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The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. HATCH). 


EEE 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Righteous and Holy God, we worship 
You. We see Your glory in the beauty 
of sunrise and the splendor of sunset. 
Great and marvelous are Your works, 
for Your faithfulness sustains us. Guide 
our lawmakers to connect to Your 
eternal, essential, and unchanging holi- 
ness. With the power of Your righteous 
presence, renew their minds, cleanse 
their hearts, and guide their steps. Lib- 
erate them from the chains of pes- 
simism, reminding them that all things 
are possible to those who believe. Lord, 
thank You for the wonder of Your love, 
the beauty of Your mercy, and the 
power of Your grace. 

We pray in Your Holy Name. Amen. 


EE 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The President pro tempore led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EES 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CoT- 
TON). The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 


EE 


SANCTUARY CITIES BILL 


Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, just 
before the State work period, I asked 
Senators to consider some important 
questions: In a time of limited Federal 
resources and tough choices, is it fair 
to treat localities that cooperate with 
Federal law enforcement or work hard 
to follow Federal law no better than lo- 
calities that refuse to help or actually 
actively flout the law? When a deputy 
sheriff puts her life on the line every 


day, is it fair to make her live in con- 
stant fear of being sued for simply try- 
ing to keep us safe? When felons enter 
our country illegally and repeatedly, is 
it fair to victims and families to not do 
what we can now to stop them? 

The answer is that it isn’t fair. That 
is why colleagues should support the 
legislation we will consider this after- 
noon. It aims to ensure more fairness 
to cities and States that do the right 
thing, redirecting certain Federal 
funds to them from those that choose 
not to do the right thing. It aims to 
support law enforcement officers who 
risk everything for our safety, pro- 
tecting them from lawsuits for simply 
doing their federally mandated duties. 
It aims to deliver justice for victims 
and their families, substantially in- 
creasing deterrence for criminals who 
commit felonies and then try to ille- 
gally reenter our country—endeavoring 
to save more Americans from the pain 
these families continue to experience 
every day. 

We all know the heartbreaking story 
of Kate Steinle. Kate was walking arm 
in arm with her father one moment, 
begging for help the next as she began 
bleeding to death in his arms. The man 
who ended her life shouldn’t have even 
been there that day. He had been con- 
victed of seven—seven—felonies and de- 
ported five times, but San Francisco is 
a so-called sanctuary city that arbi- 
trarily decides when it will cooperate 
with the Federal Government and when 
it will not, and it refused to even honor 
the Federal Government’s request for 
an immigration detainer. 

What happened to Kate is tragic, and 
it is not an isolated incident. Consider 
this letter from Susan Oliver, who lost 
her husband just last year. Here is 
what she had to say: 

The man that killed my husband, Deputy 
Danny Oliver, was deported several times for 
various felonies. However, due to the lack of 
coordination between law enforcement agen- 
cies, his killer was allowed back into the 
country.... 

I [am] asking for only one thing. I do not 
want your sympathy, I want change so oth- 
ers will not have to endure the grief we have 
in our lives every day. 

The bill which we will consider this 
afternoon is supported by law enforce- 


ment organizations such as the Na- 
tional Sheriffs’ Association, the Fed- 
eral Law Enforcement Officers Associa- 
tion, and the National Association of 
Police Organizations. 


Here is what the International Union 
of Police Associations had to say about 
it: 

The International Union of Police Associa- 
tions is proud— 


Proud— 


to add our name to the list of supporters of 
the bill addressing ‘‘Sanctuary Cities” titled 
Stop Sanctuary Policies and Protect Ameri- 
cans Act. 

As it now stands, our officers can be held 
liable for sharing relevant information and 
honoring immigration detainers, even when 
they are from federal immigration officials. 
This legislation remedies that. 

Additionally, the bill provides a financial 
disincentive for cities to become or remain 
“sanctuary cities’... . 


The organization also noted that this 
bill would help end the ‘revolving 
door” of criminals who ‘‘even though 
convicted of felony criminal activity 
and deported, unlawfully return to 
prey upon our citizens.”’ 


The issue before us is not truly about 
immigration; it is more about keeping 
our communities safe. Those who de- 
fend so-called sanctuary cities cal- 
lously disregard how their extreme 
policies hurt others. The President’s 
own DHS Secretary has used terms 
such as ‘‘not acceptable” and ‘‘counter- 
productive to public safety’’ when re- 
ferring to sanctuary city policies. Such 
extreme policies can inflict almost un- 
imaginable pain on innocent victims 
and their families. 


As the father of three daughters, I 
know—I know—we can do better. I am 
calling on every colleague to put com- 
passion before leftwing ideology today. 
This bill would support the deputy 
sheriff who puts her life on the line 
every day. This bill would provide hope 
and justice for victims and their fami- 
lies. So let’s vote to support them, not 
defend extreme policies that actually 
hurt them. 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a member of the Senate on the floor. 
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MEASURES PLACED ON THE CAL- 
ENDAR—S. 2181, S. 2182, AND 8S. 
2183 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
understand there are three bills at the 
desk due for a second reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the bills by title for the 
second time. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A bill (S. 2181) to provide guidance and pri- 
orities for Federal Government obligations 
in the event that the debt limit is reached. 

A bill (S. 2182) to cut, cap, and balance the 
Federal budget. 

A bill (S. 2183) to reauthorize and reform 
the Export-Import Bank of the United 
States, and for other purposes. 

Mr. McCONNELL. In order to place 
the bills on the calendar under the pro- 
visions of rule XIV, I object to further 
proceedings en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion having been heard, the bills will be 
placed on the calendar. 


ee 


RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader is recognized. 


a 
SANCTUARY CITIES BILL 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have 


watched over the years my Republican 
colleagues who are supposedly con- 
cerned about States’ rights wipe them 
out with a speech like the one we have 
just heard and the legislation before 
this body today. 

I am told and have always believed, 
Republicans think States and commu- 
nities should have the ability to do the 
things they think are appropriate. Any 
one of these States that my friend re- 
fers to—any one of these commu- 
nities—has a right at any time to 
change the law. This is not a Federal 
law they are trying to change; they are 
trying to change what is taking place 
in cities throughout the country. 

So they are States’ rights, my Re- 
publican colleague’s own words. It cer- 
tainly doesn’t belie the actions they 
have tried to take. The Republican 
leader tries to make the bill before this 
body a political issue. It is a Donald 
Trump-bashing-immigrants issue. 

This bill is opposed by the National 
Association of Chiefs of Police, it is op- 
posed by the National Council of May- 
ors, and many different organizations 
that believe in States’ rights. My 
friend, the Republican leader, would 
just make things a lot worse, and that 
is an understatement. 

With the provisions in this bill, it is 
estimated it would take 15 new huge 
prisons just to handle the people who 
would be arrested—huge prisons, cost- 
ing billions of dollars. It is not smart 
police policy. It is not smart budget 
policy. 
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THE DEBT LIMIT 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, over the 
last 10 months, congressional Repub- 
licans have proven they are incapable 
of governing—at least governing pro- 
ductively. Instead, Republicans are 
governing destructively. It is hard to 
understand or fathom, but this seems 
to be what they want: destruction. It is 
not a word I decided to bring into the 
conversation today. One Republican 
Congressman said very recently: ‘‘We 
are looking for creative destruction in 
how the House operates.” This Repub- 
lican Congressman said, I repeat, ‘‘We 
are looking for creative destruction in 
how the House operates,” and they are 
as good as their word in the House and 
sadly also in the Senate. 

Time and time again, Republican 
leaders have brought the United States 
to the brink of unnecessary disaster, 
and sadly here we are again, facing an- 
other manufactured crisis courtesy of 
Republicans in Congress. This time it 
is a debt limit crisis. On November 3, 
just 2 weeks from today, our great 
country—the United States of Amer- 
ica—will default on its debt unless Re- 
publicans start legislating more con- 
structively to solve the problem. Let’s 
be clear about what the debt limit does 
and doesn’t mean. Adjusting the debt 
limit—when it is absolutely necessary, 
and it will be in 2 weeks—is necessary 
to pay this country’s bills that are al- 
ready due. What we face now with the 
debt ceiling isn’t about a penny of new 
spending. It is not about a penny of 
new programs or a penny of new taxes. 
It is not about creating new obliga- 
tions, only meeting existing ones. The 
debt limit is about paying what we al- 
ready owe. 

What are these debts? A large, large, 
large chunk of these is what we owe as 
a result of an unpaid war, a second un- 
paid war, and tax breaks for the rich 
that were unpaid for. Remember, this 
great theory of President Bush was 
that these wars would bring a new de- 
mocracy to the world. Well, the inva- 
sion of Iraq was the worst foreign pol- 
icy decision probably in the history of 
the country. Look what it has done, 
and it has been done at the cost of tril- 
lions of dollars of taxpayers’ money, 
and that is part of the debt that is due. 

These tax breaks for the rich. Why 
did the Bush administration push these 
tax breaks? Because it would be great 
for the economy. Well, it has been 
great for the rich people. They are get- 
ting richer, the poorer are getting 
poorer, and the middle class are get- 
ting squeezed. All these tax cuts were 
unpaid for. If we don’t act, we allow 
the United States to default. The day 
of reckoning will be terrible. We will 
hurt American jobs, families, busi- 
nesses, and the fallout will be felt 
around the world. If some Republicans 
in Congress get their way, the United 
States will default on this debt. What 
happens then? The short answer is eco- 
nomic catastrophe. 
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The former Director of the Congres- 
sional Budget Office, Douglas Holtz- 
Eakin, described last week what will 
happen if the United States defaults: 

The first thing you’ll see is a market reac- 
tion. Then you’ve got dramatic impacts on 
consumer confidence, the world’s melting 
down again and they go into an economic 
fetal position . . . there’s just no good news 
there. 

This wasn’t some leftwing blogger; 
this is a man who did a good job rep- 
resenting this country on a bipartisan 
basis in the Congressional Budget Of- 
fice—by the way, during a Republican 
administration. He said: 

The first thing you’ll see is a market reac- 
tion. Then you’ve got dramatic impacts of 
consumer confidence, the world’s melting 
down again and they go into an economic 
fetal position . . . there’s just no good news 
there. 

The Republican chairman of the 
House Ways and Means Committee, a 
reasonable PAUL RYAN, said as much 
last week: 

If the United States missed a bond pay- 
ment, it would shake the confidence of the 
world economy. All kinds of credit would dry 
up: loans for small businesses, mortgages for 
young families. We could even go into a re- 
cession. 

That is what we will face in 2 weeks 
if Republicans don’t get their act to- 
gether, and by all signs, it doesn’t ap- 
pear they are going to. All signs indi- 
cate that House and Senate Repub- 
licans are still not serious about deal- 
ing with the debt limit. If they were se- 
rious about paying our bills and keep- 
ing America on sound economic foot- 
ing, they would not be proposing an ab- 
surd idea of having a ‘‘partial default.” 
You can’t be partially pregnant; you 
can’t have a partial default. House Re- 
publicans have engineered legislation 
to pick and choose which debts to pay 
and which to ignore. 

Listen to this: Their proposed legisla- 
tion is going to pay foreign creditors 
first, such as China, but they don’t 
want to meet our obligations to vet- 
erans, Medicare beneficiaries, and mil- 
lions of middle-class Americans. No. 
They want to start paying down the 
debt we owe to China. Think about 
that. The truth is this pay-China-first 
approach is just default by another 
name. This approach would lead a mid- 
dle-class family into financial ruin, 
and just imagine what it would do to 
world markets. I repeat: There is no 
such thing as a partial default. A par- 
tial default is a default. 

We can’t allow the Federal Govern- 
ment to be delinquent in paying its 
debts. We have 2 weeks to get some- 
thing done, and we can if the Repub- 
licans come to their senses. This un- 
necessary drama over paying our bills 
is already rattling the financial mar- 
kets. The bond market has already 
been hurt, and we can see it. 

I say to my Republican friends, espe- 
cially the leaders in the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the U.S. Senate: Start 
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governing in a way that is not an em- 
barrassment to Congress and the Amer- 
ican people. 

Mr. President, please announce what 
we will be doing here today. 


a 
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 


ee 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


NOMINATION OF ANN DONNELLY 
TO BE UNITED STATES DISTRICT 
JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN DIS- 
TRICT OF NEW YORK 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro- 
ceed to executive session to consider 
the following nomination, which the 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read the nomination of Ann Donnelly, 
of New York, to be United States Dis- 
trict Judge for the Eastern District of 
New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the time until 11 
a.m. will be equally divided for debate 
in the usual form. 

The assistant Democratic leader. 
REFUGEE CRISIS IN GREECE, NOMINATION OF 
GAYLE SMITH, AND UKRAINE 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I had 
the privilege of joining Senators SHA- 
HEEN, KLOBUCHAR, and WARREN during 
the recess that just concluded to travel 
to Europe to assess the refugee flow 
that is spilling into Greece and ongoing 
Russian aggression during our visit to 
Ukraine. 

I will start with the visit to one of 
our most important NATO European 
allies, Greece. Greece is struggling, as 
we all know, with its own economic 
challenges, but now it is facing an 
overwhelming flow of refugees across 
its border. 

Almost half a million refugees have 
flown into Greece just this year. The 
bulk of the refugees come from across 
the Aegean Sea from Turkey. They are 
fleeing war and economic instability in 
the region. Most are from Syria, but 
there are many others from Afghani- 
stan, Iraq, and other countries in peril. 
Many are middle-class families who are 
simply exhausted from years of horrific 
war in Syria. 

I met many of them and had a chance 
to speak to them. Their stories are 
heartbreaking. They are fleeing with 
their children and whatever they can 
carry. Their destination is uncertain, 
but they know they can’t stay in the 
camps or in Syria. They are the vic- 
tims of smugglers and exploitation. 
Some of these desperate people are 
charged 1,000 euros just to cross a 2- 
mile stretch of ocean between Turkey 
and Greece. 
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We were on the island of Lesbos, and 
those who were able to watch ‘‘60 Min- 
utes” this week saw a presentation of 
what is happening on that small island 
of about 80,000 people where more than 
400,000 refugees have come through in 
the last several weeks. Many of these 
refugees are unaccompanied children. 

At one of the camps, I met a young 
man who said he was 17—probably 15— 
who had come across that stretch of 
water with his 8-year-old sister. Think 
for a moment what that family must 
have gone through in deciding that it 
was safer for this 15-year-old to take 
his 8-year-old sister and try to find 
their way to a safe place in Europe 
rather than stay in war-torn Syria. 
That is the reality of many of these 
refugees and the plight that they face. 

On this island of Lesbos, 2,000 refu- 
gees are arriving every single day. The 
Greek Coast Guard showed us stacks of 
discarded rubber rafts. These rubber 
rafts are made to hold about 20 people 
as they cross this 3-mile stretch of 
ocean. They packed them with over 50 
people. They charge 1,000 euros for each 
adult and 500 euros for each child. 

We saw these rafts stacked up and 
piles of life preservers. Some of them 
are the types of life preservers and 
jackets that you might expect, but oth- 
ers are ridiculous. Some of them are 
literally pool toys, and they say so. 
They have written right on them that 
they are not to be used as life pre- 
servers. These pool toys are strapped to 
those little kids who are put in these 
rafts that come across that stretch of 
ocean. There were rows upon rows of 
cheap outboard motors that were used 
to propel these rafts across the straits. 

Incidentally, the smugglers picked 
someone in the raft and told them that 
they were in charge. They would ask if 
they knew how to operate the motor. If 
they didn’t know how to operate it, 
they would show them how to use it 
and point them in the right direction. 
The refugees would then head out in 
the hope that they would make it 
across safely, and many times they 
didn’t. 

Despite Greece’s economic hardship, 
I was impressed with how the Greek 
people were handling this refugee cri- 
sis. Processing registration centers had 
been established, and many refugees 
were quickly on their way to resettle- 
ment in Europe. 

I mentioned the 15-year-old with his 
8-year-old sister. I ran into four others 
who spoke English, and all of them 
were college graduates in their 20s. One 
of them was a pre-med student who 
said: We just couldn’t live any longer 
with war in Syria. We were ready to 
risk our lives to find a safer place. 

The mayor of Lesbos has been gen- 
erous and thoughtful in addressing the 
suffering. He told me he often thought 
he was handling a ticking time bomb 
with this refugee crisis. Instead, this 
island has become an example of what 
the rest of the world can do. 
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In Athens, we visited with an impres- 
sive NGO known as Praksis that is giv- 
ing unaccompanied minors a safe, nur- 
turing place to stay while they at- 
tempt to place them with families. 

The United States leads the world in 
financial assistance for this Syrian ref- 
ugee effort, but we have a moral obli- 
gation to do that and more. I have 
called on the administration to accept 
100,000 Syrian refugees. I am a cospon- 
sor of the emergency supplemental bill 
addressing refugee assistance, recently 
introduced by Senators GRAHAM and 
LEAHY. 

Allow me to put the 100,000 number in 
perspective. Germany has agreed to ac- 
cept 800,000 of these Syrian refugees. It 
is estimated that there are 4 million 
total. The United States accepted 
750,000 Vietnamese refugees and over 
500,000 Cuban refugees after the Castro 
regime took over. Those Cuban refu- 
gees included the fathers of two sitting 
U.S. Senators, one of whom is running 
for President of the United States. We 
accepted over 200,000 Soviet Jews who 
were being persecuted in that country. 
We have accepted refugees from Soma- 
lia and from different places around 
the world, such as Bosnia. We have as- 
similated them into America, and we 
can do it again. 

When we go through this process of 
accepting refugees, we carefully check 
their backgrounds to make sure that 
they are not a threat to the United 
States or anybody who lives here. I 
think we should continue to do that, 
but the fact that only 1,700 have made 
it to our Nation in the last 4 years tells 
us that we need to do more. 

I will continue to be a strong advo- 
cate for humanitarian safe zones in 
Syria so the people there can have a 
safe place to be treated for their ill- 
nesses and to at least live until this 
war comes to an end. 

Let me say something else. It is em- 
barrassing for me to stand before the 
Senate and note that on our Executive 
Calendar, which is on the desks of Sen- 
ators, there includes one nominee, 
Gayle Smith, who has been nominated 
to be administrator of the United 
States Agency for International Devel- 
opment. She has been sitting on this 
calendar since July 29 of this year. 

The USAID, which she seeks to head, 
is the premier frontline agency for 
helping refugees. Yet this good woman 
with a lifetime of experience is being 
held up in the Senate for entirely polit- 
ical reasons. There are no objections to 
her personally, and there are no objec- 
tions to her background. 

One Senator is holding up her nomi- 
nation because the Senator stated pub- 
licly that he objects to the President’s 
Iran nuclear agreement. Gayle Smith 
had nothing to do with that. The 
USAID had nothing to do with that. 
Shouldn’t we appoint this good person 
to manage this agency to deal with 
this international refugee crisis? 
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While we are at it, they are asking 
that Thomas Melia of Maryland be the 
assistant administrator. Wouldn’t we 
want competent management when we 
are talking about billions of American 
tax dollars being spent wisely in this 
humanitarian effort? Yet they languish 
on this calendar. 

If there are objections to these nomi- 
nees, state them. If not, approve them. 

After Greece, we had a visit to 
Ukraine. I believe what is happening 
there is deeply important to us in the 
United States, and I am committed to 
seeing that Ukraine succeed as a 
Democratic sovereign nation. It is hard 
to describe what has happened there in 
a year and a half. A shamefully corrupt 
regime which is deeply influenced by 
Russia was rejected by the Ukrainian 
people. As the country tried to get 
back on its feet and build a more trans- 
parent and Democratic future, Russia 
and Vladimir Putin staged an invasion 
first by taking over Crimea and then 
by invading eastern Ukraine. 

The Russians have turned eastern 
Ukraine into a dysfunctional, grim, 
and abandoned wasteland, somehow 
under the illusion that it would be the 
new Russia. More than a million people 
have been displaced in eastern Ukraine 
and thousands have been killed. The 
captured land was even used as a base 
to shoot down a civilian airliner, kill- 
ing hundreds. A recent Dutch inves- 
tigation showed that this was done 
with Russian weaponry. If only Presi- 
dent Putin would try to help with the 
investigation of the Malaysian plane 
that was shot down instead of nakedly 
blocking the effort of the U.N. Security 
Council, we would have even more in- 
formation about this horrible tragedy. 

Despite agreeing in Minsk to a pull- 
back of heavy weapons, exchange of 
prisoners, and return of border control 
in the east, Russia has dragged its feet 
on every term of the agreement, incor- 
rectly hoping that the world will not 
notice. We notice. 

Yet amid all this transparent and 
barbaric effort to undermine Ukraine, 
the country has found a new unity and 
determination. It has taken on signifi- 
cant reforms. During my visit with my 
fellow Senators, I was struck by how 
many dedicated Ukrainians are work- 
ing for a better future. They are now 
members of Parliament and local offi- 
cials coming right out of the Maidan 
demonstration. They are giving every- 
thing they can for the future of their 
country. 

I have been a strong supporter of 
President Obama’s efforts to support 
Ukraine to train and equip its military 
and provide significant assistance for 
their courageous effort. As the world’s 
attention is distracted to many other 
challenges, let’s not lose sight of the 
ongoing struggle in Ukraine. The 
United States and Europe must remain 
united on sanctions against Russia as 
long as it continues to invade and oc- 
cupy a sovereign nation like Ukraine. 
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I will conclude by recognizing the 
many dedicated Foreign Service offi- 
cers working in our embassies that we 
meet with on our trips. They are on the 
frontlines of American leadership and 
generosity. Ambassador Geoffrey Pyatt 
in Ukraine and Ambassador David 
Pearce in Greece are two we worked 
with during our recent visit. 

As the Republicans threaten govern- 
ment shutdown after government shut- 
down, let us not forget that these men 
and women and many like them lit- 
erally risk their lives every single day 
standing up and representing the 
United States around the world. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

STOP SANCTUARY POLICIES AND PROTECT 
AMERICANS BILL 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I rise 
again in strong support of the Stop 
Sanctuary Policies and Protect Ameri- 
cans Act, which we will be voting on 
later today. I was here on the floor yes- 
terday laying out the strong case in 
support of that, talking to many col- 
leagues before this vote today, as I 
have been for the past several days. 

Today I rise to focus on some argu- 
ments from the other side that are er- 
roneous and misleading, quite frankly, 
and to debunk those arguments so ev- 
eryone has the full, true, and clear pic- 
ture of why this legislation is so need- 


First, I have heard a few of my col- 
leagues talk about the need for Federal 
and local authorities to do a better job 
of working together. For instance, Sen- 
ator DURBIN, who just left the floor, 
said: ‘Federal and local authorities 
must do a better job of communicating 
and coordinating so that undocu- 
mented immigrants with serious crimi- 
nal records are detained and deported, 
period.”’ 

Similarly, Senator FEINSTEIN said: 
“It is very clear to me that we have to 
improve cooperation between local, 
State, and Federal law enforcement.” 

Let me say that I completely agree 
with them, and they are laying out a 
strong case for this legislation, not 
against it, because we need to do some- 
thing about the cause of the non- 
cooperation, the obstacle between that 
full cooperation, which absolutely 
needs to happen every day. Simply 
wishing for a better outcome isn’t 
going to make it happen. 

The fact is, there are dozens of sanc- 
tuary cities—jurisdictions that have 
those policies—that were cooperating 
in the past and that want to cooperate, 
but they have been faced with lawsuits 
from the ACLU and others and court 
decisions wherein local law enforce- 
ment officials could be held liable for 
violating an individual’s constitutional 
rights simply for honoring a detainer 
request from ICE. That is ridiculous. 
That is an abusive threat. Our legisla- 
tion on the floor today is going to re- 
move that threat. 
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The Stop Sanctuary Policies and 
Protect Americans Act allows for that 
cooperation between local and Federal 
authorities to resume again because 
section 4 of the bill will facilitate 
State and local compliance with the 
ICE detainer and remove that onerous 
and unreasonable threat. Cooperation 
has been stifled by lawsuits aimed at 
bullying local law enforcement, and 
this bill will grant local law enforce- 
ment the authority to clearly comply 
with ICE detainers without threat of li- 
ability. It will protect them from that 
liability for simply complying with 
ICE detainers. 

I will remind my colleagues that it 
will do nothing to infringe on an indi- 
vidual’s civil or constitutional rights. 
They still have the same ability to pur- 
sue those against ICE or anyone else 
they choose. 

That is why this legislation is sup- 
ported by people who know something 
about what needs to happen for local 
and Federal authorities to cooperate. 
Who am I talking about? The Federal 
Law Enforcement Officers Associa- 
tion—they know what they are talking 
about. The International Union of Po- 
lice Associations—they live it every 
day. The National Association of Po- 
lice Organizations and the National 
Sheriffs’ Association—don’t my col- 
leagues think they know what is need- 
ed on the ground? They do. And be- 
cause they do, they strongly support 
this legislation. 

Second, some colleagues on the other 
side argue that this bill won’t do any- 
thing; instead, we need so-called com- 
prehensive immigration reform such as 
the Gang of 8 bill. But the Gang of 8 
bill that my colleagues are pushing— 
1,200 pages long when it passed the Sen- 
ate—didn’t do anything to resolve this 
issue of sanctuary cities. It didn’t do 
anything to change the abusive law- 
suits I am speaking about. It didn’t do 
anything to encourage Federal and 
local authorities to cooperate in real 
time—absolutely nothing. That is just 
the fact, once we read the 1,200 pages. 
All the Gang of 8 bill does is lead with 
a big amnesty—an amnesty over- 
night—for about 11 million illegal im- 
migrants in our country today. So that 
comprehensive immigration reform 
bill—the Gang of 8 bill or whatever we 
want to call it—does nothing in this 
area that is so crucial to fix, does noth- 
ing about sanctuary cities, does noth- 
ing to remove these abusive lawsuits as 
obstacles to the clear and full coopera- 
tion between Federal, State, and local 
authorities, which even folks on the 
other side of the bill admit needs to 
happen and is a problem right now. 

There are lots of myths about our 
bill versus the facts. 

With that in mind, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
a myth v. fact sheet that lays out 
clearly the myths, the arguments made 
against this legislation, and the real 


October 20, 2015 


facts of the Stop Sanctuary Policies 
and Protect Americans Act, S. 2146. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


MYTH V. FACT—STOP SANCTUARY POLICIES 
ACT (S. 2146) 


1. S. 2146 does not punish illegal immi- 
grants who come forward to report crimes. 

Myth: Under S. 2146, “reporting crimes or 
otherwise interacting with law enforcement 
could lead to immigration detention and de- 
portation.” 1 

Fact: S. 2146 provides that if a jurisdiction 
has a policy that local law enforcement will 
not inquire about the immigration status of 
crime victims or witnesses, such jurisdiction 
will not be deemed a sanctuary jurisdiction 
and will not lose any federal funds. See sec- 
tion 3(e). 

2. S. 2146 does not require local law en- 
forcement to carry out federal immigration 
responsibilities. 

Myth: S. 2146 would ‘‘require[e] state and 
local law enforcement to carry out the fed- 
eral government’s immigration enforcement 
responsibilities,” and thus ‘‘the federal gov- 
ernment would be substituting its judgment 
for the judgment of state and local law en- 
forcement agencies.” 2 

Fact: The bill does not require local law 
enforcement ‘‘to carry out federal immigra- 
tion responsibilities.” Removing illegal im- 
migrants remains the exclusive province of 
the federal government. The bill simply 
withholds certain federal funds from juris- 
dictions that prohibit their local law en- 
forcement officers from cooperating with 
federal officials in the limited circumstance 
of honoring an immigration detainer. 

It is politicians in sanctuary jurisdictions 
who, by tying the hands of local law enforce- 
ment, are “‘substituting [their] judgment for 
the judgment of state and local law enforce- 
ment.” 

3. S. 2146 is necessary to keep dangerous 
criminals off of the streets. 

Myth: “Congress should focus on overdue 
reforms of the broken immigration system 
to allow state and local law enforcement to 
focus their resources on true threats—dan- 
gerous criminals and criminal organiza- 
tions.” 3 

Fact: Sanctuary cities are the ones pre- 
venting local law enforcement from focusing 
on dangerous criminals and criminal organi- 
zations—by forbidding local law enforcement 
officers from holding such criminals. 

The illegal immigrant who killed Kate 
Steinle explained that he chose to live in 
San Francisco because it was a sanctuary 
city, and he knew San Francisco would not 
take action against him He was right. Three 
months before Kate’s death, the federal gov- 
ernment asked San Francisco officials to 
hold him, but San Francisco refused. 

4. S. 2146 does not force the U.S. to bear li- 
ability for unconstitutional actions by local 
law enforcement. 

Myth: S. 2146 includes ‘‘provisions requir- 
ing DHS to absorb all liability in lawsuits 
brought by individuals unlawfully detained 
in violation of the Fourth Amendment.” 4 

Fact: If a lawsuit alleges that a local offi- 
cer knowingly violated Fourth Amendment 
or other constitutional rights, under S. 2146, 
the individual officer, not the federal govern- 
ment, will bear all liability. See section 4(c). 

For some lawsuits, the U.S. will be sub- 
stituted as defendant—specifically, suits al- 
leging that that the immigration detainer 
should not have been issued. But such a 
claim could already be brought against the 
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U.S. under existing law; thus, S. 2146 does 
not create a new source of liability for the 
federal government. S. 2146 simply provides 
that if the federal government made the 
error, the federal government should be the 
defendant. 

5. S. 2146 is fully consistent with the 
Fourth Amendment and preserves individ- 
uals’ rights to sue for constitutional viola- 
tions. 

Myth: “The Fourth Amendment provides 
that the government cannot hold anyone in 
jail without getting a warrant or the ap- 
proval of a judge.” 5 

Fact: The Constitution requires probable 
cause to detain an individual, which can be 
established by a judicial a warrant issued be- 
fore the arrest or by a demonstration of 
probable cause after the arrest. Otherwise 
police could never arrest someone whom 
they see committing a crime. 

S. 2146 does not alter the requirement for 
probable cause. In fact, S. 2146 explicitly pre- 
serves an individual’s ability to sue if he or 
she is held without probable cause or has suf- 
fered any other violation of a constitutional 
right. 

ENDNOTES 

1. Email from Lutheran Immigration and 
Refugee Service (Oct. 19, 2015). 

2. Letter from Law Enforcement Immigra- 
tion Task Force (Oct. 15, 2015). 

3. Letter from Law Enforcement Immigra- 
tion Task Force (Oct. 15, 2015). 

4. Letter from ACLU (Oct. 19, 2015). 

5. Letter from ACLU (Oct. 19, 2015). 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, let me 
highlight the two biggest ones. The 
first one is that our legislation would 
somehow punish and make it more dif- 
ficult for illegal persons to report 
crimes and cooperate with local law 
enforcement. That is a pure myth. 
What is the fact? Well, read the bill, as 
the American people suggest. Read the 
bill. Our bill, S. 2146, specifically pro- 
vides that if a jurisdiction has a policy 
that local law enforcement will not in- 
quire about the immigration status of 
crime victims or witnesses, such juris- 
diction will not be deemed a sanctuary 
jurisdiction and it will not lose Federal 
funds over that. So that argument is 
simply a myth. 

The second argument often made is 
that somehow this legislation is requir- 
ing local law enforcement to carry out 
Federal immigration responsibilities. 
Again, that is a pure myth, a purely er- 
roneous argument, and if we read the 
bill, S. 2146, we will see it is simply not 
true. The bill does not require local law 
enforcement ‘‘to carry out Federal im- 
migration responsibilities” in any way, 
shape, or form. Removing illegal immi- 
grants remains the exclusive province 
of the Federal Government. The bill 
simply withholds certain Federal funds 
from jurisdictions that prohibit ex- 
actly the cooperation that our oppo- 
nents on the other side say is so nec- 
essary and correctly say is so nec- 
essary. So that, again, is the fact 
versus the myth that is being propa- 
gated. 

Again, we have several myths versus 
facts as part of the record, and I urge 
everyone, starting with our colleagues, 
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Democrats and Republicans, to study it 
carefully. 

This is an important issue. Sanc- 
tuary cities are a real problem, and we 
need to fix that problem to move for- 
ward. So I urge my colleagues to look 
carefully at this issue of what is driv- 
ing these sanctuary cities policies. Our 
legislation will take up those drivers, 
those obstacles, will solve those prob- 
lems, and will result in the cooperation 
at all levels of law enforcement that we 
desperately need. 

I urge my colleagues to vote yes later 
today so we can push forward with this 
important and critical legislation. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today, we 
will finally vote on the nomination of 
Judge Ann Donnelly to be a Federal 
district judge in the Eastern District of 
New York. She was first nominated for 
this judicial emergency vacancy nearly 
a year ago, back in November 2014. She 
was voted out of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee by unanimous voice vote over 4 
months ago on June 4, but since then 
she has been blocked from receiving a 
vote on the Senate floor. Senator SCHU- 
MER has twice sought to secure a vote 
for Judge Donnelly through unanimous 
consent requests in July and Sep- 
tember, but was blocked by Repub- 
licans both times. No substantive rea- 
son was given for this obstruction, 
which is hurting both our justice sys- 
tem and the people who seek justice in 
those courts. 

Judge Donnelly is not the only New 
York nominee ready for a vote today 
on the Executive Calendar. LaShann 
Hall, a partner at a prominent national 
law firm, was nominated to the other 
judicial emergency vacancy in the 
Eastern District of New York last No- 
vember as well. She was voted out of 
the Judiciary Committee by unani- 
mous voice vote at the same time as 
Judge Donnelly, and she is still await- 
ing a vote. 

Also waiting for a vote is Lawrence 
Vilardo, who has been nominated to 
the vacancy in the Western District of 
New York in Buffalo. The Western Dis- 
trict of New York has one of the busi- 
est caseloads in the country and han- 
dles more criminal cases than Wash- 
ington, DC, Boston, or Cleveland; yet 
there is not a single active Federal 
judge in that district, and the court is 
staying afloat only through the vol- 
untary efforts of two judges on senior 
status who are hearing cases in their 
retirement. Despite these circum- 
stances, Republicans continue to hold 
Mr. Vilardo’s nomination up as well. 
There is no good reason why these two 
other noncontroversial New York 
nominees could not be confirmed 
today. The same goes for the rest of 
the noncontroversial judicial nominees 
on the Executive Calendar. 

In the Judiciary Committee, I have 
continued to work with Chairman 
GRASSLEY to hold hearings on judicial 
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nominees. We will hold a hearing to- 
morrow for four more judicial nomi- 
nees. But the pattern we have seen 
over the last 9 months is that, once 
nominees are voted out of committee 
and awaiting confirmation on the floor, 
the Republican leadership refuses to 
schedule votes. So far this year, we 
have only confirmed seven judges. That 
is not even one judge per month. Some 
Republicans claim that this is reason- 
able, but by any measure, it is not. By 
this same point in 2007, when I was 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee 
and we had a Republican President, the 
Senate had already confirmed 33 
judges. At this current rate, by the end 
of the year, the Senate will have con- 
firmed the fewest number of judges in 
more than a half century. 

This pattern is especially egregious 
in light of the rising number of judicial 
vacancies. In fact, as a direct result of 
Republican obstruction, vacancies have 
increased by more than 50 percent, 
from 43 to 67. That means there are not 
enough judges to handle the over- 
whelming number of cases in many of 
our Federal courtrooms. Additionally, 
the number of Federal court vacancies 
deemed to be ‘‘judicial emergencies” 
by the nonpartisan Administrative Of- 
fice of the U.S. Courts has increased by 
158 percent since the beginning of the 
year. There are now 30 judicial emer- 
gency vacancies that are affecting 
communities across the country. 

The Leadership Conference on Civil 
and Human Rights recently issued a 
memorandum documenting the real 
life impact of the Senate Republicans’ 
obstruction on the judicial confirma- 
tion process. Three States where com- 
munities are most hurt are Texas, Ala- 
bama, and Florida. Texas, for example, 
has nine judicial vacancies—with seven 
of them deemed to be judicial emer- 
gencies. Incredibly, one of the district 
court positions has been vacant for 
over 4 years, and a fifth circuit posi- 
tion in Texas has been vacant for more 
than 3 years. The memorandum reports 
that, in the Eastern District of Texas, 
the delays caused by the vacancy in 
that court has placed greater pressure 
on criminal defendants to forego trials 
and simply plead guilty to avoid uncer- 
tain and lengthy pretrial detentions. 
That is not justice. 

Similarly, Alabama has five current 
vacancies that remain unfilled, and 
Florida has three. These rising vacan- 
cies are leading to an unsustainable 
situation in too many states. As Chief 
Judge Federico Moreno of the Southern 
District of Florida noted, ‘‘It’s like an 
emergency room in a hospital. The 
judges are used to it and people come 
in and out and get good treatment. But 
the question is, can you sustain it? 
Eventually you burn out.” 

I urge the majority leader to sched- 
ule votes for the 14 other consensus ju- 
dicial nominees on the Executive Cal- 
endar without further delay. If the Re- 
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publican obstruction continues and if 
home State Senators cannot persuade 
the majority leader to schedule a vote 
for their nominees soon, then it is un- 
likely that even highly qualified nomi- 
nees with Republican support will be 
confirmed by the end of the year. These 
are nominees that members of the 
leader’s own party want confirmed. Let 
us work together to confirm nominees 
and help restore our third branch to 
full strength. 

Shortly we will begin voting on 
Judge Ann Donnelly to fill a judicial 
emergency vacancy in the Federal Dis- 
trict Court for the Eastern District of 
New York. Since September 2014, she 
has served as a judge on the New York 
County Supreme Court. Judge Don- 
nelly previously presided on the Kings 
County Supreme Court from 20138 to 
2014 and in the Bronx County Supreme 
Court from 2009 to 2013. Prior to becom- 
ing a judge, she worked at the New 
York County District Attorney’s Office 
for 25 years as an assistant district at- 
torney, senior trial counsel, and as 
chief of the Family Violence Child 
Abuse Bureau. She has the support of 
her two home State Senators, Senator 
SCHUMER and Senator GILLIBRAND. She 
was voted out of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee by unanimous voice vote on 
June 4, 2015. I will vote to support her 
nomination. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FLAKE). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question is, Will 
the Senate advise and consent to the 
nomination of Ann Donnelly, of New 
York, to be United States District 
Judge for the Eastern District of New 
York? 

Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM) and 
the Senator from Florida (Mr. RUBIO). 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire (Mrs. 
SHAHEEN) is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAs- 
SIDY). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 95, 
nays 2, as follows: 
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[Rollcall Vote No. 279 Ex.] 


YEAS—95 
Alexander Fischer Murphy 
Ayotte Flake Murray 
Baldwin Franken Nelson 
Barrasso Gardner Paul 
Bennet Gillibrand Perdue 
Blumenthal Grassley Peters 
Booker Hatch Portman 
Boozman Heinrich Reed 
Boxer Heitkamp Reid 
Brown Heller Risch 
Burr Hirono Roberts 
Cantwell Hoeven Rounds 
Capito Inhofe Sanders 
Cardin Isakson Sagas 
Carper Johnson Schatz 
Casey Kaine 
Cassidy King Schumer 
Coats Kirk Scott 
Cochran Klobuchar Sessions 
Collins Lankford Shelby 
Coons Leahy Stabenow 
Corker Lee Tester 
Cornyn Manchin Thune 
Cotton Markey Tillis 
Crapo McCain Toomey 
Cruz McCaskill Udall 
Daines McConnell Vitter 
Donnelly Menendez Warner 
Durbin Merkley Warren 
Enzi Mikulski Whitehouse 
Ernst Moran Wicker 
Feinstein Murkowski Wyden 

NAYS—2 
Blunt Sullivan 

NOT VOTING—3 

Graham Rubio Shaheen 


The nomination was confirmed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the motion to re- 
consider is considered made and laid 
upon the table, and the President will 
be immediately notified of the Senate’s 
action. 


EE 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
sume legislative session. 


ee 


STOP SANCTUARY POLICIES AND 
PROTECT AMERICANS ACT—MO- 
TION TO PROCEED 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
sume consideration of the motion to 
proceed to S. 2146, which the clerk 
shall now report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 252, S. 
2146, a bill to hold sanctuary jurisdictions 
accountable for defying Federal law, to in- 
crease penalties for individuals who illegally 
reenter the United States after being re- 
moved, and to provide liability protection 
for State and local law enforcement who co- 
operate with Federal law enforcement and 
for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, the Amer- 
ican people have demanded for years 
that the Federal Government faithfully 
enforce our Nation’s immigration laws. 
Americans are tired of seeing their 
laws flouted and their communities 
plagued by the horrible crimes that 
typically accompany illegal immigra- 
tion. But for too long, the pleas of the 
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American people on this issue have 
gone unheeded here in Washington. 

See, when it comes to the problem of 
illegal immigration, the political class 
and the business class—our Nation’s 
elites—are of one mind. They promise 
robust enforcement at some point in 
the future but only on the condition 
that the American people accept a 
pathway to citizenship now for the mil- 
lions of illegal immigrants who are al- 
ready in this country. 

Not wanting to be swindled, the 
American people wisely rejected this 
deal, which the Washington class calls 
“comprehensive immigration reform.” 
Of course, the elites don’t like this one 
bit. So instead, they have taken mat- 
ters into their own hands. They bend or 
ignore the law to make it more dif- 
ficult for immigration enforcement of- 
ficers to do their job. 

We have seen this repeatedly with 
the Obama administration. President 
Obama has illegally granted amnesty 
to millions of illegal immigrants with 
no statutory authorization whatsoever, 
even though, before his reelection, the 
President assured the American people 
he couldn’t do so without an act of 
Congress. As President Obama said, 
when asked whether he could grant 
amnesty, “I am not an emperor.” 

Well, I agree with President Obama. 
But yet, just a few months after saying 
he couldn’t do this because he was not 
an emperor, apparently he discovered 
he was an emperor, because he did pre- 
cisely what he acknowledged he lacked 
the constitutional authority to do. 

Although the administration today 
claims to be focusing its resources on 
deporting illegal immigrants with 
criminal records, it has adopted a pol- 
icy where many illegal immigrants 
that the administration deems to be 
low-priority criminals will not be de- 
tained and deported but will be re- 
leased back into our communities. 

Remarkably, in the year 2013 the 
Obama administration released from 
detention roughly 36,000 convicted 
criminal aliens who were actually 
awaiting the outcome of deportation 
proceedings. These criminal aliens 
were responsible for 193 homicide con- 
victions. They were responsible for 426 
sexual assault convictions, 303 kidnap- 
ping convictions, 1,075 aggravated as- 
sault convictions, and 16,070 drunk 
driving convictions. All of this was on 
top of the additional 68,000 illegal im- 
migrants with criminal convictions 
that the Federal Government encoun- 
tered in 2013 but never took into cus- 
tody for deportation. Dwell on those 
numbers for a moment. 

In 1 year, the Obama administration 
releases over 104,000 criminal illegal 
aliens, people who have come into this 
country illegally who have additional 
criminal convictions—murderers, rap- 
ists, thieves, drunk drivers. 

One wonders what the administration 
says to the mother of a child lost to a 
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murderer released by the Obama ad- 
ministration because they will not en- 
force the laws. One wonders what the 
Obama administration says to the 
child of a man killed by a drunk driver 
released by the Obama administration 
because they will not enforce our im- 
migration laws. 

While this administration’s refusal to 
enforce the laws is bad enough, the 
scandalously poor enforcement of our 
immigration laws is made much, much 
worse by the lawless actions of the 
roughly 340 so-called sanctuary juris- 
dictions across the country. Although 
these jurisdictions are more than 
happy—eager, even—to take Federal 
taxpayer dollars, they go out of their 
way to obstruct and impede Federal 
immigration enforcement by adopting 
policies that prohibit their law en- 
forcement officers from cooperating 
with Federal officers. Some of the ju- 
risdictions even refuse to honor re- 
quests from the Federal Government to 
temporarily hold a criminal alien until 
Federal officers can take custody of 
the individual. Not only are these sanc- 
tuary policies an affront to the rule of 
law, but they are extremely dangerous. 

According to a recent study by the 
Center for Immigration Studies, be- 
tween January 1 and September 30, 
2014—just a 9-month period—sanctuary 
jurisdictions released 9,295 alien offend- 
ers who the Federal Government was 
seeking to deport. That is roughly 1,000 
offenders a month that sanctuary juris- 
dictions released to the people. Now, of 
those 9,295, 62 percent had prior crimi- 
nal histories or other public safety 
issues. Amazingly, to underscore just 
how dangerous this is to the citizenry, 
2,320 of those criminal offenders were 
rearrested within the 9-month period 
for committing new crimes after they 
had already been released by the sanc- 
tuary jurisdiction. If that doesn’t em- 
body lawlessness, it is difficult to 
imagine what does—jurisdictions that 
are releasing over and over criminal il- 
legal aliens, many of them violent 
criminal illegal aliens, and exposing 
the citizens who live at home to addi- 
tional public safety risk, to additional 
terrorist risk. 

This same study found that the Fed- 
eral Government was unable to re- 
apprehend the vast majority of the 
alien offenders released by the sanc- 
tuary jurisdictions—69 percent as of 
last year. Even Homeland Security 
Secretary Jeh Johnson has admitted 
that these sanctuary policies are ‘‘un- 
acceptable.” “It is counterproductive 
to public safety,’’ he said, ‘‘to have this 
level of resistance to working with our 
immigration enforcement personnel.”’ 

Iam thrilled to hear the Secretary of 
Homeland Security say so out loud. I 
assume that means that the Obama ad- 
ministration will be supporting the leg- 
islation before this body. After all, the 
Secretary of Homeland Security says it 
is ‘‘unacceptable,’’ and that ‘‘it is 
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counterproductive to public safety.” 
Yet, sadly, the Obama administration 
is not supporting the legislation before 
this body. 

Indeed, it has taken the tragic and 
terrible death of Kate Steinle to galva- 
nize action here in Washington. Kate 
died in the arms of her father on a San 
Francisco pier after being fatally shot 
by an illegal alien who had several fel- 
ony convictions and had been deported 
from the United States multiple times. 
Her death is heartbreaking. 

In the Senate Judiciary Committee 
we had the opportunity to hear from 
Kate Steinle’s family. The heartbreak 
is even more appalling because Kate’s 
killer had been released from custody 
and not turned over to the Federal 
Government to be deported because of 
San Francisco’s sanctuary policy. 

The city of San Francisco is proudly 
a sanctuary city. They say to illegal 
immigrants across the country and 
across the world: Come to San Fran- 
cisco. We will protect you from Federal 
immigration laws. We, the elected 
democratic leaders of this city, wel- 
come illegal immigrants, including vio- 
lent criminal illegal immigrants such 
as the murderer who took Kate 
Steinle’s life. 

These policies are inexcusable. They 
are a threat to the public safety of the 
American people, and they need to end. 
That is why I am proud to be one of the 
original cosponsors of the Stop Sanc- 
tuary Policies and Protect Americans 
Act, which strips certain Federal 
funds, especially community develop- 
ment block grants, from jurisdictions 
that maintain these lawless policies. If 
these jurisdictions insist on making it 
more difficult to remove criminal 
aliens from our communities, then 
these Federal dollars should go instead 
to jurisdictions that will actually co- 
operate with the Federal Government, 
that are willing to enforce the law 
rather than aid and abet the criminals. 
It makes no sense to continue sending 
Federal money to local governments 
that intentionally make it more dif- 
ficult and costly for the Federal Gov- 
ernment to do its job. 

But this bill doesn’t just address 
sanctuary jurisdictions. It also ad- 
dresses the problem of illegal immi- 
grants who, like Kate Steinle’s killer, 
are deported but illegally reenter the 
country, which is a felony. This class 
of illegal aliens has a special disregard 
and disdain for our Nation’s laws, and 
too often these offenders also have seri- 
ous rap sheets. 

In 2012, just over a quarter of the ille- 
gal aliens apprehended by Border Pa- 
trol had prior deportation orders. That 
is an astounding 99,420 illegal aliens. Of 
the illegal reentry offenders who were 
actually prosecuted in fiscal year 
2014—that is just 16,556 offenders—a 
fraction of those committed a felony. 
The majority of those who were pros- 
ecuted had extensive or recent crimi- 
nal histories, and many were dangerous 
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criminals. Even though the majority of 
offenders had serious criminal records, 
the average prison sentence was just 17 
months, down from an average of 22 
months in 2008. 

In fact, more than a quarter of illegal 
reentry offenders received a sentence 
below the guidelines range because the 
government sponsored the low sen- 
tence. Because we are failing to ade- 
quately deter illegal aliens who have 
already been deported from illegally 
reentering the country, I introduced 
Kate’s Law in the Senate. 

I wish to thank Senators VITTER and 
GRASSLEY for working with me to in- 
corporate elements of Kate’s Law into 
this bill. I also wish to recognize and 
thank all of the original cosponsors 
who joined me in this bill—Senators 
BARRASSO, CORNYN, ISAKSON, JOHNSON, 
PERDUE, RUBIO, SULLIVAN, and TOOMEY. 

Because of this bill, any illegal alien 
who illegally reenters the United 
States and has a prior aggravated fel- 
ony conviction or two prior illegal re- 
entry convictions will face a manda- 
tory sentence of 5 years in prison. We 
must send the message that defiance of 
our laws will no longer be tolerated, 
whether it is by the sanctuary cities 
themselves or by the illegal reentry of- 
fenders who they harbor. 

The problem of illegal immigration 
in this country will never be solved 
until we demonstrate to the American 
people that we are serious about secur- 
ing the border and enforcing our immi- 
gration laws and until we have a Presi- 
dent who is willing to and, in fact, 
committed to actually enforcing the 
laws and securing the borders. 

This bill is just a small step, but at 
least it is a step in the right direction. 
Yet there will be two consequences 
from the vote this afternoon. First, it 
will be an opportunity for our friends 
on the Democratic side of the aisle to 
declare to the country on whose side 
they stand. 

When they are campaigning for re- 
election, more than a few Democratic 
Senators tell the voters they support 
securing the borders. More than a few 
Democratic Senators tell the voters: Of 
course we shouldn’t be releasing crimi- 
nal illegal aliens. More than a few 
Democratic Senators claim to have no 
responsibility for the 104,000 criminal 
illegal aliens released by the Obama 
administration in the year 2013. 

These Senators claim to have no re- 
sponsibility for the murder of Kate 
Steinle, invited to San Francisco by 
that city’s sanctuary city policy. This 
vote today will be a moment of clarity. 
No Democratic Senator will be able to 
go and tell his or her constituents: I 
oppose sanctuary cities. I support se- 
curing the border if they vote today in 
favor of sending Federal taxpayer funds 
to subsidize the lawlessness of sanc- 
tuary cities. 

The Senate Judiciary Committee 
heard testimony from families who had 
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lost loved ones to violent criminal ille- 
gal aliens—one after the other after 
the other. We heard about children who 
were sexually abused and murdered by 
violent illegal aliens. We heard from 
family members who have lost loved 
ones to drunk drivers illegally in this 
country. 

During the hearing, I asked the sen- 
ior Obama administration official for 
immigration enforcement how she 
could look into the eyes of those fam- 
ily members and justify releasing mur- 
derers, rapists, and drunk drivers over 
and over and over again. 

Indeed, at that hearing I asked the 
head of immigration enforcement for 
the Obama administration: How many 
murderers did the Obama administra- 
tion release this week? Her answer: I 
don’t know. I asked her: How many 
rapists did the Obama administration 
release this week? Her answer: I don’t 
know. How many drunk drivers? I don’t 
know. 

None of us should be satisfied with 
that answer or with a President and ad- 
ministration that refuse to enforce the 
laws and are willfully and repeatedly 
releasing violent criminal illegal aliens 
into our communities and endangering 
the lives of our families and children. 

This vote today is a simple decision 
for every Democratic Senator: With 
whom do you stand? Do you stand with 
the violent criminal illegal aliens who 
are being released over and over again? 
Because mind you, a vote no is to say 
the next time the next murderer—like 
Kate Steinle’s murderer—comes in, we 
should not enforce the laws, and we 
shouldn’t have a mandatory 5-year 
prison sentence. Instead, we should 
continue sanctuary cities that welcome 
and embrace him until perhaps it is our 
family members who lose their lives. 

It is my hope that in this moment of 
clarity the Democratic members of 
this body will decide they stand with 
the American people and not with the 
violent criminal illegal aliens. 

It is worth noting, by the way, the 
standard rhetorical device that so 
many Democratic Senators use is to 
say: Well, not all immigrants are 
criminals. Well, of course they are not. 
I am the son of an immigrant who 
came legally to this country 58 years 
ago. We are a nation of immigrants, of 
men and women fleeing oppression and 
seeking freedom, but this bill doesn’t 
deal with all immigrants. It deals with 
one specific subset of immigrants: 
criminal illegal aliens. It deals with 
those who come to this country ille- 
gally and also have additional criminal 
convictions, whether it is homicide, 
sexual assault, kidnapping, battery, or 
drunk driving. If it is the Democrats’ 
position for partisan reasons that they 
would rather stand with violent crimi- 
nal illegal aliens, that is a sad testa- 
ment on where one of the two major 
political parties in this country stands 
today. I suspect the voters who elect 
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them would be more than a little sur- 
prised at how that jibes with the rhet- 
oric they use on the campaign trail. 

If, as many observers predict, Demo- 
cratic Senators choose to value par- 
tisan loyalty to the Obama White 
House over protecting the lives of the 
children who will be murdered by vio- 
lent criminal illegal aliens in sanc- 
tuary cities if this body does not act, 
and if they vote on a party-line vote, as 
many observers have predicted, that 
will provide a moment of clarity. I will 
also suggest that it underscores the 
need for Republican leadership to bring 
this issue up again—and not in the con- 
text where Democrats can blithely 
block it and obstruct any meaningful 
reforms to protect our safety, secure 
the border, enforce the law, and stop 
violent illegal criminal aliens from 
threatening our safety—in the context 
of a must-pass bill and attach it to leg- 
islation that will actually pass in law. 

I am very glad we are voting on this 
bill this week. That is a good and posi- 
tive step. It is one of the few things in 
the last 10 months we have voted on 
that actually responds to the concerns 
of the men and women who elected us. 

I salute leadership for bringing up 
this vote, but if a party-line vote 
blocks it, then the next step is not sim- 
ply to have a vote. The next step is to 
attach this legislation to must-pass 
legislation and to actually fix the prob- 
lem. Leadership loves to speak of what 
they call governing, and in Washington 
governing is always set at least an oc- 
tave lower. Well, when it comes to 
stopping sanctuary cities and pro- 
tecting our safety, we need some gov- 
erning. We need to actually fix the 
problem rather than have a show vote. 

My first entreaty is to my Demo- 
cratic friends across the aisle. Regard- 
less of areas where we differ on par- 
tisan politics, this should be an easy 
vote. Do you stand with the men and 
women of your State or do you stand 
with violent criminal illegal aliens? We 
will find out in just a couple of hours. 

My second entreaty is to Republican 
leadership. If Democrats are partisans 
first rather than protecting the men 
and women they represent, then it is 
up to Republican leadership to attach 
this to a must-pass bill and actually 
pass it into law and solve the prob- 
lem—not to talk about it, but to do it. 
It is my hope that is what all of us do 
together. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FLAKE). The Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I 
rise today to speak out against a bill 
that is misguided, stands against ev- 
erything that America represents, and 
suggests that it will protect Americans 
when, in fact, it will protect Americans 
less. 

From our founding, our principles 
have been guided by core values of 
equality, fairness, freedom, and toler- 
ance, and in turn, we have honored the 
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many ways that immigrants have con- 
tributed to this country since its incep- 
tion. Yet the other side of the aisle is 
once again engaged in a stubborn, re- 
lentless, and shameful assault against 
immigrants. 

As the son of immigrants myself, I 
find it hard not to take offense at the 
anti-immigrant rhetoric we are hearing 
from their Presidential candidates. It 
is unacceptable, deplorable, and should 
be renounced by every American. We 
are witnessing the most overtly nativ- 
ist, xenophobic campaign in modern 
U.S. history. We have hit a new low 
with the extraordinarily hateful rhet- 
oric that diminishes immigrants’ con- 
tributions to American history and 
particularly demonizes the Latino 
community by labeling Mexican immi- 
grants as rapists and criminals. 

The Republican leading in the polls 
actually launched his Presidential can- 
didacy by attacking immigrants, say- 
ing: 

They’re bringing drugs. They’re bringing 
crime. They’re rapists. 

Please spare me. It is senseless and 
false. Yet some of my Senate col- 
leagues have decided to jump on the 
GOP’s fearmongering bandwagon, seek- 
ing to blindly stamp millions of hard- 
working, law-abiding immigrant fami- 
lies as criminals and rapists, and that 
is why we are here today. That anti- 
immigrant rhetoric has made its way 
to the Senate floor courtesy of Donald 
Trump and some Republicans eager to 
capitalize on this rhetoric for their 
own political gain. 

This is nothing more than another 
offensive anti-immigrant bill, another 
effort to demonize those who risk ev- 
erything for a better life for them- 
selves and their children, those who 
were left with no choice but to flee per- 
secution and violence or else face a cer- 
tain death. That is what we are debat- 
ing here today. Those are the individ- 
uals this legislation seeks to brand as 
criminals. 

This bill does nothing more than in- 
stigate fear and divide our Nation. Sup- 
porters of this bill may say that it is in 
response to a tragedy such as what 
happened in San Francisco, and what 
happened in San Francisco was a trag- 
edy. Such tragedies will not be pre- 
vented by this legislation but by real 
immigration reform. I am happy to 
have that debate—a real debate, an 
honest and compassionate debate, a de- 
bate the country deserves—but that is 
not what is happening in this bill. 

The title of the bill asserts that it 
will protect Americans. Well, to be 
clear, this bill will not protect Ameri- 
cans because it second guesses deci- 
sions made by local law enforcement 
around the country about how to best 
police their own communities and en- 
sure public safety. 

What is worse, this bill mandates 
local law enforcement to take on Fed- 
eral immigration enforcement duties 
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by threatening to strip away funding 
from as many as 300 local jurisdictions, 
from programs such as the community 
development block grant, community- 
oriented policing services, and the 
State Criminal Alien Assistance Pro- 
gram. These are programs that directly 
help our towns and communities. The 
CDBG Program grows local economies 
and improves the quality of life for 
families. It has assisted hundreds of 
millions of people with low and mod- 
erate incomes, stabilized neighbor- 
hoods, provided affordable housing, and 
improved the safety and quality of life 
of American citizens. The Cops on the 
Beat grant funds salaries and benefits 
for police officers who serve us every 
day by keeping our communities safe, 
and they deserve better than being 
dragged into partisan politics. 

My colleague from Louisiana seeks 
to strip funding from localities that 
undertake the balancing of public safe- 
ty considerations and refuse to act as 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
agents. But this bill goes even further 
than that. This bill isn’t content with 
taking discretion away from local com- 
munities; it takes it away from the ju- 
dicial branch. It adds new mandatory 
minimums when, as a nation, we are 
trying to move away from that ap- 
proach. The new mandatory minimum 
sentences would have a crippling finan- 
cial impact with no evidence that they 
would actually deter future violations 
of the law. They could cost American 
taxpayers hundreds of millions of dol- 
lars. I think that deserves a serious, 
thoughtful debate in the Judiciary 
Committee, with expert testimony on 
whether this really makes us safer or 
whether we are throwing away hard- 
earned taxpayer dollars. But we won’t 
even get that debate because this bill 
was fast-tracked as a Republican pri- 
ority, and it didn’t even go through the 
regular committee process. 

The U.S. Senate cannot nurture an 
environment that demonizes and dehu- 
manizes Latinos and the entire immi- 
grant community. By threatening to 
strip CDBG funding from cities, Senate 
Republicans are saying that it is OK to 
withhold funding from economically 
vulnerable American citizens, senior 
citizens, veterans, and children to pro- 
mote their anti-immigrant agenda and 
that it is OK to cut COPS funding, 
which has long promoted public safety 
through community policing. 

A one-size-fits-all approach that pun- 
ishes State and local law enforcement 
agencies that engage in well-estab- 
lished community policing practices 
just doesn’t make sense. Local commu- 
nities and local law enforcement are 
better judges than Congress of what 
keeps their communities safe. Police 
need cooperation from the community 
to do their jobs. That is why over the 
past several years hundreds of local- 
ities across our Nation, with the sup- 
port of some of the toughest police 
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chiefs and sheriffs, have limited their 
involvement in Federal immigration 
enforcement out of concerns for com- 
munity safety and violations of the 
Fourth Amendment. They need wit- 
nesses and victims to be able to come 
forward without fear of recrimination 
because of their immigrant status, and 
fear of deportation should never be a 
barrier to reporting crime or seeking 
help from the police. This fear under- 
mines trust between law enforcement 
and the communities they protect and 
creates a chilling effect. 

These policies were put in place be- 
cause local jurisdictions don’t want to 
do ICE’s job for them. Effective polic- 
ing cannot be achieved by forcing an 
unwanted role upon the police by 
threat of sanctions or withholding as- 
sistance, especially at a time when law 
enforcement agencies are strength- 
ening police-community relations. 

Furthermore, why do my Republican 
colleagues believe they know better 
than the local towns and citizens who 
live this day in and day out? They talk 
endlessly about decentralizing govern- 
ment, giving the power back to local 
communities, but not this time. It is 
no wonder that this bill is opposed by 
law enforcement, including the Fra- 
ternal Order of Police, the Law En- 
forcement Immigration Task Force, 
the U.S. Conference of Mayors, immi- 
grant and Latino rights organizations, 
faith groups, and domestic violence 
groups, among others. 

This bill is not a real solution to our 
broken immigration system. The bot- 
tom line is that we need comprehensive 
immigration reform. We passed bipar- 
tisan legislation in 2018, but we haven’t 
had a real discussion in Congress for 
over 2 years. 

A recent Pew poll found that 74 per- 
cent of Americans overall said that un- 
documented immigrants should be 
given a pathway to stay legally. That 
included 66 percent of Republicans, 74 
percent of Independents, and 80 percent 
of Democrats who support a pathway 
to legal status for undocumented im- 
migrants. This bipartisan support is 
not new. 

Comprehensive immigration reform, 
previously passed in the Senate, 
brought millions of people out of the 
shadows who had to prove their iden- 
tity, pass a criminal background 
check, pay taxes, and provide an 
earned path to citizenship so ICE could 
focus on the people who were true pub- 
lic safety threats. The bill also in- 
creased penalties for repeat border 
crossers. It included $46 billion in new 
resources, including no fewer than 
38,000 trained, full-time, active Border 
Patrol agents deployed and stationed 
along the southern border. It increased 
the real GDP of our country by more 
than 3 percent in 2023 and 5.4 percent in 
2033—an increase of roughly $700 billion 
in the first 10 years and $1.4 trillion in 
the second 10. It would have reduced 
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the Federal deficit by $197 billion over 
the next decade and by another $700 
billion in the following. That is almost 
$1 trillion in deficit spending reduc- 
tions by giving 11 million people a 
pathway to citizenship. That was a real 
solution. That is the type of reform we 
need. That, in fact, is the opportunity 
that existed. Unfortunately, the other 
body, the House of Representatives, did 
not even have a vote. To the extent 
that Americans are less safe, it is be- 
cause of their inaction that we are less 
safe today. 

Tragedies should not be used to 
scapegoat immigrants. They should not 
be used to erode trust between law en- 
forcement and our communities. We 
cannot let fear drive our policymaking. 

So let’s actively and collectively re- 
sist the demagoguery that threatens to 
shape American policymaking for the 
worse. I believe a vote to proceed is a 
vote against the Latino and immigrant 
communities of our country, and I hope 
that on a bipartisan basis we can reject 
it. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
wish to discuss sanctuary cities. 

Two women, Kate Steinle and 
Marilyn Pharis, were killed in Cali- 
fornia over the summer, both allegedly 
by undocumented individuals with 
criminal records. 

The suspect in each case had recently 
been released from local custody with- 
out notice to Federal immigration offi- 
cials, which could have resulted in 
those individuals being removed from 
the country instead of being released. 

I believe these murders could have 
been prevented if there were open chan- 
nels of communication between local 
law enforcement and Federal immigra- 
tion authorities about dangerous indi- 
viduals. 

In both cases, those lines of commu- 
nication broke down, and two women 
died. 

In my view, local law enforcement 
agencies should be required to notify 
Federal authorities—if such notifica- 
tion is requested—that they plan to re- 
lease a dangerous individual, such as a 
convicted felon. 

This is a reasonable solution that 
would target those criminals who 
shouldn’t be released back onto the 
street. 

While I do support mandatory com- 
munication between local, State, and 
Federal officials, I do not support the 
bill before us today. 

The bill we will soon be voting on 
would target all undocumented immi- 
grants for deportation. 

It would divert already stretched 
local law enforcement resources away 
from dangerous criminals and from po- 
licing in their own communities. I do 
not support such an action. 

This bill also includes a detention re- 
quirement that goes beyond dangerous 
individuals—it would cover any immi- 
grant sought to be detained. 
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This is a standard that could be 
abused in another administration, and 
it is potentially a huge unfunded man- 
date to impose on States and localities. 

In addition to being an unfunded 
mandate, the bill would make drastic 
cuts to police departments, sheriffs de- 
partments, and local community pro- 
grams. 

Specifically it would cut the COPS 
Hiring Program; the State Criminal 
Alien Assistance Program, known as 
SCAAP; and the Community Develop- 
ment Block Grant Program. 

Last year, 21 California jurisdictions 
received $13.2 million in COPS hiring 
grants to hire police officers. 

California also received $57 million in 
SCAAP funds to help cover costs of 
holding undocumented immigrants. 

And California communities received 
$356.9 million under the Community 
Development Block Grant Program. 

As a former mayor, I know how im- 
portant these funds are to local com- 
munities. 

The bill would also impose lengthy 
Federal prison sentences on all undocu- 
mented immigrants. 

This would include mothers crossing 
the border to see their children. 

It would include agricultural workers 
who are vital to California’s economy. 

It would include other essentially in- 
nocent individuals who simply want to 
make a better life for themselves and 
their families. 

In my view, this goes much too far, 
and I cannot support it. 

I would, however, like to talk further 
about the murders of Kate Steinle and 
Marilyn Pharis and what I believe 
should be done to protect public safety. 

Kate Steinle, a 32-year-old woman, 
was shot and killed in July while walk- 
ing along San Francisco’s Pier 14 with 
her father. 

The suspected shooter, Juan Fran- 
cisco Lopez-Sanchez, had a long crimi- 
nal record. 

He had seven felony convictions, in- 
cluding one for possession of heroin 
and another for manufacturing nar- 
cotics. 

He had also been removed from the 
country five times. 

The chain of events that led to Kate’s 
murder began on March 23, when San 
Francisco County Sheriff Ross 
Mirkarimi requested that Lopez-San- 
chez be transferred from Federal prison 
to San Francisco. 

The sheriff’s request was based on a 
20-year-old marijuana possession war- 
rant. 

On March 26, Lopez-Sanchez was 
booked into San Francisco County jail. 

However, the 20-year-old marijuana 
charge was quickly dropped, and Lopez- 
Sanchez was later released. 

Immigration and Customs Enforce- 
ment had asked Sheriff Mirkarimi to 
let the agency know when Lopez-San- 
chez would be released. That did not 
happen. 
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A simple phone call would have been 
enough, but Sheriff Mirkarimi failed to 
notify Federal officials. 

In July, only a few months after his 
release, Lopez-Sanchez shot and killed 
Kate Steinle. 

In fact, not only did the sheriff fail to 
notify, the failure was a consequence of 
a deliberate policy. 

Just weeks before his office requested 
the transfer of Lopez-Sanchez, the 
sheriff adopted a policy forbidding his 
own deputies from notifying immigra- 
tion officials. 

The policy specifically states that 
sheriff department staff shall not pro- 
vide release dates or times to immigra- 
tion authorities. 

Let me be clear: this isn’t State law 
or even San Francisco law. This is the 
sheriff's own policy. 

I believe this policy is wrong, and I 
have called on the sheriff to change it. 
San Francisco Mayor Ed Lee has made 
the same request. 

On July 24, Marilyn Pharis was bru- 
tally attacked with a hammer and sex- 
ually assaulted in her home by two sus- 
pects. 

The 64-year-old Air Force veteran 
died in the hospital from her injuries a 
week later. 

One of the individuals charged with 
this heinous crime is a 20-year-old U.S. 
citizen named Jose Fernando 
Villagomez. 

The other is a 29-year-old undocu- 
mented immigrant named Victor 
Aureliano Martinez Ramirez. 

According to ICH, Martinez Ramirez 
was arrested in May 2014, but he had no 
prior felony convictions or deporta- 
tions. 

He was subject to what is called an 
ICE detainer request, asking the local 
jurisdiction to hold him until ICE 
could pick him up. 

The local jurisdiction did not hold 
the suspect, nor did they notify ICE of 
his release. 

In the ensuing months, Martinez Ra- 
mirez accumulated multiple mis- 
demeanor convictions, including pos- 
session of methamphetamine and bat- 
tery. 

One of his convictions included a pro- 
tection order requiring him to stay 
away from a particular individual. 

On July 20, he pleaded guilty to addi- 
tional misdemeanor charges of pos- 
sessing a dagger and drug para- 
phernalia. 

He was sentenced to 30 days, but that 
wasn’t to begin until October 31. He 
was released from custody and, 4 days 
later, allegedly attacked, raped, and 
killed Marilyn Pharis in her own home. 

I believe these two cases demonstrate 
the need for better communication be- 
tween local, State, and Federal au- 
thorities before a dangerous individual 
with a criminal record is released. 

When our committee was set to 
markup an earlier bill from Senator 
VITTER, I prepared a simple amend- 
ment to ensure such communication 
happens. That markup was cancelled. 
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Trd like to describe this approach 
now. 

First, it would require notification 
by a State or local agency of the im- 
pending release of certain dangerous 
individuals, if ICE requests such notifi- 
cation. 

It would apply to individuals where 
there is probable cause to believe they 
are aliens who are removable from the 
country and who pose a threat to the 
community. 

Immigration offenses would be cov- 
ered only if the individual had actually 
received more than 1 year in prison, 
which would happen for a person with a 
significant criminal history. 

The amendment I prepared would not 
include harmful cuts to law enforce- 
ment and community programs, which 
I believe are unnecessary and unwise. 

The legal precedents from the Su- 
preme Court show that Congress can 
impose a reporting requirement on a 
State or local government, without 
threatening harmful funding cuts. 

That is the approach I would take—I 
believe it would protect public safety 
without harming otherwise law-abiding 
immigrants or State or local law en- 
forcement. 

Before I conclude, I’d like to remind 
my colleagues that this is not a choice 
between being pro-immigrant or pro- 
criminal. 

I am pro-immigrant. Immigrants 
make a tremendous contribution to 
this country and to my State. 

They work some of the most difficult 
jobs, from agriculture to construction 
to hospitality. 

They are part of the fabric of our 
country. 

I, myself, am the daughter of an im- 
migrant. 

I strongly support comprehensive im- 
migration reform, which I think is the 
only long-term solution to many of 
these problems. 

I also support the President’s execu- 
tive actions to eliminate the threat of 
deportation for young people who have 
been raised here, as well as the parents 
of American citizens. 

And I agree with immigrant advo- 
cates who want to prevent families 
from being separated because of a 
minor infraction like a broken tail- 
light. 

The position I support strikes a bal- 
ance. 

It would keep dangerous individuals 
off the street, while protecting other- 
wise law-abiding immigrants who are 
just here to work and provide their 
children with a better future. 

I believe the deaths of Kate Steinle 
and Marilyn Pharis could have been 
prevented. 

I believe we can and should fix the 
problems that led to their deaths by re- 
quiring that local officials notify Fed- 
eral officials before they release dan- 
gerous criminals, if asked to do so. 

I oppose Senator VITTER’s bill, which 
would sweep up otherwise law-abiding 
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immigrants and divert resources away 
from where they are most needed. 

We should focus our efforts on dan- 
gerous criminals, and I hope that when 
we again take up comprehensive immi- 
gration reform, that is what happens. 

I thank the Chair. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, the 
death of Kate Steinle in San Francisco 
by a convicted felon who illegally 
crossed the border multiple times was 
horrific. It left a family heartbroken 
and shocked our community, our 
State, and our Nation. 

We cannot allow a tragedy like this 
to happen again. 

We should never give sanctuary to se- 
rious and violent felons, but this Re- 
publican bill is not the answer. 

Getting rid of sanctuary cities will 
not reduce crime—in fact, it will only 
increase crime and make us less safe. 

That is why this bill is opposed by 
law enforcement, immigrant rights or- 
ganizations, faith groups, domestic vio- 
lence groups, labor unions, housing and 
community development organiza- 
tions, mayors of California’s biggest 
cities, and the National League of Cit- 
ies—as well as many others. 

The truth is that sanctuary cities 
keep our neighborhoods safe by pro- 
moting trust and cooperation between 
police officers and immigrant commu- 
nities. And that trust is essential to 
protecting all of us. 

Let me give a quick example. 

A few years ago in Seattle, more 
than two dozen Asian women were sex- 
ually assaulted in the same neighbor- 
hood over a 2-year period. 

Because of the strong relationship 
between police and the community—a 
community where police are generally 
prohibited from asking about immigra- 
tion status—many of the immigrant 
victims were willing to come forward 
and share information with the police, 
which led to the perpetrator’s arrest. 

Don’t just take my word for it—lis- 
ten to what law enforcement in our 
communities say about the importance 
of sanctuary city policies. 

As former San Jose Police Chief Rob 
Davis said: “We have been fortunate 
enough to solve some terrible cases be- 
cause of the willingness of illegal im- 
migrants to step forward, and if they 
saw us as part of the immigration serv- 
ices, I just don’t know if they’d do that 
anymore.”’ 

As Ohio Chief of Police Richard Biehl 
explained: ‘‘Sanctuary policies and 
practices are not designed to harbor 
criminals. On the contrary, they exist 
to support community policing, ensur- 
ing that the community at large—in- 
cluding immigrant communities— 
trusts State and local law enforcement 
and feels secure in reporting criminal 
conduct.” 

Ending sanctuary policies would keep 
the voices of immigrant victims and 
witnesses quiet. 

That means crimes would go unre- 
ported, cases would go unsolved, and 
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dangerous criminals would go 
unpunished. 

Ending these policies would actually 
give sanctuary to dangerous criminals 
because, without the help of immigrant 
communities, these violent offenders 
will continue to threaten our safety. 

We know this because there are many 
places in this country where immi- 
grants do not feel safe coming forward. 

As Texas Sheriff Lupe Valdez said: 
“A lot of undocumented individuals 
came from areas where they can’t trust 
the police. The uniform has pushed 
them into the shadows. Good law en- 
forcement cannot be carried out this 
way.” 

Just listen to some of the immi- 
grants who were too terrified to come 
forward and report horrific crimes. 

Take it from Maria, an immigrant 
survivor of serious domestic violence, 
who fled from Texas to Indiana, where 
her abuser tracked her down. 

When he came to her house at mid- 
night, she was too afraid to call 911— 
fearing she could be deported—so she 
called her lawyer over and over. Be- 
cause it was the middle of the night, 
her attorney was not at work and came 
in the next morning to a series of fran- 
tic messages left on her voicemail. 

Ultimately, Maria’s abuser was not 
able to get into the house, but her life 
was in danger because she thought that 
law enforcement wasn’t a safe option. 

Take it from Cecilia, a young Guate- 
malan girl in Colorado. 

Cecilia was sexually abused by a fam- 
ily friend at the age of 5. Her parents, 
undocumented immigrants, learned 
about the abuse, but they were terri- 
fied to report the crime to the police 
because they were told by family and 
friends that the police could not be 
trusted. They were told that, if they 
came forward, they would be reported 
to immigration and deported. 

A year later, the same perpetrator 
sexually abused another young child. It 
wasn’t until the father of that child 
contacted Cecilia’s parents that they 
decided to go to the police together, 
and the perpetrator was caught and 
prosecuted. 

But because of their initial fear of re- 
porting the crime, another child was 
harmed. 

So why would we pass a bill that 
could discourage victims or witnesses 
from coming forward for help? 

Why would we pass a bill that would 
make it harder for law enforcement to 
solve crimes and keep our communities 
safe? 

This Republican bill is also dan- 
gerous because it would cut off COPS 
grants that help communities protect 
residents by hiring officers. 

We should be doing everything we 
can to help local police departments— 
not take away their ability to put offi- 
cers on the street. 

Republicans also want to punish 
communities by taking away their 
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community development block grants, 
which would hurt thousands of working 
families who rely on these funds for 
safe, affordable housing and other crit- 
ical services. 

This GOP bill would also take away 
SCAAP funding, which reimburses 
State and local governments for the 
costs of incarcerating undocumented 
immigrants. This funding has been re- 
peatedly slashed, and it has never been 
enough—especially in my State of Cali- 
fornia, which spends nearly $1 billion a 
year on these incarceration costs. 

These cuts would have devastating 
impact on States and local commu- 
nities. 

Now, there are some California com- 
munities reviewing their specific poli- 
cies and forging cooperation agree- 
ments with Federal immigration offi- 
cials—and I think that’s a good thing. 

I believe that State and local offi- 
cials should examine their policies to 
ensure that they are preserving the 
trust that law enforcement has built in 
our communities, while keeping seri- 
ous and violent felons off our streets. 

Unfortunately, this Republican bill 
would do the exact opposite—it would 
undermine the trust that has been de- 
veloped between police and immigrant 
communities, and it would set back ef- 
forts to solve cases and put dangerous 
criminals behind bars. 

The real question is: Why are we even 
considering this bill? 

Why isn’t Congress passing the bipar- 
tisan comprehensive immigration re- 
form bill that the Senate passed more 
than 2 years ago? 

That bipartisan bill would make our 
country safer by adding 20,000 more 
Border Patrol agents; increasing sur- 
veillance; and hiring additional pros- 
ecutors and judges to boost prosecu- 
tions of illegal border crossings. 

The measure would also make clear 
that serious or violent felons will never 
get a pathway to citizenship or legal 
status. 

And the bill would bring families out 
of the shadows—so that they don’t fear 
being deported or separated from their 
families ... so they feel comfortable 
cooperating with police and reporting 
crimes in their communities. 

Let’s make our communities safer by 
passing real immigration reform and 
by defeating this misguided Republican 
bill. 

I urge my colleagues to vote no. 


ee 


STOP SANCTUARY POLICIES AND 
PROTECT AMERICANS ACT 


Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, from 
January through August of 2014, over 
8,100 aliens that U.S. Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement had identified 
for deportation were released back into 
our communities by sanctuary jurisdic- 
tions. Over 5,000 of those released had a 
criminal history. In that same time pe- 
riod, 1,900 of those 8,100 went on to be 
charged with another 7,500 crimes. 
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These are crimes that would not have 
been committed had local authorities 
cooperated with Federal authorities in 
enforcing our laws. 

This summer, everyone heard the 
case of Kate Steinle who was shot and 
killed in San Francisco by an illegal 
immigrant who had seven felony con- 
victions and had been deported five 
times. Rather than turn him over to 
ICE, San Francisco released him, al- 
lowing him to commit more crimes. 
This guy even admitted that he was in 
San Francisco because their liberal 
laws would protect him. 

While this one case received the 
media attention it deserved, many 
other preventable crimes don’t. 

For example, the city of Los Angeles 
released one immigrant who had been 
arrested for the continuous sexual 
abuse of a child. ICE wanted custody of 
this deviant. ICE tried to get custody 
of him. However, rather than hand him 
over to Federal law enforcement and 
get this guy out of our country and 
away from our children, Los Angeles 
ignored ICE’s detainer and released 
him. He was later arrested for sodomy 
of a victim under 10 years old. Another 
child became a victim of this predator 
because liberal policies would rather 
release him into our communities then 
get him out of our country. 

This year, sanctuary cities have al- 
ready released more than 9,000 criminal 
aliens from jail and these criminals are 
committing more crimes. 

In California, an immigrant was ar- 
rested for battery last year, but in- 
stead of turning him over to ICH, the 
local sheriff released him. This July, 
he raped and beat a 64-year-old woman 
so severely that she died 8 days later— 
yet another preventable death due to 
the intentional failure of a jurisdiction 
to comply with federal law. 

How many more do we have to have 
before people realize what these poli- 
cies are doing to our communities? 
Over 300 States, cities, and counties 
have sanctuary laws, ordinances, or 
policies that protect criminals and 
hurt the innocent. These jurisdictions 
continue to receive money from the 
Federal Government even though they 
continue to ignore Federal laws and re- 
buff Federal agencies working to en- 
force the laws. 

Enough is enough. 

I believe that, if a jurisdiction choos- 
es not to cooperate with federal law en- 
forcement, they should not be the ben- 
eficiary of federal grants. This is why I 
cosponsored S. 2146, the Stop Sanc- 
tuary Policies and Protect Americans 
Act, which my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle filibustered. It is why 
I have cosponsored similar legislation 
introduced by Senator SESSIONS. 

Unfortunately, others would rather 
let politics come before doing what 
they know is right and failed to protect 
our communities from further victim- 
ization. When the proper enforcement 
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of current law could save lives and pro- 
tect the innocent, how could you not 
vote to do so? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRUZ). The Senator from New York. 

DONNELLY CONFIRMATION 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I am 
going to discuss the bill on the floor in 
a minute, but first I wish to take a mo- 
ment to congratulate the newly con- 
firmed district judge for the Eastern 
District of New York, Ann Donnelly. 
She just passed the Senate with a vote 
of 95 to 2—nearly unanimous and de- 
servedly so. 

There are few more qualified for a 
Federal judgeship than Ann Donnelly. 
She has dedicated her life to public 
service, having spent a quarter decade 
as a prosecutor in the prestigious New 
York County District Attorney’s Office 
under Bob Morgenthau. She accumu- 
lated a host of awards there and rose 
through the leadership ranks of the of- 
fice. Then, in 2009, she became a State 
court judge in New York, hearing a 
wide variety of cases. She has a stellar 
academic record, having graduated 
from the University of Michigan and 
Ohio State University School of Law. 

I could tick off more of her accom- 
plishments, and the list would be long, 
but Judge Donnelly is more than a bril- 
liant resume. I know her well. She is at 
her core a kind, thoughtful, and com- 
passionate person. Anyone who knows 
her or who has interacted with her 
even briefly knows she is fair, open- 
minded, and has exactly the kind of 
temperament that will make her an ex- 
ceptional Federal judge. 

I congratulate Ann Donnelly and her 
family—particularly her mother—on 
her confirmation. I know her mother is 
so proud of her. It is a milestone day in 
her career and a bright day for the 
Eastern District of New York. 

Mr. President, today the Senate will 
turn its attention to a divisive immi- 
gration bill that has no hope of becom- 
ing law. Today’s vote won’t be on a 
comprehensive bill, as was the one the 
Senate passed 2 years ago—one that se- 
cures our borders, provides a jolt to the 
economy, provides a pathway to citi- 
zenship for hard-working, law-abiding 
immigrants who pay their taxes to get 
right with the law. 

I want to be clear with the American 
people on this. Today’s vote is nothing 
but a political show vote. Senator VIT- 
TER knows his bill has no chance of 
passing the Senate or being signed into 
law. As stated by my friend the Repub- 
lican junior Senator from Nevada— 
here is what he said: “You know we 
have votes because people are running 
for president, so I am not surprised we 
have votes because people are running 
for governor.” No other sentence sums 
it up better as to what a waste of time 
this is, and that is to say nothing 
about the substance of the bill, which 
has drawn opposition from nearly 
every important interest group. A 
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broad coalition of major law enforce- 
ment groups, faith groups, labor, cities, 
elected officials, housing advocates, 
and immigrant rights groups oppose 
this bill. I suspect there are Members 
of the Republican caucus who oppose 
many parts of it. Why? Because it is a 
bill that would jeopardize hundreds of 
millions of dollars in the name of pun- 
ishing immigrants and cities where 
they live. 

This bill would strip away commu- 
nity development block grants, com- 
munity COPS grants to hire more cops, 
and SCAAP, a proposal that funds ju- 
risdictions that are doing what many 
on the other side want them to do by 
locking up unauthorized immigrants 
who commit crimes. Everyone believes 
that if a person commits a serious 
crime unrelated to being an immi- 
grant—not like crossing the border or 
forging a document but a serious 
crime—law enforcement should be re- 
quired to cooperate and those folks 
should be deported, plain and simple. 
But in the name of trying to help law 
enforcement, this bill hurts law en- 
forcement because it will take away so 
many of the grants law enforcement 
needs. It will take away the grants 
that help create a way of incarcerating 
those who commit serious crimes. 

All of these cuts would come while 
also astronomically increasing the size 
of prison population and related costs, 
without decreasing the deficit by a sin- 
gle dime. This will put a huge burden 
on our State and local taxpayers. Their 
taxes would go way up if this bill were 
passed into law and implemented. 

To be clear, the death of Kathryn 
Steinle in San Francisco was tragic. It 
never should have happened. I mourn 
not only her family but the family of 
any American killed in a senseless act 
of gun violence. For people like the 
killer of Ms. Steinle, law enforcement 
should cooperate with the Federal au- 
thorities and deport those folks. 

This is not the way to exercise better 
law enforcement. Punishing cities and 
communities and yanking Federal 
funding from cops will not get us to a 
better immigration system or safe- 
guard our communities. 

The bill we passed in 2018, which I 
was proud to author with a number of 
Democratic and Republican colleagues, 
is the opposite of this bill in every way. 
Our bill was supported by a broad coa- 
lition of groups, from business, labor, 
faith communities, immigrant commu- 
nities, and law enforcement. Our bill 
paid for itself and went on to decrease 
the deficit by $160 billion over 10 years 
and to increase GDP by 3.3 percent. Our 
bill secured the border—this bill 
doesn’t do that—not only with more re- 
sources and staff but by cracking down 
on repeat border crossers and those 
who overstay their visas. It did it ina 
smart way. The goal of our friend from 
Louisiana isn’t accomplished in his 
bill, but it is in comprehensive immi- 
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gration reform—the goal of making 
sure those who are repeat border cross- 
ers and those who overstay their visas 
are dealt with properly. 

Our bill paved a tough but fair path- 
way to citizenship, shielding law-abid- 
ing immigrants from deportation, fos- 
tering trust with law enforcement, and 
exposing the criminals in their commu- 
nities who would rather live in the 
shadows. 

Our bill was a bipartisan com- 
promise. There is no compromise here. 
I daresay many of my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle, when they look 
at provisions in this bill, do not like 
them. This is a show vote—a vote, as 
my Republican colleague from Nevada 
said, to help someone in his quest for 
political office. 

There are so many vitally important 
policy debates we could be turning to 
today. Instead, the Senate Republican 
leadership insists on leading us into 
this dark, divisive place for nothing 
more than political theater. Think of 
the urgent bipartisan issues we should 
be working on, including the debt ceil- 
ing. We are about to default because of 
the shenanigans going on on the other 
side. The Perkins Loan Program so 
that kids can go to college; the land 
and water conservation programs are 
expiring. The highway bill—we don’t 
have a highway bill, yet we are doing 
this. And if we don’t take action by the 
end of the year, millions of seniors will 
see a 52-percent increase in their Medi- 
care bill. How many Americans would 
want us to do that and not the divisive 
show vote that has no chance of pass- 
ing? 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
bill. Just as importantly, I beg my col- 
leagues to join us on this side of the 
aisle in turning to a serious debate on 
comprehensive immigration reform— 
something they have so far refused to 
do. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania. 

The Senator is advised that the Sen- 
ate is under an order to recess at this 
time. 

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be recog- 
nized for such time as I may consume 
and that Senator HIRONO be recognized 
following my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak on S. 2146, the Stop Sanctuary 
Policies and Protect Americans Act, 
which the Senate will vote on shortly 
and which our colleagues have been 
speaking about. 

First, I want to recognize and thank 
my colleagues for joining in this ef- 
fort—Senator VITTER, Senator GRASS- 
LEY, Senator CRUZ, and Senator JOHN- 
son—and introducing this very impor- 
tant bill. I can’t believe the way it is 
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being mischaracterized, and I will try 
to address some of those mischarac- 
terizations. 

Let’s be clear. This bill is about 
keeping our communities safe from 
violent crime. That is what it is about. 
It is necessary because of the sanc- 
tuary cities that we have across Amer- 
ica. 

This is not a manufactured problem. 
This is a very real problem. There is 
one father who knows about it all too 
well. Jim Steinle was walking arm in 
arm with his daughter on a pier in San 
Francisco. Suddenly a gunman leaps 
out, opens fire, and hits Kate. She falls 
into her father’s arms and pleads, 
“Help me, dad,” while she bleeds to 
death. 

What is so outrageous about this, 
among other things, is that the shooter 
never should have been on the pier that 
day, in the first place. He was an ille- 
gal immigrant who had been convicted 
of seven felonies. He had been deported 
five times, and there he is on the San 
Francisco pier, shooting and killing an 
innocent woman. It is more outrageous 
than that. Just 3 months earlier, the 
Department of Homeland Security had 
asked the San Francisco Police Depart- 
ment, when they had picked up this 
man, to hold him until DHS officials 
could come and get him. They had 
made that specific request when this 
man was in the custody of the San 
Francisco Police Department, but San 
Francisco refused to cooperate. Know- 
ing that DHS wanted them to hold this 
man for a short period of time until 
their agents could get there and take 
him into custody, having had that re- 
quest from DHS, San Francisco said 
no, and they released him so he could 
then go out and commit a murder. 

Why in the world would they release 
a man such as this when DHS has 
asked them to hold him? It is because 
San Francisco is a sanctuary city. 
What that means is that it is the pol- 
icy of the city of San Francisco—hav- 
ing commanded their local law enforce- 
ment, their police department—to not 
cooperate with Federal officials seek- 
ing to prosecute immigration issues. 
Even when they want to cooperate, 
they are forbidden from cooperating. 
Think about how absurd this is. 

If Federal officials had called the San 
Francisco Police Department about 
any other kind of crime—larceny, bur- 
glary, a trademark violation—they 
would have been happy to cooperate. 
They would have cooperated, in fact. 
But because the crime was related to 
illegal immigration, the San Francisco 
Police Department’s hands were tied. 
The police were forced to release the 
man who would then go on and kill 
Kate Steinle. As a father of three 
young children, I can’t even begin to 
think about the pain that the Steinles 
just went through, and what is so mad- 
dening is that it was entirely unneces- 
sary. 
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Sadly, this is not the only case, as 
you know. According to the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security, during an 
8-month period last year, sanctuary ju- 
risdictions—cities and counties that 
have adopted this policy of noncoopera- 
tion—have released over 8,000 illegal 
immigrants they had in their custody, 
and 1,800 of these were later arrested 
for criminal acts. This includes two 
cities that refused to hold individuals 
who had been arrested for child sexual 
abuse. In both cases the individuals 
were later arrested for sexually as- 
saulting young children. This is how 
outrageous this has become. 

For the record, let me make it clear 
that I completely understand that the 
vast majority of immigrants would not 
commit these crimes. That is not what 
this is about. But the truth of the mat- 
ter is that any large group of individ- 
uals is going to have a certain number 
of criminals within it. Of the 11 million 
people who are here illegally, some are 
inevitably violent criminals. 

The Stop Sanctuary Policies and 
Protect Americans Act provides a solu- 
tion to this in three parts. First, under 
our legislation sanctuary jurisdictions 
will lose certain Federal funds. If a city 
or county or municipality decides they 
will declare or forbid their law enforce- 
ment officials from cooperating and 
even sharing information with Federal 
Department of Homeland Security offi- 
cials, they will lose some Federal fund- 
ing. 

Second, this legislation includes 
Kate’s Law. This provides for a manda- 
tory minimum 5-year sentence for a 
person who reenters the United States 
illegally after having been convicted of 
an aggravated felony or having been 
convicted twice before of illegal re- 
entry. 

Finally, there is the third part of this 
legislation. Across America dozens of 
municipalities that had been cooper- 
ating with Federal immigration offi- 
cials have been forced to become sanc- 
tuary communities or counties because 
several Federal courts have held that 
local law enforcement may not cooper- 
ate when DHS asks them to hold an il- 
legal immigrant. They maintain that 
there is not the statutory authority for 
local law enforcement to do so. There- 
fore, if the local police were to cooper- 
ate, as they should, they would be lia- 
ble for damages, and this would apply 
even to dangerous criminal cases. We 
solve that problem by making it clear 
that when local law enforcement is act- 
ing in a fashion consistent with what 
DHS is requesting—what DHS has the 
authority to do themselves—then there 
would be no such legal liability. 

Some of my Democratic colleagues 
have said that we don’t need this legis- 
lation and that all we need is greater 
cooperation between Federal and local 
law enforcement. Well, that is abso- 
lutely factually incorrect. It is not pos- 
sible to have the level of cooperation 
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that we need to have because of these 
court decisions, because the court deci- 
sions effectively are precluding the 
kind of cooperation that we need. That 
is why Congress needs to act. 


We need to make it clear that local 
law enforcement can in fact hold some- 
body that the Department of Homeland 
Security needs to have held, just as the 
Department of Homeland Security has 
that authority themselves. The Stop 
Sanctuary Policies and Protect Ameri- 
cans Act provides a valid solution. It 
confirms that local law enforcement 
officers are allowed to cooperate when 
Federal officials ask them to hold ille- 
gal immigrants. 


It is carefully drafted to protect indi- 
vidual liberties. If an individual’s civil 
liberties or constitutional rights are 
violated, than that individual can still 
file suit and can still seek a remedy, 
and that is as it should be. But this leg- 
islation to stop sanctuary policies act 
really should have very broad bipar- 
tisan support. 


Let’s keep in mind the people we are 
talking about here. As a practical mat- 
ter, the only cases in which this applies 
is that small subset of illegal immi- 
grants who even the Obama adminis- 
tration wishes to hold for deporta- 
tion—only that small subset of people 
that the Obama administration be- 
lieves is dangerous enough to warrant 
removal. Really, we can’t even have 
local law enforcement officials cooper- 
ate under those circumstances? 


President Obama’s own Secretary of 
Homeland Security has declared that 
sanctuary cities are ‘‘not acceptable.” 
He has described them as ‘‘counter- 
productive to public safety.” There is 
no real basis for voting no on this. 


Opponents have turned to misrepre- 
senting this in many ways, but the 
facts are overwhelming. 


There are three national law enforce- 
ment groups that have written a pow- 
erful letter addressing some of the mis- 
representations that have been made 
about this bill. They have reaffirmed 
their support for this bill. They include 
the National Sheriffs’ Association, the 
National Association of Police Organi- 
zations, and the Federal Law Enforce- 
ment Officers Association. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have their letter printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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OCTOBER 20, 2015. 
Senator DAVID VITTER, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Bldg., 
Washington, DC. 
Chairman CHUCK GRASSLEY, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Bldg., 
Washington, DC. 
Senator RON JOHNSON, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Bldg., 
Washington, DC. 
Senator PAT TOOMEY, 
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Office Bldg., 
Washington, DC. 
Senator TED CRUZ, 
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Office Bldg., 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATORS VITTER, TOOMEY, GRASS- 
LEY, CRUZ, AND JOHNSON: On behalf of the Na- 
tional Sheriffs’ Association, the National As- 
sociation of Police Organizations, and the 
Federal Law Enforcement Officers Associa- 
tion and the local, state, and federal law en- 
forcement officers we represent, we write to 
reiterate our support for the Stop Sanctuary 
Policies and Protect Americans Act (8.2146) 
and to correct some misrepresentations re- 
garding the Act. 

As the law enforcement officers on the 
front lines working to protect our commu- 
nities, we know firsthand the challenges fac- 
ing police officers. We know when a bill 
makes our jobs more difficult and when a bill 
makes our jobs easier. 

We have been surprised to hear some mis- 
represent this bill and its effects on law en- 
forcement. 

For example, some have claimed that the 
Stop Sanctuary Policies Act will ‘‘requir[e] 
state and local law enforcement to carry out 
the federal government’s immigration en- 
forcement responsibilities,” and thus ‘‘the 
federal government would be substituting its 
judgment for the judgment of state and local 
law enforcement agencies.” Nothing in the 
Stop Sanctuary Policies Act requires local 
law enforcement ‘‘to carry out federal immi- 
gration responsibilities.” Removing illegal 
immigrants remains the exclusive province 
of the federal government. The bill simply 
withholds certain federal funds from juris- 
dictions that prohibit their local law en- 
forcement officers from cooperating with 
federal officials in the limited circumstance 
of honoring an immigration detainer. It is 
politicians in sanctuary jurisdictions who, 
by tying the hands of local law enforcement, 
are “‘substituting [their] judgment for the 
judgment of state and local law enforce- 
ment.” 

Others have resorted to scare tactics, 
warning that that S.2146 will lead to the de- 
portation of those who report crimes to law 
enforcement. This is simply false. The bill 
provides that if a jurisdiction has a policy 
that it will not inquire about the immigra- 
tion status of crime victims or witnesses, the 
jurisdiction will not be deemed a sanctuary 
jurisdiction and will not lose any federal 
funds. 

To be clear: We believe the Stop Sanctuary 
Policies Act will make America safer, en- 
hance the ability of police to protect and 
serve, and provide greater flexibility for law 
enforcement officers at every level—federal, 
state, and local. 

We also write to address those Members of 
Congress who insist that the Stop Sanctuary 
Policies Act is not needed; instead, Congress 
should ‘‘encourage’’ local officers to cooper- 
ate with federal officials. This ignores one 
crucial fact: Across America, federal courts 
have issued decisions forbidding local offi- 
cers from cooperating with federal requests 
to hold an illegal immigrant. These decisions 
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provide that local law enforcement and mu- 
nicipalities may be sued if they cooperate 
with federal officials to detain dangerous 
criminals. Under these decisions, even if a 
federal official would have had the authority 
to hold the individual, local law enforcement 
can still be sued. 

Too often, local law enforcement officers 
are left with a terrible choice: Hither release 
an individual who has been convicted of or 
arrested for violent crimes, or be sued and 
lose funds that are needed to protect our 
communities. As a result of these lawsuits, 
scores of cities and counties across America 
have become sanctuary jurisdictions. 

The Stop Sanctuary Policies Act provides 
a solution. The bill confirms that local law 
enforcement may cooperate with federal re- 
quests to hold an illegal immigrant. The bill 
provides that when local officers comply 
with such requests, they are delegated the 
same powers to hold an illegal immigrant as 
a DHS official would have. If the detention 
would have been legal if carried out by the 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS), 
then under 8.2146 it is still legal; it does not 
become a crime simply because it is a local 
sheriff acting instead of a DHS official. 

This provision was carefully drafted to pro- 
tect individual liberties. It preserves an indi- 
vidual’s ability to sue for a violation of a 
constitutional or civil rights, regardless of 
whether the violation was the result of neg- 
ligence or was purposeful. Under S.2146, if 
there was no basis to detain the individual— 
DHS issued the request for someone in the 
U.S. legally—the individual may still sue for 
a violation of rights. The difference is that 
the party responsible for the error, the fed- 
eral government, is liable; not a local police 
officer or jailer acting in good faith. If a 
local law enforcement officer acts improp- 
erly—mistreating an individual or con- 
tinuing to hold an individual after federal of- 
ficials issue a release order—the individual 
may sue, with the local officer liable for all 
costs and judgments. 

Contrary to the assertions of the American 
Civil Liberties Union (ACLU)—the party 
that has orchestrated these lawsuits against 
local law enforcement officers—the Stop 
Sanctuary Policies Act is fully consistent 
with the Fourth Amendment. In a letter to 
Congress, the ACLU states, ‘‘The Fourth 
Amendment provides that the government 
cannot hold anyone in jail without getting a 
warrant or the approval of a judge.” The fact 
is that the Constitution requires probable 
cause to detain an individual, which can be 
established by a judicial warrant issued be- 
fore the arrest or by a demonstration of 
probable cause after the arrest. Otherwise 
police could never arrest someone whom 
they see committing a crime. The Stop 
Sanctuary Policies Act does not alter the re- 
quirement for probable cause. To the con- 
trary, S.2146 explicitly preserves an individ- 
ual’s ability to sue if he or she is held with- 
out probable cause or has suffered any other 
violation of a constitutional right. 

The ACLU also tries scare tactics. It 
claims that the Stop Sanctuary Policies Act 
includes ‘‘provisions requiring DHS to absorb 
all liability in lawsuits brought by individ- 
uals unlawfully detained in violation of the 
Fourth Amendment.” This is false. If a law- 
suit alleges that a local officer knowingly 
violated Fourth Amendment or other con- 
stitutional rights, then under S.2146, the in- 
dividual officer will bear all liability—not 
the federal government. For some lawsuits, 
the U.S. will be substituted as defendant— 
specifically, suits alleging that that the im- 
migration detainer should not have been 
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issued. But such a claim could already be 
brought against the U.S. under existing law; 
thus, 8.2146 does not create a new source of 
liability for the federal government. S.2146 
simply provides that if the federal govern- 
ment made the error, the federal government 
should be the defendant. 

We, the law enforcement officers of Amer- 
ica, are on the front lines day after day. We 
know the challenges of apprehending crimi- 
nals and the difficulties of working with 
crime victims and witnesses—especially 
those who may be fearful of local and federal 
authorities. Based on our collective knowl- 
edge and experience, we strongly support the 
Stop Sanctuary Policies Act (8.2146) and 
urge the Senate to pass this important legis- 
lation. 

Sincerely, 

NATIONAL SHERIFFS’ 
ASSOCIATION. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
POLICE ORGANIZATIONS. 

FEDERAL LAW 
ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS 
ASSOCIATION. 

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, let me 
finish by reminding my colleagues that 
the vote we are about to have is not ac- 
tually a vote on this bill in its current 
form. If Members object to a provision 
in it or they want to add a provision in 
it, then, by all means, let’s vote to get 
on the bill. Let’s open up debate, and 
we will have amendments, we will have 
a discussion, and we will have a debate. 
They are free to attempt to improve 
this bill and modify this bill, as they 
see fit. 

This vote today is not a final passage 
vote. It is a vote on whether the issue 
of sanctuary jurisdictions is important 
enough to merit the Senate’s consider- 
ation. 

I was just shocked to hear one of our 
colleagues describe this bill as a waste 
of time. Really, a waste of time? That 
is unbelievable. How could the lives of 
Kate Steinle and the other victims who 
have been lost because of this ridicu- 
lous policy be a waste of the Senate’s 
time when the courts are precluding 
the cooperation between local and Fed- 
eral law enforcement officials because 
we have not acted? There is a simple 
solution. It starts with passing a mo- 
tion to proceed so we can get on this 
bill and hopefully complete it success- 
fully. I think the lives of Kate Steinle 
and the other victims are not a waste 
of time. I think we should be address- 
ing this issue. We should be addressing 
it today. 

I urge my colleagues to vote aye so 
that we can begin considering this very 
important—and it should be broadly 
supported—bipartisan piece of legisla- 
tion. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Hawaii. 

Ms. HIRONO. Mr. President, I would 
like to urge my colleagues to oppose 
S. 2146, the Stop Sanctuary Policies 
and Protect Americans Act. 

Hundreds of cities and local jurisdic- 
tions across our country have finan- 
cial, constitutional, and public safety 
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concerns with using scarce local tax 
dollars to hold immigrants in jail when 
they otherwise would be entitled to re- 
lease under the law. These cities and 
towns are being called sanctuary cities 
because they have made a local and 
fact-based choice to keep their commu- 
nities safe rather than serve as an arm 
of immigration enforcement. 

This bill would create new criminal 
penalties for undocumented immi- 
grants and make life even harder for 
them, most of whom are honest, hard- 
working people, not criminals. The bill 
also takes severe steps to penalize 
these sanctuary cities by stripping 
them of critical community block 
grants and Federal homeland security 
and law enforcement funding. While 
this bill purports to protect our com- 
munities, it is strongly opposed by law 
enforcement, victims’ advocates, and 
local and State government leaders. 

Why do they oppose this bill? 

Demonizing our immigrant commu- 
nities and using them as scapegoats 
does not make America safer. Decades 
of research shows the following: that 
immigrants as a group are not a threat 
to public safety, that immigrants are 
less likely to commit serious crimes 
than the rest of Americans, and that 
the higher rates of immigration are as- 
sociated with lower rates of violent 
crime. 

Law enforcement is clear. This bill 
would limit their ability to keep all 
people in their communities safe. Good 
community policy requires collabora- 
tion and trust. Our law enforcement of- 
ficials want to spend their time going 
after people who truly pose a threat to 
our safety. This bill would have us 
spend limited resources pursuing hard- 
working though undocumented mem- 
bers of their communities with no 
criminal history. Community law en- 
forcement should not be coerced, be- 
cause that is what this bill would re- 
quire. It is a requirement. Community 
law enforcement should not be coerced 
into serving as an arm of Federal Im- 
migration and Customs Enforcement. 
That is what this bill does. Nobody is 
talking about voluntary collaboration 
and support for Federal Government 
enforcement of laws. Throughout this 
Congress, my Republican colleagues 
often rail against the Federal Govern- 
ment telling State and local govern- 
ments what to do, but now when it 
comes to something as important as 
public safety and law enforcement, it is 
suddenly OK to second guess State and 
local law enforcement? 

Instead of turning hard-working im- 
migrants into bogeymen, we should be 
focusing on real solutions for violent 
crime in our communities. If my col- 
leagues who support this bill are seri- 
ous about addressing violence in Amer- 
ica, then they should come to the table 
to talk about how we can strengthen 
our laws to keep guns out of the hands 
of criminals and the mentally ill. 
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I have been saying, along with many 
of my colleagues for over a year now, if 
my Republican colleagues want to dis- 
cuss immigration reform, we welcome 
that debate. Everyone agrees our im- 
migration system is broken and needs 
reform. It has been 28 months since the 
Senate passed a comprehensive immi- 
gration bill that had strong bipartisan 
support. 

Even though it was not perfect from 
my perspective, we nonetheless worked 
together to come up with a com- 
promise bill, but House Republicans 
ducked the issue and refused to take up 
the immigration reform bill. The Sen- 
ate comprehensive immigration bill 
would have reduced the Federal deficit 
by $1 trillion in just two decades be- 
cause of the broad economic benefits 
immigration reform granted. 

It would have protected and united 
families, strengthened our border secu- 
rity, improved our economy, and en- 
couraged job creation in our country. 
The Senate’s bill would have gotten 
millions of people out of the shadows, 
requiring them to pass criminal back- 
ground checks and earn their path to 
citizenship. It would have let immigra- 
tion enforcement officials focus on true 
security threats to our country. 

The Senate’s immigration bill in- 
cluded $46 billion in new resources to 
help our Border Patrol, Immigration 
and Customs Enforcement agents. Of 
this amount, roughly $30 billion was 
added to the bill to further secure our 
borders, but that is not enough for 
some Republicans. Apparently, some 
will not be happy until we literally 
round up every undocumented immi- 
grant—some 11 million of them in our 
country—and deport them, which 
would be catastrophic to our economy, 
not to mention impossible to do. The 
current sanctuary cities debate is not 
the first time some have tried to use 
myths about immigrants to scare 
Americans. This rhetoric could not be 
further from the truth about immi- 
grants. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose these 
scare tactics and to vote no on the mo- 
tion to proceed to S. 2146. 

I yield the floor. 


ee 


RECESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:48 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem- 
bled when called to order by the Pre- 
siding Officer (Mr. CORKER). 


— ee 


STOP SANCTUARY POLICIES AND 
PROTECT AMERICANS ACT—MO- 
TION TO PROCEED—Continued 


CLOTURE MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to rule XXII, the Chair lays before the 
Senate the pending cloture motion, 
which the clerk will state. 
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The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 


CLOTURE MOTION 


We, the undersigned Senators, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the mo- 
tion to proceed to Calendar No. 252, S. 2146, 
a bill to hold sanctuary jurisdictions ac- 
countable for defying Federal law, to in- 
crease penalties for individuals who illegally 
reenter the United States after being re- 
moved, and to provide liability protection 
for State and local law enforcement who co- 
operate with Federal law enforcement and 
for other purposes. 

Mitch McConnell, David Vitter, John 
Barrasso, Dan Sullivan, David Perdue, 
Bill Cassidy, Ron Johnson, Steve 
Daines, James Lankford, James HE. 
Risch, John Boozman, Mike Lee, Rich- 
ard C. Shelby, John Cornyn, Jeff Ses- 


sions, Johnny Isakson, Patrick J. 
Toomey. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 


PORTMAN). By unanimous consent the 
mandatory quorum call has been 
waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the motion to 
proceed to S. 2146, a bill to hold sanc- 
tuary jurisdictions accountable for 
defying Federal law, to increase pen- 
alties for individuals who illegally re- 
enter the United States after being re- 
moved, and to provide liability protec- 
tion for State and local law enforce- 
ment who cooperate with Federal law 
enforcement and for other purposes, 
shall be brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator 
is necessarily absent: the Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 54, 
nays 45, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 280 Leg.] 


YEAS—54 
Alexander Enzi Murkowski 
Ayotte Ernst. Paul 
Barrasso Fischer Perdue 
Blunt Flake Portman 
Boozman Gardner Risch 
Burr Grassley Roberts 
Capito Hatch Rounds 
Cassidy Heller Rubio 
Coats Hoeven Sasse 
Cochran Inhofe Scott 
Collins Isakson Sessions 
Corker Johnson Shelby 
Cornyn Lankford Sullivan 
Cotton Lee Thune 
Crapo Manchin Tillis 
Cruz McCain Toomey 
Daines McConnell Vitter 
Donnelly Moran Wicker 

NAYS—45 
Baldwin Cantwell Feinstein 
Bennet Cardin Franken 
Blumenthal Carper Gillibrand 
Booker Casey Heinrich 
Boxer Coons Heitkamp 
Brown Durbin Hirono 
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Kaine Mikulski Schumer 
King Murphy Shaheen 
Kirk Murray Stabenow 
Klobuchar Nelson Tester 
Leahy Peters Udall 
Markey Reed Warner 
McCaskill Reid Warren 
Menendez Sanders Whitehouse 
Merkley Schatz Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Graham 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 54, the nays are 45. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho- 
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 
The Senator from Florida. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 1082 


Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, I don’t 
think any of us in any of the 50 States 
have not had calls from our constitu- 
ents about the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion. I know that certainly in Florida, 
I have. We are blessed to have so many 
people who are either in uniform or 
have served in uniform. 

We make two fundamental promises 
to the men and women who serve our 
country. The first is that if we ever put 
them into hostility, they will be better 
equipped, better trained, and have 
more information than their adver- 
saries. I, of course, fear that all three 
of those promises have eroded. 

Here is the second promise we make 
to them: After they take care of us and 
they come home, we will take care of 
them. That is a promise that, sadly, is 
also not being kept. 

There are a lot of different issues we 
can get into when it comes to veterans 
and what they are facing in this coun- 
try, but one that has received a lot of 
attention is the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion and in particular the role it plays 
in providing health care for those re- 
turning or those who have served our 
country and have been facing chal- 
lenges ever since. We have all had the 
phone calls to our office, and we have 
seen the media reports about it. 

I am proud that last year we were 
able to pass legislation that gave the 
Secretary of the VA the ability to fire 
senior executives who weren’t doing 
their jobs. This is the point—and this 
is where I always stop and remind ev- 
eryone there are really good people 
working in the VA. In fact, the enor- 
mous majority of people at the VA are 
good people who care passionately 
about our veterans. There are some 
phenomenal VA facilities in this coun- 
try, and then there are some facilities 
that aren’t working. There are some 
individuals within that agency who, 
quite frankly, are not doing their jobs 
well. The problem is that they can’t be 
held accountable because they are pro- 
tected by law, and as a result they 
can’t be removed. 

We expanded that law a year ago to 
include the ability to fire senior execu- 
tives who weren’t doing their jobs, but 
to date that has not been used to much 


October 20, 2015 


effect. So earlier this year we intro- 
duced followup legislation, and the fol- 
lowup legislation gives the Secretary 
of the Department the authority to re- 
move any employee of Veterans Affairs 
based on performance—or lack there- 
of—or misconduct. It gives them the 
authority to remove such individuals 
from the civil service or demote the in- 
dividual through a reduction in grade 
or annual pay rate. 

I am proud that this bill has gone 
through the process here in the Senate. 
It has passed out of committee and is 
now ready for action. I hope we will 
take action on this. There is a different 
version in the House. It has also gone 
through their committees, and they 
are waiting for their process to move it 
through. There are some differences be- 
tween the two, which, of course, would 
be worked out in conference. 

I think the prudent thing to do at 
this point, given the fact that the Sen- 
ate bill has worked its way through the 
process and is now ready for action, is 
to take action. This is about creating 
accountability. By the way, this is 
about taking care of our veterans, but 
it is also about taking care of the peo- 
ple at the VA who are doing their jobs. 
This is also about them. It isn’t fair to 
them that people who aren’t doing 
their jobs continue in their positions 
and in many instances are increasing 
the workload on others because they 
are not performing or carrying their 
weight. 

That is why I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate proceed to the imme- 
diate consideration of Calendar No. 272, 
S. 1082; further, that the committee-re- 
ported amendments be agreed to, the 
bill, as amended, be read a third time 
and passed, and that the motion to re- 
consider be considered made and laid 
upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, I respect 
deeply and in fact support the argu- 
ments made by my colleague from 
Florida. There are goals here to be 
served, and I strongly support them as 
well. Accountability has been lacking 
for too long in the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs. That is a simple fact on 
which we can all agree. In fact, we took 
a major step in the right direction with 
the passage of the access and account- 
ability act during the last session with 
bipartisan support. 

I would support this measure if a 
number of simple changes were made 
to it to comply with the Constitution. 
This measure lacks some of the basic 
constitutional guarantees that again 
and again the Supreme Court of the 
United States has said are absolutely 
mandatory. This bill, unfortunately, 
fails to provide sufficient notice in ad- 
vance of any firing or disciplinary ac- 
tion, a statement of cause, a right to 
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be heard, and an opportunity for basic 
administrative constitutional guaran- 
tees. 

I commit to work with my colleague 
from Florida on seeking to improve 
this bill. In fact, I have proposed a 
measure that is now pending in the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, S. 
1856, which will improve the manage- 
ment of the VA in many of the same 
ways, but it avoids these constitu- 
tional pitfalls. 

As a former attorney general, I care 
deeply about enforcement, which is to 
say effective enforcement. A discipli- 
nary action now under appeal in the 
Federal circuit will decide the con- 
stitutionality of exactly these proce- 
dures. In the meantime, we ought to 
avoid creating unnecessary litigation 
and challenge to a law that should be 
enforced effectively. This one, unfortu- 
nately, cannot be. I believe strongly 
there are measures and ways to achieve 
greater accountability. It isn’t a lux- 
ury or convenience; it is a necessity 
that the VA is held accountable. The 
more effective way to hold the VA ac- 
countable is to pass a measure that is 
fully constitutional and, in addition, 
provides more effective protection for 
whistleblowers. They are the ones who 
come forward speaking truth to power. 
They are the ones with critical facts 
necessary for accountability. This 
measure, unfortunately, fails to afford 
sufficient protection for those whistle- 
blowers. Therefore, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Florida. 

Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, the dif- 
ference between this bill and the one in 
the House is the Whistleblower Protec- 
tion Act. So if that is the issue the 
Senator is concerned with, I would ask 
if the Senator from Connecticut would 
then be willing not to object, to lift the 
objection, if we could move forward on 
the House bill that is now here and 
ready for us to take up as well because 
it does contain the whistleblower pro- 
tection language. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I 
would be more than willing—indeed, 
happy—to work with my colleague 
from Florida on specific language that 
improves the whistleblower protection 
language. I think his bill takes a step 
in the right direction by providing that 
the Office of Special Counsel provide 
approval for any disciplinary action. 
That is a good step, but I believe it 
could be made more effective. I think 
the opportunity to be heard with no- 
tice for cause or discipline or firing is 
essential to effective enforcement. I 
share the goal—strongly share it—of 
making sure that accountability is en- 
forced. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Florida. 

Mr. RUBIO. Again, the House version 
of this bill, which is ready for us to 
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take up today, has stronger account- 
ability language which we do not op- 
pose. It simply was not included for 
purposes of time at the committee 
level. But we are prepared to move 
now, if we could, because the House 
version is here and ready for action on 
our part, and it has the stronger ac- 
countability language. It sounds as 
though, no matter what, we are prob- 
ably going to have a delay here on act- 
ing on this matter. 

I would say this for people watching 
here in the Gallery or at home or any- 
where they might see it later—I just 
want everybody to understand what we 
are saying here. All we are saying in 
this bill is that if you work for the VA 
and you aren’t doing your job, they get 
to fire you. I think people are shocked 
that doesn’t actually exist in the en- 
tire government since there is no other 
job in the country where, if you don’t 
do your job, you don’t get fired. But in 
this instance, we are just limiting it to 
one agency. This should actually be the 
rule in the entire government. If you 
are not doing your job, you should get 
fired. But this is just limiting it to the 
VA because we have a crisis there with 
the lack of accountability. 

I would hope we can move forward on 
this, and I am prepared to listen to 
anyone who wants to improve this. We 
went through the normal course and 
process in the Senate. We went through 
the committee. It had hearings. Oppor- 
tunities for amendments were offered 
at the time. So if there is a good-faith 
effort—and I believe that there is— 
then let’s improve this and take action 
on it. We need to have a VA that is 
more interested in the welfare and se- 
curity of our veterans than the job se- 
curity of Federal employees. 

I said at the outset that there are 
really good people at the VA. The vast 
majority of employees at the VA are 
doing their jobs and doing them well. 
They care about these veterans. It isn’t 
fair to them that there are people on 
the payroll taking up seats, taking up 
slots, taking up money, and taking up 
time who aren’t doing their jobs, and 
they literally cannot be fired. They lit- 
erally cannot be removed. It is a near 
impossibility. The process is so expen- 
sive, so long, so troublesome, so com- 
plicated that in essence they cannot be 
removed. 

Unfortunately, we will not be able to 
move forward on this today, it appears, 
but I hope that in quick succession we 
will be able to come together and get 
this done to provide a higher level of 
accountability that is so necessary in 
every agency of government but none 
more so than Veterans Affairs. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 
one last word. I want to simply concur 
in the very powerful and eloquent 
statements made by my colleague from 
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Florida. I think we all share those sen- 
timents in this body that—and I am 
quoting now from legislation: Any em- 
ployee who engages in malfeasance, 
overprescription of medication, insub- 
ordination, violation of any duty of 
care should be disciplined and very pos- 
sibly fired. 

We are talking about the process to 
achieve that end. I can commit that I 
will work with my colleague from Flor- 
ida to make sure this body approves a 
measure that is effective as a deterrent 
to those kinds of violations of basic 
duty. To be effective as a deterrent, it 
has to be enforceable, and that is our 
common goal here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, a few 
moments ago the Senate refused to 
move forward on an important piece of 
legislation, sometimes called the sanc- 
tuary cities bill. I want to explain for 
whoever may be listening and particu- 
larly for my colleagues what a terrible 
mistake our Democratic colleagues 
made—with the exception of two—by 
voting to block consideration of this 
piece of legislation. 

What this bill would do is withhold 
Federal funds from jurisdictions that 
basically violate current law—that vio- 
late the information-sharing require- 
ment in immigration law, Section 642 
of the 1996 Illegal Immigration Reform 
and Immigrant Responsibility Act. 
Secondly, it would withhold Federal 
funds from those jurisdictions that 
refuse to honor the lawful, legal proc- 
ess known as the detainer, or request 
to notify Federal authorities if local 
law enforcement decides to release an 
illegal immigrant who happens to have 
been arrested for some other unrelated 
reason. 

This is a truly important issue. As we 
have seen from the news, Kate Steinle 
out in California was killed by some- 
body who had repeatedly violated our 
laws not only by entering the country 
illegally but also by committing of- 
fenses against the persons and property 
of American citizens. Essentially what 
happens is when local jurisdictions give 
up and refuse to honor the detainers or 
give notice to Federal authorities be- 
fore they release individuals, then peo- 
ple are going to get hurt. The Kate 
Steinles of the world will get killed. 

In my State of Texas, we have had 
Houston police officers and other law 
enforcement personnel killed by illegal 
immigrants who have routinely broken 
our laws and have terrible criminal 
records. But if we can’t get the co- 
operation of local law enforcement au- 
thorities to work with the Federal au- 
thorities, then unfortunately public 
safety will be harmed. 

I am going to pull back a little bit 
and ask my colleagues to look at this 
perhaps from 30,000 feet. There is a rea- 
son at the time our Constitution was 
written that article VI, clause 2 simply 
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said the Federal law is the supreme law 
of the land. In other words, Federal 
laws trump State laws and local laws. 

If we think about it, as James Madi- 
son said, if we didn’t have Federal law 
as the supreme law of the land, essen- 
tially the authority of the whole coun- 
try—the elected officials, the Presi- 
dent, the Congress, those serving in the 
Federal Government—the laws of the 
country would be made subordinate to 
the parts of the country—the cities, 
the counties, the States—that essen- 
tially defy Federal law, and our system 
would be in chaos. 

Indeed, what our colleagues across 
the aisle appear to have ratified here is 
not one Nation under the law, but a 
confederation of different jurisdictions 
that can pick and choose what laws 
they want to comply with. That is a 
recipe for chaos. 

One of the reasons I think the Amer- 
ican people are so angry with what 
they see happening in Washington 
these days—indeed, I think they have 
moved beyond anger to fear. They are 
fearful for the future of our country. 
When we see individual cities and 
States effectively nullify Federal law 
by refusing to cooperate or saying: We 
don’t care what the Federal Govern- 
ment says; we are going to impose our 
own will, this is a recipe for chaos and 
for the very fabric of our country to 
unravel. 

At different points in our Nation’s 
history we have had States which said: 
We aren’t going to respect Federal law; 
we are going to nullify it, in effect. 
That is what these cities that defy the 
Federal authorities and the supremacy 
of Federal law are doing. They are say- 
ing we don’t have to comply with the 
law, and so the American people—I 
think out of apprehension over what 
they see happening here when States, 
cities, and other jurisdictions decide to 
pick and choose which laws will 
apply—realize this is a recipe for dis- 
unity and, in this case, for danger. 

The people whom we are fighting for 
are families and communities that 
want to live in peace and safety in 
their local communities. That is what 
this legislation is about. This legisla- 
tion, of course, is called Stop Sanc- 
tuary Policies and Protect Americans 
Act. All it does, simply stated, is to re- 
store law and order across the country 
and to hold certain cities that want to 
defy Federal law accountable. It would 
limit Federal funding for State and 
local governments that refuse to co- 
operate. Basically, the Stop Sanctuary 
Policies and Protect Americans Act en- 
courages compliance with Federal law, 
as I said a moment ago, and uses the 
power of the purse to withhold Federal 
funds from those jurisdictions that 
refuse to cooperate with the Federal 
law. The goal, as I said, is to protect 
our communities from those who would 
pose a danger to our society. It does 
not target legal immigrants who seek 
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to live a law-abiding and productive 
life here. 

Frankly, I do not understand the 
Democrats’—with the exception of two 
who voted to get on this legislation 
and offer amendments and constructive 
suggestions—refusal to move this legis- 
lation forward, because it harms the 
public safety and it causes our country 
to become a confederation of different 
jurisdictions that can pick and choose 
which laws they want to enforce. 

I mentioned one terrible incident 
over the summer, the murder of Kate 
Steinle in San Francisco by an illegal 
immigrant with a known and lengthy 
criminal record. This is just one exam- 
ple. This sad story poignantly dem- 
onstrates the consequences of the ad- 
ministration’s abject failure when it 
comes to enforcing our immigration 
laws. People get hurt. People get 
killed. This legislation would address 
the root cause of this tragedy by tar- 
geting criminal aliens and those local 
entities that refuse to do anything to 
help the Kate Steinles of the world, 
and it would specifically serve to 
counter the policies of those city gov- 
ernments, such as San Francisco, that 
are known to shield criminal aliens 
from deportation. They openly defy the 
1996 Federal law that requires informa- 
tion sharing. They openly refuse to co- 
operate with Federal orders and detain- 
ers and to notify the Federal Govern- 
ment when people are released from 
their jail sentence even though they 
know there is an outstanding deporta- 
tion order pending. 

This bill also extends the mandatory 
minimum sentence for those who at- 
tempt to reenter the country after 
being removed for breaking our laws. 
Time and again we are met with the 
tragic news of some other American 
citizen who was killed, injured or as- 
saulted by somebody who has reentered 
the country, after being removed for 
violating our laws, and keeps coming 
back and committing other criminal 
acts. 

We need to send a clear signal to 
those who attempt to enter our coun- 
try illegally and violate and ignore our 
laws that they will have to answer for 
them and certainly will not be allowed 
to come back. 

Some have rightly noted that this 
bill is not about immigration reform, 
and I agree. This bill is simply about 
enforcing our current law and holding 
those jurisdictions that refuse to com- 
ply with current law accountable by 
withholding Federal funds. 

This legislation underscores the con- 
cept that, unbelievably, has been lost 
among municipalities across the coun- 
try. Despite what the current adminis- 
tration might have us think, upholding 
the Federal law is not a suggestion. It 
is a legal requirement for all of us. We 
can’t, in good faith, ask the American 
people to trust us when it comes to re- 
forming our broken immigration sys- 
tem until they see us willing to stand 
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up and enforce the laws that are cur- 
rently on the books and hold those ju- 
risdictions, municipalities, States, and 
other local entities that refuse to com- 
ply with Federal law accountable. That 
is why organizations such as the Na- 
tional Sheriffs’ Association and the Na- 
tional Association of Police Organiza- 
tions have voiced their support for this 
legislation. 

To sum up, the Stop Sanctuary Poli- 
cies and Protect Americans Act really 
serves as a confidence-building exercise 
for Congress. If the American people 
don’t see us actually stepping up and 
demanding that local jurisdictions en- 
force current law, how can they expect 
us to pass complex immigration reform 
legislation to address our broken im- 
migration system? Unfortunately, in 
this confidence-building exercise, the 
Senate, led by our colleagues across 
the aisle, has failed in that confidence- 
building exercise. What they have done 
is to reinforce the belief that there are 
Members of the Senate who believe 
that local jurisdictions can openly defy 
Federal law and there will be no re- 
course and no accountability. 

Frankly, it is hard for me to under- 
stand how our Democratic colleagues 
can, in good conscience, block this leg- 
islation, given some of the horrific 
crimes that have occurred, such as the 
crime that was committed against 
Kate Steinle in San Francisco. There 
are many, many, many tragic examples 
of this happening over and over in our 
country. This was our opportunity to 
do something about it, but unfortu- 
nately, for reasons unbeknownst to me, 
our Democratic colleagues will not 
even allow us to pass a bill which will 
hold jurisdictions that refuse to en- 
force current Federal law accountable. 

I yield the floor. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LANKFORD). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, this week 
we have been discussing and taking up 
legislation to address the problem of 
sanctuary cities. In fact, just earlier 
today, we had a procedural vote on a 
motion to proceed to actually get on 
the bill. It failed. It only had 54 votes. 
The threshold in the Senate to get ona 
bill is 60 votes. Democrats here in the 
Senate decided to block consideration 
of this bill and to have that 60-vote 
threshold in play, and as a con- 
sequence, it failed. We had 54 votes. I 
think only two Democratic Senators 
voted to proceed to this legislation, 
and I would argue that is very unfortu- 
nate because this is a piece of legisla- 
tion which represents common sense 
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and what I think the American people 
want us to be focused on when it comes 
to the issue of dealing with crime in 
our communities and illegal immigra- 
tion in a way that ensures that those 
who come to this country and commit 
crimes aren’t allowed to stay here. 

According to the Department of 
Homeland Security, there are 334 juris- 
dictions across our country right now 
that have official policies discouraging 
cooperation with Federal immigration 
enforcement officers. Among other 
things, that means these jurisdictions 
regularly ignore what are called de- 
tainers, requests from the Department 
of Homeland Security to hold an indi- 
vidual for deportation. As a city pre- 
pares to release an illegal immigrant 
who has been convicted of or charged 
with a crime, the Department of Home- 
land Security will send a detainer ask- 
ing that the individual be held for a 
brief period—usually 48 hours—until 
Federal immigration officers can take 
custody. 

In a majority of the cities across the 
country, law enforcement would simply 
comply with this request and hold the 
individual until the Department of 
Homeland Security can arrive, but in 
sanctuary cities officials regularly ig- 
nore these requests and simply release 
these individuals from jail and back 
into the population at large—a practice 
that has resulted in the release of ap- 
proximately 1,000 undocumented crimi- 
nals per month. According to informa- 
tion from U.S. Immigration and Cus- 
toms Enforcement, 9,295 imprisoned in- 
dividuals whom Federal officials 
sought to deport were released into the 
population between January 1 and Sep- 
tember 30 of last year. They released 
9,295 imprisoned individuals in just 9 
months. Of those 9,295 individuals, 
5,947, or 62 percent, had a significant 
prior criminal history or presented a 
threat to public safety even before the 
arrest that preceded their release, and 
many went on to be arrested again 
within a short period of time. 

There is a terrible human cost to 
sanctuary cities’ decision to refuse to 
cooperate with U.S. immigration law. 
There has been a lot of discussion on 
the floor about Kate Steinle. Kate 
Steinle paid that cost when she was 
murdered on a San Francisco pier 
while walking with her father on July 
1, 2015. She was shot by an undocu- 
mented immigrant who had been con- 
victed of no fewer than seven felonies— 
seven felonies—prior to the decision of 
the city of San Francisco to ignore a 
request from the Department of Home- 
land Security and then go on and re- 
lease this man into the population. 

Unfortunately, Kate Steinle is not 
alone. Marilyn Pharis of Santa Maria, 
CA, was raped and then bludgeoned by 
an undocumented immigrant who had 
previously been arrested for battery 
but had been released after the local 
sheriff's office decided to ignore a re- 
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quest to detain him until he could be 
taken into Federal custody. 

A 2-year-old California girl—a 2-year- 
old—was brutally beaten by her moth- 
er’s boyfriend, an undocumented immi- 
grant with felony drug and drunk driv- 
ing convictions, who was released on 
bail after the crime despite a request 
from Federal officials that he be de- 
tained. 

In 2011, Dennis McCann was killed 
when he was hit and dragged by a car 
driven by a drunk driver with a blood 
alcohol content nearly four times the 
legal limit. His killer turned out to be 
Saul Chavez, an undocumented immi- 
grant with a prior drunk driving con- 
viction. After Dennis McCann’s death, 
the Department of Homeland Security 
filed a request asking that Immigra- 
tion and Customs Enforcement be noti- 
fied if Chavez was scheduled to be re- 
leased. Cook County, however, chose to 
ignore this request, and after being re- 
leased on bail, Dennis’s killer appar- 
ently fled the country. Four years 
later, Dennis’s family is still waiting 
to see justice done. 

Unfortunately, I could go on and on. 
Decisions to release undocumented im- 
migrants convicted of crimes, instead 
of detaining them for Federal officials, 
have resulted in far too many tragedies 
like those of Marilyn Pharis and Kate 
Steinle, and too many families in this 
country are mourning as a result. 

Cooperation between local and Fed- 
eral law enforcement is essential to 
protecting Americans, and detainer re- 
quests from the Department of Home- 
land Security are a key tool that helps 
Federal officials make sure dangerous 
individuals are not going back onto our 
Nation’s streets. 

When cities and counties ignore these 
requests, they force immigration offi- 
cers to attempt to track down undocu- 
mented criminals after they have been 
released into the community. Accord- 
ing to the Center for Immigration 
Studies, this requires an exponentially 
larger expenditure of funds and man- 
power and success is not guaranteed. 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
needs the support of cities and local 
law enforcement if it is going to keep 
these individuals off our Nation’s 
streets. 

The legislation we have been dis- 
cussing today would take a substantial 
step forward toward handling the 
threat posed by sanctuary cities. The 
Stop Sanctuary Policies and Protect 
Americans Act, which has strong sup- 
port from law enforcement organiza- 
tions and victims’ families, will with- 
hold Federal funds under three grant 
programs and redirect those funds to 
jurisdictions that comply with Federal 
immigration laws. It will also provide 
crucial legal protections to law en- 
forcement officers that will allow them 
to cooperate with Federal immigration 
authorities without the fear of law- 
suits. 
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This act also incorporates provisions 
known as Kate’s Law, named after 
Kate Steinle. These provisions would 
increase the maximum penalty for ille- 
gally reentering the United States 
after being deported and create a max- 
imum penalty of 10 years for reentering 
the country illegally after being de- 
ported three or more times. Kate’s Law 
would also create a mandatory min- 
imum sentence of 5 years for those re- 
entering the country after having been 
convicted of an aggravated felony prior 
to deportation or for those who reenter 
the country after two previous convic- 
tions for illegal reentry. 

What happened to Kate Steinle on 
that pier in San Francisco should never 
have happened. It likely could have 
been prevented if San Francisco had 
chosen to respect the Department of 
Homeland Security’s request to hold 
her killer until immigration officers 
could pick him up. 

I hope the stop sanctuary policies act 
will move forward in the Senate so we 
will be able to send a version of this 
legislation to the President. It is time 
we started ensuring that dangerous 
criminals like Kate Steinle’s killer 
don’t end up back on the streets. We 
have that opportunity today. We ought 
to vote to move to this bill. 

What is truly remarkable and amaz- 
ing is that we couldn’t even get on the 
bill to debate it. It was blocked by our 
colleagues on the other side who pre- 
vented even proceeding to the bill—a 
motion to proceed, which takes 60 
votes in the Senate. It would have been 
very easy to get on the bill and at least 
have that debate. If they didn’t like 
the provisions in the bill, they would 
have an opportunity to amend it and 
discuss the bill as we should be doing 
in the Senate, but instead the Demo- 
cratic Senators chose to block the con- 
sideration, even the very consideration 
of legislation that would go to great 
lengths to try and prevent the types of 
tragedies we witnessed this last sum- 
mer with Kate Steinle and so many 
others who have fallen prey to acts of 
violence by those who are here ille- 
gally and have prior experience with 
the law, prior convictions, and who are 
clear dangers to people and families all 
across this country. 

It is a tragedy we weren’t able to get 
on the bill. I hope our Democratic col- 
leagues will change their minds and 
allow us to proceed to this legislation, 
to debate it, to vote on it, to pass it, 
and to send it to the President for his 
signature. 

CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION SHARING BILL 

Mr. President, I also wish to speak in 
support of S. 754, which I think we will 
be discussing momentarily, the Cyber- 
security Information Sharing Act, or 
what is referred to as CISA, which the 
Senate is going to be debating this 
week. I commend Chairman BURR and 
Vice Chairman FEINSTEIN for their bi- 
partisan work to bring this bill to the 
floor. 
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It seems that every week we learn of 
another serious cyber attack against 
U.S. businesses and government agen- 
cies. The most devastating recent at- 
tack is the one against the Office of 
Personnel Management that com- 
promised the background check infor- 
mation of more than 21 million Ameri- 
cans. The pace of such attacks appears 
to be accelerating. According to the se- 
curity firm Symantec, last year alone, 
more than 300 million new types of ma- 
licious software or computer viruses 
were introduced on the Web or nearly, 
if my colleagues can believe this, 1 mil- 
lion new threats each and every day. 

Just last month, Director of National 
Intelligence James Clapper testified 
before the House Intelligence Com- 
mittee that ‘‘cyber threats to U.S. na- 
tional and economic security are in- 
creasing in frequency, scale, sophis- 
tication, and severity of impact.” 

From my position as head of the Sen- 
ate commerce committee, I have pro- 
moted the great potential of the 
emerging Internet of Things—which 
promises to yield improvements in con- 
venience, efficiency, and safety by con- 
necting everyday products to the 
Web—but I have also held several hear- 
ings on the cyber security risks and 
challenges that accompany an increas- 
ingly connected world. By increasing 
the sharing of cyber threat information 
between and among the private and 
public sectors, the bill would authorize 
the voluntary sharing of cyber threat 
information and would provide com- 
monsense liability protections for com- 
panies that share such information 
with the government or their peers, 
when they abide by the bill’s require- 
ments. The goal is to help companies 
and the government better protect 
their networks from malicious cyber 
attacks by sharing information about 
those threats earlier and more broadly. 

Similar bipartisan legislation was re- 
ported by the Senate Intelligence Com- 
mittee last year that was never consid- 
ered by the Democratic-controlled Sen- 
ate at the time. This year the Intel- 
ligence Committee passed a bill by a 
bipartisan vote of 14 to 1, which should 
portend a strong bipartisan vote on the 
floor of the Senate. 

The House of Representatives has 
also passed two bills to facilitate the 
sharing of cyber threats, so we are now 
within striking distance of finally en- 
acting critical cyber security informa- 
tion-sharing legislation after several 
false starts in recent years. 

I know some have questioned wheth- 
er this bill provides appropriate protec- 
tions for personal privacy and civil lib- 
erties. I appreciate these concerns, and 
I believe the bill’s sponsors have mean- 
ingfully addressed them, including 
through modifications to be included in 
a managers’ amendment. 

This bill is not a surveillance bill. 
Among other things, the modified bill 
would limit the sharing of information 
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to that defined as ‘‘cyber threat indica- 
tors” and ‘‘defensive measures” taken 
to detect, prevent or mitigate cyber se- 
curity threats. 

The bill also requires private sector 
and Federal entities to remove person- 
ally identifiable information prior to 
sharing threat indicators, and the Fed- 
eral Government can only use the 
cyber threat information it receives for 
cyber security purposes and to address 
a narrow set of crimes, such as the sex- 
ual exploitation of children. 

The bill also requires regular over- 
sight of the government’s sharing ac- 
tivities by the Privacy and Civil Lib- 
erties Oversight Board created after 
9/11 and by relevant agency inspectors 
general. 

In the end, it is important to remem- 
ber that CISA is about cyber threats— 
like the malware being used by crimi- 
nals in hostile states—not personal in- 
formation. Meanwhile, failing to enact 
this bill could actually make it easier 
for criminals in rogue states to con- 
tinue collecting our personal informa- 
tion from vulnerable systems. 

Let me be clear. This is not a silver 
bullet and it will not render cyberspace 
completely safe—no bill can do that— 
but CISA is an important piece of the 
ongoing effort to improve our cyber se- 
curity. 

Late last year, after a decade with- 
out passing major cyber security legis- 
lation, Congress enacted five cyber se- 
curity laws that target other pieces of 
the cyber puzzle. I coauthored one of 
these—the Cybersecurity Enhancement 
Act—with former Senator Jay Rocke- 
feller. This law ensures the continu- 
ation of a voluntary and private sector- 
led process at the Commerce Depart- 
ment’s National Institute of Standards 
and Technology, or what we refer to as 
NIST, to identify best practices to pro- 
tect our Nation’s critical infrastruc- 
ture from cyber threats. The Cyberse- 
curity Enhancement Act also promotes 
cutting-edge research, public aware- 
ness of cyber security risks, and im- 
provements in our cyber security work- 
force. 

CISA will work together with this 
new law and others to ensure that busi- 
nesses have timely warning about cur- 
rent threats so they can better protect 
themselves—and all of us—from cyber 
attacks. It does so in a manner that 
protects individual privacy and avoids 
government mandates. 

I look forward to the coming debate 
on the bill—including a healthy consid- 
eration of amendments—and I urge my 
colleagues to join the bipartisan spon- 
sors and a broad coalition of stake- 
holders around this country in sup- 
porting this much needed legislation. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, since we 
are still on the sanctuaries bill, before 
we turn to the cyber legislation, I ask 
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unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
address the Senate after Chairman 
BURR has completed his remarks and 
after Ranking Member FEINSTEIN has 
completed her remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, we are 
quickly moving to a point where I 
think the majority leader will come to 
the floor and will call up the cyber se- 
curity bill. 

Let me remind my colleagues that we 
have been on the floor briefly before, 
and the conclusion then was that we 
agreed to a unanimous consent request 
that made in order 22 amendments. It 
was not a limiting UC. So there is the 
opportunity for additional amendments 
to come to the floor. 

As we start, I say to my colleagues 
that if we have a level of cooperation 
by the Members—if in fact they come, 
debate, and vote on amendments—we 
can resolve this in literally a matter of 
a couple of days. If people want to try 
to obstruct, then it is going to be a 
lengthy process procedurally. 

I don’t think there is a lot new that 
we are going to learn. What is the fact? 
The fact is that actors around the 
world continue to attack U.S. systems 
and, in many cases, penetrate them: 
Sony Films, Anthem Health, OPM. 

The Presiding Officer, as a member of 
our committee, knows that the amount 
of personal data that is being accumu- 
lated out there somewhere provides al- 
most a roadmap to everything about 
anybody. What we are attempting to do 
with this cyber bill I want the Amer- 
ican people to understand: This is not 
to prevent cyber attacks. I would love 
to figure out technologically how we do 
it. Nobody has been able to do it. What 
this is designed to do is to minimize 
the data that is lost, to minimize the 
personal information that an indi- 
vidual gleans out of going into a data- 
base and pulling out that information. 

The vice chairman and I have worked 
with other members of the committee 
to report a bill out of the committee on 
a 14-to-1 vote. We are now almost 3 
months behind the House of Represent- 
atives, which has passed two bills that 
we desperately need to get out of the 
Senate in a piece of legislation that we 
could conference with the House of 
Representatives. In a conversation just 
this morning that I had with the White 
House, they are supportive of this bill 
getting out of the Senate and having 
the bill on the President’s desk so that 
he could sign it into law and we could 
have this in place. 

Let me make some overall points on 
the cyber bill. One, most importantly, 
it is voluntary. Any business in Amer- 
ica can choose to participate or not to 
participate. They can tell the Federal 
Government that they have been pene- 
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trated. They can provide the appro- 
priate data for us to begin the forensics 
and to tell them in real time: Here is a 
defensive software package you can put 
on your system that will make it im- 
mune from that tool again. But more 
importantly, it might minimize the 
amount of data that is lost and cer- 
tainly would allow the government to 
then broadcast to business more wide- 
ly: Here is the tool that is being used 
today and here is the defensive mecha- 
nism to keep other businesses from 
having the same penetration and data 
loss. 

Now, it is important that I say that 
when we started there were 22 amend- 
ments that were placed in order. I am 
proud to tell my colleagues that we 
have worked out eight of those amend- 
ments. They will be incorporated in a 
managers’ amendment that will also 
have an additional six amendments 
that we think strengthen the concerns 
that have been expressed about pri- 
vacy. They also address certain areas 
of cross-jurisdiction, such as the De- 
partment of Homeland Security. We 
now have those chairmen and those 
ranking members fully on board in sup- 
port of this legislation. Now we have to 
go through the process. At the root of 
this is moving forward a piece of legis- 
lation on cyber that is a voluntary 
piece of legislation by companies. 

I mentioned real time. I know the 
Presiding Officer has heard this in 
committee. If we can’t promise real 
time, we can’t promise to anybody who 
is willing to provide the data that we 
can actually stop or minimize data 
loss. So it is absolutely crucial that 
this all function in real time. To have 
a voluntary program that involves real 
time transfer of information means 
that there have to be incentives for 
that to be done. 

Let me just point out two things. For 
a company to talk to a competitor 
after they have been attacked and pen- 
etrated, we provide antitrust protec- 
tion to them to talk directly to that 
competitor as fast as they possibly can 
to find out whether we have multiple 
systems that are at risk. For the com- 
pany to report to the Federal Govern- 
ment we provide liability protection 
just for the transfer of that informa- 
tion. As Members read the bill, they 
will see that statutorily we don’t allow 
personal data that is unrelated to the 
forensics—needed to identify who did 
the attack, with what type of a tool, 
and what the defensive mechanism is— 
that statutorily cannot be transferred 
from a private company to the govern- 
ment. Additionally, we say to every 
Federal agency that might receive in 
real time this data that if there is per- 
sonal data that is transmitted from a 
company to the Federal Government, 
you cannot distribute personal data. 

I am not sure how it gets stronger 
than where we are, but I have come to 
this conclusion after working on this 
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legislation for this entire year—and 
the vice chairman has worked on it for 
multiple years: There are some people 
who don’t want legislation. We have 
met with every person who had a good 
thought—legislation that would send 
us in a positive direction but still em- 
brace the policy found in this legisla- 
tion. It is limited, but there are some 
who we can’t in fact satisfy. 

So let me say this to those compa- 
nies that have expressed opposition to 
this piece of legislation. It is really 
clear. Choose not to participate. It is 
voluntary. To those companies that 
find no value in it, if you have an aver- 
sion to what we have written, don’t 
participate—even though a majority of 
businesses in America are actually 
calling my office and the vice chair- 
man’s office saying: When are we going 
to get this done? We need this. We need 
it. 

It is that simple. That is the beauty 
of it being voluntary. Voluntary also 
means that the U.S. Chamber of Com- 
merce is 100 percent supportive of this 
legislation. Now we never have full 
agreement from a membership of an as- 
sociation, but it takes a majority—in 
fact, it takes well over a majority—for 
an organization such as that to come 
out publicly supporting it. So I say 
very boldly, if you don’t like the piece 
of legislation, it is real easy: You just 
don’t participate in it. 

Some have called this a surveillance 
bill. Let me just knock that down real 
quick. First, this bill requires private 
companies and the government to 
eliminate any irrelevant personal, 
identifiable information before sharing 
cyber threat indicators or defensive 
measures. Second, this bill does not 
allow the government to monitor pri- 
vate networks or computers. Third, 
this bill does not allow the government 
to shut down Web sites or require com- 
panies to turn over personal informa- 
tion. Fourth, this bill does not permit 
the government to retain or use cyber 
threat information for anything other 
than cyber security purposes, identi- 
fying the cyber security threat, pro- 
tecting individuals from death or seri- 
ous bodily or economic harm, and pro- 
tecting minors or investigating limited 
cyber crime offenses. Fifth, it provides 
rigorous oversight and requires a peri- 
odic interagency inspector general re- 
port to assess whether the government 
has violated any of the requirements 
found in this act. The report would also 
assess any impact this bill may have 
on privacy and civil liberties. 

Finally, our managers’ amendment 
has incorporated additional provisions 
that enhance privacy protection. First, 
our managers’ amendment omitted the 
government’s ability to use cyber in- 
formation to investigate or prosecute 
serious violent felonies. 

Personally, I thought that was a 
pretty good thing. I can understand 
where it is outside of the scope of a 
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cyber bill, but information about a fel- 
ony that you learned in this I thought 
was something the American people 
would want us to act on. Individuals 
raised issues on it. We dropped it out of 
the bill. 

Secondly, our managers’ amendment 
limited cyber threat information shar- 
ing authorities to those that are shared 
for cyber security purposes. In other 
words, it is only for cyber security pur- 
poses. 

Both of these changes ensure that 
nothing in our bill reaches beyond the 
focused cyber security threats that it 
intends to prevent and deter. Nothing 
in this bill creates any potential for 
surveillance authorities. Despite ru- 
mors to the contrary, CISA’s voluntary 
cyber threat indicator sharing authori- 
ties do not provide in any way for the 
government to spy on or use library 
and book records, gun sales, tax 
records, educational records or medical 
records. Given that cyber hackers have 
hacked into and stolen so much pub- 
licly disclosed private, personal infor- 
mation, it is astounding that privacy 
groups would oppose a bill that has 
nothing to do with surveillance and 
seeks to protect their private informa- 
tion from being stolen. I guess that has 
been the most troubling aspect of the 
road we have traveled—that we are try- 
ing to protect personal data, and yet 
the groups that say they are the stew- 
ards of personal data are the ones that, 
in fact, are the most vocal on this. 

CISA ensures the government cannot 
install, employ or otherwise use cyber 
security systems on private sector net- 
works. No one can hack back into a 
company computer system even if their 
purpose is to protest against or quash 
cyber attacks. 

The government cannot retain or use 
cyber threat information for anything 
other than cyber security purposes; 
preventing, investigating, disrupting or 
prosecuting limited cyber crimes; pro- 
tecting minors; and protecting individ- 
uals from death or serious bodily or 
economic harm. The government can- 
not use cyber threat information in 
regulatory proceedings. 

That is what we are here talking 
about. This is voluntary and it is tar- 
geted at minimizing data loss. It is tar- 
geted at trying to protect the personal 
data of the American people found in 
every database in every company 
around the world. 

Mr. President, I am going to turn to 
my vice chairman as we get ready for 
Senator WYDEN to make remarks and 
for leader MCCONNELL to come to the 
floor. 

I would put Members on notice once 
again. It is our intent to have some 
opening comments, to actually make 
the managers’ amendment pending, to 
make those amendments that were 
part of the unanimous consent agree- 
ment but not worked out as part of the 
managers’ package pending. 
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I encourage those Members who have 
authorship of those pending amend- 
ments to come and debate them, and 
we will schedule a vote for them. If you 
have additional amendments, come and 
offer those amendments and we will 
start debate on it. It is our goal, with 
the cooperation of Members, to work 
expeditiously through all of the amend- 
ments one wants to consider and to dis- 
pose of them and to finalize cyber secu- 
rity legislation in the Senate so we can 
move to the House and conference a 
bill. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
want to begin by saying that I very 
much agree with what Chairman BURR 
has just stated. It is factual. It is the 
truth. 

For me, I have worked on this issue 
for 7 years now. And this is actually 
the third bill that we have tried to 
move. 

I want to thank the two leaders for 
bringing the bill to the floor, and I 
hope it can be considered quickly. 

Up front I want to make clear, if it 
hasn’t been made clear, that this legis- 
lation is a first step only to improve 
our Nation’s defenses against cyber at- 
tack and cyber intrusion. It is not a 
panacea, and it will not end our vulner- 
abilities. But it is the most effective 
first legislative step we believe that we 
can take. 

This legislation is about providing 
legal clarity and legal protection so 
that companies can share cyber threat 
information voluntarily with each 
other and with the government. It pro- 
vides companies the protections they 
need and puts strong privacy rules in 
place. 

At the beginning of this debate, I 
think it is important to talk about the 
depth and breadth of the cyber threat 
we actually face every day, because 
rarely does a month go by without the 
announcement of a significant cyber 
attack or intrusion on an American 
company or an agency of the U.S. Gov- 
ernment. These attacks compromise 
sensitive personal information, intel- 
lectual property or both. 

Just in the last year, major banks, 
health insurers, tech companies, and 
retailers have seen tens of millions of 
their customers’ sensitive data stolen 
through cyber means. In 2014 the Inter- 
net security company Symantec re- 
ported that over 348 million identities 
were exposed through data breaches. 
Threats in cyber space do not just risk 
the personal data of Americans. They 
are a Significant and growing drain on 
our economy as malicious actors steal 
our money, rob companies of intellec- 
tual property, and threaten our ability 
to innovate. 

The cyber security company McAfee 
and the think tank Center for Stra- 
tegic and International Studies esti- 
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mated last year that the cost of cyber 
crime is more than $400 billion annu- 
ally. The same study stated that losses 
from cyber theft could cost the United 
States as many as 200,000 jobs. These 
are not theoretical risks; they are hap- 
pening today and every day. 

As we know all too well in the wake 
of cyber intrusions at the Office of Per- 
sonnel Management, cyber threats are 
not only aimed against the private sec- 
tor. They are also aimed against the 
public sector. Every day, foreign na- 
tion-states and cyber criminals scour 
U.S. Government systems and our de- 
fense industrial base for information 
on government programs and per- 
sonnel—every single day. 

More than 22 million government em- 
ployees and security clearance appli- 
cants had massive amounts of personal 
information stolen from the Office of 
Personnel Management, reportedly 
taken by China. These employees now 
face increased risk of theft and fraud, 
and also their information could be 
used for intelligence operations against 
them and the United States. 

As bad as this is—and it is bad—we 
have seen in the last few years an ac- 
celeration of an even more concerning 
trend, that of cyber attack instead of 
just cyber theft. In 2012 major U.S. fi- 
nancial institutions saw an unprece- 
dented wave of denial-of-service at- 
tacks on their systems. 

Saudi Aramco—reported to be the 
world’s largest oil and gas company— 
was the victim of a cyber attack that 
wiped out a reported three-quarters of 
its corporate computers. In 2013 we saw 
further escalations of these threats as 
waves of denial-of-service attacks were 
aimed at some of our largest banks. In 
early 2014 Iran launched a cyber attack 
on the Sands Casino which, according 
to the public testimony of the Director 
of National Intelligence, James Clap- 
per, rendered thousands of computer 
systems inoperable. Last November we 
saw one of the most publicized cyber 
attacks when North Korean attacks 
broke into Sony Pictures Entertain- 
ment, stole vast amounts of sensitive 
and personal data, and destroyed the 
company’s internal network. 

These breaches of personal informa- 
tion and loss of intellectual property 
and destructive attacks continue on- 
line every day. It is only a matter of 
time before America’s critical infra- 
structure—major banks, the electric 
grid, dams, waterways, the air traffic 
control system, and others—is targeted 
for a cyber attack that could seriously 
affect hundreds of thousands of lives. 

Clearly it is well beyond the time to 
act. There is no legislative or adminis- 
trative step we can take that will end 
cyber crimes and cyber warfare. How- 
ever, since the Intelligence Committee 
began looking seriously at this in 2008, 
we have heard consistently that im- 
proving the exchange of information 
about cyber threats and cyber vulnera- 
bilities can yield a real and significant 
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improvement to U.S. cyber security. 
That is why this bill is the top cyber 
legislative priority for the Congress, 
the Obama administration, and the 
business community. 

I have heard directly from dozens of 
corporate executives about the impor- 
tance of cyber security legislation, as 
have the Intelligence Committee staff 
in hundreds of meetings over the 
course of years in drafting this legisla- 
tion. As Chairman BURR has said, not 
only has the U.S. Chamber of Com- 
merce called for this legislation but so 
have dozens—specifically 52—of indus- 
try groups representing some of the 
largest sectors of our economy. On the 
floor in early August, I listed 40 asso- 
ciations that have written in support 
of the legislation. Today there are 52. 

I ask unanimous consent that the list 
of supporters of this bill be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION SHARING ACT 

ENDORSEMENTS 

Agricultural Retailers Association, Air- 
lines for America, Alliance of Automobile 
Manufacturers, American Bankers Associa- 
tion, American Cable Association, American 
Chemistry Council, American Coatings Asso- 
ciation, American Fuel & Petrochemical 
Manufacturers, American Gaming Associa- 
tion, American Gas Association, American 
Insurance Association American Petroleum 
Institute. 

American Public Power Association, Amer- 
ican Water Works Association, ASIS Inter- 
national, Association of American Railroads, 
Association of Metropolitan Water Agencies, 
BITS—Financial Services Roundtable, Col- 
lege of Healthcare Information Management, 
Computing Technology Industry Associa- 
tion, Executives Computing Technology In- 
dustry Association, Edison Electric Insti- 
tute, Electronic Payments Coalition, Elec- 
tronic Transactions Association, Federation 
of American Hospitals, Food Marketing In- 
stitute. 

Global Automakers, GridWise Alliance, 
Healthcare Information and Management 
Systems Society, Health Information Trust 
Alliance, Large Public Power Council, Na- 
tional Association of Chemical Distributors, 
National Association of Manufacturers, Na- 
tional Association of Mutual Insurance Com- 
panies, National Association of Water Com- 
panies, National Business Coalition on e- 
Commerce & Privacy, National Cable & Tele- 
communications Association, National Re- 
tail Federation. 

National Rural Electric Cooperative Asso- 
ciation, Property Casualty Insurers Associa- 
tion of America, Real Estate Roundtable, 
Retail Industry Leaders Association, Rural 
Broadband Association, Security Industry 
Association, Software & Information Indus- 
try Association, Society of Chemical Manu- 
facturers & Affiliates, Telecommunications 
Industry Association, Transmission Access 
Policy Study Group, United States Telecom 
Association, U.S. Chamber of Commerce, 
Utilities Telecom Council, Wireless Associa- 
tion. 


Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, re- 
grettably this is the third attempt to 
pass a cyber security information shar- 
ing bill in recent years. In 2012 the Lie- 
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berman-Collins Cybersecurity Act of 
2012 was on the floor. It included a title 
on information sharing which the In- 
telligence Committee helped produce. 
It was an important piece of legisla- 
tion, but it only received one Repub- 
lican vote. 

Last Congress, then-vice chairman of 
the Intelligence Committee Saxby 
Chambliss and I set out to draft a nar- 
rower bill just on information sharing 
in the hopes of attracting bipartisan 
support. The Intelligence Committee 
approved a bill in 2014 by a strong bi- 
partisan vote of 12 to 3, but it never 
reached the Senate floor due to privacy 
concerns. So this is the third try. 

I am very pleased that Chairman 
BURR and I now have the opportunity 
to bring a bill to the floor that both 
sides can and should support. This bill 
is bipartisan. It is narrowly focused. It 
puts in place a number of privacy pro- 
tections, many of which we will outline 
shortly. I believe the bipartisan vote of 
14 to 1 in the Senate Intelligence Com- 
mittee in March underscores this fact. 
I would like to commend Senator 
BURR’s leadership and his willingness 
to negotiate a bipartisan bill with me 
that can and should—and I hope will— 
receive a strong vote in the Senate. Let 
me take a few minutes to describe the 
main features of the bill and its pri- 
vacy protections. 

In short, it does the following five 
things: 

First, the bill recognizes that the 
Federal Government has information 
about cyber threats that it can and 
should share with the private sector 
and with State, local, and tribal gov- 
ernments. The bill requires the Direc- 
tor of National Intelligence to put in 
place a process to increase the sharing 
of information on cyber threats al- 
ready in the government’s hands with 
the private sector to help protect an 
individual or a business. So that is the 
sharing between the government and 
the private sector. This includes shar- 
ing classified data with those with se- 
curity clearances and an appropriate 
need to know but also requires the DNI 
to set up a process to declassify more 
information to help all companies se- 
cure their networks. We have heard 
over and over again from companies 
that the information they get from the 
government today is not sufficient. 
That needs to change. 

Second, the bill provides clear au- 
thorization for private sector entities 
to take appropriate actions. That in- 
cludes an authorization for a company 
to monitor its networks or information 
on its networks for cyber security pur- 
poses only. No other type of moni- 
toring is permitted, nor is the use of 
information acquired through such 
monitoring allowed for purposes other 
than cyber security. 

There is also an authorization for a 
company to implement a defensive 
measure on its network to detect, pre- 
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vent, or mitigate a cyber threat. This 
authorization by definition does not 
authorize a defensive measure that de- 
stroys, renders unusable, or substan- 
tially harms a computer system or in- 
formation on someone else’s network. 
This is an important point. There has 
been concern that the bill would immu- 
nize a company for damage it might 
cause to other people’s networks. The 
managers’ amendment makes clear 
that the authorization in this bill al- 
lows companies to block malicious 
traffic coming from outside their net- 
work and stop threats on their systems 
but not conduct offensive activities or 
otherwise have substantial effects off 
their networks. 

Finally, there is an authorization for 
companies to share limited cyber 
threat information or defensive meas- 
ures with other companies or with gov- 
ernment agencies. It does not authorize 
sharing anything other than cyber in- 
formation. In a critical change, the 
managers’ amendment states that 
sharing is for cyber security purposes 
only. So this really is a very limited 
authorization. 

It is important to note that while 
these activities are authorized, they 
are not mandatory. Information shar- 
ing, monitoring, and use of defensive 
measures are all voluntary. The bill 
makes explicit that there are no re- 
quirements for a company to act or not 
to act. 

I have heard from technology compa- 
nies in the past couple of weeks that 
they are concerned that this bill re- 
quires them to share customer infor- 
mation with the government. That is 
false. Companies can choose to partici- 
pate or they can choose not to. If they 
do, they can only share cyber threat 
information, not their company’s per- 
sonal information or their online activ- 
ity. 

The third thing this bill does is it 
puts in place procedures and limita- 
tions for how the government will re- 
ceive, handle, and use cyber informa- 
tion provided by the private sector. 
The bill requires two sets of policies 
and procedures. The first set—to be 
written by the Attorney General and 
the Secretary of Homeland Security— 
requires that cyber information that 
comes to the Federal Government will 
be made available to all appropriate 
Federal departments and agencies 
without unnecessary delay and that 
the information sharing system inside 
the government is auditable and is con- 
sistent with privacy safeguards. 

The second set of required guidelines 
is designed to limit the privacy impact 
of the sharing of cyber information and 
specifically limits the government’s re- 
ceipt, retention, use, and dissemination 
of personal information. These guide- 
lines are to be written by the Attorney 
General. They will be made public. 

The bill specifically limits the use of 
cyber information by the government. 
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Federal agencies can only use the in- 
formation received through this bill for 
a cyber security purpose, for the pur- 
pose of identifying a cyber threat, pre- 
venting or responding to an imminent 
threat of death, serious bodily harm, 
serious economic harm, including an 
imminent terrorist attack, preventing 
or responding to a serious threat of 
harm to a minor, and preventing, in- 
vestigating, or prosecuting specific 
cyber-related crimes. 

Fourth, the bill creates what we call 
in shorthand a portal at the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security and re- 
quires that cyber information is re- 
ceived by the government through the 
Homeland Security portal, from which 
it can be distributed quickly and re- 
sponsibly to appropriate departments 
and agencies. This portal was the joint 
proposal a few years ago by former 
DHS Secretary Janet Napolitano, FBI 
Director Bob Mueller, and NSA Direc- 
tor Keith Alexander. The purpose of 
the portal is to centralize the entry 
point for cyber information sharing so 
that the government can effectively 
and efficiently receive that cyber infor- 
mation, can protect privacy, and can 
ensure that all the appropriate depart- 
ments with cyber security responsi- 
bility can quickly learn about threats. 

A key aspect of this centralized por- 
tal is to enable information to move 
where it needs to go automatically. 
Once cyber threat information enters 
the portal, it will be shared in real 
time—meaning without human inter- 
vention and at machine speed—to the 
other appropriate Federal agencies. 
The belief is that they can put in a fil- 
ter and do a privacy scrub, if you will, 
just in case there is any private infor- 
mation, such as a Social Security num- 
ber, a driver’s license number, or some- 
thing like that, that can be instantly 
moved out. 

Such a real-time exchange is nec- 
essary because if there are indications 
that a cyber attack is underway, the 
response to stop that attack will need 
to be immediate and not subject to any 
delay. The bill makes clear that this 
can and should be done in a way that 
ensures that privacy is protected, im- 
proving both privacy protections and 
the ability to quickly protect sensitive 
systems. 

Fifth and finally, the bill provides li- 
ability protection to companies that 
act in accord with the bill’s provisions. 
Specifically, the bill provides liability 
protection for companies that properly 
monitor their computer networks or 
that share information the way the bill 
allows. The bill specifically does not 
protect companies from liability in the 
case of gross negligence or willful mis- 
conduct, nor does it protect those who 
do not follow its privacy protections. 

As I mentioned earlier, there are 
many privacy protections throughout 
the bill. Because this is a key point of 
interest for a number of Senators, I 
wish to list 10 of them. 
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No. 1, it is voluntary. The bill doesn’t 
require companies to do anything they 
choose not to do. There is no require- 
ment to share information with an- 
other company or with the govern- 
ment, and the government cannot com- 
pel any sharing by the private sector. 
So if there is this tech company or that 
tech company that doesn’t want to pro- 
vide this information, don’t do it. 
Nothing forces you to do it. This is 100 
percent voluntary. 

No. 2, it narrowly defines the term 
“cyber threat indicator”? to limit the 
amount of information that may be 
shared under the bill. Only information 
that is necessary to describe or iden- 
tify cyber threats can be shared. 

No. 3, the authorizations are clear, 
but they are limited. Companies are 
fully authorized to do three things: 
monitor their networks or provide 
monitoring services to their customers 
to identify cyber threats, use limited 
defensive measures to protect against 
cyber threats on their networks, and 
share and receive cyber information 
with each other and with Federal, 
State or local governments. No surveil- 
lance, no sharing of personal or cus- 
tomer information is allowed. 

No. 4, there are mandatory steps that 
companies must take before sharing 
any cyber threat information with 
other companies or the government. 
Companies must review information 
before it is shared for irrelevant pri- 
vacy information, and they are re- 
quired to remove any such information 
that is found. A bank would not be able 
to share a customer’s name or account 
information. Social Security numbers, 
addresses, passwords, and credit infor- 
mation would be unrelated to a cyber 
threat and would, except in very excep- 
tional circumstances, be removed by 
the company before sharing. 

No. 5, the bill requires that the At- 
torney General establish mandatory 
guidelines to protect the privacy of any 
information the government receives. 
These guidelines will be public. The 
guidelines will limit how long the gov- 
ernment can retain any information 
and provide notification requirements 
and a process to destroy mistakenly 
shared information. It also requires the 
Attorney General to create sanctions 
for any government official who does 
not follow these mandatory privacy 
guidelines. 

No. 6, the Department of Homeland 
Security, not the Department of De- 
fense or the intelligence community, is 
the primary recipient of the shared 
cyber information. 

No. 7, the managers’ amendment in- 
cludes a new provision, which was sug- 
gested by Senator CARPER, with the 
backing of a number of privacy groups, 
to allow the Department of Homeland 
Security—and I say this again—to 
scrub the data as it goes through the 
portal to make sure it does not contain 
irrelevant personal information. 
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No. 8, the bill restricts the govern- 
ment’s use of voluntarily shared infor- 
mation to cyber security efforts, immi- 
nent threats to public safety, protec- 
tion of minors, and cyber crimes. Un- 
like previous versions, the government 
cannot use this information for general 
counterterrorism analysis or to pros- 
ecute noncyber crimes. 

No. 9, the bill limits liability protec- 
tion to only monitoring for cyber 
threats and sharing information about 
them when a company complies with 
the bill’s privacy requirements, and it 
explicitly excludes protection for gross 
negligence or willful misconduct. 

No. 10, above and beyond these man- 
datory protections, there are a number 
of oversight mechanisms in the bill 
which involve Congress, the heads of 
agencies, the inspectors general, and 
the Privacy and Civil Liberties Over- 
sight Board. 

In sum, this bill allows for strictly 
voluntary sharing of cyber security in- 
formation with many layers of privacy 
protections. 

As I have noted, the managers’ 
amendment that we will consider 
shortly, I hope, will include several key 
privacy protections. We will be describ- 
ing them in more detail when we turn 
to that amendment. 

Mr. President, I hope this has made 
clear that we have tried to very care- 
fully balance the need for improved 
cyber security with the need to protect 
privacy and private sector interests. As 
I said earlier, this is the third bill on 
information sharing. We have learned 
from the prior two efforts. 

It is clear from the headlines and 
multiple data breach notifications that 
customers and employees are now re- 
ceiving that this bill is necessary and 
we need to act now instead of after a 
major cyber attack seriously impacts 
hundreds or thousands of lives or costs 
us billions or trillions of dollars. 

We have a good bill. I know there are 
some cynics. I know there are some 
tech companies that may be worried 
about what their customers might do. 
Then don’t participate if you don’t 
want to, but I have talked to enough 
CEOs who have said to me: Please do 
this. We need this ability to share, and 
the only way we can get this ability is 
with liability protection for sharing 
cyber threat material, so this is very 
important. 

I again thank the chairman for ev- 
erything he has done to lead this ef- 
fort. It is my hope that we will have a 
good, civil debate and that we will be 
able to pass this bill with a substantial 
margin. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, this 
afternoon we begin the discussion of 
cyber security legislation. I think it is 
important to say at the outset that I 
think everybody who hears the notion 
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that the Senate is talking about cyber 
security would say: Boy, you have to be 
for that. We all read about cyber hacks 
regularly, so you ask: Why not be for 
what they are talking about in the 
Senate? 

I begin by way of saying that the fact 
is not every bill with cyber security in 
the title is necessarily a good idea. I 
believe this bill will do little to make 
Americans safer but will potentially 
reduce the personal privacy of millions 
of Americans in a very substantial 
way. In the beginning, I think it is par- 
ticularly telling who opposes this legis- 
lation at this time. The Business Soft- 
ware Alliance has said they cannot 
support this bill. They have members 
such as Apple, IBM, and Microsoft, and 
they are saying that at this time they 
cannot be for this bill. The Computer 
and Communications Industry Associa- 
tion has members such as Google, 
Facebook, and Amazon. They have said 
they cannot support the legislation at 
this time. America’s librarians cannot 
support it at this time. Twitter cannot 
support it at this time. Wikimedia 
Foundation and Yelp can’t support it 
at this time. 

The groups I am talking about are 
ones with members who have compa- 
nies with millions and millions of cus- 
tomers, and they are saying they can’t 
support this bill at this time. 

I think I know why these companies 
that didn’t have a problem with pre- 
vious kinds of versions of this legisla- 
tion are saying they don’t support it. 
These companies are hearing from 
their customers and they are worried 
their customers are saying: This 
doesn’t look like it is going to protect 
our privacy. Of course, we want to be 
safe. We also want to have our liberty. 
Ben Franklin famously said anyone 
who gives up their liberty to have secu- 
rity really doesn’t deserve either—so 
we know what Americans want. 

I would submit the reason these com- 
panies are coming out in opposition to 
this legislation is they don’t want their 
customers to lose confidence in their 
products. They are looking at this leg- 
islation, and they are saying the pri- 
vacy protections are woefully inad- 
equate and their customers are going 
to lose confidence in their products. 

I appreciate that the managers are 
trying to make the bill better. It is 
quite clear to me, having listened to 
two colleagues—whom I respect very 
much—that they are very much aware 
that their bill has attracted widespread 
opposition. The comment was made 
that Apple, Google, everyone should be 
for this. 

I would say again—respectfully to 
my colleagues, the authors, with whom 
I have served since we all came to the 
committee together—even with the 
managers’ amendment, the core pri- 
vacy issues are not being dealt with. 

I would just read now from a few of 
the comments—maybe I am missing 
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something. Maybe I heard a list of all 
the privacy issues that had been ad- 
dressed. I haven’t seen any privacy 
groups the Democrats or Republicans 
look to saying they support the pri- 
vacy protections in the bill, but let me 
give you an example of a few who sure- 
ly don’t. 

This is what Yelp says: ‘Congress is 
trying to pass a ‘cyber security’ bill 
that threatens your privacy.” 

This is what the American Library 
Association is saying. I will admit, Mr. 
President, I am a little bit tilted to- 
ward librarians because my late moth- 
er was a librarian. We all appreciate 
the librarians we grew up with. The li- 
brarians say that this bill ‘‘de facto 
grants broad new mass data collection 
powers to many federal, as well as 
state and even local government agen- 
cies.” 

Salesforce, a major player in the dig- 
ital space located in California, says: 

At Salesforce, trust is our number one 
value and nothing is more important to our 
company than the privacy of our customers’ 
data. .. . Salesforce does not support CISA 
and has never supported CISA. 

They have a hashtag. 

Follow #StopCISA for updates. 

This is the group that represents the 
Computer and Communications Indus- 
try Association—this is Google, Ama- 
zon, and Microsoft, the biggest major 
tech companies. Again, these are com- 
panies with millions of customers, and 
the companies are worried that this 
bill lacks privacy protections and their 
customers are going to lose confidence 
in some of what may be done under 
this. They say they support the goals, 
of course—which we all do—of dealing 
with real threats and sharing informa- 
tion. They state: ‘‘But such a system 
should not come at the expense of 
users’ privacy, need not be used for 
purposes unrelated to cyber security, 
and must not enable activities that 
might actively destabilize the infra- 
structure the bill aims to protect.” 

Mr. President, we heard my col- 
league, the chair of the committee, a 
member of the Committee on Finance 
whom I have worked with often, say 
that the most important feature of the 
legislation is that it is voluntary. The 
fact is that it is voluntary for compa- 
nies. It will be mandatory for their cus- 
tomers. And the fact is that companies 
can participate without the knowledge 
and consent of their customers, and 
they are immune from customer over- 
sight and lawsuits if they do so. I am 
all for companies sharing information 
about malware and foreign hackers 
with the government, but there ought 
to be a strong requirement to filter out 
unrelated personal information about 
customers. 

I want to emphasize this because this 
is probably my strongest point of dis- 
agreement with my friends who are the 
sponsors. There is not in this bill a 
strong requirement to filter out unre- 
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lated personal information about these 
millions of customers who are going to 
be affected. This bill would allow com- 
panies to hand over a large amount of 
private and personal information about 
millions of their customers with only a 
cursory review. In my judgment, infor- 
mation about those who have been vic- 
tims of hacks should not be treated in 
essentially the same way as informa- 
tion about the hackers. Without a 
strong requirement to filter out unre- 
lated personal information, that is un- 
fortunately what this bill does. 

At the outset of this discussion, we 
were told this bill would have substan- 
tial security benefits. I heard for days, 
for example, that this bill would have 
prevented the OPM attack, that it 
would have stopped the serious attack 
on government personnel records. After 
technologists reviewed that particular 
argument, that claim has essentially 
been withdrawn. 

There is a saying now in the cyber se- 
curity field: If you can’t protect it, 
don’t collect it. If more personal con- 
sumer information flows to the govern- 
ment without strong protections, my 
view is it is going to end up being a 
prime target for hackers. 

Sharing information about cyber se- 
curity threats is clearly a worthy goal, 
and I would like to find ways to en- 
courage more of that responsibly. Yet 
if you share more information without 
strong privacy protections, millions of 
Americans will say: That is not a cyber 
security bill; it is a surveillance bill. 
My hope is that, working in a bipar- 
tisan way, by the time we have com- 
pleted this legislation on the floor, 
that will not be the case. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I listened 
patiently to my friend and colleague, 
and we are on the committee together, 
so this is not the first time we have 
had a frank discussion. But let me say 
to those companies that have reached 
out to him, and he listed them—I am 
not going to bother going through 53 
associations and the number of compa- 
nies that are represented because there 
are hundreds and hundreds. They are 
sectors of our economy. It is the finan- 
cial industry. It is automotive. It is 
practically everybody in retail. 

There are a couple of things that still 
shock me because I really can’t make 
the connection. A technology company 
has a tremendous amount of users, and 
those users put their personal data on 
that—pick one—and the company says 
there is nothing more important than 
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protecting the data of their users. It 
strikes me, because I was in business 
for 17 years before I came to this in- 
sane place, that any business in the 
world would say: I don’t have a prob- 
lem with putting this in place as long 
as I don’t have to use it. I can make a 
decision whether I use it or whether I 
don’t. 

It may be that when they get an op- 
portunity to see the final product and 
it is in place, they may say: Well, you 
know what, this isn’t so bad. This actu- 
ally took care of some of the concerns 
we have. 

But to make a blanket statement for 
a company whose No. 1 concern is the 
protection of its customers’ data—to 
ignore the threat today that is real and 
will be felt by everybody, if it hasn’t 
been felt by them, and not have some- 
thing in place is irresponsible by those 
companies. 

Again, I point to the fact that if this 
were a mandatory program, I could un- 
derstand why they might, for market 
share reasons or marketing reasons, go 
out and say: We are not covered by 
this. But this is voluntary for every- 
body. There is not a soul in the world 
who has to participate. But the ones 
that are really concerned about their 
customers’ data, the ones that really 
understand there are companies, indi- 
viduals, and countries trying to hack 
their systems will succumb to the fact 
that something is better than nothing. 

It is sort of like going home to North 
Carolina—and I see the leader is com- 
ing—where this year we have had a 
rash of sharks. It is one thing to know 
there are sharks out there and swim 
and say: How could one bite me? Well, 
you know you have hackers out there. 
It seems as if you take precautions 
when you go swimming, and it seems 
as if you should take precautions to 
keep from being hacked. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 


EE 


CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION 
SHARING ACT of 2015 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
under the order of August 5, 2015, I ask 
that the Chair lay before the Senate S. 
754. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro- 
ceed to the consideration of S. 754, 
which the clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A bill (S. 754) to improve cybersecurity in 
the United States through enhanced sharing 
of information about cybersecurity threats, 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2716 
(Purpose: In the nature of a substitute) 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, as under 

the previous order, I call up the Burr- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


Feinstein amendment, which is at the 
desk, and I ask unanimous consent 
that it be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the clerk will report the 
amendment by number. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
BURR] proposes an amendment numbered 
2716. 

(The amendment is printed in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments. ”’) 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, for the in- 
formation of all Senators, this sub- 
stitute includes agreed-upon language 
on the following amendments: Carper, 
No. 2615; Carper, No. 2627; Coats, No. 
2604; Flake, No. 2580; Gardner, No. 2631; 
Kirk, No. 2603; Tester, No. 2632; Wyden, 
No. 2622, and, I might add, a handful of 
amendments that have been worked 
out in addition to those which were 
part of that unanimous consent agree- 
ment by both the vice chair and my- 
self. 

The vice chair and I have a number of 
amendments to be made pending under 
the previous consent order, and I ask 
unanimous consent that they be called 
up and reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2581, AS MODIFIED, TO 
AMENDMENT NO. 2716 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I call up 
the Cotton amendment No. 2581, as 
modified, to correct the instruction 
line. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
BURR], for Mr. COTTON, proposes an amend- 
ment numbered 2581, as modified, to amend- 
ment No. 2716. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

(Purpose: To exempt from the capability and 
process within the Department of Home- 
land Security communication between a 
private entity and the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation or the United States Secret 
Service regarding cybersecurity threats) 
On page 31, strike line 13 and insert the fol- 

lowing: 

authority regarding a cybersecurity threat; 

and 

(iii) communications between a private en- 
tity and the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
or the United States Secret Service regard- 
ing a cybersecurity threat; 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, let me add 
at this time that the vice chairman 
and I have worked aggressively, as 
have our staffs, to incorporate the sug- 
gestions and the concerns Members and 
companies have raised with us. If we 
believed they made the legislation 
stronger—stronger from the standpoint 
of minimizing data loss and stronger 
from the standpoint of the privacy con- 
cerns—let me assure my colleagues we 
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have accepted those and we have incor- 
porated them in the managers’ amend- 
ment. If, in fact, we couldn’t agree or 
felt that it in any way was detrimental 
to the legislation, the vice chair and I 
have agreed to oppose those amend- 
ments. 

I think it is important that this bill 
represent exactly what we have sold: 
an information sharing bill, a bill that 
is voluntary. 

So I would suggest to those who hear 
this debate and say “I don’t really un- 
derstand all this cyber stuff. I hear 
about it and don’t really understand 
it,” let me put it in these terms. What 
this legislation does is it creates a 
community watch program, and like 
any neighborhood watch program, the 
spirit of what we are trying to do is to 
protect the neighborhood. It doesn’t 
mean that every resident on every 
street in that community in that 
neighborhood is going to be a partici- 
pant, but it means that neighborhood 
is committed to making sure that if 
crimes are happening, they are out 
there to stop them, to report them, and 
maybe through reporting them, the 
number of crimes over time will con- 
tinue to decrease. 

Well, I would share with you that is 
what we are doing with the cyber secu- 
rity bill. We are out now trying to set 
up the framework for a community 
watch program, one that is voluntary, 
that doesn’t require every person to 
participate, but it says: For those of 
you who can embrace this and can re- 
port the crimes, it is not only bene- 
ficial to you, it is beneficial to every- 
body. 

So I respect the fact there are a few 
companies out there saying: This is no 
good; we shouldn’t have this. Really? 
Do you want to deny this to every- 
body? There are a heck of a lot of busi- 
nesses that have made the determina- 
tion that this is beneficial to their 
business, that it is beneficial to their 
sector. 

This is beneficial to the overall U.S. 
economy. That is what the Senate is 
here to do. We are not here to pick win- 
ners and losers; we are here to create a 
framework everybody can operate in 
that advances the United States in the 
right direction. 

Shortly we will have an opportunity 
to make pending some additional 
amendments, and I encourage all Mem- 
bers, if your amendment is pending, to 
come down and debate it. If you have 
additional amendments, please come 
down and offer them and debate them. 
With the cooperation of Members, we 
can process these in a matter of days 
and we can then send this out of the 
Senate and be at a point where we 
could conference with the House. 

With that, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 
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Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
AYOTTE). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2552, AS MODIFIED, TO 
AMENDMENT NO. 2716 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 
I call up the Coons amendment No. 
2552, as modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from California [Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN], for Mr. COONS, proposes an amend- 
ment numbered 2552, as modified, to amend- 
ment No. 2716. 


The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

(Purpose: To modify section 5 to require DHS 
to review all cyber threat indicators and 
countermeasures in order to remove cer- 
tain personal information) 

Beginning on page 23, strike line 3 and all 
that follows through page 33, line 10 and in- 
sert the following: 

(3) REQUIREMENTS CONCERNING POLICIES AND 
PROCEDURES.—Consistent with the guidelines 
required by subsection (b), the policies and 
procedures developed and promulgated under 
this subsection shall— 

(A) ensure that cyber threat indicators 
shared with the Federal Government by any 
entity pursuant to section 4 that are re- 
ceived through the process described in sub- 
section (c) of this section and that satisfy 
the requirements of the guidelines developed 
under subsection (b)— 

(i) are shared in an automated manner 
with all of the appropriate Federal entities; 

(ii) are not subject to any unnecessary 
delay, interference, or any other action that 
could impede receipt by all of the appro- 
priate Federal entities; and 

(iii) may be provided to other Federal enti- 
ties; 

(B) ensure that cyber threat indicators 
shared with the Federal Government by any 
entity pursuant to section 4 in a manner 
other than the process described in sub- 
section (c) of this section— 

(i) are shared as quickly as operationally 
practicable with all of the appropriate Fed- 
eral entities; 

(ii) are not subject to any unnecessary 
delay, interference, or any other action that 
could impede receipt by all of the appro- 
priate Federal entities; and 

(iii) may be provided to other Federal enti- 
ties; 

(C) consistent with this Act, any other ap- 
plicable provisions of law, and the fair infor- 
mation practice principles set forth in ap- 
pendix A of the document entitled ‘‘National 
Strategy for Trusted Identities in Cyber- 
space”? and published by the President in 
April 2011, govern the retention, use, and dis- 
semination by the Federal Government of 
cyber threat indicators shared with the Fed- 
eral Government under this Act, including 
the extent, if any, to which such cyber 
threat indicators may be used by the Federal 
Government; and 

(D) ensure there is— 

(i) an audit capability; and 

(ii) appropriate sanctions in place for offi- 
cers, employees, or agents of a Federal enti- 
ty who knowingly and willfully conduct ac- 
tivities under this Act in an unauthorized 
manner. 
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(4) GUIDELINES FOR ENTITIES SHARING CYBER 
THREAT INDICATORS WITH FEDERAL GOVERN- 
MENT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Attorney General shall develop and 
make publicly available guidance to assist 
entities and promote sharing of cyber threat 
indicators with Federal entities under this 
Act. 

(B) CONTENTS.—The guidelines developed 
and made publicly available under subpara- 
graph (A) shall include guidance on the fol- 
lowing: 

(i) Identification of types of information 
that would qualify as a cyber threat indi- 
cator under this Act that would be unlikely 
to include personal information of or identi- 
fying a specific person not necessary to de- 
scribe or identify a cyber security threat. 

(ii) Identification of types of information 
protected under otherwise applicable privacy 
laws that are unlikely to be necessary to de- 
scribe or identify a cybersecurity threat. 

(iii) Such other matters as the Attorney 
General considers appropriate for entities 
sharing cyber threat indicators with Federal 
entities under this Act. 

(b) PRIVACY AND CIVIL LIBERTIES.— 

(1) GUIDELINES OF ATTORNEY GENERAL.—Not 
later than 60 days after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, the Attorney General shall, 
in coordination with heads of the appro- 
priate Federal entities and in consultation 
with officers designated under section 1062 of 
the National Security Intelligence Reform 
Act of 2004 (42 U.S.C. 2000ee-1), develop, sub- 
mit to Congress, and make available to the 
public interim guidelines relating to privacy 
and civil liberties which shall govern the re- 
ceipt, retention, use, and dissemination of 
cyber threat indicators by a Federal entity 
obtained in connection with activities au- 
thorized in this Act. 

(2) FINAL GUIDELINES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Attorney General shall, in coordination 
with heads of the appropriate Federal enti- 
ties and in consultation with officers des- 
ignated under section 1062 of the National 
Security Intelligence Reform Act of 2004 (42 
U.S.C. 2000ee-1) and such private entities 
with industry expertise as the Attorney Gen- 
eral considers relevant, promulgate final 
guidelines relating to privacy and civil lib- 
erties which shall govern the receipt, reten- 
tion, use, and dissemination of cyber threat 
indicators by a Federal entity obtained in 
connection with activities authorized in this 
Act. 

(B) PERIODIC REVIEW.—The Attorney Gen- 
eral shall, in coordination with heads of the 
appropriate Federal entities and in consulta- 
tion with officers and private entities de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A), periodically re- 
view the guidelines promulgated under sub- 
paragraph (A). 

(3) CONTENT.—The guidelines required by 
paragraphs (1) and (2) shall, consistent with 
the need to protect information systems 
from cybersecurity threats and mitigate cy- 
bersecurity threats— 

(A) limit the impact on privacy and civil 
liberties of activities by the Federal Govern- 
ment under this Act; 

(B) limit the receipt, retention, use, and 
dissemination of cyber threat indicators con- 
taining personal information of or identi- 
fying specific persons, including by estab- 
lishing— 

(i) a process for the timely destruction of 
such information that is known not to be di- 
rectly related to uses authorized under this 
Act; and 
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(ii) specific limitations on the length of 
any period in which a cyber threat indicator 
may be retained; 

(C) include requirements to safeguard 
cyber threat indicators containing personal 
information of or identifying specific persons 
from unauthorized access or acquisition, in- 
cluding appropriate sanctions for activities 
by officers, employees, or agents of the Fed- 
eral Government in contravention of such 
guidelines; 

(D) include procedures for notifying enti- 
ties and Federal entities if information re- 
ceived pursuant to this section is known or 
determined by a Federal entity receiving 
such information not to constitute a cyber 
threat indicator; 

(E) protect the confidentiality of cyber 
threat indicators containing personal infor- 
mation of or identifying specific persons to 
the greatest extent practicable and require 
recipients to be informed that such indica- 
tors may only be used for purposes author- 
ized under this Act; and 

(F) include steps that may be needed so 
that dissemination of cyber threat indicators 
is consistent with the protection of classified 
and other sensitive national security infor- 
mation. 


(c) CAPABILITY AND PROCESS WITHIN THE 
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Homeland Security, in co- 
ordination with the heads of the appropriate 
Federal entities, shall develop and imple- 
ment a capability and process within the De- 
partment of Homeland Security that— 

(A) shall accept from any entity in real 
time cyber threat indicators and defensive 
measures, pursuant to this section; 

(B) shall, upon submittal of the certifi- 
cation under paragraph (2) that such capa- 
bility and process fully and effectively oper- 
ates as described in such paragraph, be the 
process by which the Federal Government re- 
ceives cyber threat indicators and defensive 
measures under this Act that are shared by 
a private entity with the Federal Govern- 
ment through electronic mail or media, an 
interactive form on an Internet website, or a 
real time, automated process between infor- 
mation systems except— 

(i) communications between a Federal en- 
tity and a private entity regarding a pre- 
viously shared cyber threat indicator; and 

(ii) communications by a regulated entity 
with such entity’s Federal regulatory au- 
thority regarding a cybersecurity threat; 

(C) shall require the Department of Home- 
land Security to review all cyber threat indi- 
cators and defensive measures received and 
remove any personal information of or iden- 
tifying a specific person not necessary to 
identify or describe the cybersecurity threat 
before sharing such indicator or defensive 
measure with appropriate Federal entities; 

(D) ensures that all of the appropriate Fed- 
eral entities receive in an automated manner 
such cyber threat indicators as quickly as 
operationally possible from the Department 
of Homeland Security; 

(E) is in compliance with the policies, pro- 
cedures, and guidelines required by this sec- 
tion; and 

(F) does not limit or prohibit otherwise 
lawful disclosures of communications, 
records, or other information, including— 

(i) reporting of known or suspected crimi- 
nal activity, by an entity to any other entity 
or a Federal entity; 

(ii) voluntary or legally compelled partici- 
pation in a Federal investigation; and 
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(iii) providing cyber threat indicators or 
defensive measures as part of a statutory or 
authorized contractual requirement. 

(2) CERTIFICATION.—Not later than 10 days 
prior to the implementation of the capa- 
bility and process required by paragraph (1), 
the Secretary of Homeland Security shall, in 
consultation with the heads of the appro- 
priate Federal entities, certify to Congress 
whether such capability and process fully 
and effectively operates— 

(A) as the process by which the Federal 
Government receives from any entity a 
cyber threat indicator or defensive measure 
under this Act; and 

(B) in accordance with the policies, proce- 
dures, and guidelines developed under this 
section. 

(3) PUBLIC NOTICE AND ACCESS.—The Sec- 
retary of Homeland Security shall ensure 
there is public notice of, and access to, the 
capability and process developed and imple- 
mented under paragraph (1) so that— 

(A) any entity may share cyber threat in- 
dicators and defensive measures through 
such process with the Federal Government; 
and 

(B) all of the appropriate Federal entities 
receive such cyber threat indicators and de- 
fensive measures as quickly as operationally 
practicable with receipt through the process 
within the Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2582 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2716 

Mr. BURR. Madam President, I call 
up the Flake amendment No. 2582. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
BURR], for Mr. FLAKE, proposes an amend- 
ment numbered 2582 to amendment No. 2716. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To terminate the provisions of the 

Act after six years) 

At the end, add the following: 
SEC. 11. EFFECTIVE PERIOD. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), this Act and the amendments 
made by this Act shall be in effect during the 
6-year period beginning on the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—With respect to any action 
authorized by this Act or information ob- 
tained pursuant to an action authorized by 
this Act, which occurred before the date on 
which the provisions referred to in sub- 
section (a) cease to have effect, the provi- 
sions of this Act shall continue in effect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2612, AS MODIFIED, TO 
AMENDMENT NO. 2716 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 
I call up the Franken amendment No. 
2612, as modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from California [Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN], for Mr. FRANKEN, proposes an amend- 
ment numbered 2612, as modified, to amend- 
ment No. 2716. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 
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(Purpose: To improve the definitions of cy- 
bersecurity threat and cyber threat indi- 
cator) 

Beginning on page 4, strike line 12 and all 
that follows through page 5, line 21, and in- 
sert the following: 


system that is reasonably likely to result in 
an unauthorized effort to adversely impact 
the security, availability, confidentiality, or 
integrity of an information system or infor- 
mation that is stored on, processed by, or 
transiting an information system. 

(B) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘‘cybersecurity 
threat” does not include any action that 
solely involves a violation of a consumer 
term of service or a consumer licensing 
agreement. 

(6) CYBER THREAT INDICATOR.—The term 
“cyber threat indicator” means information 
that is necessary to describe or identify— 

(A) malicious reconnaissance, including 
anomalous patterns of communications that 
appear to be transmitted for the purpose of 
gathering technical information related to a 
cybersecurity threat or security vulner- 
ability; 

(B) a method of defeating a security con- 
trol or exploitation of a security vulner- 
ability; 

(C) a security vulnerability, including 
anomalous activity that appears to indicate 
the existence of a security vulnerability; 

(D) a method of causing a user with legiti- 
mate access to an information system or in- 
formation that is stored on, processed by, or 
transiting an information system to unwit- 
tingly enable the defeat of a security control 
or exploitation of a security vulnerability; 

(E) malicious cyber command and control; 

(F) the harm caused by an incident, includ- 
ing a description of the information 
exfiltrated as a result of a particular cyber- 
security threat; 

(G) any other attribute of a cybersecurity 
threat, if disclosure of such information is 
not otherwise prohibited by law; or 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2548, AS MODIFIED, TO 
AMENDMENT NO. 2716 

Mr. BURR. Madam President, I call 
up the Heller amendment No. 2548, as 
modified, to correct the instruction 
line. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
BuRR], for Mr. HELLER, proposes an amend- 
ment numbered 2548, as modified, to amend- 
ment No. 2716. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

(Purpose: To protect information that is rea- 
sonably believed to be personal informa- 
tion or information that identifies a spe- 
cific person) 

On page 12, line 19, strike ‘‘knows”’ and in- 
sert ‘‘reasonably believes”. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2587, AS MODIFIED, TO 
AMENDMENT NO. 2716 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 
I call up the Leahy amendment No. 
2587, as modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 
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The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from California [Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN], for Mr. LEAHY, proposes an amend- 
ment numbered 2587, as modified, to amend- 
ment No. 2716. 


The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 


(Purpose: To strike the FOIA exemption) 


Beginning on page 35, strike line 1 and all 
that follows through page 35, line 13. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2564, AS MODIFIED, TO 
AMENDMENT NO. 2716 

Mr. BURR. Madam President, I call 
up the Paul amendment No. 2564, as 
modified, to correct the instruction 
line. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 


The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
BURR], for Mr. PAUL, proposes an amendment 
numbered 2564, as modified, to amendment 
No. 2716. 


The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 


(Purpose: To prohibit liability immunity to 
applying to private entities that break 
user or privacy agreements with cus- 
tomers) 

On page 40, after line 24, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

(d) EXCEPTION.—This section shall not 
apply to any private entity that, in the 
course of monitoring information under sec- 
tion 4(a) or sharing information under sec- 
tion 4(c), breaks a user agreement or privacy 
agreement with a customer of the private en- 
tity. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2557 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2716 


Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 
I call up the Mikulski amendment No. 
2557. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from California [Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN], for Ms. MIKULSKI, proposes an amend- 
ment numbered 2557 to amendment No. 2716. 


The amendment is as follows: 


(Purpose: To provide amounts necessary for 
accelerated cybersecurity in response to 
data breaches) 


At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. . FUNDING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective on the date of 
enactment of this Act, there is appropriated, 
out of any money in the Treasury not other- 
wise appropriated, for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2015, an additional amount for 
the appropriations account appropriated 
under the heading ‘‘SALARIES AND EXPENSES” 
under the heading ‘‘OFFICE OF PERSONNEL 
MANAGEMENT”, $37,000,000, to remain avail- 
able until September 30, 2017, for accelerated 
cybersecurity in response to data breaches. 

(b) EMERGENCY DESIGNATION.—The amount 
appropriated under subsection (a) is des- 
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A)(i) 
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of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def- 
icit Control Act of 1985, and shall be avail- 
able only if the President subsequently so 
designates such amount and transmits such 
designation to the Congress. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2626 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2716 


Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 
I call up the Whitehouse amendment 
No. 2626. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 


The Senator from California [Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN], for Mr. WHITEHOUSE, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2626 to amendment 
No. 2716. 


The amendment is as follows: 


(Purpose: To amend title 18, United States 
Code, to protect Americans from cybercrime) 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. _. STOPPING THE SALE OF AMERICANS’ 
FINANCIAL INFORMATION. 

Section 1029(h) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘if—’’ and all 
that follows through ‘“‘therefrom.’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘if the offense involves an access de- 
vice issued, owned, managed, or controlled 
by a financial institution, account issuer, 
credit card system member, or other entity 
organized under the laws of the United 
States, or any State, the District of Colum- 


bia, or other Territory of the United 
States.’’. 
SEC. . SHUTTING DOWN BOTNETS. 


(a) AMENDMENT.—Section 1345 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in the heading, by inserting ‘and 
abuse” after ‘‘fraud’’: 

(2) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; 

(ii) in subparagraph (C), by inserting ‘‘or’’ 
after the semicolon; and 

(iii) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 
following: 

‘(D) violating or about to violate para- 
graph (1), (4), (5), or (7) of section 1030(a) 
where such conduct would affect 100 or more 
protected computers (as defined in section 
1030) during any l-year period, including by 
denying access to or operation of the com- 
puters, installing malicious software on the 
computers, or using the computers without 
authorization;’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘, a viola- 
tion described in subsection (a)(1)(D),’’ before 
“or a Federal’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(c) A restraining order, prohibition, or 
other action described in subsection (b), if 
issued in circumstances described in sub- 
section (a)(1)(D), may, upon application of 
the Attorney General— 

“(1) specify that no cause of action shall 
lie in any court against a person for com- 
plying with the restraining order, prohibi- 
tion, or other action; and 

‘“(2) provide that the United States shall 
pay to such person a fee for reimbursement 
for such costs as are reasonably necessary 
and which have been directly incurred in 
complying with the restraining order, prohi- 
bition, or other action.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENT.—The table of section for chapter 63 is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
section 1345 and inserting the following: 


‘1345. Injunctions against fraud and abuse.’’. 
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SEC. |. AGGRAVATED DAMAGE TO A CRITICAL 
INFRASTRUCTURE COMPUTER. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 47 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 1030 the following: 

“$1030A. Aggravated damage to a critical in- 
frastructure computer 

“(a) OFFENSE.—It shall be unlawful, during 
and in relation to a felony violation of sec- 
tion 1030, to knowingly cause or attempt to 
cause damage to a critical infrastructure 
computer, if such damage results in (or, in 
the case of an attempted offense, would, if 
completed have resulted in) the substantial 
impairment— 

“(1) of the operation of the critical infra- 
structure computer; or 

(2) of the critical infrastructure associ- 
ated with such computer. 

““(b) PENALTY.—Any person who violates 
subsection (a) shall, in addition to the term 
of punishment provided for the felony viola- 
tion of section 1030, be fined under this title, 
imprisoned for not more than 20 years, or 
both. 

‘“(c) CONSECUTIVE SENTENCE.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law— 

“(1) a court shall not place any person con- 
victed of a violation of this section on proba- 
tion; 

‘“(2) except as provided in paragraph (4), no 
term of imprisonment imposed on a person 
under this section shall run concurrently 
with any term of imprisonment imposed on 
the person under any other provision of law, 
including any term of imprisonment imposed 
for the felony violation of section 1030; 

(3) in determining any term of imprison- 
ment to be imposed for the felony violation 
of section 1030, a court shall not in any way 
reduce the term to be imposed for such viola- 
tion to compensate for, or otherwise take 
into account, any separate term of imprison- 
ment imposed or to be imposed for a viola- 
tion of this section; and 

““(4) a term of imprisonment imposed on a 
person for a violation of this section may, in 
the discretion of the court, run concurrently, 
in whole or in part, only with another term 
of imprisonment that is imposed by the 
court at the same time on that person for an 
additional violation of this section, if such 
discretion shall be exercised in accordance 
with any applicable guidelines and policy 
statements issued by the United States Sen- 
tencing Commission pursuant to section 994 
of title 28. 

‘*(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section 

“(1) the terms ‘computer’ and ‘damage’ 
have the meanings given the terms in sec- 
tion 1030; and 

“(2) the term ‘critical infrastructure’ has 
the meaning given the term in section 1016(e) 
of the USA PATRIOT Act (42 U.S.C. 
5195c(e)).’’. 

(b) TABLE OF SECTIONS.—The table of sec- 
tions for chapter 47 of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting after the item 
relating to section 1030 the following: 

‘1030A. Aggravated damage to a critical in- 
frastructure computer.’’. 
SEC. . STOPPING TRAFFICKING IN BOTNETS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1030 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking paragraph 
(6) and inserting the following: 

‘“(6) Knowing such conduct to be wrongful, 
intentionally traffics in any password or 
similar information, or any other means of 
access, further knowing or having reason to 
know that a protected computer would be 
accessed or damaged without authorization 
in a manner prohibited by this section as the 
result of such trafficking;’’; 
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(2) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘, (a)(8), 
or (a)(6)’’ each place it appears and inserting 
“or (a)(8)’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (4)— 

(i) in subparagraph (C)(i), by striking ‘‘or 
an attempt to commit an offense”; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (D), by striking clause 
(ii) and inserting the following: 

“(ii) an offense, or an attempt to commit 
an offense, under subsection (a)(6);’’; and 

(3) in subsection (g), in the first sentence, 
by inserting ‘‘, except for a violation of sub- 
section (a)(6),’’ after ‘‘of this section”. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2621, AS MODIFIED, TO 
AMENDMENT NO. 2716 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 
I call up the Wyden amendment No. 
2621, as modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from California [Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN], for Mr. WYDEN, proposes an amend- 
ment numbered 2621, as modified, to amend- 
ment No. 2716. 


The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 


(Purpose: To improve the requirements re- 
lating to removal of personal information 
from cyber threat indicators before shar- 
ing) 

On page 17, strike lines 9 through 22 and in- 
sert the following: 

(A) review such cyber threat indicator and 
remove, to the extent feasible, any personal 
information of or identifying a specific indi- 
vidual that is not necessary to describe or 
identity a cybersecurity threat; or 

(B) implement and utilize a technical capa- 
bility configured to remove, to the extent 
feasible, any personal information of or iden- 
tifying a specific individual contained within 
such indicator that is not necessary to de- 
scribe or identify a cybersecurity threat. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BURR. Madam President, as the 
vice chair and I have said numerous 
times this afternoon, nothing would 
make us happier than for Members to 
come to the floor. We have amend- 
ments pending. We have a managers’ 
amendment. Everybody knows exactly 
what is in this bill. Let’s start the de- 
bate. Let’s vote on amendments. Let’s 
end this process in a matter of days. 
We are prepared to vote on every 
amendment. 

So at this time, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that on Thursday, October 22, at 
11 a.m., the Senate vote on the pending 
amendments to the Burr-Feinstein sub- 
stitute to S. 754, with a 60-vote thresh- 
old for those amendments that are not 
germane; and that following the dis- 
position of the amendments, the sub- 
stitute, as amended, if amended, be 
agreed to, the bill, as amended, be read 
a third time, and the Senate vote on 
passage with a 60-vote threshold for 
passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. WYDEN. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 
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Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, I cer- 
tainly support most of the amendments 
that were just described. However, I am 
especially troubled about amendment 
No. 2626, which would significantly ex- 
pand a badly outdated Computer Fraud 
and Abuse Act. I have sought to mod- 
ernize the Computer Fraud and Abuse 
Act, and I believe that amendment No. 
2626 would take that law—the Com- 
puter Fraud and Abuse Act—in the 
wrong direction. I would object to any 
unanimous consent request that in- 
cludes that amendment. Therefore, I 
object to this request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

The Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BURR. Madam President, the 
Senate functions best when Members 
are free to come to the floor and offer 
amendments, debate the amendments, 
and have a vote on the amendments. I 
might even share Senator WYDEN’s con- 
cerns about that particular piece of 
legislation. Iam not sure. It is a judici- 
ary issue. The vice chair is on the Judi- 
ciary Committee. It is an amendment 
that we were not able to pass in the 
managers’ amendment. But as the vice 
chair and I said at the beginning of this 
process, we would like the Senate to 
function like it is designed, where 
every Member feels invested, and if 
they have a great idea, come down, in- 
troduce it as an amendment, debate it, 
and let your colleagues vote up or 
down against it. If we can’t move for- 
ward with a process like that, then it is 
difficult to see how in a reasonable 
amount of time we are going to com- 
plete this agenda. 

So I would only urge my colleague 
from Oregon that there is nothing to be 
scared about. This is a process we will 
go through, and a nongermane amend- 
ment, which I think this would be list- 
ed as—I look for my staff. It would be 
a nongermane amendment—requiring 
60 votes, a threshold that the Senate 
designed to pass practically anything. 

So I urge him to reconsider at some 
point, and I will make a similar unani- 
mous consent request once he has had 
an opportunity to think about it. But 
also, we will work to see if in fact that 
amendment might be modified in a way 
that might make it a little more ac- 
ceptable for the debate and for col- 
leagues to vote on it. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, as the 
Senate turns its focus to legislation re- 
lated to the critical issue of our Na- 
tion’s cyber security and in the light of 
Chinese President Xi Jinping’s state 
visit last month, I would like to reflect 
on America’s security in cyber space. 

As the global economy becomes in- 
creasingly dependent on the Internet, 
the exponential increase in the number 
and scale of cyber attacks and cyber 
thefts are straining our relationship 
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with international trading partners 
throughout the world. This is espe- 
cially true for our important trade re- 
lationship with China. This year alone, 
the United States has experienced 
some of the largest cyber attacks in 
our Nation’s history—many of which 
are believed to have been perpetrated 
by the Chinese. Just last February, 
hackers breached the customer records 
of the health insurance company An- 
them Blue Cross Blue Shield. Many 
news sources reported that China was 
responsible for the attack. This cyber 
attack resulted in the theft of approxi- 
mately 80 million customers’ person- 
ally identifiable information, including 
Social Security numbers and informa- 
tion that can be used for identity theft. 

In the early summer, cyber criminals 
also hacked United Airlines, compro- 
mising manifest data that detailed the 
movement of millions of Americans. 
According to the news media, China 
was again believed to have been respon- 
sible. 

But the most devastating cyber at- 
tack this year was on the U.S. Govern- 
ment’s Office of Personnel Manage- 
ment. This past June, sources report 
that the OPM data breach, considered 
the worst cyber intrusion ever per- 
petrated against the U.S. Government, 
affected about 21.5 million Federal em- 
ployees and contractors. Hackers suc- 
cessfully accessed sensitive personal 
information, including security clear- 
ance files, Social Security numbers, 
and information about employees’ con- 
tacts and families. Again, China was 
the suspected culprit. 

Most troubling, the OPM breach in- 
cluded over 19.7 million background in- 
vestigation records for cleared U.S. 
Government employees. The exposure 
of this highly sensitive information not 
only puts our national security at risk 
but also raises concern that foreign 
governments may be Keeping detailed 
databases on Federal workers and their 
associations. 

I was pleased during the Chinese 
President’s visit to Washington last 
month that President Obama expressed 
his ‘‘very serious concerns about grow- 
ing cyber threats” and stated that the 
cyber theft of intellectual property and 
commercial trade secrets ‘‘has to 
stop.” President Obama and President 
Xi Jinping came to an agreement not 
to “conduct or knowingly support” 
cyber theft of intellectual property or 
commercial trade secrets. 

Even so, Director of Intelligence 
James Clapper expressed doubts about 
the agreement in a hearing before the 
Senate Armed Services Committee last 
week. When Chairman MCCAIN asked 
Mr. Clapper if he was optimistic about 
the deal, he told members of the com- 
mittee he was not. I add my skepticism 
of this agreement to the growing cho- 
rus of lawmakers, military leaders, and 
intelligence community personnel who 
have voiced similar concerns. 
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As Admiral Rogers, head of the Na- 
tional Security Agency and U.S. Cyber 
Command, has said, ‘‘China is the big- 
gest proponent of cyberattacks being 
waged against the U.S.” We must do 
more to defend ourselves against this 
growing threat. Unfortunately, I have 
been disappointed in this administra- 
tion’s inability to protect our Federal 
computer systems from cyber intru- 
sions and to hold criminals account- 
able for their participation in cyber at- 
tacks committed against the United 
States. Sadly, the cyber threats facing 
our Nation are not limited to China. 
Investigators believe Russia, North 
Korea, Iran, and several other nations 
have also launched cyber attacks 
against our government, U.S. citizens, 
and of course companies. These attacks 
are increasing both in severity and in 
number. 

In April, Russian hackers accessed 
White House networks containing sen- 
sitive information, including emails 
sent and received by the President 
himself. 

In May, hackers breached IRS servers 
to gain access to 330,000 American tax- 
payers’ tax returns. That same month 
a fraudulent stock trader manipulated 
U.S. markets, costing the stock ex- 
change an estimated $1 trillion in just 
36 minutes. In July, it was reported 
that a Russian spear phishing attack 
shut down the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
email system for 11 days. Just 1 month 
ago, hackers stole the personal data of 
15 million T-Mobile customers by 
breaching Experian, the company that 
processes credit checks for prospective 
customers. This stolen data includes 
names, birth dates, addresses, Social 
Security numbers, and credit card in- 
formation. 

These breaches have a serious and 
real cost for the victims. According to 
the Federal Trade Commission, the av- 
erage identity fraud victim in 2012 in- 
curred an average of $365 in losses. In- 
credibly, all of these high-profile 
breaches have occurred this year, mak- 
ing 2015 perhaps the worst year ever in 
terms of attacks on our national cyber 
security. 

Prior to 2015, we also saw several 
high-profile breaches at large Amer- 
ican corporations, including Target, 
Home Depot, Sony, and others. Our 
lack of effective cyber security policies 
and procedures threatens the safety of 
our people, the strength of our national 
defense, and the future of our economy. 
We must be more vigilant in rein- 
forcing our cyber infrastructure to bet- 
ter defend ourselves against these at- 
tacks. In doing so, Congress must cre- 
ate a deterrent for those who seek to 
commit cyber attacks against our Na- 
tion. Our adversaries must know they 
will suffer dire consequences if they at- 
tack the United States. Finding a solu- 
tion to this critical problem must be 
an urgent priority for the Senate. 

I agree with Leader MCCONNELL that 
we must move forward in the Senate 
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with legislation to improve our Na- 
tion’s cyber security practices and 
policies. I am supportive of the objec- 
tives outlined in Chairman BURR and 
Vice Chairperson FEINSTEIN’s bipar- 
tisan Cybersecurity Information Shar- 
ing Act, CISA. 

I was pleased to see the Senate Select 
Committee on Intelligence pass the 
Burr-Feinstein CISA bill out of the 
committee by an overwhelming bipar- 
tisan vote of 14 to 1. This important 
legislation incentivizes and authorizes 
private sector companies to volun- 
tarily share cyber threat information 
in real time that can be useful in de- 
tecting cyber attacks and in pre- 
venting future cyber intrusions. 

I also commend Chairman BURR and 
Vice Chairman FEINSTEIN’s efforts to 
include provisions in CISA to protect 
personal privacy, including a measure 
that prevents a user’s personally iden- 
tifiable information from being shared 
with government agencies. Addition- 
ally, CISA sets limits on information 
that can be collected or monitored by 
allowing information to be used only 
for cyber security purposes. 

As the American economy grows ever 
more dependent on the Internet, I be- 
lieve CISA represents an important 
first step in protecting our Nation’s 
critical infrastructure from the dev- 
astating impact of cyber attacks. Con- 
gress must do more to adequately pro- 
tect and secure America’s presence in 
cyber space. 

In light of recent revelations high- 
lighting our Federal Government’s in- 
ability to adequately protect and se- 
cure classified data and other sensitive 
information, I joined Senator CARPER, 
the ranking member of the Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs 
Committee, in introducing the Federal 
Computer Security Act. 

The Hatch-Carper bill shines light on 
whether our Federal Government is 
using the most up-to-date cyber secu- 
rity practices and software to protect 
Federal computer systems and data- 
bases from both external cyber 
attackers and insider threats. Specifi- 
cally, this legislation requires Federal 
agency inspectors general to report to 
Congress on the security practices and 
software used to safeguard classified 
and personally identifiable information 
on Federal computer systems them- 
selves. 

This bill also requires each Federal 
agency to submit a report to each re- 
spective congressional committee with 
oversight jurisdiction describing in de- 
tail to each committee which security 
access controls the agency is imple- 
menting to protect unauthorized access 
to classified and sensitive, personally 
identifiable information on govern- 
ment computers. 

Requiring an accounting of each Fed- 
eral agency’s security practices, soft- 
ware, and technology is a logical first 
step in bolstering our Nation’s cyber 
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infrastructure. These reports will guide 
Congress in crafting legislation to pre- 
vent future large-scale data breaches 
and ensure that unauthorized users are 
not able to access classified and sen- 
sitive information. 

Agencies should be employing multi- 
factor authentication policies and 
should be implementing software to de- 
tect and monitor cyber security 
threats. They should also be using the 
most up-to-date technology and secu- 
rity controls. The future of our Na- 
tion’s cyber security starts with our 
Federal Government practicing good 
cyber hygiene. In strengthening our se- 
curity infrastructure, the Federal Gov- 
ernment should be accountable to the 
American people, especially when 
cyber attacks affect millions of tax- 
payers. 

I have heard from many constituents 
who have expressed concerns about the 
state of America’s cyber security. I am 
honored to represent a State that is an 
emerging center of technological ad- 
vancement and innovation, with the 
growing hub of computer companies ex- 
panding across a metropolitan area 
known as Silicon Slopes. The people of 
Utah recognize that our Nation’s fu- 
ture depends on America’s ability to 
compete in the digital area. They un- 
derstand we must create effective 
cyber security policies so we can con- 
tinue to lead the world in innovation 
and technology advancement. 

I am pleased to announce that an 
amended version of the Federal Com- 
puter Security Act is included in 
Chairman BURR and Vice Chairman 
FEINSTEIN’s managers’ package. I wish 
to express my appreciation to both the 
chairman and vice chairman for their 
willingness to work with me in fine- 
tuning this legislation. I appreciate it. 
I wish to also thank Chairman RON 
JOHNSON and Ranking Member TOM 
CARPER of the Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs Committee for 
their efforts in this endeavor as well. 

In addition to broad bipartisan sup- 
port in the Senate, the Federal Com- 
puter Security Act enjoys support from 
key industry stakeholders. Some of our 
Nation’s largest computer security 
firms support the bill, including 
Symantec, Adobe, and CA Tech- 
nologies. Several industry groups have 
also voiced their support, including the 
Business Software Alliance and the IT 
Alliance for the Public Sector. 

I commend Intelligence Committee 
Chairman BURR and Vice Chairman 
FEINSTEIN for their leadership in man- 
aging this critical cyber security legis- 
lation. As Leader MCCONNELL works to 
restore the Senate to its proper func- 
tion, I am grateful we have been able 
to consider this legislation in an open 
and transparent fashion. By rein- 
stating the open amendment process, 
we have not only been able to vote on 
dozens of amendments this year, we 
have been able to refine legislation 


16115 


through robust consideration and de- 
bate. I think we voted on approxi- 
mately 160-plus amendments so far this 
year, and they are about evenly split 
between Democrats and Republicans. 

With the renewal of longstanding 
Senate practices, we are passing mean- 
ingful laws that will better serve the 
needs of the American people. May we 
build on the foundation of success as 
we work to improve this critically im- 
portant Cybersecurity Information 
Sharing Act. 

I wish to again thank the distin- 
guished leaders of this Intelligence 
Committee. Having served 18 years on 
the Intelligence Committee, I really 
appreciate the work that both of them 
have done, especially on this bill, and I 
look forward to its passage. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 
I thank the distinguished Senator from 
Utah for his words. They are much ap- 
preciated, as is his friendship as well. I 
think he knows that. I believe the 
chairman feels certainly as strongly if 
not more strongly than I do. 

I rose to be able to make a brief 
statement about the sanctuary bill as 
in morning business, if that is possible. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

STOP SANCTUARY POLICIES AND PROTECT 
AMERICANS BILL 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 
I voted against Senator VITTER’s bill. I 
believe it goes much too far. My longer 
statement is in the RECORD, but I want 
to respond to some of what I heard 
today. I do believe we should ensure 
that there is a notification prior to re- 
lease of a dangerous individual with a 
criminal record, just as Senator SCHU- 
MER said on this floor. I do believe we 
could take a narrow action to do just 
that. We could focus on dangerous indi- 
viduals and not on all undocumented 
immigrants who happen to be taken 
into State or local custody. We could 
require notification without threat- 
ening vital law enforcement and local 
government funding, as Senator VIT- 
TER’s bill does. 

I had an amendment prepared for the 
Judiciary Committee’s consideration 
when the committee had scheduled the 
bill for markup over a series of weeks, 
but the committee canceled its mark- 
up, SO we were on the floor today with 
a bill that has never been heard in full 
by the Judiciary Committee. 

Senator VITTER’s bill includes a noti- 
fication requirement and a detention 
requirement. It is not limited to those 
who are dangerous or have particular 
criminal records. It would cover a 
farmworker who was detained for a 
broken taillight or a mother who was 
detained for similar reasons, taking 
her away from her children. This is a 
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standard that could be abused in an- 
other administration, and it is poten- 
tially a huge unfunded mandate to im- 
pose on States and localities. 

The bill would also impose lengthy 
criminal sentences at the Federal level 
for individuals coming across the bor- 
der to see their families or to perform 
work that is vital to the economy of 
California and the Nation. For exam- 
ple, in California, virtually the major- 
ity, if not all, of the farmworkers are 
undocumented. It happens to be a fact. 
It is why the agriculture jobs bill was 
part of the immigration reform act 
which was before this body and passed 
this body and went to the House and 
had no action. 

Although Members on the other side 
state that this bill has support among 
law enforcement, I will note that the 
Major Cities Chiefs Association, the 
Major County Sheriffs’ Association, 
the Fraternal Order of Police, the 
United States Conference of Mayors, 
and the National League of Cities are 
opposed to this bill or have submitted 
letters opposing threats to Federal law 
enforcement funding over this issue. 

So, bottom line, I do believe we 
should do something about the cir- 
cumstance that led to the tragic mur- 
der of Kate Steinle, which occurred in 
my city and State, and the tragic mur- 
der of Marilyn Pharis, which happened 
in the middle part of my State. I will 
support a reasonable effort to do just 
that, but this is not a targeted effort. 
It is too broad, and so I opposed it. My 
full statement is in the RECORD, but be- 
cause it was spoken about on the floor, 
I did want to add these words. 

I thank the Presiding Officer, and I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BURR. Madam President, moving 
back to cyber security, we now have S. 
754 before the Senate, and we have a 
managers’ package that is pending. We 
have a number of amendments that 
have been accepted and incorporated in 
the managers’ package. We have sev- 
eral amendments that we could not 
reach agreement on, but those Mem- 
bers have the opportunity to come to 
the Senate floor. The amendments are 
already pending. They can debate those 
amendments, and they can have a vote 
on their amendment. For Members who 
might just now be engaging or who 
have had an opportunity to further 
read the bill, there are still present op- 
portunities to offer perfecting amend- 
ments. 

Let me suggest to my colleagues that 
when the vice chairman and I started 
down this road, we knew we couldn’t 
reach unanimous consent of every com- 
pany in the country and every Member 
of Congress. It was our goal, and I 
think we are pretty close to it when we 
look at the numbers. But there will be 
companies that object to this bill for 
some reason that I might not recog- 
nize. 
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The vice chairman has said this and 
I have said it and I want to reiterate it 
another time: This bill is voluntary. It 
does not require any company in Amer- 
ica to participate in this. It does not 
require any entity to turn over infor- 
mation to the Federal Government for 
purposes of the Federal Government 
partnering with that company to deter- 
mine who hacked their system, who 
penetrated, and who exfiltrated per- 
sonal data. If a company has made the 
determination that they don’t want to 
support this bill for whatever reason, I 
am resigned to the fact that that is a 
debate between their customers and 
themselves. It is, in fact, their cus- 
tomers that have to question the ac- 
tions of the company. 

I can confidently tell my colleagues 
that Senator FEINSTEIN and I have done 
everything to make sure there is 
wholesome participation by companies 
on a voluntary basis. We see tremen- 
dous value in those parts of our govern- 
ment that are experts at processing at- 
tacks like this to be able to identify 
who did it and what tools were used 
but, more importantly, what software 
defensive mechanism we can put on our 
systems to limit any additional 
exfiltration of data and, more broadly, 
to the rest of the business community 
say: Here is an attack that is in 
progress. Here is the tool they are 
using. Here is how you defend your 
data. 

Now, we leave open, if we pass it, 
that there may be a company that de- 
cides they don’t support this legisla- 
tion. They can still participate in this 
program. Do we think if they get a call 
from the Department of Homeland Se- 
curity or from the National Security 
Agency saying “Here is an attack that 
is happening; here is the tool they are 
using,” they are going to look at their 
system and say ‘“‘Is it in our system?” 
They get the benefit of still partici- 
pating and partnering with the Federal 
Government, even though they didn’t 
support the legislation. 

I know over the next day or so the 
vice chairman and I will concentrate 
on sharing with Members what is actu- 
ally in the managers’ package. We 
don’t leave it up to staff just to cover 
it. 

Let me just briefly share 15 points 
that I would make about the managers’ 
package. 

No. 1, it eliminates the government’s 
uses for noncyber crimes; in other 
words, a removal of the serious violent 
felonies. 

No. 2, it limits the authorizations to 
share cyber threat information for 
cyber security purposes, period. 

No. 3, it eliminates new FOIA exemp- 
tions. In other words, everybody is 
under the same FOIA regulations that 
existed prior to this legislation being 
enacted. 

No. 4, it ensures defensive measures 
are properly limited. We can’t get wild 
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and put these things in places that gov- 
ernment shouldn’t be, regardless of 
what the threat is. 

No. 5, it includes the Secretary of 
Homeland Security as coauthor—co- 
author—of government-sharing guide- 
lines. I think this is an incredibly im- 
portant part. The individual who is in 
charge of Homeland Security, that Sec- 
retary, is actively involved in the 
guidelines that are written. 

No. 6, it clarifies exceptions to the 
DHS portal entry point for the transfer 
of information. 

No. 7, it adds a requirement that the 
procedures for government sharing in- 
clude procedures for notifying U.S. per- 
sons whose personal information is 
known to have been shared in viola- 
tion—in violation—of this act. In other 
words, if a company mistakenly trans- 
mits information, the government is 
required to notify that individual. But, 
additionally, the government is statu- 
torily required not to disseminate that 
information to any other Federal agen- 
cy once it comes in and is identified. 

No. 8, it clarifies the real-time auto- 
mated process for sharing through that 
DHS portal. 

No. 9, it clarifies that private entities 
are not required to share information 
with the Federal Government or an- 
other private entity. 

No. 10, it adds a Federal cyber secu- 
rity enhancement title. 

No. 11, it adds a study on mobile de- 
vice security. 

No. 12, it adds a requirement for the 
Secretary of State to produce an inter- 
national cyber space policy strategy. 

No. 13, it adds a reporting provision 
concerning the apprehension and pros- 
ecution of international cyber crimi- 
nals. 

No. 14, it improves the contents of 
the biannual report on CISA’s imple- 
mentation. My colleagues might re- 
member, as some have raised issues on 
this, they have said: Why are there not 
more reports? There are biannual re- 
ports on the implementation and how 
it is done. 

No. 15, and last, is additional tech- 
nical and conforming edits. 

Now, we didn’t get into detail. We 
will get into detail later, but I say that 
because if that has in any way trig- 
gered with somebody who felt they 
were opposed to the bill because of 
something they were told was in it, 
maybe it was covered by one of those 15 
things that I just talked about. They 
are things that were brought to the at- 
tention of the vice chairman and me, 
and we sat down and looked at it. If we 
didn’t feel as though it changed the in- 
tent of the bill—and we have always 
erred on the side of protecting personal 
data, of not letting this legislation ex- 
tend outside of what it was intended to 
do. Where we have drawn the line is 
when we believed that the effort was to 
thwart the effectiveness of this legisla- 
tion. 
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I will remind my colleagues one last 
time: This legislation does not prevent 
cyber attacks. This legislation is de- 
signed to minimize the loss of the per- 
sonal data of the customers of the com- 
panies that are penetrated by these 
cyber actors. 

As we stand here today, we have had 
some rather significant breaches with- 
in the United States. I remind my col- 
leagues that just today it was proposed 
that a high school student has hacked 
the unclassified accounts, the personal 
email, of the Secretary of the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security and the Di- 
rector of the CIA. Is there anybody who 
really thinks that this is going to go 
away because we are having a debate in 
the Senate and in the Congress of the 
United States, that the people who 
commit these acts and go without any 
identification are going to quit? No. It 
is going to become more rampant and 
more rampant and more rampant. 
From the standpoint of 2 of 15 Members 
who are designated by the U.S. Senate 
and its leadership to, on behalf of the 
other 85, look at the most sensitive in- 
formation that our country can accu- 
mulate about threats, as many threads 
of threats as we look at today on the 
security of the American people, I 
think I can speak for the vice chair- 
man: We are just as concerned about 
the economic security of the United 
States based upon the threat that we 
are faced with from cyber actors here 
at home and, more importantly, 
around the world. 

I urge my colleagues, if you have 
something to contribute, come to the 
floor and contribute it. If you have an 
amendment already pending, come to 
the floor and debate it and vote on it. 
Give us the ability to work through the 
great thoughts of all 100 Members, but 
recognize the fact that those individ- 
uals whom you have entrusted to rep- 
resent you with the most sensitive in- 
formation that exists in our country 
came to a 14-to-1 vote when they 
passed this originally out of the Intel- 
ligence Committee. That is because of 
how grave we see the threat and how 
real the attackers are. 

I thank the vice chairman. She has 
been absolutely wonderful to work 
with through this process. We are 
going to have a long couple of days if 
we process all of this, but I am willing 
to be here as long as it takes so that we 
can move on to conference with the 
House. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 
I thank the chairman for those words. 
I have one little duty left. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2626 

Madam President, I call for the reg- 
ular order with respect to Whitehouse 
amendment No. 2626. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is now pending. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2626, AS MODIFIED 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I ask that the 
amendment be modified with the 
changes that are at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is so modified. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. _. STOPPING THE SALE OF AMERICANS’ 
FINANCIAL INFORMATION. 

Section 1029(h) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘title if—’’ and 
all that follows through ‘‘therefrom.”’ and in- 
serting ‘‘title if the offense involves an ac- 
cess device issued, owned, managed, or con- 
trolled by a financial institution, account 
issuer, credit card system member, or other 
entity organized under the laws of the 
United States, or any State, the District of 
Columbia, or other Territory of the United 
States.’’. 

SEC. . SHUTTING DOWN BOTNETS. 

(a) AMENDMENT.—Section 1345 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in the heading, by inserting ‘and 
abuse” after ‘‘fraud’’; 

(2) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘or”’ at 
the end; 

(ii) in subparagraph (C), by inserting “or” 
after the semicolon; and 

(iii) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 
following: 

“(D) violating or about to violate section 
1030(a)(5) where such conduct has caused or 
would cause damage (as defined in section 
1030) without authorization to 100 or more 
protected computers (as defined in section 
1030) during any 1-year period, including by— 

““(j) impairing the availability or integrity 
of the protected computers without author- 
ization; or 

‘“(ii) installing or maintaining control over 
malicious software on the protected com- 
puters that, without authorization, has 
caused or would cause damage to the pro- 
tected computers;’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘, a viola- 
tion described in subsection (a)(1)(D),’’ before 
“or a Federal’’; and 

(8) by adding at the end the following: 

“(c) A restraining order, prohibition, or 
other action described in subsection (b), if 
issued in circumstances described in sub- 
section (a)(1)(D), may, upon application of 
the Attorney General— 

“(1) specify that no cause of action shall 
lie in any court against a person for com- 
plying with the restraining order, prohibi- 
tion, or other action; and 

“(2) provide that the United States shall 
pay to such person a fee for reimbursement 
for such costs as are reasonably necessary 
and which have been directly incurred in 
complying with the restraining order, prohi- 
bition, or other action.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENT.—The table of section for chapter 63 is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
section 1345 and inserting the following: 


‘1345. Injunctions against fraud and abuse.’’. 


SEC. . AGGRAVATED DAMAGE TO A CRITICAL 
INFRASTRUCTURE COMPUTER. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 47 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 1030 the following: 

“$1030A. Aggravated damage to a critical in- 
frastructure computer 

“(a) OFFENSE.—It shall be unlawful, during 
and in relation to a felony violation of sec- 
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tion 1030, to knowingly cause or attempt to 
cause damage to a critical infrastructure 
computer, if such damage results in (or, in 
the case of an attempted offense, would, if 
completed have resulted in) the substantial 
impairment— 

“(1) of the operation of the critical infra- 
structure computer; or 

“(2) of the critical infrastructure associ- 
ated with such computer. 

‘“(b) PENALTY.—Any person who violates 
subsection (a) shall, in addition to the term 
of punishment provided for the felony viola- 
tion of section 1030, be fined under this title, 
imprisoned for not more than 20 years, or 
both. 

“(c) CONSECUTIVE SENTENCE.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law— 

“(1) a court shall not place any person con- 
victed of a violation of this section on proba- 
tion; 

‘(2) except as provided in paragraph (4), no 
term of imprisonment imposed on a person 
under this section shall run concurrently 
with any term of imprisonment imposed on 
the person under any other provision of law, 
including any term of imprisonment imposed 
for the felony violation of section 1030; 

“(3) in determining any term of imprison- 
ment to be imposed for the felony violation 
of section 1030, a court shall not in any way 
reduce the term to be imposed for such viola- 
tion to compensate for, or otherwise take 
into account, any separate term of imprison- 
ment imposed or to be imposed for a viola- 
tion of this section; and 

“(4) a term of imprisonment imposed on a 
person for a violation of this section may, in 
the discretion of the court, run concurrently, 
in whole or in part, only with another term 
of imprisonment that is imposed by the 
court at the same time on that person for an 
additional violation of this section, if such 
discretion shall be exercised in accordance 
with any applicable guidelines and policy 
statements issued by the United States Sen- 
tencing Commission pursuant to section 994 
of title 28. 

‘(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section 

“(1) the terms ‘computer’ and ‘damage’ 
have the meanings given the terms in sec- 
tion 1030; and 

“(2) the term ‘critical infrastructure’ 
means systems and assets, whether physical 
or virtual, so vital to the United States that 
the incapacity or destruction of such sys- 
tems and assets would have catastrophic re- 
gional or national effects on public health or 
safety, economic security, or national secu- 
rity.’’. 

(b) TABLE OF SECTIONS.—The table of sec- 
tions for chapter 47 of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting after the item 
relating to section 1030 the following: 

‘1030A. Aggravated damage to a critical in- 
frastructure computer.’’. 
SEC. _. STOPPING TRAFFICKING IN BOTNETS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1030 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (7), by adding ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (7) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(8) intentionally traffics in the means of 
access to a protected computer, if— 

“(A) the trafficker knows or has reason to 
know the protected computer has been dam- 
aged in a manner prohibited by this section; 
and 

‘(B) the promise or agreement to pay for 
the means of access is made by, or on behalf 
of, a person the trafficker knows or has rea- 
son to know intends to use the means of ac- 
cess to— 
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“(i) damage the protected computer in a 
manner prohibited by this section; or 

““(ii) violate section 1037 or 1848;”’; 

(2) in subsection (c)(3)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘(a)(4) 
or (a)(7) and inserting ‘‘(a)(4), (a)(7), or 
(a)(8)’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘(a)(4), 
or (a)(7)> and inserting ‘‘(a)(4), (a)(7), or 
(a)(8)’’; 

(3) in subsection (e)— 

(A) in paragraph (11), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(B) in paragraph (12), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

*(13) the term ‘traffic’, except as provided 
in subsection (a)(6), means transfer, or other- 
wise dispose of, to another as consideration 
for the receipt of, or as consideration for a 
promise or agreement to pay, anything of pe- 
cuniary value.’’; and 

(4) in subsection (g), in the first sentence, 
by inserting ‘‘, except for a violation of sub- 
section (a)(8),’’ after ‘‘of this section”. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Chair 
and yield the floor. 

Mr. BURR. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. PERDUE. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SANCTUARY CITIES BILL 

Mr. PERDUE. Madam President, I 
rise to speak very briefly about the 
Stop Sanctuary Cities Act, which I was 
proud to cosponsor in the Senate. Sim- 
ply put, this legislation protects Amer- 
ican citizens from criminal illegal im- 
migrants. Today, at least 340 cities 
across our country are choosing not to 
enforce our Nation’s immigration laws. 
These sanctuary cities have become a 
safe haven for criminals who are not 
only in the United States illegally but 
also are committing additional crimes 
and repeatedly reentering trying our 
country after being deported. This 
summer we witnessed the tragic im- 
pact this lawlessness has on American 
citizens when Kate Steinle was mur- 
dered in San Francisco, a sanctuary 
city, by a felon living in our country il- 
legally and who was previously de- 
ported five separate times. Three 
months prior to Kate’s tragic death, 
the Department of Homeland Security 
actually asked San Francisco to detain 
her murderer, but the sanctuary city 
refused to cooperate and released the 
criminal back into the community. 
Had they not done that, had they 
turned that person over to Homeland 
Security as they were requested, Kate 
might still be with us. 

This is unconscionable. I do not 
think I can overstate the importance of 
this Stop Sanctuary Cities Act to the 
American people and to the people of 
my home State of Georgia. The fact is 
that Kate Steinle did not have to die at 
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the hands of a seven-time convicted 
felon and a five-time deportee. Kate 
and many others would not have died if 
our country had a functional immigra- 
tion system and a government that ac- 
tually enforces our laws. 

This is why it is absolutely crucial 
that we stop sanctuary cities and ad- 
dress this illegal immigration crisis, 
which has also become a national secu- 
rity crisis. This bill would have done 
just that, and yet we were not able to 
even get it on the floor to have a de- 
bate. This is what drives people in my 
home State absolutely apoplectic. We 
want to get these bills to the floor, 
have an open debate, and let’s let 
Americans see how we all vote on crit- 
ical issues like this. 

It is a very sad day, indeed, when this 
body cannot come together to stop 
rogue cities from breaking our Nation’s 
laws, protecting the livelihood of 
American citizens, and support our law 
enforcement officials. I thank Senator 
VITTER and Chairman GRASSLEY for 
working closely with the victims’ fami- 
lies and law enforcement to produce 
this legislation. I hope we can continue 
to debate this and get this bill back on 
the floor. I will keep fighting to stop 
this lawlessness and protect all Ameri- 
cans. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GARDNER). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for up to 20 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CLIMATE CHANGE 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, 
last week the former head of the Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad- 
ministration, Robert M. Hoyt, passed 
away at the age of 92. Dr. Hoyt served 
this Nation under five Presidents and 
pioneered the peaceful use of satellites 
to understand our weather and climate. 
He said: 

We do have environmental problems and 
they’re serious ones, the preservation of spe- 
cies among them, but the climate is the en- 
vironmental problem that’s so pervasive in 
its effects on the society... . The climate is 
really the only environmental characteristic 
that can utterly change our society and our 
civilization. 

That was in 1977. That same year, 
James F. Black, a top scientific re- 
searcher at the Exxon Corporation, 
gave that company’s executives a simi- 
lar warning. ‘‘[TJhere is general sci- 
entific agreement,” he told Exxon’s 
Management Committee, ‘‘that the 
most likely manner in which mankind 
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is influencing the global climate is 
through carbon dioxide release from 
the burning of fossil fuels.” According 
to emerging reports, Exxon executives 
kept that warning a closely guarded 
company secret for years. 

I rise today for the 115th time to urge 
that we wake up to the threat of cli- 
mate change. I rise in the midst of a 
decades-long purposeful corporate cam- 
paign of misinformation, which has 
held this Congress and this Nation 
back from taking meaningful action to 
prevent that utter change. 

Scrutiny of the corporate campaign 
of misinformation intensifies, and 
scrutiny of the fossil fuel polluters be- 
hind it intensifies, and the regular cast 
of rightwing climate denier attack 
dogs have their hackles up. 

On May 6 I gave a speech on the floor 
of the Senate. The speech compared the 
misinformation campaign by the fossil 
fuel industry about the dangers of car- 
bon pollution to the tobacco industry’s 
misinformation campaign about the 
dangers of its product. The relevance of 
that comparison is that the U.S. De- 
partment of Justice, under the civil 
provisions of the Federal racketeer in- 
fluenced and corrupt organizations 
statute—RICO for short—brought an 
action against the tobacco industry. 
The United States alleged that the to- 
bacco industry’s misinformation cam- 
paign was fraudulent, and the United 
States won in a lengthy and thorough 
decision by U.S. District Judge Gladys 
Kessler. 

You can go ahead and read them. 
DOJ’s complaint and Judge Kessler’s 
decision can be found at the Web sites 
of the Justice Department and the 
Public Health Law Center, respec- 
tively, and they are linked on my Web 
site, whitehouse.senate.gov/climate 
change. I will warn you that Judge 
Kessler’s decision is a long one, but it 
makes good reading. 

The comparison is strong. There are 
whole sections of the Department of 
Justice civil RICO complaint and 
whole sections of Judge Kessler’s deci- 
sion where you can remove the word 
“tobacco” and put in the word ‘“‘car- 
bon” and remove the word “health” 
and put in the word ‘‘climate,’’ and the 
parallel with the fossil fuel industry 
climate denial campaign is virtually 
perfect. 

This is not an idea I just cooked up. 
Look at the academic work of Pro- 
fessor Robert Brulle of Drexel Univer- 
sity and Professor Riley Dunlap of 
Oklahoma State University. Look at 
the investigative work of Naomi 
Oreskes’ book ‘‘Merchants of Doubt,” 
David Michaels’ book ‘‘Doubt is Their 
Product,” and Gerald Markowitz and 
David Rosner’s book ‘‘Deceit and De- 
nial,” describing this industry-backed 
machinery of deception. 

Look at the journalistic work of 
Neela Banerjee, Lisa Song, David 
Hasemyer, and John Cushman, Jr., in 
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the recent reporting of InsideClimate 
News about what Exxon knew about 
climate change versus the falsehoods 
that Exxon chose to tell the public. 
Look at a separate probe by journalists 
Sara Jerving, Katie Jennings, Masako 
Melissa Hirsch, and Susanne Rust in 
the Los Angeles Times. 

From all their work, we know now 
that Exxon, for instance, knew about 
the effect of its carbon pollution as far 
back as the late 1970s but ultimately 
chose to fund a massive misinforma- 
tion campaign rather than tell the 
truth. ‘‘No corporation,” said professor 
and climate change activist Bill 
McKibben, ‘‘has ever done anything 
this big and this bad.”’ 

Just today, the person who probably 
knows the most about the tobacco liti- 
gation, the assistant attorney general 
of the United States who prosecuted 
that case as a civil matter and won it 
in the U.S. District Court, Sharon 
Eubanks, said about the climate denial 
RICO idea: “I think a RICO action is 
plausible and should be considered.” 

This is how Judge Kessler depicted 
the culpable conduct of the tobacco in- 
dustry in her decision in that case: 
“Defendants have intentionally main- 
tained and coordinated their fraudu- 
lent position on addiction and nicotine 
as an important part of their overall 
efforts to influence public opinion and 
persuade people that smoking is not 
dangerous.” 

Now compare that to the findings of 
Dr. Brulle, whose research shines light 
on the dark-money campaigns that 
fund and support climate denial. This 
climate denial operation, to quote Dr. 
Brulle, is ‘‘a deliberate and organized 
effort to misdirect the public discus- 
sion and distort the public’s under- 
standing of climate.” 

The parallels between what the to- 
bacco industry did and what the fossil 
fuel industry is doing now are so strik- 
ing, I suggested in my speech of May 6, 
that it was worth a look, that civil dis- 
covery could reveal whether the fossil 
fuel industry’s activities cross that 
same line into racketeering. 

I said that again in an op-ed piece I 
wrote in the Washington Post on May 
29 regarding the civil RICO action 
against tobacco. Oh my, what a cater- 
wauling has ensued from the fossil fuel 
industry trolls. Here is a quick high- 
light reel of the tempest of rightwing 
invective. 

One climate denier, Christopher 
Monckton, declared: ‘‘Senator WHITE- 
HOUSE is a fascist goon.” 

Another denier compared me to 
Torquemada, the infamous torturer of 
the Inquisition. 

The official Exxon responder got so 
excited about this suggestion that he 
used a word I am not even allowed to 
use on the Senate floor. He forgot rule 
No. 1 in crisis management: Don’t lose 
your cool. 

The rightwing Web site breitbart.com 
responded by calling me ‘‘the prepos- 
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terous Democrat senator for Rhode Is- 
land’’ and saying the notion that there 
is an industry-led effort to mislead the 
American people about the harm 
caused by carbon pollution is ‘‘a joke,” 
a conspiracy theory on par with Area 
51 or the faking of the Moon landing. 
Well, tell that to the tobacco industry. 

Paul Gigot, the editorial page editor 
of the Wall Street Journal, said global 
warming concerns ‘‘are based on com- 
puter models, not by actual evidence, 
not by actual evidence of what we’ve 
seen so far.’’ Tell that to the scientists 
who measure the effects of climate 
change every day, particularly in our 
oceans. 

The polluter-funded George C. Mar- 
shall Institute, a longtime climate de- 
nial outfit—and who knows how they 
got to take respectable George C. Mar- 
shall’s name and slap it on the front of 
a climate denial industry front—they 
wrote that this was an attack on con- 
stitutional rights. Well, that kind of 
presumes the answer because there is 
no constitutional right to commit 
fraud. 

Similarly, Calvin Beisner, founder of 
another phony baloney industry front 
called the Cornwall Alliance, said the 
same: The mere suggestion of consid- 
ering this action represents a ‘‘direct 
attack on the rights to freedom of 
speech and the press guaranteed by the 
First Amendment” and is ‘“‘horrifically 
bad for science.” Coming from a 
science-denial outfit, that concern for 
science is rich. Again, fraud is not pro- 
tected by the First Amendment. 

In the National Review, I was ac- 
cused of wanting to launch ‘‘organized 
crime investigations ... against peo- 
ple and institutions that disagree with 
[me] about global warming” in order to 
‘lock people up as Mafiosi.’’ Crime? 
Lock people up? Let’s remember, we 
are talking about civil RICO, not 
criminal. No one went to jail in the to- 
bacco case. Investigating the organized 
climate denial scheme under civil RICO 
is not about putting people in jail. 

Query why the National Review 
would mislead people about such an ob- 
vious fact, and they are not alone. The 
rightwing blogosphere has lit up with 
nonsense about how this is a criminal 
charge. Read the tobacco complaint. It 
is on the Department of Justice Web 
site. Even people who purport to be 
legal scholars are misleading folks that 
way. All a civil RICO case does is get 
people to actually have to tell the 
truth under oath in front of an actual 
impartial judge or jury and under 
cross-examination, which the Supreme 
Court has described as “the greatest 
legal invention ever invented for the 
discovery of truth.’’ No more spin and 
deception—but that is exactly the au- 
dience polluters and their allies cannot 
bear, so the flacks set off criminal 
smokescreens and launch fascist goon 
and Torquemada hysterics. 

A few weeks ago, 20 scientists agreed 
with me and wrote a letter to Attorney 
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General Lynch supporting the idea of 
using civil RICO. That was too much 
for the troll-in-chief for the fossil fuel 
industry, the Wall Street Journal edi- 
torial page. The Wall Street Journal 
editorial page has long been an indus- 
try science-denial mouthpiece. They 
use the same playbook every time: one, 
deny the science; two, question the mo- 
tives of reformers; and three, exag- 
gerate the costs of reforms. 

For example, when scientists warned 
that chlorofluorocarbons could break 
down the atmosphere’s ozone layer, the 
Wall Street Journal ran editorials—for 
decades—devaluing the science, attack- 
ing scientists and reformers, and exag- 
gerating the costs associated with reg- 
ulating CFCs. It turns out they were 
dead wrong. 

When acid rain was falling in the 
Northeast, the Wall Street Journal edi- 
torial page questioned the science, 
claimed the sulphur dioxide cleanup ef- 
fort was driven by politics, and said 
fixing it carried a huge price tag. Ulti- 
mately, the Journal’s editorial page, 
after years of this, had to recant and 
admit that the cap-and-trade program 
for sulphur dioxide ‘‘saves about $700 
million annually compared with the 
cost of traditional regulation and has 
been reducing emissions by four mil- 
lion tons annually.” 

Now, on climate change, the Journal 
is back to the same pattern: Deny the 
science, question the motives of cli- 
mate scientists, exaggerate the costs of 
tackling carbon pollution. 

For decades, the Journal has been 
persistently publishing editorials 
against taking any action to prevent 
manmade climate change. On this, the 
editorial page said that by talking 
about civil RICO, I am trying to ‘‘forc- 
ibly silence” the denial apparatus. 
Forcibly silence? First of all, against 
the billions of the Koch brothers and 
the billions of ExxonMobil, fat chance 
that I have much ‘‘force’’ to use. And 
silence? I don’t want them silent. I 
want them testifying in a forum where 
they have to tell the truth. 

Is the Journal really saying that in a 
forum where climate deniers have to 
tell the truth, their only response 
would have to be silence? Making them 
tell the truth ‘‘forcibly silences” them? 
The only thing civil RICO silences is 
fraud. 

By the way, the Journal editorial 
never mentions that the government 
won the civil RICO case against to- 
bacco and on very similar facts. That 
would detract from the fable. Whom 
does the Journal cast as their victim in 
their fable? None other than Willie 
Soon, whom they said I singled out 
for—this is what they said—having 
“published politically inconvenient re- 
search on changes in solar radiation.” 
Politically inconvenient research. 

Actually, what is inconvenient for 
Dr. Soon is that the New York Times 
reported that he got more than half his 
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funding from big fossil fuel interests 
such as ExxonMobil and the Charles 
Koch Foundation to the tune of $1.2 
million and didn’t disclose it. Dr. 
Soon’s research contracts even gave his 
industry backers a chance for comment 
and input before he published, and he 
referred to the papers he produced for 
them as ‘‘deliverables.’’ In case anyone 
listening doesn’t know this, that is not 
how real science works. Of course, none 
of this sordid financial conflict is even 
mentioned by the Wall Street Journal 
editorial page. They would rather pre- 
tend that Dr. Soon is being singled out 
for ‘‘politically inconvenient” views. 
Please. 

It gets better. In the editorial, the 
role of neutral expert commenting on 
all of this goes to Georgia Tech’s Ju- 
dith Curry. She offers the opinion that 
my ‘‘demand .. . for legal persecution 
x represents a new low in the 
politicization of science.” This is a par- 
ticularly rich and conflict-riddled opin- 
ion, as Ms. Curry is herself a repeat 
anti-climate witness performing regu- 
larly in committees for Republicans 
here in Congress. Again, there is no 
mention of this interest of Ms. Curry’s 
in the Wall Street Journal editorial. 

The fossil fuel industry’s climate de- 
nial machine rivals or exceeds that of 
the tobacco industry in size, scope, and 
complexity. Its purpose is to cast doubt 
about the reality of climate change in 
order to forestall moves toward cleaner 
fuels and to allow the Kochs and the 
Exxons of the world to continue mak- 
ing money at everybody else’s expense. 
And the Wall Street Journal editorial 
page plays its part in this machine. 

Even though it is only the editorial 
page and not the Journal’s well-re- 
garded newsroom, facts and logic are 
supposed to matter. Ignoring the suc- 
cessful tobacco litigation, omitting the 
salient fact of Dr. Soon being paid by 
the industry involved in his research, 
and bringing in a climate denier as 
their neutral voice without even dis- 
closing that conflict—I would like to 
see the Wall Street Journal editorial 
page get that editorial by the editorial 
standards of their own newsroom. 

So why all the histrionics on the far 
right? Why all the deliberate subter- 
fuge between civil and criminal RICO? 
Why all the name-calling? Have we per- 
haps touched a little nerve? Have we 
made the hit a bit too close to home? 
Maybe a civil RICO case is indeed plau- 
sible and should be considered. Are the 
cracks in the dark castle of climate de- 
nial as it crumbles beginning to maybe 
rattle the occupants? 

Whatever the motivation of the Wall 
Street Journal and other rightwing cli- 
mate denial outfits, it is clearly long 
past time for this climate denial 
scheme to come in from the talk shows 
and the blogosphere and have to face 
the kind of truth-testing audience a 
civil RICO investigation could provide. 
It is time to let the facts take their 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


place and let climate denial face that 
greatest legal engine ever invented for 
the discovery of truth. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
send a cloture motion to the desk for 
the Burr-Feinstein amendment No. 
2716. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo- 
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on amend- 
ment No. 2716 to S. 754, a bill to improve cy- 
bersecurity in the United States through en- 
hanced sharing of information about cyber- 
security threats, and for other purposes. 

Mitch McConnell, John Cornyn, Johnny 
Isakson, Richard Burr, John McCain, 
Shelley Moore Capito, Orrin G. Hatch, 
John Thune, Chuck Grassley, Pat Rob- 
erts, John Barrasso, Jeff Flake, Lamar 
Alexander, Bill Cassidy, Deb Fischer, 
Susan M. Collins, Patrick J. Toomey. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
send a cloture motion to the desk for 
the underlying bill, S. 754. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo- 
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on S. 754, an 
original bill to improve cybersecurity in the 
United States through enhanced sharing of 
information about cybersecurity threats, 
and for other purposes. 

Mitch McConnell, John Cornyn, Johnny 
Isakson, Richard Burr, John McCain, 
Shelley Moore Capito, Orrin G. Hatch, 
John Thune, Chuck Grassley, Pat Rob- 
erts, John Barrasso, Jeff Flake, Lamar 
Alexander, Bill Cassidy, Deb Fischer, 
Susan M. Collins, Patrick J. Toomey. 


EE 


MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate be in a period of morning business, 
with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EEE 
VOTE EXPLANATION 


Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, on Sep- 
tember 28, 2015, I was unable to vote on 
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the motion to proceed to a short-term 
budget—continuing resolution—that, 
among other measures, denied tax- 
payer funding to Planned Parenthood. I 
would have voted no. 

On September 30, 2015, I was unable 
to vote on final passage of a short-term 
budget—continuing resolution—to fund 
the government through December 11, 
2015, including taxpayer funding for 
Planned Parenthood. I would have 
voted no. 


—— 


REMEMBERING JEFFREY A. 
MATHIAS 


Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, I am a 
cosponsor of a resolution the Senate is 
likely to pass this evening honoring 
the lives of the 33 crew members 
aboard the El Faro which sank near the 
Bahamas during Hurricane Joaquin 
earlier this month. 

I want to take this opportunity to ex- 
press my deepest sympathy and sincere 
condolences to the family of El Faro 
crewman Jeffrey A. Mathias of King- 
ston, MA. He was just 42 years old. 

Jeff loved the sea. When he attended 
Tabor Academy, he learned how to sail 
aboard the school’s sailing ship the 
Tabor Boy. Jeff followed his passion to 
the prestigious Massachusetts Mari- 
time Academy, where in 1996 he grad- 
uated with a degree in marine engi- 
neering. Upon graduation, he worked 
at Seamass and then Altran, where he 
was involved with nuclear power 
plants. In 1998, he landed his dream job 
on a cargo vessel. 

Jeff sailed to Africa, Europe, North 
Korea, Alaska, Hawaii, California, and 
the Caribbean. He reached the officer’s 
position of chief engineer and was re- 
sponsible for shaft repairs on many 
vessels. 

Jeff leaves his beloved wife, Jennifer 
Brides Mathias; his 3 adored children, 
daughters Hayden, 7, Heidi, 5, and son, 
Caleb, 3, all of Kingston. He also leaves 
behind his parents, J. Barry and Lydia 
Jones Mathias, of Kingston and his 
brother John. 

Another son of Massachusetts who 
loved the sea was President John F. 
Kennedy. He famously stated, “I really 
don’t know why it is that all of us are 
so committed to the sea, except I think 
it’s because in addition to the fact that 
the sea changes, and the light changes, 
and ships change, it’s because we all 
came from the sea. And it is an inter- 
esting biological fact that all of us 
have in our veins the exact same per- 
centage of salt in our blood that exists 
in the ocean, and, therefore, we have 
salt in our blood, in our sweat, in our 
tears. We are tied to the ocean. And 
when we go back to the sea—whether it 
is to sail or to watch it—we are going 
back from whence we came.” 

I also offer my condolences to the 
family, friends, and loved ones of every 
member of the El Faro crew. 
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TRIBUTE TO SERGEANT MICHAELA 
BOUSHEY AND STAFF SERGEANT 
SHAYNE BOUSHEY 


èe Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, I wish to 
recognize SGT Michaela Boushey and 
SSG Shayne Boushey as Montanans of 
the Week. These two soldiers represent 
not only the best that Montana has to 
offer, but the best this country has to 
offer. 

SGT Michaela Boushey served in the 
Montana Army National Guard for 8 
years. For 4 years, she served in the 
112th Security and Support Detach- 
ment Aviation Unit whose mission is 
to protect our borders, collect and 
transmit intelligence, and to provide 
support for the Department of Justice. 
Michaela’s commitments and service 
to our country has never faltered, and 
we are so grateful for her service, sac- 
rifice, and loyalty to our great Nation. 

Her husband, SSG Shayne Boushey, 
was deployed with both the infantry 
battalion and the military police com- 
pany. During his deployment to Af- 
ghanistan, Shayne and his team were 
targeted by Taliban forces. When a sui- 
cide bomber detonated himself, 6 were 
killed and 13 were seriously wounded. 
Shayne’s fast thinking, bravery, and 
resolve in this life-threatening situa- 
tion saved the lives of many in his 
team. 

We owe our freedom to these soldiers 
and the thousands of American service- 
members like them. It is with the hum- 
blest gratitude that I thank them for 
their courage and unwavering loyalty.e 


a 
TRIBUTE TO CHASE DELLWO 


e Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, today I 
would like to highlight an incredibly 
courageous Montanan and a man very 
dear to my staff and me: Chase Dellwo. 
Chase is a strong example of the cour- 
age, bravery, and quick thinking that 
sets Montanans apart. 

Chase Dellwo, like myself and many 
other Montanans, is a hunter. In recent 
weeks, however, Chase showed resolve 
that many could never achieve. While 
bow hunting with his brother recently, 
Chase climbed up a narrow creek ex- 
pecting to drive a herd of elk toward 
his waiting brother. 

Having been focused on the elk, 
Chase did not notice the sleeping griz- 
zly bear 3 feet from where he stood. 
Startling the now awake animal, Chase 
soon found himself head to head with 
this 400-pound bear. Chase recounts 
later that there was no time for him to 
draw his weapon back before he had 
been knocked off his feet and bit on the 
top and back of his head. 

With his eye swollen shut, part of his 
scalp hanging over his eye, and blood 
pouring from his wounds, he suffered 
through the animal’s repeated assaults. 
This attack in normal circumstances 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


would have been the end of a hunter’s 
life, but not in the case of Chase 
Dellwo. Mid-attack, Chase remembered 
an article his grandmother had sent 
him about large animals having ter- 
rible gag reflexes. 

This quick thinking led him to 
plunge his arm down the animal’s 
throat, enacting the bear’s gag reflex, 
and subsequently scaring the animal 
away. Despite incredible disorienta- 
tion, he found his way to his brother 
and was in turn rushed to the nearest 
hospital. 

After undergoing multiple hours of 
surgery to fix his many lacerations, 
Chase sat with his wife, defending the 
bear, saying that it had been just as 
startled as he had. His many injuries 
led to multiple stitches, staples, and a 
hospital stay, but this 26-year-old re- 
mains alive and has encouraged Mon- 
tana residents to be more aware of the 
animals that share their land. 

I commend Chase on his courage and 
smarts that saved his life and wish him 
luck on both his recovery and the up- 
coming hunting season.e@ 


EEE 
REMEMBERING BETTE BAILLY 


e Mr. GARDNER. Mr. President, I wish 
to honor the life of Bette Bailly from 
Burlington, CO, who passed away ear- 
lier this month after serving nearly 50 
years in the broadcast industry. 

Bette was an inspiration to others in 
her professional life and in her commu- 
nity. She was due to celebrate 50 years 
of dedicated service at her station, 
KNAB-AM, in just 2 years’ time and 
was honored and recognized with nu- 
merous awards throughout her career. 
As a businesswoman, Bette was hard- 
charging and took a no-nonsense ap- 
proach to broadcasting. Her tenacity 
was well known and respected through- 
out Northeastern Colorado. 

Bette was also devoted to the Bur- 
lington community. She volunteered 
her time at the Burlington Chamber of 
Commerce, the Rotary Club, numerous 
local boards, and her church. 

Undoubtedly, Bette will be missed 
dearly by her family, her community, 
and the State of Colorado. We will 
never forget her contributions to local 
broadcasting.@ 


EEE 
RECOGNIZING BERKLEY SCHOOLS 


e Mr. PETERS. Mr. President, I wish 
to recognize the 175th Anniversary of 
Berkley Schools. I appreciate the op- 
portunity to recognize this truly sig- 
nificant milestone in the history of the 
Berkley School District and the city of 
Berkley, MI. I am proud of Berkley’s 
enduring commitment to providing 
quality public education and wish it 
many more decades of successful serv- 
ice to its students and their families. 
Throughout its history, the Berkley 
School District has set the benchmark 
in public education, ensuring its stu- 
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dents are prepared for success, both as 
individuals and leaders in an increas- 
ingly global community. The district’s 
continued dedication to academics is 
apparent in its recognition by North 
Central Accreditation, as well as the 
many honors its students have received 
in marketing, communications, lit- 
eracy and poetry, robotics, and video 
production. Berkley High School 
boasts 21 advanced placement and col- 
lege level courses—more than any 
other traditional high school campus— 
and provides the highest math cur- 
riculum of any high school in Michi- 
gan’s Oakland County. Additionally, 
the districts Norup International 
School is the United States only K-8 
International Baccalaureate program 
housed on one campus. It is no surprise 
Berkley High School enjoys a 98 per- 
cent graduation rate, with nearly 100 
percent of those graduates enrolling in 
colleges and universities. 

In addition to ensuring its students’ 
success in the classroom, the Berkley 
School District provides an oppor- 
tunity for students to participate in a 
wide variety of varsity sports, clubs, 
and student organizations. From foot- 
ball and softball, to rugby and skiing, 
students can compete for the Berkley 
Bears throughout the year. Students 
also entertain as members of the high 
school’s marching band, symphonic 
band, concert band, and jazz band, as 
well as with its three choirs and the- 
ater program. I applaud the Berkley 
School District for providing opportu- 
nities for students to explore art, 
music, and literature. 

Berkley had been associated with 
education for nearly a century when 
the city was incorporated in 1932. The 
Berkley School was mentioned as part 
of the Royal Oak Township School Dis- 
trict No. 7 in 1840. It was housed in the 
Blackmon School, at the corner of Coo- 
lidge and Catalpa, from 1840 until a 
new school building was established in 
1901. The new building, named South 
School, was located at the northeast 
corner of Coolidge and 11 Mile Road 
until it was converted into a dormitory 
for teachers in 1920. The district’s 
growth was swift. In 1921, the district 
built Angell School, a four-room build- 
ing, on Bacon Street. Four years later, 
in 1925, the district added two more 
schools, Pattengill and Burton, which 
were occupied before they were even 
completed. 

Despite its success, the Berkley 
School District was not immune to the 
hardships of the Great Depression. In 
January 1930, all pupils were placed on 
half days, half of the faculty was dis- 
missed, bus service was eliminated, and 
the gym was closed. The following 
year, the district was forced to close 
Burton and Pattengill schools. Fortu- 
nately, both schools were reopened in 
time for the ‘‘baby boom” that fol- 
lowed the end of World War II. As the 
district’s population grew, Berkley 
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High School opened in 1949, followed by 
Tyler and Oxford Schools in 1951; Ham- 
ilton School in 1952; and the district’s 
two junior high schools, Anderson and 
Norup, in 1956 and 1957. 

Today, the Berkley School District 
continues to be a leader in providing 
excellent public education in the State 
of Michigan. It serves as an example of 
how community-driven, quality edu- 
cation can not only enrich the lives of 
students, but also drive the growth and 
quality of life in the surrounding com- 
munity for generations. I am pleased to 
help celebrate the 175th Anniversary of 
Berkley Schools and wish it many 
more decades of successful service to 
its students and their families.e 


EE 
RECOGNIZING THE UNIVERSITY OF 
CENTRAL FLORIDA’S COLLE- 


GIATE CYBER DEFENSE CLUB 


e Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, as Octo- 
ber marks Cyber Security Awareness 
Month, I wish to recognize the Univer- 
sity of Central Florida, UCF, Colle- 
giate Cyber Defense Club on winning 
the 2015 National Collegiate Cyber De- 
fense Competition’s Alamo Cup for a 
second year in a row in April 2015. This 
achievement not only exemplifies the 
boundless educational opportunities 
provided by UCF, but also dem- 
onstrates how students in Florida are 
leading the next generation of growth 
and development in increasingly vital 
21st century industries. 

The UCF Collegiate Cyber Defense 
Club, also known as Hack@UCF was 
founded in 2012 and today has 200 mem- 
bers that represent the university in 
cyber competitions around the Nation. 
Most notably, Hack@UCF annually 
competes in the National Collegiate 
Cyber Defense Competition, CCDC. In 
partnership with the Center for Infra- 
structure Assurance and Security, 
CIAS, at the University of Texas at 
San Antonio, the CCDC started in 2005 
to provide educational institutions 
with a controlled environment to fur- 
ther educate and assess the future gen- 
eration’s skills in combatting cyber at- 
tacks. This year, the competition chal- 
lenged 2,400 undergraduate and grad- 
uate students representing 200 colleges 
and universities to operate and main- 
tain a mock business, while continu- 
ously defending against cyber attacks 
created by government and industry 
experts. 

Iam proud that the talented students 
of UCF were able to stand out as the 
best collegiate team during the com- 
petition for the past 2 years. As our Na- 
tion will continue to face the threat of 
cyber attacks on our economy, busi- 
nesses, and national security, it is crit- 
ical to promote and invest in edu- 
cational programs that empower stu- 
dents and provide them with the nec- 
essary tools to be successful in this in- 
dustry. 

It is an honor to congratulate all 
members of the UCF Collegiate Cyber 
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Defense Club on this achievement. I 
hope it will inspire other students in 
the State of Florida and across the Na- 
tion to get involved in the cyber secu- 
rity industry. I wish the group an 
abundance of success in the future and 
the best of luck in next year’s competi- 
tion.e 


— 


TRIBUTE TO DR. FRANK 
FIERMONTE 


e Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I wish 
to recognize Dr. Frank Fiermonte, a 
physician from Orleans, VT, who cared 
for the people of Vermont’s North 
Country with distinction for many 
years. As Vermont’s Northland Journal 
prepares to publish the final install- 
ment of a series on Dr. Fiermonte, I 
want to join in recognizing his service 
to Vermont. 

Dr. Fiermonte was a true ‘‘country 
doctor” who was willing to travel long 
distances to see his patients at all 
hours and in all seasons. I have heard 
Frank tell many an anecdote about 
how, after a home visit to a rural area, 
family and friends of the patient had to 
help him get his car unstuck during 
mud season or dug out from a snow 
bank in the winter. 

Like many country doctors, he 
served a vast area, encompassing not 
just his hometown of Derby, but also a 
wide swath of Orleans and Essex Coun- 
ties and even across the border into 
Quebec. Yet he intimately knew all of 
the families he served, which some- 
times spanned several generations. The 
stories from North Country residents 
in the Northland Journal make it clear 
that Dr. Fiermonte made a tremendous 
impact on the community. This quote 
from a former Derby resident stands 
out in particular: ‘‘Dr. Fiermonte was 
a godsend to the Derby area. He was al- 
ways available day or night.” 

What always strikes me most about 
Frank is how personal the practice of 
medicine was for him. In today’s mod- 
ern world, health care can sometimes 
be a very impersonal experience. In 
fact, there is much discussion in 
Vermont and Washington about return- 
ing to a more patient-centered system. 
We would do well to learn from people 
like Dr. Frank Fiermonte and his con- 
temporaries, who are the embodiment 
of that ideal. Motivated by the desire 
to serve his community and deliver the 
best care possible, for Dr. Fiermonte, it 
was all about the patient. 

Dr. Frank Fiermonte has earned my 
deepest respect, and I thank him for 
his years of service to the North Coun- 
try.e 


Se 


MEASURES PLACED 
CALENDAR 


The following bills were read the sec- 
ond time, and placed on the calendar: 

S. 2181. A bill to provide guidance and pri- 
orities for Federal Government obligations 
in the event that the debt limit is reached. 


ON THE 
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S. 2182. A bill to cut, cap, and balance the 
Federal budget. 

S. 2183. A bill to reauthorize and reform 
the Export-Import Bank of the United 
States, and for other purposes. 


EE 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. RUBIO (for himself and Mr. 
CARDIN): 

S. 2184. A bill to direct the President to es- 
tablish guidelines for United States foreign 
development and economic assistance pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

By Ms. HEITKAMP (for herself, Ms. 
AYOTTE, Ms. COLLINS, Mrs. CAPITO, 
Mr. HOEVEN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Ms. 
KLOBUCHAR, Ms. HIRONO, and Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND): 

S. 2185. A bill to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to mint coins in recognition of 
the fight against breast cancer; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. RUBIO: 

S. 2186. A bill to provide the legal frame- 
work necessary for the growth of innovative 
private financing options for students to 
fund postsecondary education, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Finance. 


EE — 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. PAUL (for himself and Mr. ROB- 
ERTS): 

S. Res. 290. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that any protocol to, or 
other agreement regarding, the United Na- 
tions Framework Convention on Climate 
Change of 1992, negotiated at the 2015 United 
Nations Climate Change Conference in Paris 
will be considered a treaty requiring the ad- 
vice and consent of the Senate; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 


a 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 134 

At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 134, a bill to amend the Con- 
trolled Substances Act to exclude in- 
dustrial hemp from the definition of 
marihuana, and for other purposes. 

S. 314 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
names of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. TESTER) and the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. MORAN) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 314, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
provide for coverage under the Medi- 
care program of pharmacist services. 

S. 370 

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
HELLER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
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370, a bill to require breast density re- 
porting to physicians and patients by 
facilities that perform mammograms, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 403 
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 
name of the Senator from North Da- 
kota (Ms. HEITKAMP) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 403, a bill to revise the au- 
thorized route of the North Country 
National Scenic Trail in northeastern 
Minnesota and to extend the trail into 
Vermont to connect with the Appa- 
lachian National Scenic Trail, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 613 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the names of the Senator from Wash- 
ington (Mrs. MURRAY) and the Senator 
from Montana (Mr. TESTER) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 613, a bill to amend 
the Richard B. Russell National School 
Lunch Act to improve the efficiency of 
summer meals. 
S. 637 
At the request of Mr. CRAPO, the 
name of the Senator from North Da- 
kota (Mr. HOEVEN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 637, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend 
and modify the railroad track mainte- 
nance credit. 
S. 851 
At the request of Mr. THUNE, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire (Ms. AYOTTE) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 851, a bill to promote neu- 
trality, simplicity, and fairness in the 
taxation of digital goods and digital 
services. 
S. 1013 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. MURPHY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1013, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to provide for 
coverage and payment for complex re- 
habilitation technology items under 
the Medicare program, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 1077 
At the request of Mr. BENNET, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
DONNELLY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1077, a bill to provide for expedited 
development of and priority review for 
breakthrough devices. 
S. 1082 
At the request of Mr. INHOFE, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1082, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide for the removal 
or demotion of employees of the De- 
partment of Veterans Affairs based on 
performance or misconduct, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 1815 
At the request of Mr. ENZI, the names 
of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
MORAN) and the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. TESTER) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 1315, a bill to protect the right of 
law-abiding citizens to transport 
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knives interstate, notwithstanding a 
patchwork of local and State prohibi- 
tions. 
S. 1375 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. BOOKER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1375, a bill to designate as wilder- 
ness certain Federal portions of the red 
rock canyons of the Colorado Plateau 
and the Great Basin Deserts in the 
State of Utah for the benefit of present 
and future generations of people in the 
United States. 
S. 1394 
At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1394, a bill to amend the Fed- 
eral Water Pollution Control Act to es- 
tablish within the Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency a Columbia River Basin 
Restoration Program. 
S. 1493 
At the request of Mr. ISAKSON, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1493, a bill to provide for an increase, 
effective December 1, 2015, in the rates 
of compensation for veterans with serv- 
ice-connected disabilities and the rates 
of dependency and indemnity com- 
pensation for the survivors of certain 
disabled veterans, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 1520 
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 
names of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) and the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. KIRK) were added as cosponsors of 
S. 1520, a bill to protect victims of 
stalking from violence. 
S. 1539 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1539, a bill to amend the Richard B. 
Russell National School Lunch Act to 
establish a permanent, nationwide 
summer electronic benefits transfer for 
children program. 
S. 1559 
At the request of Ms. AYOTTE, the 
names of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL), the Senator from 
Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN), the Senator 
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) and 
the Senator from Maine (Ms. COLLINS) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1559, a 
bill to protect victims of domestic vio- 
lence, sexual assault, stalking, and dat- 
ing violence from emotional and psy- 
chological trauma caused by acts of vi- 
olence or threats of violence against 
their pets. 
S. 1624 
At the request of Ms. STABENOW, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
GRASSLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1624, a bill to provide predictability 
and certainty in the tax law, create 
jobs, and encourage investment. 
S. 1686 
At the request of Ms. BALDWIN, the 
name of the Senator from California 
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(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1686, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro- 
vide for the proper tax treatment of 
personal service income earned in pass- 
thru entities. 
S. 1766 
At the request of Mr. SCHATZ, the 
names of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. CARPER) and the Senator from 
Missouri (Mrs. MCCASKILL) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1766, a bill to direct 
the Secretary of Defense to review the 
discharge characterization of former 
members of the Armed Forces who 
were discharged by reason of the sexual 
orientation of the member, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 1767 
At the request of Mr. ISAKSON, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
DONNELLY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1767, a bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act with re- 
spect to combination products, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 1789 
At the request of Mr. RUBIO, the 
names of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MERKLEY), the Senator from South Da- 
kota (Mr. ROUNDS) and the Senator 
from Connecticut (Mr. MURPHY) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1789, a bill to 
improve defense cooperation between 
the United States and the Hashemite 
Kingdom of Jordan. 
S. 1801 
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. TESTER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1801, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to treat certain 
farming business machinery and equip- 
ment as 5-year property for purposes of 
depreciation. 
S. 1831 
At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the 
names of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Ms. BALDWIN) and the Senator from 
New Mexico (Mr. UDALL) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1831, a bill to revise 
section 48 of title 18, United States 
Code, and for other purposes. 
S. 1833 
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. REED) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1833, a bill to amend the Richard B. 
Russell National School Lunch Act to 
improve the child and adult care food 
program. 
S. 1882 
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1882, a bill to support the 
sustainable recovery and rebuilding of 
Nepal following the recent, devastating 
earthquakes near Kathmandu. 
S. 1926 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. MARKEY) and the Senator 
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from New York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1926, a bill to 
ensure access to screening mammog- 
raphy services. 
S. 1931 
At the request of Mr. MORAN, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. FRANKEN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1931, a bill to reaffirm that 
certain land has been taken into trust 
for the benefit of certain Indian tribes. 
S. 1944 
At the request of Mr. SULLIVAN, the 
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
LEE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1944, a bill to require each agency to re- 
peal or amend 1 or more rules before 
issuing or amending a rule. 
S. 2002 
At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the 
names of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. BLUNT) and the Senator from Kan- 
sas (Mr. ROBERTS) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 2002, a bill to strengthen 
our mental health system and improve 
public safety. 
S. 2028 
At the request of Mr. PAUL, the name 
of the Senator from Maine (Ms. COL- 
LINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2028, a bill to amend the Federal Credit 
Union Act, to advance the ability of 
credit unions to promote small busi- 
ness growth and economic development 
opportunities, and for other purposes. 
S. 2034 
At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the 
names of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. BARRASSO), the Senator from Ar- 
kansas (Mr. COTTON), the Senator from 
Idaho (Mr. RISCH), the Senator from 
Idaho (Mr. CRAPO), the Senator from 
Wisconsin (Mr. JOHNSON), the Senator 
from Nebraska (Mrs. FISCHER), the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana (Mr. CASSIDY), the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. LEE), the Sen- 
ator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN), the 
Senator from Montana (Mr. DAINES), 
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. 
INHOFE) and the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. HATCH) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 2034, a bill to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to provide addi- 
tional aggravating factors for the im- 
position of the death penalty based on 
the status of the victim. 
S. 2042 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MERKLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2042, a bill to amend the National 
Labor Relations Act to strengthen pro- 
tections for employees wishing to advo- 
cate for improved wages, hours, or 
other terms or conditions of employ- 
ment and to provide for stronger rem- 
edies for interference with these rights, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 2067 
At the request of Mr. WICKER, the 
names of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) and the Senator 
from Delaware (Mr. CARPER) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2067, a bill to 
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establish EUREKA Prize Competitions 
to accelerate discovery and develop- 
ment of disease-modifying, preventive, 
or curative treatments for Alzheimer’s 
disease and related dementia, to en- 
courage efforts to enhance detection 
and diagnosis of such diseases, or to en- 
hance the quality and efficiency of care 
of individuals with such diseases. 


S. 2136 


At the request of Mr. VITTER, the 
name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. COONS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2136, a bill to establish the Re- 
gional SBIR State Collaborative Initia- 
tive Pilot Program, and for other pur- 
poses. 


S. 2145 


At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
names of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN), the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire (Mrs. SHAHEEN) and the Senator 
from Connecticut (Mr. MURPHY) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2145, a bill to 
make supplemental appropriations for 
fiscal year 2016. 


S. 2146 


At the request of Mr. VITTER, the 
names of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mrs. FISCHER) and the Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. SCOTT) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 2146, a bill to hold 
sanctuary jurisdictions accountable for 
defying Federal law, to increase pen- 
alties for individuals who illegally re- 
enter the United States after being re- 
moved, and to provide liability protec- 
tion for State and local law enforce- 
ment who cooperate with Federal law 
enforcement and for other purposes. 


S. 2148 


At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts (Ms. WARREN), the Senator from 
California (Mrs. BOXER) and the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut (Mr. MURPHY) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 2148, a 
bill to amend title XVIII of the Social 
Security Act to prevent an increase in 
the Medicare part B premium and de- 
ductible in 2016. 


S. 2163 


At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 
name of the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia (Mrs. CAPITO) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2163, a bill to amend title 
23, United States Code, to direct the 
Secretary of Transportation to require 
that broadband conduits be installed as 
a part of certain highway construction 
projects, and for other purposes. 


S. RES. 282 


At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 282, a resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of American Diabetes 
Month. 
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SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION 290—EX- 
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE THAT ANY PROTOCOL 
TO, OR OTHER AGREEMENT RE- 
GARDING, THE UNITED NATIONS 
FRAMEWORK CONVENTION ON 
CLIMATE CHANGE OF 1992, NEGO- 
TIATED AT THE 2015 UNITED NA- 
TIONS CLIMATE CHANGE CON- 
FERENCE IN PARIS WILL BE 
CONSIDERED A TREATY REQUIR- 
ING THE ADVICE AND CONSENT 
OF THE SENATE 


Mr. PAUL (for himself and Mr. ROB- 
ERTS) submitted the following resolu- 
tion; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations: 

S. REs. 290 


Whereas the 105th Congress passed S. Res. 
98, which required the Kyoto Protocol to the 
United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change of 1992 to receive Senate ad- 
vice and consent prior to ratification: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that any protocol to, or other agreement re- 
garding, the United Nations Framework Con- 
vention on Climate Change of 1992, nego- 
tiated at the 2015 United Nations Climate 
Change Conference in Paris will be consid- 
ered a treaty requiring the advice and con- 
sent of the Senate. 


ee 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 


SA 2713. Mr. WHITEHOUSE (for himself 
and Mr. GRAHAM) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
754, to improve cybersecurity in the United 
States through enhanced sharing of informa- 
tion about cybersecurity threats, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 2714. Mr. BARRASSO submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 209, to amend the Indian Tribal 
Energy Development and Self-Determination 
Act of 2005, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2715. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 754, to improve cybersecurity in the 
United States through enhanced sharing of 
information about cybersecurity threats, 
and for other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 2716. Mr. BURR (for himself and Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN) proposed an amendment to the 
bill S. 754, supra. 

SA 2717. Mr. UDALL (for himself, Mrs. 
SHAHEEN, Mr. TESTER, and Mr. MERKLEY) 
submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill S. 754, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2718. Mr. UDALL (for himself, Mrs. 
SHAHEEN, Mr. TESTER, and Mr. MERKLEY) 
submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill S. 754, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2719. Mr. ALEXANDER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 754, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 


EE 
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 2713. Mr. WHITEHOUSE (for him- 
self and Mr. GRAHAM) submitted an 
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amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 754, to improve cyber- 
security in the United States through 
enhanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. _. STOPPING THE SALE OF AMERICANS’ 
FINANCIAL INFORMATION. 

Section 1029(h) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘title if—’’ and 
all that follows through ‘‘therefrom.’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘title if the offense involves an ac- 
cess device issued, owned, managed, or con- 
trolled by a financial institution, account 
issuer, credit card system member, or other 
entity organized under the laws of the 
United States, or any State, the District of 
Columbia, or other Territory of the United 
States.’’. 

SEC. _ . SHUTTING DOWN BOTNETS. 

(a) AMENDMENT.—Section 1345 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in the heading, by inserting ‘and 
abuse” after ‘‘fraud’’: 

(2) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; 

(ii) in subparagraph (C), by inserting ‘‘or’’ 
after the semicolon; and 

(iii) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 
following: 

“(D) violating or about to violate section 
1030(a)(5) where such conduct has caused or 
would cause damage (as defined in section 
1030) without authorization to 100 or more 
protected computers (as defined in section 
1030) during any 1-year period, including by— 

“(i) impairing the availability or integrity 
of the protected computers without author- 
ization; or 

“(ii) installing or maintaining control over 
malicious software on the protected com- 
puters that, without authorization, has 
caused or would cause damage to the pro- 
tected computers;’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘, a viola- 
tion described in subsection (a)(1)(D),’’ before 
“or a Federal’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(c) A restraining order, prohibition, or 
other action described in subsection (b), if 
issued in circumstances described in sub- 
section (a)(1)(D), may, upon application of 
the Attorney General— 

“(1) specify that no cause of action shall 
lie in any court against a person for com- 
plying with the restraining order, prohibi- 
tion, or other action; and 

‘“(2) provide that the United States shall 
pay to such person a fee for reimbursement 
for such costs as are reasonably necessary 
and which have been directly incurred in 
complying with the restraining order, prohi- 
bition, or other action.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENT.—The table of section for chapter 63 is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
section 1345 and inserting the following: 


‘1345. Injunctions against fraud and abuse.’’. 
SEC. |_|. AGGRAVATED DAMAGE TO A CRITICAL 
INFRASTRUCTURE COMPUTER. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 47 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 1030 the following: 

“§1030A. Aggravated damage to a critical in- 
frastructure computer 

“(a) OFFENSE.—It shall be unlawful, during 
and in relation to a felony violation of sec- 
tion 1030, to knowingly cause or attempt to 
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cause damage to a critical infrastructure 
computer, if such damage results in (or, in 
the case of an attempted offense, would, if 
completed have resulted in) the substantial 
impairment— 

“(1) of the operation of the critical infra- 
structure computer; or 

(2) of the critical infrastructure associ- 
ated with such computer. 

““(b) PENALTY.—Any person who violates 
subsection (a) shall, in addition to the term 
of punishment provided for the felony viola- 
tion of section 1030, be fined under this title, 
imprisoned for not more than 20 years, or 
both. 

‘“(c) CONSECUTIVE SENTENCE.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law— 

“(1) a court shall not place any person con- 
victed of a violation of this section on proba- 
tion; 

‘“(2) except as provided in paragraph (4), no 
term of imprisonment imposed on a person 
under this section shall run concurrently 
with any term of imprisonment imposed on 
the person under any other provision of law, 
including any term of imprisonment imposed 
for the felony violation of section 1030; 

““(3) in determining any term of imprison- 
ment to be imposed for the felony violation 
of section 1030, a court shall not in any way 
reduce the term to be imposed for such viola- 
tion to compensate for, or otherwise take 
into account, any separate term of imprison- 
ment imposed or to be imposed for a viola- 
tion of this section; and 

“(4) a term of imprisonment imposed on a 
person for a violation of this section may, in 
the discretion of the court, run concurrently, 
in whole or in part, only with another term 
of imprisonment that is imposed by the 
court at the same time on that person for an 
additional violation of this section, if such 
discretion shall be exercised in accordance 
with any applicable guidelines and policy 
statements issued by the United States Sen- 
tencing Commission pursuant to section 994 
of title 28. 

‘“(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section 

“(1) the terms ‘computer’ and ‘damage’ 
have the meanings given the terms in sec- 
tion 1030; and 

“(2) the term ‘critical infrastructure’ 
means systems and assets, whether physical 
or virtual, so vital to the United States that 
the incapacity or destruction of such sys- 
tems and assets would have catastrophic re- 
gional or national effects on public health or 
safety, economic security, or national secu- 
rity.’’. 

(b) TABLE OF SECTIONS.—The table of sec- 
tions for chapter 47 of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting after the item 
relating to section 1030 the following: 

‘1030A. Aggravated damage to a critical in- 
frastructure computer.’’. 
SEC. . STOPPING TRAFFICKING IN BOTNETS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1030 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (7), by adding “or” at the 
end; and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (7) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(8) intentionally traffics in the means of 
access to a protected computer, if— 

“(A) the trafficker knows or has reason to 
know the protected computer has been dam- 
aged in a manner prohibited by this section; 
and 

‘“(B) the promise or agreement to pay for 
the means of access is made by, or on behalf 
of, a person the trafficker knows or has rea- 
son to know intends to use the means of ac- 
cess to— 
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“(i) damage the protected computer in a 
manner prohibited by this section; or 

““(ii) violate section 1037 or 1848;”’; 

(2) in subsection (c)(3)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘(a)(4) 


or (a)(7) and inserting ‘‘(a)(4), (a)(7), or 
(a)(8)’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘(a)(4), 
or (a)(7) and inserting ‘‘(a)(4), (a)(7), or 
(a)(8)”’; 


(3) in subsection (e)— 

(A) in paragraph (11), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(B) in paragraph (12), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

*(13) the term ‘traffic’, except as provided 
in subsection (a)(6), means transfer, or other- 
wise dispose of, to another as consideration 
for the receipt of, or as consideration for a 
promise or agreement to pay, anything of pe- 
cuniary value.’’; and 

(4) in subsection (g), in the first sentence, 
by inserting ‘‘, except for a violation of sub- 
section (a)(8),’’ after ‘‘of this section”. 


SA 2714. Mr. BARRASSO submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 209, to amend the 
Indian Tribal Energy Development and 
Self-Determination Act of 2005, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in- 
sert the following: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Indian Trib- 
al Energy Development and Self-Determina- 
tion Act Amendments of 2015”. 

SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as fol- 

lows: 

Sec. 1. Short title. 

Sec. 2. Table of contents. 

TITLE I—INDIAN TRIBAL ENERGY DE- 

VELOPMENT AND SELF-DETERMINA- 

TION ACT AMENDMENTS 


Sec. 101. Indian tribal energy resource devel- 
opment. 

Indian tribal energy resource regu- 
lation. 

Tribal energy resource agreements. 

Technical assistance for Indian 
tribal governments. 

. 105. Conforming amendments. 

. 106. Report. 
TITLE II—MISCELLANEOUS 

AMENDMENTS 

Issuance of preliminary permits or 
licenses. 

Tribal biomass 
project. 

Weatherization program. 

Appraisals. 

Leases of restricted lands for Nav- 
ajo Nation. 

Extension of tribal lease period for 
the Crow Tribe of Montana. 

Sec. 207. Trust status of lease payments. 

TITLE I—INDIAN TRIBAL ENERGY DEVEL- 

OPMENT AND _ SELF-DETERMINATION 

ACT AMENDMENTS 
SEC. 101. INDIAN TRIBAL ENERGY RESOURCE DE- 

VELOPMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2602(a) of the En- 
ergy Policy Act of 1992 (25 U.S.C. 3502(a)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
after the semicolon; 

(B) in subparagraph (D), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 


. 102. 


. 103. 
. 104. 


. 201. 
. 202. demonstration 
. 203. 
. 204. 
. 205. 


. 206. 


16126 


(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(E) consult with each applicable Indian 
tribe before adopting or approving a well 
spacing program or plan applicable to the en- 
ergy resources of that Indian tribe or the 
members of that Indian tribe.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

(4) PLANNING.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out the pro- 
gram established by paragraph (1), the Sec- 
retary shall provide technical assistance to 
interested Indian tribes to develop energy 
plans, including— 

“(i) plans for electrification; 

“(ii) plans for oil and gas permitting, re- 
newable energy permitting, energy effi- 
ciency, electricity generation, transmission 
planning, water planning, and other planning 
relating to energy issues; 

“(iii) plans for the development of energy 
resources and to ensure the protection of 
natural, historic, and cultural resources; and 

“(iv) any other plans that would assist an 
Indian tribe in the development or use of en- 
ergy resources. 

“(B) COOPERATION.—In establishing the 
program under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall work in cooperation with the Office of 
Indian Energy Policy and Programs of the 
Department of Energy.’’. 

(b) DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY INDIAN ENERGY 
EDUCATION PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT AS- 
SISTANCE PROGRAM.—Section 2602(b)(2) of the 
Energy Policy Act of 1992 (25 U.S.C. 
3502(b)(2)) is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by inserting ‘, intertribal organiza- 
tion,” after ‘‘Indian tribe”; 

(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (C) and 
(D) as subparagraphs (D) and (E), respec- 
tively; and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the 
following: 

‘“(C) activities to increase the capacity of 
Indian tribes to manage energy development 
and energy efficiency programs;’’. 


(c) DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY LOAN GUAR- 
ANTEE PROGRAM.—Section 2602(c) of the En- 
ergy Policy Act of 1992 (25 U.S.C. 3502(c)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘or a trib- 
al energy development organization” after 
“Indian tribe”; 

(2) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking ‘‘guarantee’’ and inserting 
“ouaranteed’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘or’’; 

(C) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(C) a tribal energy development organiza- 
tion, from funds of the tribal energy develop- 
ment organization.’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘The Sec- 
retary of Energy may” and inserting ‘‘Not 
later than 1 year after the date of enactment 
of the Indian Tribal Energy Development 
and Self-Determination Act Amendments of 
2015, the Secretary of Energy shall”. 

SEC. 102. INDIAN TRIBAL ENERGY RESOURCE 
REGULATION. 


Section 2603(c) of the Energy Policy Act of 
1992 (25 U.S.C. 3503(c)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘on the re- 
quest of an Indian tribe, the Indian tribe” 
and inserting ‘‘on the request of an Indian 
tribe or a tribal energy development organi- 
zation, the Indian tribe or tribal energy de- 
velopment organization”; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)(B), by inserting ‘‘or 
tribal energy development organization” 
after ‘‘Indian tribe’’. 
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SEC. 103. TRIBAL ENERGY RESOURCE 
MENTS. 

(a) AMENDMENT.—Section 2604 of the En- 
ergy Policy Act of 1992 (25 U.S.C. 3504) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘or’’ 
after the semicolon at the end; 

(ii) in subparagraph (B)— 

(D) by striking clause (i) and inserting the 
following: 

“G) an electric production, generation, 
transmission, or distribution facility (in- 
cluding a facility that produces electricity 
from renewable energy resources) located on 
tribal land; or’’; and 

(II) in clause (ii)— 

(aa) by inserting ‘‘, at least a portion of 
which have been” after ‘‘energy resources’’; 

(bb) by inserting ‘‘or produced from” after 
“developed on”; and 

(cc) by striking ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon 
at the end and inserting ‘‘or’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(C) pooling, unitization, or 
communitization of the energy mineral re- 
sources of the Indian tribe located on tribal 
land with any other energy mineral resource 
(including energy mineral resources owned 
by the Indian tribe or an individual Indian in 
fee, trust, or restricted status or by any 
other persons or entities) if the owner, or, if 
appropriate, lessee, of the resources has con- 
sented or consents to the pooling, unitiza- 
tion, or communitization of the other re- 
sources under any lease or agreement; and’’; 
and 

(B) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

“(2) a lease or business agreement de- 
scribed in paragraph (1) shall not require re- 
view by, or the approval of, the Secretary 
under section 2103 of the Revised Statutes (25 
U.S.C. 81), or any other provision of law (in- 
cluding regulations), if the lease or business 
agreement— 

“(A) was executed— 

“(i) in accordance with the requirements of 
a tribal energy resource agreement in effect 
under subsection (e) (including the periodic 
review and evaluation of the activities of the 
Indian tribe under the agreement, to be con- 
ducted pursuant to subparagraphs (D) and 
(E) of subsection (e)(2)); or 

“(ii) by the Indian tribe and a tribal energy 
development organization for which the In- 
dian tribe has obtained a certification pursu- 
ant to subsection (h); and 

‘“(B) has a term that does not exceed— 

““(j) 30 years; or 

“(i) in the case of a lease for the produc- 
tion of oil resources, gas resources, or both, 
10 years and as long thereafter as oil or gas 
is produced in paying quantities.”’; 

(2) by striking subsection (b) and inserting 
the following: 

‘“(b) RIGHTS-OF-WAY.—An Indian tribe may 
grant a right-of-way over tribal land without 
review or approval by the Secretary if the 
right-of-way— 

“(1) serves— 

“(A) an electric production, generation, 
transmission, or distribution facility (in- 
cluding a facility that produces electricity 
from renewable energy resources) located on 
tribal land; 

“(B) a facility located on tribal land that 
extracts, produces, processes, or refines en- 
ergy resources; or 

““(C) the purposes, or facilitates in carrying 
out the purposes, of any lease or agreement 
entered into for energy resource develop- 
ment on tribal land; 

“(2) was executed— 
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“(A) in accordance with the requirements 
of a tribal energy resource agreement in ef- 
fect under subsection (e) (including the peri- 
odic review and evaluation of the activities 
of the Indian tribe under the agreement, to 
be conducted pursuant to subparagraphs (D) 
and (E) of subsection (e)(2)); or 

“(B) by the Indian tribe and a tribal energy 
development organization for which the In- 
dian tribe has obtained a certification pursu- 
ant to subsection (h); and 

“(3) has a term that does not exceed 30 
years.”’; 

(8) by striking subsection (d) and inserting 
the following: 


“(d) VALIDITY.—No lease or business agree- 
ment entered into, or right-of-way granted, 
pursuant to this section shall be valid unless 
the lease, business agreement, or right-of- 
way is authorized by subsection (a) or (b).”’; 

(4) in subsection (e)— 

(A) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.— 

“(A) AUTHORIZATION.—On or after the date 
of enactment of the Indian Tribal Energy De- 
velopment and _  Self-Determination Act 
Amendments of 2015, a qualified Indian tribe 
may submit to the Secretary a tribal energy 
resource agreement governing leases, busi- 
ness agreements, and rights-of-way under 
this section. 

‘(B) NOTICE OF COMPLETE PROPOSED AGREE- 
MENT.—Not later than 60 days after the date 
on which the tribal energy resource agree- 
ment is submitted under subparagraph (A), 
the Secretary shall— 

“(i) notify the Indian tribe as to whether 
the agreement is complete or incomplete; 

“(ii) if the agreement is incomplete, notify 
the Indian tribe of what information or docu- 
mentation is needed to complete the submis- 
sion; and 

“(iii) identify and notify the Indian tribe of 
the financial assistance, if any, to be pro- 
vided by the Secretary to the Indian tribe to 
assist in the implementation of the tribal en- 
ergy resource agreement, including the envi- 
ronmental review of individual projects. 

‘“(C) EFFECT.—Nothing in this paragraph 
precludes the Secretary from providing any 
financial assistance at any time to the In- 
dian tribe to assist in the implementation of 
the tribal energy resource agreement.’’; 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘(2)(A)’’ and all that follows 
through the end of subparagraph (A) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘**(2) PROCEDURE.— 

‘(A) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—On the date that is 271 
days after the date on which the Secretary 
receives a tribal energy resource agreement 
from a qualified Indian tribe under para- 
graph (1), the tribal energy resource agree- 
ment shall take effect, unless the Secretary 
disapproves the tribal energy resource agree- 
ment under subparagraph (B). 

“(ii) REVISED TRIBAL ENERGY RESOURCE 
AGREEMENT.—On the date that is 91 days 
after the date on which the Secretary re- 
ceives a revised tribal energy resource agree- 
ment from a qualified Indian tribe under 
paragraph (4)(B), the revised tribal energy 
resource agreement shall take effect, unless 
the Secretary disapproves the revised tribal 
energy resource agreement under subpara- 
graph (B).”’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (B)— 

(I) by striking “(B)” and all that follows 
through clause (ii) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 
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“(B) DISAPPROVAL.—The Secretary shall 
disapprove a tribal energy resource agree- 
ment submitted pursuant to paragraph (1) or 
(4)(B) only if— 

“(i) a provision of the tribal energy re- 
source agreement violates applicable Federal 
law (including regulations) or a treaty appli- 
cable to the Indian tribe; 

“(ii) the tribal energy resource agreement 
does not include 1 or more provisions re- 
quired under subparagraph (D); or’’; and 

(II) in clause (iii)— 

(aa) in the matter preceding subclause (1), 
by striking ‘‘includes’”’ and all that follows 
through ‘‘section—’’ and inserting ‘‘does not 
include provisions that, with respect to any 
lease, business agreement, or right-of-way to 
which the tribal energy resource agreement 
applies—’”’; 


(bb) by striking subclauses (I), (D, (V), 
(VIII), and (XV); 
(cc) by redesignating clauses (III), (IV), 


(VI), (VII), (IX) through (XIV), and (XVI) as 
clauses (I), (II), (IID, (IV), (V) through (X), 
and (XI), respectively; 

(dd) in item (bb) of subclause (XI) (as re- 
designated by item (cc))— 

(AA) by striking ‘‘or tribal’’; and 

(BB) by striking the period at the end and 
inserting a semicolon; and 

(ee) by adding at the end the following: 

“(XII) include a certification by the Indian 
tribe that the Indian tribe has— 

“(aa) carried out a contract or compact 
under title I or IV of the Indian Self-Deter- 
mination and Education Assistance Act (25 
U.S.C. 450 et seq.) for a period of not less 
than 3 consecutive years ending on the date 
on which the Indian tribe submits the appli- 
cation without material audit exception (or 
without any material audit exceptions that 
were not corrected within the 3-year period) 
relating to the management of tribal land or 
natural resources; or 

‘“(bb) substantial experience in the admin- 
istration, review, or evaluation of energy re- 
source leases or agreements or has otherwise 
substantially participated in the administra- 
tion, management, or development of energy 
resources located on the tribal land of the 
Indian tribe; and 

“(XTIT) at the option of the Indian tribe, 
identify which functions, if any, authorizing 
any operational or development activities 
pursuant to a lease, right-of-way, or business 
agreement approved by the Indian tribe, that 
the Indian tribe intends to conduct.’’; 

(iii) in subparagraph (C)— 

(I) by striking clauses (i) and (ii); 

(II) by redesignating clauses (iii) through 
(v) as clauses (ii) through (iv), respectively; 
and 

(III) by inserting before clause (ii) (as re- 
designated by subclause (II)) the following: 

“(i) a process for ensuring that— 

‘““T) the public is informed of, and has rea- 
sonable opportunity to comment on, any sig- 
nificant environmental impacts of the pro- 
posed action; and 

‘(II) the Indian tribe provides responses to 
relevant and substantive public comments 
on any impacts described in subclause (I) be- 
fore the Indian tribe approves the lease, busi- 
ness agreement, or right-of-way.’’; 

(iv) in subparagraph (D)(ii), by striking 
“subparagraph (B)(iii)(XVI)” and inserting 
“subparagraph (B)(iv)(XI)’”’; and 

(v) by adding at the end the following: 

“(F) EFFECTIVE PERIOD.—A tribal energy 
resource agreement that takes effect pursu- 
ant to this subsection shall remain in effect 
to the extent any provision of the tribal en- 
ergy resource agreement is consistent with 
applicable Federal law (including regula- 
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tions), unless the tribal energy resource 
agreement is— 

“() rescinded by the Secretary pursuant to 
paragraph (7)(D)(iii)(ID; or 

“(i) voluntarily rescinded by the Indian 
tribe pursuant to the regulations promul- 
gated under paragraph (8)(B) (or successor 
regulations).’’; 

(C) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘date of 
disapproval’? and all that follows through 
the end of subparagraph (C) and inserting the 
following: ‘‘date of disapproval, provide the 
Indian tribe with— 

“(A) a detailed, written explanation of— 

“() each reason for the disapproval; and 

“(ii) the revisions or changes to the tribal 
energy resource agreement necessary to ad- 
dress each reason; and 

“(B) an opportunity to revise and resubmit 
the tribal energy resource agreement.”’’; 

(D) in paragraph (6)— 

(i) in subparagraph (B)— 

(I) by striking ‘‘(B) Subject to” and insert- 
ing the following: 

““(B) Subject only to”; and 

(II) by striking ‘‘subparagraph (D)’’ and in- 
serting ‘“‘subparagraphs (C) and (D)”’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (C), in the matter pre- 
ceding clause (i), by inserting ‘‘to perform 
the obligations of the Secretary under this 
section and’’ before ‘‘to ensure”; and 

(iii) in subparagraph (D), by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(iii) Nothing in this section absolves, lim- 
its, or otherwise affects the liability, if any, 
of the United States for any— 

“(I) term of any lease, business agreement, 
or right-of-way under this section that is not 
a negotiated term; or 

“(ID) losses that are not the result of a ne- 
gotiated term, including losses resulting 
from the failure of the Secretary to perform 
an obligation of the Secretary under this 
section.’’; 

(E) in paragraph (7)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking “has 
demonstrated’’ and inserting ‘‘the Secretary 
determines has demonstrated with substan- 
tial evidence’’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘any 
tribal remedy” and inserting ‘‘all remedies 
(if any) provided under the laws of the Indian 
tribe”; 

(iii) in subparagraph (D)— 

(I) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘determine’’ 
and all that follows through the end of the 
clause and inserting the following: ‘‘deter- 
mine— 

“(ID) whether the petitioner is an interested 
party; and 

“(II) if the petitioner is an interested 
party, whether the Indian tribe is not in 
compliance with the tribal energy resource 
agreement as alleged in the petition.”’; 

(II) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘determina- 
tion” and inserting ‘‘determinations’’; and 

(III) in clause (iii), in the matter preceding 
subclause (I) by striking ‘‘agreement’’ the 
first place it appears and all that follows 
through ‘‘, including” and inserting ‘‘agree- 
ment pursuant to clause (i), the Secretary 
shall only take such action as the Secretary 
determines necessary to address the claims 
of noncompliance made in the petition, in- 
cluding’’; 

(iv) in subparagraph (E)(i), by striking 
“the manner in which” and inserting ‘‘, with 
respect to each claim made in the petition, 
how”; and 

(v) by adding at the end the following: 

“(G) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this paragraph, the Secretary shall dis- 
miss any petition from an interested party 
that has agreed with the Indian tribe to a 
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resolution of the claims presented in the pe- 
tition of that party.”’; 

(F) in paragraph (8)— 

(i) by striking subparagraph (A); 

(ii) by redesignating subparagraphs (B) 
through (D) as subparagraphs (A) through 
(C), respectively; and 

(iii) in subparagraph (A) (as redesignated 
by clause (ii))— 

(I) in clause (i), by striking “and” at the 
end; 

(II) in clause (ii), by adding ‘‘and’’ after the 
semicolon; and 

(III) by adding at the end the following: 

“(iii) amend an approved tribal energy re- 
source agreement to assume authority for 
approving leases, business agreements, or 
rights-of-way for development of another en- 
ergy resource that is not included in an ap- 
proved tribal energy resource agreement 
without being required to apply for a new 
tribal energy resource agreement;’’ and 

(G) by adding at the end the following: 

“(9) EFFECT.—Nothing in this section au- 
thorizes the Secretary to deny a tribal en- 
ergy resource agreement or any amendment 
to a tribal energy resource agreement, or to 
limit the effect or implementation of this 
section, due to lack of promulgated regula- 
tions.’’; 

(5) by redesignating subsection (g) as sub- 
section (j); and 

(6) by inserting after subsection (f) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(¢) FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE IN LIEU OF AC- 
TIVITIES BY THE SECRETARY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Any amounts that the 
Secretary would otherwise expend to operate 
or carry out any program, function, service, 
or activity (or any portion of a program, 
function, service, or activity) of the Depart- 
ment that, as a result of an Indian tribe car- 
rying out activities under a tribal energy re- 
source agreement, the Secretary does not ex- 
pend, the Secretary shall, at the request of 
the Indian tribe, make available to the In- 
dian tribe in accordance with this sub- 
section. 

‘(2) ANNUAL FUNDING AGREEMENTS.—The 
Secretary shall make the amounts described 
in paragraph (1) available to an Indian tribe 
through an annual written funding agree- 
ment that is negotiated and entered into 
with the Indian tribe that is separate from 
the tribal energy resource agreement. 

‘(3) EFFECT OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Notwith- 
standing paragraph (1)— 

“(A) the provision of amounts to an Indian 
tribe under this subsection is subject to the 
availability of appropriations; and 

‘“(B) the Secretary shall not be required to 
reduce amounts for programs, functions, 
services, or activities that serve any other 
Indian tribe to make amounts available to 
an Indian tribe under this subsection. 

‘(4) DETERMINATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall cal- 
culate the amounts under paragraph (1) in 
accordance with the regulations adopted 
under section 103(b) of the Indian Tribal En- 
ergy Development and Self-Determination 
Act Amendments of 2015. 

‘“(B) APPLICABILITY.—The effective date or 
implementation of a tribal energy resource 
agreement under this section shall not be de- 
layed or otherwise affected by— 

“(i) a delay in the promulgation of regula- 
tions under section 103(b) of the Indian Trib- 
al Energy Development and Self-Determina- 
tion Act Amendments of 2015; 

“(ii) the period of time needed by the Sec- 
retary to make the calculation required 
under paragraph (1); or 

“(iii) the adoption of a funding agreement 
under paragraph (2). 
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‘(h) CERTIFICATION OF TRIBAL ENERGY DE- 
VELOPMENT ORGANIZATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date on which an Indian tribe sub- 
mits an application for certification of a 
tribal energy development organization in 
accordance with regulations promulgated 
under section 103(b) of the Indian Tribal En- 
ergy Development and Self-Determination 
Act Amendments of 2015, the Secretary shall 
approve or disapprove the application. 

‘“(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary shall 
approve an application for certification if— 

“(A)(i) the Indian tribe has carried out a 
contract or compact under title I or IV of 
the Indian Self-Determination and Edu- 
cation Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450 et seq.); 
and 

‘“(ii) for a period of not less than 3 consecu- 
tive years ending on the date on which the 
Indian tribe submits the application, the 
contract or compact— 

“(I) has been carried out by the Indian 
tribe without material audit exceptions (or 
without any material audit exceptions that 
were not corrected within the 3-year period); 
and 

“(II) has included programs or activities 
relating to the management of tribal land; 
and 

‘(B)(i) the tribal energy development orga- 
nization is organized under the laws of the 
Indian tribe; 

“(ii)(1) the majority of the interest in the 
tribal energy development organization is 
owned and controlled by the Indian tribe (or 
the Indian tribe and 1 or more other Indian 
tribes) the tribal land of which is being de- 
veloped; and 

“(ID) the organizing document of the tribal 
energy development organization requires 
that the Indian tribe with jurisdiction over 
the land maintain at all times the control- 
ling interest in the tribal energy develop- 
ment organization; 

“(iii) the organizing document of the tribal 
energy development organization requires 
that the Indian tribe (or the Indian tribe and 
1 or more other Indian tribes) the tribal land 
of which is being developed own and control 
at all times a majority of the interest in the 
tribal energy development organization; and 

“(iv) the organizing document of the tribal 
energy development organization includes a 
statement that the organization shall be 
subject to the jurisdiction, laws, and author- 
ity of the Indian tribe. 

‘(3) ACTION BY SECRETARY.—If the Sec- 
retary approves an application for certifi- 
cation pursuant to paragraph (2), the Sec- 
retary shall, not more than 10 days after 
making the determination— 

“(A) issue a certification stating that— 

“(i) the tribal energy development organi- 
zation is organized under the laws of the In- 
dian tribe and subject to the jurisdiction, 
laws, and authority of the Indian tribe; 

“(ii) the majority of the interest in the 
tribal energy development organization is 
owned and controlled by the Indian tribe (or 
the Indian tribe and 1 or more other Indian 
tribes) the tribal land of which is being de- 
veloped; 

“(iii) the organizing document of the tribal 
energy development organization requires 
that the Indian tribe with jurisdiction over 
the land maintain at all times the control- 
ling interest in the tribal energy develop- 
ment organization; 

“(iv) the organizing document of the tribal 
energy development organization requires 
that the Indian tribe (or the Indian tribe and 
1 or more other Indian tribes the tribal land 
of which is being developed) own and control 
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at all times a majority of the interest in the 
tribal energy development organization; and 

“(v) the certification is issued pursuant 
this subsection; 

“(B) deliver a copy of the certification to 
the Indian tribe; and 

“(C) publish the certification in the Fed- 
eral Register. 

“(i) SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY.—Nothing in this 
section waives the sovereign immunity of an 
Indian tribe.’’. 

(b) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of the Indian 
Tribal Energy Development and Self-Deter- 
mination Act Amendments of 2015, the Sec- 
retary shall promulgate or update any regu- 
lations that are necessary to implement this 
section, including provisions to implement— 

(1) section 2604(e)(8) of the Energy Policy 
Act of 1992 (25 U.S.C. 3504(e)(8)), including the 
process to be followed by an Indian tribe 
amending an existing tribal energy resource 
agreement to assume authority for approv- 
ing leases, business agreements, or rights-of- 
way for development of an energy resource 
that is not included in the tribal energy re- 
source agreement; 

(2) section 2604(g¢) of the Energy Policy Act 
of 1992 (25 U.S.C. 3504(g)) including the man- 
ner in which the Secretary, at the request of 
an Indian tribe, shall— 

(A) identify the programs, functions, serv- 
ices, and activities (or any portions of pro- 
grams, functions, services, or activities) that 
the Secretary will not have to operate or 
carry out as a result of the Indian tribe car- 
rying out activities under a tribal energy re- 
source agreement; 

(B) identify the amounts that the Sec- 
retary would have otherwise expended to op- 
erate or carry out each program, function, 
service, and activity (or any portion of a pro- 
gram, function, service, or activity) identi- 
fied pursuant to subparagraph (A); and 

(C) provide to the Indian tribe a list of the 
programs, functions, services, and activities 
(or any portions of programs, functions, 
services, or activities) identified pursuant 
subparagraph (A) and the amounts associ- 
ated with each program, function, service, 
and activity (or any portion of a program, 
function, service, or activity) identified pur- 
suant to subparagraph (B); and 

(3) section 2604(h) of the Energy Policy Act 
of 1992 (25 U.S.C. 3504(h)), including the proc- 
ess to be followed by, and any applicable cri- 
teria and documentation required for, an In- 
dian tribe to request and obtain the certifi- 
cation described in that section. 

SEC. 104. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR INDIAN 
TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS. 

Section 2602(b) of the Energy Policy Act of 
1992 (25 U.S.C. 3502(b)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through 
(6) as paragraphs (4) through (7), respec- 
tively; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(3) TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC RE- 
SOURCES.—In addition to providing grants to 
Indian tribes under this subsection, the Sec- 
retary shall collaborate with the Directors of 
the National Laboratories in making the full 
array of technical and scientific resources of 
the Department of Energy available for trib- 
al energy activities and projects.’’. 

SEC. 105. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) DEFINITION OF TRIBAL ENERGY DEVELOP- 
MENT ORGANIZATION.—Section 2601 of the En- 
ergy Policy Act of 1992 (25 U.S.C. 3501) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (9) through 
(12) as paragraphs (10) through (13), respec- 
tively; 
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(2) by inserting after paragraph (8) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(9) The term ‘qualified Indian tribe’ 
means an Indian tribe that has— 

“(A) carried out a contract or compact 
under title I or IV of the Indian Self Deter- 
mination and Education Assistance Act (25 
U.S.C. 450 et seq.) for a period of not less 
than 3 consecutive years ending on the date 
on which the Indian tribe submits the appli- 
cation without material audit exception (or 
without any material audit exceptions that 
were not corrected within the 3-year period) 
relating to the management of tribal land or 
natural resources; or 

‘“(B) substantial experience in the adminis- 
tration, review, or evaluation of energy re- 
source leases or agreements or has otherwise 
substantially participated in the administra- 
tion, management, or development of energy 
resources located on the tribal land of the 
Indian tribe.’’; and 

(3) by striking paragraph (12) (as redesig- 
nated by paragraph (1)) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(12) The term ‘tribal energy development 
organization’ means— 

“(A) any enterprise, partnership, consor- 
tium, corporation, or other type of business 
organization that is engaged in the develop- 
ment of energy resources and is wholly 
owned by an Indian tribe (including an orga- 
nization incorporated pursuant to section 17 
of the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934 (25 
U.S.C. 477) or section 3 of the Act of June 26, 
1936 (25 U.S.C. 503) (commonly known as the 
‘Oklahoma Indian Welfare Act’)); and 

“(B) any organization of 2 or more entities, 
at least 1 of which is an Indian tribe, that 
has the written consent of the governing 
bodies of all Indian tribes participating in 
the organization to apply for a grant, loan, 
or other assistance under section 2602 or to 
enter into a lease or business agreement 
with, or acquire a right-of-way from, an In- 
dian tribe pursuant to subsection (a)(2)(A)(ii) 
or (b)(2)(B) of section 2604.’’. 

(b) INDIAN TRIBAL ENERGY RESOURCE DE- 
VELOPMENT.—Section 2602 of the Energy Pol- 
icy Act of 1992 (25 U.S.C. 3502) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘tribal en- 
ergy resource development organizations” 
and inserting ‘‘tribal energy development or- 
ganizations’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘tribal en- 
ergy resource development organizations” 
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘tribal 
energy development organizations”; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(2), by striking ‘‘tribal 
energy resource development organization” 
and inserting ‘‘tribal energy development or- 
ganization”. 

(c) WIND AND HYDROPOWER FEASIBILITY 
STUDY.—Section 2606(c)(3) of the Energy Pol- 
icy Act of 1992 (25 U.S.C. 3506(c)(3)) is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘energy resource develop- 
ment” and inserting ‘‘energy development”. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
2604(e) of the Energy Policy Act of 1992 (25 
U.S.C. 3504(e)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(3) The Secretary” and in- 
serting the following: 

‘(3) NOTICE AND COMMENT; SECRETARIAL RE- 
VIEW.—The Secretary”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘for approval’’; 

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘(4) If the 
Secretary” and inserting the following: 

‘(4) ACTION IN CASE OF DISAPPROVAL.—If 
the Secretary”; 

(3) in paragraph (5)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(5) If an Indian tribe” and 
inserting the following: 
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‘(5) PROVISION OF DOCUMENTS TO SEC- 
RETARY.—If an Indian tribe”; and 

(B) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking ‘‘approved’’ and inserting 
“in effect”; 

(4) in paragraph (6)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(6)(A) In carrying out” 
and inserting the following: 

‘(6) SECRETARIAL OBLIGATIONS AND EFFECT 
OF SECTION.— 

“(A) In carrying out’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (A), by 
clauses (i) and (ii) appropriately; 

(C) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘ap- 
proved” and inserting ‘‘in effect”; and 

(D) in subparagraph (D)— 

(i) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘an approved 
tribal energy resource agreement” and in- 
serting ‘‘a tribal energy resource agreement 
in effect under this section”; and 

(ii) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘approved by 
the Secretary” and inserting ‘‘in effect”; and 

(5) in paragraph (7)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(7)(A) In this paragraph’’ 
and inserting the following: 

‘*(7) PETITIONS BY INTERESTED PARTIES.— 

“(A) In this paragraph’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘ap- 
proved by the Secretary” and inserting ‘‘in 
effect’’; 

(C) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘ap- 
proved by the Secretary” and inserting ‘‘in 
effect’’; and 

(D) in subparagraph (D)(iii)— 

(i) in subclause (I), by striking ‘‘approved’”’; 
and 

(ii) in subclause (II)— 

(I) by striking ‘‘approval of’’ in the first 
place it appears; and 

(II) by striking ‘‘subsection (a) or (b)’’ and 
inserting “subsection (a)(2)(A)(G) or 
MDA)”. 

SEC. 106. REPORT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of the Interior shall submit to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs of the Senate 
and the Committee on Natural Resources of 
the House of Representatives a report that 
details with respect to activities for energy 
development on Indian land, how the Depart- 
ment of the Interior— 

(1) processes and completes the reviews of 
energy-related documents in a timely and 
transparent manner; 

(2) monitors the timeliness of agency re- 
view for all energy-related documents; 

(3) maintains databases to track and mon- 
itor the review and approval process for en- 
ergy-related documents associated with con- 
ventional and renewable Indian energy re- 
sources that require Secretarial approval 
prior to development, including— 

(A) any seismic exploration permits; 

(B) permission to survey; 

(C) archeological and cultural surveys; 

(D) access permits; 

(E) environmental assessments; 

(F) oil and gas leases; 

(G) surface leases; 

(H) rights-of-way agreements; and 

(I) communitization agreements; 

(4) identifies in the databases— 

(A) the date lease applications and permits 
are received by the agency; 

(B) the status of the review; 

(C) the date the application or permit is 
considered complete and ready for review; 

(D) the date of approval; and 

(E) the start and end dates for any signifi- 
cant delays in the review process; 

(5) tracks in the databases, for all energy- 
related leases, agreements, applications, and 
permits that involve multiple agency re- 
view— 
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(A) the dates documents are transferred be- 
tween agencies; 

(B) the status of the review; 

(C) the date the required reviews are com- 
pleted; and 

(D) the date interim or final decisions are 
issued. 

(b) INCLUSIONS.—The report under sub- 
section (a) shall include— 

(1) a description of any intermediate and 
final deadlines for agency action on any Sec- 
retarial review and approval required for In- 
dian conventional and renewable energy ex- 
ploration and development activities; 

(2) a description of the existing geographic 
database established by the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, explaining— 

(A) how the database identifies— 

(i) the location and ownership of all Indian 
oil and gas resources held in trust; 

(ii) resources available for lease; and 

(iii) the location of— 

(I) any lease of land held in trust or re- 
stricted fee on behalf of any Indian tribe or 
individual Indian; and 

(I) any rights-of-way on that land in ef- 
fect; 

(B) how the information from the database 
is made available to— 

(i) the officials of the Bureau of Indian Af- 
fairs with responsibility over the manage- 
ment and development of Indian resources; 
and 

(ii) resource owners; and 

(C) any barriers to identifying the informa- 
tion described in subparagraphs (A) and (B) 
or any deficiencies in that information; and 

(3) an evaluation of— 

(A) the ability of each applicable agency to 
track and monitor the review and approval 
process of the agency for Indian energy de- 
velopment; and 

(B) the extent to which each applicable 
agency complies with any intermediate and 
final deadlines. 

TITLE II—MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS 
SEC. 201. ISSUANCE OF PRELIMINARY PERMITS 
OR LICENSES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7(a) of the Fed- 
eral Power Act (16 U.S.C. 800(a)) is amended 
by striking “States and municipalities” and 
inserting ‘‘States, Indian tribes, and munici- 
palities’’. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall not affect— 

(1) any preliminary permit or original li- 
cense issued before the date of enactment of 
the Indian Tribal Energy Development and 
Self-Determination Act Amendments of 2015; 
or 

(2) an application for an original license, if 
the Commission has issued a notice accept- 
ing that application for filing pursuant to 
section 4.32(d) of title 18, Code of Federal 
Regulations (or successor regulations), be- 
fore the date of enactment of the Indian 
Tribal Energy Development and Self-Deter- 
mination Act Amendments of 2015. 

(c) DEFINITION OF INDIAN TRIBE.—For pur- 
poses of section 7(a) of the Federal Power 
Act (16 U.S.C. 800(a)) (as amended by sub- 
section (a)), the term ‘‘Indian tribe” has the 
meaning given the term in section 4 of the 
Indian Self-Determination and Education 
Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b). 

SEC. 202. TRIBAL BIOMASS DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECT. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to establish a biomass demonstration 
project for federally recognized Indian tribes 
and Alaska Native corporations to promote 
biomass energy production. 

(b) TRIBAL BIOMASS DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECT.—The Tribal Forest Protection Act 
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of 2004 (Public Law 108-278; 118 Stat. 868) is 
amended— 

(1) in section 2(a), by striking ‘‘In this sec- 
tion” and inserting ‘‘In this Act”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“SEC. 3. TRIBAL BIOMASS DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECT. 

“(a) STEWARDSHIP CONTRACTS OR SIMILAR 
AGREEMENTS.—For each of fiscal years 2016 
through 2020, the Secretary shall enter into 
stewardship contracts or similar agreements 
(excluding direct service contracts) with In- 
dian tribes to carry out demonstration 
projects to promote biomass energy produc- 
tion (including biofuel, heat, and electricity 
generation) on Indian forest land and in 
nearby communities by providing reliable 
supplies of woody biomass from Federal land. 

‘(b) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.—In each 
fiscal year for which projects are authorized, 
at least 4 new demonstration projects that 
meet the eligibility criteria described in sub- 
section (c) shall be carried out under con- 
tracts or agreements described in subsection 
(a). 
‘(c) ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA.—To be eligible 
to enter into a contract or agreement under 
this section, an Indian tribe shall submit to 
the Secretary an application— 

“(1) containing such information as the 
Secretary may require; and 

‘(2) that includes a description of— 

“(A) the Indian forest land or rangeland 
under the jurisdiction of the Indian tribe; 
and 

‘(B) the demonstration project proposed to 
be carried out by the Indian tribe. 

““(d) SELECTION.—In evaluating the applica- 
tions submitted under subsection (c), the 
Secretary shall— 

“(1) take into consideration— 

“(A) the factors set forth in paragraphs (1) 
and (2) of section 2(e); and 

‘“(B) whether a proposed project would— 

“(i) increase the availability or reliability 
of local or regional energy; 

“(ii) enhance the economic development of 
the Indian tribe; 

“(iii) result in or improve the connection 
of electric power transmission facilities serv- 
ing the Indian tribe with other electric 
transmission facilities; 

“(iv) improve the forest health or water- 
sheds of Federal land or Indian forest land or 
rangeland; 

“(v) demonstrate new investments in infra- 
structure; or 

“(vi) otherwise promote the use of woody 
biomass; and 

“(2) exclude from consideration any mer- 
chantable logs that have been identified by 
the Secretary for commercial sale. 

“(e) IMPLEMENTATION.—The 
shall— 

“(1) ensure that the criteria described in 
subsection (c) are publicly available by not 
later than 120 days after the date of enact- 
ment of this section; and 

“(2) to the maximum extent practicable, 
consult with Indian tribes and appropriate 
intertribal organizations likely to be af- 
fected in developing the application and oth- 
erwise carrying out this section. 

““(f) REPORT.—Not later than September 20, 
2018, the Secretary shall submit to Congress 
a report that describes, with respect to the 
reporting period— 

“(1) each individual tribal application re- 
ceived under this section; and 

“(2) each contract and agreement entered 
into pursuant to this section. 

‘“(g) INCORPORATION OF MANAGEMENT 
PLANS.—In carrying out a contract or agree- 
ment under this section, on receipt of a re- 
quest from an Indian tribe, the Secretary 
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shall incorporate into the contract or agree- 
ment, to the maximum extent practicable, 
management plans (including forest manage- 
ment and integrated resource management 
plans) in effect on the Indian forest land or 
rangeland of the respective Indian tribe. 

“(h) TERM.—A contract or agreement en- 
tered into under this section— 

“(1) shall be for a term of not more than 20 
years; and 

“(2) may be renewed in accordance with 
this section for not more than an additional 
10 years.’’. 

(c) ALASKA NATIVE BIOMASS DEMONSTRA- 
TION PROJECT.— 

(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 

(A) FEDERAL LAND.—The term ‘‘Federal 
land” means— 

(i) land of the National Forest System (as 
defined in section 1ll(a) of the Forest and 
Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning 
Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 1609(a)) administered by 
the Secretary of Agriculture, acting through 
the Chief of the Forest Service; and 

(ii) public lands (as defined in section 103 of 
the Federal Land Policy Management Act of 
1976 (43 U.S.C. 1702)), the surface of which is 
administered by the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior, acting through the Director of the Bu- 
reau of Land Management. 

(B) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘‘Indian tribe” 
has the meaning given the term in section 4 
of the Indian Self-Determination and Edu- 
cation Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b). 

(C) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means— 

(i) the Secretary of Agriculture, with re- 
spect to land under the jurisdiction of the 
Forest Service; and 

(ii) the Secretary of the Interior, with re- 
spect to land under the jurisdiction of the 
Bureau of Land Management. 

(D) TRIBAL ORGANIZATION.—The term ‘‘trib- 
al organization” has the meaning given the 
term in section 4 of the Indian Self-Deter- 
mination and Education Assistance Act (25 
U.S.C. 450b). 

(2) AGREEMENTS.—For each of fiscal years 
2016 through 2020, the Secretary shall enter 
into an agreement or contract with an In- 
dian tribe or a tribal organization to carry 
out a demonstration project to promote bio- 
mass energy production (including biofuel, 
heat, and electricity generation) by pro- 
viding reliable supplies of woody biomass 
from Federal land. 

(3) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.—In each fis- 
cal year for which projects are authorized, at 
least 1 new demonstration project that 
meets the eligibility criteria described in 
paragraph (4) shall be carried out under con- 
tracts or agreements described in paragraph 
(2). 

(4) ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA.—To be eligible to 
enter into a contract or agreement under 
this subsection, an Indian tribe or tribal or- 
ganization shall submit to the Secretary an 
application— 

(A) containing such information as the 
Secretary may require; and 

(B) that includes a description of the dem- 
onstration project proposed to be carried out 
by the Indian tribe or tribal organization. 

(5) SELECTION.—In evaluating the applica- 
tions submitted under paragraph (4), the Sec- 
retary shall— 

(A) take into consideration whether a pro- 
posed project would— 

(i) increase the availability or reliability 
of local or regional energy; 

(ii) enhance the economic development of 
the Indian tribe; 

(iii) result in or improve the connection of 
electric power transmission facilities serving 
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the Indian tribe with other electric trans- 
mission facilities; 

(iv) improve the forest health or water- 
sheds of Federal land or non-Federal land; 

(v) demonstrate new investments in infra- 
structure; or 

(vi) otherwise promote the use of woody 
biomass; and 

(B) exclude from consideration any mer- 
chantable logs that have been identified by 
the Secretary for commercial sale. 

(6) IMPLEMENTATION.—The 
shall— 

(A) ensure that the criteria described in 
paragraph (4) are publicly available by not 
later than 120 days after the date of enact- 
ment of this subsection; and 

(B) to the maximum extent practicable, 
consult with Indian tribes and appropriate 
tribal organizations likely to be affected in 
developing the application and otherwise 
carrying out this subsection. 

(7) REPORT.—Not later than September 20, 
2018, the Secretary shall submit to Congress 
a report that describes, with respect to the 
reporting period— 

(A) each individual application received 
under this subsection; and 

(B) each contract and agreement entered 
into pursuant to this subsection. 

(8) TERM.—A contract or agreement en- 
tered into under this subsection— 

(A) shall be for a term of not more than 20 
years; and 

(B) may be renewed in accordance with 
this subsection for not more than an addi- 
tional 10 years. 

SEC. 203. WEATHERIZATION PROGRAM. 

Section 413(d) of the Energy Conservation 
and Production Act (42 U.S.C. 6863(d)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

‘“(1) RESERVATION OF AMOUNTS.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B) and notwithstanding any other provision 
of this part, the Secretary shall reserve from 
amounts that would otherwise be allocated 
to a State under this part not less than 100 
percent, but not more than 150 percent, of an 
amount which bears the same proportion to 
the allocation of that State for the applica- 
ble fiscal year as the population of all low- 
income members of an Indian tribe in that 
State bears to the population of all low-in- 
come individuals in that State. 

“(B)  RESTRICTIONS.—Subparagraph 
shall apply only if— 

“(j) the tribal organization serving the 
low-income members of the applicable Indian 
tribe requests that the Secretary make a 
grant directly; and 

“Gi) the Secretary determines that the 
low-income members of the applicable Indian 
tribe would be equally or better served by 
making a grant directly than a grant made 
to the State in which the low-income mem- 
bers reside. 

“(C) PRESUMPTION.—If the tribal organiza- 
tion requesting the grant is a tribally des- 
ignated housing entity (as defined in section 
4 of the Native American Housing Assistance 
and Self-Determination Act of 1996 (25 U.S.C. 
4103)) that has operated without material 
audit exceptions (or without any material 
audit exceptions that were not corrected 
within a 3-year period), the Secretary shall 
presume that the low-income members of the 
applicable Indian tribe would be equally or 
better served by making a grant directly to 
the tribal organization than by a grant made 
to the State in which the low-income mem- 
bers reside.’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 
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(A) by striking ‘‘The sums” and inserting 
‘“‘ADMINISTRATION.—The amounts’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘on the basis of his deter- 
mination’’; 

(C) by striking ‘‘individuals for whom such 
a determination has been made” and insert- 
ing ‘‘low-income members of the Indian 
tribe”; and 

(D) by striking “he” and inserting ‘‘the 
Secretary”; and 

(3) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘In order’’ 
and inserting ‘‘APPLICATION.—In order”. 

SEC. 204. APPRAISALS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title XXVI of the Energy 
Policy Act of 1992 (25 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
“SEC. 2607. APPRAISALS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—For any transaction 
that requires approval of the Secretary and 
involves mineral or energy resources held in 
trust by the United States for the benefit of 
an Indian tribe or by an Indian tribe subject 
to Federal restrictions against alienation, 
any appraisal relating to fair market value 
of those resources required to be prepared 
under applicable law may be prepared by— 

“(1) the Secretary; 

(2) the affected Indian tribe; or 

“(3) a certified, third-party appraiser pur- 
suant to a contract with the Indian tribe. 

‘“(_b) SECRETARIAL REVIEW AND APPROVAL.— 
Not later than 45 days after the date on 
which the Secretary receives an appraisal 
prepared by or for an Indian tribe under 
paragraph (2) or (3) of subsection (a), the Sec- 
retary shall— 

“(1) review the appraisal; and 

‘(2) approve the appraisal unless the Sec- 
retary determines that the appraisal fails to 
meet the standards set forth in regulations 
promulgated under subsection (d). 

“(c) NOTICE OF DISAPPROVAL.—If the Sec- 
retary determines that an appraisal sub- 
mitted for approval under subsection (b) 
should be disapproved, the Secretary shall 
give written notice of the disapproval to the 
Indian tribe and a description of— 

“(1) each reason for the disapproval; and 

‘(2) how the appraisal should be corrected 
or otherwise cured to meet the applicable 
standards set forth in the regulations pro- 
mulgated under subsection (d). 

‘“(d) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
promulgate regulations to carry out this sec- 
tion, including standards the Secretary shall 
use for approving or disapproving the ap- 
praisal described in subsection (a).’’. 

SEC. 205. LEASES OF RESTRICTED LANDS FOR 
NAVAJO NATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (e)(1) of the 
first section of the Act of August 9, 1955 
(commonly known as the ‘‘Long-Term Leas- 
ing Act’’) (25 U.S.C. 415(e)(1)), is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘, except a lease for” and 
inserting ‘‘, including a lease for’’; 

(2) by striking subparagraph (A) and in- 
serting the following: 

“(A) in the case of a business or agricul- 
tural lease, 99 years;’’; 

(3) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(C) in the case of a lease for the explo- 
ration, development, or extraction of any 
mineral resource (including geothermal re- 
sources), 25 years, except that— 

“(i) any such lease may include an option 
to renew for 1 additional term of not to ex- 
ceed 25 years; and 

“(ii) any such lease for the exploration, de- 
velopment, or extraction of an oil or gas re- 
source shall be for a term of not to exceed 10 
years, plus such additional period as the 
Navajo Nation determines to be appropriate 
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in any case in which an oil or gas resource is 
produced in a paying quantity.’’. 

(b) GAO REPORT.—Not later than 5 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
shall prepare and submit to Congress a re- 
port describing the progress made in car- 
rying out the amendment made by sub- 
section (a). 

SEC. 206. EXTENSION OF TRIBAL LEASE PERIOD 
FOR THE CROW TRIBE OF MONTANA. 

Subsection (a) of the first section of the 
Act of August 9, 1955 (25 U.S.C. 415(a)), is 
amended in the second sentence by inserting 
“, land held in trust for the Crow Tribe of 
Montana” after ‘‘Devils Lake Sioux Reserva- 
tion”. 

SEC. 207. TRUST STATUS OF LEASE PAYMENTS. 

(a) DEFINITION OF SECRETARY.—In this sec- 
tion, the term “Secretary” means the Sec- 
retary of the Interior. 

(b) TREATMENT OF LEASE PAYMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2) and at the request of the In- 
dian tribe or individual Indian, any advance 
payments, bid deposits, or other earnest 
money received by the Secretary in connec- 
tion with the review and Secretarial ap- 
proval under any other Federal law (includ- 
ing regulations) of a sale, lease, permit, or 
any other conveyance of any interest in any 
trust or restricted land of any Indian tribe or 
individual Indian shall, upon receipt and 
prior to Secretarial approval of the contract 
or conveyance instrument, be held in the 
trust fund system for the benefit of the In- 
dian tribe and individual Indian from whose 
land the funds were generated. 

(2) RESTRICTION.—If the advance payment, 
bid deposit, or other earnest money received 
by the Secretary results from competitive 
bidding, upon selection of the successful bid- 
der, only the funds paid by the successful 
bidder shall be held in the trust fund system. 

(c) USE OF FUNDS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—On the approval of the 
Secretary of a contract or other instrument 
for a sale, lease, permit, or any other con- 
veyance described in subsection (b)(1), the 
funds held in the trust fund system and de- 
scribed in subsection (b), along with all in- 
come generated from the investment of those 
funds, shall be disbursed to the Indian tribe 
or individual Indian landowners. 

(2) ADMINISTRATION.—If a contract or other 
instrument for a sale, lease, permit, or any 
other conveyance described in subsection 
(b)(1) is not approved by the Secretary, the 
funds held in the trust fund system and de- 
scribed in subsection (b), along with all in- 
come generated from the investment of those 
funds, shall be paid to the party identified 
in, and in such amount and on such terms as 
set out in, the applicable regulations, adver- 
tisement, or other notice governing the pro- 
posed conveyance of the interest in the land 
at issue. 

(d) APPLICABILITY.—This section shall 
apply to any advance payment, bid deposit, 
or other earnest money received by the Sec- 
retary in connection with the review and 
Secretarial approval under any other Fed- 
eral law (including regulations) of a sale, 
lease, permit, or any other conveyance of 
any interest in any trust or restricted land 
of any Indian tribe or individual Indian on or 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 


SA 2715. Mr. PAUL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 754, to improve cyber- 
security in the United States through 
enhanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
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purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 


At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. _. PROHIBITION ON THE INDEFINITE DE- 
TENTION OF CITIZENS AND LAWFUL 
PERMANENT RESIDENTS. 

Section 4001 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting 
the following: 

“(a) No citizen or lawful permanent resi- 
dent shall be imprisoned or otherwise de- 
tained by the United States except con- 
sistent with the Constitution and pursuant 
to an Act of Congress that expressly author- 
izes such imprisonment or detention.’’; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub- 
section (c); and 

(3) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol- 
lowing: 

“*(b)(1) A general authorization to use mili- 
tary force, a declaration of war, or any simi- 
lar authority, on its own, shall not be con- 
strued to authorize the imprisonment or de- 
tention without charge or trial of a citizen 
or lawful permanent resident of the United 
States apprehended in the United States. 

“(2) Paragraph (1) applies to an authoriza- 
tion to use military force, a declaration of 
war, or any similar authority enacted before, 
on, or after the date of the enactment of the 
Cybersecurity Information Sharing Act of 
2015. 

““(3) This section shall not be construed to 
authorize the imprisonment or detention of a 
citizen of the United States, a lawful perma- 
nent resident of the United States, or any 
other person who is apprehended in the 
United States.’’. 


SA 2716. Mr. BURR (for himself and 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN) proposed an amend- 
ment to the bill S. 754, to improve cy- 
bersecurity in the United States 
through enhanced sharing of informa- 
tion about cybersecurity threats, and 
for other purposes; as follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in- 
sert the following: 

SECTION 1. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents of this Act is as fol- 
lows: 

Sec. 1. Table of contents. 


TITLE I—CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION 
SHARING 


Short title. 

Definitions. 

Sharing of information by the Fed- 
eral Government. 

Authorizations for preventing, de- 
tecting, analyzing, and miti- 
gating cybersecurity threats. 

Sharing of cyber threat indicators 
and defensive measures with 
the Federal Government. 

Protection from liability. 

Oversight of Government activi- 
ties. 

Construction and preemption. 

Sec. 109. Report on cybersecurity threats. 

Sec. 110. Conforming amendment. 


TITLE II—FEDERAL CYBERSECURITY 


101. 
102. 
103. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 104. 


Sec. 105. 


106. 
107. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 108. 


ENHANCEMENT 

Sec. 201. Short title. 

Sec. 202. Definitions. 

Sec. 203. Improved Federal network secu- 
rity. 

Sec. 204. Advanced internal defenses. 

Sec. 205. Federal cybersecurity require- 
ments. 
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Sec. 206. Assessment; reports. 

Sec. 207. Termination. 

Sec. 208. Identification of information sys- 
tems relating to national secu- 
rity. 

Sec. 209. Direction to agencies. 

TITLE ITI—FEDERAL CYBERSECURITY 

WORKFORCE ASSESSMENT 

Sec. 301. Short title. 

Sec. 302. Definitions. 

Sec. 303. National cybersecurity workforce 

measurement initiative. 

Identification of cyber-related roles 

of critical need. 

Government Accountability Office 

status reports. 

TITLE IV—OTHER CYBER MATTERS 
Sec. 401. Study on mobile device security. 
Sec. 402. Department of State international 

cyberspace policy strategy. 

Apprehension and prosecution of 

international cyber criminals. 

Enhancement of emergency serv- 

ices. 

Improving cybersecurity 

health care industry. 

Sec. 406. Federal computer security. 

Sec. 407. Strategy to protect critical infra- 
structure at greatest risk. 

TITLE I—CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION 

SHARING 

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Cybersecu- 
rity Information Sharing Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 102. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 

(1) AGENCY.—The term ‘‘agency’’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 3502 of 
title 44, United States Code. 

(2) ANTITRUST LAWS.—The term ‘‘antitrust 
laws’’— 

(A) has the meaning given the term in sec- 
tion 1 of the Clayton Act (15 U.S.C. 12); 

(B) includes section 5 of the Federal Trade 
Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 45) to the extent 
that section 5 of that Act applies to unfair 
methods of competition; and 

(C) includes any State law that has the 
same intent and effect as the laws under sub- 
paragraphs (A) and (B). 

(3) APPROPRIATE FEDERAL ENTITIES.—The 
term ‘‘appropriate Federal entities’? means 
the following: 

(A) The Department of Commerce. 

(B) The Department of Defense. 

(C) The Department of Energy. 

(D) The Department of Homeland Security. 

(E) The Department of Justice. 

(F) The Department of the Treasury. 

(G) The Office of the Director of National 
Intelligence. 

(4) CYBERSECURITY PURPOSE.—The term 
“cybersecurity purpose” means the purpose 
of protecting an information system or infor- 
mation that is stored on, processed by, or 
transiting an information system from a cy- 
bersecurity threat or security vulnerability. 

(5) CYBERSECURITY THREAT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the term ‘‘cybersecurity 
threat’? means an action, not protected by 
the First Amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States, on or through an informa- 
tion system that may result in an unauthor- 
ized effort to adversely impact the security, 
availability, confidentiality, or integrity of 
an information system or information that 
is stored on, processed by, or transiting an 
information system. 

(B) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘‘cybersecurity 
threat” does not include any action that 
solely involves a violation of a consumer 
term of service or a consumer licensing 
agreement. 


Sec. 304. 


Sec. 305. 


. 403. 
. 404. 


. 405. in the 
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(6) CYBER THREAT INDICATOR.—The term 
“cyber threat indicator” means information 
that is necessary to describe or identify— 

(A) malicious reconnaissance, including 
anomalous patterns of communications that 
appear to be transmitted for the purpose of 
gathering technical information related to a 
cybersecurity threat or security vulner- 
ability; 

(B) a method of defeating a security con- 
trol or exploitation of a security vulner- 
ability; 

(C) a security vulnerability, including 
anomalous activity that appears to indicate 
the existence of a security vulnerability; 

(D) a method of causing a user with legiti- 
mate access to an information system or in- 
formation that is stored on, processed by, or 
transiting an information system to unwit- 
tingly enable the defeat of a security control 
or exploitation of a security vulnerability; 

(E) malicious cyber command and control; 

(F) the actual or potential harm caused by 
an incident, including a description of the in- 
formation exfiltrated as a result of a par- 
ticular cybersecurity threat; 

(G) any other attribute of a cybersecurity 
threat, if disclosure of such attribute is not 
otherwise prohibited by law; or 

(H) any combination thereof. 

(7) DEFENSIVE MEASURE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the term ‘‘defensive meas- 
ure” means an action, device, procedure, sig- 
nature, technique, or other measure applied 
to an information system or information 
that is stored on, processed by, or transiting 
an information system that detects, pre- 
vents, or mitigates a known or suspected cy- 
bersecurity threat or security vulnerability. 

(B) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘‘defensive meas- 
ure”? does not include a measure that de- 
stroys, renders unusable, provides unauthor- 
ized access to, or substantially harms an in- 
formation system or data on an information 
system not belonging to— 

(i) the private entity operating the meas- 
ure; or 

(ii) another entity or Federal entity that is 
authorized to provide consent and has pro- 
vided consent to that private entity for oper- 
ation of such measure. 

(8) ENTITY.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this paragraph, the term ‘‘entity”’ 
means any private entity, non-Federal gov- 
ernment agency or department, or State, 
tribal, or local government (including a po- 
litical subdivision, department, or compo- 
nent thereof). 

(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘entity’’ in- 
cludes a government agency or department 
of the District of Columbia, the Common- 
wealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, 
Guam, American Samoa, the Northern Mar- 
iana Islands, and any other territory or pos- 
session of the United States. 

(C) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘‘entity’’ does 
not include a foreign power as defined in sec- 
tion 101 of the Foreign Intelligence Surveil- 
lance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 1801). 

(9) FEDERAL ENTITY.—The term ‘‘Federal 
entity” means a department or agency of the 
United States or any component of such de- 
partment or agency. 

(10) INFORMATION SYSTEM.—The term ‘‘in- 
formation system’’— 

(A) has the meaning given the term in sec- 
tion 3502 of title 44, United States Code; and 

(B) includes industrial control systems, 
such as supervisory control and data acquisi- 
tion systems, distributed control systems, 
and programmable logic controllers. 

(11) LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—The term ‘‘local 
government” means any borough, city, coun- 
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ty, parish, town, township, village, or other 
political subdivision of a State. 

(12) MALICIOUS CYBER COMMAND AND CON- 
TROL.—The term ‘‘malicious cyber command 
and control” means a method for unauthor- 
ized remote identification of, access to, or 
use of, an information system or information 
that is stored on, processed by, or transiting 
an information system. 

(13) MALICIOUS RECONNAISSANCE.—The term 
‘malicious reconnaissance” means a method 
for actively probing or passively monitoring 
an information system for the purpose of dis- 
cerning security vulnerabilities of the infor- 
mation system, if such method is associated 
with a known or suspected cybersecurity 
threat. 

(14) MonITOR.—The term ‘‘monitor’’ means 
to acquire, identify, or scan, or to possess, 
information that is stored on, processed by, 
or transiting an information system. 

(15) PRIVATE ENTITY.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this paragraph, the term ‘‘private 
entity’? means any person or private group, 
organization, proprietorship, partnership, 
trust, cooperative, corporation, or other 
commercial or nonprofit entity, including an 
officer, employee, or agent thereof. 

(B) INCLUSION.—The term ‘‘private entity” 
includes a State, tribal, or local government 
performing electric or other utility services. 

(C) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘‘private entity” 
does not include a foreign power as defined 
in section 101 of the Foreign Intelligence 
Surveillance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 1801). 

(16) SECURITY CONTROL.—The term ‘‘secu- 
rity control’ means the management, oper- 
ational, and technical controls used to pro- 
tect against an unauthorized effort to ad- 
versely affect the confidentiality, integrity, 
and availability of an information system or 
its information. 

(17) SECURITY VULNERABILITY.—The term 
“security vulnerability’ means any at- 
tribute of hardware, software, process, or 
procedure that could enable or facilitate the 
defeat of a security control. 

(18) TRIBAL.—The term ‘‘tribal’’ has the 
meaning given the term ‘‘Indian tribe” in 
section 4 of the Indian Self-Determination 
and Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 
450b). 

SEC. 103. SHARING OF INFORMATION 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Consistent with the pro- 
tection of classified information, intel- 
ligence sources and methods, and privacy 
and civil liberties, the Director of National 
Intelligence, the Secretary of Homeland Se- 
curity, the Secretary of Defense, and the At- 
torney General, in consultation with the 
heads of the appropriate Federal entities, 
shall develop and promulgate procedures to 
facilitate and promote— 

(1) the timely sharing of classified cyber 
threat indicators in the possession of the 
Federal Government with cleared represent- 
atives of relevant entities; 

(2) the timely sharing with relevant enti- 
ties of cyber threat indicators or informa- 
tion in the possession of the Federal Govern- 
ment that may be declassified and shared at 
an unclassified level; 

(3) the sharing with relevant entities, or 
the public if appropriate, of unclassified, in- 
cluding controlled unclassified, cyber threat 
indicators in the possession of the Federal 
Government; 

(4) the sharing with entities, if appro- 
priate, of information in the possession of 
the Federal Government about cybersecurity 
threats to such entities to prevent or miti- 
gate adverse effects from such cybersecurity 
threats; and 
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(5) the period sharing, through publication 
and targeted outreach, of cybersecurity best 
practices that are developed based on ongo- 
ing analysis of cyber threat indicators and 
information in possession of the Federal 
Government, with attention to accessibility 
and implementation challenges faced by 
small business concerns (as defined in sec- 
tion 3 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
532)). 

(b) DEVELOPMENT OF PROCEDURES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The procedures developed 
and promulgated under subsection (a) shall— 

(A) ensure the Federal Government has 
and maintains the capability to share cyber 
threat indicators in real time consistent 
with the protection of classified information; 

(B) incorporate, to the greatest extent 
practicable, existing processes and existing 
roles and responsibilities of Federal and non- 
Federal entities for information sharing by 
the Federal Government, including sector 
specific information sharing and analysis 
centers; 

(C) include procedures for notifying, in a 
timely manner, entities that have received a 
cyber threat indicator from a Federal entity 
under this title that is known or determined 
to be in error or in contravention of the re- 
quirements of this title or another provision 
of Federal law or policy of such error or con- 
travention; 

(D) include requirements for Federal enti- 
ties sharing cyber threat indicators or defen- 
sive measures to implement and utilize secu- 
rity controls to protect against unauthorized 
access to or acquisition of such cyber threat 
indicators or defensive measures; 

(E) include procedures that require a Fed- 
eral entity, prior to the sharing of a cyber 
threat indicator— 

(i) to review such cyber threat indicator to 
assess whether such cyber threat indicator 
contains any information that such Federal 
entity knows at the time of sharing to be 
personal information or information that 
identifies a specific person not directly re- 
lated to a cybersecurity threat and remove 
such information; or 

(ii) to implement and utilize a technical 
capability configured to remove any per- 
sonal information or information that iden- 
tifies a specific person not directly related to 
a cybersecurity threat; and 

(F) include procedures for notifying, in a 
timely manner, any United States person 
whose personal information is known or de- 
termined to have been shared by a Federal 
entity in violation of this Act. 

(2) COORDINATION.—In developing the proce- 
dures required under this section, the Direc- 
tor of National Intelligence, the Secretary of 
Homeland Security, the Secretary of De- 
fense, and the Attorney General shall coordi- 
nate with appropriate Federal entities, in- 
cluding the Small Business Administration 
and the National Laboratories (as defined in 
section 2 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (42 
U.S.C. 15801)), to ensure that effective proto- 
cols are implemented that will facilitate and 
promote the sharing of cyber threat indica- 
tors by the Federal Government in a timely 
manner. 

(c) SUBMITTAL TO CONGRESS.—Not later 
than 60 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Director of National Intel- 
ligence, in consultation with the heads of the 
appropriate Federal entities, shall submit to 
Congress the procedures required by sub- 
section (a). 

SEC. 104. AUTHORIZATIONS FOR PREVENTING, 
DETECTING, ANALYZING, AND MITI- 
GATING CYBERSECURITY THREATS. 
(a) AUTHORIZATION FOR MONITORING.— 
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(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, a private entity may, 
for cybersecurity purposes, monitor— 

(A) an information system of such private 
entity; 

(B) an information system of another enti- 
ty, upon the authorization and written con- 
sent of such other entity; 

(C) an information system of a Federal en- 
tity, upon the authorization and written con- 
sent of an authorized representative of the 
Federal entity; and 

(D) information that is stored on, proc- 
essed by, or transiting an information sys- 
tem monitored by the private entity under 
this paragraph. 

(2) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sub- 
section shall be construed— 

(A) to authorize the monitoring of an in- 
formation system, or the use of any informa- 
tion obtained through such monitoring, 
other than as provided in this title; or 

(B) to limit otherwise lawful activity. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION FOR OPERATION OF DE- 
FENSIVE MEASURES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, a private entity may, 
for cybersecurity purposes, operate a defen- 
sive measure that is applied to— 

(A) an information system of such private 
entity in order to protect the rights or prop- 
erty of the private entity; 

(B) an information system of another enti- 
ty upon written consent of such entity for 
operation of such defensive measure to pro- 
tect the rights or property of such entity; 
and 

(C) an information system of a Federal en- 
tity upon written consent of an authorized 
representative of such Federal entity for op- 
eration of such defensive measure to protect 
the rights or property of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

(2) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sub- 
section shall be construed— 

(A) to authorize the use of a defensive 
measure other than as provided in this sub- 
section; or 

(B) to limit otherwise lawful activity. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION FOR SHARING OR RECEIV- 
ING CYBER THREAT INDICATORS OR DEFENSIVE 
MEASURES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2) and notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, an entity may, for a cyber- 
security purpose and consistent with the 
protection of classified information, share 
with, or receive from, any other entity or 
the Federal Government a cyber threat indi- 
cator or defensive measure. 

(2) LAWFUL RESTRICTION.—An entity receiv- 
ing a cyber threat indicator or defensive 
measure from another entity or Federal enti- 
ty shall comply with otherwise lawful re- 
strictions placed on the sharing or use of 
such cyber threat indicator or defensive 
measure by the sharing entity or Federal en- 
tity. 

(3) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sub- 
section shall be construed— 

(A) to authorize the sharing or receiving of 
a cyber threat indicator or defensive meas- 
ure other than as provided in this sub- 
section; or 

(B) to limit otherwise lawful activity. 

(d) PROTECTION AND USE OF INFORMATION.— 

(1) SECURITY OF INFORMATION.—An entity 
monitoring an information system, oper- 
ating a defensive measure, or providing or 
receiving a cyber threat indicator or defen- 
sive measure under this section shall imple- 
ment and utilize a security control to pro- 
tect against unauthorized access to or acqui- 
sition of such cyber threat indicator or de- 
fensive measure. 
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(2) REMOVAL OF CERTAIN PERSONAL INFOR- 
MATION.—An entity sharing a cyber threat 
indicator pursuant to this title shall, prior 
to such sharing— 

(A) review such cyber threat indicator to 
assess whether such cyber threat indicator 
contains any information that the entity 
knows at the time of sharing to be personal 
information or information that identifies a 
specific person not directly related to a cy- 
bersecurity threat and remove such informa- 
tion; or 

(B) implement and utilize a technical capa- 
bility configured to remove any information 
contained within such indicator that the en- 
tity knows at the time of sharing to be per- 
sonal information or information that iden- 
tifies a specific person not directly related to 
a cybersecurity threat. 

(3) USE OF CYBER THREAT INDICATORS AND 
DEFENSIVE MEASURES BY ENTITIES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Consistent with this 
title, a cyber threat indicator or defensive 
measure shared or received under this sec- 
tion may, for cybersecurity purposes— 

(i) be used by an entity to monitor or oper- 
ate a defensive measure that is applied to— 

(I) an information system of the entity; or 

(II) an information system of another enti- 
ty or a Federal entity upon the written con- 
sent of that other entity or that Federal en- 
tity; and 

(ii) be otherwise used, retained, and further 
shared by an entity subject to— 

(I) an otherwise lawful restriction placed 
by the sharing entity or Federal entity on 
such cyber threat indicator or defensive 
measure; or 

(II) an otherwise applicable provision of 
law. 

(B) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this para- 
graph shall be construed to authorize the use 
of a cyber threat indicator or defensive 
measure other than as provided in this sec- 
tion. 

(4) USE OF CYBER THREAT INDICATORS BY 
STATE, TRIBAL, OR LOCAL GOVERNMENT.— 

(A) LAW ENFORCEMENT USE.— 

(i) PRIOR WRITTEN CONSENT.—Except as pro- 
vided in clause (ii), a cyber threat indicator 
shared with a State, tribal, or local govern- 
ment under this section may, with the prior 
written consent of the entity sharing such 
indicator, be used by a State, tribal, or local 
government for the purpose of preventing, 
investigating, or prosecuting any of the of- 
fenses described in section 105(d)(5)(A)(vi). 

(ii) ORAL CONSENT.—If exigent cir- 
cumstances prevent obtaining written con- 
sent under clause (i), such consent may be 
provided orally with subsequent documenta- 
tion of the consent. 

(B) EXEMPTION FROM DISCLOSURE.—A cyber 
threat indicator shared with a State, tribal, 
or local government under this section shall 
be— 

(i) deemed voluntarily shared information; 
and 

(ii) exempt from disclosure under any 
State, tribal, or local law requiring disclo- 
sure of information or records. 

(C) STATE, TRIBAL, AND LOCAL REGULATORY 
AUTHORITY.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), a cyber threat indicator or defen- 
sive measure shared with a State, tribal, or 
local government under this title shall not 
be directly used by any State, tribal, or local 
government to regulate, including an en- 
forcement action, the lawful activity of any 
entity, including an activity relating to 
monitoring, operating a defensive measure, 
or sharing of a cyber threat indicator. 

(ii) REGULATORY AUTHORITY SPECIFICALLY 
RELATING TO PREVENTION OR MITIGATION OF 
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CYBERSECURITY THREATS.—A cyber threat in- 
dicator or defensive measures shared as de- 
scribed in clause (i) may, consistent with a 
State, tribal, or local government regulatory 
authority specifically relating to the preven- 
tion or mitigation of cybersecurity threats 
to information systems, inform the develop- 
ment or implementation of a regulation re- 
lating to such information systems. 

(e) ANTITRUST EXEMPTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sec- 
tion 108(e), it shall not be considered a viola- 
tion of any provision of antitrust laws for 2 
or more private entities to exchange or pro- 
vide a cyber threat indicator, or assistance 
relating to the prevention, investigation, or 
mitigation of a cybersecurity threat, for cy- 
bersecurity purposes under this title. 

(2) APPLICABILITY.. Paragraph (1) shall 
apply only to information that is exchanged 
or assistance provided in order to assist 
with— 

(A) facilitating the prevention, investiga- 
tion, or mitigation of a cybersecurity threat 
to an information system or information 
that is stored on, processed by, or transiting 
an information system; or 

(B) communicating or disclosing a cyber 
threat indicator to help prevent, investigate, 
or mitigate the effect of a cybersecurity 
threat to an information system or informa- 
tion that is stored on, processed by, or 
transiting an information system. 

(£) No RIGHT OR BENEFIT.—The sharing of a 
cyber threat indicator with an entity under 
this title shall not create a right or benefit 
to similar information by such entity or any 
other entity. 

SEC. 105. SHARING OF CYBER THREAT INDICA- 
TORS AND DEFENSIVE MEASURES 
WITH THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. 

(a) REQUIREMENT FOR POLICIES AND PROCE- 
DURES.— 

(1) INTERIM POLICIES AND PROCEDURES.—Not 
later than 60 days after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, the Attorney General and 
the Secretary of Homeland Security shall, in 
coordination with the heads of the appro- 
priate Federal entities, develop and submit 
to Congress interim policies and procedures 
relating to the receipt of cyber threat indica- 
tors and defensive measures by the Federal 
Government. 

(2) FINAL POLICIES AND PROCEDURES.—Not 
later than 180 days after the date of the en- 
actment of this Act, the Attorney General 
and the Secretary of Homeland Security 
shall, in coordination with the heads of the 
appropriate Federal entities, promulgate 
final policies and procedures relating to the 
receipt of cyber threat indicators and defen- 
sive measures by the Federal Government. 

(3) REQUIREMENTS CONCERNING POLICIES AND 
PROCEDURES.—Consistent with the guidelines 
required by subsection (b), the policies and 
procedures developed and promulgated under 
this subsection shall— 

(A) ensure that cyber threat indicators 
shared with the Federal Government by any 
entity pursuant to section 104(c) through the 
real-time process described in subsection (c) 
of this section— 

(i) are shared in an automated manner 
with all of the appropriate Federal entities; 

(ii) are only subject to a delay, modifica- 
tion, or other action due to controls estab- 
lished for such real-time process that could 
impede real-time receipt by all of the appro- 
priate Federal entities when the delay, modi- 
fication, or other action is due to controls— 

(I) agreed upon unanimously by all of the 
heads of the appropriate Federal entities; 

(II) carried out before any of the appro- 
priate Federal entities retains or uses the 
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cyber threat indicators or defensive meas- 
ures; and 

(III) uniformly applied such that each of 
the appropriate Federal entities is subject to 
the same delay, modification, or other ac- 
tion; and 

(iii) may be provided to other Federal enti- 
ties; 

(B) ensure that cyber threat indicators 
shared with the Federal Government by any 
entity pursuant to section 104 in a manner 
other than the real time process described in 
subsection (c) of this section— 

(i) are shared as quickly as operationally 
practicable with all of the appropriate Fed- 
eral entities; 

(ii) are not subject to any unnecessary 
delay, interference, or any other action that 
could impede receipt by all of the appro- 
priate Federal entities; and 

(iii) may be provided to other Federal enti- 
ties; 

(C) consistent with this title, any other ap- 
plicable provisions of law, and the fair infor- 
mation practice principles set forth in ap- 
pendix A of the document entitled ‘‘National 
Strategy for Trusted Identities in Cyber- 
space”? and published by the President in 
April, 2011, govern the retention, use, and 
dissemination by the Federal Government of 
cyber threat indicators shared with the Fed- 
eral Government under this title, including 
the extent, if any, to which such cyber 
threat indicators may be used by the Federal 
Government; and 

(D) ensure there are— 

(i) audit capabilities; and 

(ii) appropriate sanctions in place for offi- 
cers, employees, or agents of a Federal enti- 
ty who knowingly and willfully conduct ac- 
tivities under this title in an unauthorized 
manner. 

(4) GUIDELINES FOR ENTITIES SHARING CYBER 
THREAT INDICATORS WITH FEDERAL GOVERN- 
MENT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Attorney General and the Secretary of 
Homeland Security shall develop and make 
publicly available guidance to assist entities 
and promote sharing of cyber threat indica- 
tors with Federal entities under this title. 

(B) CONTENTS.—The guidelines developed 
and made publicly available under subpara- 
graph (A) shall include guidance on the fol- 
lowing: 

(i) Identification of types of information 
that would qualify as a cyber threat indi- 
cator under this title that would be unlikely 
to include personal information or informa- 
tion that identifies a specific person not di- 
rectly related to a cyber security threat. 

(ii) Identification of types of information 
protected under otherwise applicable privacy 
laws that are unlikely to be directly related 
to a cybersecurity threat. 

(iii) Such other matters as the Attorney 
General and the Secretary of Homeland Se- 
curity consider appropriate for entities shar- 
ing cyber threat indicators with Federal en- 
tities under this title. 

(b) PRIVACY AND CIVIL LIBERTIES.— 

(1) GUIDELINES OF ATTORNEY GENERAL.—Not 
later than 60 days after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, the Attorney General shall, 
in coordination with heads of the appro- 
priate Federal entities and in consultation 
with officers designated under section 1062 of 
the National Security Intelligence Reform 
Act of 2004 (42 U.S.C. 2000ee-1), develop, sub- 
mit to Congress, and make available to the 
public interim guidelines relating to privacy 
and civil liberties which shall govern the re- 
ceipt, retention, use, and dissemination of 
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cyber threat indicators by a Federal entity 
obtained in connection with activities au- 
thorized in this title. 

(2) FINAL GUIDELINES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Attorney General shall, in coordination 
with heads of the appropriate Federal enti- 
ties and in consultation with officers des- 
ignated under section 1062 of the National 
Security Intelligence Reform Act of 2004 (42 
U.S.C. 2000ee-1) and such private entities 
with industry expertise as the Attorney Gen- 
eral considers relevant, promulgate final 
guidelines relating to privacy and civil lib- 
erties which shall govern the receipt, reten- 
tion, use, and dissemination of cyber threat 
indicators by a Federal entity obtained in 
connection with activities authorized in this 
title. 

(B) PERIODIC REVIEW.—The Attorney Gen- 
eral shall, in coordination with heads of the 
appropriate Federal entities and in consulta- 
tion with officers and private entities de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A), periodically, but 
not less frequently than once every two 
years, review the guidelines promulgated 
under subparagraph (A). 

(3) CONTENT.—The guidelines required by 
paragraphs (1) and (2) shall, consistent with 
the need to protect information systems 
from cybersecurity threats and mitigate cy- 
bersecurity threats— 

(A) limit the effect on privacy and civil lib- 
erties of activities by the Federal Govern- 
ment under this title; 

(B) limit the receipt, retention, use, and 
dissemination of cyber threat indicators con- 
taining personal information or information 
that identifies specific persons, including by 
establishing— 

(i) a process for the timely destruction of 
such information that is known not to be di- 
rectly related to uses authorized under this 
title; and 

(ii) specific limitations on the length of 
any period in which a cyber threat indicator 
may be retained; 

(C) include requirements to safeguard 
cyber threat indicators containing personal 
information or information that identifies 
specific persons from unauthorized access or 
acquisition, including appropriate sanctions 
for activities by officers, employees, or 
agents of the Federal Government in con- 
travention of such guidelines; 

(D) include procedures for notifying enti- 
ties and Federal entities if information re- 
ceived pursuant to this section is known or 
determined by a Federal entity receiving 
such information not to constitute a cyber 
threat indicator; 

(E) protect the confidentiality of cyber 
threat indicators containing personal infor- 
mation or information that identifies spe- 
cific persons to the greatest extent prac- 
ticable and require recipients to be informed 
that such indicators may only be used for 
purposes authorized under this title; and 

(F) include steps that may be needed so 
that dissemination of cyber threat indicators 
is consistent with the protection of classified 
and other sensitive national security infor- 
mation. 


(c) CAPABILITY AND PROCESS WITHIN THE 
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Homeland Security, in co- 
ordination with the heads of the appropriate 
Federal entities, shall develop and imple- 
ment a capability and process within the De- 
partment of Homeland Security that— 
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(A) shall accept from any entity in real 
time cyber threat indicators and defensive 
measures, pursuant to this section; 

(B) shall, upon submittal of the certifi- 
cation under paragraph (2) that such capa- 
bility and process fully and effectively oper- 
ates as described in such paragraph, be the 
process by which the Federal Government re- 
ceives cyber threat indicators and defensive 
measures under this title that are shared by 
a private entity with the Federal Govern- 
ment through electronic mail or media, an 
interactive form on an Internet website, or a 
real time, automated process between infor- 
mation systems except— 

(i) consistent with section 104, communica- 
tions between a Federal entity and a private 
entity regarding a previously shared cyber 
threat indicator to describe the relevant cy- 
bersecurity threat or develop a defensive 
measure based on such cyber threat indi- 
cator; and 

(ii) communications by a regulated entity 
with such entity’s Federal regulatory au- 
thority regarding a cybersecurity threat; 

(C) ensures that all of the appropriate Fed- 
eral entities receive in an automated manner 
such cyber threat indicators shared through 
the real-time process within the Department 
of Homeland Security; 

(D) is in compliance with the policies, pro- 
cedures, and guidelines required by this sec- 
tion; and 

(EZ) does not limit or prohibit otherwise 
lawful disclosures of communications, 
records, or other information, including— 

(i) reporting of known or suspected crimi- 
nal activity, by an entity to any other entity 
or a Federal entity; 

(ii) voluntary or legally compelled partici- 
pation in a Federal investigation; and 

(iii) providing cyber threat indicators or 
defensive measures as part of a statutory or 
authorized contractual requirement. 

(2) CERTIFICATION.—Not later than 10 days 
prior to the implementation of the capa- 
bility and process required by paragraph (1), 
the Secretary of Homeland Security shall, in 
consultation with the heads of the appro- 
priate Federal entities, certify to Congress 
whether such capability and process fully 
and effectively operates— 

(A) as the process by which the Federal 
Government receives from any entity a 
cyber threat indicator or defensive measure 
under this title; and 

(B) in accordance with the policies, proce- 
dures, and guidelines developed under this 
section. 

(3) PUBLIC NOTICE AND ACCESS.—The Sec- 
retary of Homeland Security shall ensure 
there is public notice of, and access to, the 
capability and process developed and imple- 
mented under paragraph (1) so that— 

(A) any entity may share cyber threat in- 
dicators and defensive measures through 
such process with the Federal Government; 
and 

(B) all of the appropriate Federal entities 
receive such cyber threat indicators and de- 
fensive measures in real time with receipt 
through the process within the Department 
of Homeland Security. 

(4) OTHER FEDERAL ENTITIES.—The process 
developed and implemented under paragraph 
(1) shall ensure that other Federal entities 
receive in a timely manner any cyber threat 
indicators and defensive measures shared 
with the Federal Government through such 
process. 

(5) REPORT ON DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMEN- 
TATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
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the Secretary of Homeland Security shall 
submit to Congress a report on the develop- 
ment and implementation of the capability 
and process required by paragraph (1), in- 
cluding a description of such capability and 
process and the public notice of, and access 
to, such process. 

(B) CLASSIFIED ANNEX.—The report re- 
quired by subparagraph (A) shall be sub- 
mitted in unclassified form, but may include 
a classified annex. 


(d) INFORMATION SHARED WITH OR PROVIDED 
TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.— 

(1) NO WAIVER OF PRIVILEGE OR PROTEC- 
TION.—The provision of cyber threat indica- 
tors and defensive measures to the Federal 
Government under this title shall not con- 
stitute a waiver of any applicable privilege 
or protection provided by law, including 
trade secret protection. 

(2) PROPRIETARY INFORMATION.—Consistent 
with section 104(c)(2), a cyber threat indi- 
cator or defensive measure provided by an 
entity to the Federal Government under this 
title shall be considered the commercial, fi- 
nancial, and proprietary information of such 
entity when so designated by the originating 
entity or a third party acting in accordance 
with the written authorization of the origi- 
nating entity. 

(3) EXEMPTION FROM DISCLOSURE.—Cyber 
threat indicators and defensive measures 
provided to the Federal Government under 
this title shall be— 

(A) deemed voluntarily shared information 
and exempt from disclosure under section 552 
of title 5, United States Code, and any State, 
tribal, or local law requiring disclosure of in- 
formation or records; and 

(B) withheld, without discretion, from the 
public under section 552(b)(3)(B) of title 5, 
United States Code, and any State, tribal, or 
local provision of law requiring disclosure of 
information or records. 

(4) EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS.—The provi- 
sion of a cyber threat indicator or defensive 
measure to the Federal Government under 
this title shall not be subject to a rule of any 
Federal agency or department or any judi- 
cial doctrine regarding ex parte communica- 
tions with a decision-making official. 

(5) DISCLOSURE, RETENTION, AND USE.— 

(A) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—Cyber threat 
indicators and defensive measures provided 
to the Federal Government under this title 
may be disclosed to, retained by, and used 
by, consistent with otherwise applicable pro- 
visions of Federal law, any Federal agency or 
department, component, officer, employee, 
or agent of the Federal Government solely 
for— 

(i) a cybersecurity purpose; 

(ii) the purpose of identifying a cybersecu- 
rity threat, including the source of such cy- 
bersecurity threat, or a security vulner- 
ability; 

(iii) the purpose of identifying a cybersecu- 
rity threat involving the use of an informa- 
tion system by a foreign adversary or ter- 
rorist; 

(iv) the purpose of responding to, or other- 
wise preventing or mitigating, an imminent 
threat of death, serious bodily harm, or seri- 
ous economic harm, including a terrorist act 
or a use of a weapon of mass destruction; 

(v) the purpose of responding to, or other- 
wise preventing or mitigating, a serious 
threat to a minor, including sexual exploi- 
tation and threats to physical safety; or 

(vi) the purpose of preventing, inves- 
tigating, disrupting, or prosecuting an of- 
fense arising out of a threat described in 
clause (iv) or any of the offenses listed in— 
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(I) sections 1028 through 1030 of title 18, 
United States Code (relating to fraud and 
identity theft); 

(II) chapter 37 of such title (relating to es- 
pionage and censorship); and 

(III) chapter 90 of such title (relating to 
protection of trade secrets). 

(B) PROHIBITED ACTIVITIES.—Cyber threat 
indicators and defensive measures provided 
to the Federal Government under this title 
shall not be disclosed to, retained by, or used 
by any Federal agency or department for any 
use not permitted under subparagraph (A). 

(C) PRIVACY AND CIVIL LIBERTIES.—Cyber 
threat indicators and defensive measures 
provided to the Federal Government under 
this title shall be retained, used, and dis- 
seminated by the Federal Government— 

(i) in accordance with the policies, proce- 
dures, and guidelines required by subsections 
(a) and (b); 

(ii) in a manner that protects from unau- 
thorized use or disclosure any cyber threat 
indicators that may contain personal infor- 
mation or information that identifies spe- 
cific persons; and 

(iii) in a manner that protects the con- 
fidentiality of cyber threat indicators con- 
taining personal information or information 
that identifies a specific person. 

(D) FEDERAL REGULATORY AUTHORITY.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), cyber threat indicators and defen- 
sive measures provided to the Federal Gov- 
ernment under this title shall not be directly 
used by any Federal, State, tribal, or local 
government to regulate, including an en- 
forcement action, the lawful activities of 
any entity, including activities relating to 
monitoring, operating defensive measures, or 
sharing cyber threat indicators. 

(ii) EXCEPTIONS.— 

(I) REGULATORY AUTHORITY SPECIFICALLY 
RELATING TO PREVENTION OR MITIGATION OF 
CYBERSECURITY THREATS.—Cyber threat indi- 
cators and defensive measures provided to 
the Federal Government under this title 
may, consistent with Federal or State regu- 
latory authority specifically relating to the 
prevention or mitigation of cybersecurity 
threats to information systems, inform the 
development or implementation of regula- 
tions relating to such information systems. 

(II) PROCEDURES DEVELOPED AND IMPLE- 
MENTED UNDER THIS TITLE.—Clause (i) shall 
not apply to procedures developed and imple- 
mented under this title. 

SEC. 106. PROTECTION FROM LIABILITY. 

(a) MONITORING OF INFORMATION SYSTEMS.— 
No cause of action shall lie or be maintained 
in any court against any private entity, and 
such action shall be promptly dismissed, for 
the monitoring of information systems and 
information under section 104(a) that is con- 
ducted in accordance with this title. 

(b) SHARING OR RECEIPT OF CYBER THREAT 
INDICATORS.—No cause of action shall lie or 
be maintained in any court against any enti- 
ty, and such action shall be promptly dis- 
missed, for the sharing or receipt of cyber 
threat indicators or defensive measures 
under section 104(c) if— 

(1) such sharing or receipt is conducted in 
accordance with this title; and 

(2) in a case in which a cyber threat indi- 
cator or defensive measure is shared with the 
Federal Government, the cyber threat indi- 
cator or defensive measure is shared in a 
manner that is consistent with section 
105(c)(1)(B) and the sharing or receipt, as the 
case may be, occurs after the earlier of— 

(A) the date on which the interim policies 
and procedures are submitted to Congress 
under section 105(a)(1) and guidelines are 
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submitted to under section 
105(b)(1); or 
(B) the date that is 60 days after the date 


of the enactment of this Act. 


Congress 


(c) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section 
shall be construed— 

(1) to require dismissal of a cause of action 
against an entity that has engaged in gross 
negligence or willful misconduct in the 
course of conducting activities authorized by 
this title; or 

(2) to undermine or limit the availability 
of otherwise applicable common law or stat- 
utory defenses. 


SEC. 107. OVERSIGHT OF GOVERNMENT ACTIVI- 
TIES. 


(a) BIENNIAL REPORT ON IMPLEMENTATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, and 
not less frequently than once every 2 years 
thereafter, the heads of the appropriate Fed- 
eral entities shall jointly submit and the In- 
spector General of the Department of Home- 
land Security, the Inspector General of the 
Intelligence Community, the Inspector Gen- 
eral of the Department of Justice, the In- 
spector General of the Department of De- 
fense, and the Inspector General of the De- 
partment of Energy, in consultation with the 
Council of Inspectors General on Financial 
Oversight, shall jointly submit to Congress a 
detailed report concerning the implementa- 
tion of this title during— 

(A) in the case of the first report submitted 
under this paragraph, the most recent l-year 
period; and 

(B) in the case of any subsequent report 
submitted under this paragraph, the most re- 
cent 2-year period. 

(2) CONTENTS.—Each report submitted 
under paragraph (1) shall include, for the pe- 
riod covered by the report, the following: 

(A) An assessment of the sufficiency of the 
policies, procedures, and guidelines required 
by section 105 in ensuring that cyber threat 
indicators are shared effectively and respon- 
sibly within the Federal Government. 

(B) An evaluation of the effectiveness of 
real-time information sharing through the 
capability and process developed under sec- 
tion 105(c), including any impediments to 
such real-time sharing. 

(C) An assessment of the sufficiency of the 
procedures developed under section 103 in en- 
suring that cyber threat indicators in the 
possession of the Federal Government are 
shared in a timely and adequate manner 
with appropriate entities, or, if appropriate, 
are made publicly available. 

(D) An assessment of whether cyber threat 
indicators have been properly classified and 
an accounting of the number of security 
clearances authorized by the Federal Gov- 
ernment for the purposes of this title. 

(E) A review of the type of cyber threat in- 
dicators shared with the appropriate Federal 
entities under this title, including the fol- 
lowing: 

(i) The number of cyber threat indicators 
received through the capability and process 
developed under section 105(c). 

(ii) The number of times that information 
shared under this title was used by a Federal 
entity to prosecute an offense consistent 
with section 105(d)(5)(A). 

(iii) The degree to which such information 
may affect the privacy and civil liberties of 
specific persons. 

(iv) A quantitative and qualitative assess- 
ment of the effect of the sharing of such 
cyber threat indicators with the Federal 
Government on privacy and civil liberties of 
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specific persons, including the number of no- 
tices that were issued with respect to a fail- 
ure to remove personal information or infor- 
mation that identified a specific person not 
directly related to a cybersecurity threat in 
accordance with the procedures required by 
section 105(b)(3)(D). 

(v) The adequacy of any steps taken by the 
Federal Government to reduce such effect. 

(F) A review of actions taken by the Fed- 
eral Government based on cyber threat indi- 
cators shared with the Federal Government 
under this title, including the appropriate- 
ness of any subsequent use or dissemination 
of such cyber threat indicators by a Federal 
entity under section 105. 

(G) A description of any significant viola- 
tions of the requirements of this title by the 
Federal Government. 

(H) A summary of the number and type of 
entities that received classified cyber threat 
indicators from the Federal Government 
under this title and an evaluation of the 
risks and benefits of sharing such cyber 
threat indicators. 

(3) RECOMMENDATIONS.—Each report sub- 
mitted under paragraph (1) may include rec- 
ommendations for improvements or modi- 
fications to the authorities and processes 
under this title. 

(4) FORM OF REPORT.—Each report required 
by paragraph (1) shall be submitted in un- 
classified form, but may include a classified 
annex. 

(b) REPORTS ON PRIVACY AND CIVIL LIB- 
ERTIES.— 

(1) BIENNIAL REPORT FROM PRIVACY AND 
CIVIL LIBERTIES OVERSIGHT BOARD.—Not later 
than 2 years after the date of the enactment 
of this Act and not less frequently than once 
every 2 years thereafter, the Privacy and 
Civil Liberties Oversight Board shall submit 
to Congress and the President a report pro- 
viding— 

(A) an assessment of the effect on privacy 
and civil liberties by the type of activities 
carried out under this title; and 

(B) an assessment of the sufficiency of the 
policies, procedures, and guidelines estab- 
lished pursuant to section 105 in addressing 
concerns relating to privacy and civil lib- 
erties. 

(2) BIENNIAL REPORT OF INSPECTORS GEN- 
ERAL.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 
and not less frequently than once every 2 
years thereafter, the Inspector General of 
the Department of Homeland Security, the 
Inspector General of the Intelligence Com- 
munity, the Inspector General of the Depart- 
ment of Justice, the Inspector General of the 
Department of Defense, and the Inspector 
General of the Department of Energy shall, 
in consultation with the Council of Inspec- 
tors General on Financial Oversight, jointly 
submit to Congress a report on the receipt, 
use, and dissemination of cyber threat indi- 
cators and defensive measures that have 
been shared with Federal entities under this 
title. 

(B) CONTENTS.—Each report submitted 
under subparagraph (A) shall include the fol- 
lowing: 

(i) A review of the types of cyber threat in- 
dicators shared with Federal entities. 

(ii) A review of the actions taken by Fed- 
eral entities as a result of the receipt of such 
cyber threat indicators. 

(iii) A list of Federal entities receiving 
such cyber threat indicators. 

(iv) A review of the sharing of such cyber 
threat indicators among Federal entities to 
identify inappropriate barriers to sharing in- 
formation. 
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(3) RECOMMENDATIONS.—Each report sub- 
mitted under this subsection may include 
such recommendations as the Privacy and 
Civil Liberties Oversight Board, with respect 
to a report submitted under paragraph (1), or 
the Inspectors General referred to in para- 
graph (2)(A), with respect to a report sub- 
mitted under paragraph (2), may have for im- 
provements or modifications to the authori- 
ties under this title. 

(4) FoRM.—Each report required under this 
subsection shall be submitted in unclassified 
form, but may include a classified annex. 
SEC. 108. CONSTRUCTION AND PREEMPTION. 

(a) OTHERWISE LAWFUL DISCLOSURES.— 
Nothing in this title shall be construed— 

(1) to limit or prohibit otherwise lawful 
disclosures of communications, records, or 
other information, including reporting of 
known or suspected criminal activity, by an 
entity to any other entity or the Federal 
Government under this title; or 

(2) to limit or prohibit otherwise lawful use 
of such disclosures by any Federal entity, 
even when such otherwise lawful disclosures 
duplicate or replicate disclosures made 
under this title. 

(b) WHISTLE BLOWER PROTECTIONS.—Noth- 
ing in this title shall be construed to pro- 
hibit or limit the disclosure of information 
protected under section 2302(b)(8) of title 5, 
United States Code (governing disclosures of 
illegality, waste, fraud, abuse, or public 
health or safety threats), section 7211 of title 
5, United States Code (governing disclosures 
to Congress), section 1034 of title 10, United 
States Code (governing disclosure to Con- 
gress by members of the military), section 
1104 of the National Security Act of 1947 (50 
U.S.C. 3234) (governing disclosure by employ- 
ees of elements of the intelligence commu- 
nity), or any similar provision of Federal or 
State law. 

(c) PROTECTION OF SOURCES AND METH- 
ops.—Nothing in this title shall be con- 
strued— 

(1) as creating any immunity against, or 
otherwise affecting, any action brought by 
the Federal Government, or any agency or 
department thereof, to enforce any law, ex- 
ecutive order, or procedure governing the ap- 
propriate handling, disclosure, or use of clas- 
sified information; 

(2) to affect the conduct of authorized law 
enforcement or intelligence activities; or 

(3) to modify the authority of a depart- 
ment or agency of the Federal Government 
to protect classified information and sources 
and methods and the national security of the 
United States. 

(d) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAWS.—Noth- 
ing in this title shall be construed to affect 
any requirement under any other provision 
of law for an entity to provide information 
to the Federal Government. 

(e) PROHIBITED CONDUCT.—Nothing in this 
title shall be construed to permit price-fix- 
ing, allocating a market between competi- 
tors, monopolizing or attempting to monopo- 
lize a market, boycotting, or exchanges of 
price or cost information, customer lists, or 
information regarding future competitive 
planning. 

(f) INFORMATION SHARING RELATIONSHIPS.— 
Nothing in this title shall be construed— 

(1) to limit or modify an existing informa- 
tion sharing relationship; 

(2) to prohibit a new information sharing 
relationship; 

(8) to require a new information sharing re- 
lationship between any entity and another 
entity or a Federal entity; or 

(4) to require the use of the capability and 
process within the Department of Homeland 
Security developed under section 105(c). 
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(g) PRESERVATION OF CONTRACTUAL OBLIGA- 
TIONS AND RIGHTS.—Nothing in this title 
shall be construed— 

(1) to amend, repeal, or supersede any cur- 
rent or future contractual agreement, terms 
of service agreement, or other contractual 
relationship between any entities, or be- 
tween any entity and a Federal entity; or 

(2) to abrogate trade secret or intellectual 
property rights of any entity or Federal enti- 
ty. 
(h) ANTI-TASKING RESTRICTION.—Nothing in 
this title shall be construed to permit a Fed- 
eral entity— 

(1) to require an entity to provide informa- 
tion to a Federal entity or another entity; 

(2) to condition the sharing of cyber threat 
indicators with an entity on such entity’s 
provision of cyber threat indicators to a Fed- 
eral entity or another entity; or 

(3) to condition the award of any Federal 
grant, contract, or purchase on the provision 
of a cyber threat indicator to a Federal enti- 
ty or another entity. 

(i) NO LIABILITY FOR NON-PARTICIPATION.— 
Nothing in this title shall be construed to 
subject any entity to liability for choosing 
not to engage in the voluntary activities au- 
thorized in this title. 

(j) USE AND RETENTION OF INFORMATION.— 
Nothing in this title shall be construed to 
authorize, or to modify any existing author- 
ity of, a department or agency of the Federal 
Government to retain or use any informa- 
tion shared under this title for any use other 
than permitted in this title. 

(k) FEDERAL PREEMPTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—This title supersedes any 
statute or other provision of law of a State 
or political subdivision of a State that re- 
stricts or otherwise expressly regulates an 
activity authorized under this title. 

(2) STATE LAW ENFORCEMENT.—Nothing in 
this title shall be construed to supersede any 
statute or other provision of law of a State 
or political subdivision of a State concerning 
the use of authorized law enforcement prac- 
tices and procedures. 

(1) REGULATORY AUTHORITY.—Nothing in 
this title shall be construed— 

(1) to authorize the promulgation of any 
regulations not specifically authorized by 
this title; 

(2) to establish or limit any regulatory au- 
thority not specifically established or lim- 
ited under this title; or 

(3) to authorize regulatory actions that 
would duplicate or conflict with regulatory 
requirements, mandatory standards, or re- 
lated processes under another provision of 
Federal law. 

(m) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
TO RESPOND TO CYBER ATTACKS.—Nothing in 
this title shall be construed to limit the au- 
thority of the Secretary of Defense to de- 
velop, prepare, coordinate, or, when author- 
ized by the President to do so, conduct a 
military cyber operation in response to a 
malicious cyber activity carried out against 
the United States or a United States person 
by a foreign government or an organization 
sponsored by a foreign government or a ter- 
rorist organization. 

SEC. 109. REPORT ON CYBERSECURITY THREATS. 

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Director of National Intelligence, in 
coordination with the heads of other appro- 
priate elements of the intelligence commu- 
nity, shall submit to the Select Committee 
on Intelligence of the Senate and the Perma- 
nent Select Committee on Intelligence of the 
House of Representatives a report on cyber- 
security threats, including cyber attacks, 
theft, and data breaches. 
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(b) CONTENTS.—The report required by sub- 
section (a) shall include the following: 

(1) An assessment of the current intel- 
ligence sharing and cooperation relation- 
ships of the United States with other coun- 
tries regarding cybersecurity threats, includ- 
ing cyber attacks, theft, and data breaches, 
directed against the United States and which 
threaten the United States national security 
interests and economy and intellectual prop- 
erty, specifically identifying the relative 
utility of such relationships, which elements 
of the intelligence community participate in 
such relationships, and whether and how 
such relationships could be improved. 

(2) A list and an assessment of the coun- 
tries and nonstate actors that are the pri- 
mary threats of carrying out a cybersecurity 
threat, including a cyber attack, theft, or 
data breach, against the United States and 
which threaten the United States national 
security, economy, and intellectual prop- 
erty. 

(3) A description of the extent to which the 
capabilities of the United States Govern- 
ment to respond to or prevent cybersecurity 
threats, including cyber attacks, theft, or 
data breaches, directed against the United 
States private sector are degraded by a delay 
in the prompt notification by private enti- 
ties of such threats or cyber attacks, theft, 
and breaches. 

(4) An assessment of additional tech- 
nologies or capabilities that would enhance 
the ability of the United States to prevent 
and to respond to cybersecurity threats, in- 
cluding cyber attacks, theft, and data 
breaches. 

(5) An assessment of any technologies or 
practices utilized by the private sector that 
could be rapidly fielded to assist the intel- 
ligence community in preventing and re- 
sponding to cybersecurity threats. 

(c) ADDITIONAL REPORT.—At the time the 
report required by subsection (a) is sub- 
mitted, the Director of National Intelligence 
shall submit to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate and the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs of the House of Represent- 
atives a report containing the information 
required by subsection (b)(2). 

(d) FORM OF REPORT.—The report required 
by subsection (a) shall be made available in 
classified and unclassified forms. 

(e) INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY DEFINED.—In 
this section, the term ‘‘intelligence commu- 
nity” has the meaning given that term in 
section 3 of the National Security Act of 1947 
(50 U.S.C. 3003). 

SEC. 110. CONFORMING AMENDMENT. 

Section 941(c)(8) of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013 (Pub- 
lic Law 112-239; 10 U.S.C. 2224 note) is amend- 
ed by inserting at the end the following: 
“The Secretary may share such information 
with other Federal entities if such informa- 
tion consists of cyber threat indicators and 
defensive measures and such information is 
shared consistent with the policies and pro- 
cedures promulgated by the Attorney Gen- 
eral and the Secretary of Homeland Security 
under section 105 of the Cybersecurity Infor- 
mation Sharing Act of 2015.’’. 

TITLE II—FEDERAL CYBERSECURITY 
ENHANCEMENT 
SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Federal Cy- 
bersecurity Enhancement Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 202. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title— 

(1) the term ‘‘agency’’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 3502 of title 44, 
United States Code; 
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(2) the term ‘‘agency information system’’ 
has the meaning given the term in section 
228 of the Homeland Security Act of 2002, as 
added by section 203(a); 

(3) the term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees” means— 

(A) the Committee on Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs of the Senate; and 

(B) the Committee on Homeland Security 
of the House of Representatives; 

(4) the terms ‘‘cybersecurity risk” and ‘‘in- 
formation system” have the meanings given 
those terms in section 227 of the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002, as so redesignated by 
section 203(a); 

(5) the term ‘‘Director’’ means the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budget; 

(6) the term ‘‘intelligence community” has 
the meaning given the term in section 3(4) of 
the National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 
3003(4)); and 

(T) the term “Secretary” means the Sec- 
retary of Homeland Security. 

SEC. 203. IMPROVED FEDERAL NETWORK SECU- 
RITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle C of title II of 
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 
141 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating section 228 as section 
229; 

(2) by redesignating section 227 as sub- 
section (c) of section 228, as added by para- 
graph (4), and adjusting the margins accord- 
ingly; 

(3) by redesignating the second section des- 
ignated as section 226 (relating to the na- 
tional cybersecurity and communications in- 
tegration center) as section 227; 

(4) by inserting after section 227, as so re- 
designated, the following: 

“SEC. 228. CYBERSECURITY PLANS. 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

“(1) the term ‘agency information system’ 
means an information system used or oper- 
ated by an agency or by another entity on 
behalf of an agency; 

(2) the terms ‘cybersecurity risk’ and ‘in- 
formation system’ have the meanings given 
those terms in section 227; and 

“*(3) the term ‘intelligence community’ has 
the meaning given the term in section 3(4) of 
the National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 
3003(4)). 

“(b) INTRUSION ASSESSMENT PLAN.— 

“(1) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary, in co- 
ordination with the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget, shall develop and 
implement an intrusion assessment plan to 
identify and remove intruders in agency in- 
formation systems. 

““(2) EXCEPTION.—The intrusion assessment 
plan required under paragraph (1) shall not 
apply to the Department of Defense, a na- 
tional security system, or an element of the 
intelligence community.’’; 

(5) in section 228(c), as so redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘section 226” and inserting ‘‘section 
227”; and 

(6) by inserting after section 229, as so re- 
designated, the following: 

“SEC. 230. FEDERAL INTRUSION DETECTION AND 
PREVENTION SYSTEM. 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

“(1) the term ‘agency’ has the meaning 
given that term in section 3502 of title 44, 
United States Code; 

“(2) the term ‘agency information’ means 
information collected or maintained by or on 
behalf of an agency; 

“(3) the term ‘agency information system’ 
has the meaning given the term in section 
228; and 

“(4) the terms ‘cybersecurity risk’ and ‘in- 
formation system’ have the meanings given 
those terms in section 227. 
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‘“(_b) REQUIREMENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Secretary shall deploy, operate, and 
maintain, to make available for use by any 
agency, with or without reimbursement— 

“(A) a capability to detect cybersecurity 
risks in network traffic transiting or trav- 
eling to or from an agency information sys- 
tem; and 

‘(B) a capability to prevent network traf- 
fic associated with such cybersecurity risks 
from transiting or traveling to or from an 
agency information system or modify such 
network traffic to remove the cybersecurity 
risk. 

(2) REGULAR IMPROVEMENT.—The_ Sec- 
retary shall regularly deploy new tech- 
nologies and modify existing technologies to 
the intrusion detection and prevention capa- 
bilities described in paragraph (1) as appro- 
priate to improve the intrusion detection 
and prevention capabilities. 

“(c) ACTIVITIES.—In carrying out 
section (b), the Secretary— 

“(1) may access, and the head of an agency 
may disclose to the Secretary or a private 
entity providing assistance to the Secretary 
under paragraph (2), information transiting 
or traveling to or from an agency informa- 
tion system, regardless of the location from 
which the Secretary or a private entity pro- 
viding assistance to the Secretary under 
paragraph (2) accesses such information, not- 
withstanding any other provision of law that 
would otherwise restrict or prevent the head 
of an agency from disclosing such informa- 
tion to the Secretary or a private entity pro- 
viding assistance to the Secretary under 
paragraph (2); 

“(2) may enter into contracts or other 
agreements with, or otherwise request and 
obtain the assistance of, private entities to 
deploy and operate technologies in accord- 
ance with subsection (b); 

“(3) may retain, use, and disclose informa- 
tion obtained through the conduct of activi- 
ties authorized under this section only to 
protect information and information sys- 
tems from cybersecurity risks; 

“(4) shall regularly assess through oper- 
ational test and evaluation in real world or 
simulated environments available advanced 
protective technologies to improve detection 
and prevention capabilities, including com- 
mercial and non-commercial technologies 
and detection technologies beyond signa- 
ture-based detection, and utilize such tech- 
nologies when appropriate; 

‘“(5) shall establish a pilot to acquire, test, 
and deploy, as rapidly as possible, tech- 
nologies described in paragraph (4); 

‘“(6) shall periodically update the privacy 
impact assessment required under section 
208(b) of the E-Government Act of 2002 (44 
U.S.C. 3501 note); and 

“(7) shall ensure that— 

“(A) activities carried out under this sec- 
tion are reasonably necessary for the pur- 
pose of protecting agency information and 
agency information systems from a cyberse- 
curity risk; 

“(B) information accessed by the Secretary 
will be retained no longer than reasonably 
necessary for the purpose of protecting agen- 
cy information and agency information sys- 
tems from a cybersecurity risk; 

‘“(C) notice has been provided to users of an 
agency information system concerning ac- 
cess to communications of users of the agen- 
cy information system for the purpose of 
protecting agency information and the agen- 
cy information system; and 

‘(D) the activities are implemented pursu- 
ant to policies and procedures governing the 
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operation of the intrusion detection and pre- 
vention capabilities. 

‘(d) PRIVATE ENTITIES.— 

“(1) CONDITIONS.—A private entity de- 
scribed in subsection (c)(2) may not— 

(A) disclose any network traffic 
transiting or traveling to or from an agency 
information system to any entity without 
the consent of the Department or the agency 
that disclosed the information under sub- 
section (c)(1); or 

“(B) use any network traffic transiting or 
traveling to or from an agency information 
system to which the private entity gains ac- 
cess in accordance with this section for any 
purpose other than to protect agency infor- 
mation and agency information systems 
against cybersecurity risks or to administer 
a contract or other agreement entered into 
pursuant to subsection (c)(2) or as part of an- 
other contract with the Secretary. 

‘(2) LIMITATION ON LIABILITY.—No cause of 
action shall lie in any court against a pri- 
vate entity for assistance provided to the 
Secretary in accordance with this section 
and any contract or agreement entered into 
pursuant to subsection (c)(2). 

‘(3) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
paragraph (2) shall be construed to authorize 
an Internet service provider to break a user 
agreement with a customer without the con- 
sent of the customer. 

‘(e) ATTORNEY GENERAL REVIEW.—Not 
later than 1 year after the date of enactment 
of this section, the Attorney General shall 
review the policies and guidelines for the 
program carried out under this section to en- 
sure that the policies and guidelines are con- 
sistent with applicable law governing the ac- 
quisition, interception, retention, use, and 
disclosure of communications.’’. 

(b) PRIORITIZING ADVANCED SECURITY 
TOoLs.—The Director and the Secretary, in 
consultation with appropriate agencies, 
shall— 

(1) review and update governmentwide 
policies and programs to ensure appropriate 
prioritization and use of network security 
monitoring tools within agency networks; 
and 

(2) brief appropriate congressional commit- 
tees on such prioritization and use. 

(c) AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2)— 

(A) not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this Act or 2 months after the 
date on which the Secretary makes available 
the intrusion detection and prevention capa- 
bilities under section 230(b)(1) of the Home- 
land Security Act of 2002, as added by sub- 
section (a), whichever is later, the head of 
each agency shall apply and continue to uti- 
lize the capabilities to all information trav- 
eling between an agency information system 
and any information system other than an 
agency information system; and 

(B) not later than 6 months after the date 
on which the Secretary makes available im- 
provements to the intrusion detection and 
prevention capabilities pursuant to section 
230(b)(2) of the Homeland Security Act of 
2002, as added by subsection (a), the head of 
each agency shall apply and continue to uti- 
lize the improved intrusion detection and 
prevention capabilities. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—The requirements under 
paragraph (1) shall not apply to the Depart- 
ment of Defense, a national security system, 
or an element of the intelligence commu- 
nity. 

(3) DEFINITION.—Notwithstanding section 
202, in this subsection, the term ‘‘agency in- 
formation system” means an information 
system owned or operated by an agency. 
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(4) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
subsection shall be construed to limit an 
agency from applying the intrusion detec- 
tion and prevention capabilities under sec- 
tion 230(b)(1) of the Homeland Security Act 
of 2002, as added by subsection (a), at the dis- 
cretion of the head of the agency or as pro- 
vided in relevant policies, directives, and 
guidelines. 

(d) TABLE OF CONTENTS AMENDMENT.—The 
table of contents in section 1(b) of the Home- 
land Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101 note) 
is amended by striking the items relating to 
the first section designated as section 226, 
the second section designated as section 226 
(relating to the national cybersecurity and 
communications integration center), section 
227, and section 228 and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 


“Sec. 226. Cybersecurity recruitment and re- 
tention. 

“Sec. 227. National cybersecurity and com- 
munications integration center. 

“Sec. 228. Cybersecurity plans. 

“Sec. 229. Clearances. 

“Sec. 230. Federal intrusion detection and 


prevention system.”’. 
SEC. 204. ADVANCED INTERNAL DEFENSES. 

(a) ADVANCED NETWORK SECURITY TOOLS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall in- 
clude in the Continuous Diagnostics and 
Mitigation Program advanced network secu- 
rity tools to improve visibility of network 
activity, including through the use of com- 
mercial and free or open source tools, to de- 
tect and mitigate intrusions and anomalous 
activity. 

(2) DEVELOPMENT OF PLAN.—The Director 
shall develop and implement a plan to ensure 
that each agency utilizes advanced network 
security tools, including those described in 
paragraph (1), to detect and mitigate intru- 
sions and anomalous activity. 

(b) IMPROVED METRICS.—The Secretary, in 
collaboration with the Director, shall review 
and update the metrics used to measure se- 
curity under section 3554 of title 44, United 
States Code, to include measures of intru- 
sion and incident detection and response 
times. 

(c) TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY.— 
The Director, in consultation with the Sec- 
retary, shall increase transparency to the 
public on agency cybersecurity posture, in- 
cluding by increasing the number of metrics 
available on Federal Government perform- 
ance websites and, to the greatest extent 
practicable, displaying metrics for depart- 
ment components, small agencies, and micro 
agencies. 

(d) MAINTENANCE OF TECHNOLOGIES.—Sec- 
tion 3553(b)(6)(B) of title 44, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘, operating, 
and maintaining” after ‘‘deploying’’. 

(e) EXCEPTION.—The requirements under 
this section shall not apply to the Depart- 
ment of Defense, a national security system, 
or an element of the intelligence commu- 
nity. 

SEC. 205. FEDERAL CYBERSECURITY REQUIRE- 
MENTS. 

(a) IMPLEMENTATION OF FEDERAL CYBERSE- 
CURITY STANDARDS.—Consistent with section 
3553 of title 44, United States Code, the Sec- 
retary, in consultation with the Director, 
shall exercise the authority to issue binding 
operational directives to assist the Director 
in ensuring timely agency adoption of and 
compliance with policies and standards pro- 
mulgated under section 11331 of title 40, 
United States Code, for securing agency in- 
formation systems. 

(b) CYBERSECURITY REQUIREMENTS AT AGEN- 
CIES.— 
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(1) IN GENERAL.—Consistent with policies, 
standards, guidelines, and directives on in- 
formation security under subchapter II of 
chapter 35 of title 44, United States Code, 
and the standards and guidelines promul- 
gated under section 11831 of title 40, United 
States Code, and except as provided in para- 
graph (2), not later than 1 year after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the head of 
each agency shall— 

(A) identify sensitive and mission critical 
data stored by the agency consistent with 
the inventory required under the first sub- 
section (c) (relating to the inventory of 
major information systems) and the second 
subsection (c) (relating to the inventory of 
information systems) of section 3505 of title 
44, United States Code; 

(B) assess access controls to the data de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A), the need for 
readily accessible storage of the data, and in- 
dividuals’ need to access the data; 

(C) encrypt or otherwise render indecipher- 
able to unauthorized users the data described 
in subparagraph (A) that is stored on or 
transiting agency information systems; 

(D) implement a single sign-on trusted 
identity platform for individuals accessing 
each public website of the agency that re- 
quires user authentication, as developed by 
the Administrator of General Services in col- 
laboration with the Secretary; and 

(E) implement identity management con- 
sistent with section 504 of the Cybersecurity 
Enhancement Act of 2014 (Public Law 113- 
274; 15 U.S.C. 7464), including multi-factor 
authentication, for— 

(i) remote access to an agency information 
system; and 

(ii) each user account with elevated privi- 
leges on an agency information system. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—The requirements under 
paragraph (1) shall not apply to an agency 
information system for which— 

(A) the head of the agency has personally 
certified to the Director with particularity 
that— 

(i) operational requirements articulated in 
the certification and related to the agency 
information system would make it exces- 
sively burdensome to implement the cyber- 
security requirement; 

(ii) the cybersecurity requirement is not 
necessary to secure the agency information 
system or agency information stored on or 
transiting it; and 

(iii) the agency has all taken necessary 
steps to secure the agency information sys- 
tem and agency information stored on or 
transiting it; and 

(B) the head of the agency or the designee 
of the head of the agency has submitted the 
certification described in subparagraph (A) 
to the appropriate congressional committees 
and the agency’s authorizing committees. 

(3) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section 
shall be construed to alter the authority of 
the Secretary, the Director, or the Director 
of the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology in implementing subchapter II of 
chapter 35 of title 44, United States Code. 
Nothing in this section shall be construed to 
affect the National Institute of Standards 
and Technology standards process or the re- 
quirement under section 3553(a)(4) of such 
title or to discourage continued improve- 
ments and advancements in the technology, 
standards, policies, and guidelines used to 
promote Federal information security. 

(c) EXCEPTION.—The requirements under 
this section shall not apply to the Depart- 
ment of Defense, a national security system, 
or an element of the intelligence commu- 
nity. 
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SEC. 206. ASSESSMENT; REPORTS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

(1) the term ‘‘intrusion assessments” 
means actions taken under the intrusion as- 
sessment plan to identify and remove intrud- 
ers in agency information systems; 

(2) the term ‘“‘intrusion assessment plan” 
means the plan required under section 
228(b)(1) of the Homeland Security Act of 
2002, as added by section 203(a) of this Act; 
and 

(3) the term ‘‘intrusion detection and pre- 
vention capabilities’? means the capabilities 
required under section 230(b) of the Home- 
land Security Act of 2002, as added by section 
203(a) of this Act. 

(b) THIRD PARTY ASSESSMENT.—Not later 
than 3 years after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Government Accountability Of- 
fice shall conduct a study and publish a re- 
port on the effectiveness of the approach and 
strategy of the Federal Government to se- 
curing agency information systems, includ- 
ing the intrusion detection and prevention 
capabilities and the intrusion assessment 
plan. 

(c) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.— 

(1) INTRUSION DETECTION AND PREVENTION 
CAPABILITIES.— 

(A) SECRETARY OF HOMELAND SECURITY RE- 
PORT.—Not later than 6 months after the 
date of enactment of this Act, and annually 
thereafter, the Secretary shall submit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a re- 
port on the status of implementation of the 
intrusion detection and prevention capabili- 
ties, including— 

(i) a description of privacy controls; 

(ii) a description of the technologies and 
capabilities utilized to detect cybersecurity 
risks in network traffic, including the extent 
to which those technologies and capabilities 
include existing commercial and non-com- 
mercial technologies; 

(iii) a description of the technologies and 
capabilities utilized to prevent network traf- 
fic associated with cybersecurity risks from 
transiting or traveling to or from agency in- 
formation systems, including the extent to 
which those technologies and capabilities in- 
clude existing commercial and non-commer- 
cial technologies; 

(iv) a list of the types of indicators or 
other identifiers or techniques used to detect 
cybersecurity risks in network traffic 
transiting or traveling to or from agency in- 
formation systems on each iteration of the 
intrusion detection and prevention capabili- 
ties and the number of each such type of in- 
dicator, identifier, and technique; 

(v) the number of instances in which the 
intrusion detection and prevention capabili- 
ties detected a cybersecurity risk in network 
traffic transiting or traveling to or from 
agency information systems and the number 
of times the intrusion detection and preven- 
tion capabilities blocked network traffic as- 
sociated with cybersecurity risk; and 

(vi) a description of the pilot established 
under section 230(c)(5) of the Homeland Secu- 
rity Act of 2002, as added by section 203(a) of 
this Act, including the number of new tech- 
nologies tested and the number of partici- 
pating agencies. 

(B) OMB REPORT.—Not later than 18 
months after the date of enactment of this 
Act, and annually thereafter, the Director 
shall submit to Congress, as part of the re- 
port required under section 3553(c) of title 44, 
United States Code, an analysis of agency 
application of the intrusion detection and 
prevention capabilities, including— 

(i) a list of each agency and the degree to 
which each agency has applied the intrusion 
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detection and prevention capabilities to an 
agency information system; and 

(ii) a list by agency of— 

(I) the number of instances in which the in- 
trusion detection and prevention capabilities 
detected a cybersecurity risk in network 
traffic transiting or traveling to or from an 
agency information system and the types of 
indicators, identifiers, and techniques used 
to detect such cybersecurity risks; and 

(II) the number of instances in which the 
intrusion detection and prevention capabili- 
ties prevented network traffic associated 
with a cybersecurity risk from transiting or 
traveling to or from an agency information 
system and the types of indicators, identi- 
fiers, and techniques used to detect such 
agency information systems. 

(2) OMB REPORT ON DEVELOPMENT AND IM- 
PLEMENTATION OF INTRUSION ASSESSMENT 
PLAN, ADVANCED INTERNAL DEFENSES, AND 
FEDERAL CYBERSECURITY BEST PRACTICES.— 
The Director shall— 

(A) not later than 6 months after the date 
of enactment of this Act, and 30 days after 
any update thereto, submit the intrusion as- 
sessment plan to the appropriate congres- 
sional committees; 

(B) not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this Act, and annually there- 
after, submit to Congress, as part of the re- 
port required under section 3553(c) of title 44, 
United States Code— 

(i) a description of the implementation of 
the intrusion assessment plan; 

(ii) the findings of the intrusion assess- 
ments conducted pursuant to the intrusion 
assessment plan; 

(iii) advanced network security tools in- 
cluded in the Continuous Diagnostics and 
Mitigation Program pursuant to section 
204(a)(1); 

(iv) the results of the assessment of the 
Secretary of best practices for Federal cy- 
bersecurity pursuant to section 205(a); and 

(v) a list by agency of compliance with the 
requirements of section 205(b); and 

(C) not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this Act, submit to the appro- 
priate congressional committees— 

(i) a copy of the plan developed pursuant to 
section 204(a)(2); and 

(ii) the improved metrics developed pursu- 
ant to section 204(b). 

SEC. 207. TERMINATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The authority provided 
under section 230 of the Homeland Security 
Act of 2002, as added by section 203(a) of this 
Act, and the reporting requirements under 
section 206(c) shall terminate on the date 
that is 7 years after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
subsection (a) shall be construed to affect 
the limitation of liability of a private entity 
for assistance provided to the Secretary 
under section 230(d)(2) of the Homeland Secu- 
rity Act of 2002, as added by section 203(a) of 
this Act, if such assistance was rendered be- 
fore the termination date under subsection 
(a) or otherwise during a period in which the 
assistance was authorized. 

SEC. 208. IDENTIFICATION OF INFORMATION SYS- 
TEMS RELATING TO NATIONAL SE- 
CURITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (c), not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act— 

(1) the Director of National Intelligence, in 
coordination with the heads of other agen- 
cies, shall— 

(A) identify all unclassified information 
systems that provide access to information 
that may provide an adversary with the abil- 
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ity to derive information that would other- 
wise be considered classified; 

(B) assess the risks that would result from 
the breach of each unclassified information 
system identified in subparagraph (A); and 

(C) assess the cost and impact on the mis- 
sion carried out by each agency that owns an 
unclassified information system identified in 
subparagraph (A) if the system were to be 
subsequently designated as a national secu- 
rity system, as defined in section 11103 of 
title 40, United States Code; and 

(2) the Director of National Intelligence 
shall submit to the appropriate congres- 
sional committees, the Select Committee on 
Intelligence of the Senate, and the Perma- 
nent Select Committee on Intelligence of the 
House of Representatives a report that in- 
cludes the findings under paragraph (1). 

(b) FORM.—The report submitted under 
subsection (a)(2) shall be in unclassified 
form, and shall include a classified annex. 

(c) EXCEPTION.—The requirements under 
subsection (a)(1) shall not apply to the De- 
partment of Defense, a national security sys- 
tem, or an element of the intelligence com- 
munity. 

SEC. 209. DIRECTION TO AGENCIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3553 of title 44, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘(h) DIRECTION TO AGENCIES.— 

“(1) AUTHORITY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), in response to a known or reasonably 
suspected information security threat, vul- 
nerability, or incident that represents a sub- 
stantial threat to the information security 
of an agency, the Secretary may issue an 
emergency directive to the head of an agency 
to take any lawful action with respect to the 
operation of the information system, includ- 
ing such systems owned or operated by an- 
other entity on behalf of an agency, that col- 
lects, processes, stores, transmits, dissemi- 
nates, or otherwise maintains agency infor- 
mation, for the purpose of protecting the in- 
formation system from, or mitigating, an in- 
formation security threat. 

“(B) EXCEPTION.—The authorities of the 
Secretary under this subsection shall not 
apply to a system described subsection (d) or 
to a system described in paragraph (2) or (3) 
of subsection (e). 

‘(2) PROCEDURES FOR USE OF AUTHORITY.— 
The Secretary shall— 

“(A) in coordination with the Director, es- 
tablish procedures governing the cir- 
cumstances under which a directive may be 
issued under this subsection, which shall in- 
clude— 

“(i) thresholds and other criteria; 

“(ii) privacy and civil liberties protections; 
and 

“(iii) providing notice to potentially af- 
fected third parties; 

‘(B) specify the reasons for the required 
action and the duration of the directive; 

‘(C) minimize the impact of a directive 
under this subsection by— 

“(i) adopting the least intrusive means 
possible under the circumstances to secure 
the agency information systems; and 

“(ii) limiting directives to the shortest pe- 
riod practicable; 

“(D) notify the Director and the head of 
any affected agency immediately upon the 
issuance of a directive under this subsection; 

“(E) consult with the Director of the Na- 
tional Institute of Standards and Technology 
regarding any directive under this sub- 
section that implements standards and 
guidelines developed by the National Insti- 
tute of Standards and Technology; 
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“(F) ensure that directives issued under 
this subsection do not conflict with the 
standards and guidelines issued under sec- 
tion 11331 of title 40; 

‘“(G) consider any applicable standards or 
guidelines developed by the National Insti- 
tute of Standards and issued by the Sec- 
retary of Commerce under section 11331 of 
title 40; and 

“(H) not later than February 1 of each 
year, submit to the appropriate congres- 
sional committees a report regarding the 
specific actions the Secretary has taken pur- 
suant to paragraph (1)(A). 

‘(3) IMMINENT THREATS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 
3554, the Secretary may authorize the use of 
protective capabilities under the control of 
the Secretary for communications or other 
system traffic transiting to or from or stored 
on an agency information system for the 
purpose of ensuring the security of the infor- 
mation or information system or other agen- 
cy information systems, if— 

“(i) the Secretary determines there is an 
imminent threat to agency information sys- 
tems; 

“(ii) the Secretary determines a directive 
under subsection (b)(2)(C) or paragraph (1)(A) 
is not reasonably likely to result in a timely 
response to the threat; 

“(iii) the Secretary determines the risk 
posed by the imminent threat outweighs any 
adverse consequences reasonably expected to 
result from the use of protective capabilities 
under the control of the Secretary; 

‘“(iv) the Secretary provides prior notice to 
the Director, and the head and chief informa- 
tion officer (or equivalent official) of each 
agency to which specific actions will be 
taken pursuant to subparagraph (A), and no- 
tifies the appropriate congressional commit- 
tees and authorizing committees of each 
such agencies within seven days of taking an 
action under this subsection of— 

“T) any action taken under this sub- 
section; and 

“(JI) the reasons for and duration and na- 
ture of the action; 

“(v) the action of the Secretary is con- 
sistent with applicable law; and 

“(vi) the Secretary authorizes the use of 
protective capabilities in accordance with 
the advance procedures established under 
subparagraph (C). 

‘(B) LIMITATION ON DELEGATION.—The au- 
thority under this subsection may not be 
delegated by the Secretary. 

“(C) ADVANCE PROCEDURES.—The Secretary 
shall, in coordination with the Director, and 
in consultation with the heads of Federal 
agencies, establish procedures governing the 
circumstances under which the Secretary 
may authorize the use of protective capabili- 
ties subparagraph (A). The Secretary shall 
submit the procedures to Congress. 

“(4) LIMITATION.—The Secretary may di- 
rect or authorize lawful action or protective 
capability under this subsection only to— 

‘(A) protect agency information from un- 
authorized access, use, disclosure, disrup- 
tion, modification, or destruction; or 

‘“(B) require the remediation of or protect 
against identified information security risks 
with respect to— 

“(i) information collected or maintained 
by or on behalf of an agency; or 

“(ii) that portion of an information system 
used or operated by an agency or by a con- 
tractor of an agency or other organization 
on behalf of an agency. 

“(i) ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not 
later than February 1 of each year, the Di- 
rector shall submit to the appropriate con- 
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gressional committees a report regarding the 
specific actions the Director has taken pur- 
suant to subsection (a)(5), including any ac- 
tions taken pursuant to section 11303(b)(5) of 
title 40. 

‘“(j) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEES DEFINED.—In this section, the term ‘ap- 
propriate congressional committees’ 
means— 

“(1) the Committee on Appropriations and 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs of the Senate; and 

““(2) the Committee on Appropriations, the 
Committee on Homeland Security, the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form, and the Committee on Science, Space, 
and Technology of the House of Representa- 
tives.”’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
3554(a)(1)(B) of title 44, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(v) emergency directives issued by the 
Secretary under section 3553(h); and”. 


TITLE ITI—FEDERAL CYBERSECURITY 
WORKFORCE ASSESSMENT 
SEC. 301. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Federal Cy- 
bersecurity Workforce Assessment Act’’. 
SEC. 302. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 

(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’? means— 

(A) the Committee on Armed Services of 
the Senate; 

(B) the Committee on Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs of the Senate; 

(C) the Select Committee on Intelligence 
of the Senate; 

(D) the Committee on Armed Services in 
the House of Representatives; 

(E) the Committee on Homeland Security 
of the House of Representatives; 

(F) the Committee on Oversight and Gov- 
ernment Reform of the House of Representa- 
tives; and 

(G) the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence of the House of Representatives. 

(2) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’’ means 
the Director of the Office of Personnel Man- 
agement. 

(8) ROLES.—The term “roles’’ has the 
meaning given the term in the National Ini- 
tiative for Cybersecurity Education’s Cyber- 
security Workforce Framework. 

SEC. 303. NATIONAL CYBERSECURITY WORK- 
FORCE MEASUREMENT INITIATIVE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The head of each Federal 
agency shall— 

(1) identify all positions within the agency 
that require the performance of cybersecu- 
rity or other cyber-related functions; and 

(2) assign the corresponding employment 
code, which shall be added to the National 
Initiative for Cybersecurity Education’s Na- 
tional Cybersecurity Workforce Framework, 
in accordance with subsection (b). 

(b) EMPLOYMENT CODES.— 

(1) PROCEDURES.— 

(A) CODING STRUCTURE.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of Commerce, acting 
through the National Institute of Standards 
and Technology, shall update the National 
Initiative for Cybersecurity Education’s Cy- 
bersecurity Workforce Framework to include 
a corresponding coding structure. 

(B) IDENTIFICATION OF CIVILIAN CYBER PER- 
SONNEL.—Not later than 9 months after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Director, 


October 20, 2015 


in coordination with the Director of Na- 
tional Intelligence, shall establish proce- 
dures to implement the National Initiative 
for Cybersecurity Education’s coding struc- 
ture to identify all Federal civilian positions 
that require the performance of information 
technology, cybersecurity, or other cyber-re- 
lated functions. 

(C) IDENTIFICATION OF NONCIVILIAN CYBER 
PERSONNEL.—Not later than 18 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary of Defense shall establish procedures 
to implement the National Initiative for Cy- 
bersecurity Education’s coding structure to 
identify all Federal noncivilian positions 
that require the performance of information 
technology, cybersecurity, or other cyber-re- 
lated functions. 

(D) BASELINE ASSESSMENT OF EXISTING CY- 
BERSECURITY WORKFORCE.—Not later than 3 
months after the date on which the proce- 
dures are developed under subparagraphs (B) 
and (C), respectively, the head of each Fed- 
eral agency shall submit to the appropriate 
congressional committees of jurisdiction a 
report that identifies— 

(i) the percentage of personnel with infor- 
mation technology, cybersecurity, or other 
cyber-related job functions who currently 
hold the appropriate industry-recognized 
certifications as identified in the National 
Initiative for Cybersecurity Education’s Cy- 
bersecurity Workforce Framework; 

(ii) the level of preparedness of other civil- 
ian and non-civilian cyber personnel without 
existing credentials to take certification 
exams; and 

(iii) a strategy for mitigating any gaps 
identified in clause (i) or (ii) with the appro- 
priate training and certification for existing 
personnel. 

(E) PROCEDURES FOR ASSIGNING CODES.—Not 
later than 3 months after the date on which 
the procedures are developed under subpara- 
graphs (B) and (C), respectively, the head of 
each Federal agency shall establish proce- 
dures— 

(i) to identify all encumbered and vacant 
positions with information technology, cy- 
bersecurity, or other cyber-related functions 
(as defined in the National Initiative for Cy- 
bersecurity Education’s coding structure); 
and 

(ii) to assign the appropriate employment 
code to each such position, using agreed 
standards and definitions. 

(2) CODE ASSIGNMENTS.—Not later than 1 
year after the date after the procedures are 
established under paragraph (1)(E), the head 
of each Federal agency shall complete as- 
signment of the appropriate employment 
code to each position within the agency with 
information technology, cybersecurity, or 
other cyber-related functions. 

(c) PROGRESS REPORT.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Director shall submit a progress report 
on the implementation of this section to the 
appropriate congressional committees. 

SEC. 304. IDENTIFICATION OF CYBER-RELATED 
ROLES OF CRITICAL NEED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Beginning not later than 
1 year after the date on which the employ- 
ment codes are assigned to employees pursu- 
ant to section 203(b)(2), and annually 
through 2022, the head of each Federal agen- 
cy, in consultation with the Director and the 
Secretary of Homeland Security, shall— 

(1) identify information technology, cyber- 
security, or other cyber-related roles of crit- 
ical need in the agency’s workforce; and 

(2) submit a report to the Director that— 

(A) describes the information technology, 
cybersecurity, or other cyber-related roles 
identified under paragraph (1); and 
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(B) substantiates the critical need designa- 
tions. 

(b) GUIDANCE.—The Director shall provide 
Federal agencies with timely guidance for 
identifying information technology, cyberse- 
curity, or other cyber-related roles of crit- 
ical need, including— 

(1) current information technology, cyber- 
security, and other cyber-related roles with 
acute skill shortages; and 

(2) information technology, cybersecurity, 
or other cyber-related roles with emerging 
skill shortages. 

(c) CYBERSECURITY NEEDS REPORT.—Not 
later than 2 years after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, the Director, in consulta- 
tion with the Secretary of Homeland Secu- 
rity, shall— 

(1) identify critical needs for information 
technology, cybersecurity, or other cyber-re- 
lated workforce across all Federal agencies; 
and 

(2) submit a progress report on the imple- 
mentation of this section to the appropriate 
congressional committees. 

SEC. 305. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OF- 
FICE STATUS REPORTS. 

The Comptroller General of the United 
States shall— 

(1) analyze and monitor the implementa- 
tion of sections 203 and 204; and 

(2) not later than 3 years after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, submit a report 
to the appropriate congressional committees 
that describes the status of such implemen- 
tation. 

TITLE IV—OTHER CYBER MATTERS 
SEC. 401. STUDY ON MOBILE DEVICE SECURITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Homeland Security shall— 

(1) complete a study on threats relating to 
the security of the mobile devices of the Fed- 
eral Government; and 

(2) submit an unclassified report to Con- 
gress, with a classified annex if necessary, 
that contains the findings of such study, the 
recommendations developed under paragraph 
(3) of subsection (b), the deficiencies, if any, 
identified under (4) of such subsection, and 
the plan developed under paragraph (5) of 
such subsection. 

(b) MATTERS STUDIED.—In carrying out the 
study under subsection (a)(1), the Secretary 
shall— 

(1) assess the evolution of mobile security 
techniques from a desktop-centric approach, 
and whether such techniques are adequate to 
meet current mobile security challenges; 

(2) assess the effect such threats may have 
on the cybersecurity of the information sys- 
tems and networks of the Federal Govern- 
ment (except for national security systems 
or the information systems and networks of 
the Department of Defense and the intel- 
ligence community); 

(3) develop recommendations for address- 
ing such threats based on industry standards 
and best practices; 

(4) identify any deficiencies in the current 
authorities of the Secretary that may in- 
hibit the ability of the Secretary to address 
mobile device security throughout the Fed- 
eral Government (except for national secu- 
rity systems and the information systems 
and networks of the Department of Defense 
and intelligence community); and 

(5) develop a plan for accelerated adoption 
of secure mobile device technology by the 
Department of Homeland Security. 

(c) INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY DEFINED.—In 
this section, the term ‘‘intelligence commu- 
nity” has the meaning given such term in 
section 3 of the National Security Act of 1947 
(50 U.S.C. 3003). 
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SEC. 402. DEPARTMENT OF STATE INTER- 
NATIONAL CYBERSPACE POLICY 
STRATEGY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of State shall produce a com- 
prehensive strategy relating to United 
States international policy with regard to 
cyberspace. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—The strategy required by 
subsection (a) shall include the following: 

(1) A review of actions and activities un- 
dertaken by the Secretary of State to date 
to support the goal of the President’s Inter- 
national Strategy for Cyberspace, released in 
May 2011, to ‘‘work internationally to pro- 
mote an open, interoperable, secure, and reli- 
able information and communications infra- 
structure that supports international trade 
and commerce, strengthens international se- 
curity, and fosters free expression and inno- 
vation.’’. 

(2) A plan of action to guide the diplomacy 
of the Secretary of State, with regard to for- 
eign countries, including conducting bilat- 
eral and multilateral activities to develop 
the norms of responsible international be- 
havior in cyberspace, and status review of 
existing discussions in multilateral fora to 
obtain agreements on international norms in 
cyberspace. 

(3) A review of the alternative concepts 
with regard to international norms in cyber- 
space offered by foreign countries that are 
prominent actors, including China, Russia, 
Brazil, and India. 

(4) A detailed description of threats to 
United States national security in cyber- 
space from foreign countries, state-spon- 
sored actors, and private actors to Federal 
and private sector infrastructure of the 
United States, intellectual property in the 
United States, and the privacy of citizens of 
the United States. 

(5) A review of policy tools available to the 
President to deter foreign countries, state- 
sponsored actors, and private actors, includ- 
ing those outlined in Executive Order 13694, 
released on April 1, 2015. 

(6) A review of resources required by the 
Secretary, including the Office of the Coordi- 
nator for Cyber Issues, to conduct activities 
to build responsible norms of international 
cyber behavior. 

(c) CONSULTATION.—In preparing the strat- 
egy required by subsection (a), the Secretary 
of State shall consult, as appropriate, with 
other agencies and departments of the 
United States and the private sector and 
nongovernmental organizations in the 
United States with recognized credentials 
and expertise in foreign policy, national se- 
curity, and cybersecurity. 

(d) FORM OF STRATEGY.—The strategy re- 
quired by subsection (a) shall be in unclassi- 
fied form, but may include a classified 
annex. 

(e) AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION.—The 
Secretary of State shall— 

(1) make the strategy required in sub- 
section (a) available the public; and 

(2) brief the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions of the Senate and the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa- 
tives on the strategy, including any material 
contained in a classified annex. 

SEC. 403. APPREHENSION AND PROSECUTION OF 
INTERNATIONAL CYBER CRIMINALS. 

(a) INTERNATIONAL CYBER CRIMINAL DE- 
FINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘inter- 
national cyber criminal” means an indi- 
vidual— 

(1) who is believed to have committed a 
cybercrime or intellectual property crime 
against the interests of the United States or 
the citizens of the United States; and 
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(2) for whom— 

(A) an arrest warrant has been issued by a 
judge in the United States; or 

(B) an international wanted notice (com- 
monly referred to as a ‘‘Red Notice’’) has 
been circulated by Interpol. 

(b) CONSULTATIONS FOR NONCOOPERATION.— 
The Secretary of State, or designee, shall 
consult with the appropriate government of- 
ficial of each country from which extradition 
is not likely, due to the lack of an extra- 
dition treaty with the United States or other 
reasons, in which one or more international 
cyber criminals are physically present to de- 
termine what actions the government of 
such country has taken— 

(1) to apprehend and prosecute such crimi- 
nals; and 

(2) to prevent such criminals from carrying 
out cybercrimes or intellectual property 
crimes against the interests of the United 
States or its citizens. 

(c) ANNUAL REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State 
shall submit to the appropriate congres- 
sional committees an annual report that in- 
cludes— 

(A) the number of international cyber 
criminals located in other countries, 
disaggregated by country, and indicating 
from which countries extradition is not like- 
ly due to the lack of an extradition treaty 
with the United States or other reasons; 

(B) the nature and number of significant 
discussions by an official of the Department 
of State on ways to thwart or prosecute 
international cyber criminals with an offi- 
cial of another country, including the name 
of each such country; and 

(C) for each international cyber criminal 
who was extradited to the United States dur- 
ing the most recently completed calendar 
year— 

(i) his or her name; 

(ii) the crimes for which he or she was 
charged; 

(iii) his or her previous country of resi- 
dence; and 

(iv) the country from which he or she was 
extradited into the United States. 

(2) FORM.—The report required by this sub- 
section shall be in unclassified form to the 
maximum extent possible, but may include a 
classified annex. 

(3) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEES.—For purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘‘appropriate congressional commit- 
tees” means— 

(A) the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
the Committee on Appropriations, the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern- 
mental Affairs, the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs, the Select Com- 
mittee on Intelligence, and the Committee 
on the Judiciary of the Senate; and 

(B) the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the 
Committee on Appropriations, the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security, the Com- 
mittee on Financial Services, the Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence, and the 
Committee on the Judiciary of the House of 
Representatives. 

SEC. 404. ENHANCEMENT OF EMERGENCY SERV- 
ICES. 

(a) COLLECTION OF DATA.—Not later than 90 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Homeland Security, acting 
through the National Cybersecurity and 
Communications Integration Center, in co- 
ordination with appropriate Federal entities 
and the Director for Emergency Communica- 
tions, shall establish a process by which a 
Statewide Interoperability Coordinator may 
report data on any cybersecurity risk or in- 
cident involving any information system or 
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network used by emergency response pro- 
viders (as defined in section 2 of the Home- 
land Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101)) with- 
in the State. 

(b) ANALYSIS OF DATA.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Homeland Security, acting 
through the Director of the National Cyber- 
security and Communications Integration 
Center, in coordination with appropriate en- 
tities and the Director for Emergency Com- 
munications, and in consultation with the 
Director of the National Institute of Stand- 
ards and Technology, shall conduct integra- 
tion and analysis of the data reported under 
subsection (a) to develop information and 
recommendations on security and resilience 
measures for any information system or net- 
work used by State emergency response pro- 
viders. 

(c) BEST PRACTICES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Using the results of the 
integration and analysis conducted under 
subsection (b), and any other relevant infor- 
mation, the Director of the National Insti- 
tute of Standards and Technology shall, on 
an ongoing basis, facilitate and support the 
development of methods for reducing cyber- 
security risks to emergency response pro- 
viders using the process described in section 
2(e) of the National Institute of Standards 
and Technology Act (15 U.S.C. 272(e)). 

(2) REPORT.—The Director of the National 
Institute of Standards and Technology shall 
submit a report to Congress on the methods 
developed under paragraph (1) and shall 
make such report publically available on the 
website of the National Institute of Stand- 
ards and Technology. 

(d) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to— 

(1) require a State to report data under 
subsection (a); or 

(2) require an entity to— 

(A) adopt a recommended measure devel- 
oped under subsection (b); or 

(B) follow the best practices developed 
under subsection (c). 

SEC. 405. IMPROVING CYBERSECURITY IN THE 
HEALTH CARE INDUSTRY. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) BUSINESS ASSOCIATE.—The term ‘“‘busi- 
ness associate” has the meaning given such 
term in section 160.103 of title 45, Code of 
Federal Regulations. 

(2) COVERED ENTITY.—The term ‘‘covered 
entity” has the meaning given such term in 
section 160.103 of title 45, Code of Federal 
Regulations. 

(3) HEALTH CARE CLEARINGHOUSE; HEALTH 
CARE PROVIDER; HEALTH PLAN.—The terms 
“health care clearinghouse”, ‘‘health care 
provider”, and ‘‘health plan” have the mean- 
ings given the terms in section 160.103 of 
title 45, Code of Federal Regulations. 

(4) HEALTH CARE INDUSTRY STAKEHOLDER.— 
The term ‘‘health care industry stakeholder” 
means any— 

(A) health plan, health care clearinghouse, 
or health care provider; 

(B) patient advocate; 

(C) pharmacist; 

(D) developer of health information tech- 
nology; 

(E) laboratory; 

(F) pharmaceutical or medical device man- 
ufacturer; or 

(G) additional stakeholder the Secretary 
determines necessary for purposes of sub- 
section (d)(1), (d)(3), or (e). 

(5) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


retary shall submit, to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of 
the Senate and the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce of the House of Representa- 
tives, a report on the preparedness of the 
health care industry in responding to cyber- 
security threats. 

(c) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—With respect to 
the internal response of the Department of 
Health and Human Services to emerging cy- 
bersecurity threats, the report shall in- 
clude— 

(1) a clear statement of the official within 
the Department of Health and Human Serv- 
ices to be responsible for leading and coordi- 
nating efforts of the Department regarding 
cybersecurity threats in the health care in- 
dustry; and 

(2) a plan from each relevant operating di- 
vision and subdivision of the Department of 
Health and Human Services on how such di- 
vision or subdivision will address cybersecu- 
rity threats in the health care industry, in- 
cluding a clear delineation of how each such 
division or subdivision will divide responsi- 
bility among the personnel of such division 
or subdivision and communicate with other 
such divisions and subdivisions regarding ef- 
forts to address such threats. 

(d) HEALTH CARE INDUSTRY CYBERSECURITY 
TASK FORCE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary, in consultation with the Sec- 
retary of Homeland Security, shall convene 
health care industry stakeholders, cyberse- 
curity experts, and any Federal agencies or 
entities the Secretary determines appro- 
priate to establish a task force to— 

(A) analyze how industries, other than the 
health care industry, have implemented 
strategies and safeguards for addressing cy- 
bersecurity threats within their respective 
industries; 

(B) analyze challenges and barriers private 
entities (notwithstanding section 2(15)(B), 
excluding any State, tribal, or local govern- 
ment) in the health care industry face secur- 
ing themselves against cyber attacks; 

(C) review challenges that covered entities 
and business associates face in securing 
networked medical devices and other soft- 
ware or systems that connect to an elec- 
tronic health record; 

(D) provide the Secretary with information 
to disseminate to health care industry stake- 
holders for purposes of improving their pre- 
paredness for, and response to, cybersecurity 
threats affecting the health care industry; 

(E) establish a plan for creating a single 
system for the Federal Government to share 
information on actionable intelligence re- 
garding cybersecurity threats to the private 
sector in near real time, at no cost to the re- 
cipients of such information, including 
which Federal agency or other entity may be 
best suited to be the central conduit to fa- 
cilitate the sharing of such information; and 

(F) report to Congress on the findings and 
recommendations of the task force regarding 
carrying out subparagraphs (A) through (E). 

(2) TERMINATION.—The task force estab- 
lished under this subsection shall terminate 
on the date that is 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

(3) DISSEMINATION.—Not later than 60 days 
after the termination of the task force estab- 
lished under this subsection, the Secretary 
shall disseminate the information described 
in paragraph (1)(D) to health care industry 
stakeholders in accordance with such para- 
graph. 

(e) CYBERSECURITY FRAMEWORK.—The Sec- 
retary shall establish, through a collabo- 
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rative process with the Secretary of Home- 
land Security, health care industry stake- 
holders, the National Institute of Standards 
and Technology, and any Federal agency or 
entity the Secretary determines appropriate, 
a single, voluntary, national health-specific 
cybersecurity framework that— 

(1) establishes a common set of security 
practices and standards that specifically per- 
tain to a range of health care organizations; 

(2) supports voluntary adoption and imple- 
mentation efforts to improve safeguards to 
address cybersecurity threats; and 

(3) is consistently updated and applicable 
to the range of health care organizations de- 
scribed in paragraph (1). 

SEC. 406. FEDERAL COMPUTER SECURITY. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) COVERED SYSTEM.—The term ‘‘covered 
system’’ shall mean a national security sys- 
tem as defined in section 11103 of title 40, 
United States Code, or a Federal computer 
system that provides access to personally 
identifiable information. 

(2) COVERED AGENCY.—The term ‘‘covered 
agency” means an agency that operates a 
covered system. 

(3) LOGICAL ACCESS CONTROL.—The term 
“logical access control’? means a process of 
granting or denying specific requests to ob- 
tain and use information and related infor- 
mation processing services. 

(4) MULTI-FACTOR LOGICAL ACCESS CON- 
TROLS.—The term ‘‘multi-factor logical ac- 
cess controls’? means a set of not less than 2 
of the following logical access controls: 

(A) Information that is known to the user, 
such as a password or personal identification 
number. 

(B) An access device that is provided to the 
user, such as a cryptographic identification 
device or token. 

(C) A unique biometric characteristic of 
the user. 

(5) PRIVILEGED USER.—The term ‘“‘privi- 
leged user” means a user who, by virtue of 
function or seniority, has been allocated 
powers within a covered system, which are 
significantly greater than those available to 
the majority of users. 

(b) INSPECTOR GENERAL REPORTS ON Cov- 
ERED SYSTEMS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 240 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Inspector General of each covered agency 
shall each submit to each Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States and the appropriate 
committees of jurisdiction in the Senate and 
the House of Representatives a report, which 
shall include information collected from the 
covered agency for the contents described in 
paragraph (2) regarding the Federal com- 
puter systems of the covered agency. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The report submitted by 
each Inspector General of a covered agency 
under paragraph (1) shall include, with re- 
spect to the covered agency, the following: 

(A) A description of the logical access 
standards used by the covered agency to ac- 
cess a covered system, including— 

(i) in aggregate, a list and description of 
logical access controls used to access such a 
covered system; and 

(ii) whether the covered agency is using 
multi-factor logical access controls to access 
such a covered system. 

(B) A description of the logical access con- 
trols used by the covered agency to govern 
access to covered systems by privileged 
users. 

(C) If the covered agency does not use log- 
ical access controls or multi-factor logical 
access controls to access a covered system, a 
description of the reasons for not using such 
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logical access controls or multi-factor log- 
ical access controls. 

(D) A description of the following data se- 
curity management practices used by the 
covered agency: 

(i) The policies and procedures followed to 
conduct inventories of the software present 
on the covered systems of the covered agen- 
cy and the licenses associated with such soft- 
ware. 

(ii) What capabilities the covered agency 
utilizes to monitor and detect exfiltration 
and other threats, including— 

(I) data loss prevention capabilities; or 

(II) digital rights management capabili- 
ties. 

(iii) A description of how the covered agen- 
cy is using the capabilities described in 
clause (ii). 

(iv) If the covered agency is not utilizing 
capabilities described in clause (ii), a de- 
scription of the reasons for not utilizing such 
capabilities. 

(E) A description of the policies and proce- 
dures of the covered agency with respect to 
ensuring that entities, including contrac- 
tors, that provide services to the covered 
agency are implementing the data security 
management practices described in subpara- 
graph (D). 

(3) EXISTING REVIEW.—The reports required 
under this subsection may be based in whole 
or in part on an audit, evaluation, or report 
relating to programs or practices of the cov- 
ered agency, and may be submitted as part of 
another report, including the report required 
under section 3555 of title 44, United States 
Code. 

(4) CLASSIFIED INFORMATION.—Reports sub- 
mitted under this subsection shall be in un- 
classified form, but may include a classified 
annex. 

(c) GAO ECONOMIC ANALYSIS AND REPORT 
ON FEDERAL COMPUTER SYSTEMS.— 

(1) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Comp- 
troller General of the United States shall 
submit to Congress a report examining, in- 
cluding an economic analysis of, any impedi- 
ments to agency use of effective security 
software and security devices. 

(2) CLASSIFIED INFORMATION.—A report sub- 
mitted under this subsection shall be in un- 
classified form, but may include a classified 
annex. 

SEC. 407. STRATEGY TO PROTECT CRITICAL IN- 
FRASTRUCTURE AT GREATEST RISK. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) APPROPRIATE AGENCY.—The term ‘‘ap- 
propriate agency” means, with respect to a 
covered entity— 

(A) except as provided in subparagraph (B), 
the applicable sector-specific agency; or 

(B) in the case of a covered entity that is 
regulated by a Federal entity, such Federal 
entity. 

(2) APPROPRIATE AGENCY HEAD.—The term 
“appropriate agency head”? means, with re- 
spect to a covered entity, the head of the ap- 
propriate agency. 

(8) COVERED ENTITY.—The term ‘‘covered 
entity”? means an entity identified under 
subsection (b). 

(4) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEES.—The term “‘appropriate congressional 
committees” means— 

(A) the Select Committee on Intelligence 
of the Senate; 

(B) the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence of the House of Representatives; 

(C) the Committee on Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs of the Senate; 

(D) the Committee on Homeland Security 
of the House of Representatives; 
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(E) the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources of the Senate; and 

(F) the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce of the House of Representatives; 

(5) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of the Department of 
Homeland Security 

(b) IDENTIFICATION OF CRITICAL INFRA- 
STRUCTURE AT GREATEST RISK REQUIRED.—No 
later than 60 days after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, the Secretary shall iden- 
tify critical infrastructure entities where a 
cybersecurity incident could reasonably re- 
sult in catastrophic regional or national ef- 
fects on public health or safety, economic se- 
curity, or national security. 

(c) STATUS OF EXISTING CYBER INCIDENT RE- 
PORTING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—No later than 120 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary, in conjunction with the ap- 
propriate agency head (as the case may be), 
shall submit to the appropriate congres- 
sional committees describing the extent to 
which each covered entity reports significant 
intrusions of information systems essential 
to the operation of critical infrastructure to 
the Department of Homeland Security or the 
appropriate agency head in a timely manner. 

(2) FORM.—The report submitted under 
paragraph (1) may include a classified annex. 

(d) MITIGATION STRATEGY REQUIRED FOR 
CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE AT GREATEST 
RISK.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—No later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary, in conjunction with the ap- 
propriate agency head (as the case may be), 
shall conduct an assessment and develop a 
strategy that addresses each of the covered 
entities, to ensure that, to the greatest ex- 
tent feasible, a cyber security incident af- 
fecting such entity would no longer reason- 
ably result in catastrophic regional or na- 
tional effects on public health or safety, eco- 
nomic security, or national security. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The strategy submitted by 
the Secretary with respect to a covered enti- 
ty intrusion shall include the following: 

(A) An assessment of whether each entity 
should be required to report cyber security 
incidents. 

(B) A description of any identified security 
gaps that must be addressed. 

(C) Additional statutory authority nec- 
essary to reduce the likelihood that a cyber 
incident could cause catastrophic regional or 
national effects on public health or safety, 
economic security, or national security. 

(3) SUBMITTAL.—The Secretary shall sub- 
mit to the appropriate congressional com- 
mittees the assessment and strategy re- 
quired by paragraph (1). 

(4) FoRM.—The assessment and strategy 
submitted under paragraph (3) may each in- 
clude a classified annex. 

(e) SENATE OF CONGRESS.—To the extent 
that the Secretary proposes to require the 
reporting of significant cyber intrusions of 
any covered entity pursuant to a rec- 
ommendation identified in subsection (d) it 
is the Sense of Congress that— 

(1) the Secretary should ensure that the 
policies and procedures established for such 
reporting incorporate, to the greatest extent 
practicable, processes, roles, and responsibil- 
ities of appropriate agencies and entities, in- 
cluding sector specific information sharing 
and analysis centers, that were in effect on 
the day before the date of the enactment of 
this Act; 

(2) no cause of action should lie or be main- 
tained in any court against a covered entity, 
and such action should be promptly dis- 
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missed for sharing information with the Sec- 
retary or the appropriate agency head for 
sharing such information; 

(3) the Secretary or appropriate agency 
head, as the case may be, should, under sec- 
tion 103 and to the greatest extent prac- 
ticable, make available to any covered enti- 
ty submitting a report such cyber threat in- 
dicators as the Secretary or appropriate 
agency head considers appropriate; and 

(4) the Secretary or the appropriate agency 
head (as the case may be) should take such 
actions as the Secretary or the appropriate 
agency head (as the case may be) considers 
appropriate to protect from disclosure the 
identity of the covered entity. 


SA 2717. Mr. UDALL (for himself, 
Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. TESTER, and Mr. 
MERKLEY) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 754, to improve cybersecurity in 
the United States through enhanced 
sharing of information about cyberse- 
curity threats, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. 11. EXTENSION OF LAND AND WATER CON- 
SERVATION FUND. 

Section 200302 of title 54, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b), in the matter pre- 
ceding paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘September 
30, 2015” and inserting ‘‘December 11, 2015”; 
and 

(2) in subsection (c)(1), by striking ‘‘Sep- 
tember 30, 2015” and inserting ‘‘December 11, 
2015”. 


SA 2718. Mr. UDALL (for himself, 
Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. TESTER, and Mr. 
MERKLEY) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 754, to improve cybersecurity in 
the United States through enhanced 
sharing of information about cyberse- 
curity threats, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. _ . PERMANENT REAUTHORIZATION OF 
LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION 
FUND. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 200302 of title 54, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b), in the matter pre- 
ceding paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘During 
the period ending September 30, 2015, there” 
and inserting ‘‘There’’; and 

(2) in subsection (c)(1), 
“through September 30, 2015”. 

(b) PUBLIC ACCESS.—Section 200306 of title 
54, United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

‘“(c) PUBLIC ACCESS.—Not less than 1.5 per- 
cent of amounts made available for expendi- 
ture in any fiscal year under section 200303, 
or $10,000,000, whichever is greater, shall be 
used for projects that secure recreational 
public access to existing Federal public land 
for hunting, fishing, and other recreational 
purposes.”’. 


SA 2719. Mr. ALEXANDER submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 754, to improve cy- 
bersecurity in the United States 
through enhanced sharing of informa- 
tion about cybersecurity threats, and 


by striking 
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for other purposes; which was ordered 
to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. _ . IMPROVING CYBERSECURITY IN THE 
HEALTH CARE INDUSTRY. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) BUSINESS ASSOCIATE.—The term ‘‘busi- 
ness associate” has the meaning given such 
term in section 160.103 of title 45, Code of 
Federal Regulations. 

(2) COVERED ENTITY.—The term ‘‘covered 
entity” has the meaning given such term in 
section 160.103 of title 45, Code of Federal 
Regulations. 

(3) HEALTH CARE CLEARINGHOUSE; HEALTH 
CARE PROVIDER; HEALTH PLAN.—The terms 
“health care clearinghouse”, ‘‘thealth care 
provider”, and ‘‘health plan” have the mean- 
ings given the terms in section 160.103 of 
title 45, Code of Federal Regulations. 

(4) HEALTH CARE INDUSTRY STAKEHOLDER.— 
The term ‘‘health care industry stakeholder” 
means any— 

(A) health plan, health care clearinghouse, 
or health care provider; 

(B) patient advocate; 

(C) pharmacist; 

(D) developer of health information tech- 
nology; 

(E) laboratory; 

(F) pharmaceutical or medical device man- 
ufacturer; or 

(G) additional stakeholder the Secretary 
determines necessary for purposes of sub- 
section (d)(1), (d)(3), or (e). 

(5) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall submit, to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of 
the Senate and the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce of the House of Representa- 
tives, a report on the preparedness of the 
health care industry in responding to cyber- 
security threats. 

(c) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—With respect to 
the internal response of the Department of 
Health and Human Services to emerging cy- 
bersecurity threats, the report shall in- 
clude— 

(1) a clear statement of the official within 
the Department of Health and Human Serv- 
ices to be responsible for leading and coordi- 
nating efforts of the Department regarding 
cybersecurity threats in the health care in- 
dustry; and 

(2) a plan from each relevant operating di- 
vision and subdivision of the Department of 
Health and Human Services on how such di- 
vision or subdivision will address cybersecu- 
rity threats in the health care industry, in- 
cluding a clear delineation of how each such 
division or subdivision will divide responsi- 
bility among the personnel of such division 
or subdivision and communicate with other 
such divisions and subdivisions regarding ef- 
forts to address such threats. 

(d) HEALTH CARE INDUSTRY CYBERSECURITY 
TASK FORCE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary, in consultation with the Sec- 
retary of Homeland Security, shall convene 
health care industry stakeholders, cyberse- 
curity experts, and any Federal agencies or 
entities the Secretary determines appro- 
priate to establish a task force to— 

(A) analyze how industries, other than the 
health care industry, have implemented 
strategies and safeguards for addressing cy- 
bersecurity threats within their respective 
industries; 
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(B) analyze challenges and barriers private 
entities (notwithstanding section 2(15)(B), 
excluding any State, tribal, or local govern- 
ment) in the health care industry face secur- 
ing themselves against cyber attacks; 

(C) review challenges that covered entities 
and business associates face in securing 
networked medical devices and other soft- 
ware or systems that connect to an elec- 
tronic health record; 

(D) provide the Secretary with information 
to disseminate to health care industry stake- 
holders for purposes of improving their pre- 
paredness for, and response to, cybersecurity 
threats affecting the health care industry; 

(E) establish a plan for creating a single 
system for the Federal Government to share 
information on actionable intelligence re- 
garding cybersecurity threats to the private 
sector in near real time, at no cost to the re- 
cipients of such information, including 
which Federal agency or other entity may be 
best suited to be the central conduit to fa- 
cilitate the sharing of such information; and 

(F) report to Congress on the findings and 
recommendations of the task force regarding 
carrying out subparagraphs (A) through (E). 

(2) TERMINATION.—The task force estab- 
lished under this subsection shall terminate 
on the date that is 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

(3) DISSEMINATION.—Not later than 60 days 
after the termination of the task force estab- 
lished under this subsection, the Secretary 
shall disseminate the information described 
in paragraph (1)(D) to health care industry 
stakeholders in accordance with such para- 
graph. 

(e) CYBERSECURITY FRAMEWORK.—The Sec- 
retary shall establish, through a collabo- 
rative process with the Secretary of Home- 
land Security, health care industry stake- 
holders, the National Institute of Standards 
and Technology, and any Federal agency or 
entity the Secretary determines appropriate, 
a single, voluntary, national health-specific 
cybersecurity framework that— 

(1) establishes a common set of security 
practices and standards that specifically per- 
tain to a range of health care organizations; 

(2) supports voluntary adoption and imple- 
mentation efforts to improve safeguards to 
address cybersecurity threats; and 

(3) is consistently updated and applicable 
to the range of health care organizations de- 
scribed in paragraph (1). 


EE 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on October 20, 
2015, at 10 a.m., room SD-866 of the 
Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on October 20, 2015, at 10 a.m., 
to conduct a hearing entitled ‘‘The 
Persistent North Korea Denucleari- 
zation and Human Rights Challenge.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on October 20, 2015, at 2:30 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON MULTILATERAL INTER- 
NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT, MULTILATERAL IN- 
STITUTIONS, AND INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC, 
ENERGY, AND ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 
Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com- 

mittee on Foreign Relations Sub- 
committee on Multilateral Inter- 
national Development, Multilateral In- 
stitutions, and International Eco- 
nomic, Energy, and Environmental 

Policy be authorized to meet during 

the session of the Senate on October 20, 

2015, at 2:45 p.m., to conduct a hearing 

entitled ‘‘2015 Paris International Cli- 

mate Negotiations: Examining the Eco- 
nomic and Environmental Impacts.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
THE CALENDAR 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of Calendar Nos. 256, 257, 258, 259, 
260, 261, and 262, en bloc. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bills en bloc. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the bills 
be read a third time and passed, that 
the motions to reconsider be consid- 
ered made and laid upon the table, and 
that any statements related to the 
bills be printed in the RECORD, all en 
bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


SGT. ZACHARY M. FISHER POST 
OFFICE 


The bill (H.R. 322) to designate the 
facility of the United States Postal 
Service located at 16105 Swingley Ridge 
Road in Chesterfield, Missouri, as the 
“Set. Zachary M. Fisher Post Office,” 
was ordered to a third reading, was 
read the third time, and passed. 


EE 


SGT. AMANDA N. PINSON POST 
OFFICE 


The bill (H.R. 323) to designate the 
facility of the United States Postal 
Service located at 55 Grasso Plaza in 
St. Louis, Missouri, as the “Sgt. Aman- 
da N. Pinson Post Office,’’ was ordered 
to a third reading, was read the third 
time, and passed. 


EE 


LT. DANIEL P. RIORDAN POST 
OFFICE 


The bill (H.R. 324) to designate the 
facility of the United States Postal 
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Service located at 11662 Gravois Road 
in St. Louis, Missouri, as the ‘‘Lt. Dan- 
iel P. Riordan Post Office,” was or- 
dered to a third reading, was read the 
third time, and passed. 


EE 


RICHARD “DICK” CHENAULT POST 
OFFICE BUILDING 


The bill (H.R. 558) to designate the 
facility of the United States Postal 
Service located at 55 South Pioneer 
Boulevard in Springboro, Ohio, as the 
“Richard ‘Dick’ Chenault Post Office 
Building,’’ was ordered to a third read- 
ing, was read the third time, and 
passed. 


ee 


STAFF SERGEANT ROBERT H. 
DIETZ POST OFFICE BUILDING 


The bill (H.R. 1442) to designate the 
facility of the United States Postal 
Service located at 90 Cornell Street in 
Kingston, New York, as the “Staff Ser- 
geant Robert H. Dietz Post Office 
Building,’’ was ordered to a third read- 
ing, was read the third time, and 
passed. 


OFFICER DARYL R. PIERSON ME- 
MORIAL POST OFFICE BUILDING 


The bill (H.R. 1884) to designate the 
facility of the United States Postal 
Service located at 206 West Commer- 
cial Street in East Rochester, New 
York, as the ‘‘Officer Daryl R. Pierson 
Memorial Post Office Building,’’ was 
ordered to a third reading, was read the 
third time, and passed. 
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JAMES ROBERT KALSU POST 
OFFICE BUILDING 


The bill (H.R. 3059) to designate the 
facility of the United States Postal 
Service located at 4500 SE 28th Street, 
Del City, Oklahoma, as the James Rob- 
ert Kalsu Post Office Building, was or- 
dered to a third reading, was read the 
third time, and passed. 


——— 


NATIONAL CASE MANAGEMENT 
WEEK 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Judi- 
ciary Committee be discharged from 
further consideration of and the Senate 
now proceed to the consideration of S. 
Res. 261. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the resolution 
by title. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 261) designating the 
week of October 11 through October 17, 2015, 
as ‘‘National Case Management Week” to 
recognize the role of case management in 
improving health care outcomes for patients. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that the resolution be agreed 
to, the preamble be agreed to, and the 
motions to reconsider be laid upon the 
table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

(The resolution, with its preamble, is 
printed in the RECORD of September 22, 
2015, under ‘‘Submitted Resolutions.” ) 


261) was 
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ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, 
OCTOBER 21, 2015 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until 9:30 a.m., Wednesday, Oc- 
tober 21; that following the prayer and 
pledge, the morning hour be deemed 
expired, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, and the time for the 
two leaders be reserved for their use 
later in the day; that following leader 
remarks, the Senate be in a period of 
morning business for 1 hour, with Sen- 
ators permitted to speak therein; fur- 
ther, that the time during morning 
business be equally divided, with the 
majority controlling the first half and 
the Democrats controlling the final 
half; finally, that following morning 
business, the Senate then resume con- 
sideration of S. 754. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ee 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be- 
fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that it stand adjourned under the 
previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 6:19 p.m., adjourned until Wednes- 
day, October 21, 2015, at 9:30 a.m. 


EE 


CONFIRMATION 
Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate October 20, 2015: 
THE JUDICIARY 


ANN DONNELLY, OF NEW YORK, TO BE UNITED STATES 
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW 
YORK. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


The House met at noon and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. MOOLENAAR). 


— 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
October 20, 2015. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable JOHN R. 
MOOLENAAR to act as Speaker pro tempore 
on this day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


EEE 


MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of Janu- 
ary 6, 2015, the Chair will now recog- 
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 

The Chair will alternate recognition 
between the parties, with each party 
limited to 1 hour and each Member 
other than the majority and minority 
leaders and the minority whip limited 
to 5 minutes, but in no event shall de- 
bate continue beyond 1:50 p.m. 


a 


THE GRAVEYARD OF EMPIRES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. JONES) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, this week- 
end, I learned that there would be no 
cost-of-living adjustment this year for 
those living on Social Security. Not 
only will Social Security recipients not 
see a cost-of-living increase this year 
but, also, disabled veterans. 

There are over 131,000 veterans on 
disability in North Carolina who will 
be suffering this year. Our senior citi- 
zens and disabled veterans are having a 
difficult time making ends meet, and it 
is not fair that the Federal Govern- 
ment continues to waste money with 
failed policies like Afghanistan. It is 
disgraceful. 

Mr. Speaker, we will be raising the 
debt ceiling of this Nation for years to 
come because of wasteful spending. 
This means we will be borrowing more 
money to continue spending more than 
we take in. Our annual Federal deficit 
is still over $400 billion a year. 

The American people are sick and 
tired of our wasteful spending, and I 
know they are frustrated. Once again, 


our failed policy in Afghanistan is a 
prime example of the waste, fraud, and 
abuse of the American taxpayer dollar, 
but it continues on and on for years to 
come. 

In the recent House-Senate con- 
ference bill, Congress included $38 bil- 
lion for the Overseas Contingency Op- 
eration, which is a slush fund used to 
get around sequestration spending caps 
for the Department of Defense. 

We have already spent over $685 bil- 
lion in Afghanistan since 2001, and ac- 
cording to the Congressional Budget 
Office, we will be spending at least $30 
billion a year in Afghanistan for the 
next 8 years, and Congress has never 
debated the policy of Afghanistan. 

This slush fund goes to fund our 
never-ending wars in Iraq, Syria, and 
Afghanistan. We continue to spend 
money on a fool’s errand in the Middle 
East. Meanwhile, our disabled veterans 
at home cannot keep up with the rising 
costs of daily living. President Obama 
will be keeping 10,000 troops in Afghan- 
istan through all of next year and at 
least 5,000 there after 2016. 

Mr. Speaker, years ago, I reached out 
to a former commandant of the Marine 
Corps whom I knew, and I asked him to 
give me his advice on Afghanistan. 
Many times he has given me his best 
advice, but one that has stuck with me 
for years is this—and I quote the com- 
mandant: 

“What do we say to the mother and 
father... the wife. . . of the last ma- 
rine or soldier killed to support a cor- 
rupt government and corrupt leader in 
a war that cannot be won?” 

Mr. Speaker, that is Afghanistan. It 
is a waste. 

How ridiculous it is that Congress 
and the administration think we can 
change history. The history of Afghani- 
stan has shown that no outside mili- 
tary force has ever changed it, from 
Alexander the Great, to the British, to 
the Russians. It is truly the graveyard 
of empires, and I hope we won’t have a 
headstone there, waiting, that will 
read, ‘‘Welcome, America, to the grave- 
yard of empires.”’ 

Mr. Speaker, this poster beside me is 
a reminder of the cost of war in Af- 
ghanistan. There is a little girl holding 
her mother’s hand as they are waiting 
to follow a caisson down to bury the 
little girl’s father and the wife’s hus- 
band. 

Congress, wake up. We are heading 
for collapse in this country. Let’s not 
continue to spend and waste money, 
blood, and limbs in Afghanistan. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask God to please 
bless our men and women in uniform, 


This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 


to please bless the families of our men 
and women in uniform, and, God, 
please bless America and please wake 
up the Congress before it is too late. 


EE 


NURSING HOME ACCOUNTABILITY 
ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. WALKER) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, we have 
a problem in making sure that all of 
our senior adult population is treated 
with the utmost respect and proper 
care. 

HUD’s Section 232 Program was in- 
tended to provide Federal loan insur- 
ance for loans covering the needs of 
nursing homes and other elder-care fa- 
cilities. However, while HUD requires 
these applicants to submit their latest 
quality ratings, which is a one-star to 
five-star rating from the Centers for 
Medicare and Medicaid Services, or 
CMS, the quality rating is not a decid- 
ing factor. 

This has allowed nursing homes that 
provide routinely poor care to receive 
repeated taxpayer insurance loans. 
Among others, this is seen in the rise 
in the number and volume of one-star 
facilities that received HUD insurance 
each year from 2009 to 2012 but, also, in 
reports over two decades from GAO’s 
and HUD’s inspectors general. 

Clearly, HUD’s steps haven’t gone far 
enough to provide real reform to en- 
sure that taxpayer dollars do not go to 
nursing homes that consistently pro- 
vide poor care to our seniors and to our 
needy. We must ensure that taxpayer 
support is going to nursing homes that 
provide quality care for their residents, 
not to facilities that provide contin- 
ually deficient care. 

By linking CMS’ quality ratings to 
loan eligibility, the Nursing Home Ac- 
countability Act ensures that new fed- 
erally backed loans go to nursing 
homes with a demonstrated commit- 
ment to quality care for their resi- 
dents. 

Bottom line, what my bill states is 
this: 

Under CMS’ Five-Star Quality Rat- 
ing System, if a nursing home receives 
a rating of two stars or less for 30 con- 
secutive months, the nursing home will 
then be ineligible for any future sec- 
tion 232 loans. 

After a nursing home becomes ineli- 
gible for future section 232 loans under 
this Act, it can become eligible once 
more for future loans if the facility 
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maintains a rating of three stars or 
more for 30 months. 

Regarding ratings, all nursing homes 
receive a blank slate when this law is 
enacted, and HUD is allowed to con- 
tinue to service previously issued loans 
under this law. 

I would also like to say thanks to our 
local FOX affiliate for researching the 
gross mismanagement of Federal funds 
and bringing a greater awareness of 
this important matter. 

Overall, I look forward to opening 
the national conversation of how we 
can better focus this program on the 
quality of care provided to our seniors 
and to the needy. 


a 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until 2 
p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 8 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 


ee 


1400 
AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. WOMACK) at 2 p.m. 


EE 
PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick 
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer: 

Almighty God, we give You thanks 
for giving us another day. 

As the Members return, we ask Your 
blessing on all those who are dis- 
cerning significant options about lead- 
ership here in the people’s House. May 
a spirit of freedom and public responsi- 
bility prevail among the other voices 
competing for ascendancy in the con- 
versations and debates that ensue. 

Bless all Members with wisdom in 
good measure—pressed down, shaken 
together, and running over—that the 
legacy of great legislators of our his- 
tory might be carried on with integrity 
for the benefit of all. 

May all that is done in the people’s 
House be for Your greater honor and 
glory. 

Amen. 


EE 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


EEE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. CARTER) 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 
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Mr. CARTER of Georgia led the 
Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EE 


SOUTH CAROLINIANS ARE AN 
INSPIRATION 


(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, the past 2 weeks in South 
Carolina have been inspiring as I 
learned and saw spontaneous acts of 
thoughtfulness and compassion for 
flood victims. 

The thousand-year rain event was a 
disastrous collision of a weather front 
from the west meeting a moisture- 
laden trough from the east caused by 
Hurricane Joaquin bypassing the 
State, dumping 11 trillion gallons of 
water, inundating communities with 
rainfalls up to 26 inches overnight. The 
volume was equal to filling the Rose 
Bowl over 130,000 times. 

Governor Nikki Haley and National 
Guard Adjutant General Bob Living- 
ston, backed up by the State Guard, 
have continued to lead dedicated per- 
sonnel for safety and recovery. Colonel 
Kevin Shwedo will be the recovery co- 
ordinator. 

Individual acts of heroism arise 
daily, such as the courage of Frank 
Roddey, Ryan Truluck, Drew Bozard, 
and Zack Hudson, who were cited by 
The State for rescuing, by boat, neigh- 
bors from their submerged Lake Kath- 
erine homes. Every church and school 
has energized volunteers and relief ef- 
forts for families. 

The Salvation Army thanked Mary 
and J.T. Gandolfo with Rich O’Dell for 
raising over $141,000 in a WLTX tele- 
thon, with Columbia Rotary Club mem- 
bers receiving the calls. 

Homeland Security Secretary Jeh 
Johnson deserves praise for his dedi- 
cated FEMA personnel and SBA rep- 
resentatives implementing Federal as- 
sistance. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and the President by his actions should 
never forget September the 11th in the 
global war on terrorism. 


ES 


NATIONAL FOREST PRODUCTS 
WEEK 


(Mr. CARTER of Georgia asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak- 
er, I rise today in support of National 
Forest Products Week. 

The forestry and wood product manu- 
facturing industry support over 44,000 
jobs in the State of Georgia. 

Over the past several years, many ar- 
chitects around the world have dem- 
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onstrated the successful application of 
next-generation lumber and mass-tim- 
ber technologies. These new tech- 
nologies are providing a new, sustain- 
able solution for building safe, cost ef- 
fective, and high-performing buildings, 
most of the time in densely populated 
cities around the world. 

By making forests sustainable and 
promoting wood product innovation, 
we can ensure that the wood product 
industry will continue to be a signifi- 
cant employer throughout the United 
States. I encourage continued support 
of forest lands and support for strong 
wood product markets so we can keep 
this industry healthy for future gen- 
erations. 

I thank those in the forest product 
industry for your continued contribu- 
tions to our local economy, the State 
of Georgia, and the entire Nation. 


EE 
CONGRATULATING STUDENTS AT 
MARVIN WARD ELEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 


(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, today, I rise 
to recognize the students and faculty 
at Marvin Ward Elementary School in 
Winston-Salem, North Carolina. 

With news of the destructive flooding 
in South Carolina on their minds, this 
title I school conducted an informal 
collection of supplies for those im- 
pacted by the devastation. In just 24 
hours, the school community had come 
together for the people of South Caro- 
lina and collected clothing, blankets, 
towels, pillows, baby supplies, toilet- 
ries, pet food, and over 60 cases of 
water. 

In addition to reading, writing, and 
arithmetic, it is clear that the admin- 
istration and faculty have also been 
teaching important lessons in compas- 
sion and generosity, which I am sure 
went along very well with the lessons 
being learned by these students from 
their families. 

Ward Elementary met the call for as- 
sistance with extraordinary result. Its 
students should be commended for 
their giving spirit and commitment to 
helping others. 


— 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE CHIEF 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER OF 
THE HOUSE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Chief Administrative 
Officer of the House of Representatives: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, OFFICE 
OF THE CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OF- 
FICER, 
Washington, DC, October 16, 2015. 
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 

formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
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of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with two grand jury subpoenas 
for documents issued by the United States 
District Court for the Central District of Illi- 
nois. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen- 
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli- 
ance with one of the subpoenas is consistent 
with the privileges and rights of the House. 
After further consultation with counsel, I 
will make the determinations required by 
Rule VIII with respect to the second sub- 
poena. 

Sincerely, 
ED CASSIDY. 


ES 


COMMUNICATION FROM DIRECTOR 
OF APPROPRIATIONS, THE HON- 
ORABLE CHAKA FATTAH, MEM- 
BER OF CONGRESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from Michelle Anderson-Lee, 
Director of Appropriations, the Honor- 
able CHAKA FATTAH, Member of Con- 
gress: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
October 16, 2015. 
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives that I have 
been served with a subpoena, issued by the 
United States District Court for the Eastern 
District of Pennsylvania, for testimony in a 
criminal case. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen- 
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli- 
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the privileges and rights of the House. 

Sincerely, 
MICHELLE ANDERSON-LEE, 
Director of Appropriations, 
Office of Congressman Chaka Fattah. 


ES 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until ap- 
proximately 4 p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 7 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 


EE 


1600 
AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. HULTGREN) at 4 p.m. 


EEE 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will postpone further proceedings 
today on motions to suspend the rules 
on which a recorded vote or the yeas 
and nays are ordered, or on which the 
vote incurs objection under clause 6 of 
rule XX. 

Record votes on postponed questions 
will be taken later. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


JUDICIAL REDRESS ACT OF 2015 


Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 1428) to extend Privacy Act 
remedies to citizens of certified states, 
and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 1428 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Judicial Re- 
dress Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF PRIVACY ACT REMEDIES 
TO CITIZENS OF DESIGNATED COUN- 
TRIES. 

(a) CIVIL ACTION; CIVIL REMEDIES.—With 
respect to covered records, a covered person 
may bring a civil action against an agency 
and obtain civil remedies, in the same man- 
ner, to the same extent, and subject to the 
same limitations, including exemptions and 
exceptions, as an individual may bring and 
obtain with respect to records under— 

(1) section 552a(g)(1)(D) of title 5, United 
States Code, but only with respect to disclo- 
sures intentionally or willfully made in vio- 
lation of section 552a(b) of such title; and 

(2) subparagraphs (A) and (B) of section 
552a(g)(1) of title 5, United States Code, but 
such an action may only be brought against 
a designated Federal agency or component. 

(b) EXCLUSIVE REMEDIES.—The remedies 
set forth in subsection (a) are the exclusive 
remedies available to a covered person under 
this section. 

(c) APPLICATION OF THE PRIVACY ACT WITH 
RESPECT TO A COVERED PERSON.—For pur- 
poses of a civil action described in sub- 
section (a), a covered person shall have the 
same rights, and be subject to the same limi- 
tations, including exemptions and excep- 
tions, as an individual has and is subject to 
under section 552a of title 5, United States 
Code, when pursuing the civil remedies de- 
scribed in paragraphs (1) and (2) of sub- 
section (a). 

(d) DESIGNATION OF COVERED COUNTRY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General 
may, with the concurrence of the Secretary 
of State, the Secretary of the Treasury, and 
the Secretary of Homeland Security, des- 
ignate a foreign country or regional eco- 
nomic integration organization, or member 
country of such organization, as a ‘‘covered 
country” for purposes of this section if— 

(A) the country or regional economic inte- 
gration organization, or member country of 
such organization, has entered into an agree- 
ment with the United States that provides 
for appropriate privacy protections for infor- 
mation shared for the purpose of preventing, 
investigating, detecting, or prosecuting 
criminal offenses; or 

(B) the Attorney General has determined 
that the country or regional economic inte- 
gration organization, or member country of 
such organization, has effectively shared in- 
formation with the United States for the 
purpose of preventing, investigating, detect- 
ing, or prosecuting criminal offenses and has 
appropriate privacy protections for such 
shared information. 

(2) REMOVAL OF DESIGNATION.—The Attor- 
ney General may, with the concurrence of 
the Secretary of State, the Secretary of the 
Treasury, and the Secretary of Homeland Se- 
curity, revoke the designation of a foreign 
country or regional economic integration or- 
ganization, or member country of such orga- 
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nization, as a ‘‘covered country” if the At- 
torney General determines that such des- 
ignated ‘‘covered country’’— 

(A) is not complying with the agreement 
described under paragraph (1)(A); 

(B) no longer meets the requirements for 
designation under paragraph (1)(B); or 

(C) impedes the transfer of information 
(for purposes of reporting or preventing un- 
lawful activity) to the United States by a 
private entity or person. 

(e) DESIGNATION OF DESIGNATED FEDERAL 
AGENCY OR COMPONENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General 
shall determine whether an agency or com- 
ponent thereof is a ‘‘designated Federal 
agency or component” for purposes of this 
section. The Attorney General shall not des- 
ignate any agency or component thereof 
other than the Department of Justice or a 
component of the Department of Justice 
without the concurrence of the head of the 
relevant agency, or of the agency to which 
the component belongs. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS FOR DESIGNATION.—The 
Attorney General may determine that an 
agency or component of an agency is a ‘‘des- 
ignated Federal agency or component” for 
purposes of this section, if— 

(A) the Attorney General determines that 
information exchanged by such agency with 
a covered country is within the scope of an 
agreement referred to in subsection (d)(1)(A); 
or 

(B) with respect to a country or regional 
economic integration organization, or mem- 
ber country of such organization, that has 
been designated as a ‘‘covered country” 
under subsection (d)(1)(B), the Attorney Gen- 
eral determines that designating such agen- 
cy or component thereof is in the law en- 
forcement interests of the United States. 

(f) FEDERAL REGISTER REQUIREMENT; NON- 
REVIEWABLE DETERMINATION.—The Attorney 
General shall publish each determination 
made under subsections (d) and (e). Such de- 
termination shall not be subject to judicial 
or administrative review. 

(g) JURISDICTION.—The United States Dis- 
trict Court for the District of Columbia shall 
have exclusive jurisdiction over any claim 
arising under this section. 

(h) DEFINITIONS.—In this Act: 

(1) AGENCY.—The term ‘‘agency’’ has the 
meaning given that term in section 552(f) of 
title 5, United States Code. 

(2) COVERED COUNTRY.—The term ‘‘covered 
country” means a country or regional eco- 
nomic integration organization, or member 
country of such organization, designated in 
accordance with subsection (d). 

(3) COVERED PERSON.—The term ‘‘covered 
person” means a natural person (other than 
an individual) who is a citizen of a covered 
country. 

(4) COVERED RECORD.—The term ‘‘covered 
record” has the same meaning for a covered 
person as a record has for an individual 
under section 552a of title 5, United States 
Code, once the covered record is trans- 
ferred— 

(A) by a public authority of, or private en- 
tity within, a country or regional economic 
organization, or member country of such or- 
ganization, which at the time the record is 
transferred is a covered country; and 

(B) to a designated Federal agency or com- 
ponent for purposes of preventing, inves- 
tigating, detecting, or prosecuting criminal 
offenses. 

(5) DESIGNATED FEDERAL AGENCY OR COMPO- 
NENT.—The term ‘‘designated Federal agency 
or component” means a Federal agency or 
component of an agency designated in ac- 
cordance with subsection (e). 
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(6) INDIVIDUAL.—The term ‘‘individual’’ has 
the meaning given that term in section 
552a(a)(2) of title 5, United States Code. 

(i) PRESERVATION OF PRIVILEGES.—Nothing 
in this section shall be construed to waive 
any applicable privilege or require the dis- 
closure of classified information. Upon an 
agency’s request, the district court shall re- 
view in camera and ex parte any submission 
by the agency in connection with this sub- 
section. 

(j) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This Act shall take 
effect 90 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE) and the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. COHEN) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks and include extraneous mate- 
rials on H.R. 1428 currently under con- 
sideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

I would like to begin by thanking Mr. 
SENSENBRENNER and Ranking Member 
CONYERS for introducing this impor- 
tant bipartisan legislation to extend 
privacy protections and help ensure 
that the flow of law enforcement infor- 
mation between the European Union 
and the United States continues 
unimpeded. 

In recent years, several broad and 
highly publicized leaks of classified 
U.S. intelligence information have 
eroded the global public’s trust in the 
United States Government and our 
technology sector. As a result, both the 
Federal Government and U.S. busi- 
nesses that operate overseas are facing 
growing challenges from proposals to 
limit the international flow of data. 

Our allies in Europe, in particular, 
are concerned that the European public 
will no longer support law enforcement 
cooperation with U.S. authorities if we 
do not enact legislation to restore 
their public’s trust in U.S. privacy pro- 
tections. 

Moreover, American businesses 
across all sectors face negative com- 
mercial consequences abroad as a re- 
sult of the climate that has been cre- 
ated by the unauthorized disclosure of 
classified data. 

H.R. 1428, the Judicial Redress Act, 
can go a long way toward restoring our 
allies’ faith in U.S. data privacy pro- 
tections and helping facilitate agree- 
ments such as the Data Privacy and 
Protection Agreement that enhance 
international cooperation. 

According to the Department of Jus- 
tice, the Judicial Redress Act is crit- 
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ical to reestablishing a trusting rela- 
tionship between the European Union 
and the United States, to ensuring con- 
tinued strong law enforcement co- 
operation between the United States 
and Europe, and to preserving the abil- 
ity of American companies to do busi- 
ness internationally. 

The Judicial Redress Act accom- 
plishes this by granting citizens of des- 
ignated foreign countries a limited 
number of civil remedies against the 
Federal Government, similar to those 
already provided U.S. citizens and law- 
ful permanent residents under the Pri- 
vacy Act. 

This legislation is narrowly tailored 
in that it only applies with respect to 
information obtained through inter- 
national law enforcement channels. 
Any lawsuit brought pursuant to this 
bill is subject to the same terms and 
restrictions that apply to U.S. citizens 
and lawful permanent residents under 
the Privacy Act. 

If this legislation is enacted, citizens 
of designated foreign governments will 
be able to sue the United States in Fed- 
eral District Court with respect to in- 
tentional and willful public disclosures 
of law enforcement information by the 
Federal Government that injure those 
citizens. 

Additionally, for information that is 
not subject to an exemption under the 
Privacy Act, covered foreign citizens 
will be able to seek redress for failures 
by the Federal Government to grant 
access to records or to amend incorrect 
records. American citizens are already 
afforded these types of judicial redress 
rights in many foreign countries. 

Although these may be limited civil 
remedies against the United States 
Government, they will provide Euro- 
pean citizens with the core benefits of 
the Privacy Act and, in doing so, will 
greatly help to restore the public trust 
necessary for the continued success of 
our law enforcement cooperation with 
Europe. 

The bill will also facilitate adoption 
of the Data Privacy and Protection 
Agreement and promote a healthy en- 
vironment for U.S. companies that do 
business overseas. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM- 
MITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOV- 
ERNMENT REFORM, 

Washington, DC, October 6, 2015. 
Hon. BoB GOODLATTE, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I write concerning 
H.R. 1428, the Judicial Redress Act of 2015. As 
you know, the Committee on the Judiciary 
received an original referral and the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Reform 
a secondary referral when the bill was intro- 
duced on March 18, 2015. I recognize and ap- 
preciate your desire to bring this legislation 
before the House of Representatives in an ex- 
peditious manner, and accordingly, the Com- 
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mittee on Oversight and Government Reform 
will forego action on the bill. 

The Committee takes this action with our 
mutual understanding that by foregoing con- 
sideration of H.R. 1428 at this time, we do 
not waive any jurisdiction over the subject 
matter contained in this or similar legisla- 
tion. Further, I request your support for the 
appointment of conferees from the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Reform 
during any House-Senate conference con- 
vened on this or related legislation. 

Finally, I would ask that a copy of our ex- 
change of letters on this matter be included 
in the bill report filed by the Committee on 
the Judiciary, as well as in the Congres- 
sional Record during floor consideration, to 
memorialize our understanding. 

Sincerely, 
JASON CHAFFETZ, 
Chairman. 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, DC, October 6, 2015. 
Hon. JASON CHAFFETZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN CHAFFETZ: Thank you for 
your letter regarding H.R. 1428, the ‘‘Judicial 
Redress Act of 2015.” As you noted, the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Reform 
was granted an additional referral on the 
bill. 

Iam most appreciative of your decision to 
forego formal action on H.R. 1428 so that it 
may proceed expeditiously to the House 
floor. I acknowledge that although you 
waived formal consideration of the bill, the 
Committee on the Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform is in no way waiving its juris- 
diction over the subject matter contained in 
those provisions of the bill that fall within 
your Rule X jurisdiction. I would support 
your effort to seek appointment of an appro- 
priate number of conferees on any House- 
Senate conference involving this legislation. 

I will include a copy of our letters in the 
Committee’s report on H.R. 1428 and in the 
Congressional Record during floor consider- 
ation of H.R. 1428. 

Sincerely, 
BOB GOODLATTE, 
Chairman. 


Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation before 
us today is good for national security, 
good for privacy, and good for business. 
It is unquestionably the right thing to 
do for our Nation’s closest allies. 

Under current law, United States 
citizens are entitled to access and re- 
quest a correction to personal records 
held by a Federal agency. If the agency 
denies access or fails to make a re- 
quested change or otherwise violates 
their privacy rights, then we may seek 
redress in Federal court. 

Under current law, these rights are 
conveyed only to United States citi- 
zens and not to the citizens of our clos- 
est allies, even though many European 
countries offer our citizens similar 
rights overseas, probably somewhat 
like the Europeans give our folks mon- 
eys when they record a song and play it 
over there, but we don’t. We should 
have that same reciprocity and fair- 
ness. 
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H.R. 1428, the Judicial Redress Act, 
will extend these core privacy protec- 
tions to the citizens of certain foreign 
countries, those designated by the At- 
torney General as trusted allies. This 
small change to our laws will afford 
immediate benefits both at home and 
abroad. 

This act will facilitate information- 
sharing partnerships with law enforce- 
ment agencies across the globe. We 
know from experience that open lines 
of communication with our allies yield 
intelligence and save lives. 

The act will enable the U.S. and the 
European Union to complete an um- 
brella agreement to govern informa- 
tion sharing across the Atlantic for law 
enforcement and counterterrorism pur- 
poses. This agreement, which would in- 
clude significant protections for indi- 
vidual privacy, would not go into effect 
until we have made these changes. 

Earlier this year a coalition of com- 
panies, trade associations, and civil 
rights organizations wrote to the lead- 
ership of both parties to outline the 
economic cost of ‘‘a significant erosion 
of global public trust in both the U.S. 
Government and the U.S. technology 
sector.” Their fears appear to have 
been well founded. 

Earlier this month, citing concerns 
about insufficient privacy safeguards 
in the United States, the European 
Court of Justice effectively suspended 
the safe harbor agreement that allows 
companies to move digital information 
across the Atlantic. 

Although there is far more work to 
be done to restore the agreement, I 
hope that our allies will take this leg- 
islation as a sign of good faith and rec- 
ognize that a basic right to privacy ex- 
tends beyond our borders and we will 
work to restore the public trust nec- 
essary for the continued success of U.S. 
industry overseas. 

The Judicial Redress Act is sup- 
ported by the White House, the Depart- 
ment of Justice, and other Federal law 
enforcement agencies. It has been en- 
dorsed by the Chamber of Commerce, 
Information Technology Industry 
Council, Facebook, Google, Microsoft, 
and IBM, among others. 

At base, this bill is a measure of 
basic fairness. Our friends abroad 
should have some course of redress 
with respect to information that they 
provided to the U.S. Government in the 
first place. 

We all benefit when the information 
we share is accurate. Our partners in 
trade and security should have the 
ability to seek recourse when it is not. 

I thank Representative SENSEN- 
BRENNER for his leadership on this 
issue, for his leadership on many 
issues, including sentencing reform, for 
his extreme knowledge of the world, 
and for sharing it with me on occasion. 
I thank Mr. GOODLATTE for those same 
talents and achievements. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill. 
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER), the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Crime, Terrorism, Homeland Security, 
and Investigations of the Committee 
on the Judiciary, and the chief sponsor 
of this legislation. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak- 
er, strong international relationships 
abroad are critical to the safety and 
advancement of the United States. 
That is why I was pleased to introduce 
the Judicial Redress Act of 2015 with 
Ranking Member JOHN CONYERS and to 
speak in favor of it today. 

For many years, the United States 
and the European Union have worked 
together to secure data protection for 
their citizens under agreements known 
as safe harbor. Earlier this month, 
however, the European Court of Justice 
issued a landmark ruling invalidating 
the agreement because of privacy con- 
cerns. 

The European court’s ruling illus- 
trates how fragile trust between na- 
tions can be. It is easily lost and hard 
to rebuild. Moreover, this lack of trust 
has had huge economic and security 
consequences for the United States. 
Our businesses have struggled against 
public backlash and protectionist poli- 
cies, and our government has faced in- 
creasingly difficult negotiations to 
share law enforcement and intelligence 
data. 

The Judicial Redress Act of 2015 is 
central to our efforts to rebuild 
strained relationships with our allies 
and to ensure privacy and security for 
both American and European Union 
citizens. The sudden termination of the 
safe harbor framework strikes a blow 
to U.S. businesses by complicating 
commercial data flows. If we fail to 
pass the Judicial Redress Act, we risk 
similar disruption to the sharing of law 
enforcement information. 

In many ways, the Judicial Redress 
Act is a privacy bill. It is backed and 
supported by many of our country’s top 
privacy advocates. But make no mis- 
take. The bill is crucial to U.S. law en- 
forcement. At the heart of the Judicial 
Redress Act is the pressing need for the 
continued sharing of law enforcement 
data across the Atlantic. 

In our complex digital world, privacy 
and security are not competing values. 
They are weaved together inseparably, 
and today’s policymakers must craft 
legal frameworks that support both. 

This bill provides our allies with lim- 
ited remedies relative to the data they 
share with the United States, similar 
to those American citizens enjoy under 
the Privacy Act. It is a way to support 
our foreign allies and to ensure the 
continued sharing of law enforcement 
data. 

Specifically, the bill will give citi- 
zens of covered countries the ability to 
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correct flawed information in their 
record and access U.S. courts if the 
U.S. Government unlawfully discloses 
their personal information. 

As United States citizens, we already 
enjoy similar protections in Europe. 
Granting these rights to our closest al- 
lies and their citizens will be a positive 
step forward in restoring our inter- 
national reputation and rebuilding 
trust. 

In fact, our European colleagues have 
noted that the passage of the Judicial 
Redress Act is critical to negotiating a 
new agreement, central to their will- 
ingness to continue sharing law en- 
forcement data with the United States 
and necessary to improving relations 
between nations. 

If we fail to pass this bill, we will un- 
dermine several important inter- 
national agreements, further harm our 
businesses operating in Europe, and se- 
verely limit sharing of law enforce- 
ment information. 

The Judicial Redress Act currently 
enjoys broad support and has been en- 
dorsed by the Department of Justice as 
well as the Chamber of Commerce and 
numerous U.S. businesses. 

I would like to thank my colleagues, 
Representatives JOHN CONYERS, RANDY 
FORBES, and GLENN THOMPSON, for co- 
sponsoring this legislation, as well as 
Senators ORRIN HATCH and CHRIS- 
TOPHER MURPHY for their work on com- 
panion legislation in the Senate. 

The Judicial Redress Act amounts to 
a small courtesy that will pay huge 
diplomatic and economic dividends. I 
urge my colleagues to pass this impor- 
tant bill and my colleagues in the Sen- 
ate to take it up without delay. 

Let’s put the President’s infamous 
pen to good use by signing this legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, I will per- 
functorily reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. COLLINS), a member of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak- 
er, it is important, I think, to come 
over here and discuss H.R. 1428, the Ju- 
dicial Redress Act. Echoing a lot that 
has been said already, this is a great 
starting point for, really, a broader 
conversation about privacy rights and 
a conversation that is sorely needed. 

I supported this bill when it passed 
the Committee on the Judiciary unani- 
mously, and I am proud to support it 
today. The bill extends the same rights 
afforded to Americans under the 1974 
Privacy Act to citizens of certain al- 
lied nations. Importantly, only citizens 
of countries who extend similar rights 
to Americans for redress for privacy 
violations are eligible. 

As everyone here is aware, revela- 
tions about U.S. surveillance oper- 
ations created serious trust issues, and 
both the government and tech sectors 
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experienced a decline in that global 
trust. Advances in technology and in- 
novation have made it possible and 
necessary for law enforcement to ex- 
change information, but it should not 
be done at the expense of privacy 
rights. 

In order to restore global trust and 
ensure continued competitiveness for 
our thriving tech industry, we must 
work to restore consumers’ faith that 
their data is secure in U.S. tech compa- 
nies and their privacy rights are pro- 
tected. 
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The United States tech industry em- 
ployed an estimated 6.5 million people 
in 2014 and made up a large 7.1 percent 
of the U.S. GDP, which is going to do 
nothing but grow. 

The free flow of transnational data is 
critical for the continued success of 
this industry that contributes in such a 
major way to our economy. We have to 
show our allies that they can be con- 
fident sharing data across the oceans 
and the various barriers. 

The Judicial Redress Act is a step to- 
ward regaining trust and rebuilding co- 
operation with our allies, ensuring that 
U.S. businesses can continue to grow 
and thrive internationally. H.R. 1428 is 
particularly important because the 
U.S. and the EU have negotiated the 
Data Protection and Privacy Agree- 
ment for the last 2 years. 

During the negotiations over the 
agreement, the EU Parliament and EU 
Commission made clear that the Safe 
Harbor Agreement would not be final- 
ized absent U.S. enactment of a law to 
enable EU citizens to sue the U.S. Gov- 
ernment for major privacy violations. 
With the European Court of Justice 
Ruling on the Safe Harbor Agreement, 
it is more important than ever that we 
create solutions that work for today’s 
ever-changing tech industry, from the 
small companies to the household 
names. It is also critical that we work 
with our allies to create a clear stand- 
ard for governing the privacy of per- 
sonal information to ensure strong and 
cooperative exchanges between law en- 
forcement. 

Laws and agreements written before 
many of today’s innovations even ex- 
isted are due for an update, and this 
bill is an important first step that Iam 
proud to support. I am thankful that 
the chairman has brought it forward 
for this body to put its stamp on and 
send to the Senate so that it will be 
taken up and then sent to the Presi- 
dent so that we will continue to move 
forward in the protection of privacy 
rights for all Americans and our com- 
panies. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, I appre- 
ciate being part of this bill, and thank 
you for your efforts. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
again reiterate, this bill is a good bill. 
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It is a very important bill that will 
help promote law enforcement coopera- 
tion around the globe and will help 
U.S. companies that do business over- 
seas to be able to better obtain the re- 
spect and trust of foreign governments 
and foreign citizens, so I urge my col- 
leagues to support this legislation. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in 
support of the bipartisan H.R. 1428, the “Judi- 
cial Redress Act of 2015.” 

H.R. 1428 is important bill that will help con- 
clude longstanding negotiations to improve the 
framework for data transfers between law en- 
forcement agencies in United States and Eu- 
rope. 

Europan nations have long provided pri- 
vacy protections to U.S. citizens and this legis- 
lation would reciprocate that practice. 

If enacted, the Judicial Redress Act would 
extend the legal rights granted to American 
citizens under the 1974 Privacy Act to citizens 
of select foreign nations. 

Specifically, those individuals would be 
given the ability to seek access to records pri- 
vate entities turn over to U.S. government offi- 
cials as part of criminal investigations and they 
would be able to correct those records if they 
contain false information, as well as get re- 
dress from the government if those records 
were turned over illegally. 

Under the current law, U.S. citizens and 
lawful permanent residents are able to sue the 
United States for intentional and willful public 
disclosures of law enforcement information 
that injures those citizens. 

The same rights should be afforded to our 
closest allies and those we entrust with our 
privacy protection and hold accountable for re- 
ciprocal offenses. 

Let me express my appreciation to Chair- 
man of the House Judiciary Subcommittee on 
Crime, Terrorism, Homeland Security and In- 
vestigations, Mr. SENSENBRENNER and Ranking 
Member Conyers for their leadership and 
commitment to privacy protection and account- 
ability to our foreign allies. 

As a nation that aims to uphold the prin- 
ciples of justice and fairness, it is time that we 
ensure that all those engaged with our nation 
are afforded these core protections. 

The Judicial Redress Act upholds these 
principles by providing critical remedies to citi- 
zens of designated U.S. allies who have been 
unfairly targeted by American surveillance and 
law enforcement activities. 

By extending legal rights afforded under the 
1974 Privacy Act to citizens of select foreign 
nations, we all benefit. 

Citizens of the United States benefit from 
privacy protections in other countries, and the 
Judicial Redress Act provides reciprocal trust 
and assurances that our closest allies will be 
treated fairly and justly. 

Strengthening international relationships and 
building trust backed by our government is es- 
sential to our national security and economic 
growth. 

Passing the Judicial Redress Act simply is 
the right thing to do. 

H.R. 1428 will ensure greater cooperation 
among international law enforcement agen- 
cies, and encourage these nations to share 
critical law enforcement information with one 
another. 
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H.R. 1428 will also mend critical relation- 
ships between American businesses and inter- 
national consumers by restoring trust that 
transnational data will be kept secure and pro- 
tected. 

International consumers will feel more com- 
fortable sharing their information allowing for 
the free-flow of data and commerce. 

This legislation is endorsed by the Depart- 
ment of Justice and federal law enforcement 
agencies and broadly supported by tech com- 
panies and businesses, including the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce, Trans-Atlantic Busi- 
ness Council, the Internet Infrastructure Coali- 
tion, and other groups. 

The Judicial Redress Act is a step in the 
right direction to ensure continued advance- 
ment in the technology industry, international 
corporate competitiveness, and demonstrated 
leadership in privacy protection and upholding 
foundational legal rights. 

For all of these reasons, | support H.R. 
1428 and urge my colleagues to join me. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
GOODLATTE) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1428. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


SECURING THE CITIES ACT OF 2015 


Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 3493) to amend the Homeland Se- 
curity Act of 2002 to establish the Se- 
curing the Cities program to enhance 
the ability of the United States to de- 
tect and prevent terrorist attacks and 
other high consequence events utilizing 
nuclear or other radiological materials 
that pose a high risk to homeland secu- 
rity in high-risk urban areas, and for 
other purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 3493 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Securing the 
Cities Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 2. SECURING THE CITIES PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title XIX of the Home- 
land Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 591 et seq.) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing new section: 

“SEC. 1908. SECURING THE CITIES PROGRAM. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director for Do- 
mestic Nuclear Detection shall establish the 
‘Securing the Cities’ (‘STC’) program to en- 
hance the ability of the United States to de- 
tect and prevent terrorist attacks and other 
high consequence events utilizing nuclear or 
other radiological materials that pose a high 
risk to homeland security in high-risk urban 
areas. Through such program the Director 
shall— 
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“(1) assist State, local, tribal, and terri- 
torial governments in designing and imple- 
menting, or enhancing existing, architec- 
tures for coordinated and integrated detec- 
tion and interdiction of nuclear or other ra- 
diological materials that are out of regu- 
latory control; 

“(2) support the development of a region- 
wide operating capability to detect and re- 
port on nuclear and other radioactive mate- 
rials out of operational control; 

“(3) provide resources to enhance detec- 
tion, analysis, communication, and coordina- 
tion to better integrate State, local, tribal, 
and territorial assets into Federal oper- 
ations; 

‘(4) facilitate alarm adjudication and pro- 
vide subject matter expertise and technical 
assistance on concepts of operations, train- 
ing, exercises, and alarm response protocols; 

“(5) communicate with, and promote shar- 
ing of information about the presence or de- 
tection of nuclear or other radiological ma- 
terials among appropriate Federal, State, 
local, tribal, and territorial governments, in 
a manner that ensures transparency with the 
jurisdictions served by such program; and 

‘“(6) provide any other assistance the Di- 
rector determines appropriate. 

‘(b) DESIGNATION OF JURISDICTIONS.—In 
carrying out the program under subsection 
(a), the Director shall designate jurisdictions 
from among high-risk urban areas under sec- 
tion 2003, and other cities and regions, as ap- 
propriate. 

‘*(¢) CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION.—The Di- 
rector shall notify the Committee on Home- 
land Security and the Committee on Appro- 
priations of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs and the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations of the Senate not 
later than three days before the designation 
of new jurisdictions under subsection (b) or 
other changes to participating jurisdictions. 

“(d) GAO REPORT.—Not later than one year 
after the date of the enactment of this sec- 
tion, the Comptroller General of the United 
States shall submit to the congressional 
committees specified in subsection (c) an as- 
sessment, including an evaluation of the ef- 
fectiveness, of the STC program under this 
section. 

‘‘(e) PROHIBITION ON ADDITIONAL FUNDING.— 
No funds are authorized to be appropriated 
to carry out this section. This section shall 
be carried out using amounts otherwise ap- 
propriated or made available for such pur- 
pose.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1(b) of the Homeland Se- 
curity Act of 2002 is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 1907 the 
following new item: 

“Sec. 1908. Securing the Cities program.’’. 
SEC. 3. MODEL EXERCISES. 

Not later than 120 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Director for 
Domestic Nuclear Detection of the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security shall report to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs and the Committee on Appropriations 
of the Senate on the feasibility of the Direc- 
tor developing model exercises to test the 
preparedness of jurisdictions participating in 
the Securing the Cities program under sec- 
tion 1908 of the Homeland Security Act of 
2002 (as added by section 2 of this Act) in 
meeting the challenges that may be posed by 
a range of nuclear and radiological threats. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
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New York (Mr. DONOVAN) and the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. HIGGINS) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. DONOVAN). 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in- 
clude any extraneous material on the 
bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I rise today in support of H.R. 3493, 
the Securing the Cities Act of 2015. 

In April 2010, the President stated: 
“The single biggest threat to U.S. secu- 
rity, both short-term, mid-term and 
long-term, would be the possibility of a 
terrorist organization obtaining a nu- 
clear weapon.” 

Since that time, the threat to our 
cities from nuclear terrorism has not 
abated. The rise of ISIS and the resur- 
gence of al Qaeda have only increased 
the likelihood that radiological mate- 
rial will fall into the hands of those 
who wish to harm America. 

Just last week, the Associated Press 
reported that the FBI foiled an at- 
tempt by smugglers in Eastern Europe 
to sell nuclear material to Middle 
Eastern extremist groups. That report 
stated that, in the past 5 years, the FBI 
has disrupted four other attempts by 
smugglers from the former Soviet 
Union to sell nuclear materials to 
criminal organizations. 

These events only reinforce the testi- 
mony delivered before the House Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security last 
month by Commissioner William 
Bratton of the New York City Police 
Department. In that testimony, the 
commissioner described the current 
terrorist threat to Manhattan as the 
highest it has ever been, and he specifi- 
cally referenced the danger of illicit 
nuclear material entering the city. 

Thankfully, since the attacks of Sep- 
tember 11, 2001, this Congress, succes- 
sive administrations, and local law en- 
forcement have partnered to build the 
capability to guard against this risk. 

In particular, the Department of 
Homeland Security initiated the Se- 
curing the Cities program within the 
Domestic Nuclear Detection Office. 
The Securing the Cities program pro- 
vided training, equipment, and other 
resources to State and local law en- 
forcement in high-risk urban areas to 
prevent a terrorist group from carrying 
out an attack using a radiological or 
nuclear device. 

The Securing the Cities program 
began in 2006 as a pilot program in the 
New York City region, which included 
Jersey City and Newark. Since 2007, 
the New York City region has pur- 
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chased nearly 14,000 radiation detectors 
and has trained nearly 20,000 personnel. 

The pilot program has been so suc- 
cessful, it was expanded to the Los An- 
geles-Long Beach region in fiscal year 
2012, the national capital region in fis- 
cal year 2014, and just last week the 
cities of Houston and Chicago were an- 
nounced as the fiscal year 2015 and 2016 
recipients. 

H.R. 3493 would authorize the Secur- 
ing the Cities program, which has prov- 
en its utility as a pilot program. With 
continued authorization, we can assure 
that the extraordinary capability built 
by local law enforcement in conjunc- 
tion with DHS does not become a hol- 
low capability, unable to be effectively 
used at the critical moment. 

I would like to thank my colleagues 
who have helped bring this authoriza- 
tion to the floor, especially Chairman 
McCauL of the Homeland Security 
Committee, and my good friend PETE 
KING, and also my friend from Texas 
Representative JACKSON LEE. 

I urge all Members to join me in sup- 
porting this bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume, 
and rise in support of H.R. 3493, Secur- 
ing the Cities Act of 2015. 

Mr. Speaker, the Securing the Cities 
program is a grant and technical as- 
sistance program administered by the 
Department of Homeland Security’s 
Domestic Nuclear Detection Office. 
Since its inception nearly a decade 
ago, the Securing the Cities program 
has provided thousands of first re- 
sponders with the tools they need to 
detect radiological and nuclear threats. 

Started as a pilot project in 2006 in 
the New York City, Newark, and New 
Jersey metropolitan areas, the pro- 
gram has grown to include Los Angeles 
and Long Beach in 2012, and the Wash- 
ington, D.C., Federal district in 2014. 
This year, the program has identified 
Houston and Chicago as high-priority 
areas for expanding the program. 

Under the program, the initial grant 
award is generally used for planning 
and analysis at a regional level, with 
subsequent grants going towards equip- 
ment, training, and exercises. Impor- 
tantly, through the Securing the Cities 
program, the Domestic Nuclear Detec- 
tion Office is able to channel subject- 
matter expertise, training coordina- 
tion, and technical support to all the 
identified high-risk metropolitan 
areas. 

H.R. 3493, like the bill I introduced 
that will be next to be considered, is 
targeted at bolstering the security of 
our communities from the threat of a 
nuclear attack. As such, Mr. Speaker, I 
urge support of H.R. 3493. 

We have an opportunity today to 
take action to bolster our defense 
against rogue actors and terrorists who 
would seek to detonate a nuclear de- 
vice on U.S. soil. The disclosure in re- 
cent weeks of a thwarted plot by 
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Moldovan operatives to provide smug- 
gled nuclear materials to terrorist or- 
ganizations with ambition to attack 
the United States has crystallized the 
need for action. Today, we can take 
such action. By approving H.R. 3493 and 
authorizing the Securing the Cities 
program, we will be enhancing the Na- 
tion’s ability to detect and prevent a 
radiological and nuclear attack in cit- 
ies facing the highest risk. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I once again urge my 
colleagues to support H.R. 3493, the Se- 
curing the Cities Act of 2015. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, as a sen- 
ior member of the Homeland Security Com- 
mittee, and Ranking Member of the Judiciary 
Committee’s Subcommittee on Crime, Ter- 
rorism, Homeland Security, and Investigations, 
| rise in strong support of H.R. 3493, the “Se- 
curing the Cities Act of 2015,” which will re- 
quire the Director for Domestic Nuclear Detec- 
tion to create a Securing the Cities program. 

The codification of the Securing the Cities 
Program under H.R. 3493, will: 

1. Assist state, local, tribal, and territorial 
governments in creating and implementing, or 
perfecting existing structures for coordinated 
and integrated detection and interdiction of nu- 
clear or other radiological materials that are 
out of regulatory control; 

2. Support the creation of a region-wide op- 
erating capability to identify and report on nu- 
clear and other radioactive materials out of 
operational control; 

3. Provide resources to improve detection, 
analysis, communication, and organization to 
better integrate state, local, tribal, and terri- 
torial property into federal operations; 

4. Facilitate the establishment of protocol 
and processes to effectively respond to threats 
posed by nuclear or radiological materials 
being acquired or used by terrorists; and 

5. Designate participating jurisdictions from 
among high-risk urban areas and other cities 
and regions, as appropriate, and notify Con- 
gress at least three days before designating or 
changing such jurisdictions. 

H.R. 3493 would also require the Comp- 
troller General to investigate and assess the 
effectiveness of the “Securing the Cities Pro- 
gram.” 

The potential for a terrorist attack using nu- 
clear or radiological material is low, but should 
it occur the consequences would be cata- 
strophic, and for this reason we cannot be lax 
in our efforts to deter, detect and defeat at- 
tempts by terrorists to perpetrate such a hei- 
nous act of terrorism. 

| represent the 18th Congressional District 
of Texas, which is located in the Houston 
area, which is the 4th largest city in the United 
States and home to over 2 million residents. 

Earlier this year the Department of Home- 
land Security (DHS) announced that the city of 
Houston would receive $30 million dollars over 
5 years under the Securing the Cities Pro- 
gram. 

The funding, came from DHS’s Domestic 
Nuclear Office and, will be used to work with 
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partners in the Houston area to build a robust, 
regional nuclear detection capability for law 
enforcement and first responder organizations. 

This is an important federal effort to in- 
crease the ability of major urban cities to de- 
tect and protect against radiological and nu- 
clear threats. 

The Securing Cities Program began in 2006 
as a pilot project for the New York City region. 

The cities and regions that are participating 
include Washington DC/National Capital Re- 
gion, New York City, Los Angeles/Long Beach 
area, and now Houston Texas. 

The DHS Domestic Nuclear Detection Office 
provides equipment and assistance to regional 
partners in conducting training and exercises 
to further their nuclear detection capabilities 
and coordinate with federal operations. 

Unfortunately, the age of terrorism makes 
this a more dangerous and uncertain time 
than the decades following World War II when 
nation/state nuclear arsenals were being cre- 
ated. 

| am pleased that Houston is at the forefront 
of nuclear safety in our country, and it is time 
to make the Securing the Cities Program vital 
for all of our major cities to catch up. 

Nuclear threats are more perilous than what 
our nation faced during the Cold War because 
these threats come from non-state actors who 
often do not have the same level of concern 
for the wellbeing of their people who may face 
the consequences of a nuclear attack against 
the United States. 

| urge my colleagues to vote in favor of this 
important resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
DONOVAN) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3493, as 
amended. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this motion will be post- 
poned. 


ee 


KNOW THE CBRN TERRORISM 
THREATS TO TRANSPORTATION 
ACT 


Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 3350) to require a terrorism 
threat assessment regarding the trans- 
portation of chemical, biological, nu- 
clear, and radiological materials 
through United States land borders and 
within the United States, and for other 
purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 3350 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Know the 
CBRN Terrorism Threats to Transportation 
Act”. 
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SEC. 2. TERRORISM THREAT ASSESSMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Homeland Security, acting 
through the Under Secretary of Intelligence 
and Analysis, shall conduct a terrorism 
threat assessment of the transportation of 
chemical, biological, nuclear, and radio- 
logical materials through United States land 
borders and within the United States. 

(b) CONSULTATION.—In preparing the ter- 
rorism threat assessment required under 
subsection (a), the Under Secretary for Intel- 
ligence and Analysis shall consult with the 
Administrator of the Transportation Secu- 
rity Administration, the Commissioner of 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection, and the 
heads of other Federal departments and 
agencies, as appropriate, to ensure that such 
terrorism threat assessment is informed by 
current information about homeland secu- 
rity threats. 

(c) DISTRIBUTION.—Upon completion of the 
terrorism threat assessment required under 
subsection (a), the Under Secretary for Intel- 
ligence and Analysis shall disseminate such 
terrorism threat assessment to Federal part- 
ners, including the Department of Transpor- 
tation and the Department of Energy, and 
State and local partners, including the Na- 
tional Network of Fusion Centers. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. DONOVAN) and the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. HIGGINS) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. DONOVAN). 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in- 
clude any extraneous material on the 
bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of H.R. 3350, the Know the CBRN Ter- 
rorism Threats to Transportation Act, 
introduced by the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. HIGGINS). 

This bill requires the Department of 
Homeland Security, through the Office 
of Intelligence and Analysis, to con- 
duct a terrorism threat assessment of 
the transportation of chemical, bio- 
logical, nuclear, and radiological mate- 
rials across our land borders and with- 
in the United States. 

As a fellow New Yorker, I share Con- 
gressman HIGGINS’ security concerns 
related to the transportation of spent 
nuclear fuel across the Canadian-New 
York border. It is an appropriate re- 
sponse to have the Department of 
Homeland Security conduct a risk as- 
sessment related to this initiative. 

DHS is responsible for assessing po- 
tential terror threats against the 
homeland. Threats related to CBRN 
materials are one of the most serious. 

Terrorist groups have long had an in- 
terest in using CBRN materials. In ad- 
dition to concerns that terror groups 
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may try to create or purchase CBRN 
materials, there are concerns that ter- 
rorists could exploit such materials 
with legitimate commercial uses, in- 
cluding when such materials are trans- 
ported from one location to another. It 
is this concern that the bill seeks to 
address. 

The bill also directs that the results 
of the assessment be shared with rel- 
evant Federal, State, and local agen- 
cies, including the Department of En- 
ergy and the National Network of Fu- 
sion Centers. Coordination and infor- 
mation-sharing within the Depart- 
ment, as well as between the Depart- 
ment and other agencies, is critical for 
securing the homeland efficiently. 

This is a commonsense bill, and I en- 
courage my colleagues to support this 
bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
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Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I rise in support of H.R. 3350, the 
Know the CBRN Terrorism Threats to 
Transportation Act. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the chairman of 
the subcommittee, Mr. KING of New 
York; Chairman MCCAUL; and my rank- 
ing member, Mr. THOMPSON of Mis- 
sissippi, for their support of my bill. 

H.R. 3350, the Know the CBRN Ter- 
rorism Threats to Transportation Act, 
would direct the Department of Home- 
land Security’s Office of Intelligence 
and Analysis to conduct a terrorism 
threat assessment of the risks associ- 
ated with transportation of chemical, 
biological, nuclear, and radiological 
materials. 

Terrorists and militant groups have 
expressed an interest in using weapons 
of mass destruction, especially those 
utilizing chemical, biological, radio- 
logical, and nuclear, known as CBRN, 
agents or materials. 

In fact, according to a recent Associ- 
ated Press investigation, the FBI un- 
covered a plot by rogue Moldavian 
operatives to sell nuclear material to 
foreign terrorist organizations that 
have an interest in targeting the 
United States. 

Next year the Department of Energy 
plans to allow the transporting by 
truck of highly enriched uranium from 
Canada to South Carolina. As a cost- 
saving measure, the planned shipment 
would be in liquid form. 

These trucks are scheduled to enter 
the United States via the Peace Bridge 
in Buffalo, New York. An attack or an 
accident involving one of these trucks 
crossing the Peace Bridge could have 
devastating consequences. 

The Peace Bridge is the busiest pas- 
senger crossing on the northern border 
and the second busiest cargo port of 
entry. Closing the bridge for an ex- 
tended period of time would cause 
great economic harm to the region and 
national economies. Further, an attack 
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could contaminate the Great Lakes, 
which contain 84 percent of North 
America’s surface freshwater, with 
highly radioactive material. 

Despite these risks, the Department 
of Energy approved this route, relying 
on an analysis of this route that is 20 
years old, and did not anticipate car- 
rying such high-level waste. In other 
words, the Federal Government is 
about to begin importing highly radio- 
active material, which has never been 
shipped in this manner, using outdated, 
pre-9/11 information that does not re- 
flect the threats we face today. 

To ensure that all relevant Federal 
agencies, including the Department of 
Energy, have the information they 
need to make decisions and develop 
policies that are informed by the ter- 
rorism threat picture, my bill would di- 
rect the Department of Homeland Se- 
curity to share its assessment with 
Federal partners. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge Members to sup- 
port H.R. 3350, a measure that will not 
only help ensure the Department of En- 
ergy has the information it needs with 
respect to transporting dangerous ma- 
terial through high-risk areas through- 
out the United States, but that other 
Federal agencies who are faced with 
similar questions are able to make bet- 
ter informed decisions. 

Many of the routes used for the 
transport of CBRN materials were ap- 
proved nearly 20 years ago and, as 
such, reflect a pre-9/11 mindset with re- 
spect to the threat and consequences of 
terrorism. 

My bill will ensure that the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security assesses 
and shares threat information with the 
Department of Energy and other Fed- 
eral agencies to ensure that they have 
the information needed to reach com- 
plicated decisions about transporting 
dangerous nuclear material throughout 
our communities. 

Enactment of my legislation will 
send a message to citizens at risk in 
Buffalo and beyond that we care about 
keeping them secure and ensuring that 
Federal policy is informed by the best 
information we have on terrorism 
threats. 

With that, I ask for my colleagues’ 
support. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, it is common sense to 
require DHS to conduct terrorism 
threat assessments for the legitimate 
storage, sale, or transportation of 
CBRN materials. 

This bill complements the bill the 
House just considered, H.R. 3493, the 
Securing the Cities Act of 2015. We 
need to take all appropriate measures 
to safeguard our citizens from nuclear 
weapons and weapons of mass destruc- 
tion. 

The Securing the Cities program cre- 
ates a warning and detection system 
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around New York City and other high- 
risk locations. H.R. 3350 supplements 
this concept by requiring a proactive 
approach in reviewing security con- 
cerns related to the transportation of 
CBRN materials. 

In closing, I wanted to express appre- 
ciation to Congressman HIGGINS, the 
ranking member of the Counterterror- 
ism and Intelligence Subcommittee, 
and to the subcommittee chairman, 
PETER KING, for moving H.R. 3350. 

I urge support for the underlying 
measure. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mrs. LAWRENCE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
in support of H.R. 3350, the Know the CBRN 
Terrorism Threats to Transportation Act. The 
Department of Homeland Security and the 
Under Secretary of Intelligence and Analysis 
play a critical role in the safety of American 
families. Their work assessing the transpor- 
tation of chemical, biological, nuclear, and ra- 
diological (CBRN) materials is essential for 
maintaining a high level of security for the 
country. This is why the Know the CBRN Ter- 
rorism Threats to Transportation Act must be 
passed. 

The fact that my home state shares an 
international border gives me insight and un- 
derstanding of the issues that border commu- 
nities face. Extremist groups have an array of 
potential agents and delivery methods to 
choose from for chemical, biological, radio- 
logical, or nuclear attacks. Castor beans, cya- 
nide, sarin and other chemical agents are ex- 
amples of the spectrum of terrorist CBRN 
threats. These materials need to be assessed 
in order to ensure the safety of not only our 
border communities, but our nation. 

The Know the CBRN Terrorism Threats to 
Transportation Act requires a three step proc- 
ess for improving the safety of our borders. 
First, to prepare for the execution of a ter- 
rorism threat assessment regarding CBNR 
materials, the Under Secretary for Intelligence 
and Analysis will consult with the Administrator 
of the Transportation Security Administration 
and the heads of other federal departments 
and agencies. This is critical in ensuring that 
the assessment is conducted with the highest 
level of expertise. Next, the terrorism threat 
assessment of the transportation of CBNR 
materials can be conducted. Finally, the as- 
sessment must be distributed to federal, state, 
and local partners so that everyone protecting 
our borders is informed and updated. At a 
time when this information should be readily 
available, we are still waiting to find the best 
process to address this critical issue. 

| would like to close by saying that | am 
proud of our chamber for taking this important 
step to ensure that the data on the transpor- 
tation of hazardous materials is readily avail- 
able and accessible. | also want to thank my 
colleagues for understanding the importance 
of information regarding CBRN threats and the 
role of this information in strengthening our se- 
curity. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today in strong support of H.R. 3350, the 
“Know the CBRN Terrorism Threats to Trans- 
portation Act,” which requires the Department 
of Homeland Security's Office of Intelligence 
and Analysis to conduct a terrorism threat as- 
sessment regarding the ground transportation 
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of chemical, biological, nuclear, and radio- 
logical (CBRN) materials. 

As a senior member of the Homeland Secu- 
rity Committee and the Ranking Member of 
the Judiciary Committee’s Subcommittee on 
Crime, Terrorism, Homeland Security, and In- 
vestigations, | appreciate the significance of 
this bill. 

On September 11, 2001, 2,977 people were 
killed after terrorists hijacked four commercial 
aircraft and used three of them as guided mis- 
siles to destroy much of the complex that 
made up the New York City Twin Towers as 
well as a wing of the Pentagon. 

The fourth plane was crashed into a field in 
Shanksville, Pennsylvania as passengers he- 
roically attempted to retake the plane from the 
control of hijackers. 

Since September 11, 2001, security experts 
have warned of vulnerabilities that exist should 
terrorists plan to attack a chemical facility lo- 
cated within the United States or worse yet, 
gain unlawful access to a facility, pipelines, or 
transit routes and steal chemicals for a mass 
attack against civilians. 

Transportation of chemical, biological, radio- 
logical, and nuclear (CBRN) materials across 
our borders and within the United States may 
become targets for terrorists who seek to do 
us harm. 

The 18th Congressional District of Texas, 
which | serve, is home to some of the world’s 
largest petrochemical producers, which em- 
ploy thousands of Houston area residents. 

Chemicals are a vital and common pres- 
ence in the lives of our nation’s citizens, but 
we often forget how dangerous they can be 
under the wrong conditions. 

On April 17, 2013, the small town of West, 
Texas felt the power and destructive force of 
ammonium nitrate when an accidental fire ig- 
nited what is believed to have been between 
140 to 160 tons of the chemical. 

This was no terrorist attack, but a very trag- 
ic accident. 

The accident in the town of West, Texas re- 
minded all of us who represent districts that 
count chemical plants or their owners and op- 
erators as constituents—how important it is to 
protect the transport of these products from 
theft or misuse by terrorists. 

Ports, railways, pipelines, and trucks are 
critical to the domestic transport of chemical 
products. 

U.S. seaports, like the Port of Houston, are 
vulnerable to terrorist attacks. 

Ports serve as America’s gateway to the 
global economy since the nation’s economic 
prosperity rests on the ability of containerized 
and bulk cargo arriving unimpeded at U.S. 
ports to support the rapid delivery system that 
underpins the manufacturing and retail sec- 
tors. 

A central component of national security is 
the ability of our international ports to move 
goods into and out of the country. 

According to the Department of Commerce 
in 2012, Texas exports totaled $265 billion. 

The Port of Houston is a 25-mile-long com- 
plex of diversified public and private facilities 
located just a few hours’ sailing time from the 
Gulf of Mexico. 

In 2012, ship channel-related businesses 
contributed 1,026,820 jobs and generated 
more than $178.5 billion in statewide eco- 
nomic activity. 
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In 2014, the Port of Houston was ranked 
among U.S. ports: 

1. 1st in foreign tonnage; 

2. 1st among Texas ports with 46% of mar- 
ket share by tonnage and 95% market share 
in containers by total TEUS in 2014; 

3. 1st among Gulf Coast container ports, 
handling 67% of U.S. Gulf Coast container 
traffic in 2014; and 

4. 2nd in U.S. port in terms of total foreign 
cargo value (based on U.S. Dept. of Com- 
merce, Bureau of Census) 

The Government Accountability Office 
(GAO), reports that the Port of Houston and 
its waterways and vessels, are part of an eco- 
nomic engine handling more than $700 billion 
in cargo annually. 

The Port of Houston houses approximately 
100 steamship lines offering services that link 
Houston with 1,053 ports in 203 countries. 

The Port of Houston is home to a $15 billion 
petrochemical complex, the largest in the na- 
tion and second largest in the world. 

With the nation’s largest petrochemical com- 
plex supplying over 40 percent of the nation’s 
base petrochemical manufacturing capacity, 
what happens at the Port of Houston affects 
the entire nation. 

In 2004, nearly 155 million tons of chemi- 
cals were transported by rail in North America, 
which constitutes 1.75 million rail cars of haz- 
ardous materials. 

The volume of hazardous materials moving 
by rail more than doubled since 1980 indicates 
that rail has become an integral part of the tre- 
mendous increase in the transport of haz- 
ardous materials. 

According to the Texas Department of 
Transportation approximately 2,200 trains per 
week travel within the Houston regional rail 
network, which is comprised of more than 800 
miles of mainline tracks and 21 miles of rail- 
road bridges. 

| support this bill because we must protect 
the American people against potential ter- 
rorism through the unconventional use of bio- 
logical, chemical or radiological materials that 
have a beneficial commercial or industrial pur- 
pose. 

Without the proper precautions and security 
measures major U.S. cities such as Houston, 
Texas may be vulnerable to chemical, biologi- 
cal, radiological, and nuclear attacks by ter- 
rorist. 

H.R. 3350 addresses many problems by re- 
quiring the Secretary of Homeland Security to 
conduct a terrorism threat assessment of the 
transportation of chemical, biological, nuclear, 
and radiological materials through the United 
States land borders and within the United 
States. 

In order to enforce the required threat as- 
sessment the Under Secretary for Intelligence 
and Analysis shall consult with the Adminis- 
trator of the Transportation Security Adminis- 
tration, the Commissioner of U.S. Customs 
and Border protection, and the heads of other 
Federal departments and agencies, as 
deemed appropriate to ensure that such ter- 
rorism threat assessment is informed by cur- 
rent information about homeland security 
threats. 

Congress must take forward action as 
threats of chemical and biological terrorism 
rise and terrorist groups actively seeking haz- 
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ardous chemicals in order to inflict harm 
against American citizens. 

| urge my colleagues to support me on H.R. 
3350 in order to assess threats to our trans- 
portation infrastructure. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
DONOVAN) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3350. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this motion will be post- 
poned. 


EE 


DHS HEADQUARTERS REFORM 
AND IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2015 


Mr. McCAUL. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 3572) to amend the Homeland Se- 
curity Act of 2002 to reform, stream- 
line, and make improvements to the 
Department of Homeland Security and 
support the Department’s efforts to im- 
plement better policy, planning, man- 
agement, and performance, and for 
other purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 3572 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 

the “DHS Headquarters Reform and Im- 

provement Act of 2015”. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents for this Act is the following: 

Sec. 1. Short title; Table of contents. 

Sec. 2. Prohibition on additional authoriza- 

tion of appropriations. 

TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND 
SECURITY HEADQUARTERS REAU- 
THORIZATION 

Sec. 101. Definitions. 

Sec. 102. Headquarters components. 

Sec. 103. Chief Privacy Officer. 

Sec. 104. Office of Policy. 

Sec. 105. Quadrennial homeland security re- 

view. 

Future years homeland security 

program. 

Management and execution. 

Chief Financial Officer. 

Chief Procurement Officer. 

Chief Information Officer. 

Chief Human Capital Officer. 

Chief Security Officer. 

Cost savings and efficiency reviews. 

Field efficiencies plan. 

Resources to respond to 

ational surges. 

Department of Homeland Security 

rotation program. 
TITLE II—DHS ACQUISITION 
ACCOUNTABILITY AND EFFICIENCY 

Sec. 201. Definitions. 

Subtitle A—Acquisition Authorities 

Sec. 211. Acquisition authorities for Under 

Secretary for Management. 


. 106. 


. 107. 
. 108. 
. 109. 
. 110. 
. 111. 
. 112. 
. 113. 
. 114. 
. 115. oper- 


. 116. 
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Sec. 212. Acquisition authorities for Chief 
Financial Officer. 

213. Acquisition authorities for Chief 
Information Officer. 

214. Requirements to ensure greater ac- 
countability for acquisition 
programs. 

Subtitle B—Acquisition Program 

Management Discipline 

221. Acquisition Review Board. 

222. Requirements to reduce duplica- 
tion in acquisition programs. 
Government Accountability Office 
review of Board and of require- 
ments to reduce duplication in 

acquisition programs. 

Excluded Party List System waiv- 

ers. 

Sec. 225. Inspector General oversight of sus- 
pension and debarment. 

Subtitle C—Acquisition Program Manage- 

ment Accountability and Transparency 

Sec. 231. Congressional notification and 
other requirements for major 
acquisition program breach. 

Sec. 232. Multiyear acquisition strategy. 

Sec. 233. Acquisition reports. 

Sec. 234. Government Accountability Office 
review of multiyear acquisition 
strategy. 

Sec. 235. Office of Inspector General report. 

SEC. 2. PROHIBITION ON ADDITIONAL AUTHOR- 

IZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

No additional funds are authorized to be 
appropriated to carry out this Act and the 
amendments made by this Act. This Act and 
such amendments shall be carried out using 
amounts otherwise available for such pur- 
poses. 

TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE- 
CURITY HEADQUARTERS REAUTHORIZA- 
TION 

SEC. 101. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 2 of the Homeland Security Act of 
2002 is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (13) 
through (18) as paragraphs (15) through (20); 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (9) through 
(12) as paragraphs (10) through (18); 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (8) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(9) The term ‘homeland security enter- 
prise’ means relevant governmental and non- 
governmental entities involved in homeland 
security, including Federal, State, local, and 
tribal government officials, private sector 
representatives, academics, and other policy 
experts.”; and 

(4) by inserting after paragraph (13), as so 
redesignated, the following: 

(14) The term ‘management integration 
and transformation’— 

“(A) means the development of consistent 
and consolidated functions for information 
technology, financial management, acquisi- 
tion management, and human capital man- 
agement; and 

‘(B) includes governing processes and pro- 
cedures, management systems, personnel ac- 
tivities, budget and resource planning, train- 
ing, real estate management, and provision 
of security, as they relate to functions cited 
in subparagraph (A).’’. 

SEC. 102. HEADQUARTERS COMPONENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 102 of the Home- 
land Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 112) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking ‘‘through the Office of State and 
Local Coordination (established under sec- 
tion 801)’ and inserting ‘‘through the Office 
of Partnership and Engagement”; 
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Sec. 
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Sec. 


Sec. 223. 


Sec. 224. 
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(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘and”’ 
after the semicolon at the end; 

(C) in paragraph (3), by striking the period 
and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(4) entering into agreements with govern- 
ments of other countries, in consultation 
with the Secretary of State, and inter- 
national nongovernmental organizations in 
order to achieve the missions of the Depart- 
ment.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(h) HEADQUARTERS.— 

““(1) COMPONENTS.—The Department Head- 
quarters shall include the following: 

“(A) The Office of the Secretary. 

‘“(B) The Office of the Deputy Secretary. 

“(C) The Executive Secretariat. 

“(D) The Management Directorate, includ- 
ing the Office of the Chief Financial Officer. 

‘“(E) The Office of Policy. 

“(F) The Office of General Counsel. 

“(G) The Office of the Chief Privacy Offi- 
cer. 

“(H) The Office of Civil Rights and Civil 
Liberties. 

““(I) The Office of Operations and Coordina- 
tion and Planning. 

“(J) The Office of Intelligence and Anal- 
ysis. 

““(K) The Office of Legislative Affairs. 

“(L) The Office of Public Affairs. 

“(2) FUNCTIONS.—The Secretary, 
the Headquarters, shall— 

“(A) establish the Department’s overall 
strategy for successfully completing its mis- 
sion; 

‘“(B) establish initiatives that improve per- 
formance Department-wide; 

““(C) establish mechanisms to ensure that 
components of the Department comply with 
Headquarters policies and fully implement 
the Secretary’s strategies and initiatives and 
require the head of each component of the 
Department and component chief officers to 
comply with such policies and implement 
such strategies and initiatives; 

‘“(D) establish annual operational and man- 
agement objectives to determine the Depart- 
ment’s performance; 

‘“(E) ensure that the Department success- 
fully meets operational and management 
performance objectives through conducting 
oversight of component agencies; 

“(F) ensure that the strategies, priorities, 
investments, and workforce of Department 
agencies align with Department objectives; 

“(G) establish and implement policies re- 
lated to Department ethics and compliance 
standards; 

“(H) manage and encourage shared services 
across Department components; 

“(T) lead and coordinate interaction with 
Congress and other external organizations; 
and 

“(J) carry out other such functions as the 
Secretary determines are appropriate.’’. 

(b) ABOLISHMENT OF DIRECTOR OF SHARED 
SERVICES.— 

(1) ABOLISHMENT.—The position of Director 
of Shared Services is abolished. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 475 
of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 
U.S.C. 295), and the item relating to such 
section in the table of contents in section 
1(b) of such Act, are repealed. 

(c) ABOLISHMENT OF THE OFFICE OF COUN- 
TERNARCOTICS ENFORCEMENT.— 

(1) ABOLISHMENT.—The Office of Counter- 
narcotics Enforcement is abolished. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The Home- 
land Security Act of 2002 is amended— 

(A) by repealing section 878 (6 U.S.C. 112), 
and the item relating to that section in the 
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table of contents in section 1(b) of such Act; 
and 

(B) in subparagraph (B) of section 843(b)(1) 
(6 U.S.C. 413(b)(1)), by striking ‘‘by—’’ and all 
that follows through the end of that subpara- 
graph and inserting ‘‘by the Secretary; and”. 
SEC. 103. CHIEF PRIVACY OFFICER. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 222 of the Home- 
land Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 142) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘to be the Chief Privacy 
Officer of the Department,” after ‘‘in the De- 
partment,’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘, to assume” and inserting 
“and who shall have’’; 

(B) by amending paragraph (6) to read as 
follows: 

‘(6) preparing a report to Congress on an 
annual basis on— 

‘(A) activities of the Department that af- 
fect privacy, including complaints of privacy 
violations, implementation of section 554 of 
title 5, United States Code (popularly known 
as the Privacy Act of 1974), internal controls, 
and other matters; and 

‘(B) the number of new technology pro- 
grams implemented in the Department each 
fiscal year, the number of those programs 
that the Chief Privacy Officer has evaluated 
to ensure that privacy protections are con- 
sidered and implemented, the number of 
those programs that effectively implemented 
privacy protections into new technology pro- 
grams, and an explanation of why any new 
programs did not effectively implement pri- 
vacy protections.’’; 

(3) by redesignating subsections (b) 
through (e) as subsections (c) through (f); 
and 

(4) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(b) ADDITIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES.—In ad- 
dition to the responsibilities under sub- 
section (a), the Chief Privacy Officer shall— 

“(1) develop guidance to assist components 
of the Department in developing privacy 
policies and practices; 

“(2) establish a mechanism to ensure such 
components are in compliance with Federal, 
regulatory, statutory, and the Department’s 
privacy requirements, mandates, directives, 
and policy; 

“(3) work with the Chief Information Offi- 
cer of the Department to identify methods 
for managing and overseeing the Depart- 
ment’s records, management policies, and 
procedures; 

“(4) work with components and offices of 
the Department to ensure that information 
sharing activities incorporate privacy pro- 
tections; 

‘“(5) serve as the Department’s central of- 
fice for managing and processing requests re- 
lated to section 552 of title 5, United States 
Code, popularly known as the Freedom of In- 
formation Act; 

‘6) develop public guidance on procedures 
to be followed when making requests for in- 
formation under section 552 of title 5, United 
States Code; 

‘“(7) oversee the management and proc- 
essing of requests for information under sec- 
tion 552 of title 5, United States Code, within 
Department Headquarters and relevant De- 
partment component offices; 

“(8) identify and eliminate unnecessary 
and duplicative actions taken by the Depart- 
ment in the course of processing requests for 
information under section 552 of title 5, 
United States Code; and 

“(9) carry out such other responsibilities 
as the Secretary determines are appropriate, 
consistent with this section.’’; and 
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(5) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(g) REASSIGNMENT OF FUNCTIONS.—The 
Secretary may reassign the functions related 
to managing and processing requests for in- 
formation under section 552 of title 5, United 
States Code, to another officer within the 
Department, consistent with requirements of 
that section.’’. 

SEC. 104. OFFICE OF POLICY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Homeland Security 
Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101 et seq.) is amended 
by— 

(1) redesignating section 601 as section 
890B, and transferring that section to appear 
immediately after section 890A; and 

(2) striking the heading for title VI and in- 
serting the following: 

“TITLE VI—POLICY AND PLANNING 
“SEC. 601. OFFICE OF POLICY. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE.—There 
shall be in the Department an Office of Pol- 
icy. The Office of Policy shall be headed by 
an Under Secretary for Policy, who shall be 
appointed by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate. 

“(b) MISSION.—The mission of the Office of 
Policy is to lead, conduct, and coordinate 
Department-wide policy, strategic planning, 
and relationships with organizations or per- 
sons that are not part of the Department. 

‘*“(¢) COMPONENTS OF OFFICE.—The Office of 
Policy shall include the following compo- 
nents: 

“(1) The Office of Partnership and Engage- 
ment under section 602. 

“(2) The Office of International Affairs 
under section 603. 

‘(3) The Office of Policy Implementation 
under section 604. 

“(4) The Office of Strategy and Planning 
under section 605. 

‘“(d) RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE UNDER SEC- 
RETARY.—Subject to the direction and con- 
trol of the Secretary, the Under Secretary 
for Policy shall— 

“(1) serve as the principal policy advisor to 
the Secretary; 

“(2) coordinate with the Under Secretary 
for Management and the General Counsel of 
the Department to ensure that development 
of the Department’s budget is compatible 
with the priorities, strategic plans, and poli- 
cies established by the Secretary, including 
those priorities identified through the Quad- 
rennial Homeland Security Review required 
under section 707; 

“3) incorporate relevant feedback from, 
and oversee and coordinate relationships 
with, organizations and other persons that 
are not part of the Department to ensure ef- 
fective communication of outside stake- 
holders’ perspectives to components of the 
Department; 

“(4) establish a process to ensure that or- 
ganizations and other persons that are not 
part of the Department can communicate 
with Department components without com- 
promising adherence by the officials of such 
components to the Department’s ethics and 
policies; 

“(5) manage and coordinate the Depart- 
ment’s international engagement activities; 

“(6) advise, inform, and assist the Sec- 
retary on the impact of the Department’s 
policy, processes, and actions on State, local, 
tribal, and territorial governments; 

“(T) oversee the Department’s engagement 
and development of partnerships with non- 
profit organizations and academic institu- 
tions; 

“(8) administer the Homeland Security Ad- 
visory Council and make studies available to 
the Committee on Homeland Security of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
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on Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs of the Senate on an annual basis; and 

“(9) carry out such other responsibilities 
as the Secretary determines are appropriate, 
consistent with this section. 

‘(e) COORDINATION BY DEPARTMENT COMPO- 
NENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—To ensure consistency 
with the Secretary’s policy priorities, the 
head of each component of the Department 
shall coordinate with the Office of Policy, as 
appropriate, in establishing new policies or 
strategic planning guidance. 

‘‘(2) INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITIES.— 

“(A) FOREIGN NEGOTIATIONS.—Each compo- 
nent of the Department shall coordinate 
with the Under Secretary for Policy plans 
and efforts of the component before pursuing 
negotiations with foreign governments, to 
ensure consistency with the Department’s 
policy priorities. 

‘“(B) NOTICE OF INTERNATIONAL TRAVEL BY 
SENIOR OFFICERS.—Each component of the 
Department shall notify the Under Secretary 
for Policy of the international travel of sen- 
ior officers of the Department. 

““(f) ASSIGNMENT OF PERSONNEL.—The Sec- 
retary shall assign to the Office of Policy 
permanent staff and, as appropriate and con- 
sistent with sections 506(c)(2), 821, and 888(d), 
other appropriate personnel detailed from 
other components of the Department to 
carry out the responsibilities under this sec- 
tion. 

‘“(g) DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY FOR POL- 
Icy.— 

“*(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may— 

“(A) establish within the Department of 
Homeland Security a position, to be called 
the Deputy Under Secretary for Policy, to 
support the Under Secretary for Policy in 
carrying out the Under Secretary’s respon- 
sibilities; and 

““(B) appoint a career employee to such po- 
sition. 

‘(2) LIMITATION ON ESTABLISHMENT OF DEP- 
UTY UNDER SECRETARY POSITIONS.—A Deputy 
Under Secretary position (or any substan- 
tially similar position) within the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security may not be es- 
tablished except for the position provided for 
by paragraph (1) unless the Secretary of 
Homeland Security receives prior authoriza- 
tion from Congress. 

“(8) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of para- 
graph (1)— 

“(A) the term ‘career employee’ means any 
employee (as that term is defined in section 
2105 of title 5, United States Code), but does 
not include a political appointee; and 

“(B) the term ‘political appointee’ means 
any employee who occupies a position which 
has been excepted from the competitive serv- 
ice by reason of its confidential, policy-de- 
termining, policy-making, or policy-advo- 
cating character. 

“SEC. 602. OFFICE OF PARTNERSHIP AND EN- 
GAGEMENT. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—There shall be in the Of- 
fice of Policy an Office of Partnership and 
Engagement. 

‘“(b) HEAD OF OFFICE.—The Secretary shall 
appoint an Assistant Secretary for Partner- 
ship and Engagement to serve as the head of 
the Office. 

‘(c) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The Assistant Sec- 
retary for Partnership and Engagement 
shall— 

“(1) lead the coordination of Department- 
wide policies relating to the role of State 
and local law enforcement in preventing, 
preparing for, protecting against, and re- 
sponding to natural disasters, acts of ter- 
rorism, and other man-made disasters within 
the United States; 
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“(2) serve as a liaison between State, local, 
and tribal law enforcement agencies and the 
Department, including through consultation 
with such agencies regarding Department 
programs that may impact such agencies; 

“(3) coordinate with the Office of Intel- 
ligence and Analysis to certify the intel- 
ligence and information sharing require- 
ments of State, local, and tribal law enforce- 
ment agencies are being addressed; 

“(4) work with the Administrator to ensure 
that law enforcement and terrorism-focused 
grants to State, local, and tribal government 
agencies, including grants under sections 
2003 and 2004, the Commercial Equipment Di- 
rect Assistance Program, and other grants 
administered by the Department to support 
fusion centers and law enforcement-oriented 
programs, are appropriately focused on ter- 
rorism prevention activities; 

““5) coordinate with the Science and Tech- 
nology Directorate, the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, the Department of 
Justice, the National Institute of Justice, 
law enforcement organizations, and other ap- 
propriate entities to support the develop- 
ment, promulgation, and updating, as nec- 
essary, of national voluntary consensus 
standards for training and personal protec- 
tive equipment to be used in a tactical envi- 
ronment by law enforcement officers; 

“(6) create and foster strategic commu- 
nications with the private sector to enhance 
the primary mission of the Department to 
protect the American homeland; 

“(7) advise the Secretary on the impact of 
the Department’s policies, regulations, proc- 
esses, and actions on the private sector; 

“(8) interface with other relevant Federal 
agencies with homeland security missions to 
assess the impact of these agencies’ actions 
on the private sector; 

“(9) create and manage private sector advi- 
sory councils composed of representatives of 
industries and associations designated by the 
Secretary to— 

“(A) advise the Secretary on private sector 
products, applications, and solutions as they 
relate to homeland security challenges; 

“(B) advise the Secretary on homeland se- 
curity policies, regulations, processes, and 
actions that affect the participating indus- 
tries and associations; and 

‘“(C) advise the Secretary on private sector 
preparedness issues, including effective 
methods for— 

“(i) promoting voluntary preparedness 
standards to the private sector; and 

“(ii) assisting the private sector in adopt- 
ing voluntary preparedness standards; 

‘(10) promote existing public-private part- 
nerships and developing new public-private 
partnerships to provide for collaboration and 
mutual support to address homeland secu- 
rity challenges; 

“(11) assist in the development and pro- 
motion of private sector best practices to se- 
cure critical infrastructure; 

‘“(12) provide information to the private 
sector regarding voluntary preparedness 
standards and the business justification for 
preparedness and promoting to the private 
sector the adoption of voluntary prepared- 
ness standards; 

“(18) coordinate industry efforts, with re- 
spect to functions of the Department of 
Homeland Security, to identify private sec- 
tor resources and capabilities that could be 
effective in supplementing Federal, State, 
and local government agency efforts to pre- 
vent or respond to a terrorist attack; 

“(14) coordinate with the Commissioner of 
Customs and Border Protection and the ap- 
propriate senior official of the Department 


16158 


of Commerce on issues related to the travel 
and tourism industries; 

“(15) coordinate the activities of the De- 
partment relating to State and local govern- 
ment; 

(16) assess, and advocate for, the re- 
sources needed by State and local govern- 
ments to implement the national strategy 
for combating terrorism; 

‘“(17) provide State and local governments 
with regular information, research, and tech- 
nical support to assist local efforts at secur- 
ing the homeland; 

‘(18) develop a process for receiving mean- 
ingful input from State and local govern- 
ments to assist the development of the na- 
tional strategy for combating terrorism and 
other homeland security activities; and 

‘(19) perform such other functions as are 
established by law or delegated to such As- 
sistant Secretary by the Under Secretary for 
Policy. 

“SEC. 603. OFFICE OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—There shall be in the Of- 
fice of Policy an Office of International Af- 
fairs. 

(b) HEAD OF OFFICE.—The Secretary shall 
appoint an Assistant Secretary for Inter- 
national Affairs to serve as the head of the 
Office and as the chief diplomatic officer of 
the Department. 

‘*(c) FUNCTIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 
for International Affairs shall— 

“(A) coordinate international activities 
within the Department, including activities 
carried out by the components of the Depart- 
ment, in consultation with other Federal of- 
ficials with responsibility for counterter- 
rorism and homeland security matters; 

“(B) advise, inform, and assist the Sec- 
retary with respect to the development and 
implementation of Departmental policy pri- 
orities, including strategic priorities for the 
deployment of assets, including personnel, 
outside the United States; 

“(C) develop, in consultation with the 
Under Secretary for Management, guidance 
for selecting, assigning, training, and moni- 
toring overseas deployments of Department 
personnel, including minimum standards for 
predeployment training; 

‘(D) develop and update, in coordination 
with all components of the Department en- 
gaged in international activities, a strategic 
plan for the international activities of the 
Department, establish a process for man- 
aging its implementation, and establish 
mechanisms to monitor the alignment be- 
tween assets, including personnel, deployed 
by the Department outside the United States 
and the plan required by this subparagraph; 

“(E) develop and distribute guidance on 
Department policy priorities for overseas ac- 
tivities to personnel deployed overseas, that, 
at a minimum, sets forth the regional and 
national priorities being advanced by their 
deployment, and establish mechanisms to 
foster better coordination of Department 
personnel, programs, and activities deployed 
outside the United States; 

“(F) maintain awareness regarding the 
international travel of senior officers of the 
Department and their intent to pursue nego- 
tiations with foreign government officials, 
and review resulting draft agreements; 

‘(G) develop, in consultation with the 
components of the Department, including, as 
appropriate, with the Under Secretary for 
the Science and Technology Directorate, 
programs to support the overseas programs 
conducted by the Department, including 
training, technical assistance, and equip- 
ment to ensure that Department personnel 
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deployed abroad have proper resources and 
receive adequate and timely support; 

(H) conduct the exchange of homeland se- 
curity information, in consultation with the 
Under Secretary of the Office of Intelligence 
and Analysis, and best practices relating to 
homeland security with foreign nations that, 
in the determination of the Secretary, recip- 
rocate the sharing of such information in a 
substantially similar manner; 

“(D submit information to the Under Sec- 
retary for Policy for oversight purposes, in- 
cluding preparation of the quadrennial 
homeland security review and on the status 
of overseas activities, including training and 
technical assistance and information ex- 
change activities and the Department’s re- 
sources dedicated to these activities; 

“(J) promote, when appropriate, and over- 
see the exchange of education, training, and 
information with nations friendly to the 
United States in order to share best prac- 
tices relating to homeland security; and 

“(K) perform such other functions as are 
established by law or delegated by the Under 
Secretary for Policy. 

‘“(2) INVENTORY OF ASSETS DEPLOYED 
ABROAD.—For each fiscal year, the Assistant 
Secretary for International Affairs, in co- 
ordination with the Under Secretary for 
Management, shall provide to the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs of the Senate with the annual budget 
request for the Department, an annual ac- 
counting of all assets of the Department, in- 
cluding personnel, deployed outside the 
United States on behalf of the Department. 

‘“(3) STANDARDIZED FRAMEWORK FOR COST 
DATA.—The Assistant Secretary for Inter- 
national Affairs shall utilize a standardized 
framework to collect and maintain com- 
parable cost data for all assets of the Depart- 
ment, including personnel, deployed outside 
the United States to prepare the annual ac- 
counting required by paragraph (2). 

“(4) EXCLUSIONS.—This subsection does not 
apply to international activities related to 
the protective mission of the United States 
Secret Service, or to the Coast Guard when 
operating under the direct authority of the 
Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of the 
Navy. 

“SEC. 604. OFFICE OF POLICY IMPLEMENTATION. 

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—There shall be in the Of- 
fice of Policy an Office of Policy Implemen- 
tation. 

‘“(b) HEAD OF OFFICE.—The Secretary shall 
appoint a Director of the Office of Policy Im- 
plementation to serve as the head of the Of- 
fice. 

“‘(¢) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The Director of the 
Office of Policy Implementation shall lead, 
conduct, coordinate, and provide overall di- 
rection and supervision of Department-wide 
policy development for the programs, offices, 
and activities of the Department, in con- 
sultation with relevant officials of the De- 
partment, to ensure quality, consistency, 
and integration across the Department, as 
appropriate. 

“SEC. 605. OFFICE OF STRATEGY AND PLANNING. 

“‘(a) IN GENERAL.—There shall be in the Of- 
fice of Policy of the Department an Office of 
Strategy and Planning. 

‘“(b) HEAD OF OFFICE.—The Secretary shall 
appoint a Director of the Office of Strategy 
and Planning who shall serve as the head of 
the Office. 

“(¢) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The Director of the 
Office of Strategy and Planning shall— 

“(1) lead and conduct long-term Depart- 
ment-wide strategic planning, including the 
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Quadrennial Homeland Security Review and 
planning guidance for the Department, and 
translate the Department’s statutory re- 
sponsibilities, strategic plans, and long-term 
goals into risk-based policies and procedures 
that improve operational effectiveness; and 

‘“(2) develop strategies to address uncon- 
ventional threats to the homeland.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1(b) of such Act is 
amended— 

(1) by striking the items relating to title 
VI and inserting the following: 


“TITLE VI—POLICY AND PLANNING 


“Sec. 601. Office of Policy. 

“Sec. 602. Office of Partnership and Engage- 
ment. 

Office of International Affairs. 

“Sec. 604. Office of Policy Implementation. 

“Sec. 605. Office of Strategy and Planning.’’. 
(2) by inserting after the item relating to 

section 890A the following: 


“Sec. 890B. Treatment of charitable trusts 
for members of the Armed 
Forces of the United States and 
other governmental organiza- 
tions.’’. 

(c) APPOINTMENT OF UNDER SECRETARY FOR 
POLICY; CONTINUATION OF SERVICE OF ASSIST- 
ANT SECRETARY.— 

(1) TIME OF APPOINTMENT.—The President 
may appoint an Under Secretary for Policy 
under section 601 of the Homeland Security 
Act of 2002, as amended by this Act, only on 
or after January 20, 2017. 

(2) HEAD OF OFFICE PENDING APPOINTMENT.— 
The individual serving as the Assistant Sec- 
retary for Policy of the Department of 
Homeland Security on the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, or their successor, may 
continue to serve as an Assistant Secretary 
and as the head of the Office of Policy estab- 
lished by such section, until the date on 
which the Under Secretary for Policy is ap- 
pointed under such section in accordance 
with paragraph (1). 

(d) APPOINTMENT OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS; ABOLISHMENT 
OF EXISTING OFFICE.— 

(1) TIME OF APPOINTMENT.—The Secretary 
of Homeland Security may appoint an As- 
sistant Secretary for International Affairs 
under section 602 of the Homeland Security 
Act of 2002, as amended by this Act, only on 
or after January 20, 2017. 

(2) HEAD OF OFFICE PENDING APPOINTMENT.— 
The individual serving as the Assistant Sec- 
retary for International Affairs of the De- 
partment of Homeland Security on the date 
of the enactment of this Act, or their suc- 
cessor, may continue to serve as a Deputy 
Assistant Secretary and as the head of the 
Office of International Affairs established by 
such section, until the date the Under Sec- 
retary for Policy is appointed under such 
section in accordance with paragraph (1). 

(3) ABOLISHMENT OF EXISTING OFFICE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Office of Inter- 
national Affairs within the Office of the Sec- 
retary is abolished. 

(B) TRANSFER OF ASSETS AND PERSONNEL.— 
The assets and personnel associated with 
such Office are transferred to the head of the 
Office of International Affairs provided for 
by section 603 of the Homeland Security Act 
of 2002, as amended by this Act. 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subsection 
879 of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 
U.S.C. 459), and the item relating to such 
section in section 1(b) of such Act, are re- 
pealed. 

(e) ABOLISHMENT OF OFFICE FOR STATE AND 
LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT.— 


“Sec. 603. 
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(1) IN GENERAL.—The Office for State and 
Local Law Enforcement of the Department 
of Homeland Security is abolished. 

(2) TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS, ASSETS, AND 
PERSONNEL.—The functions authorized to be 
performed by such office immediately before 
the enactment of this Act, and the assets and 
personnel associated with such functions, are 
transferred to the head of the Office of Part- 
nership and Engagement provided for by sec- 
tion 602 of the Homeland Security Act of 
2002, as amended by this Act. 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subsection 
(b) of section 2006 of the Homeland Security 
Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 607) is repealed. 

(f) ABOLISHMENT OF OFFICE FOR STATE AND 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT COORDINATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Office for State and 
Local Government Coordination of the De- 
partment of Homeland Security is abolished. 

(2) TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS AND ASSETS.— 
The functions authorized to be performed by 
such office immediately before the enact- 
ment of this Act, and the assets and per- 
sonnel associated with such functions, are 
transferred to the head of Office of Partner- 
ship and Engagement provided for by section 
602 of the Homeland Security Act of 2002, as 
amended by this Act. 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 801 
of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 
U.S.C. 631), and the item relating to that sec- 
tion in the table of contents in section 1(b) of 
such Act, are repealed. 

(g) ABOLISHMENT OF SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO 
THE SECRETARY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Special Assistant to 
the Secretary authorized by section 102(f) of 
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 
112(f)), as in effect immediately before the 
enactment of this Act, is abolished. 

(2) TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS AND ASSETS.— 
The functions authorized to be performed by 
such Special Assistant to the Secretary im- 
mediately before the enactment of this Act, 
and the assets and personnel associated with 
such functions, are transferred to the head of 
the Office of Partnership and Engagement 
provided for by section 602 of the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002, as amended by this Act. 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 102(f) 
of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 
U.S.C. 112(f)) is repealed. 

(h) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS RELATING TO 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES.—Section 103(a) of 
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 
113(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking subpara- 
graph (I) and redesignating subparagraph (J) 
as subparagraph (I); and 

(2) by amending paragraph (2) to read as 
follows: 

‘(2) ASSISTANT SECRETARIES.— 

‘(A) ADVICE AND CONSENT APPOINTMENTS.— 
The Department shall have the following As- 
sistant Secretaries appointed by the Presi- 
dent, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate: 

“(i) The Assistant Secretary, U.S. Immi- 
gration and Customs Enforcement. 

“(ii) The Assistant Secretary, Transpor- 
tation Security Administration. 

‘“(B) OTHER PRESIDENTIAL APPOINTMENTS.— 
The Department shall have the following As- 
sistant Secretaries appointed by the Presi- 
dent: 

“(i) The Assistant Secretary, Infrastruc- 
ture Protection. 


“(ii) The Assistant Secretary, Office of 
Public Affairs. 
“(iii) The Assistant Secretary, Office of 


Legislative Affairs. 

‘(C) SECRETARIAL APPOINTMENTS.—The De- 
partment shall have the following Assistant 
Secretaries appointed by the Secretary: 
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“(i) The Assistant Secretary, Office of Cy- 
bersecurity and Communications. 

“(i) The Assistant Secretary for Inter- 
national Affairs under section 602. 

“(iii) The Assistant Secretary for Partner- 
ship and Engagement under section 603. 

‘“(D) LIMITATION ON CREATION OF POSI- 
TIONS.—No Assistant Secretary position may 
be created in addition to the positions pro- 
vided for by this section unless such position 
is authorized by a statute enacted after the 
date of the enactment of the DHS Head- 
quarters Reform and Improvement Act of 
2015.’’. 

(i) HOMELAND SECURITY ADVISORY COUN- 
cIL.—Section 102(b) of the Homeland Secu- 
rity Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 112(b)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon at the 
end of paragraph (2), striking the period at 
the end of paragraph (3) and inserting ‘; 
and’’, and adding at the end the following: 

“(4) shall establish a Homeland Security 
Advisory Council to provide advice and rec- 
ommendations on homeland-security-related 
matters.’’. 

(j) PROHIBITION ON NEW OFFICES.—No new 
office may be created to perform functions 
transferred by this section, other than as 
provided in section 601 of the Homeland Se- 
curity Act of 2002, as amended by this Act, 
unless the Secretary of Homeland Security 
receives prior authorization from Congress 
permitting such change. 

(k) DEFINITIONS.—In this section each of 
the terms ‘‘functions’’, ‘‘assets’’, and ‘‘per- 
sonnel” has the meaning that term has 
under section 2 of the Homeland Security 
Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101). 

(1) DUPLICATION REVIEW.—The Secretary of 
Homeland Security shall— 

(1) within 1 year after the date of the en- 
actment of this Act, complete a review of the 
international affairs offices, functions, and 
responsibilities of the components of the De- 
partment of Homeland Security, to identify 
and eliminate areas of unnecessary duplica- 
tion; and 

(2) within 30 days after the completion of 
such review, provide the results of the review 
to the Committee on Homeland Security of 
the House of Representatives and the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern- 
mental Affairs of the Senate. 

SEC. 105. QUADRENNIAL HOMELAND SECURITY 
REVIEW. 

Section 707 of the Homeland Security Act 
of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 347) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by amending paragraph (1) to read as 
follows: 

“(1) REVIEW REQUIRED.—In fiscal year 2017, 
and every 4 years thereafter, the Secretary 
shall conduct a review of the homeland secu- 
rity of the Nation (in this section referred to 
as a ‘quadrennial homeland security re- 
view’). Such review shall be conducted so 
that it is completed, and the report under 
subsection (c) is issued, by no later than De- 
cember 31, 2017, and by December 31 of every 
fourth year thereafter.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘The Sec- 
retary shall conduct each quadrennial home- 
land security review under this subsection in 
consultation with” and inserting ‘‘In order 
to ensure that each quadrennial homeland 
security review conducted under this section 
is coordinated with the quadrennial defense 
review conducted by the Secretary of De- 
fense under section 118 of title 10, United 
States Code, and any other major strategic 
review relating to diplomacy, intelligence, 
or other national security issues, the Sec- 
retary shall conduct and obtain information 
and feedback from entities of the homeland 
security enterprise through’’; 
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(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
after the semicolon at the end; 

(B) in paragraph (6), by striking the period 
and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(C) by adding after paragraph (6) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(7) leverage analytical tools and resources 
developed as part of the quadrennial home- 
land security review to support the Depart- 
ment’s ongoing programs and missions.”’; 

(3) in subsection (c)(2)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon 
at the end of subparagraph (H); 

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (I) as 
subparagraph (L); and 

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (H) the 
following: 

‘“(I) a description of how the conclusions 
under the quadrennial homeland security re- 
view will inform efforts to develop capabili- 
ties and build capacity of States, local gov- 
ernments, Indian tribes, and private entities, 
and of individuals, families, and commu- 
nities; 

‘“(J) as appropriate, proposed changes to 
the authorities, organization, governance 
structure, or business processes (including 
acquisition processes) of the Department in 
order to better fulfill responsibilities of the 
Department; 

‘“(K) where appropriate, a classified annex, 
including materials prepared pursuant to 
section 306 of title 5, United States Code, re- 
lating to the preparation of an agency stra- 
tegic plan, to satisfy, in whole or in part, the 
reporting requirements of this paragraph; 
and’’. 

SEC. 106. FUTURE YEARS HOMELAND SECURITY 
PROGRAM. 

Section 874 of the Homeland Security Act 
of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 454) is amended— 

(1) by amending subsection (a) to read as 
follows: 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than the 30 
days following the date of each fiscal year on 
which the budget of the President is sub- 
mitted to Congress under section 1105(a) of 
title 31, United States Code, the Secretary 
shall submit to the Committee on Homeland 
Security of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs of the Senate a Future 
Years Homeland Security Program that pro- 
vides detailed estimates of the projected ex- 
penditures and corresponding requests for 
appropriations included in that budget. The 
Future Years Homeland Security Program 
shall cover the fiscal year for which the 
budget is submitted and the 4 succeeding fis- 
cal years.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘*“(d) CONSISTENCY OF BUDGET REQUEST WITH 
ESTIMATES.—For each fiscal year, the Sec- 
retary shall ensure that the projected 
amounts specified in program and budget in- 
formation for the Department submitted to 
Congress in support of the President’s budget 
request are consistent with the estimated ex- 
penditures and proposed appropriations nec- 
essary to support the programs, projects, and 
activities of the Department included in the 
budget pursuant to section 1105(a)(5) of title 
31, United States Code. 

‘“(e) EXPLANATION OF ALIGNMENT WITH 
STRATEGIES AND PLANS.—Together with the 
detailed estimates of the projected expendi- 
tures and corresponding requests for appro- 
priations submitted for the Future Years 
Homeland Security Program, the Secretary 
shall provide an explanation of how those es- 
timates and requests align with the home- 
land security strategies and plans developed 
and updated as appropriate by the Secretary. 
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Such explanation shall include an evaluation 
of the organization, organizational struc- 
ture, governance structure, and business 
processes (including acquisition processes) of 
the Department, to ensure that the Depart- 
ment is able to meet its responsibilities. 

‘(f) PROJECTION OF ACQUISITION ESTI- 
MATES.—Each Future Years Homeland Secu- 
rity Program shall project— 

“(1) acquisition estimates for a period of 5 
fiscal years, with specified estimates for 
each fiscal year, for major acquisition pro- 
grams by the Department and each compo- 
nent therein, including modernization and 
sustainment expenses; and 

‘“(2) estimated annual deployment sched- 
ules for major acquisition programs over the 
5-fiscal-year period. 

‘(¢) CONTINGENCY AMOUNTS.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed as prohibiting 
the inclusion in the Future Years Homeland 
Security Program of amounts for manage- 
ment contingencies, subject to the require- 
ments of subsection (b). 

‘(h) CLASSIFIED OR SENSITIVE ANNEX.—The 
Secretary may include with each submission 
under this section a classified or sensitive 
annex containing any information required 
to be submitted under this section that is re- 
stricted from public disclosure in accordance 
with Federal law, including information that 
is determined to be Sensitive Security Infor- 
mation under section 537 of the Department 
of Homeland Security Appropriations Act, 
2006 (6 U.S.C. 114) to Congress in a classified 
or sensitive annex. 

“(i) AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION TO THE 
PUBLIC.—The Secretary shall make available 
to the public in electronic form the informa- 
tion required to be submitted to Congress 
under this section, other than information 
described in subsection (h).’’. 

SEC. 107. MANAGEMENT AND EXECUTION. 

Section 701 of the Homeland Security Act 
of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 341) is amended by striking 
subsections (a) and (b) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the direction 
and control of the Secretary, the Under Sec- 
retary for Management shall serve as the fol- 
lowing: 

“(1) The Chief Management Officer for all 
matters related to the management and ad- 
ministration of the Department in support of 
homeland security operations and programs. 
With regard to the management functions 
for which the Under Secretary has responsi- 
bility by law or by direction of the Sec- 
retary, the Under Secretary for Management 
takes precedence in the Department after 
the Secretary and the Deputy Secretary of 
Homeland Security. 

“(2) The senior official with the authority 
to administer, implement, and direct man- 
agement integration and transformation 
across functional disciplines of the Depart- 
ment, including— 

“(A) information technology, financial 
management, acquisition management, and 
human capital management of the Depart- 
ment to improve program efficiency and ef- 
fectiveness; 

‘“(B) ensure compliance with laws, rules, 
regulations, and the Department’s policies; 

“(C) conduct regular oversight; and 

‘(D) prevent unnecessary duplication of 
programs in the Department. 

‘(b) RESPONSIBILITIES.—In addition to re- 
sponsibilities designated by the Secretary or 
otherwise established by law, the Under Sec- 
retary for Management shall be responsible 
for performing, or delegating responsibility 
for performing, the following activities of 
the Department: 
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“(1) Development of the budget, manage- 
ment of appropriations, expenditures of 
funds, accounting, and finance. 

(2) Acquisition and procurement activi- 
ties under section 701(d). 

““(3) Human resources and personnel. 

‘“(4) Information technology and commu- 
nication systems, in consultation with the 
Under Secretary for Intelligence and Anal- 
ysis, as appropriate. 

“(5) Facilities, property, equipment, and 
other material resources. 

““(6) Real property and personal property. 

“(7) Security for personnel, information 
technology and communications systems, fa- 
cilities, property, equipment, and other ma- 
terial resources. 

“(8) Strategic management planning, an- 
nual performance planning, and identifica- 
tion and tracking of performance measures 
relating to the responsibilities of the Depart- 
ment, including such responsibilities under 
section 306 of title 5, United States Code. 

““(9) Oversight of grants and other assist- 
ance management programs to ensure proper 
administration. 

(10) Management integration and trans- 
formation within each functional manage- 
ment discipline of the Department, including 
information technology, financial manage- 
ment, acquisition management, and human 
capital management, and the transition 
process, to ensure an efficient and orderly 
consolidation of functions and personnel in 
the Department and transition, including 
the— 

“(A) development of coordinated data 
sources and connectivity of information sys- 
tems to the greatest extent practical to en- 
hance program visibility and transparency; 

“(B) development of standardized, auto- 
mated, and real-time management informa- 
tion to uniformly manage and oversee pro- 
grams, and make informed decisions to im- 
prove the efficiency of the Department; 

“(C) development of effective program 
management and regular oversight mecha- 
nisms, including clear roles and processes for 
program governance, sharing of best prac- 
tices, and access to timely, reliable, and ana- 
lyzed data on all acquisitions and invest- 
ments; 

“(D) implementation of mechanisms to 
promote accountability for management in- 
tegration among Department and component 
chief officers; 

“(E) integration of financial management 
systems within and across the Department 
to ensure financial transparency, support 
daily operational and financial decision- 
making, and maintain consecutive unquali- 
fied opinions for all financial statements, in- 
cluding the responsibility to review, approve, 
and oversee the planning, design, acquisi- 
tion, deployment, operation, maintenance, 
and modernization of business systems; 

“(F) integration of human resource man- 
agement systems within and across the De- 
partment to track and record information 
(including attrition rates, knowledge, skills, 
and abilities critical for workforce planning, 
identifying current and future human capital 
needs, including recruitment efforts and im- 
proving employee morale), including the re- 
sponsibility to review, approve, and oversee 
the planning, design, acquisition, deploy- 
ment, operation, maintenance, and mod- 
ernization of business systems; 

“(G) development of a management inte- 
gration strategy for the Department and its 
components to be submitted annually with 
the President’s budget to ensure that man- 
agement of the Department is strengthened 
in the areas of human capital, acquisition, 


October 20, 2015 


information technology, and financial man- 
agement, which shall include— 

“(i) short- and long-term objectives to ef- 
fectively guide implementation of interoper- 
able business systems solutions; 

“(ii) issuance of guidance and action plans 
with dates, specific actions, and costs for im- 
plementing management integration and 
transformation of common functional dis- 
ciplines across the Department and its com- 
ponents; 

“(iii) specific operational and tactical 
goals, activities, and timelines needed to ac- 
complish the integration effort; 

‘““(iv) performance measures to monitor and 
validate corrective measures; 

“(v) efforts to identify resources needed to 
achieve key actions and outcomes; 

‘“(vi) other issues impeding management 
integration; 

‘“(vii) reporting to the Government Ac- 
countability Office twice annually to dem- 
onstrate measurable, sustainable progress 
made in implementing the Department’s cor- 
rective action plans and achieving key out- 
comes, including regarding— 

“(I) leadership commitment; 

“(IT) capacity building; and 

“(III) continuous monitoring to address 
Government Accountability Office designa- 
tions of programs at high risk for waste, 
fraud, and abuse, including with respect to 
strengthening management functions; 

“(viii) review and approve any major up- 
date to the Department’s strategy related to 
management integration and transformation 
across functional disciplines and lines of 
business, including any business systems 
modernization plans to maximize benefits 
and minimize costs for the Department; and 

“(ix) before December 1 of each year in 
which a Presidential election is held, the de- 
velopment of a transition and succession 
plan to guide the transition of Department 
functions to a new Presidential administra- 
tion, and making such plan available to the 
next Secretary and Under Secretary for Man- 
agement and to the homeland security con- 
gressional committees. 

“(H) Oversight, including the conduct of 
internal audits and management analyses, of 
the programs and activities of the Depart- 
ment. Such supervision includes establishing 
oversight procedures to ensure a full and ef- 
fective review of the efforts by Department 
components to implement policies and proce- 
dures of the Department for management in- 
tegration and transformation. 

“(I) Any other management duties that the 
Secretary may designate.’’. 

SEC. 108. CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER. 

Section 702 of the Homeland Security Act 
of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 341) is amended by redesig- 
nating subsections (b) and (c) as subsections 
(c) and (d), respectively, and by inserting 
after subsection (a) the following: 

‘(b) RESPONSIBILITIES.—Notwithstanding 
sections 901 and 1122 of title 31, United States 
Code, the Chief Financial Officer, in con- 
sultation with the Under Secretary for Man- 
agement and the Under Secretary for Intel- 
ligence and Analysis, as appropriate, shall— 

“(1) lead cost-estimating practices for the 
Department, including the development of 
the Department’s policy on cost estimating 
and approval of life cycle cost estimates; 

“(2) oversee coordination with the Office of 
Policy on the Department’s long-term stra- 
tegic planning to ensure that the develop- 
ment of the Department’s budget is compat- 
ible with the priorities, strategic plans, and 
policies established by the Secretary; 

‘(3) develop and oversee the Department’s 
financial management policy; 
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‘“(4) provide guidance for and over financial 
system modernization efforts throughout the 
Department; 

“(5) establish effective internal controls 
over financial reporting systems and proc- 
esses throughout the Department; 

“(6) lead assessments of internal controls 
related to the Department’s financial man- 
agement systems and review financial proc- 
esses to ensure that internal controls are de- 
signed properly and operate effectively; 

‘“(7) lead the Department’s efforts related 
to financial oversight, including identifying 
ways to streamline and standardize business 
processes; 

‘“(8) lead and provide guidance on perform- 
ance-based budgeting practices for the De- 
partment to ensure that the Department and 
its components are meeting missions and 
goals; 

“(9) ensure that Department components’ 
senior financial officers certify that their 
major acquisition programs have adequate 
resources to execute their programs through 
the 5-year future years homeland security 
program period, so that the Department’s 
funding requirements for major acquisition 
programs match expected resources; 

“(10) ensure that components identify and 
report all expected costs of acquisition pro- 
grams to the Chief Financial Officer of the 
Department; 

“(11) oversee Department budget formula- 
tion and execution; 

(12) fully implement a common account- 
ing structure to be used across the entire De- 
partment by fiscal year 2019; and 

“(13) track, approve, oversee, and make 
public information on expenditures by com- 
ponents of the Department for conferences, 
as appropriate, including by requiring each 
component of the Department to— 

‘“(A) report to the Inspector General of the 
Department the expenditures by the compo- 
nent for each conference hosted or attended 
by Department employees for which the 
total expenditures of the Department exceed 
$20,000, within 15 days after the date of the 
conference; and 

‘(B) with respect to such expenditures, 
provide to the Inspector General— 

“(i) the information described in sub- 
sections (a), (b), and (c) of section 739 of Pub- 
lic Law 113-235; and 

“(iji) documentation of 
tures.’’. 

SEC. 109. CHIEF PROCUREMENT OFFICER. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title VII of the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 341 et seq.) is 
further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“SEC. 708. CHIEF PROCUREMENT OFFICER. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—There is a Chief Pro- 
curement Officer of the Department, who 
shall report directly to the Under Secretary 
for Management. The Chief Procurement Of- 
ficer is the senior procurement executive for 
purposes of section 1702(c) of title 41 United 
States Code, and shall perform procurement 
functions as specified in such section. The 
Chief Procurement Officer also shall perform 
other functions and responsibilities set forth 
in this section and as may be assigned by the 
Under Secretary for Management. 

‘(b) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The Chief Procure- 
ment Officer shall— 

“(1) exercise leadership and authority to 
the extent delegated by the Under Secretary 
for Management over the Department’s pro- 
curement function; 

‘“(2) issue procurement policies, and shall 
serve as a senior business advisor to agency 
officials on acquisition-related matters, in- 
cluding policy and workforce matters, as de- 


such expendi- 
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termined by the Under Secretary for Man- 
agement; 

(3) account for the integrity, perform- 
ance, and oversight of Department procure- 
ment and contracting functions and be re- 
sponsible for ensuring that a procurement’s 
contracting strategy and plans are con- 
sistent with the intent and direction of the 
Acquisition Review Board; 

“*(4) serve as the Department’s main liaison 
to industry on procurement-related issues; 

‘“(5) oversee a centralized certification and 
training program, in consultation with the 
Under Secretary for Management, for the en- 
tire Department acquisition workforce while 
using, to the greatest extent practicable, 
best practices and acquisition training op- 
portunities already in existence within the 
Federal Government, the private sector, or 
universities and colleges, as appropriate, and 
including training on how best to identify 
actions that warrant referrals for suspension 
or debarment; 

‘“(6) delegate or retain contracting author- 
ity, as appropriate; 

““(7) provide input on the periodic perform- 
ance reviews of each head of contracting ac- 
tivity of the Department; 

“*(8) collect baseline data and use such data 
to establish performance measures on the 
impact of strategic sourcing initiatives on 
the private sector, including, in particular, 
small businesses; 

“(9) ensure that a fair proportion (as de- 
fined pursuant to the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 631 et seq.)) of Federal contract and 
subcontract dollars are awarded to small 
businesses, maximize opportunities for small 
business participation, and ensure, to the ex- 
tent practicable, small businesses that 
achieve qualified vendor status for security- 
related technologies are provided an oppor- 
tunity to compete for contracts for such 
technology; and 

“(10) conduct oversight of implementation 
of administrative agreements to resolve sus- 
pension or debarment proceedings and, upon 
request, provide information to the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs of the Senate about the effectiveness of 
such agreements at improving contractor re- 
sponsibility. 

‘“(c) HEAD OF CONTRACTING ACTIVITY DE- 
FINED.—In this section the term ‘head of con- 
tracting activity’ means each official respon- 
sible for the creation, management, and 
oversight of a team of procurement profes- 
sionals properly trained, certified, and war- 
ranted to accomplish the acquisition of prod- 
ucts and services on behalf of the designated 
components, offices, and organizations of the 
Department, and as authorized, other gov- 
ernment entities.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1(b) of such Act is further 
amended by adding at the end of the items 
relating to such title the following: 

“Sec. 708. Chief Procurement Officer.’’. 
SEC. 110. CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 703 of the Home- 
land Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 348) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by adding at the end 
the following: ‘‘In addition to the functions 
under section 3506(a)(2) of title 44, United 
States Code, the Chief Information Officer 
shall perform the functions set forth in this 
section and such other functions as may be 
assigned by the Secretary.’’; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub- 
section (e); and 

(8) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol- 
lowing: 
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“(b) RESPONSIBILITIES.—In addition to the 
functions under section 3506 of title 44, 
United States Code, the Chief Information 
Officer, in consultation with the Under Sec- 
retary for Management, shall— 

“(1) advise and assist the Secretary, heads 
of the components of the Department, and 
other senior officers in carrying out the re- 
sponsibilities of the Department for all ac- 
tivities relating to the budgets, programs, 
and operations of the information tech- 
nology functions of the Department; 

“(2) to the extent delegated by the Sec- 
retary— 

“(A) exercise leadership and authority over 
Department information technology man- 
agement; and 

“(B) establish the information technology 
priorities, policies, processes, standards, 
guidelines, and procedures of the Depart- 
ment to ensure interoperability and stand- 
ardization of information technology; 

“(3) serve as the lead technical authority 
for information technology programs; 

“(4) maintain a consolidated inventory of 
the Department’s mission critical and mis- 
sion essential information systems, and de- 
velop and maintain contingency plans for re- 
sponding to a disruption in the operation of 
any of those information systems; 

(5) maintain the security, visibility, reli- 
ability, integrity, and availability of data 
and information technology of the Depart- 
ment including the security of the Homeland 
Security Data Network; 

“(6) in coordination with relevant officials 
of the Department, ensure that the Depart- 
ment is in compliance with subchapter II of 
chapter 35 of title 44, United States Code; 

“('7) establish policies and procedures to ef- 
fectively monitor and manage vulnera- 
bilities in the supply chain for purchases of 
information technology; 

“(8) in coordination with relevant officials 
of the Department, ensure Department com- 
pliance with Homeland Security Presidential 
Directive 12; 

“(9) in coordination with relevant officials 
of the Department, ensure that information 
technology systems of the Department meet 
the standards established under the informa- 
tion sharing environment, as defined in sec- 
tion 1016 of the Intelligence Reform and Ter- 
rorism Prevention Act of 2004 (6 U.S.C. 485); 

‘(10) develop measures to monitor the per- 
formance of Department components’ use 
and implementation of information tech- 
nology systems and consistently monitor 
such performance to ensure that such sys- 
tems are used effectively; 

“(11) ensure that Department components 
report to the Chief Information Officer of the 
Department a complete inventory of infor- 
mation systems and fully adhere to Depart- 
ment guidance related to information tech- 
nology; 

“(12) carry out any other responsibilities 
delegated by the Secretary consistent with 
an effective information system manage- 
ment function; and 

“(13) carry out authorities over Depart- 
ment information technology consistent 
with section 113419 of title 40, United States 
Code. 

‘“(c) STRATEGIC PLANS.—In coordination 
with the Chief Financial Officer, the Chief 
Information Officer shall develop an infor- 
mation technology strategic plan every 5 
years and report to the Committee on Home- 
land Security and the Committee on Appro- 
priations of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs and the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations of the Senate on— 
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“(1) how the information technology stra- 
tegic plans developed under this subsection 
are used to help inform the Department’s 
budget process; 

‘(2) how the Department’s budget aligns 
with priorities specified in the information 
technology strategic plans; 

“(3) in cases in which it is not possible to 
fund all information technology strategic 
plan activities for a given fiscal year, the ra- 
tionale as to why certain activities are not 
being funded in lieu of higher priorities; 

“(4) what decisionmaking process was used 
to arrive at these priorities and the role of 
Department components in that process; and 

“(5) examine the extent to which unneces- 
sary duplicate information technology with- 
in and across the components of the Depart- 
ment has been eliminated. 

‘(d) SOFTWARE LICENSING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of the DHS 
Headquarters Reform and Improvement Act 
of 2015, and every 2 years thereafter until 
2020, the Chief Information Officer, in con- 
sultation with Department component chief 
information officers, shall— 

“(A) conduct a Department-wide inventory 
of all existing software licenses held by the 
Department, including utilized and unuti- 
lized licenses; 

‘(B) assess the needs of the Department 
and the components of the Department for 
software licenses for the subsequent 2 fiscal 
years; 

“(C) examine how the Department can 
achieve the greatest possible economies of 
scale and cost savings in the procurement of 
software licenses; 

“(D) determine how the use of shared 
cloud-computing services will impact the 
needs for software licenses for the subse- 
quent 2 fiscal years; and 

“(E) establish plans and estimated costs 
for eliminating unutilized software licenses 
for the subsequent 2 fiscal years. 

‘(2) EXCESS SOFTWARE LICENSING.— 

‘(A) PLAN TO REDUCE SOFTWARE LICENSES.— 
If the Chief Information Officer determines 
through the inventory conducted under para- 
graph (1) that the number of software li- 
censes held by the Department and the com- 
ponents of the Department exceed the needs 
of the Department as assessed under para- 
graph (1), the Secretary, not later than 90 
days after the date on which the inventory is 
completed, shall establish a plan for bringing 
the number of such software licenses into 
balance with such needs of the Department. 

‘(B) PROHIBITION ON PROCUREMENT OF NEW 
SOFTWARE LICENSES.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), upon completion of a plan estab- 
lished under paragraph (1), no additional re- 
sources may be obligated for the procure- 
ment of new software licenses for the De- 
partment until such time as the need of the 
Department exceeds the number of used and 
unused licenses held by the Department. 

“(ii) EXCEPTION.—The Chief Information 
Officer may authorize the purchase of addi- 
tional licenses and amend the number of 
needed licenses as necessary. 

(3) GAO REVIEW.—The Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States shall review the in- 
ventory conducted under paragraph (1)(A) 
and the plan established under paragraph 
(2)(A). 

‘(4) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.—The Chief 
Information Officer shall submit a copy of 
each inventory conducted under paragraph 
(1)(A) and each plan established under para- 
graph (2)(A) to the Committee on Homeland 
Security of the House of Representatives and 
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the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs of the Senate.’’. 

(b) COMPLETION OF FIRST DEFINITION OF CA- 
PABILITIES.—The Chief Information Officer 
shall complete the first implementation of 
section 701(c) of the Homeland Security Act 
of 2002, as amended by this section, by not 
later than 1 year after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. 

SEC. 111. CHIEF HUMAN CAPITAL OFFICER. 

Section 704 of the Homeland Security Act 
of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 343) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“SEC. 704. CHIEF HUMAN CAPITAL OFFICER. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—There is a Chief Human 
Capital Officer of the Department who shall 
report directly to the Under Secretary of 
Management. 

‘“(b) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The Chief Human 
Capital Officer shall— 

“(1) develop and implement strategic 
workforce planning efforts that are con- 
sistent with Government-wide leading prin- 
ciples, and that are in line with Department 
strategic human capital goals and priorities; 

‘“(2) develop performance measures to pro- 
vide a basis for monitoring and evaluating 
Department-wide strategic workforce plan- 
ning efforts; 

“*(3) develop strategies to recruit, hire, and 
train the Department workforce; 

“(4) work with the component heads to 
identify methods for managing and over- 
seeing human capital programs and initia- 
tives; 

‘“(5) develop a career path framework, and 
create opportunities for leader development; 

““(6) serve as the Department’s central of- 
fice for managing employee resources, in- 
cluding training and development opportuni- 
ties; 

“(7) coordinate the Department’s human 
resource management system; 

“(8) conduct efficiency reviews to deter- 
mine if components are implementing 
human capital programs and initiatives; and 

“(9) identify and eliminate unnecessary 
and duplicative human capital policies and 
guidance. 

‘(c) COMPONENT STRATEGIES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Hach component of the 
Department shall coordinate with the Chief 
Human Capital Officer of the Department to 
develop or maintain its own 5-year workforce 
strategy that will support the Department’s 
goals, objectives, performance measures, and 
determination of the proper balance of Fed- 
eral employees and private labor resources. 

“(2) STRATEGY REQUIREMENTS.—The Chief 
Human Capital Officer shall ensure that, in 
the development of the strategy required by 
subsection (c), the head of the component re- 
ports to the Chief Human Capital Officer on 
the human resources considerations associ- 
ated with creating additional Federal full- 
time equivalent positions, converting pri- 
vate contractor positions to Federal em- 
ployee positions, or relying on the private 
sector for goods and services, including— 

“(A) hiring projections, including occupa- 
tion and grade level, as well as corresponding 
salaries, benefits, and hiring or retention bo- 
nuses; 

‘“(B) the identification of critical skills re- 
quirements over the 5-year period, any cur- 
rent or anticipated need for critical skills re- 
quired at the Department, and the training 
or other measures required to address such 
need; 

“(C) recruitment of qualified candidates 
and retention of qualified employees; 

‘“(D) supervisory and management require- 
ments; 

‘“(E) travel and related personnel support 
costs; 
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‘(F) the anticipated cost and impact on 
mission performance associated with replac- 
ing Federal personnel due to their retire- 
ment or other attrition; and 

‘“(G) other appropriate factors. 

“(d) ANNUAL SUBMISSION.—The Secretary 
shall provide to the appropriate congres- 
sional committees, together with submission 
of the annual budget justification, informa- 
tion on the progress within the Department 
of fulfilling the workforce strategies re- 
quired under subsection (c).’’. 

SEC. 112. CHIEF SECURITY OFFICER. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title VII of the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 341 et seq.), as 
amended by section 109(a) of this Act, is fur- 
ther amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 709. CHIEF SECURITY OFFICER. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—There is a Chief Secu- 
rity Officer of the Department, who shall re- 
port directly to the Under Secretary for 
Management. 

(b) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The Chief Security 
Officer shall— 

“(1) develop and implement the Depart- 
ment’s security policies, programs, and 
standards; 

‘“(2) identify training and provide edu- 
cation to Department personnel on security- 
related matters; and 

‘“(3) provide support to Department compo- 
nents on security-related matters.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1(b) of such Act is further 
amended by adding at the end of the items 
relating to such title the following: 

“Sec. 709. Chief Security Officer.’’. 
SEC. 113. COST SAVINGS AND EFFICIENCY RE- 
VIEWS. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Homeland Security, acting through the 
Under Secretary for Management of the De- 
partment of Homeland Security, shall sub- 
mit to the Committee on Homeland Security 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs of the Senate a report 
that— 

(1) provides a detailed inventory of the 
management and administrative expendi- 
tures and activities of the components of the 
Department and identifies potential cost 
savings and efficiencies for those expendi- 
tures and activities of each such component; 

(2) examines the size, experience level, and 
geographic distribution of the operational 
personnel of the Department, including Cus- 
toms and Border Protection officers, Border 
Patrol agents, Customs and Border Protec- 
tion Air and Marine agents, Customs and 
Border Protection agriculture specialists, 
Federal Protective Service law enforcement 
security officers, Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement agents, Transportation Secu- 
rity Administration officers, Federal air 
marshals, and members of the Coast Guard; 
and 

(3) makes recommendations for adjust- 
ments in the management and administra- 
tion of the Department that would reduce 
deficiencies in the Department’s capabilities, 
reduce costs, and enhance efficiencies. 

SEC. 114. FIELD EFFICIENCIES PLAN. 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 270 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Homeland Security shall 
submit to the Committee on Homeland Secu- 
rity of the House of Representatives and 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs of the Senate a field effi- 
ciencies plan that— 
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(A) examines the facilities and administra- 
tive and logistics functions of components of 
the Department of Homeland Security lo- 
cated within designated geographic areas; 
and 

(B) provides specific recommendations and 
an associated cost-benefit analysis for the 
consolidation of the facilities and adminis- 
trative and logistics functions of components 
of the Department within each designated 
geographic area. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The field efficiencies plan 
submitted under paragraph (1) shall include 
the following: 

(A) An accounting of leases held by the De- 
partment or its components that have ex- 
pired in the current fiscal year or will be ex- 
piring in the next fiscal year, that have 
begun or been renewed in the current fiscal 
year, or that the Department or its compo- 
nents plan to sign or renew in the next fiscal 
year. 

(B)(i) An evaluation for each designated 
geographic area of specific facilities at which 
components, or operational entities of com- 
ponents, of the Department may be closed or 
consolidated, including consideration of 
when leases expire or facilities owned by the 
Government become available. 

(ii) The evaluation shall include consider- 
ation of potential consolidation with facili- 
ties of other Federal, State, or local entities, 
including— 

(I) offices; 

(II) warehouses; 

(III) training centers; 

(IV) housing; 

(V) ports, shore facilities, and airfields; 

(VI) laboratories; and 

(VII) other assets as determined by the 
Secretary. 

(iii) The evaluation shall include the po- 
tential for the consolidation of administra- 
tive and logistics functions, including— 

(I) facility maintenance; 

(II) fleet vehicle services; 

(III) mail handling and shipping and re- 
ceiving; 

(IV) facility security; 

(V) procurement of goods and services; 

(VI) information technology and tele- 
communications services and support; and 

(VII) additional ways to improve unity of 
effort and cost savings for field operations 
and related support activities as determined 
by the Secretary. 

(C) An implementation plan, including— 

(i) near-term actions that can co-locate, 
consolidate, or dispose of property within 24 
months; 

(ii) identifying long-term occupancy agree- 
ments or leases that cannot be changed with- 
out a significant cost to the Government; 
and 

(iii) how the Department can ensure it has 
the capacity, in both personnel and funds, 
needed to cover up-front costs to achieve 
consolidation and efficiencies. 

(D) An accounting of any consolidation in 
the Department or its component’s real es- 
tate footprint, including the co-location of 
personnel from different components, offices, 
and agencies within the Department. 

SEC. 115. RESOURCES TO RESPOND TO OPER- 
ATIONAL SURGES. 

On an annual basis, the Secretary of Home- 
land Security shall provide to the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs of the Senate information on the cir- 
cumstances in which the Secretary exercised 
the authority during the preceding year to 
reprogram or transfer funds to address un- 
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foreseen costs, including the costs associated 
with operational surges, and information on 
any circumstances in which limitations on 
the transfer or reprogramming of funds im- 
pacted the Secretary’s ability to address 
such unforeseen costs. 

SEC. 116. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

ROTATION PROGRAM. 

(a) ENHANCEMENTS TO THE ROTATION PRO- 
GRAM.—Section 844(a) of the Homeland Secu- 
rity Act of 2002 (6) U.S.C. 414(a)) is amended 
as follows: 

(1) In paragraph (1)— 

(A) by striking “Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the” and inserting ‘‘The’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘for employees of the De- 
partment” and inserting ‘“‘for certain per- 
sonnel within the Department’’. 

(2) In paragraph (2)— 

(A) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) 
through (G) as subparagraphs (C) through (I), 
and inserting before subparagraph (C), as so 
redesignated, the following: 

“(A) seek to foster greater Departmental 
integration and unity of effort; 

‘“(B) seek to help enhance the knowledge, 
skills, and abilities of participating per- 
sonnel with respect to the Department’s pro- 
grams, policies, and activities;”’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (D), as so redesignated, 
by striking ‘‘middle and senior level’’; and 

(C) in subparagraph (G), as so redesignated, 
by inserting before ‘‘invigorate’’ the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘seek to improve morale and reten- 
tion throughout the Department and”. 

(3) In paragraph (3)(B), by striking clause 
(iii) and redesignating clauses (iv) through 
(viii) as clauses (iii) through (vii). 

(4) By redesignating paragraphs (4) and (5) 
as paragraphs (5) and (6), and inserting after 
paragraph (3) the following: 

“(4) ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS.—In car- 
rying out any program established pursuant 
to this section, the Secretary shall— 

“(A) before selecting employees for partici- 
pation in such program, disseminate infor- 
mation broadly within the Department 
about the availability of the program, quali- 
fications for participation in the program, 
including full-time employment within the 
employing component or office not less than 
one year, and the general provisions of the 
program; 

“(B) require each candidate for participa- 
tion in the program to be nominated by the 
head of the candidate’s employing compo- 
nent or office and that the Secretary, or the 
Secretary’s designee, select each employee 
for the program solely on the basis of rel- 
ative ability, knowledge, and skills, after 
fair and open competition that assures that 
all candidates receive equal opportunity; 

“(C) ensure that each employee partici- 
pating in the program shall be entitled to re- 
turn, within a reasonable period of time 
after the end of the period of participation, 
to the position held by the employee, or a 
corresponding or higher position, in the em- 
ployee’s employing component or office; 

“(D) require that the rights that would be 
available to the employee if the employee 
were detailed from the employing component 
or office to another Federal agency or office 
remain available to the employee during the 
employee participation in the program; and 

‘“(E) require that, during the period of par- 
ticipation by an employee in the program, 
performance evaluations for the employee— 

“(i) shall be conducted by officials in the 
employee’s office or component with input 
from the supervisors of the employee at the 
component or office in which the employee is 
placed during that period; and 
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“(ii) shall be provided the same weight 
with respect to promotions and other re- 
wards as performance evaluations for service 
in the employee’s office or component.’’. 

(b) CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION AND OVER- 
SIGHT.—Not later than 120 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of Homeland Security shall provide informa- 
tion to the Committee on Homeland Secu- 
rity of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs of the Senate about the 
status of the homeland security rotation 
program authorized by section 844 of the 
Homeland Security Act of 2002, as amended 
by this section. 

TITLE II—DHS ACQUISITION 
ACCOUNTABILITY AND EFFICIENCY 
SEC. 201. DEFINITIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In this title: 

(1) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Homeland Security. 

(2) DEPARTMENT.—The term ‘‘Department’’ 
means the Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity. 

(3) CONGRESSIONAL HOMELAND SECURITY 
COMMITTEES.—The term “congressional 
homeland security committees” means— 

(A) the Committee on Homeland Security 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs of the Senate; and 

(B) the Committee on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives and of the Sen- 
ate. 

(b) ADDITIONAL DEFINITIONS.—In this title: 

(1) ACQUISITION.—The term ‘‘acquisition’’ 
has the meaning provided in section 131 of 
title 41, United States Code. 

(2) BEST PRACTICES.—The term ‘‘best prac- 
tices’’, with respect to acquisition, means a 
knowledge-based approach to capability de- 
velopment that includes identifying and 
validating needs; assessing alternatives to 
select the most appropriate solution; clearly 
establishing well-defined requirements; de- 
veloping realistic cost assessments and 
schedules; securing stable funding that 
matches resources to requirements; dem- 
onstrating technology, design, and manufac- 
turing maturity; using milestones and exit 
criteria or specific accomplishments that 
demonstrate progress; adopting and exe- 
cuting standardized processes with known 
success across programs; establishing an ade- 
quate workforce that is qualified and suffi- 
cient to perform necessary functions; and in- 
tegrating these capabilities into the Depart- 
ment’s mission and business operations. 

(c) AMENDMENTS TO DEFINITIONS IN HOME- 
LAND SECURITY ACT OF 2002.—Section 2 of the 
Homeland Security Act of 2002 is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘In this Act,’’ and inserting 
“(a) IN GENERAL.—In this Act,’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) by inserting “(A)” after ‘‘(2)’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

“(B) The term ‘congressional homeland se- 
curity committees’ means— 

“(i) the Committee on Homeland Security 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs of the Senate; and 

“(ii) the Committees on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives and of the Sen- 
ate, where appropriate.’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘(b) ACQUISITION-RELATED DEFINITIONS.—In 
this Act, the following definitions apply: 

“(1) ACQUISITION.—The term ‘acquisition’ 
has the meaning provided in section 131 of 
title 41, United States Code. 
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‘(2) ACQUISITION DECISION AUTHORITY.—The 
term ‘acquisition decision authority’ means 
the authority, held by the Secretary acting 
through the Deputy Secretary or Under Sec- 
retary for Management— 

“(A) to ensure compliance with Federal 
law, the Federal Acquisition Regulation, and 
Department acquisition management direc- 
tives; 

‘“(B) to review (including approving, halt- 
ing, modifying, or cancelling) an acquisition 
program through the life cycle of the pro- 
gram; 

‘(C) to ensure that program managers 
have the resources necessary to successfully 
execute an approved acquisition program; 

‘(D) to ensure good program management 
of cost, schedule, risk, and system perform- 
ance of the acquisition, including assessing 
acquisition program baseline breaches and 
directing any corrective action for such 
breaches; and 

“(E) to ensure that program managers, on 
an ongoing basis, monitor cost, schedule, and 
performance against established baselines 
and use tools to assess risks to a program at 
all phases of the life cycle of the program to 
avoid and mitigate acquisition program 
baseline breaches. 

‘(3) ACQUISITION DECISION EVENT.—The 
term ‘acquisition decision event’, with re- 
spect to an investment or acquisition pro- 
gram, means a predetermined point within 
the acquisition phases of the investment or 
acquisition program at which the investment 
or acquisition program will undergo a review 
prior to commencement of the next phase. 

‘*(4) ACQUISITION DECISION MEMORANDUM.— 
The term ‘acquisition decision memo- 
randum’, with respect to an acquisition, 
means the official acquisition decision event 
record that includes a documented record of 
decisions, exit criteria, and assigned actions 
for the acquisition as determined by the per- 
son exercising acquisition decision authority 
for the acquisition. 

‘(5) ACQUISITION PROGRAM BASELINE.—The 
term ‘acquisition program baseline’, with re- 
spect to an acquisition program, means a 
summary of the cost, schedule, and perform- 
ance parameters, expressed in standard, 
measurable, quantitative terms, which must 
be met in order to accomplish the goals of 
the program. 

‘(6) CAPABILITY DEVELOPMENT PLAN.—The 
term ‘capability development plan’, with re- 
spect to a proposed acquisition, means the 
document that the Acquisition Review Board 
approves for the first acquisition decision 
event related to validating the need of a pro- 
posed acquisition. 

‘(7) COMPONENT ACQUISITION EXECUTIVE.— 
The term ‘Component Acquisition Executive’ 
means the senior acquisition official within 
a component who is designated in writing by 
the Under Secretary for Management, in 
consultation with the component head, with 
authority and responsibility for leading a 
process and staff to provide acquisition and 
program management oversight, policy, and 
guidance to ensure that statutory, regu- 
latory, and higher level policy requirements 
are fulfilled, including compliance with Fed- 
eral law, the Federal Acquisition Regulation, 
and Department acquisition management di- 
rectives established by the Under Secretary 
for Management. 

“(8) LIFE CYCLE COST.—The term ‘life cycle 
cost’, with respect to an acquisition pro- 
gram, means all costs associated with re- 
search, development, procurement, oper- 
ation, integrated logistics support, and dis- 
posal under the program, including sup- 
porting infrastructure that plans, manages, 
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and executes the program over its full life, 
and costs of common support items incurred 
as a result of the program. 

“(9) MAJOR ACQUISITION PROGRAM.—The 
term ‘major acquisition program’ means a 
Department acquisition program that is esti- 
mated by the Secretary to require an even- 
tual total expenditure of at least $300,000,000 
(based on fiscal year 2015 constant dollars) 
over its life cycle cost.’’. 

Subtitle A—Acquisition Authorities 

211. ACQUISITION AUTHORITIES FOR 
UNDER SECRETARY FOR MANAGE- 
MENT. 

Section 701 of the Homeland Security Act 
of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 341), as amended by section 
107 of this Act, is further amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

“(e) ACQUISITION AND RELATED RESPON- 
SIBILITIES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 
1702(b) of title 41, United States Code, the 
Under Secretary for Management is the 
Chief Acquisition Officer of the Department. 
As Chief Acquisition Officer, the Under Sec- 
retary shall have the authority and perform 
the functions as specified in section 1702(b) of 
such title, and perform all other functions 
and responsibilities delegated by the Sec- 
retary or described in this subsection. 

‘(2) DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES.—In addi- 
tion to the authority and functions specified 
in section 1702(b) of title 41, United States 
Code, the duties and responsibilities of the 
Under Secretary for Management related to 
acquisition include the following: 

“(A) Advising the Secretary regarding ac- 
quisition management activities, taking into 
account risks of failure to achieve cost, 
schedule, or performance parameters, to en- 
sure that the Department achieves its mis- 
sion through the adoption of widely accepted 
program management best practices and 
standards. 

“(B) Exercising the acquisition decision 
authority to approve, halt, modify (including 
the rescission of approvals of program mile- 
stones), or cancel major acquisition pro- 
grams, unless the Under Secretary delegates 
the authority to a Component Acquisition 
Executive pursuant to paragraph (3). 

“(C) Establishing policies for acquisition 
that implement an approach that takes into 
account risks of failure to achieve cost, 
schedule, or performance parameters that all 
components of the Department shall comply 
with, including outlining relevant authori- 
ties for program managers to effectively 
manage acquisition programs. 

“(D) Ensuring that each major acquisition 
program has a Department-approved acquisi- 
tion program baseline, pursuant to the De- 
partment’s acquisition management policy. 

‘“(E) Ensuring that the heads of compo- 
nents and Component Acquisition Executives 
comply with Federal law, the Federal Acqui- 
sition Regulation, and Department acquisi- 
tion management directives. 

“(F) Ensuring that grants and financial as- 
sistance are provided only to individuals and 
organizations that are not suspended or 
debarred. 

“(G@) Distributing guidance throughout the 
Department to ensure that contractors in- 
volved in acquisitions, particularly compa- 
nies that access the Department’s informa- 
tion systems and technologies, adhere to in- 
ternal cybersecurity policies established by 
the Department of Homeland Security. 

“(3) DELEGATION OF ACQUISITION DECISION 
AUTHORITY.— 

‘“(A) LEVEL 3 ACQUISITIONS.—The Under 
Secretary for Management may delegate ac- 
quisition decision authority in writing to the 
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relevant Component Acquisition Executive 
for an acquisition program that has a life 
cycle cost estimate of less than $300,000,000. 

‘(B) LEVEL 2 ACQUISITIONS.—The Under 
Secretary for Management may delegate ac- 
quisition decision authority in writing to the 
relevant Component Acquisition Executive 
for a major acquisition program that has a 
life cycle cost estimate of at least $300,000,000 
but not more than $1,000,000,000 if all of the 
following requirements are met: 

“(i) The component concerned possesses 
working policies, processes, and procedures 
that are consistent with Department-level 
acquisition policy. 

“(ii) The Component Acquisition Executive 
has adequate, experienced, dedicated pro- 
gram management professional staff com- 
mensurate with the size of the delegated 
portfolio. 

“(iii) Each major acquisition program con- 
cerned has written documentation showing 
that it has a Department-approved acquisi- 
tion program baseline and it is meeting 
agreed-upon cost, schedule, and performance 
thresholds. 

‘(4) EXCLUDED PARTIES LIST SYSTEM CON- 
SULTATION.—The Under Secretary for Man- 
agement shall require that all Department 
contracting and procurement officials con- 
sult the Excluded Parties List System (or 
successor system) as maintained by the Gen- 
eral Services Administration prior to award- 
ing a contract or grant or entering into 
other transactions to ascertain whether the 
selected contractor is excluded from receiv- 
ing Federal contracts, certain subcontracts, 
and certain types of Federal financial and 
nonfinancial assistance and benefits. 

‘(5) RELATIONSHIP TO UNDER SECRETARY 
FOR SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this sub- 
section shall diminish the authority granted 
to the Under Secretary for Science and Tech- 
nology under this Act. The Under Secretary 
for Management and the Under Secretary for 
Science and Technology shall cooperate in 
matters related to the coordination of acqui- 
sitions across the Department so that invest- 
ments of the Directorate of Science and 
Technology can support current and future 
requirements of the components. 

‘(B) OPERATIONAL TESTING AND EVALUA- 
TION.—The Under Secretary for Science and 
Technology shall— 

“(i) ensure, in coordination with relevant 
component heads, that major acquisition 
programs— 

‘“T) complete operational testing and eval- 
uation of technologies and systems; 

‘(II) use independent verification and vali- 
dation of operational test and evaluation im- 
plementation and results; and 

“(IIT) document whether such programs 
meet all performance requirements included 
in their acquisition program baselines; 

“(ii) ensure that such operational testing 
and evaluation includes all system compo- 
nents and incorporates operators into the 
testing to ensure that systems perform as in- 
tended in the appropriate operational set- 
ting; and 

“(iii) determine if testing conducted by 
other Federal agencies and private entities is 
relevant and sufficient in determining 
whether systems perform as intended in the 
operational setting.’’. 

SEC. 212. ACQUISITION AUTHORITIES FOR CHIEF 
FINANCIAL OFFICER. 

Section 702 of the Homeland Security Act 
of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 342), as amended by section 
108 of this Act, is further amended by adding 
at the end of subsection (c)(2) the following 
new subparagraph: 
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‘“(J) Notwithstanding section 902 of title 
31, United States Code, provide leadership 
over financial management policy and pro- 
grams for the Department as they relate to 
the Department’s acquisitions programs, in 
consultation with the Under Secretary for 
Management.’’. 

SEC. 213. ACQUISITION AUTHORITIES FOR CHIEF 
INFORMATION OFFICER. 

Section 703 of the Homeland Security Act 
of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 343), as amended by section 
110(a) of this Act, is further amended by add- 
ing at the end the following new subsection: 

‘(f) ACQUISITION RESPONSIBILITIES.—Not- 
withstanding section 11315 of title 40, United 
States Code, the acquisition responsibilities 
of the Chief Information Officer, in consulta- 
tion with the Under Secretary for Manage- 
ment, shall include the following: 

“(1) Oversee the management of the Home- 
land Security Enterprise Architecture and 
ensure that, before each acquisition decision 
event, approved information technology ac- 
quisitions comply with departmental infor- 
mation technology management processes, 
technical requirements, and the Homeland 
Security Enterprise Architecture, and in any 
case in which information technology acqui- 
sitions do not comply with the Department’s 
management directives, make recommenda- 
tions to the Acquisition Review Board re- 
garding such noncompliance. 

“(2) Be responsible for providing rec- 
ommendations to the Acquisition Review 
Board established in section 836 of this Act 
on information technology programs, and be 
responsible for developing information tech- 
nology acquisition strategic guidance.’’. 

SEC. 214. REQUIREMENTS TO ENSURE GREATER 
ACCOUNTABILITY FOR ACQUISITION 
PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title VII of the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 341 et seq.), as 
amended by sections 109(a) and 112(a) of this 
Act, is further amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“SEC. 710. REQUIREMENTS TO ENSURE GREATER 
ACCOUNTABILITY FOR ACQUISITION 
PROGRAMS. 

“(a) REQUIREMENT TO ESTABLISH MECHA- 
NISM.—Within the Management Directorate, 
the Under Secretary for Management shall 
establish a mechanism to prioritize improv- 
ing the accountability, standardization, and 
transparency of major acquisition programs 
of the Department in order to increase op- 
portunities for effectiveness and efficiencies 
and to serve as the central oversight func- 
tion of all Department acquisition programs. 

‘(b) RESPONSIBILITIES OF EXECUTIVE DIREC- 
TOoR.—The Under Secretary for Management 
shall designate an Executive Director to 
oversee the requirement under subsection 
(a). The Executive Director shall report di- 
rectly to the Under Secretary and shall 
carry out the following responsibilities: 

“(1) Monitor the performance of Depart- 
ment acquisition programs regularly be- 
tween acquisition decision events to identify 
problems with cost, performance, or schedule 
that components may need to address to pre- 
vent cost overruns, performance issues, or 
schedule delays. 

“(2) Assist the Under Secretary for Man- 
agement in managing the Department’s ac- 
quisition portfolio. 

(3) Conduct oversight of individual acqui- 
sition programs to implement Department 
acquisition program policy, procedures, and 
guidance with a priority on ensuring the 
data it collects and maintains from its com- 
ponents is accurate and reliable. 

“(4) Serve as the focal point and coordi- 
nator for the acquisition life cycle review 
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process and as the executive secretariat for 
the Acquisition Review Board established 
under section 836 of this Act. 

‘“(5) Advise the persons having acquisition 
decision authority in making acquisition de- 
cisions consistent with all applicable laws 
and in establishing clear lines of authority, 
accountability, and responsibility for acqui- 
sition decisionmaking within the Depart- 
ment. 

(6) Engage in the strategic planning and 
performance evaluation process required 
under section 306 of title 5, United States 
Code, and sections 1105(a)(28), 1115, 1116, and 
9703 of title 31, United States Code, by sup- 
porting the Chief Procurement Officer in de- 
veloping strategies and specific plans for hir- 
ing, training, and professional development 
in order to rectify any deficiency within the 
Department’s acquisition workforce. 

“(7) Oversee the Component Acquisition 
Executive structure to ensure it has suffi- 
cient capabilities and complies with Depart- 
ment policies. 

“(8) Develop standardized certification 
standards in consultation with the Compo- 
nent Acquisition Executives for all acquisi- 
tion program managers. 

““(9) In the event that a program manager’s 
certification or actions need review for pur- 
poses of promotion or removal, provide 
input, in consultation with the relevant 
Component Acquisition Executive, into the 
relevant program manager’s performance 
evaluation, and report positive or negative 
experiences to the relevant certifying au- 
thority. 

‘“(10) Provide technical support and assist- 
ance to Department acquisitions and acquisi- 
tion personnel in conjunction with the Chief 
Procurement Officer. 

“(11) Prepare the Department’s Com- 
prehensive Acquisition Status Report, as re- 
quired by the Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity Appropriations Act, 2018 (division D of 
Public Law 113-6; 127 Stat. 348) and section 
840 of this Act, and make such report avail- 
able to congressional homeland security 
committees. 

““(12) Prepare the Department’s Quarterly 
Program Accountability Report as required 
by section 840 of this Act, and make such re- 
port available to the congressional homeland 
security committees. 

‘“(c) RESPONSIBILITIES OF COMPONENTS.— 
Each head of a component shall comply with 
Federal law, the Federal Acquisition Regula- 
tion, and Department acquisition manage- 
ment directives established by the Under 
Secretary for Management. For each major 
acquisition program, each head of a compo- 
nent shall— 

““(1) define baseline requirements and docu- 
ment changes to those requirements, as ap- 
propriate; 

““(2) establish a complete life cycle cost es- 
timate with supporting documentation, in- 
cluding an acquisition program baseline; 

“(3) verify each life cycle cost estimate 
against independent cost estimates, and rec- 
oncile any differences; 

“(4) complete a cost-benefit analysis with 
supporting documentation; 

“(5) develop and maintain a schedule that 
is consistent with scheduling best practices 
as identified by the Comptroller General of 
the United States, including, in appropriate 
cases, an integrated master schedule; and 

‘“(6) ensure that all acquisition program in- 
formation provided by the component is 
complete, accurate, timely, and valid. 

“SEC. 711. ACQUISITION DOCUMENTATION. 

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—For each major acquisi- 

tion program, the Executive Director respon- 
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sible for the preparation of the Comprehen- 
sive Acquisition Status Report, pursuant to 
paragraph (11) of section 710(b), shall require 
certain acquisition documentation to be sub- 
mitted by Department components or of- 
fices. 

“(b) WAIVER.—The Secretary may waive 
the requirement for submission under sub- 
section (a) for a program for a fiscal year if 
either— 

“(1) the program has not— 

“(A) entered the full rate production phase 
in the acquisition life cycle; 

“(B) had a reasonable cost estimate estab- 
lished; and 

“(C) had a system configuration defined 
fully; or 

‘(2) the program does not meet the defini- 
tion of ‘capital asset’, as defined by the Di- 
rector of the Office of Management and 
Budget. 

“(c) CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT.—At the 
same time the President’s budget is sub- 
mitted for a fiscal year under section 1105(a) 
of title 31, United States Code, the Secretary 
shall submit to the Committee on Homeland 
Security of the House of Representatives and 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs of the Senate information 
on the exercise of authority under subsection 
(b) in the prior fiscal year that includes the 
following specific information regarding 
each program for which a waiver is issued 
under subsection (b): 

“(1) The grounds for granting a waiver for 
that program. 

‘(2) The projected cost of that program. 

‘(3) The proportion of a component’s an- 
nual acquisition budget attributed to that 
program, as available. 

“(4) Information on the significance of the 
program with respect to the component’s op- 
erations and execution of its mission.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1(b) of the Homeland Se- 
curity Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101 et seq.) is fur- 
ther amended by adding after the item relat- 
ing to section 709 the following new item: 


“Sec. 710. Requirements to ensure greater 
accountability for acquisition 
programs. 

“Sec. 711. Acquisition documentation.’’. 


Subtitle B—Acquisition Program 
Management Discipline 
SEC. 221. ACQUISITION REVIEW BOARD. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle D of title VIII of 
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 
391 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 

“SEC. 836. ACQUISITION REVIEW BOARD. 

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish an Acquisition Review Board (in this 
section referred to as the ‘Board’) to 
strengthen accountability and uniformity 
within the Department acquisition review 
process, review major acquisition programs, 
and review the use of best practices. 

‘(b) COMPOSITION.—The Deputy Secretary 
or Under Secretary for Management shall 
serve as chair of the Board. The Secretary 
shall also ensure participation by other rel- 
evant Department officials, including at 
least 2 component heads or their designees, 
as permanent members of the Board. 

“(c) MEETINGS.—The Board shall meet 
every time a major acquisition program 
needs authorization to proceed from acquisi- 
tion decision events through the acquisition 
life cycle and to consider any major acquisi- 
tion program in breach as necessary. The 
Board may also be convened for non-major 
acquisitions that are deemed high-risk by 
the Executive Director referred to in section 
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710(b) of this Act. The Board shall also meet 
regularly for purposes of ensuring all acqui- 
sitions processes proceed in a timely fashion 
to achieve mission readiness. 

‘(d) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The 
ities of the Board are as follows: 

“(1) Determine whether a proposed acquisi- 
tion has met the requirements of key phases 
of the acquisition life cycle framework and 
is able to proceed to the next phase and 
eventual full production and deployment. 

“(2) Oversee executable business strategy, 
resources, management, accountability, and 
alignment to strategic initiatives. 

‘(3) Support the person with acquisition 
decision authority for an acquisition in de- 
termining the appropriate direction for the 
acquisition at key acquisition decision 
events. 

“(4) Conduct systematic reviews of acquisi- 
tions to ensure that they are progressing in 
compliance with the approved documents for 
their current acquisition phase. 

“(5) Review the acquisition documents of 
each major acquisition program, including 
the acquisition program baseline and docu- 
mentation reflecting consideration of trade- 
offs among cost, schedule, and performance 
objectives, to ensure the reliability of under- 
lying data. 

“6) Ensure that practices are adopted and 
implemented to require consideration of 
trade-offs among cost, schedule, and per- 
formance objectives as part of the process for 
developing requirements for major acquisi- 
tion programs prior to the initiation of the 
second acquisition decision event, including, 
at a minimum, the following practices: 

“(A) Department officials responsible for 
acquisition, budget, and cost estimating 
functions are provided with the appropriate 
opportunity to develop estimates and raise 
cost and schedule matters before perform- 
ance objectives are established for capabili- 
ties when feasible. 

‘(B) Full consideration of possible trade- 
offs among cost, schedule, and performance 
objectives for each alternative is considered. 

‘(e) ACQUISITION PROGRAM BASELINE RE- 
PORT REQUIREMENT.—If the person exercising 
acquisition decision authority over a major 
acquisition program approves the program to 
proceed into the planning phase before it has 
a Department-approved acquisition program 
baseline, then the Under Secretary for Man- 
agement shall create and approve an acquisi- 
tion program baseline report on the decision, 
and the Secretary shall— 

“(1) within 7 days after an acquisition deci- 
sion memorandum is signed, notify in writ- 
ing the congressional homeland security 
committees of such decision; and 

‘(2) within 60 days after the acquisition de- 
cision memorandum is signed, submit a re- 
port to such committees stating the ration- 
ale for the decision and a plan of action to 
require an acquisition program baseline for 
the program. 

‘(f) BEST PRACTICES DEFINED.—In this sec- 
tion, the term ‘best practices’ has the mean- 
ing provided in section 4(b) of the DHS Head- 
quarters Reform and Improvement Act of 
2015.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1(b) of the Homeland Se- 
curity Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101 et seq.) is fur- 
ther amended by adding after the item relat- 
ing to section 835 the following new item: 
“Sec. 886. Acquisition Review Board.’’. 

SEC. 222. REQUIREMENTS TO REDUCE DUPLICA- 
TION IN ACQUISITION PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle D of title VIII of 
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 
391 et seq.) is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 


responsibil- 
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“SEC. 837. REQUIREMENTS TO REDUCE DUPLICA- 
TION IN ACQUISITION PROGRAMS. 

“(a) REQUIREMENT TO ESTABLISH POLI- 
CIES.—In an effort to reduce unnecessary du- 
plication and inefficiency for all Department 
investments, including major acquisition 
programs, the Deputy Secretary, in con- 
sultation with the Under Secretary for Man- 
agement, shall establish Department-wide 
policies to integrate all phases of the invest- 
ment life cycle and help the Department 
identify, validate, and prioritize common 
component requirements for major acquisi- 
tion programs in order to increase opportu- 
nities for effectiveness and efficiencies. The 
policies shall also include strategic alter- 
natives for developing and facilitating a De- 
partment component-driven requirements 
process that includes oversight of a develop- 
ment test and evaluation capability; identi- 
fication of priority gaps and overlaps in De- 
partment capability needs; and provision of 
feasible technical alternatives, including in- 
novative commercially available alter- 
natives, to meet capability needs. 

“(b) MECHANISMS TO CARRY OUT REQUIRE- 
MENT.—The Under Secretary for Manage- 
ment shall coordinate the actions necessary 
to carry out subsection (a), using such mech- 
anisms as considered necessary by the Sec- 
retary to help the Department reduce unnec- 
essary duplication and inefficiency for all 
Department investments, including major 
acquisition programs. 

‘“(c) COORDINATION.—In coordinating the 
actions necessary to carry out subsection 
(a), the Deputy Secretary shall consult with 
the Under Secretary for Management, Com- 
ponent Acquisition Executives, and any 
other Department officials, including the 
Under Secretary for Science and Technology 
or his designee, with specific knowledge of 
Department or component acquisition capa- 
bilities to prevent unnecessary duplication 
of requirements. 

“(d) ADVISORS.—The Deputy Secretary, in 
consultation with the Under Secretary for 
Management, shall seek and consider input 
within legal and ethical boundaries from 
members of Federal, State, local, and tribal 
governments, nonprofit organizations, and 
the private sector, as appropriate, on mat- 
ters within their authority and expertise in 
carrying out the Department’s mission. 

‘“(e) MEETINGS.—The Deputy Secretary, in 
consultation with the Under Secretary for 
Management, shall meet at least quarterly 
and communicate with components often to 
ensure that components do not overlap or 
duplicate spending or activities on major in- 
vestments and acquisition programs within 
their areas of responsibility. 

“(f) RESPONSIBILITIES.—_In carrying out 
this section, the responsibilities of the Dep- 
uty Secretary, in consultation with the 
Under Secretary for Management, are as fol- 
lows: 

“(1) To review and validate the require- 
ments documents of major investments and 
acquisition programs prior to acquisition de- 
cision events of the investments or pro- 
grams. 

“(2) To ensure the requirements and scope 
of a major investment or acquisition pro- 
gram are stable, measurable, achievable, at 
an acceptable risk level, and match the re- 
sources planned to be available. 

““(3) Before any entity of the Department 
issues a solicitation for a new contract, co- 
ordinate with other Department entities as 
appropriate to prevent unnecessary duplica- 
tion and inefficiency and— 

“(A) to implement portfolio reviews to 
identify common mission requirements and 
crosscutting opportunities among compo- 
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nents to harmonize investments and require- 
ments and prevent unnecessary overlap and 
duplication among components; and 

‘“(B) to the extent practicable, to stand- 
ardize equipment purchases, streamline the 
acquisition process, improve efficiencies, and 
conduct best practices for strategic sourcing. 

“(4) To ensure program managers of major 
investments and acquisition programs con- 
duct analyses, giving particular attention to 
factors such as cost, schedule, risk, perform- 
ance, and operational efficiency in order to 
determine that programs work as intended 
within cost and budget expectations. 

‘“(5) To propose schedules for delivery of 
the operational capability needed to meet 
each Department investment and major ac- 
quisition program. 

“(g) BEST PRACTICES DEFINED.—In this sec- 
tion, the term ‘best practices’ has the mean- 
ing provided in section 4(b) of the DHS Head- 
quarters Reform and Improvement Act of 
2015.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1(b) of the Homeland Se- 
curity Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101 et seq.) is fur- 
ther amended by adding after the item relat- 
ing to section 836 the following new item: 
“Sec. 887. Requirements to reduce duplica- 

tion in acquisition programs.”’. 
SEC. 223. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OF- 
FICE REVIEW OF BOARD AND OF RE- 
QUIREMENTS TO REDUCE DUPLICA- 
TION IN ACQUISITION PROGRAMS. 

(a) REVIEW REQUIRED.—The Comptroller 
General of the United States shall conduct a 
review of the effectiveness of the Acquisition 
Review Board established under section 836 
of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (as 
added by section 221) and the requirements 
to reduce unnecessary duplication in acquisi- 
tion programs established under section 837 
of such Act (as added by section 222) in im- 
proving the Department’s acquisition man- 
agement process. 

(b) SCOPE OF REPORT.—The review shall in- 
clude the following: 

(1) An assessment of the effectiveness of 
the Board in increasing program manage- 
ment oversight, best practices and stand- 
ards, and discipline among the components 
of the Department, including in working to- 
gether and in preventing overlap and unnec- 
essary duplication. 

(2) An assessment of the effectiveness of 
the Board in instilling program management 
discipline. 

(3) A statement of how regularly each 
major acquisition program is reviewed by 
the Board, how often the Board stops major 
acquisition programs from moving forward 
in the phases of the acquisition life cycle 
process, and the number of major acquisition 
programs that have been halted because of 
problems with operational effectiveness, 
schedule delays, or cost overruns. 

(4) An assessment of the effectiveness of 
the Board in impacting acquisition decision- 
making within the Department, including 
the degree to which the Board impacts deci- 
sionmaking within other headquarters mech- 
anisms and bodies involved in the adminis- 
tration of acquisition activities. 

(c) REPORT REQUIRED.—The Comptroller 
General shall submit to the congressional 
homeland security committees a report on 
the review required by this section not later 
than 1 year after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. The report shall be submitted in 
unclassified form but may include a classi- 
fied annex. 

SEC. 224. EXCLUDED PARTY LIST SYSTEM WAIV- 


The Secretary of Homeland Security shall 
provide notification to the congressional 
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homeland security committees within 5 days 
after the issuance of a waiver by the Sec- 
retary of Federal requirements that an agen- 
cy not engage in business with a contractor 
in the Excluded Party List System (or suc- 
cessor system) as maintained by the General 

Services Administration and an explanation 

for a finding by the Secretary that a compel- 

ling reason exists for this action. 

SEC. 225. INSPECTOR GENERAL OVERSIGHT OF 
SUSPENSION AND DEBARMENT. 

The Inspector General of the Department 
of Homeland Security— 

(1) may audit decisions about grant and 
procurement awards to identify instances 
where a contract or grant was improperly 
awarded to a suspended or debarred entity 
and whether corrective actions were taken 
to prevent recurrence; and 

(2) shall review the suspension and debar- 
ment program throughout the Department of 
Homeland Security to assess whether sus- 
pension and debarment criteria are consist- 
ently applied throughout the Department 
and whether disparities exist in the applica- 
tion of such criteria, particularly with re- 
spect to business size and categories. 

Subtitle C—Acquisition Program Manage- 

ment Accountability and Transparency 

SEC. 231. CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION AND 
OTHER REQUIREMENTS FOR MAJOR 
ACQUISITION PROGRAM BREACH. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle D of title VIII of 
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 
391 et seq.) is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 

“SEC. 838. CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION AND 
OTHER REQUIREMENTS FOR MAJOR 
ACQUISITION PROGRAM BREACH. 

“(a) BREACH DEFINED.—The term ‘breach’, 
with respect to a major acquisition program, 
means a failure to meet any cost, schedule, 
or performance parameter specified in the 
acquisition program baseline. 

‘(b) REQUIREMENTS WITHIN DEPARTMENT IF 
BREACH OCCURS.— 

‘*(1) NOTIFICATIONS.— 

‘(A) NOTIFICATION OF BREACH.—If a breach 
occurs in a major acquisition program, the 
program manager for that program shall no- 
tify the Component Acquisition Executive 
for the program, the head of the component 
concerned, the Executive Director referred 
to in section 710(b) of this Act, the Under 
Secretary for Management, and the Deputy 
Secretary. 

‘(B) NOTIFICATION TO SECRETARY.—If a 
major acquisition program has a breach with 
a cost overrun greater than 15 percent or a 
schedule delay greater than 180 days from 
the costs or schedule set forth in the acquisi- 
tion program baseline for the program, the 
Secretary and the Inspector General of the 
Department shall be notified not later than 
5 business days after the breach is identified. 

‘(2) REMEDIATION PLAN AND ROOT CAUSE 
ANALYSIS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a breach 
with a cost overrun greater than 15 percent 
or a schedule delay greater than 180 days 
from the costs or schedule set forth in the 
acquisition program baseline, a remediation 
plan and root cause analysis is required, and 
the Under Secretary for Management or his 
designee shall establish a date for submis- 
sion within the Department of a breach re- 
mediation plan and root cause analysis in ac- 
cordance with this subsection. 

“(B) REMEDIATION PLAN.—The remediation 
plan required under this subsection shall be 
submitted in writing to the head of the com- 
ponent concerned, the Executive Director re- 
ferred to in section 710(b) of this Act, and the 
Under Secretary for Management. The plan 
shall— 
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“G) explain the circumstances of the 
breach; 

““(ii) provide prior cost estimating informa- 
tion; 

“(ii) propose corrective action to control 
cost growth, schedule delays, or performance 
issues; 

“(iv) in coordination with Component Ac- 
quisition Executive, discuss all options con- 
sidered, including the estimated impact on 
cost, schedule, or performance of the pro- 
gram if no changes are made to current re- 
quirements, the estimated cost of the pro- 
gram if requirements are modified, and the 
extent to which funding from other programs 
will need to be reduced to cover the cost 
growth of the program; and 

““(v) explain the rationale for why the pro- 
posed corrective action is recommended. 

‘“(C) ROOT CAUSE ANALYSIS.—The root cause 
analysis required under this subsection shall 
determine the underlying cause or causes of 
shortcomings in cost, schedule, or perform- 
ance of the program, including the role, if 
any, of the following: 

“G) Unrealistic performance expectations. 

‘“(ii) Unrealistic baseline estimates for cost 
or schedule or changes in program require- 
ments. 

“(iii) Immature technologies or excessive 
manufacturing or integration risk. 

“(iv) Unanticipated design, engineering, 
manufacturing, or technology integration 
issues arising during program performance. 

““(v) Changes in procurement quantities. 

“(vi) Inadequate program funding or 
changes in planned out-year funding from 1 
5-year funding plan to the next 5-year fund- 
ing plan as outlined in the Future Years 
Homeland Security Program required under 
section 874 of this Act. 

“(vii) Legislative, 
changes. 

“(viii) Inadequate program management 
personnel, including lack of training, creden- 
tials, certifications, or use of best practices. 

‘(3) CORRECTION OF BREACH.—The Under 
Secretary for Management or his designee 
shall establish a date for submission within 
the Department of a program of corrective 
action that ensures that 1 of the following 
actions has occurred: 

“(A) The breach has been corrected and the 
program is again in compliance with the 
original acquisition program baseline param- 
eters. 

“(B) A revised acquisition program base- 
line has been approved. 

“(C) The program has been halted or can- 
celled. 

‘“(c) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO CONGRES- 
SIONAL NOTIFICATION IF BREACH OCCURS.— 

‘(1) NOTIFICATION TO CONGRESS.—If a notifi- 
cation is made under subsection (b)(1)(B) for 
a breach in a major acquisition program 
with a cost overrun greater than 15 percent 
or a schedule delay greater than 180 days 
from the costs or schedule set forth in the 
acquisition program baseline, or with an an- 
ticipated failure for any key performance 
threshold or parameter specified in the ac- 
quisition program baseline, the Under Sec- 
retary for Management shall notify the con- 
gressional homeland security committees of 
the breach in the next quarterly Comprehen- 
sive Acquisition Status Report after the 
Under Secretary for Management receives 
the notification from the program manager 
under subsection (b)(1)(B). 

‘(2) SUBSTANTIAL VARIANCES IN COSTS OR 
SCHEDULE.—If a likely cost overrun is greater 
than 20 percent or a likely delay is greater 
than 12 months from the costs and schedule 
set forth in the acquisition program baseline 


legal, or regulatory 
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for a major acquisition program, the Under 
Secretary for Management shall include in 
the notification required in (c)(1) a written 
certification, with supporting explanation, 
that— 

“(A) the acquisition is essential to the ac- 
complishment of the Department’s mission; 

“(B) there are no alternatives to such ca- 
pability or asset that will provide equal or 
greater capability in both a more cost-effec- 
tive and timely manner; 

‘“(C) the new acquisition schedule and esti- 
mates for total acquisition cost are reason- 
able; and 

“(D) the management structure for the ac- 
quisition program is adequate to manage and 
control performance, cost, and schedule. 

‘(3) SUBMISSIONS TO CONGRESS.—Not later 
than 30 calendar days after submission to 
such committees of a breach notification 
under paragraph (1) of this section for a 
major acquisition program, the Under Sec- 
retary for Management shall submit to such 
committees the following: 

“(A) A copy of the remediation plan and 
the root cause analysis prepared under sub- 
section (b)(2) for the program. 

“(B) A statement describing the corrective 
action or actions that have occurred pursu- 
ant to subsection (b)(3) for the program, with 
a justification for the action or actions. 

‘(d) ADDITIONAL ACTIONS IF BREACH OC- 
CURS.— 

‘*(1) PROHIBITION ON OBLIGATION OF FUNDS.— 
During the 90-day period following submis- 
sion under subsection (c)(8) of a remediation 
plan, root cause analysis, and statement of 
corrective actions with respect to a major 
acquisition program, the Under Secretary for 
Management shall submit a certification de- 
scribed in paragraph (2) of this subsection to 
the congressional homeland security com- 
mittees. If the Under Secretary for Manage- 
ment does not submit such certification by 
the end of such 90-day period, then funds ap- 
propriated to the major acquisition program 
shall not be obligated until the Under Sec- 
retary for Management submits such certifi- 
cation. 

‘(2) CERTIFICATION.—For purposes of para- 
graph (1), the certification described in this 
paragraph is a certification that— 

“(A) the Department has adjusted or re- 
structured the program in a manner that ad- 
dresses the root cause or causes of the cost 
growth in the program; and 

‘“(B) the Department has conducted a thor- 
ough review of the breached program’s acqui- 
sition decision event approvals and the cur- 
rent acquisition decision event approval for 
the breached program has been adjusted as 
necessary to account for the restructured 
program.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1(b) of the Homeland Se- 
curity Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101 et seq.) is fur- 
ther amended by adding after the item relat- 
ing to section 837 the following new item: 
“Sec. 838. Congressional notification and 

other requirements for major 
acquisition program breach.’’. 
SEC. 232. MULTIYEAR ACQUISITION STRATEGY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) AMENDMENT.—Subtitle D of title VIII of 
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 
391 et seq.) is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 

“SEC. 839. MULTIYEAR ACQUISITION STRATEGY. 

‘“(a) MULTIYEAR ACQUISITION STRATEGY RE- 
QUIRED.—Not later than 1 year after the date 
of the enactment of this section, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to the appropriate home- 
land security committees a multiyear acqui- 
sition strategy to guide the overall direction 
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of the acquisitions of the Department while 
allowing flexibility to deal with ever-chang- 
ing threats and risks and to help industry 
better understand, plan, and align resources 
to meet the future acquisition needs of the 
Department. The strategy shall be updated 
and included in each Future Years Homeland 
Security Program required under section 874 
of this Act. 

‘“(b) CONSULTATION.—In developing the 
strategy, the Secretary shall consult with 
others as the Secretary deems appropriate, 
including headquarters, components, em- 
ployees in the field, and when appropriate, 
individuals from industry and the academic 
community. 

‘“(c) FORM OF STRATEGY.—The report shall 
be submitted in unclassified form but may 
include a classified annex for any sensitive 
or classified information if necessary. The 
Department also shall publish the plan in an 
unclassified format that is publicly avail- 
able. 

“(d) CONTENTS OF STRATEGY.—The strategy 
shall include the following: 

“(1) PRIORITIZED LIST.—A systematic and 
integrated prioritized list developed by the 
Under Secretary for Management or his des- 
ignee in coordination with all of the Compo- 
nent Acquisition Executives of Department 
major acquisition programs that Department 
and component acquisition investments seek 
to address, that includes the expected secu- 
rity and economic benefit of the program or 
system and an analysis of how the security 
and economic benefit derived from the pro- 
gram or system will be measured. 

‘(2) INVENTORY.—A plan to develop a reli- 
able Department-wide inventory of invest- 
ments and real property assets to help the 
Department plan, budget, schedule, and ac- 
quire upgrades of its systems and equipment 
and plan for the acquisition and manage- 
ment of future systems and equipment. 

‘(3) FUNDING GAPS.—A plan to address 
funding gaps between funding requirements 
for major acquisition programs and known 
available resources including, to the max- 
imum extent practicable, ways of leveraging 
best practices to identify and eliminate over- 
payment for items to prevent wasteful pur- 
chasing, achieve the greatest level of effi- 
ciency and cost savings by rationalizing pur- 
chases, aligning pricing for similar items, 
and utilizing purchase timing and economies 
of scale. 

‘(4) IDENTIFICATION OF CAPABILITIES.—An 
identification of test, evaluation, modeling, 
and simulation capabilities that will be re- 
quired to support the acquisition of the tech- 
nologies to meet the needs of the plan and 
ways to leverage to the greatest extent pos- 
sible the emerging technology trends and re- 
search and development trends within the 
public and private sectors and an identifica- 
tion of ways to ensure that the appropriate 
technology is acquired and integrated into 
the Department’s operating doctrine and 
procured in ways that improve mission per- 
formance. 

‘*(6) FOCUS ON FLEXIBLE SOLUTIONS.—An as- 
sessment of ways the Department can im- 
prove its ability to test and acquire innova- 
tive solutions to allow needed incentives and 
protections for appropriate risk-taking in 
order to meet its acquisition needs with re- 
siliency, agility, and responsiveness to as- 
sure the Nation’s homeland security and fa- 
cilitate trade. 

‘6) FOCUS ON INCENTIVES TO SAVE TAX- 
PAYER DOLLARS.—An assessment of ways the 
Department can develop incentives for pro- 
gram managers and senior Department ac- 
quisition officials to prevent cost overruns, 
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avoid schedule delays, and achieve cost sav- 
ings in major acquisition programs. 

“(7) FOCUS ON ADDRESSING DELAYS AND BID 
PROTESTS.—An assessment of ways the De- 
partment can improve the acquisition proc- 
ess to minimize cost overruns in require- 
ments development, procurement announce- 
ments, requests for proposals, evaluation of 
proposals, protests of decisions and awards 
and through the use of best practices as de- 
fined in section 4(b) of the DHS Headquarters 
Reform and Improvement Act of 2015 and les- 
sons learned by the Department and other 
Federal agencies. 

“(8) FOCUS ON IMPROVING OUTREACH.—An 
identification and assessment of ways to in- 
crease opportunities for communication and 
collaboration with industry, small and dis- 
advantaged businesses, intra-government en- 
tities, university centers of excellence, ac- 
credited certification and standards develop- 
ment organizations, and national labora- 
tories to ensure that the Department under- 
stands the market for technologies, prod- 
ucts, and innovation that is available to 
meet its mission needs to inform the require- 
ments-setting process and before engaging in 
an acquisition, including— 

“(A) methods designed especially to engage 
small and disadvantaged businesses and a 
cost-benefit analysis of the tradeoffs that 
small and disadvantaged businesses provide, 
barriers to entry for small and disadvan- 
taged businesses, and unique requirements 
for small and disadvantaged businesses; and 

“(B) within the Department Vendor Com- 
munication Plan and Market Research 
Guide, instructions for interaction by pro- 
gram managers with such entities to prevent 
misinterpretation of acquisition regulations 
and to permit freedom within legal and eth- 
ical boundaries for program managers to 
interact with such businesses with trans- 
parency. 

‘“(9) COMPETITION.—A plan regarding com- 
petition as described in subsection (e). 

‘“(10) ACQUISITION WORKFORCE.—A plan re- 
garding the Department acquisition work- 
force as described in subsection (f). 

“(11) FEASIBILITY OF WORKFORCE DEVELOP- 
MENT FUND PILOT PROGRAM.—An assessment 
of the feasibility of conducting a pilot pro- 
gram to establish an acquisition workforce 
development fund as described in subsection 
(g). 

“(e) COMPETITION PLAN.—The _ strategy 
shall also include a plan (referred to in sub- 
section (d)(9)) that shall address actions to 
ensure competition, or the option of com- 
petition, for major acquisition programs. 
The plan may include assessments of the fol- 
lowing measures in appropriate cases if such 
measures are cost effective: 

“(1) Competitive prototyping. 

**(2) Dual-sourcing. 

(3) Unbundling of contracts. 

““(4) Funding of next-generation prototype 
systems or subsystems. 

‘“(5) Use of modular, open architectures to 
enable competition for upgrades. 

““(6) Acquisition of complete technical data 
packages. 

“(7) Periodic competitions for subsystem 
upgrades. 

“(8) Licensing of additional suppliers, in- 
cluding small businesses. 

““(9) Periodic system or program reviews to 
address long-term competitive effects of pro- 
gram decisions. 

““(f) ACQUISITION WORKFORCE PLAN.— 

‘“(1) ACQUISITION WORKFORCE.—The strategy 
shall also include a plan (referred to in sub- 
section (d)(10)) to address Department acqui- 
sition workforce accountability and talent 
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management that identifies the acquisition 
workforce needs of each component per- 
forming acquisition functions and develops 
options for filling those needs with qualified 
individuals, including a cost-benefit analysis 
of contracting for acquisition assistance. 

‘(2) ADDITIONAL MATTERS COVERED.—The 
acquisition workforce plan shall address 
ways to— 

‘(A) improve the recruitment, hiring, 
training, and retention of Department acqui- 
sition workforce personnel, including con- 
tracting officer’s representatives, in order to 
retain highly qualified individuals that have 
experience in the acquisition life cycle, com- 
plex procurements, and management of large 
programs; 

‘(B) empower program managers to have 
the authority to manage their programs in 
an accountable and transparent manner as 
they work with the acquisition workforce; 

“(C) prevent duplication within Depart- 
ment acquisition workforce training and cer- 
tification requirements through leveraging 
already-existing training within the Federal 
Government, academic community, or pri- 
vate industry; 

“(D) achieve integration and consistency 
with Government-wide training and accredi- 
tation standards, acquisition training tools, 
and training facilities; 

“(E) designate the acquisition positions 
that will be necessary to support the Depart- 
ment acquisition requirements, including in 
the fields of— 

“(i) program management; 

“(ii) systems engineering; 

‘“(iii) procurement, including contracting; 

“(iv) test and evaluation; 

“(v) life cycle logistics; 

“(vi) cost estimating and program finan- 
cial management; and 

‘“(vii) additional disciplines appropriate to 
Department mission needs; 

‘(F) strengthen the performance of con- 
tracting officer’s representatives (as defined 
in subpart 1.602-2 and subpart 2.101 of the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation), including 
by— 

“(i) assessing the extent to which con- 
tracting officer’s representatives are cer- 
tified and receive training that is appro- 
priate; 

“(ii) determining what training is most ef- 
fective with respect to the type and com- 
plexity of assignment; and 

“(ii) implementing actions to improve 
training based on such assessment; and 

“(G) identify ways to increase training for 
relevant investigators and auditors to exam- 
ine fraud in major acquisition programs, in- 
cluding identifying opportunities to leverage 
existing Government and private sector re- 
sources in coordination with the Inspector 
General of the Department. 

‘(g) FEASIBILITY OF WORKFORCE DEVELOP- 
MENT FUND PILOT PROGRAM.—The strategy 
shall also include an assessment (referred to 
in subsection (d)(11)) of the feasibility of con- 
ducting a pilot program to establish a Home- 
land Security Acquisition Workforce Devel- 
opment Fund (in this subsection referred to 
as the ‘Fund’) to ensure the Department ac- 
quisition workforce has the capacity, in both 
personnel and skills, needed to properly per- 
form its mission and ensure that the Depart- 
ment receives the best value for the expendi- 
ture of public resources. The assessment 
shall address the following: 

“(1) Ways to fund the Fund, including the 
use of direct appropriations, or the credit, 
transfer, or deposit of unobligated or unused 
funds from Department components into the 
Fund to remain available for obligation in 
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the fiscal year for which credited, trans- 
ferred, or deposited and to remain available 
for successive fiscal years. 

(2) Ways to reward the Department acqui- 
sition workforce and program managers for 
good program management in controlling 
cost growth, limiting schedule delays, and 
ensuring operational effectiveness through 
providing a percentage of the savings or gen- 
eral acquisition bonuses. 

“(3) Guidance for the administration of the 
Fund that includes provisions to do the fol- 
lowing: 

“(A) Describe the costs and benefits associ- 
ated with the use of direct appropriations or 
credit, transfer, or deposit of unobligated or 
unused funds to finance the Fund. 

“(B) Describe the manner and timing for 
applications for amounts in the Fund to be 
submitted. 

‘“(C) Explain the evaluation criteria to be 
used for approving or prioritizing applica- 
tions for amounts in the Fund in any fiscal 
year. 

‘“(D) Explain the mechanism to report to 
Congress on the implementation of the Fund 
on an ongoing basis. 

“(E) Detail measurable performance 
metrics to determine if the Fund is meeting 
the objective to improve the acquisition 
workforce and to achieve cost savings in ac- 
quisition management.”’. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1(b) of the Homeland Se- 
curity Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101 et seq.) is fur- 
ther amended by adding after the item relat- 
ing to section 838 the following new item: 
“Sec. 889. Multiyear acquisition strategy.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO FUTURE 
YEARS HOMELAND SECURITY PROGRAM.—Sec- 
tion 874(b) of the Homeland Security Act of 
2002 (6 U.S.C. 454(b)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “and” at the end of para- 
graph (2); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (3) and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

“(4) include the multiyear acquisition 
strategy required under section 839 of this 
Act.”. 

SEC. 233. ACQUISITION REPORTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle D of title VIII of 
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 
391 et seq.) is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 

“SEC. 840. ACQUISITION REPORTS. 

“(a) COMPREHENSIVE ACQUISITION STATUS 
REPORT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Under Secretary for 
Management each year shall submit to the 
congressional homeland security commit- 
tees, at the same time as the President’s 
budget is submitted for a fiscal year under 
section 1105(a) of title 31, United States 
Code, a comprehensive acquisition status re- 
port. The report shall include the following: 

‘(A) The information required under the 
heading ‘Office of the Under Secretary for 
Management’ under title I of division D of 
the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2012 
(Public Law 112-74) (as required under the 
Department of Homeland Security Appro- 
priations Act, 2013 (Public Law 113-6)). 

‘(B) A listing of programs that have been 
cancelled, modified, paused, or referred to 
the Under Secretary for Management or Dep- 
uty Secretary for additional oversight or ac- 
tion by the Board, Department Office of In- 
spector General, or the Comptroller General. 

“(C) A listing of established Executive 
Steering Committees, which provide govern- 
ance of a program or related set of programs 
and lower-tiered oversight, and support be- 
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tween acquisition decision events and com- 
ponent reviews, including the mission and 
membership for each. 

‘(2) INFORMATION FOR MAJOR ACQUISITION 
PROGRAMS.—For each major acquisition pro- 
gram, the report shall include the following: 

“(A) A narrative description, including 
current gaps and shortfalls, the capabilities 
to be fielded, and the number of planned in- 
crements or units. 

“(B) Acquisition Review Board (or other 
board designated to review the acquisition) 
status of each acquisition, including the cur- 
rent acquisition phase, the date of the last 
review, and a listing of the required docu- 
ments that have been reviewed with the 
dates reviewed or approved. 

“(C) The most current, approved acquisi- 
tion program baseline (including project 
schedules and events). 

“(D) A comparison of the original acquisi- 
tion program baseline, the current acquisi- 
tion program baseline, and the current esti- 
mate. 

“(E) Whether or not an independent 
verification and validation has been imple- 
mented, with an explanation for the decision 
and a summary of any findings. 

“(F) A rating of cost risk, schedule risk, 
and technical risk associated with the pro- 
gram (including narrative descriptions and 
mitigation actions). 

“(G) Contract status (including earned 
value management data as applicable). 

““(H) A lifecycle cost of the acquisition, and 
time basis for the estimate. 

‘“(3) UPDATES.—The Under Secretary shall 
submit quarterly updates to such report not 
later than 45 days after the completion of 
each quarter. 

‘“(b) QUARTERLY PROGRAM ACCOUNTABILITY 
REPORT.—The Under Secretary for Manage- 
ment shall prepare a quarterly program ac- 
countability report to meet the Depart- 
ment’s mandate to perform program health 
assessments and improve program execution 
and governance. The report shall be sub- 
mitted to the congressional homeland secu- 
rity committees.”’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1(b) of the Homeland Se- 
curity Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101 et seq.) is fur- 
ther amended by adding after the item relat- 
ing to section 839 the following new item: 
“Sec. 840. Acquisition reports.’’. 

SEC. 234. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OF- 
FICE REVIEW OF MULTIYEAR ACQUI- 
SITION STRATEGY. 

(a) REVIEW REQUIRED.—After submission to 
Congress of the first multiyear acquisition 
strategy (pursuant to section 839 of the 
Homeland Security Act of 2002) after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Comp- 
troller General of the United States shall 
conduct a review of the plan within 180 days 
to analyze the viability of the plan’s effec- 
tiveness in the following: 

(1) Complying with the requirements in 
section 839 of the Homeland Security Act of 
2002, as added by section 232 of this Act. 

(2) Establishing clear connections between 
Department objectives and acquisition prior- 
ities. 

(3) Demonstrating that Department acqui- 
sition policy reflects program management 
best practices and standards. 

(4) Ensuring competition or the option of 
competition for major acquisition programs. 

(5) Considering potential cost savings 
through using already-existing technologies 
when developing acquisition program re- 
quirements. 

(6) Preventing duplication within Depart- 
ment acquisition workforce training require- 
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ments through leveraging already-existing 
training within the Federal Government, 
academic community, or private industry. 

(7) Providing incentives for program man- 
agers to reduce acquisition and procurement 
costs through the use of best practices and 
disciplined program management. 

(8) Maximizing small business utilization 
in acquisitions by, to the maximum extent 
practicable, ensuring strategic sourcing ve- 
hicles seek to increase participation by 
small businesses, including small and dis- 
advantaged business. 

(9) Assessing the feasibility of conducting a 
pilot program to establish a Homeland Secu- 
rity Acquisition Workforce Development 
Fund. 

(b) REPORT REQUIRED.—The Comptroller 
General shall submit to the congressional 
homeland security committees a report on 
the review required by this section. The re- 
port shall be submitted in unclassified form 
but may include a classified annex. 

SEC. 235. OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL RE- 
PORT. 

(a) REVIEW REQUIRED.—No later than 2 
years following the submission of the report 
submitted by the Comptroller General of the 
United States as required by section 234, the 
Department’s Inspector General shall con- 
duct a review of whether the Department has 
complied with the multiyear acquisition 
strategy (pursuant to section 839 of the 
Homeland Security Act of 2002) and adhered 
to the strategies set forth in the plan. The 
review shall also consider whether the De- 
partment has complied with the require- 
ments to provide the Acquisition Review 
Board with a capability development plan 
for each major acquisition program. 

(b) REPORT REQUIRED.—The Inspector Gen- 
eral shall submit to the congressional home- 
land security committees a report of the re- 
view required by this section. The report 
shall be submitted in unclassified form but 
may include a classified annex. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. MCCAUL) and the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. HIGGINS) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. McCAUL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in- 
clude any extraneous material on the 
bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCAUL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, as chairman of the 
Committee on Homeland Security, I 
rise today in strong support of H.R. 
3572, the Department of Homeland Se- 
curity Headquarters Reform and Im- 
provement Act of 2015, which I intro- 
duced with my colleague from Mis- 
sissippi, Ranking Member BENNIE 
THOMPSON. 

This important, bipartisan legisla- 
tion reforms and streamlines DHS 
headquarters so it can more effectively 
focus on its core mission of better pro- 
tecting national security. At the same 
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time, this bill saves millions in tax- 
payer dollars and reins in unnecessary 
bureaucracy. 

DHS headquarters plays an impor- 
tant role in providing direction and 
oversight to the Department’s 22 com- 
ponents; yet, over the years, Depart- 
ment management has become bloated 
and unwieldy. 

DHS has established, reorganized, 
and expanded offices and programs 
without the approval of Congress, cre- 
ated new assistant secretary positions, 
and spent billions of dollars on acquisi- 
tions that don’t meet the needs of our 
men and women on the frontlines se- 
curing the homeland. 

This bill helps to get DHS manage- 
ment on track by mandating multiple 
efficiency reviews to ensure taxpayer 
dollars are not wasted but, instead, di- 
rectly linked to protecting the home- 
land. It also requires DHS to increase 
transparency with Congress, to hold 
acquisition programs accountable, and 
to better communicate with industry 
when making major acquisition deci- 
sions. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to thank Oversight and Management 
Efficiency Subcommittee Chairman 
ScoTT PERRY and Ranking Member 
BONNIE WATSON COLEMAN for their 
leadership in conducting much of the 
oversight and research that informed 
the bill, especially their work to re- 
form DHS’ troubled acquisitions proc- 
ess. Iam grateful for their tremendous 
efforts. 

In addition, this bill eliminates un- 
necessary assistant secretary and di- 
rector positions, abolishes unproduc- 
tive, idle offices, consolidates offices to 
streamline functionality, and prohibits 
the Department of Homeland Security 
Secretary from creating any new as- 
sistant secretary positions without 
prior congressional approval. 

In short, Mr. Speaker, this bill en- 
sures that the Department of Home- 
land Security is a leaner, less bureau- 
cratic, and more efficient organization 
focused on the mission and getting the 


job done. 
While H.R. 3572 addresses waste, 
fraud, abuse, and a lack of trans- 


parency at DHS headquarters, it is just 
one part of a larger suite of legislation 
that this committee has passed this 
year dedicated to reforming and im- 
proving the Department overall. 

To date, we have passed by voice vote 
more than 40 bills addressing similar 
shortcomings at CBP, TSA, FEMA, Se- 
cret Service, NPPD, and S&T, just to 
name a few. 

I am very proud of our success in 
passing specific targeted bills dedi- 
cated to reining in bureaucracy, saving 
taxpayer dollars, providing much-need- 
ed congressional guidance, and pro- 
tecting national security. 

I am grateful to all the members of 
this committee and to the staff on both 
sides of the aisle whose hard work and 
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bipartisan commitment to the priority 
of keeping America safe helped to 
make all of this legislation possible. 

My committee approved this bill 
unanimously last month, something 
you don’t hear of every day in this 
Congress. 

In conclusion, I urge all Members of 
the House to join me in supporting this 
bipartisan bill that will help DHS to 
operate more efficiently and effectively 
in protecting the American people. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I rise in support of H.R. 3572, the De- 
partment of Homeland Security Head- 
quarters Reform and Improvement Act 
of 2015. 

Mr. Speaker, the Department of 
Homeland Security was established in 
2003, when 22 agencies were folded to- 
gether in what was the most substan- 
tial reorganization of Federal agencies 
since the National Security Act of 1947. 

Since that time, the Department of 
Homeland Security has faced an ever- 
evolving range of threats and has 
taken on more missions and respon- 
sibilities, most notably with respect to 
cybersecurity. 

Even as the Department of Homeland 
Security has risen to the operational 
demands of the post-9/11 world, depart- 
mental integration and coordination of 
key activities—such as policy develop- 
ment, acquisitions, and human capital 
management—have been a challenge. 

As a result, the comptroller general 
and the Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity inspector general have repeatedly 
found instances where decisionmaking 
at the component level has resulted in 
performance failures that have wasted 
limited Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity resources. 

H.R. 3572 is designed to drive im- 
provements at all levels of the Depart- 
ment and to codify key departmental 


management directives that were 
issued in recent years. 
Specifically, H.R. 3572 would 


strengthen the under secretary for 
management; authorize and realign 
central offices within the Management 
Directorate; bolster the Office of Pol- 
icy, including its management of DHS 
overseas personnel; and address the De- 
partment’s employee morale issues. 

Importantly, H.R. 3572 codifies the 
Department’s acquisition policies, pro- 
moting management practices designed 
to deliver needed capabilities while ac- 
tively managing risk. 

This bipartisan measure was intro- 
duced by Chairman MCCAUL on Sep- 
tember 18, and Ranking Member 
THOMPSON was his original cosponsor. 

The degree to which this bill is a bi- 
partisan product was further under- 
scored by the acceptance of 13 amend- 
ments offered by Democratic members 
at the full committee markup held on 
September 30. 
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Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3572 is in line with 
Department of Homeland Security Sec- 
retary Jeh Johnson’s Unity of Effort 
initiative. For example, it streamlines 
how the Department conducts outreach 
with Homeland Security stakeholders, 
including businesses and local govern- 
ment agencies, and integrates that 
process with the Department’s policy- 
making. 

Additionally, in an effort to address 
chronic morale issues and build bridges 
between Department of Homeland Se- 
curity components, H.R. 3572 directs 
the Department to establish a rota- 
tional program for its workforce. 

Finally, the bill elevates the Assist- 
ant Secretary for Policy to an under 
secretary level, a move that successive 
DHS leaders have sought. 
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By doing so, the bill seeks to not 
only improve departmentwide policy- 
making, but to also advance the goals 
of the initiative. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I urge pas- 
sage of H.R. 3572. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. McCAUL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I will be brief. 

I think it is an excellent bipartisan 
bill. I want to thank Mr. HIGGINS from 
New York for his presentation here 
today and support, and I want to thank 
the other side of the aisle for working 
with me and continuing to work with 
me in a bipartisan way to get things 
done for the country. I think that is 
how most committees should work; and 
certainly for one that involves pro- 
tecting the American people, I think it 
is paramount that we work together, 
both Republicans and Democrats. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I urge my 
colleagues to support H.R. 3572. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, as a sen- 
ior member of the House Committee on 
Homeland Security and the Ranking Member 
of the Judiciary Committee’s Subcommittee on 
Crime, Terrorism, Homeland Security, and In- 
vestigations, | rise in support of H.R. 3572, the 
“Department of Homeland Security Head- 
quarters Reform and Improvement Act of 
2015.” 

This bill will establish DHS-wide strategic 
priorities for international engagement, mecha- 
nisms for monitoring resource deployment 
abroad, and strategic priorities and cost data 
for DHS programs and activities abroad. 

H.R. 3572 provides support for DHS’s 
“Unity of Effort” campaign and addresses re- 
dundancy among departmental programs. 

The bill clarifies and streamlines the offices 
that constitute DHS Headquarters and better 
outlines their respective responsibilities. 

Specifically, H.R. 3572 achieves these goals 


thi Establishing an undersecretary for man- 
agement and makes him or her the chief ac- 
quisition officer in the Homeland Security De- 
partment; and 
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2. Establishing two new offices within the 
department and updates the department’s ac- 
quisition procedures. 

Finally, the bill empowers the Inspector 
General to review the Department’s suspen- 
sion and debarment program and assess 
whether disparities exist in the criteria applied. 

The bill addresses the need for DHS to de- 
velop strategic priorities for international en- 
gagement, establish mechanisms for moni- 
toring resource deployment abroad, and devel- 
oping strategic priorities, and collecting cost 
data for its programs and activities abroad. 

| am pleased that H.R. 3572 incorporates 
several amendments that | offered during the 
full committee markup which improve the bill. 

Jackson Lee Amendment Number 1 re- 
quires the Assistant Security for International 
Affairs to advise the Secretary of Homeland 
Security on strategic priorities for overseas de- 
ployment, establish a mechanism for moni- 
toring alignment between assets, including 
personnel, with said priorities, and develop a 
standardized framework to collect and main- 
tain cost data for overseas personnel. 

Jackson Lee Amendment Number 2 made 
technical changes to H.R. 3572 regarding the 
conversion of contractor positions to Federal 
employee positions and requiring congres- 
sional authorization for adding any new office 
within the Office of Policy. 

Since its creation in 2002, in the aftermath 
of the terrorist attack of 9/11, the Department 
of Homeland Security has been, and must 
continue to be, ever vigilant in its activities to 
protect the homeland and the lives and prop- 
erty of Americans. 

DHS faces a number of challenges, includ- 
ing the need for more resources, better train- 
ing, better use of technology, and a constantly 
changing environment of homeland security 
threats. 

H.R. 3572 is a positive step forward in this 
effort and | urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting the “Department of Homeland Se- 
curity Headquarters Reform and Improvement 
Act of 2015.” 

Mr. MCCAUL. Mr. Speaker, | submit the fol- 
lowing exchange of letters between the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and the Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure Committee regard- 
ing H.R. 3572. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY, 
Washington, DC, October 22, 2015. 

Hon. BILL SHUSTER, 

Chairman, Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee, Rayburn House Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN SHUSTER: Thank you for 
your interest in H.R. 3572, the “DHS Head- 
quarters Reform and Improvement Act of 
2015.” I appreciate your cooperation in re- 
fraining from requesting a sequential refer- 
ral on this bill in the interest of allowing it 
to move expeditiously under suspension of 
the House Rules on October 20, 2015. Because 
H.R. 3572 has now passed the House, the Par- 
liamentarians can no longer render an offi- 
cial decision as to any jurisdictional claim 
the Transportation and Infrastructure Com- 
mittee may have had. 

I therefore acknowledge that the question 
of the Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee’s jurisdictional interest in a cer- 
tain provision of H.R. 3572 has not been fully 
adjudicated and that no final decision as to 
that point was made. I further agree that the 
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absence of a final decision will not prejudice 

any claim the Transportation and Infra- 

structure Committee may have with respect 
to this legislation in the future. 

A copy of this letter will be entered into 
the Congressional Record. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL T. MCCAUL, 
Chairman. 
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE, HOUSE OF REP- 
RESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, October 22, 2015. 

Hon. MICHAEL T. McCAUL, 

Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security, 
Ford House Office Building, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN MCCALL: I write con- 
cerning H.R. 3572, the “DHS Headquarters 
Reform and Improvement Act of 2015”. This 
legislation includes matters that I believe 
fall within the Rule X jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

In order to expedite floor consideration of 
H.R. 3572, the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure agreed to forgo action on 
this bill despite the fact that the Parliamen- 
tarians were unable to fully litigate the ju- 
risdictional question. However, this was con- 
ditional on our mutual understanding that 
forgoing consideration of the bill would not 
prejudice the Committee with respect to the 
appointment of conferees or to any future ju- 
risdictional claim over the subject matters 
contained in the bill or similar legislation 
that fall within the Committee’s Rule X ju- 
risdiction. 

I request that you please place a copy of 
this letter and your response acknowledging 
our jurisdictional interest into the Congres- 
sional Record. 

Sincerely, 
BILL SHUSTER, 
Chairman. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
MCCAUL) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3572, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


REQUIRING BUDGET SUBMISSIONS 
TO PROVIDE AN ESTIMATE OF 
THE COST PER TAXPAYER OF 
THE DEFICIT 


Mr. MESSER. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 1815) to amend section 1105(a) of 
title 31, United States Code, to require 
that annual budget submissions of the 
President to Congress provide an esti- 
mate of the cost per taxpayer of the 
deficit, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 1315 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
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SECTION 1. REQUIREMENT IN BUDGET SUBMIS- 
SION WITH RESPECT TO THE COST 
PER TAXPAYER OF THE DEFICIT. 


Section 1105(a) of title 31, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) redesignating paragraph (37) (relating 
to the list of outdated or duplicative plans 
and reports) as paragraph (89); and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(40) in the case of a fiscal year in which 
the budget is projected to result in a deficit, 
an estimate of the pro rata cost of such def- 
icit for taxpayers who will file individual in- 
come tax returns for taxable years ending 
during such fiscal year.’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from In- 
diana (Mr. MESSER) and the gentleman 
from Kentucky (Mr. YARMUTH) each 
will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. MESSER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in- 
clude any extraneous materials on the 
bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MESSER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, first, I apologize for my 
voice today. My son, Hudson, and I at- 
tended the Patriots-Colts game on Sun- 
day night, and, unfortunately, the 
Colts were not successful by a touch- 
down, but I lost my voice in the proc- 
ess of rooting them on. 

I would like to thank Budget Chair- 
man TOM PRICE and Ranking Member 
VAN HOLLEN for bringing H.R. 1315 to 
the floor. I rise today in support of this 
small but important measure. 

H.R. 1315 requires the President’s an- 
nual budget submission to Congress to 
include the cost per taxpayer of any 
budget deficit in a given fiscal year. 
This bill is based on a simple principle: 
each hardworking American taxpayer 
deserves to know how much the deficit 
costs them each year. This require- 
ment would be a powerful reminder to 
the President and the Congress that 
our decisions here in Washington have 
real-world consequences. 

Since 2010, the national debt has in- 
creased by over $5 trillion. That is 
unsustainable, and it is irresponsible. 
Rather than make some tough choices, 
we just spend more money we don’t 
have and borrow some more. Unfortu- 
nately, because of out-of-control spend- 
ing, we will, once again, be hitting our 
debt ceiling soon. That means in 2 
weeks, we will have borrowed the max- 
imum amount of money our country is 
allowed to borrow by law, which now is 
$18.1 trillion. 

Now, think about that for a second. 
We are $18.1 trillion in debt. That is ap- 
proximately $154,000 per taxpayer. And 
instead of asking ourselves, ‘‘How can 
we stop the borrow-and-spend cycle?” 


16172 


we are asking, 
more money?” 

Mr. Speaker, it is past time we get 
our fiscal house in order. I know this 
bill won’t solve our Nation’s fiscal 
problems, and it won’t prevent the gov- 
ernment from spending more money 
that it doesn’t have; however, making 
this information the bill requires more 
easily accessible will help us and our 
constituents better understand the 
real-world impact of budgets that 
never balance. 

It is past time we get our fiscal house 
in order. I know this bill, again, won’t 
solve our Nation’s problems. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. YARMUTH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to discuss 
H.R. 1315, legislation which requires 
the President’s budget to include an es- 
timate of the size of the deficit on a 
per-taxpayer basis. I don’t oppose this 
legislation—indeed, I voted for a pre- 
vious version of it in the last Con- 
gress—but I am having a hard time un- 
derstanding what, if anything, it will 
accomplish. 

Requiring the President’s budget to 
include a basic calculation will do 
nothing to produce better policies or 
outcomes that the American people are 
demanding. And when I say ‘‘a basic 
calculation,” I am talking about a cal- 
culation that my 17-year-old nephew, 
Lucas, could do probably without his 
smartphone. But I will vote ‘‘yes’’ be- 
cause I don’t think this bill will do any 
harm. 

I do think it says something about 
the majority’s priorities that this bill 
is even being considered. We are facing 
a series of enormous and serious budget 
issues, yet the majority is devoting 
floor time to legislation that is essen- 
tially meaningless. 

Our government is now operating 
with funding under a continuing reso- 
lution that will expire on December 11, 
and we have failed to address the pend- 
ing, across-the-board cuts known as se- 
questration that will drastically reduce 
funding for education, infrastructure, 
job training, and nutrition programs 
for children and the elderly. Those pro- 
grams aren’t meaningless. Millions of 
Americans depend on them. 

On top of all that, unless Congress 
acts, we will default on the full faith 
and credit of the United States in less 
than a month. That would cost our 
economy billions of dollars. We need to 
be meeting the urgency of the situa- 
tion with urgent action on the House 
floor to raise the debt ceiling and avert 
a disastrous default. 

Additionally, we only have a few 
weeks left before the Federal highway 
program runs out of money again, yet 
it isn’t even scheduled for floor debate. 
We have yet to extend tax provisions 
that benefit millions of taxpayers, both 
individuals and small businesses. They 
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deserve certainty, not meaningless leg- 
islation like this. 

These priorities, which are also the 
priorities of the American people, de- 
mand our attention. We should be 
working on reaching agreements to re- 
solve these issues. Instead, we are not 
just wasting our time, we are wasting 
America’s time. 

Let’s face it, this bill has two pur- 
poses: first, to create the illusion for 
the American people that Congress is 
actually being productive; and, second, 
to suggest, and possibly to scare, mil- 
lions of Americans into thinking that 
they will be responsible for a certain 
amount of debt—an absurd notion, just 
as the notion that every American 
bears an equal share of our tax burden. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I will vote for this 
bill. Again, I think it is a pointless ex- 
ercise, but that is kind of where Con- 
gress is in this unfortunate era. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MESSER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I appreciate the gentleman’s com- 
ments. I certainly appreciate his sup- 
port for the legislation. I would just 
suggest I don’t think this is meaning- 
less at all. I think it is important that 
we let the American taxpayer under- 
stand the true cost of operating our 
government with constant deficits. 

When you throw around numbers in 
this town like billion and trillion, it is 
very hard to put them into a scale that 
the average American can understand. 
When you look at a $400-billion deficit 
that we now have on the books—and 
somehow brag to ourselves, as if we are 
somehow serving the American people 
well—and you divide that by 152 mil- 
lion taxpayers, it is over $3,000 we are 
still adding to the debt. When you look 
at the entire national debt of $18 tril- 
lion, it is $150,000 a person. It is 
unsustainable. 

There are, of course, costs to the 
economy. No one is suggesting that a 
bill collector is going to come to an in- 
dividual taxpayer’s door, knock, and 
ask for $150,000. But it gives us a sense 
of the scale of debt that we are accu- 
mulating—five times, for the indi- 
vidual taxpayer, the average wage in 
this American society. 

It is unsustainable, and it ought to be 
called out. That is why we have this 
bill. I think there can be honest dis- 
agreements about how we solve our fis- 
cal challenges, but no disagreement 
about the fact that we ought to be 
transparent with the American people 
about what we are doing. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. YARMUTH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the re- 
marks of my friend from across the 
Ohio River. I would say that if we want 
to do things like show what the per- 
taxpayer impact of our decisions might 
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be, we also might want to look at how 
much the Federal deficit has been re- 
duced in the last 8 years. 

In 2009, when President Obama came 
into office, the Federal deficit was $1.4 
trillion. It is now right about just over 
$400 billion—still a lot of money. But I 
did the calculation, and that is almost 
a $7,000 reduction in the deficit per in- 
dividual taxpayer over the last 8 years. 
So it can be a positive thing as well. 

But if we want to add a mathe- 
matical calculation to a budget, we 
really ought to be looking at the one 
the Republican Party approved in 
March. That budget, the Republican 
House budget, doesn’t add up. When I 
say that, I mean it literally doesn’t add 
up. Here are a couple of examples: 

Their budget fully repeals 
ObamaCare but still counts all the rev- 
enue that is raised from the law. 

The House has approved more than 
$610 billion worth of tax cuts this year, 
yet none of that lost revenue is ac- 
counted for in the Republican budget. 

There are other tax cuts that are 
scheduled to expire that we all know 
will be extended, but, again, the Repub- 
lican budget reflects none of that lost 
revenue. 

So, yes, I will support this bill which 
requires that the President’s budget in- 
clude this one very basic calculation. I 
just wish my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle would apply basic addi- 
tion and subtraction to their own budg- 
et and, more importantly, deal with 
the truly important issues that con- 
front this country in the weeks to 
come. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. MESSER. Again, Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my friend from Kentucky for his 
remarks. 

I believe the most direct path to- 
wards a healthier and more secure 
economy now and in the future is less 
spending, lower taxes, a balanced budg- 
et, and a smaller debt. The first step, 
though, is more transparency, letting 
taxpayers know what is happening 
here. Mr. Speaker, I urge my col- 
leagues to support H.R. 1315. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
MESSER) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1315. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


ee 
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SUPPORTING THE PEOPLE OF 
UKRAINE TO FREELY ELECT 
THEIR GOVERNMENT 


Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and agree to the reso- 
lution (H. Res. 348) supporting the right 
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of the people of Ukraine to freely elect 
their government and determine their 
future, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu- 
tion. 

The text of the resolution is as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 348 


Whereas after President Yanukovych had 
fled Kyiv, Russian President Vladimir Putin 
ordered the forcible and illegal occupation of 
Crimea in March 2014; 

Whereas Russian-led separatists have forc- 
ibly seized large areas of Ukraine and con- 
tinue their attacks on Ukraine’s forces; 

Whereas the Russian Federation has con- 
tinued to engage in relentless political, eco- 
nomic, and military aggression to subvert 
the independence and violate the territorial 
integrity of Ukraine; 

Whereas the United States has supported 
the democratically elected Government of 
Ukraine, which represents the will of the 
people of Ukraine, and Congress has passed 
multiple pieces of legislation to provide sup- 
port to Ukraine; 

Whereas Congress passed the Sovereignty, 
Integrity, Democracy, and Economic Sta- 
bility of Ukraine Act of 2014 (Public Law 113- 
95), which authorized loan guarantees for the 
Government of Ukraine; 

Whereas Congress passed the Ukraine Free- 
dom Support Act of 2014 (Public Law 113-272), 
which authorized the Administration to pro- 
vide Ukraine’s Government with support to 
facilitate necessary reforms, and stated that 
it is United States policy to assist the Gov- 
ernment of Ukraine in restoring its sov- 
ereignty and territorial integrity; 

Whereas in September 2014, a cease-fire 
agreement was brokered between Ukraine, 
Russia, and Russian-led separatists, but the 
agreement was never fully implemented; 

Whereas in February 2015, an additional 
cease-fire, known as the Minsk Implementa- 
tion Agreement or Minsk 2, was agreed upon; 

Whereas the United States has assisted in 
many elections around the world, including 
Ukraine’s Presidential election in May 25, 
2014, to ensure that international election 
standards are upheld; 

Whereas early parliamentary elections 
were held on October 26, 2014, but 29 of the 
450 seats in parliament were not filled due to 
the inability to hold elections in areas con- 
trolled by separatists; 

Whereas, despite the disenfranchisement of 
people living in separatist-controlled areas, 
international election observers declared the 
parliamentary elections in the rest of the 
country to have met international stand- 
ards; 

Whereas Ukraine and Russia are partici- 
pating States of the Organization for Secu- 
rity and Cooperation in Europe and party to 
its commitments, including the 1990 Copen- 
hagen Document which states that States 
“will respect each other’s right freely to 
choose and develop, in accordance with 
international human rights standards, their 
political, social, economic and cultural sys- 
tems” and that ‘‘free elections that will be 
held at reasonable intervals by secret ballot 
or by equivalent free voting procedure, under 
conditions which ensure in practice the free 
expression of the opinion of the electors in 
the choice of their representatives”; 

Whereas the next local elections are sched- 
uled to take place in Ukraine on October 25, 
2015; 

Whereas these elections are critical to con- 
tinued legislative and constitutional reform 
in Ukraine; 
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Whereas the Russian-led separatists in 
eastern Ukraine continue to refuse to imple- 
ment Ukrainian law and to permit Ukrainian 
authorities to conduct elections in the areas 
they control and have therefore made free 
and fair elections in those areas impossible; 

Whereas Ukraine’s government has there- 
fore been forced to postpone the local elec- 
tions in those areas; and 

Whereas the United States is supporting 
efforts to promote citizen engagement in the 
constitutional reform process, educating 
voters, and election monitoring: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa- 
tives— 

(1) strongly supports the right of the peo- 
ple of Ukraine to freely elect their govern- 
ment and determine their future; 

(2) urges the Administration to expedite 
assistance to Ukraine to facilitate the polit- 
ical, economic, and social reforms necessary 
for free and fair elections that meet inter- 
national standards; and 

(3) condemns attempts on the part of out- 
side forces, specifically the Government of 
Russia, its agents and supporters, to inter- 
fere in  Ukraine’s elections, including 
through intimidation, violence, or coercion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. ROYCE) and the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and to include ex- 
traneous material in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, almost 2 years after the 
conflict in Ukraine began, Russian ag- 
gression there remains almost a daily 
regular occurrence. The fighting has 
taken over 8,000 Ukrainian lives, and 
that number is growing as Russia con- 
tinues to provide weapons and support 
to separatists in eastern Ukraine. 

Last year, along with Ranking Mem- 
ber ELIOT ENGEL and several other 
members of the Foreign Affairs Com- 
mittee—there were eight of us, as I re- 
call, including the gentleman from 
Rhode Island (Mr. CICILLINE), who is 
the author of this resolution before us 
today—we traveled to Ukraine to see 
the situation on the ground. We trav- 
eled to Kyiv and we traveled to 
Dnepropetrovsk in the east, and we 
spoke with local officials. We spoke 
with representatives from civil society, 
women’s groups, lawyers’ groups, local 
government, different minority groups, 
a broad range of individuals—leaders of 
the Tatar community, leaders of the 
Jewish community there, and even 
former supporters of President 
Yanukovych, among many, many oth- 
ers. 

We heard that same message from ev- 
eryone, namely, that they were com- 
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mitted to building a peaceful, united 
Ukraine that is free to determine its 
own future, and that they want to do it 
without outside interference. 

Now there is a new effort to bring 
peace to this war-torn region under the 
so-called Minsk agreements. These 
specify a number of measures that 
must be implemented by all sides, one 
of which is to hold local elections by 
the end of this year. The Ukrainian 
Government has scheduled these for 
October 25, which is this Sunday. 

Unfortunately, they cannot be held 
in the areas controlled by Russian-led 
separatists because intimidation and 
manipulation make free and fair elec- 
tions impossible in these regions. But 
they will take place in the rest of the 
country where independent observers 
will ensure that they meet inter- 
national standards, and this is to be 
welcomed. 

Their hoped-for success will be a 
real-world demonstration that Ukraine 
is continuing to implement the demo- 
cratic reforms that Ukrainian people 
are determined to bring peace into 
their country with. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for this 
bipartisan resolution and reaffirm that 
America’s commitment to Ukraine’s 
independence and to the right of the 
Ukrainian people to determine their 
own future is strong and it is enduring. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

I rise in support of this measure. 

First of all, I want to thank Mr. 
CICILLINE for drafting this resolution. 
With its passage, we will again be sig- 
naling that the United States stands 
with the people of Ukraine, that we 
want them to chart the future for their 
own country, and that we reject the ag- 
gression and unlawfulness of Russia’s 
actions under President Putin. 

Let me also thank our chairman, ED 
ROYCE. The hallmark of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee is our success in ad- 
vancing good, bipartisan legislation, 
and this resolution is a prime example 
of business as usual for our committee. 
Iam very proud of it. 

Our interest in Ukraine is nothing 
new. Over the past year, our committee 
has focused a great deal on this crisis. 
We have passed legislation aimed at as- 
sisting Ukraine. We want to see a suc- 
cessful democratic transition, we want 
Ukraine’s territorial integrity to be re- 
stored, and we want to deter Russia 
from further aggression. 

The cease-fire in Ukraine finally 
seems to be holding. That is good news, 
but I still have deep concerns. 

First of all, while the upcoming elec- 
tions are important, not all of 
Ukraine’s citizens will have their 
voices heard. Only areas under Kyiv’s 
control will be casting ballots—and 
Russia has a history of sticking its 
nose in Ukraine’s elections. Putin has 
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said that he won’t interfere with this 
vote. But I am not holding my breath, 
nor should anyone else. 

So we will be looking for some spe- 
cific benchmarks. For instance, the 
agreement in Minsk requires that elec- 
tions in Donetsk and Luhansk be held 
after Russia draws down its forces 
there. Not just Russian personnel, but 
all military equipment, all merce- 
naries, all support for proxies must be 
out of these areas before elections. It is 
critical that the OSCE mount a full- 
scale observation mission and be per- 
mitted to monitor every stage of the 
process. We will be keeping a close eye 
on this as well. 

Yet, even if Minsk is followed to the 
letter—a cease-fire, followed by elec- 
tions, followed by restoration of Kyiv’s 
control over its own eastern border— 
the international order will remain 
compromised. This agreement does not 
address Crimea, nor does it hold the 
force of international law. 

And as much as we talk about Minsk, 
we shouldn’t forget prior and far more 
important agreements, such as the Hel- 
sinki Final Act and the Budapest 
Memorandum, which reaffirmed the 
core principle of the Final Act: that 
the territorial integrity of states is in- 
violable. 

Ukraine was part of the former So- 
viet Union; and when the Soviet Union 
collapsed, Ukraine gave up its nuclear 
weapons. As part of giving that up, 
Ukraine was guaranteed its territorial 
integrity—guaranteed by the United 
States, by Russia, and by others. Cer- 
tainly they are being betrayed right 
now, and we should not stand for it. 

Lastly, we should have no illusions 
that this agreement will deter Presi- 
dent Putin’s aggression. Indeed, as 
Moscow dials up its intervention in the 
Middle East in Syria, Ukraine is look- 
ing more and more like just one ele- 
ment of a much larger scheme by 
President Putin to destabilize coun- 
tries on Russia’s borders. That is what 
Putin wants to do. He wants to keep 
Ukraine unstable and destabilized. 

So, with this resolution, we reaffirm 
our support for Ukraine, we express our 
hope that Minsk will keep the peace, 
and we make clear that we are keeping 
a watchful eye on Russia and that we 
are ready to continue assisting 
Ukraine to consolidate its democratic 
gains and restore its territorial integ- 
rity. 

Ukraine wants to be democratic. 
Ukraine wants to look toward the 
West. Ukraine does not want to be 
dominated by Russia. We should give 
them all the support that they deserve. 
That is what the United States does, 
that is what the United States is all 
about, and that is what this resolution 
does. I urge my colleagues to support 
this measure. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I continue 
to reserve the balance of my time. 
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Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, it is now 
my pleasure to yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr. 
CICILLINE), the author of this resolu- 
tion. 

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I rise to support H. Res. 348, sup- 
porting free elections in Ukraine. 

I want to thank Chairman ROYCE and 
Ranking Member ENGEL for their 
strong support and cosponsorship of 
this legislation, which I was proud to 
introduce and which affirms Congress’ 
unwavering support for free elections 
in Ukraine. I thank my many col- 
leagues on both sides of the aisle who 
have signed on as cosponsors and con- 
tributed to the final language of the 
bill. 

Support of the democratic and eco- 
nomic development of Ukraine in the 
face of Russian aggression remains one 
of the most vital efforts the United 
States can undertake to combat Rus- 
sian belligerence and demonstrates our 
unwavering commitment to promoting 
democracy and human rights around 
the world. 

Next week—next Sunday, in fact— 
the people of Ukraine will head to the 
polls to exercise their right to choose 
their own government. However, be- 
cause of the continued defiance of Rus- 
sian-led separatists, not every region of 
Ukraine will be able to participate in 
these elections. 

The illegal and forcible occupation of 
Crimea and the ongoing Russian sup- 
port for separatists in eastern Ukraine 
are a Clear violation of international 
law and diplomacy. The Minsk II agree- 
ment was a historic step toward poten- 
tially ending the violence and unrest in 
the country, and it is now upon the 
Governments of Ukraine, Russia, and 
the U.S. and our European allies as im- 
plementing partners to ensure its suc- 
cessful execution. The existing cease- 
fire is a positive development, but one 
that must be accompanied by free elec- 
tions and restoration of Ukraine’s ter- 
ritorial integrity. 

Ukraine has local elections scheduled 
for most of the country—except some 
separatist-controlled areas—for this 
Sunday, October 25. This resolution 
demonstrates this Congress’ steadfast 
commitment to supporting the right of 
the people of Ukraine to freely elect 
their government and determine their 
future. It condemns any Russian at- 
tempts to interfere in Ukraine’s elec- 
tions in any way, including through in- 
timidation, violence, or coercion. Dur- 
ing Ukraine’s last elections, these tac- 
tics were used to prevent Ukrainians 
from voting in certain regions. This 
cannot happen again, and any actions 
undermining these elections must be 
met with swift and uncertain inter- 
national condemnation. 

At this delicate juncture in Ukraine’s 
history, it is essential that the United 
States and our European allies con- 
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tinue to demonstrate firm support for 
Ukrainian territorial integrity, sov- 
ereignty, and the right of Ukrainian 
people to participate in free and fair 
elections. America has a long history 
of supporting free and fair elections 
and the right of people to decide their 
own future. 

This resolution was passed by the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs with 
overwhelming bipartisan support, and I 
urge my colleagues to support its pas- 
sage today. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I continue 
to reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia (Mr. CONNOLLY). 

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my good friend from New York 
and, of course, the distinguished chair- 
man of the committee. 

I rise in support of H. Res. 348. The 
people of Ukraine have the right to 
hold free and fair elections within the 
sovereign territory of their own coun- 
try. The ruthless tyranny of Russian 
military aggression in Ukraine must 
end, and we must never agree to a set- 
tlement that even hints to President 
Vladimir Putin that the borders of Eu- 
rope are up for sale. 

The resolution notes: the forcible and 
illegal occupation of Crimea. The 
United States must make it clear in 
both our words and our deeds that Cri- 
mea is within the sovereign territory 
of Ukraine, and we will not recognize 
its forcible and illegal annexation by 
Russia—ever. This resolution is clear 
on that account, and I thank the au- 
thor, Mr. CICILLINE, for it. 

The Senate and House of Representa- 
tives recently passed the fiscal year 
2016 National Defense Authorization 
Act conference report. That text in- 
cluded an amendment I authored to 
prohibit the authorization of funds to 
be obligated or expended in order to 
implement any activity that could be 
construed as recognizing the sov- 
ereignty of the Russian Federation 
over Ukraine’s Crimea. Crimea is not 
an issue we can allow to fade into the 
background—ever. As the resolution 
notes in just its second clause, this was 
Putin’s original sin in Ukraine. 

If we are to deter, Mr. Speaker, fur- 
ther Russian separatist and revanchist 
moves in eastern Ukraine, we must 
never yield on Crimea. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I continue 
to reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

In closing, once again, I want to 
voice my strong support for this reso- 
lution. I again thank Mr. CICILLINE for 
authoring this measure and his leader- 
ship, and I thank our chairman once 
again. 

Even with a cease-fire in place, the 
crisis in Ukraine is a major threat to 
the international order. The United 
States stands with the people of 
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Ukraine as they try to chart the path 
forward for their country and restore 
their territorial integrity. So long as 
President Putin’s aggression continues, 
we need to stay focused on this serious 
challenge. I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port this measure. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
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Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing, let me again 
thank ELIOT ENGEL, along with Mr. 
CICILLINE and Mr. CONNOLLY—cospon- 
sors of this resolution with myself and 
other members of that committee—but 
mention in particular the decision we 
made to go as far east in Ukraine as we 
could. We traveled to the border of 
Luhansk and Donetsk, actually, be- 
cause Dnipropetrovsk was where we 
flew in. To the south is Donetsk. To 
the east is Luhansk. 

One of the great advantages of hav- 
ing with us the ranking member—an 
individual who knows the country well 
and knows the people well, Mr. ELIOT 
ENGEL—is the fact that both of his 
grandparents on his mother’s side are 
from Ukraine and both of his grand- 
parents on his father’s side are from 
Ukraine. 

It is a reminder to us of the long 
struggle, the long, ardent effort, for 
independence, for some modicum of 
freedom, that the people of Ukraine 
have struggled for all of these years, a 
dream that finally seemed realized; and 
now, in the wake of that, you have the 
occupation of the eastern and southern 
parts of the country. 

I think it is a reminder to all of us of 
how we can be surprised on the world 
stage. The United States, in my opin- 
ion, could do more in this particular 
case to end the aggression. As people 
told us in Dnipropetrovsk—and we 
were there, actually. We had a service 
in the synagogue where Mr. ENGEL 
spoke during Passover. People asked us 
in each of these groups—the city coun- 
cil, the governor, the women’s groups, 
the different civil society groups—they 
said: We can handle the fact that every 
skin-headed malcontent that Putin can 
recruit, that he radicalizes, and he 
trains—then they send them here, and 
we capture them, and we hold them in 
our brig until the end of hostilities— 
but what is a real challenge is the Rus- 
sian armor, that Russian equipment 
out there. We can’t match that. We 
need anti-tank missiles. 

Now, anti-tank weapons is what they 
have asked for. Many of us in Congress, 
myself included, have asked that we 
more forcefully oppose Russian aggres- 
sion by giving those people on those 
frontlines the armaments they need to 
defend themselves, and the House has 
gone on record as taking this position. 

I think it would be a deterrent 
against Russian aggression that has 
brought so much suffering, and my 
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hope is that, as we go forward, we con- 
vince the administration as well. 

The local elections scheduled for this 
Sunday are a concrete example that 
Ukrainians are determined to do all 
that they can to achieve peace 
throughout the entirety of that coun- 
try. By overwhelmingly adopting this 
bipartisan resolution, I believe the 
House will send a clear message to the 
Ukrainian people that the United 
States remains committed to their 
right to have Ukrainians choose their 
own government and choose their own 
destiny. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Rhode Island for authoring this par- 
ticular bill, and I urge its passage. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
support of H. Res. 348 to support the right of 
the people of Ukraine to freely elect their gov- 
ernment and determine their future, which was 
introduced by my friend, Representative DAVID 
CICILLINE. 

Citizens everywhere should be afforded the 
right to freely choose their leaders—and the 
people of Ukraine are no different. It is imper- 
ative that the American people stand with 
Ukrainians to ensure that the future of their 
government is determined freely and fairly. 

Russian troops began an illegal occupation 
of Crimea following the resignation of Ukrain- 
ian President Viktor Yanukovych in March 
2014. In spite of economic sanctions, diplo- 
matic efforts and successive ceasefires, we 
have tragically seen over 6,500 people killed 
in eastern Ukraine since Russia annexed Cri- 
mea. Russia’s continued violations of the 
Minsk agreement by ignoring the ceasefire is 
simply unacceptable. Their actions betray their 
previous commitments and have derailed good 
faith efforts to de-escalate the crisis in 
Ukraine. Russia’s continued military aggres- 
sion in Ukraine threatens peace and security 
in the region. Russia’s aggression has also 
hindered the electoral process and 
disenfranchised voters in the troubled region. 
| support Ukraine’s right to determine their 
own future, protect their territorial integrity and 
we must do all we can to prevent the slaugh- 
ter of innocent lives. 

Mrs. LAWRENCE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to encourage the passage of H. Res. 348, 
supporting the right of Ukrainian citizens to 
freely elect their officials and determine their 
future. | would like to emphasize the impor- 
tance of protecting democracy around the 
world. In 2015, it is essential that we ensure 
people at home and abroad are able to elect 
their government representatives by exercising 
this basic right. 

This issue is of particular importance to me 
as the Congressional Representative for the 
14th District of Michigan, which is home to a 
large population of women and minorities who 
fought hard to gain the right to vote. This year 
marked the 50th anniversary of the Voting 
Rights Act, which is of critical importance in 
protecting every citizen’s right to participate in 
free and fair elections. However, fair elections 
are also vital to democracies across the globe. 
Therefore, we must act appropriately when 
those rights are infringed upon. 

This resolution demonstrates the federal 
government’s commitment to protect Ukraine’s 
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critical elections. Ukraine’s next local elections 
are scheduled to take place on October 25, 
2015 and are essential for the continuation of 
legislative and constitutional reform. We can- 
not allow Russia or other outside forces to 
interfere with Ukraine’s elections, especially 
through intimidation, violence, or coercion. By 
supporting the right of the people of Ukraine to 
freely elect their government and have a say 
in their future, we are working toward ensuring 
all people around the world benefit from these 
basic yet profoundly critical rights. 

| am grateful that our chamber is continuing 
with our legacy of safeguarding democracy. | 
want to thank my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle for supporting America’s commitment 
to defending these important freedoms around 
the world. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in 
support of H. Res. 348 in support of the peo- 
ple of Ukraine in their exercise of their self de- 
termination to free, fair and uninterrupted elec- 
tions. 

As the country with the oldest and most 
powerful democracy in the world, the United 
States has supported democracy, the rule of 
law and human rights all over the globe from 
Nigeria to Pakistan to China, to name a few. 

The outcome of the October 25 elections in 
Ukraine is at the backdrop of the forcible and 
illegal occupation of Crimea, ordered by Presi- 
dent Vladimir Putin of Russia. 

The rights of the people of Ukraine to free, 
fair and transparent elections is especially crit- 
ical, with Crimea currently under siege of Rus- 
sian-led separatists who continue their attacks 
on Ukraine’s forces set in place to protect the 
sovereignty of Ukraine. 

Here in Congress, we have worked tire- 
lessly to support free and fair elections in 
Ukraine through our support of its May 2014 
elections, ensuring that international standards 
were upheld just as we have assisted in many 
elections in countries in transition or fighting 
insecurity from Nigeria to Pakistan. 

In Nigeria and Pakistan, the elections oc- 
curred at the background of terrorism from 
Boko Haram, Al Qaida and other terrorist net- 
works, who acted so viciously and caused 
thousands of Nigerians and Pakistanis to lose 
their lives and livelihoods. 

Similarly, the citizens of Ukraine are at risk 
of being disenfranchised because of separatist 
controlled areas. 

To this end the United States has worked to 
broker peace in Ukraine so that the people of 
Ukraine can exercise their right to self deter- 
mination though our support of the cease-fire 
agreement brokered between Ukraine, Russia 
and the Russian-led separatists which was not 
fully implemented and the subsequent Minsk 
Implementation Agreement. 

But | say to the people of the Ukraine, re- 
main strong, we stand with you in exercising 
your Constitutional and human right to choose 
who will represent you. 

The upcoming October 25, 2015 elections 
are critical for sustainable legislative and con- 
stitutional reform in Ukraine which will help 
promote democracy, the rule of law, upholding 
of human rights, the creation of security, all of 
which will catalyze the economic, social, cul- 
tural and political enfranchisement of the peo- 
ple of Ukraine, securing a bright future for the 
capable and exciting youth of Ukraine. 
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Indeed, here in Congress, we have taken 
numerous actions to uphold the sanctity of the 
right to economic, political and social enfran- 
chisement of the people of Ukraine by passing 
the following legislation: 

The Ukraine Freedom Support Act of 2014, 
authorizing the United States President to pro- 
vide Ukraine’s government with support nec- 
essary to set up infrastructure for reforms that 
will facilitate restoring Ukraine’s sovereignty 
and territorial integrity including lethal defense 
services and articles, such as anti-tank, anti- 
armor and counter-artillery radar (worth $100 
million in FY 2015 and $125 million in each of 
fiscal years 2016 and 2017 for such weap- 
ons); and 

Sovereignty, Integrity, Democracy, and Eco- 
nomic Stability of Ukraine Act of 2014, which 
authorized loan guarantees for the Govern- 
ment of Ukraine. 

Due to its geographical location, the Central 
European nation of Ukraine historically has 
been pushed and pulled between its neighbors 
with Europe to its west and Russia to its east. 

This push pull from interested parties has 
caused conflict over the direction Ukraine 
would take after its independence from the 
former Soviet Union in 1991. 

For example, in November of 2013, Ukrain- 
ian President Viktor Yanukovych suspended 
negotiations with the European Union over an 
agreement to integrate Ukraine into various 
European economic and political associations 
and instead accepted $15 billion and other in- 
ducements to enter into closer ties with Mos- 
cow. 

The decisions taken by President 
Yanukovych triggered demonstrations by thou- 
sands of Ukrainian citizens in the capital city 
of Kiev and throughout the country which led 
to numerous arrests, detentions and violent 
clashes, which led to the deaths of close to 
100 protesters in February 2014. 

In a cowardly act, President Yanukovych 
fled to the predominantly ethnic Russian re- 
gion of Crimea in southeastern Ukraine, and 
then to Russia because of the chaos caused 
by his suspension of negotiations with the EU 
and the subsequent unrest that ensued, which 
also caused his unpopularity within his own 
party. 

After President Yanukovych deserted his 
own people, an opportunistic Russian military 
force took up positions throughout Crimea, 
where, under a series of treaties that followed 
the dissolution of the Soviet Union, Russia 
had continued to maintain a series of military 
bases, notably at Sevastopol, where the Rus- 
sian Black Sea naval fleet is based. 

Indeed, Crimea itself was technically trans- 
ferred from the Soviet republic of Russia to 
the Soviet republic of Ukraine in 1954. 

Subsequently, in March 2014, Russian 
President Vladimir Putin signed legislation for- 
mally incorporating Crimea into Russia. 

The United States and the European Union 
have opined that Russia’s action is illegal and 
we have imposed a series of economic sanc- 
tions on Russia. 

Russia continues to provide military equip- 
ment, training and other assistance to separat- 
ists and paramilitary forces in eastern Ukraine, 
resulting in an ongoing conflict with an esti- 
mated 6,000 deaths, hundreds of thousands of 
refugees and widespread destruction. 
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The Russian-led separatists in eastern 
Ukraine continue to refuse to implement 
Ukrainian law and stand in the way of the 
Ukrainian authorities to conduct elections in 
areas controlled by the separatists and hence 
are a stumbling block to free and fair elections 
in those areas. 

Yet under all this stress, Ukraine continues 
to strive for its self determination. 

| commend all anti-corruption efforts in 
Ukraine. 

The state Anti-Corruption Strategy Program 
Implementation for 2014-2017, which delin- 
eates anti-corruption reforms, persons, dead- 
lines and infrastructure; 

The creation of a National Agency for Pre- 
vention of Corruption; 

The Ukrainian Law on Prevention of corrup- 
tion, a new system which outlines financial 
control with electronic asset declaration of 
public servants; 

The specialized Anti-Corruption Prosecutor’s 
Office; 

Corruption Offender Registry; and 

Many more efforts to combat corruption and 
enhance the rule of law and financial integrity 
in Ukraine. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge support of this resolu- 
tion protecting the rights of the people of 
Ukraine to freely elect their government and 
determine their future. 

Mr. Speaker, | also urge the Administration 
to expedite assistance to Ukraine to facilitate 
the political, economic and social reforms nec- 
essary for free and fair elections that meet 
international standards. 

The Russian government, Russian-led sepa- 
ratists, its agents and supporters should not 
interfere in Ukraine’s elections, through intimi- 
dation, violence or coercion. 

The current relentless political, economic 
and military aggression on the people of 
Ukraine geared at subverting the independ- 
ence, self determination and the territorial in- 
tegrity of Ukraine must stop. 

| urge the people of Ukraine to help facilitate 
free and fair elections in Ukraine. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
ROYCE) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, H. 
Res. 348, as amended. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this motion will be post- 
poned. 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until ap- 
proximately 6:30 p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 20 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 


October 20, 2015 
1830 


AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. HULTGREN) at 6 o’clock 
and 30 minutes p.m. 


Ee 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 10, SCHOLARSHIPS FOR OP- 
PORTUNITY AND RESULTS RE- 
AUTHORIZATION ACT, AND PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 692, DEFAULT PREVENTION 
ACT 


Ms. FOXX, from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 114-300) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 480) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 10) to reauthorize the 
Scholarships for Opportunity and Re- 
sults Act, and for other purposes, and 
providing for consideration of the bill 
(H.R. 692) to ensure the payment of in- 
terest and principal of the debt of the 
United States, which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 


EE 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 1937, NATIONAL STRATEGIC 
AND CRITICAL MINERALS PRO- 
DUCTION ACT OF 2015 


Ms. FOXX, from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 114-301) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 481) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 1937) to require the Sec- 
retary of the Interior and the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture to more effi- 
ciently develop domestic sources of the 
minerals and mineral materials of stra- 
tegic and critical importance to United 
States economic and national security 
and manufacturing competitiveness, 
which was referred to the House Cal- 
endar and ordered to be printed. 


EE 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
will resume on motions to suspend the 
rules previously postponed. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

H.R. 3493, by the yeas and nays; 

H.R. 3350, by the yeas and nays; 

H. Res. 348, by the yeas and nays. 

The first electronic vote will be con- 
ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining 
electronic votes will be conducted as 5- 
minute votes. 


EEE 


SECURING THE CITIES ACT OF 2015 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on the mo- 
tion to suspend the rules and pass the 
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bill (H.R. 3493) to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to establish the 
Securing the Cities program to en- 
hance the ability of the United States 
to detect and prevent terrorist attacks 
and other high consequence events uti- 
lizing nuclear or other radiological ma- 
terials that pose a high risk to home- 
land security in high-risk urban areas, 
and for other purposes, as amended, on 
which the yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
DONOVAN) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, as amended. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 411, nays 4, 
not voting 19, as follows: 

[Roll No. 550] 


YEAS—411 

Abraham Cole Garrett 
Adams Collins (GA) Gibbs 
Aderholt Collins (NY) Gibson 
Aguilar Comstock Goodlatte 
Allen Conaway Graham 
Amodei Connolly Granger 
Ashford Conyers Graves (GA) 
Babin Cook Graves (LA) 
Barletta Cooper Graves (MO) 
Barr Costa Green, Al 
Barton Costello (PA) Green, Gene 
Bass Courtney Griffith 
Beatty Cramer Grijalva 
Becerra Crenshaw Grothman 
Benishek Crowley Guinta 
Bera Cuellar Guthrie 
Beyer Culberson Hahn 
Bilirakis Cummings Hanna 
Bishop (GA) Curbelo (FL) Hardy 
Bishop (MI) Davis (CA) Harper 
Bishop (UT) Davis, Rodney Harris 
Black DeFazio Hartzler 
Blackburn DeGette Hastings 
Blum Delaney Heck (NV) 
Blumenauer DeLauro Heck (WA) 
Bonamici DelBene Hensarling 
Bos Denham Herrera Beutler 
Boustany Dent Higgins 
Boyle, Brendan DeSantis Hill 

F. DeSaulnier Himes 
Brady (PA) DesJarlais Hinojosa 
Brady (TX) Deutch Holding 
Bra Diaz-Balart Honda 
Bridenstine Dingell Hoyer 
Brooks (AL) Doggett Huelskamp 
Brooks (IN) Dold Huffman 
Brownley (CA) Donovan Huizenga (MI) 
Buchanan Doyle, Michael Hultgren 
Buck F. Hunter 
Bucshon Duckworth Hurd (TX) 
Burgess Duffy Hurt (VA) 
Bustos Duncan (SC) Israel 
Butterfield Duncan (TN) Issa 
Byrne Edwards Jackson Lee 
Calvert Ellison Jeffries 
Capps Ellmers (NC) Jenkins (KS) 
Capuano Emmer (MN) Jenkins (WV) 
Cardenas Engel Johnson (GA) 
Carney Eshoo Johnson (OH) 
Carson (IN) Esty Johnson, E. B. 
Carter (GA) Farenthold Johnson, Sam 
Carter (TX) Farr Jolly 
Cartwright Fattah Jordan 
Castor (FL) Fincher Joyce 
Castro (TX) Fitzpatrick Kaptur 
Chabot Fleischmann Katko 
Chaffetz Flores Keating 
Chu, Judy Forbes Kelly (MS) 
Cicilline Foster Kelly (PA) 
Clark (MA) Foxx Kennedy 
Clarke (NY) Frankel (FL) Kildee 
Clawson (FL) Franks (AZ) Kilmer 
Clay Frelinghuysen Kind 
Cleaver Fudge King (IA) 
Clyburn Gabbard King (NY) 
Coffman Gallego Kinzinger (IL) 
Cohen Garamendi Kirkpatrick 


Kline Noem Sewell (AL) 
Knight Nolan Sherman 
Kuster Norcross Shimkus 
Labrador Nugent Shuster 
LaHood Nunes Simpson 
LaMalfa O’Rourke Sinema 
Lamborn Olson Slaughter 
Lance Palazzo Smith (MO) 
Langevin Pallone Smith (NE) 
Larsen (WA) Palmer Smith (NJ) 
Larson (CT) Pascrell Smith (TX) 
Latta Paulsen Smith (WA) 
Lawrence Pearce Speier 
Lee Perlmutter Stefanik 
Levin Perry Stewart 
Lewis Peters Stivers 
Lieu, Ted Peterson Stutzman 
Lipinski Pittenger Swalwell (CA) 
LoBiondo Pitts Takai 
Loebsack Pocan Takano 
Lofgren Poe (TX) Thompson (CA) 
Long Poliquin Thompson (MS) 
Loudermilk Polis Thompson (PA) 
Love Pompeo Thornberry 
Lowenthal Posey Tiberi 
Lowey Price (NC) . 
Lucas Price, Tom res 
Luetkemeyer Quigley Tonko 
Lujan Grisham Rangel Torres 
(NM) Ratcliffe Trott 
Lujan, Ben Ray Reed Tsongas 
(NM) Reichert Turner 
Lummis Renacci Upton 
Lynch Ribble v 
; aladao 
MacArthur Rice (NY) v 
j an Hollen 
Maloney, Rice (SC) v 
Carolyn Richmond argas 
Maloney, Sean Rigell Veasey 
Vela 
Marchant Roby Vela 
Massie Roe (TN) Sandee 
Matsui Rogers (AL) oe 
McCarthy Rogers (KY) aner 
McCaul Rohrabacher Walberg 
McClintock Rokita Walden 
McCollum Rooney (FL) Walker E 
McDermott Ros-Lehtinen Walorski 
McGovern Roskam Walters, Mimi 
McHenry Ross Walz 
McKinley Rothfus Wasserman 
MeMorris Rouzer Schultz 
Rodgers Roybal-Allard Waters, Maxine 
McNerney Royce Watson Coleman 
McSally Ruiz Weber (TX) 
Meadows Ruppersberger Webster (FL) 
Meehan Russell Welch 
Meeks Ryan (OH) Wenstrup 
Meng Ryan (WI) Westerman 
Messer Salmon Westmoreland 
Mica Sanchez, Linda Whitfield 
Miller (FL) T: Williams 
Miller (MI) Sanchez, Loretta Wilson (FL) 
Moolenaar Sarbanes Wilson (SC) 
Mooney (WV) Scalise Wittman 
Moore Schakowsky Womack 
Moulton Schiff Woodall 
Mullin Schrader Yarmuth 
Mulvaney Schweikert Yoder 
Murphy (FL) Scott (VA) Yoho 
Murphy (PA) Scott, Austin Young (AK) 
Nadler Scott, David Young (IA) 
Napolitano Sensenbrenner Young (IN) 
Neugebauer Serrano Zeldin 
Newhouse Sessions Zinke 
NAYS—4 
Amash Jones 
Gohmert Sanford 
NOT VOTING—19 
Brown (FL) Grayson Payne 
Crawford Gutiérrez Pelosi 
Davis, Danny Hice, Jody B. Pingree 
Fleming Hudson Rush 
Fortenberry Kelly (IL) Sires 
Gosar Marino 
Gowdy Neal 
1857 
Messrs. GOHMERT and JONES 


changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to 


“nay.” 


Mr. JEFFRIES changed his vote from 


“nay” to “yea 53 
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So (two-thirds being in the affirma- 
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
bill, as amended, was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


—— 


KNOW THE CBRN TERRORISM 
THREATS TO TRANSPORTATION 
ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on the mo- 
tion to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 3350) to require a terrorism 
threat assessment regarding the trans- 
portation of chemical, biological, nu- 
clear, and radiological materials 
through United States land borders and 
within the United States, and for other 
purposes, on which the yeas and nays 
were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
DONOVAN) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 416, nays 0, 
not voting 18, as follows: 

[Roll No. 551] 
YEAS—416 


Abraham Carson (IN) Dingell 
Adams Carter (GA) Doggett 
Aderholt Carter (TX) Dold 
Aguilar Cartwright Donovan 
Allen Castor (FL) Doyle, Michael 
Amash Castro (TX) F. 
Amodei Chabot Duckworth 
Ashford Chaffetz Duffy 
Babin Chu, Judy Duncan (SC) 
Barr Cicilline Duncan (TN) 
Barton Clark (MA) Edwards 
Bass Clarke (NY) Ellison 
Beatty Clawson (FL) Ellmers (NC) 
Becerra Clay Emmer (MN) 
Benishek Cleaver Engel 
Bera Clyburn Eshoo 
Beyer Coffman Esty 
Bilirakis Cohen Farenthold 
Bishop (GA) Cole Farr 
Bishop (MI) Collins (GA) Fattah 
Bishop (UT) Collins (NY) Fincher 
Black Comstock Fitzpatrick 
Blackburn Conaway Fleischmann 
Blum Connolly Flores 
Blumenauer Conyers Forbes 
Bonamici Cook Foster 
Bost Cooper Foxx 
Boustany Costa Frankel (FL) 
Boyle, Brendan Costello (PA) Franks (AZ) 
F. Courtney Frelinghuysen 
Brady (PA) Cramer Fudge 
Brady (TX) Crenshaw Gabbard 
Brat Crowley Gallego 
Bridenstine Cuellar Garamendi 
Brooks (AL) Culberson Garrett 
Brooks (IN) Curbelo (FL) Gibbs 
Brown (FL) Davis (CA) Gibson 
Brownley (CA) Davis, Rodney Gohmert 
Buchanan DeFazio Goodlatte 
Buck DeGette Graham 
Bucshon Delaney Granger 
Burgess DeLauro Graves (GA) 
Bustos DelBene Graves (LA) 
Butterfield Denham Graves (MO) 
Byrne Dent Green, Al 
Calvert DeSantis Green, Gene 
Capps DeSaulnier Griffith 
Capuano DesJarlais Grijalva 
Cardenas Deutch Grothman 
Carney Diaz-Balart Guinta 
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Guthrie 
Hahn 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings 
Heck (NV) 
Heck (WA) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Holding 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Huffman 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Knight 
Kuster 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latta 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lummis 
Lynch 
MacArthur 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Marchant 


Massie 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Meng 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Moore 
Moulton 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nolan 
Norcross 
Nugent 
Nunes 
O’Rourke 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Palmer 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perlmutter 
Perry 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (NC) 
Price, Tom 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (NY) 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 


Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 

Ross 

Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 

Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Russell 

Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
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Salmon 
Sánchez, Linda 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takai 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Titus 
lonko 
Torres 
Trott 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Welch 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 


H 
A 
= 
= 
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r 
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NOT VOTING—18 


Barletta Gosar Kelly (IL) 
Crawford Gowdy Marino 
Cummings Grayson Payne 
Davis, Danny Gutiérrez Pelosi 
Fleming Hice, Jody B. Pingree 
Fortenberry Hudson Rush 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain- 
ing. 


1906 


So (two-thirds being in the affirma- 
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 

Mr. BARLETTA. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
551 | was unavoidably detained. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “yes.” 


EE 


SUPPORTING THE PEOPLE OF 
UKRAINE TO FREELY ELECT 
THEIR GOVERNMENT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on the mo- 
tion to suspend the rules and agree to 
the resolution (H. Res. 348) supporting 
the right of the people of Ukraine to 
freely elect their government and de- 
termine their future, as amended, on 
which the yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu- 
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
ROYCE) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, as 
amended. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 413, nays 4, 
not voting 17, as follows: 

[Roll No. 552] 
YEAS—413 


Abraham Boyle, Brendan Chu, Judy 
Adams F. Cicilline 
Aderholt Brady (PA) Clark (MA) 
Aguilar Brady (TX) Clarke (NY) 
Allen Brat Clawson (FL) 
Amash Bridenstine Clay 
Amodei Brooks (AL) Cleaver 
Ashford Brooks (IN) Clyburn 
Babin Brown (FL) Coffman 
Brownley (CA) Cohen 
ccm Buchanan Cole 
Barton Buck Collins (GA) 
Bass Bucshon Collins (NY) 
Beatty Burgess Comstock 
Bustos Conaway 
Becerra Butterfield Connolly 
Benishek Byrne Conyers 
Boos Calvert Cook 
me i Capps Cooper 
Bilirakis Capuano Costa 
Bishop (GA) Cárdenas Costello (PA) 
Bishop (MI) Carney Courtney 
Bishop (UT) Carson (IN) Cramer 
Black Carter (GA) Crenshaw 
Blackburn Carter (TX) Crowley 
Blum Cartwright Cuellar 
Blumenauer Castor (FL) Culberson 
Bonamici Castro (TX) Cummings 
Bost Chabot Curbelo (FL) 
Boustany Chaffetz Davis (CA) 
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Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
Den 
DeSantis 
DeSaulnier 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doli 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Flores 
Forbes 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frankel (FL) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hahn 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings 
Heck (NV) 
Heck (WA) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Holding 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Huffman 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
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Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Knight 
Kuster 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latta 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lummis 
Lynch 
MacArthur 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Marchant 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Meng 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Moore 
Moulton 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nolan 
Norcross 
Nugent 
Nunes 


O’Rourke 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Palmer 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perlmutter 
Perry 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (NC) 
Price, Tom 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (NY) 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Russell 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sánchez, Linda 
T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takai 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Titus 
Tonko 
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Torres Walker Williams 
Trott Walorski Wilson (FL) 
Tsongas Walters, Mimi Wilson (SC) 
Turner Walz Wittman 
Upton Wasserman Womack 
Valadao Schultz Woodall 
Van Hollen Waters, Maxine Yarmuth 
Vargas Watson Coleman y 
Veasey Weber (TX) ao 
Vela Webster (FL) 
Velazquez Welch Young (AK) 
Visclosky Wenstrup Young (IA) 
Wagner Westerman Young CN) 
Walberg Westmoreland Zeldin 
Walden Whitfield Zinke 
NAYS—4 
Duncan (TN) Massie 
Jones Rohrabacher 
NOT VOTING—17 

Crawford Grayson Payne 
Fleming Gutiérrez Pelosi 
Fortenberry Hice, Jody B. Pingree 
Franks (AZ) Hudson Rush 
Gosar Kelly (IL) Shuster 
Gowdy Marino 
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So (two-thirds being in the affirma- 
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
resolution, as amended, was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, | was un- 
avoidably absent in the House chamber for 
votes today. Had | been present, | would have 
voted “yea” on rollcall votes 550, 551, and 
552. 


a 


LIBRARIAN OF CONGRESS SUCCES- 
SION MODERNIZATION ACT OF 
2015 


Mr. HARPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on House Administration be dis- 
charged from further consideration of 
the bill (S. 2162) to establish a 10-year 
term for the service of the Librarian of 
Congress, and ask for its immediate 
consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

S. 2162 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Librarian of 
Congress Succession Modernization Act of 
2015". 


SEC. 2. APPOINTMENT AND TERM OF SERVICE OF 
LIBRARIAN OF CONGRESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President shall ap- 
point the Librarian of Congress, by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate. 

(b) TERM OF SERVICE.—The Librarian of 
Congress shall be appointed for a term of 10 
years. 

(c) REAPPOINTMENT.—An individual ap- 
pointed to the position of Librarian of Con- 
gress, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate, may be reappointed to that posi- 
tion in accordance with subsections (a) and 
(b). 
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(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall 
apply with respect to appointments made on 
or after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

SEC. 3. CONFORMING AMENDMENT. 

The first paragraph under the center head- 
ing ‘‘LIBRARY OF CONGRESS” under the center 
heading ‘‘LEGISLATIVE”’ of the Act entitled 
“An Act Making appropriations for the legis- 
lative, executive, and judicial expenses of 
the Government for the fiscal year ending 
June thirtieth, eighteen hundred and ninety- 
eight, and for other purposes’’, approved Feb- 
ruary 19, 1897 (29 Stat. 544, chapter 265; 2 
U.S.C. 136), is amended by striking ‘‘to be ap- 
pointed by the President, by and with the ad- 
vice and consent of the Senate,’’. 

The bill was ordered to be read a 
third time, was read the third time, 
and passed, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


EE 


HONORING CHIEF EDWARD J. 
HUDAK, JR. 


(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to congratulate Edward J. 
Hudak, Jr., on being sworn in this past 
Friday, October 16, as the chief of po- 
lice for the Coral Gables Police Depart- 
ment. 

Chief Hudak has a long record of 
service to south Florida, having 
worked for 26 years for the city of 
Coral Gables and its police department, 
helping residents and visitors alike in 
“The City Beautiful,’ a city which I 
am so humbled and honored to rep- 
resent. 

As Iam, Chief Hudak is a proud Uni- 
versity of Miami Hurricane. Chief 
Hudak earned his undergraduate and 
master’s degree from the U, having 
more recently graduated from the 
FBI’s National Law Enforcement Exec- 
utive Academy. 

Coral Gables is indeed fortunate to 
have such a hardworking and relentless 
civil servant take the lead at its police 
department. 

Congratulations, Chief Hudak, on 
being named the top cop of ‘‘The City 
Beautiful,” the city of Coral Gables. 


EE 


HISPANIC HERITAGE MONTH 


(Mr. GALLEGO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. GALLEGO. Mr. Speaker, as we 
close Hispanic Heritage Month and 
look back at our community’s history 
and ongoing challenges, I rise today to 
celebrate the 25th anniversary of the 
White House Initiative on Educational 
Excellence for Hispanics. 

For 25 years, the Initiative has 
played an important role in advancing 
the dialogue and policies that have 
helped our community move forward. 
This year, as part of its anniversary 
celebration, the Initiative released the 
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Bright Spots in Hispanic Education, an 
online national catalog. The catalog 
features 230 programs, organizations, 
and initiatives that are supporting and 
investing in educational attainment of 
Hispanics from cradle to career. 

Today, I congratulate four Bright 
Spots in my district that have been 
recognized for their outstanding com- 
mitment and contributions to our com- 
munity: the American Dream Acad- 
emy, the Bilingual Nursing Fellows 
Program, the Fowler Head Start Pro- 
gram, and the Victoria Foundation. 
These programs are leading the way to 
close the education gap. I look forward 
to continuing to work with them as 
they find ways to ensure every child, 


including Latino children, has the 

tools they need to succeed. 
a 

REMEMBERING AITKIN COUNTY 


SHERIFF’S INVESTIGATOR STE- 
VEN SANDBERG 


(Mr. PAULSEN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PAULSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today with a heavy heart to honor Ait- 
kin County Sheriff's Investigator Ste- 
ven Sandberg, who was killed in the 
line of duty last week. 

Investigator Sandberg was deeply re- 
spected by his community and was 
somebody who was always handling the 
county’s toughest cases, which meant 
putting himself in harm’s way. 

Those who knew Steven knew that he 
was a dedicated family man and a com- 
mitted parent, not missing a single one 
of his daughter’s basketball games. 

He was also a shining light for his en- 
tire community. He was a former 
three-sport athlete at Aitkin High 
School. He served as a volunteer fire- 
fighter for 17 years, and he taught Sun- 
day school at the local Methodist 
church. 

Mr. Speaker, Steven Sandberg dedi- 
cated his life to serving others and 
keeping people safe. We honor his sac- 
rifice. My thoughts are with his wife, 
Kristi, and with his daughter, Cassie, 
as well as with the entire community 
in Aitkin County. 


te 
HISPANIC HERITAGE MONTH 


(Mr. CARDENAS asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. CARDENAS. Mr. Speaker, I come 
here to remind us how diverse our 
country is and how beautiful it is that 
we have been celebrating Hispanic Her- 
itage Month for the last 30 days. 

I just wanted to take the opportunity 
to remind everybody that when we do 
things like that, it is not to talk about 
how we are different or separate. No, it 
is to talk about how alike we are and 
to talk about how wonderful and great 
our country is. 
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The tapestry of people that come 
from all over the world come here to 
start a new life, come here to create 
opportunities, perhaps not for them, 
but for the next generation. Together, 
we have created the greatest country 
that this world has ever known and has 
ever seen. 

From Europe, from the Americas, 
from Africa, from Australia, from all 
parts of the planet, people come to this 
country for a better life and a second 
chance. 

I hope and pray that in these Cham- 
bers we can live up to the responsi- 
bility of holding true to the values of 
America and holding true to our re- 
sponsibilities as a legislative body of 
this country to create and pass laws to 
make sure that everybody can continue 
to have those opportunities for genera- 
tions to come. 


HONORING JUNE SORG 


(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to recognize 
Elk County, Pennsylvania, Commis- 
sioner June Sorg. June was honored re- 
cently with the County Commissioners 
Association of Pennsylvania’s Out- 
standing Commissioner of the Year 
Award and with the Special Presi- 
dential Award. This award recognizes a 
commissioner who has contributed to 
the advancement of county govern- 
ment. 

June has a long career of public serv- 
ice, serving for six terms as county 
commissioner, totaling 24 years. In 
that time, she has been a leader in Elk 
County on issues ranging from human 
services, workforce investment, prison 
issues, infrastructure improvement, re- 
cycling, and environmental issues. 

Specific accomplishments during 
June’s tenure include consolidation of 
county offices to a centralized loca- 
tion, improvements to the county’s 
jail, and the construction of Elk Coun- 
ty’s new emergency management cen- 
ter. 

As you know, Mr. Speaker, county 
commissioners across the country dedi- 
cate countless hours toward the im- 
provement of counties and commu- 
nities that they serve. I know that 
June’s Sorg’s work proves this is true 
in Elk County. 


a 


HEROIN TASK FORCE AND STOP 
ABUSE ACT 


(Mr. GUINTA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to thank the new members of the 
bipartisan task force to combat the 
heroin epidemic. We introduced our 
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first piece of legislation, 
Abuse Act, this month. 

Heroin abuse in the United States 
has reached unprecedented levels, in- 
creasing 63 percent over the last dec- 
ade. This addictive and dangerous drug 
has torn a path through every commu- 
nity, destroying families and ruining 
lives. 

In my home State of New Hampshire, 
the number of patients admitted to the 
State-funded treatment programs 
reached over 1,500 in 2013, doubling the 
number from 2004. 

Nationwide, in 2014, heroin abuse was 
responsible for nearly 8,200 deaths. In 
just 10 years, the number of addicts has 
doubled to over 500,000. 

To address this health crisis, we 
must expand coordination between 
local, State, and Federal governments, 
law enforcement agencies, and medical 
professionals. We must assemble the 
best ideas from experts around the 
country, which is why Congresswoman 
ANN KUSTER and I formed the bipar- 
tisan task force. We are doing every- 
thing possible to raise awareness, in- 
crease education, and hear from fami- 
lies and individuals affected by the 
spread of heroin. 

I urge my colleagues to join our ef- 
fort so we can stop this epidemic. 


—— 


MINNESOTA LYNX BASKETBALL 
TEAM 


(Mr. ELLISON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, allow me 
to congratulate the Minnesota Lynx 
Basketball Team. This wonderful bas- 
ketball team has won three titles in 5 
years. This is the great sports story of 
our time. 

I would like to just let the Minnesota 
Lynx, their coach, and all their fans 
know that we are incredibly proud of 
them. We celebrated, and we had a vic- 
tory parade. 

We had all those things happen, but 
the truth is that this is women’s bas- 
ketball. It is high quality, and it is ex- 
cellent. It shows girls that women are 
excellent athletes, and it shows boys 
the same thing. This is great for our 
whole country and great for our com- 
munity in Minnesota. 

We are proud of the Minnesota Lynx. 

Do you know what? I want to know if 
they can win another one next year. I 
wouldn’t put it past them. 

Go Minnesota Lynx. 


EE 
FEDERAL DEFICIT 


(Mr. LAMALFA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, yester- 
day, the Treasury Department con- 
firmed what we already knew: we have 
cut the Federal deficit to the lowest 


the Stop 
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level since this President took office. 
At $439 billion, the deficit is about 10 
percent lower than in 2014 and is less 
than one third of what it was in 2009. 

Yet, earlier this week, the adminis- 
tration was quick to boast about an- 
nouncing the deficit being down that 
low when we asked in the past, “What 
is the plan, Mr. President, for bal- 
ancing the budget ever?” Not telling 
me how to do it, but when. We haven’t 
gotten any answer. 

This has been the result of discipline 
started by House Republicans with the 
Budget Control Act and other measures 
to keep spending in line so that we will 
have a chance some day to have a truly 
balanced budget. 

If we had the economy responding 
and things to help spur the economy, 
we could reach that goal even faster, 
perhaps even by 2019. With the right 
discipline, we could balance the budg- 
et. Then no longer will we have to have 
a debate about whether we should be 
extending the debt limit, which I think 
is appalling for all of us here, espe- 
cially for the next generation who are 
going to have to pay the price on that. 

So this is indeed good news. We want 
to get that budget deficit number to 
zero aS soon as we can and maintain 
the business of this country. 


Ee 


CONGRATULATING BAYLOR COL- 
LEGE OF MEDICINE AND RICE 
UNIVERSITY 


(Ms. JACKSON LEE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, I 
am very excited today to congratulate 
the researchers from the Baylor Col- 
lege of Medicine and Rice University in 
my hometown of Houston. 

On Monday, they announced an im- 
portant discovery about the structure 
of human genetic material, an advance 
that one day could enable scientists to 
fix genetic defects that lead to disease. 
This was in the journal of the Pro- 
ceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences. The authors included experts 
from Stanford, the Broad Institute of 
MIT and Harvard, who brought about 
this particular research, described the 
process through which a 6-foot-long 
string of human DNA folds and orga- 
nizes itself. 

The main excitement about this is 
that to the many children, to the many 
young people, to the many families 
who suffer the loss of a child through a 
deadly disease, we now have research 
that may alter that process and im- 
pact, if you will, the DNA that results 
in diseases that cause the death of our 
children. 

Let me congratulate Baylor and Rice 
University for this great success, and 
we look forward to saving lives from 
Houston, Texas. 
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CHAOS IN AMERICA’S 
INFRASTRUCTURE SYSTEM 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOoOOD). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of January 6, 2015, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
GARAMENDI) is recognized for 60 min- 
utes as the designee of the minority 
leader. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, this 
is chaos week in Washington, and there 
are a lot of things going on. Most peo- 
ple want to talk about Benghazi or—I 
don’t know—maybe the Speaker, the 
next Speaker or the last Speaker. How- 
ever, what I would like to talk about 
today is chaos in America’s infrastruc- 
ture system. 

Early this morning on my way to the 
airport in Sacramento I was driving up 
Interstate 5, the highway that connects 
Mexico and Canada and Oregon and 
Washington and California. I hit a huge 
pothole and then another pothole. It 
turns out that the entire right lane was 
a series of potholes for the 9 miles that 
I traveled to get to the airport. That is 
not unusual, but that is the story of 
America’s infrastructure. 

Everybody here on the floor wants to 
talk about how our great Nation is the 
world’s most vibrant economy, the 
place where intellectual infrastructure 
takes place, but it certainly is not the 
place where physical infrastructure 
takes place. We rank 16th among the 
developed nations in the world on our 
infrastructure. 

Travel to China. High-speed rail is 
going every which way. They have new 
airports. I remember the comment of 
our Vice President when he flew into 
LaGuardia in New York City. It wasn’t 
very complimentary. 

We have a need to build the infra- 
structure of this Nation because it is 
upon the infrastructure that the econ- 
omy grows. It is upon the highways 
that we travel and move the goods and 
services. It is upon the transit system 
that more than 45 percent of Ameri- 
cans depend on for their transpor- 
tation. 

We have got problems. I was re- 
minded of Apollo 18 and that very fa- 
mous quote coming back from space: 
“Houston, we’ve had a problem here.” 
Yep. America, we have got problems. 

That is a picture of the bridge on 
Interstate 5 in Washington State. Just 
a little bit north of this bridge is the 
Canadian border. This bridge collapsed 
about 3 years ago. There are 63,500 
bridges in America that are deficient, 
and over the last decade we have seen 
Americans die on bridges that have col- 
lapsed. We have got a problem. 

Among other things, given all the 
chaos here in Washington, we have got 
a problem with infrastructure. The 
House of Representatives is going to 
take up an infrastructure bill this 
week in committee. We will talk about 
that a little later. 
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First I want to go through some of 
the other problems besides bridges and 
highways. Oh, by the way, it would 
take $780 billion to bring our highways 
up to adequate standards. That is a lot 
of money. Or maybe it is not. That is 
about three-quarters of what we have 
spent in Afghanistan over the last 14 
years. I guess we make decisions here 
about where we spend money. 

Forty-two percent of our highways 
are in inadequate condition, and con- 
gestion abounds in 42 percent of the 
urban highways. Yep, we have got 
problems, but we can solve them. We 
will see whether the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure is 
willing to solve the problems this week 
when we take up the infrastructure bill 
here in the House of Representatives. 

I would like to have my colleague 
from California, Representative JANICE 
HAHN, address one of our other prob- 
lems. It is a problem that she is par- 
ticularly aware of. She represents the 
greatest port in America, the Port of 
Los Angeles, and its neighboring port, 
the Port of Long Beach. 

Representative HAHN. 

Ms. HAHN. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to thank my good colleague from Cali- 
fornia, Mr. GARAMENDI, for devoting 
this Special Order hour to the needs 
that we have in this country when it 
comes to our infrastructure. 

I am sort of excited because this 
week, at long last, barely in time be- 
fore the highway trust fund runs out of 
money, we are finally going to look at 
a long-term surface transportation bill 
to fund some of our Nation’s most crit- 
ical infrastructure, which you have 
been talking about. 

Our Nation’s highways, our roads, 
our bridges, they have been neglected 
far too long. Today we unfortunately 
have an infrastructure crisis. Not only 
do the American people rely on these 
roads to get from point A to point B 
safely and efficiently, our economy re- 
lies on them as well. 

I have been advocating, as you know, 
for more funding for our freight net- 
work. That is the series of highways 
and roads that go from our ports and 
our manufacturing hubs and that the 
vast majority of our Nation’s freight 
travel on. Our Nation’s ports are hard 
at work, bringing in cargo from all 
over the world and exporting the prod- 
ucts of American manufacturing to the 
growing overseas market. 

Twenty-two million jobs nationwide 
rely on the efficient movement of 
goods in and out of our ports. These 
jobs rely on our Nation’s freight net- 
work. For too long we have failed to in- 
vest in this important infrastructure 
and allowed it to crumble. Too many 
bridges along the freight network are 
in disrepair, and too many of our high- 
ways are unable to handle the modern 
levels of traffic. 

Now, many of us deal with the incon- 
venience of traffic every day, but this 
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same traffic also costs both businesses 
and consumers money, and it threatens 
our economy’s ability to stay competi- 
tive in the 21st century global econ- 
omy. 

As the roads on our freight network 
become more and more unreliable, the 
cost of transporting these goods in- 
creases, and American manufacturers 
and consumers pay the price. That is 
why I proposed legislation that would 
drastically increase the funding of this 
freight network infrastructure. 

I thought it would be a good idea, 
and my bill would have used existing 
customs fees to provide $2 billion every 
year just to fund this freight network 
and the infrastructure projects with- 
out, by the way, raising any taxes. I 
thought, by investing in our freight 
network, we could give American busi- 
nesses and manufacturers a competi- 
tive edge and spur job creation across 
the country. 

The highway bill that we are consid- 
ering this week provides just $750 mil- 
lion per year in freight funding. That is 
less than half of what I was hoping for. 
But it is a start. I hope that we can 
continue this conversation and find 
ways to invest in our ports and in this 
freight network at the level that our 
economy needs. 

I hope that in coming days we can 
work in a bipartisan way to improve 
the highway bill and ensure that it 
passes before the end of this year. I 
would like to see the freight network 
expanded to include that last mile. 
Those are the roads that connect ev- 
erything to our ports with highways 
and with rail. And when we talk about 
improving our roads, these last mile 
roads are often forgotten, even when 
they have the greatest amount of traf- 
fic. 

I hope that we can expand the freight 
title to include funding for on-dock rail 
at our ports. Investing in on-dock rail 
would actually ease traffic on our high- 
ways by taking a lot of those trucks off 
the roads. That cargo would come off 
the ships, go right onto the rail and 
then to the end consumer. 

This bill is a positive step. It is not 
perfect. It is not as good as I would like 
to have seen, but it is the right step for 
a long-term plan to invest in our Na- 
tion’s critical infrastructure. 

I am looking forward to working 
with you, Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you 
for your leadership on this. Thank you 
for talking about why Make It In 
America makes sense. But none of that 
makes sense unless we can finally in- 
vest in this infrastructure in this coun- 
try to, as you said, make this country 
great and make it work for everyone. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Representative 
HAHN, your leadership on the port 
issues is well known. You head up the 
PORTS Caucus here in the House of 
Representatives. You are constantly 
badgering all of us about the necessity 
of the ports being expanded. 
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We know the Eastern ports are facing 
the challenge of providing access for 
the Panamax ships, bigger ships being 
able to go through the Panama Canal. 
As you have told us so many times, we 
need to improve the infrastructure on 
the West Coast for the efficiency so 
that we can keep those Panamax ships 
on the West Coast. 

The freight issue that you talked 
about so eloquently here is absolutely 
on. It is the major part of the Amer- 
ican transportation economy. We look 
at roads, we look at railroads, but the 
notion of combining this into a com- 
prehensive strategy in which we talk 
about the movement of goods, the 
freight movement. 

Your leadership is very, very impor- 
tant. I thank you so very much for 
joining us. I know that you have a 
tight schedule for the evening, but you 
broke away to bring us the very, very 
important message. 

I want to continue on here really 
with the ports. The American Society 
of Civil Engineers does a report card on 
the American infrastructure. We would 
fail. We would have to go back to reme- 
dial classes if their report card was 
somehow the way in which we would 
judge the work of the United States 
Congress because, with regard to ports, 
as we just discussed, it is a C, even 
though progress has been made. 

To meet the needs of the ports, we 
are going to have to spend an addi- 
tional $46 billion over and above what 
is already programmed. We are going 
to have to spend $748 billion in the fu- 
ture in order to meet the needs of the 
highways, and that just gets us out of 
the D rating provided by the American 
Society of Civil Engineers. 

For transit, it is also a D. As I said 
earlier, some one-half of American 
households depend upon transit be- 
cause they don’t have a car, and 45 per- 
cent of the urban passengers cannot 
get the services that they need from 
transit. 

It goes on and on and on. Bridges, a 
C-plus. As I said earlier, 63,500 bridges 
are inadequate. For the rail system, 
part of what Congresswoman HAHN was 
talking about, the railroads have in- 
vested over $75 billion of their own 
money improving their systems, but 
the intermodal programs that are so 
necessary require that those rails con- 
nect to the highways, to the trucking 
industry, and that hasn’t been done. So 
the rails actually receive a C-plus 
ranking. 

We have got work to do here. We 
have got some very, very serious prob- 
lems. Let me just put this up because 
there are solutions available to us. 

If we take a look at the problem, in 
this case, the global assessment of the 
United States is 16th for transpor- 
tation infrastructure. The solution? In- 
vest. For every dollar that we invest, 
the economy grows by $3.54. So when 
you put a dollar in, suddenly you get 
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the economy moving. People go to 
work. 

For every billion dollars that we in- 
vest in roads and bridges, we are going 
to create 21,671 jobs. Those are people 
that are getting good, high-quality, 
high-paying, middle-income jobs. Guess 
what. They are going to pay taxes. So 
you invest a dollar and you get back 
$3.54 of economic activity. And you get 
tax growth, not new taxes, but new 
people paying taxes. 

That is what we want. We want peo- 
ple to go to work. We want jobs in 
America. We find that, if we invest in 
infrastructure, we have got the oppor- 
tunity to create jobs, to increase the 
tax base, and grow the economy. 

Now, on the negative side, under- 
investing in infrastructure costs Amer- 
ica over 900,000 jobs, including 97,000 
jobs in manufacturing. These things go 
together. We have fortunately had over 
the years a buy-America requirement 
in the infrastructure financing for 
highways and bridges and the rest and 
for transit, that your tax dollars, my 
tax dollars, all of our tax dollars, are 
required to be used to buy American- 
made goods, equipment, services, 
buses, and the like. 

Unfortunately, it is only 50 percent. 
So a transit agency can take your tax 
money and spend 50 percent of that tax 
money on buying a bus or a train from 
China, and the other 50 percent pre- 
sumably would have to be spent on 
American-made services and goods. 
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Not good enough. I think it ought to 
be 99 percent. Why not use our tax 
money to buy American? 

So these are the opportunities and 
the problems that we have available to 
us, and that is the large outsourcing 
that I just talked about. 

And the solution? Make It In Amer- 
ica. I have talked about that for 5 
years here on the floor. Build the 
American economy with Make It In 
America laws and regulations. Use our 
tax money to buy American-made 
goods and equipment. 

Here is what it means. Let me give 
you a couple of examples of the good 
news and the bad news. Here is why 
Make It In America strategies are im- 
portant. 

The bad news is California, my home 
State, where we had to rebuild the San 
Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, span- 
ning from Oakland to the peninsula, 
San Francisco. It fell down during the 
°89 earthquake, and then we decided we 
had to rebuild it. 

Well, you know, it takes a long time 
to figure out how to build it and what 
it is going to look like. It took forever. 
However, it was a multibillion-dollar 
project; and someone decided that it 
would be cheaper to buy Chinese steel 
than American steel, so they con- 
tracted with a Chinese steel company. 
The result was 3,000 jobs in China, a 
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brand-new steel mill to manufacture 
the most high-quality steel. And what 
the Chinese sent to America was defi- 
cient. The welds were insufficient. 
There were problems in the quality of 
the steel. 

The result was, at least part of that 
problem was, some $3.5 billion overrun. 
That is the bad news. California really 
screwed up. We say, ‘‘Make it in Amer- 
ica.” 

Guess what happened on the other 
side of the continent? New York needed 
to rebuild a new bridge, the New York 
Tappan Zee Bridge. It was made with 
United States manufactured steel; 
total cost, $3.9 billion, 7,728 American 
jobs because they undertook a buy 
America requirement, and they bought 
it in America; on time, under budget. 
The Tappan Zee Bridge, good; the San 
Francisco Bay Bridge, bad. 

Make it in America, buy American, 
that ought to be our policy. 

I want to move on to where we are 
this week. On October 29, the United 
States Congress will engage in its fa- 
vorite game: kicking the can down the 
road. 

We will take up a transportation and 
infrastructure bill in the House of Rep- 
resentatives Transportation and Infra- 
structure Committee this week. Good 
for us. Several months late, not in time 
for next week’s deadline. So we will 
kick the can down the road. We will 
give ourselves another couple of 
months to ponder how we can address 
the needs of America’s infrastructure. 

I want to suggest to you there is a 
way we can do it. I put this chart up to 
challenge all of us. This chart displays 
the opportunity as well as the poten- 
tial for the missed opportunity. 

There are three new infrastructure 
pieces of legislation that are floating 
around the United States Capitol. But 
before we go to those three, I want to 
call your attention to where we are 
today. 

Highway funding, this is today’s 
highway funding. We are spending 
somewhere around $264 billion on high- 
ways, $64.2 billion on transit. The en- 
tire amount over a 6-year period of 
time—this is 6 years—is $319 billion. 
This does not include the rail system. 

So $319 billion is what we are spend- 
ing today over a 6-year period of time. 
I have already said how inadequate 
that is. I won’t go back through that 
again. 

Now, the administration proposed 
but, frankly, never pushed, never put 
any weight behind it and, I think, 
copped out on what is, in my view, a 
very, very good bill, a comprehensive 
bill that included rail transit—again, 
not included here. It was a bill that 
had $449 billion, not including the rail, 
over a 6-year period, compared to the 
$319 billion that we are spending today. 
That amounts to, what, $120 billion a 
year more—actually, $130 billion a year 
more. 
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That is good. That is what we need. I 
misquoted that. It is $130 billion over 6 
years. That is the kind of money that 
we need to build the infrastructure. 

Highways, $317 billion, over 6 years, 
compared to where we are today, $246 
billion. Significant increase, enough to 
fix the potholes on I-5. Transit, $114.6 
billion over 6 years, compared to today, 
$64 billion over 6 years. The entire sum, 
$449 billion, compared to $319 billion 
over 6 years. 

That is the kind of progress that we 
can and must make if we want to move 
from 16th among the world’s econo- 
mies, developed economies, to get back 
up into the top five. That is what we 
need to do. 

Now, once again, this does not in- 
clude the rail transit. If you add the 
rail transit in, these numbers are a lit- 
tle bigger. That is the kind of effort. 

The United States Senate, what did 
they decide to do in their bill called 
the Senate DRIVE Act? $276 billion 
compared to $246 billion over 6 years; 
$74.9 billion for transit, compared to 
$64 billion. That is good. That is $10 bil- 
lion. Better, but not enough. We actu- 
ally need over $114 billion or $115 bil- 
lion. 

The entire sum on the Senate side, 
not including rail, is $361 billion com- 
pared to $319 billion. Better, but not 
enough. Not sufficient to build the in- 
frastructure that this economy and 
this society need to move out of 16th 
place back into the top tier of five. 

Now, where is the House of Rep- 
resentatives? 

This week, we are going to take up a 
bill that is less than the Senate bill 
and just a little, teeny, tiny bit better 
than what we are doing today. So if 
you are happy with what we are doing 
today, you will love the House bill. But 
if you don’t want potholes, if you want 
to deal with congestion, if you want to 
deal with ports and freight, if you want 
to move from a D to a B or an A, you 
don’t do it with the House bill. 

I understand, this is a starting point. 
This is the beginning of negotiations. 
But why in the world would you begin 
negotiations at the bottom when you 
need to get to the top? It beats me. I 
don’t get it. 

We have got to build the American 
infrastructure. It is how we move our 
economy. It is how we move people 
back to work in good, middle-class 
jobs. It is how your tax money should 
be spent. 

And how can we raise the revenue for 
this? 

Well, we don’t need to increase the 
gasoline or the diesel tax. Keep it the 
same, no increase. People can argue 
that it should or should not be in- 
creased, but you don’t need to. 

This proposal, the GROW AMERICA 
Act, the additional $100-plus billion 
dollars over 6 years to build our infra- 
structure, is fully paid for by keeping 
the gasoline and the diesel tax at the 
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level it is today and going after the 
hidden profits of the United States cor- 
porations that have skipped out on 
their responsibility to this country. 

They are hiding their profits over- 
seas. We need to go after those profits 
and say: You owe it to America; bring 
that money back and pay your just 
taxes. That is how this is paid for, fully 
paid for. 

How much? About $120 billion over 6 
years, enough to get the job done. 

American corporations won’t be al- 
lowed to run away from their responsi- 
bility to their country. They will pay 
their fair share, here in America. No 
more tax dodges overseas, folks. 

So, where are we? The question for 
the Congress of the United States is: 
Are we going to go with what we have 
today, just a little bit more, just keep- 
ing up with inflation? Is that good 
enough for America to be number one? 
No, it is not. 

Can we do better without burdening 
the truckers, without burdening the 
commuters? We can, if we are willing 
to step up to the American corpora- 
tions, the big and the powerful, and 
say: Pay your fair share. 

Oh, by the way, their fair share is 14 
percent, which is less than one-half of 
the corporate tax rate. 

We will see what happens. The House 
of Representatives, the men and 
women that you have elected, are 
going to make some decisions. We will 
make a decision about Speaker eventu- 
ally. That will get taken care of even- 
tually. We will make some decisions 
about a few other things. But the infra- 
structure issue of this Nation is funda- 
mental to economic growth. 

I hope we make the right decision. I 
hope we make the decision to grow this 
economy, to make it in America, spend 
your tax dollars here at home, and give 
you the roads, the transit system, the 
ports, the freight movement, the air- 
ports that you need and America needs. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 


—_ 


HONORING AMERICA’S 
PHARMACISTS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 6, 2015, the gentleman from Geor- 
gia (Mr. COLLINS) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the major- 
ity leader. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak- 
er, I appreciate the opportunity to be 
here this evening. It is a good time to 
be back here on the floor tonight, espe- 
cially after coming back from a week, 
I am always very pleased to go see 
home, be a part of folks who get out- 
side this beltway, get outside where 
they get up in morning, they go to 
work, they do the things that families 
do and communities do, and they do so 
with a sense of purpose and work. 

I think tonight we are going to bring 
to light, during our time together, we 
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are going to talk about some of the 
great folks, our American pharmacists 
and the battle that they carry on every 
day. They are true champions on the 
front lines of health care. 

Tonight we are going to be joined by 
several people. My good colleague from 
Georgia, BUDDY CARTER, is going to be 
here. DAVE LOEBSACK from Iowa is 
going to be here as well. We will have 
many people come in and out. 

Over the next 60 minutes, I hope the 
words that we speak will encourage 
and inspire those who care for our con- 
stituents in their time of need. 

Back in 1925, the first celebration of 
National Pharmaceutical Week was 
held October 11-17. In 2004, American 
Pharmacists Month was launched to 
bring greater awareness to the expand- 
ing role of pharmacists in the 
healthcare system and recognize their 
unwavering commitment to patient 
care. 

On October 1, we celebrated Phar- 
macist Appreciation Day and partici- 
pated in the third annual tweet-a-thon. 
This year, there were 7,214 tweets from 
1,285 tweeters, and I wanted to share 
some of my favorite ones at this time. 

They say: 

Can you give me a flu shot through the 
drive-through? 

We do more than count pills. We ensure 
medication safety for our patients in a vari- 
ety of settings. We save lives. 

We filled insulin for a patient after she was 
refused by the big box pharmacies. 

What does Batman have in common with 
your pharmacist? They save lives. 

I wanted to be a pharmacist because in my 
small town, doctors rotated in and out, but 
the pharmacist knew my community. 

Every year, the American Phar- 
macists Association Academy of Stu- 
dent Pharmacists creates a national 
theme to encourage and advocate for 
the profession of pharmacy, and this 
year the theme is: Live your “why.” 
We are going to come back to that a 
lot tonight, Live your ‘‘why.’’ 

It is incredible to read the out- 
pouring of stories from student phar- 
macists around the country. 

Hannah Holbrook is a pharmacy stu- 
dent at ULM, one of the most active 
and committed student pharmacist 
chapters in the Nation. She told a local 
paper: ‘‘Even as students, we can be 
leaders and have impact on patients.” 

I believe the next generation of phar- 
macists is going to do truly remark- 
able things that could radically trans- 
form patient care, but it won’t happen 
unless Congress acts. We must act to 
level the playing field so independent 
and community pharmacists can not 
only compete, all they are asking for is 
a chance, and we need to make sure 
that we step up and do that. 

Tonight, like I said, we are going to 
share from many as we go tonight, but 
I want to start off with Representative 
BLUM, who has come down to speak 
with us. He has got to run off on some 
other events, but we wanted to get you 
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here tonight. We are glad that you are 
here to speak on this important issue 
for your community and others. 

I yield to the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. BLUM). 
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Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in support of pharmacies across the 
country, especially the independent 
community pharmacies who operate in 
a tough business climate to serve rural 
areas and provide patients with con- 
venient, affordable, and personal care. 

In my home State of Iowa, 72 of our 
99 counties are considered medically 
underserved; and of these, 27 are served 
by only one pharmacy. Many of these 
areas are rural, and a large number of 
citizens in these sparsely populated 
areas rely on their community phar- 
macy for access to lifesaving drugs and 
treatments. 

Unfortunately, the implementation 
of Federal policy to address the rising 
costs of drugs has left independent 
community pharmacists at a disadvan- 
tage. Often unable to cover the costs of 
maintaining and managing a store- 
front, community pharmacies are clos- 
ing their doors at an alarming rate. 
This leaves many Americans without 
access to the timely, efficient, and per- 
sonal patient services they provide. 

To that end, Iam most happy to co- 
sponsor H.R. 592, to ensure that phar- 
macists are recognized as providers 
under Medicare part B so that my con- 
stituents can have access to local 
healthcare services instead of traveling 
long distances to seek out care. 

Additionally, I am also proud to 
work with the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. COLLINS) as well as my colleagues 
across the aisle, such as Congressman 
DAVE LOEBSACK from the Second Dis- 
trict of Iowa, to lower the cost of drugs 
and promote fair competition and 
choice, which will ultimately benefit 
patients. 

I will continue to work to pass legis- 
lation, such as H.R. 244, to increase the 
transparency of drug payment rates 
under Medicare part D and TRICARE, 
while ensuring a fair, competitive mar- 
ket for generic drugs. 

Finally, I wish to highlight the work 
of Hartig Drug Stores, the second-old- 
est family-owned independent drug- 
store company in America, which has 
locations throughout my district, in- 
cluding my hometown of Dubuque, 
Iowa. Hartig’s pharmacies operate in 
three States, employing 487 people. 

I believe we should be enacting poli- 
cies that allow these kinds of local 
pharmacies to thrive instead of shut 
down. My hope is that through the con- 
tinued hard work of their dedicated 
employees and the implementation of 
better policies at the Federal level, 
these family businesses will continue 
to serve patients in and around my dis- 
trict for many years to come. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Thank you, 
Mr. BLUM. 
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I think what you have recognized are 
the struggles that are going on right 
now. And what I have found—I was 
speaking with a Member tonight from 
one of our Midwestern districts. It was 
on the floor as we were voting earlier. 
I started explaining what was going on 
in our independent pharmacies. This 
Member did not know. They had not 
had a chance to interact. They didn’t 
know what was going on and the 
changes that were going on. So you 
being here tonight helps highlight 
that. 

I think as we educate Members, this 
is just an inequity that is in our 
healthcare system that needs to be 
fixed. 

I appreciate the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. BLUM) being here. 

There are many things that are 
talked about in our time up here. Many 
times, we talk about not being able to 
work together. This is an issue that 
draws us together. 

Mr. LOEBSACK and I have worked 
through two Congresses now on this 
issue. We are going to work on more 
together. It is my honor to yield to the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LOEBSACK) 
to expound on this because we have 
been working on this for a while, and it 
is good to have you here tonight. 

Mr. LOEBSACK. Thank you, Mr. 
COLLINS. It is great to be here. I know 
that you folks have a lot of things 
going on on your side of the aisle, and 
it is a testament to your commitment 
to this issue that you have gotten a 
number of your colleagues here tonight 
to speak to this issue, to speak to the 
importance of independent and commu- 
nity pharmacists. 

It is really, really important for 
America that we talk about this. And 
as Mr. COLLINS said—and Mr. CARTER, I 
appreciate your invitation as well—it 
is really important that we speak to 
how important these folks are for our 
communities, for health care, for their 
patients. 

Mr. BLUM, thank you for being here 
tonight as well. 

Mr. BLUM represents the district that 
borders me to the north, and he men- 
tioned the Hartig pharmacy. They have 
a pharmacy in Iowa City, and I took a 
little bit of time out of my schedule a 
couple years ago to visit there and to 
hear the problems that they have when 
it comes to all kinds of issues. 

This month, of course, is American 
Pharmacists Month. It is a month dur- 
ing which we recognize the important 
role that pharmacies play in our com- 
munities. Pharmacists are, in fact, 
frontline healthcare providers, and 
they are counselors for many patients 
who consistently depend on their train- 
ing and expertise to stay informed, to 
stay healthy, and to stay out of the 
hospital. They also play an incredibly 
important role in strengthening the 
economies of the areas they serve, par- 
ticularly in rural counties like so 
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many of those that I represent of the 24 
counties I have. 

It is also crucial that these phar- 
macies have a level playing field, as 
was already mentioned by the gen- 
tleman from Iowa (Mr. BLUM), when 
trying to run a successful business in a 
challenging and complex environment. 
Like most small-business owners, com- 
munity pharmacists face many chal- 
lenges to compete and negotiate on a 
day-to-day basis with large entities on 
their business transactions. 

I have personally visited, as I have 
said, many of these pharmacies in my 
district, the Second District. I have 
learned firsthand how they often strug- 
gle to compete. 

One problem I have heard, for exam- 
ple, from many pharmacists is that the 
reimbursement system—and I am sure 
we are going to hear more from folks 
about that tonight—for generic drugs 
is largely unregulated; and it is, in 
fact, a mystery to many folks. Generic 
prescription drugs account for the vast 
majority of drugs dispensed, so it is 
critical for pharmacists’ bottom line 
that their reimbursement is trans- 
parent. 

However, pharmacists are reimbursed 
for generics via the maximum allow- 
able cost, or MAC, lists created by 
pharmacy benefits managers, PBMs— 
the drug plan middleman, something 
we have heard so much about. But the 
methodology used to create these lists 
is not disclosed. It is a secret. It 
shouldn’t be a secret. It should be open. 
We need to have transparency on this 
front. Also, the lists aren’t updated on 
a regular basis, resulting in phar- 
macists often being reimbursed below 
what it costs them to actually acquire 
the drugs. That makes no sense what- 
soever. 

So to address the problem, I 
partnered with the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. COLLINS) to introduce 
H.R. 244, the MAC Transparency Act. 
We have a lot of folks onboard on this. 
It is a bipartisan bill at a time when, 
as Mr. COLLINS said, there is not a lot 
of bipartisanship in this body at the 
moment. 

Basically, what this bill would do is 
it would ensure that Federal health 
plan reimbursements to pharmacies 
keep pace with generic drug prices, 
which can skyrocket overnight, as we 
know. 

Iam not going to go into great detail 
at the moment. We have got time to 
talk about this a little bit more. There 
are other things we can talk about to- 
night. But I just wanted to say a few 
things at the outset and to just thank 
you again, Mr. COLLINS and Mr. CAR- 
TER, for setting this particular time 
aside so we can really educate our col- 
leagues, aS much as anything, about 
the problems facing independent com- 
munity pharmacists. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. I thank my 
colleague. I do appreciate that. 
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And that is the issue here: education. 
People can look in on this. They can 
hear what we are talking about. They 
can see this education part of it. 

This is found in every district. It is 
almost like veterans. There is no Mem- 
ber of Congress that doesn’t have vet- 
erans’ issues, because they come from 
every area. Every one of our districts 
has independent pharmacists. And as 
one told me just the other day, he said, 
if the condition doesn’t change, they 
will be gone in a year and a half. 

I have had, even in my area, county 
governments who believe that they can 
cut their healthcare costs by going and 
taking the pharmacies and putting 
them with a PBM and centralizing it 
for county employees. They said that 
they would save X amount of dollars. 
And when I called my county commis- 
sioner and asked him about this, I said: 
You save this amount of money. But, I 
said: If you realize, if you take county 
employees out of the system, govern- 
ment operating this—and this is some- 
one on my side of the aisle. I told him: 
You take government and put this in 
control, you are going to put phar- 
macies out of business. And I said: How 
much do you save when they have to 
lay off employees? They shutter their 
businesses, and you lose sales tax, 
property tax, and the peripheral in- 
come that comes with that. 

We have got to address it, and that is 
why we are here tonight. This edu- 
cational process is important. 

When you come up through the legis- 
lative ranks—whether it is here in Con- 
gress or the State house, where I start- 
ed, you meet folks who you learn to 
have a great deal of respect for, espe- 
cially from the places that they have 
come and what they have done in the 
past. 

BUDDY CARTER, the Congressman 
from the southeast coastline of Geor- 
gia, is one of those who actually is a 
pharmacist. 

I think one of the things I want to 
emphasize tonight is—and some people 
might be saying: Why are you bashing 
pharmacists? We are not bashing phar- 
macists. Pharmacists are great. I love 
them. No matter where they work, it is 
the system that they are trapped in 
that is broken, that is hurting the indi- 
viduals who need that care. 

So tonight we are going to have a 
great perspective from one in the pro- 
fession who understands this firsthand, 
from owning those pharmacies, but 
also dispensing and taking care of pa- 
tients. 

With that, I yield to the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. CARTER) for his com- 
ments. 

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Thank you, 
Representative COLLINS, and thank you 
for hosting this tonight. This is cer- 
tainly a very important subject. It is 
very important to me, personally, yes, 
but it is more important to our 
healthcare system. 
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Mr. Speaker, for over 2,000 years, the 
practice of pharmacies has existed to 
help people with their ailments. Today, 
the most common pharmacy position is 
that of the community pharmacist. 
Community pharmacists are the front 
lines of medication, instructing and 
counseling on the proper use and ad- 
verse effects of medically prescribed 
drugs. 

However, over the past decade, there 
have been several issues that have 
threatened the role of community 
pharmacists. Being a community phar- 
macist myself, I know these issues all 
too well. I believe that there are three 
main issues that we can address in 
Congress that will allow the commu- 
nity pharmacists to continue to fill the 
invaluable role of counseling Ameri- 
cans on the proper use and dangers of 
prescription medications. 

First of all, MAC pricing trans- 
parency. 

When I became a Member of the 
United States Congress and I got in- 
volved in government, I jokingly said 
that if I could learn 10 percent of all 
the acronyms in the Federal Govern- 
ment, I think I would have been a suc- 
cess. Then I got to thinking about it, 
and I feel a little silly now because 
there are a lot of acronyms in phar- 
macy as well. One of those is MAC, M- 
A-C, maximum allowable cost. Another 
is PBM, pharmacy benefits manager. 

Now let’s talk about MAC pricing 
transparency. This is a bill that is 
being offered, and this is a situation 
that needs to be taken care of. It needs 
to be addressed. It is perhaps one of the 
most pressing—if not the most press- 
ing—issues facing community phar- 
macists right now. 

MAC is a price list. The maximum al- 
lowable cost is a price list that lists 
the upper limit or the maximum 
amount that an insurance plan will pay 
for a generic drug. In other words, if 
you have a generic drug and it is on 
that MAC list, they are going to tell 
you what the maximum allowable cost 
is. That maximum allowable cost may 
be $10. Now, if you can buy it for $9, 
more power to you; but if you have to 
buy it for $11, you are only going to get 
paid $10. That is why they call it the 
maximum allowable cost. 

Each insurance plan sets the max- 
imum allowable cost for the plan. 
Some States require them to follow a 
certain policy, if you will, a certain 
procedure when they set those plans, 
those prices. Most States don’t. In a lot 
of States that don’t, the insurance 
companies can set it wherever they 
want to, whatever they want to set it 
at. They may choose a drug that is 
only available in a certain area for a 
certain price. 

For instance, if I am in southeast 
Georgia, I may not be able to get that 
drug at that price that they set it at 
because they used the price that it is 
available in the northeast and is not 
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available to us in the southeast. That 
is why we have got to have trans- 
parency. That is why we have got to 
have maximum allowable cost trans- 
parency. 

PBMs are supposed to ensure that 
the cost of the drugs do not rise to 
unaffordable price levels, which is sup- 
posed to allow continued access to 
medications to Americans and main- 
tain low costs for employers who pro- 
vide coverage for those employees, and 
that is very important. They are sup- 
posed to set those prices so that their 
plan’s recipients, the ones that are cov- 
ered, are able to get those medications. 

Therein lies a couple of problems. 
One is what I just explained, that it is 
not always available at the price that 
they set. A second is that sometimes 
the price goes up. We know that the 
price of generics have been going up 
significantly and rapidly. When that 
happens, sometimes the insurance com- 
panies, the PBMs, are slow to raise 
their MAC prices, which means that if 
I have got a MAC price of $10 and, over- 
night, the price of that drug went up to 
$20, until the insurance company raises 
the MAC price, I am still going to get 
paid $10 even though it is costing me 
$20. That cannot be sustainable for 
community pharmacists. 

Community pharmacy is somewhat 
different from other healthcare pro- 
viders in that we have a product. We 
actually have a product that we have 
to pay for. We have that product. 

Now, granted, doctors’ offices have 
injectables they have to pay for and so 
and so, and we understand that. But in 
community pharmacy, we actually 
have that product on our shelf, and we 
have got to pay for it, regardless of 
how much we get paid for it. The 
wholesaler doesn’t say: Well, how much 
did you get paid for it? That is how 
much we are going to charge you. 

We wish it worked that way, but it 
doesn’t work that way. 

The way it works is they have got a 
set price. If it is $20 and I am only get- 
ting paid $10 for it, I am losing that $10. 

Now, some of you may think: Well, 
you can make up that $10, can’t you, 
and charge the patient? No. You can’t 
do that. 

If they have got a copay, that copay 
is $5, that is what they pay. I can’t 
charge them $15 to make up for that 
difference. That is not allowed. That is 
one of the things that is leading to the 
detriment of the community phar- 
macy. 

But perhaps an even more important 
point there is what happens with the 
patient. Because, keep in mind, ulti- 
mately what we are talking about here, 
when we are talking about keeping 
community pharmacies open, when we 
are talking about making certain that 
this provider is available, we are talk- 
ing about the patients. 
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We are talking about the patient and 
patient care. If Iam not able to pay for 
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that medication because I am not get- 
ting reimbursed enough, that patient is 
not going to get the medication, and 
that is going to lead to even more med- 
ical costs. That is why this is so vitally 
important. In the end, what it comes to 
is patient care. 

What is the problem? What is the 
problem with PBMs, with the phar- 
macy benefits managers? First of all, 
there is no transparency. There is no 
transparency in the contracts with the 
PBMs. For example, several years ago 
Meridian Health Systems, a nonprofit 
that owns and operates six hospitals in 
southern New Jersey, hired a PBM to 
help reduce their surging medication 
costs for its 12,000 employees and their 
families. 

This PBM projected it would slice at 
least $763,000 from Meridian’s $12 mil- 
lion in annual medication spending. 
Just 3 months into the contract Merid- 
jan was on pace to balloon by $1.3 mil- 
lion. This PBM insisted that it was ac- 
tually saving Meridian money. It was 
not. 

After some investigation by Merid- 
ian, Meridian discovered that this PBM 
was making huge gross profits ranging 
from $5 per prescription to multiple 
times that amount. In one example, 
Meridian was charged $92.53 on a ge- 
neric bottle of antibiotics while the 
PBM only paid $26.91 to get the pre- 
scription filled. That is a profit spread 
of $65.62. 

Therein lies the problem in what is 
referred to as the spread, the difference 
between what the PBM actually 
charged the company and the dif- 
ference in what they actually paid for. 
That is the spread that the PBMs work 
on. 

The amount that PBMs charge the 
small businesses, the customer, or the 
government under part D of Medicare 
can be significantly more than what it 
actually costs for them to fill the pre- 
scription. As I mentioned, PBMs don’t 
always update their price list in a rea- 
sonable amount of time. This hurts 
pharmacies, and more than that, again, 
it hurts patients. 

There has been evidence to suggest 
that some PBMs wait until 4 to 6 
months to update that reimbursement 
rates after a drug price rises. There has 
been evidence of that. 

I have experienced that while I was 
still working. Ten months ago, before I 
entered Congress, before I became a 
Member of Congress, when I was still 
running my drugstore, I experienced 
this. I experienced where a product 
would go up in cost, yet the PBM 
would not adjust their price, their cost, 
their MAC. 

We would have months, literally 
months, where we were getting paid 
less than what we were having to pay 
for the drug. Obviously, that is not sus- 
tainable. That business model doesn’t 
work for anyone regardless of who it is. 

This leaves pharmacists getting re- 
imbursed for drug prices that could be 
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extremely out of date. Any small busi- 
ness in the country can’t sustain oper- 
ability when they don’t know how 
much it costs to provide the customer 
with their service. You are basically 
asking a business owner to operate 
with no understanding of revenue. No 
one in the country can operate a busi- 
ness like this. 

We need as much transparency as 
possible to make sure that PBMs are 
doing what they were created to do. My 
colleague from Georgia (Mr. COLLINS) 
has introduced H.R. 244, the MAC 
Transparency Act, which would provide 
much-needed transparency to the oper- 
ations of PBMs and provide phar- 
macies, businesses, and Americans a 
better understanding of their insurance 
coverage and the true drug costs. This 
is a very important piece of legislation. 

Another issue that is very important 
and extremely important to phar- 
macists is provider status. Now, Mr. 
Speaker, I graduated from pharmacy 
school in 1980. I have what is known as 
a bachelor of pharmacy degree. Back 
then it was a 5-year degree. The phar- 
macists that are graduating now are 
graduating with a doctor of pharmacy 
degree, a 4-year professional degree 
that usually comes after a bachelor’s 
degree. 

In most cases, they have at least 6 
and, in most cases, 8 years of edu- 
cation. Their clinical expertise is so 
impressive right now. The practice of 
pharmacy has changed so much during 
the years that I have been practicing. I 
have seen it go from where we did 
nothing more than fill prescriptions to 
where now the pharmacist is a vital 
member of the healthcare team. 

Mr. COLLINS mentioned a little while 
ago about someone asking if they could 
get a flu shot in a drive-through. We 
have actually seen that done some- 
times. But the point that I want to 
make is pharmacists now are actually 
administering vaccines. 

How does that help us? How does that 
help Americans? How does that help 
our healthcare system? Obviously, our 
vaccination rate improves. Keep in 
mind, in south Georgia, where I rep- 
resent, rural health care is a concern. 
We quite often say that, in Georgia, 
there are two Georgias. There is north 
Georgia and the Atlanta metro area 
and then there is the rest of Georgia. 

Access to health care is very impor- 
tant in south Georgia, particularly in 
the rural area of south Georgia, where 
you find that pharmacists are some of 
the most accessible healthcare profes- 
sionals out there. If it were not for our 
pharmacists, many of these patients 
would not get those vaccinations, and 
that is very important. It is very im- 
portant that we have provider status 
for pharmacists. 

The U.S. healthcare system has come 
into an era of integrated care delivery 
systems that provide all-encompassing 
care to Americans. This new structure 
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of care will provide Americans with the 
type of care that allows constant col- 
laboration with all sectors of health 
care to provide the highest level of 
care. 

As all of us know, the majority of 
Americans that rely on healthcare pro- 
fessionals are the elderly. However, 
under part B of Medicare, pharmacists 
are excluded from the list of providers 
under Medicare part B. 

This is something that is going to 
have to change. Regardless of how you 
might feel about the Affordable Care 
Act, regardless of how you might feel 
about what is our state of health care 
here in America now, one thing is for 
certain. We are going to have to utilize 
all disciplines in health care to im- 
prove our system. We are going to have 
to utilize pharmacists. We are going to 
have to utilize nurses and physician’s 
assistants. We are going to have to 
make use of all of those. 

Now, to my physician friends, make 
no mistake about it. Doctors remain 
the quarterback. They remain the cap- 
tains of the team. We have to have 
them. They are essential. But these 
services that have been provided in the 
old model where doctors did everything 
and the other healthcare professionals 
didn’t participate has got to change in 
order for health care to sustain here in 
America. 

We have got to utilize these. My wife 
is a physical therapist. The physical 
therapists who are graduating now, 
again, are so clinically oriented and 
they can do so much more. We find 
that in all different aspects in allied 
health care. 

That is something that we have to 
do. That is why it is vitally important 
that we have provider status for phar- 
macists, physicians, physician’s assist- 
ants, certified nurse practitioners, 
qualified psychologists, clinical social 
workers, certified nurse midwives, and 
certified registered nurse anesthetists. 

All of those are reimbursable and 
covered under Medicare part B, but 
pharmacists are not. Pharmacists need 
to be included in that. These profes- 
sionals make up a healthcare team 
that provides an integrated healthcare 
plan for the treatment of a patient. 
However, I have never experienced a 
patient that required this level of care 
without being prescribed medications. 
It is a vital part of it. 

If we don’t get the medications to 
them, the whole process fails. Why does 
the patient go to the doctor and spend 
all this time being diagnosed and this 
doctor use all of his expertise in diag- 
nosing this patient if they are not 
going to get the medications? It is a 
vital part. 

We refer to it as a three-legged stool 
where you have got the physician, you 
have got the pharmacist, and you have 
got the patient. All of them have to 
work together to make the system 
work. 
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If we really want to provide a fully 
integrated healthcare system, phar- 
macists’ services should be included 
under Medicare. This is why my friend 
from Kentucky (Mr. GUTHRIE) has in- 
troduced H.R. 592, the Pharmacy in 
Medically Underserved Areas Enhance- 
ment Act. This legislation would in- 
clude pharmacists under the list of pro- 
viders under Medicare part B and pro- 
vide a true integrated healthcare team 
for Medicare patients. 

Finally, the third thing that we need 
to do and that Congress can do—some 
health plans, particularly Medicare 
prescription plans, have selected cer- 
tain pharmacies to be the plan’s pre- 
ferred provider. We must have any will- 
ing provider, pharmacy legislation, 
rather than allow insurance plans to 
pick and choose a preferred pharmacy. 

Now, this is something I have, unfor- 
tunately, a lot of experience with. I 
have been practicing for over 34 years 
now. Let me tell you, I have had pa- 
tients who have been with me that 
long. They are a part of my family. 

I have provided services to them. 
They have come to my store. I have 
provided generations of services to 
them, to their parents, to their grand- 
parents, and now to them and to their 
children. Yet, they at the first of the 
year come to me, some of them in 
tears, and tell me, “I have got to 
change pharmacies. I don’t want to. 
But my insurance plan is telling me 
that this is the only pharmacy I can 
use.”’ 

Sometimes the PBMs will mask it by 
saying, ‘‘Well, that is not true. They 
can use you. They can go ahead and 
pay for the medications and submit us 
the receipts and we will see if we can 
reimburse them or they can go to our 
preferred pharmacy and pay the $5 
copay.” That is not a choice. That is 
not a choice at all. 

Other plans will tell you, “Okay. You 
can use this pharmacy outside of our 
preferred network if you want to. The 
copay is going to be $45. But if you use 
our preferred pharmacy, the copay is 
going be to $5.” 

Well, let me tell you, if you have 10 
prescriptions, as a lot of elderly pa- 
tients do, are you going to pay $450 as 
opposed to $50? That is not a choice. 
That is not something that is going to 
lead patients to stay with their phar- 
macy. 

They are going to have to change, 
and they don’t want to do that. Mr. 
Speaker, having a choice makes a dif- 
ference. These relationships that pa- 
tients have with their healthcare pro- 
viders are very, very important. 

So my colleague from Virginia (Mr. 
GRIFFITH) has offered legislation to 
remedy this problem. The Ensuring 
Seniors Access to Local Pharmacies 
Act of 2015 would allow Medicare en- 
rollees to keep their longtime phar- 
macist if that pharmacist agrees to the 
terms and conditions of the Medicare 
prescription drug plan. 
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In providing this reform, we will be 
able to provide a free market system 
for prescription drug plans that will 
lower cost while also providing comfort 
to Americans. This is win-win. 

Now, before you say, ‘Oh, Buddy, all 
you are saying is that you want to 
force people to have to do this,” no, 
not at all. Iam a free market guy. You 
will not meet more of a free market 
person than me. All we are asking to 
do is to have the ability to compete. 
That is all we are asking to do, to par- 
ticipate in the free market. 

If the insurance company—if the 
PBM, sets the reimbursement, if I see, 
okay, this is the reimbursement they 
are going to pay me, if I am willing to 
accept that reimbursement, I should be 
able to participate. That is all we are 
saying. 

Give us the opportunity, if we are a 
willing provider, to participate. Select 
Networks are hurting us. But, more 
importantly—more importantly—they 
are hurting the patients. 

Why is that? Because now the pa- 
tient, instead of going to my pharmacy 
where it is convenient, where they 
have been going for 34 years, where 
their parents went, where their grand- 
parents went, are having to go and 
travel long distances, particularly in 
south Georgia, to get to the pharmacy 
that is a Select pharmacy, the Select 
provider. A lot of times they just do 
without. Then what happens? Then all 
of a sudden medical costs rise, and we 
don’t see adherence. That is a problem. 

So those three things, Mr. Speaker, 
are three things that are very impor- 
tant to community pharmacies. 

I want to thank again my colleague 
from Georgia (Mr. COLLINS) for bring- 
ing this up and let you know that I 
have been honored to serve as a phar- 
macist. I think it is a noble profession. 

But, most importantly, I want to 
make sure you understand this is about 
the patients. If community pharmacies 
don’t survive, this is going to mean 
that health care in this country suf- 
fers. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak- 
er, I appreciate my friend from Georgia 
and his passionate defense of what we 
are doing here tonight. 

Earlier this month many of my col- 
leagues and I sent a letter to CMS in 
support of proposed guidance to ensure 
part D plan cosponsors consistently re- 
port pharmacy price concessions. That 
letter was led by fellow Georgian and a 
good champion of pharmacists, AUSTIN 
ScoTT, and it is my pleasure to yield 
some time to him now. 

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. 
Thank you, Mr. COLLINS and Mr. 
LOEBSACK. I appreciate your being 
here. This is certainly a bipartisan 
issue and gets to the heart of some of 
the challenges in health care in our 
country right now. I certainly rise 
today in support of our Nation’s com- 
munity pharmacists and our phar- 
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macies which play a critical role in our 
healthcare system. 

Many of these independent businesses 
operate in underserved areas like the 
ones that I represent in rural Georgia, 
24 counties. In areas where a doctor 
may be many miles away, local phar- 
macists deliver flu shots, give advice 
on over-the-counter drugs, and help 
with late-night drugstore runs for sick 
kids. 

Many people see their pharmacists 
much more often than their doctor, 
and there is a very personal relation- 
ship between these community phar- 
macists, patients, and the physician. 
They are community pillars, and they 
contribute greatly to the economies. It 
is crucial that these pharmacies have a 
level playing field when trying to runa 
successful business in a challenging 
and complex environment. 

As you know, Mr. COLLINS, I was an 
insurance broker for many years. I 
thought I might tell a very personal 
story about one of my clients who, 
shortly after their contract was issued, 
the gentleman’s child got sick and they 
needed a prescription filled. So they 
went to the local big box pharmacist or 
pharmacy, and they wouldn’t fill it for 
them. 
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Even when I, as the agent, could pro- 
vide evidence that the person was in- 
sured without the card, they simply 
would not fill the gentleman’s prescrip- 
tion. The local community pharmacist 
was the one that filled the script. 

Now, the irony of it and what we are 
talking about here and where the real 
problem comes in is that, when the per- 
son got their insurance card because of 
the PBMs, they could no longer use 
that community pharmacist that was 
the only one that would provide the 
service that they needed when they ac- 
tually needed it. 

So it is extremely important that, 
when we have these business models, 
we keep those local community phar- 
macists where they are able to run a 
successful business and stay in busi- 
ness. 

During the August district work pe- 
riod, I stopped by another drugstore, a 
small drug store in Quitman that had 
been there many, many years. Genera- 
tions of people have continued to rely 
on them for their services. 

While I was there, I watched one of 
our senior citizens, a lovely lady, come 
in. The owner called her by name. They 
caught up on family and friends and 
what was going on in life, and she had 
some questions about the medications. 

And let me tell you that pharmacist 
knew the answer to every single one. 
He knew her history with those medi- 
cations and was able to answer those 
questions that she asked. She left there 
with a smile on her face knowing that 
she knew what she needed to take, 
when she needed to take it, and what 
she needed to take it with. 
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As I stopped at these local commu- 
nity pharmacies like the ones I visited 
in August, I continued to hear concerns 
from them about what is happening in 
the pricing structure and that, if the 
price on a drug goes up, the insurance 
company has the ability and takes sev- 
eral months to change the rate when 
the price goes up. But if the price 
comes down, as happens in free market 
sometimes, they immediately reduce 
the price that they reimburse to the 
pharmacist. 

There should be no excuse for the dif- 
ference in the timeframe in which the 
reimbursement occurs. If it can be done 
when the price is changing to the 
downside, it can certainly be done in 
the same time limit when the price is 
changing to the upside. 

A lot of things we have seen lately in 
pharmacy. We saw where a venture 
capitalist purchased a drug and raised 
the price of that drug several thou- 
sandfold overnight. That has been hap- 
pening, and local community phar- 
macists have expressed concerns with 
this issue for many years. 

It has happened with nitroglycerine 
tablets, for example, that has been 
around for decades and decades. They 
have gone from 8 cents apiece to $8 
apiece. Digoxin for a heart condition, 
doxycycline, the same thing has hap- 
pened with these drugs. 

How is this happening? And who is 
going to help us fix this if not for the 
ability to get the information from 
their local community pharmacist? 

They are the ones that care the most, 
and they are the ones that are willing 
to help resolve the challenges with the 
higher drug costs in this country. 

So one would ask: How is it that, in 
many cases, our local pharmacists are 
kept from being able to participate in 
the networks? Well, in many cases, the 
networks that are blocking out the 
local community pharmacists are actu- 
ally owned by the big box pharmacies. 

If you want to talk about a conflict 
of interest, that is about as conflicted 
as it gets when your big box phar- 
macists own the network that actually 
can determine who you can get your 
drugs from and they box out their own 
competition. 

Quite honestly, I think it would be a 
wonderful issue for the Federal Trade 
Commission to get involved in and to 
bring competition back into that area. 

One of the things that I think would 
help is H.R. 793, the Ensuring Seniors 
Access to Local Pharmacies Act of 
2015. I want to thank my colleagues 
that are here that are also cosponsors 
for it. 

This bill allows community phar- 
macies that are located in medically 
underserved areas or areas that have 
health professional shortages the abil- 
ity to participate in Medicare part D in 
the preferred pharmacy networks so 
long as they are willing to accept the 
contract terms and conditions that 
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other 
under. 

This is reasonable. This is patient 
choice. This keeps the small business 
owner out there. Let me ask you to 
make no mistake about it. This is big 
business versus small business. 

One of the other things that I want 
to talk about is MAC, the maximum al- 
lowable cost. Pharmacists are often re- 
imbursed for generics by this MAC list. 
You have heard BUDDY CARTER talk 
about this earlier. He certainly knows 
more about it than I do. This list is 
created by the PBMs, but nobody 
knows how they create this list. 

As patients, we have a right to deter- 
mine how the costs are derived for the 
drugs that we are going to take. And 
understand this. It is not a manufac- 
turer’s cost. It is not a manufacturer’s 
cost. It is a maximum allowable cost. 
When the lists are updated, certainly it 
should be done in a timely manner. 

I am happy to have cosponsored H.R. 
244, and I certainly hope to see that bi- 
partisan bill pass. 

With that, Mr. COLLINS, thank you 
for taking the lead on this issue. 

Our local community pharmacists 
are extremely important to our 
healthcare system. There is a way to 
create a scenario under which the pa- 
tients have more choice and that re- 
quires keeping that local community 
pharmacist in business. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Well, Mr. 
Scott, I don’t disagree with you. I 
thank you for being here. You have 
been a great champion to this cause as 
well. 

I think the interesting thing here—I 
want to repeat—hbasically, what we are 
going back to is some simple fixes. We 
are not asking for one to be preferred 
over another one. 

I think exactly what the PBMs actu- 
ally want is they want to prefer and 
they want to run you into their net- 
work and control you. 

And, by the way, most people don’t 
realize that a lot of our community 
pharmacists have to buy from PBM, 
who operate other big box stores, who, 
in turn, then audit them and can fine 
them if they don’t follow the plan ex- 
actly. 

These are the kind of crazy things 
that just obviously—— 

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. Can 
I repeat one thing you just said right 
there? 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Go right 
ahead. 

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. They 
get to audit their competitors. Now, in 
what other scenario in the world could 
you say it is a free market when your 
competitor, who is the big box multi- 
billion-dollar operation, gets to audit 
their small business competitor? 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. It is baf- 
fling. That is why H.R. 244 simply says 
you have 7 days to update the list, 
number one. Number two, it says that 
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patients will not be forced by PBMs to 
use a PBM-owned pharmacy, an obvi- 
ous conflict of interest. 

And according to Medicare data, 
PBM on mail order pharmacies may 
charge plans more, as much as 83 per- 
cent more, to fill prescriptions than 
community pharmacies. 

Mr. LOEBSACK, you have been with us 
on this from day one. Tell me some 
more about what you are hearing out 
there. 

Mr. LOEBSACK. Oh, my gosh. First 
of all, I want to thank Mr. CARTER. It 
is testimonials like his that I have 
been hearing for the last 10 years, since 
I have been in Congress, since I first 
went to an independent community 
pharmacist, and you spoke with such 
great passion. 

You are not alone, as you know. 
Every single person like you in my dis- 
trict can tell me the same things that 
you have told me. That is why I am on 
these bills. That is why I am talking 
tonight about these issues. 

I don’t have the firsthand experience 
that you have as a pharmacist. The 
closest I ever got to a pharmacy, other 
than picking up my prescription drugs, 
before I got into Congress was when I 
was 16 and 17 years old. I was a delivery 
boy for Greenville Pharmacy in Sioux 
City, Iowa, which, by the way, still ex- 
ists, since 1969. Actually, longer ago 
than that it was established. But I 
would deliver prescription drugs to 
folks, especially to the elderly who 
couldn’t get out of their home, who 
couldn’t get to the pharmacy. 

That is what this is about, as you 
said. It is about making sure ulti- 
mately. And as a Member of Congress, 
my job is to make sure that folks have 
access to affordable quality health 
care. 

And that is where pharmacists play 
such an important role, whether it is 
with medication therapy management 
or just simply consulting on an infor- 
mal basis with someone who comes in 
and has a lot of different prescriptions 
and is confused by what to take and 
when to take them. 

You folks really do such a wonderful 
job. And if we lost that service, as you 
said, because of unfair business prac- 
tices, because of being squeezed by the 
big guys—and it doesn’t make any 
sense at all for that to happen—then 
patients would suffer in the end. 

That is why I support both of these 
pieces of legislation, two of these that 
have been mentioned already. 244, 
which Mr. COLLINS just mentioned 
again, to make sure that everyone un- 
derstands what it is about, it is a meas- 
ure that will increase transparency of 
generic drug payment rates in Medi- 
care part D and the Federal Employees 
Health Benefits program, which serves 
a lot of folks, as we know, millions of 
folks, and in the TRICARE pharmacy 
program by requiring those PBMs, one, 
to provide pricing updates at least once 
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every 7 days. That doesn’t seem like a 
lot to ask, to me, and I am sure it 
doesn’t seem like a lot to ask for you; 
number two, disclose the sources used 
to update that MAC list and to notify 
pharmacies of any changes in indi- 
vidual drug prices before these prices 
can be used as a basis of reimburse- 
ment. This is complete common sense. 
That is why there are Republicans and 
Democrats alike on this bill, and I hope 
we can move this bill forward. 

In Iowa, the State legislature did 
pass something not quite this com- 
prehensive, but something similar to 
this, because in Iowa folks understand 
what these PBMs are doing and what 
those independent community phar- 
macists are up against. 

And the second piece of legislation, 
H.R. 592 that was already referenced, 
again, a bipartisan piece of legislation, 
has got 218 cosponsors. If memory 
serves me, that is exactly the number 
we need, if everybody votes, to pass a 
piece of legislation in this body. We 
could get it done. If we brought it to 
the floor, we could get it done. 

Maybe we ought to do a discharge pe- 
tition. Sorry. I don’t mean to create 
too many anxieties there with you 
folks. But, nonetheless, we have got to 
get this thing done. It is about making 
sure that our pharmacists are able to 
continue to deliver the kind of quality 
health care. 

Look, whatever we decide at the Fed- 
eral level when it comes to utilizing 
pharmacists to their full potential, this 
legislation does stipulate that nothing 
will override State scope of practice 
laws as well. 

Because I know that a lot of folks in 
other professions have concerns about 
that, that pharmacists are going to go 
too far. Well, they are not going to. If 
States have laws in place about scope 
of practice, this legislation will not 
override that. 

But it is about making sure, as Mr. 
CARTER said and as Mr. COLLINS would 
agree and others who have been so ac- 
tive on these issues would agree—it is 
about making sure that folks get the 
quality care that they need. 

If we close down these pharmacies in 
these rural areas—95 percent of the 
folks in Iowa are within 5 miles of an 
independent community pharmacist—if 
they close down those pharmacies, 
those folks in my district who depend 
upon those pharmacies and those phar- 
macists are going to suffer. That is un- 
acceptable to me. 

Thanks again for giving me the time 
to speak on this. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. 
LOEBSACK, you hit it right. There are 
so many times we get to talking policy 
and big picture up here. The bottom 
line is what we do up here—and when I 
was in the State legislature, you could 
see it because you were a little bit clos- 
er—States are starting to pick up this 
mantle, as you just said, in Iowa and 
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other States. But it goes back to that 
feeling of what I call security. 

Now, as I said just a few minutes ago, 
the pharmacist is not the issue. The 
pharmacist is someone who helps in 
the curing process. They are part of 
that. 

I don’t want to ever have anyone who 
happened to watch this to say, ‘‘Why 
are you bashing pharmacists?” We are 
not bashing pharmacists. What we are 
taking shots at and what we are trying 
to find solutions for is an abusive prac- 
tice that has been set up in the name of 
saving money at the expense of the pa- 
tient. That is unacceptable. 

It is time we have a hearing up here 
on those kind of abuses. I call for that. 
I call for the bills to be brought to the 
floor. Let’s do those kind of things. We 
have got 26 cosponsors and growing 
daily on H.R. 244. They are under- 
standing the issue. 

As we go into this thing, one of the 
things that I talked about earlier and I 
said I was going to come back to was: 
Live your ‘‘why.’’ You know, think 
about this. I want everybody to have a 
choice. If you like going to the big box 
and getting your bananas, your shot- 
gun shells, and your aspirin at the 
same place, go for it. That is great. I 
love it. 

But if you want to go to there and 
then go by and see your pharmacist 
who opened up, hung a shingle, so to 
speak, had that American Dream, he 
sells other things—and in my phar- 
macy I can get a scoop of ice cream and 
I sit there and talk and I see people and 
see life. That is what it is about. It is 
not about forcing us in. 

That is one of the problems that on 
our side we have had about health care 
in general. The government, that is not 
the place. This is an area where we 
have got our thumb sort of on the 
scale, and we have got to stop that. I 
think this is what does that, and your 
help has been tremendous in that re- 
gard. 

Congressman CARTER, one of the 
things we see in Georgia and I know we 
have seen it in Iowa—in short, you 
have a story—I have got stories I am 
going to probably share a little bit 
later—just where this is has affected a 
patient. 

Several of my pharmacists talk 
about how they have had customers 
that have been coming to them for 
years and then get a disease that they 
can’t keep the medicine because it is 
too expensive. Do you have some exam- 
ples like that where this kind of legis- 
lation would help? 

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Well, there 
is no question about it. As I said ear- 
lier, Iam a free market guy. All I want 
to do is compete, and I want to com- 
pete on a level playing field. Let me 
compete. 

You know, when I first entered phar- 
macy before PBMs became so vogue 
and became such a big part of this, it 
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was pretty easy in the sense of being in 
business in pharmacy because all you 
had to do was be nice to the people. 
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I mean, it was about customer serv- 
ice. It was about taking care of the pa- 
tient, and that is what we are talking 
about—taking care of the patient. 

I told you earlier I have had genera- 
tions of families who trade with me— 
grandparents, parents. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. I want to 
jump in right here on this, and if you 
have a story, we will talk about it. 

My own family member had an issue, 
and we were discussing medication. I 
knew the doctor—I could call—but my 
first call was to my pharmacist be- 
cause I said I knew I could get him; I 
knew he would answer; and at the 
time—and what was amazing was—my 
parents didn’t buy their drugs from 
him, but, yet, he picked up the phone, 
and he heard my complaint. 

Is that sort of what you see and what 
you have seen as well? 

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Oh, there is 
no question about it. In fact, I have ex- 
perienced it. 

Look, I have been a community phar- 
macist, as I said earlier, for 34 years. I 
have been in business for myself for al- 
most 28 years now. I live near where 
my pharmacy is. I live less than 5 miles 
away from it. I am a member of that 
community. I was the mayor of that 
community for 9 years. For 9 years, I 
was mayor. I served in the State legis- 
lature. I represent them now in Con- 
gress, and I have gotten calls in the 
middle of the night. 

What is interesting and what has 
been very rewarding for me profes- 
sionally is when I ran for office and 
when I would be knocking on doors, 
and I would introduce myself. ‘‘I know 
you. I know you. You helped my moth- 
er when she was under hospice care. 
You got up and went to the store and 
met me there one night and got her 
medication.’’ Now, let me tell you that 
that makes you feel good. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. It does. 
Again, when you get into this, it is 
about people. 

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. It is. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Politics 
and drug stores and people. This is 
about politics. This is about people. It 
is those people. It is people. It is pol- 
icy. 

What kinds of things have you heard, 
Mr. LOEBSACK? 

Mr. LOEBSACK. I just want to say 
one thing. 

Pharmacists are among the most re- 
spected folks in all of America, and 
there is a reason for that. 

Now, Mr. CARTER, I realize you went 
from being a pharmacist to being a 
Congressman. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. We do ques- 
tion that. 

Mr. LOEBSACK. We might question 
your judgment about that kind of a 
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transition, and you are finding out 
about that; but, nonetheless, every sin- 
gle time I go to a pharmacist, it is the 
same thing—they care. They care 
about their patients. 

Again, I have so many stories, but it 
would take forever for me to recount 
all the stories of all of the pharmacies 
I have gone to in my congressional dis- 
trict over the last 9 years. I have 24 
counties. I have a lot of local phar- 
macies, as you might imagine, and 
those pharmacists are among the most 
respected folks in the community. 
They are right up there with the cler- 
gymen; so that tells you something 
about them and about their profession 
and about how folks look up to them 
and about how folks depend upon them. 

As you just said, they are the folks 
who get called when they are worried 
about their prescriptions. They are the 
folks who can be reached the most eas- 
ily. Other professionals can be reached, 
but pharmacists are right there at the 
ready, and that is very important. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. It is. 

If you are following and tracking, we 
can talk bills, and we can talk regula- 
tions, and those are great things; but 
the bottom line is what is best in the 
health care arena from the whole per- 
spective. 

You did a great job, Representative 
CARTER, about talking about the doc- 
tor and all the different agencies com- 
ing in together. 

I will never forget, when growing up, 
the story, for me, of, when you got to 
the pharmacist, you were getting bet- 
ter. One, I had gotten through the doc- 
tor’s office—I had gotten my shot, or I 
had gotten whatever—but I had gotten 
to the pharmacist’s. Just give me some 
medicine. Let me go home. Back then, 
there was some tasting bad stuff—I 
don’t know where that came from—but 
I remember going in, and they would 
take time, and they would care. 

Still, in my district and in many of 
your districts, you can go in and look 
at the community pharmacist who was 
on the square. A lot of them had lunch 
counters. A lot of them had other 
things. They sold cards and trinkets. 
What is amazing to me today is I do 
not want to see through consolidation 
and corporate work a system that has 
a fingerprint on the scale, where gov- 
ernment has basically allowed this to 
happen—to start taking away the cen- 
terpieces of American squares. When 
you start taking away the centerpieces 
of squares and of lots and of commu- 
nities, both big and small—when you 
start doing that—then we are part of 
the problem. It is time we started edu- 
cating everybody we can. 

Do you see that? 

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. I do see 
that. 

I want to mention just two things. 

First of all, as an American taxpayer, 
you can imagine my being in business 
and having what we call “taxation 
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without participation.’’ Here we have 
Medicare part D plans that are paid for 
and supplemented through the govern- 
ment, which I pay taxes to, but my 
business is not allowed to participate. I 
am being taxed. I am paying my taxes 
and am doing what I am supposed to 
do. It is being used for a plan that ex- 
cludes my business. How fair is that? I 
am not asking for anything special. All 
I am asking for is an even playing field. 

Another thing that I want to men- 
tion is that I have intentionally not 
mentioned the names of PBMs. There 
are some good PBMs, and it is not the 
company that I have the problem with 
as much as it is the process and the 
model. I mean, that is very important 
to understand—we are talking about 
the model here—but I will tell you this. 
There have been numerous instances 
where companies think they are going 
to be saving money, and the PBMs 
have misled them into thinking they 
are going to save money. Let me tell 
you that these are some of the most 
profitable businesses around. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. May I jump 
in right here? 

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Sure. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. You may 
have heard this. 

I agree with you in that there are 
some great PBMs out there that do 
work. We are not just saying PBMs in 
general. 

The other thing that bothers me is— 
and I have heard this from my phar- 
macist, and you, I know, have experi- 
enced this, and we have talked about 
it, and Mr. LOEBSACK has as well—my 
pharmacists, my community phar- 
macists, are scared to say something. 
They are scared to talk about what is 
actually going on because they are 
scared their contracts will get can- 
celed. They are scared that they will 
get another audit. 

I am sorry. I am not a pharmacist. 
You can’t audit me, and I am going to 
stand here and talk about it for the 
pharmacists because they can’t. That 
is wrong. Anybody who wants to say 
that that is right, I do not understand 
that; but when you have got phar- 
macists who are just honest, hard- 
working people who are trying to run 
independent businesses and when they 
are scared to talk about their vendors 
to work a workable plan, what are we 
doing here? This should be easy. 

Mr. LOEBSACK. It doesn’t serve any 
of us. It certainly doesn’t serve any of 
us in the end, because those folks are 
the ones who are serving us, and if they 
are suppressed—if their voices cannot 
be heard—that stifles competition. It 
goes back to the market. It stifles com- 
petition, and that is not good for any 
of us in the end. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. When 
things change and when they say that 
we can’t give input because we are 
scared, that is just a problem. 

We are coming up on our time of 
closing. 
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Any last comments, Mr. LOEBSACK? 

Mr. LOEBSACK. Yes. 

Thank you, Mr. COLLINS. Thanks 
again for inviting me and Mr. CARTER. 
I really do appreciate this. 

As always, Mr. CARTER, I have 
learned something tonight from a phar- 
macist—I always do—and I really ap- 
preciate your comments. 

I just want to touch upon sort of the 
issue of the city square. That is so im- 
portant for so many of our rural dis- 
tricts, as you folks know all too well. 
It is kind of hard to explain that to our 
more urban colleagues, but we have to 
do the best that we can. A pharmacy is 
so absolutely critical for the economy 
of a small community. Yes, it is abso- 
lutely critical and necessary to serve 
the population in the area, but it is im- 
portant for the economy as well. 

We have a pharmacy—Mahaska Drug 
in Oskaloosa, Iowa. It is off the square 
a little bit, but it is such an important 
institution in its own right. Every 
Christmas, they have wonderful deco- 
rations, and they have things to sell 
for Christmas. I mean, people come to 
depend upon them to do the kinds of 
things they have done in providing not 
just the pharmacy services but other 
things as well. If they were to go under 
as a pharmacy, I am not at all sure 
that they would survive, and that com- 
munity would suffer as a result. Folks’ 
choices would be lessened. Their tradi- 
tion would be hurt. It would be a dis- 
aster in many ways for so many of our 
local communities if those pharmacies 
were to close down. 

I, for one, am with you. I am not 
willing to accept that. I am going to 
fight as hard as I possibly can with 
you, and we are going to do it together, 
holding hands across the aisle, which, 
as you know, doesn’t get done a lot 
around here; but when we can come to- 
gether, I think it is important for us to 
do that. So thanks again for organizing 
this tonight. I appreciate it. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. CAR- 
TER, would you like to add just a cou- 
ple of things? 

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. I will very 
quickly. 

First of all, again, I want to thank 
you, Representative COLLINS and my 
colleagues—all of you—for partici- 
pating in this. This has been a great 
exercise. 

Among my proudest possessions are 
the plaques that the baseball teams 
give you every year whenever you 
sponsor a team, and I have got a wall 
that is just filled with them. Patients 
come in all the time. ‘‘There I am. I 
played ball. That was the team I was 
on,” and they point toward it. It was 
the Carter’s Pharmacy team. 

I want to ask you: How many PBMs 
have you seen sponsoring Little League 
Baseball teams? I mean, seriously. 

Folks, we are talking about some- 
thing that is essential to our commu- 
nities, and this is a dire situation. I am 
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telling you. If this is not fixed soon, 
you are going to see a whole profession 
of community pharmacies going by the 
wayside. This is a matter of survival 
here. 

Again, we are not asking for a gov- 
ernment handout. All we are asking for 
is to be able to compete. It is to be able 
to compete in a fair market, in a free 
market, on a level playing field. Ulti- 
mately, the loser here is going to be 
the patient. If we allow this to happen 
and community pharmacies go away, 
the ones who are going to suffer are 
going to be the patients. 

Thank you again for this. I can’t tell 
you how proud I am of my profession, a 
profession that I chose years ago when 
I was in high school and when I was a 
delivery driver. After I realized I was 
not going to be the athlete that I want- 
ed to be, I decided it was time to get 
serious and decide on a profession. I 
did, and I could not be any prouder 
than the profession I chose of profes- 
sional pharmacy. Thank you. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. I thank all 
of my colleagues for coming here to- 
night. 

I am going to go back to where we 
started: Live your ‘‘why.’’ Live your 
“why.” That is all we are asking. Our 
independent pharmacists and our com- 
munity pharmacists are just simply 
saying: Let us have an even playing 
field. We will play with the big boys. 
We don’t care. Just let us have our 
“why.” When we do that, our benefits 
come to our communities. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 


ES 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. HUDSON (at the request of Mr. 
McCARTHY) for today on account of 
family reasons. 

Mr. PAYNE (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today through October 23 
on account of medical procedure. 


ee 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House, 
reported and found truly enrolled a bill 
of the House of the following title, 
which was thereupon signed by the 
Speaker: 

H.R. 1735. An act to authorize appropria- 
tions for fiscal year 2016 for military activi- 
ties of the Department of Defense, for mili- 
tary construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes. 


EE 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move that the House do now ad- 
journ. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 56 minutes 
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p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, October 21, 2015, at 10 a.m. 
for morning-hour debate. 


a 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

3169. A letter from the Acting Under Sec- 
retary, Personnel and Readiness, Depart- 
ment of Defense, transmitting a letter au- 
thorizing Captain William W. Wheeler III, 
United States Navy, to wear the insignia of 
the grade of rear admiral (lower half), in ac- 
cordance with 10 U.S.C. 777; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

3170. A letter from the Chief Counsel, 
FEMA, Department of Homeland Security, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Suspension of Community Eligibility (Otero 
County, NM, et al.); [Docket ID: FEMA-2015- 
0001] [Internal Agency Docket No.: FEMA- 
8403] received October 14, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

3171. A letter from the Executive Director, 
NACIQI, Office of Postsecondary Education, 
Department of Education, transmitting the 
Department’s annual report of the National 
Advisory Committee on Institutional Qual- 
ity and Integrity for FY 2015, pursuant to 
Sec. 114(e) of the Higher Education Act of 
1965, as amended; to the Committee on Edu- 
cation and the Workforce. 

3172. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislation, Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s biennial report to Congress entitled 
Scientific and Clinical Status of Organ 
Transplantation for 2011-2012, in accordance 
with Sec. 376 of the Public Health Service 
Act, 42 U.S.C. 274d; to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce. 

3173. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislation, Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s biennial report to Congress entitled 
Scientific and Clinical Status of Organ 
Transplantation 2008-2010, in accordance 
with Sec. 376 of the Public Health Service 
Act, 42 U.S.C. 274d; to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce. 

3174. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislation, Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s NURSE Corps Loan Repayment and 
Scholarship Programs Report to Congress for 
FY 2014, in accordance with Sec. 846(h) of the 
Public Health Service Act; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

3175. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — 2-propen-l-aminium, N,N-di- 
methyl-N-propenyl-, chloride, homopolymer; 
Exemption from the Requirement of a Toler- 
ance [HPA-HQ-OPP-2015-0363; FRL-9933-98] 
received October 13, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

3176. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s direct final rule — Air Plan Approval; 
Michigan; 2006 PM2.5 and 2008 Lead NAAQS 
State Board Infrastructure SIP Require- 
ments [HPA-R05-OAR-2014-0657; FRL-9935-63- 
Region 5] received October 15, 2015, pursuant 
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to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

3177. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Protection of Stratospheric 
Ozone: The 2016 Critical Use Exemption from 
the Phaseout of Methyl Bromide [EPA-HQ- 
OAR-2013-0369; FRL-9935-69-OAR] (RIN: 2060- 
AS44) received October 13, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

3178. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Clean Air Act Redesigna- 
tion Substitute for the Houston-Galveston- 
Brazoria 1-Hour Ozone Nonattainment Area; 
Texas [HPA-R06-OAR-2014-0259; FRL-9935-68- 
Region 6] received October 13, 2015, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

3179. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s direct final rule — Approval and Pro- 
mulgation of Air Quality Implementation 
Plans; New Mexico; Albuquerque/Bernalillo 
County; Revisions to State Boards and Con- 
flict of Interest Provisions [HPA-R06-OAR- 
2013-0614; FRL-9935-53-Region 6] received Oc- 
tober 13, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

3180. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Pyrimethanil; Pesticide 
Tolerances [HPA-HQ-OPP-2015-0012; FRL- 
9935-11] received October 16, 2015, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

3181. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Poly[oxy(methyl-1,2- 
ethanediyl)], a-[(9Z)-1-oxo-9-octadecen-1-yl]- 
w-[[(9Z)-1-oxo-9-octadecen-lyl]loxy-]; Exemp- 
tion from the Requirement of a Tolerance 
[EPA-HQ-OPP-2015-0442; FRL-9935-34] re- 
ceived October 16, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

3182. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s direct final rule — Texas: Final Author- 
ization of State Hazardous Waste Manage- 
ment Program Revision [EPA-R06-RCRA- 
2015-0109; FRL-9936-00-Region 6] received Oc- 
tober 16, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

3183. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Potassium Salts of Hops 
Beta acids; Exemption from the Require- 
ment of a Tolerance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2014-0374; 
FRL-9933-73] received October 16, 2015, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public 
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

3184. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s Major final rule — Petroleum Refinery 
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Sector Risk and Technology Review and New 
Source Performance Standards [EPA-HQ- 
OAR-2010-0682; FRL-9935-40-OAR] (RIN: 2060- 
AQ75) received October 16, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

3185. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s Major final rule — National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards for Ozone [EPA-HQ- 
OAR-2008-0699; FRL-9933-18-OAR] (RIN: 2060- 
AP38) received October 16, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

3186. A letter from the Deputy Chief, CCR 
Division, Public Safety and Homeland Secu- 
rity Bureau, Federal Communications Com- 
mission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — Ensuring Continuity of 911 Com- 
munications [PS Docket No.: 14-174] received 
October 18, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

3187. A letter from the Deputy Chief, Pub- 
lic Safety and Homeland Security Bureau, 
Federal Communications Commission, trans- 
mitting the Commission’s final rule — Im- 
proving 911 Reliability [PS Docket No.: 18- 
75]; Reliability and Continuity of Commu- 
nications Networks, Including Broadband 
Technologies [PS Docket No.: 11-60] received 
October 18, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

3188. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Cooperation Agency, Department of 
Defense, transmitting a notice of a proposed 
lease to the government of Nicaragua, Trans- 
mittal No. 01-16, pursuant to Sec. 62(a) of the 
Arms Export Control Act; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

3189. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a report entitled ‘‘Report of 
U.S. Citizen Expropriation Claims and Cer- 
tain Other Commercial and Investment Dis- 
putes’’, pursuant to Sec. 527(f) of the Foreign 
Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 
1994 and 1995, Pub. L. 103-236; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

3190. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of the Treasury, transmitting a six- 
month periodic report on the national emer- 
gency with respect to Iran that was declared 
in Executive Order 12170 of November 14, 
1979, as required by Sec. 401(c) of the Na- 
tional Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 1641(c), and 
Sec. 204(c) of the International Emergency 
Economic Powers Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), and 
pursuant to Executive Order 13313 of July 31, 
2003; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3191. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of the Treasury, transmitting a six- 
month periodic report on the national emer- 
gency with respect to Somalia that was de- 
clared in Executive Order 18536 of April 12, 
2010 as required by Sec. 401(c) of the National 
Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 1641(c), and Sec. 
204(c) of the International Emergency Eco- 
nomic Powers Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c); to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3192. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting notifica- 
tion that the national emergency, with re- 
spect to significant narcotics traffickers cen- 
tered in Colombia declared in Executive 
Order 12978 of October 21, 1995, is to continue 
in effect beyond October 21, 2015, as required 
by Sec. 202(d) of the National Emergencies 
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Act, 50 U.S.C. 1622(d); (H. Doc. No. 114—68); to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs and or- 
dered to be printed. 

3193. A letter from the Assistant Director, 
Senior Executive Management Office, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting a report 
pursuant to the Federal Vacancies Reform 
Act of 1998, Pub. L. 105-277, 5 U.S.C. 3345- 
3349d; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

3194. A letter from the Executive Analyst 
(Political), Food and Drug Administration, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting a report pursuant to the Fed- 
eral Vacancies Reform Act of 1998, Pub. L. 
105-277, 5 U.S.C. 3345-3349d; to the Committee 
on Oversight and Government Reform. 

3195. A letter from the Acting Director, 
U.S. Office of Personnel Management, trans- 
mitting the Office’s report entitled ‘‘Federal 
Student Loan Repayment Program Calendar 
Year 2014’’, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 5379(h)(1); to 
the Committee on Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform. 

3196. A letter from the Division Chief, Leg- 
islative Affairs and Correspondence, Bureau 
of Land Management, Department of the In- 
terior, transmitting the final map and cor- 
ridor boundary description for the Crooked 
Wild and Scenic River, pursuant to Pub. L. 
90-542, Sec. 3(b), as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1271- 
1287; to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. 

3197. A letter from the Branch Chief, En- 
dangered Species Listing, Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Department of the Interior, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — En- 
dangered and Threatened Wildlife and 
Plants; 4(d) Rule for the Georgetown Sala- 
mander [Docket No.: FWS-R2-ES-2014-0008; 
4500030113] (RIN: 1018-BA382) received October 
14, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

3198. A letter from the Chief, Branch of En- 
dangered Species Listing, Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Department of the Interior, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — En- 
dangered and Threatened Wildlife and 
Plants; Designation of Critical Habitat for 
Diplacus vandenbergensis (Vandenberg 
Monkeyflower) [Docket No.: FWS-R8-ES- 
2013-0049] [4500030113] (RIN: 1018-AZ33) re- 
ceived October 14, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. 

3199. A letter from the Acting Listing 
Branch Chief, Fish and Wildlife Service, De- 
partment of the Interior, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule — Endangered and 
Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Endangered 
Species Status for Trichomanes punctatum 
ssp. floridanum (Florida Bristle Fern) [Dock- 
et No.: FWS-R4-ES-2014-0044; 4500030113] (RIN: 
1018-A Y97) received October 14, 2015, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Nat- 
ural Resources. 

3200. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforce- 
ment, Department of the Interior, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Ohio Reg- 
ulatory Program [OH-254-FOR; Docket ID: 
OSM-2012-0012; S1D1S $S08011000 SX066A000 
1568180110; S2D2S S$808011000 SX066A000 
15XS501520] received October 14, 2015, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public 
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

3201. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforce- 
ment, Department of the Interior, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Kentucky 


October 20, 2015 


Regulatory Program [SATS No.: KY-253- 
FOR; Docket ID: OSM-2009-0014; S1D1S 
$S08011000 SX064A000 1678180110; S2D2S 


$S08011000 SX064A000 16X501520] received Oc- 
tober 14, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. 

3202. A letter from the Acting Branch 
Chief, Endangered Species Listing, Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and 
Plants; Endangered Status for 16 Species and 
Threatened Status for 7 Species in Micro- 
nesia [Docket No.: FWS-R1-ES-2014-0038] 
[4500030113] (RIN: 1018-BA13) received October 
14, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

3203. A letter from the Acting Branch 
Chief, Endangered Species Listing, Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and 
Plants; Designation of Critical Habitat for 
the Dakota Skipper and Poweshiek 
Skipperling [Docket No.: FWS-R3-ES-2013- 
0017] [4500030113] (RIN: 1018-AZ58) received 
October 14, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. 

8204. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and 
Parks, Department of the Interior, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — 2015-2016 
Refuge-Specific Hunting and Sport Fishing 
Regulations [Docket No.: FWS-HQ-NWRS- 
2015-0029; FXRS12650900000-156-F F09R20000] 
(RIN: 1018-BA57) received October 14, 2015, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by 
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources. 

3205. A letter from the Deputy Director, Of- 
fice of Surface Mining Reclamation and En- 
forcement, Department of the Interior, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Pennsylvania Regulatory Program [SATS 
No. PA-154-FOR; Docket ID: OSM-2010-0002; 
S1D1S $S08011000 SX064A000 1678180110 S2D2S 
$S08011000 SX064A000 16XS501520] received 
October 14, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251;; to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. 

3206. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem- 
porary rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Eco- 
nomic Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Cod by 
Catcher/Processors Using Trawl Gear in the 
Western Regulatory Area of the Gulf of Alas- 
ka [Docket No.: 140918791-4999-02] (RIN: 0648- 
XE174) received October 18, 2015, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Nat- 
ural Resources. 

3207. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce- 
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans- 
mitting the Administration’s temporary rule 
— Fisheries of the Northeastern United 
States; Atlantic Bluefish Fishery; Quota 
Transfer [Docket No.: 140117052-4402-02] (RIN: 
0648-XE118) received October 18, 2015, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public 
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

3208. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce- 
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans- 
mitting the Administration’s temporary rule 


October 20, 2015 


— Fisheries of the Northeastern United 
States; Scup Fishery; Adjustment to the 2015 
Winter II Quota [Docket No.: 140117052-4402- 
02] (RIN: 0648-XE156) received October 13, 
2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added 
by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources. 

3209. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem- 
porary rule — Fisheries of the Caribbean, 
Gulf of Mexico, and South Atlantic; Coastal 
Migratory Pelagic Resources of the Gulf of 
Mexico and South Atlantic; Trip Limit Re- 
duction [Docket No.: 101206604-1758-02] (RIN: 
0648-XD779) received October 18, 2015, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public 
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

3210. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce- 
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans- 
mitting the Administration’s temporary rule 
— Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico, 
and South Atlantic; 2015 Commercial Ac- 
countability Measure and Closure for South 
Atlantic Snowy Grouper [Docket No.: 
0907271173-0629-03] (RIN: 0648-XEH181) received 
October 18, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. 

3211. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting the Department’s determination on 
a petition filed on behalf of workers from the 
Hooker Electrochemical Corporation in Ni- 
agara Falls, New York, to be added to the 
Special Exposure Cohort, pursuant to the 
Energy Employees Occupational Illness 
Compensation Program Act of 2000 and 42 
C.F.R. pt. 83; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

3212. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the Department’s interim final 
rule — Visas: Documentation of Non- 
immigrants under the Immigration and Na- 
tionality Act, as Amended (RIN: 1400-AD17) 
received October 13, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

3213. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Visas: Procedures for Issuing Visas (RIN: 
1400-AD84) received October 8, 2015, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

8214. A letter from the Assistant Adminis- 
trator, Office of Procurement, National Aer- 
onautics and Space Administration, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — NASA 
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement: 
Drug- and Alcohol-Free Workforce and Mis- 
sion Critical Systems Personnel Reliability 
Program (NFS Case 2015-N002) (RIN: 2700- 
AE17) received October 14, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology. 

3215. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulations and Reports Clearance, Social 
Security Administration, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule — Collection of Ad- 
ministrative Debts [Docket No.: SSA-2011- 
0053] (RIN: 0960-AH86) received October 13, 
2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added 
by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. GOODLATTE: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H.R. 1428. A bill to extend Privacy Act 
remedies to citizens of certified states, and 
for other purposes (Rept. 114-294, Pt. 1). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

Mr. McCAUL: Committee on Homeland Se- 
curity. H.R. 3493. A bill to amend the Home- 
land Security Act of 2002 to establish the Se- 
curing the Cities program to enhance the 
ability of the United States to detect and 
prevent terrorist attacks and other high con- 
sequence events utilizing nuclear or other 
radiological materials that pose a high risk 
to homeland security in high-risk urban 
areas, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment (Rept. 114-295). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. McCAUL: Committee on Homeland Se- 
curity. H.R. 3350. A bill to require a ter- 
rorism threat assessment regarding the 
transportation of chemical, biological, nu- 
clear, and radiological materials through 
United States land borders and within the 
United States, and for other purposes (Rept. 
114-296). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. McCAUL: Committee on Homeland Se- 
curity. H.R. 3572. A bill to amend the Home- 
land Security Act of 2002 to reform, stream- 
line, and make improvements to the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security and support the 
Department’s efforts to implement better 
policy, planning, management, and perform- 
ance, and for other purposes; with an amend- 
ment (Rept. 114-297). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ: Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. H.R. 598. A bill to 
provide taxpayers with an annual report dis- 
closing the cost and performance of Govern- 
ment programs and areas of duplication 
among them, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment (Rept. 114-298). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ: Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. H.R. 2320. A bill to 
provide access to and use of information by 
Federal agencies in order to reduce improper 
payments, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment (Rept. 114-299). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Ms. FOXX. Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 480. Resolution providing for con- 
sideration of the bill (H.R. 10) to reauthorize 
the Scholarships for Opportunity and Re- 
sults Act, and for other purposes, and pro- 
viding for consideration of the bill (H.R. 692) 
to ensure the payment of interest and prin- 
cipal of the debt of the United States (Rept. 
114-300). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 481. Resolution providing 
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 1937) to re- 
quire the Secretary of the Interior and the 
Secretary of Agriculture to more efficiently 
develop domestic sources of the minerals and 
mineral materials of strategic and critical 
importance to United States economic and 
national security and manufacturing com- 
petitiveness (Rept. 114-301). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 
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DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE 

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XIII, the 
Committee on Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform discharged from further 
consideration. H.R. 1428 referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 


— 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 


By Mr. SHUSTER (for himself, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Mr. GRAVES of Missouri, 
and Ms. NORTON): 

H.R. 3763. A bill to authorize funds for Fed- 
eral-aid highways, highway safety programs, 
and transit programs, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure. 

By Mr. BISHOP of Utah: 

H.R. 3764. A bill to provide that an Indian 
group may receive Federal acknowledgment 
as an Indian tribe only by an Act of Con- 
gress, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. POE of Texas (for himself, Mr. 
COLLINS of Georgia, and Mr. JOLLY): 

H.R. 3765. A bill to amend the Americans 
with Disabilities Act of 1990 to promote com- 
pliance through education, to clarify the re- 
quirements for demand letters, to provide for 
a notice and cure period before the com- 
mencement of a private civil action, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. POE of Texas (for himself and 
Mr. CONNOLLY): 

H.R. 3766. A bill to direct the President to 
establish guidelines for United States for- 
eign development and economic assistance 
programs, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mrs. BLACKBURN (for herself and 
Mr. WALKER): 

H.R. 3767. A bill to amend title 44, United 
States Code, to prohibit the assembly or 
manufacture of secure credentials or their 
component parts by the Government Pub- 
lishing Office; to the Committee on House 
Administration. 

By Ms. BROWN of Florida: 

H.R. 3768. A bill to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide that rates of basic 
pay for members of the Senior Executive 
Service are determined on the basis of the 
position, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form, and in addition to the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. DESJARLAIS (for himself and 
Mrs. BLACKBURN): 

H.R. 8769. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to study the suitability and fea- 
sibility of designating the James K. Polk 
Home in Columbia, Tennessee, as a unit of 
the National Park System, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. 

By Mr. DOGGETT (for himself, Mr. 
McDERMOTT, Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas, Mr. LEWIS, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. 
CLARKE of New York, Mr. VEASEY, 
Ms. MOORE, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. BLU- 
MENAUER, Mr. RUSH, Mr. VARGAS, Mr. 
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TONKO, Mr. NADLER, Mr. COURTNEY, 
Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, 
Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Mr. POCAN, Mr. 
DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. HAs- 
TINGS, and Ms. JUDY CHU of Cali- 
fornia): 

H.R. 3770. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to prevent surprise bill- 
ing practices, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, and in addi- 
tion to the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce, for a period to be subsequently deter- 
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con- 
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. FLORES: 

H.R. 3771. A bill to establish a procedure in 
the House of Representatives and the Senate 
to accomplish the policies contemplated by 
the Concurrent Resolution on the Budget for 
Fiscal Year 2016, to encourage the timely 
completion of fiscal policy work in Congress, 
and to provide for regulatory relief to grow 
the economy, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Rules, and in addition to the 
Committees on Oversight and Government 
Reform, the Judiciary, and Ways and Means, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider- 
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju- 
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mrs. LOWEY (for herself, Ms. 
BROWN of Florida, Mr. ENGEL, Ms. 
NORTON, Mr. KIND, Mr. NOLAN, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. TAKANO, Mr. HASTINGS, 
and Mr. COHEN): 

H.R. 3772. A bill to reduce childhood obe- 
sity, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce, and in ad- 
dition to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Ms. NORTON (for herself, 
EDWARDS, and Mrs. COMSTOCK): 

H.R. 3773. A bill to amend title 49, United 
States Code, relating to the authority of the 
Secretary of Transportation under the public 
transportation safety program; to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

By Mr. PETERS (for himself and Mr. 
COOPER): 

H.R. 3774. A bill to amend title 31, United 
States Code, to apply the debt limit only to 
debt held by the public and to adjust the 
debt limit for increases in the gross domestic 
product; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PETERS: 

H.R. 3775. A bill to amend the Congres- 
sional Budget Act of 1974 to provide for a 
debt stabilization process, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on the Budget, and 
in addition to the Committee on Rules, for a 
period to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Ms. GABBARD (for herself and Mr. 
HURD of Texas): 

H. Res. 482. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House that Congress should rec- 
ognize the benefits of charitable giving and 
express support for the designation of 
#GivingTuesday; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 


Ms. 


EE 
CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
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tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. SHUSTER: 

H.R. 3763. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 of the United States 
Constitution, specifically Clause 3 (related 
to regulation of Commerce with foreign Na- 
tions, and among the several States, and 
with Indian Tribes) and Clause 7 (related to 
establishment of Post Offices and Post 
Roads). 

By Mr. BISHOP of Utah: 

H.R. 3764. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, section 8, clause 3 

By Mr. POE of Texas: 

H.R. 3765. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 

By Mr. POE of Texas: 

H.R. 3766. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 and Article 1, 
Section 9, Clause 7 

By Mrs. BLACKBURN: 

H.R. 3767. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8: To make all Laws 
which shall be necessary and proper for car- 
rying into Execution the foregoing Powers, 
and all other Powers vested by this Constitu- 
tion in the Government of the United States, 
or in any Department or Officer thereof. 

By Ms. BROWN of Florida: 

H.R. 3768. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Necessary and Proper Regulations to Effec- 
tuate Power—Art. I, Sec. 8, Cls. 18 

The Congress shall have power [.. .] To 
make all laws which shall be necessary and 
proper for carrying into execution the fore- 
going powers, and all other powers vested by 
the constitution in the Government of the 
United States, or in any Department of offi- 
cer thereof 

By Mr. DESJARLAIS: 

H.R. 3769. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 2 of Section 3 of Article IV of the 
U.S. Constitution: The Congress shall have 
the power to dispose of and make all needful 
rules and regulations respecting the terri- 
tory or other property belonging to the 
United States. 

By Mr. DOGGETT: 

H.R. 3770. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the Con- 
stitution of the United States. 

By Mr. FLORES: 

H.R. 3771. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 5, Clause 2 of the United 
States Constitution, which on confers each 
house of Congress the power to determine 
the rules of its proceedings; Article 1, Sec- 
tion 8, Clauses 1 and 2 of the United States 
Constitution, which confer on Congress the 
power to collect and manage revenue for the 
payment of debts owed by the United States 
and to borrow money on the credit of the 
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United States; and Article 1, Section 9, 
Clause 7 of the United States Constitution, 
which states: ‘‘No Money shall be drawn 
from the Treasury, but in Consequence of 
Appropriations made by Law. 
By Mrs. LOWEY: 
H.R. 3772. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 1 of the Constitution 
By Ms. NORTON: 
H.R. 3773. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
clause 3 of section 8 of article I of the Con- 
stitution. 
By Mr. PETERS: 
H.R. 3774. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
Clause 2 of section 8 of article I of the Con- 
stitution. 
By Mr. PETERS: 
H.R. 8775. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
Clause 2, Section 8, Article I of the Con- 
stitution. 


ee 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions, as follows: 

H.R. 31: Mr. BROOKS of Alabama. 

H.R. 188: Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. 

H.R. 224: Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California, 
Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. McGov- 
ERN, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. LEWIS, Mr. GUTIERREZ, 
Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Ms. 


VELÁZQUEZ, Mr. FARR, Mr. TONKO, Mr. 
COHEN, Ms. MATSUI, Mr. GRAYSON, and Ms. 
BONAMICI. 


H.R. 282: Mr. BERA. 
: Mrs. MILLER of Michigan and Mr. 


. DELAURO. 
. FATTAH. 
. EMMER of Minnesota. 
. MCDERMOTT. 
: Mr. HURT of Virginia. 
. 546: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. MICHAEL F. 
DOYLE of Pennsylvania, Ms. Bass, Mr. CAPU- 
ANO, Mr. NEAL, Ms. WILSON of Florida, Mr. 
THOMPSON of California, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, 
Mr. KEATING, and Mr. SESSIONS. 
H.R. 563: Mr. CONYERS. 
H.R. 578: Mr. LAMBORN. 
H.R. 590: Ms. DUCKWORTH. 
H.R. 592: Mr. GALLEGO, Mr. GRAVES of Lou- 
isiana, and Mr. CARTER of Texas. 
H.R. 632: Ms. KUSTER, Mr. MEEKS, and Mr. 
CASTRO of Texas. 
H.R. 662: Mr. PETERSON, Mrs. LUMMIS, and 
Mr. RICE of South Carolina. 
. 699: Mrs. BEATTY. 
. 721: Mr. WENSTRUP. 
. 759: Mr. QUIGLEY. 
. 765: Mr. COFFMAN. 
. 816: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 
. 834: Mr. PETERS. 
. 842: Ms. WILSON of Florida. 
. 845: Ms. DUCKWORTH. 
.R. 865: Mr. CULBERSON. 
H.R. 870: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. COURTNEY, 
and Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. 
H.R. 920: Mrs. LAWRENCE. 
H.R. 921: Mr. BERA. 
H.R. 956: Ms. JENKINS of Kansas. 
H.R. 985: Mr. SERRANO and Mr. GENE GREEN 
of Texas. 
H.R. 990: Mr. CAPUANO. 
H.R. 997: Mr. ADERHOLT and Mr. McCCAUL. 
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H.R. 1019: Miss RICE of New York and Mr. 
BISHOP of Michigan. 

H.R. 1062: Ms. JENKINS of Kansas. 

H.R. 1087: Mr. DEUTCH. 

H.R. 1111: Mr. PAYNE. 

H.R. 1141: Mr. TAKAI. 

H.R. 1151: Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. 

H.R. 1197: Ms. NORTON, Mr. PASCRELL, and 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. 

H.R. 1205: Mr. YOHO. 

H.R. 1247: Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. 

H.R. 1258: Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. NEAL, Mr. 
SERRANO, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD, Ms. JENKINS of Kansas, Mr. 
CLEAVER, Mr. VELA, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of 
California, and Mr. CONYERS. 

H.R. 1282: Mr. GRAYSON, Ms. DUCKWORTH, 
and Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. 

H.R. 1284: Mr. GRAYSON. 

H.R. 1299: Mr. JORDAN. 

H.R. 1801: Mr. CHABOT, Mr. Bost, and Mr. 
LOBIONDO. 

H.R. 1312: Mr. ASHFORD, Mr. KEATING, and 
Ms. NORTON. 
. 1846: 
. 1847: 
. 1889: 
. 1401: 
. 1422: 
. 1453: 
. 1457: 


. DELANEY. 

. DELANEY. 

. BROOKS of Alabama. 

. WILSON of Florida. 

. HERRERA BEUTLER. 

. BASS and Mr. DESJARLAIS. 
. NORTON. 

H.R. 1475: Mr. SMITH of Missouri, Mr. PAS- 
CRELL, Mr. POMPEO, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. TOM 
PRICE of Georgia, and Mr. MOULTON. 

H.R. 1515: Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. 

H.R. 1548: Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. 

H.R. 1550: Mr. GUINTA, Mrs. WAGNER, Mr. 
RENACCI, and Mr. CONNOLLY. 

H.R. 1559: Mr. HULTGREN and Mr. BYRNE. 

H.R. 1568: Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. CICILLINE, and 
Mr. LOWENTHAL. 

H.R. 1602: Ms. MOORE. 

H.R. 1603: Ms. JUDY CHU of California, Mr. 
VAN HOLLEN, Mr. HENSARLING, and Mr. 
MASSIE. 

H.R. 1608: Mr. JEFFRIES, Mrs. BLACKBURN, 
and Mr. YOUNG of Iowa. 

H.R. 1610: Mr. BISHOP of Michigan. 

H.R. 1643: Mr. BISHOP of Michigan. 

H.R. 1655: Mr. NEWHOUSE, Mr. BUCSHON, and 
Ms. DELBENE. 

H.R. 1670: Mr. PASCRELL and Mr. CONYERS. 

H.R. 1671: Mr. PAULSEN, Mr. SAM JOHNSON 
of Texas, and Mr. BISHOP of Michigan. 

. 1674: Ms. LEE. 

. 1684: . KILMER. 

. 1688: . RUSH. 

. 1716: . KELLY of Pennsylvania. 
. 1728: . LEE and Mr. GRAYSON. 

. 1733: . BRADY of Pennsylvania. 
. 1736: . KING of Iowa. 

H.R. 1752: Mr. CARTER of Texas. 

H.R. 1763: Ms. NORTON, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, 
Ms. KAPTUR, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. KIND, Mr. 
VAN HOLLEN, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. 
LOWENTHAL, Mr. GRIJALVA, and Mrs. BEATTY. 

H.R. 1769: Mr. CRAMER, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
WELCH, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, and Mr. POCAN. 

H.R. 1784: Mr. HOLDING. 

H.R. 1786: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania, 
Mr. HILL, and Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 1818: Mrs. KIRKPATRICK and Ms. JEN- 
KINS of Kansas. 

H.R. 1854: Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of 
New Mexico. 

. 1859: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY and Mr. LEWIS. 
. 1861: . GROTHMAN. 

. 1877: . COFFMAN and Ms. LEE. 

. 1956: . ADAMS. 

. 1957: . ADAMS. 

. 1958: . BROWNLEY of California. 

H.R. 1978: Mr. HUFFMAN. 

H.R. 2016: Mr. KEATING, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. 
CÁRDENAS, and Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. 
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. 2087: 
. 2125: 
. 2142: 
. 2173: 
. 2221: 
. 2224: 
. 2228: 
. 2247: 


. CICILLINE. 

. TONKO. 

. KATKO. 

. ELLISON. 

. JOHNSON of Ohio. 

. HASTINGS and Ms. NORTON. 
. LIPINSKI. 

. FLEMING. 

. 2254: . VEASEY. 

. 2287: Mr. FINCHER and Mr. HULTGREN. 
. 2304: Mr. BISHOP of Michigan. 

H.R. 2350: Mr. HONDA. 

H.R. 2400: Mr. FORTENBERRY and Mr. 
WESTERMAN. 

H.R. 2410: Mr. DEUTCH. 

H.R. 2434: Ms. FUDGE. 

H.R. 2460: Mr. SIMPSON. 

H.R. 2493: Mr. GRAYSON, Mr. PRICE of North 
Carolina, Mr. CARDENAS, Ms. LEE, and Mr. 
CUMMINGS. 
. 2500: Mr. DAVID Scott of Georgia. 

. 2510: Mrs. LAWRENCE and Mr. BYRNE. 
. 2513: Mr. FLORES. 

. 2515: Ms. CLARKE of New York. 

. 2536: Mr. WELCH. 

. 2540: Ms. ADAMS. 

.R. 2568: Mr. JODY B. HICE of Georgia. 

H.R. 2597: Mr. COFFMAN, Ms. JENKINS of 
Kansas, and Ms. STEFANIK. 

H.R. 2646: Mr. HILL. 

H.R. 2654: Mr. KATKO, Mr. MURPHY of Flor- 
ida, Mr. BEYER, and Ms. KELLY of Illinois. 

H.R. 2657: Mr. TONKO and Mr. YODER. 

H.R. 2689: Mrs. DAVIS of California. 

H.R. 2697: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms. LEE, Mr. 
HASTINGS, and Mr. SCHIFF. 

H.R. 2698: Mr. ZINKE, Mr. STUTZMAN, Mr. 
CRAMER, and Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. 

H.R. 2710: Mr. HANNA, Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, 
Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. MASSIE, 
and Mr. HENSARLING. 

H.R. 2726: Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ and Mr. 
MEEKS. 

H.R. 2737: Mr. RENACCI and Mr. JONES. 

H.R. 2764: Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. 

H.R. 2769: Ms. JENKINS of Kansas. 

H.R. 2799: Mr. BOUSTANY. 

H.R. 2801: Mr. OLSON. 

H.R. 2802: Mr. Mica. 

H.R. 2811: Mr. CARTWRIGHT. 

H.R. 2849: Mr. CARDENAS, Ms. LEE, Mr. 
KEATING, and Mr. GRAYSON. 

H.R. 2855: Ms. McCOLLUM. 

H.R. 2858: Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr. SARBANES, 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. NEAL, Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. SERRANO, Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. SIRES, Mr. 
CROWLEY, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. 
MACARTHUR, Mr. VELA, Mr. BERA, Mr. SHER- 
MAN, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, 
Mr. MICHAEL F. DOYLE of Pennsylvania, and 
Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New York. 

H.R. 2867: Miss RICE of New York and Ms. 
SPEIER. 

H.R. 2871: Mr. KEATING. 

H.R. 2880: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. 

H.R. 2896: Mr. BROOKS of Alabama, Mrs. 
LUMMIS, Mrs. LOVE, and Mr. FINCHER. 

H.R. 2903: Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. SIMPSON, and 
Mrs. BEATTY. 

H.R. 2918: Ms. WILSON of Florida. 

H.R. 2920: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey and Ms. 
VELAZQUEZ. 

H.R. 2987: Ms. FUDGE, Mr. GIBSON, Mr. SEAN 
PATRICK MALONEY of New York, Mr. PERL- 
MUTTER, and Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. 

H.R. 2994: Mr. ENGEL, Mr. HUFFMAN, and 
Mr. KEATING. 

H.R. 3044: Ms. BROWNLEY of California and 
Mrs. BEATTY. 

H.R. 3048: Mr. RUSSELL and Ms. JENKINS of 
Kansas. 
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H.R. 3063: Mr. COLE. 

H.R. 3099: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY and Mr. FOR- 
TENBERRY. 

H.R. 3110: Ms. GABBARD. 

H.R. 3164: Ms. SLAUGHTER. 

H.R. 3177: Mr. KEATING. 

H.R. 3221: Ms. MCCOLLUM. 

H.R. 3229: Mr. COFFMAN, Mr. RUPPERS- 
BERGER, Mr. NEWHOUSE, Mr. CALVERT, and 
Ms. SLAUGHTER. 

H.R. 3255: Mr. EMMER of Minnesota. 

H.R. 3263: Mr. HONDA. 

H.R. 3268: Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. 
FATTAH, Mr. KATKO, and Mr. MICHAEL F. 
DOYLE of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 3283: Mr. RIBBLE. 

H.R. 3306: Ms. CLARKE of New York. 

H.R. 3309: Mr. Cook. 

H.R. 3314: Mr. OLSON and Mr. SAM JOHNSON 
of Texas. 

H.R. 3326: Mr. KNIGHT, Mr. LAMALFA, Mr. 
BISHOP of Michigan, and Mrs. WAGNER. 

H.R. 3339: Mrs. MIMI WALTERS of California. 

H.R. 3340: Mr. MCHENRY. 

H.R. 3351: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. 
PocAN, and Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 3355: Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia, Ms. 
BROWN of Florida, and Mr. GIBSON. 

H.R. 3356: Mr. ROSKAM. 

H.R. 3364: Mr. WELCH, Ms. LEE, Ms. SPEIER 
and Ms. WILSON of Florida. 

H.R. 3366: Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. FUDGE, and 
Mr. HONDA. 

H.R. 3381: Mr. THOMPSON of California, Mr. 
WALZ, Mr. COHEN, Mr. ROONEY of Florida, Mr. 
HONDA, Mr. TONKO, and Ms. SLAUGHTER. 

H.R. 3384: Mr. MEEKS. 

H.R. 3393: Mr. COFFMAN. 

H.R. 3399: Mr. CONYERS, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
Pocan, Mr. POLIS, Mr. MEEKS, Ms. DELBENE, 
Mr. GIBSON, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. SMITH of 
Washington, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. CAPUANO, Ms. 
FUDGE, and Ms. KELLY of Illinois. 

H.R. 3411: Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Penn- 
sylvania, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. KEATING, Mr. 
DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois, and Mr. RICH- 
MOND. 

H.R. 3445: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 

H.R. 3463: Mrs. COMSTOCK. 

H.R. 3470: Mr. DOLD, Ms. NORTON, Ms. 
EDWARDS, Mr. MURPHY of Florida, Mr. SMITH 
of Washington, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Ms. 
DUCKWORTH, and Mr. HONDA. 

H.R. 3471: Ms. JENKINS of Kansas, Mr. RYAN 
of Ohio, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. JODY B. HICE of 
Georgia, and Ms. SINEMA. 

H.R. 3480: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia and Mr. 
TOM PRICE of Georgia. 

H.R. 3488: Mr. HUELSKAMP, Ms. JENKINS of 
Kansas, and Mr. WESTERMAN. 

H.R. 3514: Ms. WILSON of Florida, Mr. KIL- 
MER, Mr. SWALWELL of California, and Mrs. 
CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New York. 

H.R. 3516: Mr. WALDEN, Mr. ALLEN, and Mr. 
NUNES. 

H.R. 3518: Mr. BLUMENAUER. 

H.R. 3520: Ms. BRown of Florida and Mr. 
PASCRELL. 

H.R. 3522: Mr. MCDERMOTT. 

H.R. 3526: Ms. SPEIER, Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. 


PocAN, Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts, Ms. 
TSONGAS, Ms. DELBENE, and Mr. HECK of 
Washington. 


H.R. 3535: Ms. ESHOO. 

H.R. 3542: Ms. JUDY CHU of California and 
Ms. EDWARDS. 

H.R. 3556: Ms. JACKSON LEE and Mr. KIL- 
MER. 

H.R. 3568: Ms. DUCKWORTH. 

H.R. 3573: Mr. JOYCE. 

H.R. 3585: Mr. LIPINSKI. 

H.R. 3589: Mr. KING of New York. 

H.R. 3591: Mr. COLLINS of New York, Mr. 
KIıNG of New York, Mr. LARSON of Con- 
necticut, and Mr. COOPER. 
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3610: 
3618: 
3621: 
3630: 


H.R. 
H.R. 
H.R. 
H.R. 


Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Ms. 


PIERLUISI. 

NUNES. 

COHEN. 

HERRERA BEUTLER. 

H.R. 3632: Ms. SPEIER. 

H.R. 3636: Mr. SMITH of Texas. 

H.R. 3640: Ms. WILSON of Florida and Ms. 
JUDY CHU of California. 

H.R. 3651: Ms. GRANGER, Ms. STEFANIK, Ms. 
JENKINS of Kansas, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. JONES, 
Ms. DUCKWORTH, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of 
California, Mr. BARR, Mr. CUELLAR, Mr. 
COFFMAN, Mr. WALZ, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mrs. 
HARTZLER, Mrs. BEATTY, and Mr. DAVID 
Scott of Georgia. 

H.R. 3652: Miss RICE of New York, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. MOORE, and Ms. JUDY CHU 
of California. 

H.R. 3654: Mr. WEBER of Texas, 
DESANTIS, and Mr. LOWENTHAL. 

H.R. 3664: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
and Mr. HASTINGS. 

H.R. 3666: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. HANNA, and 
Mr. TONKO. 

H.R. 3668: Mr. VALADAO. 

H.R. 3669: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms. BROWNLEY 
of California, and Mr. SWALWELL of Cali- 
fornia. 

H.R. 3687: Mr. CRAMER and Mr. EMMER of 
Minnesota. 

H.R. 3691: Mr. PASCRELL. 

H.R. 3696: Mr. BECERRA, Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas, Mr. COHEN, Mr. TAKAI, Mr. POCAN, Mr. 
YARMUTH, Ms. GABBARD, Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, Ms. NORTON, Mr. BRENDAN F. 
BOYLE of Pennsylvania, Ms. BONAMICI, Mrs. 
Capps, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, and Ms. FRANKEL of 
Florida. 

H.R. 3699: Mr. CARTER of Georgia. 

H.R. 3707: Mr. KILMER. 

H.R. 8711: Ms. JACKSON LEE and Mr. 
GUTIERREZ. 

H.R. 3712: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 

H.R. 3720: Ms. JUDY CHU of California, Ms. 
LEE, and Mr. WELCH. 

H.R. 3733: Mr. GARAMENDI and Ms. JUDY 
CHU of California. 


Mr. 
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H.R. 3744: Mr. MURPHY of Florida. 

H.R. 3756: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms. BROWNLEY 
of California, Ms. NORTON, Mr. JONES, Mr. 
HARPER, and Ms. BROWN of Florida. 

H.R. 3757: Mr. SCHRADER, Mr. COSTA, and 
Mr. ASHFORD. 

H.J. Res. 30: Mr. POCAN. 

H.J. Res. 59: Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio and Mr. 
HECK of Nevada. 

H. Con. Res. 86: Ms. FUDGE, Mr. HASTINGS, 
Ms. LEE, Mr. MICHAEL F. DOYLE of Pennsyl- 
vania, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. CASTRO of Texas, 
and Mrs. LAWRENCE. 

H. Res. 12: Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania. 

H. Res. 28: Mr. HECK of Washington. 

H. Res. 54: Mr. UPTON, Ms. WILSON of Flor- 
ida and Mr. YOUNG of Iowa. 

H. Res. 110: Mr. COURTNEY. 

H. Res. 130: Ms. SPEIER. 

H. Res. 214: Mr. CARSON of Indiana. 

H. Res. 265: Mr. CICILLINE. 

H. Res. 293: Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. WEST- 
MORELAND, Miss RICE of New York, Mr. 
KELLY of Pennsylvania, and Ms. JENKINS of 
Kansas. 

H. Res. 348: Ms. JACKSON LEE. 

H. Res. 386: Mr. HASTINGS and Ms. WILSON 
of Florida. 

H. Res. 428: Ms. WILSON of Florida, Ms. 
JUDY CHU of California, and Mr. LARSEN of 
Washington. 

H. Res. 429: Ms. McCoLLUM, Mr. PETERS, 
and Ms. WILSON of Florida. 

H. Res. 456: Mr. POLIS. 

H. Res. 467: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. ENGEL, 
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. CICILLINE, 
Ms. MATSUI, Mr. RUSH, Ms. JACKSON LEE, Mr. 
LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. DEUTCH, Mr. 
RICHMOND, Mr. GALLEGO, Ms. PINGREE, Ms. 
KAPTUR, Ms. LEE, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. 
SARBANES, Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, Mrs. LAW- 
RENCE, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms. 
MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of New Mexico, 
Mr. MEEKS, Mr. LYNCH, Ms. BONAMICI, Ms. 
CASTOR of Florida, Mrs. DAVIS of California, 
Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. KEATING, and 
Mr. CONYERS. 


October 20, 2015 


H. Res. 472: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 


CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM- 
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM- 
ITED TARIFF BENEFITS 


Under clause 9 of rule XXI, lists or 
statements on congressional earmarks, 
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff 
benefits were submitted as follows: 


The amendment to be offered by Rep- 
resentative CHAFFETZ, or a designee, to H.R. 
10, the Scholarships for Opportunity and Re- 
sults Reauthorization Act, does not contain 
any congressional earmarks, limited tax 
benefits, or limited tariff benefits as defined 
in clause 9 of rule XXI. 

The amendment to be offered by Rep- 
resentative ALAN LOWENTHAL, or a designee, 
to H.R. 1937, the National Strategic and Crit- 
ical Minerals Production Act of 2015, does 
not contain any congressional earmarks, 
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff bene- 
fits as defined in clause 9 of rule XXI. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 3 of rule XII, 


32. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
St. Charles Parish Council, relative to Reso- 
lution No. 6182, declaring the St. Charles 
Parish Council’s and Parish President’s sup- 
port of and solidarity with all law enforce- 
ment personnel across these great United 
States, and to recognize and honor all of the 
men and women who currently serve or who 
have served as law enforcement officers, and 
in particular those who serve or have served 
in St. Charles Parish and the State of Lou- 
isiana; which was referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 


October 20, 2015 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


THE OCCASION OF PAUL D. TER- 
RY’S RETIREMENT FROM GOV- 
ERNMENT SERVICE 


HON. HAROLD ROGERS 


OF KENTUCKY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise to recognize and honor a long-time and 
trusted member of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee staff, Paul D. Terry, who is retiring fol- 
lowing nearly fifty years of service to his Na- 
tion. If one were to describe Paul, he would 
begin by saying that his qualities exemplify 
those found in a true American patriot. He is 
always at work early, stays late, always on 
task, and never ever complains about the 
challenges that face him. One might find this 
hard to believe—and assume that these words 
are simply tributary rhetoric—but if you know 
Paul, you know every word is true. 

Paul comes from the heart of the plains— 
Norfolk, Nebraska, a farm boy attending a one 
room country school with one teacher, sixteen 
students in nine grades. He made good 
marks, and upon graduation from high school 
received an appointment to the U.S. Military 
Academy at West Point. The day after gradua- 
tion, he married the love of his life, Ann, and 
began to raise a family. 

Paul was an Armor officer trained at Fort 
Knox, Kentucky, and successfully completed 
all of the major military education courses, in- 
cluding parachute and Ranger school. His mili- 
tary career took him across the globe. He was 
first assigned in Germany, then attended heli- 
copter flight school, returned to assignments 
at Fort Knox and again to Germany. Paul 
commanded an Abrams tank battalion in Kan- 
sas and then served in a variety of important 
capacities at the Pentagon before his family 
moved to Korea for his final military tour. 

Including his Academy years, Paul’s retire- 
ment comprises over 34 years of service to 
the U.S. Army, retiring as a full Colonel. He 
served the Ballistic Missile Defense Organiza- 
tion upon retirement, and, most recently, for 
the past 15 years, the Committee on Appro- 
priations has been fortunate to benefit from 
Paul’s years of military experience, his expert 
knowledge of protocols and procedures, and 
his dedication to our country. 

During his years in Congress, Paul has 
been a professional staff member for the De- 
fense Subcommittee. His various portfolios 
have included operations and maintenance ac- 
counts, Working Capitol funds, Department of 
Defense Inspector General accounts, Civil Air 
Patrol funding, Army-wide procurement and 
research and development accounts, and the 
Joint IED Defeat Organization. Through these 
portfolios, Paul has helped the Committee pro- 
vide thoughtful guidance to the Department, 
including its policies related to all Army ground 
and air combat resources. 


It will be difficult to fill Paul Terry’s shoes 
here in Congress. In fact, that task will be 
quite impossible. But Paul has served his na- 
tion well, and the achievement of his retire- 
ment is fully deserved. 

God’s speed Paul. You will be missed by 
one and all here in the Nation’s Capital. 


EEE 


HONORING HANNAH FREEDOM 
SCHOOL 


HON. JARED HUFFMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the Hannah Freedom School’s Res- 
olution on Childhood Poverty, which seeks to 
end childhood poverty by 2030. Introduced by 
the Hannah Children’s Defense Fund’s Free- 
dom School’s 2015 Scholars—a group of 50 
children ages 7—10 in Marin City, California— 
this resolution promotes equal access to op- 
portunities for all children. In recognition of the 
scholars’ commitment to combating poverty in 
our community and beyond, it is fitting that | 
submit the following resolution. 

HANNAH FREEDOM SCHOOL RESOLUTION ON 

CHILDHOOD POVERTY 

As part of the Children’s Defense Fund’s 
Freedom School Family, we are taught that 
we can make a difference in ourselves, our 
families, our communities, the nation and 
the world. In order to be all that we can be, 
we have learned that all children everywhere 
deserve a Healthy Start, a Head Start, a Fair 
Start, a Safe Start and a Moral Start and the 
support of caring families and communities. 
But we also have learned that not all kids 
get what they deserve. Global poverty denies 
children these important opportunities. In as 
much as: 

In America, 14.7 million children live in 
poverty. That means that about one out of 
every five kids is poor. If you are black or 
brown, the number is closer to one in three— 
even in families where parents are working. 

If you are poor as a child, you have a lesser 
chance of graduating from high school or 
going to college, but a greater chance of 
going to jail or being in a low paying job, 
which means you have a greater chance of 
becoming a poor adult, suffering from poor 
health, and becoming involved in the crimi- 
nal justice system. 

Poverty has no face. It can be anybody. It 
can be anywhere. Not just homeless people. 
Not just kids in hoodies. Not just in urban 
areas. It is even in Marin. There are 21,000 
poor families in Marin who live on less than 
$24,000 a year, while most families in our 
county earn more than $80,000 per year. 

Children living in poverty, almost 2,000 in 
Marin, often struggle in school to keep up 
with their classmates in math, science and 
language arts. 

Poverty is not safe. It is not healthy. It is 
not fair. It is wrong. It must be ended. 

We, the students of Hannah Freedom 
School commit to work toward ending child- 


hood poverty in our lifetime, joining the 
global initiative to end poverty by 2030. 
Therefore, Be It Resolved that: 

Being poor is like being on punishment. It 
means that you have to go without. You 
have to go without good and nutritious food, 
decent housing, healthy neighborhoods, or 
schools that address your needs or celebrate 
your culture. It amounts to ‘cruel and un- 
usual’ punishment that must be abolished. 

Childhood poverty can be ended globally by 
2030. 

We as children are using our voices, now 
it’s time for the adults to use theirs. 

We call on our lawmakers to imagine end- 
ing child poverty in our county, in our state, 
in our nation now. 

Ending child poverty means that we will be 
able to stop the cradle to prison pipeline, we 
will be better educated, and we will be better 
prepared for a peaceful world. 

As Bryan Stevenson, founder and Execu- 
tive Director of the Equal Justice Initiative, 
stated: ‘‘The opposite of poverty is not 
wealth. . . the opposite of poverty is justice 

. . and opportunity.” 


a 


RECOGNIZING THE CROATIAN 
SONS LODGE NUMBER 170 


HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, it is my dis- 
tinct honor to congratulate the Croatian Sons 
Lodge Number 170, of the Croatian Fraternal 
Union, on the festive occasion of its Golden 
Member banquet, held on Sunday, October 
18, 2015. 

The Croatian Fraternal Union celebrated 
their gala at the Croatian Center in Merrillville, 
Indiana. Traditionally, the celebration entails a 
formal recognition of the Union’s Golden Mem- 
bers, those who have reached fifty years of 
membership. This year’s honorees who have 
attained fifty years of membership include 
Carol Ann Ammon, Rosemarie Brackett, Janet 
Browning, Nicholas James Constantine, Mi- 
chael Dujmovic, Thomas Michael Gillam, Flor- 
ence A. Liss, Denise Ann Lukrafka, Patricia 
Anne Marince, Margaret J. Mrzljak, Ronald E. 
Ostrowski, Penelope A. Pappas, Marian Lu- 
cille Pozgay, Richard James Putz, Carolyn 
Rarey, Barbara Ann Rubesha, James Joseph 
Rubino, Richard Sturtridge, James William 
Svetich, and Mary Ann Tuskan. 

This memorable day began with a mass at 
Saint Joseph the Worker Croatian Catholic 
Church in Gary, Indiana, with the Reverend 
Father Stephen Loncar officiating. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you and my other 
distinguished colleagues join me in com- 
mending Lodge President John Miksich and all 
the members of the Croatian Fraternal Union 
Lodge Number 170 for their loyalty and radiant 
display of passion for their ethnicity. The Cro- 
atian community has played a key role in en- 
riching the quality of life and culture of North- 
west Indiana. It is my hope that this year will 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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bring renewed prosperity for all members of 
the Croatian community and their families. 


Ee 


INDUSTRIAL CHEMICAL CORPORA- 
TION, SIMPLY STORAGE, AND 
5280 ARMORY 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to 
recognize Industrial Chemical Corporation, 
Simply Storage and 5280 Armory for receiving 
the Business Collaboration Award from the Ar- 
vada Economic Development Association. 

The Business Collaboration Award was cre- 
ated to honor a one-of-a-kind partnership be- 
tween three private Arvada businesses who 
overcame the challenges of growing their 
companies. 

Industrial Chemical Corporation needed a 
small piece of land to be able to expand their 
rail capability. 5280 Armory needed to find 
larger space to expand their operation, and 
Simply Storage wanted to bring their storage 
facility to Arvada. The collaboration between 
these companies resulted in finding a suitable 
solution for each of these expanding compa- 
nies to stay and grow in Arvada—a big win for 
the community. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to In- 
dustrial Chemical Corporation, Simply Storage 
and 5280 Armory for this well-deserved honor 
from the Arvada Economic Development As- 
sociation. | am proud of your collaboration and 
commitment to the community. 


nu 


OCTOBER 20, 2015 EASTERN IOWA 
HONOR FLIGHT 


HON. DAVID LOEBSACK 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. LOEBSACK. Mr. Speaker, today, over 
eighty lowa veterans of World War Il, the Ko- 
rean War, and the Vietnam War will travel to 
our nation’s capital. Together, they will visit 
the monuments that were built in their honor 
by a grateful nation. 

For many, today will be the first time they 
will see the National World War Il Memorial, 
the Korean War Veterans Memorial, the Viet- 
nam War Memorial, and Arlington National 
Cemetery. | can think of no greater honor than 
to be able to thank lowa’s and our nation’s he- 
roes for their service to our country. 

We owe these heroes a debt of gratitude, 
and the Honor Flight demonstrates that we as 
a state and as a country will never forget the 
debt we owe those who have worn our na- 
tion’s uniform. As a reminder of the service 
and sacrifice of the Greatest Generation, | am 
proud to have a piece of marble in my office 
from the quarry that was used to build the 
World War II Memorial. Our World War II, Ko- 
rean War, and Vietnam War veterans rose to 
defend not just our nation, but the freedoms, 
democracy, and values that make our country 
the greatest nation on earth. They did so as 
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one people and one country. Their sacrifices 
and determination in the face of great threats 
to our way of life are both humbling and inspir- 
ing. 

| am tremendously proud to welcome the 
Eastern lowa Honor Flight and lowa’s vet- 
erans of World War Il, the Korean War, and 
the Vietnam War to our nation’s capital today. 
On behalf of every lowan | represent, | thank 
them for their service to our country. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING NATIONAL DIS- 
ABILITY EMPLOYMENT AWARE- 
NESS MONTH 


HON. BRIAN HIGGINS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, | stand before 
you today to celebrate the valiant contributions 
of individuals with disabilities in the workplace. 
Twenty-five years ago America took an enor- 
mous stride as a nation when enacting the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). This 
legislation was monumental in promoting 
equal opportunity for those with a disability 
seeking employment, yet nearly a quarter cen- 
tury later discrimination still exists. 

Over forty-eight million Americans have a 
disability, but are unemployed at a rate that is 
twice that of people without disabilities. De- 
spite the courageous effort of those with dis- 
abilities to change beliefs of employers they 
still face grave challenges in the workplace. 
We must come together as a nation to support 
those here in the United States suffering from 
employment discrimination because of a dis- 
ability. America can become a stronger nation 
when we utilize the talents of and celebrate 
the gifts of all of our people. During National 
Disability Employment Awareness Month, we 
recognize Americans with disabilities that 
strengthen our workforce, communities, and 
country. 

Many great organizations such as People 
Inc. in Western New York strive to promote 
equality for those with disabilities. People Inc. 
was founded in 1986 with a goal to give indi- 
viduals with disabling conditions or other spe- 
cial needs support they need to participate 
and succeed in an accepting society. People 
Inc. is working toward a future where all per- 
sons whose needs limit their integration into 
the community can reach their highest level of 
human potential as responsible members of 
society. 

| will continue to fight for the equal employ- 
ment opportunity for those with disabilities. It 
is time that we put people with disabilities on 
a level playing field with every other American. 
| have supported and cosponsored the Fair 
Wages for Workers with Disabilities Act, a bill 
that overturns 75-year-old provisions that allow 
individuals with disabilities to be employed at 
subminimum wage rates. 

Mr. Speaker, thank you for allowing me a 
few moments to recognize National Disability 
Employment Awareness Month. | ask that my 
colleagues join me in support for those with 
disabilities in the workplace and encourage 
them to spread awareness across the United 
States this October. 


October 20, 2015 


RECOGNIZING THE NEWLY NATU- 
RALIZED CITIZENS OF NORTH- 
WEST INDIANA 


HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
great pleasure and sincerity that | take this 
time to congratulate thirty individuals who took 
their oath of citizenship on Friday, October 16, 
2015. This memorable occasion, presided 
over by Judge Joseph S. Van Bokkelen, was 
held at the United States Courthouse and 
Federal Building in Hammond, Indiana. 

America is a country founded by immi- 
grants. From its beginning, settlers have come 
from countries around the world to the United 
States in search of better lives for their fami- 
lies. Oath ceremonies are a shining example 
of what is so great about the United States of 
America—that people from all over the world 
can come together and unite as members of 
a free, democratic nation. These individuals 
realize that nowhere else in the world offers a 
better opportunity for success than here in 
America. 

On October 16, 2015, the following people, 
representing many nations throughout the 
world, took their oaths of citizenship in Ham- 
mond, Indiana: Mary Ann Quinesio Caduco, 
Ruel Tafalla Caduco, Vanessa Elizabeth 
Ochoa Gonzalez, Ana Martins Murta, Heloisa 
Bezerra Martins, Lewelyn Estrera Arevalo, 
Paulius Junokas, Roxana Mendoza Diaz, 
Osvaldo Fonseca Hernandez, Nelia Rieza Ar- 
agon, Edenia Floriselda Fley Centeno, 
Seungyup Sun, Thuy Thi Hong Le, Yamylene 
Anne Almanzor Hartsough, Mei Wang, Evely 
Leanos Mota, Henry Kavolu Ndisya, Yen Ngoc 
Nguyen, Veena Jhamandas Prithyani, Luz 
Cruz, Karina Gomez, Nestor Hodgson, Judith 
Adanely Hunt, Orawan Yooplao Krizman, Jeff 
Nguefack Mbeleke, Pedro Raygoza, Joanna 
Reyna, Maria del Rosario Serrano, Chantal 
Emefa Vigbedor, and Pinar Zorlutuna Vural. 

Although each individual has sought to be- 
come a citizen of the United States for his or 
her own reasons, be it for education, occupa- 
tion, or to offer their loved ones better lives, 
each is inspired by the fact that the United 
States of America is, as Abraham Lincoln de- 
scribed it, a country “. . . of the people, by the 
people, and for the people.” They realize that 
the United States is truly a free nation. By 
seeking American citizenship, they have made 
the decision that they want to live in a place 
where, as guaranteed by the First Amendment 
of the Constitution, they can practice religion 
as they choose, speak their minds without fear 
of punishment, and assemble in peaceful pro- 
test should they choose to do so. 

Mr. Speaker, | respectfully ask you and my 
other distinguished colleagues to join me in 
congratulating these individuals who became 
citizens of the United States of America on 
October 16, 2015. They, too, are American 
citizens, and they, too, are guaranteed the in- 
alienable rights to life, liberty, and the pursuit 
of happiness. We, as a free and democratic 
nation, congratulate them and welcome them. 


October 20, 2015 
COSTCO 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize Costco for receiving the Ar- 
vada Economic Development Association 
(AEDA) Outstanding Large Business Award. 

The Outstanding Large Business Award is 
given to a large business in the community for 
their commitment to the local economy and 
job creation, particularly through their invest- 
ment in the community and corporate culture. 

Costco is the second largest global retailer 
with more than 80 million members. They 
have won many awards including being 
named the “Most Admired Company” by For- 
tune Magazine two years in a row. More im- 
portantly, Costco maintains a code of ethics 
that speak to the culture of respect they have 
for their members, employees and suppliers. 

Costco opened their location in Arvada on 
September 19, 2001. Over the past 14 years 
they have grown to 250 employees, added 
several suppliers, and are a huge economic 
engine for the city of Arvada. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to 
Costco for this well-deserved honor from the 
Arvada Economic Development Association. | 
am proud of the service they provide our com- 
munity and am certain their products and serv- 
ices will continue to benefit the community for 
decades to come. 


ee 


CELEBRATING THE WORK OF 
MR. DON WICK 


HON. SUZAN K. DelBENE 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Ms. DELBENE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
celebrate the great work of a constituent of 
mine, Mr. Don Wick. Throughout his 28 years 
as Executive Director of the Economic Devel- 
opment Association of Skagit County, Don has 
been critical to supporting businesses through- 
out the county and region. 

From the many business workshops and 
seminars to the outreach and mentorship pro- 
grams, Don’s tenure at EDASC has expanded 
and diversified the access to opportunity in 
Skagit County. One such program, the Lead- 
ership Skagit program, was recognized by the 
2004 Governors Leadership Award and 
strengthens the community by developing 
leaders who are informed, inclusive and con- 
nected through shared learning experiences. 

Don understands that the engine of our 
economy is driven by our people and commu- 
nities. His success at EDASC is due in part to 
his ability to engage with people and build re- 
lationships with them. 

His leadership and commitment to the 
Skagit County community has allowed EDASC 
to build successful partnerships with local 
businesses and foster job growth that will con- 
tinue to sustain the quality of life in our region 
for years to come. 
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It has always been a pleasure working with 
Don who is always enthusiastic and upbeat. 
It's contagious. Whether through radio broad- 
casting or economic development, he has left 
a lasting positive impact, and | wish him the 
very best in whatever his next venture may 
be. He has dedicated the past 28 years to 
helping Skagit County grow and prosper, en- 
suring it’s better off than when he started, and 
| have no doubt he'll continue giving back to 
the community in his retirement. 


HONORING PASO PACIFICO 


HON. JULIA BROWNLEY 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Ms. BROWNLEY of California. Mr. Speaker, 
today | rise to recognize Paso Pacifico, an or- 
ganization wholeheartedly dedicated to the 
restoration and conservation of the natural 
ecosystem of Central America’s Pacific Slope, 
on the occasion of its 10th anniversary. 
Headquartered in Ventura County, California, 
Paso Pacifico transcends distance by commit- 
ting itself to an ecological mission and vision 
that is shared by the Nicaraguan communities 
that it serves. 

Beginning as a collaborative dream of Sarah 
Otterstrom and Liza Gonzalez, Paso Pacifico 
has grown into an exceptional organization 
that strives to rescue, save, and rehabilitate 
the natural wonders and resources of Central 
America, and specifically Nicaragua. Paso 
Pacifico has worked diligently to collaborate 
with private landowners, local businesses, 
government agencies, local and international 
non-governmental organizations, school- 
children, and conservation scientists to protect 
Nicaragua’s fragile ecosystem. 

For the past decade, Paso Pacifico has em- 
powered local communities and economies by 
creating and managing community programs 
throughout the region. These programs have 
ranged from mitigating climate change to re- 
building forests in order to positively affect the 
future of the global ecology. Paso Pacifico has 
developed conservation programs to address 
the issues that impact the local coastal and 
marine ecosystems. The organization’s efforts 
include beach cleanup projects that have been 
comprised of over 6,000 people spanning 
across 80 beaches in Nicaragua, removing 
over 330,000 pounds of trash. Since 2005, 
Paso Pacifico has had a profound impact and 
has saved the habitats of the local endan- 
gered wildlife, including four species of sea 
turtles, the black-handed spider monkey, and 
the yellow-naped Amazon parrot. 

Due to an outstanding and remarkable team 
including a dedicated staff, active Board of Di- 
rectors, and numerous scientists, profes- 
sionals, and volunteers, Paso Pacifico has 
achieved notable success through its unique 
programs and initiatives. Paso Pacifico has re- 
ceived the Emil M. Mrak International Award 
from the University of California, Davis, as well 
as the Gold Level Validation by the Climate, 
Community & Biodiversity Alliance. Paso 
Pacifico has also been honored and recog- 
nized by National Geographic, the United 


16199 


States Forest Service, and the Disney Con- 
servation Fund. 

For their significant and critical efforts to 
protect the environment along the Pacific 
Coast of Central America, | am honored to 
recognize Paso Pacifico for 10 years of serv- 
ice. It is with sincere gratitude that | congratu- 
late Paso Pacifico on reaching this momen- 
tous milestone and | wish them continued suc- 
cess in their future endeavors. 


ES 


HONORING THE LIFE OF 
DR. WAYNE DYER 


HON. TIM RYAN 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to honor the life of Dr. Wayne Dyer. Dr. Dyer 
was an internationally renowned author and 
speaker in the field of self-development and 
spiritual growth. Over the span of his four-dec- 
ade career, he wrote 42 books, 21 of which 
became New York Times bestsellers, and this 
wide readership earned him the affectionate 
nickname of “the father of motivation” among 
his fans. 

Born and raised in Detroit, Michigan, Dr. 
Dyer earned his doctorate in educational 
counseling from Wayne State University be- 
fore serving as a professor at St. John’s Uni- 
versity in New York. Through his early work as 
a college educator, and as a clinical psycholo- 
gist, he discovered the need to make the prin- 
ciples of self-discovery and personal growth 
available to the general public. 

After publishing a string of best-selling 
books on the practical psychology of self-im- 
provement, Dr. Dyer felt a shift in his thinking 
that led him to explore the spiritual aspects of 
human experience. “My purpose is to help 
people look at themselves and begin to shift 
their concepts,” Dr. Dyer said at the time. 
“Remember, we are not our country, our race, 
or religion. We are eternal spirits. Seeing our- 
selves as spiritual beings without label is a 
way to transform the world and reach a sacred 
place for all of humanity.” 

Dr. Dyer created several audio programs 
and videos, and appeared on thousands of tel- 
evision and radio shows over the course of his 
career. Many of his books have been featured 
as PBS specials, raising over $200 million for 
public television stations nationwide and mak- 
ing Dr. Dyer one of PBS’s most successful 
fund-raisers. This philanthropic spirit was in- 
trinsic to Dr. Dyer, as illustrated by his chari- 
table contributions to his alma mater, Wayne 
State University, which totaled more than $1 
million. 

Dr. Dyer’s first feature film, The Shift, was 
released in 2009, followed in 2012 by the 
autobiographical film, My Greatest Teacher. 
The second film dramatized a defining mo- 
ment in Dyer's life, when he had visited the 
grave of his father, who had abandoned him 
as a young boy. While the intention that day 
had been to exact some form of vengeance 
on the man Dyer felt had sent him down a 
dark path of rage and alcoholism, at the 
gravesite Dr. Dyer was overcome by inex- 
plicable feelings of love and forgiveness. He 
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credited this experience with changing the tra- 
jectory of his life. The date of this experience 
was August 30, 1974. On the exact same day, 
41 years later, Dr. Dyer passed on. 


Beyond this formative experience with his 
father, Dr. Dyer counted among his teachers 
St. Francis of Assisi, Lao Tzu, Rumi, Carl 
Jung, and Abraham Maslow. 


Despite a childhood spent in orphanages 
and foster homes, Dr. Dyer made his dreams 
come true. He lived to teach others to over- 
come their perceived limits and engage in 
their “Highest Self.” 


Just before his passing, Dr. Dyer had re- 
turned from Australia and New Zealand, where 
he lectured in front of thousands of people. As 
a father to eight children and nine grand- 
children, he was back home in Maui looking 
forward to spending time with his family, while 
gearing up for the launch of his upcoming 
book. 


While he had struggled with leukemia, Dr. 
Dyer was the healthiest he had been in years, 
keeping a very active schedule. His death has 
officially been attributed to heart failure. 


Dr. Dyer was a man dedicated to the better- 
ment of others. His work touched countless 
lives, and his influence will certainly be 
missed. 


Ee 


DENNIS MEYER 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to 
recognize Dennis Meyer of Das Meyer Fine 
Pastry Chalet for receiving the Lloyd J. King 
Entrepreneurial Spirit Award from the Arvada 
Economic Development Association. 


This prestigious business award, named 
after the founder of King Soopers in Olde 
Town Arvada, is presented to an individual 
with characteristics of an exemplary entre- 
preneur. Dennis Meyer has been baking since 
1965 and is renowned as a Certified Executive 
Pastry Chef, Master Baker. A member of the 
American Academy of Chefs, Dennis was 
named “Chef of the Year’ in 1987 and has 
won numerous gold medals in culinary com- 
petitions, including “People’s Choice” and 
“Best of Show.” He started his family owned 
business in 1985 in Arvada, Colorado. In 
2006, he was inducted into the Colorado 
Chefs Hall of Fame. 


The spirit behind Das Meyer Fine Pastry 
Chalet is led by the vision, creativity, kind- 
heartedness and generosity of the founder 
Dennis Meyer. His commitment to making his 
clients’ special occasions memorable is re- 
markable and a tribute to his success. 


| congratulate Dennis Meyer and all of the 
employees of Das Meyer Fine Pastry Chalet 
for this well-deserved honor from the Arvada 
Economic Development Association. | thank 
him for his commitment to excellence and his 
continued service to the community. 
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RECOGNIZING THE DEDICATED 
SERVICE OF NORTHWEST FLOR- 
IDA’S MAXINE IVEY 


HON. JEFF MILLER 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
to recognize Ms. Maxine Ivey on the occasion 
of her retirement as Executive Director of 
Northwest Florida Rural Health Network. For 
twenty years, Ms. Ivey has dedicated her life 
to serving the Gulf Coast community, and | am 
pleased to honor her outstanding achieve- 
ments. 


Northwest Florida Rural Health Network, 
which serves Escambia, Santa Rosa, 
Okaloosa and Walton Counties, is one of nine 
health networks in the State of Florida created 
to improve health care services and access in 
rural communities. Ms. Ivey has worked tire- 
lessly with the Network since it was first estab- 
lished in 1995 and has held various leadership 
roles. While as Director of Purchasing and 
Volunteers for Jay Hospital prior to her hus- 
band’s passing, Ms. Ivey, along with her hus- 
band, Don, who was the Jay Hospital Adminis- 
trator at the time, worked together as a team 
to help keep the hospital open and to ensure 
that their community’s health care needs were 
properly met. As a result of her leadership and 
continued dedication to service before self, 
Ms. Ivey eventually became Executive Director 
of the Northwest Florida Rural Health Network. 


Ms. Ivey’s service to Northwest Florida, 
however, is not limited to her work with the 
Network. She sits on the Jay Town Council 
and is the President of the Northwest Florida 
Area Agency on Aging. In this capacity Maxine 
works closely with the Florida Department of 
Elder Affairs and other local, state and na- 
tional agencies to facilitate the needs of the el- 
derly so they can age safely and with dignity 
in their own homes. Ms. Ivey is also an active 
member of Jay First Baptist Church and is a 
loving mother of three. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf the Gulf Coast com- 
munity, | am pleased to congratulate Ms. Max- 
ine Ivey on her well-earned retirement after 20 
years of dedicated service to Northwest Flor- 
ida. My wife Vicki and | wish her and her three 
sons all the best for continued success. 


Eee 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. RUBEN HINOJOSA 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, unfortunately, 
| was unable to be present in the House 
chamber for certain roll call votes. Had | been 
present on October 7th and 8th, | would have 
voted ‘nay’ on roll calls 536, 537, 538, and 
544. | would have voted ‘yea’ on roll calls 539, 
540, and 543. 
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HONORING VIETNAM WAR MOVING 
WALL MEMORIAL 


HON. THEODORE E. DEUTCH 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
commemorate the Vietnam Memorial Wall 
opening ceremony in the City of Coral 
Springs, Florida. The servicemembers whose 
names are written on the Wall fought valiantly 
to protect our Nation, and they rightfully de- 
serve our recognition and admiration. 

The Moving Wall is a half-size replica of the 
Vietnam Veterans Memorial in Washington 
DC, which stands as a testament to the loss 
endured in the Vietnam War. This display is 
coming to my district thanks to the dedication 
of Commissioner Lou Cimaglia, who served in 
the Army Reserve for eight years and made it 
his goal to bring the Wall to Coral Springs. 

The Moving Wall will be on display in Coral 
Springs, Florida from October 22 to 26, 2015. 
This event allows area residents to experience 
the Vietnam War Memorial and to reflect on 
the sacrifice of the men and women who 
fought in this conflict. Participants will also 
have the opportunity to leave mementos at the 
Wall, which will later be included at The Mov- 
ing Wall Museum in Washington, DC. 

| thank the Veterans Coalition for their help 
bringing the Wall to Coral Springs and John 
Devitt, Norris Shears, Gerry Haver for building 
the Wall. | also thank Commissioner Cimaglia, 
and all Vietnam veteran volunteers who 
worked tirelessly to make this event possible. 
| am proud to honor them and this event, and 
express deep appreciation for all Vietnam War 
veterans’ service to our Nation. 


RED ROCKS COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize Red Rocks Community 
College’s (RRCC) Health Sciences Campus 
for receiving the Arvada Economic Develop- 
ment Association (AEDA) Community Partner- 
ship Award. 

The Community Partnership Award recog- 
nizes organizations and businesses that rep- 
resent new investment and economic opportu- 
nities in Arvada. The award is being given to 
Red Rocks Community College for their cap- 
ital investment in the new Health Sciences 
Campus in Arvada. 

The Arvada campus is already home to 
RRCC’s health programs as well as associate 
degree and general education courses that 
transfer to four-year institutions. The campus 
is currently undergoing a large expansion to 
help meet the needs of the growing health 
care needs of the community. Expected to be 
completed by fall of 2016, the new building will 
provide state-of-the-art instructional space for 
health sciences, enhanced curriculum for 
healthcare programs, accommodate additional 
students, and help develop new programs in 
line with industry demands. 
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| extend my deepest congratulations to Red 
Rocks Community College’s (RRCC) Health 
Sciences Campus for being honored by the 
Arvada Economic Development Association. | 
am proud of their contribution to our commu- 
nity and look forward to their new completed 
campus and future expansion. 


— 


HONORING THE LIFE AND DEDI- 
CATED SERVICE OF MILLARD 
FILLMORE ADAMS, JR. 


HON. JEFF MILLER 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, it is 
with both profound sadness and deep grati- 
tude that | rise to honor Millard Fillmore 
Adams, Jr., of Santa Rosa County, who died 
suddenly on October 7, 2015. 


Born and raised in Northwest Florida and a 
native of Santa Rosa County, Mr. Adams 
graduated from Milton High School in 1963. 
He earned his undergraduate degree from 
Bob Jones University in Greenville, South 
Carolina, and it was during his time in Green- 
ville where he met his bride of 47 years, Ms. 
Donna Spurr of Nova Scotia, Canada. 


Mr. Adams answered the call to serve his 
country by joining the U.S. Army during the 
Vietnam War. Upon his return to Northwest 
Florida, he became owner and operator of 
WCKC AM radio, a local sports station that, 
among other things, broadcasted football 
games from his alma mater, Milton High 
School. 


However, Mr. Adams’s service and dedica- 
tion to his community extended far beyond 
that of local radio. He served as a member on 
the Milton City Council and as Mayor of Milton 
from 1979 to 1980. In 1980, he joined the 
Santa Rosa County Board of County Commis- 
sioners, where he served as a commissioner 
until 1984 and then again from 1988 to 1992. 
Mr. Adams also served as Director of the 
Santa Rosa County Chapter of the American 
Red Cross and was an active member of 
Campus Church at Pensacola Christian Col- 
lege. His countless contributions to Florida’s 
First Congressional District in his various ca- 
pacities are innumerable, and his death is a 
great loss to our community. 


While many will remember Mr. Adams as a 
patriot who served our Nation honorably or as 
local official who left a lasting impact on North- 
west Florida, his family and friends will re- 
member him as a loving husband, father, 
grandfather, and brother. 


Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the House of 
Representatives, | am proud to honor the life 
and dedicated service of Millard Adams, Jr. 
My wife Vicki and | extend our deepest condo- 
lences and prayers to his wife, Donna; son, 
John and daughter-in-law Jennifer; daughter- 
in-law, Melissa; his grandchildren, Kailyn, 
Jaxon, Caroline, and Ryan; his sisters, Cyn- 
thia and Francis; and the entire Adams’ family. 
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TRIBUTE TO THE HONOR FLIGHT 
OF OREGON 


HON. GREG WALDEN 


OF OREGON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise to recog- 
nize the 27 veterans from Oregon who will be 
visiting their memorial this Saturday in Wash- 
ington, D.C. through Honor Flight of Oregon. 
Ten of these veterans served over 70 years 
ago in World War Il, and 17 served in the Ko- 
rean War. Veterans of both wars will see the 
memorials dedicated to their service here in 
Washington. On behalf of a grateful state and 
country, we welcome these heroes to our na- 
tion’s capital. 

The World War II veterans on this flight from 
Oregon are as follows: Henry Turner, Army; 
Marvin Worden, Army; William Carhart Jr, 
Army Air Force; Edward Nicolaides, Marines; 
William Ackermann Jr, Navy; Clement K. Hyer, 
Navy; John T. Hyer, Navy; Stuart Richardson, 
Navy; Floyd Schrock, Navy; Vincent Stone, 
Navy. 

The Korean War veterans on this flight from 
Oregon are as follows: James Bartlett, Air 
Force; Robert Burton, Air Force; Patricia 
Moyer, Air Force; Joseph Violette, Air Force; 
Raymond Coburn, Army; Henry Faria, Army; 
Clifford Friesen, Army; Wilferd Krein, Army; 
William Gemmet, Marines, James Aday, Navy; 
John Ames, Navy; Darrell Davis, Navy; 
Charles Johnson, Navy; James McDonald, 
Navy; Allen Nash, Navy; Paul Standring, 
Navy; Raold Stroup, Navy. 

These 27 heroes join the estimated 20,000- 
25,000 veterans who will travel to Washington 
D.C. from their home states in 2015, adding to 
the 138,800 veterans who have been honored 
through the Honor Flight Network of volun- 
teers nationwide since 2005. 

Mr. Speaker, each of us is humbled by the 
courage of these brave Americans who put 
themselves in harm’s way for our country and 
way of life. As a nation, we can never fully 
repay the debt of gratitude owed to them for 
their honor, commitment, and sacrifice in de- 
fense of the freedoms we have today. 

My colleagues, please join me in thanking 
these veterans and the volunteers of Honor 
Flight of Oregon for their exemplary dedication 
and service to this great country. 


TRIBUTE TO PAULINE MOBERG 


HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and congratulate Pauline 
Moberg on the celebration of her 100th birth- 
day. Pauline celebrated this special day on 
October 4, 2015 in Creston, lowa. 

Our world has changed a great deal during 
the course of Pauline’s life. Since her birth, we 
have revolutionized air travel and walked on 
the moon. We have invented the television, 
cellular phones, and the internet. We have 
fought in wars overseas, seen the rise and fall 
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of Soviet communism, and witnessed the birth 
of new democracies. Pauline has lived through 
17 United States Presidents and 24 Governors 
of lowa. In her lifetime, the population of the 
United States has more than tripled. 

Mr. Speaker, it is an honor to represent 
Pauline in the United States Congress and it 
is my pleasure to wish her a very happy 100th 
birthday. | invite my colleagues in the United 
States House of Representatives to join me in 
congratulating Pauline on reaching this incred- 
ible milestone, and wishing her even more 
health and happiness in the years to come. 


EE 


BELOVED TEACHER, NOW 
PUBLISHED AUTHOR 


HON. PETE OLSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Cheryl Richardson, a talented and 
creative teacher from Richmond, Texas who 
has added author to her list of accomplish- 
ments. 

As a fourth grade teacher at Manford Wil- 
liams Elementary in Richmond, Ms. Richard- 
son recently published her first children’s 
book. You might recognize her under her pen 
name, Giddy Gragert. Fufu’s Bistro is about a 
young boy who plays with his food when one 
day his food starts playing back. His imagina- 
tion takes him on a journey around the world. 
By combining her love of travel and her 
daughter's love for playing with food, Cheryl 
wrote a book that inspires creativity and curi- 
osity in young children. Cheryl selflessly dedi- 
cates her time to helping children succeed. 
This new book is just another way Cheryl will 
be able to inspire kids to dream big. We are 
all proud of Ms. Richardson’s hard work. 

On behalf of the Twenty-Second Congres- 
sional District of Texas, congratulations to 
Cheryl, or Giddy, on her first book. 


S&H PRODUCTS, INC. 
HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize S&H Products, Inc. for re- 
ceiving the Arvada Economic Development 
Association (AEDA) Outstanding Small Busi- 
ness Award. 

The Outstanding Small Business Award is 
given to a small business for their commitment 
to capital improvements and employment 
growth particularly through their investment in 
the community and corporate culture. 

Since 1988, S&H Products has been de- 
signing and manufacturing premium-grade fire- 
fighting equipment, including fire hose nozzles, 
wye valves, shut-off valves, wildland hose 
clamps, and other related products for both 
commercial and government applications. 
Their products are used in 90 percent of 
wildland firefighting suppression efforts across 
the country, including in Colorado, a state that 
is greatly impacted by wildfires every year. 
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S&H Products is a great example of a suc- 
cessful local company with a ‘Make It In Amer- 
ica’ philosophy and a commitment to high- 
quality products. Today, they are a family 
owned and operated business that oversees 
all its own product development from concept 
and design to manufacturing and testing from 
its facility in Arvada. Currently S&H employs 
about 33 people, up almost 50 percent from 
three years ago. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to S&H 
Products, Inc. and all of their employees for 
being honored by the Arvada Economic Devel- 
opment Association. | am proud of the service 
they provide our community and am certain 
their products and service will continue to ben- 
efit the wildland firefighting and our commu- 
nities for decades to come. 


TRIBUTE TO FRED LEONHARDT 
HON. JOHN L. MICA 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, it is my honor to 
pay tribute to Frederick Wayne Leonhardt of 
Orlando, Florida, who passed away October 
10, 2015. During my years of service, | have 
recognized a number of friends, public serv- 
ants and individuals in the Journal of the U.S. 
House of Representatives. However, with Fred 
Leonhardt’s sudden passing, | have lost a 
close friend and Delta Chi Fraternity Brother 
whom | have known for nearly half a century. 
In Central Florida, we have lost one of our 
most active and successful community lead- 
ers. His family has lost a loved one whose 
smile, caring and beaming optimism are now 
fond memories. Fred touched thousands of 
lives with his untiring efforts on behalf of indi- 
viduals and civic organizations and through his 
work with local, state and national leaders. 
Few individuals in Florida have achieved the 
level and record of success in volunteer lead- 
ership positions as this gentleman. 

Fred was born October 26, 1949 in Daytona 
Beach to Frederick Walter Leonhardt and 
Gaetane Wirtanen Leonhardt. Raised in 
Volusia County, Florida, he attended 
Seabreeze High School and went on to the 
University of Florida. That was when | first met 
Fred, during rush in his first few days on cam- 
pus. During his college days, Fred was active 
in student affairs and he became Florida Delta 
Chi Fraternity President. He was honored with 
membership in Florida Blue Key and served in 
many student leadership positions. After grad- 
uating with a Bachelors and then a Law De- 
gree, Fred served our nation as a JAG officer 
in the United States Army. 

After marrying Vicki Cook, daughter of Tom 
and Gloria, and beginning his practice in Day- 
tona Beach; the Leonhardts settled in Orlando 
in 1988 with their two children, Whitaker and 
Ashley. He joined GrayRobinson law firm in 
1992. Fred not only chaired the Daytona 
Beach Area Chamber of Commerce, but also 
the Greater Orlando Chamber of Commerce 
and State of Florida Chamber of Commerce. 

His list of civic, bar and community activities 
is almost unmatched by any citizen. Fred was 
an active member of the Central Florida Part- 
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nership, Floridians for Better Transportation, 
University of Central Florida Foundation, Tiger 
Bay Club of Central Florida, Leadership Flor- 
ida, Volusia County United Way, the National 
Council of the Boy Scouts of America, Cele- 
bration Health Foundation and served as a 
Trustee Emeritus for the University of Florida 
Law School. 

He is survived by Vicki Cook Leonhardt of 
Ponce Inlet; their children, Ashley Leonhardt 
Lee and her husband Kevin of Ormond Beach 
and Frederick Whitaker Leonhardt and his wife 
Amanda of Orlando; granddaughter Madison 
Grace Lee; and sister Germaine Leonhardt 
Moffett of Daytona Beach. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask you and my colleagues 
to join me in recognizing the life, public serv- 
ice and legacy of my friend and a great Amer- 
ican, Fredrick Wayne Leonhardt. 


TRIBUTE TO CAROL SPARR 


HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and congratulate Carol 
Sparr of Red Oak, lowa, for being inducted 
into the lowa 4-H Hall of Fame during a cere- 
mony at the lowa State Fair. Inductees to the 
Hall of Fame must demonstrate dedication, 
encouragement, commitment and guidance to 
lowa’s 4-H students throughout the years. 

Carol grew up in Rulo, Nebraska where she 
attended Peru State College. She and her 
husband, Ted, now reside in Red Oak, lowa. 
Carol became involved in 4—H when her 
daughter Trasy joined the organization. For 35 
years Carol has served as the Food and Nutri- 
tion Superintendent for the county fair and has 
helped oversee the annual bake sale. She 
now spends most of her free time volunteering 
in the community at Meals on Wheels, the 
Montgomery County Board of Health, and the 
First United Methodist Church of Red Oak. 

Mr. Speaker, | applaud and congratulate 
Carol for earning this award. It is truly an 
honor to represent her, and lowans like her, in 
the United States Congress. | urge my col- 
leagues in the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives to join me in congratulating Carol 
for her numerous accomplishments in the 4— 
H community. | wish her nothing but continued 
success moving forward. 


EEE 
RECOGNIZING THE ARIZONA 
BRANCH OF THE INTER- 


NATIONAL DYSLEXIA ASSOCIA- 
TION 


HON. KYRSTEN SINEMA 


OF ARIZONA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Ms. SINEMA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the Arizona Branch of the Inter- 
national Dyslexia Association and the thou- 
sands of Arizonans impacted by dyslexia. 

October is Dyslexia Awareness Month, a 
time to spread awareness and commit to en- 
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suring that Americans with dyslexia have the 
resources they need to succeed in the class- 
room and in the workplace. 

According to the International Dyslexia As- 
sociation, up to 20 percent of Americans expe- 
rience symptoms of dyslexia. That’s one in 
five Americans—making dyslexia the most 
common learning disability in the United 
States. 

Dyslexia is a language-based learning dis- 
ability, the symptoms of which can have a pro- 
found effect on a person’s ability to read, 
write, and perform other language-related 
tasks. While dyslexia is a life-long condition, 
we know that—with the proper resources— 
people with dyslexia can manage their symp- 
toms and succeed in school and in life. 

For over three decades, the Arizona Branch 
of the International Dyslexia Association has 
empowered Arizona families impacted by dys- 
lexia, provided resources to educators, and 
fostered a community committed to the suc- 
cess of Arizonans with learning disabilities. | 
am honored to recognize their courageous ef- 
forts today. 

| am also committed to working with my fel- 
low members of the Dyslexia Caucus, a bipar- 
tisan group that supports education and career 
opportunities for people with dyslexia, and en- 
sures that their voices are heard in Congress. 

By working together and forming strong 
partnerships with community leaders like the 
Arizona Branch of the International Dyslexia 
Association, we can ensure Americans im- 
pacted by dyslexia have the resources nec- 
essary to achieve their full potential. 


EE 


HONORING THE DEDICATED SERV- 
ICE AND SELFLESS SACRIFICE 
OF SENIOR AIRMAN NATHAN C. 
SARTAIN 


HON. JEFF MILLER 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, it is 
with both profound sadness and deep grati- 
tude that | rise to pay tribute to a fallen deco- 
rated American hero. 

On October 2, 2015, Senior Airman Nathan 
C. Sartain, who was assigned to the United 
States Air Force 66th Security Forces Squad- 
ron based out of Hanscom Air Force Base in 
Massachusetts, lost his life in a tragic C-130 
crash in Jalalabad, Afghanistan while de- 
ployed with the 455th Expeditionary Security 
Forces Squadron and valiantly serving our Na- 
tion in support of Operation Freedom’s Sen- 
tinel. Senior Airman Sartain was 29 years old, 
but lived a lifetime marked by and full of serv- 
ice. 

Born and raised in Pensacola, Florida, Sen- 
ior Airman Sartain made the Northwest Florida 
community proud with his many achievements. 
He excelled at Pensacola High School where 
he was a member of the National Honor Soci- 
ety and Junior Reserve Officer Training Corps, 
where he twice was named an outstanding 
cadet. Additionally, he was inducted into the 
Kitty Hawk Air Society’s Daniel L. “Chappie” 
James Chapter designed to encourage per- 
sonal excellence and promote community 
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service and was awarded the Air Force Ser- 
geants’ Association medal in 2001. 

Answering the call of duty and following in 
his father’s footsteps of service, Senior Airman 
Sartain enlisted in the Air Force in 2013. Upon 
graduating from Basic Training and the Air 
Force Security Forces Academy Training, he 
served as an Installation Patrolman and mobi- 
lized as a Fly Away Security Team member, 
a role in which his missions would take him 
across the globe standing guard in defense of 
our Nation. His awards include the Air Force 
Commendation Medal, Air Force Good Con- 
duct Medal, National Defense Service Medal, 
Afghanistan Campaign Medal, and the Global 
War on Terrorism Service Medal. 

His life stands as a testament that freedom 
is not free, and as exemplified by his extraor- 
dinary heroism, Senior Airman Sartain’s leg- 
acy will echo in time as an example of the ulti- 
mate sacrifice in the name of freedom. On be- 
half of the Northwest Florida community and a 
grateful Nation, my wife, Vicki, joins me in 
praying that God is with Nathan’s wife, Lana; 
stepdaughter, Alexia; parents, Phillip and Jan- 
ice; siblings, Jeremy, Heather and Dewayne; 
stepmother, Maralee; and all of the beloved 
family and friends he held so dear. We ask 
that God continue to bless them and the 
United States of America. 


EE 


HONORING THE MINISTRY OF REV. 
DR. JAMES C. PERKINS 


HON. ANDY BARR 


OF KENTUCKY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. BARR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
order to recognize the faith and service of 
Rev. Dr. James C. Perkins of Detroit, Michi- 
gan to the gospel ministry and its congregants 
for the last 41 years. My hometown of Lex- 
ington, Kentucky has the distinguished honor 
to host Dr. Perkins as he preaches the gospel 
to three of our community's churches. His 
words, written and spoken, have moved many 
throughout the country for four decades and 
will continue to do so for years to come. 

Over the course of the Fifth Annual Simulta- 
neous Revival in Lexington, the Reverend will 
preach the gospel and speak words of com- 
passion to the Sixth District of Kentucky’s own 
Shiloh Baptist Church, Antioch Missionary 
Baptist Church, and Imani Baptist Church. The 
event, hosted by the Interdenominational Pas- 
toral Fellowship of Lexington and Vicinity, will 
spread the word of God and the enlightened 
message of peace and goodwill throughout 
the Commonwealth. 

Dr. Perkins has been recognized throughout 
this great country and around the world as a 
leader in civil rights issues and advocacy for 
those who face daily struggles, seeking to 
remedy earthly woes through faith, prayer, and 
the support of the ministry. The Reverend’s 
close relationship with many prominent groups 
and institutions such as the Council of Baptist 
Pastors of Detroit, Wiley College of Marshall, 
Texas, Morehouse School of Religion of At- 
lanta, Georgia, and the National Council of 
Churches has spread the Lord’s word of good 
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faith and love for our fellow man far and wide. 
In recognition of these good works, Dr. Per- 
kins is a recipient of the Gandhi, King, Ikeda 
Community Builders Prize; an accolade be- 
stowed by Morehouse College upon those 
who ardently pursue a life of work dedicated 
to the principle of constructing a world filled 
with dignity, freedom, and happiness for all 
people. 

The Reverend’s dedication to the gospel 
and preservation of the rights of Americans of 
all walks of life has been an inspiration to us 
all. On behalf of the residents of the Sixth 
Congressional District, | welcome him to Cen- 
tral Kentucky. 


TRIBUTE TO DICK BERGSTROM 
HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and congratulate Dick 
Bergstrom of Creston, lowa, for being selected 
as a member of the Creston High School Hall 
of Fame. 

A Cedar Falls native, Dick played football at 
the University of Northern lowa and was the 
head football coach for 33 years at Creston 
High School, during which he coached 17 
straight winning seasons and 10 playoff 
teams. He taught mathematics, health, and 
physical education during his time at CHS. 

Mr. Speaker, Dick’s efforts embody the lowa 
spirit and | am honored to represent him, and 
lowans like him, in the United States Con- 
gress. | know that all of my colleagues in the 
United States House of Representatives will 
join me in congratulating Dick for his achieve- 
ments and wish him nothing but continued 
SUCCESS. 


EE 


INTRODUCTION OF THE PROTECT 
RIDERS OF METRORAIL PUBLIC 
TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 2015 


HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 


OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise to intro- 
duce the Protect Riders of Metrorail Public 
Transportation Act of 2015 (PROMPT Act). | 
am joined by Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland and 
Mrs. COMSTOCK of Virginia introducing this im- 
portant piece of legislation that impacts our re- 
spective jurisdictions. The bill permits the U.S. 
Department of Transportation (DOT) Secretary 
to administer State safety oversight activities 
for the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority until the District of Columbia, Vir- 
ginia, and Maryland develop a State safety 
oversight program certified by the Secretary. 
The bill also permits the DOT Secretary to use 
the existing safety oversight formula funds set 
aside for the State Safety Oversight agency 
for transit safety oversight. 

Following the catastrophic 2009 WMATA 
Metrorail accident that killed nine residents of 
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the region, Congress gave the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) safety oversight authority 
for transit rail systems as part of the Moving 
Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act 
(MAP-21). MAP-21 directed FTA to create 
and implement a national public transportation 
safety plan, and gave FTA the authority to set 
and enforce minimum safety standards for 
transit rail systems. MAP-21 also gave FTA 
the authority to oversee state safety oversight 
programs for transit rail and provided $22 mil- 
lion annually nationwide for formula grants to 
eligible state safety oversight programs. 


On January 12, 2015, smoke filled a Metro- 
rail train near the L’Enfant Plaza Metro Station 
in Washington, DC, killing one passenger and 
injuring at least 84 passengers. The National 
Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) launched 
an investigation of the incident, examining the 
cause of the accident and expects to issue a 
final report early next year. NTSB is also in- 
vestigating the Tri-State Oversight Committee 
(TOC), which was charged with supervising 
Metro’s rail safety oversight program, and the 
FTA, which has not yet issued any safety reg- 
ulations nor created a national public transpor- 
tation safety plan. 


Earlier this year, the FTA conducted a safe- 
ty management inspection of WMATA’s rail 
and bus systems and audited the Tri-State 
Oversight Committee. FTA identified 78 cor- 
rective actions for Metrorail to address 44 
safety findings and 13 corrective actions for 
Metrobus to address 10 safety findings. FTA’s 
audit of the TOC found significant gaps in 
safety oversight, with the TOC lacking en- 
forcement authority and failing to meet MAP- 
21 legal and financial requirements. Among 
the FTA’s recommendations was that the juris- 
dictions transition the TOC into the Metro 
Safety Commission, which was authorized by 
the DOT Secretary in February 2014. 


Following an August 6, 2015, derailment of 
a Metrorail train outside of the Smithsonian 
Metro Station, the NTSB issued an urgent rec- 
ommendation to the DOT Secretary that Con- 
gress amend 45 U.S.C. 1104(3) to list 
WMATA as a commuter authority, authorizing 
the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) to 
exercise regulatory oversight of WMATA Met- 
rorail. On October 9, 2015, the DOT Secretary 
responded to the NTSB recommendation by 
directing the FTA itself to take over direct 
safety oversight from the TOC. DOT will have 
available resources from FTA and FRA to im- 
plement direct safety oversight, which will in- 
clude direct enforcement and investigation by 
FTA of WMATA Metrorail, and FTA will per- 
form unannounced facility inspections and 
issuances of directives to address any safety 
inefficiencies. 


This bill codifies the DOT response to the 
NTSB recommendation and makes the fund- 
ing that would go to the TOC available to DOT 
and FTA to carry out direct safety oversight. | 
believe WMATA Metrorail riders will be re- 
lieved that the FTA will take direct oversight of 
Metrorail until the DOT Secretary certifies that 
a fully functioning Metro Safety Commission is 
up and running. 


| urge my colleagues to support this legisla- 
tion. 
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CELEBRATING THE 275TH ANNI- 
VERSARY OF TORRINGTON, CON- 
NECTICUT 


HON. ELIZABETH H. ESTY 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Ms. ESTY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to cele- 
brate the 275th anniversary of Torrington, 
Connecticut. 

On Saturday, | had the honor of commemo- 
rating the city’s 275th anniversary with local 
public officials and members of the commu- 
nity. Gathered on the steps of City Hall, we 
marked this historic milestone, honored the 
city’s residents, and showcased the best of 
Torrington. The event hosts were the City of 
Torrington, the Warner Theatre, and the 
Torrington Historical Society. 

In October 1740, residents established a 
town government only five years after the first 
settler, Ebenezer Lyman Jr., came to 
Torrington. Within a few short years, the first 
church, meeting house, and main roads were 
built, and Torrington flourished. In the early 
19th century, Torrington industrialized. Several 
large brass mills opened, making the city a 
hub of production in the area. Over time, 
Torrington’s population grew to meet these 
new labor demands. Among these new inhab- 
itants were a diverse group of immigrants, 
bringing with them cultures that would enrich 
Torrington’s commerce, art, and architecture. 

When our nation was embroiled in the Sec- 
ond World War, Torrington put its industrial 
muscle behind the war effort. The city pro- 
duced vital materials for our troops and con- 
tributed to victory. Manufacturing continues to 
be a substantial industry in Torrington. Many 
of these companies have called Torrington 
home for decades, while others have found 
the city recently and discovered that it is an 
ideal location. 

Today, Torrington is a thriving, vibrant com- 
munity. It has set an example for what a city 
can do when residents work together with a vi- 
sion for the future. The city boasts cultural at- 
tractions that bring visitors from near and far 
to see all that Torrington has to offer. 

| am honored to represent the City of 
Torrington in the United States Congress. | 
would like to thank Torrington’s Municipal His- 
torian Ken Buckbee and the Torrington 275 
Organizing Committee for planning a spectac- 
ular celebration to recognize Torrington’s 
275th anniversary. 

Congratulations to Torrington. 


TRIBUTE TO MARION DRESDOW 


HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and congratulate Marion 
Dresdow on the celebration of her 100th birth- 
day. 

Our world has changed a great deal during 
the course of Marion’s life. Since her birth, we 
have revolutionized air travel and walked on 
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the moon. We have invented the television, 
cellular phones, and the internet. We have 
fought in wars overseas, seen the rise and fall 
of Soviet communism, and witnessed the birth 
of new democracies. Marion has lived through 
17 United States Presidents and 24 Governors 
of lowa. In her lifetime, the population of the 
United States has more than tripled. 


Mr. Speaker, it is an honor to represent 
Marion in the United States Congress and it is 
my pleasure to wish her a very happy 100th 
birthday. | invite my colleagues in the United 
States House of Representatives to join me in 
congratulating Marion on reaching this incred- 
ible milestone, and wishing her even more 
health and happiness in the years to come. 


EE 


HONORING REVEREND GRIFFIN 
DAVIS, SR. ON HIS 50TH PAS- 
TORAL ANNIVERSARY AT THE 
HILLTOP MISSIONARY BAPTIST 
CHURCH 


HON. ALCEE L. HASTINGS 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Reverend Griffin Davis, Sr. and 
commemorate the 50th anniversary of his es- 
teemed ministry. As a devoted pastor, he has 
spent many years worshipping at Hilltop Mis- 
sionary Baptist Church in Riviera Beach, Flor- 
ida. 

Reverend Davis has always gone out of his 
way to help those in need in his community. 
“Life is incomplete without God,” Reverend 
Davis has said. “We need to get off the seat 
of ‘do-nothing’ and go out and find the Lord.” 
Since its founding, Hilltop have brought many 
people together to share their deep love and 
devotion to the Lord. 


Reverend Davis has always acted as a bea- 
con of good-will and served as a dependable 
figure whom the city and its residents can rely 
on. His ministry has focused on providing 
good will and support to assist those who are 
most vulnerable, including the poor and dis- 
abled, and most importantly, senior citizens 
and children in need. He is routinely involved 
in ambitious projects, whether it is providing a 
furnished home for a church member, pro- 
viding clothes and food for the hungry, or sim- 
ply listening to those who yearn to be heard. 
Each and every one of Rev. Davis’ efforts 
have reflected the sheer love and pride he 
holds for his fellow congregants. | am truly 
honored to join his family, friends, and every- 
one in the community in honoring him. 


Mr. Speaker, Reverend Griffin Davis, Sr. is 
a remarkable man whose heart knows no 
bounds. | have had the privilege to see first- 
hand the selfless work that he has been able 
to accomplish, and wish him many more years 
of service to his ministry. | am proud to not 
only represent him in Congress, but also call 
him my close friend. 


October 20, 2015 


RECOGNIZING THE 125TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF KEUKA COLLEGE 


HON. TOM REED 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to rec- 
ognize the 125th anniversary of Keuka Col- 
lege. 

Keuka College was founded in 1890 on the 
shores of Keuka Lake in the Finger Lakes re- 
gion of New York. This independent, liberal 
arts college was established by Rev. George 
Harvey Ball, who sought to provide high-qual- 
ity education to all deserving students regard- 
less of their economic backgrounds. 

Over the past 125 years, Keuka College has 
offered students a vibrant educational cur- 
riculum focused on experiential learning and 
community service. All students are required 
to complete at least 140 hours of hands-on 
experience every year, putting into practice 
what they learn in the classroom. This enables 
students to gain significant, real-world experi- 
ence and professional skills before they enter 
the workforce. The student-designed intern- 
ship program “Field Period” has received na- 
tional recognition from the Carnegie Founda- 
tion for the Advancement of Teaching and the 
Presidents Higher Education Community 
Service Honor Roll. 

Keuka College offers 31 bachelor’s degree 
programs on its home campus, many with 
specialized concentrations. In addition, the 
College offers seven master’s degree pro- 
grams and pre-professional programs in den- 
tistry, law, medicine, veterinary medicine, op- 
tometry, pharmacy, and occupational therapy. 
These programs fulfill the College’s mission 
statement by developing “exemplary citizens 
and leaders” who realize “their full personal 
and professional potential.” 

| ask my colleagues to join me in congratu- 
lating Keuka College on 125 years of success. 
| am proud to recognize this remarkable mile- 
stone and the great contributions the College 
has made, and will continue to make, to New 
York’s 23rd Congressional District. 


TRIBUTE TO GEORGE MERTZ 
HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and congratulate George 
Mertz of Walnut, lowa, on the celebration of 
his 100th birthday on October 3, 2015. 

In George’s early years he took over the 
family farm implement business and sold real 
estate in Walnut, lowa. He married Evelyn 
Oldehoff on September 10, 1944, and has four 
sons, 13 grandchildren, 17 great-grand- 
children, and one great-great-grandchild. 
George admirably served in the U.S. Air Force 
during the Second World War. Longevity runs 
in the family, as his dad lived to be 101. 

Mr. Speaker, it is an honor to represent 
George, and lowans like him, in the United 
States Congress. | urge my colleagues in the 
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United States House of Representatives to 
join me in congratulating George in reaching 
this incredible milestone. | wish him continued 
health and happiness in the years to come. 


EES 


CHILDREN’S NATIONAL HEALTH 
SYSTEM’S DIVISION OF DIAG- 
NOSTIC IMAGING AND RADI- 
OLOGY 


HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 


OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
ask the House of Representatives to join me 
in congratulating Children’s National Health 
System and its Division of Diagnostic Imaging 
and Radiology on the International Day of Ra- 
diology and on the tremendous impact that pe- 
diatric medical imaging and radiation has on 
children’s health care in the District of Colum- 
bia. 

Children’s National Health System and its 
Division of Diagnostic Imaging and Radiology 
offers District residents access to a special- 
ized staff, full-time Child Life Specialists, state- 
of-the-art equipment and walk-in radiographs. 
When a procedure, such as an MRI, requires 
sedation, Children’s National is the only hos- 
pital in the national capital region that guaran- 
tees a child’s anesthesia is administered by a 
fellowship-trained pediatric anesthesiologist. 

Children’s National has one of the few radi- 
ology programs in the United States with sev- 
eral physicists on staff. Children’s physicists 
ensure patient safety through careful moni- 
toring of all equipment. Their physicists super- 
vise radiation safety throughout the hospital, 
can answer parents’ questions about the radi- 
ation dose for an exam and ensure safe and 
effective application of Magnetic Resonance 
Imaging. 

Children’s National performs approximately 
130,000 diagnostic imaging studies each year. 
These studies play a critical role in the detec- 
tion, diagnosis and management of a wide va- 
riety of diseases affecting children; and they 
are performed by specially trained physicians, 
technologists, sonographers, nurses and child 
life specialists who understand the unique 
needs of our youngest patients. Medical imag- 
ing reduces the number of invasive surgeries, 
unnecessary hospital admissions and lengths 
of hospital stays, and helps lower health care 
costs for Americans. 

On November 8, 2015, the International Day 
of Radiology, sponsored by the American Col- 
lege of Radiology, the European Society of 
Radiology and the Radiologic Society of North 
America, is celebrating the 120th anniversary 
of the discovery of the X-ray by Wilhelm Con- 
rad Rontgen and the important role medical 
imaging and radiation oncology serve in health 
care. Children’s National will designate Friday, 
November 6, 2015, to celebrate the Inter- 
national Day of Radiology, which this year is 
dedicated to pediatric imaging. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask the House of Represent- 
atives to join me in celebrating the 2015 Inter- 
national Day of Radiology and recognizing and 
honoring Children’s National Health System 
and its Division of Diagnostic Imaging and Ra- 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


diology for their invaluable contributions to im- 
proving pediatric radiology on behalf of the 
residents of the District of Columbia. 


EE 


WELCOME TO SCENIC PEARLAND, 
TEXAS 


HON. PETE OLSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate Pearland, Texas for earning a 
Gold Level Scenic City Certification. Pearland 
residents already know how beautiful this city 
is, and we are proud that everybody across 
Texas agrees. 

Scenic Texas, a non-profit organization, 
awarded the Gold Level Scenic City Certifi- 
cation to Pearland for five years. The organi- 
zation took note of Pearland’s beautiful land- 
scapes, tree-lined streets, and dedication to 
cultural arts. This certification further dem- 
onstrates Pearland’s commitment to improving 
the quality of life for its residents. We are ex- 
tremely proud of this growing city. 

On behalf of the Twenty-Second Congres- 
sional District of Texas, congratulations to 
Pearland. Thank you for keeping our little 
piece of Texas beautiful. 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO JOE AND DOROTHY 
HILDRETH 


HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and congratulate Joe and 
Dorothy Hildreth of Underwood, lowa, on the 
very special occasion of their 50th wedding 
anniversary. Joe and Dorothy were married in 
1965. 

Joe and Dorothy’s lifelong commitment to 
each other and their children, Brenda and 
Pam, along with their grandchildren, truly em- 
bodies lowa values. | commend this devoted 
couple on their 50th year together and | wish 
them many more. | know my colleagues in the 
United States House of Representatives will 
join me in congratulating them on this momen- 
tous occasion. | wish them and their family 
nothing but the best moving forward. 


rE 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE SANTA 
MONICA HEALTH CENTER RUN 
BY PLANNED PARENTHOOD LOS 
ANGELES 


HON. TED LIEU 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. TED LIEU of California. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to honor the Santa Monica Health 
Center run by Planned Parenthood Los Ange- 
les. The Santa Monica Health Center, which is 
located in the heart of the 33rd Congressional 
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District, serves more than twenty thousand of 
my constituents every year. 

Planned Parenthood Los Angeles has pro- 
vided high-quality and affordable health serv- 
ices for fifty years, including reproductive 
health care, cancer screenings, sex education, 
and health counseling. Thanks to their con- 
sistent commitment to patient care, they are 
now the largest private provider of reproduc- 
tive health services in Los Angeles County. 
Planned Parenthood clinics are particularly es- 
sential to the health of young, disadvantaged, 
and low-income patients. 

| am inspired by the tireless dedication and 
exceptional skill shown by the Santa Monica 
Health Centers employees, volunteers, and 
champions. Since its inception, the Santa 
Monica Health Center has worked to preserve 
and defend the reproductive rights of all 
Angelenos. By ensuring access to reproduc- 
tive care, they have steadfastly protected their 
patients’ autonomy and future opportunities. 

The Santa Monica Health Center’s clinicians 
and patient advocates earned our deepest 
thanks, recognition, and support. | urge my 
colleagues to join me in commending them for 
their years of service to the residents of the 
33rd District. 


HONORING NELSON SHANKS 
HON. MICHAEL G. FITZPATRICK 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, from presi- 
dents to popes to princesses, Nelson Shanks 
painted them all. 

An internationally renowned portrait artist, 
he called my district of Bucks County home— 
painting some of his most iconic works in his 
studio in Andalusia, Bensalem. 

Throughout his decades-long career, 
Shanks served on the faculty of several promi- 
nent art organizations, including the Art Insti- 
tute of Chicago and the National Academy of 
Design before founding Studio Incamminati in 
Philadelphia. Celebrated for his adherence to 
Realism, he was a recipient of the Gold Medal 
for Lifetime Achievement by the Portrait Soci- 
ety of America. 

While Shanks once remarked that “If you 
can see it, and if you know your color, you 
can paint it,” there is no doubt that his master- 
pieces far exceeded the simplicity he stated. 

Nelson Shanks passed away at the end of 
August, but his legacy lives on in the timeless 
works of art around the globe. 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO JOHN AND EMOGENE 
KAUFMAN 


HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and congratulate John and 
Emogene Kaufman of Council Bluffs, lowa, on 
the very special occasion of their 65th wed- 
ding anniversary. They were married on Sep- 
tember 16, 1950, at the First Christian Church 
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in Council Bluffs, where they have remained 
members. 

John and Emogene’s lifelong commitment to 
each other and their children, John and 
Susan, their grandchildren, and great-grand- 
children, truly embodies lowa values. | com- 
mend this devoted couple on their 65th year 
together and | wish them many more. | know 
my colleagues in the United States House of 
Representatives will join me in congratulating 
them on this momentous occasion. 


——— 


75TH ANNIVERSARY OF LONG 
BEACH BRANCH OF NAACP 


HON. ALAN S. LOWENTHAL 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to honor the Long Beach Branch of the Na- 
tional Association for the Advancement of Col- 
ored People, which is celebrating its 75th an- 
niversary this week. Since its founding in 
1940, the NAACP has been at the forefront of 
the fight to protect the civil rights of all Ameri- 
cans. The mission statement of the NAACP is 
to ensure the political, educational, social, and 
economic equality of rights of all persons and 
to eliminate race-based discrimination in the 
United States. It has done so by advocating 
for and influencing the passage of numerous 
pieces of landmark legislation including the 
Civil Rights Act and the Voting Rights Act. It 
has also been a forceful voice behind numer- 
ous court decisions that have set our nation’s 
course on civil rights. 

The NAACP has had a presence in Long 
Beach, CA since 1940 and has done much to 
advance the cause of civil rights for the city’s 
residents. Before the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 
Los Angeles County was similar to many seg- 
regated counties throughout the nation and Af- 
rican-American residents in the county experi- 
enced racial discrimination in all aspects of 
their lives. The NAACP was central in the fight 
to combat these injustices and worked over 
the following decades to expand voter partici- 
pation, legally challenge the segregated 
school system, and bring the equality of op- 
portunity to Long Beach. Today, the Long 
Beach Branch of the NAACP sponsors many 
award winning programs and projects, such as 
the Community Impact Program, which pro- 
motes academic excellence, social responsi- 
bility, leadership, and community service. 
Since its founding, the Long Beach Branch 
has been recognized over 20 times with the 
prestigious Thalheimer Awards, the National 
NAACP’s top award given to branches for out- 
standing achievements. The Long Beach 
Branch NAACP has also been recognized as 
one of the best NAACP branches in California. 
This success is thanks in no small part to the 
NAACP, which has always resolutely placed 
them in the vanguard of the struggle for equal- 
ity. 

Despite all that has been accomplished over 
the years, the mission and goals of the 
NAACP remains an ongoing journey. Racial 
profiling remains a pervasive policy in both the 
workplace and in many police departments all 
over the country; inequities in the criminal jus- 
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tice system continue to overwhelmingly impact 
African Americans; and, threats to voter ac- 
cess continue to gain traction in certain areas 
of the country. These injustices show that the 
NAACP’s work is just as important today as it 
was when the Long Beach Branch NAACP 
was founded 75 years ago. While our recogni- 
tion of past progress made under the leader- 
ship of the NAACP is critical and necessary, 
we also must look to the future and rededicate 
ourselves as Americans to the fulfillment of 
their goals of a truly equal and just society for 
all Americans. 


ES 


OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 


HON. MIKE COFFMAN 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. COFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, on January 
20, 2009, the day President Obama took of- 
fice, the national debt was 
$10,626,877,048,913.08. 

Today, it is $18,152,705,110,034.31. We’ve 
added $7,525,828,061,121.23 to our debt in 6 
years. This is over $7.5 trillion in debt our na- 
tion, our economy, and our children could 
have avoided with a balanced budget amend- 
ment. 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO THE FABRIC AND 
FRIENDS QUILT GUILD 


HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize the Fabric and Friends 
Quilt Guild of Adair County, lowa, for their 
continued service to our country’s veterans. 

The Guild, which was formed in 2001, 
began with members creating “cooling ties” 
for soldiers deployed to Iraq and quilts for 
service members recovering at Walter Reed 
Hospital. Guild members now present “Red, 
White and Blue” quilts to local service mem- 
bers. 

Mr. Speaker, the selflessness and dedica- 
tion each member of this group demonstrates 
embodies the lowa spirit and | am honored to 
represent them, and lowans like them, in the 
United States Congress. | know that all of my 
colleagues in the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives will join me in recognizing the 
Fabric and Friends Quilt Guild for their service 
to our armed service members and veterans 
and wish them nothing but continued success. 


—— 


IN MEMORY OF MARTHA CAROLYN 
EDENS 


HON. JOE WILSON 


OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. Speak- 
er, on Thursday, October 15th, South Caro- 
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linians paused from recovery efforts of record 
flooding to recognize the life of Martha Caro- 
lyn Edens with a Service of Death and Res- 
urrection at Trenholm Road United Methodist 
Church in Columbia. 

The Reverend Doctor Bill Bouknight prop- 
erly began the sermon recognizing her as a 
Caring Conservative. 

Martha Edens was a devoted pioneer in es- 
tablishing the modem Republican Party. She 
was an active volunteer in August 1961 elect- 
ing Richland Representative Charlie Boineau 
to the House of Representatives as the first 
Republican elected to the General Assembly 
in the Twentieth Century. He was joined in 
1962 by State Representative Floyd Spence of 
Lexington who was the first elected official to 
switch parties. Through her family’s dedication 
she lived a revolution where Republicans by 
2010 held elected all statewide state and fed- 
eral offices. Additionally super majorities were 
achieved in the State House and Senate with 
eight of nine federal offices. From isolated 
pockets of Republican transplants from the 
Northeast and Midwest in 1961, the party is 
now dominant in almost every corner of the 
state. 

She helped establish a broad-based party in 
2010 electing Nikki Haley as the state’s first 
female Governor in 340 years and as Amer- 
ica’s second Indian-American Governor. With 
Tim Scott, being the second African-American 
elected to Congress in the twentieth Century 
and in 2014 he achieved being the first popu- 
larly elected African-American ever from the 
South to the U.S. Senate. Additionally with 
Alan Wilson, South Carolina elected Ameri- 
can’s youngest State Attorney General. 

Martha Edens’ vision and dedication to the 
principles of limited government and expanded 
freedom have been adopted by the people of 
South Carolina. On October 11th, a thoughtful 
obituary was published in The State of Colum- 
bia, South Carolina. 

Columbia Memorial service for Martha 
Carolyn Edens, 87, will be held at 4:00 p.m. 
Thursday, October 15, 2015, at Trenholm 
Road United Methodist Church. Following 
the service, the family will receive friends in 
the church dining hall. Burial will be private 
in Greenlawn Memorial Park. Dunbar Fu- 
neral Home, Devine Street Chapel, is assist- 
ing the family. 

Ms. Edens died Friday, October 9, 2015. 
Born in Richland County, she was the daugh- 
ter of the late James Drake Edens Sr. and 
May Florence Youmans Edens. She grad- 
uated from Dreher High School, attended 
Brenau University in Gainesville, Ga., and 
graduated from the University of South 
Carolina. 

Martha lived a well-spent life of love, dedi- 
cation and generosity. In addition to being a 
loving, caring mother to her two children, 
Martha accomplished more in her life than 
most people even dream of. She was active in 
politics, her college fraternity, Zeta Tau 
Alpha, her church, Trenholm Road United 
Methodist and her community. Among the 
highlights of Martha’s many accomplish- 
ments was being awarded the Order of the 
Palmetto in 1995 by Governor Carroll A. 
Campbell. 

On the local level, she served the Richland 
County Republican Party as Party Chair- 
man, Finance Chairman and Precinct Com- 
mitteeman. Martha served as Vice Chairman 
of the First Tuesday Republican Club. She 
was a member of the Richland County Ivory 
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Club, the Richland County Republican Wom- 
en’s Club and was a governor’s mansion do- 
cent. 

A true community leader, Martha was also 
an active member of Trenholm Road United 
Methodist Church, having served on numer- 
ous boards and committees and was an Advi- 
sory Board member of Lutheran Theological 
Seminary. Martha was also an active board 
member of the Palmetto Society of the 
United Way and the Salvation Army of Co- 
lumbia and she was former president and 
member of the State Board of Directors of 
South Carolina Easter Seal Society. Addi- 
tionally, Martha was a member of the South 
Carolina Museum Commission and the SC 
Law Institute Council. She was a former 
member of the Advisory Board of Republic 
National Bank and the Citizens Committee 
for the Construction of the Richland County 
Judicial Center. She served as treasurer of 
the South Carolina Republican Party. 

A longtime member of the Capitol 100 
Foundation, Martha served our state as Na- 
tional Committeewoman on the Republican 
National Committee, where she became 
known as one of the most outstanding na- 
tional committeewomen in the nation. As 
National Committeewoman, she served on 
the Rules Committee of the RNC, was elect- 
ed Vice Chairman of the Southern Region 
and served on the Chairman’s Executive 
Committee, having served four years in each 
of those positions. In 1992, Martha served, 
along with Honorary Chairman Carroll A. 
Campbell, as Chairman of the Southern Re- 
publican Conference. Elected to serve as one 
of eight members of the Site Selection Com- 
mittee for the 1996 Republican National Con- 
vention, Martha also served on the Com- 
mittee on Arrangements for the San Diego 
convention. On the state level, Martha had 
the honor of serving on the South Carolina 
Election Commission. 

She served as Vice President on the Board 
of Trustees of Brenau University for thirty 
years, received the Outstanding Alumnae 
Award for Community Service and received 
the prestigious Mary Mildred Sullivan Award 
given to distinguished alumnae. 

Martha was also a member of the Board of 
Visitors for Columbia College, the Advisory 
Board for the Medical University of South 
Carolina and served Richland County School 
District Two as a Board of Trustees member, 
Secretary, Vice President and Chairman. Ad- 
ditionally, Martha held office on the Board 
of Trustees of Richland Memorial Hospital 
and worked as a volunteer with the Help- 
Line Crisis Intervention Program and Bap- 
tist Medical Center Hospice. 

Dearest to her heart, though, was her life- 
long involvement with Zeta Tau Alpha Fra- 
ternity. She served as Province President for 
the states of North and South Carolina and 
Georgia, National Vice President, National 


President, National Extension Director, 
Chairman, International Office Building 
Committee, President of Zeta Tau Alpha 


Foundation and served on the Foundation 
Board as a director. Her fraternity honors 
were as an Honor Ring Recipient, Vivian 
Ulmer Smith Rushing Award, Alumnae Cer- 
tificate of Merit, Louise Kettler Helper 
Award and Outstanding Alumnae Award. 

Martha Carolyn Edens had many dear 
friends who valued her dry wit, her sharp 
humor and her unfailing sense of style. Her 
honesty, ethics and fairness could always be 
counted on. She gave generously in donating 
her time and talents. 

Surviving are her daughter, Dinah Helms 
Cook (Phil); daughter-in-law, Pamela 
Blaylock Helms; grandchildren, Blake Edens 
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Helms, James Cook, Jennifer Cook and Alli- 
son Cook. Also surviving are nieces and 
nephews and many dear friends. Martha was 
predeceased by her former husband, William 
Edgar Helms Jr.; her son, William Edgar 
Helms III; and brothers, James Drake Edens 
Jr. and William Youmans Edens Sr. 


EE 


RETIREMENT OF DAVE OLSON 
(WASHINGTON RIVER PROTEC- 
TION SOLUTIONS) 


HON. DAN NEWHOUSE 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, | rise to rec- 
ognize the contributions of Dave Olson, who is 
retiring as President of Washington River Pro- 
tection Solutions, a Tank-Farm Contractor at 
the Hanford Nuclear site in Central Wash- 
ington. 

After 30 years of service, Dave’s retirement 
is well-deserved. Since taking over as Presi- 
dent of WRPS in 2013, he has been an out- 
standing leader and under his leadership the 
company has tackled some of the most com- 
plex waste remediation issues at the site, 
while maintaining one of the best safety 
records across the EM complex. 

Hanford is one of the most critical environ- 
mental cleanup projects in the world—with 56 
million gallons of radioactive and hazardous 
chemical waste stored in underground tanks— 
and Dave’s dedication and contributions have 
been invaluable to the project. 

Dave also volunteered as a member of the 
Hanford Working Group, which | formed to ad- 
vise me on issues of importance to the Han- 
ford Site and local communities. | would like to 
congratulate Dave on his retirement and thank 
him for his time, valuable insight, and dedi- 
cated service to the cleanup mission at Han- 
ford and the long-term prosperity of the Tri-Cit- 
ies. 


TRIBUTE TO LARRY PETERSON 


HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and congratulate Larry 
Peterson, of Creston, lowa, for being selected 
as a member of the Creston High School Hall 
of Fame. 

Mr. Peterson has been writing for news- 
papers since the day he graduated from the 
University of lowa in 1979. He has spent 30 
years writing for the Creston News Advertiser, 
where he has served as sports editor, assist- 
ant editor, feature writer and sports writer. 
Larry has covered more than 3,000 high 
school games, numerous state championship 
teams and more than 100 individual cham- 
pions during his time as a sports writer. Larry 
has also spent almost 16 years coaching 
teams in Creston throughout the years. 

Mr. Speaker, Larry’s efforts embody the 
lowa spirit and | am honored to represent him, 
and lowans like him, in the United States Con- 
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gress. | know that all of my colleagues in the 
United States House of Representatives will 
join me in congratulating Larry for his achieve- 
ments and wish him nothing but continued 
SUCCESS. 


IN RECOGNITION OF PAKACHOAG 
SCHOOL 


HON. JAMES P. McGOVERN 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 20, 2015 


Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to ask my colleagues in the U.S. House of 
Representatives to join me in recognizing the 
accomplishments of Pakachoag School. 

Pakachoag School, located in Auburn, Mas- 
sachusetts, was recently named a 2015 Na- 
tional Blue Ribbon School by the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Education. Pakachoag prides itself on 
its dedication to providing students with the 
tools they need to succeed in the dynamic and 
fast-paced world surrounding them. Auburn 
schools have a history of educational excel- 
lence. In 2014, the Julia Bancroft School won 
a Blue Ribbon award. Due to redistricting, 
Julia Bancroft and Pakachoag have since 
merged. Educators of the Auburn Public 
Schools provide committed and enthusiastic 
leadership, creating a comprehensive and in- 
viting educational environment. The 
Pakachoag pledge, “We are Prepared, Aware, 
and Kind!” echoes the school’s focus on en- 
suring students can become considerate and 
intelligent luminaries in the world outside the 
classroom. 

To inspire civic responsibility and leader- 
ship, Pakachoag promotes numerous Commu- 
nity Service Learning Projects. Through fund- 
raising, volunteer work, and reading programs, 
the importance of “giving back” is instilled in 
students. The school also offers a number of 
events and programs such as food drives and 
community reading days that not only reflect 
upon the student's development, but benefit 
the community as a whole. 

Pakachoag School also strives to provide a 
comprehensive and inclusive environment 
within the school’s walls. Pakachoag’s special 
needs program is one of the most intensive in 
the Auburn school system. Extracurricular ac- 
tivities like student government and a student- 
written newspaper, along with on-site before 
and after-school childcare through the Galaxy 
Program, demonstrate how Pakachoag_ is 
deeply committed to the success, nurturing, 
and overall wellbeing of each and every one 
of its students. 

None of these wonderful educational 
achievements would be possible without the 
talented educators and staff members at 
Pakachoag School. Administrative leadership 
under Superintendent Dr. Maryellen Brunelle 
can be associated with her passion for the 
success of her students, as well as a dedica- 
tion to creating a warm and welcoming learn- 
ing environment. The tireless efforts by all of 
those involved can be credited to Pakachoag’s 
SUCCESS. 

| am so proud to represent the faculty, stu- 
dents, and staff of the Pakachoag School and 
the Auburn School System, and | look forward 
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to what they will continue to accomplish in the voted NO on H. Res. 125 (Roll Call 93). I cial occasion of their 60th wedding anniver- 
future. | ask you to join me in congratulating would like to accurately reflect my stance on sary. They were married on September 18, 


the Pakachoag School for being named a this issue. 1955. 

2015 National Blue Ribbon School. ea TEN : 
Ramon and Jean’s lifelong commitment to 
TRIBUTE TO RAMON AND JEAN each other and their children, Sherrie, Terry, 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION SMITH and Doug, truly embodies lowa values. | com- 
mend this devoted couple on their 60th year 
HON. JERRY McNERNEY HON. DAVID YOUNG together and | wish them many more. | know 
OP CALIFORNIA OF IOWA my colleagues in the United States House of 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Representatives will join me in congratulating 
Tuesday, October 20, 2015 Tuesday, October 20, 2015 them on this momentous occasion. 
Mr. MCNERNEY. Mr. Speaker, | was nec- Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
essarily absent from the House on February today to recognize and honor Ramon and 
26, 2015. Had | been present, | would have Jean Smith of Atlantic, lowa, on the very spe- 
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SENATE—Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. HATCH). 


EEE 
PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Eternal Spirit, for the beauty of the 
Earth and the glories of the skies, we 
praise You. For Your love that extends 
to us undeserved mercies, we lift our 
hearts in grateful thanksgiving. 

In this challenging season of our na- 
tional life, give our lawmakers the wis- 
dom to look to You. May they remem- 
ber that You are the author and fin- 
isher of our Nation’s destiny, guiding 
us with Your prevailing providence. 
Lord, inspire our Senators to remove 
obstacles that hinder them from ac- 
complishing Your purposes. May they 
seek only to please You. 

God of grace and glory, thank You 
for continuing to be our refuge and 
strength. 

We pray in Your Holy Name. Amen. 


EE 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The President pro tempore led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


re 


RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PAUL). The Democratic leader is recog- 
nized. 


Í 
BENGHAZI SELECT COMMITTEE 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, former 


First Lady, U.S. Senator of the State 
of New York, and Secretary of State 
Hillary Clinton will testify before the 
so-called Benghazi Select Committee 
tomorrow. In recent weeks, it has be- 
come absolutely clear that this com- 
mittee is nothing more than a political 
hit job on Hillary Clinton. 

I remember a program, ‘‘Queen for a 
Day.” I guess this is “Speaker for the 
Day.” Republican Majority Leader of 
the House of Representatives MCCAR- 
THY—here is what he said on a TV 
show, radio show, or whatever it was: 

Everybody thought Hillary Clinton was un- 
beatable, right? But we put together a 
Benghazi special committee, a select com- 
mittee. What are her numbers today? Her 
numbers are dropping. 

Well, that is one reason he was 
Speaker for the day. There were other 


reasons, of course. But he told the 
truth. He told the truth. Congressman 
MCCARTHY isn’t the only Republican to 
speak the truth about this so-called 
committee. Last week Republican Con- 
gressman RICHARD HANNA of New York 
said: 

Sometimes the biggest sin you can commit 
in D.C. is to tell the truth. This may not be 
politically correct, but I think that there 
was a big part of this investigation that was 
designed to go after people and an individual, 
Hillary Clinton. After what Kevin McCarthy 
said, it’s difficult to accept at least a part of 
it was not true. I think that’s the way Wash- 
ington works. But you’d like to expect more 
from a committee that’s spent millions of 
dollars and tons of time. 

That is an understatement—about $5 
million just for this one select com- 
mittee. There have been other hearings 
that have cost huge amounts of tax- 
payer dollars. They are going again to- 
morrow, and they said be ready for 8 
hours—8 hours of interrogation. And 
that is what it is, an interrogation. 

These two quotes are from two House 
Republicans. HANNA from New York is 
not a Democrat; he is a Republican. 

The message is clear: The Benghazi 
Committee is a political calculation 
meant to influence Presidential elec- 
tions. And there is more. Now we have 
found out that one of the Republican 
staffers on the committee claims that 
he—the staffer—was unfairly fired be- 
cause he refused to unfairly target Sec- 
retary Clinton. But what else could be 
expected from a committee whose sole 
purpose is to drag a Presidential hope- 
ful through the mud? 

It is no secret that for the last 2 
years, numerous Republican-directed 
organizations with huge amounts of 
money have been targeting Hillary 
Clinton—for more than 2 years—be- 
cause they knew she would likely run 
for President and they wanted to soft- 
en her up, just as MCCARTHY said. 

Look at the committee’s record. In 17 
months, committee Republicans have 
held a whopping three hearings—in 17 
months. Tomorrow’s hearing will be 
the first public hearing since January. 
It is October. October is winding down. 
Instead, Republican Chairman TREY 
Gowpy and his committee have focused 
millions of dollars and thousands of 
staff hours on Hillary Clinton—and Hil- 
lary Clinton only. The committee has 
interviewed or deposed eight Clinton 
campaign staffers. Yet Chairman 
Gowpy has held only one hearing with 
an expert from the intelligence com- 
munity and not a single hearing with 
anyone from the Department of De- 
fense, which is clearly a key entity re- 
sponding to attacks on our diplomatic 
post. And what have they learned in all 


that time? Nothing. A recent report by 
the Democrats on the Benghazi Select 
Committee confirms that none of the 
witnesses they interviewed supported 
any of the wild conspiracy theories re- 
garding those attacks. 

Contrast the Benghazi Committee 
with the work of the legally required 
investigation of these attacks, the Ac- 
countability Review Board. This inde- 
pendent review was overseen by re- 
spected leaders, Ambassador Thomas 
Pickering, who is one of the great dip- 
lomats of our time, and ADM Michael 
Mullen. They completed their work in 
less than 3 months, not 17 months. The 
review board immediately put out a 
hard-hitting report with a series of rec- 
ommendations to make sure an attack 
like this doesn’t happen someplace else 
around the world. And what was Sec- 
retary Clinton’s reaction to that re- 
port? She took responsibility imme- 
diately and began to implement the 
recommendations from the Account- 
ability Review Board. 

In summary, Republicans spent at 
least $5 million to attack Secretary 
Clinton. On this one committee, this 
one select committee, they have spent 
$4.7 or $4.8 million. Republicans have 
done little to investigate the Benghazi 
attacks. And what little work House 
Republicans actually did only recon- 
firmed the basic findings of all three of 
these previous investigations. 

House Republicans sadly have used 
the tragic deaths of four innocent 
Americans and turned it into an ap- 
palling political farce. The very notion 
that an official House committee was 
used as a political tool is inexcusable. 
I would suggest that the chairman of 
that committee should be ashamed of 
himself. It is even more disgraceful 
when nearly 5 million taxpayer dollars 
were spent on this political hit job. 

Senate Democrats will continue to 
fight to get this sham of a committee 
disbanded. Weeks ago, we sent a letter 
to Speaker BOEHNER urging him to 
bring this disgraceful committee to an 
end, but, no, they are plodding forward. 
Today, Senate Democrats sent a letter 
to the Republican National Committee 
requesting that it reimburse the Amer- 
ican people for the Benghazi Commit- 
tee’s expenses. Why did we do that? It 
is only fair since the so-called com- 
mittee is clearly a Republican political 
organization. 


EE 


CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION 
SHARING BILL 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, today the 
Senate turns its attention to the cy- 
bersecurity bill. It is way overdue. The 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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bill, which is OK, is better than noth- 
ing—let’s put it that way. 

The ranking member of the Intel- 
ligence Committee, Senator FEINSTEIN, 
and the chairman of that committee, 
Senator BURR, have worked hard on 
this legislation, which addresses a seri- 
ous national security issue. In fact, it 
is so serious that we should have ad- 
dressed this topic long ago. We tried to. 
As Senate Democrats, we tried so very 
hard. We had a comprehensive cyberse- 
curity bill on the floor 3 years ago 
which was much deeper and better than 
this one—3 years ago—but our Repub- 
lican colleagues blocked us from even 
debating the bill. We couldn’t even de- 
bate the bill. Why? They, the Repub- 
licans, were told the chamber of com- 
merce didn’t like it. At about the same 
time, the chamber of commerce’s 
whole operation was hacked by the 
Chinese. The people who worked down 
there expected things to come out in 
English, but they came out in Chinese. 
But they didn’t like the bill anyway, so 
they told the Republicans to oppose it, 
and they marched over here and op- 
posed it. 

Democrats, however, realize cyberse- 
curity is a serious issue. We know how 
important cybersecurity is for the na- 
tional security of our country and the 
financial security of our economy. 

Even though this bill is not our per- 
fect bill, we are going to cooperate 
with our Republican colleagues. Sev- 
eral months ago we reached an agree- 
ment with Republicans to begin debat- 
ing this legislation, and now we can 
process it in an efficient and bipartisan 
manner. 

Would the Chair announce the busi- 
ness of the day. 


EE 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 


EE 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will be 
in a period of morning business for 1 
hour, with Senators permitted to speak 
therein. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

I withdraw that. The reason we were 
going to have a quorum call—I know 
other people want to have a chance to 
speak, but Senator MCCONNELL is on 
his way. 


ae 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader is recognized. 
Pa 
DRUG ABUSE EPIDEMIC 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, be- 
fore discussing the bill currently before 
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the Senate, I would like to note that 
President Obama will be heading to 
West Virginia today with Drug Czar 
Botticelli to announce additional steps 
the Federal Government will take to 
address America’s prescription drug 
abuse and heroin epidemic. 

This epidemic has been particularly 
devastating to my constituents. Today, 
drug overdoses—principally driven by 
painkillers—claim more Kentucky 
lives than car accidents. Today, in- 
creased heroin overdose rates account 
for nearly one-third of all drug over- 
dose deaths in the Commonwealth. 
Today, thousands of innocent babies 
are born dependent on opioids. 

I recently hosted Director Botticelli 
in Kentucky to discuss critical issues 
such as these. I am encouraged to see 
him and the President engaged and 
proposing certain steps that my home 
State of Kentucky has already em- 
braced. 

Drug abuse certainly isn’t a partisan 
issue. Many Members of the Senate are 
actively engaged on the matter. I know 
the President will be joined today by 
West Virginia’s Republican Senator 
and Democratic Senator. Finding solu- 
tions to this epidemic will require all 
of us, Republicans and Democrats 
alike, to work together at the Federal, 
State, and local levels. Today’s an- 
nouncement is encouraging because it 
is always positive to see Republicans 
and Democrats working together to ad- 
dress this epidemic. 

Here is another bipartisan oppor- 
tunity for us to work together on this 
issue: Let’s pass S. 799, the Protecting 
Our Infants Act. I hope the Senate will 
pass that important bipartisan legisla- 
tion very soon. 


EE 


CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION 
SHARING BILL 


Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, ear- 
lier this year, millions of people were 
affected when the Obama administra- 
tion was hit by a devastating cyber at- 
tack. It is an attack that has been de- 
scribed as ‘‘one of the worst breaches 
in U.S. history,” but it is hardly the 
last one we will face. 

The challenges posed by cyber at- 
tacks are real, and they are broad. 
They threaten governments, busi- 
nesses, and individuals. Americans see 
these threats in the public sector. For 
instance, as reports have indicated, the 
sensitive personal information of mil- 
lions who purchase insurance through 
ObamaCare is especially vulnerable. 
Americans see these threats in the pri- 
vate sector as well. For instance, de- 
spite the cyber deal recently agreed 
upon between China and the adminis- 
tration, press reports indicate that 
Chinese hacking attempts on American 
companies and businesses appear to be 
continuing unabated. Americans also 
know that a cyber attack is essentially 
a personal attack on their own privacy. 
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It is violating to think of strangers 
digging through our medical records 
and emails. It is worrying to think of 
criminals accessing credit card num- 
bers and Social Security information. 

That is why the Senate will again 
consider bipartisan legislation to help 
Americans’ most private and personal 
information. It would do so by defeat- 
ing cyber attacks through the sharing 
of information. It contains modern 
tools that cybersecurity experts tell us 
could help prevent future attacks 
against both public and private sectors. 
It contains important measures to pro- 
tect individual privacy and civil lib- 
erties. It has been carefully scrutinized 
by Senators of both parties. In short, 
this legislation is strong, transparent, 
and bipartisan. Republicans and Demo- 
crats joined together to pass this legis- 
lation through committee, the admin- 
istration supports it, and the House has 
already passed similar legislation. 
With a little cooperation, we can pass 
it here shortly as well. 

The chair of the Intelligence Com- 
mittee, Senator BURR, is working to 
set votes on pending amendments and 
has accommodated other Senators in 
the form of a substitute amendment. I 
wish to thank him for his hard work on 
this legislation. I wish to also thank 
the vice chair, Senator FEINSTEIN, as 
well. Every Senator should want to 
protect Americans’ most private and 
personal information, which means 
every Senator should want to see this 
bill pass. With a little cooperation, we 
will. 


EE 
OBAMACARE 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
barely a week goes by that we don’t see 
another harmful consequence of 
ObamaCare, a poorly conceived and 
badly executed law. It has caused costs 
to millions of Americans. It has 
harmed the quality and availability of 
care. Now comes further evidence that 
ObamaCare is a mess of a law, filled 
with broken promises. 

We recently learned the Kentucky 
Health Cooperative, a nonprofit health 
insurer created by ObamaCare with 
Federal taxpayer funds, will cease op- 
erations and stop offering health care 
plans at the end of the year. For the 
second time in as little as 3 years, as 
many as 51,000 Kentuckians will lose 
the health care coverage they cur- 
rently have and will be forced to 
choose a new plan—all thanks to 
ObamaCare. This Kentucky co-op was a 
boondoggle from the start. It received 
nearly $150 million in Federal loans, in- 
cluding a solvency loan this past No- 
vember in a failed taxpayer bailout to 
try to keep it afloat. It had the largest 
recorded loss of all 23 co-ops in our 
whole country. The Kentucky co-op 
had the biggest loss of any co-op in the 
whole country—more than $50 million 
in 2014. 
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Things were hardly much better for 
the Kentuckians who actually enrolled 
in it. Over the past 2 years, the co-op 
saw double-digit premium increases on 
the individual market. If it had sur- 
vived, it was planning on increasing 
premiums for its members by 25 per- 
cent in 2016. If this contraption had 
survived into next year, it was going to 
increase premiums by 25 percent. 

Here is what the Kentucky co-op’s 
CEO said about this particular govern- 
ment-subsidized health care plan: ‘‘In 
the plainest language, things have 
come up short of where they need to 
be.” 

That is for sure. If only we would 
have that kind of honesty from the 
Obama administration on the many 
failures of ObamaCare. The collapse of 
the Kentucky co-op is emblematic of 
the situation across the land. The 
Obama administration claimed their 
government-subsidized co-ops would 
provide affordable and sustainable al- 
ternatives to private insurance. The 
truth is anything but that. What is 
even more disappointing is that the 
Obama administration itself predicted 
a nearly 40-percent default rate on its 
taxpayer loans to co-ops. 

Now, 21 of 23 co-ops nationwide were 
losing money as of the end of last year. 
Enrollment in these co-ops fell below 
projections for the majority of plans. 
Kentucky’s neighbor to the south, Ten- 
nessee, will shut down its co-op, leav- 
ing approximately 27,000 enrollees 
looking for new coverage at the end of 
the year. In Colorado, the State’s big- 
gest health insurer on their exchange— 
a nonprofit co-op—also announced its 
closure this month, forcing 83,000 Colo- 
radans to find new insurance for next 
year. The same is true in Iowa, Ne- 
braska, Nevada, Oregon, and Louisiana. 
From the bayous of Louisiana to the 
Pacific Northwest, from the Big Apple 
to the Great Plains and the Rocky 
Mountains, ObamaCare co-ops are fail- 
ing all over America. In all, one-third 
of the 23 ObamaCare health co-ops have 
failed, leaving about 400,000 policy- 
holders nationwide looking for new 
coverage for 2016. 

These failures of ObamaCare health 
co-ops come as absolutely no surprise 
to those of us who predicted that giv- 
ing the government more control of 
our health care system would be detri- 
mental to the health care coverage 
people rely on. I said so on the Senate 
floor as far back as 2009. 

The administration knew beforehand 
that this plan was not viable and that 
tens of thousands of people could lose 
their coverage. They chose to cling fast 
to a disastrous leftwing experiment 
with our health care system over 
choosing stability and affordable cov- 
erage for the many people caught up in 
ObamaCare and these failed health co- 
ops. What a colossal mess. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 
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Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I 
would like to associate myself with the 
remarks of the majority leader and 
point out in today’s New York Times, 
Wednesday, October 21, the big head- 
line—‘‘Insurance Out of Reach for 
Many, Despite Law.” Despite this law, 
insurance is out of reach for many. I 
know my colleagues who were back 
home visiting with people around their 
home State last week, listening to 
what was on constituents’ minds, heard 
exactly this—the problems of the 
health care law. 

I was at home in Wyoming, and I 
heard from a lot of people who are very 
concerned about President Obama’s 
collapsing health care law. That is 
what this law is doing; it is collapsing. 
People in Wyoming learned that one 
insurance company—WINhealth—will 
no longer be selling insurance through 
the ObamaCare exchange in our State. 
The company said it had to stop selling 
ObamaCare plans because there was no 
way to make money without big tax- 
payer subsidies coming from Wash- 
ington. This company was already 
planning to raise rates significantly 
next year, and it turns out that even 
that wasn’t going to be enough money 
to make it worthwhile. In less than 2 
weeks, ObamaCare exchanges across 
the country will start selling insurance 
for next year. The total number of 
companies left selling insurance in the 
exchange for the State of Wyoming 
will be exactly one—one. There will be 
no competition at all in the 
ObamaCare exchange. If your doctor 
doesn’t take that insurance, you are 
out of luck. If you can’t afford it, you 
are out of luck. Is that how ObamaCare 
was supposed to work? Is that what the 
President promised the American peo- 
ple? 

I got an email from one of my con- 
stituents yesterday—Al Harris, a great 
guy, in Green River, WY, and he wrote: 
“WINHealth has 
become the latest casualty of 
ObamaCare.’’ Al says that at his busi- 
ness “I have about 30 people that now 
will have no insurance... at least not 
this insurance. I am scrambling with 
few options and I’m convinced any op- 
tion will be substantially more expen- 
sive.” Al said: ‘‘This train wreck needs 
to be stopped.” 

I agree. President Obama and Demo- 
crats in Congress made a mess of the 
health care system in our country, but 
they said they had a better way of 
doing things. They said they knew best 
how to create competition and how 
health care should operate in America. 
They created all these Washington 
mandates. They required people to buy 
expensive coverage that was more than 
most people wanted, needed or could 
afford. Then they created the ex- 
changes where people could buy this 
new, expensive Washington-mandated 
insurance coverage. Now the people of 
Wyoming are left with one option on 
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the ObamaCare exchange. Buy this in- 
surance from this one company or the 
IRS will come knocking at your door 
to collect a big tax penalty. The pen- 
alty is going up next year. 

Because of the significant failures of 
the Obama administration, rural Amer- 
icans now have fewer choices. It is not 
just in Wyoming. We learned last week 
that insurance co-ops in Colorado, Or- 
egon, and Tennessee are all closing 
their doors. Why? Because they have 
lost so much money. Eight of the twen- 
ty-three health care co-ops in the coun- 
try have collapsed, completely col- 
lapsed in the last couple of months. Co- 
ops have closed in New York, Ken- 
tucky—as the majority leader said—in 
Louisiana, in Nevada, in Iowa, and Ne- 
braska. Many are in rural areas where 
people already don’t have a lot of 
choice. 

We are talking about one-half mil- 
lion people who are going to lose their 
coverage, losing their insurance. Re- 
member that promise President Obama 
made: If you like your coverage, you 
can keep your coverage. Where is the 
President now? The President says the 
health care law is working better than 
he even thought. Amazing. ObamaCare 
created these co-ops claiming to pro- 
vide low-cost insurance. Then it sad- 
dled each of them with so many man- 
dates and so many restrictions that 
they needed massive taxpayer bailouts. 
All together, these failed co-ops col- 
lected nearly $900 million already in 
taxpayer loans to get the help they 
needed to get going. That is how Presi- 
dent Obama put this together. 

Now these co-ops have sunk, others 
are sinking, and they are taking the 
taxpayer loans with them. The ones 
that are trying to survive have been 
saying we are going to have to hike our 
rates. The co-op in Utah plans to raise 
its premiums by 58 percent starting in 
January just to be able to stay open. Is 
that what the President promised when 
he said rates would drop $2,500 per fam- 
ily? 

In Montana, the rates are set to go 
up 48 percent for some co-op plans. 
That is not what anyone in America 
needed, and it is certainly not what 
rural Americans need. President 
Obama said the American people were 
going to get more choices—more 
choices—because of his law instead of 
getting fewer choices. Yet he stands up 
and boldly says it is working better 
than he expected. 

ObamaCare created the illusion of 
coverage. Now even the illusion is dis- 
appearing. What is even worse for rural 
Americans is that it is not just the 
coverage that is turning out to be an 
illusion under ObamaCare. The care is 
actually disappearing. Earlier this 
month, we learned that Mercy Hospital 
in Independence, KY, will be closing 
soon. This is the 56th rural hospital to 
close in the United States since 2010 
when ObamaCare became law. Another 
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238 hospitals are in danger of closing. 
The added expense, the regulations, 
and the other destructive side effects of 
ObamaCare are a big reason for this. 
The patients who rely on these hos- 
pitals will have to find some other 
place to go to get their medical care— 
somewhere further away from home. 

Democrats in Congress—many who 
live in big cities—may take for granted 
they can get to a hospital quickly. It is 
not the case in rural America. As a 
doctor who has practiced medicine for 
25 years, I can tell you that the extra 
time people spend traveling to a hos- 
pital can make all the difference in the 
world between life and death. For 
someone who has had a heart attack or 
has been in a traffic accident or for a 
woman with a high-risk pregnancy, 
every minute counts. Only 20 percent 
of the U.S. population lives in rural 
areas, and these areas account for 60 
percent of all trauma deaths. Ameri- 
cans living in these rural areas don’t 
and didn’t need President Obama mak- 
ing it tougher for their rural local hos- 
pital to stay open. Mercy Hospital was 
the center of medical care in the com- 
munity for 100 years. It has provided 
jobs for nearly 200 people. 

In many parts of the country, such as 
in Independence, KS, and in much of 
my home State of Wyoming, the local 
hospital can be the biggest employer in 
the community. If the hospital closes, 
these people lose their jobs and the tax 
base for the community goes down, 
which means fewer services, such as 
schools, firefighters, and public safety, 
and maybe the local restaurant or flo- 
rist won’t have enough business to stay 
open. Nurses, teachers, and other work- 
ers may move away looking for a bet- 
ter opportunity somewhere else. It 
would also make it harder for the town 
to attract new businesses, new doctors, 
and more teachers, and the town suf- 
fers. 

That is what these communities 
across America are facing. Is that what 
President Obama promised the Amer- 
ican people? Is that how ObamaCare 
was supposed to work? 

Ezekiel Emanuel is one of the Presi- 
dent’s architects of the health care 
law. He says that shutting down 56 hos- 
pitals is not enough. He has actually 
written a book about this. It is aston- 
ishing. The architect of the President’s 
health care law has written a book, and 
he says that over the next few years— 
between now and 2020—more than 1,000 
hospitals will close. There will be 1,000 
American communities where people 
will be farther away from medical care. 
We will have 1,000 American towns in 
danger because of the lost jobs and lost 
health care. 

There is no dispute that we needed 
health care reform in this country. We 
did not need this destructive, disrup- 
tive, and dangerous ObamaCare law. It 
has been bad for patients, it has been 
bad for the providers—the nurses and 
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doctors who take care of those pa- 
tients—and it has been terrible for the 
American taxpayers. It has been espe- 
cially hard on rural communities. 

We have to do something to stop this 
corrosive condition that causes hos- 
pitals to close, insurance co-ops to col- 
lapse, and health care choices to dis- 
appear. 

Democrats in Congress need to sit 
down with Republicans and start talk- 
ing about the kind of health care re- 
forms that the American people need, 
want, and deserve. 

I thank the Presiding Officer. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CoT- 
TON). The Senator from Indiana. 


EE 


WASTEFUL SPENDING 


Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I return 
to the floor this week for my 24th edi- 
tion of ‘‘Waste of the Week.” I have 
been coming down every week that 
Congress has been in session during 
this cycle talking about waste, fraud, 
and abuse of hard-earned taxpayer dol- 
lars. This is the 24th edition, and today 
I want to highlight improper Medicare 
payments. 

We all know that Medicare is impor- 
tant to our older citizens, of which I 
am one. Tens of millions of Americans 
depend on Medicare for their health 
care coverage, and we all know that we 
have the responsibility here in this 
body to preserve these important 
health benefits for those who depend on 
them. Preserving these benefits is pro- 
tecting Medicare from waste, fraud, 
and abuse. Unfortunately, throughout 
the history of Medicare, it has been 
plagued by improper payments, and it 
is shocking to hear the numbers. 

The Government Accountability Of- 
fice has reported that improper Medi- 
care payments totaled nearly $60 bil- 
lion in 2014 alone, and over the last 10 
years, there has been $336 billion of im- 
proper payments in the Medicare sys- 
tem. This figure does not even include 
improper payments for certain Medi- 
care programs whose record keeping 
does not date back that far. 

Examples of improper Medicare pay- 
ments include services that are not 
medically necessary, duplicative bill- 
ing for services by providers, ineligible 
practice locations, and spending on 
services that actually never took place. 
Yes, actions that never took place have 
been billed to the government. It 
wasn’t discovered until later that those 
reimbursements were improper, and it 
is rampant. This is taking money out 
of American people’s pockets. It is also 
denying those who have Medicare the 
coverage that they are entitled to 
under the program. It is driving Medi- 
care down a road to insolvency that we 
are going to have to deal with, and I 
think we should have been dealing with 
it over the past few years. 

Since we can’t summon the political 
will—to my great distress—to recog- 
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nize the fact that Medicare is careen- 
ing toward insolvency at some point, 
which will result in significantly cut- 
ting benefits for current members re- 
ceiving benefits under Medicare or re- 
quire massive tax increases to cover 
the deficit, one of the areas we can deal 
with now is to at least address those 
issues where we know that abuse has 
taken place. 

This is the 24th time I have come 
down to the floor to talk about this 
issue, and I have this chart with a ther- 
mometer on it to demonstrate the 
spending that has taken place. We 
wanted to reach the goal of defining 
$100 billion of waste, fraud, and abuse. 
Well, we shot way past that. I mean, 
we just can’t catch up with it. These 
are matters that have been accounted 
for by the Government Accountability 
Office. This is not something that Re- 
publicans are just making up or draw- 
ing from anecdotal items that appear 
in the paper or are raised on the talk 
shows. These are examples of what we 
have already documented. 

Every once in a while when I come 
down here, I could talk about the $60 
billion, and we could add $60 billion to 
our climbing accountability of the 
total of waste, fraud, and abuse. But 
every fourth or fifth time I like to ad- 
dress something that is so egregious 
that it draws the public attention to 
say that we ought to look into this or 
to press their elected representatives 
to do something about this matter and 
say: Can you believe we are wasting 
money on something as frivolous as 
this? 

The Washington Post recently said in 
an editorial about improper Federal 
payments: ‘‘Every misspent dollar lin- 
ing an undeserving pocket is a dollar 
not available for those who need the 
help.” 

Now, from time, as I have said, I try 
to bring up something that catches the 
public interest. We have talked about 
Federal grants that were used to prove 
that massaging of rabbits—using rab- 
bits as an example—makes them feel 
better after a strenuous workout. I 
think most of us could have figured 
that out without having to spend some 
$300,000. I think it was even more than 
that—as a grant. Somebody came to 
the conclusion that this would be a 
worthy project and a good use of tax- 
payer dollars. That got a lot of atten- 
tion. 

Today I will talk about improper 
payments that were made to ambu- 
lance suppliers. Medicare coverage al- 
lows ambulance transports when a pa- 
tient’s medical condition at the time of 
transport is such that any other means 
of transportation would endanger the 
patient’s health. 

If something happens with the pa- 
tient at home where the spouse decides 
to drive the patient to the hospital but 
then comes to the conclusion that, no, 
that could potentially endanger the 


October 21, 2015 


person’s health further and decides to 
call 911 instead for an ambulance and 
they decide they need to transport this 
person so he or she has medical care on 
the way to the hospital, then a person 
is eligible under Medicare for transpor- 
tation by the ambulance if they can 
prove that is necessary. The transport 
has to be for a patient who has a condi- 
tion that is covered under Medicare in 
order to get a ride home from the hos- 
pital. So the patient gets transferred 
both to the medical provider, usually 
the hospital, and is then transported 
back to his or her house if it is medi- 
cally necessary. 

As a further requirement to qualify 
for the reimbursement, the provider 
who is providing the ambulance service 
has to meet specific qualifications in 
addition to what I just said. It can only 
be transportation that takes you to a 
hospital, a skilled nursing facility or a 
dialysis facility for certain patients, 
and then the ambulance can take them 
back home after they have received the 
care. Unfortunately, even with these 
guidelines, fraud is taking place and 
millions of taxpayer dollars are being 
wasted. 

A recent report by the inspector gen- 
eral from the Department of Health 
and Human Services, which oversees 
Medicare, found that Medicare made 
$207 million in questionable ambulance 
service payments during the first half 
of 2012. Shockingly, these payments in- 
clude $30 million where Medicare paid 
for transportation even though the 
beneficiaries may not have received 
any Medicare services at either the 
time of pickup or dropoff or at the lo- 
cations or anywhere else. Thus, we are 
talking about millions of taxpayer dol- 
lars that may have been spent on phan- 
tom transports. 

These improper charges were made 
and sent to Washington and the ambu- 
lance services were reimbursed. 

Can you imagine an ambulance with 
its lights flashing and going down the 
road on its way to the hospital while 
cars pull over to the side of the road, as 
we are required to do, because presum- 
ably the person in the ambulance is in 
danger and their health is at risk? 
They need to get them to the hospital 
or maybe the person needs dialysis and 
doesn’t have means of transportation. 
No, these may be empty ambulances 
with their lights flashing—cars pulling 
over. Then they bill the government 
and are getting reimbursements for the 
trip to and from the hospital. There 
has been $207 million of documented 
improper billing for these services. 

Let me give one example. One of 
those services is a Pennsylvania com- 
pany that fraudulently billed Medicare 
$3.6 million for transports, and the sup- 
plier recruited patients that did not re- 
quire any transport. They made a deal 
with them. They said: Look, we are 
going to use your name to submit the 
billing for reimbursement. We know 
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that you don’t need the transportation 
for anything, but we need to document 
this so we can get our money back. So 
what we will do is give you part of the 
reimbursement. We will pay you some 
of the money that we get if you will 
allow us to use your name and iden- 
tity—maybe your Social Security num- 
ber or Medicare card number—and you 
will be in on the deal. So if you get a 
call from an inspector or somebody 
trying to verify this reimbursement, 
say: Yeah, I had to go to the hospital 
or dialysis, and yes, that was a legiti- 
mate charge. This company was finally 
identified after charging $3.6 million 
for transportation that did not meet 
Medicare coverage requirements. 

You might say: OK, that is one com- 
pany charged with fraud. You read 
about that in the paper. The inspector 
general found that one out of every five 
suppliers had a questionable billing 
practice, and that is how it totals up to 
$207 million. Clearly, this is a problem 
that has to be addressed, and if we ad- 
dress this problem, we can save the 
taxpayer money or we can at least 
make sure that this money is going to 
cover the necessary medical treatment 
for those under Medicare. With 10,000 
retirees entering the Medicare program 
every day, we need to slow down the 
movement toward insolvency. We need 
to deal with that here in Congress. We 
should have been dealing with this 
issue before. So by putting these proper 
safeguards in place, over $207 million in 
questionable ambulance services could 
be eliminated and taxpayers’ dollars 
could be saved. 

This is a small addition to an ever- 
growing list of savings to the taxpayer 
if we can eliminate waste, fraud, and 
abuse. 

I will bring up my chart. As I said be- 
fore, we used to have a thermometer 
here to show this, how we were creep- 
ing up, and it went so high, it started 
going to the ceiling. We now have a 
total of $117,141,182,855 and change in 
terms of waste, fraud, and abuse. We 
will be back next week for the next in- 
stallment of many more to come. 

Mr. President, with that, I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 


ES 


NATIONAL DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT 


Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, last 
night the National Defense Authoriza- 
tion Act arrived at the White House 
and on the desk of the President of the 
United States. President Obama has 
said he is going to veto it or he has 
threatened to veto it. I rise on the floor 
of the Senate today to beg him to 
rethink his position and caution him 
before he moves too swiftly to send the 
message to the rest of the world that 
America is disengaged. If he vetoes the 
National Defense Authorization Act, he 
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is convincing and confirming for Vladi- 
mir Putin, Kim Jong Un, the Chinese 
Government, the Ayatollah in Iran, 
and the rest of the world that America 
is relegating itself to a spectator on 
the sidelines of world affairs rather 
than a beacon of hope for the op- 
pressed, those in search of democracy, 
and those who are at the feet of dic- 
tators. 

It is time that we make sure our 
military is funded and authorized to 
the levels that are necessary to con- 
front the world’s challenges, which are 
more today than I have ever seen. I 
have just returned from the Mediterra- 
nean, where I was on the USS Winston 
Churchill, the destroyer that is dealing 
with some of the problems of the mi- 
gration of people fleeing totalitarian 
governments in the Middle East. I was 
at Fort Gordon, GA, where the cyber 
command is now being set up by the 
U.S. Army. Cyber terrorism and cyber 
threats are the biggest threats we face 
today. I was at Fort Benning, and our 
Strykers in the brigade are there and 
in need of upgrades and continuation of 
improvements. I was at Fort Moody in 
Valdosta, GA, where the A-10s are 
housed, but they are going away unless 
we extend them, and this Defense au- 
thorization bill will do that. 

While the rest of the world is burning 
and falling apart, this President is 
looking the other way and saying: No, 
I am not going to agree with the over- 
whelming majority of Congress. In- 
stead, I am going to put America on 
the sidelines of world affairs. 

We cannot afford for that to happen. 
We are the greatest country on the face 
of this Earth. We don’t find anybody 
trying to break out of the United 
States of America; they are all trying 
to break in. But if we abandon our role 
of strength, we will never have the 
peace and the prosperity and the de- 
mocracy we want to see around the 
world. Instead, we will be a second- 
string player in the influence of world 
affairs. 

The National Defense Authorization 
Act is one thing the Congress—House 
and Senate alike—has agreed upon 
overwhelmingly. The vote in the Sen- 
ate was a veto-proof vote. The vote in 
the House was a very significant vote. 
The President should read that to un- 
derstand that the representatives of 
the people are saying to him: We want 
America to be strong. We don’t want 
our military to be reconstituted. We 
don’t want the dictators of the world 
taking advantage of vacuums that we 
have created because we looked the 
other way and we abandoned ourselves. 

We need to think about something 
and think about it closely. Right now 
in Greece, for example, half a million 
people in the last year have gone 
through there, fleeing Syria, trying to 
find their way to Europe—half a mil- 
lion. A million and a half will probably 
go through there next year. The world 
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is trying to flee oppression and dic- 
tators wherever they are, and the rest 
of the free world cannot afford to take 
care of the rest of the world unless we 
stop what is happening in the Middle 
East. 

Bashar Al-Assad should be stopped. 
The Russians should be asked to re- 
trench and come back. We should get 
back to the table, being the strongest 
power in the world and being an effec- 
tive player in the Middle East and 
being a power that is feared rather 
than one that is looked at and left 
wondering. America is abandoning the 
role it has always held since the end of 
World War II, and it would be a shame 
for us to do that. 

So, Mr. President, let me ask you to 
do this: Think real hard before Hal- 
loween because that is when the time 
runs out and you have to either sign 
the bill or veto it. Think real hard 
about the America that you took over 
running as President of the United 
States 7 years ago. Think about how we 
got to where we are today. Think about 
all those who have sacrificed and who 
have lived and died, in some cases, to 
keep America free. Are you going to 
look them in the face or their memory 
in the face and say to them: I am just 
not going to reauthorize the National 
Defense Authorization Act. I would 
rather play politics with those who 
have fought and risked their lives for 
the United States of America. 

In closing my remarks, I want to tell 
my colleagues what we did in the 
NDAA because I want the people of 
Georgia and the people of America to 
understand what the President will be 
vetoing. 

He will be vetoing the improvements 
in our cyber command as we move our 
new cyber command of the U.S. Army 
to Fort Gordon. 

He will be saying to Guantanamo 
Bay: It is OK, we can move the rest of 
the prisoners from Guantanamo Bay 
and move them into the United States 
of America and close Guantanamo 
Bay—because the NDAA bill prohibits 
that from happening. 

He will be able to say to Stryker Bri- 
gade units: You will just have to wait 
a little bit longer for modernization. 

He will have to say to our marines on 
the ground in Iraq and Afghanistan and 
in the Middle East: We are going to do 
away with the A-10s, so you won’t have 
the close air support you have to have 
in the infantry and in the military to 
fight the battles of the 21st century. 

He will be saying to our veterans who 
come back home from around the 
world: No, we are not going to do job 
training so that you can easily transfer 
from the military into a meaningful 
job in the private sector. 

He will say to husbands and wives of 
military families: We are taking away 
your basic housing allowance because 
there are two of you in the same family 
getting it and we are cutting it in half. 
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Even though you signed up for a pro- 
gram that guaranteed you would get it, 
we are cutting it in half and taking it 
away. 

I don’t want to be part of a country 
that says that to the men and women 
who volunteered to fight for us. 

Let’s send the right message to the 
rest of the world. Let’s sign the Na- 
tional Defense Authorization Act. Let’s 
not play politics with those who risked 
their lives. Let’s remember we still are 
America, the greatest country on the 
face of this Earth. God has blessed us, 
but with that blessing comes responsi- 
bility. It means the President should 
act, act decisively, act now, and not 
veto the Defense Authorization Act. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


a 


FISCAL DEADLINES FACING 
AMERICA 


Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, to para- 
phrase Ronald Reagan, ‘“‘Here we go 
again.” 

Treasury Secretary Jack Lew has 
warned us that the Federal Govern- 
ment will bump up against the statu- 
tory debt ceiling on Tuesday, Novem- 
ber 3. Shortly after that, on December 
11, the fiscal year 2016 continuing reso- 
lution will expire, bringing the pros- 
pects of yet another government shut- 
down. 

Absent a budget deal to suspend se- 
questration and lift the spending caps 
imposed under the Budget Control Act, 
we face draconian spending cuts that 
will harm both our economic recovery 
and our national security. Meanwhile, 
authority for the Export-Import Bank 
has expired already, and authority to 
spend surface transportation funding 
will expire at the end of this month. 

This is no way to run a government. 
It is time to end this mindless fiscal 
brinkmanship and negotiate a com- 
prehensive budget deal that resolves all 
of these issues. The American people 
demand and deserve no less. But first 
we must act on the debt ceiling. 

With respect to the debt ceiling, 
Treasury Secretary Lew wrote to 
House Speaker JOHN BOEHNER on Octo- 
ber 15 warning that extraordinary 
measures to forestall hitting the statu- 
tory debt ceiling will be exhausted as 
soon as November 3. At that point, the 
Federal Government will have a cash 
balance of about $30 billion but will be 
facing obligations totaling as much as 
$60 billion on certain days. 

Secretary Lew wrote in his letter: 

Operating the United States government 
with no borrowing authority, with only the 
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cash on hand on a given day, would be pro- 
foundly irresponsible. As I wrote previously, 
we anticipate that a remaining cash balance 
of less than $30 billion will be depleted 
quickly. In fact, we do not foresee any rea- 
sonable scenario in which it would last for 
an extended period of time. The government 
makes approximately 80 million payments a 
month, including Social Security and vet- 
eran benefits, military salaries, Medicare re- 
imbursements, and many others. In the ab- 
sence of congressional action, Treasury 
would be unable to satisfy all of these obliga- 
tions for the first time in the history of the 
United States... 

The creditworthiness of the United States 
is an essential component of our strength as 
a nation. Protecting that strength is the sole 
responsibility of Congress, because only Con- 
gress can extend the nation’s borrowing au- 
thority. Moreover, as you know, increasing 
the debt limit does not authorize any new 
spending. It simply allows Treasury to pay 
for expenditures Congress has approved, in 
full and on time. 

I couldn’t agree with Secretary Lew 
more. Raising the debt ceiling allows 
us to pay for what has already been ap- 
propriated by Congress for spending. 
This has nothing to do with how much 
we are going to spend as a nation; it 
has everything to do with whether we 
are going to honor our bills. The 
United States of America has to pay its 
bills. Just as when American families 
use a credit card, when a bill is due, it 
needs to be paid in a timely manner. At 
no time in our history has our country 
been unable or unwilling to pay its 
debts. Raising our debt ceiling has to 
be done—not so we can spend more, as 
Secretary Lew pointed out, but to pay 
the bills we already have. Default is 
not an option. 

Some Republicans, particularly in 
the House, have suggested that the 
Federal Government can prioritize its 
payments to avoid a technical default. 
Some have dubbed this ‘‘pay China 
first” because, as my colleagues know, 
much of our public debt is held by the 
Chinese. It is disturbing that our Re- 
publican colleagues are considering 
such a proposal. It simply won’t work. 
The Federal Government makes 80 mil- 
lion to 100 million payments monthly, 
including Social Security, veteran ben- 
efits, military salaries, and Medicare 
reimbursements. The Treasury Depart- 
ment doesn’t have the manpower, the 
computer capability, or the guidelines 
to sort out who gets paid when. 

The Bipartisan Policy Center has 
prepared a comprehensive analysis of 
what happens if we hit the so-called X- 
date without lifting the debt ceiling. 
As the Bipartisan Policy Center notes, 
“The reality will be chaotic,’’ with the 
Treasury Department being forced to 
pick “winners” and ‘‘losers.’’ We might 
have to shut down the entire Justice 
Department, the Federal courts, the 
Federal Highway Administration, the 
Federal Aviation Administration, and 
other agencies. These are critically im- 
portant missions that people in this 
country depend upon. We might have 
to suspend tax refunds—refunds tax- 
payers desperately need. We might 
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have to stop paying Federal workers, 30 
percent of whom are veterans and con- 
tractors. As the Bipartisan Policy Cen- 
ter notes, “On a day-to-day basis, han- 
dling all payments for important and 
popular programs, (e.g., Social Secu- 
rity, Medicare, Medicaid, Defense, Mili- 
tary Active Duty Pay) will quickly be- 
come impossible.” 

Delaying the decision to increase the 
debt limit jeopardizes our economy and 
our standing in the world. The mere 
suggestion that the Federal Govern- 
ment might miss a payment caused 
Standard & Poor’s to downgrade our 
sovereign credit rating from AAA to 
AA-plus after the 2011 debt limit stand- 
off. 

A default is a default. We can’t pick 
winners and losers. If we default on any 
of our debt, it will affect our credit- 
worthiness and our bond ratings. If we 
don’t transfer the payments to State 
and local governments—and a large 
part of our budget depends upon them 
receiving their Federal share of pro- 
grams—it will cause State and local 
governments to default, affecting their 
bond ratings and increasing the cost of 
borrowing, a hidden tax—not a hidden 
tax—an additional tax to the taxpayers 
of this country. 

During the last debt limit showdown 
in 2018, yields for targeted securities in 
secondary markets rose from 1 basis 
point in mid-September to over 50 basis 
points just prior to the resolution of 
the standoff in October. The Govern- 
ment Accounting Office estimates that 
the 2013 impasse cost the Federal Gov- 
ernment between $38 million and $70 
million in added interest payments to 
service the debt. This is what tax- 
payers had to pay because Congress did 
not in a timely way increase the debt 
limit. So it is not only the default, it is 
the time we take. We have to act now. 
We should have acted well before now. 
If we keep playing with fire, we are 
going to get burned and burned badly. 

In addition to lifting the debt ceiling, 
which needs to be done first, we need to 
negotiate a comprehensive budget deal. 
Last week administration officials an- 
nounced that the fiscal year 2015 deficit 
was $44 billion—$44 billion—less than 
the previous year. Last year’s deficit 
was $439 billion. This is still too high, 
but let’s put the number in context. It 
was the lowest share of our economy— 
at 2.5 percent—since 2007. As Treasury 
Secretary Lew pointed out, under the 
President’s leadership, the deficit has 
been cut by roughly three-quarters as a 
share of the economy since 2009—the 
fastest sustained deficit reduction 
since just after World War II. 

It is important to remember that the 
previous administration—the Bush ad- 
ministration—inherited the biggest 
surpluses in history and promptly 
squandered them on two ill-conceived 
tax cuts and a war in Iraq that was 
paid for on a credit card. 

Then we had the biggest recession 
since the Great Depression. This was 
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the situation the Obama administra- 
tion inherited—from surpluses to defi- 
cits to recession. The Obama adminis- 
tration took effective, extraordinary 
measures to pull the economy back 
from the brink. Economists Alan 
Blinder and Mark Zandi, writing for 
the Center on Budget and Policy Prior- 
ities, estimated that without the meas- 
ures taken in late 2008 and early 2009 
the peak-to-trough decline in real gross 
domestic product, which was barely 
over 4 percent, would have been close 
to a stunning 14 percent; the economy 
would have contracted by more than 3 
years, more than twice as long as it 
did; more than 17 million jobs would 
have been lost, about twice the actual 
number; the unemployment rates 
would have peaked at just under 16 per- 
cent, rather than the actual 10 percent; 
the budget deficit would have grown to 
more than 20 percent of GDP, about 
double the actual 10 percent, topping 
off at $2.8 trillion in fiscal year 2011. 

My point is that the actions taken by 
the Obama administration pulled our 
economy out of recession and back to 
growth. It did it in a responsible man- 
ner. So we took emergency measures 
necessary to stop the economic free 
fall, and since then we have had the 
fastest deficit reduction since just 
after World War II. 

We are now using a different policy, 
as we should. I mention that because 
our Republican colleagues want to cut 
domestic spending even more. That is 
not sustainable. As the Center on 
Budget and Policy Priorities noted last 
year, spending cuts have exceeded tax 
increases by a 3-to-1 margin already. 
Put another way, for every dollar of 
new revenue we have received, we have 
cut spending by $3.27. We have con- 
tracted, particularly on the discre- 
tionary domestic side. 

We need to come together and nego- 
tiate a deal that keeps the Federal 
Government open, not shut. The 2013 
shutdown, according to Moody’s Ana- 
lytics, cost the economy $20 billion and 
120,000 jobs. Still, the so-called tea 
party Republicans and Presidential 
candidates want to shut down the gov- 
ernment right before the holidays in a 
misguided notion that it will somehow 
prevent Planned Parenthood from pro- 
viding health care services to low-in- 
come women and their families. Two 
years ago, the same individuals 
thought that shutting down the gov- 
ernment would prevent the Affordable 
Care Act from being implemented. 
They were wrong then, and they are 
wrong now. The damage they did—and 
could do again—is to our economy and 
our standing in the world. 

A realistic budget deal will need to 
protect Federal workers from further 
harm. Since 2011 Federal workers have 
contributed $159 billion to deficit re- 
duction. Federal workers have contrib- 
uted $159 billion to deficit reduction. 
They didn’t cause the deficit. They 
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have endured 3 years of pay freezes and 
two substandard pay increases since 
then for a total of $137 billion. They 
lost another billion dollars in pay be- 
cause of sequestration-related fur- 
loughs. Federal employees hired in 2013 
and since 2014 are paying an extra $21 
billion for their pensions. 

Each and every Federal worker is 
being asked to do more with less as 
agency budgets have been frozen or 
cut. This is happening to hardworking, 
patriotic public servants who are most- 
ly middle class and struggling to get 
along as are so many other Americans. 
Enough is enough. 

Since the 1950s and 1960s, the U.S. 
population has increased by 76 percent 
and the private sector workforce has 
surged 183 percent, but the size of the 
Federal workforce has risen just 11 per- 
cent. Relative to the private sector, 
the Federal workforce is less than one- 
half the size it was back in the 1950s 
and 1960s. The picture that emerges is 
one of a Federal civilian workforce 
whose size has significantly shrunk 
compared to the U.S. population it 
serves, the private sector workforce, 
and the magnitude of its various mis- 
sions and Federal expenditures. 

Additionally, picking on Federal 
workers in a budget deal or shutting 
down the government hurts veterans. 
Over 30 percent of civilian Federal em- 
ployees are veterans, compared to 7.8 
percent of the non-Federal workforce. 
The Federal Government hires a lot 
more veterans—30 percent of our work- 
force—another reason we should be 
mindful of what we do to our Federal 
workforce. Do we really want to cut 
the pay and benefits for these individ- 
uals even more than we have already? 
Do we really want to force them to 
work during a shutdown but not pay 
them on time or force them to stay 
home involuntarily and have them 
worry about whether they will be paid 
at all? Is this how we want to honor 
the men and women who stood in 
harm’s way to defend our Nation and 
who continue to serve us? 

The missions that are carried out by 
our Federal workforce are great mis- 
sions, and they perform more work in a 
smaller workforce. It is time to recog- 
nize what they do for our country. Pre- 
venting Federal workers from doing 
their jobs doesn’t just harm them; it 
harms all Americans because Federal 
workers control our borders and make 
sure our air and water are clean and 
our food and drugs are safe. They sup- 
port our men and women in uniform 
and care for our wounded warriors. 
They help our manufacturers compete 
abroad, discover cures for life-threat- 
ening diseases, and prosecute criminals 
and terrorists. They maintain and pro- 
tect critical infrastructure, explore the 
universe, process passport applications, 
and make sure Social Security, Medi- 
care, and other social safety net pro- 
grams are functioning properly. When 
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Federal workers do their jobs, they are 
helping each and every American live a 
safer and more prosperous life. 

Our tasks here in Congress should be 
straightforward. First, we need to raise 
the debt ceiling so we can continue to 
pay our bills and maintain the full 
faith and credit of the U.S. Govern- 
ment. Second, we need to keep the Fed- 
eral Government open for business and 
keep the Federal workers on their jobs. 
Third, we need to negotiate a com- 
prehensive budget deal that replaces 
sequestration—a budget that main- 
tains critical Federal investments 
while spreading the burden of deficit 
reduction in a fair way and holding 
Federal workers and their families 
harmless after subjecting them to so 
much hardship over the past several 
months and years. Fourth, we need to 
reauthorize the Export-Import Bank, a 
bank that helps us with a level playing 
field on international commerce, par- 
ticularly with small companies, and we 
must reauthorize our surface transpor- 
tation program on a 6-year reauthor- 
ization. You can’t do a major highway, 
bridge, or transit program with a Fed- 
eral partner that gives only a couple 
months of commitment. We need to 
have a multi-year transportation reau- 
thorization passed. 

Heretofore, one of the greatest at- 
tributes of the American character has 
been pragmatism. We can acknowledge 
and respect our differences, but at the 
end of the day the American people 
have entrusted us with governing. That 
means being pragmatic, sitting down, 
listening to each other, compromising, 
and providing policies that will stand 
the test of time. Let us do our job on 
behalf of all Americans. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call roll. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SUL- 
LIVAN). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


Se 


CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, morning business is 
closed. 


EE 


CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION 
SHARING ACT OF 2015 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
sume consideration of S. 754, which the 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 754) to improve cybersecurity in 
the United States through enhanced sharing 
of information about cybersecurity threats, 
and for other purposes. 
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Pending: 

Burr/Feinstein amendment No. 2716, in the 
nature of a substitute. 

Burr (for Cotton) modified amendment No. 
2581 (to amendment No. 2716), to exempt 
from the capability and process within the 
Department of Homeland Security commu- 
nication between a private entity and the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation or the 
United States Secret Service regarding cy- 
bersecurity threats. 

Feinstein (for Coons) modified amendment 
No. 2552 (to amendment No. 2716), to modify 
section 5 to require DHS to review all cyber 
threat indicators and countermeasures in 
order to remove certain personal informa- 
tion. 

Burr (for Flake/Franken) amendment No. 
2582 (to amendment No. 2716), to terminate 
the provisions of the Act after six years. 

Feinstein (for Franken) modified amend- 
ment No. 2612 (to amendment No. 2716), to 
improve the definitions of cybersecurity 
threat and cyber threat indicator. 

Burr (for Heller) modified amendment No. 
2548 (to amendment No. 2716), to protect in- 
formation that is reasonably believed to be 
personal information or information that 
identifies a specific person. 

Feinstein (for Leahy) modified amendment 
No. 2587 (to amendment No. 2716), to strike 
the FOIA exemption. 

Burr (for Paul) modified amendment No. 
2564 (to amendment No. 2716), to prohibit li- 
ability immunity to applying to private en- 
tities that break user or privacy agreements 
with customers. 

Feinstein (for Mikulski/Cardin) amend- 
ment No. 2557 (to amendment No. 2716), to 
provide amounts necessary for accelerated 
cybersecurity in response to data breaches. 

Feinstein (for Whitehouse/Graham) modi- 
fied amendment No. 2626 (to amendment No. 
2716), to amend title 18, United States Code, 
to protect Americans from cybercrime. 

Feinstein (for Wyden) modified amendment 
No. 2621 (to amendment No. 2716), to improve 
the requirements relating to removal of per- 
sonal information from cyber threat indica- 
tors before sharing. 

SENTENCING REFORM AND CORRECTIONS ACT 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, it is 
easy for the public and the press to 
focus on the issues that divide us in 
Washington, DC, and around the coun- 
try. In fact, in Washington, DC, that is 
a world-class sport—focusing on divi- 
sion, the things that separate us, the 
things where we clearly can’t agree, on 
occasion—but today I am happy to 
highlight an area marked by broad con- 
sensus and true bipartisan spirit. 

In my time in the Senate I have 
learned that neither political party can 
get what they want done if they try to 
do it alone. The only way things hap- 
pen are when consensus is achieved, 
and that takes a lot of hard work, a lot 
of cooperation, and a lot of collabora- 
tion. If your goal is 100 percent of what 
you want or nothing, my experience is 
you get nothing here. 

I know ‘‘compromise’’ sometimes is a 
dirty word in today’s lexicon. I was 
just rereading a quote from Ronald 
Reagan, somebody conservatives look 
to as an example of the iconic conserv- 
ative leader. He was pretty clear that if 
he could get 75 to 80 percent of what he 
wanted to achieve, he would say: I will 
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take it, and I will fight about the rest 
of it another day. 

But the good news is we have found a 
way, amidst a lot of the division and 
polarization here, to achieve a bipar- 
tisan coalition on some important 
criminal justice reforms. Last week I 
stood with a bipartisan group and in- 
troduced the Sentencing Reform and 
Corrections Act of 2015. This has lit- 
erally been years in the making, and it 
was a proud and consequential moment 
for the Senate. 

This week we have kept that momen- 
tum going. Senator GRASSLEY, chair- 
man of the Judiciary Committee, held 
a hearing Monday to discuss the new 
bill with various stakeholders, and to- 
morrow the Judiciary Committee will 
vote on sending the bill to the full Sen- 
ate for consideration. 

This legislation is long overdue and a 
major step forward for the country. 
Similar to other successful efforts—and 
particularly those that inform my ac- 
tions in the Senate—I look to experi- 
ences in the State and what has been 
tried, tested, and found to work and 
how it might apply to our job here at 
the national level. 

Back in 2007, in Austin, legislators 
were confronting a big problem. They 
had a major budget shortfall, an over- 
crowded prison system, and high rates 
of recidivism—repeat criminals—or as 
one former inmate referred to himself 
in Houston the other day at a round- 
table I held, he called himself a fre- 
quent flier in the criminal justice sys- 
tem. I think we all know what he 
meant. But instead of building more 
prisons and hoping that would some- 
how fix the problem, these leaders in 
Austin decided to try a different ap- 
proach. They scrapped the blueprints 
for more prisons, and they went to 
work developing reforms to help low- 
and medium-risk offenders who were 
willing to take the opportunity to turn 
around their lives and become produc- 
tive members of society. 

I think we would have to be pretty 
naive to say that every criminal of- 
fender who ends up in prison is going to 
take advantage of these opportunities. 
They will not—not all of them will, but 
some of them will. Some of them will 
be remorseful. Some of them will see 
how they wasted their life, the damage 
they have done to their families, in- 
cluding their children, and they will 
actually look for an opportunity to 
turn around their lives after having 
made a major mistake and ending up in 
our prisons. 

In my State, we have a pretty well- 
deserved reputation for being tough on 
crime. I don’t think anybody questions 
that, but we also realize we need to be 
smart on crime, and we need to look at 
how we achieve the best outcomes for 
the taxpayers and for the lives which 
can be salvaged and made productive 
through their hard work and the oppor- 
tunity we have provided to them. We 
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also realized that even though incar- 
ceration does work—I don’t think any- 
body can dispute the fact that when 
somebody is in prison, they are not 
committing crimes in our communities 
and across the country—but here is the 
rub: One day almost all of them will be 
released from prison. The question 
then is, Will they be prepared to live a 
productive life or will they be that fre- 
quent flier who ends up back in prison 
through the turnstile of a criminal 
life? 

So in Texas we improved and in- 
creased programs designed to help men 
and women to take responsibility for 
their crimes and to prepare them for 
reentry into society. The results were 
pretty startling. Between 2007 and 2012, 
our overall rate of incarceration fell by 
9.4 percent—almost 10 percent—the 
crime rate dropped by 16 percent, and 
we saved more than $2 billion worth of 
taxpayer money and we were able to 
shutter three prison facilities in the 


process. 
I wish to return briefly to the crime 
rate. Former Attorney General 


Mukasey, a longtime Federal judge in 
New York, made the point that it is 
not the incarceration rate that meas- 
ures the success of our sentencing prac- 
tices, it is actually the crime rate. 

I know there are many people who 
feel we have overincarcerated, but I 
think we need to keep our eye on the 
ball; that is, on the crime rate. As a re- 
sult of these reforms in Texas, our 
total crime rate dropped by 16 percent, 
something worth paying attention to, 
but even more impressive than these 
statistics are the stories I have heard 
from former inmates who have actually 
taken advantage of this opportunity to 
turn around their lives. They paint a 
powerful picture of how these reforms 
can be used and the potential impact of 
this legislation across the country. 

Again, nobody is naive enough to 
think everybody is going to have a 
turnaround story and experience like 
this, but last week I had the chance to 
visit with a number of faith-based and 
nonprofit groups in Houston this time, 
as well as some of the former inmates 
they have supported—all of whom are 
helping inmates prepare to reenter so- 
ciety set up for success rather than 
failure. 

I was particularly struck by the 
story of one young man by the name of 
Emilio Parker. By the time he was 33, 
Emilio had spent almost half of his life 
in prison, including several years in 
solitary confinement. He started using 
drugs at a very early age, and after he 
became addicted he found more and 
more opportunities for crime to feed 
his addiction. Spending so much time 
in prison leaves little chance to ac- 
quire skills to succeed once you are 
outside, but fortunately for Emilio he 
found the support needed in a group 
called SER-Jobs for Progress in Hous- 
ton. SER stands for Service Employ- 
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ment Redevelopment. A strange acro- 
nym, SER, but it is a community group 
whose mission is to equip people such 
as Emilio for the workforce. Their or- 
ganization has helped turn around 
many lives in astounding ways, and 
Emilio was no exception. 

When he started the job readiness 
program SER offered, he didn’t know 
how to turn on a computer, but with 
their help he graduated with the pro- 
gram, and it helped put him on a new 
direction in life—one that did not in- 
clude prison. 

His success represents the tremen- 
dous opportunity we have before us to 
enact similar reforms on the Federal 
level in order to offer rehabilitation to 
inmates, reduce crime, and save tax- 
payers’ hard-earned money. 

Part of this legislation is to focus on 
the people most likely to take advan- 
tage of these opportunities, low- and 
medium-risk inmates. Indeed, what we 
offer them is credit, if they participate 
in these programs, to lesser confine- 
ment; for example, a halfway house or 
the like. These are the folks we believe 
are most likely to have learned from 
their experience in prison and will take 
advantage of the opportunity and turn 
around their lives. High-risk criminals 
who have made a life of crime I think 
are the least likely to take advantage 
of these programs and will not be avail- 
able under this legislation. If it is suc- 
cessful, we might want to reconsider 
that and see whether it can be ex- 
panded. 

The Sentencing Reform and Correc- 
tions Act truly represents how the Sen- 
ate was meant to function: in a bipar- 
tisan manner that can effect long-last- 
ing change for the benefit of the Amer- 
ican people. 

I thank Chairman GRASSLEY for his 
leadership—this would not have hap- 
pened without him—and his commit- 
ment to bring us together to develop a 
bill that provides needed reforms to 
our criminal justice system. This is an 
extraordinary moment, where we have 
people on differing ends of the political 
spectrum coming together and finding 
a place where we can reach consensus. 

I am particularly pleased, as I have 
indicated, that the CORRECTIONS 
Act, authored by Senator SHELDON 
WHITEHOUSE and me, is such a Key part 
of this package. Pretty much everyone 
agrees our prisons are dangerously 
overcrowded and that recidivism 
rates—when offenders land back in 
prison—are too high. The hard part is 
coming up with a solution that ad- 
dresses these problems and yet breaks 
the cycle of reincarceration without 
jeopardizing public safety. And nothing 
we are doing will jeopardize public 
safety. That should be the litmus test 
of anything we do. I do believe this leg- 
islation strikes that balance by build- 
ing on our experience in Texas and 
other States across the country and fo- 
cusing on rehabilitation for low-level 
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offenders and tough sentences for hard- 
ened criminals. 

I know the Presiding Officer, who 
was attorney general of his State of 
Alaska, has had a lot of experience in 
this area. I remember in law school one 
of the things we learned is that one of 
the goals of our criminal justice sys- 
tem is to rehabilitate people—to help 
them turn around their lives—but over 
the years we have almost forgotten 
that. I think what we have dem- 
onstrated by the Texas experience—and 
other experience—is that through 
faith-based volunteers, through job 
training, through helping people deal 
with their drug and alcohol addiction— 
which oftentimes exacerbates their 
problems and puts them behind bars, 
like Emilio—we can literally offer a 
helping hand for those who will take 
advantage of it. For those who are 
truly nonviolent and low-level offend- 
ers, this bill does represent a second 
chance. 

This bill also reforms and improves 
law enforcement tools, such as manda- 
tory minimum sentences, without 
eliminating them or reducing them 
across the board. This was a tough ne- 
gotiation because, in particular, some 
of our Senators were focused on sen- 
tence reduction, but I have to say I 
have been very aware that we can’t 
handle this on an across-the-board 
basis. Sentences have to be appropriate 
for the individual behavior and mis- 
conduct of the defendant themselves, 
not just some across-the-board pan- 
acea. By targeting those who are most 
likely to reoffend and teaching them 
how to succeed in the real world, we 
can not only reduce the crime rate—as 
our experience has shown in Texas— 
but help people turn around their lives 
and save billions of dollars. 

So at a time when the news likes to 
report the divisions and polarizations 
here in Washington—and there are 
plenty of important fights, and I am 
not opposed to fighting for principles, 
but there are a lot of areas like this 
where we can continue to work to- 
gether productively. In fact, as I said 
earlier, the whole system of our Con- 
stitution was designed to force con- 
sensus before big decisions such as this 
are made. That is the way it should be 
because any time a minority or even 
one political party can force their will 
on the other party—as we have seen 
happen before—it doesn’t end well. 
When our system works the way it 
should, by people of good faith coming 
together, seeing a problem, trying to 
come up with a solution, and working 
together on a bipartisan basis, our sys- 
tem works very well. I believe this is a 
good example. 

I look forward to working with all of 
our colleagues once this bill is voted 
out of the Judiciary Committee—which 
I believe it will be on Thursday—as we 
anticipate action here on the floor. 
Perhaps other Senators have other 
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ideas that will actually improve the 
legislation we have crafted so far, but I 
do believe the President is amenable to 
considering a bill in this area. He has 
said so publicly. Again, this is another 
of those rare opportunities we can have 
to work together with the President to 
try to solve a problem, help save 
money, and help people turn around 
their lives. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I will 
vote for the cyber security bill. Obvi- 
ously, this is a whole new era of attack 
on our country. On September 11, 2001, 
we certainly realized that the two big 
oceans on either side of our country 
that had protected us for centuries— 
the Atlantic and the Pacific—no longer 
provided that protection because we 
could see, in the case of 2001, an attack 
from within. Thus, that revised so 
much of our defense strategy. 

Now we see the other kind of attack 
from within that is stealthy, insidious, 
and it is constant because the cyber at- 
tacks are coming to the U.S. Govern- 
ment as well as the U.S. industry, the 
business community, and U.S. citizens. 
The threat of cyber attack is vast and 
it is varied, from cyber criminals who 
steal personal information such as 
credit card and Social Security num- 
bers, to foreign governments or state- 
sponsored groups that steal sensitive 
national security information, that 
steal our intellectual property, and 
that put at risk our economy and crit- 
ical infrastructure. 

I want to give one example of obtain- 
ing Social Security numbers through 
cyber attacks or through other means. 
What we found in Tampa, FL, is that 
street crime actually subsided because 
the criminals had figured that either 
by cyber attacks or by other means of 
getting Social Security numbers, they 
could file false income tax returns and 
request refunds. So with a laptop, they 
could do what they had done previously 
by breaking into and entering some- 
one’s home to steal money, and it was 
so much easier. And that is just one 
small example, but just the theft of se- 
curity numbers, which they use on 
false income tax returns—we think 
that is an attack which is costing the 
U.S. Government, in income tax, at 
least $5 billion a year. 

We have heard all about these at- 
tacks. Some of us in the Senate have 
been affected by these attacks. How 
many times have we heard that hack- 
ers have stolen our names, our address- 
es, our credit card numbers? Look what 
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the hackers did to 40 million Target 
customers and 56 million Home Depot 
customers. They accessed checking and 
savings account information of 76 mil- 
lion J.P. Morgan Bank customers. 
They stole the personal information of 
80 million customers of the health in- 
surance company Anthem. Those are a 
few examples. Target, Home Depot, 
J.P. Morgan, Anthem—that is just a 
handful of examples. Also, remember 
that North Korea hacked Sony. Iran 
hacked the Sands Casino. China hacked 
the U.S. Government Office of Per- 
sonnel Management. They have your 
information and they have my infor- 
mation because our information is with 
the Office of Personnel Management. 

The attacks keep coming. We are 
hearing from homeland security, de- 
fense, intelligence, and private sector 
leaders that we have to take this 
threat seriously and do something 
about it. 

I must say that it was one of the 
most frustrating things for this Sen- 
ator, as a former member of the Senate 
Intelligence Committee, when we were 
trying to pass this very same bill 3 and 
4 years ago and the business commu- 
nity, as represented by the U.S. Cham- 
ber of Commerce, wanted nothing to do 
with it because they thought it was an 
invasion of their privacy. Times have 
changed, and the hacking continues. 

We see that finally we are able to get 
through and put together a bill on 
which I think we can get broad support 
from many different groups that are 
concerned about privacy and about 
sharing of information in the business 
community. This bill provides the 
means for the government and the pri- 
vate sector to share cyber threat infor- 
mation while taking care to protect 
the personal information and privacy 
of our people. We all face the same 
threat, and our adversaries use similar 
malware and techniques. Sharing infor- 
mation is critical to our overall cyber 
security. 

What this does is it directs the Direc- 
tor of National Intelligence, working 
with other agencies and building on the 
information sharing that is already 
taking place, to put cyber threat infor- 
mation in the hands of the private sec- 
tor to help protect businesses and indi- 
viduals. It authorizes private compa- 
nies to monitor and defend their net- 
works and share with each other and 
the government at all levels the cyber 
threats and attacks—all levels of gov- 
ernment: State, local, tribal, and Fed- 
eral. This is a point of contention be- 
cause these activities are strictly vol- 
untary. That is part of the problem we 
had 3 and 4 years ago in trying to enact 
this legislation. It is strictly vol- 
untary, limited to cyber security pur- 
poses, and subject to reasonable re- 
strictions and privacy protections. 

The bill also creates the legal cer- 
tainty and incentives needed to pro- 
mote further sharing of information. 
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So what the legislation does is it sets 
up a hub or a portal inside the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security where 
cyber threat information comes in, it 
is scrubbed of irrelevant personal infor- 
mation, and then it is shared inside 
and outside the government quickly 
and efficiently because, after all, if you 
have a cyber attack somewhere in 
America that suddenly has the oppor- 
tunity to explode in its application, 
you have to have a central point at 
which you can coordinate that cyber 
attack. That is what this portal, this 
hub in the Department of Homeland 
Security is set up to do. 

This Senator feels that this bill bal- 
ances the urgent need to address the 
threat of continued cyber attacks with 
privacy concerns. As the vice chair of 
the Intelligence Committee said yes- 
terday, this bill is just the first step. 

I am delighted that Senator FEIN- 
STEIN just walked onto the floor of the 
Senate. I am quoting what the Senator 
said yesterday: We can and we ought to 
do more to improve our Nation’s cyber 
security. 

I say through the Chair to the distin- 
guished senior Senator from California 
that I have shared with the Senate my 
frustration over the last 4 years, as a 
former member of the Senate Intel- 
ligence Committee, that it was so hard 
to get people to come together. But 
now, finally, even though it is vol- 
untary, we at least have a point at 
which, when a cyber attack comes 
somewhere in America, we can cen- 
tralize that, it can be scrubbed of pri- 
vate information, and then it can be 
shared in our multiplicity of levels of 
government and the private sector to 
help defend against the cyber attacks. 

These cyber attacks are coming 
every day. They are relentless. If we 
don’t watch out, what is going to hap- 
pen has already happened to someone 
and it is going to be happening to innu- 
merable American businesses. I strong- 
ly urge the Senate to pass this legisla- 
tion. 

Since the senior Senator from Cali- 
fornia is on the floor, I wish to take 
this opportunity to thank her for her 
perspicacity, her patience, and her 
stick-to-itiveness. Finally, 4 years 
later, it is here, and we are going to 
pass it this week. I thank the Senator 
from California. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
would like to respond to what the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Florida said. 

Senator, you know what a pleasure it 
was to have you on the intelligence 
committee. I think you understand the 
time that we have spent to get this bill 
done, which is now about 6 years, and 
to take this first step, not because it is 
a perfect step but because it is a first 
step that is voluntary, with new au- 
thorities that people and companies 
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can use if they want to, and if they 
don’t want to, they don’t have to. If 
they want to, it can be effective in ena- 
bling companies to share cyber secu- 
rity information and therefore protect 
themselves. I know you understand 
this. I am so grateful for that under- 
standing and for your help. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I will. 

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator share 
her thoughts with the Senate about 
how the Nation’s national security de- 
fense depends on us being able—we 
have the guns, the tanks, the airplanes, 
the missiles, and all of that, but there 
is a new type of threat against the very 
security of this Nation, and this legis- 
lation is a first step. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I can try to. I re- 
member that in 2008 there were two 
significant cyber bank robberies: the 
Royal Bank of Scotland, I think for $8 
million, and Citibank for $10 million. 
This was not public right away because 
nobody wanted it known. Then you see 
the more recent attacks of Aramco 
being taken down, Sony, and it goes on 
and on. The information is not often 
shared publicly by companies who 
should be asking: This happened to our 
company; can you share anything that 
might help us handle this? That kind of 
thing doesn’t happen because every- 
body is afraid of liability, and so it is 
very concerning. 

I remember when Joe Lieberman was 
chairman of the homeland security 
committee, which had a bill. As the 
Senator will remember, we had the in- 
formation sharing part of that bill, and 
we sat down with the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce, I believe on three occa- 
sions, to try to work out differences, 
and we couldn’t. The U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce is massive and all over the 
United States. It includes small busi- 
nesses, medium-sized businesses, and 
some big businesses, and there was 
deep concern among its members. That 
took years to work out. 

Finally, the Senate may be ready to 
take a first step, and this first step is 
to permit the voluntary sharing of 
cyber information, which, if it is 
stripped of private data, will be pro- 
tected with liability immunity and 
protected because it goes through a 
single DHS portal and doesn’t go di- 
rectly to the intelligence community, 
which was a big concern to the private 
community. All of this has been 
worked out in order to try to come up 
with a basis for taking this first step. 

I am sorry the Senator is no longer 
on our committee because my friend 
was really a great asset, and Florida is 
lucky to have my friend and colleague 
as their Senator. 

This is just the beginning. All of the 
iterations on this cyber legislation 
have been bipartisan, so that has to say 
something to people. We have learned 
as we have done the drafting on this, 
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and we have very good staff who are 
technically proficient. So they know 
what can work and what can’t work. 

I hope I have answered that question 
from the Senator from Florida. If I can, 
I will go on and make some remarks on 
the managers’ amendment. 

Yesterday Senator BURR and I spoke 
on this floor to describe the Cybersecu- 
rity Information Sharing Act of 2015, 
which is now the pending business. 
Senator BURR filed a managers’ pack- 
age on behalf of both of us, and I will 
quickly run through that package. 

This amendment is the product of bi- 
partisan negotiations over the past 
several weeks within the Intelligence 
Committee and with sponsors of other 
amendments to the bill. The managers’ 
amendment makes several key changes 
to the bill to clarify authorization lan- 
guage, improve privacy protections, 
and make technical changes. It also— 
and I think this is of note—includes 
the text of 14 separate amendments. 
Those amendments were offered by our 
colleagues and I am pleased that we are 
able to add them to this legislation. 

In sum, this amendment has two 
main components. It makes important 
changes to the bill that we announced 
in August to address privacy concerns 
about the legislation. Second, it in- 
cludes several amendments authored 
by our colleagues that had agreement 
on both sides of the aisle. I will run 
through these amendments that will be 
part of the managers’ package, and I do 
so hopefully to reassure Members that 
these are positive amendments. 

First, it eliminates a provision on 
government use of cyber information 
on noncyber crime. The managers’ 
amendment eliminates a provision in 
the committee-passed bill that would 
have allowed the government to use 
cyber information to investigate and 
prosecute ‘‘serious violent felonies.” 
Eliminating this provision is a very 
significant privacy change. We made 
this change because it has been a top 
bipartisan concern and the provision 
had been used by privacy groups to 
claim that this is a surveillance bill. 
As the chairman made clear on the 
floor yesterday, it is not. One of the 
reasons it is not is because it prohibits 
the government from using informa- 
tion for crimes unrelated to cyber secu- 
rity. 

Let me be clear. The chairman said 
it, and I will say it today. This is not 
a surveillance bill. We have eliminated 
this provision and helped, I believe, to 
eliminate these concerns. So, please, 
let us not speak of this bill as some- 
thing that it isn’t. 

Second, it limits the authorization to 
share cyber threat information to 
cyber security purposes. The managers’ 
amendment limits the authorization 
for sharing cyber threat information 
provided in the bill to sharing for cyber 
security purposes only. This is another 
significant privacy change, and it has 
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been another top bipartisan and pri- 
vacy group concern. 

Third, it eliminates a new FOIA ex- 
emption. The managers’ amendment 
eliminated the creation of a new ex- 
emption in the Freedom of Information 
Act specific to cyber information that 
was in the committee-passed bill. 
Cyber threat indicators and defensive 
measures shared in accordance with 
the bill’s procedures would still be eli- 
gible for existing FOIA exemptions, but 
it doesn’t add new ones. 

Four, it ensures that defensive meas- 
ures are properly limited. The bill al- 
lows a company to take measures to 
defend itself, as one might expect, and 
the managers’ amendment clarifies 
that the authorization to employ de- 
fensive measures does not allow an en- 
tity to gain unauthorized access to a 
computer network. 

Five, it includes the Secretary of 
Homeland Security as coauthor of the 
government-sharing guidelines. The 
managers’ amendment directs both the 
Attorney General and the Secretary of 
Homeland Security, rather than solely 
just the Attorney General, to develop 
policies and procedures to govern how 
the government quickly and appro- 
priately shares information about 
cyber threats. That should be a no- 
brainer. 

Six, it clarifies exceptions to the De- 
partment of Homeland Security’s so- 
called portal. The managers’ amend- 
ment clarifies the types of cyber infor- 
mation sharing that are permitted to 
occur outside the DHS portal created 
by the bill. Specifically, the bill nar- 
rows communications outside of the 
Department of Homeland Security por- 
tal regarding previously shared cyber 
threat information. 

Seven, it requires procedures for no- 
tifying U.S. persons whose personal in- 
formation has been shared by a Federal 
entity in violation of the bill. The 
managers’ amendment adds a modified 
version of Wyden amendment No. 2622, 
which requires the government to 
write procedures for notifying U.S. per- 
sons whose personal information is 
known or determined to have been 
shared by the Federal Government in a 
manner inconsistent with this act. 

Hight, it clarifies the real-time auto- 
mated process for sharing through the 
DHS portal. Here the managers’ 
amendment adds a modified version of 
the Carper amendment No. 2615, which 
clarifies that there may be situations 
under which the automated real-time 
process of the DHS portal may result 
in very limited instances of delay, 
modification or other action due to the 
controls established for the process. 
The clarification requires that all ap- 
propriate Federal entities agree in ad- 
vance to the filters, fields or other as- 
pects of the automated sharing system 
before such delays, modifications or 
other actions are permitted. 

Senator CARPER has played a very 
positive role on this issue. He is the 
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ranking member on the homeland secu- 
rity committee. He sat down with both 
Senator BURR and me earlier this year. 
He has proposed some very good 
changes, and this is one of them, which 
is in the managers’ package. 

Also, the clarification ensures that 
such agreed-upon delays will apply 
across the board uniformly to all ap- 
propriate Federal entities, including 
the Department of Homeland Security. 

This was an important change for 
both Senator CARPER and Senator 
Coons and for the Department of 
Homeland Security. I am pleased we 
were able to reach agreement on it. Es- 
sentially, it will allow a fast real-time 
filter—and I understand this can be 
done—that will do an additional scrub 
of information going through that por- 
tal before the cyber information goes 
to other departments to take out any- 
thing that might be related to personal 
information, such as a driver’s license 
number, an account, a Social Security 
number or whatever it may be. DHS be- 
lieves they can put together the tech- 
nology to be able to do that scrub in as 
close to real time as possible. 

This should be very meaningful to 
the privacy community, and I really 
hope it is meaningful because I want to 
believe that their actions are not just 
to try to defeat this bill, but that their 
actions really are to make the bill bet- 
ter. If I am right, this is a very impor- 
tant addition. 

Again, I thank Senator CARPER and 
Senator Coons, and I also thank the 
chairman for agreeing to put this in. 

Nine, it clarifies that private entities 
are not required to share information 
with the Federal Government or an- 
other private entity. This is clear now. 
This amendment adds the Flake 
amendment No. 2580, which reinforces 
this bill’s core voluntary nature by 
clarifying that private entities are not 
required to share information with the 
Federal Government or another private 
entity. 

In other words, if you don’t like the 
bill, you don’t have to do it. So it is 
hard for me to understand why compa- 
nies are saying they can’t support the 
bill at this time. There is no reason not 
to support it because they don’t have 
to do anything. There are companies 
by the hundreds, if not thousands, that 
want to participate in this, and this we 
know. 

Ten, it adds a Federal cyber security 
enhancement title. The managers’ 
amendment adds a modified version of 
another Carper amendment, which is 
No. 2627, the Federal Cybersecurity En- 
hancement Act of 2015, as a new title II 
of the cyber bill. The amendment seeks 
to improve Federal network security 
and authorize and enhance an existing 
intrusion detection and prevention sys- 
tem for civilian Federal networks. 

Eleventh, we add a study on mobile 
device security. The managers’ amend- 
ment adds a modified version of the 
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Coats amendment No. 2604, which re- 
quires the Secretary of Homeland Se- 
curity to carry out a study and report 
to Congress on the cyber security 
threats to mobile devices of the Fed- 
eral Government. 

I wish to thank Senator COATS, who 
is a distinguished member of the Intel- 
ligence Committee and understands 
this bill well, for this amendment. 

Twelfth, it adds a requirement for 
the Secretary of State to produce an 
international cyber space policy strat- 
egy. The managers’ amendment adds 
Gardner/Cardin amendment No. 2681, 
which requires the Secretary of State 
to produce a comprehensive strategy 
focused on United States international 
policy with regard to cyber space. 

It is about time we do something like 
this. I am personally grateful to both 
Senators Gardner and Cardin for this 
amendment. 

Thirteenth, the managers’ amend- 
ment adds a reporting provision con- 
cerning the apprehension and prosecu- 
tion of international cyber criminals. 
The managers’ amendment adds a 
modified version of Kirk-Gillibrand 
amendment No. 2603, which requires 
the Secretary of State to engage in 
consultations with the appropriate 
government officials of any country in 
which one or more cyber criminals are 
physically present and to submit an 
annual report to appropriate congres- 
sional committees on such cyber crimi- 
nals. 

It is about time that we get to the 
point where we can begin to make pub- 
lic more about cyber attacks from 
abroad because it is venal, it is star- 
tling, it is continuing, and in its con- 
tinuation, it is growing into a real 
monster. Let there be no doubt about 
that. 

Fourteenth, it improves the contents 
of the biennial report on implementa- 
tion of the bill. The managers’ amend- 
ment adds a modified version of the 
Tester amendment No. 2632, which re- 
quires detailed reporting on, No. 1, the 
number of cyber threat indicators re- 
ceived under the DHS portal process— 
good, let’s know—and, No. 2, the num- 
ber of times information shared under 
this bill is used to prosecute certain 
cyber criminals. If we can catch them, 
we should. We should know when pros- 
ecutions are made. Then, No. 3 is the 
number of notices that were issued, if 
any, for a failure to remove personal 
information in accordance with the re- 
quirements of this bill. 

Mr. President, I am spending a great 
deal of time on these details because 
there are rumors beginning to circulate 
that the bill does this or does that, 
which are not correct. This managers’ 
package is a major effort to encap- 
sulate what Members on both sides had 
concerns about. And I think the num- 
bers of Republican and Democratic 
amendments that are incorporated are 
about equal. 
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Fifteenth, this managers’ amend- 
ment improves the periodic sharing of 
cyber security best practices with a 
focus on small businesses. The man- 
agers’ amendment adds the Shaheen 
amendment No. 2597, which promotes 
the periodic sharing of cyber security 
best practices that are developed in 
order to assist small businesses as they 
improve their cyber security. 

I think this is an excellent amend- 
ment and Senator SHAHEEN should be 
commended. 

Sixteenth, the managers’ amendment 
adds a Federal cyber security work- 
force assessment title. The managers’ 
amendment adds Bennet-Portman 
amendment No. 2558, the Federal Cy- 
bersecurity Workforce Assessment Act, 
as a new title III to this bill. The title 
addresses the need to recruit a highly 
qualified cyber workforce across the 
Federal Government. 

There are just a few more, but, again, 
I do this to show—and the chairman is 
here—that we have listened to the con- 
cerns from our colleagues and we have 
tried to address them, so nobody 
should feel we are ramming through a 
bill and that we haven’t considered the 
views from others. The managers’ 
amendment is, in fact, a major change 
to the bill that reflects this collegial— 
sometimes a little more exercised, but 
collegial—discussion. Does the chair- 
man agree? 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I appre- 
ciate the opportunity to say that I to- 
tally agree. The vice chairman and I 
have worked aggressively for the en- 
tirety of the year where we had dif- 
ferences, and we found ways to bridge 
those differences, where we heard from 
Members, where we heard from associa- 
tions, where we heard from businesses. 
We worked with them to try to accom- 
modate their wishes, as long as it 
stayed within the spirit of what we 
were trying to accomplish, which is in- 
formation sharing in a voluntary ca- 
pacity. 

The vice chair and I came to the floor 
yesterday and said if an amendment—if 
an initiative falls outside of that, then 
we will stand up and oppose it because 
we understand the role this legislation 
should play in the process. 

The vice chairman said this is the 
first step. I don’t want to scare Mem- 
bers, but there are some other steps. 
We are not sure what they are today or 
we would be on the floor suggesting 
those, but if we can’t take the first 
step, then it is hard to figure out what 
the next and the next and the next are. 
So I am committed to continuing to 
work with the vice chairman and, more 
importantly, with all Members to in- 
corporate their great suggestions as 
long as we all stay headed in the same 
direction, and I know the vice chair- 
man and I are doing that. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
thank the chairman very much. If I 
may, through the Chair, I want the 
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chairman to know how much I appre- 
ciate this tack he has taken to be flexi- 
ble and willing throughout this proc- 
ess, which extends into this managers’ 
package. So I believe—I truly believe— 
what we have come up with in this 
managers’ package and what Members 
have contributed to it makes it a bet- 
ter cyber bill. I know the chairman 
feels the same way. We can just march 
on shoulder to shoulder and hopefully 
get this done. 

I will finish up the few other items I 
have to discuss because I want people 
who have concerns to listen to what is 
being said because these changes have 
a major impact on the bill. 

Next, No. 17 establishes a process by 
which data on cyber security risks or 
incidents involving emergency re- 
sponse information systems can be re- 
ported. The managers’ amendment 
adds Heitkamp amendment No. 2555, 
which requires the Secretary of Home- 
land Security to establish a process by 
which a statewide interoperability co- 
ordinator may report data on any 
cyber security risk or incident involv- 
ing emergency response information 
systems or networks. This is a process 
for reporting, and certainly we need to 
know more. 

Next, No. 18 requires a report on the 
preparedness of the health care indus- 
try to respond to cyber security 
threats, and the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services to establish a 
health care industry cyber security 
task force. The managers’ amendment 
adds Alexander-Murray amendment 
No. 2719. This is a reporting require- 
ment to improve the cyber security 
posture of the health care industry. 

I don’t think anyone wants to have 
their health care data hacked into. 
This is deeply personal material and it 
should be inviolate. 

The provision requires the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services to sub- 
mit a report to Congress on the pre- 
paredness of the health care industry 
to respond to cyber security threats. If 
we really want to help protect health 
care information, we have to know 
what is going on, and that is what this 
amendment enables. It also requires 
the Secretary to establish a health 
care industry cyber security task force. 

Next is No. 19, which requires new re- 
ports by inspectors general. The man- 
agers’ amendment adds a modified 
version of the Hatch amendment No. 
2712, which requires relevant agency in- 
spectors general to file reports with ap- 
propriate committees on the logical ac- 
cess standards and controls within 
their agencies. 

Let’s know what standards and what 
controls they have. I think it is a very 
prudent request of the Senator from 
Utah, and I am glad we were able to in- 
clude it. 

Next is No. 20, which adds a require- 
ment for the DHS Secretary to develop 
a strategy to protect critical infra- 
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structure at the greatest risk of a cy- 
bersecurity attack. The managers’ 
amendment adds the Collins amend- 
ment No. 2623, which requires DHS to 
identify critical infrastructure entities 
at the greatest risk of a catastrophic 
cyber security incident. 

This is where we have had a number 
of concerns recently. The chairman’s 
staff and my staff are working on this. 
Remember, this is a voluntary bill, and 
we do not want any language that 
might be interpreted to imply that this 
is not a voluntary bill. I know Senator 
COLLINS has a lot of knowledge of this 
area, and I believe we are going to be 
able to work this out. 

This amendment does not convey any 
new authorities to the Secretary of 
Homeland Security to require that 
critical infrastructure owners and op- 
erators take action, nor does it man- 
date reporting to the Federal Govern- 
ment. Its intent, which I applaud, is for 
the government to have a better under- 
standing of those critical infrastruc- 
ture companies that, if hacked, could 
cause extremely significant damage to 
our Nation. 

In conclusion, I would like to thank 
my colleagues for their thoughtful and 
helpful amendments. I am pleased that 
we have such a fulsome managers’ 
package. I believe this managers’ pack- 
age strengthens our bill. It adds impor- 
tant clarifications, including meaning- 
ful privacy protections, it does not do 
operational harm, and it further im- 
proves the strong bill that the Intel- 
ligence Committee passed by a strong 
vote of 14 to 1 earlier this year. 

I wanted to do this so that all Mem- 
bers know what is in the managers’ 
package, and both the chairman and I 
believe that these additions are in the 
best interests of making a good bill 
even better. 

I thank the Presiding Officer, and I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
SASSE). The Senator from Alaska. 

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I wish 
to acknowledge the remarks of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from California and 
the Senator from North Carolina, and I 
thank them for their important work 
on the cyber bill. I know we are going 
to be discussing a lot of that, and why 
it is important to our national secu- 
rity. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT 

This afternoon I wish to talk about 
another important bill that is moving 
its way through the process of becom- 
ing law, and that is the National De- 
fense Authorization Act, the NDAA. 

As did many of my colleagues, I 
spent last week back home in my great 
State of Alaska. In Alaska, it is hard 
not to see the strength and pride in our 
military everywhere, every day, every- 
where we go. I will provide a few exam- 
ples. 

We have what is called the Alaska 
Federation of Natives Convention, an 
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annual convention that we have with a 
very important group of Alaskans. The 
theme this year was ‘‘Heroes Among 
Us” at the convention. It was about he- 
roes among us because Alaskan Natives 
serve in the U.S. military at higher 
rates than any other ethnic group in 
the country—a real special kind of pa- 
triotism. I had the honor, really, to 
meet dozens of these great veterans 
from all kinds of wars. I met veterans 
from World War II, the Attu campaign. 
A lot of Americans don’t realize that 
Alaska was actually invaded by the 
Japanese and we had to fight to eject 
them from the Aleutian Islands. I met 
veterans from the Philippines cam- 
paign under General MacArthur. I met 
veterans from the Korean war who 
served at the Chosin Reservoir. I had a 
great opportunity to meet an Honor 
Flight coming back from Washington, 
our veterans from World War II, Korea. 
Of course, just walking around Anchor- 
age you see and hear military members 
training all the time. We have a great 
base, JBER, with F-22s ripping through 
the sky, our military members keeping 
us safe. That sound is what we call in 
Alaska the sound of freedom, when you 
hear those jets roaring. It is every- 
where. 

In Alaska, we love our veterans and 
our military. We honor them. We know 
that providing for the national defense 
of our great nation, taking care of our 
troops, and taking care of our veterans 
is certainly one of the most important 
things we do in the Senate. Of course, 
it is not just Alaska. I am sure when 
the Presiding Officer was home in the 
great State of Nebraska there was the 
same patriotic feeling of supporting 
our troops and the importance of our 
national defense. 

For the most part, that feeling exists 
here in Washington. I have been hon- 
ored to sit on two committees that 
focus on these issues a lot: on the 
Armed Services Committee and Vet- 
erans’ Affairs Committee. These are 
very bipartisan committees and where 
support for our national defense, our 
troops, and our veterans is across the 
board on both sides of the aisle—no 
doubt about it. But I do say ‘‘for the 
most part”? because, as the Presiding 
Officer knows, nothing is truly as it 
seems in Washington, DC. 

I have spoken on the floor, as a num- 
ber of Senators have, about what moti- 
vated a number of us last year to actu- 
ally throw our hat in the ring and run 
for the U.S. Senate. Like the Presiding 
Officer, I know a lot of us were con- 
cerned about the country going in the 
wrong direction, about a dysfunction in 
Washington, about a government that 
has run up an $18 trillion debt, no eco- 
nomic growth, our credit rating being 
downgraded, no amendments being 
brought to the Senate floor, no budget 
for the Federal Government attempted, 
no appropriations bills attempted for 
years. The most deliberative body in 
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the world was certainly a body that 
had been shut down, and a lot of us saw 
a need to change that. 

So we are starting to change that. 
We are back to regular order. We are 
talking about debating bills. There 
have been dozens, if not hundreds, of 
amendments already this year—last 
year there were only 14 amendments— 
and we passed a budget. We passed 12 
appropriations bills to fund the govern- 
ment—very bipartisan—and we are fo- 
cusing on the issues, whether it is 
cyber security, defense or taking care 
of our veterans, something the vast 
majority of the American people want 
us to focus on. 

For example, we brought to the floor 
two critical appropriations bills just a 
couple of months ago—the Defense ap- 
propriations bill and the Military Con- 
struction and Veterans Affairs bill. 
These passed out of the Appropriations 
Committee by huge bipartisan majori- 
ties, 27 to 3 on the Defense appropria- 
tions bill and 21 to 9 on the Military 
Construction and Veterans Affairs bill. 
This is what the American people want 
us to do—get back to regular order, 
fund the government, and put together 
a budget. So far, so good. That is what 
we are called to do. 

Here is where the dysfunction of 
Washington, DC, began to rear its head 
again: These bills that are critical to 
our troops, our defense, and our vet- 
erans—all with strong bipartisan sup- 
port in committee—were brought to 
the floor of the Senate and they were 
filibustered. They were filibustered. 
The bill to fund our military, that 
funds our national defense and takes 
care of our veterans was filibustered— 
blocked—stopped by our friends on the 
other side of the aisle. I am not sure 
why. I still don’t know why. As a mat- 
ter of fact, I haven’t seen anyone who 
actually voted to filibuster these im- 
portant bills come down to the Senate 
floor and say: Here is why we voted 
against funding our troops. Here is why 
we voted against funding our veterans. 

I think the overwhelming majority of 
Americans, regardless of what State 
they live in, would say: No, no, no. You 
need to vote for these bills that are 
funding our military, veterans, and na- 
tional defense. That is one of the most 
important things we want you to do. 
The bottom line on those votes is that 
our troops, our veterans, and our na- 
tional defense were shortchanged be- 
cause they didn’t get funded. 

Let me move on to the Defense au- 
thorization bill, what I want to talk 
about today. This is an annual under- 
taking that sets the policies, programs, 
and defense strategy for our military. 
It also authorizes spending on national 
defense and our military. Again, it is 
certainly one of the most important 
tasks this body does, and I think most 
Senators on both sides of the aisle 
would agree with that. 

Once again, as with the appropria- 
tions bill, we were working closely to- 
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gether on a bipartisan basis. I was on 
the Armed Services Committee and 
this moved through the committee and 
it was very bipartisan. It was voted out 
on a strong bipartisan vote to come to 
the floor. I commend Chairman 
MCCAIN, who did a great job on that as 
the chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee, and Ranking Member REED 
of Rhode Island did a fantastic job. I 
must admit that this Senator feared a 
little bit of a replay in terms of the 
scenario we saw with the appropria- 
tions bill—meaning strong bipartisan 
support out of the committee and then 
coming to the Senate floor and being 
filibustered. I feared this, in part, be- 
cause at one point during the Defense 
authorization debate the minority 
leader came and stated that the De- 
fense authorization bill was ‘‘a waste of 
time.”’ 

A waste of time? Tell that to the ma- 
rines, the soldiers, the airmen, the sail- 
ors, and their families—those members 
of the military who are defending our 
country right now—that this bill was a 
waste of time. I guarantee they would 
not agree with that statement. Fortu- 
nately, neither did the Senate. To the 
contrary, the Senate has now voted on 
the Defense authorization bill twice, 
once as an original bill and once as 
part of a conference report with very 
strong bipartisan and veto-proof ma- 
jorities, with 71 Senators the first time 
around and 73 when we voted on it a 
couple of weeks ago. I mention the 
phrase ‘‘veto-proof majority” because 
incredibly the President of the United 
States, the Commander in Chief, has 
said he is going to veto this bill when 
it comes to his desk. It was just sent to 
him yesterday. 

I don’t know how the Commander in 
Chief is going to explain that to the 
troops or to their families or to the 
American people or to the 73 Senators 
who voted for that bill. It is important 
to recognize that although we may 
think this is all inside Washington and 
no one is really following it, something 
like this impacts morale when the 
Commander in Chief is saying: Hey, 
troops, Iam going to veto this. 

This is a copy of the Marine Corps 
Times. I subscribe and read the Marine 
Corps Times. A lot of marines and 
members of the military read this all 
over the world. Guaranteed, our men 
and women deployed overseas read the 
Marine Corps Times. In this edition 
there is an article about how President 
Obama has vowed to veto the Defense 
authorization bill. We have marines 
fighting overseas who are reading this, 
and they are not getting it. 

This week in the Marine Corps 
Times: 

The MOAA [Military Officers Association 
of America] and other military advocacy 
groups have argued against the presidential 
veto, calling the legislation a critical policy 
measure that cannot be delayed. The meas- 
ure has been signed into law in each of the 
last 53 years, and includes a host of other 
specialty pay and bonus reauthorizations. 
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In a statement from MOAA officials 
in this article that thousands of our 
Active-Duty troops are reading: 

The fact is that we are still a nation at 
war, and this legislation is vital to fulfilling 
wartime requirements. There comes a time 
when this year’s legislative business must be 
completed, and remaining disagreements left 
to be addressed next year. 

To govern is to choose. To govern is 
to prioritize. 

President Obama’s administration 
has spent years negotiating the Iran 
deal and this body spent weeks debat- 
ing the President’s Iran deal. We put a 
lot of time into it, and the President’s 
administration put an enormous 
amount of time into it. 

On the Iran deal, part of the hope 
from Secretary Kerry, the President, 
and others was that once it got passed 
by the U.S. Congress—by the way, on a 
partisan minority vote—that Iran 
would somehow start to change its be- 
havior and say: Look, America is some- 
one we want to partner with. 

Since the Senate passed the Iran 
deal, let’s see what has happened. Iran 
has sent troops to Syria. Iran has 
backed Hamas, which is now engaging 
in knife-murdering attacks against 
Israelis. The Iranian leader has stated 
that Israel shouldn’t exist within the 
next 25 years. Iran has violated the 
U.N. Security Council ballistic missile 
resolutions, and this Senator and many 
others think Iran has already violated 
the deal by firing ballistic missiles 
with a range of 1,000 miles. Iran has 
sentenced an American reporter for the 
Washington Post for spying. I don’t 
think the behavior that a lot of the 
supporters for this deal anticipated is 
happening. 

More broadly, I think it is important 
to put into context what is going on 
with our national security, the NDAA, 
the moving forward with the Iran deal, 
and the President’s threat to veto the 
NDAA. The President’s Iran deal, once 
implemented, will be giving tens of bil- 
lions of dollars to Iran, the world’s big- 
gest state sponsor of terrorism—but 
the President threatens to veto the De- 
fense bill that actually funds our mili- 
tary. The President’s Iran deal will lift 
sanctions on Iranian leaders such as 
General Soleimani, who literally has 
the blood of American soldiers on his 
hands—but the President threatens to 
veto U.S. troop pay bonuses and im- 
proved military retirement benefits. 
The President’s Iran deal gives Iran ac- 
cess to conventional weapons, ballistic 
missile technology, and advanced nu- 
clear centrifuges—but the President 
threatens to veto funding for advanced 
weapons systems for our Armed Forces. 
Finally, the President’s Iran deal cer- 
tainly is going to allow more funding 
for terrorist groups like Hezbollah and 
Hamas—but the President is threat- 
ening to veto a bill that provides addi- 
tional resources for our troops to fight 
terrorists such as ISIS. 
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To govern is to choose. To govern is 
to prioritize. Has it really come to the 
point where the White House is more 
focused on freeing up funds for Iranian 
terrorists than funding America’s 
brave men and women in uniform? I 
certainly hope not. 

I ask all of my fellow Senators who 
voted for this bill in a very strong bi- 
partisan way and my fellow Alaskans 
and Americans to reach out to the 
White House. Let them know that you 
oppose the President’s veto of this bill. 

What we need is a strong military, 
particularly now. We need to support 
our troops and our veterans, and we 
need President Obama to sign—not 
veto—this bill which is critical to our 
national defense. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

43RD ANNIVERSARY OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT 

AND EPA’S CLEAN WATER RULE 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, this past 
Sunday was the 48rd anniversary of the 
enactment of the Clean Water Act. In 
1972, the Clean Water Act amended the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, 
which was the first major U.S. law to 
address water pollution. This law was 
enacted with bipartisan support—I 
could really say on a nonpartisan 
issue—because the Congress in 1972 and 
the administration recognized that 
clean water was in our national inter- 
est. It was important to our public 
health, it was important to our envi- 
ronment, and it was important to our 
economy. This law established the 
basic structure for regulating pollutant 
discharges into the waters of the 
United States, and it has been the cor- 
nerstone of our efforts to protect our 
Nation’s waterways. 

Several times we have done cost 
analysis of the cost of regulation 
versus the benefit of clean water. It is 
overwhelmingly on the side of the ben- 
efit to our community, better health, 
better environment, and a better econ- 
omy. On this occasion I would like to 
speak about the recent efforts to pro- 
tect America’s waterways, such as the 
EPA’s final clean water rule, and why 
we should defend these efforts and 
allow nationwide implementation. 

In May, the EPA released their final 
clean water rule, which completed an- 
other chapter in the Clean Water Act’s 
history. As the Clean Water Act 
worked to restore the health of our Na- 
tion’s water resources, we saw the U.S. 
economy grow, demonstrating that 
America does not have to choose be- 
tween the environment and a robust 
economy. A clean environment helped 
build a robust economy. 

Two Supreme Court decisions, how- 
ever, call on the EPA and the Army 
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Corps to clarify the definitions of the 
waters of the United States. The EPA’s 
final rule restores some long overdue 
regulatory certainty to the Clean 
Water Act. I might tell you, in review- 
ing this rule, it basically reestablishes 
the longstanding understanding of 
what were the waters of the United 
States and what was subject to regula- 
tion. 

This rule allows the Clean Water Act 
to continue its important function of 
restoring the health of our Nation’s 
waters. The rule became effective this 
August, but immediately following the 
implementation and on this anniver- 
sary, there have been unprecedented 
attacks on the final rule. As the rule 
came out, a Federal district court in 
North Dakota granted a preliminary 
injunction, blocking its implementa- 
tion. 

The EPA continued to implement the 
rule in all States but the 13 States that 
filed the suit that led to the injunc- 
tion. However, in October, the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit 
decided to stay the implementation of 
the rule for the entire country. This at- 
tempt to overturn the clean water rule 
is dangerous, shortsighted, and a step 
away from good governance, public 
health, and commonsense environ- 
mental protection. 

Let me tell you what is at risk. What 
is at risk are our Nation’s streams and 
200 million acres of wetlands. Over half 
of our streams and over 200 million 
acres of wetland are now at risk of not 
being under regulation under the Clean 
Water Act. 

These protections are needed for 
drinking supplies for one out of every 
three Americans. I am very concerned 
about the impact on all States, but let 
me just talk for a moment, if I might, 
about my own State of Maryland. 
Marylanders rely upon our water as 
part of our life. We live on the water. 
Seventy percent of Marylanders live in 
coastal areas. We depend upon clean 
water. We are particularly concerned 
about our drinking supply of water as 
well as the health of the Chesapeake 
Bay. 

We are at risk with the waters of the 
United States confusion out there be- 
cause of the Supreme Court decisions 
and now the stay of this rule by the 
court. The Clean Water Act and EPA’s 
final rules are essential to the health 
of the Chesapeake Bay. Wetland pro- 
tections are especially critical to the 
Chesapeake Bay because the wetlands 
soak up harmful nutrient pollution. 

This past Monday, I was in Howard 
County at a NOAA announcement of 
the Chesapeake Bay B-WET grant. 
These are bay, watershed, education, 
and training funds. These are small 
dollars that go to institutions to help 
educate our children. In this case, the 
Howard County Conservancy received a 
grant because they bring all of the stu- 
dents from the Howard County public 
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schools to an outdoor experience to 
rate and judge the streams in our com- 
munity. 

The streams, of course, flow into the 
Chesapeake Bay. They are giving us a 
report card. I must tell you, that re- 
port card is not going to be as good as 
it should be. Without the protections 
in the Clean Water Act, it is going to 
be more difficult to meet the goals we 
need to in order to protect the Chesa- 
peake Bay and all of the watersheds in 
this country for future generations. 

The health of the bay is closely 
linked to upstream water quality and 
the restoration and protection of head- 
waters. It should go without saying 
that these waters are located in States 
beyond Maryland’s borders. Improve- 
ments to upstream water quality are 
positively correlated with the water 
quality of the bay. We need a national 
program. That is what the Clean Water 
Act is. It is a national commitment be- 
cause we know that the watersheds go 
beyond State borders. 

In Maryland, we set up the Chesa- 
peake Bay Partnership. Yes, Virginia 
and Maryland are working together, 
but we also have the cooperation of 
Pennsylvania, of New York, of West 
Virginia, of Delaware. Why? Because 
these States contribute to the water 
supplies going into the Chesapeake 
Bay. We need to protect these waters. 

Protecting of America’s waters is 
critically important to public health. 
So what is at stake here? What is at 
stake if we derail the clean water rule? 
The public health of the people of 
Maryland and all States around this 
country. Public health and the envi- 
ronment in my State and the States of 
my colleagues have become seriously 
at risk from this decision that hinders 
this essential commonsense guidance. 

I hope the court moves swiftly to af- 
firm the rule in its final decision and 
restores the invaluable protections 
needed for the drinking supplies of one 
out of every three Americans. As we 
recognize the anniversary of the Clean 
Water Act, I want us to continue to de- 
fend this Nation’s waters from pollu- 
tion. This act ensures that every cit- 
izen receives the clean water they need 
and deserve. 

The EPA’s final clean water rule pro- 
vides further regulatory clarity that 
we need to ensure the health of our 
water resources. I urge my colleagues 
to continue to defend and fight for 
clean water as we recognize the 48rd 
anniversary of the Clean Water Act. 
Every Congress should, as its legacy, 
add to the protections that we provide 
for clean water in this country. That 
should be the legacy of every Congress, 
but we certainly don’t want to hinder 
that record. Therefore, we need to im- 
plement the EPA’s clean water rule na- 
tionwide. I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port such action. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2612, AS MODIFIED 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
call for the regular order with respect 
to the Franken amendment No. 2612. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is now pending. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2612, AS FURTHER MODIFIED 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
ask that the amendment be further 
modified to correct the instruction line 
in the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is so further modified. 

The amendment, as further modified, 
is as follows: 

Beginning on page 4, strike line 9 and all 
that follows through page 5, line 21, and in- 
sert the following: 
system that is reasonably likely to result in 
an unauthorized effort to adversely impact 
the security, availability, confidentiality, or 
integrity of an information system or infor- 
mation that is stored on, processed by, or 
transiting an information system. 

(B) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘‘cybersecurity 
threat” does not include any action that 
solely involves a violation of a consumer 
term of service or a consumer licensing 
agreement. 

(6) CYBER THREAT INDICATOR.—The term 
“cyber threat indicator” means information 
that is necessary to describe or identify— 

(A) malicious reconnaissance, including 
anomalous patterns of communications that 
appear to be transmitted for the purpose of 
gathering technical information related to a 
cybersecurity threat or security vulner- 
ability; 

(B) a method of defeating a security con- 
trol or exploitation of a security vulner- 
ability; 

(C) a security vulnerability, including 
anomalous activity that appears to indicate 
the existence of a security vulnerability; 

(D) a method of causing a user with legiti- 
mate access to an information system or in- 
formation that is stored on, processed by, or 
transiting an information system to unwit- 
tingly enable the defeat of a security control 
or exploitation of a security vulnerability; 

(E) malicious cyber command and control; 

(F) the harm caused by an incident, includ- 
ing a description of the information 
exfiltrated as a result of a particular cyber- 
security threat; 

(G) any other attribute of a cybersecurity 
threat, if disclosure of such information is 
not otherwise prohibited by law; or 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank you. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2581, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I call for 
the regular order with respect to the 
Cotton amendment No. 2581. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is now pending. 

The Senator from Louisiana. 

MENTAL HEALTH REFORM ACT 

Mr. CASSIDY. Mr. President, for 25 
years I have worked in the Louisiana 
public hospital system. You cannot 
help but notice when you work in a 
public hospital system, but also in pri- 
vate hospitals, how often mental 
health issues are directly a part of a 
patient who comes to see you. It does 
not just have to be a physician seeing 
patients in the emergency room. Each 
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of our families, mine included, has a 
family member or a friend with serious 
mental illness. It is nonpartisan. It 
cuts across demographic lines. 

If I go before a group anywhere in my 
State, indeed anywhere in the Nation, 
and bring up the need to address seri- 
ous mental illness, all heads nod yes. It 
is true of my family. It is true of yours. 
It is true of almost everybody watching 
today. I am old enough to remember 
when people would not speak of cancer. 
There was a stigma associated with 
having cancer. That is long gone, much 
to our advantage, but for some reason, 
there continues to be a stigma, a 
shame, associated with mental illness. 
I will argue that stigma and sense of 
shame has retarded what we can do. 

This is something that we have to ad- 
dress, we have to discuss, and we have 
to go forward. The discussion right 
now, frankly, is being driven by trag- 
edy: Lafayette, Louisiana; Newtown; 
Charleston; Oregon; Tennessee. We 
have heard stories and they are beyond 
heartbreaking, but what is not spoken 
of are the broken families, the parents 
that know there is something wrong 
with their child but do not know where 
to go to receive help, ending up in an 
overcrowded emergency room or with 
their child in a jail or prison when a 
more appropriate setting would be else- 
where. 

It is in the midst of these terrible 
tragedies that at least we can hope 
they can serve as a catalyst for society 
and Congress to begin to fix America’s 
broken mental health system. Maybe 
something good can happen, even from 
tragedies as horrific as these. 

The question is, If one of the roles of 
Congress is to respond to societal needs 
that justify Federal involvement, 
should we not ask ourselves why has 
there been such a failure to address the 
issue of serious mental illness? I am 
pleased to say that my colleague, Sen- 
ator CHRIS MURPHY, and I wish to 
change that. We have introduced the 
bipartisan Mental Health Reform Act, 
which now has 10 cosponsors, both Re- 
publican and Democrat. 

Our bill begins to fix our mental 
health system and attempts to address 
the root cause of mass violence, which 
is recognized but untreated mental ill- 
ness. How does our bill begin to do so? 
First, patients too often cannot get the 
care they need and too often have a 
long delay between diagnosis and treat- 
ment. Access delayed is access denied. 
Access is hampered by a shortage of 
mental health providers and too few 
beds for those with serious mental ill- 
ness who truly need to be hospitalized. 

Related to this, right now people 
with major mental illness tend to die 
from physical illness as much as 20 
years younger than someone who does 
not have serious mental illness. As a 
physician, I know if we treat the whole 
patient, if we integrate care, it is bet- 
ter. Medicaid, though, by policy, will 
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not pay for a patient to see two physi- 
cians on the same day. 

So imagine this: A family practi- 
tioner sees a patient who clearly has 
major mental illness and, because the 
patient is right there, would like him 
to walk down the hallway to see her 
friend the psychiatrist, to have both 
addressed immediately while the pa- 
tient is there. Medicaid will not pay 
the psychiatrist. On the other hand, 
the patient might be seeing a psychia- 
trist and have seriously high blood 
pressure or evidence for diabetes out of 
control, but the psychiatrist cannot 
say: Wait a second. Let me walk you 
down the hallway to see my colleague, 
the family practitioner, because Med- 
icaid will not pay for that. By the way, 
private health insurance will. This is a 
policy change we need for public health 
insurance. Our bill would allow pa- 
tients to use both mental and physical 
health services the same day. 

Secondly, most people have their 
first episode of serious mental illness 
between the ages of 15 and 25, starting 
down a path that ends with their life 
and their family’s lives tragically al- 
tered. This bill attempts to identify 
those young folks, stopping that path 
from ever opening up, and preventing 
the first episode of serious mental ill- 
ness or, if it does occur, leading them 
on a path of wholeness, a path towards 
wellness. 

Another thing our bill does is it es- 
tablishes a grant program focused on 
intensive early intervention for chil- 
dren who demonstrate those first signs 
that can evolve into serious mental ill- 
ness that may only occur in adoles- 
cence or adulthood. A second grant 
program supports pediatricians who 
are consulting with mental health 
teams. This program has already been 
successful in States such as Massachu- 
setts and Connecticut. 

Third, without appropriate treat- 
ment options, prisons, jails, and emer- 
gency rooms have become the de facto 
mental health care providers. More 
than three times as many mentally ill 
are housed in prisons and jails than in 
hospitals, according to the National 
Sheriffs’ Association. Overcrowded U.S. 
emergency rooms have become the 
treatment source of last resort for psy- 
chiatric patients. We  incentivize 
States to create alternatives where pa- 
tients may be seen, treated, and super- 
vised in outpatient settings, as opposed 
to being incarcerated. 

Our bill creates an Under Secretary 
for Mental Health within the U.S. De- 
partment of Health and Human Serv- 
ices. This Under Secretary’s responsi- 
bility would be to coordinate mental 
health services across the Federal sys- 
tem to help identify and implement ef- 
fective and promising models of care. 

It reauthorizes successful programs, 
such as the community mental health 
block grant and State-based data col- 
lection. The bill also increases funding 
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for critical biomedical research on 
mental health. On top of this, it 
strengthens the transparency and en- 
forcement of mental health parity by 
requiring the U.S. Departments of 
Labor, Health and Human Services, 
and Treasury to audit the implementa- 
tion of the mental health parity move- 
ment to determine the parity between 
mental and physical health services. 

Our bill does other things, but the 
most important thing it does is it helps 
prevent tragedies. It helps families, 
and it helps those broken individuals 
affected by mental illness become 
whole. 

In 2006, William Bruce of Maine was a 
24-year-old who needed help. He suf- 
fered with schizophrenia and had been 
hospitalized. Without contacting his 
parents, our broken health care system 
allowed William to be released—even 
though his doctors said he was ‘‘very 
dangerous indeed for release to the 
community.” Sadly, 2 months later he 
murdered his mother at home with a 
hatchet. This story is tragic and heart- 
breaking, and even worse, it could pos- 
sibly have been prevented if we had 
worked then to fix our broken mental 
health system. We wish to fix it now so 
there is not another such episode in the 
future. 

The time for mental health reform is 
now. If not now, when? If not us, who? 
If not now and not us, there will be 
more Lafayettes, Newtowns, Charles- 
tons, Tennessees, Oregons, and more 
broken families. 

This bill does not wave a magic 
wand, but it puts us on a path where we 
can say these things that once oc- 
curred perhaps no longer will. 

Thank you. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PERDUE). The Senator from Con- 
necticut. 


Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, Iam on 
the floor today to join my good friend 
from Louisiana, Senator CASSIDY, as 
we formally introduce to the Chamber 
the Mental Health Reform Act of 2015. 
I thank him personally for all the time 
he has put into this not only as a Mem- 
ber of the Senate but previous to this 
as a Member of the House of Represent- 
atives. 

This effort is patterned after a bill 
Senator CASSIDY and my namesake, 
Representative TIM MURPHY of Penn- 
sylvania, worked on for years in the 
House of Representatives. 

I wish to begin by sharing a story 
with you—that is the way Senator CAs- 
SIDY ended. I will talk about a woman 
from Bloomfield, CT, named Betsy. She 
has a 28-year-old son, John, who suffers 
from schizoaffective disorder. It is a se- 
rious mental illness whose signs began 
showing when John was 15 years old. 
He was hospitalized—think about 
this—15 different times between the 
ages of 15 years old and 18 years old, 
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generally only for time-limited stays 
ranging from about 5 days to maybe 2 
weeks. Despite the severity of the con- 
dition, he was told upon discharge 
there was really nowhere for him to go, 
no permanent solution for this young 
man. He was just an adolescent, but his 
parents were told there was no place 
for him to be treated. What resulted 
was not only John getting to a break- 
ing point but his parents as well. 

As we know, serious mental illness 
doesn’t affect just the individual per- 
son, it also affects family members 
who are trying to care for them. 

Without needed supports and serv- 
ices, John became increasingly remote 
and psychotic until he was hospitalized 
again. Upon discharge this time, John 
went to a shelter—the only place he 
could go. Since he couldn’t follow the 
shelter’s rules, John, whom his mother 
said was ‘‘young, fragile, vulnerable 
and mentally unstable,” was kicked 
out to survive homeless on the streets. 

John finally—finally—was able to get 
a bed at a place that was able to house 
him for longer than 2 weeks, Con- 
necticut Valley Hospital. That ability 
to get John stabilized for a longer pe- 
riod of time, get him into a real treat- 
ment plan, allowed him to then trans- 
fer into a community bed in Middle- 
town, CT. That is where John is today. 
John has been living successfully out 
in the community for 3 years. But we 
spent millions of dollars on John’s 
care, which led to no better outcome 
for him. We wasted millions of dollars 
and potentially thousands of hours of 
time because he was shuttled in and 
out of hospitals without any long-term 
treatment and without any hope for 
him and his family. 

What Senator CASSIDY and I are try- 
ing to say is that there is a better way. 
We are already spending billions of dol- 
lars on inadequate mental health care 
in this country. We need to do better, 
but a lot of this is just about spending 
money in a more effective way. 

One of the programs our bill helps 
fund is an early-intervention program 
for individuals who show their first epi- 
sode of psychosis. The program the Na- 
tional Institutes of Mental Health just 
evaluated—with findings released yes- 
terday—was the RAISE Program. And 
in Connecticut we run a similar pro- 
gram called the STEP Program. What 
this study showed yesterday is that if 
you provide wraparound services to an 
individual who shows a first episode of 
psychosis—comprehensive, immediate 
services—you can get a dramatic de- 
crease in the number of episodes they 
show later in life. In Connecticut, we 
found that the STEP Program reduced 
hospitalizations by nearly 50 percent 
after individuals were given those 
wraparound services immediately. 
When they did need hospitalizations 
later on, they were on average 6 days 
less than when you didn’t provide those 
wraparound services. 
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These are the types of programs that 
could have helped Betsy’s son John 
early so that he could have started his 
recovery as a teenager rather than in 
his twenties. They could have saved 
the U.S. Government and the State of 
Connecticut a lot of money as well. 

The trendlines beyond the anecdotes 
are very disturbing. Mental illness has 
been on the rise for the past few dec- 
ades. One out of five adults today is 
coping with mental illness. If you look 
at the time period from 1987 to 2007, the 
number of people with mental disorders 
who qualify for SSI has risen by 2⁄2 
times. From 1980 to 2000, we put up to 
72,000 people in our jails who prior to 
deinstitutionalization would have been 
in psychiatric hospitals—people who 
are in jail primarily or only because of 
their psychiatric disorder. 

Just in the last 2 years alone, the 
number of people that HRSA estimates 
to be living in a mental health short- 
age area has gone from 91 million—that 
is pretty bad to start with—up to 97 
million. That is just 2 years of data. 
Since 2005, we have closed 14 percent of 
our inpatient beds in this country. So 
what is happening is a dramatic in- 
crease in the number of people who are 
suffering from mental illness and a 
rather dramatic decrease in both out- 
patient and inpatient capacity. We 
have to provide more resources to meet 
the demand, but we also have to spend 
money better. 

Senator CASSIDY covered our piece of 
legislation accurately, so I won’t go 
into detail, but I wish to talk about 
our process. What we decided to do at 
the beginning of this year was bring to- 
gether all of the groups—the provider 
groups, the advocacy groups, the hos- 
pital groups—who have worked on this 
issue for years and then bring in those 
in the House of Representatives who 
have been working on this as well: Rep- 
resentative TIM MURPHY and EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON. 

They have a bipartisan reform bill in 
the House. We decided not to start 
from scratch but to take their piece of 
legislation, knowing that it has a good 
chance of passage in the House, and try 
to build on it and improve it. 

We spent 6 months meeting with all 
of these groups and coming up with our 
own consensus product that today has 
the support of a cross-section of behav- 
ioral advocacy groups all across the 
country, including the National Alli- 
ance for the Mentally Ill, the National 
Council for Behavioral Health, the 
American Psychological Association, 
the American Psychiatric Association, 
social workers, the American Founda- 
tion for Suicide Prevention, and the 
list goes on. We also went out to our 
colleagues as well, knowing that noth- 
ing in the Senate can pass without not 
just bipartisan support but bipartisan 
support that reflects the diversity of 
both of our caucuses. We think we were 
able to build a good foundation of co- 
sponsors for this bill: Senators 
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FRANKEN, STABENOW, BLUMENTHAL, and 
SCHUMER on the Democratic side, and 
Senators MURKOWSKI, COLLINS, VITTER, 
and CAPITO on the Republican side. We 
hope that this coalition of groups on 
the outside, this alliance with a reform 
effort in the House that we believe has 
legislative legs, and a good one-for-one 
with some cosponsors in the Senate, 
will allow us to move this bill forward, 
and we have to. We have to. 

So I will end where Senator CASSIDY 
began his remarks, which is why the 
Nation’s attention has turned to this 
question of how we reform our mental 
health system. We lived through a 
tragic and gut-wrenching episode of 
mass destruction in Newtown, CT. Sen- 
ator CASSIDY has had his own experi- 
ence with mass tragedy. The reality is 
that the reasons why we see these epi- 
sodes of mass shootings are com- 
plicated, but if you read the report on 
Adam Lanza’s intersection with Con- 
necticut’s mental health system, you 
will see that it failed him. It failed him 
and it failed his family. I don’t know 
that correcting the mental health sys- 
tem alone would have changed what 
happened in Newtown, but I know that 
if we fix our mental health system, we 
will have a downward pressure on the 
episodes of mass violence that happen 
in this country. 

But, as Senator CASSIDY said, we 
should fix our mental health system 
because it is broken for everyone, re- 
gardless of whether an individual has a 
predisposition towards violence, be- 
cause, of course, the reality is that 
people with mental illness are much 
more likely to be the victims of vio- 
lence than they are to be the perpetra- 
tors of violence. So there is no inherent 
connection between mental illness and 
violence. But these mass shootings 
have drawn the Nation’s attention to 
what Congress can agree on right now 
that will try to improve public safety 
across this Nation. 

We are not going to get a background 
checks bill this year. I hoped we could, 
but we won’t. What we can get is a 
mental health reform bill, and that 
will help everyone—the case in Maine, 
the individual in Bloomfield, and mil- 
lions of others who have had a miser- 
able experience with a mental health 
system that is broken today, in part 
because of lack of coordination and in 
part because of lack of funding. 

I am so thankful to Senator CASSIDY 
for being with me on the floor today. I 
am grateful for his friendship and for 
his cooperation on bringing this truly 
bipartisan Mental Health Reform Act 
to the floor of the Senate. We rec- 
ommend it to our colleagues. We look 
forward to the upcoming hearings in 
the HELP Committee that we both sit 
on, and we hope to be back on the floor 
of the Senate as soon as possible to 
move forward on its passage through 
this body. 

I say thank you to my colleague in 
the Senate, Senator CASSIDY. 
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I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
to express my strong support for the 
bill before the Senate, S. 754, the Cy- 
bersecurity Information Sharing Act, 
and I want to thank the bill’s man- 
agers for their leadership in drafting 
this bill and putting a lot of hard work 
into the bill. 

Cyber security challenges that 
threaten us are very real challenges. 
We receive almost daily reminders of 
the importance of effective cyber secu- 
rity to protect our private data and the 
safety and security of the entire Na- 
tion from cyber attacks. These attacks 
have compromised the personal infor- 
mation of so many Americans as well 
as sensitive national security informa- 
tion. That national security issue 
might even be the biggest of the ones 
we hope to deal with. 

The legislation before us will encour- 
age the government and the private 
sector to work together to address 
these cyber security challenges. This 
bill helps create a strong legal frame- 
work for information sharing that will 
help us respond to these threats. The 
bill authorizes private companies to 
voluntarily share cyber threat infor- 
mation with each other and with the 
government. In turn, the bill permits 
the government to share this type of 
information with private entities. 

The bill reduces the uncertainty and, 
most importantly, the legal barriers 
that either limit or prohibit the shar- 
ing of cyber threat information today. 
At the same time, the bill includes 
very significant privacy protections to 
strike a balance between maintaining 
security and protecting our civil lib- 
erties. For example, it restricts the 
government from acquiring or using 
cyber threat information except for 
limited cyber security purposes. 

So, as I did at the beginning, I want 
to salute the leadership of the chair 
and vice chair of the Select Committee 
on Intelligence, Senator BURR and Sen- 
ator FEINSTEIN, for their efforts on this 
bill. I know from the last couple of 
Congresses that this type of legislation 
isn’t easy to put together. In the 112th 
Congress, I cosponsored cyber security 
legislation along with several of my 
colleagues. This involved working 
across several committees of jurisdic- 
tion. Last Congress, as then-ranking 
member of the Judiciary Committee, I 
continued to work with the Select 
Committee on Intelligence and others 
on an earlier version of this bill. Unfor- 
tunately, Democratic leadership never 


October 21, 2015 


gave the Senate an opportunity to de- 
bate and to vote on that bill in the last 
Congress. 

Senators BURR and FEINSTEIN were 
undaunted, however, and this Congress 
they diligently worked and continued 
to seek input from relevant commit- 
tees of jurisdiction, including the Judi- 
ciary Committee that I chair. They in- 
corporated the views of a broad range 
of Senators and worked to address the 
concerns of stakeholders outside of the 
Congress. This has produced their man- 
agers’ amendment. 

This is a bill that enjoys broad bipar- 
tisan support. As with most pieces of 
legislation that come before the Sen- 
ate, it is not a perfect piece of legisla- 
tion from any individual Senator’s 
point of view, but in finding common 
ground, it has turned out to be a good 
bill that addresses a very real problem. 

It is time for us to do our job and to 
vote. This is how the Senate is sup- 
posed to work. Now is the time for ac- 
tion because the question isn’t whether 
there will be another cyber attack, the 
question is when that attack will hap- 
pen. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I am here 
to briefly talk on S. 754, the cyber se- 
curity bill. Yesterday Vice Chairman 
DIANNE FEINSTEIN and I came to the 
floor and encouraged our Members who 
had amendments or who had an inter- 
est in debating the bill to come to the 
floor. It was my hope that we could fin- 
ish in a couple of days with the co- 
operation of Members. We have not 
gotten that level of cooperation. There- 
fore, this will take several more days 
to finish. But it doesn’t lessen the im- 
portance for those Members who have 
amendments in the queue—meaning 
they are pending—to come to the floor 
and talk about their amendments if 
they would like to. At some point, we 
will culminate this process, and those 
amendments that have yet to be dis- 
posed of will have votes with a very 
limited amount of debate time in- 
cluded. 

It is my hope that we will have a 
wholesome debate and that people will 
have an opportunity to know what is in 
this bill if they don’t today. But more 
importantly, through that debate we 
are able to share with the American 
people why a cyber security bill is so 
important and, more importantly, why 
we have done it in a way that we think 
it will be embraced and endorsed by 
not just corporate America but by indi- 
viduals throughout the country. 
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Let me announce today that this bill 
will be done either Monday evening or 
Tuesday morning based upon what the 
leadership on both sides can agree to as 
it relates to the debate. The Vice Chair 
and I also came to the floor and we 
made this statement: We have worked 
aggressively in a bipartisan way to in- 
corporate in the managers’ package, 
which is currently pending, 14 amend- 
ments, and 8 of those amendments were 
included in the unanimous consent 
agreement made earlier this year when 
we delayed consideration of the bill 
until the day when we moved forward. 
There were several amendments on 
which we weren’t able to reach an 
agreement or that we believed changed 
the policy significantly enough that 
this was not just an information shar- 
ing bill that was voluntary for corpora- 
tions throughout this country. In the 
absence of being able to keep this bill 
intact in a way that we thought we 
needed to, the Vice Chairman and I 
have agreed to lock arms and to be op- 
posed to those additional amendments. 

Having said that, the debate to date 
has focused on the fact that there are 
technology companies across this coun- 
try that are opposed to this bill. Yes- 
terday the Vice Chairman and I repeat- 
edly reminded our colleagues and the 
American people that this is a vol- 
untary bill. There is nothing manda- 
tory in it. The reality is that if you 
don’t like what is in this, if for some 
reason you don’t want to participate in 
what I would refer to as a community 
watch program—it is real simple; it is 
voluntary—do not participate. Choose 
not to inform the Federal Government 
when hackers have penetrated your 
system and stolen personal data out of 
it. Just choose not to tell us. But do 
not ruin it for everybody else. In a 
minute I am going to go through again 
why I think the cyber security bill 
should become law, why I think this is 
the first step of how we protect the 
personal data of the American people, 
and why hundreds, if not thousands, of 
businesses support this information 
sharing bill. But I can’t stress that 
enough for those who oppose this. Most 
of them are, in fact, companies that 
hold the most private data in the 
world. Let me say that again. Those 
who are expressing opposition to this 
bill hold the largest banks of personal 
data in the world. 

The decision as to whether they are 
for the bill or against the bill is their 
decision. The decision whether they 
utilize this voluntary program to fur- 
ther protect the personal data that is 
in their system is between them and 
their customers. But I have to say that 
it defies reason as to why a company 
that holds that much personal data 
wouldn’t at least like to have the op- 
tion of being able to partner with the 
Federal Government in an effort to 
minimize data loss, whether it is at 
their company or whether it is in their 
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industry sector or whether it is in the 
global economy as a whole. 

The last time I checked, the health of 
U.S. businesses was reliant on the 
health of the U.S. economy, and the 
health of the U.S. economy is affected 
by the health of the global economy. I 
know the Presiding Officer understands 
that because he was in business like I 
was for 17 years. 

It really does concern me that one 
could be opposed to something that in- 
sulates the U.S. economy from having 
an adverse impact by the cyber secu- 
rity act and believes that they are OK 
even though it might tank the U.S. 
economy. 

At the end of the day, I want to try 
to put this in 101 terms, the simplest 
terms of what the information sharing 
bill does. I am going to break it into 
three baskets. It is about business to 
business. This bill allows a company 
that has been hacked—where somebody 
has penetrated their computer system 
and has access to their data—to imme- 
diately pick up the phone and call their 
competitor and ask their competitor 
whether they have had a similar pene- 
tration of their system. 

It is only reasonable to expect that 
the first person you would go to is a 
company that has a business that looks 
exactly like yours. In that particular 
case, this legislation provides that 
company with protection under the 
anti-trust laws. Anti-trust forbids com- 
panies from collaborating together. 
What we say is that if it has do with 
minimizing the loss of data, we want to 
allow the collaboration of competitors 
for the specific reason of discussing a 
cyber attack. 

The Senate recognizes I have de- 
signed something in this that doesn’t 
require a corporate lawyer to sit in the 
room when the decision is made. I have 
no personal dislike for lawyers other 
than the fact that they slow things 
down. To minimize the loss of data 
means you have to have a process that 
goes in real time from the bottom of 
the chain all the way to the decision- 
making and the communication back 
down, not only to that business, but to 
the entire economy. Having a lawyer 
that has to think whether we can le- 
gally do this defeats the purpose of try- 
ing to minimize data loss. So we give 
them a blanket exemption under the 
anti-trust laws so they know up front 
that they can pick up the phone and 
call their competitor, and there is no 
Justice Department that will come 
down on them as long as they confine 
it to the discussion of cyber attack. 

At the same time we initiate what I 
call business to government, which 
means that when the IT department is 
talking to their competitor, the IT de- 
partment can put out a notification 
through the Federal portal that they 
have been attacked, and that initiates 
the exchange of a limited amount of in- 
formation that has been predetermined 
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by everybody in the Federal Govern- 
ment who needs to do the forensics of 
who attacked, what tool they used, and 
what defensive mechanism could be put 
up in the way of software that would 
eliminate the breach. 


In the statute we have said, one, you 
can’t transmit personal data unless it 
is absolutely crucial to understanding 
the forensics of the attack. We have 
also said in statutory language to the 
government agencies: If for some rea- 
son personal data makes it through 
your filters, you cannot transmit that 
personal data anywhere else within the 
Federal Government or to the public. 


We have gone to great lengths to 
make sure that personal data is not 
disclosed through the notification 
process of a hack. I understand that 
the personal data has already been 
accessed by the individual who com- 
mitted the act, but we want to make 
sure that the government doesn’t con- 
tribute to the distribution of that data. 


In order to create an incentive in a 
voluntary program for a business to 
initiate that notification to the Fed- 
eral Government, we provide liability 
protection. Anytime a company allows 
personal data or data on their business 
to get out, there could potentially be a 
shareholder’s suit. What we do is pro- 
vide a blanket liability protection to 
make sure that a company can’t be 
sued for the government notification of 
a security breach where data has been 
removed and it is in the best interest of 
the government to know it, to react to 
it, and for the general population of 
businesses in America to understand it. 


So we have business-to-business col- 
laboration with your competitor, anti- 
trust protection, business-to-govern- 
ment liability protection, no personal 
data transmitted, and the last piece is 
government to business. 


It is hard for me to believe that the 
government didn’t have the statutory 
authority to convey to businesses 
across America when a cyber attack is 
in progress. The Federal Government 
has to be asked to come in and typi- 
cally will be asked by the company 
that has been attacked, but how about 
their competitors? How about the in- 
dustry sector? How about the whole 
U.S. economy? There is no authority to 
do that. This bill creates the authority 
in the Federal Government to receive 
that information from a company that 
has been penetrated, to process it, to 
understand who did it, to understand 
the attack tool they used, to determine 
the defensive mechanism of software 
that it can be put on, and then to no- 
tify American businesses that there is 
an attack happening now, and here is 
the attack tool and software you can 
buy off the shelf and put on your com- 
puter system to protect you. That is it. 
That is the entire information sharing 
bill, and it is voluntary. 
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I will touch on eight items very brief- 
ly. Why is there a need for cyber legis- 
lation? I don’t want to state the obvi- 
ous, but we have already seen that in- 
dividuals and nation states penetrate 
the private sector and steal personal 
data, and the Federal Government can 
steal personal data. I thought it would 
hit home with my colleagues when the 
Office of Personnel Management was 
breached, and now we are up to 22 to 24 
million individuals who were com- 
promised. More importantly, the per- 
sonal data at OPM extended to every 
individual who had ever applied for a 
security clearance, who had ever been 
granted security clearance, and who 
had security clearances and are now re- 
tired, but for some reason that applica- 
tion remained in the database. That 
application, which consists of 18 pages, 
has the most personal information one 
can find. It lists your parents and their 
Social Security numbers, your broth- 
ers, your sisters, where you lived since 
you graduated from college. It even has 
a page that asks you to share the most 
obvious way that someone might 
blackmail you. It has probably some of 
the most damaging personal informa- 
tion that one can have breached. 

Cyber attacks have harmed multiple 
U.S. companies. If this weren’t serious, 
would the President of China and the 
President of the United States, when 
they met several weeks ago, have come 
to an agreement about how they would 
intercede if one country or the other 
commits a cyber attack against each 
other? Probably not. 

Our bill is completely voluntary, and 
I think it is safe to say that those who 
want to share data can, in fact, share 
data on this. 

I mentioned the words ‘‘real time.” 
What we want to do is create a real- 
time system because we want a part- 
nership. We want a partnership with 
other private companies and we want a 
partnership with the private and public 
sector, and you can’t get a partnership 
by mandating it. All you can get is an 
adversarial relationship. We maintain 
that voluntary status in the hope that 
the sharing of that information is, in 
fact, real time. We can control—once 
you transmit to the Federal Govern- 
ment—how to define ‘‘real time.” I 
have no control over a private com- 
pany’s decision once they know they 
have been breached to the point that 
they actually make a notification to 
the Federal Government, but with the 
liability protection and anti-trust cov- 
erage, we are convinced that we are 
structured from the beginning to cre- 
ate an incentive for real time to take 
place. 

We protect personal privacy. Many 
have come to the floor and have sug- 
gested that this is a surveillance bill. 
Let me say to my colleagues and to the 
American people: There is no capa- 
bility for this to become a surveillance 
bill. The managers’ amendment took 
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those items that people were concerned 
with and eliminated it. We can be ac- 
cused of a lot of things, but to accuse 
this of being a surveillance bill is ei- 
ther a sign of ignorance or a sign that 
one is being disingenuous. It is not a 
surveillance bill. Be critical of what we 
are attempting to do, be critical of 
what we do, but don’t use the latitude 
to suggest that this is something that 
it is not. 

We require private companies and the 
government to eliminate any irrele- 
vant personal, identifiable information 
before sharing the cyber threat indica- 
tors or putting up defensive mecha- 
nisms. 

This bill does not allow the govern- 
ment to monitor private networks or 
computers. It does not let government 
shut down Web sites or require compa- 
nies to turn over personal information. 

This bill does not permit the govern- 
ment to retain or use cyber threat in- 
formation for anything other than 
cyber security purposes, identifying a 
cyber security threat, protecting indi- 
viduals from death or serious bodily or 
economic harm, protecting minors, or 
investigating limited cyber crime of- 
fenses. 

This bill provides rigorous oversight 
and requires a periodic interagency in- 
spector general’s report to assess 
whether the government has violated 
any of the requirements in this bill. 
The report also will assess any impact 
this bill may have on privacy and civil 
liberties. In the report, we require the 
IG to report to us whether anybody 
does anything outside what the statute 
allows them to do, but we also ask the 
IG to make a gut call on whether we 
have protected privacy and civil lib- 
erties. 

Finally, our managers’ amendment 
has incorporated an additional provi- 
sion to enhance privacy protections 
first. Our managers’ amendment omit- 
ted the government’s ability to use 
cyber information to investigate and 
prosecute serious and violent felonies. 
Let me raise my hand and say I am 
guilty. I felt very strongly that that 
should have been in the bill. If we find 
during an investigation that an indi- 
vidual has committed a felony that is 
not related to a cyber attack, I 
thought we should turn that informa- 
tion over to law enforcement but, no, 
we dropped it. I don’t want there to be 
any question as to whether this is an 
effective cyber information sharing 
bill. 

Our managers’ amendment limited 
cyber threat information sharing au- 
thorities to those items that are shared 
for cyber security purposes. Both of 
these changes ensure that nothing in 
our bill reaches beyond the focus of 
cyber security threats that are in- 
tended to prevent and deter an attack, 
and nothing in this bill creates any po- 
tential for surveillance authorities. 

Now, as I said, despite rumors to the 
contrary, this bill is voluntary. It is a 
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voluntary threat indicator to share 
with authorities and does not provide 
in any way for the government to spy 
on or use library and book records, gun 
sales, tax records, educational records, 
or medical records. There is something 
in that for every member of every 
State. 

I can honestly look at my librarians 
and say we haven’t breached the public 
libraries’ protection of personal data. I 
will say librarians are not fans of this 
legislation. I don’t think they have 
read the managers’ amendment that 
spells out the concerns we heard and 
then said: This can’t go there. I am not 
sure we can statutorily state it any 
clearer than what we have done. 

Given that cyber attackers have 
hacked into, stolen, and publicly dis- 
closed so much private, personal infor- 
mation, it is astounding to me that pri- 
vacy groups would oppose this bill. It 
has nothing to do with surveillance, 
and it seeks to protect private informa- 
tion from being stolen. 

There are no offensive measures. This 
bill ensures that the government can- 
not install, employ or otherwise use 
cyber security systems on private sec- 
tor networks. In other words, no one 
can hack back into another computer, 
even if the purpose is to protect 
against or squash a cyber attack. It 
can’t be done. It is illegal. 

The government cannot retain or use 
cyber threat information for anything 
other than cyber security purposes, in- 
cluding preventing, investigating, dis- 
rupting, and prosecuting limited cyber 
crimes, protecting minors, and pro- 
tecting individuals from death or seri- 
ous bodily harm, or economic harm. 

The government cannot use cyber 
threat information in regulatory pro- 
ceedings. Let me state that again. The 
government cannot use cyber threat 
information in regulatory proceedings. 
If somebody believes this is not vol- 
untary and that there is some attempt 
to try to get a mandatory hook in here 
where regulators can turn around and 
bypass the legislative responsibility of 
the Congress of the United States, let 
me just say, we are explicit. It cannot 
be done. But we are also explicit that 
the government cannot retain this in- 
formation for anything other than the 
list of items I discussed. This provides 
focused liability protection to private 
companies that monitor their own sys- 
tems and share cyber threat indicators 
and defensive mechanisms in accord- 
ance with the act, but the liability pro- 
tection is not open-ended. This doesn’t 
provide liability protection for a com- 
pany that engages in gross negligence 
or willful misconduct. I am not a law- 
yer, but I have been told that ties it up 
pretty tightly; that it makes a very 
small, narrow lane that companies can 
achieve liability protection, and that 
lane means they are transferring that 
information to the Federal Govern- 
ment. 
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Last, independent oversight. This bill 
provides rigorous oversight. It requires 
a periodic interagency inspector gen- 
eral’s report to assess whether the gov- 
ernment has violated any of the re- 
quirements of this act. The report also 
will assess any impact that this bill 
may have on privacy and civil liberties 
as well as an assessment of what the 
government has done to reduce any im- 
pact. 

This bill further requires an inde- 
pendent privacy and civil liberties 
oversight board to assess any impact 
this bill may have on privacy and civil 
liberties and is, in fact, reviewed inter- 
nally by an inspector general. The in- 
spector general checks to make sure 
they live by the letter of the law. The 
inspector general makes an assessment 
on the privacy and civil liberties, and 
we set up an independent board to look 
at whether, in fact, privacy and civil 
liberties have been protected. 

I say to my colleagues, if there is 
more that they need in here, tell us 
what it is. The amendment process is 
open. 

Here is where we are. Privacy folks 
don’t want a bill, period. Some Mem- 
bers don’t want a bill, period. I get it. 
I am willing to adapt to that. I only 
need 60 votes for this to pass, and then 
I have to conference it with the House 
that has two different versions. Then I 
have to go to the other end of Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue, and I have to convince 
the President and his whole adminis- 
tration to support this bill. Let me 
quote the Secretary of the Department 
of Homeland Security. They support 
this bill. The National Security Coun- 
cil tomorrow is going to come out in 
support of this bill. Why? Because most 
people recognize the fact that we need 
this, that this is the responsible thing 
to do. This is why Congress was cre- 
ated. 

If, in fact, there are those who object, 
don’t participate. I say to those busi- 
nesses around the country, I am not 
going to get into your decisionmaking, 
although I think it is flawed. You hold 
most of the personal data of any com- 
panies out there. Yet you don’t want to 
see any coordinated effort to minimize 
data loss in the U.S. economy. I think 
that is extremely shortsighted. I think 
your customers would disagree with 
you, but the legislation was written in 
a way that allows you to opt out and to 
say: I don’t want to play in this sand- 
box. 

I say to my colleagues and to the 
American people: Is that a reason for 
us not to allow the thousands of com- 
panies that want to do it, representing 
hundreds of thousands and millions of 
customers who want to protect their 
credit card number, their health 
records, all the personal data that is 
out there on them—if they want to see 
that protected, should they not have 
that done because some companies say 
they don’t want to play? No. We make 
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it voluntary, and we allow them to opt 
out. They can explain to their cus- 
tomers why. If I am with another tech 
company and they are participating in 
this, they must be more interested in 
protecting my data. I think it is a 
tough sell myself as a guy in business 
for 17 years. 

I know what is up here. Some are 
looking at this as a marketing tool. 
They are going to go out and say: We 
don’t participate in transferring data 
to the Federal Government. Oh, really. 
Wait until the day you get penetrated. 
Wait until the day they download all of 
that personal information on all of 
your customers. You are going to be 
begging for a partnership with the Fed- 
eral Government. Then we are going to 
extend it to you, whether you liked it 
or not, whether you voted for the bill 
or supported the bill or spoke in favor 
of the bill or ever participated in it. If 
we pass this bill, which I think we will, 
they will have an opportunity to part- 
ner with the Federal Government and 
to do it in an effective way. In the 
meantime, I think there will be just as 
many businesses using a marketing 
tool that says: We like the cyber infor- 
mation sharing bill, and if we ever need 
to use it, we are looking forward to 
partnering with the Department of 
Homeland Security, the FBI, and the 
National Security Agency because we 
want to minimize the exposure of the 
loss of data our customers could have. 

Mark my words. There is a real bat- 
tle getting ready to brew here. Again, 
putting on my business hat, I like the 
idea of being able to go out and sell the 
fact that Iam going to partner if some- 
thing happens much better than selling 
the pitch that I am going to do this 
alone. Think about it. A high school 
student last week hacked the personal 
email account of the Secretary of the 
Department of Homeland Security and 
the Director of the CIA. This is almost 
“Star Trek.” “Beam me up, Scotty.” 

There are people who believe that 
this is just going to go away. It is not 
going away. Every day there is an at- 
tempt to try to penetrate a U.S. com- 
pany, an agency of the Federal Govern- 
ment for one reason: to access personal 
data. The intent is there from individ- 
uals and from nation states. For com- 
panies that think this is going to go 
away or think they are smart enough 
that it is not going to happen to them, 
I have seen some of the best and they 
are one click away from somebody 
downloading and entering their system 
and that click may not be protected by 
technology. It may be the lack of abil- 
ity of an employee to make the right 
decision on whether they open an 
email, and, boom, they have just ex- 
posed everybody in their system. 

So I will wrap up because I see my 
good friend and colleague Senator 
WYDEN is here. We will have several 
days, based upon the process we have 
in front of us, to talk about the good, 


16229 


and some will talk about the bad, 
which I don’t think exists, but let me 
assure my colleagues that the ugly 
part of this—the ugly part of this—is 
that cyber theft is real. It doesn’t dis- 
criminate. It goes to where the richest 
pool of data is. In the case of the few 
companies that are not supportive of 
this bill, they are the richest deposi- 
tories of personal data in the world. I 
hope they wake up and smell the roses. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
ScoTT). The Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I would 
like to inform my colleague, the distin- 
guished chairman of our Intelligence 
Committee, I am always thinking 
about the history of the committee. I 
believe Chairman BURR, the ranking 
minority member Senator FEINSTEIN, 
and I have been on the Intelligence 
Committee almost as long as anybody 
in history. 

I always like to work with my col- 
league. This is an area where we have 
a difference of opinion. I am going to 
try to outline what that is and still try 
to describe how we might be able to 
work it out. 

Mr. BURR. May I thank my col- 
league? 

Mr. WYDEN. Of course. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I thank my 
colleague. I think he diplomatically re- 
ferred to me as old, but I know that 
wasn’t the case. He is exactly right. We 
have served together for a long time. 
We agree on most issues. This is one 
that we disagree on, but we do it ina 
genuine and diplomatic way. Contrary 
to maybe the image that some portray 
to the American people, we fight dur- 
ing the day and we can have a drink or 
go to dinner at night, and we are just 
as likely to work on a piece of legisla- 
tion together next week. So that is 
what this institution is and it is why it 
is so great. 

Mr. WYDEN. Well said. There is 
nothing better than having Carolina 
barbecue unless it is Oregon salmon. 
Yes, we old jocks, former football play- 
ers and basketball players, we have 
tough debates and then we go out and 
enjoy a meal. 

Here is how I would like to start this 
afternoon. The distinguished chairman 
of the committee is absolutely correct 
in saying that cyber security is a very 
substantial problem. My constituents 
know a lot about that because one of 
our prominent employers, SolarWorld, 
a major manufacturer in renewable en- 
ergy, was hacked by the Chinese sim- 
ply because this employer was trying 
to protect its rights under trade law. In 
fact, our government indicted the Peo- 
ple’s Liberation Army for their hack- 
ing into this major Oregon employer. 
So no question that cyber security is a 
major problem. 

Second, there is no question in my 
mind that information sharing can be 
very valuable in a number of instances. 


(Mr. 
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If we know, for example, someone is as- 
sociated with hackers, malware, this 
sort of thing, of course it is important 
to promote that kind of sharing. The 
difference of opinion is that I believe 
this bill is badly flawed because it 
doesn’t pass the test of showing that 
when we share information, we have to 
have robust privacy standards or else 
millions of Americans are going to 
look up and they are going to say that 
is really not cyber security. They are 
going to say it is a surveillance bill. So 
that is what the difference of opinion 
is. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2621, AS MODIFIED 

Let me turn to how I have been try- 
ing to improve the legislation. I am 
going to speak for a few minutes on my 
amendment No. 2621 to the bill that we 
have been discussing and that is now 
pending in the Senate. Obviously, any- 
body who has been watching the debate 
on this cyber security bill has seen 
what we would have to call a spirited 
exchange of views. Senators are debat- 
ing the substance of the legislation 
and, as I just indicated to Chairman 
BURR and I have indicated to ranking 
minority member Senator FEINSTEIN, 
there is agreement on a wide variety of 
points and issues. 

Both supporters and opponents of the 
bill agree that sharing information 
about cyber security threats, samples 
of malware, information about mali- 
cious hackers, and all of this makes 
sense and one ought to try to promote 
more of it. Both supporters and oppo- 
nents now agree that giving corpora- 
tions immunity from customer law- 
suits isn’t going to stop sophisticated 
attacks such as the OPM personnel 
records breach. 

I am very glad that there has been 
agreement on that point recently, be- 
cause proponents of the bill sometimes 
said that their legislation would stop 
hacks such as the one that took place 
at OPM. When technologists reviewed 
it, that was clearly not the case, and 
the claim has been withdrawn that 
somehow this bill would prevent hacks 
like we saw at OPM. 

The differences of opinion between 
supporters and opponents of the bill— 
who do agree on a variety of these 
issues—surround the likely privacy im- 
pact of the bill. Supporters have essen- 
tially argued that the benefits of this 
bill, perhaps, are limited—particularly 
now that they have withdrawn the 
claim that this would help against an 
OPM attack—but that every little bit 
helps. But there is no downside to them 
to just pass the bill. It makes sense. 
Pass the bill. There is no downside. 

Opponents of the bill, who grow in 
number virtually every day, have been 
arguing that the bill is likely to have a 
significant negative impact on the per- 
sonal privacy of a large number of 
Americans and that this greatly out- 
weighs the limited security benefits. If 
an information sharing bill doesn’t in- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


clude adequate privacy protections, I 
am telling you, colleagues, I think 
those proponents are going to have 
people wake up and say: I really don’t 
see this as a cyber security bill, but it 
really looks to me like a surveillance 
bill by another name. 

(Mr. TOOMEY assumed the Chair.) 

Colleagues who are following this and 
looking at the bill may be trying to 
sort through this discussion between 
proponents and opponents. To help 
clarify the debate, I would like to get 
into the text of the bill for just a 
minute. 

If colleagues look at page 17 of the 
Burr-Feinstein substitute amendment, 
which is the latest version with respect 
to this bill, Senators are going to see a 
key section of the bill. This is the sec- 
tion that discusses the removal of per- 
sonal information when data is shared 
with the government. The section says 
very clearly that in order to get immu- 
nity from a lawsuit a private company 
has to review the data they would pro- 
vide and remove any information the 
company knows is personal informa- 
tion unrelated to a cyber security 
threat. This language, in my view, 
clearly creates an incentive for compa- 
nies to dump large quantities of data 
over to the government with only a 
cursory review. As long as that com- 
pany isn’t certain that they are pro- 
viding unrelated personal information, 
that company gets immunity from law- 
suits. Some companies may choose to 
be more careful than that, but this leg- 
islation and the latest version—the 
Burr-Feinstein substitute amend- 
ment—would not require it. This bill 
says with respect to personal data: 
When in doubt, you can hand it over. 

My amendment No. 2621 is an alter- 
native. It is very simple. It is less than 
a page long. It would amend this sec- 
tion that I have just described to say 
that when companies review the data 
they provide, they ought to ‘‘remove, 
to the extent feasible, any personal in- 
formation of or identifying a specific 
individual that is not necessary to de- 
scribe or identify a cybersecurity 
threat.” The alternative that I am of- 
fering gives companies a real responsi- 
bility to filter out unrelated personal 
information before that company 
hands over large volumes of personal 
data about customers or people to the 
government. 

The sponsors of the bill have said 
that they believe that companies 
should only give the government infor- 
mation that is necessary for cyber se- 
curity and should remove unrelated 
personal information. I agree with 
them, but for reasons that I have just 
described, I would say respectfully that 
the current version of this legislation 
does not accomplish that goal, and 
that is why I believe the amendment I 
have offered is so important. 

For an example of how this might 
work in practice, imagine that a health 
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insurance company finds out that mil- 
lions of its customers’ records have 
been stolen. If that company has any 
evidence about who the hackers were 
or how they stole this information, of 
course it makes sense to share that in- 
formation with the government. But 
that company shouldn’t simply say 
here you go, and hand millions of its 
customers’ medical records over for 
distribution to a broad array of govern- 
ment agencies. 

The records of the victims of a hack 
should not be treated the same way 
that information about the hacker is 
treated. Companies should be required 
to make a reasonable effort to remove 
personal information that is not need- 
ed for cyber security before they hand 
information over to the government. 
That is what my amendment seeks to 
achieve. That is not what is in the sub- 
stitute amendment. 

Furthermore, if colleagues hear the 
sponsors of the substitute saying this 
bill’s privacy protections are strong 
and you have heard me making the 
case that they really don’t have any 
meaningful teeth and they are too 
weak, don’t just take my word for it. 
Listen to all of the leading technology 
companies that have come out against 
the current version of this legislation. 

These companies know about the im- 
portance of protecting both cyber secu- 
rity and individual privacy. The reason 
they know—and this is the case in 
Pennsylvania, Oregon, and everywhere 
else—is that these companies have to 
manage the challenge every single day. 
Companies in Pennsylvania and Oregon 
have to ensure they are protecting 
both cyber security and individual pri- 
vacy. Those companies know that cus- 
tomer confidence is their lifeblood and 
that the only way to ensure customer 
confidence is to convince customers 
that if their product is going to be 
used, their information will be pro- 
tected, both from malicious hackers 
and from unnecessary collections by 
their government. 

I would note that there is another 
reason why it is important to get the 
privacy protections I am offering in my 
amendment at this time. The compa- 
nies that I just described are com- 
peting on a global playing field. These 
companies have to deal with the im- 
pression that U.S. laws do not ade- 
quately protect their customers’ infor- 
mation. Right now these companies— 
companies that are located in Pennsyl- 
vania and Oregon—are dealing with the 
fallout of a decision by a European 
court to strike down the safe harbor 
data agreement between the United 
States and the European Union. The 
court’s ruling was based on the argu- 
ment that U.S. laws in their present 
form do not adequately protect cus- 
tomer data. Now, I strongly disagree 
with this ruling. At the same time, I 
would say to my colleagues and to the 
Presiding Officer—he and I have 
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worked closely on international trade 
as members of the Finance Com- 
mittee—and I would say to colleagues 
who are following this international 
trade question and the question of the 
European Union striking down the safe 
harbor for our privacy laws, in my view 
this bill is likely to make things even 
more difficult for American companies 
that are trying to get access to those 
customers in Europe. 

To give just a sampling of the leading 
companies that have come out against 
the CISA legislation, let me briefly call 
the roll. There is the Apple company. 
They have millions of customers. They 
know a great deal about what we have 
to do to deal with malicious hackers 
and to protect privacy. There is also 
Dropbox, Twitter, Salesforce, Yelp, 
Reddit, and the Wikimedia Foundation. 
I point to the strong statement by the 
Computer & Communications Industry 
Association. Their members include 
Google, Amazon, Facebook, Microsoft, 
Yahoo, Netflix, eBay, and PayPal. 
Those individual companies I have 
mentioned have millions of customers. 
The organization that speaks for them 
says: ‘“‘CISA’s prescribed mechanism 
for sharing of Cyber threat information 
does not sufficiently protect users’ pri- 
vacy.”’ 

On top of this, there has been wide- 
spread opposition from a larger spec- 
trum of privacy advocacy organiza- 
tions. Here the groups range from the 
Open Technology Institute to the 
American Library Association. 

I was particularly struck by the 
American Library Association’s com- 
ments in opposition to this bill. I think 
the leadership said—paraphrasing— 
something to the effect of when the 
American Library Association opposes 
legislation that authors say will pro- 
mote information sharing, they indi- 
cate there was a little something more 
to it than what the sponsors are claim- 
ing. 

Wrapping up, I want to make clear, 
as I said yesterday, that I appreciate 
that the bipartisan leadership of our 
committee has tried to respond to 
these concerns. They know that these 
large companies with expertise in col- 
lecting data and promoting cyber secu- 
rity have all come out against the bill. 
I heard talk about privacy protections. 
I don’t know of a single organization 
that is looked to by either side of the 
aisle, Democrats and Republicans, for 
expertise and privacy that has come 
out in favor of the bill. 

So the sponsors of this legislation 
and the authors of the substitute 
amendment, which I have tried to de- 
scribe at length here this afternoon, 
are correct in saying that they have 
made some changes, but those changes 
do not go to the core of the bill. 

For example, the amendment I have 
described would really, in my view, fix 
this bill by ensuring that there was a 
significant effort to filter out unre- 
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lated personal and private information 
that was sent to the government under 
the bill. 

So I hope Senators will listen to 
what groups and the companies that 
have expertise in this field have said. I 
hope Senators on both sides of the aisle 
will support the amendments I and oth- 
ers have offered. The Senate needs to 
do better than to produce a bill with 
minimal effects on the security of 
Americans and significant downside for 
their privacy and their liberty. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2626, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
would like to speak for 5 or 6 minutes 
on the cyber bill. 

Unfortunately, I am here to express 
my distaste for the manner in which 
this bill has proceeded. I have an 
amendment that is not going to be 
voted on. Let me describe some of the 
characteristics of that amendment. 

First of all, it is bipartisan. It is Sen- 
ator GRAHAM’s and my amendment. 

Second, it has had a hearing. We have 
had a hearing on it in the Judiciary 
Committee. Considerable work has 
gone into it. 

Third, it has the support of the De- 
partment of Justice. It repairs holes in 
our criminal law for protecting cyber 
security that we worked on very care- 
fully with the Department of Justice 
and which we have had testimony in 
support of from our Department of Jus- 
tice prosecutors. 

Last, it was in the queue. It was in 
the list of amendments that were 
agreed to when we agreed to go to the 
floor with this bill. 

So I don’t know how I am going to 
vote on this bill now. But if you have a 
bipartisan amendment that has had a 
hearing, that was in the queue, and 
that has the support of the Department 
of Justice and you cannot even get a 
vote on it, then something has gone 
wrong in the process. 

I remember Senator SESSIONS coming 
to the floor and wondering how it is 
that certain Senators appoint them- 
selves masters of the universe and go 
off in a quiet room someplace and de- 
cide that certain amendments will and 
will not be heard. I am very sympa- 
thetic to Senator SESSIONS’ concerns 
right now. 

Let me tell you what the substance 
of our amendment would do. 

First, there are people out there 
around the world in this cyber universe 
of fraud and crime who are trafficking 
in Americans’ financial information for 
purposes of fraud and theft. If they 
don’t travel to America or if they don’t 
have a technical connection to Amer- 
ica, we cannot go after them. There is 
an American victim, but we cannot go 
after them. That is a loophole that 
harms Americans that this bill would 
close. 
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I cannot believe there is one Member 
of this institution who would oppose 
closing a loophole that allows foreign 
criminals access to Americans’ finan- 
cial information for fraudulent pur- 
poses but puts them beyond the reach 
of our criminal law. That is one part of 
what our bill does. 

Second, it raises penalties for people 
who intrude on critical infrastructure. 
You can go all around this country, 
you can go to military installations 
that have way less security concerns 
than our critical infrastructure, like 
our electric grid, and you will see 
chain-link fences that say department 
of whatever, U.S. Government, stay 
out. You cannot go in there to picnic, 
you cannot go in there because you are 
curious, you cannot go in there for a 
hike, and the reason is because there is 
a national security component to what 
is going on in there. 

Well, there is a huge national secu- 
rity component to our critical infra- 
structure, like our electric grid. All 
this would do is raise the penalties. 
You could still go in, but if you get 
caught doing something illegal there, 
then it is a little different if you are 
attacking America’s critical infra- 
structure than if you are just prowling 
around in some other portion of the 
Web that does not have that. 

Again, I think if that came to a vote, 
we would probably get 90 percent of 
this body in favor. Who is in support of 
allowing people to mess around in our 
critical infrastructure? 

The third is botnet brokers. Botnets 
are out there all over the Internet. 
They are a plague on the Internet. 
There is no such thing as a good 
botnet. Everyone would be better off if 
they were removed. They are like 
weeds on the Internet. There are people 
who are brokers who allow access to 
botnets, and because our laws are so 
out of date, if you are just brokering 
access to a botnet for criminal pur- 
poses, there is no offense. Why would 
we not want to empower our Depart- 
ment of Justice to be able to go after 
people who are criminal brokers allow- 
ing access for criminals to botnets to 
use for criminal purposes against 
Americans? I don’t understand that. 

Lastly, botnet takedowns. A botnet 
is a weed. We wait until somebody ac- 
tually encounters that weed and is 
harmed by it before we allow our De- 
partment of Justice to act. We should 
be out there taking down botnets on a 
hygiene basis all the time. We are lim- 
ited because of this artificiality. That 
is the fourth piece of the bill. It em- 
powers botnet takedowns like the 
Bugat takedown we just did. We should 
be doing a lot more of that. Again, un- 
less somebody here is in the botnet 
caucus and is in favor of more botnets 
out there, this is something which 
would probably pass unanimously. Yet 
I cannot get a vote. 
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It is bipartisan, has had a hearing, is 
in the queue, is supported by the De- 
partment of Justice, and those are the 
four sub-elements of it. For some rea- 
son, the masters of the universe have 
gone off and had a meeting in which 
they decided this is not going to be in 
the queue. I object to that procedure. 

I am sorry we are at this stage at 
this point because I think that on the 
merits this would win. This is a bipar- 
tisan, good, Department of Justice-sup- 
ported, law enforcement exercise to 
protect people against cyber criminals. 
I don’t know what the sense is that 
there is some hidden pro-botnet, pro- 
foreign cyber criminal caucus here that 
won’t let an amendment like mine get 
a vote. 

I will yield the floor. I see Senator 
CARPER here, and he has done great 
work to try to be more productive than 
my amendment reflects. I hope we can 
sort this out to a point where an 
amendment like mine, which was in 
the queue in the original deal that got 
us to this bill, can now get back in 
some kind of a queue so that we can 
get this done. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. CARPER. I appreciate the yield- 
ing by Senator WHITEHOUSE. Let me 
just say that if your provision, Senator 
WHITEHOUSE, does not end up in this 
bill and we actually do pass it, I am 
sure we will conference with the House. 
There will be an opportunity to revisit 
this issue. So I hope you will stay in 
touch with those of us who might be 
fortunate enough to be a conferee. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I appreciate that 
very much, more than the Senator can 
know. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the cyber security 
information bill introduced by my col- 
leagues, Senators BURR and FEINSTEIN. 
I want to commend my colleagues and 
their staff for their leadership and for 
their tireless efforts on this extremely 
important piece of legislation. 

As ranking member and former 
chairman of the Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs Committee, 
I have been following cyber security 
and this information sharing proposal 
in particular literally for years. In 
fact, when Senator FEINSTEIN first in- 
troduced an information sharing bill in 
2012—that was like two or three 
Congress’s ago—it was referred to 
Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs, on which I served. That bill 
was ultimately folded into a com- 
prehensive cyber security bill that I 
had the honor of cosponsoring with 
Senators Joe Lieberman, SUSAN COL- 
LINS, Jay Rockefeller, and Senator 
FEINSTEIN. We were not able to pass 
that bill, but I think it has paved the 
way for other cyber legislation, includ- 
ing the bill that is before us today and 
a number of the amendments that are 
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going to be offered to that bill in the 
managers’ amendment, especially. 

Last Congress, I worked with our 
ranking member on homeland security, 
Dr. Tom Coburn, and our House coun- 
terparts to get not one, not two, not 
three, but four cyber security bills en- 
acted into law, signed by the President. 
I believe these four bills laid a very 
strong foundation for some significant 
improvements on how the Department 
of Homeland Security carries out its 
cyber security mission and really for 
this bill before us too. 

What the legislation Dr. Coburn and 
I worked on during the last Congress 
did, in essence, was to better equip the 
Department of Homeland Security to 
operate at the center of the kind of ro- 
bust information sharing program that 
the Burr-Feinstein bill would set up. 
How do they do that? One, make sure 
the Department of Homeland Security 
would have the ability to attract and 
retain top-flight talent, much like the 
National Security Agency already has. 

The legislation actually takes some- 
thing called the cyber ops center, 
NCCIC, within the Department of 
Homeland Security and makes it real 
and functional and an entity that peo- 
ple would use and listen to. 

Finally, we took an old law called 
FISMA, the Federal Information Shar- 
ing Management Act—we took some- 
thing that was just a paperwork oper- 
ation, this FISMA legislation—like a 
once-in-a-year check to see how good a 
cyber security agency might be—and 
turned it into not a paperwork oper- 
ation, not a once-every-365-days oper- 
ation, but a 24/7 surveillance operation 
on the lookout for intrusions within 
and across the Federal Government 
broadly. 

That legislation, affectionally known 
as FISMA, was also designed to make 
clear what the division of labor was be- 
tween the Office of Management and 
Budget, OMB, and the Department of 
Homeland Security on protecting the 
dot.gov domain. We made it clear that 
the job of OMB is to, if you will, steer 
the ship. The job of the Department of 
Homeland Security is to row the ship, 
to row the boat. That is a good division 
of labor given that OMB only has six 
employees who work on this stuff and 
the Department of Homeland Security 
has hundreds. So I think we figured out 
the sharing of labor, the division of 
labor, and also made sure the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security has the re- 
sources—the horses, the resources—and 
the technology they need. 

Sharing more cyber security threat 
information among and between the 
private sector and the Federal Govern- 
ment players who are on the frontline 
in cyber security is critical for na- 
tional security. Over the last couple of 
years, we have witnessed many trou- 
bling cyber attacks against our banks, 
but not just our banks, against retail- 
ers, health providers, government 
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agencies, and God knows how many 
others. 

Some of those launching these at- 
tacks were just criminals. Some of 
them were just criminals. They want 
to steal information. They want to 
make money off of our personal infor- 
mation, off our intellectual property, 
like our intellectual seed corn, if you 
will, for companies large and small and 
for universities as well. Others just 
want to be disruptive or they want to 
make political points. Some actors, 
however, are capable or would like to 
develop the capability to use a cyber 
attack to harm people and cause phys- 
ical damage. 

It is long past time for this body to 
take action to more effectively combat 
these threats we now face in cyber 
space. That is why earlier this year I 
introduced a similar information shar- 
ing bill. This bill largely mirrored the 
administration’s original proposal. 

The administration asked me to in- 
troduce their information sharing bill. 
Before I did that, we actually had a 
hearing in the committee on homeland 
security. Part of the centerpiece of the 
hearing was the administration’s pro- 
posal. We got some good ideas on how 
to make it better. We made it better 
and introduced that bill to use, if you 
will, as a point-counter point in a con- 
structive, positive way with the legis- 
lation that worked its way through the 
Intelligence Committee. But we did not 
stop there. We took information from a 
lot of experts and stakeholders. 

The measure we are discussing today 
shares the same goals as my original 
bill—largely the administration’s 
original bill—to increase the sharing of 
cyber threat information between the 
Federal Government and the private 
sector and between different entities 
within the private sector. I am pleased 
that we are finally discussing these 
critical issues on the Senate floor. 

The substitute amendment we are de- 
bating today makes a number of im- 
provements to the bill that was first 
made public after the Intelligence 
Committee reported it out. It also in- 
cludes several changes that I, as well 
as several of my colleagues, have been 
calling for—including the chairman of 
our committee. 

I would like to thank Senators BURR 
and FEINSTEIN. I thank their staff for 
working closely with our staff and oth- 
ers to produce what I believe is a sig- 
nificantly smarter and stronger bill. Is 
it perfect? No, not yet. But I can say 
there is always room for improvement. 
That is why we still have a debate on a 
number of amendments and those like 
the one mentioned by Senator WHITE- 
HOUSE that may be germane in a dif- 
ferent kind of way in conference. 

While there may not be agreement on 
everything in this bill, I believe most 
of our colleagues would come to the 
conclusion that it really will help to 
improve our Nation’s cyber security 


October 21, 2015 


and, by extension, our national secu- 
rity and, by extension, our economic 
security. 

First, the bill would ensure that the 
government—our government—is pro- 
viding actionable intelligence to pri- 
vate sector entities that are seeking to 
better protect themselves in cyber 
space. Businesses around our country 
are hungry for information they can 
use to fend off attacks and better pro- 
tect their systems and their customers. 
This bill would make the Federal Gov- 
ernment a much stronger partner for 
them. 

Many companies that I have talked 
to of late also want to share more in- 
formation with the Federal Govern- 
ment about what they are seeing on- 
line every day, but they are unsure of 
the rules of the road. In other words, 
companies want more predictability 
and they want more certainty when it 
comes to working with our govern- 
ment. This bill would give them that 
by clarifying that they won’t be put- 
ting themselves in legal jeopardy if 
they choose to share cyber threat in- 
formation with our Federal Govern- 
ment. 

If companies do want to avail them- 
selves of the legal protections the bill 
offers, they would have to, with two 
narrow exceptions, use the information 
sharing portal at the Department of 
Homeland Security. This puts the De- 
partment of Homeland Security, a ci- 
vilian entity, at the center of the infor- 
mation sharing process. I think this is 
smart and the right thing to do. In 
fact, many experts and companies that 
I have talked to across the country as 
recently as last week out in Silicone 
Valley and out on the west coast—they 
agree with what I have just said. 

I know many Americans are uneasy 
with companies they do business with 
directly handing over data to an intel- 
ligence or law enforcement agency. 
The Department of Homeland Security 
will carry out its responsibilities under 
this bill through the cyber ops center I 
mentioned earlier called the National 
Cyber Security and Communications 
Integration Center—that is a mouthful. 
We affectionately call it N-Kick. It is 
the cyber ops center. It includes folks 
from DHS and other Federal agencies. 
It includes a number of representatives 
of financial services, the utility indus- 
try, our retail industry, and so forth, 
all together under one roof, talking to- 
gether and working together to help us 
support one another and make it 
strong and more secure. 

One of the bills I worked on with Dr. 
Coburn last Congress formally, as I 
said earlier, authorized this center. We 
are pleased to see that this bill would 
make the most out of the resources we 
have already invested in this cyber ops 
center, NCCIC. 

Earlier this month, Secretary Jeh 
Johnson of the Department of Home- 
land Security told our Homeland Secu- 
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rity and Governmental Affairs Com- 
mittee that beginning in November, 
the cyber ops center, NCCIC, will have 
the capability to automate the dis- 
tribution and receipt of cyber threat 
indicators. I will say that again—to 
automate the distribution and the re- 
ceipt of cyber threat indicators that 
they receive from others, including 
those in the private sector. In other 
words, the Department of Homeland 
Security will have the ability to share 
information with other agencies in real 
time—not next month, not next week, 
not tomorrow, not in an hour, but in 
real time, which is really what this lit- 
tle bill before us today requires. 

I know that the real-time sharing is 
incredibly important to the bill’s spon- 
sors, and it is important to me and 
probably to many of our colleagues and 
stakeholders. Equally important, how- 
ever, is the ability of the Department 
of Homeland Security to apply what I 
call a privacy scrub to the information 
it receives from industry, the threat 
indicators that come from industry— 
see something, say something—stuff 
that they send to the Department of 
Homeland Security. 

In the bill that I authored with oth- 
ers in my committee, including our 
chairman, we allow the Department of 
Homeland Security to, if you will, re- 
ceive information through its portal 
from various entities that witness 
threat indicators, to see it and to put 
it through the portal, to bring it 
through the portal to do a privacy 
scrub. That is one of the things the De- 
partment of Homeland Security has ex- 
pertise in doing. 

I used an example at lunch earlier 
today. I talked about baseball. I know 
the Presiding Officer has some interest 
in baseball. There are teams called the 
Phillies in Philadelphia and the Pi- 
rates in Pittsburgh. I would just say to 
him, thinking about baseball for a 
minute, let’s say you are in the play- 
offs. Let’s say you have a team in the 
playoffs. You are in the ninth inning, 
and you need to get somebody out of 
the bullpen to close. You have a one- 
run lead. You look to the bullpen. He is 
now retired, but Mariano Rivera was 
the best closer in baseball history. You 
have Mariano Rivera in the bullpen to 
come in and close the game, and you 
have three other guys you just called 
up from the Minor League, so maybe 
from AAA. 

You say: Well, whom do I put in to 
close the game? Do I put in the best 
closer we have ever had in baseball his- 
tory or do I bring in three rookies, 
three Minor League guys? 

Well, you bring in Mariano Rivera. 

When it comes to being able to do 
privacy scrubs, the Department of 
Homeland Security—that is what they 
do. That is what they do. Now they 
have the horses, the ability, and the 
technology to do it even better. 

I know some of my colleagues are 
concerned that a privacy scrub will 
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slow down the information sharing 
process. I share those concerns, but I 
have been assured by the Department— 
the bright, smart people at the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security—that less 
than 1 percent of the information it re- 
ceives would actually ever need to be 
reviewed by a human, by a person. The 
rest—roughly 95 percent to 99 percent— 
would be shared with other agencies at 
machine speed. Bingo. 

Iam very pleased that DHS has come 
to an agreement on this process with 
its agency partners. We will be up and 
running with a portal in the way I have 
described in the next couple weeks. 

One of the amendments I filed speaks 
to this privacy scrub process. It would 
make clear that the Department of 
Homeland Security could carry out an 
automated privacy scrub in real time 
and without delay. In fact, my amend- 
ment would add just one word to the 
bill so that DHS could continue to 
automatically remove irrelevant or er- 
roneous data from cyber threat infor- 
mation. 

I am very pleased that Senators 
BURR and FEINSTEIN have taken this 
amendment into consideration and 
have now modified their substitute 
amendment to make sure the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security can do 
what it does best, and that is to apply 
a privacy scrub—pulling out personally 
identifiable information that actually 
shouldn’t be passed on to other Federal 
agencies. The substitute amendment 
now calls on DHS to work with its 
agency partners to agree on a process 
to share information while protecting 
privacy. This is a process DHS is al- 
ready undertaking. 

I thank Senators BURR and FEN- 
STEIN, as well as our friends at the De- 
partment of Homeland Security and 
other agencies, for working so hard to 
find agreement on this language and 
for working with my staff and me on 
this important matter. 

Another amendment I put forward 
with our committee chairman, Senator 
JOHNSON, aims to improve what we call 
cyber hygiene across the Federal Gov- 
ernment and to prevent attacks 
against Federal agencies. This lan- 
guage is based on a bill that Senator 
JOHNSON and I introduced and had re- 
ported out of our homeland security 
committee by a unanimous vote. The 
amendment does three main things. 

First, it would require all Federal 
agencies to implement specific best 
practices and state-of-the-art tech- 
nologies to defend against cyber at- 
tacks. For example, we had experts tes- 
tify about the importance of strong au- 
thentication and data encryption. This 
amendment would make sure that 
agencies are taking these common- 
sense steps to bolster their cyber secu- 
rity defenses. 

Second, the amendment would accel- 
erate the deployment and adoption of 
the Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity’s cyber intrusion and detection 
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program, known as EINSTEIN, as in 
Albert Einstein, but you don’t have the 
“Albert? in the name of this tech- 
nology; it is called EINSTEIN. 

For my colleagues who may not be 
familiar with EINSTEIN, with respect 
to homeland security and cyber secu- 
rity, let me take a couple of minutes to 
describe its main features. 

We had EINSTEIN 1 present at the 
beginning, EINSTEIN 2 was follow-on 
technology, and then there is EIN- 
STEIN 3. EINSTEIN basically analyzes 
Internet traffic entering and leaving 
Federal civilian agencies to identify 
cyber threats and to try to stop at- 
tacks. 

This system has been rolled out in 
phases over the last several years. EIN- 
STEIN 1 is the first step. It sees and 
actually records Internet traffic, much 
like a guard at a checkpoint watches 
cars go by and maybe writes down and 
records the license plates. EINSTEIN 2 
detects anything out of the ordinary 
and sets off alarms if a piece of 
malware is trying to enter a Federal 
network. For example, a car comes 
through and it is not supposed to come 
through. That would set off an alarm 
and enable EINSTEIN 2 to actually de- 
tect a cyber intrusion. It doesn’t do 
anything about blocking. It doesn’t 
block the car, in this example. It 
doesn’t block anything. EINSTEIN 3A, 
the latest version, uses unclassified 
and classified information to actually 
block the cyber attack. 

So initially EINSTEIN 1 records basi- 
cally what is being detected, EIN- 
STEIN 2 actually detects bad stuff 
coming through in terms of an intru- 
sion, and EINSTEIN 3A blocks it. The 
problem is that less than half of our 
Federal civilian agencies actually have 
EINSTEIN 3A in place. They have the 
ability to record an intrusion, the abil- 
ity to detect an intrusion, but not the 
ability to block an intrusion. They 
need the ability to block. What our leg- 
islation would do would be to make 
sure that agencies have EINSTEIN in 
place, including the ability to block in- 
trusions, within 1 year. 

Finally, our amendment incorporates 
the language originally drafted by Sen- 
ator SUSAN COLLINS, the former chair 
of the homeland security committee 
and a great colleague of ours for many 
years, Senator MARK WARNER, Senator 
KELLY AYOTTE, Senator CLAIRE MCCAS- 
KILL, Senator DAN COATS, and Senator 
BARBARA MIKULSKI. They are all co- 
sponsors of the amendment Senator 
COLLINS offered. These provisions 
would strengthen the ability of the De- 
partment of Homeland Security to 
shore up cyber defenses at civilian 
agencies and to address cyber emer- 
gencies across the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Again, I am incredibly grateful that 
Senator FEINSTEIN and Senator BURR 
agreed to include our language in the 
substitute amendment language that 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


worked its way through our com- 
mittee. We had hearings and had the 
opportunity to mark up the legislation. 
It worked the way it is supposed to 
work. And I think that without excep- 
tion it had bipartisan support coming 
through our committee. It is the per- 
fect complement to the information 
sharing bill we are discussing this 
week. I think it makes a good bill that 
much better. 

I thank the Senators for working 
with me and Senator JOHNSON on it. 

Just one more thing before I close. I 
know the Presiding Officer thinks a lot 
about root causes, and rather than just 
address the symptoms of a problem, 
let’s think about what is the root cause 
of the problem. The Senator who is 
waiting to follow me on the floor, the 
former Governor of Maine, thinks simi- 
larly. I do too. It is not enough to just 
address the symptoms of these prob- 
lems. A part of what we need to be 
thinking about is, How do we get to the 
root cause? 

Until fairly recently, a lot of our fi- 
nancial services institutions in this 
country were under constant attack by 
somebody who was trying to overload 
their Web sites and essentially trying 
to shut them down. It is sort of like 
when we were first standing up the Af- 
fordable Care Act, they had so much 
traffic on their Web site that it would 
kind of break down. 

There are so many cyber threats 
from around the world. We think Iran 
is behind it. They are trying to do that, 
to bring down our financial services 
business—and sometimes with some 
success. 

About a year ago, when we got very 
serious about negotiating with the Ira- 
nians and our partners—the French, 
the Brits, the Germans, the Russians, 
and the Chinese—some kind of an 
agreement where the Iranians would 
give up any hope they had of having a 
nuclear weapon and the terms for our 
lifting our economic sanctions—when 
it became clear that those were serious 
negotiations, that something might ac- 
tually happen from those negotiations, 
guess what happened to those attacks. 
We call them DDoS. What do you sup- 
pose happened? Well, guess what, they 
started letting up little by little until 
the time we actually voted here to let 
that agreement be enacted and hope- 
fully be administered and imple- 
mented. That was a root cause being 
addressed. 

Another root cause we had over in 
China—for years the Chinese have 
sought to use cyber attacks to get into 
our most successful businesses, some of 
our research and development oper- 
ations in those businesses, and work 
being done within Federal agencies on 
research and development—actually, 
the intellectual seed corn for creating 
jobs and opportunity in this country. 
The cyber attacks were—we believe it 
was China trying to steal information 
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from our universities. They were doing 
a lot of research that could lead to eco- 
nomic activity and job creation. We 
didn’t like it. We don’t do that. We 
don’t do that to them, and we don’t 
want them to do that to us. We com- 
plained about it and complained about 
it and called out some of the folks 
whom we thought were behind this in 
China. 

President Xi visited us in this city 
about 3 week ago. He and our President 
had some tough, direct, and probably 
not entirely comfortable conversa- 
tions. One of them dealt with this 
issue, what we believe is the intrusion 
by Chinese actors in order to steal our 
intellectual seed corn, in order to 
maybe have a short step, a shortcut to 
economic development, economic ac- 
tivity. They would not have to spend 
the money, the time, and the energy to 
do all the research that would lead to 
this innovation and job-creation activ- 
ity. The agreement that came out of 
that was the Chinese and our country 
have agreed that neither side will 
knowingly steal this kind of informa- 
tion from the other. ‘‘Knowingly”’ is a 
very broad term, and so we have to 
make sure that ‘‘knowingly”’ actually 
means something. Secretary Jeh John- 
son, the head of the Homeland Security 
Department, and Attorney General Lo- 
retta Lynch have been assigned to 
build on this initial agreement and see 
what we can make of it. 

I will close with this. A lot of people 
in our country don’t understand what 
all this cyber security stuff is—intru- 
sion, EINSTEIN, and all the items we 
are talking about that are in the legis- 
lation which is before us this week. 
They do know this: It is not good when 
people can steal the kind of informa- 
tion that needs to be protected. Wheth- 
er it is part of the government domain, 
military or intelligence secrets; wheth- 
er it is economic secrets or develop- 
ments that lead to economic gain; 
whether it is personally identifiable in- 
formation that can be used for black- 
mail purposes or to monetize and to 
somehow make money off of that infor- 
mation, we know it is not good. There 
is no one silver bullet to actually stop 
this kind of activity, but there are a 
lot of silver BBs, and some of them are 
pretty big. 

The legislation that is before us 
today, bolstered by similar legislation 
that has come out of the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs, is a pretty good-sized BB. They 
are not going to enable us to win this 
war by themselves, but they will en- 
able us to make real progress. It will 
make us feel a good bit more secure 
than we have, knowing that this is an 
enemy across the globe and that a 
number of enemies wish us harm. They 
are not going to give up. There is a lot 
of money involved. They will be back 
at us, and we have to bring our “A” 
game to work every day in the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security and other 
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Federal agencies working in tandem 
with the private sector. 

Hopefully, with this information, the 
folks in the private sector—if they 
want to get the liability protection and 
share information with the Federal 
Government, we want them to use the 
portal through the Department of 
Homeland Security. The Department of 
Homeland Security, to the extent that 
privacy scrub is needed—it does not 
happen often. It happens less than 1 
percent of the time with the informa- 
tion that comes through the portal. 
The legislation before us, with the 
amendments that are offered, will en- 
able us to have that kind of security 
about our private information and at 
the same time to do a very good job— 
a much better job—in protecting what 
is valuable to us. 

Mr. President, I think that is about 
it for me. I appreciate very much the 
opportunity to speak. I appreciate the 
patience of Senator KING, and I will 
yield the floor to him. 

I will just say in closing—no, Senator 
BLUNT, I will yield to you next. It is 
good to be with both of you. I look for- 
ward to working with you on these and, 
with respect to the Senator gentleman 
from Missouri, very closely on related 
matters. 

Thank you so very much. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Delaware. He and I 
have worked on legislation together to 
protect data security, to have one 
standard for notifying people whose in- 
formation has been accessed by people 
who shouldn’t have it, and we are going 
to continue to work on that and look 
for opportunities, whether it is this bill 
or some other bill, to add that impor- 
tant element to what we are doing 
here. 

I come to the floor today, as I am 
sure many others have, to express sup- 
port for this bill—for the Cybersecurity 
Information Sharing Act—a bill that 
gives us tools we don’t currently have, 
and to break down barriers that we do 
currently have. This is a bill that 
would allow individuals who see the in- 
formation they are responsible for 
being attacked to call others in their 
same business and say: Here is what is 
happening to us right now. If you are 
not seeing it already, you should be 
looking for it. When they do that, it 
doesn’t violate any competitive shar- 
ing of information. What it does is 
bring everybody into the loop of de- 
fense as quickly as possible and allow 
them to look for help from the govern- 
ment as well. 

So I express support for this bill. We 
know that day after day Americans 
who read, watch, or listen to the news 
learn of another cyber attack. Some in- 
volve attacks of government systems, 
while others involve the private sector. 

In 2012 and 2018, hacker groups linked 
to Iran targeted American bank Web 
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sites and sustained an attack on those 
Web sites in a way that was designed to 
disrupt people trying to do business— 
trying to pay their own personal bills, 
trying to do things people should ex- 
pect to be able to easily do. 

Early in 2014, we learned that cyber 
criminals had stolen 40 million credit 
card numbers from a major retailer and 
had probably compromised an addi- 
tional 70 million accounts. We also 
have learned that a lot of times when 
we hear about these, they seem bad 
enough at first, but they seem a whole 
lot worse later when we find out what 
really happened, when we see how deep 
these criminals were able to go, how 
deep these terrorists were able to go, 
how deep these government-sponsored 
entities were able to go to get at infor- 
mation they shouldn’t have. 

In September of that same year, Sep- 
tember 2014, we learned another major 
retailer had suffered a data breach. In 
that case there were 56 million credit 
card holders. 

In February of this year, we learned 
a health insurance provider’s system 
had been hacked, and 80 million cus- 
tomers were affected. This was a data 
breach that particularly impacted my 
State—particularly impacted Missou- 
rians—and we saw a huge change in the 
IRS fraud that occurred this year be- 
cause, we believe at least, because 
criminals suddenly had all this sen- 
sitive personally identifiable informa- 
tion they had stolen. Suddenly some- 
body besides you was filing your tax re- 
turn. Only later did the people who 
really had the income tax return to file 
find out that somebody had filed it for 
them. 

In June of this year—maybe the most 
surprising to all of us who have heard 
over and over again that the private 
sector is struggling, we suddenly found 
out the U.S. Office of Personnel Man- 
agement increased a previous estimate 
of how many people were affected by 
its own data breach. The files of Fed- 
eral employees and people related to 
those files was revised upward to 21.5 
million people. Then we found out that 
also included roughly 5.5 million sets of 
fingerprints. 

Iam not exactly sure what you could 
do with somebody’s fingerprints on the 
Internet today. I can only imagine 
what you might be able to figure out to 
do with those fingerprints. Remember, 
your fingerprints don’t change, and 
probably the government entity re- 
sponsible for that hacking that has 
those fingerprints is always going to 
have those fingerprints as they think 
of new and malicious ways to use them. 
So we are talking about well over 100 
million Americans who already have 
their personal information in the hands 
of people it shouldn’t be in. 

The challenge before us is as clear as 
it is urgent. Virtually every aspect of 
our society and our economy rely on 
information technology. It has enabled 
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tremendous economic growth, it has 
enabled tremendous efficiencies in 
every sector, but it has put all kinds of 
information out there in ways that, 
looking back, we are going to wonder 
why we made that information so 
available in so many places and left so 
unprotected. 

Federal, State, and local govern- 
ments rely on that information tech- 
nology as well. As the technology ad- 
vances, its widespread adoption has 
also opened us to new dangers. Modern 
cyber security threats are sophisti- 
cated, they are massive, and they are 
persistent. This doesn’t just happen 
every day, it happens all the time 
every day. 

The culprits of these attacks and in- 
trusions range in terms of their mo- 
tives and their abilities. We just heard 
of a teenager who figured out how to 
get into the personal account of the 
CIA director—at least that is the pub- 
lic media report—and the homeland se- 
curity director. This is not a particu- 
larly sophisticated individual, but ob- 
viously a pretty capable person who 
gets to two individuals that one would 
think would be the most cautious. 

Some of these people are bent on 
sheer vandalism—just the thrill of 
cyber vandalism—while others are de- 
termined to steal intellectual prop- 
erties from American companies. The 
motive there is clear. It is easier to 
steal intellectual property than it is to 
go through the hard work of creating 
it. Suddenly that information is out 
there, and the people who created it 
have been robbed. 

I hear this all the time when I visit 
companies in my State. We have seen 
cyber intrusions used for espionage. We 
have seen one major company attacked 
for no reason other than to embarrass 
the company because a foreign govern- 
ment didn’t like something the com- 
pany had done. It is quite a way to 
have a movie review, that we are just 
going to destroy as much of your tech- 
nology as we can by a cyber invasion. 

A great many more of these people 
are motivated by greed—pilfering other 
people’s identities, getting access to 
other people’s account information, 
and selling that information on the 
black-market. This becomes a real op- 
portunity for them. The more you re- 
move it from the person who initially 
got it, the harder it is to find out who 
initially got it and what they did with 
it. 

Underneath all this is the implica- 
tion of more serious attacks that can 
cause physical harm and can cause 
mass disruption of critical infrastruc- 
ture of the country that is very de- 
pendent on cyber security. This really 
begs the question: What are we doing 
to protect our country and our citizens 
from these cyber adversaries? I have 
been in Senate for 5 years. I have had 
the great opportunity to represent the 
people of Missouri here for 5 years. And 
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during every one of those 5 years, we 
have been talking about how important 
it is that we do something about cyber 
security. This is the only approach I 
have seen in those 5 years that has bi- 
partisan support. It has a bicameral 
consensus. This is something that can 
happen. 

This is a problem that it is time to 
stop talking about. Do we want some 
other government to have everybody’s 
fingerprints before we do something 
about it? This is the time to do some- 
thing about it. As a member of the 
Senate Select Committee on Intel- 
ligence, I am certainly here to support 
the chairman of that committee and 
the vice chairman of that committee 
to finally pass this bill, a bill to en- 
hance the public-private partnerships 
that can provide the kind of cyber de- 
fense we need. 

We need to do that and we need to 
encourage lots of sharing. We need to 
encourage sharing of attacks. We need 
to encourage early on, as I said, the 
ability to call somebody else in your 
same business and to contact them and 
say: This is happening right now. That 
is the best time to say it. The other op- 
tion is to say: This happened to us late 
last night or happened yesterday, but 
this is happening to us. Is it happening 
to you? 

There is lots of misunderstanding 
about this concept. Without getting 
too technical, cyber threats are the 
malicious codes and algorithms used to 
infect computer systems and attack 
networks. They are techniques that use 
bits and bytes. They are the ones and 
zeros of the digital age that allow 
hackers to intrude upon private sys- 
tems, steal information, perpetrate 
fraud, or disrupt activities over the 
Internet. 

In very dangerous circumstances, 
these techniques can be used to re- 
motely control critical infrastructure 
management systems, such as super- 
visory control and data acquisition 
systems. I saw something on the news 
the other day where some hackers, for 
no intent other than maybe just to see 
if they could do it, had figured out how 
to take over one of the cars that was 
driving itself. Suddenly the car wasn’t 
driving itself; the hacker was driving 
the car. 

When a particular company finds 
itself subjected to some novel new ap- 
proach, the quicker they can share 
that, the better. When the government 
discovers a new method being used to 
infiltrate information technology sys- 
tems abroad or here, they need to be 
able to share that with American com- 
panies quickly so they can protect 
themselves. There are things the pri- 
vate sector sees that the government 
does not, and there are things the gov- 
ernment sees that the private sector 
does not. This legislation gives the ob- 
ligation and opportunity to both of 
them to join together in this important 
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fight. Modern communications net- 
works move at an incredibly rapid 
pace. We need to be fighting back at 
that same kind of rapid pace. 

This bill establishes a strictly vol- 
untary program. Unlike some of the 
other programs we have talked about 
to secure ourselves in a post-9/11 world, 
this is a strictly voluntary program 
that leverages American ingenuity to 
unleash the arsenal of democracy 
against cyber adversaries. 

When it comes to the cyber threat, 
we have to act for a common purpose. 
Throughout this debate there has been 
a great deal of discussion about the 
need to protect liberty in the informa- 
tion age. I truly think liberty and secu- 
rity are not at odds with one another 
in this legislation. When it comes to 
this bill, it comes the closest to having 
the balance we all would like to see. It 
takes into consideration the impor- 
tance of liberty, but it also takes into 
consideration what happens as we pro- 
tect our security. 

I would close by saying of all the at- 
tacks we have had, and as bad as they 
have been, none of them have been the 
sort of catastrophic infrastructure at- 
tack that we may see that would im- 
pact the grid, that impacts our ability 
to communicate, impacts our ability to 
make the water system work, or im- 
pacts our ability to make the electrical 
system work. If that happens, the Con- 
gress will not only act, the Congress 
will overreact. 

This is the right time to have this de- 
bate. Let’s put this legislation on the 
books right now. Let’s give the people 
a law that makes sense at a time when 
we have the time to debate it, instead 
of waiting to see the direction we will 
turn to when we should have debated 
this and moved in this direction right 
now. I encourage my colleagues to vote 
for this bipartisan bill that I think will 
wind up on the President’s desk and be- 
come law. 

Mr. President, I yield to my patient 
friend from Maine, who has been wait- 
ing. He and I serve on the Select Com- 
mittee on Intelligence together, and I 
look forward to his comments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
ScoTT). The Senator from Maine. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the United 
States is under attack. We are under 
attack—not a week ago, a month ago, 
September 11 or yesterday, but right at 
this moment. We are under attack 
from state actors, from terrorist 
nonstate actors, and from garden-vari- 
ety criminals. This cyber issue is one 
of the most serious that we face. 

When I first got here, I was appointed 
to the Armed Services and Intelligence 
Committees. On those two committees 
over the past 3 years, at least half of 
our hearings have touched upon this 
issue and the threat that it presents to 
this country. The leaders of our intel- 
ligence community and our military 
community, in open session and in 
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closed session, have sounded the alarm 
over and over and over. The most dra- 
matic—I don’t remember what the 
hearing was—was when one of our wit- 
nesses said: “The next Pearl Harbor 
will be cyber.”’ 

As the Senator from Missouri just 
pointed out, we are fortunate that we 
have had a number of warning shots 
but none have been devastating. But 
we have had warning shots—at Sony, 
at Target, at Anthem, at the Office of 
Personnel Management of the U.S. 
Government, and at the home email of 
the Director of the CIA. We have had 
large and small intrusions and cyber 
attacks that have been more than an- 
noying, but, so far, they haven’t been 
catastrophic. That is just a matter of 
time. That is why we have to move this 
bill. 

This bill isn’t a comprehensive an- 
swer to this question, but it is at least 
a piece of it. It is a beginning. We are 
going to have to talk about other as- 
pects of our cyber strategy, but at 
least we can pass this bill, which came 
out of the committee 14 to 1. It is bi- 
partisan, and it has support in the 
House. Let’s do something. 

I do not want to go home to Maine 
and try to explain to my constituents, 
when the natural gas system or the 
electric system is brought down, that 
we couldn’t quite get around to it be- 
cause of the difference of committee 
jurisdictions or because we had other 
priorities or because we were tied up on 
the budget. This is a priority. It is 
something we should be doing imme- 
diately, and I am delighted that we 
have moved to it. 

Now, as I have sat in the Intelligence 
Committee every Tuesday and Thurs- 
day afternoon for the past 3 years, it 
occurred to me several months into 
those debates and the discussions of 
this and other issues that really we in 
the Intelligence Committee and also 
we in this body really are working with 
and weighing and balancing two con- 
stitutional provisions. 

The first is the preamble of the Con- 
stitution. The most basic responsi- 
bility of any government, anywhere, 
anytime, is to provide for the common 
defense. That is why governments are 
formed, to provide the security, and 
also to insure domestic tranquility. 
Those two together are the basic func- 
tions of why we are here—to protect 
our people from harm. And that is 
clearly what this bill is talking about. 

But the other constitutional provi- 
sion in the picture that we also have to 
weigh is the Fourth Amendment: ‘‘The 
right of the people to be secure in their 
persons, houses, papers, and effects, 
against unreasonable searches and sei- 
zures, shall not be violated... .” That 
is a fundamental premise of who we are 
as a people. 

These two provisions of the Constitu- 
tion are intentioned—neither one 
dominates, neither one controls the 


October 21, 2015 


other—and it is our job in this body to 
continuously weigh and calibrate these 
two provisions and their balance in 
light of threats and evolving tech- 
nologies. 

When the Fourth Amendment was 
written, nobody had ever heard of tele- 
phones. They certainly had never heard 
of the Internet. They never thought 
about any of these things. But they 
said: The rights ‘‘shall not be vio- 
lated.” It is interesting—‘‘unreason- 
able searches and seizures.” They 
didn’t know the threats we would be 
facing when they said it was a funda- 
mental premise of the U.S. Constitu- 
tion that we should protect against 
both foreign and domestic enemies. 
That is what we have to do, and that is 
what this bill does. 

This bill is very carefully worked up, 
with a lot of discussion and negotia- 
tion, to be effective in protecting the 
public, while, at the same time, to be 
effective in protecting the public’s pri- 
vacy rights in respecting these two 
principles. We have had warning after 
warning after warning, and now it is 
time for us to act. 

The good news about the United 
States is that we are the most wired 
nation in the world. Technology has 
been a huge boon to our economy and 
to our people, and we are way ahead of 
a lot of the rest of the world in our 
interrelationship with technology and 
how we have used it to enhance our 
lives. That is the good news. The bad 
news is that we are the most wired 
country in the world, because that 
means we are the most vulnerable— 
asymmetric vulnerability. We are more 
vulnerable because we are more con- 
nected. That means we have to take 
great care in this country to be sure 
that we don’t allow that vulnerability 
to result in a catastrophic loss for our 
people. 

Not only are we talking about na- 
tional security issues, but we are talk- 
ing about individual people’s lives. If 
the electric grid went down, people’s 
lives would and could be lost—in hos- 
pitals, at traffic intersections, across 
the country. If the natural gas sys- 
tem—the vast pipeline system that 
links our country in terms of energy— 
somehow went awry because of a cyber 
intrusion into the operating system, 
that would have devastating con- 
sequences for human lives and also, of 
course, for the economy of our country. 
Somebody could get into the routing 
system of a railroad, and a train car- 
rying hazardous material would be 
caused to derail. These are the kinds of 
things that can happen and will likely 
happen unless we take steps to protect 
ourselves. 

Some of these attacks and intrusions 
are sponsored by nation-states. We 
know that. Some of them are sponsored 
by just garden-variety criminals who 
are trying to steal our money. Or some 
of them are large international crimi- 
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nal organizations that are trying to 
steal our commercial intelligence and 
how we build our products and how we 
compete. Some of them are terrorist 
organizations that see this as a cheap 
way to attack America. Why go to all 
the trouble to build a bomb and smug- 
gle it into the country and all the risk 
that entails, when you can disrupt the 
country in just as great a way with a 
few strokes on a laptop? 

It is economic security, national se- 
curity, economics. It has been esti- 
mated worldwide that cyber crime 
costs our country $445 billion a year. 
That is to the global economy—a half 
trillion dollars a year. Some 200,000 
jobs in the United States could be and 
are being affected, and 800 million per- 
sonnel records were stolen, and 40 mil- 
lion were Americans. 

The cost of cyber crime is estimated 
to be between 15 and 20 percent of the 
value created by the Internet. We al- 
ways talk that we don’t want any taxes 
on the Internet. This is a tax. This is a 
tax we are all paying. The users of the 
Internet are paying to ward off this 
epidemic of cyber crime. 

It is not only the government. Of 
course, it is companies, such as Sony, 
Target, Anthem, the industrial base, 
JP Morgan, Home Depot. The list goes 
on and on. Most importantly, it is not 
just the big guys. Sometimes we feel 
that OK, this is the large banks, the 
large insurance companies that have to 
worry about this. In the State of 
Maine, we have to worry about it. 

My staff and I in Maine have reached 
out to businesses large and small 
across the State. Every single one, 
with one exception, listed cyber intru- 
sion as one of their greatest issues. 

The Maine Credit Union League, with 
$2.5 million a year, and local credit 
unions are having to deal with cyber 
intrusion. 

One of our Maine health care pro- 
viders has experienced thousands of at- 
tempts to steal confidential data every 
year. Keeping the data safe is costing 
them more than $1 million. This is 
costing us real money. 

At one of our Maine financial institu- 
tions, 60 to 70 percent of the emails 
they get in the bank are phishing 
emails trying to compromise their se- 
cured data. 

One of our utilities spent over $1 mil- 
lion a year just on preventative costs 
to defend against cyber crime. This is 
in a State of 1.3 million people. This is 
real. This is real in our State. 

I had a forum over the August break 
with businesses throughout Maine— 
mostly small businesses and homeland 
security. We had 100 businesses come 
just to visit and sit for a day to talk 
about this issue. These were small 
businesses, and all of them were seeing 
these kinds of problems. 

One was a small business with 35 em- 
ployees that did a deal overseas, and a 
cyber criminal in effect stole their pay- 
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ment. They sent a fake invoice to the 
customer overseas, the customer paid 
it, and the money went to the crook, 
not to my company in Maine. That is 
the kind of thing that is happening, 
and that is one of the reasons we have 
to take action today. 

No business is immune. No individual 
is immune. And, of course, this country 
is not immune. 

The price of inaction is just too high. 
This is something we must attend to. 
As I mentioned, this bill is not the 
whole answer, but it is a part of the an- 
swer. 

Some people say: Well, it is not broad 
enough. My answer is this: OK, I under- 
stand that, but let’s do what we can do 
and then take it one step at a time. 

Some people say it compromises pri- 
vacy. I don’t believe that it does. Ex- 
traordinary measures were imported 
into this bill in order to protect the 
privacy of individuals. This is not 
about individual data. This is about a 
company voluntarily telling the gov- 
ernment and perhaps some other com- 
panies: Here is what I am seeing as an 
attack. How can we collectively defend 
ourselves against it? 

That is what this bill is really all 
about. We have to take action, and now 
is the time. 

I thank the chair and the vice chair 
of the Intelligence Committee, the 
members of the Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs Committee, the 
members of the Judiciary Committee, 
and all of those who have contributed 
to the finalization of this important 
piece of legislation. 

There is an attitude out there that 
we can’t get anything done around 
here. I think this gives us an oppor- 
tunity to prove that idea wrong. We 
can get things done. We should get 
things done. This is a chance for us to 
protect our people, to provide for the 
common defense—which is our most 
solemn constitutional responsibility— 
in a way that also protects the inter- 
ests of the Fourth Amendment and in- 
dividual privacy rights. 

I hope we can move swiftly, complete 
the consideration of this bill this week, 
work out our differences with the 
House, and get this matter to the 
President. We have no place to hide if 
we don’t get this done. This is what we 
are here for. 

Again, I thank my colleagues who 
worked so hard to bring us to this 
point. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, before 
the Senator leaves the floor, I wish to 
thank him on a well-planned, well- 
thought-out, and very convincing pres- 
entation, and an argument that, frank- 
ly, I can add very little to. So I will 
make my remarks very brief. 

I thank the Senator from Maine for 
highlighting the absolute importance 
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of the passage of this legislation. And, 
I might add, he is one of the most seri- 
ous and hard-working members of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee as 
well. I won’t go any further. 

Mr. President, I rise in strong sup- 
port of S. 754. I thank my colleagues, 
Chairman BURR and Vice Chairman 
FEINSTEIN, for their ongoing leader- 
ship. 

In the short 2 months since this bill 
was last on the Senate floor, the need 
for action on information sharing has 
only increased. It is not for a lack of 
trying. We have continuously failed to 
make progress on this bill. As the Sen- 
ator from Maine just made clear, that 
must change. Enacting legislation to 
confront the accumulating dangers of 
cyber threats must be among the high- 
est national security priorities of the 
Congress. 

The need for congressional action, in 
my view, is also enhanced by the ad- 
ministration’s inability to develop the 
policies and framework necessary to 
deter our adversaries in cyberspace. 

Earlier this week we learned just how 
ineffective the administration has been 
in addressing our cyber challenges. 
Within days of reaching an agreement 
to curb the stealing of information for 
economic gain, China—China—repeat- 
edly, reportedly, continues its well-co- 
ordinated efforts to steal designs of our 
critical weapons systems and to wage 
economic espionage against U.S. com- 
panies. It is not a surprise, but it 
serves as yet another sad chapter in 
this administration’s inability to ad- 
dress the cyber threats. 

I guess in the last couple of days it 
has been made known that some hack- 
er hacked into the information of both 
the Director of the CIA and the chair- 
man of the homeland security com- 
mittee. That is interesting. As the 
President’s failed China agreement 
clearly demonstrates, our response to 
cyber attacks has been tepid at best 
and nonexistent at worst. Unless and 
until the President uses the authority 
he has to defer, deter, defend, and re- 
spond to the growing number in sever- 
ity of cyber threats, we will risk not 
just more of the same but embolden ad- 
versaries in terrorist organizations 
that will continuously pursue more se- 
vere and destructive attacks. 

Addressing our cyber vulnerabilities 
must be a national security priority. 
Just this week, Admiral Rogers, the 
head of Cyber Command, reiterated, 
“Its only a matter of time before 
someone uses cyber as a tool to do 
damage to critical infrastructure.” 

My colleagues don’t have to agree 
with the Senator from Maine or me or 
anybody else, but shouldn’t we listen 
to Admiral Rogers, the head of Cyber 
Command, probably the most knowl- 
edgeable person or one of the most 
knowledgeable who said, “It is only a 
matter of time before someone uses 
cyber as a tool to do damage to critical 
infrastructure.” 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


According to the recently retired 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
General Martin Dempsey, our military 
enjoys “a significant military advan- 
tage” in every domain except for one— 
cyber space. As General Dempsey said, 
cyber ‘‘is a level playing field. And that 
makes this chairman very uncomfort- 
able.” 

I will tell you, it makes this chair- 
man very uncomfortable as well. 

Efforts are under way to begin ad- 
dressing some of our strategic short- 
falls in cyber space, including the 
training of a 6,200-person cyber force. 
However, these efforts will be meaning- 
less unless we make the tough policy 
decisions to establish meaningful cyber 
deterrence. The President must take 
steps now to demonstrate to our adver- 
saries that the United States takes 
cyber attacks seriously and is prepared 
to respond. 

This legislation is one piece of that 
overall deterrence strategy, and it is 
long past time that Congress move for- 
ward on information sharing legisla- 
tion. We have been debating similar 
cyber legislation since at least 2012. I 
am glad this body has come a long way 
since that time in recognizing that 
government mandates on the private 
sector, which operates the majority of 
our country’s critical infrastructure, 
will do more harm than good in cyber 
space. The voluntary framework in this 
legislation properly defines the role of 
the private sector and the role of the 
government in sharing threat informa- 
tion, defending networks, and deterring 
cyber attacks. 

At the same time, it is unfortunate 
that it has taken over 3 years to ad- 
vance this commonsense legislation. 
The threats we face in cyber space are 
real and imminent, as well as quickly 
evolving. All aspects of the Federal 
Government, including this body, must 
commit to more quickly identifying, 
enacting, and executing solutions to 
counter cyber threats. If we do not, we 
will lose in cyber space. 

As chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee, I consider cyber security 
one of the committee’s top priorities. 
That is why the National Defense Au- 
thorization Act provides a number of 
critical authorities to ensure that the 
Department of Defense can develop the 
capabilities it needs to deter aggres- 
sion, defend our national security in- 
terests, and when called upon, defeat 
our adversaries in cyber space. I find it 
unacceptable that the President has 
signaled his intent to veto this legisla- 
tion that, among other key Depart- 
ment of Defense priorities, authorizes 
military cyber operations and dramati- 
cally reforms the broken acquisition 
system that has inhibited the develop- 
ment and delivery of key cyber capa- 
bilities. 

More specifically, the National De- 
fense Authorization Act extends liabil- 
ity protections to Department of De- 
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fense contractors who report on cyber 
incidents or penetrations, and it au- 
thorizes the Secretary of Defense to de- 
velop, prepare, coordinate and, when 
authorized by the President, conduct a 
military cyber operation in response to 
malicious cyber activity carried out 
against the United States or a U.S. per- 
son by a foreign power. The NDAA au- 
thorizes $200 million for the Secretary 
of Defense to assess the cyber vulnera- 
bilities of every major DOD weapons 
system. Finally, Congress required the 
President to submit an integrated pol- 
icy to deter adversaries in cyber space 
in the fiscal year 2014 National Defense 
Authorization Act. I tell my colleagues 
that we are still waiting on that pol- 
icy. This year’s NDAA includes funding 
restrictions that will remain in place 
until it is delivered. 

As we dither, our Nation grows more 
vulnerable, our privacy and security 
are at greater risk, and our adversaries 
are further emboldened. The stakes are 
high, and it is essential that we pass 
the Cybersecurity Information Sharing 
Act without further delay. 

Let me also mention in closing that 
probably the most disturbing comment 
I have heard in a long time on this 
issue in this challenge is when Admiral 
Rogers said that our biggest challenge 
is we don’t know what we don’t know. 
We don’t know what the penetrations 
have been, what the attacks have been, 
whether they have succeeded or not, 
where they are in this whole realm of 
cyber and information at all levels. 
When the person we placed in charge of 
cyber security says we don’t know 
what we don’t know, my friends, that 
is a very serious situation. 

I want to congratulate again both 
the managers of the bill in their co- 
ordination and their cooperation in 
this bipartisan effort. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. KING. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. McCAIN. I will be pleased to 
yield. 

Mr. KING. I ask the Senator, would 
you agree that this bill represents an 
important part of our cyber defense but 
that in order to deter attacks in the 
long term, we must have a cyber policy 
that goes beyond simple defensive 
measures? 

Mr. McCAIN. I would certainly agree, 
I would say to my friend from Maine, 
because if the adversaries that want to 
commit cyber attacks against the 
United States of America and our allies 
believe that there is no price to pay for 
those attacks, then where is the 
demotivating factor in all of this which 
would, if they failed, then keep them 
from doing what they are doing? It 
seems to me that this is an act of war, 
and I don’t use that term lightly but I 
am trying to use it carefully. If you 
damage intentionally another nation’s 
military or its economy or its ability 
to function as a government—I would 
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ask my friend from Maine—wouldn’t 
that fit into at least a narrow interpre- 
tation of an act of war? If so, then 
should we only have defenses? Have we 
ever been in a conflict where we only 
have defenses and not the capability to 
go out and deter further aggression? 

Mr. KING. I would suggest to the 
Senator that if you are in a fight and 
all you can do is defend and never 
punch, you are going to eventually lose 
that fight. I think this is an important 
area. The theory of deterrence, as dis- 
tasteful as it might have been, the mu- 
tually assured destruction during the 
nuclear era did in fact prevent the use 
of nuclear arms for some 70 years. I 
think we need to be thinking about a 
deterrence that goes beyond simply de- 
fensive measures. I commend the chair- 
man for raising this issue and appre- 
ciate your thoughtful consideration. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, it seems 
as though every week, the American 
people learn of yet another data breach 
in which Americans’ sensitive, private 
information has been stolen by cyber 
criminals or foreign governments. This 
is a critical national security problem 
that deserves action by Congress. But 
our actions must be thoughtful and re- 
sponsible, and we must recognize that 
strengthening our Nation’s cyber secu- 
rity is a complex endeavor with no sin- 
gle solution. 

According to security researchers 
and technologists, the most effective 
action Congress can take to improve 
our cyber security is to require better 
and more comprehensive data security 
practices. That is why earlier this 
year, I introduced the Consumer Pri- 
vacy Protection Act. That bill requires 
companies to utilize strong data secu- 
rity measures to protect our personal 
information and to help prevent 
breaches in the first place. Companies 
that benefit financially from gathering 
and analyzing our personal information 
should be obligated to take meaningful 
steps to keep it safe. 

But rather than taking a comprehen- 
sive approach that addresses the mul- 
tiple facets of cyber security, the Re- 
publican majority appears to be fo- 
cused entirely on passing the Senate 
Intelligence Committee’s cyber secu- 
rity information sharing bill. While 
legislation to promote the sharing of 
cyber threat information could, if done 
right, be useful in improving our cyber 
security, it is a serious mistake to be- 
lieve that information sharing alone is 
the solution. Information sharing alone 
would not, for example, have prevented 
the breach at the Office of Personnel 
Management, nor would it have pre- 
vented other major breaches, such as 
those at Target, Home Depot, Anthem, 
or Sony. 

Instead of ensuring that companies 
better safeguard Americans’ data, this 
bill goes in the opposite direction, giv- 
ing large corporations more liability 
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protection and even more leeway on 
how to use and share our personal in- 
formation with the government—with- 
out adequate privacy protections. 

Also troubling is the fact that the 
Republican majority has been intent 
on jamming this bill through the Sen- 
ate without any regard for regular 
process or opportunity for meaningful 
public debate. Only last year, the Re- 
publican leader declared his commit- 
ment to “a more robust committee 
process” and plainly stated that ‘‘bills 
should go through committee.” But the 
bill was drafted behind closed doors by 
the Senate Intelligence Committee, 
and it has not been the subject of any 
open hearings or any meaningful public 
debate. The text of the bill was only 
made public after it was reported to 
the Senate floor, and no other com- 
mittee of jurisdiction—including the 
Judiciary Committee—was allowed to 
consider and improve the bill. 

The Judiciary Committee was pre- 
vented from considering this bill even 
though it contains numerous provi- 
sions that affect matters squarely 
within our jurisdiction. First and fore- 
most, the bill creates a framework of 
information sharing that could se- 
verely undermine Americans’ privacy. 
The bill also overrides all existing law 
to provide broad liability protections 
for any company that shares informa- 
tion with the government. It also over- 
rides important privacy laws such as 
the Electronic Communications Pri- 
vacy Act, ECPA, and the Foreign Intel- 
ligence Surveillance Act, FISA, over 
which the Judiciary Committee has 
long exercised jurisdiction. CISA even 
amends the Freedom of Information 
Act, FOIA, and creates new exemptions 
from disclosure. 

This is just the latest attempt by the 
majority leader to bypass the Judici- 
ary Committee and jam a bill through 
the Senate that contains provisions 
within the jurisdiction of the com- 
mittee. The bill reported by the Senate 
Intelligence Committee includes a 
broad and unnecessary FOIA exemp- 
tion. FOIA falls under the exclusive ju- 
risdiction of the Senate Judiciary 
Committee and changes affecting this 
law should not be enacted without full 
and careful consideration by the Judi- 
ciary Committee. This important 
transparency law certainly should not 
be amended in closed session by the 
Senate Intelligence Committee. 

Shortly after the text of the bill was 
released, I shared with Chairman 
GRASSLEY my concern that the Judici- 
ary Committee should also consider 
this bill. He assured me that there 
would be a “robust and open amend- 
ment process” if this bill were consid- 
ered on the Senate floor. But only a 
few weeks later, the Republican leader- 
ship—with Chairman GRASSLEY’s sup- 
port—attempted to jam the Intel- 
ligence Committee’s bill through the 
Senate as an amendment to the Na- 
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tional Defense Authorization Act, 
NDAA, without any opportunity for 
meaningful debate. Republicans and 
Democrats joined together to reject 
the majority leader’s effort to force the 
cyber security bill onto the NDAA. De- 
spite this rebuke from both sides of the 
aisle, just a few weeks later, the major- 
ity leader again attempted to jam the 
bill through the Senate in the final 
days before August recess, without any 
serious opportunity to debate and offer 
amendments. 

The majority leader’s actions have 
been part of a consistent disregard for 
regular order. He has talked about pro- 
viding an opportunity for fair debate, 
but at the same time, he has used all 
procedural mechanisms to stifle proc- 
ess on this bill. Yesterday afternoon, 
the Senate moved to consideration of 
this bill—but then not even 2 hours 
later, the majority leader moved to end 
debate. That speaks volumes about 
whether the majority leader is really 
interested in a full and open debate, 
and it is not how the U.S. Senate 
should operate—particularly when it 
comes to a bill with such sweeping 
ramifications for Americans’ privacy. 

Senator FEINSTEIN, the ranking 
member of the Intelligence Committee, 
has consistently said that the Senate 
“should have an opportunity to fully 
consider the bill and to receive the 
input of other committees with juris- 
diction in this area.’’ She has worked 
hard to improve the underlying bill 
with a managers’ amendment that ad- 
dresses a number of my concerns, par- 
ticularly in regard to FOIA, limiting 
the sharing of information for cyber se- 
curity purposes only, and ensuring that 
the bill would not allow the govern- 
ment to use information to investigate 
crimes completely unrelated to cyber 
security. I appreciate these improve- 
ments, and Senator FEINSTEIN’s efforts 
to include them in the bill. But again, 
this bill still has some serious prob- 
lems and requires a full, public debate. 
The bill still includes, for example, a 
FOIA exemption that I believe is over- 
ly broad and unnecessary. 

In July, the Department of Homeland 
Security wrote a letter to Senator 
FRANKEN stating that in their view the 
bill raises significant operational con- 
cerns and certain provisions threaten 
to severely undermine Americans’ pri- 
vacy. Last week, the Computer & Com- 
munications Industry Association—an 
organization that includes Google, 
Facebook, and Yahoo!—voiced serious 
concerns that the bill fails to protect 
users’ privacy and could ‘‘cause collat- 
eral harm” to ‘‘innocent third parties.” 
And this week, major tech companies 
such as Apple, Dropbox, Twitter, and 
Yelp have vocally opposed the bill cit- 
ing concerns for their users’ privacy. 

The latest version of the bill contains 
a number of improvements that I and 
other Senators have been fighting for, 
and I am glad to see that we are mak- 
ing progress. But we still have work to 
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do on this bill, and the Senate must 
have an open and honest debate about 
the Senate Intelligence Committee’s 
bill and its implications for Americans’ 
privacy. I agree that we must do more 
to protect our cyber security, but we 
must be responsible in our actions. 
Legislation of this importance should 
not be hastily pushed through the Sen- 
ate, without a full and fair opportunity 
for Senators to consider the ramifica- 
tions of this bill. Unfortunately, by 
moving so quickly to end debate, it ap- 
pears that the majority leader is trying 
to do just that. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I wish 
to support the Cybersecurity Informa- 
tion Sharing Act of 2015. 

Cyber security is the most pressing 
economic and national security threat 
facing our country today. AS a member 
of the Senate Select Committee on In- 
telligence, I am keenly aware of the 
damage cyber attacks cause on our Na- 
tion. As vice chairwoman of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee, I believe 
we must have a clear and comprehen- 
sive approach to funding cyber secu- 
rity. 

In boardrooms and around kitchen 
tables, concern over cyber security is 
heightening. It is gaining new traction 
following the cyber attack on the Of- 
fice of Personnel Management, which 
compromised the personal information 
of more than 22 million Federal em- 
ployees, contractors, and their fami- 
lies. 

The American people expect serious 
action by Congress. This can and must 
be done, while respecting privacy and 
avoiding data misuse by the govern- 
ment or businesses. Congress must act 
with a sense of urgency to pass the Cy- 
bersecurity Information Sharing Act. 
If we wait for another major cyber at- 
tack, we risk overreacting, overregu- 
lating, overspending, and _ overlegis- 
lating. The time to act is now. 

Our Nation is under attack. Every 
day, cyber attacks are happening. 
Cyber terrorists are working to damage 
critical infrastructure by taking over 
the power grid or disrupting air traffic 
control. Cyber spies are moving at 
breakneck speeds to steal state secrets, 
intellectual property, and personal in- 
formation. Cyber criminals are hack- 
ing our networks, stealing financial in- 
formation, and disrupting business op- 
erations. These cyber attacks can dis- 
rupt critical infrastructure, wipe out a 
family’s entire life savings, take down 
entire companies, and put human lives 
at risk. In the past year alone, we’ve 
seen cyber attacks against Sony, Home 
Depot, UPS, JP Morgan Chase, 
Experian, T-Mobile, Scottrade, and the 
list goes on. The economic losses of 
cyber crime are stunning. In 2014, the 
Center for Strategic and International 
Studies and McAfee estimated the an- 
nual cost from cyber crime to be over 
$400 billion. 

I have been working on cyber issues 
since I was elected to the Senate. Our 
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cyber warriors at the National Secu- 
rity Agency are in Maryland, and I 
have been working with the NSA to en- 
sure signals intelligence was a national 
security focus even before cyber was a 
method of warfare. 

In my role on the Intelligence Com- 
mittee, I served on the Cyber Working 
Group, which developed findings to 
guide Congress on getting cyber gov- 
ernance right, protecting civil lib- 
erties, and improving the cyber work- 
force. 

As vice chairwoman of the Appro- 
priations Committee and the Com- 
merce, Justice, and Science Sub- 
committee, I put funds in the Federal 
checkbook for critical cyber security 
agencies. These include the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, which inves- 
tigates cyber crime; the National Insti- 
tute of Standards and Technology, 
which works with the private sector to 
develop standards for cyber security 
technology; and the National Science 
Foundation, which researches ways to 
secure our Nation. AS a member of the 
Appropriations Subcommittee on De- 
fense, I fight for critical funding for 
the intelligence and cyber agencies, in- 
cluding the National Security Agency, 
Central Intelligence Agency, and Intel- 
ligence Advanced Research Projects 
Activity, who are coming up with the 
new ideas to create jobs and keep our 
country safe. These funds are critical 
to building the workforce and pro- 
viding the technology and resources to 
make our cyber security smarter, 
safer, and more secure. 

This bill does three things from a na- 
tional security perspective. First, it al- 
lows businesses and government to vol- 
untarily share information about cyber 
threats. Second, it requires the Direc- 
tor of National Intelligence to share 
more cyber threat information with 
the private sector, both classified and 
unclassified. Third, it establishes a De- 
partment of Homeland Security ‘‘por- 
tal’? for cyber info-sharing with the 
government to help dot-gov and dot- 
com in a constitutional manner. These 
three provisions are an innovation. De- 
spite all the amazing talent companies 
have, many are being attacked and 
don’t even realize it. This legislation 
allows unprecedented dot-com and dot- 
gov cooperation. There are also key 
provisions on privacy protections and 
liability protection for companies that 
monitor their own networks or share 
information. 

Why do we need a bill to make these 
vital partnerships happen? America is 
under attack every second of every 
day. The threat is here, and it is now. 
If we do not act or if we let the perfect 
be the enemy of the good, this country 
will be more vulnerable than ever be- 
fore, and Congress will have done noth- 
ing. 

This bill is not perfect. The Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security’s role has 
been criticized by many, including my- 
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self. I have been skeptical about their 
ability to perform some duties assigned 
in this bill. I am still skeptical, al- 
though less so than before. But this bill 
takes important steps to diversify gov- 
ernment and private sector actors, so 
we are not just focusing on DHS, but 
also keeping civilian agencies in 
charge. We cannot have intelligence 
agencies leading this effort with the 
private sector. Some would like to see 
that go further, but that is what the 
amendment process is for. 

People in the civil liberties commu- 
nity worry that this bill could allow 
government intrusions into people’s 
privacy. This was of tantamount con- 
cern for me. If we don’t protect civil 
liberties, the added security is for 
naught because we lose what we value 
most: our freedom. The authors of this 
bill, especially Senator FEINSTEIN, have 
made key improvements on issues of 
law enforcement powers and protecting 
core privacy concerns. While not every- 
one is entirely pleased, this bill has 
made important strides to balance in- 
formation sharing and privacy. 

The business community is con- 
cerned because it fears strangulation 
and overregulation. They worry that 
they will open themselves up to law- 
suits if they participate in the program 
with the government. I have heard 
from Maryland businesses and these 
are valid concerns. Importantly, this 
bill has made strides in accommo- 
dating business and builds a voluntary 
framework to allow businesses’ to 
choose that protection. Protection does 
not come without responsibility for 
participants, but this bill links the 
need for cyber security, appropriate li- 
ability protection, and the expertise of 
our business community in a way that 
answers a lot of companies’ concerns. 
We cannot eliminate all government 
involvement in this issue because it 
simply won’t work, and we will lose 
key government expertise in the De- 
partment of Defense, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, and elsewhere. However, 
we can work to try to minimize it 
while maintaining the government’s 
role in protecting national security. 

I am so proud that the Senate came 
together in a bipartisan way to draft 
and pass this legislation. The Senate 
must pass this legislation now. Work- 
ing together, we can make our Nation 
safer and stronger and show the Amer- 
ican people we can cooperate to get an 
important job done. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2557 

Mr. President, today I wish to speak 
about my amendment to the cyber se- 
curity bill. This amendment would pro- 
vide an additional $37 million for the 
Office of Personnel Management, OPM, 
to accelerate completion of its infor- 
mation technology, IT, modernization 
and thwart future cyber attacks. 

This additional funding would allow 
OPM to make needed upgrades to cyber 
security and network systems 1 year 
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ahead of schedule. This means OPM 
will not have to wait another year to 
protect sensitive personnel data by im- 
plementing hardware and software up- 
grades recommended by security ex- 
perts. 

The $37 million is designated as an 
emergency under the Budget Control 
Act of 2011. 

For over a year, the Office of Per- 
sonnel Management’s systems were 
compromised. This hack exposed the fi- 
nancial and personal information of 22 
million Federal employees and their 
families, contractors, job candidates 
and retirees. This is unacceptable. 

OPM’s retirement services and back- 
ground investigation databases contain 
the most sensitive data OPM holds, in- 
cluding Social Security numbers, 
health information and fingerprints. 

I have heard from employees across 
the government. Data breaches under- 
mine morale and complicate their abil- 
ity to serve the American people. 

OPM has moved to provide protec- 
tions, but that is not enough. Securing 
these systems must be done now. We 
can’t wait for the next budget cycle. 

I urge support for my amendment. 
This is a crisis, so we ought to treat it 
like one. Twenty-two million Ameri- 
cans who entrusted their data and fin- 
gerprints to the government deserve 
the highest standard of protection. 

There is a reason OPM was exploited. 
Federal cyber security has been weak. 
The Appropriations Committee has 
consistently given agencies the re- 
sources they asked for to protect their 
dot-gov systems. But under sequester- 
level budgeting it hasn’t been enough. 
Constrained agencies don’t ask for 
what is truly needed to do the cyber se- 
curity job. 

Tight budgets mean immediate prob- 
lems get requested and funded before 
other much needed IT protection and 
maintenance. We aren’t even doing the 
simple things. 

After the OPM breach, the Office of 
Management and Budget, OMB, con- 
ducted a cyber sprint. OMB asked agen- 
cies to take four minimal steps: No. 1, 
deploy Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity malicious activity detectors; No. 2, 
patch critical vulnerabilities; No. 3, 
tighten privileged user policies; and 
No. 4, accelerate deployment of multi- 
factor authentication. 

While there was improvement, only 
14 of the 24 agencies met the fourth 
goal. Some of it is a lack of will, but 
some is a lack of resources. 

OPM knows it needs to harden its in- 
formation technology. 

That is why I am offering this 
amendment, providing $37 million in 
emergency spending to harden OPM 
systems now—not a year from now. 
These funds meet the criteria for being 
designated as emergency spending as 
set out in the Budget Control Act of 
2011. OPM’s needs are urgent, tem- 
porary, and, regrettably, unforeseen. 
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What does it mean to designate funds 
as emergency spending? It means no 
offsets, so we don’t pay for this amend- 
ment by drawing from existing funding 
used to defend the Nation or help 
America’s families. 

The need is urgent—our adversaries 
are still trying to attack us. The need 
is temporary—these are one-time costs 
to accelerate IT reform. And the need 
is unforeseen which is sadly the reason 
they were not requested in the Presi- 
dent’s fiscal year 2016 budget in Feb- 
ruary. 

Some say this funding is premature, 
and OPM is not ready to deploy it ef- 
fectively. However, those reports were 
written before Beth Cobert became 
OPM Acting Director. She is turning 
OPM around, but she needs the re- 
sources to secure OPM’s IT systems, 
and cyber security is a critical issue. 

Government can’t be reckless with 
the sensitive data it has. We must do 
better with dot-gov and get our own 
house in order. We know what OPM 
needs to do—they have the will, they 
have a business plan, and now they 
need the wallet. 

Vote for my amendment No. 2557 to 
get OPM the resources it needs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—H.R. 3594 

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. President, last 
week when I was back in my home 
State of Wisconsin, I had the privilege 
of hosting a roundtable with college 
students from all across the south- 
eastern area of the State. The focus of 
the conversation was how we in Con- 
gress could help keep college affordable 
and accessible. During the course of 
that conversation, it was abundantly 
clear that most of the students were 
very frustrated that Congress could not 
take some of the most commonsense 
steps to make that happen. I told them 
that I shared their frustration and en- 
sured them that I would be going back 
to Washington, DC, this week to fight 
on their behalf. 

This morning I hosted a Google 
Hangout and spoke with campus news- 
papers from across the State of Wis- 
consin to reiterate my commitment on 
this issue. So here I am, almost 1 
month from the day that I last stood 
here on the Senate floor, 1 month since 
a single United States Senator stood 
up and blocked a commonsense and bi- 
partisan measure that would have con- 
tinued to provide critical financial sup- 
port for America’s low-income college 
students. 

In the short month since our efforts 
to reauthorize the Federal Perkins 
Loan Program were obstructed, the im- 
mediate impacts are already becoming 
quite clear. Last week, the Coalition of 
Higher Education Assistance Organiza- 
tions began surveying colleges and uni- 
versities that participate in the Per- 
kins loan program to learn more about 
how this obstruction is impacting their 
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students. After a few days, they heard 
from over 100 students outlining how 
allowing Perkins to expire is harming 
students and institutions alike. There 
are real impacts being felt by real stu- 
dents right now across America. If we 
don’t act, this damaging impact will 
ripple across our community. There- 
fore, we cannot sit idly by. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the Senate proceed to the im- 
mediate consideration of H.R. 3594, 
which is at the desk, that the bill be 
read a third time and passed, and the 
motion to reconsider be considered 
made and laid upon the table with no 
intervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, on be- 
half of the leadership, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. President, this is 
incredibly frustrating. I am going to 
spend a few minutes talking about how 
this objection, this obstruction is im- 
pacting the students of America and 
the higher education institutions of 
America. There are real impacts that 
are being felt right now. Students who 
have previously received Perkins loans 
will lose their future eligibility if they 
change institutions or academic pro- 
grams. Students seeking Perkins loans 
for the upcoming winter and spring se- 
mesters will not be eligible at all if we 
don’t act soon to reauthorize this pro- 
gram. Finally, all future students will 
be ineligible for this program. 

This afternoon right before I came 
down to the Senate floor, I received a 
letter from the president of the Univer- 
sity of Wisconsin’s system, Ray Cross— 
a letter that was co-signed by all 14 of 
the UW system university chancellors. 
In their message, they shared compel- 
ling insight into how the sudden end to 
the Federal Perkins Loan Program is 
already affecting Wisconsin students. 
They then closed their letter with this: 

[W]e need to keep this program in place. 
After all, our job is to help students who 
would not otherwise be able to attend higher 
education and to help them overcome bar- 
riers, particularly financial barriers, all of 
which helps to ensure access, retention, com- 
pletion, and a skilled workforce. These are 
goals upon which all of us can agree. 

One month ago our colleagues in the 
House of Representatives—a body rare- 
ly called a place of agreement—took up 
and passed a measure that would ex- 
tend this student loan program for 1 
year. I previously called up that bill 
here in the Senate and asked unani- 
mous consent that we extend the Fed- 
eral Perkins Loan Program. While I 
look forward to a broader conversation 
about improving Federal supports for 
students as we look to reauthorize the 
Higher Education Act, I don’t believe— 
and I still don’t—that we can sit idly 
by while America’s students are left 
with such uncertainty. 
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As everyone heard, I asked unani- 
mous consent to proceed to the consid- 
eration of the bill, and one Senator 
stood up on behalf of Republican lead- 
ership and blocked our ability at this 
point in time to extend the Federal 
Perkins Loan Program by 1 year. 

Again, I understand a desire, and 
frankly, share a desire to have a broad- 
er conversation about Federal student 
aid as part of the Higher Education Act 
reauthorization effort. I still do not 
think it is right or fair to let this pro- 
gram expire to the detriment of thou- 
sands of students in need. Frankly, this 
is a perfect example of why the Amer- 
ican people are so upset with Wash- 
ington. 

Since 1958, the Federal Perkins Loan 
Program has been successfully helping 
Americans access affordable higher 
education with low-interest loans for 
students who cannot borrow or afford 
more expensive private student loans. 

In Wisconsin, the program provides 
more than 20,000 low-income university 
and college students with more than 
$41 million in aid, but the impact of 
this program isn’t just isolated to the 
Badger State. In fact, the Federal Per- 
kins Loan Program aids over half a 
million students with financial need 
each year across 1,500 institutions of 
higher learning. 

The schools themselves originate, 
service, and collect the fixed interest 
loan rates, and what is more, institu- 
tions maintain loans available for fu- 
ture students because these are revolv- 
ing funds. 

Since the program’s creation, insti- 
tutions have invested millions of dol- 
lars of their own funds into the pro- 
gram. In addition to making higher 
education accessible for low-income 
students, the program serves as an in- 
centive for people who wish to go into 
public service by offering targeted loan 
cancellations for specific professions in 
areas of high need, such as teaching, 
nursing, and law enforcement. 

As a member of the Senate Health, 
Education, Labor and Pensions Com- 
mittee, and as a Senator representing a 
State with such a rich history of high- 
er education, it is among my highest 
priorities to fight to ensure that the 
Federal Perkins Loan Program con- 
tinues for generations to come, but un- 
fortunately, as we saw, one single Sen- 
ator stood up again today and said no 
to students across America who ask for 
nothing more than an opportunity to 
pursue their dreams—students such as 
Andrew. 

Andrew is currently a student at the 
University of Wisconsin in Stevens 
Point. Without the support of his Per- 
kins loan, Andrew said he would not 
have had the means to attend college. 
He has little to no income at his dis- 
posal. Today, not only is Andrew mak- 
ing the dean’s list every semester, but 
he now has his sights set on attending 
law school, also at the University of 
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Wisconsin. Andrew said: ‘‘Without the 
assistance I get from the Perkins Loan 
I would be forced to either take out 
other high-interest loans, or delay my 
graduation date, or drop out—which is 
the last thing I want to do.” 

Today this body also stood up and 
once again said no to students such as 
Nayeli Spahr. Nayeli was raised by a 
single mother who was an immigrant 
and worked two full-time jobs. Nayeli 
attended 10 different schools in 3 dif- 
ferent States before she finished high 
school. Without the Federal Perkins 
Loan Program, Nayeli said her oppor- 
tunity to get a college education would 
have been ‘‘an illusionary dream.” 

Today Nayeli is the first in her fam- 
ily to finish college and is now in her 
last year of medical school. She is 
planning to work with those who are 
underserved in our urban communities. 
She finished by saying: 

The Perkins loan program helped me reach 
this point. And its existence is essential to 
provide that opportunity for other young 
adults wanting to believe in themselves and 
to empower their communities to be better. 
Please save it! 

You don’t have to look very far to 
find the dramatic impact that this in- 
vestment has on America’s students. 
There are thousands of stories like the 
ones I just shared, representing thou- 
sands of students who are still benefit- 
ting from the opportunities provided to 
them by this hugely successful pro- 
gram. 

Iam disappointed and frustrated that 
our bipartisan effort in the Senate has 
again been obstructed. I will continue 
to fight to extend support for Amer- 
ica’s students in the form of extending 
the Federal Perkins Loan Program so 
that we can find a way to show the 
half-million American students who 
rely on this loan program that we are 
standing with them and that we are 
committed to helping them build a 
stronger future for themselves and our 
country. 

I thank the Presiding Officer, and 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GARDNER). The Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I join 
my colleague from Wisconsin and other 
Members who are here on the floor to 
talk about the Perkins Loan Program. 
It is a really important program. It 
serves the needs of many of the stu- 
dents in our States, and it serves a 
unique need. It provides flexibility that 
other programs don’t provide, and it 
also allows the colleges and univer- 
sities to actually contribute to it. 

I hope we can get this l-year exten- 
sion done, and I hope that the objec- 
tion will be overridden by the common 
sense of doing something that the 
House has already done. By the way, 
the House of Representatives did it for 
1 year also at no cost to the Federal 
Government because there is no reason 
to pay for a 1-year extension of a pro- 
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gram that is a loan program where the 
colleges and universities take the pay- 
ments that are made—the repay- 
ments—and put them back into the 
program. So this program is at no cost, 
and it is certainly an important pro- 
gram that we ought to continue. 

I know there is discussion about 
broader education reform, and I sup- 
port that. I know this program is not 
perfect. There are other ways that we 
could possibly improve it. I am per- 
fectly willing to enter into that discus- 
sion and debate it. We should have that 
debate. We should debate how to make 
sure college is more affordable for all 
students, but let’s not at this point 
stop this program that is working and 
is providing for young people in my 
State and around the country what 
they need to be able to afford a quality 
education. 

I was out here a few weeks ago talk- 
ing about this program, and at that 
time I talked about some specific 
schools and the people in my State who 
depend on this program. It is the oldest 
Federal program out there that allows 
students to be able to take advantage 
of some kind of help in order to get 
through school, and boy, it is needed 
now more than ever with tuition costs 
going up and more and more families 
feeling the squeeze. 

When I go back home, I hear from 
parents and the students themselves. It 
is tough. Wages are flat, and in many 
cases declining. Yet expenses are up, 
and this is one of them, along with 
health care and electricity bills. This is 
not the time to stop the program but 
to continue this really important pro- 
gram. At the same time, we need to en- 
gage in the important debate of how we 
can reform higher education more gen- 
erally in order to ensure that every- 
body has access to an affordable edu- 
cation. 

Since 1958, this program has provided 
more than $28 billion in loans. It is a 
program that supports 60 different 
schools in my State. In the Buckeye 
State of Ohio, we have 60 schools that 
have loans under this program. Last 
year, more than 25,000 Ohio students 
received financial aid through this pro- 
gram—3,000 young people at Kent State 
and over 1,700 at the Ohio State Uni- 
versity in Columbus. 

One of those students is an out- 
standing young woman. Her name is 
Keri. She is a junior at Kent State. She 
interned for me last summer. When I 
talked to Keri about this program, she 
said that this is something she abso- 
lutely needs to be able to stay in 
school. 

Keri is a young woman for whom I 
have a lot of respect because she fought 
the odds. She was in foster care. She 
went from one foster home to another 
while she was growing up. Yet she not 
only fought the odds. She is now excel- 
ling in college and doing a great job, 
but she doesn’t have the resources to 
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stay in college without this program. 
She is a Pell grant recipient, but she 
also needs the Perkins Loan Program 
to be able to stay in school. 

This is not just about numbers, folks. 
This is about people. This is about 
Keri. This is about young people whom 
we want to be able to have the oppor- 
tunity and to be able to get the edu- 
cation they need to get ahead, because 
it does provide help for those who are 
most in need. 

Well beyond Ohio, of course, 1,700 
postsecondary institutions now partici- 
pate in this program. It shouldn’t be 
controversial. Again, the House passed 
it for 1 year. It is something that does 
not require a new appropriation. It is a 
flexible program. So many of our stu- 
dent loan programs, including the Pell 
Grant Program and so on, are pro- 
grams where the schools cannot pro- 
vide any kind of flexibility. With many 
of our families and many of our stu- 
dents, Keri being an example, that 
flexibility is really important. Cir- 
cumstances change. They may find 
themselves in a situation where they 
need a little help to stay in school so 
they can finish their academic major. 
They may find they need a little bit of 
help because of an unfortunate event 
that they could not anticipate hap- 
pening in their families, and this pro- 
gram provides that flexibility. Again, 
the colleges and universities actually 
contribute to it. It is a matching pro- 
gram where they have to step up and 
be counted. 

Let’s not allow these students to fall 
through the cracks, and let’s consider 
what happens if we do allow that to 
happen. Students who are applying for 
the winter semester, which starts in 
January, or the spring semester may 
well find that they are not able to re- 
ceive the aid they need. 

Iam told that students can lose their 
eligibility if they change institutions 
or if they change their majors. These 
kids could fall between the cracks even 
if they have a Perkins loan now. 

Finally, of course, if we don’t act 
pretty soon, then next fall when there 
will be up to 150,000 freshman looking 
for a Perkins loan, they may find they 
are not eligible for it. This is not ac- 
ceptable. Let’s be sure we do every- 
thing we can here to make sure that 
college is not road-blocked for low-in- 
come students who are trying to get a 
college degree and pursue their dreams. 
Let’s help them get ahead. 

Let’s pass this. It creates certainty 
for the students who benefit from the 
loans, it creates certainty for these 
colleges and universities, and it en- 
sures that students who need this fund- 
ing are not stopped and blocked by 
these high tuitions. 

I wish to thank my colleagues Sen- 
ator COLLINS and Senator CASEY, whom 
I see is on the floor. I also wish to 
thank Senator BALDWIN, Senator 
AYOTTE, Senator MURPHY, and I see 
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Senator COONS and others who are 
here. 

This is bipartisan, and it is some- 
thing we can do here in the Senate, 
just as the House has already acted. 
Let’s not block this program because 
this could block the students from at- 
taining the educational background 
they need to be able to succeed in life. 
Let’s move forward with this while at 
the same time continuing our discus- 
sion on the need to ensure that higher 
education is more broadly reformed to 
allow everybody to have that oppor- 
tunity to pursue their dreams. 

I thank the Presiding Officer, and I 
yield my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, let me 
associate myself with the remarks of 
Senator BALDWIN and Senator 
PORTMAN. I thank them for making 
this bipartisan clarion call to bring 
this body together on behalf of stu- 
dents. There are over 6,000 students in 
my State of Connecticut. 

I believe Senator BLUMENTHAL is 
going to give some remarks as well to 
add Connecticut’s list of schools and to 
debate this issue on the floor. 

We have over 1,000 students at the 
University of Connecticut, over 700 at 
Yale University, 600 at the University 
of Bridgeport, 500 at Central Con- 
necticut, and 400 in Eastern Con- 
necticut. All across Connecticut, stu- 
dents are able to attend college be- 
cause of the Perkins Loan Program. As 
one of the few Members of the Senate 
who is still paying back my student 
loans, who is also saving as fast as I 
can for my two boys who will hopefully 
go to college, this debate we are having 
today strikes me as crazy. We should 
be having a debate about how we ex- 
pand access to college. Instead, we are 
simply trying to protect the existing 
access we have. 

In 10 years the United States has 
gone from the No. 1 country in the 
world with respect to the number of 25- 
to 35-year-olds with college degrees to 
number 12 in the world. In 10 years we 
have gone from first to twelfth. The 
answer for that is the cost of college. 
The cost of college is making it 
unaffordable for people to start and 
unaffordable for many others to com- 
plete it. 

The Perkins Loan Program is one 
that doesn’t require any additional ex- 
penditure of taxpayer dollars. Those 
6,000 kids in Connecticut will get to 
continue to attend college with Per- 
kins loans, with no additional obliga- 
tion on behalf of taxpayers. That is as 
good a deal as we can get—no addi- 
tional expenditure from the Federal 
Government and hundreds of thousands 
of kids all across the country—6,000 of 
them in Connecticut—get to continue 
in college. 

I simply wanted to come to the floor 
to express my bewilderment that the 
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Republican leadership is standing in 
the way of simply preserving the stu- 
dent loan programs that are on the 
books today. If we go back home to our 
districts, we are not going to hear from 
a lot of people who are sympathetic to 
this argument. They want Congress to 
be talking about how to make college 
more affordable. They would be as be- 
wildered as many of us are that Repub- 
licans in the Senate are trying to make 
college less affordable, when there is 
absolutely no additional expenditure 
required in order for us simply to pre- 
serve the Perkins Loan Program as it 
currently exists. 

Let me just add one story to the 
mix—the story of Amanda, who is a 
senior at the University of Hartford. 
Her family makes about $67,000 a year. 
People are going to be familiar with 
her story because that is just a little 
bit too much for her to be able to qual- 
ify for a Pell grant. So she has to work 
two different jobs to put money on top 
of her Stafford loans, to put money on 
top of the contribution her parents 
make, just to get into the neighbor- 
hood of being able to afford college, but 
what makes that final difference for 
Amanda is the Perkins loan. 

The only reason she is able to go to 
the University of Hartford is because of 
the Perkins loan. She is doing every- 
thing we ask. Her parents are putting 
in some money, she is taking out loans, 
and she is working two jobs. She says: 

I can’t imagine how difficult it would have 
been if federal funding sources such as the 
Perkins loan had been eliminated as options 
for me. I’ve utilized the Perkins loan offered 
to me, in the full amount, every single year 
to resolve my account balance. Even now, in 
my senior year, I have no choice but to work 
two jobs and I’m barely getting by. Without 
the Perkins and other financial aid, I truly 
believe that I would have had to transfer to 
a community college where I would not have 
been able to accomplish nearly as much as I 
have here at the University of Hartford. 

On behalf of her and the six other 
students in Connecticut who will lose 
their Perkins loan eligibility as long as 
this Republican objection lasts, I hope 
it will come together. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I stand to 
join in with the voices we have already 
heard from, including Senator MURPHY 
of Connecticut and Senator PORTMAN 
of Ohio—bipartisan, of course—who 
have stood in support of the unanimous 
consent request of Senator BALDWIN, 
blocked by the opposing party, that we 
move forward with reauthorizing the 
Perkins Loan Program. 

The voice that I think is so often 
missing from the deliberations in the 
Senate is the voice we just heard 
brought forward by Senator MURPHY of 
Connecticut, the voice of our constitu- 
ents—the constituents who connect 
with us when we are home in our 
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States; the constituents who reach out 
to us by letter and by email. I just 
wanted to add the voices of my con- 
stituents from the State of Delaware. 

Apparently, our colleagues have 
failed to hear from thousands—even 
hundreds of thousands—of our home 
State constituents who rely on Federal 
Perkins loans. This program is a crit- 
ical lifeline for students across the 
country who would be well on their 
way to a college degree if it weren’t for 
the skyrocketing, unsustainable costs 
of higher education. I think Congress’s 
failure to reauthorize the Perkins Loan 
Program is already having a negative 
impact on students and on households 
across our country. We can see the 
real-world impact in our home States if 
we will but listen to our constituents. 

Let me give two examples of Dela- 
wareans who have recently reached out 
to me. 

Frank, an incoming University of 
Delaware student, was counting on the 
Perkins Loan Program to help cover a 
gap in affording the cost of his higher 
education. Now that those funds are no 
longer available, now that the Perkins 
loans have expired, his family is strug- 
gling to figure out how they will pay 
for his education. 

There is also Taylor, a Delawarean, 
already a college student, who had 
signed up for a promising new course of 
study because of a Perkins loan that 
would make the additional cost pos- 
sible. Without this funding moving for- 
ward, future students like Taylor will 
also have to turn to private loans— 
sometimes less accessible, sometimes 
less affordable—to fill that gap. Frank 
and Taylor’s stories are just a few ex- 
amples of many that I have received in 
my office from constituents or con- 
versations I have had at home in Dela- 
ware. 

When I am with working Dela- 
wareans, there is no topic raised more 
frequently amongst those in my age 
bracket of how they can afford to send 
their kids to college. Just the other 
night, standing around on the sideline 
of a soccer game, I heard a whole group 
talking about how can we possibly af- 
ford the skyrocketing expenses of high- 
er education. 

So the question we are here today to 
address isn’t the great big question of 
how can we make college affordable, it 
is just a simple question of how can we 
extend the Perkins Loan Program. I 
am proud to join with my colleagues in 
calling for a permanent extension of 
this program. In my State of Delaware, 
nearly 2,000 Delawareans last year re- 
ceived Perkins loans from 2013 to 2014. 
Those are 2,000 of my constituents who 
had the chance to go to college, invest 
in their education, improve their lives 
for the better, and that is in just 1 year 
of the program. 

In the 50 years since Perkins was cre- 
ated, the program has awarded nearly 
$30 billion through 26 million loans 
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across this entire country. Those are 
big, abstract numbers, but for my col- 
leagues who remain undecided on 
whether to support the extension, I 
urge them to think about the Franks, 
the Taylors, their constituents, and 
folks from towns and cities, big and 
small, all across this country. They are 
not asking for a free education. The av- 
erage Perkins loan is just $2,000. It is 
not even a rounding error in the scope 
of the total Federal budget that we 
fight over here week in and week out, 
but that is an amount that one stu- 
dent, one family can singlehandedly 
determine—for an aspiring teacher or a 
business owner or an inventor or some- 
one who just wants to advance them- 
selves through education—whether 
they can continue their steady forward 
progress. 

This extension alone is not the High- 
er Education Act reauthorization many 
of us have been calling for; it is not the 
substantial education investment 
many of us know would be a huge boost 
to our country, its competitiveness, 
and our constituents’ well-being; it is 
not a perfect solution to the Dela- 
wareans I talk to every day who won- 
der how they can afford college; it is an 
important start. So let’s come together 
and act. Even the House of Representa- 
tives, of all places, has acted on a bi- 
partisan basis to extend the Perkins 
Loan Program. We can and should do 
the same. 

I thank my colleagues for their work 
on this critical issue, and I urge this 
Chamber to come together to approve 
an extension of the Federal Perkins 
Loan Program without delay. 

Thank you. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak about the same subject that my 
colleague from Delaware just raised 
and so many others before him. It is bi- 
partisan. This loan program, which we 
have had the luxury, I guess, all these 
years of relying upon, has allowed us to 
say that as a country we value higher 
education. We value that for no matter 
what family a person is from or what 
level of income. As I have often said, 
we believe not only in the context of 
early learning, when someone is at the 
beginning of their learning years, but 
much later when they are in the years 
of higher education, that they can 
learn more now and earn more later. 
That linkage, that direct nexus be- 
tween learning and earning, is a sub- 
stantial factor in whether someone can 
have a good job and a career and suc- 
cess in their life. 

However, for a lot of folks, the cost 
of college, as so many have outlined 
today, becomes an impossible barrier 
over which they cannot climb, espe- 
cially if they are low income. All they 
are asking for is a fair shot—a fair shot 
at learning, a fair shot at going to an 
institution of higher education. 
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We know this program has meant so 
much not only to folks across the 
country, but when we look State by 
State and examine the number of stu- 
dents, the number of families who are 
affected now, it is extraordinary, 
whether we are talking about the Pre- 
siding Officer’s home State of Colorado 
or Senator Coons and his constituents 
in Delaware or Connecticut or Wis- 
consin or Ohio. Wherever we are, we 
can see the numbers. 

In Pennsylvania, 40,000 students 
today are beneficiaries of the Perkins 
Loan Program. We are told as well that 
this isn’t just a program that affects 
all different income levels; this is a 
program which is designed and has ben- 
efited those who most need it. We are 
told that one-quarter of recipients are 
from families with incomes of less than 
$30,000. The maximum loan amount per 
student is $5,500. If someone is going to 
a school where it costs $45,000 or 
$50,000, that may not seem like a lot, 
but for a lot of students who are at in- 
stitutions that are not so high in cost, 
that is a big number—or a fraction of 
that number is a big number. If you are 
going to graduate school, you can get 
up to $8,000 from the Perkins Loan Pro- 
gram. It is a 10-year repayment period. 
As the Senator from Ohio pointed out, 
it is a revolving fund. So as one stu- 
dent is paying their Perkins loan back 
over 10 years, another student is bene- 
fiting from that revolving fund. 

We have all had individuals in our 
States—I have talked a couple of times 
about Nikki Ezzolo. Nikki is a recent 
graduate of Edinboro University. She 
had a long and difficult pathway 
through her higher education years. 
She is a single mom. She was in school 
and then out of school. When she fi- 
nally got through school and had the 
benefit of a Perkins loan, among other 
things, she said the following in talk- 
ing about her own circumstances as a 
single mom: 

I am proud to be a college grad and my 
daughter is proud of me too. I am so grateful 
for getting a Perkins loan to help me. I know 
that I wouldn’t be where I am right now— 

Meaning with a job after graduating 
from Edinboro— 
without it, and that 
thought. 

So she is thinking about where she 
would have been without a Perkins 
loan. Where she would have been is 
highly likely out of school and there- 
fore not working. And the job she got 
is with a major company in our State. 

So that is Nikki. 

I also mentioned on the floor a cou- 
ple of weeks ago—and I will not repeat 
it, but I just want to remind folks of 
her name. Kayla McBride. She is a re- 
cent graduate of Temple University in 
Philadelphia. She is in one corner of 
the State in Philadelphia, the opposite 
corner of the State where Nikki went 
to school in Edinboro. She indicated 
she received a Perkins loan to help 


is a really scary 
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with tuition after her mother was laid 
off. 

Then we have another example, 
someone I met during the break, right 
near my hometown. We were meeting 
with students all across the State 
about this issue. One of them was in 
Wilkes-Barre. His name is Anthony 
Fanucci, the student body President, 
and a senior at Wilkes University in 
Wilkes-Barre. Anthony’s father works 
overtime to pay for his tuition, and 
Anthony works every weekend and two 
jobs over the summer. His Perkins loan 
helped him stay in school. I met An- 
thony and he spoke that day in public. 
Among the things he said was the fol- 
lowing: 

My strengths got me to Wilkes University, 
but without financial funding, your 
strengths and your resume and what you’ve 
done before that mean nothing. I never ever 
seek pity for my financial situation because 
my financial situation is far from rare. 

He is talking about so many students 
out there who face a fork in the road at 
some point. If they have Perkins, they 
can likely stay in school. If they don’t 
have Perkins, many of them—far too 
many—will not be able to continue 
their higher education. 

We know the program expired on 
September 30. Here is what it means 
for—here is the practical implications 
for students. No new students can re- 
ceive loans, and while the current re- 
cipients are ‘‘grandfathered’’ for 5 
years, there is uncertainty because we 
have never been in this circumstance 
where the program has expired and we 
don’t know exactly what will happen 
with regard to the implementation of 
any kind of new changes or new policy 
by the administration. It is important 
to note that some will not be bene- 
fiting from the grandfathering provi- 
sion. A student would not be grand- 
fathered if they do one of the following: 
if they change their major, if they 
alter their course of study, or if they 
transfer. I should also mention the cut- 
off for the grandfathering was June 30, 
2015. 

Let’s consider one of those cir- 
cumstances—if they change their 
major. We are told by a recent study in 
our State that 75 percent of students 
will change their major at some point 
in their years in college. Let’s just say 
that it is 50 percent or 33 percent. 
Whatever the number is, that is a lot of 
students changing their major and 
thereby maybe taking themselves out 
of the protection of that grand- 
fathering provision for Perkins loans 
now that we are in the period after it 
has expired. 

Financial aid officials who have writ- 
ten to us talk about other cir- 
cumstances. I won’t read a full letter, 
but in one letter we got from a finan- 
cial aid official they talked about ‘‘sig- 
nificant changes in a family’s financial 
circumstances” and ‘‘unexpected finan- 
cial difficulties.” That is the real world 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


of real students and real families with- 
out Perkins or at least with the uncer- 
tainty with regard to Perkins. Neither 
situation in my judgment is accept- 
able. Not having a l-year extension to 
a Perkins loan program makes no sense 
to me and to a lot of students. If we 
had an extension, we could debate if 
someone wanted to make changes or 
debate the elements of a program, but 
having it expire makes no sense. Even 
if the expiration doesn’t definitively 
impact you, the uncertainty about that 
should not be part of a college stu- 
dent’s experience. While they are 
studying, while they are getting 
through their coursework, especially as 
freshmen, they should have the cer- 
tainty or at least the expectation that 
it will continue to help them. 

In summary we should, No. 1, con- 
tinue to work together in a bipartisan 
fashion to solve this problem. The good 
news is, despite the partisan rancor 
and divisions in Washington and in the 
Senate and the House, on this we have 
broad bipartisan support—something 
on the order of 28 co-sponsors, and at 
last count 6 are Republicans. So we 
have got folks in both parties working 
on this. 

We all believe that we have an obli- 
gation to do everything we can to sup- 
port higher education. No student 
should have to drop out of college be- 
cause Congress has not done its job. 

We have more work to do on this, and 
I would urge those who have concerns 
about it or want to have another point 
of view be debated, that I hope we 
could work together to get through 
this impasse and get the Perkins loan 
at least extended for 1 more year as 
was done in the House most recently 
by voice vote. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, 
this discussion by very good Senators— 
and I congratulate the Senator from 
Pennsylvania and the other Senators 
who have spoken. The Senators from 
Pennsylvania and Wisconsin are both 
on the education committee and we 
have worked well together and we will 
continue to discuss this. This shows 
how difficult it is to do what most 
Americans have said they would like to 
see us do, which is to simplify, deregu- 
late, and make it easier and simpler for 
students to go to college. That is what 
we are trying to do in the Senate. 

Almost every witness who came be- 
fore us said this: It is too complicated 
to fill out a form for the current form 
of student aid, so simplify it. The wit- 
nesses have said: Have one under- 
graduate student loan, have one loan 
for graduate students, and have one 
loan for parents. Right now under- 
graduate students might have three 
different loans with different interest 
rates and different terms. 
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The application process is so com- 
plicated that it turns away millions, 
we have been told, of students who are 
frustrated by that. The repayment pro- 
gram, which is very generous—not for 
the Perkins loan, which I will get to in 
a minute, but for all other direct 
loans—is so complicated that students 
don’t take advantage of it. 

We are toward the end of our work in 
the Senate education committee to 
take our giant student loan program, 
which loans more than $100 billion tax- 
payer dollars a year and has more than 
$1 trillion dollars of outstanding loans, 
and simplify it to make it easier and 
cheaper for students to go to college. 

One way to do that is to replace the 
Perkins loan with a direct loan that 
has a lower interest rate and a more 
generous repayment plan. What we are 
proposing to do is to replace the Per- 
kins loan with a direct loan that is 
available to every single student who is 
enrolled in an eligible accredited col- 
lege. You show up, you enroll, you get 
the loan. That is available to you. The 
interest is 4.29 percent today. That is 
lower than your Perkins loan, and 
when you pay back the direct loan, you 
may pay it back like a mortgage over 
10 years or you may pay it back over 20 
or 25 years, not paying more than 10 or 
15 percent of your disposable income. 
And if you haven’t paid it back after 
those years, it is forgiven. That is what 
the taxpayers have said to the stu- 
dents. So that lower interest rate and 
generous repayment program are not a 
part of the Perkins loan program. What 
we, a bipartisan group of Senators, are 
saying is that we need to replace the 
Perkins loan with that better oppor- 
tunity. 

Let’s be clear about who is affected 
by this. Perkins loans are about 1 per- 
cent of all student loans. So, about 99 
percent of those students who have stu- 
dent loans are not affected by this dis- 
cussion. Of those who have Perkins 
loans, you can keep your Perkins loan. 
The Department of Education notified 
all the institutions early in this cal- 
endar year and said the Perkins loan 
expires in the fall. If you grant a new 
Perkins loan this fall, it will be a 1- 
year loan. For everybody else who has 
already got a Perkins loan, you can 
keep receiving Perkins loans through 
the end of your program. So, in almost 
every case, you either got a l-year loan 
if you got a new loan for the first time, 
or if you are already in a program, you 
keep it through to the end of your pro- 
gram. That is the situation. 

It is important for students to know 
that the bipartisan effort here is to 
simplify the student loan program and 
give them a lower interest rate and a 
better repayment program. Why would 
you not want that instead of this? One 
might say we may want to have both. 
Sure, you would like to have both, but 
the Congressional Budget Office says it 
will cost $5 billion over 10 years to con- 
tinue the Perkins loan program. The 
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testimony we heard and our rec- 
ommendation by this bipartisan group 
of Senators is we have a better use for 
that $5 billion. 

We might have a higher amount of 
money that you could borrow. We 
know there are going to be more Pell 
grants granted if we simplify the appli- 
cation process and the repayment proc- 
ess. We would like to give students the 
opportunity to use their Pell grants 
year-round. Some way we have got to 
pay for that, and one way to pay for 
that is to simplify the system. If we 
take $5 billion to continue the Perkins 
loan program so we can give students a 
higher interest loan and a worse repay- 
ment program, we are also taking 
money away from the new Pell grants, 
from the possibility of a year-round 
Pell grant, and from the other reforms 
that we would like to make. Why 
should we be trying to change this 
now, when the Department has notified 
all the institutions that this is how 
things are going to be? 

We are toward the end of our work in 
our committee. We work in a very good 
bipartisan way. We don’t agree on ev- 
erything; we don’t expect to. But Sen- 
ator MURRAY and I have the Elemen- 
tary and Secondary Education Act. We 
expect to be able to do that with the 
Higher Education Act. The Senators 
will have a chance to offer amend- 
ments in the committee and on the 
floor. If the full Senate decides that it 
wants to keep the Perkins loan pro- 
gram and take $5 billion out of the 
funds available to give year-round Pell 
grants to students or the extra Pell 
grants that we would be able to grant 
by simplifying the application and in- 
stead continue a program with a higher 
interest rate and a worse repayment 
program, then the full Senate can do 
that. I won’t recommend it and I won’t 
vote for it, but that is the purpose 
here. 

It is important for everyone consid- 
ering this to know that President Bush 
recommended that the program end. 
President Obama recommended that 
the program be changed and folded in, 
in effect, with the regular direct loan 
program. 

The Federal Government hasn’t con- 
tributed any new money to the Perkins 
loan program since 2004 because most 
people know that it is not as good a 
loan opportunity for almost all stu- 
dents. It is not as fair a use of the 
money as is the direct loan program. 

I prefer private loan programs, but 
the Congress has decided it is a Federal 
loan program. To reemphasize, if you 
are enrolled in any accredited institu- 
tion, and we have 6,000 of them, all you 
have to do is show up and you are eligi- 
ble for the loan. We think you are bet- 
ter off. You will be less likely to over 
borrow and you will be more likely to 
go to college if it is a simpler program 
and if you have a single undergraduate 
loan, a single graduate loan, and a sin- 
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gle loan for parents. That is the pur- 
pose behind my point of view on this. 

This Senator would like for our com- 
mittee to finish our work. Hopefully we 
can do that and give it to Senator 
MCCONNELL and let him put it on the 
floor early in the year, and the Senate 
can decide which loan programs it 
wants. If we want to continue the 
mumbo jumbo of student loan pro- 
grams we have today, which discourage 
students from going to college and tak- 
ing advantage of repayment programs 
and discourage the kinds of education 
that most of us want, then the Senate 
can do that, but I will be arguing 
against that. 

That is why I asked the Senator from 
Arizona to object today to bringing im- 
mediately to the floor this continu- 
ation of a program that every institu- 
tion in the country knew was supposed 
to end when it ended, and that one 
President has tried to end and another 
President has tried to change. Almost 
every witness that came before our 
committee said that students will be 
better off. Students are the ones we 
care about. As long as we are fair to 
taxpayers, students will be better off if 
we simplify the system and have a sin- 
gle undergraduate loan, a single grad- 
uate loan, and a single loan for par- 
ents. 

In addition to that, there is a Federal 
grant system. If you are in Colorado or 
Tennessee or Connecticut or Pennsyl- 
vania and you want 2 years of college, 
for those who are eligible for the Pell 
grant, which you do not have to pay 
back, the 2 years of college is basically 
free. The average tuition for a 2-year 
community college is about $3,300 a 
year, and the average Pell grant is 
about $3,300 a year. So we are offering 
the students of this country—it is 
never easy to pay for college, but the 
taxpayers have been pretty generous. 
Basically, we are saying that every- 
where in the country if you want 2 
years of college and you are in the 40 
percent of community college students 
that are lower income, your 2 years are 
basically free. If you need more money, 
you are entitled to a loan that you can 
pay back at an interest rate this year 
of 4.29 percent. That is a low interest 
rate for somebody with no credit rating 
and no collateral. You can’t get that 
anywhere else, but you can get it from 
the Federal Government so you can go 
to college. We are saying in addition to 
that, you can pay it back over 20 years 
with your disposable income. If that 
isn’t enough, if you are a teacher or 
fireman or someone who has not made 
as much to pay it back, it is forgiven 
by the taxpayers. We would like the 
Perkins loan students to have the 
lower interest rate and the more gen- 
erous repayment program, and that is 
why I object to circumventing the com- 
mittee’s decisions. 

Let us finish our work. Let us make 
a decision that we should be able to 
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make as a whole Senate by early next 
year, and let the students who already 
have Perkins loans continue all the 
way through to the end of their pro- 
gram. Let the students who got it for 
the first time since July know that 
they will have that program for this 1 
year. This is what every single univer- 
sity in the country was told about ear- 
lier this year and reminded of by the 
Department of Education in Sep- 
tember. 

Let’s do this in an orderly way and 
let’s put the students first. All of us 
are interested in helping students 
make it easier and simpler to attend 
college. I think our bipartisan proposal 
will replace the Perkins loan with a di- 
rect loan opportunity with a lower in- 
terest rate and a more generous repay- 
ment program. It is a better deal for 
students and avoids spending that $5 
billion that I would like to use for the 
year-round Pell grant and for the addi- 
tional Pell grants that are going to be 
created by a simpler student aid pro- 
gram. 

I thank the Presiding Officer, and I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I 
do respect the expertise and experience 
and dedication of my colleague and 
friend from Tennessee. I especially un- 
derstand and am grateful for his lead- 
ership as the chairman of the Health, 
Education, Labor and Pensions Com- 
mittee, which has jurisdiction over this 
legislation. I understand that he is 
moving toward reform and overhaul of 
the current system of financial aid and 
loans that will make it better for stu- 
dents. That is the goal, that it will be 
ready perhaps sometime early next 
year. 

As we know from our experience in 
this body, timelines frequently shift 
and give way. So early next year may 
turn into later next year or the spring 
of next year or at some point in time. 
In the meantime, futures are in the 
balance—the futures of students in 
Connecticut and around the country 
who are trying to plan in their senior 
year. Their faces and voices are with 
me and with all of us every day. Their 
futures are the future of this country. 

The House has extended the Perkins 
Loan Program for 1 year. Why won’t 
the Senate do it? My colleague from 
Tennessee urges that we simplify the 
program. Well, let’s simplify decisions 
that are being made right now at the 
kitchen tables and the living rooms of 
families across the country and make 
available this option even as we sim- 
plify and reform the program because 
the failure to do so vastly complicates 
and confuses the lives of students who 
are making real-life decisions while we 
debate. We are, in fact, debating right 
now a cyber security information shar- 
ing act which pertains to the cloud and 
computing that takes place in the 
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cloud. We are talking here in the 
clouds compared to real-life decisions 
being made by students and their fami- 
lies every day. Iam hearing from them. 
I am hearing from financial aid admin- 
istrators, for example at Quinnipiac 
University in Hamden, CT, who tell me 
that there is a level of anxiety and 
angst they have not seen in recent 
years because of this body’s inaction, 
its failure to continue a program that 
has worked and worked well for count- 
less students. In fact, in the 2014-2015 
school year, institutions in Con- 
necticut disbursed over $20 million 
through the Perkins Loan Program, 
using that funding to provide targeted 
financial aid to support their very 
neediest students. Low-income stu- 
dents who face a gap in funding and 
who have to make hard decisions about 
real dollars and cents need this pro- 
gram not early next year but right 
now. 

The Senate’s failure to act, as the 
House has done, to extend it for 1 year, 
abrogates its responsibility. In pre- 
vious years, Quinnipiac, for example, 
would have been able to offer these stu- 
dents Perkins loans to close the gaps 
between what financial aid they are re- 
ceiving and what they need to continue 
their education. This year, they are 
telling students: Sorry, no help avail- 
able. 

These students are the future of our 
country. They are the ones who are 
going to be doing the computer science 
that is necessary for our cyber secu- 
rity. They are the intellectual infra- 
structure of this country. Our failure 
to invest in them—and this expiration 
is only one reflection of that failure to 
invest—is a failure for the entire coun- 
try. 

I received a note from Nicole Deck— 
a sophomore at the University of New 
Haven—telling me how she benefitted 
from the Perkins program. She is pur- 
suing a double major in marine biology 
and environmental science. She wrote 
to me saying: “I appreciate every day 
that I spend at the University of New 
Haven thanks to the aid of the Federal 
Perkins loans.” 

She said: ‘‘Receiving money from the 
Federal Perkins Loan has allowed me 
to achieve many of my goals and has 
opened many doors of opportunity.” 

The doors of opportunity for Nicole 
in marine biology and environmental 
science on the shores of Long Island 
Sound, where she can put that science 
to work to help to save Long Island 
Sound and to help us nationally to pre- 
serve our environment, are not only 
doors of opportunity for her, they are 
doors of opportunity for our whole 
country. The failure to extend the Per- 
kins loan program closes those doors. 

I met recently with seniors at the 
New Britain High School. At New Brit- 
ain High School, these seniors are 
thinking about where they will be 
going to school. They are making life- 
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changing and transformative decisions 
about their futures based on their fi- 
nancial alternatives. When I asked 
them ‘‘How many of you have, in ef- 
fect, abandoned the school of your first 
choice because you couldn’t afford it 
and Federal aid was not available and 
no scholarships were accessible?” 
about half of them raised their hands. 

I thought to myself, well, things 
often work out for the better but some- 
times not. Sometimes futures are con- 
strained and warped and distorted be- 
cause a young person with great poten- 
tial is unable to develop it because of 
an avenue of education blocked by fi- 
nancial unaffordability. 

My colleagues have stated very pow- 
erfully and eloquently and it has been 
a bipartisan debate about what the 
Perkins Loan Program means to so 
many students. 

I will close by saying that this pro- 
gram involves an example of real insti- 
tutional skin in the game. It requires 
institutional capital contributions as a 
requirement for a school’s participa- 
tion. It fills the gap of affordability 
that affects our very neediest and often 
most deserving students. 

Our constituents will rightly ask us: 
Did you reject the student loan pro- 
gram? 

No, we did not reject it. 

Did you renew it? 

No. We simply allowed it to die. 

This program has gone into the 
cloud. We have allowed this to expire 
when we could extend it for 1 year 
without really damaging the reform ef- 
fort underway. 

I want to repeat that I respect the 
HELP Committee chairman’s intention 
and goal to reform all student loan pro- 
grams, but in the meantime, futures of 
American students are affected un- 
fairly and unwisely by the inaction by 
this body. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut for his eloquent 
remarks. Let me offer this different 
perspective. You don’t need a Perkins 
loan to go to a 2-year college. The aver- 
age tuition at a community college— 
and they are a terrific opportunity in 
my State and most States—is about 
$3,300. About 40 percent of the students 
who attend them qualify for a grant of 
about, on average, $3,300. So those 2 
years are free for most students who 
need the money. Those students are 
also entitled to a direct loan if they en- 
roll at the community college. Usually 
it is $4,000, $5,000, to $6,000. They just 
walk up and they are entitled to it if 
they think they need it. 

You probably don’t need a Perkins 
loan to go to most of the State univer- 
sities. At the University of Tennessee, 
the tuition and fees is about $12,000. 
Many of the best colleges and univer- 
sities are State institutions. 
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You are entitled to your Pell grant. 
You are entitled to your direct loan. 
Then many States and universities 
have their own programs. For example, 
in Tennessee there is the HOPE Schol- 
arship, and almost all of the students 
at the University of Tennessee Knox- 
ville have one. 

Where the Perkins loan has been use- 
ful—and I will grant that—has been at 
the expensive private colleges. If it is 
$50,000 a year to go to a private college, 
you can get your Pell Grant, you can 
get two direct loans, and then you can 
get a Perkins loan. Then you can end 
up being in the newspaper for having 
borrowed so much that people write ar- 
ticles in the Wall Street Journal about 
how we have created a circumstance 
where students are overborrowing and 
cannot pay back their student loans. 

So I think the question really is, 
Should taxpayers spend $5 billion more 
over the next 10 years to make it pos- 
sible for a the student to go to a 
$50,000-a-year tuition school or should 
taxpayers spend that money to create a 
year-round Pell Grant and hundreds of 
thousands of additional Pell Grants for 
low-income students who want another 
2 years or 4 years of education? I think 
that is the question. 

Government is about setting prior- 
ities. If we had an unlimited amount of 
money, we could do everything. Ex- 
cept, we do have a problem with over- 
borrowing and complexity. When you 
add a third loan on top of two other 
loans so that can you go to a $50,000-a- 
year tuition college, that is a choice an 
American has to make. I am proud of 
the fact that we have those choices. 
But we have lots of 18-, 19-, 20-year- 
olds, and many graduate students, too, 
who 5 or 10 years later will find they 
cannot pay it back. 

I think we are better off with a single 
undergraduate loan, a single graduate 
loan, and a single parent loan that is 
available to every single student. I 
think we are better off using whatever 
savings we have to expand the number 
of Pell Grants and to offer a year-round 
Pell Grant. 

As I said before, every single institu- 
tion—all 6,000 of our institutions were 
told by the Department of Education 
earlier in 2015: If you grant a Perkins 
loan this fall to someone who never re- 
ceived one before, it will be for 1 year 
because the program is ending. 

Also, they were told: If someone al- 
ready has a Perkins loan, you will be 
able to keep it all the way through the 
end of their program. 

So this is an honest difference of 
opinion. There are a lot of university 
presidents—I know a bunch of them. 
They like the program because it gives 
them one more tool to use. The ques- 
tion is not just whether they like the 
program; the question is, What is best 
for the students? I think taking the 
available amount of money we have 
and expanding it for simplifying the 
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student aid system and making the 
year-round Pell and the other pro- 
grams available to students who need 
it the most—I think that is what we 
should be doing. 

We will finish our work in the Senate 
education committee hopefully within 
a few weeks. We will have it ready to 
come to the floor. We can debate it, 
and the Senator from Connecticut and 
I can continue our discussion. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2582 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak in support of the Flake amend- 
ment No. 2582 that is currently pending 
before the body. This amendment is 
very simple. It simply adds a 6-year 
sunset to the bill. This amendment 
also keeps in place the liability protec- 
tions established by the Cyber Security 
and Information Sharing Act for infor- 
mation that is shared pursuant to the 
requirements of the bill. Furthermore, 
the amendment ensures that the re- 
quirements on how the information is 
shared under the act is to be handled 
remain in effect after the sunset date. 

That is all this amendment does. It 
simply sunsets the bill in 6 years, and 
it does so in a reasonable and respon- 
sible way. I believe in the sunset provi- 
sion. It is good for us to consider our 
past decisions 6 years from now, to de- 
termine whether what we enacted is 
operating well, and to debate the over- 
all success of the legislation that we 
passed 6 years prior. We ought to do 
that, frankly, on a lot of other legisla- 
tion we pass. 

I do believe the bill we are currently 
considering, as it is written, strikes 
the right balance. It puts in place the 
proper privacy protections, and I plan 
to support the legislation. However, it 
is important to make sure that we are 
forced to go back and evaluate it in the 
years to come to make sure we actu- 
ally got it right. Given the nature of 
the bill being debated before us, it is 
all the more important to do so in this 
instance. 

I would also note that this 6-year 
sunset is similar to sunset provisions 
that were included in both House- 
passed cyber security bills. So if it is in 
the House, we ought to have it in the 
Senate as well. 

Both the Protecting Cyber Networks 
Act, which passed the House by a vote 
of 307 to 116, and the National Cyberse- 
curity Protection Advancement Act, 
which passed the House by a vote of 355 
to 63, include a 7-year sunset. 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
amendment. I think it does strengthen 
the bill. It ensures that we evaluate, as 
we should, any legislation that we pass 
to ensure that it is having its intended 
effect. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LEE). 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Mr. VITTER. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 697 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of the Frank R. Lauten- 
berg Chemical Safety for the 21st Cen- 
tury Act. Over 2 years ago, I sat down 
with now the late Senator Frank Lau- 
tenberg of New Jersey in an attempt to 
find compromise and to work together 
on updating the drastically outdated 
Toxic Substances Control Act. Updat- 
ing this law was a long-time goal and 
passion of Frank’s. It was a real goal of 
mine, although we came at it from 
very different directions, at least ini- 
tially. I am saddened Frank isn’t here 
with us to see it finally being brought 
up for consideration on the floor of the 
Senate. We worked closely together 
and forged a significant, productive, 
positive bipartisan compromise—the 
sort of work we don’t see often enough 
in the Senate or the Congress itself, 
but we got it done here, and it is a 
strong, positive compromise in sub- 
stance as well. 

After Frank’s passing, Senator TOM 
UDALL stepped in to help preserve 
Frank’s legacy and continued working 
with me to move this reform forward. 
We have done that consistently over 
months and months, working on issue 
after issue, detail after detail, to 
produce a strong result. I am very 
proud of the substance of this result 
because it achieves two very important 
goals: On the one hand, we certainly 
protect health and safety and give the 
EPA the proper authorities to do that 
with regard to chemicals in commerce. 
On the other hand, we make sure we 
don’t overburden industry and put 
them at a disadvantage in terms of re- 
maining America’s world leaders in in- 
novation and chemistry. We are world 
leaders now. We innovate, we produce 
new chemicals and new uses and new 
products on a spectacular basis, and we 
certainly don’t want to threaten that. 
Our Frank R. Lautenberg Chemical 
Safety for the 21st Century Act doesn’t 
threaten it. It enhances it, it protects 
health and safety, and that is why Iam 
so proud of this bipartisan work. 

We have done that work so com- 
pletely we are now in a position to pass 
this bill through the Senate in very 
short order. In fact, we only need 2 
hours of floor time, and we need no 
amendment votes related to the bill in 
any way. That is virtually unheard of 
in the Senate, but it goes to the work 
that so many folks have done on both 
sides of the aisle. So with 2 hours of 
floor time, no amendment votes, we 
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can pass this bill and move it on to the 
House. We have been in contact with 
the House for months, so we are very 
hopeful we can follow up our action 
with House action and a final result in 
relatively short order. 

Mr. President, that is why we are 
coming to the floor today, to ask unan- 
imous consent to establish that process 
in the near future—a very simple, very 
short process so we can get this done 
and achieve this result. Again, no 
amendment votes are necessary— 
whether they are germane, related or 
unrelated, no amendment votes are 
necessary—and then pass it on to the 
House. I certainly hope we can have 
that agreement to move forward in a 
productive fashion. 

With that, let me yield to my Demo- 
cratic colleague Senator UDALL, who 
has been such a great partner in this 
effort following Frank Lautenberg’s 
unfortunate passing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague Senator VITTER. It has 
been a real pleasure working with him 
on the Toxic Substances Control Act. I 
think we have brought this a long way. 

First, let me speak on the pending 
cyber security legislation, and then I 
will be seeking unanimous consent to 
process another bill. 

Protecting our national security and 
economic interests from cyber attack 
is a very important priority. I com- 
mend Senator BURR and Senator FEIN- 
STEIN for their hard work on their leg- 
islation. I know they have also gone 
through a lot to get floor time on their 
bill and are working to process amend- 
ments. It is clear they have made a se- 
rious effort. I respect the chairman, 
vice chairman, and their staffs for 
their work. 

My understanding is this will pass 
with a large bipartisan majority in the 
Senate. AS Chairman BURR stated yes- 
terday, the House has already acted on 
cyber security legislation. He is eager 
to start reconciling differences and get 
a bill to the President’s desk. That is 
what good legislators do. 

As the chairman knows, I have also 
been working for a number of years on 
a complicated legislative project, 
working with Senator VITTER, Senator 
INHOFE, and many other Senators of 
both parties. We are very close to the 
reform of the totally outdated Toxic 
Substances Control Act. We all know 
TSCA is broken. It fails to protect fam- 
ilies and it fails to provide confidence 
in consumer products. We have a 
chance today to change that and to 
show that Congress can actually get 
things done. 

I am pleased Chairman BURR is a co- 
sponsor of our legislation, along with 
over half of the Senate. After years of 
work, we are now also in a position to 
seek unanimous passage of TSCA re- 
form so we can go to conference with 
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the House of Representatives. It has 
been a long road with lots of produc- 
tive debate and discussion and coopera- 
tion and compromise. This is a bal- 
anced bill, one that Republicans, 
Democrats, industry, and public health 
groups can all support moving forward. 

Not everyone loves our Senate prod- 
uct, but its staunchest opponents are 
now ready to allow for Senate passage. 
We can then reconcile our bill with the 
House, just as Senator BURR seeks to 
do on cyber security legislation. We 
have cleared this legislation on the 
Democratic side of the aisle with a 
short time agreement. My under- 
standing is that there is nearly unani- 
mous consent—unanimous signoff—on 
the Republican side as well. 

With that, I join with Senators VIT- 
TER and INHOFE in asking for unani- 
mous consent. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that at a time to be determined by 
the majority leader, in consultation 
with the Democratic leader, the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Cal- 
endar No. 121, S. 697; further, that the 
only amendment in order be a sub- 
stitute amendment to be offered by 
Senator INHOFE; that there be up to 2 
hours of debate equally divided be- 
tween the leaders or their designees; 
and that following the use or yielding 
back of that time the Senate vote on 
adoption of the amendment, the bill be 
read a third time, and the Senate vote 
on passage of the bill, as amended, if 
amended, with no intervening action or 
debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. VIT- 
TER). Is there objection? 

Mr. BURR. Reserving the right to ob- 
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, let me say 
to the authors, I have deep respect for 
both of you, and you have done an in- 
credible job with this bill. It is one of 
the reasons I am a cosponsor, because 
it is good legislation. 

It is no surprise to the Senate that I 
have had a deep desire to add the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund reau- 
thorization, which has expired, as an 
amendment to this bill. I seek no time. 
I only seek the vehicle for an up-or- 
down vote and a ride—a ride that I 
can’t seem to get by itself. As a matter 
of fact, I think the authors of this bill 
know that I have said if somebody can 
offer me a stand-alone opportunity to 
debate and vote on the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund, we can unanimous 
consent TSCA. We can’t achieve that. I 
certainly don’t want to take anything 
away from what I think is a great bill, 
and I wouldn’t even require time, I 
would only require a vote. 

So I would ask the authors to modify 
their unanimous consent request to in- 
clude a vote on the Burr-Ayotte-Ben- 
net amendment in relation to the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator so modify his request? 
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Mr. BURR. I ask unanimous consent 
that the consent be modified to include 
a vote on the Burr-Ayotte-Bennet 
amendment in relation to the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator so modify his request? 

Is there objection to the modifica- 
tion? 

The Senator from Utah. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, we have an oppor- 
tunity to update and reform the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund, and to 
do so in a way that would ensure it 
works more efficiently and helps solve 
the problems facing our Federal Gov- 
ernment and States. To do so, we need 
to pursue a few goals. 

First, more money from the LWCF 
should be sent to the States to imple- 
ment the worthwhile projects. When 
the LWCF was conceived, 60 percent of 
its funding was required to go to the 
States. That statutory requirement 
was removed years ago, and now just 12 
percent of LWCF money is given to the 
States, with minimal Federal strings 
attached. 

Next, the LWCF should be used to 
solve, not to exacerbate, the current 
Federal lands maintenance backlog. 
The Federal Government has under- 
taken an impossible task in trying to 
manage more than 600 million acres of 
variant terrain dispersed across thou- 
sands of miles. Evidence of the Federal 
Government’s failure to manage its 
holdings is found in the $13 billion 
through $20 billion maintenance back- 
log, a number that has grown nearly 
every single year since President 
Obama has been in office. 

Since LWCF was created some 50 
years ago, Congress has appropriated 
nearly $17 billion to the fund, and 62 
percent of this money has been spent 
on land acquisition, resulting in 5 mil- 
lion acres being added to the Federal 
estate. 

We should work together to improve 
the LWCF. Let’s work together to 
make sure that North Carolina, New 
Hampshire, New Mexico, and every 
other State in this country gets more 
money. Let’s work together to make 
sure that the Federal Government only 
acquires such land as it can adequately 
manage. 

On that basis, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Is there objection to the original re- 
quest? 

Mr. BURR. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

The Senator from New Mexico is rec- 
ognized. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, again, I 
respect Senator BURR, but I am very 
disappointed in that objection. I take a 
back seat to no one in supporting the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund. It 
is extremely popular in New Mexico 
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and critical to enabling our outdoors 
economy. Senator BURR has been a 
strong leader on the LWCF. He has 
brought much needed attention and 
passion to the issue of reauthorization, 
and I want to work with him on that. 
But the current strategy of holding 
TSCA hostage for LWCF is not the 
proper one. This is the sort of thing 
that gives the Senate a bad reputation 
for dysfunction, and I do not see how it 
will lead to any progress on LWCF. I 
have not objected to Senator BURR’s ef- 
forts to pass reauthorization in the 
Senate. In fact, I have appraised his ef- 
forts. I share his frustration that a 
small minority of Republicans have 
blocked his efforts. But now, instead of 
one bill being blocked, we have two. 
Without this objection, TSCA would 
pass today almost unanimously after 
years of hard work. 

So instead of holding TSCA hostage, 
why not consider LWCF on Senator 
BURR’s legislation? 

With that, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LEE). 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 


SE 


SUPERSTORM SANDY RELIEF AND 
DISASTER LOAN PROGRAM IM- 
PROVEMENT ACT OF 2015 


Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, in the 
small business committee, we have 
been working on significant legislation 
that goes to disaster recovery, the 
Superstorm Sandy Relief and Disaster 
Loan Program Improvement Act. We 
are ready to move that legislation and 
pass it through the entire Senate. 

Since Hurricane Katrina devastated 
my State of Louisiana in 2005, I have 
fought to support disaster victims and 
improve the efficiency and effective- 
ness of our Nation’s disaster relief and 
recovery efforts. I have continued this 
vital focus on disaster mitigation and 
recovery as Chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Small Business and Entre- 
preneurship. I stand by my principle 
that when people are there for you, you 
will be there for them. Following my 
brief remarks, I will ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate pass H.R. 208, 
which has passed the House unani- 
mously, with the Vitter amendment. 

With Superstorm Sandy, similar to 
after Katrina, we continued to see—and 
both the GAO and IG confirmed—sig- 
nificant shortcomings with the SBA’s 
disaster loan programs, particularly 
application processing times and inac- 
curate information, which discouraged 
victims from applying for assistance. 
H.R. 208 reopens the SBA disaster loan 
program to those victims for one year, 
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and also includes vital reforms and 
oversight to the SBA’s disaster loan 
program. This bill does not cost any- 
thing as the funds have already been 
appropriated but sit unused. 

The RISE After Disaster Act, which 
is included in my amendment, passed 
out of the Small Business Committee 
with unanimous support, and will pro- 
vide long-term recovery loans to small 
businesses through community banks 
after SBA disaster assistance is no 
longer available; direct Federal agen- 
cies to utilize local contractors for re- 
sponse and recovery efforts, rather 
than government contractors from 
Washington, DC, and other areas; ad- 
dress contractor malfeasance, such as 
the Chinese drywall crisis, by allowing 
homeowners and businesses to use 
their SBA disaster loans to remediate 
their property; provide incentives for 
innovative firms doing research and de- 
velopment to stay in the disaster-af- 
fected area, rather than move else- 
where; and require the SBA to take 
steps to establish a web portal for dis- 
aster assistance, whereby applicants 
can track the status of applications 
and approvals, as well as submit re- 
quired supporting documentation elec- 
tronically. 

Hurricanes Katrina and Rita in 2005, 
Sandy in 2012, and Joaquin just this 
month—along with far too many other 
natural disasters—have all illustrated 
the devastating effects of hurricanes 
and flooding on our communities. As 
Chairman of the Senate Small Business 
and Entrepreneurship Committee, I am 
committed to serving small businesses 
across the country and ensuring that 
they are afforded the resources and as- 
sistance in order to protect themselves 
from and recover after disasters. 

This means rigorous oversight of the 
SBA’s disaster loan programs and ex- 
tensive examination of economic re- 
covery efforts, agency coordination, 
and the efficiency of disaster assist- 
ance delivery. Small businesses are 
vital to every community’s economy 
and serve as the major source of jobs— 
one great incentive to have folks re- 
turn after a major disaster—and is why 
helping them to more quickly recover 
is one of the most effective and bene- 
ficial tactics we can and should take. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the Committee on Small 
Business and Entrepreneurship be dis- 
charged from further consideration of 
H.R. 208 and the Senate proceed to its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 208) to improve the disaster as- 
sistance programs of the Small Business Ad- 
ministration. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Vitter 
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amendment, which is at the desk, be 
agreed to, the bill, as amended, be read 
a third time and passed, and the mo- 
tion to reconsider be considered made 
and laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 2747) was agreed 
to. 

(The amendment is printed in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.”’’) 

The bill (H.R. 208), as amended, was 
ordered to a third reading, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
congratulate Senator VITTER on the 
passage of the bill and would remark 
on the support for it by Senator BOOK- 
ER and Senator MENENDEZ on our side 
of the aisle. 


—_ 


ILLEGAL, UNREPORTED, AND UN- 
REGULATED FISHING ENFORCE- 
MENT ACT OF 2015 


Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
now in turn ask unanimous consent 
that the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation be dis- 
charged from further consideration of 
H.R. 774 and the Senate proceed to its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 774) to strengthen enforcement 
mechanisms to stop illegal, unreported, and 
unregulated fishing, to amend the Tuna Con- 
ventions Act of 1950 to implement the Anti- 
gua Convention, and for other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the bill be 
read a third time and passed, and the 
motion to reconsider be considered 
made and laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (H.R. 774) was ordered to a 
third reading, was read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, we 
have worked long and hard in the bi- 
partisan Oceans Caucus to clear this Il- 
legal, Unreported, and Unregulated 
Fishing Enforcement Act of 2015. It 
will help fishermen on all of our coasts 
better withstand foreign competition 
that cheats, that destroys resources, 
and that engages in what we call pirate 
fishing. This is a House bill. It passed 
with a huge majority on the House 
side, and now having passed in the Sen- 
ate, it can go to the President for its 
signature. It will be good for fishermen 
across the country. 

I thank Senator VITTER for his con- 
sideration and for working together to 
clear both of these bills this afternoon. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 


October 21, 2015 


Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, assum- 
ing it is not too late, I ask unanimous 
consent to be added as a cosponsor of 
that legislation as well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. VITTER. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, to clar- 
ify the request, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to be added as a cosponsor of the 
Senate bill, which represents—excuse 
me, Mr. President. I withdraw the 
unanimous consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re- 
quest is withdrawn. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PERDUE). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EE 


CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION 
SHARING ACT OF 2015—Continued 


Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that if cloture is in- 
voked on the Burr-Feinstein substitute 
amendment to S. 754, the Senate then 
vote in relation to the Paul amend- 
ment No. 2564, as modified, with 10 
minutes divided in the usual form prior 
to the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to set aside the 
pending amendment and call up 
amendment No. 2117, which is a 60-day 
extension of the Land and Water Con- 
servation Fund. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I believe the 
amendment number is 2717. 

Mr. UDALL. It is amendment No. 
2717. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I thank 
Senator UDALL. He is a cosponsor of 
the permanent reauthorization of the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund. I 
came to the Senate prior to the expira- 
tion of the Land and Water Conserva- 
tion Fund with the hope that my col- 
leagues would give it a 60-day exten- 
sion. It has now expired. The 60-day ex- 
tension on an expired act isn’t even an 
offer that is on the table. 

For my colleagues, let me just re- 
mind you that the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund has been around a 
long time—50 years. Some say: They 
have $20 billion in funds; why don’t 
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they just draw on it? It is because they 
receive about $900 million a year in 
royalties off of offshore exploration of 
energy. Congress in its infinite wisdom 
said if we are going to tap our natural 
resources we are going to put part of 
the royalties of that back into con- 
servation. The unfortunate thing is 
they never got the $900 million a year. 
Our appropriators in the Congress have 
seen fit to give them on average over 
the life of this fund about $390 million 
a year. 

Some of my colleagues suggest that 
there is a fund over there, the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund, and you 
could just tap it. Well, no, there isn’t. 
The appropriators spent that money 
long ago. As a matter of fact, this year 
it was just over $350 billion for the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund. 

So as delighted as I am that he has 
sponsored the permanent reauthoriza- 
tion, most Members believe that we 
should reauthorize this permanently. 
So I would ask the Senator to modify 
his unanimous consent request to 
make the amendment read that we 
would take up the Murkowski-Cantwell 
permanent extension language. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. LEE. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to set aside the 
pending amendment and call up 
amendment No. 2717, as modified, 
which is a 1-year extension of the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BURR. I object to the last unani- 
mous consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. BURR. And on the current unani- 
mous consent request, if I can address 
that, reserving the right to object, 
again, without being repetitive, this is 
a l-year extension. The beauty of the 
effort by Senator CANTWELL and Sen- 
ator MURKOWSKI, a bipartisan approach 
to the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund, addresses exactly what Senator 
LEE asked for, a reformed bill. This is 
a package that has been negotiated by 
Republicans and Democrats—the chair- 
man of the energy committee and an 
individual who is extremely invested in 
the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund. 

So I would once again ask the Sen- 
ator to modify his unanimous consent 
request to make that amendment read 
that we move to the Murkowski-Cant- 
well permanent extension language. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. LEE. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Is there objection to the original re- 
quest? 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


Mr. BURR. I object, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, I can’t 
tell you how disappointed I am. The 
Senator from North Carolina objects to 
making an unrelated amendment to his 
bill, but he insists on one to ours. It 
seems we are at a standoff—a standoff 
with a bipartisan TSCA reform that 
has already moved through the Senate. 
We have done incredible work on this 
with Senator INHOFE, Senator VITTER, 
and 60 cosponsors who are ready to roll 
with this with a very short timeline, 
and yet we have this objection. 

The Land and Water Conservation 
Fund reauthorization also has a strong 
majority of the Senate in favor. Fifty- 
three Senators signed a letter led by 
Senator BURR recently, and I am con- 
fident there are over 60 supporters for 
this. I am also confident that we will 
reauthorize and continue to fund the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund. As 
the ranking Democrat on the interior 
subcommittee, that is an extremely 
high priority for me. But for some rea- 
son, TSCA is being held up by demands 
for a vote on unrelated Land and Water 
Conservation Fund legislation. I don’t 
see how this would help matters. This 
dysfunctional situation is what gives 
the Senate a bad name. 

Again, I respect Senator BURR. I 
know he does not seek a dysfunctional 
Senate. On the contrary, I have 
watched him do his best to get the Sen- 
ate to function on this important cyber 
security legislation. But this calls out 
for leadership and cooperation, not ul- 
timatums. I will keep doing what I can 
to continue the conversation and bring 
people together on a path forward. 

TSCA reform is ready. We will be 
back one way or another. We will pass 
in the Senate this bill. We will resolve 
our differences with the House, and 
this critical reform will go to the 
President’s desk. With that, I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I thank 
Senator UDALL for his work on TSCA. 
His description is pretty accurate. I am 
doing what the Senate historically has 
always done, allowing any Member of 
the Senate to exercise their authority 
as a Member of this austere body to 
amend any piece of legislation, and the 
Senate has functioned for a long time 
based upon that. It is just recently that 
we have not allowed that to be exer- 
cised. In other words, one Senator 
can’t come to the floor and offer an 
amendment. He can’t come to the floor 
and propound a unanimous consent re- 
quest without objection. It has to 
change. I dare say that TSCA has over- 
whelming support and so does the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund. For us 
to get functional we have to return to 
where we expect Members to come. I 
have nongermane amendments on the 
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cyber security bill, and they would all 
receive a vote if somebody hadn’t ob- 
jected, and we would actually see the 
Senate process exactly like it is sup- 
posed to, where if a nongermane 
amendment has 60 votes in favor of it, 
then it is added. I am not scared to 
have nongermane amendments on my 
bill. I have them, and because of some- 
body’s fear, they will get knocked off 
and two Members of the Senate, a Re- 
publican and a Democrat, will not get 
their day to have a vote on their bill. 

I don’t object to the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund being a part of it, 
as I just expressed. What I object to 
and what I am disappointed about is 
that there would be an offer to do a 60- 
day extension or a l-year extension 
from a Member that I know supports 
permanent reauthorization, because 
this whole deal on TSCA is to make me 
look bad. Well, you Know what; so be 
it. I am willing to accept it. I have had 
the hounds sicced on me. We are at a 
point now where there is no damage 
you can do, and what we saw was a nice 
orchestrated process that was supposed 
to make me back down. 

It is not going to happen. I believe in 
the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund. The Senate will take it up, 
whether it is on this bill or another bill 
or as stand-alone bill. 

And let me just say to my good 
friend that what we are doing has not 
been a surprise. I shared with all the 
authors of this bill that I am going to 
amend it. Iam going to amend it with 
this. So I hope he agrees that I am not 
trying to pull a swift one. I have been 
straight up on this since the beginning, 
and I will continue to press for it. 

Here is the solution. Allow us to have 
a debate on the Land and Water Con- 
servation Fund permanent reauthoriza- 
tion on the floor of the Senate with an 
up-or-down vote. If we don’t get 60 
votes, it doesn’t pass. That is the way 
the Senate is. If Members want this bill 
or any other bill passed, it is very sim- 
ple. Let’s get the process back like it is 
supposed to be, and with one assurance: 
that we will get an opportunity to de- 
bate the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund and have a vote. I am a cosponsor 
of your bill. I will lift my objection, my 
attempt to try to amend it, and we will 
pass it by unanimous consent. It is 
that simple, and there is described the 
history of how the Senate has always 
worked. Let’s get back to it. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT—EXECUTIVE 
CALENDAR 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that at 1:45 
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p.m. tomorrow, Thursday, October 22, 
the Senate proceed to executive session 
to consider the following nominations: 
Calendar Nos. 339, 340, 341, and 342; that 
the Senate vote without intervening 
action or debate on the nominations; 
that following disposition of the nomi- 
nations the motions to reconsider be 
considered made and laid upon the 
table with no intervening action or de- 
bate; that no further motions be in 
order to the nominations; that any 
statements related to the nominations 
be printed in the RECORD; that the 
President be immediately notified of 
the Senate’s action, and the Senate 
then resume legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


-m 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate be in a period of morning business, 
with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


eS 


PERKINS LOAN PROGRAM 


Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I come 
to the floor today to urge my col- 
leagues to act to reauthorize the Per- 
kins Loan Program—the Nation’s old- 
est Federal student loan program and a 
critical lifeline for thousands of low-in- 
come students with exceptional need. 

This crucial program has the support 
of many higher education groups, in- 
cluding the Association of American 
Universities, the National Association 
of Independent Colleges and Univer- 
sities, the American Association of 
Jesuit Colleges and Universities, the 
National Association of Financial Aid 
Administrators, the Coalition of High- 
er Education Assistance Organizations 
and many others—as well as dozens of 
individual colleges and universities 
across the country. Despite this broad 
support, funding for Perkins Loans ex- 
pired on October 1. 

While our colleagues in the House 
unanimously approved the Higher Edu- 
cation Extension Act—which would ex- 
tend the Perkins Loan Program for 1 
year—the Senate has yet to act. And 
that inaction has left thousands of cur- 
rent and future students scrambling to 
figure out how to pay for school and in- 
stitutions struggling to find another 
way to help students afford their edu- 
cation. 

This program has existed with broad 
bipartisan support since 1958 and has 
provided more than $28 billion in loans 
to students in all 50 States. In the 2013- 
2014 academic year alone, more than 
539,000 new and returning students ben- 
efited from the Perkins Loans Pro- 
gram—including 46,065 students in Cali- 
fornia. 

Unlike the Federal direct lending 
programs, Federal Perkins loans are 
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made and then repaid to the individual 
university. They are offered at a low, 
fixed rate of 5 percent—and repayment 
doesn’t begin for 9 months after a stu- 
dent graduates, giving them enough 
time to get on their feet. The program 
also includes important loan forgive- 
ness opportunities for those who decide 
to enter public service after grad- 
uating. 

This program particularly helps stu- 
dents who have tapped out all other 
Federal student aid options and still 
face a gap in paying for school or other 
expenses. It helps students bridge that 
funding hole so they don’t have to turn 
to expensive private loans—which don’t 
have the same protections as Federal 
student loans. 

But without this program, the Cali- 
fornia State Student Association esti- 
mates that more than 3,400 students in 
the California State university system 
alone could be forced to take out pri- 
vate loans or delay graduation. 

Student loan debt now exceeds $1 
trillion. That’s more than credit card 
debt. It’s more than auto loans. In fact, 
it is second only to mortgage debt in 
this country. We owe it to current and 
future students to make sure college is 
as affordable as possible. That is what 
the Higher Education Extension Act 
and the Perkins Loan Program do. 

We have no time to spare now. Let’s 
get back on track and take up the ex- 
tension bill that the House already 
passed and ensure our students are not 
left in the lurch. Thank you. 


Ee 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


REMEMBERING TECHNICAL SER- 
GEANT STEPHANIE McLAUGHLIN 


e Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, today 
we honor the life and service of TSgt 
Stephanie McLaughlin, whose passing 
signifies a great loss to both our State 
and country. I send my condolences 
and prayers to her parents, Sharon and 
Fred; her partner, Harold Kiesling; and 
the rest of her family in this time of 
mourning. Technical Sergeant 
McLaughlin was an incredible service- 
member, going above and beyond to de- 
fend our freedom and uplift the local 
military community. She was an in- 
valuable member of the Nevada family, 
and her service will never be forgotten. 

Technical Sergeant McLaughlin was 
born on April 27, 1974, and attended 
North Hunterdon High School in New 
Jersey, where she graduated in 1992. 
She joined the U.S. Air Force in 1993 
and then the New Jersey Air National 
Guard in 1997. Throughout her career, 
she served at Langley Air Force Base, 
Virginia; the Pentagon, Washington, 
DC; McMurdo Station, Antarctica; 
Ramstein Air Base, Germany; and Car- 
son City Joint Force Headquarters, Ne- 
vada. She worked for several two, 
three, and four star generals during her 
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service, including Maj. Gen. Ron J. 
Bath, retired. Most recently, she served 
as confidential assistant to the adjunct 
general of Nevada, Brig. Gen. William 
Burk. Her efficiency in her work and 
devotion to her job could never be rep- 
licated. 

Throughout her service, Technical 
Sergeant McLaughlin was awarded nu- 
merous accolades, including the Meri- 
torious Service Medal, four Air Reserve 
Forces Meritorious Service Medals, the 
Air Force Commendation Medal, and 
two Air Force Achievement Medals. I 
am grateful the Nevada family was 
given the opportunity to work with 
Technical Sergeant McLaughlin and 
learn by her example. 

She embodied only the greatest of 
Nevada’s values with passion, fearless- 
ness, and drive that made her a re- 
markable individual. Her legacy of em- 
pathy and determination will echo on 
for years to come throughout the Sil- 
ver State. She was one of a kind, and 
we are lucky to have had such a strong 
individual working within our State. 
We will always remember her for her 
courageous contributions to the United 
States of America. My office enjoyed 
working alongside Technical Sergeant 
McLaughlin, and I am thankful for all 
of her hard work and dedication to vet- 
erans across Nevada. She was always 
the first one to volunteer in helping 
others, which was shown both through- 
out her career and throughout her time 
working in the local community. 

Technical Sergeant McLaughlin was 
a Shining example in Nevada’s military 
community and put forth a tremendous 
effort working with the Nevada Mili- 
tary Support Alliance. She deeply 
cared for veterans across the State, 
bringing together hundreds of Nevad- 
ans to support our wounded and fallen 
warriors, their families, and loved 
ones. Technical Sergeant McLaughlin 
sacrificed countless hours helping plan 
events and fundraisers in support of 
our State’s heroes. I had the pleasure 
of attending multiple Nevada Military 
Support Alliance galas planned by 
Technical Sergeant McLaughlin and 
have seen firsthand the incredible im- 
pact she had on Nevadans, active mili- 
tary servicemembers, and veterans. 
The footprint she left on this commu- 
nity will be felt for years to come. 

Throughout her life, Technical Ser- 
geant McLaughlin demonstrated un- 
paralleled selflessness, both in defend- 
ing our Nation and in supporting her 
fellow servicemembers. Her patriotism 
and drive will never be forgotten. 


Today, I join the Nevada family in 
celebrating the life of an upstanding 
Nevadan, TSgt Stephanie 
McLaughlin.e 

——— 


RECOGNIZING KANSAS CITY 
KANSAS COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
e Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I wish to 
recognize Kansas City Kansas Commu- 
nity College and its efforts to support 
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innovation and entrepreneurship by 
launching 100 Garages, an initiative of 
the KCKCC Innovation Center to con- 
nect area inventors with local makers 
who can help translate ideas into prod- 
ucts. The initiative enables local mak- 
ers who have skills and equipment to 
assist those with ideas and inventions 
by helping them find each other 
through an online database and other 
avenues. Additionally, as part of this 
initiative, KCKCC is launching a class 
to guide potential inventors from the 
idea phase through patent searches, li- 
censing, prototyping, and product cre- 
ation to market and revenue genera- 
tion. 

The story of America is a story of en- 
trepreneurs—individuals who took 
great risks to pursue their dreams. 
These entrepreneurs built the founda- 
tion of the American economy from its 
earliest days by pushing forward inno- 
vative solutions to some of the world’s 
most pressing challenges. Innovation 
by entrepreneurs not only improves 
our lives, but also results in the cre- 
ation of countless new jobs and oppor- 
tunities for Americans. 

Many of our favorite and most inspir- 
ing stories about innovation and entre- 
preneurship are those that trace their 
beginnings to the family garage. Many 
Fortune 500 companies, such as Ford, 
Apple, and General Electric, got their 
start with passionate, committed indi- 
viduals, a promising idea, and a great 
deal of hard work. Often, the greatest 
barrier to creating something innova- 
tive and transformative is bringing to- 
gether people and their respective po- 
tentials. I commend KCKCC for its ef- 
forts to promote innovation and the 
spirit of entrepreneurship in Kansas 
City, Wyandotte County, the State of 
Kansas, and the region.e 


EE 


RECOGNIZING COOK ME 
SOMETHIN’ MISTER 


e Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, often- 
times small businesses are grown out 
of a desire to help folks in their com- 
munities. It is especially encouraging 
to see this after a catastrophic natural 
disaster. AS we honor National Wom- 
en’s Small Business Week, I would like 
to recognize Cook Me Somethin’ Mister 
of New Orleans, LA, as Small Business 
of the Week. 

In 2005, in the wake of Hurricane 
Katrina’s devastation, a recent college 
graduate named Kristen Preau was ap- 
proached by her employer, the Univer- 
sity of New Orleans Athletic Depart- 
ment, to come up with a way to gen- 
erate much-needed funding for the 
school. Preau took to what she knew 
best: her family’s beloved jambalaya 
recipe. Raising $100,000 in just 3 months 
at college tailgating events across the 
country, Preau knew she had a hit. 
Over the next few years, Preau—known 
for much of her life as the “Jambalaya 
Girl’’—perfected and expanded her 
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seasonings, which were selling as 
quickly as they were stocked on the 
shelves of local grocery stores. Having 
roots firmly planted in the Louisiana 
culinary scene, Preau’s family were 
some of the first folks to cook and 
serve jambalaya at the French Quarter 
Fest in New Orleans’s famous Jackson 
Square. The family also enjoyed a close 
relationship with the late, world fa- 
mous Cajun Chef Paul Prudhomme who 
had a hand in blending the ‘‘Jambalaya 
Girl’s’”’ seasonings. 

Today, Preau’s operation has grown 
into full-time endeavor with five full- 
time employees producing the ‘‘Jamba- 
laya Girl’s’”’ products in her hometown 
of New Orleans. Enjoying great suc- 
cess, Kristen and her jambalaya have 
gained national recognition and was re- 
cently named a Top 100 Small Business 
in the country for 2015 by the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce, the Louisiana 
Small Business Administration’s, SBA, 
Women in Business Champion, and the 
Women’s Business Enterprise Council, 
WBEC, South Role Model of the Year 
for 2014, among others. 

Congratulations again to Cook Me 
Somethin’ Mister for being selected as 
Small Business of the Week, and thank 
you for your inspiration for woman en- 
trepreneurs across Louisiana. I look 


forward to seeing your continued 
growth and success.@ 
——— 
RECOGNIZING HEALTHE HABITS 
FOR LIVING 


e Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I imag- 
ine most Americans are familiar with 
the importance of making healthful 
living choices. In honor of National 
Women’s Small Business Month, I 
would like to recognize Healthe Habits 
for Living of Lafayette, LA, as Small 
Business of the Week for their commit- 
ment to helping folks reach and main- 
tain healthy lifestyles. 

In 2007, after a personal battle with 
medical issues, Jill Hurley opened 
Healthe Habits for Living with the mis- 
sion to help train, coach, and advise 
other adults in the appropriate skills 
for exercise, nutrition, and mental 
strategies to live a healthy lifestyle. 
Putting her education to work in order 
to develop a unique approach to bat- 
tling heart disease, Jill has become ac- 
customed to the physical and mental 
challenges of individuals suffering from 
heart disease. To complement their life 
skills counseling in nutrition and long- 
term mental success strategies, Jill 
and her team of physical and occupa- 
tional therapists also provide physical 
strength training to their patients, en- 
couraging and enabling a balanced ac- 
tive lifestyle that parallels healthier 
life changes. 

Named the Small Business Adminis- 
tration’s, SBA, 2011 Women in Business 
Champion for Louisiana, Jill’s proven 
endeavor to assist others in reaching 
their healthy living goals has expanded 
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to three successful locations across 
south Louisiana and currently employs 
an all-female staff of six physical and 
occupational therapists. Since opening 
her first location, Jill has continuously 
hired some of the most qualified and 
successful therapists in Louisiana, and 
she encourages her staff to further 
their educational training as they 
build outstanding careers in the ther- 
apy field. 

Women-owned small businesses have 
an unequivocal impact on our commu- 
nities and the lives of those who need 
assistance the most, and Healthe Hab- 
its for Living is a testament to the ex- 
traordinary achievements of women 
entrepreneurs across America. Con- 
gratulations again to Lafayette’s own, 
Healthe Habits for Living for being se- 
lected as Small Business of the Week, 
and thank you for your commitment to 
tackling health issues in your commu- 
nity head-on.e 


EE 


RECOGNIZING 2 SISTERS’ SALSA 
COMPANY 


e Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, family- 
owned small businesses provide parents 
a one-of-a-kind opportunity to teach 
their children the value of hard work 
and taking risks to pursue one’s 
dreams. This is especially true for 2 
Sisters’ Salsa Company, which started 
as a kitchen conversation between fam- 
ily friends and has since grown into a 
successful women-owned venture. In 
honor of National Woman’s Small Busi- 
ness Month, I would like to recognize 2 
Sisters’ Salsa of Plaucheville, LA, as 
this week’s Small Business of the 
Week. 

2 Sisters’ Salsa Company began when 
family friends, the Deshotels and 
Bordelons, began occasionally making 
salsa in their kitchen. After a couple of 
batches, they began to refine their rec- 
ipe until they created a finished prod- 
uct to their liking. They soon realized 
that their salsa had immense potential, 
so they began jarring and labeling 
their product for store shelves, which 
was receiving excellent reviews from 
friends and family. As the company 
grew, the need for an original name be- 
came critical to the development of 
their small business. They settled upon 
2 Sisters’ Salsa in honor of the two sets 
of sisters of the Deshotels and Bordelon 
families. With a new name and growing 
clientele, the daughters of the two fam- 
ilies went from being the namesake of 
2 Sisters’ Salsa Company to full-time 
employees, helping their parents with 
production and sale of their salsa prod- 
ucts. 

Today, 2 Sisters’ Salsa has expanded 
from the Deshotels’ kitchen to a new 
facility in Avoylles Parish producing 
5,000 salsa products a day. As the reign- 
ing world champion for the medium 
salsa category, 2 Sisters’ Salsa can be 
found in over 100 restaurants and retail 
locations. 
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The hard work and creativity of Pat- 
rick and Brooke Deshotels; Jason and 
Stacy Bordelon; and their daughters 
Sara, Emily, Shellie, and Rayne cer- 
tainly deserve recognition, especially 
as we celebrate National Women’s 
Small Business Month. Congratula- 
tions again to this week’s Small Busi- 
ness of the Week, 2 Sisters’ Salsa Com- 
pany, and I wish you continued suc- 
cess.@ 


a 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 


a 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The messages received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


EE 


PRESIDENTIAL MESSAGE 


REPORT ON THE CONTINUATION 
OF THE NATIONAL EMERGENCY 
ORIGINALLY DECLARED IN EX- 
ECUTIVE ORDER 13413 OF OCTO- 
BER 27, 2006, WITH RESPECT TO 
THE SITUATION IN OR IN RELA- 
TION TO THE DEMOCRATIC RE- 
PUBLIC OF THE CONGO—PM 29 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

Section 202(d) of the National Emer- 
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides 
for the automatic termination of a na- 
tional emergency unless, within 90 
days prior to the anniversary date of 
its declaration, the President publishes 
in the Federal Register and transmits to 
the Congress a notice stating that the 
emergency is to continue in effect be- 
yond the anniversary date. In accord- 
ance with this provision, I have sent to 
the Federal Register for publication the 
enclosed notice stating that the na- 
tional emergency with respect to the 
situation in or in relation to the Demo- 
cratic Republic of the Congo declared 
in Executive Order 13413 of October 27, 
2006, is to continue in effect beyond Oc- 
tober 27, 2015. 

The situation in or in relation to the 
Democratic Republic of the Congo, 
which has been marked by widespread 
violence and atrocities that continue 
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to threaten regional stability, con- 
tinues to pose an unusual and extraor- 
dinary threat to the foreign policy of 
the United States. For this reason, I 
have determined that it is necessary to 
continue the national emergency de- 
clared in Executive Order 13413 with re- 
spect to the situation in or in relation 
to the Democratic Republic of the 
Congo. 
BARACK OBAMA. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, October 21, 2015. 


EE 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
RECEIVED DURING ADJOURNMENT 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

Under the authority of the order of 
the Senate of January 6, 2015, the Sec- 
retary of the Senate, on October 20, 
2015, during the adjournment of the 
Senate, received a message from the 
House of Representatives announcing 
that the Speaker has signed the fol- 
lowing enrolled bill: 

H.R. 1735. An act to authorize appropria- 
tions for fiscal year 2016 for military activi- 
ties of the Department of Defense, for mili- 
tary construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes. 


The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. HATCH) on October 20, 2015. 


EE 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


At 12:30 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, without amendment: 


S. 2162. An act to establish a 10-year term 
for the service of the Librarian of Congress. 


The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bills, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 


H.R. 1315. An act to amend section 1105(a) 
of title 31, United States Code, to require 
that annual budget submissions of the Presi- 
dent to Congress provide an estimate of the 
cost per taxpayer of the deficit, and for other 
purposes. 

H.R. 1428. An act to extend Privacy Act 
remedies to citizens of certified states, and 
for other purposes. 

H.R. 3350. An act to require a terrorism 
threat assessment regarding the transpor- 
tation of chemical, biological, nuclear, and 
radiological materials through United States 
land borders and within the United States, 
and for other purposes. 

H.R. 3493. An act to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to establish the Secur- 
ing the Cities program to enhance the ability 
of the United States to detect and prevent 
terrorist attacks and other high consequence 
events utilizing nuclear or other radiological 
materials that post a high risk to homeland 
security in high-risk urban areas, and for 
other purposes. 

H.R. 3572. An act to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to reform, streamline, 
and make improvements to the Department 
of Homeland Security and support the De- 
partment’s efforts to implement better pol- 
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icy, planning, management, and perform- 
ance, and for other purposes. 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 


H.R. 1315. An act to amend section 1105(a) 
of title 31, United States Code, to require 
that annual budget submissions of the Presi- 
dent to Congress provide an estimate of the 
cost per taxpayer of the deficit, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Budget. 

H.R. 1428. An act to extend Privacy Act 
remedies to citizens of certified states, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R. 3350. An act to require a terrorism 
threat assessment regarding the transpor- 
tation of chemical, biological, nuclear, and 
radiological materials through United States 
land borders and within the United States, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs. 

H.R. 3493. An act to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to establish the Secur- 
ing the Cities program to enhance the ability 
of the United States to detect and prevent 
terrorist attacks and other high consequence 
events utilizing nuclear or other radiological 
materials that pose a high risk to homeland 
security in high-risk urban areas, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Home- 
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

H.R. 3572. An act to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to reform, streamline, 
and make improvements to the Department 
of Homeland Security and support the De- 
partment’s efforts to implement better pol- 
icy, planning, management, and perform- 
ance, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern- 
mental Affairs. 


EE 


MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 


The following bill was read the first 
time: 

S. 2193. A bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to increase penalties for 
individuals who illegally reenter the United 
States after being removed and for other 
purposes. 


EE 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, and were referred as indicated: 


EC-3199. A communication from the Acting 
Under Secretary of Defense (Personnel and 
Readiness), transmitting the report of an of- 
ficer authorized to wear the insignia of the 
grade of rear admiral (lower half) in accord- 
ance with title 10, United States Code, sec- 
tion 777; to the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. 

EC-3200. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Director, Senior Executive Management 
Office, Department of Defense, transmitting, 
five (5) reports relative to vacancies in the 
Department of Defense, received during ad- 
journment of the Senate in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 13, 2015; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-3201. A communication from the Assist- 
ant to the Board of Governors of the Federal 
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Reserve System, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Regu- 
latory Capital Rules: Implementation of 
Risk-Based Capital Surcharges for Global 
Systemically Important Bank Holding Com- 
panies” ((RIN7100-AE26) (12 CFR Parts 208 
and 217)) received in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on October 8, 2015; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

EC-3202. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, a six-month periodic report on 
the national emergency with respect to Iran 
that was declared in Executive Order 12170 
on November 14, 1979; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-3203. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, a six-month periodic report on 
the national emergency with respect to So- 
malia that was declared in Executive Order 
13536 on April 12, 2010; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-3204. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Assistant Secretary for Export Adminis- 
tration, Bureau of Industry and Security, 
Department of Commerce, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Revisions to the Unverified List (UVL)”’ 
(RIN0694-AG72) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 13, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af- 
fairs. 

EC-3205. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Assistant Secretary for Export Adminis- 
tration, Bureau of Industry and Security, 
Department of Commerce, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Updated Statements of Legal Authority for 
the Export Administration Regulations to 
Include Continuation of Emergency Declared 
in Executive Order 13224” (RIN0694-AG75) re- 
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
October 15, 2015; to the Committee on Bank- 
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-3206. A communication from the Gen- 
eral Counsel, Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Disturbance 
Monitoring and Reporting Requirements Re- 
liability Standard” ((RIN1902-AF02) (Docket 
No. RM15-4-000)) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 8, 2015; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

EC-3207. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Protection of Stratospheric Ozone: 
The 2016 Critical Use Exemption from the 
Phaseout of Methyl Bromide” ((RIN2060- 
AS44) (FRL No. 9935-69-OAR)) received dur- 
ing adjournment of the Senate in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on October 18, 
2015; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC-3208. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘2-propen-l-aminium, N,N-dimethyl-N- 
propenyl-, chloride, homopolymer; Exemp- 
tion from the Requirement of a Tolerance” 
(FRL No. 9933-98) received during adjourn- 
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on October 13, 2015; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

EC-3209. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
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Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Clean Air Act Redesignation Sub- 
stitute for the Houston-Galveston-Brazoria 
l-hour Ozone Nonattainment Area; Texas” 
(FRL No. 9935-68-Region 6) received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 18, 
2015; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC-3210. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air 
Quality Implementation Plans; New Mexico; 
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County; Revisions to 
State Boards and Conflict of Interest Provi- 
sions’? (FRL No. 9935-53-Region 6) received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on Octo- 
ber 13, 2015; to the Committee on Environ- 
ment and Public Works. 

EC-3211. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled “Air Plan Approval; Michigan; 2006 
PM2.5 and 2008 Lead NAAQS State Board In- 
frastructure SIP Requirements” (FRL No. 
9935-63-Region 5) received during adjourn- 
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on October 18, 2015; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-3212. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Congressional Affairs, Office of Nu- 
clear Reactor Regulation, Nuclear Regu- 
latory Commission, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled “High 
Frequency Program: Application Guidance 
for Functional Confirmation and Fragility 
Evaluation” received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 8, 2015; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-3213. A communication from the Ad- 
ministrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re- 
port entitled ‘‘Mississippi River/Gulf of Mex- 
ico Watershed Nutrient Task Force: 2015 Re- 
port to Congress’’; to the Committee on En- 
vironment and Public Works. 

EC-3214. A communication from the In- 
spector General, Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report entitled ‘‘Medicare Payments 
for Clinical Laboratory Tests in 2014: Base- 
line Data’’; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC-3215. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Office of Regulations and Reports Clear- 
ance, Social Security Administration, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Collection of Administrative 
Debts” (RIN0960-AH86) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on October 8, 
2015; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC-3216. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary for Legislation, Department of 
Health and Human Services, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report entitled ‘‘Recovery 
Auditing in Medicare for Fiscal Year 2014’’; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

EC-3217. A communication from the Chief 
of the Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Information Re- 
porting on Minimum Essential Coverage” 
(Notice 2015-68) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on September 22, 
2015; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC-3218. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
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ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report entitled ‘‘U.S. Assistance for 
Palestinian Security Forces and Benchmarks 
for Palestinian Security Assistance Funds’’; 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-3219. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the 
Case-Zablocki Act, 1 U.S.C. 112b, as amended, 
the report of the texts and background state- 
ments of international agreements, other 
than treaties (List 2015-0103—2015-0116); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-3220. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Visas: Pro- 
cedures for Issuing Visas” (RIN1400-AD84) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 8, 2015; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

EC-3221. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Regulations Policy and Management 
Staff, Food and Drug Administration, De- 
partment of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘National Environmental 
Policy Act; Environmental Assessments for 
Tobacco Products; Categorical Exclusions” 
(Docket No. FDA-2013-N-1282) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 5, 2015; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC-3222. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Personnel Management, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report enti- 
tled ‘‘Federal Student Loan Repayment Pro- 
gram Calendar Year 2014”; to the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs. 

EC-3223. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Depart- 
ment of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fish- 
eries of the Northeastern United States; 
Scup Fishery; Adjustment to the 2015 Winter 
II Quota” (RIN0648-XE156) received in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on Octo- 
ber 8, 2015; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3224. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Depart- 
ment of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fish- 
eries of the Northeastern United States; At- 
lantic Bluefish Fishery; Quota Transfer” 
(RIN0648-XE113) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 8, 2015; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-3225. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Depart- 
ment of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fish- 
eries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico, and 
South Atlantic; 2015 Commercial Account- 
ability Measure and Closure for South Atlan- 
tic Snowy Grouper’? (RIN0648-XE181) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 8, 2015; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3226. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Depart- 
ment of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fish- 
eries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico, and 
South Atlantic; 2015 Commercial Account- 
ability Measure and Closure for South Atlan- 
tic Vermilion Snapper” (RIN0648-XE186) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 8, 2015; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3227. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
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“Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico, 
and South Atlantic; Coastal Migratory Pe- 
lagic Resources of the Gulf of Mexico and 
South Atlantic; Trip Limit Reduction” 
(RIN0648-XD779) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 8, 2015; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-3228. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Reapportionment of the 2015 Gulf 
of Alaska Pacific Halibut Prohibited Species 
Catch Limits for the Trawl Deep-Water 
and Shallow-Water Fishery Categories” 
(RIN0648-XE180) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 8, 2015; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-3229. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Fisheries of the Northeastern United 
States; Northeast Multispecies Fishery; Trip 
Limit Adjustment for the Common Pool 
Fishery” (RIN0648-XE155) received in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on Octo- 
ber 8, 2015; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3230. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Fisheries of the Northeastern United 
States; Bluefish Fishery and Summer Floun- 
der Fishery; Commercial Quota Harvested 
for the State of Massachusetts’? (RIN0648- 
XE189) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 8, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

EC-3231. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Fisheries Off West Coast States; Modifica- 
tions of the West Coast Commercial and Rec- 
reational Salmon Fisheries; Inseason Ac- 
tions No. 30 Through No. 36” (RIN0648-XE187) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 8, 2015; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3232. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Pacific Cod by Catcher/Proc- 
essors Using Trawl Gear in the Western Reg- 
ulatory Area of the Gulf of Mexico” 
(RIN0648-XE174) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 8, 2015; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-3233. A communication from the Attor- 
ney-Advisor, Office of the General Counsel, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report relative to a va- 
cancy in the position of Chief Financial Offi- 
cer, Department of Transportation, received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 8, 2015; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3234. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Chief, Public Safety and Homeland Secu- 
rity Bureau, Federal Communications Com- 
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Improving 911 Reli- 
ability; Reliability and Continuity of com- 
munications Networks, Including Broadband 
Technologies” ((FCC 15-95) (PS Docket Nos. 
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13-75 and 11-60)) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 13, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

EC-8235. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Chief of the Auctions and Spectrum Ac- 
cess Division, Wireless Telecommunications 
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis- 
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Procedures for Com- 
petitive Bidding in Auction 1000, Including 
Initial Clearing Target Determinations, 
Qualifying to Bid, and Bidding in Auctions 
1001 (Reverse) and 1002 (Forward)? ((FCC 15- 
78) (AU Docket No. 14-252, GN Docket No. 12- 
268, WT Docket No. 12-269, and MB Docket 
No. 15-146)) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 8, 2015; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-3236. A communication from the Chief 
of Staff, Wireless Telecommunications Bu- 
reau, Federal Communications Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment to the Commis- 
sion’s Rules Concerning Market Modifica- 
tion; Implementation of Section 102 of the 
STELA Reauthorization Act of 2014” ((FCC 
15-111) (MB Docket No. 15-71)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 8, 2015; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3237. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Administrator for Procurement, Na- 
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra- 
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled “NASA Federal Acqui- 
sition Regulation Supplement: Drug- and Al- 
cohol-Free Workforce and Mission Critical 
Systems Personnel Reliability Program” 
(RIN2700-AE17) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 8, 2015; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 


EE 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. ISAKSON, from the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs: 

Special Report entitled ‘‘Legislative and 
Oversight Activities During the 113th Con- 
gress by the Senate Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs” (Rept. No. 114-156). 


Ee 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. DONNELLY (for himself and 
Mr. GARDNER): 

S. 2187. A bill to establish a third-party 
quality system assessment program; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. GARDNER (for himself and Mr. 
DONNELLY): 

S. 2188. A bill to amend the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act with respect to the 
humanitarian device exemption; to the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. HEINRICH (for himself, Mr. 
HELLER, Mr. UDALL, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. 
BENNET, Mr. GARDNER, Mr. TESTER, 
Mr. DAINES, Mr. WYDEN, and Mr. 
RISCH): 
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S. 2189. A bill to reauthorize the Federal 
Land Transaction Facilitation Act, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. TESTER: 

S. 2190. A bill to amend the Higher Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 to establish a scholarship 
program for educators of rural students and 
provide for loan forgiveness for rural edu- 
cators, to amend the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 to provide pro- 
fessional development grants for rural ele- 
mentary schools and secondary schools, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself and Mr. 
MERKLEY): 

S. 2191. A bill to establish Federal-State 
higher education financing partnerships to 
drive down the cost of tuition for millions of 
American students; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

By Mr. SCHUMER: 

S. 2192. A bill to ensure that States submit 
all records of individuals who should be pro- 
hibited from buying a firearm to the na- 
tional instant criminal background check 
system; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CRUZ (for himself, Mr. GRASS- 
LEY, Mr. VITTER, and Mr. PERDUE): 

S. 2193. A bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to increase penalties for 
individuals who illegally reenter the United 
States after being removed and for other 
purposes; read the first time. 


EE 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. RUBIO (for himself, Mr. NEL- 
SON, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. 
KING, Mr. KAINE, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. 
CARPER, Mr. Coons, Mr. WARNER, Mr. 
PERDUE, Ms. WARREN, and Mrs. GILLI- 
BRAND): 

S. Res. 291. A resolution honoring the lives 
of the 33 crew members aboard the El Faro; 
considered and agreed to. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 235 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. FRANKEN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 235, a bill to provide for wild- 
fire suppression operations, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 479 
At the request of Mrs. FISCHER, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
MORAN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
479, a bill to amend the National Trails 
System Act to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to conduct a study on the 
feasibility of designating the Chief 
Standing Bear National Historic Trail, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 571 
At the request of Mr. INHOFE, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire (Ms. AYOTTE) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 571, a bill to amend the 
Pilot’s Bill of Rights to facilitate ap- 
peals and to apply to other certificates 
issued by the Federal Aviation Admin- 
istration, to require the revision of the 
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third class medical certification regu- 
lations issued by the Federal Aviation 
Administration, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 804 
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 804, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
specify coverage of continuous glucose 
monitoring devices, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 1473 
At the request of Mr. MARKEY, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1473, a bill to authorize the appro- 
priation of funds to the Centers for Dis- 
ease Control and Prevention for con- 
ducting or supporting research on fire- 
arms safety or gun violence prevention. 
S. 1491 
At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1491, a bill to provide sen- 
sible relief to community financial in- 
stitutions, to protect consumers, and 
for other purposes. 
S. 1503 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from Wis- 
consin (Ms. BALDWIN) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1503, a bill to provide 
for enhanced Federal efforts con- 
cerning the prevention, education, 
treatment, and research activities re- 
lated to Lyme disease and other tick- 
borne diseases, including the establish- 
ment of a Tick-Borne Diseases Advi- 
sory Committee. 
S. 1518 
At the request of Mr. LEE, the name 
of the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mrs. CAPITO) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1518, a bill to make exclusive the 
authority of the Federal Government 
to regulate the labeling of products 
made in the United States and intro- 
duced in interstate or foreign com- 
merce, and for other purposes. 
S. 1555 
At the request of Ms. HIRONO, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1555, a bill to award a Congres- 
sional Gold Medal, collectively, to the 
Filipino veterans of World War II, in 
recognition of the dedicated service of 
the veterans during World War II. 
S. 1631 
At the request of Mr. SANDERS, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. PETERS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1631, a bill to amend the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 and the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to modify certain provisions relat- 
ing to multiemployer pensions, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 1833 
At the request of Mr. CASEy, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
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(Ms. BALDWIN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1833, a bill to amend the Rich- 
ard B. Russell National School Lunch 
Act to improve the child and adult care 
food program. 
S. 1856 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1856, a bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to provide for sus- 
pension and removal of employees of 
the Department of Veterans Affairs for 
performance or misconduct that is a 
threat to public health or safety and to 
improve accountability of employees of 
the Department, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 1964 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1964, a bill to amend parts 
B and E of title IV of the Social Secu- 
rity Act to invest in funding preven- 
tion and family services to help keep 
children safe and supported at home 
with their families, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 1972 
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1972, a bill to require air 
carriers to modify certain policies with 
respect to the use of epinephrine for in- 
flight emergencies, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 1982 
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
name of the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia (Mr. MANCHIN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1982, a bill to authorize a 
Wall of Remembrance as part of the 
Korean War Veterans Memorial and to 
allow certain private contributions to 
fund the Wall of Remembrance. 
S. 2034 
At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
PORTMAN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2034, a bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to provide additional ag- 
gravating factors for the imposition of 
the death penalty based on the status 
of the victim. 
S. 2041 
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. BOOKER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2041, a bill to promote the devel- 
opment of safe drugs for neonates. 
S. 2066 
At the request of Mr. SASSE, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. CASSIDY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2066, a bill to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to prohibit a 
health care practitioner from failing to 
exercise the proper degree of care in 
the case of a child who survives an 
abortion or attempted abortion. 
S. 2123 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
names of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
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MORAN), the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL), the Senator from 
Arizona (Mr. FLAKE), the Senator from 
Minnesota (Mr. FRANKEN) and the Sen- 
ator from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 2123, a 
bill to reform sentencing laws and cor- 
rectional institutions, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 2137 
At the request of Mr. BLUNT, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) and the Senator from 
Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2137, a bill to amend 
title 10, United States Code, to provide 
a period for the relocation of spouses 
and dependents of certain members of 
the Armed Forces undergoing a perma- 
nent change of station in order to ease 
and facilitate the relocation of mili- 
tary families. 
S. 2148 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
names of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) and the Senator 
from New Hampshire (Mrs. SHAHEEN) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 2148, a 
bill to amend title XVIII of the Social 
Security Act to prevent an increase in 
the Medicare part B premium and de- 
ductible in 2016. 
S. 2170 
At the request of Mrs. ERNST, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. TOOMEY) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2170, a bill to amend title 
38, United States Code, to improve the 
ability of health care professionals to 
treat veterans through the use of tele- 
medicine, and for other purposes. 
S. CON. RES. 4 
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. WICKER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. Con. Res. 4, a concurrent resolu- 
tion supporting the Local Radio Free- 
dom Act. 
S. RES. 148 
At the request of Mr. KIRK, the 
names of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. INHOFE) and the Senator from 
Louisiana (Mr. CASSIDY) were added as 
cosponsors of S. Res. 148, a resolution 
condemning the Government of Iran’s 
state-sponsored persecution of its 
Baha’i minority and its continued vio- 
lation of the International Covenants 
on Human Rights. 
S. RES. 274 
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 274, a resolution commemorating 
the 25th anniversary of the peaceful 
and democratic reunification of Ger- 
many. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2548 
At the request of Mr. HELLER, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2548 proposed to S. 754, 
an original bill to improve cybersecu- 
rity in the United States through en- 
hanced sharing of information about 
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cybersecurity threats, 
purposes. 


and for other 


AMENDMENT NO. 2564 

At the request of Mr. PAUL, the name 
of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2564 proposed to S. 754, 
an original bill to improve cybersecu- 
rity in the United States through en- 
hanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes. 


EE 


SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION  291—HON- 
ORING THE LIVES OF THE 33 
CREW MEMBERS ABOARD THE 
“EL FARO” 


Mr. RUBIO (for himself, Mr. NELSON, 
Ms. COLLINS, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. KING, 
Mr. KAINE, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. CAR- 
PER, Mr. Coons, Mr. WARNER, Mr. 
PERDUE, Ms. WARREN, and Mrs. QILLI- 
BRAND) submitted the following resolu- 
tion; which was considered and agreed 
to: 

S. RES. 291 


Whereas the El Faro departed Jacksonville, 
Florida for Puerto Rico on September 29, 
2015, with 33 crew members aboard; 

Whereas the crew of the El Faro on Sep- 
tember 29, 2015, consisted of 28 citizens of the 
United States and 5 Polish nationals; 

Whereas the El Faro sent distress alerts on 
October 1, 2015; 

Whereas members of the Coast Guard, 
Navy, and Air Force valiantly searched for 
the crew members of the El Faro; and 

Whereas the people of the United States 
mourn the loss of the 33 seamen aboard the 
El Faro: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) recognizes and honors the lives of the 33 
crew members aboard the El Faro who were 
lost after the El Faro departed on September 
29, 2015; 

(2) recognizes the valiant search efforts of 
the members of the Coast Guard, Navy, and 
Air Force who searched for the crew mem- 
bers of the El Faro; and 

(3) offers heartfelt condolences to the fam- 
ily, friends, and loved ones of the crew mem- 
bers of the El Faro. 


ES 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 


SA 2720. Mr. GARDNER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2716 proposed by Mr. BURR 
(for himself and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) to the bill 
S. 754, to improve cybersecurity in the 
United States through enhanced sharing of 
information about cybersecurity threats, 
and for other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 2721. Mr. GARDNER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 754, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 2722. Mr. GARDNER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 754, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 2723. Mr. LEAHY (for himself and Mr. 
LEE) submitted an amendment intended to 
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be proposed by him to the bill S. 754, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2724. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 2716 proposed by Mr. BURR (for himself 
and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) to the bill S. 754, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2725. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 2716 proposed by Mr. BURR (for himself 
and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) to the bill S. 754, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2726. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 2716 proposed by Mr. BURR (for himself 
and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) to the bill S. 754, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2727. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 2716 proposed by Mr. BURR (for himself 
and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) to the bill S. 754, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2728. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 2716 proposed by Mr. BuRR (for himself 
and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) to the bill S. 754, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2729. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 2716 proposed by Mr. BURR (for himself 
and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) to the bill S. 754, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2730. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 2716 proposed by Mr. BURR (for himself 
and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) to the bill S. 754, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2731. Ms. AYOTTE (for Mr. GRAHAM) 
submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by Ms. Ayotte to the bill S. 754, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2732. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 754, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 2733. Mr. BLUMENTHAL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2716 proposed by Mr. BURR 
(for himself and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) to the bill 
S. 754, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2734. Mr. BLUMENTHAL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2716 proposed by Mr. BURR 
(for himself and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) to the bill 
S. 754, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2735. Mr. MANCHIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2716 proposed by Mr. BURR 
(for himself and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) to the bill 
S. 754, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2736. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 754, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table . 

SA 2737. Mr. MANCHIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2716 proposed by Mr. BURR 
(for himself and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) to the bill 
S. 754, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2738. Mr. BOOKER (for himself and Mr. 
HELLER) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed to amendment SA 2716 pro- 
posed by Mr. BURR (for himself and Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN) to the bill S. 754, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2739. Mr. REED submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 754, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 2740. Mr. SULLIVAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
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to the bill S. 754, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 2741. Mr. SULLIVAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 754, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 2742. Mr. CARPER submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 2716 proposed by Mr. BuRR (for himself 
and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) to the bill S. 754, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2743. Mr. BURR submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 2716 proposed by Mr. BuRR (for himself 
and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) to the bill S. 754, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2744. Mr. LEAHY (for himself and Mr. 
GRASSLEY) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
754, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2745. Mr. FRANKEN (for himself and 
Mr. LEAHY) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed to amendment SA 2716 
proposed by Mr. BURR (for himself and Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN) to the bill S. 754, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2746. Mr. BURR submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 754, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 2747. Mr. VITTER proposed an amend- 
ment to the bill H.R. 208, to improve the dis- 
aster assistance programs of the Small Busi- 
ness Administration. 


TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 2720. Mr. GARDNER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2716 proposed by Mr. 
BURR (for himself and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) 
to the bill S. 754, to improve cybersecu- 
rity in the United States through en- 
hanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 16, line 9, insert ‘‘make reasonable 
efforts to” before ‘‘review’’. 

On page 16, line 11, strike ‘‘knows”’ and in- 
sert “reasonably believes”. 

On page 16, line 17, insert ‘“‘identify and” 
before “remove”. 

On page 16, line 19, strike ‘‘knows”’ and in- 
sert “reasonably believes”. 


SA 2721. Mr. GARDNER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 754, to improve cyber- 
security in the United States through 
enhanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. . REPORT ON ACCOUNTABILITY FOR 
THE DATA BREACH OF THE OFFICE 
OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CON- 
GRESS.—The term ‘‘appropriate committees 
of Congress” means— 

(A) the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
the Select Committee on Intelligence, and 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs of the Senate; and 

(B) the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the 
Committee on Homeland Security, and the 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 
of the House of Representatives. 
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(2) DATA BREACH.—The term ‘‘data breach’’ 
means the data breach of systems of the Of- 
fice of Personnel Management that occurred 
during fiscal year 2015 which resulted in the 
theft of sensitive information of at least 
21,500,000 Federal employees and their fami- 
lies. 

(b) REQUIREMENT FOR REPORT.—Not later 
than 30 days after date of the enactment of 
this Act, the President shall submit to the 
appropriate committees of Congress and 
make available to the public a report that— 

(1) identifies the perpetrator, including any 
state sponsor, of the data breach; 

(2) includes a plan to impose penalties on 
such perpetrator under United States law; 
and 

(3) describes a strategy to initiate diplo- 
matic discussions with any state sponsor of 
the data breach. 

(c) ELEMENTS.—The report required by sub- 
section (a) shall include the following: 

(1) Identification of any individual perpe- 
trator of the data breach, by name and na- 
tionality. 

(2) Identification of any state sponsor of 
the data breach, including each agency of 
the government of the state sponsor that was 
responsible for authorizing, performing, or 
endorsing the data breach. 

(3) A description of the actions proposed to 
penalize each individual identified under 
paragraph (1) under United States law. 

(4) The strategy required by subsection 
(a)(8) shall include— 

(A) a description of any action the Presi- 
dent has undertaken to initiate or carry out 
diplomatic discussions with any state spon- 
sor identified under paragraph (2); and 

(B) a strategy to initiate or carry out dip- 
lomatic discussions in high-level forums and 
interactions during the 180-day period begin- 
ning on the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

SA 2722. Mr. GARDNER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 754, to improve cyber- 
security in the United States through 
enhanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 


At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. _—. BIENNIAL CYBER REVIEW. 

(a) REQUIREMENT FOR REVIEW.—Beginning 
in 2016 and not less frequently than once 
every two years thereafter, the President 
shall complete a review of the cyber posture 
of the United States, including an unclassi- 
fied summary of roles, missions, accomplish- 
ments, plans, and programs. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of each such 
review are— 

(1) to assess the cyber security of the 
United States; 

(2) to determine and express the cyber 
strategy of the United States; and 

(3) to establish a revised cyber program for 
the next 2-year period. 

(c) CONTENT.—Each review required by sub- 
section (a) shall include— 

(1) a comprehensive examination of the 
cyber strategy, force structure, personnel, 
modernization plans, infrastructure, and 
budget plan of the United States; 

(2) an assessment of the ability of the 
United States to recover from a cyber emer- 
gency, 

(3) an assessment of other elements of the 
cyber program of the United States; 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


(4) an assessment of critical national secu- 
rity infrastructure and data that is vulner- 
able to cyberattacks and cybertheft; and 

(5) an assessment of international engage- 
ment efforts to establish viable norms of be- 
havior in cyberspace to implement the 2011 
International Strategy for Cyberspace. 

(d) INVOLVEMENT OF CYBERSECURITY ADVI- 
SORY PANEL.— 

(1) REQUIREMENT TO INFORM.—The Presi- 
dent shall inform the Cybersecurity Advi- 
sory Panel established or designated under 
section , on an ongoing basis, of the ac- 
tions carried out to conduct each review re- 
quired by subsection (a). 

(2) ASSESSMENT PRIOR TO COMPLETION OF 
REVIEW.—Not later than 1 year prior to the 
date of completion of each review required 
by subsection (a), the Chairman of the Cy- 
bersecurity Advisory Panel shall submit to 
the President, the assessment of such Panel 
of actions carried out to conduct the review 
as of the date of the submission, including 
any recommendations of the Panel for im- 
provements to the review or for additional 
matters to be covered in the review. 

(3) ASSESSMENT OF COMPLETED REVIEW.—At 
the time each review required by subsection 
(a) is completed and in time to be included in 
a report required by subsection (d), the 
Chairman of the Cybersecurity Advisory 
Panel shall submit to the President, on be- 
half of the Panel, an assessment of such re- 
view. 

(e) REPORT.—Not later than September 30, 
2016, and not less frequently than once every 
two years thereafter, the President shall 
submit to Congress a comprehensive report 
on each review required by subsection (a). 
Each report shall include— 

(1) the results of the review, including a 
comprehensive discussion of the cyber strat- 
egy of the United States and the collabora- 
tion between the public and private sectors 
best suited to implement that strategy; 

(2) a description of the threats examined 
for purposes of the review and the scenarios 
developed in the examination of such 
threats; 

(8) the assumptions used in the review, in- 
cluding assumptions relating to the coopera- 
tion of other countries and levels of accept- 
able risk; and 

(4) the assessment of the Cybersecurity Ad- 
visory Panel submitted under subsection 
(c)(3). 

SEC. . CYBERSECURITY ADVISORY PANEL. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President shall es- 
tablish or designate a Cybersecurity Advi- 
sory Panel. 

(b) APPOINTMENT.—The President— 

(1) shall appoint as members of the Cyber- 
security Advisory Panel representatives of 
industry, academic, nonprofit organizations, 
interest groups, and advocacy organizations, 
and State and local governments who are 
qualified to provide advice and information 
on cybersecurity research, development, 
demonstrations, education, personnel, tech- 
nology transfer, commercial application, or 
societal and civil liberty concerns; 

(2) shall appoint a Chairman of the Panel 
from among the members of the Panel; and 

(3) may seek and give consideration to rec- 
ommendations for appointments to the 
Panel from Congress, industry, the cyberse- 
curity community, the defense community, 
State and local governments, and other ap- 
propriate organizations. 

(c) DUTIES.—The Cybersecurity Advisory 
Panel shall advise the President on matters 
relating to the national cybersecurity pro- 
gram and strategy and shall assess— 

(1) trends and developments in cybersecu- 
rity science research and development; 
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(2) progress made in implementing the 
strategy; 

(3) the need to revise the strategy; 

(4) the readiness and capacity of the Fed- 
eral and national workforces to implement 
the national cybersecurity program and 
strategy, and the steps necessary to improve 
workforce readiness and capacity; 

(5) the balance among the components of 
the national strategy, including funding for 
program components; 

(6) whether the strategy, priorities, and 
goals are helping to maintain United States 
leadership and defense in cybersecurity; 

(7) the management, coordination, imple- 
mentation, and activities of the strategy; 

(8) whether the concerns of Federal, State, 
and local law enforcement entities are ade- 
quately addressed; and 

(9) whether societal and civil liberty con- 
cerns are adequately addressed. 

(d) REPORTS.—Not less frequently than 
once every 4 years, the Cybersecurity Advi- 
sory Panel shall submit to the President a 
report on its assessments under subsection 
(c) and its recommendations for ways to im- 
prove the strategy. 

(e) TRAVEL EXPENSES OF NON-FEDERAL 
MEMBERS.—Non-Federal members of the Cy- 
bersecurity Advisory Panel, while attending 
meetings of the Panel or while otherwise 
serving at the request of the head of the 
Panel while away from their homes or reg- 
ular places of business, may be allowed trav- 
el expenses, including per diem in lieu of 
subsistence, as authorized by section 5703 of 
title 5, United States Code, for individuals in 
the Government serving without pay. Noth- 
ing in this subsection shall be construed to 
prohibit members of the Panel who are offi- 
cers or employees of the United States from 
being allowed travel expenses, including per 
diem in lieu of subsistence, in accordance 
with law. 

(f) EXEMPTION FROM FACA SUNSET.—Sec- 
tion 14 of the Federal Advisory Committee 
Act (5 U.S.C. App.) shall not apply to the Cy- 
bersecurity Advisory Panel. 


SA 2723. Mr. LEAHY (for himself and 
Mr. LEE) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 754, to improve cybersecurity in 
the United States through enhanced 
sharing of information about cyberse- 
curity threats, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. 408. AUDIT OF USE OF DEA ADMINISTRA- 
TIVE SUBPOENA AUTHORITY. 

(a) AUDIT.—The Inspector General of the 
Department of Justice shall perform an 
audit of the effectiveness and use, including 
any improper or illegal use, of subpoenas 
issued pursuant to section 506 of the Con- 
trolled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 876). 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—The audit required 
under subsection (a) shall include— 

(1) an examination of the use of subpoenas 
issued pursuant to section 506 of the Con- 
trolled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 876) during 
calendar years 2012 through 2014; 

(2) a description of any noteworthy facts or 
circumstances relating to such use, includ- 
ing any improper or illegal use of such au- 
thority; and 

(3) an examination of the effectiveness of 
subpoenas issued pursuant to section 506 of 
the Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 876) 
as an investigative tool, including— 

(A) the manner in which information ac- 
quired pursuant to such subpoenas is col- 
lected, retained, analyzed, and disseminated 
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by the Department of Justice, including any 
direct access to such information (such as 
access to raw data) provided to any other de- 
partment, agency, or instrumentality of the 
Federal Government, State, local, or tribal 
governments, or any private sector entity; 

(B) whether, and how often, such informa- 
tion was used in civil and criminal pro- 
ceedings; and 

(C) whether, and how often, the Depart- 
ment of Justice used such information to 
produce an analytical intelligence product 
for distribution within the Department of 
Justice to the intelligence community (as 
defined in section 3 of the National Security 
Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 3003)) or to any other 
department, agency, or instrumentality of 
the Federal Government or of a State, local, 
or tribal government. 

(c) SUBMISSION DATES.— 

(1) PRIOR YEARS.—The Inspector General of 
the Department of Justice shall submit to 
the Committee on the Judiciary of the Sen- 
ate and the Committee on the Judiciary of 
the House of Representatives a report con- 
taining the results of the audit conducted 
under this section for calendar years 2012 
through 2014 not later than the earlier of— 

(A) 1 year after the date of enactment of 
this Act; or 

(B) the date on which the audit required 
under this section for calendar years 2012 
through 2014 is completed. 

(2) CALENDAR YEARS 2015 THROUGH 2017.—The 
Inspector General of the Department of Jus- 
tice shall submit to the Committee on the 
Judiciary of the Senate and the Committee 
on the Judiciary of the House of Representa- 
tives a report containing the results of the 
audit conducted under this section for cal- 
endar years 2015 through 2017 not later than 
the earlier of— 

(A) December 31, 2018; or 

(B) the date on which the audit required 
under this section for calendar years 2015 
through 2017 is completed. 

(3) DELAY OF EXISTING REVIEWS PROHIB- 
ITED.—The Inspector General of the Depart- 
ment of Justice shall not delay the comple- 
tion of any review commenced before the 
date of enactment of this Act pertaining to 
subpoenas issued pursuant to section 506 of 
the Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 876) 
pending the completion of the reports re- 
quired by this section. 


SA 2724. Mr. THUNE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2716 proposed by Mr. 
BURR (for himself and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) 
to the bill S. 754, to improve cybersecu- 
rity in the United States through en- 
hanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 86, line 26, insert ‘‘the Director of 
the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology and” after ‘in coordination 
with’’. 


SA 2725. Mr. THUNE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2716 proposed by Mr. 
BURR (for himself and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) 
to the bill S. 754, to improve cybersecu- 
rity in the United States through en- 
hanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 
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On page 89, line 23, insert ‘‘, the Director of 
the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology,” after ‘‘Director’’. 


SA 2726. Mr. THUNE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2716 proposed by Mr. 
BURR (for himself and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) 
to the bill S. 754, to improve cybersecu- 
rity in the United States through en- 
hanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 91, line 21, insert ‘‘, in consulta- 
tion with the Director of the National Insti- 
tute of Standards and Technology,” after 
“Security”. 


SA 2727. Mr. THUNE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2716 proposed by Mr. 
BURR (for himself and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) 
to the bill S. 754, to improve cybersecu- 
rity in the United States through en- 
hanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 92, line 9, insert ‘“‘, in consultation 
with the Director of the National Institute 
of Standards and Technology,” after ‘‘Sec- 
retary”. 


SA 2728. Mr. THUNE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2716 proposed by Mr. 
BURR (for himself and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) 
to the bill S. 754, to improve cybersecu- 
rity in the United States through en- 
hanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 


On page 103, line 12, insert ‘‘the Director of 
the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology and” after ‘‘consultation with”. 


SA 2729. Mr. THUNE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2716 proposed by Mr. 
BURR (for himself and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) 
to the bill S. 754, to improve cybersecu- 
rity in the United States through en- 
hanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 111, strike lines 21 through 24, and 
insert the following: 

(E) the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources of the Senate; 

(F) the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce of the House of Representatives; and 

(G) the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate. 


SA 2730. Mr. THUNE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2716 proposed by Mr. 
BURR (for himself and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) 
to the bill S. 754, to improve cybersecu- 
rity in the United States through en- 
hanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 85, strike lines 12 through 20, and 
insert the following: 
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(D) the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate; 

(E) the Committee on Armed Services of 
the House of Representatives; 

(F) the Committee on Homeland Security 
of the House of Representatives; 

(G) the Committee on Oversight and Gov- 
ernment Reform of the House of Representa- 
tives; and 

(H) the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence of the House of Representatives. 


SA 2731. Ms. AYOTTE (for Mr. GRA- 
HAM) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by Ms. AYOTTE to 
the bill S. 754, to improve cybersecu- 
rity in the United States through en- 
hanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. _. SENSE OF THE SENATE. 

It is the Sense of the Senate that the 
Memorandum Opinion for the Assistant At- 
torney General dated September 20, 2011, 
does not carry the force of law and the Sen- 
ate is concerned with the cybersecurity im- 
plications of activities undertaken in reli- 
ance of such Opinion, including the potential 
for thefts of personally identifiable informa- 
tion, and the participation in such activities 
by entities, including successors of such en- 
tities, charged or sued by the Government 
with respect to such activities, with a viola- 
tion of subchapter IV of chapter 53 of title 31, 
United States Code, or any other Federal 
statute relating to monetary transactions. 


SA 2732. Mr. McCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 754, to improve cyber- 
security in the United States through 
enhanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 

TITLE V—OTHER MATTERS 
SEC. 501. EXPANSION OF CHOICE PROGRAM OF 
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AF- 
FAIRS. 

(a) ELIMINATION OF SUNSET.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 101 of the Vet- 
erans Access, Choice, and Accountability Act 
of 2014 (Public Law 113-146; 38 U.S.C. 1701 
note) is amended— 

(A) by striking subsection (p); and 

(B) by redesignating subsections (q), í), 
(s), and (t) as subsections (p), (q), Œ), and (s), 
respectively. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Such sec- 
tion is amended— 

(A) in subsection (i)(2), by striking ‘‘during 
the period in which the Secretary is author- 
ized to carry out this section pursuant to 
subsection (p)’’; and 

(B) in subsection (p)(2), as redesignated by 
paragraph (1)(B), by striking subparagraph 
(F). 

(b) EXPANSION OF ELIGIBILITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of such sec- 
tion is amended to read as follows: 

“(b) ELIGIBLE VETERANS.—A veteran is an 
eligible veteran for purposes of this section 
if the veteran is enrolled in the patient en- 
rollment system of the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs established and operated under 
section 1705 of title 38, United States Code, 
including any such veteran who has not re- 
ceived hospital care or medical services from 
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the Department and has contacted the De- 
partment seeking an initial appointment 
from the Department for the receipt of such 
care or services.”’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Such_ sec- 
tion is amended— 

(A) in subsection (c)(1)— 

(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking ‘‘In the case of an eligible 
veteran described in subsection (b)(2)(A), the 
Secretary shall, at the election of the eligi- 
ble veteran” and inserting ‘‘The Secretary 
shall, at the election of an eligible veteran”’; 
and 

(ii) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘de- 
scribed in such subsection”’ and inserting ‘‘of 
the Veterans Health Administration”’; 

(B) in subsection (f)(1), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (b)(1)° and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(b)”’; 

(C) in subsection (g), by striking paragraph 
(3); and 

(D) in subsection (p)(2)(A), as redesignated 
by subsection (a)(1)(B), by striking “, 
disaggregated by—’’ and all that follows 
through ‘‘subsection (b)(2)(D)’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to hospital care and medical services fur- 
nished under section 101 of the Veterans Ac- 
cess, Choice, and Accountability Act of 2014 
(Public Law 113-146; 38 U.S.C. 1701 note) on 
and after the date that is 90 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 


SA 2733. Mr. BLUMENTHAL sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed to amendment SA 2716 pro- 
posed by Mr. BuRR (for himself and 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN) to the bill S. 754, to 
improve cybersecurity in the United 
States through enhanced sharing of in- 
formation about cybersecurity threats, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 48, between lines 6 and 7, insert 
the following: 

(c) PRIVATE RIGHT OF ACTION FOR VIOLA- 
TIONS BY FEDERAL ENTITIES OF RESTRICTIONS 
ON DISCLOSURE, USE, AND PROTECTION OF 
VOLUNTARILY SHARED CYBER THREAT INDICA- 
TORS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—If a department or agency 
of the Federal Government knowingly or 
recklessly violates the requirements of this 
Act with respect to the disclosure, use, or 
protection of voluntarily shared cyber threat 
indicators, the United States shall be liable 
to a person adversely affected by such viola- 
tion in an amount equal to the sum of— 

(A) the actual damages sustained by the 
person as a result of the violation or $50,000, 
whichever is greater; and 

(B) the costs of the action together with 
reasonable attorney fees as determined by 
the court. 

(2) VENUE.—An action to enforce liability 
created under this subsection may be 
brought in the district court of the United 
States in— 

(A) the district in which the complainant 
resides; 

(B) the district in which the principal place 
of business of the complainant is located; 

(C) the district in which the department or 
agency of the Federal Government that dis- 
closed the information is located; or 

(D) the District of Columbia. 

(3) STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS.—No action 
shall lie under this subsection unless such 
action is commenced not later than two 
years after the person adversely affected by 
a violation described in paragraph (1) first 
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learns, or by which such person reasonably 
should have learned, of the facts and cir- 
cumstances giving rise to the action. 


SA 2734. Mr. BLUMENTHAL sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed to amendment SA 2716 pro- 
posed by Mr. BuRR (for himself and 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN) to the bill S. 754, to 
improve cybersecurity in the United 
States through enhanced sharing of in- 
formation about cybersecurity threats, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 47, between lines 7 and 8, insert 
the following: 

(c) PRIVATE RIGHT OF ACTION FOR VIOLA- 
TIONS BY FEDERAL ENTITIES OF RESTRICTIONS 
ON DISCLOSURE, USE, AND PROTECTION OF 
VOLUNTARILY SHARED CYBER THREAT INDICA- 
TORS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—If a department or agency 
of the Federal Government knowingly or 
recklessly violates the requirements of this 
Act with respect to the disclosure, use, or 
protection of voluntarily shared cyber threat 
indicators, the United States shall be liable 
to a person adversely affected by such viola- 
tion in an amount equal to the sum of— 

(A) the actual damages sustained by the 
person as a result of the violation or $1,000, 
whichever is greater; and 

(B) the costs of the action together with 
reasonable attorney fees as determined by 
the court. 

(2) VENUE.—An action to enforce liability 
created under this subsection may be 
brought in the district court of the United 
States in— 

(A) the district in which the complainant 
resides; 

(B) the district in which the principal place 
of business of the complainant is located; 

(C) the district in which the department or 
agency of the Federal Government that dis- 
closed the information is located; or 

(D) the District of Columbia. 

(3) STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS.—No action 
shall lie under this subsection unless such 
action is commenced not later than two 
years after the person adversely affected by 
a violation described in paragraph (1) first 
learns, or by which such person reasonably 
should have learned, of the facts and cir- 
cumstances giving rise to the action. 


SA 2735. Mr. MANCHIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2716 proposed by Mr. 
BURR (for himself and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) 
to the bill S. 754, to improve cybersecu- 
rity in the United States through en- 
hanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 9, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following: 

(16) REAL TIME; REAL-TIME.—The terms 
“real time” and “real-time” means as close 
to real time as practicable. 

(17) DELAY.—The term ‘‘delay’’, with re- 
spect to the sharing of a cyber threat indi- 
cator, excludes any time necessary to ensure 
that the cyber threat indicator shared does 
not contain any personally identifiable in- 
formation not needed to describe or identify 
a cybersecurity threat. 

(18) MODIFICATION.—The term ‘‘modifica- 
tion”, with respect to the sharing of a cyber 
threat indicator, excludes any process nec- 
essary to ensure that the cyber threat indi- 
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cator modified does not contain any person- 
ally identifiable information not needed to 
describe or identify a cybersecurity threat. 


SA 2736. Mr. PAUL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 754, to improve cyber- 
security in the United States through 
enhanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 


At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. . PROHIBITION ON THE INDEFINITE DE- 
TENTION OF PERSONS BY THE 
UNITED STATES. 

(a) LIMITATION ON DETENTION.—Section 4001 
of title 18, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting 
the following: 

‘“(a) No person shall be imprisoned or oth- 
erwise detained by the United States except 
consistent with the Constitution.’’; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub- 
section (c); and 

(3) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(b)(1) A general authorization to use mili- 
tary force, a declaration of war, or any simi- 
lar authority, on its own, shall not be con- 
strued to authorize the imprisonment or de- 
tention without charge or trial of a person 
apprehended in the United States. 

‘“(2) Paragraph (1) applies to an authoriza- 
tion to use military force, a declaration of 
war, or any similar authority enacted before, 
on, or after the date of the enactment of the 
Cybersecurity Information Sharing Act of 
2015. 

“(3) This section shall not be construed to 
authorize the imprisonment or detention of 
any person who is apprehended in the United 
States.’’. 

(b) REPEAL OF AUTHORITY OF THE ARMED 
FORCES OF THE UNITED STATES TO DETAIN 
COVERED PERSONS PURSUANT TO THE AUTHOR- 
IZATION FOR USE OF MILITARY FORCE.—Sec- 
tion 1021 of the National Defense Authoriza- 
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2012 (Public Law 
112-81; 10 U.S.C. 801 note) is repealed. 


SA 2737. Mr. MANCHIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2716 proposed by Mr. 
BURR (for himself and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) 
to the bill S. 754, to improve cybersecu- 
rity in the United States through en- 
hanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 


On page 16, strike lines 4 through 10, and 
insert the following: 

(1) IN GENERAL.— 

(A) AUTHORIZATION.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B) and paragraph (2) and not- 
withstanding any other provision of law, an 
entity may, for the purposes permitted under 
this Act and consistent with the protection 
of classified information, share with, or re- 
ceive from, any other entity or the Federal 
Government a cyber threat indicator or de- 
fensive measure. 

(B) EXCEPTION FOR DEPARTMENT OF DE- 
FENSE.—Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), 
no entity is permitted under this Act to 
share with the Department of Defense or any 
component of the Department, including the 
National Security Agency, a cyber threat in- 
dicator or defensive measure. 
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SA 2738. Mr. BOOKER (for himself 
and Mr. HELLER) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2716 proposed by Mr. 
BURR (for himself and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) 
to the bill S. 754, to improve cybersecu- 
rity in the United States through en- 
hanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 32, between lines 20 and 21, insert 
the following: 

(6) LIMITATION ON RECEIPT OF CYBER THREAT 
INDICATORS.—A Federal entity may not re- 
ceive a cyber threat indicator that another 
Federal entity shared through the process 
developed and implemented under paragraph 
(1) unless the Inspector General of the re- 
ceiving Federal entity certifies that the re- 
ceiving Federal entity meets the data secu- 
rity standard for receiving such a cyber 
threat indicator, as established by the Sec- 
retary of Homeland Security. 

On page 52, strike line 14 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 10. REPORT ON REDUCTION OF CYBERSECU- 
RITY RISK IN AGENCY DATA CEN- 
TERS. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the Secretary of Home- 
land Security, in coordination with the Di- 
rector of the Office of Management and 
Budget, shall submit to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs of the Senate and the Committee on 
Homeland Security of the House of Rep- 
resentatives a report on the feasibility of 
Federal civilian agencies creating an envi- 
ronment for the reduction in cybersecurity 
risks in agency data centers, including by— 

(1) increasing compartmentalization be- 
tween systems; and 

(2) providing a mix of security controls be- 
tween such compartments. 

SEC. 11. CONFORMING AMENDMENT. 


SA 2739. Mr. REED submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 754, to improve cyber- 
security in the United States through 
enhanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. _ . CYBERSECURITY TRANSPARENCY. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

(1) the term “Commission” means the Se- 
curities and Exchange Commission; 

(2) the term ‘‘issuer’? has the meaning 
given the term in section 3 of the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78c); and 

(3) the term ‘‘reporting company” means 
any company that is an issuer— 

(A) the securities of which are registered 
under section 12 of the Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 781); or 

(B) that is required to file reports under 
section 15(d) of such Act (15 U.S.C. 780(d)). 

(b) REQUIREMENT To ISSUE RULES.—Not 
later than 360 days after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Commission shall issue 
final rules to require each reporting com- 
pany, in the annual report submitted under 
section 13 or section 15(d) of the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78m and 
780(d)) or the annual proxy statement sub- 
mitted under section 14(a) of such Act (15 
U.S.C. 78n(a))— 
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(1) to disclose whether any member of the 
governing body, such as the board of direc- 
tors or general partner, of the reporting 
company is a cybersecurity expert (based on 
minimum standards established by the Com- 
mission, in consultation with the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security and the National 
Institute of Standards and Technology), in 
such detail as necessary to fully describe the 
nature of the expertise; and 

(2) if no member of the governing body of 
the reporting company is a cybersecurity ex- 
pert, to briefly describe how the absence of 
such expertise was taken into account by 
such persons responsible for identifying and 
evaluating nominees for any member of the 
governing body, such as a nominating com- 
mittee. 

(c) CONSIDERATIONS.—In establishing the 
minimum standards for a cybersecurity ex- 
pert for purposes of subsection (b), the Com- 
mission, in consultation with the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security and the National 
Institute of Standards and Technology, shall 
consider whether a person has substantive 
experience with preventing and addressing 
cybersecurity threats. 


SA 2740. Mr. SULLIVAN submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 754, to improve 
cybersecurity in the United States 
through enhanced sharing of informa- 
tion about cybersecurity threats, and 
for other purposes; which was ordered 
to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. _. COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR SMALL 
BUSINESSES. 

Not later than 90 days after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the Administrator of 
the Small Business Administration shall— 

(1) conduct a cost-benefit analysis for 
small business concerns (as defined in sec- 
tion 3 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
632)) adopting measures for the sharing of 
cyber threat indicators and information re- 
lated to cybersecurity threats; and 

(2) submit to Congress a report detailing 
the results of the cost-benefit analysis con- 
ducted under paragraph (1). 


SA 2741. Mr. SULLIVAN submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 754, to improve 
cybersecurity in the United States 
through enhanced sharing of informa- 
tion about cybersecurity threats, and 
for other purposes; which was ordered 
to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. . DEVELOPMENT OF COMPREHENSIVE 
STRATEGY ON IMPROVING THE CY- 
BERSECURITY OF THE UNITED 
STATES. 

Not later than 120 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Commerce, acting through the Under Sec- 
retary for Industry and Security, shall sub- 
mit to Congress a comprehensive strategy 
for improving the cybersecurity of the 
United States. 


SA 2742. Mr. CARPER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2716 proposed by Mr. 
BURR (for himself and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) 
to the bill S. 754, to improve cybersecu- 
rity in the United States through en- 
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hanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 76, line 22, insert “the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget and’’ 
before ‘‘the Director of National Intel- 
ligence’’. 

On page 77, line 14, insert ‘‘the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget and’’ 
before ‘‘the Director of National Intel- 
ligence’’. 

On page 78, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following: 

(d) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to designate 
an information system as a national security 
system. 

On page 78, line 18, strike ‘‘owned”’ and in- 
sert “used”. 

Beginning on page 80, line 25, strike “use” 
and all that follows through ‘‘other’’ on page 
81, line 6, and insert ‘‘intrusion detection and 
prevention capabilities under section 
230(b)(1) of the Homeland Security Act of 
2002 for the purpose of ensuring the security 
of”. 


SA 2743. Mr. BURR submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2716 proposed by Mr. 
BURR (for himself and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) 
to the bill S. 754, to improve cybersecu- 
rity in the United States through en- 
hanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

Beginning on page 113, strike line 1 and all 
that follows through page 114, line 6. 


SA 2744. Mr. LEAHY (for himself and 
Mr. GRASSLEY) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 754, to improve cybersecu- 
rity in the United States through en- 
hanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. 408. GAO REPORT ON CELL-SITE SIMULA- 


TORS. 
(a) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
“appropriate congressional committees” 


means— 

(1) the Committee on the Judiciary and the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs of the Senate; and 

(2) the Committee on the Judiciary and the 
Committee on Homeland Security of the 
House of Representatives. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than September 30, 
2017, the Comptroller General of the United 
States shall submit to the appropriate con- 
gressional committees a report regarding the 
use of cell-site simulators (commonly known 
as “‘IMSI catchers”) by Federal, State, and 
local agencies inside the United States, 
which shall include to the extent that infor- 
mation is available— 

(1) a list of each Federal, State, and local 
agency that uses cell-site simulators, and for 
what purposes; 

(2) an explanation of the approval process 
that Federal, State, and local agencies re- 
quire prior to use of cell-site simulators, in- 
cluding whether such agencies have written 
policies; 

(3) the number of State and local agencies 
that are subject to non-disclosure agree- 
ments with respect to the use of cell-site 
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simulators, and an analysis of whether the 
non-disclosure agreements are necessary in 
light of publicly available information about 
government use of the devices; 

(4) the extent to which the Federal Govern- 
ment is providing or funding the purchase of 
cell-site simulators for State and local agen- 
cies, including which Federal grants are used 
for such purpose; 

(5) an explanation of whether Federal, 
State, and local agencies obtain judicial ap- 
proval prior to deployment of cell-site sim- 
ulators, and if so, what type and with what 
frequency; 

(6) an examination of whether court appli- 
cations seeking approval for the use of cell- 
site simulators sufficiently explain how the 
devices work, including— 

(A) whether the devices collect informa- 
tion about non-target phones; 

(B) the extent to which the devices disrupt 
service to non-target phones; and 

(C) how each Federal, State, or local agen- 
cy intends to address deletion of data not as- 
sociated with the target phone; 

(7) whether any Federal, State, or local 
agencies are using cell-site simulators to ob- 
tain the contents of communications or for 
purposes other than locating a particular 
cellular device; 

(8) whether Federal, State, or local agen- 
cies have policies or procedures governing 
the deletion of information collected by cell- 
site simulators; 

(9) an evaluation of whether Federal, 
State, or local agencies have adequate train- 
ing and auditing mechanisms in place re- 
garding the use of cell-site simulators; 

(10) an evaluation of compliance by the De- 
partment of Justice its components with De- 
partment of Justice policy guidance gov- 
erning the use of cell-site simulator tech- 
nology; and 

(11) an evaluation of compliance by the De- 
partment of Homeland Security and its com- 
ponents with Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity policy guidance governing the use of 
cell-site simulator technology. 


SA 2745. Mr. FRANKEN (for himself 
and Mr. LEAHY) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2716 proposed by Mr. 
BURR (for himself and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) 
to the bill S. 754, to improve cybersecu- 
rity in the United States through en- 
hanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

Beginning on page 14, strike line 4 and all 
that follows through page 39, line 21, and in- 
sert the following: 

(b) AUTHORIZATION FOR OPERATION OF DE- 
FENSIVE MEASURES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, a private entity may, 
for cybersecurity purposes, operate a defen- 
sive measure that is applied to— 

(A) an information system of such private 
entity in order to protect the rights or prop- 
erty of the private entity; 

(B) an information system of another enti- 
ty upon written consent of such entity for 
operation of such defensive measure to pro- 
tect the rights or property of such entity; 
and 

(C) an information system of a Federal en- 
tity upon written consent of an authorized 
representative of such Federal entity for op- 
eration of such defensive measure to protect 
the rights or property of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 
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(2) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sub- 
section shall be construed— 

(A) to authorize the use of a defensive 
measure other than as provided in this sub- 
section; or 

(B) to limit otherwise lawful activity. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION FOR SHARING OR RECEIV- 
ING CYBER THREAT INDICATORS OR DEFENSIVE 
MEASURES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2) and notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, an entity may, for a cyber- 
security purpose and consistent with the 
protection of classified information, share 
with, or receive from, any other entity or 
the Federal Government a cyber threat indi- 
cator or defensive measure. 

(2) LAWFUL RESTRICTION.—An entity receiv- 
ing a cyber threat indicator or defensive 
measure from another entity or Federal enti- 
ty shall comply with otherwise lawful re- 
strictions placed on the sharing or use of 
such cyber threat indicator or defensive 
measure by the sharing entity or Federal en- 
tity. 

(8) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sub- 
section shall be construed— 

(A) to authorize the sharing or receiving of 
a cyber threat indicator or defensive meas- 
ure other than as provided in this sub- 
section; or 

(B) to limit otherwise lawful activity. 

(d) PROTECTION AND USE OF INFORMATION.— 

(1) SECURITY OF INFORMATION.—An entity 
operating a defensive measure or providing 
or receiving a cyber threat indicator or de- 
fensive measure under this section shall im- 
plement and utilize a security control to pro- 
tect against unauthorized access to or acqui- 
sition of such cyber threat indicator or de- 
fensive measure. 

(2) REMOVAL OF CERTAIN PERSONAL INFOR- 
MATION.—An entity sharing a cyber threat 
indicator pursuant to this title shall, prior 
to such sharing— 

(A) review such cyber threat indicator to 
assess whether such cyber threat indicator 
contains any information that the entity 
knows at the time of sharing to be personal 
information or information that identifies a 
specific person not directly related to a cy- 
bersecurity threat and remove such informa- 
tion; or 

(B) implement and utilize a technical capa- 
bility configured to remove any information 
contained within such indicator that the en- 
tity knows at the time of sharing to be per- 
sonal information or information that iden- 
tifies a specific person not directly related to 
a cybersecurity threat. 

(3) USE OF CYBER THREAT INDICATORS AND 
DEFENSIVE MEASURES BY ENTITIES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Consistent with this 
title, a cyber threat indicator or defensive 
measure shared or received under this sec- 
tion may, for cybersecurity purposes— 

(i) be used by an entity to operate a defen- 
sive measure that is applied to— 

(I) an information system of the entity; or 

(II) an information system of another enti- 
ty or a Federal entity upon the written con- 
sent of that other entity or that Federal en- 
tity; and 

(ii) be otherwise used, retained, and further 
shared by an entity subject to— 

(I) an otherwise lawful restriction placed 
by the sharing entity or Federal entity on 
such cyber threat indicator or defensive 
measure; or 

(II) an otherwise applicable provision of 
law. 

(B) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this para- 
graph shall be construed to authorize the use 
of a cyber threat indicator or defensive 
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measure other than as provided in this sec- 
tion. 

(4) USE OF CYBER THREAT INDICATORS BY 
STATE, TRIBAL, OR LOCAL GOVERNMENT.— 

(A) LAW ENFORCEMENT USE.— 

(i) PRIOR WRITTEN CONSENT.—Except as pro- 
vided in clause (ii), a cyber threat indicator 
shared with a State, tribal, or local govern- 
ment under this section may, with the prior 
written consent of the entity sharing such 
indicator, be used by a State, tribal, or local 
government for the purpose of preventing, 
investigating, or prosecuting any of the of- 
fenses described in section 105(d)(5)(A)(vi). 

(ii) ORAL CONSENT.—If exigent cir- 
cumstances prevent obtaining written con- 
sent under clause (i), such consent may be 
provided orally with subsequent documenta- 
tion of the consent. 

(B) EXEMPTION FROM DISCLOSURE.—A cyber 
threat indicator shared with a State, tribal, 
or local government under this section shall 
be— 

(i) deemed voluntarily shared information; 
and 

(ii) exempt from disclosure under any 
State, tribal, or local law requiring disclo- 
sure of information or records. 

(C) STATE, TRIBAL, AND LOCAL REGULATORY 
AUTHORITY.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), a cyber threat indicator or defen- 
sive measure shared with a State, tribal, or 
local government under this title shall not 
be directly used by any State, tribal, or local 
government to regulate, including an en- 
forcement action, the lawful activity of any 
entity, including an activity relating to op- 
erating a defensive measure or sharing of a 
cyber threat indicator. 

(ii) REGULATORY AUTHORITY SPECIFICALLY 
RELATING TO PREVENTION OR MITIGATION OF 
CYBERSECURITY THREATS.—A cyber threat in- 
dicator or defensive measures shared as de- 
scribed in clause (i) may, consistent with a 
State, tribal, or local government regulatory 
authority specifically relating to the preven- 
tion or mitigation of cybersecurity threats 
to information systems, inform the develop- 
ment or implementation of a regulation re- 
lating to such information systems. 

(e) ANTITRUST EXEMPTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sec- 
tion 108(e), it shall not be considered a viola- 
tion of any provision of antitrust laws for 2 
or more private entities to exchange or pro- 
vide a cyber threat indicator, or assistance 
relating to the prevention, investigation, or 
mitigation of a cybersecurity threat, for cy- 
bersecurity purposes under this title. 

(2) APPLICABILITY.—Paragraph (1) shall 
apply only to information that is exchanged 
or assistance provided in order to assist 
with— 

(A) facilitating the prevention, investiga- 
tion, or mitigation of a cybersecurity threat 
to an information system or information 
that is stored on, processed by, or transiting 
an information system; or 

(B) communicating or disclosing a cyber 
threat indicator to help prevent, investigate, 
or mitigate the effect of a cybersecurity 
threat to an information system or informa- 
tion that is stored on, processed by, or 
transiting an information system. 

(f) No RIGHT OR BENEFIT.—The sharing of a 
cyber threat indicator with an entity under 
this title shall not create a right or benefit 
to similar information by such entity or any 
other entity. 

SEC. 105. SHARING OF CYBER THREAT INDICA- 
TORS AND DEFENSIVE MEASURES 
WITH THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. 

(a) REQUIREMENT FOR POLICIES AND PROCE- 

DURES.— 
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(1) INTERIM POLICIES AND PROCEDURES.—Not 
later than 60 days after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, the Attorney General and 
the Secretary of Homeland Security shall, in 
coordination with the heads of the appro- 
priate Federal entities, develop and submit 
to Congress interim policies and procedures 
relating to the receipt of cyber threat indica- 
tors and defensive measures by the Federal 
Government. 

(2) FINAL POLICIES AND PROCEDURES.—Not 
later than 180 days after the date of the en- 
actment of this Act, the Attorney General 
and the Secretary of Homeland Security 
shall, in coordination with the heads of the 
appropriate Federal entities, promulgate 
final policies and procedures relating to the 
receipt of cyber threat indicators and defen- 
sive measures by the Federal Government. 

(3) REQUIREMENTS CONCERNING POLICIES AND 
PROCEDURES.—Consistent with the guidelines 
required by subsection (b), the policies and 
procedures developed and promulgated under 
this subsection shall— 

(A) ensure that cyber threat indicators 
shared with the Federal Government by any 
entity pursuant to section 104(c) through the 
real-time process described in subsection (c) 
of this section— 

(i) are shared in an automated manner 
with all of the appropriate Federal entities; 

(ii) are only subject to a delay, modifica- 
tion, or other action due to controls estab- 
lished for such real-time process that could 
impede real-time receipt by all of the appro- 
priate Federal entities when the delay, modi- 
fication, or other action is due to controls— 

(I) agreed upon unanimously by all of the 
heads of the appropriate Federal entities; 

(II) carried out before any of the appro- 
priate Federal entities retains or uses the 
cyber threat indicators or defensive meas- 
ures; and 

(III) uniformly applied such that each of 
the appropriate Federal entities is subject to 
the same delay, modification, or other ac- 
tion; and 

(iii) may be provided to other Federal enti- 
ties; 

(B) ensure that cyber threat indicators 
shared with the Federal Government by any 
entity pursuant to section 104 in a manner 
other than the real time process described in 
subsection (c) of this section— 

(i) are shared as quickly as operationally 
practicable with all of the appropriate Fed- 
eral entities; 

(ii) are not subject to any unnecessary 
delay, interference, or any other action that 
could impede receipt by all of the appro- 
priate Federal entities; and 

(iii) may be provided to other Federal enti- 
ties; 

(C) consistent with this title, any other ap- 
plicable provisions of law, and the fair infor- 
mation practice principles set forth in ap- 
pendix A of the document entitled ‘‘National 
Strategy for Trusted Identities in Cyber- 
space” and published by the President in 
April, 2011, govern the retention, use, and 
dissemination by the Federal Government of 
cyber threat indicators shared with the Fed- 
eral Government under this title, including 
the extent, if any, to which such cyber 
threat indicators may be used by the Federal 
Government; and 

(D) ensure there are— 

(i) audit capabilities; and 

(ii) appropriate sanctions in place for offi- 
cers, employees, or agents of a Federal enti- 
ty who knowingly and willfully conduct ac- 
tivities under this title in an unauthorized 
manner. 
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(4) GUIDELINES FOR ENTITIES SHARING CYBER 
THREAT INDICATORS WITH FEDERAL GOVERN- 
MENT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Attorney General and the Secretary of 
Homeland Security shall develop and make 
publicly available guidance to assist entities 
and promote sharing of cyber threat indica- 
tors with Federal entities under this title. 

(B) CONTENTS.—The guidelines developed 
and made publicly available under subpara- 
graph (A) shall include guidance on the fol- 
lowing: 

(i) Identification of types of information 
that would qualify as a cyber threat indi- 
cator under this title that would be unlikely 
to include personal information or informa- 
tion that identifies a specific person not di- 
rectly related to a cyber security threat. 

(ii) Identification of types of information 
protected under otherwise applicable privacy 
laws that are unlikely to be directly related 
to a cybersecurity threat. 

(iii) Such other matters as the Attorney 
General and the Secretary of Homeland Se- 
curity consider appropriate for entities shar- 
ing cyber threat indicators with Federal en- 
tities under this title. 

(b) PRIVACY AND CIVIL LIBERTIES.— 

(1) GUIDELINES OF ATTORNEY GENERAL.—Not 
later than 60 days after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, the Attorney General shall, 
in coordination with heads of the appro- 
priate Federal entities and in consultation 
with officers designated under section 1062 of 
the National Security Intelligence Reform 
Act of 2004 (42 U.S.C. 2000ee-1), develop, sub- 
mit to Congress, and make available to the 
public interim guidelines relating to privacy 
and civil liberties which shall govern the re- 
ceipt, retention, use, and dissemination of 
cyber threat indicators by a Federal entity 
obtained in connection with activities au- 
thorized in this title. 

(2) FINAL GUIDELINES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Attorney General shall, in coordination 
with heads of the appropriate Federal enti- 
ties and in consultation with officers des- 
ignated under section 1062 of the National 
Security Intelligence Reform Act of 2004 (42 
U.S.C. 2000ee-1) and such private entities 
with industry expertise as the Attorney Gen- 
eral considers relevant, promulgate final 
guidelines relating to privacy and civil lib- 
erties which shall govern the receipt, reten- 
tion, use, and dissemination of cyber threat 
indicators by a Federal entity obtained in 
connection with activities authorized in this 
title. 

(B) PERIODIC REVIEW.—The Attorney Gen- 
eral shall, in coordination with heads of the 
appropriate Federal entities and in consulta- 
tion with officers and private entities de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A), periodically, but 
not less frequently than once every two 
years, review the guidelines promulgated 
under subparagraph (A). 

(3) CONTENT.—The guidelines required by 
paragraphs (1) and (2) shall, consistent with 
the need to protect information systems 
from cybersecurity threats and mitigate cy- 
bersecurity threats— 

(A) limit the effect on privacy and civil lib- 
erties of activities by the Federal Govern- 
ment under this title; 

(B) limit the receipt, retention, use, and 
dissemination of cyber threat indicators con- 
taining personal information or information 
that identifies specific persons, including by 
establishing— 

(i) a process for the timely destruction of 
such information that is known not to be di- 
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rectly related to uses authorized under this 
title; and 

(ii) specific limitations on the length of 
any period in which a cyber threat indicator 
may be retained; 

(C) include requirements to safeguard 
cyber threat indicators containing personal 
information or information that identifies 
specific persons from unauthorized access or 
acquisition, including appropriate sanctions 
for activities by officers, employees, or 
agents of the Federal Government in con- 
travention of such guidelines; 

(D) include procedures for notifying enti- 
ties and Federal entities if information re- 
ceived pursuant to this section is known or 
determined by a Federal entity receiving 
such information not to constitute a cyber 
threat indicator; 

(E) protect the confidentiality of cyber 
threat indicators containing personal infor- 
mation or information that identifies spe- 
cific persons to the greatest extent prac- 
ticable and require recipients to be informed 
that such indicators may only be used for 
purposes authorized under this title; and 

(F) include steps that may be needed so 
that dissemination of cyber threat indicators 
is consistent with the protection of classified 
and other sensitive national security infor- 
mation. 

(c) CAPABILITY AND PROCESS WITHIN THE 
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Homeland Security, in co- 
ordination with the heads of the appropriate 
Federal entities, shall develop and imple- 
ment a capability and process within the De- 
partment of Homeland Security that— 

(A) shall accept from any entity in real 
time cyber threat indicators and defensive 
measures, pursuant to this section; 

(B) shall, upon submittal of the certifi- 
cation under paragraph (2) that such capa- 
bility and process fully and effectively oper- 
ates as described in such paragraph, be the 
process by which the Federal Government re- 
ceives cyber threat indicators and defensive 
measures under this title that are shared by 
a private entity with the Federal Govern- 
ment through electronic mail or media, an 
interactive form on an Internet website, or a 
real time, automated process between infor- 
mation systems except— 

(i) consistent with section 104, communica- 
tions between a Federal entity and a private 
entity regarding a previously shared cyber 
threat indicator to describe the relevant cy- 
bersecurity threat or develop a defensive 
measure based on such cyber threat indi- 
cator; and 

(ii) communications by a regulated entity 
with such entity’s Federal regulatory au- 
thority regarding a cybersecurity threat; 

(C) ensures that all of the appropriate Fed- 
eral entities receive in an automated manner 
such cyber threat indicators shared through 
the real-time process within the Department 
of Homeland Security; 

(D) is in compliance with the policies, pro- 
cedures, and guidelines required by this sec- 
tion; and 

(E) does not limit or prohibit otherwise 
lawful disclosures of communications, 
records, or other information, including— 

(i) reporting of known or suspected crimi- 
nal activity, by an entity to any other entity 
or a Federal entity; 

(ii) voluntary or legally compelled partici- 
pation in a Federal investigation; and 

(iii) providing cyber threat indicators or 
defensive measures as part of a statutory or 
authorized contractual requirement. 
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(2) CERTIFICATION.—Not later than 10 days 
prior to the implementation of the capa- 
bility and process required by paragraph (1), 
the Secretary of Homeland Security shall, in 
consultation with the heads of the appro- 
priate Federal entities, certify to Congress 
whether such capability and process fully 
and effectively operates— 

(A) as the process by which the Federal 
Government receives from any entity a 
cyber threat indicator or defensive measure 
under this title; and 

(B) in accordance with the policies, proce- 
dures, and guidelines developed under this 
section. 

(3) PUBLIC NOTICE AND ACCESS.—The Sec- 
retary of Homeland Security shall ensure 
there is public notice of, and access to, the 
capability and process developed and imple- 
mented under paragraph (1) so that— 

(A) any entity may share cyber threat in- 
dicators and defensive measures through 
such process with the Federal Government; 
and 

(B) all of the appropriate Federal entities 
receive such cyber threat indicators and de- 
fensive measures in real time with receipt 
through the process within the Department 
of Homeland Security. 

(4) OTHER FEDERAL ENTITIES.—The process 
developed and implemented under paragraph 
(1) shall ensure that other Federal entities 
receive in a timely manner any cyber threat 
indicators and defensive measures shared 
with the Federal Government through such 
process. 

(5) REPORT ON DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMEN- 
TATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Homeland Security shall 
submit to Congress a report on the develop- 
ment and implementation of the capability 
and process required by paragraph (1), in- 
cluding a description of such capability and 
process and the public notice of, and access 
to, such process. 

(B) CLASSIFIED ANNEX.—The report re- 
quired by subparagraph (A) shall be sub- 
mitted in unclassified form, but may include 
a classified annex. 

(d) INFORMATION SHARED WITH OR PROVIDED 
TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.— 

(1) NO WAIVER OF PRIVILEGE OR PROTEC- 
TION.—The provision of cyber threat indica- 
tors and defensive measures to the Federal 
Government under this title shall not con- 
stitute a waiver of any applicable privilege 
or protection provided by law, including 
trade secret protection. 

(2) PROPRIETARY INFORMATION.—Consistent 
with section 104(c)(2), a cyber threat indi- 
cator or defensive measure provided by an 
entity to the Federal Government under this 
title shall be considered the commercial, fi- 
nancial, and proprietary information of such 
entity when so designated by the originating 
entity or a third party acting in accordance 
with the written authorization of the origi- 
nating entity. 

(3) EXEMPTION FROM DISCLOSURE.—Cyber 
threat indicators and defensive measures 
provided to the Federal Government under 
this title shall be— 

(A) deemed voluntarily shared information 
and exempt from disclosure under section 552 
of title 5, United States Code, and any State, 
tribal, or local law requiring disclosure of in- 
formation or records; and 

(B) withheld, without discretion, from the 
public under section 552(b)(3)(B) of title 5, 
United States Code, and any State, tribal, or 
local provision of law requiring disclosure of 
information or records. 
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(4) EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS.—The provi- 
sion of a cyber threat indicator or defensive 
measure to the Federal Government under 
this title shall not be subject to a rule of any 
Federal agency or department or any judi- 
cial doctrine regarding ex parte communica- 
tions with a decision-making official. 

(5) DISCLOSURE, RETENTION, AND USE.— 

(A) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—Cyber threat 
indicators and defensive measures provided 
to the Federal Government under this title 
may be disclosed to, retained by, and used 
by, consistent with otherwise applicable pro- 
visions of Federal law, any Federal agency or 
department, component, officer, employee, 
or agent of the Federal Government solely 
for— 

(i) a cybersecurity purpose; 

(ii) the purpose of identifying a cybersecu- 
rity threat, including the source of such cy- 
bersecurity threat, or a security vulner- 
ability; 

(iii) the purpose of identifying a cybersecu- 
rity threat involving the use of an informa- 
tion system by a foreign adversary or ter- 
rorist; 

(iv) the purpose of responding to, or other- 
wise preventing or mitigating, an imminent 
threat of death, serious bodily harm, or seri- 
ous economic harm, including a terrorist act 
or a use of a weapon of mass destruction; 

(v) the purpose of responding to, or other- 
wise preventing or mitigating, a serious 
threat to a minor, including sexual exploi- 
tation and threats to physical safety; or 

(vi) the purpose of preventing, inves- 
tigating, disrupting, or prosecuting an of- 
fense arising out of a threat described in 
clause (iv) or any of the offenses listed in— 

(I) sections 1028 through 1030 of title 18, 
United States Code (relating to fraud and 
identity theft); 

(II) chapter 37 of such title (relating to es- 
pionage and censorship); and 

(III) chapter 90 of such title (relating to 
protection of trade secrets). 

(B) PROHIBITED ACTIVITIES.—Cyber threat 
indicators and defensive measures provided 
to the Federal Government under this title 
shall not be disclosed to, retained by, or used 
by any Federal agency or department for any 
use not permitted under subparagraph (A). 

(C) PRIVACY AND CIVIL LIBERTIES.—Cyber 
threat indicators and defensive measures 
provided to the Federal Government under 
this title shall be retained, used, and dis- 
seminated by the Federal Government— 

(i) in accordance with the policies, proce- 
dures, and guidelines required by subsections 
(a) and (b); 

(ii) in a manner that protects from unau- 
thorized use or disclosure any cyber threat 
indicators that may contain personal infor- 
mation or information that identifies spe- 
cific persons; and 

(iii) in a manner that protects the con- 
fidentiality of cyber threat indicators con- 
taining personal information or information 
that identifies a specific person. 

(D) FEDERAL REGULATORY AUTHORITY.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), cyber threat indicators and defen- 
sive measures provided to the Federal Gov- 
ernment under this title shall not be directly 
used by any Federal, State, tribal, or local 
government to regulate, including an en- 
forcement action, the lawful activities of 
any entity, including activities relating to 
operating defensive measures or sharing 
cyber threat indicators. 

(ii) EXCEPTIONS.— 

(I) REGULATORY AUTHORITY SPECIFICALLY 
RELATING TO PREVENTION OR MITIGATION OF 
CYBERSECURITY THREATS.—Cyber threat indi- 
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cators and defensive measures provided to 
the Federal Government under this title 
may, consistent with Federal or State regu- 
latory authority specifically relating to the 
prevention or mitigation of cybersecurity 
threats to information systems, inform the 
development or implementation of regula- 
tions relating to such information systems. 
(II) PROCEDURES DEVELOPED AND IMPLE- 
MENTED UNDER THIS TITLE.—Clause (i) shall 
not apply to procedures developed and imple- 
mented under this title. 
SEC. 106. PROTECTION FROM LIABILITY. 


SA 2746. Mr. BURR submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 754, to improve cyber- 
security in the United States through 
enhanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 11, line 3, strike ‘‘period’’ and in- 
sert ‘‘periodic’’. 

On page 20, line 21, strike ‘‘measures’’ and 
insert ‘‘measure’’. 

On page 56, line 8, strike ‘‘and”’ and all that 
follows through ‘‘(7)’’ on line 9 and insert the 
following: 

(7) the term ‘“‘national security system” 
has the meaning given the term in section 
11108 of title 40, United States Code; and 

(8) 

On page 57, line 8, strike ‘‘and’’. 

On page 57, line 11, strike the period at the 
end and insert ‘‘; and’’. 

On page 57, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following: 

“(4) the term ‘national security system’ 
has the meaning given the term in section 
11103 of title 40, United States Code. 

On page 64, lines 14 and 15, strike ‘‘Not- 
withstanding section 202, in this subsection”’ 
and insert ‘‘In this subsection only”. 

On page 69, line 13, strike ‘‘all taken” and 
insert ‘‘taken all”. 

On page 76, line 22, insert ‘‘and the Direc- 
tor of the Office of Management and Budget’’ 
after ‘‘Intelligence’’. 

On page 77, lines 12 and 13, strike ‘‘, as de- 
fined in section 11103 of title 40, United 
States Code”. 

On page 77, line 14, insert ‘‘and the Direc- 
tor of the Office of Management and Budget’’ 
after ‘‘Intelligence’’. 

On page 78, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following: 

(d) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to designate 
an information system as a national security 
system. 

On page 78, line 18, strike ‘‘owned”’ and in- 
sert “used”. 

Beginning on page 80, line 25, strike “use” 
and all that follows through ‘‘other’’ on page 
81, line 6, and insert ‘‘intrusion detection and 
prevention capabilities under section 
230(b)(1) of the Homeland Security Act of 
2002 for the purpose of ensuring the security 
of”. 

On page 84, line 25, strike “Act” and insert 
“Act of 2015”. 

On page 88, line 8, strike ‘‘non-civilian”’ 
and insert ‘‘noncivilian’’. 

On page 91, line 11, strike ‘‘203 and 204” and 
insert ‘‘303 and 304’’. 

On page 96, line 19, strike ‘‘likely,’’ and in- 
sert ‘“‘likely’’. 

On page 96, line 22, strike ‘‘present’’ and in- 
sert ‘‘present,’’. 

On page 107, line 10, strike ‘‘shall each” 
and insert “shall”. 

On page 107, lines 11 and 12, strike ‘‘each 
Comptroller General of the United States 
and’’. 
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On page 110, strikes lines 6 through 16. 
On page 114, line 7, strike ‘‘SENATE”’ and in- 
sert ‘‘SENSE’’. 


SA 2747. Mr. VITTER proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 208, to im- 
prove the disaster assistance programs 
of the Small Business Administration; 
as follows: 


On page 2, strike lines 1 through 5 and in- 
sert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Recovery Improvements for Small Enti- 
ties After Disaster Act of 2015” or the “RISE 
After Disaster Act of 2015”. 
(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
DIVISION A—SUPERSTORM SANDY RE- 
LIEF AND DISASTER LOAN PROGRAM 
IMPROVEMENTS 


Sec. 1001. Short title. 
Sec. 1002. Findings. 
TITLE I—DISASTER ASSISTANCE 
IMPROVEMENTS 


1101. Revised disaster deadline. 

1102. Use of physical damage disaster loans 
to construct safe rooms. 

1103. Reducing delays on closing and dis- 
bursement of loans. 

1104. Safeguarding taxpayer interests and in- 
creasing transparency in loan 
approvals. 

1105. Disaster plan improvements. 

DIVISION B—RECOVERY IMPROVEMENTS 

FOR SMALL ENTITIES 

Sec. 2001. Short title. 

TITLE I-IMPROVEMENTS OF DISASTER 
RESPONSE AND LOANS 

Sec. 2101. Additional awards to small busi- 
ness development centers, wom- 
en’s business centers, and 
SCORE for disaster recovery. 


Sec. 2102. Collateral requirements for dis- 
aster loans. 

Sec. 2103. Assistance to out-of-State busi- 
ness concerns to aid in disaster 
recovery. 

Sec. 2105. FAST program. 

Sec. 2106. Use of Federal surplus property in 
disaster areas. 

Sec. 2107. Recovery opportunity loans. 

Sec. 2108. Contractor malfeasance. 

Sec. 2109. Local contracting preferences and 
incentives. 

Sec. 2110. Clarification of collateral require- 
ments. 

TITLE II—DISASTER PLANNING AND 
MITIGATION 


Sec. 2201. Business recovery centers. 
TITLE III—OTHER PROVISIONS 


Sec. 2301. Increased oversight of economic 

injury disaster loans. 

Sec. 2302. GAO report on paperwork reduc- 

tion. 

Sec. 2303. Report on web portal for disaster 

loan applicants. 

DIVISION A—SUPERSTORM SANDY RELIEF 
AND DISASTER LOAN PROGRAM M- 
PROVEMENTS 

SEC. 1001. SHORT TITLE. 

This division may be cited as the 
““Superstorm Sandy Relief and Disaster Loan 
Program Improvement Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 1002. FINDINGS. 


On page 3, strike line 5 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 
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TITLE I—DISASTER ASSISTANCE 
IMPROVEMENTS 


SEC. 1101. REVISED DISASTER DEADLINE. 


On page 3, line 14, insert ‘‘nonprofit enti- 
ty,” after ‘chomeowner,’’. 

On page 4, line 9, strike the quotation 
marks and the second period and insert the 
following: 

‘“(C) INSPECTOR GENERAL REVIEW.—Not 
later than 6 months after the date on which 
the Administrator begins carrying out this 
authority, the Inspector General of the Ad- 
ministration shall initiate a review of the 
controls for ensuring applicant eligibility for 
loans made under this paragraph.’’. 

On page 4, line 10, strike ‘‘SEC. 4.’ 
sert ‘‘SEC. 1102.”’. 

On page 4, line 24, insert ‘‘, if such safe 
room or similar storm shelter is constructed 
in accordance with applicable standards 
issued by the Federal Emergency Manage- 
ment Agency” after ‘‘disasters’’. 


On page 5, strike lines 1 through 21 and in- 
sert the following: 

SEC. 1103. REDUCING DELAYS ON CLOSING AND 
DISBURSEMENT OF LOANS. 

Section 7(b) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 636(b)) is amended by inserting before 
the undesignated matter following paragraph 
(9) the following: 

On page 5, line 22, strike ‘‘(11)’’ and insert 
“(10)”, 

On page 6, strike lines 5 through 8 and in- 
sert the following: 

SEC. 1104. SAFEGUARDING TAXPAYER INTERESTS 
AND INCREASING TRANSPARENCY 
IN LOAN APPROVALS. 

Section 7(b) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 6386(b)) is amended by inserting before 
the undesignated matter following paragraph 
(10), as added by section 1103 of this Act, the 
following: 

On page 6, line 9, strike “(12)” and insert 
“a9”. 

Beginning on page 6, strike line 14 and all 
that follows through page 7, line 20, and in- 
sert the following: 

SEC. 1105. DISASTER PLAN IMPROVEMENTS. 


Beginning on page 8, strike line 6 and all 
that follows through page 9, line 6, and insert 
the following: 


DIVISION B—RECOVERY IMPROVEMENTS 
FOR SMALL ENTITIES 
SECTION 2001. SHORT TITLE. 

This division may be cited as the ‘‘Recov- 
ery Improvements for Small Entities After 
Disaster Act of 2015” or the ‘“‘RISE After Dis- 
aster Act of 2015”. 


TITLE I—IMPROVEMENTS OF DISASTER 
RESPONSE AND LOANS 
SEC. 2101. ADDITIONAL AWARDS TO SMALL BUSI- 
NESS DEVELOPMENT CENTERS, 
WOMEN’S BUSINESS CENTERS, AND 
SCORE FOR DISASTER RECOVERY. 

Section 7(b) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 6386(b)) is amended by inserting before 
the undesignated matter following paragraph 
(11), as added by section 1104 of this Act, the 
following: 

‘(12) ADDITIONAL AWARDS TO SMALL BUSI- 
NESS DEVELOPMENT CENTERS, WOMEN’S BUSI- 
NESS CENTERS, AND SCORE FOR DISASTER RE- 
COVERY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administration 
may provide financial assistance to a small 
business development center, a women’s 
business center described in section 29, the 
Service Corps of Retired Executives, or any 
proposed consortium of such individuals or 
entities to spur disaster recovery and growth 


’ 


and in- 
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of small business concerns located in an area 
for which the President has declared a major 
disaster. 

‘(B) FORM OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.—Fi- 
nancial assistance provided under this para- 
graph shall be in the form of a grant, con- 
tract, or cooperative agreement. 

‘(C) NO MATCHING FUNDS REQUIRED.— 
Matching funds shall not be required for any 
grant, contract, or cooperative agreement 
under this paragraph. 

‘“(D) REQUIREMENTS.—A recipient of finan- 
cial assistance under this paragraph shall 
provide counseling, training, and other re- 
lated services, such as promoting long-term 
resiliency, to small business concerns and 
entrepreneurs impacted by a major disaster. 

“(E) PERFORMANCE.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator, in 
cooperation with the recipients of financial 
assistance under this paragraph, shall estab- 
lish metrics and goals for performance of 
grants, contracts, and cooperative agree- 
ments under this paragraph, which shall in- 
clude recovery of sales, recovery of employ- 
ment, reestablishment of business premises, 
and establishment of new small business con- 
cerns. 

“(ii) USE OF ESTIMATES.—The Adminis- 
trator shall base the goals and metrics for 
performance established under clause (i), in 
part, on the estimates of disaster impact pre- 
pared by the Office of Disaster Assistance for 
purposes of estimating loan-making require- 
ments. 

“(F) TERM.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The term of any grant, 
contract, or cooperative agreement under 
this paragraph shall be for not more than 2 
years. 

“(ii) EXTENSION.—The Administrator may 
make 1 extension of a grant, contract, or co- 
operative agreement under this paragraph 
for a period of not more than 1 year, upon a 
showing of good cause and need for the ex- 
tension. 

‘“(G) EXEMPTION FROM OTHER PROGRAM RE- 
QUIREMENTS.—Financial assistance provided 
under this paragraph is in addition to, and 
wholly separate from, any other form of as- 
sistance provided by the Administrator 
under this Act. 

“(H) COMPETITIVE BASIS.—The Administra- 
tion shall award financial assistance under 
this paragraph on a competitive basis.’’. 

SEC. 2102. COLLATERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR 
DISASTER LOANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 17(d)(6) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 686(d)(6)) is 
amended in the third proviso— 

(1) by striking ‘‘$14,000” 
“*$25,000’’; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘major disaster” and insert- 
ing ‘‘disaster’’. 

(b) SUNSET.—Effective on the date that is 3 
years after the date of enactment of this 
Act, section 7(d)(6) of the Small Business Act 
(15 U.S.C. 686(d)(6)) is amended in the third 


and inserting 


proviso— 
(1) by striking ‘‘$25,000’’ and inserting 
‘*$14,000’’; and 


(2) by inserting ‘‘major’’ before ‘‘disaster’’. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days before 
the date on which the amendments made by 
subsection (b) are to take effect, the Admin- 
istrator of the Small Business Administra- 
tion shall submit to Committee on Small 
Business and Entrepreneurship of the Senate 
and the Committee on Small Business of the 
House of Representatives a report on the ef- 
fects of the amendments made by subsection 
(a), which shall include— 

(1) an assessment of the impact and bene- 
fits resulting from the amendments; and 
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(2) a recommendation as to whether the 
amendments should be made permanent. 

SEC. 2103. ASSISTANCE TO OUT-OF-STATE BUSI- 
NESS CONCERNS TO AID IN DIS- 
ASTER RECOVERY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 21(b)(8) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 648(b)(8)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(3) At the discretion” and 
inserting the following: 

‘(3) ASSISTANCE TO OUT-OF-STATE SMALL 
BUSINESS CONCERNS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—At the discretion”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(B) DISASTER RECOVERY ASSISTANCE.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—At the discretion of the 
Administrator, the Administrator may au- 
thorize a small business development center 
to provide advice, information, and assist- 
ance, as described in subsection (c), to a 
small business concern located outside of the 
State, without regard to geographic prox- 
imity to the small business development 
center, if the small business concern is lo- 
cated in an area for which the President has 
declared a major disaster. 

“(ii) TERM.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—A small business devel- 
opment center may provide advice, informa- 
tion, and assistance to a small business con- 
cern under clause (i) for a period of not more 
than 2 years after the date on which the 
President declared a major disaster for the 
area in which the small business concern is 
located. 

“(ID) EXTENSION.—The Administrator may, 
at the discretion of the Administrator, ex- 
tend the period described in subclause (I). 

‘“(iii) CONTINUITY OF SERVICES.—A small 
business development center that provides 
counselors to an area described in clause (i) 
shall, to the maximum extent practicable, 
ensure continuity of services in any State in 
which the small business development center 
otherwise provides services. 

‘“(iv) ACCESS TO DISASTER RECOVERY FACILI- 
TIES.—For purposes of this subparagraph, the 
Administrator shall, to the maximum extent 
practicable, permit the personnel of a small 
business development center to use any site 
or facility designated by the Administrator 
for use to provide disaster recovery assist- 
ance.’’. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that, subject to the availability of 
funds, the Administrator of the Small Busi- 
ness Administration should, to the extent 
practicable, ensure that a small business de- 
velopment center is appropriately reim- 
bursed for any legitimate expenses incurred 
in carrying out activities under section 
21(b)(8)(B) of the Small Business Act, as 
added by subsection (a). 


SEC. 2105. FAST PROGRAM. 


(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 34(a) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 657d(a)) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through 
(9) as paragraphs (4) through (10), respec- 
tively; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(3) CATASTROPHIC INCIDENT.—The term 
‘catastrophic incident’ means a major dis- 
aster that is comparable to the description 
of a catastrophic incident in the National 
Response Plan of the Administration, or any 
successor thereto.’’. 

(b) PRIORITY.—Section 34(c)(2) of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 657d(c)(2)) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 
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(2) in subparagraph (B)(vi)(II]), by striking 
the period at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; 
and 

(8) by adding at the end the following: 

“(C) shall give special consideration to an 
applicant that is located in an area affected 
by a catastrophic incident.’’. 

(c) ADDITIONAL ASSISTANCE.—Section 34(c) 
of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 657d(c)) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(5) ADDITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOR CATA- 
STROPHIC INCIDENTS.—Upon application by an 
applicant that receives an award or has in ef- 
fect a cooperative agreement under this sec- 
tion and that is located in an area affected 
by a catastrophic incident, the Adminis- 
trator may— 

“(A) provide additional assistance to the 
applicant; and 

“(B) waive the matching requirements 
under subsection (e)(2).’’. 

SEC. 2106. USE OF FEDERAL SURPLUS PROPERTY 
IN DISASTER AREAS. 

Section 7(j)(13)(F) of the Small Business 
Act (15 U.S.C. 636(j)(18)(F)) is amended— 

(1) by inserting “(i)” after ‘‘(F)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

**(ji)(1) In this clause— 

“(aa) the term ‘covered period’ means the 
2-year period beginning on the date on which 
the President declared the applicable major 
disaster; and 

“(bb) the term ‘disaster area’ means the 
area for which the President has declared a 
major disaster, during the covered period. 

(ID) The Administrator may transfer tech- 
nology or surplus property under clause (i) 
on a priority basis to a small business con- 
cern located in a disaster area if— 

“(aa) the small business concern meets the 
requirements for such a transfer, without re- 
gard to whether the small business concern 
is a Program Participant; and 

‘“(bb) for a small business concern that is a 
Program Participant, on and after the date 
on which the President declared the applica- 
ble major disaster, the small business con- 
cern has not received property under this 
subparagraph on the basis of the status of 
the small business concern as a Program 
Participant. 

“(OI) For any transfer of property under 
this clause to a small business concern, the 
terms and conditions shall be the same as a 
transfer to a Program Participant, except 
that the small business concern shall agree 
not to sell or transfer the property to any 
party other than the Federal Government 
during the covered period. 

“(IV) A small business concern that re- 
ceives a transfer of property under this 
clause may not receive a transfer of property 
under clause (i) during the covered period. 

“(V) If a small business concern sells or 
transfers property in violation of the agree- 
ment described in subclause (III), the Admin- 
istrator may initiate proceedings to prohibit 
the small business concern from receiving a 
transfer of property under this clause or 
clause (i), in addition to any other remedy 
available to the Administrator.’’. 

SEC. 2107. RECOVERY OPPORTUNITY LOANS. 

Section 7(a)(81) of the Small Business Act 
(15 U.S.C. 636(a)(31)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A)— 

(A) by redesignating clauses (i), (ii), and 
(iii) as clauses (ii), (iii), and (iv), respec- 
tively; and 

(B) by inserting before clause (ii), as so re- 
designated, the following: 

“(i) The term ‘disaster area’ means the 
area for which the President has declared a 
major disaster, during the 5-year period be- 
ginning on the date of the declaration.’’; and 
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(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(H) RECOVERY OPPORTUNITY LOANS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may 
guarantee an express loan to a small busi- 
ness concern located in a disaster area in ac- 
cordance with this subparagraph. 

“(i) MAXIMUMS.—For a loan guaranteed 
under clause (i)— 

“(D) the maximum loan amount is $150,000; 
and 

“(ID) the guarantee rate shall be not more 
than 85 percent. 

“(iii) OVERALL CAP.—A loan guaranteed 
under clause (i) shall not be counted in de- 
termining the amount of loans made to a 
borrower for purposes of subparagraph (D). 

“(iv) OPERATIONS.—A small business con- 
cern receiving a loan guaranteed under 
clause (i) shall certify that the small busi- 
ness concern was in operation on the date on 
which the applicable major disaster occurred 
as a condition of receiving the loan. 

“(v) REPAYMENT ABILITY.—A loan guaran- 
teed under clause (i) may only be made to a 
small business concern that demonstrates, to 
the satisfaction of the Administrator, suffi- 
cient capacity to repay the loan. 

‘(vi) TIMING OF PAYMENT OF GUARANTEES.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date on which a request for pur- 
chase is filed with the Administrator, the 
Administrator shall determine whether to 
pay the guaranteed portion of the loan. 

“(ID RECAPTURE.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, unless there is a sub- 
sequent finding of fraud by a court of com- 
petent jurisdiction relating to a loan guaran- 
teed under clause (i), on and after the date 
that is 6 months after the date on which the 
Administrator determines to pay the guaran- 
teed portion of the loan, the Administrator 
may not attempt to recapture the paid guar- 
antee. 

‘“(vii) FEES.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—Unless the Adminis- 
trator has waived the guarantee fee that 
would otherwise be collected by the Adminis- 
trator under paragraph (18) for a loan guar- 
anteed under clause (i), and except as pro- 
vided in subclause (II), the guarantee fee for 
the loan shall be equal to the guarantee fee 
that the Administrator would collect if the 
guarantee rate for the loan was 50 percent. 

“(II) EXCEPTION.—Subclause (I) shall not 
apply if the cost of carrying out the program 
under this subsection in a fiscal year is more 
than zero and such cost is directly attrib- 
utable to the cost of guaranteeing loans 
under clause (i). 

“(viii) RULES.—Not later than 270 days 
after the date of enactment of this subpara- 
graph, the Administrator shall promulgate 
rules to carry out this subparagraph.’’. 

SEC. 2108. CONTRACTOR MALFEASANCE. 

Section 7(b) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 636(b)) is amended by inserting before 
the undesignated matter following paragraph 
(12), as added by section 2101 of this Act, the 
following: 

‘(13) SUPPLEMENTAL ASSISTANCE FOR CON- 
TRACTOR MALFEASANCE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If a contractor or other 
person engages in malfeasance in connection 
with repairs to, rehabilitation of, or replace- 
ment of real or personal property relating to 
which a loan was made under this subsection 
and the malfeasance results in substantial 
economic damage to the recipient of the loan 
or substantial risks to health or safety, upon 
receiving documentation of the substantial 
economic damage or the substantial risk to 
health and safety from an independent loss 
verifier, and subject to subparagraph (B), the 
Administrator may increase the amount of 
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the loan under this subsection, as necessary 
for the cost of repairs, rehabilitation, or re- 
placement needed to address the cause of the 
economic damage or health or safety risk. 

“(B) REQUIREMENTS.—The Administrator 
may only increase the amount of a loan 
under subparagraph (A) upon receiving an 
appropriate certification from the borrower 
and person performing the mitigation attest- 
ing to the reasonableness of the mitigation 
costs and an assignment of any proceeds re- 
ceived from the person engaging in the mal- 
feasance. The assignment of proceeds recov- 
ered from the person engaging in the malfea- 
sance shall be equal to the amount of the 
loan under this section. Any mitigation ac- 
tivities shall be subject to audit and inde- 
pendent verification of completeness and 
cost reasonableness.’’. 

SEC. 2109. LOCAL CONTRACTING PREFERENCES 
AND INCENTIVES. 

Section 15 of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 644) is amended by inserting after sub- 
section (e) the following: 

‘(f) CONTRACTING PREFERENCE FOR SMALL 
BUSINESS CONCERNS IN A MAJOR DISASTER 
AREA.— 

“(1) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the 
term ‘disaster area’ means the area for 
which the President has declared a major 
disaster, during the period of the declara- 
tion. 

‘(2) CONTRACTING PREFERENCE.—An agency 
shall provide a contracting preference for a 
small business concern located in a disaster 
area if the small business concern will per- 
form the work required under the contract in 
the disaster area. 

‘3) CREDIT FOR MEETING CONTRACTING 
GOALS.—If an agency awards a contract to a 
small business concern under the cir- 
cumstances described in paragraph (2), the 
value of the contract shall be doubled for 
purposes of determining compliance with the 
goals for procurement contracts under sub- 
section (g)(1)(A).’’. 

SEC. 2110. CLARIFICATION OF COLLATERAL RE- 
QUIREMENTS. 

Section 7(d)(6) of the Small Business Act 
(15 U.S.C. 636(d)(6)) is amended by inserting 
after ‘‘which are made under paragraph (1) of 
subsection (b) the following: ‘‘: Provided fur- 
ther, That the Administrator, in obtaining 
the best available collateral for a loan of not 
more than $200,000 under paragraph (1) or (2) 
of subsection (b) relating to damage to or de- 
struction of the property of, or economic in- 
jury to, a small business concern, shall not 
require the owner of the small business con- 
cern to use the primary residence of the 
owner as collateral if the Administrator de- 
termines that the owner has other assets of 
equal quality and with a value equal to or 
greater than the amount of the loan that 
could be used as collateral for the loan: Pro- 
vided further, That nothing in the preceding 
proviso may be construed to reduce the 
amount of collateral required by the Admin- 
istrator in connection with a loan described 
in the preceding proviso or to modify the 
standards used to evaluate the quality (rath- 
er than the type) of such collateral’’. 

TITLE II—DISASTER PLANNING AND 
MITIGATION 
SEC. 2201. BUSINESS RECOVERY CENTERS. 

Section 7(b) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 636(b)) is amended by inserting before 
the undesignated matter following paragraph 
(13), as added by section 2108 of this Act, the 
following: 

‘(14) BUSINESS RECOVERY CENTERS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator, act- 
ing through the district offices of the Admin- 
istration, shall identify locations that may 
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be used as recovery centers by the Adminis- 
tration in the event of a disaster declared 
under this subsection or a major disaster. 

“(B) REQUIREMENTS FOR IDENTIFICATION.— 
Each district office of the Administration 
shall— 

“(i) identify a location described in sub- 
paragraph (A) in each county, parish, or 
similar unit of general local government in 
the area served by the district office; and 

‘“(ii) ensure that the locations identified 
under subparagraph (A) may be used as a re- 
covery center without cost to the Govern- 
ment, to the extent practicable.’’. 

TITLE ITI—OTHER PROVISIONS 
SEC. 2301. INCREASED OVERSIGHT OF ECONOMIC 
INJURY DISASTER LOANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7(b) of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(b)) is amended by 
inserting before the undesignated matter fol- 
lowing paragraph (14), as added by section 
2201 of this Act, the following: 

‘(15) INCREASED OVERSIGHT OF ECONOMIC IN- 
JURY DISASTER LOANS.—The Administrator 
shall increase oversight of entities receiving 
loans under paragraph (2), and may con- 
sider— 

“(A) scheduled site visits to ensure bor- 
rower eligibility and compliance with re- 
quirements established by the Adminis- 
trator; and 

‘“(B) reviews of the use of the loan proceeds 
by an entity described in paragraph (2) to en- 
sure compliance with requirements estab- 
lished by the Administrator.’’. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS RELATING TO USING 
EXISTING FUNDS.—It is the sense of Congress 
that no additional Federal funds should be 
made available to carry out the amendments 
made by this section. 

SEC. 2302. GAO REPORT ON PAPERWORK REDUC- 
TION. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the Comptroller General 
of the United States shall submit to the 
Committee on Small Business and Entrepre- 
neurship of the Senate and the Committee 
on Small Business of the House of Represent- 
atives a report evaluating steps that the 
Small Business Administration has taken, 
with respect to the application for disaster 
assistance under section 7(b) of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(b)), to comply 
with subchapter I of chapter 35 of title 44, 
United States Code (commonly known as the 
“Paperwork Reduction Act”) and related 
guidance. 

SEC. 2303. REPORT ON WEB PORTAL FOR DIS- 
ASTER LOAN APPLICANTS. 

Section 38 of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 657j) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘(c) REPORT ON WEB PORTAL FOR DISASTER 
LOAN APPLICATION STATUS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, the Administrator shall submit to 
the Committee on Small Business and Entre- 
preneurship of the Senate and the Com- 
mittee on Small Business of the House of 
Representatives a report relating to the cre- 
ation of a web portal to the track the status 
of applications for disaster assistance under 
section 7(b). 

‘“(2) CONTENTS.—The report under para- 
graph (1) shall include— 

“(A) information on the progress of the Ad- 
ministration in implementing the informa- 
tion system under subsection (a); 

“(B) recommendations from the Adminis- 
tration relating to the creation of a web por- 
tal for applicants to check the status of an 
application for disaster assistance under sec- 
tion 7(b), including a review of best practices 
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and web portal models from the private sec- 
tor; 

“(C) information on any related costs or 
staffing needed to implement such a web por- 
tal; 

“(D) information on whether such a web 
portal can maintain high standards for data 
privacy and data security; 

“(E) information on whether such a web 
portal will minimize redundancy among Ad- 
ministration disaster programs, improve 
management of the number of inquiries 
made by disaster applicants to employees lo- 
cated in the area affected by the disaster and 
to call centers, and reduce paperwork bur- 
dens on disaster victims; and 

“(F) such additional information as is de- 
termined necessary by the Administrator.’’. 


—— 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 
Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on October 21, 
2015, at 10 a.m. in room SD-106 of the 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, to con- 
duct a hearing entitled ‘“‘Agriculture 
Biotechnology: A Look at Federal Reg- 
ulation and Stakeholder Perspectives.” 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on October 21, 2015, at 9:30 a.m. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on October 21, 2015, at 9:30 a.m. to con- 
duct a hearing entitled ‘‘Ongoing Mi- 
gration from Central America: An Ex- 
amination of FY2015 Apprehensions.”’ 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on October 21, 2015, at 2:15 p.m., in 
room SD-628 of the Dirksen Senate Of- 
fice Building, to conduct a hearing en- 
titled “The GAO Report on ‘INDIAN 
ENERGY DEVELOPMENT: Poor Man- 
agement by BIA Has Hindered Develop- 
ment on Indian Lands.’ ” 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on October 21, 2015, at 10 a.m., in 
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room SD-226 of the Dirksen Senate Of- 
fice Building, to conduct a hearing en- 
titled “Nominations.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Special 
Committee on Aging be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on October 21, 2015, at 2:30 p.m., in 
room SD-562 of the Dirksen Senate Of- 
fice Building, to conduct a hearing en- 
titled ‘‘Virtual Victims: When Com- 
puter Tech Support Becomes a Scam.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SUPERFUND, WASTE 
MANAGEMENT, AND REGULATORY OVERSIGHT 
Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Superfund, Waste Man- 
agement, and Regulatory Oversight of 
the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 21, 2015, at 10 a.m., in room SD- 
406 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build- 
ing, to conduct a hearing entitled 
“Oversight of Regulatory Impact Anal- 
yses for U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency Regulations.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


——— 


HONORING THE LIVES OF THE 33 
CREW MEMBERS ABOARD THE 
“EL FARO” 


Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the consideration of S. 
Res. 291, submitted earlier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 291) honoring the 
lives of the 33 crew members aboard the El 
Faro. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the reso- 
lution be agreed to, the preamble be 
agreed to, and the motions to recon- 
sider be laid upon the table with no in- 
tervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

(The resolution, with its preamble, is 
printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub- 
mitted Resolutions.’’) 
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COMMEMORATING THE DISCOVERY 
OF THE POLIO VACCINE 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the HELP 
Committee be discharged from further 
consideration of S. Res. 108 and the 
Senate proceed to its immediate con- 
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the resolution 
by title. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 108) commemorating 
the discovery of the polio vaccine and sup- 
porting efforts to eradicate the disease. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the reso- 
lution be agreed to, the preamble be 
agreed to, and the motions to recon- 
sider be considered made and laid upon 
the table with no intervening action or 
debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

(The resolution, with its preamble, is 
printed in the RECORD of March 24, 2015, 
under ‘‘Submitted Resolutions.”’’) 


EE 


MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—S. 2193 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
understand there is a bill at the desk, 
and I ask for its first reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the bill by title for the 
first time. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 2193) to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to increase penalties for 
individuals who illegally reenter the United 
States after being removed and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I now ask for a 
second reading and, in order to place 
the bill on the calendar under the pro- 
visions of rule XIV, I object to my own 
request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion having been heard, the bill will be 
read for the second time on the next 
legislative day. 


108) was 


EE 


ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, OCTOBER 
22, 2015 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
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adjourn until 10 a.m., Thursday, Octo- 
ber 22; that following the prayer and 
pledge, the morning hour be deemed 
expired, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, and the time for the 
two leaders be reserved for their use 
later in the day; that following leader 
remarks, the Senate resume consider- 
ation of S. 754, with the time until 11 
a.m. equally divided between the two 
leaders or their designees; finally, that 
the filing deadline for all second-degree 
amendments to both the substitute 
amendment No. 2716 and the under- 
lying bill, S. 754, be at 10:30 a.m. tomor- 
row. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be- 
fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that it stand adjourned under the 
previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:01 p.m., adjourned until Thursday, 
October 22, 2015, at 10 a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate: 


AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION 


LINDA I. ETIM, OF WISCONSIN, TO BE A MEMBER OF 
THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE AFRICAN DEVELOP- 
MENT FOUNDATION FOR A TERM EXPIRING SEPTEMBER 
22, 2021, VICE MIMI E. ALEMAYEHOU, TERM EXPIRED. 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION 


LISA M. FAIRFAX, OF MARYLAND, TO BE A MEMBER OF 
THE SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION FOR A 
TERM EXPIRING JUNE 5, 2020, VICE LUIS AGUILAR, TERM 
EXPIRED. 

HESTER MARIA PEIRCE, OF OHIO, TO BE A MEMBER OF 
THE SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION FOR THE 
REMAINDER OF THE TERM EXPIRING JUNE 5, 2016, VICE 
DANIEL M. GALLAGHER, JR., RESIGNED. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


JEAN ELIZABETH MANES, OF FLORIDA, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO THE REPUBLIC OF EL SALVADOR. 

SCOT ALAN MARCIEL, OF CALIFORNIA, A CAREER MEM- 
BER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF CA- 
REER MINISTER, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY 
AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA TO THE UNION OF BURMA. 

LINDA SWARTZ TAGLIALATELA, OF NEW YORK, A CA- 
REER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE, TO 
BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENI- 
POTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO 
BARBADOS, AND TO SERVE CONCURRENTLY AND WITH- 
OUT ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION AS AMBASSADOR EX- 
TRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA TO THE FEDERATION OF ST. KITTS 
AND NEVIS, SAINT LUCIA, ANTIGUA AND BARBUDA, THE 
COMMONWEALTH OF DOMINICA, GRENADA, AND SAINT 
VINCENT AND THE GRENADINES. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


The House met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee). 


ee 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
October 21, 2015. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable JOHN J. 
DUNCAN, Jr., to act as Speaker pro tempore 
on this day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


EEE 


MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of Janu- 
ary 6, 2015, the Chair will now recog- 
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 

The Chair will alternate recognition 
between the parties, with each party 
limited to 1 hour and each Member 
other than the majority and minority 
leaders and the minority whip limited 
to 5 minutes, but in no event shall de- 
bate continue beyond 11:50 a.m. 


——— 


DRUG CRISIS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
West Virginia (Mr. MOONEY) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, my State of West Virginia is 
experiencing a crisis. West Virginia is 
leading the country in a rather grim 
category: drug overdoses. This issue 
goes beyond party lines, and it is rip- 
ping our State apart. 

President Obama is bringing national 
attention to our drug crisis by coming 
to my district this afternoon to discuss 
the prescription drug and heroin epi- 
demic. 

The statistics are disturbing. Over- 
doses in West Virginia increased by 134 
percent between 2012 and 2013, which 
accounts for about 34 drug overdose 
deaths per 100,000 West Virginia resi- 
dents. This overdose rate is more than 
double the national average. 

There is no magical solution to this 
epidemic. We need local, State, and 
Federal officials to work together to 
effectively fight back. One of the ways 
that we can do this is to have the Fed- 
eral Government support the High In- 
tensity Drug Trafficking Areas pro- 


gram, also known as HIDTA. The 
HIDTA program provides needed funds 
to law enforcement to combat drug 
trafficking while also helping local 
treatment and prevention efforts. 

I have been hosting roundtable dis- 
cussions across my district to hear di- 
rectly from communities that are af- 
fected by the drug epidemic. I recently 
held one of these discussions in the 
town of Romney, West Virginia, in Sep- 
tember, to talk about the ongoing 
issues they face in that community. 

Officials at the meeting agreed that 
we need to utilize all resources avail- 
able at the local, State, and Federal 
levels, and we agreed that HIDTA was 
a key tool in fighting back. It was also 
pointed out that foster parents are 
needed to help care for children whose 
parents are struggling with drug addic- 
tion issues. 

So you can help, too. 

But addressing drug trafficking is 
not the only thing that needs to be 
done to help fight the epidemic. We 
need to help the youngest victims of 
our shared battle with this crisis: in- 
fants who are born addicted. 

That is why I cosponsored and voted 
for H.R. 1462, the Protecting Our In- 
fants Act of 2015, which passed the 
House unanimously and is awaiting ac- 
tion in the U.S. Senate. This bill ad- 
dresses a condition called neonatal ab- 
stinence syndrome by helping to find 
the best way to diagnose, evaluate, and 
coordinate Federal efforts to help re- 
search and respond to this debilitating 
condition. Infants who suffer from neo- 
natal abstinence syndrome can experi- 
ence seizures, respiratory impairments, 
tremors, fever, and difficulty feeding. 

Research published by the Journal of 
Perinatology found that the number of 
infants suffering from withdrawal grew 
nearly fivefold from 2000 to 2012. Evi- 
dence also shows that an infant is born 
with drug withdrawal every 25 minutes 
in the United States. 

In West Virginia, it is estimated 
that, in 1 out of every 13 births, a baby 
is addicted to drugs. This is a problem 
that needs serious attention imme- 
diately, but this is just one crucial 
step. 

To help fight addiction, one of the 
latest tools available to the public in 
West Virginia is a new 24-hour call line 
that has been launched to help people 
battling substance and mental health 
issues in West Virginia. 

The call line is 1-844-HELP4WV. The 
line is open 24 hours a day, 7 days a 
week, with the promise of never being 
put on hold. We must continue to work 
together to fight this epidemic. 
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LEGALIZING MARIJUANA 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUERR. Mr. Speaker, ad- 
vocates from the new emerging mari- 
juana industry in Oregon are descend- 
ing on Capitol Hill at a very critical 
time for this fledgling industry. 

They have a report about the imple- 
mentation of Oregon’s Ballot Measure 
91—overwhelmingly approved by voters 
last year—to legalize, tax, and regulate 
marijuana at the State level. Posses- 
sion became legal July 1. Retail sales 
were authorized in existing dispen- 
saries on the 1st of October to signifi- 
cant interest around the State. The 
first week saw an estimated $11 million 
in sales. 

They are working hard to implement 
the spirit and the letter of the meas- 
ure, working closely with the Oregon 
legislature to refine it, learning from 
the experience of States like Wash- 
ington and Colorado that have already 
legalized adult use. 

Theirs is a positive story of economic 
opportunity, product development, tax 
revenues, more freedom for individuals, 
and eliminating the racial disparities 
in the enforcement of a failed policy of 
prohibition that comes down heavily 
against young men of color, especially 
African Americans. 

At the same time, there was a scath- 
ing report this week from Brookings 
Institution researchers John Hudak 
and Grace Wallack that called out the 
roadblocks that are being put in place 
by law enforcement and Federal poli- 
cies that stifle medical marijuana re- 
search, that interfere with the science 
and the doctor-patient relationship in 
ways that are completely unwarranted, 
counterproductive, and destructive. 

They come at a time when the Fed- 
eral Government has told the Drug En- 
forcement Agency to stop harassing 
medical providers after Congress clear- 
ly passed legislation to protect the in- 
dustry and, more importantly, a pa- 
tient’s right to medicine. 

The Rohrabacher-Farr amendment 
passed with strong bipartisan support, 
clearly specifying that the Federal 
Government should not interfere with 
State-legal medical marijuana oper- 
ations. 

The Department of Justice, unfortu- 
nately, took an outrageously flawed 
position, which infuriated those of us 
who authored these provisions and 
have worked to pass them over the last 
2 years. The DEA ignored the law, and 
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the Department of Justice defended 
them in this unfortunate action. 

It is the latest example of how far 
out of touch the Federal Government 
agencies are with the reality on the 
ground, with the will of the majority of 
the American people, who think that 
marijuana should be legal, and with 
the policies of the President himself. 

President Obama has declared mari- 
juana no more harmful than other per- 
fectly legal substances, like tobacco, 
which is, in fact, true, and that he had 
bigger fish to fry than fight against 
State legalization. Unfortunately, 
some parts of his Federal Government 
are still frying those fish. 

The good news is that the tide has 
turned. As I mentioned, the majority of 
the American people now think mari- 
juana should be legal, as 23 States, the 
District of Columbia, and Guam now 
have medical marijuana and 17 more 
have authorized a limited version of 
medical marijuana. We have 4 States 
and the District of Columbia that per- 
mit outright adult use, with more 
States considering this over the course 
of the next year. 

All the Federal Government has to 
do, as Secretary Clinton recently said 
in Colorado, is just stay out of the way. 
Stop interfering. Let legal marijuana 
businesses have bank accounts. Don’t 
force them to be all cash. Let them de- 
duct their business expenses from their 
taxes instead of penalizing them with 
grotesquely punitive levels of tax. Let 
the States continue in their efforts at 
reform. Let them treat it just like we 
do alcohol. 

The day is fast coming when the Fed- 
eral policy will be to robustly research 
and, ultimately, deschedule—or re- 
move—marijuana from the Controlled 
Substances Act, no longer pretending 
that it is or should be a Schedule I con- 
trolled substance, and, instead, tax and 
regulate it at the Federal level. 

In the meantime, the States will con- 
tinue marching forward; the public will 
continue to request that we, at the 
Federal level, stop interfering with 
medical marijuana; and Congress will 
continue our efforts with increasingly 
large, bipartisan majorities to make 
this policy work to replace the failed 
attempt at marijuana prohibition. 


EE 


CONGRESS AND ISRAEL MUST 
STAND TOGETHER 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 
the United States and Israel share the 
same principles and values: funda- 
mental ideas like freedom, democracy, 
respect for the rule of law, and human 
rights. 

Our nations also share, sadly, the 
same security concerns, like fighting 
terrorism and seeing stability in the 
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Middle East, two issues that seemingly 
grow worse for the entire region day by 
day, but especially for Israel. Many of 
the recent tragic terror attacks and in- 
cidents of violence in Israel have been 
incited by both the Palestinian Au- 
thority and Hamas, with Abu Mazen 
openly inciting the violence himself. 

Tomorrow the Foreign Affairs Com- 
mittee will mark up a resolution that I 
introduced alongside my south Florida 
colleague, Congressman TED DEUTCH, 
which condemns the anti-Israel and 
anti-Semitic incitement by Abu Mazen 
and the Palestinian Authority. When 
Israeli citizens cannot walk out of 
their homes to go safely to work or to 
go to the grocery store for fear of an- 
other terrorist attack, we must hold 
the Palestinian leadership accountable. 

Abu Mazen is also threatening Israel 
at the United Nations, where he seeks 
to delegitimize Israel and seeks unilat- 
eral Palestinian statehood. Just last 
month, Abu Mazen told the U.N. Gen- 
eral Assembly that Palestinians would 
not abide by past agreements, proving, 
once again, that he is no partner for 
peace. 

This morning a maneuver was foiled 
at UNESCO when the P.A. attempted 
to include incendiary text in a resolu- 
tion that claimed the Western Wall was 
part of a Muslim holy site; and, next 
week, Abu Mazen is scheduled to speak 
at a special meeting at the U.N. Human 
Rights Council. 

You have got to 
Mazen speaking at 
Council. 

President Obama 
Mazen accountable instead of con- 
tinuing to give him a pass for his ac- 
tions and show that actions have con- 
sequences. 

But these aren’t the only challenges 
that Israel faces. In addition to the ter- 
ror inside Israel, it remains surrounded 
by threats like ISIL, Iran, Syria, chal- 
lenges that are shared by the United 
States. 

The Iran deal is riddled with loop- 
holes, with ambiguities, and with out- 
right dangerous provisions, including a 
sunset clause that paves the way for a 
nuclear-armed Iran in as little as 15 
years—just bide the time. It also in- 
cludes the lifting of the arms embargo 
against Iran and the lifting of sanc- 
tions on Iran’s ballistic missile pro- 
gram. 

In addition, the Iran deal releases bil- 
lions of dollars that is allowing the re- 
gime to increase its terror financing 
and helps fulfill its destructive ambi- 
tions in the Middle East. 

For years, Congress, not the adminis- 
tration, has led the charge to push 
back against Iran and to sanction it 
through an effective sanctions program 
that constricts its energy, transpor- 
tation, and financial sectors. 

It is now up to Congress to be 
proactive again, to get out in front of 
the Iranian deal, and to ensure that the 
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administration holds Iran accountable 
and will not allow incremental cheat- 
ing, because it is almost impossible to 
see this administration scuttling the 
deal for anything less than a major vio- 
lation on Iran’s part. We need to de- 
velop stronger sanctions against Iran 
for its illicit behavior and ensure that 
the administration fully enforces the 
sanctions on the books. 

While the U.N. resolutions imple- 
menting an arms embargo and restrict- 
ing Iran’s ballistic missile program are 
still in place, Iran is already testing 
our resolve. It is violating these resolu- 
tions. It test-fired a ballistic missile, 
and it continues to ship arms to Assad 
and Hezbollah to use against the people 
of Syria and against Israel. 
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Congress must move to enact addi- 
tional sanctions against Iran, and we 
must designate and sanction Iran’s 
Revolutionary Guard Corps and the 
Quds Force, because they will be the 
big winners in this sanctions relief. We 
must target Hezbollah and Iran’s other 
proxies because you can be sure that, 
with Hezbollah, it is only a matter of 
when, not if, it decides to attack Israel. 

We must ensure that Israel has what 
it needs to defend itself from Hezbollah 
and from other outside threats. With 
Iran providing Hezbollah with more ad- 
vanced rockets and missiles, even with 
precision-guided systems, Israel is fac- 
ing an enemy with almost 150,000 rock- 
ets pointed at every major city in 
Israel. Congress needs to get more 
funding to Israel for its David’s Sling 
system, for its Iron Dome system; and 
we need to do it sooner, rather than 
later. 

Israel is an oasis of freedom in a 
desert of tyranny, a desert of terror 
and instability; and it is absolutely 
vital, Mr. Speaker, that Congress and 
Israel stand together to face these 
challenges united. The President won’t 
do it. The Congress must. 


EE 


COMMUNITY VOICES: WHY 
NUTRITION ASSISTANCE MATTERS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
cently had the pleasure of speaking 
with a group of people involved with 
Community Voices: Why Nutrition As- 
sistance Matters. It was inspiring to 
hear about the real and positive im- 
pacts our Federal nutrition programs 
have in the daily lives of Americans all 
across this country. 

Community Voices is a summer-long 
national campaign launched by the 
Center for American Progress, the Coa- 
lition on Human Needs, Witnesses to 
Hunger, the Food Research and Action 
Center, Feeding America, and the 
Academy of Nutrition and Dietetics. 
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It was started to share the personal 
stories of individuals and service pro- 
viders who experienced firsthand pro- 
grams like SNAP or WIC or school 
meals. These contributors are the real 
experts when it comes to the impor- 
tance and effect of our vital nutrition 
assistance programs. 

The Community Voices campaign 
culminated in this booklet, a compila- 
tion of many of these personal stories. 
I would like to take a moment and 
share a few of these stories. 

Jonetta, from Sacramento, 
fornia, says: 

“Several years ago, I left an abusive 
relationship, and now I am raising my 
daughter by myself. My daughter par- 
ticipates in the school meal program 
and the after-school snack program. 
The snack program really helps so that 
my daughter isn’t as hungry when she 
gets home from school. 

“We also receive $356 a month in 
SNAP. This money is supposed to sup- 
plement my food budget, but it is real- 
ly all of my food budget because my in- 
come barely covers my rent. Right 
now, I’m homeless, and it is hard to 
find a place to live for less than $500 a 
month. 

“Because of SNAP, we are not starv- 
ing. As a mom, I try to cut out a lot of 
bad food from my family’s diet, but it 
is a difficult task to buy the healthier 
food because it is expensive. It’s also 
very difficult because we have been 
homeless for a couple of months, so I 
have to use other people’s refrig- 
erators. 

“T am very thankful for these pro- 
grams and to all the people who are 
trying to make all these programs bet- 
ter. They really helped me and my 
daughter.” 

Let me share another story from 
Linda from the Massachusetts Coali- 
tion of the Homeless: 

“Several years ago, I volunteered at 
a summer program at a park in Mor- 
gantown, Kentucky, assisting with 
skill-building activities. Without this 
nutrition program, the kids who came 
would not have had lunch, since school 
was not in session. If the kids didn’t 
come to that park for nutritional food, 
I’m not sure they would have gotten it 
anywhere else. None of the food was 
wasted; and if there was any food left 
over, the kids would take it back to 
their families. 

“Food is a basic human right, and 
our government sometimes forgets 
that and needs to be reminded. This is 
a moral imperative for our country to 
make sure that all people, especially 
children, have the resources needed to 
develop—even more so for families and 
children in poverty.” 

I want to thank Jonetta, Linda, and 
all of those who took the time to share 
their stories. They remind us that 
these programs are helping real fami- 
lies who are trying to do their best in 
very difficult times. 


Cali- 
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Mr. Speaker, all too often the discus- 
sion around SNAP and our other 
antihunger programs is punctuated by 
misinformation, false stereotypes, or 
downright nasty rhetoric. It is frus- 
trating, and it is wrong. 

Community Voices reminds us what 
a positive difference these programs 
make for families who are really strug- 
gling. 

The data backs up just how impor- 
tant these programs are. In 2014 alone, 
for example, SNAP lifted 4.7 million 
people out of poverty, including 2.1 
million children. Ninety-two percent of 
benefits go to households with incomes 
below the poverty line, which includes 
millions of struggling families working 
hard every day to put food on the 
table. 

Federal investment in our nutrition 
programs is one of the smartest invest- 
ments we can make. For example, for 
every $1 spent on preventive services 
for a pregnant woman in WIC, the pro- 
gram saves $4.21 in Medicaid costs by 
reducing the risk of preterm birth and 
associated costs. 

Mr. Speaker, I have long believed 
that we need to hear firsthand from the 
people who are directly touched by 
SNAP, WIC, or school meals. They are 
the real experts, and they can guide us, 
as Members of Congress, aS we work to 
strengthen and improve these pro- 
grams. 

Every Member of Congress should 
have received a Community Voices 
booklet. It is a call to action to protect 
our vital nutrition assistance pro- 
grams. I encourage you to read the sto- 
ries about how these programs are 
helping families who need them most. 
Without them, hunger would be much, 
much worse in this country. 

I urge you to keep their stories in 
mind the next time proposals come be- 
fore Congress to cut funding for WIC or 
restrict access to SNAP or make it 
more difficult for kids to get healthy 
meals in school. Harmful changes like 
these would hurt real families who are 
already struggling. We should not 
make their lives more difficult. We 
should not be making hunger worse in 
this country. Mr. Speaker, we can and 
we should do more to end hunger now. 


EE 
FIRE PREVENTION MONTH 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. THOMPSON) for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise to recognize Octo- 
ber as National Fire Prevention Month 
and would like to thank all the fire- 
fighters across my district and across 
the Nation for all that they do to keep 
our communities safe. 

In 2013, departments across the 
United States responded to nearly 
400,000 fires, resulting in $7 billion in 
property damage and more than 2,700 


October 21, 2015 


deaths. That, unfortunately, amounts 
to an average of eight people every 
day. 

Of those who lost their lives as a re- 
sult of fire, one in four was caused by 
a fire that started in a bedroom. This is 
one of the reasons why one focus of 
this year’s Fire Prevention Month is to 
raise awareness that every bedroom 
needs a working smoke detector. 

Mr. Speaker, as a volunteer fire- 
fighter with nearly three decades of ex- 
perience, I know that smoke detectors 
save lives. The statistics prove this, 
showing that working smoke detectors 
cut the risk of dying in a fire by half. 

Smoke detectors are inexpensive and 
easy to install. I urge everyone to take 
action to help prevent future tragedies. 

GOODWILL INDUSTRIES’ 50TH ANNIVERSARY 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to mark the 
50th anniversary of Goodwill Industries 
of North Central, located in my dis- 
trict. This organization assists people 
across a huge portion of north central 
Pennsylvania, including 13 counties. 

Goodwill has been a valuable part of 
its region since its launch in 1966. Over 
the years, their service area has grown 
to cover more than a dozen counties, 20 
stores—the most recent addition, our 
21st store, which is an online store they 
operate—and has created jobs for more 
than 500 people. Last week, I visited 
Goodwill’s distribution center in Jef- 
ferson County, Pennsylvania, and 
learned more about the organization’s 
plans to open an additional three 
stores as well as a donation training 
center. 

Fifty years after its founding, hard 
work and determination are still the 
cornerstone to Goodwill of North Cen- 
tral’s foundation. 

It certainly helps that this great 
local organization is backed by a high- 
ly regarded national network. Across 
the United States, Goodwill is consid- 
ered one of the top five most valuable 
and recognized nonprofit brands and is 
the second-largest nonprofit organiza- 
tion. Pennsylvania alone is served by 
10 Goodwill Industries service areas; 
and Goodwill has solid ties to the com- 
munities it services through partner- 
ships with local businesses, schools, 
and human service agencies, helping 
individuals overcome life challenges 
through opportunity, education, train- 
ing, and employment. 

I often say that I wear many hats 
during my day-to-day routine: father, 
husband, community member, care- 
giver, legislator, and so on. I am sure 
most of you would agree with the fact 
that the different roles that you fulfill 
in your life provide you with diverse 
perspectives and help shape your out- 
look on what is most important. My 
experiences have solidified my belief in 
the value of community. Whether we 
are talking about our national econ- 
omy, the quality of our health care, or 
closing the skills gap, we can agree 
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that the most successful efforts start 
in our local communities from the 
ground up. 

Those who donate to Goodwill can 
have peace of mind that their money is 
going to the right place, since 90 cents 
of every dollar is directed toward its 
mission and its services. These services 
were provided to nearly 1,200 people 
across the north central region in 
Pennsylvania in 2018, providing an im- 
mensurable benefit to our region. 

The 50th anniversary celebration is a 
great time to reflect on all of the 
growth that Goodwill Industries of 
North Central has achieved as a team 
and to continue to prepare your plans 
for the future. I commend them for all 
their remarkable accomplishments, 
and I look forward to the great things 
that are to come. 


EE 
DEFAULT PREVENTION ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Connecticut (Mr. HIMES) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HIMES. Mr. Speaker, I rise this 
morning in some horror and alarm over 
the so-called Default Prevention Act 
that this Chamber will be considering. 
Of all the Orwellian names that the 
House comes up with for legislation, 
this one is truly deserving of an award 
by the Ministry of Truth. 

For those of you at home who have 
not been following the swirling, mad- 
cap antics around the House of Rep- 
resentatives lately, let me assure you 
that the Default Prevention Act in no 
way prevents a default. The Default 
Prevention Act, in fact, specifies that 
two categories of people get paid in the 
event that the Congress does not raise 
the debt ceiling. It specifies that pri- 
vate bondholders of U.S. Treasuries 
will get paid interest, and it specifies 
that Social Security recipients will be 
held harmless. They will get paid. 

Now, at some level, maybe that 
sounds attractive; but everybody else 
that is expecting a check or a salary or 
some form of repayment by the United 
States Government, they are out of 
luck. 

1.4 million Active-Duty troops, they 
are not in this bill as somebody who 
gets paid if the government doesn’t 
raise the debt ceiling. Four million dis- 
abled veterans are out of luck under 
this bill. One million doctors who 
today are providing Medicare services 
to our senior citizens are out of luck. 
Sorry. You didn’t make it into the De- 
fault Prevention Act cooked up by the 
Republican majority. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a bill that stun- 
ningly and explicitly defines for the 
world, tells everybody exactly how the 
U.S. Government intends to be a dead- 
beat, who we are going to pay and who 
we are not going to pay, and here is 
how we are going to be a deadbeat. 

Why would you do that? What pos- 
sible sense does that make? 
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There are all kinds of reasons why 
this is a terrible piece of legislation, 
but let me just focus on two. 

Number one, I hear constantly from 
my friends on the Republican side of 
the aisle that everything creates win- 
ners and losers: the Affordable Care 
Act, the Ex-Im Bank, you name it. 
Dodd-Frank creates winners and losers. 
This bill very explicitly creates win- 
ners: Social Security recipients and 
bondholders. 

By the way, who are these bond- 
holders? Who holds United States 
Treasury debt? Do you? 

I will tell you who holds most of it: 
China. China does. This is why, on the 
Democratic side of the aisle, we have 
called this bill the Pay China First 
Act, which is actually a much better 
description of what this act actually 
does than the Default Prevention Act. 

More seriously, Mr. Speaker, I 
worked in the capital markets for a 
long time. There is no way to grace- 
fully default on your debt, to say, ‘‘Oh, 
we will pay interest; we will pay Social 
Security. But we are not going to pay 
soldiers; we are not going to pay Medi- 
care.” Once you tell the world that we 
do not intend to abide by our obliga- 
tions, the world loses its faith in the 
United States. 

Folks, this debt ceiling is a fiction. It 
is an absurdist fiction. What do we get 
from it? The debt ceiling has never pre- 
vented the accumulation of debt. That 
happens because this Chamber and the 
United States Congress chooses to 
spend more money than it chooses to 
tax and bring in. 

There are really only two ways to re- 
duce the deficit and the debt: you can 
tax more, which nobody likes to do; or 
you can spend less, which it turns out 
that nobody really wants to do either 
because, of course, everybody in this 
Chamber has the things that they want 
to spend their money on, but the other 
guy’s stuff, well, that we are going to 
cut. 

So we have the ultimate hypocrisy of 
saying we are going to tax too little 
and spend too much, create a deficit, 
but then we are going to vote on this 
magical thing called the debt ceiling 
that will allow us to say “I am not 
raising the debt ceiling because I op- 
pose spending.” It is absurd. And you 
know what? It leads to legislation like 
this. 
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Mr. Speaker, we have seen this movie 
before. Pretty soon in the next couple 
of days, grown men and women in this 
Chamber are going to talk about 
maybe the Treasury minting a high-de- 
nomination platinum coin to solve this 
problem, as though we were characters 
in some kind of ‘‘Harry Potter” movie 
instead of responsible legislators. 

This needs to stop, Mr. Speaker. My 
constituents are sick and tired of the 
House of Representatives acting in this 
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fashion: ideological and absurd. My 
constituents want us to come together 
to deal with the real problems facing 
America: of improving the economy, of 
making education accessible. But, no, 
we are going to spend some time on 
this absurdly named Default Preven- 
tion Act. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this thing and move on to more serious 
issues. 


EE 
OUR NATION’S DEBT TAX 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. OLSON) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, in a mere 
14 days, America will hit the limit for 
our national debt; but rather than 
working with Congress to address the 
causes of our debt, President Obama is 
demanding we dump more debt on our 
kids and grandkids. 

President Obama is very different 
from Senator Obama. Here is a photo of 
Senator Obama speaking on the Senate 
floor, and here is what he said on our 
national debt on the Senate floor on 
March 16, 2006: 

“The fact that we are here today to 
debate raising America’s debt limit is a 
sign of leadership failure. It is a sign 
that the U.S. Government can’t pay its 
own bills. It is a sign that we now de- 
pend on ongoing financial assistance 
from foreign countries to finance our 
government’s reckless fiscal policies. 

“Over the past 5 years, our Federal 
debt has increased by $3.5 trillion to 
$8.6 trillion. That is ‘trillion’ with a 
‘T? That is money that we have bor- 
rowed from the Social Security trust 
fund, borrowed from China and Japan, 
borrowed from American taxpayers. 

“Numbers that large are sometimes 
hard to understand. Some people may 
wonder why they matter. Here is why: 
This year the Federal Government will 
spend $220 billion on interest.” 

The $8.6 trillion that horrified Sen- 
ator Obama in 2006 has exploded to 
$18.1 trillion on President Obama’s 
watch. ‘‘That is ‘trillion’ with a ‘T,’”’ 
to quote Senator Obama. 

Senator Obama later explained: 

“Every dollar we pay in interest is a 
dollar that is not going to investment 
in America’s priorities. Instead, inter- 
est payments are a significant tax on 
all Americans, a debt tax that Wash- 
ington doesn’t want to talk about.” 

Senator Obama abhorred a debt tax 
that Washington didn’t want to talk 
about, and now he refuses to talk about 
his new debt tax. 

Senator Obama closed by saying: 

“Increasing America’s debt weakens 
us domestically and internationally. 
Leadership means that ‘the buck stops 
here.’ Instead, Washington is shifting 
the burden of bad choices today onto 
the backs of our children and grand- 
children. America has a debt problem 
and a failure of leadership. Americans 
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deserve better. I, therefore, intend to 
oppose the effort to increase America’s 
debt limit.” 

If Senator Obama thought that a na- 
tional debt of $8.6 trillion with a Tisa 
“failure of leadership,’ what has 
changed? Why is President Obama 
okay with a new debt tax of over $20 
trillion, trillion with a T? 

Clearly, President Obama has forgot- 
ten Senator Obama’s words, but the 
American people remember. On their 
behalf and on behalf of all young Amer- 
icans who will be crushed by this new 
debt, I ask President Obama to de- 
crease our debt by working with Con- 
gress to stop his new debt tax. 


EE 


DONALD TRUMP HOSTING 
“SATURDAY NIGHT LIVE” 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, did 
you hear that “Saturday Night Live” 
has invited Donald Trump to host the 
show in November? Now, let me get the 
exact quote from July when Donald 
Trump launched his ‘‘make America 
hate again” campaign. He said: 

“When Mexico sends its people, 
they’re not sending their best ... 
They’re sending people that have lots 
of problems, and they’re bringing us 
those problems. They're bringing 
drugs. They’re bringing crime. They’re 
rapists. And some, I assume, are good 
people.” 

“They’re sending us not the right 
people. It’s coming from more than 


Mexico. It’s coming from all over 
South and Latin America, and it’s 
coming probably from the Middle 


East.” 

While much of what Donald Trump 
says is hilarious, intentionally or oth- 
erwise, bald-faced racism for political 
gain isn’t funny. His statements should 
disqualify him from being able to take 
the stage in any entertainment venue 
and speak to the American people as if 
what he said was no big deal. 

It is not that I don’t get the joke—I 
haven’t been kidnapped by the politi- 
cally correct police—but when public 
figures cross certain lines, they should 
lose their privileges to host TV shows, 
at least until they have apologized for 
their unacceptable behavior. To put 
Donald Trump on the air in America’s 
living rooms on the signature comedy 
show of one of the most important na- 
tional networks after saying that 
Mexicans are rapists, drug dealers, and 
criminals, that is a corporate blunder 
too big to be ignored. 

What happened, NBC and Comcast? 
Within a couple of weeks after Trump 
launched those racist bombs, you 
dumped Trump. You dumped his TV 
show on your network. You dumped his 
pageants and other ventures on NBC 
and Universal networks like 
Telemundo. 
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In July, NBC said: ‘‘Due to the recent 
derogatory statements by Donald 
Trump regarding immigrants, 
NBCUniversal is ending its business re- 
lationship with Mr. Trump.” 

NBC said: “Respect and dignity for 
all people are cornerstones of our val- 
ues.” 

NBC, you were not alone in dumping 
Trump. Macy’s Department Stores 
dumped Trump’s clothing line, Serta 
dumped Trump’s mattresses, chef Jose 
Andres pulled his new restaurant from 
a Trump hotel, and Univision dumped a 
Trump pageant. Even NASCAR and 
ESPN dumped Trump. Corporate Amer- 
ica stepped up to the plate and dumped 
Trump, and we all applauded. 

Let’s be clear: the goodwill that cor- 
porate America earned from dumping 
Trump didn’t just come from the Mexi- 
can-American community. No, when 
Trump says Mexicans are murderers, 
rapists, and drug dealers, Puerto Rico 
knows he is talking about us, too, and 
Colombians and Salvadorans, and pret- 
ty much everyone in the Latino com- 
munity. 

Look, Americans aren’t very good at 
telling us apart; so when we are under 
attack by a tycoon running for the Re- 
publican Presidential nomination, we 
can’t tell us apart either. We are all 
family. 

What happened, Comcast, Universal, 
and NBC? Now, 3 months later, have 
Donald Trump’s words been expunged? 
Did I miss an apology on one of his al- 
most nightly television appearances? 
Has he confessed his racist and hateful 
call to action? 

Well, NBC installing Trump as SNL 
host may be good for ratings, but it is 
a bigger deal than a cameo or being a 
guest on “The Tonight Show.” I am 
calling you out. 

If Donald Trump had said gays and 
lesbians were murderers and raping 
Americans, would he get to host a 
show? It is every bit as much a fiction 
and a lie. 

Donald Trump has said some pretty 
awful things about women individually 
and collectively. But what if he said 
most women were criminals? Would the 
writers be thinking up sketches for 
Trump if he had slandered an entire 
gender rather than an entire ethnic 
group? 

Trump says he wants to do away with 
the part of the Constitution that al- 
lowed freed slaves, freed African Amer- 
ican slaves to be treated fully as Amer- 
ican citizens. Yes, Trump thinks we do 
not need the 14th Amendment to the 
Constitution. 

But what if he said that Black people 
were murderers, rapists, drug dealers? 
Would you still pitch skits with Donald 
Trump and some lighthearted banter? 

What if all the Latino cast members 
all walked off the job at “Saturday 
Night Live’’? Oh, wait, you don’t have 
any Latino cast members. 

I do seem to remember Comcast 
spending a lot of time on Capitol Hill 
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when they had a merger deal with 
Time Warner and they wanted support 
from Members of Congress. Comcast 
said Latinos were so important to 
them, and they had plans to do this and 
that and the other thing to support the 
Latino and immigrant community. 

What happened? The merger didn’t go 
through, so you no longer feel the 
sense of corporate responsibility to the 
55 million Latinos that live in the 
USA? Giving free airtime to people who 
insult and malign them is now part of 
your business model? 

I just want to say one last thing to 
producer Lorne Michaels. I wonder if 
he had said that Canadians were rap- 
ists, murderers, and drug dealers, 
would you be inviting him on SNL? 

Mr. Speaker, I place in the RECORD a 
letter that I sent NBC Comcast yester- 
day. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, October 20, 2015. 
Mr. BRIAN ROBERTS, 
Chairman/President/CEO, Comcast Corp, 
Philadelphia, PA. 
Mr. STEPHEN B. BURKE, 
President/CEO, NBCUniversal, 
New York, NY. 

DEAR MESSRS. ROBERTS AND BURKE: Having 
Donald Trump as a guest on every news and 
entertainment program is one thing, but al- 
lowing him to host Saturday Night Live is 
another. It is a level of endorsement that 
says to America that every hateful and rac- 
ist thing Donald Trump has said since the 
moment he launched his campaign is accept- 
able and no big deal. 

Well, it is a big deal. He said Mexicans are 
rapists, criminals and drug-dealers, and to be 
clear, when he said Mexicans are those 
things, he was tarring all Latinos and all im- 
migrants. His exact words were, ‘‘They’re 
sending us not the right people. It’s coming 
from more than Mexico. It’s coming from all 
over South and Latin America, and it’s com- 
ing probably from the Middle East.” 

The reaction in July from NBC was swift 
and clear: ‘‘Due to the recent derogatory 
statements by Donald Trump regarding im- 
migrants, NBCUniversal is ending its busi- 
ness relationship with Mr. Trump.” And NBC 
said, ‘Respect and dignity for all people are 
cornerstones of our values.” 

Serta, Macy’s, NASCAR, Univision, and 
ESPN were among the others that also acted 
to dump Trump. 

Three months later, because he is a ratings 
and comedy bonanza, Lorne Michaels and 
Saturday Night Live (SNL) are giving the 
Trump campaign 90 minutes of free network 
airtime. 

I think I speak for a lot of Americans, es- 
pecially immigrant Americans and Latino 
Americans, when I say that if SNL is allowed 
to proceed, it would be a huge corporate 
blunder. 

When Comcast sought a merger with Time 
Warner, I and a lot of my Congressional His- 
panic Caucus colleagues heard from you 
about your commitment to the Latino com- 
munity and the level of corporate responsi- 
bility you pledged to your diverse audience. 
I certainly hope that your commitment to 
“respect and dignity for all people” was not 
some hollow promise and is in fact a corner- 
stone of your values. 

Please disinvite him. Make a statement: 
Derogatory statements of the nature 
trumpeted by Trump about any group dis- 
qualifies someone from hosting shows on 
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your network. Send a message that racism is 
not funny and that responsibility to your 
viewers and the public is more important 
than ratings. It is a chance for your com- 
pany—again—to show you are committed to 
your audience in more ways than just the ad 
revenues they provide you. 

Please do the right thing and dump Trump. 

Sincerely, 
LUIS V. GUTIERREZ, 
Member of Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem- 
bers are reminded to address their re- 
marks to the Chair. 


EEE 
WEST VIRGINIA’S DRUG CRISIS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
West Virginia (Mr. JENKINS) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, President Obama is coming to 
West Virginia today to talk about our 
State’s and Nation’s drug crisis. What I 
hope he will also talk about on his visit 
to our capital city, Charleston, what I 
hope he will acknowledge, is our 
State’s jobs crisis. West Virginia has 
lost good jobs: jobs in our coal mines, 
jobs in our schools and small busi- 
nesses, jobs in our small towns and 
communities throughout southern 
West Virginia. 

Regulations from the President’s own 
Environmental Protection Agency are 
forcing coal mines to close. Our coal 
miners are out of work. Our coal fami- 
lies are facing an uncertain future. We 
have lost an estimated 43 percent of 
our coal jobs in just the last 6 years 
under this administration’s policies. 

Highteen percent—18 percent—of un- 
employed people reported using illegal 
drugs. That is more than twice the 
number of people who used illegal 
drugs who were employed. The best 
antidrug policy is a good jobs policy. 

West Virginia has the highest over- 
dose rate in the country. We also have 
the highest unemployment rate in the 
country. Nearly every family in this 
State has been touched by drug abuse 
and, tragically, far too many families. 
There are those who have suffered and 
actually buried a loved one due to the 
horrible disease of addiction. 

The President will announce several 
initiatives to help address the heroin 
and opioid crisis. He is going to talk 
about prescriber training. He is going 
to talk about access to naloxone, a 
powerful antidote to an overdose. He is 
going to talk about public education. 
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He is going to talk about public edu- 
cation. These are all excellent steps. 
These are actually things we already 
are doing in West Virginia. We have 
taken great strides on many fronts, in- 
cluding these in West Virginia, to ar- 
rest this problem. 

These proposals, however, I am 
afraid, do not go far enough to really 
make a difference and treat those bat- 
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tling addiction. The President needs to 
propose a strong plan to get people real 
treatment to address their addictions 
and become healthy and productive 
members of society again. 

Many West Virginians who want 
treatment don’t have anywhere to go. 
Those suffering from addiction are 
forced to leave West Virginia to find 
help, treatment, and their families are 
falling apart. 

To improve West Virginia, to give 
West Virginians hope for a better fu- 
ture, to give them an alternative to de- 
structive lifestyles, we have to get peo- 
ple back to work. 

Mr. President, a good job solves a lot 
of problems. 

West Virginians are a proud people. 
We are not asking for a handout. We 
want to do a full day’s work for a full 
day’s pay. 

The administration is crushing West 
Virginia’s coal miners, machinists, 
healthcare workers, truckers, small 
business owners, and Main Street. 

Mr. President, if you want to help 
win the war on drugs, stop your war on 
coal. What we need is the Federal Gov- 
ernment to get out of the way of West 
Virginia, and let us get back to work. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OLSON). Members are reminded to ad- 
dress their remarks to the Chair. 


—— 


WE CANNOT RUN THE MIDDLE 
EAST 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, over the past 15 years, we 
have had thousands of young Ameri- 
cans killed and thousands more 
maimed and trillions of U.S. taxpayer 
dollars spent in our failed attempts at 
nation building in Iraq, Afghanistan, 
and other parts of the Middle East. 

Surely, surely, we have learned a 
very expensive lesson, that we cannot 
run the Middle East. In fact, in some 
ways, our good intentions have made 
things worse. 

Now some companies and people who 
make money off of an interventionist 
foreign policy are clamoring for us to 
get in an even bigger way in bloody 
Syria. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not true conserv- 
atism. 

Mr. Speaker, the conservative col- 
umnist Thomas Sowell wrote recently 
and said: ‘‘What lessons might we learn 
from the whole experience of the Iraq 
War? If nothing else, we should never 
again imagine that we can engage in 
‘nation-building’ in the sweeping sense 
that term acquired in Iraq—least of all 
building a democratic Arab nation in a 
region of the world that has never had 
such a thing in a history that goes 
back thousands of years.” 

David Keene, the conservative opin- 
ion editor of the Washington Times, 
wrote: 
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The concept of U.S. national interests was 
stretched beyond any rational meaning. 
America took on more than we could pos- 
sibly handle. The result is a generation of 
young Americans who have never known 
peace; a decade in which thousands of our 
best have died or been maimed, with little to 
show for their sacrifices; our enemies have 
multiplied; and the national debt has sky- 
rocketed. 

Mr. Speaker, President Kennedy said 
in one of his most famous speeches at 
the University of Washington in 1961: 

We must face the fact that the United 
States is neither omnipotent nor omniscient, 
that we are only 6 percent of the world’s pop- 
ulation, that we cannot impose our will on 
the other 94 percent of mankind, that we 
cannot right every wrong or reverse each ad- 
versity, and that, therefore, there cannot be 
an American solution to every world prob- 
lem. 

The only difference now, Mr. Speak- 
er, is that we are 4 percent of the 
world’s population instead of 6 percent 
that he mentioned. But I would repeat 
those words of President Kennedy: ‘‘We 
cannot right every wrong or reverse 
every adversity and that, therefore, 
there cannot be an American solution 
to every world problem.” 


EE 


RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until noon 
today. 

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 49 
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re- 
cess. 


EE 
1200 


AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker at 
noon. 


EE 
PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick 
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer: 

Eternal God, we give You thanks for 
giving us another day. 

We continue to ask Your blessing on 
all those who are discerning significant 
options about leadership here in the 
people’s House. 

You endow all Your people with gifts 
of various designs, meant to be used in 
service to others. May the pressures 
that come to bear not obscure honest 
self-reflection and evaluation of the 
gifts that each has to bring to the 
needs of this time in the people’s 
House. 

Bless all Members with a sense of 
their collective responsibility to our 
Nation and to this assembly so that the 
American people might look forward to 
the coming months with hope and a re- 
newed respect and trust in those whom 
they have elected. 

May all that is done today and in the 
days to come be for Your greater honor 
and glory. 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. PITTENGER) 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. PITTENGER led the Pledge of 
Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EE 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 


The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter- 
tain up to 15 requests for 1-minute 
speeches on each side of the aisle. 


ee 


UNESCO WESTERN WALL VOTE 


(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 
this morning an initiative aimed at 
delegitimatizing Israel was defeated at 
UNESCO. 

Abu Mazen is set to head to the U.N. 
Human Rights Council for an emer- 
gency meeting next week where he will 
surely spew more of his dangerous 
rhetoric and even further inflame the 
tensions between the Palestinians and 
Israelis. 

The U.S. has had a clear policy of de- 
fending Israel from these biased at- 
tacks at the U.N., but recently we have 
seen perhaps a troubling shift in policy 
by the current administration. 

The administration’s refusal to stand 
publicly and firmly with Israel 
emboldens groups at the U.N. to push 
forward with these initiatives and un- 
dermines longstanding U.S. policy. If 
the administration won’t counter these 
efforts at the U.N., then Congress must 
use every tool at our disposal to hold 
these agencies and Abu Mazen account- 
able. 

Mr. Speaker, we must send a clear 
message to all the member states at 
the U.N. that Congress stands with 
Israel and that we will not allow these 
efforts to continue that seek to under- 
mine the Jewish state, our best ally, 
and the U.N. 


-m_e 


RHODE ISLAND WALK FOR 
EPILEPSY 


(Mr. CICILLINE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 
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Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize the 2015 Rhode Is- 
land Walk for Epilepsy, which will take 
place this Saturday, October 24, at 
Slater Memorial Park in Pawtucket. 

One in 26 people will develop epilepsy 
at some point in their lifetime. Today 
in the United States, there are 4.3 mil- 
lion adults and 750,000 children who are 
living with epilepsy or a seizure dis- 
order. 

There is no known cure for epilepsy, 
and it is critical that we do more to 
support research that will help develop 
new forms of treatment for those suf- 
fering from this disease. 

I want to extend my deep gratitude 
to everyone who has been involved in 
planning this year’s Rhode Island Walk 
for Epilepsy. I want to especially rec- 
ognize one of my constituents, Robbie 
Thorp, whom I had the opportunity to 
meet with in April of this year when he 
was selected to serve as Rhode Island’s 
ambassador for the Kids Speak Up con- 
ference in Washington, D.C. 

Robbie is an impressive young man 
who has already demonstrated himself 
to be a strong advocate for epilepsy 
awareness in Rhode Island. 

Again, I extend my best wishes for a 
successful event to him and everyone 
taking part in this Saturday’s Rhode 
Island Walk for Epilepsy. 


Se 


GARLAND DENNY—A DEDICATED 
PATRIOT 


(Mr. PITTENGER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. PITTENGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in memory of my good friend, 
Garland Denny, a true and dedicated 
patriot devoted to helping veterans in 
need. 

Mr. Denny died last week at the age 
of 84. During the Korean war, Mr. 
Denny served our country aboard the 
USS Franklin D. Roosevelt. 

Following a long and successful ca- 
reer as a structural steel draftsman, 
Mr. Denny spent his retirement advo- 
cating for a special postage stamp to 
raise money for veterans’ services. 

In support of Mr. Denny, 55 Members 
of the House and Senate joined me this 
summer in writing the U.S. Postmaster 
General urging the creation of a Stamp 
Out PTSD semipostal stamp to help 
raise money for PTSD research and 
treatment. 

We remain committed to Mr. Denny’s 
goal of helping veterans and over- 
coming the bureaucracy standing in 
the way. Mr. Denny reminds us that 
one committed American can make a 
big difference. 

His sons, Chuck and James, have 
joined me today in the House Chamber 
and intend to carry on their father’s 
mission. May God bless you both and 
your sister, Sue. 
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DEBT CEILING 


(Mr. GALLEGO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. GALLEGO. Mr. Speaker, as Re- 
publicans bicker behind closed doors, 
the deadline to raise the debt limit 
draws closer and closer. 

If we fail to act in time, interest 
rates will skyrocket, the dollar will 
plummet, and the stock market could 
collapse. That is unacceptable. It is 
time to bring this manufactured crisis 
to an end. 

Let’s not fool ourselves. Even if the 
Republican leadership does manage to 
pass a last-minute extension, the mere 
threat of a default will inflict real 
damage on the American economy. 
Economists tell us that the 2011 debt 
limit standoff cost American jobs and 
contributed to the downgrade of the 
U.S. credit rating, and we are repeating 
the same mistake today. 

That is why the true threat to our 
fragile economic recovery isn’t our 
budget deficit; it is the leadership def- 
icit that exists within the Republican 
Party. Unfortunately, for conservative 
Republicans, irresponsibility has be- 
come a badge of honor and recklessness 
a source of pride. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
want leadership instead of brinksman- 
ship. They want cooperation and com- 
promise instead of deadlock and dys- 
function. Let’s raise the debt ceiling 
and move on to the critical work of 
building a stronger and more pros- 
perous Nation. 


EE 


DEBT MANAGEMENT AND FISCAL 
RESPONSIBILITY ACT 


(Mr. MARCHANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, our 
national debt now stands at more than 
$18 trillion. If current law remains un- 
changed, the CBO projects Federal debt 
can exceed $50 trillion in our lifetime. 
This cannot be sustained. 

That is why I have introduced the 
Debt Management and Fiscal Responsi- 
bility Act. This bill provides early and 
clear-eyed assessment of the debt well 
before even reaching the statutory debt 
limit. 

Under this bill, the Treasury Sec- 
retary would report on three items: 
first, the national debt and debt pro- 
tection; second, debt reduction pro- 
posals; and, third, regular progress re- 
ports to Congress on debt reduction. 
All of this information would be made 
readily available to the public. 

The national debt is a shared respon- 
sibility, and it will take a shared exec- 
utive legislative approach to reduce it. 
We can no longer afford to put $18 tril- 
lion on autopilot. Let’s deal with it 
head-on and find a responsible measure 
to retire the debt before it is too late. 
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CONSUMER PRICE INDEX FOR THE 
ELDERLY 


(Mr. HIGGINS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, last 
week, the Social Security Administra- 
tion announced that there would be no 
cost of living adjustment to Social Se- 
curity benefits next year. 

This news has seniors in western New 
York worried. The price of food, hous- 
ing, and health care have increased. 
Without a corresponding increase in 
benefits, seniors will be asked to do 
more with less. 

The formula used to determine cost 
of living adjustments is not properly 
reflecting the senior economy. Seniors 
spend more on housing, food, and med- 
ical care and less on travel and edu- 
cation. That is why I support legisla- 
tion to adopt a new formula, called the 
Consumer Price Index for the Elderly, 
that would give weight to price in- 
creases in housing and medical care 
and more accurately reflect the costs 
incurred by seniors. 

Unless Congress acts, the incomes of 
60 million Americans will be effectively 
reduced. That would be bad for our 
economy and worse for the vulnerable 
Americans that we are here to protect. 


——— 


GRATEFUL RESPONSE TO SOUTH 
CAROLINA FLOOD 


(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, despite the destruction of the 
thousand-year rain event flooding, it 
was a testament to the people of South 
Carolina working together. Led by 
Governor Nikki Haley and Adjutant 
General Bob Livingston, our State is a 
model for disaster response. 

I am grateful for our State Emer- 
gency Management Division, led by Di- 
rector Kim Stenson, for over 1,500 suc- 
cessful rescue missions and to all of 
our first responders for the countless 
rescues. 

Credit is due to Director Christy Hall 
and the South Carolina Department of 
Transportation for their tireless work. 
During the flooding, over 500 roads and 
bridges were closed. I know firsthand, 
as the road I live on was washed out, 
the location of our family home for the 
last six generations, which was named 
by my grandmother. 

Donations and volunteers have come 
from across the Nation. The Salvation 
Army, led by Major Roger Coulson, has 
provided over 50,000 meals to displaced 
persons in the flooding. The Red Cross, 
inspired by national president Gale 
McGovern’s visit, has operated 26 shel- 
ters. 

I appreciate the positive spirit of the 
people of South Carolina spontaneously 
coming together as family and neigh- 
bors before turning to government. 
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In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and the President by his actions must 
never forget September the 11th in the 
global war on terrorism. 

Thank you, Coach Steve Spurrier, for 
developing winning Gamecocks. 


EE 
MUST-ACT DEADLINES 


(Mr. KILDEE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, well, even 
some of my Republican colleagues ac- 
knowledge that there is chaos in their 
conference and that chaos has con- 
sequences. Governing from one manu- 
factured crisis to another, we have 
piled up a whole series of must-act 
deadlines. 

In just 8 days, the U.S. Government 
will default unless Congress acts. Once 
again, Republicans are jeopardizing the 
full faith and credit of the United 
States. 

Unfortunately, that is just one of the 
deadlines that we face in this calendar 
of chaos. In just weeks, we have got to 
pass another budget or face another 
GOP-engineered shutdown. 

We have to pass a highway trust fund 
bill. Hopefully, it is not another short- 
term patch but something that actu- 
ally gets Americans working and re- 
builds our infrastructure. 

Sadly, the Export-Import Bank still 
sits idle. Fortunately, a handful of cou- 
rageous Republicans joined all Demo- 
crats, and next week, hopefully, we will 
be able to get that moving again. It 
shouldn’t take that kind of an extraor- 
dinary measure. We ought to be able to 
do it through the normal course of leg- 
islation. 

This chaos is out of hand. 

Hardworking Americans go to work 
every day. We need to do our job in 
Congress, and that is to do the business 
of the American people. Mr. Speaker, 
we have long passed time. We need to 
get to work. 


EEE 
SOAR ACT 


(Mr. LAMALFA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, the 
House this week will vote on H.R. 10, 
the SOAR Reauthorization Act, known 
as the Scholarships for Opportunity 
and Results Act. This will authorize 
the D.C. Opportunity Scholarship Pro- 
gram for an additional 5 years. 

At the core of this scholarship pro- 
gram is a simple premise that every 
American child deserves the oppor- 
tunity to receive a great education. No 
child should be forced to attend low- 
performing public schools when alter- 
natives for parents and their children 
are available right around the corner. 

Education is essential to climbing 
the ladder of success in this Nation, 
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and this bill takes a positive step for- 
ward in giving parents the ability to 
provide more opportunities and choices 
to pave the way to a better future for 
their children. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
responsible measure, and I thank 
Speaker BOEHNER for bringing this leg- 
islation to our floor. 


EE 
BALANCED BUDGET PROPOSAL 


(Mr. CARNEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. CARNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to urge my colleagues to bring 
responsible budgeting to our Nation’s 
Capitol. First of all, this means fund- 
ing the government every year without 
a shutdown, but also it means bal- 
ancing the budget. 

Since I have served in Congress, we 
have been consumed by fights over def- 
icit reduction and budget priorities. We 
have gone from crisis to crisis, never 
coming up with a long-term plan. After 
the crisis is over, nothing happens. 

Recently, I introduced a balanced 
budget amendment that would add dis- 
cipline to the budget process and re- 
quire the government to spend within 
its means. Balanced budget proposals 
are not new. But unlike most pro- 
posals, my amendment protects Social 
Security, enables long-term capital in- 
vestments, and ensures that we can re- 
spond to emergencies. 

In Delaware, like most States, the 
law requires the State to have a bal- 
anced budget. As Delaware Secretary 
of Finance, I helped make that happen. 
We should hold the Federal Govern- 
ment to the same standard. 

If the United States is going to con- 
tinue to be the strongest economy in 
the world, we need to address our budg- 
et deficits now. I urge my colleagues to 
bring order and responsibility to our 
budget process by passing my amend- 
ment. 


EE 
1215 


NATIONAL DYSLEXIA AWARENESS 
MONTH 


(Mr. BUCSHON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. BUCSHON. Mr. Speaker, October 
is National Dyslexia Awareness Month. 
This is something that is very close to 
my family. My wife and I watched our 
daughter struggle to learn to read. She 
dreaded reading aloud in class, and 
worrying what her classmates thought 
affected her self-esteem. 

With hard work, our daughter was 
able to catch up and surpass many of 
her classmates. Over time, she discov- 
ered her strengths in math and science, 
which helped her increase her con- 
fidence. 
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It wasn’t until high school that we 
found out she actually has dyslexia. 
This diagnosis has helped her under- 
stand how her brain works and realize 
that her difference gives her some ad- 
vantages. 

We are extremely proud of how hard 
she has worked to overcome these chal- 
lenges and not let them get in the way 
of her success. Mr. Speaker, it is im- 
portant that we bring awareness to 
dyslexia and educate our communities 
about the impact on families. 


Ee 


NATIONAL FOREST PRODUCTS 
WEEK 


(Ms. KUSTER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. KUSTER. Mr. Speaker, today I 
rise to recognize the importance of the 
forest products industry as we cele- 
brate National Forest Products Week. 

In my home State of New Hampshire, 
we have a rich tradition of supporting 
working forests and recognizing the 
ways in which our forests contribute to 
our State’s economic livelihood and 
the vitality of our rural communities. 

The forest products industry employs 
over 7,000 Granite Staters. These men 
and women proudly continue our 
State’s legacy of responsible forest 
stewardship. From timber production 
to biomass energy, our forests provide 
a wide range of sustainably sourced 
products that citizens and businesses 
rely on throughout our country. 

My district is home to both biomass 
power plants and wood pellet manufac- 
turing facilities that are important job 
creators in the renewable energy sec- 
tor, and I am proud to serve as co-chair 
of the bipartisan Congressional Bio- 
mass Caucus. 

As part of our efforts to underscore 
the economic and environmental con- 
tributions to our Nation’s forests, we 
must rededicate ourselves to pre- 
serving these treasured lands for future 
generations to come. 


EE 
NDAA VETO THREAT 


(Mr. STEWART asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. STEWART. Mr. Speaker, I think 
this is absolutely nuts. Yesterday the 
House and the Senate sent the Presi- 
dent the National Defense Authoriza- 
tion bill requesting his signature, 
which he has now threatened to veto. 

I was an Air Force pilot for 14 years, 
and I sit on the House Permanent Se- 
lect Committee on Intelligence. I un- 
derstand how critical it is that our 
military be prepared; and to be pre- 
pared, they have to be adequately fund- 
ed. 

Vetoing NDAA means that we simply 
don’t provide authorization for funding 
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for our troops. It means we cut our 
military readiness. It means we can’t 
continue our fight against ISIS. It cuts 
such critical programs that protect us 
as our missile defense program. I just 
simply don’t understand it. 

The President doesn’t have any spe- 
cific objections to this bill. It funds to 
the exact level that he has requested. 
By doing this, the President has ig- 
nored the primary responsibility that 
the Federal Government has to defend 
and protect the United States. 

I hope that the President will not fail 
in that responsibility. I hope he will 
sign this critically important bill. 


EE 


WE MUST TAKE ACTION ON GUN 
VIOLENCE 


(Mr. DEUTCH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Speaker, today 
marks 3 weeks since the mass shooting 
at Umpqua Community College in 
Roseburg that cost nine innocent 
Americans their lives. As that tragedy 
fades from the headlines, the daily 
tragedy of gun violence in America 
drums on. 

Last week, in south Florida, Janel 
Hamilton was shot to death by her god- 
mother’s son while watching TV. She 
was 19 and dreamed of becoming a law- 
yer. 

Last weekend, in Chicago, a 3-year- 
old boy named Eian Santiago was shot 
to death by his 6-year-old brother. 
They were playing cops and robbers. 

Last night, in New York City, police 
officer Randolph Holder succumbed to 
a gunshot wound in the head. He was 
responding to gun violence in East Har- 
lem. 

In the last 96 hours alone, 91 Ameri- 
cans have lost their lives to gun vio- 
lence. That is nearly 1 person killed by 
guns every hour in the United States. 

The American people expect us to 
take action. They expect us to stand up 
to those who fight to prevent us from 
taking action; yet, hour by hour goes 
by in this Congress without hearings, 
without debate, and without action. 

Mr. Speaker, I will be back next week 
and the week after that and the week 
after that. Gun violence won’t stop 
until this Congress takes action, and 
neither will I. 


EE 
OUR MENTAL HEALTH SYSTEM 


(Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, our mental health system is 
abusive and neglectful to those with a 
serious mental illness. Worse yet, these 
policies disproportionately impact mi- 
norities and the poor. African Ameri- 
cans are 50 percent less likely to re- 
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ceive psychiatric treatment. Out- 
patient mental health spending for Af- 
rican Americans is 40 percent lower. 

While there is an overall shortage of 
mental health professionals, only 3 per- 
cent of psychiatrists and 2 percent of 
psychologists are African American. 
The rate is similar for Latino mental 
health professionals and worse for Na- 
tive Americans. 

If you are a minority or low income 
and have a serious mental illness, you 
are more likely to end up in prison, 
where 80 percent of inmates don’t re- 
ceive any treatment. 

If you are low income, Medicaid 
makes it harder for you to access inpa- 
tient mental health treatment, won’t 
let you see two doctors on the same 
day, and says, you can’t take the medi- 
cations your doctor prescribed. 

Stop this discrimination. I ask Mem- 
bers to cosponsor and pass the Helping 
Families of Mental Health Crisis Act, 
H.R. 2646. People with serious mental 
illness can and do get better with help, 
but where there is no help, there is no 
hope. 


IT IS TIME TO GET REAL ABOUT 
GUN VIOLENCE 


(Ms. ADAMS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, it is time 
to get real about gun violence in Amer- 
ica. As the entrusted voices for mil- 
lions of Americans, we have a responsi- 
bility to address gun violence. In our 
schools, in our movie theaters, and 
even in our churches the threat is ever 
present. 

Most recently a dangerous individual 
went on the campus of a community 
college in Roseburg, Oregon, and 
opened fire, taking nine lives and in- 
juring seven. My thoughts and prayers 
are with the family and friends as they 
mourn. 

Chris Mintz, a veteran from 
Randleman, North Carolina, was 
among those injured while rushing into 
the crossfire in an effort to defuse the 
situation. Iam honored by his bravery, 
and I wish him a speedy and full recov- 
ery. 

From Newtown to Blacksburg, to Au- 
rora, to Charleston, these senseless 
shootings are becoming far too com- 
mon. It is not just mass shootings that 
are bothersome because every day 88 
people die because of gun violence. 
That is more than 30,000 Americans 
killed every year. 

How many lives must be lost before 
we say that now is the right time to 
pass commonsense legislation to keep 
guns out of the wrong hands? We can 
make a difference. We must, but we 
must take action now. 
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PREVENTABLE CHILD AND 
MATERNAL DEATHS 


(Mrs. BLACKBURN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, 
today I rise in support of our children 
and salute the medical researchers and 
the pediatricians who are seeking to 
find cures for debilitating and prevent- 
able childhood diseases. 

The leadership of the U.S. is crucial 
in helping end many of these childhood 
and maternal deaths. That is why we 
have included specific provisions in 
21st Century Cures for children. 

Cures bring benefits. Let me give you 
an example: polio. In 1988, the World 
Health Organization had a resolution 
to support the worldwide eradication of 
polio. Through the work of American 
researchers, private citizens, and Ro- 
tarians, polio vaccines have nearly 
eradicated this scourge worldwide. 

American leadership should continue 
to help end preventable childhood and 
maternal deaths. 


a 


RECOGNIZING NATIONAL FOREST 
PRODUCTS WEEK 


(Ms. GRAHAM asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, today I 
rise to recognize National Forest Prod- 
ucts Week and to acknowledge what an 
important role our forests play in all of 
our daily lives. 

The Second District of Florida is 
home to hundreds of thousands of acres 
of public and private forest lands. The 
Apalachicola National Forest alone is 
nearly 1,000 square miles. 

Just last week, I participated in a 
work day with the Nature Conservancy 
in the Apalachicola Forest to learn 
how responsible management can boost 
the economic and environmental value 
of forestland. 

Iam proud that north Florida forests 
make such an important contribution 
to our country’s economy and our envi- 
ronment. We depend on wood for the 
structure of our homes, the paper we 
write on, and a million different things 
in between, but most significantly for 
the oxygen we breathe. 


ee 


FOREST PRODUCTS WEEK 
RECOGNITION 


(Mr. WESTERMAN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. WESTERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
also rise today in recognition of Na- 
tional Forest Products Week and the 
men and women across our country 
that work in this crucial industry. For- 
est products have been an integral part 
of the North American economy even 
before our States were united. 
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From our beginnings, forest products 
built ships and were the main source of 
fuel. Through our industrialization, 
forest products became the foundation 
of our vast rail system and the media 
that fills our great libraries. Today so 
much of everything we get is shipped 
and contained in forest products. For- 
est products have always been the 
backbone of housing, a critical sector 
of our economy. 

Forest products are green, renewable, 
and sequester carbon. We have been 
prolific in perfecting our conversion 
technologies, developing new products, 
and growing more timber. In fact, we 
have more trees today in America than 
in 1900. 

To keep our forests healthy and our 
economy strong, we need to develop 
more markets at home and abroad for 
our forest products, and we need to 
commit more research to find cost-ef- 
fective ways to utilize our woody bio- 
mass, a vast, renewable, carbon-neutral 
fuel source. 


EEE 


IMPORTANT ISSUES THAT NEED 
FUNDING 


(Mr. HASTINGS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, this 
month all of us know that we are ad- 
dressing the issue of breast cancer and 
cancer generally. I will proudly wear 
this label today for the number of peo- 
ple around our country and around the 
world that are suffering from cancer. 

On Monday, I participated at Nova 
Southeastern University with experts 
in genomics and studying this issue. I 
learned from them that only 8 percent 
of grants are made from the National 
Institutes of Health. That is an incred- 
ible resource for all of us, and we need 
to be about the business of increasing 
the National Institutes of Health’s op- 
portunities to go forward on breast 
cancer. 

The second part of my remarks this 
morning, Mr. Speaker, deals with air- 
port workers, specifically in Fort Lau- 
derdale and elsewhere. They are fight- 
ing for $15 an hour. These are the peo- 
ple that clean up the toilets at the air- 
port in Broward County. They are the 
people who carry the people on the air- 
plane with wheelchairs. We can at least 
afford $15 an hour for them. 


EEE 


1230 


REAUTHORIZE THE NATIONAL 
DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT 


(Mr. TROTT asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. TROTT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to highlight the potentially 
grave situation facing our Nation’s se- 
curity this week. 
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Despite the National Defense Author- 
ization Act garnering widespread bipar- 
tisan support in both Houses of Con- 
gress, President Obama has inex- 
plicably threatened to veto it. Our sol- 
diers and their families deserve better 
than an administration that plays poli- 
tics with the pay for our troops and 
puts our national security on the line 
just to prove a political point. 

What I find most shocking is the 
President spent the last several 
months fighting to lift economic sanc- 
tions so that Iran’s terrorist army 
could receive billions in aid, and now 
he is planning to block funding for 
America’s military. This is unbeliev- 
able. Our soldiers deserve better. Our 
Nation deserves better. 

America is facing increased threats 
from around the globe. We have sol- 
diers fighting in Afghanistan. We have 
military families bravely continuing 
with their lives as their loved ones risk 
their lives for freedom. 

Not only do we need to fully fund our 
troops, but we need to show the world 
that, when it comes to our defense and 
national security, the United States 
stands as one strong, unified body. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time the President 
drops the partisan games and stands 
with our troops. It is time he signs the 
bill. 


EE 


WE ARE THE GREATEST NATION 
ON THE PLANET 


(Mr. CARDENAS asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. CARDENAS. Mr. Speaker, I feel 
compelled to take this opportunity to 
remind us how great we are as a coun- 
try, but also to remind ourselves that 
we are as great as we are as individuals 
collectively that make our country so 
great, a country where anyone can 
practice whatever faith they choose to 
practice. 

You can come to this country from 
whatever part of the world and start 
anew and perhaps reach heights that 
you could never dream of in other 
places. We still are the greatest nation 
on the planet. 

I am compelled to say these words 
because far too often I see, almost ev- 
erywhere I turn, where people want to 
leave this country. They talk about 
how we are not great and how we need 
to get back to greatness. 

We have never lost that greatness. I 
think it is really important for us to 
understand, as Members of Congress, 
that our responsibility is to guide this 
country and to legislate and to make 
decisions, but to always keep in mind 
those fundamental responsibilities that 
we have held true for so many hun- 
dreds of years in this country and that 
we are blessed to be the greatest nation 
on the planet. The only way that we 
can do that is if we take our personal 
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responsibilities to heart and exercise 
that every single day. 


a 


SUPPORT YOUR LOCAL CHAMBER 
OF COMMERCE DAY 


(Mr. GRAVES of Louisiana asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. GRAVES of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today on Support Your 
Local Chamber of Commerce Day. 

Livingston Parish is one of the fast- 
est growing parishes in the State of 
Louisiana, and the chamber of com- 
merce appropriately—with the extraor- 
dinary growth of this parish, we have 
had a growth in the businesses, the 
mom-and-pop businesses, and the large 
industrial businesses as well. Appro- 
priately, the Livingston Parish Cham- 
ber of Commerce was recognized for 
the Louisiana State Chamber of the 
Year Award for the mid-size category 
by the Louisiana Association of Cham- 
ber of Commerce Executives. 

When you have a parish that grows at 
rapid rates, you have huge swells in 
population. You have all sorts of de- 
mands on infrastructure, but you have 
demands on the growth of the busi- 
nesses as well. Particularly, the Liv- 
ingston Parish Chamber of Commerce 
was recognized in the areas of business 
resource and representation, commu- 
nity alignment, organizational excel- 
lence, and professional development. 

Mr. Speaker, businesses like North 
Oaks Health System, Rouses Markets, 
Big Mike’s Sports Bar and Grill, and 
Ferrara Fire Apparatus are all busi- 
nesses that are members of the Cham- 
ber of Commerce. 

Congratulations to the 500 businesses 
that are members of the Livingston 
Parish Chamber of Commerce, to 
Wayne, April, and all the folks in Liv- 
ingston Parish. 


o 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON) laid before the House the fol- 
lowing communication from the Clerk 
of the House of Representatives: 


OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, October 21, 2015. 
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker, U.S. Capitol, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per- 
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of 
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives, the Clerk received the following mes- 
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 21, 2015 at 9:14 a.m.: 

That the Senate passed without amend- 
ment H.R. 322. 

That the Senate passed without amend- 
ment H.R. 323. 

That the Senate passed without amend- 
ment H.R. 324. 

That the Senate passed without amend- 
ment H.R. 558. 
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That the Senate passed without amend- 
ment H.R. 1442. 
That the Senate passed without amend- 
ment H.R. 1884. 
That the Senate passed without amend- 
ment H.R. 3059. 
With best wishes, I am 
Sincerely, 
KAREN L. HAAS. 


re 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 10, SCHOLARSHIPS FOR 
OPPORTUNITY AND RESULTS RE- 
AUTHORIZATION ACT, AND PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 692, DEFAULT PREVENTION 
ACT 


Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, by direction 
of the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 480 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 480 


Resolved, That at any time after adoption 
of this resolution the Speaker may, pursuant 
to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 10) to reau- 
thorize the Scholarships for Opportunity and 
Results Act, and for other purposes. The first 
reading of the bill shall be dispensed with. 
All points of order against consideration of 
the bill are waived. General debate shall be 
confined to the bill and shall not exceed one 
hour equally divided and controlled by the 
chair and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. After general debate the bill shall 
be considered for amendment under the five- 
minute rule. The amendments recommended 
by the Committee on Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform now printed in the bill shall be 
considered as adopted in the House and in 
the Committee of the Whole. The bill, as 
amended, shall be considered as read. All 
points of order against provisions in the bill, 
as amended, are waived. No further amend- 
ment to the bill, as amended, shall be in 
order except those printed in the report of 
the Committee on Rules accompanying this 
resolution. Each further amendment may be 
offered only in the order printed in the re- 
port, may be offered only by a Member des- 
ignated in the report, shall be considered as 
read, shall be debatable for the time speci- 
fied in the report equally divided and con- 
trolled by the proponent and an opponent, 
shall not be subject to amendment, and shall 
not be subject to a demand for division of the 
question in the House or in the Committee of 
the Whole. All points of order against such 
further amendments are waived. At the con- 
clusion of consideration of the bill for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and re- 
port the bill, as amended, to the House with 
such further amendments as may have been 
adopted. The previous question shall be con- 
sidered as ordered on the bill, as amended, 
and on any further amendment thereto, to 
final passage without intervening motion ex- 
cept one motion to recommit with or with- 
out instructions. 

SEc. 2. Upon adoption of this resolution it 
shall be in order to consider in the House the 
bill (H.R. 692) to ensure the payment of in- 
terest and principal of the debt of the United 
States. All points of order against consider- 
ation of the bill are waived. The bill shall be 
considered as read. All points of order 
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against provisions in the bill are waived. The 
previous question shall be considered as or- 
dered on the bill and on any amendment 
thereto to final passage without intervening 
motion except: (1) one hour of debate equally 
divided and controlled by the chair and rank- 
ing minority member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means; and (2) one motion to re- 
commit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman from North Carolina is rec- 
ognized for 1 hour. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, for the pur- 
pose of debate only, I yield the cus- 
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS), pending 
which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that all Members have 5 
legislative days to revise and extend 
their remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, House Reso- 
lution 480 provides for consideration of 
H.R. 10, the Scholarships for Oppor- 
tunity and Results Reauthorization 
Act, and H.R. 692, the Default Preven- 
tion Act. 

These bills are important steps for- 
ward on two issues of great importance 
to Americans: education and fiscal 
issues. 

H.R. 10, the Scholarships for Oppor- 
tunity and Results Reauthorization 
Act, also known as the SOAR Reau- 
thorization Act, would continue impor- 
tant funding provided to help young 
students here in Washington, D.C., 
reach their full potential. This legisla- 
tion would provide $60 million annually 
for 5 years, split equally among the 
District’s public schools, charter 
schools, and the District of Columbia 
Opportunity Scholarship Program, 
which enables low-income students to 
attend a private school that would oth- 
erwise be out of their reach. 

Two amendments to the bill have 
been made in order for consideration, 
one by a Republican and another by a 
Democrat. 

I have great confidence that the 
SOAR Reauthorization Act is a posi- 
tive step for students in the District of 
Columbia and that, through its exam- 
ple, it will provide a model for success 
that could be adopted by States across 
the country. 

The rule also provides for consider- 
ation of H.R. 692, the Default Preven- 
tion Act. As my colleagues are all 
aware, the Treasury Department has 
asserted that its ability to use extraor- 
dinary measures to avoid reaching the 
statutory debt limit will be exhausted 
in coming days, possibly by November 
3. 

The legislation before us is a vital 
step to take default off the table, 
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should extraordinary measures be ex- 
hausted, providing certainty to finan- 
cial markets and hardworking Ameri- 
cans that we will pay our debts and 
meet our obligations. 

The Default Prevention Act would 
authorize the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to issue debt obligations necessary 
to continue making principal and in- 
terest payments on our debt, and would 
also ensure continued access to the 
funds in the Social Security trust fund 
necessary to pay Social Security bene- 
fits in full. 

Mr. Speaker, it is simply common 
sense that we permanently close out 
the possibility of default and give sen- 
iors and other Social Security bene- 
ficiaries confidence that they will con- 
tinue to receive the funds they rely on. 

We can protect the full faith and 
credit of the United States and ensure 
that our credit ratings and economy 
are not impacted by policy battles here 
in Congress over future spending poli- 
cies. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend this rule 
and both of the underlying bills to my 
colleagues for their support. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume, 
and I thank the gentlewoman from 
North Carolina for yielding the cus- 
tomary 30 minutes to me for debate. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in opposi- 
tion to this rule, which provides for 
consideration of both H.R. 10, the 
Scholarships for Opportunity and Re- 
sults Reauthorization Act, and H.R. 
692, the Default Prevention Act. Once 
again, we are playing grab bag rules, 
and I maintain that that is not the 
process of regular order. 

Each time I have the privilege of 
managing a rule which, with only four 
members of the minority on the com- 
mittee, happens quite often, I find my- 
self in the same position: frustrated 
with my friends, the House Repub- 
licans’, complete disregard for regular 
order; their use of one rule to consider 
multiple unrelated pieces of legisla- 
tion; and, most significantly, disillu- 
sioned that, in a time when so much 
can and must be done for the American 
people, we continue to spend precious 
time with partisan, dead-on-arrival 
measures. 

H.R. 10 would reauthorize the Oppor- 
tunity Scholarship Program through 
the years 2021. OSP is the only feder- 
ally created and funded elementary and 
secondary private school voucher pro- 
gram in the United States. 

Last night, my friend from Utah 
came forward and spoke, as is his re- 
sponsibility. And I would just ask him, 
do they have the same program in Bea- 
ver, Utah, or Centerville, Utah, or 
Altamont? 

I didn’t know they had an Altamont. 
I come from Altamonte Springs, Flor- 
ida. They spell it without the E. But 
they don’t have this voucher program 
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that they are trying to foist on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

The program, which awards need- 
based scholarships to children in the 
District of Columbia to attend a par- 
ticipating private school of their 
choice, was created in 2004 and last re- 
authorized in 2011. 

I would like to note from the outset 
that the current school voucher pro- 
gram is authorized through September 
2016. That is almost a full year from 
now. Given the numerous pressing and 
time-sensitive matters facing this 
body, I can’t help but feel bewildered as 
to why we are rushing to reauthorize 
D.C. school vouchers, yet we continue 
to ignore our Nation’s crumbling infra- 
structure, income inequality, the need 
for jobs, immigration reform, the need 
for sensible gun control in the wake of 
mass shootings and countless other 
deaths at the instance of guns, particu- 
larly children, and our lack of a long- 
term budget. I continue to await a 
straight answer from my Republican 
colleagues and hope that we can get 
this question answered before today’s 
debate concludes. 

Now, I also want to make something 
clear. The members of the Washington, 
D.C. City Council have said that they 
do not want the D.C. voucher program 
to be reauthorized. 
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In a letter to the chairman of the 
House Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform, the majority of 
the members of the D.C. Council ex- 
pressed their belief that ‘‘Federal funds 
should be invested in the existing pub- 
lic education system—both public 
schools and public charter schools— 
rather than being diverted to private 
schools.” 

They go on to describe past findings 
on vouchers, saying that “the evidence 
is clear that the use of vouchers has 
had no statistically significant impact 
on overall student achievement in 
math or reading, or for students from 
schools in need of improvement.”’ 

Despite this very clear letter, in 
what I can only describe as ‘“‘typical 
Republican fashion,” this body is going 
full steam ahead in its efforts to im- 
pose its political will regardless. 

I remind those here today and watch- 
ing at home that Washington, D.C., is a 
Federal district. Congress maintains 
the power to overturn laws approved by 
the D.C. Council, can vote to impose 
laws on D.C., and gets final approval of 
the D.C. Council’s budget. 

Washington, D.C.’s Delegate to the 
House of Representatives, my very 
good friend and a mentor to all of us 
not only on this issue, but countless 
others, Ms. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON, 
who has served in this body for 24 
years, is not permitted to vote on final 
passage of any legislation, let alone 
legislation directly intended to govern 
the jurisdiction which she was elected 
to serve. 
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One might hope that Congress would 
consider the wishes of the representa- 
tives of Washington, D.C., and the 
nearly 660,000 residents of the District 
who are taxpayers without representa- 
tion. But, as we see today, that simply 
isn’t the case. 

Mr. Speaker, the underlying legisla- 
tion would make significant changes to 
the way in which the program is evalu- 
ated, and that is a problem. 

In 2012, The Washington Post pub- 
lished an article titled ‘‘Quality Con- 
trols Lacking for D.C. Schools Accept- 
ing Federal Vouchers.” The piece ex- 
amined some of the schools receiving 
vouchers. 

Among them were ‘‘a nondenomina- 
tional Christian school” that ‘‘occupies 
a soot-stained storefront between a 
halal meat shop and an evening wear 
boutique.” The school consists of two 
classrooms, and ‘‘students travel near- 
ly 2 miles down Georgia Avenue to the 
city’s Emery Recreation Center” for 
gym class. 

Another school ‘‘follows a learning 
model known as ‘Suggestopedia,’ a phi- 
losophy of learning developed by a Bul- 
garian psychotherapist Georgi Lozanov 
that stresses learning through music, 
stretching, and meditation.”’ 

A third is described as ‘‘an accredited 
K-8 school supported by the Nation of 
Islam,” which ‘‘occupies the second 
floor of a former residence east of the 
Anacostia River.” The classrooms are 
described as being former bedrooms, 
and the only bathroom in the school 
was described as having ‘‘a floor black- 
ened with dirt and a sink coated in 
grime. The bathtub was filled with 
paint cans and cleaning supplies con- 
cealed by a curtain.” 

With descriptions like this of schools 
just a few miles away from this Cham- 
ber, I would like to think we would 
want more evaluations on these 
schools, not less. 

Moving on to H.R. 629, a very bogus 
bill that plans for the unprecedented 
default on the full faith and credit of 
the United States, this measure is a 
debt prioritization bill and one that 
elevates the payments of debts to bond- 
holders, including Switzerland, the 
Cayman Islands, and China, and they 
would be paid over the obligations to 
America’s troops, veterans, seniors, 
and students, as well as Medicare re- 
cipients. 

As Democratic members of the House 
Ways and Means Committee astutely 
put it: “Under this legislation, the ef- 
fect would be to pay China’’—and 
Japan and others—‘‘first, and some 
Americans not at all.” 

We have been down this road before. 
Indeed, the debt limit standoff and gov- 
ernment shutdown of 2013 cost an esti- 
mated 120,000 jobs and disrupted public 
and private credit markets so pro- 
foundly that the total estimated bor- 
rowing costs for the Federal Govern- 
ment, businesses, and homeowners dur- 
ing that crisis totaled approximately 
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$70 million. Defaulting on our debt is 
simply not an option, and H.R. 629 is, 
as Treasury Secretary Jack Lew put it, 
“default by another name.” 

We cannot play this game. We need 
to be about the business of honoring 
our obligations. The last time we went 
down this road our debt rating was low- 
ered, and I suggest it may happen 


again. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 


minutes to the gentleman from Utah 
(Mr. STEWART). 

Mr. STEWART. I would like to thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, I come from a family of 
educators. My father taught me in fifth 
grade. My brother and sister are both 
teachers. My wife is a teacher. One of 
my sons recently spent 2 years doing 
Teach for America in an inner-city 
school before he started graduate 
school. 

Every weekend, it seemed, while he 
was teaching, we would hear stories 
and personal experiences of children 
who desperately needed help to get the 
education that they needed so they had 
any chance, any hope, of being success- 
ful in life. 

And, finally, I am also the father of 
six children. I understand in a deeply 
personal way how important it is that 
we teach our children and educate our 
children. 

This idea goes back to Jamestown, 
1609, where literally for the first time 
in the history of the world we made a 
commitment that we would educate all 
of our children, that every village, 
every town, every community would 
educate all of our children. That is 
what the SOAR program is about: giv- 
ing all of our children the opportunity 
to succeed. 

So let’s look at the program and see 
what it has accomplished. Since 2004, 
more than 6,000 children have had the 
opportunity to attend a private school 
of their choice. This has changed the 
trajectory of their lives. More than 90 
percent of them now graduate from 
high school, compared with 58 percent 
throughout the rest of Washington, 
D.C. EHighty-eight percent of them go 
on to a 2- or a 4-year university. 
Eighty-five percent of their parents ex- 
press satisfaction with this program. 

Why in the world would you want to 
take that away? How could you not 
support this program? How could you 
not want to give these children the op- 
portunity to succeed? Why in the world 
would you put the interests of unions 
and teachers above the interests of 
these children who desperately need 
our help? 

I would ask my colleagues to support 
this rule and to support the underlying 
legislation. Give these kids an oppor- 
tunity to succeed. That is all we are 
asking for. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, would 
the Chair be kind enough to tell me 
how much time remains for both sides. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Florida has 20 minutes re- 
maining. The gentlewoman from North 
Carolina has 25 minutes remaining. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Let me respond to the gentleman 
from Utah who spoke of his family’s 
background and education. 

Firstly, my former wife, who is now 
deceased, taught school for 35 years, 
first and second grade. My son, who has 
his Ph.D., as my friend’s son is about 
the business of getting his graduate de- 
gree, worked in education, taught sixth 
grade for a number of years, and then 
recruited schoolteachers for Palm 
Beach County and Broward County in 
Florida. 

The question was why would we not 
want to educate every child, and the 
gentleman referenced a period in 1609 
when we certainly were not educating 
every child. I went to school for the 
first time in 1941 to a school that was 
built by Julius Rosenwald, and I rec- 
ommend a documentary that is in the 
movies throughout the country now. 
Mr. Rosenwald, at the insistence of 
Booker T. Washington, built schools 
for Black children, 642 of them, in the 
South, where there were none. 

My mother didn’t have an oppor- 
tunity to go to that school. Other peo- 
ple in my town never had an oppor- 
tunity to get an education, and you 
come here and you talk about why 
would we not want this education. 

If it is so good, then why isn’t it ev- 
erywhere? And why are you picking on 
the District of Columbia? Perhaps 
someone who knows that very well will 
be able to tell us more than myself 
with my passion. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from the District of Co- 
lumbia (Ms. NORTON), my very good 
friend, a member of the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

Ms. NORTON. I thank my good friend 
from Florida for yielding and for his 
passion for our children. 

Mr. Speaker, the short answer to the 
gentleman who wants to know why 
would we want to take away vouchers 
from these children is that we don’t 
want to take vouchers away from these 
children. We want those who are cur- 
rently in the program to maintain 
their voucher until they graduate. 

But I should caution Members on 
both sides about voting for $100 million 
for a private school voucher program 
for a District that didn’t ask for it 
while the Republican majority has 
pending a $2 billion cut for K-12 edu- 
cation for kids in their own districts. 

The irony is that, when Newt Ging- 
rich was Speaker, he first proposed pri- 
vate school vouchers, but as conserv- 
ative as he was, he worked with me on 
a home rule public charter school al- 
ternative. The D.C. Council had voted 
for charter schools, but there were only 
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two or three fledgling schools and char- 
ters weren’t going anywhere. 

Today, Mr. Speaker, there are 115 
public charter schools in the District, 
and the reason is that, with my sup- 
port, Speaker Gingrich placed H.R. 3019 
in the 1995-1996 omnibus legislation es- 
tablishing the D.C. public charter 
school board. 

Today almost half of D.C. students go 
to publicly accountable charter 
schools, and most of these schools have 
long waiting lists. That, my friend, is 
what choice looks like. 

Another speaker has now stepped for- 
ward with a private school voucher 
program to be authorized for the third 
time today, although the evaluation 
that Congress mandated definitively 
shows that the program failed to meet 
its stated goal to help children im- 
prove. 
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Vouchers did not improve math or 
reading scores for the children from 
low-income neighborhoods in this pro- 
gram, and that was the reason for the 
bill in the first place. 

In light of that failure, I offered a 
compromise, and the President sup- 
ports it. All of the students in the cur- 
rent voucher program would remain 
until graduation, but no new students 
would be funded. That would mean 
years of private school vouchers, but 
only in the District of Columbia, be- 
cause this Congress has just voted 
down similar private school vouchers 
for the Nation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the gentlewoman an additional 1 
minute. 

Ms. NORTON. That, my friends, is 
what compromise looks like: first, phe- 
nomenal growth of public charter 
schools, which are supported by both 
Congressional Republicans and Demo- 
crats; second, allowing all current stu- 
dents to remain in private voucher 
schools until graduation. If more com- 
promises like this were on the floor, 
the majority would not be divided into 
multiple factions that have nothing to 
show for years of leadership. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, it is a big 
surprise to see a member of the minor- 
ity opposing the provision of additional 
education funding to low-income stu- 
dents. 

My colleague earlier mentioned that 
some members of the D.C. Council op- 
pose H.R. 10. I would like to bring it to 
the attention of the House that D.C. 
Councilwoman Anita Bonds has asked 
that her name be removed from that 
letter, saying: “I am hopeful that 
many more of our neediest families 
have the opportunity to take advan- 
tage of the program.” She knows that 
students in public, charter, and private 
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schools all benefit equally from this 
legislation, and I welcome her support. 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
MCCLINTOCK). 

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding. I 
want to thank the Rules Committee for 
reporting H.R. 692 to the floor. 

This Nation now staggers under more 
than $18 trillion of debt, nearly a $7.5 
trillion run up by this administration 
alone. The interest on that debt is one 
of the fastest growing components of 
the Federal budget. If there is ever any 
doubt over the security and reliability 
of the debt owed by this government, 
the interest rates that lenders charge 
us would quickly rise and overwhelm 
us. 
Now, the Democrats say, well, just 
raise the debt limit, and, of course, we 
realize in this era of chronic deficit 
spending—establishing new records 
under this administration—that we 
have to do so. Congress alone has the 
power to incur debt, and the debt limit 
is the method by which we discharge 
our responsibility; but when we do so, 
it is also Congress’ responsibility to re- 
view and revise the policies that are 
driving that debt. 

The fundamental problem under both 
Democratic and Republican Congresses 
is that this process is fraught with con- 
troversy. The bigger the debt, the big- 
ger the controversy; and the bigger the 
controversy, the more likely that cred- 
it markets are to demand higher inter- 
est payments to meet their greater 
risk. Given the size of our debt, that 
could produce an interest tidal wave 
that could sink our budget and our Na- 
tion along with it. 

The Default Prevention Act simply 
provides that, if the debt limit is 
reached, the Treasury Secretary may 
continue to borrow above that limit for 
the sole purpose of paying principal 
and interest that is due. It is an abso- 
lute guarantee that the debt of the 
United States will be honored. 

Most States have various laws to 
guarantee payment of their debts. In 
fact, a few years ago, Ben Bernanke 
praised these State provisions for 
maintaining confidence in their bonds. 
It amazes me that we can’t all agree on 
this simple principle: that we should 
guarantee the loans made to the Fed- 
eral Government. That is all this bill 
does. 

Yet we have heard opposition from 
the other side, and they basically make 
two charges. One is that this pays for- 
eign governments first while shorting 
our troops. We just heard that from the 
gentleman from Florida. Well, what 
xenophobic nonsense. The fact is most 
of our debt is held by Americans— 
often, in pension funds—so it protects 
Americans far more than foreign gov- 
ernments. 

But they miss the main point. It is 
the Nation’s credit that makes it pos- 
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sible to meet all of our other obliga- 
tions. When you are living off your 
credit card, as our Nation is at the mo- 
ment, you had better make your min- 
imum payment first or you won’t be 
able to pay all of your other bills. 

In the veto threat, the President lev- 
eled the other charges we heard from 
the gentleman from Florida, that it is 
just an excuse for not paying our other 
bills. Well, do they actually believe 
that these other States that have guar- 
anteed their sovereign debts for gen- 
erations have ever used these guaran- 
tees as an excuse not to pay their other 
bills? On the contrary, by providing 
clear and unambiguous mandates to 
protect their credit first, they actually 
support and maintain their ability to 
pay for all of their other obligations. 

So let me be crystal clear: delaying 
payment on any of our obligations 
would be unprecedented and dangerous. 
There is one thing, though, that could 
do even more damage than delaying 
payment on our other bills, and that is 
the mere threat of a default on our sov- 
ereign debt. This measure takes that 
threat off the table, and it ensures 
credit markets that their investments 
in the United States are as certain as 
anything can be in life. 

A few years ago, Senator Barack 
Obama vigorously and forcefully op- 
posed a debt limit sought by the Bush 
administration. He said it was a failure 
of leadership. Well, I have never equat- 
ed Senator Obama’s opposition to the 
debt limit increase as anything other 
than a principled and well-placed con- 
cern over the proper management of 
our finances. It is sad that he cannot 
give the opposition the same courtesy. 

Mr. Speaker, we may disagree over 
the appropriate role of Congress in ad- 
justing the debt limit, but at least 
can’t we all agree that during these 
disputes the sovereign debt of the 
United States is never in doubt? That 
is all that this bill says; that is all that 
this bill does. Mr. Speaker, let’s pass 
this rule and proceed with consider- 
ation of the bill. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
California referred to my comments as 
“xenophobic nonsense.” I firmly dis- 
agree. It kind of gives xenophobia a 
new meaning. I merely pointed out 
that a large portion of our debt is held 
by other countries and that the legisla- 
tion that he supports proposes to pay 
them before 80 million obligations that 
the Treasury Department has. 

Mr. Speaker, Congress has only 8 leg- 
islative days left to protect the full 
faith and credit of the United States. If 
we defeat the previous question, I am 
going to offer an amendment to the 
rule and bring up legislation that 
would allow—and I would ask the gen- 
tleman from California if he would sup- 
port this—a clean extension of the debt 
ceiling. 
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Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to insert the text of the amend- 
ment in the RECORD, along with extra- 
neous material, immediately prior to 
the vote on the previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
very pleased to yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Vermont (Mr. WELCH) 
to discuss our proposal. My friend from 
Vermont is a distinguished gentleman 
and a former Member of the Rules 
Committee. 

Mr. WELCH. 
the gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, let’s be clear. Raising 
the debt ceiling has absolutely nothing 
to do at all with increasing govern- 
ment spending. It only has to do with 
whether America will pay its bills for 
obligations already incurred. 

Many of those obligations, by the 
way, are for expenditures that I vigor- 
ously opposed: trillions of dollars on 
the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, un- 
paid for, and trillions of dollars in tax 
cuts for the very wealthy that are un- 
paid for. 

But the United States of America, in 
good times and bad, through Repub- 
lican Presidents and Democratic Presi- 
dents, in Republican-led and Demo- 
cratic-led Congresses, has always paid 
its bills—always. We have done it for 
two reasons. 

First, it is the right thing to do. A 
promise made is a promise kept. An ob- 
ligation incurred is an obligation hon- 
ored. Mr. Speaker, a confident nation 
keeps its word. A confident nation pays 
its bills, not some of them. It pays all 
of them. 

Second, running from our creditors, 
stiffing them, picking and choosing 
whom to pay among them is as fiscally 
reckless as it is dishonorable. This new 
theory that America can actually con- 
sider it feasible as an option to default 
is extremely dangerous and very cost- 
ly. 

Mr. Speaker, in 2011, when this tactic 
was first seriously considered and we 
came on the brink of default, it cost 
U.S. taxpayers $19 billion in unneces- 
sary interest charges. That is $19 bil- 
lion that could have been used to fix 
our highways or invest in scientific re- 
search, or it is $19 billion that your 
side might have preferred for tax cuts, 
or we could have split it. But that 
would have been half for tax cuts and 
half for investment. Yet we squandered 
that at the expense of the American 
taxpayer. 

The use of the debt ceiling as a tactic 
to get your way on another issue is 
playing financial Russian roulette with 
America’s credibility, with the well- 
being of the American taxpayer and 
the full faith and credit of the United 
States of America to meet all its obli- 
gations. We have maintained that bond 
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with ourselves and our creditors for 
over 200 years, and this bill asks us to 
abandon it now. 

How can it be that the party of Ron- 
ald Reagan can propose this legisla- 
tion? It was Ronald Reagan who said 
that denigration of the full faith and 
credit of the United States would have 
substantial effects on the domestic fi- 
nancial markets and the value of the 
dollar. He is right. 

How can it be the party of PAUL 
RYAN? The chair of our Ways and 
Means Committee said that just refus- 
ing to vote for the debt ceiling, I don’t 
think that is a strategy. 

Will the debt ceiling be raised? Does 
it have to be raised? Yes. Reagan was 
right then, and PAUL RYAN is right 
now. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to point out 
something that the proponents of this 
legislation would prefer to keep in the 
dark. The entire reason the debt ceil- 
ing must be raised now is to accommo- 
date the budget that they passed over 
my strong objection on March 25, 2015. 
The Price budget, supported by 228 Re- 
publicans and opposed by 182 Demo- 
crats, projected an increase of our debt 
limit of nearly $2 trillion. Today that 
bill has become due, and the folks who 
supported that budget are running for 
the hills on acting on the debt ceiling 
that is required to accommodate the 
budget that they passed. 

Mr. Speaker, this House now, as a re- 
sult of the will of the American people, 
is led by a Republican majority. It isa 
majority that we in the minority have 
an obligation to do our best to work 
with. However, it is a majority that is 
raising questions that have never been 
raised before. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the gentleman an additional 1 minute. 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, they are 
using debt default and government 
shutdown as a tactic to get their way 
on an issue of concern to some of them. 
I admire Speaker BOEHNER that he put 
the country first and he put the House 
first in not letting this government be 
shut down over a real dispute on 
Planned Parenthood funding. But we 
have got to get past this, and the Re- 
publican majority has to make a deci- 
sion whether it is going to govern or it 
is going to empower those who believe 
that default and shutdown are legiti- 
mate tactics to resolve legitimate de- 
bates that we have among us. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot now—we can- 
not ever—default on our obligations 
and our commitment to the American 
taxpayer to be fiscally responsible by 
paying our bills. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. MEADOWS). 

Mr. MEADOWS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 10, but I want- 
ed to clarify some of the debate that 
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has been going on with my friend oppo- 
site, the gentleman from Florida. 

Many of the concerns that he has 
raised have been addressed in our Over- 
sight and Government Reform Com- 
mittee. Specifically, I put forth an 
amendment that required strong eval- 
uations that would evaluate the schol- 
arship program. Additionally, the com- 
mittee passed an amendment to ensure 
not only strong accreditation stand- 
ards as well, but equally important is 
the gentlewoman from the District of 
Columbia. I have made a personal com- 
mitment to her to work on making 
sure that we have proper account- 
ability with regard to this scholarship 
program. None of us wants to be loose 
with the American taxpayer dollars. 

I want to also stress that this pro- 
gram does not decrease funding for 
D.C. public schools or charter schools. 
Indeed it is an addition to that appro- 
priation. But it really comes down this, 
Mr. Speaker: it is the students that 
have benefited from this particular 
program. 

I was part of a hearing that was held 
at Archbishop Carroll High School. 
When you look into the faces of those 
students that were given an oppor- 
tunity with a scholarship to not have 
to go to the school because of where 
they live but they got a scholarship to 
be able to go to a private school, you 
look into their faces and you hear the 
stories of just how it has affected their 
families and given them hope, Mr. 
Speaker, it is one of those things that 
I think that we have to find a bipar- 
tisan solution to identify the problem 
areas, perhaps, that need to be ad- 
dressed, but to also come alongside 
those parents, both fathers and moth- 
ers, who were there in the hearing who 
were applauding the successes of their 
children. 
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It is with great pride that I strongly 
support H.R. 10. I encourage my col- 
leagues opposite to do the same. I am 
committed to working through some of 
those issues that they have addressed. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, at this time, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Utah (Mr. BISHOP). 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding. 

I am pleased to support this rule be- 
cause of the underlying bill that is 
there. 

Normally, the 10th Amendment says 
that education is delegated to the 
States. So I would be opposing any- 
thing this body does on education, ex- 
cept the Constitution also grants Con- 
gress the jurisdiction over the District 
of Columbia. 

When there is a program that is a 
success—and this has been a success—a 
study by the Department of Education 
concluded that this D.C. Opportunity 
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Scholarship significantly improves stu- 
dents’ chances of graduating from high 
school. 

I spent 28 years as a high school 
teacher. In that time, I saw all sorts of 
wonder programs being mandated from 
the Federal level and the State level. 
The most common expression of all 
teachers is ‘‘This too shall pass.” 

But the one thing that was never 
mandated to us was the concept of free- 
dom, allowing teachers to teach their 
specialties, allowing parents the abil- 
ity of having a choice on where they 
sent their kids. Choice is a powerful 
tool. 

When I was in the State legislature, 
I had a bill that dealt with compulsory 
attendance. I had a PTA mother that 
came up to me once and said, “I hate 
you and I hate your bill because, when 
my 17-year-old doesn’t want to go to 
school in the morning, I want to be 
able to look at him and say, ‘You have 
to go to school. It is the law.’’’ And I 
thought: Thanks a lot. That is the 
exact attitude I want to have from a 
high school junior in my class when he 
shows up. 

You see, when kids are forced to be 
where they choose not to be, they are 
unsatisfied jerks. But kids, knowing 
they had a choice, they would now at- 
tend in a positive attitude, even if it 
was the same school. 

That is what this bill tries to do. We 
trust choice in all sorts of behaviors. 
We give people choices in food, in our 
homes, in our energy, and all the ne- 
cessities of life. So why do we limit 
freedom and choice in something as 
important as education? 

Ronald Reagan once said: ‘‘Our lead- 
ers must remember that education 
doesn’t begin with some isolated bu- 
reaucrat in Washington. It doesn’t even 
begin with State or local officials. Edu- 
cation begins in the home, where it’s a 
parental right and responsibility. Both 
our public and our private schools exist 
to aid our families in the instruction of 
our children, and it’s time some people 
back in Washington stopped acting as 
if family wishes were only getting in 
the way.” 

I applaud Speaker BOEHNER for this 
bill. Speaker BOEHNER, when it comes 
to kids, clearly gets it, and he has been 
an advocate on their behalf. Kids be- 
long to the parents, not to an educator, 
not to a legislator, not to a special in- 
terest group. 

It is time we start trusting parents 
and individuals, which is why I urge 
support of this rule that will bring this 
bill, a good bill, to the floor for us to 
support as well. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I con- 
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. FRELING- 
HUYSEN). 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentlewoman for yielding. 
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I rise in support of the rule and urge 
specific passage of H.R. 10, the Scholar- 
ships for Opportunity and Results Re- 
authorization Act. 

Over 10 years ago Congress took ac- 
tion to give the children of the District 
a hand-up through access to a quality 
education by creating the D.C. Oppor- 
tunity Scholarship program. I was 
heavily involved at that time, as a 
Member of the House Appropriations 
Committee that oversaw the District’s 
budget, and our committee provided 
the initial funds. 

The program was the first and only 
initiative in America where the Fed- 
eral Government provides low-income 
families with funds to send their chil- 
dren where they will have a chance to 
thrive—private or parochial schools— 
because, in some cases, some D.C. 
schools were not providing that oppor- 
tunity. That is not all schools, but 
some schools. 

We all know the story of some Dis- 
trict of Columbia public schools—low 
graduation rates, high dropout rates, 
low math and reading scores—that 
need to do better. We can all agree that 
all children in the District deserve a 
first-class education and the lifelong 
benefits that come from that edu- 
cation, whether it be public, private, 
parochial, or charter. 

The bill before us today will reau- 
thorize the D.C. Opportunity Scholar- 
ship program for 5 years. By the way, 
the program is a huge success. Last 
year over 3,600 students submitted ap- 
plications and the program enrolled 
nearly 1,500 students. 

Through these scholarships, District 
children have flourished. In 2014, 88 per- 
cent of high school graduates who were 
enrolled in the D.C. Opportunity Schol- 
arship program enrolled in 2- or 4-year 
colleges, a very high mark. 

Mr. Speaker, Congress should listen 
to the voices of parents, as we did 10 
years ago, who want their children to 
succeed, and we should continue to 
work to ensure that the program not 
only survives, but that it grows. 

I commend Speaker BOEHNER for all 
his years of leadership on behalf of the 
children of Washington not only in 
terms of his support for this legisla- 
tion, but many things he does as a pri- 
vate citizen. 

I urge my colleagues to join in sup- 
port of the rule and this legislation. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

We should be working together to en- 
sure that all children have the oppor- 
tunity to receive a quality education 
and taking action to guarantee that 
the United States pays all of its bills 
on time and in full. Neither of these 
bills accomplish those vitally nec- 
essary goals for this great country. 

I urge my colleagues to vote “no” 
and defeat the previous question and 
vote ‘‘no”’ on the rule. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
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Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

These are crucial bills. They make 
significant progress on two important 
issues: addressing our fiscal crisis in a 
responsible manner and the education 
of our next generation. 

We cannot squander the incredible 
wealth this country has built over dec- 
ades of hard work by the American 
people. The full faith and credit of the 
United States is not ours here, as Mem- 
bers of Congress. It is theirs, the Amer- 
ican people. We are the reserve cur- 
rency because individuals across the 
world look to us for prudent fiscal 
choices and rock-steady resolve in our 
principles and integrity. 

There are few debates more conten- 
tious in this body than those over 
spending levels or the leverage points 
that our system provides to exert con- 
trol over those levels. 

The Default Prevention Act would 
enable us to continue to fight tooth 
and nail over the right direction for 
our country’s finances while giving 
Americans and financial markets cer- 
tainty that they can remain confident 
in the Federal Government meeting its 
obligations. 

We can and should stay up late at 
night and have passionate debates in 
this Chamber over how to address man- 
datory spending, but we _ shouldn’t 
allow retired and disabled Americans 
to stay up late at night because they 
fear their Social Security checks won’t 
arrive. 

The Default Prevention Act is com- 
monsense legislation to remove catas- 
trophe as a possibility by enabling the 
Secretary of the Treasury to issue debt 
necessary to make principal and inter- 
est payments on the national debt and 
pay Social Security benefits in full. It 
is the right first step in beginning a 
conversation about how to construc- 
tively address our immense fiscal chal- 
lenges. 

If we don’t address those challenges, 
we will be unable to provide for other 
important programs, such as the Schol- 
arships for Opportunity and Results 
Reauthorization Act, or SOAR Reau- 
thorization Act, which this resolution 
provides for consideration of as well. 

As any parent knows, the education 
of our children is one of our highest 
priorities. For far too long children in 
Washington, D.C., have not received 
the education they deserve, but have 
suffered from unacceptable achieve- 
ment levels in graduation rates. 

The SOAR Reauthorization Act con- 
tinues a successful three-sector ap- 
proach to improving the lives and edu- 
cational outcomes of low-income stu- 
dents in the District. It provides $60 
million in funding for students, split 
equally among D.C. public schools, 
charter schools, and scholarships for 
students to attend private schools that 
would otherwise be out of reach. 

Students receiving private school 
education have demonstrated higher 
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test scores and significantly higher 
graduation rates, showcasing the im- 
portance of continuing students access 
to these institutions. 

These programs are an important ex- 
ample of the need for innovation and 
experimentation in how to best reform 
our educational system to benefit stu- 
dents, not entrenched interests. 

It has been an honor for me to per- 
sonally witness some of the students 
who have benefited from the programs 
included in the SOAR Reauthorization 
Act. After seeing the hope for the fu- 
ture these students have in their eyes, 
I cannot fathom preventing other stu- 
dents from receiving their own second 
chances. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe both of these 
underlying bills are positive steps for- 
ward on issues of great import to our 
Nation, and I commend them and this 
rule providing for their consideration 
to all of my colleagues for their sup- 
port. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise to 
speak in opposition to the Rule and the under- 
lying bill H.R. 10, the Scholarships for Oppor- 
tunity and Results Reauthorization Act. 

H.R. 10 would reauthorize the District of Co- 
lumbia private school voucher program, the 
Opportunity Scholarship Program (OSP), for 
five years through 2021. 

In 2004, Congress established OSP, the 
first and only federally created or funded ele- 
mentary and secondary private school voucher 
program in the United States. 

In 2011, Congress reauthorized OSP 
through fiscal year 2016 in the Scholarships 
for Opportunity and Results Act (SOAR Act). 

Under the SOAR Act, DC households with 
incomes that do not exceed 185 percent of the 
poverty line may receive an annual maximum 
voucher payment per student of $8,000 for 
grades K-8 and $12,000 for grades 9-12. 

In addition, H.R. 10 makes a significant 
change to the evaluation of OSP’s effective- 
ness. 

The bill prohibits a control study group in 
making evaluations of the OSP and requires a 
less rigorous “quasi-experimental research de- 
sign” than under the SOAR Act. 

Since 2004, almost $190 million has been 
spent on DC voucher schools. That is money 
that could have been spent on District public 
schools, which serve all students. 

Instead of working on longer term solutions, 
such as reauthorizing ESEA, or working on job 
creation, the Majority is pushing its own edu- 
cation priorities on a local jurisdiction through 
this misguided legislation. 

This bill pursues the wrong course by doing 
the following: 

The voucher program is the latest Repub- 
lican attack on the District of Columbia’s right 
to self-government. 

The local District government did not re- 
quest this reauthorization nor did its only 
member of Congress, Del. ELEANOR HOLMES 
NORTON. 

If the District wants to establish a voucher 
program, it has the authority to do so. 

Republicans have already tried to overturn 
DC’s gun, marijuana, abortion, needle ex- 
change, and non-discrimination laws. 
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They have also threatened DC’s mayor with 
jail time over the city’s marijuana law. Now 
they want to write education law in DC. 

The bill would authorize the use of federal 
funds to pay for private school tuition in the 
District of Columbia, despite overwhelming 
evidence that the program, first authorized in 
2004, has failed to improve student academic 
achievement, as measured by math and read- 
ing scores—including among the students the 
program was designed to most benefit, those 
from low-performing public schools. 

Despite having numerous states vote down 
efforts to implement private school voucher 
programs; Republicans continue to use the 
District of Columbia as a testing ground for 
their own agenda. 

The bill does not recognize that 44 percent 
of DC public school students attend charter 
schools, and 75 percent of DC public school 
students attend  out-of-boundary public 
schools. 

Unlike private schools, traditional public and 
charter schools are publicly accountable and 
subject to all civil rights laws. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in voting against this rule and the under- 
lying bill. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. HASTINGS is as follows: 

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 480 OFFERED BY 

MR. HASTINGS OF FLORIDA 

At the end of the resolution, add the fol- 
lowing new sections: 

SEC. 3. Immediately upon adoption of this 
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to 
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House 
resolved into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for consider- 
ation of the bill (H.R. 3737) to responsibly 
pay our Nation’s bills on time by tempo- 
rarily extending the public debt limit, and 
for other purposes. The first reading of the 
bill shall be dispensed with. All points of 
order against consideration of the bill are 
waived. General debate shall be confined to 
the bill and shall not exceed one hour equal- 
ly divided and controlled by the chair and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Ways and Means. After general debate the 
bill shall be considered for amendment under 
the five-minute rule. All points of order 
against provisions in the bill are waived. At 
the conclusion of consideration of the bill for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and re- 
port the bill to the House with such amend- 
ments as may have been adopted. The pre- 
vious question shall be considered as ordered 
on the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in- 
structions. If the Committee of the Whole 
rises and reports that it has come to no reso- 
lution on the bill, then on the next legisla- 
tive day the House shall, immediately after 
the third daily order of business under clause 
1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Committee of 
the Whole for further consideration of the 
bill. 

SEC. 4. Clause l(c) of rule XIX shall not 
apply to the consideration of H.R. 3787. 

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 
IT REALLY MEANS 

This vote, the vote on whether to order the 
previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or- 
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Republican majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the Democratic minority to 
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offer an alternative plan. It is a vote about 
what the House should be debating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives (VI, 308-811), de- 
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.” To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be- 
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de- 
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition” 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of- 
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said: 
“The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz- 
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.” 

The Republican majority may say ‘“‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution ... [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im- 
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the Repub- 
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative 
Process in the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s 
how the Republicans describe the previous 
question vote in their own manual: ‘‘Al- 
though it is generally not possible to amend 
the rule because the majority Member con- 
trolling the time will not yield for the pur- 
pose of offering an amendment, the same re- 
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre- 
vious question on the rule. . . When the mo- 
tion for the previous question is defeated, 
control of the time passes to the Member 
who led the opposition to ordering the pre- 
vious question. That Member, because he 
then controls the time, may offer an amend- 
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of 
amendment.” 

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House 
of Representatives, the subchapter titled 
“Amending Special Rules” states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend- 
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec- 
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘‘Upon re- 
jection of the motion for the previous ques- 
tion on a resolution reported from the Com- 
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem- 
ber leading the opposition to the previous 
question, who may offer a proper amendment 
or motion and who controls the time for de- 
bate thereon.” 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli- 
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Republican major- 
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter- 
native views the opportunity to offer an al- 
ternative plan. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time, and I move the 
previous question on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 
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Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 8 
of rule XX, further proceedings on this 
question will be postponed. 


EE 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 1987, NATIONAL STRA- 
TEGIC AND CRITICAL MINERALS 
PRODUCTION ACT OF 2015 


Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 481 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. REs. 481 

Resolved, That at any time after adoption 
of this resolution the Speaker may, pursuant 
to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1937) to re- 
quire the Secretary of the Interior and the 
Secretary of Agriculture to more efficiently 
develop domestic sources of the minerals and 
mineral materials of strategic and critical 
importance to United States economic and 
national security and manufacturing com- 
petitiveness. The first reading of the bill 
shall be dispensed with. All points of order 
against consideration of the bill are waived. 
General debate shall be confined to the bill 
and shall not exceed one hour equally di- 
vided and controlled by the chair and rank- 
ing minority member of the Committee on 
Natural Resources. After general debate the 
bill shall be considered for amendment under 
the five-minute rule. The bill shall be consid- 
ered as read. All points of order against pro- 
visions in the bill are waived. No amendment 
to the bill shall be in order except those 
printed in the report of the Committee on 
Rules accompanying this resolution. Each 
such amendment may be offered only in the 
order printed in the report, may be offered 
only by a Member designated in the report, 
shall be considered as read, shall be debat- 
able for the time specified in the report 
equally divided and controlled by the pro- 
ponent and an opponent, shall not be subject 
to amendment, and shall not be subject to a 
demand for division of the question in the 
House or in the Committee of the Whole. All 
points of order against such amendments are 
waived. At the conclusion of consideration of 
the bill for amendment the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted. 
The previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit with or with- 
out instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Washington is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, for 
the purpose of debate only, I yield the 
customary 30 minutes to the good gen- 
tleman from Colorado (Mr. POLIS), 
pending which I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. During consider- 
ation of this resolution, all time yield- 
ed is for the purpose of debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
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may have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, on 
Tuesday, just yesterday, the Rules 
Committee met and reported a rule for 
House Resolution 481, providing for the 
consideration of an important piece of 
legislation—H.R. 1937, the National 
Strategic and Critical Minerals Pro- 
duction Act of 2015. 

This rule provides for the consider- 
ation of H.R. 1937 under a structured 
rule, with five amendments made in 
order, four of which, I might point out, 
were offered by Democratic Members of 
this body. Therefore, this rule provides 
for a balanced, deliberative, and open 
debate if we focus our remarks on the 
merits of the National Strategic and 
Critical Minerals Production Act and 
don’t go off on unnecessary tangents. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to support 
both House Resolution 481 and the un- 
derlying bill, H.R. 1937. I would like to 
congratulate the gentleman from Ne- 
vada (Mr. AMODEI) for sponsoring this 
legislation, and I would also like to 
thank the gentleman from Utah, Chair- 
man ROB BISHOP, for his leadership on 
this important issue. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule will allow us 
to consider the National Strategic and 
Critical Minerals Production Act, an 
important bill that will streamline our 
country’s mine permitting processes to 
remove unnecessary and burdensome 
bureaucratic hurdles, which can delay 
some mining activities and projects by 
up to a decade—10 years—which is an 
outrageous amount of time that is in- 
dicative of the problem we seek to ad- 
dress here today. 

The permitting system the Federal 
Government currently uses to provide 
for the extraction of rare earth min- 
erals in the U.S. is outdated, unproduc- 
tive, and, more often than not, hinders 
our ability to extract these critical re- 
sources. This red tape has a dev- 
astating impact on communities across 
the country and in the West, particu- 
larly, that rely on the ability to obtain 
and develop these minerals for eco- 
nomic growth and our Nation’s secu- 
rity. 

Our country is blessed with a myriad 
of rare earth minerals that are increas- 
ingly used to manufacture high-tech 
equipment as well as many other ev- 
eryday applications and products. 
Many countries around the world are 
already working to improve their infra- 
structure, providing the United States 
with an exceptional opportunity to 
play a major role in the growing min- 
erals marketplace by supplying foreign 
countries and businesses, as well as do- 
mestic companies, with the resources 
necessary to remain competitive in the 
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international economy. However, a 
lack of communication between local, 
State, and Federal permitting agencies 
exists, and it creates a bureaucratic 
backlog of applications that delays 
mining activity by approximately, like 
I said, 7 to 10 years, which, if not ad- 
dressed, will impede the ability of U.S. 
mineral companies to increase their 
share of the global marketplace. 

Mr. Speaker, due to onerous govern- 
ment red tape, the frivolous lawsuits 
that result, and a burdensome permit- 
ting process, good-paying jobs in the 
United States mining industry have 
moved overseas and have put domestic 
manufacturing jobs at the mercy of our 
foreign competitors. H.R. 1937 would fix 
our outdated and uncertain bureau- 
cratic permitting system, which nega- 
tively impacts investment in our econ- 
omy by discouraging domestic compa- 
nies from extracting and developing 
these critical minerals. 

This is especially unfortunate given 
that we have only begun to scratch the 
surface of what we can potentially de- 
velop from our abundant natural re- 
sources, which have played such a crit- 
ical role in making the U.S. a leading 
world economy and industrial power. 
Our Nation has vast energy potential 
from sources such as coal, oil shale, 
and natural gas, as well as numerous 
critical minerals that we should be de- 
veloping. Yet the development of our 
domestic minerals resources has been 
obstructed time and time again under 
this administration, which, unfortu- 
nately, places the political goals of 
special interests over the welfare and 
well-being of hardworking Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, simply put, the Federal 
Government should promote invest- 
ments in the U.S. and in American 
companies by creating a regulatory 
framework that encourages the safe de- 
velopment of domestic resources. If we 
are going to address the growing min- 
eral trade imbalance—with more U.S. 
mining jobs moving overseas and high- 
er energy and commodity prices here 
at home—we must first put a stop to 
the bureaucratic delays that are at the 
root of the problem. 

This legislation does just that by 
telling Federal agencies to make a de- 
cision about whether a project should 
move forward or not—a simple ‘‘yes”’ 
or ‘‘no’’—and do it in a timely manner. 
Give people certainty. We have stream- 
lined and improved this process for 
other domestic industries, and it is 
now time to do it for our rare earth 
minerals sector, which is responsible 
for some of the highest paying middle 
class jobs across the country. It is il- 
logical and irrational that red tape and 
delayed permit approvals can lead to 10 
years of deliberation over whether or 
not to approve a mining permit or 
project. Actually, it borders on insan- 
ity. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good, straight- 
forward rule, allowing for the consider- 
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ation of an important piece of legisla- 
tion that will provide the U.S. with a 
unique opportunity to tap into the 
growing global marketplace for rare 
earth minerals by supplying both for- 
eign and domestic companies with the 
resources they need to remain competi- 
tive. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the rule’s 
adoption, and I urge my colleagues to 
support both the rule and the under- 
lying bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding 
me the customary 30 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the rule and the underlying bill—the 
so-called Strategic and Critical Min- 
erals Production Act. 

My colleague from Washington men- 
tioned what is not being discussed here 
today. Again, to be clear, it feels like 
we are at Groundhog Day here. We 
have 8 legislative days until we hit the 
debt limit and default on our Nation’s 
debt. In 6 legislative days, the Federal 
transportation authorization will ex- 
pire. In 22 legislative days, we will be 
on the brink of yet another govern- 
ment shutdown. To a certain extent, I 
feel like we are fiddling while Rome 
burns. Here we are, talking about an 
issue which, I am sure, deserves its day 
in the Sun. I will talk about some of 
the deficiencies in this bill, but we are 
tackling a recycled bill that in similar 
form has already passed this body and 
that doesn’t address any of these ur- 
gent deadline items that we are actu- 
ally facing. 

In fact, as I travel across my district 
in Colorado, I don’t hear a lot of my 
constituents crying out for access to 
sand and clay. I do hear them saying, 
“Don’t default on the national debt.” 
“Do something about the budget.” 
“Make sure that we prevent another 
government shutdown.” Yet all of 
those deadlines are looming while we 
are fiddling here with other bills that 
aren’t going anywhere and aren’t be- 
coming law and have already passed 
this body in similar form. So, for the 
fourth time in three Congresses, we are 
going to consider a nearly identical 
measure that the Republicans have 
brought to the floor despite the Sen- 
ate’s unwillingness to pick it up and 
the President’s opposition. 

The so-called Strategic and Critical 
Minerals Production Act promotes in- 
dustry interests over the American 
people’s health and welfare. The big- 
gest conceptual problem with it is the 
definition that it gives of ‘“‘strategic 
and critical minerals.” The bill not 
only expands the mining companies’ 
ability to mine on public lands for min- 
erals like gold and copper, but also ma- 
terials that one would think, by no 
stretch of common sense, are rare, like 
sand and clay. 

If we include sand from the beach or 
from my kids’ sandbox as a mineral of 
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critical development and if we include 
the gravel from my driveway as a min- 
eral of critical development, I am not 
sure what we are excluding. I think 
this applies to almost everything. In 
fact, I am not even sure how we are 
even saying the term ‘‘critical and 
strategic” can even apply here when we 
are talking about sand and gravel and 
some of the most common natural re- 
sources that we have. 

This bill permits nearly all mining 
operations to circumvent the impor- 
tant public health and environmental 
review processes that are required 
under the National Environmental Pol- 
icy Act. 

Instead of maintaining a reasonable 
threshold to ensure that we focus on 
resources and developing resources 
that are actually critical for our de- 
fense or for our economy, this bill ex- 
pands our definition of ‘‘strategic and 
critical,” effectively making it worth- 
less. By including everything and by 
saying everything is strategic and crit- 
ical, you are effectively saying that 
nothing is strategic and critical. That 
is what this bill does while we are 8 
days from hitting the debt limit, while 
we are 6 days from expiring on the Fed- 
eral transportation authorization. 

By the way, I have to talk about how 
these ‘‘days’’ work because we are 8 
days from the debt limit and 6 days 
from the transportation authorization. 
Those aren’t real days that Americans 
know. That is because the Republicans 
always send this Congress on vacation 
nearly every week. So it might be 6 
legislative days. I think it is, actually, 
15 or 20 days, but Congress isn’t work- 
ing for most of those. While these dead- 
lines tick, Members of Congress are ac- 
tually at home most of the time be- 
cause the Republican leadership won’t 
let us work. They won’t let us come 
here. They are adjourning the session. 
That is why, when something is 20 days 
off, we are sounding alarm bells, saying 
it is 6 days off—because they are only 
letting us work 6 of those 20 days. I 
would be happy to show up for the 
other 14, Mr. Speaker, but you wouldn’t 
be here to gavel us into session. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, a point of 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will state his parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

Mr. POLIS. What would happen if I 
showed up and you were not here to 
gavel us down into session? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will not respond to a hypo- 
thetical question. 

Mr. POLIS. Maybe we will just have 
to try that sometime when we are 2 or 
3 days from the expiration of our trans- 
portation funding or from defaulting 
on our national debt. I will be happy to 
come here to an empty Chamber. 

I recall one time, Mr. Speaker, when 
you and the Republican majority acci- 
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dentally left the cameras on, and our 
Democratic whip, STENY HOYER, was on 
the floor, demanding why we couldn’t 
bring up a bill. Maybe, if I am here and 
if you are not here, Mr. Speaker, we 
can get those C-SPAN cameras turned 
on when we are 2 or 3 days from a dead- 
line so that the American people un- 
derstand this funny math, where some- 
how 20 days is only 6 legislative days 
because you don’t let us work the other 
14, when hardworking Americans have 
to go to work every day to support 
their families. 

This bill’s impacts are far reaching. 
As drafted, it makes the term ‘‘critical 
and strategic” meaningless. The legis- 
lation would increase the pollution of 
our water resources for States dealing 
with extreme drought conditions and 
deadly blazes. The last thing we need is 
to jeopardize our already scarce 
sources of water. We can’t afford to do 
any more harm to the quality of our 
limited water supplies and to risk the 
jobs that are created across the West 
through outdoor recreation, leisure, 
and agriculture. 

Why the House Republicans see a 
need for legislation to further promote 
mining interests at the expense of pub- 
lic health continues to be mystifying. 
The industry already has free rein to 
extract mineral resources. Under the 
antiquated 1872 mining law, Federal 
land managers are actually barred 
from denying hard rock mining pro- 
posals. The Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment and the Forest Service have al- 
most never denied a large mining proc- 
ess. Why exempt them further from all 
environmental review for sand and 
gravel, which aren’t even rare ele- 
ments? 

This bill fails to update the anti- 
quated legal framework. It fails to ad- 
dress the reforms needed. It fails to 
protect our environment. It doesn’t 
change the fact that mining companies 
currently enjoy—guess what, Mr. 
Speaker. What do you think—a 3 per- 
cent royalty rate? What do they pay— 
a 2 percent royalty rate? Do they pay a 
1 percent royalty rate? No. They pay a 
zero percent royalty rate on Federal 
land. This bill fails to address that. It 
doesn’t change the fact that mining 
companies have left an estimated half 
a million mines. That is nearly one for 
every person in my district, Mr. Speak- 
er. Half a million mines all across the 
country have been abandoned, most of 
which are in dire need of cleanup or 
restoration, which this bill fails to ad- 
dress. 

I had the opportunity to introduce a 
bill with Ranking Member GRIJALVA 
earlier this year that would have ad- 
dressed many of these ongoing failures 
in mining accountability, but it hasn’t 
been brought up before the committee. 
Instead, legislation like this, the so- 
called Strategic and Critical Minerals 
Production Act, is rocketed to the 
floor even though it has passed four 
times in the last three sessions. 
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Instead of confronting real chal- 
lenges facing our economy, facing 
American families, we continue to line 
the pockets of the mining industry, 
which already has one of the fattest 
profit margins of any, while risking the 
health of the American people and ex- 
ploiting our natural resources without 
adequate return and royalties to the 
taxpayers, who own our public lands. 

I oppose the rule and the underlying 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I am 
prepared to close. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
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Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, if we defeat the pre- 
vious question, I will offer an amend- 
ment to the rule to bring up legislation 
that would permanently authorize the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund. 
The Land and Water Conservation 
Fund supports the protection of public 
lands and waters, such as natural 
parks, forests, and recreation areas. 

Many conservation organizations 
from my district and nationally have 
been in to meet with me on this impor- 
tant topic, and I know they have 
reached out to other Members on the 
Hill as well. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to insert the text of the amend- 
ment in the RECORD, along with extra- 
neous material, immediately prior to 
the vote on the previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, the Stra- 
tegic and Critical Minerals Production 
Act—again, it is hard to say that name 
with a straight face when they are de- 
fining strategic and critical minerals 
in such a broad way that it involves ba- 
sically the dirt under our feet, the sand 
under our feet, the gravel in our drive. 
When you define something like that 
and try to mean everything, you wind 
up meaning nothing. 

Rather than actually doing some- 
thing to protect minerals that are crit- 
ical for our defense, for our economy, 
this bill waters that down by expand- 
ing this access to sand and dirt and 
gravel, maximizing mining companies’ 
profits at the expense of our health, 
our water, our land, and our natural re- 
sources. 

Furthermore, the underlying bill 
would damage our economy by placing 
the use of the mining industry above 
the many other important economic 
uses of our public lands. I will give you 
some examples. How about hunting? 
angling? hiking? biking? These are the 
economic drivers in my district, Mr. 
Speaker. 
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If we didn’t have an environmental 
review process and large gravel pits 
and silver mines were put in place with 
wild abandon, we would lose jobs. We 
would lose most jobs in Eagle and Sum- 
mit Counties which relate to the tour- 
ism industry. The beautiful, pristine, 
outdoor public lands that attract visi- 
tors from across the country—probably 
from your district, Mr. Speaker—Vail, 
Breckenridge, Winter Park, and Rocky 
Mountain National Park, we would 
love to have you; but you better come 
quickly before this bill becomes law, 
because there won’t be much to see if it 
does. 

When visiting my constituents in 
Colorado this summer, expanding min- 
ing access was not one of the issues 
that they brought up. In fact, they 
asked me to ensure that mining compa- 
nies are held accountable to greater 
levels of accountability and trans- 
parency. They asked me to develop en- 
vironmental safeguards to make sure 
that disasters and tragedies don’t 
occur and that abandoned mines are 
cleaned up and that our extraction in- 
dustry can be done in a thoughtful 
way, and to make sure it doesn’t de- 
stroy jobs by conflicting with other 
higher and better economic uses of 
some parcels of public land. 

Look, Members on both sides of the 
aisle support the development of rare 
earth and critical mineral policy. 
There is no disagreement about that. I 
would be happy to work with my col- 
league, Mr. Speaker, from Washington 
State and others on putting together a 
commonsense bill that defines rare 
earth and critical minerals in a com- 
monsense way. Not the dirt beneath 
our feet, not the sand in my kid’s sand- 
box, but in a commonsense way where 
we look at the needs of industry, our 
supply, we define it, and we come up 
with a targeted access plan, including 
access to our public lands in appro- 
priate ways, that is expedited for na- 
tional priority items. That is not what 
this bill does. 

We could work together, Mr. Speak- 
er. And this body needs to work to- 
gether, not just on this bill, but to 
avoid defaulting on our national debt, 
to continue to fund our highways and 
infrastructure, in fact, to keep govern- 
ment open. We might only have 11 leg- 
islative days to try to keep govern- 
ment open. 

By the way, I think that is 30-some 
actual days for most Americans, Mr. 
Speaker. As we talked about, you 
won’t be here, Mr. Speaker. If there is 
a way that I can be here and advance 
an agenda of keeping government open, 
I would be happy to, but I am afraid it 
requires a Speaker to gavel us in. 

Now, there are bills that seek to bal- 
ance the challenges of mining with its 
impact on surrounding communities, 
but, unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, my 
colleagues weren’t interested in dis- 
cussing those. Instead we are dis- 
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cussing a recycled bill for the fourth 
time that would eliminate environ- 
mental review, allow for the unfettered 
mining of public lands, define critical 
minerals in such a way that it means 
the dirt between your toes and the sand 
in your kid’s sandbox. It would likely 
not be brought up by the Senate and 
dead on arrival at the President’s desk. 

This is a job-destroying bill that the 
American people are not even asking 
Congress to take up. It takes a simple 
concept—preserving access to critical 
resources, which would have strong bi- 
partisan support—and contorts it into 
a divisive job-destroying, health-de- 
stroying, commonsense-defying issue 
that doesn’t appear anywhere on the 
priority list of struggling families 
across the country. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote “no” and defeat the previous ques- 
tion and to vote ‘‘no’’ on the rule. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time to close. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 481 is 
a fair rule allowing for balanced, delib- 
erative, and open debate, just as my 
colleague is asking, as well as numer- 
ous amendment opportunities from 
both parties. 

It provides for the consideration of a 
bill that is critical to the economic 
well-being of mining communities 
across the country, which are reeling 
from the continual impacts of Federal 
regulation and the bureaucratic per- 
mitting process we have in place. 

This regulatory environment has led 
to lost jobs and wages in the mining in- 
dustry, ultimately hurting the middle 
class families that many of these rules 
and regulations claim they are in- 
tended to protect. 

H.R. 1937 streamlines our country’s 
mine permitting process by removing 
unnecessary and onerous hurdles, 
which can lead to decades-long delays 
for mining activities and projects. The 
current Federal permitting system for 
the extraction of rare earth minerals is 
outdated, unproductive, and often im- 
pedes our ability to extract these crit- 
ical minerals. 

You know, our country is blessed 
with a myriad of rare earth minerals, 
but this Federal red tape has had a dev- 
astating impact on the mining commu- 
nities in our country whose livelihoods 
depend on the ability to obtain and de- 
velop these resources. 

We must stop punishing middle class 
Americans with these heavyhanded and 
poorly considered regulations that 
more often than not have unintended 
consequences and serious negative eco- 
nomic impacts. 

Mr. Speaker, already many countries 
around the world are looking to im- 
prove their infrastructure, which pro- 
vides the U.S. with the unique oppor- 
tunity to tap into this growing global 
market. Due to strong international 
demand for rare earth minerals, allow- 
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ing for greater development of domes- 
tic resources also creates a unique op- 
portunity to further American trade 
relationships and decrease our trade 
deficit. 

Additionally, by increasing the avail- 
able supply of these rare earth min- 
erals, manufacturing companies will be 
able to more efficiently produce their 
products, which could reduce consumer 
costs and open the door to greater in- 
novation. Further, our outdated per- 
mitting system negatively impacts in- 
vestment in our economy that hinders 
our ability to take on this expanded 
role in the global marketplace for 
these mineral resources. 

The Federal Government should be 
promoting investment in the U.S. by 
creating a regulatory framework that 
encourages the safe development of do- 
mestic resources. If we want to address 
the growing minerals trade imbalance, 
as we see more and more U.S. mining 
jobs moving overseas and higher en- 
ergy and commodity prices here at 
home, then we must fix these delays 
which are at the root of the problem. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule allows for con- 
sideration of an important piece of leg- 
islation that will address the burden- 
some permitting and regulatory hur- 
dles that are harmful to this vital in- 
dustry. Yet, while this legislation al- 
lows for greater utilization of domestic 
resources, it also maintains important 
environmental safeguards designed to 
ensure the health of our constituents 
and ecosystems, striking an important 
balance that has been absent far too 
long. 

While my colleague from Colorado 
and I may have a few differences of 
opinion, I firmly believe this rule and 
the underlying bill are strong measures 
that are critically important to our 
country’s future, both for my State as 
well as his and many, many others in 
this country. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the rule’s 
adoption, and I urge my colleague to 
support House Resolution 481, and the 
underlying bill. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. POLIS is as follows: 

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 481 OFFERED BY 

Mr. POLIS OF COLORADO 

At the end of the resolution, add the fol- 
lowing new sections: 

SEC. 2. Immediately upon adoption of this 
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to 
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House 
resolved into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for consider- 
ation of the bill (H.R. 1814) to permanently 
reauthorize the Land and Water Conserva- 
tion Fund. The first reading of the bill shall 
be dispensed with. All points of order against 
consideration of the bill are waived. General 
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con- 
trolled by the chair and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. After general debate the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the five- 
minute rule. All points of order against pro- 
visions in the bill are waived. At the conclu- 
sion of consideration of the bill for amend- 
ment the Committee shall rise and report 
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the bill to the House with such amendments 
as may have been adopted. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in- 
structions. If the Committee of the Whole 
rises and reports that it has come to no reso- 
lution on the bill, then on the next legisla- 
tive day the House shall, immediately after 
the third daily order of business under clause 
1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Committee of 
the Whole for further consideration of the 
bill. 

SEC. 3. Clause l(c) of rule XIX shall not 
apply to the consideration of H.R. 1814. 
THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 

IT REALLY MEANS 


This vote, the vote on whether to order the 
previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or- 
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Republican majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the Democratic minority to 
offer an alternative plan. It is a vote about 
what the House should be debating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives (VI, 308-311), de- 
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘ʻa motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.” To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be- 
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de- 
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition” 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of- 
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said: 
“The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz- 
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.” 

The Republican majority may say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution ... [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im- 
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the Repub- 
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative 
Process in the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s 
how the Republicans describe the previous 
question vote in their own manual: ‘“‘Al- 
though it is generally not possible to amend 
the rule because the majority Member con- 
trolling the time will not yield for the pur- 
pose of offering an amendment, the same re- 
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre- 
vious question on the rule. ... When the 
motion for the previous question is defeated, 
control of the time passes to the Member 
who led the opposition to ordering the pre- 
vious question. That Member, because he 
then controls the time, may offer an amend- 
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of 
amendment.” 

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House 
of Representatives, the subchapter titled 
“Amending Special Rules” states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend- 
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec- 
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tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘‘Upon re- 
jection of the motion for the previous ques- 
tion on a resolution reported from the Com- 
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem- 
ber leading the opposition to the previous 
question, who may offer a proper amendment 
or motion and who controls the time for de- 
bate thereon.” 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli- 
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Republican major- 
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter- 
native views the opportunity to offer an al- 
ternative plan. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res- 
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 


EE 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
will resume on questions previously 
postponed. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

Ordering the previous question on H. 
Res. 480; 

Adoption of H. Res. 480, if ordered; 

Ordering the previous question on H. 
Res. 481; and 

Adoption of H. Res. 481, if ordered. 

The first electronic vote will be con- 
ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining 
electronic votes will be conducted as 5- 
minute votes. 


EEE 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 10, SCHOLARSHIPS FOR 
OPPORTUNITY AND RESULTS RE- 
AUTHORIZATION ACT, AND PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 692, DEFAULT PREVENTION 
ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on order- 
ing the previous question on the reso- 
lution (H. Res. 480) providing for con- 
sideration of the bill (H.R. 10) to reau- 
thorize the Scholarships for Oppor- 
tunity and Results Act, and for other 
purposes, and providing for consider- 
ation of the bill (H.R. 692) to ensure the 
payment of interest and principal of 
the debt of the United States, on which 
the yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu- 
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 
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The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 241, nays 
181, not voting 12, as follows: 


[Roll No. 553] 


YEAS—241 
Abraham Guinta Pearce 
Aderholt Guthrie Perry 
Allen Hanna Pittenger 
Amash Hardy Pitts 
Amodei Harper Poe (TX) 
Babin Harris Poliquin 
Barletta Hartzler Pompeo 
Barr Heck (NV) Posey 
Barton Hensarling Price, Tom 
Benishek Herrera Beutler Ratcliffe 
Bilirakis Hice, Jody B. Reed 
Bishop (MI) Hill Reichert 
Bishop (UT) Holding Renacci 
Black Hudson Ribble 
Blackburn Huelskamp Rice (SC) 
Blum Huizenga (MI) Rigell 
Bos Hultgren Roby 
Boustany Hunter Roe (TN) 
Brady (TX) Hurd (TX) Rogers (AL) 
Bra’ Hurt (VA) Rogers (KY) 
Bridenstine Issa Rohrabacher 
Brooks (AL) Jenkins (KS) Rokita 
Brooks (IN) Jenkins (WV) Rooney (FL) 
Buchanan Johnson (OH) Ros-Lehtinen 
Bucshon Johnson, Sam Roskam 
Burgess Jolly Ross 
Byrne Jones Rothfus 
Calvert Jordan 
Carter (GA) Joyce oe 
yce 
Carter (TX) Katko Russell 
Chabot Kelly (MS) Ryan (WI) 
Chaffetz Kelly (PA) Salmon 
Clawson (FL) King (IA) Sanford 
Coffman King (NY) Scalise 
Cole Kinzinger (IL) Scr i 
: s chweikert 
Collins (GA) Kline Scott. Austin 
Collins (NY) Knight Sonsenbrentisr 
Conaway Labrador Sessions 
Cook LaHood i 
Shimkus 
Costello (PA) LaMalfa Shuster 
Cramer Lamborn i 
Crawford Lance Simp i 
Crenshaw Latta Smith (MO) 
Culberson LoBiondo Smith (NE) 
Curbelo (FL) Long Smith (NJ) 
Davis, Rodney Love Smith (TX) 
Denham Lucas Stefanik 
Dent Luetkemeyer Stewart 
DeSantis Lummis Stivers 
DesJarlais MacArthur Stutzman 
Diaz-Balart Marchant Thompson (PA) 
Dold Marino Thornberry 
Donovan Massie Tiberi 
Duffy McCarthy Tipton 
Duncan (SC) McCaul Trott 
Duncan (TN) McClintock Turner 
Ellmers (NC) McHenry Upton 
Emmer (MN) McKinley Valadao 
Farenthold McMorris Wagner 
Fincher Rodgers Walberg 
Fitzpatrick McSally Walden 
Fleischmann Meadows Walker 
Fleming Meehan Walorski 
Flores Messer Walters, Mimi 
Forbes Mica Weber (TX) 
Fortenberry Miller (FL) Webster (FL) 
Foxx Miller (MI) Wenstrup 
Franks (AZ) Moolenaar Westerman 
Frelinghuysen Mooney (WV) Westmoreland 
Garrett Mullin Whitfield 
Gibbs Mulvaney Williams 
Gibson Murphy (PA) Wilson (SC) 
Gohmert Neugebauer Wittman 
Goodlatte Newhouse Womack 
Gosar Noem Woodall 
Granger Nugent Yoder 
Graves (GA) Nunes Yoho 
Graves (LA) Olson Young (AK) 
Graves (MO) Palazzo Young (IA) 
Griffith Palmer Zeldin 
Grothman Paulsen Zinke 
NAYS—181 
Adams Becerra Bonamici 
Aguilar Bera Boyle, Brendan 
Ashford Beyer F. 
Bass Bishop (GA) Brady (PA) 
Beatty Blumenauer Brown (FL) 
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Brownley (CA) Hahn Pallone 
Bustos Hastings Pascrell 
Butterfield Heck (WA) Pelosi 
Capps Higgins Perlmutter 
Capuano Himes Peters 
Cardenas Hinojosa Peterson 
Carney Honda Pingree 
Carson (IN) Hoyer Pocan 
Cartwright Huffman Polis 
Castor (FL) Israel Price (NC) 
Castro (TX) Jackson Lee Quigley 
Chu, Judy Jeffries Rangel 
Olark MA) ohanen mB. cmon 
Clarke (NY) Kaptur fo el Allard 
Clay Keating Ruppersberger 
Cleaver Kennedy Rush 
Cohen Kildee UR, 
c x Ryan (OH) 
onnolly Kilmer Sanchez, Linda 
Conyers Kind T 2 
Cooper Kirkpatrick i 
Costa Kuster ane Loretta 
Courtney Langevin Schakowsk 
Crowley Larsen (WA) Schiff y 
Cuellar Lawrence Schrader 
Cummings Lee 
Davis (CA) Levin Scott (VA) 
Davis, Danny Lewis Scott, David 
DeFazio Lieu, Ted Serrano 
DeGette Lipinski Sewell (AL) 
Delaney Loebsack Sherman 
DeLauro Lofgren Sinema 
DelBene Lowenthal Sires 
DeSaulnier Lowey Slaughter 
Deutch Lujan Grisham Smith (WA) 
Dingell (NM) Speier 
Doggett Lujan, Ben Ray Swalwell (CA) 
Doyle, Michael (NM) Takai 
F. Lynch Takano 
Duckworth Maloney, Thompson (CA) 
Edwards Carolyn Thompson (MS) 
Ellison Maloney, Sean Titus 
Engel Matsui Tonko 
Eshoo McCollum Torres 
Esty McDermott, Tsongas 
Farr McGovern Van Hollen 
Fattah McNerney Vargas 
Foster Meeks Veasey 
Frankel (FL) Meng Vela 
Fudge Moore Velazquez 
Gabbard Moulton Visclosky 
Gallego Murphy (FL) Walz 
Garamendi Nadler Wasserman 
Graham Napolitano Schultz 
Green, Al Neal Waters, Maxine 
Green, Gene Nolan Watson Coleman 
Grijalva Norcross Welch 
Gutiérrez O’Rourke Yarmuth 
NOT VOTING—12 
Buck Grayson Payne 
Clyburn Kelly (IL) Rice (NY) 
Comstock Larson (CT) Wilson (FL) 
Gowdy Loudermilk Young (IN) 
1422 


Ms. VELAZQUEZ changed her vote 
from “yea” to “nay.” 
Mr. COFFMAN changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 
So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 
5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 245, noes 182, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 554] 


AYES—245 
Abraham Grothman Paulsen 
Aderholt Guinta Pearce 
Allen Guthrie Perry 
Amash Hanna Pittenger 
Amodei Hardy Pitts 
Babin Harper Poe (TX) 
Barletta Harris Poliquin 
Barr Hartzler Pompeo 
Barton Heck (NV) Posey 
Benishek Hensarling Price, Tom 
Bilirakis Herrera Beutler Ratcliffe 
Bishop (MI) Hice, Jody B. Reed 
Bishop (UT) Hill Reichert 
Black Holding Renacci 
Blackburn Hudson Ribble 
Blum Huelskamp Rice (SC) 
Bost Huizenga (MI) Rigell 
Boustany Hultgren Roby 
Brady (TX) Hunter Roe (TN) 
Brat Hurd (TX) Rogers (AL) 
Bridenstine Hurt (VA) Rogers (KY) 
Brooks (AL) Issa Rohrabacher 
Brooks (IN) Jenkins (KS) Rokita 
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Beyer Graham Nolan 
Bishop (GA) Green, Al Norcross 
Blumenauer Green, Gene O’Rourke 
Bonamici Grijalva Pallone 
Boyle, Brendan Gutiérrez Pascrell 

F. Hahn Perlmutter 
Brady (PA) Hastings Peters 
Brown (FL) Heck (WA) Peterson 
Brownley (CA) Higgins Pingree 
Bustos Himes Pocan 
Butterfield Hinojosa Polis 
Capps Honda Price (NC) 
Capuano Hoyer Quigley 
Cardenas Huffman Rangel 
Carney Israel Rice (NY) 
Carson (IN) Jackson Lee Richmond 
Cartwright Jeffries Roybal-Allard 
Castor (FL) Johnson (GA) Ruiz 
Castro (TX) Johnson, E. B. Ruppersberger 
Chu, Judy Kaptur Rush 
Cicilline Keating Ryan (OH) 
Clark (MA) Kennedy Sanchez, Linda 
Clarke (NY) Kildee T. 
Clay Kilmer Sanchez, Loretta 
Cleaver Kind Sarbanes 
Cohen Kirkpatrick Schakowsky 
Connolly Kuster Schiff 
Conyers Langevin Schrader 
Cooper Larsen (WA) Scott (VA) 
Costa Larson (CT) Scott, David 
Courtney Lawrence Serrano 
Crowley Lee Sewell (AL) 
Cuellar Levin Sherman 
Cummings Lewis Sinema 
Davis (CA) Lieu, Ted Sires 
Davis, Danny Lipinski Slaughter 
DeFazio Loebsack Smith (WA) 
DeGette Lofgren Speier 
Delaney Lowenthal Swalwell (CA) 
DeLauro Lowey Takai 
DelBene Lujan Grisham Takano 
DeSaulnier (NM) Thompson (CA) 
Deutch Lujan, Ben Ray Thompson (MS) 
Dingell (NM) Titus 
Doggett Lynch Tonko 
Doyle, Michael Maloney, Torres 

E Carolyn Tsongas 
Duckworth Maloney, Sean Van Hollen 
Edwards Matsui Vargas 
Ellison McCollum Veasey 
Engel McDermott Vela 
Eshoo McGovern Velázquez 
Esty McNerney Visclosky 
Farr Meeks Walz 
Fattah Meng Wasserman 
Foster Moore Schultz 
Frankel (FL) Moulton Waters, Maxine 
Fudge Murphy (FL) Watson Coleman 
Gabbard Nadler Welch 
Gallego Napolitano Wilson (FL) 
Garamendi Neal Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—7 
Becerra Grayson Pelosi 
Clyburn Kelly (IL) 
Gowdy Payne 
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So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 


the table. 


Stated against: 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, 
on October 21, 2015—I was not present for 
rollcall vote 553. If | had been present for this 
vote, | would have voted “nay” on rollcall vote 
553. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DENHAM). The question is on the reso- 
lution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 


Buchanan Jenkins (WV) Rooney (FL) 
Buck Johnson (OH) Ros-Lehtinen 
Bucshon Johnson, Sam Roskam 
Burgess Jolly Ross 
Byrne Jones Rothfus 
Calvert Jordan Rouzer 
Carter (GA) Joyce Royce 
Carter (TX) Katko Russell 
Chabot Kelly (MS) Ryan (WI) 
Chaffetz Kelly (PA) Salmon 
Clawson (FL) King (IA) Sanford 
Coffman King (NY) Scalise 
Cole Kinzinger (IL) Schweikert 
Collins (GA) Kline Scott, Austin 
Collins (NY) Knight Sensenbrenner 
Comstock Labrador Sessions 
Conaway LaHood Shimkus 
Cook LaMalfa Shuster 
Costello (PA) Lamborn Simpson 
Cramer Lance Smith (MO) 
Crawford Latta Smith (NE) 
Crenshaw LoBiondo Smith (NJ) 
Culberson Long Smith (TX) 
Curbelo (FL) Loudermilk Stefanik 
Davis, Rodney Love Stewart 
Denham Lucas Stivers 
Dent Luetkemeyer Stutzman 
DeSantis Lummis Thompson (PA) 
DesJarlais MacArthur Thornberry 
Diaz-Balart Marchant Tiberi 
Dold Marino Tipton 
Donovan Massie Trott 
Duffy McCarthy Turner 
Duncan (SC) McCaul Upton 
Duncan (TN) McClintock Valadao 
Ellmers (NC) McHenry Wagner 
Emmer (MN) McKinley Walberg 
Farenthold McMorris Walden 
Fincher Rodgers Walker 
Fitzpatrick McSally Walorski 
Fleischmann Meadows Walters, Mimi 
Fleming Meehan Weber (TX) 
Flores Messer Webster (FL) 
Forbes Mica Wenstrup 
Fortenberry Miller (FL) Westerman 
Foxx Miller (MI) Westmoreland 
Franks (AZ) Moolenaar Whitfield 
Frelinghuysen Mooney (WV) Williams 
Garrett Mullin Wilson (SC) 
Gibbs Mulvaney Wittman 
Gibson Murphy (PA) Womack 
Gohmert Neugebauer Woodall 
Goodlatte Newhouse Yoder 
Gosar Noem Yoho 
Granger Nugent Young (AK) 
Graves (GA) Nunes Young (IA) 
Graves (LA) Olson Young (IN) 
Graves (MO) Palazzo Zeldin 
Griffith Palmer Zinke 
NOES—182 
Adams Ashford Beatty 
Aguilar Bass Bera 


EE 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 19837, NATIONAL STRA- 
TEGIC AND CRITICAL MINERALS 
PRODUCTION ACT OF 2015 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on order- 
ing the previous question on the reso- 
lution (H. Res. 481) providing for con- 
sideration of the bill (H.R. 1987) to re- 
quire the Secretary of the Interior and 
the Secretary of Agriculture to more 
efficiently develop domestic sources of 
the minerals and mineral materials of 
strategic and critical importance to 
United States economic and national 
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security and manufacturing competi- 
tiveness, on which the yeas and nays 
were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu- 
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 243, nays 
184, not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 555] 
YEAS—243 


Abraham Graves (GA) Murphy (PA) 
Aderholt Graves (LA) Neugebauer 
Allen Graves (MO) Newhouse 
Amash Griffith Noem 
Amodei Grothman Nugent 
Babin Guinta Nunes 
Barletta Guthrie Olson 

Barr Hanna Palazzo 
Barton Hardy Palmer 
Benishek Harper Paulsen 
Bilirakis Harris Pearce 
Bishop (MI) Hartzler Perry 

Black Heck (NV) Pittenger 
Blackburn Hensarling Pitts 

Blum Herrera Beutler Poe (TX) 
Bos Hice, Jody B. Poliquin 
Boustany Hill Pompeo 
Brady (TX) Holding Posey 

Bra Hudson Price, Tom 
Bridenstine Huelskamp Ratcliffe 
Brooks (AL) Huizenga (MI) Reed 

Brooks (IN) Hultgren Reichert 
Buchanan Hunter Renacci 
Buck Hurd (TX) Ribble 
Bucshon Hurt (VA) Rice (SC) 
Burgess Issa Rigell 
Byrne Jenkins (KS) Roby 
Calvert Jenkins (WV) Roe (TN) 
Carter (GA) Johnson (OH) Rogers (AL) 
Carter (TX) Johnson, Sam Rogers (KY) 
Chabot Jolly Rohrabacher 
Chaffetz Jones Rokita 
Clawson (FL) Jordan Rooney (FL) 
Coffman Joyce Ros-Lehtinen 
Cole Katko Roskam 
Collins (GA) Kelly (MS) Ross 

Collins (NY) Kelly (PA) Rothfus 
Comstock King (IA) Rouzer 
Conaway King (NY) Royce 

Cook Kinzinger (IL) Russell 
Costello (PA) Kline Ryan (WI) 
Cramer Knight Salmon 
Crawford Labrador Sanford 
Crenshaw LaHood Scalise 
Culberson LaMalfa Schweikert 
Curbelo (FL) Lamborn Scott, Austin 
Davis, Rodney Lance Sensenbrenner 
Denham Latta Sessions 
Dent LoBiondo Shimkus 
DeSantis Long Shuster 
DesJarlais Loudermilk Simpson 
Diaz-Balart Love Smith (MO) 
Dold Lucas Smith (NE) 
Donovan Luetkemeyer Smith (NJ) 
Duffy Lummis Smith (TX) 
Duncan (SC) MacArthur Stefanik 
Duncan (TN) Marchant Stewart 
Ellmers (NC) Marino Stivers 
Emmer (MN) Massie Stutzman 
Farenthold McCarthy Thompson (PA) 
Fincher McCaul Thornberry 
Fitzpatrick McClintock Tiberi 
Fleischmann McHenry Tipton 
Fleming McKinley Trott 

Flores McMorris Turner 
Forbes Rodgers Upton 
Fortenberry McSally Valadao 
Foxx Meadows Wagner 
Franks (AZ) Meehan Walberg 
Frelinghuysen Messer Walden 
Garrett Mica Walker 
Gibbs Miller (FL) Walorski 
Gibson Miller (MI) Walters, Mimi 
Gohmert Moolenaar Weber (TX) 
Goodlatte Mooney (WV) Wenstrup 
Gosar Mullin Westerman 
Granger Mulvaney Westmoreland 


Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 


Adams 
Aguilar 
Ashford 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 


Bishop (UT) 
Clyburn 
DeFazio 


Woodall 
Yoder 

Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 


NAYS—184 


Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 


NOT VOTING—7 


Gowdy 
Kelly (IL) 
Payne 


1437 


Young (IN) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 


Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 
Ts 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schif 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takai 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 


Webster (FL) 


So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. 


The 


question is on the resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 


RECORDED VOTE 


Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. 


will be a 5-minute vote. 


This 
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Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 

Bos 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bra 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 

Cole 

Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 

Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donovan 
Duffy 

Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 

Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 

Gibbs 

Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 


Adams 
Aguilar 
Ashford 
Bass 


October 21, 2015 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 244, noes 185, 
not voting 5, as follows: 


[Roll No. 556] 


AYES—244 


Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Katko 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 


NOES—185 


Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 


Pearce 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 

Rice (SC) 
Rigell 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Russell 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Yoho 

Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 


Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 


October 21, 2015 


Boyle, Brendan Grijalva Pallone 
F. Gutiérrez Pascrell 
Brady (PA) Hahn Pelosi 
Brown (FL) Hastings Perlmutter 
Brownley (CA) Heck (WA) Peters 
Bustos Higgins Peterson 
Butterfield Himes Pingree 
Capps Hinojosa Pocan 
Capuano Honda Polis 
Cardenas Hoyer 2 
Carney Huffman fie = 9) 
Carson (IN) Israel Bancel 
A ge 
Cartwright Jackson Lee H 
Castor (FL) Jeffries Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Castro (TX) Johnson (GA) 
Chu, Judy Johnson, E. B. Roybal-Allard 
Cicilline Kaptur Ruiz 
Clark (MA) Keating Ruppersberger 
Clarke (NY) Kennedy Rush 
Clay Kildee Ryan (OH) 
Cleaver Kilmer Sanchez, Linda 
Cohen Kind T. 
Connolly Kirkpatrick Sanchez, Loretta 
Conyers Kuster Sarbanes 
Cooper Langevin Schakowsky 
Costa Larsen (WA) Schiff 
Courtney Larson (CT) Schrader 
Crowley Lawrence Scott (VA) 
Cuellar Lee Scott, David 
Cummings Levin Serrano 
Davis (CA) Lewis Sewell (AL) 
Davis, Danny Lieu, Ted Sherman 
DeFazio Lipinski Sinema 
DeGette Loebsack Sires 
Delaney Lofgren Slaughter 
DeLauro Lowenthal Smith (WA) 
DelBene i Lowey ; Speier 
DeSaulnier Lujan Grisham Swalwell (CA) 
Deutch (NM) Takai 
Dingell Lujan, Ben Ray Tak 
Doggett (NM) aan} 
x Thompson (CA) 
Doyle, Michael Lynch 
F. Maloney Thompson (MS) 
5 Titus 
Duckworth Carolyn 
Edwards Maloney, Sean Tonko 
Ellison Matsui Torres 
Engel McCollum Tsongas 
Eshoo McDermott Van Hollen 
Esty McGovern Vargas 
Farr McNerney Veasey 
Fattah Meeks Vela 
Foster Meng Velazquez 
Frankel (FL) Moore Visclosky 
Fudge Moulton Walz 
Gabbard Murphy (FL) Wasserman 
Gallego Nadler Schultz 
Garamendi Napolitano Waters, Maxine 
Graham Neal Watson Coleman 
Grayson Nolan Welch 
Green, Al Norcross Wilson (FL) 
Green, Gene O’Rourke Yarmuth 
NOT VOTING—5 
Clyburn Johnson (OH) Payne 
Gowdy Kelly (IL) 
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So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


er 


PERMISSION TO POSTPONE PRO- 
CEEDINGS ON MOTION TO RE- 
COMMIT ON H.R. 10, SCHOLAR- 
SHIPS FOR OPPORTUNITY AND 
RESULTS REAUTHORIZATION 
ACT, OR H.R. 692, DEFAULT PRE- 
VENTION ACT 


Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that the ques- 
tion of adopting a motion to recommit 
on H.R. 10 or H.R. 692 may be subject to 
postponement as though under clause 8 
of rule XX. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin? 
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There was no objection. 


DEFAULT PREVENTION ACT 


Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
pursuant to House Resolution 480, I 
call up the bill (H.R. 692) to ensure the 
payment of interest and principal of 
the debt of the United States, and ask 
for its immediate consideration in the 
House. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 480, the bill is 
considered read. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 692 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Default Pre- 
vention Act”. 

SEC. 2. PAYMENT OF PRINCIPAL AND INTEREST 
ON PUBLIC DEBT AND SOCIAL SECU- 
RITY TRUST FUNDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the event that the debt 
of the United States Government, as defined 
in section 3101 of title 31, United States 
Code, reaches the statutory limit, the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury shall, in addition to 
any other authority provided by law, issue 
obligations under chapter 31 of title 31, 
United States Code, to pay with legal tender, 
and solely for the purpose of paying, the 
principal and interest on obligations of the 
United States described in subsection (b) 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(b) OBLIGATIONS DESCRIBED.—For purposes 
of this subsection, obligations described in 
this subsection are obligations which are— 

(1) held by the public, or 

(2) held by the Old-Age and Survivors In- 
surance Trust Fund and Disability Insurance 
Trust Fund. 

(c) PROHIBITION ON COMPENSATION FOR MEM- 
BERS OF CONGRESS.—None of the obligations 
issued under subsection (a) may be used to 
pay compensation for Members of Congress. 

(d) OBLIGATIONS EXEMPT FROM PUBLIC DEBT 
LimiIT.—Obligations issued under subsection 
(a) shall not be taken into account in apply- 
ing the limitation in section 3101(b) of title 
31, United States Code, to the extent that 
such obligation would otherwise cause the 
limitation in section 3101(b) of title 31, 
United States Code, to be exceeded. 

(e) REPORT ON CERTAIN ACTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—If, after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of the 
Treasury exercises his authority under sub- 
section (a), the Secretary shall thereafter 
submit a report each week the authority is 
in use providing an accounting relating to— 

(A) the principal on mature obligations 
and interest that is due or accrued of the 
United States, and 

(B) any obligations issued pursuant to sub- 
section (a). 

(2) SUBMISSION.—The report required by 
paragraph (1) shall be submitted to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Fi- 
nance of the Senate. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) and 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
LEVIN) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 
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GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks and include extraneous material 
on H.R. 692, the Default Prevention 
Act, currently under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, if you want to guar- 
antee that the United States will never 
default, then you should vote for this 
bill. If you want to protect working 
families from the consequences of de- 
fault, then you should vote for this 
bill. If you want to make sure that sen- 
iors get every dime of their Social Se- 
curity, then vote for this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill does not raise 
the debt limit, but it eliminates the 
threat of default. The full faith and 
credit of our country is too important 
to put at risk. What this bill says is 
very simple. It says that we will never 
fail to pay our debts. That is just it. 
That is all it does. It is just paying our 
debts. 

We know the consequences of default. 
We know it would shake the world’s 
confidence in us. We know that it could 
freeze up credit across this country. 
That is why with this bill, we are tak- 
ing default off the table. It is common 
sense. 

I want to thank Mr. MCCLINTOCK for 
developing this legislation, and I ask 
my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to yield the 
remainder of my time to the gentle- 
woman from Kansas (Ms. JENKINS) and 
ask unanimous consent that she be 
able to control the time from here on. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just say at the 
beginning what needs to be said at the 
end. This doesn’t take default off the 
table. This is an effort to obscure the 
reality. It does not take default off in 
any meaningful way. 

Default by any other name is default, 
and essentially what this bill does is to 
address part of the problem but leave 
the rest of it very much outstanding 
and very much there. This bill plays 
with fire. This bill essentially—essen- 
tially—attacks the credit of the United 
States of America. 

The Republicans are at it once again. 
In 2011, they played with it, they 
played with fire, and America was 
burned. The stock market plunged. The 
S&P downgraded for the first time in 
history the credit of this country. It 
lowered private pension balances. It es- 
sentially increased the cost of mort- 
gages for people in this country. That 
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wasn’t enough. That in 2013 the Repub- 
licans played with fire and shut down 
the government. We lost 120,000 jobs. 
We slowed GDP growth, and there was 
an increase of $70 million in terms of 
the cost of financing debt. 

So what is this really all about? 
What it is about is paying China and 
other foreign governments first and es- 
sentially putting at risk millions of 
Americans. So I just want to refer to 
who is at risk here. Who would be sub- 
ject to default? 

Payments and benefits to 1.4 million 
Active-Duty troops, their pay is at 
risk; benefits to almost 4 million dis- 
abled veterans; payment for health 
care for 5.9 million veterans; education 
assistance for over 1 million; and loan 
support for homes for over 500,000 or 
600,000 veterans. And then payments to 
small businesses would be put at risk, 
payments to physicians under Medi- 
care, payments to 30 million-plus kids 
in terms of their meals, and payments 
to hundreds of thousands of grantees of 
NIH. 

So, Mr. Speaker, that is really what 
this is all about. Nine percent of the 
expenditures of this country are going 
to be safeguarded, mostly for foreign 
investors, and 30 percent in terms of 
Social Security payments. That means 
60 percent would be at risk, 60 percent 
of the 80 to 100 million payments each 
month. 

So, essentially, what the Republicans 
are doing is creating, here, a camou- 
flage. But the problem with it is that it 
is so transparent. It might be as a pur- 
pose to try to find a few more votes on 
the Republican side, but when the cam- 
ouflage is so obvious, I don’t think it 
will work. 

The administration has stated its po- 
sition. That position is very clear, and 
I want to read from this Statement of 
Administration Policy. I quote the last 
paragraph: 

The President will not tolerate political 
gamesmanship, which caused the Nation’s 
credit rating to be downgraded in 2011 and 
proved harmful to both the United States 
and the global economy. For this reason, if 
the President is presented with legislation 
that would result in the Congress’ choosing 
to default on our obligations and imperil the 
full faith and credit of the United States, he 
would veto it. 

So this bill cannot become law. So 
why do it? Why not simply face up to 
the need to address the full faith and 
credit of the United States? I think the 
answer is this isn’t policy, this is a 
ploy, and ploys should not be used put- 
ting at risk the full faith and credit of 
the United States and payments at risk 
for millions and millions of Americans. 
That is really what this is all about. 

This is irresponsible. This is indefen- 
sible. The only possible reason for pass- 
ing a bill that can’t go anywhere is 
maybe to pick up a few votes here. 
That is irresponsible in terms of the 
full faith and credit of this beloved 
country of ours. 
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So, Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge 
strong opposition to this. When this 
came up once before, I think every 
Democrat voted ‘‘no’’—every Demo- 
crat. So we are supposed to be kind of 
in a new era talking about bipartisan- 
ship. We are supposed to be, once 
again, thinking maybe we can act to- 
gether. Instead, what we have here is a 
bill by Republicans essentially acting 
alone. It is a serious mistake. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. JENKINS of Kansas. Mr. Speak- 
er, at this time, I yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
MCCLINTOCK), the author of the legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. McCLINTOCK. I thank the gen- 
tlewoman. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill simply guaran- 
tees that the sovereign debt of the 
United States will be paid in full and 
on time—period. How could that pos- 
sibly be controversial? Yet in today’s 
political environment, it is. 

The sovereign debt of the United 
States is what makes it possible for us 
to pay all of our other obligations in 
this era of chronic deficit spending 
that we are now in. This bill provides 
an absolute guarantee of that credit. 

Although the Constitution explicitly 
commands that the public debt of the 
United States is not to be questioned, 
it provides no practical mechanism to 
achieve this aim. This bill provides 
that mechanism. It says that, when- 
ever we reach the debt limit, the Treas- 
ury Secretary can continue to borrow 
to pay interest and principal on the 
debt. 

It amazes me that many of our 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
support loan guarantees to foreign cor- 
porations and to special interest 
groups, but they are unwilling to guar- 
antee the loans to our own govern- 
ment. 

Mr. Speaker, the national debt is now 
larger than the entire economy. It has 
doubled in the last decade. The interest 
on that debt is the fastest growing 
component of the Federal budget. It 
threatens to exceed our entire defense 
budget in just 8 years. 

If there is ever any doubt over the se- 
curity and reliability of the debt owed 
by this government, the rates we pay 
to service our debt would quickly rise 
and sink our country in a tidal wave of 
red ink. 

Now, this is not a substitute for rais- 
ing the debt limit. We all recognize 
that in this era of chronic deficit 
spending under this administration 
that is going to have to happen. We 
have a responsibility to raise the debt 
limit, but we also have a responsibility 
to review the policies that are driving 
that debt. 
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The Default Prevention Act says 
loudly and clearly to the world that, no 
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matter how much we may differ and 
quarrel here in Washington, the sov- 
ereign debt of this Nation is guaran- 
teed and that their loans to it are abso- 
lutely safe. 

We hear the charge that this would 
pay debts owed to foreign governments 
before paying our own troops. Actu- 
ally, more than half of our debt is held 
by Americans, often in American pen- 
sion funds. China holds just 7 percent. 
But whether our loans come from 
China or from Charleston, without the 
Nation’s credit, we cannot pay our 
troops or meet all of our other obliga- 
tions. 

Opponents charge that this is an ex- 
cuse not to pay our other debts. Well, 
what nonsense. This maintains the 
credit that is necessary to pay our 
other debts. 

Most States guarantee that their 
sovereign debt will be secure and they 
have done so for generations. Do our 
friends actually suggest that any of 
these States has ever used these guar- 
antees aS an excuse not to pay their 
other bills? On the contrary, by pro- 
tecting their credit first, they actually 
support and maintain their ability to 
pay for all of their other obligations. 

The President contends that this is 
tantamount to a family saying it 
would make its house payment, but not 
its car payment. I sure hope he is get- 
ting better economic advice than that. 

But let’s continue the analogy. If the 
family is living on its credit cards, as 
we are as a Nation, it had better make 
the minimum payment on its credit 
card first or it won’t be able to pay all 
the rest of its bills. 

And when that family has to increase 
its credit limit because it is not spend- 
ing within its means, it had better 
have a serious conversation about what 
is driving its debt and what to do about 
it. 

Principled disputes over how the debt 
limit is addressed are going to happen 
from time to time. Just a few years ago 
then-Senator Barack Obama vigorously 
opposed an increase in the debt limit 
sought by the Bush administration. 

When these controversies erupt, as 
they inevitably do in a free society, it 
is imperative that credit markets are 
supremely confident that their loans to 
the United States are secure. 

Providing such a guarantee would 
prevent a future debt crisis and give 
Congress the calm it needs to negotiate 
the changes that must be made to 
bring our debt under control as we au- 
thorize still more debt. 

The voices in opposition to this bill 
are the same voices that have cheered 
the most profligate spending and bor- 
rowing binge in the history of this Na- 
tion. It is time that we managed our 
affairs responsibly, and guaranteeing 
our debt is an important step in doing 
so. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself 30 seconds. 
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The gentleman says we are going to 
raise the debt limit. Raise it. Get a bill 
here that raises it. And then this polit- 
ical game will be totally unnecessary. 
Raise it. Where is the bill? 

I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. RANGEL). 

Mr. RANGEL. Madam Speaker, my 
colleagues, the last few days in New 
York people have been asking me: Do 
you really think PAUL RYAN is going to 
become Speaker of the House? I said: 
No. They said: Why? Don’t you believe 
he is intelligent, smart, dedicated? I 
said: That is just the problem. I can’t 
find anyone that I know and like that 
is more conservative than PAUL RYAN. 
PAUL RYAN, if he were to become 
Speaker, would be saying to the Repub- 
licans: I cannot accept this responsi- 
bility unless you respect the integrity 
of the United States of America. They 
said: Well, CHARLIE, what does that 
mean? I said: Well, PAUL RYAN 
wouldn’t allow us to go into default. 
PAUL RYAN would support increasing 
the debt ceiling. PAUL RYAN would rec- 
ognize that we need our infrastructure, 
we need our jobs, we need education. 
They said: Well, what is the difference 
with that? I said: If PAUL RYAN were to 
get these type of commitments from 
the Republican Party, Speaker BOEH- 
NER never would have left, MCCARTHY 
never would have left. 

So what are we going through today? 
Well, PAUL RYAN knows that this is not 
going to become law. Why? Because it 
doesn’t make any sense. 

It is almost like if you were in a cor- 
poration—since we are using analo- 
gies—and they say: We promise you 
you are not going to go bankrupt. You 
say: Well, how are you going to do 
that, since the only people that you 
have to pay are those you borrowed 
money from? Well, what about the cost 
of manufacturers? What about the sala- 
ries of the workers? What about the 
health benefits? What about the other 
things that make America great? Well, 
we didn’t say that we are going to pro- 
tect you for that. But just for the prin- 
cipal and the interest that you have to 
pay, you protect it. 

This doesn’t make any sense at all. 
But since it is going to be vetoed, this 
must mean something to those people 
that, when you say government, they 
get angry, when you say Obama, they 
see red, when you find cooperation 
with Democrats, they say that you are 
not faithful to the Republic. 

So I don’t know who these people are. 
We don’t see them. They don’t talk 
this way. But someone that can believe 
that just paying off debt, foreign and 
domestic, and not taking care of our 
veterans, not taking care of our mili- 
tary, not taking care of our health con- 
cern—if you really think that these 
things are just going to be forgotten, 
these are not the principles that PAUL 
RYAN believes in. 

So, if this passes, if it is vetoed, can’t 
we try to believe that, if you really 
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want to have a Republican Speaker, 
take this garbage off the table, say you 
are going to cooperate for our country? 
This is more important than Repub- 
licans and Democrats. 

We are talking about the prestige, 
the full faith and credit of the United 
States of America. People don’t ask 
whether you are Republican or Demo- 
crat. They just want to know are you 
going to pay your debts. 

I thank you for this opportunity. 

And, PAUL, if they don’t want you as 
Speaker, we will keep you as our chair- 
man. 

Ms. JENKINS of Kansas. Madam 
Speaker, at this time, I yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
ROKITA). 

Mr. ROKITA. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman. 

I rise today in simple, but strong, 
support for H.R. 692, the Default Pre- 
vention Act. 

This commonsense bill makes clear 
that the United States and those who 
vote on the floor of this Chamber 
prioritize our debt and our Social Secu- 
rity payments over our reckless gov- 
ernment and otherwise irresponsible 
spending. 

With this bill, we take the hysteria 
out of our spending debate and codify 
the integrity of our Nation’s full faith 
and credit. And I would say, Madam 
Speaker, that those that appear to op- 
pose this bill really and truly at the 
end of the day need the hysteria that 
surrounds this issue to not go away 
simply so political points around this 
issue can continue to be made. 

Now, here is a real scary point, not 
political at all. Today, as we stand 
here, our national debt stands in excess 
of $18 trillion. Yet, according to the 
Congressional Budget Office, govern- 
ment revenues were $3.25 trillion for 
fiscal year 2015 alone. 

With $3.25 trillion revenue comine in, 
ladies and gentlemen, we do not have a 
revenue problem. But with $18 trillion 
in debt, we certainly have a spending 
problem. We must get to the root of it, 
and this bill is a responsible step for- 
ward. 

It is a responsible step forward be- 
cause it truly takes the politics of this 
debt and this hysteria off the table so 
that we can see as American people and 
as a Congress so that we can be exposed 
to the problems so that we can face it 
and, ultimately, so that we can solve 
it. 

That is what we came to Washington 
to do. I think a little bit all of us did. 
For me, it is the majority of why I 
came to Washington, so that our tough 
decisions can be faced, met, resolved, 
and we can ultimately reduce this debt 
so that our children and grandchildren 
in the here and now and yet to come 
don’t have to be the first and second 
generations in American history that 
are left worse off. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, it is 
now my pleasure to yield 3 minutes to 
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the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
HOYER), our Whip. 

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I have been here for some period of 
time, and I have heard a lot about cau- 
cuses. But I would like to see us do 
what the gentleman from Indiana says, 
although I disagree with him on his 
conclusion. 

I would like to see the formation of a 
responsibility caucus, a caucus that is 
honest with the American people, that 
doesn’t pretend that this debt limit 
vote is a real vote. 

It is a real vote when you cut reve- 
nues by hundreds of billions of dollars 
and don’t pay for it. And if you think 
that that does not up the debt and 
somehow pays for it, you haven’t been 
around for the last 35 years watching. 

The responsibility caucus would say 
to the American people: If we bought 
it, we are going to pay for it. Whether 
it was Social Security, Medicare, an 
aircraft carrier, roads and bridges, 
whatever it was, we will pay for it. 

But one of the first things our Repub- 
lican friends did was they negated pay- 
for, and they certainly wouldn’t have it 
apply to tax cuts. Almost every respon- 
sible economist I have talked with says 
there is no way you can do this without 
effectively having default. 

Because if you prioritize debt, by def- 
inition, what you are saying is there 
are some debts we will not pay. As soon 
as you say that, you have defaulted. 
You may not default to a bond owner, 
but you have defaulted on an obliga- 
tion of the most creditworthy nation 
on Earth, the United States of Amer- 
ica. 

This is a game. It is an irresponsible 
game. It is a game unworthy of respon- 
sible representatives. Of course we are 
going to pay our debts. We are Amer- 
ica. When we say of course we are 
going to pay our debts, it means that 
we will pay our debts. 

In order to do that, you need to up 
the debt limit. If you don’t want the 
debt limit to go higher, stop buying 
things or pay for things or do both. 

I urge my colleagues to reject this ir- 
responsible charade that is a pretense 
of fiscal responsibility, not a reality. 
This is not worthy of this Congress or 
the American people. It is clear that 
this House has been a deeply divided 
House and a dysfunctional House for a 
number of months now, indeed, for a 
number of years. 

I understand that there are some peo- 
ple who demand legislation like this 
that won’t go anywhere and really 
won’t do anything, and it will put the 
credit of the United States at further 
risk. Let us reject this charade. 

Ms. JENKINS of Kansas. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

I come today to the House as a sup- 
porter of the Default Prevention Act. 
Right now our Nation stands at over 
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$18 trillion in debt, a number simply 
too large to comprehend. 

As the House, we have an obligation 
to the American people to rein in out- 
of-control Federal spending and put 
our economy on a sustainable path for- 
ward. 

However, while House Republicans 
will continue to act to reduce our na- 
tional debt and restore fiscal responsi- 
bility to the Federal Government, we 
cannot put the full faith and credit of 
the United States Government at risk. 

The Default Prevention Act ensures 
that we will continue to pay our exist- 
ing debt obligations providing the eco- 
nomic security and certainty that our 
economy needs. 

This legislation does not allow for an 
increase in the debt limit. It simply al- 
lows us to satisfy our existing debt ob- 
ligations and avoid default, even if we 
reach the debt ceiling. 

This bill also protects Social Secu- 
rity beneficiaries and Americans with 
disabilities by ensuring that their ben- 
efits will continue to be paid on time. 
Hardworking Americans deserve to 
have their benefits protected, and this 
bill does just that. This legislation is a 
commonsense measure that protects 
Americans’ credit and integrity. 

I urge all Members of the House to 
support it. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. BECERRA), our caucus chair. 

Mr. BECERRA. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Michigan 
for yielding. 

1.4 million troops, 4 million disabled 
veterans, more than 30 million children 
who participate on a daily basis in 
school lunch programs, and small busi- 
nesses all over the country are some of 
the Americans who will pay the price if 
Republicans refuse to authorize our 
government to pay all its bills. 
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There are only 8 legislative days left 
for Congress to avoid defaulting on 
paying America’s financial bills. Yet, 
our House Republican colleagues show 
no signs of putting serious business 
first and trying to work with their 
Democratic colleagues to pay our Na- 
tion’s bills on time and in full. This bill 
isn’t a solution. It is a sham. 

First, it instructs our government to 
pay foreign creditors ahead of paying 
our troops or paying our veterans, who 
have honorably served our country and 
have earned their benefits. 

Second, our Republican colleagues 
propose under this bill to borrow new 
money to pay for previously borrowed 
money and to say that the previously 
borrowed money won’t count on the 
books. Borrowing money off the books 
to cover debt sounds a lot like a Ponzi 
scheme. 

This is simply default by another 
name, bringing our economy closer to 
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the brink. Maybe some people in this 
Chamber have forgotten 2011. When the 
Republicans brought us to the brink of 
default in 2011, the stock market 
plunged and the S&P downgraded our 
credit rating for the first time in our 
Nation’s history. 

In 2013, our Republican colleagues 
proposed default threats, and the gov- 
ernment shutdown that followed cost 
us 120,000 jobs and $24 billion in slow 
GDP growth just as the economy was 
taking hold. 

The Secretary of the Treasury, Sec- 
retary Lew, said in a letter last week: 
“There is no way to predict the irrep- 
arable damage that default would have 
on global financial markets and the 
American people.” 

Madam Speaker, you wouldn’t con- 
stantly run your small business on the 
edge of default. So why would Repub- 
licans try to run the largest economy 
in the world this way? 

We need to move forward. We have 8 
days. Let us defeat this bill and get our 
real work done. 

Ms. JENKINS of Kansas. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. SAN- 
FORD). 

Mr. SANFORD. I thank the gentle- 
woman. 

Madam Speaker, my colleague from 
Maryland made the comment just a 
moment ago of the “responsibility cau- 
cus,” that he would like to see more of 
that. 

What I would submit to everybody in 
this Chamber is that, ultimately, what 
my colleague from California’s bill is 
all about is, indeed, just that because, 
if you think about it, we really are liv- 
ing in an age of default. 

Laurence Kotlikoff, from Boston Uni- 
versity, has said that, in a thing called 
generational accounting, the imputed 
cost of governing—the imputed cost for 
a child born in America today in terms 
of future costs all in—is about 80 per- 
cent. 

Eighty percent is not all that far 
from a thing called slavery if you have 
to be indentured to the Federal Gov- 
ernment for the preponderance of your 
life and your life’s work. What this is 
ultimately about is defusing that 
bomb. 

Erskine Bowles was the former Chief 
of Staff to President Clinton. He ran a 
commission that looked at the way our 
Federal Government spent money. He 
said that what we have before us is the 
most predictable financial crisis in the 
history of man and that it is but 10 
years off—roughly, 10 years off. 

So, as we have a legitimate debate— 
and we will have a legitimate debate 
between Republicans and Democrats 
and Independents and all of us as 
Americans in where we go next—what 
this does is defuse that bomb of a train 
wreck with regard to international and 
national credit markets as we have 
that debate, and that is a very good 
thing. 


October 21, 2015 


This bill is about drawing a line as 
we have deadlines that come and go 
with this debate. It is about a tug of 
war that is taking place, and it is 
about saying let’s step back and not 
risk credit markets and what might 
happen next on that front. 

Secondly, it is about simple prior- 
ities. In a family’s budget, they dif- 
ferentiate between the mortgage budg- 
et and the movie budget. Not all gov- 
ernment expenditure is equal. 

There is a whole host of programs in 
the Federal Government that make a 
lot of sense and some, frankly, that 
don’t, some that add a lot of value and 
some that add a little bit of value. For 
us to say, “I will tell you what. As we 
go through those deliberations, let’s 
back up and protect the financial cred- 
itworthiness of the United States Gov- 
ernment,” it is, ultimately, a real step 
of responsibility. 

I commend my colleague from Cali- 
fornia for offering this bill. I thank 
him for his work to defuse a ticking 
time bomb in the debate that will take 
place—a ticking time bomb that will 
go on, nonetheless, with regard to what 
happens next with regard to the na- 
tional debt. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. THOMPSON), another distin- 
guished member of our committee. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, here we go again. 
We are only weeks from defaulting on 
our debt, and this bill does nothing to 
deal with that. The bill before us today 
is, essentially, a plan for defaulting on 
our obligations. 

As my friend said, the Republican 
gentleman from Louisiana, all this 
does is prioritize our debt. If you are 
prioritizing your debt, by definition, 
you are defaulting. You are not paying 
your bills. 

This would prioritize our repayment, 
putting our veterans, small businesses, 
and our first responders behind foreign 
governments in regard to receiving the 
payment that is due to them. 

We have to pay our bills. We cannot 
go down this road again. We have seen 
this movie before, and it is not going to 
change. The last time we came close to 
defaulting on our debt, the results were 
terrible. In 1 month, job growth 
dropped by more than 130,000 jobs. The 
S&P 500 tanked by nearly 20 percent, 
and our credit rating was downgraded 
for the first time in history. 

No one knows for sure what the full 
extent of the damage to the economy 
would be if we were to default on our 
debt. But, as Chairman RYAN said ear- 
lier, we know that it would ‘‘freeze up 
our economy’’—higher interest rates 
for mortgages on auto loans, student 
loans, and credit cards; higher interest 
rates and less access to business loans 
needed to finance payrolls, building in- 
ventories, or to invest in equipment 
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and construction; families’ retirement 
savings in 401(k)’s dropping as the 
stock market tanks; almost 4 million 
veterans not receiving disability bene- 
fits; and doctors, medical providers, 
and hospitals not getting their pay. 

The debt limit is not something to 
play around with. We simply need to 
pay our bills. Vote a resounding ‘‘no’’ 
on this bill, and let’s pay our bills. 

Ms. JENKINS of Kansas. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. SCALISE), 
our whip. 

Mr. SCALISEH. I thank the gentle- 
woman from Kansas for yielding. 

I want to thank my friend from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. MCCLINTOCK) for bringing 
this bill forward. 

Madam Speaker, the Default Preven- 
tion Act takes off the table the ability 
for any President to use the debt ceil- 
ing as an opportunity to threaten de- 
fault on the credit of the United States 
of America. 

If you think about this, we are talk- 
ing about whether or not the United 
States is going to pay its bills. This 
should be something that the Presi- 
dent—any President—should under- 
stand as a basic responsibility of his 
duty in office whether or not Congress 
can come to an agreement with the 
President on the debt ceiling, which, 
by the way, should be something the 
Speaker, the majority leader, and the 
President are directly engaged in. 

The fact that the President walked 
away from talks on negotiations on the 
debt ceiling tells you that he is not 
taking this in the serious way that he 
should. In fact, it also proves that the 
President wants to use the debt ceiling 
to threaten the default of the United 
States. That is irresponsible of any 
President. No President should have 
the option of defaulting or of even 
threatening default, and this bill takes 
default off the table as an option. 

Now, why would the President be op- 
posed to that? 

I think it answers itself, Madam 
Speaker, because the President wants 
to threaten default and have that as a 
political weapon to try to scare the 
markets and to try to scare our sen- 
iors, who, by the way, are the largest 
holders of debt. Seniors shouldn’t have 
to worry about whether or not that 
debt would be paid. Any creditor 
shouldn’t be worried. 

If the United States is going to bor- 
row money, we should first focus on 
getting to a balanced budget, which 
this President is opposed to. Once we 
get to a balanced budget, we should 
also be focused on making sure we are 
paying the debts that were incurred. 

The fact that the President wants to 
threaten default as an option shouldn’t 
be available. This bill takes default off 
the table, and it makes the focus really 
clear that the United States is going to 
live within its means, uphold its obli- 
gations, and then go and focus on at- 
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tacking the real root problems that got 
us into this debt in the first place. 

I urge all of my colleagues to vote for 
this piece of legislation. Let’s send it 
over to the Senate, where they should 
pass it on to the President. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, I yield 
to the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 
JACKSON LEE) for a unanimous consent 
request. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. 
ranking member. 

Madam Speaker, I rise to oppose H.R. 
692, for we should pay our debts. This 
bill is called the Pay China First Act. 

Madam Speaker, | rise in strong opposition 
to speak on H.R. 692, the so-called ‘Default 
Prevention Act of 2015,” which would result in 
the Congress refusing to pay the financial obli- 
gations it has already incurred. 

This bill, which ought to be called the “Pay 
China First Act,” is virtually-identical to the 
one House Republicans brought to the floor in 
May 2013, which House Democrats unani- 
mously opposed and which wasted time and 
taxpayer money on its consideration before 
pushing the nation to the brink of default just 
a few months later. 

American families do not get to choose 
which bills to pay and which ones to ignore; 
neither can the United States Congress with- 
out putting the nation into default for the first 
time in its history. 

In 1789, Alexander Hamilton, the nation’s 
first and greatest Treasury Secretary, under- 
stood that the path to American prosperity and 
greatness lay in its creditworthiness which pro- 
vided the affordable access to capital needed 
to fund internal improvements and economic 
growth. 

The nation’s creditworthiness was one of its 
most important national assets and according 
to Hamilton: “the proper funding of the present 
debt, will render it a national blessing.” 

But to maintain this blessing, or to “render 
public credit immortal,” Hamilton understood 
that it was necessary that: “the creation of 
debt should always be accompanied with the 
means of extinguishment.” 

In other words, to retain and enjoy the pros- 
perity that flows from good credit, it is nec- 
essary for a nation to pay its bills. 

H.R. 692 threatens the full faith and credit of 
the United States, costs American jobs, hurt 
businesses of all sizes, and does irreparable 
damage to the economy. 

It is important to note that under the eco- 
nomic stewardship of the Obama Administra- 
tion, the Dow Jones Industrial Average closed 
above 17,000 for the first time ever, and un- 
employment has fallen to 5.1 percent, the low- 
est since the Clinton Administration. 

Madam Speaker, obligations not guaranteed 
by H.R. 692, and therefore in danger of not 
being paid on a daily basis, include pay for ac- 
tive-duty military, veterans benefits, Medicare 
and Medicaid payments, and payments to 
small businesses. 

In short, H.R. 692 is simply default by an- 
other name. 

Americans want a clean debt limit increase, 
which Congress has been done numerous 
times and was the normal process until 2011 
when the House Republicans hijacked the 
process in a futile and quixotic effort to repeal 
the Affordable Care Act. 


I thank the 
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H.R. 692 reflects a House Republican gov- 
erning philosophy that puts ideology over 
progress and partisan showmanship over 
common-sense legislating. 

Madam Speaker, we cannot continue to 
hold our nation hostage, punishing the recipi- 
ents of Social Security, Medicaid, and Medi- 
care who depend upon their benefits for eco- 
nomic survival. 

That is why | support a long-term increase 
in the debt limit that would provide economic 
stability to consumers, businesses, and finan- 
cial organizations and certainty to capital mar- 
kets. 

In contrast, the bill before us, H.R. 692, is 
merely a short-term measure with unneces- 
sary complications, needlessly perpetuating 
uncertainty in the nation’s fiscal system, and 
favors the Chinese government over Ameri- 
cans. 

My colleagues want to buy time so that they 
can figure out how to squeeze the American 
taxpayer even more by devising bone-crunch- 
ing cuts and slashes to entitlement programs 
as opposed to sitting down and working with 
Democrats to come up with reasonable budget 
reforms which do not hurt seniors or the , dis- 
advantaged. 

Madam Speaker, Social Security is currently 
the only source of income for nearly two-thirds 
of older American households receiving bene- 
fits, and roughly one-third of those households 
depend on Social Security for nearly all of 
their income. 

Half of those 65 and older have annual in- 
comes below $18,500, and many older Ameri- 
cans have experienced recent and significant 
losses in retirement savings, pensions, and 
home values. 

Today, every dollar of the average Social 
Security retirement benefit of about $14,800 is 
absolutely critical to the typical beneficiary. 

Contrary to some claims, Social Security is 
not the cause of our nation’s deficit problem. 

Not only does the program operate inde- 
pendently, but it is prohibited from borrowing. 

Social Security must pay all benefits from its 
own trust fund. 

If there are insufficient funds to pay out full 
benefits, benefits are automatically reduced to 
the level supported by the program’s own rev- 
enues. 

Instead of short-term management of self-in- 
flicted fiscal crises, it is incumbent upon us on 
both sides of the aisle to find the common 
ground needed to put the nation on a sounder 
fiscal path. 

If President Obama has made clear that he 
remains willing to work with both parties in 
Congress to budget responsibly and to 
achieve additional deficit reduction consistent 
with the principles of balance, shared growth, 
and shared opportunity. 

But, as of today Madam Speaker, Congress 
has only two options—raise the debt ceiling to 
allow the Treasury to pay the nation’s bills, or 
refuse to do so and have the nation default for 
the first time in history. 

| urge my colleagues to join me in voting 
against H.R. 692. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. BLUMENAUER), another very dis- 
tinguished member of our committee. 

Mr. BLUMENAURER. Thank you. 
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Madam Speaker, I am listening to 
my friend from Louisiana rewrite his- 
tory. 

It is not the President who is threat- 
ening to default on the national debt. 
It is the Republican Congress that is 
refusing to do what was granted to 
every President in the past—Repub- 
lican or Democrat—which is to deal 
with raising the debt ceiling, which is, 
after all, money we have already spent, 
money that they approved. 

They have been in charge for the last 
5 years. The notion that we can some- 
how distinguish the semantics of this 
proposal, distinguishing between sov- 
ereign debt and the rest of the 80 mil- 
lion transactions that the Treasury 
makes every day, is lunacy. 

If you disagree with our protections 
to seniors, veterans, the military, 
Medicare, Medicaid, the FBI, food safe- 
ty, cut them, but you don’t. You nibble 
away at them. You have never offered 
a balanced budget when you have been 
in charge. We had balanced budgets 
when President Clinton was President. 
Thank you very much. Unless you as- 
sure everyone, nobody is protected. 

As for the notion somehow that the 
President walked away from the nego- 
tiations with Simpson-Bowles, where 
was PAUL RYAN? I like PAUL RYAN. 
PAUL RYAN refused to embrace Simp- 
son-Bowles’ proposals. They cannot 
pass their vision. They want to blame 
the President and the American people. 

I would respectfully suggest that we 
ought to reject this fig leaf and get 
down to business: raise the debt ceiling 
as we have done repeatedly in the past 
for Presidents, whether they are Re- 
publicans or Democrats, get past the 
rhetoric, and then deal with structural 
issues going forward. 

Let’s rebuild and renew America. 
Let’s raise the gas tax so we can deal 
with our crumbling infrastructure, 
something that Ronald Reagan did in 
1982, when we faced a deficit in the 
highway trust fund then. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. Ros- 
LEHTINEN). The time of the gentleman 
has expired. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield the gentleman an 
additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. There are sim- 
ple, commonsense solutions, by the 
way, that are supported by the U.S. 
Chamber and the AFL-CIO, truckers 
and AAA, business, government, to be 
able to get the country moving again, 
to repair crumbling infrastructure, and 
not add to the deficit. One simple, lit- 
tle step—something we could do—not 
deal with goofy legislation like is of- 
fered today. 

Ms. JENKINS of Kansas. Madam 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. MCCLINTOCK). 

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Madam Speaker, 
we are asked: Why don’t you just raise 
the debt limit? 

Let me again make this very clear. 
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As long as we spend more than we 
take in, we have a responsibility to 
raise the debt limit. Republicans ac- 
knowledge that responsibility. Demo- 
crats acknowledge that responsibility. 

Yet, with that responsibility comes a 
concomitant duty to review the poli- 
cies that are driving that debt. The Re- 
publicans acknowledge this responsi- 
bility. The Democrats do not. That is 
the fine point of the matter. 

That is a policy debate, and it is con- 
troversial, but that controversy should 
not roil credit markets and threaten to 
increase the cost of our borrowing. 

Given the size of the debt that we are 
carrying—and this administration has 
nearly doubled it by its policies—even 
a small increase in interest rates could 
mean a catastrophic increase in inter- 
est payments, and those increased in- 
terest payments in the tens—possibly, 
hundreds—of billions of dollars would 
come at the cost of every other pro- 
gram that the Democrats cherish. 

We keep hearing about the S&P 
downgrading our credit rating in 2011. 
Let me remind them that, for months 
prior to that downgrade, the S&P de- 
manded that we reduce our 10-year pro- 
jected deficit by at least $4 trillion or 
they would downgrade our sovereign 
debt. We ultimately only reduced it by 
$1.2 trillion because of the voices that 
we now hear raised against this bill, 
and the S&P followed through on that 
threat. 
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My Democratic colleagues are right, 
a threat not to pay interest and prin- 
cipal on our debt is the biggest threat 
to our credit. That is precisely the 
threat this bill takes off the table by 
guaranteeing our sovereign debt. 

My friends are correct that failure to 
pay our other bills would be a very bad 
thing, and it is much to be avoided. 
There is no dispute in that. 

As long as the debt limit has to be in- 
creased, there is going to be con- 
troversy; and that controversy, wheth- 
er during Republican or Democratic 
Congresses or Republican or Demo- 
cratic administrations, must not be al- 
lowed to provoke an increase in bor- 
rowing costs because we have fright- 
ened credit markets. 

This is not a threat to default. It is a 
promise not to default on the sovereign 
debt that we use to fund everything 
else that we do. My friends on the left 
make no distinction between sovereign 
debt and our other obligations. That 
may explain some of the reasons we are 
in the mess we are in. 

The fact is our sovereign debt is what 
makes it possible to pay for our other 
obligations as long as we continue to 
spend beyond our means. This measure 
guarantees the sovereign debt. 

The policies advocated by the oppo- 
nents of this motion are precisely the 
policies that have caused our country 
to wander now through 7 years down a 
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dark road of debt, doubt, despair, and 
economic malaise. 

It is time for a new morning in Amer- 
ica, and that begins with guaranteeing 
the sovereign debt of this Nation. I ask 
for your support for this bill. 

Mr. LEVIN. Could I ask the Speaker 
how much time is remaining on both 
sides? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Michigan has 10 minutes 
remaining, and the gentlewoman from 
Kansas has 13142 minutes remaining. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Wis- 
consin (Mr. KIND), another distin- 
guished member of our committee. 

Mr. KIND. Madam Speaker, this un- 
questionably is one of the most dan- 
gerous bills that we will be considering 
in this session of Congress because this 
gives this body permission, for the very 
first time in our Nation’s history, to 
default on our financial obligations. 

They claim that they are splitting 
the baby here by paying bondholders 
only. One of the largest bondholders we 
have, of course, is China, so this is a 
pay China first bill. 

I have a feeling that the financial 
markets, the investors, and the credit 
rating agencies will view this for what 
it is however: a default is a default is a 
default. 

A great nation like the United States 
of America should pay our bills. We 
should pay our bills. 

Now, no one can stand here or sit 
here today with complete certainty 
and tell us what the market reaction 
would be if we start defaulting on any 
financial obligations we have as a na- 
tion, and that is really the point. Why 
would we even take that chance? Why 
would we take a chance of a downgrade 
to our credit, of an increase in interest 
rates which would impact everyone, 
from small businesses to families to 
farmers? It would drive up borrowing 
costs, which would act as a brake on 
economic activity and the job growth 
we have right now because we have 
never done this before. That is the dan- 
ger that this legislation sets up. 

If my friends on the other side are so 
concerned about debt and over- 
spending, then perhaps they ought not 
have supported legislation this year 
alone—bills that they have passed— 
that would increase our national debt 
by $1.5 trillion over the next 10 years 
because you refused to pay for the tax 
cuts or the spending increases that 
were in that legislation through offsets 
in the budget. That may come as news 
or surprise to the other side, but the 
Congressional Budget Office score is 
$1.5 trillion of new debt over 10 years 
based on legislation you supported: re- 
pealing SGR, $141 billion; permanent 
expensing, $380 billion; get rid of the 
estate tax, another $180 billion, and 
others. It adds up to 1.5. 

So if there is so much concern about 
excess spending and debt and what it is 
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doing to our economy, then maybe we 
ought to look at ourselves first and the 
action that is being taken on this 
House floor. 

We should not go down this path. We 
should stop creating the uncertainty 
and dysfunction coming out of Wash- 
ington and give the economy a chance 
to recover. 

I encourage my colleagues to reject 
this legislation. 

Ms. JENKINS of Kansas. Madam 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. CROWLEY), vice chair of our 
Caucus. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Madam Speaker, I 
rise in strong opposition to the Pay 
China First Act. We should call it, in 
my opinion, Put America Last Act be- 
cause that is exactly what this does. 
This bill will codify into law a new low. 
It will ensure U.S. taxpayers are forced 
to pay China and other regimes as well 
as foreign banks first. That means we 
will pay China before we pay veterans, 
before we pay for Medicare to cover our 
seniors, and before we pay our enlisted 
troops bravely serving overseas. It 
means we are going to pay these guys 
before we pay these guys. We are going 
to pay these guys before we pay these 
guys. 

Even Chairman RYAN, in a memo to 
House Republican colleagues, acknowl- 
edges that, in fact, China and other for- 
eign debt holders will be paid before 
Medicare, before our elderly receive 
their checks, and before our troops re- 
ceive their salaries. 

This whole bill is a sign of misplaced 
priorities. There are countless issues 
that Americans have called on us to 
address that we need to tackle to en- 
sure this country remains healthy and 
strong, yet this is a bill the Repub- 
licans have chosen to bring to the 
floor. This is a bill that you have cho- 
sen to bring to the floor. 

At least now we know. We know this 
Congress is not serious about paying 
our Nation’s bills because, under this 
bill, we resort to having the U.S. file, 
in essence, a bankruptcy. Filing for 
bankruptcy and walking away from 
debt obligations may work for Donald 
Trump, but it doesn’t work for middle 
class Americans. Average Americans 
who work hard to pay their bills and 
live up to their financial obligations— 
and that includes American veterans 
and seniors—the Republicans would 
have waiting in line for their VA bene- 
fits behind Chinese bankers. 

I cannot support a measure that puts 
China above our veterans, above our 
seniors, and above our servicemembers. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield an additional 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Madam Speaker, if 
you ask the American people, ‘‘Who 
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should be paid first, these guys or these 
guys?” I suggest they would agree with 
us. These guys should get paid first. 

Oppose this Pay China First Act, and 
let’s keep America first. 

Let me also add this, Madam Speak- 
er. 

Have you ever heard of dine and 
ditch? This is the biggest dine and 
ditch I have ever heard of. When I was 
a kid, some of my friends wanted to go 
to restaurants, eat as much as they 
could, and then run out before they 
paid their bill, and I would never let 
them do that. I felt it was immoral. 
That is exactly what we are suggesting 
we do today. 

Who got stuck paying for that bill? 
The waitress. Who is the waitress in 
this case? The American people. The 
American people, they get stuck when 
you dine and ditch on them. Even sug- 
gesting for a moment that we may not 
pay our debt and that we may default 
sends the wrong message to America. 
It sends the wrong message to the 
world. 

Defeat this measure. 

Ms. JENKINS of Kansas. Madam 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS), another very 
distinguished member of our com- 
mittee. 

Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. 
Madam Speaker, I rise in strong oppo- 
sition to the Pay China First Act. Iam 
truly shocked that the Republican 
leadership is advancing a bill that ap- 
proves America defaulting on its debt. 

This is a dangerous action that jeop- 
ardizes the full faith and credit of our 
Nation. It also jeopardizes the well- 
being of millions of our most vulner- 
able citizens. 

I cannot support a bill that would 
tell my constituents that repaying our 
debt to foreign countries is more im- 
portant than paying their salaries for 
military service or paying their dis- 
ability benefits or providing them stu- 
dent loans. 

How can I tell small businesses in Il- 
linois that repaying our debt to a for- 
eign government is more important 
than paying them for providing goods 
and services to our government? How 
can I tell Illinois doctors and hospitals 
that we can pay China for lending us 
money, but we cannot pay them for 
taking care of our elderly? 

The Council of Economic Advisers es- 
timated that the 2013 debt limit stand- 
off and shutdown cost us 120,000 jobs, 
and the GAO estimated that it resulted 
in $70 million in increased borrowing 
cost on securities issued during the 
last crisis. 

The 2013 debt limit fiasco already 
damaged our economic recovery, yet 
the Republican leadership insists yet 
again on a path to harm our national 
economy and well-being simply for po- 
litical posturing. 
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I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
shameful bill that says that debt to 
foreign countries is more important 
than our citizens. 

We should protect our economy. Pass 
a clean bill to raise our debt ceiling. 

Ms. JENKINS of Kansas. Madam 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. MCCLINTOCK). 

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Madam Speaker, I 
know that this great Hall has become a 
national gallery for hyperbole, but I 
think the opponents of this measure 
have taken it to a whole new level. Pay 
China first, what xenophobic nonsense. 

China holds about 7 percent of our 
debt. Most of our debt is owed to Amer- 
icans, much of it in pension funds and 
debts to Social Security pensioners. 

If we don’t maintain our credit, we 
can’t meet any of our other obliga- 
tions, including our troops in the field. 
And if there is even a suggestion that 
our sovereign debt is not absolutely se- 
cure, we could see a spike in interest 
costs that will take money away from 
the very programs that the Democrats 
say they are trying to defend. That is 
the reality of it. 

This is a question over whether we 
should guarantee the sovereign debt of 
the United States, and I would ask 
again: Why is it and how is it that my 
friends on the Democratic side of the 
aisle can get wildly enthusiastic about 
taxpayers being forced to guarantee 
loans to foreign corporations, foreign 
governments, or domestic special in- 
terests and yet not be willing to guar- 
antee the full faith and credit of the 
United States simply by allowing the 
Treasury Secretary to continue to bor- 
row to meet our interest and principal 
payments if we should ever reach a 
point where the debt limit has been 
reached? 

It is the debate over the debt limit 
that tends to roil markets. We are 
going to meet our debt obligations, but 
that debate that is required to review 
the policies that are driving our debt is 
what roils those markets. 

This calms that debate. This assures 
everyone who makes loans to the Fed- 
eral Government that their loans are 
secure. This keeps our interest costs 
down, and it guarantees the credit of 
the United States that is necessary to 
meet all of our other obligations. 

Ms. JENKINS of Kansas. Madam 
Speaker, as I have no further speakers, 
and I am prepared to close. I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Madam Speaker, this is an amazing 
debate. The gentleman from California 
talks about guaranteeing. So you guar- 
antee payments to foreign debt hold- 
ers. You won’t guarantee payments to 
our veterans or to kids with school 
lunches. You won’t guarantee pay- 
ments to people who are doing medical 
research. You won’t guarantee that. 
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So here is the problem: you are pro- 
ceeding on a very partisan basis on a 
bill that is going nowhere. 

You say we need to raise the debt 
ceiling. We will, and we are going to do 
it long before there is any consider- 
ation of the details about which you 
speak. 
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You talk about the need to control 
spending. We are going to pass a debt 
ceiling. The disturbing thing is you 
come here on a partisan basis when 
there is a crying need for bipartisan- 
ship. The only way the debt ceiling can 
be raised is bipartisan, and you come 
here today strictly partisan. 

That is a bad omen because, in addi- 
tion to the debt ceiling, there is the 
continuing resolution. We have also 
the Medicare premium issue that 
looms in a few days. We have a high- 
way bill that looms in a few days. The 
only way they are going to be resolved 
is on a bipartisan basis. You come here 
with a bill that won’t get, I think, a 
single Democratic vote, and you know 
it, and yet your leadership sanctions 
you to do this. 

What does that mean for the future? 
It is deeply troubling. This is dema- 
goguery. It is an effort maybe to gain 
a few more Republican votes, but this 
is too important for that. It is not pol- 
icy, as I said before. It is a ploy. When 
it comes to issues like this, it should 
be beyond that kind of gamesmanship. 

In this sense, it is kind of sad you are 
doing this. It raises questions as to 
where your leadership is going to take 
this institution in the future, when al- 
ready on your side the public has such 
deep disbelief in what you are doing. It 
is too late to ask you to pull back. I 
urged that to your leadership some 
time ago. I guess we are going to go 
forth. It is a frightful mistake to be 
doing it this way. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will remind Members that re- 
marks in debate must be addressed to 
the Chair and not to others in the sec- 
ond person. 

Ms. JENKINS of Kansas. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Congress still has a great deal of 
work to do to rein in spending. While 
conversations to reduce Federal spend- 
ing continue, we must also continue to 
pay down our existing debt. The De- 
fault Prevention Act before us today 
provides a responsible way to deal with 
our debt crisis and protect the full 
faith and credit of the United States. 

AS we all know, if the U.S. defaulted 
on a debt payment, it would do serious 
harm to the economy and to the hard- 
working Americans who make this 
country great. This bill ensures that, 
even if the debt limit is reached, the 
U.S. Treasury would not default on our 
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existing obligations to pay down the 
debt. 

Again, this legislation does not in- 
crease the debt limit. Instead, it actu- 
ally prevents the Treasury from 
issuing new debt to pay for any new 
spending unless Congress passes a law 
to increase the debt limit, a conversa- 
tion for another day. 

This bill, guaranteeing our debt, 
makes it possible to pay all the bills 
that the minority claims to want paid. 
This bill takes the important step of 
ensuring that Social Security benefits 
are paid in full and on time. This legis- 
lation is a commonsense measure that 
will protect our Nation’s credit and in- 
tegrity. 

Once again, I strongly urge my col- 
leagues to support it. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam Speaker, | 
stand in opposition to H.R. 692, the so-called 
Default Prevention Act. 

Raising the national debt limit is a basic re- 
sponsibility of government which ensures 
America will be able to pay its bills. If we do 
not raise the debt limit, our nation will default 
for the first time in its history. Americans’ re- 
tirement savings will plunge, and interest rates 
for mortgages, student loans, credit cards, and 
car payments will skyrocket. 

That is why the American people and the 
American economy need a clean debt limit ex- 
tension bill that meets all of our financial obli- 
gations, not just a few of them. Sadly, the Ma- 
jority party’s Default Prevention Act does not 
meet this basic standard. 

Their bill would guarantee payments above 
the debt limit to bond holders in China and 
other foreign countries, without consideration 
for meeting our obligations to the American 
people, including troops, veterans, and small 
businesses. That is irresponsible and wrong. 

Taking care of our veterans, troops, and 
small businesses should be our priority, not 
guaranteeing payments to China and our other 
bond holders. This legislation is the Majority’s 
cynical attempt to pass a debt limit bill and 
say the House is being responsible. The truth 
is it is not an honest attempt to address the 
debt limit. The Majority’s bill is a sham. Our 
nation will be in default if we miss any pay- 
ment for any reason. And the Majority knows 
the bill will not become law, because the 
President will veto it if it reaches his desk. 

| urge my colleagues to oppose this point- 
less Default Prevention Act, and-pass a clean 
debt limit extension bill that fulfills our obliga- 
tions to the American, people, avoids eco- 
nomic catastrophe, and truly honors the full 
faith and credit of the United States. 

Ms. BONAMICI. Madam Speaker, Congress 
should be discussing how to pay its obliga- 
tions in a responsible manner, which is why | 
will oppose H.R. 692. This legislation would ir- 
responsibly result in the payment of some obli- 
gations but not others. Importantly, this bill 
could result in payments going to China, but 
not to active-duty military, veterans, national 
security, and other important obligations. 

Instead of spending time on H.R. 692, which 
is likely to be vetoed, Congress should be 
working to raise the debt ceiling in a way that 
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will prevent a default. Raising the debt ceiling 
permits payment of obligations already in- 
curred. If we are unable to raise the debt ceil- 
ing by November 3rd, the Treasury will not be 
able to meet its obligations and the nation’s 
credit rating would be in peril. The result 
would be devastating to our economic recov- 
ery. 

We can quickly put an end to this unneces- 
sary crisis and the uncertainty it creates. 
Members of Congress can and must work to- 
gether to prevent the United States from a cat- 
astrophic default, starting with a responsible 
approach to debt payment. Again, | urge my 
colleagues to join me in voting no on H.R. 
692. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 480, 
the previous question is ordered on the 
bill. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 


ES 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was commu- 
nicated to the House by Mr. Sherman 
Williams, one of his secretaries. 


c 


QUARTERLY FINANCIAL REPORT 
REAUTHORIZATION ACT 


Mr. CHAFFETZ. Madam Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 3116) 
to extend by 15 years the authority of 
the Secretary of Commerce to conduct 
the quarterly financial report program, 
with the Senate amendment thereto, 
and concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the Senate amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 3. REPORT ON DATA SECURITY PROCE- 


DURES OF THE BUREAU OF THE CEN- 
SUS. 

(a) REVIEW.—The Secretary of Commerce shall 
conduct a review of the data security procedures 
of the Bureau of the Census, including such 
procedures that have been implemented since 
the data breaches of systems of the Office of 
Personnel Management were announced in 2015. 

(b) REPORT.— 

(1) REQUIREMENT.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
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Secretary of Commerce shall submit to the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs of the Senate and the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform of the House 
of Representatives a report on the review re- 
quired by subsection (a). 

(2) CONTENTS.—The report required by para- 
graph (1) shall— 

(A) identify all information systems of the Bu- 
reau of the Census that contain sensitive infor- 
mation; 

(B) described any actions carried out by the 
Secretary of Commerce or the Director of the 
Bureau of the Census to secure sensitive infor- 
mation that have been implemented since the 
data breaches of systems of the Office of Per- 
sonnel Management were announced in 2015; 

(C) identify any known data breaches of in- 
formation systems of the Bureau of the Census 
that contain sensitive information; and 

(D) identify whether the Bureau of the Cen- 
sus stores any information that, if combined 
with other such information, would comprise 
classified information. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ (during the reading). 
Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to dispense with the reading. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Utah? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the original request of the 
gentleman from Utah? 

There was no objection. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Madam Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to submit for 
the RECORD a letter from John Thomp- 
son, Director of the Census Bureau, to 
Chairman McCAUL, myself, and others, 
indicating the Bureau will comply with 
FISMA when developing the report re- 
quired by H.R. 3116 and will continue to 
work with the Secretary of Homeland 
Security and others to secure the Bu- 
reau’s network. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Utah? 

There was no objection. 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMERCE, ECONOMICS AND STA- 
TISTICS ADMINISTRATION, U.S. 
CENSUS BUREAU, 

Washington, DC, October 20, 2015. 
Hon. MICHAEL MCCAUL, 
Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This correspondence 
is regarding the U.S. Census Bureau’s com- 
pliance with the Federal Information Secu- 
rity Management Act (FISMA) and the pro- 
visions of Senate Amendment (S. Admt.) 2710 
to H.R. 3116. The Census Bureau is compliant 
at this time with the requirements of 
FISMA, and is working with the Secretary of 
Commerce and the Secretary of Homeland 
Security to provide information on the data 
security procedures required by S. Admt. 
2710. 

We have implemented a formal risk man- 
agement program in accordance with the Na- 
tional Institute of Standards and Technology 
(NIST) Special Publication 800-87rl. All of 
the FISMA reportable systems supporting 
the Census Bureau are continually assessed 
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per this guidance and all have a current Au- 
thorization to Operate. In addition, the Cen- 
sus Bureau is currently behind a Managed 
Trusted Internet Protocol Service (MTIPS) 
provider and is protected by the Department 
of Homeland Security (DHS) Einstein 1 and 
2, which looks at network flow information 
and network intrusion detection. The Census 
Bureau is engaged with DHS and MTIPS pro- 
vider to move behind Hinstein 3 Accelerated 
(E3A) as soon as the DHS and our MTIPS say 
they are ready. This will give us the added 
cybersecurity analysis, situational aware- 
ness and security response capabilities for 
DHS to augment our efforts. 

The Census Bureau also is actively engaged 
with the Department of Commerce to imple- 
ment Phase 2C of the Continuous 
Diagnostics and Mitigation (CDM) program 
by the end of calendar year 2016. This will 
provide us the capability to identify cyberse- 
curity risks more efficiently and prioritize 
the risks based on potential impacts. The 
initial meeting with DHS and the service 
provider took place on October 15. 2015. The 
Census Bureau reports regularly on this and 
other aspects of its cybersecurity program to 
the Department of Commerce, Office of Man- 
agement and Budget, and DHS. 

Please know that the security of our re- 
spondents’ information is paramount at the 
Census Bureau. We take seriously our re- 
sponsibility to honor privacy and protect 
confidentiality. We will continue to work 
with the Department of Commerce and DHS 
to implement effective data security proce- 
dures and ensure compliance with FISMA re- 
quirements. 

Thank you. 
JOHN H. THOMPSON, 
Director. 


EE 


SCHOLARSHIPS FOR OPPORTUNITY 
AND RESULTS REAUTHORIZA- 
TION ACT 


GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Madam Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks and include extraneous mate- 
rials on H.R. 10. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Utah? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 480 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consider- 
ation of the bill, H.R. 10. 

The Chair appoints the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. HOLDING) to 
preside over the Committee of the 
Whole. 


1552 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 


itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 10) to re- 
authorize the Scholarships for Oppor- 
tunity and Results Act, and for other 
purposes, with Mr. HOLDING in the 
chair. 
The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
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The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the 
bill is considered read the first time. 

The gentleman from Utah (Mr. 
CHAFFETZ) and the gentlewoman from 
the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON) 
each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Utah. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of H.R. 10, the Scholarships for Oppor- 
tunity and Results, or SOAR, Reau- 
thorization Act. 

The SOAR Reauthorization Act con- 
tinues the three-sector approach to 
education within the District of Co- 
lumbia. This approach gives equal 
funding to D.C. Public Schools, D.C. 
Public Charter Schools, and the Oppor- 
tunity Scholarship Program, often re- 
ferred to as the OSP. 

The OSP gives scholarships to chil- 
dren in low-income families to attend a 
private school so that those children 
can experience a quality education. 
The average OSP family makes less 
than $22,000 per year. These scholar- 
ships allow families to place their chil- 
dren in learning-rich environments. 

District of Columbia Public Schools 
rank at the top in spending per stu- 
dent, but are near the bottom in aca- 
demic performance. The Opportunity 
Scholarship Program gives these stu- 
dents the education they deserve so 
they can pursue the American Dream. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 10 works not only 
to provide scholarships to students who 
need them the most, but also to im- 
prove the current state of public school 
and public charter school education. 
This bill authorizes equal funding for 
D.C. Public Schools and for D.C. Public 
Charter Schools in addition to the Op- 
portunity scholarships. 

My friends across the aisle claim 
that the SOAR Act takes money away 
from public education. However, that is 
quite the opposite. The SOAR Act in- 
creases funding for public education in 
the District of Columbia. 

In fact, since the three-sector ap- 
proach has been in effect, D.C. Public 
Schools and D.C. Public Charter 
Schools have received a combined $435 
million in Federal funding for school 
improvement. 

Mr. Chairman, the District of Colum- 
bia schools would not have received 
these funds had it not been for the OSP 
and this three-sector approach. Now we 
are debating reauthorizing this ap- 
proach and giving $20 million annually 
to each sector for 5 years, $300 million 
across 5 years for D.C. education. 

It is hard to imagine how anyone who 
advocates for public education would 
oppose such an approach that has 
poured millions of dollars into the D.C. 
public education system, particularly 
since the OSP is getting a great return 
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on its investment and is producing re- 
sults. The OSP produces $2.62 in bene- 
fits for every dollar spent on the pro- 
gram, according to a study conducted 
by one of the program’s evaluators. 

Mr. Chairman, you would be hard 
pressed to find another government 
program that generates this sort of re- 
sult and bang for your buck. We are 
talking about a 162 percent return on 
investment here, an investment that 
has not taken one dime from public 
education. 

Mr. Chairman, it is good stuff. We 
talk about how to keep this program 
going because it is really affecting real 
people and real lives. We talk about the 
individual students and their families, 
but it is also borne out in the statis- 
tics. 

The Opportunity Scholarship stu- 
dents are averaging a 90 percent grad- 
uation rate—90 percent—compared to 
D.C. Public Schools, which was roughly 
less than a 60 percent graduation rate 
in 2013 and 2014. 

Further, some 88 percent of the Op- 
portunity Scholarship participants en- 
roll in college. Not only are they grad- 
uating high school at record levels 
above and beyond what is happening in 
public schools, but they are also going 
on to higher education. 

These children, though, are more 
than a graduation statistic. Their indi- 
vidual lives have been forever changed 
because of the OSP. 

I want to remind our colleagues 
about Joseph Kelley’s son, Rashawn 
Williams. He had fallen behind in every 
single subject. His father had to get the 
courts involved to ensure that his 
school was following its requirements 
pursuant to Rashawn’s individual edu- 
cation plan. Mr. Kelley was able to get 
Rashawn a scholarship through the Op- 
portunity Scholarship Program and 
has said: “I truly shudder to think 
where my son would be today without 
it 

Mr. Chairman, the OSP is changing 
outcomes for the least advantaged. The 
program places kids in safer high-qual- 
ity schools that allow them to receive 
a good education. It brings funding to 
all sectors of education in D.C. to im- 
prove education opportunities for all. 

Mr. Chairman, it is important to 
note that the bill requires all partici- 
pating Opportunity Scholarship 
schools to be accredited. The accredita- 
tion standards give the taxpayer—and, 
more importantly, Opportunity Schol- 
arship families—assurances that Dis- 
trict students are receiving the edu- 
cation they deserve. 

The Opportunity Scholarship cur- 
rently limits entrance based on a con- 
trol group for an evaluation study. 
H.R. 10 removes this arbitrary require- 
ment, instituting a new study to track 
the results of the Opportunity Scholar- 
ships. Removing this barrier to entry 
increases access to the program and 
means more families can be afforded 
quality education for their children. 
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Mr. Chairman, we had the oppor- 
tunity to debate this bill in the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government 
Reform, and I appreciate the perspec- 
tives heard from both sides. We had a 
good, productive field hearing. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER), the Speaker of the 
House, our friend and colleague, for au- 
thoring this legislation. He has poured 
his heart and soul out, trying to do 
what he can do to help these young 
children. It has had a very positive ef- 
fect on so many lives and in future gen- 
erations. It is something we can all be 
proud about. 

He has worked tirelessly to bring op- 
portunity to students within the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and he will be re- 
membered by this body for his effort to 
bring a quality education to all. I am 
proud to be a cosponsor of this legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to give students in the District of Co- 
lumbia the opportunity for a quality 
education by reauthorizing a program 
that actually works and produces re- 
sults. It affects real lives. It is called 
the Scholarships for Opportunity and 
Results Act. I urge my colleagues to 
support it. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I didn’t really expect 
to be on the floor this afternoon man- 
aging this bill. Ironically, I was sched- 
uled to host a briefing today for Mem- 
bers and staff on the constitutionality 
of the District of Columbia statehood 
bill, where I was going to show a 17- 
minute HBO “Last Week Tonight” clip 
from John Oliver that lampoons the 
Congress for denying District residents 
their voting rights, budget and legisla- 
tive autonomy, and statehood. 

Instead, here I am on the floor in a 
virtual reality show not speaking 
about the right to self-government, but 
fighting this latest attempt by the Re- 
publican Congress to impose its ide- 
ology on D.C. residents. 


1600 


I ask to include the D.C. Council’s 
letter opposing this bill in the RECORD. 


COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
Washington, DC, October 8, 2015. 

Hon. JASON CHAFFETZ, 

Chairperson, Committee on Oversight & Govern- 
ment Reform, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

CHAIRPERSON CHAFFETZ: We write as lo- 
cally elected officials to express our opposi- 
tion to renewed efforts to expand a federally 
funded school voucher program in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. We appreciate your inter- 
est in providing support to public education 
in the District. We strongly believe, how- 
ever, that federal funds should be invested in 
the existing public education system—both 
public schools and public charter schools— 
rather than being diverted to private 
schools. 

We support the decision by Congress and 
the President several years ago to phase out 
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the voucher program. Multiple U.S. Depart- 
ment of Education reports indicate that the 
program has not lived up to the promises 
made by proponents. These studies along 
with two troubling Government Account- 
ability Office reports have also revealed that 
many of the students participating in the 
voucher program attend private schools with 
fewer resources and lower standards than our 
public schools. The evidence is clear that the 
use of vouchers has had no statistically sig- 
nificant impact on overall student achieve- 
ment in math or reading, or for students 
from schools in need of improvement. 

We have serious concerns about using gov- 
ernment funds to send our students to pri- 
vate schools that do not have to adhere to 
the same standards and accountability as do 
public and public charter schools. For exam- 
ple, private religious schools, which 80% of 
students with vouchers attend, operate out- 
side the non-discrimination provisions of the 
D.C. Human Rights Act. Moreover, the 
voucher proposal is inequitable: if fully fund- 
ed, the authorization would provide many 
more dollars per student for vouchers than is 
allocated per student in public schools and 
public charter schools. 

Although we believe that students who are 
already receiving a voucher should have the 
opportunity to maintain and use that vouch- 
er through graduation from high school, we 
do not support expansion of the program to 
new students. The District devotes consider- 
able funds to public education, and our local 
policies promote choice for parents. Indeed, 
over the past decade the quality of public 
education in D.C. has increased, as a result 
of reforms and targeted investment. Fami- 
lies can choose from an array of educational 
institutions based on publicly available per- 
formance metrics, both within the D.C. Pub- 
lic Schools system and among the myriad 
public charter schools. Secretary of Edu- 
cation Arne Duncan has called the progress 
of D.C. Public Schools ‘‘remarkable’’, while 
the National Alliance for Public Charter 
Schools has ranked the District’s charter 
sector as the best in the country. 

Despite such ample evidence that the Con- 
gressionally imposed voucher program is in- 
effective, while D.C. public schools improve 
every year, some members of Congress con- 
tinue to see our city as their personal petri 
dish. It is insulting to our constituents, who 
vote for us but not for any voting member of 
Congress, that some of your colleagues push 
their personal agendas on D.C. in a way they 
could never do in their home states. Attack- 
ing D.C. home rule, including any expansion 
of the voucher program, is irresponsible gov- 
erning on the part of Congress. 

We call on you to respect the wishes of the 
District’s elected officials on the 
quintessentially local matter of education as 
you consider this issue. 

Sincerely, 

David Grosso, DC Council, At-Large, 
Chairperson Committee on Education; 
Charles Allen, DC Council, Ward 6, 
Member, Committee on Education; 
LaRuby May, DC Council, Ward 8; 
Elissa Silverman, DC Council, At- 
Large; Anita Bonds, DC Council, At- 
Large, Member, Committee on Edu- 
cation; Yvette Alexander, DC Council, 
Ward 7, Member, Committee on Edu- 
cation; Brianne Nadeau, DC Council, 
Ward 1; Jack Evans, DC Council, Ward 
2 


Ms. NORTON. Yet, Mr. Chairman, I 
have sought a compromise that should 
be acceptable to Republicans, as it is to 
President Obama. 
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We support, and I repeat, we support 
allowing our current D.C. voucher stu- 
dents to remain in the program until 
graduation. That ensures D.C. would 
have voucher students for many years 
to come. 

That is the kind of sensible com- 
promise that Congress must get back 
to or be content with the label ‘‘least 
productive Congress,” as it has come to 
be known each year under this major- 
ity. 

This bill goes beyond the com- 
promise, we have offered, by seeking to 
admit new students as well. We are 
here so that Speaker JOHN BOEHNER 
has a capstone to his own political ca- 
reer. The D.C. voucher program is his 
pet project, not D.C.’s. The Speaker 
has introduced only two bills this Con- 
gress: a bill on the Iran nuclear agree- 
ment and this bill. 

Even if Members do not respect 
D.C.’s right to self-government, they 
should at least care whether the pro- 
gram improves achievement, which was 
the stated reason for vouchers in the 
first place. Far from helping students, 


however, the program has demon- 
strably failed. 
According to the congressionally 


mandated evaluation of the program’s 
effectiveness, this program, these 
vouchers, have failed to improve aca- 
demic achievement, as measured by ob- 
jective math and reading testing 
scores. 

Most importantly, the program has 
not had significant impacts—that is 
also from the congressionally man- 
dated evaluation—has not had ‘‘signifi- 
cant impacts”? on the achievement of 
students whom the program was de- 
signed to most benefit: those who pre- 
viously attended low-performing public 
schools. 

The majority cites improved high 
school graduation rates. However, the 
evaluation did not examine dropout 
rates or the rigor of the schools’ cur- 
riculum or graduation requirements. 

The majority also cites high college 
attendance rates. However, the evalua- 
tion did not measure college attend- 
ance rates. 

Even if the program were successful, 
Mr. Chairman, it would still not be 
needed, at least in the District of Co- 
lumbia, which has perhaps the most ro- 
bust public school choice program in 
the country. Almost 50 percent of our 
public school students attend charter 
schools, which the National Alliance 
for Public Charter Schools ranked as 
the strongest in the Nation. In addi- 
tion, 75 percent of public school stu- 
dents in the District attend out-of- 
boundary schools. What D.C. has devel- 
oped amounts to a model choice edu- 
cation program. 

Moreover, the D.C. public schools 
have made some of the most impressive 
improvements in the country, by any 
measure, spurred by competition from 
the rapidly growing D.C. charter 
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schools, not from the small number of 
voucher schools. In fact, a 2013 assess- 
ment of D.C. public schools indicated 
that the District had made the greatest 
improvement of any urban school dis- 
trict in the Nation. 

D.C. charter schools have even higher 
educational achievement and attain- 
ment than D.C. public schools. D.C. 
charter schools outperform D.C. public 
schools across traditionally disadvan- 
taged groups, including African Ameri- 
cans and low-income students, and 
have a higher percentage of such stu- 
dents, precisely the students the 
voucher program was ostensibly de- 
signed to serve. 

Greater confidence in D.C.’s public 
schools is also clear. D.C. public school 
enrollment has increased for 7 consecu- 
tive years, right alongside the very 
large number of charter schools. 

If Congress wants to support D.C. 
students, we ask that you support our 
home rule public choice, not impose 
yours. Any new funding for education 
in the District should reinforce the 
hard work of our city, our parents, and 
our residents, who have shown the Na- 
tion how to build a fully accountable 
public school choice program. D.C. 
residents, not unaccountable Members 
of Congress, know best what our chil- 
dren need and how to govern our own 
affairs. 

During this debate, Mr. Chairman, we 
will consider an amendment I have of- 
fered to restore the scientific integrity 
of the program’s evaluation, one like 
the evaluation Congress has always 
mandated, and another to crack down 
on so-called voucher mills. 

Given that the Speaker’s bill will 
surely pass, I want to work with Mem- 
bers who support vouchers to ensure 
that our voucher students attend high- 
quality schools, like our accredited 
Catholic and other parochial schools, 
not fly-by-night, often storefront 
schools in low-income neighborhoods 
that were opened only after the vouch- 
er program was created to get access to 
unrestricted Federal funds. 

I appreciate that the majority indi- 
cated in committee and on the floor 
that they also want to prevent voucher 
mills. I look forward to continuing to 
work with them as this bill moves for- 
ward to protect our families from 
voucher mills. 

Under the Home Rule Act of 1978, 
Congress gave the District authority to 
establish its own education system; 
and unlike some other local jurisdic- 
tions, D.C. has never created a voucher 
program. Instead, like many D.C. bills 
in Congress, this bill seeks to impose a 
program on the District that does not 
have national support. 

Just think of it. Only 3 months ago, 
both the House and Senate defeated 
Republican national private voucher 
amendments on the floor. Members re- 
ject private school vouchers for their 
own constituents but want to impose 
them on mine. No wonder. 
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Since 1970, every single referendum 
to establish State-funded vouchers or 
tuition tax credits has failed, and by 
large margins. Now the majority wants 
to do to the District what it would not 
dare do at home. The recent vote to 
deny voucher funding on a national 
level shows where Republicans really 
stand. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 4 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan (Mr. WALBERG). 

Mr. WALBERG. I thank the chair- 
man for this opportunity. 

Mr. Chairman, I come to the floor 
today, after looking in the eyes of the 
kids, students, their parents, eyes 
filled with hope and opportunity and 
success. 

I come to the floor today to add my 
support for H.R. 10, the SOAR Reau- 
thorization Act, because it works. This 
legislation will ensure the continu- 
ation of the successful D.C. Oppor- 
tunity Scholarship Program, which 
was established by Congress in 2004, to 
provide eligible low-income families in 
the District of Columbia with the op- 
portunity to attend the school of their 
choice. 

Innovative programs like the D.C. 
Opportunity Scholarship Program are 
necessary to fix our broken educational 
system and prepare our children for the 
21st century workforce, and I am con- 
founded that any of my colleagues 
would oppose a program that provides 
students with an opportunity for a bet- 
ter education, especially one that has 
been an unqualified success. 

On average, students in the Oppor- 
tunity Scholarship Program have a 
graduation rate of 90 percent, well 
above the national average, as well as 
D.C.’s overall graduation rate of 58 per- 
cent. These students continue to suc- 
ceed in their pursuit of higher edu- 
cation, with 88 percent of the graduates 
going on to attend a 2- or 4-year college 
or university. 

While the benefits to D.C. children 
are clear, the program also plays an 
important role in empowering parents 
to make the best choice for their kids 
and engaging them in their educational 
and academic progress. A recent survey 
of parents found that 85 percent of par- 
ents are happy with their child’s cur- 
rent Opportunity Scholarship Program 
school. 

H.R. 10 has garnered the support from 
a wide array of stakeholders. Just yes- 
terday, in an op-ed entitled ‘‘A Mis- 
guided Attack on D.C.’s Needy Stu- 
dents,” The Washington Post editorial 
board defended the SOAR Act and 
wrote in support of reauthorizing the 
D.C. Opportunity Scholarship Program, 
noting that over 6,100 children have 
benefited from the program, while 
thousands more are on waiting lists. 

The Washington Post also notes that 
nearly 75 percent of D.C. residents sup- 
port the program, which has provided 
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more than $600 million in funding for 
traditional public schools, charter pub- 
lic schools, and the voucher program. 

It is important to note, Mr. Chair- 
man, that this bill does not take any 
funding away from D.C. public schools. 
In fact, the legislation authorizes equal 
funding to public schools, charter 
schools, and scholarships. 

With an average family income of 
less than $22,000 for participating fami- 
lies, this program really is a lifeline for 
low-income D.C. families, offering stu- 
dents up to $1,572 to pay for tuition, 
fees, and transportation. Why, Mr. 
Chairman, would any of us want to pro- 
hibit these students and families from 
opportunity and success? 

This is a hand up to the American 
Dream. Ensuring our children have ac- 
cess to the best possible education 
should not be a partisan issue, and re- 
ceiving a quality education should not 
be limited to people of means. 

I urge my colleagues to continue sup- 
porting this program and pass H.R. 10. 
It is the right thing to do. Let’s do it 
for the kids. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I simply want to say, once again, 
that no child currently enrolled in the 
program under the compromise that I 
have offered would be stricken from 
the program and all current voucher 
students could stay until graduation. 
It is new students that we object to, 
given the evaluation that shows that 
the program had not met its goal, 
which was to improve reading and 
math scores. By contrast, we have had 
improvement in reading and math 
scores both in the D.C. public schools 
and the D.C. charter schools. 

Also, Mr. Chairman, there is no wait- 
ing list for vouchers in the District of 
Columbia. However, there are long 
waiting lists for our charter schools, 
and now, even for some public schools. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to yield 
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
New Jersey (Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN). 
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Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. I thank 
the gentlewoman from D.C. 

Mr. Chair, it is extremely unfortu- 
nate that we are here yet again debat- 
ing legislation that would interfere 
with the ability of D.C. residents to 
make decisions for themselves. So far 
this Congress, the House has attempted 
to block laws that would protect Dis- 
trict women’s reproductive rights and 
reform Washington’s drug laws. And 
now we are asked to continue a failed 
private school voucher program, a pro- 
gram that a majority of the D.C. Coun- 
cil opposes and on which they are not 
even consulted, a program that D.C.’s 
own longtime Congresswoman opposes. 

Iam shocked at the arrogance of this 
body to set aside the will of the citi- 
zens of the District of Columbia so 
fleetingly. It is disgraceful that in this 
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building, a symbol of our democracy, 
we impose such policies on a city that 
does not even get a vote on these deci- 
sions. 

Additionally, I oppose this bill be- 
cause it weakens D.C.’s public school 
system. Instead of taking public dol- 
lars to outsource our children’s edu- 
cation to private schools, we should be 
focusing on truly reauthorizing the El- 
ementary and Secondary Education 
Act. We need an updated ESEA that 
strengthens public schools for all our 
children and prepares students for the 
globally competitive world we live in. 

Education should be the great equal- 
izer, and every student should have ac- 
cess to the best education, regardless 
of their ZIP Code or their socio- 
economic status. There are public 
schools in this country that are among 
the very best in the world. I am proud 
that several of them are in my district. 

Mr. Chair, we know that public 
schools can work when we properly 
support them; but, unfortunately, for 
certain communities, far too many 
schools continue to struggle due to 
lack of resources on one hand and re- 
lentless attempts to undermine them 
on the other. Private vouchers only 
further perpetuate these inequities by 
siphoning additional resources for few 
students while leaving the rest behind 
in underfunded public schools. 

In our global economy, it is more es- 
sential than ever that every child re- 
ceives a quality education. To do that, 
our public schools need adequate re- 
sources. Diverting public money to pri- 
vate and parochial schools only wors- 
ens the problem. 

I support access to a world-class pub- 
lic education for all students; but too 
often, the majority in this body under- 
cut that goal, whether through the so- 
called Student Success Act that leaves 
students in a lurch or today’s SOAR 
bill that sorely misses the point. 

I urge my colleagues to listen to the 
people of the District of Columbia and 
their elected representative, Ms. NOR- 
TON. Most importantly, listen to the 
teachers and the parents who oppose 
this bill, and reject this legislation. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana (Mr. MESSER), the 
chairman of the Republican Policy 
Committee. 

Mr. MESSER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chair, I rise in support today of 
H.R. 10, the Scholarships for Oppor- 
tunity and Results Reauthorization 
Act. 

I want to commend Speaker BOEHNER 
for introducing this important legisla- 
tion and thank him for a lifetime of ex- 
traordinary leadership on this issue. 
Throughout his speakership and under 
his leadership as a former chairman of 
the House Committee on Education 
and the Workforce, Speaker BOEHNER 
improved educational opportunities for 
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all students. Literally thousands of 
kids have access to the American 
Dream because of his dedication to the 
D.C. Opportunity Scholarship Program. 
As chairman of the Congressional 
School Choice Caucus, I was honored to 
have Speaker BOEHNER keynote a rally 
earlier this year with hundreds of Op- 
portunity Scholarship recipients. 

I have to tell you, I am amazed at 
some of the rhetoric that I have been 
hearing today, talking about it is dis- 
graceful that this legislation is before 


ou. 

I will tell you what is disgraceful. It 
is disgraceful that any child in Amer- 
ica has to go to a terrible school, and 
it is disgraceful that anyone would say 
that we should do anything but make 
sure that every one of these kids has 
an opportunity to go somewhere where 
they will have a chance to succeed. 

Every child deserves equal access to 
a great education. Lots of kids have 
great public school options in America. 
Other families can afford to send their 
kids to private school if they don’t 
have a great public school option. This 
debate today is about what we do for 
those who don’t. 

Unfortunately, too many kids in our 
country have their destiny determined 
by their ZIP Code. These children are 
stuck in poorly performing schools, 
and their parents feel powerless to do 
anything about it. 

That is why education choice and the 
Opportunity Scholarship Program mat- 
ter. Programs like D.C. OSP allow par- 
ents to choose the best educational en- 
vironment for their child. The freedom 
provided by school choice levels the 
playing field and helps ensure all chil- 
dren have a chance to succeed. 

This legislation will continue to 
bring greater educational opportunities 
to the most underprivileged students in 
the District of Columbia, and it takes 
zero—let me repeat that—zero dollars 
away from D.C. Public Schools. Be- 
cause of this legislation, more than 
6,000 students have had the opportunity 
to attend a great school. Even better, 
an incredible 90 percent of D.C. OSP 
students graduate from high school. 
The D.C. Opportunity Scholarship Pro- 
gram is clearly a success and needs to 
continue. 

Mr. Chair, I hope for a day when we 
will be talking about even bolder pro- 
posals on this floor, because the truth 
is we already have school choice in 
America if you can afford it. The only 
real question is: What are we going to 
do for everybody else? 

Our Founding Fathers wrote in the 
Declaration of Independence that all 
men are created equal and endowed 
with certain unalienable rights. In 
modern America, the pursuit of happi- 
ness comes on the back of a quality 
education. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chair, I want to 
remind the gentleman that the $100 
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million doesn’t come out of the air, 
that this majority is cutting $2 billion 
from K-12. Most of our children are K- 
12. That money has to come from some- 
where. We know it comes from edu- 
cation funds. 

I am pleased to yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
TAKANO). 

Mr. TAKANO. Mr. Chair, I rise in op- 
position to H.R. 10, legislation that 
would reauthorize the D.C. private 
school voucher program. 

This bill prioritizes an ideological 
agenda over the rights of D.C. residents 
to self-govern and, more importantly, 
over the rights of all students to get a 
quality education. 

In study after study, the voucher pro- 
gram has failed to show any meaning- 
ful improvement in student achieve- 
ment, safety, satisfaction, motivation, 
or engagement; yet since 2003, it has 
received nearly $190 million while fail- 
ing to adhere to basic accountability 
standards. 

Its funding should be dedicated to 
improving our underfunded and 
underresourced public school system, a 
school system that is required by law 
to serve all students. 

Unlike public schools, private schools 
receiving voucher students have no re- 
quirement to serve all students. Spe- 
cifically, they are able to—and do—re- 
ject students based on prior academic 
achievement, language ability, socio- 
economic background, and other dis- 
criminatory factors. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. POE of 
Texas). The time of the gentleman has 
expired. 

Ms. NORTON. I am pleased to yield 
the gentleman an additional 30 sec- 
onds. 

Mr. TAKANO. Many do not offer the 
necessary services for students with 
disabilities. 

It is a mistake to continue funding a 
program that fails to serve all stu- 
dents, damages the public school sys- 
tem, and disregards the District’s right 
to choose its own education policy. 

I thank the gentlewoman from D.C. 
for yielding me the time. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, may 
I inquire as to how much time each 
side has. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Utah has 17 minutes remaining. 
The gentlewoman from the District of 
Columbia has 14 minutes remaining. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 1⁄2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
GROTHMAN). 

Mr. GROTHMAN. Mr. Chair, I love 
America. America should be number 
one, and America’s capital should be 
number one. 

I love to talk to immigrants who do 
so much of the work in our Capital 
City. They all know America is great. 
They gush about how anybody can 
work in America and realize the Amer- 
ican Dream. 
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But when I ask about their kids and 
where they go to school, they almost 
uniformly send their kids to Maryland 
or Virginia schools. Even immigrants 
who can barely speak English and come 
from Afghanistan, Pakistan, Eritrea, 
or Nigeria know that D.C. schools 
mean stay away. How embarrassing for 
our country that new immigrants who 
barely speak English view our Nation’s 
Capital schools with contempt. 

Finally, President Obama, we love 
you and Michelle for the love you show 
your daughters. You show your love for 
your daughters by spending some of 
your substantial salary to keep your 
daughters out of the D.C. Public 
Schools. Please, President Obama, 
show a little love for the children who 
don’t have such wealthy parents and 
sign the SOAR Act. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chair, I just want 
to tell the gentleman that the so-called 
immigrants that he speaks to who send 
their children to schools in Maryland 
and Virginia live in Maryland and Vir- 
ginia. Eighty percent of the jobs in the 
District of Columbia go to people who 
live in the suburbs. 

As to the schools in the District of 
Columbia, as I have indicated, there 
are waiting lines to get into almost all 
the charter schools, and the D.C. public 
schools have improved so much that 
some of them also have waiting lines. 

Iam pleased to yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. CUM- 
MINGS), our very distinguished ranking 
member. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. I thank the gentle- 
woman from the District of Columbia 
for yielding and for her leadership. 

Mr. Chair, I rise in strong opposition 
to H.R. 10. We have been told that the 
purpose of this bill is to help all D.C. 
children get a better education. I 
strongly support that objective, but 
this bill does not do that. 

Let me be crystal clear: public funds 
should support public education. But 
this bill proposes to spend more than 
$100 million over 5 years to fund vouch- 
ers to send public school students in 
the District of Columbia to private 
schools while House Republicans are 
proposing to cut $2 billion from public 
K-12 education nationally. 

Coming from the city of Baltimore, I 
understand firsthand the complexities 
of turning around struggling inner-city 
schools. Almost 10 years ago, I became 
deeply involved in improving one of my 
own neighborhood schools—and I am 
still involved in that—the Maritime In- 
dustries Academy High School. 

It takes vision, commitment, ac- 
countability, and, yes, resources to 
begin the process of turning troubled 
schools around. However, it is impos- 
sible to turn around public schools if 
we divert public resources to private 
schools. 

Put simply, H.R. 10 attempts to help 
a few students at the expense of the 
vast majority of the District’s chil- 
dren. 
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By dividing the funding it would pro- 
vide among D.C.’s public schools, pub- 
lic charter schools, and private school 
vouchers, H.R. 10 provides a third of its 
total funding to a tiny fraction of the 
District’s students. Specifically, the 
bill would fund vouchers to enable only 
1,442 students—a tiny fraction of the 
District’s 47,548 students—to attend 
private schools. 

The lack of equity is stunning. Our 
focus should be on maximizing the im- 
pact of the Federal Government’s lim- 
ited resources to serve all of the Dis- 
trict’s students. 

Since this bill last passed in 2011 over 
my strong objection and along party 
lines, studies of the program have dem- 
onstrated that the use of a voucher had 
no effect on academic achievement, as 
measured by math and reading scores, 
school safety, student satisfaction with 
their school, or motivation and engage- 
ment. 

Previous studies of this program 
show that 50 percent of the students 
from the first two cohorts of the D.C. 
voucher program eventually dropped 
out of the program. Students in the 
program are also less likely to attend a 
school that offers support programs for 
those that are academically challenged 
or have learning difficulties. 

In addition, this bill is a direct as- 
sault on D.C.’s home rule that was 
rushed through our committee shortly 
after Speaker BOEHNER announced his 
retirement, and the bill is not sup- 
ported by D.C.’s elected representative 
in Congress or a majority of the D.C. 
City Council. 

So all the rhetoric justifying massive 
cuts to education funding—all the talk 
about budget constraints, about tight- 
ening our belts, and about making sac- 
rifices—all that goes out the window 
when Republicans want to give $100 
million in taxpayer funds to private 
schools. 
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As a graduate of public schools and a 
longtime advocate of quality public 
education, I believe our highest pri- 
ority must be to use limited taxpayer 
dollars to support programs that will 
truly meet the educational needs of all 
of our children. This bill does not do 
that. I urge our colleagues to reject 
H.R. 10. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, at 
this time, I am pleased to yield 2 min- 
utes to the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. KLINE), the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Education and the Work- 
force. 

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
Chairman CHAFFETZ for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong 
support of H.R. 10, the Scholarships for 
Opportunity and Results Reauthoriza- 
tion Act. It is a bill to continue the 
popular and successful D.C. Oppor- 
tunity Scholarship Program. 

This program is based on the simple 
notion that every child deserves an ex- 
cellent education regardless of the 
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family’s background, income, or ZIP 
Code. The program provides scholar- 
ships to students in low-income fami- 
lies so they can escape underper- 
forming schools and receive the quality 
education they need to excel both in 
the classroom and later in life. Our in- 
vestment in this effort is paying off. 

Last year, 90 percent of 12th graders 
who received a D.C. Opportunity schol- 
arship graduated from a high-quality 
school, and 88 percent went on to pur- 
sue a college degree. What is more, 
when asked if they were satisfied with 
the child’s education, 85 percent of the 
parents responded ‘‘yes.’’ It is no won- 
der every year the demand for scholar- 
ships far exceeds the number of schol- 
arships available. These positive re- 
sults also explain why this important 
program has long enjoyed bipartisan 
support. 

Of course, there are some who don’t 
believe these vulnerable families de- 
serve the opportunity to do what is 
best for their children’s education. At a 
time when this administration has 
spent billions of dollars pushing its 
own pet projects and priorities, it has 
routinely put this modest, successful 
program on the chopping block. Fortu- 
nately, Mr. Chairman, a majority in 
Congress has continued to stand by 
these students and families by con- 
tinuing to support the program, and 
Speaker JOHN BOEHNER has always 
stood at the forefront of those efforts. 

Few have fought harder or longer for 
the educational opportunities of D.C. 
students than Speaker BOEHNER. In 
fact, throughout his more than 20 years 
in public office, JOHN BOEHNER has 
been a tireless champion for families 
who simply want the opportunity—any 
opportunity—for their children to re- 
ceive a quality education. The D.C. Op- 
portunity Scholarship Program began 
under his leadership. Thanks to his ef- 
forts, this initiative has made a posi- 
tive difference in the lives of thousands 
of students across the District. This 
act reflects his continued commitment 
to these families. More importantly, it 
reaffirms a bipartisan commitment to 
the D.C. Opportunity Scholarship Pro- 
gram and the D.C. schoolchildren it 
serves. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to help more low-income students and 
support this legislation. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this morning, a Mem- 
ber said that a letter had come from a 
member of the city council, Anita 
Bonds, asking that her name be re- 
moved from the letter sent by the 
council, the majority of the council, 
saying that they opposed reauthoriza- 
tion of this bill. That member has since 
called me. She writes: 

“Dear Member of Congress, 

“Due to some confusion about my position 
on the District of Columbia voucher bill 
(H.R. 10), I want to make my position clear. 
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I oppose this bill, and I intend to remain a 
signatory of the letter previously acknowl- 
edged that seven of my colleagues on the 
D.C. Council and I sent to Chairman Jason 
Chaffetz dated October 8, 2015, in opposition 
to the bill.” 

Signed, Councilmember At-large, 
Bonds. 


Mr. Chairman, I submit her letter for 
the RECORD. 


Anita 


COUNCIL OF THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
Washington, DC, October 21, 2015. 

DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS, Due to some 
confusion about my position on the District 
of Columbia school voucher bill (H.R. 10), I 
want to make my position clear. I oppose 
this bill, and I intend to remain a signatory 
of the letter previously acknowledged that 
seven of my colleagues on the D.C. Council 
and I sent to Chairman Jason Chaffetz dated 
October 8, 2015, in opposition to the bill. 

Sincerely, 
ANITA BONDS. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 112 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
WALKER.) 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support today of H.R. 10, the Scholar- 
ships for Opportunity and Results Re- 
authorization Act. In the 10 months 
that I have been here, one of the neat 
things that I have experienced is when 
we participated in a site visit with the 
Oversight and Government Reform 
Committee under Chairman CHAFFETZ 
earlier this year and had a firsthand 
opportunity to interact with the kids 
and families about the success of the 
D.C. Opportunity Scholarship Program. 

I was recently reminded just a couple 
weeks ago when I was sitting in the 
hearing seeing the families, seeing the 
moms who were just beaming with 
pride about their children having this 
special opportunity. In the 2013 and 
2014 school year, the Opportunity 
Scholarship Program had a graduation 
rate of 89 percent, which is astonishing 
compared to the D.C. Public Schools 
graduation rate of 58 percent. 

As a former minister, I have taken 
groups in the heart of the inner cities, 
places like New York and Baltimore. 
Specifically, in Cleveland, there is a 
school there called Sunbeam Elemen- 
tary School. Thieves had stolen the 
copper off the weathervane, the school 
was filthy, and there was a metal de- 
tector for an elementary school. We 
brought in a team of 60 or 65 people and 
refurbished the school and did our best. 
But do you know what? That was only 
a temporary fix. The SOAR Act is a fix 
that lasts for a lifetime. It gives schol- 
arships to children in low-income D.C. 
families to attend a private school. 
This piece of legislation also allows 
parents the opportunity to provide a 
quality education for their children. 

I believe that education will only be 
successful if two foundational truths 
are rediscovered: first, that parents 
know what is best for their child, and 
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they should have the freedom to pursue 
the path that works for them; sec- 
ondly, and finally, States must stand 
up to the Federal Government to re- 
claim their freedom to educate their 
children. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, once again, let’s get 
this straight. The control study did not 
evaluate college attendance. It was not 
a part of the study. Now, it did evalu- 
ate graduation rates. Mr. Chairman, 
what it did not evaluate was dropout 
rates. 

Private schools are notorious for 
sending back to the District of Colum- 
bia children who they think are not 
doing well or they are not acting as 
they think they should act. Unless we 
had those figures, we would have no 
idea what the graduation rates were, 
because the graduation rates are those 
who were left in the school and did not 
get sent back. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, at 
this time, I am pleased to yield 1% 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania (Mr. KELLY). 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in strong support of 
H.R. 10. 

Now, why would I rise in support of 
this? If you hear the rhetoric from the 
other side, you are saying this is not a 
program that works; but if you com- 
pare the results, it does work. When 
you just hear that only 55 percent of 
people in D.C. Public Schools graduate 
from high school and yet if they have 
an opportunity to go to this other 
school, 89 percent graduate, my good- 
ness, what more do you need to under- 
stand? 

Look, it is very evident about what is 
going on here. If you want our children 
to succeed, if you want our children to 
excel, and if you want America to be 
able to compete worldwide, then edu- 
cation is the answer. The true issue 
here is a moral issue and a civil rights 
issue. 

I really believe that President 
Obama, in 2008, was on to something. 
This is what the President said: 

The single most important factor in deter- 
mining student achievement is not the color 
of their skin, it is not where they come from, 
it is not their parents or how much money 
their parents have. It is who their teacher is. 

Mr. Chairman, if there is one thing 
that has made this country excep- 
tional, it is that we have allowed ev- 
eryone the opportunity to rise from 
whatever level they started at to what- 
ever level they can achieve. It is only 
possible through education. This pro- 
gram works. 

Mr. Chairman, $60 million is going to 
be equally divided between the D.C. Op- 
portunity Scholarship Program, D.C. 
Public Schools, and the D.C. Public 
Charter Schools. When we give this 
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money to the parents of these children, 
when they get a chance to see their 
children excel, when they get a chance 
to see their children grow, and when 
they see a chance for their children to 
have great success, how can we sit in 
America’s House and debate about is 
this really what it is all about? 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, Members can keep re- 
peating all they want to figures that 
have come from the air. The only thing 
evaluated by the congressionally man- 
dated evaluation was the test scores. 
Our public school students and our 
charter school students have to take 
these tests. These children took these 
tests. 

Our public school students are doing 
better—not nearly as good as they 
should—and so are our charter schools. 
In fact, our charter schools are doing 
even better than our public school stu- 
dents, and these students didn’t move 
at all. That is what the congressionally 
mandated study showed. 

As to civil rights, these schools are 
exempted from many of the civil rights 
laws, and for that reason, the Leader- 
ship Conference on Civil and Human 
Rights, the NAACP, and a number of 
organizations wrote opposing reauthor- 
ization of this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. SAN- 
FORD.) 
Mr. 

man. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that there is 
one fundamental question in this de- 
bate, and that is: Should a child be 
trapped in a school that traps them? 
Should a child be trapped in a school 
that, for whatever reason, isn’t work- 
ing for them but would forever limit 
their capacity and their potential in 
life? To me, that is what H.R. 10 is all 
about. 

I think it is important to remember 
that 98 percent of the kids that have 
entered this program have come from 
schools that were not performing; and 
in that regard, this is simply a way 
out, it is a hand up. I think it fun- 
damentally recognizes that dignity and 
worth that comes with giving some- 
body a choice. 

I think it is something that every 
human being wants, which is simply a 
choice. I think it is a recognition of the 
fact that one size never fits all, that 
God makes us all different, and there- 
fore a plethora of different choices is 
vital in the marketplace. 

Finally, it is recognition of the fact 
that the marketplace has the ability to 
create choices that might take forever 
in other systems, time that these kids 
do not have. I would ask that we 
refocus on the kids. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 


SANFORD. I thank the chair- 
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Mr. Chairman, I don’t know about 
other Members’ districts, but I chal- 
lenge Members to meet what the Dis- 
trict of Columbia has done to keep stu- 
dents from being trapped in bad 
schools. 

In your districts, can 75 percent of 
the children choose to go to a better 
performing district? They can in mine. 

In your district, are there 110 pub- 
licly accountable charter schools as an 
alternative to your own traditional 
public schools? There are in mine. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROKITA). 

Mr. ROKITA. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the chairman for his leadership in 
bringing this excellent bill to the floor. 
This bill—of which, in full disclosure, I 
am an original cosponsor of—will con- 
tinue to promote school choice and 
provide Opportunity scholarships to 
D.C. students that are most in need, 
while also expanding D.C. Public Char- 
ter Schools, therefore providing more 
opportunities for Washington students 
to excel and set themselves up for pro- 
ductive and successful lives. 

Now, to date, the Opportunity Schol- 
arship Program has been an edu- 
cational lifeline for more than 6,000 
children from very low-income D.C. 
families, and more than 16,000 have ap- 
plied to participate since the 2004-05 
school year. Quite simply put, this pro- 
gram works. 

It is no secret I am a big proponent of 
school choice. As chairman of the 
Early Childhood, Elementary, and Sec- 
ondary Education Subcommittee, I 
have heard about the challenges many 
students in schools are facing, and I 
firmly believe that when parents have 
a choice, kids have a chance. This pro- 
gram, which has helped pave the way 
for others like it across the country, 
gives that chance, and it creates a 
healthy competition that causes all 
schools to improve, therefore helping 
all students, even those who aren’t in 
the program. 

As I have seen in my home State of 
Indiana and across this great country 
touring schools and visiting class- 
rooms, Opportunity scholarships pro- 
vide students a hand up in improving 
their lives, their family’s lives, and 
their communities. That is why we 
have a moral obligation to pass this 
legislation and why I urge my col- 
leagues to join me and join the others 
here on the floor in reauthorizing the 
D.C. Opportunity Scholarship Program. 

Mr. Chairman, a great education is a 
great equalizer. It opens doors to un- 
limited possibilities and provides stu- 
dents the tools that they need to suc- 
ceed in life. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 
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Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, at 
this time, I am pleased to yield 1 
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minute to the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. ALLEN). 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to support the Scholarships for 
Opportunity and Results Reauthoriza- 
tion Act. 

Speaker BOEHNER led the Nation over 
10 years ago when he provided flexi- 
bility to Washington, D.C., children 
and their parents through School 
Choice. I believe that School Choice is 
paramount to increasing educational 
gains for all children, but especially 
our Nation’s students who are most in 
need. 

The SOAR Act gives scholarships to 
low-income students to attend a pri- 
vate school, providing them an oppor- 
tunity to access a quality education 
that would otherwise be out of reach. 

School Choice has proven to be suc- 
cessful in Washington, D.C., as stu- 
dents using their scholarships have a 90 
percent graduation rate compared to 
the 58 percent graduation rate for D.C. 
public schools in 2013 and 2014. 

We heard today that these statistics 
have been questioned, and we hope that 
the public schools are improving. But 
with this act would they actually be 
improving? 

I encourage my colleagues to stand 
up for School Choice by supporting the 
SOAR Act. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I con- 
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

I would draw our Members’ attention 
to the editorial board comments from 
yesterday. This is from the Washington 
Post: A misguided attack on D.C.’s 
needy students. 

I want to remind people, as they did 
in this document here in this editorial, 
that eight council members seem un- 
aware that the program was estab- 
lished in 2004 at the initiation of the 
then-D.C. Mayor Anthony Williams, 
who was also supported by the chair- 
man of the Council’s Education Com- 
mittee, and it has produced results. 

The graduation rates are amazingly 
good, at roughly 90 percent, compared 
to D.C. public schools that are less 
than 60 percent. I think that is strong 
evidence that it is a winner, that it 
does provide a good opportunity for 
people, and that it should be reauthor- 
ized. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I con- 
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, may 
I inquire as to how much time each 
side has remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Utah has 6 minutes remaining. 
The gentlewoman from the District of 
Columbia has 6 minutes remaining. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, at 
this time, I am pleased to yield 1 
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minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. BOEHNER), the author of this piece 
of legislation and the distinguished 
Speaker of the House. 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, let me 
thank my colleague for yielding, and 
thank all my colleagues who are sup- 
porting this legislation today. 

Many of us remember the story of 
“The Little Engine That Could.” What 
happened was that the train full of 
toys wanted to get over the mountain 
to get to the kids on the other side. 
The big engine said: No, I cannot. The 
rusty old engine said: No, I cannot. But 
the little engine says: I’m not very big, 
but I think I can. I think I can. 

Well, from the beginning, the D.C. 
Opportunity Scholarship Program has 
been the little engine that could. We 
started this back in 2003 with the help 
of D.C.’s Mayor at the time, Anthony 
Williams, and D.C. councilman Kevin 
Chavous. 

For years the government was prom- 
ising the Moon to D.C. families and 
spending the Moon, essentially, but 
nothing changed. So we said: If we are 
going to support public schools and 
charter schools, let’s also give low-in- 
come families the chance to apply for 
scholarships to attend the school of 
their choice. Let’s give them that 
power. 

Because if you have got the re- 
sources, you already have school 
choice. You can send your kids to 
whatever school you want to send them 
to. You can move from the neighbor- 
hood you are in to where they have got 
a better school. But if you are poor and 
you are stuck in a bad neighborhood 
and your child doesn’t have that 
chance or, frankly, any chance, they 
are just dead in the water. 

Well, the D.C. Opportunity Scholar- 
ship Program has been that little life- 
line that could. All told, 6,100 students 
have escaped underperforming schools. 
In that time, the program has received 
some 16,000 applications. Last spring 90 
percent of 12th graders using the Op- 
portunity scholarships graduated and 
88 percent enrolled in a 2- or 4-year col- 
lege. Of the 1,400 students in the pro- 
gram this year, 87.4 percent would have 
been in a school that the government 
has identified as in need of improve- 
ment. 

These are the kind of results parents 
dream of for their kids. And while it is 
my name on the bill, the best cham- 
pions of this program are some of the 
most fearless kids you will ever see. 

Not only did they have to overcome 
the doubts of the education establish- 
ment, they also had to withstand ef- 
forts by some of the most powerful peo- 
ple in this city to kill this program. 

So today I am asking each of you to 
support H.R. 10, which reauthorizes 
this program for another 5 years. Here 
is why. Yes, this issue is personal to 
me and has been for a long time. But, 
frankly, it ought to be personal to 
every single Member of this body. 
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Those of us who work here, who 
make a good living here, owe some- 
thing to the kids in this town. We owe 
these kids a fighting chance at success. 

So what I am asking you to do today 
is help these kids get over the moun- 
tain. Help us keep building the move- 
ment that could. Vote for H.R. 10. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The Speaker has said that, without 
this program, these children would 
have been in bad neighborhood schools. 
Well, I think it must be noted that the 
District of Columbia has done more to 
make sure that those children are not 
trapped in such schools than any dis- 
trict I have yet read about or heard of. 

I have noted that 75 percent—that 
means the overwhelming number—of 
children stuck in neighborhood schools 
that they believe are not good schools 
go to the other side of town, if nec- 
essary, to a better school. Far from 
being trapped, they are encouraged to 
choose a better school. And I have also 
cited the 110 charter schools that in- 
crease their choices. 

And, Mr. Chairman, I want you to 
know that many of the voucher parents 
whom I have met with—after all, they 
are my constituents—have said to me 
that they tried to get into one of our 
charter schools, but the waiting lists 
were too long, which is why they went 
to the voucher schools. 

Now, isn’t it interesting that the 
voucher schools have no waiting list, 
but the D.C. charter schools and many 
of our public schools have waiting lists, 
so much so that D.C. has had to com- 
bine the public schools and the charter 
schools on one list in a lottery so that 
families can choose which school to go 
to. 

How many Members on that side of 
the aisle have a lottery that lets the 
children, the parents, choose the best 
school for them to go to? Do not dare 
tell me that the District of Columbia 
leaves children trapped in failing 
schools. It has gone out of its way to do 
just the opposite. 

And what does it get for it? The im- 
position by this body of yet another al- 
ternative. It is true that, a former 
mayor, who himself went to Catholic 
schools, said he was for vouchers. Well, 
Mr. Chairman, I ask you, then, since 
the District of Columbia has control of 
its own education apparatus, why 
hasn’t the District of Columbia set up 
its own voucher schools? Some other 
districts have done that. Because the 
majority, they don’t prefer vouchers, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, may I inquire how 
much time I have remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia has 2 
minutes remaining. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, there 
are many reasons why I oppose this 
bill. First, it has failed the goal that 
the Congress gave it. Bring these chil- 
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dren’s test scores up. The public 
schools have brought their test scores 
up. The public charter schools have 
done even better in bringing their test 
scores up. These children’s test scores 
have not risen. 

Moreover, I can’t fail to note how re- 
cently the majority has cut K-12 by $2 
billion while taking $100 million out of, 
obviously, education funds to fund a 
private school voucher bill. 

Mr. Chairman, not everybody on my 
side of the aisle is for public charter 
schools, but I have supported public 
charter schools because my own con- 
stituents wanted and needed a way out 
of neighborhood schools very often. 

Yet, even though I come to this floor 
with home rule choices, this body is in- 
sisting on its choices, knowing full well 
that nobody in the District of Colum- 
bia can vote against their choices. 

And it says to the District of Colum- 
bia residents: No matter what you do, 
people, no matter how good your 
choices are, no matter how much you 
meet the standards we often talk about 
when it comes to choice, you, who have 
no vote on this floor, who will not vote 
on this bill when the bell rings in a few 
minutes, must do what we say. 

That, my good friends, is not a chap- 
ter in democracy. It shows once again 
that Republican do whatever they care 
to do to the District of Columbia, even 
when they reject the same choice for 
their own constituents, and vote down 
for their constituents what they now 
impose on mine. Just a few months 
ago, the House and Senate voted down 
vouchers, but today—today—they will 
vote to impose these same vouchers on 
the District of Columbia. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

I want to correct the record there. I 
think, obviously, somebody misspoke. 
The House did not vote on vouchers in 
this Congress. That is not what has 
happened. 

Mr. Chairman, I insert into the 
RECORD the letter we got from 500 fam- 
ilies, D.C. residents, urging us in the 
adoption of this. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, October 20, 2015. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVES: We are a large and 
diverse number of parents of children attend- 
ing various schools within the District of Co- 
lumbia. We write to urge your support of the 
Scholarships for Opportunity and Results 
Reauthorization Act (SOAR) (H.R. 10). 

The SOAR Act is bipartisan legislation 
which ensures our rights as parents to 
choose the best public, charter or private 
school for our children. It not only provides 
up to $20 million for Opportunity Scholar- 
ships for low-income families to attend pri- 
vate schools, but also authorizes an addi- 
tional $40 million per year for public and 
charter schools in the District of Columbia. 
This three-sector initiative provides oppor- 
tunities for all our children to succeed! 

Nearly 6,200 children from very low-income 
families in the city have attended private 
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schools through the Opportunity Scholarship 
Program over the past eleven years—88% 
coming from areas zoned for schools in need 
of improvement and 97% African-American 
or Hispanic. These students graduate at 
rates 30 points higher than the city’s public 
schools and have a near 90 percent college 
enrollment rate. These are proven results! 

The SOAR Act is an example of what 
works in education. When we can choose the 
best public, charter, or private school for our 
children, there are not only more opportuni- 
ties to engage in their education, but also for 
them to achieve greater academic excel- 
lence. These outcomes strengthen the city’s 
education system as a whole. 

We believe that maintaining and fully 
funding all educational options are critically 
important for the city’s families, especially 
low-income families served by the Oppor- 
tunity Scholarship Program. No child should 
be denied a safe, quality education because 
of their family income or zip code. 

We therefore urge you to support the swift 
passage of the SOAR Act. 

Sincerely, 

Ms. Nichelle Cluff, Mrs. Ifeyinwa Ikoli, Ms. 
Stephanie Montgomery, Ms. Mary Mont- 
gomery, Ms. Nina Harris, Ms. Eboni Purvis, 
Ms. Juliette Randolph, Ms. Ashley Adams, 
Ms. Naa Borle Sakeyfio, Mrs. Mariama Bah, 
Ms. Mia Wilson, Mrs. Sherri Calhoun, Ms. 
Lamonica Jeffrey, Mr. Darrell Cousar, Mr. 
James Calhoun, Mr. Andrew Cyr, Ms. Kayann 
McCalla, Mrs. Aldrina Cabrera, Ms. Kiana 
Wright, Ms. Albertine Cole. 

Ms. Dianna Coley, Ms. Tonya Carter, Ms. 
Giovanna Grayson, Ms. Luciana Udeozor, Ms. 
Andrea Davis, Mrs. Obiagel nuel-Hjiofor, Mr. 
Emmanuel Ejiofor, Mr. Rogers Ferguson, Mr. 
Girma Mihretu, Ms. Molita Gaskins, Ms. 
Latoya Myers, Ms. Djenane Jeanty, Ms. 
Keona Lewis, Mrs. Nicole Knott, Mr. Rudy 
Knott, Mr. Hanna Boku, Mr. Rashawn 
McCain, Ms. Ann Mmayie, Ms. Rita Pineda, 
Mr. Okechukwu Mbarah. 

Mr. Carlings McPhail, Ms. Ann Meruh, Ms. 
Shantel Powell-Morgan, Mrs. Marguerita 
Ramos, Mrs. Muanza Sangamay, Ms. Felicia 
Thomas, Ms. Sydney Williams, Ms. Caren 
Kirkland, Mrs. Temitope Tayo, Mr. Anthony 
Ugorji, Ms. Natasha Tutt, Ms. Dina Bayou, 
Ms. Natasha Tutt, Mr. Calvin Wright, Mrs. 
Julia Ugorji, Mrs. Chinwe Mbarah, Mr. 
Souleymane Bah, Julie McLaughlin, Sheila 
Martinez, Susan Morais. 

Joan Sapienza, Eddie Donahue, Jeseph 
Yohe, Carter Jefferson, Vincent Browning, 
Jonathan Bender, Peter Frantz, Ellen 
Graper, Elizabeth LeBras, Kiandra Willis, 
Robert McKeon, Marcela Price Souaya, Ste- 
phen Lennon, Aleasa Chiles-Feggins, Sally 
Leakamariam, Juleanna Glover, Christopher 
Reiter, Cristina Khalaf, Tom Shea, Sean Vin- 
cent. 

Karen Brennan, Ceci Smith, Adrienne Vin- 
cent, Pedro Smith, Donna Gibson, Colleen 


Cavanagh, Chris Long, Aleasa Chiles- 
Feggins, Mariela Alardon-Yohe, Jennifer 
Browning, Philippa Bender, Melanie Jeffer- 
son, Veronica Nyhan Jones, Michael 
Truscott, Eavan O’Halloran, Sakinah 
Dupree, Morris Redd, Ron Josey, Susana 
Ramos-Izquierdo, Aimee Donahue. 

Marisse Rovira, Linda Girardi, Sharlene 


Mentor, Lisa Richa, James McLaughlin, 
Glenda Morales, Samuel Parker III, Clarence 
Jones, Leyla Y. Teos, Mavian Nouget, Kip 
Ross, Beatriz Lopez, Charles Malloy, Steve 
Trynosky, Carlos Aquino, Yanira Reyes, 
Nelly Romero, Sandra Huerta, Eboni Curry, 
Amanda Lawrence. 

Laura Hernandez, Mogus Meles, Danielle 
Aguirre, Julie Corsig, Andy Corsig, Alan 
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Joaquin, Stephen Connors, Colton Campbell, 


Amy Dean, Flavio Cumpiano, John 
Menditto, Michelle Theic, Liza Figueroa, 
Shenelle Henry, Glenda Urquilla, Kelly 


Brown, Maria Granados, Catie Malloy, Ingrid 
Mejia, Jill Trynosky. 

Marlene Aquino, Roselia Gonzalez, Nubia 
Easil, Jessica Martinez, Beatriz Jansen, 
Juan Carlos Acajabon Mendez, Betiel 
Zekarias, Maria Torres, Carrie Hillegass, 
Mike Hillegass, Barbara Richitt, Victoria 
Connors, Kiandra Willis, Marilyn Campbell, 
Bob Dean, Felice Goodwin, Shanti Stanton, 
Molly Robert, Jen MacLennan, Michael 
Grady. 

Sharon Blume, Brendan O’Brien, Kenia 
Reyes, Salvador Hernandez, Rob Grabarz, 
Bentley Storm, Molly Bruno, Jennifer Leon- 
ard, Geoff Morrell, Christy Reap, Genet 
Demisse, Javier Aguirre, Neil McGrail, Kai 
Schmitz, Jimmy Kemp, Kathy Hagerup, 
Stephanie McGovern, Yohannes Z. Hadgu, 
Thomas Fitton, Melinda Johnson. 


Theresa Nahazar, Ann McAllister, Dan 
Goodwin, Daphne de Souza, Darren 
MacLennan, Alexandra Walsh, Andrew 


Blume, Greg Talbot, Darren Jansen, Susan 
Tanis, Sarah Grabarz, Ashley Storm, Jaclyn 
Madden, Barton Leonard, Ann Morrell, Pat 
Reap, Jana Patterson, Barbara Swaboda, 
Stephanie McGrail, Adriana Schmitz. 

Susan Kemp, Brian Crowley, John McGov- 
ern, Michael Scanlon, Kelly Fitton, Bassam 
Khalaf, John Nahazar, John McAllister, 
Marc Sozio, Tyson Redpath, Laverne 
Lightbourne, Nick Milano, Trisha Corcoran, 
Eleanor Hopkins, Liza Lindenberg, Katie 
Krantz, John Morrissey, Joe Patterson, 
Chima Oluigbo, Sonia Cruz. 

Mercedes Rubio, Eddie Donahue, Gilbert 
Richa, Nick Saunders, Stephen Sexton, 
Thomas Faust, Meg Molloy, Michelle Wolf, 
Bruce Cormier, Ryan Angier, Jen Rowan, 
Lauren Buckley, Collin Cullen, Mary 
Santiviago, Kelly Sozio, Renee Redpath, 
Kevin Madden, Susan Milano, Joe Corcoran, 
Mary Glaser McCahan. 


Kate McAuliffe, Meg Knight, Ann 
Morrissey, Courtney Knowles, Nnenna 
Oluigbo, Robert Cruz-Reyes, Lydia Dolan, 
Lauren Lennon, Tom Knight, Joe 


Beemsterboer, Sarah Sexton, Larisa Faust, 
Jim Molloy, Kristin Lindquist, Sarah 
Cormier, Katreena Vigil Pineda, Mike 
Rowan, Mark Buckley, Brenda Cullen, Sergio 
Santiviago, Gary Fabiano. 

Rene McGuffin, Jorge Costa, Meghan 
Deerin, Kelly Stanton, Art Frye, John 
McGill, Mike Bruno, Matt Ritz, Margaret 
Bond, Billy MacArtee, Anthony Puglisi, 
Monica Micklos, Tim Yost, Ray Powers, 
Chris Dolan, Darrell Clark, Chris Connolly, 
Joni Veith, Courtney Taylor, Athena Mey- 
ers. 

Joshua Corless, Allison Sheedy, Robin 
Barth, Sam Depoy, Jung Kang, Connie 
Fabiano, David McGuffin, Michelle Costa, JB 
Deerin, Mike Stanton, Barbara Frye, Steph- 
anie McGill, Anne Zorc, Erin Ritz, Chris 
Delaney, Elena MacArtee, Laura Puglisi, 
Jeff Micklos, Liz Yost, Tom Hohman. 

Desiree Gabbidon, Yves Clark, Michelle 
Connolly, Tom Veith, Jay Taylor, Greg Mey- 
ers, Shannon Corless, Stefan Hagerup, Woo 
Lee, Marty Depoy, Stephanie O’Leary, Susan 
O’Keefe, Luwam Berhane, Patti Exposito, 
Michael Henry, Dan Hickey, Carmen 
Burducea, Joseph Finnegan, Michael Hyatte, 
Peter Komives. 

Eric Stogoski, Fred Dombo, Dave Madden, 
Justin Glasgow, Bernardo Ahlbom, Mark 
Emery, Doug Skomy, Stephen Grimberg, 
Brendan Delaney, John DiMartino, Jeffrey 
MacKinnon, Hirut Teklu, Erika Lopez- 
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Padilla, Michelle Marshall, Abebe Kebede, 
Shayla Mack, Tesfaye Bune, Michael 
O’Keefe, Daniel McCahan, Lorenzo Exposito. 


Sarah Henry, Stephanie Hickey, Radu 
Burducea, Elizabeth Finnegan, Theresa 
Hyatte, Irina Komives, Julia Stogoski, 


Michelle Dombo, Lisa Madden, Megan Glas- 
gow, Tatiana Ahlborn, Celina Emery, Mary 
Skorny, Christina Grimberg, Celine Delaney, 
Ginny Treanor, Gail MacKinnon, Mekuria 
Gebremichael Bint, Renee Lopez-Padilla, 
Emebet Worku. 

Carlotte Crawford, Solomon Meshesha, 
Etsegent Demissie, Sri Winarti, Denisha 
Dempster, Demssie Gebremedhin, 
Alembanchi Taye, Tezita Woldegebriel, 
Tesfaye Abebu Bune, Magie Maling, Jessica 
Cabrera, LaShawn Debnam, Barbara Destry, 
Jaanai Johnson, Hewan Abera, Siddiq Ander- 
son, Markina Bailey, Odessa Brown, Rosa 
Caiza Maldonado, Sharon Coffey. 

Dianna Coley, Felicia Dyson, Ruth 
Fekadu, Dana Grinage, Sandra Hall, Lakia 
Harris, Shirlene Jackson, Francine Johnson, 
Nicole Johnson, Rajeeyah Burks, Mohamad 
Nugroho, Woinishet Gelete, Johnny Kassa, 
Cynthia Downes, Genet Tirksso, Wosen 
Admasu, Sara Caceres, Johanna Rizo Mar- 
tinez, Nikita Pray, Estela Arellano. 

Sagrario Agaton, Mary Addae, Ruth Barn- 
well, Meka Burch, Sherri Calhoun, Catrice 
Coleman, Barbara Cunningham, Lashawn 
Durant, Moanick Fenner, Michelle Glover, 
Carmen Hall-Ali, Deborah Jackson, Darlene 
Johnson, Denise Johnson, Wendy Jones, Mi- 
chael Jones, Alfreda Judd, Lynetta McClam, 
Adrienne Miles, Claudia Moreno. 

Pauline Murray, Brigitta Nyahn, Naha 
Poindexter, Erin Skinner, Felicia Thomas, 
Sharon Waller, Lanita Wood, Ms. Myeshia 
Johnson, Ms. Venete Eason, Ms. Kanita 
Washington, Mrs. Barbara Graham, Sophie 
Alozie, Blanca Magarin, Jeanine Henderson- 
Lebbie, William Walker, IV, Tigistu Zewdie, 
Sydonie Fisher, William James, Akwilina 
Perry, Monalisa Reno. 

Zakia Williams, Shonta Jones, Pamela 
Matthews, Cecilia Mensah, Tonya Moore, 
Priscilla Moultrie, Carolina Novoa, Deborah 
M. Parker, Michelle Roberts, Sandra 
Stackhouse, Leslie Void, Varnell Wash- 
ington, Ms. Kitty Dawson, Ms. Mia Butler, 
Ms. Tiana Robinson, Mrs. Jill Gelman, Nejat 
Teman, Nathaniel Garbla, Tefaye Tamire, 
Patrice Aubrey. 

Fatmatta Kamara, Stephon Knox, 
Dwishnicka Randolph, Nicole Wood, Erica 
Iweanoge, Amanda Brown-Parks, James 
Parker, Teata Sanders, Samora St. Firmin, 
Dionne Clemons, Vernessa Perry, Donald 
Matthews, Tashana Ellis, Donita Adams, 
Caroline Beruchan, Steven Garrison, Ms. 
Holly Destry, Ms. Victoria Heimbold, Mr. 
Solomon Weldeghebriel, Ms. Jamil Rasp- 
berry. 

Anne Hedian, Atchoi Osekre-Bond, Margie 
Bacon, Jill Wright, Cathy Falk, Chanda 
Foreman, Colleen Scheidel, Kenny Stack, 
Juliette Randolph, Barbara Andercheck, 
Indra Thomas, Dog Harvey, Darah Tracy, 
Ginger Beverly, Tonya Wright, Brandon 
Winder, Antilecia O’Neal, Uanna Ferguson, 
Aster Robi, Bernadette Aniekwe. 

Patrice Davis, Ms. Maria del Carmen 
Reyes, Ms. Ingrid Lucas, Ms. Stephanie 
Goodloe, Mrs. Helen Andemariam, Michael 
Thomasian, Neslyn Moore, Judy Steele, 
Kathleen Downey, Judith Home, Niamh 
O’Mahoney, Arleen Hall, Bobby Rienzo, Te- 
resa Fitzgerald, LaShawne Thomas, Sarah 
Kane, Frank Washington, Mary Ann Welter, 
Shawn Hunter, Leslie Sherrill. 

Donise Yeager, Keyana Caroline, Sandra 
Gray, Latasha Monnique Jones Ward, An- 
thony Speight, Deborah B. Jones, Kim 
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Atwater, Alvena P. Toland, Loretta Henry, 
Marilyn Sharpe, Davon Wilson, Sherry Bry- 
ant, Elroy Black, Lisa Newman, Shakia Hen- 
derson, Octavia Powell, Anita M. Harris, 
Krestin Clay, Laneka Brakett, Ana Acedo- 
Garcia. 

Garry Jones, John Wallace, Nakeisha 
Thompson, Donald Lampkins, Renard Haw- 
kins, Tammy Williams, Tynisha Dunn, 
Jovanna Bailey, Latasha Johon, Bobby 
Perry, Shalita Knight, Keyana Howard, Ken- 
neth Meredith, Calep Epps, Ty’ron Byers, 
Chase Blakney, Curtis Watts, Kishara Odom, 
Jeffrey Corry, Antonia Payne. 


Denise L. Lowery, Stephanie Payner, 
Tanya Lambright, Elaine E. Harris, Elbert 
Laker, Ryan Storr, Sylvester Bynum, 


Lavelle Lamb, Dominique Johnson, Paulette 
Willims, Martasha Fermine, Oyhani Wil- 
liams, Nasir McKeiver, Kenneth Wood, Neta 
Vaught, Mary Joyner, Michelle L. McIntyre, 
Kaitlin Gallagher, Will E. Henderson, Jea- 
nette Hubbard, Ontavia Lynch, Tasha 
McKenzie, James R. Wills, Jr. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
also introduce into the RECORD The 
Washington Post editorial from yester- 
day, “A Misguided Attack on D.C.’s 
Needy Students,” actually supporting 
this. 

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 20, 2015] 
A MISGUIDED ATTACK ON D.C.’S8 NEEDY 
STUDENTS 
(By Editorial Board) 

Is the federally funded scholarship pro- 
gram for poor D.C. families being forced on 
an unwilling city? It is safe to say that thou- 
sands of D.C. parents whose children are on 
the waiting list for a scholarship do not 
think so. Nor, we would venture, do the 6,100 
children, predominantly minorities, who 
have used the scholarships to attend private 
schools. For that matter, students in the 
city’s public schools who have benefited 
from the infusion of federal dollars that has 
accompanied the voucher program probably 
would not embrace the argument either. 

So whom do members of the D.C. Council 
think they are helping as they urge Congress 
to kill this program? 

Fortunately, it does not appear that the 
council members will succeed in inflicting 
this wound on their city. Congress appears 
poised to reauthorize the D.C. Opportunity 
Scholarship Program, which provides needy 
students with up to $12,572 to pay for tuition, 
fees and transportation to a school of their 
choice. The average family income for par- 
ticipating families is less than $22,000. A bill 
extending the program for five years and 
championed by outgoing House Speaker 
John A. Boehner (R-Ohio) is set for a floor 
vote Wednesday, while a bipartisan group of 
senators has filed a companion bill that 
would continue the program through 2025. 

Seeking to derail those efforts, a mis- 
guided majority of the D.C. Council, un- 
doubtedly egged on by Del. Eleanor Holmes 
Norton (D-D.C.) and other voucher critics, 
wrote a letter to Congress objecting to what 
they portrayed as an intrusion into local af- 
fairs. These eight council members seemed 
unaware that the program was established in 
2004 at the initiation of Anthony Williams 
(D), then D.C.’s mayor, and with the strong 
support of Kevin Chavous (D), then chair of 
the council’s Education Committee. Like- 
wise, they were unmoved by polling that has 
shown 74 percent of D.C. residents support 
the voucher program, which, despite the spe- 
cious claims of critics, has improved out- 
comes for its students without taking a dime 
from regular public schools. 
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Indeed, the three-sector federal approach 
has brought more than $600 million to D.C. 
schools, with traditional public schools re- 
ceiving $239 million, charter public schools 
$195 million and the voucher program $183 
million. At stake for fiscal 2016 is an addi- 
tional $45 million. It is fantasy to think 
there would be additional monies absent 
vouchers. 

School reform has brought improvement 
throughout the system. Yet, many parents 
still lack the choices and the access to high- 
quality education that city politicians take 
for granted for their own families. We credit 
D.C. Council Chairman Phil Mendelson (D) 
and council members Vincent B. Orange (D- 
At Large), Mary M. Cheh (D-Ward 3), Bran- 
don T. Todd (D-Ward 4) and Kenyan R. 
McDuffie (D-Ward 5) for not seeking to de- 
prive those parents of choice, and we hope 
their eight colleagues will rethink their po- 
sition and put constituents’ welfare over 
misguided ideology. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, the 
bottom line is this program produces 
results. I like the variety of choices. 
And the Delegate has been a real cham- 
pion for charter schools, and I applaud 
her for that, I support her in that. But 
the reality is the scholarships that we 
are talking about here, the Oppor- 
tunity scholarships, have yielded the 
best results with nearly 90 percent 
graduation rates and roughly 88 per- 
cent of the people then going on to col- 
lege. Those are amazing statistics. 

But I have heard a lot of derogatory 
comments. I have heard everything 
from misguided, idiotic, disgraceful, 
weakens, underfunded. Underfunded? 
Underfunded? That is offensive to us 
from Utah. We happen to have the low- 
est per pupil funding in the entire 
United States. We are not proud of that 
fact. But the reality is we get roughly 
$6,500 per student, where in Wash- 
ington, D.C. you get about $19,500 per 
student. It is not even close. And yet 
here we are championing and trying to 
help give more money, more resources, 
to what are underperforming students 
and giving them more choices. 

I guess one of the things you should 
consider is if the Congress does support 
this bill, does pass this bill, it is appro- 
priated, would anybody on the Demo- 
cratic side of the aisle actually rec- 
ommend that the city not take the 
money? 
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If it is so idiotic, if it is so awful, if 
it is so derogatory, if it is so negative, 
then why not cut it off right now? See, 
they want to continue to allow it to 
happen for those who have scholarships 
now because they know it is working, 
and they could never look those par- 
ents in the eye and take it away; but 
they are going to deny that choice to 
future generations where we know 
there has been demonstrable success. 

So I am proud of Speaker BOEHNER 
and what he has done to champion this 
bill. I think it is a good bill. With that, 
I urge the adoption of this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 
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Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chair, today, | will 
vote against H.R. 10, which would continue a 
flawed program that pursues a partisan ide- 
ology at the expense of a child’s quality edu- 
cation. 

This bill would reauthorize Washington, 
D.C.’s private school voucher program, the 
only program in the country using federal 
money to send children to private and reli- 
gious schools. The SOAR voucher program 
was a five year pilot set to expire in 2008. De- 
spite four studies by the Department of Edu- 
cation and two General Accountability Office 
(GAO) reports concluding that the program 
wasn’t working, Republicans in Congress are 
doubling down by allowing taxpayer dollars to 
prop up unaccredited, and even unsafe, 
schools. The last thing we need, as our stu- 
dents fall further behind their international 
peers, are voucher schools operating in rel- 
ative isolation, free of oversight for curriculum, 
quality or management. 

SOAR is the only program of its kind for a 
reason—there’s no way our states would tol- 
erate such nonsense. Sadly, because D.C. 
has not been freed from the partisan grips of 
Congress, it has become commonplace to see 
House Republicans impose their politics on 
D.C., despite widespread citizen and local 
government objection, from women’s health 
care to marijuana reform to street design. 
There’s justification for a program that funnels 
millions of dollars into a program shown to be 
ineffective and strongly opposed by the people 
that should matter—the parents, the edu- 
cators, and taxpayers who support the system. 

Worse, the SOAR Act strips students of 
constitutional protections of civil rights: federal 
funds can flow to schools that do not meet the 
federal standards to prevent discrimination 
against disabled persons, persons of color, 
persons of a religious group, women, or any 
other protected class. The SOAR Act is a sad 
step backward for education policy, civil rights, 
and good governance, and | strongly oppose 
it. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chair, | rise to 
speak in opposition to H.R. 10, the Scholar- 
ships for Opportunity and Results Reauthor- 
ization Act. 

H.R. 10 would reauthorize the District of Co- 
lumbia private school voucher program, the 
Opportunity Scholarship Program (OSP), for 
five years through 2021. 

H.R. 10 would reauthorize the Scholarships 
for Opportunity and Results Act, which pro- 
vides Federal support for improving traditional 
public schools in the District of Columbia 
(D.C.), expanding and improving high-quality 
D.C. public charter schools, and offering pri- 
vate school vouchers to a limited number of 
students. 

The Obama Administration continues to 
strongly oppose the private school vouchers 
program within this legislation, known as the 
D.C. Opportunity Scholarship Program. 

Members of the House should respect the 
self determination of the residents of D.C. by 
not forcing education policy onto children or 
their families at taxpayer expense. 

Rigorous evaluation over several years 
demonstrates that D.C. vouchers have not 
yielded statistically significant improvements in 
student achievement by scholarship recipients 
compared to other students not receiving 
vouchers. 
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In addition, H.R. 10 would extend this 
voucher program to a new population of stu- 
dents previously attending private schools. 

Instead of using Federal resources to sup- 
port a handful of students in private schools, 
the Federal Government should focus its at- 
tention and available resources on improving 
the quality of public schools for all students. 

Mr. Chair, | urge my colleagues to join me 
in voting against this bill. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chair, | support the Scholar- 
ships for Opportunity and Results Act which 
has been a remarkable success with over- 
whelming support among parents whose chil- 
dren participate. 

Every American child deserves the oppor- 
tunity to receive a great education. Education 
is the key to success no matter your back- 
ground, race or religion. As a former educator, 
| know the importance of making sure our chil- 
dren learn the skills they need to succeed in 
life. And while education is, and should re- 
main, primarily a state and local issue, Con- 
gress has constitutional authority for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. | am committed to making 
sure the parents and teachers in Washington, 
D.C., and throughout the country, have the 
tools necessary to provide a world class edu- 
cation to all children. 

No child should have to attend a low per- 
forming public school when alternatives are 
available and those alternatives provide posi- 
tive and long-lasting benefits for a lifetime. | 
believe strongly in the authority of parents to 
direct the education and upbringing of their 
children with minimal interference from gov- 
ernment at any level. Consequently, | am an 
advocate of charter schools, vouchers, and 
opportunity scholarships—all of which are sup- 
ported through this legislation. Choice and the 
possibility to have an opportunity to attend the 
highest performing schools is what all parents 
want for their children. 

| am hopeful that with the passage of this 
legislation many more families will have the 
opportunity to take advantage of public, char- 
ter, and private schools. Research has found 
voucher recipients are more likely to graduate 
from high school than their public school coun- 
terparts—82 percent of students who took ad- 
vantage of a scholarship program graduated 
high school, while only 70 percent of students 
who applied but did not receive a scholarship 
graduated high school. 

Education is essential to not only individual 
success, but the success of this great nation. 
H.R. 10 continues the emphasis on edu- 
cational quality across D.C. and brings oppor- 
tunity to those most in need by providing them 
with the option and means to attend a private 
school. By providing the opportunity to 
choose, children in D.C. will have an oppor- 
tunity for a brighter future. For these reasons, 
| support this legislation, and thank Speaker 
BOEHNER for bringing this legislation to the 
floor. 

The Acting CHAIR. All time for gen- 
eral debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the 5- 
minute rule. 

The amendments recommended by 
the Committee on Oversight and Gov- 
ernment Reform printed in the bill are 
adopted and the bill, as amended, shall 
be considered as read. 
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The text of the bill, as amended, is as 
follows: 

H.R. 10 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCES IN ACT. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Scholarships for Opportunity and Re- 
sults Reauthorization Act? or the “SOAR 
Reauthorization Act’’. 

(b) REFERENCES IN ACT.—Whenever in this 
Act an amendment is expressed in terms of 
an amendment to or repeal of a section or 
other provision, the reference shall be con- 
sidered to be made to that section or other 
provision of the Scholarships for Oppor- 
tunity and Results Act (division C of Public 
Law 112-10; sec. 38-1853.01 et seq., D.C. Offi- 
cial Code). 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS; PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress 
lowing: 

(1) Parents are best equipped to make deci- 
sions for their children, including the edu- 
cational setting that will best serve the in- 
terests and educational needs of their chil- 
dren. 

(2) In 1995, Congress passed the DC School 
Reform Act, which granted the District of 
Columbia the authority to create public 
charter schools and gave parents greater 
educational options for their children. 

(3) In 2003, in partnership with the Mayor 
of the District of Columbia, the chairman of 
the DC Council Education Committee, and 
community activists, Congress passed the 
DC School Choice Incentive Act of 2003 (Pub- 
lic Law 108-199; 118 Stat. 126), to provide op- 
portunity scholarships to parents of students 
in the District of Columbia to enable them 
to pursue a high-quality education at a pri- 
vate elementary or secondary school of their 
choice. 

(4) The DC Opportunity Scholarship Pro- 
gram (DC OSP) was part of a comprehensive 
three-part funding arrangement that pro- 
vided additional funds for both the District 
of Columbia public schools and public char- 
ter schools of the District of Columbia. The 
intent behind the additional resources was to 
ensure both District of Columbia public and 
charter schools continued to improve. 

(5) In 2011, Congress enacted the three-part 
funding arrangement when it reauthorized 
the DC OSP and passed the Scholarships for 
Opportunity and Results (SOAR) Act (divi- 
sion C of Public Law 112-10) with bipartisan 
support. 

(6) While the National Center for Edu- 
cation Statistics indicates that per pupil ex- 
penditure for public schools in the District of 
Columbia is the highest in the United States, 
performance on the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP) continues to 
be near the bottom of the country when ex- 
amining scores in mathematics and reading 
for fourth and eighth grades. When Congress 
passed the DC School Choice Incentive Act of 
2003, students in the District of Columbia 
ranked 52 out of 52 States (including the De- 
partment of Defense schools). Since that 
time, the District of Columbia has made sig- 
nificant gains in mathematics and reading. 
However, students in the District of Colum- 
bia still rank in the bottom three States out 
of 52 States. According to the 2013 fourth 
grade math NAEP results, 34 percent of stu- 
dents are below basic, 38 percent are at basic, 
and 28 percent are at proficient or advanced. 
The 2013 fourth grade reading results found 
that 50 percent of fourth grade students in 
the District of Columbia are at or below 
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basic, 27 percent are at basic, and 23 percent 
are proficient or advanced. 

(7) Since the inception of the DC OSP, 
there has been strong demand for the pro- 
gram by parents and the citizens of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. In fact, 74 percent of Dis- 
trict of Columbia residents support con- 
tinuing the program (based on the Lester & 
Associates February 2011 Poll). 

(8) Since the program’s inception, parental 
satisfaction has remained high. The program 
has also been found to result in significantly 
higher graduation rates for those students 
who have received and used their oppor- 
tunity scholarships. 

(9) The DC OSP offers low-income families 
in the District of Columbia important edu- 
cational alternatives while public schools 
are improved. The program should continue 
to be reauthorized as part of a three-part 
comprehensive funding strategy for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia school system providing 
equal funding for public schools, public char- 
ter schools, and opportunity scholarships for 
students to attend private schools. 

(b) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this Act 
to amend the Scholarships for Opportunity 
and Results Act to provide low-income par- 
ents residing in the District of Columbia 
with expanded educational opportunities for 
enrolling their children in other schools in 
the District of Columbia, and provide re- 
sources to support educational reforms for 
District of Columbia Public Schools and Dis- 
trict of Columbia public charter schools. 

SEC. 3. PROHIBITING IMPOSITION OF LIMITS ON 
TYPES OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS PAR- 
TICIPATING IN THE PROGRAM. 


Section 3004(a) (sec. 38-1853.04(a), D.C. Offi- 
cial Code) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new paragraph: 

‘(3) PROHIBITING IMPOSITION OF LIMITS ON 
ELIGIBLE STUDENTS PARTICIPATING IN THE PRO- 
GRAM.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out the pro- 
gram under this division, the Secretary may 
not limit the number of eligible students re- 
ceiving scholarships under section 3007(a), 
and may not prevent otherwise eligible stu- 
dents from participating in the program 
under this Act, on any of the following 
grounds: 

“(i) The type of school the student pre- 
viously attended. 

“(ii) Whether or not the student previously 
received a scholarship or participated in the 
program. 

“(iii) Whether or not the student was a 
member of the control group used by the In- 
stitute of Education Sciences to carry out 
previous evaluations of the program under 
section 3009. 

(B) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
subparagraph (A) may be construed to waive 
the requirement under section 3005(b)(1)(B) 
that the entity carrying out the program 
under this Act must carry out a random se- 
lection process which gives weight to the pri- 
orities described in section 3006 if more eligi- 
ble students seek admission in the program 
than the program can accommodate.” . 

SEC. 4. REQUIRING ELIGIBLE ENTITIES TO UTI- 
LIZE INTERNAL FISCAL AND QUAL- 
ITY CONTROLS. 


Section 3005(b)(1) (sec. 38-1853.05(b)(1), D.C. 
Official Code) is amended— 

(1) by striking “and” at the end of subpara- 
graph (K); and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

““(M) how the entity will ensure that it uti- 
lizes internal fiscal and quality controls; 
and’’. 
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SEC. 5. CLARIFICATION OF PRIORITIES FOR 
AWARDING SCHOLARSHIPS TO DE- 
TERMINING ELIGIBLE STUDENTS. 

Section 3006(1) (sec. 38-1853.06(1), D.C. Offi- 
cial Code) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘iden- 
tified for improvement, corrective action, or 
restructuring under section 1116 of the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 6316)’ and inserting ‘‘identi- 
fied as a low-achieving school according to 
the Office of the State Superintendent of 
Education of the District of Columbia’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (C), by striking the 
semicolon at the end and inserting the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘, or whether such students have, in 
the past, attended a private school;”’’. 

SEC. 6. MODIFICATION OF REQUIREMENTS FOR 
PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS AND ELI- 
GIBLE ENTITIES. 

(a) CRIMINAL BACKGROUND CHECKS; COMPLI- 
ANCE WITH REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—Sec- 
tion 3007(a)(4) (sec. 38-1853.07(a)(4), D.C. Offi- 
cial Code) is amended— 

(1) by striking “and” at the end of subpara- 
graph (E); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub- 
paragraph (F) and inserting a semicolon; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraphs: 

“(G) conducts criminal background checks 
on school employees who have direct and un- 
supervised interaction with students; and 

‘“(H) complies with all requests for data 
and information regarding the reporting re- 
quirements described in section 3010.’’. 

(b) ACCREDITATION.—Section 3007(a) (sec. 
38-1853.07(a), D.C. Official Code) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘para- 
graphs (2) and (8)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraphs 
(2), (3), and (5)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘(5) ACCREDITATION REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—None of the funds pro- 
vided under this division for opportunity 
scholarships may be used by an eligible stu- 
dent to enroll in a participating private 
school unless one of the following applies: 

“(i) In the case of a school that, as of the 
date of enactment of the SOAR Reauthoriza- 
tion Act, is a participating school, the school 
is provisionally or fully accredited by an ac- 
crediting body described in subparagraphs 
(A) through (G) of section 2202(16) of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia School Reform Act of 1995 
(sec. 38-1802.02(16)(A-G), D.C. Official Code), 
or by any other accrediting body determined 
appropriate by the District of Columbia Of- 
fice of the State Superintendent for Schools 
for the purposes of accrediting an elemen- 
tary or secondary school. 

“(ii) In the case of a school that, as of the 
day before the date of enactment of the 
SOAR Reauthorization Act, is a partici- 
pating school but does not meet the require- 
ments of clause (i)— 

“(I) not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of such Act, the school is pur- 
suing full accreditation by an accrediting 
body described in clause (i); and 

“(ID) not later than 5 years after the date 
of enactment of such Act, the school meets 
the requirements of clause (i), except that an 
eligible entity may extend this deadline for 
a single 1-year period if the school provides 
the eligible entity with evidence from such 
an accrediting body that the school’s appli- 
cation for accreditation is in process and 
that the school will be awarded accreditation 
before the end of such period. 

“(iii) In the case of a school that, as of the 
date of enactment of the SOAR Reauthorization 
Act, is not a participating school, the school 
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meets the requirements of clause (i) or, if it does 
not meet the requirements of clause (i)— 

“(I) at the time the school notifies an eligible 
entity that it seeks to be a participating school, 
the school is actively pursuing full accreditation 
by an accrediting body described in clause (i); 

(II) not later than 5 years after the school 
notifies an eligible entity that it seeks to be a 
participating school, the school meets the re- 
quirements of clause (i), except that an eligible 
entity may extend this deadline for a single 1- 
year period if the school provides the eligible en- 
tity with evidence from such an accrediting 
body that the school’s application for accredita- 
tion is in process and that the school will be 
awarded accreditation before the end of such 
period; and 

“(III) the school meets all of the other require- 
ments for participating schools under this Act. 

“(B) REPORTS TO ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—Not 
later than 5 years after the date of enact- 
ment of the SOAR Reauthorization Act, each 
participating school shall submit to the eli- 
gible entity a certification that the school 
has been fully or provisionally accredited in 
accordance with subparagraph (A), or has 
been granted an extension by the eligible en- 
tity in accordance with subparagraph 
(A)GDUD. 

“(C) ASSISTING STUDENTS IN ENROLLING IN 
OTHER SCHOOLS.—If a participating school 
fails to meet the requirements of subpara- 
graph (A), the eligible entity shall assist the 
parents of the eligible students who attend 
the school in identifying, applying to, and 
enrolling in another participating school 
under this Act.’’. 

(c) USE OF FUNDS FOR ADMINISTRATIVE EX- 
PENSES AND PARENTAL ASSISTANCE.—Section 
3007 (sec. 38-1853.07, D.C. Official Code) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking subsections (b) and (c) and 
inserting the following: 

“(b) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES AND PAREN- 
TAL ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary shall make 
$2,000,000 of the amount provided under the 
grant each year available to an eligible enti- 
ty receiving a grant under section 3004(a) to 
cover the following expenses: 

“(1) The administrative expenses of car- 
rying out its program under this Act during 
the year, including— 

“(A) determining the eligibility of stu- 
dents to participate; 

‘“(B) selecting the eligible students to re- 
ceive scholarships; 

“(C) determining the amount of the schol- 
arships and issuing the scholarships to eligi- 
ble students; 

“(D) compiling and maintaining financial 
and programmatic records; and 

“(E) conducting site visits as described in 
section 3005(b)(1)(1). 

“(2) The expenses of educating parents 
about the entity’s program under this Act, 
and assisting parents through the applica- 
tion process under this Act, including— 

“(A) providing information about the pro- 
gram and the participating schools to par- 
ents of eligible students; 

“(B) providing funds to assist parents of 
students in meeting expenses that might 
otherwise preclude the participation of eligi- 
ble students in the program; and 

“(C) streamlining the application process 
for parents.’’; and 

(2) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub- 
section (c). 

(d) CLARIFICATION OF USE OF FUNDS FOR 
STUDENT ACADEMIC ASSISTANCE.—Section 
3007(c) (sec. 38-1853.07(c), D.C. Official Code), 
as redesignated by subsection (c)(2), is 
amended by striking ‘‘identified for improve- 
ment, corrective action, or restructuring 
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under section 1116 of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6316)’ and inserting ‘‘identified as a low- 
achieving school according to the Office of 
the State Superintendent of Education of the 
District of Columbia’’. 

(e) PERMITTING USE OF FUNDS REMAINING 
UNOBLIGATED FROM PREVIOUS FISCAL 
YEARS.—Section 3007 (sec. 38-1853.07, D.C. Of- 
ficial Code), as amended by this section, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

“(d) PERMITTING USE OF FUNDS REMAINING 
UNOBLIGATED FROM PREVIOUS FISCAL YEARS.— 
To the extent that any funds appropriated for 
the opportunity scholarship program under this 
Act for any fiscal year (including a fiscal year 
occurring prior to the enactment of this sub- 
section) remain unobligated at the end of the 
fiscal year, the Secretary shall make such funds 
available during the next fiscal year and (if still 
unobligated as of the end of that fiscal year) 
any subsequent fiscal year for scholarships for 
eligible students, except that an eligible entity 
may use not more than 5 percent of the funds 
for administrative expenses, parental assistance, 
and tutoring, in addition to the amounts appro- 
priated for such purposes under section 3007(b) 
and (c).’’. 

SEC. 7. PROGRAM EVALUATION. 

(a) REVISION OF EVALUATION PROCEDURES 
AND REQUIREMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 3009(a) (sec. 38- 
1853.09(a), D.C. Official Code) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(a) IN GENERAL.— 

“(1) DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY AND THE 
MAYOR.—The Secretary and the Mayor of the 
District of Columbia shall— 

‘(A) jointly enter into an agreement with 
the Institute of Education Sciences of the 
Department of Education to evaluate annu- 
ally the opportunity scholarship program 
under this Act; 

‘(B) jointly enter into an agreement to 
monitor and evaluate the use of funds au- 
thorized and appropriated for the District of 
Columbia Public Schools and the District of 
Columbia public charter schools under this 
Act; and 

“(C) make the evaluations described in 
subparagraphs (A) and (B) public in accord- 
ance with subsection (c). 

‘(2) DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY.—The Sec- 
retary, through a grant, contract, or cooper- 
ative agreement, shall— 

“(A) ensure that the evaluation under 
paragraph (1)(A)— 

“(i) is conducted using an acceptable quasi- 
experimental research design for deter- 
mining the effectiveness of the opportunity 
scholarship program under this Act which 
does not use a control study group consisting 
of students who applied for but who did not 
receive opportunity scholarships; and 

“(ii) addresses the issues described in para- 
graph (4); and 

“(B) disseminate information on the im- 
pact of the program— 

“(i) in increasing academic achievement 
and educational attainment of participating 
eligible students; and 

“(ii) on students and schools in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

‘*(3) DUTIES OF THE INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION 
SCIENCES.—The Institute of Education 
Sciences of the Department of Education 
shall— 

“(A) assess participating eligible students 
in each of the grades 3 through 8, as well as 
one of the grades in the high school level, by 
supervising the administration of the same 
reading and math assessment used by the 
District of Columbia Public Schools to com- 
ply with section 1111(b) of the Elementary 
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and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 6311(b)); 

“(B) measure the academic achievement of 
all participating students in the grades de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A); and 

“(C) work with the eligible entities to en- 
sure that the parents of each student who re- 
ceives a scholarship under this Act agree to 
permit the student to participate in the eval- 
uations and assessments carried out by the 
Institute under this subsection. 

‘(4) ISSUES TO BE EVALUATED.—The issues 
to be evaluated under paragraph (1)(A) shall 
include the following: 

“(A) A comparison of the academic 
achievement of participating eligible stu- 
dents in the measurements described in para- 
graph (3) to the academic achievement of a 
comparison group of students with similar 
backgrounds in the District of Columbia 
Public Schools. 

‘“(B) The success of the program under this 
Act in expanding choice options for parents 
of participating eligible students and in- 
creasing the satisfaction of such parents and 
students with their choice. 

“(C) The reasons parents of participating 
eligible students choose for their children to 
participate in the program, including impor- 
tant characteristics for selecting schools. 

‘“(D) A comparison of the retention rates, 
high school graduation rates, college enroll- 
ment rates, college persistence rates, and col- 
lege graduation rates of participating eligi- 
ble students with the rates of students in the 
comparison group described in subparagraph 
(A). 

“(E) A comparison of the college enrollment 
rates, college persistence rates, and college 
graduation rates of students who partici- 
pated in the program in 2004, 2005, 2011, 2012, 
2013, 2014, and 2015 as the result of winning 
the Opportunity Scholarship Program lot- 
tery with the rates of students who entered 
but did not win such lottery in those years 
and who, as a result, served as the control 
group for previous evaluations of the pro- 
gram under this Act. 

‘(F) A comparison of the safety of the 
schools attended by participating eligible 
students and the schools in the District of 
Columbia attended by students in the com- 
parison group described in subparagraph (A), 
based on the perceptions of the students and 
parents. 

‘“(G) Such other issues with respect to par- 
ticipating eligible students as the Secretary 
considers appropriate for inclusion in the 
evaluation, such as the impact of the pro- 
gram on public elementary schools and sec- 
ondary schools in the District of Columbia. 

‘(5) PROHIBITING DISCLOSURE OF PERSONAL 
INFORMATION.— 

‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Any disclosure of per- 
sonally identifiable information shall be in 
compliance with section 444 of the General 
Education Provisions Act (commonly known 
as the ‘Family Educational Rights and Pri- 
vacy Act of 1974’) (20 U.S.C. 1232¢). 

‘(B) STUDENTS NOT ATTENDING PUBLIC 
SCHOOLS.—With respect to any student who 
is not attending a public elementary school 
or secondary school, personally identifiable 
information may not be disclosed outside of 
the group of individuals carrying out the 
evaluation for such student or the group of in- 
dividuals providing information for carrying out 
the evaluation of such student, other than to 
the parents of such student.’’. 

(2) TRANSITION FROM CURRENT EVALUA- 
TION.—The Secretary of Education shall ter- 
minate the current evaluations conducted 
under section 3009(a) of the Scholarships for 
Opportunity and Results Act (sec. 38-1853.09, 
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D.C. Official Code), as in effect prior to the 
date of enactment of this Act, after obtain- 
ing data for the 2015-2016 school year, and 
shall submit the reports required with re- 
spect to the evaluations in accordance with 
section 3009(b) of such Act. Effective with re- 
spect to the 2016-2017 school year, the Sec- 
retary shall conduct new evaluations in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of section 
3009(a) of such Act as amended by this Act, 
and as a component of the new evaluations, the 
Secretary shall continue to monitor and evalu- 
ate the students who were evaluated in the most 
recent evaluation under such section prior to 
the enactment of this Act, along with their cor- 
responding test scores and other information. 

(b) DuTY OF Mayor To ENSURE INSTITUTE 
HAS ALL INFORMATION NECESSARY TO CARRY 
OUT EVALUATIONS.—Section 3011(a)(1) (sec. 
38-1853.11(a)(1), D.C. Official Code) is amend- 
ed to read as follows: 

‘“(1) INFORMATION NECESSARY TO CARRY OUT 
EVALUATIONS.—Ensure that all District of 
Columbia public schools and District of Co- 
lumbia public charter schools make avail- 
able to the Institute of Education Sciences 
of the Department of Education all of the in- 
formation the Institute requires to carry out 
the assessments and perform the evaluations 
required under section 3009(a).’’. 

SEC. 8. FUNDING FOR DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS AND PUBLIC 
CHARTER SCHOOLS. 

(a) MANDATORY WITHHOLDING OF FUNDS FOR 
FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH CONDITIONS.—Sec- 
tion 3011(b) (sec. 38-1853.11(b), D.C. Official 
Code) is amended to read as follows: 

‘“(b) ENFORCEMENT.—If, after reasonable 
notice and an opportunity for a hearing, the 
Secretary determines that the Mayor has 
failed to comply with any of the require- 
ments of subsection (a), the Secretary may 
withhold from the Mayor, in whole or in 
part— 

“(1) the funds otherwise authorized to be 
appropriated under section 3014(a)(2), if the 
failure to comply relates to the District of 
Columbia public schools; 

‘“(2) the funds otherwise authorized to be 
appropriated under section 3014(a)(8), if the 
failure to comply relates to the District of 
Columbia public charter schools; or 

“(3) the funds otherwise authorized to be 
appropriated under both section 3014(a)(2) 
and section 3014(a)(3), if the failure relates to 
both the District of Columbia public schools 
and the District of Columbia public charter 
schools.’’. 

(b) RULES FOR USE OF FUNDS PROVIDED FOR 
SUPPORT OF PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS.—Sec- 
tion 3011 (sec. 38-1853.11, D.C. Official Code) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub- 
section (d); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

‘“(c) SPECIFIC RULES REGARDING FUNDS 
PROVIDED FOR SUPPORT OF PUBLIC CHARTER 
ScHOOLS.—The following rules shall apply 
with respect to the funds provided under this 
Act for the support of District of Columbia 
public charter schools: 

“(1) The Secretary may direct the funds 
provided for any fiscal year, or any portion 
thereof, to the Office of the State Super- 
intendent of Education of the District of Co- 
lumbia (OSSE). 

(2) The OSSE may transfer the funds to 
subgrantees who are specific District of Co- 
lumbia public charter schools or networks of 
such schools or who are District of Colum- 
bia-based non-profit organizations with expe- 
rience in successfully providing support or 
assistance to District of Columbia public 
charter schools or networks of schools. 
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“(3) The funds shall be available to any 
District of Columbia public charter school in 
good standing with the District of Columbia 
Charter School Board (Board), and the OSSE 
and Board may not restrict the availability 
of the funds to certain types of schools on 
the basis of the school’s location, governing 
body, or any other characteristic.’’. 

SEC. 9. REVISION OF CURRENT MEMORANDUM 
OF UNDERSTANDING. 

The Secretary of Education and the Mayor 
of the District of Columbia shall revise the 
memorandum of understanding which is in 
effect under section 3012(d) of the Scholar- 
ships for Opportunity and Results Act (sec. 
38-1853.12(d), D.C. Official Code) as of the day 
before the date of the enactment of this Act 
to address the following: 

(1) The amendments made by this Act. 

(2) The need to ensure that participating 
schools under such Act meet fire code stand- 
ards and maintain certificates of occupancy. 

(3) The need to ensure that District of Co- 
lumbia public schools and District of Colum- 
bia public charter schools meet the require- 
ments under such Act to comply with all 
reasonable requests for information nec- 
essary to carry out the evaluations required 
under section 3009(a) of such Act. 

SEC. 10. EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION OF AP- 
PROPRIATIONS. 

Section 3014(a) (sec. 38-1853.14(a), D.C. Offi- 
cial Code) is amended by striking ‘‘each of 
the 4 succeeding fiscal years” and inserting 
“each of the 9 succeeding fiscal years”. 

SEC. 11. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this Act shall 
apply with respect to school year 2016-2017 
and each succeeding school year. 


The Acting CHAIR. No further 
amendment to the bill, as amended, 
shall be in order except those printed 
in House Report 114-300. Each further 
amendment may be offered only in the 
order printed in the report, by a Mem- 
ber designated in the report, shall be 
considered read, shall be debatable for 
the time specified in the report equally 
divided and controlled by the pro- 
ponent and an opponent, shall not be 
subject to amendment, and shall not be 
subject to a demand for division of the 
question. 


AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. CHAFFETZ 


The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 1 printed in 
House Report 114-300. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 9, beginning line 5, strike ‘‘identified 
as a low-achieving school according to the 
Office of the State Superintendent of Edu- 
cation of the District of Columbia” and in- 
sert ‘‘identified as one of the lowest-per- 
forming schools under the District of Colum- 
bia’s accountability system”. 

Page 10, beginning line 25, strike ‘‘, or by 
any other accrediting body determined ap- 
propriate by the District of Columbia Office 
of the State Superintendent for Schools for 
the purpose of accrediting an elementary or 
secondary school”. 

Page 16, beginning line 7, strike ‘‘identified 
as a low-achieving school according to the 
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Office of the State Superintendent of Edu- 
cation of the District of Columbia” and in- 
sert ‘‘identified as one of the lowest-per- 
forming schools under the District of Colum- 
bia’s accountability system”. 

Page 18, line 10, strike ‘‘evaluate’’ and in- 
sert ‘“‘report on”. 

Page 21, line 12, strike ‘‘A comparison of” 
and insert ‘‘A report on”. 

Page 21, line 18, strike ‘‘with the rates” 
and insert ‘‘as well as the rates”. 

Page 21, line 22, after the period add the 
following: ‘‘Nothing in this subparagraph 
may be construed to waive section 
3004(a)(3)(A)(Giii) with respect to any such stu- 
dent.’’. 

Page 25, beginning line 20, strike ‘‘may di- 
rect the funds provided for any fiscal year, or 
any portion thereof,” and insert ‘‘shall di- 
rect the funds provided for any fiscal year’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 480, the gentleman 
from Utah (Mr. CHAFFETZ) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Utah. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, the 
manager’s amendment that I am offer- 
ing makes small technical changes to 
the bill. 

First, the amendment substitutes the 
term ‘‘low achieving schools” for ‘‘low- 
est performing schools,” which cor- 
responds to the language used by the 
District of Columbia on this topic. 

Second, the amendment makes clear 
that the Secretary of Education and 
the Mayor of the District of Columbia 
will monitor and report on the use of 
funds authorized by this bill. 

Third, the amendment clarifies re- 
porting requirements in the bill to pro- 
tect students against arbitrary exclu- 
sion from the program. 

Finally, the amendment requires the 
Secretary of Education to direct fund- 
ing for public charter schools to the 
District’s Office of the State Super- 
intendent of Education. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a good amend- 
ment that reflects the ongoing con- 
versations with the District of Colum- 
bia regarding this bill. I urge its adop- 
tion. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the gentleman’s amend- 
ment, although I am not opposed to it. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. GRAVES of 
Louisiana). Without objection, the gen- 
tlewoman from the District of Colum- 
bia is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I actu- 
ally agree with the chairman, and the 
chairman has consulted with us on 
these changes, which are technical in 
nature. 

I do not oppose this amendment. In- 
deed, I want to thank our chairman for 
working with us before this committee 
markup on this bill on some additional 
technical changes. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I ap- 
preciate working with the Delegate. It 
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is a good working relationship. We 
have our opposition from time to time, 
but she did work with us in this way, 
and I appreciate her support of this 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Utah (Mr. CHAFFETZ). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MS. NORTON 


The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 2 printed in 
House Report 114-300. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 


Add at the end of section 6 the following 
new subsection: 

(f) LIMIT ON PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL STU- 
DENT POPULATION OF SCHOOL WHO RECEIVE 
OPPORTUNITY SCHOLARSHIPS.—Section 3007(a) 
(sec. 38-1853.07(a), D.C. Official Code), as 
amended by subsection (b), is further amend- 
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘para- 
graphs (2), (8), and (5)’’ and inserting ‘‘para- 
graphs (2), (8), (5), and (6)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

“(6) LIMIT ON PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL STU- 
DENT POPULATION RECEIVING OPPORTUNITY 
SCHOLARSHIPS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—None of the funds pro- 
vided under this Act for opportunity scholar- 
ships may be used by an eligible student to 
enroll in a participating school for a school 
year unless the school certifies to the eligi- 
ble entity that, for the school year, the num- 
ber of students enrolled in the school who re- 
ceive opportunity scholarships under this 
Act does not exceed the number of students 
enrolled in the school who do not receive op- 
portunity scholarships under this Act. 

‘“(B) EXCEPTIONS.—_In determining the 
number of students enrolled in a school who 
receive opportunity scholarships under this 
Act for a school year under subparagraph 
(A), there shall be excluded any student who 
was receiving an opportunity scholarship as 
of the date of the enactment of the Scholar- 
ships for Opportunity and Results Reauthor- 
ization Act and any student who is the sib- 
ling of a student who was receiving an oppor- 
tunity scholarship as of the date of the en- 
actment of such Act.’’. 

Page 18, strike line 23 and all that follows 
through page 19, line 5 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

“G) is conducted using the strongest pos- 
sible research design for determining the ef- 
fectiveness of the opportunity scholarship 
program under this Act; and’’. 

Page 20, strike lines 4 through 9 and insert 
the following: 

“(C) work with the eligible entities to en- 
sure that the parents of each student who ap- 
plies for a scholarship under this Act (re- 
gardless of whether the student receives the 
scholarship) and the parents of each student 
participating in the scholarship program 
under this Act, agree that the student will 
participate, if requested by the Institute, in 
the measurements given annually by the In- 
stitute for the period for which the student 
applied for or received the scholarship, re- 
spectively, except that nothing in this sub- 
paragraph shall affect a student’s priority 
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for an opportunity scholarship as provided 
under section 3006.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 480, the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia (Ms. 
NORTON) and a Member opposed each 
will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from the District of Columbia. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The Speaker’s voucher bill is sure to 
pass, and I am sure it is offered with 
the best of intentions. Therefore, I 
want to work with him and with Mem- 
bers and with those in the Senate who 
support vouchers to provide much- 
needed oversight for the millions in 
Federal dollars in this bill. It is in that 
spirit that I offer a two-part amend- 
ment, and both parts are entirely con- 
sistent with the underlying bill. 

The Government Accountability Of- 
fice, the GAO, said in 2007 and again in 
2013 that the voucher program lacks 
quality control, transparency, and in- 
formation. 

In response, the first part of my 
amendment restores the scientific in- 
tegrity of the program’s evaluation, 
copied from prior authorizations of this 
bill, and the second prohibits voucher 
mills, not our accredited Catholic 
schools, which are attended by most of 
our children, but their competition for 
vouchers—a small, but significant, 
number of private schools that would 
not exist but for this Federal funding. 

First, my amendment restores the 
evaluation of the program’s effective- 
ness that Congress has required since 
the program was created in 2004—and I 
am quoting from Congress—‘‘to be con- 
ducted using the strongest possible re- 
search design.”’ 

In contrast, this bill requires the 
evaluation to be conducted using ‘‘an 
acceptable quasi-experimental research 
design that actually prohibits the more 
scientific randomized controlled trial 
Congress mandated in prior authoriza- 
tions.”’ 

Yet the congressionally mandated 
evaluation said that randomized con- 
trolled trials ‘‘are especially important 
in the context of School Choice be- 
cause families wanting to apply for a 
Choice program may have educational 
goals and aspirations that differ from 
the average family’s.” 

I appreciate that this bill requires for 
the first time that schools be accred- 
ited, but it gives unaccredited schools 5 
years, along with the grace period of a 
year, to become accredited. 

This time frame is so long that it 
would allow existing and new 
unaccredited schools to accept voucher 
students well into the decade. The 50 
percent cap that my amendment pro- 
poses at least would ensure that vouch- 
er schools would ultimately be elimi- 
nated. 

For example, the GAO found that six 
participating voucher schools had more 
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than 80 percent of their enrollment 
from voucher students. A Washington 
Post investigation found one school 
where voucher students comprised 93 
percent of the total. 

The majority concedes that there is a 
need for the ongoing evaluation of the 
program’s effectiveness by requiring a 
study of this bill, but after the man- 
dated study showed that vouchers did 
not improve student achievement, the 
majority took care of that by watering 
down the mandated evaluation. 

The second part of my amendment 
prohibits fly-by-night, often storefront 
school voucher bills by eliminating the 
percentage of voucher students in the 
school to 50 percent of the school’s 
total enrollment. No current voucher 
student or sibling would be affected by 
the cap. 

My amendment would disqualify so- 
called voucher mills, a small, but sig- 
nificant, number of schools that cannot 
survive without government funding, 
most of which sprang up in low-income 
neighborhoods after the program was 
created to get unrestricted Federal 
funds. 

Why should the major recipients of 
voucher funds—our fully accredited 
Catholic schools or other parochial and 
private schools—have to share the 
available funding with voucher mills of 
low quality? The way to eliminate 
these unaccredited schools, which are 
unworthy of our students, is to require 
that their enrollment not consist pri- 
marily of voucher students. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the Post’s 
investigation, entitled, “Quality con- 
trols lacking for D.C. schools accepting 
Federal vouchers,’’ be included in the 
RECORD. 

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 17, 2012] 
QUALITY CONTROLS LACKING FOR D.C. 
SCHOOLS ACCEPTING FEDERAL VOUCHERS 
(By Lyndsey Layton and Emma Brown) 

Congress created the nation’s only feder- 
ally funded school voucher program in the 
District to give the city’s poorest children a 
chance at a better education than their 
neighborhood schools offer. 

But a Washington Post review found that 
hundreds of students use their voucher dol- 
lars to attend schools that are unaccredited 
or are in unconventional settings, such as a 
family-run K-12 school operating out of a 
storefront, a Nation of Islam school based in 
a converted Deanwood residence, and a 
school built around the philosophy of a Bul- 
garian psychotherapist. 

At a time when public schools face increas- 
ing demands for accountability and trans- 
parency, the 52 D.C. private schools that re- 
ceive millions of federal voucher dollars are 
subject to few quality controls and offer 
widely disparate experiences, the Post found. 

Some of these schools are heavily depend- 
ent on tax dollars, with more than 90 percent 
of their students paying with federal vouch- 
ers. 

Yet the government has no say over cur- 
riculum, quality or management. And par- 
ents trying to select a school have little 
independent information, relying mostly on 
marketing from the schools. 

The director of the nonprofit organization 
that manages the D.C. vouchers on behalf of 
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the federal government calls quality control 
“a blind spot.” 

“We've raised the question of quality over- 
sight of the program as sort of a dead zone, 
a blind spot,” said Ed Davies, interim execu- 
tive director of the D.C. Children and Youth 
Investment Trust Corp. ‘‘Currently, we don’t 
have that authority. It doesn’t exist.” 

Republicans in Congress established the 
D.C. voucher program eight years ago to 
demonstrate the school-choice concepts that 
the party has been espousing since the 1950s. 
Vouchers were once thought to be moribund, 
but came roaring to life in 2010 in states 
where Republicans took control. Fourteen 
states have created voucher programs or ex- 
panded existing ones in recent years. 

Some states, such as Wisconsin, now in- 
clude middle-class families in their voucher 
programs. Other states, including Virginia, 
have begun indirectly steering public dollars 
to private schools by offering tax credits to 
those who donate to scholarship funds. 

In some cases, the public has pushed back 
against the idea of routing state dollars from 
public to private schools. Legal challenges 
are pending in Colorado and Indiana. In the 
November elections, Florida voters rejected 
a ballot amendment that would have per- 
mitted tax dollars to flow to religious insti- 
tutions, including parochial schools. That 
would have enabled the state to revive a 
voucher program that had been declared un- 
constitutional in 2006 by its highest court. 
Yet Florida continues to offer vouchers for 
disabled students who want to attend private 
schools and awards tax credits to corpora- 
tions that donate to private-school scholar- 
ship programs. 

In the District, it’s clear that vouchers 
have provided many children with an edu- 
cation at well-established private schools 
that otherwise would have been out of reach, 
and their parents rave about the oppor- 
tunity. Of the 1,584 District students now re- 
ceiving vouchers, more than half attend 
Catholic schools and a handful are enrolled 
at prestigious independent schools such as 
Sidwell Friends, where President Obama 
sends his daughters. 

But the most comprehensive study of the 
D.C. program found ‘‘no conclusive evidence” 
that the vouchers improved math and read- 
ing test scores for those students who left 
their public schools. 

The study, released by the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Education in 2010, found that vouch- 
er students were more likely to graduate 
than peers without vouchers, based on data 
collected from families. And parents re- 
ported that their children were safer attend- 
ing the private schools, though the students 
themselves perceived no difference. 

Congress set aside $20 million for the D.C. 
voucher program this year. Since 2004, the 
federal government has appropriated $133 
million for the program. 

Private schools that participate in the D.C. 
program don’t have to disclose the number of 
voucher students they enroll or how much 
public money they receive, and many de- 
clined to release such information to The 
Post. 

While public schools must report test 
scores and take action when they don’t meet 
goals, private schools participating in the 
D.C. voucher program are insulated from 
such interference. 

The schools must administer a single 
standardized test, but can choose the type. 
Those scores are not made public, and 
schools can stay in the voucher program no 
matter how their students fare. 

Schools that accept vouchers are required 
to hold a certificate of occupancy and em- 
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ploy teachers who are college graduates, but 
they do not have to be accredited. The Post 
found that at least eight of the 52 schools are 
not accredited. 

Parents, not the government, should deter- 
mine a school’s quality, according to Kevin 
Smith, a spokesman for House Speaker John 
A. Boehner (R-Ohio), a proud product of 
Catholic schools who designed the voucher 
program. ‘“‘Our belief is that parents—when 
provided appropriate information—will se- 
lect the best learning environment for their 
children,” he wrote in an e-mail. 

At Archbishop Carroll High School, where 
40 percent of students receive vouchers, prin- 
cipal Mary Elizabeth Blaufuss agrees. ‘‘The 
question is, to what extent do we trust par- 
ents to make educational decisions for their 
kids?” she said. 

Santa Carballo knew little about the Aca- 
demia de la Recta Porta before enrolling her 
daughter, Emma, through the voucher pro- 
gram. She chose it because it was across the 
street from the Catholic school for boys that 
her son attends, also with a voucher, and it 
seemed better than a neighborhood public 
school that has failed for years to meet 
achievement targets. 

“This is private, it’s good,” said Carballo, 
an immigrant from El Salvador who works 
as a waitress and struggles with English. 
“It’s more intelligent. And it’s religious, it’s 
good. I’m so happy.” 

A nondenominational Christian school, the 
Academia charges $7,100 a year and occupies 
a soot-stained storefront between a halal 
meat shop and an evening wear boutique on 
a busy stretch of Georgia Avenue NW near 
the Maryland line. 

The K-12 school consists of two class- 
rooms. A drum set and keyboard are stowed 
in a corner for music class; for gym, students 
travel nearly two miles down Georgia Ave- 
nue to the city’s Emery Recreation Center. 

Annette and Reginald Miles founded the 
unaccredited school 18 years ago. He is the 
pastor of the associated church, she is the 
school director, their daughter is a teacher 
and their grandson is a student. 

Annette Miles declined to say how many of 
her 70 students receive vouchers. If the pro- 
gram were to end, the Academia would ‘‘have 
to stretch with fundraising” to continue op- 
erating, she said. 

To be eligible for a voucher, families must 
qualify for food stamps or meet other income 
requirements. 

Through the D.C. program, the federal gov- 
ernment pays about $8,000 a year for each el- 
ementary school student and $12,000 for high 
schoolers. That’s less than the $18,000 a year 
it costs to educate one child in the D.C. Pub- 
lic Schools. Many of the participating pri- 
vate schools do not offer costly services for 
children with disabilities, who make up 
about 18 percent of the DCPS school popu- 
lation. 

The voucher payments are enough to cover 
tuition at most Catholic schools, which en- 
roll about 52 percent of D.C. voucher stu- 
dents. But they pay only a fraction of costs 
at elite institutions such as the Sheridan 
School in Northwest D.C., where charges can 
reach about $30,000 a year. 

Tiblez Berhane has a daughter in eighth 
grade who is attending Sheridan with a 
voucher and financial aid from the school. 
“It’s wonderful,” said Berhane, an immi- 
grant from Eritrea who works in a day-care 
center. ‘‘We could never afford this.” 

While Sheridan, Sidwell Friends and the 
Washington International School each have 
one voucher student, the Academy for Ideal 
Education depends almost entirely on the 
federal program. 
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Founder Paulette Jones-Imaan created the 
school more than two decades ago, aiming to 
provide a nurturing environment with small 
classes and a learning model known as 
“Suggestopedia,” a philosophy of learning 
developed by Bulgarian psychotherapist 
Georgi Lozanov that stresses learning 
through music, stretching and meditation. 
Jones-Imaan melds that philosophy with an 
African-flavored approach that includes stu- 
dents addressing teachers as “Mama” and 
“Baba,” honorifics meaning mother and fa- 
ther. 

Jones-Imaan also founded a K-12 public 
charter school, Ideal Academy, based on the 
same educational philosophy, in 1999. She 
served on the board for more than a decade. 

But the charter school ran into trouble. 
Last year, the D.C. Public Charter School 
Board threatened to close it because of 
chronic poor performance. Ideal Academy 
agreed to shutter its high school, which had 
a particularly poor record, in order to keep 
its lower grades open. The preschool-8th 
grade Ideal Academy was classified as ‘‘inad- 
equate” this year by the city’s charter offi- 
cials, which means it could be closed if it 
doesn’t improve. 

Meanwhile, the private Academy for Ideal 
Education continues on. More than 90 per- 
cent of its approximately 60 students are 
paying the $11,400 tuition with vouchers, 
Jones-Imaan said. “If this program were to 
end, this school would end,” she said. 

While some schools have libraries, art stu- 
dios and athletic fields, the Muhammad Uni- 
versity of Islam occupies the second floor of 
a former residence east of the Anacostia 
River. The unaccredited K-8 school is sup- 
ported by the Nation of Islam, according to 
director Stephanie Muhammad. 

Parents choose the school because of its 
small classes, safety and strict discipline, 
she said. 

About one-third of the 55 students hold 
vouchers. Few of the others can afford the 
$5,335 annual tuition, Muhammad said. They 
are asked to help defray tuition by raising 
funds. Last month, they sold pizzas. This 
month, it’s coffee and tea. 

The classrooms are small, located in what 
were perhaps once bedrooms. On the walls 
are posters of Louis Farrakhan, the con- 
troversial leader of the Nation of Islam. 

On a recent visit, the only bathroom in the 
school had a floor blackened with dirt and a 
sink coated in grime. The bathtub was filled 
with paint cans and cleaning supplies con- 
cealed by a curtain. 

Muhammad said in a subsequent interview 
that the bathroom is used only in emer- 
gencies, and students typically use a rest- 
room on the floor below in a day-care center 
that she had previously described as unre- 
lated to the school. 

Kevin P. Chavous, a former D.C. Council 
member and now a senior adviser to Amer- 
ican Federation for Children, which lobbies 
for voucher programs nationwide, said 
schools receiving public funds should meet 
quality standards. But supporters of the D.C. 
program have been focused on overcoming 
political challenges, he said. 

“There should be some accountability 
measures in all these programs,” Chavous 
said. “Our biggest challenge has been the 
constant threats to shut this down before we 
can even measure the schools.” 

Since Congress created the voucher pro- 
gram in 2004, Boehner and Sen. Joseph I. Lie- 
berman (I-Conn.) have regularly wrestled 
with Democrats over its fate. Republicans 
and Lieberman want to expand the program; 
Democrats want to phase it out. 
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“Our goal is to provide a quality education 
to all children—not just a few—which is why 
the Obama administration does not believe 
vouchers are the answer to America’s edu- 
cational challenges,’’ said Justin Hamilton, 
a spokesman for Education Secretary Arne 
Duncan. 

Del. Eleanor Holmes Norton (D) and D.C. 
Mayor Vincent C. Gray (D) also are opposed 
to the voucher program, saying public dol- 
lars should go toward improving public 
schools where they can help the most stu- 
dents. 

Still, the program has offered some chil- 
dren a crucial path out of troubled city 
schools. 

Ophelia Johnson and her daughters were 
homeless when she learned about the vouch- 
er program. She obtained vouchers for both 
her daughters and enrolled them at the Cal- 
vary Christian Academy, which she credits 
with providing her children a secure, caring 
and consistent environment as she pulled her 
life together. 

“It’s wonderful,” Johnson said about the 
voucher program that allowed her daughters 
to attend the academy. ‘The atmosphere, 
the education, and it’s also a Christian 
school. They taught my girls.” 

Now, Johnson is employed, newly remar- 
ried and living with her daughters in a con- 
dominium on Capitol Hill. Her older daugh- 
ter, Tabitha, is applying to colleges. 

“She’ll be the first to go in the family,” 
Johnson said, pride in her voice. 

Ms. NORTON. The Federal vouchers 
give these schools the Federal Govern- 
ment’s seal of approval. Considering 
that the purpose of the voucher pro- 
gram is to improve student achieve- 
ment, voucher bills are inconsistent 
with the congressional intent and 
should not be enabled with Federal 
funds or get the Federal imprimatur. 

I appreciate that the majority indi- 
cated in committee and also on this 
floor that they, too, oppose voucher 
mills and are willing to work with me 
on this issue. I hope to continue to 
work with the majority as the bill 
moves forward in order to eliminate 
voucher bills, which surely no Member 
supports. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the gentlewoman’s 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Utah is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, this 
is the same amendment that Delegate 
NORTON offered to the bill during 
markup, but it was rejected by the 
Committee on Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform. 

The amendment would cap the en- 
rollment of OSP students, the Oppor- 
tunity Scholarship Program, at 50 per- 
cent of the school’s population without 
affecting current voucher students or 
siblings. The amendment would also re- 
store the randomized controlled study 
requirement. 

Mr. Chairman, this program is about 
opportunity and choice. Parents should 
be able to choose the best schools for 
their children, and private schools 
should have the flexibility to deter- 


October 21, 2015 


mine whether or not to enroll OSP stu- 
dents. 

I understand the Delegate’s concern 
that students maintain quality stand- 
ards. In fact, I share it. That is why 
H.R. 10 requires participating OSP 
schools to achieve accreditation no 
later than 5 years after the passage of 
the act. This is a more effective way to 
ensure the quality than by arbitrarily 
excluding students from the program. 

Mr. Chairman, the accreditation 
process required by H.R. 10 will ensure 
education and administrative quality 
control. The process will help weed out 
poor performers from this program 
without setting a cap on OSP student 
enrollment. 

As for the return to the control group 
evaluation, this is unnecessary for the 
OSP. The OSP has been rigorously 
evaluated using the Gold Standard 
since 2003, and it has demonstrated 
positive results. The Gold Standard 
Evaluation, using a randomized con- 
trolled evaluation, deliberately limits 
participation in the program. 

Under this evaluation method, some 
student applicants received scholar- 
ships while other student applicants 
were placed in a control group that did 
not receive scholarships. Given the 
OSP’s proven success under this stand- 
ard, it is time to allow as many stu- 
dents to receive scholarships as fund- 
ing permits. 

Mr. Chairman, it is important to 
note that the bill does not forsake 
evaluation. Instead, the bill requires 
the OSP students’ performance base to 
be compared to that of students of 
similar backgrounds of the D.C. public 
schools. The evaluation method means 
no more students will be barred from a 
good education through OSP for the 
sake of the experiment. 

Mr. Chairman, on average, 2.5 stu- 
dents apply for each scholarship that is 
ultimately awarded. We should be fo- 
cused on meeting the demand for ac- 
cess to a good education rather than 
arbitrarily limiting students’ ability to 
succeed. 

I urge my colleagues to reject this 
amendment, which would unneces- 
sarily exclude children from the edu- 
cational opportunities they desire and 
deserve. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. ALLEN). The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentlewoman from the District 
of Columbia (Ms. NORTON). 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Acting CHAIR. There being no 
further amendments, under the rule, 
the Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
GRAVES of Louisiana) having assumed 
the chair, Mr. ALLEN, Acting Chair of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union, reported that 
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that Committee, having had under con- 
sideration the bill (H.R. 10) to reau- 
thorize the Scholarships for Oppor- 
tunity and Results Act, and for other 
purposes, and, pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 480, he reported the bill, as 
amended by that resolution, back to 
the House with a further amendment 
adopted in the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or- 
dered. 

The question is on the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I have a motion to recommit at the 
desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. I am opposed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom- 
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Scott of Virginia moves to recommit 
the bill H.R. 10 to the Committee on Over- 
sight and Government Reform with instruc- 
tions to report the same back to the House 
forthwith with the following amendment: 

Add at the end of section 6 the following 
new subsection: 

(f) REQUIRING PROTECTION OF STUDENTS AND 
APPLICANTS UNDER CIVIL RIGHTS LAws.—Sec- 
tion 3008 (sec. 38-1853.08, D.C. Official Code) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

“(i) REQUIRING PROTECTION OF STUDENTS 
AND APPLICANTS UNDER CIVIL RIGHTS LAws.— 
In addition to meeting the requirements of 
subsection (a), an eligible entity or a school 
may not participate in the opportunity 
scholarship program under this Act unless 
the eligible entity or school certifies to the 
Secretary that the eligible entity or school 
will provide each student who applies for or 
receives an opportunity scholarship under 
this Act with all of the applicable protec- 
tions available under each of the following 
laws: 

“(1) Title IV of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
(42 U.S.C. 2000c et seq.). 

“(2) Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
(42 U.S.C. 2000d et seq.). 

“(3) Title IX of the Education Amendments 
Act of 1972 (20 U.S.C. 1681 et seq.). 

“(4) The Equal Educational Opportunities 
Act of 1974 (20 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.). 

“(5) The Individuals With Disabilities Edu- 
cation Act (20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq.). 

“(6) The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 
U.S.C. 701 et seq.). 

“(7) The Age Discrimination Act of 1975 (42 
U.S.C. 6101 et seq.). 

“(8) The Americans with Disabilities Act of 
1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101 et seq.).”’. 
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Mr. CHAFFETZ (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to dispense with the reading. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Utah? 
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Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

The Clerk will continue to read. 

The Clerk continued to read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Virginia (Mr. ScoTT) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
this is the final amendment to the bill, 
which will not kill the bill or send it 
back to committee. If adopted, the bill 
will immediately proceed to final pas- 
sage as amended. 

I rise to speak in support of the 
Democratic motion to recommit that 
would protect the civil rights of stu- 
dents at schools that receive vouchers 
by requiring the schools to certify that 
they provide each student with all ap- 
plicable civil rights protections. 

The D.C. voucher program calls into 
question multiple Federal civil rights 
protections and turns a blind eye to 
the government-funded discrimination. 
For example, religious schools that ac- 
cept vouchers are permitted to dis- 
criminate on the basis of religion in 
hiring, a violation of traditional prin- 
ciples prohibiting discrimination based 
on religion when using Federal money. 

The fact is that most religious 
schools are part of a ministry of the 
sponsoring church, and these schools 
either cannot or will not separate the 
religious content from their academic 
programs. So it is impossible to pre- 
vent a publicly funded voucher pro- 
gram for paying for these institutions’ 
religious activities and education. 

Furthermore, schools that accept 
vouchers are allowed to discriminate 
based on gender in admissions, a viola- 
tion of the principles of title IX. 

In addition to the discrimination 
based on religion or sex, the D.C. 
voucher program also raises serious 
concerns about the civil rights of stu- 
dents with disabilities. IDEA requires 
that schools that receive Federal IDEA 
funds provide appropriate education to 
all students with disabilities, but at 
least one study found that the schools 
that accept D.C. vouchers serve stu- 
dents with disabilities at a much lower 
rate than public schools. 

Failing to meet the needs of students 
with disabilities is just one of the 
shortcomings of the D.C. voucher pro- 
gram, but another issue is the perform- 
ance of the school. A 2010 Department 
of Education report concluded that the 
use of a voucher had no statistically 
significant impact on overall student 
achievement in math or reading. 

Additional studies found that stu- 
dents from schools in need of improve- 
ment have shown no improvement in 
math or reading due to the voucher 
program. Furthermore, participating 
in the voucher program had no impact 
on student safety, satisfaction, motiva- 
tion, or engagement. 

Mr. Speaker, many of those who ac- 
tually won a voucher cannot use them 
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because the voucher does not cover the 
full cost of attending a private or reli- 
gious school. As a result, many who 
win a voucher find that they cannot 
use it because they can’t afford the re- 
maining cost of the education. So stud- 
ies have confirmed that fewer than 25 
percent of the students who use the 
vouchers are from schools that were 
“in need of improvement.” 

The D.C. voucher program fails on all 
counts. It violates principles of tradi- 
tional civil rights laws, it makes no 
improvement on student achievement, 
and it fails to reach the very children 
it was designed to help. 

Our public schools need more fund- 
ing, not less. Rather than funnel tax- 
payer funding to private or religious 
schools that lack civil rights protec- 
tions and fail to meet the goals of help- 
ing the right students, we should focus 
our efforts on initiatives that will re- 
sult in overall improvement of the edu- 
cational system for all of our students. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support our children by supporting this 
motion to recommit. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to the motion to recom- 
mit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Utah is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Speaker, as I 
said before, Mr. SCOTT of Virginia is 
one of my favorite people in this body. 
I have the greatest respect. His per- 
spective is one that I often share. 

I would just highlight for this body 
here, because I do urge a ‘‘no”’ vote on 
this motion to recommit, that we had 
a field hearing in May. We have had 
good debate. We had a good markup. 
We had always projected to move this 
bill in the fall. I think it is time to 
bring up this bill. So we have never had 
this issue ever brought to my attention 
as chairman of the committee. 

I would also highlight that section 
3008, Nondiscrimination and Other Re- 
quirements for Participating Schools— 
I will read just point A. 

“In General.—An eligible entity or 
school participating in any program 
under this division shall not discrimi- 
nate against program participants or 
applicants on the basis of race, color, 
national origin, religion, or sex.”’ 

I do look forward to working with 
the gentleman and anybody else on 
these issues moving forward, but I 
would urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the motion 
to recommit. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or- 
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to recommit. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 
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Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of today, 
further proceedings on this question 
will be postponed. 


a 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the order 
of the House of today, proceedings will 
resume on questions previously post- 
poned. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

Passage of H.R. 692; 

The motion to recommit on H.R. 10; 
and 

Passage of H.R. 10, if ordered. 

The first electronic vote will be con- 
ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining 
electronic votes will be conducted as 5- 
minute votes. 


Ee 


DEFAULT PREVENTION ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on passage 
of the bill (H.R. 692) to ensure the pay- 
ment of interest and principal of the 
debt of the United States, on which the 
yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 235, nays 
194, not voting 5, as follows: 


[Roll No. 557] 


YEAS—235 
Abraham Costello (PA) Griffith 
Aderholt Cramer Grothman 
Allen Crawford Guinta 
Amodei Crenshaw Guthrie 
Babin Culberson Hardy 
Barletta Curbelo (FL) Harper 
Barr Davis, Rodney Harris 
Barton Denham Hartzler 
Benishek DeSantis Heck (NV) 
Bilirakis DesJarlais Hensarling 
Bishop (MI) Diaz-Balart Herrera Beutler 
Black Dold Hice, Jody B. 
Blackburn Donovan Hill 
Blum Duffy Holding 
Bos Duncan (SC) Hudson 
Boustany Duncan (TN) Huelskamp 
Brady (TX) Ellmers (NC) Huizenga (MI) 
Bra Emmer (MN) Hultgren 
Bridenstine Farenthold Hunter 
Brooks (AL) Fincher Hurd (TX) 
Brooks (IN) Fitzpatrick Hurt (VA) 
Buchanan Fleischmann Issa 
Buck Fleming Jenkins (KS) 
Bucshon Flores Jenkins (WV) 
Burgess Forbes Johnson (OH) 
Byrne Fortenberry Johnson, Sam 
Calvert Foxx Jolly 
Carter (GA) Franks (AZ) Jordan 
Carter (TX) Frelinghuysen Joyce 
Chabot Garrett Katko 
Chaffetz Gibbs Kelly (MS) 
Clawson (FL) Gohmert. Kelly (PA) 
Coffman Goodlatte King (IA) 
Cole Gosar Kinzinger (IL) 
Collins (GA) Gowdy Kline 
Collins (NY) Granger Knight 
Comstock Graves (GA) Labrador 
Conaway Graves (LA) LaHood 
Cook Graves (MO) LaMalfa 


Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 


Adams 
Aguilar 
Amash 
Ashford 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Dent 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 


Perry 
Pittenger 
Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 

Rice (SC) 
Rigell 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Russell 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 


NAYS—194 


Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gibson 
Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanna 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
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Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 

Tipton 

Trott 
Turner 

Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Yoho 

Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 

Zinke 


Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
MacArthur 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Massie 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
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Ryan (OH) Sires Vargas 
Sanchez, Linda Slaughter Veasey 

T. Smith (WA) Vela 
Sanchez, Loretta Speier Velazquez 
Sarbanes Swalwell (CA) Visclosky 
Schakowsky Takai Walz 
Schiff Takano Wasserman 
Schrader Thompson (CA) Schultz 
Scott (VA) Thompson (MS) Waters, Maxine 
Scott, David Titus Watson Coleman 
Serrano Tonko Welch 
Sewell (AL) Torres Wilson (FL) 
Sherman Tsongas Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—5 

Bishop (UT) Kelly (IL) Roskam 
Fattah Payne 
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Mrs. LAWRENCE and Ms. KUSTER 
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to 
“nay.” 

So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, on roll- 
call No. 557, | was unavoidably detained. Had 
| been present, | would have voted “yes.” 


ES 


SCHOLARSHIPS FOR OPPORTUNITY 
AND RESULTS REAUTHORIZA- 
TION ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on the mo- 
tion to recommit on the bill (H.R. 10) 
to reauthorize the Scholarships for Op- 
portunity and Results Act, and for 
other purposes, offered by the gen- 
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT), on 
which the yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk will redesignate the mo- 
tion. 

The Clerk redesignated the motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to recommit. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 185, nays 
242, not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 558] 


YEAS—185 

Adams Clark (MA) Edwards 
Aguilar Clarke (NY) Ellison 
Ashford Clay Engel 
Bass Cleaver Eshoo 
Beatty Clyburn Esty 
Becerra Cohen Farr 
Bera Connolly Foster 
Beyer Conyers Frankel (FL) 
Bishop (GA) Cooper Fudge 
Blumenauer Costa Gabbard 
Bonamici Courtney Gallego 
Boyle, Brendan Crowley Garamendi 

F. Cuellar Graham 
Brady (PA) Cummings Grayson 
Brown (FL) Davis (CA) Green, Al 
Brownley (CA) Davis, Danny Green, Gene 
Bustos DeFazio Grijalva 
Butterfield DeGette Gutiérrez 
Capps Delaney Hahn 
Capuano DeLauro Hastings 
Cardenas DelBene Heck (WA) 
Carney DeSaulnier Higgins 
Carson (IN) Deutch Himes 
Cartwright Dingell Hinojosa 
Castor (FL) Doggett Honda 
Castro (TX) Doyle, Michael Hoyer 
Chu, Judy F: Huffman 
Cicilline Duckworth Israel 
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Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 


Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 

Bos 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bra 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 

Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 

Cole 

Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 

Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 

Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 

Donovan 
Duffy 

Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers (NC) 


McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 
T 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 


NAYS—242 


Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 
Gibbs 

Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 

Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 

Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 

Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 

Jones 

Jordan 

Joyce 

Katko 

Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
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Schakowsky 

Schiff 

Schrader 

Scott (VA) 

Scott, David 

Serrano 

Sewell (AL) 

Sherman 

Sinema 

Sires 

Slaughter 

Smith (WA) 

Speier 

Swalwell (CA) 

Takai 

Takano 

Thompson (CA) 

Thompson (MS) 

Titus 

Tonko 

Torres 

Tsongas 

Van Hollen 

Vargas 

Veasey 

Vela 

Velazquez 

Visclosky 

Walz 

Wasserman 
Schultz 

Waters, Maxine 

Watson Coleman 

Welch 

Wilson (FL) 

Yarmuth 


King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 


Posey Sanford Valadao 
Price, Tom Scalise Wagner 
Ratcliffe Schweikert Walberg 
Reed Scott, Austin Walden 
Reichert Sensenbrenner Walker 
Renacci Sessions Walorski 
Ribble Shimkus Walters, Mimi 
Rice (SC) Shuster Weber (TX) 
Rigell Simpson Webster (FL) 
Roby Smith (MO) Wenstrup 
Roe (TN) Smith (NE) Westerman 
Rogers (AL) Smith (NJ) Whitfield 
Rogers (KY) Smith (TX) Williams 
Rohrabacher Stefanik Wilson (SC) 
Rokita Stewart Wittman 
Rooney (FL) Stivers Womack 
Ros-Lehtinen Stutzman Woodall 
Roskam Thompson (PA) Yoder 
Ross Thornberry Yoho 
Rothfus Tiberi Young (AK) 
Rouzer Tipton Young (IA) 
Royce Trott Young (IN) 
Ryan (WI) Turner Zeldin 
Salmon Upton Zinke 
NOT VOTING—7 
Buchanan Kelly (IL) Westmoreland 
Collins (GA) Payne 
Fattah Russell 
1759 
So the motion to recommit was re- 
jected. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 240, nays 
191, not voting 3, as follows: 

[Roll No. 559] 


This 


YEAS—240 
Abraham Cook Graves (LA) 
Aderholt Cramer Grothman 
Allen Crawford Guinta 
Amash Crenshaw Guthrie 
Amodei Culberson Hanna 
Babin Curbelo (FL) Hardy 
Barletta Davis, Rodney Harper 
Barr Delaney Harris 
Barton Denham Hartzler 
Benishek Dent Heck (NV) 
Bilirakis DeSantis Hensarling 
Bishop (MI) DesJarlais Herrera Beutler 
Bishop (UT) Diaz-Balart Hice, Jody B. 
Black Donovan Hill 
Blackburn Duffy Holding 
Blum Duncan (SC) Hudson 
Boustany Duncan (TN) Huelskamp 
Brady (TX) Ellmers (NC) Huizenga (MI) 
Brat Emmer (MN) Hultgren 
Bridenstine Farenthold Hunter 
Brooks (AL) Fincher Hurd (TX) 
Brooks (IN) Fitzpatrick Hurt (VA) 
Buchanan Fleischmann Issa 
Buck Fleming Jenkins (KS) 
Bucshon Flores Jenkins (WV) 
Burgess Forbes Johnson (OH) 
Byrne Fortenberry Johnson, Sam 
Calvert Foxx Jolly 
Carter (GA) Franks (AZ) Jones 
Carter (TX) Frelinghuysen Jordan 
Chabot Garrett Joyce 
Chaffetz Gibbs Katko 
Clawson (FL) Gibson Kelly (MS) 
Coffman Gohmert Kelly (PA) 
Cole Goodlatte King (IA) 
Collins (GA) Gosar King (NY) 
Collins (NY) Gowdy Kinzinger (IL) 
Comstock Granger Kline 
Conaway Graves (GA) Knight 


Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
Lipinski 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaw. 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 


Adams 
Aguilar 
Ashford 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bost 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 


Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Renacci 
Ribble 

Rice (SC) 
Rigell 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Russell 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 


NAYS—191 


Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Graham 
Graves (MO) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 


16319 


Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 

Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Yoho 

Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 

Zinke 


Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 


16320 


Ruiz Sherman Tsongas 
Ruppersberger Simpson Van Hollen 
Rush Sinema Vargas 
Ryan (OH) Sires Veasey 
Sanchez, Linda Slaughter Vela 

T. Smith (WA) Velazquez 
Sanchez, Loretta Speier Visclosky 
Sarbanes Swalwell (CA) Walz 
Schakowsky Takai Wasserman 
Schiff Takano Schultz 
Schrader Thompson (CA) Waters, Maxine 
Scott (VA) Thompson (MS) Watson Coleman 
Scott, David Titus Welch 
Serrano Tonko Wilson (FL) 
Sewell (AL) Torres Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—3 

Fattah Kelly (IL) Payne 
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So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


Ee 


MAKING IN ORDER CONSIDER- 
ATION OF VETO MESSAGE ON 
H.R. 1735 


Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that if a veto 
message on H.R. 1735 is laid before the 
House, then after the message is read 
and the objections of the President are 
spread at large upon the Journal, fur- 
ther consideration of the veto message 
and the bill shall be postponed until 
the legislative day of Thursday, No- 
vember 5, 2015; and that on that legisla- 
tive day, the House shall proceed to the 
constitutional question of reconsider- 
ation and dispose of such question 
without intervening motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 


a 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will postpone further proceedings 
today on the motion to suspend the 
rules on which a recorded vote or the 
yeas and nays are ordered, or on which 
the vote incurs objection under clause 
6 of rule XX. 

Any record vote on the postponed 
question will be taken tomorrow. 


EEE 


AMENDING TITLE XI OF THE 
SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 


Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (S. 1362) to amend title XI of the 
Social Security Act to clarify waiver 
authority regarding programs of all-in- 
clusive care for the elderly (PACE pro- 
grams). 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

S. 1862 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
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SECTION 1. CLARIFICATION OF WAIVER AUTHOR- 
ITY REGARDING PACE PROGRAMS. 


Subsection (d)(1) of section 1115A of the So- 
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1315a) is amended 
by striking ‘‘and 1908(m)(2)(A)(iii)”” and in- 
serting ‘‘1903(m)(2)(A)(iii), and 1934 (other 
than subsections (b)(1)(A) and (c)(5) of such 
section)’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. BRADY) and the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) each 
will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks and include extraneous material 
on S. 1862 currently under consider- 
ation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
for S. 1862, the PACE Innovation Act of 
2015. 

The companion bill in the House, 
H.R. 3248, was introduced by my long- 
time colleague and a real champion for 
the elderly and the frail, CHRIS SMITH 
of New Jersey. 

This legislation is a commonsense, 
bipartisan approach to increasing flexi- 
bility in our healthcare system. 

PACH, or the Program of All-Inclu- 
sive Care for the Elderly, is an inte- 
grated care program that provides 
hands-on, long-term care and support 
to beneficiaries who need an institu- 
tional level of care but continue to live 
at home. Many of these beneficiaries 
are dual eligible, or eligible for both 
Medicare and Medicaid. 

Hardworking Americans who care for 
these beneficiaries and want to keep 
their loved ones at home have relied on 
this program for well over a decade, as 
the program has now expanded to 32 
States. 

There are two programs currently op- 
erating back in Texas, and I am look- 
ing forward to monitoring the pro- 
gram’s continued success back home. 

However, currently, the PACE model 
is limited to seniors who meet a spe- 
cific list of criteria, Federal and State, 
for needing a nursing home level of 
care. The PACE Innovation Act would 
allow Medicare to test the PACE ben- 
efit on other vulnerable populations. 

With the popularity and success of 
the PACE program, it is clear that, to 
live up to its full potential nationally, 
other populations should be targeted to 
benefit from comprehensive PACE 
models. 

These beneficiaries are some of our 
Nation’s most vulnerable, who, along 
with their families, have chosen not to 
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enter into full-time nursing home care 
at a facility. 

Studies have shown that people re- 
ceiving care from PACE organizations 
have better outcomes and less hos- 
pitalizations and, more importantly, 
have more time to spend with their 
families in their own homes—and that 
is key. 

The PACE Innovation Act is revenue- 
neutral and widely supported. 

I would like to thank fellow Ways 
and Means Committee members 
CHARLES BOUSTANY, MIKE KELLY, LYNN 
JENKINS, EARL BLUMENAUER, BILL PAS- 
CRELL, BILL MCDERMOTT, and RICHARD 
NEAL for their strong support of this 
effort and encourage that the whole 
House vote to pass S. 1862 under sus- 
pension of the rules and send it to the 
President’s desk. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 
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Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the com- 
ments from my friend from Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, there is occasionally a little 
bit of controversy around the House, a 
modest amount of disagreement, and, 
of course, that is just in the Repub- 
lican conference. There are lots of 
things that get the spotlight. 

But I appreciate the leadership of my 
friend with our Health Subcommittee 
on Ways and Means for there are things 
below the radar screen where we have 
been working in a thoughtful and bi- 
partisan way to try and see if we can 
thread the needle on a number of these 
things that don’t have to cost a lot of 
money, and they enable us to be able to 
refine healthcare opportunities. 

One of the biggest accomplishments 
of the session was getting the SGR 
monkey off our back to deal with the 
sustainable growth rate in a bipartisan 
fashion, and there have been, I want to 
say, about 12 bills that have moved out 
of our Health Subcommittee that deal 
with initiatives going forward. 

What my friend from Texas said 
about the PACE Act is absolutely true. 
This is an opportunity for us to take a 
proven set of techniques to help seniors 
who want to stay at home, who do not 
want to be in nursing facilities, being 
able to give them the flexible needs in 
terms of services, and it works. 

I represent a program in Portland, 
Oregon, Providence ElderPlace. It 
serves over 1,000 Oregonians. It has got 
a solid track record. It has costs that 
are lower than average if they were 
Medicaid beneficiaries. In some States, 
these savings can be nearly 30 percent. 

There are opportunities here to be 
able to give better ongoing service. The 
hospital readmission rate, for example, 
the program I mentioned in Oregon, is 
far under the national average of 15.2 
percent. It is about half that rate. 
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This simply extends this opportunity 
to a broader range of beneficiaries, peo- 
ple who have complex health condi- 
tions, but who are younger, for in- 
stance. They are no less deserving of 
this opportunity. I am absolutely con- 
vinced that the results will be every bit 
as strong. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate having this 
bill move forward, and I appreciate the 
advocacy of my friend, Mr. SMITH from 
New Jersey. We seem to find a variety 
of things to work on together in this 
Congress, and there is nothing that I 
think is more important and is going 
to have more long-term impact for peo- 
ple who are quite vulnerable. It is 
going to save the Federal Government 
money while it provides better out- 
comes for patients and for their fami- 
lies. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I reserve the 
balance of my time urging strong sup- 
port from my colleagues. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
am really proud to yield 4 minutes to 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SMITH), a real champion for the elderly 
and the fragile who has really been a 
leader for so many years on this key 


issue. 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, first of all, let me thank 


KEVIN BRADY, the chairman, for his ex- 
traordinary leadership on this and so 
many other issues, and Mr. BLU- 
MENAUER, with whom we have worked 
together to build a strong bipartisan 
push for this piece of legislation. 

I do rise in strong support for passage 
of S. 1362, the PACE Innovation Act. 
Identical to the companion bill that I 
introduced along with Mr. BLU- 
MENAUER, this bill will provide PACE 
programs with flexibility to bring a 
proven model of care to new popu- 
lations. The program for all-inclusive 
care for the elderly, or PACH, is a 
widely popular program serving over 
30,000 seniors around the country. 

For those unfamiliar with PACH, the 
program delivers the entire range of 
medical and long-term services, includ- 
ing medical care and prescription drug 
services, physical or occupational ther- 
apy, day or respite care, and medical 
specialties such as dentistry, optom- 
etry, and podiatry. 

Currently, eligibility for PACE is 
limited to those aged 55 and over who 
meet State-specified criteria for need- 
ing nursing home-level care. This pro- 
gram will provide wellness and keeps 
people in their homes. It is already 
doing it. Now more people will benefit 
from it. It improves outcomes. And 
this is all for people who otherwise 
would be paying catastrophic costs for 
nursing home care. 

Mr. Speaker, PACE has seen a sig- 
nificant growth in recent years, includ- 
ing a 30 percent increase in the number 
of people receiving services over the 
last 3 years alone. 

PACE has a proven track record in 
my own State of New Jersey where pro- 
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grams currently serve roughly 900 sen- 
iors throughout the State. 

Just last week, Mr. Speaker, I had 
the opportunity to attend the grand 
opening and ribbon cutting of a new 
PACE program in Monmouth County, 
and it is New Jersey’s fifth program. 

When I first heard about PACH, I 
worked hard to bring this valuable pro- 
gram to my State back in 2009. Even 
though it was around before that, it 
was one of the best kept secrets 
around. 

They then formed the first PACE 
program called LIFE, Living Independ- 
ently for Elderly, at St. Francis Med- 
ical Center in the Trenton and Ham- 
ilton area. I have visited St. Francis 
LIFE often since and on its fifth anni- 
versary was overwhelmed by the appre- 
ciation of seniors and their families for 
the program’s ability to raise or main- 
tain their quality of life. 

The limits, however, and operational 
restrictions placed on PACE do not 
allow these programs to serve many 
others in need. Chronological age 
should not be the determinant. 

If somebody is disabled and could use 
and should use a nursing home and is 
eligible, this gives another option to 
the family to keep them at home. The 
legislation will allow CMS to establish 
pilot programs and waive restrictions 
and test how to best deliver results for 
new populations. 

As Tim Clontz, the chairman of the 
National PACE Association’s Public 
Policy Committee, testified before the 
Health Subcommittee on the Energy 
and Commerce Committee, he told sto- 
ries about a man named Jim G., a 54- 
year-old man with early-onset Alz- 
heimer’s disease. 

He was hospitalized for a lung infec- 
tion and, as a result, stayed home 
alone during the day, where he was iso- 
lated and struggled with activities of 
daily living, such as personal groom- 
ing, household chores, and child care. 

His wife quit her job to care for him 
full time, but his needs were more than 
she could handle. He was permanently 
placed in a memory care unit, and 
since PACE was not an option for 
Jim—remember, he is 54 years old—his 
wife is crowd-sourcing to try to pay his 
medical care. This heartbreaking story 
could have been eliminated. 

I also chair the Alzheimer’s Caucus, 
Mr. Speaker, here in the House, and I 
can tell you there are many patients 
with early onset who could benefit and 
benefit in a very, very significant way 
with this change in law. 

I look forward to the President’s sig- 
nature. Again, I want to thank you, 
Kevin, for your leadership and your 
very distinguished staff. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume to close just by saying, again, I 
express my appreciation to the chair- 
man and to Mr. SMITH for moving this 
forward. 
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We find that the evaluations of the 
PACE program have proven that par- 
ticipants experience better health out- 
comes, fewer unmet needs, less pain, 
less likelihood of depression, and fewer 
hospitalizations and nursing home ad- 
missions. 

There are people out there now, if we 
make this change, that are ready to ex- 
tend this higher quality of care for 
very deserving, needy, and vulnerable 
people who are younger than the 
threshold 55 years of age. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge we vote tonight, 
enact it into law, and let these people 
get to work serving these people in a 
new and profoundly improved way. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume to close. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank again 
these champions, Mr. SMITH and Mr. 
BLUMENAUER, for coming together on a 
very important program that makes so 
much sense. 

This is our mom or our dad, our loved 
one who wants to get care, but doesn’t 
want to be in that nursing home. It is 
good for them, it is great for the fam- 
ily, and it is good for the taxpayers. 

It just makes common sense. Having 
this strong, bipartisan support for this 
bill I think is every reason for it to 
pass through this House, to be signed 
by the President, and be expanded all 
across America. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I stand in strong 
support for the PACE Innovation Act 
and urge its passage. With that, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Cos- 
TELLO). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BRADY) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, S. 1362. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


—— 


CONTINUATION OF THE NATIONAL 
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO 
THE SITUATION IN OR IN RELA- 
TION TO THE DEMOCRATIC RE- 
PUBLIC OF THE CONGO—MES- 
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. 
NO. 114-69) 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
and ordered to be printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 

Section 202(d) of the National Emer- 
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides 
for the automatic termination of a na- 
tional emergency unless, within 90 
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days prior to the anniversary date of 
its declaration, the President publishes 
in the Federal Register and transmits to 
the Congress a notice stating that the 
emergency is to continue in effect be- 
yond the anniversary date. In accord- 
ance with this provision, I have sent to 
the Federal Register for publication the 
enclosed notice stating that the na- 
tional emergency with respect to the 
situation in or in relation to the Demo- 
cratic Republic of the Congo declared 
in Executive Order 13413 of October 27, 
2006, is to continue in effect beyond Oc- 
tober 27, 2015. 

The situation in or in relation to the 
Democratic Republic of the Congo, 
which has been marked by widespread 
violence and atrocities that continue 
to threaten regional stability, con- 
tinues to pose an unusual and extraor- 
dinary threat to the foreign policy of 
the United States. For this reason, I 
have determined that it is necessary to 
continue the national emergency de- 
clared in Executive Order 13413 with re- 
spect to the situation in or in relation 
to the Democratic Republic of the 
Congo. 

BARACK OBAMA. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, October 21, 2015. 


EE 


SELECT COMMITTEE ON THE 
EVENTS SURROUNDING THE 2012 
TERRORIST ATTACK IN 
BENGHAZI 


(Mr. SHERMAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, tomor- 
row the Select Committee on Benghazi 
will hold hearings certain to drive con- 
gressional approval ratings to new 
lows. The majority leader, the leader of 
the Republicans, and the New York Re- 
publican, Mr. HANNA, and former Re- 
publican Committee staffers have all 
confessed that the purpose of this com- 
mittee is no governmental purpose, but 
the political purpose of driving down 
Secretary Clinton’s approval ratings 
and political prospects. And for that, 
we have spent 4.5 million taxpayer dol- 
lars. 

Even before those admissions, it was 
apparent that that was the purpose of 
this committee. They have held four 
hearings in 17 months and developed 
nothing of significance. They have 
abandoned plans to have hearings with 
top intelligence and defense officials. 
They have done nothing up until now. 
Yet, tomorrow, they are set to spend 8 
hours grilling one woman. 

Nothing about the tragedy in 
Benghazi has been revealed by this 
committee, and nothing will be re- 
vealed tomorrow. All this committee 
has done is focus on what has been re- 
ferred to as Secretary Clinton’s damn 
emails. 

Look at the rules that bind Congress 
on emails. We are free to use any serv- 
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er. We are free to keep and delete or to 
take the emails with us. 

We have got an 8 percent approval 
rating. It is going down tomorrow as a 
result of what the Benghazi Committee 
plans to do. 


EE 


TRINIDAD GARZA EARLY COLLEGE 
HIGH SCHOOL NAMED NATIONAL 
BLUE RIBBON SCHOOL 


(Mr. VEASEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. VEASEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to congratulate the faculty, 
staff, and students of Trinidad Garza 
Early College High School at Mountain 
View for being named a 2015 National 
Blue Ribbon School. 

For the last 33 years, the Department 
of Education has recognized superior 
schools for their academic achieve- 
ment, their progress in closing achieve- 
ment gaps, and for demonstrating that 
all students can achieve high levels of 
success. 

Nominated by top education officials 
in Texas, Trini Garza is one of 335 
schools across the country being recog- 
nized as a 2015 Blue Ribbon School and 
one of 28 such schools in the great 
State of Texas. 

As a dual-degree school, Trinity 
Garza has made it a priority to make 
students college ready, life ready, and 
career ready. 

I am proud to represent a school that 
has truly excelled since opening in 2006. 
Trini Garza, along with 334 other 
schools, will be recognized at a cere- 
mony in Washington, D.C., on Novem- 
ber 9 and 10. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in 
congratulating Trini Garza Early Col- 
lege High School on this important ac- 
complishment. 


Ea 
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ADDRESS THE DEBT LIMIT AND 
REACH A BIPARTISAN BUDGET 
AGREEMENT 


(Ms. JACKSON LEE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, 
there are just 9 more legislative days 
to act fully to protect the full faith and 
credit of the United States before No- 
vember 3 in order to prevent the risk of 
a first ever U.S. default. 

We know that a default is not what 
the American people want. It could 
shatter retirement savings and send in- 
terest rates for mortgages, student 
loans, credit cards, and car payments 
soaring. We know that even a threat of 
default has serious consequences. 

We have experienced a downgrading 
in our credit before because our friends 
on the other side of the aisle—Repub- 
licans—took us to the catastrophic 
brink. And then, of course, we realized 
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that what we did today, Pay China 
First Act, does not help the American 
people. 

If we continue on this pathway, we 
will impact 1.4 million Active-Duty 
troops by not paying our debt, 4.1 mil- 
lion disabled veterans who served their 
country with honor by not paying our 
debt, 2.3 million veterans who receive 
home purchasing assistance by not 
paying our debt, American small busi- 
nesses that sell goods and services to 
the government and most doctors and 
hospitals that treat the 53.8 million 
Medicare patients around the country 
by not paying our debt. 

We cannot hold the United States 
hostage or our credit hostage. It is 
time to address in a fair and reasonable 
manner the debt of the United States, 
which is the people of the United 
States. Get rid of sequester, follow our 
responsibilities, and pay our bills so 
that we can help those veterans who 
need help. 

Mr. Speaker, once again House Repub- 
licans are putting the narrow partisan interests 
of their right-wing base ahead of addressing 
the real challenges and problems facing the 
American people. 

Congress has only 10 legislative days to act 
to fully protect the full faith and credit of the 
United States before November 3, in order to 
prevent the risk of a first-ever U.S. default. 

A default would shatter retirement savings 
and send interest rates for mortgages, student 
loans, credit cards and car payments soaring. 

We know that even the threat of default has 
serious consequences: plummeting consumer 
confidence, and drastic slowdowns in job cre- 
ation and economic growth. 

Instead of taking the threat of catastrophic 
default off the table, this week, Republicans 
are bringing forward a bill that would give pri- 
ority to bondholders from China and other for- 
eign nations would be paid first. 

This bill, more accurately described as the 
“Pay China First Act,” puts payments to Amer- 
icans at risk, including those to: 1. 1.4 million 
active duty troops; 2. 4.1 million disabled vet- 
erans who served their country with honor; 3. 
2.3 million veterans who receive home pur- 
chasing assistance; 4. American small busi- 
nesses that sell goods and services to the 
government; 5. Doctors and hospitals that 
treat the 53.8 million Medicare patients around 
the country. 

The credit rating of the United States is not 
a hostage to serve Republicans’ toxic special 
interest ideology. 

Republicans should bring forward a clean 
bill to honor the full faith and credit of the 
United States immediately. 

Mr. Speaker, House Republicans have 
wasted enormous amount of time on irrespon- 
sible, futile, and reckless diversions such as 
trying to repeal the Affordable Care Act, 
defund Planned Parenthood, and use the 
Benghazi Select Committee as an adjunct of 
the Republican National Committee to engage 
in partisan attacks on the leading candidate 
for the 2016 Democratic presidential nomina- 
tion. 

Because so much time has been wasted on 
these frivolous issues, we now have the fol- 
lowing critical deadlines staring us in the face: 


October 21, 2015 


1. October 29: Highway & Transit Trust 
Fund expires, endangering good paying jobs 
and critical construction projects throughout 
America; 

2. November 3: Deadline to raise debt ceil- 
ing to protect full faith and credit of the United 
States. 

3. December 11: Deadline to pass a funding 
bill that keeps the government open. 

Americans are already paying a heavy price 
for House Republicans’ legislative mismanage- 
ment. 

Earlier this summer, Republicans shut down 
the Export-Import Bank for the first time in its 
81-year history. 

The Bank provides critical financing assist- 
ance—at no cost to taxpayers—to small, me- 
dium, and large-sized U.S. businesses that 
helps them create jobs here at home and sell 
their products overseas. 

Just two months after the Bank shut down, 
companies across the country are already 
feeling negative impacts on their ability to 
compete in the global marketplace. 

House Republicans also let the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) expire on 
September 30. 

Created in 1965, it is one of the nation’s 
most successful conservation programs. 

The LWCF uses a small percentage of rev- 
enue from offshore oil and gas drilling to in- 
vest in public lands and local recreation 
projects, and helps to support more than 6 
million U.S. jobs connected with outdoor recre- 
ation. 

Mr. Speaker, | renew my call that all Mem- 
bers of the House and Senate work together 
and address the real problems and challenges 
facing the American people and to work with 
the President to reach agreement on an ap- 
propriate budget framework that ends seques- 
tration but does not harm our economy or re- 
quire draconian cuts to middle-class priorities. 


EE 


HONORING THE LIFE OF 
DON EDWARDS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 6, 2015, the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. LOFGREN) is recognized 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
minority leader. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in- 
clude extraneous material on the sub- 
ject of this Special Order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I rise on 
behalf of the California Democratic 
congressional delegation to honor the 
life of Don Edwards, who passed away 
earlier this month at the age of 100 in 
his home in Carmel. 

Congressman Don Edwards was some- 
one I was proud to know for many 
years. He was born in San Jose, Cali- 
fornia, in 1915, growing up on South 
18th Street. Living in San Jose at an 
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idyllic time, he took the trolley to play 
golf as a young man, attended public 
schools in San Jose, received his bach- 
elor’s degree from Stanford University, 
where he later studied law, and was ad- 
mitted to the Bar Association of Cali- 
fornia in 1940. 

He became an FBI agent during the 
Depression. He used to talk about his 
service as an FBI agent, which he jok- 
ingly referred to as “long hours look- 
ing for auto thieves in Indianapolis.” 
But, in fact, he served with great dis- 
tinction in the FBI, and he went on to 
serve in the United States Navy as an 
intelligence officer and a gunnery offi- 
cer in World War II. 

He was first elected to represent 
what was then California’s Ninth Con- 
gressional District in 1962, and he 
served for 32 years, until January 3, 
1995. 

I remember the first time I saw Con- 
gressman Don Edwards. It was before 
he was a Congressman. He was giving a 
speech in Mitchell Park in Palo Alto, 
California. I was just out of elementary 
school, and I remember how impressed 
I was and inspired I was by his words. 
He, in turn, had been inspired by Presi- 
dent Kennedy to run for Congress, and 
he was successfully elected that year. 

Over the years, he represented such 
communities as San Jose, Gilroy, Mor- 
gan Hill, parts of Milpitas, Fremont, 
and Union City. He served on the Judi- 
ciary Committee and served as chair- 
man of the House Subcommittee on 
Civil Liberties and Civil Rights for 23 
years. He also sat on the Veterans’ Af- 
fairs Committee. 

Now, Congressman Don Edwards was 
one of the foremost defenders of civil 
liberties in Congress. In the 1970s, 
along with Senator Frank Church and 
his committee, they exposed the perva- 
sive abuses of civil liberties in J. Edgar 
Hoover’s COINTELPRO, which mon- 
itored, infiltrated, and disrupted en- 
tirely lawful civil rights and antiwar 
organizations; and his stature as a 
former FBI agent really allowed him to 
be effective in this role. 

In his first year in the House, he 
voted to abolish the House Un-Amer- 
ican Activities Committee, and he was 
involved every year. In fact, I helped 
him in the early seventies in trying to 
abolish HUAC. He finally succeeded in 
1975. He was involved in the passage of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965. He was a dig- 
nified and important member of the 
House Judiciary Committee during the 
consideration of the impeachment of 
Richard Nixon. And he was known 
throughout the country as somebody 
who stood up for the Constitution. 

Earlier today, former Congress- 
woman Elizabeth Holtzman came on 
the floor, and we were talking about 
former Members’ right to be present on 
the floor, but they do not have the 
right to address the Congress as a 
former Member. She wanted everyone 
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to know that she was so proud that she 
was able to serve with Congressman 
Edwards on the Judiciary Committee, 
and she is not alone where people were 
able to serve with him. 

His contributions will live on for 
many generations, as demonstrated by 
the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay 
National Wildfire Refuge, which was 
the first urban wildfire refuge in the 
United States. I remember he used to 
call the chairman of the committee in 
the seventies every single morning, 
saying, ‘‘Where is my wildfire refuge?” 
because such endangered species as the 
California Clapper Rail and the salt 
marsh harvest mouse were on the verge 
of extinction, and now they are not be- 
cause of his work. 

As I said, he was a stalwart defender 
of the Constitution, a tireless advocate 
for the rights of women, and was 
known as the “Father of the Equal 
Rights Amendment,” which he intro- 
duced every year. 

Congressman Edwards was also 
known as a champion of civil rights. 
After becoming chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Civil and Constitutional 
Rights, then known as Subcommittee 
Number 4, he managed the Equal 
Rights Amendment on the House floor 
in 1971, the extension of the Voting 
Rights Act in 1982, and all other civil 
rights bills of the era. 

Now, outside of Congress, he took 
part in civil rights marches in the 
South. His son Len was a Freedom 
Rider, and he joined Len Edwards dur- 
ing the Mississippi Summer. He visited 
Dr. Martin Luther King when Dr. King 
was imprisoned in the Birmingham, 
Alabama, jail. And Don Edwards spoke 
out against apartheid while visiting 
South Africa. 

Congressman Don Edwards had a 
long, fulfilling life, and part of that 
fulfillment was his marriage to Edie 
Wilkie Edwards until her death in 
April of 2011. She and he were very in- 
volved in a group that no longer is ac- 
tive in the House called Members of 
Congress for Peace Through Law be- 
cause they were people who believed 
that we could have a peaceful world, 
and the route to peace was the rule of 
law. 

Congressman Edwards is survived by 
four sons, Len Edwards, Samuel, Bruce, 
and Thomas, as well as four grand- 
children and five great-grandchildren. 
He died peacefully and with a great 
deal of grace. According to his son Len 
Edwards: ‘‘He died as he lived, an ele- 
gant man.” 

He leaves a legacy of supporting civil 
rights, advocating for those less fortu- 
nate in our society, and as being a 
strong defender of our Constitution. In 
fact, in his district, they used to call 
him not the Congressman from the 
Tenth Congressional District, but the 
Congressman from the Constitution. 

I am fortunate that when I graduated 
from college in 1970 and I came to 
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Washington without a job, I walked 
into his office and he hired me. I 
worked for him for nearly 9 years, both 
here in Washington and in his district 
in San Jose. He helped me enormously 
by giving me time off to take exams 
while I was taking my law school class- 
es. He helped me and mentored me, and 
I feel a great debt of gratitude to him 
personally for all he did to help me, but 
mainly to inspire me and a whole gen- 
eration of Americans to believe in 
their country and to believe in their 
Constitution and to believe in the rule 
of law and civil rights. 

With that, I yield to the gentleman 
from California, (Mr. FARR), my col- 
league. 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, I thank Ms. 
LOFGREN for yielding, the chair of our 
wonderful California delegation, the 
largest Democratic delegation in Con- 
gress. 

When I arrived in Congress in a spe- 
cial election in 1993, Don Edwards was 
the dean, the chair of the Democratic 
delegation, the same delegation that 
his former employee, Congresswoman 
ZOE LOFGREN, now holds. He was the fa- 
ther figure for all of us from California, 
and I think of this entire Congress 
when you look at his remarkable 
record. 

It is ironic that Don Edwards grew up 
in a Republican family in the Stanford 
area in Santa Clara Valley, attended 
Stanford University, was captain of the 
golf team, did very well in golf, and so 
much so that the district that I rep- 
resent every year hosts what was for- 
merly known as the Bing Crosby Clam- 
bake, now the AT&T Pro-Am Golf 
Tournament. And Don Edwards told me 
that he carried his pro, he got a better 
score than his pro, and they won the 
tournament the first Clambake at Peb- 
ble Beach. 

He soon became president of the 
Young Republicans. He quickly there- 
after left the Young Republicans and 
became a very, very liberal Democrat. 
I asked him once as he retired, as Con- 
gresswoman LOFGREN said, to Carmel, 
California—he retired to a home right 
next to the home that I grew up in and 
my sister still lives in, so we had 
many, many nights with him and Edie 
discussing politics, and I once asked 
him: What made you become a Demo- 
crat? He said: Well, you know, Sam, 
after I got out of Stanford, I was in the 
FBI right after law school, and after I 
knew what the government could do to 
you through the FBI, I decided that I 
better be on the other side to protect 
the rights of individuals. 

He then became a Navy intelligence 
officer. One of the things that hap- 
pened when he left the FBI—he was no 
fan of the head of the FBI, J. Edgar 
Hoover—he asked Congress to audit the 
FBI. Well, the FBI had never been au- 
dited. All of the seizure of the equip- 
ment and goods and things that they 
had taken in the arrest were used to 
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support them internally, and people 
thought that there might be some foul 
play there. Because he asked for that 
audit, he was on their blacklist. A 
former FBI agent knew a little bit too 
much about what was going on inside 
the FBI and with J. Edgar Hoover. 

As a Member of Congress—it is really 
interesting. He got elected when John 
F. Kennedy was President, and he left 
Congress when Bill Clinton was Presi- 
dent, so all of those President’s be- 
tween Kennedy and Clinton, Don 
Edwards had served with. If anybody, 
he was probably the most dapper, best 
dressed, politest, nicest human being 
on this floor. 

He had great friends on the Repub- 
lican side of the aisle, even though he 
was such a liberal Member of the 
Democratic Party. One of his friends 
was Hamilton Fish from New York. 
They worked together on many of 
these remarkable acts: the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964, the rogue Voting Rights 
Act of 1965. He became chair of the 
Subcommittee on Civil and Constitu- 
tional Rights, and he managed the 
equal rights amendment on the House 
floor. He was a constitutional civil 
rights-human rights expert and pas- 
sionate about his feelings of the law to 
protect people. 

When Don and Edie retired to Car- 
mel, California, they brought with 
them a lot of their friends from Wash- 
ington, and in his home State of Cali- 
fornia, we used to have wonderful din- 
ner parties together. He was still a 
member of Cypress Point Golf Club, a 
very exclusive golf club. In fact, he was 
the longest surviving member of that 
club. 
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Unfortunately, Edie predeceased 
him—his wonderful wife for many 
years, whom we all loved—and we were 


saddened about her development of 
lung cancer, and she died. 

Don wanted to have a memorial serv- 
ice for her at a local church and then 
the reception at the Cypress Point 
Country Club, one of the most conserv- 
ative golf clubs in the United States. 
Don was very proud after the church 
service to have invited everybody, and 
he proudly stated that this was the 
largest collection of Democrats that 
had ever been at the Cypress Point 
Country Club. 

He had a great sense of humor, lots of 
friends. He was a remarkable human 
being who was able to work across the 
aisle, something we miss today. With 
that, he was able to accomplish some 
of the greatest laws of this country in 
the modern era. 

He was a good friend of Republicans 
and Democrats, but, most of all, he was 
the friend of the animals and of the 
people who could not speak for them- 
selves. We will sorely miss this great 
man, who served this great institution 
for a long, long time. 
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My wife sends all her best. She was 
at his bedside when he died, and she 
was part of his caretaking team. We 
will have services for him in Carmel 
this Sunday, and there will be services 
in the San Jose area and future serv- 
ices here in Washington. 

So I just stand tonight to give you 
my thoughts on my relationship with a 
great man, Don Edwards, who cham- 
pioned civil rights and died at the age 
of 100. 

Ms. 
FARR. 

I now yield to the gentlewoman from 
San Francisco, California (Ms. PELOSI). 

Ms. PELOSI. Thank you very much, 
Congressman ZOE LOFGREN, the chair 
of the House Democrats of California, 
for calling us together in a Special 
Order to honor a truly great man. 

I want to associate myself with the 
remarks that have gone before and to 
say to SAM FARR: Thank you to you 
and to Shary for the love and affection 
and care that you gave not only to Don 
Edwards, but to Edie Wilkie, for such a 
long time. We all talked about how 
much we loved them. You were there 
for them all the time, and we are com- 
pletely, entirely, in your debt. Thank 
you for the love that you gave them. 

Thank you again, ZOE LOFGREN and 
the entire California delegation, for or- 
chestrating this Special Order hour. 

Tonight, Mr. Speaker, we honor an 
august statesman who labored with 
dignity, led with integrity, and lived 
with courage, William Donlon—other- 
wise known as “Don Edwards’’—who 
passed away last month at the age of 
100. 

His life was a gift to the Nation. 

He protected our communities 
through his service as an FBI agent. He 
protected our country through his 
service in the U.S. Navy during World 
War II. He moved our country forward 
through his service as a U.S. Congress- 
man. 

Service. Leadership. Patriotism. Don 
Edwards. 

Don reminded us that how we live 
our values matters; so he fought for 
fair pay, becoming the ‘‘Father of the 
Equal Rights Amendment.’’ He stood 
with the Freedom Riders at a time 
when they were written off as trouble- 
makers and agitators. He championed 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and fought 
to protect freedom of speech. He spoke 
up for workers, for our environment, 
for the resources needed to improve our 
country, and for future generations. 

As chair of the House Judiciary Sub- 
committee on Civil and Constitutional 
Rights for more than 20 years, Don be- 
came the ‘‘conscience of the Congress” 
and strived to ensure that all Ameri- 
cans enjoyed equality of opportunity. 

He took great pride in the fact that 
he was the floor leader for the Equal 
Rights Amendment, that he managed 
that bill. During his 32 years in the 
House, Congressman Edwards helped 
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change the course of history. So sig- 
nificant was his leadership. 

Oddly enough, Don won his first elec- 
tion to any office in 1950 when he was 
elected president of the California 
Young Republicans. Throughout his 
life, Don’s ability to respect all view- 
points made him a remarkable leader 
who was respected by Members on both 
sides of the aisle. When he was 88 years 
old, Don reminded us that the world 
works better when we get along, and 
that is what we owe everybody. 

In California, we hold a special place 
of honor for Congressman Edwards, the 
long-time dean of the California Demo- 
cratic delegation. The beautiful, pris- 
tine Don Edwards San Francisco Bay 
National Wildlife Refuge serves as a 
tribute to his efforts to preserve our 
environment and our ideals for future 
generations. 

In fact, he, as a modern-day man and 
as a Member of Congress, with his love 
of nature and all living things, was 
probably as close to a model of St. 
Francis of Assisi as we have ever seen— 
Don Edwards, a gentle, beautiful man. 

Don Edwards never stopped serving 
our country, and his achievements will 
stand forever as a living monument to 
his determined vision and legendary 
ability. But it wasn’t just about that. 
It is how he encouraged others. 

I can tell you, when I came to Con- 
gress 28 years ago, there were only 23 
women in the House out of 435—12 
Democrats, 11 Republicans. To say that 
we weren’t always paid full attention 
to sounds almost like complaining, but 
it was a fact. Nobody ever asked, 
“What do you think?’ to any of the 
women Members. I mean, we made our 
voices heard, of course, but nobody 
ever asked, ‘‘What do you think?” ex- 
cept Don Edwards. 

Don Edwards would ask, ‘‘What do 
you think of this?” to each of us, espe- 
cially when he was dealing with issues 
that related directly to us. But even 
well beyond that, whether we were 
talking about national security, eco- 
nomic growth—whatever the subject— 
Don would always ask us, ‘‘What do 
you think?” 

I can remember hearing him ask, 
“NANCY, what do you think?” 

And I said, ‘‘Don, do you know how 
unusual that is, to hear you say that?” 

And he would ask, ‘‘Why do you say 
that?” 

And I said, ‘‘Because not many peo- 
ple around here, of the four hundred 
and something versus the 23, come up 
and ask the few women who are here 
what we think.” 

But he was always about encouraging 
people to reach their fulfillment and to 
see what their contribution could do 
for the common good. 

Sadly, we lost Edie Wilkie a few 
years ago. As SAM FARR mentioned, she 
predeceased Don by a number of years. 
He worshiped Edie, and they were a 
real team for equality, for peace, for 
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disarmament, for protecting the envi- 
ronment, for promoting opportunity 
and fairness. They were such a team. 

So I hope it is a comfort now to his 
children and to his grandchildren—to 
all he loved—that so many people 
throughout the world and, certainly, in 
our country mourn the loss of a con- 
summate public servant, a proud Cali- 
fornian, and a proud American. 

May his legacy long endure in this 
House, and may it challenge all of us to 
do more and to do better on behalf of 
America’s working families. 

Thank you again, Congresswoman 
ZOE LOFGREN, for bringing us together. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you, Madam 
Leader. 

It is wonderful for those who served 
with Don Edwards, for those who knew 
him by reputation, and for those who 
worked for him to— 

Ms. PELOSI. Will the gentlewoman 
yield? 

Ms. LOFGREN. I yield to the gentle- 
woman. 

Ms. PELOSI. I would like to say how 
proud he was and thrilled he was that 
Congresswoman ZOE LOFGREN was 
going to succeed him in the Congress. 
He made that well known to all of us. 
So his service continues his leadership 
in your excellent service and leader- 
ship in the Congress. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you, Madam 
Leader. 

Now I turn to my colleague from 
California who was able to serve with 
Congressman Edwards for the first 2 
years of her service here in the Con- 
gress, Congresswoman ANNA ESHOO. 

Ms. ESHOO. I thank the gentle- 
woman from California, the chair of 
the California Democratic delegation, 
and my dear friend and colleague. 

Mr. Speaker, it is really, I think, bit- 
tersweet this evening because we loved 
Congressman Don Edwards so much, 
and it is hard to imagine the world 
without him. 

He was the kind of human being that 
you wanted to have live forever. In- 
stead, his contributions to our Nation, 
to the State of California, to his com- 
munity are a record that will be re- 
vered for generations and generations 
and generations to come. 

There is a lot that has already been 
said about Don, beautiful things that 
have been said about Don, how he grad- 
uated from Stanford University and 
Stanford Law School, how he began his 
professional career as an FBI agent, 
and how he joined the Navy as an intel- 
ligence officer. 

So he served our country in many 
different roles, and, of course, the 
crown of his public service career was 
right here in the House of the people, 
the House of Representatives. He was a 
small-business man in a business that 
his father owned and that he became a 
part of during the 1950s, and then, of 
course, he was elected as a Democrat. 

In fact, I still have in my office an in- 
vitation that Don had sent out. I think 
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it must have been for some fundraiser 
that he had had, but the cover of that 
invitation has Don Edwards standing 
next to a very young President of the 
United States, John F. Kennedy. 

Young children and those who helped 
elect John F. Kennedy and anyone else 
who comes through my office very 
often remark about the picture. It is 
something that I cherish, that my staff 
cherishes, and my constituents do. 

It has been said that he was elected 
to be the president of the California 
Young Republicans. That is a very 
prestigious organization, and I can just 
see Don, elegant in every way. 

He dressed magnificently. He had the 
most beautiful posture. The way he 
carried himself, he almost kind of glid- 
ed down the hall. 

But he had a deep sense of humility 
about him. We talk about his greatness 
and his goodness, and he was never one 
to want to be served. His joy was in 
serving. And so he had more than a 
healthy dose of humility about him. 

Don Edwards had an eloquence about 
him that ran as deep as his beliefs. In 
my lifetime, he had two great love af- 
fairs. One was Edie, and the other was 
the Constitution. He loved the flag. 

He understood that that was a sym- 
bol of our country, but he knew that 
the Constitution, our Constitution, was 
the soul of our Nation, and that is 
where he embedded himself—in the 
Constitution and in the subcommittee 
that did its work to always reinforce 
and establish the constitutionality and 
make the Constitution live for people 
who it had not touched yet. 

If there is anything that would be 
noble, I think that that is, and the 
record that he built was one where he 
was the foremost champion of civil 
rights, having drafted every civil rights 
bill in the House of Representatives for 
two decades. What a record. What a 
magnificent record. 

He loved his community. I remember 
when he announced that he was retir- 
ing. He thanked his constituents for 
the patience that they had extended to 
him because, I think, many times in 
the debate about what is constitutional 
and how to extend rights to people, it 
is not always very popular in the be- 
ginning. 

We love our history once it has been 
made, but we struggle very hard and 
don’t always recognize the opportunity 
at hand in that history is being made. 
In his gentle, elegant way, he thanked 
his constituents for the patience that 
they had had with him in that they had 
stayed with him so that he could do 
the work that he did on their behalf. 
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He famously said, in the 1982 exten- 
sion of the Voting Rights Act: “If you 
can’t vote, you are not a real citizen.” 
So he understood where the nub of the 
dignity of citizenship rested: voting. I 
don’t think he could really comprehend 
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why the Voting Rights Act is not being 
brought up today so that we can all 
vote on it and improve what is so es- 
sential in the life of the citizens of our 
country. 

I think, Mr. Speaker, that Congress- 
man Edwards would be very proud of 
his colleagues in the California Demo- 
cratic delegation today, starting with 
our chair, ZOE LOFGREN, who not only 
worked side by side with him, but now 
chairs our delegation. 

The values that he carried, the val- 
ues that he loved and that he made so 
real and shared with everyone in the 
House, whether colleagues agreed or 
disagreed with him, they drew a great 
sense of joy from him because they 
knew the love of our Constitution and 
of our country that he carried, and so 
they respected him. What he carried 
and did here, I think he would be very 
proud of his fellow Californians for car- 
rying those traditions on. 

I want to pay tribute especially to 
Shary Farr, Congressman SAM FARR’S 
wife. As I said to Shary, because she 
was there when Don took his last 
breath, I feel that we were all there 
with him because she was. She did so 
much in seeing to the great care that 
was given to him until he took his last 
breath. 

There is a poet that wrote: And so he 
passed on, and all the trumpets sound- 
ed on the other side. 

God bless you, Don Edwards, for what 
you gave and created for our country. 
We bless your name, and we thank you 
for your service. It is an honor to honor 
you. We love the Edwards family, and 
we always will. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you, Congress- 
woman ESHOO. 

You know, it is a small community 
that we have in Santa Clara County, 
even though we have millions of people 
who live in the region. 

After Don Edwards was elected, there 
was a young mayor called Norm Mi- 
neta who wanted to run for Congress. 
We went to the max trying to help 
Norm Mineta trying to be elected to 
Congress, and he ultimately was. 

Later, Norm Mineta helped a young 
fellow to the max get elected, and we 
were so proud that that young legis- 
lator was also successful in being elect- 
ed to Congress, actually in the seat 
that overlapped that was formerly 
Norm Mineta’s seat. 

I yield to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. HONDA), my colleague in 
Santa Clara County and also southern 
Alameda County. 

Mr. HONDA. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Congresswoman ZOE LOFGREN. I just 
want to thank her for putting this 
event together this evening. 

Tonight, we heard many words de- 
scribed by folks who have known Don 
Edwards personally in work and part of 
his life. We are here tonight to honor 
my friend Congressman Don Edwards. 

Also, a native San Jose, Don was 
really a true statesman, the likes of 
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which you don’t find often these days. 
Today, we work to further the modern 
progressive agenda that he believed in. 
Our work would not be possible with- 
out standing on the shoulders of giants 
such as Don Edwards who came before 
us. Don was one of those people that I 
stood upon his shoulders. 

When I first ran for Congress, I went 
to him and I asked for his advice, be- 
cause I never had the opportunity to 
work him. I did work with his sons, and 
one especially, Len Edwards, who was a 
judge. 

As a school person, I could see the 
kind of impact that Don has had on his 
son, Len Edwards, who was a judge. 
Len was the kind of guy that extended 
himself, also, as did his dad. He used to 
run truancy court in the school site 
that I was a principal of, which is real- 
ly unique. And this is the kind of leg- 
acy that Don Edwards has left behind, 
a uniqueness of the kind of person that 
he was. 

Don was never afraid to take a stand 
if he knew it to be right. At every turn, 
he stood up for what he believed in. 

When I ran for Congress, I asked him 
for his advice, and he just very com- 
fortably looked at me and said: Just do 
the right thing. 

I think that, here in Congress, we 
often are challenged to do the right 
thing and not the political thing. 
Sometimes to do the right thing means 
to stand in the face of popular winds, 
knowing that you are doing the right 
thing in spite of the fact that other 
folks, other dynamics are trying to 
move the ship in another direction. 

He was the kind of person that was 
really a stalwart, a true champion of 
civil and constitutional rights in his 
nearly three decades in Congress. In 
1963, in his first year in Congress, he 
voted to abolish the House Committee 
on Un-American Activities. He went on 
to be the champion of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 and the Voting Rights Act 
of 1965. And as early as 1972, he was ef- 
fectively working to protect our envi- 
ronment, authoring a bill to establish 
the National Wildlife Refuge in San 
Francisco Bay. 

Although he was a self-described lib- 
eral Democrat, Congressman Edwards 
consistently worked across the aisle, 
including the passage of the Americans 
with Disabilities Act in 1990 and the 
Civil Rights Act of 1991, which bol- 
stered employees’ rights. 

Because of his fearlessness, today we 
are able to work for more progressive 
change. Because of his leadership and 
his modeling, I have been able to use 
him as my compass in making the 
right decisions and understanding, to 
do the right thing. We have to stand up 
to fear-mongering and seek to ensure 
that all people are free of fear from 
bullying, persecution, racism, and 
sexism. We talk today about equality 
for women and the need for equal pay 
for equal work. 
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As an educator myself and a prin- 
cipal for over 30 years, I am really 
grateful for the legacy that Don left in 
the field of education. Himself a prod- 
uct of California public schools, he 
started the conversation that I now 
proudly bring my voice to, and that is 
the need to preserve the civil and con- 
stitutional rights for all people. 

I know that he agreed that education 
is also a civil right, and we must find 
a path to a quality education that is 
equitable for each and every child. 

I thank my friend and colleague, 
Congresswoman LOFGREN, for hosting 
this Special Order. It has been said 
that her experiences and her life expe- 
riences are entwined with Congressman 
Don Edwards. She knew Don better 
than most of us. Not only was she one 
of his staffers, but she went on to hold 
his seat in Congress, as it was said be- 
fore. 

I think that Don would look upon her 
work and her leadership and her stal- 
wartness and say she is doing the right 
thing, she is doing it the right way, and 
she is a person of conscience. I think 
that would make him very proud. 

Not long ago, I was incredibly hon- 
ored to have someone tell me that I 
come from a place of fairness and 
equality. That is our area. That is the 
area that all of us represent: Congress- 
woman ANNA ESHOO, ZOE LOFGREN, 
Leader PELOSI, myself, and others. 

Congresswoman LOFGREN has said 
once that Congressman Edwards had a 
tremendous sense of fair play, and it is 
my hope that, together, my colleagues 
and I can honor his legacy not just to- 
night, but as we approach our work. 
When we stand up for religious lib- 
erties, true equality for women, for 
American workers, I think Don might 
look down and smile upon the kind of 
work that we are attempting to do. 

I learned one thing also from Don 
Edwards: the importance of giving 
voice to those who don’t have one. 

It was mentioned that Norm Mineta 
was one of the folks that Don Edwards 
has maxed out for. When Norm Mineta 
was leading the effort to pass the Civil 
Liberties Act of 1988, Don Edwards was 
right there with him to make sure that 
the mistake that this country had 
foisted upon Americans of Japanese de- 
scent in 1942 was recognized. Because of 
his work and his leadership, along with 
Norm Mineta, they were able to be suc- 
cessful in the 100th Congress passing 
H.R. 442, which was signed into law by 
President Reagan. 

That was done because there was an 
intense understanding of the Constitu- 
tion and the violation of the Constitu- 
tion back in 1942 that our government 
had consciously foisted upon 120,000 
members of its own country. That ef- 
fort took over 10 years here in Con- 
gress. So it is persistence and an under- 
standing that to do the right thing, 
sometimes it takes persistence and 
educating other people who would not 
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otherwise have thought about what 
happened in 1942. 

So I am here because of that work. I 
am here because of that tremendous ef- 
fort to make sure that people of dif- 
ferent backgrounds, although they may 
look different, have different religions, 
different upbringing, different lan- 
guage, different culture, different 
foods, that they also are accepted as 
Americans. He gave a voice to us, and 
that voice allowed us to be able to be- 
come participating Members of this 
Congress. 

So, in that modeling, when folks in 
my own district come up to me and 
say, we know that you didn’t have a 
voice and someone gave you a voice 
afterwards, we need a voice in Congress 
also, that sort of led me to understand 
and to move in the same direction that 
Don Edwards would want us to and to 
be a voice for those who don’t have a 
voice. 

For the Ethiopian community, we be- 
came a voice. For the Sikh commu- 
nity, we became a voice. For the Mus- 
lim community, we became a voice. 
For those who have been bullied day in 
and day out because of who they are, 
we became a voice. This is the legacy 
that Don Edwards has left with us, and 
it is an unfinished business that we 
need to continue to move forward on. 
It was because of his consciousness, his 
leadership, his firm belief in doing the 
right thing in every instance, in spite 
of the fact that it may not be popular 
at the moment but it is constitutional, 
that we continue to move forward. 

So I just want to end with thanking 
my friend, Congresswoman LOFGREN, 
for hosting this hour. I am truly hon- 
ored and privileged to stand here today 
and pay tribute to the long legacy of 
our friend, Don Edwards. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Congressman HONDA for that statement 
and for his leadership in following the 
example of Don Edwards. 

You know, when Don Edwards an- 
nounced he was going to retire after 32 
years in Congress, I called him—actu- 
ally, I heard a rumor—and I begged 
him not to do it, that we needed him in 
Congress. 

He said, there are some new guys on 
the Judiciary Committee. You don’t 
have to worry about civil rights and 
civil liberties because they are in good 
hands, and one of those people was 
BOBBY SCOTT. 

I yield to the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia (Mr. SCOTT). 
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Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentlewoman for giving me 
the opportunity to speak in honor of 
the recently departed Congressman 
William Donlon “Don” Edwards, a civil 
rights champion, supporter of the 
Equal Rights Amendment, defender of 
the Constitution. 

Iam proud to say that, as a freshman 
in Congress, I had the honor to serve 
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with Congressman Edwards on the 
Committee on the Judiciary. I would 
just like to say a few words about his 
work on that committee. 

Congressman Edwards was the living 
embodiment of the phrase ‘‘Equal Jus- 
tice Under Law,” the words etched 
above the main entrance of the United 
States Supreme Court Building. When 
he arrived to Congress in 1963, he 
noted: “11 States in the Old South 
practiced apartheid. There was a House 
Un-American Activities Committee. 
And the FBI was out of control threat- 
ening individual liberties.”’ 

As a freshman, he wasted no time 
adapting to his new role in Congress 
because he recalled that, when he ar- 
rived on Capitol Hill, “Black people 
couldn’t vote in large parts of the 
country, and if they did, they’d get 
hanged.” 

After visiting the American South 
where his son Leonard worked to reg- 
ister African Americans to vote, he 
wrote a letter to Dr. Martin Luther 
King, telling him that he understood 
“the absolute necessity for the imme- 
diate passage” of the Civil Rights Act, 
and he told Dr. King that ‘‘we stand 
ready to support your efforts here in 
Washington.” With that, he proceeded 
to work to secure the passage of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Voting 
Rights Act of 1965. 

He rose quickly to the rank of chair- 
man of the House Subcommittee on 
Civil and Constitutional Rights in 1971. 
In that capacity, he took on major 
issues, such as the Equal Rights 
Amendment, which fell just three 
States short of ratification. 

Congressman Edwards said, ‘‘It is the 
irresistible impulse of government to 
assume more power. My role has been 
to say no.” That statement perfectly 
captures his drive to eliminate the 
House Un-American Activities Com- 
mittee in 1975 and his disapproval of 
President Nixon’s unauthorized use of 
government agencies to harass polit- 
ical opponents. 

Congressman Edwards worked tire- 
lessly to gain the passage of the Ameri- 
cans with Disabilities Act in 1990, the 
Fair Housing Amendments Act, and 
the Civil Rights Act of 1991. 

He successfully fought to extend the 
Voting Rights Act in 1982 over the ob- 
jections of President Reagan, who 
wanted to end the Justice Depart- 
ment’s preclearance power. At the 
time, Congressman Edwards said sim- 
ply, “If you can’t vote, you are not a 
real citizen.” 

Unfortunately, in 2013, the Supreme 
Court essentially struck down the Jus- 
tice Department’s preclearance powers 
under the Voting Rights Act in the 
Shelby County v. Holder decision. 

When Congressman Edwards retired 
in 1994, the late Republican Congress- 
man and former chair of the House 
Committee on the Judiciary, Henry 
Hyde, said this of Congressman 
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Edwards: ‘‘He is relentlessly liberal, 
but that’s not a vice. The battle for the 
fullest expression of civil liberties is 
losing a general, not a foot soldier.” 

Mr. Speaker, I was honored to serve, 
although briefly, with this great gen- 
eral who battled for equal justice and 
equal rights. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Congressman SCOTT for those wonder- 
ful words. 

We have quite a number of California 
Members as well as others who have 
asked for their statements to be put in 
the RECORD, as our time is expiring at 
this point, but I just would like to 
make a couple of final comments. 

We have talked about Don Edwards’ 
legislative record, but it really was 
rooted in his values. He was someone 
who cared about people who didn’t 
have enough, and when he rewrote the 
Bankruptcy Act, he was thinking 
about working people who couldn’t ac- 
tually make ends meet. 

When the service workers in the 
House were laid off every time the 
House recessed and without any ability 
to actually have a paycheck, the one 
person they sought for help was Con- 
gressman Don Edwards. 

I remember lobbyists came in to 
lobby in favor of discrimination 
against women, and I was on his staff. 
He said, ‘‘Well, let me call in the young 
lawyer I rely on for this.” When I 
walked in, that was sort of the end of 
the conversation. 

He lived a long time. He changed this 
world for the better. We loved him 
greatly. The fact that so many people 
went out to California to help him— 
former staffers, people like Jim 
Copeland and Debbie McFarland, who 
actually went out to make sure he had 
what he needed—was a tribute to the 
kind of person he was. 

As has been mentioned, he was very 
liberal, but he got along with people 
who were very conservative. I remem- 
ber he and Henry Hyde, as ranking 
member, got along quite well and had a 
great deal of respect for each other. 

At this point, I would just like to say 
that we miss Don Edwards. We honor 
his life and contributions. We know 
that we cannot mourn him. For his 100 
years, he made a difference, he made 
our country better, and we love him for 
it. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the life of Congressman Don Edwards, 
a champion for civil rights, a defender of civil 
liberties, and a tireless advocate for the resi- 
dents of California. 

Congressman Edwards dedicated his life to 
public service, from serving as a naval officer 
during World War Il, to his time at the FBI, to 
his decades of work in the House of Rep- 
resentatives on behalf of his constituents. 

Through all of the phases of his life he re- 
mained true to his principles, fighting for un- 
derserved and underrepresented communities 
no matter what the cost. 
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A San Jose native and graduate of Stanford 
University, Congressman Edwards entered the 
House of Representatives in 1962, ultimately 
participating in the passage of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 and the Voting Rights Act of 1965. 

In the following decades, the Congressman 
diligently defended, and led efforts to pre- 
serve, this critical legislation so that all Ameri- 
cans can today better exercise their Constitu- 
tional rights. As Chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Civil and Constitutional Rights in 
the House Judiciary Committee he was dedi- 
cated to increasing legal protections for 
women and minorities. His work to level the 
playing field continued with his leadership in 
the House Judiciary Committee on the Ameri- 
cans with Disabilities Act of 1990, which en- 
sured that citizens with disabilities have ac- 
cess to the same opportunities as all Ameri- 
cans. 

Congressman Don Edwards was also instru- 
mental in preserving some of our greatest na- 
tional treasures in California. In the early 
1970s, Congressman Edwards was one of the 
key leaders in the creation of the San Fran- 
cisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge, which was 
later named in his honor in 1995. His dedica- 
tion to environmental protection, specifically 
preserving urban wetlands, will ensure that 
generations to come will enjoy California’s 
beautiful landscape. 

During his 32 years in the House of Rep- 
resentatives and as the dean of the California 
Democratic delegation, Congressman 
Edwards was always guided by a sense of 
justice and fairness; earning the respect of his 
colleagues and working with both parties to 
get things done for the people of California 
and the citizens of our great nation. His legacy 
will continue to serve as an example for us all 
in Congress and he will be greatly missed. 
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Mr. TAKANO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the memory of former Congressman 
Don Edwards, a man this body remembers as 
a champion for civil rights and American work- 
ers, and | remember as a kind and compas- 
sionate mentor. 

With civility and dignity, Congressman 
Edwards fought the most important civil rights 
battles of our generation. He challenged dis- 
crimination against African-Americans, women, 
people with disabilities, and others seeking 
equal protection under the law. 

He was also a strong defender of free 
speech and a fierce advocate for the environ- 
ment, well before protecting the environment 
was a common or popular cause. 

Congressman Edwards fought for the little 
guy and everyone knew it. In fact, when Con- 
gress would routinely fire all the food service 
workers on Capitol Hill as a quick fix to budget 
issues, the workers would appeal to the Con- 
gressman from California to stand up for 
them—even though he wasn’t on the com- 
mittee that made the decision. 

He truly was the conscience of the Con- 
gress. 

My most vivid memory of Congressman 
Edwards was in 1992, when I narrowly lost my 
first race for the House. He was the dean of 
the California delegation at the time, and | was 
attending the orientation for new Members of 
Congress, not knowing whether | would ulti- 
mately be elected. 

In those moments of great anxiety, he 
showed me great kindness. He walked with 
me, distracted me from the election news and 
demonstrated the class and sincerity that he 
was known for. 

Congressman Edwards had a tremendous 
impact on me and many other people across 
the country. His legacy is a reminder of Con- 
gress’ capacity to do great things. 
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REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 3762, RESTORING AMERI- 
CANS’ HEALTHCARE FREEDOM 
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 2015; 
WAIVING A REQUIREMENT OF 
CLAUSE 6(A) OF RULE XIII WITH 
RESPECT TO CONSIDERATION OF 
CERTAIN RESOLUTIONS RE- 
PORTED FROM THE COMMITTEE 
ON RULES; AND PROVIDING FOR 
CONSIDERATION OF MOTIONS TO 
SUSPEND THE RULES 


Mr. WOODALL, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 114-303) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 483) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 3762) to provide for rec- 
onciliation pursuant to section 2002 of 
the concurrent resolution on the budg- 
et for fiscal year 2016; waiving a re- 
quirement of clause 6(a) of rule XIII 
with respect to consideration of certain 
resolutions reported from the Com- 
mittee on Rules; and providing for con- 
sideration of motions to suspend the 
rules, which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed. 
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ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 21 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, October 22, 2015, at 10 a.m. 
for morning-hour debate. 


mmm 


EXPENDITURE REPORTS CONCERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL 


Reports concerning the foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized for Official Foreign Travel during the third quarter 
of 2015, pursuant to Public Law 95-384, are as follows: 


REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND SEPT. 30, 2015 


Date 


Name of Member or employee 


Arrival Departure 


Transportation 


Other purposes Total 


Per diem ! 
U.S. dollar 
Country Foreign equivalent Foreign 
currency or US. currency 
currency 2 


U.S. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar 
equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 


Hon. John Moolenaar ou... 


Committee total... cesses 


1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 


2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 


3 Military air transportation. 


HON. JOHN R. MOOLENAAR, Oct. 5, 2015. 


REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND SEPT. 30, 2015 


Date 


Name of Member or employee 


Arrival Departure 


Transportation 


Other purposes Total 


Per diem ! 
U.S. dollar 
Country Foreign equivalent Foreign 
currency or US. currency 
currency 2 


U.S. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar 
equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 


Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return.[X| 


HOUSE COMMITTEES 


1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 


2If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 


HON. ROB BISHOP, Chairman, Oct. 7, 2015. 
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON RULES, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND SEPT. 30, 2015 


Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total 
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar 
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
p currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 

currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 
Hon. Louise Slaughter * 253.96 253.96 
Rose Laughlin .. ee 253.96 253.96 
Hon. James McG DELZ > GIAE s ANA anaa aoan o AURON nace © a RN. aana d ; 105.00 
6/28 6/29 Iraq .. 11.00 
6/29 6/30 Jordan 191.00 
6/30 7/2 Turkey .. 178.00 
GoM mittee total aa er oe kann cette eRe, pianist eet ee eal ee RE OESS ITA FA 992.92 


1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 


2f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 


3 Military air transportation. 
* Travel Cancellation. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

3216. A letter from the Director, National 
Institute of Food and Agriculture, Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the De- 
partment’s final rule — Competitive and 
Noncompetitive Non-formula Federal Assist- 
ance Programs — Specific Administrative 
Provisions for the Food Insecurity Nutrition 
Incentive Grants Program (RIN: 0524-AA65) 
received October 19, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

3217. A letter from the Director, Regula- 
tions Policy and Management Staff, FDA, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Infant Formula: The Addition of Minimum 
and Maximum Levels of Selenium to Infant 
Formula and Related Labeling Require- 
ments; Confirmation of Effective Date 
[Docket No.: FDA-2013-N-0067] received Octo- 
ber 19, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

3218. A letter from the Chief of Staff, Media 
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis- 
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final 
rule — Amendment of Section 73.1216 of the 
Commission’s Rules Related to Broadcast Li- 
censee-Conducted Contests [MB Docket No.: 
14-226] [RM-11684] received October 19, 2015, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by 
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

8219. A letter from the Assistant Director, 
Senior Executive Management Office, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting a report 
pursuant to the Federal Vacancies Reform 
Act of 1998, Pub. L. 105-277; to the Committee 
on Oversight and Government Reform. 

3220. A letter from the Assistant Director, 
Executive and Political Personnel, Depart- 
ment of Defense, transmitting a report pur- 
suant to the Federal Vacancies Reform Act 
of 1998, Pub. L. 105-277; to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

3221. A letter from the Assistant Director, 
Senior Executive Management Office, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting a report 
pursuant to the Federal Vacancies Reform 
Act of 1998, Pub. L. 105-277; to the Committee 
on Oversight and Government Reform. 

8222. A letter from the Assistant Director, 
Senior Executive Management Office, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting a report 
pursuant to the Federal Vacancies Reform 
Act of 1998, Pub. L. 105-277; to the Committee 
on Oversight and Government Reform. 


3223. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule — Alaska; Hunting 
and Trapping in National Preserves [NPS- 
AKRO-18755; PPAKAKROZ5, 
PPMPRLE1Y.L00000] (RIN: 1024-AE21) re- 
ceived October 19, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. 


3224. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Executive Office for Immigration Review, 
Department of Justice, transmitting the De- 
partment’s final rule — List of Pro Bono 
Legal Service Providers for Individuals in 
Immigration Proceedings [EOIR Docket No.: 
164P; A.G. Order No.: 3565-2015] (RIN: 1125- 
AA62) received October 19, 2015, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 


3225. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Executive Office for Immigration Review, 
Department of Justice, transmitting the De- 
partment’s final rule — Separate Represen- 
tation for Custody and Bond Proceedings 
[EOIR Docket No.: 181; AG Order No.: 3563- 
2015] (RIN: 1125-AA78) received October 19, 
2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added 
by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 


3226. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Chief Financial Officer, Department of 
Labor, transmitting the Department’s in- 
terim final rule — Administrative Wage Gar- 
nishment Procedures (RIN: 1290-AA27) re- 
ceived October 19, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251;; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


3227. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Employment and Training, Department 
of Labor, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Temporary Agricultural Em- 
ployment of H-2A Foreign Workers in the 
Herding or Production of Livestock on the 
Range in the United States (RIN: 1205-AB70) 
received October 19, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 


3228. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislation, Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting a report enti- 
tled ‘‘Recovery Auditing in Medicare for Fis- 
cal Year 2014’’, in accordance with Sec. 
1893(h) of the Social Security Act; jointly to 
the Committees on Energy and Commerce 
and Ways and Means. 


HON. PETE SESSIONS, Chairman, Oct. 6, 2015. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. MILLER of Florida: Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. H.R. 1384. A bill to amend 
title 38, United States Code, to recognize the 
service in the reserve components of certain 
persons by honoring them with status as vet- 
erans under law (Rept. 114-302). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. WOODALL: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 483. Resolution providing 
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 3762) to 
provide for reconciliation pursuant to sec- 
tion 2002 of the concurrent resolution on the 
budget for fiscal year 2016; waiving a require- 
ment of clause 6(a) of rule XIII with respect 
to consideration of certain resolutions re- 
ported from the Committee on Rules; and 
providing for consideration of motions to 
suspend the rules (Rept. 114-303). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 


EE 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 


By Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia: 

H.R. 3776. A bill to amend title 31, United 
States Code, to provide for automatic con- 
tinuing resolutions; to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations. 

By Mr. RIGELL: 

H.R. 3777. A bill to provide for relief from 
sequester under the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 and 
offsets to such relief through reforms in cer- 
tain revenue and direct spending programs, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means, and in addition to the Com- 
mittees on the Budget, Energy and Com- 
merce, the Judiciary, Education and the 
Workforce, Oversight and Government Re- 
form, Homeland Security, Financial Serv- 
ices, and Agriculture, for a period to be sub- 
sequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. DUFFY (for himself and Mr. 
RIBBLE): 

H.R. 3778. A bill to amend title 23, United 
States Code, with respect to vehicle weight 
limitations for certain logging vehicles, and 
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for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. VALADAO (for himself, Mr. 
SWALWELL of California, Mr. KNIGHT, 
Mr. NOLAN, Mr. YOUNG of Iowa, Mr. 
VARGAS, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. JOYCE, 
Mr. ROYCE, Mr. Cook, Mr. KINZINGER 
of Illinois, Mr. COSTA, Mr. MCCLIN- 
TOCK, Ms. SINEMA, Mr. MURPHY of 
Florida, Mr. JONES, Mr. Lucas, Mr. 
DENHAM, and Mr. DESAULNIER): 

H.R. 3779. A bill to restrict the inclusion of 
Social Security account numbers on docu- 
ments sent by mail by the Federal Govern- 
ment, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

By Mr. KING of Iowa (for himself, Mrs. 
BLACKBURN, and Mr. ZINKE): 

H.R. 3780. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to sunset certain pen- 
alties relating to meaningful electronic 
health records use by Medicare eligible pro- 
fessionals and hospitals, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 
and in addition to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. DOGGETT (for himself, Ms. 
Bass, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. LEWIS, Mr. CROW- 
LEY, Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois, 
Ms. BONAMICI, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, 
Mr. CICILLINE, Ms. CLARKE of New 
York, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. 
AL GREEN of Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN 
of Texas, Mr. HECK of Washington, 
Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. JOHNSON of Geor- 
gia, Ms. MATSUI, Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. 
Moore, Mr. NADLER, Mrs. NAPOLI- 
TANO, Ms. NORTON, Mr. POCAN, Mr. 
RANGEL, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of 
California, Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER, Mr. TAKANO, Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN, Mr. VARGAS, Mr. CLEAVER, 
Mrs. DINGELL, Ms. EDWARDS, Mr. 
COHEN, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Ms. 
WILSON of Florida, Ms. JACKSON LEE, 
Mr. SERRANO, Mr. THOMPSON of Mis- 
sissippi, Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of 
New York, and Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON of Texas): 

H.R. 3781. A bill to amend parts B and E of 
title IV of the Social Security Act to invest 
in funding prevention and family services to 
help keep children safe and supported at 
home with their families, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CARDENAS (for himself, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. ELLISON, 
Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. 
JACKSON LEE, Ms. MOORE, Mr. RAN- 
GEL, Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. ScoTt of Vir- 
ginia, and Mr. VARGAS): 

H.R. 3782. A bill to amend the Juvenile Jus- 
tice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 
to eliminate the use of valid court orders to 
secure lockup of status offenders, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Edu- 
cation and the Workforce. 

By Mr. CARDENAS (for himself, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. GRIJALVA, 
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. JACKSON LEE, Ms. 
MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of New 
Mexico, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. RAN- 
GEL, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. RUSH, 
Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Mr. SERRANO, 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN, and Mr. VARGAS): 

H.R. 3783. A bill to provide definitions of 
terms and services related to community- 
based gang intervention to ensure that fund- 
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ing for such intervention is utilized in a 
cost-effective manner and that community- 
based agencies are held accountable for pro- 
viding holistic, integrated intervention serv- 
ices, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Education and the Workforce. 
By Mr. CARNEY (for himself, Mr. 
DuFFY, Mr. QUIGLEY, and Mr. CREN- 
SHAW): 

H.R. 3784. A bill to amend the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 to establish an Office of 
the Advocate for Small Business Capital For- 
mation and a Small Business Capital Forma- 
tion Advisory Committee, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Financial Serv- 
ices. 

By Mr. CASTRO of Texas: 

H.R. 3785. A bill to prohibit Executive 
agencies from using the derogatory term 
“alien” to refer to an individual who is not 
a citizen or national of the United States, to 
amend chapter 1 of title 1, United States 
Code, to establish a uniform definition for 
the term ‘‘foreign national’’, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary, and in addition to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform, for a pe- 
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mrs. DAVIS of California (for her- 
self and Mr. PETERS): 

H.R. 3786. A bill to amend the Higher Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 and the Truth in Lending 
Act to clarify the application of prepayment 
amounts on student loans; to the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce, and in ad- 
dition to the Committee on Financial Serv- 
ices, for a period to be subsequently deter- 
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con- 
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. DESAULNIER (for himself, Mrs. 
BusTos, and Mr. CRAWFORD): 

H.R. 3787. A bill to amend title 23, United 
States Code, to improve public under- 
standing of how transportation investments 
are made by public agencies through estab- 
lishing greater transparency and account- 
ability processes; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. ELLISON (for himself, Mr. GRI- 
JALVA, and Mr. HUFFMAN): 

H.R. 3788. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Transportation to develop performance 
measures for assessing transportation 
connectivity and accessibility for highway 
and public transportation systems, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. GUINTA: 

H.R. 3789. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to direct the Secretary of Vet- 
erans Affairs to furnish a memorial head- 
stone or marker to commemorate an eligible 
individual whose remains are identified and 
available but the location of the gravesite is 
unknown; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af- 
fairs. 

By Ms. KELLY of Illinois: 

H.R. 3790. A bill to improve science, tech- 
nology, engineering, and mathematics edu- 
cation, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mrs. LOVE (for herself and Mr. 
LUETKEMEYER): 

H.R. 3791. A bill to raise the consolidated 
assets threshold under the small bank hold- 
ing company policy statement, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

By Ms. MOORE: 

H.R. 3792. A bill to assist young adults with 

obtaining or regaining driver’s licenses, and 
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for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. MURPHY of Florida (for him- 
self, Mr. DEUTCH, and Ms. BONAMICI): 

H.R. 3793. A bill to amend the Older Ameri- 
cans Act of 1965 to provide equal treatment 
of LGBT older individuals, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 

By Mr. ROSS (for himself and Mr. 
PERLMUTTER): 

H.R. 3794. A bill to amend the Liability 
Risk Retention Act of 1986 to expand the 
types of commercial insurance authorized 
for risk retention groups serving nonprofit 
organizations and educational institutions, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

By Mr. RYAN of Ohio: 

H.R. 3795. A bill to improve certain provi- 
sions relating to charter schools; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. WALKER: 

H.R. 3796. A bill to amend section 232 of the 
National Housing Act to provide that nurs- 
ing homes receiving low ratings for purposes 
of the Medicare or Medicaid programs are in- 
eligible for mortgage insurance under such 
section, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. CHABOT: 

H. Res. 484. A resolution congratulating 
the Government and people of the Republic 
of Turkey as they celebrate Republic Day, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Ms. McSALLY (for herself, Mr. 
BISHOP of Michigan, Mr. WEBER of 
Texas, Mr. DUNCAN of South Caro- 
lina, Mr. Cook, Mr. COSTELLO of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of 
Texas, Ms. JENKINS of Kansas, Mr. 
PERRY, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. BYRNE, Mr. 
TOM PRICE of Georgia, Ms. GRANGER, 
Mr. SALMON, Mrs. WALORSKI, Mr. 
DESANTIS, Mr. ZINKE, Mrs. COMSTOCK, 
Mrs. ELLMERS of North Carolina, Mr. 
DOLD, Mr. SCHWEIKERT, Mr. 
BARLETTA, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, 
Mr. LAMALFA, Mr. CURBELO of Flor- 
ida, Mr. ROUZER, Mrs. BLACKBURN, 
Mr. BousTany, Mr. GIBSON, Mr. 
POLIQUIN, Mr. MULLIN, Mr. DENT, Ms. 
STEFANIK, Mr. RATCLIFFE, Mr. 
McCauL, Mr. VALADAO, Mr. RUSSELL, 
Mr. DONOVAN, Mr. GOSAR, Mrs. MIMI 
WALTERS of California, Mrs. LOVE, 
Mr. KATKO, Mr. CRENSHAW, and Mr. 
MACARTHUR): 

H. Res. 485. A resolution expressing soli- 
darity with the people of Israel in the wake 
of recent terrorist attacks and condemning 
the Palestinian Authority for inciting an at- 
mosphere of violence; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 


SE 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia: 

H.R. 3776. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8 of the Constitution: 

“The Congress shall have power to lay and 
collect taxes, duties, inposts, and excises, to 
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pay the debts and provide for the common 
defense and general welfare of the United 
States.” 

Article I, Section 9 of the Constitution: 

“No Money shall be drawn from the Treas- 
ury, but in consequence of appropriations 
made by law; and a regular statemetn and 
account of the receipts and expenditures of 
all public money shall be published from 
time to time.” 

By Mr. RIGELL: 

H.R. 3777. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 11: “The Con- 
gress shall have Power To lay and collect 
Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay 
the Debts and provide for the common 
Defence and general Welfare of the United 
States.” 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18: “To make 
all Laws which shall be necessary and proper 
for carrying into Execution the foregoing 
Powers, and all other Powers vested by this 
Constitition in the Government of the 
United States, or in any Department or offi- 
cer thereof.” 

By Mr. DUFFY: 

H.R. 3778. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 

By Mr. VALADAO: 

H.R. 3779. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 of the Con- 
stitution of the United States. 

By Mr. KING of Iowa: 

H.R. 3780. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 

By Mr. DOGGETT: 

H.R. 3781. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article I of the 
United States Constitution 

By Mr. CARDENAS: 

H.R. 3782. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution of 
the United States. 

By Mr. CARDENAS: 

H.R. 3783. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution of 
the United States. 

By Mr. CARNEY: 

H.R. 3784. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of the United 
States Constitution, the Taxing and Spend- 
ing Clause: ‘‘The Congress shall have Power 
To lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts 
and Excises, to pay the Debts and provide for 
the common Defence and general Welfare of 
the United States...” 

By Mr. CASTRO of Texas: 

H.R. 3785. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Constitutional Authority—Necessary and 
Proper Clause (Art. I, Sec. 8, Clause 18) 

THE U.S. CONSTITUTION 

ARTICLE I, SECTION 8: POWERS OF 
CONGRESS 

CLAUSE 18 

The Congress shall have power To 
make all laws which shall be necessary and 
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proper for carrying into execution the fore- 
going powers, and all other powers vested by 
this Constitution in the government of the 
United States, or in any department or offi- 
cer thereof. 

By Mrs. DAVIS of California: 

H.R. 3786. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1 Section 8 

By Mr. DESAULNIER: 

H.R. 3787. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1. 

By Mr. ELLISON: 

H.R. 3788. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution of 
the United States, which states: 

The Congress shall have the power to make 
all laws which shall be necessary and proper 
for carrying into execution the foregoing 
powers, and all other powers vested by this 
Constitution in the Government of the 
United States, or in any Department or Offi- 
cer thereof.” 

By Mr. GUINTA: 

H.R. 3789. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section VIII, Clause XVIII—The 
Congress shall have power to make all laws 
which shall be necessary and proper for car- 
rying in to execution the foregoing powers 
and all other powers vested... 

By Ms. KELLY of Illinois: 

H.R. 3790. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitu- 
tion 

By Mrs. LOVE: 

H.R. 3791. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3: “The Con- 
gress shall have power. . . To regulate com- 
merce with foreign nations, and among the 
several states, and with the Indian tribes.”’ 

By Ms. MOORE: 

H.R. 3792. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 

By Mr. MURPHY of Florida: 

H.R. 3793. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 

By Mr. ROSS: 

H.R. 3794. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 and Clause 3. 

By Mr. RYAN of Ohio: 

H.R. 3795. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

To make all Laws which shall be necessary 
and proper for carrying into Execution the 
foregoing Powers, and all other Powers vest- 
ed by this Constitution in the Government of 
the United States, or in any Department or 
Officer thereof. 

By Mr. WALKER: 

H.R. 3796. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Art. I, Sec. 8, Cl. 1, 3, and 18 of the United 
States Constitution. 
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ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions, as follows: 

H.R. 169: Mr. McKINLEY and Mr. EMMER of 
Minnesota. 

H.R. 224: Mr. THOMPSON of California, Mr. 
ISRAEL, Ms. HAHN, Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of 
Pennsylvania, Ms. JUDY CHU of California, 
Mr. ENGEL, Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Mr. 
KEATING, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. SIRES, 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, and Mr. POCAN. 

H.R. 226: Mr. VAN HOLLEN and Mr. 
GUTIERREZ. 

H.R. 290: Mr. HUFFMAN. 

H.R. 309: Ms. LEE. 

H.R. 343: Mr. DESAULNIER, Ms. 
and Mr. POLIQUIN. 

. 879: Mr. MCNERNEY. 

. 425: Mrs. NAPOLITANO. 

. 582: . MURPHY of Florida. 
. 542: . KIND. 

. 556: . BOST. 

. 581: . MOULTON. 

. 592: . MCSALLY and Mr. GIBSON. 
. 703: . HOLDING. 

. T31: . DESAULNIER. 

. 746: . LYNCH. 

H.R. 775: Mr. CARSON of Indiana, 
BUTTERFIELD, and Mr. ENGEL. 

H.R. 814: Mr. KATKO. 

H.R. 836: Mrs. HARTZLER. 

H.R. 842: Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 850: Mr. DESAULNIER. 

H.R. 870: Mr. CROWLEY and Mr. BEN RAY 
LUJÁN of New Mexico. 

H.R. 921: Mr. VEASEY. 

H.R. 938: Ms. JACKSON LEE. 

H.R. 953: Ms. LEE, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. 
RICHMOND, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. LARSEN of 
Washington, Miss RICE of New York, Mr. 
POCAN, and Mr. PASCRELL. 


PINGREE, 


Mr. 


H.R. 985: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD and Mr. 
KIND. 

H.R. 989: Ms. FUDGE. 

H.R. 1019: Ms. ESHOO. 

H.R. 1061: Ms. LEE and Mr. ASHFORD. 

H.R. 1062: Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia. 

H.R. 1090: Mr. JOLLY. 

H.R. 1178: Mr. HUDSON. 

H.R. 1185: Mr. DOLD. 

H.R. 1211: Ms. TSONGAS and Mr. LANGEVIN. 

H.R. 1220: Mr. HURD of Texas, Mr. YOUNG of 


Indiana, Ms. GABBARD, Mr. COLE, Mr. KEN- 
NEDY, Mr. MACARTHUR, Mr. FOSTER, Mr. 
FATTAH, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. REED, Ms. ESTY, 
Ms. JUDY CHU of California, Ms. WILSON of 
Florida, Mr. LANGEVIN, Ms. BASS, and Mr. 
ROSKAM. 

H.R. 1258: Mr. PALLONE, Mr. MOULTON, Mr. 
POLIQUIN, Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Mr. WITT- 
MAN, and Mr. KENNEDY. 

H.R. 1266: Mr. ZINKE. 

H.R. 1301: Ms. JACKSON LEE, Ms. CLARK of 
Massachusetts, and Mr. MACARTHUR. 

H.R. 1309: Mr. FITZPATRICK, Mr. LATTA, and 
Mr. GRAVES of Georgia. 

H.R. 1312: Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania 
and Mr. SMITH of Missouri. 

H.R. 1343: Mrs. DAVIS of California and Mr. 
TONKO. 

H.R. 1884: Mr. MooNEY of West Virginia and 
Mr. SHUSTER. 

H.R. 1888: Mr. EMMER of Minnesota. 

H.R. 1401: Mr. KEATING, Mr. DANNY K. 
DAVIS of Illinois, and Mr. ROSKAM. 

H.R. 1430: Mr. HOLDING. 

H.R. 1453: Mr. NORCROSS. 

H.R. 1457: Mr. PITTs. 

H.R. 1475: Mr. POLIQUIN, Mr. LABRADOR, Mr. 
Cook, and Mr. NORCROSS. 

H.R. 1542: Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, and Mr. KIND. 
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H.R. 1567: Mr. JOLLY, Mr. SwWALWELL of 
California, and Mr. BISHOP of Michigan. 

H.R. 1651: Mrs. LOVE. 

H.R. 1680: Ms. DUCKWORTH, Ms. SCHA- 
KOWSKY, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. DEFAZIO, Ms. 
WILSON of Florida, and Mr. DESAULNIER. 

H.R. 1692: Mr. KEATING. 

H.R. 1726: Mr. RANGEL and Ms. NORTON. 

H.R. 1733: Ms. NORTON and Mr. PITTS. 

H.R. 1787: Mr. BISHOP of Utah, Mr. COFF- 
MAN, Mr. MARINO, and Ms. JENKINS of Kansas. 

H.R. 1747: Ms. WILSON of Florida. 

H.R. 1758: Miss RIcE of New York. 

H.R. 1761: Miss RICE of New York. 

H.R. 1769: Mr. Lucas and Mr. YOHOo. 

H.R. 1786: Mr. EMMER of Minnesota, Mr. 
HECK of Washington, and Mr. CARNEY. 

H.R. 1793: Mr. ZINKE and Mr. SIMPSON. 

H.R. 1834: Mr. ROONEY of Florida. 

H.R. 1855: Mr. HECK of Washington and Mr. 
PERLMUTTER. 

H.R. 1858: Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Penn- 
sylvania. 

H.R. 1901: Mr. LABRADOR. 

H.R. 1933: Mr. CAPUANO. 

H.R. 1941: Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN and Mr. 
GRAVES of Missouri. 

H.R. 1942: Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois, 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. LEWIS, Mr. 
NEAL, Mr. SCHWEIKERT, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. 
CHABOT, and Mr. ScoTT of Virginia. 

H.R. 1943: Mr. VISCLOSKY. 

H.R. 1964: Mr. DENT, Mr. DESJARLAIS, and 
Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. 

H.R. 1966: Ms. WILSON of Florida. 

H.R. 1974: Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. 

H.R. 2050: Ms. MOORE, Mr. YOUNG of Alas- 
ka, Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, and 
Mr. YARMUTH. 

H.R. 2090: Mr. DESAULNIER. 

H.R. 2121: Mr. COFFMAN, Mr. WILLIAMS, and 
Mr. PITTENGER. 

H.R. 2156: Mr. RICE of South Carolina. 

H.R. 2205: Mr. LUETKEMEYER. 

H.R. 2209: Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. VARGAS, Mr. 
PITTENGER, and Mr. SHERMAN. 

H.R. 2224: Ms. CASTOR of Florida and Mr. 
SWALWELL of California. 

H.R. 2257: Mr. BUCK. 

H.R. 2260: Mr. YARMUTH. 

H.R. 2287: Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. 

H.R. 2293: Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. 
JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas, Mr. NEAL, Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr. 
SERRANO, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Ms. KAP- 
TUR, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. CLEAVER, Ms. 
JENKINS of Kansas, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. YOUNG 
of Iowa, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. VELA, Mr. MICHAEL 
F. DOYLE of Pennsylvania, Mr. PALLONE, and 
Mr. MOULTON. 

H.R. 2380: Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Penn- 
sylvania. 

H.R. 2406: Mr. KIND. 

H.R. 2494: Mrs. LOVE and Mr. ROGERS of 
Kentucky. 
. 2530: 
. 2536: 
. 2546: 
. 2566: 


Mr. SCHIFF. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. 

Mr. TAKANO. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri and Mr. 


. 2588: 
. 2590: 


Mr. COFFMAN. 
Mr. ASHFORD. 
. 2597: Mr. HUDSON. 
. 2612: Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Penn- 
sylvania, Mr. KEATING, and Mr. PERLMUTTER. 
H.R. 2613: Mr. KEATING. 
H.R. 2646: Mr. ZINKE, Mr. FATTAH, and Mr. 
POMPEO. 
H.R. 2654: Ms. TITUS. 
H.R. 2689: Mr. SWALWELL of California. 
H.R. 2710: Mr. ALLEN and Mr. LABRADOR. 
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H.R. 2726: Mr. DONOVAN. 

H.R. 2738: Ms. ESTY. 

H.R. 2753: Mr. DEFAZIO. 

H.R. 2759: Mrs. KIRKPATRICK, Ms. KUSTER, 
Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. FORTENBERRY, and Ms. 
ROYBAL-ALLARD. 

. 2799: Mr. STUTZMAN and Mr. KIND. 
. 2805: Mr. SWALWELL of California. 
. 2823: Mrs. NAPOLITANO. 

. 2844: Mrs. BUSTOS. 

. 2847: Mr. CICILLINE. 

H.R. 2849: Ms. VELAZQUEZ. 

H.R. 2858: Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania 
and Mr. Scott of Virginia. 

H.R. 2903: Mr. COLLINS of New York. 

H.R. 2911: Mr. WELCH, Ms. MCSALLY, Mr. 
DAVID SCOTT of Georgia, Mr. BARLETTA, Ms. 
KUSTER, and Mr. YODER. 


H.R. 2939: Mr. KEATING. 

H.R. 2944: Mr. DOLD and Ms. GABBARD. 

H.R. 2957: Mr. HUFFMAN. 

H.R. 2994: Mr. SIRES. 

H.R. 3024: Mrs. NOEM and Mr. RANGEL. 

H.R. 3026: Mr. NUNES. 

H.R. 3033: Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 3051: Mr. THOMPSON of California and 


Ms. DUCKWORTH. 

H.R. 3064: Ms. DUCKWORTH. 

H.R. 3067: Mr. DESAULNIER. 

H.R. 3094: Mr. Mica. 

H.R. 3126: Mr. ALLEN. 

H.R. 3137: Mr. JOLLY. 

H.R. 3150: Ms. WILSON of Florida, 
McNERNEY, and Ms. LOFGREN. 

H.R. 3180: Mr. MOULTON and Mr. KING of 
New York. 

H.R. 3190: Ms. CASTOR of Florida. 

H.R. 3193: Miss RICE of New York. 

H.R. 3201: Mr. CURBELO of Florida and Mr. 
BECERRA. 

H.R. 3226: Ms. NORTON and Mr. LANCE. 

H.R. 3229: Mrs. HARTZLER. 

H.R. 3235: Mr. LYNCH and Ms. 
ALLARD. 

H.R. 3255: Mr. Bost and Mr. HURD of Texas. 

H.R. 3296: Mr. ADERHOLT. 

H.R. 3299: Mrs. MIMI WALTERS of California 
and Mr. BISHOP of Michigan. 

H.R. 3314: Mrs. BLACK, Mr. FARENTHOLD, 
and Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 

H.R. 3326: Mr. CARNEY and Mr. 
ScoTT of Georgia. 

H.R. 3351: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. 
FATTAH, Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Pennsyl- 
vania, and Ms. MCCOLLUM. 

H.R. 3355: Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. 

H.R. 3364: Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of 
New Mexico and Mr. VEASEY. 

H.R. 3378: Ms. WILSON of Florida. 

H.R. 3381: Mr. BUTTERFIELD. 

H.R. 38395: Mr. DESAULNIER 
KEATING. 

H.R. 3411: Mr. SWALWELL of California, Mr. 
DESAULNIER, and Mr. SERRANO. 

H.R. 3423: Mr. EMMER of Minnesota, Ms. 
McCoLLuM, and Mr. ISRAEL. 

H.R. 3427: Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Ms. LEE, Ms. JUDY CHU of Cali- 
fornia, Ms. DELAURO, Ms. JACKSON LEE, Mr. 
DESAULNIER, and Ms. CLARK of Massachu- 
setts. 

H.R. 3455: Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Penn- 
sylvania. 

H.R. 3459: Mr. WOMACK and Mr. HOLDING. 

H.R. 3471: Mr. Cook, Ms. TITUS, and Mr. 
ENGEL. 

H.R. 3473: Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 3484: Mr. KNIGHT, Ms. LINDA T. 
SANCHEZ of California, Ms. JUDY CHU of Cali- 
fornia, and Ms. HAHN. 

H.R. 3488: Mr. LABRADOR. 


Mr. 


ROYBAL- 


AUSTIN 


and Mr. 
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H.R. 3516: Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. SMITH of 
Texas, Mr. Bost, Mr. HARDY, and Mr. 
BENISHEK. 
. 8587: 
. 3539: 
. 3549: 
. 3558: 
. 3573: 


Mr. 
Ms. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 


BISHOP of Michigan. 
ESHOO and Mr. DOLD. 
KIND. 

CONYERS. 

LATTA. 

. 3618: Mr. MARCHANT. 

H.R. 3626: Mr. MCCLINTOCK. 

H.R. 3632: Mr. ELLISON and Ms. CASTOR of 
Florida. 

H.R. 3655: Mr. Lucas. 

H.R. 3659: Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, and Ms. CLARKE of New York. 

H.R. 3661: Mr. POLIQUIN. 

H.R. 3666: Mrs. WAGNER, Mr. HUIZENGA of 
Michigan, Ms. CLARKE of New York, and Mr. 
ISRAEL. 

H.R. 3683: 
HUFFMAN. 

H.R. 3686: Mr. KLINE. 

H.R. 3692: Mr. HUFFMAN and Mr. COSTA. 

H.R. 3696: Mr. MICHAEL F. DOYLE of Penn- 
sylvania, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. LARSEN of 
Washington, Mr. CUELLAR, Mrs. BUSTOS, Mr. 
CARDENAS, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. SIRES, Ms. 
DELBENE, Mr. THOMPSON of California, Mr. 
LOEBSACK, and Mr. GRAYSON. 

H.R. 3699: Mr. LUCAS. 

H.R. 3709: Ms. BORDALLO and Mr. HASTINGS. 

H.R. 8711: Mr. HUFFMAN and Mr. PETERS. 

H.R. 3726: Mr. ROUZER. 

H.R. 3733: Ms. CASTOR of Florida. 

H.R. 3740: Mrs. NAPOLITANO and Ms. JUDY 
CHU of California. 

H.R. 3743: Mr. FARENTHOLD. 

H.R. 3756: Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. HONDA, Ms. 
WILSON of Florida, and Mr. POLIQUIN. 

H.J. Res. 29: Mr. JOLLY. 

H.J. Res. 67: Mr. LUCAS. 

H.J. Res. 68: Mr. LUCAS. 

H. Con. Res. 17: Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Ms. 
SEWELL of Alabama, Mrs. ROBY, and Mr. 
DONOVAN. 

H. Con. Res. 40: Ms. CLARKE of New York 
and Ms. GABBARD. 

H. Con. Res. 75: Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. 
HUFFMAN, Mr. NoLAN, Mr. CARDENAS, Mr. 
FATTAH, Mr. TONKO, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of 
California, Mr. DESAULNIER, Mr. PALLONE, 
Ms. LEE, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. LARSON of Con- 
necticut, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, 
Ms. TITUS, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. MICHAEL F. 
DOYLE of Pennsylvania, Mr. NEAL, Mr. KIL- 
DEE, and Mr. MOOLENAAR. 

H. Con. Res. 80: Ms. CLARKE of New York. 

H. Res. 28: Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts. 

H. Res. 54: Ms. DELAURO and Mr. ZINKE. 
H 
H 


Ms. McCoLLUM and Mr. 


. Res. 110: Mr. ISRAEL. 

. Res. 298: Mr. DONOVAN, Mr. LATTA, Mrs. 
LOWEY, Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina, Mr. 
DENT, and Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 

H. Res. 393: Mr. FATTAH, Ms. BONAMICI, Mr. 
Scott of Virginia, Mr. YARMUTH, Mr. COHEN, 
Ms. VELAZQUEZ, and Mr. WELCH. 

H. Res. 416: Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms. CLARKE 
of New York, Mrs. KIRKPATRICK, and Mr. 
CALVERT. 

H. Res. 417: Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. 

H. Res. 428: Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. CARSON of 
Indiana, and Mr. DESAULNIER. 

H. Res. 483: Mr. DESAULNIER. 

H. Res. 443: Ms. DUCKWORTH. 

H. Res. 445: Mrs. BUSTOS and Ms. BONAMICI. 

H. Res. 471: Mr. LOWENTHAL, Mr. TAKAI, and 
Mr. TAKANO. 

H. Res. 475: Ms. BROWNLEY of California. 

H. Res. 479: Mr. KING of New York. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


HONORING RAY GARON ON THE 
OCCASION OF HIS RETIREMENT 
FROM THE MANCHESTER RADIO 
GROUP AFTER MORE THAN 20 
YEARS 


HON. FRANK C. GUINTA 


OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
express my congratulations to Ray Garon on 
his retirement after 20 plus years with the 
Manchester Radio Group, and thank him for 
the outstanding work he did during his career. 

Mr. Garon’s broad expertise in the radio 
business has been instrumental to the growth 
of local stations such as WZID-AM, WFEA— 
AM, The Mill and Hot Hits. Over the last twen- 
ty years with the Manchester Radio Group he 
has been an integral part of the community 
and his leadership will be greatly missed. 

It is with great admiration that | congratulate 
Ray Garon on his retirement, and wish him 
the best on all future endeavors. 


ES 


IN HONOR OF BISHOP W. W. 
HAMILTON 


HON. SAM FARR 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to rec- 
ognize Bishop W. W. Hamilton on the occa- 
sion of the 35th pastoral anniversary of his 
leadership of the Greater Victory Temple 
Church of God in Christ in Seaside, California. 
Bishop Hamilton is a beacon of service to God 
and his community and an example of love 
and compassion for all to follow. Under his 
leadership, Greater Victory Temple has grown 
into one of the strongest community pillars of 
the Monterey Peninsula and all of northern 
California. 

Bishop Hamilton was born in San Antonio, 
Texas. He followed his father, the late Bishop 
E.E. Hamilton, on the path of religious service 
and received a Doctor of Divinity degree from 
Simpson College in San Francisco. He then 
served as the founding pastor of the Hamilton 
Memorial Church of God In Christ in San 
Francisco, California. In 1987, W.W. Hamilton 
was consecrated as the Bishop and Prelate of 
the California Northwest Jurisdiction of the 
Church of God in Christ, the church his father 
had established. 

In 1980 Bishop Hamilton was appointed to 
serve as Pastor of the Victory Temple Church 
of God In Christ of Seaside, California. Under 
his Pastoral leadership a new church building 
was completed and on March 16, 1984, the 
Great Victory Church of God In Christ was 
dedicated debt free. In addition to the remod- 


eling, Bishop Hamilton sought to provide hous- 
ing and family resources to his community. 

Bishop Hamilton has also focused his lead- 
ership on community service. He served as 
the executive director of the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency. Later, under his lead- 
ership, the Greater Victory Temple has be- 
come a force for community service on the 
Monterey Peninsula. It offers services for 
youth such as after school tutoring programs, 
a community computer lab, after school chess 
club, and hosts scout groups. It also offers a 
food pantry in partnership with the local food 
bank, divorce counseling, works with other 
community organizations to bring peace to the 
community, and has invested in community 
based senior housing. 

Throughout his 35 years of leadership, 
Greater Victory Temple has impacted the lives 
of countless people within the Seaside and 
surrounding Monterey Peninsula communities. 
All those who have had the pleasure to meet 
Bishop Hamilton know first hand his love and 
personal commitment to his congregation and 
surrounding community. 

Mr. Speaker, | know that | speak for the 
whole House in extending our deepest grati- 
tude to Bishop Hamilton for his many years of 
dedication to the Greater Victory Temple fam- 
ily and the broader community of the Monterey 
County and Northern California. Our world is a 
better place because of his efforts. 


— 


RECOGNIZING THE EFFORTS OF 
THE NATIONAL WORLD WAR II 
MUSEUM TO HONOR AFRICAN 
AMERICAN VETERANS OF WORLD 
WAR II 


HON. CEDRIC L. RICHMOND 


OF LOUISIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. RICHMOND. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to recognize the efforts of the National WWII 
Museum to honor African American veterans 
of World War II. Most notably, | would like to 
commend the Museum on its outstanding ex- 
hibit, “Fighting for the Right to Fight: African 
American Experiences in World War Il.” 

African Americans played a vital role in se- 
curing Allied victory in World War Il and their 
service helped to preserve democratic institu- 
tions in the United States and around the 
world. The contributions of African Americans 
during wartime spanned all areas of the war 
effort, from military combat to domestic manu- 
facturing. 

Unfortunately, the same patriotic citizens 
who sacrificed and risked their lives in the war 
effort also faced discrimination in military and 
civilian life. In many cases, African Americans 
were denied the very liberties they fought to 
defend. These experiences led many African 
American soldiers to a dual mission: to win the 


war and to secure freedoms at home, a move- 
ment that would come to be known as the 
“Double Victory” campaign. The modern Civil 
Rights Movements would rise from these his- 
toric moments during wartime. 

The award-winning exhibit, which opened on 
July 4, 2015, is a landmark contribution that 
displays the foundational work by twentieth 
century African Americans to seek com- 
prehensive social change. The exhibit will re- 
main at the National World War II Museum 
until May 2016, when it will begin a two-year 
tour of museums around the country. The 
Congressional Black Caucus Foundation Vet- 
erans Braintrust, supported by President 
Obama and the First Lady, distinguished the 
efforts of the National WWII Museum with the 
2015 Veterans Braintrust Award. 

Mr. Speaker, | applaud the National WWII 
Museum for their leadership and recognition of 
the tireless contributions from all Americans 
during times of war. The unwavering dedica- 
tion of African Americans to protecting Amer- 
ica’s values of freedom and liberty is an exam- 
ple for all citizens. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING THE 100TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF HOLY TRINITY CATHE- 
DRAL IN MANCHESTER, NEW 
HAMPSHIRE 


HON. FRANK C. GUINTA 


OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the 100th anniversary of Holy Trinity 
Cathedral in Manchester, New Hampshire. 

| am pleased to join with the Eastern Dio- 
cese and Polish National Catholic Church in 
recognizing this great milestone for Holy Trin- 
ity Cathedral and its parishioners. 

This is a great achievement for both the 
church and community of Manchester, and 
speaks highly to the outstanding services and 
spiritual guidance the parish has offered to 
residents of the Queen City and surrounding 
communities. For the past 100 years, Holy 
Trinity Cathedral has been a landmark in the 
City of Manchester, and the recent restoration 
of the church, which included the awarding of 
a Restoration of a City Landmark Award from 
the Manchester Historic Association dem- 
onstrates the deep impact this church has had 
on the community and the significance of its 
presence in downtown Manchester. 

Under the leadership of Bishop Paul 
Sobiechowski the church and its parish com- 
munity continue to flourish today by spreading 
the work and word of our savior Jesus Christ, 
and focusing their efforts on the Polish Amer- 
ican community in the city and Southern New 
Hampshire. | am proud to join with my fellow 
Granite Staters in recognizing the 100th anni- 
versary of Holy Trinity Cathedral, and wish 
them all the best in their future years. 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 


Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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SALUTE TO THE LIVINGSTON 
VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPARTMENT 


HON. BRIAN BABIN 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. BABIN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to rec- 
ognize and celebrate the 100th Anniversary of 
the Livingston Volunteer Fire Department, in 
Livingston, Texas. 

On August 23, 1915, the Livingston Volun- 
teer Fire Department was officially established 
following a decision by the city to give Fire 
Chief Keenan Peebles full authority over the 
firefighting equipment, which at the time con- 
sisted of three hand pulled hose reels, a few 
fire hydrants, and three hose reel houses. 

During the last 100 years, 275 citizen fire- 
fighters have volunteered their time and en- 
ergy to respond to 24,000 calls under the di- 
rection of 17 fire chiefs. Currently, the Living- 
ston Volunteer Fire Department has 39 fire 
fighters operating out of three stations. 

Today, thanks to the support of the local 
community, the Livingston Volunteer Fire De- 
partment is as fully equipped and prepared as 
any department in Texas. 

In celebration of this important milestone, 
we thank all those who have served as volun- 
teers at the Livingston Volunteer Fire Depart- 
ment for their commitment, dedication and 
bravery. 


ee 


IN RECOGNITION OF ROBERT 
BISHOP, ESQ., RECIPIENT OF THE 
LACKAWANNA PRO BONO’S ROB- 
ERT W. MUNLEY AWARD 


HON. MATT CARTWRIGHT 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor Robert Bishop, Esq., who will 
be awarded the 2015 Lackawanna Pro Bono’s 
Attorney Robert W. Munley Award. Lacka- 
wanna Pro Bono is a non-profit organization 
established in 1997 to increase the availability 
of free legal representation for low-income in- 
dividuals and families throughout Lackawanna 
County. 

Robert has been principal of Hourigan, 
Kluger & Quinn, PC, since 1985. His practice 
specializes in estate planning and administra- 
tion, as well as elder law matters, real estate 
transactions, business transactions, and cor- 
porate matters for clients in Luzerne, Lacka- 
wanna and surrounding counties. He is a 
graduate of Penn State University and Temple 
University School of Law. 

In addition to volunteering his expertise to 
the Lackawanna Pro Bono, Robert is very ac- 
tive in the Northeastern Pennsylvania commu- 
nity. He is president of the Amos Lodge of 
B’nai B'rith, vice president of the Greater 
Scranton Chamber of Commerce, secretary of 
the Jewish Home of Eastern Pennsylvania, 
past president of Glen Oak Country Club, past 
president and board member of Temple Israel 
of Scranton, past president of the ARC of 
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Northeastern Pennsylvania, past president and 
board member of Jewish Family Services of 
Northeastern Pennsylvania, past president and 
life member of Scranton Counseling Center, 
past president and advisory board member of 
the Salvation Army Citadel in Scranton, past 
president and board member of the Estate 
Planning Council of Northeastern Pennsyl- 
vania, and a board member of the Schwartz/ 
Mack Foundation. Robert serves on the 
boards of the ARC Foundation and the Amos 
Towers Housing Foundation and the advisory 
boards of the Scranton Area Foundation, the 
Kania School of Management at the University 
of Scranton, and M&T Bank. He is an emer- 
itus member of the Penn State Worthington 
advisory board, and serves on the board of 
the Jewish Federation of Northeastern Penn- 
sylvania. 

It is an honor to recognize Robert Bishop for 
the great service he has done for his commu- 
nity, and | extend my congratulations on being 
awarded the Lackawanna Pro Bono’s Robert 
W. Munley Award. | commend Robert for all 
the effort he has put into making northeastern 
Pennsylvania a better place to live, work, and 
raise a family. 


EE 


HONORING COMMAND SERGEANT 
MAJOR ALBERT L. CAMPBELL, 
U.S. ARMY, RETIRED 


HON. JOHN R. CARTER 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. CARTER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor Command Sergeant Major Al- 
bert L. Campbell, U.S. Army, Retired of Round 
Rock, Texas, as a recipient of the Texas 31st 
District Congressional Veteran Commendation. 
CSM Campbell answered the call to defend 
our great nation for over 30 years in the 
United States Army. Today he lives in Round 
Rock, Texas where he continues his service to 
his fellow countrymen as a vibrant part of this 
growing central Texas community. 

Born in Greenwood, SC CSM Campbell left 
the 11th grade and entered the Army in 1950. 
After rigorous training at Ft. Benning, GA, he 
was assigned to K Company, 3rd Battalion, 
187th Airborne Regimental Combat Team and 
stationed in Japan. CSM Campbell earned the 
Combat Infantrymen’s Badge and Bronze Star 
for heroism fighting in Korea. 

Following his assignment in Japan and 
Korea, CSM Albert L. Campbell served as the 
Platoon Sergeant for the 2nd Platoon, Com- 
pany C, 508th of the 82nd Airborne, where he 
was awarded the Silver Star for gallantry. 
CSM Campbell would continue his leadership 
ascension as an instructor at West Point pre- 
paratory School at Ft. Belvoir, VA, the United 
States Military Academy at West Point, and 
Howard University in Washington, DC. CSM 
Campbell rounded out his military service in 
Ft. Hood, Texas where he retired in 1980. 

CSM Campbell's service and sense of duty 
did not end with his military service. CSM 
Campbell traded his guns for crosses as a 
Deacon at the One Way Baptist Church, in 
Round Rock, Texas. 
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Family and Service to God and Country re- 
main at the center of his life. CSM Campbell 
continues his longstanding commitment to 
helping those in need whether physically as a 
caregiver or emotionally at Round Rock Inde- 
pendent School District's Opportunity Center, 
where he helps troubled children participate in 
the mainstream educational process. 


| am stirred with the strongest sense of 
pride and honor as an American that | should 
have the opportunity to highlight the life of a 
true servant of the people. All should marvel 
and stand proud of an American who so 
strongly answered the call to serve. 


CSM Campbell’s patriotism and commitment 
to service reflect the very best values of both 
our beloved military servicemen and Central 
Texas. Let today be a celebration of one of 
our nation’s heroes, one who devoted his life 
to keeping us free and making America a bea- 
con of hope in the world. Along with his 
friends, family, and loved ones, | wish him 
both a happy, prosperous, and healthy life in 
the years ahead. 


TRIBUTE TO URBANDALE’S 
WEBSTER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 


HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and congratulate the Web- 
ster Elementary School in Urbandale, lowa, for 
being selected as a National Blue Ribbon 
School by the U.S. Department of Education. 


In order to receive this prestigious designa- 
tion, schools must demonstrate a commitment 
to enriching the academic experience of each 
and every student by closing the achievement 
gaps among student subgroups. Overall, 335 
schools have received this designation. 
Urbandale’s Webster Elementary School has 
shown that hard work, dedication, and a com- 
mitment to excellence can lead an entire 
school to academic success. The leaders with- 
in this school have found a formula for suc- 
cess by working together to improve student- 
teacher relationships, meeting each student 
and their learning styles on an individual level. 


Mr. Speaker, the efforts shown by 
Urbandale’s Webster Elementary School dem- 
onstrates lowa’s commitment to academic ex- 
cellence. This award is an embodiment of the 
hard work and dedication every member of 
their faculty has displayed to improve the lives 
of their students. It is truly an honor to rep- 
resent the students and faculty of the Webster 
Elementary School in the United States Con- 
gress. | know that all of my colleagues in the 
United States House of Representatives will 
join me in congratulating them for their 
achievements, and wish each and every one 
of them nothing but continued success. 
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HONORING SERGEANT MAJOR 
RICHARD “ROCKY” HERNANDEZ, 
SR., U.S. ARMY, RETIRED 


HON. JOHN R. CARTER 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. CARTER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor Sergeant Major Richard 
“Rocky” Hernandez, Sr., U.S. Army, Retired. 
As a man who has lived his life in the service 
of his country and fellow man, it brings me 
great pride as a Texan to highlight the life of 
this public servant who has inspired many to 
pay the good will forward. SGM Hernandez 
selflessly served with distinction throughout his 
life in the military, the School District of 
Killeen, and the volunteer service that brought 
much needed help to retired veterans. 

SGM Hernandez was born in Corpus Chris- 
ti, Texas in March 1946. Heeding the call to 
service, SGM Hernandez departed high school 
early and enlisted in the U.S. Army in May, 
1963. During his U.S. Army career he served 
over 14 years in Germany, deployed for one 
tour in Korea, and served two tours in Viet- 
nam. While in Vietnam SGM Hernandez was 
assigned to the 196th Infantry Brigade, 23rd 
Infantry Division. SGM Hernandez was wound- 
ed in action on March 23, 1969 by enemy 
mortar fire and was awarded the Purple Heart 
Medal. 

After achieving the rank of Sergeant Major, 
Rocky medically retired in 1989 having been 
disabled through peacetime and wartime inju- 
ries sustained in the service of his country. 
Nevertheless, SGM Hernandez would not be 
kept down for long. Following his military re- 
tirement SGM Hernandez served another 20 
years for the Killeen Independent School Dis- 
trict. 

Yet still the call to serve and desire to help 
others burned inside. After joining a local Vet- 
erans Organization and hearing the voices of 
veterans seeking help, SGM Hernandez felt 
inspired to help his fellow veterans and their 
families navigate the complex VA system. In 
1994 SGM Hernandez became a volunteer 
Veterans Service Officer. Since that time, 
SGM Hernandez has helped hundreds of vet- 
erans gain their well-deserved benefits. Today 
SGM Hernandez serves as Citizen on Patrol, 
where he continues his service with his eyes 
and ears to fight crime and evil wherever it re- 
sides. 

After serving two full careers, SGM Her- 
nandez exemplifies what it means to be an 
American and a Texan. May we follow the ex- 
amples of great men such as SGM Hernandez 
and live our lives in the service of our fellow 
men and country. | join SGM Hernandez’s 
family and friends in wishing him nothing but 
the best in the years ahead. 


TRIBUTE TO WELCH’S ORCHARD 
HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and congratulate Joe and 
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Joan Welch of Council Bluffs, lowa, for cele- 
brating their Orchard’s 25th anniversary this 
season. 

As one of a handful of local orchards, 
Welch’s has provided high quality products 
along with a dedication to customer service. 
Thousands of local residents flock to the or- 
chard each year to enjoy the wide variety of 
products that the orchard offers, from honey 
crisp apples to 100-pound pumpkins. For 25 
years Welch’s Orchard has been a fun and 
entertaining attraction for children and adults 
alike. 

Mr. Speaker, | commend and congratulate 
Joe and Joan Welch and their staff for their 25 
years of dedicated service to Council Bluffs 
and southwest lowa. | urge my colleagues in 
the United States House of Representatives to 
join me in congratulating Welch’s Orchard and 
wishing them nothing but continued success 
moving forward. 


EE 
HONORING LIEUTENANT COLONEL 
JERRI JONES, U.S. MARINE 


CORPS, RETIRED 
HON. JOHN R. CARTER 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. CARTER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor Lieutenant Colonel Jerri Jones, 
U.S. Marine Corps, Retired for her extraor- 
dinary dedication to duty and service to our 
Nation. LtCol Jones has served as a guardian 
of those in need while serving in the military 
and continues that service today in the great 
state of Texas. 

LtCol Jones entered the United States Ma- 
rine Corps on October 28, 1975. Her years of 
service have taken her throughout the Pacific 
theater, serving tours in California, Hawaii, 
and Japan. LtCol Jones’ dedication to leading 
by example earned her the nickname “Combat 
Jones” while living in a tent in South Korea 
during the winter of 1979. 

LtCol Jones was called to duty again and 
served a critical role during the first Gulf War 
that plunged many of her fellow Marines into 
the heat of battle. The first Gulf War saw 
many families’ breadwinners deployed to ac- 
tive duty, leaving many spouses and families 
with financial difficulties. LtCol Jones took this 
crisis head on and eased the burden on these 
Marine families during these challenging 
times. LtCol retired on December 1, 1995. 

Today LtCol Jones continues her service 
with the Georgetown Chamber of Commerce, 
where she coordinates the monthly business 
networking roundtable. LtCol Jones is well 
known for motivating and inspiring the Cham- 
ber’s members with her warm sense of humor 
and energizing personality. 

Nowhere is LtCol Jones’ compassion for the 
defenseless more profound than in her work 
with the Williamson County Children’s Advo- 
cacy Center. During her tenure as Executive 
Director of the Advocacy Center LtCol Jones 
doubled the number of children and teens 
helped through the Center. Her leadership, te- 
nacity, and compassion to serve those in need 
are felt by all who associate with her. 

In celebrating LtCol Jones’ life | am re- 
minded of the parable of the talents found in 
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the New Testament in which each servant was 
rewarded according to the work they had 
done. With deep admiration and respect, | pay 
tribute to her for all she has done with her tal- 
ents in the service of her fellow man. Well 
done, thou good and faithful servant. 


EE 


H.R. 702—TO ADAPT TO CHANGING 
CRUDE OIL MARKETS 


HON. EARL BLUMENAUER 


OF OREGON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, | voted 
against H.R. 702—to adapt to changing crude 
oil markets—on Friday, October 9th. This leg- 
islation will broadly remove almost all restric- 
tions on crude oil exports from the United 
States. It was ill-advised and represented a 
huge missed opportunity to address our en- 
ergy needs comprehensively. 

Right now, we export limited amounts of 
crude oil from the United States, and this pol- 
icy is working. There may come a time when 
it would be strategic to make an adjustment 
on our export strategy, but right now we are 
awash in oil in this country, gasoline prices 
are low and the President already has the lati- 
tude to help some of our strategic partners 
with limited U.S. exports if he deems it in the 
national interest. 

Those in favor of exporting more crude tout 
benefits of job creation and lower gas prices. 
This is dramatically overstated. If some jobs 
are created in the oil fields, other jobs will be 
lost in refineries. The Energy Information Ad- 
ministration estimates that exporting more 
crude now would either have no impact on the 
cost of gasoline or only slightly reduce the 
price of gasoline. The real benefactors of this 
policy change would be large oil companies. 

If Congress is going to provide yet another 
benefit to oil companies who don’t need it, at 
the very least it should be part of a larger en- 
ergy package that would actually help the 
American people and further our domestic en- 
ergy security needs. We need to extend tax 
credits that support the wind and solar elec- 
tricity sectors, industries that actually create 
far more jobs than would come from exporting 
more crude oil. We need to end some of the 
more egregious subsidies for the oil and gas 
sector, subsidies that cost the taxpayers bil- 
lions of dollars every year. We need to reau- 
thorize the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund which supports important conservation 
projects in every community in America. In- 
stead of passing an isolated giveaway to big 
oil, we should take any energy legislation that 
comes to the floor as opportunity to look at 
energy comprehensively, with the ultimate 
goal of transitioning away from fossil fuels 
while keeping energy affordable and reliable 
for the American people. 

If Republicans were actually serious about 
pursuing a bipartisan agenda, they would not 
have included provisions that broadly prevent 
the federal government from imposing any re- 
striction on the export of crude oil under other 
authorities. They would not have included non- 
germane, vote-buying provisions such as the 
last-minute addition of funding for the Maritime 
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Security Program (MSP). That is why | voted 
for an amendment offered by my colleague, 
Representative AMASH, to keep MSP at its 
currently authorized level, instead of the $500 
million increase included in this legislation. 
There’s no doubt that the sustainability of the 
MSP program is in question without increased 
funding. That is sadly the case for many feder- 
ally-supported programs, all directly impacted 
by a Congress unwilling to provide additional 
revenue or compromise on an effort to finally 
eliminate the reckless sequestration caps that 
I’ve voted against since day one. Even if MSP 
were to receive the relief they need ahead of 
many others hurt by budgetary brinksmanship, 
the funding level ought to be carefully scruti- 
nized. The highly debated, amended, and 
conferenced fiscal year 2016 Defense Author- 
ization did exactly that, and concluded that the 
annual subsidy for MSP participants should in- 
crease from $3.1 million per vessel to $3.5 
million per vessel—a 12.9 percent increase, 
not the 40 percent increase included in H.R. 
702. 

Overall, H.R. 702 was bad policy and rep- 
resented a huge missed opportunity to ad- 
dress our real energy needs. 


a 


CELEBRATING LISA KORBATOV’S 
RECOGNITION BY THE BOY 
SCOUTS OF AMERICA 


HON. LUCILLE ROYBAL-ALLARD 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to congratulate Lisa Korbatov on her re- 
ceipt of the Boy Scouts of America’s Distin- 
guished Citizen Award. This award is pre- 
sented to individuals who have demonstrated 
leadership above and beyond the call of duty, 
and dedicated themselves to the betterment of 
their communities. Lisa’s long and distin- 
guished history of leadership throughout the 
greater Los Angeles area makes her an ideal 
choice for this great honor. 

| have known Lisa for a long time, and | 
have seen the depth of her commitment to 
making Los Angeles a better place to live. | 
have seen the pride she takes in serving our 
community, and | have seen her work with her 
fellow Angelenos to improve our city. 

Lisa and | share a passion for supporting 
local youth. Since 2009, she has served as a 
Governing Member of the Beverly Hills School 
Board, including a term as its President. In ad- 
dition, she has served on the Board of Direc- 
tors for USC Hillel at the University of South- 
ern California, and the Jewish Education 
Trade School in Granada Hills. 

She has been active in numerous youth-ori- 
ented community organizations, including 
Aviva Family and Children’s Services, Vista 
Del Mar, and the Boy Scouts of America, 
Western Los Angeles County Council. And in 
2013, she was honored with the “Legacy of 
Hope” award by Chai Lifeline, a charity that 
helps support and inspire children with cancer 
and other life-threatening illnesses. 

Lisa is not afraid to take bold and creative 
measures to help our children. She initiated 
and co-wrote a Los Angeles city resolution to 
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institute a grading system for schools, similar 
to the way the city grades restaurants. In Bev- 
erly Hills, she has petitioned the school board 
for safer and more sanitary campuses, and 
even hired a photographer to help her docu- 
ment the campus conditions she was seeking 
to correct. 

| also admire Lisa’s support for Israel and 
the Jewish people: she has been a Board 
Member of the Israel Grants Fund, a Trustee 
of the Jewish Community Foundation, and a 
Senate Club member of the American Israel 
Public Affairs Committee. 

Finally, Lisa is a distinguished L.A. busi- 
nesswoman, and a superb example of the tal- 
ent that women bring to leadership positions in 
our local businesses. She is a co-owner of the 
commercial property management company 
Amalgamated Real Estate Services, where 
she manages twenty Downtown and Westside 
commercial buildings. 

| ask my colleagues to join me in congratu- 
lating Lisa Korbatov on her well-deserved 
honor from the Boy Scouts of America, and in 
urging her to keep up her great work to im- 
prove Los Angeles. 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO EAGLE SCOUT 
NOAH DE KRUIF 


HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and congratulate Noah De 
Kruif of Boy Scout Troop 98 in Urbandale, 
lowa, for achieving the rank of Eagle Scout. 
Noah is the son of Jim and Elizabeth De Kruif 
of Johnston, lowa. 

The Eagle Scout rank is the highest ad- 
vancement rank in scouting. Only about four 
percent of Boy Scouts earn the prestigious 
Eagle Scout Award. The award is a perform- 
ance-based achievement with high standards 
that have been well-maintained for more than 
a century. 

To earn the Eagle Scout rank, a Boy Scout 
must pass specific tests organized by require- 
ments and merit badges, and complete an 
Eagle Project to benefit the community. Noah 
has earned 21 merit badges as a Boy Scout. 
For his Eagle Scout Service Project he and 
his twin brother Nicholas, who is also an 
Eagle Scout, revitalized a local school, the 
Joshua Christian Academy. The project in- 
cluded a complete renovation of the land- 
scaping, painting fresh lines in the parking 
lots, adding concrete barriers in areas of need, 
and making a sign to help identify the school. 
The staff at Joshua Christian Academy really 
appreciated the effort to make the school safer 
and more visually appealing. 

Mr. Speaker, the example set by this young 
man demonstrates the rewards of hard work, 
dedication and perseverance. | am honored to 
represent Noah and his family in the United 
States Congress. | know that all of my col- 
leagues in the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives will join me in congratulating him 
on reaching the rank of Eagle Scout and in 
wishing him nothing but continued success in 
his future education and career. 
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HONORING COMMAND SERGEANT 
MAJOR ROOSEVELT HUGGINS, 
U.S. ARMY, RETIRED 


HON. JOHN R. CARTER 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. CARTER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor Command Sergeant Major 
Roosevelt Huggins, U.S. Army, Retired. It 
brings me great pride to highlight the life of 
this great American. 

CSM Huggins’ service to his beloved nation 
began July 19, 1961, where he entered the 
Army at Ft. Hood, Texas. Upon his promotion 
to Sergeant in Okinawa, Japan, CSM Huggins 
was shipped out to Vietnam in 1965, where he 
would serve two tours. On November 6, 1966 
while participating in Operation “Eagle Shot 
Cow” his battery was overrun by a Viet- 
namese Battalion. For his valiant efforts in 
Vietnam, CSM Huggins was awarded the 
Bronze Star and Army Commendation Award 
with Valor. 

After Vietnam CSM Huggins was called to 
lead and teach in a variety of roles. From 
1975-1981 CSM Huggins was assigned to Ft. 
Carlson, Colorado where he attended a boxing 
camp. There, he learned the skills that would 
bring Army Boxing back to Ft. Hood Texas. 

CSM Huggins retired August 1, 1991 after 
more than 30 years of service in the U.S. 
Army that spanned five countries, war-time 
conflicts, and multiple states that called him to 
learn, lead, and teach his fellow soldiers the 
discipline and skills necessary to defend a na- 
tion. CSM Huggins continued his proud tradi- 
tion of service to his fellow man after his re- 
tirement. In 1997 CSM Huggins organized the 
first Back to School—Stay in School program 
designed to promote both youth and adult 
education. CSM Huggins has served as a role 
model for youth and adults alike. 

| am proud to have such a man residing 
right here in Texas so dedicated to the uplift- 
ing and betterment of the community in which 
he lives, works, and serves. May we all re- 
member and honor this fine example of humil- 
ity and service. | join CSM Huggins’ wife 
Charmaine, their two sons, three grand- 
daughters, family, and friends in wishing him 
nothing but the best in the years ahead. 


EEE 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE GREATER 
WILKES-BARRE ASSOCIATION OF 
REALTORS 100TH ANNIVERSARY 


HON. MATT CARTWRIGHT 


OF PENNSYLANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor the Greater Wilkes-Barre Asso- 
ciation of Realtors as they celebrate 100 years 
of service to the community. For the past cen- 
tury, the Association’s members have helped 
families in their pursuit of the American dream 
of home ownership. 

The Greater Wilkes-Barre Association of 
Realtors traces its origins with the establish- 
ment of Wilkes-Barre Real Estate Exchange in 
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1915. Today, with over 400 members, the or- 
ganization is an affiliate of the National Asso- 
ciation of Realtors and operates under the ca- 
pable leadership of Charles Adonizio Ill. On 
January 1, 2016 the Greater Wilkes-Barre As- 
sociation of Realtors plans to merge with its 
counterpart, the Greater Hazelton Association 
of Realtors. The two groups will form the 
Luzerne County Association of Realtors. With 
this consolidation, both organizations hope to 
provide more professional services to their 
members and to better serve all of Luzerne 
County. 

It is an honor to recognize the Greater 
Wilkes-Barre Association of Realtors, and | 
applaud the organization and its members for 
a century of top-notch professional service to 
the community. | wish the Association all the 
best as its members continue their work for 
northeastern Pennsylvania through the new 
Luzerne County Association of Realtors. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. JODY B. HICE 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. JODY B. HICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
on Roll Call Number 550 on suspending the 
rules and passing H.R. 3493—the Securing 
the Cities Act of 2015, | am not recorded be- 
cause | was unavoidably detained. Had | been 
present, | would have voted YEA. 

Mr. Speaker, on Roll Call Number 551 on 
suspending the rules and passing H.R. 3350— 
the Know the CBRN Terrorism Threats to 
Transportation Act, | am not recorded because 
| was unavoidably detained. Had | been 
present, | would have voted YEA. 

Mr. Speaker, on Roll Call Number 552 on 
suspending the rules and adopting H. Res. 
348—a resolution supporting the right of the 
people of Ukraine to freely elect their govern- 
ment and determine their future, | am not re- 
corded because | was unavoidably detained. 
Had | been present, | would have voted YEA. 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO DONALD AND 
JUANITA CLOUSE 


HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and congratulate Donald 
and Juanita Clouse of Griswold, lowa, on the 
very special occasion of their 65th wedding 
anniversary. They were married on September 
24, 1950 in Tingley, lowa. 

Mr. Speaker, Donald and Juanita’s lifelong 
commitment to each other and their children, 
Diane, Penny, Cindy and Steve, their grand- 
children, and their great-grandchildren, truly 
embodies our lowa values. | commend this 
great couple on their 65th year together and | 
wish them many more. | know my colleagues 
in the United States House of Representatives 
will join me in congratulating them on this mo- 
mentous occasion. 
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TRIBUTE TO JERRY C. PRUIETT 
HON. JOHN R. CARTER 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. CARTER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to celebrate the career of veteran, com- 
munity leader, and my longtime friend Jerry C. 
Pruiett, who will retire after a lifetime of work. 
Jerry’s extraordinary commitment to commu- 
nity service reflects the best values of Central 
Texas; his strong work ethic and his friendly 
and inspiring attitude lifts all around him. 

Jerry’s military career was but a humble be- 
ginning of a life filled with love and service. A 
gifted athlete, Jerry turned down an oppor- 
tunity to try out for the New York Mets to join 
the Navy. He served his country aboard two 
Navy aircraft carriers: the USS Coral Sea, 
known as the “Ageless Warrior’, and the USS 
Enterprise, the world’s first nuclear powered 
aircraft carrier. 

After the Navy, Jerry continued life in the 
civil service for two more years at Kelly Air 
Force Base. Shortly thereafter, Jerry accepted 
a Job with ButterKrust Bakery and shouldered 
the responsibility of General Sales Manager 
for 28 years. In 2003, Jerry went to work for 
K&N Management and will retire on October 
24, 2015 

Over the years, Jerry found numerous ways 
to serve his fellow man in the Round Rock, 
Texas Community. In 2010 Jerry coordinated 
a successful golf tournament to support Nevus 
Outreach to help children born with skin dis- 
eases. Having seen his father diagnosed with 
Alzheimer’s, Jerry wanted to do all he could to 
help those in need and would later organize a 
fundraiser in support of research into that de- 
bilitating disease. 

When | reflect on Jerry’s life of service and 
our friendship over the years | am reminded of 
the teachings of Christ when he taught, “what- 
ever you did for one of the least of these 
brothers and sisters of mine, you did for me.” 
To Jerry, these are not mere words but a 
summons by which to live a fulfilling live. | am 
proud to call Jerry my friend. Round Rock is 
lucky to have him as a part of our growing 
community. 

Retirement is to be celebrated and enjoyed. 
It is not the end of a career, but rather the be- 
ginning of a new adventure. | salute Jerry 
Pruiett for his hard work and dedication to his 
community. | wish him only the best in the 
years ahead. 


—_ 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE WOMEN’S 
RESOURCE CENTER, RECIPIENT 
OF THE LACKAWANNA PRO 
BONO’S ROBERT W. MUNLEY 
AWARD 


HON. MATT CARTWRIGHT 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor the Women’s Resource Center 
which will be awarded the 2015 Lackawanna 
Pro Bono’s Robert W. Munley Award. Lacka- 
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wanna Pro Bono is a non-profit organization 
established in 1997 to increase the availability 
of free legal representation for low-income in- 
dividuals and families throughout Lackawanna 
County. 

The Women’s Resource Center is a non- 
profit organization located in Scranton, Penn- 
sylvania. The Women’s Resource Center is 
the sole provider of domestic violence and 
sexual assault services in Lackawanna and 
Susquehanna Counties. Since 1976, Women’s 
Resource Center has provided free and con- 
fidential services that support justice, auton- 
omy, restoration, and safety for adult and child 
survivors of domestic violence, sexual assault, 
dating violence, and stalking. Women’s Re- 
source Center utilizes a holistic approach, pro- 
viding crisis and advocacy services, safe 
housing, transitional housing and civil/legal 
representation for survivors. Programs are de- 
signed to be flexible to meet the needs of sur- 
vivors from diverse ethnic, cultural, racial, and 
socioeconomic backgrounds. In 2014, Wom- 
en’s Resource Center provided services to 
1,504 survivors of domestic violence and 297 
survivors of sexual assault, providing safe 
housing for 145 families. Civil legal represen- 
tation was provided for 110 program partici- 
pants with 206 case filings. 

Today, under the leadership of Executive 
Director Peg Ruddy, the Women’s Resource 
Center remains a dynamic force in north- 
eastern Pennsylvania, helping over 50,000 
women and children in Lackawanna and Sus- 
quehanna Counties rebuild their lives free of 
violence and fear since beginning operations. 
Of that number, 42,138 were adult and child 
victims of domestic violence and 9,949 victims 
of sexual abuse. Those reaching out for help 
come from all walks of life, socioeconomic 
backgrounds, education, ethnicities, and sex- 
ual orientation. Services are free and ex- 
tended to everyone, including family members, 
adult survivors of childhood sexual abuse, and 
men in same sex relationships. 

It is an honor to recognize the Women’s Re- 
source Center for the great service it has done 
for the community, and | extend my congratu- 
lations on being awarded the Lackawanna Pro 
Bono’s Robert W. Munley Award. | commend 
the Women’s Resource Center for the great 
efforts it puts forth to make northeastern 
Pennsylvania a better community. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. JOE WILSON 


OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. Speak- 
er, | submit the following remarks regarding 
my absence from votes which occurred on Oc- 
tober 9, 2015. | departed from Washington 
due to the flood crisis in the district to accom- 
pany Homeland Security Secretary Jeh John- 
son and Red Cross National President Gail 
McGovern. 

1) H.R. 702—To Adapt to Changing Crude 
Oil Market Conditions—YES; Amash Amend- 
ment 1—NO; Messer Amendment 5—YES; 
Messer Amendment 6—YES; Motion to re- 
commit H.R. 702—NO. 
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TRIBUTE TO EAGLE SCOUT 
NICHOLAS DE KRUIF 


HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and congratulate Nicholas 
De Kruif of Boy Scout Troop 98 in Urbandale, 
lowa, for achieving the rank of Eagle Scout. 
Nicholas is the son of Jim and Elizabeth De 
Kruif of Johnston, lowa. 

The Eagle Scout rank is the highest ad- 
vancement rank in scouting. Only about four 
percent of Boy Scouts earn the prestigious 
Eagle Scout Award. The award is a perform- 
ance-based achievement with high standards 
that have been well-maintained for more than 
a century. 

To earn the Eagle Scout rank, a Boy Scout 
must pass specific tests organized by require- 
ments and merit badges, and complete an 
Eagle Project to benefit the community. Nich- 
olas has earned 21 merit badges as a Boy 
Scout. For his Eagle Scout Service Project he 
and his twin brother Noah, who is also an 
Eagle Scout, revitalized a local school, the 
Joshua Christian Academy. The project in- 
cluded a complete renovation of the land- 
scaping, painting fresh lines in the parking 
lots, adding concrete barriers in areas of need, 
and making a sign to help identify the school. 
The staff at Joshua Christian Academy really 
appreciated the effort to make the school safer 
and more visually appealing. 

Mr. Speaker, the example set by this young 
man demonstrates the rewards of hard work, 
dedication and perseverance. | am honored to 
represent Nicholas and his family in the United 
States Congress. | know that all of my col- 
leagues in the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives will join me in congratulating him 
on reaching the rank of Eagle Scout and in 
wishing him nothing but continued success in 
his future education and career. 


ee 


IN RECOGNITION OF NATIONAL 
MEDICAL ASSISTANTS WEEK 


HON. MATT CARTWRIGHT 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor all medical assistant profes- 
sionals as we observe National Medical As- 
sistants Week. 

According to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Sta- 
tistics, medical assisting is one of our coun- 
try’s fastest growing occupations with an esti- 
mated 584,000 men and women serving na- 
tionwide. These medical professionals are 
central figures in the health care industry as 
they promote, support, and help maintain co- 
operative and successful relationships be- 
tween patients and physicians. 

In the U.S., medical assistants have tradi- 
tionally held jobs almost exclusively in ambula- 
tory care centers, urgent care facilities, and 
clinics, but this is now changing. Today, med- 
ical assistants work in private and public hos- 
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pitals, inpatient and outpatient facilities, as- 
sisted living facilities, or in general practice 
and specialists’ offices. Operating with a wide 
array of skills at their disposal, medical assist- 
ants are responsible for administrative roles 
such as scheduling appointments, maintaining 
medical records, recording billing and coding 
information for insurance purposes, as well as 
performing clinical duties like taking and re- 
cording vital signs, completing medical his- 
tories, preparing patients for examination, 
drawing blood, and administering medications 
as directed by a physician. 


With their unique versatility, medical assist- 
ants are assets to the medical field that serves 
both doctors and patients with loyalty and 
dedication. It is a privilege to recognize these 
honorable men and women who are com- 
mitted to health care and work diligently to 
heal fellow citizens and others in our country. 
| wish all who pursue this worthy vocation the 
best, and | urge all Americans to be aware of 
their sizeable contributions to our health care 
system. 


EE 


REAUTHORIZING THE HIGHWAY 
TRUST FUND AND ITS IMPACT 
ON OHIO’S THIRD CONGRES- 
SIONAL DISTRICT 


HON. JOYCE BEATTY 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mrs. BEATTY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
discuss the need for federal highway and tran- 
sit programs across the nation and for Repub- 
lican leadership to pass the Highway Trust 
Fund. 


Federal highway and transit programs are 
vitally important to the third congressional dis- 
trict of Ohio, which | proudly represent. 


The design, construction, and maintenance 
of transportation infrastructure in the third con- 
gressional district supports 15,184 full-time 
jobs, earning these families a total of $602.1 
million annually. 


Between 2005 and 2014, the federal invest- 
ment in my congressional district has provided 
$1.4 billion to support 380 highway and bridge 
projects worth $2.1 billion. 


Republican Leadership’s failure to enact a 
robust, long-term funding bill for our decaying 
infrastructure system, is hurting our economy 
and hardworking American families all across 
our nation. 

Mr. Speaker, a long-term bill helps provide 
good-paying jobs, safe and modern infrastruc- 
ture, and efficient transportation. 

Let’s reauthorize the Highway and Transit 
Trust Fund today, before the October 29th 
deadline. 


October 21, 2015 
HONORING COMMAND SERGEANT 


MAJOR GEORGE FRANCIS 
(FRANK) MINOSKY, U.S. ARMY, 
RETIRED 

HON. JOHN R. CARTER 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. CARTER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor Command Sergeant Major 
George Francis (Frank) Minosky, U.S. Army, 
Retired. CSM Minosky answered the call to 
defend our great nation for over 25 years. 
Today he lives in Belton, Texas where he con- 
tinues to serve his fellow countrymen as a vi- 
brant part of his growing central Texas com- 
munity. 

Born in Cleveland, Ohio CSM Minosky en- 
tered the Army in 1970. After a period of rig- 
orous initial entry training, he was assigned to 
the legendary 82nd Airborne Division. Due to 
impeccable achievement and promotion to the 
non-commissioned officer ranks, he was se- 
lected for drill sergeant training in 1975. In this 
capacity, CSM Minosky provided superior 
leadership and shared his tactical expertise 
with thousands of recruits at Forts Ord and 
Sill. 

Following his assignment as a drill sergeant, 
CSM Minosky served in Korea, Fort Bragg, 
and Hawaii. CSM Minosky’s career culminated 
at Ft Hood, Texas where he retired in 1995 
after 25 years of dedicated service. His last of- 
ficial assignment in the United States Army 
was Command Sergeant Major of 3rd Brigade 
Combat Team, 1st Cavalry Division, a critical 
and prestigious assignment. Among a long list 
of accomplishments, CSM Minosky earned the 
Legion of Merit, Meritorious Service Medal, 
Joint Service Commendation Medal, Armed 
Forces Expeditionary Medal, Southwest Asia 
Service Medal, Expert Infantryman Badge, and 
the Master Parachutist Badge. 

Upon retiring, CSM Minosky’s sense of duty 
did not end with his active military service. 
Frank Minosky’s dedication to country and sol- 
diers manifested in his efforts with the Vet- 
erans of Foreign Wars Post 10377, American 
Military Retiree Association, Enlisted Retiree 
Association, Fort Hood Commanding Generals 
Retiree Council, and the Chief of Staff Army’s 
Retirees Council. Frank Minosky is also an ac- 
tive member of the Association for the United 
States Army and the First Cavalry Division As- 
sociation. 

Frank Minosky firmly embraced central 
Texas as his new home in 1992; since then, 
he has become an indispensable local com- 
munity leader. Belton, TX singled Frank out as 
its Citizen of the year on one occasion. He 
has served superbly as a Belton City Council- 
man and presently contributes on the Belton 
Planning and Zoning Board. The good people 
of Central Texas are blessed to have him 
among us. 

| am stirred with the strongest sense of 
pride and honor as an American to highlight 
the life of a true servant of the people. CSM 
Minosky’s patriotism and commitment to serv- 
ice reflect the very best values of our beloved 
military servicemen and Central Texas. Let 
today be a celebration of one of our nation’s 
heroes who devoted his life to keeping us free 
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and making America a beacon of hope in the 
world. Along with his friends, family, and loved 
ones, | wish him both a happy, prosperous, 
and healthy life in the years ahead. 


--—— 


HONOR THE WORKERS AT THE 
MAPLE RIDGE WIND FARM 


HON. ELISE M. STEFANIK 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Ms. STEFANIK. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the workers at the Maple Ridge Wind 
Farm in my district. Many of their employees 
recently visited Washington, calling on Con- 
gress to pass policy that drives more clean 
energy solutions. Not only does the Maple 
Ridge Wind Farm supply the electricity needs 
for 96,000 homes in upstate New York, but 
since it became a part of the community in 
2006, it has also provided $8 million a year in 
tax revenues to Lewis County. What has this 
meant for the community? Well, at Lowville 
Academy and Central School, they have been 
able to add 11 positions to the payroll, add 10 
advanced placement classes and keep other 
important programs such as art and music, all 
thanks to the added tax revenue from the wind 
project. This has been a remarkable advan- 
tage for this school district and the sur- 
rounding community. | want to thank the 35 
employees—all of whom are local to upstate 
New York—who keep the Maple Ridge Wind 
Farm operating. | urge my colleagues to sup- 
port clean energy incentives, like the Produc- 
tion Tax Credit, which has not only helped the 
U.S. become the leader in wind energy, but at 
a local level, drives private investments that 
can have such a positive impact on our rural 
communities. 


ee 


IN RECOGNITION OF DR. ROBERT 
WRIGHT, RECIPIENT OF THE 
LACKAWANNA PRO BONO’S ROB- 
ERT W. MUNLEY AWARD 


HON. MATT CARTWRIGHT 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor Dr. Robert Wright, recipient of 
the 2015 Lackawanna Pro Bono’s Robert W. 
Munley Award. Lackawanna Pro Bono is a 
non-profit organization established in 1997 to 
increase the availability of free legal represen- 
tation for low-income individuals and families 
throughout Lackawanna County. 

Credited with transforming the training given 
to doctors in northeastern Pennsylvania, Dr. 
Wright is the former president and CEO of the 
Wright Center for Graduate Medical Edu- 
cation. Originally established by Dr. Wright in 
1977 as the Scranton Temple Residency Pro- 
gram, it was renamed in 2010 to honor Dr. 
Wright. Since its founding, The Wright Cen- 
ters mission is to continuously improve edu- 
cation and patient care in a collaborative spirit 
in order to enhance health care outcomes, ac- 
cess, and affordability. The program includes 
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all three Scranton hospitals and clinics in 
Scranton, Archbald, and Clarks Summit. Dr. 
Wright also played an integral role in estab- 
lishing The Commonwealth Medical College in 
Scranton and generated significant community 
support for the endeavor. 

Dr. Wright is a graduate of the Temple 
School of Medicine. He completed his resi- 
dency training in Internal Medicine at Temple 
and fellowship training in Hematology and On- 
cology at the University of Washington in Se- 
attle. He is a Professor of Medicine at Temple 
University and also holds a volunteer faculty 
appointment at The Commonwealth Medical 
College. Dr. Wright was the Founding Chair of 
The Commonwealth Medical College Board 
and currently chairs its Academic Affairs and 
Compliance Committees. 

It is an honor to recognize Dr. Robert Wright 
for the pioneering work he has done for the 
medical community, and | extend my con- 
gratulations to him on being awarded the 
Lackawanna Pro Bono’s Robert W. Munley 
Award. | commend Dr. Robert Wright for all 
the effort he has put forth to make north- 
eastern Pennsylvania a better place to live. 


TRIBUTE TO THE POULOS FAMILY 
HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and congratulate Dan, 
Kathy, and Pete Poulos, of the Pizza King 
Restaurant in Council Bluffs, lowa. For 50 
years, Pizza King has been a landmark in the 
business community. It was founded in 1965, 
and has been a family-owned operation since 
its inception. 

Pizza King has hosted events of all kinds, 
from wedding rehearsal dinners, to children’s 
parties, to anniversary celebrations. Pizza 
King has been the restaurant of choice for a 
quiet dinner for two, a business meeting, or a 
gathering of over 100. The Poulos Family 
works together to provide outstanding cus- 
tomer service each and every day. The Pizza 
King Restaurant is a Council Bluffs institution 
and has provided delicious food, paired with a 
warm and inviting atmosphere, for generations 
of diners. 

Mr. Speaker, | commend Dan, Kathy, Pete 
and the entire Poulos family for 50 years of 
dedicated service to Council Bluffs and south- 
west lowa. | urge my colleagues in the United 
States House of Representatives to join me in 
congratulating the Pizza King and its owners 
for this outstanding achievement. | wish the 
Poulos family and staff nothing but the best 
moving forward. 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO MASTER SERGEANT 
JIM TORRES, U.S. AIR FORCE, 
RETIRED 


HON. JOHN R. CARTER 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. CARTER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor Master Sergeant Jim Torres, 
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U.S. Air Force, Retired for his 23 years of 
dedication, loyalty, and honorable service to 
our great nation and his continued outstanding 
community involvement. His has been a life 
lived in devoted service to others. 

MSgt Torres served 3 tours in Vietnam, all 
as a volunteer. For his selfless service to our 
country, he was awarded the Bronze Star, the 
Air Force Commendation Medal, and the Re- 
public of Vietnam Cross of Gallantry for heroic 
combat action among other awards. 

Upon retirement, MSgt Torres continues to 
serve his fellow veterans in Round Rock, 
Texas in countless ways. He serves in an in- 
volved role in El Amistad, an organization 
dedicated to helping high school seniors go to 
college or trade school. MSgt Torres has long 
been a volunteer at the VA hospital in Kerrville 
where he takes on an active role reaching out 
to patients. Known locally as a “one man vet- 
eran’s help line” he engages in conversations 
with veterans to hear their story and help with 
any problem they might be having. MSgt 
Torres’ service doesn’t simply stop at con- 
versations with his fellow veterans; he also 
volunteers at the local Round Rock Veteran’s 
thrift store where proceeds go to help Central 
Texas veterans. He is beloved by the commu- 
nity for these selfless actions. 

MSgt Torres is a quiet hero who takes on 
community tasks for his fellow man to seek 
and ensure that local veterans receive the rec- 
ognition they deserve. | commend him for his 
selfless service to the United States Air Force 
and especially to his community. He has been 
a shining example and direct reflection of the 
very best values of our nation by his acts of 
patriotism, citizenship, and commitment to 
service. | wish him and his family all the best 
in the future. 


SITE COMMISSIONS 
HON. BOBBY L. RUSH 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, | would like to sub- 
mit a letter that | and my colleagues sent to 
the FCC asking for an end to site commis- 
sions. 

Mr. Speaker, tomorrow the FCC will finally 
take action to reform prison telephone rates 
also known as Inmate Calling Services. This 
action is long overdue. The inmate calling 
service industry is a monopoly with less than 
three dominant players. Basically, each cor- 
rectional facility contracts with one of the big 
players to be an exclusive service provider. 
While there is a bidding process, the compa- 
nies typically agree to pay a percentage of 
their profits back to the department in ex- 
change for the contract. (an average of 48 
percent according to Prison Legal News). Sim- 
ply, the company that can offer the largest 
“Kickbacks” wins the contract. This is purely 
“reverse competition”. Operating without regu- 
lation or proper oversight this shadowy indus- 
try has taken advantage of millions of families 
and their loved ones. 

| must mention two citizens critical in my 
education on this process. First is Charlie Sul- 
livan of CURE a tireless prison reform advo- 
cate who approached me over 10 years ago 


16340 


about this injustice. The second is Ms. Martha 
Wright, a grandmother, who in 2003 filed a 
class action lawsuit against these unscrupu- 
lous businesses alleging they charged “exorbi- 
tant and unconscionable long-distance rates. 

In 2005, | first introduced The Family Tele- 
phone Connection Protection Act, calling for 
more competition, rate caps and an end to 
these insane and insidious “Kickbacks” also 
known as “site commissions’—which is just a 
polite name for “Bribery”. 

For too many years we have allowed preda- 
tory companies like Securus to gauge these 
faceless and voiceless families who are al- 
ready emotionally and financially devastated. It 
is unreasonable, unjust and unacceptable to 
pay $17 for a 15 minute call or $300 dollars 
a month to talk to a loved one. 

Mr. Speaker, more than two million Ameri- 
cans are currently incarcerated in our nation’s 
jails and prisons. Their chances for rehabilita- 
tion and a successful return to society are 
vastly improved if they can remain in commu- 
nication with their families, children, and crit- 
ical support services. Expensive phone call 
rates deter such communication and result in 
recidivism and costly re-incarceration. 

After a decade of no oversight, no regula- 
tion and no transparency the FCC has a 
chance tomorrow to finally right a wrong to a 
powerless segment of our society. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, October 20, 2015. 
Hon. TOM WHEELER, 
Chairman, Federal Communications Commis- 
sion, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN WHEELER: More than two 
million Americans are currently incarcer- 
ated in our nation’s jails and prisons. Their 
chances for rehabilitation and a successful 
return to society are vastly improved if they 
can remain in communication with their 
families, children, and critical support serv- 
ices. Expensive phone call rates deter such 
communication and result in recidivism and 
costly re-incarceration. 

For the past decade we, the undersigned 
Members of Congress, have been imploring 
the Federal Communications Commission 
(FCC) to provide a market-based solution to 
curb these high telephone rates (see the 
Family Telephone Connection Protection 
Act, first introduced in the 109th Congress). 
The Commission is poised on October 22, 
2015, to approve a final order on comprehen- 
sive inmate calling services (ICS) and we 
firmly believe that such comprehensive re- 
form is needed to rein in the predatory prac- 
tices in the ICS marketplace. The lack of 
competition and the out of control site com- 
missions paid to correctional facilities are 
partly the cause of these skyrocketing costs. 
Simply put, up to 60 percent of what pris- 
oners’ families pay to receive phone calls 
from their incarcerated loved ones has noth- 
ing to do with the cost of the phone services 
provided. These artificial rates account for 
hundreds of millions of dollars paid to state 
prison systems for exclusive contracts. 

For several years, the Commission has cor- 
rectly concluded that unconstrained site 
commission practices are the most signifi- 
cant contributing factor to high ICS rates. 
In its 2013 order, Reducing High Inmate Call- 
ing Rates, the Commission cited many exam- 
ples demonstrating the correlation of site 
commission and high phones rates. 

On September 15, 2015, the Commission 
outlined in a fact sheet that it ‘‘strongly dis- 
courages site commissions” but did not pro- 
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vide any assurance that it plans to eliminate 
or curb this predatory practice. It also out- 
lined a rate cap of $1.65 for intrastate, inter- 
state, and international calls. Although es- 
tablishing a rate cap is a step in the right di- 
rection, we believe it must be coupled with 
eliminating site commissions in order to 
yield the lowest possible phone rates. We, 
therefore, urge the Commission to use its 
statutory authority under Sections 201 and 
276 to address site commissions when it un- 
dertakes comprehensive ICS reform. 

We have all heard the stories and cries of 
our constituents who, at times, have had to 
pay up to $17 for a 15 minute call just to stay 
in touch with their incarcerated loved ones. 
We know all too well that ongoing contact 
between the incarcerated and their families 
reduces the rate of recidivism in our society. 
Ending these predatory practices of price 
gouging at the expense of families is a 
human rights issue. As the Commission 
moves towards a vote on ICS, we urge you to 
exercise the fullest extent of your jurisdic- 
tion to protect and service more vulnerable 
consumers. 

Sincerely, 

BOBBY L. RUSH, 
Member of Congress. 

G. K. BUTTERFIELD, 
Member of Congress. 

ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON, 
Member of Congress. 

CHARLES B. RANGEL, 
Member of Congress. 

MARCIA L. FUDGE, 
Member of Congress. 


-mm 


TRIBUTE TO DALE AND JANICE 
WARD 


HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and congratulate Dale and 
Janice Ward of Council Bluffs, Ilowa, on the 
very special occasion of their 50th wedding 
anniversary. They married in 1965. 

Dale and Janice’s lifelong commitment to 
each other and their children, Jill and Lisa, 
along with their grandchildren, truly embodies 
our lowa values. | commend this great couple 
on their 50th year together and | wish them 
many more. | know my colleagues in the 
United States House of Representatives will 
join me in congratulating them on this momen- 
tous occasion. 


— 


THE PASSING OF WORLD WAR II 
VETERAN AND PEARL HARBOR 
SURVIVOR EDWARD F. BORUCKI 


HON. RICHARD E. NEAL 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today with a 
heavy heart to speak about the passing of one 
of western Massachusetts’ heroes, World War 
Il veteran and survivor of the Pearl Harbor at- 
tack, Edward F. Borucki. 

Edward was born in Holyoke, Massachu- 
setts to Polish immigrants and worked as a 
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machinist apprentice until he decided to enlist 
in the Navy in 1940. After going through train- 
ing in Newport, Rhode Island, he was shipped 
to the Pacific and assigned to the light cruiser, 
the USS Helena. He moved through the ranks 
to Yeoman Third Class aboard the vessel and 
worked in the forward engine room. On the 
morning of December 7, 1941, Edward was 
running to his station when the first torpedo hit 
the forward engine room and knocked him into 
a bulkhead. He was only thirty seconds from 
being in the section that was destroyed. He 
helped seal the section of the ship off and 
help in anyway he could. After the attack was 
over, Edward helped carry his wounded and 
dead shipmates up out of the section and to 
the hospital. 

After the USS Helena was transferred back 
to California for repairs, Edward was trans- 
ferred to the USS Rockaway and then pre- 
ceded to attend various training schools. In 
1944, Edward married his late wife, Viola Mul 
of Southampton. A year later, he left the Navy 
with the rank of Chief Petty Officer. Edward 
was able to take advantage of the Gl Bill to 
get a business degree at American Inter- 
national College in Springfield, MA and a Mas- 
ters degree at Boston University. Starting in 
1955, Edward taught at Chicopee High School 
and later Chicopee Comprehensive High 
School until he retired. 

Edward never forgot about his experiences 
in the war and the need to show appreciation 
to veterans. He was a fixture at a multitude of 
events honoring veterans around western 
Massachusetts. He worked for ten years as a 
veteran’s agent in Southampton, helping vet- 
erans work through what services are avail- 
able to them. In the early 2000s, Edward led 
an effort to get a bridge on Route 5 over the 
Manhan River dedicated to all those who lost 
their lives and the survivors of the Pearl Har- 
bor attack. He commented during the cam- 
paign to express why the bridge should be 
named for the Pearl Harbor veterans, “War is 
hell. We who were in it never want to see an- 
other again.” Lawmakers in Massachusetts 
gladly listened to his request and in 2005, the 
Pearl Harbor Veterans Memorial Bridge. 

Mr. Speaker, Edward Borucki was a fine ex- 
ample of the men and women that put their 
lives on the line for our freedom against the 
threat of tyranny during the Second World War 
and who served their community selflessly 
afterward. | would like to extend my condo- 
lences to his family, including his seven sons, 
and let them know that the thoughts of a 
grateful nation are with them. 


EE 
HONORING LIEUTENANT COLONEL 
MAJOR STEWART, U.S. AIR 


FORCE, RETIRED 
HON. JOHN R. CARTER 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. CARTER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor Lieutenant Colonel Major Stew- 
art, U.S. Air Force, Retired. It is my great 
honor to highlight the life of this humble Amer- 
ican. 

Lt. Col. Stewart enlisted in the Army Air 
Corp in August of 1941 and served throughout 
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the duration of World War Il. Millions of Ameri- 
cans answered the call and sacrificed when 
our Allies were in trouble; Lt. Col. Stewart was 
no exception. As a bomber pilot, he completed 
70 missions while serving in the Pacific Fleet; 
39 of these in the legendary B-25 Mitchell 
Bomber. Lt. Col. Stewart later transitioned to 
the B-24; it was in this aircraft that Colonel 
Stewart would lead a decisive mission to at- 
tack a key enemy oil refinery. 

The strategic oil-refinery at Balikpapen, Bor- 
neo produced over thirty percent of Japan’s 
wartime fuel supply and was heavily defended 
by enemy fighters and anti-aircraft weapons. 
On October 14, 1944, Lt. Col. Stewart led a 
formation of dangerously overloaded B-24 
bombers on a daylight bombing run in what 
was one of the longest flights ever undertaken 
in the Southwest Pacific. Dedication to mission 
enabled him to stay the course and place 
bombs on target despite the damage his plane 
experienced on approach from enemy fire. For 
his heroism and extraordinary achievement, 
Lt. Col. Stewart was awarded the Distin- 
guished Flying Cross, one of the highest hon- 
ors the military bestows. 

| know Lt. Col. Stewart wouldn’t boast of his 
service during WWII, a trying time for our Na- 
tion, yet it is his type of heroic actions that led 
to the defeat of the Axis allies and the evil 
they spread. Lt. Col. Stewarts achievements 
didn’t stop there. He was awarded the Asiatic- 
Pacific Theatre Campaign Ribbon with four 
Bronze Stars for the New Guinea, Bismarck 
Archipelago, Northern Solomon, and Man- 
dated Islands Campaigns. 

Upon return to reserve duty in November of 
1945, Lt. Col. Stewart maintained airplanes at 
Tinker Air Force Base. Yearning to give great- 
er service to his community, he attended 
school and became a math teacher. After retir- 
ing from both the U.S. Air Force Reserves and 
a teaching career in California, he made his 
way to Texas. Today Lt. Col. Stewart and his 
wife live in Cedar Park where he was recently 
presented a key to the City by Cedar Park 
Mayor and City Council at the WWII Veteran’s 
Recognition Ceremony. We are honored to 
have such a humble hero in our midst. 

These few meager words cannot fully ex- 
press the gratitude | share for Lt. Col. Stewart 
and the brave service he has given. | join his 
family, friends, and loved ones in deep appre- 
ciation for his service to the Nation. May we 
all follow the example of bravery, heroism, and 
humility he displays everyday as part of the 
greatest generation that ever lived. 


—— M 


OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 


HON. MIKE COFFMAN 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. COFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, on January 
20, 2009, the day President Obama took of- 
fice, the national debt was 
$10,626,877,048,913.08. 

Today, it is $18,152,669,947,434.69. We've 
added $7,525,792,989,521.61 to our debt in 6 
years. This is over $7.5 trillion in debt our na- 
tion, our economy, and our children could 
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have avoided with a balanced budget amend- 
ment. 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO CRAIG AND LINDA 
WOLTMANN 


HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and congratulate Craig and 
Linda Woltmann of Walnut, lowa, on the very 
special occasion of their 50th wedding anni- 
versary. They were married on September 12, 
1965, at the First Presbyterian Church in Wal- 
nut. 

Craig and Linda’s lifelong commitment to 
each other, their daughter, Wendy, and their 
grandchildren, truly embodies our lowa values. 
| commend this great couple on their 50th 
year together and | wish them many more. | 
know my colleagues in the United States 
House of Representatives will join me in con- 
gratulating them on this momentous occasion. 


rE 


HONORING DR. ROBERT R. 
HOLMES 


HON. JASON SMITH 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. SMITH of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor Dr. Robert R. Holmes for his 
outstanding achievements in the field of engi- 
neering. Dr. Holmes was honored in New York 
on October 13th with the 2015 Government 
Civil Engineer of the Year award. This award 
recognizes distinguished civil engineers em- 
ployed in public service for significant engi- 
neering contributions. 

Dr. Holmes earned a Bachelor of Science in 
1987 and Master of Science in 1989 at the 
Missouri University of Science and Technology 
in civil engineering. Dr. Holmes continued his 
education earning a Ph.D. in civil and environ- 
mental engineering from the University of Illi- 
nois and began his teaching career soon after. 
He has taught as an assistant adjunct pro- 
fessor at the University of Illinois since 2006 
and adjunct professor at Missouri S&T since 
2008. 

For over 28 years, Dr. Holmes has worked 
as a hydrologist and leading member of the 
United States Geological Survey. He currently 
serves as a national flood hazard specialist 
and the senior adviser on flood science and 
response for the United States Geological Sur- 
vey. His United States Geological Survey col- 
leagues have given high praise for his con- 
tributions to water resources engineering and 
flood hazards management during his time 
there. 

Dr. Robert R. Holmes is a model of excel- 
lence in his field and it is my pleasure to rec- 
ognize him before the United States House of 
Representatives. 
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IN RECOGNITION OF NEW MEXICAN 
ORGANIZATIONS RECOGNIZED AS 
“BRIGHT SPOTS” BY THE WHITE 


HOUSE INITIATIVE ON EDU- 
CATIONAL EXCELLENCE FOR 
HISPANICS 


HON. BEN RAY LUJAN 


OF NEW MEXICO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. BEN RAY LUJAN of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, | rise today to recognize three New 
Mexican organizations that have gone above 
and beyond in serving Hispanic students in my 
home state of New Mexico. Their outstanding 
work earned them recognition by the White 
House Initiative on Educational Excellence for 
Hispanics as “Bright Spots.” Bright Spots are 
described as organizations or programs that 
help to close the achievement gap. 

A total of six organizations in New Mexico 
have been recognized by the White House 
and three of those organizations are located in 
New Mexico’s third congressional district. The 
Los Alamos National Laboratory Foundation 
(LANLF) encourages Hispanic academic ex- 
cellence through the support of educational 
programs. LANLF created programs to support 
early childhood learning, STEM elementary 
education, as well as college/workforce devel- 
opment. The second organization in our dis- 
trict is New Mexico Highlands University’s 
Achieving in Research Math and Science 
(ARMAS). ARMAS has increased the number 
of Hispanic students earning a Bachelor’s of 
Science degree in a STEM field at the univer- 
sity level. The third organization to receive 
recognition within our district is jSanta Fe 
YouthWorks! This is a program dedicated to 
targeting at-risk youth in order to ensure that 
they have the educational, leadership and life 
skills to succeed and get ahead. 

These programs help raise awareness 
about Hispanic education and the need to ad- 
dress the achievement gap while serving as 
models of best practices for successfully en- 
gaging our diverse population. Together, these 
programs have helped countless Hispanics 
achieve academic and social success. These 
organizations have had a tremendous effect 
within their particular communities and on New 
Mexico as a state, by increasing the number 
of Hispanic students who attain educational 
degrees. | applaud these outstanding organi- 
zations for contributing to Hispanic academic 
success in New Mexico. 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO GENERAL ROBERT 
SHOEMAKER OF THE U.S. ARMY 


HON. JOHN R. CARTER 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. CARTER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor the distinguished career of 
General Robert Shoemaker of the U.S. Army. 
For more than 36 years Gen. Shoemaker 
served his country in many of our most trying 
times and has honored both his nation and the 
Army through his long and distinguished mili- 
tary service. 
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Robert Shoemaker hails from Almont, Michi- 
gan. He was commissioned as a Second Lieu- 
tenant upon graduation from West Point in 
1946. Early troop assignments included Pla- 
toon Leader and Company Commander in 
Germany from which he went on to serve in 
Korea. General Shoemaker also served nu- 
merous tours in Vietnam and excelled through 
several echelons of Command. 

His hard work did not go unrecognized. 
General Shoemaker rose to the highest levels 
of the military and was promoted to four star 
general and led the U.S. Army Forces 
(FORSCOM). This command consists of more 
than 750,000 soldiers, nearly 90 percent of the 
Army’s combat power, and provides expedi- 
tionary, campaign-capable land forces to com- 
batant commanders. Under his steady leader- 
ship, FORSCOM held fast and true to its 
motto as “Freedom’s Guardian.” 

Life after retirement for Gen. Shoemaker 
continues to be one of humble service that 
feeds his passion to help his fellow man. Gen. 
Shoemaker has served eight years as the 
County Commissioner for Bell County, three 
years as the Heart O’ Texas council for the 
Boy Scouts, and served on the Board of 
United Way for Texas. Today, Gen. Shoe- 
makers days are filled with regular attendance 
at extra-curricular activities in the Killeen-Fort 
Hood area. 

When | reflect on the life and service of 
Gen. Shoemaker, | am reminded of an oft 
quoted passage by J. M. Barrie, “the life of 
every man is a diary in which he means to 
write one story, and writes another; and his 
humblest hour is when he compares the vol- 
ume as it is with what he vowed to make it.” 
| have little doubt Gen. Shoemaker will find 
any discrepancies when he compares his dia- 
ries. 


a 


TRIBUTE TO EAGLE SCOUT 
CARL DEAN CARR 


HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and congratulate Carl Dean 
Carr of Boy Scout Troop 40 in Des Moines, 
lowa, for achieving the rank of Eagle Scout. 

The Eagle Scout rank is the highest ad- 
vancement rank in scouting. Only about five 
percent of Boy Scouts earn the prestigious 
Eagle Scout Award. The award is a perform- 
ance-based achievement with high standards 
that have been well-maintained for more than 
a century. 

To earn the Eagle Scout rank, a Boy Scout 
is obligated to pass specific tests that are or- 
ganized by requirements and merit badges, as 
well as completing an Eagle Project to benefit 
the community. For his project, Carl worked 
with the FOCUS program at Hoyt Middle 
School in Des Moines. FOCUS is a collabo- 
rative program between Des Moines Public 
Schools and Broadlawns Medical Center. 
They provide academic and counseling serv- 
ices for at-risk students between 3rd and 8th 
grade. Carl led a group of students that cre- 
ated signs with self-talk statements for a cop- 
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ing area in the school. Students are able to 
utilize this area when they are having a tough 
day so they can compose themselves and re- 
join the classroom. The work ethic Carl has 
shown in his Eagle Project and every other 
project leading up to his Eagle Scout rank 
speaks volumes of his commitment to serving 
a cause greater than himself and assisting his 
community. 


Mr. Speaker, the example set by this young 
man and his supportive family demonstrates 
the rewards of hard work, dedication, and per- 
severance. | am honored to represent Carl 
and his family in the United States Congress. 
| know that all of my colleagues in the United 
States House of Representatives will join me 
in congratulating him on reaching the rank of 
Eagle Scout, and | wish him nothing but con- 
tinued success in his future education and ca- 
reer. 


EE 


COMMEMORATING THE LIFE OF 
KEVIN MASON 


HON. ROBERT HURT 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. HURT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, Rep- 
resentative BEN RAY LUJAN of New Mexico 
and | submit these remarks to commemorate 
the life of Kevin Anderson Mason, who passed 
away October 1, 2015 at age 44. 


Mr. Mason—a native of Altavista, Virginia, 
who resided with his family in Clovis, New 
Mexico—was working in Afghanistan as a ci- 
vilian contractor. On the evening of October 1, 
2015, shortly after taking off from the 
Jalalabad Airfield in Afghanistan, a terrible 
tragedy occurred when a C—130J crashed, kill- 
ing six United States airmen and five civilian 
contractors, including Mr. Mason. 


Mr. Mason was a 1990 graduate of Altavista 
High School and honorably served in the 
United States Air Force for ten years. He will 
forever be remembered by his classmates, 
teammates, and members of the Altavista 
community as a warm, welcoming, kind- 
hearted man. Mr. Mason was a star member 
of Altavista High School's basketball team, 
and school principal Ty Gafford and coach 
Dean Hubbard remember him fondly as a cor- 
nerstone of the Altavista community. He left 
behind a wife of nineteen years, Tammy, who 
he met while stationed at Cannon Air Force 
Base in Clovis, New Mexico, and their three 
sons, KJ, Brandon, and Devin, all of whom 
currently reside in Clovis. 


We are forever grateful for Mr. Mason’s 
years of service in the U.S. Air Force and his 
continued service and sacrifice in defending 
our nation. Our thoughts and prayers are with 
the entire Mason family, the Altavista and Clo- 
vis communities that mourn his loss, and with 
all of the families who lost loved ones in this 
tragic incident. 


October 21, 2015 
HONORING GIDEON R. BRADY 


HON. JASON SMITH 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. SMITH of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor Gideon R. Brady from St. 
James, Missouri for his achievements as a 
cadet in the Civil Air Patrol. Gideon is set to 
receive the General Billy Mitchell Award for his 
service, one of the most prestigious honors 
that a cadet can earn. This award is only 
achieved after passing comprehensive leader- 
ship and aerospace exams, as well as a stren- 
uous physical fitness test. 

Gideon began his service in the Civil Air Pa- 
trol in 2013 with a deep interest in aerospace 
and rockets. An emphasis on service runs in 
Gideon’s family, as his father Terry is a Chap- 
lain in the Civil Air Patrol and proudly guides 
him as he progresses through the ranks. 

Gideon has proven himself to be an exem- 
plary cadet and it is my pleasure to recognize 
him before the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives. 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO THE CORNING 
CENTER FOR THE FINE ARTS 


HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and congratulate the Cor- 
ning Center for the Fine Arts (CCFA) as they 
celebrate their 10th anniversary bringing art 
and culture to southwest lowa. 

CCFA, housed in a renovated and 
repurposed building in Corning, opened its 
doors on Sept 30, 2005. Its studio and gallery 
were modeled to create an attractive environ- 
ment for its artist in residence program and 
has two renovated apartments above for those 
artists. Since 2006, the art center has been 
home to 16 artists that have come from the 
United States and abroad. CCFA also holds 
annual student art shows to encourage young 
people to explore their talents. 

Mr. Speaker, it is an honor to represent the 
Corning Center for the Fine Arts and its hard 
working employees and volunteers in the 
United States Congress. | ask my colleagues 
in the United States House of Representatives 
to join me in congratulating them on their 10th 
anniversary and wishing them nothing but con- 
tinued success. 


—— 


HONORING SERGEANT MAJOR 
GUADALUPE LOPEZ, U.S. ARMY, 
RETIRED 


HON. JOHN R. CARTER 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. CARTER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor the distinguished service in 
both the military and civilian life of Sergeant 


October 21, 2015 


Major Guadalupe Lopez, U.S. Army, Retired. 
SGM Lopez has served with distinction as a 
guardian of this great nation for over 26 years. 
Today SGM Lopez continues his service to 
the country he loves in many capacities in the 
Killeen—Fort Hood community. 

SGM Lopez entered the U.S. Army in Sep- 
tember 1954. While he served in a multitude 
of capacities, his fondest memories are of the 
tour he served in Vietnam. SGM Lopez spent 
most of his time planning tactical operations 
against the enemy on the front lines. While in 
Vietnam, SGM Lopez was awarded the 
Bronze Star for his heroic actions on Nov 20, 
1969 when his helicopter came under heavy 
fire. 

SGM Lopez retired in March of 1980. While 
the days of a regimented life in uniform have 
passed, he still finds ways to serve his fellow 
soldiers. SGM Lopez served as the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars of America Post Commander 
for four years. Today SGM Lopez serves as a 
member of the Ft. Hood Retiree Council, a po- 
sition assumed in 2008. 

SGM Lopez is also well known for his work 
as the co-chairman of the Killeen Veteran’s 
Day Parade and the Memorial Day Ceremony 
held at the Central Texas Veteran’s Cemetery 
since 2007. While the long list of accomplish- 
ments and service rendered to his fellow sol- 
diers is too lengthy to be enumerated here, | 
will use SGM Lopez’ own words to convey the 
sense of dedication he has to his friends and 
veterans: “We are soldiers for life; we hung up 
only the suit, we’re still connected.” 

| commend SGM Lopez for his selfless serv- 
ice to his nation and to the United States 
Army. His leadership has positively impacted 
soldiers and families that he has served. May 
we all strive to live a life full of service such 
as his. 


ee 


TAKING ACTION ON HUROPE’S 
WORST REFUGEE CRISIS SINCE 
WORLD WAR II 


HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 21, 2015 


Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, on 
Tuesday | convened a Helsinki Commission 
hearing to scrutinize the European refugee cri- 
sis and help determine the most effective 
ways in which the U.S., the European Union, 
and the OSCE can and should respond. 

The Syrian displacement crisis that has con- 
sumed seven countries in the Middle East has 
become the biggest refugee crisis in Europe 
since World War Il. At least 250,000 people 
have been killed in Syria’s civil war, many of 
them civilians. 

The security forces of Syrian dictator Bashar 
al-Assad’s security forces have been respon- 
sible for many of these killings, targeting 
neighborhoods with barrel bombs and shoot- 
ing civilians point-blank. ISIS has committed 
genocide, mass atrocities, and war crimes, 
against Christians and other minorities, and 
likewise targeted, brutalized and killed Shia 
and Sunni Muslims who reject its ideology and 
brutality. 

Fleeing for safety, more than four million 
Syrians are refugees, the largest refugee pop- 
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ulation in the world, and another 7.6 million 
Syrians are displaced inside their home coun- 
try. 

‘Syria's neighbors—Jordan, Lebanon, Tur- 
key, Iraq, and Egypt—are hosting most of 
these refugees. Before the Syria crisis, these 
countries struggled with high rates of unem- 
ployment, strained public services, and a 
range of other domestic challenges. Since the 
conflict began, Syrian refugees have become 
a quarter of Lebanon’s population, and Iraq, 
which has been beset by ISIS and sectarian 
conflict, is hosting almost 250,000 refugees 
from Syria. 

Until this past summer, few Syrian refugees 
went beyond countries that border their home- 
land. Syrian refugees and migrants from a 
range of countries have since come to Europe 
in such large numbers, and so quickly, that 
many European countries, especially front-line 
entry points like Greece, transit countries like 
Serbia, and destination countries like Ger- 
many, have been challenged to respond. 

The UN High Commission for Refugees, 
UNHCR, reports that more than 635,000 refu- 
gees and migrants have arrived in Europe by 
sea in 2015. Fifty three percent of these peo- 
ple are from Syria, sixteen percent from Af- 
ghanistan, six percent from Eritrea, and five 
percent from Iraq. Notably, only fourteen per- 
cent of them are women, twenty percent are 
children, and the remaining sixty five percent 
are men. 

The European crisis requires a response 
that is European, national, and international, 
and the United States is essential to it. There 
must be effective coordination and commu- 
nication directly between countries as well as 
through and with entities like the OSCE and 
European Union. Individual countries also 
must have the flexibility to respond best to the 
particular circumstances in their own coun- 
tries. 

The response must address “push” factors, 
like economic challenges and aid short-falls in 
countries like Syria’s neighbors that have been 
hosting refugees. It must also address “pull” 
factors, like decisions individual European 
countries have made that have attracted refu- 
gees. 

There is real human need and desperation. 
Refugees are entrusting themselves to smug- 
glers and where there is human smuggling 
there is a higher risk of human trafficking. | am 
especially concerned about the risk of abuse, 
exploitation, and enslavement, of women and 
children. Already we are hearing reports that 
some European countries are failing to protect 
women and girls from sexual assault and 
forced prostitution. The lack of separate bath- 
room facilities for males and females, rooms 
that can be locked, and other basic measures, 
enable such attacks. There is no excuse for 
such failures and everything must be done to 
ensure that women and children are safe. 

There is also the real threat that terrorist 
groups like ISIS will infiltrate these massive 
movements of people to kill civilians in Europe 
and beyond. | am deeply concerned that the 
screening at many European borders is inad- 
equate and putting lives at risk. All of us must 
be responsive to the humanitarian needs with- 
out compromising one iota on security. Euro- 
pean response plans should include specifics 
about strengthening security screening 
throughout the European region. 
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During the conflict in Kosovo, | travelled to 
Stenkovec refugee camp in Macedonia and 
was at the McGuire Air Force Base in New 
Jersey to welcome some of the 4,400 people 
brought from there to the United States. A ref- 
ugee—Agron Abdullahu—was apprehended 
and sent to jail in 2008 for supplying guns and 
ammunition to the “Fort Dix 5”—a group of 
terrorists who were also sent to prison for plot- 
ting to kill American soldiers at the Fort Dix 
military installation. 

Given Secretary Kerry’s announcement in 
September that the United States intends to 
resettle at least 85,000 refugees in fiscal year 
2016, including at least 10,000 Syrians, and at 
least 100,000 refugees in fiscal year 2017, the 
United States and Europe must be on high 
alert to weed out terrorists from real refugees. 
Because religious and ethnic minorities often 
have additional risks and vulnerabilities even 
as refugees, they should be prioritized for re- 
settlement. 

Tuesday’s hearing examined the “who” is 
arriving, the “why” they are coming to Europe, 
and the “what” has been done and should be 
done in response. European governments, en- 
tities like the OSCE and the EU, and civil soci- 
ety all have critical roles to play. 

The United States has been the leading 
donor to the humanitarian crisis inside Syria 
and refugee crisis in the region. We also have 
the largest refugee admissions program in the 
world. However, according to Tuesday’s testi- 
mony from Shelly Pitterman, Regional Rep- 
resentative for the UN High Commission for 
Refugees, “The current inter-agency Syrian 
Regional Refugee and Resilience (8RP) plan 
for 2015 is only 41 percent funded, which has 
meant cuts in food aid for thousands of refu- 
gees.” 

Globally, he warned, “The humanitarian sys- 
tem is financially broke. We are no longer able 
to meet even the absolute minimum require- 
ments of core protection and lifesaving assist- 
ance to preserve the human dignity of the 
people we care for. The current funding level 
for the 33 UN appeals to provide humanitarian 
assistance to 82 million people around the 
world is only 42 percent. UNHCR expects to 
receive just 47 percent of the funding we need 
this year.” 

At the hearing, Sean Callahan, Chief Oper- 
ating Officer of Catholic Relief Services, said, 
“As global leaders in the international humani- 
tarian and refugee response, the U.S. and Eu- 
rope must heed Pope Francis’ call and find 
new ways to alleviate the suffering and protect 
the vulnerable.” | could not agree more. In the 
20th and 21th centuries, the United States and 
Europe have come together to address the 
great challenges of our time and this is an op- 
portunity to do so again. 


EE 


SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate of February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place and purpose 
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of the meetings, when scheduled and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 


As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 


Meetings scheduled for Thursday, Oc- 
tober 22, 2015 may be found in the Daily 
Digest of today’s RECORD. 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 
OCTOBER 27 
9:30 a.m. 
Committee on Armed Services 
To hold hearings to examine United 
States military strategy in the Middle 


East. 
SD-G50 
10 a.m. 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources 


To hold an oversight hearing to examine 
the Office of Surface Mining, Reclama- 
tion, and Enforcement’s proposed 
Stream Protection Rule. 

SD-366 
Committee on Finance 

To hold hearings to examine the Internal 
Revenue Service’s response to Com- 
mittee recommendations contained in 
its August 5, 2015 report. 

SD-215 
Committee on Foreign Relations 

To receive a closed briefing on the Ad- 
ministration’s response to the Syrian 
conflict. 

SVC-217 
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1:30 p.m. 

Committee on Homeland Security and 

Governmental Affairs 
Subcommittee on Regulatory Affairs and 

Federal Management 
To hold joint hearings with the House 
Committee on Homeland Security, 
Subcommittee on Oversight and Man- 
agement Efficiency to examine ongoing 
challenges at the Secret Service and 

their government-wide implications. 

HVC-210 


OCTOBER, 28 
9:30 a.m. 
Committee on Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine the United 
States role and strategy in the Middle 


East. 
SD-419 
10 a.m. 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and 


Urban Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine the state of 
rural banking, focusing on challenges 
and consequences. 
SD-538 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tion of Jessica Rosenworcel, of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, to be a Member of 
the Federal Communications Commis- 
sion for a term of five years from July 
1, 2015. 
SR-253 
2:30 p.m. 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Energy and Water Devel- 
opment 
To hold hearings to examine realizing 
the potential of the Department of En- 
ergy national laboratories. 
SD-138 


October 21, 2015 


Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions 
Subcommittee on Primary Health and Re- 
tirement Security 
To hold hearings to examine retirement 
plan options for small businesses. 
SH-216 
Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine the state of 
our nation’s biodefense. 
SD-342 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine Department 
of Veterans Affairs mental health, fo- 
cusing on ensuring access to care. 
SR-418 
3:30 p.m. 
Committee on Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tions of Peter William Bodde, of Mary- 
land, to be Ambassador to Libya, Marc 
Jonathan Sievers, of Maryland, to be 
Ambassador to the Sultanate of Oman, 
Elisabeth I. Millard, of Virginia, to be 
Ambassador to the Republic of 
Tajikistan, and Kenneth Damian Ward, 
of Virginia, for the rank of Ambassador 
during his tenure of service as United 
States Representative to the Organiza- 
tion for the Prohibition of Chemical 
Weapons, all of the Department of 
State, and John Morton, of Massachu- 
setts, to be Executive Vice President of 
the Overseas Private Investment Cor- 
poration. 
SD-419 


OCTOBER 29 


10 a.m. 
Committee on Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tion of Thomas A. Shannon, Jr., of Vir- 
ginia, to be an Under Secretary of 
State (Political Affairs). 
SD-419 


October 22, 2015 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, October 22, 2015 


The House met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. FLEISCHMANN). 


a 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
October 22, 2015. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable CHARLES J. 
FLEISCHMANN to act as Speaker pro tempore 
on this day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


EEE 


MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of Janu- 
ary 6, 2015, the Chair will now recog- 
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 

The Chair will alternate recognition 
between the parties, with each party 
limited to 1 hour and each Member 
other than the majority and minority 
leaders and the minority whip limited 
to 5 minutes, but in no event shall de- 
bate continue beyond 11:50 a.m. 


ee 


TRANSPORTATION 
REAUTHORIZATION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 
today, the House Transportation and 
Infrastructure Committee will consider 
a surface transportation reauthoriza- 
tion. Unfortunately, calling it a ‘‘reau- 
thorization’’ doesn’t make it so. 

This legislation calls for a 6-year pe- 
riod of reauthorization and hopes to be 
funded for 3 years, but it doesn’t actu- 
ally provide a single dime of revenue 
from the highway trust fund. It is sim- 
ply an empty shell. 

It really doesn’t have to be this hard. 
There is a single solution that is sup- 
ported by everyone outside of Capitol 
Hill, one that has been employed by six 
red Republican States already this 
year and championed by Ronald 
Reagan when he was President: raise 
the gas tax. Our problems are that we 
are trying to fund 2015 infrastructure 
with 1993 dollars—the last time we 
raised the Federal gas tax. 

I have a bill that will accomplish this 
fact. H.R. 680 provides that assurance 


and certainty by phasing in a gas tax 
increase over 3 years. It will permit us 
to fully fund a 6-year reauthorization 
for the first time since 1998 without re- 
sorting to gimmicks. It is cosponsored 
by over three dozen House Members, 
but, more importantly, it enjoys the 
broadest base of support for any major 
piece of legislation before Congress. 

Is there any other bill of any signifi- 
cance that is endorsed by the U.S. 
Chamber and the AFL-CIO, countless 
business and trade associations, as well 
as individual unions, the American 
Trucking Association, representing 
that industry, and auto users, rep- 
resented by AAA? 

The answer is “no.” 

The coalition includes bicyclists, en- 
gineers, local government, transit 
agencies—virtually anyone who builds, 
maintains, or depends upon our trans- 
portation system. 

For all the rhetoric about ‘‘strength- 
ening the economy,” this will be the 
one proven way of putting several mil- 
lion people to work at family-wage jobs 
while it reduces the deficit and 
strengthens our communities from 
coast to coast. Every State, every met- 
ropolitan area, every rural region of 
America would benefit both by the 
transportation improvements as well 
as the economic impact this work will 
create. 

This has been recognized by inde- 
pendent analysts, editorials in major 
newspapers, and in small newspapers 
all across the country. There really is 
no controversy. 

Indeed, in the over two dozen States 
that have raised transportation rev- 
enue since 2012, the legislators who 
voted for more transportation revenue 
got reelected by a higher percentage 
than the legislators who voted against 
it. It is broadly supported, not politi- 
cally controversial, and is desperately 
needed. 

Iam glad my colleagues were able to 
reach a compromise on the Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure Committee 
and put forward some interesting ideas. 
It gives a hint of what could happen if 
we had a real funding source, which we 
don’t; and the bill being marked up 
raises more questions, therefore, than 
it answers. Even if the House were to 
embrace it unanimously, we would still 
be where we were 3 months ago, 6 
months ago, and many times before 
that. 

We are facing another short-term ex- 
tension—this will be the 35th—and are 
providing zero assurance or long-term 
certainty to the many who rely on our 
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transportation system. No country be- 
came great building its infrastructure 8 
months at a time. 

We can have markups and pass a re- 
authorization shell on the floor of the 
House; but until we embrace H.R. 680 
and raise the gas tax, finding revenue 
that is sustainable, dedicated, and big 
enough to do the job, we are still going 
to be spinning our wheels; and America 
will be stuck. 


EE 
ASHLEY MITCHELL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Louisiana (Mr. ABRAHAM) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to highlight the accomplish- 
ments of a truly remarkable lady in 
my district. 

Ashley Mitchell is a student at Alex- 
andria High School in Louisiana, and 
her hard work and dedication to the 
sport that she loves so much has paid 
off in huge dividends. 

Miss Mitchell just broke two world 
records while participating in the 
World Powerlifting Championships in 
the Czech Republic. Those records were 
the deadlift at 326.5 pounds and the 
other at 762 pounds. Now, those are im- 
pressive numbers, but even more im- 
pressive when you keep in mind that 
this young lady is 94 pounds. She rep- 
resented the United States well and 
has returned home as the world cham- 
pion for the United States of America. 

It is young people like Ashley, who 
are leaders among their peers and who 
will be leaders in our communities very 
soon, whom we encourage. 

I urge my colleagues to keep these 
young people, their potential, and their 
impressive accomplishments in mind 
as we do our jobs here in D.C. I com- 
mend Ashley for her talent, for her 
tireless effort, and for representing this 
country on an international stage in 
such an impressive manner. 


EE 


CLIMATE CHANGE AND 
ADAPTATION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. QUIGLEY) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Speaker, this 
morning, the National Oceanic and At- 
mospheric Administration announced 
that last month was the warmest Sep- 
tember in recorded history. Our reality 
can no longer be ignored. Climate 
change is here, and communities across 
the country—and the world—are feel- 
ing its effects. Just take the events we 
have seen unfold in 2015 as an example. 
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In April, drought-stricken California 
witnessed a snowpack with virtually no 
snow. On the other side of the country, 
Boston recorded its snowiest year with 
110 inches between July 2014 and June 
2015. Boston had so much snow, it did 
not melt until mid-July. 2015 also 
brought us the wettest months ever re- 
corded in the U.S. within the 121 years 
of NOAA’s recordkeeping; and this 
year, Tropical Storm Ana became the 
second-earliest tropical storm in his- 
tory to make landfall in the U.S., in 
early May. 

So what does all of this mean? 

It means that we are no longer at a 
place where talking about climate 
change is enough. We need to act, and 
we need to act now. 

I am proud that we have a President 
who is taking actions like reducing 
dangerous greenhouse gas emissions to 
mitigate climate change. Altering our 
current policies and enacting new ones 
will help reduce the impacts of climate 
change in the future. But mitigation is 
only one piece of the solution. We also 
need to adapt our policies to handle the 
effects of our already-changing climate 
in the present. 

Climate change is already happening; 
and adaptation to climate change is 
the only way we can help protect the 
people, the infrastructure, businesses, 
and ecosystems that are already 
threatened. We know that societies 
have adjusted to and have coped with 
changes in climate with different de- 
grees of success; but our modern life is 
tailored to the stable climate we have 
been accustomed to. As the President 
recently pointed out, our climate is 
changing faster than we are adapting 
to it. 

While climate change is a global 
issue, it is often felt on a hyper-local 
scale, so our cities have to be at the 
front line of adaptation. We need com- 
munities that have better flood de- 
fenses, plans for dealing with higher 
temperatures and heat waves, as well 
as better management of our water 
storage and use. Some cities are al- 
ready taking steps to create these ad- 
aptation plans. Roughly 20 percent of 
cities around the globe have adopted 
adaptation strategies. My city of Chi- 
cago is included on that list. 

The most obvious changes that Chi- 
cago is dealing with are hotter sum- 
mers and more intense heat waves. In- 
creased temperatures are leading to 
countless unforeseen consequences, 
such as heat-related illness and a dete- 
rioration in air quality. Higher tem- 
peratures are also boosting the demand 
for electricity, placing stress on our 
power plants. Heavy rains and snow are 
becoming more frequent in winter and 
spring. Increasing downpours make 
travel more dangerous, pollute our 
drinking water, damage crops, and dis- 
rupt infrastructure and transportation 
across the city. 

But adaptation means more than pro- 
tecting our cities. We must also pro- 
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tect our national defense. Many of our 
most critical military installations are 
already at risk. 

A 2011 National Research Council re- 
port found that 128 U.S. military sites 
could be impacted by a sea-level rise of 
just 3 feet. Of those 128 sites, 56 are 
naval facilities valued at $100 billion. 
Recent hurricanes have pushed water 
levels to dangerous heights in Norfolk, 
Virginia, threatening the largest naval 
base in the world. As sea levels rise and 
storms intensify, climate change 
threatens to require the relocation of 
that naval base. 

This proves that local and State ef- 
forts are simply not enough. We need 
congressional action to produce lasting 
solutions that address the root causes 
of climate change and to prepare us for 
a very different future. 

In closing, I defer to Charles Darwin, 
who said, “It is not the strongest of the 
species that survives nor the most in- 
telligent; it is the one that is most 
adaptable to change.” 

I urge my colleagues to heed this 
warning and adapt to the reality in 
front of us. 


EE 
SENSE ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. ROTHFUS) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to paint a picture of the incred- 
ible progress of an industry that is 
making my district in western Penn- 
sylvania a better place to work and 
live. 

For many years, the coal industry 
has been an important part of the econ- 
omy in Pennsylvania. Historic mining 
activity, unfortunately, left behind 
large piles of coal refuse. These piles 
consist of lower-quality coal mixed 
with rock and dirt. 

For a long time, we did not have the 
technology to use this material, so it 
accumulated in large piles in cities and 
towns, close to schools and neighbor- 
hoods, and in fields across the region. 
This has led to a number of environ- 
mental problems: vegetation and wild- 
life have been harmed, the air has been 
polluted, acid mine drainage has im- 
paired nearby rivers and streams, and 
problems compound when these piles 
catch fire. 

The cost to clean up all of this is as- 
tronomical. Pennsylvania’s environ- 
mental regulator estimates that fixing 
abandoned mine lands could take over 
$16 billion, $2 billion of which would be 
needed for the coal refuse piles alone. 
We needed an innovative solution to 
this tough challenge. A commonsense 
compromise was necessary to get the 
job done and protect the environment. 
That is where the coal refuse to energy 
industry comes in. 

Using advanced technology, they 
have been able to use this previously 
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unusable fuel to generate electricity. 
This activity powers remediation ef- 
forts that have, so far, been successful 
in removing over 200 million tons of 
coal refuse and repairing formerly pol- 
luted sites. I visited the Nanty Glo 
waste coal site, in my district, earlier 
this week and witnessed the massive 
transformation this area has under- 
gone. 

In this picture, you can see an exam- 
ple of the progress that has been made 
across the Commonwealth of Pennsyl- 
vania. In the foreground are the rem- 
nants of a coal refuse pile that is up to 
40 feet deep. In the distance, you can 
see what used to be a coal refuse pile 
that is almost completely restored. A 
little bit of work remains. This hillside 
has been restored, and, soon, it will be 
covered with trees and wildlife. This is 


an example of the environmental 
progress that is being made. 
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The Nanty Glo site is one of the 
many examples of the good work being 
done by the coal refuse energy industry 
in Pennsylvania and in historic coal 
sites across the country. 

We can all agree that we want to be 
good stewards of our natural resources 
and to use them as efficiently as pos- 
sible. We also want to ensure that reg- 
ulations do not hamper job creation, 
the economy, and opportunity for our 
families. 

Unfortunately, expanding EPA regu- 
lations threatens to bring much of the 
waste coal industry’s activity to a 
halt. That would leave billions of dol- 
lars of vital cleanup unfinished and 
hurt jobs and Pennsylvania’s energy 
security. 

A lot of people in Washington like to 
offer up a false choice between pro- 
tecting the environment and economic 
opportunity. The success of the coal 
refuse industry shows that that does 
not have to be the case. 

This week I am introducing a com- 
monsense approach to keeping these fa- 
cilities open while holding them to 
tough standards. We are calling this 
bill the Satisfying Energy Needs and 
Saving the Environment Act, or 
SENSE Act, for short. 

The bill addresses problems arising 
from two of the EPA’s more expansive 
rules: the mercury and air toxin stand- 
ards and the Cross-State Air Pollution 
Rule, known as CSAPR. 

Under CSAPR, which relies on alloca- 
tions to limit emissions, we are re- 
questing that the status quo remain in 
place with regard to sulphur dioxide 
emissions for bituminous coal refuse- 
fired power generators. Due to the na- 
ture of the coal refuse, these facilities 
would be unable to comply with a new 
standard that is expected in 2017. Under 
the mercury and air toxin standards 
rule, we are proposing to hold the in- 
dustry to alternative limits for hydro- 
gen chloride or sulphur dioxide emis- 
sions. 
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Consistent with this legislation, Sen- 
ators TOOMEY and CASEY recently of- 
fered an amendment in the Senate ex- 
empting these plans from both the 
MATS and CSAPR requirements. While 
this proposal was supported by a bipar- 
tisan majority of Senators, it failed to 
achieve the supermajority required to 
pass. 

This shouldn’t be a controversial or 
partisan issue. We want to hold this in- 
dustry to high standards, but standards 
that they can actually achieve. My bill 
will help keep the coal refuse industry 
in business so that the local commu- 
nity, economy, and environment will 
continue to reap the benefits. The fact 
that this industry performs such a 
vital environmental function means 
that we owe it to our communities to 
recognize these circumstances and do 
everything we can to allow them to 
keep up the good work. 

Dennis Simmers, an engineer with 
Colver Power Project in Cambria 
Township and a long-time resident of 
the area, told me why he hopes my leg- 
islation is signed into law and the 
waste coal industry can go forward. 
“It’s personal,” he said. ‘‘Three genera- 
tions of my family lived in Nanty Glo. 
Unfortunately, they died without ever 
seeing this environmental catastrophe 
corrected. There is a real shot now that 
I will see that in my lifetime.” 

With my legislation, I am working to 
ensure his vision becomes a reality. 


Ee 


AFFORDABLE CARE ACT AND 
HEALTHCARE WITHIN CA-46 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ) for 5 
minutes. 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I stand here today 
a little disheartened, disheartened be- 
cause my colleagues across the aisle 
seem to have forgotten about the prior- 
ities and the needs of the American 
people. 

For an unprecedented 61st time, the 
majority has introduced a measure 
that would cripple the landmark Af- 
fordable Care Act. The consequences of 
such a budget measure would be ter- 
rible. Millions of Americans would lose 
their healthcare insurance, and pre- 
miums for others would skyrocket. 

The majority claims that the ACA 
somehow is ineffective, costly, or ille- 
gal. They claim that it doesn’t work. 
Well, they are just wrong. 

Mr. Speaker, the Affordable Care Act 
is working. It has been working. It has 
been working in my hometown. It has 
been working in Orange County, Cali- 
fornia, under the Affordable Care Act, 
the CHIP, and Medicaid. We have ex- 
panded insurance to over 12.3 million 
individuals; 2.6 million of those indi- 
viduals are Latinos. 

Costs under the ACA have been 
greatly reduced, and the ACA is pro- 
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jected to save the United States $200 
billion in the next decade and over $1 
trillion in the second decade. I would 
say that those statistics speak to the 
success of the Affordable Care Act. 

The ACA has had great success back 
home in my home district. In Orange 
County, we had the highest number of 
new people enroll into the healthcare 
benefit exchange that we have in Cali- 
fornia. Currently, there are more than 
1.3 million Californians that now have 
health insurance that didn’t have it be- 
fore. 

See, Mr. Speaker, before the enact- 
ment of the ACA, the folks in my dis- 
trict—well, they considered it a luxury. 
They chose between buying clothes for 
their kids to go to school or putting 
food on the table. Or worse, they used 
home remedies. 

I know because I grew up on home 
remedies. I grew up not going to the 
doctor. I grew up trying all these crazy 
things at home, having a simple flu, 
and being out of school for 10 days be- 
cause we couldn’t afford to go to the 
doctor. It is pretty unacceptable in to- 
day’s time, Mr. Speaker, in the great- 
est country in the world. 

Health care should be a right, not a 
privilege. We need to continue moving 
forward. We need to continue moving 
our communities from a culture of cop- 
ing to a culture of coverage. 

No longer do people have to worry 
about being denied for their existing 
health conditions. Quality health in- 
surance is now available to all who 
seek it. Because nearly 4 out of every 
10 people in my district are Medicare 
recipients, I understand how important 
this legislation is for working families; 
so I will continue to work to join with 
my community-based organizations to 
ensure that our people are covered. 

So tomorrow, when my colleagues 
across the aisle once again vote—num- 
ber 61—to defund the Affordable Care 
Act, I would like for them to think 
about all the families in America that 
will suffer when that is passed; think of 
all the families; think about all the 
kids and their home remedies. 

My colleagues in the minority and I 
have stood up. We have tried to explain 
to the other side the importance of the 
Affordable Care Act, only to have our 
passionate voices fall on deaf ears. 

Despite these continuous attacks 
against an existing law which has im- 
proved the lives of millions of Ameri- 
cans, I will continue to fight for qual- 
ity health care for the folks back home 
in my district. 


EE 
OBAMACARE IS FAILING 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I 
wanted to talk for a few minutes this 
morning about the families that are 
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suffering under the false promises of 
ObamaCare. We are beginning to see 
this play out all across the country. 
The ObamaCare failings are very pro- 
nounced; and you see them in the com- 
munities; and you understand how they 
are affecting lives. 

Now, the supporters of ObamaCare 
continue to have blinders on about 
this; and they don’t want to admit that 
the entire premise is a theory, not 
proven. It was change for the sake of 
change. It was change for the sake of 
centralized control. It was change for 
the sake of the arrogance of the elite 
making decisions for millions of Amer- 
icans and determining what kind of 
health care they were going to be able 
to access. 

We all remember that the press said 
that the biggest fabrication of the dec- 
ade was, if you like your doctor, you 
can keep him. It is all so unfortunate. 

I want to look, Mr. Speaker, for just 
a few minutes at what has happened 
with these co-ops that are now failing. 
The failings are very pronounced, and 
they truly have an imprint and an ef- 
fect in our communities. 

One month before the ObamaCare- 
funded Oregon co-op announced its fail- 
ure in bankruptcy, the CEO said she 
saw a “long health life in front of us.” 
They had a $50 million Federal loan, if 
you will, and had managed to enroll 
only 10,000 people. Now the taxpayers 
are beginning to wonder if that loan is 
ever going to be repaid. 

Take a look at Colorado. In the Colo- 
rado co-op, the same story; 72 million 
taxpayer dollars, and they enrolled 
83,000 people. Do the math on what the 
enrollment alone is costing the Amer- 
ican taxpayer, and do the math on 
what kind of healthcare access could 
have been if individuals were going 
straight to the marketplace. 

We have heard Kentucky celebrated 
as being such a success story and the 
poster child for the success of 
ObamaCare. Here is the truth: they 
have $146 million in Federal loans and 
then another $65 million in an emer- 
gency solvency loan. They have 51,000 
people in a co-op that is not func- 
tioning. 

And in Tennessee, where our co-op is 
going under, $73 million, and they had 
27,000 people enrolled. 

Now, my colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle continue to say, oh, 
ObamaCare has been such a success. If 
you do the math and look at the num- 
bers, I take issue with that. I would not 
term that a success. I term it a failure. 

I wonder if the people in Oregon and 
Colorado, Kentucky and Tennessee are 
feeling success as they, once again, find 
out that simply having an insurance 
card is not health care. It is access to 
the queue, if the company is solvent 
and the queue exists. 

Imagine, four States, a collective 
nearly $500 million for experiments. 
That is half a billion taxpayer dollars 
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for experiments in health insurance de- 
livery, all before anybody received any 
mental health help or received a single 
mammogram or a single child’s vac- 
cine. 

We know that ObamaCare is too ex- 
pensive to afford; and, for all too many, 
it is too expensive to use once they get 
the insurance. It is proving to be a fail- 
ure. 


a 


VIOLENCE IN ISRAEL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Florida (Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ) for 5 
minutes. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to express strong 
support for the people and nation of 
Israel and to wholly condemn the hor- 
rific acts of violence targeting inno- 
cent civilians. 

My heart goes out to the families of 
the victims. All people have the right 
to live in peace and security, and every 
nation has the right to take actions to 
protect its citizens. 

As chaos envelopes Israel from all 
borders, we must stand stalwartly with 
our strongest ally in the region. Over 
the past month, unprovoked Pales- 
tinian attacks against Israeli civilians, 
including children, police officers, and 
members of the IDF, have increased to 
shocking levels. 

Perhaps even more disturbing are the 
Palestinian leadership’s recent in- 
citements to violence. In a September 
30 address, Palestinian Authority 
President Mahmoud Abbas addressed 
the United Nations, saying that Pal- 
estinians would no longer be bound by 
their commitments to the Oslo Ac- 
cords. One day later, Palestinians am- 
bushed two Jewish Israelis, Rabbi 
Eitam and Naama Henkin, murdering 
them in front of their children. Since 
then, barbaric terrorist attacks against 
civilians, including stabbings, rock 
throwing, and deliberate car crashes, 
have become all too commonplace. 
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We have seen a 15-year-old teenager 
stabbed in Jerusalem, two rabbis 
stabbed and killed in the Old City, five 
people attacked with a screwdriver in 
Tel Aviv, and a driver intentionally 
hitting civilians at a bus stop, then 
getting out of the car with a sharp ob- 
ject and causing more bloodshed and 
destruction in broad daylight. 

These are only some of the innocent 
victims of this deplorable violence. 
Rather than showing leadership and 
calling for common civility, President 
Abbas and other Palestinian leaders 
have chosen to further incite violence. 

President Abbas has perpetuated 
false accusations about the Israeli Gov- 
ernment’s treatment of Palestinians 
and undermined the Israeli Govern- 
ment’s assurance that it seeks to main- 
tain the status quo on the Temple 
Mount. 
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Mr. Speaker, I continue to support 
the United States’ longstanding policy 
of supporting our partners for peace in 
the region to reach a two-state solu- 
tion. However, the Palestinian 
Authority’s words and lack of action to 
quell the violence calls into question 
those partnerships. 

I call on the international commu- 
nity to speak out against these brutal 
terrorist attacks. In addition, we must 
put pressure on those who are taking 
inflammatory actions that deliberately 
fuel tensions. 

Just yesterday six countries sub- 
mitted a resolution to UNESCO with 
the sole intention of delegitimizing 
Jewish history in our own Holy Land. 
This is disgraceful. I applaud the ef- 
forts of this administration to oppose 
this harmful and incendiary resolution. 

We must unequivocally condemn ter- 
rorist attacks and actions wherever 
and whenever they take place. These 
violent attacks against Jews in Israel 
are part of growing anti-Semitism 
around the globe. Tragically, over the 
past few years in particular, we have 
seen a rise in anti-Semitism from the 
streets of Paris to the streets of Miami 
Beach in my district. 

Around the world, we have seen the 
spread of a violent and depraved ide- 
ology aimed at crushing the values 
that we hold dear: the freedom to prac- 
tice and celebrate our own diverse reli- 
gions and cultures; the right to express 
ourselves in print and in speech; the 
right to live in our homelands and 
walk in our streets with dignity, re- 
spect, and safety. We must stand up 
and speak out whenever these rights 
are threatened. 

As a member of the Appropriations 
Subcommittee on State, Foreign Oper- 
ations, and Related Programs, I am 
proud to advocate for strong funding 
and cooperation with Israel on matters 
of mutual interest. 

As our strategic and democratic ally, 
we must bolster efforts to ensure that 
Israel has the necessary resources she 
needs to be secure and confront the 
violent threats against her. The rise in 
violence in Israel and of anti-Semitism 
more broadly is deeply troubling to me, 
as a lawmaker who values and respects 
the strong U.S.-Israel relationship; but 
it also impacts me more personally, as 
a Jew who feels a significant and his- 
toric connection to the land of Israel. 

No nation on Earth can be expected 
to sit back and take these kinds of at- 
tacks on her citizens without respond- 
ing. 

President Abbas and Palestinian 
leaders must take clear and meaningful 
steps to stop this violence and encour- 
age unity and a return to the path to- 
ward a peaceful two-state solution. 
There is absolutely no justification for 
violence against innocent civilians 
under any circumstances, and I call for 
those responsible for these vicious ter- 
rorist attacks to be brought to swift 
justice. 
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I proudly and firmly stand behind 
Israel’s right to defend herself against 
malicious, brutal terrorist attacks 
from outside her borders and from 
within, and call on others here and 
around the world to do the same. 


EE 
NDAA VETO THREAT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. CARTER) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CARTER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise to address the House for 5 min- 
utes and talk about what the President 
is saying he is going to do on the 
NDAA. 

The President is determined to end 
his second term on a spending spree, 
and that spending spree will threaten 
the national defense of this country 
and hold our military hostage. He is 
showing his lack of leadership by 
threatening to veto the NDAA, the Na- 
tional Defense Authorization Act. 

I ask you, Mr. Speaker, does this 
President not understand that the 
NDAA provides the resources for the 
military to do their jobs, to protect our 
great Nation and the freedom that we 
all enjoy? 

The President is willing to jeopardize 
our national security in favor of more 
welfare programs. He threatens this 
reckless veto in spite of the fact that 
the NDAA has passed for 53 years in a 
row, a rare display of bipartisanship in 
this city. 

The American people have had 
enough of political games. They are 
tired of them. Just turn on the radio 
and television, and see if you can’t 
learn that. It is especially important 
when it jeopardizes the men and 
women of our military and our na- 
tional security. 

It is hard to find a worse example of 
leadership than a Commander in Chief 
who is so irresponsible that he is will- 
ing to deny his military resources and 
sacrifice the security of our Nation 
simply for political games. Even more 
importantly is that, and that solid 
statement is exactly what is going on 
at the White House as he approaches 
this veto. 

I would hope that he would realize 
that people—men and women, of all 
ages, from the chief of staff of the 
Army all the way down to the lowest 
private—have gone and risked their 
lives fighting for freedom and for lib- 
erty for the last 12 years; and they are 
being rewarded by a President that 
won’t even back them up by passing 
the National Defense Authorization 
Act, something that has been passed by 
every House, every Senate, and every 
President for the last 53 years. 

His reasoning is, I want more money 
for the welfare programs, which have 
been plussed-up over the years until 
some of them are out of control. 
Doesn’t he think about the guys out 
there getting shot at or blown up and 
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who must wonder why the Commander 
in Chief, the person who our military 
ultimately answers to, is not on his 
side, is not standing up for the soldier? 

In my district, we have sent 
warfighters from Fort Hood to these 
actions now for 12 years. They deserve 
the support of this Congress. They de- 
serve the support of the President of 
the United States. 

This is a good bill. It is a bill that 
meets the President’s standards that 
he set for this bill, gives him the in- 
creases he requested in this bill; yet, he 
is going to veto it for his political con- 
venience. This is a shame, a shame on 
the country, a shame on the Presi- 
dency. 

I hope that the President will recon- 
sider. If not, I hope this body will have 
the strength to override this veto and 
stand up for the American soldier. 


ES 


PALESTINIAN TERRORISM IN 
ISRAEL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. POE) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, at 
least nine Israelis have been killed and 
many wounded in the latest wave of 
Palestinian terror. 

Nearly every day in the past few 
weeks, Palestinians have stabbed, shot, 
or run over innocent Israeli Jews. 
These terrorists do not care who their 
victims are. They want to kill as many 
Jews as possible. 

Earlier this month, Palestinian ter- 
rorists murdered an Israeli couple driv- 
ing in the West Bank right in front of 
their terrified children. This level of 
hate violence has not been seen in this 
region since the suicide bombings in 
the 2000s. 

Why is this happening? What has 
caused this sudden outbreak of terror? 
The answer is really pretty simple: in- 
citement by Palestinian leaders. 

Just last month, Palestinian Author- 
ity President Mahmoud Abbas praised 
violent riots on the Temple Mount in 
Jerusalem; yet, the world press ignores 
his doctrine of murdering Jews. He 
called Palestinians killed in the clash- 
es ‘‘martyrs, fighting to keep the dirty 
feet of Jews out of the holy site.” 

The Temple Mount is the holiest 
place in the world for Jews, but accord- 
ing to Israeli law, only Muslims are 
able to pray there. Israel has no inten- 
tion of changing the status quo on 
Temple Mount, but Abbas simply 
wants to create a charged atmosphere 
of violence. This incitement doesn’t 
just come from his speeches. 

Get this, Mr. Speaker: Palestinian 
leaders have turned their schools into 
virtual incubators to raise children as 
terrorists. School textbooks in Pales- 
tinian schools routinely teach students 
that Jews are evil and have no right to 
live in Israel. They are not just taught 
to hate; they are even instructed spe- 
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cifically how to stab Jews in these 
school textbooks. 

As all of this incitement translates 
into real violence that kills Jews and 
injures Israelis, what has Israel done in 
response? Israel has reacted how any 
democratic country would react to de- 
fend its people. The policy is simple: if 
a terrorist is wielding a knife and is 
spotted, Israeli security is ordered to 
shoot that terrorist. 

Israel has also increased its arrests of 
terrorists in the West Bank, including 
the cofounder of Hamas, a terrorist 
group. To deter more murderous at- 
tacks, Israel has destroyed the homes 
of terrorists who have attacked its citi- 
zens. Perhaps these terrorists will 
think twice about killing people: 
women, children, and men. 

What exactly has our government 
said about this huge wave of Pales- 
tinian terrorism? When Israel is up 
against the wall, fending off daily at- 
tacks, the State Department says that 
Israel may be using excessive force. Is 
killing someone who tries to kill you 
considered excessive force? When did 
self-defense become excessive force? 

Secretary Kerry went as far as to 
blame the current Palestinian violence 
on Israeli construction in the West 
Bank. Mr. Kerry is totally uninformed 
about what the facts are on the ground. 
Does Secretary Kerry mean to say that 
Israeli civilians deserve to be mur- 
dered? That is tantamount to saying 
that 9/11 occurred because of America’s 
foreign policy in the Middle East. 

This dangerous logic by the State De- 
partment only encourages more ter- 
rorist attacks. It does not stop the ter- 
rorism. Nothing can justify the killing 
of innocents. 

Instead of our government sup- 
porting our Israeli allies, we are turn- 
ing our backs on them. Instead, we 
should be standing side by side with 
Israel, condemning the terrorists. We 
should be pointing our fingers at the 
Palestinian leadership who have insti- 
gated all of this violence; hold those 
who preach hate and violence account- 
able, not give them a pass. Instead of 
calling out Israel, the State Depart- 
ment should be highlighting the incite- 
ment to hatred and violence in the Pal- 
estinian curriculum, in their text- 
books. 

We must stop making excuses for ter- 
rorists and stand up for the victims. 
We must stand up for all of our values 
and our friends and not betray them. 
That includes standing with Israel. 

And that is just the way it is. 


EEE 
RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until noon 
today. 

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 42 
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re- 
cess. 
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1200 
AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker at 
noon. 


EE 


PRAYER 


Reverend Rod Cannon, New Vision 
Worship Center, Zolfo Spring, Florida, 
offered the following prayer: 

Heavenly Father, we are thankful for 
You and for the government that was 
built on Your foundation. 

We thank You for our Representa- 
tives who are charged with focusing on 
the districts they represent and our 
Nation as a whole. 

Bless them, Father. Let the burden 
that they have for their communities 
be shared by the people they represent. 
I pray for unity in their hearts. May 
they share one focus, and may that 
focus be pleasing to You. 

Lord, open our eyes that we would 
see wondrous things from Your law. 

Grant every official a strong desire 
for Your wisdom, the courage to say it, 
and the commitment to never turn 
from rectitude. 

Father, let our Nation once again be 
a land pleasing and prosperous in Your 
sight. 

Bless our military and law enforce- 
ment who lay their lives on the line 
every day on our behalf. 

In Jesus’ name we pray. 

Amen. 


EE 
THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from Nebraska (Mr. ASHFORD) come 
forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. ASHFORD led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


SE 


WELCOMING REVEREND ROD 
CANNON 


The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. Roo- 
NEY) is recognized for 1 minute. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROONEY of Florida. Mr. Speak- 
er, I rise today to recognize Reverend 
Rod Cannon of Zolfo Springs, Florida. 

This afternoon, Reverend Cannon of- 
fered the opening prayer as the guest 
chaplain for the House of Representa- 
tives. I would like to thank Reverend 
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Cannon for traveling to Washington for 
this honor and House Chaplain Father 
Conroy for providing this opportunity 
to a pastor from the 17th District of 
Florida. 

Reverend Rod Cannon is the senior 
pastor at New Vision Worship Center in 
Zolfo Springs, Florida. He comes from 
a family devoted to the Church of God, 
where both his father and his son have 
been influential pastors in that com- 
munity. 

Reverend Cannon has been a leader in 
his church and the Zolfo Springs com- 
munity since he arrived at the New Vi- 
sion Worship Center in 2009. He has of- 
fered prayers across the State of Flor- 
ida, and I am happy that he can add 
the House of Representatives to his ex- 
tensive ministry. 

I commend Reverend Cannon’s com- 
mitment to his ministry and wish to 
thank him for offering the opening 
prayer today. It was my honor to invite 
him to Washington as guest chaplain. 


EE 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
YOUNG of Iowa). The Chair will enter- 
tain up to 15 further requests for 1- 
minute speeches on each side of the 
aisle. 


es 


BLOCKING EPA REGULATION 


(Mrs. WALORSKI asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Speaker, the 
EPA is at it again. A few weeks ago, 
this runaway agency released its most 
expensive regulation in history. The 
new ozone rule joins a number of other 
costly, expansive, and crippling regula- 
tions put out by the EPA during the 
Obama administration. According to 
the EPA’s own estimates, this new reg- 
ulation will be one of the most crip- 
pling in history, at a cost of $1.4 billion 
a year. 

While no one disagrees that the pro- 
tection of air quality is an essential re- 
sponsibility, Hoosiers have a proven 
track record of being good stewards of 
the environment and good stewards of 
the economy. Yet the EPA continues 
to issue rules that overwhelm Hoosier 
companies and threaten job creation. 

We should focus on policies that grow 
the economy, protect our environment, 
and not burying job creators under red 
tape and mandates. 

It is time to end the EPA’s assault on 
business. That is why, today, I am in- 
troducing a resolution of disapproval 
that would block this harmful regula- 
tion. I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this resolution. 


-——— 


GREAT LAKES RESTORATION 
INITIATIVE 
(Mr. HIGGINS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 
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Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
cently joined my colleagues on the 
Great Lakes Task Force to ask the 
White House to support funding for the 
Great Lakes Restoration Initiative 
next year. 

The Great Lakes is the world’s larg- 
est system of fresh surface water. It 
supports 1.5 million American jobs and 
$62 billion in wages. 

In western New York, Lake Erie is 
the focus of an amazing transformation 
of Buffalo’s waterfront. Keeping the 
lake clean for recreation and fishing is 
essential to sustaining that economic 
growth. 

The Great Lakes Restoration Initia- 
tive has also been instrumental in the 
next phase of Buffalo’s waterfront ren- 
aissance, the Buffalo River. $30 million 
in funding to clean up the river has le- 
veraged $20 million in private invest- 
ment. Now the river that the Federal 
Government declared biologically dead 
in 1968 will be swimmable and fishable 
in 5 years. 

The Great Lakes Restoration Initia- 
tive is creating jobs and improving en- 
vironmental quality in my community, 
and it is producing returns for the na- 
tional economy. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative 
funding in the upcoming budget nego- 
tiations and to support the passage of 
the Great Lakes Restoration Act, 
which would authorize this program 
through 2020. 


EE 


NATIONAL DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT 


(Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Mrs. McMORRIS RODGERS. Mr. 
Speaker, defending the American peo- 
ple is the chief responsibility of our 
government, and it is a constitutional 
obligation that the House and the Sen- 
ate take seriously. 

This week, Congress put the National 
Defense Authorization Act on the 
President’s desk. It is an important ex- 
ample of how Congress should work to- 
gether to get the job done for the 
American people. This is bipartisan. 
We do it every year to fund our mili- 
tary. For 53 years, Congresses have 
passed and Presidents have signed this 
legislation. 

Later today, President Obama will 
veto. 

My district is home to Fairchild Air 
Force Base, and I know firsthand the 
importance of our defense funding. The 
National Defense Authorization Act 
funds vital military operations and 
equipment. Military families rely on it 
for salaries, medical care, and transi- 
tional resources. 

Our Nation was built on service be- 
fore self. We have an obligation—and 
the Commander in Chief has an obliga- 
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tion—to ensure military and defense 
remains our top priority. Mr. Speaker, 
the President must act. Stop playing 
politics. Support our troops. Keep 
America safe. 


EE 
POTENTIAL DEFAULT 


(Mr. ASHFORD asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. ASHFORD. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to oppose any potential default 
on our Nation’s fiscal obligations. 

Treasury Secretary Lew stated that 
we must act before November 3 to 
avoid a default. If we default, we can’t 
pay our obligations at home, and that 
means our veterans and seniors go 
without the benefits that they have 
earned. 

There is no doubt that we must rein 
in spending, and we must work to- 
gether—and I know we can—to do so. 
At the same time, we must keep the 
promises that we have made to our vet- 
erans, to our seniors, and to our Na- 
tion’s bondholders. 

President Ronald Reagan agreed that 
sacrificing our credit rating in the 
name of fiscal responsibility is not re- 
sponsibility at all. He said of a poten- 
tial default: ‘‘Brinkmanship threatens 

. . those who rely on Social Security 
and veterans benefits. Interest rates 
would skyrocket, instability would 
occur in financial markets, and the 
Federal deficit would soar.” 

Colleagues, let’s not bring the gov- 
ernment again to the edge of a default. 
Rather, let’s find a bipartisan pathway, 
which I know we can do, that will con- 
trol our spending and prevent the dev- 
astating effects of default on our econ- 
omy and our veterans. 


EE 


RESTORING AMERICANS’ HEALTH- 
CARE FREEDOM RECONCILIATION 
ACT 


(Mr. CARTER of Georgia asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak- 
er, I rise today in support of H.R. 3762, 
the Restoring Americans’ Healthcare 
Freedom Reconciliation Act. 

Over the past 10 months, the House 
has passed a budget, acted to defund 
Planned Parenthood and other abor- 
tion providers, and repealed 
ObamaCare; yet these actions by the 
House have been stonewalled in the 
Senate by its failure to garner the 60 
votes necessary to deliver these impor- 
tant pieces of legislation to the Presi- 
dent’s desk. Now is our chance. 

This bill provides an avenue for the 
Senate to pass what the House has al- 
ready done. This bill prohibits Federal 
funding to entities like Planned Par- 
enthood that engage in the practice of 
elective abortions. In turn, it provides 
funding to community health centers 
for improving women’s health care. 
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It repeals the individual and em- 
ployer mandates in ObamaCare. It re- 
peals the medical device tax and the 
excise tax on high-cost health insur- 
ance plans. It achieves all of this and 
more, while saving almost $79 billion in 
taxpayer dollars. 

This bill finally provides a pathway 
to the President’s desk for reforms 
that we in the House have long fought 
for. 


-Á 


HONORING ORTIZ FAMILY 
SERVICE IN U.S. ARMED FORCES 


(Mr. RUIZ asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. RUIZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise to rec- 
ognize a remarkable family of Amer- 
ican heroes, men and women who since 
World War II have served in our Armed 
Forces to keep all of us and our way of 
life safe and secure. 

The story begins with Mr. Esabel 
Parga Ortiz and his wife, Maria Mon- 
toya Ortiz, who migrated to the United 
States from Mexico in 1912 and, in 1915, 
moved to the Coachella Valley. 

In the heart of our southern Cali- 
fornia desert, they put down roots—re- 
silient roots, mind you—and raised 
their children to value the American 
Dream. It was those teachings that in- 
spired and drove their sons, Pete and 
Joseph, to enlist in the U.S. armed 
services and defend our Nation. Ever 
since World War II, every generation of 
the Ortiz family, totaling over 50 fam- 
ily members, have bravely served in 
America’s Armed Forces, putting their 
lives on the line to protect our free- 
doms. 

For their selfless and honorable serv- 
ice, I am proud to recognize the valor 
and sacrifices of the Ortiz family. 

Thank you for your service. 


Ee 


RECOGNIZING DEBBIE NYE 
SEMBLER 


(Mr. JOLLY asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. JOLLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize the accomplishments of 
one of the longest serving trustees of 
the University of South Florida, Mrs. 
Debbie Nye Sembler. For 12 years, Mrs. 
Sembler served on the USF board of 
trustees; and, for 10 years, she served 
as chair of the campus board of USF 
St. Petersburg. 

As Mrs. Sembler’s term of service 
ends, I pay tribute to her many accom- 
plishments, in particular, her contribu- 
tions to excellence in higher education, 
not just for students from Pinellas 
County and the Tampa Bay area, but 
for students across the State of Florida 
and, indeed, around the world. 

When Mrs. Sembler became a trustee 
in 2003, USF St. Petersburg was just 
earning a reputation as a student-cen- 
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tric research institution. Today, it has 
over 7,000 students in 37 undergraduate 
and graduate programs. 

As a trustee, Mrs. Sembler has led 
USF St. Petersburg through this re- 
markable growth, ensuring the USF 
system is recognized today as one of 
our Nation’s leading higher education 
institutions. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
join me in congratulating and thank- 
ing Debbie Sembler for her hard work 
and dedication to USF, for her commit- 
ment to higher education, and, most 
importantly, for her passion for stu- 
dent success. 


REAL SCHOOL GARDENS’ 100TH 
LEARNING GARDEN 


(Mr. VEASEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. VEASEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize REAL School Gar- 
dens, an organization that works in 
over 40 elementary schools in my dis- 
trict, building gardens that engage the 
curiosity of students through STEM 
education. 

As a member of the House Science, 
Space, and Technology Committee, I 
am proud of the work that REAL 
School Gardens has done in creating a 
pipeline, a STEM pipeline, in Texas 
that increases hands-on learning for all 
the students, including more than 
100,000 students as of this year. 

Additionally, REAL School Gardens 
has become a great equalizer for many 
students in the Grand Prairie, Dallas, 
Arlington, and Fort Worth Independent 
School Districts who have limited ac- 
cess to learning resources. 

On November 14, 2015, REAL School 
Gardens will break ground to create its 
100th garden in partnership with 
Sprouts Farmers Market. 

I congratulate REAL School Gardens 
on this achievement and for their work 
in engaging the minds of our youngest 
members in the community. 


EE 
1215 


NATIONAL FOREST PRODUCTS 
WEEK 


(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, each year 
since 1960, the third week in October 
has been proclaimed National Forest 
Products Week. It is a week in which 
we celebrate all of the ways that paper 
and wood products enhance our daily 
lives. 

This industry is particularly impor- 
tant to the economic success of North 
Carolina, where nearly 60 percent of 
the total land area is forest and more 
than 18 million acres are dedicated to 
growing timber. 

With nearly 250 manufacturing facili- 
ties, the State’s forest products indus- 
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try employs more than 40,000 men and 
women at a payroll of approximately $2 
billion per year. The value of the prod- 
ucts produced in and shipped from 
North Carolina is more than $10 billion. 

America’s forests keep our air and 
water clean while providing renewable 
energy, wildlife habitat, and recre- 
ation. They are also an economic gen- 
erator, especially in the Nation’s rural 
communities, delivering the paper and 
manufactured products we rely on 
every day. 

We are grateful for this industry in 
North Carolina. 


EE 
WHITE HOUSE FELLOWS PROGRAM 


(Mr. BARTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. BARTON. Mr. Speaker, this week 
the White House Fellows Association is 
honoring the 50th anniversary of the 
creation of the White House Fellows 
Program, established by President 
Lyndon Johnson back in 1964. 

Since its inception, there have been 
738 young men and young women who 
have served the President and the Vice 
President of the United States and the 
Cabinet officers in various capacities 
in all the Federal agencies. 

Mr. Speaker, I was honored in 1981 to 
be selected in the first class of Presi- 
dent Reagan’s White House Fellows 
Program. I served with the former Gov- 
ernor of South Carolina, James B. 
Edwards, the Secretary of Energy, in 
the Department of Energy. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an excellent pro- 
gram open to all young Americans 
early in their careers who want to 
spend some time in Washington and 
then go back to their former careers 
with a better understanding of how our 
Federal Government works. 

Mr. Speaker, I have introduced H. 
Con. Res. 82 to recognize the White 
House fellows and their many contribu- 
tions to our country. I urge Members 
to support this resolution if and when 
it comes to the floor. 


SE 


HONORING INDIANA’S BLUE 
RIBBON SCHOOLS 


(Mr. BUCSHON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. BUCSHON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to congratulate and honor two 
southern Indiana schools for their dis- 
tinguished success. Farmersville Ele- 
mentary School in Mt. Vernon and 
North Elementary School in Poseyville 
were recently selected as 2015 National 
Blue Ribbon schools by the U.S. De- 
partment of Education for their aca- 
demic excellence. 

Each school will be honored in No- 
vember, along with 333 other schools 
from across the country, at a ceremony 
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here in Washington, D.C. Both schools 
were recognized as exemplary high-per- 
forming schools which is, without a 
doubt, due to the hard work of dedi- 
cated teachers and faculty and com- 
mitted students. 

Congratulations to Farmersville and 
North Elementary Schools. This is a 
well-deserved national recognition. 


ee 


REMEMBERING RANDOLPH 
HOLDER 


(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, on 
Tuesday night, right after dark, Officer 
Randolph Holder of the NYPD heard on 
his radio, ‘‘Shots fired.” He imme- 
diately rushed toward the gunfire in 
East Harlem. He arrived, but was 
gunned down by an outlaw. Holder was 
assassinated with a shot to the head. 

Just 33 years old, Randolph Holder 
was an immigrant from Guyana. Ac- 
cording to his aunt, his job was first in 
his life. He cherished the opportunity 
to become a policeman here in Amer- 
ica. 

He was a third-generation police offi- 
cer, following in the footsteps of his fa- 
ther and grandfather, who served as 
peace officers in Guyana. Randolph was 
proud to be the first in his family to 
serve in that capacity in America. His 
killer was a hardened, violent criminal 
who shouldn’t have been on our streets, 
according to the mayor. 

Mr. Speaker, the war on police offi- 
cers has resulted in 31 officers being 
killed in the line of duty just this year. 
The badge that represents safety for 
most is a target for some. Those in 
blue do a job that many of us would 
never do. So we owe them all, like Offi- 
cer Holder, our extreme appreciation 
for taking care of the rest of us. 

And that is just the way it is. 


ee 


VETOING THE NDAA IS 
IRRESPONSIBLE 


(Mrs. WAGNER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Mrs. WAGNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today with a simple request. Every day 
across the globe men and women of the 
United States Armed Forces make 
grave sacrifices for our country and are 
courageously protecting us from a 
number of evils. 

From an Iranian regime pursuing a 
nuclear weapon to the self-proclaimed 
Islamic State terrorizing the Middle 
East, to Russia looking to expand its 
influence in a world where American 
leadership is on the decline, we rely on 
the men and women in uniform to keep 
us safe. 

In Congress, we are tasked with sup- 
porting our military, promoting legis- 
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lation that will give them the tools 
they need and providing for their fami- 
lies stationed back home. 

The House and Senate fulfilled these 
responsibilities by passing the National 
Defense Authorization Act in an over- 
whelmingly bipartisan fashion, reas- 
suring our military that, as they pro- 
tect us, we will support them. 

It is totally irresponsible for the 
President to veto this bill while our 
troops are in harm’s way, and I call on 
all Members of Congress to join to- 
gether to override the bill. There is 
nothing political or partisan about the 
support for our military, and it is out- 
rageous that the President would take 
this action. 


ee 


JASON SPRADLEY ATTAINS EAGLE 
SCOUT RANK 


(Mr. FLEMING asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Speaker, today I 
want to give special recognition to a 
special individual. 

Jason Spradley was recently awarded 
the Eagle Scout designation, the high- 
est rank in the Boy Scouting program. 
He is a senior at Airline High School in 
Bossier City and hopes to pursue law 
and become a JAG officer in the Navy. 

While Jason is just 17 years old, he 
has worked over a decade to reach this 
Eagle Scout status. The qualifications 
state a Boy Scout must earn 21 merits 
to reach this level. Jason earned al- 
most 40. 

These young men earn merits by 
proving their skills in camping, first 
aid, and many more, but more than 
learning how to fish or start a fire, Boy 
Scouts learn about serving their com- 
munity. Obedience, loyalty, and many 
other characteristics make up what we 
know to be a true leader. 

The Boy Scouts motto is ‘‘Be pre- 
pared.” I would say Jason and these 
young men have already built a solid 
foundation in their lives. I wish him, 
the rest of the members in troop 105 in 
Louisiana, and the many other young 
men across the country who have at- 
tained Eagle Scout the very best. I 
know that they all have a bright future 
ahead. 


— 


NATIONAL FOREST PRODUCTS 
WEEK 


(Mr. ZINKE asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. ZINKE. Mr. Speaker, this week 
we celebrate National Forest Products 
Week, and I rise to recognize the im- 
portant contributions of our wood 
products across Montana and the coun- 
try. 

In my home State alone, we have 
more than 20 million acres of timber. 
We have 12 sawmills that employ thou- 
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sands of Montanans; yet, we can’t cut a 
tree in Montana. The number of lumber 
products has gone down because we 
can’t figure out in this body how to cut 
a tree without a lawsuit. 

There is a bipartisan bill in the Sen- 
ate, the Resilient Federal Forests Act, 
that passed out of this body bipartisan, 
and the Senate is not picking it up. We 
are not going to hear about forest fires 
from now until the end of winter, but 
they are there, and it is time to act. 

When a bipartisan bill comes out of 
this House and the Senate refuses to 
pick it up, it has consequences on Mon- 
tana, and it has consequences on hard- 
working families that just want to 
make a living in the timber industry. 


—— 


AMERICAN FAMILIES ARE LESS 
SAFE 


(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, last Sunday the President’s 
Iranian nuclear deal, a tragic mistake, 
went into effect. Instead of making the 
world safer, as promised, American 
families have become less safe. As re- 
ported in The Post and Courier of 
Charleston, since the Iran deal was 
reached, the Iranian regime tested a 
ballistic missile that could reach 
Israel, in direct violation of U.N. reso- 
lutions. 

After the test of the missile, the Ira- 
nian defense minister said: “We don’t 
ask permission from anyone.” This 
does not come as a surprise. We know 
the Iranian regime cannot be trusted. 
Sadly, it is shocking that the President 
has dismissed the Iranian regime’s fla- 
grant disregard of international rules 
and still insists that Iran will uphold 
their part of the deal. 

The evidence is overwhelming that 
the Iranian regime will break the 
agreement, with billions of dollars for 
new attacks. The President’s legacy is 
American families at risk of terrorist 
attacks by jihadists and a rogue regime 
oppressing the people of Iran. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops. 
The President, by his actions, must 
never forget September the 11th in the 
global war on terrorism. Tomorrow is 
the gruesome 32nd anniversary of the 
murder of 241 Americans at the marine 
barracks in Beirut by Iran. Our sym- 
pathy for their families. 


o 


RAISING DOWN SYNDROME 
AWARENESS 


(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, this weekend I will be 
joining countless advocates in Centre 
County, Pennsylvania, for a Buddy 
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Walk hosted by the National Down 
Syndrome Society. These walks have 
been held across the Nation for the 
past 20 years, raising awareness and 
promoting self-advocacy for those liv- 
ing with Down Syndrome. In spite of 
some extra challenges, many people 
with Down Syndrome attend school, 
work, and contribute to society in a 
wide variety of ways. 


In order to provide those living with 
Down Syndrome and other disabilities 
the best start possible, I was happy to 
cosponsor, along with a majority of my 
colleagues in the House, the Achieving 
a Better Life Experience, or ABLE, 
Act, which was signed into law last 
year. 


This law allows people with disabil- 
ities and their families to create a 
flexible account to help save for med- 
ical and dental care, education, com- 
munity-based support, employment 
training, housing, and transportation. 


In my home State of Pennsylvania, 
State legislation that will allow deduc- 
tions of account contributions from 
State taxable income has been intro- 
duced in the Commonwealth’s house 
and senate. I urge their passage to 
complete the work the Federal Govern- 
ment has started. 


DOWN SYNDROME AWARENESS 
MONTH 


(Mr. BILIRAKIS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 


Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, this 
month we recognize Down Syndrome 
Awareness Month. As we celebrate the 
abilities of more than 400,000 Ameri- 
cans living with Down Syndrome, it is 
important that we address some of the 
problems these individuals and their 
families face. 


Families and patients who are af- 
fected by Down Syndrome face many 
related health issues. I had the privi- 
lege of meeting a very inspiring pa- 
tient during the Energy and Com- 
merce’s work on 21st Century Cures 
legislation. Madison, a young girl diag- 
nosed with Down Syndrome, had four 
major open-heart surgeries all before 
her 3rd birthday. 


An estimated 50 percent of children 
born with Down Syndrome have some 
form of heart defect, like Madison; yet, 
her surgeries are still fairly new in the 
medical world. Our Cures legislation 
encourages additional research for 
medications and procedures that could 
benefit children like Madison. We must 
continue our work to promote a better 
quality of life for all patients across 
the Nation. 
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RECOGNIZING INTERNATIONAL 
DAY OF THE GIRL AND THE 
GIRL UP MOVEMENT 


(Mr. DOLD asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 


Mr. DOLD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize the International Day of 
the Girl and the Girl Up movement. 
Their mission is to raise awareness to 
the neglect and devaluation of girls 
around the world and to advance girls’ 
lives and opportunities. 


Mr. Speaker, in the Aw-Barre refugee 
camp in Ethiopia, girls under the age 
of 18 comprise about 30 percent of the 
population. However, due to the lack of 
resources, many families of the Aw- 
Barre have stopped educating their 
girls. This leaves young women more 
vulnerable to be victims of sexual vio- 
lence and significantly limits their 
lives and opportunities. 


Girl Up, a local campaign in Illinois’ 
Tenth Congressional District, is work- 
ing to combat global crisis like the Aw- 
Barre refugee camp. Young women, 
like Celia Buckman of Glenview, are 
working with their high schools to pro- 
vide resources like school uniforms, 
backpacks, and safe spaces to help 
young women succeed. 


I am proud to work with Girl Up and 
recognize the International Day of the 
Girl to bring awareness to the complex 
challenges facing young women around 
the globe. 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives: 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, October 22, 2015. 
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 


DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per- 
mission granted in clause 2(h) of rule II of 
the rules of the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives, the Clerk received the following mes- 
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 22, 2015 at 10:47 a.m.: 

That the Senate passed with amendments 
H.R. 208. 

That the Senate passed without amend- 
ment H.R. 774. 


With best wishes, I am 
Sincerely, 
KAREN L. HAAS. 
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 3762, RESTORING AMERI- 
CANS’ HEALTHCARE FREEDOM 
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 2015; 
WAIVING A REQUIREMENT OF 
CLAUSE 6(A) OF RULE XIII WITH 
RESPECT TO CONSIDERATION OF 
CERTAIN RESOLUTIONS RE- 
PORTED FROM THE COMMITTEE 
ON RULES; AND PROVIDING FOR 
CONSIDERATION OF MOTIONS TO 
SUSPEND THE RULES 


Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 483 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 


H. RES. 483 


Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso- 
lution it shall be in order to consider in the 
House the bill (H.R. 3762) to provide for rec- 
onciliation pursuant to section 2002 of the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2016. All points of order against con- 
sideration of the bill are waived. The amend- 
ment printed in the report of the Committee 
on Rules accompanying this resolution shall 
be considered as adopted. The bill, as amend- 
ed, shall be considered as read. All points of 
order against provisions in the bill, as 
amended, are waived. The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill, as 
amended, and on any further amendment 
thereto, to final passage without intervening 
motion except: (1) two hours of debate equal- 
ly divided and controlled by the chair and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on the Budget or their respective designees; 
and (2) one motion to recommit with or 
without instructions. 

SEC. 2. The requirement of clause 6(a) of 
rule XIII for a two-thirds vote to consider a 
report from the Committee on Rules on the 
same day it is presented to the House is 
waived with respect to any resolution re- 
ported through the legislative day of October 
23, 2015. 

SEC. 3. It shall be in order at any time on 
the legislative day of October 22, 2015, or Oc- 
tober 23, 2015, for the Speaker to entertain 
motions that the House suspend the rules as 
though under clause 1 of rule XV. The Speak- 
er or his designee shall consult with the Mi- 
nority Leader or her designee on the designa- 
tion of any matter for consideration pursu- 
ant to this section. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Georgia is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus- 
tomary 30 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER), pend- 
ing which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to start with the end of what our Read- 
ing Clerk read before I get to the ex- 
citement in the beginning. 

At the end, what you heard was some 
blanket authority to consider what I 
will call housekeeping measures here 
in the House, and not because Repub- 
licans say so, not because Democrats 
say so, but because Republicans and 
Democrats come together, consult with 
one another, and try to find those 
issues on which we agree to bring for- 
ward. 

I sit on the Rules Committee, Mr. 
Speaker. The best thing that happens 
in this institution is when a bill comes 
through the Rules Committee, because 
my colleague Ms. SLAUGHTER and I al- 
ways make it better. We always make 
it better. 

But we include authority to avoid 
the Rules Committee for some of these 
issues that are going to come to the 
floor fast and furious. Here we are, at 
the end of a cycle. We are in a leader- 
ship change here in the House. You 
don’t know what might happen. What 
the Rules Committee did last night was 
to create a pathway to allow the House 
to continue its business at a moment’s 
notice, and I am glad that we included 
that provision in here. We also include 
same-day consideration authority. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the things that 
happened when the big freshman class 
that I was elected with in 2010 came is 
we said, for Pete’s sake, we need time 
to read the bills. We need to follow the 
rules and make sure that all Members 
have a chance to get deep into the in- 
formation and legislation. 

That persists still today. We have a 
process today that allows Members to 
get involved in that legislation. But we 
still have those emergency times here 
in this Chamber where something has 
to happen in a hurry. Whether we are 
talking about borrowing authority, 
spending authority, whether we are 
talking about something for our 
troops, something for our veterans, 
things still happen on a moment’s no- 
tice. 

What we have included in here is the 
ability to bring things more quickly to 
the floor here in the next short period 
of time. That is important from a 
housekeeping perspective, Mr. Speaker, 
but that is not what is important about 
this rule today. 

What is important about this rule 
today is that 4⁄2 years ago, the people 
of the great State of Georgia, its Sev- 
enth District, sent me to Congress. I 
was placed on the Budget Committee in 
this Congress, the Budget Committee, 
the committee that writes the frame- 
work by which the entire $3.5 trillion 
Federal Government is funded. We got 
together and we worked hard here in 
the House, Mr. Speaker, and we pro- 
duced a budget, but the Senate did 
nothing. 

I came back that second year, 2012. 
We worked hard here in the House. To- 
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gether, we produced a budget, but the 
Senate did nothing. We came back 
again 2018, worked hard here in the 
House, produced a budget, but the Sen- 
ate produced nothing. 

Mr. Speaker, what we are here today 
to do—what we are here today to do— 
is made possible for one reason, and 
one reason only. That is because, for 
the first time since 2001, Republicans 
and Democrats came together in the 
House; Republicans and Democrats 
came together in the Senate. We passed 
a budget; they passed a budget. We 
conferenced a budget, and America has 
a balanced budget which it lives under 
for the first time in 15 years—for the 
first time in 15 years. 

Now, what does that mean? 

It is not all that exciting to read the 
budget, Mr. Speaker. I recommend it to 
you if you haven’t gotten into the de- 
tails. I recommend it to anybody who 
hasn’t gotten into the details. 

But that is not what is exciting. It is 
not the numbers in the budget that are 
exciting. What is exciting is that, be- 
cause we came together, not because 
we had our ideas and they had their 
ideas, but because we came together, 
we have triggered a process called rec- 
onciliation. 

Now, I am saddened that reconcili- 
ation is now in the lexicon of the 
American people. It is not an impor- 
tant word that folks need to know ex- 
cept for the fact that it gives us access 
to do things on their behalf that we 
wouldn’t have been able to do before. 

Iam so pleased that the Secretary of 
the Senate sent that message over 
right before we got up to say that the 
Senate has just acted on two pieces of 
House legislation. One of those, en- 
acted with no amendments, is going to 
be on its way to the President’s desk. 
One, done with amendments, we are 
going to have to consider that again. 

So often we do such good work, the 
435 of us together in this Chamber, and 
it does not get past a Senate filibuster. 
Mr. Speaker, the filibuster is designed 
to protect the rights of the minority. 
Republicans use it when they are in the 
minority; Democrats use it when they 
are in the minority; but it prevents the 
people’s business from moving forward. 

Not so today. Not so today. Because 
we got together in the House with a 
budget and the Senate with a budget, 
because we brought a budget together, 
we are now in the process of reconcili- 
ation, which allows us to have the peo- 
ple’s will be done. Fifty-one votes in 
the Senate now will move legislation 
forward, as it relates to balancing the 
budget. 

You remember, Admiral Mullen, he 
said, Mr. Speaker, the greatest threat 
to American national security wasn’t a 
military threat. He said it was our Fed- 
eral budget deficit. 

We have done such an amazing job 
collaboratively in this Chamber work- 
ing on the one-third of the budget pie 
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called discretionary spending. That is 
the spending that we have to work on 
here every year. What we have failed to 
do together is work on the two-thirds 
of the pie called mandatory spending, 
where the real growth in those budget 
programs occurs. But that failure ends 
today. 

With the passage of this rule, we will 
move to consider the first reconcili- 
ation package that has come to Con- 
gress in the 4⁄2 years that I have been 
here, made possible by the first bal- 
anced budget agreement that Congress 
has come to since 2001. 

Mr. Speaker, this is why—this is 
why—I came to Congress, and we are 
doing it together here today. 

Let me tell you what is in this bill. I 
have seen it described in the press as a 
complete and total repeal of the Presi- 
dent’s healthcare bill. That is non- 
sense. I would support such an effort if 
we could bring such an effort to the 
floor, but that is not what this bill is 
today. What this bill is today is a 
group of commonsense, budget-saving, 
spending-reprioritizing measures. 

I will give you an example. There is 
a medical excise tax that the Presi- 
dent’s healthcare law put into effect. It 
is 2.3 percent. It is an excise tax, a 
gross receipts tax on all medical inno- 
vation in this country as it relates to 
devices. We all know the power to tax 
is the power to destroy. There is not 
one Member in this Chamber who sup- 
ports destroying medical innovation, 
not one—not one. 

But, back at the time when the Con- 
gressional Budget Office said the Presi- 
dent’s healthcare bill was going to cost 
$1 trillion, the President said: I am not 
going to spend a penny more than $1 
trillion. I am going to make sure it is 
paid for. 

He was out there looking hard for 
money. Turns out, medical innovation 
was a place he could look. We all see 
now, in retrospect, that was a terrible 
idea, much like the other nine bills 
that we have passed here in this House, 
that they have passed in the Senate, 
that the President has signed into law 
to repeal various unworkable parts of 
the President’s healthcare bill. This is 
just yet another. 

We can do this together here today, 
made possible by this first budget 
agreement that we have had since 2001. 

The Cadillac tax it is called, Mr. 
Speaker, another provision that this 
bill will repeal. It is a Cadillac tax, Mr. 
Speaker. 

As we all know, Cadillac is a fine 
American automobile. You get in a 
Cadillac, you feel good. We call it the 
Cadillac tax because it is on healthcare 
plans that are too good—too good. 
Turns out, Mr. Speaker, there are some 
labor unions in this country that are 
taking too good of care of their mem- 
bers. Turns out there are some busi- 
nesses in this country that are looking 
after the healthcare needs of their em- 
ployees too much. We want to keep 


October 22, 2015 


that down. The last thing we want in 
this country, apparently, is folks hav- 
ing health care that is too good. 

I tell people all the time, Mr. Speak- 
er, I can make everybody in this coun- 
try poor; I just can’t pass a law to 
make everybody rich. We are so good 
at dumbing down the system for every- 
body. Well, that is what this Cadillac 
tax was designed to do. 

The labor unions don’t like it. Em- 
ployers don’t like it. We all know it is 
not the right thing to do, and in a bi- 
partisan way we have introduced legis- 
lation to repeal it. This bill, this rule, 
gives us an opportunity to actually 
send that to the President’s desk. 

Mr. Speaker, I won’t go on and on 
about all the good things that are in 
this bill. I am sure my colleague from 
New York is going to highlight a lot of 
those herself, and I don’t want to steal 
all the thunder. 

But we are here because 435 of us 
came together here, 100 came together 
there, and America is operating under 
a conferenced budget, and not just a 
budget, but a balanced budget for the 
first time since 2001. 

A lot of disappointment has come out 
of Washington, D.C., Mr. Speaker, but 
we are here on the floor today talking 
about one of those things we get to cel- 
ebrate, one of those successes on behalf 
of the families back home, that we 
have done together. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my good friend for yielding me 
the time, and I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. I really enjoy serv- 
ing with him on the Rules Committee 
because he is always so cheerful and 
puts such a good face on everything, 
and heaven knows we can use that in 
the world. 

But the truth is, Mr. Speaker, and 
my colleague knows it, that by taking 
away the funding for the healthcare 
act, you are killing the healthcare act. 
That means that people would go back 
to not having preexisting conditions 
covered. 

That means that women in eight 
States and the District of Columbia 
would face the fact that their insur- 
ance companies consider domestic vio- 
lence to be a preexisting condition, 
which translates out, if you are beaten 
up once, maybe they will cover you. 
The second time, it is obviously your 
fault. You have that propensity. 

We can’t go back to the rising cost of 
health care with so many Americans 
using the most expensive kind of 
health care in the world, the emer- 
gency room. We are told that if this 
were to pass, 13 million Americans 
would lose their health care. 

But the fact of the matter is, Mr. 
Speaker, this is not going to pass, and 
we know that. As a matter of fact, I 
find myself saying over and over again 
the very same things. I remember say- 
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ing this is the 35th vote, this is the 40th 
vote. This, Mr. Speaker, is the 61st 
vote, using tax money and wasting 
time, to take health care away from 
people. 

Now, I have asked many, many times 
in the Rules Committee: What is this 
great urge to prohibit people from hav- 
ing access to health care? 
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The best I can come up with is it is 
not particularly that they don’t care 
about those people, but they want to do 
something to upset the President. 
There was a good deal of talk yester- 
day that, if we could add a few amend- 
ments on here, it would really cause 
him grief. 

It is not going to cause him any 
grief. If this should pass, if the Senate 
should pass it, which is in control of 
Republicans—and, you know, if you 
complain about not passing the bill, 
take it up with them—what we are 
going to be doing is, if it gets to the 
President, he is going to veto it, and 
you know very good and well that we 
don’t have the votes here to override. 
So we are wasting time. 

We are just wasting time and wasting 
money. I don’t know how many mil- 
lions of dollars of tax money it has 
taken with these 61 bills, but then they 
throw in a little something else here. 

They say: Let’s defund Planned Par- 
enthood for 1 year. Why? I don’t know. 
Three committees in the House of Rep- 
resentatives are studying Planned Par- 
enthood, and we have got to look for- 
ward to one of those other new select 
committees which will go over the 
same thing over and over again and 
come up with the conclusion that Con- 
gressman CHAFFETZ came up with after 
they grilled the president of Planned 
Parenthood, Cecile Richards, for 5 
hours, that there was nothing there, 
that they broke no law. 

I don’t know why the American pub- 
lic is not outraged over the fact that 
none of their business is taken care of, 
but over and over and over again we 
talk about taking health care away 
from people. 

One in five American women and a 
lot of men have used Planned Parent- 
hood and do today. And then you add 
to that the 13 million people that will 
lose their health care if this should be- 
come law, 3 million of them children. 

Now, what should we be doing? Well, 
how about the Export-Import Bank. It 
doesn’t cost the taxpayers a dime, puts 
money back into the Treasury. It al- 
lows small companies in the United 
States to be able to afford to export 
their goods to other countries. 

The loss of that bank has already re- 
ceived from both General Electric and 
Boeing words that they are going to 
take jobs out of the United States be- 
cause we don’t have it. There is no 
earthly reason not to have it. As I said, 
it doesn’t cost us anything. It makes us 
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money. It is just that for some Mem- 
bers of Congress they just don’t like it. 

Now, this is the same majority that 
has produced no highway bill. We real- 
ly are on a road to nowhere. For the 
first time that I have been in Con- 
gress—a highway bill was always some- 
thing everybody joined. It was always 
bipartisan. 

But we have got roads and bridges 
crumbling. We have no high-speed rail. 
Airports are overcrowded. Everybody 
needs help. But we are working here to 
do something about the healthcare bill 
that is already working and Planned 
Parenthood. 

Now, this is the same majority that 
brought us the 7 legislative days away 
from risking the full faith and credit of 
the United States. What that means is 
that we are refusing—the majority is— 
to bring up a bill here to pay the debt 
that they have already incurred. It is 
the Congress that spends the money, 
and now they decided they don’t want 
to pay for it. So they are putting that 
off. 

We have heard talks that tomorrow 
we are supposed to have a bill, but we 
all know—because we all hear every- 
thing that is going on—that there are 
only 170 votes for that bill, which won’t 
pass it. So we may not see it. 

So what we are going to do today is 
give everybody in the House of Rep- 
resentatives an opportunity to protect 
the full faith and credit of the United 
States and not risk another downgrade 
of our credit rating. To downgrade the 
credit rating of the United States was 
something that all previous Congresses 
felt was an impossible thing for them 
to allow. 

But while this is all festering out 
there and nothing is being done about 
it, we are hurling toward another shut- 
down in mid-December. 

So once again we find ourselves: 
Let’s take away that health care. Let’s 
shut down that thing over there. But 
let’s not deal with the issues that we 
have been sent here, the things that we 
have been elected to do. 

And one of those has to be to protect 
the full faith and credit of the United 
States of America, which has always 
been done and was a responsibility of 
all previous Congresses. 

Now, according to the nonpartisan 
Congressional Budget Office, the rec- 
onciliation bill before us will take 
health care away from 16 million peo- 
ple, 3 million children, and I might add 
most of them didn’t have any health 
care at all before the ACA was passed. 
As I said, it would also defund Planned 
Parenthood and endanger the health of 
men and women across the country. If 
I haven’t said it enough, again, this 
defunds Planned Parenthood. 

A scant 3 weeks ago we stood on the 
floor as the House majority threatened 
to shut down the government over the 
funding for Planned Parenthood. The 
American public gave a very resound- 
ing message to Congress: Don’t do it. 
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In fact, nearly seven in ten Americans 
oppose a government shutdown over 
Planned Parenthood funding, according 
to a Quinnipiac poll. 

With this 61st vote to dismantle the 
ACA—and make no mistake about it. It 
doesn’t say in there we are going to 
kill this thing. We are just going to 
take the money away from it. 

And if you are smart enough to be a 
Member of Congress of the United 
States, you know that, if you take the 
money away from it, you have killed 
that bill. We all understand that. But 
as the majority continues to beat their 
head up against the brick wall of 
health care, the American people get 
the headache. 

This budget reconciliation bill before 
us does two things. One, it takes health 
care away from, as I said, 16 million 
Americans. Two, it attacks women’s 
health by defunding Planned Parent- 
hood. 

I believe that governing this body is 
a serious job with serious con- 
sequences. The brinkmanship that this 
majority continues to display is dan- 
gerous to our economy and unsettling 
to our Nation. The last time the major- 
ity shut down the government over the 
debt limit, it took $24 billion out of 
this economy. 

The consequences of this kind of 
brinkmanship are real. They are not 
imagined. We have been through it 
once. Why in the world would we self- 
inflict that wound on ourselves again? 

We should not be pushed to the edge 
over and over again. We should be plan- 
ning what we need to do, follow regular 
order. My dear colleague Mr. WOODALL 
talked about how wonderfully well 
Democrats and Republicans work to- 
gether. I don’t know where that is. 

I know that the chair of the Benghazi 
Committee kept talking about he had 7 
members. There are actually 12 on 
there. But it just demonstrated again 
that the 5 Democrats on there did not 
signify with them. 

We need to focus on the urgent needs 
of the Nation, not manufactured crises 
that we are insisting on creating. 

To address the real issues, we have 
got a plan to allow us to pay the bills 
that this Congress has incurred and to 
protect the full faith and credit of the 
United States. We always call for this 
on rules. We do something called the 
previous question, which everybody 
sort of glides over. 

This today, what we are doing—when 
the previous question on this rule vote 
is called, I hope that every Member 
who wants to do something about the 
debt limit and the full faith and credit 
of the United States will vote ‘‘no’”’ so 
that our side can bring this up and give 
everybody an opportunity to go home 
for a weekend without worrying about 
whether this is going away. 

By the time we get back here next 
week, there will be even fewer legisla- 
tive days to deal with it. But our 
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troops, national security, the whole 
Federal Government, and most of the 
people in the United States are very 
much concerned with what will happen 
if it shuts down. 

Let’s relieve us of that burden and 
vote today to deal with the debt limit. 
I invite all Members to vote for the 
Democrats’ clean, simple bill. It 
doesn’t do anything about taking away 
regulations from the government, 
nothing. It simply deals with the most 
important matter at hand at this 
point, and that is the full faith and 
credit of the United States. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I confess. I was sitting over here 
going through my papers. I was afraid 
I had come down here on the wrong bill 
here today, listening to my friend de- 
scribe it. I tell you that, if you listen 
to that description and you believe it, 
you ought to vote ‘‘no.’’ But it is just 
not true. It is just not true. 

In fact, I will go line by line just a 
little bit. You will not find a CBO docu- 
ment over there that says House Reso- 
lution 483 is going to take health care 
away from 16 million Americans. We 
are not going to find it. 

In fact, you won’t find a CBO docu- 
ment that says the underlying bill of 
H.R. 3762 is going to take health care 
away from anybody because such a doc- 
ument does not exist. 

CBO did say that the President’s 
healthcare bill would provide health 
care for 16 million Americans. Yet, the 
President has joined with this House 
and that Senate nine times so far to re- 
peal errant provisions of that 
healthcare bill, and that is what we are 
going to do here in this legislation 
today. 

You won’t find any language that 
suggests that House Resolution 483 is 
going to deal with preexisting condi- 
tions to set back preexisting conditions 
coverage in any way whatsoever, nor 
will you find any paper that suggests 
the underlying bill, H.R. 3672, is going 
to set back the conversation on pre- 
existing conditions. 

Why? Because the President led on 
the issue of preexisting conditions, Mr. 
Speaker, much like a great Georgia 
speaker of this House, Newt Gingrich, 
and Bill Clinton got together and did in 
1996. They got together and outlawed 
all preexisting conditions for federally 
regulated plans. 

What President Obama did in his 
healthcare bill has said: Well, as States 
haven’t done it on their own, we are 
going to do it for all State-regulated 
plans, too. 

This bill doesn’t dial that back one 
iota, not one bit. The President, I be- 
lieve, won that debate in America. I 
don’t think we are ever going to revisit 
that debate. 

I think that is a success story for 
families with preexisting conditions 
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and, again, something else we ought to 
be celebrating here today, Mr. Speaker, 
not holding our heads low about. 

Mr. Speaker, when the former Chair- 
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff tells 
you that the greatest threat to Amer- 
ica’s national security is our budget 
deficit—and, at the time that I arrived 
here in Congress, Mr. Speaker, in 2010, 
America was running its largest budget 
deficit in American history, three 
times the size that they are today—I 
tell you a bill like this that goes after 
those deficit numbers is a critically 
important bill. It is the business that 
my constituents back home sent me to 
be about here in this institution. 

Now, of course, in the 4% years that 
the folks in the Seventh District have 
lent me their voting card, Mr. Speaker, 
we have brought budget deficits down 
each and every year—each and every 
year—year after year after year after 
year. But that has been primarily on 
that discretionary one-third of the pie 
I talked about, Mr. Speaker. 

There is so much more work to be 
done, and reconciliation is the tool we 
use to get around the filibuster, to 
allow the people’s will to be done with 
simple majorities on both sides of the 
Hill. 

Good news. If you don’t believe what 
is in the underlying bill is good for 
America, you can vote ‘‘no,’’ and if 51 
percent of your colleagues agree with 
you, this bill will not go forward. But 
that is not going to happen because 
this is good policy. 

And good news, Mr. Speaker. When it 
goes over to the Senate, if the Senate 
does not believe this is good policy for 
America and 51 Senators vote against 
it, this bill will not go to the Presi- 
dent’s desk. 

But that is not going to happen be- 
cause there is good policy in the under- 
lying bill. This will go to the Presi- 
dent’s desk. 

As the President sits today, Mr. 
Speaker, contemplating vetoing the 
National Defense Authorization Act— 
in fact, that may be happening even as 
we are standing here now, that bill 
that provides authorized funding for all 
of our troops—I can’t possibly predict 
what he will do when this bill arrives 
on his desk. 

But what my friend from New York 
fails to mention every time she men- 
tions that 61 times in this House we 
have dealt with trying to clean up the 
messes that the Affordable Care Act 
has created is that 9 of those times the 
President agreed with us. 

It is just so critically important, Mr. 
Speaker. We get wrapped around the 
partisan axle in this body in ways that 
are tremendously discouraging to me, 
as if it is always an us against them 
proposition. It is not. It is just a propo- 
sition about us—about us—3820 million 
of us. 

And nine times so far, Mr. Speaker, 
just in the short time that I have been 
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in Congress, the House, the Senate, and 
the President have gotten together and 
said the Affordable Care Act is broken 
and together we can begin to fix it. 

I believe this is going to be one of 
those opportunities as well, Mr. Speak- 
er. It is going to be a tremendous vote, 
I hope, on passing this rule, which will 
allow us to begin debate. Pass that un- 
derlying resolution. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. 
yield myself 30 seconds. 

I just say once again, no, they don’t 
say: We are going to take away pre- 
existing conditions. They just say: We 
are taking away the funding for the 
bill. 

When the funding is taken away, it 
dies. I think almost all Americans un- 
derstand that. 

I am pleased now to yield 34% minutes 
to the distinguished gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS), the distin- 
guished ranking member of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 
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Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman. 

Mr. Speaker, we are here today to 
discuss the rule for reconciliation, 
which I believe we are wasting on a 
doomed attempt to repeal ObamaCare 
for the 6lst time. That we are doing 
this again for the 61st time is a prob- 
lem. But that we are wasting our one 
shot at budget reconciliation on this is 
a tremendous shame. We should be 
using this opportunity to avoid the 
Senate filibuster to actually make law, 
not make a point to our bases. The way 
to do this is by focusing on a bipartisan 
issue: canceling the sequester. 

Mr. Speaker, the sequester is a 
unique problem in American public 
policy, a program that is intentionally 
designed to be a bad idea. It cripples 
the programs that made the 20th cen- 
tury one of unprecedented progress, 
and it weakens the bravest military in 
the world. It is bad for us at home, and 
it is bad for us overseas. 

Its blundering destructive approach 
to deficit reduction was supposed to 
push this Congress to compromise. Un- 
fortunately, we have not gotten there 
because a few intransigents refuse to 
give up this hostage. But it isn’t this 
body that is paying the ransom for our 
inaction on the sequester; it is the 
American people of all walks of life. It 
is the millions of workers, businesses, 
public servants, and soldiers who are 
facing uncertainty and inadequate sup- 
port. 

Mr. Speaker, I would encourage us to 
stand up and use this one shot on some- 
thing that matters and can pass, and 
canceling the sequester is something 
that both sides could actually agree on. 
So I urge my colleagues, please, to 
bring this theater to a close and to re- 
turn to something we can all support. 


Speaker, I 
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Let’s use reconciliation to cancel the 
sequester once and for all. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle- 
woman. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, if I could say to my 
friend from Michigan, I think there is a 
lot of wisdom in what he had to say. 
My friend has been here, Mr. Speaker, 
since 1965, I believe. I can’t remember 
if he was elected in 1964 and began serv- 
ice in 1965. He has seen a lot of failures 
and a lot of successes in this institu- 
tion. 

Reconciliation exists for one reason 
and one reason only, and that is to do 
the really hard things that we can’t get 
done in other times. I would say to my 
friend, Mr. Speaker, that the die has 
been cast on reconciliation for 2015. 
But as a member of the Budget Com- 
mittee, I will commit to you that we 
are going to come back, and we are 
going to get a conferenced balanced 
budget next year as well. I hear that 
drumbeat beginning around this insti- 
tution: What is it that we can get done 
together? I hope we get this done. 

Make no mistake, I believe this is 
good underlying legislation. But the 
past, well, three decades now since 
1980, as I think of the big reconciliation 
measures that have gone through have 
been things that have changed America 
for the better forever, and I am grate- 
ful to the gentleman for reminding us 
all of the power of this tool. 

Mr. Speaker, 61 times we have had a 
vote on the President’s healthcare bill, 
that is true. But it is because there are 
real problems there—again, nine times 
of which the President has agreed with 
us about those real problems. 

The folks who crafted the President’s 
healthcare bill were smart. I don’t have 
any concerns about the funding that 
my friend from New York has, Mr. 
Speaker, because the bill has funding 
buried in it in such a way we don’t 
have any access to it from this institu- 
tion. That is why we passed 4⁄2 years’ 
worth of legislation here without get- 
ting our arms around that funding. 

What we are talking about here, Mr. 
Speaker, are budget deficits. What we 
are talking about here is an oppor- 
tunity to move the needle on manda- 
tory spending. What we are talking 
about here is about $81 billion in static 
scored money, closer to 130 in dynami- 
cally scored money, moving the needle 
on the budget, as Admiral Mullen, then 
the Chair of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
encouraged us to do. 

I don’t know where the vote is going 
to come out, Mr. Speaker. I feel pretty 
good about it. I feel pretty good about 
it because it is good underlying policy. 
I feel pretty good about it because we 
did this the right way. We started in 
the Budget Committee. We conferenced 
it with the Senate. We then sent those 
reconciliation instructions out to the 
Energy and Commerce Committee, the 
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Education and Labor Committee, and 
the Ways and Means Committee. Each 
committee did its work, sent that work 
back to the Budget Committee, and we 
then brought all that legislation to- 
gether. Mr. Speaker, if you want a 
textbook case of how it is supposed to 
work around here, this is it. 

Now, as a fellow who has been dis- 
appointed many times in 4% years in 
this institution, I am just going to tell 
my colleagues that if any of my new 
colleagues believe they are going to 
have it their way every day of the 
week, the answer is no. I was disabused 
of that notion in week one. 

But what we can do is bring the col- 
lective wisdom of the body together, 
the collective wisdom of the body and 
the collective wisdom from our com- 
mittee structures, and this bill does 
that. There is only one way to get to 
this bill, though, Mr. Speaker, and that 
is to pass this rule today, House Reso- 
lution 483, and I encourage my col- 
leagues to do that. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. COURT- 
NEY). 

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to the rule and the under- 
lying bill. I do so as somebody who 
comes from a State which, unlike 
maybe the gentleman from Georgia, 
actually embraced this law. The Gov- 
ernor set up an exchange right away, 
and we have had what Forbes Magazine 
has described as the highest func- 
tioning exchange in the country. Our 
uninsured rate went from 8 percent 
down to 4 percent. We have more insur- 
ers in the marketplace today than we 
did before the ACA was passed. 

On Labor Day, I was at a picnic with 
some friends, and there was a gen- 
tleman there who was the head of HR 
for the second largest employer in this 
community that I was at. It was about 
a 300-employee firm, a trash hauler, 
who was actually quite concerned 
about the ACA’s definition of part-time 
and full-time in terms of raising his 
rates. For the last 2 years, his rates 
have gone down. He yelled from the 
pool where he was playing with his 
kids, splashing around in the water, 
saying: Tell President Obama thank 
you for the Affordable Care Act be- 
cause our rates have gone down for the 
275 people that worked there. 

So, Mr. Speaker, then the question 
is: What does this bill do? The fact of 
the matter is, by eliminating the indi- 
vidual mandate, by basically destroy- 
ing the financing of tax subsidies, 
which is precisely the way that you 
broaden the insurance market so that 
you can implement an elimination of 
preexisting conditions, you, in fact, are 
totally capsizing the market. 

I know that because the State of 
Connecticut insurance department and 
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the exchange have looked at what this 
bill is going to do to the individual 
mandate, and that is precisely what 
they said the outcome would be, that it 
would send rates through the roof and 
basically shatter the success that our 
State has accomplished. 

What is so ironic about this is that 
the design of this bill with an indi- 
vidual mandate and tax subsidies for 
insurance came from the Heritage 
Foundation. Stuart Butler was the 
mastermind of this back in the 1990s. I 
was chairman of the Public Health 
Committee back then, and I remember 
vividly that that was the Heritage 
Foundation, the conservative alter- 
native to healthcare reform, to the 
Clinton healthcare plan. But, obvi- 
ously, for political reasons, that is not 
mentioned very much by the majority 
as we again debate this ad nauseam. 

What is sad is that 2 weeks ago we 
passed a bill, H.R. 1624, sponsored by 
my good friend, Mr. GUTHRIE from Ken- 
tucky, which amended the Affordable 
Care Act. It changed the definition of 
“small employer,” and it was done on a 
bipartisan basis, completely unani- 
mous. It sailed through the House, and 
President Obama signed it. 

Why did that work? Because they did 
it surgically, because BRETT was smart 
enough to understand that if you want 
to get people to come together, you 
don’t load it up with a bunch of poison 
pills, that you actually present an idea 
with focus and with logic behind it. 
Guess what will happen. You will actu- 
ally get bipartisan support, the com- 
plete opposite of the bill that we have 
before us here today. 

Now, I want to point out, though, 
that there are some signs of intelligent 
life in this reconciliation bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MARCHANT). The time of the gentleman 
has expired. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield the gen- 
tleman an additional 2 minutes. 

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Speaker, sec- 
tion 305 does, as the gentleman from 
Georgia points out, eliminate the ex- 
cise tax on high-class plans. 

It is interesting to note that 5 years 
ago it was the House Members who 
pushed hard against that proposal with 
the administration, and we delayed 
that tax for 5 years. H.R. 2050, which I 
am the lead sponsor of, I am proud to 
say we have 166 bipartisan cosponsors. 
It is verbatim the language that was 
incorporated into the reconciliation 
bill. 

So I point that out because I do 
think that it, in fact, will basically 
sharply increase people’s out-of-pocket 
deductibles because that is what actu- 
aries tell us is the only way you can re- 
spond to that kind of tax. It is true 
that 83 organizations, including orga- 
nized labor, business groups, and small- 
business groups have said this is not a 
workable plan. I mention that here be- 
cause there is an opportunity here to 
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do what Congressman GUTHRIE did, 
which is to take an individual compo- 
nent, an idea, and not load it up with a 
lot of other baggage which is going to 
capsize the insurance market, which 
we know is going to happen if other 
provisions of the reconciliation bill are 
passed, that we can actually get it 
done. 

You are giving the White House a 
perfect excuse to veto this bill and rob- 
bing us of the ability to actually ad- 
dress this real problem, which section 
305 does recognize, and H.R. 2050 is out 
there and is on standby for us to move 
forward on. So let’s get rid of the blunt 
instruments, the baseball bats, and the 
butchering of this law, and let’s focus 
on bipartisan surgical fixes to real 
problems. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I say to my friend from 
Connecticut that the point that he 
made was made very well by the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma last night 
while we were in the Rules Committee. 
You only get to use this procedure 
once—actually, you can use it three 
times; but for a variety of different 
reasons, it is only going to come to- 
gether for us once this year—and you 
have to choose how to do that. 

I am thrilled—thrilled—that the 
story that the gentleman from Con- 
necticut tells is of success for his con- 
stituents back home in Connecticut. I 
think that is fabulous. I think that is 
fabulous. 

Mr. Speaker, I don’t get to tell as 
many of those stories. I tell stories of 
folks who had plans that they liked, 
and those plans were outlawed by their 
government. I tell stories about folks 
who have doctors that they had had re- 
lationships with for decades, who were 
promised that if they liked their doctor 
they could keep their doctor, who lost 
access to their doctor because their 
government told them ‘‘no more for 
you.” 

I tell stories of the small businesses 
in the district that were doing the 
right thing by providing health care for 
their employees who have now been 
priced out of that marketplace. They 
are not required by law to do it, but 
rates have gone up so much they can’t 
do it themselves—not because of our ef- 
forts to provide health care to people, 
but because of our efforts to tell people 
what kind of health care is good for 
them and what kind isn’t. 

Mr. Speaker, you may not know, the 
chairman of the Budget Committee is 
Georgia Congressman Dr. TOM PRICE. 
Dr. TOM PRICE, in H.R. 2300, has a re- 
placement plan. Dr. TOM PRICE wants 
to see preexisting conditions out of the 
marketplace. Dr. TOM PRICE, in H.R. 
2300, wants to see individuals able to 
move their policies from business to 
business, from place to place. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a doctor-patient re- 
lationship. It is not a Federal Govern- 
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ment-patient relationship. It is not a 
Federal HHS, Health and Human Serv- 
ices-patient relationship, and it is not 
an insurance company-doctor relation- 
ship. It is about me and my physician, 
you and your physician, our families 
and our family physician, 320 million 
Americans at a time. 

We have it right here in this institu- 
tion. We have replacement options 
right here. 

Do not let it be said that in the name 
of trying to bring sanity to our Federal 
spending, in the name of trying to fix 
the errors that were created in the Af- 
fordable Care Act, do not let it be said 
that any Member wants to trample on 
the healthcare opportunities that fami- 
lies have back home. Our goal is to ex- 
pand those opportunities, not to con- 
tract them. 

I celebrate what has happened in 
Connecticut. I only wish that folks in 
Connecticut, New York, and elsewhere 
would support us in Georgia with the 
challenges that we are having and help 
us get back to that very personal doc- 
tor-patient relationship that we believe 
is the right of every American. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, the budget reconcili- 
ation bill avoids the real problems be- 
fore us, including the debt limit, the 
Export-Import Bank, a highway bill, a 
looming shutdown, and more. Instead 
of addressing the urgent needs of the 
Nation, the bill doubles down on at- 
tacking women’s health and marks the 
6lst time that the House majority has 
voted to repeal, to defund, or to under- 
mine the Affordable Care Act. 

Mr. Speaker, let’s try to salvage 
something from the money we have 
spent on this hour here at a time that 
we have literally wasted again, for the 
6lst time. Let’s salvage something 
from it by voting ‘‘no’’ on the previous 
question. We can actually accomplish 
something then. 

If the previous question is defeated, 
we will be able to vote to take care of 
the issue of debt limit, the full faith 
and credit of the United States of 
America. 
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A simple vote “no” allows us to bring 
that up, vote for that, go home this 
weekend not having to be chewing 
everybody’s nails and then everybody 
in the country wonders what in heck is 
going to be going on here. 

Why don’t we for a change here on 
this day, on this Thursday, do some- 
thing positive, do something that needs 
doing, do something we know sooner or 
later we will do. Do it today on a clean 
bill, no additions of any kind, just to 
do it. It is an opportunity that I cer- 
tainly hope people will take advantage 
of. I urge them to do that. 
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Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to insert the text of my amend- 
ment in the RECORD, along with extra- 
neous material, immediately prior to 
the vote on the previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ so 
that we can vote ‘‘yes’’ on a vote to 
deal with the debt limit issue and a 
“no” vote on the rule. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I firmly believe there is 
more that unites us than that divides 
us not just in this Chamber, but in this 
Nation. 

As I have listened to my colleague 
from New York talk about some of the 
priorities that America has, I think she 
is spot on. I think she is spot on. 

I am missing votes in the Transpor- 
tation Committee right now where we 
are moving that long-term transpor- 
tation bill so that I can be down here 
on the floor moving this reconciliation 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, there is a lot of rust in 
the gears around here. There is a lot of 
rust in the gears. It has been since the 
1990s that Congress—House and Senate 
combined—have sent all the appropria- 
tions bills to the President before the 
end of the fiscal year. It has been since 
the 1990s. 

Newt Gingrich ran this institution 
the last time we did that. Bill Clinton 
was in the White House the last time 
we did that. There is a lot of rust in the 
gears that has accumulated under both 
Republican and Democratic leadership 
in this place. 

But this year we passed more appro- 
priations bills earlier in the fiscal year 
than at any point since 1974. This year 
we are moving the first long-term high- 
way bill that we have seen in almost a 
decade. 

This year we have conferenced a bal- 
anced budget for America for the first 
time in a decade and a half. That is not 
just a notch to put on the belt of Amer- 
ica to say this is what we have done. 
This is an opportunity to move this 
budget reconciliation bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I do. Iam saddened that 
reconciliation is a word that folks have 
to go and look up and learn, but it is 
the only way—the only way—in divided 
government that the people’s voice can 
be heard. 

There is no other procedure in the 
United States Congress that allows 51 
percent of America to prevail. There is 
no other ability in the United States 
Congress for the majority of Americans 
who have lent their power to Wash- 
ington to express their views and 
change the law of the land, save this 
one. 

Mr. Speaker, budget deficits have 
gone down each and every year since 
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Speaker JOHN BOEHNER stood right 
there where you are standing today 
and NANCY PELOSI handed him the 
gavel—every year—from record high 
levels now to the lowest budget deficit 
in the Obama administration, and we 
have an opportunity today to do more. 

I have heard my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle, Mr. Speaker, 
talk about those things that we can do 
together, and I agree. I agree. 

I have heard my colleagues on the 
other side talk about their priorities in 
terms of raising the debt limit and not 
seeing the government shut down. I 
halfway agree. 

I don’t want to see the government 
shut down either. We avoided a govern- 
ment shutdown 2 weeks ago and got a 
little thank you note from a young 
lady who was in the office. 

She said: Dear Congressman, It was 
good to see you today. Thank you for 
not letting the American History mu- 
seum close down while my family was 
in Washington. 

There are real impacts to that. But 
the fact is the reason we are having the 
conversation is not because anybody 
wants to shut the government down. It 
is because folks want to borrow more 
money. Mortgaging our children’s fu- 
ture to the tune of $18 trillion appar- 
ently is not mortgaging it enough. We 
are going to be back and make it $19 
trillion or $19.5 trillion. 

Mr. Speaker, we are not talking 
about a debt limit that is coming 
around today. We are talking about 
one that came around in the spring. 
The government has just been bor- 
rowing and borrowing and borrowing 
even beyond that debt limit, and they 
are borrowing because we are spending 
too much. 

Mr. Speaker, look at the tax rolls 
right now. Do you realize, as we are 
standing here today, not only is Amer- 
ica collecting more in constant dol- 
lars—not static dollars, but constant 
dollars adjusted for inflation—we are 
collecting more money than at any 
time in American history, any time. 

Per capita in this country, Ameri- 
cans are paying more in taxes than 
they have ever paid in the history of 
the Republic, not in inflated 2015 dol- 
lars, but in constant dollars adjusted 
for inflation. The real impact on Amer- 
ican families is greater today in taxes 
than ever before. 

Mr. Speaker, the problem is not that 
we don’t raise enough money. The 
problem is that we spend too much 
money. I can’t count the number of 
good pieces of legislation that have 
gone to the Senate and failed not on 
their merits, but because a Democratic 
filibuster would not even allow the bill 
to be debated. 

With this rule and with this under- 
lying bill, we allow the people’s voice 
to be heard, we allow the American 
majority’s voice to be heard, and we 
have an opportunity to put a bill that 
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will make a difference for American 
families on the President’s desk for the 
very first time. 

I encourage all of my colleagues’ 
strong support of the rule. Upon pas- 
sage of that rule, Mr. Speaker, I en- 
courage their strong support for the 
underlying reconciliation measure. We 
have an opportunity today together to 
make a difference. 

The material previously referred to 
by Ms. SLAUGHTER is as follows: 

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 483 OFFERED BY 

Ms. SLAUGHTER OF NEW YORK 


Strike all after the resolved clause and in- 
sert: 

That immediately upon adoption of this 
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to 
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House 
resolved into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for consider- 
ation of the bill (H.R. 3737) to responsibly 
pay our Nation’s bills on time by tempo- 
rarily extending the public debt limit, and 
for other purposes. The first reading of the 
bill shall be dispensed with. All points of 
order against consideration of the bill are 
waived. General debate shall be confined to 
the bill and shall not exceed one hour equal- 
ly divided and controlled by the chair and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Ways and Means. After general debate the 
bill shall be considered for amendment under 
the five-minute rule. All points of order 
against provisions in the bill are waived. At 
the conclusion of consideration of the bill for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and re- 
port the bill to the House with such amend- 
ments as may have been adopted. The pre- 
vious question shall be considered as ordered 
on the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in- 
structions. If the Committee of the Whole 
rises and reports that it has come to no reso- 
lution on the bill, then on the next legisla- 
tive day the House shall, immediately after 
the third daily order of business under clause 
1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Committee of 
the Whole for further consideration of the 
bill. 

SEC. 2. Clause l(c) of rule XIX shall not 
apply to the consideration of H.R. 3737. 

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 
IT REALLY MEANS 


This vote, the vote on whether to order the 
previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or- 
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Republican majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the Democratic minority to 
offer an alternative plan. It is a vote about 
what the House should be debating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives (VI, 308-311), de- 
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘ʻa motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.” To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be- 
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de- 
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition”’ 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of- 
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
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asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said: 
“The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz- 
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.”’ 

The Republican majority may say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution ... [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im- 
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the Repub- 
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative 
Process in the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s 
how the Republicans describe the previous 
question vote in their own manual: ‘‘Al- 
though it is generally not possible to amend 
the rule because the majority Member con- 
trolling the time will not yield for the pur- 
pose of offering an amendment, the same re- 
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre- 
vious question on the rule. ... When the 
motion for the previous question is defeated, 
control of the time passes to the Member 
who led the opposition to ordering the pre- 
vious question. That Member, because he 
then controls the time, may offer an amend- 
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of 
amendment.”’ 

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House 
of Representatives, the subchapter titled 
“Amending Special Rules” states: ‘ʻa refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend- 
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec- 
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘‘Upon re- 
jection of the motion for the previous ques- 
tion on a resolution reported from the Com- 
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem- 
ber leading the opposition to the previous 
question, who may offer a proper amendment 
or motion and who controls the time for de- 
bate thereon.”’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli- 
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Republican major- 
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter- 
native views the opportunity to offer an al- 
ternative plan. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res- 
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 


— 


NATIONAL STRATEGIC AND CRIT- 
ICAL MINERALS PRODUCTION 
ACT OF 2015 


GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and to 
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include extraneous material on the 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 481 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consider- 
ation of the bill, H.R. 1937. 

The Chair appoints the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. MARCHANT) to preside 
over the Committee of the Whole. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 


itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1937) to 
require the Secretary of the Interior 
and the Secretary of Agriculture to 
more efficiently develop domestic 
sources of the minerals and mineral 
materials of strategic and critical im- 
portance to United States economic 
and national security and manufac- 
turing competitiveness, with Mr. 
MARCHANT in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the 
bill is considered read the first time. 

General debate shall not exceed 1 
hour equally divided and controlled by 
the chair and ranking minority mem- 
ber of the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. 

The gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
LAMBORN) and the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LOWENTHAL) each will 
control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

I rise today in strong support of H.R. 
1937, the National Strategic and Crit- 
ical Minerals Production Act of 2015. 
This bill was introduced by my good 
friend and colleague, Representative 
MARK AMODEI of Nevada, and myself as 
the first cosponsor. 

Not a day goes by when Americans 
don’t use a product that is made from 
critical minerals. In fact, life as we 
know it in the 21st century would not 
be possible without these minerals. 

There would be no computers, no 
BlackBerries, no iPhones. There would 
be no MRIs, CAT scans, or x-ray ma- 
chines. There would be no wind tur- 
bines or solar panels. Mr. Chairman, 
the list is exhaustive of these things 
that depend on critical and strategic 
minerals that make our lives possible. 

Rare earth elements, a special subset 
of strategic and critical minerals, are 
core components of these products in 
the 21st century. Yet, despite the tre- 
mendous need for rare earth elements, 
the United States has allowed itself to 
become almost entirely dependent on 
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China and other foreign nations for 
these resources. 

America has a plentiful supply of 
rare earth elements, but roadblocks to 
the development of these critical mate- 
rials have resulted in China producing 
97 percent of the world’s supply. That 
is 97 percent. 

Our current policies are handing 
China a monopoly on these elements, 
creating a dependence that has serious 
implications for American jobs, for our 
economy, and on our national security. 

Burdensome red tape, duplicative re- 
views, frivolous lawsuits, and onerous 
regulations can hold up new mining 
projects here in the U.S. for more than 
10 years. These unnecessary delays cost 
American jobs as we become more and 
more dependent on foreign countries, 
such as China, for these raw materials. 

The lack of domestically produced 
strategic and critical minerals are 
prime examples of how the U.S. has 
regulated itself into a 100 percent de- 
pendency on at least 19 critical and 
unique minerals. It has also earned the 
United States the unique and unfortu- 
nate distinction of being ranked dead 
last when it comes to permitting min- 
ing projects. 

The 2014 ranking of countries for 
mining investment out of 25 major 
mining countries found that the 7- to 
10-year permitting delays are the most 
significant risk to mining projects in 
the U.S. We are dead last in that rank- 
ing. I can’t speak for the other coun- 
tries, but the reason the U.S. is so slow 
to issue new mining permits is very 
simple: government bureaucracy. 

H.R. 1937, introduced by my colleague 
from Nevada, will help us end foreign 
dependence by streamlining govern- 
ment red tape that blocks America’s 
strategic and critical mineral produc- 
tion. Instead of waiting for over a dec- 
ade for mining permits to be approved, 
this bill sets a goal for the total review 
process for permitting at 30 months, 2% 
years. 

Now, this isn’t a hard deadline, Mr. 
Chairman. It can be extended. But it is 
a goal to push the bureaucrats into ac- 
tion on these important infrastructure 
projects. It shouldn’t take a decade to 
get a project built for minerals that we 
need in our everyday lives and for our 
national security. No company can rea- 
sonably forecast the price of minerals 
10 years in advance. 

Finally, above all, this is a Jobs bill. 
The positive economic impact of this 
bill will extend beyond just the mining 
industry. For every good-paying metal 
mining job created, an estimated 2.3 
additional jobs are generated. For 
every nonmetal mining job created, an- 
other 1.6 jobs are created. 

This legislation gives the oppor- 
tunity for American manufacturers, 
small businesses, technology compa- 
nies, and construction firms to use 
American resources to help make the 
products that are essential to our ev- 
eryday lives. 
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As China continues to tighten global 
supplies of rare earth elements, we 
should respond with a U.S. mining ren- 
aissance that will bring mining and 
manufacturing jobs back. 

The National Strategic and Critical 
Minerals Production Act, H.R. 1987, is 
important to our jobs and to our econ- 
omy. We must act now to cut the Gov- 
ernment red tape that is stopping 
American domestic production and fur- 
thering our dependence on foreign 
countries for our mineral needs. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 
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Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chair, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

This bill takes us in the wrong direc- 
tion. It not only fails to make any 
meaningful reforms to our antiquated 
system of mining in this country, but 
it proposes to make them worse. We 
have a mining system that was put to- 
gether in the 1870s when the number 
one goal for President Grant at that 
time was to get people to settle in the 
West. I am here to tell you, Mr. Chair, 
the West has been settled. 

As a resident of southern California, 
we have this 150-year-old bill that real- 
ly makes things as easy as possible for 
miners. We still have a law that 
doesn’t require any royalties to be paid 
on the extraction of hard rock minerals 
on public lands. Let’s be clear. If you 
drill for oil or gas on public lands or 
mine coal or soda ash or potash or a 
number of other minerals, what do you 
do? You pay a royalty to the American 
taxpayer, but not if you mine copper or 
silver or platinum or gold or other 
valuables. You get to mine royalty 
free. 

When the Mining Law of 1872 was en- 
acted, there was no such thing as envi- 
ronmental safeguards. There was no 
concept of the multiple uses of public 
lands to ensure that mining could coex- 
ist with grazing, with recreation or 
conservation. There were no require- 
ments for miners to clean up after 
themselves when they were done min- 
ing. Simply mine as long as it is profit- 
able, and when you are done, just pick 
up and leave, and don’t worry about it, 
except that the people who live any- 
where near the half million abandoned 
mines in this country need to worry 
about it. Communities located near the 
tens of thousands of miles of polluted 
rivers with toxic acid mine waste, they 
need to worry about it, and, certainly, 
the United States Congress needs to 
worry about it. 

But, instead of tackling this problem, 
what does this bill do? It declares that 
the biggest problem we have with min- 
ing in this country is that we are not 
doing it fast enough. 

So this bill proposes to undermine 
one of our bedrock environmental 
laws—the National Environmental Pol- 
icy Act—and it makes land managers 
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who are reviewing mine plans prioritize 
mineral production over every other 
potential use of the land, which threat- 
ens hunting, fishing, grazing, and con- 
servation. 

Mr. Chair, it would be one thing if 
the data showed that a large number of 
mines were being delayed for no good 
reason; but, in fact, according to the 
data from the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, mines are getting approved 
much faster. We just heard that it 
takes a decade, but let’s be clear what 
the data says. 

Between 2005 and 2008, on average, 54 
percent of the plans were approved in 
less than 3 years. In 2009 to 2014, 69 per- 
cent of the plans were approved in less 
than 3 years. So, in reality, rather than 
taking a decade, we are seeing that the 
Obama administration is permitting 
mines at a much faster rate than the 
Bush administration. 

Now, I have an amendment that 
would address one of the key problems 
in this bill. This bill has an incredibly 
broad definition of what is a strategic 
and critical mineral. I have yet to hear 
anyone tell me—and we asked in com- 
mittee—what mineral now doesn’t 
qualify as strategic and critical under 
this bill. Certainly, none of the wit- 
nesses we had at our Natural Resources 
Committee hearing could, and the ma- 
jority hasn’t suggested anything. Now 
we are talking about expediting the 
process for sand and gravel, crushed 
stones, gold, silver, diamonds. All of 
these are now going to be considered 
strategic and critical by the definition 
in this bill. All get an expedited proc- 
ess for permitting, and they have 
weaker environmental reviews. 

But, even if this bill were limited to 
the definition for critical minerals that 
the rest of the world goes by—basi- 
cally, that those minerals be impor- 
tant, they be unique, and, most impor- 
tantly, we are defining them as stra- 
tegic and critical minerals because 
they are subject to a supply risk—it is 
clear that this bill does not help. 

We had one rare earth element mine 
start up in this country a few years 
ago. The rare earth elements are ones 
that are truly critical. Two months 
ago, that mine stopped operating be- 
cause prices were too low. That is what 
has happened. That one mine was al- 
ready permitted, already built, and al- 
ready operating, and it had to be shut 
down because of economics. 

I don’t think changing the environ- 
mental laws in any way solves the 
problem of economics, but it certainly 
would help major international mining 
conglomerates—companies based in 
Canada or Australia. It is going to help 
them grease the skids when they want 
to open their next giant copper mine or 
gold mine or uranium mine right next 
to a national park or a sensitive water- 
shed. 

Mr. Chair, this bill is bad policy. The 
outcomes here won’t be any different 
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than the outcomes over the past two 
Congresses. This bill is dead on arrival 
in the Senate, and the administration 
has already expressed its strong opposi- 
tion. 

What should we be doing? 

We should be here today, discussing 
how to fix our outdated and antiquated 
mining laws, how to make mining com- 
panies pay their fair share, how to 
clean up the half million abandoned 
mines that litter our landscape from 
coast to coast. We shouldn’t be here 
talking about a bill that is only going 
to make things worse. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose H.R. 
1937. 

Mr. Chair, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

I would point out to my friend and 
colleague from California that the Na- 
tional Research Council study has said: 
“All minerals and mineral products 
could be or could become critical to 
some degree depending on their impor- 
tance and availability.” 

So you have to look at the total cir- 
cumstances surrounding the current 
supply of a mineral and what that min- 
eral is, and they all, literally, could fit 
that definition according to the Na- 
tional Research Council. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from the great State 
of Wyoming (Mrs. LUMMIS), my col- 
league, who is also the vice chairman 
of the full Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. I want to thank 
Chairman LAMBORN and my good friend 
and fellow Western Caucus member, 
Nevada Representative AMODEI, for 
their work on this important legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, let me start by ad- 
dressing why strategic minerals matter 
and why we ought to have a piece of 
legislation like this. 

My home State of Wyoming is the 
headquarters for our Nation’s nuclear 
intercontinental ballistic missile force. 
These missiles ensure that those who 
would do us harm are deterred from 
using nuclear weapons. These weapons 
are on call 24 hours a day, 365 days a 
year, but they need regular mainte- 
nance and replacement components. 
Rare earth elements are an important 
part of these components—from bat- 
teries, to computer chips, to display 
screens and engines. These compo- 
nents—components vital to our techno- 
logical edge—would require elements 
that can be difficult to procure. 

Now, China controls nearly 80 per- 
cent of rare earth production. As we 
know, China has used this leverage to 
bully our allies, to limit exports at a 
time of a dispute, especially recently, 
with Japan over the control of islands 
in the South China Sea. The U.S. Navy 
plans to conduct operations in the area 
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to remind China of the importance of 
respecting maritime boundaries and 
the freedom of navigation; but China is 
using its 80 percent share of rare earth 
minerals to leverage our allies. They 
can do it anytime they want because 
they have such massive control of this 
resource. 

The bill that Mr. AMODEI is spon- 
soring, the National Strategic and 
Critical Minerals Production Act, 
would simplify the permitting process 
for domestic mines that will provide 
resources used in components that are 
vital to our national security. That is 
why we need to do it. 

Here is an example of the existing 
problem. 

In my home State of Wyoming, the 
Bear Lodge Critical Rare Earth Project 
has been going through the current 
process since 2011. It will be the only 
large-scale production facility in the 
U.S. for some rare earth elements des- 
ignated as critical by the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Energy. They have to coordi- 
nate their permit application between 
the Forest Service, the Nuclear Regu- 
latory Commission, the Army Corps of 
Engineers, and the Department of En- 
ergy. 

Under Mr. AMODEI’s legislation, one 
Federal agency would become the lead 
agency and set project timelines for 
permit applications and decisions. The 
total review process would not be au- 
thorized to exceed 30 months unless ex- 
tended by all parties involved. These 
parties would include State and local 
governments and local stakeholders. 
This ensures that local voices will be 
heard. 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot emphasize 
enough how important I think this leg- 
islation is. Iam a cosponsor of the leg- 
islation. It passed the House in pre- 
vious Congresses on a bipartisan basis. 
I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on 
H.R. 1937. I thank Mr. AMODEI for his 
thoughtful consideration of this bill. 

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

I would just like to point out that 
the proponent of the bill has said—I be- 
lieve it was the National Research 
Council—that all minerals and prod- 
ucts could be or could become critical 
to some degree. That is really what 
they said, but let’s be clear what this 
bill says and what the National Re- 
search Council’s definition is. That is, 
really, what we are talking about, and 
we are going to discuss that later on. 

Just what is the definition? 

In the bill that we see before us, in 
terms of strategic and critical min- 
erals, the term ‘‘strategic and critical” 
means minerals that are necessary for 
national defense and national security 
requirements—there certainly are 
some of those—for the national energy 
infrastructure, including pipelines, re- 
fining capacity, electrical power gen- 
eration, and transmission and renew- 
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able energy products, for supporting 
the domestic manufacturing of any 
mineral for agriculture, housing, tele- 
communications, health care, transpor- 
tation and infrastructure, or for the 
Nation’s economic security and bal- 
ance of trade. For that reason, they are 
saying let’s shorten the process, evis- 
cerate NEPA—the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act—and let’s expedite 
this process. 

I ask you: What mineral is not in- 
cluded in this definition? They are in- 
cluding everything. 

Let’s see what, in actuality, the Na- 
tional Research Council said. They 
published the report in 2008. It was 
called: ‘‘Minerals, Critical Minerals, 
and the U.S. Economy,” and it defined 
what should be our definition of stra- 
tegic and critical minerals. 

It states: ‘‘To be ‘critical,’ a mineral 
must be essential in use.” We agree. 
They talk about strategic, and those 
proponents talk about essential min- 
erals; but the National Research Coun- 
cil also says: ‘“To be considered ‘crit- 
ical and strategic,’ it must be subject 
to supply restriction.” We do not see 
anything in this bill about supply re- 
striction. 

Therefore, what it is is a blank check 
for mining companies to mine any- 
where, to have an expedited process so 
as not to protect communities; and I 
think that is a great mistake and takes 
us the wrong way and is exactly the op- 
posite of what the National Research 
Council has called for. 

Mr. Chair, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. GOSAR), who is also a 
member of the Natural Resources Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. GOSAR. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
H.R. 1937, the National Strategic and 
Critical Minerals Production Act. 

This commonsense legislation will 
streamline the permitting process and 
allow for better coordination amongst 
the relevant State and Federal agen- 
cies in order to foster economic 
growth, create jobs, and ensure a ro- 
bust domestic supply of strategic and 
critical minerals. 

People have been digging in Arizona 
for precious metals for centuries. In 
the 1850s, nearly one in every four peo- 
ple in Arizona was a miner. Without a 
doubt, mining fueled the growth that 
makes Arizona the State it is today. In 
fact, it is part of the five Cs that built 
Arizona with copper. 
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Today, the Arizona mining industry 
is alive. Minerals such as copper, coal, 
gold, uranium, lime, and potash are 
still mined throughout my district, but 
not at the levels they used to be. 

These projects employ hundreds of 
my constituents with high-paying jobs, 
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jobs that pay over $50,000 to $60,000 a 
year, plus benefits. In rural Arizona, 
these types of jobs are few and far be- 
tween. 

As I meet with companies that do 
business throughout my State, the 
message is clear: we could do better. 
The length, complexity, and uncer- 
tainty of the permitting process is sty- 
mieing development and discouraging 
investors from committing to U.S. 
mining. 

The folks on the ground tell me that 
because of regulatory excessive over- 
reach by the Federal Government and 
the cumbersome permitting process, 
that it can take as long as 10 years. It 
is becoming a bad business decision to 
even attempt to get a new U.S. mine 
off the ground, despite a bountiful sup- 
ply of domestic resources. We must 
correct this problem and prevent more 
American jobs from leaving America. 

Rare earth and other critical min- 
erals have been discovered throughout 
rural Arizona, have been the main eco- 
nomic driver and provider of jobs for 
communities that otherwise probably 
wouldn’t make it at all. The critical 
minerals produced in these areas are 
resources our country badly needs to 
meet the demand for production of ev- 
eryday items like cell phones, com- 
puters, batteries, and cars. 

Let’s lessen our dependency on im- 
porting critical minerals from coun- 
tries like China and restore some san- 
ity to our permitting and regulatory 
process so we can get American miners 
back to work. Imagine our slogan, 
“Made in the USA with materials 
mined in the USA.” Now, that is what 
this bill is all about. 

I applaud Mr. AMODEI for his leader- 
ship on this critical issue and urge my 
colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on H.R. 1937. 

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chair, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Geor- 
gia (Mr. JOHNSON). 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Chair, 
today we are debating yet another Re- 
publican bill restricting access to the 
courts to only those with deep pockets. 
H.R. 1937 continues the alarming trend 
of Republican-sponsored legislation 
that proposes to limit the average 
American’s access to the courts so 
businesses that line the pockets of 
these politicians with campaign con- 
tributions can continue to profit. 

Misleadingly disguised as a bill stim- 
ulating the increased production of 
strategic minerals, this legislation is 
actually about shielding the mining in- 
dustry’s poor environmental practices 
from accountability to victims while 
simultaneously disenfranchising min- 
ing-impacted communities. 

H.R. 1937 allows regulators to exempt 
mining projects from the Equal Access 
to Justice Act, EAJA. The EAJA al- 
lows average Americans access to legal 
representation to protect their commu- 
nities. Without EAJA, impacted com- 
munities cannot afford lawyers, much 
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less the litany of scientific and tech- 
nical experts needed to mount a serious 
challenge to a multinational mining 
company. This exemption cripples the 
ability of those concerned with envi- 
ronmental protection to seek represen- 
tation and redress in the courts. 

For that reason, I urge my colleagues 
to vote “no” on this bill and preserve 
justice for all. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chair, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Alaska 
(Mr. YOUNG), a senior member of the 
Natural Resources Committee. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair, I 
am very proud of this bill, and I am a 
sponsor of this bill, and no one is lining 
my pockets. I resent that comment. I 
am thinking of the United States of 
America and how we are importing 
these 31 known minerals and the proc- 
ess that we have to go through to mine 
our own natural resources in our great 
Nation. 

It impedes our capability to be se- 
cure, regardless of what one might say. 
You just don’t do this overnight. You 
have to have time to develop, espe- 
cially the rare earths. The rest of the 
minerals we are importing using out- 
side people, countries to import those 
products from, which we live with. We 
have people in this Congress and across 
this place who say we don’t need it. We 
have to follow the example. 

By the way, if a miner tries to de- 
velop a mine, you have to go through 
so many different permits; and then 
when you get done, guess what we 
have. The lawyers from the big, big en- 
vironmental organizations like the Sa- 
fari Club, Sierra Club, and Friends of 
the Earth, all 58 different groups, file 
suit by a legal body that impedes the 
progress for this Nation. 

We cannot continue to import all 
which we need to have this living style 
we have today, yet that is what a lot of 
people on that side of the aisle insist 
upon. 

This is a good bill. Mr. AMODEI 
thought about this bill. How do we re- 
tain our security? But more than that, 
how do we keep jobs within the United 
States? His comment is ‘‘made in the 
United States by resources mined in 
the United States.” That is what we 
should be looking at as this Congress 
instead of following, I call it, the blind 
piper: We don’t need to drill our oil; we 
will buy it from abroad. We don’t need 
to mine our minerals; we will buy it 
from abroad. And, by the way, we will 
ship our jobs overseas, and we will be 
further in debt $18 trillion. 

We need our resources. That is what 
made this Nation great. Everything in 
this room, in these hallowed Halls, this 
body came from the earth. It was 
mined, it was cut, it was manufactured 
from the earth. Why should we buy it 
from abroad? 

Let’s be American. Let’s mine for our 
resources. Let’s cut our trees for our 
resources. Let’s build our resources. As 
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it says right up there: ‘‘Let us use our 
resources God has given for the benefit 
of mankind.” If we don’t do that, we 
are abusing the job we have here. 

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chair, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I would really like to discuss in a lit- 
tle bit more detail the idea that the 
permitting process is so onerous, that 
it takes so long to do it. 

In 2012, 2013, and 2014, let’s talk about 
the last 3 years of permitting of mines, 
of plans of operation, what really is the 
data? I will tell you that of all the 
plans of operation that were approved 
in 2012, 93 percent of them were done in 
3 years or less; in 2013, 79 percent were 
done in 3 years or less; and in 2014, it 
was 68 percent. In summary, in the last 
3 years, close to 80 percent of all plans 
of operation were permitted in less 
than 3 years. So we are not talking 
about an onerous time. 

Also, let us remember that the same 
bill was twice introduced last year. It 
was twice introduced in the last ses- 
sion, and it was also introduced once in 
the 112th Congress. It never got taken 
up in the Senate. 

This bill, if it ever did get through, 
let’s see what the administration says. 
I read to you a Statement of Adminis- 
tration Policy: 

“The Administration strongly op- 
poses H.R. 1937, which would under- 
mine existing environmental safe- 
guards for, at a minimum, almost all 
types of hardrock mines on Federal 
lands. Specifically, H.R. 1937 would un- 
dermine sound Federal decision-mak- 
ing by eliminating the appropriate re- 
views under the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act if certain conditions 
are met, circumventing public involve- 
ment in mining proposals, and bypass- 
ing the formulation of alternatives to 
proposals, among other things. The Ad- 
ministration also opposes the legisla- 
tion’s severe restrictions on judicial re- 
view. Although the legislation purports 
to limit litigation, its extremely short 
statute of limitations and vague con- 
straints on the scope of prospective re- 
lief that a court may issue are likely to 
have the opposite effect. 

“The Administration strongly sup- 
ports the development of rare earth 
elements and other critical minerals, 
but rejects the notion that their devel- 
opment is incompatible with existing 
safeguards regarding the uses of public 
lands, environmental protection, and 
public involvement in agency decision- 
making.”’ 

If we are really concerned about up- 
dating this old law, let’s work together 
and come up with a better definition of 
what is a critical and strategic mineral 
and let us not eviscerate the environ- 
mental protections and the public par- 
ticipation which we now afford people. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I in- 
clude in the RECORD an exchange of let- 
ters between Chairman BISHOP and 
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Chairman GOODLATTE of the Judiciary 
Committee on this bill. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES, 
Washington, DC, 28 July 2015. 
Hon. ROBERT GOODLATTE, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On July 9, 2015, the 
Committee on Natural Resources ordered fa- 
vorably report H.R. 1937, National Strategic 
and Critical Minerals Production Act of 2015. 
The bill was referred primarily to the Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources, with an addi- 
tional referral to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

I ask that you allow the Committee on the 
Judiciary to be discharged from further con- 
sideration of the bill so that it may be sched- 
uled by the Majority Leader. This discharge 
in no way affects your jurisdiction over the 
subject matter of the bill, and it will not 
serve as precedent for future referrals. In ad- 
dition, should a conference on the bill be 
necessary, I would support having the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary represented on the 
conference committee. Finally, I would be 
pleased to include this letter and your re- 
sponse in the bill report filed by the Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources to memorialize 
our understanding, as well as in the Congres- 
sional Record when the bill is considered by 
the House. Thank you for your consideration 
of my request, and for your continued strong 
cooperation between our committees. 

Sincerely, 
ROB BISHOP, 
Chairman, 
Committee on Natural Resources. 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, DC, July 28, 2015. 
Hon. ROB BISHOP, 
Chairman, Committee on Natural Resources, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN BISHOP, I am writing with 
respect to H.R. 1937, the ‘‘National Strategic 
and Critical Minerals Production Act of 
2015,” which the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources recently ordered reported favorably. 
As a result of your having consulted with us 
on provisions in H.R. 1937 that fall within the 
Rule X jurisdiction of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, I agree to discharge our Com- 
mittee from further consideration of this bill 
so that it may proceed expeditiously to the 
House floor for consideration. 

The Judiciary Committee takes this action 
with our mutual understanding that by fore- 
going consideration of H.R. 1937 at this time, 
we do not waive any jurisdiction over subject 
matter contained in this or similar legisla- 
tion, and that our Committee will be appro- 
priately consulted and involved as the bill or 
similar legislation moves forward so that we 
may address any remaining issues in our ju- 
risdiction. Our Committee also reserves the 
right to seek appointment of an appropriate 
number of conferees to any House-Senate 
conference involving this or similar legisla- 
tion, and asks that you support any such re- 
quest. 

I would ask that a copy of our exchange of 
letters on this matter be included in the 
Congressional Record during Floor consider- 
ation of H.R. 1937. 

Sincerely, 
BOB GOODLATTE, 
Chairman. 


Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chair, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Utah 
(Mr. BISHOP), chairman of the Natural 
Resources Committee. 
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Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Chair, they 
once asked the famous spitball pitcher 
Gaylord Perry if he put a foreign sub- 
stance on the ball, and he calmly an- 
swered: No. Vaseline is 100 percent 
American product. 

We used to only have to import a 
handful of rare earth minerals in this 
country, like eight. Today, we are im- 
porting dozens of them because we 
have, with this administration, a pol- 
icy of trying to stockpile these re- 
sources. Hopefully, when we get 
through them, we will be able to find 
some other country that can help us to 
resupply those resources, kind of like 
Blanche in “A Streetcar Named De- 
sire,” where we are dependent on the 
kindness of strangers at all times. 

Would it not be wiser for us simply to 
have a consistent policy where we ac- 
tually have a workforce that is devel- 
oping, on a regular basis, these rare 
earth minerals that we can have for 
our use so that we can have the jobs 
from them, it can help our economy, 
and it could give us the security we 
desperately need? We don’t need to 
keep importing stuff into this country. 
I mean, we imported the Expos from 
Montreal to here in Washington. That 
should be sufficient. That is enough. 

I read an article the other day about 
mining rare earth minerals in the 
Democratic Republic of the Congo 
where rare minerals, necessary for 
iPhones and the Samsung Galaxy 
phones, were being produced. Miners 
used their bare hands to filter out the 
minerals in order to earn a whopping $5 
a day. If the miners use their hands to 
find the rare minerals, how do you 
think they handled environment pro- 
tections and how do you think they re- 
claimed these projects? 

What we need desperately is to use 
2lst century technology and pay our 
labor force 21st century wages to 
produce the strategic and critical min- 
erals that are necessary for our way of 
life and not be dependent on other 
countries for these minerals and not 
take advantage of their miners. This is 
a no-brainer. Let’s do the right thing. 
As Satchel Paige said: Just throw 
strikes. Home plate don’t move. 

We know what we are doing. Pass 
this bill. It is a good bill. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIR 

The CHAIR. The Chair notes a dis- 
turbance in the gallery in contraven- 
tion of the law and rules of the House. 

The Sergeant At Arms will remove 
those persons responsible for the dis- 
turbance and restore order to the gal- 
lery. 

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chair, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. BENISHEK), who is also a 
member of the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

Mr. BENISHEK. Mr. Chair, I rise 
today in strong support of H.R. 1987, 
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the National Strategic and Critical 
Minerals Production Act. 

Over the past several decades, our 
Nation has lagged far behind much of 
the world in the development and ex- 
traction of domestic mineral resources. 
Falling behind on this front has made 
our Nation dependent on foreign 
sources of many vital mineral re- 
sources that our economy and national 
defense need to continue functioning. 

Falling behind has also led to the 
loss of good-paying jobs throughout the 
country. We have seen this in my dis- 
trict in northern Michigan in the 
mines that have shut down and the 
mines that have not been permitted. 
There is a mine in the western part of 
my district that has been over 10 years 
in the permitting process and is still 
not near open. These jobs are critically 
needed in my district. 

The mines of the U.P. have served 
our country in times of need, providing 
many of the raw minerals that we have 
needed for national defense. If the re- 
sources that we have beneath our feet 
were needed today, these mines would 
have to go through a significant per- 
mitting process that would likely take 
almost 20 years. 

While I support making sure that we 
behave in an environmentally respon- 
sible manner, it is ridiculous that over- 
ly burdensome Federal regulations are 
keeping us from being competitive in 
the world economy. This bill will cut 
through some of the bureaucratic red 
tape that is holding our economy back, 
leading to a nation that is less depend- 
ent on foreign resources for vital nat- 
ural resources and creating jobs. 

I urge all my colleagues to support 
the responsible development of our do- 
mestic natural resources and to vote in 
favor of this commonsense and long- 
overdue legislation. 
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Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
the Silver State, Nevada (Mr. AMODEI), 
a former member of the Committee on 
Natural Resources and the author of 
this bill. 

Mr. AMODEI. Mr. Chairman, God for- 
bid we place dealing with bedrock 
American issues ahead of the culture of 
political cliche. It is always nice to be 
informed of what the status is in the 
Intermountain West by people from 
towns that end in the name ‘‘Beach.”’ 

I find it incredibly interesting that 
we have heard on several occasions 
that the administration’s average for 
the supermajority of applications is 36 
months or less and how we need to 
work together on things when the leg- 
islation on the floor right now calls for 
a 30-month timeframe, which is extend- 
able, by the way, with the consent of 
both parties. 

So instead of, Well, let’s have an 
amendment to make it 36 months and 
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put this on the suspension calendar, we 
are subjected to ‘‘This is bad” and “It 
disenfranchises the public’? and all 
that. 

Let’s talk about what this is really 
about. There is an old saying in the 
law: When you have got the facts, you 
argue the facts. When you have got the 
law, you argue the law. When you don’t 
have either, you just argue. 

Here we are. Because everybody in 
the room knows, depending on what 
side of the issue you are on, the big 
tool in this thing is, if we can outwait 
them, the capital will go elsewhere. 
Guess what. The folks that believe in 
that are winning. 

When we talk about those bedrock 
American issues, things like jobs, 
things like public participation—you 
know, 30 months, that is longer than 
we get to hang out here after the peo- 
ple of our district give us their voting 
card. That is longer—used to be—than 
somebody would take to try to talk 
you into voting for them for Governor 
or President. 

Nobody can accuse this legislation, 
at 2⁄2 years, extendable by stipulation, 
of forcing the public to sit on their 
hands. Jobs, participation of the pub- 
lic, balance of trade, that is not impor- 
tant. 

I mean, why should we be concerned 
about balance of trade and exporting 
the minerals that this country is 
wealthy with? You want to talk about 
abandoned mines? In my State, those 
folks happen to be doing a great job. If 
you want to talk about the culture of 
the 1870s, yeah, but it has come a long 
way. 

God forbid, when we talk about pay- 
ing your fair share, in my State, the 
industry pays north of $80,000 a year. 
Those people pay Federal income 
taxes. They buy goods and services 
that are federally taxed: gasoline, 
tires, all that stuff. But, no, let’s send 
those jobs overseas where none of that 
happens. None of that happens. That is 
smart policy. I simply disagree. 

God forbid we talk about commercial 
supplies, national security, strategic 
supplies. Other speakers have talked 
about that. This is not some dream job 
for the minerals extraction industry. 

Oh, by the way, let’s not look at the 
folks down in the Palmetto State right 
now who are experiencing phenomenal 
floods that might need materials to 
kind of rebuild their State. 

God forbid we talk about sand and 
gravel for those folks in the Golden 
State after the Loma Prieta earth- 
quake and they needed to rebuild 
things called freeways lickety-split. 

This is not about supplying sand for 
your kid’s sandbox. This is not about 
gravel for your driveway in your sub- 
division. This is about having flexi- 
bility to address issues that are min- 
eral related. Because you know what, 
nobody has called this place, regardless 
of who is running it, nimble. 
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When one of these issues comes up, 
God forbid you give them: That is 
right, folks. Hang on to your hats. 
Thirty months to try to get the per- 
mission from the Federal Government 
to extract minerals on that. 

With all due respect, what this is all 
about is: Do you continue to let folks 
who are opposed to things try to starve 
them out and wait and wait and wait 
until the capital goes elsewhere or do 
you take the folks and the administra- 
tion’s word: Nice job. Takes you 36 
months? You want us to change it to 33 
months and put it on the suspension 
calendar? I will do it. But short of that, 
me thinks thou doth protest too much. 

I solicit your earnest support, and I 
am looking forward to the Senate work 
on it this time because we are nimble 
compared to those folks on the north 
end of the building. 

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
prepared to close. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

In closing, we have heard in this dis- 
cussion that we should have a sweeping 
definition, every mineral should be 
under the definition of a critical min- 
eral, and that we should not be be- 
holden to foreign sources if we don’t do 
that. Well, I agree in many ways. We 
should not be. 

This bill doesn’t really deal with that 
issue because, if the authors were real- 
ly concerned about restrictions to the 
supply, they would make the definition 
of “critical” and ‘‘strategic minerals” 
much narrower. We would not give up 
our environmental protections. We 
would not give up our public participa- 
tion. We would not give up our legal 
protections when, in fact, there is no 
danger to the Nation’s supply of this 
mineral. 

The problems are really that we are 
now broadly including everything 
under this definition, and the bill that 
is in the Senate under—I think it is 
Senator MURKOWSKI—has a much more 
limited definition of what is a strategic 
and critical mineral. 

I urge the authors here, the pro- 
ponents, to really amend this bill so 
that we can all work together on this 
to really restrict the two very specific 
occasions of when we would enable a 
change in the protections that we al- 
ready have under NEPA. Right now, ev- 
erything is included. This eviscerates 
all of our protections. I urge a “no” 
vote. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

In closing, much has been debated 
here on the floor about what is stra- 
tegic and what is not strategic. Let me 
suggest two ways that you could define 
strategic minerals. 
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You could define it by making a defi- 
nition so narrow that, in effect, the 
legislation picks winners and losers or 
you could write law that says that cer- 
tain conditions that require certain 
elements will be the driver of what is 
strategic and critical. That means the 
marketplace will decide what is stra- 
tegic and critical. 

I think that is a much better ap- 
proach when I talk about this because 
I recall hearing that, in the late 1890s, 
the U.S. Patent Office issued a state- 
ment—I think I have this correct 
here—saying that we ought to close 
down the U.S. Patent Office because 
everything that can be invented has 
been invented. 

That was in the 1890s. That was be- 
fore airplanes. That was before cars 
were commercially available. That was 
before most telecommunications. This 
means all the minerals that go into 
these things weren’t even thought of at 
that time. 

What we do in this bill is just very 
straightforward. We say that the stra- 
tegic and critical minerals will meet 
any of the following four criteria—and, 
by the way, you can find these on page 
5, section 3, under ‘‘Definitions’’: 

A, for national defense and national 
security. That is so evident, it hardly 
needs to be debated. 

B, for the Nation’s energy infrastruc- 
ture, including pipelines and refining. 
That is because of the importance of 
energy. That certainly should not be 
debated because we have to have a good 
energy source if we are going to have a 
growing economy. 

Also, C, to support domestic manu- 
facturing. That includes, obviously, ag- 
riculture and housing as well. In other 
words, to support our economy. Doesn’t 
that make good sense to have a source 
of strategic and critical minerals for 
that? 

Finally, D, for the Nation’s economic 
security and balance of trade. That 
makes such good sense because we are 
seriously out of balance now with 
China. 

This approach is more of a long-term 
solution because 25 years from now 
there will be a mineral that somebody 
will find that will be used for new tech- 
nology. But if we have defined it so 
narrowly, as the other side would sug- 
gest, that we don’t know what that 
technology is, we have, in fact, been 
picking winners and losers, and that is 
the wrong approach. 

The right approach is what is em- 
bodied in this bill to say that these 
four conditions will be the ones that 
define strategic and critical minerals. 

Finally, let me close on this: Some 
people make fun of sand and gravel as 
being strategic. I guarantee you that, 
after a major earthquake in northern 
or southern California, when the free- 
ways collapse, I can tell you that ce- 
ment and sand and gravel will abso- 
lutely fit that definition. 
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In this bill, strategic and critical 
minerals are not defined, as some have 
suggested, as all minerals all the time. 
Instead, H.R. 1937 allows any mineral 
to be deemed strategic and critical at a 
given time when the appropriate situa- 
tion warrants it. This is vital to pro- 
tecting our economy, our jobs, and our 
way of life. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chair, | will vote 
against H.R. 1937, a bill that weakens envi- 
ronmental safeguards while bolstering the min- 
ing industry's special privileges on federal 
lands. 

The language in the bill is written in such a 
way to cover virtually all hardrock mining on 
federal lands. Instead of using a scientific defi- 
nition of a critical mineral, a mineral for which 
there is no substitute, H.R. 1937 considers 
gravel and sand to be critical minerals, leading 
to fast-tracked permits for practically any 
hardrock mines, even when the materials are 
plentiful. In addition, the bill classifies hardrock 
mines as infrastructure projects in order to 
allow hardrock mines to access a streamlined 
permit process intended for actual infrastruc- 
ture projects such as surface transportation 
and pipelines, which have far less of an envi- 
ronmental impact. 

The bill directs the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment and the Forest Service to simplify the 
process for obtaining permits to extract min- 
erals from federal lands, including eliminating 
adequate reviews under the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act (NEPA). It is widely known 
that the NEPA review process, through the 
formulation of alternative proposals and the 
consideration of public input, leads to im- 
proved federal decision-making and better 
projects. In the end, NEPA saves time, money 
and reduces negative impacts. Furthermore, 
NEPA is the primary balancing mechanism 
against the mining industry’s privileged access 
to billions of dollars worth of minerals on fed- 
eral lands. The mining industry already enjoys 
access to hardrock minerals on public lands 
without paying taxpayers anything. 

Finally, the bill limits the ability of aggrieved 
communities to use the court system to hold 
the government accountable when contamina- 
tion from hardrock mining threatens their 
groundwater or drinking water. H.R. 1937 ex- 
empts legal cases brought against hardrock 
mines from the Equal Access to Justice Act, 
which means that winning plaintiffs cannot col- 
lect attorney fees from the government, ulti- 
mately ensuring that poor communities will 
never challenge these decisions in court. 

| support efforts to strengthen our mining 
regulations. H.R. 1937, however, is a step in 
the wrong direction. We should be looking to 
reform the antiquated General Mining Law of 
1872. Nearly a century and a half later, a law 
signed by President Ulysses S. Grant remains 
the law of the land and carries with it a toxic 
legacy. The GAO estimates that there may be 
more than 160,000 abandoned hardrock 
mines and that 20% of these sites (roughly 
33,000) have degraded the environment by 
contaminating surface water and groundwater 
or leaving arsenic-contaminated tailings piles. 

In its place, the Hardrock Mining Reform 
and Reclamation Act, H.R. 963, is a meaning- 
ful attempt at comprehensive reform and yet it 
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remains stuck in committee. Unlike the bill 
being considered on the floor today, H.R. 963 
would protect communities and their sur- 
roundings by balancing mining with other uses 
of public land. This legislation would put in 
place environmental controls to protect water, 
create jobs and protect natural areas by fund- 
ing the clean-up of abandoned mines, and 
compensate taxpayers for the extraction of 
natural resources. 

The CHAIR. All time for general de- 
bate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the 5- 
minute rule, and shall be considered as 
read. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 1937 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘National 
Strategic and Critical Minerals Production 
Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 

(1) The industrialization of developing na- 
tions has driven demand for nonfuel minerals 
necessary for telecommunications, military 
technologies, healthcare technologies, and 
conventional and renewable energy tech- 
nologies. 

(2) The availability of minerals and min- 
eral materials are essential for economic 
growth, national security, technological in- 
novation, and the manufacturing and agri- 
cultural supply chain. 

(3) The exploration, production, processing, 
use, and recycling of minerals contribute sig- 
nificantly to the economic well-being, secu- 
rity and general welfare of the Nation. 

(4) The United States has vast mineral re- 
sources, but is becoming increasingly de- 
pendent upon foreign sources of these min- 
eral materials, as demonstrated by the fol- 
lowing: 

(A) Twenty-five years ago the United 
States was dependent on foreign sources for 
45 nonfuel mineral materials, 8 of which the 
United States imported 100 percent of the 
Nation’s requirements, and for another 19 
commodities the United States imported 
more than 50 percent of the Nation’s needs. 

(B) By 2014 the United States import de- 
pendence for nonfuel mineral materials in- 
creased from 45 to 65 commodities, 19 of 
which the United States imported for 100 
percent of the Nation’s requirements, and an 
additional 24 of which the United States im- 
ported for more than 50 percent of the Na- 
tion’s needs. 

(C) The United States share of worldwide 
mineral exploration dollars was 7 percent in 
2014, down from 19 percent in the early 1990s. 

(D) In the 2014 Ranking of Countries for 
Mining Investment (out of 25 major mining 
countries), found that 7- to 10-year permit- 
ting delays are the most significant risk to 
mining projects in the United States. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 


In this Act: 
(1) STRATEGIC AND CRITICAL MINERALS.—The 
term ‘‘strategic and critical minerals” 


means minerals that are necessary— 

(A) for national defense and national secu- 
rity requirements; 

(B) for the Nation’s energy infrastructure, 
including pipelines, refining capacity, elec- 
trical power generation and transmission, 
and renewable energy production; 
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(C) to support domestic manufacturing, 


agriculture, housing, telecommunications, 
healthcare, and transportation infrastruc- 
ture; or 


(D) for the Nation’s economic security and 
balance of trade. 

(2) AGENCY.—The term ‘‘agency’’ means 
any agency, department, or other unit of 
Federal, State, local, or tribal government, 
or Alaska Native Corporation. 

(3) MINERAL EXPLORATION OR MINE PER- 
MIT.—The term ‘‘mineral exploration or mine 
permit” includes— 

(A) Bureau of Land Management and For- 
est Service authorizations for pre-mining ac- 
tivities that require environmental analyses 
pursuant to the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.); and 

(B) plans of operation issued by the Bureau 
of Land Management and the Forest Service 
pursuant to 43 CFR 3809 and 36 CFR 228A or 
the authorities listed in 48 CFR 3503.18, re- 
spectively, as amended from time to time. 
TITLE I—DEVELOPMENT OF DOMESTIC 

SOURCES OF STRATEGIC AND CRITICAL 

MINERALS 
SEC. 101. IMPROVING DEVELOPMENT OF STRA- 

TEGIC AND CRITICAL MINERALS. 

Domestic mines that will provide strategic 
and critical minerals shall be considered an 
“infrastructure project? as described in 
Presidential order ‘‘Improving Performance 
of Federal Permitting and Review of Infra- 
structure Projects’’ dated March 22, 2012. 
SEC. 102. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE LEAD AGEN- 

CY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The lead agency with re- 
sponsibility for issuing a mineral explo- 
ration or mine permit shall appoint a project 
lead within the lead agency who shall coordi- 
nate and consult with cooperating agencies 
and any other agency involved in the permit- 
ting process, project proponents and contrac- 
tors to ensure that agencies minimize 
delays, set and adhere to timelines and 
schedules for completion of the permitting 
process, set clear permitting goals and track 
progress against those goals. 

(b) DETERMINATION UNDER NEPA.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—To the extent that the Na- 
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) applies to the issuance of 
any mineral exploration or mine permit, the 
requirements of such Act shall be deemed to 
have been procedurally and substantively 
satisfied if the lead agency determines that 
any State and/or Federal agency acting pur- 
suant to State or Federal (or both) statutory 
or procedural authorities, has addressed or 
will address the following factors: 

(A) The environmental impact of the ac- 
tion to be conducted under the permit. 

(B) Possible adverse environmental effects 
of actions under the permit. 

(C) Possible alternatives to issuance of the 
permit. 

(D) The relationship between local long- 
and short-term uses of man’s environment 
and the maintenance and enhancement of 
long-term productivity. 

(E) Any irreversible and irretrievable com- 
mitment of resources that would be involved 
in the proposed action. 

(F) That public participation will occur 
during the decisionmaking process for au- 
thorizing actions under the permit. 

(2) WRITTEN REQUIREMENT.—In reaching a 
determination under paragraph (1), the lead 
agency shall, by no later than 90 days after 
receipt of an application for the permit, in a 
written record of decision— 

(A) explain the rationale used in reaching 
its determination; 

(B) state the facts in the record that are 
the basis for the determination; and 
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(C) show that the facts in the record could 
allow a reasonable person to reach the same 
determination as the lead agency did. 

(c) COORDINATION ON PERMITTING PROC- 
ESS.—The lead agency with responsibility for 
issuing a mineral exploration or mine permit 
shall enhance government coordination for 
the permitting process by avoiding duplica- 
tive reviews, minimizing paperwork, and en- 
gaging other agencies and stakeholders early 
in the process. For purposes of this sub- 
section, the lead agency shall consider the 
following practices: 

(1) Deferring to and relying upon baseline 
data, analyses and reviews performed by 
State agencies with jurisdiction over the 
proposed project. 

(2) Conducting any consultations or re- 
views concurrently rather than sequentially 
to the extent practicable and when such con- 
current review will expedite rather than 
delay a decision. 

(d) MEMORANDUM OF AGENCY AGREEMENT.— 
If requested at any time by a State or local 
planning agency, the lead agency with re- 
sponsibility for issuing a mineral explo- 
ration or mine permit, in consultation with 
other Federal agencies with relevant juris- 
diction in the environmental review process, 
may establish memoranda of agreement with 
the project sponsor, State and local govern- 
ments, and other appropriate entities to ac- 
complish the early coordination activities 
described in subsection (c). 

(e) SCHEDULE FOR PERMITTING PROCESS.— 
For any project for which the lead agency 
cannot make the determination described in 
102(b), at the request of a project proponent 
the lead agency, cooperating agencies, and 
any other agencies involved with the mineral 
exploration or mine permitting process shall 
enter into an agreement with the project 
proponent that sets time limits for each part 
of the permitting process, including for the 
following: 

(1) The decision on whether to prepare a 
document required under the National Envi- 
ronmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4821 
et seq.). 

(2) A determination of the scope of any 
document required under the National Envi- 
ronmental Policy Act of 1969. 

(3) The scope of and schedule for the base- 
line studies required to prepare a document 
required under the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969. 

(4) Preparation of any draft document re- 
quired under the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969. 

(5) Preparation of a final document re- 
quired under the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969. 

(6) Consultations required under applicable 
laws. 

(7) Submission and review of any com- 
ments required under applicable law. 

(8) Publication of any public notices re- 
quired under applicable law. 

(9) A final or any interim decisions. 

(f) TIME LIMIT FOR PERMITTING PROCESS.— 
In no case should the total review process de- 
scribed in subsection (d) exceed 30 months 
unless extended by the signatories of the 
agreement. 

(g) LIMITATION ON ADDRESSING PUBLIC COM- 
MENTS.—The lead agency is not required to 
address agency or public comments that 
were not submitted during any public com- 
ment periods or consultation periods pro- 
vided during the permitting process or as 
otherwise required by law. 

(h) FINANCIAL ASSURANCE.—The lead agen- 
cy will determine the amount of financial as- 
surance for reclamation of a mineral explo- 
ration or mining site, which must cover the 
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estimated cost if the lead agency were to 
contract with a third party to reclaim the 
operations according to the reclamation 
plan, including construction and mainte- 
nance costs for any treatment facilities nec- 
essary to meet Federal, State or tribal envi- 
ronmental standards. 

(i) APPLICATION TO EXISTING PERMIT APPLI- 
CATIONS.—This section shall apply with re- 
spect to a mineral exploration or mine per- 
mit for which an application was submitted 
before the date of the enactment of this Act 
if the applicant for the permit submits a 
written request to the lead agency for the 
permit. The lead agency shall begin imple- 
menting this section with respect to such ap- 
plication within 30 days after receiving such 
written request. 

(j) STRATEGIC AND CRITICAL MINERALS 
WITHIN NATIONAL FORESTS.—With respect to 
strategic and critical minerals within a fed- 
erally administered unit of the National For- 
est System, the lead agency shall— 

(1) exempt all areas of identified mineral 
resources in Land Use Designations, other 
than Non-Development Land Use Designa- 
tions, in existence as of the date of the en- 
actment of this Act from the procedures de- 
tailed at and all rules promulgated under 
part 294 of title 36, Code of Federal Regula- 
tions; 

(2) apply such exemption to all additional 
routes and areas that the lead agency finds 
necessary to facilitate the construction, op- 
eration, maintenance, and restoration of the 
areas of identified mineral resources de- 
scribed in paragraph (1); and 

(3) continue to apply such exemptions after 
approval of the Minerals Plan of Operations 
for the unit of the National Forest System. 
SEC. 103. CONSERVATION OF THE RESOURCE. 

In evaluating and issuing any mineral ex- 
ploration or mine permit, the priority of the 
lead agency shall be to maximize the devel- 
opment of the mineral resource, while miti- 
gating environmental impacts, so that more 
of the mineral resource can be brought to 
the marketplace. 

SEC. 104. FEDERAL REGISTER PROCESS FOR MIN- 

ERAL EXPLORATION AND MINING 
PROJECTS. 

(a) PREPARATION OF FEDERAL NOTICES FOR 
MINERAL EXPLORATION AND MINE DEVELOP- 
MENT PROJECTS.—The preparation of Federal 
Register notices required by law associated 
with the issuance of a mineral exploration or 
mine permit shall be delegated to the organi- 
zation level within the agency responsible 
for issuing the mineral exploration or mine 
permit. All Federal Register notices regard- 
ing official document availability, announce- 
ments of meetings, or notices of intent to 
undertake an action shall be originated and 
transmitted to the Federal Register from the 
office where documents are held, meetings 
are held, or the activity is initiated. 

(b) DEPARTMENTAL REVIEW OF FEDERAL 
REGISTER NOTICES FOR MINERAL EXPLORATION 
AND MINING PROJECTS.—Absent any extraor- 
dinary circumstance or except as otherwise 
required by any Act of Congress, each Fed- 
eral Register notice described in subsection 
(a) shall undergo any required reviews within 
the Department of the Interior or the De- 
partment of Agriculture and be published in 
its final form in the Federal Register no 
later than 30 days after its initial prepara- 
tion. 

TITLE II—JUDICIAL REVIEW OF AGENCY 
ACTIONS RELATING TO EXPLORATION 
AND MINE PERMITS 

SEC. 201. DEFINITIONS FOR TITLE. 

In this title the term ‘‘covered civil ac- 
tion” means a civil action against the Fed- 
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eral Government containing a claim under 
section 702 of title 5, United States Code, re- 
garding agency action affecting a mineral 
exploration or mine permit. 

SEC. 202. TIMELY FILINGS. 

A covered civil action is barred unless filed 
no later than the end of the 60-day period be- 
ginning on the date of the final Federal 
agency action to which it relates. 

SEC. 203. RIGHT TO INTERVENE. 

The holder of any mineral exploration or 
mine permit may intervene as of right in any 
covered civil action by a person affecting 
rights or obligations of the permit holder 
under the permit. 

SEC. 204. EXPEDITION IN HEARING AND DETER- 
MINING THE ACTION. 

The court shall endeavor to hear and deter- 
mine any covered civil action as expedi- 
tiously as possible. 

SEC. 205. LIMITATION ON PROSPECTIVE RELIEF. 

In a covered civil action, the court shall 
not grant or approve any prospective relief 
unless the court finds that such relief is nar- 
rowly drawn, extends no further than nec- 
essary to correct the violation of a legal re- 
quirement, and is the least intrusive means 
necessary to correct that violation. 

SEC. 206. LIMITATION ON ATTORNEYS’ FEES. 

Sections 504 of title 5, United States Code, 
and 2412 of title 28, United States Code (to- 
gether commonly called the Equal Access to 
Justice Act) do not apply to a covered civil 
action, nor shall any party in such a covered 
civil action receive payment from the Fed- 
eral Government for their attorneys’ fees, 
expenses, and other court costs. 

TITLE ITI—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 301. SECRETARIAL ORDER NOT AFFECTED. 

Nothing in this Act shall be construed as 
to affect any aspect of Secretarial Order 3324, 
issued by the Secretary of the Interior on 
December 8, 2012, with respect to potash and 
oil and gas operators. 

The CHAIR. No amendment to this 
bill is in order except for those printed 
in House Report 114-301. Each such 
amendment may be offered only in the 
order printed in the report, by a Mem- 
ber designated in the report, shall be 
considered read, shall be debatable for 
the time specified in the report, equal- 
ly divided and controlled by the pro- 
ponent and an opponent, shall not be 
subject to amendment, and shall not be 
subject to a demand for division of the 
question. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. LOWENTHAL 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 1 printed in 
House Report 114-301. 

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 5, strike lines 1 through 15 and insert 
the following: 

(1) STRATEGIC AND CRITICAL MINERALS.—The 
term ‘“‘strategic and critical minerals’’— 

(A) except as provided in subparagraph (B), 
means— 

(i) minerals and mineral groups identified 
as critical by the National Research Council 
in the report titled ‘‘Minerals, Critical Min- 
erals, and the U.S Economy” and dated 2008; 
and 

(ii) additional minerals identified by the 
Secretary of the Interior based on the Na- 
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tional Research Council criteria in such re- 
port; and 

(B) does not include sand, gravel, or clay. 

Page 5, line 25, after ‘‘ties’’ insert ‘‘for 
strategic and critical minerals’’. 

Page 6, line 3, after ‘‘operation”’ insert ‘‘for 
strategic and critical mineral mines’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 481, the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. LOWENTHAL) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chair, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment would 
fix a critical problem with this bill, 
namely, that the name of the bill 
doesn’t match the substance of the bill. 

When you read the title, you would 
think this bill has something to do 
with critical and strategic minerals, 
but, in fact, as currently written, the 
bill would define practically every 
mined substance—and that is every 
mined substance in the United States— 
as being strategic and critical. Sand, 
gravel, gold, copper, clay, all of these, 
are strategic and critical under this 
bill, and I think that is going too far. 

In fact, I am still waiting for some- 
one to explain to me what mineral 
wouldn’t fall under the definition of 
this bill. Certainly none of the wit- 
nesses at our June Committee on Nat- 
ural Resources could name one. 

The National Research Council pub- 
lished a 2008 report called ‘‘Minerals, 
Critical Minerals, and the U.S. Econ- 
omy,” and it states: To be critical, a 
mineral must be both essential in use 
and subject to supply restriction. 

They go on to point out some specific 
examples of minerals that are essen- 
tial, but not critical, such as copper, 
iron ore, and construction aggregates, 
such as sand and gravel, except that 
this bill would completely ignore the 
National Research Council and many 
other organizations that know what 
criticality means and define all of 
these—copper, iron ore, sand, gravel, 
and more—as strategic and critical 
minerals. 

There is no doubt that these minerals 
are essential, but they are widely pro- 
duced in the United States, and there 
is no danger of a break in the supply 
chain. Let me state that again. There 
is no danger of a break in the supply 
chain. 

Let’s talk about the sand and gravel 
that was just mentioned before. There 
are roughly 6500 sand and gravel quar- 
ries in the United States. We are not 
going to run out of gravel by not per- 
mitting one more gravel mine. 

Gravel is important, but no one from 
the National Research Council or the 
Department of Energy or any organiza- 
tion that knows the real definition of 
critical minerals would consider sand 
and gravel to fall in that category, pe- 
riod, end of discussion. 
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My amendment would ensure that 
the scientifically vetted definition de- 
termined by the NRC is what the Sec- 
retary of the Interior uses to assess the 
criticality of minerals to be mined 
under this bill. It would ensure that 
the bill actually addresses the intent 
that is suggested by its own title: crit- 
ical minerals. 
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It puts no time limits on the identi- 
fication of these minerals. So, as condi- 
tions change over time, the Secretary 
would be able to add or remove items 
from the list of critical minerals, as 


necessary. 
Republicans in the Senate under- 
stand this. Senator MURKOWSKI, the 


chair of the Energy and Natural Re- 
sources Committee, which oversees 
mining, has introduced a bill that re- 
quires a methodology for determining 
which minerals would qualify as crit- 
ical. 

That methodology is to be based on 
an assessment of—I quote in her bill— 
“whether the materials are subject to 
potential supply restrictions and also 
important in use.” 

I may not agree with everything that 
is in Senator MURKOWSKI’s bill, but I 
believe that she at least understands 
the definition of a critical mineral and 
is making a serious attempt to expand 
the production of minerals that are ac- 
tually critically important and stra- 
tegic. 

But without my amendment, this bill 
is just a guise for mining interests to 
loosen public review, judicial review, 
and environmental protections for all 
hardrock mining. 

I urge my colleagues to support my 
amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from Col- 
orado is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

In response, I just have to say one 
word: earthquake. 

During the 2008 Great Southern Cali- 
fornia ShakeOut, which studied and 
analyzed the potential effects of a 
major earthquake, the USGS discov- 
ered that there would be a shortfall of 
building materials, namely, sand and 
gravel, if there was a major earth- 
quake, God forbid, causing significant 
damage in the L.A. basin and the sur- 
rounding areas. 

This amendment, if we accept it, 
would preclude that sand and gravel 
would be defined as critical, hindering 
expedited development of these re- 
sources. 

Furthermore, by explicitly excluding 
sand, gravel or clay, this amendment is 
at fundamental odds with the National 
Research Council study—I have quoted 
it earlier—which stated: ‘‘All minerals 
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and mineral products could be or could 
become critical to some degree, de- 
pending on their importance and avail- 
ability.” 

The California Geological Survey re- 
cently released information forecasting 
a continuing shortage in California of 
permitted aggregate resources so as to 
meet only one-third of demand over the 
next 50 years in the State of California. 

So we have a shortage coming, 
whether people like it or not, and that 
is without a major earthquake. Once 
again, God forbid. 

The bill, as currently structured, 
does allow the market and the Nation’s 
needs to define a mineral as critical, 
thereby allowing the flexibility nec- 
essary for carrying out the provisions 
of the act. 

However, this amendment would 
hinder the efficiency and fluidity this 
bill seeks to inject into the permitting 
process for critical and strategic min- 
erals by imposing an extra bureau- 
cratic determination to be made by the 
Secretary of the Interior. It also picks 
winners and losers in the mining indus- 
try. 

So for those reasons, Mr. Chairman, I 
urge opposition to this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just like to say, in conclusion, 
that we are talking about a definition 
of critical and strategic minerals that 
comes from the NRC, or the National 
Resource Council, that really talks 
about things that are essential. 

But it also says that, to be declared 
critical, it must have a danger of dis- 
ruption in the supply chain. We must 
have a limit to where we can access 
other materials. 

As it was just pointed out, what hap- 
pens if there is an earthquake in 
Southern California? God help us. Let’s 
hope that there is not going to be an 
earthquake in Southern California. 
And there is a limitation on the sup- 
ply. 

I would like to urge us to say that 
the Secretary has the ability to change 
what is on that list or not under my 
amendment. 

I urge support of my amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LOWENTHAL). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MRS. DINGELL 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 2 printed in 
House Report 114-301. 

Mrs. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 
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The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Beginning at page 7, strike line 5 and all 
that follows through page 8, line 18, and in- 
sert the following: 

(b) TREATMENT OF PERMITS UNDER NEPA.— 
Issuance of a mineral exploration or mine 
permit shall be treated as a major Federal 
action significantly affecting the quality of 
the human environment for purposes of the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(42 U.S.C. 4331 et seq.). 

Beginning at page 9, strike line 19 and all 
that follows through page 12, line 21. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 481, the gentlewoman from 
Michigan (Mrs. DINGELL) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from Michigan. 

Mrs. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself as much time as I may 
consume. 

There are several troubling positions 
in this legislation, many of which my 
other colleagues have already ad- 
dressed this afternoon. But I am par- 
ticularly concerned with how H.R. 1937 
treats the National Environmental 
Policy Act, or NEPA, as it has become 
known. 

If this bill were to become law, public 
comment would be severely limited 
and, in some instances, a proper envi- 
ronmental review may not be con- 
ducted at all. 

The underlying bill employs a func- 
tional equivalence standard, which 
would permit the lead agency to cir- 
cumvent a NEPA review if other agen- 
cies have performed reviews that are 
determined to be equivalent. There are 
several problems with this approach. 

First, it is not clear that the six fac- 
tors listed in the bill compromise all 
that a NEPA document would explore. 
So if functional equivalence was ap- 
plied, the public may not have the 
complete story about the environ- 
mental impacts of a specific project. 

Second, case law demonstrates that 
functional equivalence has historically 
not been extended to other agencies be- 
yond the EPA because they are simply 
not equipped to do that kind of work. 

That is why the committee heard tes- 
timony earlier this year that this pro- 
vision ignores Congress’ choices in 
NEPA, as well as the judiciary’s strug- 
gle with functional equivalence. 

My amendment strikes the func- 
tional equivalence provisions and re- 
places it with the language that makes 
it clear that all mine explorations or 
mine permits are major Federal ac- 
tions and would require an environ- 
mental impact statement under NEPA. 

It is well known that hardrock min- 
ing can have adverse health impacts, 
and these projects deserve a formal en- 
vironmental review. 

NEPA has a simple premise: Look be- 
fore you leap. This landmark law gives 
the public an opportunity to review 
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and comment on actions proposed by 
the government, adding to the evalua- 
tion process unique perspectives that 
highly specialized, mission-driven 
agencies might otherwise ignore. 

We should be preserving and pro- 
tecting this important tool for public 
participation rather than undermining 
it. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Dingell amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from Col- 
orado is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

I would urge rejection of this amend- 
ment because it would make the per- 
mitting process for critical and stra- 
tegic minerals even worse than it cur- 
rently is. It is already 7 to 10 or more 
years. It is dead last in the 25 major 
mineral-producing countries in the 
world, according to that recent study 
we cited earlier. 

This amendment would strike several 
key sections of the bill, including the 
NEPA provisions, the expedited sched- 
ule provision, the time limit provision, 
and the applicability of this law to ex- 
isting permit application provision. 

First, this amendment seeks to re- 
move the NEPA provisions. Our provi- 
sion does not sidestep or avoid the 
NEPA process in any way; rather, it 
codifies a judicial determination for 
NEPA known as the functional equiva- 
lence doctrine. 

This doctrine provides that, when an 
agency action, whether State or Fed- 
eral, has addressed the substantive re- 
quirements of NEPA, such action may 
be substituted as sufficient rather than 
having to prepare an entirely new and 
duplicative environmental study. 

This amendment rejects the func- 
tional equivalence doctrine and man- 
dates that the issuance of every min- 
eral exploration or mine permit con- 
stitutes a ‘‘major Federal action,” 
thereby requiring the development of 
costly and time-consuming environ- 
mental impact statements, regardless 
of a proposed project’s size. 

Furthermore, this amendment 
strikes the provisions of the bill that 
requires the authorizing agency to de- 
velop a schedule for the permit process, 
and it removes the 30-month time con- 
straints that would be put on said au- 
thorizing agency. 

In other words, it restores the cur- 
rent 7- to 10-year permit process that 
plagues the mining industry and the 
production of jobs and the growth of 
our economy. 

Let me mention one thing about 
automobile manufacturing in par- 
ticular. An automobile contains rare 
earths for magnets, copper, aluminum, 
platinum, and many other critical min- 
erals and elements. 
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According to Rare Earth Technology 
Alliance, the average hybrid car con- 
tains 61 pounds of rare earth metals. So 
it is important that we pass this bill. 

This amendment unfortunately guts 
the bill. I would urge opposition to it. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mrs. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to quickly respond to some of the 
points made by my friends on the other 
side of the aisle. 

I do recognize the importance of 
those metals in auto production. It is 
important to me. But this bill isn’t 
going to impact them. 

To be frank, I think this bill is a so- 
lution in search of a problem. NEPA is 
often a scapegoat for permitting 
delays, but this does not hold up when 
you closely examine the facts. 

In fact, since 2008, the approval time 
for hardrock mines has decreased. Last 
year the average time it took to ap- 
prove a plan of operations for a 
hardrock mine was 17 months—17 
months—not 10 years. 

I want jobs as much as my colleagues 
do on the other side of the aisle, but I 
want to protect people. Project com- 
plexity, local opposition, and the lack 
of funding are almost always the cul- 
prits for a project being delayed, but 
everybody wants to blame NEPA un- 
fairly. 

Hardrock mines could pose signifi- 
cant threats to public health, water, 
and the environment. We must ensure 
that every mining application is prop- 
erly reviewed under NEPA, as my 
amendment proposes. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to remind us all that America has 
a plentiful supply of rare earth ele- 
ments, but there are roadblocks to de- 
veloping them, such that China pro- 
duces 97 percent of the world’s supply 
and there are at least 19 unique min- 
erals that the U.S. has zero supply of. 

So if we continue the current regime 
of 7 to 10 years to permit a mine 
project—and that is what will happen if 
we don’t pass this bill—then we are 
going to be dependent on other coun- 
tries and automobile and all kinds of 
manufacturing will be affected. 

The 2014 ranking of countries for 
mining investment, out of the 25 major 
mining companies, found that the 
delays that we have in this country are 
the worst in the world; yet, we have 
such tremendous resources if we were 
only to use them. 

So I think this bill is a good faith 
and reasonable effort to strike the bal- 
ance between proper environmental 
protection by keeping functional 
equivalence and, yet, producing the 
minerals that will give us the jobs we 
need. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge rejection of this 
amendment. 
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I yield back the balance of my time. 
1430 


The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentle- 
woman from Michigan (Mrs. DINGELL). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mrs. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentle- 
woman from Michigan will be post- 
poned. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. 
CARTWRIGHT 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 3 printed in 
House Report 114-301. 

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Chair, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Beginning at page 14, line 1, strike title II. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 481, the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania (Mr. CARTWRIGHT) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Chair, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chair, just off the floor of the 
House of Representatives, steps outside 
the door, we have a magnificent statue 
of one of our Founding Fathers, Thom- 
as Jefferson. 

Thomas Jefferson said: “I consider 
trial by jury as the only anchor ever 
yet imagined by man, by which a gov- 
ernment can be held to the principles 
of its constitution.” 

The amendment I offer today, Mr. 
Chair, ensures that an important right 
of the American people is preserved: 
the right to hold the government ac- 
countable for their actions, the right of 
ordinary Americans to go into court 
and hold the government accountable. 

The right to challenge the govern- 
ment in court should not be limited to 
large groups that are well funded and 
have the financial ability to pay for a 
lawyer, and that is exactly what this 
bill would do. This right should be ex- 
tended to every American citizen, 
every small business, every nonprofit 
organization regardless of the size and 
scope of their wallets. 

Now, as a lifetime courtroom lawyer, 
I know the importance of being able to 
access the court system. For many 
years, I fought to make sure that ordi- 
nary Americans could have their day in 
court and hold wrongdoers account- 
able. 

Access to the courts is a key right 
envisioned by not only Thomas Jeffer- 
son, but all of the Founding Fathers, 
and is protected by the Equal Access to 
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Justice Act, the EAJA, which allows 
eligible individuals to recover fees and 
expenses from the government if they 
win their day in court. As a Congress- 
man and former trial attorney, I can- 
not and will not stand by silently and 
watch this bill chip away at this Amer- 
ican right without standing up and 
speaking out. 

By exempting exploration and min- 
ing permits from the Equal Access to 
Justice Act, this bill prevents valid 
claims from reaching the courts by 
prohibiting the government from reim- 
bursing legal expenses to parties that 
win in court. This overturns 30 years of 
legal precedent aimed at opening the 
court’s doors to the public. 

What I can’t understand is why any 
of my colleagues across the aisle would 
want to limit review of the govern- 
ment’s actions, given the fairly con- 
sistent message we hear that govern- 
ment has gotten too big and continues 
to come up with unnecessary rules and 
rulings. 

EAJA allows average citizens to 
challenge this kind of thing in court, 
challenge the very kind of supposed 
overreach that the majority always 
likes to talk about. 

We have heard time and time again 
from the majority that blocking access 
to the courts is necessary to halt frivo- 
lous and unnecessary litigation, as if 
judges are incapable or lack the intel- 
lectual rigor to be able to figure it out 
for themselves; but it is this bill that is 
frivolous and unnecessary, and the 
Congressional Budget Office proves it. 

The Congressional Budget Office, the 
CBO, estimates that this bill, H.R. 1937, 
would reduce direct spending by less 
than $50,000 a year. We are throwing up 
a barrier to access the courts for a pal- 
try $50,000 a year. 

But the larger point is this is money 
that is awarded to successful claimants 
against the government. Why would 
you want to punish the successful 
claimants in the name of cutting down 
on frivolous litigation? Frivolous liti- 
gation, by definition, is claims that are 
so bad, they couldn’t possibly win in 
court and never do. 

The only reason I can see for the 
EAJA exemption in this bill is that it 
further solidifies industry’s free pass to 
mine on U.S. public lands. First, this 
bill limits public and agency consider- 
ation by waiving the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act, NEPA, and setting 
unrealistic time limits. Then title II 
puts the nail in the coffin by elimi- 
nating the public’s last opportunity to 
review a mine’s permit by challenging 
it in open court. 

My amendment today would strike 
all of title II, including the EAJA ex- 
emption, in order to maintain this 
vital, time-honored American public 
right to challenge the government’s de- 
cisions in court. 

I urge the adoption of this amend- 
ment. 
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I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from Col- 
orado is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment strikes title II of the bill, 
which addresses the judicial review of 
agency actions relating to exploration 
and mine permits. This title is de- 
signed to address one of the primary 
contributors to the long permitting 
timelines and delays we have been 
talking about this afternoon: relentless 
litigation brought by environmental 
organizations. 

Regulatory agencies routinely try to 
craft a lawsuit-proof NEPA document. 
However, that is impossible. They are 
going to get sued no matter what. So 
title II seeks to provide some certainty 
in the litigation process. Rather than 
prohibit or block litigation, it does 
several reasonable things: 

It expedites the judicial process by 
requiring timely filings no later than 
60 days after a final agency action. It 
just keeps the ball rolling. That is en- 
tirely reasonable. 

It requires the court to proceed expe- 
ditiously on reaching a determination 
in the case. That also is entirely rea- 
sonable. 

Furthermore, title II provides the 
project proponent a guaranteed right 
to intervene. If a company has invested 
millions or even billions of dollars in a 
project, they deserve an opportunity to 
go to court on something that could 
adversely impact their investment. 
That, too, is entirely reasonable. 

Also, title II limits certain prospec- 
tive attorneys’ fees under the Equal 
Access to Justice Act. This provision 
affects all parties to the lawsuit, in- 
cluding permitholders, and has as its 
purpose dissuading frivolous suits that 
would harm the Nation’s ability to pro- 
vide these vital resources. That, too, is 
entirely reasonable. 

So for those reasons, I would say, 
let’s reject this amendment. Let’s keep 
title II in the bill. It is essential to 
have a predictable and reasonable per- 
mitting timeline so that we can ex- 
plore and develop these resources to 
make our economy stronger. I urge a 
“no” vote on this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Chair, I ac- 
knowledge my colleague from Colo- 
rado. However, his silence on the point 
I was making is deafening. 

The point I made is that cutting out 
EAJA from this act means that you are 
attacking successful claims. If your 
point is to attack frivolous lawsuits, 
you don’t cut out reimbursing legal 
fees and costs for successful claims. 
What are we really up to by doing that? 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from Col- 
orado has 3 minutes remaining. 
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Mr. LAMBORN. I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from New Mexico (Mr. 
PEARCE). 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chair, just in an- 
swer to the gentleman’s question, I 
would point out that what happens 
right now is that the EAJA is actually 
gamed. People can put in 15 or 20 frivo- 
lous claims, but if they have a finding 
on one substantial thing—and always, 
those lawsuits have a multitude of 
claims, but then one thing will be 
tucked in that is simply procedural 
that the agency forgot the deadline, it 
didn’t have a meeting—and if the judge 
finds on one, then all are paid for. So 
they are allowed to bring frivolous ac- 
tions with one substantiating claim, 
and it is those frivolous things that tie 
up and hold up development. 

No one objects to the fact that some- 
times the agencies are wrong. People 
do object to the fact that frivolous law- 
suits come under the cover of one thing 
that is just almost inane in the whole 
discussion. 

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 15 seconds to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. I have a simple 
question. 

Name one Federal judge who has 
granted all of the attorneys’ fees where 
there are 15 frivolous claims and one 
successful one. 

I have never heard of such a thing. 

Mr. LAMBORN. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New Mexico. 

Mr. PEARCE. I would be happy to re- 
spond. I will provide the documenta- 
tion to the gentleman afterwards. I 
don’t have it right here. But we see 
these things in New Mexico. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Reclaiming my time, 
I will just conclude, Mr. Chairman, by 
saying that this amendment is not a 
good amendment for the bill because it 
guts title II. 

We need some predictability in the 
litigation process as well as in the gov- 
ernment bureaucratic process. This al- 
lows parties to go to court. It prevents 
the abuse of HAJA. 

It is not the legitimate use of that 
law that we are after; it is the abuse of 
that particular law. That is why it is 
addressed in this bill. 

I would urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. CARTWRIGHT). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Chair, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. PEARCE 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 4 printed in 
House Report 114-301. 
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Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chair, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Strike title III (page 15, beginning at line 
15) and insert the following: 

TITLE ITI—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 301. SECRETARIAL ORDER NOT AFFECTED. 

This Act shall not apply to any mineral de- 
scribed in Secretarial Order 3324, issued by 
the Secretary of the Interior on December 3, 
2012, in any area to which the Order applies. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 481, the gentleman from New 
Mexico (Mr. PEARCE) and a Member op- 
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chair, in the Per- 
mian Basin, which the Second District 
of New Mexico falls just in the corner 
of that, two or three counties have tre- 
mendous assets. It is home to some of 
the most prolific and purest forms of 
potash, which is used for fertilizer, and 
then it also has significant oil and gas. 

When I was elected to Congress in 
2002, one of the first things that next 
year that we began to discover is that 
the oil and gas and potash industries 
have had an approximately 50-year run- 
ning battle against each other. We 
began to try to sort through the dif- 
fering opinions, working with the agen- 
cy, the Interior Department, and over 
the next 10 approximate years, worked 
out an agreement with the Secretary of 
the Interior and the two different in- 
dustries on how to both get along in 
the same area. That was a significant 
undertaking. It was a significant find- 
ing by the Interior Department and, 
again, took almost 10 years of very 
delicate negotiations. So my amend- 
ment to this bill, H.R. 1937, is simply to 
clarify that nothing in the bill over- 
turns that agreement that has been 
reached. 

Again, this agreement came under 
the Obama administration but dated 
back through the Bush administration, 
so it has been pretty well looked at by 
both sides, both parties, and has been 
functioning very well. 

It is my desire to simply get the 
clarifying language that nothing in the 
bill is going to change that Secretarial 
order, and, likewise, the amendment 
does nothing to change the language in 
the bill. It is just clarifying that this is 
what we are going to do. 

It is extremely important for New 
Mexico, but also for the Nation, be- 
cause the potash provides the fertilizer 
for food sources across the Nation; but 
also, the oil and gas industry is pro- 
viding much of the oil and gas that is 
coming into America’s supply right 
now and driving down the price. The 
discoveries in that particular region 
will produce more oil and gas in one 
county than has been produced in the 
entire State for its entire history. So it 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


is not as if these questions are insig- 
nificant. 

Again, my amendment is very 
straightforward. It just seeks to clarify 
that nothing is going to affect that 
Secretarial order. 


1445 
Mr. LAMBORN. Will the gentleman 
yield? 
Mr. PEARCE. I yield to the gen- 


tleman from Colorado. 

Mr. LAMBORN. We support the 
amendment and commend the author 
for offering it. 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to claim the 
time that is allotted to the opposition 
to this amendment, although I do not 
intend to oppose it. 

The CHAIR. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I 
think it is interesting that this amend- 
ment is coming up, as it has in the 
past, because it simply proves the 
point we have been trying to make. 

The larger point is that this bill is 
simply too broad. It covers every pos- 
sible mineral you could mine, includ- 
ing potash. I think the gentleman from 
New Mexico would agree that potash is 
not a strategic and critical mineral. It 
does not need the environmental re- 
view waivers that this bill would pro- 
vide. 

What many of my colleagues and I 
are saying is that potash is no different 
from many other minerals. The con- 
cern for southeastern New Mexico is 
that potash development and oil and 
gas drilling should be able to occur 
without conflict. This bill would 
threaten that. 

Well, we want to make sure that 
mineral development doesn’t conflict 
with other things as well throughout 
the country, like hunting, fishing, 
camping, grazing, recreating, con- 
serving, and other legitimate uses. Un- 
fortunately, this bill threatens that, 
and we are likely not going to grant 
exemptions for these purposes like we 
are for the oil and gas industry. 

I would certainly like it if sportsmen 
were protected from hastily adopted 
and permitted sand and gravel quarries 
the same way you want your oil and 
gas drillers to be protected from hast- 
ily permitted potash mines. 

Interestingly, potash is a mineral 
where we import over 80 percent of our 
supply. We are entirely self-sufficient 
in sand and gravel. So, by that stand- 
ard, you could say that potash is more 
critical and strategic than sand and 
gravel. But the majority will allow this 
amendment to be adopted because it 
benefits oil and gas producers. 
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Mr. Chairman, meanwhile, the 
Lowenthal amendment, which takes 
sand and gravel out of this bill for the 
benefit of everyone else in this coun- 
try, is likely to get voted down. I think 
that is unfortunate. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to reject this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, again, 
this is an amendment that does not 
change the underlying language of the 
bill. It simply seeks to clarify to all 
parties that no change was intended 
and no change will occur to the exist- 
ing order from the Secretary. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge everyone 
to support the amendment and the un- 
derlying bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New Mexico (Mr. PEARCE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. HASTINGS 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 5 printed in 
House Report 114-301. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Add at the end the following: 

TITLE | —MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. _01. LIMITATION ON APPLICATION. 

This Act shall not apply with respect to a 
proposed strategic and critical minerals min- 
ing project unless the project proponent 
demonstrates that the combined capacity of 
existing mining operations in the United 
States producing the same mineral product 
that will be produced by the project, whether 
currently in operation or not, but not includ- 
ing mining operations for which a reclama- 
tion plan is being implemented or has been 
fully implemented, is less than 80 percent of 
the demand for that mineral product in the 
United States. 

SEC. _02. PUBLICATION OF NOTICE REGARDING 


TRANSPORTATION AND SALE OUT- 
SIDE THE UNITED STATES. 

If any intermediate or final mineral prod- 
uct produced by a strategic and critical min- 
erals mining project is to be transported or 
sold outside the United States, and the 
project proponent cannot demonstrate that 
the annual production of such product in the 
United States exceeds 80 percent of the de- 
mand for that product in the United States, 
the project proponent shall publish at least 
once prior notice of their intent to make 
such transport or sale in national news- 
papers or trade publications, by electronic 
means, or both, and on any Internet site that 
is maintained by the project proponent. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 481, the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. HASTINGS) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chairman, when 
I saw H.R. 1937 as submitted, I agreed 
with the minority on the Energy and 
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Mineral Resources Subcommittee that 
it was in need of a significant amend- 
ment, in particular, in the definition of 
“strategic and critical minerals.” 

The amendment submitted by Con- 
gressman LOWENTHAL is also a good 
basis and would correct the bill. How- 
ever, as this has been rejected in the 
past, I took a less stringent approach 
that I believe would be a basis that 
would at least eliminate the most egre- 
gious aspects of the definition. 

This bill addresses a real problem, 
which is that long permitting delays 
for mining projects in the United 
States, especially in remote or envi- 
ronmentally sensitive areas, can reach 
7 to 10 years in some cases. 

This represents a significant project 
risk for potential investors, which 
makes them historically more likely to 
develop projects outside of the United 
States when there are opportunities to 
produce the same mineral products. 

Increasing international government 
scrutiny on environmental issues for 
mining projects outside of the United 
States along with civil instability in 
many mineral resource-rich countries 
has prompted project proponents to 
look to the United States as a safer al- 
ternative, given that projects can be 
developed in a reasonable timeframe. 

That said, Mr. Chairman, the major- 
ity’s claims of mining permit delays 
for all kinds of mining projects that 
prompted this bill are unfounded. Last 
year the average time it took to ap- 
prove a plan of operations for a 
hardrock mine was 17 months, and 
since 2008, the approval time has actu- 
ally decreased. As of last year, the 
Obama administration had approved 69 
percent of hardrock mines within 3 
years. 

Rather than addressing the problem 
directly with the responsible agencies, 
as President Obama did in his Presi- 
dential order ‘‘Improving Performance 
of Federal Permitting and Review of 
Infrastructure Projects’? dated March 
22, 2012, this bill is an end run around 
the permitting process, the authority 
of the permitting agencies, and the 
courts. 

H.R. 1937 includes a very broad defi- 
nition of ‘“‘strategic and critical min- 
erals’’ that does not take into account 
whether these minerals are actually in 
short supply in the United States. 
Under the definition as written, ce- 
ment, and wallboard, as well as gold 
and diamonds would qualify. It makes 
one wonder if there is a strategic and 
critical shortage of jewelry in the 
United States. 

The authors of this bill say that they 
do not wish to identify which mineral 
products are ‘‘strategic and critical” 
since this may change over time with 
changes in national priorities. There- 
fore, this amendment adds a simple 
test. This amendment requires pro- 
posed ‘“‘strategic and critical minerals” 
projects to demonstrate that domestic 
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capacity to produce strategic and crit- 
ical minerals is less than 80 percent of 
domestic requirements. This would 
eliminate mineral products such as 
sand and gravel, which the authors 
claim the bill was never meant to en- 
compass. 

The amendment also requires that 
unless or until the domestic capacity 
for a “strategic and critical mineral’’ 
product exceeds 80 percent of domestic 
requirements, the public will be noti- 
fied of the intent to transport or sell 
any final or intermediate strategic and 
critical mineral products outside of the 
United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to vote in favor of my amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from Col- 
orado is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
having a little trouble understanding 
where this amendment is headed and 
what it is really trying to do. If I un- 
derstand correctly, it proposes to limit 
export of strategic and critical min- 
erals if the supply of those minerals is 
greater than 80 percent of domestic de- 
mand. As I am trying to figure that 
out, one thing that jumps out at me is 
why is 80 percent a significant mile- 
stone? It seems sort of plucked out of 
thin air. It seems arbitrary. 

How would you measure and find that 
80 percent of something that is used in 
many ways around the country, I am 
not sure how that would be done, by 
advertising in national newspapers or 
something? I am just a little unsure. 

Also, the amendment appears to be 
internally inconsistent. On one hand, 
the amendment seeks to prevent the 
use of the bill’s provisions if the supply 
is greater than 80 percent of domestic 
demands. On the other hand, the 
amendment says that the project pro- 
ponent cannot show that production 
exceeds 80 percent of domestic demand, 
the project proponent must advertise 
that fact in a national newspaper, 
trade publications, or Web site. 

I am just a little confused as to what 
this amendment is really trying to get 
at. But it does seem to be, in the final 
analysis, a continuation of the over- 
regulation that has produced this prob- 
lem in the first place. We have so many 
regulatory obstacles to producing min- 
erals that it does take 7 to 10 years. 

Now, if you take a certain slice out 
of that process, it may sound like a 
smaller period of time. But when you 
add in litigation and everything else 
that accompanies the process, it is lit- 
erally 7 to 10 years, especially for 
hardrock mine projects that produce 
rare earth minerals and things like 
that. 

There might be a few exceptions for 
clay or other items that are of less con- 
cern, but for hardrock mining, there is 
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no way to avoid the 7 to 10 years, un- 
fortunately, in our country today. This 
would be another example of the kind 
of regulation that just gums up the 
whole process. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I would urge the 
rejection of this amendment. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS. I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Florida will be postponed. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. MARCHANT, Chair of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 1937) to require the Secretary of 
the Interior and the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to more efficiently develop do- 
mestic sources of the minerals and 
mineral materials of strategic and crit- 
ical importance to United States eco- 
nomic and national security and manu- 
facturing competitiveness, had come to 
no resolution thereon. 


EE 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until ap- 
proximately 3:30 p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 57 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 
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AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. MARCHANT) at 3 o’clock 
and 32 minutes p.m. 


Ee 


NATIONAL STRATEGIC AND CRIT- 
ICAL MINERALS PRODUCTION 
ACT OF 2015 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 481 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 1937. 

Will the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
Bost) kindly take the chair. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 


itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
1937) to require the Secretary of the In- 
terior and the Secretary of Agriculture 
to more efficiently develop domestic 
sources of the minerals and mineral 
materials of strategic and critical im- 
portance to United States economic 
and national security and manufac- 
turing competitiveness, with Mr. BOST 
(Acting Chair) in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Acting CHAIR. When the Com- 
mittee of the Whole rose earlier today, 
a request for a recorded vote on amend- 
ment No. 5 printed in House Report 
114-301 offered by the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. HASTINGS) had been post- 
poned. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on those amendments 
printed in House Report 114-301 on 
which further proceedings were post- 
poned, in the following order: 

Amendment No. 1 by Mr. LOWENTHAL 
of California. 

Amendment No. 2 by Mrs. DINGELL of 
Michigan. 

Amendment No. 3 by Mr. CARTWRIGHT 
of Pennsylvania. 

Amendment No. 5 by Mr. HASTINGS of 
Florida. 

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes 
the minimum time for any electronic 
vote after the first vote in this series. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. LOWENTHAL 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
LOWENTHAL) on which further pro- 
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 176, noes 253, 
not voting 5, as follows: 

[Roll No. 560] 


AYES—176 

Adams Bustos Clay 
Aguilar Butterfield Cleaver 
Ashford Capps Clyburn 
Bass Capuano Cohen 
Becerra Cardenas Connolly 
Bera Carney Conyers 
Beyer Carson (IN) Cooper 
Blumenauer Cartwright Courtney 
Bonamici Castor (FL) Crowley 
Boyle, Brendan Castro (TX) Cummings 

F. Chu, Judy Davis (CA) 
Brady (PA) Cicilline Davis, Danny 
Brown (FL) Clark (MA) DeFazio 
Brownley (CA) Clarke (NY) DeGette 


Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 


Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 

Bost 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Cole 

Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 

Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 


Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree 
Pocan 


NOES—253 


Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donovan 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 


Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 
Ta 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schifi 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takai 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 


Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 

Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 

Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 

Jones 

Jordan 

Joyce 

Katko 

Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 

Knight 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 

Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 

Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
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Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Peterson 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 


Beatty 
Granger 


Posey 

Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 

Rice (SC) 
Rigell 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 

Ross 

Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Russell 

Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 


NOT VOTING—5 


Kelly (IL) 
Payne 
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Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 

Titus 

Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Vela 

Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Yoho 

Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 

Zinke 


Rush 


Messrs. BARR, TURNER, SCALISE, 


NEWHOUSE, BARTON, and COFFMAN 
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to “no.” 

Messrs. COURTNEY and CAPUANO 
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to “aye.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MRS. DINGELL 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from Michigan (Mrs. DIN- 
GELL) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 181, noes 248, 
not voting 5, as follows: 

[Roll No. 561] 


is a 2- 


AYES—181 
Adams Blumenauer Capps 
Aguilar Bonamici Capuano 
Ashford Boyle, Brendan Cardenas 
Bass F. Carney 
Beatty Brady (PA) Carson (IN) 
Becerra Brown (FL) Cartwright 
Bera Brownley (CA) Castro (TX) 
Beyer Bustos Chu, Judy 
Bishop (GA) Butterfield Cicilline 
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Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 


Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 

Bos 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bra 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Cole 

Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 


Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Miller (MI) 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pelosi 


NOES—248 


Conaway 
Cook 

Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donovan 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
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Perlmutter 

Peters 

Pingree 

Pocan 

Polis 

Price (NC) 

Quigley 

Rangel 

Rice (NY) 

Richmond 

Roybal-Allard 

Ruiz 

Ruppersberger 

Rush 

Ryan (OH) 

Sanchez, Linda 
T: 

Sanchez, Loretta 

Sarbanes 

Schakowsky 

Schiff 

Schrader 

Scott (VA) 

Scott, David 

Serrano 

Sewell (AL) 

Sherman 

Sires 

Slaughter 

Smith (WA) 

Speier 

Swalwell (CA) 

Takai 

Takano 

Thompson (CA) 

Thompson (MS) 

Tonko 

Torres 

Tsongas 

Van Hollen 

Vargas 

Veasey 

Vela 

Velázquez 

Visclosky 

Walz 

Wasserman 
Schultz 

Waters, Maxine 

Watson Coleman 

Welch 

Wilson (FL) 

Yarmuth 


Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 

Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 

Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 

Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 

Jones 

Jordan 

Joyce 

Katko 

Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 


King (NY) Nunes Shuster 
Kinzinger (IL) Olson Simpson 
Kline Palazzo Sinema 
Knight Palmer Smith (MO) 
Labrador Paulsen Smith (NE) 
LaHood Pearce Smith (NJ) 
LaMalfa Perry Smith (TX) 
Lamborn Peterson Stefanik 
Lance Pittenger Stewart 
Latta Pitts Stivers 
LoBiondo Poe (TX) Stutzman 
Long Poliquin Thompson (PA) 
Loudermilk Pompeo Thornberry 
Love Posey Tiberi 
Lowey Price, Tom Tipton 
Lucas Ratcliffe Titus 
Luetkemeyer Reed Trott 
Lummis Reichert Turner 
MacArthur Renacci Upton 
Marchant Ribble Valadao 
Marino Rigell Wagner 
Massie Roby Walberg 
McCarthy Roe (TN) Walden 
McCaul Rogers (AL) Walker 
McClintock Rogers (KY) Walorski 
McHenry Rohrabacher Walters, Mimi 
McKinley Rokita Weber (TX) 
MeMorris Rooney (FL) Webster (FL) 
Rodgers Ros-Lehtinen Wenstrup 
McSally Roskam Westerman 
Meadows Ross Westmoreland 
Meehan Rothfus Whitfield 
Messer Rouzer Williams 
Mica Royce Wilson (SC) 
Miller (FL) Russell Wittman 
Moolenaar Ryan (WI) Womack 
Mooney (WV) Salmon Woodall 
Mullin Sanford Yoder 
Mulvaney Scalise Yoho 
Murphy (PA) Schweikert Young (AK) 
Neugebauer Scott, Austin Young (IA) 
Newhouse Sensenbrenner Young (IN) 
Noem Sessions Zeldin 
Nugent Shimkus Zinke 
NOT VOTING—5 
Castor (FL) Kelly (IL) Rice (SC) 
Cramer Payne 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 


1610 


So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. 
CARTWRIGHT 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
CARTWRIGHT) on which further pro- 
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 184, noes 245, 
not voting 5, as follows: 

[Roll No. 562] 


AYES—184 
Adams Becerra Bonamici 
Aguilar Bera Boyle, Brendan 
Ashford Beyer F; 
Bass Bishop (GA) Brady (PA) 
Beatty Blumenauer Brown (FL) 


Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 


Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 

Bos 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bra 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
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Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 


NOES—245 


Coffman 
Cole 

Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donovan 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 


Pallone 

Pascrell 

Pelosi 

Perlmutter 

Peters 

Pingree 

Pocan 

Polis 

Price (NC) 

Quigley 

Rangel 

Rice (NY) 

Richmond 

Roybal-Allard 

Ruiz 

Ruppersberger 

Rush 

Russell 

Ryan (OH) 

Sanchez, Linda 
T. 

Sanchez, Loretta 

Sarbanes 

Schakowsky 

Schiff 

Scott (VA) 

Scott, David 

Serrano 

Sewell (AL) 

Sherman 

Sinema 

Sires 

Slaughter 

Smith (WA) 

Speier 

Swalwell (CA) 

Takai 

Takano 

Thompson (CA) 

Thompson (MS) 

Titus 

Tonko 

Torres 

Tsongas 

Van Hollen 

Vargas 

Veasey 

Vela 

Velazquez 

Visclosky 

Walz 

Wasserman 
Schultz 

Waters, Maxine 

Watson Coleman 

Welch 

Wilson (FL) 

Yarmuth 


Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 
Gibbs 

Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 

Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
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Hurd (TX) Miller (FL) Scalise 
Hurt (VA) Miller (MI) Schrader 
Issa Moolenaar Schweikert 
Jenkins (KS) Mooney (WV) Scott, Austin 
Jenkins (WV) Mullin Sensenbrenner 
Johnson (OH) Mulvaney Sessions 
Johnson, Sam Murphy (PA) Shimkus 
Jolly Neugebauer Shuster 
Jones Newhouse Simpson 
Jordan Noem Smith (MO) 
Joyce Nugent Smith (NE) 
Katko Nunes Smith (NJ) 
Kelly (MS) Olson Smith (TX) 
Kelly (PA) Palazzo Stefanik 
King (IA) Palmer Stewart 
King (NY) Paulsen Stivers 
Kinzinger (IL) Pearce Stutzman 
Kline Perry Thompson (PA) 
Knight Peterson Thornberry 
Labrador Pittenger Tiberi 
LaHood Pitts Tipton 
LaMalfa Poe (TX) Trott 
Lamborn Poliquin Turner 
Lance Pompeo Upton 
Latta Posey Valadao 
LoBiondo Price, Tom Wagner 
Long Ratcliffe Walberg 
Loudermilk Reed Walden 
Love Reichert Walker 
Lucas Renacci Walorski 
Luetkemeyer Ribble Walters, Mimi 
Lummis Rigell Weber (TX) 
MacArthur Roby Webster (FL) 
Marchant Roe (TN) Wenstrup 
Marino Rogers (AL) Westerman 
Massie Rogers (KY) Westmoreland 
McCarthy Rohrabacher Williams 
McCaul Rokita Wilson (SC) 
McClintock Rooney (FL) Wittman 
McHenry Ros-Lehtinen Womack 
McKinley Roskam Woodall 
McMorris Ross Yoder 

Rodgers Rothfus Yoho 
McSally Rouzer Young (AK) 
Meadows Royce Young (IA) 
Meehan Ryan (WI) Young (IN) 
Messer Salmon Zeldin 
Mica Sanford Zinke 

NOT VOTING—5 

Castor (FL) Payne Whitfield 
Kelly (IL) Rice (SC) 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 
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So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. HASTINGS 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre- 
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


redesignate the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 183, noes 246, 
not voting 5, as follows: 

[Roll No. 563] 


is a 2- 


AYES—183 
Adams Ashford Beatty 
Aguilar Bass Becerra 


Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 


Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 

Bost 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 


Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 


NOES—246 


Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 

Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Dold 

Donovan 
Duffy 

Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellison 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
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Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 
E: 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takai 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 


Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
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Hice, Jody B. Meehan Schrader 
Hill Messer Schweikert 
Holding Mica Scott, Austin 
Hudson Miller (FL) Sensenbrenner 
Huelskamp Miller (MI) Sessions 
Huizenga (MI) Moolenaar Shimkus 
Paer FEREN (WV) Shuster 

unter ullin i 
Hurd (TX) Mulvaney grer 
Hurt (VA) Murphy (PA) Smith (MO) 
Issa Neugebauer ; 
Jenkins (KS) Newhouse pues a 
Jenkins (WV) Noem Smith (TX) 
Johnson (OH) Nugent Stefanik 
Johnson, Sam Nunes 
Jolly Olson Stewart 
Jones Palazzo Stivers 
Jordan Palmer Stutzman 
Joyce Paulsen Thompson (PA) 
Katko Pearce Thornberry 
Kelly (MS) Perry Tiberi 
Kelly (PA) Pittenger Tipton 
King (IA) Pitts Titus 
King (NY) Poe (TX) Trott 
Kinzinger (IL) Poliquin Turner 
Kline Pompeo Upton 
Knight Posey Valadao 
Labrador Price, Tom Wagner 
LaHood Ratcliffe Walberg 
LaMalfa Reed Walden 
Lamborn Reichert Walker 
Lance Renacci Walorski 
Latta Ribble Walters, Mimi 
LoBiondo Rice (SC) Weber (TX) 
Long ` Rigell Webster (FL) 
Loudermilk Roby Wenstrup 
Love Roe (TN) Westerman 
Lucas Rogers (AL) Westmoreland 
Luetkemeyer Rogers (KY) eS 
MacArthur Rohrabacher Whitfield 
Marchant Rokita Williams 
Marino Rooney (FL) Wilson (50) 
Massie Roskam Wittman 
McCarthy Ross Womack 
McCau: Rothfus Woodall 
McClintock Rouzer Yoder 
McHenry Royce Yoho 
McKinley Russell Young (AK) 
McMorris Ryan (WI) Young (IA) 

Rodgers Salmon Young (IN) 
McSally Sanford Zeldin 
Meadows Scalise Zinke 

NOT VOTING—5 
Castor (FL) Kelly (IL) Payne 
Clawson (FL) Lummis 
1620 


Ms. MOORE changed her vote from 
‘no’? to “aye.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The Acting CHAIR. There being no 
further amendments, under the rule, 
the Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. POE 
of Texas) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. Bost, Acting Chair of the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union, reported that that Com- 
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 1937) to require the Sec- 
retary of the Interior and the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture to more effi- 
ciently develop domestic sources of the 
minerals and mineral materials of stra- 
tegic and critical importance to United 
States economic and national security 
and manufacturing competitiveness, 
and, pursuant to House Resolution 481, 
he reported the bill back to the House 
with an amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or- 
dered. 
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The question is on the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. PETERS. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
motion to recommit at the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. PETERS. I am in its current 
form. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom- 
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Peters moves to recommit the bill H.R. 
1937 to the Committee on Natural Resources 
with instructions to report the same back to 
the House forthwith with the following 
amendment: 

Add at the end the following: 

SEC. 01. CLIMATE CHANGE IS REAL. 

Nothing in this Act limits the authority of 
the lead agency with responsibility for 
issuing a mineral exploration or mine permit 
from assessing the extent to which the activ- 
ity proposed to be conducted under the per- 
mit may contribute to climate change. 

Mr. PETERS (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to dispense with the reading. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from California is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PETERS. Mr. Speaker, this is 
the final amendment to the bill, which 
will not kill the bill or send it back to 
committee. If adopted, the bill will im- 
mediately proceed to final passage, as 
amended. 

I have been a clear proponent for re- 
ducing regulatory burdens and stream- 
lining the environmental review proc- 
ess in ways that make sense. 

Before I entered public service, I 
practiced environmental law for 15 
years in large firms, in a government 
office, and in my own firm. Through 
that experience, I learned firsthand of 
the frustration that many businesses 
and local governments face when they 
try to navigate a sometimes overly 
complex and underly responsive permit 
process. 

I also know from experience that 
time is money. Often a business seek- 
ing a permit is paying dearly to hold a 
property or service a loan while it 
waits for that permit to be issued, and 
that is why I have often said that, for 
applicants, no is the second-best an- 
swer. Tell us “no” or tell us how, but 
don’t string us along. 

Unfortunately, the approach that the 
underlying bill takes is not to stream- 
line the process for analyzing the sig- 
nificant impacts of hardrock mining, 
which I might support; it just elimi- 
nates the review process altogether. 
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Mr. Speaker, my amendment would 
not solve that problem but would make 
an important clarification. As these 
critical mineral mining projects under- 
go environmental review, agencies 
should be able to assess how the 
project may contribute to climate 


change. 
Recently, the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, or 


NOAA, reported that the first 7 months 
of this year had been the hottest such 
period on record. Globally, average sur- 
face temperatures have increased sub- 
stantially in the last century, and 
nearly twice as fast in the last 50 years 
alone. We know that the vast majority 
of climate scientists, including numer- 
ous leading scientific and academic or- 
ganizations across the world, agree 
that the planet is warming due to 
human activities. 

How many national academies reject 
the science of global warming? None. 
Between November 2012 and December 
2013, there were 9,137 peer-reviewed pa- 
pers written on climate change. Of 
those 9,137 papers, how many did not 
agree that climate change is happening 
because of human activity? One. That 
is right. Only 1 out of more than 9,000. 

So it seems to me that when sci- 
entific organizations, including the 
American Association for the Advance- 
ment of Science, the American Chem- 
ical Society, the American Geophysical 
Union, the American Meteorological 
Society, the American Physical Soci- 
ety, the Geological Society of America, 
the National Academy of Sciences, and 
the Intergovernmental Panel on Cli- 
mate Change all agree that climate 
change is happening because of human 
activity, we ought to be listening. 

If 99 doctors told you that you had 
diabetes and 1 said he wasn’t sure, 
wouldn’t you still do something? 

Now, for too long, we have heard that 
we have to choose between a pros- 
perous economy and a clean environ- 
ment. San Diegans and people around 
the country know that is a false 
choice. We can and we must provide 
economic opportunity and clean air 
and water for future generations. 

Given the high stakes associated 
with carbon emissions and climate 
change on coastal property, energy, de- 
fense, our food supply, and our quality 
of life, shouldn’t we at least under- 
stand the long-term costs associated 
with a project? 

By allowing agencies to take a full 
environmental consideration of a 
project, including its potential con- 
tributions to climate change, my 
amendment rejects the false choice be- 
tween a prosperous economy and a 
healthy climate. We can and we must 
have both. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
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Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the motion to recommit. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Colorado is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Speaker, this 
motion to recommit is a procedural 
motion designed to slow down consider- 
ation of this important jobs bill. It is a 
purely procedural motion, not a sub- 
stantive motion. I urge us to reject the 
motion. 

It is important to pass this bill. 
Right now it takes 7 to 10 years to ap- 
prove a mining project in the U.S. Mr. 
Speaker, this is dead last among major 
mining countries. The critical and 
strategic minerals we mine in this 
country go into vital infrastructure 
and manufacturing to improve our way 
of life. 

Mr. Speaker, when we use American 
resources to create American jobs, we 
reduce our dependency on foreign coun- 
tries like China. This bill will reduce 
bureaucratic red tape, speed up the 
legal and permitting process, and cre- 
ate certainty so that mining projects 
will stay here in America. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
reject this amendment and support 
H.R. 1937 to use American resources for 
American jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or- 
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to recommit. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 


Mr. PETERS. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX, 
this 5-minute vote on the motion to re- 
commit will be followed by 5-minute 
votes on passage of the bill, if ordered; 
ordering the previous question on 
House Resolution 483; and adoption of 
House Resolution 483, if ordered. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 184, noes 246, 
not voting 4, as follows: 

[Roll No. 564] 


AYES—184 

Adams Butterfield Conyers 
Aguilar Capps Cooper 
Ashford Capuano Costa 
Bass Cardenas Courtney 
Beatty Carney Crowley 
Becerra Carson (IN) Cuellar 
Bera Cartwright Cummings 
Beyer Castro (TX) Davis (CA) 
Bishop (GA) Chu, Judy Davis, Danny 
Blumenauer Cicilline DeFazio 
Bonamici Clark (MA) DeGette 
Boyle, Brendan Clarke (NY) Delaney 

Es Clay DeLauro 
Brady (PA) Cleaver DelBene 
Brown (FL) Clyburn DeSaulnier 
Brownley (CA) Cohen Deutch 
Bustos Connolly Dingell 
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Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 


Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 

Bos 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bra 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Cole 

Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 


Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 


NOES—246 


Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donovan 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
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Richmond 

Roybal-Allard 

Ruiz 

Ruppersberger 

Rush 

Ryan (OH) 

Sanchez, Linda 
Ts 

Sanchez, Loretta 

Sarbanes 

Schakowsky 

Schiff 

Schrader 

Scott (VA) 

Scott, David 

Serrano 

Sewell (AL) 

Sherman 

Sinema 

Sires 

Slaughter 

Smith (WA) 

Speier 

Swalwell (CA) 

Takai 

Takano 

Thompson (CA) 

Thompson (MS) 

Titus 

Tonko 

Torres 

Tsongas 

Van Hollen 

Vargas 

Veasey 

Vela 

Velazquez 

Visclosky 

Walz 

Wasserman 
Schultz 

Waters, Maxine 

Watson Coleman 

Welch 

Wilson (FL) 

Yarmuth 


Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 

Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 

Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 

Jones 

Jordan 

Joyce 

Katko 

Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 

Knight 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 

Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 

Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 


McCarthy Price, Tom Stewart 
McCaul Ratcliffe Stivers 
McClintock Reed Stutzman 
McHenry Reichert Thompson (PA) 
McKinley Renacci Thornberry 
McMorris Ribble Tiberi 
Rodgers Rice (SC) Tipton 
McSally Rigell Trott 
Meadows Roby Turner 
Meehan Roe (TN) Upton 
Messer Rogers (AL) 
Mica Rogers (KY) Valadao 
Miller (FL) Rohrabacher Wagner 
Miller (MI) Rokita Walberg 
Moolenaar Rooney (FL) Walden 
Mooney (WV) Ros-Lehtinen Walker 
Mullin Roskam Walorski 
Mulvaney Ross Walters, Mimi 
Murphy (PA) Rothfus Weber (TX) 
Neugebauer Rouzer Webster (FL) 
Newhouse Royce Wenstrup 
Noem Russell Westerman 
Nugent Ryan (WI) Westmoreland 
Nunes Salmon Whitfield 
Olson Sanford Williams 
Palazzo Scalise ; 
Palmer Schweikert m Son: (80) 
; ittman 
Paulsen Scott, Austin W 
omack 
Pearce Sensenbrenner 
fi Woodall 
Perry Sessions 
Peterson Shimkus Yoder 
Pittenger Shuster Yoho 
Pitts Smith (MO) Young (AK) 
Poe (TX) Smith (NE) Young (IA) 
Poliquin Smith (NJ) Young (IN) 
Pompeo Smith (TX) Zeldin 
Posey Stefanik Zinke 
NOT VOTING—4 
Castor (FL) Payne 
Kelly (IL) Simpson 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain- 
ing. 
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So the motion to recommit was re- 
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. PETERS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 
5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 254, nays 
177, not voting 3, as follows: 

[Roll No. 565] 


YEAS—254 
Abraham Brat Cook 
Aderholt Bridenstine Costa 
Allen Brooks (AL) Costello (PA) 
Amash Brooks (IN) Cramer 
Amodei Buchanan Crawford 
Ashford Buck Crenshaw 
Babin Bucshon Cuellar 
Barletta Burgess Culberson 
Barr Byrne Curbelo (FL) 
Barton Calvert Davis, Rodney 
Benishek Carter (GA) Denham 
Bilirakis Carter (TX) Dent 
Bishop (GA) Chabot DeSantis 
Bishop (MI) Chaffetz DesJarlais 
Bishop (UT) Clawson (FL) Diaz-Balart 
Black Coffman Dold 
Blackburn Cole Donovan 
Blum Collins (GA) Duffy 
Bost Collins (NY) Duncan (SC) 
Boustany Comstock Duncan (TN) 
Brady (TX) Conaway Ellmers (NC) 


Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 

Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 

Gibbs 

Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hanna 

Hardy 

Harper 

Harris 
Hartzler 

Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 

Jones 

Jordan 

Joyce 

Kaptur 
Katko 

Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 

Knight 
Labrador 


Adams 
Aguilar 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 


LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nolan 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Peterson 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 


NAYS—177 


Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 
T 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
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Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Russell 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 

Titus 

Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Yoho 

Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 

Zinke 


Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Keating 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
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Kilmer Moulton Scott, David 
Kind Murphy (FL) Serrano 
Kirkpatrick Nadler Sewell (AL) 
Kuster Napolitano Sherman 
Langevin Neal Sinema 
Larsen (WA) Norcross Sires 
Larson (CT) O’Rourke Slaughter 
Lawrence Pallone Smith (WA) 
Lee Pascrell Spei 
š k peier 
Levin Pelosi 
4 i Swalwell (CA) 
Lewis Perlmutter Takai 
Lieu, Ted Peters asal 
Lipinski Pingree Takano 
Loebsack Pocan Thompson (CA) 
Lofgren Polis Thompson (MS) 
Lowenthal Price (NC) Tonko 
Lowey Quigley Torres 
Lujan Grisham Rangel Tsongas 
(NM) Rice (NY) Van Hollen 
Lujan, Ben Ray Richmond Vargas 
(NM) Roybal-Allard Veasey 
Lynch Ruiz Vela 
Maloney, Ruppersberger Velazquez 
Carolyn Rush Visclosky 
Maloney, Sean Ryan (OH) Walz 
Matsui Sanchez, Linda 
+ W: 
McCollum T. Sia 
McDermott Sanchez, Loretta a 
Waters, Maxine 
McGovern Sarbanes 
Watson Coleman 
McNerney Schakowsky Welch 
Meeks Schiff aF 
Meng Schrader Wilson (FL) 
Moore Scott (VA) Yarmuth 
NOT VOTING—3 
Castor (FL) Kelly (IL) Payne 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain- 
ing. 
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So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


-—r 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 3762, RESTORING AMERI- 
CANS’ HEALTHCARE FREEDOM 
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 2015; 
WAIVING A REQUIREMENT OF 
CLAUSE 6(A) OF RULE XIII WITH 
RESPECT TO CONSIDERATION OF 
CERTAIN RESOLUTIONS RE- 
PORTED FROM THE COMMITTEE 
ON RULES; AND PROVIDING FOR 
CONSIDERATION OF MOTIONS TO 
SUSPEND THE RULES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on order- 
ing the previous question on the reso- 
lution (H. Res. 483) providing for con- 
sideration of the bill (H.R. 3762) to pro- 
vide for reconciliation pursuant to sec- 
tion 2002 of the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2016; 
waiving a requirement of clause 6(a) of 
rule XIII with respect to consideration 
of certain resolutions reported from 
the Committee on Rules; and providing 
for consideration of motions to suspend 
the rules, on which the yeas and nays 
were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu- 
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 244, nays 
185, not voting 5, as follows: 


[Roll No. 566] 


YHAS—244 

Abraham Griffith Paulsen 
Aderholt Grothman Pearce 
Allen Guinta Perry 
Amash Guthrie Pitts 
Amodei Hanna Poe (TX) 
Babin Hardy Poliquin 
Barletta Harper Pompeo 
Barr Harris Posey 
Barton Hartzler Price, Tom 
Benishek Heck (NV) Ratcliffe 
Bilirakis Hensarling Reed 
Bishop (MI) Herrera Beutler Reichert 
Bishop (UT) Hice, Jody B. Renacci 
Black Hill Ribble 
Blackburn Holding Rice (SC) 
Blum Hudson Rigell 
Bost Huelskamp Roby 
Boustany Huizenga (MI) Roe (TN) 
Brady (TX) Hultgren Rogers (AL) 
Brat . Hunter Rogers (KY) 
Bridenstine Hurd (TX) Rohrabacher 
Brooks (AL) Hurt (VA) Rokita 
Brooks (IN) Issa r Rooney (FL) 
Buchanan Jenkins (KS) Ros-Lehtinen 
Buck Jenkins (WV) Roskam 
Bucshon Johnson (OH) Ross 
Burgess Johnson, Sam Rothfus 
Byrne Jolly Rouzer 
Calvert Jones Royce 
Carter (GA) Jordan Russell 
Carter (TX) Joyce Ryan (WI) 
Chabot Katko Salmon 
Chaffetz Kelly (MS) Sanford 
Clawson (FL) Kelly (PA) Scalise 
Coffman King (IA) Schweikert 
Cole King (NY) " 

a Tier Scott, Austin 
Collins (GA) Kinzinger (IL) Sensenbronnes 
Collins (NY) Kline Sessions 
Comstock Knight Shimkus 
Conaway Labrador 
Cook LaHood ae 
Costello (PA) LaMalfa Simpson 
Cramer Lamborn Smith (MO) 
Crawford Lance Smith (NE) 
Crenshaw Latta Smith (NJ) 
Culberson LoBiondo Smith (TX) 
Curbelo (FL) Long Stefanik 
Davis, Rodney Loudermilk Stewart 
Denham Love Stivers 
Dent Lucas Stutzman 
DeSantis Luetkemeyer Thompson (PA) 
DesJarlais Lummis Thornberry 
Diaz-Balart MacArthur Tiberi 
Dold Marchant Tipton 
Donovan Marino Trott 
Duffy Massie Turner 
Duncan (SC) McCarthy Upton 
Duncan (TN) McCau: Valadao 
Ellmers (NC) McClintock Wagner 
Emmer (MN) McHenry Walberg 
Farenthold McKinley Walden 
Fincher McMorris Walker 
Fitzpatrick Rodgers Walorski 
Fleischmann McSally Walters, Mimi 
Fleming Meadows Weber (TX) 
Flores Meehan Webster (FL) 
Forbes Messer Wenstrup 
Fortenberry Miller (FL) Westerman 
Foxx Miller (MI) Westmoreland 
Franks (AZ) Moolenaar Whitfield 
Frelinghuysen Mooney (WV) Williams 
Garrett Mullin Wilson (SC) 
Gibbs Mulvaney Wittman 
Gibson Murphy (PA) Womack 
Gohmert Neugebauer Woodall 
Goodlatte Newhouse Yoder 
Gosar Noem Yoho 
Gowdy Nugent Young (AK) 
Granger Nunes Young (IA) 
Graves (GA) Olson Young (IN) 
Graves (LA) Palazzo Zeldin 
Graves (MO) Palmer Zinke 

NAYS—185 

Adams Beatty Bishop (GA) 
Aguilar Becerra Blumenauer 
Ashford Bera Bonamici 
Bass Beyer 


Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 


Castor (FL) 
Kelly (IL) 
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Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 


NOT VOTING—5 


Mica 
Payne 


Pallone 

Pascrell 

Pelosi 

Perlmutter 

Peters 

Peterson 

Pingree 

Pocan 

Polis 

Price (NC) 

Quigley 

Rangel 

Rice (NY) 

Richmond 

Roybal-Allard 

Ruiz 

Ruppersberger 

Rush 

Ryan (OH) 

Sanchez, Linda 
T. 

Sanchez, Loretta 

Sarbanes 

Schakowsky 

Schiff 

Schrader 

Scott (VA) 

Scott, David 

Serrano 

Sewell (AL) 

Sherman 

Sinema 

Sires 

Slaughter 

Smith (WA) 

Speier 

Swalwell (CA) 

Takai 

Takano 

Thompson (CA) 

Thompson (MS) 

Titus 

Tonko 

Torres 

Tsongas 

Van Hollen 

Vargas 

Veasey 

Vela 

Velazquez 

Visclosky 

Walz 

Wasserman 
Schultz 

Waters, Maxine 

Watson Coleman 

Welch 

Wilson (FL) 

Yarmuth 


Pittenger 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain- 


ing. 
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So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. 


The 


question is on the resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 
5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 240, nays 
187, not voting 7, as follows: 
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Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amodei 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 

Bos 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bra 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 


Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Cole 

Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donovan 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 


Adams 
Aguilar 
Amash 
Ashford 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 


[Roll No. 567] 


YEAS—240 


Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Katko 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 


NAYS—187 


Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
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Perry 
Pittenger 
Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 

Rice (SC) 
Rigell 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Russell 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Yoho 

Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 


Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 


Cicilline Huffman Perlmutter 
Clark (MA) Israel Peters 

Clarke (NY) Jackson Lee Peterson 

Clay Jeffries Pingree 
Cleaver Johnson (GA) Pocan 
Clyburn Johnson, E. B. Polis 

Cohen Jones Price (NC) 
Connolly Kaptur Quigley 
Conyers Keating Rangel 
Cooper Kennedy Richmond 
Costa Kildee Roybal-Allard 
Courtney Kilmer Ruiz 

Crowley Kind Ruppersberger 
Cuellar Kirkpatrick Rush 
Cummings Kuster . Ryan (OH) 
Davis (CA) Langevin Sanchez, Linda 
Davis, Danny Larsen (WA) T P 
DeFazio Larson (CT) Sanchez Toretta 
DeGette Lawrence Sarbanes 
Delaney Lee Schakowsky 
DeLauro Levin Schiff 
DelBene Lewis Schrader 
DeSaulnier Lieu, Ted 

Deutch Lipinski AASA 
Dingell Loebsack Soriano 
Doggett Lofgren 

Doyle, Michael Lowenthal Sewell (AL) 

F. Lowey Sherman 
Duckworth Lujan Grisham Sinema 
Edwards (NM) Sires 
Ellison Lujan, Ben Ray Slaughter 
Engel (NM) Smith (WA) 
Eshoo Lynch Speier 
Esty Maloney, Swalwell (CA) 
Farr Carolyn Takai 
Fattah Maloney, Sean Takano 
Foster Massie Thompson (CA) 
Frankel (FL) Matsui Thompson (MS) 
Fudge McCollum Titus 
Gabbard McDermott Tonko 
Gallego McGovern Torres 
Garamendi McNerney Tsongas 
Graham Meeks Van Hollen 
Grayson Meng Vargas 
Green, Al Moore Veasey 
Green, Gene Moulton Vela 
Grijalva Murphy (FL) Velazquez 
Gutiérrez Nadler Visclosky 
Hahn Napolitano Walz 
Hastings Neal Wasserman 
Heck (WA) Nolan Schultz 
Higgins Norcross Waters, Maxine 
Himes O’Rourke Watson Coleman 
Hinojosa Pallone Welch 
Honda Pascrell Wilson (FL) 
Hoyer Pelosi Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—7 
Castor (FL) Mica Rooney (FL) 
Kelly (IL) Payne 
Knight Rice (NY) 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain- 
ing. 
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So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


——— 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was commu- 
nicated to the House by Mr. Sherman 
Williams, one of his secretaries. 


DEPUTY SANDBERG, WE ARE 
FOREVER GRATEFUL 


(Mr. EMMER of Minnesota asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. EMMER of Minnesota. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to remember fall- 
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en Deputy Steven Sandberg, who was 
shot and killed in the line of duty this 
past Sunday in St. Cloud, Minnesota. 

Deputy Sandberg’s death was both 
senseless and tragic, but we must re- 
member him for the heroic way he 
chose to live his life. 

Deputy Sandberg was an honorable 
man who served his community for 24 
years. He began working for the Aitkin 
County Sheriff's Office in 1991 and 
worked as an investigator for the past 
20 years. 

Every day for more than two decades 
Deputy Sandberg put his life on the 
line to protect others, and we will be 
forever grateful for his service. 

Our community has suffered a major 
loss, and we will never forget what this 
exceptional man has done for us. Our 
thoughts and prayers are with Steven’s 
wife Kristi and daughter Cassie as well 
as his many friends and colleagues dur- 
ing this difficult time. 


ee 


1700 
DEPUTY STEVEN SANDBERG 


(Mr. NOLAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. NOLAN. Mr. Speaker and Mem- 
bers of the House, Minnesota suffered a 
terrible tragedy when we lost Deputy 
Sheriff Steven Sandberg of Aitkin, 
Minnesota, in the line of duty last 
weekend. 

Deputy Sandberg, a 20-year veteran 
of the Sheriff's Office, was loved and 
cherished by his family, by all who 
knew him, and by the entire region. 

His daughter, Cassie, recently said, 
“T want everyone to know that my dad 
was so proud to do his job and to serve 
the entire community.” 

Cassie, we want you to know that we 
are proud, too. We are proud to have 
had your dad’s great service in our 
community. His bravery and his serv- 
ice will never be forgotten. 

Today I ask my colleagues to please 
keep his wife, Kristi, and his daughter, 
Cassie, in their thoughts and in their 
prayers. 

Please remember to thank and to 
honor all of the law enforcement offi- 
cers who put themselves in harm’s way 
every day to keep us safe. 


EE 


HONORING MAJOR GREG TRUITT 


(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise to honor Coral Gables native Major 
Greg Truitt on his retirement from the 
Miami-Dade Police Department. 

Starting off as a rookie corrections 
officer in his early twenties, Greg has 
held many roles throughout his 40 
years in law enforcement before retir- 
ing as Commander of the Village of 
Palmetto Bay’s Policing Unit. 
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The mayor and city manager of Pal- 
metto Bay are here in D.C. today to 
help honor his years of service and to 
join me in wishing Major Truitt good 
health, happiness, and all the best in 
the years ahead. 

Major Truitt’s profound leadership 
and commitment to south Florida have 
allowed him to shape the lives of 
countless individuals throughout his 
impressive career. Greg has shown that 
there is no greater reward than the sat- 
isfaction of serving one’s fellow neigh- 
bor. For having embraced this most 
noble of endeavors with such lofty 
principles, I thank him so very much. 

Not one to rest on his laurels since 
his retirement, Greg continues to vol- 
unteer his time to serve our commu- 
nity through his church, the Boy 
Scouts of America, and as a police re- 
serve officer with the Miami-Dade Po- 
lice Department. 

Godspeed to Greg Truitt. 


Ee 


CONGRATULATIONS TO THE 
MINNESOTA LYNX 


(Mr. PAULSEN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PAULSEN. Mr. 
word ‘‘dynasty”’ 
loosely these days, 
championships in 5 years, 
nesota Lynx fit the bill. 

Led by Maya Moore, who averaged 
over 23 points in the playoffs, the Lynx 
won the title with a hard-fought vic- 
tory over the Indiana Fever in game 5. 
Coached by Cheryl Reeve, the Lynx 
overcame injuries and fatigue to clinch 
the top seed in the West during the reg- 
ular season and set up their path to the 
title. 

Mr. Speaker, as the WNBA continues 
to grow, the players often are called 
upon to do more than just play basket- 
ball. In that vein, the Lynx players 
have been tremendous ambassadors to 
the community and are heroes to nu- 
merous girls who are pursuing their 
athletic dreams. 

I congratulate the Minnesota Lynx 
players and the coaches on yet another 
WNBA title. 


EE 


FEDERAL-STATE CYBERSECURITY 
COOPERATION 


(Mr. LAMALFA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, today, 
here on Capitol Hill, I visited with var- 
ious National Guard units from dif- 
ferent States to learn more about the 
innovative ways they are keeping us 
safe in cyberspace. I appreciate their 
efforts and their service. 

The House has passed several meas- 
ures to protect our cybersecurity this 
year, and the Senate is now working to 


Speaker, the 
gets thrown around 
but with three 
the Min- 
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do the same. There is a clear, bipar- 
tisan consensus that more needs to be 
done to protect us from data breaches, 
malicious hackers, and those who 
would inflict harm on the American 
people in using our cyber networks. 

Several high-profile data breaches in- 
clude a hack of the Office of Personnel 
Management, which accessed highly 
sensitive information that puts our na- 
tional security at risk as well as that 
of many people’s private lives. 

We must act now to protect our cy- 
bersecurity before an even more cata- 
strophic attack occurs. More integra- 
tion and cooperation is needed among 
Federal, State, and local levels to be on 
the same page for the cybersecurity 
Americans expect of us in government 
and are promised. I feel we are falling 
woefully short should another attack 
occur. We must be prepared better than 
we are. 


— m 


PREGNANCY DISCRIMINATION 
AMENDMENT ACT 


(Mr. POLIQUIN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. POLIQUIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
all Members of our House today to join 
me in support of H.R. 2800, the Preg- 
nancy Discrimination Amendment Act. 

This important piece of legislation 
expands upon existing law to help pro- 
tect pregnant women from workplace 
discrimination, and I am proud to be a 
cosponsor. 

Women account for nearly half of the 
workforce in our country, so it is par- 
ticularly hard to believe, in today’s so- 
ciety, women are still denied jobs or 
lose their jobs because they are preg- 
nant. Every time this happens to a 
mom, it hurts her, it hurts her family, 
and it hurts our economy. 

We must ensure that hardworking 
moms and moms-to-be are protected 
from unfair employment decisions. As 
a society, we should encourage and 
support all workers. We should help en- 
sure that moms and dads are phys- 
ically and financially healthy and se- 
cure as they approach parenthood. 

As a single father myself, who raised 
my son from the time he was in dia- 
pers, I know firsthand how important 
it is to have a support system. That in- 
cludes a supportive work environment 
where soon-to-be parents are not wor- 
ried about being fired or about being 
overlooked for jobs or promotions be- 
cause they have decided to have chil- 
dren. 


EE 


NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA- 
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2016—-VETO MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 114-70) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

KELLY of Mississippi) laid before the 


House the following veto message from 
the President of the United States: 


October 22, 2015 


To The House of Representatives: 

I am returning herewith without my 
approval H.R. 1735, the ‘‘National De- 
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
2016.” While there are provisions in 
this bill that I support, including the 
codification of key interrogation-re- 
lated reforms from Executive Order 
13491 and positive changes to the mili- 
tary retirement system, the bill would, 
among other things, constrain the abil- 
ity of the Department of Defense to 
conduct multi-year defense planning 
and align military capabilities and 
force structure with our national de- 
fense strategy, impede the closure of 
the detention facility at Guantanamo 
Bay, and prevent the implementation 
of essential defense reforms. 

This bill fails to authorize funding 
for our national defense in a fiscally re- 
sponsible manner. It underfunds our 
military in the base budget, and in- 
stead relies on an irresponsible budget 
gimmick that has been criticized by 
members of both parties. Specifically, 
the bill’s use of $38 billion in Overseas 
Contingency Operations funding— 
which was meant to fund wars and is 
not subject to budget caps—does not 
provide the stable, multi-year budget 
upon which sound defense planning de- 
pends. Because this bill authorizes base 
budget funding at sequestration levels, 
it threatens the readiness and capabili- 
ties of our military and fails to provide 
the support our men and women in uni- 
form deserve. The decision reflected in 
this bill to circumvent rather than re- 
verse sequestration further harms our 
national security by locking in unac- 
ceptable funding cuts for crucial na- 
tional security activities carried out 
by non-defense agencies. 

I have repeatedly called upon the 
Congress to work with my Administra- 
tion to close the detention facility at 
Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, and explained 
why it is imperative that we do so. As 
I have noted, the continued operation 
of this facility weakens our national 
security by draining resources, dam- 
aging our relationships with key allies 
and partners, and emboldening violent 
extremists. Yet in addition to failing 
to remove unwarranted restrictions on 
the transfer of detainees, this bill seeks 
to impose more onerous ones. The exec- 
utive branch must have the flexibility, 
with regard to those detainees who re- 
main at Guantanamo, to determine 
when and where to prosecute them, 
based on the facts and circumstances of 
each case and our national security in- 
terests, and when and where to transfer 
them consistent with our national se- 
curity and our humane treatment pol- 
icy. Rather than taking steps to bring 
this chapter of our history to a close, 
as I have repeatedly called upon the 
Congress to do, this bill aims to extend 
it. 

The bill also fails to adopt many es- 
sential defense reforms, including to 
force structure, weapons systems, and 


October 22, 2015 


military health care. Our defense strat- 
egy depends on investing every dollar 
where it will have the greatest effect. 
My Administration’s proposals will ac- 
complish this through critical reforms 
that divest unneeded force structure, 
slow growth in compensation, and re- 
duce wasteful overhead. The restric- 
tions in the bill would require the De- 
partment of Defense to retain unneces- 
sary force structure and weapons sys- 
tems that we cannot afford in today’s 
fiscal environment, contributing to a 
military that will be less capable of re- 
sponding effectively to future chal- 
lenges. 

Because of the manner in which this 
bill would undermine our national se- 
curity, I must veto it. 

BARACK OBAMA. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, October 22, 2015. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ob- 
jections of the President will be spread 
at large upon the Journal, and the veto 
message and the bill will be printed as 
a House document. 

Pursuant to the order of the House of 
October 21, 2015, further consideration 
of the veto message and the bill are 
postponed until the legislative day of 
Thursday, November 5, 2015, and that 
on that legislative day, the House shall 
proceed to the constitutional question 
of reconsideration and dispose of such 
question without intervening motion. 


EE 
SYRIAN DISPLACEMENT CRISIS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 6, 2015, the gentlewoman from 
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor- 
ity leader. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today as the Syrian displacement crisis 
has consumed seven nations in the 
Middle East, among them Lebanon, 
Jordan, Turkey, obviously, and Syria 
itself, and has spawned the largest ref- 
ugee crisis Europe has faced since 
World War II. 

The scope of the damage is incred- 
ible. This protracted conflict has deci- 
mated Syria’s infrastructure and has 
already taken the lives of over 250,000 
civilians, has displaced over 4 million 
people, and has subjected tens upon 
thousands of children in that nation to 
Assad’s horrific barrel bombs. Most ev- 
eryone who remains in Syria endures 
power and water cuts, the threat of 
shelling, galloping inflation, and ramp- 
ant speculation about: What will hap- 
pen next? Who will help us, the inno- 
cents? 

With roads often subject to ambush, 
freedom to travel has been heavily cur- 
tailed. Checkpoints and concrete blast 
barriers have become accepted adorn- 
ments of daily life. Institutions such as 
schools, hospitals, and offices remain 
open in government-held areas, though 
many schools have become shelters for 
the legions of war injured and home- 
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less. Truly, it is grim. Often, classes 
are held in double shifts to make room 
for the extra students. This is everyday 
life in Syria. 

Five years into the conflict that has 
ravaged this once-modern nation, more 
than half of the Syrian population is 
displaced, with over 4 million refugees 
in neighboring countries and tens of 
thousands moving toward Europe. We 
see this on television every evening. 

My hometown of Toledo has taken in 
8 weary Syrian families—refugees who 
have now again found hope in the lib- 
erty that America offers—but fewer 
than 2,000 Syrians have come to the 
United States, though the war has dis- 
placed more than 12 million since 2011. 
The free world simply cannot allow 
this savage slaughter and dislocation 
to continue. 

We ask ourselves: Where is the lead- 
ership for resolution? 
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Now, in addition to daily airstrikes 
against civilians by the Syrian Govern- 
ment violating international humani- 
tarian law, Russian warplanes are 
striking medical facilities and residen- 
tial areas in non-ISIL areas where 
rebel forces are fighting to overthrow 
the Assad regime while Russia publicly 
proclaims its aim of eliminating ISIL 
targets. 

I brought a map to the floor here 
that essentially shows most of Syria, 
who holds it. If one looks at these red 
dots here, the Russian planes are main- 
ly bombing in the rebel-held areas, not 
in the ISIL-held areas. So we see a 
complex situation that has developed 
on the ground. 

As Putin moves with defiance to 
maintain the Syrian dictatorship, his 
actions simply must be checked be- 
cause it tells us that, in the future, 
there will be more slaughter with what 
remains if those moderate forces are 
not allowed to survive. 

Since Russia began airstrikes at the 
end of September, at least 127 civilians, 
including 36 children and 34 women, 
have been killed by Russian airstrikes, 
according to the opposition Syrian Ob- 
servatory for Human Rights. 

For the sake of liberty in Syria, in 
Europe, and around the world, Amer- 
ica, NATO, the Transatlantic Alliance, 
and our allies in the Middle East must 
lead the region to peaceful settlement. 

I happen to represent a region in 
America where Syrian Americans have 
lived for over a century. I can’t even 
explain to you how they feel about the 
total destruction of their homeland, its 
artifacts, and its history. Iam not even 
able to contain it in words here. 

They came to see me last week, and 
they asked if I would read some of 
their words into the RECORD, which I 
promised I would do this evening. They 
want the American people and the 
world to know: 

The biggest killer of civilians in Syria is 
the Assad regime’s use of barrel bombs. 
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Packed with TNT and shrapnel, these dumb 
bombs have no target and are just dropped 
from helicopters on civilian neighborhoods. 
These bombs cause massive destruction and 
casualties. Thousands upon thousands of 
children have been killed and injured by 
these helicopter flights. 

And they said to me: Congress- 
woman, if you can say one thing to the 
Congress and to those in Washington 
who can make a difference, please tell 
them to disrupt and stop these heli- 
copter flyovers. So the barrel bombs 
aren’t coming out of the F-16s obvi- 
ously flying over Syria, but they are 
coming from helicopters that the Assad 
regime is dispatching across that coun- 
try. 

The most important step that can be done 
to save lives would be the imposition of a no- 
fly zone. A no-fly zone will turn the tide of 
war, and bring down the regime of terror and 
force Assad to negotiate his exit. 

We know there is resistance to that, 
but the world community must meet 
this latest test in order to secure a bet- 
ter life for the people that remain in 
Syria, those who may wish to return, 
and, obviously, the millions that have 
fled and are in refugee camps through- 
out that region and now as far as West- 
ern Europe. 

I would urge the President of our 
country to consider the appointment of 
a special envoy without portfolio for 
Syrian peace to work full-time to bring 
all relevant nations together to resolve 
this unfolding tragedy and aim at a 
civil military strategy for transition 
and settlement. 

I include for the RECORD Anthony 
Cordesman’s writings. 

[From the Center for Strategic & 
International Studies, Oct. 1, 2015] 
THE LONG WAR IN SYRIA: THE TREES, THE 
FOREST, AND ALL THE KING’S MEN 
(By Anthony H. Cordesman) 

Clichés are clichés, but sometimes it really 
is hard to see the forest for the trees. In the 
case of Syria, the ‘‘trees’’ include the UN de- 
bate between Obama and Putin over Syria 
and the fight against Islamic extremism, 
Russia’s sudden military intervention in 
Syria, the failure of the U.S. training and as- 
sist missions in both Syria and Iraq, and the 
developing scandal in USCENTCOM over ex- 
aggerated claims of success for the U.S.-led 
air campaign in Syria and Iraq. 

The most important ‘‘tree, however, is 
trying to negotiate an end to the fighting 
from the outside, as if Assad was the key 
issue and as if it would be possible for some 
diplomatic elite or mix of power brokers to 
bring Syria back to some state of stability if 
only Assad would agree to leave and the 
United States and Russia could agree on how 
to approach the negotiations. 

FOCUSING ON THE TREES WHEN THE FOREST IS 
BURNING 

The problem is that the ‘‘forest’’ is dying, 
burning, and occupied by four broad sets of 
fighters that have little reason to cooperate 
with any UN-led negotiating effort, outside 
agreement over Assad—with or without U.S. 
and Russian cooperation. 

To shift from one cliché to another, Syria 
presents far more problems than Humpty 
Dumpty. “All the king’s horses and all the 
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king’s men” couldn’t put Syria back to- 
gether by negotiating a solution from the 
outside even if there was one King instead of 
a divided mix of the United States, Russia, 
Iran, Turkey, Iraq, the other states sur- 
rounding Syria, the Arabian Gulf states, 
Egypt, and France and the other interested 
European powers. 

It shouldn’t take a child’s nursery rhyme 
to point out the obvious—although it is one 
whose origins may date back to England’s 
civil wars and first appeared in print shortly 
after it became fully clear that there was no 
way English could ever bring the 18 colonies 
back under its control. To begin with, there 
is no equivalent of Humpty. 

PUTTING FOUR HUMPTYS TOGETHER WITH NO 

KING AND NO UNITY AMONG THE KING’S MEN 


The problem is not simply ISIS or Assad. 
ISIS is one of the four ‘‘Humptys’”’ in a shat- 
tered Syria, but ISIS controls only a limited 
part of Syria’s population even in the east. 
ISIS occupies both parts of Syria and Iraq. It 
continues to systematically purge any reli- 
gious and ideological dissent while neither 
government in Damascus or the government 
in Baghdad have shown any clear ability to 
gain support from a major portion of the 
Sunnis in the area that ISIS controls. 

So far, neither the forces of the Syrian or 
Iraqi government have had much military 
success against ISIS, and U.S. claims that 
Iraq has regained some 85% of the territory 
it lost to ISIS are little more than dishonest 
spin. They are based on the maximum line of 
ISIS advance before any fighting took place 
and before ISIS established any level of gov- 
ernance or control. They include vast areas 
of unpopulated desert: areas where no one 
controls anything because no one is there. 

THE KURDS 


The second Humpty consists of the Syrian 
Kurds—who have gone from a partially 
disenfranchised minority to the equivalent 
of a mini-state in the north and east of 
Syria, and have been the only real U.S. mili- 
tary train and assist success. They have no 
reason to support Assad or any of those who 
support Assad. They too are divided, and 
some have ties to Turkish Kurds, some to 
Iraqi Kurds, some to both, and some are 
independent. 

At the same time, they have no clear eco- 
nomic viability as a state, face growing 
water problems, and would need to grab a 
significant part of Syria’s limited oil and gas 
resources in the East to be viable unless they 
somehow united in a broader Kurdish enti- 
ty—one that included Turkish and/or Iraqi 
Kurds and would be likely to create a new 
set of regional conflicts. 

Furthermore, these Administration claims 
and maps that talk about liberating 35% of 
the area that ISIS occupied ignore the fact 
that control of much of the disputed popu- 
lated areas in Anbar remains undecided, and 
that it was the Iraqi Kurds which not only 
recovered much of the lost populated areas 
that did matter, but grabbed a large addi- 
tional part of Iraq—including Kirkuk and its 
oil fields—and created a whole new dimen- 
sion of the Kurdish problem and its tensions 
with Iraq’s Arab and the Turks while the 
corrupt government in the Kurdish zone of 
Iraq has divided and threated to create a new 
round of internal power struggles. 

THE OTHER SUNNI FIGHTERS 


The third Humpty consists of an uncertain 
coalition of other Sunni fighters. They con- 
trol—or are fighting for control—in many of 
the most populated areas in Syria. There are 
no reliable unclassified estimates of the 
number, strength, and ideological character 
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of these factions but there are well over 20 
groups—and some estimates go well over 30. 

Some, like the Al Nusra Front—one of the 
most successful in military terms—are 
linked to Al Qaeda. Others are less radical 
Islamist factions, but are scarcely secular or 
moderate, also have no ties to the hollow 
outside efforts to create moderate govern- 
ments in exile, and are being backed by Arab 
states like Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and the 
UAE. The small groups being given limited 
support with U.S. weapons and Special 
Forces assistance are at best petty and un- 
certain players. 

This is also a group of fighters that is 
fighting the pro-Assad forces in what is in- 
creasingly becoming a wasteland. The fight- 
ing on the ground, Assad’s barrel bombs and 
the threat of poison gas, deliberate isolation 
and efforts to starve out rebel held areas 
have created one of them most serious hu- 
manitarian disasters in any one country in 
modern history. 

Many of the more than 4 million Syrian 
refugees that had left Syria lived in the area 
where this fight takes place. The same is 
true of the well over 7 million internally dis- 
placed persons (IDPs) that no long have a 
real home, job, business, or access to key 
services like health and education. 

Many of the more than 250,000 Syrian civil- 
ian dead, and at least 500,000 seriously 
wounded are the product of this fighting—al- 
though it is important to note that the UN 
ceased to be able to make meaningful cas- 
ualty estimates well over half a year ago, 
and the estimates of refugees and IDPs have 
ceased to increase because (a) there no 
longer is a basis for guesstimating the in- 
crease, and (b) many of the remainder are 
simply too poor to leave. 

To go back to cliche number one, this is 
the area where the forest has now been burn- 
ing for some four years. This was one of the 
most populated and developed parts of Syria. 
It is an area where Syria’s already poor 
economy probably now has a GDP around 
20% of what it was in 2011 and has no clear 
basis for recovery. It is an area where no top 
down negotiation between Assad or his back- 
ers and any outside faction can begin to put 
even one Humpty back together again. 

THE ASSAD FACTION(S) 

The fourth version of Humpty is the group 
of factions and fighters supporting Assad. It 
is important to note that this is not a uni- 
fied group. No one has given most of those in 
the area Assad control a choice as to who 
controls them. The majority of the popu- 
lation is Sunni and other non-Alawites. The 
Alawites are not Shi’ite, and are a gnostic 
religious group that may have political ties 
to Iran and the Hezbollah, but Alawites are 
not Muslims in the normal sense of the term. 

There are no reliable data on Syria’s popu- 
lation. The CIA estimates, however, that 
some 17-18 million people remain in Syria, it 
estimates that 87% are Muslim (official; in- 
cludes 74% Sunni 74% and 13% that are a mix 
of Alawi, Ismaili, and Shia). Some 10% are 
Christian (includes Orthodox, Uniate, and 
Nestorian), and the final 8% are Druze and 
some small number of Jews who remain in 
Damascus and Aleppo). 

If one looks at the maps of Syria’s sec- 
tarian and ethnic divisions before the fight- 
ing, they are also distributed into a series of 
small enclaves, many near the coast. They 
have no clear “region,” and it is far from 
clear how many of the Sunnis in the regular 
Syrian forces, the real Shi’ites and other mi- 
norities in Syria, or the more secular Sunni 
businesspersons and civilians would support 
either Assad or any mix of Assad supporters 
if they had a choice. 
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It is also important to note that the World 
Bank rated the Assad regime as having some 
of the worst governance in the world before 
the uprising began in 2011. It was also rated 
as deeply corrupt. Transparency Inter- 
national rated it as the 159th most corrupt 
country in the world—out of 175—in 2014. The 
Arab and UN development reports warned 
that the younger Assad was no better in 
moving the country towards real economic 
development than his father, and that the 
massive population increase in Syria had 
created a ‘‘youth bulge” for which there 
were often no real jobs. 

The Syrian GDP per capita was at best 
around $5,100 even in Purchasing Power Par- 
ity P terms in 2011 before the upheavals 
began—and ranked a dismal 165th in the 
world. It now may average half that level. 
Some 33% of the population is 0-14 years of 
age; 14% is 15-24, and over 500,000 young Syr- 
ian men and women now reach job age each 
year in a country where direct (ignoring dis- 
guised) unemployment is estimated to be 33- 
35%, and the poverty level was well over 12% 
before the fighting started. 

A TIME FOR HONESTY, TRANSPARENCY, AND 

REALISM 

One cannot ignore trees, anymore than one 
can ignore the forest. The failure of U.S. pol- 
icy and military efforts, Russian and Iranian 
support of Assad and major Russian military 
intervention, and the conflicting ways in 
which other states intervene will all make 
things worse. The impact of religious war- 
fare and extremism, and failed Syrian secu- 
larism, are even more serious problems. 

It is time, however, to stop focusing on ei- 
ther ISIS or Assad, to pretend that Syrian 
‘‘moderates” are strong enough to either af- 
fect the security situation or negotiate for 
Syria’s real fighters, and act as if a shat- 
tered nation could be united by some top 
down negotiation between groups that hate 
each other and have no competence in deal- 
ing with the economic, social, and govern- 
ance challenges Syria now faces. 

The first step in solving a problem is to 
honestly assess it. No negotiation can work 
that does not deal with grim realities and di- 
visions created by years of fighting. No 
amount of U.S. and Russian intervention and 
argument can bring security or stability. No 
UN effort at conventional negotiation can 
survive encounter with reality, and no effort 
of any kind that does not address the sheer 
scale of Syrian recovery and reconstruction. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Anthony Cordesman, 
probably one of the most respected 
thinkers on this subject, ends a very 
significant analysis of the situation in 
Syria and greater Europe with this ad- 
monition. He tells America: ‘‘We face a 
moment of facing up to honesty, trans- 
parency, and realism.” 

And he tells us, “One cannot ignore 
trees anymore than one can ignore the 
forest,” related to Syria. ‘‘The failure 
of U.S. policy and military efforts, 
Russian and Iranian support of Assad 
and major Russian military interven- 
tion, and the conflicting ways in which 
other states intervene will all make 
matters worse. The impact of religious 
warfare and extremism, and failed Syr- 
jan secularism, are even more serious 
problems. 

“Tt is time, however, to stop focusing 
on either ISIS or Assad, to pretend 
that Syrian ‘moderates’ are strong 
enough to either affect the security sit- 
uation or negotiate for Syria’s real 
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fighters, and act as if a shattered na- 
tion could be united by some top-down 
negotiation between groups that hate 
each other and have no competence in 
dealing with the economic, social, and 
governance challenges Syria now faces. 

“The first step in solving a problem 
is to honestly assess it. No negotiation 
can work that does not deal with grim 
realities and divisions created by years 
of fighting. No amount of U.S. and Rus- 
sian intervention and argument can 
bring security or stability. No U.N. ef- 
fort at conventional negotiation can 
survive encounter with reality, and no 
effort of any kind that does not address 
the sheer scale of Syrian recovery and 
reconstruction” can work. 

I commend his writings to my col- 
leagues and the major studies that 
have been done this year by the Center 
for Strategic and International Studies 
as providing a glimmer of the road that 
we must walk toward. 

I want to just thank my colleagues 
for the opportunity to place this in the 
RECORD tonight. 

I want to thank the Syrian Ameri- 
cans that live in northern Ohio for 
their patriotic citizenship and their 
deep concern about what more the 
United States of America could do to 
bring resolution to this deeply trou- 
bling conflict in Syria that has precip- 
itated such unrest, not just through 
that region but, indeed, to all of great- 
er Europe. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 


EE 
PRESIDENTIAL VETO OF NDAA 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
EMMER of Minnesota). Under the 
Speaker’s announced policy of January 
6, 2015, the gentlewoman from Missouri 
(Mrs. HARTZLER) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the major- 
ity leader. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mrs. HARTZLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in- 
clude extraneous material on the sub- 
ject of my Special Order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. Fifty-three years 
ago is a long time. In 1962, John F. 
Kennedy was President. Gas was 28 
cents a gallon. The first Walmart 
opened. The U.S. Navy SEALs were 
created, and the Cuban Missile Crisis 
was on everyone’s minds. 

Now, we have gone through a lot as a 
nation since then, but one thing has re- 
mained constant: the U.S. Congress 
and the President of the United States 
have fulfilled one of our primary obli- 
gations according to the Constitution 
of providing for the common defense by 
passing a National Defense Authoriza- 
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tion Act. You may say that Congress 
hasn’t always passed legislation that is 
needed, but on the National Defense 
Authorization Act, we have gotten it 
right. For 53 years in a row now, our 
Nation’s national security needs have 
been taken care of. 

Sadly, that might not be the case 
this year. The reason? Not because the 
Representatives of the people did not 
do their work. It is because the Com- 
mander in Chief has chosen to use the 
military as political pawns to advance 
his domestic agenda by choosing to 
veto the NDAA. 

Never before in our Nation’s history 
has a President vetoed the National 
Defense Authorization Act in order to 
leverage concessions on other areas of 
government spending. Let me say that 
again. President Obama’s veto stems 
not from defense policy but, rather, 
from his desire for more domestic 
spending unrelated to national defense. 
This is unprecedented. 

Four times during the past 53 years, 
Presidents have vetoed the NDAA, but 
it was over specific defense-related pro- 
visions in the NDAA itself. Differences 
were able to be worked out with Con- 
gress and concerns quickly addressed 
so the bill could move forward and our 
men and women in uniform would have 
the tools, equipment, and resources 
they need to keep us safe. Not this 
year. 

Just minutes ago, our President ve- 
toed our Nation’s most important bill, 
which provides for full funding for our 
military. 

Let me share with you what provi- 
sions are in this bill and why it is so 
important. It provides: a 1.3 percent 
pay raise for our troops; retirement 
benefits for the 83 percent of our troops 
who currently see none; the authority 
for commanders to allow soldiers to 
carry guns on base to defend them- 
selves, their colleagues in arms, and 
their families; vital resources and new 
tools to combat cyber attacks on our 
critical infrastructure; restrictions on 
Guantanamo detainee transfers to ad- 
dress the potential illegality of the 
President’s previous unilateral trans- 
fers; 12 new F-18 Super Hornets to be 
built in my home State of Missouri; 
$300 million of assistance in lethal aid 
so the people of Ukraine can defend 
themselves; $330 million in funding for 
the iron dome missile defense system 
for Israel; and it directs the deploy- 
ment of a new advanced ballistic mis- 
sile defense system to defend against 
the threat of an Iranian interconti- 
nental ballistic missile. 

In short, at home and abroad, the 
NDAA ensures our military has fund- 
ing for national defense and overseas 
operations. These are the selfless indi- 
viduals who we rely upon for our safety 
and freedom that we are talking about. 
And in a strongly bipartisan fashion, 
Congress has authorized that funding 
at the exact level that the President 
requested. 


16383 


In this unprecedented move, the 
Commander in Chief is using the very 
troops he commands as pawns in a very 
dangerous political game. It is wrong 
to add to the uncertainty our men and 
women in uniform face as they stand 
on the front lines of an increasingly 
uncertain world. 

Let us remember, the President re- 
cently made a decision to keep almost 
10,000 of our soldiers, sailors, airmen, 
and marines in Afghanistan. On the 
heels of such a serious decision, asking 
them to leave their families and lives 
on hold for another year or more, how 
could he justify not signing the bill 
that provides the pay and benefits for 
our troops? 

I am thankful for my colleagues who 
stand with me here today to tell you 
why this is such a critical piece of leg- 
islation and why this veto cannot 
stand. We are here to make sure the 
men and women who put themselves in 
harm’s way for our freedom are a pri- 
ority to our Nation and not held hos- 
tage to political games. 

With that, I yield to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma (Mr. BRIDENSTINE), a 
Navy veteran and currently lieutenant 
commander in the United States Navy 
Reserve. 

Mr. BRIDENSTINE. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from Missouri 
(Mrs. HARTZLER) for all her hard work 
on these issues. 

Just as a point of maybe disagree- 
ment, I am no longer in the Navy Re- 
serve. I joined the Oklahoma National 
Guard, and I will be flying with the 
Oklahoma Air National Guard. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle- 
woman for hosting this Special Order, 
and I would like folks to understand 
really what my friend from Missouri 
just said. 

The President of the United States 
vetoed the Defense Authorization be- 
cause he wants more spending for other 
domestic programs. This is unprece- 
dented and, quite frankly, it is scary 
for this country. I am still dumb- 
founded by it, that you are going to 
hold defense hostage for a domestic 
agenda. We don’t do that in the United 
States of America. This President 
somehow doesn’t understand that you 
don’t take the defense of this country 
hostage for a domestic agenda, and yet 
that is what he has just done. 

I want to share with my colleagues 
why we do an authorization every year, 
because the world changes. Things get 
more dangerous year after year after 
year. 

As a Navy pilot and now as a Na- 
tional Guard pilot, we utilize space. I 
am on the Strategic Forces Sub- 
committee of the Armed Services Com- 
mittee. We hear all kinds of things 
about space. 

I can tell you, as somebody who has 
used it, we use space for over-the-hori- 
zon communications with our space- 
based communication architecture. We 
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use it for weather so that we can make 
sure we can get to the target on time. 
We use it for intelligence. We use it for 
missile warning. We use it for a whole 
host of things: the position, naviga- 
tion, timing, our GPS satellites, for ac- 
tually hitting our targets. 

Space is critical, yet something has 
changed drastically in the last few 
years. The Russians have been launch- 
ing various things that were not reg- 
istered with the International Tele- 
communication Union, the ITU. 
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What are we discovering that these 
objects are doing? Well, they are doing 
very sophisticated co-orbital maneu- 
vers, demonstrating that they can do 
proximity and rendezvous operations, 
which means—guess what—ultimately 
that could be an antisatellite capa- 
bility. 

Friends, if we lose our satellites, we 
could have even more risk. Imagine 
your ATM not working. Imagine the 
food in the grocery store not being 
there when you go shopping. National 
security in this country is critically 
important, and the President is holding 
it hostage for a different domestic 
agenda that has absolutely nothing to 
do with national security. This is abso- 
lute craziness. 

So what did we do in the NDAA? We 
plussed up spending on space protec- 
tion, which is critically important; and 
we not only plussed up spending on 
space protection, but we provided au- 
thorities, critically necessary authori- 
ties so the Department of Defense can 
actually protect this country in ways 
that it hasn’t had the opportunity to 
do so before. 

For our communications architec- 
ture, we are doing Pathfinder pro- 
grams, and we are purchasing commu- 
nications in space in ways that we have 
never done it before. Why? Because we 
need to distribute the architecture so 
it complicates the targeting solution 
for our enemies. We are not doing this 
because it is fun or because we like it. 
We are doing it because it is critical 
for national security. 

When the President of the United 
States vetoes it, it puts all of us in 
jeopardy. I want to be clear. This is 
about the troops, there is no doubt 
about that, but when we are talking 
about somebody’s ATM working, this is 
about the security of the United States 
of America, and the President is hold- 
ing it hostage for a domestic agenda. 

When it comes to the troops, just a 
few items. We talk about the authori- 
ties in the NDAA. Well, those of us who 
have served understand that there are 
special pays that we receive: combat 
pay, hazardous duty pay, bonuses for 
reenlistments, flight pay for those of 
us who fly. There are pays that are 
going to be in jeopardy now that other- 
wise wouldn’t be in jeopardy. 

By the way, a lot of these pays are 
for people who are right now serving 
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this country overseas. Do we not un- 
derstand that, Mr. President? I should 
say, Mr. Speaker, the President should 
understand that. 

This is a momentous day in Amer- 
ican history and not for good reasons— 
for tragic reasons. 

I would like to thank my colleague 
from Missouri for hosting this Special 
Order and giving somebody like me and 
all these colleagues behind me the op- 
portunity to make sure that America 
understands what is at stake here. The 
gentlewoman’s leadership on these 
issues is critical, and America is in 
jeopardy. 

We need to understand what hap- 
pened today is not the norm. It must 
not be the norm, and future Presidents 
must never hold hostage American na- 
tional security for a domestic agenda. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to thank Mr. BRIDENSTINE 
for his service to our Nation and his 
firsthand perspective on how vital this 
is and what a tragic day it is for our 
Nation that our Commander in Chief 
would do this. 

Now I would like to turn to another 
friend and hero to our Nation in many 
ways, who served both in the Army and 
the Marine Corps, the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. COFFMAN). 

Mr. COFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman from Missouri, VICKY 
HARTZLER, for her leadership on the 
Armed Services Committee and on this 
critical issue. 

I rise today in strong support of the 
National Defense Authorization Act, 
and I urge my colleagues to override 
President Obama’s veto. This bipar- 
tisan bill provides essential pay and 
benefits to the men and women serving 
in our military today. Expanded retire- 
ment options for our troops, greater 
protections against sexual assault in 
the military, and increased cybersecu- 
rity defense funding are among some of 
the most important authorizations in- 
cluded in the NDAA. 

For the Sixth Congressional District 
of Colorado, the NDAA also contains 
provisions and language that help 
Buckley Air Force Base. Buckley not 
only plays a critical role in our Na- 
tion’s defense, but it is the largest em- 
ployer in my district. 

Finally, the NDAA also includes lan- 
guage to prevent the transfer of GTMO 
detainees to U.S. soil. Last week, a del- 
egation from the administration sur- 
veyed potential locations for GTMO de- 
tainees in Colorado. Along with most 
Coloradans, I remain adamantly op- 
posed to this move and strongly sup- 
port the language in the NDAA. There 
is absolutely no reason to close the 
Guantanamo Bay detention camp only 
to finance the incarceration of enemy 
combatants in the United States. 

This legislation is too important to 
our Nation and to Colorado to become 
the subject of political games by the 
White House. Once again, this bill must 
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become law, and I urge my colleagues 
in the House to override the Presi- 
dent’s veto. 


Mrs. HARTZLER. Mr. Speaker, Mr. 
COFFMAN made several excellent 
points, not only about the importance 
to Colorado, but certainly to our Na- 
tion. He raised a very important point 
that hasn’t been brought up yet: how it 
prevents the transfer of the prisoners 
at Guantanamo Bay from coming to 
our soil; and that is what the adminis- 
tration wants to do is to put them in 
our backyards and our prisons, and we 
do not support that, and this NDAA 
prevents that. 


Now I would like to turn to another 
friend and colleague from the Armed 
Services Committee, Mr. WILSON. He is 
quite a hero to this Nation in many 
ways, but certainly having four sons 
who have served in the military is one 
of his major contributions. We are so 
proud of him and his family and his 
service. 


Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. I 
thank Congresswoman VICKY HARTZLER 
for her leadership for military families, 
and I thank her for referencing my four 
sons. Of course, I want to give all cred- 
it to my wife, Roxanne. She did a great 
job raising four sons who truly know 
how important it is to serve our coun- 
try. 

Sadly, President Obama has vetoed 
this year’s National Defense Authoriza- 
tion Act, even though it allocates the 
same amount of funding as the Depart- 
ment of Defense request that he made 
himself. The President does not sup- 
port the bipartisan NDAA because it 
utilizes wartime funds. Despite uti- 
lizing these funds himself, the Presi- 
dent accepted this fabrication to veto 
the NDAA and put servicemembers, 
military families, and veterans at risk. 


On October 3, The Washington Post 
editorialized: ‘‘Refusing to sign this 
bill would make history, but not in a 
good way. Mr. Obama should let it be- 
come law.” 


I believe the veto underscores the 
President’s legacy of weakness. This is 
leading to instability. It is leading to 
aggression, mass murders, and it is 
leading to citizens fleeing the violence 
causing children to drown at sea. 


This year’s NDAA provides for serv- 
icemembers and equips our troops to 
fight serious threats to American fami- 
lies, like the murderous Islamic State. 
It supports our allies, like Ukraine and 
Israel, to defend themselves from ag- 
gression. The NDAA establishes mean- 
ingful reforms to the Department of 
Defense acquisition process and creates 
commonsense improvements to the 
military retirement system. It fully 
staffs and resources Cyber Command, 
which I appreciate as chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Emerging Threats 
and Capabilities, to protect American 
families. 
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American families deserve peace 
through strength. The National De- 
fense Authorization Act gives our mili- 
tary critical resources to defend us as 
we constantly face new threats. It is 
sad for the President to weaken these 
reforms and funds and put American 
families at risk. 

Fellow Members, I strongly urge you 
to override the President’s veto. As the 
appreciative son of a World War II Fly- 
ing Tigers veteran, as a 31-year veteran 
of the Army myself, and as the grateful 
father of four sons serving in the mili- 
tary, I know firsthand that your bipar- 
tisan vote will help protect and better 
serve our troops, military families, 
veterans, and all American families by 
promoting and ensuring peace through 
strength. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. I really appreciate 
the gentleman’s service to this Nation 
as a 3l-year veteran; but also serving 
as chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Emerging Threats and Capabilities, he 
has a unique perspective on the inher- 
ent dangers facing our Nation now that 
our President has vetoed this impor- 
tant bill. I thank him for sharing his 
insights. 

Now I will yield to another member 
of the Armed Services Committee, but 
more than that, he is a decorated Navy 
SEAL, and I look forward to hearing 
his thoughts on this very important 
moment in our Nation’s history. I turn 
to the gentleman from Montana (Mr. 
ZINKE). 

Mr. ZINKE. Mr. Speaker, today I rise 
in opposition to the President’s veto 
and ask my colleagues to override it. I 
come before this body not only as a 
Representative of the great State of 
Montana, but also a former commander 
of SEAL Team Six and a former deputy 
and acting commander of Naval Spe- 
cial Warfare’s efforts in the Persian 
Gulf. 

The job of the Commander in Chief is 
bound by the Constitution to support 
the troops, to be the leader, and yet 
this President vetoes a bipartisan bill 
to defend our country. 

I talk not only as a former com- 
mander, but also a father. My daughter 
is a Navy diver, and my son-in-law is 
an Active-Duty Navy SEAL. My wife 
watched her daughter, her husband, 
and her son-in-law all deploy. 

I have seen the consequences of war. 
I am probably the last individual that 
would advocate for war. I have seen the 
consequences and the pain. But when 
we go to war, the Commander in Chief 
is obligated to make sure we go to war 
to win. He has to make sure that our 
troops have the right training, the 
right equipment, the right leadership 
to win decisively on the field of battle. 
Before this Commander in Chief sends 
them into harm’s way, it is his obliga- 
tion and duty to make sure that we 
know the conditions to bring them 
home. 

His actions today are a dereliction of 
his duty. It affects every soldier, sailor, 
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airman, and marine in harm’s way. A 
veto and the subsequent continuing 
resolution causes harm to our troops. I 
call it garrisoning, where our troops 
don’t train, our fleet can’t go in and re- 
ceive the maintenance necessary. 
Above all, it gives a message to the 
troops that are in harm’s way that 
their Commander in Chief does not 
have their back. 

This isn’t a Republican or Demo- 
cratic issue. This is an American issue, 
because it is America’s sons and daugh- 
ters that we put in harm’s way. It is 
the obligation of a great nation to 
make sure when we do that we give 
them everything they need to come 
home safely. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. Mr. Speaker, I 
don’t know of a more articulate way to 
say how important and imperative it is 
that we override this veto. I thank Mr. 
ZINKE for sharing his very real and 
heartfelt and expert thoughts on this 
issue. 

Now I have a friend who is going to 
share who is passionate about lots of 
things and competent on many issues, 
but I tell you, serving on Armed Serv- 
ices Committee with the gentlewoman 
from Indiana, JACKIE WALORSKI, I can 
tell you her main passion is for the 
men and women in uniform, for our na- 
tional defense. 

I yield to the gentlewoman from Indi- 
ana. 

Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the distinguished gentlewoman 
and my friend from Missouri, VICKY 
HARTZLER. 

The NDAA, as we have heard tonight, 
is the largest single authorization bill 
that Congress considers and one of this 
body’s most significant pieces of legis- 
lation and accomplishments this year. 
This legislation is critical to our na- 
tional security. It continues to fund 
the entire national defense of this 
country. 

For 54 years, Republicans and Demo- 
crats in both Houses in this body have 
come together to pass this defense bill. 
This year was no different. This Con- 
gress sent a bipartisan bill to President 
Obama. Today, though, the President 
vetoed this defense budget in order to 
gain leverage for additional increased 
spending, his demands of spending, a 
process of a budgetary procedure that 
is completely unrelated to this bill. 

This defense bill helps our men and 
women in uniform by adjusting pay 
and retirement benefits. It removes 
barriers that prevent access to urgent 
medical care for members of the armed 
services while also expanding employ- 
ment opportunities for those exiting 
the service. It helps us retain our most 
experienced servicemembers. It makes 
those individuals safer by enhancing 
and improving military training and 
modernizing our resources and pro- 
grams. 

Lastly, this bill provides very real 
authorities, such as the ability to pro- 
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tect Americans by keeping terrorists 
secured in the detention facility known 
as GTMO, or Guantanamo Bay. For 54 
years, this defense bill has transited 
party lines and Washington dysfunc- 
tion. As a candidate, President Obama 
promised to do the same. But with this 
veto, he has threatened to end this sta- 
ple of bipartisanship in this Chamber. 

Our servicemen and -women put their 
lives on the line every day. The least 
we can do is offer them the security of 
knowing that they can provide for 
their families and plan for their own 
futures. 
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Mrs. HARTZLER. I thank the gentle- 
woman. I appreciate that. 

Next we have another member of the 
Armed Services Committee, who is a 
decorated Army commander, who led 
soldiers in Iraq, and whose unit was re- 
sponsible for finding Saddam Hussein, 
to share his thoughts on this day when 
the President has vetoed the NDAA and 
why it is so important that we override 
this veto. 

I yield to the gentleman from Okla- 
homa (Mr. RUSSELL). 

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the gentle- 
woman from Missouri for all of her 
hard work on the Armed Services Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Speaker, I served my country 21 
years in the Infantry in the United 
States Army and have deployed oper- 
ationally to Kosovo, Kuwait, Afghani- 
stan and Iraq. 

As a combat Infantry veteran, I know 
firsthand the hardships and dangers 
that our warriors face. The question 
that we have to ask is: Why has the 
President increased the hardship and 
danger to our troops? Has he forgotten 
that we have troops in the field that 
are still fighting? 

Has he forgotten that he has com- 
mitted to contingency operations that 
created new hardships, new deploy- 
ments, unscheduled training, unsched- 
uled maintenance? And now, after ask- 
ing them to turn everything on their 
heads, he is not even going to support 
it. 

A Presidential veto blocks needed 
funds for our ongoing combat oper- 
ations and for our emergency oper- 
ations and contingencies. 

The President claims that we need to 
do this right; yet, he has created the 
foreign policy mess that has required 
our troops to deploy on contingencies 
and then has asked this body to get ad- 
ditional Congressional authorization 
for those efforts. And now he adds to 
their burden. 

The veto eliminates crucial planning 
time just for normal peacetime oper- 
ations in training from 3 to 6 months, 
forcing the military to waste millions 
of dollars as they play a catch-up 
game, usually in the spring, by having 
to deal with such efforts to try to 
make up for lost time. 
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The veto reduces certainty in our 
overall national security posture. The 
veto also blocks a revised retirement 
program benefiting 83 percent of our 
warriors that are not currently cov- 
ered, and it denies expanded access to 
health care and blocks access to needed 
drugs. 

It continues to leave our warriors de- 
fenseless at recruiting stations, camps, 
posts, and bases by denying their abil- 
ity to carry firearms in their defense 
against terror threats. 

The veto also blocks a mediocre pay 
raise that the President himself al- 
ready reduced by 1 percent, and now 
they will not even get that pathetic 1 
percent pay raise, 1.3 percent. 

Mr. Speaker, a Presidential veto 
makes one thing crystal clear: Nothing 
is too good for our troops and nothing 
is what he is going to give them. That 
is why we will fight to overturn this 
veto, so that he can hear the people of 
the United States and our constitu- 
tional requirement to defend this re- 
public. 

We will overturn this veto, and we 
ask, Mr. Speaker, that the Nation join 
us in this fight. 

I thank the gentlewoman from Mis- 
souri. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. I couldn’t agree 
more with the gentleman. Thank you 
for your leadership, service to our 
country, and your call for the Amer- 
ican people to join us and come along- 
side us as we fight for the defense of 
our Nation and for the men and women 
in uniform. 

The thing that I feel is so important 
tonight is that the American people 
and everyone here in the House has had 
an opportunity to hear from people 
who not only care about their Nation, 
who are today’s patriots, but many of 
them who have either served them- 
selves on the front line and who have 
experienced danger and put themselves 
in harm’s way because of it or they 
have family members that they are 
supporting in that line of duty. 

Our next speaker I want to turn to is 
certainly one of those, not only a col- 
league on the Armed Services Com- 
mittee, but a father who has three sons 
who are serving in the military, and he 
knows firsthand the dangers, the sac- 
rifice, and how important this NDAA is 
to our Nation. 

I yield to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. NUGENT). 

Mr. NUGENT. Congresswoman 
HARTZLER, I really appreciate you tak- 
ing the time to do this today on the 
floor. 

Mr. Speaker, it is an outrage that the 
President would veto, as the Com- 
mander in Chief of our military in gen- 
eral. 

Think about this. I have three sons 
that have served in the military, that 
currently serve in United States Army, 
that have served in Iraq and Afghani- 
stan, that have done trips to Haiti to 
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help during reconstruction as it related 
to an earthquake. 

The President of the United States 
has made them political pawns. 

One of the things that my wife and I 
felt when they were deployed to Iraq or 
Afghanistan was that they were the 
best equipped, best led, best trained 
troops on the face of the earth. By 
vetoing the National Defense Author- 
ization Act, we are putting a dagger in 
the heart of what we are supposed to be 
holding up. 

The Constitution of the United 
States says that this Congress has the 
obligation to stand up an Army, to 
stand up a Navy, to support the Presi- 
dent of the United States and the ac- 
tions that we must take to protect this 
Nation. 

The actions today are strictly a po- 
litical action when you do a press con- 
ference to hold up the fact that he ve- 
toed the National Defense Authoriza- 
tion Act. 

You have heard so many members 
here today talk about the things that 
this act did or does. And so I call upon 
all of our friends across the aisle. 
Democrats, unite with us to overturn 
this veto because we live in the most 
dangerous of times. 

Go back in time. I can’t think of a 
time—I don’t know if you can—where 
it has been more dangerous in regards 
to a resurgent Russia, to China, to 
Iran, to North Korea, to all of the non- 
state actors out there that are threat- 
ening this Nation and our friends and 
allies around the world. 

This is not the time to play political 
brinksmanship with our military. This 
is a time to hold them up, lift them up, 
and let them do their job and know 
that their Commander in Chief has 
their back. 

I truly do appreciate, Mrs. HARTZLER, 
your doing this. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. Thank you, Mr. 
NUGENT. I just thought it was so impor- 
tant that you shared, as a parent. I 
have heard you say this before in com- 
mittee, that, as a parent, it is vital for 
you and your wife to know that you are 
sending the best equipped, best trained 
force possible over into harm’s way so, 
when you send your sons, you know 
that they are going to be able to come 
back safe. 

Mr. NUGENT. People forget that 
there is actually flesh and blood, par- 
ents and children, of those young men 
and women that are serving this coun- 
try. They forget there are real people 
in those uniforms. And so that is why 
this is so important. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. Absolutely. And 
what message is that sending to them 
right now? Thank you. 

Now I would like to turn to Rep- 
resentative DouG LAMBORN, my friend 
from Colorado, who has the privilege 
and does such a great job representing 
one of the most military-intense dis- 
tricts in the country. I had the oppor- 
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tunity to visit the Air Force Academy 
around Memorial Day. I appreciate 
your leadership on this issue. 

I yield to the gentleman from Colo- 
rado (Mr. LAMBORN) for whatever he 
would like to share. 

Mr. LAMBORN. I thank the gentle- 
woman from Missouri for her leader- 


ship. 
Mr. Speaker, today’s veto from the 
President breaks dangerous new 


ground for callous disregard for the 
needs of our men and women in uni- 
form. 

While he worked so hard to make 
sure that the Iranian military had the 
funding they needed via his disastrous 
nuclear deal, today he chose to will- 
fully disregard the needs of our own 
military to make a political point with 
his veto. 

The Presidency has sunk to a new 
low today. For the first time in his- 
tory, an American President has ve- 
toed a defense bill because of issues 
that the bill itself cannot possibly ad- 
dress. 

Most of us here in Congress agree 
that defending our Nation is the first 
and most important priority, a sacred 
constitutional duty we have to protect 
the American people and to keep us 
safe in an increasingly dangerous 
world. 

Tragically, President Obama is will- 
ing to hold defense hostage to try to 
get more money for agencies like the 
IRS and the EPA, all of this while we 
remain at war with extremist groups 
like al Qaeda and ISIS that want to at- 
tack America, all of this while we still 
are having troops killed overseas, in- 
cluding some from Colorado. 

This is pretty simple, really. This ad- 
ministration wants to cut our military 
and increase spending almost every- 
where else. Our troops have already en- 
dured massive cuts similar in size to 
the Clinton drawdown in the nineties, 
although this time global threats are 
rising, not falling. 

On top of all this, the President 
wants to send Guantanamo detainees 
to U.S. soil, including to my own dis- 
trict in Colorado, and is also issuing 
his veto for this reason. 

Look, terrorists will find a reason to 
hate us no matter what happens in 
Guantanamo. 

I ask my colleagues: Are we willing 
to let this happen on our watch? 

To my fellow Republicans who are 
rightly concerned about out-of-control 
Federal spending and an out-of-control 
Federal debt, please hear me when I 
say we are working on real reform and 
real accountability for the large de- 
fense budget. 

But please also hear me when I say 
that defense is simply not the driver of 
our debt, especially over the long term. 
Defense spending ensures and protects 
our way of life. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to do 
the right thing for our military and the 
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right thing for America: override Presi- 
dent Obama’s reckless and truly dan- 
gerous veto. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. I thank the gen- 
tleman so much because he raises a 
very good point as far as spending goes 
in that this bill, the NDAA, provides 
the exact amount of funding for our de- 
fense that the President requested. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Down to the penny. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. We worked hard to 
come up with that, but we made sure 
that our troops had the funding they 
need. And, yet, as the Commander in 
Chief, he requested $612 billion. We 
gave him $612 billion in this bill, and 
then he vetoes it. 

Mr. LAMBORN. It makes no sense. It 
is dangerous, and he is doing it for po- 
litical reasons that can’t be solved in 
this bill. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. You are exactly 
right. Thank you for your comments. 

Now I have a gentleman from Geor- 
gia that I have been privileged to be 
elected with in 2010 and serve alongside 
in both Agriculture Committee and 
Armed Services. I believe he is one of 
the most hardworking members on 
Armed Services. 

If you are his constituent, I want you 
to know he is at every hearing. He does 
his homework. And I appreciate him 
coming out tonight to share his 
thoughts on the NDAA. 

I yield to the gentleman from Geor- 
gia (Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT). 

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. I 
want to thank you, Mrs. HARTZLER, for 
what you have done here. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank you for 
the opportunity to discuss what has 
happened here today. As we talked ear- 
lier today, I honestly thought there 
was a Chance that we wouldn’t be here 
speaking about this. I thought that 
maybe this one time our Commander in 
Chief would do what was right. 

I hope you will take an opportunity 
to look at the news. I am looking at it 
right now. 

Obama to hold photo op to veto de- 
fense bill. Obama plans to hold a photo 
op in the Oval Office when he uses his 
veto pen on the National Defense Au- 
thorization Act, according to his public 
schedule. 

Ladies and gentlemen, when I am 
around the District, I hear a lot of 
complaints: Why can’t Congress just 
work together? Why can’t you get 
along? 

The National Defense Authorization 
Act came out of the Armed Services 
Committee 60-2, 60-2. There was one 
Democrat and one Republican that 
voted against the bill; 60-2. 

It came through the House. A signifi- 
cant majority voted for the National 
Defense Authorization bill on the floor. 
It passed out of the Senate with over 70 
votes. 

When I am talking to Americans, I 
have used this as an example of how 
not everything you see in the press is 
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true, that there are issues like national 
security that the Democrats and the 
Republicans in Washington, D.C., abso- 
lutely take very seriously, and when it 
comes to the well-being of our men and 
women that serve the country and 
their families and making sure that 
they have the training and the equip- 
ment that they need, that this is an ex- 
ample of how we are able to put par- 
tisanship aside and work in the best in- 
terest of everybody in the country, 
most especially those that serve so 
honorably. 

And the President held a photo op to 
veto the bill. 

I want to thank my fellow col- 
leagues, both Democrats and Repub- 
licans, for their work on this bill. Cer- 
tainly I supported it. I continue to sup- 
port it. 

I think one of the things that con- 
tinues to be mentioned and needs to be 
mentioned over and over and over 
again is the President got the total of 
what he asked for with regard to the 
authorization of the funds for carrying 
out the fight against ISIL, for the oper- 
ations of the military. 

There were a couple of things in it 
that he didn’t like. One the them was 
the transfer of terrorists out of Guan- 
tanamo Bay. 


1800 


Now, I would just ask that you think 
about the fact that, since the first 
NDAA 50 years ago, it has only been ve- 
toed four times. In each instance, there 
was an agreement effectively prior to 
the veto on how to resolve it. 

But not this guy, not this guy. He 
holds a photo op. He holds a photo op 
so that he can show off while he vetoes 
the National Defense Authorization 
Act. 

I just hope that my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle will join us as we 
work to override the President’s veto 
in the House. I honestly believe that 
we will get the votes in the House to do 
that. 

I hope that the Members of the Sen- 
ate who voted for the National Defense 
Authorization Act will vote for it again 
when they have the opportunity to do 
so after we send the bill over there, 
after we have overridden the Presi- 
dent’s veto with this piece of legisla- 
tion in the House. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I would like to 
apologize. If the President won’t do it, 
I want to do it. What happened today I 
think will long be looked upon as one 
of the worst moments of American 
leadership. 

With that, Mrs. HARTZLER, I thank 
you again for what you have done for 
the men and women who serve and 
your service in this House. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

I think it is so important to remem- 
ber that national defense is not a par- 
tisan issue. It is a constitutional duty. 
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It is a constitutional privilege that we 
have, as elected officials in this coun- 
try, to provide for the common defense. 

The bill did pass overwhelmingly 
with bipartisan support in the House, 
in the committee, and over in the Sen- 
ate. I am hopeful as well that we will 
be able to continue to join together to 
override this veto. 

My friend from Georgia also made 
the comment and the sad news about 
the photo op that the President did 
today as he vetoed this piece of legisla- 
tion. 

I wonder, where is the photo op with 
the soldiers right now fighting in Af- 
ghanistan and some of them, sadly, 
who have died lately? Where is the rec- 
ognition for them? Where is the photo 
op with the sorties that are being flown 
and our pilots that are going into 
harm’s way to take on ISIS right now? 
Where is the photo op with all the mili- 
tary families that are sacrificing? 

It is truly shameful, I think, that 
this occurred. I stand alongside with 
those who are fighting for the people of 
this country to keep them safe. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. GIBSON), another 
friend who is a champion of this, who is 
a decorated Army commander, proudly 
serves on the Armed Services Com- 
mittee and does a wonderful job. 

Mr. GIBSON. Thank you. I really 
want to express my gratitude to the 
gentlewoman. I thank her for leading 
tonight, putting this together. 

I also want to thank my colleagues 
that came out tonight to share their 
views and share their experiences. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a very critical 
topic we are talking about here today. 
The first function of government is to 
protect its people. 

Mr. Speaker, every single one of our 
service chiefs are on record, under oath 
in sworn testimony, saying that, if 
they do not get the additional re- 
sources that are provided in parts of 
this bill, that they will not be able to 
execute the national security strategy, 
that it will break our military. 

Mr. Speaker, this is at a time that we 
have Russian tanks in Syria. We have 
got a significant challenge from the Is- 
lamic State. We have got major issues 
with Iran. We are dealing with a very 
aggressive Putin in Eastern Europe. We 
have got a quixotic leader in North 
Korea and an ambiguous situation in 
China. 

Now is not the time to be taking a 
knee on our national security strategy. 
Now is not the time to be breaking our 
military. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to make sure it 
is clear just how partisan the Presi- 
dent’s actions are. The American peo- 
ple need to know just how partisan this 
action is. 

This process, our national security 
policy bill, is collaborative. 

In our committee, in the House 
Armed Services Committee, we hold 
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hearings. It is fully collaborative. Both 
sides—Republicans and Democrats—get 
to come together, work on the issues, 
bring forward the questions, collabo- 
rate in that whole process of the hear- 
ing. 

Then we have a markup. We have a 
markup at the committee level. This 
markup lasts for, in some cases, over 12 
hours. Every single person in that com- 
mittee, regardless of party, is able to 
bring forward their ideas, to speak for 
their people, to offer their amend- 
ments, to have debate, and to have a 
vote on those amendments. 

As the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
AUSTIN SCOTT) mentioned, at the cul- 
mination of that process in the House 
Armed Services Committee, the vote in 
our committee was 60-2, a strong vote, 
a bipartisan vote. The representatives 
of the people of the United States 
voted to support our servicemen and 
-women and their families. 

The vote that was taken here on the 
floor of the House was a strong, bipar- 
tisan vote. Our colleagues over in the 
Senate, as was mentioned—the vote on 
the conference was 70-27. Three individ- 
uals who are running for President of 
the United States who were not present 
expressed support for it. Seventy-three 
votes, almost three-quarters of the 
United States Senate, represented the 
will of those respective States that 
they were here to represent. It was a 
strong, bipartisan vote. 

We have a supermajority supporting 
this bill for our servicemen and 
-women and their families. 

The President of the United States, 
despite all that, vetoed this bill when 
it is so clear that every single one of 
our service chiefs have said that they 
need these additional resources or we 
will not be able to execute the national 
security strategy. 

Mr. Speaker, this is also very per- 
sonal for me. I enlisted at the age of 17 
as a private in the Infantry back in 
1981. In my early years in the military, 
I was part of an effort to try to in- 
crease the readiness of our Armed 
Forces, and I saw those efforts work- 
ing. I saw us continuing to build capa- 
bility throughout the eighties and 
standing on the principle of peace 
through strength. 

We won the cold war without a major 
conflict. We put ourselves in the posi- 
tion, when we had conflict in 1990 in 
the Persian Gulf war, that we had a 
military with overmatch so that we 
were able to prevail in that conflict 
with as few casualties as was possible. 

Mr. Speaker, over time, in the 29 
years that I served in the military, the 
other important facet of peace through 
strength is it forged trust with those 
who were willing to come forward and 
defend this Nation, trust that their 
leaders here in Washington, D.C.—re- 
gardless of party—would always have 
their back, would ensure the resources 
necessary so that they could be fully 
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equipped and trained, would be there 
for them, that their pay and benefits 
would always be there for them, and 
that, when they deployed forward, that 
the programs would be there to support 
their families. 

Mr. Speaker, that trust was really 
called into question today by our 
President, who, in a very partisan man- 
ner, vetoed an overwhelmingly bipar- 
tisan piece of legislation. I can’t even 
begin to tell you how disappointed I 
am. 

Mr. Speaker, we will fight this. We 
are working now with our colleagues. 
We feel like we are in a strong position 
in the Senate to override this. We have 
more work to do here in the United 
States House. That work is ongoing. 
We need to enact this bill. 

Let me just end where I began and 
thank the gentlewoman for her leader- 
ship. I thank her for coming forward 
today to organize this, to really inspire 
us to come together to express so that 
the American people can know what 
happened today and how their rep- 
resentatives, in a bipartisan way, will 
rise to this challenge and make sure 
that we get this important national se- 
curity policy bill into law. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. I thank the gen- 
tleman for his service and for sharing 
how important it is, how vital it is, 
that we override this veto and do what 
is right for our troops and for America. 

The last speaker is the newly elected 
gentleman from California who I have 
really enjoyed getting to know and is a 
privilege to serve with on the Armed 
Services Committee. 

I yield to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. KNIGHT). 

Mr. KNIGHT. I thank Congress- 
woman HARTZLER for her leadership in 
this role. This is of vital importance. 

I want to start this discussion with 
just a little bit of reference. When I got 
elected 9 months ago, everyone said: 
You have to go to Congress. You have 
to get some things done. You have to 
work across the aisle. You have to 
build some friendships. You have to do 
these things. 

I think in the one committee that I 
sit on, Armed Services, we do that. We 
talk about the military. We talk about 
what is best for it, what is best for 
America, what is best for the readiness, 
and what are the programs and the 
projects and the arms and the things 
that we are going to do to make sure 
that our men and women are the best 
prepared to go into battle, if called 
upon. 

But today I think we saw a little bit 
of politics, and maybe we have seen 
that for the last week or more. But po- 
litical football shouldn’t happen 
around the military. We should be able 
to hammer these things out. 

As you heard from some of the speak- 
ers before, this has been vetoed four 
times, and every time it has been basi- 
cally an issue that has then been 
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worked out. We have come back, we 
have taken care of that issue, and it 
has gone forward. 

So for 53 years, the NDAA has 
worked like it is supposed to: put the 
military first, put America first, and 
move forward through the disagree- 
ments. 

But as you have heard—and we heard 
this in the discussion with part of the 
NDAA—that this was going to be ve- 
toed. The President was forecasting 
maybe he would veto this. 

Well, this wasn’t a secret operation 
we were doing. The NDAA was out in 
the open. I don’t know of a chairman 
that is better than the chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services at work- 
ing across the aisle, working with the 
issues, and trying to get everything 
done before we get to a problem like 
this, including working with the White 
House. That is exactly what happened. 

But I would disagree with some of 
the speakers that came before me when 
they said that the President came out 
and he brought his pen and he did a 
photo op. This was forecasted that it 
was going to be done today, today. 

Is there something that is happening 
today that is going to take up all the 
news, that is going to be in all of the 
papers tomorrow, that is going to be on 
Twitter? That is right. The Benghazi 
hearing is happening right now, and it 
has been happening for hours. 

During this veto, the Benghazi hear- 
ing was happening. I just went on Twit- 
ter. There are 200 times more Twitter 
feeds on Benghazi than the NDAA veto. 

In politics, we would call that cover. 
We would call that: You know what? I 
have to do something bad; so, I had 
better do it when they are not looking 
at me. That is exactly what happened 
today. 

Let’s talk about the NDAA a little 
bit. Yes, we have had some disagree- 
ments, and we have figured them out: 
60-2 in the House. How do you get 
something done when you get such a 
bipartisan vote? Well, you sit there for 
20 hours and you work through a chair- 
man and you get the issues worked out. 

$612 billion was asked for. $612 billion 
was given. A 1.3 percent pay raise from 
the President’s budget, a 1.3 percent 
pay raise to our military, that was 
done. 

In July, we lost four Marines to a 
tragic incident in Tennessee. When I 
went home, many people said: What are 
you going to do about this? Can you 
change something? Shouldn’t they be 
armed? Shouldn’t something happen? 

That is in the NDAA. Now we give 
post commanders the appropriate abil- 
ity to arm our recruiting and our re- 
serve centers. 

But let’s go a little further. This al- 
lows our friends and enemies to know 
what is happening in America. Now, 
today they say: Is something hap- 
pening in America that is weak? Be- 
cause for 53 years, it has been the mili- 
tary first, America first. We are going 
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to be strong. And today I have got to 
believe that our friends and enemies 
might be scratching their head and 
saying: What is happening in America? 

That is not something we ever want. 
We want our friends to know that we 
are going to be shoulder to shoulder 
with them, and we want our enemies to 
know that we are as strong as we pos- 
sibly can be. 

I am going to finish thanking the 
gentlewoman from Missouri. We have a 
kindredship. In my district, we tested 
and built every B-2. In her district, she 
houses the B-2 Spirit that sends them 
off to do difficult deals, difficult sor- 
ties. I am very proud of what the B-2 
does, just as I am proud of every man 
and woman in the military and every 
mission that they complete. 
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Mr. Speaker, if we are going to stand 
with the military, then let’s stand with 
the military. If we are going to turn 
our back and say that this is not what 
we believe, then that is not what I 
want to be part of. I think we should 
work as hard as we possibly can to 
override this veto. That is the mission. 
That is the vision. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. Thank you, gen- 
tleman. I share that vision and look 
forward to working alongside you to do 
the right thing for the American peo- 
ple. 

I think you brought up many good 
points, but certainly the situation now 
under this Commander in Chief is that 
we have a situation where our allies 
don’t trust us and our enemies don’t 
fear us. This action today can’t help 
but contribute further to that think- 
ing. We have got to reverse this. Amer- 
ica is strong when it is safe, and it is 
safe because it is strong. 

We have heard this evening, Mr. 
Speaker, from many people who are ex- 
perts on this issue. Not only do they 
care about it passionately, but they 
themselves have put on the uniform 
and made the sacrifices. They have left 
families to serve their country, and 
they know what it is like, what our 
troops are facing and what potential 
dangers we can be in by jeopardizing 
their security by not providing for 
them and passing a National Defense 
Authorization Act. We have heard from 
other colleagues here who are parents 
and who have children who have an- 
swered the call and signed up to serve 
their country and gone into harm’s 
way, some of them who are there right 
now. 

Mr. Speaker, we have heard how dis- 
tressing it is for our troops to hear 
today—no matter where they are, 
whether they are in Afghanistan, Iraq, 
whether they are in the Pacific or they 
are in the jungles of Africa, or whether 
they are advising as we look and see 
what is going on with Ukraine and the 
President, and whether they are moni- 
toring intelligence around the world, 
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cyber threats and cyber attacks—when 
they turn on their TV tonight, to find 
out that their Commander in Chief has 
vetoed the bill that would provide for 
the resources that they need to carry 
out their mission, to find out that it is 
not done because of some specific pro- 
visions in the bill, unlike a few times 
in the past 53 years where we have 
passed this, but because the President 
wants to advance a domestic agenda 
that has nothing to do with providing 
for our common defense. It is wrong 
and it is disheartening. 

Just a reminder of the things in this 
bill, the reasons it is so important. It 
provides: $612 billion for our national 
defense, the exact amount of money 
that the President requested; a pay 
raise for our hardworking troops; re- 
tirement benefits for those that don’t 
have it now; the authority of com- 
manders, like Representative KNIGHT 
shared, to be able to make a policy to 
allow the soldiers on their installation 
to be able to defend themselves and 
carry guns so hopefully we won’t see 
the senseless tragedy again; to restrict 
allowing Guantanamo Bay detainees— 
terrorists, basically—to be brought 
here to America and put into our jails 
in our backyard; and to support our al- 
lies, whether it be the Iron Dome for 
Israel that has been so helpful in sav- 
ing countless thousands of lives in 
Israel in the last few years, but also to 
provide funding for those fighting for 
freedom in Ukraine, allowing them to 
protect themselves. 

Other speakers talked about space 
protections, protections against sexual 
assault in the military, preventing the 
transfers, supports our allies, some of 
the things I have said, acquisition re- 
form. We did everything we could in 
this bill to help make the Pentagon 
more efficient and more effective to 
save money, and we will continue to do 
that. 

We also heard about the dangers and 
how, with the President’s veto, it is 
going to eliminate critical training 
time, and parents are going to be able 
to question whether their child is going 
to be safe when they send them to war. 

Mr. Speaker, we can’t allow this veto 
to stand. If the Commander in Chief is 
going to forsake his most fundamental 
duties, then the people of the House, 
the representatives of the people of 
America, will and are going to do ev- 
erything possible to override this veto 
and to make sure that those in harm’s 
way have what they need, that we 
don’t jeopardize our national defense, 
and that we continue to have our prior- 
ities right as a nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to be able 
to come on the House floor tonight and 
to share about this very, very impor- 
tant issue and this very historic day, 
and to also lay the groundwork for No- 
vember 5, when we will vote for an 
override of this veto. I ask all my col- 
leagues to support that, and I look for- 
ward to a positive vote. 
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Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem- 
bers are reminded not to engage in per- 
sonalities toward the President. 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives: 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, October 22, 2015. 
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, Wash- 
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per- 
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of 
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives, the Clerk received the following mes- 
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 22, 2015 at 3:09 p.m.: 


That the Senate passed S. 799. 


With best wishes, I am 
Sincerely, 
KAREN L. HAAS. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 


Ms. KELLY of Illinois (at the request 
of Ms. PELOSI) for October 20 through 
23 on account of family medical issues. 


PUBLICATION OF BUDGETARY 
MATERIAL 


REVISIONS TO THE AGGREGATES AND ALLOCA- 
TIONS OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2016 BUDGET RESO- 
LUTION RELATED TO LEGISLATION REPORTED 
BY THE COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET, 
Washington, DC, October 22, 2015. 

Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 

Speaker, House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 


DEAR MR. SPEAKER, I hereby submit for 
printing in the Congressional Record revi- 
sions to the budget allocations and aggre- 
gates of the Fiscal Year 2016 Concurrent Res- 
olution on the Budget, S. Con. Res. 11. Sec- 
tion 2002(b)(8) of S. Con. Res. 11 permits the 
Chairman of the Committee on the Budget to 
make adjustments to the budget resolution 
levels for a reconciliation measure upon the 
determination that it complies with its rec- 
onciliation instructions. The Restoring 
Americans’ Healthcare Freedom Reconcili- 
ation Act of 2015 complies with the instruc- 
tions set forth in section 2002 of S. Con. Res. 
11 as determined under section 310(c) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974. The ad- 
justments are set forth in the attached ta- 
bles. 
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This revision represents an adjustment for 
purposes of budgetary enforcement. These 
revised allocations and aggregates are to be 
considered as the aggregates and allocations 
included in the budget resolution, pursuant 
to S. Con. Res. 11, as adjusted. Pursuant to 
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section 3403 of such concurrent resolution, 
this revision to the allocations and aggre- 


TABLE 1.—REVISION TO ON-BUDGET AGGREGATES 


[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars] 
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gates shall apply only while H.R. 3762 is 
under consideration or upon its enactment. 
Sincerely, 
TOM PRICE, M.D., 
Chairman, 
Committee on the Budget. 


Fiscal Year 
2016 2016-2025 
Current Aggrega' 
Budget Aut! 3,040,743 1 
Outlays .. 3,092,541 1 
Revenues 2,675,967 32,233,099 
Adjustment for H.R. 
Budget Authority —9,700 1 
Outlays .. —9,100 1 
Revenues — 12,700 — 197,900 
Revised Agg : 
Budge jority 3,031,043 1 
Outlays .. 3,083,441 1 
Revenues 2,663,267 32,035,199 
1Not applicable because annual appropriations acts for fiscal years 2017—2025 will not be considered until future sessions of Congress. 
TABLE 2.—REVISION TO COMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS, AUTHORIZING COMMITTEE 302(a) ALLOCATIONS 
[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars] 
2016 2016-2025 Total 
House Committee on Ways and Means 
Budget Budget 
Authority Outlays Authority Outlays 
Current Allocation 963,250 962,255 13,218,695 13,217,578 
Adjustment for H.R. 3762, Restoring Americans’ Healthcare Freedom Reconciliation Act of 2015 — 8,700 — 8,700 — 268,000 — 268,000 
Revised ANDEAN sieas ainnirean aA iea i Aaaa aS R anini A 954,550 953,555 12,950,695 12,949,578 
TABLE 3.—REVISION TO COMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS, AUTHORIZING COMMITTEE 302(a) ALLOCATIONS 
[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars] 
2016 2016-2025 Total 
House Committee on Energy and Commerce Bud 
get Budget 
Authority Outlays Authority Outlays 
Crtane AMMOGAtHOM oasiahirian anseia ahai as 389,635 392,001 4,341,991 4,346,043 
Adjustment for H.R. 3762, Restoring Americans’ Healthcare Freedom Reconciliation Act of 2015 — 1,000 — 300 — 15,200 — 12,400 
Revised Allocation 388,635 391,701 4,326,791 4,333,643 
TABLE 4.—REVISION TO COMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS, AUTHORIZING COMMITTEE 302(a) ALLOCATIONS 
[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars] 
2016 2016-2025 Total 
House Committee on Education & the Workforce 
Budget Budget 
Authority Outlays Authority Outlays 
Current Allocation — 14,389 — 11,569 — 208,805 — 203,704 
Adjustment for H.R. 3762, Restoring Americans’ Healthcare Freedom Reconciliation Act of 2015 0 0 4,300 i 
Revised Allocation — 14,389 — 11,569 — 204,505 — 199,404 
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ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House, 
reported and found truly enrolled bills 
of the House of the following titles, 
which were thereupon signed by the 
Speaker: 

H.R. 322. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
16105 Swingley Ridge Road in Chesterfield, 
Missouri, as the “Sgt. Zachary M. Fisher 
Post Office”. 

H.R. 323. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
55 Grasso Plaza in St. Louis, Missouri, as the 
“Sgt. Amanda N. Pinson Post Office”. 

H.R. 324. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
11662 Gravois Road in St. Louis, Missouri, as 
the “Lt. Daniel P. Riordan Post Office”. 

H.R. 558. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
55 South Pioneer Boulevard in Springboro, 


Ohio, as the “Richard ‘Dick’ Chenault Post 
Office Building”. 

H.R. 1442. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 90 Cornell Street in Kingston, New York, 
as the ‘Staff Sergeant Robert H. Dietz Post 
Office Building’’. 

H.R. 1884. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 206 West Commercial Street in East Roch- 
ester, New York, as the “Officer Daryl R. 
Pierson Memorial Post Office Building”. 


H.R. 3059. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 4500 SE 28th Street, Del City, Oklahoma, 
as the James Robert Kalsu Post Office Build- 
ing. 

H.R. 3116. An act to extend by 15 years the 
authority of the Secretary of Commerce to 
conduct the quarterly financial report pro- 
gram. 


SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The Speaker announced his signature 
to enrolled bills of the Senate of the 
following titles: 

S. 1862. An act to amend title XI of the So- 
cial Security Act to clarify waiver authority 
regarding programs of all inclusive care for 
the elderly (PACE programs). 

S. 2162. An act to establish a 10-year term 
for the service of the Librarian of Congress. 


EE 


BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 


Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House, 
reported that on October 21, 2015, she 
presented to the President of the 
United States, for his approval, the fol- 
lowing bill: 

H.R. 1735. To authorize appropriations for 
fiscal year 2016 for military activities of the 
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Department of Defense, for military con- 
struction, and for defense activities of the 
Department of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal year, and 
for other purposes. 

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House, 
further reported that on October 22, 
2015, she presented to the President of 
the United States, for his approval, the 
following bill: 

H.R. 3116. To extend by 15 years the au- 
thority of the Secretary of Commerce to con- 
duct the quarterly financial report program. 


ES 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. KNIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 6 o’clock and 20 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to- 
morrow, Friday, October 23, 2015, at 9 
a.m. 


ee 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

3229. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Insular Areas, Department of the Inte- 
rior, transmitting a draft bill to permit the 
use of resettlement and relocation funds pro- 
vided to the people of Bikini to be used with- 
in or outside the Republic of the Marshall Is- 
lands, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources. 

3230. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Insular Areas, Department of the Inte- 
rior, transmitting a draft bill to improve air 
service capabilities in American Samoa, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 


ES 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. HENSARLING: Committee on Finan- 
cial Services. H.R. 1090. A bill to amend the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 to provide 
protections for retail customers, and for 
other purposes (Rept. 114-304, Pt. 1). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. UPTON: Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. H.R. 2583. A bill to amend the 
Communications Act of 1934 to provide for 
greater transparency and efficiency in the 
procedures followed by the Federal Commu- 
nications Commission, and for other pur- 
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 114-805). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE 

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XIII, the 
Committee on Education and the 
Workforce discharged from further 
consideration. H.R. 1090 referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 


ES 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
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titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 


By Mr. ROTHFUS (for himself, Mr. 
BARLETTA, Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsyl- 
vania, and Mr. KELLY of Pennsyl- 
vania): 

H.R. 3797. A bill to establish the bases by 
which the Administrator of the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency shall issue, imple- 
ment, and enforce certain emission limita- 
tions and allocations for existing electric 
utility steam generating units that convert 
coal refuse into energy; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. GARRETT: 

H.R. 3798. A bill to amend the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 to permit private per- 
sons to compel the Securities and Exchange 
Commission to seek legal or equitable rem- 
edies in a civil action, instead of an adminis- 
trative proceeding, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. SALMON (for himself, Mr. 
GUINTA, Mr. CARTER of Texas, Mr. 
KELLY of Pennsylvania, Mr. COLLINS 
of New York, Mr. THOMPSON of Penn- 
sylvania, Mr. HUELSKAMP, Mr. 
FRANKS of Arizona, Mrs. LOVE, Mr. 
LAMALFA, and Mr. STEWART): 

H.R. 3799. A bill to provide that silencers 
be treated the same as long guns; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, and in addi- 
tion to the Committee on the Judiciary, for 
a period to be subsequently determined by 
the Speaker, in each case for consideration 
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. CARTWRIGHT (for himself, Mr. 
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Ms. BROWN of 
Florida, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. CARSON of 
Indiana, Mr. COHEN, Mr. CONYERS, 
Mr. DELANEY, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. 
FATTAH, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. HAs- 
TINGS, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. HONDA, Mr. 
LYNCH, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mrs. NAPOLI- 
TANO, Mr. NOLAN, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 


O'ROURKE, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. POCAN, 
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. TAKANO, Mr. 
VARGAS, Mr. VELA, Mr. Youo, Mr. 


LOWENTHAL, Mr. SWALWELL of Cali- 
fornia, Ms. CLARKE of New York, Ms. 
JACKSON LEE, Ms. EsHOO, and Mr. 
PETERS): 

H.R. 3800. A bill to amend section 9A of the 
Richard B. Russell National School Lunch 
Act to require that local school wellness 
policies include a requirement that students 
receive 50 hours of school nutrition edu- 
cation per school year; to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. COHEN (for himself, Mr. LEWIS, 
Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California, 
Mr. RANGEL, Ms. Bass, Mr. POLIS, 
Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
CLEAVER, Mr. RUSH, Ms. LEE, and Mr. 
GUTIERREZ): 

H.R. 3801. A bill to redesignate the Federal 
building located at 9385 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Northwest in the District of Columbia as the 
“Federal Bureau of Investigation Building”; 
to the Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure. 

By Mr. BABIN (for himself, Mr. CoL- 
LINS of New York, Mr. BROOKS of Ala- 
bama, Mr. GOSAR, Ms. JENKINS of 
Kansas, Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. 
JOYCE, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. LAMALFA, 
Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. ROGERS of 
Alabama, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. POE of 
Texas, Mr. GROTHMAN, Mr. ZINKE, and 
Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania): 

H.R. 3802. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to provide for the disposition, 
within 60 days, of an application to exempt a 
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projectile from classification as armor pierc- 
ing ammunition; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 
By Mrs. BLACK (for herself, Mr. DUN- 
CAN of Tennessee, and Mr. RIBBLE): 


H.R. 3808. A bill to amend the Congres- 
sional Budget Act of 1974 to establish joint 
resolutions on the budget, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Rules, and in ad- 
dition to the Committee on the Budget, for a 
period to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. BRAT: 


H.R. 3804. A bill to amend the Congres- 
sional Budget Act of 1974 to provide that any 
estimate prepared by the Congressional 
Budget Office or the Joint Committee on 
Taxation shall include costs relating to serv- 
icing the public debt, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Rules, and in addition 
to the Committee on the Budget, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak- 
er, in each case for consideration of such pro- 
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Ms. ESHOO (for herself, Mr. WAL- 
DEN, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mrs. BLACKBURN, 
Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Ms. CLARKE of New 
York, Mr. COLLINS of New York, Mr. 
CRAMER, Ms. DELBENE, Mr. MICHAEL 


F. DOYLE of Pennsylvania, Mrs. 
ELLMERS of North Carolina, Mr. 
EMMER of Minnesota, Mr. 
GARAMENDI, Mr. GUTHRIE, Mr. 


HUFFMAN, Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. 
KINZINGER of Illinois, Mr. LANCE, Mr. 
LOEBSACK, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. LONG, 
Mr. BEN Ray LUJAN of New Mexico, 
Ms. MATSUI, Mr. McNERNEY, Mr. 
OLSON, Mr. RUSH, Mr. SHIMKUS, and 
Mr. YARMUTH): 


H.R. 3805. A bill to amend title 28, United 
States Code, to provide for the inclusion of 
broadband conduit installation in certain 
highway construction projects, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

By Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER (for her- 
self and Mr. YOUNG of Alaska): 


H.R. 3806. A bill to establish certain re- 
quirements with respect to pollock and gold- 
en king crab; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

By Mr. HONDA (for himself, Mr. HINO- 
JOSA, Ms. LEE, Mr. SWALWELL of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. HUFFMAN, Ms. NORTON, 
Mr. BEYER, Mr. VARGAS, Mr. COSTA, 
Ms. Moore, Mr. TAKAI, Ms. JACKSON 
LEE, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, 
Mr. LOWENTHAL, Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. 
HASTINGS, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. CoN- 
YERS, Ms. PINGREE, and Mr. RANGEL): 


H.R. 3807. A bill to provide a process for en- 
suring the United States does not default on 
its obligations; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, and in addition to the Committee 
on Rules, for a period to be subsequently de- 
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Mr. LUETKEMEYER (for himself, 
Mr. McCHENRY, Mr. HECK of Wash- 
ington, and Mr. CARNEY): 


H.R. 3808. A bill to require the withdrawal 
and study of the Federal Housing Finance 
Agency’s proposed rule on Federal Home 
Loan Bank membership, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Financial Serv- 
ices. 
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By Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM 
of New Mexico: 

H.R. 3809. A bill to establish a pilot pro- 
gram in certain agencies for the use of pub- 
lic-private agreements to enhance the effi- 
ciency of Federal real property; to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture, and in addition to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform, for a pe- 
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of 
New York: 

H.R. 3810. A bill to amend title 28, United 
States Code, and SAFETEA-LU to direct the 
Secretary of Transportation to give pref- 
erence to certain surface transportation 
projects that achieve cost efficiencies 
through the use of project development, fi- 
nance, operations, and delivery methods, 
such as design-build, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure. 

By Mr. McNERNEY (for himself and 
Ms. LEE): 

H.R. 3811. A bill to amend the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 to require the disclo- 
sure of the total number of a company’s do- 
mestic and foreign employees; to the Com- 
mittee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. McNERNEY (for himself and 
Ms. LEE): 

H.R. 3812. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide for the identi- 
fication of corporate tax haven countries and 
increased penalties for tax evasion practices 
in haven countries that ship United States 
jobs overseas, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, and in addi- 
tion to the Committee on Oversight and Gov- 
ernment Reform, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Ms. MOORE (for herself, Ms. KELLY 
of Illinois, and Ms. EDWARDS): 

H.R. 3813. A bill to establish a grant pro- 
gram to encourage States to adopt certain 
policies and procedures relating to the trans- 
fer and possession of firearms; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. PINGREE: 

H.R. 3814. A bill to permit aliens seeking 
asylum to be eligible for employment in the 
United States and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. WALORSKI (for herself, Mr. 
MESSER, Mr. BUCSHON, Mr. ROKITA, 
and Mr. GROTHMAN): 

H.J. Res. 70. A joint resolution dis- 
approving a rule submitted by the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency relating to ‘‘Na- 
tional Ambient Air Quality Standards for 
Ozone”; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. ELLISON (for himself, Mr. 
EMMER of Minnesota, Mr. KLINE, Ms. 
McCouuuM, Mr. NOLAN, Mr. PAULSEN, 
Mr. PETERSON, and Mr. WALZ): 

H. Res. 486. A resolution congratulating 
the Minnesota Lynx women’s basketball 
team on winning the 2015 Women’s National 
Basketball Association Championship; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

By Ms. JENKINS of Kansas (for herself 
and Mr. NEAL): 

H. Res. 487. A resolution recognizing the 
importance of cancer program accreditation 
in ensuring comprehensive, high quality, pa- 
tient-centered cancer care; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 
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By Mr. POLIS (for himself, Mr. ROE of 
Tennessee, Ms. WILSON of Florida, 
and Ms. STEFANIK): 

H. Res. 488. A resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of National Retirement Se- 
curity Week, including raising public aware- 
ness of the various tax-preferred retirement 
vehicles, increasing personal financial lit- 
eracy, and engaging the people of the United 
States on the keys to success in achieving 
and maintaining retirement security 
throughout their lifetimes; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 


EE 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. ROTHFUS: 

H.R. 3797. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the U.S. 
Constitution, ‘‘[t]o regulate Commerce with 
foreign Nations, and among the several 
States, and with the Indian Tribes...” 

By Mr. GARRETT: 

H.R. 3798. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 (The Congress 
shall have Power “To regulate Commerce 
with foreign Nations, and among the several 
States and within the Indian Tribes’’) and 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 (The Congress 
shall have Power ‘‘to make all Laws which 
shall be necessary and proper for carrying 
into Execution the foregoing Powers, and all 
other Powers vested by this Constitution in 
the Government of the United States, or in 
any Department or Officer thereof’’). 

Additional authority derives from Article 
III, Section 1 (‘‘The judicial Power of the 
United States, shall be vested in one su- 
preme Court, and in such inferior Courts as 
the Congress may from time to time ordain 
and establish. The Judges, both of the su- 
preme and inferior Courts, shall hold their 
Offices during good Behaviour, and shall, at 
stated Times, receive for their Services, a 
Compensation, which shall not be diminished 
during their Continuance in Office.) Addi- 
tional authority also derives from Article 
III, Section 2, Clause 3 of the Constitution. 

By Mr. SALMON: 

H.R. 3799. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1—‘‘The Con- 
gress shall have the Power To lay and collect 
Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay 
the Debts and provide for the common 
Defence and general Welfare of the United 
States.” 

By Mr. CARTWRIGHT: 

H.R. 3800. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitu- 
tion relating to the power of Congress to lay 
and collect taxes, duties, imposts and ex- 
cises, to pay the debts and provide for the 
common defense and general welfare of the 
United States) 

By Mr. COHEN: 

H.R. 3801. 

At 121 Congress has the power to enact this 
legislation pursuant to the following: 


October 22, 2015 


Article I, Section 8, Clause 8 
By Mr. BABIN: 

H.R. 3802. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Amendment II: 

A well regulated militia, being necessary 
to the security of a free state, the right of 
the people to keep and bear arms, shall not 
be infringed. 

By Mrs. BLACK: 

H.R. 3803. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, section 9, clause 7 of the United 
States Constitution 

By Mr. BRAT: 

H.R. 3804. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Congress has explicit and implicit powers 
to spend, to raise revenue, and to borrow 
throughout Article I, Section 8 of the Con- 
stitution. Coherent management of fiscal 
powers requires a complete assessment of the 
effects of proposed legislation, so it is both 
necessary and proper for the estimating 
agencies to inform Congress of total fiscal 
impacts. 

By Ms. ESHOO: 

H.R. 3805. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 

By Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER: 

H.R. 3806. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 

By Mr. HONDA: 

H.R. 3807. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Section 8 of Article I of the U.S. Constitu- 
tion 

By Mr. LUETKEMEYER: 

H.R. 3808. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority on which this 
bill rests is the explicit power of Congress to 
regulate commerce in and among the states, 
as enumerate in Article 1, Section 8, Clause 
3, the Commerce Clause, of the United States 
Constitution. 

Additionally, Article 1, Section 7, Clause 2 
of the Constitution allows for every bill 
passed by the House of Representatives and 
the Senate and signed by the President to be 
codified into law; and therefore implicitly al- 
lows Congress to amend any bill that has 
been passed by both chambers and signed 
into law by the President. 

By Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM 
of New Mexico: 

H.R. 3809. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18 

By Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of 
New York: 

H.R. 3810. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8 

By Mr. MCNERNEY: 

H.R. 3811. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, section 8 of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. MCNERNEY: 

H.R. 3812. 


October 22, 2015 


Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, section 8 of the United States 
Constitution. 
By Ms. MOORE: 
H.R. 3813. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1 Section 8. 
By Ms. PINGREE: 
H.R. 3814. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
Section I, Article 8 
The Congress shall have power to lay and 
collect taxes; duties, imposts and excises, to 
pay the debts and provide for the common 
defense and general welfare of the United 
States 
By Mrs. WALORSKI: 
H.J. Res. 70. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United 
States Constitution 


anne noe 
ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions, as follows: 

H.R. 167: Ms. CASTOR of Florida. 

H.R. 303: Mr. Mica, Mr. SMITH of Texas, and 
Mr. NORCROSS. 

H.R. 430: Mr. NORCROSS. 

: Mr. COLLINS of New York and Mr. 


: Mr. PALAZZO. 

: Mr. PITTS and Mr. PoE of Texas. 
: Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. 
: Ms. STEFANIK. 

: Ms. BROWN of Florida. 

: Mr. LOBIONDO. 

. 845: Mr. LOUDERMILK. 

. 846: Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. 

. 863: Mrs. BLACKBURN. 

. 865: Mr. PETERSON. 

. 882: Mr. KEATING. 

. 885: Mr. HECK of Washington. 
-R. 921: Mr. DOLD. 

H.R. 932: Mr. MURPHY of Florida and Mr. 
QUIGLEY. 

H.R. 953: Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. PETERSON, and 
Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 985: Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. 

H.R. 1090: Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mrs. 
HARTZLER, Mr. PITTENGER, and Mr. DUFFY. 

H.R. 1145: Mr. ASHFORD and Ms. STEFANIK. 

H.R. 1192: Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. SCHRADER, Ms. 
JUDY CHU of California, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. 
WENSTRUP, Mr. KING of New York, and Mr. 
MULLIN. 

H.R. 1217: Mrs. DINGELL. 

H.R. 1221: Mr. CALVERT, Mr. MCNERNEY, 
and Mr. VARGAS. 

H.R. 1233: Mr. GRAVES of Missouri and Mr. 
SHIMKUS. 

H.R. 1247: Ms. DUCKWORTH. 

H.R. 1248: Mr. DESJARLAIS. 

H.R. 1258: Mr. LANCE. 

H.R. 1284: Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. 
H.R. 1288: Mr. PAULSEN, Ms. 
LUJAN GRISHAM of New Mexico, 

KIND. 

H.R. 1309: Mr. MCHENRY, Mr. ADERHOLT, 
Mr. EMMER of Minnesota, Mr. WENSTRUP, Mr. 
PAULSEN, Mr. GRAVES of Missouri, and Mr. 
CHABOT. 

H.R. 1343: Mr. WENSTRUP, Mr. NORCROSS, 
and Mr. DONOVAN. 

H.R. 1489: Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. GALLEGO, and 
Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. 

H.R. 1450: Mr. CARTWRIGHT. 


MICHELLE 
and Mr. 
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H.R. 1475: Mr. KELLY of Mississippi. 

H.R. 1594: Mr. ROGERS of Alabama and Ms. 
DUCKWORTH. 

H.R. 1595: Mr. 

H.R. 1604: Mr. YOuNG of Iowa. 

H.R. 1614: Mr. JOLLY. 

H.R. 1625: Mr. POLIS and Mr. HECK of Wash- 
ington. 

H.R. 1688: 


HASTINGS. 


Mr. NORCROSS and Mr. FOSTER. 

H.R. 1728: Mr. HECK of Washington. 

H.R. 1737: Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of 
New York and Mr. HOLDING. 

H.R. 1763: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. 
YARMUTH, Ms. EDWARDS, and Mr. PETERSON. 
. 1901: . RUSSELL. 

. 1902: . CONNOLLY. 

. 1982: . OLSON. 

. 2008: . BERA. 

. 2048: . FRELINGHUYSEN. 

. 2083: . BONAMICI. 

. 2114: . NADLER. 

. STEFANIK. 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
and Mr. YounG of Alaska. 

H.R. 2254: Mr. HUFFMAN. 

H.R. 2293: Mr. SCOTT of Virginia and Ms. 
MATSUI. 

H.R. 2342: Mr. FARENTHOLD, Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD, Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia, 
Ms. TSONGAS, Ms. NORTON, and Mr. PETERS. 

H.R. 2350: Mr. MACARTHUR. 

H.R. 2355: Mrs. TORRES. 

H.R. 2450: Mr. CARTWRIGHT. 

H.R. 2460: Mr. COLE. 

H.R. 24938: Ms. GABBARD and Mr. 


Mac- 


. MENG. 

. POCAN. 

. CRENSHAW. 

. ELLISON. 

. WALDEN. 

. DOLD and Mrs. LOVE. 

. NORTON and Mr. GRAYSON. 
. GRAHAM. 

. HECK of Nevada. 

. YOHO. 

. HOLDING. 

. DELANEY. 

. LANCE. 

. BROWNLEY of California. 
. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. 
. DESAULNIER. 

. CLARKE of New York. 

. MCGOVERN. 

. YOUNG of Iowa. 

. YOUNG of Iowa. 


Mr. SERRANO. 

H.R. 3074: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. MURPHY of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. COHEN, Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey, and Mr. MICA. 

H.R. 3090: Mr. DEFAZIO. 

H.R. 3091: Mr. DEFAZIO. 

H.R. 3092: Mr. DEFAZIO. 

H.R. 3119: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska and Mr. 
DAVID ScorTT of Georgia. 

H.R. 3137: Ms. DELBENE. 

H.R. 3222: Mr. HARRIS. 

H.R. 3225: Mr. PETERSON. 

H.R. 3229: Mr. MULLIN, Mr. PETERSON, Mr. 
LARSON of Connecticut, and Mr. LUCAS. 

H.R. 3268: Mr. CURBELO of Florida and Mr. 
Scott of Virginia. 

H.R. 3286: Mr. COSTA. 

H.R. 3287: Mr. HOLDING. 


H.R. 3314: Mr. SALMON and Mr. SMITH of 
Texas. 

H.R. 3326: Mr. KELLY of Mississippi and Mr. 
NUNES. 

H.R. 3337: Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. 


H.R. 3338: Mr. KLINE. 
H.R. 3339: Mrs. WAGNER. 
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. 3384: 
. 3390: 
. 3406: 


. JEFFRIES. 

. ASHFORD. 

. SMITH of Washington. 

. 3407: . FRELINGHUYSEN. 

. 3445: . LOFGREN. 

.R. 3455: Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, Mr. MCGOVERN, 

and Ms. ADAMS. 
H.R. 3466: Mr. 
H.R. 3471: Mr. 
H.R. 3473: Mr. 
H.R. 3477: Ms. 
H.R. 3488: 

LOUDERMILK. 
H.R. 3516: Mr. PAULSEN, Mr. ROUZER, and 

Mr. CULBERSON. 

. 3537: . KING of New York. 

. 8547: . KING of New York. 

. 8579: . WILSON of Florida. 

. 3582: . POCAN. 

. 3588: . CLARKE of New York. 

-R. 3590: . WITTMAN. 

H.R. 3629: Mr. COHEN, Mr. POCAN, and Ms. 


TAKANO. 
MCDERMOTT. 
HARRIS. 
McCoLLuM. 


Mr. RATCLIFFE and Mr. 


. HOLDING. 

. CLARKE of New York. 
. BROWN of Florida. 

. VELA. 

. GARAMENDI. 


Massachusetts, and Mr. TAKAI. 

H.R. 3696: Ms. BROWNLEY of California, Mr. 
BEYER, Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of New 
York, Mr. BEN RAY LUJÁN of New Mexico, 
Mr. DEUTCH, Ms. Esty, Ms. CASTOR of Flor- 
ida, Ms. DEGETTE, Ms. PINGREE, Ms. CLARK of 
Massachusetts, Mr. LANGEVIN, Ms. MCCOL- 
LUM, Mr. NOLAN, Mr. TED LIEU of California, 
Mrs. BEATTY, Mr. NADLER, and Mrs. KIRK- 
PATRICK. 

H.R. 3700: Mr. 

H.R. 3706: Mr. 

H.R. 3729: Mr. 

H.R. 3741: Mr. 

H.R. 3746: Mr. 
McDERMOTT. 
H.R. 3764: Mr. GOSAR. 

H.R. 3779: Mr. CUELLAR. 

H.R. 3785: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. HINOJOSA, 
Ms. JACKSON LEE, Mr. O’ROURKE, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. SIRES, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ 
of California, Mr. CARDENAS, Mr. VELA, Mr. 
GALLEGO, Mr. FARR, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, 
Mr. VARGAS, Mr. PERLMUTTER, Mr. COURT- 
NEY, Mr. HONDA, Mr. VEASEY, Ms. BONAMICI, 
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, 
Mr. PETERS, Mr. Ruiz, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. 
SWALWELL of California, Mr. MOULTON, Mr. 
BEYER, Mr. DESAULNIER, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, 
Mr. ELLISON, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia, Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of New 
Mexico, Mr. WELCH, Mrs. BEATTY, Mr. POCAN, 
Mr. Pouis, Mr. AGUILAR, Mr. CROWLEY, Ms. 
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. RAN- 
GEL, Mr. CUELLAR, Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, 
and Ms. McCoLLuM. 

H.R. 3788: Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California 
and Ms. LEE. 

H.J. Res. 48: Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois 
and Ms. LEE. 

H.J. Res. 51: Mr. BEN RAY LUJAN of New 
Mexico. 

H. Con. Res. 17: Mr. KELLY of Mississippi 
and Mr. LAHOooD. 

H. Con. Res. 50: Mr. GUINTA, Mr. KENNEDY, 
and Mr. BOUSTANY 

H. Con. Res. 62: Mr. DUNCAN of South Caro- 
lina and Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. 

H. Res. 110: Mrs. DAVIS of California. 

H. Res. 145: Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. 
RusH, Ms. LEE, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 
of Texas, Mr. LEVIN, and Mr. DEUTCH. 

H. Res. 210: Mr. POE of Texas. 

H. Res. 276: Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. 


CLEAVER. 

HANNA. 

JOHNSON of Ohio. 

PETERS and Mr. POLIS. 

SMITH of Washington and Mr. 
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H. Res. 298: Ms. MCSALLY, Mr. SCHIFF, Ms. H. Res. 416: Mr. SWALWELL of California, H. Res. 459: Mr. BISHOP of Michigan. 
Bass, Mr. ENGEL, and Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. NUNES, Mr. LARSEN of Washington, and H. Res. 467: Mr. SERRANO, Ms. CLARK of 


H. Res. 371: Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Ms. Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts. Massachusetts, Mr. COHEN, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, 
B f Florid. dMr.s H. Res. 423: Mr. HUDSON. ad Ms. T 
ROWN 0 orida, an T. SARBANES. H. Res. 428: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas and Ms. ê” 8. LSONGAS. 


H. Res. 394: Mr. HASTINGS. MENG. H. Res. 469: Mr. BROOKS of Alabama. 
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SENATE—Thursday, October 22, 2015 


The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. HATCH). 


EE 
PRAYER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s 
prayer will be offered by the Reverend 
Kathryn Pocalyko, Pastor of the Lu- 
theran Church of Our Saviour in North 
Chesterfield, VA. 

The guest Chaplain offered the fol- 
lowing prayer: 

Let us pray. 

O God most mighty, O God most mer- 
ciful, O God our strength and our song, 
You call these leaders to serve the pub- 
lic, promote justice, and establish 
peace in our land. We lift before You 
all who govern and serve our Nation 
through this body, its Senators, its 
staff, and its pages. Bless Members 
with collaboration in this Holy experi- 
ment. Give to those whom we entrust 
with authority the spirit of wisdom 
and understanding. Guide them with 
the spirit of counsel and insight. Grant 
them a spirit of knowledge. Grace them 
with Your presence. For You show us a 
vision of a tree whose leaves are for the 
healing of the Nation. May that tree 
take root here, bearing fruit in the 
hearts and work of these servants. 

We pray this through Your Holy 
Name. Amen. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The President pro tempore led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EE 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ROUNDS). The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 


Ee 


NATIONAL DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
President Obama regularly calls on Re- 
publicans and Democrats to work to- 
gether to advance the priorities of our 
Nation, and we certainly agree. 

Our top priority is our national secu- 
rity, and Congress worked together on 
an overwhelmingly bipartisan basis to 
pass the National Defense Authoriza- 
tion Act. So while Americans were sur- 
prised to learn the President an- 
nounced he would veto that bipartisan 
bill, they must be shaking their heads 


in disbelief now that they have learned 
the President will not only veto the 
bill, he is going to brag about it—not 
only going to veto the bill, but he is 
going to brag about it in a photo op 
today down at the White House. 

Remember what it is the President 
will veto today. This bipartisan bill 
will attack bureaucratic waste and au- 
thorize pay raises and improved qual- 
ity-of-life programs for our soldiers, 
sailors, airmen, and marines; it will 
strengthen sexual assault prevention 
and response; it will help wounded war- 
riors and heroes who struggle with 
mental health challenges; and it will 
equip the men and women who serve 
with what they need to defend this Na- 
tion. 

This is the worst possible time for an 
American President to veto a national 
defense bill and especially to do so for 
arbitrary partisan reasons. Repub- 
licans and Democrats in Congress 
worked so hard to pass this important 
legislation, legislation that authorizes 
the exact amount—the exact amount— 
the Commander in Chief requested. So 
now we will have to work together 
again, this time hopefully to override 
the President’s veto. 

The President should be highlighting 
his signature on this bipartisan legisla- 
tion that supports the men and women 
who defend our Nation. Instead, with 
our servicemembers facing threats and 
instability in several theaters, he will 
be bragging—bragging—about using his 
veto pen. Our allies are seeking leader- 
ship and stability, not indecision. A 
partisan veto of this bipartisan bill is 
simply unacceptable. 


EEE 


CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION 
SHARING BILL 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
Americans know that cyber attacks 
are attacks on their privacy and their 
property. No one wants to think about 
a stranger riffling through their med- 
ical records. No one wants to think 
about a criminal stealing their credit 
card information. That is why we have 
this bipartisan cyber security bill be- 
fore us in the Senate. 

This bipartisan legislation will help 
protect Americans’ most private and 
personal information by sharing infor- 
mation between the private and public 
sector on cyber threats. Experts say 
the tools in this bill can help prevent 
future attacks in both the public and 
private sectors. It contains important 
measures to protect civil liberties and 
individual privacy, and it has been 
carefully vetted and scrutinized by 
Senators of both parties. No wonder 


this bill passed through committee 
with nearly unanimous bipartisan sup- 
port, 14 to 1. 

The House already voted to protect 
the privacy of Americans by passing 
cyber legislation. With a little coopera- 
tion, the Senate can as well. That is 
why I urge all Members to vote today 
to move forward on this bipartisan bill, 
which will set up votes on amendments 
from both parties. With continuing co- 
operation, we can take an important 
step toward protecting the privacy of 
our constituents. 


EE 


RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader is recognized. 


EE 


THE DEBT AND GOVERNMENT 
FUNDING 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, the day be- 
fore yesterday I surprised some by say- 
ing nice things about Congressman 
PAUL RYAN, and they said nice things 
about him. Since then, a handful of 
people have demanded to know why we 
would ever say nice things about a man 
who has attacked Medicare, Medicaid, 
and Social Security, as he has done in 
recent history. The answer is very sim- 
ple. Democrats need, our country 
needs, responsible Republican negoti- 
ating partners if Congress is to avoid 
twin challenges facing us in the coming 
weeks: avoiding the first-ever default 
in the full faith and credit of the 
United States and preventing another 
government shutdown. We need some- 
one to deal with. We must avoid the 
self-inflicted wounds that have typified 
the rule of House Republicans and cer- 
tainly Senate Republicans. 

In spite of our ideological differences, 
in my view, Congressman RYAN is the 
only House Republican, whom I am 
aware of, with real potential to impose 
a basic modicum of order in the House 
of Representatives and work with us to 
avoid default and another government 
shutdown. He has helped in the past, 
and I am confident he could in the fu- 
ture if he chooses to. 

To my allies, rest assured that I will 
continue to oppose Congressman 
RYAN’s plans to privatize Medicare and 
slash Social Security. I have said the 
Ryan budget would lead to a 
‘“‘Kochtopia,’’ and I believe that to be 
truer now than ever before. 

Congressman RYAN also coauthored 
the Murray-Ryan budget compromise. 
That was good work. House Chairman 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 


16396 


RYAN and Senate Chair MURRAY, Budg- 
et chairs, did a very good job. He ap- 
pears to be supportive of comprehen- 
sive immigration reform, and he joined 
Democrats in saying America’s auto 
industry and financial system should 
be saved. 

Maybe the problems are too deep to 
resolve any time soon. I hope not. I am 
concerned that we have already seen 
Congressman RYAN prove incapable of 
reining in members of the so-called 
Freedom Caucus. I hope that is not a 
sign of things to come, but with the 
stakes as high as they are, we owe it to 
the American people to pursue the 
most responsible path, and that will be 
it. Now is the time to rebuild a system 
where ‘‘compromise’’ is no longer con- 
sidered a dirty word and where Repub- 
licans and Democrats work side-by-side 
to address the challenges our govern- 
ment faces. However, one of the condi- 
tions Congressman RYAN has given 
House Republicans is that he doesn’t 
want to work weekends. Well, if he gets 
the job, I hope he will not take week- 
ends off until we do something to solve 
the debt crisis and to fund the govern- 
ment. 


a 


BLOCKING NOMINATIONS 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, Congres- 
sional Republicans continue to govern 
destructively during this 114th Con- 
gress. After nearly a year in control of 
the Senate, what do Republicans have 
to show for it? Shutdown threats, 
lapsed laws, vital programs expired, 
and an abiding sense of uncertainty. 
Instead of looking for opportunities to 
govern constructively, Republicans ap- 
pear to be bent on mayhem. They are 
doing everything they can to appeal to 
their extreme rightwing without re- 
gard to the consequences. 

It seems that every day that is a bad 
day for government, we have a large 
segment of the Republican caucus 
cheering that it is great. Anything that 
is bad for government is a good day for 
us, is what they are saying. Instead of 
looking for opportunities to govern 
constructively, they are doing every- 
thing they can to not do things con- 
structively. They are doing everything 
they can to appeal to, I guess, the ex- 
treme rightwing, to phrase it, without 
regard to the consequences, but con- 
sequences are very significant. 

This afternoon we are finally con- 
firming Ambassadors for several Afri- 
can nations, but to view the confirma- 
tion of four individuals a success would 
be a mistake, when we consider that 
Senate Republicans are doing every- 
thing they can to stop these nominees. 

Just 2 weeks ago, the junior Senator 
from Arkansas announced his intention 
to hold up our Ambassadors to Sweden, 
Norway, and the Bahamas. At a time 
when American leadership is needed 
abroad, these posts sit empty because 
the junior Senator from Arkansas is 
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blocking them. Why is Senator COTTON 
blocking these nominees? He has ad- 
mitted his hold has nothing to do with 
the nominees’ qualifications—nothing. 
Indeed, all were reported out of the 
Foreign Relations Committee with bi- 
partisan support months ago. Instead, 
the junior Senator from Arkansas is 
holding these nominees hostage until 
he gets information from the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security. That is 
right. He is holding up State Depart- 
ment nominations to get a response 
from Homeland Security. Blocking im- 
portant Ambassadors to get informa- 
tion from a completely different agen- 
cy makes zero sense. That is akin to 
having two fighters in a ring and one 
fighter is going for the referee instead 
of the other boxer. That is about what 
we have here. The sad part about this 
is that the junior Senator from Arkan- 
sas is not alone in blocking qualified 
nominees. The Republican caucus is ob- 
viously supporting him. Why? 

I have spoken before about the cru- 
cial need to confirm Gayle Smith as 
Ambassador to the U.S. Agency for 
International Development. She would 
be a good Administrator. I talked to 
one of my staff yesterday who has a 
relative who works for this Agency. It 
is terrible. There is nobody leading the 
Agency. It has affected the whole de- 
partment. That is wrong. 

Why is this nomination important? 
The Agency for International Develop- 
ment, better known as USAID, plays a 
central role in our Nation’s foreign pol- 
icy. How? By administering humani- 
tarian and development aid to nations 
of people in need. A person only needs 
to watch the nightly news to see that 
help is needed across the globe—the 
pictures of the huddled masses of men, 
women, and children now with the 
weather turning in Europe. There are 
millions of people trying to get out of 
Syria, trying to get out of the Middle 
East because of what is going on there, 
with blankets—wet  blankets—over 
their bodies. Little kids are being pro- 
tected by their mothers, as much as 
they can be, and by their dads. Victims 
of civil wars, disease outbreaks, and 
natural disasters depend on the aid and 
compassion of the American people. To 
our credit, we try our best to help as 
much as possible. 

Let’s take one example: the Syrian 
refugee crisis. It is the worst humani- 
tarian crisis since World War II. That 
says a lot. Millions—not thousands, 
millions—of Syrians have been dis- 
placed because of the country’s civil 
war. Thousands are fleeing to Europe 
to escape the violence. Because of that 
civil war, it is estimated that there are 
4 million displaced people in Syria 
alone. Millions have been displaced in 
Iraq. The whole Middle East is in tur- 
moil. The United States has an obliga- 
tion to assist—a humanitarian obliga- 
tion to assist. We are the single largest 
donor of humanitarian aid for the Syr- 
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ian crisis. But how can we help if Sen- 
ate Republicans are hamstringing this 
Agency? They are doing that. 

Gayle Smith, an experienced public 
servant, has been nominated to lead 
this Agency. This good woman can’t 
even get a vote in the Senate. Senator 
CRUZ has been blocking her nomination 
for months. Why? Is there anything 
that is wrong about her? Of course not. 
The word is it is because he doesn’t 
like the Iran nuclear agreement. Re- 
member what the Iran nuclear agree- 
ment was? It was an effort by the 
international community, including 
Russia and China, to stop Iran from 
getting a nuclear weapon. That is what 
it was all about. I guess Mr. CRUZ, in 
his attempt to become President—1 of 
15 Republicans running for President— 
thinks this would be a good issue for 
him, blocking the person this govern- 
ment has chosen to lead this Agency. 

Gayle Smith has extensive experi- 
ence in African affairs. She worked at 
this Agency during the Clinton admin- 
istration. She is exactly the type of 
leader our country needs to confront 
this crisis in Europe. Even the chair- 
man of the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, the junior Senator from Ten- 
nessee, said he was ‘‘glad the executive 
branch has nominated someone who 
has the kind of experience [Smith] 
has.” Her nomination has won support 
from prominent Republicans, including 
Bill Frist who was one of my prede- 
cessors as the majority leader in the 
Senate, and from Richard Lugar, the 
distinguished Republican, former chair 
of the Foreign Relations Committee in 
the Senate, a man who has expertise in 
foreign relations. They both see her as 
the person to do the job. But that does 
not affect the junior Senator from 
Texas. 

We know how others feel about him. 
Former President Bush gave his opin- 
ion of the junior Senator from Texas 2 
days ago. There is widespread support 
for her nomination—if only the Repub- 
lican leader would bring it to the floor. 
Yet Republicans continue to hold Ms. 
Smith and other important foreign pol- 
icy nominations as ransom to exact po- 
litical prices from the White House 
while our diplomacy suffers. 

I am disappointed that the junior 
Senators from Arkansas and Texas 
would hold up these proud Americans 
who only want to serve their country. 
But I am far more disheartened by the 
actions of Republicans who should 
know better. Why do other Republicans 
support these callous actions? Repub- 
licans have blocked nominees to other 
ambassadorships for years. Now they 
are even blocking career Foreign Serv- 
ice officers. These are people who sim- 
ply receive a promotion they have 
earned and serve our Nation regardless 
of the President. Foreign Service offi- 
cers are not Democrats. They are not 
Republicans. They do our country so 
much good. 
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I have had the good fortune to travel 
the world. When I travel I always meet 
with the Foreign Service officers, not 
just the Ambassadors. I get everybody 
together. I tell them what a wonderful 
job they do for our country. They go to 
the most remote outposts in the world, 
representing the interests of America. 
They are career people. I also try to 
visit with the Peace Corps volunteers. 

But I am so disappointed—and I have 
talked to him—in the senior Senator 
from Iowa for holding up a list of 20 ca- 
reer Foreign Service officers. He has 
held them up for months until he gets 
answers from Secretary Hillary Clin- 
ton’s aide Huma Abedin. What does 
this have to do with these Foreign 
Service career officers? Nothing. He 
sent nine letters to the State Depart- 
ment demanding things regarding this 
woman and some emails from Hillary 
Clinton. Haven’t we heard enough 
about emails for Hillary Clinton? 

As we talk, she is over there before 
this great committee of the House that 
even the majority leader of the House 
said is nothing more than—I am para- 
phrasing—a political witch hunt. The 
Republican Congressman from New 
York said basically the same thing. A 
person who works over there in that 
committee was fired because he 
thought it was wrong that they were 
going after Hillary Clinton when the 
purpose of the whole hearing was sup- 
posed to be to find out what happened 
in Libya. 

There has been a concerted effort for 
more than 2 years to try to embarrass 
Hillary Clinton. Huge amounts of 
money have been spent on outside 
groups, and the House of Representa- 
tives, which is supposedly so frugal— 
the Republican House of Representa- 
tives—doesn’t want to spend any 
money that shouldn’t be spent—$5 mil- 
lion on this worthless committee wast- 
ing time. 

Listen to these people who are being 
held up, being denied a well-deserved 
promotion and rank by the senior Sen- 
ator from Iowa. This is important. 
These people serve for decades. They 
work hard, and they get a promotion 
once in a while—not with the help of 
the senior Senator from Iowa. He will 
hold them up because he wants to try 
to embarrass Hillary Clinton, who is 
running for President of the United 
States. Here is who he is holding up: 
the Deputy Director for East Africa 
Operations in Kenya, an education offi- 
cer in Honduras, a deputy controller in 
El Salvador, a regional Food for Peace 
officer in Ethiopia, the Director of the 
Food for Peace Program in South 
Sudan, the Democracy and Governance 
Director in El Salvador. There are oth- 
ers. 

What could the senior Senator from 
Iowa possibly have against the Deputy 
Director for East Africa Operations in 
Kenya? Or an education officer in Hon- 
duras? Or the regional Food for Peace 
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officer in Ethiopia? They have abso- 
lutely nothing to do with Senator 
GRASSLEY’s concerns, and these indi- 
viduals have no ability to respond to 
any of his requests. I have spoken with 
him. I told him I think it is a mistake 
to target these career people. Career 
diplomats are some of the finest people 
who work for our government. They 
are not partisans. They have com- 
mitted their lives to public service 
under Democratic and Republican ad- 
ministrations. The Foreign Relations 
Committee reported these nominations 
unanimously. They hail from Texas, 
Florida, Michigan, Arizona, Virginia, 
New Mexico, and a few other States. 
Like other Foreign Service officers 
across this great world, these fine indi- 
viduals wake up tomorrow ready to 
serve on the frontlines of American di- 
plomacy in hotspots throughout the 
world—places such as Iraq, Afghani- 
stan, and Libya, where we lost four. 

Denying them a promotion they have 
earned will affect their career advance- 
ment and retirement, and it has real 
consequences for the families. This is 
not anything that is going to hurt 
President Obama. It affects our coun- 
try. These are people who have fami- 
lies. They have children. They are 
being held up, stopped for this little 
promotion they get once in a while. We 
shouldn’t be singling out these non- 
partisan officers and putting their ca- 
reers on hold because the senior Sen- 
ator from Iowa is not getting the an- 
swer to nine of his letters that have 
nothing to do with these people. 

Promotions for military officers and 
our Foreign Service Officer Corps have 
traditionally moved through the Sen- 
ate without political interference. 
They shouldn’t now be subjected to po- 
litical gamesmanship because people 
are concerned that Hillary Clinton may 
be elected President. Senators GRASS- 
LEY and COTTON have also placed holds 
on aman named Brian Egan to serve as 
the State Department’s Legal Adviser, 
a lawyer—a position that has been va- 
cant for 2⁄2 years. The senior Senator 
from Iowa stated that his hold is not 
intended to question the credentials of 
Brian Egan in any way, but is instead 
related to Clinton aide Huma Abedin. 
That says it all. 

He continues to hound the State De- 
partment. He sent nine different let- 
ters, including requesting Ms. Abedin’s 
sensitive private employment informa- 
tion. Not only does Senator GRASSLEY 
want emails and timesheets, but he 
wants access to any and all informa- 
tion related to her maternity leave. 
She had a baby. I wonder if he thinks 
she faked that. This is nothing more 
than a transparent attempt to drag 
this good woman through the mud. For 
what? Let’s be clear. This isn’t about 
her. This is about Hillary Clinton’s 
Presidential campaign. Congressional 
Republicans are desperate to find 
something—anything—to embarrass 
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this good woman—a woman who served 
as First Lady of this country, served as 
a Senator from the State of New York, 
and served with distinction as our Sec- 
retary of State. They will do anything 
they can to embarrass her. 

They are in the process of doing it 
across the Capitol Complex now. They 
have told her to be ready: We have 8 
hours of questioning. Remember, their 
questions are dealing with issues that 
have nothing to do with what happened 
in Libya. 

This is their frantic attempt to dam- 
age her politically. I say to my friend 
from Iowa: Stop this nonsense. Have 
some dignity. Stop this obstruction for 
politics’ sake. For whatever sake, it is 
wrong. She is no longer Secretary of 
State. She hasn’t been for a long time. 
John Kerry is. Secretary Kerry has 
been there a long time now. Stop try- 
ing to undermine the State Depart- 
ment, and instead give it the resources 
and people it needs to work for the 
American people. 

I suggest to my Republican col- 
leagues, if they seek expedited re- 
sponses to their inquiries, it would 
make more sense to confirm the Legal 
Adviser, who can advise on these issues 
and respond to their questions—they 
don’t have a lawyer down there—rather 
than to block these nominations so 
that he can’t assist anyone. 

Senate Republicans are holding Am- 
bassadors captive over an issue that 
has absolutely nothing to do with the 
State Department. They are holding up 
career Foreign Service officers. The 
Senate Republicans are blocking pro- 
motions for a group of career people 
over an issue that has nothing to do 
with them, that they possibly can’t re- 
solve. They can’t do anything about it. 
They are blocking the person who 
would be running our Agency for Inter- 
national Aid because they don’t like 
the Iran agreement—an issue that the 
nominee does not handle. 

Finally, Senate Republicans are 
blocking the nomination of the Legal 
Adviser of the State Department, the 
person who would be best able to an- 
swer their legal questions if he were 
confirmed. Thanks to the Republicans’ 
failure to govern—now I am not mak- 
ing this up. It has been determined by 
political scientists in our country that 
this Congress is the most unproductive 
Congress in the history of the country. 
Thanks to the Republicans’ failure to 
govern, we are still far behind recent 
historic norms in confirming nominees, 
and innocent public servants are 
caught in the middle of this do-nothing 
Congress led by the Republicans. It is 
not right, and it is not fair. I hope 
adult voices in the Republican caucus 
will say enough is enough. Sometimes 
enough is enough. People have to rise 
up against these people who are giving 
Republicans such a name. The brand is 
not so good. I hope the Presiding Offi- 
cer understands that. Partisanship 
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should not extend beyond the borders 
of our Nation. It is time for Repub- 
licans to start acting like a governing 
party and stop playing these games 
with our national security based on the 
fact that they don’t like the person 
who is President of the United States 
and the one who is going to become 
President of the United States. 

Will the Chair announce what our 
business is today? 


EE 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 


a 


CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION 
SHARING ACT OF 2015 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
sume consideration of S. 754, which the 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 


A bill (S. 754) to improve cybersecurity in 
the United States through enhanced sharing 
of information about cybersecurity threats, 
and for other purposes. 

Pending: 

Burr/Feinstein amendment No. 2716, in the 
nature of a substitute. 

Burr (for Cotton) modified amendment No. 
2581 (to amendment No. 2716), to exempt 
from the capability and process within the 
Department of Homeland Security commu- 
nication between a private entity and the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation or the 
United States Secret Service regarding cy- 
bersecurity threats. 

Feinstein (for Coons) modified amendment 
No. 2552 (to amendment No. 2716), to modify 
section 5 to require DHS to review all cyber 
threat indicators and countermeasures in 
order to remove certain personal informa- 
tion. 

Burr (for Flake/Franken) amendment No. 
2582 (to amendment No. 2716), to terminate 
the provisions of the Act after six years. 

Feinstein (for Franken) further modified 
amendment No. 2612 (to amendment No. 
2716), to improve the definitions of cyberse- 
curity threat and cyber threat indicator. 

Burr (for Heller) modified amendment No. 
2548 (to amendment No. 2716), to protect in- 
formation that is reasonably believed to be 
personal information or information that 
identifies a specific person. 

Feinstein (for Leahy) modified amendment 
No. 2587 (to amendment No. 2716), to strike 
the FOIA exemption. 

Burr (for Paul) modified amendment No. 
2564 (to amendment No. 2716), to prohibit li- 
ability immunity to applying to private en- 
tities that break user or privacy agreements 
with customers. 

Feinstein (for Mikulski/Cardin) amend- 
ment No. 2557 (to amendment No. 2716), to 
provide amounts necessary for accelerated 
cybersecurity in response to data breaches. 

Feinstein (for Whitehouse/Graham) modi- 
fied amendment No. 2626 (to amendment No. 
2716), to amend title 18, United States Code, 
to protect Americans from cybercrime. 

Feinstein (for Wyden) modified amendment 
No. 2621 (to amendment No. 2716), to improve 
the requirements relating to removal of per- 
sonal information from cyber threat indica- 
tors before sharing. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the time until 11 
a.m. will be equally divided between 
the two leaders or their designees. 

The Senator from Nevada. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2548, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, after 
my years of growing up in Nevada, I 
appreciate the values that make Ne- 
vadans distinct, fiercely independent, 
and very diverse—in fact, as diverse as 
the terrain is in Nevada. But what 
never ceases to amaze me about Nevad- 
ans is our passion for protecting Amer- 
ica’s privacy from the intrusion of the 
Federal Government. It is a value that 
is shared across the entire State and 
one that I have sworn to uphold. But 
many Americans have lost faith that 
their government will uphold their 
civil liberties. 

It is Congress’s responsibility to en- 
sure that every piece of legislation 
passed by this body protects the pri- 
vacy and liberties of all Americans, 
and I will not accept attempts to di- 
minish these nonnegotiable rights. 
That is why I am on the floor today to 
continue protecting Americans’ and 
Nevadans’ privacy by pushing for my 
amendment on the Cybersecurity Infor- 
mation Sharing Act. 

To begin with, I wish to commend my 
colleagues, both Chairman BURR and 
Ranking Member FEINSTEIN, for recog- 
nizing the need to address the serious 
issue of cyber security. As ranking 
member of the commerce committee’s 
consumer protection subcommittee in 
the last Congress, I delved into these 
issues and understand the impact of 
data breaches and cyber threats. It is 
an economic concern as well as a na- 
tional security concern for our coun- 
try. 

I share the desire to find a path for- 
ward on information sharing between 
the Federal Government and the pri- 
vate sector as another tool in the cyber 
security toolbox, but these efforts can- 
not come at the expense of personal 
privacy. The bill, including the sub- 
stitute amendment that I see today, 
does not do enough to ensure that per- 
sonal, identifiable information is 
stripped out before being shared, and 
that is why I have offered this simple 
fix. 

Let’s strengthen the standard for 
stripping out this information. Right 
now, this legislation says that the Fed- 
eral Government only has to strip out 
personal information if they know it is 
not directly related to cyber threat— 
that word being ‘‘know.’’ My amend- 
ment No. 2548, as modified, will ensure 
that when personal information is 
being stripped out, it is because the en- 
tity reasonably believes it is not re- 
lated to cyber threat. That is the 
change—from knowing to reasonably 
believing. This distinction creates a 
wider protection for personal informa- 
tion by ensuring that these entities are 
making an effort to take out personal 
information that is not necessary. 
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Frankly, I am proud of the support I 
have from Senators LEAHY and WYDEN, 
both great advocates in the Senate for 
privacy. However, I am disappointed 
that my amendment was not included 
in the substitute amendment that we 
see today. 

The supporters of this bill talk about 
how this legislation upholds privacy 
but couldn’t accept a reasonable 
amendment that complements those 
privacy provisions. 

Our friends over in the House of Rep- 
resentatives already agree that the pri- 
vate sector should be held to this 
standard, which is why they included 
this language in the cyber security bill 
they passed. I guess the question is, If 
this is good enough for the private sec- 
tor, shouldn’t it be good enough for the 
government sector? 

Furthermore, DHS has publicly ac- 
knowledged the importance of remov- 
ing personal, identifiable information 
because it will allow an information 
sharing regime to function more effi- 
ciently. 

What this has come down to is our 
Nation’s commitment to balancing the 
needs for sharing cyber security infor- 
mation with the needs to protect 
Americans’ personal information. Like 
many in the tech community have al- 
ready stated, security should not come 
at the expense of privacy. In fact, that 
was said a couple hundred years ago by 
Benjamin Franklin. Security should 
not come at the expense of privacy. I 
believe my amendment No. 2548 to hold 
the Federal Government accountable 
strikes that balance, and I hope this 
simple fix can be incorporated into the 
legislation. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
this commonsense effort to strengthen 
this bill and keep our commitment to 
upholding the rights of all U.S. citi- 
zens. 

I appreciate Senators BURR and FEIN- 
STEIN’s willingness to work with me on 
this amendment and look forward to 
continuing this debate. 

I thank the Presiding Officer, and I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I thank my 
colleague from Nevada and say to him 
generally that we tried to put every- 
thing in the managers’ amendment 
that we could, and the threshold was 
that we had to have total agreement. I 
know my colleague understands that it 
is difficult, but we have done every- 
thing we can to protect the rights of 
every individual Member to bring an 
amendment to the floor, to debate the 
amendment, and to have an up-or-down 
vote—even for the ones that were not 
germane. It is unfortunate that one 
amendment on both sides will be 
kicked out because they have to hap- 
pen before the cloture vote, and that 
was not allowed to take place. 
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MEASURE PLACED ON THE CALENDAR—S. 2193 

Mr. President, I understand that 
there is a bill at the desk that is due 
for its second reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title for 
the second time. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A bill (S. 2198) to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to increase penalties for 
individuals who illegally reenter the United 
States after being removed and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, in order to 
place the bill on the calendar under the 
provisions of rule XIV, I object to fur- 
ther proceedings. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

The bill will be placed on the cal- 
endar. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, in just shy 
of 25 minutes, the Senate will have a 
procedural vote on the Cybersecurity 
Information Sharing Act of 2015. The 
committee worked diligently for most 
of this year in a bipartisan way to 
achieve a balance of great policy and 
reported that bill out on a 14-to-1 vote. 

I say to my colleagues: We have 
reached a very delicate balance. There 
have been bending and twisting and 
giving and taking, and we have done it 
not only within the Senate of the 
United States and within the com- 
mittee, we have done it with stake- 
holders all around the country. 

I will remind my colleagues that this 
bill we are attempting to get through 
the Senate is a voluntary information 
sharing bill, and the mere fact that it 
is voluntary means we have to have in 
place certain incentives that provide a 
reason for companies to participate. 

I commend Chairman JOHNSON and 
Ranking Member CARPER. Their com- 
mittee and staff have worked with us 
side by side to try to incorporate their 
thoughts and the thoughts of all the 
agencies and also worked with stake- 
holders around the country. 

I am pleased to tell my colleagues 
today that we received this morning a 
notice from the U.S. Chamber of Com- 
merce, and it says: “The Chamber 
urges the United States Senate to pass 
CISA expeditiously. There is over- 
whelming support.”’ 

When the vice chair and I ventured 
into this, we also made a commitment 
to lock arms because we thought we 
found the right balance. Although it 
may be enticing for Members to sup- 
port amendments that might come up, 
there is a reason we didn’t incorporate 
them in the managers’ amendment. It 
may have been due to the differences 
the vice chair and I had or maybe it 
was because it would have killed the 
support we had with the stakeholders 
around the country. We will have one 
of those amendments today, and it is 
going to be inviting for people to do it, 
but let me say to my colleagues, if do 
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you it, information sharing is over 
with, and the effort is dead. It has been 
tried for 3 years, yet we continue to see 
attacks happen, and massive amounts 
of personal data go out of the system 
to be used for criminal or espionage 
reasons. 

This is really our last chance. The 
vice chairman and I have reached what 
we think is the absolute balance that 
provides the buy-in of those who will 
be asked to voluntarily turn over this 
data and to help minimize the loss of 
data in our entire economy. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
cloture motion that will happen at 11 
a.m. We will have a short debate, and 
then we will take up an amendment, 
and the vice chair and I at that time 
will ask our colleagues not to support 
that amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to waive the mandatory quorum 
calls with respect to the cloture mo- 
tions on amendment No. 2716 and S. 
754. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BURR. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the fol- 
lowing Senators on the Democratic 
side be permitted to speak for 5 min- 
utes each on our time: FEINSTEIN 5 
minutes, WYDEN 5 minutes, and CARPER 
5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 
after many years of effort, the Senate 
is about to take its first vote to move 
forward on important cyber security 
legislation. As I stated in my remarks 
yesterday, this substitute makes 20 
changes to the underlying bill. It in- 
cludes 14 amendments offered by other 
Senators to improve privacy protec- 
tions and ensure better cyber security 
for emergency services, the health care 
industry, and the Federal Government. 
As the chairman just said, we have 
been listening and we have tried to in- 
corporate a substantial number of 
amendments in the managers’ package. 

This is a good bill. It is a first step. 
It is not going to prevent all cyber at- 
tacks or penetrations, but it will allow 
companies and the government to 
share information about the cyber 
threats they see and the defensive 
measures to implement in order to pro- 
tect their networks. 

Right now—and this is important— 
the same cyber intrusions are used 
again and again to penetrate different 
targets. That shouldn’t happen. If 
someone sees a particular virus or 
harmful signature, they should be able 
to tell others so they can protect them- 
selves. That is what this bill does—it 
clears away the uncertainty and con- 
cern that keep companies from sharing 
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this information. It says that two com- 
petitors in a market can share infor- 
mation on cyber threats with each 
other without facing antitrust law- 
suits. It says that companies sharing 
cyber threat information with the gov- 
ernment for cyber security purposes 
have liability protection. 

The bill is completely voluntary. I 
don’t know how to say that over and 
over more times than I have. If you 
don’t want to participate, don’t. If a 
company wants to take the position 
that it can defend itself and doesn’t 
want to participate in real-time shar- 
ing with the Department of Homeland 
Security, that is its right. 

I thank my colleagues who came to 
the floor in support of this bill and this 
managers’ amendment yesterday: Sen- 
ators MCCONNELL, REID, GRASSLEY, 
NELSON, MCCAIN, KING, THUNE, FLAKE, 
Senator CARPER in particular, Senator 
BLUNT, and others. They have all de- 
scribed the need for this bill, and I so 
appreciate their support. 

I urge my colleagues to support clo- 
ture on this substitute managers’ pack- 
age so that we can start moving on to 
other amendments that are pending. 

I also thank Senator BURR and his 
staff. Over the past couple of days, 
they have been going through com- 
ments, proposing technical changes, 
and perfecting changes to the sub- 
stitute. It is my understanding that 
Chairman BURR will ask a unanimous 
consent agreement on that perfecting 
amendment shortly. 

I also thank Senator COLLINS for 
agreeing to changes in her provision, 
section 407, to start to address con- 
cerns that were raised by its inclusion. 

I also want to thank Senators WHITE- 
HOUSE, LEAHY, and WYDEN for reaching 
an agreement on text that Senator 
WHITEHOUSE very much wanted to in- 
clude, and I am pleased we were able to 
include it in this unanimous consent 
package. 

So I appreciate the support of my 
colleagues. I urge a strong ‘‘yes’’ vote 
on the cloture vote to allow us to pro- 
ceed to this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak against cloture on the sub- 
stitute. This substitute would not have 
stopped the Target hack, the Anthem 
hack, the Home Depot hack, or the 
OPM hack. When it comes to real pri- 
vacy protection for millions of Ameri- 
cans with this substitute, there is sim- 
ply no ‘‘there’’ there. 

We see that by looking at page 17 of 
the substitute. Companies have to re- 
move only personal, unrelated informa- 
tion if they know that it is personal 
and unrelated. How would they know 
under this amendment? Under this 
amendment, they are required to vir- 
tually do no looking. It is the most 
cursory review. That is why the Na- 
tion’s leading technology companies 
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have come out overwhelmingly against 
this legislation. They are not satisfied 
by this substitute. 

The sponsors of the bill have been 
pretty vociferous about attacking 
these companies for coming out 
against the legislation. These compa- 
nies know a lot about the importance 
of protecting both cyber security and 
individual privacy. These tech compa- 
nies that are being attacked now have 
to manage that challenge every single 
day. The challenge gets harder all the 
time with things such as the EU ruling 
that I opposed. These companies know 
that customer confidence is their life- 
blood, and the only way to ensure cus- 
tomer confidence is to convince people 
that if they use their product, their in- 
formation is going to be protected both 
from malicious hackers and from un- 
necessary collection by the govern- 
ment. 

The fact is, we have a serious prob- 
lem with hacking and cyber security 
threats. The fact is, information shar- 
ing can be good, but a cyber security 
information sharing bill without real 
and robust privacy protections that 
this amendment lacks—I would submit 
millions of Americans are going to 
look at that, and they are going to say 
this isn’t a cyber security bill, this is 
yet another surveillance bill. 

With this amendment, colleagues, 
the Senate is again missing another op- 
portunity to do this right and promote 
both security and liberty. Just because 
a proposal has the words ‘‘cyber secu- 
rity” in its title doesn’t make it good. 
But that is, of course, why the leading 
technology companies in this coun- 
try—companies that make a living 
every single day by being sensitive to 
cyber threats and privacy—have come 
out overwhelmingly against this bill. 

I know my colleagues have tried to 
improve this issue, and I appreciate 
that. But the core privacy protections 
that America deserves in a bill like 
this are still lacking, and that is why I 
oppose cloture. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I wish 
to respond very briefly to what our col- 
league from Oregon has said. 

Senator FEINSTEIN shared with me a 
copy of the actual text of the man- 
agers’ amendment. I would maybe 
make two points. One, if a private com- 
pany elects to share information—they 
don’t have to, but if they elect to share 
information, as Senator FEINSTEIN has 
said, it is their call. But if they do, 
there is a requirement under the law 
that they scrub it. The reporting entity 
which is submitting the indicator—in 
this case to DHS, the Federal entity— 
has to scrub it. They have the responsi- 
bility, whoever is initiating this, to 
scrub and remove that personally iden- 
tifiable information. If for some reason 
they don’t, the way the legislation 
comes before us today, in order for a 
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company that chooses to submit threat 
indicators to the Federal Government, 
in order to get help on the liability 
protection they are looking for, they 
have to submit it through the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security, through 
the portal of the Department of Home- 
land Security, which is literally set up 
to do privacy scrubs. It is literally set 
up to do privacy scrubs, and then to 
share information it wants with other 
relevant Federal agencies. Very, very 
infrequently—very infrequently—will 
there be some reason to—the threat in- 
dicators coming through the portal at 
DHS, maybe less than 1 percent of the 
time, there might be a need to take a 
closer look at that information and 
make sure there is nothing that is per- 
sonally identifiable or problematic. I 
think with the compromise that has 
been worked out, the issue that our 
colleague has raised has been ad- 
dressed. 

Let me just go back in time. Why is 
this important? We know the situation 
is grim. When the Secretary of Defense 
has his emails hacked by an entity, and 
we know not who, when we have 22 mil- 
lion personal records and background 
checks hacked by maybe the Chinese or 
maybe somebody else, that is not good. 
When companies such as DuPont in my 
own State and universities all over the 
country are having their R&D informa- 
tion—their intellectual seed corn upon 
which our economy is going to grow— 
stolen, and presumably stolen for bad 
reasons, so that they can beat us to the 
bunch in terms of economic oppor- 
tunity, that is not good. 

What are we going to do about it? It 
turns out we did quite a bit about it in 
the last Congress. Two Congresses ago, 
Senator FEINSTEIN proposed com- 
prehensive cyber security legislation, 
the whole kit and caboodle. We tried 
very hard, as she knows, for a year or 
two to get that enacted. We couldn’t 
get it done. Finally, we gave up at the 
end of I think the 112th Congress. We 
gave it up, and we started again in 2013. 

Tom Coburn was the ranking member 
on Homeland Security. I was privileged 
to be chairman. He and I partnered 
with people on our committee and, 
frankly, with a lot of folks outside of 
the committee, to do three things: To 
strengthen the capability of the De- 
partment of Homeland Security to do 
its job, a much better job of protecting 
not just the Federal Government but 
the country as a whole against cyber 
attacks. We passed three pieces of leg- 
islation. They are helpful; they are not 
the whole package, but they are three 
very helpful bills to make DHS a bet- 
ter, more effective partner. 

This year, the Intel Committee, 
under the leadership of Senator BURR 
and Senator FEINSTEIN, came forward 
with their proposal. The administra- 
tion, the President, came forward with 
an information sharing proposal as 
well. We took it up in a hearing in the 
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Committee on Homeland Security, 
looking at the President’s proposal, 
trying to figure out what we should re- 
tain and what we should change to 
make it better, and we did. We changed 
it and we made it better. I introduced 
it as a standalone bill. The Intel Com- 
mittee reported out their legislation 14 
to 1. 

We have been working with Senator 
BURR and Senator FEINSTEIN and their 
staffs ever since to try to infuse the 
elements of the President’s proposal, 
modified by us on homeland security, 
to make a more perfect—not a more 
perfect union, but a more perfect bill. 
Is it perfect? No. Is it better? Sure, it 
is better. I think it is going to enable 
us to do a much better job protecting 
that which needs to be protected. 

The last thing I will say is this: On 
this floor I have said more than a few 
times I love to ask people that have 
been married a long time, what is the 
secret to a long marriage? The best an- 
swer I have ever received is the two 
C’s—communicate and compromise. I 
would add a third C, which is also im- 
portant for a vibrant democracy. The 
third C is collaborate. 

This legislation is a great example of 
communicating, talking with own an- 
other, with stakeholders on Capitol 
Hill, off Capitol Hill, across the coun- 
try and around the world, but at the 
end of the day to figure out how to 
compromise and to do so by collabo- 
rating. 

I think we have come up with a very 
good piece of legislation. At the end of 
the day, if an entity or business wants 
to share information—I hope they 
would, we need them to do that. If they 
want to share information with the 
Federal Government, the idea is to get 
liability protection and share it 
through the portal of the Department 
of Homeland Security; that informa- 
tion is scrubbed—cyber security 
scrubbed, piracy scrubbed. Share with 
other Federal agencies as appropriate 
after it has been dutifully scrubbed, 
and then we are in a better position to 
defend against those attacks in the fu- 
ture. 

I think when people send us to work 
on big problems—and this is a big prob- 
lem for our country—they want us to 
work together. They want us to get 
stuff done. We have been talking about 
this for 3 or 4 years, and now we have 
an opportunity to get something done. 
Let’s pass this and accept this man- 
agers’ amendment, and then let’s take 
up some other amendments, and pass 
this bill and send it to the House. When 
they have done their work, let’s go to 
conference. 

Thank you very much. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I rise 
to support the Cybersecurity Informa- 
tion Sharing Act, long overdue and 
vital legislation designed to reduce our 


October 22, 2015 


Nation’s vulnerability to cyber 
tacks. 

I want to commend the ranking 
member of my committee, Senator 
TOM CARPER, and Senator BURR and 
Senator FEINSTEIN, for their collabo- 
rative effort. This is an example of 
when we actually seek to find the areas 
of agreement that unify us versus ex- 
ploit our divisions, then we can actu- 
ally accomplish some pretty good 
things. This bill is one of those exam- 
ples. 

The cyber threat we face today is 
real and it is growing. Sophisticated 
nation-state adversaries such as China 
and North Korea are constantly prob- 
ing American companies’ and Federal 
agencies’ computer networks to steal 
valuable and sensitive data. Inter- 
national criminal organizations are ex- 
ploiting our networks to commit finan- 
cial fraud and health fraud. Cyber 
crime is so pervasive that the former 
Director of the National Security 
Agency described it as the ‘‘greatest 
transfer of wealth in human history.” 
Cyber terrorists are trying to attack 
cyber-connected critical infrastruc- 
ture, thereby threatening our very way 
of life. 

We have already experienced the im- 
pact of this threat. Within the last 
year and a half alone, more than 20 top 
American companies and Federal agen- 
cies have experienced major breaches. 
A breach of the Office of Personnel 
Management allowed a foreign adver- 
sary to steal 19.7 million Federal em- 
ployees’ background checks, over 5 
million fingerprint files, and 4 million 
personnel records. A breach at IRS al- 
lowed cyber criminals abroad to access 
over 330,000 taxpayer financial records. 
A destructive cyber attack from North 
Korea on Sony Pictures resulted in the 
destruction of thousands of computers 
and theft of the company’s most valu- 
able intellectual property. Data 
breaches at both Anthem and JP Mor- 
gan resulted in the theft of 80 million 
health care subscribers’ personal data 
and 83 million banking customers’ per- 
sonal information. Even the White 
House is not immune from attack. Six 
months ago, foreign adversaries 
breached White House networks, com- 
promising the President’s nonpublic 
schedule. 

Federal agencies are neglecting to 
protect Americans’ data and Federal 
law is preventing companies from de- 
fending their networks. Congressional 
oversight, including hearings held by 
my committee, the Senate Committee 
on Homeland Security and Govern- 
mental Affairs, has shown agencies are 
not doing enough to protect their sen- 
sitive data. Our committee’s oversight 
hearings of the IRS and OPM data 
breaches revealed that basic cyber se- 
curity hygiene and best practices 
would have stopped attackers in their 
tracks had they been in place at these 
agencies. The Department of Homeland 
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Security has not yet fully implemented 
the cyber security programs we need to 
protect Federal agencies’ networks. 

Meanwhile, current law hinders pri- 
vate companies from sharing indicators 
that can be used to detect and stop at- 
tacks against their networks. To be ef- 
fective, cyber threat indicators must 
be shared very quickly. The 2015 
Verizon data breach investigation re- 
port revealed that 75 percent of attacks 
spread within 24 hours, and 40 percent 
spread within just 1 hour. Yet our cur- 
rent network of anti-trust and wiretap 
loss hampers companies from sharing 
that information quickly, creating a 
threat of lawsuit and prosecution for 
sharing that the information compa- 
nies can use to identify and stop at- 
tacks. 

There is no easy solution, but there 
are things Congress can do to improve 
cyber security that might make cyber 
attacks more difficult. That is why I 
am proud to have worked with Senator 
BURR and Senator FEINSTEIN to create 
the Cybersecurity Information Sharing 
Act, which takes a significant first 
step in addressing both of these issues. 

First, it enables information sharing 
to improve cyber security within pri- 
vate companies. 

Second, it improves cyber security at 
Federal agencies. 

I especially appreciate the collabora- 
tion of Senator CARPER in working 
with me to help craft title II of the 
bill—the Federal Cybersecurity En- 
hancement Act—which was unani- 
mously reported out of our committee. 
This bill will put Federal agencies on 
track to implement commonsense 
cyber security solutions already in use 
in many companies, thereby improving 
the security of Americans’ data at the 
Federal agencies. 

The Federal Cybersecurity Enhance- 
ment Act will achieve four key goals. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I ask unanimous con- 
sent for 1 more minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON. First, it will mandate 
deployment and implementation of a 
government-wide intrusion detection 
and prevention system for Federal net- 
works. 

Second, it will require OMB to de- 
velop an intrusion assessment plan so 
government agencies can hunt down 
and eradicate attackers already in 
their networks. 

Third, it requires agencies to imple- 
ment specific cyber security practices, 
such as multifactor authentication and 
encryption of sensitive data, which 
would have stopped previous attacks. 

Fourth, and finally, it will give the 
Secretary of Homeland Security and 
the Director of the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget the authority they 
need to oversee cyber security across 
the Federal Government. 
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In short, the Cybersecurity Informa- 
tion Sharing Act, with the inclusion of 
the Federal Cybersecurity Enhance- 
ment Act, will significantly improve 
our cyber security posture. This bill 
will not solve all of our cyber security 
woes, but it is an important step in the 
right direction, and I am glad to sup- 
port it. 

Thank you, Mr. President, and I yield 
back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent for 2 additional minutes 
before we move to the cloture vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
believe I have a couple of minutes left 
after the chairman speaks that I would 
like to use. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I am happy to ex- 
tend the debate for a couple of minutes 
for each side, but I think it does need, 
in the interest of fairness for the pro- 
ponents and opponents, to have equal 
time for the purposes of wrapping up, if 
my colleagues want to go further. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, let me 
modify my request. I ask unanimous 
consent for 2 additional minutes on 
both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, just 
so the record is clear, I was told I did 
not utilize my entire 5 minutes, and I 
want to make a very brief closing 
statement on my 5 minutes. 

Mr. BURR. May I modify my request 
further? My unanimous consent would 
grant me 2 additional minutes and 
would grant the vice chair 2 minutes 45 
seconds. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I don’t 
want to prolong this. Reserving the 
right to object—do I have any addi- 
tional time? I wasn’t sure I had used 
my full 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon has 45 seconds re- 
maining in his time from before. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that each side be given 
2 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. McCAIN. I am about to object. 
Let’s get going here. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I withdraw my re- 
quest for my 5 minutes, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from North Carolina for 2 additional 
minutes for each side? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I thank my 
colleagues for allowing me the time. 
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Very quickly, it was said that this 
bill will not prevent and would not 
have prevented the attacks that took 
place at American companies. It is, in 
fact, right. The vice chair and I have 
never portrayed that this was a preven- 
tion bill. We said it is not a prevention 
bill. It is a bill designed to share infor- 
mation to minimize the loss of data. 

As it relates to personal data, my 
colleague from Oregon forgets that the 
managers’ amendment strengthens by 
making sure on the government side 
that they only draw in the fields that 
the entire government collaborative 
group agrees need to be used for foren- 
sic purposes over and above what Sen- 
ator CARPER pointed out are the re- 
sponsibilities of the private sector 
companies. 

It was said that the vice chair and I 
have been critical of technology com- 
panies that oppose this bill. I don’t 
think we have been critical. We have 
been confused—confused that the com- 
panies that hold the most personal 
data on the American people in the 
country want to deprive every other 
business in America from having the 
ability to share their information when 
they are hacked. So I am not critical. 
Iam challenged to figure out why they 
would take that position, but I have 
come to the conclusion that there are 
some questions in life that have no an- 
swers, and I have now reached one of 
those. 

Given that we are at the end of this 
debate, let me once again thank Chair- 
man JOHNSON and Ranking Member 
CARPER for the unbelievable contribu- 
tion that both of them individually 
made in their committee, and on behalf 
of the vice chair and myself, I would 
urge our colleagues to support cloture 
and allow this process to move forward 
so we could conference with the House. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. 
thank you very much. 

I just want to urge people to vote yes 
on cloture. We have been at this for 6 
years. This is the third bill. We have 
been bipartisan. The bill is considered. 
This is a complicated and difficult 
arena. The bill is all voluntary. The 
moaning and groaning of companies, I 
say, if you don’t want to participate, 
don’t participate, but I can give you 
hundreds and thousands of companies 
that are desperate to participate to be 
able to protect themselves without a 
lawsuit, and this enables that. It is a 
first-step bill. 

I particularly wish to thank the 
chair and ranking on the Homeland Se- 
curity Committee. I very much appre- 
ciate this support and know that Sen- 
ator BURR, I, and others will continue 
to work as we recognize this most seri- 
ous threat on our economy and the pri- 
vacy of individuals. To do nothing now 
is to admit that we cannot come up 


President, 
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with a bill, and, in fact, we can. Please 
vote yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
FLAKE). The Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I hope 
colleagues will vote no. I have three 
quick points. No. 1, the chairman of 
the committee—and we work together 
often—acknowledged that this sub- 
stitute would not have prevented these 
major hacks that we are all so con- 
cerned about. No. 2, once again we have 
heard an attack on the country’s major 
technology companies. All of them, all 
of them, colleagues, are opposed to this 
legislation. We are talking about Apple 
and Dropbox and Twitter. The list goes 
on and on. Why? Because these compa- 
nies have to be concerned about both 
cyber security and protecting their em- 
ployees and their customers privacy. 
Unfortunately, this legislation does 
very little to protect cyber security, 
which has now been acknowledged by 
the lead sponsor of the legislation and 
has major problems with respect to 
protecting the liberty of the American 
people. I urge colleagues to vote no. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, are we 
out of time on the Democrats’ side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty 
seconds remain. 

Mr. CARPER. Colleagues, keep in 
mind, EINSTEIN 1 and EINSTEIN 2 are 
already effective to detect but not 
block these intrusions. EINSTEIN 3, 
authorized by our legislation, puts a 
new player on the field—a defensive 
player—to be able to block these intru- 
sions. This is new and requires these 
agencies to implement that. For no 
other reason than that, it is a good rea- 
son to support this proposal. 

Thank you. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to rule XXII, the Chair lays before the 
Senate the pending cloture motion, 
which the clerk will state. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on amend- 
ment No. 2716 to S. 754, a bill to improve cy- 
bersecurity in the United States through en- 
hanced sharing of information about cyber- 
security threats, and for other purposes. 

Mitch McConnell, John Cornyn, Johnny 
Isakson, Richard Burr, John McCain, 
Shelley Moore Capito, Orrin G. Hatch, 
John Thune, Chuck Grassley, Pat Rob- 
erts, John Barrasso, Jeff Flake, Lamar 
Alexander, Bill Cassidy, Deb Fischer, 
Susan M. Collins, Patrick J. Toomey. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan- 
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on amendment No. 
2716, offered by the Senator from North 
Carolina, Mr. BURR, to S. 754, shall be 
brought to a close? 


(Mr. 
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The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM), the 
Senator from Florida (Mr. RUBIO), and 
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. VIT- 
TER). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 83, 
nays 14, as follows: 


[Rollcall Vote No. 281 Leg.] 


YEAS—83 
Alexander Feinstein Murphy 
Ayotte Fischer Murray 
Barrasso Flake Nelson 
Bennet Gardner Perdue 
Blumenthal Gillibrand Peters 
Blunt Grassley Portman 
Boozman Hatch Reed 
Boxer Heinrich Reid 
Burr Heitkamp Risch 
Cantwell Heller Roberts 
Capito Hirono Rounds 
Cardin Hoeven 
Sasse 

Carper Inhofe 
Casey Isakson Behatz 

p Schumer 
Cassidy Johnson 
Coats Kaine Scott 
Cochran King Sessions 
Collins Kirk Shaheen 
Corker Klobuchar Shelby 
Cornyn Lankford Stabenow 
Cotton Lee Sullivan 
Crapo Manchin Tester 
Cruz McCain Thune 
Daines McCaskill Tillis 
Donnelly McConnell Toomey 
Durbin Mikulski Warner 
Enzi Moran Whitehouse 
Ernst Murkowski Wicker 

NAYS—14 
Baldwin Leahy Sanders 
Booker Markey Udall 
Brown Menendez Warren 
Coons Merkley Wyden 
Franken Paul 
NOT VOTING—3 
Graham Rubio Vitter 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 


FLAKE). On this vote, the yeas are 83, 
the nays are 14. 

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho- 
sen and sworn having voted in the af- 
firmative, the motion is agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2564, AS MODIFIED 

There will now be 10 minutes of de- 
bate equally divided prior to a vote in 
relation to amendment No. 2564, offered 
by the Senator from North Carolina, 
Mr. BURR, for Mr. PAUL. 

The Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I wish to 
say to my colleagues that there is 10 
minutes of debate in between these 
votes, so those Members who have con- 
versations, I wish they would take 
them off the floor. If they are not going 
to have conversations, stay and listen 
to the debate. 

Mr. President, from the floor, I have 
said to my colleagues that the informa- 
tion sharing bill is a very delicately 
balanced piece of legislation. 

What we have attempted to do is to 
create a voluntary program that com- 
panies around this country can choose 
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to participate in or not. Some have al- 
ready expressed their opposition to it, 
and I would say that is very easy—pass 
the bill, and they just won’t partici- 
pate. 

There are going to be amendments, 
though, that change the balance. I 
don’t want to get into the details of 
every amendment. Let me just say to 
my colleagues that if we change the 
balance we have reached not just on 
both sides of the aisle but with the 
comfort level of businesses across this 
country to where they believe they can 
no longer participate in it, then we 
won’t have a successful information 
sharing bill. 

I think every Member of this body 
and every American knows that cyber 
attacks are not going to go away. They 
are going to continue, they are going 
to become more numerous, and we are 
going to be on the floor debating some- 
thing that is probably much more spe- 
cific in the future. I wish we could pre- 
vent it, but right now our only tool is 
legislation that voluntarily asks com- 
panies to participate to minimize the 
loss of data. 

I encourage my colleagues, as the 
vice chair and I have—we are going to 
oppose all the amendments that come 
up. We have gone through all the 
amendments, and those which we could 
accept and which we felt embraced the 
balance we had achieved and could still 
hold together the support across the 
country—we incorporated those in the 
managers’ amendment, and that man- 
agers’ amendment will be voted on 
when we come back on Monday or 
Tuesday. 

With that, I yield the floor to my 
vice chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
ask the Senate to vote no on this 
amendment, and I would like to ex- 
plain why. This amendment would cre- 
ate an exemption to the bill’s narrowly 
tailored liability protections for com- 
panies that take responsible actions to 
look for cyber threats and share infor- 
mation about them if a company 
“breaks a user or privacy agreement 
with a customer, regardless of how 
trivial it may be.” 

The underlying cyber bill has been 
carefully drafted to ensure that it is 
totally voluntary and that activities 
can only be conducted on a customer’s 
behalf with express authorization. 

Let me read the language in the bill. 
The bill reads: 

Nothing in this title shall be construed— 

(1) to amend, repeal, or supersede any cur- 
rent or future contractual agreement, terms 
of service agreement, or other contractual 
relationship between any entities, or be- 
tween any entity and a Federal entity. 

There is tremendous objection to the 
Paul amendment that is coming in 
from the chamber of commerce, var- 
ious companies, and the health indus- 
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try. They understand what is in our 
bill. This amendment would actually 
fatally disturb what is in the bill, 
which is clear and concise. 

I urge a ‘‘no” vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, this cyber 
security bill attempts to enhance secu- 
rity for transactions on the Internet 
but I think actually weakens privacy 
in the process. The bill would grant 
legal immunity to companies that, in 
sharing information, actually violate 
your privacy. 

Most companies have a privacy 
agreement. You see it when you get on 
the Internet. It is supposed to guar- 
antee that your information, indi- 
vidual choices, and consumer choices 
on the Internet are not revealed to 
anyone. This bill says that if the com- 
pany violates it in sharing your infor- 
mation, there will be legal immunity 
for that company. I think that weak- 
ens privacy. It makes the privacy 
agreement not really worth the paper 
it is written on. 

I think privacy is of great concern to 
Americans. The government doesn’t 
have a very good record with privacy. 
In the news today, a teenager is now 
reading the email of the CIA Director. 
It doesn’t sound as though the govern- 
ment is very good at protecting pri- 
vacy. Iam not really excited about let- 
ting them have more information. 

The government revealed 20 million 
individual records of their employees, 
private records of their employees. 
This is the same government that now 
says: Trust us, and let’s give everybody 
involved immunity so the consumer 
has no recourse if their privacy is 
breached. This is the same government 
that allowed the ObamaCare Web site 
to be hacked and looked at. This is a 
government that doesn’t have a lot of 
concern or ability to protect privacy. 
We are now asked to entrust this gov- 
ernment with volumes and volumes of 
personal information sent across the 
vastness of the Internet. There is good 
reason that many of our largest tech- 
nological companies oppose this legis- 
lation. 

My amendment will give companies 
and Internet users clarity on what in- 
formation is shared with the govern- 
ment, and it will protect the privacy 
agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
would like to respond to that because 
we have been told that for the indus- 
tries that support this bill, this amend- 
ment is a bill killer, and the opposition 
to it has come in far and wide. We have 
52 industrial associations in business, 
finance, banking, petroleum, water- 
works, railroads, public power, real es- 
tate, and retail—52 associations that 
are on your desk—supporting it. In par- 
ticular, the health industry has 
weighed in against this amendment. 
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We accomplished the purpose in our 
bill in a way that is acceptable. Please 
vote no. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, let us be 
clear that most of the high-tech com- 
panies that have anything to do with 
the Internet and anything to do with 
information sharing oppose this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I think ev- 
erybody would like to vote, but I will 
say one last thing to my colleagues. 

Any company in America—any com- 
pany in America—that chooses not to 
participate, doesn’t have to. If for some 
reason they find there is something in 
this piece of legislation they are un- 
comfortable with or they are concerned 
about with regard to the transfer of 
any personal data, it is very simple: 
They do not have to participate. But to 
deny everybody who would like to par- 
ticipate is wrong. 

I would encourage my colleagues to 
defeat the amendment and support 
moving on. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 2564, as modified. 

Mr. PAUL. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM), the 
Senator from Florida (Mr. RUBIO), and 
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. VIT- 
TER). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
FISCHER). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 32, 
nays 65, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 282 Leg.] 


YEAS—32 

Baldwin Daines Merkley 
Barrasso Durbin Murkowski 
Bennet Enzi Murray 
Booker Franken Paul 
Boxer Gillibrand Sanders 
Brown Heinrich Schumer 
Cantwell Heller Sullivan 
Cardin Leahy Udall 
Coons Lee W. 

arren 
Crapo Markey Wyden 
Cruz Menendez 

NAYS—65 

Alexander Cochran Grassley 
Ayotte Collins Hatch 
Blumenthal Corker Heitkamp 
Blunt Cornyn Hirono 
Boozman Cotton Hoeven 
Burr Donnelly Inhofe 
Capito Ernst Isakson 
Carper Feinstein Johnson 
Casey Fischer Kaine 
Cassidy Flake King 
Coats Gardner Kirk 
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Klobuchar Peters Shaheen 
Lankford Portman Shelby 
Manchin Reed Stabenow 
McCain Reid Tester 
McCaskill Risch Thune 
McConnell Roberts Tillis 
eran ee Toomey 
oran asse 

Warner 
Murphy Schatz Whitehouse 
Nelson Scott Wick 
Perdue Sessions RAT 

NOT VOTING—3 

Graham Rubio Vitter 


The amendment (No. 2564), as modi- 
fied, was rejected. 

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for not longer than 10 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The remarks of Ms. COLLINS per- 
taining to the introduction of S. 2194 
are printed in today’s RECORD under 
“Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.” ) 

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

DEBT CEILING 

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I 
rise to give voice to concerns about the 
pending battle over what is referred to 
as the debt ceiling. We have been told 
that the ability of the United States to 
pay its bills on time and its interest on 
bonds will expire on November 3, which 
is only about a dozen days from now— 
less than 2 weeks. 

This is of grave concern to Ameri- 
cans. In fact, if it hasn’t been a concern 
to someone, it should be because it 
touches almost every American house- 
hold. This is all about the question of 
whether we are going to pay a bill that 
is due for previous spending on time or 
not. This is all about whether we are 
going to pay the interest that will be 
due on Treasury bills on time or not. 

Great Nations don’t pay their bills 
late. They are expected to be organized 
and competent and have their act to- 
gether, but there is also a tremendous 
incentive to pay on time because when 
you pay late, the interest rate on your 
debt goes up because you become less 
creditworthy. Many folks in this 
Chamber say we should operate like a 
family and think about family values 
when it comes to finance. Here is the 
connection with how families operate: 
They know if they don’t pay their 
mortgage or insurance or their Target 
bill on time, then their cost of credit is 
going to go up and their credit score 
will go down. 

Sometimes families simply don’t 
have any possible way of paying a bill 
when it comes up, and they struggle to 
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get the funds together, knowing the 
more cases that fail, the worse it is for 
their credit score, which means if they 
borrow money to buy a car, a house, or 
for any reason, the interest rate is 
going to be much higher, and they will 
have to pay a lot more and will not get 
anything more than they would have 
gotten before. 

Families understand they have to 
pay their bills on time. That is fiscal 
responsibility. But some may have for- 
gotten that this lesson is not just an- 
chored in theory, this is in practice. In 
2011, when we dillydallied over paying 
our bills on time, the United States 
credit rating was taken down a notch, 
which meant that we had to pay a 
higher interest. 

How about 2013—just 2 years ago— 
when we failed to act responsibly and 
the government shut down and it cost 
us not only 120,000 jobs, but it also cost 
us, by our best estimates, about $70 
million more in interest that we 
wouldn’t have otherwise had to pay be- 
cause interest rates went up. Not pay- 
ing your bills on time is fiscally irre- 
sponsible and, to put it more directly, 
it is a “Dumb and Dumber” tax on 
every American family. I am not sure 
why it is that advocates in the House 
and Senate are advocating for a ‘‘Dumb 
and Dumber” tax. The worst tax is 
when it costs money and you buy noth- 
ing, but that is what happens when you 
don’t pay your bills on time. 

We know the cost of paying more on 
Treasury bonds doesn’t just affect the 
U.S. Government. We also know that 
the Treasury bond rate is used as an 
index for items, such as home mort- 
gages and car loans. So our families 
have to pay more because of the irre- 
sponsibility of the Republican ‘‘Dumb 
and Dumber” tax on America. It is ir- 
responsible, and it is damaging to our 
country and to our families. 

It is not often that I turn to Ronald 
Reagan for insight, but in this case he 
had it absolutely right. Ronald Reagan 
said that fiscal responsibility is paying 
your bills on time. There were a num- 
ber of times when he spoke to Congress 
and said, don’t do a ‘Dumb and Dumb- 
er” tax. 

To put it in his own words when he 
was at a radio address in 1987, he said: 

This brinksmanship threatens the holders 
of government bonds and those who rely on 
Social Security and veterans’ benefits. Inter- 
est markets would skyrocket. Instability 
would occur in financial markets, and the 
federal deficit would soar. 

He continued and said, “The United 
States has a special responsibility to 
itself and the world to meet its obliga- 
tions.” 

At another time he wrote a letter to 
the majority leader of the Senate and 
said: 

The full consequences of a default—or even 
the serious prospect of default—by the 
United States are impossible to predict and 
awesome to contemplate. 

He continued: 
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Denigration of the full faith and credit of 
the United States would have substantial ef- 
fects on the domestic financial markets and 
the value of the dollar in exchange markets. 
The Nation can ill afford to allow such a re- 
sult. The risks, the costs, the disruptions, 
and the incalculable damage lead me to but 
one conclusion: the Senate must pass this 
legislation before Congress adjourns. 

Let us listen to the voice of reason 
on fiscal responsibility to pay our 
debts on time. Let us not adopt the Re- 
publican ‘‘Dumb and Dumber” tax of 
failing to pay our bills that extracts 
huge costs, as President Reagan recog- 
nized, both on our Nation and on our 
families. 

I thank the Presiding Officer. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

PIONEER SPIRIT OF COLORADO AND 100TH ANNI- 
VERSARY OF FARMERS IMPLEMENT COMPANY 
Mr. GARDNER. Madam President, in 

the 1800s, Colorado found itself at the 
center of a nation—gold rushes and sil- 
ver rushes, cattle barons and sheep bar- 
ons, range wars pitting the rancher 
against the sod farmer. It is a State 
that, as it does today, had a little bit 
of something for everyone—a whole lot 
of space, breathtaking vistas, and pio- 
neer dreams abound. 

The 1860s ushered in the land rush 
across the country, extending to Colo- 
rado a few years later by the 1880s. 
People from the east looking for that 
relief valve of western expansion were 
drawn to the high plains of Colorado 
with its fertile valleys, peaks and pla- 
teaus, places where the rain followed 
the plow, and the landsmen knew no 
limit to the sale of aridity. 

It was in the 1880s that one Raimond 
von Harrom Schramm, a wealthy 
baron, was moving his belongings from 
east to west when the train he was 
riding on derailed in a small eastern 
Colorado town. Detecting Divine provi- 
dence at work—or most likely scared 
to get back on the train—he decided to 
stay put, declaring the site of the de- 
railment was where God intended him 
to be. 

He went on to build the first multi- 
story brick buildings in that town be- 
fore the town’s fathers decided against 
naming him the mayor. That the town 
council would subject such a man of 
possession to the humility of an elec- 
tion was too much for Baron Schramm, 
promptly causing him to move his 
brick buildings to a more aptly named 
town—you guessed it—Schramm, just 
down the road. It is 100 years later, and 
there are no brick buildings in his 
namesake town, just a nice feedlot 
bearing the name Schramm. 

In the town he left behind, hard- 
scrabble businesses continued, squeez- 
ing just enough moisture out of the 
ground to provide pastures for the 
cows. Soon enough fortune and luck 
built up to break the sod on the east- 
ern plains to begin Colorado’s long ro- 
mance with high-plains farming. It 
surely wasn’t easy. Families crammed 
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into tar paper houses, staking their 
claim on a patch of ground that knows 
only shades of brown and green. 

It was around 1915 when three men 
came together to start an implement 
business—Roy Chilcoat, Jack Tribbett, 
and another partner—selling farm 
equipment. Steel-studded wheatland 
machinery, cream separators, and corn 
shellers tilled sandhills whose only pre- 
vious disruptions were antelope, buf- 
falo, and the crossing paths of the 
plains Indians. 

It was no easy feat to be a pioneer in 
agriculture. There was an old saying at 
the coffee shop in that small town: 
How do you make a small fortune in 
agriculture? You start with a large 
one. The people there lived in sod 
houses, getting ice from ponds in the 
winter to store over the summer—if 
there was enough moisture for the 
pond. They endured sandstorms and 
dust bowls that were described in 
books and movies for generations to 
come. 

These hardy men and women didn’t 
leave when the hard times continued 
because they had made this their 
home. To survive was to succeed and to 
succeed was something that every 
American aspired to. Their wealth was 
measured in friends, family, and in the 
miles of prairie and the consistency of 
the windmills turning the lifeblood of 
the plains, their water. Perhaps noth- 
ing else has changed the face of Colo- 
rado or Western States more than the 
application of water to dry land. They 
are what make Colorado today—bound- 
less spirits of pioneers driven to suc- 
ceed. 

During the Great Depression, it was 
devastating for everyone. Neighbors 
saw neighbors’ soil drive unrelentingly 
across the darkened country sky, car- 
ried by the wind borne atop the rain- 
deprived lands. People like Chilcoat 
and Tribbet knew they had to survive 
for themselves, their families, and 
their small, struggling community. 
They had to survive so that others in 
the community could survive too. 

So they found ways to do it—diversi- 
fying the business; trading wheat for 
tractors; giving a price for the wheat 
that was at two or three times the 
money the wheat was actually worth 
just to keep families on their farms; 
storing the wheat, hoping that it would 
someday be worth more than the loss 
they had incurred. They gave tractors 
to poor farmers knowing they couldn’t 
pay for them but knowing that without 
them, those family farms wouldn’t 
make it; knowing that someday—or 
holding hope above fear—their neigh- 
bor would make good on it and pay 
what they could. 

Businesses in these small towns 
scraped through the Depression, on to 
World War II when its sons and daugh- 
ters left to fight for freedom in lands 
many had never heard of before, ration- 
ing, sacrificing, and dedicating new 
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faces to the workforce, forever chang- 
ing the landscape of small and big 
towns alike. 

Eventually, businesses like Roy’s and 
Jack’s and their partners would pass on 
to a new generation—Howard Crowley 
and a new partner—and then again to a 
new generation still. That business 
still stands today as Farmers Imple- 
ment Company. Chilcoat and Tribbet 
were joined by my great-grandfather, 
known as Daddy Bill, who would even- 
tually sell their interests to my grand- 
father, Paul Gardner, and my father, 
John Gardner. 

I spent years working there, trying 
to learn values, the business, but learn- 
ing more about relationships—people 
and a way of life—than selling parts. In 
fact, based on how many wrong parts I 
sold, I am pretty sure that was one of 
the least of things I learned about. But 
I watched as generations of customers 
came through the door. I watched my 
grandfather refuse to sell something 
they could make money on in the deal- 
ership, but he knew the person who 
wanted it couldn’t afford to buy it. 
Why did he do it? Because he wanted 
them to survive—a new generation of 
survivors continuing their fight to 
make a living on the windswept plains 
of eastern Colorado. 

Tomorrow, Farmers Implement will 
celebrate its 100th anniversary as a 
family-owned farm implement busi- 
ness. I am proud of the values that 
dealership represents and honored to be 
a part of a great rural family heritage 
and our little town of Yuma. Congratu- 
lations. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mrs. FISCHER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
ERNST). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

HIGHWAY BILL 

Mrs. FISCHER. Madam President, 
last Friday the House Transportation 
and Infrastructure Committee released 
the bipartisan 6-year highway bill pro- 
posal. If everything goes as expected, 
the House transportation committee 
will mark up its legislation this week. 
From what I understand, House leader- 
ship is committed to taking up this 
crucial legislation in the coming 
weeks. 

As many of you know, passing a long- 
term transportation bill has been one 
of my goals as a Member of this body. 
In fact, since my time in the Nebraska 
unicameral, I have made transpor- 
tation infrastructure funding a top pri- 
ority. Two of my signature accomplish- 
ments in the unicameral led to in- 
creased investment for Nebraska’s in- 
frastructure and helped local commu- 
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nities move forward with starting and 
completing vital transportation 
projects. 

This August I welcomed our U.S. 
Transportation Secretary, Anthony 
Foxx, to Lincoln, NE, where we con- 
vened a roundtable at the University of 
Nebraska-Lincoln’s Transportation Re- 
search Center. We were joined by local 
transportation stakeholders rep- 
resenting railroad, highway construc- 
tion, trucking, passenger automobiles, 
and the aviation industry. At this im- 
portant meeting, as well as at my lis- 
tening sessions this summer through- 
out the State, the message from Ne- 
braskans was loud and clear: Our busi- 
nesses, consumers, workers, and fami- 
lies want a long-term highway bill. 

Throughout the process of developing 
this bill, I worked with local stake- 
holders in Nebraska, including our 
State department of roads, highway 
builders and project managers, and 
transportation and community leaders. 

Infrastructure is a wise investment. 
It keeps our country competitive in to- 
day’s global marketplace. The safety of 
our traveling public depends on robust 
and reliable transportation infrastruc- 
ture. That is why we passed a bipar- 
tisan multiyear highway bill here in 
the Senate. The DRIVE Act provides 
States and communities with 6 years of 
certainty for that highway funding 
without raising taxes on middle-class 
families. 

As an active member of the Environ- 
ment and Public Works Committee and 
the Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation Committee, I am proud of the 
work we have accomplished together. 
Our bill enhances safety, proposes 
much needed regulatory reforms, and it 
increases investment in our Nation’s 
infrastructure. 

The DRIVE Act also includes signifi- 
cant reforms to accelerate highway 
project construction. The bill does so 
by advancing key provisions that en- 
sure that local infrastructure projects 
in Nebraska and all across this country 
will move forward with a better and a 
more defined process from the very 
onset. 

The meaningful changes that I cham- 
pioned will provide better coordination 
between the Federal Highway Adminis- 
tration and States by streamlining en- 
vironmental permitting and reviews, as 
well as programmatic agreement tem- 
plates when initiating new infrastruc- 
ture projects. 

Specifically, the bill will establish 
new procedures based on a template de- 
veloped by the Secretary of the Depart- 
ment of Transportation. This will 
allow our States, in addition to the 
Federal Government, to determine 
which State or Federal agencies must 
be consulted prior to beginning that in- 
frastructure project. 

In addition, the bill provides tech- 
nical assistance to States that want to 
assume responsibility for the reviews 
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of categorical exclusion projects, which 
are a category of projects that don’t 
have a significant impact on the envi- 
ronment, triggering a less arduous 
level of environmental review. Rather 
than wasting time and taxpayer dollars 
waiting on the Federal Government to 
provide an assessment, my provisions 
would help States provide their own 
categorical certification regarding the 
appropriate level of environmental re- 
view of certain projects. 

Given Nebraska’s challenges with 
starting and completing infrastructure 
projects, these elements of the DRIVE 
Act offer a major step forward for 
transportation projects in my State. 

The DRIVE Act also includes major 
components of a bill that I introduced 
earlier this year called the TRUCK 
Safety Reform Act. The legislation of- 
fers serious regulatory reforms to the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Adminis- 
tration. Additionally, the bill encour- 
ages stronger regulatory analysis, 
more transparency, and wider public 
participation in the regulatory process. 

The bill also provides regulatory re- 
lief to agricultural producers in Ne- 
braska, reforms research at the Depart- 
ment of Transportation to reduce du- 
plication across the modal administra- 
tions, and addresses the challenges of 
the Compliance Safety and Account- 
ability truck scoring program. 

I am pleased that the DRIVE Act es- 
tablishes a new freight program that 
will prioritize, increase efficiency, and 
lower the costs for moving freight im- 
ports and exports throughout our Na- 
tion. The DRIVE Act’s freight program 
will designate a national freight sys- 
tem and provide guaranteed dollars to 
Nebraska to enhance freight movement 
throughout our State on our railways 
and highways. The freight program will 
also help America’s transportation sys- 
tem continue to facilitate expanding 
U.S. trade flows. The freight program 
is crucial to our Nation’s economic 
competitiveness, especially as inter- 
national trade continues to increase. 

The DRIVE Act further incorporates 
performance-based regulations into our 
Nation’s transportation system. Per- 
formance-based measures will offer 
States more flexibility in meeting the 
goals of infrastructure-related regula- 
tions, something that I have strongly 
advocated as chairman of the surface 
transportation subcommittee. 

In totality, I believe the Senate pro- 
duced a thoughtful, comprehensive, 
and well-drafted highway bill. I greatly 
appreciate the House moving forward 
with a long-term highway bill, and I 
am eager to seek passage of this vital 
legislation so we can move to a joint 
conference committee. 

I am also pleased to see that the 
House bill offers several critical provi- 
sions, including regulatory reform of 
the FMCSA and the CSA Program, hair 
testing for commercial drivers, a 
freight program, and streamlined per- 
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mitting to initiate local highway 
projects at a faster pace. Ultimately, 
the House’s legislative activity this 
week surrounding the highway bill is a 
strong step toward achieving a 
multiyear highway bill—one that will 
move our economy forward, create 
jobs, and strengthen safety on our 
roads, highways, and bridges all across 
America. 

In the coming weeks I look forward 
to working with Chairman INHOFE, 
Chairman THUNE, Senator BOXER, and 
Chairman SHUSTER to produce a re- 
form-oriented compromise that en- 
hances the efficiency, reliability, and 
safety of our Nation’s transportation 
system. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. CRUZ. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. RES. 224 

Mr. CRUZ. Madam President, on Oc- 
tober 15, 2015, Senators DIANNE FEIN- 
STEIN and PATRICK LEAHY released the 
following statement marking the 5- 
year anniversary of the arrest of Liu 
Xia, the wife of Chinese democracy ac- 
tivist and Nobel Peace Prize laureate 
Liu Xiaobo: 

This week marks the five-year anniversary 
that Liu Xia was placed under house arrest 
in China. She has never been charged with a 
crime and remains confined to her apart- 
ment because her husband, respected democ- 
racy activist Liu Xiaobo, won the Nobel 
Peace Prize in 2010. 

Over the past five years, Liu Xia’s health 
has sharply deteriorated. She suffers from 
anxiety, depression, severe back pain and 
had a heart attack last year. Her repeated 
requests to leave the country for medical 
treatment have been denied. 

We urgently request the Chinese govern- 
ment allow Liu Xia to seek medical treat- 
ment abroad and release Liu Xiaobo, the 
world’s only jailed Nobel Peace Prize lau- 
reate. Such action would be a welcome hu- 
manitarian gesture. 

I could not agree more with the very 
wise sentiments expressed by Senator 
FEINSTEIN and Senator LEAHY. That is 
exactly right. The United States 
should speak with one voice in support 
of human rights and against the dis- 
grace that China has jailed this Nobel 
Peace Prize laureate. 

My resolution, following in the tradi- 
tion of legislation that renamed the 
street in front of the Soviet Embassy 
in honor of the heroic Russian dis- 
sident and Nobel laureate Andrei 
Sakharov in 1984, would do the same, it 
would rename the street in front of the 
People’s Republic of China Embassy to 
be “Liu Xiaobo Plaza” after the equal- 
ly heroic Chinese dissident and Nobel 
laureate who had been brutally impris- 
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oned by the PRC since 2009 for peace- 
fully advocating for basic political 
freedom. 

I would note that the original legisla- 
tion naming the street in front of the 
Soviet Embassy in honor of Mr. 
Sakharov was introduced by my col- 
league the senior Senator from Iowa 
who is on the floor with me today to 
support me in this request. 

As I noted when I first asked unani- 
mous consent for this legislation on 
September 24 on the eve of President 
Xi’s visit to Washington, I, for one, 
think as Americans we should not be 
troubled by embarrassing Communist 
oppressors, and this issue is not ab- 
stract to me. 

My family, like Dr. Liu, has been im- 
prisoned by repressive regimes. My fa- 
ther as a teenager was imprisoned and 
tortured in Cuba. He had his nose bro- 
ken. He had his teeth shattered. He lay 
in the blood and grime of a prison cell. 

In Cuba, my aunt—my Tia Sonia— 
was a few years later imprisoned and 
tortured by Castro—my father by 
Batista, my aunt by Castro—impris- 
oned and tortured by an oppressive 
Communist regime. 

The United States has a long history 
of standing with dissidents and speak- 
ing out for human rights. When this 
body acted to rename the street in 
front of the Soviet Embassy ‘‘Sakharov 
Plaza,’’ that was a powerful statement 
that helped bring condemnation of the 
world on the Soviet Union’s repressive 
human rights record. We should show 
the same bipartisan unanimity with re- 
gard to Communist China, standing to- 
gether with a wrongfully imprisoned 
Nobel Peace Prize laureate. We should 
say to the wrongfully imprisoned dis- 
sidents across the world: America 
hears you and we stand with you. 

Some years ago I visited with Natan 
Sharansky in Jerusalem. He described 
how the prisoners in the Soviet gulag 
would pass notes from cell to cell: Did 
you hear what President Reagan said? 
Evil empire, ash heap of history, tear 
down this wall. 

What this body does makes a dif- 
ference. What this country does makes 
a difference, and we should not forget 
our core values. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs Committee 
be discharged from further consider- 
ation of and the Senate now proceed to 
the consideration of S. Res. 224; I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed 
to, and the motions to reconsider be 
laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 
reserving the right to object, I wish to 
make a couple of remarks as to why. 

Senator CRUZ, believe it or not, I 
have actually played a role—particu- 
larly in the 1990s—in helping dissidents 
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be released by the Government of 
China and had some success. We did 
that by talking to the government. 

I think to do this in this way will set 
back the cause and actually be delete- 
rious to the release of these people, so 
I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Texas. 

Mr. CRUZ. Madam President, I in- 
tend to continue pressing this resolu- 
tion because I believe we have a moral 
imperative to speak for freedom. It is 
one thing to put out press releases, it 
is another thing to act. I agree with 
every word in the press release that 
was issued by Senator FEINSTEIN and 
Senator LEAHY, and my request is sim- 
ply to put action to those words. 

I tell you, when I visit with Chinese 
Americans in my State of Texas, I 
don’t want to have to look them in the 
eyes and tell them I stood with the 
Chinese Communist Government, the 
oppressors, instead of standing with 
Dr. Liu, instead of standing with a 
Nobel Peace Prize laureate, for fear of 
embarrassing their oppressors. 

There are few things more powerful 
than embarrassment, than public sun- 
shine. When Ronald Reagan stood be- 
fore the Brandenburg Gate and said 
“Tear down this wall,” he didn’t listen 
to the voice of timidity say: Now that 
is going to embarrass the Soviets. 

I would note in the White House that 
the staffers repeatedly crossed out that 
line of his speech. They said: No, no, 
no, no, no. That will upset the Soviets. 
That will set us back diplomatically— 
the exact same argument, sadly, the 
senior Senator from California just 
presented. And each time President 
Reagan wrote that line back in with 
his own hand, explaining to those staff- 
ers: You don’t understand, that is the 
entire point of giving the speech. That 
is why I am there because when we 
speak the truth, the truth has power. 

This body—Democratic Senators in 
this body and Republican Senators in 
this body—should not be aiding and 
abetting the oppression of the Chinese 
Government. We should be standing 
and speaking for truth and for freedom, 
and we should be following the pattern 
that was successfully demonstrated by 
Senator GRASSLEY in introducing the 
resolution naming ‘‘Sakharov Plaza” 
in front of the Soviet Embassy. 

With that, I yield to my colleague, 
the senior Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 
appreciate my colleague bringing up 
the history of Andrei Sakharov Plaza. 
A lot of people wonder whether this 
makes much of a difference, what the 
Senator is attempting to do in the case 
of the Chinese Embassy. I can tell you 
it made a big difference. All you have 
to do is measure the opposition as we 
were considering the one I introduced 
several years ago. When the State De- 
partment fights hard not to embarrass 
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the Russians, when the city of Wash- 
ington, DC, fights very hard not to re- 
name a street, then you know you are 
on the right track, when you have 
those sorts of people in opposition to 


you. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate has an order to proceed to execu- 
tive session. 


a 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro- 
ceed to executive session to consider 
the following nominations, which the 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nations of Julie Furuta-Toy, of Wyo- 
ming, a Career Member of the Senior 
Foreign Service, Class of Counselor, to 
be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to the Republic of Equatorial 
Guinea; Dennis B. Hankins, of Min- 
nesota, a Career Member of the Senior 
Foreign Service, Class of Minister- 
Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor- 
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Repub- 
lic of Guinea; Harry K. Thomas, Jr., of 
New York, a Career Member of the Sen- 
ior Foreign Service, Class of Career 
Minister, to be Ambassador Extraor- 
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Repub- 
lic of Zimbabwe; and Robert Porter 
Jackson, of Virginia, a Career Member 
of the Senior Foreign Service, Class of 
Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to the 
Republic of Ghana. 

VOTE ON FURUTA-TOY NOMINATION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the Furuta-Toy nomina- 
tion? 

Mr. McCAIN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE), the Senator 
from South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM), the 
Senator from Kansas (Mr. MORAN), the 
Senator from Florida (Mr. RUBIO), the 
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
THUNE), and the Senator from Lou- 
isiana (Mr. VITTER). 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Virginia (Mr. KAINE) is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HOEVEN). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 93, 
nays 0, as follows: 
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[Rollcall Vote No. 283 Ex.] 


YEAS—93 

Alexander Ernst Murphy 
Ayotte Feinstein Murray 
Baldwin Fischer Nelson 
Barrasso Franken Paul 
Bennet Gardner Perdue 
Blumenthal Gillibrand Peters 
Blunt Grassley Portman 
Booker Hatch Reed 
Boozman Heinrich Reid 
Boxer Heitkamp Risch 
Brown Heller Roberts 
Burr Hirono Rounds 
Cantwell Hoeven Sanders 
Capito Inhofe Sasse 
Cardin Isakson Schatz 
Carper Johnson Schumer 
Casey King Scott 
Cassidy Kirk Sessions 
Coats Klobuchar Shaheen 
Cochran Lankford Shelby 
Collins Leahy Stabenow 
Coons Lee Sullivan 
Corker Manchin Tester 
Cornyn Markey Tillis 
Cotton McCain Toomey 
Crapo McCaskill Udall 
Cruz McConnell Warner 
Daines Menendez Warren 
Donnelly Merkley Whitehouse 
Durbin Mikulski Wicker 
Enzi Murkowski Wyden 

NOT VOTING—7 
Flake Moran Vitter 
Graham Rubio 
Kaine Thune 


The nomination was confirmed. 
VOTE ON HANKINS NOMINATION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the Hankins nomination? 

The nomination was confirmed. 

VOTE ON THOMAS NOMINATION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the Thomas nomination? 

The nomination was confirmed. 

VOTE ON JACKSON NOMINATION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the Jackson nomination? 

The nomination was confirmed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the motions to re- 
consider are considered made and laid 
upon the table and the President will 
be immediately notified of the Senate’s 
actions. 


EE 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
sume legislative session. 


EEE 


CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION 
SHARING ACT OF 2015—Continued 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that notwith- 
standing rule XXII, that at 11 a.m. on 
Tuesday, October 27, the postcloture 
time be considered expired on amend- 
ment No. 2716 and the Senate vote in 
relation to the following amendments 
in the order listed: Wyden, No. 2621, as 
modified; Heller, No. 2548, as modified; 
Leahy, No. 2587, as modified; Flake, No. 
2582; Franken, No. 2612, as further 
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modified; that following the disposi- 
tion of the Franken amendment, the 
Senate recess until 2:15 p.m. for the 
weekly conference meetings; that the 
time from 2:15 p.m. until 4 p.m. be 
equally divided in the usual form; and 
that at 4 p.m. on Tuesday, the Senate 
vote in relation to the following 
amendments in the order listed: Coons, 
No. 2552, as modified; Cotton, No. 2581, 
as modified; Burr-Feinstein, substitute 
No. 2716, as amended, if amended; fur- 
ther, that if cloture is invoked on 8. 
754, all postcloture time be yielded 
back, the bill be read a third time, and 
the Senate vote on passage of S. 754, as 
amended, if amended, without any in- 
tervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 


PROTECTING OUR INFANTS ACT 
OF 2015 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of Calendar No. 246, S. 799. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 799) to combat the rise of pre- 
natal opioid abuse and neonatal abstinence 
syndrome. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pen- 
sions, with an amendment to strike all 
after the enacting clause and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

S. 799 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Protecting Our 
Infants Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 2. ADDRESSING PROBLEMS RELATED 
PRENATAL OPIOID USE. 

(a) REVIEW OF PROGRAMS.—The Secretary of 
Health and Human Services (referred to in this 
Act as the ‘‘Secretary’’) shall conduct a review 
of planning and coordination related to pre- 
natal opioid use, including neonatal abstinence 
syndrome, within the agencies of the Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services. 

(b) STRATEGY.—In carrying out subsection (a), 
the Secretary shall develop a strategy to address 
gaps in research and gaps, overlap, and dupli- 
cation among Federal programs, including those 
identified in findings made by reports of the 
Government Accountability Office. Such strat- 
egy shall address— 

(1) gaps in research, including with respect 


TO 


to— 
(A) the most appropriate treatment of preg- 
nant women with opioid use disorders; 

(B) the most appropriate treatment and man- 
agement of infants with neonatal abstinence 
syndrome; and 

(C) the long-term effects of prenatal opioid ex- 
posure on children; 

(2) gaps, overlap, or duplication in— 

(A) substance use disorder treatment programs 
for pregnant and postpartum women; and 

(B) treatment program options for newborns 
with neonatal abstinence syndrome; 

(3) gaps, overlap, or duplication in Federal ef- 
forts related to education about, and prevention 
of, neonatal abstinence syndrome; and 
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(4) coordination of Federal efforts to address 
neonatal abstinence syndrome. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall submit to the Committee on Health, Edu- 
cation, Labor, and Pensions of the Senate and 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce of the 
House of Representatives a report concerning 
the findings of the review conducted under sub- 
section (a) and the strategy developed under 
subsection (b). 

SEC. 3. DEVELOPING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
PREVENTING AND TREATING PRE- 
NATAL OPIOID USE DISORDERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall conduct 
a study and develop recommendations for pre- 
venting and treating prenatal opioid use dis- 
orders, including the effects of such disorders on 
infants. In carrying out this subsection the Sec- 
retary shall— 

(1) take into consideration— 

(A) the review and strategy conducted and de- 
veloped under section 2; and 

(B) the lessons learned from previous opioid 
epidemics; and 

(2) solicit input from States, localities, and 
Federally recognized Indian tribes or tribal or- 
ganizations (as defined in the Indian Self-Deter- 
mination and Education Assistance Act (25 
U.S.C. 450b)), and nongovernmental entities, in- 
cluding organizations representing patients, 
health care providers, hospitals, other treatment 
facilities, and other entities, as appropriate. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall make available on the appropriate Internet 
Website of the Department of Health and 
Human Services a report on the recommenda- 
tions under subsection (a). Such report shall ad- 
dress each of the issues described in subsection 
(c). 

(c) CONTENTS.—The recommendations de- 
scribed in subsection (a) and the report under 
subsection (b) shall include— 

(1) a comprehensive assessment of existing re- 
search with respect to the prevention, identifica- 
tion, treatment, and long-term outcomes of neo- 
natal abstinence syndrome, including the identi- 
fication and treatment of pregnant women or 
women who may become pregnant who use 
opioids or have opioid use disorders; 

(2) an evaluation of— 

(A) the causes of, and risk factors for, opioid 
use disorders among women of reproductive age, 
including pregnant women; 

(B) the barriers to identifying and treating 
opioid use disorders among women of reproduc- 
tive age, including pregnant and postpartum 
women and women with young children; 

(C) current practices in the health care system 
to respond to, and treat, pregnant women with 
opioid use disorders and infants affected by 
such disorders; 

(D) medically indicated uses of opioids during 
pregnancy; 

(E) access to treatment for opioid use disorders 
in pregnant and postpartum women; and 

(F) access to treatment for infants with neo- 
natal abstinence syndrome; and 

(G) differences in prenatal opioid use and use 
disorders in pregnant women between demo- 
graphic groups; and 

(3) recommendations on— 

(A) preventing, identifying, and treating the 
effects of prenatal opioid use on infants; 

(B) treating pregnant women who have opioid 
use disorders; 

(C) preventing opioid use disorders among 
women of reproductive age, including pregnant 
women, who may be at risk of developing opioid 
use disorders; and 

(D) reducing disparities in opioid use dis- 
orders among pregnant women. 

SEC. 4. IMPROVING DATA AND THE PUBLIC 
HEALTH RESPONSE. 

The Secretary may continue activities, as ap- 

propriate, related to— 
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(1) providing technical assistance to support 
States and Federally recognized Indian Tribes 
in collecting information on neonatal abstinence 
syndrome through the utilization of existing 
surveillance systems and collaborating with 
States and Federally recognized Indian Tribes 
to improve the quality, consistency, and collec- 
tion of such data; and 

(2) providing technical assistance to support 
States in implementing effective public health 
measures, such as disseminating information to 
educate the public, health care providers, and 
other stakeholders on prenatal opioid use and 
neonatal abstinence syndrome. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the com- 
mittee-reported substitute amendment 
be agreed to; that the bill, as amended, 
be read a third time and passed; that 
the committee-reported title amend- 
ment be agreed to; and that the mo- 
tions to reconsider be considered made 
and laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute was agreed to. 

The bill (S. 799), as amended, was or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, was read the third time, and 
passed. 

The Committee-reported title amend- 
ment was agreed to, as follows: 

Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘To address 
problems related to prenatal opioid use.’’. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
was pleased to see the Senate pass by 
unanimous consent just now the bipar- 
tisan Protecting Our Infants Act. As 
prescription drug abuse and heroin use 
have increased in Kentucky and other 
States across the Nation, no demo- 
graphic, socioeconomic status, age, or 
gender has been left untouched. 

As the father of three daughters, par- 
ticularly concerning to me is the in- 
crease in prenatal opiate abuse, which 
has resulted in a staggering 300-percent 
increase in the number of infants born 
suffering from withdrawal symptoms 
since 2000. 

To address this crisis, I introduced 
the Protecting Our Infants Act, along 
with my colleague Senator BOB CASEY. 
The bill would direct the Health and 
Human Services Secretary to conduct a 
departmental review to identify gaps in 
research and any duplication, overlap, 
or gaps in prevention and treatment 
programs related to this issue. It would 
also direct the Secretary to work with 
stakeholders on recommendations to 
address the problem. Furthermore, this 
measure would encourage the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention to 
work with States in an effort to help 
improve their public health response to 
this epidemic. 

Also, I want to acknowledge the out- 
standing work of the Senator from New 
Hampshire, Ms. KELLY AYOTTE. I know 
that one of the things New Hampshire 
and Kentucky actually, unfortunately, 
share is that this has reached epidemic 
proportions. Nobody has been more in- 
volved in this issue than the Senator 
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from New Hampshire. She has been on 
top of it from the very beginning. She 
shares the concerns of others, obvi- 
ously, who have States that are suf- 
fering from this enormous problem. 

I would also like to thank Represent- 
atives KATHERINE CLARK and STEVE 
STIVERS for leading the effort to ad- 
vance a similar message in the House 
of Representatives. I look forward to 
the House taking up this bill and it 
being sent to the President for his sig- 
nature. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire. 

Ms. AYOTTE. Mr. President, I want 
to thank our leader and thank Senator 
CASEY for introducing and pushing to 
pass this very important legislation. 
This legislation, the Protecting Our In- 
fants Act, of which I was proud to be an 
early sponsor, will help address the in- 
creasing number of newborns born with 
opioid dependency. I thank the addi- 
tional Members, including the chair- 
man of the HELP Committee and 
Ranking Member MURRAY, for helping 
get that through this important com- 
mittee. 

New Hampshire is facing a public 
health epidemic. In fact, the heroin and 
prescription drug addiction crisis is the 
single most urgent issue facing my 
State right now. So many families who 
have lost children have come to me. 
The other day, I was buying something, 
and the woman behind the counter said 
to me: Keep working on this issue. I 
asked her why. She said: I lost my 
granddaughter. 

Too many families are experiencing 
losing their loved ones, their family 
members who are struggling with ad- 
diction. Our first responders are inun- 
dated. They are saving lives with life- 
saving drugs such as Narcan. Public 
health and safety officials in our 
State—this is truly something on 
which we all need to work together to 
address. 

One of the tragic results of this grow- 
ing opioid abuse epidemic—it has often 
been overlooked—is the increasing 
number of infants who are born depend- 
ent on opioids and suffering from with- 
drawal. 

Researchers estimate that almost 
every hour in this country, there is an 
infant being born who is suffering from 
withdrawal symptoms or born with de- 
pendency symptoms from opioid addic- 
tion. 

This is an issue which I am so glad is 
being addressed in this bill, the Pro- 
tecting Our Infants Act. How we treat 
our children and our infants is so much 
a reflection of who we are. That is why 
I was proud to cosponsor this bipar- 
tisan legislation which will call for the 
development of recommendations to 
prevent and treat prenatal opioid use, 
including neonatal abstinence syn- 
drome. 

This bill would also ask the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention to 
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assist States in data collection and in- 
creased surveillance to better monitor 
the prevalence and causes of neonatal 
abstinence syndrome so that we can 
work on more support for prevention, 
treatment, and recovery to help moth- 
ers get support and get into treatment 
so that we don’t have infants who are 
born with opioid dependence and with- 
drawal symptoms. 

As the leader said, across the Nation 
the number of infants diagnosed with 
newborn withdrawal has increased 300 
percent since 2000. In my home State of 
New Hampshire, in May of this year, I 
visited the Catholic Medical Center in 
Manchester and heard directly from 
medical personnel there and first re- 
sponders who have been treating and 
responding to cases of newborn with- 
drawal. Catholic Medical Center offi- 
cials reported that 7 percent of new- 
born babies at that hospital were born 
with neonatal abstinence syndrome. 
That is a significant increase from last 
year. According to officials at Catholic 
Medical Center’s Pregnancy Care Cen- 
ter, close to half of the mothers cared 
for are struggling with addiction. 

I thank the leader. I thank Senator 
CASEY. Today’s passage of the Pro- 
tecting Our Infants Act is one very im- 
portant step to address the crisis of 
opioid abuse seen in New Hampshire 
and across this country. Now that we 
have passed this in the Senate, I want 
to thank those Members in the House 
who have led this effort. I hope the 
House quickly passes this and sends it 
to the President of the United States. 

I hope the Senate will continue to 
focus on this public health epidemic 
because there are many solutions that 
are bipartisan. One is called the Com- 
prehensive Addiction and Recovery 
Act. This is a bill I helped introduce 
with Senator WHITEHOUSE, Senator 
PORTMAN, and Senator KLOBUCHAR. 
This is a bill which will deal with pre- 
vention so that we can make sure we 
get that message out to prevent people 
from overusing and misusing prescrip- 
tion drugs and also turning to heroin. 
It is so we can have more support for 
treatment and recovery where there is 
a big gap in my State and so we can 
support our first responders and make 
sure they have access to the lifesaving 
drug Narcan. 

One experience I had recently was I 
went on a ride-along with our largest 
police department, and I had pre- 
viously gone on a ride-along with our 
largest fire department. Within half an 
hour of the fire department ride-along, 
we went to a heroin overdose. I 
watched the emergency personnel—po- 
lice, fire, emergency first responders— 
bring someone back to life using 
Narcan. When I did the police ride- 
along, within an hour and a half, we 
went to two heroin overdoses. Again, 
first responders saved those two indi- 
viduals’ lives. 

I have to tell you, I was a murder 
prosecutor. I saw a lot of tough things 
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when I was attorney general. But I 
couldn’t breathe when I was sitting in 
that room and watching that second 
individual, a young man, on the 
ground, the first responders doing ev- 
erything they could, another dose of 
Narcan—I thought he was gone. This is 
what our first responders are dealing 
with every single day. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Ms. AYOTTE. Yes. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I naively thought 
that my State was uniquely afflicted 
with this scourge—we had the drug 
czar come down to Northern Kentucky, 
which is a part of my State, a suburb of 
Cincinnati—only to find that it is a 
problem all over the country. I was cu- 
rious as to how this rates with the peo- 
ple of New Hampshire as one of the 
things they are concerned about. 

Ms. AYOTTE. Leader, I will tell you, 
Director Botticelli came to New Hamp- 
shire as well, and he testified at a field 
hearing Senator SHAHEEN and I had in 
New Hampshire. For the people of New 
Hampshire right now, this is a crisis. It 
is a public health epidemic. I did a 
townhall last night, and the single big- 
gest issue I got asked about was this 
because I believe this is one of the top 
issues, if not the top issue on the minds 
of people in New Hampshire because 
they see their friends and family being 
impacted by this. Every socioeconomic 
group is being impacted by, unfortu- 
nately, prescription drugs and then 
heroin, which is so cheap on our streets 
right now, also sometimes mixed with 
a deadly drug called Fentanyl. In fact, 
we had a 60-percent increase in drug 
deaths. There were 320 drug deaths last 
year. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Now we are losing 
more to drug overdoses and heroin 
overdoses than we are losing in car ac- 
cidents. Is that true in New Hampshire 
as well? 

Ms. AYOTTE. It is the exact same 
thing in New Hampshire. In our State, 
more people are dying from heroin, 
Fentanyl, and abuse of prescription 
drugs than car accidents, which is stag- 
gering when you think about it. This is 
a national epidemic. That is why I ap- 
preciate the bill that was passed today. 
I think there is more that we in this 
body could do that would benefit the 
Nation and would benefit our States of 
Kentucky and New Hampshire to help 
give tools to the first responders, the 
public health officials, treatment pro- 
viders, those supporting recovery and 
helping prevent this in the first in- 
stance. It is something that would ob- 
viously help address this crisis but also 
something that is a public health issue 
we should all care about. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I thank the Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire for her out- 
standing work on this important issue. 
I have a feeling we will be grappling 
with this in all of its various forms for 
many years to come. 
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Ms. AYOTTE. I thank the leader for 
this bill today, which I am glad was 
passed, and I look forward to working 
on additional legislation. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 


CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION 
SHARING ACT OF 2015—Continued 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania. 

THE BUDGET AND DEBT CEILING 

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I rise 
this afternoon to address the budget 
standoff we are in and the looming debt 
ceiling issue we are facing. I wish to 
address this briefly. There will be more 
to say about this in the near future. 

The administration tells us that No- 
vember 3 is the date after which the ex- 
traordinary measures they have been 
taking run out, and they say that on 
that date, they will need to start bor- 
rowing more money. AS we know, we 
have temporary legislation that funds 
the government through December 11, I 
think it is, after which we have not yet 
resolved how we Keep the government 
operating. I would like to address this 
a little bit. 

First of all, the fundamental problem 
we have on the debt ceiling increase is 
we are spending too much money. We 
are running annual deficits, and we 
have to borrow money to make up the 
shortfall. That is what is happening. 
That is why we reached the debt ceil- 
ing, and that is why and the adminis- 
tration wants to borrow more. What is 
particularly problematic is the Presi- 
dent’s position that we ought to in- 
crease the debt ceiling and allow him 
to borrow a lot more money without 
even so much as having a discussion 
on—much less actually addressing—the 
gross fiscal mismanagement that is re- 
quiring us to borrow all of this money 
in the first place. 

Let’s go back to a recent occasion in 
which we had this debate. In 2011, we 
reached the debt limit and had a big 
debate about how we should proceed, 
and what happened was Congress in- 
sisted on—and the President resisted 
but eventually agreed to—some very 
modest spending cuts. They established 
caps, or limits, on discretionary spend- 
ing, which consist of 37 to 38 percent 
of all Federal spending that Congress 
controls through the annual appropria- 
tions process. 

So some caps were put in place, and 
the idea was that for every dollar that 
we raised the debt ceiling, or for every 
new dollar of debt we would impose on 
the American people, we would at least 
cut one dollar of spending over the 
next 10 years, so that even though we 
were making a bad situation with our 
debt load worse by increasing the debt, 
we would at least be improving the un- 
derlying dynamic by diminishing the 
total spending so that in the future our 
deficits would be smaller. At least that 
was the idea. 
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If you take a look, there was actually 
a lot of progress in the category of Fed- 
eral spending—the discretionary spend- 
ing. We have a graph that shows the in- 
crease in Federal spending. This red 
line shows a huge surge that happened 
when the President insisted on that 
massive stimulus spending bill. That is 
the big spike. It dropped off a little bit 
because that single, individual gar- 
gantuan bill wasn’t replicated the next 
year. Then, a short time thereafter, we 
reached this agreement with the Presi- 
dent where Congress said: Mr. Presi- 
dent, you get the debt ceiling increase, 
but in return for that, let’s reduce our 
discretionary spending over time, and 
then we will allow it to grow at the 
rate of inflation after a certain number 
of years. That was the nature of the 
agreement. The idea was to address the 
underlying problem of overspending 
that is requiring all of this debt. 

As this chart demonstrates, this 
black line shows where we are today. 
We have made some progress. There is 
a gradual, modest decline. This is the 
big surge that came from that gigantic 
stimulus bill, but after that, there is a 
gradual, steady, modest decline, so 
that in this category of discretionary 
spending—as I said, almost 40 percent 
of the Federal budget—we actually 
limited that. It is the first time, that I 
am aware of, in years—maybe even dec- 
ades—when we have had several con- 
secutive years in which the Federal 
Government has actually spent less 
each year than the year before in dis- 
cretionary spending. 

By way of full disclosure, I voted 
against this overall agreement because 
I knew then, as I know now, that while 
this makes some progress, it doesn’t 
solve the underlying problem. One 
could argue that it moves in the right 
direction, but it does not fix the huge 
debt problem that we have, and this 
chart illustrates that. 

This chart shows that in recent years 
we have had a slight decline in the size 
of our deficits. If we go back further, 
we would see that the deficits were 
even higher earlier. We have made 
some progress. The annual deficit, 
which is the red line, is corresponding 
to each year since 2014. We can see that 
it has come down a little bit. This year 
the deficit will be $426 billion. It is still 
too big of a number, but it is less than 
it was in recent years. 

Here is the problem: There are people 
around this town who talk as though 
we have this problem solved. A few 
years ago, the deficit was $1 trillion, 
and today it is $426 billion; so every- 
thing is OK. Take a look at where this 
line is going. This isn’t OK. This isn’t 
100 years from now. This is 5 years 
from now. This is 10 years from now. 
What is happening is our deficits are 
going to explode. 

This isn’t just my projection. This is 
the Congressional Budget Office, the 
nonpartisan CBO. By the way, their 
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numbers are wildly optimistic. I will 
give three examples of assumptions 
they make, and you can judge whether 
you think these are reasonable assump- 
tions or not. 

First of all, as to the whole package 
of tax extenders, the individual tax 
cuts that we renew every year, they as- 
sume that we stopped renewing them 
and so there will be this surge of rev- 
enue that will come into the Federal 
Government every year thereafter, and 
that is all baked into these numbers. 
They also assume that we are going to 
stick to the spending caps that I illus- 
trated in the previous chart. In this 
body we all know that negotiations are 
underway right now to bust those 
spending caps, and the President is in- 
sisting on it. 

In fact, the President has gone so far 
as to say that he is vetoing the Na- 
tional Defense Authorization Act in 
part because we haven’t yet agreed to 
bust the caps on nondefense spending. 
Despite that, these numbers assume 
that the caps are all complied with. Fi- 
nally, the Congressional Budget Office 
makes extremely optimistic assump- 
tions, in my view, about economic 
growth going forward in the next sev- 
eral years, and that means they are 
making optimistic assumptions about 
how much revenue the Federal Govern- 
ment is going to be taking in. Despite 
that, as we can see, deficits are set to 
explode, and when deficits explode, the 
corresponding debt total goes right 
along with it. 

This is our debt. This is the gross 
Federal debt, and the gross Federal 
debt is exactly a function of how much 
we borrow every year. The annual def- 
icit is the shortfall between revenue 
and spending, and we make up the 
shortfall by going out and borrowing, 
and that adds to the borrowing from 
previous years, and the total is our 
debt. 

If we go back to 1980, it was prac- 
tically zero. The gross Federal debt 
was a very modest number. Now it is 
about $18 trillion, and it is set to just 
continue rising. This is totally 
unsustainable. No country has been 
able to rack up debt on this scale and 
have it end well. It doesn’t end well. 

My point this afternoon is really a 
simple one. We have a choice before us. 
We are up against the debt limit, and 
the President says: Just give me more 
debt, and I don’t even want to have a 
conversation about the underlying 
cause or what we might do differently 
to solve this issue. At the same time, 
they are saying: By the way, let’s in- 
crease the rate at which we rack up 
this debt by busting the spending caps 
and abandoning the one element of 
spending discipline that we have been 
able to achieve in this town in I don’t 
know how many years. 

I think most Republicans—and I 
know this Republican Senator—think 
it would be a very bad idea to just rack 
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up even more debt and do nothing at 
all about the underlying cause of it and 
bust the spending caps without finding 
some offsetting way to save money in 
other places. 

By the way, when President Obama 
was Senator Obama, he thought it was 
a bad idea then too. In 2006, he said: 

The fact that we are here today to debate 
raising America’s debt limit is a sign of lead- 
ership failure. Increasing America’s debt 
weakens us domestically and internation- 
ally. 

Two years later, then-Senator Obama 
said in 2008: ‘‘Adding $4 trillion in debt 
is irresponsible; it’s unpatriotic.” 

Isn’t it a little bit ironic that under 
President Obama we added $8 trillion 
in debt and now he wants more? He 
wants more, and as I said before, his in- 
sistence is that we can’t even have a 
discussion about dealing with the un- 
derlying problems. It is not clear to me 
why this President should be one of the 
only Presidents, if not the only Presi- 
dent, who gets a debt ceiling increase 
without even having a conversation 
about underlying reforms. 

In 1984, Gramm-Rudman-Hollings was 
a major, important budget deal that 
was done in the context of a debt ceil- 
ing increase. 

In 1990, the Budget Enforcement Act 
imposed some spending discipline in re- 
turn for a debt ceiling increase. 

In 1997, we had the Balanced Budget 
Act, which actually achieved a bal- 
anced budget within a short period of 
time. That came up in the context of a 
debt ceiling debate. 

In 2011, as I mentioned at the begin- 
ning of my comments, we established 
spending caps because we wanted to do 
something about the underlying prob- 
lem at the same time we increased the 
debt ceiling. Unfortunately, as I said, 
the administration seems unwilling to 
even have the discussion. 

There are two charges that I hear 
from this administration which are 
completely untrue, and I want to dispel 
this. One is this notion that I hear all 
the time, that raising the debt limit 
merely enables us to pay the bills that 
have already been incurred. They tell 
us how irresponsible we are for not 
raising the debt limit. After all, these 
bills have already been incurred. That 
is nonsense. It is completely untrue. 
However many times they repeat it 
doesn’t make it true. 

I can prove it very simply. If we 
started running balanced budgets to- 
morrow and kept running balanced 
budgets, we would never need to bor- 
row any more money. It is as simple as 
that. If we didn’t spend any more than 
we took in, we wouldn’t need to borrow 
more money, and we wouldn’t need to 
increase the debt limit. 

The precise reason you need to raise 
the debt limit is because you need to 
borrow more money because you intend 
to spend more than you are taking in. 
That is what the President is planning. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


That is what he wants to do. That is 
what his budget calls for. We haven’t 
committed to any spending going for- 
ward. We don’t even have an appropria- 
tions bill. We don’t have an omnibus. 
We don’t have a CR. We haven’t done 
that yet. How can it be that this is 
paying for bills that have already been 
incurred? It is not. 

The second issue is that if we don’t 
raise the debt ceiling by November 3, it 
is implied—they don’t say it this way— 
that we will have a devastating and 
disruptive default in the markets and 
will not be able to pay our Treasury 
debts. That is ridiculous. It is never 
going to happen. 

Ninety percent of all the money the 
government is going to spend comes in 
the door in the form of taxes. It is the 
other 10 percent that is the shortfall 
that we have to go out and borrow. 
Ninety percent of everything that the 
government is going to spend comes in 
the form of taxes. You know how much 
goes out in debt service? About 7 per- 
cent. For every $1 of government 
spending about 7 cents is service on our 
debt at the moment, and 90 cents 
comes in from taxes. And you are going 
to default on the debt? You would have 
to willfully choose to do that, and I 
don’t think even this administration 
would do that. 

I will conclude by saying that I hate 
the idea of raising the debt ceiling be- 
cause we already have too much debt, 
but I understand that it would be very 
difficult and not realistic to get from 
where we are to a balanced budget 
overnight. I get that. So I would be 
willing to raise the debt ceiling, and I 
think the obvious thing to do here is to 
tie it to some structural reforms, even 
if they are just modest reforms. I know 
the President is not willing to consider 
the kind of architectural changes to 
the entitlement programs that it will 
take to actually solve the problem, but 
could we at least make progress on the 
problem? Could we at least go after the 
low-hanging fruit? 

There are dozens of reforms that 
would at least modestly improve this 
fiscal imbalance—the size of these an- 
nual deficits. We could have more 
means testing of Medicare. In other 
words, very wealthy Americans could 
contribute more to the cost of their 
Medicare. We could save tens of bil- 
lions of dollars a year if we did that. 

We could reduce some of the sub- 
sidies that go to big corporations, in- 
cluding big agricultural corporations. 
We spend many tens of billions of dol- 
lars a year on corporate welfare. Why 
don’t we wipe that out? 

We have green energy research, 
which is another way of forcing Ameri- 
cans to pay for inefficient production 
of electricity. We spend $18 billion over 
the next several years on that. 

Medical malpractice liability reform 
would save the Federal Government $50 
billion a year. These are not my num- 
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bers. This is according to the Congres- 
sional Budget Office. 

Maybe we could reduce the size of the 
Federal workforce. Between the De- 
partments of Energy, Agriculture, and 
Commerce, we have 163,000 employees. 
How much energy do they produce? 
How many crops do they grow? How 
much commerce do they really gen- 
erate? I think we could probably do 
with a few less. There are hundreds of 
billions of dollars that could be saved. 

We could slow down the growth of 
the entitlement programs for future 
beneficiaries. These would be reason- 
able things. Many of these suggestions 
have had some level of support by the 
President at one time or another. I am 
not looking for something radical. I am 
looking to make some progress. But I 
think it is completely unreasonable for 
the President to insist that he simply 
have the opportunity to saddle us, our 
kids, and our grandkids with even more 
debt without even addressing the un- 
derlying problem that is causing us to 
rack up this debt in the first place. 

I will have more to say about this 
next week. I think this will not get re- 
solved between now and then. When it 
does get resolved, one way or another, 
I hope we will find offsets to any spend- 
ing increase that we incur relative to 
the levels we have agreed upon in the 
spending caps of the 2011 agreement. If 
the debt ceiling increase occurs, I hope 
it will occur in the context of some im- 
provement to the underlying situation. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Hawaii. 

SOCIAL SECURITY 

Ms. HIRONO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to talk about some disappointing 
news. For only the third time in 40 
years, Social Security beneficiaries 
will not receive a cost-of-living adjust- 
ment, or COLA, this year. This news 
will impact the nearly 60 million 
American retirees, dependent sur- 
vivors, and disabled workers who rely 
on Social Security to make ends meet. 

Social Security is the most effective 
anti-poverty program in U.S. history. 
Without Social Security, about 44.1 
percent of America’s seniors would be 
living in poverty. 

In Hawaii, one in six residents de- 
pends on Social Security to help pay 
their bills and keep a roof over their 
heads. It is the only source of income 
for 25 percent of our seniors in Hawaii. 

We live in a world where wages just 
aren’t rising fast enough, and real pen- 
sions are disappearing. More and more 
workers are working longer and harder 
with less to show for it when they re- 
tire. 

According to a 2014 Federal Reserve 
study, nearly 1 in 37 respondents re- 
ported having no retirement savings or 
pensions whatsoever, pointing out once 
again that Social Security benefits are 
essential to millions of working Ameri- 
cans and retirees. 
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For many who are already struggling 
to make ends meet, Social Security is 
all they can rely on. Absent a COLA, 
too many beneficiaries will see no in- 
crease in their primary source of in- 
come, making it harder to afford basic 
necessities, especially medical care. 

One of my constituents from 
Wahiawa wrote to me recently and 
said: 

I find it incredible that there are people 
who actually believe that Social Security is 
too generous. The average Social Security 
benefit is a whopping $14,000 a year and we’ve 
only seen an average 2 percent COLA over 
the past five years. I can assure you my 
health care costs have far exceeded that tiny 
increase. 

Another constituent from Honoka’a 
was more direct in her concerns. She 
wrote: 

I have worked very hard my entire life and 
have planned to retire in a few years. My 
worry is that I will not have enough money 
to live. I also may have to continue to work 
due to this deficit. My question is what are 
you going to do about it and what is your 
game plan? Year after year no one has done 
anything about it and has passed it down to 
the next person entering the Senate office or 
Congressional office. It is a problem that 
must be addressed immediately. Please help 
me and the rest of my baby boomer genera- 
tion. 

Congress needs to listen to these 
voices and act to responsibly strength- 
en and expand Social Security before it 
becomes yet another fiscal crisis. 

That is why I introduced the Pro- 
tecting and Preserving Social Security 
Act with Representative DEUTCH of 
Florida. Our bill does two key things 
that will help seniors now as well as 
help to ensure the strength of Social 
Security for decades to come. 

First, our bill would help Social Se- 
curity recipients by having basic 
COLAs on a more accurate formula of 
what seniors actually purchase. This 
formula is called the Consumer Price 
Index for the Elderly, or CPI-E. The 
CPI-E more accurately recognizes the 
rising costs for seniors and gives them 
a benefit boost. 

According to the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, if we were using the CPI-E 
right now, seniors would be getting a 
0.6 percent COLA increase in 2016. That 
is about $100 more in benefits for the 
average person on Social Security next 
year. And while small, seniors tell me 
that every bit counts. Changing to the 
CPI-E will mean increases in Social 
Security benefits to more accurately 
reflect the rising costs that our seniors 
experience. 

Second, our bill will pay for this ben- 
efit increase by requiring millionaires 
and billionaires to pay the same rate 
into the Social Security trust fund 
that everybody else pays. Few know 
that this year, once workers earned 
above $118,500, they stopped paying the 
payroll tax to support Social Security. 
In other words, Social Security con- 
tributions are capped for these high- 
wage earners. 
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But most workers, as we know, earn 
far less than $118,500. So with every 
paycheck, all year, most workers pay 
into Social Security. This is not fair. It 
is not fair that millionaires and bil- 
lionaires get a Social Security tax 
loophole. 

A corporate CEO could earn $118,500 
in just one pay period and not con- 
tribute a single additional cent in pay- 
roll taxes for the rest of that year. 

Our bill would gradually phase out 
the cap on payments into the Social 
Security trust fund over 7 years. That 
way, whether you earn $50,000 or $500 
million a year, you keep paying at a 
fair rate to support Social Security in 
every paycheck all year long. 

The Protecting and Preserving Social 
Security Act is a fair way to strength- 
en Social Security for decades to come, 
and it would give current seniors and 
beneficiaries a much-needed boost 
right away. 

Social Security is one of the corner- 
stones of the middle class and the life- 
line for millions of seniors. We must do 
all we can to protect and improve it for 
not just the current recipients but for 
those who will rely upon it in the fu- 
ture. 

This bill is supported by groups such 
as Social Security Works, the 
Strengthen Social Security Coalition, 
and the National Committee to Pre- 
serve Social Security and Medicare. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
letting seniors in Hawaii and all across 
the country know that you are on their 
side by cosponsoring the Protecting 
and Preserving Social Security Act. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York. 

9/11 HEALTH PROGRAM 

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, 
two days ago another victim of the 
September 11 attacks died in New 
York. He is the eleventh first responder 
to die since this year’s anniversary of 
the attacks. 

His name was Sergeant Gerard 
Beyrodt. He served for decades in the 
New York Police Department. His en- 
tire career was devoted to serving his 
community and keeping the people 
around him safe, and when we were at- 
tacked on September 11, 2011, Sergeant 
Beyrodt didn’t waver. He banded to- 
gether with thousands of first respond- 
ers from around the country—from 
every single State—and he rushed to 
Ground Zero to help. 

These heroic men and women ran 
into the burning towers to try to save 
anyone they could. When the Twin 
Towers collapsed, our first responders 
worked day and night to clear the pile, 
breathing in toxic, poisonous fumes the 
entire time. These men and women 
were heroes. They refused to abandon 
their community in a time of terri- 
fying confusion and intense grief. 

But now, because of the poisonous 
fumes they were exposed to at Ground 
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Zero, the burning metal and the toxic 
smoke, these men and women are sick. 
Many of them have cancer, and many 
are dying, and far too many have al- 
ready died. 

More than 14 years later, the terror 
attacks on September 11, 2001, are still 
claiming American lives. In the 6 
weeks since the most recent anniver- 
sary of the attacks, we have lost 11 
more responders to diseases that can be 
traced directly back to the work at 
Ground Zero. 

I wish to take a moment to actually 
speak their names now: John P. 
McKee, Reginald Umpthery, Kevin 
Kelly, Thomas Zayas, Paul McCabe, Ed 
Goller, Joseph Fugel, Ronald Richards, 
John Cedo, Dennis Needles, and Gerard 
Beyrodt. 

The death toll is not going to stop 
rising. So what is Congress waiting for? 

The bill authorizing funding for the 
9/11 health program has already ex- 
pired. It has expired. But these 9/11-re- 
lated illnesses never expire. Neither 
should their health care. More than 
33,000 first responders and survivors 
have an illness or injury caused by the 
9/11 attacks or their aftermath. More 
than 1,700 have passed away from 9/11- 
related illnesses. More police officers 
have died from 9/1l-related diseases 
than those who died on 9/11 itself. 

The participants in the 9/11 health 
program live in every single State. 
Every Senator in this Chamber has 
constituents who are sick and are reg- 
istered in the 9/11 health program. 

The first responders we have lost 
leave behind families, spouses, and 
children. They leave behind bills, mort- 
gages, car payments, and college tui- 
tion payments. These 9/11 illnesses not 
only rob families of their loved ones 
but leave them to face expenses with- 
out, in many cases, their family’s pri- 
mary bread winner. 

If Congress doesn’t act now, how 
many more first responders and their 
families are going to suffer because we 
didn’t do our job and reauthorize the 
program? 

On the most recent anniversary of 
the attacks, many of my colleagues 
here released statements and made 
posts online to commemorate the anni- 
versary and remember the victims of 
9/11. Well, if you are a Senator and that 
is all you are doing—if all you are 
doing is just talking about the her- 
oism, the courage, and what happened 
on 9/11—then we are not actually doing 
our jobs. If we are Senators and all we 
are doing is tweeting about 9/11 and the 
responders, then we are not fully ful- 
filling our duty as Senators. 

There is a bill right here, right now, 
waiting for a vote. The majority of this 
Chamber already supports the bill as 
cosponsors. It is widely bipartisan, and 
not one person is opposed to it. So 
what are we waiting for? We must re- 
authorize and make permanent the 
World Trade Center Health Program 
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and the Victim Compensation Fund. 
We must finish our job. 

Let’s truly never forget. Our 9/11 he- 
roes deserve and desperately need this 
health care. So let’s do our job. Let’s 
vote on this bill. Let’s pass it. The 
clock is ticking. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. PETERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAs- 
SIDY). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK 

Mr. PETERS. Mr. President, I rise to 
express my support for the Export-Im- 
port Bank and to encourage my col- 
leagues in the Senate to take up and 
pass bipartisan legislation scheduled 
for consideration in the House next 
week that would reauthorize the Ex-Im 
Bank until September 30, 2019. 

The Export-Import Bank helps Amer- 
ican companies export their goods and 
services across the globe, helping busi- 
nesses grow and creating more demand 
for American manufactured goods and 
agricultural products. Over its 80-year 
history, the Ex-Im Bank has provided 
loans to help businesses start export- 
ing, open new markets, and access new 
customers. The Bank provides insur- 
ance to help businesses protect their 
bottom lines if a foreign buyer fails to 
pay and works with private lenders to 
fill gaps in financing that helps close 
deals that simply would never happen 
without its support. Most importantly, 
the Ex-Im Bank does all of this at no 
cost to the taxpayers. In fact, it makes 
money. Just last year, the Bank gen- 
erated a $675 million surplus to help re- 
duce the deficit. 

The Ex-Im Bank helps level the play- 
ing field for American companies in a 
tough global market. Last year it sup- 
ported more than $27.4 billion in U.S. 
exports and 164,000 jobs. More than $10 
billion of that total—nearly 40 per- 
cent—represented exports by small 
businesses. The Ex-Im Bank is dedi- 
cated to serving small businesses in 
Michigan and across the country. Nine- 
ty percent of its overall transactions 
directly supported small businesses, in- 
cluding many that served suppliers for 
large companies. 

In 2018, I was proud to attend the 
opening of Ex-Im Bank’s regional ex- 
port finance center in Detroit with 
Governor Snyder and my colleague 
Senator STABENOW and Congressman 
John Dingell. In Michigan alone, the 
Bank has supported 229 exporter busi- 
nesses selling $11 billion worth of goods 
to places such as Saudi Arabia, Mexico, 
and Canada. This support is particu- 
larly important for our manufacturing 
industry, including motor vehicles and 
parts, machinery and chemicals—all 
vital sectors to our economy. 
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Over the summer, I had the oppor- 
tunity to visit a Michigan business, 
Mill Steel Company in Grand Rapids, 
which works with the Ex-Im Bank to 
export its products. Mill Steel is one of 
North America’s premier flat-rolled 
steel companies. It is also a family- 
owned business that wanted to make 
Michigan products and hire Michigan 
workers. Mill Steel sells and ships its 
steel to auto suppliers in Mexico and 
Canada. The loan guarantees provided 
by the Ex-Im Bank reduce Mill Steel’s 
risk when exporting to foreign buyers, 
providing certainty and allowing them 
to continue hiring new employees and 
providing good-paying jobs in Michi- 
gan. 

Unfortunately, over the summer, de- 
spite bipartisan support for reauthor- 
izing the Ex-Im Bank, a small, ideo- 
logically driven minority in Congress 
allowed the charter for the Export-Im- 
port Bank of the United States to ex- 
pire, risking billions of dollars in ex- 
ports, hundreds of thousands of Amer- 
ican jobs, and putting our country at 
an economic disadvantage in a com- 
petitive global marketplace while also 
increasing the Federal deficit. The fail- 
ure of Congress to act on this common- 
sense Federal program endangers jobs 
in Michigan and is simply unaccept- 
able. General Electric has a plant in 
Michigan that employees 1,400 
Michiganians. Over the summer, GE 
announced that it plans to relocate 
over 300 jobs from Wisconsin to Canada 
as a result of the Ex-Im Bank closing 
its doors. When this happened, my of- 
fice was flooded with inquiries from a 
number of constituents concerned 
about what would happen to their com- 
munities and their own job security if 
a similar decision was made in Michi- 
gan. In the months since Ex-Im Bank’s 
authorization has lapsed, GE has 
signed deals with export credit agen- 
cies in competitor foreign nations, cre- 
ating jobs abroad instead of right here 
in the United States. 

As a Senator from a State with 
world-class engineering and manufac- 
turing talent, Iam frankly appalled by 
these developments, especially when 
we have already seen the benefits that 
the Bank has produced for Michigan’s 
economy and workers in my State as 
well as across the country. 

The work done by the Ex-Im Bank is 
especially critical to Michigan manu- 
facturers who fight to compete with 
countries using extreme and unfair 
measures such as direct subsidies or 
currency manipulation to boost their 
own manufacturing sectors. According 
to Ex-Im Bank’s most recent annual 
report, there are 85 other competing 
foreign-sponsored export credit agen- 
cies helping their own domestic compa- 
nies better compete on the global 
stage. Other countries, including 
China, Japan, South Korea, the United 
Kingdom, Canada, and Germany, use 
their own export credit agencies to 
boost their country’s exports. 
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China, in fact, provided more financ- 
ing through its export credit agency in 
the last 2 years—approximately $670 
billion—than our own Ex-Im Bank has 
offered in its entire 8l-year history. 
These export financings are expected to 
significantly increase in coming years, 
which means that American firms and 
workers could fall further behind if we 
do not act now. 

Without our own Export-Import 
Bank, American businesses will strug- 
gle to compete overseas and our econ- 
omy will suffer. As global competition 
intensifies, it simply makes no sense to 
engage in unilateral disarmament. We 
must stop the self-inflicted wounds on 
our economy. We must pledge to our 
constituents that we will first do no 
harm, and we must stop letting ide- 
ology impair our economic growth. 

I am pleased that a bipartisan, bi- 
cameral group of Senators and Rep- 
resentatives are saying that enough is 
enough, and are working to move a re- 
authorization forward. I am looking 
forward to working with them to get 
this done as soon as possible. Too much 
time has already been wasted, and too 
many jobs have already been jeopard- 
ized. We have to get back to the busi- 
ness of working together to find com- 
monsense solutions to help, not ham- 
per, our economic growth in America. 
Passing a long-term reauthorization of 
the Export-Import Bank is a great way 
to start. 

Once the House passes the reauthor- 
ization next week, I urge my colleagues 
in the Senate to schedule a vote as 
soon as possible. We know we have the 
votes. The legislation the House will 
soon consider is identical to an amend- 
ment passed by the Senate with a vote 
of 64 to 29 in July while considering the 
long-term highway bill. We should do 
this now because there is not a mo- 
ment to lose. American jobs hang in 
the balance. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

I 
MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate be 
in a period of morning business, with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
DEBT LIMIT DEADLINE 


Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, we are 
apparently pressing another deadline 
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with regard to the statutory debt 
limit. I am reminded of the old para- 
doxical proverb: “The more things 
change, the more they stay the same.” 

We have dealt with the debt limit 
here in Congress on numerous occa- 
sions, and while there are significant 
differences this time around, there are 
some things that just don’t change, 
particularly when we are dealing with 
the Obama administration. 

One thing that is different is that our 
national debt is higher than it has ever 
been before, more than $18 trillion—an 
astronomical number, when you think 
about it. That is $57,000 of debt for 
every U.S. citizen—every man, woman, 
and child from age 1 to 101. Just for the 
people in my State of Utah, which has 
a relatively small population, that 
means $167 billion of debt. 

As a share of our GDP, the debt is 
higher now than at almost any time 
with the exception of a brief period sur- 
rounding World War II. Yet, even 
though our debt has gotten further and 
further out of hand under this Presi- 
dent, the administration’s approach 
has not changed. As we all know, 
Treasury Secretary Lew recently sent 
a series of letters urging Congress to 
raise the debt limit. In his latest com- 
munication, he projected that on No- 
vember 3, the Treasury will begin to 
run dangerously low on cash, creating 
an unacceptably high risk of having to 
delay payments. 

Of course, we don’t have an ability to 
verify that projection. Treasury has 
long been uncooperative in Congress’s 
efforts to get more information as to 
how they arrive at those specific dates. 
Don’t get me wrong, I take the Novem- 
ber 3 date very seriously. I think we all 
should, but given the lack of hard data 
shared by the Treasury regarding those 
projections and the fact that the date 
has in just the last few weeks moved 
around a little bit, I do understand why 
some people appear to believe this lat- 
est best guess from the Treasury is fun- 
gible. 

In addition to providing the Novem- 
ber 3 deadline, the latest debt limit let- 
ter from Secretary Lew includes what 
has become a stale set of talking points 
punctuated by the admonition that 
“only Congress can extend the nation’s 
borrowing authority.” I know no one 
wants to hear a civics lesson, but given 
the administration’s repeated attempts 
to assign all responsibility relating to 
the debt limit to Congress, it means 
that a short refresher about how a bill 
becomes law might be helpful. 

No one disputes that Congress must 
act to extend the government’s bor- 
rowing authority, but the President 
can also sign or veto any debt limit 
legislation we pass. The same is true of 
any legislation authorizing or appro- 
priating spending increases or reduc- 
tions. Congress writes and passes. The 
President signs legislation into law, 
and hopefully he does his best to en- 
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force it. In other words, both Congress 
and the executive branch share respon- 
sibility with regard to the debt limit 
and our Nation’s overall fiscal health. 
Unfortunately, rather than trying to 
work with Congress on these issues, the 
Obama administration has repeatedly 
chosen to try to deflect responsibility 
with misleading statements about the 
various burdens borne by the separate 
branches of government. 

Sadly, the Treasury Secretary’s tired 
arguments with regard to the debt 
limit are not the only problem. In fact, 
when you examine this administra- 
tion’s record, you will find that the 
problems are much worse than most 
want to admit. I am talking, of course, 
about the massive accumulation of 
debt we have seen under this adminis- 
tration, as well as the lack of leader- 
ship and willingness to work with Con- 
gress to address what we know are the 
main drivers of our debt. 

As the nonpartisan Congressional 
Budget Office has repeatedly made 
clear, the main drivers of our debt are 
unsustainable promises in the Social 
Security benefit programs and 
unsustainable spending on the Federal 
Government’s major health care pro- 
grams, Medicare, Medicaid, health in- 
surance subsidies under the Affordable 
Care Act, and others. 

True enough, we have seen some def- 
icit reduction in recent years. These 
days, the President and his allies are 
always quick to point that out. Of 
course, we know that these temporary 
reduced deficits have resulted predomi- 
nately from increased tax receipts and 
only modest spending restraint. Still, 
even with these reduced deficits, our 
debt remains well above the historic 
average and is expected to grow even 
more in the near future as, according 
to CBO, our deficits will start to go 
back up in the next few years. 

Our deficit this next year has been 
brought down but I would have to say 
mainly because of the work that we 
have done in the Congress to restrain 
the growth, the reconciliation act. Had 
we not done that, this administration 
would not have done anything. We 
would be in worse shape than we are. 

Simply put, no one in this adminis- 
tration should be bragging about sup- 
posed fiscal responsibility. Under this 
administration, the outstanding public 
debt has risen by more than an as- 
tounding $7.5 trillion, a 7l-percent in- 
crease just since this person has be- 
come President. Once again, as a share 
of the economy, our current debt re- 
mains at levels that, with a very nar- 
row and understandable exception, are 
heretofore unseen in modern U.S. his- 
tory. 

According to CBO, by 2025, Federal 
debt felt by the public will be roughly 
twice the average of the past 5 decades. 
As CBO says, “Such high and rising 
debt would have serious negative con- 
sequences both for the economy and for 
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the Federal budget.” Given this risky 
path of debt accumulation, CBO also 
warns on increasing risks of a Federal 
fiscal crisis. Unfortunately, those dire 
warnings have been ignored by this ad- 
ministration. Instead, the administra- 
tion seems to believe that a temporary 
lull in deficits is a good time to accel- 
erate spending, even though spending 
grew well above growth in the economy 
last fiscal year, all while they contin- 
ued to ignore the growing crisis in our 
entitlement programs. 

We still have approximately one-half 
trillion dollars of debt. They are brag- 
ging about that. When he was serving 
in the Senate and a different party con- 
trolled the White House, President 
Obama famously argued that an in- 
crease in the debt limit was a sign of 
leadership failure. Now his definition 
of leadership is to assign all responsi- 
bility to Congress for the debt limit. 

When he was running as then-Presi- 
dential candidate Obama, he pledged 
not to kick the can down the road on 
reforming entitlements, particularly 
Social Security. Now, he shirks respon- 
sibility and his proposed solution to 
the most immediate problem with So- 
cial Security—the Disability Insurance 
Trust Fund—is to kick the can much 
further down the road without any 
changes or reforms to the program. We 
are just going to borrow from the al- 
ready dysfunctional general Social Se- 
curity fund to pay for Social Security 
disability insurance. My gosh, when 
does it stop? 

I believe that the debt limit has and 
can play a role in promoting fiscal dis- 
cipline. Historically, debates over the 
debt limit have provided opportunities 
to reexamine our fiscal outlook and, 
where necessary, make corrections. 
Debt limit votes give a voice to Mem- 
bers of Congress who do not serve on 
committees that make the spending 
and tax decisions. 

Unfortunately, as we contemplate 
another debt limit increase, President 
Obama does not see the need to even 
talk to Congress about our fiscal fu- 
ture. In fact, the administration won’t 
even take a clear position on how much 
of an increase it believes is appropriate 
or how long it should last. 

Common sense would indicate that 
the President would like Congress to 
extend the debt limit past next year’s 
election. That would be a debt limit 
hike of about $1 trillion, and $1 trillion 
would mean more than $3,000 per per- 
son in the United States just to get us 
through next year. Utah’s share of that 
would be about $9 billion. Yet while the 
President undoubtedly wants at least 
that much of an increase, he refuses to 
make any such desire known. 

Instead, we have gotten vague de- 
mands that borrowing authority be ex- 
tended by certain dates and threats to 
veto any such extension that comes 
with even modest spending reforms. Es- 
sentially, President Obama’s position 
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is it’s my way or the highway, but 
oddly enough, he does not want to ex- 
plicitly define what his way is, and he 
repeatedly argues that he plays abso- 
lutely no role and bears no responsi- 
bility in getting us there. It is absurd, 
absolutely absurd. 

Make no mistake, I don’t want to see 
a default. Default on U.S. Treasury se- 
curities and failure to pay Federal obli- 
gations, which, by the way, are two 
separate things, is not a desirable or 
acceptable outcome. Ultimately, I 
don’t believe Congress should shirk 
its responsibilities, even if President 
Obama refuses to acknowledge his. 

Let’s be clear. Neither the adminis- 
tration’s uncompromising stance on 
fiscal reforms nor its selective use of 
information about our Nation’s debt 
are productive. The President’s refusal 
to work with Congress on a path for- 
ward and to share information about 
our Nation’s finances is irresponsible 
brinksmanship. I want to talk about 
that information sharing for a few min- 
utes because it is an important part of 
this continual impasse between Con- 
gress and the administration when it 
comes to the debt limit. 

When we talk about our Nation’s 
debt, there are other policy matters in 
play besides the periodic actions taken 
to raise the debt limit. The administra- 
tion is charged with managing the debt 
in a responsible and effective manner. 
Toward that end, it has the obligation 
to preserve the integrity of Treasury 
securities markets. Congress has the 
duty to exercise oversight of these ac- 
tivities. As chairman of the Senate 
committee with jurisdiction over these 
issues, I have to say that when it 
comes to accountability and trans- 
parency on these matters, a great deal 
of improvement is necessary. That is 
putting it kindly. 

For example, each time the debt be- 
gins to approach the statutory limit, 
the administration makes a lot of noise 
about how it is difficult to deal with 
delayed payments on Treasury securi- 
ties. Please note that I am talking 
about payments on securities, not gen- 
eral payment obligations of the Fed- 
eral Government for spending pro- 
grams, which is all together a separate 
matter. A number of scenarios could 
give rise to delayed payments on 
Treasury securities. 

One of those scenarios is a debt limit 
impasse between Congress and the ad- 
ministration, but there are others, in- 
cluding weather events, cyber or ter- 
rorist attacks, or any number of known 
risks, that responsible debt managers 
must take into account. We know for a 
fact that the Treasury Department and 
the Federal Reserve have developed 
contingency plans for these types of 
risks. 

The existence of such plans has been 
made public in minutes of the Federal 
Reserve’s Federal Open Market Com- 
mittee and in minutes of meetings in- 
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volving Fed and Treasury officials and 
representatives of large financial 
firms. However, the administration has 
flat out—flat out—refused to share 
those contingency plans with Congress 
or to even openly acknowledge their 
existence. 

I have been the lead Republican on 
the Senate Finance Committee since 
January 2011. I have been asking to see 
those plans since the summer of 2011. 
Over more than 4 years and through 
multiple requests for information, I 
have been told a number of things, usu- 
ally stories that end with the claim 
that, even though plans have been dis- 
cussed, nothing has ever been formal- 
ized. 

So there are really only two plausible 
conclusions to be drawn: Hither the ad- 
ministration is being dishonest with 
Congress and they have contingency 
plans in place, or the administration is 
being irresponsible by failing to ac- 
count for the obvious potential risks. 
Apparently, they are comfortable with 
Congress, not to mention the American 
people, reaching either one of those 
conclusions if it means they don’t have 
to share more information. 

Simply stated, there is no reason for 
Treasury and the Fed, along with large 
financial firms participating in the 
Treasury securities markets, to formu- 
late contingency plans for these mar- 
kets without reporting them to Con- 
gress or sharing them with the Senate 
Finance Committee—no reason whatso- 
ever. Yet here we are. Sadly, this lack 
of transparency does not end with obvi- 
ously needed contingency plans. As I 
alluded to earlier, Treasury also shares 
very little information with Congress 
concerning cash forecasts, particularly 
as we approach the debt limit. I have 
asked for detailed, contemporaneous 
updates of cost forecasts in order to, 
among other things, properly verify 
Treasury’s debt limit projections. In 
response, Treasury officials have told 
me that those projections are ‘‘highly 
market sensitive” and, at times, can- 
not be shared with Congress. Yet I have 
to assume that a number of officials at 
Treasury and probably the Fed have 
access to this sensitive data. 

I am not aware of any special secu- 
rity clearance assigned to these indi- 
viduals. It is evidently the position of 
the administration that there are 
times where it is neither Congress’s 
nor the American people’s business to 
know how much cash Treasury expects 
to have in the Federal till. This needs 
to change. Given my oversight respon- 
sibilities as chairman of the Senate Fi- 
nance Committee, I am always inter- 
ested in preserving the integrity and 
efficiency of markets for Treasury se- 
curities. 

Unfortunately, under our laws, regu- 
latory and oversight authority with re- 
spect to those markets spreads far and 
wide with responsibilities spanning 
across the Treasury, the Fed, the Secu- 
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rities and Exchange Commission, the 
Commodities Future Trading Commis- 
sion, and an alphabet soup of other 
groups. AS we saw with the most recent 
financial crisis, this type of balkani- 
zation of authority inevitably leads to 
ineffective oversight and regulation. 

When problems arise, all the various 
parties point their fingers at each 
other. Everyone has authority, yet no 
one ends up being accountable. 

Unfortunately, the so-called Dodd- 
Frank legislation did not fix any of 
these problems. In fact, I would argue, 
all it did was give existing regulators 
yet more authority and of course added 
a few more acronyms into the mix. 

All of this is relevant to current dis- 
cussion about the debt limit because it 
speaks to the overall management of 
our Nation’s debt and the lack of trans- 
parency among all these agencies. I can 
cite numerous examples where a lack 
of communication and accountability 
has been problematic. For now, I will 
briefly mention three such instances. 

First, in 2013, Treasury began auc- 
tioning something called a ‘‘floating 
rate note,” the first new Treasury se- 
curity since inflation protection secu- 
rities were introduced more than 15 
years ago. This was a significant debt 
management decision. Yet very little 
information was shared with the Sen- 
ate Finance Committee, even though 
Treasury had many discussions about 
the new note with representatives from 
large financial firms. 

Second, Treasury recently decided 
again—after several meetings with 
large banks—that an average cash bal- 
ance for the Federal Government of 
around $50 billion per day was too low 
and that going forward the balance 
would need to be $150 billion or more. 
Once again, prior to that decision being 
finalized, there was no communication 
from Treasury to the Senate Finance 
Committee. 

Third, on one particular day in Octo- 
ber of 2014, there were unusual and dif- 
ficult-to-explain events in markets for 
Treasury securities. While all the var- 
ious regulators and interest groups 
have issued staff reports and have held 
meetings and seminars relating to the 
apparent volatility demonstrated by 
these events, I am not aware of any 
outreach or information sharing with 
the members or staff of the Senate Fi- 
nance Committee. 

Again, these are just three examples. 
There are certainly others, and all of 
them demonstrate that this adminis- 
tration is far too often unwilling to 
even provide simple updates about its 
debt management policies—all while 
insisting that Congress repeatedly 
raise the debt limit without asking 
questions or attaching reforms. This 
also needs to change. If the administra- 
tion is going to continue to demand 
that Congress act to increase the debt 
limit, then it should, at the very least, 
be more forthcoming about its policies 
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and decisionmaking when it comes to 
managing our debt. 

While I agree we cannot and should 
not risk defaulting on our debt or obli- 
gations, it is essential that Congress 
receives a complete picture from the 
administration about its debt manage- 
ment policies. Therefore, I want to 
make clear to Treasury—and other 
agencies with responsibilities in this 
area—that there is an imminent need 
for improved communication and in- 
creased transparency on these matters. 

As chairman of the Senate Finance 
Committee, I intend to do all I can to 
ensure greater accountability. That 
may include more hearings with offi- 
cials brought before the committee or 
legislation to require more information 
flows between the administration and 
Congress. Ultimately, what specific ac- 
tions we take will depend on the ad- 
ministration’s ability to cooperate. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the Sen- 
ate as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


Ee 


NATIONAL DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT 


Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, as we 
speak—as I am speaking on the floor of 
the Senate—in an act of stunning par- 
tisan politics, President Obama, the 
Commander in Chief of the U.S. Armed 
Forces, has decided he will veto the Na- 
tional Defense Authorization Act. He is 
choosing to hold our military hostage 
for a domestic political agenda, and he 
is doing so at a time when the crises we 
face around the world have never been 
greater, when U.S. leadership has never 
been weaker, and when our men and 
women in uniform need vital resources 
to defend and secure the Nation. 

As I said, in an act of stunning par- 
tisan politics, President Obama, the 
Commander in Chief, has decided he 
will veto the national defense author- 
ization bill, and he is right now in the 
act of doing so—holding our military 
hostage for his domestic political agen- 
da. 

I have been in the Senate and the 
House for a long time. I have never 
seen an act of blatant partisanship 
with disregard for the men and women 
who are serving in the military than 
what the President is doing as we 
speak. For 53 years, Congress has ful- 
filled its constitutional duty to provide 
for the common defense by passing the 
National Defense Authorization Act. 
For 53 consecutive years, both bodies 
have passed, and the President has 
signed into law, the National Defense 
Authorization Act. In all my years, I 
have never witnessed anything so mis- 
guided, cynical, and downright dan- 
gerous as vetoing the Defense author- 
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ization for reasons that have nothing 
to do with defense—nothing to do with 
defense. 

Presidents throughout history—Re- 
publicans and Democrats alike—have 
recognized the importance of this bill 
to our national defense. In the more 
than 50 years since Congress has passed 
an NDAA, a National Defense Author- 
ization Act, the President of the 
United States has only vetoed the act 
four times. In each case, the President 
objected to an actual provision in the 
bill, and each time the Congress was 
able to find a compromise that earned 
the President’s signature. 

Let’s be clear. The President’s veto 
of this year’s bill is not over any of its 
policies, it is over politics. In the 
President’s case, politics has taken 
precedence over policies, and when we 
are talking about the lives of the men 
and women who are serving this Nation 
in uniform—disgraceful. For the first 
time in history, the Commander in 
Chief will sacrifice national security 
for his larger domestic political agen- 
da. 

This veto will not resolve the spend- 
ing debate; it will not stop sequestra- 
tion. That is something that can only 
be done through the appropriations 
process, not a defense authorization 
bill. 

Our soldiers, sailors, airmen, and ma- 
rines have answered the call to protect 
our Nation. They want and need sup- 
port. They don’t care what budget cat- 
egory that support comes from. I wish 
to point out we authorized exactly the 
amount of money the President re- 
quested. 

This is a Washington game. All the 
men and women who are serving in the 
military care about is that their mis- 
sion is fully resourced. With this veto, 
their mission will not be fully 
resourced. We will put their lives in 
greater danger because of this political 
game of the President—holding the 
military men and women hostage for 
his agenda to fund the IRS and the 
EPA. 

The legislation the President vetoed 
today authorizes the overall amount 
for defense that he requested, every 
single dollar of it. 

By making clear that he will ‘‘not fix 
defense without fixing mnon-defense 
spending,” the President of the United 
States puts defense and the men and 
women in the military on the same 
level as the IRS. The President is using 
our military—using our military—as 
leverage to fight a battle that the De- 
fense authorization bill cannot accom- 
plish. 

At a time of mounting threats 
around the world, it is disgraceful. It is 
disgraceful the President would refuse 
to authorize for our troops the re- 
sources they need to prepare for and 
engage in vital missions around the 
world and that deliver some of the 
most significant reforms to the Pen- 
tagon in more than 30 years. 
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By vetoing this legislation, the De- 
fense authorization bill, let’s be clear 
what the President is saying no to. He 
is saying no to pay increases and more 
than 30 types of bonuses and special 
pays for servicemembers, saying no to 
more portability of military health 
plans and greater access to urgent care 
facilities for troops and their families, 
saying no to enhanced protection 
against military sexual assault, saying 
no to significant reforms to a 70-year- 
old military retirement system that 
would extend retirement benefits to 
over 80 percent of servicemembers, say- 
ing no to the most sweeping reforms to 
our defense acquisition system in near- 
ly 30 years, saying no to a ban on tor- 
ture once and for all, saying no to $300 
million in lethal assistance for the 
Ukranians to defend themselves 
against Russian aggression, and saying 
no to countless other important provi- 
sions that are greatly needed to com- 
bat the growing threats we see around 
the world today. 

Perhaps, most importantly, the 
President of the United States is refus- 
ing to sign a bill at a time when—as 
our top military commanders and na- 
tional security experts have testified 
before the Senate Armed Services Com- 
mittee—the world has not seen greater 
turmoil since the end of World War II. 

So, my friends, here is the context. 
Thanks to the President’s failed poli- 
cies, the results of leading from behind, 
the results of a policy of ‘‘Don’t do stu- 
pid stuff, we now see a world in a 
state of turmoil—the likes of which we 
have not seen since the end of World 
War II. 

On a bipartisan basis, we passed a de- 
fense authorization bill that has monu- 
mental consequences to the future se- 
curity of this Nation, the present secu- 
rity of this Nation, and the welfare and 
ability of the men and women who are 
serving this Nation and their ability to 
defend this Nation, and the President— 
because he wants an increase in domes- 
tic spending, has vetoed it. 

Never have I seen such irrespon- 
sibility on the part of a Commander in 
Chief. There have been Presidents I 
have disagreed with. There have been 
Presidents I have had spirited debates 
with—but never ever in history has 
there been a President of the United 
States who abrogated his responsibil- 
ities, his constitutional responsibil- 
ities, as Commander in Chief. I say 
shame on him today, and this is a 
shameful day. 

The House will vote to override this 
veto on November 5. I strongly urge my 
colleagues to reverse this dangerous 
action and put the interests of our 
military and national security ahead of 
politics. Our men and women serving 
around the world, many still in harm’s 
way, deserve nothing less. 

I spend a lot of time with the men 
and women who are serving in the mili- 
tary, including members of my own 
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family, and they are not uninformed. 
They are very intelligent. They watch 
what we do—we, their elected rep- 
resentatives. Their voters trust us to 
defend them, care for them, to give 
them the weapons they need, the bene- 
fits they need, and the care they need 
when the wounded come back. They 
rely on us. They are going to see, as we 
watch Vladimir Putin on the march, as 
we watch the success of ISIS, as we 
watch Ukraine being dismembered, as 
we watch China commit more aggres- 
sion in the South China Sea and fill in 
islands—and now? Now this Com- 
mander in Chief decides that this is a 
time to veto an authorization bill be- 
cause he doesn’t think there is enough 
domestic spending. It is a sad day, a 
very sad day. It is a sad day for Amer- 
ica but most of all it is a very sad day 
for the men and women with whom we 
entrust our very lives and our security. 
It is a sad day. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington. 


ES 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 
MEDICAL CARE 


Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, next 
month our Nation will pause to honor 
the millions of men and women who 
have fought for our freedom and 
worked to advance peace around the 
world. 

Veterans Day is our annual way to 
say thank you and to honor those who 
have sacrificed so much on our behalf. 
While I would like to stand on the floor 
and say our country is doing every- 
thing we can for the people we owe the 
most to, that we are fulfilling the 
promise we made to them when we sent 
them off to fight for us, unfortunately 
that is not currently the case because 
our Nation is falling far short of its 
goal of honoring our veterans when it 
comes to VA care. 

Despite a sweeping bill intended to 
tackle some of the most pressing prob- 
lems and give the VA new tools and a 
change at the top of the VA more than 
a year ago, I continue to hear from vet- 
erans across my home State of Wash- 
ington about care that is inconsistent, 
outdated, and often downright dis- 
missive of individual needs. I have 
heard from a number of veterans in my 
home State of Washington who are 
waiting on surgeries, MRIs, oncology 
appointments, mental health screen- 
ings—you name it—and far too often 
they say they are told it will be 
months to see a doctor or a specialist. 

I bring their stories today, to this 
“other Washington,” to continue to 
make clear this kind of outdated, inef- 
ficient care is unacceptable. 

This is a pivotal time for our VA, and 
the demands on the system will only go 
up as wars continue to wind down and 
the Vietnam-era veterans continue to 
seek more care for the injuries and ill- 
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nesses they suffer from. As the daugh- 
ter of a World War II veteran, I refuse 
to let substandard care be the status 
quo. I won’t accept long wait times, 
redtape, and understaffed hospitals as a 
reality for our veterans. I am not going 
to stop fighting to make sure we have 
a system that works no matter how 
long it takes, no matter how many ob- 
stacles we face, and no matter who is 
in charge at the VA. 

The law we passed to give veterans 
more options for care has now had an 
opportunity to go into effect. We can 
see what is working, what is not, what 
we can build on, and what we need to 
tear apart. 

Last year I supported the inclusion of 
an independent assessment of the VA 
health system in the Choice Act, and 
recently that assessment validated 
what we have been telling the VA for 
years: There is growing bureaucracy, 
and there are problems with leadership 
and staffing, and massive capital costs. 
While the independent assessment 
identified some bright spots in the VA 
system, it also found that care and pa- 
tient experiences differ widely across 
the system and that best practices and 
important policies are not instituted 
across the country. That means we all 
have more work to do because we have 
a responsibility to our veterans. 

Here is what we are up against. The 
VA still has multiple non-VA care pro- 
grams, none of which talk to each 
other, none of which are coordinated. 
They all have different eligibility cri- 
teria, different procedures for patients 
and providers, and different reimburse- 
ment rates. 

I hear frequently from veterans in 
my home State of Washington about 
how difficult the Choice Program has 
been. From VA staff who don’t under- 
stand the program, to confusion about 
eligibility, to getting the runaround 
from contractors, veterans are sick and 
tired of having to fight just to get an 
appointment. 

I hear how frustrating some of the bi- 
zarre rules and restrictions on Choice 
are. For example, an authorization for 
care only lasts 60 days. Well, if you are 
a woman veteran and you are pregnant, 
you are going to need more than 60 
days of care. 

At the VA, we are still hearing that 
the wait times are far too high. But 
with long wait times in the private sec- 
tor and the burdensome process to even 
get into the Choice Program, veterans 
are finding they actually would have 
gotten care sooner if they had stuck 
with the VA. If the solution to the wait 
time problem takes longer than going 
to the VA, it is not working. 

It is no wonder that veterans and 
providers alike turn their backs on the 
VA. The system is so complicated, it is 
impossible to get good health care. 

It is time for the VA to implement 
one—one—non-VA care program for the 
future. AS we now approach the end of 
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this trial period for the 2-year Choice 
Program, the VA has to use this oppor- 
tunity to finally get it right on non-VA 
care. It needs to design a new system 
that truly meets the needs of our vet- 
erans. 

I believe that system must have five 
fundamental characteristics: 

First of all, it has to be veteran-cen- 
tered, with clear eligibility rules so 
veterans know what they can do and 
what they can expect and where they 
can go for what care and how that sys- 
tem works. It also means the experi- 
ence for veterans trying to use the sys- 
tem has to improve. For example, vet- 
erans should never be turned away 
with a dismissive ‘‘We are not taking 
new patients.” 

Secondly, it has to be easy for our 
providers, with simple and consistent 
procedures for them to deliver care, re- 
port back to the VA, and get reim- 
bursed quickly. The contracting sys- 
tem needs to be simple and clear so 
that private providers can step in 
where the VA cannot. 

Third, a new system must provide 
high-quality care that includes effec- 
tive care coordination, and that re- 
quires that electronic medical records 
be returned to the VA. That includes 
oversight of the quality of care being 
delivered in the private sector. We 
have to know our veterans are being 
appropriately cared for. 

Fourth, the new system has to be 
flexible enough to compensate for local 
needs, types of care where VA is defi- 
cient, or locations where the VA does 
not have a presence. Whether working 
with community providers to increase 
certain specialty appointments or see- 
ing where the VA needs to move re- 
sources to hire more VA staff, the sys- 
tem has to maintain flexibility to ad- 
just to new trends and new needs. 

Finally, it has to be cost-effective for 
the VA and not shift the cost of care 
onto our veterans. Earlier this year, 
the VA nearly ran out of money, and 
they threatened to shut down the 
health care system. Well, we should in- 
vest whatever we need to to make sure 
our veterans are getting care. The new 
non-VA care system must be more effi- 
cient, and the VA needs to be clear 
with Congress about what it needs. 
Without a change, I would not be sur- 
prised if next year we don’t find our- 
selves in the same position where we 
have underfunded the VA and need to 
come in and transfer funding to keep 
the VA operating. I will work with 
anyone and stand behind no one when 
it comes to getting veterans the fund- 
ing they need. 

Perhaps most important, when im- 
plementation begins, it simply must be 
better than what we saw with the 
Choice Program. VA staff have to be 
trained and proficient, and third-party 
administrators in charge of the net- 
works of private providers have to be 
efficient and responsive. Veterans de- 
serve a system that works, not one 


16418 


that is torn apart and weakened over 
time. 

So the answer isn’t just to dismantle 
the VA and leave veterans to fend for 
themselves, aS some proposals would 
do; the solution starts, finally, with a 
real conversation about what is going 
on at the VA, what the problems are, 
and then pursues an ‘‘all of the above” 
approach that finally strengthens the 
VA system, uses community providers 
to fill in the gaps where the VA cannot 
get the job done, and continues to 
make the best use of other Federal help 
programs, such as DOD and federally 
qualified health centers—all in an ef- 
fort to truly build a veteran-centered 
VA health care system. 

I stand ready to work with anyone to 
do this, and I hope my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle will join me and 
not make this a Democratic or Repub- 
lican issue. Veterans issues have never 
been partisan, and, in my mind, there 
is no place for that when we sit at the 
table to solve a complicated problem. I 
hope the administration is ready to 
fundamentally reshape this program. I 
hope bureaucrats who spend more time 
defending the broken system are ready 
to get to work implementing solutions 
built around the needs of our veterans. 
And I hope providers—those who work 
with the VA and DOD and TRICARHE, 
as well as those who currently do not 
provide care to veterans—play a role to 
improve veteran care. 

The wars may no longer lead the 
nightly news, but that doesn’t mean 
the cost of these wars is gone too. Our 
veterans are still there, they still need 
health care and services, and we will 
not forget them. 

I expect the VA to do better. Our vet- 
erans have already sacrificed so much. 
They should not have to come back and 
fight the VA to get the care they have 
earned. Let’s act and let’s do some- 
thing that truly honors our Nation’s 
heroes. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I want to 
thank the Senator from Washington 
for her very thorough and passionate 
explanation of the problems with the 
VA. It is time we got it straightened 
out. We have a new director because 
there was a problem. We gave them 
more money because there was a prob- 
lem. We did the Choice Act because 
there was a problem. I think the VA is 
kind of fighting the Choice Act because 
they want to make sure they keep it 
within their own clutches. But it is 
time that we got it straightened out 
and that we got some action. 

All of us are getting calls from vet- 
erans we should never get. We could go 
into a variety of them. But I would like 
to work with the Senator, and I appre- 
ciate the comments she just made. I 
thought they were very bipartisan and 
very much needed. 
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Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Senator 
very much. 


GROWTH IN FEDERAL 
REGULATIONS 


Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, it is often 
said that there are two constants in 
life—death and taxes—but I would like 
to add one more for your consideration: 
regulations. We often talk about the 
threat that America’s growing debt 
poses to our economy and to our fu- 
ture, but the growth in Federal regula- 
tions also poses a serious threat to our 
Nation’s long-term job creation and 
economic growth. 

According to the Congressional Budg- 
et Office, or CBO, the potential growth 
rate of our economy—or the rate of 
growth that is possible given the edu- 
cation of our workers, the quality of 
capital equipment, and the business 
formation rate—averaged 3.3 percent 
for the period from 1950 through 2014. 
However, CBO expects that annual rate 
to fall 2.1 percent in the period of 2015 
through 2025. That is a 36-percent re- 
duction in the potential growth rate of 
the economy. Why is this so critical? 
According to the President’s own Office 
of Management and Budget, a 1-percent 
increase in the economy’s growth rate 
will yield more than $400 billion in new 
revenues without raising taxes. Yes, 
that is according to the President’s 
own Office of Management and Budget. 
A 1-percent increase in the economy’s 
growth rate—we are talking about the 
private sector, not the government sec- 
tor; the private sector is where the rev- 
enues come from—would yield more 
than $400 billion in revenues without 
raising taxes. 

We are always talking about the need 
for more revenues, but we are doing the 
opposite. The administration is doing 
the opposite of what it takes to get 
that growth to happen. When the 
growth rate falls, when we grow more 
slowly than we could and aren’t meet- 
ing our full potential, government rev- 
enues also fail to keep up with budget 
projections. If we reduce by 1 percent, 
we lose another $400 billion in reve- 
nues. So what happens when the gov- 
ernment revenue comes up even short- 
er in the face of growing overspending? 
That results in more borrowing, and it 
results in bigger overspending and in 
expanded debt. 

Senators from the Western States 
know all too well the economic effects 
of regulations coming out of bureauc- 
racy-bloated agencies such as the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency. Today I 
want to focus not just on the impact of 
recent regulations on my home State 
of Wyoming’s economy but the drag 
they are creating on the economy na- 
tionwide. And at the same time, they 
are hiring ad agencies at billions of 
dollars to improve their image. They 
can improve their image just by doing 
their job without putting more burdens 
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on the American people and elimi- 
nating jobs. 

The State of Wyoming is the largest 
coal-producing State in the Nation. 
Coal represents almost 40 percent of 
our share of electricity generation 
across the United States. My county 
provides 40 percent of all of the coal in 
the United States. It is abundant, it is 
affordable, and it is stockpilable. It is 
the only energy that is stockpilable. 
This is an energy source which has the 
potential to power our country for hun- 
dreds of years, to support jobs for thou- 
sands of people, and doesn’t put us at 
the mercy of unstable regimes over- 
seas, but this administration continues 
to denigrate and regulate coal out of 
existence. 

Since 2012, two EPA rules—the mer- 
cury and air toxic standards rule and 
the ozone rule—are estimated to have 
cost in the tens of billions of dollars. 

Let me talk just about the mercury 
and air toxic standards. That is sup- 
posed to help save, with benefits—with- 
out seeing any scientific evidence 
where these benefits come from—over a 
period of years, maybe $500 million. 
What is the cost? The cost is $73 billion 
a year. Why would anyone go for that 
small of a benefit at that big of a cost? 

We are an inventive country. If we 
put incentives of just a couple billion 
dollars out there, people will solve the 
problem and get those benefits perma- 
nently for a very small number, not $43 
billion to $73 billion a year. Those two 
rules don’t include the billions of dol- 
lars lost to thousands more rules im- 
posed by the EPA and other agencies 
every year. 

If all those rules weren’t onerous 
enough, in August the EPA doubled 
down on its war on coal when it re- 
leased the final rule on the Clean 
Power Plan. With an estimated price 
tag of at least $366 billion, this rule 
will not only devastate the coal indus- 
try by mandating unrealistic carbon 
reductions, it will also distress Amer- 
ican families by causing double-digit 
electric rate increases in more than 40 
States. 

The coal industry in Wyoming is feel- 
ing the impact. The coal industry and 
businesses and the people who work 
there and rely on it are facing higher 
regulatory costs at the same time as 
energy producers are seeing a tougher 
market than they have in years. This 
is a bad combination for economic 
growth and job creation. At the end of 
July, Wyoming had 15 percent fewer 
energy industry jobs than it did a year 
earlier, and these are good-paying jobs. 
That is according to the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Labor and Bureau of Labor 
Statistics. Most of those lost jobs are 
in coal, oil, and gas, and the businesses 
that rely on them. We forget about 
that ripple effect. Given that close to 
half of Wyoming’s GDP comes from 
this sector, and that nearly half of our 
State is federally owned and much is 
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removed from development activity, 
we have always been concerned about 
any unnecessary government intrusion 
in our economic livelihood. 

Why do we provide 40 percent of the 
Nation’s coal? It is because it is a 
cleaner coal, lower in sulfur and other 
chemicals, than any other State in the 
Nation. We ship coal to other coal 
States so they can mix it with their 
coal to meet the clean air standards. 
But that is not good enough. 

The economic impact of the EPA and 
other Federal regulations is not just 
hurting Wyoming’s economy and cost- 
ing my State jobs. They are a major 
reason why the economy nationwide is 
not operating at its full potential for 
economic growth, and it has been stuck 
around 2 percent since the beginning of 
the so-called economic recovery. We 
are doing it to ourselves. Remember, a 
1-percent reduction in the gross na- 
tional product is $400 billion less in 
taxes. 

The onslaught of Federal regulations 
targeted directly at the coal industry 
are not just concerns; they are real 
threats to people’s economic liveli- 
hood—the ability to support their fam- 
ilies, the ability to support education 
in most of these States, and the ability 
to support entire communities across 
the country. With our $18 trillion in 
debt, we can’t afford to accept the no- 
tion that we are in what some are call- 
ing a new normal of economic anemic 
growth. We need to help our economy 
reach its potential, which will help 
each and every American. This cannot 
be done if the number and cost of sig- 
nificant Federal regulations continues 
to rise. 

The Obama administration continues 
to push Federal regulations, such as 
the waters of the United States rule, 
which significantly expands Federal 
authority under the Clean Water Act. 
That rule has been taken to three 
courts already, and in each of those 
cases, it has been ruled illegal. 

They are still pursuing other ave- 
nues. The recent National Labor Rela- 
tions Board rulemaking redefined the 
meaning of an employer. 

These regulations, taken by them- 
selves, have the potential to impose 
billions of dollars in economic costs— 
on family farms, ranches, and particu- 
larly small businesses—which hinder 
the growth of America’s entrepre- 
neurial spirit, not to mention the Con- 
sumer Financial Protection Bureau. It 
sounds like a great entity, but in banks 
alone, they have had to hire twice as 
many people to do paperwork as they 
used to have to have, just to keep from 
getting fined by an agency that has no 
control. I tried to get an inspector gen- 
eral to be over the Consumer Financial 
Protection Bureau. After we got him, 
he said: You know, I don’t have any au- 
thority to look at any of this stuff. 

Where are the fines going? 

We don’t know. We are not allowed to 
see that. 
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That is because they get their money 
from the Federal Reserve before the 
money from the Federal Reserve comes 
from the U.S. Government. We 
shouldn’t have anything as out of con- 
trol as that. 

I was meeting with some community 
bankers. I said: Well, my wife is kind of 
interested in expanding our kitchen in 
Gillette, and I was thinking maybe we 
ought to get a loan and do that. The 
house is all paid for. I was wondering 
how long it would take. 

They said: Well, about 78 days, and 
then you get 1 week. In case you don’t 
like the deal you made, you can rescind 
it. I remember the last time we needed 
to do something in the house before it 
was paid for. I had to get a second 
mortgage, and I got it in a matter of a 
couple of days. They could just write 
the check so I could go ahead and do it. 
Now it is 78 days plus another week. 
That is what government regulations 
are doing. That doesn’t speed up the 
economy. There isn’t a contractor that 
can go to work until they get an assur- 
ance of being paid. 

Over the next few months and weeks, 
Iam going to share with my colleagues 
new information from leading econo- 
mists that shows there is a real rela- 
tionship between the growth of regula- 
tions and our struggling economy. This 
is a relationship that is clear to the 
people who experience the difficulties 
of complying with more and more regu- 
lations that make it harder to succeed. 
I hope that what is clear to business 
owners, to their employees, and to the 
communities across the country can be 
understood here in Washington. 

I will share new statistics and data 
showing the lost income and jobs due 
to Federal regulations, the effects of 
regulation on key industries, the 
breakdown of how specific Federal 
agencies are impacting our economy, 
and the regulatory burden the Federal 
Government has placed on hard-work- 
ing Americans in economic sectors in 
every State. It is crucial for lawmakers 
and hard-working Americans to under- 
stand the true cost of the regulations 
that are being issued by this adminis- 
tration. Shining a light on these regu- 
lations and the burden they impose on 
each and every American is the only 
way to hold government accountable 
and to begin the process of reining in 
out-of-control agencies so we can halt 
the flood of regulations choking our 
economy. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire. 


EE 


MIDDLE EAST REFUGEE CRISIS 
AND UKRAINE 


Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, 2 
weeks ago, I left for Greece with a Sen- 
ate delegation that included DICK DUR- 
BIN from Illinois, AMY KLOBUCHAR from 
Minnesota, and ELIZABETH WARREN 
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from Massachusetts. In my capacity as 
lead Democrat on the Senate Foreign 
Relations Subcommittee on Europe 
and Regional Security Cooperation, I 
was honored to head our delegation. We 
were there to witness firsthand the 
plight of refugees arriving by sea on 
the island of Lesbos. In Greece and 
later in Germany, we received indepth 
briefings on the refugee crisis and Eu- 
rope’s response to it. In Kiev, we con- 
ferred with the Ukrainian Prime Min- 
ister and President about their coun- 
try’s struggle to create a stable democ- 
racy in the face of ongoing Russian ag- 
gression. 

Nearly a quarter of a million Syrians 
have been killed during the current 
conflict in the Middle East. An esti- 
mated 8 million Syrians have been dis- 
placed internally. Another 4 million 
have left the country. They are fleeing 
hunger, unspeakable violence, and a 
land that no longer offers any hope for 
their children. They have endured bar- 
rel bombs, chemical attacks, indis- 
criminate shelling, the barbarity of 
ISIS, and now a military offensive 
sponsored by Russia and Iran. 

To reach Europe, these refugees have 
been preyed upon by traffickers and 
other criminals, some selling refugee 
children for sex, for slavery, or for or- 
gans. The refugees have risked drown- 
ing at sea and suffocation in locked 
vans, and they will soon confront the 
freezing temperatures and snows of 
winter. 

While we were traveling, we heard ac- 
counts from the refugees of paying 
smugglers thousands of dollars to get 
on small boats with motors that barely 
work, boats built for a few but loaded 
with 40 to 50 refugees. I use the term 
“boats”? loosely. What I am talking 
about are rubber rafts that were built 
to hold maybe 10 to 15 people and were 
loaded with 40 to 50 refugees. The 
Greek Coast Guard told us that refu- 
gees pay exorbitant prices for life pre- 
servers that are more like the chil- 
dren’s inflatables that you see at swim- 
ming pools. When refugees set off from 
Turkey across the Aegean to Lesbos, 
they are instructed by the smugglers 
to puncture their raft with a knife if 
they encounter the Greek Coast Guard 
so that the Greeks will be forced to res- 
cue them. 

I was profoundly moved by my con- 
versations with refugees from Syria 
and other conflict zones in the Middle 
East. It is one thing to hear about mil- 
lions of Syrian refugees fleeing the 
war; it is something else entirely to ac- 
tually meet and talk with individual 
refugees, including children who have 
been separated from their parents. 

I was struck by the fact that many of 
these refugees have endured extreme 
hardship for weeks, if not years. Their 
future is filled with extreme uncer- 
tainty. Yet so many of them were filled 
with optimism and hope. In Athens, we 
met a 6-year-old Afghan boy who had 
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made the trip to Greece with his 13- 
year-old cousin. This boy proudly gave 
us all sticks of gum. In Germany, we 
met young men from Syria—a former 
English teacher, a Ph.D. student, and 
an engineer. One young man looked 
ahead to a brighter future and said one 
day he wanted to be the President of 
Syria. These refugees were weary and 
they were anxious, but they were also 
deeply grateful and hopeful about their 
future lives in a safe, secure Europe. 

Altogether, we met and talked with a 
couple dozen refugees. They are men, 
women, and children who are no dif- 
ferent from loved ones in our own fami- 
lies and citizens in our own commu- 
nities. They aspire to the very same 
things, including a decent life for their 
children. They told us about the des- 
peration and despair they left behind in 
Syria, Iraq, and other conflict areas. 
Multiply these desperate stories by 
countless thousands of refugees—up to 
10,000 entering Europe daily and more 
than 1 million so far this year. It adds 
up to a humanitarian crisis of stag- 
gering dimensions. 

Now, to be sure, Europe is being chal- 
lenged, but this crisis also challenges 
the United States and the world. At 
critical moments in history, the inter- 
national community has faced similar 
challenges: Jews seeking refuge from 
persecution and later genocide in Nazi 
Germany; famine killing millions in 
Biafra in the late 1960s; the genocides 
in Cambodia, Rwanda, Darfur, and Bos- 
nia. Faced with these crises, the world 
confronted a stark choice: to turn 
away or to engage. 

The United States cannot turn away 
from the refugee crisis unfolding in the 
Middle East and Europe. On Lesbos last 
week, we talked with Greeks who oper- 
ate small businesses that depend on 
tourism, which has dried up because of 
the crisis. They said that the refugees 
must be their first priority, that 
Greeks must help people who are in 
need. 

In Athens, we visited a facility for 
refugee children run by a group called 
Praxis. Praxis workers told us about 
Afghan children being sold in Europe 
as sex slaves for as much as $10,000. 
Praxis and scores of similar organiza- 
tions are doing everything possible, 
with very limited means, to meet the 
refugees’ desperate needs. 

In Germany, we met with officials at 
the Finance Ministry and the Chan- 
cery, aS well as people in and out of 
government who are rising to the chal- 
lenge of the refugee crisis. Chancellor 
Angela Merkel has demonstrated ex- 
traordinary moral leadership in ad- 
dressing this crisis. Millions of ordi- 
nary German citizens—indeed, people 
all across Europe—have mobilized to 
meet the needs of the refugees. 

However, it was clear to me and to 
the other Senators in our delegation 
that these noble efforts are not enough. 
The refugee crisis is too big; the scale 
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of human suffering and needs is over- 
whelming. 

President Obama has offered to take 
in 10,000 refugees over the next year. 
But Germany is taking in as many as 
10,000 refugees in a single day—day 
after day, week after week, with no end 
in sight. My State of New Hampshire 
has been welcoming to refugees fleeing 
conflict, as have other States. I think 
people are eager to do more across this 
country. Turkey needs to secure its 
borders, and it needs to crack down on 
smugglers and criminal gangs exploit- 
ing and trafficking in refugees. Front- 
line countries, including Greece and 
Italy, need more resources to help 
process and register refugees. In fact, 
the same is true of Turkey, Jordan, 
and Lebanon, which have taken in mil- 
lions of refugees. 

As I said, Germany has earned our 
admiration for its leadership, offering 
to take in as many as 1 million refu- 
gees this year. But for all its resources, 
Germany can’t do this alone. It is al- 
ready reaching a point where its com- 
munities can’t keep up with the influx. 

We are confronting the greatest hu- 
manitarian crisis of our time. Europe 
is responding. The European Union will 
use the coming winter months, when 
the flow of refugees will slow, to come 
up with a more effective plan to share 
the burden and address this challenge. 
However, European nations, Turkey, 
Jordan, and other frontline states, 
such as Lebanon, can’t meet this chal- 
lenge alone. The international commu- 
nity must give more generous support 
to humanitarian efforts by the World 
Food Program and others. By all 
means, the United States, as leader of 
the Atlantic Alliance, must play a 
more robust role in addressing the ref- 
ugee crisis. 

I am heartened by the bipartisan bill 
that is sponsored by Senator GRAHAM 
of South Carolina and Senator LEAHY 
of Vermont, which would provide $1 bil- 
lion in assistance to meeting the needs 
of refugees. The Obama administration 
has proposed taking in 10,000 Syrian 
refugees over the next year. That is a 
start. It is not enough given the scale 
of this crisis. We have the resources to 
safely vet and process more refugees 
for asylum in the United States, even 
as we need to do so more efficiently. 

As Senator GRAHAM said recently, ‘‘I 
don’t see how you can lead the free 
world and turn your back on people 
who are seeking it.” To turn away fam- 
ilies fleeing violence, says Senator 
GRAHAM, is to “take the Statue of Lib- 
erty and tear it down ... because we 
don’t mean it anymore.” 

We also need to deal with the root of 
the problem, the violence in Syria. We 
must redouble our diplomatic efforts as 
well as our campaign against the Is- 
lamic State in both Syria and Iraq. Un- 
fortunately, there is a new dimension 
to the chaos and conflict in Syria. In 
recent weeks, Russia has sent combat 
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planes, heavy armor, and military per- 
sonnel to support the regime of Bashar 
al-Assad. Russia is threatening to send 
thousands of so-called volunteer troops 
to Syria to fight on the frontline. 

A newly aggressive and reckless Rus- 
sia is a problem not only in the Middle 
East but also in Ukraine, where our 
Senate delegation visited after leaving 
Greece. The Ukrainians are struggling 
to fight corruption and build a stable 
democracy. But those efforts have been 
severely undermined by Russian sub- 
version and aggression. President 
Putin was not content to invade and 
annex Crimea. He has also sponsored 
the establishment of Russian-con- 
trolled provinces in eastern Ukraine. 
This conflict in the east of Ukraine is 
designed by Russia to destabilize demo- 
cratic Ukraine and to drain its re- 
sources. 

While in Kiev, our delegation met 
with senior government officials, in- 
cluding Prime Minister Yatsenyuk and 
President Petro Poroshenko. We were 
briefed on Russia’s efforts on many 
fronts to destabilize the country. We 
were also briefed on Ukraine’s efforts 
to boost its economy and to root out 
corruption in the country’s govern- 
ment and institutions. 

The European Union and the United 
States are standing by Ukraine, and 
this solidarity is making a difference. 
It appears to have moderated Russia’s 
ambitions, at least for now. The coun- 
tries of Western Europe and the United 
States have demanded that Russia 
fully implement the Minsk II agree- 
ment to contain the conflict, and we 
heard some encouraging signs. Elec- 
tions in the breakaway provinces— 
elections that might have led to suc- 
cession—have been delayed. Russia is 
redeploying light armor away from the 
region. But, of course, this is not ade- 
quate. 

Sanctions on Russia must remain in 
place until President Putin and the 
rebels he backs fulfill all of their obli- 
gations under the Minsk II agreement. 
I left Ukraine with a strong sense that 
despite living under an ever-present 
threat from Russia, this is a nation 
that continues to stand strong and 
move forward. It was an honor to per- 
sonally reaffirm to Ukraine’s leader- 
ship and citizens that the United 
States is an ally and partner and that 
we strongly support the government’s 
agenda of reform and modernization. 

Our European allies are confronting 
an array of challenges unprecedented 
since the end of the Second World War: 
not only the refugee crisis but also ris- 
ing threats from Russia, economies 
that continue to be held back by debt 
and austerity, and a resurgence of na- 
tionalistic and nativist political par- 
ties. However, our delegation witnessed 
firsthand a creative and resourceful 
Europe that is capable of meeting these 
challenges. Europe needs and deserves 
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American support and partnership, be- 
ginning with a more robust U.S. re- 
sponse to the refugee crisis, which is 
the greatest humanitarian challenge of 
our time. I hope we in this Chamber 
and in Congress will rise in response to 
that challenge to do our part. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ES 


CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION 
SHARING ACT 


Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to talk about the Intelligence 
Committee bill we are currently debat- 
ing, the Cybersecurity Information 
Sharing Act of 2015, or CISA. 

This Chamber sees its fair share of 
disagreements, so it is worth noting 
when there is something we can all 
agree on, and I think we can all agree 
on the need for congressional action on 
cyber security. We face ever-increasing 
cyber attacks from sophisticated indi- 
viduals, organized crime syndicates, 
and foreign regimes. These attacks 
pose a real threat to our economy and 
to our national security. It is clear 
that we must respond to these new 
threats because the cost of compla- 
cency is too high, but it is critical, in 
deciding how we protect our informa- 
tion networks, that we also continue to 
protect the fundamental privacy rights 
and civil liberties of Americans. In 
short, there is a pressing need for 
meaningful, effective cyber security 
legislation that balances privacy and 
security. Unfortunately, as it now 
stands, the Cybersecurity Information 
Sharing Act falls short. 

Since this legislation was first intro- 
duced, I and a number of my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle have raised 
serious concerns about the problems 
the bill presents for Americans’ pri- 
vacy and for the effective operation of 
our Nation’s cyber defense. My col- 
leagues and I are not alone. Serious 
concerns have been raised by tech- 
nologists and security experts, civil so- 
ciety organizations from across the po- 
litical spectrum, and major tech com- 
panies, such as Apple, Dropbox, Twit- 
ter, Yelp, salesforce.com, and Mozilla. 
Neither the Business Software Alliance 
nor the Computer & Communications 
Industry Association supports CISA as 
written. 

In a letter I received from the De- 
partment of Homeland Security this 
summer, the agency—which has a lead- 
ing role in cyber security for the Fed- 
eral Government—expressed concern 
about specific aspects of CISA. DHS ex- 
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plained that under the bill’s approach, 
“the complexity—for both government 
and businesses—and inefficiency of any 
information sharing program will 
markedly increase.” The letter ex- 
plained that CISA would do away with 
important privacy protections and 
could make it harder, not easier, to de- 
velop ‘‘a single, comprehensive picture 
of the range of cyber threats faced 
daily.” 

Senator BURR and Senator FEINSTEIN, 
the bill managers, have worked very 
hard over the last months to improve 
various aspects of the bill, and their 
substitute amendment offers a signifi- 
cantly improved version of CISA. I 
really appreciate their efforts, but it is 
clear to me and others that the im- 
provements did not go far enough. 
Major concerns raised in the letter 
from DHS and voiced by security ex- 
perts, privacy advocates, and tech com- 
panies still have not been resolved. Let 
me briefly describe three of them. 

First, the bill gives companies a free 
pass to engage in network monitoring 
and information sharing activities, as 
well as the operation of defensive 
measures, in response to anything they 
deem a ‘‘cyber security threat,” no 
matter how improbable it is that it 
constitutes a risk of any kind. 

The term ‘‘cyber security threat” is 
really the linchpin of this bill. Compa- 
nies can monitor systems, share cyber 
threat indicators with one another or 
with the government, and deploy defen- 
sive measures to protect against any 
cyber security threats. So the defini- 
tion of ‘‘cyber security threat” is pret- 
ty important, and the bill defines 
“cyber security threat” to include any 
action that ‘‘may result in an unau- 
thorized effort to adversely impact’’ 
cyber security. Under this definition, 
companies can take action even if it is 
unreasonable to think that security 
might be compromised. 

This raises serious concerns about 
the scope of all of the authorities 
granted by the bill and the privacy im- 
plications of those authorities. Secu- 
rity experts and advocates have warned 
that in this context, establishing the 
broadest possible definition of ‘‘cyber 
security threat” actually threatens to 
undermine security by increasing the 
amount of unreliable information 
shared with the government. 

I have written an amendment, which 
is cosponsored by Senators LEAHY, 
WYDEN, and DURBIN, which would set 
the bar a bit higher, requiring that a 
threat be at least ‘‘reasonably likely” 
to result in an effort to adversely im- 
pact security. This standard gives com- 
panies plenty of flexibility. They don’t 
need to be certain that an incident or 
event is an attack before they share in- 
formation, but they should have at 
least determined that it is a plausible 
threat. 

The definition of a cyber security 
threat isn’t the only problematic provi- 
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sion of the bill. This brings me to the 
second concern that I would like to 
highlight. The bill provides a blanket 
authorization that allows companies to 
share information ‘‘notwithstanding 
any other provision of law.” As DHS 
explained this past summer, that stat- 
utory language ‘‘sweeps away impor- 
tant privacy protections.” Indeed, it 
means that CISA would override all ex- 
isting privacy laws, from the Elec- 
tronic Communications Privacy Act, 
ECPA, to HIPAA, a law that protects 
sensitive health information. 

Moreover, this blanket authorization 
applies to sharing done with any Fed- 
eral agency. Companies are free to di- 
rectly share with whomever they may 
choose, including law enforcement and 
military intelligence agencies. This 
means that, unbeknownst to their cus- 
tomers, companies may share informa- 
tion that contains customers’ personal 
information with NSA, FBI, and oth- 
ers. From a security perspective, it 
also means we are setting up a diffuse 
system. I want to emphasize this. This 
is setting up a diffuse system that, as 
DH9’s letter acknowledged, is likely to 
be complex and inefficient, where it is 
actually harder for our cyber security 
experts to connect the dots and keep us 
safe. 

These are all reasons why privacy ex- 
perts, independent security experts, 
and the Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity have all warned that CISA’s blan- 
ket authorization is a problem. 

Earlier this year, the House avoided 
this problem when they passed the Na- 
tional Cybersecurity Protection Ad- 
vancement Act by a vote of 355 to 63. 
That information sharing bill only au- 
thorizes sharing with the government 
through a single civilian hub at the De- 
partment of Homeland Security—a 
move toward efficient streamlining of 
information that is also good for pri- 
vacy. But understand that this is the 
House of Representatives, 355 to 63, 
saying: Let’s make this easier for the 
government to have all the informa- 
tion in one place. 

Finally, CISA fails to adequately as- 
sure the removal of irrelevant personal 
information. This, of course, is a major 
concern. The bill allows personal infor- 
mation to be shared even when there is 
a high likelihood that the information 
is not related to a cyber security 
threat. Combined with the bill’s overly 
broad definition of ‘‘cyber security 
threat,” this basically ensures that pri- 
vate entities will share extraneous in- 
formation from Americans’ personal 
communications. If companies are 
going to receive the broad liability pro- 
tection this bill provides, they should 
be expected to do better than this. 

Senator WYDEN has offered an 
amendment, which I am proud to be 
the cosponsor of, which would require 
companies to be more diligent and to 
remove ‘‘to the extent feasible” any 
personal information that isn’t nec- 
essary to identify a cyber security 
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threat. The “extent feasible” is a cru- 
cial improvement, but it is hardly 
novel; in fact, it is basically the same 
standard that is in place today when 
information is shared between private 
companies and the Department of 
Homeland Security. There is no jus- 
tification for lowering that standard in 
CISA, especially because the bill also 
provides companies with significant li- 
ability protection. 

Mr. President, the amendments I 
have talked about today, as well as a 
number of other pending amendments, 
would make CISA a better deal, one 
that is significantly more protective of 
Americans’ privacy and more likely to 
advance cyber security. I want to en- 
courage my colleagues to support these 
amendments. Without them, I fear 
that, however well intentioned, CISA 
would do a disservice to the American 
people. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EEE 
TRANSPORTATION FUNDING 


Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I would 
just note that the Presiding Officer and 
I are on the same schedule, because I 
come here a couple of times a week, 
but you are here more often than not 
when I am speaking. I am sorry. This is 
cruel and unusual punishment, I sus- 
pect, for you. But I welcome the oppor- 
tunity. Thank you for showing up. Oth- 
erwise, I would not have a chance to 
share these thoughts today with the 
folks that are in the Chamber and any- 
body else who might have tuned in. 

Earlier this year, the Senate actually 
took up legislation that was reported 
out of the Environment and Public 
Works Committee, which was a 6-year 
Transportation authorization bill. A 
lot of people who don’t work here don’t 
realize that for us to spend money— 
taxpayer money—in most cases we 
have to authorize a program at certain 
funding levels. Then we have to come 
back and do a second step, and that is 
to actually appropriate the money to 
spend that has been authorized. 

Usually, if we are authorized to spend 
$100 in a program, we cannot come in 
and just appropriate a lot more money 
than that. We have to do it within the 
levels set by the authorization bill. 

Well, we took up on the floor of the 
Senate the Environment and Public 
Works Committee’s 6-year Transpor- 
tation bill, coauthored by Senator 
INHOFE and Senator BOXER, Republican 
and Democrat, and reported out of the 
committee unanimously. Most people 
think we fight about everything. Well, 
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we don’t. Environment and Public 
Works Committee Senators BOXER and 
INHOFE have been very good at working 
together on these authorization bills. 

Now, the authorization bill does not 
contain the funding, but it says: These 
are our transportation policies, and 
this is the level that we think is appro- 
priate. But it does not actually fund a 
dollar to go to those programs. 

Well, over in the House of Represent- 
atives today, they got in the act. As I 
understand it, the House transpor- 
tation committee has reported out—I 
think on a voice vote—their own 6-year 
authorization bill. This is good. It has 
not passed the House yet, but at least 
it is out of committee, with apparently 
a fair amount of broad support, which 
is good. 

This is the Senate-passed bill called 
the DRIVE Act, reported out by the 
committee a couple of months ago and 
passed the Senate here more recently. 
As you know, we have names for our 
bills, such as the names for cars. But 
the DRIVE Act, the Senate-passed bill, 
the Surface Transportation Reauthor- 
ization and Reform Act, has a num- 
ber—3763. It is a 6-year authorization 
for transportation programs. 

Do these bills have any good ideas in 
them? Well, they really do. As it turns 
out, there is a fair amount of common 
ground that these two pieces of legisla- 
tion share, the Senate-passed bill and 
the bill out of the House committee. 

One of them is that there is a new 
focus on making freight transportation 
more reliable, more affordable, and 
more efficient. When you look at an 
outfit called McKinsey & Company, a 
big international consulting firm, they 
have an entity, an appendage of 
McKinsey, that is called the Global In- 
stitute. A year or so ago, they opined 
that a fully funded, robustly funded 
transportation program in the United 
States would provide 1.8 million new 
jobs in this country—1.8 million new 
jobs in this country—and that it would 
grow GDP, gross domestic product, by 
1.5 percent per year—not just one time, 
but per year. Those are pretty amazing 
numbers, actually, for me. 

Well, one of the things that actually 
drives the increase in employment and 
the growth in GDP is a more efficient 
freight transportation system and one 
that actually focuses—as in this legis- 
lation—on freight, and not just moving 
our cars, trucks, and vans but actually 
figuring out how we move freight from 
place to place in a more efficient way. 

The second area where there seems to 
be some agreement is that both pieces 
of legislation prioritize—especially the 
Senate version—bridge safety and large 
facilities of national importance. 
Think big bridges; think big tunnels. 
We have a bunch of bridges in this 
country—I forget what the percentage 
is—that are substandard, not safe— 
maybe one out of every nine. So take 
your choice for the bridges you are 
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going over. Think about that. One in 
nine is deemed to be essentially unsafe. 

Both of those bills say: Well, that 
ought to be a priority and we would 
like to authorize higher spending for 
that. These bills focus on clean air 
funding and toward some of the most 
dangerous sources of emissions—diesel 
emissions. A lot of it comes from road- 
building—road and highway—and 
bridgebuilding equipment that is diesel 
powered and puts out harmful emis- 
sions. 

Actually, our bill in the Senate does 
some good things to reduce those emis- 
sions while we go about building these 
transportation projects. One of the 
things that I especially like about our 
bill is that it says that eventually we 
ought to have an approach to funding 
roads, highways, and bridges. 

Maybe it should be something that 
reflects vehicle miles traveled. We 
don’t have that kind of magical system 
now. In Oregon, they have been trying 
to do it for 10 years. They call it RUC, 
a road user charge. They have maybe 
5,000 families that are actually using 
this. But it is a long way from 5,000 
families in Oregon to having a national 
system that we can use to come up 
with money to pay for roads, highways, 
bridges, and transit. 

But our Senate-passed bill estab- 
lishes research to develop alternative 
user fees to replace, maybe eventually, 
the gas and diesel tax somewhere down 
the line—not next year, probably not 
this decade, but somewhere down the 
line. I think that should be a growing 
part of the source of revenues to pay 
for transportation. 

The Senate bill even increases— 
bumps up not hugely but bumps up a 
little bit—the baseline funding and 
funding for transportation. I wish it 
had been more, but at least it is an ef- 
fort to do that. Our next chart is one of 
my favorite charts. I have a friend 
from Montana, a former attorney gen- 
eral, former Governor, former chair- 
man of the Republican National Com- 
mittee, whose name is Marc Racicot. 
Folks from his State like to talk about 
cowboys who really are not cowboys. 

They have a saying out there. They 
say: All hat, no cattle. In this case, we 
can have all the transportation author- 
ization bills until the cows come home, 
but unless we actually fund them, they 
are just words on a piece of paper, and 
we don’t build a road or a highway or 
a bridge or do anything on the transit 
side unless we actually fund them. I 
don’t know who this guy is, but I love 
this poster. All hat, no cattle. That is 
where we are right now because we 
don’t have agreement on how we are 
really going to pay for robustly fund- 
ing transportation projects. 

There is an idea out there that goes 
beyond lousy pay-fors. I think the kind 
of stuff goes like this: We steal money 
for 10 years out of TSA, instead of 
making our skies safer, and we put 
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that money of 10 years of revenues into 
3 months of helping to fund transpor- 
tation projects. That is not too smart, 
but we do that. Instead of making bor- 
der crossings in this country safer, 
where folks are trying to get into our 
country, we use Customs fees for that 
purpose. But instead of using it to 
make our border crossings safer and 
our ports of entry safer, we put 10 years 
of Customs fees collected into 3 months 
or so of transportation projects. 

We look at the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve, for which we bought the pe- 
troleum. We try to buy it low and not 
use it very much. But we will see what 
we spent in the last couple of years 
buying and refilling our Strategic Pe- 
troleum Reserve, at $80, $90, maybe $100 
a barrel, and now we are selling it at 
basically half of that price. 

You are supposed to buy low and then 
sell high. That is where you end up 
making your profits. What we are 
doing with our Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve is to buy high, sell low, and 
use whatever money we realize to help 
pay for some transportation projects— 
not a real smart investment strategy. 

What Senator DICK DURBIN and I 
have introduced is something we called 
the TRAFFIC Relief Act. It is an acro- 
nym. Tax Relief and Fix the Trust 
Fund for Infrastructure Certainty Act 
of 2015. Here is the real thing we need 
to know about. It raises $220 billion 
over the next 10 years. We raise $220 
billion in the next 10 years to go into 
the transportation trust fund. 

If we just want to go, frankly, not to 
a level of spending that actually ad- 
dresses the problem, then, in fact, we 
have our roads, highways, and bridges 
get a D-plus. Civil engineers across the 
country every year evaluate our trans- 
portation infrastructure. They give us 
a D-plus. “D” as in “dog.” “D” as in 
“dangerous.” “D” as in “degraded.” 
That is when you spend $90 billion a 
year, which is maybe contemplated in 
the authorization legislation—maybe a 
little bit more. We don’t really make 
much of a dent in the work that needs 
to be done. 

What we propose in our legislation is 
$220 billion, and we would have $130 bil- 
lion for new investments in repairs and 
upgrades. I should be able to do some 
new projects and make a bigger dent in 
the ones that need our attention. 

Let’s see what we have in our next 
chart. I think there is a fair amount of 
support for doing that from what I 
hear. Let’s take a look. 

We looked at a couple of recent edi- 
torials that basically say what day—I 
think from these newspapers are from 
coast to coast, from North to South, 
East to West. Believe it or not, they 
say we ought to pay for transpor- 
tation—roads, highways, and bridges. 
It should be that the user pays to use 
the roads, highways, and bridges. They 
ought to pay for them. It is what we 
have done for years. If we raise the gas 
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and diesel tax from 1993—22 years ago, 
about 18 years ago for the gas tax, 23 
cents for the diesel tax—in today’s pur- 
chasing power, adjust for inflation. So 
the gas tax is worth less than a dime, 
not 18 cents, but less than a dime. The 
diesel tax is not worth 23 cents, but 
less than 15 cents—probably closer to 
12 cents. 

Here is what some of the people say. 
The New York Times says: ‘‘Highways 
Need a Higher Gas Tax.” They are es- 
sentially saying restore the purchasing 
power of the gas and diesel tax. All 
right? Not add $1, not add 50 cents or 
25 cents, but restore the purchasing 
power. 

USA TODAY says: “Raise the gas 
tax: Our view.” They also add: ‘‘High- 
way funding hijinks: Our view’’—which 
actually coincides with mine. 

Let’s see if we have any others. The 
Washington Post says, and this is a 
very recent one: ‘‘Highway Transpor- 
tation Fund needs a permanent and 
simple fix.” Even more recent, edi- 
torial board said: ‘‘Congress recklessly 
refuses to top up the Highway Trust 
Fund.” Then even more recently: ‘‘Con- 
gress should fix the gas tax.” 

Again, restore the purchasing power 
of the gas and diesel tax, not to use it 
for extraneous stuff, not to use it for 
foreign aid, not to use it for Afghani- 
stan or other places around the world, 
not to use it for health care, not to use 
it for education, but to use it to take 
these roads, highways, and bridges that 
are deteriorating and actually put the 
money, any extra money we generate, 
into those. Bangor, ME: “The nation’s 
highway fund doesn’t have to continue 
to lose ground.” 

The Register-Guard—I am trying to 
remember where that is. I am not sure 
where the Register-Guard is, but it said 
“Just raise the gas tax” in an editorial 
in July. 

Again, the Washington Post opined 
the same message earlier in January of 
this year. Let’s look at that one again. 
They said: ‘‘With oil prices low, now’s 
the perfect time for Congress to raise 
the gas tax.” That is what they said in 
January of this year. 

As it turns out, we did some check- 
ing. We found out last week, at 29,000 
gas stations across the country, they 
are selling gas for less than $2 a gallon. 
Think about that: 29,000 gas stations 
across America. The gas station in my 
neighborhood is at $2.09, and the Wash- 
ington Post opined 7 months, 8 months, 
9 months ago that ‘‘With oil prices low, 
now’s the perfect time for Congress to 
raise the gas tax.” Actually, gas prices 
are about half a dollar lower now than 
they were then. 

If the Iran agreement is fully imple- 
mented, Iran—which now produces 
about 200,000 barrels of oil a day—a 
year from now they are going to be 
producing about 1 million barrels a 
day. This suggests to me that a world 
already awash in oil might actually 
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continue to be awash in oil for a while, 
so with the low oil prices, I think there 
is reason to believe they are not going 
to spike back up any time soon. 

There are more editorials and head- 
lines. The Miami Herald: “Fix our 
roads.” Akron Beacon Journal, Akron, 
OH: “Raise the gas tax and make bet- 
ter policy.” The JournalStar, which is 
in Nebraska: ‘‘Follow the logic on gas 
tax.” 

Those are major newspapers across 
the country. We have also had some 
polling done, not by us, but by the 
American Road & Transportation 
Builders Association and also by Mi- 
neta. Some of us remember Norman 
Mineta, former mayor of San Jose, the 
Secretary of Transportation who 
worked in both the Republican Bush 
administration and the Clinton admin- 
istration. In these two recent nation- 
wide surveys, clear majorities have in- 
dicated support for increasing fuel 
taxes as a fair way to invest in trans- 
portation projects. 

This is from the American Road & 
Transportation Builders Association: 

A Strong Majority Supports Payments to 
Keep Up With Inflation 

By more than a 2:1 margin, voters support 
increased payments directed to upkeep of 
the nation’s infrastructure, given the need to 
keep up with inflation. About 68 percent to 
70 percent support, strongly support, or 
somewhat support doing that. We have an- 
other recent poll, and these are just rep- 
resentative samples. There are others that 
are coming out almost weekly now. 

The Mineta Transportation Institute 
Poll—there is one that gives a variety 
of different options in gas tax, sales 
tax, and vehicle-miles-traveled fee. The 
one that actually gets the most sup- 
port is a 10-cent increase with revenue 
used just for transportation—not for 
any other purpose, just for transpor- 
tation—71 percent. I was surprised it 
was this high. People want us to fix 
their roads, highways and bridges. 
They are tired of paying for repairs to 
their vehicles. 

The next quote is from the Philadel- 
phia Inquirer today. They are talking 
to people who read their paper. ‘‘The 
next time your axle snaps or a tire rim 
is bent on a bumpy highway, consider 
delivering the broken car parts to your 
congressional representatives’’—your 
representatives in Congress, your 
House Members, and your Senators. 

The average amount of money that 
we spend on repairs of cars, trucks, and 
vans every year that is related to bad 
roads and bad bridges is anywhere from 
$350 a year to as much as $500 per year. 
That is the range there. 

I wish to close with sometimes people 
say you can’t vote—we can’t vote here 
to do this stuff. None of us will ever get 
reelected. 

Well, wait a minute. How about the 
12 States where in the last 2 years they 
actually voted to do this stuff. State 
highway transportation departments 
get about half of their money from the 
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Federal Government, and they raise 
about half of their money locally. 
Their major sources of revenues locally 
are taxes and user fees on gas and die- 
sel. 

In 12 States in the last 2 years they 
voted to do this. These are mostly red 
States because there are more red 
States, at least with legislatures and 
Governors, than blue. But 95 percent of 
the Republican legislatures voted to 
raise user fees on gas and diesel in 
their States; 95 percent of them were 
reelected last fall. They won their pri- 
mary; they won their general. They 
were reelected. 

Who wasn’t elected as much? The 
people who voted against doing that. 
So the folks who actually voted to 
raise the user fees actually were re- 
elected more than the people who voted 
against it. 

On the Democratic side, in the States 
where they voted to raise the user fees 
to pay just for transportation—not for 
anything else—90 percent of the Demo- 
crats were reelected. More legislators 
were reelected than did not get re- 
elected. So just keep that in mind. 

I have said enough. The majority 
leader is waiting, and I thank him for 
his patience, but here is the long story 
short: There is a need out there. The 
American people expect us to do some- 
thing about it. They want us to work 
together. We need not just to have a 
hat. This can’t be all hat; there has to 
be some cattle. Where is the beef? 
Where is the money to pay for all of 
this stuff? 

I will be back next week to talk 
about it some more, and I thank the 
majority leader for his patience. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 


EEE 
BURMA 


Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, on 
November 8, just a few weeks away, the 
people of Burma will hold national 
elections. This promises to be a mo- 
mentous event for a country many of 
us have studied and followed for a very 
long time—in my own case for over 20 
years. This is going to be a momentous 
election for at least two reasons. 

First, for Burma’s citizens—or for 
many of them, at least—this election 
represents a chance to finally choose 
their own leaders, which is, indeed, a 
rare occurrence in recent Burmese his- 
tory. That is significant in itself, but 
there is another reason these elections 
are so important, because the manner 
in which they are conducted will serve 
as a key indicator of the progress of re- 
form in that country. 

There are some encouraging signs 
that the election will be freer and fair- 
er than what we have seen in the past. 
Unlike recent Burmese elections, for 
example, international election observ- 
ers have been permitted into the coun- 
try. That is an important departure 
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from the past, and it is encouraging. At 
the same time, there have been trou- 
bling signs during the election cycle. 
Allow me to share a few of them with 
you now. 

First, the Constitution was not 
amended prior to the election. As many 
of my colleagues will recall, the Bur- 
mese Constitution unreasonably re- 
stricts who can be a candidate for 
President, a hardly subtle attempt to 
bar the country’s most popular opposi- 
tion figure from even standing for of- 
fice. That is certainly worrying 
enough, but the Burmese Constitution 
goes even further, ensuring an effective 
military veto over constitutional 
change—over, for instance, amend- 
ments about running for the Presi- 
dency by requiring more than three- 
fourths parliamentary support in a leg- 
islature where the Constitution also re- 
serves—listen to this—more than one- 
fourth of the seats for the military. So 
in order to change the Constitution, 
you have to get some military votes 
and obviously, so far, that hasn’t hap- 
pened. 

Allowing appropriate constitutional 
changes to pass through the Par- 
liament would have represented a tan- 
gible demonstration of the Burmese 
Government’s commitment to both po- 
litical reform and to a freer and fairer 
election this November. But when the 
measures were put to a vote on June 25, 
the government’s allies exercised the 
very undemocratic power the Constitu- 
tion grants them to stymie the effort. 

So what kinds of messages do these 
actions send us? They bring the Bur- 
mese Government’s continued commit- 
ment to democracy into question. If 
you were truly committed to democ- 
racy, why would you continue a provi- 
sion like that, which to most of the 
world is simply quite laughable or out- 
rageous? 

They also raise fundamental ques- 
tions about the balloting this fall, in- 
creasing the prospect of an election 
being perceived as something other 
than the will of the people, even if its 
actual conduct proves to be free and 
fair. It is hard to see how that is in 
anybody’s interest. 

The second deeply troubling consid- 
eration is the apparent widespread, if 
not universal, disenfranchisement of 
the Rohingya population. For all the 
ill treatment the Rohingya have had to 
endure in their history, at least they 
had once been able to vote and run for 
office in Burma. They voted and fielded 
a candidate for office in both the 2010 
election and the 1990 election, but, 
alas, no more. 

Reports indicate that otherwise eligi- 
ble Rohingya, more than half a million 
of them, have been systematically de- 
prived of the right to vote and the 
right to stand for election. That poses 
another serious challenge to next 
month’s elections being seen as free 
and fair, and there is another serious 
challenge I would note as well. 
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Finally, while media activity in 
Burma is far more open than it was be- 
fore 2010, there have been troubling 
signs that indicate a recent and wor- 
rying backslide. In fact, just a few days 
ago, news circulated of individuals 
being arrested for Facebook postings. 

These are very disturbing reports. 
Campaigns can be conducted only when 
a free exchange of ideas is permitted. 
Arresting citizens for free expression 
runs directly counter to that idea. It is 
at odds with notions of free speech and 
democracy, and it seems designed to 
send chilling signals to the Burmese 
people. 

It is clear that Burma faces substan- 
tial challenges. From the undemo- 
cratic elements in Burma’s Constitu- 
tion, to the disenfranchisement of the 
Rohingya, to troubling incidents re- 
garding the curtailment of citizens’ 
basic rights, these challenges are sig- 
nificant. They need to be addressed. 

At the same time, we should not 
allow these things to completely over- 
shadow what Burma has accomplished. 
It has actually come a long way in re- 
cent years. There are many positive 
things to be built upon as well. In 
short, there is still hope for Burma’s 
upcoming election. 

Thein Sein’s government has an op- 
portunity to make these last few weeks 
of campaigning as free and as fair as 
possible. The Burmese Government can 
still hold an election that, despite the 
troubling things I mentioned, can be 
embraced by Burmese citizens and the 
international community alike. 

That will mean ensuring these final 
weeks of campaigning are as free and 
as fair as possible. That will mean en- 
suring freedom of expression is pro- 
tected. 

These are the kinds of minimum 
goals that Burmese officials must 
strive toward in the final weeks of the 
campaign season. If the Burmese Gov- 
ernment gets this right, if it ensures as 
free and fair an election as possible, 
with results accepted by competing 
parties, the government, and the mili- 
tary, that would go a long way toward 
reassuring Burma’s friends around the 
globe that it remains committed to po- 
litical reform and progress in the bilat- 
eral relationship. Indeed, both the gov- 
ernment and the military have com- 
mitted to standing by the election re- 
sults. 

Now, let me be clear. While I have al- 
ways approached this relationship and 
the role of sanctions realistically, this 
election is a test the government must 
pass. Simply holding an election with- 
out mass casualties or violence, while 
vitally important, isn’t good enough. 
Let me say that again. Just holding an 
election without mass violence is not 
enough. It has to do a lot more than 
just have the absence of violence. 

As I stated on the Senate floor ear- 
lier this year, if we end up with an 
election not accepted by the Burmese 
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people as reflecting their will, it will 
make further normalization of rela- 
tions—at least as it concerns the legis- 
lative branch of this government— 
much more difficult. It would likely 
hinder further enhancement of U.S.- 
Burma economic ties and military-to- 
military relations. It would likely 
erode confidence in Burma’s reform ef- 
forts. It would also likely make it more 
difficult for the executive branch to in- 
clude Burma in the Generalized System 
of Preferences Program or to enhance 
political military relations. 

Those of us who follow Burma want 
this country to succeed. We want to see 
the government carry out an election 
that is as free and as fair as possible. 
We are prepared to continue doing 
what we can to encourage more posi- 
tive change in that country, and we 
will be realistic about what is possible. 

As I just mentioned, that is the kind 
of approach I have always tried to 
take—a hopeful but still realistic one 
when it comes to this relationship, not 
just on the role of sanctions but also 
on the possible steps toward closer re- 
lations and on the individual programs 
and policies that would aid Burma’s de- 
velopment and capabilities. 

So we are hoping the Burmese Gov- 
ernment gets this right. This is a big 
opportunity to send a signal to the rest 
of the world that Burma has indeed 
truly changed. We are hoping the Bur- 
mese people continue moving along the 
path of greater freedom and greater re- 
form, but whatever the result, Burmese 
Government officials should be assured 
that Burma’s partners in the United 
States and in the international com- 
munity will be watching intently to 
see what happens in the coming weeks 
with a realistic assessment in what 
Burma can achieve. 


EEE 
HEAD START AWARENESS MONTH 


Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I wish to 
express my appreciation to the stu- 
dents, parents, staff, and alumni of the 
Head Start Program and to join them 
in celebrating Head Start Awareness 
Month. The dedicated individuals at 
Head Start have served our Nation’s 
most vulnerable children and families 
for 50 years. 

Since its founding in 1965, this pro- 
gram has provided comprehensive so- 
cial and emotional development serv- 
ices to children from birth to age 5. Be- 
cause of Head Start, many young par- 
ents have been able to get the support 
they need during the crucial first years 
of their child’s life. 

These services go far beyond what 
any parenting book could ever achieve. 
Head Start staff provides real-life guid- 
ance for young parents who, for exam- 
ple, may need the name of a local den- 
tist or help finding adequate housing to 
keep their families healthy and safe. 

In Oregon, we have 336 program loca- 
tions that enrolled more than 13,000 in- 
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dividuals and families last year. You 
can find a Head Start location any- 
where from Clatskanie, OR, all the way 
to Chiloquin. Earlier this month, 
Clatsop County celebrated Head Start’s 
anniversary by holding simultaneous 
block parties at the county’s three lo- 
cations. These Head Start and Early 
Head Start centers are helping Oregon 
families who want to see their children 
reach their full potential. 

The Head Start Program fosters lit- 
eracy and prepares Oregon’s children 
for success in school. Early learning 
through Head Start can put children on 
a path toward high school graduation 
and a better future. In my view, the 
Head Start Program is a critical in- 
vestment in the development of our 
Nation’s youngest children. 

I speak today to honor those who are 
working to make a difference for our 
young people at all the Head Start lo- 
cations in Oregon and across the coun- 
try. I look forward to working with my 
Senate colleagues to continue to sup- 
port early childhood education pro- 
grams like Head Start. 


—— 


NATIONAL FOREST PRODUCTS 
WEEK 


Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture has des- 
ignated this week as National Forest 
Products Week to recognize the impor- 
tant contribution of forest products to 
our economy and environment. This 
week means a great deal to industries 
and employees in the State of Idaho 
and citizens nationally. 

In Idaho alone, forestry, logging, 
wood products, and pulp and paper pro- 
duction support more than 10,600 jobs, 
contribute over $430 million to the 
local economy through wages, and 
produce a value of shipments of over 
$2.6 billion. The industry continues to 
grow and is taking on new and innova- 
tive projects like the development of 
tall wood buildings. Over the past sev- 
eral years, a number of tall wood 
projects have been completed around 
the world, demonstrating successful 
applications of next generation lumber 
and mass timber technologies. Today, 
the concept is gaining traction in the 
U.S.—with more architects opting for a 
sustainable solution for attaining safe, 
cost-effective, and high-performing tall 
buildings in urban dense settings. 

Years of research and real-life experi- 
ence have proven that wood buildings 
can withstand the effects of major wind 
and seismic events. These structures, 
when properly designed and con- 
structed, protect lives and preserve 
building function. Wood buildings are 
durable and can be designed to last a 
lifetime. For example, a mass timber 
system was used in the 1974 rebuild of 
the nine-story Butler Square Building 
in Minneapolis. Heavy timber post and 
beam construction provided an adapt- 
able solution and has allowed the 
building to stand strong since 1900. 
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As we celebrate forest products this 
week, let us all thank and congratulate 
those in the industry for their consid- 
erable contributions to economies the 
world over and their development of 
cutting-edge technologies that create 
better, stronger, and greener buildings. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, during 
National Forest Products Week, I am 
glad to join my colleagues in high- 
lighting the important role that the 
forest products industry plays in Or- 
egon and nationwide. 

Many rural communities throughout 
Oregon were founded on the success of 
the forest products industry. With 
fresh innovations and a focus on sus- 
tainability, the industry continues to 
bolster these communities year after 
year. In Oregon, the industry supports 
more than 37,000 jobs, pumping over $2 
billion in wages directly into local 
economies. Overall, the industry pro- 
duces a combined product value of over 
$7.8 billion. By encouraging a sustain- 
able forest products industry in Oregon 
and across the country, we can help 
strengthen markets for wood products, 
both here and abroad, and continue to 
ensure the success of rural economies. 

When harvested in a_ sustainable 
manner, wood can reduce carbon emis- 
sions, and new state-of-the-art tech- 
nologies using wood as a building ma- 
terial have made timber more fire re- 
sistant and stronger than ever. Wood 
has the potential to contribute vastly 
to a low-carbon economy by locking up 
the carbon that trees draw out of the 
atmosphere when they grow. Wood 
products like cross laminated timber 
also bring down construction costs for 
multiple story buildings in large cities. 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture 
has already recognized a project in my 
hometown of Portland that will dem- 
onstrate the unique benefits of timber 
as a building material for a new age. 
I’m proud that the Agriculture Depart- 
ment gave one of two Tall Wood Build- 
ing Prize Competition awards to Port- 
land, OR, and I’m looking forward to 
seeing the 12-story wood building as a 
new addition to the Portland skyline. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, as we 
come together to celebrate National 
Forest Products Week, I want to high- 
light the impacts and contributions of 
the forest products industry to my 
home State of Oregon. In my State, the 
forest products industry produces over 
37,000 jobs; contributes over $2 billion 
in wages to local economies; and pro- 
duces a combined product value of 
nearly $8 billion. 

Oregon has forest land that covers 
over 29 million acres. We have 72 saw- 
mills, millwork, and treating facilities, 
49 engineered wood and panel products 
facilities, and 11 other types of wood 
products facilities, combining to make 
a total of 132 wood products facilities 
in the State of Oregon. Forest products 
produce $262 million annually in tax 
payments to support the rural and 
local economics in the State of Oregon. 
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Forest products provide a clear value 
both for our economy and for the envi- 
ronment. Currently, America’s forests 
store 2.5 trillion metric tons of carbon 
and capture nearly 13 percent of total 
U.S. CO2 emissions annually. One-half 
of the dry weight of wood is carbon; 
and the lumber, wood products, and the 
wood used in buildings each provide a 
carbon storage system. With advanced 
technologies, we are seeing taller and 
stronger buildings made of wood— 
buildings that will last for generations 
and help move us towards a more sus- 
tainable future. 

In closing, I would like to express my 
support for the forest products indus- 
try and their ongoing efforts to posi- 
tively contribute to the environment 
and submit these comments as part of 
this year’s National Forest Product’s 
Week. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, in support 
of National Forest Products Week, I 
would like to recognize the nearly 
18,000 hard-working men and women 
employed by the forest products indus- 
try in the great State of Maine. 

Maine is home to about 40 wood prod- 
ucts and paper manufacturing facili- 
ties, which contribute over $900 million 
to the economy through jobs and wages 
and over $4 billion in industry ship- 
ments of products, making the forest 
products industry one of the largest 
manufacturing sectors in the State. 

Our Nation’s forests are an essential 
element of our urban and rural land- 
scape. Covering more than 750 million 
acres across America, they create op- 
portunities for recreation and habitats 
for wildlife, and their products play an 
integral role in our daily lives. 

As the only renewable building mate- 
rial, wood requires less energy to 
transport, construct, and produce in 
comparison to alternative building ma- 
terials. By increasing the use of wood 
products in construction, we have the 
opportunity to reduce greenhouse 
emissions and improve the environ- 
mental performance of buildings. De- 
sign and building professionals are in- 
creasingly recognizing wood’s environ- 
mental attributes and helping to create 
strong markets for wood products. 

The industry continues to grow and 
is taking on new and innovative 
projects like the development of tall 
wood buildings. Over the past several 
years, a number of tall wood projects 
have been completed around the world, 
demonstrating successful applications 
of next generation lumber and mass 
timber technologies. Today, the con- 
cept is gaining traction in the U.S., 
with more architects opting for a sus- 
tainable solution for attaining safe, 
cost-effective, high-performing tall 
buildings. 

Even with the advances of digital 
communications, paper also continues 
to play a valuable role in our daily 
lives: from enhancing education 
through written communications to 
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capturing and preserving life’s most 
memorable moments. In my State, I 
continually hear from men and women 
for whom paper is not only a pref- 
erence, but for some, a necessity. 
Forty-one percent of Americans over 65 
years of age do not use the internet. 
Eliminating paper as an option for 
vital government communications— 
like the IRS tax instruction manual— 
impedes access to critical information 
every citizen has a right to receive. 

Thank you for the opportunity to 
recognize the hard-working men and 
women employed by the forest prod- 
ucts industry in Maine. I ask my col- 
leagues to join me in celebrating Na- 
tional Forest Products Week and re- 
flect on the positive economic, social, 
and environmental impacts paper and 
forest products have on our everyday 
lives. 

Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, I wish to 
recognize the important role of the for- 
est products industry as we celebrate 
National Forest Products Week. 

Montana’s forests are a treasured 
part of our State’s heritage which 
many of us hold so dear—not only are 
Montana’s forests where we hunt, fish, 
explore, and live, but our forest prod- 
ucts industry provides thousands of 
jobs for Montana families and a boost 
to our State’s economy. 

Sadly, many forest products jobs in 
Montana have been lost this year in 
large part due to an insufficient supply 
of logs from Federal lands. I’m fighting 
for commonsense reforms to restore ac- 
tive management across Montana so 
we can get more Montanans back to 
work, improve forest health, increase 
access to public lands, and provide 
much-needed sustainable revenues to 
our forested counties. These reforms 
must give the Forest Service the tools 
and resources it needs to increase re- 
sponsible timber harvests and protect 
their work from obstructionist tactics 
that continue to encumber a substan- 
tial portion of the timber volume from 
Montana’s national forests. Congress 
should enact these reforms swiftly. 

Further, as we seek to improve the 
performance of our buildings, we 
should encourage the use of wood in 
the construction of Federal and other 
commercial buildings. Montana is 
home to approximately 5 engineered 
and panel products facilities and 12 
sawmills, millwork, and treatment fa- 
cilities that employ several thousand 
people across the State. These facili- 
ties are working to advance innovative 
new technologies, for example, cross 
laminated timber. I am proud to have 
SmartLam, Inc., the very first and 
only manufacturer of cross laminated 
timber, CLT, products in the U.S. lo- 
cated in the great State of Montana. 

CLT products are creating opportuni- 
ties in the U.S. to build taller wood 
buildings. Advancements in new tech- 
nology utilizing engineered ‘‘mass tim- 
ber” panels are creating new possibili- 
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ties for wood. This concept is gaining 
momentum in the U.S. as many suc- 
cessful demonstration projects have 
been built and proven to be a safe and 
cost-effective solution in urban dense 
settings. With more than 17 tall wood 
buildings of seven stories or more hav- 
ing been built around the world serving 
as demonstration projects, building of- 
ficials, designers, contractors, and con- 
sumers are increasingly confident in 
the safety of these buildings. 

I want to thank the individuals in 
the forest products industry for their 
important contributions to my home 
State and for their efforts to expand 
tall wood building projects across the 
Nation. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
wish to join my colleagues in support 
of the 55th National Forest Products 
Week and to recognize the more than 
26,000 hard-working men and women 
that work in the forest products sector 
in Michigan. 

Forests in Michigan and nationwide 
help Keep our air and water clean, pro- 
vide wildlife habitats, and places for 
recreation. These forests aren’t just an 
environmental treasure; they are an 
economic powerhouse. Michigan is 
home to nearly 200 businesses that 
manufacture everything from office 
paper to wood pellets for home heating. 
Nationwide, our forests provide more 
than 900,000 jobs, creating almost $240 
billion in economic output every year. 

This economic activity leads to new 
opportunities in rural communities 
around the country. That’s one reason 
why, as chairwoman of the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry, I worked with a bipar- 
tisan group of lawmakers to ensure the 
2014 farm bill strengthened forestry 
programs and helped bolster rural eco- 
nomic development. 

Forest product companies are also 
leaders in the effort to increase recy- 
cling. Today, 96 percent of all commu- 
nities across the country have access 
to curbside or drop-off paper recycling 
programs. On top of that, the millions 
of Americans who recycle at home, 
work, and school have helped recover 
more than 60 percent of the paper con- 
sumed in the U.S. in each of the last 3 
years. Picture this: each day our paper 
companies around the country recycle 
enough paper to fill a 15-mile-long box- 
car train. 

That type of leadership is great news 
for our planet and has some serious 
economic savings as well. Already 
more than 110 mills around the country 
are making paper using only recovered 
materials. And efforts are on track to 
recover more than 70 percent of all 
paper used by 2020. At the same time, 
paper can only be recycled a limited 
number of times, so it’s important that 
steps are taken to ensure sustainable 
production of paper and forest products 
from our renewable forest resources. 
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Forest products can also help us be- 
come more energy independent. Manu- 
facturers across the industry now use 
carbon neutral biomass that comes 
from forest waste—materials like bark, 
wood scraps, byproducts, and other un- 
usable products—to help power their 
plants, reduce emissions, and save en- 
ergy. 

For all these reasons, I am proud to 
serve as co-chair of the Paper and 
Packaging Caucus with my colleague 
from Arkansas, Senator BOOZMAN. 

Thank you for the opportunity to 
recognize the hard-working profes- 
sionals of the forest products industry 
in the great State of Michigan. I would 
urge my colleagues to join me in cele- 
brating National Forest Products Week 
and applaud the thousands of hard- 
working Americans who are working 
hard every day to keep America as the 
leader in forest products. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to recognize National For- 
est Products Week and the many 
women and men in Arkansas who rely 
on forestry and the forest products in- 
dustry. 

As co-chair of the Paper and Pack- 
aging Caucus, I am glad to work with 
my fellow co-chairs—Senator DEBBIE 
STABENOW and Representatives REID 
RIBBLE and GWEN GRAHAM—to high- 
light the role that this vital industry 
plays in our country. 

About 25,000 Arkansans are directly 
employed in the forestry and forest 
products sector. Arkansas is home to 
over 100 wood products, paper, and 
packaging manufacturing facilities 
that make nearly $7 billion in products 
each year. Large and small employers 
dot the Arkansas landscape. I regularly 
hear from and meet with Arkansas 
families who earn a living and make 
great products at places like Green Bay 
Packaging, Domtar, Deltic Timber, and 
Georgia-Pacific. Every year, I meet 
with family tree farmers and small 
business operators who rely on our for- 
estry sector to build a successful fu- 
ture. And I track and support efforts to 
responsibly manage and utilize our re- 
newable Federal forest resources. Ac- 
cording to the University of Arkansas, 
the forest and forest products industry 
produces $2.3 billion in wages that are 
pumped into the Arkansas economy 
each year. This economic activity cre- 
ates and supports countless other jobs. 

I also serve as the co-chair of the 
Senate Recycling Caucus. In this dual 
capacity, I have seen the forest prod- 
ucts industry’s success in pairing eco- 
nomic growth with respect for the en- 
vironment. The industry is making 
great strides in promoting sustain- 
ability and energy conservation, espe- 
cially by using carbon neutral biomass, 
which meets about two-thirds of the in- 
dustry’s energy needs. Other successes 
include boosting exports and encour- 
aging recycling. Paper recycling pro- 
grams now reach 96 percent of the 
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American people, and the industry is 
on target to recover and recycle about 
70 percent of its products in the next 
few years. 

At the same time, the industry is fac- 
ing challenges—from problems with 
our transportation policies and infra- 
structure to a regulatory maze that is 
too difficult and costly to navigate. 
Here in Congress, we need to solve 
these challenges together, through 
common sense, cooperation, negotia- 
tion, an open process, and a clear-eyed 
analysis of the facts. 

We also need to support the industry 
as it transitions. While more informa- 
tion is available digitally, paper and 
packaging products are still indispen- 
sable to our modern economy. For ex- 
ample, many Americans, particularly 
those in rural settings or with limited 
resources or computer skills, have dif- 
ficulty accessing information digitally. 
That’s why in general, and particularly 
at government agencies, the format of 
information should be a consumer 
choice. 

In conclusion, paper, packaging, and 
other wood products are at the heart of 
modern life and a modern economy. I 
am glad to join my colleagues in cele- 
brating National Forest Products 
Week. These recyclable and renewable 
resources make our lives better, and 
forestry is truly an Arkansas success 
story—and an American success story. 
Thank you. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 
would like to join Senator CRAPO and 
my colleagues in recognizing National 
Forest Products Week and in recog- 
nizing the men and women of the forest 
products industry for their contribu- 
tions to our Nation and, in particular, 
my home State of Washington. 

The forest products industry employs 
nearly 30,000 people in Washington, 
contributing $1.9 billion dollars in jobs 
and wages. Employees work both in 
wood products facilities and in paper 
manufacturing; and these facilities, 
and the jobs and wages they create, 
have been a dynamic part of our econ- 
omy. 

I would like to commend the indus- 
try for its recent technological ad- 
vances and for continually looking to- 
ward the future. Forest products have 
contributed greatly to improvements 
in energy efficiency in buildings and 
their overall environmental perform- 
ance. I am particularly excited about 
new ‘‘mass timber” technologies, such 
as cross laminated timber, CLT, that 
are now opening an entirely new suite 
of opportunities. New technologies cre- 
ate new markets for wood and healthy 
working forests. 

Throughout our State, there is great 
interest in CLT. We are already seeing 
this new product bringing innovation 
to the design and construction of build- 
ings. Tall wood buildings are now being 
built around the world. The U.S. mar- 
ket is ripe for applying this new tech- 
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nology to new construction. I appre- 
ciate the support that the administra- 
tion is providing for builders that want 
to use CLT. I expect to see an increase 
in the use of CLT and an increase in 
the number of facilities that create it. 

Our forests and forest products play 
an important role in sequestering and 
storing carbon. The use of wood in 
buildings provides a great opportunity 
to make our buildings more environ- 
mentally and energy efficient. This is a 
great example of the use of forest prod- 
ucts creating a healthier economy and 
environment. 

Even though I have talked so much 
about CLT, I would like to commend 
the men and women who comprise this 
industry for their many contributions 
in Washington and around the U.S. 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I appre- 
ciate this opportunity to recognize the 
men and women of the forest products 
industry as we celebrate National For- 
est Products Week. These folks rep- 
resent a critical part of my State’s out- 
door heritage and economy. 

The forestry and forest products in- 
dustries support nearly 5,000 jobs in 
Montana and generate approximately 
$22 million in State and local taxes. 
Today, Montana is home to 20 facilities 
that rely on forest products, from saw- 
mills to engineered wood and panel 
production sites. In a time of increased 
global competition, when the U.S. For- 
est Service has to spend over half its 
budget on wildfire costs instead of 
managing our forests, the men and 
women who work in this industry de- 
serve our support. These are the folks 
who cut trees, transport them from the 
forest to mills, process lumber, and 
make a wide variety of products that 
we use every day. I remain committed 
to pursuing sound forestry and trade 
policies that will ensure this important 
industry can compete fairly, contribute 
to sustainable forest management, and 
continue to provide good jobs in Mon- 
tana. 

The forest products industry is also 
looking forward to find new ways to 
put our wood fiber to good use and cre- 
ate additional value for local econo- 
mies in Montana. In Whitefish, 
SmartLam, Inc. is the first manufac- 
turer of cross laminated timber, CLT, 
products in the Nation. This Montana 
company is on the cutting edge of engi- 
neered-wood technology for building 
construction materials. SmartLam is 
producing more than a million board 
feet of CLT products a month and 
hopes to open a new facility due to in- 
creasing demand. These products can 
aid in the construction of taller, more 
fire-safe wood buildings and help re- 
duce the carbon footprint of the con- 
struction process. Innovative wood 
construction systems are flexible and 
can be easily combined with other 
building materials, offering alter- 
natives for construction in urban areas 
while supporting sustainable develop- 
ment in rural communities. 
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In addition to providing good jobs, 
the forest products industry plays a 
key role in the sustainable manage- 
ment of the more than 25 million acres 
of forests in Montana. Most of the for- 
ested lands in Montana are managed by 
the U.S. Forest Service. We have seen 
industry come together with a wide 
array of stakeholders in Montana to 
develop collaborative recommenda- 
tions for projects aimed at supporting 
local economies, improving forest 
health, reducing wildfire risks, and re- 
storing watersheds. On private lands, 
industry has partnered with conserva- 
tion organizations to keep forested 
lands forested as development pres- 
sures have grown. 

In addition to National Forest Prod- 
ucts Week, this week also marks the 
fifth annual Montana Forest Products 
Week. There is no better time to say 
thanks to the folks who work in Mon- 
tana’s forest products industry. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to speak today about the many 
contributions of the forest products in- 
dustry, as we recognize their important 
work during National Forest Products 
Week. 

Wood products play a significant role 
in our economy. The U.S. wood prod- 
ucts industry employs more than 
548,000 people in manufacturing and 
forestry, and U.S. private forest owners 
support 2.4 million jobs and $87 billion 
in payroll. In Maine, there are a num- 
ber of wood products manufacturing fa- 
cilities, including sawmills, millwork, 
and treatment plants, engineered wood 
and panel product facilities, and paper 
mills. 

The environmental benefits associ- 
ated with wood products—from renew- 
ability to responsible forest practices 
to a light carbon footprint—are helping 
to strengthen markets for wood prod- 
ucts, in turn stabilizing the wood in- 
dustry’s ability to create jobs and sup- 
port local economies. Moreover, sus- 
tainable forest management practices 
in the United States maintain impor- 
tant forest values such as biodiversity 
and wildlife habitat. Strong markets 
for wood products provide a financial 
incentive for landowners to invest in 
their forests and keep them healthy for 
future generations. 

Design and building professionals are 
increasingly recognizing wood’s envi- 
ronmental attributes and helping to 
create strong markets for wood prod- 
ucts. Over the past several years, a 
number of tall wood projects have been 
completed around the world, dem- 
onstrating successful applications of 
next generation technologies. Today, 
the concept is gaining traction in the 
United States where more architects 
are opting for a sustainable solution 
for attaining safe, cost-effective, high- 
performing tall buildings, particularly 
in urban dense settings. As the only re- 
newable building material, wood re- 
quires less energy to transport, con- 
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struct, and produce than other building 
materials. 

In closing, I encourage my colleagues 
to support policies that maintain and 
grow strong markets for wood prod- 
ucts. As we celebrate National Forest 
Products Week, I thank the employers 
and employees of the forest products 
industry for their contributions to 
Maine and the Nation. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, in support 
of National Forest Products Week, I 
would like to recognize the more than 
25,000 hard-working men and women 
employed by the forest products indus- 
try in the great State of South Caro- 
lina. With an annual payroll of almost 
$1.7 billion and an estimated value of 
products manufactured in the State ex- 
ceeding $9 billion, the forest products 
industry is among the largest manufac- 
turing sectors in my State and the 
largest valued agricultural crop. 

This is the 55th consecutive year that 
we are recognizing the forest products 
industry for its contributions to our 
economy and to sustainable manufac- 
turing. The world has changed a lot 
since the first National Forest Prod- 
ucts Week in 1960 and so has the indus- 
try. 

Over the last few years, with new ad- 
vancements in lumber and mass timber 
technologies, the U.S. has begun inno- 
vative projects to build tall wood 
buildings. Over 17 tall wood buildings 
with over seven stories or more have 
been built around the world, which 
served as demonstration projects. Due 
to the success of these tall wood build- 
ings, contractors and consumers are 
more confident than ever in the safety 
and high performance of these build- 
ings. Additionally, with the right safe- 
ty measures, tall wood buildings can be 
designed to meet and exceed fire safety 
requirements. 

Wood buildings are durable and can 
be designed to last a lifetime. Years of 
real-life experiences and research have 
shown that wood buildings can also 
withstand effects of major wind and 
seismic events. When designed and con- 
structed properly, these structures are 
high performing and provide the nec- 
essary strength and ductility to pre- 
serve building function and provide life 
safety protection. 

Similarly, paper and packaging prod- 
ucts have grown with the demands of a 
21st century global economy. Made 
from a recyclable and renewable re- 
source, paper and paper-based pack- 
aging transport food, medicine, and 
manufactured goods faster, further, 
safer, and more environmentally 
friendly than ever before. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in 
celebrating National Forest Products 
Week and reflect on the sustainable 
uses of America’s forests and the im- 
portant contributions they make to 
our economy and our national life. 

Mr. RISCH. Mr. President, I wish to 
honor National Forest Products Week. 
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I would simply like to express my sup- 
port for newly available and continu- 
ously evolving opportunities to build 
with wood. 

In the State of Idaho, the forest prod- 
ucts industry makes significant con- 
tributions to our local, State, and na- 
tional economies. In Idaho alone, we 
have 19 sawmills, millwork, and treat- 
ing facilities and 4 facilities making 
engineered wood and panel products. 
These products are increasingly used in 
buildings all around the globe. 

AS we all know, U.S. and global popu- 
lations are rapidly growing. Over the 
past several years, a number of tall 
wood projects have been completed 
around the world, demonstrating suc- 
cessful applications of next generation 
lumber and mass timber technologies. 

Today, the concept is gaining trac- 
tion in the United States. More archi- 
tects are opting for a sustainable solu- 
tion to attain safe, cost-effective, high- 
performing tall buildings in urban 
dense settings—many of these projects 
already do or will use engineered wood 
products. 

With more than 17 tall wood build- 
ings of seven stories or more having 
been built around the world serving as 
demonstration projects, building offi- 
cials, designers, contractors, and con- 
sumers are more confident than ever in 
the safety of these buildings. 

Thank you for this opportunity to 
recognize the many forest products fa- 
cilities and employers in my home 
State that are helping make these tall 
wood building projects become a re- 
ality. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE TO OTTO MERIDA 


e Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, today, I 
wish to congratulate Otto Merida on 
his retirement after nearly 40 years of 
service to the Las Vegas Latin Cham- 
ber of Commerce. It gives me great 
pleasure to recognize his years of hard 
work and dedication to Las Vegas’ His- 
panic business community. I am proud 
to call Otto a friend. 

Otto was born in Havana, Cuba, and 
came to the United States in the early 
1960s through a historic U.S. mission in 
Cuba known as Operation Peter Pan. 
He attended high school in Wil- 
mington, DE, and received an associate 
degree from North Florida Junior Col- 
lege and a bachelor’s degree in political 
science from the University of Florida. 
After graduating, he worked with Vol- 
unteers In Service to America, VISTA, 
in Massachusetts as a community orga- 
nizer and social worker. He then left 
VISTA and worked for the Fitchburg 
Chamber of Commerce. 

He later came to Las Vegas in 1974 
and began working for Nevada’s De- 
partment of Education and the Com- 
prehensive Employment and Training 
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Program. As someone who has traveled 
to Cuba and spent time with the peo- 
ple, I recognize the importance of nor- 
malizing some relations with this 
country. This is why I support lifting 
travel restrictions to and from Cuba. I 
am proud to see Otto represent his 
country in such a positive manner 
within our Nevada community. Begin- 
ning in 1976, Otto helped organize Las 
Vegas’ Latin Chamber of Commerce, 
LCC, and in 1978 became the executive 
director. In 2005, he was named presi- 
dent and chief executive officer of the 
LCC and the LCC Community Founda- 
tion. This successful body now has over 
13,000 members and is the premier 
Latin chamber serving the great State 
of Nevada. Iam grateful that our State 
has had someone like Otto leading this 
incredible organization for so many 
years. He is one of a kind and will be 
missed. 

Without a doubt, Otto’s work has had 
a great impact on Las Vegas’ Hispanic 
businesses both large and small. 
Through his unwavering commitment, 
the Hispanic business community con- 
tinues to grow and prosper. Otto has 
not only worked to build Las Vegas’ 
Hispanic businesses in times of eco- 
nomic stability, but also helped to 
keep hard-working southern Nevada 
businessowners on their feet in times 
of great downturn. Along with his work 
to support local businesses, he has also 
focused on philanthropic work, helping 
foster young Hispanic leaders through 
the Latino Youth Leadership Con- 
ference since 1993. In addition, he has 
contributed greatly in helping to grow 
scholarship funds to go towards higher 
education for Las Vegas’ Hispanic 
youth. This community is fortunate 
that Otto has served as an ally and 
leader for decades. To say he has had a 
positive impact on Las Vegas’ Hispanic 
business community would be an un- 
derstatement. The strong foundation 
he has built will be felt for years to 
come. 

I ask my colleagues and all Nevadans 
to join me in thanking Otto for his 
dedication to both Las Vegas’ Hispanic 
business community and the LCC and 
in congratulating him on his retire- 
ment. He exemplifies the highest 
standards of leadership and service and 
should be proud of his long and mean- 
ingful career. I wish him well in all of 
his future endeavors.e 


———— 


TRIBUTE TO WALTER GALVIN 


e Ms. McCASKILL. Mr. President, 
today I would like to recognize and 
thank Walter Galvin for his years of 
service with Emerson, a great em- 
ployer for 125 years in the State of Mis- 
souri. Walt joined Emerson in 1973 and 
has had an enormous impact on the 
company and the St. Louis community. 

Walt’s service with Emerson began as 
the controller at the Ridge Tool sub- 
sidiary. In 1993, he was named chief fi- 
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nancial officer of Emerson and served 
in this role for 17 years. During his 
time as CFO, he served as a manage- 
ment member of Emerson’s Board of 
Directors and as vice chairman. Walt 
retired from Emerson in February of 
2013, but worked for Emerson for an- 
other 2 years to lend his expertise and 
knowledge to the next generation of 
company leaders. 

Walt’s experience working at Emer- 
son provided him with the insight nec- 
essary to influence positive change in 
U.S. lawmaking. In 2004, he was di- 
rectly involved in the passage of the 
American Jobs Creation Act, which in- 
cluded many provisions intended to 
incentivize and expand domestic manu- 
facturing. He appeared as a witness 
many times before committees in the 
House and Senate, shedding light on 
the struggle American companies face 
in such a competitive international en- 
vironment and lending his expertise to 
discussions of our Tax Code and com- 
prehensive tax reform. 

He served as a member of the Board 
Of Directors of the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce and as vice chairman and 
later, chairman of the Chamber’s tax 
committee in Washington, DC. He also 
served on the board of the National As- 
sociation of Manufacturers, NAM, and, 
for a time, as the chairman of NAM’s 
tax committee. Other companies such 
as Ameren Corporation, F.M. Global 
Insurance, and Aegion Corporation also 
count Walt as a director. 

In addition to his service to Emerson 
and broader policy discussions, Walt 
was active in charitable endeavors in 
the St. Louis community. He served on 
the board of Interco Charitable Foun- 
dation, the United Way of Greater St. 
Louis, and is the past president of the 
Saint Louis Zoo Association and Car- 
dinal Glennon Children’s Hospital. 

St. Louis and the entire State of Mis- 
souri are very lucky to have such a 
dedicated community leader making a 
difference on a local, State, and na- 
tional level. I ask all of my colleagues 
to join me in recognizing Walter 
Galvin’s impact on American busi- 
nesses and leaders nationwide.e 


EE 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 


At 10:04 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House has agreed to 
the amendment of the Senate to the 
bill (H.R. 3116) to extend by 15 years 
the authority of the Secretary of Com- 
merce to conduct the quarterly finan- 
cial report program. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

At 10:46 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bill: 

H.R. 3116. An act to extend by 15 years the 
authority of the Secretary of Commerce to 
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conduct the quarterly financial report pro- 
gram. 

The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. HATCH). 


At 10:54 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, without amendment: 

S. 1862. An act to amend title XI of the So- 
cial Security Act to clarify waiver authority 
regarding programs of all-inclusive care for 
the elderly (PACE programs). 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bill, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.R. 692. An act to ensure the payment of 
interest and principal of the debt of the 
United States. 

At 1:42 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 10. An act to reauthorize the Scholar- 
ships for Opportunity and Results Act, and 
for other purposes. 


———— 


MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 


The following bill was read the sec- 
ond time, and placed on the calendar: 

S. 2193. A bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to increase penalties for 
individuals who illegally reenter the United 
States after being removed and for other 
purposes. 


EE 


MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 


The following bill was read the first 
time: 

S. 2200. A bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to strengthen equal 
pay requirements. 


EE 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, and were referred as indicated: 


EC-3238. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Pesticides; Agricultural Worker Pro- 
tection Standard Revisions” ((RIN2070-AJ22) 
(FRL No. 9931-81)) received during adjourn- 
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on October 9, 2015; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

EC-3239. A communication from the Chair- 
man and Chief Executive Officer, Farm Cred- 
it Administration, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to the Administra- 
tion’s 2015 compensation program adjust- 
ments; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry. 
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EC-3240. A communication from the Acting 
Director of the Legislative Affairs Division, 
Natural Resources Conservation Service, De- 
partment of Agriculture, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“NRCS Procedures for Granting Equitable 
Relief’? (RIN0578-AA57) received during ad- 
journment of the Senate in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 15, 2015; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC-3241. A communication from the Asso- 
ciate Administrator of the Fruit and Vege- 
table Programs, Agricultural Marketing 
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled “Olives Grown in California; In- 
creased Assessment Rate” (Docket No. AMS- 
FV-140105) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 19, 2015; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC-3242. A communication from the Asso- 
ciate Administrator of the Fruit and Vege- 
table Programs, Agricultural Marketing 
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Clarification of United States 
Antitrust Laws, Immunity, and Liability 
Under Marketing Order Programs” (Docket 
No. AMS-FV-140072) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on October 19, 
2015; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry. 

EC-3243. A communication from the Asso- 
ciate Administrator of the Cotton and To- 
bacco Program, Agricultural Marketing 
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘“‘Cotton Research and Promotion 
Program: Procedures for Conduct of Sign-up 
Period? (Docket No. AMS-CN-12-0059) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 19, 2015; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-3244. A communication from the Chief 
Counsel, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Department of Homeland Security, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Suspension of Community 
Eligibility” (44 CFR Part 64) (Docket No. 
FEMA-2015-0001)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 19, 
2015; to the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs. 

EC-3245. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Director for Legislative Affairs, Bureau 
of Consumer Financial Protection, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Amendments Relating to Small 
Creditors and Rural or Underserved Areas 
Under the Truth in Lending Act (Regulation 
Z)? (RIN8170-AA48) received during adjourn- 
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on October 13, 2015; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs . 

EC-3246. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to the export to the 
People’s Republic of China of items not det- 
rimental to the U.S. space launch industry; 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC-3247. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Office of Surface Mining Reclamation 
and Enforcement, Department of the Inte- 
rior, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Kentucky Regulatory 
Program” ((SATS No. KY-253-FOR) (Docket 
No. OSM-2009-0014)) received during adjourn- 
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on October 14, 2015; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 
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EC-3248. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Office of Surface Mining Reclamation 
and Enforcement, Department of the Inte- 
rior, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Ohio Regulatory Pro- 
gram” ((SATS No. OH-254-FOR) (Docket No. 
OSM-2012-0012)) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 14, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC-8249. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Director, Office of Surface Mining Rec- 
lamation and Enforcement, Department of 
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Pennsylvania 
Regulatory Program” ((SATS No. PA-154- 
FOR) (Docket No. OSM-2010-0002)) received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on Octo- 
ber 14, 2015; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

EC-3250. A communication from the Divi- 
sion of Legislative Affairs and Correspond- 
ence, Bureau of Land Management, Depart- 
ment of the Interior , transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the final map and corridor boundary 
description for the Crooked Wild and Scenic 
River, Segment B, in Oregon; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC-8251. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Director, Office of Surface Mining Rec- 
lamation and Enforcement, Department of 
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the 2012 Annual Report for the Office of Sur- 
face Mining Reclamation and Enforcement; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

EC-3252. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple- 
mentation Plans; Arizona, Phoenix-Mesa; 
2008 Ozone Standard Requirements’? (FRL 
No. 9935-56-Region 9) received during ad- 
journment of the Senate in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 9, 2015; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-3253. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air 
Quality Implementation Plans; Delaware; 
Low Emission Vehicle Program” (FRL No. 
9935-58-Region 3) received during adjourn- 
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on October 9, 2015; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-3254. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Air Plan Approval; Minnesota; Infra- 
structure SIP Requirements for the 2008 
Ozone, 2010 NO2, 2010 SO2, and 2012 PM2.5 
NAAQS” (FRL No. 9935-17-Region 5) received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on Octo- 
ber 9, 2015; to the Committee on Environ- 
ment and Public Works. 

EC-3255. A communication from the Chief 
of the Endangered Species Listing Branch, 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of the 
Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Endangered and 
Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Designation 
of Critical Habitat for Diplacus vanden- 
bergensis (Vandenberg Monkeyflower)”’ 
(RIN1018-A Z33) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 14, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 


October 22, 2015 


EC-3256. A communication from the Chief 
of the Endangered Species Listing Branch, 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of the 
Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘Endangered and 
Threatened Wildlife and Plants; 4(d) Rule for 
the Georgetown Salamander”? (RIN1018- 
BA82) received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 14, 2015; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-3257. A communication from the Acting 
Chief of the Endangered Species Listing 
Branch, Fish and Wildlife Service, Depart- 
ment of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Endan- 
gered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; 
Endangered Species Status for Trichomanes 
punctatum ssp. floridanum (Florida Bristle 
Fern)? (RIN1018-AY97) received during ad- 
journment of the Senate in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 14, 2015; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub- 
lic Works. 

EC-3258. A communication from the Acting 
Chief of the Endangered Species Listing 
Branch, Fish and Wildlife Service, Depart- 
ment of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Endan- 
gered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; 
Designation of Critical Habitat for the Da- 
kota Skipper and Poweshiek Skipperling”’ 
(RIN1018-AZ58) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 14, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-3259. A communication from the Acting 
Chief of the Endangered Species Listing 
Branch, Fish and Wildlife Service, Depart- 
ment of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Endan- 
gered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; 
Endangered Status for 16 Species and 
Threatened Status for 7 Species in Micro- 
nesia” (RIN1018-BA138) received during ad- 
journment of the Senate in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 14, 2015; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub- 
lic Works. 

EC-3260. A communication from the Prin- 
cipal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Fish 
and Wildlife and Parks, Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Department of the Interior, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘2015-2016 Refuge-Specific Hunting 
and Sport Fishing Regulations’? (RIN1018- 
BA57) received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 14, 2015; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-3261. A communication from the Chief 
of the Foreign Species Branch, Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Endangered and Threatened 
Wildlife and Plants; Listing the Honduran 
Emerald Hummingbird (Amazilia luciae)” 
(RIN1018-A Y64) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 14, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-3262. A communication from the Wild- 
life Biologist, Fish and Wildlife Service, De- 
partment of the Interior, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Migratory Bird Hunting; Migratory Bird 
Hunting Regulations on Certain Federal In- 
dian Reservations and Ceded Lands for the 
2015-16 Early Season” (RIN1018-BA67) re- 
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
October 14, 2015; to the Committee on Envi- 
ronment and Public Works. 


October 22, 2015 


EC-3263. A communication from the Wild- 
life Biologist, Fish and Wildlife Service, De- 
partment of the Interior, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Migratory Bird Hunting; Early Seasons and 
Bag and Possession Limits for Certain Mi- 
gratory Game Birds in the Contiguous 
United States, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, 
and the Virgin Islands” (RIN1018-BA67) re- 
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
October 14, 2015; to the Committee on Envi- 
ronment and Public Works. 

EC-3264. A communication from the Wild- 
life Biologist, Fish and Wildlife Service, De- 
partment of the Interior, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Migratory Bird Hunting; Final Frameworks 
for Early-Season Migratory Bird Hunting 
Regulations” (RIN1018-BA67) received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 14, 
2015; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC-3265. A communication from the Wild- 
life Biologist, Fish and Wildlife Service, De- 
partment of the Interior, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Migratory Bird Hunting; Migratory Bird 
Hunting Regulations on Certain Federal In- 
dian Reservations and Ceded Lands for the 
2015-16 Late Season’’ (RIN1018-BA67) re- 
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
October 14, 2015; to the Committee on Envi- 
ronment and Public Works. 

EC-3266. A communication from the Wild- 
life Biologist, Fish and Wildlife Service, De- 
partment of the Interior, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Migratory Bird Hunting; Late Seasons and 
Bag Possession Limits for Certain Migratory 
Game Birds” (RIN1018-BA67) received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 14, 
2015; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC-3267. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Visas: 
Documentation of Nonimmigrants under the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, as Amend- 
ed” (RIN1400-AD17) received during adjourn- 
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on October 14, 2015; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-3268. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report consistent with the Authoriza- 
tion for Use of Military Force Against Iraq 
Resolution of 2002 (P.L. 107-243) and the Au- 
thorization for the Use of Force Against Iraq 
Resolution of 1991 (P.L. 102-1) for the June 
15, 2015-August 14, 2015 reporting period; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-3269. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to section 36(c) of the 
Arms Export Control Act (DDTC 15-069); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-3270. A communication from the Ad- 
ministrator, National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the Administration’s FAIR Act 2012 and 
2013 Commercial Activities Inventories, the 
FAIR Act 2012 and 2018 Inherently Govern- 
ment Inventories, and the 2012 and 2013 FAIR 
Act Executive Summary; to the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs. 

EC-3271. A communication from the Gen- 
eral Counsel, Federal Retirement Thrift In- 
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vestment Board, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Default In- 
vestment Fund” (5 CFR Part 1600; 5 CFR 
Part 1601; 5 CFR Part 1651) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 19, 2015; to the Committee on Home- 
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

EC-8272. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Chief of the Cybersecurity and Commu- 
nications Reliability Division, Public Safety 
and Homeland Security Bureau, Federal 
Communications Commission, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Ensuring Continuity of 911 Communica- 
tions”? ((FCC 15-98) (PS Docket No. 14-174)) 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 18, 2015; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3273. A communication from the Gen- 
eral Counsel, National Science Foundation, 
transmitting draft legislation entitled ‘‘Ant- 
arctic Nongovernmental Activity Prepared- 
ness Act of 2015’’; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3274. A communication from the Chief 
of Staff, Media Bureau, Federal Communica- 
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend- 
ment of Section 73.1216 of the Commission’s 
Rules Related to Broadcast Licensee-Con- 
ducted Contests’? ((FCC 15-118) (MB Docket 
No. 14226)) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 1, 2015; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 


ES 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The following petitions and memo- 
rials were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM-78. A resolution adopted by the Sen- 
ate of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
urging the United States Congress to take 
all necessary action to prohibit any force 
structure changes, to prohibit any transfer 
of AH-64 Apache helicopters from the Na- 
tional Guard, and maintain the Army Na- 
tional Guard at 350,200 soldiers until the Na- 
tional Commission on the Future of the 
Army has reported its findings to Congress 
in February 2016; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

SENATE RESOLUTION No. 149 

Whereas, The United States Army plans to 
transfer all National Guard AH-64 Apache 
helicopters to active duty as part of the 
United States Army’s Restructuring Initia- 
tive; and 

Whereas, The United States Army has 
marked Pennsylvania’s 55th Armored Bri- 
gade Combat Team (ABCT) for inactivation; 
and 

Whereas, The 55th ABCT is headquartered 
in Scranton, extends over the eastern por- 
tion of Pennsylvania and approximately 3,500 
Pennsylvanians serve with the 55th ABCT; 
and 

Whereas, Congress established the Na- 
tional Commission on the Future of the 
Army, which is tasked with completing an 
independent study on the proper size, force 
mixture and force generation requirements 
for the army, and this commission is re- 
quired to report its findings during February 
2016; and 

Whereas, This comprehensive assessment 
will provide Congressional members the op- 
portunity to review and legislate in response 
to the commission’s recommendations; and 

Whereas, There are 24 AH-64 Apache heli- 
copters authorized for the Pennsylvania 
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Army National Guard (PAARNG) with a sig- 
nificant portion of the allotment stationed 
at the John Murtha Johnstown-Cambria 
County Airport; and 

Whereas, Transferring the Apache heli- 
copters would result in the loss of 350 part- 
time personnel from the 1-104th Attack Bat- 
talion and the stationing of PAARNG is an 
important economic driver in the Johnstown 
area with an estimated impact of nearly $45 
million; and 

Whereas, The economic necessity and the 
maintenance of critical national defense 
units in the Johnstown area, including the 1- 
104th Attack Battalion PAARNG and its 
complement of Apache helicopters, dictates 
that the United States Army reverse its de- 
cision to redeploy the helicopters; and 

Whereas, Units from the 55th ABCT have 
deployed multiple times since 9/11, including 
deployments to Kosovo, Kuwait, Egypt, Iraq 
and Afghanistan and units from the brigade 
have earned multiple Navy Unit Commenda- 
tions and Meritorious Unit Commendations; 
and 

Whereas, The army’s current force pro- 
posals reduce the total Army National Guard 
end strength from 350,200 to 342,000 during 
fiscal year 2016, and further, from 342,000 to 
335,000 during fiscal year 2017; and 

Whereas, Since 2000, the army has cut the 
Army National Guard by 14 Brigade Combat 
Teams and increased the active army by 12 
Brigade Combat Teams, which have resulted 
in a shift from the majority of force struc- 
ture residing with the Army National Guard 
to the majority of the force structure con- 
tained within the active army; and 

Whereas, The geographical location of 
Pennsylvania in relation to the entire north- 
east corridor places the Pennsylvania Na- 
tional Guard in a strategically accessible po- 
sition that can effectively respond at the 
Federal and State level when needed for do- 
mestic emergencies or armed conflicts; and 

Whereas, The National Guard represents 
the best economic value for the United 
States validated by the Department of De- 
fense stating in 2013 that a drilling guards- 
man is about 15% the cost of an active com- 
ponent soldier; and 

Whereas, When Title 10 mobilized duty, a 
national guard soldier only cost 80 to 95% as 
much as an active component soldier: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved (the House of Representatives con- 
curring), That the General Assembly urge 
the United States Army to reverse its deci- 
sion to deactivate the 55th Armored Brigade 
Combat Team and to reverse its decision to 
transfer any National Guard AH-64 Apache 
helicopters to active duty; and be it further 

Resolved, That the General Assembly urge 
Congress to take all necessary action to pro- 
hibit any force structure changes, to pro- 
hibit any transfer of AH-64 Apache heli- 
copters from the National Guard, and main- 
tain the Army National Guard at 350,200 sol- 
diers until the National Commission on the 
Future of the Army has reported its findings 
to Congress in February 2016; and be it fur- 
ther 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States, the Secretary of Defense and to each 
member of Congress from Pennsylvania. 


POM-79. A resolution adopted by the Sen- 
ate of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
urging the President of the United States 
and the United States Congress to consider 
imposing tariffs on imported anthracite coal 
in order to preserve American jobs; to the 
Committee on Finance. 
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SENATE RESOLUTION No. 54 


Whereas, The anthracite coal industry ac- 
counts for more than 1,000 Pennsylvania 
jobs; and 

Whereas, The anthracite coal industry con- 
tributes $200 million to the Pennsylvania 
economy; and 

Whereas, Pennsylvania anthracite coal 
production accounts for 2 million tons annu- 
ally; and 

Whereas, Pennsylvania coal fueled a large 
part of the Industrial Revolution and the in- 
dustrial efforts which helped to win two 
world wars; and 

Whereas, Government-sponsored anthra- 
cite coal production in China, Russia and 
Ukraine provides unfair competition with 
domestically mined anthracite coal by pro- 
viding government subsidies which reduce 
their prices far below market rates: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate of the Common- 
wealth of Pennsylvania urge the President 
and the Congress of the United States to 
consider imposing tariffs on imported an- 
thracite coal in order to preserve American 
jobs; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States and to the presiding officers of each 
house of Congress and to each member of 
Congress from Pennsylvania. 

POM-80. A resolution adopted by the House 
of Representatives of the State of Delaware 
memorializing a commitment to the strong 
and deepening relationship between Taiwan 
and Delaware; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 17 


Whereas, Taiwan and the United States are 
long-standing friends with a shared histor- 
ical relationship and dearly cherished values 
of freedom, democracy, and human rights; 
and 

Whereas; 2015 marks the 15th anniversary 
of the sister-state relationship between Dela- 
ware and Taiwan; and 

Whereas, for the past 14 years, the sister- 
state relationship with Taiwan has been 
strengthened through the efforts of the Tai- 
pei Economic and Cultural Representative 
Office (TECRO) resulting in better mutual 
understanding; and 

Whereas, Taiwan is the United States’ 
tenth largest trading partner, with the two- 
way trade volume between the United States 
and Taiwan reaching $67 billion in 2014, and 
the United States is Taiwan’s second largest 
trading partner; and 

Whereas, Taiwan signed an agreement with 
Delaware to recognize driver’s licenses 
issued by each side on June 11, 2014, reflect- 
ing the friendship, trust, and cooperation be- 
tween two sides, and benefitting the people 
of Taiwan and Delaware in terms of travel 
and business; and 

Whereas, Trade and Investment Frame- 
work Agreements (TIFA) are an important 
channel for dialogue on trade and invest- 
ment issues between the United States and 
Taiwan, it not only helps to forge a closer re- 
lationship but also boosts Taiwan’s chances 
to participate the Trans-Pacific Partnership: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives of 
the 148th General Assembly of the State of Dela- 
ware, That we hereby reaffirm our commit- 
ment to the strong and deepening relation- 
ship between Taiwan and Delaware; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be 
sent to the President of the United States, 
the President of the United States Senate; 
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and the Speaker of the United States House 
of Representatives. 

POM-81. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California memo- 
rializing the United States Congress to reau- 
thorize the Older Americans Act of 1965 
forthwith, with adequate funding to reflect 
the growing populations of Americans who 
benefit from the act’s programs and services; 
to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 8 


Whereas, 2015 marks the 50th anniversary 
of the enactment of the Older Americans Act 
of 1965; and 

Whereas, During the past 50 years, the im- 
plementation of the Older Americans Act of 
1965 has contributed to the economic well- 
being of millions of older Americans, and has 
improved the quality of life for those indi- 
viduals; and 

Whereas, One of the key elements contrib- 
uting to the successful implementation of 
the Older Americans Act of 1965 has been the 
establishment of an aging network composed 
of local area agencies on aging, providers of 
congregate and home-delivered nutrition, 
and many other community service pro- 
viders; and 

Whereas, The federal Administration on 
Aging in the United States Department of 
Health and Human Services was created by 
the Older Americans Act of 1965, and has 
been empowered to act as an effective advo- 
cate for the concerns and needs of older indi- 
viduals; and 

Whereas, The Older Americans Act of 1965 
serves as a model for the development of 
community-based services, including serv- 
ices that provide alternatives to the institu- 
tionalization of older individuals; and 

Whereas, Some of the programs authorized 
under the Older Americans Act of 1965 were 
created to address the specific concerns of 
those older Americans with the greatest so- 
cial and economic needs, especially minority 
older Americans; and 

Whereas, Many services under the Older 
Americans Act of 1965, including long-term 
care ombudsman and legal services pro- 
viders, have acted as powerful advocates for 
older individuals; and 

Whereas, The Older Americans Act of 1965 
has brought together thousands of dedicated 
professionals and volunteers and has pro- 
vided inspiration to those individuals; and 

Whereas, Services authorized under the 
Older Americans Act of 1965 have provided 
important part-time community service em- 
ployment opportunities for low-income older 
individuals; and 

Whereas, Many older individuals, and those 
who serve them, have benefited greatly from 
the research, training, and education that 
programs established under the Older Ameri- 
cans Act of 1965 have provided; and 

Whereas, Some of the programs under the 
Older Americans Act of 1965 were designed to 
address the special needs of older Native 
Americans; and 

Whereas, In recognition of the changing 
needs of a rapidly aging society, the Older 
Americans Act of 1965 has been periodically 
amended; and 

Whereas, The Older Americans Act of 1965 
served as the foundation for an effective 
human services policy for millions of Ameri- 
cans as the United States entered the 21st 
century: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Assembly of the State of Cali- 
fornia and the Senate of the State of California. 
jointly, That the Legislature recognizes the 
50th anniversary of the enactment of the 
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Older Americans Act of 1965, and the success- 
ful implementation of that act; and be it fur- 
ther 

Resolved, That the Legislature applauds 
the many and varied contributions at all lev- 
els of the aging network fostered by the 
Older Americans Act of 1965; and be it fur- 
ther 

Resolved, That the Legislature affirms sup- 
port for the Older Americans Act of 1965, and 
the primary goals of that act of providing 
services to maintain the dignity of older 
Californians, and promoting the independ- 
ence of those individuals; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Legislature memorial- 
izes the United States House of Representa- 
tives and the United States Senate to reau- 
thorize the Older Americans Act of 1965 
forthwith, with adequate funding to reflect 
the growing populations of Americans who 
benefit from the act’s programs and services; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As- 
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the 
United States, to the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, to the Ma- 
jority Leader of the United States Senate, 
and to each Senator and Representative from 
the State of California in the Congress of the 
United States. 


POM-82. A resolution adopted by the House 
of Representatives of the State of Illinois af- 
firming support for the Older Americans Act 
of 1965; and urging the United States Con- 
gress to reauthorize the act; to the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION No. 561 

Whereas, 2015 marks the 50th anniversary 
of the enactment of the Older Americans Act 
of 1965; during the past 50 years, the imple- 
mentation of the Older Americans Act of 1965 
has contributed to the economic well-being 
of millions of older Americans and has im- 
proved the quality of life for those individ- 
uals; and 

Whereas, One of the key elements contrib- 
uting to the successful implementation of 
the Older Americans Act of 1965 has been the 
establishment of an aging network composed 
of local area agencies on aging, providers of 
congregate and home-delivered nutrition, 
and many other community service pro- 
viders; and 

Whereas, The United States Department of 
Health and Human Services’ Administration 
on Aging was created by the Older Ameri- 
cans Act of 1965; the agency has been empow- 
ered to act as an effective advocate for the 
concerns and needs of older individuals; and 

Whereas, The Older Americans Act of 1965 
serves aS a model for the development of 
community-based services, including serv- 
ices that provide alternatives to the institu- 
tionalization of older individuals; and 

Whereas, Some of the programs authorized 
under the Older Americans Act of 1965 were 
created to address the specific concerns of 
those older Americans with the greatest so- 
cial and economic needs, especially minority 
older Americans; and 

Whereas, Many services under the Older 
Americans Act of 1965, including long-term 
care ombudsman and legal services pro- 
viders, have acted as powerful advocates for 
older individuals; and 

Whereas, Services authorized under the 
Older Americans Act of 1965 have also pro- 
vided important part-time community serv- 
ice employment opportunities for low-in- 
come older individuals; and 

Whereas, Many older individuals, and those 
who serve them, have benefited greatly from 
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the research, training, and education that 
programs established under the Older Ameri- 
cans Act of 1965 have provided; and 

Whereas, During Fiscal Year 2015, Illinois 
Area Agencies on Aging will serve an esti- 
mated 515,700 persons 60 and over, accounting 
for 22% of the 2.3 million seniors in Illinois; 
the agencies will also develop and coordinate 
comprehensive systems of home and commu- 
nity-based services to enable older adults 
with chronic illnesses and disabilities to live 
in the least restrictive setting and avoid un- 
necessary hospital readmissions and place- 
ments in long term care facilities; and 

Whereas, Thirteen Area Agencies on Aging 
in Illinois collaborate with 179 provider 
agencies to provide a myriad of home and 
community-based services for older adults 
and their caregivers, including information 
and assistance for older adults to help them 
make informed decisions about programs, 
benefits, and services and live independently 
for as along as possible, transportation pro- 
grams, in-home services, home-delivered 
meals, congregate meals, Multi-Purpose Sen- 
ior Centers, recreation programs, legal as- 
sistance, health promotion and disease pre- 
vention, and evidence-based health pro- 
motion programs; and 

Whereas, In recognition of the changing 
needs of a rapidly aging society, the Older 
Americans Act of 1965 has been periodically 
amended and reauthorized; and 

Whereas, The Older Americans Act of 1965 
served as the foundation for an effective 
human services policy for millions of Ameri- 
cans as the United States entered the 21st 
century: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives of 
the Ninety-Ninth General Assembly of the State 
of Illinois, That we affirm our support for the 
Older Americans Act of 1965 and the primary 
goals of the Act of providing services to 
maintain the dignity of older Illinoisans and 
promoting the independence of those individ- 
uals; and be it further 

Resolved, That we urge Congress to reau- 
thorize the Older Americans Act of 1965 with- 
out delay and with adequate funding to re- 
flect the growing populations of Americans 
who benefit from the Act’s programs and 
services; and be it further 

Resolved, That suitable copies of this reso- 
lution be delivered to the President and Vice 
President of the United States, the Speaker 
of the United States House of Representa- 
tives, the Majority Leader of the United 
States Senate, and the members of the Illi- 
nois congressional delegation. 


POM-83. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California rel- 
ative to the Armenian Genocide of 1915-1923, 
and calling upon the President of the United 
States and the United States Congress to 
formally and consistently reaffirm the his- 
torical truth that the atrocities committed 
against the Armenian people constituted 
genocide; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION No. 2 

Whereas, Armenians have resided in Asia 
Minor and the Caucasus for approximately 
four millennia, and have a long and rich his- 
tory in the region, including the establish- 
ment of many kingdoms, and despite Arme- 
nians’ historic presence, stewardship, and 
autonomy in the region, Turkish rulers of 
the Ottoman Empire and the Republic of 
Turkey subjected Armenians to severe and 
unjust persecution and brutality, including 
wholesale massacres beginning in the 1890s; 
and 

Whereas, The Armenian nation was sub- 
jected to a systematic and premeditated 
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genocide officially beginning on April 24, 
1915, at the hands of the Young Turk Govern- 
ment of the Ottoman Empire from 1915-1919 
and continued at the hands of the Kemalist 
Movement of Turkey from 1920-1923 whereby 
over 1.5 million Armenian men, women, and 
children were slaughtered or marched to 
their deaths in an effort to annihilate the 
Armenian nation in the first genocide of 
modern times, while thousands of surviving 
Armenian women and children were forcibly 
converted and Islamized, and hundreds of 
thousands more were subjected to ethnic 
cleansing during the period of the modern 
Republic of Turkey from 1924-1937; and 

Whereas, During the genocides of the 
Christians living in the Ottoman Empire and 
surrounding regions, which occurred during 
the first one-half of the 20th century, 1.5 mil- 
lion men, women, and children of Armenian 
descent, and hundreds of thousands of Assyr- 
ians, Greeks, and other Christians, lost their 
lives at the hands of the Ottoman Turkish 
Empire and the Republic of Turkey, consti- 
tuting one of the most atrocious violations 
of human rights in the history of the world; 
and 

Whereas, These crimes against humanity 
also had the consequence of permanently re- 
moving all traces of the Armenians and 
other targeted people from their historic 
homelands of more than four millennia, and 
enriching the perpetrators with the lands 
and other property of the victims of these 
crimes, including the usurpation of several 
thousand churches; and 

Whereas, In response to the genocide and 
at the behest of President Woodrow Wilson 
and the United States State Department, the 
Near East Relief organization was founded, 
and became the first congressionally sanc- 
tioned American philanthropic effort created 
exclusively to provide humanitarian assist- 
ance and rescue to the Armenian nation and 
other Christian minorities from annihila- 
tion, who went on to survive and thrive out- 
side of their ancestral homeland all over the 
world and specifically in this state; and 

Whereas, Near East Relief succeeded, with 
the active participation of the citizens from 
this state, in delivering $117 million in as- 
sistance, and saving more than one million 
refugees, including 132,000 orphans, between 
1915 and 1930, by delivering food, clothing, 
and materials for shelter, setting up refugee 


camps, clinics, hospitals, and orphanages; 
and 
Whereas, The Armenian nation survived 


the genocide despite the attempt by the 
Ottoman Empire to exterminate it; and 

Whereas, Adolf Hitler, in persuading his 
army commanders that the merciless perse- 
cution and killing of Jews, Poles, and other 
people would bring no retribution, declared, 
“Who, after all, speaks today of the annihila- 
tion of the Armenians?’’; and 

Whereas, On November 4, 1918, imme- 
diately after the collapse of the Young Turk 
regime and before the founding of the Repub- 
lic of Turkey by Mustafa Kemal Ataturk in 
1923, the Ottoman Parliament considered a 
motion on the crimes committed by the 
Committee of Union and Progress (CUP): “A 
population of one million people guilty of 
nothing except belonging to the Armenian 
nation were massacred and exterminated, in- 
cluding even women and children.” The Min- 
ister of Interior at the time, Fethi Bey, re- 
sponded by telling the Parliament: ‘‘It is the 
intention of the government to cure every 
single injustice done up until now, as far as 
the means allow, to make possible the return 
to their homes of those sent into exile, and 
to compensate for their material loss as far 
as possible”; and 
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Whereas, Mustafa Kemal Ataturk made a 
historic admission in an interview published 
in the Los Angeles Examiner on August 1, 
1926: ‘‘These leftovers from the former Young 
Turk Party, who should have been made ac- 
countable for the lives of millions of our 
Christian subjects who were ruthlessly driv- 
en, en masse, from their homes and mas- 
sacred”; and 

Whereas, The Parliamentary Investigative 
Committee proceeded to collect relevant 
documents describing the actions of those re- 
sponsible for the Armenian mass killings and 
turned them over to the Turkish Military 
Tribunal. CUP’s leading figures were found 
guilty of massacring Armenians and hanged 
or given lengthy prison sentences. The Turk- 
ish Military Tribunal requested that Ger- 
many extradite to Turkey the masterminds 
of the massacres who had fled the country. 
After German refusal, they were tried in 
absentia and sentenced to death; and 

Whereas, Unlike other people and govern- 
ments that have admitted and denounced the 
abuses and crimes of predecessor regimes, 
and despite the Turkish government’s earlier 
admissions and the overwhelming proof of 
genocidal intent, the Republic of Turkey 
inexplicably and adamantly has denied the 
occurrence of the crimes against humanity 
committed by the Ottoman and Young Turk 
rulers for many years, and continues to do so 
a full century since the first crimes consti- 
tuting genocide occurred; and 

Whereas, Those denials compound the grief 
of the few remaining survivors of the atroc- 
ities, desecrate the memory of the victims, 
cause continuing pain to the descendants of 
the victims, and deprive the surviving Arme- 
nian nation, both on individual and collec- 
tive levels, of their ancestral land, property, 
culture, heritage, financial assets, and popu- 
lation growth; and 

Whereas, The Republic of Turkey has esca- 
lated its international campaign of Arme- 
nian Genocide denial, maintained its block- 
ade of Armenia, and increased its pressure on 
the small but growing movement in Turkey 
acknowledging the Armenian Genocide and 
seeking justice for this systematic campaign 
of destruction of millions of Armenians, 
Greeks, Assyrians, and other Christians upon 
their biblical-era homelands; and 

Whereas, Those citizens of Turkey, both 
Armenian and non-Armenian, who continue 
to speak the truth about the Armenian 
Genocide, such as human rights activist and 
journalist Hrant Dink, continue to be si- 
lenced by violent means; and 

Whereas, There is continued concern about 
the welfare of Christians in the Republic of 
Turkey, their right to worship and practice 
freely, and the legal status and condition of 
thousands of ancient Armenian churches, 
monasteries, cemeteries, and other histor- 
ical and cultural structures, sites, and antiq- 
uities in the Republic of Turkey; and 

Whereas, The United States is on record as 
having officially recognized the Armenian 
Genocide in the United States government’s 
May 28, 1951, written statement to the Inter- 
national Court of Justice regarding the Res- 
ervations to the Convention on the Preven- 
tion and Punishment of the Crime of Geno- 
cide, through President Ronald Reagan’s 
April 22, 1981, Proclamation No. 4838, and by 
congressional legislation including House 
Joint Resolution 148 adopted on April 9, 1975, 
and House Joint Resolution 247 adopted on 
September 12, 1984; and 

Whereas, Even prior to the Convention on 
the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime 
of Genocide, the United States has a record 
of having sought to justly and constructively 
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address the consequences of the Ottoman 
Empire’s intentional destruction of the Ar- 
menian people, including through United 
States Senate Concurrent Resolution 12 
adopted on February 9, 1916, United States 
Senate Resolution 359 adopted on May 11, 
1920, and President Woodrow Wilson’s No- 
vember 22, 1920, decision entitled, ‘‘The Fron- 
tier between Armenia and Turkey,” which 
was issued as a binding arbitral award, yet 
has not been enforced to this date despite its 
legally binding status; and 

Whereas, President Barack Obama entered 
office ‘‘calling for Turkey’s acknowledgment 
of the Armenian Genocide” and on April 24, 
2013, and similarly on April 24, 2014, he fur- 
ther stated, ‘‘A full, frank, and just acknowl- 
edgment of the facts is in all of our interests. 
Peoples and nations grow stronger, and build 
a more just and tolerant future, by acknowl- 
edging and reckoning with painful elements 
of the past”; and 

Whereas, California is home to the largest 
Armenian-American population in the 
United States, and Armenians living in Cali- 
fornia have enriched our state through their 
leadership and contribution in business, agri- 
culture, academia, government, and the arts, 
many of whom have family members who ex- 
perienced firsthand the horror and evil of the 
Armenian Genocide and its ongoing denial; 
and 

Whereas, Every person should be made 
aware and educated about the Armenian 
Genocide and other crimes against human- 
ity, and this state has been at the forefront 
of encouraging and promoting a curriculum 
relating to human rights and genocide in 
order to empower future generations to pre- 
vent the recurrence of genocide; and 

Whereas, April 24, 1915, is globally observed 
and recognized as the commencement of the 
Armenian Genocide and April 24, 2015, will 
mark the centennial anniversary since the 
commencement of the Armenian Genocide; 
and 

Whereas, Armenians in this state and 
throughout the world, have not been pro- 
vided with justice for the crimes perpetrated 
against the Armenian nation despite the fact 
that a century has passed since the crimes 
were first committed; and 

Whereas, The Armenian people, in this 
state and elsewhere, remain resolved and 
their spirit continues to thrive a century 
after their near annihilation: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Assembly and the Senate of 
the State of California, jointly, That the Legis- 
lature hereby designates the year of 2015 as 
“State of California Year of Commemoration 
of the Centennial Anniversary of the Arme- 
nian Genocide of 1915-1923” and in doing so, 
intends, through the enactment of legisla- 
tion, that the Armenian Genocide is properly 
commemorated and taught to its citizens 
and visitors through statewide educational 
and cultural events; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Legislature hereby des- 
ignates April 24, 2015, as ‘‘State of California 
Day of Commemoration of the Centennial 
Anniversary of the Armenian Genocide of 
1915-1923”; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Legislature commends 
its conscientious educators who teach about 
human rights and genocide, and intends for 
them, through the enactment of legislation, 
to continue to enhance their efforts to edu- 
cate students at all levels about the experi- 
ence of the Armenians and other crimes 
against humanity; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Legislature hereby com- 
mends the extraordinary service which was 
delivered by Near East Relief to the sur- 
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vivors of the Armenian Genocide and the As- 
syrian Genocide, including thousands of di- 
rect beneficiaries of American philanthropy 
who are the parents, grandparents, and 
great-grandparents of many Californian Ar- 
menians and Assyrians, and pledges its in- 
tent, through the enactment of legislation, 
to working with community groups, non- 
profit organizations, citizens, state per- 
sonnel, and the community at large to host 
statewide educational and cultural events; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That the Legislature deplores the 
persistent, ongoing efforts by any person, in 
this country or abroad, to deny the histor- 
ical fact of the Armenian Genocide; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That the Legislature respectfully 
calls upon the President of the United States 
and the United States Congress to formally 
and consistently reaffirm the historical 
truth that the atrocities committed against 
the Armenian people constituted genocide; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That the Legislature calls on the 
President of the United States to work to- 
ward equitable, constructive, stable, and du- 
rable Armenian-Turkish relations; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As- 
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the 
United States, to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, to the Majority Leader of 
the Senate, to each Senator and Representa- 
tive from California in the Congress of the 
United States, to the Governor of California, 
to every member of the California State Leg- 
islature, and to the Superintendent of Public 
Instruction. 

POM-84. A resolution adopted by the City 
Council of New Orleans, Louisiana, recog- 
nizing August 6, 2015, as the 50th anniversary 
of the signing of the Voting Rights Act of 
1965; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

POM-85. A resolution adopted by the 
Michigan Senate encouraging the United 
States Forest Service to issue the owners of 
privately-held hunting camps on leased acres 
within the Ottawa National Forest special 
use authorization under the Recreation Resi- 
dence Program; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

SENATE RESOLUTION No. 79 


Whereas, Starting in the late 1950s, Michi- 
gan residents were offered an opportunity to 
lease privately-owned land from the Upper 
Peninsula Power Company (UPPCO) to build 
recreational hunting camps. In 1991, the 
UPPCO announced intentions to sell the land 
currently under lease to an intermediary 
who would simultaneously sell the land to 
the United States Forest Service (USFS). 
Existing leaseholders were offered an option 
to sign a 25-year, nonrenewable lease on the 
land that was to be sold or to immediately 
vacate the property. The leases were signed 
in March of 1992, and the United States For- 
est Service (USFS) took control of the land 
in June 1992. The land currently under pri- 
vate lease accounts for less than 1,100 acres 
in the Ottawa National Forest; and 

Whereas, Hundreds of people have experi- 
enced the wonders of Michigan’s great out- 
doors at these hunting camps. The Ottawa 
National Forest is almost one million acres 
of rolling hills, lakes, rivers, waterfalls, and 
abundant wildlife. Those who lease land in 
the forest have built outdoor recreational 
traditions with their families. The hunting 
camps allow them to experience the seclu- 
sion and isolated environment of the Ottawa 
National Forest while engaging in varied 
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recreational activities, including hunting, 
fishing, canoeing, and snowshoeing; and 

Whereas, The USFS has informed lease- 
holders that leases will not be renewed at 
the end of 2016 because it is national policy 
not to lease national forest land to individ- 
uals. The holders of the active leases will 
have 90 days after the leases expire to re- 
move the hunting cabins and return the land 
to its natural state; and 

Whereas, The expiration of the leases will 
hurt local economies in Ontonagon and Go- 
gebic Counties. It will result in over $35,000 
in lost lease fee revenue to the townships 
and almost $10,000 in tax revenue to the 
counties. Even a greater loss will be realized 
by local businesses, including gas stations, 
grocery stores, hardware stores, and res- 
taurants that benefit from the patronage of 
the camp families; and 

Whereas, The expiration of the leases will 
eliminate refuge for people from the occa- 
sionally harsh and unexpected shifts in 
weather conditions. The Ottawa National 
Forest covers a large area in the western 
Upper Peninsula. Camp owners often leave 
their cabins or outbuildings unlocked to the 
relief of individuals stranded in the woods 
who have sought shelter. A Boy Scout troop 
once sheltered at the Twin Pines camp after 
being caught in a storm, and a group of 
snowmobilers is known to regularly rest at 
one of the camps; and 

Whereas, The USFS Recreation Residence 
Program provides private citizens an oppor- 
tunity to own single-family cabins in des- 
ignated areas of national forests. Currently, 
15,570 recreation residences occupy national 
forest system lands throughout the country; 
and 

Whereas, Although the National Forest 
Service placed a moratorium on the estab- 
lishment of new tracts under the Recreation 
Residence program in 1968, the authority to 
issue special use authorization under the 
Recreation Residence program remains in 
federal regulations (36 CFR Part 251). There- 
fore, lifting that moratorium for the limited 
purpose of establishing a Recreation Resi- 
dence tract in the Ottawa National Forest 
and issuing special use authorization permits 
is possible and would allow the many fami- 
lies currently leasing in the Ottawa National 
Forest an opportunity that is provided to 
thousands of people elsewhere in the coun- 
try; and 

Whereas, Converting to the Recreation 
Residence Program would maintain a tax 
base for local governments, provide con- 
tinuing support for the local economy, and 
ensure that hunting and recreational tradi- 
tions held so dear by Michigan residents con- 
tinue to be experienced in the Ottawa Na- 
tional Forest: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate, That we encourage 
the United States Forest Service to issue the 
owners of privately-held camps on leased 
acres within the Ottawa National Forest spe- 
cial use authorization under the Recreation 
Residence Program; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the Chief of the United States 
Forest Service and the members of the 
Michigan congressional delegation. 


POM-86. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Louisiana 
memorializing the United States Congress to 
take such actions as are necessary to regu- 
late airline baggage fees and processes for 
consumers as it relates to transportation of 
passenger luggage and passenger delays re- 
sulting from lost, damaged, or delayed lug- 
gage; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 
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HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 207 

Whereas, deregulation of the airline indus- 
try in the United States began more than 
three decades ago in 1978; and 

Whereas, a consequence of deregulation 
was the elimination of federal control over 
many airline business practices, including 
pricing and domestic route selection; and 

Whereas, though deregulation limits fed- 
eral control of airline business practices gen- 
erally, the federal government continues to 
legislate and enforce certain consumer pro- 
tections for airline passengers; and 

Whereas, the United States Congress large- 
ly determines the degree to which certain 
rights of airline passengers are codified in 
law or developed through regulatory rule- 
making; and 

Whereas, since deregulation, the primary 
means of competition amongst airlines has 
progressively centered on price, not service; 
and 

Whereas, certain concerns for passengers of 
airlines include increasing baggage fees and 
passenger delays resulting from lost, dam- 
aged, or delayed passenger luggage; and 

Whereas, the airline industry began to 
charge passengers a checked baggage fee per 
bag to curtail rising jet fuel costs and to sup- 
plement marginal revenue during times of 
economic decline; and 

Whereas, as a result of increasing airline 
baggage fees charged by airlines for checked 
luggage, passengers are encouraged to in- 
crease the contents of carry-on luggage to 
avoid the extra cost of baggage fees; and 

Whereas, increased carry-on luggage of 
boarding airline passengers may be cor- 
related to the claims of lost, damaged, or de- 
layed passenger luggage, because passengers 
are oftentimes asked to check carry-on lug- 
gage at the boarding gate, which may re- 
quire passengers to wait for such luggage 
after deboarding an aircraft, or luggage and 
contents may become damaged during the 
process of fitting carry-on luggage onto 
boarded aircrafts; and 

Whereas, although checked luggage may be 
lost, damaged, or delayed for a variety of 
reasons, baggage handling systems, airline 
negligence, and the act of luggage offloading 
to accommodate extra fuel have also been 
discussed as reasons for lost, damaged, or de- 
layed passenger luggage; and 

Whereas, the aforementioned concerns of 
airline passengers are issues of consumer 
protection for which the United States Con- 
gress has the constitutional power to address 
and determine fair and reasonable solutions 
through codified law or regulatory rule- 
making: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Legislature of Louisiana 
does hereby memorialize the United States 
Congress to take such actions as are nec- 
essary to regulate airline baggage fees and 
processes for consumers as it relates to 
transportation of passenger luggage and pas- 
senger delays resulting from lost, damaged, 
or delayed luggage; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution be 
transmitted to the presiding officers of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives of 
the Congress of the United States of America 
and to each member of the Louisiana con- 
gressional delegation. 

POM-87. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Louisiana 
memorializing the United States Congress 
and the Louisiana Congressional Delegation 
to take such actions as are necessary to rec- 
tify the revenue sharing inequities between 
coastal and interior energy producing states; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 
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HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 167 


Whereas, since 1920, interior states have 
been allowed to keep fifty percent of the oil, 
gas, and coal production revenues generated 
in their states from mineral production on 
federal lands within their borders, including 
royalties, severance taxes, and bonuses; and 

Whereas, coastal states with onshore and 
offshore oil and gas production face inequi- 
ties under the federal energy policies be- 
cause those coastal states have not been 
party to this same level of revenue sharing 
partnership with the federal government; 
and 

Whereas, coastal energy producing states 
have a limited partnership with the federal 
government that provides for them to retain 
very little revenue generated from their off- 
shore energy production, energy that is pro- 
duced for use throughout the nation; and 

Whereas, in 2006 congress passed the Gulf 
of Mexico Energy Security Act (GOMESA) 
that will fully go into effect in 2017; an act 
that calls for a sharing of thirty-seven and 
five tenths percent of coastal production rev- 
enues with four gulf states with a cap of $500 
million per year; and 

Whereas, the Fixing America’s Inequities 
with Revenues (FAIR) Act would have ad- 
dressed the inequity suffered by coastal oil 
and gas producing states by accelerating the 
implementation of GOMESA as well as by 
gradually lifting all revenue sharing caps but 
the legislation died with the close of the pre- 
vious congress; and 

Whereas, with the state and its offshore 
waters taken alone, Louisiana is the ninth 
largest producer of oil in the United States 
in 2014 while including offshore oil from fed- 
eral waters, it was the second largest oil pro- 
ducer in the country; and when taken alone 
Louisiana was the fourth largest producer of 
gas in the United States in 2013 while includ- 
ing the Gulf of Mexico waters, it was the sec- 
ond largest producer in the United States; 
and 

Whereas, with nineteen operating refin- 
eries in the state, Louisiana was second only 
to Texas as of January 2014 in both total and 
operating refinery capacity, accounting for 
nearly one-fifth of the nation’s total refining 
capacity; and 

Whereas, Louisiana’s contributions to the 
United States Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
with two facilities located in the state con- 
sisting of twenty-nine caverns capable of 
holding nearly three hundred million barrels 
of crude oil; and 

Whereas, with three onshore liquified nat- 
ural gas facilities, more than any other state 
in the country, and the Louisiana Offshore 
Oil Port, the nation’s only deepwater oil 
port, Louisiana plays an essential role in the 
movement of natural gas from the United 
States Gulf Coast region to markets 
throughout the country; and 

Whereas, it is apparent that Louisiana 
plays an essential role in supplying the na- 
tion with energy and it is vital to the secu- 
rity of our nation’s energy supply, roles that 
should be recognized and compensated at an 
appropriate revenue sharing level; and 

Whereas, the majority of the oil and gas 
production from the Gulf of Mexico enters 
the United States through coastal Louisiana 
with all of the infrastructure necessary to 
receive and transport such production, infra- 
structure that has for many decades dam- 
aged the coastal areas of Louisiana, an im- 
pact that should be compensated through ap- 
propriate revenue sharing with the federal 
government; and 

Whereas, because Louisiana is losing more 
coastal wetlands than any other state in the 
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country, in 2006 the people of Louisiana over- 
whelmingly approved a constitutional 
amendment dedicating revenues received 
from Outer Continental Shelf oil and gas ac- 
tivity to the Coastal Protection and Restora- 
tion Fund for the purposes of coastal protec- 
tion, including conservation, coastal restora- 
tion, hurricane protection, and infrastruc- 
ture directly impacted by coastal wetland 
losses; and 

Whereas, the state of Louisiana has devel- 
oped a science-based ‘‘Comprehensive Master 
Plan for a Sustainable Coast’’ which identi- 
fies and prioritizes the most efficient and ef- 
fective projects in order to meet the state’s 
critical coastal protection and restoration 
needs; and 

Whereas, the Coastal Protection and Res- 
toration Authority is making great progress 
implementing the projects in the ‘‘Com- 
prehensive Master Plan for a Sustainable 
Coast”? with all available funding, projects 
that are essential to the protection of the in- 
frastructure that is critical to the energy 
needs of the United States; and 

Whereas, in order to properly compensate 
the coastal states for the infrastructure de- 
mands that result from production of energy 
and fuels that heat and cool the nation’s 
homes, offices, and businesses and fuel the 
nation’s transportation needs, revenue shar- 
ing for coastal states needs to be at the same 
rate as interior states that produce oil, gas, 
and coal: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Legislature of Louisiana 
does hereby memorialize the United States 
Congress to take such actions as are nec- 
essary to treat mineral and gas production 
in the Gulf Coastal states in a manner that 
is at least equal to onshore oil, gas, and coal 
production in interior states for revenue pur- 
poses; and to rectify the revenue sharing in- 
equities between coastal and interior energy 
producing states in order to address the na- 
tionally significant crisis of wetland loss in 
the state of Louisiana; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution be 
transmitted to the presiding officers of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives of 
the Congress of the United States of America 
and to each member of the Louisiana con- 
gressional delegation. 

POM-88. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Missouri 
calling on the President of the United States 
to support the increased importation of oil 
from Canadian oil sands and to approve the 
newly routed TransCanada Keystone XL 
pipeline to reduce our oil dependency on un- 
stable governments, and to support and fa- 
cilitate permitting for oil production off the 
northern coast of Alaska to decrease our de- 
pendence on foreign oil and spur investment 
in the American economy; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 15 


Whereas, high oil prices are having a major 
detrimental impact on families, farms, and 
businesses in Missouri and are likely to un- 
dercut the prospects for an economic recov- 
ery; and 

Whereas, the United States currently im- 
ports almost half of its oil and petroleum 
products, making it dependent on foreign 
sources and subject to interruptions and 


price fluctuations stemming from geo- 
political forces; and 
Whereas, such instability has damaging 


consequences both for our economy and our 
national security; and 

Whereas, the United States Geological Sur- 
vey estimates a resource of up to 27 billion 
barrels of oil in the Chukchi and Beaufort 
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seas of Alaska, providing a vast domestic oil 
reserve, but opposition and regulatory hur- 
dles are keeping energy producers from ac- 
cessing these resources; and 

Whereas, the TransCanada Keystone XL 
pipeline project seeks to link expanded oil 
production from the Canadian oil sands to 
refineries in the United States and to facili- 
tate the flow of oil from the Dakotas to the 
Gulf Coast, thereby decreasing our depend- 
ence on oil from outside of North America; 
and 

Whereas, Canada is a close friend and ally, 
with whom we share links of infrastructure 
and energy networks and other ties, so that 
dollars spent on Canadian oil will likely con- 
tribute to the success of the American econ- 
omy; and 

Whereas, the TransCanada pipeline project 
is projected to create construction and man- 
ufacturing jobs in the United States, adding 
billions of dollars to the United States econ- 
omy: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the members of the House of 
Representatives of the Ninety-eighth Gen- 
eral Assembly, First Regular Session, the 
Senate concurring therein, hereby call upon 
President Barack Obama and administration 
officials to: 

(1) Support the increased importation of 
oil from Canadian oil sands and to approve 
the newly routed TransCanada Keystone XL 
pipeline to reduce our oil dependency on un- 
stable governments, strengthen ties with an 
important ally, and create jobs for American 
workers; 

(2) Support and facilitate permitting for 
oil production off the northern coast of Alas- 
ka to decrease our dependence on foreign oil 
and spur investment in the American econ- 
omy; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the Mis- 
souri House of Representatives be instructed 
to prepare properly inscribed copies of this 
resolution for President Barack Obama, Vice 
President Joe Biden, Secretary of State John 
Kerry, United States House of Representa- 
tives Speaker John Boehner, and each mem- 
ber of the Missouri Congressional delegation. 

POM-89. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Louisiana 
memorializing the United States Congress to 
take such actions as are necessary to rees- 
tablish a right-of-way through the Lake 
Ophelia National Wildlife Refuge in order to 
provide access to property owned by the 
Avoyelles Parish School Board; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 228 


Whereas, Lake Ophelia National Wildlife 
Refuge, located in Avoyelles Parish and 
named for its most prominent water body, 
the 350-acre Lake Ophelia that was at one 
time a channel of the nearby Red River, was 
established in 1988 to protect the Mississippi 
and Red River floodplain ecosystem; and 

Whereas, due to its location in east-central 
Louisiana, this area is prime waterfowl 
hunting territory influenced by both the 
Mississippi and Central Flyways which are 
the highways in the sky for bringing mil- 
lions of duck and geese each spring and fall 
to the area; and 

Whereas, another species found in the 
Avoyelles Parish area is the Louisiana black 
bear which was listed as threatened within 
its historic range of southern Mississippi, 
Louisiana, and east Texas under the Endan- 
gered Species Act on January 7, 1992, due to 
extensive habitat loss and modification, as 
well as human-related mortality; and 

Whereas, Louisiana currently supports 
three core bear populations; the Tensas 
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River Basin population in the north, the 
upper Atchafalaya River Basin population in 
central Louisiana, and the coastal popu- 
lation in the southern Atchafalaya River 
Basin; and 

Whereas, the Black bear management ef- 
forts in Louisiana by both the state and the 
federal agencies have had a great deal of suc- 
cess with a likely result that the central 
Louisiana and northern Louisiana popu- 
lations expanding towards each other 
through the area set aside for the Lake 
Ophelia National Wildlife Refuge; and 

Whereas, because of the likelihood that the 
two populations will merge in the area, the 
Department of the Interior has designated a 
certain parcel of land in the Lake Ophelia 
National Wildlife Refuge as a Black bear 
habitat which in turn has prevented ingress 
and egress to a six hundred forty acre tract 
owned by the Avoyelles Parish School Board; 
and 

Whereas, through the years, this sixteenth- 
section land owned by the Avoyelles Parish 
School Board has been available for public 
hunting, camping, and other recreational ac- 
tivities, activities from which there has been 
great economic benefit to Avoyelles Parish; 
and 

Whereas, without these outdoor activities, 
businesses in Avoyelles Parish that rely on 
recreational activities in the area including 
hunting, fishing, and camping for their in- 
come have been and will continue to be nega- 
tively impacted by the loss of access to the 
acreage owned by the Avoyelles Parish 
School Board; and 

Whereas, simply having the Department of 
the Interior allow a limited right-of-way ac- 
cess to the school board owned land will 
solve the problem: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Legislature of Louisiana 
does hereby memorialize the United States 
Congress to take such actions as are nec- 
essary to reestablish a right-of-way through 
the Lake Ophelia National Wildlife Refuge in 
order to provide access to property owned by 
the Avoyelles Parish School Board; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution be 
transmitted to the presiding officers of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives of 
the Congress of the United States of America 
and to each member of the Louisiana con- 
gressional delegation. 

POM-90. A resolution adopted by the 
Michigan Senate urging the United States 
Congress to restore Great Lakes Restoration 
Initiative funding to 300 million dollars for 
fiscal year 2016; to the Committee on Envi- 
ronment and Public Works. 

SENATE RESOLUTION No. 42 


Whereas, the Great Lakes are a critical re- 
source for our nation, supporting the econ- 
omy and a way of life in Michigan and the 
other seven states with the Great Lakes re- 
gion. The Great Lakes hold 20 percent of the 
world’s surface freshwater and 95 percent of 
the United States’ surface freshwater. This 
globally significant freshwater resource pro- 
vides drinking water for more than 30 mil- 
lion people and is an economic driver that 
supports jobs, commerce, agriculture, trans- 
portation, and tourism throughout the re- 
gion; and 

Whereas, The Great Lakes Restoration Ini- 
tiative (GLRI) provides essential funding to 
restore and protect the Great Lakes. This 
funding has support long overdue efforts to 
clean up toxic pollution, reduce runoff from 
cities and farms, combat invasive species 
like the Asian carp, and restore fish and 
wildlife habitat. Since 2010, the federal gov- 
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ernment has invested nearly $2 billion in 
more then 2,000 projects through the GLRI. 
Over its first five years, the GLRI has pro- 
vided more then $280 million for 580 projects 
in Michigan alone; and 

Whereas, GLRI projects are making a sig- 
nificant difference. They have restored more 
than 115,000 acres of fish and wildlife habitat; 
opened up fish access to more then 3,400 
miles of rivers; helped implement conserva- 
tion programs on more than 1 million areas 
of farmland; and accelerated the cleanup of 
toxic hotspots. In Michigan, GLRI funding 
has been instrumental in removing contami- 
nated sediments from Muskegon Lake, the 
River Raisin, and the St. Mary’s River, re- 
storing habitat along the St. Clair River, 
Cass River, Boardman River, and the 
Keweenaw Peninsula; and developing im- 
proved methods for sea lamprey control; and 

Whereas, While this is a significant invest- 
ment, there is still more work to be done 
with numerous ready-to-go projects that 
need funding. Toxic algal blooms, beach clos- 
ings, fish consumption advisories, and the 
presence of contaminated sediments con- 
tinue to limit the recreational and commer- 
cial use of the Great Lakes. The 2014 shut- 
down of the city of Toledo’s drinking water 
system due to a toxic algal bloom, forcing 
more than a half million people to find an- 
other source of drinking water, is just one 
example of how much still needs to be done; 
and 

Whereas, Proposed cuts to GLRI funding 
would jeopardize the momentum from a dec- 
ade of unprecedented regional and bipartisan 
cooperation. The FY 2016 executive budget 
recommends a $50 million cut in federal 
funding to $250 million. This cut would be a 
shortsighted, cost-saving measure with long- 
term implications. Restoration efforts will 
only become more expensive and more dif- 
ficult if they are not addressed in the coming 
years: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate, That we urge the 
Congress of the United States to restore 
Great Lakes Restoration Initiative funding 
to $300 million for fiscal year 2016; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States Senate, the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, and the 
members of the Michigan congressional dele- 
gation. 

POM-91. A resolution adopted by the 
Michigan Senate opposing the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency’s efforts 
to study or commission a study that could 
lead to regulations on grills and barbecues; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub- 
lic Works. 

SENATE RESOLUTION No. 56 


Whereas, Barbecues are an American tradi- 
tion enjoyed by families from all walks of 
life across the country. Whether tailgating 
for a football game, hosting a backyard get- 
together, or just grilling a summer meal, 
barbecues are a quintessentially American 
experience and an opportunity to eat and so- 
cialize with family and friends; and 

Whereas, Cooking outdoors on a grill dur- 
ing the summer saves electricity. Using a 
grill prevents the release of heat into the 
kitchen and other living spaces. while cook- 
ing indoors heats up a kitchen, forcing cool- 
ing systems. such as the refrigerator and air 
conditioner, to work harder and use more en- 
ergy; and 

Whereas, The United States Environ- 
mental Protection Agency (HPA), our na- 
tion’s environmental regulatory agency, has 
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funded a University of California-Riverside 
student project to develop preventative tech- 
nology to reduce emissions from residential 
barbecues. By funding this project, the EPA 
is apparently intent on finding a solution to 
a problem that does not exist and dem- 
onstrating an unnecessary interest and con- 
cern over the impact of backyard barbecues 
on public health: and 

Whereas, Based on the EPA’s past prac- 
tices, today’s study, no matter how small, is 
a concern to Michiganders and Americans, as 
it is inevitably the first step towards tomor- 
row’s regulation of this American pastime. 
To fulfill its mission to protect human 
health and the environment, the EPA’s pri- 
mary tool has been, and continues to be, reg- 
ulatory mandates that I time and again ig- 
nore the financial. economic, and social bur- 
dens to the state and the country. The regu- 
lation of barbecues would be the latest, egre- 
gious example of overreach by the EPA; and 

Whereas, Funding such a study is a poor 
use of taxpayer dollars. In the face of record 
national debts, annual budget deficits, and 
other profound problems the country is fac- 
ing, surely the federal government can bet- 
ter use our resources than on a study of 
grills and backyard barbecues: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate, That we oppose the 
United States Environmental Protection 
Agency’s efforts to study or commission a 
study that, if consistent with the agency’s 
past practices, many fear will serve as the 
first step towards the regulation of grills and 
barbecues: and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to Administrator of the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency 
and the members of the Michigan congres- 
sional delegation. 


POM-92. A resolution adopted by the Sen- 
ate of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
promoting a multilateral approach to the po- 
tential crisis in the Dominican Republic; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

RESOLUTIONS 


Whereas, Massachusetts, the first cradle of 
liberty, has a long history of diverse activ- 
ism and advocacy regarding the issue of 
equality and civil rights; and 

Whereas, The connection between Massa- 
chusetts and Haiti dates back to the civil 
war during which time U.S. Senator Charles 
Sumner, who served Massachusetts from 1852 
to 1874, fought for the passage of federal leg- 
islation in 1862 which enabled the United 
States of America to recognize Haiti as a 
sovereign nation; and 

Whereas, In 1871, in recognition of his dip- 
lomatic work on this issue, president of 
Haiti Nissage Saget presented Senator Sum- 
ner with a gold medal on behalf of the Hai- 
tian people, which currently resides in the 
Massachusetts state house in Boston; and 

Whereas, Despite their shared history and 
geographical proximity, Haiti and the Do- 
minican Republic have often faced chal- 
lenging diplomatic relations; and 

Whereas, In September 2013, the constitu- 
tional court of the Dominican Republic 
issued a ruling that would denaturalize peo- 
ple born in the Dominican Republic after 
1929 whose parents were noncitizens, the ma- 
jority of whom are Dominicans of Haitian 
descent; and 

Whereas, The constitutional court’s ruling 
effectively stripped these persons of their 
identity and affiliation with the Dominican 
Republic, rendering them stateless and sub- 
jecting them to the risk of deportation from 
the country of their birth; and 
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Whereas, In May 2014, the Dominican Re- 
public passed special law 169-14, which re- 
quired persons affected by the 2013 constitu- 
tional court’s decision to be re-recognized as 
citizens or apply to gain state recognition 
based on their birth status and year; and 

Whereas, The deadlines set forth in the 
2014 naturalization law allowed for only a 
fraction of this population to be re-recog- 
nized thereby rendering tens of thousands of 
Dominicans of Haitian descent vulnerable to 
deportation, discrimination and loss of live- 
lihood; and 

Whereas, Later that same year, in response 
to a ruling by the inter-American court of 
human rights deeming the 2013 and 2014 ac- 
tions of the Dominican Republic to be in vio- 
lation of the American convention to which 
the Dominican Republic is party, the Domin- 
ican Republic’s constitutional court declared 
the country would no longer recognize the 
authority of the inter-American court; and 

Whereas, Both the rulings of the constitu- 
tional court and special law 169-14 have fur- 
ther separated Dominicans of Haitian de- 
scent from the larger Dominican commu- 
nity; and 

Whereas, The majority of Dominicans of 
Haitian descent, threatened by deportation, 
have no family or support networks in Haiti 
nor are they fluent in French or Haitian cre- 
ole; and 

Whereas, Article 15 of the universal dec- 
laration of human rights, of which the Do- 
minican Republic and the United States of 
America are signatories, states that, ‘‘no one 
shall be arbitrarily deprived of his nation- 
ality nor denied the right to change his na- 
tionality”; and 

Whereas, Recognizing the impact that this 
crisis will have on all nations in the western 
hemisphere, the Caribbean community and 
Common Market Secretariat (Caricom) has 
called for a moratorium on this law; and 

Whereas, At the urging of other concerned 
nations, the organization of American states 
sent a special mission to the Dominican Re- 
public and Haiti in order to investigate the 
situation between the two countries to pre- 
pare a report for the secretary general of the 
organization of American states; and 

Whereas, A broad coalition of humani- 
tarian, academic, legal, political and civil 
rights groups from across Massachusetts, in- 
cluding but not limited to: the Irish Inter- 
national Immigrant Center, Haitian Ameri- 
cans United, Inc., Urban League of Eastern 
Massachusetts, Catholic Charities’ Haitian 
Multi-service Center of Boston, as well as 
the Institute for Justice and Democracy in 
Haiti call for immediate action by the Do- 
minican government to reverse the effects of 
the constitutional court rulings and special 
law 169-14: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Massachusetts general 
court requests the U.S. State department 
and the U.S. Secretary of State to pursue a 
multilateral approach to promptly address 
the potential crisis in the Dominican Repub- 
lic that could render tens of thousands of 
dominicans of haitian descent stateless; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That copies of these resolutions 
be transmitted forthwith by the clerk of the 
Senate to the President of the United States 
of America, the Senate and the House of 
Representatives of the United States Con- 
gress, Secretary of State John Kerry and 
United States Ambassador to the Dominican 
Republic James Brewster. 

POM-93. A resolution adopted by the Sen- 
ate of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
supporting the friendship between Massachu- 
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setts and Taiwan in the international com- 
munity; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 
RESOLUTIONS 

Whereas, The United States and Taiwan 
share an important relationship supported 
by common values of freedom, democracy, 
rule of law and a free market economy; and 

Whereas, President Ma Ying-Jeou has 
worked to uphold democratic principles in 
Taiwan, ensure the prosperity of Taiwan’s 
more than 23 million people, promote Tai- 
wan’s international standing and to 
strengthen relations between the United 
States and Taiwan; and 

Whereas, The Commonwealth has enjoyed 
a close friendship with Taiwan, marked by 
strong bilateral trade, educational and cul- 
tural exchange, scientific and technological 
development and tourism; and 

Whereas, New England exported more than 
$1 billion in goods to Taiwan of which the 
Commonwealth exported $825 million in com- 
modities, mostly in machinery, computer 
and electronic products and chemicals; and 

Whereas, the United States has maintained 
and developed its robust commercial ties 
with Taiwan and Taiwan is the tenth largest 
trading partner of the United States while 
the United States is Taiwan’s largest foreign 
investor, Taiwan has worked to enter a bilat- 
eral investment agreement to further en- 
hance its trade and investment relations 
with the United States; and 

Whereas, Taiwan has been a member of the 
United States visa waiver program since No- 
vember 1, 2012, reflecting the cooperation be- 
tween the United States and Taiwan and 
making travel for business and tourism more 
convenient; and 

Whereas, Taiwan has made significant con- 
tributions toward peace in the region 
through discussions regarding the use of re- 
sources in the surrounding seas and has 
worked diligently to propose East and South 
China Sea Peace Initiatives; and 

Whereas, Taiwan is a key transport hub in 
the Asia-Pacific region and has jurisdiction 
over the 176,000 square nautical miles of the 
Taipei flight information region and has at- 
tended the International Civil Aviation Or- 
ganization, ICAO, assembly as a special 
guest since 2013; and 

Whereas, Taiwan is committed to ICAO 
standards and seeks to expand its meaning- 
ful participation in the ICAO, including at- 
tending technicai and regional meetings and 
related activities; and 

Whereas, Taiwan strives to be included in 
the work of the United Nations framework 
convention on climate change and has ex- 
pressed a keen interest in the global effort to 
address climate change: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Massachusetts General 
Court hereby reaffirms the friendship be- 
tween the Commonwealth and Taiwan; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions 
be transmitted forthwith by the clerk of the 
Senate to the President of the United States, 
to the presiding officer of each branch of 
Congress and the members thereof from the 
Commonwealth, to the Honorable Charles D. 
Baker, Governor of the Commonwealth, to 
the Honorable Ma Ying-Jeou, President of 
Taiwan and Scott Lai, Director-General of 
the Taipei Economic and Cultural Office in 
the City of Boston. 


POM-94. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Louisiana 
memorializing the United States Congress to 
take such actions as are necessary to work 
to adopt policies that will help with the sta- 
bility and the viability of the domestic 
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shrimp industry, including support for the 
Imported Seafood Safety Standards Act; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 
HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 225 

Whereas, consumption of seafood is one of 
the fastest growing areas of our nation’s food 
supply with shrimp being one of the most 
consumed seafood products in the United 
States; and 

Whereas, over three-fourths of the seafood 
consumed in the United States is imported 
from other countries around the world with 
shrimp as the leading fresh or frozen product 
imported into the United States accounting 
for about twenty-eight percent of all seafood 
imports by weight; and 

Whereas, most of the shrimp consumed in 
the United States is grown in man-made 
ponds along the coasts of Thailand, Vietnam, 
Ecuador, and other tropical countries rather 
than being harvested from the waters of the 
Gulf of Mexico; and 

Whereas, the countries that produce most 
of the shrimp consumed worldwide support 
their shrimp hatcheries with large state sub- 
sidies to keep the price of their shrimp lower 
than the prices that our domestic Gulf of 
Mexico shrimpers need to charge in order to 
just break even; and 

Whereas, the Tariff Act of 1930, a law origi- 
nally introduced to protect farmers from im- 
ports, allows United States industries to 
“petition the government for relief from im- 
ports that benefit from subsidies provided 
through foreign government programs’’; and 

Whereas, the United States Department of 
Commerce launched an investigation in 2013 
to determine whether there was sufficient 
evidence to support the claim that the seven 
largest shrimp-producing countries were sub- 
sidizing their shrimp industries, an inves- 
tigation that will run concurrently with the 
International Trade Commission’s (ITC) ex- 
amination of whether the subsidies are caus- 
ing significant injury to United States pro- 
ducers with both investigations needing to 
call for countervailing duties before any pen- 
alties could be applied; and 

Whereas, in September 2013, the ITC voted 
to throw out the shrimp countervailing duty 
case based on the fact that injury to the do- 
mestic industry was not proven, thus remov- 
ing the possibility of a countervailing duty 
and terminating the shrimp subsidy inves- 
tigation against Ecuador, China, India, Ma- 
laysia, and Vietnam; and 

Whereas, the ITC’s decision has had a dev- 
astating impact on the domestic shrimp in- 
dustry, including the shrimpers trawling the 
Gulf of Mexico and landing their shrimp at 
Louisiana docks; and 

Whereas, without relief from the unfair 
foreign competition undercutting the domes- 
tic shrimp prices, the prices that shrimpers 
are getting at the dock have dropped over 
fifty percent from last year making it al- 
most impossible for shrimpers to earn 
enough money to provide for their families; 
and 

Whereas, the Imported Seafood Safety 
Standards Act introduced in the United 
States Senate by Louisiana Senator David 
Vitter is being supported by the American 
Shrimp Processors Association and it spe- 
cifically targets foreign food imported into 
the United States with hopes of tightening 
testing standards, increasing inspection 
standards on foreign imported seafood, re- 
quiring placement of United States safety 
standards for foreign exporters, and increas- 
ing severe penalties for exporters who fail 
food safety inspections, ultimately benefit- 
ting the American shrimp industry: Now, 
therefore, be it 
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Resolved, That the Legislature of Louisiana 
does hereby memorialize the United States 
Congress to take such actions as are nec- 
essary to work to adopt policies that will 
help with the stability and the viability of 
the domestic shrimp industry including sup- 
port for the Imported Seafood Safety Stand- 
ards Act; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution be 
transmitted to the presiding officers of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives of 
the Congress of the United States of America 
and to each member of the Louisiana con- 
gressional delegation. 

POM-95. A resolution adopted by the Sen- 
ate of the State of Michigan urging the 
United States Congress to enact legislation 
that requires uniform and science-based food 
labeling nationwide; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

SENATE RESOLUTION No. 59 


Whereas, In the absence of a federal geneti- 
cally modified organism (GMO) labeling 
standard, some states and localities have de- 
veloped a patchwork of labeling proposals 
that can be confusing and misleading to con- 
sumers. Multiple local regulations increase 
agriculture and food production costs, re- 
quiring food companies operating in Michi- 
gan to create separate supply chains to be 
developed for each state; and 

Whereas, GMOs are found in 70 to 80 per- 
cent of the foods we eat and play a vital role 
in maintaining Michigan’s agriculture, food 
processing, and other industries. In 2014, 100 
percent of all sugar beets, 93 percent of all 
corn, and 91 percent of all soybeans grown in 
Michigan were genetically modified; and 

Whereas, A maze of regulations would crip- 
ple interstate commerce throughout the food 
supply and distribution chain and ultimately 
increase grocery prices for consumers by 
hundreds of dollars each year. A Cornell Uni- 
versity study found that a patchwork of 
state labeling laws would increase food costs 
for a family by an average of $500 per year; 
and 

Whereas, On July 23, 2015, the U.S. House 
of Representatives passed bipartisan legisla- 
tion—the Safe and Accurate Food Labeling 
Act (H.R. 1599)—to avoid this patchwork of 
regulations and the costly challenges it cre- 
ates; and 

Whereas, Senate passage of the Safe and 
Accurate Food Labeling Act will allow con- 
sumers to have access to accurate and con- 
sistent information on products that contain 
GMOs by ensuring that labeling is national, 
uniform, and science-based. The bill also es- 
tablishes a United States Department of Ag- 
riculture (USDA)-administered certification 
and labeling program, modeled after the 
USDA National Organic Program for non- 
GMO, organic foods: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate, That we urge the 
United States Congress to enact legislation 
that requires uniform and science-based food 
labeling nationwide; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States Senate, the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, and the 
members of the Michigan congressional dele- 
gation. 

POM-96. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California com- 
memorating the 48rd anniversary of Title IX, 
and commending the national movement to- 
ward increased equality and fair treatment 
of all students; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 23 

Whereas, Title IX of the Education Amend- 
ments of 1972 is a federal law that specifi- 
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cally states that no person in the United 
States shall, on the basis of sex, be excluded 
from participation in, be denied the benefits 
of, or be subjected to discrimination under 
any education program or activity receiving 
federal financial assistance; and 

Whereas, All public and private elemen- 
tary schools and secondary schools, school 
districts, colleges, and universities receiving 
any federal funding must comply with Title 
IX; and 

Whereas, Title IX requires equal access in 
recruitment, admissions, counseling, finan- 
cial assistance, discipline, employment, and 
athletics; protection from sex-based harass- 
ment; and equitable treatment of pregnant 
and parenting students; and 

Whereas, Prior to the enactment of Title 
IX, many women and girls faced discrimina- 
tion and limited opportunities in athletics, 
academics, and extracurricular activities; 
and 

Whereas, Discrimination on the basis of 
sex can include sexual harassment or sexual 
violence, including rape, sexual assault, sex- 
ual battery, and sexual coercion; and 

Whereas, Title IX has been used as a basis 
in a number of complaints alleging sexual vi- 
olence on college campuses, as sexual vio- 
lence interferes with a student’s right to re- 
ceive education free from discrimination; 
and 

Whereas, Of the 109 colleges and univer- 
sities under investigation by the United 
States Department of Education for their 
handling of sexual violence cases, 11 are lo- 
cated in California; and 

Whereas, Title IX, which governs edu- 
cational equity generally, is widely known 
for ensuring equal access to women and girl 
athletes; and 

Whereas, The members of the United 
States Women’s National Soccer Team, 
which is ranked #2 in the world and con- 
tinues to make our nation proud, all played 
collegiate level soccer; and 

Whereas, Title IX regulations require that 
pregnant and parenting students have equal 
access to schools and activities, and that all 
separate programs for pregnant or parenting 
students be completely voluntary; and 

Whereas, Title IX has been the basis for 
California laws that protect graduate stu- 
dents from discrimination on the basis of 
pregnancy in research projects in California 
universities, laws requiring affirmative con- 
sent, and current legislation requiring lacta- 
tion accommodations in California schools; 
and 

Whereas, The educational equity guaran- 
teed in Title IX does not solely apply to 
women. It protects everyone from sex-based 
discrimination, regardless of real or per- 
ceived sex, gender identity, or gender expres- 
sion; and 

Whereas, Although Title IX has increased 
opportunities for girls and women in aca- 
demics, sports, and other educational activi- 
ties, it has not yet achieved the goal of full 
equality: Now therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Assembly and the Senate of 
the State of California, jointly, That the Legis- 
lature urges Californians to continue to 
work together to achieve the goals set by 
Title IX of increased opportunities for girls 
and women in academics, sports, and other 
educational activities; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Legislature of the State 
of California, on June 23, 2015, commemo- 
rates the 48rd anniversary of Title IX, and 
commends the national movement toward 
increased equality and fair treatment of all 
students; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As- 
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
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the President and Vice President of the 
United States, to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, and to each Senator and 
Representative from California in the Con- 
gress of the United States. 


POM-97. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California urging 
the President of the United States and the 
United States Congress to craft a balanced 
and workable approach to reduce incentives 
for and minimize unnecessary patent litiga- 
tion while ensuring that legitimate patent 
enforcement rights are protected and main- 
tained; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 9 

Whereas, The principle of intellectual 
property is enshrined in the United States 
Constitution, specifically under clause 8 of 
Section 8 of Article I of the United States 
Constitution, which empowers Congress to 
“promote the Progress of Science and useful 
Arts, by securing for limited Times to Au- 
thors and Inventors the exclusive Right to 
their respective Writings and Discoveries”; 
and 

Whereas, A robust patent system is critical 
to promote economic growth and innovation 
and ensure just compensation for the labor 
and proliferation of beneficial ideas and in- 
novations; and 

Whereas, California accounts for 25 percent 
of the nation’s patents; and 

Whereas, The state recognizes and respects 
the importance of patent protections and 
patent enforcement rights to driving contin- 
ued research, investment, technological in- 
novation, and job creation across multiple 
sectors of our economy; and 

Whereas, Small businesses depend on pat- 
ents to secure investments, and firms with 
fewer than 25 employees hold nearly one- 
quarter of United States-held patents in in- 
novative emerging technologies; and 

Whereas, Enforcement of legitimate patent 
rights is essential to promoting an innova- 
tion environment that fuels economic 
growth; and 

Whereas, There is increasing concern about 
litigation by predatory Patent Assertion En- 
tities (PAEs), which are built on a rent-seek- 
ing business model that exploits the patent 
legal system for financial gain without pro- 
ducing or manufacturing anything of value 
for society; and 

Whereas, Many PAEs attain ambiguous 
patents with the sole intent of filing patent 
infringement lawsuits. PAEs assert these 
patents against businesses of all sizes and in 
all industries, often years after the product 
has become standard and widely used; and 

Whereas, PAHs rarely earn successful judg- 
ments in court, underscoring the question- 
able merits of these particular patent cases. 
However, given the high cost and risks asso- 
ciated with patent litigation, most defend- 
ants choose to settle in order to avoid fur- 
ther financial loss. Indeed, many PAEs will 
offer royalty settlements below market 
value in order to encourage settlement and 
avoid trial; and 

Whereas, Predatory PAEs have a detri- 
mental impact on the economy and innova- 
tion. PAE activities cost businesses $29 bil- 
lion directly, mostly borne by small- and 
medium-sized businesses; and 

Whereas, The growth of patent litigation is 
directly tied to aggressive PAEs in recent 
years. In 2010, PAEs were responsible for 29 
percent of patent litigation, and by 2012 
PAEs represented 62 percent of all patent 
suits; and 

Whereas, The California economy is espe- 
cially vulnerable to lawsuits directed at in- 
formation technology patents; and 
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Whereas, Federal legislation is necessary 
to prevent and deter abusive patent litiga- 
tion; Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Assembly and the Senate of 
the State of California, jointly, That the Legis- 
lature urges the President and the Congress 
of the United States to craft a balanced and 
workable approach to reduce incentives for 
and minimize unnecessary patent litigation 
while ensuring that legitimate patent en- 
forcement rights are protected and main- 
tained; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As- 
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the 
United States, the Speaker and Minority 
Leader of the House of Representatives, the 
Majority Leader and Minority Leader of the 
Senate, and each member of the California 
delegation to the United States Congress. 

POM-98. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California urging 
the United States Congress to further amend 
the GI Bill of Rights to make benefits avail- 
able to veterans for use as startup capital in 
the establishment of first businesses; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION No. 7 

Whereas, Men and women of the State of 
California volunteer to serve in the Armed 
Forces of the United States in greater num- 
bers than those from any other state; and 

Whereas, California is currently home to 
more than 1,800,000 veterans of our Armed 
Forces; and 

Whereas, California veterans have been 
grateful recipients of the financial support of 
their fellow Americans through the Veterans 
Administration and the GI Bill; and 

Whereas, The Congress of the United 
States passed, and President Franklin D. 
Roosevelt signed, the GI Bill of Rights in 
1944 to support our veterans of World War II 
in their transition back to civilian life; and 

Whereas, The Congress of the United 
States in 2008 added significant new benefits 
for those who enlisted to serve the nation in 
the wake of the attacks on the United States 
on September 11, 2001; and 

Whereas, Up to 10 percent of veterans 
choose to start, run, and own their own busi- 
nesses; and 

Whereas, Over 30 percent of veterans of Op- 
eration Iraqi Freedom, Operation Enduring 
Freedom, and other fronts on the war 
against terrorism are receiving disability 
ratings from the federal Veterans Adminis- 
tration; and 

Whereas, More than five million Ameri- 
cans, including over one-half million Califor- 
nians, served in those conflicts; and 

Whereas, The State of California is the rec- 
ognized national leader in the establishment 
and success of veteran business owner pro- 
curement support programs, and 

Whereas, Veteran businesses make a sig- 
nificant contribution to the state’s economy 
and serve as a source of employment for fel- 
low veterans; and 

Whereas, Finding enough capital to suc- 
cessfully launch a new business or buy an ex- 
isting business is the largest challenge that 
new business owners face: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved by the Assembly and the Senate of 
the State of California, jointly, That the Legis- 
lature requests that the Congress of the 
United States of America further amend the 
GI Bill of Rights to make benefits available, 
with all appropriate safeguards, to all vet- 
erans for use as startup capital in the estab- 
lishment of first businesses; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As- 
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
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the President and Vice President of the 
United States, to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, to the Majority Leader of 
the Senate, and to each Senator and Rep- 
resentative from California in the Congress 
of the United States. 


EEE 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. JOHNSON, from the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs, with an amendment: 

S. 1868. A bill to extend by 15 years the au- 
thority of the Secretary of Commerce to con- 
duct the quarterly financial report program 
(Rept. No. 114-157). 


EE 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Ms. COLLINS (for herself and Mr. 
DURBIN): 

S. 2194. A bill to promote the use of clean 
cookstoves and fuels to save lives, improve 
livelihoods, empower women, and protect the 
environment by creating a thriving global 
market for clean and efficient household 
cooking solutions; to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

S. 2195. A bill to prohibit the indefinite de- 
tention of persons by the United States and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 


Judiciary. 
By Mr. CASEY (for himself, Mr. 
PORTMAN, Mr. SCHUMER, and Mr. 
COCHRAN): 


S. 2196. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide for the non- 
application of Medicare competitive acquisi- 
tion rates to complex rehabilitative wheel- 
chairs and accessories; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. CRAPO (for himself, Mr. BEN- 
NET, and Mr. ISAKSON): 

S. 2197. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to improve the risk ad- 
justment under the Medicare Advantage pro- 
gram, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for himself, 
Ms. WARREN, Mr. SCHATZ, Mr. DUR- 
BIN, Mr. KAINE, and Mr. MURPHY): 

S. 2198. A bill to establish a grant program 
to encourage States to adopt certain policies 
and procedures relating to the transfer and 
possession of firearms; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ENZI (for himself, Ms. AYOTTE, 
Mr. CRAPO, and Mr. DAINES): 

S. 2199. A bill to require agencies to con- 
form to concurrent resolutions when promul- 
gating rules; to the Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs. 

By Mrs. FISCHER: 

S. 2200. A bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to strengthen equal 
pay requirements; read the first time. 

By Mr. CORKER (for himself and Mr. 
CARDIN): 

S. 2201. A bill to promote international 
trade, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

By Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself, Mr. 
ROBERTS, Mr. SCHUMER, and Mr. 
TESTER): 
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S. 2202. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to treat certain farming 
business machinery and equipment as 5-year 
property for purposes of depreciation; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself, Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. BOOKER, Mr. HEIN- 
RICH, Mr. SANDERS, and Ms. WARREN): 

S. 2203. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to make residents of Puer- 
to Rico eligible for the earned income tax 
credit and to provide equitable treatment for 
residents of Puerto Rico with respect to the 
refundable portion of the child tax credit; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mrs. BOXER: 

S. 2204. A bill to respect the Constitutional 
entitlement to liberty by recognizing the 
right of an individual to have personal con- 
trol over the medical assistance and treat- 
ment necessary to alleviate intolerable phys- 
ical suffering; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. TESTER (for himself and Mr. 
FRANKEN): 

S. 2205. A bill to establish a grant program 
to assist tribal governments in establishing 
tribal healing to wellness courts, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 


EE 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 


By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, Ms. 
BALDWIN, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mrs. 
BOXER, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. CASEY, 
Mr. DURBIN, Mr. FRANKEN, Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND, Mr. HEINRICH, Ms. 
HIRONO, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MERKLEY, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. 
SANDERS, Mr. SCHATZ, Mr. SCHUMER, 
Ms. STABENOW, Mr. UDALL, Ms. WAR- 
REN, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. WYDEN, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and Ms. KLOBUCHAR): 

S. Res. 292. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the availability of 
high-quality childcare for working parents 
should be increased; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, Mr. 
LEAHY, Ms. AYOTTE, and Ms. KLO- 
BUCHAR): 

S. Res. 298. A resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of National Domestic Vio- 
lence Awareness Month, commending domes- 
tic violence victim advocates, domestic vio- 
lence victim service providers, crisis hotline 
staff, and first responders serving victims of 
domestic violence for their compassionate 
support of victims of domestic violence, and 
expressing the sense of the Senate that Con- 
gress should continue to support efforts to 
end domestic violence and hold perpetrators 
of domestic violence accountable; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HOEVEN (for himself, Mr. 
TESTER, Mr. ROBERTS, Ms. HEITKAMP, 
and Mr. PETERS): 

S. Res. 294. A resolution designating Octo- 
ber 26, 2015, as Day of the Deployed; consid- 
ered and agreed to. 

By Mrs. SHAHEEN (for herself, Mr. 
VITTER, Mr. Coons, Mr. GARDNER, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. RUBIO, Ms. HIRONO, Ms. 
AYOTTE, Mr. PETERS, Mr. RISCH, Mrs. 
FISCHER, and Mr. BLUMENTHAL): 

S. Res. 295. A resolution designating the 
week of November 2 through November 6, 
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2015 as “‘National Veterans Small Business 
Week” ; considered and agreed to. 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 441 
At the request of Mr. NELSON, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
DONNELLY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 441, a bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to clar- 
ify the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion’s jurisdiction over certain tobacco 
products, and to protect jobs and small 
businesses involved in the sale, manu- 
facturing and distribution of tradi- 
tional and premium cigars. 
S. 553 
At the request of Mr. CORKER, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro- 
lina (Mr. BURR) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 553, a bill to marshal resources 
to undertake a concerted, trans- 
formative effort that seeks to bring an 
end to modern slavery, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 564 
At the request of Mr. MORAN, the 
name of the Senator from South Da- 
kota (Mr. ROUNDS) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 564, a bill to amend title 
38, United States Code, to include li- 
censed hearing aid specialists as eligi- 
ble for appointment in the Veterans 
Health Administration of the Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 579 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
names of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. LANKFORD) and the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 579, a bill to amend the 
Inspector General Act of 1978 to 
strengthen the independence of the In- 
spectors General, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 746 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mrs. 
ERNST) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
746, a bill to provide for the establish- 
ment of a Commission to Accelerate 
the End of Breast Cancer. 
S. 804 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 804, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to specify cov- 
erage of continuous glucose monitoring 
devices, and for other purposes. 
S. 864 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Ms. BALDWIN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 864, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to establish direct 
care registered nurse-to-patient staff- 
ing ratio requirements in hospitals, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 946 
At the request of Mr. KIRK, the name 
of the Senator from Maryland (Mr. 
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CARDIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
946, a bill to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to prohibit the transpor- 
tation of horses in interstate transpor- 
tation in a motor vehicle containing 2 
or more levels stacked on top of one 
another. 
S. 1122 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. BOOKER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1122, a bill to provide that chapter 
1 of title 9 of the United States Code, 
relating to the enforcement of arbitra- 
tion agreements, shall not apply to en- 
rollment agreements made between 
students and certain institutions of 
higher education, and to prohibit limi- 
tations on the ability of students to 
pursue claims against certain institu- 
tions of higher education. 
S. 1195 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. TOOMEY) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1195, a bill to amend the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 to update 
reporting requirements for institutions 
of higher education and provide for 
more accurate and complete data on 
student retention, graduation, and 
earnings outcomes at all levels of post- 
secondary enrollment. 
S. 1539 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. REED) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1539, a bill to amend the Richard B. 
Russell National School Lunch Act to 
establish a permanent, nationwide 
summer electronic benefits transfer for 
children program. 
S. 1562 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
names of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. MURPHY) and the Senator from 
Washington (Mrs. MURRAY) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1562, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to re- 
form taxation of alcoholic beverages. 
S. 1565 
At the request of Mr. REED, the name 
of the Senator from Wisconsin (Ms. 
BALDWIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1565, a bill to allow the Bureau of 
Consumer Financial Protection to pro- 
vide greater protection to service- 
members. 
S. 1617 
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. BENNET) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1617, a bill to prevent Hizballah 
and associated entities from gaining 
access to international financial and 
other institutions, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 1757 
At the request of Mr. PORTMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
MORAN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1757, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to promote health 
care technology innovation and access 
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to medical devices and services for 
which patients choose to self-pay under 
the Medicare program, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 1775 
At the request of Mr. MURPHY, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. TESTER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1775, a bill to direct the Secretary 
of Homeland Security to accept addi- 
tional documentation when considering 
the application for veterans status of 
an individual who performed service as 
a coastwise merchant seaman during 
World War II, and for other purposes. 
S. 1961 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. BOOKER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1961, a bill to amend titles XVIII 
and XIX of the Social Security Act to 
make improvements to the treatment 
of the United States territories under 
the Medicare and Medicaid programs, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 2015 
At the request of Mr. ALEXANDER, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAPO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2015, a bill to clarify the treatment of 
two or more employers as joint em- 
ployers under the National Labor Rela- 
tions Act. 
S. 2066 
At the request of Mr. SASSE, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) and the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. WICKER) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2066, a bill to amend 
title 18, United States Code, to prohibit 
a health care practitioner from failing 
to exercise the proper degree of care in 
the case of a child who survives an 
abortion or attempted abortion. 
S. 2067 
At the request of Mr. WICKER, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. MARKEY) and the Senator 
from New Mexico (Mr. UDALL) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2067, a bill to 
establish EUREKA Prize Competitions 
to accelerate discovery and develop- 
ment of disease-modifying, preventive, 
or curative treatments for Alzheimer’s 
disease and related dementia, to en- 
courage efforts to enhance detection 
and diagnosis of such diseases, or to en- 
hance the quality and efficiency of care 
of individuals with such diseases. 
S. 2075 
At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
SCHATZ) was added as a cosponsor of 8S. 
2075, a bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the excise 
tax on high cost employer-sponsored 
health coverage and to express the 
sense of the Senate that the resulting 
revenue loss should be offset. 
S. 2103 
At the request of Mr. DONNELLY, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2103, a bill to modify a provision 
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relating to adjustments of certain 
State apportionments for Federal high- 
way programs, and for other purposes. 
S. 2119 
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 2119, a bill to provide for 
greater congressional oversight of 
Iran’s nuclear program, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 2123 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2123, a bill to reform sen- 
tencing laws and correctional institu- 
tions, and for other purposes. 
S. 2127 
At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
KIRK) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2127, a bill to provide appropriate pro- 
tections to probationary Federal em- 
ployees, to provide the Special Counsel 
with adequate access to information, 
to provide greater awareness of Federal 
whistleblower protections, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 2152 
At the request of Mr. CORKER, the 
names of the Senator from South Caro- 
lina (Mr. GRAHAM), the Senator from Il- 
linois (Mr. DURBIN), the Senator from 
Colorado (Mr. GARDNER), the Senator 
from Tennessee (Mr. ALEXANDER), the 
Senator from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT), the 
Senator from Maine (Ms. COLLINS) and 
the Senator from Illinois (Mr. KIRK) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 2152, a 
bill to establish a comprehensive 
United States Government policy to 
encourage the efforts of countries in 
sub-Saharan Africa to develop an ap- 
propriate mix of power solutions, in- 
cluding renewable energy, for more 
broadly distributed electricity access 
in order to support poverty reduction, 
promote development outcomes, and 
drive economic growth, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 2193 
At the request of Mr. CRUZ, the name 
of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
RUBIO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2193, a bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to increase pen- 
alties for individuals who illegally re- 
enter the United States after being re- 
moved and for other purposes. 
S. RES. 275 
At the request of Mr. CASSIDY, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts (Ms. WARREN), the Senator from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) and the 
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. MUR- 
PHY) were added as cosponsors of S. 
Res. 275, a resolution calling on Con- 
gress, schools, and State and local edu- 
cational agencies to recognize the sig- 
nificant educational implications of 
dyslexia that must be addressed and 
designating October 2015 as ‘‘National 
Dyslexia Awareness Month”. 


16441 


S. RES. 283 

At the request of Mr. SCHATZ, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 283, a resolution designating Octo- 
ber 2015 as ‘‘Filipino American History 
Month”. 

S. RES. 287 

At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL, his 
name and the names of the Senator 
from Nevada (Mr. REID), the Senator 
from Tennessee (Mr. ALEXANDER), the 
Senator from New Hampshire (Ms. 
AYOTTE), the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Ms. BALDWIN), the Senator from Wyo- 
ming (Mr. BARRASSO), the Senator from 
Colorado (Mr. BENNET), the Senator 
from Connecticut (Mr. BLUMENTHAL), 
the Senator from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT), 
the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. 
BOOKER), the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. BOOZMAN), the Senator from Cali- 
fornia (Mrs. BOXER), the Senator from 
Ohio (Mr. BROWN), the Senator from 
North Carolina (Mr. BURR), the Senator 
from Washington (Ms. CANTWELL), the 
Senator from West Virginia (Mrs. CAP- 
ITO), the Senator from Maryland (Mr. 
CARDIN), the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. CARPER), the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania (Mr. CASEY), the Senator from 
Louisiana (Mr. CASSIDY), the Senator 
from Indiana (Mr. COATS), the Senator 
from ‘Mississippi (Mr. COCHRAN), the 
Senator from Maine (Ms. COLLINS), the 
Senator from Delaware (Mr. COONS), 
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. 
CORKER), the Senator from Texas (Mr. 
CORNYN), the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. COTTON), the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. CRAPO), the Senator from Texas 
(Mr. CRUZ), the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. DAINES), the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. DONNELLY), the Senator from Illi- 
nois (Mr. DURBIN), the Senator from 
Wyoming (Mr. ENZI), the Senator from 
Iowa (Mrs. ERNST), the Senator from 
California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska (Mrs. FISCHER), the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE), the 
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. 
FRANKEN), the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. GARDNER), the Senator from New 
York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND), the Senator 
from South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM), the 
Senator from Iowa (Mr. GRASSLEY), the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH), the 
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. HEIN- 
RICH), the Senator from North Dakota 
(Ms. HEITKAMP), the Senator from Ne- 
vada (Mr. HELLER), the Senator from 
Hawaii (Ms. HIRONO), the Senator from 
North Dakota (Mr. HOEVEN), the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE), the 
Senator from Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON), 
the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. JOHN- 
SON), the Senator from Virginia (Mr. 
KAINE), the Senator from Maine (Mr. 
KING), the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
KIRK), the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR), the Senator from 
Oklahoma (Mr. LANKFORD), the Senator 
from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY), the Sen- 
ator from Utah (Mr. LEE), the Senator 
from West Virginia (Mr. MANCHIN), the 
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR- 
KEY), the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
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McCAIN), the Senator from Missouri 
(Mrs. MCCASKILL), the Senator from 
New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ), the Sen- 
ator from Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI), 
the Senator from Kansas (Mr. MORAN), 
the Senator from Alaska (Ms. MUR- 
KOWSKI), the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. MURPHY), the Senator from Wash- 
ington (Mrs. MURRAY), the Senator 
from Florida (Mr. NELSON), the Senator 
from Kentucky (Mr. PAUL), the Senator 
from Georgia (Mr. PERDUE), the Sen- 
ator from Michigan (Mr. PETERS), the 
Senator from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN), the 
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. REED), 
the Senator from Idaho (Mr. RISCH), 
the Senator from Kansas (Mr. ROB- 
ERTS), the Senator from South Dakota 
(Mr. ROUNDS), the Senator from Flor- 
ida (Mr. RUBIO), the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), the Senator 
from Nebraska (Mr. SASSE), the Sen- 
ator from Hawaii (Mr. SCHATZ), the 
Senator from New York (Mr. SCHUMER), 
the Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 
SCOTT), the Senator from Alabama (Mr. 
SESSIONS), the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mrs. SHAHEEN), the Sen- 
ator from Alabama (Mr. SHELBY), the 
Senator from Michigan (Ms. STABE- 
Now), the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
SULLIVAN), the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. TESTER), the Senator from South 
Dakota (Mr. THUNE), the Senator from 
North Carolina (Mr. TILLIS), the Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania (Mr. TOOMEY), 
the Senator from New Mexico (Mr. 
UDALL), the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. VITTER), the Senator from Vir- 
ginia (Mr. WARNER), the Senator from 
Massachusetts (Ms. WARREN), the Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island (Mr. WHITE- 
HOUSE) and the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi (Mr. WICKER) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. Res. 287, a resolution 
condemning the senseless murder and 
wounding of 18 individuals (sons, 
daughters, fathers, mothers, uncles, 
aunts, cousins, students, and teachers) 
in Roseburg, Oregon, on October 1, 2015. 


a 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Ms. COLLINS (for herself and 
Mr. DURBIN): 

S. 2194. A bill to promote the use of 
clean cookstoves and fuels to save 
lives, improve livelihoods, empower 
women, and protect the environment 
by creating a thriving global market 
for clean and efficient household cook- 
ing solutions; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Clean Cook- 
stoves and Fuels Support Act. This bill 
addresses a serious global public health 
and environmental issue. I am very 
pleased to be joined in this effort by 
my friend and colleague Senator DUR- 
BIN. 

Nearly half of the world’s people 
cook over open fires or inefficient, pol- 
luting, and unsafe cookstoves using ag- 
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ricultural waste, coal, dung, wood or 
other solid fuels. Smoke from these 
traditional cookstoves and open fires is 
associated with chronic and acute dis- 
eases that affect women and children 
disproportionately. The black carbon 
from these traditional cookstoves is 
also a significant driver of air pollu- 
tion and climate change. 

Alarmingly, the World Health Orga- 
nization found that in 2012 this type of 
air pollution claimed 4.3 million lives. 
Millions more are sickened from the 
toxic fumes, and thousands suffer 
burns annually from open fires or un- 
safe cookstoves. The Global Burden of 
Disease Study of 2010 doubled the mor- 
tality estimates for exposure to smoke 
from cookstoves, referred to as ‘‘house- 
hold air pollution,” from 2 million to 4 
million deaths annually. That is more 
than the deaths from malaria, tuber- 
culosis, and HIV/AIDS combined. This 
same study ranks household air pollu- 
tion as the fourth worst overall health 
risk factor in the world and is the sec- 
ond worst health risk factor in the 
world for women and girls. 

Traditional cookstoves also create 
serious environmental problems. Re- 
cent studies show that the emissions of 
black carbon or common soot from 
these cookstoves significantly con- 
tribute to regional air pollution and 
climate change. In fact, black carbon 
emissions from residential cookstoves 
in developing countries are responsible 
for as much as 25 percent of black car- 
bon emissions. Moreover, each family 
can require up to two tons of cooking 
fuel, and where the demand for fuel 
outstrips the natural regrowth of re- 
sources, local environmental degrada- 
tion and loss of biodiversity can result. 

The collection of this fuel is also a 
burden that is shouldered dispropor- 
tionately by women and children. In 
some areas, women and girls risk rape 
and other violence during the up to 20 
hours per week they spend away from 
their families gathering fuel. This 
often means these women and girls 
have far less time to pursue an edu- 
cation, to generate income or to par- 
ticipate in other community activities, 
and this marginalizes their role in soci- 
ety. A new report by McKinsey Global 
Institute estimates that the world 
economy could increase by between $12 
trillion and $28 trillion over 10 years if 
the participation of women was to 
equal that of men. 

Replacing these cookstoves with 
modern alternatives would help reverse 
these alarming health, environmental, 
and economic trends, and it would be 
relatively inexpensive. In fact, there 
are stoves that are coming on the mar- 
ket that cost as little as $20 that are 50 
percent more efficient than the tradi- 
tional cooking methods. It could also 
be done quickly. It is what scientists 
call the low-hanging fruit of environ- 
mental and health fixes. 

In 2010, the Global Alliance for Clean 
Cookstoves was formed to help support 
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the adoption of clean cookstoves in 100 
million households in the developing 
world by the year 2020. Recognizing the 
serious health and environmental 
issues posed by traditional cookstoves, 
the Alliance aims to save lives, im- 
prove livelihoods, empower women, and 
combat pollution by creating a thriv- 
ing global market for clean and effi- 
cient household cooking stoves. Alli- 
ance partners are working together to 
help overcome the market barriers 
that currently impede the production, 
development, and distribution of clean 
cookstoves in developing countries. 

During the first 5 years of the Alli- 
ance, the U.S. Government played a 
key role in supporting this important 
endeavor, including through financial 
assistance that surpassed the original 
funding commitments. Led by the De- 
partment of State, 11 Federal agencies 
have invested more than $114 million in 
clean cookstoves and fuel initiatives to 
date. For the next 5 years of the Alli- 
ance, our government has announced 
anticipated commitments of another 
$175 million. 

To date, our government has focused 
its efforts on applied research and de- 
velopment, diplomatic engagement to 
encourage a market for clean cook- 
stoves and to improve access to them, 
international development projects to 
support clean cookstove businesses en- 
gaging women entrepreneurs, and sup- 
porting the adoption of clean and effi- 
cient cooking solutions by providing 
some financial assistance. 

The legislation Senator DURBIN and I 
are introducing today strengthens 
these important commitments by re- 
quiring the Secretary of State—in con- 
sultation with the relevant Federal 
agencies and in coordination with 
international NGOs and private and 
other government entities—to advance 
the goals and work of the Alliance. In 
addition, the bill would formally au- 
thorize the funding commitments al- 
ready made by our government for the 
next 5 years, through the year 2020, to 
ensure that these important pledges to- 
ward preventing unnecessary illness 
and reducing pollution around the 
globe are met. 

By supporting the work of the Alli- 
ance and the commitment of the U.S. 
Government to replace traditional 
cookstoves with modern versions that 
emit far less soot, this bill aims to ben- 
efit directly some of the world’s poor- 
est people and to reduce the harmful 
pollution that affects all of us. It offers 
a way for us to address the second larg- 
est contributor to climate change in a 
way that is inexpensive, not burden- 
some to the people of our country, and 
that will benefit poor people living in 
developing nations. 

There is lots of disagreement on 
many proposals that have been ad- 
vanced to address climate change, but 
this is one that should unite all of us. 
It will help to improve the health of 
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women and children, in particular, who 
bear the burden of working over these 
dirty cookstoves in developing coun- 
tries, and it will reduce carbon soot in 
our atmosphere—the second biggest 
contributor to greenhouse gas emis- 
sions. It will do so without requiring 
those of us in our country to change 
our ways. 

I urge my colleagues to join Senator 
DURBIN and me in supporting the Clean 
Cookstoves and Fuels Support Act. 


EE 


SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION 292—EX- 
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE THAT THE AVAIL- 
ABILITY OF HIGH-QUALITY 


CHILDCARE FOR WORKING PAR- 
ENTS SHOULD BE INCREASED 


Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, Ms. BALD- 
WIN, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mrs. BOXER, Ms. 
CANTWELL, Mr. CASEY, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
FRANKEN, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. HEN- 
RICH, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. 
MERKLEY, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. MURPHY, 
Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SCHATZ, Mr. SCHU- 
MER, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. UDALL, Ms. 
WARREN, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. WYDEN, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and Ms. KLOBUCHAR) 
submitted the following resolution; 
which was referred to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pen- 
sions: 

S. RES. 292 


Whereas working parents depend on high- 
quality childcare so they can work and sup- 
port their families; 

Whereas over 60 percent of children under 
5, and % of grade school-aged children, are in 
a regular childcare arrangement; 

Whereas United States businesses lose 
$3,000,000,000 annually due to employee ab- 
senteeism resulting from child care chal- 
lenges, which weakens the stable and reli- 
able childcare system that is essential for 
the economy; 

Whereas childcare is difficult to find for 
millions of families, particularly the nearly 
9,000,000 parents who work non-standard 
hours, because only 8 percent of childcare 
centers provide evening or weekend care; 

Whereas most middle-class families strug- 
gle to afford high-quality childcare; 

Whereas the median annual aggregate cost 
of full-time care for an infant and a 4-year- 
old in a childcare center is nearly $16,000; 

Whereas the average annual cost of center- 
based childcare for an infant is over % of the 
income of a family of 3 living at the poverty 
level in 21 States; 

Whereas high-quality childcare and early 
education, especially for disadvantaged chil- 
dren, helps children thrive in school and be- 
yond by— 

(1) decreasing special education placement 
and reducing grade retention; 

(2) decreasing child abuse and neglect and 
juvenile arrests; 

(8) increasing high school graduation and 
college attendance; and 

(4) increasing employment; 

Whereas the eligibility requirements to re- 
ceive assistance under the Child Care and 
Development Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. 9858 et seq.) (referred to in this pre- 
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amble as the ‘‘CCDBG’’), the primary source 
of Federal funding support for childcare, ex- 
clude most United States children from Fed- 
eral childcare assistance; 

Whereas the CCDBG serves only a fraction 
of families eligible for Federal support, with 
only 17 percent of eligible children receiving 
Federal childcare assistance, the lowest per- 
centage since 1997; 

Whereas these issues affect all families, 
but disproportionately affect women be- 
cause— 

(1) over 95 percent of the formal childcare 
workforce is comprised of women; and 

(2) women do most of the unpaid childcare 
work in families; 

Whereas increased pay for workers in the 
childcare industry improves the quality of 
childcare for young children; 

Whereas to recruit and retain a qualified 
childcare workforce for young children, 
childcare staff for young children should be 
paid as much as K-12 staff with equivalent 
education and experience; 

Whereas a full-time living wage of at least 
$15 per hour is needed for childcare workers 
to meet the essential needs of their families, 
but the average childcare center worker 
earns $10.60 per hour and has experienced no 
increase in real earnings since 1997; 

Whereas high-quality childcare that works 
for everyone is essential for a strong econ- 
omy and future; 

Whereas each working family needs, in 
order to support its well-being— 

(1) universal preschool; 

(2) child nutrition programs that promote 
health and wellness; 

(8) a fair work schedule; 

(4) a living wage; 

(5) paid family and medical leave; 

(6) paid sick days; and 

(7) credit in the Social Security system for 
time spent caregiving; and 

Whereas when families are guaranteed 
high-quality, flexible, available, and afford- 
able childcare— 

(1) business productivity improves; 

(2) parents have a greater likelihood of 
finding and keeping employment; and 

(8) children do better in school and in life: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate supports ef- 
forts— 

(1) to provide childcare assistance to each 
working family that needs childcare assist- 
ance, including— 

(A) middle-class families that struggle to 
afford the costs of high-quality childcare; 
and 

(B) underpaid families that are often left 
behind; 

(2) to make childcare affordable— 

(A) such that no working family must pay 
more than 10 percent of its income for 
childcare; and 

(B) by providing additional help to families 
most in need; 

(8) to ensure that childcare is available so 
that parents in the 24-hour economy can ac- 
cess high-quality care— 

(A) when and where the parents need it 
(during weekends, nights, and as their job 
schedules change); and 

(B) with options across school, center, and 
home settings; 

(4) to guarantee that each family eligible 
for childcare receives childcare by creating a 
system that expands with need; 

(5) to improve the quality of childcare by— 

(A) guaranteeing childcare workers a liv- 
ing wage and wage parity with K-12 staff 
with equivalent education and experience; 

(B) improving training opportunities; and 
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(C) giving workers a voice on the job to ad- 
vocate for higher workplace standards and 
standards of care for the children the work- 
ers serve; and 

(6) to provide sufficient Federal, State, and 
local investment to ensure resources for 
high-quality jobs and affordable childcare. 


EEE 
SENATE RESOLUTION  293—SUP- 
PORTING THE GOALS AND 


IDEALS OF NATIONAL DOMESTIC 
VIOLENCE AWARENESS MONTH, 
COMMENDING DOMESTIC VIO- 
LENCE VICTIM ADVOCATES, DO- 
MESTIC VIOLENCE VICTIM SERV- 
ICE PROVIDERS, CRISIS HOTLINE 
STAFF, AND FIRST RESPONDERS 
SERVING VICTIMS OF DOMESTIC 
VIOLENCE FOR THEIR COMPAS- 
SIONATE SUPPORT OF VICTIMS 
OF DOMESTIC VIOLENCE, AND 
EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE THAT CONGRESS 
SHOULD CONTINUE TO SUPPORT 
EFFORTS TO END DOMESTIC VIO- 
LENCE AND HOLD PERPETRA- 
TORS OF DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 
ACCOUNTABLE 


Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, Mr. 
LEAHY, Ms. AYOTTE, and Ms. KLO- 
BUCHAR) submitted the following reso- 
lution; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 293 


Whereas domestic violence victim advo- 
cates, domestic violence service providers, 
domestic violence first responders, and other 
individuals in the United States observe the 
month of October, 2015, as “National Domes- 
tic Violence Awareness Month” in order to 
increase awareness in the United States 
about the issue of domestic violence; 

Whereas it is estimated that each year up 
to 9,000,000 individuals in the United States 
are victims of intimate partner violence, in- 
cluding— 

(1) physical violence; 

(2) rape; or 

(3) stalking; 

Whereas more than 1 in 5 women in the 
United States and more than 1 in 7 men in 
the United States have experienced severe 
physical violence by an intimate partner; 

Whereas domestic violence affects women, 
men, and children of every age and back- 
ground, but women— 

(1) experience more domestic violence than 
men; and 

(2) are significantly more likely than men 
to be injured during an assault by an inti- 
mate partner; 

Whereas women aged 18 to 34 typically ex- 
perience the highest rates of intimate part- 
ner violence, according to the Bureau of Jus- 
tice Statistics; 

Whereas most female victims of intimate 
partner violence have been victimized by the 
same offender previously; 

Whereas domestic violence is cited as a 
significant factor in homelessness among 
families; 

Whereas research shows that households in 
which children are abused or neglected are 
likely to have a higher rate of intimate part- 
ner violence; 

Whereas millions of children are exposed 
to domestic violence each year; 

Whereas victims of domestic violence expe- 
rience immediate and long-term negative 
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outcomes, including detrimental effects on 
mental and physical health; 

Whereas crisis hotlines serving domestic 
violence operate 24 hours per day, 365 days 
per year, and offer important— 

(1) crisis intervention; 

(2) support; 

(3) information; and 

(4) referrals for victims; 

Whereas staff and volunteers of domestic 
violence shelters and programs in the United 
States, in cooperation with 56 State and ter- 
ritorial coalitions against domestic violence, 
serve— 

(1) thousands of adults and children each 
day; and 

(2) at least 1,000,000 adults and children 
each year; 

Whereas law enforcement officers in the 
United States put their lives at risk each 
day by responding to incidents of domestic 
violence, which can be among the most vola- 
tile and deadly disturbance calls; 

Whereas Congress first demonstrated a sig- 
nificant commitment to supporting victims 
of domestic violence through the landmark 
enactment of the Family Violence Preven- 
tion and Services Act (42 U.S.C. 10401 et 
seq.); 

Whereas Congress has remained committed 
to protecting survivors of all forms of domes- 
tic violence and sexual abuse by making 
Federal funding available to support the ac- 
tivities that are authorized under— 

(1) the Family Violence Prevention and 
Services Act (42 U.S.C. 10401 et seq.); and 

(2) the Violence Against Women Act of 1994 
(42 U.S.C. 13925 et seq.); 


Whereas there is a need to continue to sup- 
port programs and activities aimed at do- 
mestic violence intervention and domestic 
violence prevention in the United States; 
and 

Whereas individuals and organizations that 
are dedicated to preventing and ending do- 
mestic violence should be recognized: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That— 

(1) the Senate supports the goals and ideals 
of “National Domestic Violence Awareness 
Month’’; and 

(2) it is the sense of the Senate that Con- 
gress should— 

(A) continue to raise awareness of domes- 
tic violence in the United States and the cor- 
responding devastating effects of domestic 
violence on survivors, families, and commu- 
nities; and 

(B) pledge continued support for programs 
designed— 

(i) to assist survivors; 

(ii) to hold perpetrators accountable; and 

(iii) to bring an end to domestic violence. 


EE 


SENATE RESOLUTION 294—DESIG- 


NATING OCTOBER 26, 2015, AS 
DAY OF THE DEPLOYED 
Mr. HOEVEN (for himself, Mr. 


TESTER, Mr. ROBERTS, Ms. HEITKAMP, 
and Mr. PETERS) submitted the fol- 
lowing resolution; which was consid- 
ered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 294 

Whereas more than 2,000,000 individuals 
serve as members of the Armed Forces of the 
United States; 

Whereas several hundred thousand mem- 
bers of the Armed Forces rotate each year 
through deployments to 150 countries in 
every region of the world; 

Whereas more than 2,700,000 members of 
the Armed Forces have deployed to the area 
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of operations of the United States Central 
Command since the September 11, 2001 ter- 
rorist attacks; 

Whereas the United States is kept strong 
and free by the loyal military personnel from 
the total force (the regular components, the 
National Guard, and the Reserves), who pro- 
tect the precious heritage of the United 
States through their declarations and ac- 
tions; 

Whereas members of the Armed Forces 
serving at home and abroad have coura- 
geously answered the call to duty to defend 
the ideals of the United States and to pre- 
serve peace and freedom around the world; 

Whereas members of the Armed Forces per- 
sonify the virtues of patriotism, service, 
duty, courage, and sacrifice; 

Whereas the families of members of the 
Armed Forces make important and signifi- 
cant sacrifices for the United States; and 

Whereas the Senate designated October 26 
as “Day of the Deployed” in 2011, 2012, 2013, 
and 2014: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) designates October 26, 2015, as ‘‘Day of 
the Deployed’’; 

(2) honors the deployed members of the 
Armed Forces of the United States and the 
families of the members; 

(8) calls on the people of the United States 
to reflect on the service of those members of 
the Armed Forces, wherever the members 
serve, past, present, and future; and 

(4) encourages the people of the United 
States to observe Day of the Deployed with 
appropriate ceremonies and activities. 


SENATE RESOLUTION 295—DESIG- 
NATING THE WEEK OF NOVEM- 
BER 2 THROUGH NOVEMBER 6, 
2015 AS “NATIONAL VETERANS 
SMALL BUSINESS WEEK” 


Mrs. SHAHEEN (for herself, Mr. VIT- 
TER, Mr. Coons, Mr. GARDNER, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. RUBIO, Ms. HIRONO, Ms. 
AYOTTE, Mr. PETERS, Mr. RISCH, Mrs. 
FISCHER, and Mr. BLUMENTHAL) sub- 
mitted the following resolution; which 
was considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 295 


Whereas the Armed Forces of the United 
States train individuals with the skills, dis- 
cipline, and leadership necessary to establish 
and operate a successful business; 

Whereas there are approximately 2,500,000 
veteran-owned small businesses in the 
United States, employing nearly 6,000,000 in- 
dividuals; 

Whereas veteran-owned businesses make 
up nearly 10 percent of all businesses in the 
United States; 

Whereas veterans account for more than 
$1,200,000,000,000 in business receipts every 
year; 

Whereas veterans are 45 percent more like- 
ly to be self-employed than non-veterans; 

Whereas the number of veteran owned 
small businesses grew at nearly double the 
rate for non-veteran owned small businesses 
from 2007 to 2012; 

Whereas women veterans’ business owner- 
ship has increased significantly, from 97,114 
in 2007 to 384,549 in 2012; 

Whereas the Office of Veterans Business 
Development of the Small Business Adminis- 
tration is dedicated to maximizing the avail- 
ability and usability of small business pro- 
grams for veterans, members of a reserve 
component of the Armed Forces of the 
United States, members of the Armed Forces 
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of the United States serving on active-duty, 
transitioning service members, and the 
spouses, dependents, or survivors of those 
members and veterans; 

Whereas the Small Business Administra- 
tion serves more than 200,000 veterans, serv- 
ice-disabled veterans, women veterans, and 
military spouses annually; 

Whereas, in 2014, the Small Business Ad- 
ministration increased loans to veterans by 
more than 100 percent, guaranteeing more 
than $1,000,000,000 in small business loans; 

Whereas the entrepreneurship training pro- 
gram of the Small Business Administration, 
Boots to Business, has trained more than 
30,000 service members, veterans, and spouses 
of service members and veterans since 
launching in 2013; 

Whereas the Small Business Administra- 
tion will be hosting events honoring Na- 
tional Veterans Small Business Week from 
November 2 through November 6, 2015; 

Whereas the Committee on Small Business 
and Entrepreneurship of the Senate will be 
commemorating National Small Business 
Week during the week of November 2 
through November 6, 2015; and 

Whereas November 2 through November 6, 
2015 would be an appropriate time to des- 
ignate as ‘‘National Veterans Small Business 
Week’’: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) designates the week of November 2 
through November 6, 2015 as ‘‘National Vet- 
erans Small Business Week’’; and 

(2) expresses appreciation for the continued 
service to the United States by the Nation’s 
veterans through small business ownership 
and entrepreneurship. 


i—i 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on October 22, 2015, at 9:30 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on October 22, 
2015, at 10 a.m., in room SD-366 of the 
Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on October 22, 2015, at 10 a.m., in 
room SD-226 of the Dirksen Senate Of- 
fice Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on October 22, 2015, at 2:30 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON REGULATORY AFFAIRS AND 
FEDERAL MANAGEMENT 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Regulatory Affairs and 
Federal Management of the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Govern- 
mental Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 22, 2015, at 9:30 a.m., to conduct a 


hearing entitled, ‘‘Improving Pay 
Flexibilities in the Federal Work- 
force.” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


-Á 


UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE- 
MENT—EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that at 5 p.m. 
on Monday, October 26, the Senate pro- 
ceed to executive session to consider 
Calendar No. 140; that there be up to 30 
minutes of debate on the nomination; 
that following the use or yielding back 
of time, the Senate vote on the nomi- 
nation without intervening action or 
debate; that following disposition of 
the nomination, the motion to recon- 
sider be considered made and laid upon 
the table with no intervening action or 
debate; that no further motions be in 
order to the nomination; that any 
statements related to the nomination 
be printed in the RECORD; that the 
President be immediately notified of 
the Senate’s action, and the Senate 
then resume legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


--Á—— 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate proceed to executive session for the 
consideration of Calendar Nos. 308 
through 320; that the nominations be 
confirmed en bloc; that the motions to 
reconsider be considered made and laid 
upon the table with no intervening ac- 
tion or debate; that no further motions 
be in order; that any statements re- 
lated to the nominations be printed in 
the RECORD; that the President be im- 
mediately notified of the Senate’s ac- 
tion, and the Senate then resume legis- 
lative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and con- 
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

IN THE ARMY 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Army Nurse Corps 
to the grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., 
sections 624 and 3064: 

To be major general 
Brig. Gen. Barbara R. Holcomb 
IN THE AIR FORCE 

The following named officer for appoint- 

ment in the United States Air Force to the 
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grade indicated while assigned to a position 
of importance and responsibility under title 
10, U.S.C., section 601: 
To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Jack Weinstein 
The following Air National Guard of the 
United States officer for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Air Force to the grade indi- 
cated under title 10, U.S.C., sections 12203 
and 12212: 
To be brigadier general 
Col. Michael E. Flanagan 
The following Air National Guard of the 
United States officer for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Air Force to the grade indi- 
cated under title 10, U.S.C., sections 12203 
and 12212: 
To be brigadier general 
Col. David W. Silva, II 
The following Air National Guard of the 
United States officer for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Air Force to the grade indi- 
cated under title 10, U.S.C., sections 12203 
and 12212: 
To be brigadier general 
Col. Philip R. Sheridan 
The following Air National Guard of the 
United States officer for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Air Force to the grade indi- 
cated under title 10, U.S.C., sections 12203 
and 12212: 
To be brigadier general 
Col. Timothy J. LaBarge 
IN THE ARMY 
The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the Reserve of the Army to the 
grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 
12203: 
To be brigadier general 
Col. Kristan L. K. Hericks 
The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the Reserve of the Army to the 
grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 
12203: 
To be major general 
Brig. Gen. Jody J. Daniels 
IN THE NAVY 
The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 
To be vice admiral 
Vice Adm. Frank C. Pandolfe 
The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 
To be vice admiral 
Rear Adm. Raquel C. Bono 
The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 
To be vice admiral 
Rear Adm. David C. Johnson 
IN THE MARINE CORPS 
The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Marine Corps to 
the grade indicated while assigned to a posi- 
tion of importance and responsibility under 
title 10, U.S.C., section 601, and for appoint- 
ment as a Senior Member of the Military 
Staff Committee of the United Nations under 
title 10, U.S.C., section 711: 
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To be lieutenant general 
Lt. Gen. Kenneth F. McKenzie, Jr. 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Marine Corps to 
the grade of lieutenant general while as- 
signed to a position of importance and re- 
sponsibility under title 10, U.S.C., section 
601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. William D. Beydler 


EE 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate will now resume legislative session. 


VETERANS’ COMPENSATION COST- 
OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 
2015 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of Calendar No. 202, S. 1493. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 1493) to provide for an increase, 
effective December 1, 2015, in the rates of 
compensation for veterans with service-con- 
nected disabilities and the rates of depend- 
ency and indemnity compensation for the 
survivors of certain disabled veterans, and 
for other purposes. 


There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that the bill be read a third 
time and passed, and the motion to re- 
consider be considered made and laid 
upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (S. 1493) was ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, was read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

S. 1493 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Veterans’ 
Compensation Cost-of-Living Adjustment 
Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 2. INCREASE IN RATES OF DISABILITY COM- 
PENSATION AND DEPENDENCY AND 
INDEMNITY COMPENSATION. 

(a) RATE ADJUSTMENT.—Effective on De- 
cember 1, 2015, the Secretary of Veterans Af- 
fairs shall increase, in accordance with sub- 
section (c), the dollar amounts in effect on 
November 30, 2015, for the payment of dis- 
ability compensation and dependency and in- 
demnity compensation under the provisions 
specified in subsection (b). 

(b) AMOUNTS TO BE INCREASED.—The dollar 
amounts to be increased pursuant to sub- 
section (a) are the following: 

(1) WARTIME DISABILITY COMPENSATION.— 
Each of the dollar amounts under section 
1114 of title 38, United States Code. 

(2) ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION FOR DEPEND- 
ENTS.—Each of the dollar amounts under sec- 
tion 1115(1) of such title. 

(3) CLOTHING ALLOWANCE.—The 
amount under section 1162 of such title. 

(4) DEPENDENCY AND INDEMNITY COMPENSA- 
TION TO SURVIVING SPOUSE.—Each of the dol- 
lar amounts under subsections (a) through 
(d) of section 1311 of such title. 


dollar 
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(5) DEPENDENCY AND INDEMNITY COMPENSA- 
TION TO CHILDREN.—Each of the dollar 
amounts under sections 13138(a) and 1314 of 
such title. 

(c) DETERMINATION OF INCREASE.—Each dol- 
lar amount described in subsection (b) shall 
be increased by the same percentage as the 
percentage by which benefit amounts pay- 
able under title II of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 401 et seq.) are increased effective 
December 1, 2015, as a result of a determina- 
tion under section 215(i) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 415(i)). 

(d) SPECIAL RULE.—The Secretary of Vet- 
erans Affairs may adjust administratively, 
consistent with the increases made under 
subsection (a), the rates of disability com- 
pensation payable to persons under section 
10 of Public Law 85-857 (72 Stat. 1263) who 
have not received compensation under chap- 
ter 11 of title 38, United States Code. 

(e) PUBLICATION OF ADJUSTED RATES.—The 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall publish 
in the Federal Register the amounts speci- 
fied in subsection (b), as increased under sub- 
section (a), not later than the date on which 
the matters specified in section 215(i)(2)(D) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
415(i)(2)(D)) are required to be published by 
reason of a determination made under sec- 
tion 215(i) of such Act during fiscal year 2016. 


COMMEMORATING THE 25TH ANNI- 

VERSARY OF THE PEACEFUL 
AND DEMOCRATIC REUNIFICA- 
TION OF GERMANY 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the consideration of Cal- 
endar No. 264, S. Res. 274. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 274) commemorating 
the 25th anniversary of the peaceful and 
democratic reunification of Germany. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to considering the resolu- 
tion. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that the resolution be agreed 
to, the preamble be agreed to, and the 
motions to reconsider be considered 
made and laid upon the table with no 
intervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

(The resolution, with its preamble, is 
printed in the RECORD of October 1, 
2015, under ‘‘Submitted Resolutions.’’) 


EE 


FILIPINO AMERICAN HISTORY 
MONTH 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Judi- 
ciary Committee be discharged from 
further consideration of S. Res. 283 and 
the Senate proceed to its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the resolution 
by title. 


274) was 
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The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 283) designating Octo- 
ber 2015 as ‘‘Filipino American History 
Month.”’ 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that the resolution be agreed 
to, the preamble be agreed to, and the 
motions to reconsider be considered 
made and laid upon the table with no 
intervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

(The resolution, with its preamble, is 
printed in the RECORD of October 8, 
2015, under ‘‘Submitted Resolutions.”’’) 


EE 


CONDEMNING THE SENSELESS 
MURDER AND WOUNDING OF 18 
INDIVIDUALS IN ROSEBURG, OR- 
EGON 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Judi- 
ciary Committee be discharged from 
further consideration of S. Res. 287 and 
the Senate proceed to its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the resolution 
by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 287) condemning the 
senseless murder and wounding of 18 individ- 
uals (sons, daughters, fathers, mothers, un- 
cles, aunts, cousins, students, and teachers) 
in Roseburg, Oregon, on October 1, 2015. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the reso- 
lution be agreed to, the preamble be 
agreed to, and the motions to recon- 
sider be considered made and laid upon 
the table with no intervening action or 
debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

(The resolution, with its preamble, is 
printed in the RECORD of October 8, 
2015, under ‘‘Submitted Resolutions.” ) 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Sen- 
ators be added as cosponsors to the res- 
olution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


50TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE EN- 
ACTMENT OF THE HIGHWAY 
BEAUTIFICATION ACT OF 1965 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Envi- 
ronment and Public Works Committee 
be discharged from further consider- 
ation of and the Senate now proceed to 
the consideration of S. Res. 288. 


283) was 


287) was 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the resolution 
by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 288) commemorating 
October 22, 2015, as the 50th anniversary of 
the enactment of the Highway Beautifi- 
cation Act of 1965. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the reso- 
lution be agreed to, the preamble be 
agreed to, and the motions to recon- 
sider be laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

(The resolution, with its preamble, is 
printed in the RECORD of October 19, 
2015, under ‘‘Submitted Resolutions.’’) 


EE 


DAY OF THE DEPLOYED 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the consideration of S. 
Res. 294, submitted earlier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 294) designating Octo- 
ber 26, 2015, as Day of the Deployed. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the reso- 
lution be agreed to, the preamble be 
agreed to, and the motions to recon- 
sider be laid upon the table with no in- 
tervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

(The resolution, with its preamble, is 
printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub- 
mitted Resolutions.’’) 


288) was 


294) was 


EE 


NATIONAL VETERANS SMALL 
BUSINESS WEEK 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of S. Res. 295, submitted earlier 
today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 295) designating the 
week of November 2 through November 6, 
2015 as “National Veterans Small Business 
Week.” 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that the resolution be agreed 
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to, the preamble be agreed to, and the 
motions to reconsider be considered 
made and laid upon the table with no 
intervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

(The resolution, with its preamble, is 
printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub- 
mitted Resolutions.’’) 


Ee 


MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—S. 2200 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
understand that there is a bill at the 
desk, and I ask for its first reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the bill by title for the 
first time. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 2200) to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to strengthen equal 
pay requirements. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I now ask for a 
second reading and, in order to place 
the bill on the calendar under the pro- 
visions of rule XIV, I object to my own 
request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

The bill will be read for the second 
time on the next legislative day. 


a 


ORDERS FOR MONDAY, OCTOBER 
26, 2015 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until 3 p.m., Monday, October 
26; that following the prayer and 
pledge, the morning hour be deemed 
expired, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, and the time for the 
two leaders be reserved for their use 
later in the day; that following leader 
remarks, the Senate be in a period of 
morning business, with Senators per- 
mitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each; finally, at 5 p.m., the 
Senate proceed to executive session 
under the previous order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ee 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY, 
OCTOBER 26, 2015, AT 3 P.M. 


Mr. McCONNELL. If there is no fur- 
ther business to come before the Sen- 
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ate, I ask unanimous consent that it 
stand adjourned under the previous 
order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 5:55 p.m., adjourned until Monday, 
October 26, 2015, at 3 p.m. 


EE 


DISCHARGED NOMINATION 


The Senate Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs was 
discharged from further consideration 
of the following nomination under the 
authority of the order of the Senate of 
01/07/2009 and the nomination was 
placed on the Executive Calendar: 


*ANN CALVARESI BARR, OF MARYLAND, TO BE INSPEC- 
TOR GENERAL, UNITED STATES AGENCY FOR INTER- 
NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT. 

*Nominee has committed to respond 
to requests to appear and testify before 
any duly constituted committee of the 
Senate. 


EE 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate October 22, 2015: 
IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY NURSE CORPS TO THE 
GRADE INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 624 
AND 3064: 


To be major general 
BRIG. GEN. BARBARA R. HOLCOMB 
IN THE AIR FORCE 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 


To be lieutenant general 


MAJ. GEN. JACK WEINSTEIN 


THE FOLLOWING AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED 
STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RESERVE 
OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12212: 


To be brigadier general 


COL. MICHAEL E. FLANAGAN 


THE FOLLOWING AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED 
STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RESERVE 
OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12212: 


To be brigadier general 


COL. DAVID W. SILVA II 


THE FOLLOWING AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED 
STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RESERVE 
OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12212: 


To be brigadier general 


COL. PHILIP R. SHERIDAN 


THE FOLLOWING AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED 
STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RESERVE 
OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12212: 


To be brigadier general 
COL. TIMOTHY J. LABARGE 
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IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be brigadier general 


COL. KRISTAN L. K. HERICKS 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be major general 
BRIG. GEN. JODY J. DANIELS 


IN THE NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be vice admiral 


VICE ADM. FRANK C. PANDOLFE 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be vice admiral 


REAR ADM. RAQUEL C. BONO 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be vice admiral 
REAR ADM. DAVID C. JOHNSON 


IN THE MARINE CORPS 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPOR- 
TANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., 
SECTION 601, AND FOR APPOINTMENT AS A SENIOR MEM- 
BER OF THE MILITARY STAFF COMMITTEE OF THE 
UNITED NATIONS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 711: 


To be lieutenant general 


LT. GEN. KENNETH F. MCKENZIE, JR. 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS TO THE GRADE 
OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSI- 
TION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 
MAJ. GEN. WILLIAM D. BEYDLER 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


JULIE FURUTA-TOY, OF WYOMING, A CAREER MEMBER 
OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF COUN- 
SELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO THE REPUBLIC OF EQUATORIAL GUINEA. 

DENNIS B. HANKINS, OF MINNESOTA, A CAREER MEM- 
BER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MIN- 
ISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR- 
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF GUINEA. 

HARRY K. THOMAS, JR., OF NEW YORK, A CAREER MEM- 
BER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF CA- 
REER MINISTER, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY 
AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF ZIMBABWE. 

ROBERT PORTER JACKSON, OF VIRGINIA, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR- 
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF GHANA. 
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HONORING MATTHEW SHAFER 
HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Matthew Shafer. 
Matthew is a very special young man who has 
exemplified the finest qualities of citizenship 
and leadership by taking an active part in the 
Boy Scouts of America, Troop 1125, and earn- 
ing the most prestigious award of Eagle Scout. 

Matthew has been very active with his 
troop, participating in many scout activities. 
Over the many years Matthew has been in- 
volved with scouting, he has not only earned 
numerous merit badges, but also the respect 
of his family, peers, and community. Most no- 
tably, Matthew has earned the rank of Warrior 
in the Tribe of Mic-O-Say. Matthew has also 
contributed to his community through his 
Eagle Scout project. Matthew constructed an 
asphalt handicap access trail at the commu- 
nity baseball fields in Lawson, Missouri. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Matthew Shafer for his accom- 
plishments with the Boy Scouts of America 
and for his efforts put forth in achieving the 
highest distinction of Eagle Scout. 


a 


CELEBRATING THE 100TH ANNI- 
VERSARY OF THE ROTARY CLUB 
OF HONOLULU 


HON. MARK TAKAI 


OF HAWAII 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. TAKAI. Mr. Speaker, | would like to take 
this time to recognize the 100th Anniversary of 
the founding of the Rotary Club of Honolulu. 

First chartered on July 1, 1915 with 29 
members, membership has now grown to 
more than 200 members that strive to embody 
the “service above self’ motto of the Rotary 
Club. The Honolulu Chapter has truly exempli- 
fied this motto at every turn. For the last fifty 
years, the Rotary Club of Honolulu has 
worked to advocate on the behalf of children, 
starting with the committee that grew into the 
Children’s Advocacy Center for sexually 
abused children. Every year, this Rotary Club 
hosts a Christmas Party for foster children and 
their families that celebrates the special rela- 
tionship that they share. The work that they do 
shows the passion that each member has for 
serving others and the city and county of Hon- 
olulu. 

Not only do they work for the betterment of 
Honolulu, they also work internationally on 
major humanitarian projects in the Philippines. 
The projects they do cannot be understated 
and | would like to extend a heartfelt thanks 
(mahalo) for all the great work that they do. 


Congratulations on this milestone accom- 
plishment to the Rotary Club of Honolulu and 
| look forward to continue seeing the great 
work that the Rotary Club of Honolulu does for 
the next hundred years. 


WAZEE PARTNERS 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and applaud Wazee Part- 
ners for receiving the City of Wheat Ridge’s 
Mayors Partnership Award. Selected by 
Wheat Ridge Mayor Joyce Jay, the Mayors 
Partnership Award recognizes businesses 
showing strong community ties and a positive 
reflection of Wheat Ridge values. 

Wazee Partners has been a critical ally in 
revitalization efforts in Wheat Ridge. In recent 
years, they have constructed more than 130 
affordable senior housing units. The walkable 
placement of the Wheat Ridge Town Center 
Apartments makes the community an ideal 
place for older Coloradans to enjoy and take 
advantage of a thriving Colorado city. Wazee’s 
dedication to the residents and their respon- 
siveness to the city make Wazee Partners an 
asset to the Wheat Ridge community. 

| applaud Wazee Partners for being the re- 
cipient of this well-deserved honor by the City 
of Wheat Ridge, and | congratulate them on 
their success. 


HONORING DON CARPENTER 


HON. JOSEPH P. KENNEDY III 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor of a friend, mentor and tremendous 
public servant, Don Carpenter. After 20 years 
as a district court judge and 42 years in the 
practice of law, Judge Carpenter retired from 
the bench on October 2, 2015. 

Mr. Carpenter began his legal career in 
1973 as an associate at a Cape Cod law firm. 
Deeply dedicated to the local community, he 
became a public prosecutor shortly thereafter. 
And for the next 21 years, he faithfully served 
the people of Barnstable, Dukes and Nan- 
tucket Counties, working his way through the 
ranks to become the First Assistant District At- 
torney. 

He was known as a firm but fair prosecutor 
who embraced our responsibility to apply the 
law equally to all. He knew that, while the law 
could not heal all wounds or right every 
wrong, it is the strongest tool we have to de- 
liver on the promises of a just society. 


His commitment to the Cape Cod commu- 
nity led to his nomination to the state bench. 
| cannot tell you how many cases Judge Car- 
penter heard over his two decades in that role. 
How many disputes he resolved. How many 
lives he impacted. How many addicts he 
helped get healthy. How many victims he 
helped find closure. But | can tell you that 
there is at least one young prosecutor he 
helped mentor. 

| will never forget knocking on his door after 
a trial, seeking insight into what | could have 
done differently or advice on which pitfalls to 
watch out for the next time. His door was al- 
ways open, to prosecutors and defense attor- 
neys alike. And, for me, his advice was simple 
and direct—do what you think is right. The law 
grants you the ability to request the loss of 
someone’s liberty. Use it wisely. Don’t take it 
lightly. 

Mr. Speaker, over the span of a 40-year ca- 
reer in our justice system, Judge Carpenter 
used the practice of law wisely, fairly and hon- 
estly. His retirement is a loss for the Common- 
wealth of Massachusetts and the residents of 
Cape Cod. We wish him and his family well in 
this new chapter in their lives. 


e 


IN HONOR OF COLONEL EDMUND J. 
BARRETT 


HON. DONALD NORCROSS 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. NORCROSS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to honor and congratulate Colonel Edmund J. 
Barrett of New Jersey on his retirement from 
the United States Army for his military 
achievements, contributions, and service to 
the people of New Jersey and the United 
States of America. 

Originally from Moorestown, New Jersey, 
Colonel Barrett enlisted into the Army Signal 
Corps in 1984. After a tour in Germany, he at- 
tended Rutgers University and the University 
of Pennsylvania, where he was a ROTC Dis- 
tinguished Military Graduate. 

Over the course of his 31-year career, Colo- 
nel Barrett served in Operations Desert Storm 
and Iraqi Freedom and in a multitude of coun- 
tries including Germany, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, 
Bosnia, Iraq, Afghanistan and Brussels. He 
studied and mastered Arabic at the Defense 
Language Institute. He served the Joint Staff, 
at the Pentagon, working on Iraq, and later, 
broader Middle East issues, as a Joint Staff 
Planner. After deployment to Baghdad, Iraq, in 
2006 Colonel Barrett became a staff officer at 
the National Security Agency. 

In June, 2012 the Colonel was deployed to 
Afghanistan with the NATO training Mission as 
the Senior Advisor to the Afghan National 
Army (ANA). His work with the ANA prevented 
over a dozen “Insider Attacks” from Afghan 
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Soldiers or infiltrators on U.S. and Coalition 
soldiers. After saving countless lives in Af- 
ghanistan he came home and returned to NSA 
as a valuable asset providing firsthand knowl- 
edge from his time in the Middle East as he 
directed the Afghan Mission Management 
team as a Senior Strategist. 


His extraordinary service has earned Colo- 
nel Barrett numerous decorations and awards 
including the Bronze Star Medal, Defense 
Meritorious Service Medal (with 1 Oak Leaf 
Cluster), the Meritorious Service Medal (2 
OLC), the NATO Medal, the German Armed 
Forces Proficiency Badge, and the Knowlton 
Award for Excellence in Military Intelligence, 
and he was presented with the MacArthur 
Leadership Award in 2000 by the Chief of 
Staff of the Army. 


Additionally, he has been a loving husband 
and father of four and even made time to 
coach youth soccer, lead three Habitats for 
Humanity Church Youth Ministry Builds, and 
climb to the peak of Kilimanjaro with his then 
16 year old son. 


Mr. Speaker, Colonel Edmund J. Barrett is 
a great American whose self-sacrifice, leader- 
ship, and love of country exemplifies the 
American spirit. | join his family, friends, and 
all of New Jersey in wishing him a happy re- 
tirement and thanking him for his outstanding 
service to our country. 


EE 


RIDLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT YOUTH 
ADVISORY BOARD GRANT 


HON. PATRICK MEEHAN 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the students of Ridley School Dis- 
trict for receiving a grant of nearly $100,000 to 
support community service and work on behalf 
of their community. 


For almost 15 years, horticulture classes of- 
fered at Ridley High School have provided stu- 
dents the opportunity to grow and harvest 
fresh fruits and vegetables through the use of 
greenhouses. A growing interest in these 
classes has led the school district to expand 
the program into a year-long student effort to 
donate their fruits and vegetables to a local 
food bank. The grant, from the State Farm 
Youth Advisory Board, will allow the school 
district to build more greenhouses and expand 
the program into the summer, when students 
can volunteer their time to continue working 
on their harvests. This will mean more food is 
sent to those who need it and fewer members 
of the Delaware County community will go 
hungry. 

Mr. Speaker, | congratulate the students of 
Ridley School District and commend them on 
their hard work and community service. 
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LA FONDA’S MEXICAN 
RESTAURANT 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and applaud La Fonda’s 
Mexican Restaurant for receiving the City of 
Wheat Ridge’s Council Partnership Award. Se- 
lected by the Wheat Ridge City Council, the 
Council Partnership Award recognizes busi- 
nesses showing strong community ties and a 
positive reflection of Wheat Ridge values. 

La Fonda’s Mexican Restaurant has been a 
staple of the Wheat Ridge community for dec- 
ades, and is well known for its delicious Mexi- 
can food as well as its rich history. Mexican 
immigrant Luis Abarca and his partners found- 
ed the restaurant in 1971 and were at the 
forefront of Mexican food becoming a main- 
stream American tradition. Just as the Abarca 
family was a critical partner in supporting Col- 
orado culture, La Fonda’s Mexican Restaurant 
is a generous partner and contributor to the 
Wheat Ridge community today. 

| applaud La Fonda’s Mexican Restaurant 
for being the recipient of this well-deserved 
honor by the City of Wheat Ridge, and | con- 
gratulate them on their success. 


Ee 


IN TRIBUTE TO DENNIS G. 
BABCOCK 


HON. JOE COURTNEY 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise to pay 
tribute to Mr. Dennis G. Babcock, a loyal vet- 
eran and resident of Enfield, Connecticut who 
passed away last month. 

Born in Albany, New York in 1940, Dennis 
served in the U.S. Navy’s submarine force 
from 1958 to 1960. After his service in the 
Navy, Dennis moved to Connecticut in 1960 
where he would launch a 37 year career at 
Pratt & Whitney Aircraft. A self-identified 
“post-Korea, pre-Vietnam” veteran, Dennis 
served as a stalwart advocate for the Con- 
necticut veterans. He served veterans across 
my district as a driver and advocate for the 
Disabled American Veterans group. 

After joining the Enfield Chapter in 1995, 
Dennis was appointed commander, remaining 
in that post until 2015. Dennis was exception- 
ally devoted to his fellow veterans, pouring his 
heart out to those who gave their lives for this 
country. He was a firm believer that “vets help 
vets,” and he would regularly clock in more 
than 250 miles per day shuttling veterans 
across the state to their medical appointments. 

In addition to serving as the Commander for 
the State of Connecticut Disabled American 
Veterans group, Dennis also was a member of 
the Veterans Council of Enfield, the Amvets 
Post 18 of Enfield, the American Legion Post 
0114 of Ravena, NY, and an honorary mem- 
ber of Veterans Who Care. He received the 
Patriot Award in Enfield in 2012. In addition to 
these accomplishments, Dennis served as an 
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active member of the Enfield Fire Department 
from 1972 to 1981, and he was elected as a 
Fire Commissioner for the last 18 years. 


Dennis was a beloved member of the En- 
field community, and he will be missed greatly 
by all of those who benefited from his loyalty 
and service to helping those in need, espe- 
cially Connecticut veterans. He is survived by 
his wife of 52 years, Diane, as well as his two 
daughters and their husbands, and four grand- 
children. 


| ask my colleagues to join me in expressing 
our deepest sorrow to Dennis’s family for their 
loss, and to the eastern Connecticut region 
who lost a loyal community member. 


EE 


HEALTH INSURANCE TAX 


HON. ROBERT J. DOLD 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. DOLD. Mr. Speaker, | recently sat down 
with several small business owners in my dis- 
trict for a roundtable discussion in Lincoln- 
shire, Illinois. The roundtable discussion fo- 
cused attention on the Health Insurance Tax 
on small businesses. These local business 
owners are extremely concerned about the 
consequences of a $500 per employee per 
year insurance expense they will have to 
incur. 


One business owner at the roundtable, Rick, 
reiterated that politicians in Washington need 
to understand that each new tax or expense 
isn’t just some exercise in congressional budg- 
et scorekeeping—these are a real-world bur- 
dens that harm businesses and make it dif- 
ficult to keep the doors open and workers em- 
ployed. This business owner wasn’t talking 
about it as an abstract economic theory; rath- 
er, he was worried that his business cannot 
handle the influx of new expenses. Rick asked 
me to make sure that leaders in Washington 
are fighting for Main Streets across the nation. 
Rick is right. As a small business owner my- 
self, | believe that we need to continue to re- 
mind Members of Congress that small busi- 
nesses are the lifeblood of our economy and 
that we need to encourage a healthy environ- 
ment that promotes innovation and entrepre- 
neurship. 


According to research by the National Fed- 
eration of Independent Business Research 
Foundation, the Health Insurance Tax, also 
known as the HIT, will jeopardize between 
152,000 and 286,000 private-sector jobs 
across the U.S. by 2023. 


The harmful and misguided Health Insur- 
ance Tax will add a new strain to small busi- 
nesses on Main Street. Illinois is home to 
more than 1.1 million small businesses, which 
employ more than 2.3 million workers. That is 
why | am a cosponsor of H.R. 928 and why 
| encourage my colleagues in the House on 
both sides of the aisle to do the same. 
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HONORING SPECIALIST 5TH CLASS 
EULA JETT 


HON. JOHN R. CARTER 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. CARTER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor an outstanding citizen, Spe- 
cialist 5th Class Eula Jett for her dedicated 
and honorable service. She is an exceptional 
American in both the military and civilian 
worlds. 

Enlisting in the US Women’s Army Corps in 
1967, SP5 Jett served as a Medical Records 
Technician where she achieved her rank of 
Specialist 5th Class. During her 9 year tenure, 
she completed two tours in Bad Cannstatt, 
Germany, before ending her career at Fort 
Hood. While there, SP5 Jett worked in the 
Coding Section and served on the Medical 
Records Committee at the Darnall Army Hos- 
pital. Recognizing her dedication, she received 
numerous Letters of Appreciation from the 
Darnall Army Hospital as well as a Letter of 
Commendation. SP5 Jett is a decorated U.S. 
Army Veteran whose awards include the Na- 
tional Defense Service Medal and the Good 
Conduct Medal among others. 

SP5 Jett was honorably discharged from the 
Army in 1976 after 9 years, but that did not 
stop her from continuing to support the Army 
she loves. Upon leaving the service, she re- 
mained an active supporter of the Army and 
continued to work at Darnall Army Hospital as 
a civilian employee. A few years later SP5 Jett 
would return to support our Veterans as a ci- 
vilian employee at the Olin E. Teague Vet- 
erans Center in Temple, TX. 

Continuing in her selfless service, SP5 Jett 
showed her dedication and love to the Tem- 
ple, Texas community after her retirement. 
She currently serves as Chair on the Salvation 
Army advisory board and the Advisory Council 
of Safe Kids Mid-Texas coalition. As a woman 
of faith, she involves herself in numerous ca- 
pacities in the Church Women of the Temple 
Area, including serving as the President in 
2011-2012. 

SP5 Jett’s devotion to our country is 
matched only by her commitment to serving 
others in her community. | commend her for 
her service to the nation, United States Army, 
and her community in Temple, Texas. | wish 
her all the best in the years to come. 


CONFLUENT DEVELOPMENT 
HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and applaud Confluent De- 
velopment for receiving the City of Wheat 
Ridge’s Reinvestment Award. The Reinvest- 
ment Award recognizes businesses who play 
an active role in improving the City of Wheat 
Ridge. 

Confluent Development brought its diverse 
expertise in office, industrial, retail and multi- 
family/senior housing development to the 38th 
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and Kipling development, transforming a 
blighted area into a retail and housing destina- 
tion for Wheat Ridge residents. The new de- 
velopment is home to Sprouts Farmer’s Mar- 
ket, a soon-to-be Morning Star Senior Living 
and a newly updated Starbucks. 

| applaud Confluent Development for being 
the recipient of this well-deserved honor by 
the City of Wheat Ridge, and | congratulate 
them on their success. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. ADAM SMITH 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, on 
Thursday, June 25, 2015, | was unable to be 
present for a recorded vote. | would have 
voted “Yes” on roll call vote Number 387 (on 
the motion to suspend the rules and pass H.R. 
1615, as amended). 


HONORING JOHN MILTON THOMAS 


HON. LUKE MESSER 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. MESSER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the life and accomplishments of John 
Milton Thomas of Shelbyville, Indiana. 

Born in Fairland on Oct. 1, 1926 to Milton 
and Carris Thomas, John lived a long and full 
life. Last month, at the age of 88, he passed 
away surrounded by his loved ones. John is 
survived by his loving wife of 68 years Mary 
“Jean” Kerr, his children, grandchildren, great- 
grandchildren, and one great-great grandchild. 
| had the pleasure of knowing John through 
both his work with my wife for the town of 
Morristown, Indiana, and my friendship with 
his son J. Mark Thomas. | am honored to 
speak of his accomplishments today. 

Mr. Thomas was a member of the greatest 
generation. He was a U.S. Army veteran and 
served as a first sergeant during World War Il. 
Just last month, John came here to Wash- 
ington, D.C. on an honor flight to see the 
World War Il Memorial and pay tribute to 
those he fought alongside, who didn’t make it 
home. 

John loved to serve his community. He was 
a former member of the Shelby County Coun- 
cil and at one time was the Shelby County 
Clerk. His other memberships included the In- 
diana National Guard and Sugar Creek Ma- 
sonic Lodge No. 279 F & AM. John attended 
First United Methodist Church, where he also 
volunteered and held many leadership posi- 
tions. 

John was also a referee for both high 
school and college basketball, and he was in- 
ducted into the Indiana Basketball Hall of 
Fame for officiating a ballgame with a record- 
setting nine overtimes, a record which he still 
holds. 

John was a true friend and a great man with 
a big heart. My thoughts and prayers go out 
to the Thomas family during this difficult time. 


October 22, 2015 


It is my hope that their fond memories of John 
will comfort them during this difficult time. 


HONORING PLANNED PARENTHOOD 
HUDSON PECONIC 


HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Planned Parenthood Hudson 
Peconic (PPHP). For years, PPHP has been 
an instrumental partner in keeping my con- 
stituents both healthy and educated about 
their reproductive health. 

Operating 11 health centers in Westchester, 
Rockland, Putnam and Suffolk Counties, 
PPHP served over 33,000 men and women in 
2014 alone. In addition, last year PPHP pro- 
vided 13,113 HIV tests, 81,941 individual STI 
tests, 5,896 breast examinations and edu- 
cation and training programs to over 42,000 
participants. 

While these figures alone are laudable, it is 
important to note that PPHP affords these in- 
valuable services to our area’s most vulner- 
able patients. In 2014, 76 percent of PPHP 
patients had incomes at or below 150 percent 
of the Federal Poverty Limit. For low-income 
New Yorkers, care is already too hard to come 
by. | am so pleased to know that these New 
Yorkers can rely on PPHP. 

In recent months, Planned Parenthood has 
faced prolonged, politically-motivated attacks. 
It is during times like this that it is most impor- 
tant for us to remember not only the work that 
Planned Parenthood does, but the people 
Planned Parenthood serves. PPHP is keeping 
thousands of New Yorkers healthy, many of 
whom might have nowhere else to turn. | am 
pleased to have this opportunity to thank 
PPHP and its allies for their work. As a Mem- 
ber of Congress, one of my primary respon- 
sibilities is to ensure the well-being of my con- 
stituents. | am honored to call PPHP a partner 
in that goal. 

On October 21, 2015, PPHP will honor Jill 
Scheuer, Keith Pattiz and the St. Faith’s 
House Foundation during its Empower Gala. | 
commend these partners for championing 
Planned Parenthood’s mission. It is only with 
the aid of allies like Ms. Scheuer, Mr. Pattiz 
and the St. Faith's House Foundation that 
Planned Parenthood can continue to provide 
those most in need with quality, accessible 
care. 


COLORADO ACTS 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and applaud Colorado 
ACTS for receiving the City of Wheat Ridge’s 
Cultural Commission Award. The Cultural 
Commission Award recognizes local busi- 
nesses or organizations actively contributing to 
the enrichment of the culture of Wheat Ridge. 
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Colorado ACTS is a theater school open to 
children from four to eighteen. They strive to 
bring drama and arts education to the local 
community, and they currently serve about 
200 families. The organization teaches con- 
fidence, discipline and an appreciation for the 
arts, while strengthening community ties. 
Since its inception 15 years ago, Colorado 
ACTS has produced more than 100 shows. 

| applaud Colorado ACTS for being the re- 
cipient of this well-deserved honor by the City 
of Wheat Ridge, and | congratulate them on 
their success. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. ADAM SMITH 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, on 
Wednesday, May 13, 2015, | was unable to be 
present for a recorded vote. | would have 
voted “No” on roll call vote Number 221 (on 
agreeing to the resolution H. Res. 255). 


EE 


HONORING DR. J. RANDALL 
O’BRIEN 


HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN, JR. 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, 
Dr. J. Randall O’Brien is one of the most re- 
spected educators in the Nation. 

He took over the reins of Carson-Newman 
University at a real low point in the school’s 
history. 

In fact, just a few years ago, the University 
had such difficult financial problems that some 
people thought it could go under. 

Under Dr. O’Brien’s leadership, the Univer- 
sity has undergone a major turnaround, in- 
creasing its enrollment, adding new programs, 
and becoming the most forward-looking small- 
er university in the Nation. 

Dr. O’Brien recently wrote a lead column for 
the Knoxville News Sentinel concerning the 
proposed new college scorecard put forth by 
the White House and Department of Edu- 
cation. 

Because this issue has ramifications for col- 
leges and universities all across the Nation, | 
would like to call it to the attention of my col- 
leagues and other readers. 

J. RANDALL O’BRIEN: SCORECARD FOR 
COLLEGES UNFAIR AND DAMAGING 

There are are so many fatal flaws in Presi- 
dent Barack Obama’s recently unveiled New 
College Scorecard it is difficult to know 
where to begin our nation’s imperative cri- 
tique. For starters, how shocking it is to see 
that our educational leaders housed within 
the U.S. Department of Education could 
prove so inept in collecting, interpreting and 
providing our president reliable data. 

College educators fully agree with current 
public opinion that evaluation and reform of 
higher education is overdue. To be sure, col- 
lege accessibility, affordability and account- 
ability are critical issues that rightfully be- 
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long on our nation’s agenda. Assessment, 
however, formulated on the basis of incom- 
plete questioning and misleading data may 
prove far more damaging than having no 
published assessment at all. 


The New College Scorecard notes the an- 
nual cost of attending each college, the grad- 
uation rate of the school and the average 
starting salary of its graduates. However, 
the scorecard includes only data of federal 
student-loan borrowers. All other students 
are excluded from the report. 


Moreover, the starting salary numbers fail 
to take into consideration the geographical 
region hosting the institution. A New York 
or California salary, for example, would be 
expected to be significantly higher than an 
Appalachian one. Should not per capita 
wealth and cost of living in the institution’s 
region be noted? 


In addition, no consideration is given to 
the correlation of salary and field of study. 
Teachers, social workers and ministers, for 
instance, do not expect to earn salaries com- 
mensurate to business graduates in metro- 
politan areas. 


Do we wish to undermine and imperil the 
vitally important work of our nation’s serv- 
ice sector, and its college providers, by plac- 
ing value on salary alone? Do we really wish 
to discourage the graduation of relatively 
low-income teachers? Moreover, should not a 
premium be placed on a broad-based liberal 
arts education, and the intellectual (and ho- 
listic) transformation of the student, which 
prepares the student remarkably well for 
any job, including corporate, legal, political, 
church, community, scientific and edu- 
cational leadership? Dare we risk reducing 
the college experience to little more than 
participation in an elite job training pro- 
gram? 

Lastly, despite the White House’s insist- 
ence on access to higher education for all, 
the new scorecard fails to acknowledge ac- 
cessibility of lower socio-economic students 
to each college. Research clearly shows the 
correlation in retention and graduation rates 
to a student’s socioeconomic status, family 
finances and support, and proper academic 
preparation and encouragement. Should we 
not value accessibility and accurately factor 
in its consequences? 


I fear the Department of Education, with 
encouragement from the White House, will 
seek to employ the New College Scorecard in 
determining the amount of financial aid for 
which a student would be eligible at each 
college. Students attending one school may 
qualify for 100 percent of available federal 
grants, while students attending another 
school may qualify for only 75 percent. This, 
I fear, would have the unintended con- 
sequence of closing hundreds of colleges, 
which are vital to regional economic well- 
being and to the attainment of our nation’s 
educational needs and goals. 


I regret to say I find the New College 
Scorecard, however well-intended, seriously 
flawed, patently unfair and exceedingly dis- 
appointing. Can we please do better? 


J. Randall O’Brien is president of Carson- 
Newman University. 
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HONORING THE 20TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE WILL COUNTY 
COMMUNITY HEALTH CENTER 


HON. BILL FOSTER 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the 20th Anniversary of the Will County 
Community Health Center in Joliet, Illinois. 

Since 1995, the Will County Community 
Health Center has been serving uninsured and 
underinsured patients as well as providing a 
crucial safety net for families and individuals 
struggling to afford adequate health care. As 
the oldest Federally Qualified Health Center in 
Will County, the Community Health Center has 
maintained its commitment to patient-centered 
care for the medically underserved in our com- 
munity. 

| would like to congratulate the Will County 
Community Health Center, the Community 
Health Center Governing Council, and the Will 
County Health Department on this important 
milestone. 


QUALITY AUTO CARE AND TIRE 
HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and applaud Quality Auto 
Care and Tire for receiving the City of Wheat 
Ridge’s Business of the Year Award. 

The Business of the Year Award recognizes 
local businesses who demonstrate a commit- 
ment to their community, strong management 
practices and are a positive reflection of 
Wheat Ridge values. 

Quality Auto Care and Tire takes pride in 
providing reliable auto maintenance and put- 
ting the customer’s interest before their own. 
Through high-quality service and trans- 
parency, Quality Auto Care has earned the 
trust of many Wheat Ridge residents. Beyond 
auto work, the business has shown its dedica- 
tion to the Wheat Ridge Community by be- 
coming a Premier Sponsor to the city’s Carna- 
tion Festival. 

| applaud Quality Auto Care and Tire for 
being the recipient of this well-deserved honor 
by the City of Wheat Ridge, and | congratulate 
them on their success. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING SFC DEBRA L. 
NEWTON, UPON HER RETIREMENT 


HON. JOE COURTNEY 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Speaker, today | rise 
to recognize an outstanding member of the 
Connecticut National Guard, Sergeant First 
Class Debra Newton. Debbie’s service has 
transcended her title and encompassed a 
range of National Guard responsibilities and 


16452 


volunteer positions throughout her more than 
35 years of National Guard service. Although 
she has served in multiple capacities as a 
Public Affairs Officer, ultimately as the Chief 
Public Affairs NCO, Debbie has always strived 
to go beyond her responsibilities and further 
serve the Guard community in Connecticut 
and beyond. 

Debbie is an accomplished member of the 
Guard, whose work has been recognized by 
the Department of the Army and the National 
Guard Bureau. Debbie has acted as editor of 
the national award winning newspaper Con- 
necticut Guardian since she created it in 2000. 
She has served as the Federal Women’s Pro- 
gram manager and on the Joint Force Head- 
quarters of Connecticut Common Task Testing 
Committee, and the 169th Leadership Regi- 
ment as the regimental Public Affairs Officer. 

Debbie has been a member of the National 
Guard Association of Connecticut since 1980 
and has served on the executive board for 13 
of the past 15 years as President and Sec- 
retary. She is also an active and lifetime mem- 
ber of the Enlisted Association of the National 
Guard of the United States (EANGUS). In both 
capacities, she provided a regular and effec- 
tive presence in Washington to educate mem- 
bers of the Connecticut Congressional Delega- 
tion on the priorities of her members in Con- 
necticut and around the country. 

Debbie provided critical support to advance 
the priorities of Connecticut's National Guard 
in Washington and back home in Connecticut. 
Over the years, she was knee-deep with us in 
the critical fights that would determine the fu- 
ture of the Guard in Connecticut, including 
working to oppose the BRAC 2005 rec- 
ommendation that removed A-10s from Con- 
necticut, years of work towards securing a 
permanent flying mission for the 103rd Flying 
Yankees, advocating for the recognition of 
members of the National Guard as veterans, 
and promoting fairness for dual status military 
technicians. 

Debbie’s experience, commitment, and en- 
ergy are unmatched. The Connecticut National 
Guard, and all those who serve in the uniform 
of our state and nation, is stronger thanks to 
her efforts. | ask my colleagues to join me in 
thanking Debbie for her decades of service 
and wish her well in her retirement. 


ee 


CONGRATULATING THE EFFORTS 
OF DIAGEO 


HON. JAMES A. HIMES 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. HIMES. Mr. Speaker, today, | am proud 
to congratulate the efforts of Diageo to make 
nutritional and alcohol-content information on 
alcoholic beverages more accessible to con- 
sumers. 

Diageo is voluntarily taking steps to list this 
information in a way that is easily understood 
by most people. For many of us, it is not very 
useful to know how many calories a drink has 
per 50 milliliters, or what the alcohol content of 
one-third of a beer is. That’s why Diageo will 
list this information by typical serving size, so 
consumers will know how much alcohol and 
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how many calories are in a single can of beer 
or one mixed drink, for example. 

While the labeling will begin in Europe right 
away, it is the company’s plan to roll it out to 
all approved markets as soon as possible. 

| am supportive of these efforts because | 
believe that consumers want more access to 
information about the food and beverages they 
consume, and want that information presented 
in a way that is relevant to the consumption 
decisions they make. | also think that any in- 
crease in transparency and labelling in the al- 
cohol industry can help curtail alcohol over- 
consumption and drunk driving. 

Diageo has been a longtime and upstanding 
member of the business community in the 4th 
Congressional District of Connecticut, and | 
am once again pleased to see them setting 
trends in their industry, especially when those 
trends could lead to a healthier and safer 
world. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. ADAM SMITH 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, on 
Thursday, January 22, 2015, | was unable to 
be present for recorded votes. Had | been 
present, | would have voted: “NO” on roll call 
vote Number 42 (on ordering the previous 
question on H. Res. 42), “NO” on roll call vote 
Number 43 (on agreeing to the resolution H. 
Res. 42), and “YES” on roll call vote Number 
44 (on the motion to recommit H.R. 7, with in- 
structions). 


ANTHONY M’S VISIONS IN GOLD 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and applaud Anthony M’s 
Visions in Gold for receiving the City of Wheat 
Ridge’s Business of the Year Award. 

The Business of the Year Award recognizes 
local businesses who demonstrate a commit- 
ment to their community, strong management 
practices and are a positive reflection of 
Wheat Ridge values. 

After tremendous growth last year, Anthony 
M’s Visions in Gold expanded their store and 
are adding a CAD-CAM system to personalize 
the jewelry-buying experience for their cus- 
tomers. Additionally, the business continuously 
gives back to the Wheat Ridge community, 
regularly participating in the Feed the Future 
back pack program and working with Wheat 
Ridge High School to display jewelry students’ 
work. 

| applaud Anthony M’s Visions in Gold for 
being the recipient of this well-deserved honor 
by the City of Wheat Ridge, and | congratulate 
them on their success. 
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HONORING CHRIS MAPLES FOR 
EARNING THE BOY SCOUTS OF 
AMERICA’S WOOD BADGE 


HON. RICHARD HUDSON 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor a special individual, and a member of 
my staff, Chris Maples, for earning the Boy 
Scouts Leader Wood Badge on October 15, 
2015. Chris has worked extremely hard on his 
Wood Badge recognition, and is finally being 
rewarded for his efforts and the impact those 
efforts have had on the Scouts under his lead- 
ership. Chris has spent eight years with Troop 
527 of Richmond County, North Carolina, and 
has spent the last four years as the group’s 
Scout Master. 

The Wood Badge, which is the highest level 
of adult Scout training available through the 
Boy Scouts of America, is an advanced-learn- 
ing and team-building training series that gives 
Scout Leaders the opportunity to better under- 
stand the purpose and goals of the Scouting 
program, as well as strengthen their long-term 
commitment to Scouting and provide them 
with valuable leadership skills. In order to earn 
the Wood Badge, the Scout Leader must go 
through the Wood Badge course, in which the 
Scout Leader must complete two separate 
phases: the practical phase and the applica- 
tion phase. During the practical phase, the 
Scout Leader will spend two weekends at 
camp with a group of fellow Scout Leaders, 
learning how to better lead their troop with a 
hands-on camp experience. Also during the 
practical phase, the Scout Leader will develop 
what is called a “Ticket,” which is a set of five 
tasks or goals developed to strengthen and 
improve their troop. After completing the prac- 
tical phase and developing their ticket, the 
Scout Leader will move in to the application 
phase, in which the Scout Leader will com- 
plete their five tasks within eighteen months of 
finishing the practical phase. 

Chris began his Wood Badge journey in Oc- 
tober of 2014, and finished his requirements in 
June of this year. For his ticket, Chris worked 
with his troop to allow some of the young men 
to become patrol leaders, which allowed them 
to take up leadership positions within the troop 
and provide these members the opportunity to 
gain valuable leadership experience. In addi- 
tion, Chris recruited more members to Troop 
527 and created a “Scouter of the Year” 
award, as well as a special summer camp just 
for his troop. Chris has worked tirelessly to im- 
prove the scouting experience for the mem- 
bers of Troop 527, and his efforts have cer- 
tainly made a difference. 

During Chris’ Wood Badge ceremony, he re- 
ceived the Wood Badge beads and regalia, as 
well as a certificate detailing his accomplish- 
ments. This is a very special ceremony that | 
am sure Chris will remember for the rest of his 
scouting days, and he should be extremely 
proud of the hard work it took to accomplish 
this feat. As a former Boy Scout, | am thankful 
Chris took the time to better himself so that he 
could better serve the members of Troop 527. 
| am confident they will be better off as a re- 
sult of Chris’ hard work. 
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Mr. Speaker, please join me today in thank- 
ing Chris Maples for his service to the young 
men of Troop 527, and to congratulate him for 
earning the distinguished Boy Scouts of Amer- 
ica’s Wood Badge Leader recognition. 


a 


HONORING THE SERVICE OF 
JOHN NAVARRETTE 


HON. JIM COSTA 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Mr. John Navarrette as he celebrates 
31 years of service to the County of Fresno. 
Mr. Navarrette will be retiring as the Chief Ad- 
ministrative Officer of Fresno County, a posi- 
tion that he has served in for the last six and 
a half years of his career. John’s extraordinary 
career and service to the County of Fresno 
deserves to be honored. 


John was born and raised in Mendota, Cali- 
fornia. He attended Mendota Unified schools 
including Tranquility High School, and grad- 
uated from California State University, Fresno 
in his early twenties. Throughout his career, 
John has achieved a multitude of goals while 
working in government. He started his career 
with the County of Fresno in 1985 as an entry 
level staff analyst. John subsequently went to 
work in Sacramento for the California State 
Legislature in 1997, retaining a position in the 
Speakers Office. One of his early achieve- 
ments was obtaining funds for City and Coun- 
ty parks, as well as the now infamous book- 
mobile. 


In 1999, Mr. Navarrette got a job in the 
Lieutenant Governor’s office. During his time 
there, he managed special projects and eco- 
nomic development trade missions to Mexico 
and Italy. In 2003, returned to his roots in Cali- 
fornia’s Central Valley and went back to work 
for the County of Fresno, becoming the Direc- 
tor of General Services in 2004. 


As previously mentioned, the last six and a 
half years, John has served as the County Ad- 
ministrative Officer, and led 5,000 Fresno 
County employees towards solving many of 
the community's issues. He was able to form 
a senior team that showed drive and dedica- 
tion, and his extensive experience in govern- 
ment has allowed him to implement policies in 
an effective manner. 


John’s tenacity and willingness to work hard 
got him where he is today. His leadership 
skills allowed him to lead Fresno County dur- 
ing one of the most difficult times his commu- 
nity has ever experienced. Mr. Speaker, it is 
with great pleasure that | ask my colleagues in 
the House of Representatives to join me in 
recognizing Mr. John Navarrette for the con- 
tributions he has made to the State of Cali- 
fornia and County of Fresno. His dedication to 
our community is inspiring and deserving of 
recognition. 
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INTRODUCTION OF A BILL TO RE- 
MOVE J. EDGAR HOOVER’S NAME 
FROM THE FBI BUILDING IN 
WASHINGTON, DC 


HON. STEVE COHEN 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
support of a bill | introduced today to remove 
J. Edgar Hoover’s name from the Federal Bu- 
reau of Investigation building in Washington, 
DC. 

J. Edgar Hoover did terrible things when he 
served as FBI Director. 

His infamous “COINTELPRO” program har- 
assed civil rights workers, political activists 
and homosexuals. 

He was downright abusive. 

His efforts to silence Martin Luther King, Jr. 
and out homosexuals working for the federal 
government were deplorable. 

It has been reported that, at one point, he 
even had a letter sent to Dr. King threatening 
to expose information about his private life. 
The letter appeared to suggest that Dr. King 
should kill himself to save himself from the 
embarrassment. 

The letter said, “King, there is only one 
thing left for you to do. You know what it is. 
You have just 34 days in which to do (this 
exact number has been selected or a specific 
reason, it has practical significant [sic]. You 
are done. There is but one way out for you. 
You better take it before your filthy, abnormal 
fraudulent self is bared to the nation.” 

His treatment of homosexuals was no bet- 
ter. He called them “sex deviates.” 

He ordered the FBI to undertake extraor- 
dinary efforts to identify everyone who was 
even suspected of being homosexual in the 
federal government. 

There is a very good documentary about 
this by Michael Isikoff on Yahoo News entitled 
“Uniquely Nasty: J. Edgar Hoovers war on 
gays”. | encourage my colleagues to see it. 

In 1951, Hoover issued a memo to top FBI 
officials saying that “Each supervisor will be 
held personally responsible to underline in 
green pencil the names of individuals . . . 
who are alleged to be sex deviates.” 

The FBI eventually collected more than 
360,000 files on gays and lesbians. 

It has been reported that in 1952, Hoover 
outed a young campaign aide who was in line 
to be hired by President-elect Eisenhower. 
The young man, Arthur Vandenburgh, Jr., was 
the son of Republican U.S. Senator Arthur 
Vandenburgh. But that didn’t matter. 

The young Vandenburgh was promptly re- 
jected. 

And Hoover didn’t even stop there. Years 
later, the FBI went on to out the young man 
to Confidential magazine, which then outed 
him publicly—reporting, “Once upon a time 
there was a famous senator’s son who had a 
limp wrist.” 

J. Edgar Hoover was a terrible man. Even 
the FBI’s own web site declares that his infa- 
mous COINTELPRO program was “rightly 
criticized by Congress and the American peo- 
ple for abridging first amendment rights and 
for other reasons.” 
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Yet, his name continues to adorn the FBI 
building in Washington, DC—one of the most 
prominent buildings in our nation’s capital. 

This is just wrong. 

| urge my colleagues to pass this bill, and 
remove his name from the FBI building. 


EE 


HONORING THE LIFE OF 
PHIL RATLIFF 


HON. RICHARD HUDSON 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the life and legacy of Phil Ratliff who 
passed away unexpectedly on August 9, 2015, 
after suffering a cardiac event. We send our 
prayers and sincerest condolences to his wife, 
Jenni, and their two children, Haley and Dylan. 

Coach Ratliff dedicated his life to inspiring 
young student athletes through the game of 
football. After an impressive collegiate career, 
twice being named to the nation’s All-Amer- 
ican team, Coach Ratliff passed along his un- 
derstanding of the game of football and inspi- 
rational outlook on life as an assistant coach 
at his alma mater, Marshall University, and 
then at James Madison University. 

Coach Ratliff later joined the new football 
program at the University of North Carolina at 
Charlotte, my alma mater, as the program’s 
Offensive Line Coach and Recruiting Coordi- 
nator. Under his leadership, the Charlotte 
49ers’ offense averaged more than 484 yards 
per game last season. A beloved father, hus- 
band, friend, and coach, he will be deeply 
missed by all who had the pleasure of know- 
ing him. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me today in com- 
memorating the life of Coach Phil Ratliff for his 
service to the student athletes of Marshall Uni- 
versity, James Madison University, and the 
University of North Carolina at Charlotte; in 
addition to the countless lives he impacted in 
his community. 


EEE 


RECOGNIZING DONALD ELLIS 
WILLIAMSON, M.D. 


HON. ROBERT B. ADERHOLT 


OF ALABAMA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Speaker, | would like 
to recognize the long and devoted public serv- 
ice of Donald Ellis Williamson, M.D. After serv- 
ing more than two decades as Alabama’s 
State Health Officer and three years as the 
state Medicaid Commissioner, Dr. Williamson 
is stepping down from these positions next 
month. 

Dr. Williamson attended the University of 
Mississippi School of Medicine, graduating 
Cum Laude in 1979. He pursued his internship 
and residency at the University of Virginia, and 
was certified by the American Board of Inter- 
nal Medicine in 1982. 

With his education complete, Dr. Williamson 
then began his long career in public health. 
After serving four years as the State Tuber- 
culosis Control Officer in Mississippi (1982- 
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1986), he held a series of positions in the Ala- 
bama Department of Public Health. He began 
as the Director of the Division of Disease Con- 
trol (1986-1989) before serving as the Direc- 
tor of the Bureau of Preventive Health Serv- 
ices (1989-1992). On November 18, 1992, he 
started his service as the head of the Depart- 
ment. 


During his tenure, Dr. Williamson became 
known for addressing key public health issues, 
such as disaster preparedness and advancing 
the health of children, in the name of improv- 
ing health for all Alabamians. For example, in 
recent years, he led the state health efforts re- 
lated to Hurricane Katrina in 2005, and also 
those related to the April 2011 tornadoes. He 
was responsible for the design & implementa- 
tion of the state’s Children’s Health Insurance 
Program (CHIP), known as ALLKIDS. This 
was one of the first Children’s Health Insur- 
ance Programs in the nation and lowered the 
rate of uninsured children in Alabama from 20 
percent to under 7 percent. He was also intent 
on doing a better job of reducing infant mor- 
tality and increasing children’s immunization 
rates. 

| wish Dr. Williamson all the very best as he 
steps down from the Department of Public 
Health and moves into his new role as presi- 
dent of the Alabama Hospital Association. | 
know that he will bring fresh insight to the As- 
sociation and carry the organization to new 
heights. | look forward to working with him in 
this new position. 


EE 


CELEBRATING THE LIFE OF 
MASON GREGORY 


HON. TRENT KELLY 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. KELLY of Mississippi. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to honor the memory of Mason 
Gregory of Mooreville, Mississippi who joined 
his Heavenly Father on Monday, October 12, 
2015. 

Only 12 years old, Mason was a 7th grade 
student at Mooreville Middle School. He ex- 
celled at sports and was a member of the 
Mooreville Junior High Football team as well 
as Saltillo Park and Recreation baseball. 

Outside of school, Mason was an active 
member of New Hope Baptist Church where 
he loved being a part of the youth group. 

Mason spent most of his time outdoors, and 
his favorite activity was hunting with his dad. 

Full of happiness and love, Mason was 
adored by his family, friends, and teammates. 

Survivors include his parents, Bert and 
Angel Gregory of Tupelo; sister, Anna Greg- 
ory; grandparents, Mike Seawright (Norma) of 
Flora and Betty Stembridge (Mike) of 
Mooreville; his special cousin, Ally Grace 
Bounds who was like a sister to him. 

He was preceded in death by his grand- 
parents, Anderson and Nudeane Gregory. 

My thoughts and prayers are with Mason’s 
family and friends during this difficult time. 
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HONORING DONNA CARPENTER 
FOR RECEIVING THE SOUTHEAST 
TOURISM SOCIETY’S BEACON 
AWARD 


HON. RICHARD HUDSON 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Donna Carpenter, who serves as Presi- 
dent and CEO of the Cabarrus County Con- 
vention and Visitors Bureau, for receiving the 
Southeast Tourism Society's Beacon Award. 
The Beacon Award recognizes an individual 
who best exemplifies outstanding leadership in 
the pursuit of excellence and who has ad- 
vanced the tourism industry. 


Ms. Carpenter joined the Cabarrus County 
Convention and Visitors Bureau as President 
and CEO in 2009, but has been actively in- 
volved in the Charlotte area for nearly fifteen 
years. Ms. Carpenter has been instrumental in 
the improvement of the Cabarrus County and 
Charlotte-area tourism industry, working with 
leaders in the area to improve infrastructure 
development and create long-lasting relation- 
ships between local municipalities. One of Ms. 
Carpenter's greatest achievements during her 
time at the Cabarrus County Convention and 
Visitors Bureau has been her leadership in en- 
suring the implementation of the “Destination 
2020 Plan,” a proposal to develop Cabarrus 
County as a premier travel destination and 
outline key components for reaching this goal. 


Furthermore, Ms. Carpenter has worked 
tirelessly to grow the image of Cabarrus Coun- 
ty’s tourism industry and connect with visitors 
and residents alike. Under her leadership, the 
Cabarrus County Convention and Visitors Bu- 
reau office, as well as the Visitor’s Center, 
were relocated to better serve the area and 
act as a central hub for visitor activity. As a re- 
sult of her efforts to improve the tourism in- 
dustry in our area, the Cabarrus County Con- 
vention and Visitors Bureau was accredited by 
the Destination Marketing Accreditation Pro- 
gram by Destination Marketing Association 
International in 2013. 


In addition to her work within the Cabarrus 
County and Charlotte-area tourism industry, 
Ms. Carpenter is actively involved in our com- 
munity. She is a member of several area orga- 
nizations and serves on multiple boards, in- 
cluding the Cabarrus County Chamber of 
Commerce. As a proud alumnus of the univer- 
sity | am extremely grateful for her involve- 
ment on the University of North Carolina at 
Charlotte’s Advisory Board. Clearly, Ms. Car- 
penter is an asset to our area, and | look for- 
ward to seeing all that she will accomplish in 
the future. 


Mr. Speaker, please join me today in con- 
gratulating Donna Carpenter for receiving the 
Southeast Tourism Society’s Beacon Award, 
as well as her dedication to making Charlotte 
and Cabarrus County a world-class tourism 
destination. 
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COMMENDING THE WORK OF 
DR. EARL BROOKS, II 


HON. MARLIN A. STUTZMAN 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. STUTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to recognize the fifteen-year tenure of Dr. Earl 
Brooks, as President of Trine University in An- 
gola, Indiana. 

Having once been a student at Trine Univer- 
sity, it is an honor to recognize Dr. Brooks for 
his many years of service to the academic 
community in Northeast Indiana. 

During his fifteen years at Trine, Dr. Brooks 
has significantly increased enrollment while 
maintaining a remarkable, above-average ca- 
reer-placement percentage for his students. 
He transitioned the university from under- 
graduate to graduate and doctoral degree sta- 
tus and even moved university athletics to the 
NCAA. 

Mr. Speaker, | submit an article from the 
publication, Business People, highlighting Dr. 
Brooks’ fifteen-year tenure and his many nota- 
ble accomplishments. 

In closing, | would like to thank Dr. Brooks 
for his distinguished service and wish him well 
as he continues to lead Trine University. 

[From Business People, August 1, 2015] 
GIVING CREDIT WHERE IT’S DUE 
(By Jon Detweiler) 


While The American College President 
Study reports a downtrend nationally in av- 
erage leadership tenure—from eight and a 
half years in 2006 to an average of seven 
years in 2011—Trine University President Dr. 
Earl D. Brooks II completes 15 years at the 
helm, with ongoing plans firmly in place for 
years to come. When Brooks stepped into 
leadership 15 years ago, he was the youngest 
college president in the state. Now, he ranks 
second on the list of longest tenures at Indi- 
ana colleges and universities. 

Why is Trine celebrating Dr. Brooks’ ten- 
ure? What has defined his success over the 
past 15 years? His list of accomplishments is 
too long to enumerate here, but some high- 
lights include: 

Total enrollment up from 1,350 to 8,800; 78% 
of that increase experienced over the past 
five years, with an additional 15% projected 
for Fall 2015 

Transition from undergraduate to graduate 
and doctorate degree status 

Upgrade of athletic programs from NAIA 
to NCAA 

Successful completion of the largest cap- 
ital campaign in Trine’s history ($90 million) 
and raised 55% of current $75 million Invest 
in Excellence campaign 

Update and revitalization of the physical 
campus through a $100 million investment in 
new projects, including eight new apart- 
ment-style student housing units 

Renovation of the Health Sciences Edu- 
cation Center 

Expansion of welcome/admissions center 

New university center and library 

New athletic and recreation center, com- 
plete with a new stadium 

Renovation of the administration building 
and the T. Furth Center for Performing Arts 

Renovation of Ford Hall, home of the 
Ketner School of Business 

Construction of the Jim and Joan Bock 
Center for Innovation & Biomedical Engi- 
neering 
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New College of Engineering and Business 

Full-time faculty bolstered by 60%, from 53 
to 89 

A career-placement average of 99.7% for 
Trine graduates, compared to the national 
average of 75.6% as reported by the National 
Association of Colleges and Employers in 
2013-2014 

To celebrate what has been accomplished 
under Dr. Brooks’ leadership, however, must 
lead naturally to a discussion of why he has 
been so successful. “I started in the class- 
room teaching, which I still love,” says 
Brooks. ‘‘You never grow tired of that expo- 
sure to young people.” After teaching biol- 
ogy and physiology, Brooks worked his way 
up from classroom professor to department 
chair, then to school dean. At universities in 
Tennessee and Delaware, he served as both 
vice president for academic affairs and exec- 
utive vice president/chief operating officer, 
eventually becoming immersed in the var- 
ious operations of a college campus. 

But three years into his role as chief aca- 
demic officer at Lincoln Memorial Univer- 
sity in Harrogate, Tennessee, Brooks awak- 
ened to the crucial function of fundraising 
and development. Consequently, his aca- 
demic history and his fundraising experience 
together produced a love for administration 
that prompted his desire to pursue the presi- 
dency. ‘‘I’d learned through that process the 
two most critical areas for the success of an 
institution,” says Brooks: ‘The enrollment 
aspect and the fundraising aspect.” He at- 
tributes part of Trine’s success as a team to 
understanding and focusing on those two pri- 
orities. ‘‘Financially, enrollment and fund- 
raising drive the institution.” 

The fact that higher education has seen 
drastic changes during Dr. Brooks’ tenure 
emphasizes its focus. ‘‘Higher education has 
become more and more of a business,” he 
says. ‘‘We’ve learned to operate like a busi- 
ness.” Schools are becoming consumer-driv- 
en now, which makes the student a cus- 
tomer. “Kids arriving today need an edu- 
cation with a career in mind.” 

Trine’s astonishing 99.7 percent career- 
placement average for graduates is 
hardwired directly to the school’s career 
focus. ‘‘We’re fortunate to be a school that is 
more professional-oriented in our degree of- 
ferings, which gives us a clear advantage,” 
says Brooks. Possibly the greater advantage 
for students, however, is the school’s connec- 
tion to local business and industry. By ar- 
ranging practicums and internships with 
local companies, the faculty sets up its stu- 
dents to gain valuable experience outside the 
classroom and to build relationships with po- 
tential employers. ‘‘The key to success 
today—particularly on the education side, 
but also the job-placement side—is that link- 
age to business and industry,” says Brooks. 
In fact, all new programming at Trine is seen 
through the lens of its potential for career 
outcomes. 

If Dr. Brooks had a word of advice for his 
peers, he might add two elements to the list 
of reasons why he has succeeded as a leader. 
“Don’t be afraid to take a risk. Be bold,” he 
says. ‘‘Be bold in your vision, stick to your 
beliefs, listen to the market but don’t be 
afraid to take a calculated risk.’’ Second, 
drop the long-range planning. ‘‘I’m not sure 
that long-range planning fits higher edu- 
cation,’’ he says. ‘‘Ten-year plans don’t fit, 
so we’ve adopted a philosophy we call a roll- 
ing three-year plan.” 

Here again, a look at why Dr. Brooks has 
succeeded must be cut short, primarily be- 
cause the president would rather talk about 
who has made him successful. ‘‘People make 
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the institution. You try to hire great people 
with talents greater than yours and not be 
threatened by that,” he says with warmth 
and a wry smile. Indeed, the plaque on his 
desk reads, ‘‘There is no limit to what a man 
can do or where he can go if he doesn’t mind 
who gets the credit.” 

Whether luck or talent, Brooks has the 
knack for attracting good people to an orga- 
nization at all levels—faculty, staff, board of 
trustees, donors and, of course, students. 
“You need good people to lead an amazing 
transformation,” he says. 

And while Brooks is no longer in the class- 
room, he still finds multiple ways to engage 
the students. He maintains an open-door pol- 
icy with them, an ideal that one might ques- 
tion until Brooks hands you his business 
card, which includes his home phone number. 
“That connection with students is some- 
thing that just never goes away,” he says. 

This year, Trine University is celebrating 
the 15-year tenure of its president, Dr. Earl 
D. Brooks II, and for good reason. He has 
done much and he has gone far, and for that, 
he deserves a fair share of the credit. 


-— 


HONORING THE LIFE OF 
FRANK DAVIS 


HON. RICHARD HUDSON 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Frank Davis of Concord, North Carolina, 
who passed away on August 24, 2015. We 
send our prayers and sincerest condolences 
to his wife, Joan, and the entire Davis family. 

Born on November 7, 1944, Mr. Davis dedi- 
cated his life to serving our nation’s students. 
After receiving his degree from Berry College, 
Mr. Davis taught high school English in a na- 
tionwide linguistic research and development 
project in Rome, GA. After completing this 
project, Mr. Davis transitioned to the field of 
higher education, where he served three dec- 
ades as an admissions and chief development 
officer at several universities, including his 
alma mater. In 1998, Mr. Davis joined The 
Cannon Foundation, later becoming the Foun- 
dation’s Executive Director in 2000. 

| had the honor of becoming friends with Mr. 
Davis during his time at the Cannon Founda- 
tion, and | was immediately struck by his hum- 
ble attitude and sincere dedication to service 
to others and to improving educational oppor- 
tunities for all students. Not only that, he in- 
spired each of us to be better people and to 
give back to our communities through kind- 
ness, charity and service. 

| recently had the honor to present Mr. 
Davis posthumously with the Order of the 
Long Leaf Pine, the highest award the Gov- 
ernor of North Carolina can bestow. The Order 
was created in 1963, and has been presented 
to honor persons who have a proven record of 
service to the State of North Carolina. While 
Mr. Davis made his mark in other states, like 
Georgia and Alabama, it seems like he always 
had North Carolina on his mind. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me today in com- 
memorating the life of Frank Davis for his 
commitment to his community and the numer- 
ous lives he impacted throughout his life. 
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HONORING RICHARD K. DONAHUE 


HON. NIKI TSONGAS 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Ms. TSONGAS. Mr. Speaker, the City of 
Lowell, Massachusetts is well-known for its 
historic contributions to this nation, from its 
roots in the founding of modern industry, to 
world-renown authors and artists, to public of- 
ficials who helped shape the national con- 
versation. Lowell recently lost one of those ti- 
tanic figures with the passing of Richard K. 
Donahue. 

Richard Donahue will be remembered 
across Massachusetts and the country for his 
expertise and leadership in the legal world, as 
well as his acumen and achievements in poli- 
tics, policy and business. 

A valued citizen of Lowell, his professional 
career existed on the national stage, through 
his storied involvement in the successful cam- 
paign of President John F. Kennedy, his ten- 
ure as a confidant and advisor at the Kennedy 
White House, as a highly-regarded and nation- 
ally respected lawyer, and as President of 
NIKE, a major worldwide company. He was an 
exemplary role model for young Lowellians 
coming of age in the 60s and 70s, setting a 
standard of excellence and accomplishment 
that he made seem quite easy. 

As much as Dick was a national figure, he 
never lost touch with his home city. He re- 
mained deeply committed to Lowell throughout 
his entire life. Dick represented the fighting 
spirit and dedication to community that is 
Lowell's trademark. He always had the com- 
munity’s best interests at heart. 

His wife, Nancy, the founder of Merrimack 
Repertory Theater has been its guiding light 
from its inception. Dick and Nancy’s tremen- 
dous philanthropic support to the theater and 
across the region reflected their unflagging 
generosity and willingness to share the fruits 
of a very successful life and devote it to the 
best interests of the City of Lowell. 

Dick also understood that the City and its 
University rise and fall together, and devoted 
himself to being a leader at the University of 
Massachusetts Lowell, helping to position that 
institution for future success. 

Even in recent years, when Dick’s health 
was not good, you'd still see him attend 
events he thought were important. It reflected 
his ongoing affection and love for his city and 
the many good things that happen here. 

Dick Donahue was a remarkable Lowellian. 
| know I’m not alone when | say thank you to 
him for his endless dedication to his country 
and his city; and to his wife and family for 
sharing him with us. He will be greatly missed, 
but his legacy will be felt across this region for 
generations to come. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. ADAM SMITH 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, on 
Thursday, July 16, 2015, | was unable to be 
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present for a recorded vote. | would have 
voted “YES” on roll call vote Number 443 (on 
agreeing to the Garamendi Amendment to 
H.R. 2898). 


o 


REMEMBERING PEGGY DELOACH 
NOBLES 


HON. EARL L. “BUDDY” CARTER 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today in remembrance of Peggy DeLoach No- 
bles who entered into eternal rest Wednesday, 
September 30, 2015. 

Born on September 24, 1936, Mrs. Nobles 
was the daughter of Henry William DeLoach 
and Navada Todd DeLoach. Mrs. Nobles was 
raised on a farm in Tattnall County and grad- 
uated from Glennville High School in 1954. 
She was also a graduate of Draughon’s Busi- 
ness College in Savannah, Georgia. 

Mrs. Nobles was active in business, and for 
decades worked as the administrator of the 
Long County Sherriff's Office alongside her 
husband, Cecil Nobles, who was the sheriff of 
Long County from 1969 until 2012. Mrs. No- 
bles continued her work with the Sheriff's Of- 
fice as her son, Craig, was elected sheriff in 
2012. Mrs. Nobles was a very active member 
of her community and the Long County Cham- 
ber of Commerce. She was also a longtime 
member of the Jones Creek Baptist Church in 
Ludowici, Georgia. 

Perhaps most important to Mrs. Nobles was 
her love for her family and extended family 
with whom she always enjoyed spending time. 
She is survived by her three sons and daugh- 
ters-in-law: James Cecil Jr. and Stephanie, 
Kenneth Elliot and Bonnie, and Craig William 
and Elizabeth; 5 grandchildren and 4 great- 
grandchildren; sisters, Gaynell DeLoach Paulk 
of Alexandria, Louisiana, and Ava Jean 
DeLoach Rooker of Glennville; brothers, 
Charles P. DeLoach of Glennville and Larry L. 
DeLoach of Lakeland, Florida; brother-in-law, 
Raymond Gus Nobles of Ludowici; and sev- 
eral nieces and nephews. 


HONORING RICHARD P. HOWE 


HON. NIKI TSONGAS 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Ms. TSONGAS. Mr. Speaker, the City of 
Lowell, Massachusetts has a long and storied 
tradition of public service, forged by countless 
dedicated men and women who utilized inno- 
vative and open-minded ideas to better the 
lives of others and further progress in their 
community. Lowell recently lost one of those 
titanic figures with the passing of Richard P. 
Howe. 

For all of us who were privileged to know 
Dick Howe, Sr., this is a moment to celebrate 
the life and the legacy of a devoted Lowellian. 

My family first came to know Dick and his 
family when my husband Paul Tsongas served 
alongside him as a member of the Lowell City 
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Council. They also shared a law office until 
Paul was elected to Congress. Dick was an 
important mentor and role model to Paul, ex- 
emplifying unwavering integrity, courageous 
leadership, and an abiding belief in the City. 

Dick held office during Lowell’s extraor- 
dinary transformation and was one of the cre- 
ative community leaders who helped turn a 
shared vision to revitalize Lowell into reality. 

Two years ago, we celebrated the dedica- 
tion of The Richard P. Howe Bridge, which is 
a fitting tribute to a man who helped bridge 
many divides to bring people together in the 
name of the city he loved. He will be greatly 
missed. 


a 


RECOGNIZING THE 50TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF EDUCATIONAL TALENT 
SEARCH IN DURHAM, NEW HAMP- 
SHIRE 


HON. FRANK C. GUINTA 


OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the 50th anniversary of Educational 
Talent Search (ETS) in Durham, New Hamp- 
shire. | am pleased to join with the University 
of New Hampshire in recognizing this great 
milestone for ETS and its supporters. 

This is a great achievement for both ETS 
and the University that supports it, and speaks 
highly to the outstanding services and guid- 
ance the program has offered to first-genera- 
tion college students of the communities they 
serve. For the past 50 years, Educational Tal- 
ent Search has been a leader in helping stu- 
dents with academic advising, postsecondary 
placement, academic preparation and career 
exploration. 

Through the leadership of ETS, thirty-one 
middle schools and high schools throughout 
New Hampshire are being provided academic 
advising, career planning, and financial aid 
and financial literacy information, to better in- 
crease educational opportunities for those 
youth it supports. ETS has an impressive 
record of having 100% of the students it works 
with graduate from high school, and helping 
86% of those students go on to attend college. 

| am proud to join with my fellow Granite 
Staters in recognizing the 50th anniversary of 
the Educational Talent Search, and wish them 
all the best in their future years. 


EE 
THE RUSSIAN GOVERNMENT VIO- 
LATES ITS SECURITY, ECO- 


NOMIC, HUMAN RIGHTS COMMIT- 
MENTS AGREEMENTS 


HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday | chaired a hearing of the Helsinki 
Commission that examined the Russian gov- 
ernment’s repeated violations of its inter- 
national security, economic, and human rights 
commitments. 
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In accord with the three dimensions of secu- 
rity promoted by the OSCE and the Helsinki 
Final Act of 1975, the Commission looked at 
Russia’s respect for the rule of law through 
the lens of three “case studies” current to 
U.S.-Russian relations—arms control agree- 
ments; the Yukos litigation; and instances of 
abduction, unjust imprisonment, and abuse of 
prisoners. 

Forty years after the signing of the Helsinki 
Final Act, we face a set of challenges with 
Russia, a founding member of the organiza- 
tion, that mirror the concerns that gave rise to 
the Helsinki Final Act. 

At stake is the hard-won trust between 
members—now eroded to the point that armed 
conflict rages in the OSCE region. The ques- 
tion is open whether the principles continue to 
bind the Russian government with other states 
in a common understanding of what the rule of 
law entails. 

In respect of military security, under the 
1994 Budapest Memorandum Russia re- 
affirmed its commitment to respect Ukraine’s 
independence, sovereignty, and existing bor- 
ders. Russia also committed to refrain from 
the threat or use of force or economic coer- 
cion against Ukraine. There was a quid pro 
quo here: Russia did this in return for transfer- 
ring Soviet-made nuclear weapons on Ukrain- 
ian soil to Russia. 

Russia’s annexation of Crimea and subse- 
quent intervention in the Donbas region not 
only clearly violate this commitment, but also 
every guiding principle of the 1975 Helsinki 
Final Act. It appears these are not isolated in- 
stances. In recent years, Russia appears to 
have violated, undermined, disregarded, or 
even disavowed fundamental and binding 
arms control commitments such as the Vienna 
Document and binding international agree- 
ments, including the Conventional Forces in 
Europe (CFE), Intermediate Nuclear Forces 
(INF), and Open Skies treaties. 

In respect of commercial issues, the ongo- 
ing claims regarding the Russian govern- 
ment’s expropriation of the Yukos Oil Com- 
pany are major tests facing the Russian gov- 
ernment. In July 2014, GML Limited and other 
shareholders were part of a $52 billion arbitra- 
tion claim awarded by the Hague Permanent 
Court of Arbitration and the European Court of 
Human Rights (ECHR). 

In response, the Russian government is 
threatening to withdraw from the ECHR and 
seize U.S. assets should American courts 
freeze Russian holdings on behalf of Euro- 
pean claimants, while filing technical chal- 
lenges that will occupy the courts for years to 
come. All of this fundamentally calls into ques- 
tion Russia’s OSCE commitment to develop 
free, competitive markets that respect inter- 
national dispute arbitration mechanisms such 
as that of the Hague. 

| note that U.S. Yukos shareholders are not 
covered by the Hague ruling for their esti- 
mated $6 billion in losses. This is due to the 
fact that the United States has not ratified the 
Energy Charter Treaty, under which European 
claimants won their case, as well as the con- 
tinued absence of a bilateral investment treaty 
with Russia. This has handicapped U.S. inves- 
tors in Russia’s energy sector, leaving them 
solely dependent of a State Department es- 
pousal process with the Russian government. 
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We were all relieved to learn that Mr. Kara- 
Murza is recovering from the attempt on his 
life—by poisoning—in Russia earlier this year. 
His tireless work on behalf of democracy in 
Russia, and his personal integrity and his love 
of his native country is an inspiration—it is 
true patriotism, a virtue sadly lacking among 
nationalistic demagogues. 

Sadly, the attempt on Mr. Kara-Murza’s life 
is not an isolated instance. Others have been 
murdered—most recently Boris Nemtsov—and 
both his and Mr. Kara-Murza’s cases remain 
unsolved. 

In other cases, such as the abductions, un- 
just imprisonments, and abuses of Nadiya 
Savchenko, Oleg Sentsov, and Eston Kohver, 
we are dealing the plain and public actions of 
the Russian government. Nadiya Savchenko, 
a Ukrainian pilot and elected parliamentarian, 
was abducted by Russian government agents, 
imprisoned, subjected to a humiliating show 
trial, and now faces 25 years in prison for al- 
legedly murdering Russian reporters—who in 
fact were killed after she was in Russian cus- 
tody. 

Meanwhile, a Russian court has sentenced 
Ukrainian film director Oleg Sentsov on 
charges of terrorism. Tortured during deten- 
tion, Sentsov’s only transgressions appear to 
be his refusal to recognize Russia’s annex- 
ation of the peninsula and his effort to help 
deliver food to Ukrainian soldiers trapped on 
their Crimean bases by invading Russian sol- 
diers. And the kidnaping and subsequent espi- 
onage trial against Estonian law enforcement 
officer Eston Kohver demonstrates the Rus- 
sia’s readiness to abuse its laws and judicial 
system to limit individual freedoms both within 
and beyond its borders. 

The Magnitsky Act that | had the honor to 
co-sponsor was in part meant to address 
human rights abuses such as these. It sanc- 
tions those involved in the abuse, and works 
to discourage further human rights violations 
while protecting those brave enough to call at- 
tention to their occurrence. It troubles me 
greatly to hear that the Administration’s listings 
of sanctioned individuals has thus far only tar- 
geted ‘minor players,’ rather than those who 
pull the strings. 


HONORING KEVIN DORAN 


HON. TOM REED 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Kevin Doran, who passed away earlier 
this week. 

Mr. Doran was a long-time radio personality 
from Hornell, New York. He began his broad- 
casting career by working odd jobs at WLEA, 
a local radio station, while in high school. After 
graduating from college, Mr. Doran worked as 
a reporter for the Hornell Evening Tribune 
while teaching history at Hornell High School. 
In 1972, he purchased WLEA and became 
general manager of the station. His family 
continues to operate the station to this day. 

Mr. Doran was well-known through the 
Hornell area for his iconic voice, personality, 
and sense of humor. He was best known for 
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hosting the popular Newsmaker Show, which 
won several awards for excellence from the 
New York State Broadcasters Association. He 
reported on a variety of topics, ranging from 
national politics to social issues and local 
events. Many residents remember his reports 
on the devastating 1972 flood in Hornell, dur- 
ing which he worked non-stop to provide infor- 
mation to his neighbors in need. On a lighter 
note, Mr. Doran famously allowed local chil- 
dren to call into his show with questions for 
Santa Claus, whom he “interviewed” live from 
the North Pole. 

Mr. Doran was a larger-than-life personality 
who was beloved throughout the Hornell com- 
munity. He leaves behind a proud legacy of 
broadcasting excellence, which will be contin- 
ued by the numerous local reporters and 
broadcasters that he mentored during his ca- 
reer. | ask all of my colleagues to join me in 
honoring and remembering the life of Kevin 
Doran. 


ae 


OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 


HON. MIKE COFFMAN 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. COFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, on January 
20, 2009, the day President Obama took of- 
fice, the national debt was 
$10,626,877,048,913.08. 

Today, it is $18,152,658,224,184.62. We've 
added $7,525,781,175,271.54 to our debt in 6 
years. This is over $7.5 trillion in debt our na- 
tion, our economy, and our children could 
have avoided with a balanced budget amend- 
ment. 


— 


HONORING FORMER LAKES RE- 
GION COMMUNITY COLLEGE ACA- 
DEMIC AFFAIRS VICE PRESI- 
DENT TOM GOULETTE ON THE 
OCCASION OF HIS RETIREMENT 
AFTER 39 YEARS WITH THE COL- 
LEGE 


HON. FRANK C. GUINTA 


OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
express my congratulations to Mr. Thomas 
Goulette on his retirement after 39 years with 
Lakes Region Community College, and thank 
him for the outstanding work he did during his 
career. 

Mr. Goulette’s broad expertise in education 
has been instrumental to the growth of Lakes 
Region Community College, and his contin- 
uous progression from teacher to vice presi- 
dent exemplifies his commitment to excel- 
lence. Over the last 39 years, Mr. Goulette 
has been an integral part of the education 
community and his leadership will be greatly 
missed. 

It is with great admiration that | congratulate 
Mr. Goulette on his retirement, and wish him 
the best on all future endeavors. 
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. BEN RAY LUJÁN 


OF NEW MEXICO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. BEN RAY LUJÁN of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, on roll call no. 546 | regrettably 
missed roll call vote 546. Had | been present, 
| would have voted “yes.” 


EE 


HONORING THE REDLANDS 
CHRISTIAN MIGRANT ASSOCIATION 


HON. MARIO DIAZ-BALART 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, | rise to 
congratulate the Redlands Christian Migrant 
Association on their 50th anniversary, and to 
commend its exemplary service to the Florida 
community. 


The Redlands Christian Migrant Association 
(RCMA) was founded by members of the 
Mennonite Church in 1965. They had noticed 
that the children of migrant workers faced ex- 
traordinarily dangerous conditions when they 
went into the fields with their parents. Parents 
had no other option but to bring their children 
with them into fields as they harvested crops. 
The RCMA brought in caregivers from the cul- 
tures of the workers to establish trust between 
the parents and their children’s caregivers. 
The level of trust and close contact with the 
community formed the basis of the RCMA’s 
successful model of provider to many cultures. 


The RCMA began its service with seventy- 
five children in two facilities. It now serves 
over 8,000 children in over eighty-five centers. 
These facilities serve a large range of needs 
in the community. The RCMA’s Early Head 
Start centers accept children as young as six 
weeks, while its after-school programs cater to 
ages 6 through 16. On all levels, the associa- 
tion prioritizes safety, health, and education. 


Having dealt with the RCMA for a number of 
years, | know the level of commitment and 
dedication that the entire organization has for 
its work. It has served thousands of families 
and become an integral part of our commu- 
nity. | am proud to say that the RCMA serves 
so many families in our state. They are truly 
a model of an organization that cares. | look 
forward to many more years of working with 
the RCMA, and wish them nothing but the 
best. 


Mr. Speaker, | am honored to pay tribute to 
the Redlands Christian Migrant Association for 
its continued service in Florida and | ask my 
colleagues to join me in recognizing this re- 
markable organization. 
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IN RECOGNITION OF THE CON- 
TRIBUTIONS OF HUMAN FAC- 
TORS RESEARCH 


HON. DANIEL LIPINSKI 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
highlight an often-overlooked field of research, 
but one that affects all of us in our daily 
lives—human factors. 


For over 50 years, the U.S. federal govern- 
ment has funded scientists and engineers to 
explore and better understand the relationship 
between people, technology, and the environ- 
ment. Originally stemming from urgent needs 
to improve the performance of people using 
complex systems such as aircraft during World 
War Il, the field of human factors works to de- 
velop safe, effective, and practical human use 
of technology, and the design of technology 
for effective human use, particularly in chal- 
lenging settings. Prior to this, considerations of 
how people effectively and safely interacted 
with machines were not a priority, resulting in 
wasted economic output and efficiency, and 
more importantly, the avoidable loss of human 
life. 


Today, organizations like the Human Fac- 
tors and Ergonomics Society, or HFES, which 
counts over 4,500 psychologists, scientists, 
engineers among its members, are devoted to 
creating safe and effective human interaction 
with technology in diverse fields such as trans- 
portation, military equipment, consumer prod- 
ucts, energy systems, medical devices, manu- 
facturing, farming, health, sports and recre- 
ation, and education. 


The group defines “human factors” as the 
scientific body of knowledge of how people 
use technology. It is applied at critical points 
of evaluation and assessment to the design 
and use of equipment, systems, facilities, pro- 
cedures, jobs, environments, and training, 
leading to safe and efficient operation and im- 
plementation. 


For example, based on human factors ex- 
pertise and research, the Federal Highway Ad- 
ministration, U.S. Department of Transpor- 
tation, found that implementing high-intensity 
activated crosswalks reduced total crashes by 
29% and pedestrian-vehicle crashes by 69%. 
Also showing positive effects for pedestrian 
and bicycle safety were the implementation of 
shared-lane markings for bicycles and trans- 
verse markings for crosswalks as well as cars 
designed to reduce distracted driving. 


Organizations like HFES and its individual 
members help ensure that whether it’s the lat- 
est model of an American-made car or the 
tools that equip our men and women in uni- 
form, how we interact with technology is a crit- 
ical component of its development. | support 
the increased use of human factors research 
in new technologies and hope our federal 
agencies like the Department of Transpor- 
tation will continue to make use of these im- 
portant results. 
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RECOGNIZING DR. STEVEN D. 
CHAN INSTALLATION AS PRESI- 
DENT OF THE AMERICAN COL- 
LEGE OF DENTISTS 


HON. MICHAEL M. HONDA 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. HONDA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Dr. Steven D. Chan, an accom- 
plished pediatric dentist who most recently 
was installed as the first Asian American 
President of the American College of Dentists. 
It is my great pleasure to commend Dr. Chan 
for his lifelong achievements and expertise in 
the field of dentistry. He is involved in a num- 
ber of professional and civic activities that truly 
make him an exemplar of leadership. 

The American College of Dentists is the old- 
est major honorary organization for dentists. It 
was founded in 1920 to recognize dentists 
who have made significant contributions to the 
advancement of dentistry. The mission of the 
American College of Dentists is to advance 
excellence, ethics, professionalism, and lead- 
ership in dentistry—all qualities that embody 
Dr. Chan. 

| have had the honor of meeting and speak- 
ing with Dr. Chan and am impressed with his 
distinguished professional background. Dr. 
Chan is a third generation Californian—born 
and raised in Los Angeles. A graduate of 
UCLA, he earned his dental degree at 
Georgetown University and completed his spe- 
cial training in pediatric dentistry at a Los An- 
geles County Hospital Trauma Center. 

He’s received various professional honors 
and fellowships from different organizations 
such as the American Academy of Pediatric 
Dentists, the Asian Business Alliance, and the 
Asian Pacific Islander American Public Affairs 
Association. He holds membership to several 
professional associations like the California 
Society of Pediatric Dentistry and the Amer- 
ican Academy of Pediatrics. Individuals like 
Congressman ERIC SWALWELL and former 
California State Senator Majority Leader Ellen 
Corbett have also recognized his illustrious ca- 
reer. 

In addition to his numerous professional ac- 
complishments, Dr. Chan is a civic leader in 
his community. His community service in- 
cludes: Service on the Alameda County Grand 
Jury, Chair of the Ohlone Community College 
Bond Oversight Committee, and City of Fre- 
mont Library Commission. 

It has been a great privilege to have shared 
a friendship and working partnership with Dr. 
Steven Chan over the years. | commend him 
for his 35 years of distinguished leadership in 
the American community of dentistry and the 
City of Fremont. Dr. Chan has made signifi- 
cant contributions to the advancement of den- 
tistry and | thank him for his years of dedi- 
cated service to Silicon Valley. 

Dr. Chan’s exemplary leadership will be well 
placed in the American College of Dentists. | 
rise today to wish him my very deepest con- 
gratulations for his exceptional level of ad- 
vancement of dentistry and his commitment to 
public service in the Silicon Valley. | extend 
him my greatest personal wishes for success 
and happiness throughout his very well earned 
appointment. 


October 22, 2015 
FOREST PRODUCTS WEEK 


HON. SUZAN K. DelBENE 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Ms. DELBENE. Mr. Speaker, | rise to recog- 
nize Forest Products Week and the forest 
products industry’s contributions to greener 
manufacturing practices. In Washington State, 
we have over 58 sawmill, millwork and wood 
treating facilities; 12 engineered wood and 
panel facilities; and 16 facilities manufacturing 
other wood products. 

We know that forests play a critical role in 
filtering and renewing our air. Trees absorb 
carbon dioxide and water, and release oxy- 
gen. Some of the carbon absorbed by trees is 
stored for a long period of time. In fact, one- 
half the weight of wood is carbon. 

Wood can be manufactured into many use- 
ful products. In addition, a large portion of the 
energy used in forest products manufacturing 
is produced from biomass like bark and saw- 
dust, meaning the amount of energy used to 
produce wood products can be vastly lower 
than other materials. 

Finally, wood is also renewable and pro- 
vides for an increase in “green” buildings that 
have a positive carbon footprint. Recently, 
Secretary Vilsack visited my district and de- 
scribed the many benefits to building with 
wood products such as cross-laminated tim- 
ber. 

During Forest Products Week, let’s all rec- 
ognize the many employees and products that 
contribute to an increased environmental 
awareness in sustainable building materials as 
well as in many other areas. 


ae 


CONDOLENCES TO THE TURKISH 
PEOPLE 


HON. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, | wish to express my sincere 
condolences to the Turkish people regarding 
the terrorist attack in Ankara on October 10, 
2015 that took the lives of more than 90 inno- 
cent people. The attack was orchestrated 
through an apparent double suicide bombing 
at a rally organized to promote peace. 

Turkey has been a longtime NATO ally and 
friend. For decades, they served on the front 
lines of the Cold War and contained Soviet ex- 
pansionism to its north. Today, Turkey finds 
itself with a new threat to the south, as militant 
extremists attempt to expand their control over 
large parts of Syria and Iraq. It is heart- 
breaking to see evidence of this form of ter- 
rorism spreading to Turkish soil. 

We stand with the Turkish people as they 
confront the growing threat of terrorism. Our 
thoughts and prayers go out to the families af- 
fected by this latest tragedy. 


October 22, 2015 
HONORING ALBERT M. ELIAS 


HON. RAUL M. GRIJALVA 


OF ARIZONA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of Albert M. Elías, who sadly 
passed away on October 16, for over 60 years 
of service to organized labor and to the pro- 
gressive political community in Tucson and 
Pima County as a member of the International 
Typographical Union/Communications Workers 
of America Local 7026. 

Albert M. Elias represented the highest 
ideals of the labor movement. While others 
talk about the need for a strong labor move- 
ment to protect and enhance the lives of work- 
ing people, Albert, for more than 60 years, 
worked to advance these goals. While others 
have talked about how Pima County and 
southern Arizona need progressive political 
success to empower the ordinary and dis- 
advantaged among us, Albert worked long 
hours helping politicians and movements ad- 
vocate on behalf of these people. 

Using the printing skills he honed for most 
of his life, the knowledge he gained over more 
than six decades of how the printed word can 
help realize worthy goals, and the personal 
contacts his honesty, integrity and goodwill 
forged, Albert achieved much and has helped 
others achieve even more in advancing polit- 
ical movements, and the labor movement in 
particular. 

Albert, a fourth-generation Tucson native, 
joined the International Typographical Union of 
his maternal grandfather Francisco S. Moreno 
in January 1954 and committed himself to a 
career in the printing trade. Albert believed 
that union membership would improve the pro- 
fessional quality of his work as a printer, and 
enable him to develop meaningful, long-term 
relationships in his community that would ben- 
efit himself and his family, as well as his union 
brothers and sisters. Union membership, he 
believed, also would provide him with better 
income and with vacations and holidays off to 
spend quality time with his family. It was 
Albert’s goal to provide his children with the 
wherewithal to excel in education through high 
school and go on to college if they desired. 
Time proved Albert to be correct. All three of 
the children of he and his wife, Viola Baine, 
are college graduates who are serving others 
in pursuit of their careers. 

Albert and his sister Aida Elias, the children 
of Alberto Spring Elias and Ermelinda Moreno 
Elias, always lived their lives as Christians and 
were dedicated to their religious faith. Albert 
maintained an active lifetime role in his 
Roman Catholic parish, based at St. 
Augustine’s Cathedral in downtown Tucson. 
He served for many years as a member of its 
Parish Council. 

Albert’s interest in the printing trade went 
back to his childhood in the 1930s. His grand- 
father Moreno had begun publishing the Span- 
ish language El Tucsonense weekly news- 
paper as a member of the Typographical 
Union in 1915, but he died an early death in 
1929. El Tucsonense continued publication 
under ownership of his wife, Rosa E. Moreno, 
and with the help of her five children— 
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Ermelinda, Gilberto, Federico, Arturo and 
Elias. Before Albert’s 10th birthday he was de- 
livering El Tucsonense by bicycle to the Latino 
barrios that dominated much of downtown 
Tucson. He worked his way into the print shop 
during his years at Tucson High School to be 
a “printers devil,” sweeping the floors, clean- 
ing presses, and remelting the lead used to 
make ingots for the shop’s linotype machines. 

After graduating from Tucson High School in 
January 1946, Albert went to the Frank 
Wiggins Trade School in Los Angeles to learn 
more about printing. After completing those 
studies in 1948, Albert went to work in the 
print shop that published El Tucsonense, now 
being run by his uncle Arturo Moreno. That 
ended in late 1951 when Albert was drafted 
into the U.S. Army. He served in the infantry 
for two years before being honorably dis- 
charged. After his discharge, Albert returned 
to Tucson. But instead of rejoining El 
Tucsonense, Albert sought membership in the 
Typographical Union as a journeyman, skip- 
ping apprenticeship because of his experi- 
ence. His skills earned him a position as a li- 
notype operator in early 1954 with the Tucson 
daily newspapers, The Arizona Daily Star and 
Tucson Citizen. 

A bitter and ultimately unsuccessful Typo- 
graphical Union strike at the Star-Citizen in 
1966, over job-depleting automation and the 
companies’ rejection of the union’s demand for 
a pension plan, ended Alberts 12-year stint 
with the daily newspapers. Fortuitously for Al- 
bert, El Tucsonense was in the process of 
folding and he and a partner, Oscar Araiza, 
bought his uncle’s printing shop. Araiza retired 
in 1991 and Albert ran Old Pueblo Printers 
alone thereafter. 

Upon taking control of the business in 1966, 
Albert and his partner began doing printing 
work for Tucson-area labor union locals and 
Democratic Party candidates for political of- 
fice. One of the first campaigns for which 
Albert’s shop printed the political literature was 
one of the late U.S. Representative Morris K. 
Udall’s bids for office. Udall continued to use 
his services after that, as did Robert Kennedy 
for his assassination-truncated 1968 presi- 
dential campaign. Albert printed campaign ma- 
terials for Raul Castro, who was elected as 
the first Latino governor of Arizona; for Ed 
Pastor, who was elected as the first Latino 
Congressman from Arizona; and for longtime 
Pima County Supervisors Sam Lena and Dan 
Eckstrom. |, too, came to Albert for my printing 
needs when | first launched what became a 
12-year stint on the Tucson Unified School 
District Board. | continued to use Albert’s serv- 
ices through 13 years on the Pima County 
Board of Supervisors and, finally, on my 2002 
bid for Congress. 

During his career, Albert supported labor 
leader César Chavez of the United Farm 
Workers, he supported the efforts of local 
Latino activists to get their fair share of federal 
funds to improve the homes and neighbor- 
hoods of their people, and he supported a 
landmark lawsuit forcing Tucson Unified 
School District to desegregate its schools. Al- 
bert was always fighting battles against those 
who seek to use their financial influence to 
their own advantage—and at the expense of 
ordinary working people. 

Albert M. Elias deserves special recognition, 
honor and respect for his six decades of union 
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membership—and for his meritorious achieve- 
ments during that time on behalf of working 
people and the less fortunate of Pima County 
and Southern Arizona. We will miss him dear- 
ly. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. PETER J. ROSKAM 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. ROSKAM. Mr. Speaker, on roll call no. 
557, | was unavoidably detained. 

Had | been present, | would have voted 
AYE. 


—— 


CELEBRATING TAP’S 50TH 
ANNIVERSARY 


HON. BOB GOODLATTE 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, community 
action agencies in the United States have es- 
tablished a history of giving individuals a 
much-needed hand-up out of poverty. Whether 
it's assistance with housing, finding a job, pro- 
viding early childhood education, or even of- 
fering help to those recovering from abuse or 
addictions, community action agencies are the 
“Golden Rule” at work. I wish to honor an 
agency located in the Sixth Congressional Dis- 
trict of Virginia that is actively fulfilling this mis- 
sion. 

Originally founded as Total Action Against 
Poverty by Cabell Brand, Total Action for 
Progress—known in Roanoke, Virginia simply 
as TAP—is celebrating its 50th anniversary as 
the Roanoke Valley's sheltering umbrella. 
Cabell Brand saw poverty was due to more 
than just an individual’s financial cir- 
cumstances. He believed that in order to be a 
full participant in society, an individual needed 
opportunities to improve one’s life. A half-cen- 
tury later, Cabell Brand’s vision of an organi- 
zation that would allow someone to “TAP Into 
Hope” remains at work. 

Cabell Brand met with Sargent Shriver when 
he was planning to form an organization that 
could grow from the Economic Opportunity Act 
of 1964. A partnership in the community 
formed the non-profit that came to be called 
TAP, offering assistance to low-income individ- 
uals living in the area. Community action, the 
likes of which Brand and Shriver dreamed of, 
came to life in the Roanoke Valley and was 
embraced by the local governments. 

Since taking office, | have come to under- 
stand the benefits that community action 
agencies provide to the downtrodden. In turn, 
| have enjoyed every opportunity | have had to 
work with this organization as they have dis- 
played the “can-do” spirit that has helped 
transform TAP into one of our country’s most 
successful community action organizations. 

From its roots in Roanoke, TAP now serves 
men, women, and children in 11 localities in 
western and southwest Virginia. The focus is 
on self-reliance and _ self-determination with 
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TAP’s dedicated staff providing a unique 
brand of strength. It’s that strength that | came 
to see in Cabell Brand, in his successor Ted 
Edlich—who marked his retirement last year— 
and in Annette Lewis, the current President 
and CEO. | congratulate TAP on its 50th anni- 
versary, and | look forward to continuing to tell 
its story as a model for the good that can 
come from a sense of hope. 


RESEARCH TIES GUN VIOLENCE 
TO AMERICA’S ANGER PROBLEM, 
EASY ACCESS TO GUNS 


HON. ROSA L. DeLAURO 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 22, 2015 


Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, | submit the 
following article: 


[From National Catholic Reporter, 
Oct. 19, 2015] 
FEWER GUNS, FEWER GUN-RELATED DEATHS 
(By Vinnie Rotondaro) 

Fewer guns, fewer gun-related deaths. 

A simple enough concept, so knock-you- 
over-the-head obvious that it practically 
begs for an equally blunt—if totally obliv- 
jious—response, one made by plenty of pro- 
gun rights advocates: more guns make us 
safer. 

But a look at the social science literature 
surrounding the U.S. gun violence debate 
shows how painfully real the gun prevalence- 
gun death correlation is, and suggests that it 
could prove very difficult to dig the country 
out of the hole it finds itself in. 

In America today, more than 310 million 
firearms are estimated to be in the hands of 
private citizens. That is roughly 97 guns for 
every 100 people. 

Studies regularly show that where there 
are more guns, there is more homicide. 

Jeffrey Swanson, a Duke University psy- 
chiatry and behavioral sciences professor, 
and a leading expert on U.S. gun violence, 
believes that the more we look into the ques- 
tion of gun access and prevalence in society, 
the less myths surrounding the gun control 
debate will hold sway. 

Some gun rights activists argue that more 
armed citizens will make for less crime, but 
“we don’t have an exceptionally high crime 
problem in the United States, or an excep- 
tionally high violent crime problem com- 
pared to other industrialized countries,” 
Swanson said. Conversely, ‘‘we do have an 
exceptionally high firearm homicide prob- 
lem.” 

Others react to mass shootings where the 
gunmen are seriously mentally ill, and say 
that we need to fix the country’s broken 
mental healthcare system. 

But doing so would not solve our gun vio- 
lence problem, Swanson said. 

“Mass shooters are really atypical,” he ex- 
plained. ‘“‘They are atypical of people with 
serious mental illnesses, the vast majority of 
whom are never going to be violent. And 
they are also atypical of the perpetrators of 
gun violence. Most of them don’t have seri- 
ous mental illness.” 

Swanson’s research points to a far more 
mundane explanation for the more than 
11,000 firearm homicides that occur in the 
U.S. annually, the majority of which are the 
result of arguments, often involving alcohol, 
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often occurring in underprivileged areas, or 
in troubled domestic settings. 

America has an anger problem, and far too 
many angry Americans have easy access to 
guns. 

According to a study that he and other re- 
searchers published in Journal of Behavioral 
Sciences and the Law earlier this year, near- 
ly nine percent of the U.S. population has a 
serious anger problem and access to guns at 
home. The study culled data from a National 
Institute of Mental Health funded survey es- 
timating the prevalence of different kinds of 
mental disorders across the U.S. 

“Anger is a normal human emotion,” 
Swanson said. ‘‘Everybody gets angry. But 
these are people who, when they get angry, 
break and smash things, and get into phys- 
ical fights. . People who have a really 
short fuse,” and who can at times be ‘‘uncon- 
trollable and destructive.” 

They are wound-up, loose cannons, but not 
seriously mentally ill—the kind of people 
who should not have access to guns, but too 
often do. 

According to Swanson’s research, about 1.5 
percent of the population ‘‘have this impul- 
sive, angry behavior and are carrying a gun 
around with them out in public.” 

THE FINGER PULLS THE TRIGGER? 

Other social science research sheds addi- 
tional light on the toxic quality of guns in 
society. 

Studies show that higher exposure to guns 
leads to more suicide—the leading cause of 
gun death in the U.S. One nationwide study 
found that people who committed suicide 
were 17 times more likely to have lived in 
homes with guns compared to people who did 
not. 

Exposure to guns also leads to increased 
aggression. In 1967, researchers from the Uni- 
versity of Wisconsin demonstrated the re- 
ality of a disturbing psychological phe- 
nomenon called the ‘‘weapons effect.” 

The researchers sat one group of partici- 
pants at a table with a shotgun and a re- 
volver laying on it. Another group of partici- 
pants were seated at a table with badminton 
racquets and shuttlecocks. The participants 
were then ‘‘angered’’ by an experimenter, 
told to ignore the objects on the table, and 
given the opportunity to administer a retal- 
jatory electric shock to the level of their lik- 
ing. Those seated at the table with guns 
opted for more aggressive shocks. 

“Guns not only permit violence, they can 
stimulate it as well,’’ wrote researcher Leon- 
ard Berkowitz at the time, explaining the 
phenomenon. ‘‘The finger pulls the trigger, 
but the trigger may also be pulling the fin- 
ger.” 

Today, the ‘‘weapons effect’’ has been rep- 
licated inside and outside of laboratory set- 
tings in dozens of studies. 

Brad Bushman, a professor of communica- 
tion and psychology at Ohio State Univer- 
sity who studies human aggression and 
serves on President Barack Obama’s com- 
mittee on gun violence, performed a 2013 
meta-analysis of over 50 ‘‘weapons effect” 
studies involving over 5000 participants. 

“The mere presence of a weapon can in- 
crease aggressive thoughts, angry feelings, 
hostile appraisals, aggressive behavior,” he 
said, ‘‘just seeing one, just the object itself.” 

‘Weapons effect” studies tend to focus on 
guns. One field study found that people stuck 
behind a pickup truck at a green light were 
quicker to honk their horn if a rifle was visi- 
bly mounted to the rear window, Bushman 
said. Another study showed that people with 
guns in their car were more likely to drive 
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aggressively than people without guns in 
their car. 

A 2006 study published in Psychological 
Science, the flagship journal of the Associa- 
tion for Psychological Science, found that 
exposure to guns led to “‘significantly great- 
er increases in testosterone” in men. 

“I think this is really an important compo- 
nent missing in the [gun control] debate,” 
Bushman said. ‘‘Just merely seeing a gun 
can make people more aggressive.” 

“Recent research shows that humans are 
as fast to notice guns as they are to notice 
spiders and snakes,” he said, and ‘‘what this 
illustrates is the fact that in the human 
brain, there is a very strong link between 
guns and danger, guns and violence, guns and 
aggression.” 

L. Rowell Huesmann, director of the Re- 
search Center for Group Dynamics and head 
of the Aggression Research Program in the 
Center at the University of Michigan, agrees. 

“The research is compelling that just the 
sight of a gun increases the risk of violent 
behavior by the people who see it,’’ he wrote 
in an email. “If they have a gun available 
they will be more likely to use it, but, even 
if they don’t have a gun available, they will 
be more likely to behave violently in some 
other way.” 


SLIPPERY SOLUTIONS 


Vincent DeMarco, national coordinator of 
Faiths United to Prevent Gun Violence, be- 
lieves that ‘‘the fundamental problem as to 
why we don’t have more gun violence preven- 
tion is that people don’t know that there is 
something out there that works.” 

“The problem is not knowing that gun vio- 
lence is terrible,” he said, ‘‘everybody knows 
that. And the gun violence prevention move- 
ment has spent too much time focusing on 
and emphasizing that.” 

DeMarco advocates for stronger handgun 
purchaser licensing requirements. A webpage 
titled ‘‘A Tale of Two States” and put out by 
Faiths United to Prevent Gun Violence illus- 
trates his thinking. 

“In 2007, Missouri repealed its purchaser li- 
censing and background check requirement, 
resulting in a 25% increase in firearm homi- 
cides and an overall 14% increase in murders 
over the subsequent five years,” it reads. 
“The rise in gun deaths is directly attrib- 
utable to the repeal of the licensing and 
background check requirement as the fire- 
arm homicide rate during the same period 
did not increase in adjoining states nor did 
the national average rise.” 

By comparison, ‘Connecticut con- 
tinues to benefit from its handgun purchaser 
licensing law passed in 1994. A new study es- 
timates that the law led to a 40% decline in 
homicides committed with a firearm during 
the 10 years following the implementation of 
the licensing requirement.”’ 

Swanson believes these studies offer a pow- 
erful argument for the effectiveness of back- 
ground check laws in reducing firearm homi- 
cides. He would like to see more background 
checks take into consideration the potential 
for anger issues in individuals seeking a gun. 

But in a country as saturated with guns as 
America already is, merely stopping more 
guns from getting out into society may not 
be enough, he cautioned. 

“Tf you have a bunch of laws that are fo- 
cused on making sure risky people can’t buy 
a gun,” he said, ‘but meanwhile we’ve got 97 
guns per 100 people, that doesn’t mean that 
somebody needs to go buy a gun to commit 
suicide, or hurt someone else.” 


October 28, 2015 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Friday, October 23, 2015 


The House met at 9 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker. 


a 
PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick 
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer: 

Compassionate and merciful God, we 
give You thanks for giving us another 
day. 

Give the Members of this House 
strength, fortitude, and patience. Fill 
their hearts with charity, their minds 
with understanding, their wills with 
courage to do the right thing for all of 
America. 

In the work to be done in the week to 
come, may they rise together to ac- 
complish what is best for our great Na- 
tion. 

Yesterday we honored—and we thank 
You for—the service rendered to all the 
world of the Monuments Men of World 
War II. May we always be grateful for 
the genius in our midst and the efforts 
of those who labor to preserve the pat- 
rimony of our human civilization. 

May all that is done this day be for 
Your greater honor and glory. 

Amen. 


a 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 

Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Speaker, pur- 
suant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a 
vote on agreeing to the Speaker’s ap- 
proval of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ob- 
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 8, 
rule XX, further proceedings on this 
question will be postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from Louisiana (Mr. ABRAHAM) come 
forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. ABRAHAM led the Pledge of Al- 
legiance as follows: 


I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


Ee 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 


The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter- 
tain up to five requests for 1-minute 
speeches on each side of the aisle. 


-a 


BILL CAREY, A BELOVED 
CENTRAL NEW YORK JOURNALIST 


(Mr. KATKO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. KATKO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to the life of Bill 
Carey, a beloved central New York tel- 
evision and radio journalist. 

For over four decades, Bill’s familiar 
voice could be heard in households 
throughout central New York. His sto- 
ries were always memorable. He pos- 
sessed the stunning ability to trans- 
form ordinary news into a fascinating 
story. Bill’s love for his work earned 
him a special place in the hearts of 
central New Yorkers. 

Less than a year ago, I was joined 
here in Washington by Bill on the very 
day that I was sworn in to represent 
central New York in Congress. Today, I 
am joined here by Bill’s beloved wife of 
more than 40 years, MaryEllen, and his 
daughter Joelle. 

I would like to tell them that Bill 
was a great reporter and an even better 
friend and that he touched the lives of 
so many in our community; but they 
already know that. They know it from 
the tributes that ran on every type of 
media outlet in central New York upon 
the news of his death. 

Bill made stories count. He will for- 
ever be remembered as one of the best 
journalists our town has ever known, 
and he was a great guy as well. 

God bless you, Bill. 


EE 


GUN VIOLENCE 


(Mr. CICILLINE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, last 
Sunday, mass shootings inflicted vio- 
lence on Elkhart, Indiana, and Fort 
Myers, Florida. There have been more 
than 300 mass shootings in the United 
States this year—more than in any 
other country in the world. 

One of the causes for this gun vio- 
lence epidemic is that the NICS sys- 
tem, which is the background check 
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system that we rely on to keep our 
communities safe, is not working. 

Over the last few years, shooters in 
Aurora, Charleston, and at Virginia 
Tech were all able to buy guns legally 
despite numerous red flags; and, as of 
last year, 11 States still were not even 
providing information to the NICS sys- 
tem. Congress needs to do more to 
bring them into the system. 

Right now, someone who has com- 
mitted a violent crime could walk into 
a gun store and put an assault rifle on 
the counter, and if a background check 
is not completed within 3 days, there is 
no prohibition to selling that indi- 
vidual the gun. We need to extend this 
review period so NICS can thoroughly 
vet someone before he is able to buy a 
gun. 

These are commonsense solutions, 
and it is time for Congress to act and 
put a stop to an epidemic that is tak- 
ing the lives of thousands of Americans 
each year. 


EE 


IN HONOR OF GEORGE STOUT 


(Mrs. WALORSKI asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize Art Conservationist 
Specialist George Stout in honor of his 
granddaughter and Mishawaka resi- 
dent, Lauren Parker. 

George Stout was one of the leaders 
of the Monuments Men, a group estab- 
lished in 1944 of men and women who 
served in the Monuments, Fine Arts, 
and Archives section under the Allied 
Armies during World War II. 

We cannot thank him and the Monu- 
ments Men enough for their heroic role 
in the preservation, protection, and 
restitution of monuments, works of 
art, and artifacts of cultural impor- 
tance during and following World War 
II. 

Today, in accordance with H.R. 3658, 
the Monuments Men Recognition Act 
of 2014, a Congressional Gold Medal was 
given in commemoration of the Monu- 
ments Men. 

Stout is an honorary Hoosier, in my 
eyes, and I am grateful for the oppor- 
tunity to meet his family as we honor 
him and the other Monuments Men 
with the Congressional Gold Medal 
Award. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me in hon- 
oring George Stout and the other 
Monuments Men for their invaluable 
efforts during World War II. 


1407 is 2:07 p.m. 
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CALENDAR OF CHAOS 


(Mr. ISRAEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Speaker, yesterday, 
the American people saw the television 
spectacle of the Benghazi hearing. In 
watching my Republican friends on tel- 
evision, it was like watching an “I 
Love Lucy” episode—the same plot, 
the same characters, the same script, 
and nothing new. 

Here is what the American people did 
not see yesterday from the majority in 
this Congress: They didn’t see a hear- 
ing to create jobs. They didn’t hear an 
idea to increase incomes. They didn’t 
hear one single solution to reduce the 
cost of education. 

The American people want Repub- 
licans to spend their time increasing 
incomes and less time trying to take 
down Hillary Clinton. We are tired of 
this calendar of chaos, Mr. Speaker. It 
is time for action. It is time for nego- 
tiation. It is time for compromise. It is 
time to stop wasting time and tax dol- 
lars. 


EE 


NATIONAL FOREST PRODUCTS 
WEEK 


(Mr. ABRAHAM asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in celebration of National Forest 
Products Week. I would like to recog- 
nize the more than 18,000 hardworking 
men and women who are employed by 
the forest products industry in Lou- 
isiana, including nearly 2,500 working 
in the pulp and paper sector in my dis- 
trict alone. 

Many of America’s forests exist to 
support a strong market for forest 
products—markets that encourage 
landowners to replant forests respon- 
sibly and manage them sustainably. In 
Louisiana, this industry provides hard- 
working Americans with over $1.1 bil- 
lion in compensation every year and is 
a top 10 manufacturing sector in the 
State. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in 
celebrating National Forest Products 
Week and reflect on the fact that, 
today, the U.S. has 20 percent more 
trees than it did on the first Earth Day 
in 1970. Together, let’s ensure that the 
sustainable and renewable products 
that come from these forests endure for 
generations to come. 


a 


GUNS AND GOVERNMENT’S 
FAILURE 


(Mr. PETERS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. PETERS. Mr. Speaker, a few 
weeks ago, I stood in this Chamber and 
called on Congress to take action to 
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improve our Nation’s background 
check system for firearm purchases. 

Despite an overwhelming amount of 
support across the country for uni- 
versal background checks and bipar- 
tisan legislation to implement them, 
this Congress has still done nothing. It 
is just the latest example of Congress 
failing to do the work of the American 
people. The debt ceiling and transpor- 
tation funding are two others. 

Last week, I joined with our former 
police chief and Republican mayor and 
a group of moms and other San 
Diegans who now imagine the possi- 
bility of sending their children to 
school and never seeing them again, 
and we called on Congress to take ac- 
tion, to do something. 

In San Diego, keeping guns out of the 
hands of those who shouldn’t have 
them is not a partisan issue. In fact, 
more than 90 percent of Americans sup- 
port increasing background checks and 
closing loopholes. I have brought the 
signatures of those San Diegans with 
me here to Washington and have per- 
sonally delivered their requests for ac- 
tion to the Speaker of the House. 

It is time to get to work. It is time to 
do something. 


——— 


NATIONAL DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT 


(Mr. WILLIAMS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, as 
Commander in Chief, the President of 
the United States is tasked with up- 
holding the safety and security of our 
Nation; but, yesterday, President 
Obama vetoed the annual defense bill 
that ensures the right policies are in 
place to protect us. 

The National Defense Authorization 
Act is actually one of the few pieces of 
legislation up here that regularly gets 
voted out of the House and Senate, re- 
gardless of who controls the Chamber. 

This year, the NDAA passed the 
House of Representatives by a vote of 
270-156, and it passed the Senate 70-27. 
It is one of the few things that gets 
done like it is supposed to. In fact, the 
NDAA has been enacted into law every 
year since its inception in 1961. 

President Obama vetoed this bill not 
because he disagreed with its sub- 
stance, but because he wanted to use it 
as a bargaining chip to force Congress 
to increase its spending for his non-de- 
fense programs. 

Mr. Speaker, the Taliban is reen- 
tering Afghanistan. Islamic extremists 
are attempting to conquer Iraq. The 
U.S. is at odds with Russia over Syria’s 
civil war; and China is expanding be- 
yond its territorial claims in the Pa- 
cific. Frankly, the world is in chaos. 

While he only has one more year in 
office, there could not be a worse time 
for President Obama to so selfishly— 
no—so recklessly—push his agenda at 
the cost of U.S. national security. 
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In God we trust. 


SAN GABRIEL MOUNTAINS FOOT- 
HILLS AND RIVERS PROTECTION 
ACT 


(Ms. JUDY CHU of California asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute.) 

Ms. JUDY CHU of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to protect a na- 
tional treasure. 

The San Gabriel Mountains are the 
crown jewel of Los Angeles County, 
but, for decades, they have suffered 
from a dire lack of resources. This has 
meant that the 3 million yearly visi- 
tors who have flocked there for the 
trees, trails, and streams have been 
greeted with graffiti, trash, and safety 
hazards. 

For over 10 years, I and others who 
love these mountains have fought to 
get the San Gabriels the resources they 
deserve; and, just 1 year ago, we cele- 
brated as President Obama declared 
them a national monument—opening 
the door to new funding. 

Today, I am introducing the San Ga- 
briel Mountains, Foothills and River 
Protection Act to expand that monu- 
ment and to create a new national 
recreation area. This bill, with the sup- 
port of local water, conservation, and 
recreation groups, will complete the 
vision of a city seamlessly and 
sustainably connected to its moun- 
tains, mountains that are accessible 
for all. 


EE 
DYSLEXIA AWARENESS MONTH 


(Mr. WESTERMAN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. WESTERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today because October is Dyslexia 
Awareness Month. 

According to the National Center for 
Learning Disabilities, nearly 5.8 mil- 
lion students in the U.S. have been di- 
agnosed with a learning disorder. Up to 
one in five of these students suffers 
from dyslexia. 

This learning disability causes dif- 
ficulty with reading comprehension, 
math, and a variety of other subject 
areas. More research is needed to un- 
derstand dyslexia so students receive 
research-based instruction and have 
the best opportunities to learn and suc- 
ceed in the 21st century. 

That is why I have cosponsored the 
READ Act of 2015, a bill that requires 
the National Science Foundation to 
fund dyslexia research. This bill is good 
for students, good for educators, and 
good for America. 


o 
RAISE THE DEBT LIMIT 


(Mr. HECK of Washington asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 
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Mr. HECK of Washington. Mr. Speak- 
er, November 3 is when we reach our 
statutory budget limit. That is when 
we must raise our debt limit or we de- 
fault on our obligations: Social Secu- 
rity payments, Medicare reimburse- 
ments, and military paychecks. 

Some critics don’t want us to raise 
the limit. They say that spending is 
too out of control; but, frankly, that is 
like going into a restaurant, eating a 
meal, and then skipping out on the 
check because you wanted to save on 
calories. If that happens, you are not 
paying what you owe. 

Even if you commit to spending 
nothing more, you are still on the hook 
for your financial obligations and com- 
mitments. I have a lot of hardworking 
small-business owners in my district. 
They don’t skip out on their bills, and 
they don’t expect the government to 
either. 

There is no doubt about it. Our econ- 
omy will suffer. At a time when our 
budget deficit is at its lowest level in 8 
years, we should not take this step 
backward. Let’s pay our bills, not 
torch our economy. 


EE 
0915 


RESTORING AMERICANS’ HEALTH- 
CARE FREEDOM RECONCILIATION 
ACT OF 2015 


Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, pursuant to House Resolution 
483, I call up the bill (H.R. 3762) to pro- 
vide for reconciliation pursuant to sec- 
tion 2002 of the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2016, and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CARTER of Georgia). Pursuant to House 
Resolution 483, the amendment printed 
in House Report 114-303 is adopted, and 
the bill, as amended, is considered 
read. 

The text of the bill, as amended, is as 
follows: 


H.R. 3762 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the “Restoring Americans’ Healthcare Free- 
dom Reconciliation Act of 2015”. 
(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents of this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
TITLE I—COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION 
AND THE WORKFORCE 
Sec. 101. Repeal of automatic enrollment re- 
quirement. 
TITLE II—COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND 
COMMERCE 
Sec. 201. Repeal of the Prevention and Pub- 
lic Health Fund. 
Sec. 202. Federal payment to States. 
Sec. 203. Funding for community health cen- 
ter program. 
TITLE ITI—COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND 
MEANS 
Subtitle A—Revenue Provisions 
Sec. 301. Repeal of individual mandate. 
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Sec. 302. Repeal of employer mandate. 

Sec. 303. Repeal of medical device excise tax. 

Sec. 304. Repeal of the tax on employee 
health insurance premiums and 
health plan benefits and related 
reporting requirements. 


Subtitle B—Repeal of Independent Payment 
Advisory Board 


Sec. 311. Repeal of Independent Payment 
Advisory Board. 


TITLE I—COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND 
THE WORKFORCE 
SEC. 101. REPEAL OF AUTOMATIC ENROLLMENT 
REQUIREMENT. 

The Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 (29 
U.S.C. 201 et seq.) is amended by repealing 
section 18A (as added by section 1511 of the 
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act 
(Public Law 111-148)). 


TITLE II—COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND 
COMMERCE 
SEC. 201. REPEAL OF THE PREVENTION AND PUB- 
LIC HEALTH FUND. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 4002 of the Pa- 
tient Protection and Affordable Care Act (42 
U.S.C. 300u-11) is repealed. 

(b) RESCISSION OF UNOBLIGATED FUNDS.—Of 
the funds made available by such section 
4002, the unobligated balance is rescinded. 
SEC. 202. FEDERAL PAYMENT TO STATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sections 
504(a), 1902(a)(23), 2002, 2005(a)(4), 2102(a)(7), or 
2105(a)(1) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 704(a), 1896b(a)(23), 1397a, 1397d(a)(4), 
1897bb(a)(2), 1397ee(a)(1)), or the terms of any 
Medicaid waiver in effect on the date of en- 
actment of this Act that is approved under 
section 1115 or 1915 of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1315, 1396n), for the one-year 
period beginning on the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act no Federal funds may be 
made available to a State for payments to a 
prohibited entity, whether made directly to 
the prohibited entity or through a managed 
care organization under contract with the 
State. 

(b) DEFINITION OF PROHIBITED ENTITY.—In 
this section, the term ‘‘prohibited entity” 
means an entity, including its affiliates, sub- 
sidiaries, successors, and clinics— 

(1) that, as of the date of enactment of this 
Act— 

(A) is an organization described in section 
501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
and exempt from tax under section 501(a) of 
such Code; 

(B) is an essential community provider de- 
scribed in section 156.235 of title 45, Code of 
Federal Regulations, that is primarily en- 
gaged in family planning services, reproduc- 
tive health, and related medical care; and 

(C) provides for abortions, other than an 
abortion— 

(i) if the pregnancy is the result of an act 
of rape or incest; or 

(ii) in the case where a woman suffers from 
a physical disorder, physical injury, or phys- 
ical illness that would, as certified by a phy- 
sician, place the woman in danger of death 
unless an abortion is performed, including a 
life-endangering physical condition caused 
by or arising from the pregnancy itself; and 

(2) for which the total amount of Federal 
and State expenditures under the Medicaid 
program under title XIX of the Social Secu- 
rity Act in fiscal year 2014 made directly to 
the entity and to any affiliates, subsidiaries, 
successors, or clinics of the entity, or made 
to the entity and to any affiliates, subsidi- 
aries, successors, or clinics of the entity as 
part of a nationwide health care provider 
network, exceeded $350,000,000. 
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SEC. 203. FUNDING FOR COMMUNITY HEALTH 
CENTER PROGRAM. 

Effective as if included in the enactment of 
the Medicare Access and CHIP Reauthoriza- 
tion Act of 2015 (Public Law 114-10, 129 Stat. 
87), paragraph (1) of section 221(a) of such 
Act is amended by inserting after ‘‘Section 
10503(b)(1)(E) of the Patient Protection and 
Affordable Care Act (42 U.S.C. 254b-2(b)(1)(B)) 
is amended”? the following: ‘‘by striking 


‘$3,600,000,000’ and inserting ‘$3,835,000,000’ 
and’’. 
TITLE ITI—COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND 
MEANS 


SEC. 301. REPEAL OF INDIVIDUAL MANDATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5000A of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“(h) TERMINATION.—This section shall not 
apply with respect to any month beginning 
after December 31, 2014.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Section 5000A(c) of such Code is amend- 
ed— 

(A) in paragraph (2)(B) by striking clauses 
(ii) and (iii), 

(B) in paragraph (3)(B) by striking ‘‘2014’’ 
and all that follows and inserting ‘‘2014.’’, 
and 

(C) in paragraph (3) by striking subpara- 
graph (D). 

(2) Section 5000A(e)(1) of such Code is 
amended by striking subparagraph (D). 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to months 
beginning after December 31, 2014. 

SEC. 302. REPEAL OF EMPLOYER MANDATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 4980H of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“(e) TERMINATION.—This section shall not 
apply with respect to any month beginning 
after December 31, 2014.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
4980H(c) of such Code is amended by striking 
paragraph (5). 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to months 
beginning after December 31, 2014. 

SEC. 303. REPEAL OF MEDICAL DEVICE EXCISE 
TAX. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 32 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by striking 
subchapter E. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Subsection (a) of section 4221 of such 
Code is amended by striking the last sen- 
tence. 

(2) Paragraph (2) of section 6416(b) of such 
Code is amended by striking the last sen- 
tence. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
subchapters for chapter 32 of such Code is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
subchapter E. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to sales in 
calendar quarters beginning after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 304. REPEAL OF THE TAX ON EMPLOYEE 
HEALTH INSURANCE PREMIUMS 
AND HEALTH PLAN BENEFITS AND 
RELATED REPORTING REQUIRE- 
MENTS. 

(a) EXCISE TAX.—Chapter 43 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by striking 
section 4980I. 

(b) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—Section 
6051(a) of such Code is amended by inserting 
“and” at the end of paragraph (12), by strik- 
ing “, and” at the end of paragraph (18) and 
inserting a period, and by striking paragraph 
(14). 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 43 of such Code is 


16464 


amended by striking the item relating to 
section 49801. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided by 
paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to taxable years begin- 
ning after December 31, 2017. 

(2) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—The amend- 
ment made by subsection (b) shall apply to 
calendar years beginning after December 31, 
2014. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill 
shall be debatable for 2 hours equally 
divided and controlled by the chair and 
ranking minority member of the Com- 
mittee on the Budget or their des- 
ignees. 

The gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
PRICE) and the gentleman from Mary- 
land (Mr. VAN HOLLEN) each will con- 
trol 60 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Georgia. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days in which to revise and extend 
their remarks on H.R. 3762, the Restor- 
ing Americans’ Healthcare Freedom 
Reconciliation Act of 2015. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this year, for the first 
time in over a decade, Congress adopt- 
ed a 10-year balanced budget agree- 
ment. The House and Senate were able 
to agree on a plan that would reduce 
spending by over $5 trillion, save and 
strengthen important health and re- 
tirement programs, provide for a 
strong national defense, and support a 
growing economy with greater oppor- 
tunity for more Americans to achieve 
their dreams. 

It is a bold plan at a time in our Na- 
tion’s history when we face tremendous 
fiscal and economic challenges, chal- 
lenges that are being fueled by an inef- 
fective, inefficient, and unaccountable 
government bureaucracy right here in 
Washington. It is this bureaucracy that 
is interfering in the daily lives and 
livelihoods of the American people. 

The most prominent example of how 
intrusive Washington has become is 
the President’s healthcare law. 
ObamaCare imposes taxes and onerous 
mandates on individuals, families, and 
job creators. It undermines the sacred 
doctor-patient relationship. It is driv- 
ing up the cost of health care with 
higher premiums and higher deduct- 
ibles, while destroying access to qual- 
ity, innovative healthcare choices. It is 
discouraging work and making job cre- 
ation and economic growth more chal- 
lenging. All this, Mr. Speaker, at a 
time when we are experiencing the 
worst economic recovery in the modern 
era. 
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Now, when Congress passed our bi- 
cameral budget resolution earlier this 
year, we initiated a powerful process 
called reconciliation. Under reconcili- 
ation, we are able to move legislation 
through the House and the Senate in 
an expedited manner and put a bill on 
the President’s desk. So with the legis- 
lation before us today, the Restoring 
Americans’ Healthcare Freedom Rec- 
onciliation Act, we are using this pow- 
erful budgetary tool to help end 
ObamaCare’s attack on Americans’ 
health care and its attack on our econ- 
omy. We are doing so to pave the way 
for a more appropriate, responsive, pa- 
tient-centered healthcare system that 
puts patients, families, and doctors in 
charge of health care, not Washington, 
D.C. 

Under the guidelines of our budget 
and the rules governing reconciliation, 
three committees in the House—the 
Education and Workforce Committee, 
the Ways and Means Committee, and 
the Energy and Commerce Com- 
mittee—produced individual pieces of 
legislation to repeal major components 
of ObamaCare. The House Budget Com- 
mittee then took those pieces and com- 
bined them into a single bill that we 
have now brought to the House floor 
today. 

The Restoring Americans’ Healthcare 
Freedom Reconciliation Act repeals 
the individual and the employer man- 
dates. It repeals the onerous Cadillac 
tax, it repeals the medical device tax, 
and it repeals an ObamaCare slush 
fund, as well as undue demands on em- 
ployers and employees. Additionally, it 
prohibits, for 1 year, taxpayer dollars 
from being used to pay abortion pro- 
viders that are prohibited under the 
legislation, while dedicating additional 
resources—that is, more money, Mr. 
Speaker—to community healthcare 
centers across this country for wom- 
en’s health care. 

Taken together, the Congressional 
Budget Office and the Joint Committee 
on Taxation estimate that this legisla- 
tion will lower deficits by $130 billion 
over the 10-year budget window. 
Roughly $51 billion of those savings 
would come from the positive macro- 
economic effect of what we are pro- 
posing. CBO and JCT estimate that 
this bill will lead to an increase in the 
labor supply, an increase in economic 
growth, an increase in capital invest- 
ment, and an increase in total com- 
pensation. That is take-home pay, Mr. 
Speaker. It would also eliminate work 
disincentives while decreasing Federal 
borrowing. 

The major components of ObamaCare 
that are repealed under this legislation 
represent the core of the coercive na- 
ture of the President’s healthcare law, 
policies that are forcing people into a 
healthcare system that Washington is 
simultaneously making more expen- 
sive, less accessible, lower quality, and 
with fewer choices. Nothing in what we 
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are proposing would take insurance 
coverage away from Americans or their 
families or preclude anyone from pur- 
chasing coverage. What we are doing is 
freeing Americans from government 
coercion. 

The provisions included in this legis- 
lation also share another important 
distinction, and that is that they all 
fall within the limited scope of the rec- 
onciliation process. This is vitally im- 
portant. Reconciliation is not a silver 
bullet. There are limitations. And if a 
piece of legislation breaches those lim- 
itations, it runs the risk of derailing 
the entire process. 

Ultimately, however, Mr. Speaker, 
this discussion is not about process. It 
is about people. It is about the men and 
women, the families that we have the 
privilege of representing who know 
that the only folks who should be mak- 
ing personal healthcare decisions are 
individuals, their doctors, and their 
families. 

This debate is about the millions of 
Americans who have seen their pre- 
miums go up and their deductibles go 
up and their out-of-pocket costs sky- 
rocket after being told that the law, in 
fact, would bring those costs down, 
which it has not. 

This is about low-wage workers, Mr. 
Speaker—2.6 million, according to the 
Hoover Institution—who are at risk of 
seeing their working hours cut because 
of ObamaCare. 

This is about those Americans, par- 
ticularly the one in four Americans liv- 
ing in rural parts of our country who 
found that, in many cases, their 
healthcare coverage comes with such 
narrow provider networks that they 
have to travel long distances to find 
the treatment that they need and run 
the risk of even higher costs. 

Mr. Speaker, we can do better. We 
can do better by these Americans and 
all Americans who long for a 
healthcare system that is responsive to 
their needs, that is accessible and af- 
fordable and not contributing to the 
decline of economic opportunity and 
job security. 

There are positive patient-centered 
solutions that would advance the cause 
of quality health care in this country, 
and none of them require handing more 
authority over to Washington. 
ObamaCare puts Washington in charge. 
We want to put the American people in 
charge of their healthcare decisions, 
and an important step in that direction 
is this legislation that we have before 
us today. 

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor 
of this legislation. I look forward to 
this debate and moving forward on this 
effort and putting a bill on the Presi- 
dent’s desk. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill and the vote we 
are going to have today is, I guess, a 
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fitting end to an unproductive and 
shameful week in the United States 
Congress. 

Yesterday, we just witnessed an in- 
credible abuse of power where a so- 
called special Benghazi committee, 
funded by taxpayer money, conducted 
their political witch hunt against Sec- 
retary Clinton. The Republican major- 
ity leader in this own body told the Na- 
tion on television that it was about 
bringing down Hillary Clinton’s polls. 
That dishonors the memory of the four 
Americans who were killed in 
Benghazi. 

Then earlier this week, this Congress 
passed legislation that says, you know 
what? The United States Government 
doesn’t have to pay all of its bills. We 
will just pay some of our bills. Forget 
about the full faith and credit of the 
United States. We will decide we are 
going to pay some people and not oth- 
ers. 

It is as if, Mr. Speaker, one of us got 
up in the morning and said we are just 
going to make our mortgage payments 
but forget about the car payments, or 
we are going to pay this person but not 
that person. When the United States 
Government tries to do that, the econ- 
omy goes downhill fast. 

To add insult to injury, they said, 
when we are going to pay certain peo- 
ple, we are going to pay the big bond- 
holders first. The Government of China 
and Wall Street, they are going to get 
paid. Our veterans aren’t going to get 
paid. Our soldiers aren’t going to get 
paid. 

I hope our colleagues are reading 
what they are passing here in the 
United States Congress, because that is 
what they did earlier this week. 

So what are we doing here today? For 
the 6lst time in this House of Rep- 
resentatives, our Republican col- 
leagues are moving forward on legisla- 
tion to dismantle the Affordable Care 
Act. 

Now, the chairman is entitled to his 
own opinions. He is not entitled to his 
own facts. All you have to do is read 
the report of the nonpartisan Congres- 
sional Budget Office that analyzed this 
bill, and here is what they say: that, as 
a result of this legislation, insurance 
coverage would decline by about 16 mil- 
lion people in most years; 3 million of 
those people would be children. 

Why in the world are we here on the 
floor of the House of Representatives 
passing legislation that is going to 
take away affordable health care to 15 
million Americans, including 3 million 
children? 

Look at this chart, Mr. Speaker. This 
shows the decline in the number of un- 
insured people in the United States. As 
you can see, you see a rapid drop in the 
number of uninsured Americans as a 
result of the Affordable Care Act. Our 
Republican colleagues’ bill wants to 
get rid of that progress, put all those 
people back in the position where they 
don’t have affordable health care. 
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They also want to go after women’s 
health programs, including Planned 
Parenthood, where the testimony from 
the chairman of the Oversight and Gov- 
ernment Reform Committee, Mr. 
CHAFFETZ, is very clear. They haven’t 
violated any laws. He said it on na- 
tional television. Here is what he was 
asked: “Is there any evidence, in your 
opinion, that Planned Parenthood has 
broken any laws?” 

“No. I am not suggesting that they 
broke the law.” 

It is another political witch hunt, 
just like the Benghazi hearing. You 
know what? When the regular commit- 
tees found there was no wrongdoing by 
Planned Parenthood, our Republican 
colleagues created a special committee 
on Planned Parenthood as well. 

Mr. Speaker, when the American peo- 
ple had been asked what they think of 
Congress these days, this is a chart of 
the words they come up with first: Ri- 
diculous. Waste of time. Terrible. Frus- 
trating. 

You are just making this chart worse 
by coming here to this floor, for the 
6lst time, repealing the Affordable 
Care Act, a bill that you know has no 
chance of becoming law because, if it 
gets to the President’s desk, he has 
told this Congress long ago he will veto 
it because the President doesn’t want 
to get rid of affordable health care for 
15 million Americans and 3 million 
American kids. The President doesn’t 
want to do it. 

I am really, really disappointed that 
our Republican colleagues thought this 
was a good way to end an unproductive 
week. It is a sad and shameful state- 
ment of the state of affairs in this 
body. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, so we heard about Benghazi. 
We heard about the debt limit. It 
sounds kind of like a political speech, 
doesn’t it, Mr. Speaker? 

The gentleman knows that there is 
nothing in this legislation that would 
keep families from purchasing cov- 
erage for their children—nothing, noth- 
ing at all. 

The reconciliation package before us 
only provides tax relief to working 
families and individuals. It gives them 
the freedom from government coercion 
in the area of health care. 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Missouri (Mrs. HARTZLER), a won- 
derful and productive member of the 
Budget Committee. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the chairman for all the wonder- 
ful work you are doing to advance this 
bill and to advance our budget. 

As a member of the Budget Com- 
mittee, I am proud to support the Re- 
storing Americans’ Healthcare Free- 
dom Reconciliation Act, which is a 
very, very important bill that does dis- 
mantle key provisions of ObamaCare 
that are harming people. 
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We were sent here to fight for the 
American people. They do not want 
their health care dictated to them by 
Washington, and they don’t want their 
tax dollars going to go abortion pro- 
viders. 

This bill protects life by stopping the 
flow of taxpayer dollars to abortion 
providers. The people have, for years, 
begged Congress to end the flow of tax- 
payer dollars to Planned Parenthood, 
especially in the wake of the recent 
horrendous videos showing Planned 
Parenthood officials exhibiting a bla- 
tant disregard for human life. 

This bill places a moratorium on 
funding for abortion providers and redi- 
rects these funds to increase funding 
for community health centers. These 
health centers serve eight times more 
women patients than Planned Parent- 
hood, and they provide more com- 
prehensive care to women. 

I am proud to support this bill, and I 
urge my colleagues to support it as 
well. 
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Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. TED LIEU), a distin- 
guished member of the Committee on 
the Budget. 

Mr. TED LIEU of California. Mr. 
Speaker, my parents immigrated to 
America because they saw that shining 
city upon the hill. America became ex- 
ceptional because we invested in edu- 
cation, we invested in infrastructure 
that connected our States, in Social 
Security and Medicare that provided 
economic freedom for so many Ameri- 
cans. 

But this budget bill, one of its main 
points is to defund Planned Parent- 
hood. These are not the priorities of 
the American people. This is a 
hyperpartisan document that is just 
talking points for extremists. 

It is time for the majority party to 
do what we were all elected here to do 
in Congress. We were elected to lead 
the greatest country on Earth. It is 
time we start acting like it. 

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Hyperpartisan, Mr. Speaker? 
Hyperpartisan? Let me show you a 
chart here. These are four items that 
are included in this piece of legislation, 
that are packaged in this piece of legis- 
lation: 

Reducing, repealing the Prevention 
and Public Health Fund. When that bill 
itself came to the floor of the House, 
147 Democrats voted ‘‘yes’’—147. 

Delay the individual mandate. When 
that bill came to the floor of the 
House, 27 Democrats voted “yes.” 

Delay the employer mandate. When 
that bill came to the floor of the 
House, 35 Democrats voted “yes.” 

Repeal the medical device tax. When 
that came to the floor of the House, 46 
Democrats voted “yes.” 
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Mr. Speaker, these are mostly—most- 
ly—bipartisan issues. The American 
people are for repeal of these portions 
of ObamaCare. Democrats even in this 
House have recognized the wisdom of 
it. 

I now yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan (Mr. 
MOOLENAAR), another good member of 
the Committee on the Budget. 

Mr. MOOLENAAR. Mr. Speaker, as 
the chairman mentioned, today we are 
voting to repeal some of the burden- 
some taxes and mandates the Obama 
administration has placed on hard- 
working Americans with this 
healthcare law. 

Today we have the opportunity to 
vote in a bipartisan way to end the in- 
dividual mandate, the employer man- 
date, the medical device tax, the Cad- 
illac tax, the slush fund, and the auto 
enrollment mandate. 

The Affordable Care Act has proven 
to be unaffordable for millions of 
Americans who lost the coverage they 
enjoyed and must now pay higher pre- 
miums. Already hardworking families 
in my district have been told about the 
rate hikes that will make the 
healthcare premiums that they pay 
more expensive this next year. 

Today we are repealing mandates. 
But, unfortunately, we are not, in this 
legislation, able to repeal the Inde- 
pendent Payment Advisory Board that 
determines which treatments Ameri- 
cans are allowed to have or the health 
insurance tax that eliminates con- 
sumer choice and access. 

Today this is a positive step toward a 
system of patient-centered alter- 
natives, with lower premiums that 
allow individuals to choose the cov- 
erage they want. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE), a distin- 
guished member of the Committee on 
the Budget. 

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, since we 
are considering this reconciliation bill, 
I looked up the word ‘‘reconciliation”’ 
because I thought maybe I don’t know 
what the word means. They say that 
reconciliation is a process of making 
consistent or compatible. 

Mr. Speaker, there is nothing in the 
bill before us that is either consistent 
or compatible with a woman’s con- 
stitutional right to control her body. 
This bill is neither consistent nor com- 
patible with a woman’s human right to 
reproductive freedom. 

The only thing this bill reconciles is 
the majority’s machismo, Mr. Speaker, 
the stubborn resolve to deny women— 
especially the poorest women in our 
country—access to health care. Despite 
the claims that you have heard here on 
this floor that ‘‘there is nothing to stop 
women from accessing health care,” 
just let me point out a few facts. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DOLD). The time of the gentlewoman 
has expired. 
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Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield an additional 30 seconds to the 
gentlewoman. 

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, 78 percent 
of Planned Parenthood’s patients are 
at or below 150 percent of the poverty 
level, 41 percent of low-income women 
consider OB/GYN their primary source 
of health care, which Planned Parent- 
hood provides, and in my own State, 
14,000 women each year, many of whom 
are low income, do not have access to 
family planning services. I ask that we 
not pass this bill. 

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, I would ask the gentlewoman 
who just spoke to read the bill. In fact, 
the bill increases funding for women’s 
health care through the community 
health centers by $235 million in both 
fiscal year 2016 and fiscal year 2017. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE), a dis- 
tinguished member of the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, I 
don’t know why we are here this morn- 
ing; I guess out of desperation. After 11 
hours of trying to attack the former 
Secretary of State, now we come this 
morning to continue our attack on 
women and again to have Republicans 
address the Affordable Care Act that 
has, in my State, put a dent in some 
25,000-plus who did not have health 
care. 

Today we stand here with a bill that 
repeals the individual responsibility re- 
quirements that people must have 
their own health care; repeals the Inde- 
pendent Payment Advisory Board, 
which focuses on making Medicare sol- 
vent for our seniors; and the Preven- 
tion and Public Health Fund, which 
supports evidence-based programs de- 
signed to keep Americans healthy, pre- 
vent chronic infectious diseases, and 
reduce future healthcare costs. 

Two days ago I was standing out in 
front of the United States Capitol call- 
ing out my State, the State of Texas, 
that about 3 days ago declared war on 
Planned Parenthood to close 39 dif- 
ferent clinics. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield an additional 30 seconds to the 
gentlewoman. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Closing the clin- 
ics would cut into the very essence of 
service to vulnerable women. It would 
cut into their mammogram services, 
their cervical cancer examinations. 
The Supreme Court just a year or a 
couple of months ago said this kind of 
pointed, targeted attack was unconsti- 
tutional. 

This bill just adds to it. Whether or 
not you add other clinics, the clinics in 
Texas, Planned Parenthood, have been 
there for years for the minorities, for 
young people, and others. 
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Mr. Speaker, this is not a reconcili- 
ation bill. This is another attack bill. 
We need to be able to stand for our 
women and women’s health care. Vote 
against this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise to speak in opposition of 
H.R. 3762, the Restoring Americans’ 
Healthcare Freedom Reconciliation Act, be- 
cause this bill does not restore healthcare 
Freedom. 

This bill is not a serious effort to address 
this nation’s budgetary needs and its details 
reveal that it is another opportunity for the ma- 
jority to hide behind a legislative gimmick in an 
attempt to kill the Affordable Care Act. 

This is a waste of taxpayer money and this 
body’s legislative calendar, which has too few 
days left for wasting any of our lime voting on 
bills that the President has communicated in 
writing that he will veto. 

This bill is bad for the Affordable Care Act 
because it: continues the majority’s relentless 
crusade to put barriers between women and 
their right to have the healthcare provider and 
services that they want and need; repeals indi- 
vidual responsibility requirements that people 
must have their own health insurance; repeals 
the Independent Payment Advisory Board, 
which works to keep Medicare solvent; and re- 
peals the Prevention and Public Health Fund, 
which supports evidence-based programs de- 
signed to keep Americans healthy, prevent 
chronic and infectious diseases and reduce fu- 
ture healthcare cost. 

The news from across the nation regarding 
the healthcare freedom and choice created by 
the Affordable Care Act for first time health in- 
surance consumers is overwhelmingly posi- 
tive. 

Unfortunately, today the majority has tar- 
geted a women’s right to control her own 
healthcare by attempting to defund Planned 
Parenthood. 

In my state of Texas, a law that would have 
cut off access to 75 percent of reproductive 
healthcare clinics in the state was challenged 
before the U.S. Supreme Court in 2014 and 
2015. 

On October 2, 2014, the Supreme Court 
made unconstitutional a Texas law that re- 
quired that all reproductive healthcare clinics 
that provided the full range of services would 
be required to have a hospital-style surgery 
center building and staffing requirements. 

This requirement meant only 7 clinics would 
be allowed to continue to provide a full spec- 
trum of reproductive healthcare to women. 

In 2015, the State of Texas once again 
threatened women’s access to reproductive 
health care when it attempted to shutter all but 
10 healthcare providers in the state of Texas. 

The Supreme Court once again intervened 
on the behalf of Texas women to block the 
move to close clinics in my state. 

New attacks on women are now being 
couched with renewed attacks against the Af- 
fordable Care Act, which the majority has at- 
tempted to overturn with over 50 votes since 
its enactment. 

The attacks against Planned Parenthood is 
a social and econo statement that if you are 
a woman with money you have the right to 
think for yourself regarding your healthcare 
choices, but if you are poor or lack healthcare 
options you do not have that same right. 
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Millions of women now have free coverage 
for comprehensive women’s preventive med- 
ical services, and they rely upon Planned Par- 
enthood for healthcare. 

The reality is women who face difficult 
health care decisions do not do so lightly. 

Women in this nation have a right to self-de- 
termination. 

It is a fundamental human right and one that 
should be cherished. 

The most important right is the ability of 
each person to determine their destiny and 
this right has to be freely exercised. 

Healthcare has become a fundamental right 
for our nation’s citizens with the best possible 
outcomes for the millions of people who had 
no healthcare due to pre-existing illnesses or 
were penalized with higher premiums for pre- 
existing conditions. 

A documentary produced by the Harvard 
School of Public Health reported that between 
2007 and 2010, overall deaths among Massa- 
chusetts residents between the age of 20 to 
64 declined by 2.9%. 

The decline in deaths was 4.5% for persons 
with illnesses that could be successfully treat- 
ed though healthcare intervention such as 
those who have: tuberculosis; cancer; cardiac 
disease; Leukemia; Diabetes; Epilepsy; High 
blood pressure; All respiratory illnesses; and 
Pregnancy and childbirth. 

Because of the Affordable Healthcare Act: 
100 million Americans no longer have a life- 
time limit on healthcare coverage. 17 million 
children with pre-existing conditions can no 
longer be denied coverage by insurers. 6.6 
million young-adults up to age 26 can stay on 
their parents’ health insurance plans. 6.3 mil- 
lion Seniors in the “donut hole” have saved 
$6.1 billion on their prescription drugs. 3.2 mil- 
lion Seniors have access to free annual 
wellness visits under Medicare, and 360,000 
Small Businesses are using the Health Care 
Tax Credit to help them provide health insur- 
ance to their workers. 

Statistics on Texas and the Affordable Care 
Act reveal that: 3.8 million Texas residents re- 
ceive preventative care services. 7 million 
Texans no longer have lifetime limits on their 
healthcare insurance. 300,731 young adults 
can remain on their parents’ health insurance 
until age 26. 5 million Texas residents can re- 
ceive a rebate check from their insurance 
company if it does not spend 80 percent of 
premium dollars on healthcare. 4,029 people 
with pre-existing conditions now have health 
insurance. 

This year for the first time insurance compa- 
nies are banned from: discriminating against 
anyone with a preexisting condition; charging 
higher rates based on gender or health status; 
enforcing lifetime dollar limits; and enforcing 
annual-dollar limits on health benefits. 

Few people knew that health insurers 
viewed pregnancy as a pre-existing condition. 

Because of the Affordable Care Act women 
can no longer be charge higher rate just be- 
cause they are women. 

Attempts to weaken or end the ACA are 
wrong. 

A January 2015, Gallup poll revealed that 
nationally the uninsured rate in the United 
States was reduced to 12.9%. 

The uninsured rate nationally dropped 4.2% 
points since the enactment of the Affordable 
Care Act. 
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We are becoming a nation of equals when 
it comes to access to affordable healthcare in- 
surance. 

| ask my colleagues to join me in defeating 
another effort to turn the clock back on wom- 
en’s rights and the healthcare safety-net that 
is assuring longer and healthier lives for mil- 
lions of Americans. 

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. WOODALL), a 
wonderful, contributing member of the 
Committee on the Budget and a mem- 
ber of the Committee on Rules as well. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I am 
excited to be here today, and I am sad- 
dened by some of the shrillness of the 
conversation. This is the first rec- 
onciliation package that I have seen in 
the 4% years that I have been elected 
to this body. 

In fact, more than half the Members 
of this institution have never seen a 
reconciliation bill come to the floor of 
this House. Why? Because Congress 
hasn’t functioned in a way where the 
House and the Senate have been able to 
come together to do this. That is hap- 
pening this year for the first time. We 
ought to be celebrating that. 

To hear this described as a partisan 
exercise—and I understand folks have a 
lot of grievances, and this may just be 
the day that folks are going to air all 
of their grievances. But to describe this 
as a partisan exercise misses the point 
that the only bipartisanship in this en- 
tire conversation is around trying to 
reject the damaging provisions of the 
President’s healthcare bill. 

After all, when this was jammed 
through using the reconciliation proc- 
ess, it was jammed through in a par- 
tisan fashion. The bipartisan vote was 
a vote ‘‘no.”’ 

When we tried to deal with the slush 
fund that was going for all sorts of pro- 
grams that America would reject, the 
bipartisan vote was the vote to abolish 
it, as this bill does today. The bipar- 
tisan vote was to delay the individual 
mandate, as this bill abolishes today. 
The bipartisan vote was to delay the 
employer mandate, as this bill does 
today. 

I understand that there is a lot that 
divides us in this body and in this Na- 
tion, but this is a day for celebration. 
I applaud the chairman for what he has 
been able to do. He has been able to do 
what no other chairman has been able 
to do in the 4% years I have been in 
this institution, and that is bring the 
House and the Senate together around 
a budget for the United States of 
America. I am proud of what we have 
done, we have done together. 

If this has to be a day of airing of the 
grievances, let it be a day of airing of 
the grievances, but let it not be said 
that it is a partisan exercise. The bi- 
partisanship exists in this reconcili- 
ation package. I hope we come together 
on it today. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, with 
all respect to Mr. WOODALL, we don’t 
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celebrate legislation that takes away 
affordable health care to 15 million 
Americans, including 3 million Amer- 
ican children. That is not our defini- 
tion of bipartisanship. 

I urge all my colleagues to read the 
Congressional Budget Office report. 
The Congressional Budget Office is 
headed by someone who was chosen by 
our Republican colleagues, and their 
report tells us this legislation will take 
away affordable health care from 15 
million Americans. That is nothing to 
celebrate. 

I now yield 1 minute to the gentle- 
woman from Connecticut (Ms. 
DELAURO), the very distinguished rank- 
ing member of the Subcommittee on 
Labor, Health and Human Services, 
and Education, and Related Agencies of 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to this bill. It is deja vu all 
over again. This bill represents the ma- 
jority’s 6lst attempt to weaken, under- 
mine, or repeal the Affordable Care 
Act, legislation that, yes, has brought 
health care to millions of Americans 
and significantly reduced prescription 
drug costs for seniors. 

The bill is also the latest installment 
of the majority’s crusade against wom- 
en’s health. It targets Planned Parent- 
hood again, an organization that pro- 
vides millions of low-income Ameri- 
cans with lifesaving services many 
families cannot get anywhere else. 

Finally, it threatens to cut nearly $13 
billion from efforts to protect people 
against deadly diseases: measles, lis- 
teria, Ebola. 

Why are we wasting time on ideolog- 
ical attacks such as this? There are so 
many real issues to deal with. Wages 
are stagnant. Families are struggling 
to make ends meet. Stop playing 
games. Return to serving the American 
people. You should start by voting 
against this disgraceful bill. 

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, may I inquire as to the 
amount of time remaining on each 
side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Georgia has 46⁄2 minutes 
remaining. The gentleman from Mary- 
land has 4844 minutes remaining. 

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time as well. 

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, the understanding of the 
chair here was that we were going to 
divide the time equally between three 
committees at the beginning in 15- 
minute segments. May I inquire of the 
gentleman from Maryland if that plan 
has changed? 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. No. That is my 
understanding of the agreement, too. 
Would it be possible, Mr. Speaker, to 
just tell us—I guess we can do the 
math—how much time in the 15 min- 
utes remains for each side? 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
original 15-minute agreement, the gen- 
tleman from Georgia has 1⁄2 minutes 
remaining and the gentleman from 
Maryland has 2⁄2 minutes remaining. 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, may 
I inquire if the gentleman has any ad- 
ditional speakers? 

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, I have one additional speaker 
from the Committee on the Budget. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
am waiting for one additional speaker 
as well. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 142 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROKITA), the 
vice chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget. 

Mr. ROKITA. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Chairman PRICE, as well as the entire 
Committee on the Budget, for getting 
us to this point, the first time in over 
a decade that we have been able to use 
the reconciliation process. 

Just like the other gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. WOODALL) stated, what a 
difference the way we are using it now 
in this bipartisan fashion, in a trans- 
parent lie today, a long process, not 
the day before Christmas Eve and not 
in a partisan way. That was used the 
last time regarding a major healthcare 
change of policy in this country. 

I think all of us deserve to not only 
pat ourselves, quite honestly, a little 
bit on the back, but also take advan- 
tage of this moment to end the lie, the 
lie being, “If you like your healthcare 
plan, you can keep it.” That lie con- 
tinues today, and it has become a full- 
blown nightmare. 

Getting this reconciliation package 
to the President’s desk is real and a 
real positive step in ending govern- 
ment-controlled health care in this 
country so that patients of whatever 
condition in a consumer-based, con- 
sumer-centered fashion can use their 
own judgment, their own resources, 
along with the help of all of us, to get 
the health care that they need. 
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I doubt that 15 million people are ac- 
tually covered better today than they 
were or could have been before. That 
should be our goal: to cover every 
American in the fashion that they de- 
serve, in the fashion that they choose, 
with the doctor that they choose. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for your 
leadership. I urge my colleagues to 
vote for this reconciliation package. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself 2⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation, plain 
and simple, takes away affordable 
health care to 15 million Americans, 
including 3 million kids. 

I keep hearing about how intrusive 
and awful the Affordable Care Act is. 
The reality is the majority of Members 
gathered right here in this Chamber 
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are on the Affordable Care Act. The 
government is not dictating to them 
their health insurance. They are on it. 

All they are trying to do here, Mr. 
Speaker, is take away access to afford- 
able health care for 15 million Ameri- 
cans who would not otherwise get af- 
fordable health care and, in the proc- 
ess, take away funding for women’s 
health programs, targeting Planned 
Parenthood as part of a political witch 
hunt, the same kind of witch hunt we 
saw just yesterday in the Benghazi spe- 
cial committee hearing, where, the ma- 
jority leader of this House told the 
public, it was simply about bringing 
down Secretary Clinton’s poll numbers. 

It is no wonder, Mr. Speaker, that it 
has been so difficult for our Republican 
colleagues to find a replacement for 
the Speaker. You have got a faction of 
this House that wants no compromise, 
that thinks it is a celebration to get 
rid of health care, affordable health 
care for 15 million Americans. That is 
nothing to celebrate, and this is a ter- 
rible way to end an already unproduc- 
tive week here in the House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

So I urge my colleagues to vote 
against this legislation. It is not going 
anywhere because the President of the 
United States is not going to sign a bill 
that deprives 15 million Americans of 
access to affordable health care that 
they didn’t have before. 

So let’s stop the games. We have got 
to deal with the debt ceiling. We have 
got to deal with a way where we actu- 
ally pay all our bills, not just some of 
the bills, and when we decide which 
ones to pay, we don’t say we are going 
to pay China first. We have got to 
make sure we come together to prevent 
a government shutdown. Instead, for 
the 6lst time, this House is voting to 
take away health care from the Amer- 
ican public. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I urge my col- 
leagues to vote against this legislation. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BRADY), 
the chairman of the Health Sub- 
committee of the Ways and Means 
Committee, be allowed to control 15 
minutes, as my designee. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation, led by 
Budget Chairman Dr. TOM PRICE, dis- 
mantles the twin pillars of the con- 
troversial and unpopular Affordable 
Care Act, repeals Democrat tax in- 
creases that force American jobs over- 
seas, and punishes American workers 
who have good healthcare insurance. It 
empties a multibillion-dollar slush 
fund and ends taxpayer funding of the 
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gruesome practices at Planned Parent- 
hood and its affiliates. 

As a result, this bill lowers taxes, 
lowers spending, and lowers the deficit. 
It grows the economy, encourages 
work, and increases incentives to in- 
vest; and it also invests in community 
healthcare centers to ensure access to 
true, high-quality health care, espe- 
cially for women. 

By repealing the two critical Federal 
mandates that force American families 
to buy government-approved health 
care they don’t need and that force 
local businesses to offer health care 
their workers can’t afford, this bill dis- 
mantles the foundation of the Presi- 
dent’s healthcare law. It frees millions 
of Americans from an unpopular law 
that harms patients, harms families, 
and harms businesses, local doctors, 
and community health providers. 

Unlike the repeal of the Affordable 
Care Act, which the House approved 9 
months ago and still lingers in the Sen- 
ate, this measure uses the traditional 
budget process to allow the Senate to 
pass the bill with a simple majority 
and send it to the President’s desk. 

The opportunity to put this bill on 
the President’s desk is because Con- 
gress is doing its job. We passed a budg- 
et that balanced; that put our entitle- 
ment programs on a strong, sustain- 
able path; and that afforded three 
House committees, including the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means, on which I 
serve, the opportunity to craft legisla- 
tion to reduce the deficit and advance 
important policy goals. 

This process, called budget reconcili- 
ation, is a critical tool. It is not a sil- 
ver bullet. It is not a cure-all, but it is 
a gridlock-busting practice I hope we 
can continue. 

In accordance with the budget, the 
provisions crafted by the Committee on 
Ways and Means targets the 
foundational pieces of the President’s 
healthcare law, including repealing tax 
hikes totaling over $100 billion that 
slow our economy. 

Mr. Speaker, the President may very 
well veto this bill, locking millions of 
Americans into a healthcare law they 
don’t want and giving taxpayer dollars 
to controversial and unethical prac- 
tices at Planned Parenthood; but if he 
does, he will have to explain to the 
American people his support of all this, 
including tax increases and mandates 
in the name of a law that has increased 
healthcare costs, raided Medicare, and 
forced millions onto an already broken 
Medicaid system. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to hear those an- 
swers from the President, and the 
American public wants to hear those 
answers. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
don’t have time to respond to all of the 
misstatements that were made, but 
now I am going to turn it over to the 
ranking member of the Ways and 
Means Committee. 


October 28, 2015 


Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. LEVIN) be allowed to control the 
next 15 minutes of debate time as my 
designee. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank Mr. 
VAN HOLLEN. 

Well, where do we start? 

Clearly, there is a feeling this is 
more than an anticlimax. You know, 
we should have a debt ceiling bill be- 
fore us. Why don’t we have that? 

We haven’t acted on Medicare part B 
premiums. They are right before us. In- 
stead, we are doing this. 

The highway trust fund faces a dead- 
line. Where is it? Where is our legisla- 
tion? 

Tax extenders actually expired much, 
much earlier. Where is the legislation? 

So, instead, because the Republican 
Conference is essentially mostly fight- 
ing itself, this institution is handcuffed 
on these issues. So the decision is pass 
a reconciliation bill and get a bill to 
the President to veto because, so far, 60 
or 61 efforts have never been able to get 
to the President for a veto. 

Well, I think this is a waste of time 
when there are other issues, because 
the President has also said he will 
veto. 

So what is this really all about? 

I think this is all a prelude, as was 
the so-called prioritization bill yester- 
day and, I think, also the Benghazi 
hearing yesterday, so-called hearing, 
this is all an effort to try to lay a foun- 
dation so that next week we will take 
up a debt ceiling bill, and it will pass 
with a majority of Democrats and some 
Republicans, some of whom maybe are 
made to feel better because we are 
going through the motions here today. 

I just want to conclude talking about 
going through the motions. All of the 
pious talk on the Republican side 
about healthcare reform, those of us 
now on the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee who will be speaking, we go to 
meeting after meeting, if they are 
called, where there is talk about 
healthcare reform, and the Republicans 
have never brought up a comprehensive 
healthcare reform that could be voted 
on in the committee, where they have 
a majority. 

So, essentially, what we are now fac- 
ing is the dangerous bankruptcy of the 
majority party in this House of Rep- 
resentatives who now decides, let’s do 
reconciliation so we can get a bill 
through the Senate and have the Presi- 
dent veto it. 

By the way, because of the Planned 
Parenthood provision that would 
defund care for millions of Americans 
and for other reasons, it isn’t even 
clear this will get through the Senate. 

So where is the action on all these 
issues? Where is it? 
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I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. PAULSEN), one of our 
key healthcare leaders on the Ways 
and Means Committee. 

Mr. PAULSEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I just want to speak to a provision in 
the legislation that repeals the very 
harmful medical device tax. 

Mr. Speaker and Members, this will 
be the fifth time that the House has ex- 
pressed its strong support for getting 
rid of this harmful and illogical tax. 
The last time was just this past June, 
when the House voted to repeal this 
tax by essentially a veto-proof margin, 
and that is because we had Republicans 
and Democrats voting together to re- 
peal this very bad tax policy. 

That is because, also, everyone 
knows basic economics. When you tax 
something, you are going to get less of 
it. 

So why are we adding new taxes to 
lifesaving medical innovation? 

Why are we adding new taxes to an 
industry that is 98 percent small busi- 
nesses with less than 500 employees? 

Why are we adding new taxes to an 
industry that has good, high-paying 
jobs for wage earners? 

And why we adding new taxes to an 
industry that has a trade surplus? We 
should be promoting this industry as 
much as possible. 

ObamaCare’s medical device tax 
makes zero sense. That is because it is 
not a tax on profit; it is a tax on the 
revenue, on the sales of these innova- 
tive companies. So now some small 
businesses have over a 70 percent effec- 
tive tax rate. It is a tax that is costing 
us jobs. It is a tax that is stifling inno- 
vation. It is harming patients, and it is 
hurting our healthcare system. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to repeal this 
destructive tax to help protect our sen- 
iors, to help protect American innova- 
tion, and to help protect American 
manufacturing. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Se- 
attle, Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT), 
the ranking member on our Health 
Subcommittee. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, here 
we are again. I include in the RECORD 
an article from the Seattle Times enti- 
tled “Why Washington State’s Health 
Reform Faltered After the Loss of 
Mandates.” 

[From The Seattle Times, March 28, 2012] 
WHY WASHINGTON STATE’S HEALTH REFORM 
FALTERED AFTER LOSS OF MANDATES 
(By Carol M. Ostrom) 

As the U.S. Supreme Court tackles the 
question of whether individuals can be re- 
quired to buy health insurance—a key provi- 
sion in the federal health-care overhaul— 
some in Washington state are battling a 
strong sense of déjà vu mixed with dread. 

They remember 1993, when state law- 
makers passed a comprehensive state law 
aimed at insuring everyone and spreading 
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the health-care expenses of the sickest 
throughout a large pool of policyholders. 

But the law, which relied on both man- 
dates and incentives, was soon dismembered, 
leaving only popular provisions, such as pro- 
hibiting insurers from denying coverage to 
sick people or making them wait many 
months for coverage. 

Without any leverage to bring healthy peo- 
ple onto insurance rolls, insurers, left with 
the priciest patients, began a financial death 
spiral. 

Ultimately, companies pulled out of the in- 
dividual market and almost no one in Wash- 
ington could buy an individual policy for any 
price. 

For those involved, the lessons learned re- 
main sharp as a scalpel. 

“It’s the same thing we’re very likely to 
face if the Supreme Court blows a hole in the 
current law,’’ warns Randy Revelle, a former 
King County executive who was heavily in- 
volved in the state effort nearly two decades 
ago. 

Unlike the debate going on in the high 
court, the lessons here don’t involve con- 
stitutional questions. They’re all about the 
realities of the health-insurance market and 
politics. 

At the top of the list: 

Lesson 1: Good intentions, no matter how 
popular, can backfire—big time. 

lesson 2: A machine doesn’t work so well if 
you remove parts. 

Lesson 3: Buy-in from both political par- 
ties and strong public support are needed to 
maintain enough momentum to sustain com- 
plex reforms through potential changes in 
administration. 

THE ’94 ‘‘DEATH SPIRAL” 


In an amicus brief in the Supreme Court 
case, Gov. Chris Gregoire and other gov- 
ernors referred to the ‘‘death spiral’ in 
Washington’s individual-insurance market 
that began in 1994. 

The 1993 law, passed when Democrats con- 
trolled both houses and the governor’s seat, 
was then the most ambitious overhaul effort 
in the nation. 

The delicate balancing act ended when Re- 
publicans, who objected to what they saw as 
heavy-handed government control of the 
health industry, swept into power in both 
houses. 

By the time the new Legislature finished, 
the only parts of the law that survived were 
the ‘“‘consumer-friendly”’ pieces, championed 
by then-Insurance Commissioner Deborah 
Senn, a Democrat. 

“We kept some of the insurance reforms in 
law, because they were very popular, but we 
didn’t keep the market reforms,” says Pam 
MacEwan, who was a member of the Health 
Services Commission charged with imple- 
menting the law and is now a Group Health 
Cooperative executive. “It was a big prob- 
lem.” 

That’s primarily because there was noth- 
ing left in the law to push or entice people to 
buy insurance when they were healthy, 
which would have spread costs more broadly. 

What happened next is starkly summarized 
in a 1995 letter sent to Premera Blue Cross 
by a woman in Eastern Washington. 

A few months before she gave birth that 
year, the woman bought an individual policy 
from Premera. As soon as the insurer paid 
her hospital expenses, the woman canceled 
the policy, telling Premera ‘‘we will do busi- 
ness with you again when we are pregnant.” 

True to her word, in 1996, she bought insur- 
ance, Premera said, once again canceling 
after the insurer paid for the delivery of her 
next child. 
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Altogether, she paid in $1,807 in premiums. 
Premera paid out $7,024.68 in medical bills. 

You don’t have to be a business genius to 
recognize the problem with those numbers 
when multiplied by thousands of customers. 

Claims went up. Premiums rose. Pretty 
soon only sick people thought insurance was 
worth the cost. Premiums rose even more. 

Healthy people, like the Eastern Wash- 
ington woman, waited until they needed in- 
surance to buy it. At the time, Gov. Gary 
Locke likened it to buying fire insurance 
after your house is on fire. 

STATE BREAKS THE LOGJAM 


Before deciding in 1998 not to sell any more 
individual policies in the state, Premera lost 
$120 million in today’s dollars, says company 
spokesman Eric Harling. By mid-1999, the 
state’s other two big insurers, Regence 
BlueShield and Group Health, stopped selling 
individual policies. 

In 1999, with the individual health-insur- 
ance market essentially dead, Locke began 
crafting a compromise. Signed into law in 
the spring of 2000, it was a bitter pill for 
some, but it got the market back into ac- 
tion. 

In exchange for coming back into the mar- 
ket, insurers could charge whatever they 
wanted, bypassing the rate review normally 
done by the insurance commissioner’s office. 
They could also force patients to wait nine 
months to be covered, and exclude the most 
expensive patients. 

To deal with those patients, the state re- 
vived its high-risk pool. Insurers, who would 
help subsidize the pool, would be allowed to 
reject 8 percent of applicants, who could 
then buy coverage through the pool—if they 
could afford it. 

At the time, Sen. Alex Deccio, a Repub- 
lican from Yakima, summed it up neatly: 
“We are in a private-enterprise system.” 


“HAVE” VS. ‘‘HAVE-NOT”’ 


Washington’s insurance experience, some 
worry, could be repeated on a much larger 
scale, should the Supreme Court find the 
mandate unconstitutional. 

Insurers, in an amicus brief to the court, 
argue that if the mandate is removed they 
should be allowed to exclude people and set 
prices based on health—now barred in the 
federal plan. 

Others argue that the mandate, with its 
relatively weak financial penalty for those 
who don’t buy insurance, isn’t necessary for 
the federal health overhaul to proceed. 

They calculate that many young, low-in- 
come uninsured would buy policies without a 
mandate, since the federal overhaul dangles 
attractively low premiums for the young and 
subsidizes those with low incomes. 

State Sen. Karen Keiser, D-Kent, who 
chairs the Senate’s health-care committee 
and a group of lawmakers exploring alter- 
natives, says if the federal mandate is over- 
turned, each state would be left to choose op- 
tions ranging from doing nothing to legis- 
lating ways to bring as many people as pos- 
sible into a health-insurance pool. 

“Of course, that would mean that our 
country would be made of ‘have’ states and 
‘have-not’ states, making the health dispari- 
ties even worse, which is pretty awful,” 
Keiser said in an email. 

Washington Insurance Commissioner Mike 
Kreidler says 85 percent of state residents, 
who now have group coverage, wouldn’t be 
directly affected by the federal mandate. 

But, he adds, the typical Washington fam- 
ily’s yearly insurance bill includes about 
$1,000 to cover costs for the uninsured, which 
his office calculates have reached about $1 
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billion a year in the state. The state hospital 
association says charges for charity care and 
bad debt by patients may amount to as much 
as $2 billion. 

Kreidler’s office has estimated that under 
the federal plan, the vast majority of the ap- 
proximately 1 million uninsured would qual- 
ify for Medicaid or subsidies. 

Revelle, now policy leader for the Wash- 
ington State Hospital Association, says the 
state’s struggle to improve health coverage 
was illuminating. 

“A fundamental lesson we learned in the 
process—and that unfortunately was not 
learned in the federal process—is that health 
care is so big, so complex, so passionate, that 
it has got to have bipartisan support,” 
Revelle said. 

It also needs widespread public support to 
last through the years it takes to impose 
changes on an entrenched industry. 

And that’s difficult, he says, not only be- 
cause of health care’s complexity, but be- 
cause people do not agree on fundamental 
values. 

“It’s very hard to look out five or 10 
years,” Revelle says. ‘‘But we should con- 
stantly be thinking: Where do we need to be 
five to 10 years from now?” 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. What we are doing 
out here today has already been done 
in one of the laboratories of democ- 
racy, the State of Washington. The Re- 
publicans did exactly the same thing. 
They repealed the mandates, and the 
individual insurance market died. 

It was impossible to buy a policy in 
the State of Washington because the 
insurance companies said: Why should 
we insure somebody under guaranteed 
mandate when they could walk in here 
whenever they are sick and get a policy 
and when they are healthy cancel it, 
then walk back in when they are sick 
again and get a policy? That is what 
you are setting up. 

If you were serious about this, you 
would wipe out ObamaCare totally. 
You would wipe out the individual 
mandate. But you know that would be 
death to you politically, so you wipe 
out these mandates which you think 
are good. 

Now, we know you don’t care about 
the people. I mean, that is pretty clear. 
But what you are saying is you don’t 
even care about the insurance indus- 


try. 

This bill will die in the Senate be- 
cause the insurance industry will say: 
If this passes, we won’t be able to sell 
individual policies. 

You are wasting our time on an issue 
that has already been demonstrated 
does not work in the real world, and 
yet the ideologues in the back of the 
boat over there in the Republican Cau- 
cus had the idea that if you hit it with 
a bigger hammer, reconciliation—I 
mean, it is not enough to just pass a 
bill out of here. You are going to use 
reconciliation, which is a sledge- 
hammer in the House, and that will 
make it pass. 
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Folks, this bill is dead on arrival in 
the Senate and is certainly dead on ar- 
rival in the White House. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem- 
bers are reminded to direct their re- 
marks to the Chair. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. ROSKAM), one of our 
strongest voices for patients and local 
businesses. 

Mr. ROSKAM. I thank Chairman 
BRADY, and I thank Chairman PRICE for 
bringing this to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a great oppor- 
tunity to get some awful things off the 
back of the American public. 

We heard the gentleman from Wash- 
ington admonishing the House, but I 
invite the House. I don’t look at this as 
an admonition. This is an invitation. 

Look, we can get rid of the individual 
and the employer mandates; the med- 
ical device tax; the Cadillac tax; the 
prevention and fraud health fund, 
which is a slush fund for the Obama 
team; auto enrollment; and we can get 
Planned Parenthood squared away. 

What is not to love about that? It is 
a great opportunity all the way 
around. I think we should invite the 
American public and we should invite 
clear-thinking Democrats to do the 
same thing. 

There is another opportunity as well. 
I want to draw my colleagues’ atten- 
tion to a piece of legislation that over 
100 Republicans have cosponsored, the 
Special Inspector General for Moni- 
toring the Affordable Care Act, that is, 
SIGMA, H.R. 2400. 

One of the criticisms that we have 
heard is that there is no individual in- 
spector general that can look over the 
whole broad spectrum of ObamaCare. 
What we need to do is to get one entity 
that can look at the same thing, that 
can look at it all in its entirety. 

This worked as it relates to Afghani- 
stan reconstruction. It worked on Iraq 
reconstruction. It worked on the Trou- 
bled Asset Relief Program. It is an op- 
portunity for us to have a holistic re- 
view of all of these things and save bil- 
lions of taxpayer dollars. 

I commend Chairman PRICE and his 
work and would appreciate very much 
an ‘‘aye’’ vote on this reconciliation ef- 
fort. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from the 
great State of California (Mr. THOMP- 
SON). 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
this piece of legislation and strong op- 
position to the fact that we are back 
here again rehashing the same old 
issues that aren’t going anyplace. It 
has been pointed out they are probably 
not even going to be taken up in the 
Senate; and, if by some chance they 
were, they are certainly not going to 
be signed into law by the President. 

We are not going anywhere if we keep 
wasting the time, as we have been 
wasting the time trying to repeal 
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ObamaCare and defund Planned Par- 
enthood. It is a terrible situation be- 
cause we have some real important 
things that we need to do. 

Next year a third of our Nation’s 
Medicare beneficiaries—that is people 
in every one of our congressional dis- 
tricts—will face the steepest premium 
hikes in the history of the program if 
this Congress doesn’t act. 

We have got a transportation bill 
that has been long due to be passed. We 
keep kicking the can down the road, 
and it is a very bumpy road because we 
don’t pass a transportation bill. 

If we pass that bill, we put people to 
work. About 14 million jobs hinge on 
the passage of a long-term transpor- 
tation bill. This is for improving roads 
and highways, making our overpasses 
and our businesses safe. 

Fourteen million jobs will help the 
economy; but, instead, we are 
dillydallying on the floor today with 
this piece of go-nowhere legislation. 

It is long past time that we put the 
American people ahead of the political 
gamesmanship and address the real 
issues facing our Nation. 

Majority party, let’s get to work. 
Let’s fix the issues that are hurting the 
American people and stop doing this 
partisan nonsense. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
New Hampshire (Mr. QUINTA), the 
former mayor of Manchester, New 
Hampshire, who understands how badly 
this bill has hurt his family and com- 
munity. 

Mr. GUINTA. I thank Chairman 
BRADY and Chairman PRICE very much 
for putting this piece of legislation to- 
gether. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support today 
of H.R. 3762, the Restoring Americans’ 
Healthcare Freedom Reconciliation 
Act, which includes the repeal of com- 
ponents of the most harmful provisions 
of ObamaCare and, at the same time, 
sharing bipartisan support for each 
component of this legislation, bipar- 
tisan support. 

I have worked hard with Members 
across the aisle on provisions that have 
been hurting families in Manchester, 
Portsmouth, Conway, and all parts of 
New Hampshire to ensure their voices 
are heard. 

One of the important provisions in 
this bill is the full repeal of 
ObamaCare’s 40 percent tax on 
healthcare benefits, commonly referred 
to as the Cadillac tax. While this tax is 
set to take effect in 2018, employers of 
all sizes are already restructuring 
plans and cutting benefits to avoid the 
costly tax. 

This excise tax will impact an esti- 
mated 12 million middle-class Ameri- 
cans who will pay an additional $1,000 
annually as a result of this tax. They 
work for big businesses, small busi- 
nesses, nonprofits, colleges, small mu- 
nicipalities. They need help. They need 
our support. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the gentleman an additional 30 
seconds. 

Mr. GUINTA. As I introduced the re- 
peal of the Cadillac tax in its entirety, 
I am pleased to see that repeal lan- 
guage included in the bill we are debat- 
ing today. 

On top of all the burdens ObamaCare 
has already placed on hardworking 
Americans and all the rules and regula- 
tions American businesses are faced 
with, this tax will just make it that 
much more difficult for employers to 
provide affordable healthcare benefits 
to their employees. 

So I urge my colleagues, please join 
the bipartisan fight to support middle- 
class families and support the repeal of 
this tax. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1% 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL), a very vigorous 
member of our committee. 

Mr. PASCRELL. I thank the ranking 
member. 

Mr. Speaker, I have heard now twice 
this morning the term ‘‘bipartisan.”’ 
Many of my brothers and sisters on 
the other side wouldn’t know bipar- 
tisan if it hit them in the head. I mean, 
to just throw this term out there like, 
you know, if you have one or two on 
this side of the aisle, it is bipartisan, 
technically, you are absolutely right. 

We should be crafting a long-term 
funding measure, Mr. Speaker, and re- 
placing the damaging sequester cuts 
that have hurt our economy. And we 
are both responsible, both sides of the 
aisle, for that sequester. I don’t point 
any fingers. 

We have also got to raise the debt 
ceiling. I mean, we talk about our 
budgets at home. Why don’t we do the 
same thing in the Federal Govern- 
ment? I always thought, when I grew 
up, pay your bills. Pay your bills. That 
is as important as balancing the budget 
at home. 

This bill leaves intact automatic 
budget cuts which have threatened 
hundreds of thousands of jobs and cut 
vital services for children, for seniors, 
for people with mental illness, and our 
men and women in uniform. These 
harmful cuts have cut funding for 
thousands of first responders in our 
communities. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield the gentleman an 
additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. PASCRELL. They have cut vital 
services for children. They have cut 
funding for our first responders. They 
have eliminated jobs for 30,000 teach- 
ers—30,000. They have cut afterschool 
programs for nearly 1.2 million kids 
and eliminated more than 40 million 
meals for sick and homebound seniors. 
This is bipartisan. 

We should be replacing these harmful 
cuts and supporting vital services in 
our communities. 


The 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield the gentleman an 
additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Instead, we are here 
talking about holding government 
funding hostage in exchange for deci- 
mating the Affordable Care Act. 

Enough is enough. 

Remember when the guy threw the 
window up in that movie ‘‘Network’’? 

We are not going to take it anymore. 

The Republican budget would result 
in 16 million fewer Americans having 
health insurance and a 20 percent in- 
crease in insurance premiums. A vote 
for this bill is a vote against those 16 
million Americans. A vote for this bill 
is a vote for higher premiums. 

On top of that, this budget doesn’t 
even balance. After 2025, deficits under 
this budget would begin to skyrocket. 
It is not a balanced budget. This is a 
fake. 

Why don’t we sit down and come up 
with a mutual plan instead of ‘‘a bipar- 
tisan fraud’’? 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1% minutes to the gentleman 
from Kentucky (Mr. BARR), who knows 
the failures of the Affordable Care Act 
in his State. 

Mr. BARR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in support of H.R. 3762, the Restoring 
Americans’ Healthcare Freedom Rec- 
onciliation Act. 

Too many Americans across the 
country are victims of ObamaCare’s 
many broken promises. We all remem- 
ber the chaos that ensued when the law 
was first rolled out, a billion-dollar 
Web site that didn’t work, millions of 
Americans losing their insurance and 
being forced to find a new plan often at 
a higher cost. 

Now hundreds of thousands of Ameri- 
cans, including at least 51,000 Kentuck- 
jans, are once again losing their health 
insurance because of the failure of 
ObamaCare healthcare cooperatives. 

In his State of the Union Address, 
President Obama cited Kentucky as an 
example of ObamaCare working in a 
red State. But as we learned last week, 
ObamaCare does not work in Ken- 
tucky. 

In the past 2 weeks, ObamaCare co- 
ops have failed in my home State of 
Kentucky, Tennessee, Colorado, Or- 
egon, and South Carolina. Co-ops have 
failed in Nevada, Iowa, Nebraska, New 
York, and Louisiana. 

These failures were entirely predict- 
able because the model was not sus- 
tainable. The Kentucky co-op lost 
nearly 60 cents for every premium dol- 
lar it collected. Now hardworking tax- 
payers will be stuck with the bill for 
hundreds of millions of dollars that 
will never be paid back. 

Combined with low enrollment num- 
bers, the result of these failures will ul- 
timately be borne by the American 
people, more consolidation in the 


16472 


healthcare market, fewer choices for 
consumers, and higher healthcare costs 
for the American people. This is not 
the reform we were promised. 

The bill we are debating today would 
repeal the most harmful mandates and 
taxes imposed by the law. It reduces 
the deficit by $130 billion, and it gives 
us an opportunity to put a bill on the 
President’s desk that would make life 
easier for the American people. 

I encourage all my colleagues to join 
me in supporting this bill. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, how much 
time of our 15 minutes remains? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Michigan has 5 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1⁄2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. CROWLEY). 

Mr. CROWLEY. I thank the gen- 
tleman from Michigan for yielding me 
the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
this latest attempt to repeal the Af- 
fordable Care Act and the benefits it 
has brought to millions of Americans. 

While this is the 61st vote this House 
has taken to undermine health care, 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle claim that somehow this time is 
different. That is because this is 
dressed up in a process called reconcili- 
ation. 

But this isn’t reconciliation. This is 
procrastination. This is a desperate at- 
tempt to avoid working on the real 
issues facing America today. 

I get it. Governing is hard. It is dif- 
ficult. But that is not an excuse for 
giving up on your responsibilities and, 
instead, pursuing yet another repeal 
bill. But that is their plan, their only 
agenda, for America. 

The country is days away from de- 
faulting on our debt? Time to repeal 
the Affordable Care Act. 

Roads and bridges are falling apart? 
Maybe repealing the Affordable Care 
Act will help us. 

Seniors on Medicare are about to see 
their premiums skyrocket? Forget fix- 
ing the problem. Let’s repeal the Af- 
fordable Care Act. 
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They must think it is a better strat- 
egy than the previous 60 votes if they 
wrap it up with a bow and slap a fancy 
name on it. Actually, it is odd they call 
this reconciliation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
gentleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Republicans aren’t 
reconciling with us to work in a bipar- 
tisan way. They are not reconciling 
themselves to the fact that the Afford- 
able Care Act is the law of the land and 
that it is helping people access quality, 
affordable healthcare insurance; and 
they are certainly not fooling anyone 
with what their true intentions are. 
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They are not. Frankly, the only thing 
they are doing is wasting time. I have 
had enough, and I know the American 
people have had enough, too. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACK), a Mem- 
ber of Congress who is a healthcare 
provider herself, a nurse, and a key 
leader of the Health Subcommittee. 

Mrs. BLACK. I thank the chairman 
and also Chairman PRICE for bringing 
this bill to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
support of today’s budget reconcili- 
ation to address the heinous abuses of 
life at Planned Parenthood. To date, 
we have seen 10 undercover videos im- 
plicating the abortion giant in the traf- 
ficking of unborn babies’ tissue and or- 
gans. 

Planned Parenthood and their 
enablers could not defend the conversa- 
tions on these tapes—which many here 
in Washington still have not watched— 
so they tried to discredit the source. 
The House minority leader even said: 
“I don’t stipulate that these videos are 
real.” 

Well, Mr. Speaker, that is my col- 
league’s prerogative, but the facts—and 
specifically this forensic report—say 
differently. Since these revelations 
were uncovered, the House has voted 
twice now to cut Federal funding to 
Planned Parenthood and reallocate 
those dollars to other providers that 
better serve women and families. But 
Senate Democrats repeatedly blocked 
these solutions. In fact, only two Sen- 
ators from the minority party could 
muster the compassion to vote for this 
proposal. 

I refuse to let the callousness and ob- 
structionism of a select few stop this 
worthwhile effort. That is why I am 
voting today for the reconciliation bill 
to freeze Medicaid funding to Planned 
Parenthood. This is our best oppor- 
tunity, to date, to put a bill on the 
President’s desk and show the Amer- 
ican people where his priorities lie. 

Mr. Speaker, we face many chal- 
lenges in Washington today, but noth- 
ing—nothing—could be more important 
than how we treat an innocent human 
life. This is a fight worth having, and it 
is a fight I will continue to have until 
the very end. I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the 
budget reconciliation bill. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1% 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia (Ms. LEE), who is a distinguished 
member of the Budget and Appropria- 
tions Committees. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, let me thank 
our ranking member for yielding and 
for his tremendous leadership on so 
many issues. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
H.R. 3762, the so-called Restoring 
Americans’ Healthcare Freedom Rec- 
onciliation Act. This bill would attack 
women’s health and the Affordable 
Care Act once again. This bill would 
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defund Planned Parenthood for 1 year, 
leaving millions of women across the 
country without access to critical 
healthcare services. It would also pre- 
vent individuals or organizations that 
provide comprehensive reproductive 
healthcare services from treating 
women enrolled in Medicaid, stripping 
women of their fundamental right to 
choose their own healthcare provider, 
and leaving thousands of women out in 
the cold. 

Now, let’s be clear. Family planning 
services are critical to reducing unin- 
tended pregnancies, and they make 
economic sense also. For every $1 spent 
on family planning services, we save 
more than $7 in other costs. 

Mr. Speaker, denying access to 
healthcare providers such as Planned 
Parenthood and other safety net pro- 
viders will hurt women who need these 
services the most: low-income women 
and women of color. It is past time to 
stop these ideological attacks on wom- 
en’s right to health care. Instead of 
continuing with these callous attacks 
and cuts, we should work to replace the 
damaging sequester and get a respon- 
sible, long-term budget deal. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill reconciles 
nothing. It is divisive, it is misguided, 
and it is dangerous. I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Louisiana (Mr. SCALISE). He is the ma- 
jority whip of the U.S. House and a 
strong leader against the Affordable 
Care Act and for defunding Planned 
Parenthood. 

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Texas for yielding. 

I want to thank my colleague, the 
gentleman from Georgia, for his leader- 
ship on bringing this reconciliation bill 
to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, as we have fought for 
years to defeat the President’s 
healthcare law and the many destruc- 
tive components to that law that are 
playing out all across the country, we 
have got one more opportunity, Mr. 
Speaker, to send a bill to the Presi- 
dent—but this time, not just to send a 
bill to the Senate that actually goes 
after and guts the  President’s 
healthcare law, but also a bill that 
now, with 51 votes in the Senate, will 
have the opportunity to get to the 
President’s desk. 

The bill not only repeals the em- 
ployer mandate, but it repeals the indi- 
vidual mandate, laws that are crushing 
jobs across the country and killing 
middle class jobs. The biggest reason, 
when you talk to small-business own- 
ers, why they can’t hire more people 
and why they are forced by this law to 
lower the number of working hours of 
people across the country down below 
30 hours is because of these mandates 
in the law that are crushing American 
jobs. 

Why not put that bill on the Presi- 
dent’s desk? Why not also tell these 
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people who are taking taxpayer money 
and providing abortion services that 
you can’t do it anymore? If you want 
to provide women’s health care, there 
is funding for you, but you can’t use 
taxpayer money to provide abortions. 
That is in this bill to get to the Presi- 
dent’s desk. 

Even more than that, it goes further, 
and we start cutting taxes that are 
killing jobs in this bill. The medical 
device tax is shipping jobs to foreign 
countries. Let’s cut those taxes. If the 
Senate wants to go further under their 
arcane rules, they will have that oppor- 
tunity, and we would support those 
changes as well. 

Ultimately, Mr. Speaker, let’s get 
this bill to the President’s desk and let 
him make a decision. Is he going to fi- 
nally stand up for American workers 
and sign this bill, or is he going to con- 
tinue to support a law that is destroy- 
ing jobs and destroying health care in 
this country? That ought to be the 
President’s burden. We ought to send 
that bill to the President. This is the 
first step, and it is a critical step to re- 
storing jobs and good health care 
across this country. 

Mr. Speaker, let’s pass this bill, send 
it over to the Senate, and let them do 
their work. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, how much 
time of the 15 minutes remains on each 
side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Michigan has 1⁄2 minutes 
remaining. The gentleman from Texas 
has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11% 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. RANGEL), a gentleman who 
has served this committee and this 
country so well. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I think 
this bill before us shows what is wrong 
with the Congress. I don’t challenge 
the corrections that people on the Re- 
publican side would want to make in 
providing health care for our Nation. It 
is a problem when none of them actu- 
ally voted for the bill, but that could 
have been because we didn’t give them 
access and opportunity. 

It would seem to me, especially when 
we are trying to find out someone who 
will become Speaker of the House, 
that, if you have objections to a bill 
that provides health services for Amer- 
icans, we would try to find out, before 
we ask for a veto, what we can do to 
help. 

There cannot be any Republican here 
that truly believes that we should 
eliminate preventive health care. Pre- 
ventive health care is not only humane 
and the right thing to do, but it saves 
us a lot of money. We have an advisory 
board that determines the amount of 
time that should be spent based on sta- 
tistics. Yes, these are life-or-death 
questions, but it is also saving money 
as well as saving lives. 

There are so many objections that 
you may have as to how we use the tax 
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system to encourage people and to 
mandate that people pay into the sys- 
tem. Most of you know, if people can 
have insurance and not pay for it, then 
everyone would want it. 

This is insurance. Yes, healthy peo- 
ple have to participate because young- 
er people don’t believe that they ever 
get sick. So don’t just say that you 
want to make certain that the Presi- 
dent vetoes this for political purposes 
so you can go back home and say, yes, 
one more shot against the President, 
one more shot against the Congress, 
and in some cases one more shot 
against your own party. Let’s, for 
God’s sake, try to work together to try 
to get something positive done. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Louisiana (Mr. BOUSTANY), a physician 
and one of the distinguished leaders on 
health care, to close on behalf of the 
American people. 

Mr. BOUSTANY. I thank the Speak- 
er, and I thank my friend from Texas 
for yielding time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
reconciliation package because it hits 
right at the financing of ObamaCare. 
As a physician, I know what the im- 
pact of this health law has done. It is 
devastating and causing serious disrup- 
tions in access to care, quality of care, 
and, really, eroding the doctor-patient 
relationship. 

Secondly, it puts a halt to the fund- 
ing of Planned Parenthood. We all 
know, based on those videos and other 
information we have had, the practices 
of Planned Parenthood. It is time to 
stop it. As a pro-life physician, it is 
time to stop it. 

Finally, this forces the President to 
explain the support of these horrible, 
failed policies. 

Conservatives across the spectrum 
are standing strong in support of this 
package, and that is because it con- 
tains important provisions like one 
that I authored repealing the employer 
mandate, which is hurting job creation 
in this country. It is an onerous provi- 
sion, and it is choking small business 
growth. 

I only wish we could have done more 
in this package, but we are limited by 
the Senate rules and the Senate Parlia- 
mentarian. I would have liked full re- 
peal of ObamaCare. I would have liked 
to have seen the inclusion of my bill 
repealing the health insurance tax, 
which has been very costly, running up 
premium costs. We couldn’t do that be- 
cause of constraints. 

We will continue to fight these 
fights, but let’s pass this package. It is 
really important. It will get job cre- 
ation going, and it will help roll back 
the onerous effects of ObamaCare. 

If signed into law, there is no ques- 
tion in my mind that this reconcili- 
ation package will cause an implosion 
of ObamaCare and force us to get to 
real healthcare reform based on high 
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quality and a high-quality doctor-pa- 
tient relationship built on trust. 

At the very least, we will accomplish 
putting this on the President’s desk 
and have him account for his failed 
policies. He will have to account for 
the policies that are killing jobs, add- 
ing mountains of debt to this country, 
and continuing a legacy of failed pol- 
icy. 

Mr. Speaker, support this package. It 
is a very important step. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) be al- 
lowed to control the next 15 minutes of 
debate time as the designee of the 
ranking member. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
UPTON), the chairman of the Energy 
and Commerce Committee, may con- 
trol 15 minutes as my designee. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, today, I rise in support 
of this important bill, H.R. 3762, which 
addresses some of the most pressing 
and important issues certainly to folks 
in Michigan and around the country: 
the deficit and the  President’s 
healthcare law. 

Rarely a day goes by when I am back 
home in Michigan that someone some- 
where doesn’t stop me and say, wheth- 
er it be in a coffee shop, on a plant 
floor, or the local service club like a 
Rotary or a Lion’s Club, you name it, 
asking what we are doing to address 
the broken promises, the high cost, and 
the surprises and the lack of choices 
associated with ObamaCare, and what 
are we doing to get spending under con- 
trol. 

There is a lot of misunderstanding on 
what this bill does or does not do, so 
let’s set the record straight. This bill 
would repeal the most harmful, dam- 
aging, and unpopular provisions of the 
health law. 

This bill would repeal the Prevention 
and Public Health Fund. Don’t let the 
name fool you. The administration 
views it as a veritable petty cash fund 
that has been raided for wasteful 
projects, including building support for 
ObamaCare. 

This bill would, for a period of 1 year, 
prohibit any Federal funding to States 
for a 1-year period for prohibited enti- 
ties like Planned Parenthood. At the 
same time, the bill would increase 
funding for community health centers 
like the Family Health Center in Kala- 
mazoo or InterCare in Benton Harbor, 
two cities in my district, to help pro- 
vide access to women’s health care. 
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Stalwarts in the life movement, includ- 
ing the National Right to Life, the 
Family Research Council, and Susan B. 
Anthony List support that approach. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill would repeal 
the unpopular individual mandate, 
which forces Americans to purchase 
coverage of the government’s choosing, 
the exact opposite approach that we 
need to create a patient-centered 
healthcare system. 

The bill would also repeal the em- 
ployer mandate. Repealing this provi- 
sion helps encourage economic growth 
and improve the job outlook. 

The bill would also, as we know, re- 
peal the medical device tax. This job- 
killing tax has hurt Americans across 
the country, including in my district, 
certainly, Kalamazoo, where folks have 
lost their jobs because of the harmful 
tax. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, the CBO has 
found this bill would reduce the deficit 
by nearly $130 billion over the next 10 
years, spur economic growth and the 
creation of jobs, and cut taxes on lit- 
erally millions of Americans. 
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Today we say to folks in Michigan 
and around the country: We hear you. 
Yes, we do. We are addressing what 
matters to you most. 

I would ask my colleagues to support 
this important bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I have the utmost re- 
spect for the chairman of our Energy 
and Commerce Committee, but I have 
to respectfully disagree with almost 
everything he said. 

I am glad that he is admitting that, 
basically, what this reconciliation tries 
to do is repeal the Affordable Care Act. 
There was some question about that by 
my colleagues until now. But, clearly, 
they are admitting that that is what 
they are trying to do. 

Of course, they don’t say anything 
about the positive impact of the Af- 
fordable Care Act and how many more 
people now have health insurance, how 
many people don’t face discrimination, 
all the terrible things that existed be- 
fore the Affordable Care Act became 
law. 

What I do not appreciate, though, is 
my chairman saying that somehow we 
are trying to expand access to health 
care by providing more funds to com- 
munity health centers. The fact of the 
matter is that the community health 
centers cannot make up for the work 
on women’s health that Planned Par- 
enthood centers take care of. To sug- 
gest that somehow that is going to 
make up for what Planned Parenthood 
does is simply not the case. 

Mr. Speaker, this reconciliation leg- 
islation amounts to the futile 61st at- 
tempt at repealing the Affordable Care 
Act. It also represents the Republican’s 
continued assault on women’s right. 
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The reconciliation instructions 
defund Planned Parenthood, and the 
recently enacted legislation forming a 
new select subcommittee will continue 
a fraudulent investigation into 
Planned Parenthood, and I think that 
is appalling. This investigation and 
this effort in reconciliation are nothing 
more than a radical assault on wom- 
en’s health. 

Extremist Republicans want to take 
away a woman’s right to choose what 
is best for her and her family as well as 
her right to choose the healthcare pro- 
vider that best meets her healthcare 
needs. This isn’t just an attack on 
Planned Parenthood. This is an attack 
on all women across the country. 

I am also disappointed that the rec- 
onciliation instructions would repeal 
the Prevention and Public Health 
Fund, which is part of the Affordable 
Care Act. There is nothing more impor- 
tant than the Prevention Fund. My 
colleague, the chairman of our com- 
mittee, suggested it was a slush fund. 
Nothing could be further from the 
truth. 

Less than 4 months ago the House 
voted overwhelmingly to support the 
21st Century Cures Act, which was one 
of my chairman’s goals, was to pass 
that bill. With that vote, we all agreed 
on the importance of making invest- 
ments to spur innovation to develop 
new treatment and cures, investments 
that could reduce the human toll of 
disease and reduce the financial strain 
that disease places on public and pri- 
vate healthcare payers. 

Just like we know that investments 
in developing new cures and treat- 
ments matter, we know that invest- 
ments and prevention pay off. Accord- 
ing to the Trust for America’s Health, 
every dollar spent on community-based 
interventions generates a return of 
$5.60. 

Not only does investing in prevention 
have economic benefits, such invest- 
ments can potentially prevent the 
human suffering that results from dis- 
ease. I don’t see how anyone can be 
against that goal. 

I would venture to say again out of 
respect to the chairman of my com- 
mittee, if we were to get rid of the Pre- 
vention Fund, I don’t see any point in 
having the 21st Century Cures Act be- 
cause the money is similar. One goes 
for prevention, and the other goes also 
for prevention. 

This legislation is harmful, unneces- 
sary, and will never become law. I urge 
all Members to reject it. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2% minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN), the vice 
chair of the Energy and Commerce 
Committee. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. 
thank the chairman. 

Before I begin my remarks, I want to 
commend Chairman PRICE and Chair- 


Speaker, I 


October 28, 2015 


man UPTON for the work that they 
have done—Energy and Commerce is an 
authorizing committee, and Chairman 
PRICE is the Budget Committee—mak- 
ing certain that we meet the targets 
for reconciliation. 

One of the things we have heard re- 
peatedly from our constituents is the 
U.S. House of Representatives is re- 
sponsible for this Nation getting their 
fiscal house in order. It is an impera- 
tive. We know we are not going to have 
a silver bullet that does it overnight. 
Those silver bullets don’t exist. 

We do know this, that we can take 
the right steps at the right time and 
put a bill on the President’s desk. The 
President has the choice to say, I agree 
with you. Let’s move this Nation to fis- 
cal health, or he will veto the bill. And, 
of course, our goal is to get it over to 
the Senate so they can do their work 
and we can see that step of the process 
take place. 

There are some items in this bill for 
reconciliation that I do come to 
strongly support. I think it is impera- 
tive that the Affordable Care Act, 
which has proven to be so unaffordable, 
too expensive to use, too expensive to 
purchase—insurance gets you to the 
queue, not to the doctor. We all know 
those stories. 

What we have learned is that the ad- 
ministration has recently cut in half 
their enrollment projections for next 
year. This should trouble everybody be- 
cause this is something that we said. 

We know from history, from govern- 
ment-run programs, that those expec- 
tations many times are not met. So 
then you see a movement into damage 
control. We are taking the right steps 
to begin to rein this in and to break 
this program apart. 

I think it is important to note, as we 
look at the ObamaCare program and 
the steps we are taking to eliminate 
portions of that program, that just this 
week, with the co-ops that were put in 
place—and, by the way, about a billion 
taxpayer dollars spent on those co-ops 
and nine—nine of those co-ops have 
now failed. They failed, poof, gone. It is 
these findings that are raising the 
questions that Americans have for: 
Look, the program isn’t working. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. UPTON. I yield the gentlewoman 
an additional 1 minute. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. What you need to 
do is stop this before it becomes too en- 
trenched to change because people are 
not getting access to care and money is 
being wasted on healthcare delivery 
theories that clearly do not work. 

This bill repeals the individual man- 
date, the employer mandate, the Cad- 
illac tax, the medical device tax, ends 
auto enrollment, and ends the Public 
Health Fund, which is a slush fund. 
When you are paying for pet neutering 
and other things out of a prevention 
fund, yes, it is a slush fund, and it 
needs to be clawed back. 
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In addition, there is a 1-year morato- 
rium on the funds for Planned Parent- 
hood while Congress completes its in- 
vestigation into the practices that 
have taken place around fetal tissues. 

H.R. 3762 is a net tax cut, a net 
spending cut, and reduces the deficit. I 
urge support. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

As I said, now our vice chair of the 
committee also is going into all the 
reasons why we should repeal the Af- 
fordable Care Act. 

So I think maybe at this time, Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to just read, if 
I could, from the Statement of Admin- 
istration Policy. This is the President’s 
statement about why this bill should 
not pass. He says: 

“The administration strongly op- 
poses House passage of H.R. 3762. The 
House now has attempted to repeal or 
undermine the Affordable Care Act 
more than 50 times. By repealing nu- 
merous key elements of current law, 
H.R. 3762 would take away critical ben- 
efits and health care coverage from 
hard-working middle-class families. 
The bill also would remove policies 
that are expected to help slow the 
growth in health care costs and that 
have improved the quality of care pa- 
tients receive. H.R. 3762 would increase 
the deficit in the long term and detract 
from the work that Congress could be 
doing to foster job creation and eco- 
nomic growth.”’ 

The Affordable Care Act is working 
and is fully integrated into an im- 
proved American healthcare system. 
Discrimination based on preexisting 
conditions is a thing of the past. Under 
the Affordable Care Act, we have seen 
the slowest growth in healthcare prices 
in nearly 50 years benefiting all Ameri- 
cans. 

Repealing key elements of the Af- 
fordable Care Act would result in mil- 
lions of individuals remaining unin- 
sured or losing the insurance they have 
today. An estimated 17.6 million Amer- 
icans gained coverage as several of the 
Affordable Care Act’s coverage provi- 
sions have taken effect, 15.3 million 
since the beginning of the first open 
enrollment in October 2013. This legis- 
lation would roll back coverage gains 
and would cost millions of hardworking 
middle class families the security of af- 
fordable health coverage they deserve. 

Repealing the healthcare law would 
have implications far beyond these 
Americans who have or will gain insur- 
ance. More than 150 million Americans 
with employer-based insurance would 
be at risk of higher premiums and 
lower wages or losing their coverage al- 
together. Reforms that strengthen 
Medicare’s long-term finances also 
would be repealed, likely making Medi- 
care’s Hospital Insurance Trust Fund 
insolvent earlier. 

H.R. 3762 also would defund the Pre- 
vention and Public Health Fund, which 
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was created to help prevent disease, de- 
tect it early, and manage conditions 
before they become severe; limit wom- 
en’s health care choices; and dispropor- 
tionately impact low-income individ- 
uals. 

Rather than refighting old political 
battles by once again voting to repeal 
basic protections that provide security 
for the middle class, Members of Con- 
gress should be working together to 
grow the economy, strengthen middle 
class families, and create new jobs. 

If the President were presented with 
H.R. 3762, he would veto the bill. 

This is an exercise in futility, this 
reconciliation act. To suggest that 
somehow we should repeal the Afford- 
able Care Act after all the good things 
that it is doing to help Americans ob- 
tain health care, have access to health 
care, and lower costs, there is abso- 
lutely no justification for it. I thought 
that the Republicans would stop doing 
this months ago, but here they are at it 
again. I don’t really understand it. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 24% 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. LANCE), a member of the 
Health Subcommittee. 

Mr. LANCE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 3762, the Restor- 
ing Americans’ Healthcare Freedom 
Reconciliation Act. 

This comprehensive package focuses 
on significant portions of ObamaCare, 
striking onerous tax and mandate pro- 
visions, and laying the groundwork for 
a new President elected in 2016 to com- 
plete a full replacement plan of 
ObamaCare—not repeal—repeal and re- 
placement. 

According to the Congressional Budg- 
et Office, the package reduces the def- 
icit by nearly $130 billion and provides 
a l-year moratorium on all Federal 
mandatory funding for Planned Parent- 
hood, a moratorium to Planned Parent- 
hood, but that funding is redirected 
elsewhere, to community health orga- 
nizations that do a fine job across this 


country. 
Under the leadership of Chairman 
UPTON, provisions finally end the 


ObamaCare fund, known as the Preven- 
tion and Public Health Fund, which 
gives the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services billions of dollars to 
spend each year with little account- 
ability. 

All Members of Congress should rec- 
ognize that that responsibility belongs 
to us here in this branch of government 
and not in the executive branch. Funds 
from this program have financed ques- 
tionable programs, and there has been 
waste. Some Democrats have joined in 
calling for its termination. 

The Energy and Commerce Com- 
mittee sections also direct that the 
Planned Parenthood funding will go to 
other organizations’ high-quality-ac- 
cess healthcare options both for women 
and men. 
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Contributions from both the House 
Education and Workforce and Ways 
and Means Committees also include 
the repeal of a series of significant 
pieces of ObamaCare, including the re- 
peal of the individual and employer 
mandates, the repeal of the 40 percent 
excise Cadillac tax—and there is no one 
I know who favors that Cadillac tax, 
certainly those hardworking men and 
women who are in labor organizations 
in this country—and that forces people 
to accept different insurance coverage 
from the coverage they knew and liked, 
and it includes the repeal of the med- 
ical device tax, which increases the 
cost of care, discourages medical inno- 
vation, and harms job creation, par- 
ticularly in my home State of New Jer- 
sey. 

Because the legislation was devel- 
oped through the reconciliation proc- 
ess, it will be protected from a fili- 
buster in the Senate and could be 
passed in that body by a simple major- 
ity. I call for majority passage in the 
Senate of the United States. Reconcili- 
ation is our best chance to send mean- 
ingful legislation to the President’s 
desk. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
important legislation. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. ENGEL). 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

As President Reagan used to say, 
“Here we go again,’ on the 61st at- 
tempt to repeal the Affordable Care 
Act, I mean, give us a break. It is a 
waste of everybody’s time. I don’t 
know why we are going through this 
exercise. 

I do understand, Mr. Speaker, the 
need to reconcile our budget. I do not, 
however, understand the impulse to do 
so by gutting both the Affordable Care 
Act and an organization that provides 
vital preventive services to more than 
2 million Americans, and that is 
Planned Parenthood. 
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Investing in preventative care saves 
money in the long term. Yet this short- 
sighted measure would abolish the Af- 
fordable Care Act-created Prevention 
and Public Health Fund, which is our 
government’s sole investment in pre- 
vention. 

This isn’t merely a talking point. I 
have seen the ample returns on this in- 
vestment in my hometown of the 
Bronx, where the fund sponsors 
healthier meals, antismoking cam- 
paigns, and increased access to vac- 
cinations. This fund should not be gut- 
ted. This bill ignores the progress that 
the fund is making not only towards 
saving money but, more importantly, 
towards saving lives. 

This bill, again, as I said, bars the 
funding for Medicaid reimbursement to 
Planned Parenthood—again, yet an- 
other politically motivated attempt to 
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demonize Planned Parenthood based on 
discredited allegations of wrongdoing. 
As I have said repeatedly, more than 
half of Planned Parenthood centers are 
in rural or underserved areas where 
health care is already hard to come by. 
Yet some of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle want to make it even 
harder to access HIV and STI tests, 
breast and cervical cancer screenings, 
and other lifesaving services. 

I urge my colleagues to vote “no” on 
this bill and to continue to provide pre- 
ventative care to our country’s most 
underserved citizens. This is what we 
should be doing, not making it harder 
for them to get the help they need. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I inquire of 
my friend from New Jersey how many 
speakers he has remaining on his side. 
We are prepared to close. 

Mr. PALLONE. I have no additional 
speakers. 

Mr. Speaker, how much time remains 
on both sides? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from New Jersey has 6% min- 
utes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Michigan has 6% minutes remain- 
ing. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

I want to just talk, in closing, about 
the part of this reconciliation that 
eliminates funding for Planned Parent- 
hood and related agencies. 

Basically, the reconciliation instruc- 
tions would prohibit Federal funding 
under Medicaid as well as under 
SCHIP—the children’s health fund— 
and social services’ block grants to 
prohibited entities that are defined as 
those primarily engaged in family 
planning, reproductive health services, 
and related medical care, and those 
that provide abortions beyond limited 
circumstances. 

Now, the thing that is most dis- 
turbing to me is the ideological bent. 
We know that the Supreme Court says 
that abortion is legal and that women 
have a right to choose; but this goes 
way beyond even the abortion issue by 
talking about family planning and re- 
productive health services. My col- 
leagues continue to say that there are 
alternatives to Planned Parenthood, 
but the reality is that there are not be- 
cause it is the main provider for family 
planning, reproductive health services, 
and related medical care. 

That is our point here. You can try 
to define this as relating to abortion, 
but the bottom line is that Planned 
Parenthood and similar entities pro- 
vide all kinds of services for women’s 
health and even for some men, and you 
are denying them access. So I do kind 
of resent the fact that there is this sug- 
gestion that you are going to allow ac- 
cess at community health centers, be- 
cause I know, from my own experience, 
that community health centers are 
limited—there aren’t that many—and 
they don’t have the ability to provide 
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these services, particularly this kind of 
specialty care that women deserve and 
that women should have. 

Once again, we are here to defend 
longstanding freedom of choice protec- 
tions that ensure that a woman in the 
Medicaid program can see the qualified 
provider she trusts. Remember, when 
you are talking about Medicaid in par- 
ticular, you are talking about poor 
women. You are talking about vulner- 
able women who will lose access to 
care because Medicaid is their major 
source of funding if they want to get 
care. 

I can never support any legislation of 
any kind that would leave millions of 
American women without key prevent- 
ative health services, including birth 
control, lifesaving cancer screenings, 
STI testing and treatment, well-woman 
exams, and advice on family planning. 
Federal rules protect the right of Med- 
icaid beneficiaries to seek care from 
trusted and medically qualified pro- 
viders of their choosing. 

Now you are entering an ideological 
debate into what we call ‘‘any willing 
provider.’’ The idea was that you could 
decide aS a woman—or as anyone— 
where to go. If an agency provided the 
services and if it were qualified, you 
could choose to go there. Now you are 
breaking that for ideological reasons. 
My concern is: Where do we go next? 
We then say that you can’t go to a hos- 
pital because it is Catholic or that you 
can’t go to a clinic because it is Jew- 
ish. How are you supposed to define, 
ideologically, which provider you can 
go to if you now put the ideological 
bent on it as saying you can’t go toa 
provider that may, at one of its clin- 
ics—not even the one you go to—pro- 
vide abortion services? 

This is a protection that has existed 
for a long time, and you are breaking 
it. This is the wrong bill—wrong be- 
cause it repeals the Affordable Care 
Act, wrong because it denies women ac- 
cess to important care. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, I really thank Chair- 
man PRICE for the budget process that 
we have seen this year. One of the 
toughest votes any Member has, 
whether the Republicans are in charge 
or the Democrats—either side—is the 
passage of a budget. For a lot of years, 
at least on our side of the aisle, we 
complained bitterly that the Senate 
was never able to pass a budget for, 
probably, 4 or 5 years, I want to say. 

It didn’t happen this year. We passed 
a responsible budget in the House, and 
the Senate passed a budget. 

I don’t think many Americans realize 
that the budget, itself, does not go to 
the President for his signature or veto. 
It is just the roadmap for us, and it 
sets up the stage where we can use rec- 
onciliation. This is a process, I want to 
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say, President Reagan used for the first 
time back in the eighties. I worked at 
the White House then. 

This is a way that you don’t need the 
60-vote threshold that most bills re- 
quire in the Senate. You only need 50 
votes. So that budget process, by get- 
ting a conference agreement, was nur- 
tured through the two bodies—the 
House and the Senate. Then began the 
process of reconciliation within the 
authorizing committees. Our com- 
mittee—Energy and Commerce—Ways 
and Means, Education and the Work- 
force, and others can come up with a 
real savings to match that budget tar- 
get that we set last spring. 

That is what this is. It is reconcili- 
ation. It is a coming together based on 
the budget, and this, in fact, is a bill 
that goes to the President. In the 
Statement of Administration Policy, 
we are expecting a veto, but at least we 
are getting the job done. We are deliv- 
ering on what we said we would do, and 
we are getting the bill to the President 
for action either way. 

I just want to take this time and 
again thank Chairman PRICE and oth- 
ers and my fellow committee chairs for 
their hard work because it is. It is hard 
work to get a bill to the House floor, 
particularly one that actually does re- 
duce the deficit, something that many 
of us on both sides of the aisle actually 
support. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentleman from Geor- 
gia (Mr. TOM PRICE), and I ask unani- 
mous consent that he be allowed to 
control the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) be allowed 
to control the next 10 minutes of de- 
bate time as the designee of the rank- 
ing member. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased to yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. KLINE), 
the chair of the Education and the 
Workforce Committee, and I ask unani- 
mous consent that he be allowed to 
control the next 10 minutes of debate 
time as my designee. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KLINE. I thank Chairman PRICE 
for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 2 min- 
utes. 

I rise today in strong support of Re- 
storing Americans’ Healthcare Free- 
dom Reconciliation Act. 
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Mr. Speaker, higher costs, fewer full- 
time jobs, loss of insurance coverage, 
less access to trusted healthcare pro- 
viders, those are just some of the 
harmful consequences stemming from 
the President’s flawed healthcare law— 
a law that is wreaking havoc on fami- 
lies and small businesses across the 
country. 

Just this month, officials in Clay 
County, Tennessee, moved to close 
local schools due to severe budgetary 
challenges. According to the county di- 
rector of schools, ObamaCare is ‘‘the 
straw that broke the camel’s back.” 
This local official said it is very dif- 
ficult for the school district to ‘‘meet 
the mandates of the law.” Of course, 
that is what school leaders, college ad- 
ministrators, small-business owners, 
and others have been saying for years. 
Employers, working families, teachers, 
and students are paying the price for 
the President’s government takeover of 
health care. 

We have a responsibility to use every 
tool we have to dismantle this flawed 
healthcare scheme, and the bill before 
us today will do just that. The Edu- 
cation and the Workforce Committee 
has helped play a role in this effort. 

The committee recently passed a pro- 
posal that will repeal a costly and un- 
necessary mandate in the healthcare 
law, known as auto enrollment. As the 
name suggests, this mandate requires 
certain employers to automatically en- 
roll employees in the government-ap- 
proved health insurance. It may not 
sound like a big deal, but this one man- 
date will create costly confusion for 
employers and employees, will penalize 
those already enrolled in coverage, and 
will take wages out of the paychecks of 
hardworking Americans. The mandate 
is so complex, Mr. Speaker, that, after 
4 years, the Department of Labor still 
hasn’t figured out how to enforce it. 

The American people sent us to 
Washington to focus on their priorities. 
By supporting H.R. 3762, we can reduce 
spending and rein in our Nation’s def- 
icit and debt, and we can send a bill to 
the President that will dismantle his 
flawed healthcare law. These are lead- 
ing priorities of the American people 
that this proposal helps to advance. 

I urge my colleagues to seize this im- 
portant opportunity by supporting this 
legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Today, the House will take yet an- 
other vote on the Affordable Care Act. 
More specifically today, we will vote 
on whether or not we want to support 
a budget reconciliation process that 
will seek to take away health insur- 
ance from millions of Americans—but 
this isn’t a new exercise. 

In the past 5 years, the House has 
voted about 60 times to repeal or to un- 
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dermine the law. There have been mul- 
tiple lawsuits filed, and countless at- 
tacks have been mounted—all with the 
same goal of turning the clock back- 
wards on the progress we have made. 

Before Congress passed the Afford- 
able Care Act, healthcare costs were 
skyrocketing. That was before the Af- 
fordable Care Act. In the months before 
we passed the bill, there were months 
during which 14,000 people a day were 
losing their health insurance. Women 
were routinely charged more for insur- 
ance than men. If you had a preexisting 
condition, you may not have been able 
to get insurance at all; or if you lost 
your job or wanted a new business and 
had a preexisting condition, you were 
just out of luck. 

We made great progress in improving 
a system that didn’t work for Amer- 
ican families, and as a result of the 
ACA, more than 17 million uninsured 
Americans have gained health insur- 
ance. Today, young Americans can 
stay on their parents’ policies until 
they are 26. If you have a preexisting 
condition, you can get healthcare in- 
surance at the standard rate; so, if you 
want to change jobs or start a business 
or start a family, you have healthcare 
options even if you have a preexisting 
condition. Further, the healthcare cost 
growth has slowed, resulting in the 
lowest annual increase in healthcare 
spending in at least 50 years. 

It is clear that the Affordable Care 
Act is working, and it is even clearer 
that we should not revert back to the 
way things were before the ACA when 
those with preexisting conditions 
couldn’t get health insurance, when 
young people had few or no coverage 
options, and when, of course, the costs 
were skyrocketing. 

Once again, we are considering a bill 
that dismantles the law without any 
credible alternative to ensure that mil- 
lions of Americans won’t, once again, 
be left out in the cold; so I urge my col- 
leagues to protect healthcare insurance 
by opposing this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from New 
York (Ms. STEFANIK), a member of the 
Education and the Workforce Com- 
mittee. 

Ms. STEFANIK. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of the reconciliation 
package. 

First, I want to thank Chairman 
KLINE and Chairman PRICE for their in- 
strumental work in putting this pack- 
age together. 

Mr. Speaker, for the past 5 years, the 
President’s healthcare law has led to 
higher costs, less access to doctors, and 
fewer choices. This is why it is so im- 
portant to make commonsense fixes to 
this law. 

As I travel throughout New York’s 
21st District, constituents tell me they 
want Members of Congress to work to- 
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gether to ease the pain this law has 
created for so many North Country 
families and businesses. By moving em- 
ployer-sponsored healthcare coverage 
away from a voluntary and flexible 
model, the President’s healthcare law 
has created countless penalties and 
mandates, including one that requires 
certain employers to automatically en- 
roll their full-time employees in 
healthcare coverage. 

This auto enrollment mandate cre- 
ates confusion for my constituents, 
and, by triggering tax penalties, it ac- 
tually creates duplicative costs for em- 
ployees who might already have health 
insurance. For example, if veterans in 
my district who are eligible for 
TRICARE or if North Country college 
students stay on their parents’ 
healthcare plans and then get jobs, 
they will be automatically enrolled in 
unnecessary and duplicative plans un- 
less they know about this confusing 
provision and decline coverage within a 
set amount of time. 
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It is redundant. It is unnecessary. It 
is not in line with the patient-centered 
healthcare system this country de- 
serves. 

The reconciliation package, which is 
under consideration today, would 
eliminate this misguided mandate, and 
it does not take away an employee’s 
ability to opt in and enroll in their em- 
ployer’s healthcare coverage. 

This provision accomplishes this by 
getting rid of the onerous and duplica- 
tive mandate known as auto enroll- 
ment. This commonsense fix will save 
Americans hard-earned money. It will 
protect workers from a one-size-fits-all 
healthcare system. It saves the Federal 
Government billions of dollars. 

I urge my colleagues to stand up for 
the American taxpayer and support 
this reconciliation package. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield such time as she may consume 
to the gentlewoman from Oregon (Ms. 
BONAMICI). 

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to H.R. 3762, which would 
make getting health coverage more dif- 
ficult and more expensive for millions 
of hardworking Americans. 

Today 17 million Americans who had 
been uninsured now have high-quality, 
affordable health coverage. We should 
not overlook this fact. Across the 
country, people are now able to live 
their lives, to pursue careers, to start 
families without the looming fear that 
any medical emergency could bankrupt 
them. 

The bill we are debating today would 
send our country back to a time when 
hardworking people couldn’t access 
preventive services, when injuries and 
illnesses were not only physically de- 
bilitating, but could also be financially 
crippling. 

Imagine being diagnosed with cancer 
and fighting for your life to beat it and 
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then facing the prospect of losing your 
home because you are torn between 
paying a mortgage and paying for life- 
saving treatment. No one should have 
to face that choice. 

What is especially disappointing is 
the fact that Members of both parties 
have ideas for improving the Afford- 
able Care Act that are worthy of con- 
sideration. We just heard one from Ms. 
STEFANIK of New York. 

Instead of coming together around 
issues of common interest, the House is 
using its time to debate an unrealistic 
measure that would simply push health 
care beyond the reach of hardworking 
people in communities across this 
country and, yet again, on top of that, 
try to defund Planned Parenthood. 

So I urge my colleagues to join me in 
me rejecting this bill. Let’s get back to 
the table and work together. 

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee (Mr. ROE), the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Health, Employ- 
ment, Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in support of Restoring 
Americans’ Healthcare Freedom Rec- 
onciliation Act. I thank Chairmen 
KLINE, RYAN, UPTON, and PRICE and 
their staffs for the work and leadership 
on this important bill. 

As a physician who spent more than 
30 years caring for patients, I am keen- 
ly aware of the negative impact that 
the President’s healthcare law has had 
on the American healthcare system. 
The mandates, tax increases, wasteful 
spending, failed Web sites, co-ops, in- 
cluding ObamaCare, put a strain on 
hardworking families, and it has suc- 
ceeded only in making our already- 
struggling economy worse. 

This bill repeals the individual man- 
date, the employer mandate, stops the 
damaging and progressive Cadillac and 
medical device taxes, which have 
strong bipartisan support, and is esti- 
mated to save about $79 billion. Fur- 
ther, it will protect workers from hav- 
ing to purchase insurance plans they 
may not want or need by excusing 
them from the auto enrollment provi- 
sion. 

This bill does not accomplish every- 
thing we need to to right the wrongs of 
ObamaCare, but it is a strong step in 
the right direction. By using the rec- 
onciliation process to repeal the most 
damaging parts of ObamaCare, we are 
keeping our promise to the American 
people to protect them from this fa- 
tally flawed law. 

Let me take you down to the ground 
level, where I live. I was mayor in 
Johnson City, Tennessee. I just met 
with the folks there. They have $185,000 
they have to pay into a reinsurance 
fund. They have 1,000 employees and a 
large HR department. 

They have had to hire a consultant 
to figure out whether they are com- 
plying with all of the regulations, and 
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the city manager said: Under no cir- 
cumstances will we hire anybody to 
work more than 25 hours a week be- 
cause we cannot afford to do that in 
our local situation. 

Mr. Speaker, I came to Congress to 
help reform our Nation’s healthcare 
system, and there is no question it was 
broken before ObamaCare. Unfortu- 
nately, this law has only made things 
harder and more expensive for too 
many Americans. 

I hear over and over again Repub- 
licans don’t have any alternatives. 
Well, here is one right here, the Restor- 
ing Americans’ Healthcare Freedom 
Reconciliation Act, a 193-page Dill 
which lowers cost, increases access, 
and gives more freedom to patients. 
Also, H.R. 2300, Dr. PRICE’s bill, does 
the same thing. 

I strongly encourage support for this 
bill. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Massachusetts (Ms. CLARK). 

Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, here we go again. We are back 
here using valuable legislative time to 
make a doomed attempt to repeal the 
Affordable Care Act. 

Next week the highway bill will ex- 
pire. The week after that we are facing 
the prospect of defaulting on our Na- 
tion’s debt. Next month we could shut 
down government because we don’t 
have a long-term budget. 

Yet, here we are again, repealing the 
Affordable Care Act, defunding Planned 
Parenthood, because maybe the 65th 
time it will stick? 

I would like to remind my colleagues 
that the Affordable Care Act has in- 
sured over 17 million Americans and 
that Planned Parenthood provides care 
to 2.7 million patients a year, often in 
underserved areas of our country. My 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
seem determined to replay these issues, 
despite the fact that we have already 
voted on them. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a lot of very 
important time-sensitive issues we 
need to deal with. We need to fund our 
highway system. We need to pay our 
bills. We need to keep government 
open. These are the very basic func- 
tions we were elected to perform. These 
are the minimum of what families need 
and expect from us. 

Instead, we are wasting precious time 
debating backward, ideological bills 
that roll back important progress made 
for women and families who are work- 
ing hard to get to and stay in the mid- 
dle class. 

I urge my colleagues to vote down 
this partisan attempt to repeal the Af- 
fordable Care Act and defund Planned 
Parenthood. Let’s get back to solving 
this Nation’s problems. 

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania (Mr. THOMPSON), a member of 
the committee. 
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Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, I thank the chairman for 
affording me the opportunity to ad- 
dress such a critical issue. 

This reform package will protect tax- 
payer dollars while reforming some of 
the most egregious portions of the Af- 
fordable Care Act. As a member of the 
House Committee on Education and 
the Workforce, I am proud to support 
language included in this bill that 
would repeal the harmful auto enroll- 
ment mandate of the ACA. This provi- 
sion, which would apply to companies 
with 200 or more employees, would oth- 
erwise move employees into a 
preapproved government-managed 
health insurance plan. 

Mr. Speaker, creating more red tape 
and mandates was never the solution 
to curb rising healthcare costs and to 
increase access to insurance markets. I 
was a freshman Member in Congress in 
2009 when many of the individuals 
speaking today took part in a 24-hour- 
long markup of an earlier version of 
the ACA. 

Mr. Speaker, some of these provi- 
sions lacked all common sense and that 
holds true today. Half a decade later 
the Department of Labor is still strug- 
gling to find a way to enforce auto en- 
rollment. 

Say what you want about the Afford- 
able Care Act, this is plain unworkable. 
Repealing this provision will save $1 
billion and maintain flexibility for em- 
ployers in structuring health insurance 
benefits for their employees. 

Mr. Speaker, my Democratic col- 
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
are just in denial. Since its passage, 
the ACA has been amended more than 
50 times, and the bulk of these were 
changes they supported and were 
signed into law by the President. We 
should not stop there. 

H.R. 3762 is the next great change to 
the ACA, and the American people de- 
serve as much. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, could I in- 
quire of the gentleman from Virginia 
how many more speakers he has? 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I am prepared to close. 

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Geor- 
gia (Mr. ALLEN). 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Chairman KLINE, Chairman PRICE, and 
Chairman UPTON for their work on this 
Restoring Americans’ Healthcare Free- 
dom Reconciliation Act, H.R. 3762. 

You know, when I go out in our dis- 
trict, people want choice. I think the 
top-down elements of the Affordable 
Care Act are creating tremendous bur- 
dens on our people who demand that we 
give particularly our small business 
community and our employees the op- 
portunity to have the right choice. 

The Restoring Americans’ Healthcare 
Freedom Reconciliation Act is impor- 
tant legislation that repeals many of 
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the most harmful provisions in 
ObamaCare. ObamaCare has had a dev- 
astating effect since its passage. 

H.R. 3762 repeals the individual and 
employer mandates, the medical device 
tax, and the outrageous Cadillac tax 
which, again, does not allow for folks 
to choose the plan they want. This 
thereby unburdens our families and our 
businesses from the harmful effects of 
these mandates. 

I came to Congress to create jobs, 
grow the economy, and reduce the size 
and scope of the Federal Government 
and restore fiscal responsibility in 
Washington. 

Passing a balanced budget amend- 
ment that repeals the job-killing 
ObamaCare provisions is a good start. 
Republicans in Congress are continuing 
to fight to rein in Washington’s spend- 
ing problem and get our economy on 
the right track. 

I stand in strong support of Restoring 
Americans’ Healthcare Freedom Rec- 
onciliation Act and urge my colleagues 
to vote “yes” on this important legis- 
lation to give our people the oppor- 
tunity to choose how they would like 
to have their health care rendered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The gentleman from Virginia 
has 44 minutes remaining, and the 
gentleman from Minnesota has 30 sec- 
onds remaining. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I include in the RECORD three letters, 
one from the American Federation of 
State, County, and Municipal Employ- 
ees of the AFL-CIO, another from the 
AFL-CIO, and another one from Amer- 
ica’s Essential Hospitals. 

AFSCME, 
Washington DC, October 22, 2015. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the 1.6 
million members of the American Federation 
of State, County and Municipal Employees 
(AFSCMBE), I urge you to oppose the budget 
reconciliation bill (H.R. 3762). This bill would 
gut the Affordable Care Act (ACA), jeopard- 
izing the ability of millions of Americans to 
see a doctor, get medications or go to the 
hospital when needed. H.R. 3762 would create 
extensive upheaval in health care coverage 
for children, working families, retirees and 
individuals with disabilities. 

This bill eliminates both the employer and 
individual responsibility requirements which 
the Congressional Budget Office and the 
Joint Committee on Taxation estimate 
would cause as many as 15 million to lose 
their health coverage, 20% of whom would be 
children. In the individual market, pre- 
miums would increase by an estimated 20% 
over premiums expected under current law. 
Rather than helping Americans achieve 
greater financial security in an unbalanced 
economy, H.R. 3762 would put millions at 
risk of financial hardship and even ruin from 
an unexpected illness. 

The bill would repeal the Prevention and 
Public Health Fund, eliminating the nation’s 
largest single investment in prevention and 
undermining efforts to bend the cost curve 
by preventing chronic diseases. Repealing 
this fund also puts our nation at risk of 
being unprepared for emerging epidemics and 
other public health crises. 

We are also opposed to the repeal of the 
modest excise tax on the medical device in- 
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dustry, which has profited substantially 
from the expansion of health coverage under 
the ACA. We also oppose the elimination of 
federal funding for women’s health services 
provided by Planned Parenthood for one 
year. This provision will block millions of 
women from having access to health care 
services. 


The bill also repeals the 40% tax on high 
cost, employer-sponsored health benefits. We 
agree that the 40% tax should be repealed in 
order to keep health care affordable for 
working families. However, repeal of this tax 
should not be included in a bill that would 
eliminate health coverage for millions of 
workers. 


We urge you to oppose H.R. 3762. 
Sincerely, 
SCOTT FREY, 
Director of Federal Government Affairs. 


AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 
AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL OR- 
GANIZATIONS, 

Washington, DC, October 22, 2015. 


DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the 
AFL-CIO, I urge you to oppose the Restoring 
Americans’ Healthcare Freedom Reconcili- 
ation Act (H.R. 3762). This bill will under- 
mine the coverage expansions of the Afford- 
able Care Act (ACA) and restrict women’s ac- 
cess to safety-net medical services. 


The ACA has enabled 171.6 million unin- 
sured people to gain health insurance cov- 
erage. Many of these individuals—2.3 mil- 
lion—are young adults who are trying to es- 
tablish financial independence. Many others 
are people who could not obtain coverage 
from their employer or who found coverage 
in the individual market to be unaffordable. 
We cannot take a giant step backward in ex- 
posing these individuals to the risk that 
their medical care will be unaffordable or 
that a catastrophic illness will bankrupt 
their families. H.R. 3762 will repeal elements 
of the ACA that enable the coverage expan- 
sions to work, resulting in a loss of coverage 
for millions. 


The reconciliation package also directly 
targets Medicaid funding for nonprofit pro- 
viders of women’s health care services, 
eliminating payments for these services for 
one year for certain providers. The Congres- 
sional Budget Office (CBO) estimates that 
many women will lose access to medical 
services. Their report on the bill notes, ‘‘The 
people most likely to experience reduced ac- 
cess to care would probably reside in areas 
without access to other health care clinics or 
medical practitioners who serve low-income 
populations.” It is simply unacceptable to 
cut women off from these services. 


It is true that the legislation repeals the 40 
percent health benefits tax, which we believe 
should not be part of a health reform law 
aimed at keeping care affordable. The tax 
was intended to increase the out-of-pocket 
costs of people with employer-based coverage 
so they would use fewer services, thereby re- 
ducing expenditures on health care. We op- 
pose this policy because it will shift costs to 
workers without directly addressing the 
major cost drivers in the healthcare system. 
However, repeal of the tax does not belong in 
legislation intended to eliminate coverage 
for millions of workers. 


We urge you to vote against this harmful 
bill. 
WILLIAM SAMUEL, Director, 
Government Affairs Department. 
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AMERICA’S ESSENTIAL HOSPITALS, 
Washington, DC, October 21, 2015. 
Hon. JOHN BOEHNER, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington, 
DC. 
Hon. NANCY PELOSI, 
Democratic Leader, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SPEAKER BOEHNER AND REPRESENTA- 
TIVE PELOSI: On behalf of America’s Essen- 
tial Hospitals, it’s more than 250 member 
hospitals and health systems, and the mil- 
lions of people we serve every year, I am 
writing to express my grave concern regard- 
ing H.R. 3762, Restoring Americans’ 
Healthcare Freedom Reconciliation Act of 
2015. America’s Essential Hospitals is the 
leading association and champion for hos- 
pitals and health systems dedicated to high- 
quality care for all, including the most vul- 
nerable. Our members are vital to their com- 
munities, providing primary care through 
trauma care, disaster response, health pro- 
fessional training, research, public health 
programs, and other services. 

H.R. 3762 includes a number of provisions 
that we believe would damage the ability of 
all people—particularly the low-income and 
vulnerable—I to access high quality health 
care. While we appreciate the legislation’s 
inclusion of a repeal of the Independent Pay- 
ment Advisory Board, which could usurp 
Congress’ authority over health care entitle- 
ments, there are five provisions in the legis- 
lation that we oppose as written: 

While America’s Essential Hospitals does 
not have a formal position on either the indi- 
vidual or employer mandates, we steadfastly 
support policies that promote health care 
coverage. We know that health care cov- 
erage—whether it be through employer-based 
insurance, Medicare, Medicaid, through an 
exchange, or in another venue—ultimately 
promotes access to care and saves lives. 
Independent analysists have consistently 
found that repeal of the individual and em- 
ployer mandates would significantly erode 
coverage. Without provisions to retain cov- 
erage for affected individuals, we believe 
Congress should reconsider eliminating the 
mandates. 

America’s Essential Hospitals firmly op- 
poses repeal of the Prevention and Public 
Health Fund. The fund represents a signifi- 
cant and needed investment in prevention 
and public health, particularly for the Cen- 
ters for Disease Control (CDC), which re- 
ceives more than 90 percent of the fund’s re- 
sources. In 2015 the fund provided (among 
other items): 

è one-third of the funding for the CDC’s 
immunization programs 

è all of the funding for state block grants 
to detect and respond to infectious diseases 

è half of the funding for CDC efforts to pre- 
vent heart disease, stroke, and diabetes. 

We strongly urge Congress to protect this 
vital source of funding. 

Finally, in an effort to prohibit funding to 
a specific health care provider, the reconcili- 
ation bill would amend Medicaid statute in 
an unprecedented way. In what is known as 
the “any willing provider” provision, federal 
Medicaid law allows beneficiaries to receive 
services from any provider that is qualified 
to perform the service or services. This pro- 
vision—which has never been waived for fee- 
for-service population—promotes access care 
for beneficiaries in a program that all too 
often lacks adequate access due, in part, to 
inadequate reimbursement. By undermining 
this critical protection, the reconciliation 
legislation would set a destabilizing prece- 
dent that could lead to further restrictions 


16480 


to access for our nation’s most vulnerable 
people. 

America’s Essential Hospitals appreciates 
the opportunity to provide our thoughts on 
the pending reconciliation legislation. We 
strongly urge you to reconsider this bill and 
work with all stakeholders to find con- 
sensus-based innovative ways to reduce 
health care spending without damaging ac- 
cess to care for millions of people. 

Sincerely, 
BRUCE SIEGEL, MD, MPH, 
President and CEO. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield any remaining time left to the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN) and ask unanimous consent 
that he be allowed to control that 
time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, we have 
heard a good debate here today. We 
have talked about doing some com- 
monsense things. This bill does not re- 
peal all of ObamaCare, but it certainly 
repeals some egregious aspects of it. 

The one that our committee worked 
on ending the auto enrollment feature 
saves $7.9 billion and removes some- 
thing that even the administration 
can’t figure out how to implement. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
this legislation. 

I yield the remainder of my time to 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. TOM 
PRICE) and ask unanimous consent that 
he be allowed to control that time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Georgia has 9 minutes re- 
maining, and the gentleman from 
Maryland has 12% minutes remaining. 

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. May I in- 
quire, Mr. Speaker, of my friend from 
Maryland how many speakers he has 
remaining? 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, we 
have more speakers, but they are not 
with us on the floor at the moment. I 
am not sure exactly how many there 
are either. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Does the chairman have additional 
speakers? 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I 
am prepared to close. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, in 
that case, in the interest of time, 
would the gentleman be interested, 
since we have 9 minutes and 12% min- 
utes left and no other speakers, in 
agreeing that we will each take 5 min- 
utes to close? 

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, Iam happy to do that. Yes. 
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Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman. 

I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 
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I have been listening to the debate, 
and I am sorry to report that as I come 
here to close the debate, not much has 
changed from when we started this de- 
bate this morning. This is still, in my 
view, an unproductive end to an al- 
ready unproductive and shameful week. 

We saw in this House just yesterday 
the spectacle of a kangaroo court-style 
special Benghazi hearing, using tax- 
payers’ dollars, engaged in a political 
witch hunt, abuse of power, misuse of 
taxpayer dollars, and in fact the Re- 
publican majority leader himself, Mr. 
McCARTHY, told the country that that 
was all about bringing down Secretary 
Clinton’s poll numbers. 

Then, just earlier this week, we pre- 
tended, in passing a piece of legisla- 
tion, that the United States doesn’t 
have to pay all the bills that are due 
and owing. We passed a piece of legisla- 
tion that says we will only pay some of 
our bills but not all of our bills. No 
American citizen can get up in the 
morning and say: “You know what? I 
am not going to pay my mortgage bill. 
I will only pay my car payment.’’ When 
a country like the United States puts 
its full faith and credit at risk, it puts 
the entire economy of our country and 
the international economic order at 
risk. 

But to add insult to injury, in pass- 
ing a piece of legislation that said the 
United States will only pay some of 
our bills, so forget about that full faith 
and credit, we passed legislation that 
says, well, we are going to pay the big 
bondholders first. So China gets paid 
first. Wall Street gets paid first. 
Troops don’t get paid. Veterans don’t 
get paid. Doctors providing Medicare 
services, they don’t get paid. 

Now here we are, for the 61st time, 
passing a piece of legislation to dis- 
mantle the Affordable Care Act, which, 
according to the analysis of the Con- 
gressional Budget Office, will cost 15 
million Americans access to affordable 
health care, including 3 million chil- 
dren. 

Now, I have heard some of our col- 
leagues come to the floor and say, well, 
we want to improve the Affordable 
Care Act in certain ways. We under- 
stand that the Affordable Care Act is 
not perfect, but a piece of legislation 
that takes away affordable health care 
from 15 million Americans, that is 
nothing to celebrate. That is nothing 
to be proud of. We shouldn’t be doing 
that here on the floor of the House, 
taking away access to health care for 
women at places like Planned Parent- 
hood, when the chairman of the Over- 
sight Committee, Mr. CHAFFETZ, has 
also stated on national television that 
they didn’t violate any laws and later 
said that they hadn’t engaged in inap- 
propriate activity. 

When our Republican colleagues got 
that kind of answer with respect to 
Benghazi, when the Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence in the 
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House and the Committee on Armed 
Services in the House concluded that 
there had been no wrongdoing in the 
tragedy in Benghazi, our Republican 
colleagues invented the Select Com- 
mittee on Benghazi. When they didn’t 
get the answer they wanted on Planned 
Parenthood, they invented a special 
committee on Planned Parenthood 
that is going to waste taxpayer money, 


just as the Select Committee on 
Benghazi has. 
Mr. Speaker, I showed, earlier, a 


chart that shows just how fed up the 
American people are with what is hap- 
pening here in the House. The problem 
is everything we have done this week, 
from the Benghazi hearings to pre- 
tending the United States will only pay 
part of its bills—and when we do, we 
are going to pay China first—to dis- 
mantling the Affordable Care Act or 
attempting to do it for the 61st time. 
They want us working on the impor- 
tant issues. 

A few weeks from now, our national 
transportation infrastructure system is 
going to run out of money. In just a 
few more weeks, the Federal Govern- 
ment will shut down if we can’t come 
together and work something out. I 
have introduced the Prevent a Govern- 
ment Shutdown Act. I tried to get a 
vote on it here on the floor today, but 
the Committee on Rules said no. Their 
priority was not to prevent the govern- 
ment from shutting down in a couple 
weeks. Their priority was, for the 61st 
time, to dismantle the Affordable Care 
Act, even at the cost of 15 million 
Americans’ affordable health insur- 
ance. 

Mr. Speaker, let’s get on with the big 
issues of this country. Let’s invest in 
our infrastructure. Let’s shut down 
some of the tax loopholes that per- 
versely incentivize American corpora- 
tions to move jobs and capital overseas 
and invest it here at home. Let’s make 
sure we lift the unproductive caps, se- 
quester caps that are slowing down 
economic growth right now, according 
to the Congressional Budget Office. 
Let’s invest in our kids’ education. 
Let’s invest in scientific research, and 
let’s do it while we shut down some of 
these ridiculous tax breaks for hedge 
fund managers. We should end this in- 
version that is going on where U.S. cor- 
porations just change their address to 
some tax haven overseas to escape 
their responsibility to the American 
taxpayers and their country. 

We have got a lot of pressing issues 
to take care of—instead, Benghazi, pay 
China first, pass this legislation to 
take away health care from 15 million 
Americans, including 3 million Amer- 
ican kids. 

We can do better. We can do a lot 
better, Mr. Speaker. Let’s defeat this 
legislation and get on with the real 
work of the American people. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 
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Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned at the 
outset of this, we heard a lot of things 
talked about on the other side, many of 
which had nothing to do with the piece 
of legislation before us. 

What we are talking about with this 
legislation are the harmful effects of 
ObamaCare. What has ObamaCare ac- 
tually done? 7.5 million Americans paid 
the individual mandate tax in 2014, an 
average of about $200. That is going up 
in terms of numbers and in terms of 
dollars. 

Sixty-seven percent of the American 
people have seen increased deductibles 
since this law went into place, so much 
so that many individuals aren’t able to 
pay their deductible, which means they 
are denied care, they don’t have care. 
They may have coverage, but they 
don’t have health care. A premium in- 
crease of $3,775, on average, instead of 
the $2,500 premium decrease that was 
promised by the President. 

The co-ops, the cooperative program, 
will cost $2.4 billion, yet more than 
420,000 Americans will lose coverage 
from the co-op program because it 
doesn’t work, like the rest of this law. 

Mr. Speaker, the majority of the 
American people continue to oppose 
this law. Why? Let me suggest to you 
it is because the principles of health 
care have been violated by the law. 

We all want a system that is afford- 
able for everybody. Does that occur in 
ObamaCare? No. 

We want a system that is accessible 
for everybody. Is that the case in 
ObamaCare? Absolutely not. 

We want a system of the highest 
quality of care. As a formerly prac- 
ticing physician, I can tell you that my 
former colleagues tell me that the 
quality is going down. 

We want a system that is full of inno- 
vation and responsiveness to the pa- 
tients and choices for patients. Have 
any of those increased in ObamaCare? 
No. No. No. 

That is the problem, Mr. Speaker. 
That is the problem that we have, and 
that is that the principles of health 
care are violated. 

What does this bill before us today 
do? It reduces the deficit by nearly $130 
billion. It increases gross domestic 
product by over $55 billion. It elimi- 
nates the work disincentives and in- 
creases the labor supply. That means 
more jobs, Mr. Speaker. It increases 
capital investment. That means more 
jobs. It decreases Federal borrowing. 
That means more jobs and a healthier 
economy. 

Who is supporting the bill? All these 
groups are supporting the bill. In fact, 
Mr. Speaker, we have 42 individual 
groups supporting the bill: Susan B. 
Anthony List, Family Research Coun- 
cil, Americans for Tax Reform, Na- 
tional Taxpayers Union, Concerned 
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Women for America, National Right to 
Life Committee, National Retail Fed- 
eration, Americans for Prosperity, U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce, Small Business 
and Entrepreneurship Council, Ameri- 
cans United for Life, and on and on and 
on. They support this because they 
know that this is what the American 
people want and it is what they de- 
serve. 


SUSAN B. ANTHONY LIST, 
October 21, 2015. 
US House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE, On behalf of the 
Susan B. Anthony List (SBA List) and our 
386,000 members nationwide, I urge you to 
support the ‘‘Restoring Americans’ Health- 
care Freedom Reconciliation Act’? (H.R. 
3762). 

This bill blocks a large portion of federal 
funding to Planned Parenthood, America’s 
largest seller of abortions, for one year. The 
funding is instead re-directed to community 
health centers, which provide comprehensive 
health care for women but do not perform 
abortions. 

Planned Parenthood does not need or de- 
serve taxpayer funding. Most recently, un- 
dercover videos show that Planned Parent- 
hood, America’s largest abortion business, 
has been engaged in unethical and possibly 
illegal abortion practices connected to the 
trafficking of unborn children’s organs for 
profit. 

These videos offer just a glimpse into the 
abortion industry’s day-to-day horrific prac- 
tices. Over one million abortions are per- 
formed annually in the United States, with 
nearly 330,000 occurring in Planned Parent- 
hood facilities, all the way up to 24 weeks of 
pregnancy, past the time when recent stud- 
ies show that a substantial percentage of 
these children can be saved if treated with 
the best techniques of modern perinatal 
medicine. 

Regardless of whether Americans identify 
as pro-life or pro-choice, we should all be 
able to agree that taxpayer dollars should 
not be subsidizing an already cash-flush in- 
dustry. 

Instead, these tax dollars would be put to 
better use at local community health cen- 
ters, which provide all the same health serv- 
ices Planned Parenthood does (and usually 
more), but do not perform brutal abortions 
and harvest body parts. 

Finally, this bill would repeal parts of the 
Affordable Care Act, which SBA List has 
long opposed because of its anti-life provi- 
sions. 

For these reasons, I urge you to support 
this pro-life, pro-woman bill. 

Sincerely, 
MARJORIE DANNENFELSER, 
President, Susan B. Anthony List. 
FAMILY RESEARCH COUNCIL, 
October 20, 2015. 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the 
Family Research Council (FRC) and the hun- 
dreds of thousands of families we represent, 
I urge you to vote in favor of the Restoring 
Americans’ Healthcare Freedom Reconcili- 
ation Act, which eliminates a significant 
portion of federal funding for Planned Par- 
enthood Federation of American (PPFA) as 
well as several key provisions of the Patient 
Protection Affordable Care Act (PPACA) 
through the budget reconciliation process. 
Americans are outraged as they are made 
aware of what happens at abortion clinics, 
where life is only valued by the sum of body 
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parts. FRC strongly supports the effort to 
eliminate a significant portion of PPFA’s 
federal funding through this effort. FRC has 
also supported repealing the Affordable Care 
Act and supports several provisions con- 
tained in this bill to repeal key provisions. 
FRC reserves the right to score in favor of 
votes for the Rule and will score in favor of 
votes for the bill. 

PPFA, despite its nonprofit status, re- 
ceived over $528 million in federal, state and 
local government grants and contracts in 
2013-2014, and reported a total revenue of 
over $1.3 billion. According to a March 2015 
GAO report, PPFA received $401.29 million in 
reimbursements from federal-state programs 
such as Medicaid, CHIIP and Medicare in 
2012. Of that $400.45 million was provided to 
PPFA through Medicaid. For 2010-2012 those 
three programs funded PPFA a whopping 
$1.186 billion, of which 99.9% came from Med- 
icaid. 

While an effort to defund Planned Parent- 
hood has been blocked in the Senate due to 
the 60 vote cloture threshold, we believe an 
effort to defund a significant portion of 
PPFA’s government revenue through the 
reconciliation process, which is subject to a 
51 vote threshold, is entirely appropriate and 
possible. While past efforts to defund abor- 
tion in reconciliation were subject to a Byrd 
rule point of order, the provision in the 
House bill is different. It excludes funding 
for certain entities. 

Specifically, the House reconciliation bill 
will restrict for one year funding under sev- 
eral mandatory programs such as Medicaid 
to entities that receive over $350 million and 
which provide abortion services, other than 
for cases resulting from rape or incest or 
cases in which the life of the mother is at 
risk. CBO estimates this provision would 
save an estimated $235 million. The rec- 
onciliation instructions would allow funding 
in the amount of $235 million to community 
health centers, which do not provide abor- 
tion. In essence, the Committee’s reconcili- 
ation instructions would defund a significant 
amount of federal funds PPFA receives and 
redirect funding to other health centers. 

Adding these defunding measures to budget 
reconciliation provides a way forward to 
defunding PPFA and passing this in the Sen- 
ate with 51 votes. To avoid such an approach 
would diminish much of the effort Members 
in the House and Senate have engaged in so 
far to defund PPFA. 

This bill would also repeal key provisions 
of the PPACA which have the effect of 
threatening life-saving treatment, which en- 
courage subsidies for abortion coverage and 
which threaten conscience. Specifically, the 
bill would repeal the Independent Payment 
Advisory Board which is established to con- 
trol health care costs but which will result 
in government rationing of lifesaving care. 

The bill also would repeal the employer 
mandate and its penalties, thereby allowing 
employers to offer health care plans to their 
employees that are pro-life and avoid drop- 
ping their employees into exchange plans 
which may cover elective abortion. More- 
over, repealing the employer mandate grants 
employers the option to forgo health care 
coverage and thereby escape the HHS pre- 
ventive care services mandate, sometimes 
called the ‘‘contraception mandate’’, in 
which all employers offering group coverage 
must provide drugs and devices that can 
cause abortion in violation against their 
conscience. While the Supreme Court pro- 
tected closely held businesses in the, ‘‘Hobby 
Lobby,” case, non-profit employers such as 
the Little Sisters of the Poor and numerous 
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other employers are still subject to the HHS 
mandate. Employers should not be forced by 
the federal government to cover health in- 
surance that violate their conscience. 

Last, the bill would repeal the individual 
mandate, allowing individuals to refuse to 
purchase insurance where there are no or few 
pro-life alternatives. This is especially rel- 
evant for individuals who live in 26 states 
that did not opt out of elective abortion cov- 
erage. Currently, of the 24 states that allow 
abortion coverage (and which the federal 
government may subsidize), 4 states have no 
pro-life plans, and in 9 states 90% of the 
plans cover elective abortion. Under the 
PPACA, those purchasing plans with elective 
abortion must pay an abortion surcharge, 
and the federal government subsidizes such 
plans in violation of the long-standing Hyde 
Amendment. Pro-life individuals in these 
states should have more options. The abor- 
tion funding schemes in the PPACA would 
still need to be addressed. However, repeal- 
ing the individual mandate removes pen- 
alties that force people to purchase health 
plans they find objectionable as it relates to 
abortion coverage. 

For these reasons, FRC supports the ‘‘Re- 
storing Americans’ Healthcare Freedom Rec- 
onciliation Act.” Again, FRC reserves the 
right to score in favor of votes for the Rule 
and will score in favor of votes for the bill. 

Sincerely, 

DAVID CHRISTENSEN, 
Vice President of Government Affairs. 
NATIONAL RIGHT TO LIFE 
COMMITTEE, INC., 
Washington, DC, October 19, 2015. 

DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS: The National 
Right to Life Committee (NRLC), the federa- 
tion of state right-to-life organizations, 
urges you to support the ‘‘Restoring Ameri- 
cans’ Healthcare Freedom Reconciliation 
Act” (H.R. 3762), which the House of Rep- 
resentatives will consider on October 23. 
NRLC intends to include the roll call on 
final passage of H.R. 3762 in our scorecard of 
key right-to-life votes of the 1141h Congress, 
and we reserve the right to also score the 
vote on the Rule as well. 

NRLC strongly supports the language in 
the bill that would block, for one year, most 
federal payments to affiliates of the Planned 
Parenthood Federation of America (PPFA). 
It would close the largest pipeline for federal 
funding of Planned Parenthood, Medicaid, 
and apply as well to the CHIP and the Title 
V and Title XX block grant programs, thus 
covering roughly 89 percent of all federal 
funds to Planned Parenthood. The amounts 
denied to Planned Parenthood in effect are 
reallocated to community health centers. 

Over one-third of all abortions in the U.S. 
are performed at PPFA-affiliated facilities. 
Longstanding objections to the massive fed- 
eral funding of PPFA have been reinforced 
by recent widely publicized undercover vid- 
eos, which illuminate the callous brutality 
that occurs daily in these abortion mills. For 
additional up-to-date information on the ex- 
tent of Planned Parenthood’s involvement in 
abortion, see: Wwwvv.nrlc.org/communica- 
tions/ppfamediabackground/. 

In addition, NRLC has always opposed the 
Obamacare law and advocated its repeal. 
With respect to H.R. 3762, we particularly en- 
dorse the components that would repeal the 
Independent Payment Advisory Board 
(IPAB) and the ‘‘excess benefits tax” (‘‘Cad- 
illac Tax’’), both dangerous mechanisms that 
would ultimately contribute to the rationing 
of lifesaving care. 
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We urge that you vote for the Rule, oppose 
any Motion to Recommit, and vote to pass 
this vital pro-life bill. 

Sincerely, 
CAROL TOBIAS, 
President. 
DAVID N. O’STEEN, PH.D, 
Executive Director. 
DOUGLAS D. JOHNSON, 
Legislative Director. 
NATIONAL RETAIL FEDERATION, 
Washington, DC, October 22, 2015. 
Hon. JOHN BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. NANCY PELOSI, 
Democratic Leader, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SPEAKER BOEHNER AND DEMOCRATIC 
LEADER PELOSI: I write to share the strong 
support of the National Retail Federation 
(NRF) for H.R. 3762, the Restoring Ameri- 
cans’ Healthcare Freedom Reconciliation 
Act of 2015. Please note that NRF may con- 
sider votes on H.R. 3762 and related proce- 
dural motions as Opportunity Index Votes 
for our annual voting scorecard. 

The Affordable Care Act (ACA) remains a 
great concern for NRF and the greater retail 
community. The ACA adversely influences 
staffing patterns, discourages full-time em- 
ployment and adds to the cost of goods in re- 
tail stores. NRF opposed enactment of the 
ACA in 2010 but has also worked steadfastly 
to change the law since its enactment. We 
support reasonable efforts to reduce the 
ACA’s cost burdens and ease compliance con- 
cerns. 

Many important retail priorities to change 
and improve the ACA are included in H.R. 
3762. Repealing the employer mandate, the 
already harmful Cadillac Tax and automatic 
enrollment provisions are all strong NRF-en- 
dorsed goals. We have supported bipartisan 
repeal efforts on each of these issues. NRF 
urges bipartisan support for these initiatives 
and the underlying legislation. 

Budget Reconciliation offers an expedited 
path past the Senate procedural hurdles that 
have hampered progress on many of these 
priorities and advance them to the Presi- 
dent’s desk. We urge the President to sign 
this legislation at his first opportunity. 

For all of these reasons, NRF strongly sup- 
ports H.R. 3762. We therefore ask for your 
vote in favor of H.R. 3762 when it reaches the 
House floor. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID FRENCH 
Senior Vice President, Government Relations. 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
Washington, DC, October 22, 2015. 

To THE MEMBERS OF THE U.S. HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES: The U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce, the world’s largest business fed- 
eration representing the interests of more 
than three million businesses of all sizes, 
sectors, and regions, as well as state and 
local chambers and industry associations, 
and dedicated to promoting, protecting, and 
defending America’s free enterprise system, 
supports several key provisions in H.R. 3762, 
the ‘‘Restoring Americans’ Healthcare Free- 
dom Reconciliation Act of 2015.” 

Key provisions in H.R. 3762 would repeal 
many of the most harmful sections of the Af- 
fordable Care Act (ACA). Indeed, repealing 
the employer mandate, the 40% excise tax on 
so-called ‘‘high-cost’’ employer sponsored 
health plans, the medical device tax, and 
auto-enrollment requirements would help 
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control increasing health care costs and pro- 
tect the employer-sponsored health care sys- 
tem. 

Due to the tremendous harm that these 
particular ACA provisions are causing em- 
ployers and employees alike, the Chamber 
urges you to support H.R. 3762 and repeal the 
provisions in the ACA that are undermining 
the employer-sponsored health care system 
that over 160 million Americans rely on for 
their health care benefits. 

Sincerely, 
R. BRUCE JOSTEN. 
AMERICANS FOR PROSPERITY, 
October 22, 2015. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVES, Since President 
Obama’s healthcare law went into effect two 
years ago, the American people have been 
saddled with cancelled healthcare plans, 
higher taxes, and premium increases. On be- 
half of more than 2.8 million Americans for 
Prosperity activists in all 50 states, I write 
in support of the ‘‘Restoring Americans’ 
Healthcare Freedom Reconciliation Act of 
2015” (H.R. 3762) because it would relieve the 
American people of many of ObamaCare’s 
most significant burdens. 

Americans for Prosperity has consistently 
endorsed many of these reforms in the past 
in standalone legislation—repealing the 
mandates on individuals and employers, re- 
pealing the medical device tax, repealing the 
tax on high cost employer-sponsored health 
plans, and repealing the Prevention and Pub- 
lic Health Fund. Overall, the reforms in- 
cluded in this package represent significant 
steps as we work toward full repeal of the 
President’s healthcare law. 

The reforms included in this package enjoy 
broad bipartisan support. Earlier this year, 
46 House Democrats joined 234 of their Re- 
publican colleagues in supporting the stand- 
alone legislation to repeal the medical de- 
vice tax (H.R. 160). Current legislation re- 
pealing the so-called ‘‘Cadillac tax’’ (H.R. 
2050) has 146 Democrats and 19 Republicans 
listed as co-sponsors. Past Congresses ap- 
proved legislation repealing the ObamaCare 
Slush Fund (H.R. 1217) and delaying the indi- 
vidual mandate (H.R. 4015) with bipartisan 
votes, as well. 

We encourage you to support the reconcili- 
ation package when it comes to the floor for 
a vote. Thank you for your consistent lead- 
ership on this important issue. 

Sincerely, 
BRENT GARDNER, 
Vice President of Government Affairs, 
Americans for Prosperity. 
SMALL BUSINESS & ENTREPRENEURSHIP 
COUNCIL, 
Vienna, VA, October 21, 2015. 
Hon. TOM PRICE, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN PRICE: On behalf of the 
100,000 members of the Small Business & En- 
trepreneurship Council (SBE Council), I am 
pleased to support H.R. 3762, the ‘‘Restoring 
Americans’ Healthcare Freedom Reconcili- 
ation Act of 2015.” 

The Affordable Care Act (ACA), commonly 
referred to as ObamaCare, is raising health 
insurance costs for small businesses and the 
self-employed, increasing deductibles on 
policies, increasing patient’s out-of-pocket 
exposure, and limiting health care choices. 
Higher costs and more regulatory hurdles 
mean less investment and fewer jobs being 
created by small businesses. 

H.R. 3762 repeals several important provi- 
sions of ObamaCare. Among other provi- 
sions, it would repeal the individual mandate 
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that forces all Americans to buy expensive 
health insurance; repeals the employer man- 
date that forces America’s job creators to 
provide health insurance or pay taxes; re- 
peals the Cadillac tax on robust health insur- 
ance plans; repeals the medical device tax 
that is adversely impacting innovative small 
companies that dominate the medical device 
sector; and repeals the Independent Physi- 
cians Advisory Board (IPAB) that would de- 
termine medical services for seniors. 

Thank you for your leadership on this 
issue. SBE Council looks forward to working 
with you to advance H.R. 3762 into law. 

Sincerely, 
KAREN KERRIGAN, 
President and CEO. 
AMERICANS UNITED FOR LIFE ACTION, 
Washington, DC, October 21, 2015. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of Ameri- 
cans United for Life Action (AUL Action), 
the legislative arm of Americans United for 
Life, the legal architects of the prolife move- 
ment, I urge you to support continued efforts 
in the House to defund abortion providers, 
including Planned Parenthood, by voting for 
H.R. 3762, the ‘‘Restoring Americans’ 
Healthcare Freedom Reconciliation Act.” 
AULA is grateful to House leadership for 
taking concrete actions to investigate 
Planned Parenthood in three Committees 
and now in the Select Committee. Including 
defunding abortion providers in H.R. 3762 is 
further evidence of House leadership’s com- 
mitment to Life, which we urge you to sup- 
port. 

AUL Action has long called on Congress to 
disentangle the American taxpayer from the 
Abortion Industry. The video footage re- 
cently released by the Center for Medical 
Progress (CMP) capturing Planned Parent- 
hood’s top doctors and other personnel dis- 
cussing its practice of harvesting the body 
parts of aborted babies in exchange for 
money has shocked the conscience of the na- 
tion. Planned Parenthood’s abhorrent and 
potentially illegal practice uncovered by the 
CMP is further proof that subsidizing 
Planned Parenthood is an inappropriate use 
of taxpayer dollars. 

Planned Parenthood’s Senior Medical Di- 
rector, Dr. Deborah Nucatola, discussed in 
one of the videos how she strategically 
“crushes” the babies she aborts in order to 
best harvest their hearts, lungs and livers. 
These videos shed light for the American 
people to see Planned Parenthood for what it 
truly is, the abortion industry that puts 
profits ahead of anything else. 

The recorded conversations also raise seri- 
ous concern that Planned Parenthood may 
be violating federal fetal tissue trafficking 
laws, the Partial Birth Abortion Ban—a law 
that Planned Parenthood’s Dr. Nucatola flip- 
pantly describes as ‘‘open to interpreta- 
tion’’—and the federal Born Alive Infant 
Protection Act. As Americans United for 
Life has documented, Planned Parenthood’s 
harvesting of baby body parts is one of a 
growing list of scandals that should make 
Planned Parenthood ineligible for the tre- 
mendous amount of taxpayer dollars it takes 
in annually. 

In FY 2014, Planned Parenthood reported 
that 40 percent of its nearly $1.3 billion in 
revenue came at the taxpayers’ expense. A 
report issued by the Government Account- 
ability Office in March 2015 documented that 
Planned Parenthood receives half a billion 
dollars annually from federal and joint fed- 
eral-state programs. The federal government 
has a responsibility to the American people 
to ensure the integrity of these programs. 
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Relying on a heavy stream of funding from 
the government, Planned Parenthood oper- 
ates the largest abortion business in the na- 
tion. Planned Parenthood clinics perform 
nearly 900 abortions every single day—3827,653 
abortions in 2018. According to Planned Par- 
enthood’s most recent annual report, abor- 
tions were 94 percent of its pregnancy re- 
lated services. 

Taxpayers should not be forced to subsidize 
Planned Parenthood’s abortion business. 
AULA thanks the House for passing impor- 
tant pieces of legislation including H.R. 3485, 
the ‘‘Women’s Public Health and Safety 
Act,” sponsored by Rep. Sean Duffy (R-WI). 
This bill would explicitly permit a state to 
exclude abortion providers and facilities 
where abortions are performed from its Med- 
icaid program. AUL Action scored in favor of 
this important piece of legislation and urges 
the Senate to take up the companion piece of 
legislation, S. 2159, sponsored by Sen. David 
Vitter (R-LA). 

I hope you will support continued efforts in 
the House to disentangle the taxpayer from 
the scandal ridden abortion industry by vot- 
ing for passage of H.R. 3762, the ‘‘Restoring 
Americans’ Healthcare Freedom Reconcili- 
ation Act.” 

Sincerely, 
CHARMAINE YOEST, PH.D., 
President & CEO, 
Americans United for Life Action. 

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, what the American people 
have heard and seen today is a real 
contrast. There is no doubt about it. 
On the one hand, those of us on this 
side of the aisle are fighting to protect 
the American people from the harm 
that ObamaCare is doing to our 
healthcare system and to our economy. 

On the other hand, most of our 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
are doing everything that they can to 
protect a broken status quo. They are 
defending a law that is contributing to 
higher healthcare costs, to less access 
to care, to lower quality of care, and an 
economy that is leaving too many 
Americans behind. 

Interestingly enough, many of the 
provisions in the bill that we are talk- 
ing about today have enjoyed bipar- 
tisan support in the past. When our 
Democrat colleagues bemoan the fact 
that we are actually trying to provide 
folks relief from the individual man- 
date or the employer mandate or the 
punitive taxes on medical innovation 
and the onerous provisions within 
ObamaCare, their protestations simply 
ring hollow. 

I don’t doubt their sincerity. I am 
sure that our friends believe that, with 
enough Washington bureaucratic engi- 
neering, they can craft a healthcare 
system that will effectively serve the 
American people, despite the evidence 
that proves otherwise. We fundamen- 
tally disagree. 

We think a healthcare system that is 
responsive to the needs of patients and 
families and physicians will not come 
by way of Washington decree or man- 
dates or tax penalties. We think that if 
you want to increase quality, afford- 
able health care, if you want to im- 
prove the responsiveness of our system, 
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then you need to trust the American 
people, trust them to make decisions 
for themselves and for their families 
rather than try to force them into 
some Washington-created definition of 
care. 

The legislation we have been debat- 
ing today will provide strong relief 
from the most coercive components of 
the President’s healthcare law. It will 
pave the way for the sort of patient- 
centered healthcare reform that we 
ought to be implementing. In doing so, 
it will save the American taxpayer $130 
billion over the next 10 years by low- 
ering the amount of deficit spending we 
see here in Washington, and it will ex- 
pand economic growth and oppor- 
tunity. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my col- 
leagues so very, very much. I want to 
thank the chairs of the Committees on 
Education and the Workforce, Energy 
and Commerce, Ways and Means, and 
their committee members. I want to 
thank my colleagues here in this 
Chamber for this spirited and impor- 
tant debate. I look forward to the 
American people having the oppor- 
tunity to learn more about who is real- 
ly fighting to protect and promote the 
ability of patients and families and 
doctors to make medical decisions, not 
Washington, D.C. 

I urge support of this measure. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise in strong opposition to H.R. 3762, the 
budget reconciliation bill. This bill is little more 
than a partisan attack on the health coverage 
for millions of Americans and access to wom- 
en’s health care. 

This legislation is the 61st repeal vote on 
the Affordable Care Act, which has succeeded 
in expanding health coverage to over 17 mil- 
lion Americans, including nearly 20,000 resi- 
dents in the 29th District of Texas. 

Included in this legislation is a repeal of the 
Prevention and Public Health Fund, the fed- 
eral governments only dedicated investment 
in prevention and the Nation’s largest single 
investment in prevention. The Prevention Fund 
was enacted as part of ACA in response to 
the overwhelming bipartisan support for pre- 
vention efforts and recognition of the lack of 
targeted and sustained federal initiatives to 
address chronic and costly illnesses. 

This bill would also strip funding for Planned 
Parenthood for 2016. Eliminating federal sup- 
port for Planned Parenthood would limit or 
prevent women from accessing important 
health services such as contraception, cancer 
screenings, and STI tests and treatment. 
Women in communities with a shortage of 
other health care providers who serve low-in- 
come patients would be the ones most likely 
to experience barriers to care. 

As the current ranking member of the 
Health Subcommittee that worked endless 
hours authoring the Affordable Care Act six 
years ago, | ask my Republican colleagues to 
offer reasonable proposals to improve ACA. 
There are areas of the current law that | and 
many of my Democratic colleagues on this 
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side of the aisle would be willing to consider 
changing. Unfortunately, the bill before the 
House today is another extreme proposal that 
would gut the heart out of ACA and take away 
the health coverage for millions of Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, we will not let that happen. 
ACA has been a success beyond the wishes 
of its supporters and the most important ex- 
pansion of health coverage since Medicare 
and Medicaid while slowing the growth of 
health care prices in nearly half a century. 

| urge my colleagues to vote against this ex- 
treme proposal. President Obama has already 
said he will veto this bill if it reaches his desk. 
| promise that his veto will be sustained by 
Congress. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, | request 
that this article from White House Blog enti- 
tled, “The Faces of Health Care: Joanne W.” 
regarding the benefits of the Affordable 
Healthcare Act be submitted. 

Joanne was able to sign up for Medicare at 
66. Her doctor told her there was an advance- 
ment to Medicare through ACA. After being 
on disability with no other health insurance, 
Joanne went in for a free annual wellness 
check once she had Medicare. At that very 
check they detected early caratoid artery 
stenosis—a condition that has no early 
symptoms, but if not treated can lead to a 
stroke or cardiac arrest. Because it was de- 
tected early she was immediately given 
medication and advice on diet and exercise. 
“Who would have thought after all my sup- 
port for the ACA, my life would be saved by 
it,” she wrote in a letter to the President. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, today, | 
will vote against H.R. 3762, the Restoring 
American’s Healthcare Freedom Reconciliation 
Act. This legislation is not a serious effort at 
deficit reduction. Rather it is an assault on the 
American public by gutting the Affordable Care 
Act (ACA), and badly undercutting women’s 
health services. 

The budget reconciliation process is sup- 
posed to reduce funding shortfalls, but instead 
this bill would increase America’s long-term 
deficits. Not only would it take health care 
away from 16 million Americans, but it would 
also make our families less safe by eliminating 
the Prevention and Public Health Fund, a pro- 
gram that, for example, has helped thousands 
of adults and teenagers quit smoking, deaths 
from which cost taxpayers over $100 billion 
each year. 

This latest repeal effort comes after millions 
of Americans are newly enrolled in health in- 
surance, many using financial assistance or 
enrolling in expanded Medicaid programs. In 
Oregon, over 100,000 individuals have en- 
rolled using the health exchange marketplace 
and 75 percent of those Oregonians receive fi- 
nancial assistance. Over 1 million Oregonians 
have coverage through the expanded Med- 
icaid or Children’s Health Insurance Program 
(CHIP). This legislation takes away this cov- 
erage or dramatically increases premiums— 
undermining important patients’ rights and 
benefits along the way. 

What’s worse than the substance of this bill 
is the fact that this charade used up precious 
time that ought to have been used to address 
real problems. In just a few days, America’s 
Highway Trust Fund will expire. If Congress 
rolled up its sleeves and found a solution to 
pay for America’s crumbling infrastructure, we 


could put hundreds of thousands of people to 
work, reduce the deficit, improve the economy, 
and strengthen the quality of life in commu- 
nities across America. 

In less than two weeks unless Congress 
acts, America will default on our debt. When 
we came within one day of default in 2011, 
Republicans caused serious damage to the 
U.S. economy. The stock markets were hit 
hard, with the Dow Jones Industrial Average 
plunging 2,000 points in July and August of 
2011. Standard & Poor’s, the ratings agency, 
downgraded the U.S. credit rating. As a result, 
taxpayers spent $1.3 billion more in interest 
payments because of the downgrade. In the 
four years since, due to the GOP’s continued 
brinksmanship, the S&P has not reversed that 
downgrade. 

It’s time to act responsibly and deal with dif- 
ficult issues by offering real and thoughtful so- 
lutions. Let’s be clear—this vote, the 61st vote 
to repeal the ACA, is anything but responsible 
or thoughtful, and it is reckless in the extreme 
to hold the entire U.S. economy hostage to 
fringe economic demands. The Republican 
party needs to sideline reckless actors and the 
ideas they present, not bring them to the floor. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 483, 
the previous question is ordered on the 
bill, as amended. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 


Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, this 15- 
minute vote on passage of the bill will 
be followed by a 5-minute vote on 
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of 
the Journal, if ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 240, noes 189, 
not voting 5, as follows: 

[Roll No. 568] 
AYES—240 


Abraham Brooks (AL) Crawford 
Aderholt Brooks (IN) Crenshaw 
Allen Buchanan Culberson 
Amash Bucshon Curbelo (FL) 
Amodei Burgess Davis, Rodney 
Babin Byrne Denham 
Barletta Calvert Dent 

Barr Carter (GA) DeSantis 
Barton Carter (TX) DesJarlais 
Benishek Chabot Diaz-Balart 
Bilirakis Chaffetz Donovan 
Bishop (MI) Clawson (FL) Duffy 
Bishop (UT) Coffman Duncan (SC) 
Black Cole Duncan (TN) 
Blackburn Collins (GA) Ellmers (NC) 
Blum Collins (NY) Emmer (MN) 
Bost Comstock Farenthold 
Boustany Conaway Fincher 
Brady (TX) Cook Fitzpatrick 
Brat Costello (PA) Fleischmann 
Bridenstine Cramer Fleming 
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Flores 

Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 

Gibbs 

Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 

Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 

Guthrie 

Hardy 

Harper 

Harris 

Hartzler 

Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 

Jordan 

Joyce 

Katko 

Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 

Knight 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 

Latta 


Adams 
Aguilar 
Ashford 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buck 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
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LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McSally 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Peterson 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 


NOES—189 


Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 


Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 

Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Russell 

Ryan (WI) 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 

Trott 

Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Yoho 

Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 

Zinke 


Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanna 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 


October 28, 2015 


Langevin Neal Sewell (AL) 
Larsen (WA) Nolan Sherman 
Larson (CT) Norcross Sinema 
Lawrence O’Rourke Sires 
Lee Pallone Slaughter 
Levin Pascrell Smith (WA) 
Lewis Pelosi i 
Lieu, Ted Perlmutter Speier 

Pinner Swalwell (CA) 
Lipinski Peters Takai 
Loebsack Pingree 

Takano 

Lofgren Pocan 
Lowenthal Polis Thompson (CA) 
Lowey Price (NC) Thompson (MS) 
Lujan Grisham Quigley Titus 

(NM) Rangel Tonko 
Lujan, Ben Ray Rice (NY) Torres 

(NM) Richmond Tsongas 
Lynch Roybal-Allard Van Hollen 
Maloney, Ruiz Vargas 

Carolyn Ruppersberger Veasey 
Maloney, Sean Rush Vela 
Matsui Ryan (OH) Velazquez 
McCollum Salmon Visclosky 
McDermott Sanchez, Linda Walker 
McGovern T, Walz 
Meadows Sanchez, Loretta Wasserman 
Meeks Sarbanes Schultz 
Meng Schakowsky Waters, Maxine 
Moore Schiff i 

Watson Coleman 
Moulton Schrader 
Murphy (FL) Scott (VA) Welch 
Nadler Scott, David Wilson (FL) 
Napolitano Serrano Yarmuth 
NOT VOTING—5 
Castor (FL) Kelly (IL) Payne 
Deutch McNerney 
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Mr. NADLER changed his vote from 
“aye” to ro” 

Mr. YOUNG of Indiana changed his 
vote from ‘‘no’’ to “aye.” 

So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EE 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the question on 
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of 
the Journal, which the Chair will put 
de novo. 

The question is on the Speaker’s ap- 
proval of the Journal. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


EE 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 


(Mr. HOYER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
my friend, Mr. McCARTHY, the major- 
ity leader, for purposes of telling us 
what the schedule will be for next 
week. 

I yield to my friend. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Before I get into next week’s sched- 
ule, I do want to thank the gentleman 
for joining me in the Second Congres- 
sional Hackathon. 

Today’s Hackathon is an opportunity 
to bring people together to envision a 
modernized Congress. Even as we 
speak, the congressional community, 
open government advocates, and code 
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developers from the technology sector 
are gathered to explore how we can le- 
verage technology to improve how Con- 
gress works for the American people. It 
is a good reminder that, even as we 
may disagree on many policy issues, we 
can work together to improve this in- 
stitution. 

I want to thank the gentleman’s staff 
as well as the Clerk’s office for their 
work on today’s Hackathon. 

Mr. Speaker, on Monday, the House 
will meet at noon for morning-hour 
and 2 p.m. for legislative business. 
Votes will be postponed until 6:30 p.m. 
On Tuesday and Wednesday, the House 
will meet at 10 a.m. for morning-hour 
and noon for legislative business. On 
Thursday, the House will meet at 9 
a.m. for legislative business. Last votes 
of the week are expected no later than 
3 p.m. On Friday, no votes are expected 
in the House. 

Mr. Speaker, the House will consider 
a number of suspensions next week, in- 
cluding a necessary short-term exten- 
sion of the authorities under the high- 
way trust fund. A complete list of sus- 
pensions will be announced by close of 
business today. 

In addition, the House will consider 
H.R. 1090, the Retail Investor Protec- 
tion Act, sponsored by Representative 
ANN WAGNER. This bill provides relief 
from the Department of Labor’s pro- 
posed rule to redefine ‘‘fiduciary.”’ 
Once finalized, the Department’s rule 
will shut out millions of low- and mid- 
dle-income investors from getting re- 
tirement savings advice. Instead, our 
bill will ensure coordination between 
the Department and the Securities and 
Exchange Commission to determine 
whether it is even necessary to estab- 
lish a uniform standard. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the House will 
also need to consider legislation relat- 
ing to the Nation’s debt limit. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for that information, and I want to join 
him. He and I both had the opportunity 
to speak to participants in the 
Hackathon that is going on as we 
speak. Mr. Cantor and I were coopera- 
tive in this effort as well, and Mr. 
McCARTHY and I have continued this 
tradition. Like Mr. MCCARTHY, I be- 
lieve this will be of great assistance in 
moving us forward with technology to 
make our institution more trans- 
parent, the people’s business more 
available to them, and that we will 
benefit from this in this institution. 

In addition to that, of course, we be- 
lieve it will have ramifications beyond 
this institution as they brainstorm and 
come together on how technology can 
be used better in our democracy both 
in terms of our government and poli- 
tics, but also in terms of our economy 
and growth of jobs. 

So I thank the gentleman and his 
staff. 

I want to mention my own staffer, 
Steve Dwyer, who is one of the real tal- 
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ents in my office and, in my opinion, 
within the House staff, Republican and 
Democrat, working together on behalf 
of the better use of technology. 

So I thank my friend for his observa- 
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, this week we have had 
two bills that we have spent significant 
time on that purported to deal both 
with debt and with deficit reduction, 
neither of which I think anybody in 
this House, Republican or Democrat, 
would place much of a bet on becoming 
law. They were message bills. We now 
dealt with legislation to repeal the Af- 
fordable Care Act for the 61st time, and 
we dealt with a bill to close down 
Planned Parenthood, which clearly is 
not going to happen. Indeed, it should 
not happen. Ninety-seven percent of 
what they do is providing health care 
to women who need healthcare serv- 
ices. 

So we passed, also, a bill that the 
gentleman, the majority leader, points 
out we need to do something to extend 
the debt limit. He is right on that. We 
do need to do it. But we spent a period 
of time on a bill called debt 
prioritization. I call that a charade, 
Mr. Speaker. I believed it was a cha- 
rade. I believe that once you don’t pay 
one of your bills, you have defaulted. 
Whether or not you prioritize and pay 
10 bills that you owe first, get those 
paid, if you don’t pay the other 10, it is 
default. But we do need to pass a debt 
limit extension. We need to pass a 
clean debt limit extension. We will run 
out of time on November 3. 

Mr. Speaker, my friend, the majority 
leader, was just talking to Mr. RYAN, 
who possibly will be the next Speaker 
of this institution. Mr. RYAN said, 
when asked a question in 2011, shortly 
after the Republicans took charge of 
this House—to be specific, on January 
6, 2011—will the debt limit be raised? 
Does it have to be raised? Mr. RYAN an- 
swered yes. 

Even more compellingly, Mr. HEN- 
SARLING, one of the most conservative 
Members of this body, said that not 
raising the debt is not an option. He 
went on to say: What I do think is, yes, 
it would be catastrophic to have the 
Nation default upon its debt. 

HENSARLING said that to The Hill on 
April 10, 2011. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe if we bring a 
clean bill to this floor Tuesday or 
Wednesday of next week, almost every 
Democrat will vote for it. Why? Be- 
cause we agree with JEB HENSARLING 
not to do so would be catastrophic. It 
would also be irresponsible and malfea- 
sance. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask the majority lead- 
er, who has said that we need to do it, 
we must do it, can the majority leader 
tell us when that bill will be brought to 
the floor? 

I yield to my friend. 


1215 


Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 
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It is one thing to pass the debt limit; 
it is another thing not to deal with the 
problem and not find a solution. That 
is why, in this House, we are very 
proud of the fact, when Republicans 
took the majority, we had always of- 
fered a budget that balances. We passed 
one. The balances were outraising new 
taxes within the decade. Unfortu- 
nately, the White House has never 
found a way to do that. 

As the gentleman mentioned, the 
Secretary has moved the date from 
reaching the debt limit up to November 
3. As I mentioned in the schedule, the 
House is expected to address this issue 
next week. There are bipartisan discus- 
sions that are ongoing, and I will keep 
Members abreast and advise them as 
soon as a path forward is determined. 

I am hopeful that we stop kicking 
the can down the road. In our own 
budgets that balance, we know the debt 
limit will have to be raised. That is 
why you quote our Members saying 
that. We also acknowledge that it has 
to be solved. That is why we put a bal- 
anced budget up to pay for it going for- 
ward. That is why I am hopeful, in 
these bipartisan discussions, that we 
start the down payment where we don’t 
have to worry about raising the debt 
limit, that we are actually paying off 
the debt and not leaving this to our 
children and grandchildren. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, that is a 
nice theory, nice rhetoric. We don’t 
have an agreement on a number of 
things the gentleman says. What we do 
have agreement on, I presume, is that 
the gentleman, the majority leader 
from California, wants to see a solvent 
nation, a nation that pays its bills, a 
nation that does not create a lack of 
confidence in our own country and 
around the world, a nation that does 
not take hostage either its government 
by shutting it down or take hostage its 
creditworthiness by bringing us to the 
brink, time after time after time, on 
whether or not we are going to do 
something that Mr. HENSARLING and 
Mr. RYAN and Mr. BOEHNER—I didn’t 
quote him, but I have got a quote here 
from Mr. BOEHNER—said that if we 
don’t do, it will have extraordinarily 
adverse effects on America and on 
every American. And the answer that I 
heard, Mr. Speaker, is an answer that, 
if you don’t do something we want you 
to do, we may not extend the debt 
limit. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I would ask the 
majority leader, is that his position? 

I yield to my friend. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

I hear a lot of things on the floor, but 
I have never heard the things that you 
just said about me on this floor spoken. 

Mr. HOYER. What is that? 

Mr. McCARTHY. That I would hold 
anything hostage. 

Mr. HOYER. No, I didn’t refer to 
you-—— 
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Mr. McCARTHY. So what you heard 
from me—and let me say my own words 
once again, and I will be very clear 
about it. I said we will deal with this 
next week. I also said we are having bi- 
partisan discussions. I also said, if you 
want to know the confidence of the 
world around us with how America 
deals with it, don’t avoid the issue. 
Don’t leave this debt for a future gen- 
eration. 

It is hard for me to believe that the 
entire other side of this aisle wouldn’t 
want to do something about the debt. 
It is hard for me to believe that we 
want to continue just to build it up, 
that somehow that is a positive experi- 
ence. 

So don’t play one against the other. 
Why don’t we come together, find a 
way to raise it, but find a way that we 
don’t continue to add to it. Because I 
will tell you, as I go across the coun- 
try, it is not Republicans or Democrats 
who say that. It is all Americans who 
say that because they have to deal 
with that in their own house. 

I am not going to say you said some- 
thing different than the words you 
used, and the only thing I would ask is 
that you do the same for me. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I appre- 
ciate the majority leader’s admonition, 
but the government was shut down be- 
cause we wouldn’t repeal the Afford- 
able Care Act. In other words, the gov- 
ernment was taken hostage because we 
wouldn’t repeal the Affordable Care 
Act. We came very close, with 167 Re- 
publicans to do so, to shutting down 
the Department of Homeland Security. 
Now, Mr. McCARTHY voted to keep it 
open, Speaker BOEHNER voted to keep 
it open, and Mr. SCALISE voted to keep 
it open. But only 72 colleagues of theirs 
on the Republican side joined them. 

So I do not refer to Mr. MCCARTHY 
personally, but the strategy seems to 
be that we won’t do something that ev- 
erybody in this body ought to believe 
needs to be done, and that is to ensure 
that America remains a creditworthy 
nation, unless we do something that, 
frankly, I don’t think, Mr. Speaker, my 
Republican colleagues have pursued 
too diligently; because over the last 
Congresses that they have been in 
charge, they put bills on this floor that 
have cut revenues by over half a tril- 
lion dollars without paying for it. Pre- 
sumably my children, my grand- 
children, and my great-grandchildren 
will have to pay that debt. 

So this is not about tradeoffs. This is 
about making sure that our Nation re- 
mains solvent, responsible, and credit- 
worthy. And, indeed, because the rest 
of the world relies on the value and 
stability of the dollar to value its prod- 
ucts, its currency, it will affect the 
whole world. 

So I am pleased to hear that the ma- 
jority tells me that it needs to be on 
the floor. But I will tell you, Mr. 
Speaker, I have been, for 2% months, 
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urging us to do what the majority lead- 
er now says we need to do: get to an 
agreement. 

They passed a budget; he is correct. 
It implemented sequester. They didn’t 
follow it. And 102 Republicans have 
said they won’t vote for a CR that fol- 
lows the sequester because they want 
to increase defense, because they think 
sequester will hurt defense if it is fol- 
lowed. And, in fact, when the bill came 
to the floor, they didn’t follow their se- 
quester. They used OCO, which, by the 
way, does not score, but it is real 
money and exacerbates the deficit. 

So when you are talking about alter- 
natives, the alternative is not just 
about whether we invest in our na- 
tional security by investing in defense. 
We need to do that, and I, for 35 years, 
have been a strong supporter of that. I 
also believe that we need to invest in 
our highways if we are going to do an- 
other temporary, because we have not, 
in 90 days, been able to come to grips. 
The gentleman talks about coming to 
grips with alternatives. We are going 
to do another short-term highway ex- 
tension bill. Why? Because the major- 
ity party hasn’t figured out how to pay 
for it. 

And the debt limit may be on the 
floor, but what I hear, Mr. Speaker, is 
it may be on the floor if something else 
happens. Well, I hope something else 
happens. I hope we get a longer term 
funding agreement. But very frankly, 
Mr. Speaker, we have got six appro- 
priation bills that haven’t even been 
brought to this floor, and there is no 
constraint on the Republicans bringing 
it to the floor. They are in charge, Mr. 
Speaker. But half of the appropriation 
bills that were the responsibility of 
this House to pass have not been 
brought to the floor. 

And, Mr. Speaker, they say, well, the 
Senate hasn’t been passing them. Well, 
we are not in charge of the Senate. We 
are responsible for actions on this 
floor. And one of our responsibilities, 
Mr. Speaker, is to pass a debt limit ex- 
tension. 

And I understand, Mr. Speaker, that 
the majority leader said that there 
aren’t 30 votes or 40 votes on each side 
of the aisle to pass a clean debt limit 
extension. Mr. Speaker, I find that in- 
credibly hard to believe because, as Mr. 
HENSARLING said, if we don’t do that, it 
will have a catastrophic consequence 
on the country and on the inter- 
national community. 

I hope, Mr. Speaker, that the leader 
is right, that we bring a bill to the 
floor unrelated to disagreements. Some 
legitimate, most legitimate differences 
we have between us, we will have to 
work them out. But in that process, we 
ought not to put the credit of the 
United States at risk. We ought not to 
put individual American consumers at 
risk of having their interest rate raised 
because we couldn’t pass a debt limit 
extension. We ought to act responsibly, 
Mr. Speaker. 
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I hope the leader is right. I hope this 
bill comes to the floor. I hope it is 
clean, so that it will not be weighted 
down by political controversies that 
are so self-evidently existing in this 
body for all the American people. 

We have got a Speaker who is resign- 
ing, couldn’t fill the Speakership. You 
may now fill it maybe next week, 
maybe as early as next week, but this 
body has not been functioning effec- 
tively. Let us not risk the credit of the 
United States and international sta- 
bility. Let’s bring a clean debt limit 
extension to this floor, and, hopefully, 
all of us will vote for a solvent nation. 

There is no deal on that. I presume 
that every Member of this body wants 
a solvent nation. Let us hope, Mr. 
Speaker, that we summon our responsi- 
bility and our duty to this country and 
our constituents to get that done. 

I yield to my friend. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

$154,161—$154,161—that is the respon- 
sibility of every single American based 
upon the debt that we have right now 
of $18 trillion. My friend on the other 
side of the aisle thinks it is un-Amer- 
ican that we do anything about that, 
that the only road we should follow is 
just raise it and keep adding to it, that 
somehow that will build confidence in 
this country, somehow that will give 
more opportunity to future genera- 
tions, by bringing a debt limit bill to 
the floor that raises the debt limit but 
starts changing the trajectory of where 
it is going is wrong. 

That is what is wrong with Congress 
because, I will tell you, I don’t hear 
that anywhere across America. I don’t 
have my phones lighting up, saying: 
“Just keep raising the debt and do 
nothing about it.” It is the complete 
opposite. And I don’t think the gen- 
tleman gets any different calls than I 
do. 

My words were the House is expected 
to address this issue next week. Now, 
we play politics with a lot of stuff in 
here, but I am tired of that. I could 
play any amount of games that you 
want to play. I can sit here and I can 
quote HARRY REID on the other side of 
the aisle, and SCHUMER, a good deal, to 
make sure no appropriation bill went 
through and then blame the Repub- 
licans. They talk to the White House, 
and it is all in the papers. It is a whole 
strategy. They have a title for it. It is 
the “Summer of Destruction.” 

But do you know what, count me out 
of that. Put me in the column that I 
want to start talking about the ways 
we find solutions. I will be the first one 
who comes to the table and tells you I 
know I am not going to get everything 
I want. 

I want to lay one goal out for you. I 
want a debt limit that gets raised but 
does something about the debt, and I 
don’t think that is wrong, and I don’t 
think I am causing problems. I think I 
am giving more opportunity. 
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I don’t want to be in the category 
that sits and lays blame on everybody 
else. I haven’t been here very long; but 
the short term I am here, I want to 
make a difference. I am not going to 
blame others for the past, but the one 
thing I can do is change the future. So 
put me in that column, and I will be at 
any table that other people across the 
aisle want to be with me. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, it is hard 
to answer that presentation because, in 
my view, it conflates two issues. 

I have been on this floor willing to 
deal with the other side on a regular 
basis to bring down our debt and to 
apply discipline. Part of applying dis- 
cipline is paying for what you buy. And 
the gentleman is right; we had PAYGO. 
But when the Republican side of the 
aisle took over, they negated that; and 
they negated it specifically for tax cuts 
because, I suppose, they believe they 
will pay for themselves. 
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I have been here for a longer time 
than Mr. MCCARTHY, Mr. Speaker. In 
1981, they did that, and we increased 
the deficit under Mr. Reagan by 189 
percent. We could have dealt with it 
then. Then we had a commission that 
was called Simpson-Bowles, which 
tried to deal with what the gentleman 
is talking about, and all three Repub- 
lican Members from the House of Rep- 
resentatives voted ‘‘no’’ on it. Why? 
Because it asked us to pay for what we 
bought. 

So, Mr. Speaker, talking about A 
when you need to do B is a way of not 
dealing with B. Do we need to deal with 
the debt? We absolutely do, and the 
bills that are supposed to do that, as I 
just indicated, have not been brought 
to the floor. They represented seques- 
ter. The gentleman, apparently, is for 
sequester. I am not for sequester, al- 
though the gentleman would say, ‘‘Oh. 
Well, it is your party which instituted 
sequester,” which is not right. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to do a debt 
limit extension, and we need to reduce 
the debt of this country. It will be hard 
to do the latter. It ought to be easy to 
do the former. It will require courage 
to do the latter; but when Mr. Camp, 
the former chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee, brought a tax re- 
form bill to the table, it was dismissed 
out of hand by his Republican col- 
leagues in the last Congress. Why? Be- 
cause he paid for it. Dismissed out of 
hand. Never brought to this floor. 

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, I am just 
very hopeful that, in fact, we will do 
the only responsible thing we can do at 
this late date. Remember, Mr. Speaker, 
for 2% months, I have been asking that 
we have a way forward. The Republican 
Party, Mr. Speaker, has been some- 
what distracted. I understand that. 
Hopefully, we will get a way forward 
and a responsible way forward; but we 
only have 5 days to do this debt limit, 
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and let us not take an action which is 
catastrophic, which is what JEB HEN- 
SARLING said it would be if we don’t 
adopt it. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 


a 


ADJOURNMENT FROM FRIDAY, OC- 
TOBER 23, 2015, TO MONDAY, OC- 
TOBER 26, 2015 


Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet on Monday, October 26, 2015, when 
it shall convene at noon for morning- 
hour debate and 2 p.m. for legislative 
business. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HARDY). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 


Ee 


NATIONAL FOREST PRODUCTS 
WEEK 


(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today in recogni- 
tion of National Forest Products Week 
and in support of our Nation’s for- 
esters, our timber producers, our re- 
searchers, and the forest products in- 
dustry as a whole. 

Pennsylvania, of course, derives its 
name from ‘‘Penn’s Woods,” and as his- 
tory shows us, our forests have played 
a central role in the building of this 
country. Today, the Commonwealth 
has 16.7 million acres of forest land, 70 
percent of which is privately owned 
and managed. The forest products in- 
dustry in Pennsylvania employs 10 per- 
cent of our State’s workforce; and ac- 
cording to the Pennsylvania Forest 
Products Association, it generates ap- 
proximately $5.5 billion annually. 

While Pennsylvania is well known for 
its high-quality hardwoods, the forest 
products industry also plays a funda- 
mental role in actively managing our 
forests. Active management is essen- 
tial in order to foster healthy lands as 
well as economically healthy commu- 
nities. 

As chairman of the House Agri- 
culture Subcommittee on Conservation 
and Forestry, I am proud to join sev- 
eral of my colleagues in the House to 
recognize National Forest Products 
Week; and as the Representative of 
Pennsylvania’s Fifth District, I will 
continue to advocate for policies which 
maintain our forests so that they can 
power our economy and create family- 
sustaining jobs for decades to come. 

Í 
PLANNED PARENTHOOD, A PRE- 
MIER HEALTHCARE ORGANIZA- 
TION 


(Ms. FRANKEL of Florida asked and 
was given permission to address the 
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House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Ms. FRANKEL of Florida. Mr. Speak- 
er, here we go again. 

Today, we saw the Republicans’ lat- 
est attempt to punish Planned Parent- 
hood, one of the Nation’s premier 
healthcare organizations, only because 
it provides an array of services, includ- 
ing legal abortions. 

Mr. Speaker, at some time in her 
lifetime, one in five American women 
is going to turn to Planned Parent- 
hood. In fact, Planned Parenthood pro- 
vides 400,000 Pap smears, 500,000 breast 
exams, 4.5 million STD tests, and pre- 


vents 500,000 unwanted pregnancies 
each year. 
This Chamber’s latest fiasco would 


leave millions of women with no place 
to go for basic preventative healthcare 
services. 

Mr. Speaker, I am sad to say that the 
Republicans are more obsessed with 
the uteruses of American women than 
of the real issues facing us today. 


ee 


IN HONOR OF AIRMAN 1ST CLASS 
KCEY RUIZ 


(Mr. JOLLY asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. JOLLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to remember a brave young airman 
who lost her life in defending our great 
Nation. 

Airman 1st Class Kcey Ruiz of 
McDonough, Georgia, was killed on Oc- 
tober 2 when her C-130J crashed in Af- 
ghanistan. Kcey was only 21 years old. 

A graduate of Dutchtown High 
School, Ms. Ruiz had an opportunity to 
learn about healthcare sciences. Her 
admiration of health care influenced 
her decision to become a nurse. 

Ms. Ruiz’ desire to serve others led 
her to enlist in the United States Air 
Force. After graduating basic training, 
Ms. Ruiz was assigned to the 66th Secu- 
rity Forces Squadron at Hanscom Air 
Force Base. Upon her deployment to 
Afghanistan, she often spoke of how 
privileged and how proud she was to be 
doing such important work. 

Kcey Ruiz was a fierce competitor, a 
natural leader, a beloved daughter, a 
courageous airman, and an incredible 
role model. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
join with me in remembering a true 
American hero, Airman 1st Class Kcey 
Ruiz. 


EE 
TIMBER 2.0 


(Mr. KILMER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. KILMER. Mr. Speaker, folks in 
the rural communities of my region 
don’t want our top export to be our 
kids. With that in mind, we are work- 
ing to make sure that the timber in- 
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dustry can grow in a way that doesn’t 
put conservation at odds with job cre- 
ation. 

Earlier this week, I joined a summit 
on the Olympic Peninsula to talk 
about and strategize with regard to 
cross-laminated timber and other mass 
timber products. As local businesses 
and government and community lead- 
ers, we discussed how these mass tim- 
ber products can utilize an abundant 
and sustainable resource while building 
on a workforce and infrastructure that 
set our region apart and can give the 
Nation greener buildings. Construction 
sites around the country could soon 
use sturdy, innovative, renewable wood 
products that are grown and manufac- 
tured on the Olympic Peninsula. 

As Agriculture Secretary Tom 
Vilsack said at a sawmill in Aberdeen 
recently: ‘This is how we’ve got to do 
business. Working together and finding 
common ground is the only way for- 
ward.” 

In working together, we can develop 
timber 2.0, innovate, and build opportu- 
nities in rural communities and make 
sure that Washington State leads the 
way. 


HONOR OUR FALLEN HEROES ACT 


(Mr. GUINTA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 


marks.) 
Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
announce the introduction of the 


Honor Our Fallen Heroes Act, which 
came about thanks to the hard work of 
one of my constituents, Pam Rogers of 
Exeter, New Hampshire. 

Pam contacted me through my We 
the People initiative, which is a plat- 
form for concerned citizens to offer leg- 
islative ideas. Pam sought to bury, 
with the full recognition he deserves, 
an ancestor who fought in the Civil 
War. 

Pam discovered that Private Samuel 
Zortman died at the age of 21 in a Con- 
federate prison camp. Conditions were 
brutal. He died of starvation. His cap- 
tors buried him in a mass grave and he 
has since been moved to a national 
cemetery in South Carolina. An empty 
tomb near his hometown in Pennsyl- 
vania memorializes Private Zortman; 
but despite ample evidence of his serv- 
ice and death as a POW, the Veterans 
Health Administration cannot award 
him a headstone at a U.S. military 
cemetery. 

My bill clears up this technicality so 
that Pam and her family can finally 
lay to rest one of their own with full 
honors. The bill she helped produce 
would bring comfort to more like her. 
Our commitment to those who have 
bravely served our Nation should never 
end. 
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REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1151 


Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw my 
name as a cosponsor of H.R. 1151. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 


i—i 


STEVE, THIS SONG IS FOR YOU 


(Mr. SCHIFF asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to congratulate Congressman 
STEVE ISRAEL and his beloved New 
York Mets after they defeated the Los 
Angeles Dodgers last week—and I will 
have no interest in extending my re- 
marks. I lost a bet with Congressman 
ISRAEL. 

So now, Steve, this song is for you: 

Meet the Mets, 

Meet the Mets, 

Step right up and greet the Mets. 

Bring your kiddies, 

Bring your wife, 

Guaranteed to have the time of your life; 
Because the Mets are really sockin’ the ball, 
Knocking those home runs over the wall. 


East side, west side, everybody’s coming 
down, 

To meet the M-E-T-S, Mets of New York 
town. 


Mr. Speaker, please tell me my time 
has expired. 

I don’t want to give the impression I 
am not happy for the Mets. I am, real- 
ly. I say: Thank God the Mets are 
going to the World Series—and not the 
Yankees. 


—— 


IN REMEMBRANCE OF TOTI 
MENDEZ 


(Mr. CURBELO of Florida asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. CURBELO of Florida. Mr. Speak- 
er, today, I rise in remembrance of 
Ramiro “Toti” Mendez, who tragically 
passed away 15 years ago. 

Toti was an accomplished baseball 
player. While at Westminster Christian 
School in 1998, he was the Miami-Dade 
County Player of the Year. He was sit- 
ting out the season as a medical red- 
shirt at Florida International Univer- 
sity when he suddenly and heart- 
breakingly passed away from viral car- 
diomyopathy, which is an inflam- 
matory disease of the heart muscle. It 
was a tragedy that came so unexpect- 
edly for family and friends, including 
me. Toti was just 20 years old, with a 
bright future ahead of him. 

New developments in the diagnosis 
and treatment of patients suspected of 
having this condition are starting to be 
utilized, but the early detection of car- 
diac issues is imperative to saving 
lives. 
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Earlier this week, I had the honor of 
participating in the dedication of the 
Toti Mendez Cardiopulmonary Diag- 
nostic Suite at Florida International 
University. This facility will give med- 
ical students an opportunity to en- 
hance the art of auscultation, allowing 
for cardiac abnormalities to be de- 
tected sooner. I am proud that FIU is 
honoring Toti’s legacy with the open- 
ing of this important facility. 

I also want to recognize the work of 
Toti’s mother, Maruchi Mendez, to 
bring awareness to this very important 
issue through the establishment of a 
scholarship fund and a foundation in 
honor of her son, who was beloved by 
every single person who knew him. 


ee 


HEAD START’S 50TH 
ANNIVERSARY 


(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
recognition of our Nation’s flagship 
program for young children: Head 
Start. October is National Head Start 
Awareness Month, and 2015 marks 50 
years since the program’s founding. 

President Lyndon Johnson said Head 
Start would open up ‘‘a new war front 
on poverty ... to make certain that 
poverty’s children would not be for- 
evermore poverty’s captives.” 

I have the honor of counting the fa- 
ther of Head Start, Edward Zigler, 
among my constituents. When Pro- 
fessor Zigler recently went for surgery 
at the Yale-New Haven Hospital, he 
discovered that his anesthetist, Dr. 
John Paul Kim, was a Head Start 
alumnus. Dr. Kim credited his success 
in life directly to Head Start, and he is 
not alone. 

Research proves that Head Start 
graduates are less likely to be held 
back a grade or to get into trouble 
with the law and are more likely to go 
on to college and professional careers. 

But our work is not yet done. Head 
Start currently only has the resources 
to reach 4 in 10 eligible students. If we 
are serious about helping children 
thrive, we must meet this demand. 


EE 
1245 
PINE KNOB ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 


(Mr. BISHOP of Michigan asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BISHOP of Michigan. Mr. Speak- 
er, I rise today to share the achieve- 
ments of a school in my district, Pine 
Knob Elementary School, in Clarkston, 
Michigan. 

For generations, Americans have 
held on to the longstanding belief that 
their children’s future should be better 
than their own, and the key to a 
brighter future starts with the best 
education possible. 
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Pine Knob Elementary School em- 
braces that vision by setting their stu- 
dents on a path to success early on in 
the educational experience. Teachers 
and faculty are focused on emphasizing 
personal growth in addition to excel- 
ling in numerous areas. They encour- 
age students to think outside the box 
and be kind to one another all along 
through the process. 

Their mentorship goes beyond the 
classroom where teachers assist with a 
variety of clubs and activities that 
their students participate in after 
school. In addition to student council 
or the broadcast news, kids can join a 
computer coding club where they can 
learn to write programs. It is popular 
choice among students today and, obvi- 
ously, a highly sought-after skill in to- 
day’s workforce. 

Above all, these students love learn- 
ing. The results are in the 96 percent 
attendance rate their school has held 
for several years. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to see Pine 
Knob Elementary School become one 
of the 335 schools in the country to 
earn a Blue Ribbon Award this year, a 
highly regarded symbol of excellence. 

I applaud their effort, and I wish 
their school many more years of suc- 
cess. 


EE 
WEEK IN REVIEW 


(Ms. JACKSON LEE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, 
some of the good news this week is my 
introduction, with 16 original cospon- 
sors, of H. Res. 489, congratulating 
Texas Southern University for 88 years. 
TSU is celebrating their 88 years at 
their homecoming this weekend. 

TSU is a school that has graduated 
not only Barbara Jordan and Mickey 
Leland, but tens upon tens of great 
NFL football players. Tonight we will 
honor TSU. I pay tribute to Texas 
Southern University by introducing H. 
Res. 489. 

Unfortunately, there are some bad 
things that have happened. Let me cite 
H.R. 3762, the Restoring Americans’ 
Healthcare Freedom Reconciliation 
Act, that cuts $278.2 billion in discre- 
tionary funding that would help many 
of our children and education and the 
environment and health care and, as 
well, providing, if you will, the cuts in 
the Affordable Care Act. I like the idea 
of the Cadillac tax provision, but that 
is not the basis of the bill. H.R. 3762 is 
a bad bill. 

Then, of course, there were 11 hours 
of testimony. What did we find in the 
Benghazi hearing? We found that Sec- 
retary Clinton could, in fact, present 
the facts to the American people and 
be transparent as we knew; but we 
found no new facts, no smoking gun. It 
is time to end the Benghazi hearings 
and committee. 
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OBAMACARE AND RECONCILIATION 


(Mr. LAMALFA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, after 2 
years, the full impact of ObamaCare on 
rural areas is clear: higher costs, fewer 
hospitals, fewer insurance options, and 
fewer doctors. 

Insurance premiums in rural north- 
ern California average 25 percent more 
than in southern California, and the re- 
gion will be hit with premium in- 
creases of an additional 29 percent this 
year. About 50 rural hospitals across 
America have closed, and over 280 more 
are now on the brink of closure. 

Finally, in much of my district, cost- 
ly ObamaCare mandates have left my 
constituents with just one option for 
insurance, a plan that many doctors in 
the region won’t even accept. 

Mr. Speaker, the debate is over. 
ObamaCare is destroying the ability of 
rural Americans to receive and afford 
health care. Along with the EPA, 
unmanaged or closed-off Federal lands, 
it looks like the President has a war on 
rural America. 

It is high time that we end this failed 
law and focus on meeting the needs of 
those with preexisting conditions and 
those without health care, not simply 
increasing cost to those who already 
have insurance. 

The budget reconciliation that just 
passed today will need only 51 Senate 
votes. It will help rural America on the 
ACA by opening up more options to 
people for their health care. It will re- 
peal the ACA taxes and individual em- 
ployer mandates, which, again, will 
help give more options to rural Amer- 
ica, and it will defund Planned Parent- 
hood, which many people are demand- 
ing. Indeed, this is a big step for good 
and responsible healthcare choices. 


EE 
LET’S GO, NEW YORK METS 


(Mr. ENGEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, baseball 
has often been called the national pas- 
time, and those of us in New York have 
watched this past week with pride as 
the New York Mets have advanced to 
the World Series, representing the Na- 
tional League. 

I have watched those players play as 
a team, and they have worked really, 
really hard. Perhaps we in the Congress 
can learn a little bit from them, that 
teamwork is possible and that we need 
all of us to pull together to move 
ahead. 

I am going to be at the World Series. 
I am going to really enjoy watching 
the New York Mets win. I am going to 
really enjoy the young players. 

I want to congratulate the owner- 
ship, Fred and Jeff Wilpon and Saul 
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Katz. I want to congratulate all of the 
great players of the Mets, from Daniel 
Murphy to David Wright, to Yoenis 
Cespedes, and the great young pitching 
of deGrom and Harvey and Synder- 
gaard. They really, really make us 
proud. 

I just want to sum up this 1 minute 
in three little words: Let’s go, Mets. 


EE 
LONG-TERM HIGHWAY BILL 


(Mr. HARDY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, today I 
stand to recognize an important step 
that took place this week. Yesterday 
the House Transportation and Infra- 
structure Committee, a committee I 
have the privilege to serve on, marked 
up and passed a long-term highway 
bill. 

Included in that multiyear bill that 
authorizes the transportation needs of 
our Nation is a vital designation for 
the State of Nevada. With my assist- 
ance, this highway bill contained the 
designation of Interstate 11, which will 
run from the city of Las Vegas north 
along the I-95 corridor up to I-80. This 
designation is the next step in advanc- 
ing the Intermountain West corridor, 
which is crucial for my State, all west- 
ern States, and this country. 

As the vice chairman of the High- 
ways and Transit Subcommittee, I am 
proud to have worked with my col- 
leagues to help make sure that the peo- 
ple in Nevada gain this instrumental 
project. The future of I-11 is growing. 
Jobs are on the horizon. 


EE 
DEBT CEILING 


(Mr. LOWENTHAL asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, on 
November 3, our Treasury Department 
has informed us that we are going to 
begin to default on payment obliga- 
tions that the United States Govern- 
ment has already entered into. 

So let’s be clear. We are talking 
about obligations that this House 
made, the President has signed, and 
that we have obligated ourselves to 
pay. 

This default would be the first time 
ever. It is going to damage our credit. 
It is going to increase our borrowing 
cost. It is going to damage our econ- 
omy. It is really going to damage the 
welfare of millions of our constituents. 

These are financial obligations that 
the Congress has already entered into 
and agreed to pay. We put the name of 
the United States behind these com- 
mitments. These are our bills. We need 
to pay them. 

We should not be playing political 
brinksmanship with the future of the 
United States economy, but this is 
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where some in the majority have 
brought us to once again. 


MISSOURI’S FOREST PRODUCTS 


(Mr. SMITH of Missouri asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. SMITH of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today to celebrate National For- 
est Products Week. 

Forest products provide more than 
60,000 jobs and inject more than $9 bil- 
lion in Missouri’s economy. In south- 


east and south central Missouri, we 
produce everything from charcoal, 
lumber, wood flooring, whiskey and 


wine barrels, pallets, telephone poles, 
railroad ties, gunstocks, and much, 
much more. 

The number one obstacle to expand- 
ing in Missouri is the availability of 
timber. Folks cannot get enough wood 
to make more products and employ 
more people. 

At the same time, we have trees 
dying in the Mark Twain National For- 
est faster than the government will 
allow industry to cut them down. Each 
year 50 million board feet of timber, 
with an estimated value of nearly $5 
million, dies in the Mark Twain Na- 
tional Forest. Instead of being har- 
vested, this timber is wasted and be- 
comes a fire hazard. 

We have increased the amount of the 
timber harvest at Mark Twain Na- 
tional Forest from 38 to 50 million 
board feet recently, but we can do 
much better. Better forest manage- 
ment is good for the forest and will put 
people back to work. 


— 


YOUTH JUSTICE AWARENESS 
MONTH 


(Mr. CÁRDENAS asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. CARDENAS. Mr. Speaker, did 
you know that a child in the United 
States can go to jail just for skipping 
school or running away from an abu- 
sive home? 

Did you know that the United States 
is the only country in the world that 
locks up kids for life without the possi- 
bility of parole, when nearly three in 
ten of those kids did not actually com- 
mit the crime and may not have been 
there at the time that someone was 
hurt? 

For years we have been funding a ju- 
venile justice system that is robbing 
children of their future and wasting 
billions of taxpayer dollars every year. 

Today experts, academics, police de- 
partments, police chiefs, and sheriffs 
agree that we must change that sys- 
tem. 

President Obama designated October 
as Youth Justice Awareness Month be- 
cause it is time to stop wasting billions 
of dollars on a system that doesn’t 
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make our communities safer and is de- 
stroying a generation of our children. 

This week I introduced two bills to 
make sure kids don’t get put in jail for 
dumb reasons and to fund evidence- 
based intervention and prevention pro- 
grams. 

We must do better. We must not give 
up on our children. 


— 


PAKISTAN’S ACTIONS 


(Mr. ROHRABACHER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
we are in the process of deciding the 
defense authorization legislation that 
will determine how much we spend for 
our security. Yet, this bill, what we are 
talking about, includes tens of mil- 
lions, if not hundreds of millions, of 
dollars for Pakistan. 

Pakistan is a country that represses 
its own people, the Baloch people. We 
give Pakistan military assistance to 
fight radical Islam, and they use that 
money to kill the people of Balochistan 
and their own Sindhis population. They 
use that money to destabilize Afghani- 
stan. 

We all remember, of course, that this 
is the same country, Pakistan, that 
provided safe haven for Obama bin 
Laden for years, and now, when bin 
Laden was identified by Dr. Afridi, a 
courageous Pakistani, the Pakistan 
Government has him in a dungeon and 
we are doing nothing to help him. 

Why are we acting so stupidly? The 
Pakistanis are even giving their re- 
sources off to Communist China, the 
Port of Gwadar. 

Pakistan is not our friend when they 
act like this. We need to put our foot 
down and say: If you are going to act in 
a hostile way, Pakistan, you are not 
going to receive 1 red cent of American 
tax dollars. 


a 


APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO 
THE SELECT INVESTIGATIVE 
PANEL OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
ENERGY AND COMMERCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HARDY). The Chair announces the 
Speaker’s appointment, pursuant to 
section 2(a) of House Resolution 461, 
114th Congress, and the order of the 
House of January 6, 2015, of the fol- 
lowing Members to the Select Inves- 
tigative Panel of the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce: 

Mrs. BLACKBURN, Tennessee, Chair 

Mr. PITTS, Pennsylvania 

Mrs. BLACK, Tennessee 

Mr. BUCSHON, Indiana 

Mr. DUFFY, Wisconsin 

Mr. HARRIS, Maryland 

Mrs. HARTZLER, Missouri 

Mrs. LOVE, Utah 
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CRITICAL ISSUES FACING THE 
AMERICAN PEOPLE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 6, 2015, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT) 
for 30 minutes. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been an interesting day and an inter- 
esting week. I was in here listening to 
the colloquy between Majority Leader 
McCARTHY and the minority whip. 

I had heard my good friend, a very in- 
telligent, clever, witty friend from 
Maryland, Mr. HOYER, indicate that 
Republicans bring us to the brink time 
and time again, talking about, I guess, 
the debt ceiling. 

Sometimes it is just good to stop 
from the rhetoric here and the lines 
like “bringing us to the brink,” and it 
is really good to look at what the his- 
tory of the situation is. 
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Until Newt Gingrich led with the 
Contract With America, Republicans 
recaptured the majority in the House 
and Senate, for the first time in 40 
years, the Democrats kept bringing us 
to the brink. It didn’t matter who was 
in the White House. The Democratic 
Congress kept bringing us to the brink, 
spending more and more money. 

We thought it was a great deal of 
money. They kept bringing us to the 
brink. It seemed so irresponsible not to 
be interested in trying to have a more 
balanced budget. There would be people 
like Phil Gramm, with the Gramm- 
Rudman law, that tried to force a bal- 
ancing. 

In fact, I know the President will 
probably in weeks to come continue 
the mistaken rhetoric. He is such a 
nice guy, but he is so often mistaken or 
whoever puts those mistakes in his 
teleprompter. 

But the fact is that, repeatedly, this 
requirement that Congress raise the 
debt ceiling if more debt is to be in- 
curred has been used as a vehicle to get 
laws passed that tried to rein in the ir- 
responsible spending that has been 
going on for many decades. 

I believe it was Morgenthau, Frank- 
lin Roosevelt’s Secretary of Treasury, 
who wrote in 1940: After 8 years, we 
have spent more money than anyone 
ever in history, and we have nothing to 
show for it but more debt. That was 
quite an admission, that the New Deal 
was a total failure, and it actually was. 

It wasn’t until World War II actually 
ended the Depression in America that 
we came out of the Great Depression. 
It was certainly none of the socialist 
policies that the United States began 
engaging in. 

I know just since I have been here in 
January of 2005, in 2006, as I recall, we 
were having debate. Republicans were 
in the majority. My friends, Mr. Speak- 
er, on the Democratic side of the room 
over here were repeatedly making the 
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point about how irresponsible it was 
for Republicans to be spending—I think 
at the time it was around $160 billion— 
more than we were bringing in to the 
Federal Treasury. 

I agreed. Actually, we should have 
balanced the budget back in 2005 and 
2006. We were only $160 billion, at one 
point, away from doing that. 

I think that was part of the reason 
the Democrats continued beating up on 
Republicans for overspending what was 
coming in, $160 billion or so. 

Little would I ever dream that, after 
being pummeled verbally by my Demo- 
cratic friends, as a Republican spend- 
ing $160 billion more or so than we had 
coming in, that those same friends 
would do the unthinkable and increase 
that debt in one year more than 10 
times the $160 billion. 

You would have thought that perhaps 
they would remember some of those 
things they used to say with such vit- 
riol right here on the House floor about 
how spending more than $160 billion 
more than we were taking in was so ir- 
responsible. 

You would have thought they might 
have remembered some of those be- 
cause, when you say one thing one year 
and then you get the majority and you 
are 10 times worse than what you ac- 
cused the other side of—more than 10 
times worse—some people feel a little 
sensitive. 

We have to be careful because we cer- 
tainly don’t want to violate the House 
rules on what we say here. But, you 
know, some people feel guilty when 
they accuse somebody else of doing 
something they are 10 times more 
guilty of. 

But, apparently, that guilt didn’t 
exist. If it did, it was short lived and 
didn’t prevent even my friend from 
Maryland from coming to the floor 
today and again launching the inappro- 
priate statement that it is Republicans 
that keep bringing us to the brink. 

I realize that it was our own Speaker 
that went on the Jay Leno show and 
said that Republicans shut down the 
government, but, you know, sometimes 
he is engaged in activity that keeps 
him from realizing exactly what is 
going on. 

But if you go back and look at the 
actual RECORD, September 29, Sep- 
tember 30 of 2018, the record is very 
clear. There was one party in Congress 
that was trying to be responsible, that 
was trying to rein in spending, that 
was trying not to shut the government 
down, was compromising against our- 
selves repeatedly, and it was the Re- 
publican Party. 

We didn’t get a lot of help across the 
aisle. In fact, what we had from the 
other end of the hall here, from Major- 
ity Leader REID, was an all-out effort 
to shut down the government. And that 
is a fact as to who shut down the gov- 
ernment. If anyone bothers to go look, 
yes, you will see we had a spending bill 
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that gave HARRY REID everything he 
and the President wanted plus some. 

It was hard for a guy like me to vote 
for that. But, yes, in the initial bill, we 
defunded ObamaCare. Why wouldn’t 
we? We know. We hear from constitu- 
ents how bad that is, how they have 
lost their insurance, lost their doctor, 
they can’t get the medicine they did 
before. Instead of paying $105 now they 
are paying $100 for prescriptions. We 
are hearing all those things. So why 
wouldn’t we vote to do what we believe 
is best for our constituents? We did. 

We voted to fund everything they 
wanted plus some, but defund 
ObamaCare. Yes, that is what we 
passed first. HARRY REID would not 
bring it to the floor for a vote. So we 
compromised against ourselves because 
there was no negotiating. 

I believe—and, Mr. Speaker, this is 
just my thought—it sure seemed there 
was plenty of evidence to show that 
HARRY REID believed the conventional 
wisdom here in Washington, that if 
there were a shutdown of the govern- 
ment, no matter who did it, no matter 
that the Democrats themselves did ev- 
erything they could to shut the govern- 
ment down, it wouldn’t matter because 
their friends in the mainstream media 
would blame the Republicans. 

Who knew we would have a Repub- 
lican Speaker that didn’t know the fact 
and would say, yeah, Republicans shut 
it down, but they knew the main- 
stream media would blame Repub- 
licans. And they needed a shutdown be- 
cause the conventional wisdom here in 
Washington at the time—still is—if 
there is a shutdown, then mainstream 
media blames Republicans and then the 
Democrats get the majority back in 
the House or, if they didn’t have it, as 
they don’t have it now, they get it 
back in the Senate. So they have been 
wanting a shutdown. 

You can go back to, I think, March of 
2011. HARRY REID would not yield at all 
when we got down to a midnight dead- 
line, and our Speaker came in and basi- 
cally caved just a few months after we 
took the majority in March of 2011 and 
said we have got to avoid a shutdown 
at all costs. 

So around 10:30, 11:00, Republicans 
completely caved and gave HARRY REID 
what he wanted because he wanted a 
shutdown. You could say that is bring- 
ing us to the brink for political pur- 
poses. That is exactly what it is. 

So we came back, and we bet against 
ourselves. We passed a bill that gave 
HARRY REID everything he and the 
President wanted plus some, but we 
put in a provision, not the complete 
defunding of ObamaCare, but just sus- 
pending it for a year. 

I frankly thought that, because there 
were Democrats on the ropes in the 
Senate, if they wouldn’t even vote on 
that or voted against it, they would 
lose their seats. 
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I bet you could find some Senators 
who lost their seats in that next elec- 
tion that wish they had taken that 
vote and voted to postpone ObamaCare 
for a year. They probably would have 
kept their seats. But they didn’t. They 
didn’t even get to vote on that bill on 
the Senate floor. 

I thought it was unwise. Having ne- 
gotiated big deals back in Texas, I 
thought it was unwise to bet against 
ourselves yet again when the Senate 
would not even engage in any kind of 
compromise. They wanted a shutdown. 
But, no, we had another vote. 

We said: Okay, HARRY REID. We will 
give you everything you want, Presi- 
dent Obama everything he wants, plus 
a little bit. But since the President 
suspended the employer mandate ille- 
gally, unconstitutionally, for a year, 
how about if we suspend the individual 
mandate for a year? That was not al- 
lowed to come to the floor for a vote. 

Even though we were doing every- 
thing we could to keep the government 
going, HARRY REID wanted a shutdown, 
would not allow a vote. I thought, at 
1:10 a.m., when our leadership came 
here to the floor on October 1 and 
asked us to vote for folks to be con- 
ferees that would work all night and 
avoid a shutdown by 8 a.m., capitulate 
where they have to, but get a deal 
done, that it was really capitulation 
and that HARRY REID would be crazy 
not to go ahead and appoint Senate 
conferees so they could have a deal by 
8 a.m., the country would never realize 
there was even an 8-hour shutdown. 
But HARRY REID would not even allow 
the Senate to vote to have conferees to 
work out a deal by 8 a.m. He didn’t. 

So HARRY REID forced the shutdown, 
no doubt with encouragement of the 
President. Sure enough, the main- 
stream media blamed Republicans. 
That cost Republicans tremendously in 
the election the following year. Oh, 
wait. No, it didn’t, actually. 

The American people actually, I 
think, ended up appreciating that Re- 
publicans were standing for the idea 
that we are on the brink because of all 
the decades of overspending, except for 
that little interlude in the 1990s when 
the Republicans took the majority here 
in Congress. 

As part of their Contract With Amer- 
ica, they became very responsible, and 
they pushed through budgets that Bill 
Clinton didn’t want to sign, but even- 
tually took credit for, that actually 
brought the budget into alignment. 
Other than that, Democrats have 
brought us to the brink repeatedly, and 
HARRY REID and President Obama con- 
tinue to do that. 

So who would have ever dreamed in 
2006 that here in 2015 we would have 
Democrats crowing over the fact that: 
Gee, we may get our deficit in 1 year 
down to $400 billion, $500 billion. Wow, 
won’t that be great? Because, once 
again, their memories have not allowed 
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them to accuse themselves back during 
those days when they were blaming Re- 
publicans for running up a $160 billion 
or so deficit in one year. 

Now, my friend from Maryland also 
pointed out that Dave Camp had a tax 
reform bill, and in his words it was dis- 
missed out of hand because it was not 
paid for. My friend, Mr. HOYER, is such 
a smart guy. I admire him. I love talk- 
ing to him. He has got a great sense of 
humor. But he is wrong on that. It hap- 
pens. He is wrong. 

It was not dismissed out of hand be- 
cause it was not paid for. It was dis- 
missed out of hand because it was not 
a significant enough reform in the 
right direction of what we need: a com- 
plete simplification of the Tax Code 
that so many of us are asking for. 

I like a flat tax. Others like a fair 
tax. I sure can see their point. It has 
got some good points. But let’s have 
that debate. Throw out the Internal 
Revenue Code. Throw out the tens of 
thousands of pages that have been 
added in interpretation and regulation. 
Let’s have something that Americans 
can simply fill out easily where they 
don’t even need an accountant, some- 
thing like a flat tax: the more you 
make, the more you pay. 

Dave Camp’s tax reform bill—and I 
just love the guy. He is a fine Amer- 
ican. We were so thrilled when he was 
able to beat back the cancer that over- 
took him. He is a great guy. He worked 
hard. 

But, in my estimation, his problem 
on his tax reform bill was he tried to 
placate too many Democrats, which 
kept it from being as good as I and 
many others thought it should be. 
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So I appreciate the points being made 
here on the floor, but I thought it 
called out for a little elaboration and 
correction. 

Now, we also had a hearing yesterday 
that went on for a number of hours. It 
was an important hearing, and I know 
there were people that kept talking 
about, gee, there have been seven hear- 
ings or eight hearings or whatever 
there have been, or seven or eight in- 
vestigations. None of them had the 
documentation that is now only start- 
ing to be obtained from a recalcitrant 
State Department and Obama adminis- 
tration. 

Yeah, it is easy to get an okay when 
you don’t turn over the documents that 
show lie after lie, misrepresentation. 
Yeah, it is easy. All you do is just not 
let anybody see the documentation for 
the misrepresentation that came. 

Now, my staff says you have got to 
read this article, and it uses the L word 
a number of times—the L word being 
“lie.” It uses that a number of times. 
But I don’t want to even come close to 
getting in trouble for violating any 
rule here on the House floor because 
the content is too important. So we 
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will just say, instead of lies, we will 
just call them unfortunate wrong 
statements, so with that substitution. 

Then I find out, gee, it is my friend, 
Ben Shapiro, that wrote this. I hope 
that doesn’t hurt Ben that I mentioned 
we are friends. 

But anyway, ‘‘Hillary Clinton’s 5 Big- 
gest Unfortunate Mistaken Representa- 
tions in Her Benghazi Testimony,” in 
the article, it points out: 

“Hillary, as always, is the poor, put- 
upon victim of a vast right-wing con- 
spiracy.” 

Mr. Speaker, I know you will remem- 
ber back in the nineties when her hus- 
band was accused of doing things that 
it turned out he really did; instead of 
making clear her husband had made 
mistakes—and she had made it clear 
there would be no more—she went after 
the women. She had a war on women 
and went after any women who actu- 
ally accused her husband of impro- 
priety, and even used and coined that 
phrase, “this vast rightwing con- 
spiracy” during her war on women who 
just tried to point out what her hus- 
band had done to them. 

But the article says: 

“She set up a private email server 
and deleted relevant emails from it for 
purely political reasons; she pressed for 
a pointless invasion of Libya for polit- 
ical reasons, chortled at its conquest 
for political reasons, watched it de- 
scend into chaos while doing nothing 
for political reasons, and then allowed 
her ambassador to twist in the Libyan 
tornado without proper security for po- 
litical reasons; finally, she covered up 
that disaster by lying about its causes 
for political reasons. But those who 
ask questions about such matters are 
partisan politicians.” 

The article goes on further down: 


“Hillary kept claiming that she 
cared deeply about her good friend 
Chris Stevens. At one point, she 


whipped out her pre-planned righteous 
indignation to complain, ‘I would 
imagine I’ve thought more about what 
happened than all of you put together. 
I’ve lost more sleep than all of you put 
together.’ This was salt in the wound, 
the equivalent of Johnny Cochran la- 
menting his worries over the fate of Ni- 
cole Brown Simpson.”’ 

I have got to inject at this point, I 
was there for a good bit of the hearing 
because a friend, a real patriot, she 
served in the Navy, that is where she 
met a guy named Ty Woods, one of the 
greatest American patriots this coun- 
try could ever hope to have as a son. 
She married Ty. They had even had an- 
other child right before—not just 
months before—he found himself in 
Benghazi. 

And another former Navy SEAL, like 
Ty, that cared more about his country 
and serving others than his own self-in- 
terests came and joined him, as I un- 
derstand, when Ty was getting ready to 
go to the roof to try to protect those 
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people. He knew David Ubben, with the 
State Department, was formerly an 
Army Ranger, and David went with 
him, grabbed an M4. They went to the 
roof to protect the Americans that 
were in the building beneath them. 

I will never forget reading the name 
of the first Navy SEAL that this ad- 
ministration released, and the story— 
obviously, this language had to come 
from this administration—it struck me 
as such a slap in the face to this former 
Navy SEAL, because I have known so 
many Navy SEALs and former Navy 
SEALs. I am proud of every one I have 
known—well, maybe except for a 
former Governor, who is creating chaos 
for Chris Kyle’s widow. 

But when I read the words, after Glen 
Doherty, a former Navy SEAL, con- 
tractor, and it said, from the informa- 
tion released from this administration, 
that he died while taking cover. 

Now, I didn’t know anything about 
Benghazi at that point, about the spe- 
cifics, but I knew enough Navy SEALs 
to know, if he died, it wasn’t taking 
cover. It was probably giving cover or 
maybe moving to get a better vantage 
from which to defend other people. 
Those are the Navy SEALs I know, 
generally speaking. 

Then we find out he didn’t die taking 
cover. Ty Woods didn’t die taking 
cover. I don’t know if that was the 
State Department’s release to try to 
minimize how heroic those people were 
because they violated orders and said: 
We are going to help those people that 
are penned down in Benghazi. Those 
are heroes. 

I know my friend, DUNCAN HUNTER, 
had moved to try to get a Congres- 
sional Medal of Honor. I think it is 
time we take those back up. Though 
they weren’t in the military, they de- 
serve the highest honor this body could 
give them posthumously. 

And David Ubben, I never brought it 
up during the months that he had 
asked me not to after I met him on one 
of my visits out to Bethesda, or Walter 
Reed combined with it now. But he was 
up there on the roof. There were three 
mortars that came in. The first one 
missed. 

Having been in the Army 4 years, I 
know they used to teach us, if there 
are three mortars or three artillery 
rounds coming in, then you better 
move before the fourth one hits, be- 
cause they will use those three to tri- 
angulate your position, and the fourth 
one will be on top of your head. 

So when I heard David said there had 
been three mortars come in, I said: Oh, 
so they bracketed you. He said: Oh, no, 
no, no. I don’t want you to get the 
wrong idea. We knew as soon as the 
first one missed, they knew exactly 
where our position was. It was short, 
but there was no question, they knew 
exactly at what angle to put that mor- 
tar so that it would come down on our 
heads. And that’s what the second and 
third mortar did. 
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There was no bracketing. They knew 
their position. Pre-planned attack. 
They had the coordination perfectly, 
exactly where that mortar needed to 
be. 

The first one was short, as he said, 
but the second and third were right on 
top of their targets. And that is what 
killed Glen and Ty as they were giving 
cover—not taking cover, giving cover. 

In fact, I heard yesterday—it wasn’t 
in the hearing, wasn’t said in the hear- 
ing, but I heard from somebody who 
had talked to a Delta Force individual. 
When he heard the name Ty Woods, he 
said: You know, that guy, he and Glen 
took on a whole city. 

They didn’t care. They were going to 
protect the United States civil serv- 
ants that were in the building that 
they went to the roof of, and they gave 
their lives giving them cover. 

David Ubben lost much of his right 
leg, but, after many surgeries, hope- 
fully it is near the point now of being 
usable. He is a hero. This administra- 
tion didn’t even want to give him the 
right credit. 

And then to have them—and Ben 
Shapiro points it out here. They used 
this video, and even to say to any one 
of the survivors, as Mrs. Clinton did: 
We will get the guy that did the video. 

They didn’t care about the video. I 
have talked to many of the family 
members of those who were killed. 
They didn’t care about the guy that did 
the video. They cared about the people 
that killed their loved one. 

Dorothy Woods is a hero. So, for Mrs. 
Clinton to sit there and arrogantly, 
condescendingly say to the panel, ‘‘I’ve 
lost more sleep than all of you put to- 
gether,” with Dorothy Woods sitting 
right there, was just another dagger to 
her heart because she still loses sleep. 

Let’s go back to that night. We still 
don’t know what Hillary Clinton and 
our President did specifically after 
they found out. Hither the President 
was preparing for his fundraiser in Las 
Vegas the next day, or he just went to 
bed, with his personal Ambassador to 
Libya missing. Either they went to bed 
or did something far more embar- 
rassing for them not to be willing to 
tell us what they did that night. 

I mean, I was only in the Army 4 
years, but I cannot imagine what kind 
of mind will allow itself to go to sleep 
or just blow things off and move on to 
another project when somebody work- 
ing directly for you has either been 
killed, you know people have been 
killed, and the Ambassador is missing 
in a hostile area that, turns out, 
begged for security, additional security 
600 times. 

This is disgraceful, just disgraceful. 
They had nothing to do with the video. 

My friend JIM JORDAN said: You tell 
the American people one thing; you 
tell your family an entirely different 
story. 

And, in fact, she told the Egyptian 
Prime Minister the day after the at- 


16493 


tacks: We know the attack in Libya 
had nothing to do with the film. It was 
a planned attack, not a protest. 

As I recall, not only was that simply 
not true, she took State Department 
funds, as I understand it, and spent 
tens of thousands of dollars on a com- 
mercial to facilitate and to perpetuate 
this lie, and spent that in foreign Mus- 
lim countries, running it on their tele- 
visions to say we had nothing to do 
with the video. 

Mr. Speaker, I meant to get into the 
fact that I haven’t changed my vote for 
Speaker. I am still for DAN WEBSTER. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 


Ee 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. GOHMERT'. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 29 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, Octo- 
ber 26, 2015, at noon for morning-hour 
debate. 


ES 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


3231. A letter from the Secretary, Com- 
modity Futures Trading Commission, trans- 
mitting the Commission’s final rule — Re- 
peal of the Exempt Commercial Market and 
Exempt Board of Trade Exemptions (RIN: 
3038-A E10) received October 21, 2015, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

3232. A letter from the Chairman and Chief 
Executive Officer, Farm Credit Administra- 
tion, transmitting the Administration’s no- 
tification of its 2015 compensation program 
adjustments, including the Agency’s current 
salary range structure and the performance- 
based merit pay matrix, in accordance with 
Sec. 1206 of the Financial Institutions, Re- 
form, Recovery, and Enforcement Act of 
1989; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

3233. A letter from the Under Secretary, 
Acquisition, Technology and Logistics, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting the De- 
partment’s report to Congress entitled ‘‘Dis- 
tribution of Department of Defense Depot 
Maintenance Workloads for Fiscal Years 2014 
through 2016” pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2466(d)(1) 
and 2466(d)(2); to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

3234. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislation, Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s report to Congress entitled, ‘‘Health 
and Human Services Secretary’s First An- 
nual Report on Transparency in the Review 
and Approval of Section 1115 Demonstra- 
tions’’, as required by Sec. 10201 of the Af- 
fordable Care Act; to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce. 

3235. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Partial Approval and Par- 
tial Disapproval of Air Quality State Imple- 
mentation Plans; Nevada; Infrastructure Re- 
quirements for Ozone, NO2 and SO2 [EPA- 
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R09-OAR-2014-0812; FRL-9935-82-Region 9] re- 
ceived October 22, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

3236. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s direct final rule — Outer Continental 
Shelf Air Regulations Consistency Update 
for Maryland [HPA-R03-OAR-2014-0568; FRL- 
9917-72-Region 3] received October 22, 2015, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by 
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

3237. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of State Plans for Designated Facilities; New 
York [EPA-R02-OAR-2015-0509; FRL-9936-09- 
Region 2] received October 22, 2015, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

3238. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Implementation Plans; Florida; Regional 
Haze Plan Amendment — Lakeland Electric 
C.D. McIntosh [EPA-R04-OAR-2015-0337; FRL- 
9936-05-Region 4] received October 22, 2015, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by 
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

3239. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s withdrawal of direct final rule — Ap- 
proval and Promulgation of Implementation 
Plans; Arizona; Phased Discontinuation of 
Stage II Vapor Recovery Program [EPA-R09- 
OAR-2014-0256; FRL-9935-66-Region 9] re- 
ceived October 22, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

3240. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s direct final rule — Air Plan Approval; 
OR; Portland, Medford, Salem; Clackamas, 
Multnomah, Washington Counties; Gasoline 
Dispensing Facilities [EPA-R10-OAR-2011- 
0799; FRL-9936-03-Region 10] received October 
22, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

8241. A letter from the Chairman and Co- 
Chairman, Congressional-Executive Commis- 
sion on China, transmitting the Commis- 
sion’s 2015 Annual Report as established by 
the U.S.-China Relations Act, 19 U.S.C. 1807; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3242. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Commerce, transmitting a report 
certifying that the export of the listed item 
to the People’s Republic of China is not det- 
rimental to the U.S. space launch industry, 
pursuant to Sec. 1512 of the Strom Thurmond 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis- 
cal Year 1999 (Pub. L. 105-261), as amended by 
Sec. 146 of the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
Act for Fiscal Year 1999 (Pub. L. 105-277), and 
the President’s September 29, 2009 delegation 
of authority [74 Fed. Reg. 50, 913 (Oct. 2, 
2009)]; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3243. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting 
D.C. Act 21-166, ‘‘Unemployment Profile Act 
of 2015’’, pursuant to Public Law 98-198, Sec. 
602(c)(1); to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 
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3244. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting 
D.C. Act 21-170, ‘‘4095 Minnesota Avenue, 
N.E., Woodson School Lease Amendment Act 
of 2015”, pursuant to Public Law 93-198, Sec. 
602(c)(1); to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

3245. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting 
D.C. Act 21-165, ‘‘Behavioral Health Coordi- 
nation of Care Amendment Act of 2015”, pur- 
suant to Public Law 93-198, Sec. 602(c)(1); to 
the Committee on Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform. 

3246. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting 
D.C. Act 21-167, ‘Injured Worker Fair Pay 
Amendment Act of 2015’’, pursuant to Public 
Law 93-198, Sec. 602(c)(1); to the Committee 
on Oversight and Government Reform. 

3247. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting 
D.C. Act 21-169, ‘1351 Nicholson Street, N.W., 
Old Brightwood School Lease Amendment 
Act of 2015’’, pursuant to Public Law 93-198, 
Sec. 602(c)(1); to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

3248. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting 
D.C. Act 21-168, ‘“‘Grandparent Caregivers 
Program Subsidy Transfer Amendment Act 
of 2015”, pursuant to Public Law 93-198, Sec. 
602(c)(1); to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

3249. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor, 
Office of the General Counsel, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting a report pursu- 
ant to the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 
1998, Pub. L. 105-277; to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

3250. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of the Treasury, transmitting a letter 
following up on previous letters regarding 
the debt limit and to provide additional in- 
formation regarding the Department of the 
Treasury’s ability to continue to finance the 
government; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

3251. A letter from the Inspector General, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting a data brief on Medicare pay- 
ments for clinical laboratory tests performed 
in 2014, pursuant to the Protecting Access to 
Medicare Act of 2014, Pub. L.113-93; jointly to 
the Committees on Energy and Commerce 
and Ways and Means. 


EE 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin: Committee on 
Ways and Means. H.R. 765. A bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to perma- 
nently extend the 15-year recovery period for 
qualified leasehold improvement property, 
qualified restaurant property, and qualified 
retail improvement property; with an 
amendment (Rept. 114-306). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin: Committee on 
Ways and Means. H.R. 961. A bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to perma- 
nently extend the subpart F exemption for 
active financing income; with an amendment 
(Rept. 114-307). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin: Committee on 
Ways and Means. H.R. 1270. A bill to amend 
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the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal 
the amendments made by the Patient Pro- 
tection and Affordable Care Act which dis- 
qualify expenses for over-the-counter drugs 
under health savings accounts and health 
flexible spending arrangements; with an 
amendment (Rept. 114-808). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin: Committee on 
Ways and Means. H.R. 1430. A bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to make 
permanent the look-through treatment of 
payments between related controlled foreign 
corporations; with an amendment (Rept. 114- 
309). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin: Committee on 
Ways and Means. H.R. 2940. A bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to improve 
and make permanent the above-the-line de- 
duction for certain expenses of elementary 
and secondary school teachers; with an 
amendment (Rept. 114-810). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 


EE 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 


By Mr. KING of New York (for himself, 
Mr. NADLER, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. 
ISRAEL, Mr. SWALWELL of California, 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. COHEN, 
Mr. FITZPATRICK, and Mr. FRELING- 
HUYSEN): 

H.R. 3815. A bill to deter terrorism, provide 
justice for victims, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CALVERT (for himself, Mr. 
MCCLINTOCK, Mr. LAMALFA, Mr. 
Cook, and Mr. ROHRABACHER): 

H.R. 3816. A bill to deny Federal funding to 
any State or political subdivision of a State 
that has in effect any law, policy, or proce- 
dure that prevents or impedes a State or 
local law enforcement official from main- 
taining custody of an alien pursuant to an 
immigration detainer issued by the Sec- 
retary of Homeland Security, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

By Mr. POCAN (for himself and Mr. 
KATKO): 

H.R. 3817. A bill to amend the Child Nutri- 
tion Act of 1966 to clarify the availability 
and appropriateness of training for local food 
service personnel, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Education and the Work- 
force. 

By Mr. GOSAR (for himself, Mr. BRAT, 
Mr. Brooks of Alabama, Mr. 
DESJARLAIS, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, 
Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. JONES, Mr. KING of 
Iowa, and Mr. POE of Texas): 

H.R. 3818. A bill to repeal the Cuban Ad- 
justment Act, Public Law 89-732, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. SHUSTER (for himself, Mr. 
RYAN of Wisconsin, and Mr. DEFA- 
ZIO): 

H.R. 3819. A bill to provide an extension of 
Federal-aid highway, highway safety, motor 
carrier safety, transit, and other programs 
funded out of the Highway Trust Fund, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure, and in 
addition to the Committees on Energy and 
Commerce, Ways and Means, Natural Re- 
sources, and Science, Space, and Technology, 
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for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider- 
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju- 
risdiction of the committee concerned. 
By Ms. JUDY CHU of California (for 
herself, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. SCHIFF, 
Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California, 
and Mr. CARDENAS): 

H.R. 3820. A bill to establish the San Ga- 
briel National Recreation Area as a unit of 
the National Park System in the State of 
California, to modify the boundaries of the 
San Gabriel Mountains National Monument 
in the State of California to include addi- 
tional National Forest System land, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

By Mr. COLLINS of New York (for him- 
self and Mr. TONKO): 

H.R. 3821. A bill to amend title XIX to re- 
quire the publication of a provider directory 
in the case of States providing for medical 
assistance on a fee-for-service basis or 
through a primary care case-management 
system, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. FLORES: 

H.R. 3822. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to allow qualified scholar- 
ship funding corporations to access tax-ex- 
empt financing for alternative private stu- 
dent loans; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas (for 
himself, Mr. OLSON, Ms. HAHN, and 
Mr. BABIN): 

H.R. 3823. A bill to provide for direct hire 
authority for positions in the Pipeline and 
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure, and in 
addition to the Committees on Energy and 
Commerce, and Oversight and Government 
Reform, for a period to be subsequently de- 
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Mr. HARDY: 

H.R. 3824. A bill to reform oversight of law 
enforcement activities of the Forest Service 
and the Department of the Interior and to 
improve coordination and cooperation with 
local law enforcement agencies, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Natural 
Resources, and in addition to the Committee 
on Agriculture, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. TAKANO: 

H.R. 3825. A bill to improve transportation 
safety, efficiency, and system performance 
through innovative technology deployment 
and operations; to the Committee on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. WALDEN (for himself and Mr. 
BLUMENAUER): 

H.R. 3826. A bill to amend the Omnibus 
Public Land Management Act of 2009 to mod- 
ify provisions relating to certain land ex- 
changes in the Mt. Hood Wilderness in the 
State of Oregon; to the Committee on Nat- 
ural Resources. 

By Ms. 
fornia: 

H.R. 3827. A bill to improve the program 
under section 8 of the United States Housing 
Act of 1987 for using amounts for rental 
voucher assistance for project-based rental 
assistance, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

By Ms. JACKSON LEE (for herself, Mr. 
CLYBURN, Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, Mr. 


MAXINE WATERS of Cali- 
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BUTTERFIELD, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. BISHOP of 
Georgia, Mr. HURD of Texas, Mr. CUM- 
MINGS, Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Mrs. 
DINGELL, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. HOYER, 
Ms. PELOSI, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. RICH- 
MOND, Mr. ENGEL, and Mr. DOGGETT): 

H. Res. 489. A resolution commemorating 
the 88th Anniversary of Texas Southern Uni- 
versity; to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 

By Ms. NORTON: 

H. Res. 490. A resolution honoring the 
lives, work, and sacrifice of Joseph Curseen, 
Jr., and Thomas Morris, Jr., the two United 
States Postal Service employees and Wash- 
ington, DC, natives who died as a result of 
their contact with anthrax while working at 
the United States Postal Facility located at 
900 Brentwood Road, NE, Washington, DC, 
during the anthrax attack in the fall of 2001, 
United States Postal Service employees, who 
have continued to work diligently in service 
to the people of the United States notwith- 
standing the anthrax attacks, as well as the 
three other Americans who died and the 17 
who became ill in the attacks; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 


EE 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution, 

By Mr. KING of New York: 

H.R. 3815. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 

The Congress shall have Power To 
make all Laws which shall be necessary and 
proper for carrying into Execution the fore- 
going Powers, and all other Powers vested by 
this Constitution in the Government of the 
United States, or in any Department or Offi- 
cer thereof 

By Mr. CALVERT: 

H.R. 3816. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority of Congress 
to enact this legislation is Section 8 of Arti- 
cle I of the Constitution, specifically Clauses 
1 (relating to providing for the general wel- 
fare of the United States) and 18 (relating to 
the power to make all laws necessary and 
proper for carrying out the powers vested in 
Congress) of such section. 

OR 

The constitutional authority of Congress 
to enact this legislation is Article I, Section 
8, Clause 1 and Clause 18. 

By Mr. POCAN: 

H.R. 3817. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 

The Congress shall have Power. . . To reg- 
ulate Commerce with foreign Nations, and 
among the several States, and with the In- 
dian Tribes. 

By Mr. GOSAR: 

H.R. 3818. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 4 (the Natu- 
ralization Clause), which gives Congress sov- 
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ereign control over immigration and the 
vesting of citizenship in aliens. In March 
1790, Congress passed the first uniform rule 
for naturilaztion under the new Constitu- 
tion. In Chirac v Lessee of Chirac (1817), the 
Supreme Court affirmed this power rests ex- 
clusively with Congress. 

By Mr. SHUSTER: 

H.R. 3819. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 of the United States 
Constitution, specifically Clause 1 (related 
to laying and collecting Taxes, and providing 
for the common defense and general Welfare 
of the United States), Clause 3 (related to 
regulation of Commerce with foreign Na- 
tions, and among the several States, and 
with Indian Tribes), and Clause 7 (related to 
establishment of Post Offices and Post 
Roads). 

By Ms. JUDY CHU of California: 

H.R. 3820. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Art. 1, Sec. 8 “The Congress shall have 
Power to lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Im- 
posts, and Excises, to pay the Debts and pro- 
vide for the common Defense and general 
Welfare of the United States.” 

By Mr. COLLINS of New York: 

H.R. 3821, 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Mr. FLORES: 

H.R. 3822. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1. The Congress 
shall have Power to lay and collect Taxes, 
Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defense 
and general Welfare of the United States; but 
all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uni- 
form throughout the United States. 

By Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas: 

H.R. 3823. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8 

By Mr. HARDY: 

H.R. 3824. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

clause 18 of section 8 of article I of the 
Constitution. 

By Mr. TAKANO: 

H.R. 3825. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8 of the Constitution of 
the United States. 

By Mr. WALDEN: 

H.R. 3826. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 (relating to 
the power of Congress to dispose of and make 
all needful rules and regulations respecting 
the territory or other property belonging to 
the United States). 

By Ms. MAXINE WATERS of Cali- 
fornia: 

H.R. 3827. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause I of the Con- 
stitution of the United States 


EE 
ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions, as follows: 
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. 24: Mr. SESSIONS. 

. 169: Mr. HANNA and Mr. MULLIN. 

. 218: Mrs. LAWRENCE. 

. 242: Ms. ADAMS and Ms. HAHN. 

. 804: Mrs. BUSTOS. 

. 495: Mr. VAN HOLLEN. 

. 674: Ms. JUDY CHU of California. 

. 718: Mr. VAN HOLLEN. 

. 782: Mr. ZELDIN, 

. 745: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. TONKO, and 
Mr. MULLIN. 

H.R. 842: Mr. DONOVAN. 

H.R. 866: Mr. GOSAR. 

H.R. 868: Mr. GOODLATTE and Mr. 
RADOR. 

H.R. 913: Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. 

H.R. 953: Mr. LEWIS. 

H.R. 963: Mr. BEN RAY LUJAN of New Mex- 
ico. 

H.R. 980: Mr. Mooney of West Virginia and 
Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. 

H.R. 990: Ms. MENG. 

H.R. 1061: Mr. GRAYSON, Ms. DELAURO, Mrs. 
WATSON COLEMAN, Mr. KILMER, and Ms. 
McCoLLum. 

H.R. 1174: Mr. ROGERS of Alabama, Mr. 
RUSH, and Mr. FITZPATRICK. 

H.R. 1197: Ms. ADAMS, Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. 
BRADY of Pennsylvania, and Mr. SMITH of 
Missouri. 

H.R. 1209: 

H.R. 1284: 

H.R. 1288: 

H.R. 1292: 
JOLLY. 

H.R. 1801: 


LAB- 


Mr. SMITH of Missouri. 

Mr. GRIJALVA. 

Ms. DELBENE. 

Mr. JONES, Ms. NORTON, and Mr. 


Mr. CLAWSON of Florida. 

H.R. 1842: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. 

H.R. 1391: Mr. MCNERNEY. 

H.R. 1399: Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
FARENTHOLD, and Mr. RYAN of Ohio. 

H.R. 1453: Mr. FLORES. 

H.R. 1475: Mr. BRAT and Mr. RODNEY DAVIS 
of Illinois. 

H.R. 1479: Mr. BOUSTANY. 

H.R. 1549: Mr. COFFMAN and Mrs. WATSON 
COLEMAN. 

H.R. 1550: Mr. PITTENGER, Mr. PERLMUTTER, 
Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania, Ms. DELBENE, 
Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
MCHENRY, and Mr. HILL. 

H.R. 1608: Ms. WILSON of Florida and Mr. 
BEN Ray LUJAN of New Mexico. 

H.R. 1684: Mr. MICA. 

H.R. 1752: Mr. RUSSELL. 

H.R. 1769: Mr. CLAWSON of Florida. 

H.R. 1786: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas, Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. 
CURBELO of Florida, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. POLIS, 
Mr. RUSH, Ms. MCSALLY, Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. 
CUELLAR, Ms. DEGETTE, and Mr. BILIRAKIS. 

H.R. 1818: Ms. MCSALLY. 

H.R. 1853: Ms. JACKSON LEE, Mr. KEATING, 
Ms. FRANKEL of Florida, Mr. FRANKS of Ari- 


zona, Mr. GOSAR, Mr. TAKANO, and Ms. 
SINEMA. 
H.R. 1856: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. 
H.R. 1902: Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. 
H.R. 1943: Ms. TSONGAS. 
H.R. 1945: Ms. DELBENE. 
H.R. 2016: Ms. JUDY CHU of California. 
H.R. 2017: Mr. CARDENAS. 
H.R. 2071: Ms. LOFGREN and Mr. COSTELLO 


of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 2114: Mr. ELLISON. 

H.R. 2125: Mr. NORCROSS. 

H.R. 2130: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas 

H.R. 2145: Mr. STUTZMAN. 

H.R. 2156: Mr. LOBIONDo. 

H.R. 2231: Mrs. BEATTY, Mr. VARGAS, Mr. 
HECK of Washington, Mr. ELLISON, and Mr. 
LYNCH. 

H.R. 2237: Mrs. BUSTOS. 

H.R. 2307: Mr. HECK of Nevada. 
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H.R. 2411: Ms. WILSON of Florida. 

H.R. 2429: Mr. TAKANO. 

H.R. 2450: Ms. MATSUI, Ms. WILSON of Flor- 
ida, and Mrs. CAPPS. 

H.R. 2461: Mr. CULBERSON, Mrs. WAGNER, 
and Mrs. BLACK. 

H.R. 2477: Mr. BARR. 

H.R. 2500: Mr. ADERHOLT. 

H.R. 2515: Ms. BROWNLEY of California and 
Mr. KENNEDY. 

H.R. 2546: Mrs. LOWEY. 

H.R. 2597: Mr. PETERS. 

H.R. 2626: Mr. MULLIN and Mr. RUSSELL. 

H.R. 2646: Mr. HARPER and Mr. MEEKS. 

H.R. 2660: Mr. KILMER, Mrs. WATSON COLE- 
MAN, Ms. McCOLLUM, and Mr. KEATING. 

H.R. 2661: Mr. MCNERNEY and Mr. CART- 
WRIGHT. 

H.R. 2715: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms. MCcCOL- 
LUM, Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, Mr. GRIJALVA, 
Mr. GRAYSON, and Ms. DELBENE. 

H.R. 2752: Mr. COLLINS of New York. 

H.R. 2758: Mr. NEWHOUSE. 

H.R. 2799: Mr. GUTHRIE. 

H.R. 2853: Mr. WELCH and Mrs. LOVE. 

H.R. 2880: Mr. MCGOVERN and Ms. McCoL- 
LUM. 

H.R. 2896: 
PITTENGER. 

H.R. 2901: Mr. FORTENBERRY. 

H.R. 2903: Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio and Mrs. 
MILLER of Michigan. 

H.R. 2972: Mr. HECK of Washington and Mr. 

DOGGETT. 
. 2980: 
. 2994: 
. 8016: 
. 8048: 
. 8065: 
. 8096: 
. 3187: 
. 3198: 
VARGAS. 

H.R. 3216: Mr. JONES, Mrs. RADEWAGEN, 
Mrs. McMoRRIS RODGERS, and Mr. PEARCE. 

H.R. 3238: Mr. CRAWFORD. 

H.R. 3248: Ms. ESTY. 

H.R. 3326: Mr. CALVERT and Mr. VALADAO. 

H.R. 3381: Mr. HUFFMAN, Ms. LOFGREN, Ms. 
PINGREE, Ms. CLARKE of New York, and Mr. 
FORBES. 

H.R. 3445: Mr. DEFAZIO. 

H.R. 3459: Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. LANCE, Mr. 
AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia, Ms. STEFANIK, Mr. 
DUNCAN of Tennessee, and Mr. LOUDERMILK. 

H.R. 3478: Mrs. LUMMIS. 

H.R. 3481: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. 

H.R. 3497: Mrs. LOWEY. 

H.R. 3520: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. WALZ, and Mrs. 
BEATTY. 

H.R. 3542: 

H.R. 3566: 

H.R. 3573: 

H.R. 3591: 
HOLLEN. 

H.R. 3602: 


Mr. PERLMUTTER and Mr. 


. MOOLENAAR. 

. TAKANO. 

. ISRAEL. 

. MCKINLEY and Mr. FLORES. 

. BEYER. 

. YARMUTH. 

. FORTENBERRY. 

. COSTA, Mr. CUELLAR, and Mr. 


Ms. LEE. 

Mr. CULBERSON. 

Mr. FLORES and Mr. CULBERSON. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio and Mr. VAN 


Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. 

H.R. 3625: Mr. COURTNEY. 

H.R. 3640: Mr. JOYCE. 

H.R. 3646: Mr. KLINE and Mr. JOHNSON of 
Ohio. 

H.R. 3654: Mr. DEUTCH, Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey, Mr. SIRES, Mr. RIBBLE, and Mr. 
ROHRABACHER. 

H.R. 3686: Mr. PAULSEN, Mr. JONES, Mrs. 
WAGNER, and Mr. BISHOP of Utah. 

H.R. 3687: Mr. WILLIAMS. 

H.R. 3696: Ms. CLARKE of New York, Mr. 
DESAULNIER, Mr. ELLISON, Ms. KELLY of Illi- 
nois, Mr. PERLMUTTER, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 
CARTWRIGHT, Mr. TONKO, Mr. CROWLEY, Ms. 
Moore, Mr. VELA, and Ms. SLAUGHTER. 

H.R. 3706: Mr. AMODEI, Mr. DONOVAN, 
Mr. LARSEN of Washington. 

H.R. 3710: Mr. NEWHOUSE. 


and 
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H.R. 3713: Mr. ELLISON, Ms. BROWN of Flor- 
ida, Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr. RUSH, Mr. AL GREEN 
of Texas, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas, Mr. CLAY, Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illi- 
nois, Ms. WILSON of Florida, and Ms. 
GABBARD. 

H.R. 3729: Mr. LUETKEMEYER. 

H.R. 3742: Ms. JACKSON LEE. 

H.R. 3750: Mr. CHABOT, Mr. DESAULNIER, 
Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. POE of Texas, and 
Mr. DONOVAN. 

H.R. 3756: Mr. HASTINGS and Mr. COLLINS of 
New York. 

H.R. 3757: Mr. CUELLAR. 

H.R. 3761: Ms. KAPTUR, Ms. CLARKE of New 
York, Mr. TAKAI, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. 
DAVID SCOTT of Georgia, Mr. FARR, Mr. 
JEFFRIES, and Mr. CASTRO of Texas. 

H.R. 3765: Mr. MARCHANT and Mr. SMITH of 
Texas. 

H.R. 3772: Mr. DESAULNIER. 

H.R. 3779: Mr. AMODEI and Mr. 
DAVIS of Illinois. 

H.R. 3785: Ms. BASS, Ms. HAHN, Mr. BEN 
Ray LUJAN of New Mexico, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. 
GRAYSON, Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mrs. TORRES, Mr. 
BISHOP of Georgia, and Mr. TAKANO. 

H.R. 3797: Mr. MCKINLEY. 

H.R. 3799: Mr. DESJARLAIS 
WESTERMAN. 

H.R. 3802: Mr. WESTERMAN. 

H.J. Res. 59: Mr. BRAT. 

H.J. Res. 67: Mr. CULBERSON. 

H.J. Res. 68: Mr. CULBERSON. 

H. Con. Res. 40: Ms. McCoLLuM, Mr. ELLI- 
SON, and Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. 

Con. Res. 75: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. 
Res. 28: Mr. PALLONE. 

Res. 194: Mrs. BEATTY and Mr. LIPINSKI. 
Res. 220: Mr. WITTMAN. 

Res. 289: Mr. DESAULNIER. 

Res. 298: Mr. KNIGHT, Mr. LAMBORN, Mrs. 
WALORSKI, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
TED LIEU of California, Mr. McCAuL, Mr. 
MEEHAN, and Mr. NORCROSS. 

H. Res. 348: Mr. THOMPSON of California, 
Mr. RIGELL, Mr. ELLISON, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. 
CLEAVER, and Mr. STUTZMAN. 

H. Res. 393: Mr. SWALWELL of California 
and Mr. PERLMUTTER. 

H. Res. 394: Mr. WEBER of Texas, 
MOORE, and Mr. YARMUTH. 

H. Res. 419: Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of 
New York and Mr. KILMER. 

H. Res. 440: Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of 
New York, Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, Mr. 
BARR, and Mr. DONOVAN. 

H. Res. 445: Ms. STEFANIK. 

H. Res. 451: Mr. AUSTIN ScoTT of Georgia, 
Mr. BISHOP of Michigan, and Mr. TIBERI. 

H. Res. 456: Ms. WILSON of Florida. 

H. Res. 467: Ms. MCCOLLUM, Ms. ADAMS, and 
Mr. TAKANO. 

H. Res. 469: Mr. POE of Texas. 

H. Res. 485: Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. RoG- 
ERS of Alabama, and Mr. ZELDIN. 


EE 


DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso- 
lutions, as follows: 

H.R. 1151: Mr. SCHIFF. 


EE 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 3 of rule XII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the clerk’s 
desk and referred as follows: 

33. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
Mr. Gregory D. Watson, a citizen of Austin, 


RODNEY 


and Mr. 


Ms. 
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TX, relative to urging Congress to propose, 
for ratification by the legislatures of the sev- 
eral states, an amendment to the United 
States Constitution which would clarify that 
any person chosen to be Speaker of the U.S. 
House of Representatives must be an actual 
currently-serving member of the U.S. House 
of Representatives; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

34. Also, a petition of Mr. Gregory D. Wat- 
son, a citizen of Austin, TX, relative to urg- 
ing Congress to propose, for ratification by 
special conventions held within the indi- 
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vidual states, an amendment to the United 
States Constitution which would require 
that both houses of Congress approve, by a 
three-fifths vote of all members elected and 
serving in each body, any declaration of mar- 
tial law, or suspension of the writ of habeas 
corpus, by the President of the United 
States, and further providing that such Con- 
gressionally-approved martial law declara- 
tion, or suspension of the writ of habeas cor- 
pus, not exceed 30 days’ duration, and clearly 
describe the geographic territory covered by 
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such declaration or suspension; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 


EE 


DISCHARGE PETITIONS— 
ADDITIONS AND WITHDRAWALS 
The following Member added his 
name to the following discharge peti- 
tion: 

Petition 1 by Mr. HECK of Washington on 
H.R. 1031: Mr. Grayson. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


IN HONOR OF MR. FRED S. 
JEALOUS 


HON. SAM FARR 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor a great American, Mr. Fred S. Jealous, 
on the occasion of his retirement after more 
than 30 years of dedicated public service. 
Fred is a beacon of compassion, justice, and 
community service. Over the many years that 
he and his wife, Ann Todd Jealous, have lived 
on the Monterey Peninsula, Fred has devoted 
countless hours of his professional and volun- 
teer time to weaving, reinforcing, and repairing 
the social fabric of our community. 

Fred originally hailed from Connecticut. In 
1963, he earned a B.A. in history from Clark 
University in Worcester, MA. He went on to 
earn a Masters of Arts in Teaching from Anti- 
och College in Yellow Springs, OH, in 1963. 
He then answered the call for public service 
and entered the Peace Corps, teaching math 
and English in rural Turkey. Upon his return 
from Turkey, Fred renewed his studies, this 
time in the field of Psychology, at the U.S. 
International University in San Diego. 

In 1967, love for Ann Todd brought Fred to 
Baltimore, MD. However, as an interracial cou- 
ple, they had to travel to Washington, D.C., to 
marry. In Baltimore, Fred became active in the 
civil rights movement agitating for the integra- 
tion of public places. Fred and Ann moved to 
the Monterey Peninsula where he and Ann 
settled in Pacific Grove and raised their two 
children, Ben and Lara. 

It was on the Central Coast that Fred hit his 
stride as a community builder and activist. He 
worked with the Veterans Administration to de- 
velop education programs for disabled vet- 
erans, served as executive director of the Sali- 
nas Volunteer Center, and founded the Mon- 
terey County Men’s Alternatives to Violence. 
In 1987, Fred took this last effort a step further 
and founded the Breakthrough Men’s Commu- 
nity as a non-profit organization to provide 
men with skills to free themselves from non- 
productive, painful, or abusive aspects of their 
lives. Staffed by volunteer graduates of the 
program, Breakthrough helps men work on 
communication and listening skills, self-es- 
teem, parenting, alternatives to sexual obses- 
sion, reducing homophobia, and building 
healthy, inclusive communities. Fred has re- 
mained at the helm of Breakthrough since its 
founding and is now preparing to pass on that 
leadership. 

Fred has truly made our community a better 
place. He is truly an example and inspiration 
for those who have the great fortune to know 
him. That is perhaps most true for Fred’s son 
Ben, who followed his fathers—and moth- 
ers—example to become the President and 
CEO of the NAACP. | know | speak for the 


whole House in extending to Fred Jealous our 
deep appreciation for his life’s work and offer 
our best wishes to him and his family on this 
next chapter in his remarkable life. 


EE 


HONORING DONALD SHUMWAY ON 
THE OCCASION OF HIS RETIRE- 
MENT FROM THE CROTCHED 
MOUNTAIN FOUNDATION 


HON. FRANK C. GUINTA 


OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
express my congratulations to Donald Shum- 
way on his retirement as the CEO and Presi- 
dent of the Crotched Mountain Foundation, 
and thank him for the outstanding work he did 
during his career. 

Mr. Shumway’s continuous progression 
within various health services agencies such 
as becoming the Commissioner of the NH De- 
partment of Health and Human Services and 
head of the Division of Mental Health exempli- 
fies his intelligence, positive attitude, and com- 
mitment to protecting and serving his commu- 
nity with the utmost professionalism. 

Although Mr. Shumway will now shift his 
focus from serving his community to his fam- 
ily, its clear he leaves behind an example of 
strong leadership and compassion for others 
to emulate in his absence. 

It is with great admiration that | congratulate 
Donald Shumway on his retirement, and wish 
him the best on all future endeavors. 


EE 


IN COMMEMORATION OF THE 50TH 
ANNIVERSARY OF THE KAWNEER 
COMPANY’S BLOOMSBURG PLANT 


HON. LOU BARLETTA 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Mr. BARLETTA. Mr. Speaker, it is my honor 
to help commemorate the 50th anniversary of 
the founding of the Kawneer Company’s 
Bloomsburg plant. The plant is an essential 
manufacturing center in my district, and pro- 
vides necessary materials for the construction 
of a multitude of education facilities, 
healthcare centers, public buildings, and retail 
stores across America. With close to 400 em- 
ployees, the Bloomsburg facility provides work 
to many of my constituents. 

Since 1965, the Kawneer Company has en- 
joyed tremendous success as a crucial manu- 
facturing facility in the heartland of Pennsyl- 
vania. The company has helped fuel the inspi- 
ration of architects and building teams for 
more than 100 years, and has continuously 
implemented new manufacturing capabilities in 


order to improve efficiency and quality. Alcoa 
purchased the facility in 1998, and today, 
Kawneer Company’s Bloomsburg plant is an 
integral part of Alcoa’s Global Business and 
Construction Systems business. 

Built on the Susquehanna River, the plant 
has persevered numerous times through dev- 
astating floods. Most recently, a flood nearly 
destroyed the facility, filling the shop floor with 
over five feet of water. Kawneer employees, in 
conjunction with Alcoa and the state of Penn- 
sylvania, were able to reinvigorate the plant 
with new life and used the rebuilding oppor- 
tunity to learn and grow. The plant’s recent in- 
corporation of a flexible robotic line is a sym- 
bol of Kawneer’s commitment to development, 
efficiency, and progress. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to recognize 
the Kawneer Company’s Bloomsburg plant as 
it celebrates its 50th anniversary. | am incred- 
ibly grateful for the presence of this productive 
manufacturing facility which continues to bring 
prosperity and employment opportunities to 
my constituents. | look forward to the plant’s 
continued success and innovation in the years 
to come. 


HUNGARY AND THE HARD WAY 
HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, 59 
years ago today, the Hungarian people rose 
up against the Soviet-installed communist dic- 
tatorship—a_ revolution that remains a model 
of patriotism, heroism, and resistance against 
tyranny today. | submit the following remarks 
delivered last evening at an event commemo- 
rating this momentous anniversary by Louis S. 
Segesvary, Ph.D., of the American Hungarian 
Federation. 

[From American Hungarian Federation] 

HUNGARY AND THE HARD WAY 
(By Louis S. Segesvary, Ph.D.) 

It was in the month of October, on the 
twenty-third day in 1956, that the small 
Eastern European nation of Hungary rose up 
in a revolution against the Soviet Union 
that represented the first major challenge to 
its military dominion since World War II. 

Nearly six decades have passed since then, 
yet it would be a mistake to discount the 
significance of this revolution merely be- 
cause of the passage of time. This was David 
facing down Goliath in the modern era, and 
as such it remains and will remain an inspi- 
ration to freedom loving people everywhere. 

Historians have explained to us the cause 
of the Hungarian uprising against the 
mighty Soviet empire as one of chafing 
under the weight of totalitarian occupation. 
But this explanation is hardly enough. Many 
peoples have suffered similar fates without 
risking the human costs associated with rev- 
olution. Those that have been willing to pay 
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the price have been far fewer, and the more 
formidable the force of the occupier, the 
even fewer number. Bravery has always been 
the difference. 

In this respect, Hungary and the United 
States share a similar past. Both risked rev- 
olutions against the greatest powers of their 
times. Only the American patriots were suc- 
cessful while Hungarians were seemingly 
not. 

But it is just at this point that we must be 
the most careful in assessing the signifi- 
cance of Hungary’s revolt against the Soviet 
Union, which pitted a nation of only ten mil- 
lion against the armed forces of a world su- 
perpower. For the sheer courage displayed in 
this uprising against the most hopeless of 
odds not only stunned the world but inspired 
it. As the French writer and Nobel Laureate 
Albert Camus put it at the time, 

“Hungary conquered and in chains has 
done more for freedom and justice than any 
people for twenty years. . . Those Hungarian 
workers and intellectuals, beside whom we 
stand today with such impotent sorrow, un- 
derstood this and have made us the better to 
understand it. That is why their hope is also 
ours. In spite of their misery, their chains, 
their exile, they have left us a glorious herit- 
age which we must preserve: freedom, which 
they not only chose, but which in a single 
day they gave back to us.” 

Practical consequences as well were to fol- 
low the Hungarian revolution even as it was 
crushed by columns of Soviet tanks, for the 
sacrifices of the freedom fighters helped lead 
eventually to a crescendo of falling dominos 
and the dissolution of the entire Soviet 
Union itself. The seven days of freedom Hun- 
garians had achieved in 1956 meant that Go- 
liath had been mortally wounded, his aura of 
invincibility shattered. It was just a matter 
of time before he collapsed into the dust 
once again just as in biblical times. 

Today Hungary is a fledgling democracy 
experiencing the kind of attacks that don’t 
come from the muzzles of AK-47s or the can- 
nons of Soviet era tanks. Caught in the 
whirlwind of the migrant crisis enveloping 
Europe, with nearly 400,000 political and eco- 
nomic migrants transiting the country so far 
this year on their way to Austria and Ger- 
many, it has been subject to harsh public 
criticism for not being accommodating 
enough to this flood of humanity. 

Regrettably, the fact that Hungary has 
faithfully adhered to the very protocol estab- 
lished by the European Union to deal with 
asylum seekers in requiring their registra- 
tion on entry is generally ignored. But even 
more fundamentally, the civilizational 
issues associated with nation states are just 
as often disregarded. Whatever one thinks of 
Hungary’s insistence on protecting its bor- 
ders, one also has to consider the broader im- 
plications of what chaos will do to Europe’s 
cultural distinctiveness. 

Albert Camus’ stirring words on the Hun- 
garian revolution are well known. Not as 
well-known are his prophetic words, just as 
profound, about the dangers associated with 
the breakdown of civilizational rules. While 
the pitfalls of anarchy meant the unpleasant 
task of having to make order, he wrote, 
there had to be order, because without order, 
he would die, ‘‘scattered to the winds.” 

He could have been speaking here once 
again about Hungary as well. Only this time 
it was about a people seeking to preserve the 
national identity they had secured for them- 
selves with their own blood six decades ear- 
lier. It is a stand that not everyone will 
agree with, it is a stand that can be debated, 
but it is a stand that is once again reso- 
nating throughout the world. 
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The stakes in this debate are not to be 
taken lightly because we should never forget 
that how this migrant crisis is resolved will 
affect not only this generation of Europeans 
but generation after generation to come. In 
a very real sense, these future generations 
are fated to live with the consequences of the 
choices made today with no other recourse 
to them. That means the decisions by all of 
us affected by this crisis need to be as wise 
as we can make them and our consciences as 
clear as we can keep them. 

The choices Hungary has taken so far in 
upholding the asylum precepts of the Euro- 
pean Union and safeguarding its borders rep- 
resent the hard way, a path of thorns on 
which Hungary has so often found itself in 
its brilliant but tragic history. It has risked 
its reputation on these choices, and only 
time can tell us how sagacious they have 
been. In the meanwhile, let us hold our rush 
to judgement. Especially on a day in which 
we honor Hungary for its great sacrifices for 
freedom. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING THE CONGREGACION 
MITA CHURCH ON ITS 75TH ANNI- 
VERSARY 


HON. ALAN GRAYSON 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Mr. GRAYSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate the Congregacion Mita Church on 
its 75th anniversary and recognize their con- 
tributions to the community. 

The Congregación Mita Church was found- 
ed in 1940 in the town of Arecibo, Puerto 
Rico, by Juanita “Mita” Garcia Peraza. At a 
time when women were not allowed to offi- 
ciate in church, Juanita became a trailblazer, 
founding her congregation with a message of 
love, freedom, and unity. 

The church began with a small group of 
only 11 members. In this founding group was 
Teofilo “Aaron” Vargas Sein, current President 
and Spiritual Leader of the church. In 1943, 
the congregation opened its first church in the 
humble community of Las Monjas in San 
Juan, Puerto Rico. In 1947, the church relo- 
cated to the Hato Rey sector of San Juan, 
where it is currently headquartered. A year 
later, in 1948, the congregation opened its first 
church outside Puerto Rico in New York City. 
As membership grew, Juanita saw the need 
for a new place of worship and in 1960 the 
congregation built a new church in Hato Rey. 

As part of her missionary work, Juanita es- 
tablished several ministries, social institutions, 
and music groups. Some of these include: the 
Ministry of Preachers and Deacons (1941), a 
ministry of volunteer neighborhood watchmen 
called “Guardas” (1947), the Strings Band 
(1950), and a bible school for children called 
“El Consejero” (1956). In 1957, she founded 
“La Banda Mita,” a marching band that is one 
of the premier music orchestras in Puerto Rico 
today. In 1963, the first international congrega- 
tion was founded in the city of Santo Domingo 
in the Dominican Republic. 

Alongside Juanita from the beginning was 
Aaron. Aaron began his Ministry at the young 
age of 15. He served as the church’s first ad- 
ministrator, as well as the first preacher, the 
senior guarda, and the lead percussionist of 
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the marching band. When Juanita passed 
away in 1970, Aarón assumed leadership of 
the Congregation. 

Under Aaron’s leadership, the church grew 
extensively. It expanded nationally to Illinois 
(1969), Connecticut (1972), New Jersey 
(1976), Florida (1988), Massachusetts (1990), 
Texas (1998), Ohio (2008), and North Carolina 
(2011). It also expanded internationally to Co- 
lombia (1970), Mexico (1980), Venezuela 
(1982), Costa Rica (1986), Panama (1987), 
Ecuador (1991), Canada (1992), El Salvador 
(1993), and Spain (2000). In Florida, con- 
gregations were established in Orlando, 
Ocala, Miami, and Tampa. 

Assisting Aaron with the church’s great ex- 
pansion was Rosinin Rodriguez Pérez, current 
Vice-President and Spiritual Leader of the 
Congregation. Together they founded institu- 
tions dedicated to provide social services to 
the community at-large. Some of these in- 
clude: the Colegio Congregacion Mita (1981), 
a K-12 school in Puerto Rico accredited by 
the Middle State Association; the El Paraiso 
Nursing Home (1985), a care center for sen- 
iors; and the Office for Counseling and Social 
Work (1985). The latter provides a wide range 
of professional services by certified social 
workers, psychologists, and gerontologists free 
of charge to members and nonmembers ev- 
erywhere the church is established, including 
Orlando, FL. 

In addition, they created music groups with 
the goal of developing love for the arts and 
music in children and adolescents. These in- 
clude: the Harps Group (1987), the Children’s 
Choir (1989), the Youth Choir (2004), and 
more recently, a Violin Orchestra (2007). 
Many of these groups, including the marching 
band, have smaller representations in most of 
the countries where the church is established. 

In 1990, on the occasion of its 50th anniver- 
sary, the church built its main house of wor- 
ship in San Juan, Puerto Rico with capacity 
for up to 10,000 parishioners. Today, Mita’s 
work continues its extraordinary expansion 
with hundreds of thousands of members in 
more than 300 congregations in 12 countries 
around the world. 

| am happy to recognize the accomplish- 
ments of the Congregacion Mita Church on 
this memorable date, the birthday of their 
leader Aaron, and wish them continuous suc- 
cess in the future. 


EE 


HONORING THE LIFE OF 
BILL ARNSPARGER 


HON. ANDY BARR 


OF KENTUCKY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Mr. BARR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the life of an exceptional man, Mr. Wil- 
liam Stephen Arnsparger, of Paris, Kentucky. 
Bill Arnsparger was a part of the Greatest 
Generation, answered his nation’s call to serv- 
ice during World War II. He spent most of his 
life as a football coach, attaining greatness 
around the country. It is my honor to recog- 
nize him before the House of Representatives. 

Mr. Arnsparger was born in Paris, Kentucky 
in 1926. He attended Paris High School, 
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where he was All State in football. After grad- 
uation, he joined the United States Marine 
Corps and was stationed in China. Following 
the war, Arnsparger earned his bachelor’s and 
master’s degrees from Miami University 
(Ohio), where he also played football. His 
coaching career began immediately after grad- 
uation as an assistant coach at Miami under 
Woody Hayes. 

Arnsparger went on to serve as an assistant 
coach at the college level at Ohio State, the 
University of Kentucky, and Tulane University. 
He was head coach at Louisiana State Univer- 
sity. Arnsparger coached in the NFL for the 
Baltimore Colts, the Miami Dolphins, the New 
York Giants, and the San Diego Chargers. He 
also served as athletic director at the Univer- 
sity of Florida. Arnsparger was famous for 
being the architect of the “No Name Defense” 
and the “Killer B’s” of the Miami Dolphins. Bill 
was inducted into the Miami Dolphins Honor 
Roll as well as Halls of Fame at Paris High 
School, Miami University, Kentucky Athletic, 
Florida Athletic, and the Kentucky Pro Football 
Hall of Fame. 

Mr. Arnsparger passed away peacefully on 
July 17, 2015 in Paris, Kentucky. Like many in 
his generation, he served his country bravely 
during his time in the military. He went on to 
live an exemplary life in his chosen profession 
of football. He was truly an outstanding Amer- 
ican, a patriot, and a role model to us all. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. KAY GRANGER 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Speaker, on roll call 
no. 560, due to a previously scheduled event, 
| was not present for this vote. Had | been 
present, | would have voted no. 


——— 


COMMEMORATING THE 1956 
HUNGARIAN REVOLUTION 


HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, 
today marks the 59th anniversary of the 1956 
Hungarian Revolution against Soviet tyranny. 
Though the Soviet tanks put down the uprising 
that time, it lit a torch of resistance that the 
communists could never put out and ultimately 
democracy prevailed. | submit the following re- 
marks by Marion Smith, Executive Director of 
the Victims of Communism Memorial Founda- 
tion, at an event last evening commemorating 
the 1956 Hungarian Revolution. 

COMMEMORATING THE 1956 HUNGARIAN 
REVOLUTION 
(By Marion Smith) 
[From Victims of Communism Memorial 
Foundation] 

For a few days in 1956, Budapest became 
the capital of freedom. The city, which was 
gutted and nearly destroyed by the ruthless 
military showdown between Soviet and Nazi 
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troops in World War II, became the city of 
hope and heartbreak in 1956. The Hungarian 
nation’s patriotic glory and enviable spirit 
broke the yoke of the Soviet Empire, if only 
for a few days. 

Ruszkik haza!—Russians, go home!—a 
crowd eventually growing to 300,000 de- 
manded as young people, who had everything 
to lose, gathered in the heart of the city. 
Hungarians began to tear off red stars from 
buildings, they toppled the statue of Stalin 
in front of the Hungarian Radio and tore out 
the Soviet symbol from the middle of the 
Hungarian flag, framed pictures of Lenin, 
Marx and Stalin were gathered on the street 
and burnt in bonfires. The flames of freedom 
lit up the nights. 

The Soviet military stationed in Hungary 
was considerably large. It should have been 
relatively easy to put down what the regime 
called a fascist ‘‘counter-revolution’’. But it 
wasn’t. Moscow underestimated the resil- 
ience of the people and the determination of 
Hungarians to fight. For their freedom, for 
their family, for their life. 

From the West, Hungarians received sym- 
pathy and prayers. But not much more. And 
yet, these mostly young patriots succeeded 
in driving out the Soviet tanks all the way 
to the outskirts of Budapest. A free and 
democratic Hungary seemed within grasp. 

But the Communist Politburo in Moscow 
was not yet ready for a breakup of the Iron 
Curtain and on November 4, Soviet tanks 
rolled through the city. 30,000 troops and 
more than a thousand tanks eventually put 
down the lightly armed civilians of Buda- 
pest. 

The Soviets gave Hungary a new leader, 
Janos Kadar. He announced over the radio 
that the ‘‘Hungarian Revolutionary Worker- 
Peasant Government” was formed to protect 
Hungary’s ‘socialist achievements”. And 
people who disagreed, people who took a part 
in the fights had to pay the price. For many, 
the ultimate price. Some were simply shot 
on the streets like dogs, some disappeared in 
the middle of the night, some spent years in 
the prisons at Andrássy út 60, where the 
House of Terror today commemorates the 
brutality of the communist secret police. 

Although the system was dubbed ‘“‘goulash 
communism” for its more relaxed policies 
that allowed for some dissent, the one-party 
system, political censorship, food shortages 
of a centrally planned economy, and the ar- 
bitrary coercion of citizens by state officials 
remained until the very last days of the re- 
gime. 

Almost sixty years after the Hungarian 
revolution, and more than 25 years after the 
regime change, it is more important than 
ever for Hungarians and Americans alike to 
remember that communism was not a beau- 
tiful utopia. It was and is an ideology that 
enables tyranny. Communist regimes every- 
where systematically killed a portion of 
their own people as a matter of policy in 
peacetime, denied citizens their basic rights, 
robbed them of their food and of their labor, 
and tore families apart in maintaining a po- 
lice state. 

The mass exodus, one of the largest the 
U.S. has seen at the time, of political dis- 
senters from Hungary on the heels of the 1956 
revolution revealed the true intolerance of 
the “‘socialist dream”. 

The Victims of Communism Foundation, 
through our Witness project tells true sto- 
ries about life communist regimes. To under- 
stand the depth and scope of the evil of com- 
munism we have to listen to those who knew 
it all too well, those like: 

Bela Krasznay who spent nearly eight 
years in the notorious Recsk labor camp dur- 
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ing the 1950’s as a political prisoner due to 
his family background (landed-owners and 
military officers). 

Janos Horvath who served as the youngest 
member of the Hungarian parliament in 1948, 
was imprisoned for four years by the com- 
munist regime because of his political beliefs 
only to return to the Hungarian parliament, 
becoming its oldest living member until his 
retirement in 2014. 

Livia Gyarmathy who was ordered by the 
state to become a chemist, despite wanting 
to go to medical school and eventually be- 
came a filmmaker, and produced the first 
ever film about the Recsk labor camp—the 
Hungarian Gulag. 

Daniel Magay, whose idyllic childhood was 
wrecked when communist authorities tar- 
geted his father, a popular landowner. 
Though his efforts to escape communism 
brought Daniel to the 1956 Olympic Games 
and, eventually, San Francisco, Daniel re- 
mains deeply shaped by having grown up 
under that brutal system. 

We must not think that the fall of the So- 
viet Union meant the “end of history” or 
even the end of communism. As Charles de 
Gaulle, the former French president said: 
“Stalin didn’t walk away into the past, he 
dissolved into the future.” 

Today, one fifth of the world’s population 
lives in a one-party communist state. 

This very summer, new statues of Stalin 
have been erected in several Russian towns 
by Russia’s Communist Party whose leader 
promised new statues in Irkutsk in Siberia 
and to Eastern Ukraine. 

In Donetsk, where the Soviets are respon- 
sible for the death of millions of Ukrainians 
in the period of forced starvation known as 
Holodomor, a new cult of Stalin is on the 
rise with new street posters of the bloody 
murderer on display. 

Russia is eager to display the red flag with 
hammer and sickle as a sign of past glory at 
sporting events from the Sochi Olympics to 
the FINA World Championships in Kazan. All 
this while Russian authorities have shut 
down the Soviet era archives, revised chil- 
dren’s text books and harassed or jailed his- 
torians or journalists who dare to tell the 
truth about life in the Soviet Union. 

And in our own country, a country that 
spent more resources on fighting com- 
munism than any other country in the 
world, we see a shocking lack of under- 
standing from teenagers and young adults 
who do not know the basics of 20th century 
history. They don’t understand how bank- 
rupt the Marxist ideology actually is and 
why the struggle we as Americans took 
against communist imperialism was and is 
worth it. 

The simple lesson of the Cold War is that 
there is absolutely nothing romantic, cute, 
or enviable about the socialist system and 
the communist utopia. Few nations know 
this better than the Hungarians, whose torn 
red white and green flag became, in 1956 a 
symbol for a universal desire for freedom. 
And so it remains today. 


EE 


CHIEF GARY W. WARMAN—A 
TEXAS LAWMAN 


HON. TED POE 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, Gary 
Warman, my friend who has served 35 years 
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with the Humble Police Department, is retiring 
as a Texas lawman. Gary should be recog- 
nized for his fine career and his outstanding 
public service to the community of Humble 
and the great State of Texas. 

After graduating from Sam Houston High 
School in Houston, Texas, Gary joined the 
United States Marines Corps in 1968. He 
served a tour in South Vietnam at Marble 
Mountain near Da Nang Air Base. Gary is an 
honorable defender of liberty and freedom and 
| thank him for his service to our country. 

Following his service in the Marines, Gary 
moved back to Houston and began working as 
a millwright. 

His father was a millwright, so he naturally 
learned the trade. He worked in several power 
plants around the Houston area for the next 
five years. 

It wasn’t long before Gary decided to fulfill 
his childhood dream of being a policeman. In 
1975, he made that dream come true by join- 
ing Harris County Constable Precinct 1 where 
he trained at the Texas A&M Police Academy. 
He worked for Constable Walter Rankin for 
two years, before joining Harris County Pre- 
cinct 4 under Constable C.R. Davis. 

In 1979, he was offered a job as a patrol of- 
ficer and thus began his long career fighting 
crime with the Humble Police Department. He 
quickly rose through the ranks as patrol ser- 
geant, detective sergeant, lieutenant of detec- 
tive division, and lieutenant of patrol division. 

His personality and professionalism quickly 
gained him respect from the law enforcement 
community. 

He was promoted to Chief of Police in 2002. 
His 13 years of faithful service as Chief of Po- 
lice makes him the longest sitting Chief in the 
history of the City of Humble. 

Gary obtained additional police training 
along the way. He is a graduate of the FBI 
National Academy 174th session and Leader- 
ship Command College at Sam Houston State 
University. He also holds a Master Peace Offi- 
cer Certificate. He is a member of the Texas 
Police Chiefs Association, North Harris Coun- 
ty Criminal Justice Association, Arabia Shrine 
Temple, International Association of Police 
Chiefs and a life member of the Houston Live- 
stock Show and Rodeo. 

On behalf of the Second Congressional Dis- 
trict of Texas, this remarkable Texan should 
be commended for his exemplary service and 
dedication to the City of Humble. He will be 
dearly missed by his fellow officers, City of 
Humble employees, citizens of Humble, Texas 
and me. We wish him happy hunting, fishing, 
and golfing. Thank you, Gary, for dedicating 
your life to public service and making our 
community a fine place to live and raise a 
family. Job well done. 

And that’s just the way it is. 


EE 


NATIONAL FOREST PRODUCTS 
WEEK 


HON. DAN NEWHOUSE 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
in support of National Forest Products Week 
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and in recognition of the 30,000 hardworking 
individuals employed by this industry in Wash- 
ington State; including the over 1,000 pulp and 
paper employees in my district alone. In 
Washington, the industry provides nearly 2 bil- 
lion dollars in annual compensation and is 
among the state’s largest manufacturing sec- 
tors. 

Forest products play a valuable role in our 
daily lives and are manufactured using recy- 
clable and renewable resources. They are 
used in our businesses, schools, and homes— 
whether they are books, paper, shipping 
boxes, or LCD monitors—these products con- 
tinue to meet the evolving needs of people 
around the world. The industry is an integral 
part of America’s manufacturing competitive- 
ness and allows us to communicate, teach, 
and learn. 

| am excited to celebrate National Forest 
Products Week and my constituents who con- 
tribute to this industry. | urge my colleagues to 
exercise Common sense and sound science 
when it comes to rules and regulations that 
unnecessarily burden this vital U.S. industry. 
By doing so, we can guarantee these products 
remain globally competitive and ensure that 
900,000 Americans and 30,000 Washing- 
tonians can continue working for this important 
industry. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING PAUL GALLEGOS AS 
CITIZEN OF THE YEAR 


HON. JARED HUFFMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate Paul Gallegos, who was honored 
as Humboldt County Citizen of the Year on 
October 23, 2015, a well-deserved award. 
Paul Gallegos’ history as an attorney and as 
the District Attorney for Humboldt County has 
been a benefit to the state and the community. 

Born in Arlington, Virginia, Paul Gallegos 
was one of 11 children. He graduated from 
Woodbridge Senior High School in 
Woodbridge, Virginia, then attended the Uni- 
versity of Southern California, where he 
earned a Bachelor of Arts degree in econom- 
ics. Paul Gallegos went on to University of La- 
Verne School of Law, where he attained a 
Juris Doctorate degree. 

Paul Gallegos was district attorney for Hum- 
boldt County from 2003 to 2015. He was a 
partner with his wife Joan at Gallegos & 
Gallegos, Attorneys at Law in Eureka, and fo- 
cused on state and federal civil and criminal 
litigation at the Law Office of Paul V. Gallegos 
in Claremont, CA. He is currently a partner at 
the Gallegos Law Firm. 

He has served with numerous legal associa- 
tions, including: The California Public Defend- 
ers Association; the National Public Defend- 
ers Association; the California Trial Attorneys 
Association; the National District Attorneys As- 
sociation, the California District Attorneys As- 
sociation, and the National District Attorneys 
Association. He is part of the Federal Pro 
Bono Project and a current member of the 
Betty Kwan Chinn Foundation. 

Mr. Speaker, Paul Gallegos’ dedication to 
law and the community of Humboldt County is 
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commendable and worthy of recognition. | 
urge my colleagues to join me in extending 
our congratulations to him. 


EE 


AFRICA’S GREAT LAKES REGION: 
A SECURITY, POLITICAL, AND 
HUMANITARIAN CHALLENGE 


HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, to 
say that the Great Lakes region of Africa is 
troubled would be an understatement. Burundi 
is experiencing continued turmoil due to a re- 
cent contentious election. The Democratic Re- 
public of the Congo, or DRC, has had some 
level of conflict since the late 1990s. The 
Lord’s Resistance Army, also known as the 
LRA, has plagued several of these countries. 
Alleged plundering of DRC resources by 
Rwanda and Uganda have never been fully 
resolved. Nations in the region have been pre- 
occupied in the last two years with resolving 
the South Sudan civil war. 

Definitions vary, but the Great Lakes region, 
as defined by the U.S. Department of State, 
comprises Burundi, the DRC, Rwanda, and 
Uganda. The region is among the most dense- 
ly populated in Africa, especially around Lake 
Victoria and Lake Tanganyika, and enjoys rich 
agricultural potential, water resources, min- 
erals, and wildlife. However, political instability, 
conflict, humanitarian crises, and a lack of de- 
velopment remain key challenges. 

These four countries are the purview of the 
U.S. Special Envoy to the Great Lakes, Tom 
Perriello, whom we had before my sub- 
committee yesterday. We also had Assistant 
Secretary of State for African Affairs Linda 
Thomas-Greenfield, who has spent a great 
deal of her time in office dealing with Great 
Lakes issues. 

Yesterday’s hearing offered an opportunity 
to hear from these administration officials not 
only about continuing U.S. efforts to extinguish 
the LRA threat, but also the administration’s 
work with governments in the region on issues 
such as peace building, governance and ad- 
herence to international human rights and de- 
mocracy standards. 

In our subcommittee hearings over the last 
three years, we have uncovered numerous 
troubling situations: 

Even with the supposed end of operations 
by the M23 militia in eastern DRC in late 
2013, there are several other militias still caus- 
ing instability in the region. 

The Kabila government in the DRC is re- 
portedly using a ban on completing foreign 
adoptions as leverage to ward off actions to 
prevent him from prolonging his rule despite a 
constitutional bar to any reelection bid. 

Burundi President Pierre Nkurunziza’s deci- 
sion to run for a third term, which some Bu- 
rundians and outside observers viewed as a 
violation of a landmark peace agreement— 
and, arguably, the Constitution of Burundi— 
has led to a political crisis and heightened 
concerns about regional stability. 

Human rights abuses in Rwanda were found 
to be targeted toward real or perceived polit- 
ical opponents prior to 2012, but after 2012, 
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such abuses were seen as more random, ex- 
panding the targets of the regime. 

Maj. Robert Higero, a retired Rwandan mili- 
tary officer, told our subcommittee on May 
20th about his solicitation by the Rwandan in- 
telligence chief to kill two high-level defectors. 
He turned against the government and in- 
formed the targets who asked him to record 
the offer. He did, and the recording was vali- 
dated by the Globe and Mail in Canada and 
the British Broadcasting Corporation. The 
State Department has not only found the alle- 
gations to be credible but warned Maj. Higero 
to leave Belgium where his life was in danger. 

Although LRA killings have diminished in the 
past few years, kidnappings by the group have 
risen as it operates in smaller, scattered cells, 
using more adults as temporary labor. One 
witness at our hearing last month said an end 
to the U.S. support for the counter-LRA effort 
would be “devastating.” 

We have heard of the difficulties of address- 
ing issues in this troubled region of Africa by 
both government and private witnesses over 
the past few years. However, the fates of 
these countries are interconnected, and our 
policies need to take this into account. 

There are numerous issues in the Great 
Lakes countries that require examination, and 
we discussed yesterday what should be a co- 
ordinated U.S. policy in this region and we 
heard from our witnesses what the prospects 
are for this policy to be implemented. 


EEE 


IN HONOR OF MR. WILLIAM 
OSBORNE’S ACHIEVEMENTS 


HON. DAVID SCOTT 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise to pay tribute to the accomplishments of 
Mr. William Osborne, as he retires from a long 
career spanning both the private and public 
sectors. Whichever job he held, it was clear 
that Mr. Osborne always had Georgia and its 
citizens on his mind. 

Originally a journalist, Mr. Osborne grad- 
uated from the University of Georgia’s jour- 
nalism school with distinction and went on to 
work at the Atlanta Journal. After a few years, 
Mr. Osborne left the Journal to direct and help 
establish DeKalb County’s Research-Informa- 
tion office. The office was one of the first pub- 
lic information offices in the United States of 
America. When the National Association of 
Counties established their own public informa- 
tion office, Mr. Osborne was chosen to be vice 
president by his colleagues. 

Almost concurrently, he established the City 
of Atlanta’s public information office and held 
the position for a few months before setting 
his sights on helping to improve the education 
system in Atlanta and Conyers. As Director of 
Information and Community Relations and 
later of Evaluation and Dissemination of Pupil 
Personnel Services, he undertook the effort of 
desegregating and integrating Atlanta public 
schools in the 1960s. 

He has helped to develop and improve com- 
munities and cities throughout metro Atlanta 
as a consultant and throughout the southern 
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United States as a part of the Council of State 
Governments. Mr. Osborne has advocated for 
citizens and the improvement of Georgia as 
well as throughout the United States. 

Mr. Osborne served as Executive Director 
for the Southern Governor’s Association and 
maintained their Atlanta office, working with 19 
Governors and their key staff members. 

As the City Manager for Douglasville, for 
which he was reappointed 24 times, Mr. 
Osborne saw the city triple in population size. 
He worked with three different mayors and 30 
different city council members. He oversaw 
and guided the city as its budget quadrupled 
in size. Under Mr. Osborne’s guidance and 
leadership Douglasville has continued to grow 
and prosper. He will certainly be missed by all 
who have had the honor of working with him. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise today to honor the 
achievements of Mr. Osborne and to com- 
mend his passion and dedication for the local 
government and citizens not only in 
Douglasville but throughout the State of Geor- 
gia. | ask my colleagues to join me in vener- 
ating this distinguished colleague and his serv- 
ice to the people of Georgia. 


ES 


RECOGNIZING THE DEDICATED 
SERVICE OF NORTHWEST FLOR- 
IDA’S DAISY STEED 


HON. JEFF MILLER 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
to recognize Ms. Daisy Steed on the occasion 
of her retirement as Manager of Ellyson Indus- 
trial Park in Pensacola, Florida. For more than 
30 years, Ms. Steed has dedicated her life to 
serving the Northwest Florida community, and 
| am pleased to honor her outstanding 
achievements. 

Ms. Steed first came to Escambia County in 
1982 after serving 17 years with the City of 
Hartselle, Alabama, where she served in var- 
ious capacities, including as interim City Man- 
ager. An assiduous worker, Ms. Steed also 
held many different positions in Escambia 
County, one year serving in five different ca- 
pacities, before she was called on to help de- 
velop Ellyson Industrial Park and Marcus 
Pointe Commerce Park. As a result of her 
acumen, work ethic, and dedication to serving 
her community, Ms. Steed was named “Em- 
ployee of the Month” several times, and, in 
1997, she was selected as “Employee of the 
Year” in recognition of her excellent perform- 
ance, courtesy, and professionalism. 

During her career managing Ellyson Indus- 
trial Park, Ms. Steed was instrumental in re- 
cruiting more than 20 companies to the park, 
helping to bring jobs and bolster economic de- 
velopment in the Gulf Coast region. Ms. 
Steed’s success and dedication is also exem- 
plified by her work securing funding to help 
build a new National Guard Armory. As a 
strong supporter of our military and National 
Guard, and in recognition of her efforts to help 
shepherd the construction of the National 
Guard Armory, Ms. Steed was one of a select 
group of civilians to be awarded the “Leader- 
ship Award” from Major General Harrison. 
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Thanks to her immense success in the role 
of Manager of the Ellyson Industrial Park, Ms. 
Steed is affectionately called “the Mayor of 
Ellyson.” Her level of professionalism and 
dedication to the enhancement of Escambia 
County’s economic and industrial development 
is apparent in the manner in which she rep- 
resents her Ellyson Industrial Park Association 
in her day to day life. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the Gulf Coast 
community, | am pleased to congratulate Ms. 
Daisy Steed on her well-earned retirement 
after more than 30 years of dedicated service 
to the Northwest Florida community. My wife 
Vicki and | wish her all the best for continued 
success. 


EE 


COMMEMORATING THE LIFE OF 
MACEL FALWELL 


HON. BOB GOODLATTE 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of 
myself and Representative ROBERT HURT, | 
submit these remarks to commemorate and 
celebrate the life of Macel Falwell. Mrs. 
Falwell passed away on October 15, 2015, at 
the age of 82. 

The widow of the late Reverend Jerry 
Falwell, founder of Thomas Road Baptist 
Church and Liberty University in Lynchburg, 
Virginia, Mrs. Falwell and her husband could 
never have imagined where God’s plan would 
take them during their 49 years of marriage. 
She was self-admittedly timid, but never shied 
away from life’s experiences and opportuni- 
ties. 

Mrs. Falwell was truly a pillar of the Lynch- 
burg community. She touched many lives 
through her work with Thomas Road Baptist 
Church and other local organizations. Many 
remember the musical talents she shared with 
her congregation, while others reflect on her 
work with Liberty Christian Academy, including 
serving as President of the School Board. It is 
without a doubt that she leaves behind a rich 
legacy of service. 

But her greatest joy and role was as wife 
and mother. Mrs. Falwell is survived by three 
children: Jonathan, the pastor of Thomas 
Road Baptist Church, where his father 
preached for 51 years; Jeannie Savas, a sur- 
geon; and Jerry Jr., the current president of 
Liberty University. Our thoughts and prayers 
remain with her children, grandchildren, and 
many other beloved family members and 
friends. 

As her obituary described: “Mrs. Falwell 
was well known in the Thomas Road Baptist 
Church and Liberty University family as a 
woman of poise and grace. Never desiring the 
spotlight, she faithfully and quietly stood by 
her husband for many years as both institu- 
tions were founded and built but she was al- 
ways most comfortable in her role as a pas- 
tors wife. She was his greatest cheerleader, 
confidant, advisor and friend during their min- 
istry together.” 

While her presence will be greatly missed 
by those here on Earth, we know that she is 
now at peace in heaven with her husband. 
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Countless people would echo the sentiment 
shared by Mrs. Falwell’s son, Jonathan, short- 
ly after her passing: “I can’t believe I’ve been 
so blessed to have her in my life.” 


--Á—— 


CELEBRATING THE 100TH ANNI- 
VERSARY OF THE NAACP TO- 
LEDO BRANCH 


HON. MARCY KAPTUR 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
highlight a significant event in the life and 
times of a Toledo, Ohio institution: 2015 marks 
the 100th anniversary of the Toledo branch of 
the NAACP. The organization celebrates this 
milestone with a special gala on Saturday, Oc- 
tober 24, 2015. 

The Toledo Branch of the NAACP was char- 
tered on February 2, 1915. Today, one hun- 
dred years later, it is one of the oldest contin- 
ually operating branches in the country. The 
branch was formed by some of the leading 
citizens of the day including Albertus Brown— 
the first chapter president—Charles A. Cottrill 
and Della Fields. These three founders were 
able to grow that initial gathering to about 160 
people. Since then, the Toledo NAACP branch 
has marched through time thanks in large part 
to what historian Kenneth Goings refers to as 
the “‘unsung heroes’ of the Toledo chapter— 
everyday men and women who worked behind 
the scenes over the years to make sure the 
chapter would make it to its 100th birthday.” 

In addition to the legion of “unsung heroes” 
the Toledo branch of the NAACP was led by 
several legendary leaders who served at the 
helm of the organization throughout the years. 
These leaders’ names reverberate through 
history, still recognized today through the 
buildings and streets named for them. We re- 
member their legacy and the shoulders on 
which the generations forward have stood 
through the century. 

During its rich history the Toledo NAACP 
has been a leader in the fight for empower- 
ment and justice for all. Its focus grew from 
battles against outright discrimination in the 
past to prosperity and ensuring the economic, 
educational, judicial and social equality as well 
as enfranchisement of all citizens. 

The Toledo branch explains, its “purpose is 
to serve our mission by having a relevant 
agenda that emphasizes career and economic 
development, next level entrepreneurship, po- 
litical empowerment, educational excellence, 
health and lifestyle awareness, civil rights and 
youth outreach.” Coupled with the mission and 
vision of the NAACP “to ensure the political, 
educational, social, and economic equality of 
rights of all persons and to eliminate racial ha- 
tred and racial discrimination and ensure a so- 
ciety in which all individuals have equal rights 
and there is no racial hatred or racial discrimi- 
nation” the Toledo branch’s 100 year history is 
a story of highs and lows in that journey. The 
organization has been at the vanguard of the 
events which have shaped our nation’s 20th 
century and beyond. Today, it continues on a 
path toward social justice reminiscent of the 
Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King’s admonition that 
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“Injustice anywhere is a threat to justice ev- 
erywhere.” 

Experiencing a rebirth, the Toledo branch of 
the NAACP is headquartered in the city’s his- 
toric Dorr Street corridor, once home to a 
thriving African American business district and 
the center of its residential communities. The 
corridors own storied history marched along- 
side that of the NAACP in bringing prosperity 
to Toledo’s African American families. 

Former national NAACP chair Julian Bond 
once explained when discussing the organiza- 
tion, “. . . the NAACP branches—the grass- 
roots—kept plugging away. They kept doing 
what they do, and they do it well.” For 100 
years the Toledo branch of the NAACP has 
done it well: as a champion of humanity and 
hope, a beacon of light and a wellspring of 
truth. As we look back on a century of service, 
of triumph and trials, we look forward to re- 
newed hope for the future. 


rE 


NATIONAL FOREST PRODUCTS 
WEEK 


HON. SANFORD D. BISHOP, JR. 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize the importance of the forest 
products industry as we celebrate National 
Forest Products Week. The forest products in- 
dustry provides critical contributions to the 
economy of Georgia and the United States. 

In my home state of Georgia, forestry and 
logging activities employ over 8,600 people; 
wood products manufacturing facilities employ 
over 16,800; and pulp and paper manufac- 
turing facilities provide over 18,800 jobs— 
amounting to a minimum of 44,200 jobs pro- 
vided by the forest products industry in the 
State of Georgia alone. Furthermore, these in- 
dustries contribute over $2 billion to annual 
payrolls in Georgia, which underscores the vi- 
tality of the forestry industry to the state’s 
economy. 

In addition to the positive economic impact, 
the forest products industry has made impor- 
tant technological advances in building design 
to improve the energy efficiency, speed of 
construction, and environmental performance 
of buildings. Industry innovation has created 
new opportunities to expand the use of wood 
building materials in construction by providing 
more cost-savings, quicker construction times, 
and fewer impacts to the environment than al- 
ternative building materials. 

In fact, lumber is the only building material 
that naturally-impounds carbon, significantly 
reducing the overall carbon footprint of a con- 
struction project. Additionally, wood manufac- 
turing requires far less energy and results in 
fewer greenhouse gas emissions than other 
common construction materials, as noted in a 
study by the U.S. Forest Service. 

As Americans continue to improve the en- 
ergy efficiency of our buildings, it is essential 
that we encourage the use of wood in homes 
and buildings, particularly federal government 
buildings, where the efficiency savings gained 
from using forest products can be passed on 
to the taxpayers. 
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Given the positive economic and environ- 
mental impact on Georgia and on the country 
as whole, | am pleased to honor the fine com- 
panies and employees of this industry during 
National Forest Products Week. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING THE CENTENNIAL 
ANNIVERSARY OF MILTON HIGH 
SCHOOL 


HON. JEFF MILLER 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
to recognize Milton High School in Milton, 
Florida upon the occasion of its Centennial 
Anniversary. 


Milton High School, home of the Panthers, 
first opened its doors on November 1, 1915, 
welcoming 252 students in grades 1 through 
12. Today, the school has a student body of 
over 1,700 students. 


As the only high school serving the City of 
Milton, the school has educated thousands of 
students over the course of its 100-year his- 
tory, and its graduates have gone on to 
achieve great success in many fields. Its 
strong athletic program continues to give stu- 
dents the opportunity to participate in many or- 
ganized sports including: soccer, football, 
baseball, cheerleading, and volleyball, among 
others. Milton High teams have won numerous 
awards and championships, including back-to- 
back state football championships. Addition- 
ally, MHS is home to the Mighty Black and 
Gold Marching Band and has a renowned fine 
arts department, several honor societies and 
service clubs, as well as a Navy Junior ROTC 
and an unparalleled computer technology lab, 
known as Milton Institute of Technology. 


Along with receiving an “A” academic rat- 
ing, Milton High School was also recently 
named one of the best high schools in Amer- 
ica by U.S. News and World Report. Notable 
alumni from Milton High School include: 
Founder and Chairman of Aflac Paul Amos; 
PGA Tour golfers: Heath Slocum, Bubba Wat- 
son, and Boo Weekley; and former Speaker of 
the Florida House of Representatives Bolley 
“Bo” Johnson. However, Milton High School 
has also served as the foundation for doctors, 
lawyers, engineers, ministers, financial ex- 
perts, NASA experts, pilots, military heroes, 
college and professional athletes, educators, 
and countless other dedicated alumni who 
have impacted Florida and our Nation. 


Mr. Speaker, my wife Vicki and | would like 
to congratulate the Milton High School Pan- 
thers on 100 years of excellence, and we wish 
them all the best for continued success. 
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HONORING GEORGE AND AGNES 
FRANKLIN ON THE OCCASION OF 
THEIR 77TH WEDDING ANNIVER- 
SARY AND IN CELEBRATION OF 
THEIR 100TH BIRTHDAYS 


HON. FRANK C. GUINTA 


OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
express my congratulations to George and 
Agnes Franklin on celebrating their 77th anni- 
versary and in celebration of their 100th birth- 
days. 

This is a great milestone in a marriage and 
speaks highly to the love and commitment 
they have shown to one another and their 
family over the years. 

As they reflect on the great memories and 
milestones that have highlighted the past fifty 
years, | know they will think fondly on all they 
have shared together, and | wish them all the 
best for the future. 


a 


RECOGNIZING MR. WILLIAM T. 
STANLEY 


HON. DANNY K. DAVIS 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, | would like to take this time to recognize 
the life of Mr. William T. Stanley, a scientist 
from the Field Museum located in Chicago, IL. 
Born in Lebanon, Bill grew up in Kenya and 
moved to the United States with intentions on 
becoming an animal scientist. 

Bill was in charge of some 29 million spe- 
cies at the Field Museum in Chicago. Sci- 
entists and students would reach out to Bill for 
his resourcefulness in their respected field of 
study. He has helped many graduate students 
reach their potentials with his assistance to 
their thesis and dissertations. His knowledge 
and ability to explain specimens in detail moti- 
vated his audience to engage and learn. 

Reaching his goals to becoming a mamma- 
lian researcher, his character touched the lives 
of everyone he came in contact with. Bill was 
known for not only his research but also his 
ability to fill the room with his good spirits and 
incredible sense of humor. Bill will be missed 
by his family, friends and the mammalian re- 
search in which he devoted his life too. 

| would like to thank William T. Stanley for 
his strong leadership and contributions to the 
city of Chicago and may he rest in peace. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING LINDA ATKINS AS 
CITIZEN OF THE YEAR 


HON. JARED HUFFMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, October 23, 2015 


Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, Linda Atkins 
attended Berkeley High School, then earned a 
bachelor’s degree in social science from Cali- 
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fornia State University in Sacramento. From 
1976 to 1998 she was a State of California Ar- 
chitectural Associate, heavy equipment me- 
chanic, building maintenance worker and auto 
technician for the California Highway Patrol. 
Linda Atkins then spent three years working 
for Caltrans’ material engineering division. 
During her work with the state, she integrated 
several employment classifications as a 
tradeswoman and was a Service Employees 
International Union Local 1000 representative. 
Linda Atkins has also been a strong advocate 
for gay and lesbian state employees. 

In 1998, Linda Atkins was elected to the Eu- 
reka City Council, where she is a council- 
woman to this day. Linda Atkins has been a 
longtime member of the Humboldt County 
Democratic Central Committee and has 
served as its chair; she is also a member of 
the Eureka Progressive Democratic Club. She 
has helped bring a diverse viewpoint to the 
city council and has been a strong participant 
in local elections. Linda Atkins was recognized 
as Community Partner of the Year in 2014. 

Mr. Speaker, Linda Atkins’ dedication to the 
state and the Humboldt County community is 
commendable and worthy of recognition. | 
urge my colleagues to join me in extending 
our congratulations to her. 


EE 
HONORING SUE GOODNOW IN 
CELEBRATION OF HER 100TH 


BIRTHDAY 
HON. FRANK C. GUINTA 


OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
express my congratulations to Sue Goodnow 
in celebration of her reaching her 100th birth- 
day. 

As she reflects on the great memories and 
milestones that have highlighted the past hun- 
dred years, | know she will think fondly on all 
that she’s accomplished and the positive im- 
pact she’s had on New Hampshire. 

It is with great admiration that | congratulate 
Ms. Goodnow on achieving this wonderful 
milestone, and wish her the best on all future 
endeavors. 


— 


RECOGNIZING RAMBAM MESIVTA, 
WINNER OF A NATIONAL BLUE 
RIBBON AWARD 


HON. KATHLEEN M. RICE 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Miss RICE of New York. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to congratulate the Rambam Mesivta 
academy in Lawrence, New York, on receiving 
the National Blue Ribbon School award. As 
the only school on Long Island to receive a 
Blue Ribbon award this year, Rambam 
Mesivta has truly distinguished itself as an ex- 
ceptional academic institution deeply com- 
mitted to the educational and personal devel- 
opment of its student body. 

For 24 years, Rambam Mesivta has imple- 
mented a rigorous curriculum that challenges 
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its students to not only strive for academic ex- 
cellence, but also to become more engaged 
members of their community and better citi- 
zens of the world. In fact, within days of the 
2004 earthquake and tsunami in Southeast 
Asia, which killed more than 250,000 people, 
students from Rambam Mesivta raised more 
than $6,000 to help rebuild schools and buy 
school supplies in Sri Lanka. 

Following the tragic 2014 terrorist attack at 
the Har Nof synagogue in Jerusalem, in which 
four Jewish worshipers were killed, a group of 
10th graders from Rambam Mesivta_re- 
sponded immediately with a campaign to raise 
money for the victims’ families. Within a day of 
the attack, the students had raised nearly 
$20,000, and within 10 days, they raised over 
one million. Nearly two months after they 
launched their campaign, this passionate and 
caring group of students raised over two mil- 
lion dollars. 

Rambam Mesivta has instilled in its students 
a dedication not just to their studies, but to 
public service and to helping those in need. | 
am truly proud to represent this wonderful 
school and its community in Congress. 

Once again, I'd like to congratulate 
Rambam Mesivta on receiving the National 
Blue Ribbon Award and | want to thank its stu- 
dents, administrators and faculty for their in- 
credible work and their service to our commu- 
nity. 


EE 


INCREASED VIOLENCE IN ISRAEL 
AND THE WEST BANK 


HON. ZOE LOFGREN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, | am con- 
cerned and saddened by the recent reports of 
increased violence in Israel and the West 
Bank. 

| join with Secretary of State John Kerry and 
United Nations Secretary General Ban Ki 
Moon in urging both Palestinian President 
Mahmoud Abbas and Israeli Prime Minister 
Benjamin Netanyahu to publicly condemn the 
violence, use rhetoric that will calm tensions in 
the region, and refrain from making public 
statements that will incite violence. 

It is my hope that Secretary Kerry’s visits 
with President Abbas and Prime Minister 
Netanyahu this week are helpful in putting an 
end to the violence that has already taken so 
many lives and allows for a constructive dia- 
logue that can ultimately lead to a peaceful 
resolution for the region. 


EE 
TRIBUTE IN HONOR OF THE LIFE 
OF THE HONORABLE DICK 
ROSENBAUM 


HON. ANNA G. ESHOO 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, October 23, 2015 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the life and work of a dedicated public 
servant of California’s 18th Congressional Dis- 
trict. 


October 28, 2015 


Dick Rosenbaum was born and raised in 
Queens, New York, and died on October 11, 
2015, at the age of 81. He leaves his wife of 
57 years, Ruth; his son, Dan Rosenbaum; his 
daughter, Amy Rosenbaum and three grand- 
children. 

Dick was a science prodigy who went to 
Brooklyn Tech and attended Cornell University 
on a full scholarship, and earned his Ph.D. in 
aeronautical engineering from Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology. He and his wife 
moved to Palo Alto in 1963, and he worked as 
a research scientist for Lockheed for 31 years. 

Dick Rosenbaum served three times on the 
Palo Alto City Council, from 1971 to 1975 and 
from 1991 to 1999, serving as Mayor in 1998. 
He was called a “fiscal bloodhound” by the 
Palo Alto Weekly and was prescient about the 
dangers of excessive city spending. He was a 
residentialist who valued the quality of life in 
Palo Alto, and worked to preserve historic 
buildings. He supported low income housing 
but opposed overly dense projects. He wrote 
frequently for the Palo Alto Weekly, usually 
about fiscal matters. He was loved and re- 
spected by his colleagues for his integrity and 
sense of humor. | had the privilege to rep- 
resent Dick and work with him on behalf of our 
mutual constituents. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask the entire House to join 
me in honoring the life and work of Dick 
Rosenbaum and in extending our condolences 
to his family. Our community and our country 
are stronger because of the life and work of 
Dick Rosenbaum. 


a 


TRIBUTE TO GRAHAM NASH 
HON. DARRELL E. ISSA 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to rec- 
ognize and pay tribute to the great musical 
contributions of singer and songwriter, Mr. 
Graham Nash. 

Over the decades, Mr. Nash has been a 
member of several legendary musical acts and 
written many powerful songs like “Teach Your 
Children” and love songs like “Our House” 
with Crosby, Stills, Nash & Young. | particu- 
larly remember the song “He Ain’t Heavy, 
He’s My Brother’ when he was a member of 
The Hollies because we both lived in Ohio. 

Mr. Nash won a GRAMMY in 1969 for “Best 
New Artist” with Crosby, Stills, & Nash. Their 
debut album was nominated for Album of the 
Year and inducted into the GRAMMY Hall of 
Fame in 1999. Mr. Nash is also a two-time-in- 
ductee in both the Songwriter’s Hall of Fame 
as well as the Rock & Roll Hall of Fame. 

Additionally, a New York Times best-selling 
author, an internationally renowned photog- 
rapher, and a philanthropist and activist, Mr. 
Nash uses an array of artistic outlets to share 
his beliefs and talents around the world. 

Mr. Nash was born and raised in the United 
Kingdom. But he mentioned to me one of his 
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proudest days was August 14, 1978—the day 
he became an American citizen. He is cur- 
rently a resident in California and | am proud 
he calls our great state home. 

A new exhibition titled “Graham Nash: 
Touching the Flame” at the Rock & Roll Hall 
of Fame Museum in Cleveland, Ohio, docu- 
ments the extraordinary career of Mr. Nash. 
We are fortunate he has shared his creative 
musical talents and thought-provoking songs 
with the world. For these reasons, | commend 
Mr. Graham Nash as a remarkable lyricist and 
performer. 


IN MEMORY OF SIMON KONOVER 
HON. JOHN B. LARSON 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, October 23, 2015 


Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to remember Simon Konover, who 
passed away on October 20, 2015 in Delray 
Beach, Florida at the age of 93. Konover was 
the founder and patriarch of The Simon 
Konover Company and Konover South, a di- 
versified, fully integrated real estate empire, 
based in West Hartford, Connecticut and 
Deerfield Beach, Florida. 

The Konover organization achieved national 
stature, based upon strong ethics and innova- 
tion. This family-owned business now spans 
three generations. The companies, established 
in 1957, have developed, constructed, owned 
and operated properties throughout the Mid- 
west and Eastern U.S., stretching from Maine 
to Florida. The company’s extensive portfolio 
has included shopping centers, hotels, resi- 
dential communities, office buildings, industrial 
buildings, mixed use and specialty properties. 
Over the course of its history the Konover 
companies have owned and operated 15 mil- 
lion square feet of retail, 20,000 apartment 
units, 2 million square feet of office space, 
4000 hotel rooms and more. 

Konover is also recognized as an excep- 
tional philanthropist, as a pillar of both the na- 
tional and Hartford Jewish communities, and 
as one of Connecticut’s outstanding civic lead- 
ers. His deeds, accomplishments and commit- 
ment are legendary. His life was devoted to 
community, enormous generosity and kind 
deeds. A complete list of organizations that he 
was involved in, and honors received, could fill 
pages and are too numerous to recount here. 
A sampling: Konover is a Junior Achievement 
Laureate and member of its Business Hall of 
Fame. He was recognized as Hotelier of the 
Year by the Connecticut Lodging and Res- 
taurant Associations. Konover was a trustee of 
the Doris and Simon Konover Family Founda- 
tion. He donated construction management 
services to Paul Newman’s Hole in the Wall 
Gang Camp for seriously ill children in 
Ashford, Connecticut and also initiated the 
creation of an affiliated camp in Israel. 
Konover built campus housing at the Univer- 
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sity of Hartford, and along with his wife Doris, 
was instrumental in creating the Konover 
Campus Center there. They are founding sup- 
porters of the Center for Judaic Studies and 
Contemporary Jewish Life at the University of 
Connecticut, which among its numerous activi- 
ties expanded its study of human rights. 


In addition to endowing that Center’s first 
faculty chair, their other major donations to 
UCONN include the University Libraries, the 
Thomas J. Dodd Center, the Kosher Dining 
Center and UCONN Health Center. Konover 
received three honorary doctoral degrees: 
from UCONN, University of Hartford and Gratz 
College. Recognition of Konover’s community 
contributions are countless and include the 
Prime Minister's New Life Award from the Na- 
tional Committee for Israel Bonds. He received 
the Distinguished Service Award to the Cause 
of Good Relations from the National Con- 
ference for Community and Justice. He is a 
founder of the United States Holocaust Memo- 
rial Museum in Washington, D.C. and served 
as President and Campaign Chairman for the 
Jewish Federation of Greater Hartford, where 
he was also honored as a Life Director. He re- 
ceived the JFACT Community Builder Award. 
He is a founding member of Beth El Temple 
in West Hartford and a major donor to the new 
Hebrew High School of New England in West 
Hartford and Hebrew University in Israel. 


Konover was born in the small shtetl of 
Makow Mazowieki in Poland, one of 8 chil- 
dren. At age 16 at the start of World War II in 
1939, he was interned in a Nazi labor farm, 
where he survived unimaginable indignities. 
He narrowly escaped to Russia, where he was 
drafted into its army. He endured many hard- 
ships as a truck driver delivering supplies to 
the front line during the Battle of Stalingrad. 
He was imprisoned for one year in a Siberian 
hard labor camp until the wars end in 1945. 
Konover often stated that he “lived minute to 
minute, not hour to hour.” He survived the war 
with his brother Harold, but lost his parents, 
five siblings, brothers-in-law, nieces, nephews, 
extended family members, friends and his en- 
tire way of life in the Holocaust. In 1949 he 
immigrated to the United States, after first liv- 
ing as a refugee in France and Cuba. In the 
United States, he met his oldest brother David 
for the first time. David had left Poland before 
Simon was born. Konover fulfilled his desire to 
live a good, full and meaningful life. He 
chased and ultimately found his version of the 
American Dream. 


Konover leaves his wife Doris of 66 years. 
He is also survived by daughter and son-in- 
law Jane and Robert Coppa, his son and 
daughter-in-law Michael and Vicki Konover, 
and his son Steven Konover. He also leaves 
his four grandchildren Karen Coppa (with her 
husband Eric Kleinman), David Coppa, 
Kimberle Konover and Gregory Konover (with 
his wife Elise Konover), as well as three great- 
grandchildren. 
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SENATE—Monday, October 26, 2015 


The Senate met at 3 p.m. and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. HATCH). 


EE 
PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Eternal Lord, You inspire us to joy- 
fully resign to Your will, refusing to 
demand our own way. 

Fill our lawmakers with patience, 
contentment, and peace. Provide them 
with interior humility, not just the 
outward form. Give them a spirit that 
enables them to be easily reconciled 
with others, determined to labor for 
the common good. May they remember 
to cast their cares on You, leaning on 
Your sustaining power. Use them to en- 
courage and build up each other, striv- 
ing always to accomplish the most 
good for the most people. 

We pray in Your sacred Name. Amen. 


-m 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The President pro tempore led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EE 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
ERNST). The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 


Ee 


MEASURE PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR—S. 2200 


Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I understand there is a bill at the desk 
due for its second reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the bill by title for the 
second time. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 2200) to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to strengthen equal 
pay requirements. 

Mr. McCONNELL. In order to place 
the bill on the calendar under the pro- 
visions of rule XIV, I object to further 
proceedings. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

The bill will be placed on the cal- 
endar. 


a 


CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION 
SHARING BILL AND FISCAL NE- 
GOTIATIONS 
Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 

last week Senators voted overwhelm- 


ingly to advance legislation that will 
help to protect the privacy of their 
constituents. Experts say the tools in 
the bipartisan cybersecurity bill the 
Senate voted to advance can help pre- 
vent future attacks through the shar- 
ing of information between the public 
and private sectors. The legislation’s 
voluntary information sharing provi- 
sions are key to protecting the per- 
sonal information of the people we all 
represent. The bill has also been care- 
fully examined by Senators of both 
parties and contains important meas- 
ures to protect civil liberties and indi- 
vidual privacy. I thank Chairman BURR 
and Vice Chairman FEINSTEIN of the In- 
telligence Committee for their hard 
work on the bipartisan bill. 

We will consider a variety of amend- 
ments from both sides of the aisle to- 
morrow. After that, we can take a final 
vote on the underlying bill. That will 
be the Senate’s initial focus this week. 
I will have more to say about it tomor- 
row. 

In the meantime, we also know that 
fiscal negotiations are ongoing. As the 
details come in, and especially if an 
agreement is reached, I intend to con- 
sult and discuss the details with our 


colleagues. 
I yield the floor. 

a 
RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


Democratic leader is recognized. 


EE 


BUDGET NEGOTIATIONS 


Mr. REID. Madam President, as the 
Republican leader mentioned, we con- 
tinue to work toward a budget agree- 
ment. Negotiations are ongoing. I hope 
Democrats and Republicans will come 
to a resolution that is good for our 
economy and our country. It is impera- 
tive that we avoid yet another manu- 
factured crisis that threatens the 
American economy and jobs. There is 
no reason to have a crisis. We must do 
it in a responsible manner. 

As I have been saying for a long time, 
it is past time that we do away with 
the harmful, draconian sequester cuts. 
We must also ensure that there are 
equal defense and nondefense cuts or 
increases. They need to be equal. 

Madam President, I see no one on the 
floor wishing to speak. I ask the Chair 
to announce the business of the rest of 
the day. 


Ea 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will be 
in a period of morning business, with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. KAINE. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


PRESIDENTIAL FLAG AND SEAL 
ANNIVERSARY 


Mr. KAINE. Madam President, I rise 
today to commemorate an important 
but largely unheralded anniversary. 
Seventy years ago yesterday, President 
Harry Truman changed the design of 
the Presidential flag and seal. That 
moment, which is a small moment in 
the grand scope of American history, 
was nevertheless very symbolic. I 
would like to discuss it. 

First, some context on President 
Truman. Truman was a great wartime 
President. He fought bravely in World 
War I in France, and then he had to 
make very momentous decisions at the 
close of World War II. Some would 
argue, and I think properly, that the 
decision on whether to use atomic 
weapons at Hiroshima and Nagasaki 
might have been the single most mo- 
mentous decision ever made by a Presi- 
dent. He wasn’t even aware of the Man- 
hattan Project and the development of 
the atomic weapons program until 
FDR died in April of 1945 and within a 
very few months had to make the deci- 
sion whether to use those weapons 
against Japan. 

Nobody would question or challenge 
whether Harry Truman was a softy. In 
fact, even after World War II, in March 
of 1947, America was war-weary, but he 
went to Congress and in an address to 
Congress said that we need to continue 
to provide military and economic sup- 
port to nations that are battling 
against Soviet influence. In this case, 
it was the nations of Greece and Tur- 
key. That began the Truman doctrine, 
the basic strategic principle whereby 
the United States, for the next 40 
years, would sort of check off efforts by 
the Soviet Union to expand their influ- 
ence. Harry Truman was a great war- 
time President. 

Harry Truman did something on Oc- 
tober 25, 1945, that was most unusual. 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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He called the press into his office and 
said: Look what I have done. He un- 
veiled the fact that he had taken the 
seal and flag of the Presidency of the 
United States and redesigned them. 
That design is essentially the same 
today with the exception that two 
stars were added for the States of Alas- 
ka and Hawaii that came in after the 
Truman Presidency. 

The seal of the President, as every- 
body knows—if we look around the 
Chamber, we can see some up on the 
wall here—was originally an eagle, and 
the eagle has two claws. In one set of 
claws the eagle is grasping the arrows 
of war, and in the other set of claws, 
the eagle is grasping the olive branches 
of peace and diplomacy. Prior to the 
Truman Presidency, the eagle faced to- 
ward the arrows of war. Harry Truman, 
this great wartime President, changed 
the seal so the olive branches of diplo- 
macy would be in the right claw, the 
sort of preserved position, and the 
eagle would be facing toward the olive 
branches. When he did this he said: 
“This new flag faces the eagle toward 
the staff, which is looking to the front 
all of the time when you are on the 
march, and also has it looking at the 
olive branch for peace, instead of the 
arrows of war.” Truman biographer 
David McCullough stated that Truman 
meant the shift in the eagle’s gaze to 
be seen as symbolic of a nation that 
was on the march and dedicated to 
peace and diplomacy. 

Significantly, right around the same 
time President Truman did something 
else that was notable and symbolical. 
He renamed the Department we think 
of as the Pentagon from the Depart- 
ment of War to the Department of De- 
fense, also symbolic of the Nation’s 
postwar dedication to peace. 

While we want to be the strongest— 
and we are the strongest military na- 
tion in the world, as the Presiding Offi- 
cer knows so very well—we want to al- 
ways suggest to the world that our in- 
terest is not primarily war; no, our in- 
terest is peace and prosperity for all. 

We always have to preserve and ad- 
vance America’s military strength be- 
cause we know the connection. Some- 
times the better your military 
strength, the more successful you can 
be diplomatically, but it is also the 
case that the strength of your diplo- 
macy can also add to the credibility of 
your military might. 

I wish to talk quickly about the olive 
branches of peace and diplomacy and 
then the arrows of war. America has a 
great diplomatic tradition. Let’s talk 
about recent Presidential history. 
President Truman went to Congress 
and said: Let’s spend, in today’s dol- 
lars, tens of billions of dollars to re- 
build the economies of Japan and Ger- 
many, the two nations that had been at 
war against the United States. Ger- 
many had been engaged in two wars 
with the United States in the previous 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


30 years. Japan had invaded the United 
States at Pearl Harbor, but President 
Truman said: Tomorrow is more impor- 
tant than yesterday. Let’s spend dol- 
lars to rebuild these economies. It was 
controversial when he proposed it, but 
the Marshall Plan ended up being one 
of the most successful things the 
United States has done from a foreign 
policy perspective. 

Right after the Cuban Missile Crisis 
of 1962, President Kennedy engaged in 
negotiations with the Soviet Union to 
reduce the nuclear threat, and the re- 
sult was an agreement in 1963 to ban 
atmospheric nuclear tests, the Nuclear 
Test Ban Treaty. 

President Reagan was actively en- 
gaged in trying to undermine the 
power of the Soviet Union and com- 
munism, but during those very vig- 
orous and aggressive activities, he was 
also negotiating with the Soviet Union 
on arms control agreements. Probably 
the paramount example of that during 
the Reagan Presidency was the Inter- 
mediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty 
in 1987 that he successfully negotiated. 

I happen to believe that history is 
going to judge the recent Iran nuclear 
deal in the same way. It is an effort to 
make tomorrow more important than 
yesterday and to find—even in the 
midst of significant challenges between 
the United States and Iran—a way to 
reduce nuclear tension. Diplomacy is 
always a judgment where we should try 
to let go some of the baggage of the 
past and see if we can find a better way 
to tomorrow. 

Iam a little bit worried that the Tru- 
man legacy of putting peace and diplo- 
macy first is fraying in this body and 
maybe nationally. I hope by bringing 
to mind this anniversary today, it will 
remind us of our great diplomatic his- 
tory and the power of our diplomatic 
principles. A number of times in recent 
years we have seen bits of evidence of 
a fraying commitment to diplomacy in 
this Chamber, in my view. 

One of the great Truman institutions 
was the International Monetary Fund 
which was designed to help nations 
work together on economic and mone- 
tary policy issues. It is a great global 
institution. When you set up an insti- 
tution like that in the 1940s, the chal- 
lenge is that when new nations emerge 
and rise, how do you incorporate na- 
tions that are newly powerful into the 
Fund? The most recent and challenging 
example has been the nation of China. 
As China has gotten more and more 
important, there were many who ad- 
vised us to bring China more closely 
into the Fund so they could assist na- 
tions throughout the world, but Con- 
gress refused to change the bylaws of 
the IMF to give China proportionate 
responsibility given its population and 
the strength of its economy. What did 
China do after we would not change the 
bylaws to allow them a proportionate 
place at the table? China established 
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their own development bank com- 
pletely separate from the IMF. 

There is a debate going on right now 
in Congress about whether we should 
reauthorize the Ex-Im Bank—now, this 
dates back to FDR’s Presidency—a pre- 
mier institution that helps American 
companies find export markets abroad. 
Again, it is part of our broad diplo- 
matic effort in outreach, and suddenly 
it is controversial after 80 years. 

There are a number of U.N. treaties 
that we could profitably advance our 
interests on. The U.N. Convention on 
the Law of the Sea, if the United 
States had ratified that, we would have 
an additional diplomatic tool to chal- 
lenge Chinese island building in the 
South China Sea. 

The U.N. treaty on the rights of 
women and on the rights of those with 
disabilities are treaties that would, 
frankly, reflect American values and 
American principles because we are the 
leaders in the world in these areas, and 
yet we will not ratify these treaties. 

The prospect of trade deals is much 
less popular in Congress than they 
were 15 years ago. Trade is going to 
happen, the question is whether the 
United States will play a leadership 
role in writing the rules, and if we step 
back and don’t play a leadership role, 
some other nations will, but these are 
getting more and more complicated in 
this body. 

Finally, something I feel very strong- 
ly about is that it is hard to face the 
world with this strong diplomatic 
might when there are a lot of ambassa- 
dorial positions that are vacant. Espe- 
cially in the last 6 or 7 years we have 
seen efforts to block or delay ambassa- 
dorial appointments that have left key 
posts in many nations around the 
world vacant. 

It sends a message to other coun- 
tries. When they look at us, as the 
United States, not putting an ambas- 
sador in place, they basically conclude 
that the United States may not think 
we are important, and that is a very 
bad signal to send to other nations, es- 
pecially when many nations that are 
allies have been without ambassadors 
for a while. 

I am hoping we can reembrace on 
this 70th anniversary the wisdom of 
Truman, who said: The nation has to be 
vigorous and forceful and look toward 
diplomacy first. 

With respect to the arrows of war—I 
am on the Armed Services Committee, 
and just like President Truman, I pre- 
fer diplomacy. I think we should lead 
with diplomacy, but we have to be will- 
ing to use military force. I voted for 
military force twice during my 3 years 
in the Senate. 

In 2013, in August, the President 
asked us to vote for military force 
against Syria to punish Bashar al- 
Assad for using chemical weapons 
against civilians. The only vote that 
was taken in either House was a vote 
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in the Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee. I voted for it with a kind of 
foreboding and heavy heart because I 
knew there would be Virginians, some 
of whom I might know, who would be 
affected, but nevertheless I thought it 
was an important principle for America 
to stand for. 

Since September of 2014, I have also 
been pushing to have Congress cast a 
vote to authorize the war against ISIL 
that has been going on for 15 months. 
There is a lot of critique in this body— 
and I have critique—about the way 
that war is being waged about strategic 
decisions that the President is under- 
taking with respect to the war, but I 
think at the end of the day it is hard to 
just be a critic. Under article I of the 
Constitution, it is supposed to be Con- 
gress that authorizes war rather than a 
President just doing it on his own. 

Earlier I mentioned how the Truman 
olive branches of diplomacy and arrows 
of war reinforce one another. Obvi- 
ously, you can be a stronger negotiator 
at the table in advancing a diplomatic 
solution if people understand that you 
have significant military capacity and 
the willingness to use it in the appro- 
priate instance. The more we can do 
and the better we can do to empower 
our military through wise budgeting, 
for example—as we hope to find an end 
to sequester and a path forward—the 
stronger we will make our diplomatic 
effort. Similarly, the reverse is also 
true. The more we are vigorous in 
going after diplomacy, the more moral 
credibility we have in those instances 
where we can say, when looking at the 
world, looking at our citizens, and 
looking at our own troops, that we now 
think we need to take military action 
and we have exhausted the diplomatic 
alternatives first. That improves the 
moral credibility behind a military ef- 
fort. It enables us to make the case 
better to all about the need for a mili- 
tary effort, and often it even creates a 
better international justification for a 
military effort. 

I believe the Presiding Officer and I 
were together last week when former 
Secretary Gates testified before the 
Armed Services Committee. It was one 
of the best bits of testimony I have 
seen in my time in the Senate. He had 
a word of caution for us. He said: 
“While it is tempting to assert that the 
challenges facing the United States 
internationally have never been more 
numerous or complex, the reality is 
that turbulent, unstable and unpredict- 
able times have recurred to challenge 
U.S. leaders regularly since World War 
II.” 

We do live in a very complex and 
challenging world, where we see chal- 
lenges that are known but also many 
unpredictable challenges. Other leaders 
of this country, since our first days, 
have lived in worlds that looked equal- 
ly as challenging and confusing to 
them. We are true to our best tradi- 
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tions if the United States does what 
Truman so emblematically suggested 
we should do and we push in a vigorous 
and creative way all of the diplomatic 
tools at our disposal, and that involves 
diplomacy, but it also involves trade 
and humanitarian assistance. The 
United States is one of the most gen- 
erous nations in the world. 

The strength of our moral example is 
something that stands as so important. 
If you live in a nation where journal- 
ists are being put in jail, the U.S. free- 
dom of the press stands as a moral ex- 
ample. If you live in a nation where 
people are prosecuted because of their 
sexual orientation, the United States 
stands as a great moral example. We 
are not exemplary in everything. We 
have room to improve in everything, 
but we are exemplary in so many 
things. People around the world still 
look at us, and that is in fact a diplo- 
matic area of importance. Let’s be ex- 
emplary and stand for the principles we 
expose. 

Finally, I will say this. So many of 
the challenges we are facing now are 
challenges that at the end of the day 
are about diplomatic solutions. In the 
Armed Services or the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committees, we are often talking 
about the vexing conundrum and hu- 
manitarian disaster in Syria, but at 
the end of the day we hear it has to be 
about a political solution to the civil 
war. There has to be a political solu- 
tion to the conflict in Yemen. There 
has to be a political solution to the 
decades-long conflict between the 
Taliban and the Afghanistan Govern- 
ment. To find a political solution, you 
have to have strong diplomacy. Mili- 
tary action will not be enough to forge 
a political consensus moving forward. 

Ultimately, this was the message of 
what Harry Truman did 70 years ago. 
This strong wartime President, who 
made some of the toughest decisions 
that have ever been made by anybody 
in the Oval Office, recognized that 
America was a great nation because 
when push came to shove, we would 
prefer, push, and advocate for diplo- 
macy first knowing that we would be 
militarily strong if we needed to be. It 
is my hope that we in Congress will 
take a lesson from that anniversary 
and continue to pursue that same path. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maine. 

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, 
what is the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are in 
a period of morning business. 

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be per- 
mitted to speak for up to 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION 
SHARING BILL 


Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I 
rise to speak in favor of the Cybersecu- 
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rity Information Sharing Act of 2015, 
and I urge my colleagues to support 
this much needed legislation. Nearly 3 
months ago, the Senate was unable to 
find a path forward to adopt this im- 
portant bill. Let’s look at what has 
happened since the time that the Sen- 
ate refused to proceed. 

The fact is that our country has con- 
tinued to endure a wave of damaging 
and expensive cyber attacks. These in- 
cidents include the first major hack of 
Apple’s popular App Store, the com- 
promise of 15 million T-Mobile users 
due to a breach at Experian, and the 
exposure of data of up to 8,000 Army 
families due to improper procedures 
followed by the General Services Ad- 
ministration. For the Army families 
who were affected, this sensitive infor- 
mation included medical histories, So- 
cial Security numbers, and child day 
care details. 

Today, I renew my support for this 
bill in light of the continuing state of 
cyber insecurity that affects informa- 
tion held in the public and private sec- 
tors. 

Passing the Cybersecurity Informa- 
tion Sharing Act would make it easier 
for public and private sector entities to 
share cyber threat information and 
vulnerabilities in order to lessen the 
theft of trade secrets, intellectual 
property, and national security infor- 
mation, as well as the compromise of 
sensitive personal information. It 
would eliminate some of the legal and 
economic barriers impeding voluntary 
two-way information sharing between 
private industry and government. It is 
a modest but essential first step to pro- 
tect networks and their information. 

This bill would not in any way com- 
promise our personal information. Its 
purpose is to help safeguard our per- 
sonal information that breach after 
breach, cyber attack after cyber attack 
has proven to be vulnerable. 

While this bill promotes appropriate 
information sharing between the gov- 
ernment and the private sector—a good 
first step, as I have indicated—it unfor- 
tunately does little in its original form 
to harden the protection of Federal 
networks or to guard the critical infra- 
structure we rely upon every day. 
Thus, I have filed two amendments to 
further strengthen our Nation’s cyber 
security. 

The first amendment is directed at 
improving the security of sensitive per- 
sonal data that is stored on networks 
of Federal civilian agencies. The inse- 
curity of Federal databases and net- 
works has been evident for years. In- 
spectors general reports have warned of 
it. Yet, by and large, those calls for ac- 
tion have not been heeded by Federal 
agencies, and certainly the weaknesses 
in our Federal agencies’ security sys- 
tems are underscored by recent 
breaches and intrusions. 

In June, more than 20 million—20 
million—current, former, and retired 
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Federal employees learned that their 
personal data was stolen from the poor- 
ly secured databases of the Office of 
Personnel Management. Since that 
time, we have learned that the per- 
sonal emails of the Director of the CIA 
have been hacked. We have learned 
from the State Department’s inspector 
general that the State Department is 
“among the worst agencies in the Fed- 
eral Government at protecting its com- 
puter networks.” This substandard per- 
formance at the Department of State 
continued even as an adversary nation 
breached the Department’s email sys- 
tem last year. According to the IG, 
compliance with Federal information 
security standards remains ‘‘sub- 
standard” at the State Department. 

I know from my many years of serv- 
ice on the committee on homeland se- 
curity, where we worked on cyber secu- 
rity issues for literally a decade, pro- 
ducing legislation in 2010 and 2011 that 
unfortunately was not approved by this 
body, that this problem is long stand- 
ing and it is only growing worse. We ig- 
nore it at our peril. 

This appalling performance in so 
many agencies and departments led to 
my introducing bipartisan legislation 
with my colleague from Virginia, Sen- 
ator WARNER, as well as Senator MI- 
KULSKI, Senator COATS, Senator 
AYOTTE, and Senator MCCASKILL, to 
strengthen the security of the net- 
works of Federal civilian agencies. 

Our bill has five elements, but the 
most important provision would grant 
the Department of Homeland Security 
the authority to issue binding oper- 
ational directives to Federal agencies 
to respond in the face of substantial 
breaches or to take action in the face 
of an imminent threat to a Federal 
network. Although the Secretary of 
Homeland Security is tasked with a 
very similar responsibility to protect 
Federal civilian networks, he has far 
less authority to accomplish this re- 
sponsibility than does the Director of 
the National Security Agency for the 
dot-mil networks. We can no longer ig- 
nore the damaging consequences of 
failing to address these issues. 

Our amendment would fortify Fed- 
eral computer networks from cyber 
threats in many ways. The key ele- 
ments, I am pleased to say, in our bill 
were incorporated into an amendment 
that has been filed by Senator CARPER, 
along with the chairman of the Home- 
land Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs Committee, Senator JOHNSON, and 
Senator WARNER, my chief cosponsor of 
the bill we introduced, and, of course, 
myself. 

Our amendment has been included in 
the managers’ substitute amendment, 
and I wish to thank Chairman BURR 
and Vice Chairman FEINSTEIN for their 
willingness to include these much 
needed provisions to boost the security 
of the networks at Federal civilian 
agencies. 
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Just think of the kind of data that 
civilian agencies have in the Federal 
Government. Whether we are talking 
about the Social Security Administra- 
tion, the Medicare agency, the IRS, the 
VA or the Department of Defense, it is 
evident that millions of Americans— 
indeed, most Americans—have personal 
data, sensitive data, such as Social Se- 
curity numbers, that are stored in 
these networks of Federal civilian 
agencies, and we have an obligation to 
protect as best we can that data. 

I have also filed another amendment 
to the cyber bill, amendment No. 2623, 
that is aimed at protecting our coun- 
try’s most vital critical infrastructure 
from cyber attack. This bipartisan 
amendment was cosponsored by Sen- 
ator COATS, Senator WARNER, and Sen- 
ator HIRONO. 

The livelihood and well-being of al- 
most every American depend upon crit- 
ical infrastructure that includes the 
electricity that powers our commu- 
nities, the national air transportation 
system that moves passengers and 
cargo safely from one location to an- 
other, and the elements of the financial 
sector that ensure the $14 trillion of 
payments made every day are securely 
routed through the banking system. 
Those are just some examples of crit- 
ical infrastructure. There are obviously 
many more. 

Our amendment would have created a 
second tier of mandatory reporting to 
the government for the fewer than 65 
entities identified by the Department 
of Homeland Security where damage 
caused by a single cyber attack would 
likely result in catastrophic harm in 
the form of more than $50 billion in 
economic damage, 2,500 fatalities or a 
severe degradation of our national se- 
curity. In other words, only cyber at- 
tacks that could cause catastrophic re- 
sults would fall under this reporting re- 
quirement. 

For 99 percent of businesses, the vol- 
untary information sharing framework 
established in the bill before us would 
be enough, and the decision on whether 
or not to share cyber threat informa- 
tion should rightfully be left up to 
them. A second tier of reporting is nec- 
essary, however, to protect the critical 
infrastructure that is vital to the safe- 
ty, health, and economic well-being of 
the American people. 

Under our amendment, the owners 
and operators of the country’s most 
critical infrastructure would report 
significant cyber attacks just as inci- 
dents of communicable disease out- 
breaks must be reported to public 
health authorities and to the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention. 

Think about the situations we have 
here. Does it make sense that we re- 
quire one case of measles to be re- 
ported to a Federal Government agen- 
cy but not a cyber attack that could 
result in the death of more than 2,500 
people? How does that make sense? 
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The threats to our critical infra- 
structure are not hypothetical. They 
are already occurring and increasing in 
frequency and severity. At a recent 
Armed Services Committee hearing on 
cyber security, Senator DONNELLY 
asked the Director of National Intel- 
ligence, Jim Clapper, what the No. 1 
cyber challenge was that he was most 
concerned about. Director Clapper tes- 
tified that, obviously, it was a large- 
scale cyber attack against the United 
States infrastructure. 

In light of this No. 1 threat, how pro- 
tected is our country? Well, I have 
posed that very question to the Direc- 
tor of the NSA, Admiral Mike Rogers. 
His answer, on a scale of 1 to 10, was 
that we are at about a 5 or 6. That is a 
failing grade when it comes to pro- 
tecting critical infrastructure, no mat- 
ter what curve we are grading on. 

Although I am very disappointed 
that the Senate will not consider the 
original amendment I filed, I do want 
to acknowledge that Chairman BURR 
and Vice Chairman FEINSTEIN have 
worked closely with me on a com- 
promise to begin to address the issue of 
cyber security risks that present such 
significant security threats to our crit- 
ical infrastructure, and I am grateful 
for their acknowledging that this is a 
problem that deserves our attention. 

This new amendment, which is sec- 
tion 407 of the managers’ amendment, 
requires the DHS Secretary to conduct 
an assessment of the fewer than 65 crit- 
ical infrastructure entities at greatest 
risk and develop a strategy to mitigate 
the risks of a catastrophic cyber at- 
tack. Let me stress two things. We are 
only talking about fewer than 65 enti- 
ties that have already been designated 
by the Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity as critical infrastructure where a 
catastrophic cyber attack would cause 
terrible consequences. 

Second, let me again describe what 
we mean by a catastrophic attack. It 
means a single cyber attack that would 
likely result in $50 billion in economic 
damage, 2,500 Americans dying or a se- 
vere degradation of our national secu- 
rity. We are talking about significant 
consequences that would be cata- 
strophic for this country—conse- 
quences we cannot and should not ig- 
nore. 

There are plenty of cyber threats 
that cannot be discussed in public be- 
cause they are classified—I know that 
as a member of the Senate Intelligence 
Committee—but in light of the cyber 
threat to critical infrastructure de- 
scribed by Admiral Rogers and Direc- 
tor of National Intelligence Clapper in 
open testimony before the Congress, 
the bare minimum we ought to do is to 
ask to require DHS and the appropriate 
Federal agencies to describe to us what 
more could be done to prevent a cata- 
strophic cyber attack on our critical 
infrastructure. 

One or two years from now, I don’t 
want us to be standing here after a 
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cyber 9/11 chastising ourselves, saying: 
Why didn’t we do more to confront an 
obvious and serious threat to our crit- 
ical infrastructure? 

By including these two provisions in 
the managers’ substitute amendment, 
we are strengthening the protections 
for Federal civilian agencies and begin- 
ning—not going nearly as far as I 
would like but beginning the vital task 
of protecting our critical infrastruc- 
ture. We will be strengthening the 
cyber defenses of our Nation. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
managers’ amendment and the under- 
lying bill. By passing this long-overdue 
legislation, we will begin the long- 
overdue work of securing our economic 
and national security and our personal 
information for generations to come. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I yield the floor. 

Madam President, I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. NELSON. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
TAKATA AIRBAG RECALL 


Mr. NELSON. Madam President, I 
rise today to speak about the Takata 
airbag recall and the continued need 
for urgency in this area. 

Last week the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration an- 
nounced that they currently had—this 
figure will blow your mind—19 million 
vehicles and 23 million airbags under 
recall. So far, the completion rates for 
this recall are not very good. There is 
a national completion rate of some 22 
percent, and for States such as Florida 
where there is high heat and humid- 
ity—that is suspected as part of the 
reason the components break down— 
the completion rate is just under 30 
percent, meaning that people are not 
taking their cars in to fix the problem 
that caused the recall in the first 
place. 

Takata started running ads through 
the print media and social media, and 
Honda is running ads to get consumers 
to a dealer to replace their defective 
airbags. I am also aware that to boost 
replacement inflators, three other air- 
bag manufacturers are helping to man- 
ufacture them. 

So this Senator wants to take this 
opportunity to state that wherever this 
message can be delivered to consumers, 
you better take your car if it is under 
recall and get it in to the dealer in 
order to get a replacement airbag; oth- 
erwise, you are walking around with, 
in effect, a grenade in the middle of 
your steering wheel or dashboard. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to show a number of items in 
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the Senate to illustrate what I am 
talking about with the airbags. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NELSON. To Members of the 
Senate, this is a deflated airbag that 
has already exploded. If you can see, 
this part is the center of the steering 
wheel. In this case, this happens to be 
a Honda; here is the letter “h.” This 
would be sitting right in front of you in 
the steering wheel. When you have an 
accident, if it is of sufficient impact, it 
is going to cause the airbag to inflate. 
This is designed as a lifesaver. This ex- 
plosive device inside the airbag, and 
the gas compound in there is ammo- 
nium nitrate. If it is defective, when 
the explosion occurs, the hot gases 
that are released from the compound 
come out through these little holes 
around the side, and that inflates the 
airbag. But what has happened and has 
caused almost 20 million cars to be re- 
called is that the hot gases are explod- 
ing in this device with such force that 
it is causing the metal to break and 
come out in the inflated bag with such 
force, tearing through the bag, as this 
particular bag shows—it has a big hole 
in it. Here is the hole where the metal 
came out. It is like a grenade exploding 
in front of you, in your steering wheel, 
with shrapnel going into the people 
who are driving or who are in the pas- 
senger seat with the dashboard airbag. 
We are finding out now that a few 
months ago there was the explosion of 
side airbags in some of the cars, in the 
doors. Lo and behold, that is throwing 
out shrapnel as well. 

I want to show the Senate what it is 
like when these inflators explode. This 
is an inflator that was inside the device 
I just showed you. This photograph is a 
blowup by the Battelle Institute for 
the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration. This is a blown-up 
photograph of the inflator starting to 
inflate. What it is supposed to do is 
shoot the gases out here, which inflates 
the bag I showed you, but look what 
has happened. It is being ruptured in 
the side, throwing out metal. This is 
what it looks like under very fast pho- 
tography. Metal fragments are coming 
out when it should have been just gas 
coming out to inflate the bag. 

This is what one of those pieces of 
metal looks like. It is a shard of metal 
that is part of the inflator. Can you 
imagine that hitting you in the neck? 
Well, that is what happened to one of 
my citizens in Florida, in the Orlando 
area. She ran into a fender bender in an 
intersection at a traffic light. Lo and 
behold, when the police got there, they 
found her slumped over the wheel, and 
they thought it was a homicide because 
her neck was slashed. They found out 
that what happened was a piece of 
metal like this had lacerated her neck 
and cut her jugular vein. 

Another one of my constituents, a 
fireman—a big, hulking guy, the kind 
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who will pick you up, if you are dis- 
abled and in a house that is burning 
down, and carry you out safely to save 
you—well, he won’t be a fireman any- 
more because one of those metal frag- 
ments hit him in the eye and he is 
blind in one eye. 

Those are just two incidents of scores 
across the country, of which there have 
been a handful of deaths. 

If a jagged piece of metal can cause 
severe injury because it is coming at 
you at high speed, don’t you think that 
if you have one of these vehicles that 
are under recall, you had better get it 
to the dealer to have it replaced? 

Check to see if your car is under re- 
call because sometimes people don’t 
get it in the mail or they don’t open 
the mail. Go to www.safercar.gov and 
put in your car’s vehicle identification 
number—the VIN number—and then 
you will see if your car is on a recall 
list. 

Those that are on the recall list that 
I mentioned earlier unfortunately may 
not be the last to be recalled. The New 
York Times just reported that a study 
commissioned by Takata with Penn 
State University shows larger issues 
with the use of ammonium nitrate in 
the airbag inflators. In addition, there 
was another incident just this past 
June where a Takata side airbag rup- 
tured in a relatively new 2015 Volks- 
wagen. And just a week ago, General 
Motors recalled vehicles that also had 
defective Takata side airbags. It raises 
the question, are any of the Takata in- 
flators safe? 

Last week Senator THUNE and I sent 
a letter to Takata asking for addi- 
tional documents and information re- 
garding these side airbags. We also 
asked more questions about the use of 
ammonium nitrate. Also, the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
announced that it may expand its re- 
call to all the model year vehicles with 
Takata airbags. 

NHTSA must use all of its tools 
under the law to maximize consumer 
protection. These potential hand gre- 
nades, stored in the steering wheel or 
dashboard, must get off the road. The 
American driving public cannot afford 
any more wasted time. 

Don’t we think these corporations 
that are causing this outrageous situa- 
tion that has killed seven people in the 
United States and severely injured doz- 
ens more—don’t we think that they 
ought to be held accountable? If execu- 
tives at Takata knew about their de- 
fective products, if they knew that and 
did nothing, or worse, if they covered it 
up, then they ought to go to jail. Not 
another fine, not another settlement, 
somebody ought to be going to jail. 
Lying about a danger of this mag- 
nitude is a criminal act. 

We have a crisis of consumer con- 
fidence in the vehicle-safety area. Cer- 
tainly that has been demonstrated 
with these Takata airbags. 
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What about General Motors’ misin- 
formation, lack of information, and 
outright deception about the defective 
ignition switches? And now what about 
Volkswagen’s deliberate efforts to lie 
about—and to cover up—emissions 
from its diesel vehicles? 

A few weeks ago I sent a letter to 
Chairwoman Edith Ramirez of the Fed- 
eral Trade Commission, asking them to 
crack down on Volkswagen’s unfair and 
deceptive practices in connection with 
its “clean diesel” vehicle claims, and 
today I received a response. The Chair- 
woman of that Commission told me 
they are investigating the claims 
against Volkswagen, along with the 
Department of Justice and the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency. In her 
response she said: ‘‘No reasonable con- 
sumer would knowingly purchase a ve- 
hicle that he or she could not legally 
drive.” 

I agree. Don’t we all agree? So it is 
time to get tough and to hold these 
folks and these corporations account- 
able. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. TESTER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


r 


CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION 
SHARING BILL 


Mr. TESTER. Madam President, 
today I rise as a staunch supporter of 
every American’s right to privacy. I 
rise because, like many Montanans, I 
have grave concerns about whether my 
personal information gets handed over 
to the government. 

As the Senate debates the Cybersecu- 
rity Information Sharing Act, I start 
by acknowledging the inherent conflict 
between the right to privacy and na- 
tional security. Some folks want to 
pretend this conflict doesn’t exist, but 
it does. Ask yourself this: How do we 
stop cyber terrorists from crashing our 
networks, stealing our personal infor- 
mation, and throwing our entire econ- 
omy into a tailspin—an economy that 
is dependent on technology? How do we 
do this without violating your right to 
privacy and mine? How do we do this 
without giving the Federal Govern- 
ment far-reaching authority to share 
the personal information of law-abid- 
ing citizens? 

These are tough questions that re- 
quire thoughtful answers, and I do be- 
lieve we can answer them. I do believe 
we can strike a balance that protects 
our right to privacy and protects our 
Nation from threats. That is why I 
want to offer my support for a couple 
of amendments sponsored by col- 
leagues from both sides of the aisle. 
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The first amendment, from Senators 
FLAKE and FRANKEN, provides the nec- 
essary 6-year sunset for this legisla- 
tion. That means that in 6 years Con- 
gress would be forced to have another 
conversation about how we ensure 
every American’s right to privacy 
while also ensuring our national secu- 
rity. These conversations are incred- 
ibly important, and we should revisit 
them often. We should revisit them 
often because we know that a govern- 
ment unchecked is dangerous. In a 
world where technology changes faster 
than our laws, we cannot and must not 
give corporations and the Federal Gov- 
ernment unbridled authority for gen- 
erations to come. 

We already know that several Fed- 
eral agencies have engaged in invasive 
surveillance of law-abiding Americans. 
They have utilized intrusive moni- 
toring techniques—tracking our phone 
calls, listening to our conversations, 
gathering storehouses of personal in- 
formation. They have done this in the 
name of the PATRIOT Act, one of the 
worst pieces of legislation ever to come 
out of this body. It took a long time for 
those agencies to own up to the fact 
that certain operations were far bigger 
in scope than what they had led Con- 
gress or the American public to be- 
lieve. 

The best thing we can do to try to 
prevent a repeat of those mistakes is to 
pass the amendment offered by my 
good friend Senator WYDEN. This 
amendment would improve cyber secu- 
rity and better protect privacy by re- 
ducing the amount of unnecessary per- 
sonal information that would be shared 
about a possible cyber security threat. 
It seems like common sense to me, and 
I certainly appreciate Senator WYDEN 
championing this issue. 

As Members of Congress we all took 
an oath to the people of this Nation to 
protect them from enemies both for- 
eign and domestic, and we should not 
give up our ability to check and bal- 
ance this administration or for that 
matter the next one. That is why the 
Flake-Franken amendment and the 
Wyden amendment are so critical, and 
I urge my colleagues to support them 
when they come to the floor. 

With that, Madam President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be recognized for 
such time as I may consume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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TRANSPORTATION 
REAUTHORIZATION BILL 


Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I 
came back today and had really good 
news over the weekend. I think a lot of 
people have gotten together on both 
sides, in the House and the Senate, to 
do what we are supposed to be doing. 

I often refer to that old instrument 
called the Constitution, which says 
there are two main things we are sup- 
posed to be doing here: One is defend- 
ing America, and the other is building 
roads and bridges. That is what we are 
supposed to be doing. 

The Presiding Officer has heard me 
say before that my top priority as 
chairman of the Environment and Pub- 
lic Works Committee is, and continues 
to be, passing a long-term highway re- 
authorization bill. The last one we 
passed was in 2005. I was proud to be 
the author of it at that time. It expired 
in 2009. Since that time, we have not 
had anything except short-term exten- 
sions. I have to remind my conserv- 
ative friends, because I am a conserv- 
ative, that the conservative position is 
to have a long-term reauthorization 
bill, because the short-term costs 
about 30 percent off the top. As a re- 
sult, the industry stakeholders and 
local government leaders have lost 
faith in Congress’s ability to provide 
funding certainty to maintain and ad- 
vance our surface transportation and 
infrastructure. Ranking Member BAR- 
BARA BOXER and I have been fighting 
for a long period of time to change this 
and reverse the trend of wasteful short- 
term patches. 

On June 24, our committee—and this 
is very unusual for this to happen. Our 
committee unanimously voted to ad- 
vance to the Senate the DRIVE Act, 
which is a 6-year reauthorization bill. 
In July, the Senate gave strong bipar- 
tisan support by a vote of 65 to 34, a 2- 
to-1 majority. Again, this is not some- 
thing that normally happens with a 
major piece of legislation. It also in- 
cluded contributions from the Senate 
Commerce Committee and the Senate 
Banking Committee, so it is not just 
the Environment and Public Works 
Committee. Other committees have 
parts of this legislation also. 

The Senate worked hard across party 
lines to put forward a solution for our 
Nation’s roads and bridges. We ended 
the summer by passing yet another 
short-term patch in order to give more 
time for the House to join our efforts. 
Unfortunately, we are now 3 days away 
from facing another cliff and the two 
Chambers have not yet been able to 
conference a long-term transportation 
solution. I just talked to Chairman 
SHUSTER of the House Transportation 
and Infrastructure Committee. They 
marked up a 6-year reauthorization bill 
just this last Thursday. I am proud to 
see that both Chambers are on similar 
pages. 

Both bills recognize the need for a 
national freight program. We approach 
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it just a little differently, but there is 
nothing that can’t be reconciled in a 
matter of minutes. Further, environ- 
mental streamlining is absolutely nec- 
essary. Both bills are doing that. We 
place a new focus on innovation which 
provides States with flexibility, as in 
my State of Oklahoma. When we give 
flexibility to the States, we get a lot 
more done. This idea that no good 
ideas are put to work unless they origi- 
nate in Washington is just not true. 
Also, long-term certainty, which we 
are very much concerned with, is there, 
and it is now a reality. We are now one 
step closer to putting America back on 
the map as a place to do business. 

It is my understanding that the 
House intends to move Chairman SHU- 
STER’s 6-year reauthorization bill 
through the full House over the next 2 
weeks. I just spoke with him a few 
minutes ago. Unlike in years past, I ex- 
pect a very short conference period. Be- 
cause we still face this important proc- 
ess, Congress will need one more exten- 
sion to get us to the finish line. The 
finish line should be the 20th of Novem- 
ber, and it can be done. When I say a 
very short conference period, it is be- 
cause there is very little difference be- 
tween the House bill and the Senate 
bill. I have talked to the likely con- 
ferees, and they are in accord with the 
idea that we can do this in a matter of 
hours, not days. I realize there are a 
lot of moving discussions on larger 
deals on the debt limit and budget 
caps; however, there is agreement that 
the surface transportation bill can and 
will move on its own timeline. 

The House will move a short-term ex- 
tension to November 20 this week. The 
ones I have talked to assure me that is 
going to happen. I hope the Senate 
passes it quickly so the House can 
move the T&I-reported bill on the floor 
and we can move to a quickly resolved 
conference. Due to the similarity in 
both bills, I am confident we can and 
should have this on the President’s 
desk by Thanksgiving. 

If we fail to get this done by Novem- 
ber 20, we are going to be faced with 
two significant hurdles: First, Congress 
has other pressing deadlines to address 
in December—to include December 11, 
when funding of the Federal Govern- 
ment expires, and December 31, when a 
host of important tax provisions will 
expire. Another December 31 deadline 
would be the provisions of the National 
Defense Authorization Act. 

I can remember in years past when 
we got dangerously close to December 
31. One time the Big Four had to take 
it, and it was not even a product of the 
committees. I was one of the Big Four. 
We were able to pass it, but we came so 
close to December 31, it was scary. 
Here we are, in the middle of a bunch 
of wars, and all of a sudden we would 
have provisions out there—reenlist- 
ment bonuses, hazard pay, and things 
that would expire. Nothing would be 
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worse than to have our kids in combat 
facing that. 

We are addressing these deadlines 
that will require Congress’s undivided 
attention. Some of the solutions for 
these bills could result, I fear, in Mem- 
bers attempting to siphon off the pay- 
offs of the DRIVE Act. That is why this 
is important. 

The second significant hurdle we face 
is that later this year the highway 
trust fund will drop to a dangerously 
low level, as DOT Secretary Foxx has 
warned. At that point, agencies at the 
Federal and State level will begin to 
implement cash management proce- 
dures that significantly affect the 
States’ construction seasons. In the 
majority of the United States, we 
would lose a construction season in 
States such as Iowa and in Northern 
States. Mark my words: A failure by 
Congress to enact a long-term bill by 
Thanksgiving will result in a loss of 
the 2016 construction season. Congress 
is going to return to its current pat- 
tern of short-term extensions. Again, 
short-term extensions syphon about 30 
percent off the top. It is a terrible out- 
come that should be avoided at all 
costs. We have the opportunity to do it 
now. By making industry and States 
continue to hold their breath and budg- 
ets, we rob taxpayers of cost-efficient 
project planning and continue to stall 
on launching major economy-boosting 
projects. 

Look at my State of Oklahoma, 
which lost $63 million in construction 
dollars over the last few years as a di- 
rect result of inefficiency and con- 
tracting uncertainty that comes from 
short-term extensions. I have used that 
figure of 30 percent off the top with 
some of my conservative friends. I said: 
If you oppose a long-term extension, a 
long-term reauthorization bill, then 
you are saying that you want to have 
the liberal alternative, which is to lose 
30 percent off the top. 

With a fully funded long-term reau- 
thorization, Oklahoma would actually 
see a savings of $122 million and mil- 
lions more in efficiency savings from 
long-term commitments and early 
completion savings from contracts. 
This is something a lot of people don’t 
realize. The streamline you get—many 
of the NEPA requirements and the en- 
vironmental requirements can be offset 
if you are able to get to a long-term 
bill. But you can’t do it, you can’t 
start any large projects—not any of 
these big projects—the bridge projects 
and others you can’t do on short-term 
extensions. We haven’t had an author- 
ization bill since 2005, and I believe it is 
time for Congress to fulfill its constitu- 
tional duty to fund our roads and our 
bridges. 

As I said earlier, I am confident that 
the Senate and House will work to- 
gether to get this bill to the Presi- 
dent’s desk within the next few weeks. 
That is my wish for my counterpart on 
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the House side, Chairman SHUSTER— 
the best of luck in moving forward. He 
is now committed to doing that. He is 
going to get this done. He kept his 
word in getting the job done last 
Thursday, and now he is going to be 
able to get this bill up so that we can 
conference it together. I anticipate we 
can do a conference in a matter of a 
few hours. It wouldn’t take the normal 
time. 

That is good news. It is good news to 
come back on a Monday and find that 
we are going to be doing what the Con- 
stitution says we ought to be doing, 
and that is roads and bridges. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


NOMINATION OF LAWRENCE 
VILARDO 


Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I 
rise to take a moment to congratulate 
the soon-to-be confirmed district judge 
for the Western District of New York, 
Larry Vilardo. He is from the Western 
District. It could not come too soon, 
because the Western District has been 
working without a single sitting Fed- 
eral judge. That will finally change 
once Mr. Vilardo has been confirmed. 
He will now begin to hear cases and 
tackle the backlog that has been stead- 
ily building in the Western District. 
There are few more qualified to help 
take on this task than Larry Vilardo. 
That is because Mr. Vilardo is a classic 
Buffalonian—hard working, salt of the 
earth, honest, and grounded. He went 
to Canisius College and then took a 
brief detour out of Western New York 
to attend Harvard Law School and 
clerk on the Fifth Circuit Court of Ap- 
peals in Texas before returning home 
and becoming one of Buffalo’s leading 
legal lights, practicing at a firm he co- 
founded. 

Buffalo is where he was born, raised, 
and educated, and where he chose to 
raise his family. Buffalo is in his bones. 
They love him in Buffalo. When this 
vacancy occurred, I heard the voices in 
Buffalo chanting: Vilardo, Vilardo, 
Vilardo—not just the legal community 
but just about the whole community. 
Like so many other people from the re- 
gion, the city has made him tough, 
level-headed, fair, and decent. 

As the first in his family to graduate 
from college, he adds an important ele- 
ment to the socioeconomic diversity of 
the court. The people of the Western 
District are incredibly lucky to have 
Larry Vilardo on the bench. I con- 
gratulate Larry Vilardo on this mile- 
stone of his career. 
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I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CoATS). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


-o 


CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 


-Á 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro- 
ceed to executive session to consider 
the following nomination, which the 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read the nomination of Lawrence Jo- 
seph Vilardo, of New York, to be 
United States District Judge for the 
Western District of New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will be up to 
30 minutes of debate. 

The Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for up to 20 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION SHARING BILL 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, tomor- 
row we will be turning to the cyber se- 
curity bill, which the Presiding Officer 
is familiar with as a member of the 
committee, and I wish to speak about 
my amendment No. 2621 to that legisla- 
tion. I also intend to address the 
amendments of our colleagues Senator 
FRANKEN, Senator HELLER, and Senator 
Coons because I believe all four of 
these amendments seek to achieve the 
same goal, and that goal—the goal of 
all four of these amendments—is to re- 
duce the unnecessary sharing of Ameri- 
cans’ private and personal information. 

The Senate has had a robust debate 
on the cyber security bill over the past 
week, and I think it is fair to say that 
Senators agree on a fair number of 
points. For example, the sponsors of 
the legislation have now acknowledged 
that the cyber security bill we will 
shortly vote on would not have pre- 
vented sophisticated cyber attacks, 
such as the Target and Home Depot 
hacks, and it would not have prevented 
the theft of millions of personnel 
records at the Office of Personnel Man- 
agement. 

As for my part, I agree that sharing 
information about cyber security 
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threats is generally a constructive 
idea. If private companies identify 
samples of malicious code or informa- 
tion that identifies foreign hackers, I 
would absolutely encourage them to 
share that information. However, I 
think companies should also take rea- 
sonable steps—and I underline ‘‘reason- 
able steps’’-—to remove unrelated per- 
sonal information about their cus- 
tomers before sharing that data with 
the government. It is important to un- 
derstand that this legislation simply 
does not require companies to do that, 
and Senators can see that for them- 
selves. As Senators can see for them- 
selves, on page 17 of the bill, companies 
are allowed to conduct only a cursory 
review of the information they provide 
and would only be required to remove 
data that they know is personal infor- 
mation unrelated to cyber security. 

When it comes to customers’ per- 
sonal information, the message behind 
this bill is, when in doubt, hand it over. 
Once that data is shared—and this is 
not widely known—the Department of 
Homeland Security would be required 
to send it on to a broad range of gov- 
ernment agencies, from the NSA to the 
FBI. 

The amendment I have offered to the 
legislation we will vote on tomorrow 
would give companies a real responsi- 
bility for safeguarding their customers’ 
information. It would say that in order 
for a company to receive liability pro- 
tection before a company shares data 
with the government, it has to make 
efforts to the extent feasible to remove 
any personal information that is not 
necessary to identify or describe a 
cyber security threat. In my view, that 
would give this legislation a straight- 
forward standard that could give con- 
sumers real confidence that their pri- 
vacy is actually being protected. 

Let me give an example of how this 
might work in practice. Imagine that a 
health insurance company finds out 
that millions of its customers’ records 
have been stolen. If that company has 
any evidence about who the hackers 
were or how they stole this informa- 
tion, of course it makes sense to share 
that information with the government. 
But the company shouldn’t simply say 
“Well, here you g0” and hand millions 
of its customers’ financial and medical 
records over for distribution to a broad 
array of government agencies, such as 
the FBI and the NSA. 

The records of the victims of a hack 
should not be treated the same way in- 
formation about the hacker is treated. 
Companies should be required to make 
reasonable efforts to remove personal 
information that is not needed for 
cyber security before they hand that 
information over to the government. 
That, in short, is what my amendment 
seeks to achieve. 

The sponsors of the legislation have 
argued that my amendment would 
somehow hold companies to an almost 
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impossible standard. I say respectfully 
that the language of this amendment is 
quite measured. Companies are re- 
quired to remove unrelated personal in- 
formation and the legislation specifi- 
cally states ‘‘to the extent feasible.” 
The language certainly doesn’t require 
perfection; it creates a reasonable and 
flexible approach for companies to 
make a real effort to remove unrelated 
personal information about their cus- 
tomers instead of simply performing 
the sort of cursory review that would 
be permitted under the current lan- 
guage of the bill. 

A quick reading through the list of 
the pending amendments to the bill 
will make it clear that I am not the 
only Member of this body who is con- 
cerned about the unnecessary sharing 
of personal information. 

Our colleague from Nevada, Senator 
HELLER, has a similar amendment that 
would seek to create a stronger re- 
quirement for companies to remove 
personal information. 

Our colleague from Delaware, Sen- 
ator COONS, has crafted a very con- 
structive amendment that would 
strengthen the requirement for review 
by the Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity. His amendment would create a 
stronger obligation for the Homeland 
Security Department to filter out un- 
necessary personal information before 
passing cyber security data on to other 
parts of our government. 

Senator FRANKEN has drafted a 
strong amendment that would clarify 
the bill’s definition of ‘‘cyber security 
threat information” to ensure that it 
focuses on information about real 
threats. 

It is important to remember that re- 
ducing unnecessary sharing of personal 
information will make any information 
sharing program more effective and 
easier to focus on the genuine threats 
involved. 

Finally, our colleague from Arizona, 
Senator FLAKE, has drafted an amend- 
ment that would require the Congress 
to come back and review this informa- 
tion sharing approach after 6 years to 
evaluate how it has worked in practice 
and whether privacy protections ought 
to be strengthened. 

I have cited amendments by Demo- 
crats and Republicans. The Presiding 
Officer knows that I feel strongly 
about working in a bipartisan way 
whenever I possibly can, and that is 
why I thought it was important to 
mention, as we go through these 
amendments, that all of these amend- 
ments I have described have sought to 
ensure this body would make it clear 
that cyber security is a very real prob- 
lem. Cyber security, in terms of tack- 
ling it, which involves information 
sharing, can be very constructive, and 
we ought to try to find ways to do it. 
Each of these amendments is designed 
to make sure that when Americans 
hear about cyber security legislation— 


16514 


my colleague and I have discussed it— 
we don’t have millions of Americans 
walking away and saying: They are 
sharing all of this unnecessary per- 
sonal and unrelated information; I 
guess it is another one of those surveil- 
lance kind of bills. 

We don’t want that here. We want 
bills that are bipartisan, that deal with 
very real threats—and certainly cyber 
security is one of them—but we also 
want to make sure the rights of inno- 
cent people are protected. With these 
amendments, we do that by ensuring 
that we have more than a cursory ap- 
proach to filtering out unrelated and 
personal information. 

So it is my judgment that each of 
these amendments would be significant 
improvements to the bill, and I hope 
my colleagues will support all of them, 
as well as an amendment by our col- 
league from Vermont Senator LEAHY 
that would remove an unnecessary 
modification of the Freedom of Infor- 
mation Act. 

Let me close by saying it is not just 
Senators—and I have listed both Demo- 
crats and Republicans tonight—it is 
not just Democrats and Republicans in 
this body who have raised concerns 
about this bill’s inadequate privacy 
protection; privacy advocacy groups 
from the American Library Association 
to the Oregon Technology Institute 
have come out against the bill. Amer- 
ica’s leading technology companies— 
companies that have to have expertise 
in both cyber security and protecting 
the data of their customers—have op- 
posed it as well. Companies such as 
Apple, Dropbox, Twitter, Salesforce, 
Reddit, and Yelp have all said that 
they oppose the legislation because it 
does not include adequate privacy pro- 
tections. The trade association that 
represents Google and Amazon, 
Facebook, Microsoft, Yahoo!, Netflix, 
eBay, and PayPal said: ‘‘CISA’s pre- 
scribed mechanism for sharing of cyber 
threat information does not suffi- 
ciently protect users’ privacy.” 

Now, reflect if we might for a minute 
on what that means. These are Amer- 
ica’s leading technology companies. 
They advantage America because they 
are the envy of the world for their in- 
novation and their way of serving cus- 
tomers and businesses not just in this 
country but around the world. These 
companies have millions and millions 
of customers and have spoken out pub- 
licly against the bill, in its current 
form, before these amendments are 
considered. They sure know a lot about 
the importance of protecting both 
cyber security and individual privacy. 
The reason I say that is they have to 
manage that challenge each and every 
day. 

Customer confidence is the lifeblood 
of these companies, and the only way 
to ensure customer confidence is to 
convince customers that if they use a 
product, their information is going to 
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be protected from both malicious hack- 
ers and from unnecessary collection by 
our government. 

Last Thursday, a coalition of Amer- 
ica’s leading consumer groups basically 
joined those major technology compa- 
nies in announcing their opposition to 
the bill. They endorsed the pending 
consumer privacy amendments, includ- 
ing the amendment I will offer, No. 
2621. 

In conclusion, I hope colleagues will 
listen to what these technology groups 
and companies have said, and I hope 
our colleagues will support the amend- 
ments that I and others, both Demo- 
crats and Republicans, will be offering 
tomorrow. Let’s work together to 
produce a bill that does a better job of 
dealing with both real cyber threats 
and the liberties of the American peo- 
ple. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today, we 
will vote on the nomination of Law- 
rence Vilardo to be a Federal district 
judge in the Western District of New 
York in Buffalo. He was first nomi- 
nated in February, and his nomination 
was voted out of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee by unanimous voice vote over 5 
months ago on May 6. There is no rea- 
son why this highly qualified nominee 
should have waited so long for a vote. 
Despite having one of the busiest case- 
loads in the country, with more crimi- 
nal cases than Washington, DC, Bos- 
ton, or Cleveland, there is not a single 
active Federal judge in that district. 
The court has been staying afloat only 
through the voluntary efforts of two 
judges on senior status who are hearing 
cases in their retirement. It is about 
time that we confirmed Mr. Vilardo to 
this vacancy. 

Next week marks the 11th month 
that Republicans have been in the ma- 
jority in the Senate. During that time, 
only nine judicial nominees have been 
confirmed. When Senate Democrats 
were in the majority during the last 2 
years of the Bush Presidency, we had 
already confirmed 34 judges by this 
same time. The glacial pace at which 
Republicans are currently confirming 
judicial nominees is an inexcusable 
failure to carry out the Senate’s con- 
stitutional duty of providing advice 
and consent. It also has real and dire 
consequences for hard-working Ameri- 
cans who seek justice but instead en- 
counter lengthy delays in the Federal 
court system due to empty courthouses 
and overburdened courts. We can and 
should take action right now to allevi- 
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ate this problem by holding confirma- 
tion votes on the rest of the 18 judicial 
nominees pending on the floor. A num- 
ber of these pending nominees have the 
support of their Republican home State 
Senators; yet they continue to lan- 
guish on the calendar without a vote. 

If Republican obstruction continues 
and if home State Senators cannot per- 
suade the majority leader to schedule a 
vote for their nominees soon, then it is 
unlikely that even highly qualified 
nominees with Republican support will 
be confirmed by the end of the year. 
These are nominees that members of 
the majority leader’s own party want 
confirmed, including those from Ten- 
nessee and Pennsylvania. And last 
week, we had a hearing for two Iowa 
nominees, who I expect to be reported 
out of the Judiciary Committee soon as 
well. None of these nominees are likely 
to be confirmed by the end of the year 
if Senate Republicans continue at this 
historically slow pace. 

No Senator has raised any objections 
to the judicial nominees pending on the 
floor. Every single one was reported 
out of the Judiciary Committee by 
unanimous voice vote. Each has the 
backing of their home State Senators, 
including Republican Senators. These 
nominees are outstanding, accom- 
plished legal professionals who are 
ready to serve in our justice system. 
They have devoted time away from 
work and their families to go through 
the rigorous nominations process. More 
than half of the pending Federal dis- 
trict and circuit court nominees would 
fill vacancies deemed to be ‘‘judicial 
emergencies”? by the nonpartisan Ad- 
ministrative Office of the U.S. Courts. 
Instead of working to ensure that all 
Americans have access to our Federal 
courts, Senate Republicans continue to 
obstruct President Obama’s judicial 
nominees in a misguided effort to score 
political points against the President. 

The number of empty judgeships has 
increased by more than 50 percent 
since Republicans took over the major- 
ity. Their obstruction is reversing the 
hard-earned progress Senate Demo- 
crats made last Congress to drastically 
reduce the number of judicial vacan- 
cies. Making matters worse, the num- 
ber of “judicial emergency” vacancies 
since Senate Republicans took the ma- 
jority has risen by 158 percent. These 
vacancies impact communities across 
America, and it is doing the most harm 
to States with at least one Republican 
Senator. Of the 66 current vacancies 
that exist, 49 of them—or more than 70 
percent—are in States with at least 
one Republican Senator. 

One of those vacancies is an emer- 
gency vacancy on the U.S. Court of Ap- 
peals for the Third Circuit in Pennsyl- 
vania. Judge Luis Felipe Restrepo is 
nominated to fill the vacancy, and he 
has strong bipartisan support from his 
home State Senators, Senator TOOMEY 
and Senator CASEY. At Judge 
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Restrepo’s hearing, Senator TOOMEY 
stated that ‘‘there is no question 
[Judge Restrepo] is a very well quali- 
fied candidate to serve on the Third 
Circuit” and underscored the fact that 
he recommended that the President 
nominate Judge Restrepo. Once con- 
firmed, Judge Restrepo will be the first 
Hispanic judge from Pennsylvania to 
ever serve on this court and only the 
second Hispanic judge to serve on the 
Third Circuit. 

There is absolutely no reason to 
delay a vote on Judge Restrepo’s con- 
firmation; yet his nomination has been 
pending on the floor for over 3 months. 
Since he was first nominated, Judge 
Restrepo’s nomination has been pend- 
ing for a staggering 348 days. The na- 
tional president for the Hispanic Na- 
tional Bar Association, which strongly 
supports Judge Restrepo’s nomination, 
wrote last week in the Huffington Post 
about the inexcusable delay in his con- 
firmation. I ask unanimous consent 
that a copy of this article be printed in 
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re- 
marks. 

Contrast Senate Republican’s treat- 
ment of Judge Restrepo with President 
Bush’s nominee to the third circuit, 
Judge Thomas Hardiman, who was 
nominated in the last 2 years of the 
Bush Presidency. Judge Hardiman was 
confirmed in nearly half the time 
Judge Restrepo has been waiting, tak- 
ing only 183 days from nomination to 
his confirmation. Furthermore, it took 
only 7 days for Judge Hardiman to re- 
ceive a confirmation vote once he was 
reported out of the Senate Judiciary 
Committee. Judge Restrepo has been 
pending on the floor for 109 days—15 
times longer than Judge Hardiman. I 
hope the Republican Senator from 
Pennsylvania will implore his leader- 
ship to bring this highly qualified 
nominee up for a vote without further 
delay. Let us then turn to votes on the 
rest of the 12 pending judicial nominees 
without further delay. 

Shortly we will begin voting on Law- 
rence Vilardo to fill a judicial vacancy 
in the Federal District Court for the 
Western District of New York. Since 
1986, he has practiced as a named part- 
ner at the law firm of Connors & 
Vilardo, L.L.P., in Buffalo, NY. He pre- 
viously practiced at Damon & Morey, 
in Buffalo, NY, from 1981 to 1986. The 
ABA standing committee on the Fed- 
eral Judiciary unanimously rated Mr. 
Vilardo ‘‘well qualified’’ to serve on the 
U.S. District Court for the Western 
District of New York, its highest rat- 
ing. He has the support of his two home 
State Senators, Senator SCHUMER and 
Senator GILLIBRAND. He was voted out 
of the Judiciary Committee by unani- 
mous voice vote on May 6, 2015. I will 
vote to support his nomination. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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[From the Huffington Post, Oct. 21, 2015] 
THE CURRENT SENATE GRIDLOCK IS HURTING 
THE DIVERSITY OF OUR JUSTICE SYSTEM 
(By Robert T. Maldonado) 

Born in Medellin, Colombia and raised in 
the United States, Judge L. Felipe 
Restrepo’s life reads like a textbook case of 
the American Dream. With a bachelor’s from 
the University of Pennsylvania and a law de- 
gree from Tulane, he set off on a successful 
career in criminal defense and civil rights 
litigation, eventually serving as a mag- 
istrate judge for 7 years. 

But Judge Restrepo’s story of immigrant 
success seems to be on hold for the moment. 
That’s because he’s been waiting since No- 
vember 2014, when President Barack Obama 
appointed him to serve on the Third Circuit 
Court of Appeals, to be confirmed as an ap- 
peals court judge. 

After a thorough due diligence process, the 
Hispanic National Bar Association (HNBA) 
endorsed Judge Restrepo in March 2015, but 
we didn’t stop there. When we saw the lack 
of progress on his nomination, the HNBA 
successfully pushed for the Senate Judiciary 
Committee to hold his nomination hearing, 
and continues to push for a confirmation 
vote on the floor of the Senate. 

Unfortunately, Judge Restrepo’s predica- 
ment isn’t unique. Two other HNBA-en- 
dorsed judicial candidates are stuck in the 
political gridlock, and a total of 30 judicial 
nominees (two-thirds of them women or mi- 
norities) await Senate confirmation with lit- 
tle idea of when that will happen. According 
to the judicial watchdog group Alliance for 
Justice, the Senate has confirmed only 8 
judges in 2015, the slowest pace in over 60 
years. Almost half of the vacancies on the 
federal bench have been declared ‘‘judicial 
emergencies,’’ where the remaining judges 
are overworked trying to make a dent into 
the backlog of cases, sometimes in excess of 
600 filings per judge. 

The backlogs are having a real effect on 
the people and businesses seeking recourse 
through the court system. As one California 
district court judge put it: 

“Over the years I’ve received several let- 
ters from people indicating, ‘Even if I win 
this case now, my business has failed because 
of the delay. How is this justice?’ And the 
simple answer, which I cannot give them, is 
this: It is not justice. We know it.” 

Our state of justice is suffering and so is 
our economy. The states where the backlogs 
and vacancies are the worst (including 
Texas, New York, and Florida) happen to be 
where large Latino communities reside. 
Given that President Obama has nominated 
more female and minority candidates to the 
federal bench than any other President, the 
delay in judicial confirmations is also a 
delay in increased diversity, and thus the 
quality of justice, in our nation’s court sys- 
tem. 

This manufactured crisis is the doing of 
Senate leaders who prefer to score political 
points rather than fulfill their constitutional 
obligations. Those same political leaders 
need to know that by dragging their feet on 
these nominations they are not only hurting 
the nominees but also the integrity and di- 
versity of our federal court system. Nomi- 
nees like Judge Restrepo have entire com- 
munities backing them in their professional 
journeys, and come election time, they won’t 
hesitate to register their disapproval. 

For their sake and the sake of our justice 
system, let’s end this judicial vacancy crisis. 


Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that all time be 
yielded back. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is, Will the Senate ad- 
vise and consent to the Vilardo nomi- 
nation? 

Mr. McCAIN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT), the Senator 
from Tennessee (Mr. CORKER), the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas (Mr. COTTON), the 
Senator from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO), the 
Senator from Texas (Mr. CRUZ), the 
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. GRA- 
HAM), the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. 
PAUL), the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
RUBIO), the Senator from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. TOOMEY), and the Senator from 
Louisiana (Mr. VITTER). 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR- 
KEY) and the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
ERNST). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 88, 
nays 0, as follows: 


[Rollcall Vote No. 284 Ex.] 


YEAS—88 
Alexander Franken Murray 
Ayotte Gardner Nelson 
Baldwin Gillibrand Perdue 
Barrasso Grassley Peters 
Bennet Hatch Portman 
Blumenthal Heinrich Reed 
Booker Heitkamp Reid 
Boozman Heller Risch 
Boxer Hirono 
Roberts 

Brown Hoeven 
Burr Inhofe Rounds 
Cantwell Isakson Sasse 
Capito Johnson Schatz 
Cardin Kaine Schumer 
Carper King Scott 
Casey Kirk Sessions 
Cassidy Klobuchar Shaheen 
Coats Lankford Shelby 
Cochran Leahy Stabenow 
Collins Lee Sullivan 
Coons Manchin Tester 
Cornyn McCain Thune 
Daines McCaskill Tillis 
Donnelly McConnell Udall 
Durbin Menendez Warner 
Enzi Merkley 
Ernst Mikulski bib öüsë 
Feinstein Moran Wi 

: icker 
Fischer Murkowski 
Flake Murphy Wyden 

NOT VOTING—12 

Blunt Cruz Rubio 
Corker Graham Sanders 
Cotton Markey Toomey 
Crapo Paul Vitter 


The nomination was confirmed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the motion to re- 
consider is considered made and laid 
upon the table and the President will 
be immediately notified of the Senate’s 
action. 
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LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
sume legislative session. 


ee 


MORNING BUSINESS 


TRIBUTE TO LYNNE MOORE 
HEALY 


e Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Madam Presi- 
dent, I would like to pay tribute to one 
of my constituents, who has recently 
retired from her position as a board of 
trustees distinguished professor at the 
University of Connecticut School of 
Social Work. Dr. Healy has served as a 
professor for over 30 exemplary years, 
preparing new generations of social 
workers for service in an increasingly 
diverse and global world. 

Professor Lynne Healy has been an 
outstanding pioneer in the field of 
international social work, making sig- 
nificant contributions with her publi- 
cations and work in the classroom. Dr. 
Healy was instrumental in establishing 
the University’s Center for Inter- 
national Social Work studies over 20 
years ago. The center helps social 
workers develop a global perspective 
on human rights, human needs, social 
policy, and social work practice. These 
efforts have had a role in the overall 
establishment of this department as a 
nationally recognized faculty of ex- 
perts. 

We should all aspire to build such a 
prolific and inspirational legacy as 
Professor Lynne Healy. My wife, Cyn- 
thia, and I are honored to celebrate Dr. 
Healy’s achievements, and we wish her 
all the best as she begins the next 
chapter of her life. I know that many 
across the State of Connecticut will 
join me in congratulating her on this 
laudable occasion.® 


— 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
RECEIVED DURING ADJOURNMENT 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


Under the authority of the order of 
the Senate of January 6, 2015, the Sec- 
retary of the Senate, on October 22, 
2015, during the adjournment of the 
Senate, received a message from the 
House of Representatives announcing 
that the Speaker has signed the fol- 
lowing enrolled bills: 

S. 1362. An act to amend title XI of the So- 
cial Security Act to clarify waiver authority 
regarding programs of all-inclusive care for 
the elderly (PACE programs). 

S. 2162. An act to establish a 10-year term 
for the service of the Librarian of Congress. 

H.R. 322. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
16105 Swingley Ridge Road in Chesterfield, 
Missouri, as the “Sgt. Zachary M. Fisher 
Post Office”. 

H.R. 323. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
55 Grasso Plaza in St. Louis, Missouri, as the 
“Sgt. Amanda N. Pinson Post Office”. 
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H.R. 324. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
11662 Gravois Road in St. Louis, Missouri, as 
the “Lt. Daniel P. Riordan Post Office”. 

H.R. 558. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
55 South Pioneer Boulevard in Springboro, 
Ohio, as the “Richard ‘Dick’ Chenault Post 
Office Building”. 

H.R. 1442. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 90 Cornell Street in Kingston, New York, 
as the ‘‘Staff Sergeant Robert H. Dietz Post 
Office Building”. 

H.R. 1884. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 206 West Commercial Street in East Roch- 
ester, New York, as the ‘‘Officer Daryl R. 
Pierson Memorial Post Office Building”. 

H.R. 3059. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 4500 SE 28th Street, Del City, Oklahoma, 
as the “James Robert Kalsu Post Office 
Building”. 


EE 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


At 3:02 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bill: 

H.R. 774. An act to strengthen enforcement 
mechanisms to stop illegal, unreported, and 
unregulated fishing, to amend the Tuna Con- 
ventions Act of 1950 to implement the Anti- 
gua Convention, and for other purposes. 


The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. HATCH). 

At 3:05 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 1937. An act to require the Secretary 
of the Interior and the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to more efficiently develop domestic 
sources of the minerals and mineral mate- 
rials of strategic and critical importance to 
the United States economic and national se- 
curity and manufacturing competitiveness. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The President pro tempore (Mr. 
HATCH) announced that on today, Octo- 
ber 26, 2015, he has signed the following 
enrolled bills, previously signed by the 
Speaker of the House: 

S. 1862. An act to amend title XI of the So- 
cial Security Act to clarify waiver authority 
regarding programs of all-inclusive care for 
the elderly (PACE programs). 

S. 2162. An act to establish a 10-year term 
for the service of the Librarian of Congress. 

H.R. 322. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
16105 Swingley Ridge Road in Chesterfield, 
Missouri, as the “Sgt. Zachary M. Fisher 
Post Office”. 

H.R. 323. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
55 Grasso Plaza in St. Louis, Missouri, as the 
“Set. Amanda N. Pinson Post Office’’. 

H.R. 324. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
11662 Gravois Road in St. Louis, Missouri, as 
the “Lt. Daniel P. Riordan Post Office”. 


October 26, 2015 


H.R. 1442. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 90 Cornell Street in Kingston, New York, 
as the “Staff Sergeant Robert H. Dietz Post 
Office Building”. 

H.R. 1884. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 206 West Commercial Street in East Roch- 
ester, New York, as the “Officer Daryl R. 
Pierson Memorial Post Office Building”. 

H.R. 3059. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 4500 SE 28th Street, Del City, Oklahoma, 
as the James Robert Kalsu Post Office Build- 
ing. 

a 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bill was read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 1937. An act to require the Secretary 
of the Interior and the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to more efficiently develop domestic 
sources of the minerals and mineral mate- 
rials of strategic and critical importance to 
United States economic and national secu- 
rity and manufacturing competitiveness; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 


————— 


MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 


The following bill was read the sec- 
ond time, and placed on the calendar: 


S. 2200. A bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to strengthen equal 
pay requirements. 


EE 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, and were referred as indicated: 


EC-3275. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Pyrimenthanil; Pesticide Toler- 
ances” (FRL No. 9935-11) received during ad- 
journment of the Senate in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 16, 2015; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC-3276. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Potassium Salts of Hops Beta acids; 
Exemption from the Requirement of a Toler- 
ance” (FRL No. 9933-78) received during ad- 
journment of the Senate in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 16, 2015; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC-3277. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Poly[oxy(methyl-1,2-ethanediyl)], a- 
[(9Z)-1-oxo-9-octadecen-1-yl]-w-[[(9Z)-1-oxo-9- 
octadecen-lyljoxy]-; Exemption from the Re- 
quirement of a Tolerance” (FRL No. 9935-34) 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 16, 2015; to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 


October 26, 2015 


EC-3278. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, National Institute of Food and Agri- 
culture, Department of Agriculture, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Competitive and Noncompetitive 
Non-formula Federal Assistance Programs— 
Specific Administrative Provisions for the 
Food Insecurity Nutrition Incentive Grants 
Program” (RIN0524-AA65) received in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on Octo- 
ber 19, 2015; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-3279. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Repeal of the 
Exempt Commercial Market and Exempt 
Board of Trade Exemptions” (RIN3038-AE10) 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 16, 2015; to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-3280. A communication from the Acting 
Under Secretary of Defense (Personnel and 
Readiness), transmitting the report of an of- 
ficer authorized to wear the insignia of the 
grade of rear admiral (lower half) in accord- 
ance with title 10, United States Code, sec- 
tion 777; to the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. 

EC-3281. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Tech- 
nology, and Logistics), transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, a report entitled ‘‘Report to Con- 
gress on Distribution of Department of De- 
fense Depot Maintenance Workloads for Fis- 
cal Years 2014 through 2016”; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

EC-3282. A communication from the Presi- 
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, a report on the continuation of 
the national emergency with respect to nar- 
cotics traffickers centered in Colombia that 
was declared in Executive Order 12978; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

EC-3283. A communication from the Asso- 
ciate General Counsel for Legislation and 
Regulations, Office of Public and Indian 
Housing, Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Housing Choice 
Voucher Program: Streamlining the Port- 
ability Process” (RIN2577-AC86) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
October 19, 2015; to the Committee on Bank- 
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-3284. A communication from the Chief 
Counsel, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Department of Homeland Security, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Suspension of Community 
Eligibility” (44 CFR Part 64) (Docket No. 
FEMA-2015-0001)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 21, 
2015; to the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs. 

EC-3285. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife 
and Parks, National Park Service, Depart- 
ment of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled “Alaska; 
Hunting and Trapping in National Pre- 
serves” (RIN1024-AE21) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on October 19, 
2015; to the Committee on Energy and Nat- 
ural Resources. 

EC-3286. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary for Insular Affairs, Depart- 
ment of the Interior, transmitting proposed 
legislation; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

EC-3287. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary for Insular Affairs, Depart- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


ment of the Interior, transmitting proposed 
legislation; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

EC-3288. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Governmentwide Uniform Adminis- 
trative Requirements, Cost Principles, and 
Audit Requirements for Federal Awards” 
((RIN2030-AA99) (FRL No. 9926-01-OARM)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 7, 2015; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-3289. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled “Ocean Dumping: Expansion of an 
Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site Off- 
shore of Jacksonville, Florida’? (FRL No. 
9934-57-Region 4) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 7, 2015; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-3290. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘“‘“NESHAP for Brick and Structural 
Clay Products Manufacturing; and NESHAP 
for Clay Ceramics Manufacturing” 
((RIN2060-A P69) (FRL No. 9933-18-OAR)) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 7, 2015; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-3291. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule: 2015 
Revisions and Confidentiality Determina- 
tions for Petroleum and Natural Gas Sys- 
tems” ((RIN2060-AS37) (FRL No. 9935-50- 
OAR)) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 7, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-3292. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled “Effluent Limitations Guidelines and 
Standards for the Steam Electric Power Gen- 
erating Point Source Category” ((RIN2040- 
AF14) (FRL No. 9930-48-OW)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 7, 2015; to the Committee on Environ- 
ment and Public Works. 

EC-3293. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple- 
mentation Plans; Oregon; Lane Regional Air 
Protection Agency Open Burning Rules and 
Oregon Department of Environmental Qual- 
ity Enforcement Procedures” (FRL No. 9935- 
48-Region 10) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 7, 2015; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-3294. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple- 
mentation Plans; New Mexico; Infrastruc- 
ture for the 2010 Sulfur Dioxide National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards’ (FRL No. 
9935-44-Region 6) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 7, 2015; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-3295. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
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Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Air Plan Approval; MI; Infrastructure 
SIP Requirements for the 2008 Ozone, 2010 
NO2, 2010 SO2, and 2012 PM2.5 NAAQS” (FRL 
No. 9935-18-Region 5) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 7, 
2015; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC-3296. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Texas: Final Authorization of State 
Hazardous Waste Management Program Re- 
vision” (FRL No. 9936-00-Region 6) received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on Octo- 
ber 16, 2015; to the Committee on Environ- 
ment and Public Works. 

EC-3297. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Petroleum Refinery Sector Risk and 
Technology Review and New Source Per- 
formance Standards” ((RIN2060-AQ75) (FRL 
No. 9935-40-OAR)) received during adjourn- 
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on October 16, 2015; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-3298. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘National Ambient Air Quality Stand- 
ards for Ozone” ((RIN2060-AP38) (FRL No. 
9933-18-OAR)) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 16, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-3299. A communication from the Wild- 
life Biologist, Fish and Wildlife Service, De- 
partment of the Interior, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Migratory Bird Hunting; Final Frameworks 
for Late-Season Migratory Bird Hunting 
Regulations’’ (RIN1018-BA67) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 21, 2015; to the Committee on Environ- 
ment and Public Works. 

EC-3300. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works), 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
the status of the Missouri River Bank Sta- 
bilization and Navigation Fish and Wildlife 
Mitigation Project, Kansas, Missouri, Iowa, 
and Nebraska; to the Committee on Environ- 
ment and Public Works. 

EC-3301. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary for Legislation, Department of 
Health and Human Services, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report entitled ‘‘First Re- 
port on Section 1115(a) Demonstrations: 
Transparency in the Review and Approval of 
Medicaid and Children’s Health Insurance 
Program (CHIP) Section 1115 Demonstra- 
tions’’; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC-3302. A communication from the Lead 
Regulations Writer, Office of Regulations 
and Reports Clearance, Social Security Ad- 
ministration, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Social Security 
Number Card Applications’’ (RIN0960-AG50) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 19, 2015; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

EC-3303. A communication from the Execu- 
tive Analyst (Political), Department of 
Health and Human Services, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a vacancy in 
the position of Commissioner on Children, 
Youth, and Families, Department of Health 
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and Human Services, received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on October 19, 
2015; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC-3304. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De- 
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to section 36(c) of the 
Arms Export Control Act (DDTC 15-041); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-3305. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De- 
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to section 36(d) of the 
Arms Export Control Act (DDTC 15-0027); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-3306. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Regulations and Policy Management 
Staff, Food and Drug Administration, De- 
partment of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Infant Formula: Addition of 
Minimum and Maximum Levels of Selenium 
to Infant Formula and Related Labeling Re- 
quirements; Confirmation of Effective Date” 
(Docket No. FDA-2013-N-0067) received dur- 
ing adjournment of the Senate in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on October 16, 
2015; to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

EC-3307. A communication from the Legal 
Counsel, Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Apprenticeship 
Programs; Corrections”? (RIN3046-AA72) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 7, 2015; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC-3308. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary for Legislation, Department of 
Health and Human Services, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report relative to the sci- 
entific and clinical status of organ trans- 
plantation, 2008-2010; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC-3309. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary for Legislation, Department of 
Health and Human Services, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report entitled ‘‘Nurse 
Corps Loan Repayment and Scholarship Pro- 
grams Report to Congress for Fiscal Year 
2014’’; to the Committee on Health, Edu- 
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC-3310. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary for Legislation, Department of 
Health and Human Services, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report relative to the sci- 
entific and clinical status of organ trans- 
plantation, 2011-2012; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC-3311. A communication from the Gen- 
eral Counsel, Pension Benefit Guaranty Cor- 
poration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Benefits Payable in 
Terminated Single-Employer Plans; Interest 
Assumptions for Paying Benefits” (29 CFR 
Part 4022) received in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on October 19, 2015; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

EC-3312. A communication from the Execu- 
tive Director, Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the Commission’s fiscal year 2015 FAIR Act 
inventory; to the Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs. 

EC-33138. A communication from the Gen- 
eral Counsel, Federal Retirement Thrift In- 
vestment Board, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Criminal 
Restitution Orders”? (5 CFR Part 1653) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 19, 2015; to the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs. 
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EC-3314. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary for the Employment and 
Training Administration, Department of 
Labor, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Temporary Agricul- 
tural Employment of H-2A Foreign Workers 
in the Herding or Production of Livestock on 
the Range in the United States’? (RIN1205— 
AB70) received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 16, 2015; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

EC-3315. A communication from the Gen- 
eral Counsel, Executive Office for Immigra- 
tion Review, Department of Justice, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘List of Pro Bono Legal Service 
Providers for Individuals in Immigration 
Proceedings” (RIN1125-AA62) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 19, 2015; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

EC-3316. A communication from the Gen- 
eral Counsel, Executive Office for Immigra- 
tion Review, Department of Justice, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘“‘Separate Representation for Cus- 
tody and Bond Proceedings” (RIN1125-AA78) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 19, 2015; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

EC-8317. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Assistant Administrator for Regulatory 
Programs, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, 
Department of Commerce, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Taking and Importing Marine Mammals; 
Taking Marine Mammals Incidental to 
Southwest Fisheries Science Center Fish- 
eries Research” (RIN0648-BB87) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
October 21, 2015; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3318. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Administrator for Fisheries, National 
Marine Fisheries Service, Department of 
Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Endangered 
and Threatened Species: Final Rulemaking 
To Revise Critical Habitat for Hawaiian 
Monk Seals” (RIN0648-BA81) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 19, 2015; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 


EE 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The following petitions and memo- 
rials were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM-99. A resolution adopted by the Board 
of Supervisors of the City and County of San 
Francisco, California, commemorating the 
71st anniversary of the Port Chicago disaster 
and urging the President of the United 
States and the United States Congress to ex- 
onerate the 50 sailors convicted of mutiny in 
the incident with the designation of Honor- 
able Discharge; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

POM-100. A resolution adopted by the 
Commission of the City of Lauderhill, Flor- 
ida, condemning the Dominican Republic’s 
impending mass deportation of Haitian im- 
migrants; urging the Dominican Republic to 
comply with international human rights law, 
and halt all impending deportations; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 


EEE 
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 
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By Mr. GRASSLEY, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, with an amendment in the 
nature of a substitute: 

S. 2123. A bill to reform sentencing laws 
and correctional institutions, and for other 
purposes. 


EE 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. SULLIVAN (for himself, Mr. 
ScHATZ, Mr. THUNE, Mr. NELSON, Ms. 
CANTWELL, and Mr. GRASSLEY): 

S. 2206. A bill to reduce the incidence of 
sexual harassment and assault at the Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, to reauthorize the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration Commis- 
sioned Officer Corps Act of 2002, and to reau- 
thorize the Hydrographic Services Improve- 
ment Act of 1998, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

By Mr. McCONNELL (for himself, Mr. 
MANCHIN, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. INHOFE, 
Mr. BLUNT, Mr. LEE, Mr. CASSIDY, Mr. 
Cruz, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. HOEVEN, Mr. 
WICKER, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. 
ALEXANDER, Mr. SULLIVAN, Mr. 
Rounpbs, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. TILLIS, 
Mr. THUNE, Mrs. FISCHER, Mr. RUBIO, 
Mr. Coats, Mr. COTTON, Mr. 
LANKFORD, Mr. RISCH, Mr. VITTER, 
Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mr. BARRASSO, Mr. 
MORAN, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. 
JOHNSON, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. ENZI, Mr. 
PERDUE, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. COCHRAN, 
Mr. PAUL, Mrs. ERNST, Mr. HATCH, 
Mr. DAINES, Mr. SASSE, Mr. MCCAIN, 
Mr. SHELBY, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr. GRASS- 
LEY, Mr. GRAHAM, and Mr. CORKER): 

S.J. Res. 23. A joint resolution providing 
for congressional disapproval under chapter 8 
of title 5, United States Code, of a rule sub- 
mitted by the Environmental Protection 
Agency relating to ‘‘Standards of Perform- 
ance for Greenhouse Gas Emissions from 
New, Modified, and Reconstructed Sta- 
tionary Sources: Electric Utility Generating 
Units’; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

By Mrs. CAPITO (for herself, Ms. 
HEITKAMP, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. 
INHOFE, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. LEE, Mr. CAs- 
SIDY, Mr. Cruz, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. 
HOEVEN, Mr. WICKER, Mr. ScoTT, Mr. 
CRAPO, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. SUL- 
LIVAN, Mr. ROUNDS, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. 
TILLIS, Mr. THUNE, Mrs. FISCHER, Mr. 
RUBIO, Mr. Coats, Mr. COTTON, Mr. 
LANKFORD, Mr. RISCH, Mr. VITTER, 
Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mr. BARRASSO, Mr. 
MORAN, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. 
MANCHIN, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. ISAKSON, 
Mr. ENZI, Mr. PERDUE, Mr. SESSIONS, 
Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. PAUL, Mrs. ERNST, 
Mr. HATCH, Mr. DAINES, Mr. SASSE, 
Mr. McCain, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. 
TooMEY, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. GRAHAM, 
and Mr. CORKER): 

S.J. Res. 24. A joint resolution providing 
for congressional disapproval under chapter 8 
of title 5, United States Code, of a rule sub- 
mitted by the Environmental Protection 
Agency relating to ‘‘Carbon Pollution Emis- 
sion Guidelines for Existing Stationary 
Sources: Electric Utility Generating Units”; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub- 
lic Works. 


October 26, 2015 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. JOHNSON (for himself and Ms. 
BALDWIN): 

S. Res. 296. A resolution congratulating 
Army Reserve Major Lisa Jaster on her grad- 
uation from the Army Ranger School; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself and 
Mr. FRANKEN): 

S. Res. 297. A resolution congratulating the 
Minnesota Lynx on their victory in the 2015 
Women’s National Basketball Association 
Finals; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for himself and 
Mr. MURPHY): 

S. Res. 298. A resolution recognizing Con- 
necticut’s Submarine Century, the 100th an- 
niversary of the establishment of Naval Sub- 
marine Base New London, and Connecticut’s 
historic role in supporting the undersea ca- 
pabilities of the United States; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 28 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 28, a bill to limit the use of 
cluster munitions. 
S. 352 
At the request of Ms. AYOTTE, the 
name of the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. PAUL) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 352, a bill to amend section 5000A of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
provide an additional religious exemp- 
tion from the individual health cov- 
erage mandate, and for other purposes. 
S. 613 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the name of the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land (Mr. REED) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 618, a bill to amend the Rich- 
ard B. Russell National School Lunch 
Act to improve the efficiency of sum- 
mer meals. 
S. 885 
At the request of Ms. WARREN, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
KIRK) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
885, a bill to direct the Architect of the 
Capitol to place in the United States 
Capitol a chair honoring American 
Prisoners of War/Missing in Action. 
S. 928 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the name of the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. McCAIN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 928, a bill to reauthorize the 
World Trade Center Health Program 
and the September 11th Victim Com- 
pensation Fund of 2001, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 1081 
At the request of Mr. BOOKER, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1081, a bill to end the use of body- 
gripping traps in the National Wildlife 
Refuge System. 
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S. 1539 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1539, a bill to amend the 
Richard B. Russell National School 
Lunch Act to establish a permanent, 
nationwide summer electronic benefits 
transfer for children program. 
S. 1559 
At the request of Ms. AYOTTE, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. FRANKEN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1559, a bill to protect victims 
of domestic violence, sexual assault, 
stalking, and dating violence from 
emotional and psychological trauma 
caused by acts of violence or threats of 
violence against their pets. 
S. 1597 
At the request of Mr. WICKER, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
DONNELLY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1597, a bill to enhance patient en- 
gagement in the medical product devel- 
opment process, and for other purposes. 
S. 1715 
At the request of Mr. HOEVEN, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro- 
lina (Mr. GRAHAM) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1715, a bill to require the 
Secretary of the Treasury to mint 
coins in commemoration of the 400th 
anniversary of the arrival of the Pil- 
grims. 
S. 1808 
At the request of Ms. AYOTTE, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1808, a bill to require the Secretary of 
Homeland Security to conduct a North- 
ern Border threat analysis, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 1831 
At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
KIRK) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1831, a bill to revise section 48 of title 
18, United States Code, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 1856 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mrs. SHAHEEN) was added 
as a cosponsor of S. 1856, a bill to 
amend title 38, United States Code, to 
provide for suspension and removal of 
employees of the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs for performance or mis- 
conduct that is a threat to public 
health or safety and to improve ac- 
countability of employees of the De- 
partment, and for other purposes. 
S. 1926 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1926, a bill to ensure ac- 
cess to screening mammography serv- 
ices. 
S. 2032 
At the request of Mr. HOEVEN, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
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(Mr. WHITEHOUSE) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2032, a bill to adopt the 
bison as the national mammal of the 
United States. 
S. 2055 
At the request of Mr. BURR, the name 
of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. ISAK- 
SON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2055, a bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act and the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act with respect to 
national health security. 
S. 2110 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
names of the Senator from North Da- 
kota (Ms. HEITKAMP) and the Senator 
from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2110, a bill to 
amend the Employee Retirement In- 
come Security Act of 1974 to provide 
for greater spousal protection under 
defined contribution plans, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 2123 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
PORTMAN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2123, a bill to reform sentencing laws 
and correctional institutions, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 2145 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts (Ms. WARREN) and the Senator 
from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2145, a bill to 
make supplemental appropriations for 
fiscal year 2016. 
S. 2148 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
names of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. TESTER) and the Senator from 
New Jersey (Mr. BOOKER) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2148, a bill to amend 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act 
to prevent an increase in the Medicare 
part B premium and deductible in 2016. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2621 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MERKLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2621 proposed to S. 754, 
an original bill to improve cybersecu- 
rity in the United States through en- 
hanced sharing of information about 
cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes. 


ES 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. McCONNELL (for himself, 
Mr. MANCHIN, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. 


INHOFE, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. LEE, 
Mr. Cassipy, Mr. CRUZ, Mr. 
BoozZMAN, Mr. HOEVEN, Mr. 


WICKER, Mr. ScoTT, Mr. CRAPO, 
Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. SULLIVAN, 
Mr. RouNDSs, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. 
TILLIS, Mr. THUNE, Mrs. FISCH- 
ER, Mr. RUBIO, Mr. COATS, Mr. 


COTTON, Mr. LANKFORD, Mr. 
RISCH, Mr. VITTER, Ms. MUR- 
KOWSKI, Mr. BARRASSO, Mr. 
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MORAN, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. COR- 
NYN, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. ISAKSON, 
Mr. ENZI, Mr. PERDUE, Mr. SES- 
SIONS, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. PAUL, 
Mrs. ERNST, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
DAINES, Mr. SASSE, Mr. MCCAIN, 
Mr. SHELBY, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. GRAHAM, and 
Mr. CORKER): 

S.J. Res. 23. A joint resolution pro- 
viding for congressional disapproval 
under chapter 8 of title 5, United 
States Code, of a rule submitted by the 
Environmental Protection Agency re- 
lating to ‘Standards of Performance 
for Greenhouse Gas Emissions from 
New, Modified, and Reconstructed Sta- 
tionary Sources: Electric Utility Gen- 
erating Units”; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the text of 
the joint resolution be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the joint resolution was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 23 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives, of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That Congress dis- 
approves the rule submitted by the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency relating to 
“Standards of Performance for Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions from New, Modified, and Re- 
constructed Stationary Sources: Electric 
Utility Generating Units” (published at 80 
Fed. Reg. 64510 (October 23, 2015)), and such 
rule shall have no force or effect. 


a 


SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION 296—CON- 
GRATULATING ARMY RESERVE 
MAJOR LISA JASTER ON HER 
GRADUATION FROM THE ARMY 
RANGER SCHOOL 


Mr. JOHNSON (for himself and Ms. 
BALDWIN) submitted the following reso- 
lution; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services: 

S. RES. 296 


Whereas the Army Ranger School (referred 
to in this preamble as ‘‘Ranger School’’) was 
established in 1950 during the Korean War to 
develop elite leaders to command difficult 
combat missions; 

Whereas Ranger School is one of the most 
challenging training courses for which mem- 
bers of the Armed Forces may volunteer; 

Whereas Ranger School pushes the phys- 
ical and mental limits of students for more 
than two months; 

Whereas on average— 

(1) 36 percent of Ranger School students 
fail the course during the first four days 
after the date on which the course begins; 
and 

(2) only approximately 45 percent of Rang- 
er School students ultimately graduate from 
the course; 

Whereas the Army Reserve is— 

(1) a highly trained force that comprises 
approximately 20 percent of the total Army; 
and 

(2) always available to meet the needs of 
the Army and Joint Force; 
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Whereas on August 21, 2015, Army Captain 
Kristen Griest and First Lieutenant Shaye 
Haver became the first two women to grad- 
uate from Ranger School; 

Whereas on October 16, 2015, Major Lisa 
Jaster became the third woman, and the first 
Army Reserve woman and mother, to grad- 
uate from Ranger School and earn the dis- 
tinctive black and gold Ranger tab; 

Whereas Major Lisa Jaster overcame the 
extreme fatigue, hunger, and stress involved 
in Ranger training in order to graduate from 
Ranger School; and 

Whereas Major Lisa Jaster has— 

(1) dedicated her life to serving and pro- 
tecting the United States; 

(2) deployed to both Iraq and Afghanistan; 
and 

(3) earned the Bronze Star and the Combat 
Action Badge: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) honors Major Lisa Jaster for the accom- 
plishment of becoming the first Army Re- 
serve woman and first mother to graduate 
from Ranger School; 

(2) commends the groundbreaking achieve- 
ments of the first three women to graduate 
from Ranger School— 

(A) Captain Kristen Griest; 

(B) First Lieutenant Shaye Haver; and 

(C) Major Lisa Jaster; 

(8) recognizes the vital role that the Army 
Reserve plays in protecting and defending 
the United States; and 

(4) celebrates the determination, patriot- 
ism, and willingness to lead of all Ranger 
School graduates. 


EEE 


SENATE RESOLUTION 297—CON- 
GRATULATING THE MINNESOTA 
LYNX ON THEIR VICTORY IN THE 
2015 WOMEN’S NATIONAL BAS- 
KETBALL ASSOCIATION FINALS 


Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself and Mr. 
FRANKEN) submitted the following res- 
olution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. RES. 297 


Whereas, on October 14, 2015, the Min- 
nesota Lynx won the 2015 Women’s National 
Basketball Association (commonly known as 
the ‘‘WNBA’’) championship by beating the 
Indiana Fever 69 to 52 in game 5 at home in 
Minneapolis; 

Whereas this is the third WNBA champion- 
ship for the Minnesota Lynx in 5 years; 

Whereas the Minnesota Lynx have com- 
peted in 4 out of the last 5 WNBA Finals; 

Whereas the Minnesota Lynx finished the 
2015 season with an impressive 22 wins; 

Whereas the Minnesota Lynx beat the Los 
Angeles Sparks in the Western Conference 
Semifinals, swept the Phoenix Mercury in 
the Western Conference Finals, and deci- 
sively beat the Indiana Fever in the fifth 
game of the WNBA Finals; 

Whereas a franchise record 18,933 fans at- 
tended the clinching game at the Target 
Center in Minneapolis to cheer on the Min- 
nesota Lynx; 

Whereas the Minnesota Lynx— 

(1) benefit from stellar leadership from 
Head Coach Cheryl Reeve and Assistant 
Coaches Jim Petersen and Shelley Patter- 
son; 

(2) feature 5 gold medal-winning athletes, 
Lindsey Whalen, Maya Moore, Seimone Au- 
gustus, Asjha Jones, and Sylvia Fowles, the 
Finals MVP; and 

(3) have on the roster highly talented pro- 
fessionals, including Rebekkah Brunson, 
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Renee Montgomery, Anna Cruz, Shae Kelley, 
Tricia Liston, Kalana Greene, and Devereaux 
Peters; 

Whereas the Minnesota Lynx are 1 of only 
4 WNBA teams to win 3 or more WNBA 
championships; and 

Whereas all 3 of the WNBA championships 
won by the Lynx have come under the coach- 
ing of Cheryl Reeve: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate recognizes— 

(1) the achievements of the players, coach- 
es, fans, and staff whose dedication helped 
the Minnesota Lynx win the 2015 WNBA 
championship; and 

(2) the Twin Cities area and the State of 
Minnesota for enthusiastically supporting 
women’s professional basketball. 


EES 


SENATE RESOLUTION 298—RECOG- 
NIZING CONNECTICUT’S SUB- 
MARINE CENTURY, THE 100TH 
ANNIVERSARY OF THE ESTAB- 
LISHMENT OF NAVAL SUB- 
MARINE BASE NEW LONDON, 
AND CONNECTICUT’S HISTORIC 
ROLE IN SUPPORTING THE UN- 
DERSEA CAPABILITIES OF THE 
UNITED STATES 


Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for himself and 
Mr. MURPHY) submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services: 

S. RES. 298 


Whereas, on March 2, 1867, Congress en- 
acted a naval appropriations Act that au- 
thorized the Secretary of the Navy to ‘‘re- 
ceive and accept a deed of gift, when offered 
by the State of Connecticut, of a tract of 
land with not less than one mile of shore 
front on the Thames River near New London, 
Connecticut, to be held by the United States 
for naval purposes’’; 

Whereas the people of Connecticut and the 
towns and cities in the southeastern region 
of Connecticut subsequently donated land 
and provided funding to establish a military 
installation to fulfil the Nation’s need for a 
naval facility on the Atlantic coast; 

Whereas, on April 11, 1868, the Navy accept- 
ed the deed of gift of land from Connecticut 
to establish a naval yard and storage depot 
along the eastern shore of the Thames River 
in Groton, Connecticut; 

Whereas, between 1868 and 1912, the New 
London Navy Yard supported a diverse range 
of missions, including berthing inactive Civil 
War era ironclad warships and serving as a 
coaling station for refueling naval ships 
traveling in New England waters; 

Whereas Congress rejected the Navy’s pro- 
posal to close New London Navy Yard in 1912, 
following an impassioned effort by Congress- 
man Edwin W. Higgins, who stated that this 
“action proposed is not only unjust but un- 
reasonable and unsound as a military propo- 
sition’’; 

Whereas the outbreak of World War I and 
the enemy use of submarines to sink allied 
military and civilian ships in the Atlantic 
sparked a new focus on developing submarine 
capabilities in the United States; 

Whereas October 18, 1915, marked the ar- 
rival at the New London Navy Yard of the 
submarines G—1, G-2, and G4 under the care 
of the tender USS OZARK, soon followed by 
the arrival of submarines E-1, D-1, and D-3 
under the care of the tender USS TONOPAH, 
and on November 1, 1915, the arrival of the 
first ship built as a submarine tender, the 
USS FULTON (AS-1); 
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Whereas, on June 21, 1916, Commander 
Yeates Stirling assumed the command of the 
newly designated Naval Submarine Base New 
London, the New London Submarine Flo- 
tilla, and the Submarine School; 

Whereas, in the 100 years since the arrival 
of the first submarines to the base, Naval 
Submarine Base New London has grown to 
occupy more than 680 acres along the east 
side of the Thames River, with more than 160 
major facilities, 15 nuclear submarines, and 
more than 70 tenant commands and activi- 
ties, including the Submarine Learning Cen- 
ter, Naval Submarine School, the Naval Sub- 
marine Medical Research Laboratory, the 
Naval Undersea Medical Institute, and the 
newly established Undersea Warfare Devel- 
opment Center; 

Whereas, in addition to being the site of 
the first submarine base in the United 
States, Connecticut was home to the fore- 
most submarine manufactures of the time, 
the Lake Torpedo Boat Company in Bridge- 
port and the Electric Boat Company in Grot- 
on, which later became General Dynamics 
Electric Boat; 

Whereas General Dynamics Electric Boat, 
its talented workforce, and its Connecticut- 
based and nationwide network of suppliers 
have delivered more than 200 submarines 
from its current location in Groton, Con- 
necticut, including the first nuclear-powered 
submarine, the USS NAUTILUS (SSN 571), 
and nearly half of the nuclear submarines 
ever built by the United States; 

Whereas the Submarine Force Library and 
Museum, located adjacent to Naval Sub- 
marine Base New London in Groton, Con- 
necticut, is the only submarine museum op- 
erated by the United States Navy and today 
serves as the primary repository for arti- 
facts, documents, and photographs relating 
to the bold and courageous history of the 
Submarine Force and highlights as its core 
exhibit the historic ship Nautilus following 
her retirement from service; 

Whereas, reflecting the close ties between 
Connecticut and the Navy that began with 
the gift of land that established the base, the 
State of Connecticut has set aside $40,000,000 
in funding for critical infrastructure invest- 
ments to support the mission of the base, in- 
cluding construction of a new dive locker 
building, expansion of the Submarine Learn- 
ing Center, and modernization of energy in- 
frastructure; 

Whereas, on September 29, 2015, Con- 
necticut Governor Dannel Malloy designated 
October 2015 through October 2016 as Con- 
necticut’s Submarine Century, a year-long 
observance that celebrates 100 years of sub- 
marine activity in Connecticut, including 
the Town of Groton’s distinction as the Sub- 
marine Capital of the World, to coincide 
with the centennial anniversary of the estab- 
lishment of Naval Submarine Base New Lon- 
don and the Naval Submarine School; 

Whereas Naval Submarine Base New Lon- 
don still proudly proclaims its motto of ‘‘The 
First and Finest’’; and 

Whereas Congressman Higgins’ statement 
before Congress in 1912 that ‘‘Connecticut 
stands ready, as she always has, to bear her 
part of the burdens of the national defense” 
remains true today: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) commends the long standing dedication 
and contribution to the Navy and submarine 
force by the people of Connecticut, both 
through the initial deed of gift that estab- 
lished what would become Naval Submarine 
Base New London and through their ongoing 
commitment to support the mission of the 
base and the Navy personnel assigned to it; 
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(2) honors the submariners who have 
trained and served at Naval Submarine Base 
New London throughout its history in sup- 
port of the Nation’s security and undersea 
superiority; 

(8) recognizes the contribution of the in- 
dustry and workforce of Connecticut in de- 
signing, building, and sustaining the Navy’s 
submarine fleet; and 

(4) encourages the recognition of Connecti- 
cut’s Submarine Century by Congress, the 
Navy, and the American people by honoring 
the contribution of the people of Connecticut 
to the defense of the United States and the 
important role of the submarine force in 
safeguarding the security of the United 
States for more than a century. 


EE 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 


SA 2748. Mr. PORTMAN (for Mr. ALEX- 
ANDER) proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 639, to amend the Controlled Substances 
Act with respect to drug scheduling rec- 
ommendations by the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, and with respect to 
registration of manufacturers and distribu- 
tors seeking to conduct clinical testing. 


EE 


TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 2748. Mr. PORTMAN (for Mr. 
ALEXANDER) proposed an amendment to 
the bill H.R. 639, to amend the Con- 
trolled Substances Act with respect to 
drug scheduling recommendations by 
the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, and with respect to registra- 
tion of manufacturers and distributors 
seeking to conduct clinical testing; as 
follows: 


Strike all after the enacting clause and in- 
sert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Improving 
Regulatory Transparency for New Medical 
Therapies Act’’. 

SEC. 2. SCHEDULING OF SUBSTANCES INCLUDED 
IN NEW FDA-APPROVED DRUGS. 

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE OF APPROVAL.— 

(1) EFFECTIVE DATE OF DRUG APPROVAL.— 
Section 505 of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 355) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘“(x) DATE OF APPROVAL IN THE CASE OF 
RECOMMENDED CONTROLS UNDER THE CSA.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an applica- 
tion under subsection (b) with respect to a 
drug for which the Secretary provides notice 
to the sponsor that the Secretary intends to 
issue a scientific and medical evaluation and 
recommend controls under the Controlled 
Substances Act, approval of such application 
shall not take effect until the interim final 
rule controlling the drug is issued in accord- 
ance with section 201(j) of the Controlled 
Substances Act. 

‘“(2) DATE OF APPROVAL.—For purposes of 
this section, with respect to an application 
described in paragraph (1), the term ‘date of 
approval’ shall mean the later of— 

“(A) the date an application under sub- 
section (b) is approved under subsection (c); 
or 

“(B) the date of issuance of the interim 
final rule controlling the drug.’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE OF APPROVAL OF BIO- 
LOGICAL PRODUCTS.—Section 351 of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 262) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 
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‘(n) DATE OF APPROVAL IN THE CASE OF 
RECOMMENDED CONTROLS UNDER THE CSA.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an applica- 
tion under subsection (a) with respect to a 
biological product for which the Secretary 
provides notice to the sponsor that the Sec- 
retary intends to issue a scientific and med- 
ical evaluation and recommend controls 
under the Controlled Substances Act, ap- 
proval of such application shall not take ef- 
fect until the interim final rule controlling 
the biological product is issued in accord- 
ance with section 201(j) of the Controlled 
Substances Act. 

‘“(2) DATE OF APPROVAL.—For purposes of 
this section, with respect to an application 
described in paragraph (1), references to the 
date of approval of such application, or li- 
censure of the product subject to such appli- 
cation, shall mean the later of— 

‘(A) the date an application is approved 
under subsection (a); or 

“(B) the date of issuance of the interim 
final rule controlling the biological prod- 
uct.’’. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE OF APPROVAL OF ANIMAL 
DRUGS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 512 of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 
360b) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘(q) DATE OF APPROVAL IN THE CASE OF 
RECOMMENDED CONTROLS UNDER THE CSA.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an applica- 
tion under subsection (b) with respect to a 
drug for which the Secretary provides notice 
to the sponsor that the Secretary intends to 
issue a scientific and medical evaluation and 
recommend controls under the Controlled 
Substances Act, approval of such application 
shall not take effect until the interim final 
rule controlling the drug is issued in accord- 
ance with section 201(j) of the Controlled 
Substances Act. 

‘(2) DATE OF APPROVAL.—For purposes of 
this section, with respect to an application 
described in paragraph (1), the term ‘date of 
approval’ shall mean the later of— 

“(A) the date an application under sub- 
section (b) is approved under subsection (c); 
or 

“(B) the date of issuance of the interim 
final rule controlling the drug.’’. 

(B) CONDITIONAL APPROVAL.—Section 571(d) 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
(21 U.S.C. 360ccc(d)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

**(4)(A) In the case of an application under 
subsection (a) with respect to a drug for 
which the Secretary provides notice to the 
sponsor that the Secretary intends to issue a 
scientific and medical evaluation and rec- 
ommend controls under the Controlled Sub- 
stances Act, conditional approval of such ap- 
plication shall not take effect until the in- 
terim final rule controlling the drug is 
issued in accordance with section 201(j) of 
the Controlled Substances Act. 

‘(B) For purposes of this section, with re- 
spect to an application described in subpara- 
graph (A), the term ‘date of approval’ shall 
mean the later of— 

“(i) the date an application under sub- 
section (a) is conditionally approved under 
subsection (b); or 

“(ii) the date of issuance of the interim 
final rule controlling the drug.’’. 

(C) INDEXING OF LEGALLY MARKETED UNAP- 
PROVED NEW ANIMAL DRUGS.—Section 572 of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
(21 U.S.C. 360ccc-1) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘“(k) In the case of a request under sub- 
section (d) to add a drug to the index under 
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subsection (a) with respect to a drug for 
which the Secretary provides notice to the 
person filing the request that the Secretary 
intends to issue a scientific and medical 
evaluation and recommend controls under 
the Controlled Substances Act, a determina- 
tion to grant the request to add such drug to 
the index shall not take effect until the in- 
terim final rule controlling the drug is 
issued in accordance with section 201(j) of 
the Controlled Substances Act.’’. 

(4) DATE OF APPROVAL FOR DESIGNATED NEW 
ANIMAL DRUGS.—Section 573(c) of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 
360ccc-2(c)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘(3) For purposes of determining the 7-year 
period of exclusivity under paragraph (1) for 
a drug for which the Secretary intends to 
issue a scientific and medical evaluation and 
recommend controls under the Controlled 
Substances Act, the drug shall not be consid- 
ered approved or conditionally approved 
until the date that the interim final rule 
controlling the drug is issued in accordance 
with section 201(j) of the Controlled Sub- 
stances Act.’’. 

(b) SCHEDULING OF NEWLY APPROVED 
DRuGS.—Section 201 of the Controlled Sub- 
stances Act (21 U.S.C. 811) is amended by in- 
serting after subsection (i) the following: 

“(j)(1) With respect to a drug referred to in 
subsection (f), if the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services recommends that the Attor- 
ney General control the drug in schedule II, 
III, IV, or V pursuant to subsections (a) and 
(b), the Attorney General shall, not later 
than 90 days after the date described in para- 
graph (2), issue an interim final rule control- 
ling the drug in accordance with such sub- 
sections and section 202(b) using the proce- 
dures described in paragraph (8). 

‘“(2) The date described in this paragraph 
shall be the later of— 

“(A) the date on which the Attorney Gen- 
eral receives the scientific and medical eval- 
uation and the scheduling recommendation 
from the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services in accordance with subsection (b); 
or 

“(B) the date on which the Attorney Gen- 
eral receives notification from the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services that the Sec- 
retary has approved an application under 
section 505(c), 512, or 571 of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act or section 35l(a) of 
the Public Health Service Act, or indexed a 
drug under section 572 of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act, with respect to the 
drug described in paragraph (1). 

‘(3) A rule issued by the Attorney General 
under paragraph (1) shall become imme- 
diately effective as an interim final rule 
without requiring the Attorney General to 
demonstrate good cause therefor. The in- 
terim final rule shall give interested persons 
the opportunity to comment and to request 
a hearing. After the conclusion of such pro- 
ceedings, the Attorney General shall issue a 
final rule in accordance with the scheduling 
criteria of subsections (b), (c), and (d) of this 
section and section 202(b).’’. 

(c) EXTENSION OF PATENT TERM.—Section 
156 of title 35, United States Code, is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in subsection (d)(1), in the matter pre- 
ceding subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘, or 
in the case of a drug product described in 
subsection (i), within the sixty-day period 
beginning on the covered date (as defined in 
subsection (i) after ‘‘marketing or use”; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“i)(1) For purposes of this section, if the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services pro- 
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vides notice to the sponsor of an application 
or request for approval, conditional ap- 
proval, or indexing of a drug product for 
which the Secretary intends to recommend 
controls under the Controlled Substances 
Act, beginning on the covered date, the drug 
product shall be considered to— 

“(A) have been approved or indexed under 
the relevant provision of the Public Health 
Service Act or Federal Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metic Act; and 

‘“(B) have permission for commercial mar- 
keting or use. 

‘“(2) In this subsection, the term ‘covered 
date’ means the later of— 

“(A) the date an application is approved— 

““(j) under section 351(a)(2)(C) of the Public 
Health Service Act; or 

“(i) under section 505(b) or 512(c) of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act; 

“(B) the date an application is condi- 
tionally approved under section 571(b) of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act; 

“(C) the date a request for indexing is 
granted under section 572(d) of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act; or 

“(D) the date of issuance of the interim 
final rule controlling the drug under section 
201(j) of the Controlled Substances Act.’’. 
SEC. 3. ENHANCING NEW DRUG DEVELOPMENT. 

Section 303 of the Controlled Substances 
Act (21 U.S.C. 823) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“G)(1) For purposes of registration to man- 
ufacture a controlled substance under sub- 
section (d) for use only in a clinical trial, the 
Attorney General shall register the appli- 
cant, or serve an order to show cause upon 
the applicant in accordance with section 
304(c), not later than 180 days after the date 
on which the application is accepted for fil- 
ing. 

‘“(2) For purposes of registration to manu- 
facture a controlled substance under sub- 
section (a) for use only in a clinical trial, the 
Attorney General shall, in accordance with 
the regulations issued by the Attorney Gen- 
eral, issue a notice of application not later 
than 90 days after the application is accepted 
for filing. Not later than 90 days after the 
date on which the period for comment pursu- 
ant to such notice ends, the Attorney Gen- 
eral shall register the applicant, or serve an 
order to show cause upon the applicant in ac- 
cordance with section 304(c), unless the At- 
torney General has granted a hearing on the 
application under section 1008(i) of the Con- 
trolled Substances Import and Export Act.’’. 
SEC. 4. RE-EXPORTATION AMONG MEMBERS OF 

THE EUROPEAN ECONOMIC AREA. 

Section 1003 of the Controlled Substances 
Import and Export Act (21 U.S.C. 953) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection(f)— 

(A) in paragraph (5)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘(5)’’ and inserting ‘‘(5)(A)’’; 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘, except that the con- 
trolled substance may be exported from a 
second country that is a member of the Eu- 
ropean Economic Area to another country 
that is a member of the European Economic 
Area, provided that the first country is also 
a member of the European Economic Area” 
before the period at the end; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

““(B) Subsequent to any re-exportation de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A), a controlled 
substance may continue to be exported from 
any country that is a member of the Euro- 
pean Economic Area to any other such coun- 
try, if— 

“() the conditions applicable with respect 
to the first country under paragraphs (1), (2), 
(3), (4), (6), and (7) are met by each subse- 
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quent country from which the controlled 
substance is exported pursuant to this para- 
graph; and 

“(ii) the conditions applicable with respect 
to the second country under paragraphs (1), 
(2), (3), (4), (6), and (7) are met by each subse- 
quent country to which the controlled sub- 
stance is exported pursuant to this para- 
graph.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (6)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘(6)’’ and inserting ‘‘(6)(A)’’; 
and 

(ii) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(B) In the case of re-exportation among 
members of the European Economic Area, 
within 30 days after each re-exportation, the 
person who exported the controlled sub- 
stance from the United States delivers to the 
Attorney General— 

“(i) documentation certifying that such re- 
exportation has occurred; and 

“(ii) information concerning the consignee, 
country, and product.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(g) LIMITATION.—Subject to paragraphs (5) 
and (6) of subsection (f) in the case of any 
controlled substance in schedule I or II or 
any narcotic drug in schedule III or IV, the 
Attorney General shall not promulgate nor 
enforce any regulation, subregulatory guid- 
ance, or enforcement policy which impedes 
re-exportation of any controlled substance 
among European Economic Area countries, 
including by promulgating or enforcing any 
requirement that— 

“(1) re-exportation from the first country 
to the second country or re-exportation from 
the second country to another country occur 
within a specified period of time; or 

“(2) information concerning the consignee, 
country, and product be provided prior to ex- 
portation of the controlled substance from 
the United States or prior to each re-expor- 
tation among members of the European Eco- 
nomic Area.’’. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Ohio. 


EE 


WOUNDED WARRIORS FEDERAL 
LEAVE ACT OF 2015 


Mr. PORTMAN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs be discharged from 
further consideration of H.R. 313 and 
the Senate proceed to its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the bill by title. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 318) to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide leave to any new 
Federal employee who is a veteran with a 
service-connected disability rated at 30 per- 
cent or more for purposes of undergoing med- 
ical treatment for such disability, and for 
other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. PORTMAN. I ask unanimous 
consent that the bill be read a third 
time and passed and the motion to re- 
consider be considered made and laid 
upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (H.R. 313) was ordered to a 
third reading, was read the third time, 
and passed. 
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IMPROVING REGULATORY TRANS- 
PARENCY FOR NEW MEDICAL 
THERAPIES ACT 


Mr. PORTMAN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions be discharged from fur- 
ther consideration of H.R. 639 and the 
Senate proceed to its immediate con- 
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the bill by title. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 639) to amend the Controlled 
Substances Act with respect to drug sched- 
uling recommendations by the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, and with re- 
spect to registration of manufacturers and 
distributors seeking to conduct clinical test- 
ing. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. PORTMAN. I ask unanimous 
consent that the substitute amend- 
ment, which is at the desk, be consid- 
ered and agreed to, the bill, as amend- 
ed, be read a third time and passed, and 
the motion to reconsider be considered 
made and laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 2748) in the na- 
ture of a substitute was agreed to. 

(The amendment is printed in today’s 
RECORD under “Text of Amendments.’’) 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill was read the third time. 

The bill (H.R. 639), as amended, was 
passed. 


— 


CONGRATULATING THE MIN- 
NESOTA LYNX ON THEIR VIC- 
TORY IN THE 2015 WOMEN’S NA- 
TIONAL BASKETBALL ASSOCIA- 
TION FINALS 


Mr. PORTMAN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of S. Res. 297, submitted earlier 
today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 297) congratulating 
the Minnesota Lynx on their victory in the 
2015 Women’s National Basketball Associa- 
tion Finals. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the reso- 
lution be agreed to, the preamble be 
agreed to, and the motions to recon- 
sider be considered made and laid upon 
the table with no intervening action or 
debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

(The resolution, with its preamble, is 
printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub- 
mitted Resolutions.’’) 


EEE 


ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, 
OCTOBER 27, 2015 


Mr. PORTMAN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until 10 a.m., Tuesday, October 
27; that following the prayer and 
pledge, the morning hour be deemed 
expired, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, and the time for the 
two leaders be reserved for their use 
later in the day; that following leader 
remarks, the Senate resume consider- 
ation of S. 754, with the time until 11 
a.m. equally divided between the two 
leaders or their designees; finally, that 
notwithstanding the provisions of rule 
XXII, there be 2 minutes of debate 
equally divided prior to each vote, and 
that all votes after the first vote in 
each series be 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. PORTMAN. Madam President, if 
there is no further business to come be- 
fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that it stand adjourned under the 
previous order, following the remarks 
of Senator FRANKEN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. FRANKEN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak for 6 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION 
SHARING BILL 


Mr. FRANKEN. Madam President, 
tomorrow we will vote on my amend- 
ment to the Cybersecurity Information 
Sharing Act, or CISA. I am proud to be 
joined on this amendment by Senators 
LEAHY, DURBIN, and WYDEN, each of 
whom has worked to try to ensure that 
any cyber legislation passed by this 
body is effective and adequately safe- 
guards the privacy and civil liberties of 
the American people. 

My amendment tightens the defini- 
tions of the terms ‘‘cyber security 
threat” and ‘‘cyber threat indicator” 
in the bill. These changes will help en- 
sure that CISA’s broad authorities are 
not triggered in circumstances where 
no real cyber threats are present. This 
makes the bill more privacy protected 
and more likely to work effectively. 

The amendment is supported by more 
than 30 civil society organizations, 
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from the American Civil Liberties 
Union to prominent Libertarian groups 
like R Street. As I will describe, it ad- 
dresses specific concerns that have 
been raised by security experts, major 
tech companies, and even the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security. 

Under CISA, companies are author- 
ized to monitor users online, share in- 
formation with one another and with 
the Federal Government, and deploy 
defensive measures—all to protect 
against ‘“‘cyber security threats.” Any 
action that may result in any unau- 
thorized effort to adversely impact 
cyber security can be deemed a cyber 
security threat; that is, may result. 
That sets the lowest possible standard 
for determining when actions under 
CISA are justified, and that is a prob- 
lem. It sets us up for the oversharing of 
information, or worse it jeopardizes 
privacy and threatens to hinder our 
cyber defense efforts by increasing the 
noise-to-signal ratio. 

My amendment would clarify that a 
threat is any action at least reasonably 
likely—reasonably likely—to result in 
an unauthorized effort to adversely im- 
pact cyber security. That definition 
gives companies ample flexibility to 
act on threats and ensures Americans 
that CISA isn’t a free pass to share 
people’s personal information when 
there is no threat. 

CISA’s definition of cyber threat in- 
dicator has also been criticized by se- 
curity experts, by companies such as 
Mozilla and, again, even by DHS, which 
has called the definition ‘‘expansive”’ 
and said that expansive definition 
heightens concerns raised by the bill. 

My amendment addresses the two 
parts of the definition that experts 
have suggested are the most likely to 
open the door to the sharing of extra- 
neous information. First, as drafted, 
CISA would let companies share peo- 
ple’s communications if they believe 
that the files have been harmed in a 
cyber attack or could potentially—po- 
tentially—be harmed by a perceived 
threat. The latter is especially prob- 
lematic. The range of information that 
could be shared as evidence of poten- 
tial harm is vast, and, as experts have 
explained, unnecessary to the technical 
work of identifying cyber threats. My 
amendment continues to allow compa- 
nies to share information that reveals 
harms caused by a cyber incident but 
doesn’t extend this to conjecture about 
hypothetical potential harms, which is 
unnecessarily broad. 

Finally, my amendment eliminates a 
troubling loophole in the cyber threat 
indicator definition. In addition to let- 
ting companies share information that 
reveals certain specified attributes or 
features of cyber threats, CISA also 
lets them share information that re- 
veals ‘‘any other attribute of a cyberse- 
curity threat” if the disclosure of that 
attribute is legal. Bill supporters claim 
that this final clause adequately limits 
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the scope of this provision, but looking 
at whether disclosure of a threat at- 
tribute is lawful is an unclear and 
unhelpful standard. Privacy law is 
about protecting information, not 
threat attributes. So my amendment 
clarifies that companies can share in- 
formation in this catchall category 
only if it is legal to share the informa- 
tion being provided. It is a technical 
change, but it matters. 

This amendment represents a real ef- 
fort to find common ground for moving 
forward. Quite frankly, it doesn’t do 
all the work that needs to be done to 
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limit the definitions in this act, but it 
makes necessary changes—necessary 
changes—to improve the legislation, 
both for the sake of privacy and ulti- 
mately security. 

I urge my colleagues to support 
amendment No. 2612. 

I yield the floor. 


EE 
ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 


the previous order, the Senate stands 
adjourned until 10 a.m. tomorrow. 


October 26, 2015 


Thereupon, the Senate, at 6:13 p.m., 
adjourned until Tuesday, October 27, 
2015, at 10 a.m. 


—— 


CONFIRMATION 


Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate October 26, 2015: 


THE JUDICIARY 


LAWRENCE JOSEPH VILARDO, OF NEW YORK, TO BE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE WESTERN 
DISTRICT OF NEW YORK. 


October 26, 2015 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, October 26, 2015 


The House met at noon and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. DOLD). 


EE 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
October 26, 2015. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable ROBERT J. 
DOLD to act as Speaker pro tempore on this 
day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


-— 


MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of Janu- 
ary 6, 2015, the Chair will now recog- 
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 

The Chair will alternate recognition 
between the parties, with each party 
limited to 1 hour and each Member 
other than the majority and minority 
leaders and the minority whip limited 
to 5 minutes, but in no event shall de- 
bate continue beyond 1:50 p.m. 


-——_ 


MEMBERS OF THE GREATEST 
GENERATION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Mississippi (Mr. PALAZZO) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. PALAZZO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor the courage, sacrifice, 
and service of members of the Greatest 
Generation from my district: Navy vet- 
eran Art Albert from Hattiesburg and 
Mr. John Rounsaville of Jones County, 
Mississippi. 

ART ALBERT 

Mr. PALAZZO. Mr. Albert truly ex- 
emplifies dedicated, selfless service in 
having fought in World War II, the Ko- 
rean war, and the Vietnam war. 

I first met Mr. Albert during the Mis- 
sissippi Gulf Coast Honor Flight, which 
brings World War II veterans to Wash- 
ington to see their memorial. 

Last month I had the opportunity to 
speak with Mr. Albert at the Victory 
over Japan Day anniversary ceremony 
in Hawaii. Here I learned that Art was 
serving as a machinist mate aboard the 
USS Missouri on September 2, 1945, 
where he witnessed the Japanese for- 
mally surrender to the United States, 
ending World War II. 


Although he would disagree, like so 
many of his contemporaries who focus 
not on their service, but on the great- 
ness of our Nation as a whole, Art isa 
true American hero. Through his serv- 
ice and his quiet work of building our 
great Nation at home, he has brought 
honor to himself, the State of Mis- 
sissippi, and the United States of 
America. 

I am honored to have him as a con- 
stituent and to have the opportunity to 
know him both as a person and as an 
enduring example of the values that 
have made America great. 

JOHN ROUNSAVILLE 

Mr. PALAZZO. Last month another 
of my constituents, John Rounsaville, 
celebrated his 90th birthday. 

Beginning in October of 1943, Mr. 
Rounsaville served for 28 months in the 
Pacific Theater of operations. He 
served aboard an LCI Gunboat that was 
assigned to the Pacific Theater and 
participated in numerous campaigns, 
earning his unit an impressive six bat- 
tle stars for World War II service, in- 
cluding the Navy Unit Commendation 
Award. Although it has been over 70 
years since his time in the Pacific, Mr. 
Rounsaville remembers his entire tour 
and speaks of it often. 

Like the American flag that has been 
proudly planted in his front yard for 
decades, I take great pride in rep- 
resenting World War II veterans like 
Mr. Rounsaville, who belong to a gen- 
eration whose sacrifices preserved our 
freedom and liberated the world from 
tyranny and oppression. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in 
thanking John Rounsaville and Art Al- 
bert for their courage and bravery and 
their service to this great Nation; and 
I wish to extend my heartfelt gratitude 
to both of these great Americans, their 
families, and to congratulate them on 
their dedicated service to the United 
States of America. 


EE 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until 2 
p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 4 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 


EE 
1400 
AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. DOLD) at 2 p.m. 


This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick 
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer: 

Loving God, we give You thanks for 
giving us another day. 

Lord, You know there are many 
Americans who look to the people’s 
House as uncertainty about the future 
of the economy and our Nation’s debt 
hang in a balance. As well, leadership 
in this assembly is being considered 
and will be determined in this coming 
week. 

We ask that You bless the Members 
of the people’s House with discernment 
in these most trying times. 

We ask again that You impel those 
who possess power here to be mindful 
of those whom they represent who pos- 
sess little or no power and whose lives 
might become all the more difficult by 
a failure to work out serious dif- 
ferences. 

May all that is done today be for 
Your greater honor and glory. 

Amen. 


EE 
THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


te 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. HOYER led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


———— 


SUPPORT OUR TROOPS AND 
MILITARY FAMILIES 


(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, the National Defense Author- 
ization Act, NDAA, is bipartisan legis- 
lation that our Nation has depended 
upon for decades to support our serv- 
icemembers and military families. In 
its entire history, the NDAA has been 
vetoed only four times. By vetoing it 
last week, the President has made his- 
tory and, as The Washington Post has 
identified, ‘‘not in a good way.” 


1407 is 2:07 p.m. 


Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 


16526 


I am grateful for the leadership of 
the House Armed Services Committee 
Chairman Mac THORNBERRY and Senate 
Armed Services Committee Chairman 
JOHN MCCAIN as Congress works to ful- 
fill its highest constitutional duty to 
provide for our common defense to pro- 
tect American families from attacks 
with worldwide conflicts at record lev- 
els. 

As a grateful father of four sons cur- 
rently serving in the military and as a 
3l-year Army veteran myself, I know 
firsthand the importance of the NDAA 
to promote peace through strength. 

The NDAA is and always has been bi- 
partisan legislation because the safety 
of American families is more impor- 
tant than partisan politics. I encourage 
all Members of Congress to unite on 
voting to override the President’s veto. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and the President by his actions must 
never forget September the 11th in the 
global war on terrorism. 


——— 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives: 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, October 26, 2015. 
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per- 
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of 
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives, the Clerk received the following mes- 
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 26, 2015 at 1:17 p.m.: 

That the Senate passed S. 1493. 

With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely, 
KAREN L. HAAS. 


SS 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 3 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 


a 


1832 


AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. DOLD) at 6 o’clock and 32 
minutes p.m. 


EE 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 597, REFORM EXPORTS 
AND EXPAND THE AMERICAN 
ECONOMY ACT 


Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to clause 2 of rule XV, I call up motion 
No. 2, to discharge the Committee on 
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Rules from the further consideration of 
House Resolution 450, providing for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 597) to 
reauthorize the Export-Import Bank of 
the United States, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Did the 
gentleman sign the petition? 

Mr. FINCHER. Yes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Tennessee calls up a mo- 
tion to discharge the Committee on 
Rules from further consideration of 
House Resolution 450, which the Clerk 
will report by title. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Speaker, point 
of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will state his point of order. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Speaker, pur- 
suant to rule XV, section 2(d)(1), I 
make a point of order that this motion 
is not timely brought. 

The rule specifically says that, “On 
the second and fourth Mondays of a 
month,” which is what we are today, 
“immediately after the Pledge of Alle- 
giance to the Flag, a motion to dis- 
charge that has been brought on the 
calendar for at least seven legislative 
days shall be privileged if called up by 
a Member whose signature appears 
thereon.”’ 

We had the pledge and the prayer 
earlier today. We also then had inter- 
vening activity in the House, and this 
motion is no longer timely. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does 
any other Member wish to be heard on 
the point of order? 

Mr. MULVANEY. I would point out, 
Mr. Speaker, that we took up 1-minute 
speeches; we received a message from 
the Senate; and you, yourself, approved 
the Journal. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does 
any other Member wish to be heard on 
the point of order? 

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Speaker, I think 
my friend from South Carolina, the 
gentleman, is out of order. This is reg- 
ular order. We are moving on as proce- 
dure. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Speaker, while 
you are continuing, I would like you to 
consider one thing. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman may proceed. 

Mr. MULVANEY. The rule is very ex- 
plicit. The rule does not say that we 
may not take—the rule says that we 
must proceed immediately. I recognize 
the fact that on occasion 1-minute 
speeches are not considered business of 
the House, that receiving messages 
from the Senate are not considered 
business of the House, and, on occa- 
sion, a Journal is not considered busi- 
ness of the House even though, from 
time to time, we do vote on it. 

The rule does not say that we cannot 
do other business. The rule says we 
can’t do anything, that we must pro- 
ceed immediately after the Pledge of 
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Allegiance, and that if the motion is 
brought at any other time it is un- 
timely. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does 
any other Member wish to be heard on 
this point of order? If not, the Chair 
will rule. 

The rule does not say that the mo- 
tion to discharge must be—it just says 
that it can be—brought up imme- 
diately. 

Today’s proceedings are consistent 
with previous occasions where the 
Chair has entertained 1-minute speech- 
es on discharge days, and those speech- 
es proceeded by unanimous consent. 

On those grounds, the point of order 
is overruled. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Speaker, par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will state his parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Does the language 
of section 2(d)(1) not specifically say 
“shall be privileged if called up”? It is 
not ‘‘may.’’ It is “shall. . .if....” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The rule 
is not so limited. The motion would be 
in order if it were to be brought up 
then, and it is also in order to be 
brought up now. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Parliamentary in- 
quiry, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will state his parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

Mr. MULVANEY. If 2(d)(1) says that 
it shall be in order if brought up at this 
particular time but the Chair is ruling 
that it may be in order at other times, 
what rule is the Chair relying on for 
that determination? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There is 
nothing in the rule that requires the 
motion to discharge to be brought up 
immediately following the Pledge of 
Allegiance. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Further point, Mr. 
Speaker. The only way that it is privi- 
leged is that if it was brought up im- 
mediately after the pledge. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair is also following prior practice of 
the House in entertaining the motion. 

Mr. MULVANEY. I’m sorry, and Mr. 
Speaker, when you were giving your 
decision before, I was reading the rule. 

Would you please restate the basis 
for your decision. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has entertained 1-minute speech- 
es on previous discharge days. Those 
speeches proceeded by unanimous con- 
sent. On those grounds, the point of 
order was overruled. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Speaker, you 
did not address, then, my issue on re- 
ceiving a message from the Senate or 
approving the Journal. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has entertained numerous par- 
liamentary inquiries on a matter on 
which the Chair has already ruled. 
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Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Speaker, par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will state his parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Would the decision 
have been different if we had not made 
1-minute speeches? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair cannot respond to a hypothetical 
question. 

The Clerk will report the title of the 
resolution. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu- 
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee (Mr. FINCHER) will be recognized 
for 10 minutes and the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. HENSARLING) will be recog- 
nized for 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Even though discharge petitions have 
rarely been invoked in modern history, 
they nevertheless embody democracy 
and its fundamental principle of major- 
ity rules, a principle that the gen- 
tleman has already talked about ear- 
lier. This discharge process offers the 
only means by which a majority of 
House Members can secure a vote on a 
measure that is opposed by the chair- 
man of the committee of jurisdiction 
and House leadership. 

What makes the gentleman’s re- 
marks a few minutes ago particularly 
ironic is the fact that the discharge 
rule evolved from a precursor rule 
adopted in 1910 as part of the Cannon 
revolt. The Cannon revolt was a revolt 
against Speaker Joseph Cannon. It was 
a remarkable event in the history of 
this House and is relevant today in 
more ways than one. 

Speaker Cannon was, at the time, the 
longest-serving Republican Speaker in 
the history of the House, serving as 
Speaker from 1903 to 1911. Referred to 
as “Uncle Joe,” Speaker Cannon ruled 
with an iron fist. Historians have not 
painted him as a great legislator. No. 

Historians have painted him as a 
great obstructionist. He blocked legis- 
lation, including child labor laws and 
the right for women to vote. What was 
his reasoning for blocking this progres- 
sive legislation? ‘‘I am tired of listen- 
ing to all this babble for reform,” he 
said. 

Several times, Republicans tried un- 
successfully to curb Speaker Cannon’s 
broad powers, which included his chair- 
manship of the Rules Committee and 
his power to dole out committee as- 
signments, among other powers. But 
that changed in March of 1910 when 42 
Republicans joined with the Democrats 
introducing a resolution containing a 
rules package that would strip Speaker 
Cannon of his many powers. 

Speaker Cannon tried to filibuster 
this revolt, speaking from the chair for 
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26 straight hours while allies tried to 
round up additional allies who were out 
celebrating St. Patrick’s Day, but it 
didn’t work. Speaker Cannon finally 
ruled the resolution out of order, but 
the House overruled the Chair, thereby 
adopting far-reaching reforms, includ- 
ing the precursor of today’s discharge 
rule. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in re- 
turning power to rank-and-file Mem- 
bers by voting on the motion to dis- 
charge and supporting American jobs. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself as much time as I may 
consume. 

First, Mr. Speaker, I want to recog- 
nize the gentleman from Tennessee and 
the passion that he brings to this de- 
bate. He has long been a champion of 
the Export-Import Bank. We have had 
a respectful disagreement over the sub- 
stance of the issue, but at this moment 
I don’t care to spend much time on the 
substance of the issue because we are 
debating a discharge petition. 

Mr. Speaker, it was an interesting 
history lesson that my colleague and 
friend introduced the House to, and I 
have no reason to doubt that it is an 
accurate history lesson. I will note for 
the RECORD that apparently somehow 
Mr. Cannon managed to get a building 
named after him. 

But the point I would make is this: 
whether the gentleman from Tennessee 
and others have disagreed with process 
at the Financial Services Committee— 
I know that they do—but the question 
before us, Mr. Speaker, is why punish 
the entirety of the House? 

Those who are bringing forth this 
discharge petition had the opportunity 
to allow Members on both sides of the 
aisle to offer amendments. People who 
were not on the Financial Services 
Committee could have had the oppor- 
tunity to offer amendments, but not 
under this particular discharge peti- 
tion. 

So, Mr. Speaker, the real complaint I 
have here is, regardless of what com- 
plaints or beefs they may have against 
me personally or against the process of 
the Financial Services Committee, why 
punish the entirety of the House? 

We hear so much about regular order 
and about empowering rank-and-file 
Members. Well, then, why aren’t rank- 
and-file Members, then, empowered to 
offer amendments? We were told that it 
was simply to discharge a single piece 
of legislation. Then why not, at this 
point, let the House work its will? 

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, that 
doesn’t appear to happen. I perfectly 
understand that one man’s economic 
development is another man’s cor- 
porate welfare, and I think that debate 
will happen tomorrow. But here, right 
now, simply because there is a rule to 
have a discharge petition that would 
disqualify any Member from offering 
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an amendment doesn’t mean we should 
necessarily avail ourselves of it. 

The Constitution allows us to create 
debt. It doesn’t mean it is a good thing 
for us to do that as we face yet another 
debt ceiling vote in front of us. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I would simply hope 
that Members would vote down this 
discharge petition, and if they believe 
strongly in it, then bring back another 
one, but at least allow Members on the 
floor to offer amendments. Repub- 
licans, Democrats, and people from all 
committees should be able to offer the 
amendments if that was the purpose of 
the discharge petition. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary- 
land (Mr. HOYER). 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I will say to my friend 
from Texas, there were 3 years to do 
exactly that. It wasn’t done. 

I thank the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee for yielding, and I thank him for 
his courage and Mr. LUCAS’ courage for 
working within the rules to bring this 
matter to the floor. It is an important 
matter. 
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Since July, businesses and workers 
across the country have been asking 
Congress to reopen the Export-Import 
Bank so that they could compete on a 
level playing field in overseas markets. 
This is about jobs and a competitive 
America. Opening the Export-Import 
Bank, Mr. Speaker, is about creating 
and keeping jobs here in America. 

A motion on the floor tonight will 
demonstrate that a majority of this 
House supports taking action to pass a 
multiyear extension of the Bank’s 
charter authority. We will have a 
chance to show the American people 
that Congress can work together, 
Democrats and Republicans, to get 
something done that helps businesses 
and workers compete and create jobs. 

Mr. HECK of Washington. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. HECK of Washington. Mr. Speak- 
er, I rise to ask my friends and col- 
leagues to support Mr. FINCHER of Ten- 
nessee on his motion in his effort to 
subject this issue to regular order. This 
is regular order. This is the only reg- 
ular order that we are going to be 
given to have a chance to take up this 
job-creating legislation. I know this for 
a fact. It is not speculation. 

On February 12, they offered an 
amendment to the views and estimates 
on the budget that said, in part, the 
committee will work to consider reau- 
thorization of the Bank through reg- 
ular order that lets all sides be heard, 
and the leadership of the committee 
said, ‘‘Vote ‘no.’’’ There was never an 
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intention to subject this issue to reg- 
ular order. Now is our chance to do 
that. 

Support the gentlemen from Ten- 
nessee and Oklahoma and vote “yes” 
on this. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 
my time, I thank Mr. FINCHER, I thank 
Mr. Lucas, I thank Ms. WATERS, I 
thank Ms. MOORE, and I thank DENNY 
HECK. 

Vote for this motion to put a bill on 
the floor that the majority supports. 
That is democracy. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. HUIZENGA), chairman of 
the Monetary Policy and Trade Sub- 
committee. 

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I appreciate that, and I appre- 
ciate the leadership of my chair on this 
issue. 

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, we have 
two issues that we are dealing with 
today: 

First is the issue, itself, of the Ex- 
port-Import Bank and the entitlement 
mentality that has grown up here in 
the United States. It is sad to me that 
some believe that this is the only, or 
the best, way for the U.S. to compete 
on the world stage when, in fact, we 
know it is not. 

We are at a competitive disadvan- 
tage, not because we may or may not 
have an Export-Import Bank, but be- 
cause of our regulatory environment, 
because of our tax environment, and 
because of all of the other barriers that 
have been thrown up by this Congress, 
including health care and a number of 
other things that have made our com- 
panies less competitive. 

The other issue is the way that we 
are dealing with this issue as it is com- 
ing to the floor and how it has reached 
the House floor today. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to know 
which committee chair of another com- 
mittee would approve of having the 
process be short-circuited out of their 
committee. Would it be the Energy and 
Commerce Committee? the Ways and 
Means Committee? Because I can tell 
you I have not been real happy, as a 
small business owner on some of the 
lack of progress that we have made on 
that. Maybe it would be the Ag Com- 
mittee. Why did it take so long for 
things to reach the floor? How about 
any other committee that we are all 
dealing with? 

The simple fact is that my sub- 
committee, Monetary Policy and 
Trade, where this jurisdiction lies, had 
three joint hearings with the Oversight 
Committee on this particular issue. 
There was a sunset that was put in. It 
was intentionally put in so that there 
would be a review. The review hap- 
pened, and the determination of my 
subcommittee and this committee was 
that it did not warrant further action. 

So, again, aS we are looking at this 
tool that has been infrequently used, it 
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doesn’t restore regular order, as has 
been claimed. No. In fact, it upends the 
balance of power in the House. It skirts 
the committee process and gives the 
minority the control over the House 
floor. 

A discharge petition was brought to 
the House floor under the guise of job 
creation. In reality, it serves to revive 
and retrench a dependency mentality. 

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. KINZINGER), who has done great 
work on this supportive piece of legis- 
lation. 

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
Tennessee for his hard work. 

I would remind the previous speaker 
that this is actually a Republican-led 
discharge petition for Ex-Im Bank. 

We could have avoided this. None of 
us celebrate being here right now as 
Republicans. But the time to deal with 
the issue of Ex-Im Bank was on the 
committee. Unfortunately, this could 
have gone through the committee, this 
could have been voted on in com- 
mittee, and it could have come to the 
floor in what people would consider a 
more regular order way than this. How- 
ever, that didn’t have the opportunity. 

Mr. Speaker, my district is the 16th 
District of Illinois, and I will tell you 
what, they are not worried about dis- 
charge petitions and things when peo- 
ple talk about regular order and inter- 
nal politics and what is going on here. 
What they care about is the fact that it 
is a heavy manufacturing district, and 
they want to be able to go to work to- 
morrow. They are worried because peo- 
ple live with the threat of pink slips, 
and many people actually get pink 
slips. 

Unfortunately, in July, the charter 
for Ex-Im Bank expired, which put a 
lot of the manufacturing suppliers of 
the aerospace industry at a disadvan- 
tage in my district compared with 
those that supply to Airbus and other 
companies around the world. Pride in 
our exports and pride in our manufac- 
turing is something that we should 
have pride in, and we should fight be- 
yond what it means for a party label or 
beyond what it means for floor politics. 

Mr. Speaker, the opponents of reau- 
thorization live in a world where the 
politics of purity trumps the realism of 
today and of the economics. Here is the 
reality: in my district, thousands of 
jobs, millions of dollars of exports, and 
many, many people rely on this to be 
reauthorized. 

Mr. Speaker, I know this is not easy, 
as Republicans, to do this, but it is the 
right thing to do. So I stand and I ask 
my colleagues on the Republican and 
the Democrat side of the aisle to put 
partisanship aside, to do the right 
thing, and to discharge this resolution. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. SCHWEIKERT), a valued 
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member of the Financial Services Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. 
thank the chairman. 

I hope you are all listening to some 
of the use of the language. I appre- 
ciated the history lesson. But has it 
been lost on you, the irony part of this 
discussion that, hey, we are going to do 
a discharge petition, which is part of 
the rules, because we don’t feel we are 
having a voice. Oh, by the way, we are 
going to draft a rule—draft a rule— 
that you can’t offer amendments, that 
you can’t have a discussion. 

For those of us who have worked on 
this issue for years, who have sat 
through dozens of hearings in multiple 
years, who actually have things we be- 
lieve that make it better, the bril- 
liance here is lock it down. So you are 
going to complain that you are not 
being treated fairly, and then the an- 
swer to not being treated fairly is, let’s 
write a rule that no one gets a voice, 
that it is purely up or down. Is that 
lost on anyone here? 

The reality of it is the vast majority 
of the trade from this country has ac- 
cess to surety bonds and trade credit. 
It is a fraction of a fraction of a frac- 
tion that actually asks for a taxpayer 
subsidy, a taxpayer guarantee. If you 
wanted to solve this problem tomor- 
row, you could recharter the Ex-Im 
Bank so that it continues to exist but 
get the taxpayers off the hook and let 
them do just as now Fannie and 
Freddie are trying to do where they 
buy their reinsurance in the market. 

There are solutions here, if I was al- 
lowed to offer an amendment. But you 
have all chosen to write a rule that 
keeps those of us who have worked on 
this issue for years from being able to 
have that discussion. Is that irony lost 
on anyone here? 

You know there is a better way to do 
this than extending this type of crony 
capitalism and leaving our taxpayers 
on the hook for hours and hours of 
hearings we have had where you have 
heard the bad acts that are going on in 
this agency—the fraud, the mis-ac- 
counting. 

Why are we going to let that move 
forward? Because if you have read the 
reforms that are in here, you would un- 
derstand they already should be doing 
these. It is an outrage they are not. 

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia (Ms. MAXINE WATERS). 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, Members, I would like to 
thank the gentleman from Tennessee 
(Mr. FINCHER) for yielding and for his 
leadership in initiating this very suc- 
cessful discharge petition in order to 
finally make possible the opportunity 
to vote to renew the charter of the Ex- 
port-Import Bank. 

For almost 2 years now, as ranking 
member of the Financial Services Com- 
mittee, I have been working very hard 
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with Leader PELOSI, Whip HOYER, and 
my colleagues GWEN MOORE and DENNY 
HECK. We have all been working hard 
to secure long-term reauthorization of 
the Bank. And today, after many 
months of obstruction by a vocal mi- 
nority of this body, which led to a 
shutdown of the Ex-Im Bank, this 
House will finally get the opportunity 
to vote to do just that. 

Let me be clear, Mr. Speaker, this 
discharge petition is not a rejection of 
regular order. Although rarely used, 
the discharge petition exists under 
House rules for the very purpose of en- 
suring that the will of a determined 
majority may ultimately prevail over 
an obstructionist minority, and that is 
exactly what is happening today. 

Republicans and Democrats have 
come together to support the reauthor- 
ization of a proven job creator. We 
have come together to end the unilat- 
eral disarmament that has harmed our 
exporters, their domestic suppliers, and 
the many American workers across 
this country whose jobs are supported 
by the Bank. We have come together to 
show that compromise is possible if 
you are willing to work it. 

So, again, I thank the gentleman 
from Tennessee for his work. I urge the 
Members to vote in favor of the mo- 
tion. We have come together as Mem- 
bers of Congress to do the work of the 
people. Let’s get on with the business 
of doing it. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. MULVANEY), an- 
other valuable member of the House 
Financial Services Committee. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas. 

I want to pick up on where my friend 
from Arizona left off regarding the 
comments about my good friend and 
colleague from Washington regarding 
regular order. It is not regular order. If 
we have regular order, we have amend- 
ments. I have an amendment that 
would protect small business. I don’t 
get a chance to do that. We would 
under regular order. 

But let’s not forget, there is not just 
one committee that is getting rolled 
here. Rules Committee is getting 
rolled. And if this was to follow regular 
order and go to rules, every single one 
of you would be able to offer amend- 
ments in that committee. They would 
probably get shot down, as mine have 
since I have been here, but at least you 
could offer them. 

Furthermore, if it went to Rules 
Committee, you could have debate; you 
could participate and debate on the 
issues. 

What is getting ready to happen here 
in a few minutes is Mr. FINCHER will 
control 1 hour of debate, he will speak 
for 5, and then yield back, denying 
every single one of you in this Chamber 
the opportunity to speak for at least 
half an hour each side on this par- 
ticular issue. 
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This is not regular order, Mr. Speak- 
er. This is shoving something down the 
American people’s throats. 

Let’s have regular order. Let’s have 
the amendments. I have got some ones 
you might actually enjoy. Let’s have 
the debate. But let’s not kid ourselves 
into thinking this is regular order be- 
cause it is not. 

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Speaker, I have 
one remaining speaker. How much time 
do I have remaining? I want to reserve 
the right to close. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Tennessee has 2 minutes 
remaining. The gentleman from Texas 
has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

A lot of discussion, passionate discus- 
sion about jobs tonight. 

But I would point out to my Demo- 
cratic colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle, where was this passion when 
ObamaCare was passed? The Congres- 
sional Budget Office says that it is 
going to cost this economy 2.5 million 
fewer jobs. 

Where was this passion when H.R. 30 
came to the floor that would repeal 
this 30-hour definition of full-time em- 
ployee? According to one study, 2.6 
million Americans making under 
$30,000 are at risk of having their hours 
cut due to the ObamaCare 30-hour rule. 

Where was the passion on the other 
side of the aisle when H.R. 351, the LNG 
Permitting Certainty and Trans- 
parency Act, came? That is estimated 
to put up to 45,000 unemployed Ameri- 
cans back to work on liquid natural 
gas export projects. 

Where was the passion when S. 1 
came, the Keystone XL pipeline? The 
State Department’s environmental im- 
pact statement said: ‘‘During construc- 
tion, proposed project spending would 
support approximately 42,100 jobs.” 

But we didn’t hear much from our 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
when this was going on. 

1900 

But, again, I think, too often, my 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
are always happy to subsidize what 
they can regulate and control. 

I would say to my friends on my side 
of the aisle that I respect your opinion, 
and I hope you respect mine; but I 
think there is a better way to promote 
exports. I think there is a better way 
to promote jobs. It has everything to 
do with regulatory reform. It has to do 
with the REINS Act. It has everything 
to do with fundamental tax reform, 
which, according to the National Asso- 
ciation of Manufacturers, is half of our 
competitive disadvantage. It has every- 
thing to do with litigation reform. We 
have greater remedial costs than do 
our green energy European competi- 
tors. 
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There is a better way, and there is a 
more fair way to come to this floor. As 
for whatever you think of the process 
of the Financial Services Committee, if 
this is going to come to the floor, every 
Member ought to be allowed to have an 
amendment, and we should reject this 
discharge petition. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
my remaining 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. LUCAS). 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker and col- 
leagues, why are we here tonight? Why 
are we compelled to engage in this 
process? 

The circumstances, perhaps, might 
be a little bit like 1910. Do you remem- 
ber 1910? A dictatorial Speaker who 
was so totally in control and who so to- 
tally refused to accept input from the 
membership made himself chairman of 
the Rules Committee, too. He stymied 
the legislative process. He brought it 
to a stop. 

What did our predecessors do 100-plus 
years ago? 

They finally rose up together and 
threw him out, and they created a 
process by which no dictatorial chair- 
man, no dictatorial Speaker would ever 
be able to fully thwart the will of this 
body. 

It is amazing. That is what we are 
here for. It is to continue one century 
later the responsible actions that they 
put into place. 

Now, some of my friends have asked, 
“Why don’t we have thousands of 
amendments?” Think about 1910—a 
dictatorial Speaker, a dictatorial com- 
mittee chairman. Under no cir- 
cumstances was Uncle Joe going to 
allow any input. So, when they created 
this process, they had to make sure 
that the bill could come to the floor for 
consideration in a way that would not 
allow it to be manipulated by that 
same dictatorial attitude. We are oper- 
ating under the present version of that 
rule. 

If we had wanted unlimited amend- 
ments, we should have spent an unlim- 
ited amount of time in the committee 
of jurisdiction, working on those 
amendments, but that opportunity 
never availed itself. Had that oppor- 
tunity availed itself, we wouldn’t be 
here; but we are here. We have a bill 
that reflects, I believe—and that a ma- 
jority of us in this House believes— 
what is in the best interest of Amer- 
ica’s workers and America’s business- 
people in our competitive spirit. 

I simply say to you that to talk 
about the things we should be doing to- 
night that should have been done a 
month ago or a year ago seems most 
inappropriate. So, my friends, in a mo- 
ment, let’s honor the people who were 
on this floor in 1910. Let’s say, “Joe, 
you can’t have your way then or now.”’ 
Let’s pass the discharge; let’s pass the 
rule; and let’s get on with the bill de- 
bate. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
has expired. 

The question is on the motion offered 
by the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. 
FINCHER) to discharge the Committee 
on Rules from the further consider- 
ation of House Resolution 450. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 246, nays 
177, not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 569] 


YEAS—246 

Adams Edwards Lowenthal 
Aderholt Ellison Lowey 
Aguilar Ellmers (NC) Lucas 
Amodei Engel Luetkemeyer 
Ashford Eshoo Lujan Grisham 
Barletta Esty (NM) 
Bass Farr Lujan, Ben Ray 
Beatty Fattah (NM) 
Becerra Fincher Lynch 
Bera Foster MacArthur 
Beyer Frankel (FL) Maloney, 
Bishop (GA) Fudge Carolyn 
Blumenauer Gabbard Maloney, Sean 
Bonamici Gallego Marino 
Bos Garamendi Matsui 
Boustany Gibson McCollum 
Boyle, Brendan Graham McDermott 

F. Graves (MO) McGovern 
Brady (PA) Grayson McNerney 
Brown (FL) Green, Al Meehan 
Brownley (CA) Green, Gene Meeks 
Buchanan Grijalva Meng 
Bucshon Gutiérrez Mica 
Bustos Hahn Moolenaar 
Butterfield Hanna Moore 
Capps Hardy Moulton 
Capuano Harper Mullin 
Cardenas Hartzler Murphy (FL) 
Carney Hastings Nadler 
Carter (GA) Heck (WA) Napolitano 
Cartwright Herrera Beutler Neal 
Castor (FL) Higgins Newhouse 
Castro (TX) Himes Nolan 
Chu, Judy Hinojosa Norcross 
Cicilline Honda O’Rourke 
Clark (MA) Hoyer Pallone 
Clarke (NY) Huffman Pascrell 
Clay Hunter Pelosi 
Cleaver Israel Perlmutter 
Clyburn Jackson Lee Peters 
Cohen Jeffries Peterson 
Cole Johnson (GA) Pingree 
Collins (NY) Johnson (OH) Pocan 
Connolly Johnson, E. B. Poe (TX) 
Conyers Jolly Polis 
Cooper Kaptur Price (NC) 
Costa Katko Quigley 
Costello (PA) Keating Rangel 
Courtney Kelly (IL) Reed 
Cramer Kelly (PA) Reichert 
Crenshaw Kennedy Renacci 
Crowley Kildee Rice (NY) 
Cuellar Kilmer Richmond 
Cummings Kind Rigell 
Curbelo (FL) King (NY) Rogers (AL) 
Davis (CA) Kinzinger (IL) Roybal-Allard 
Davis, Danny Kirkpatrick Ruiz 
Davis, Rodney Knight Ruppersberger 
DeFazio Kuster Rush 
DeGette Langevin Russell 
Delaney Larsen (WA) Ryan (OH) 
DeLauro Larson (CT) Sanchez, Linda 
DelBene Lawrence T 
Dent Lee Sanchez, Loretta 
DeSaulnier Levin Sarbanes 
Deutch Lewis Schakowsky 
Dingell Lieu, Ted Schiff 
Doggett Lipinski Schrader 
Dold LoBiondo Scott (VA) 
Doyle, Michael Loebsack Scott, David 

F. Lofgren Serrano 
Duckworth Long Sewell (AL) 
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Sherman Thompson (PA) Wasserman 
Simpson Tiberi Schultz 
Sinema Titus Waters, Maxine 
Sires Tonko Watson Coleman 
Slaughter Torres Weber (TX) 
Smith (WA) Tsongas Welch 
Speier Turner Whitfield 
Stefanik Van Hollen Wilson (FL) 
Stivers Vargas Wilson (SC) 
Swalwell (CA) Veasey 
Yarmuth 
Takano Ve a Young (AK) 
Thompson (CA) Velazquez s 
Thompson (MS) Walz 
NAYS—177 
Abraham Guthrie Poliquin 
Allen Harris Pompeo 
Amash Heck (NV) Posey 
Babin Hensarling Price, Tom 
Barr Hice, Jody B. Ratcliffe 
Barton Hil Ribble 
Benishek Holding Rice (SC) 
Bilirakis Hudson Roby 
Bishop (MI) Huelskamp Roe (TN) 
Bishop (UT) Huizenga (MI) 
Black Hultgren Saban 
Blackburn Hurd (TX) Rokita 
Blum Hurt (VA) : 
Brady (TX) Tss Ros-Lehtinen 
i Ross 
Brat Jenkins (KS) 
Bridenstine Jenkins (WV) Rothfus 
Brooks (AL) Johnson, Sam Rouzer 
Brooks (IN) Jones Royce 
Buck Jordan Ryan (WD) 
Burgess Joyce Salmon 
Byrne Kelly (MS) Sanford 
Calvert King (IA) Scalise 
Carter (TX) Kline Schweikert 
Chabot Labrador Scott, Austin 
Chaffetz LaHood Sensenbrenner 
Clawson (FL) LaMalfa Sessions 
Coffman Lamborn Shimkus 
Collins (GA) Lance Shuster 
Comstock Latta Smith (MO) 
Conaway Loudermilk Smith (NE) 
Cook Love Smith (NJ) 
Culberson Lummis Smith (TX) 
Denham Marchant Stewart 
DeSantis Massie Stutzman 
Diaz-Balart McCarthy Thornberry 
Donovan McCaul Tipton 
Duffy McClintock Trott 
Duncan (SC) McHenry Upton 
Duncan (TN) McKinley Valadao 
Emmer (MN) McMorris Wagner 
Farenthold Rodgers Walberg 
Fitzpatrick McSally 
z Walden 
Fleming Meadows Walker 
Flores Messer ‘ 
Fortenberry Miller (FL) Walorski Soke 
Foxx Miller (MI) Walters, Mimi 
Franks (AZ) Mooney (WV) Webster (FL) 
Frelinghuysen Mulvaney Wenstrup 
Garrett Murphy (PA) Westerman 
Gibbs Neugebauer Westmoreland 
Gohmert Noem Williams 
Goodlatte Nugent Wittman 
Gosar Nunes Womack 
Gowdy Olson Woodall 
Granger Palazzo Yoder 
Graves (GA) Palmer Yoho 
Graves (LA) Paulsen Young (IA) 
Griffith Perry Young (IN) 
Grothman Pittenger Zeldin 
Guinta Pitts Zinke 
NOT VOTING—11 
Carson (IN) Forbes Roskam 
Crawford Payne Takai 
DesJarlais Pearce Visclosky 
Fleischmann Rooney (FL) 
1924 
Messrs. SHUSTER and JOYCE 
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to 
€ ‘nay 3 9” 


Mrs. NAPOLITANO changed her vote 
from “nay” to “yea.” 

So the motion to discharge was 
agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated for: 
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Mr. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, on 
rolicall No. 569, had | been present, | would 
have voted “yes.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
Clerk will report the resolution. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 


The 


H. RES. 450 


Resolved, That immediately upon adoption 
of this resolution, the House shall proceed to 
the consideration in the House of the bill 
(H.R. 597) to reauthorize the Export-Import 
Bank of the United States, and for other pur- 
poses. All points of order against consider- 
ation of the bill are waived. An amendment 
in the nature of a substitute consisting of 
the text of H.R. 3611, as introduced, shall be 
considered as adopted. The bill, as amended, 
shall be considered as read. All points of 
order against provisions in the bill, as 
amended, are waived. The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill, as 
amended, and on any further amendment 
thereto, to final passage without intervening 
motion except: (1) one hour of debate equally 
divided and controlled by the chair and rank- 
ing minority member of the Committee on 
Financial Services or their respective des- 
ignees; and (2) one motion to recommit with 
or without instructions. 

SEC. 2. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not 
apply to the consideration of H.R. 597. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Tennessee is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself as much time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, there has been a lot of 
conversation here tonight about what 
we are doing and how this happened 
and what we are going to do next. 

Mr. Speaker, the reason why we are 
here tonight, I didn’t sign up to come 
to Washington from Frog Jump, the 
place I live, to do discharge petitions. 
The reason I did come to Washington 
was to work for my district and try to 
make sure that hardworking men and 
women all over this country and my 
district have jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, that is what the Ex- 
port-Import Bank does. It helps create 
thousands of jobs, specifically, 200,000 
jobs each year. 

Now, let me be clear because there 
has been a lot of misconception or 
misperception, whatever you want to 
say, about what this costs the tax- 
payer. Mr. Speaker, this is at no cost 
to the U.S. taxpayer. In fact, the Ex- 
port-Import Bank returned $675 million 
to the U.S. Treasury in fiscal year 2014. 
In 2013, it returned more than $1 bil- 
lion, Mr. Speaker. 

This is not a minority procedure, this 
is not a Democrat procedure that is 
happening tonight. This is a Repub- 
lican-led position. This is a Republican 
reform bill that we are doing. 
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More reforms than have been done in 
probably 50 years. I haven’t looked spe- 
cifically, but I think President Reagan 
did a lot, and other Presidents have 
done them. 
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But this is about jobs, Mr. Speaker. 
Think about this. We go home to our 
districts every weekend, and we talk to 
constituents every weekend. Think 
about constituents that come up to us 
and say: Congressman, have you bal- 
anced the budget? We say: No, we are 
working on it, but we haven’t done it 
yet. 

I don’t want to offend any of my col- 
leagues on the other side of the aisle. I 
am probably going to, but I don’t mean 
it. Our constituents say: Well, Con- 
gressman, have you repealed 
ObamaCare? I say: Well, no, not yet, 
but we are working on it. 

Then they look at us and they say: 
Tell me, Congressman, you have done 
away with the only thing that we know 
of that helps create thousands of jobs 
all over this country and possibly 
would help create the job that they had 
because of some ideology or some con- 
servative group that is scoring a Mem- 
ber of Congress, and now I don’t have a 
job, and Iam on unemployment. 

Mr. Speaker, our constituents and 
hardworking Americans deserve better. 
They deserve better than Members of 
Congress playing political games be- 
cause of scorecards. 

I serve under one of the most prin- 
cipled chairmen, probably the most 
principled chairman in Congress, and I 
agree with him on 99.9 percent of ev- 
erything that we do in our committee. 
We just happen to disagree on this one 
issue. My chairman is passionate and 
principled, and I never would doubt 
that. 

Mr. Speaker, I won’t take much more 
time. If America is going to get out of 
the hole we are in as a country, then 
Congress must start working together. 
Mr. Speaker, we should applaud. We 
should be happy on the day—and I 
don’t want to offend the gentlewoman 
from California who spoke earlier, but 
we should be happy on the day when 
Democrats want to join Republicans on 
legislation that helps move the coun- 
try forward. They are clapping, that is 
awesome. 

We are trying to do what we think is 
best, and the Export-Import Bank 
doesn’t cost the taxpayers a dime. It 
helps create thousands of jobs all over 
this country and makes sure we don’t 
lose thousands of jobs to 60 other coun- 
tries that have these credit agencies. 

Mr. Speaker, I don’t know what else 
to say. This is regular order, this 
closed rule. I am going to close in 10 
seconds, but this is all about regular 
order. We could have had amendments. 
We could have had a thousand amend- 
ments in our committee, but we chose 
to go this route. We didn’t choose it. 
Some of us chose to go this route. We 
are dealing with this today. Our con- 
stituents deserve better, and we have 
to do better. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I urge my 
colleagues to support the rule and the 
underlying bill. 
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I yield back the balance of my time, 
and I move the previous question on 
the resolution. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

Mr. HENSARLING. Parliamentary 
inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Texas will state his par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, the 
resolution before the House is H. Res. 
450 which, as I understand it, would es- 
tablish the rule for debate on this Ex- 
Im reauthorization bill, that it does 
not make in order any amendments. 

The closed rule means that in addi- 
tion to not having any debate on the 
rule—since all time has now been yield- 
ed back, with no other Member having 
a chance to speak—Members have been 
denied their chance to participate in 
that part of the process. 

My parliamentary inquiry is whether 
there is any way, at this juncture, for 
Members to amend the resolution, H. 
Res. 450, to give Members an oppor- 
tunity to offer amendments to the un- 
derlying Ex-Im reauthorization bill? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair was about to put the question on 
ordering the previous question. 

If the motion for the previous ques- 
tion was rejected, there would be a po- 
tential for further debate on, or amend- 
ment to, House Resolution 450. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, fur- 
ther parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will state his parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

Mr. HENSARLING. So, if the pre- 
vious question is defeated, then a Mem- 
ber who is opposed to the previous 
question would be afforded the oppor- 
tunity to offer an amendment to H. 
Res. 450 that would strike the text of 
the closed, no amendments rule and re- 
place it with the text of a rule that 
provided for consideration of the un- 
derlying Ex-Im reauthorization bill 
through an open process, with time for 
debate, where any Member—either Re- 
publican or Democrat—could offer ger- 
mane amendments to the bill. Is that 
correct, Mr. Speaker? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair cannot respond to specific 
hypotheticals, but if the motion for the 
previous question were rejected, there 
would be potential for further debate 
on, or amendment to, House Resolution 
450. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, fur- 
ther parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will state his parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

Mr. HENSARLING. If the previous 
question is defeated, may I or any 
Member who votes against the previous 
question claim time to offer such an 
amendment to create an open rules 
process for consideration of the under- 
lying Ex-Im reauthorization bill where 
Members on both sides of the aisle can 
offer amendments to the bill? 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair cannot judge that at this time. 

Mr. HENSARLING. I thank the 
Speaker. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Speaker, par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will state his parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

Mr. MULVANEY. A few minutes ago, 
in reference to a question raised by the 
gentleman from Texas, you indicated 
that the amendments would be in order 
if the motion for the previous question 
failed. 

My question is: Are motions to 
amend in order before the motion for 
the previous question comes to the 
floor? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The pre- 
vious question has preferential stand- 
ing. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
an amendment at the desk. I would 
like to have it heard now. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The pre- 
vious question has already been moved. 

Mr. MULVANEY. No, it hasn’t. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair is about to put the question on 
ordering the previous question on the 
resolution. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Speaker, par- 
liamentary inquiry. Who moved the 
previous question? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Was that seconded? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The pre- 
vious question does not require a sec- 
ond. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
an amendment at the desk. I would 
simply like to ask what rule the Chair 
is relying on in denying me the ability 
to bring that amendment now. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Clause 4 
of rule XVI. 

The question is on ordering the pre- 
vious question on the resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 


EE 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 1090, RETAIL INVESTOR PRO- 
TECTION ACT 


Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, from the 
Committee on Rules, submitted a priv- 
ileged report (Rept. No. 114-313) on the 
resolution (H. Res. 491) providing for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1090) to 
amend the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934 to provide protections for retail 
customers, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the House Cal- 
endar and ordered to be printed. 
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GRAVES of Louisiana). Pursuant to 
clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair will post- 
pone further proceedings today on the 
motion to suspend the rules on which a 
recorded vote or the yeas and nays are 
ordered, or on which the vote incurs 
objection under clause 6 of rule XX. 

Any record vote on the postponed 
question will be taken later. 


EE 
1945 
RESEARCH EXCELLENCE AND AD- 
VANCEMENTS FOR DYSLEXIA 


ACT 


Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 3033) to require the Presi- 
dent’s annual budget request to Con- 
gress each year to include a line item 
for the Research in Disabilities Edu- 
cation program of the National Science 
Foundation and to require the National 
Science Foundation to conduct re- 
search on dyslexia, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 3033 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Research 
Excellence and Advancements for Dyslexia 
Act” or the “READ Act”. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds the following: 

(1) As many as one out of six, or 8,500,000, 
American school children may have dyslexia. 

(2) Since 1975, dyslexia has been included in 
the list of qualifying learning disabilities 
under the Education for All Handicapped 
Children Act of 1975 and the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act. 

SEC. 3. RESEARCH IN DISABILITIES EDUCATION. 

(a) PROGRAM.—Nothing in this Act alters 
the National Science Foundation’s Research 
in Disabilities Education program for funda- 
mental and implementation research about 
learners (of all ages) with disabilities, in- 
cluding dyslexia, in science, technology, en- 
gineering, and mathematics (STEM). The 
National Science Foundation shall continue 
to encourage efforts to understand and ad- 
dress disability-based differences in STEM 
education and workforce participation, in- 
cluding differences for dyslexic learners. 

(b) LINE ITEM.—The Director of the Na- 
tional Science Foundation shall include the 
amount requested for the Research in Dis- 
abilities Education program in the Founda- 
tion’s annual congressional budget justifica- 
tion. 

SEC. 4. DYSLEXIA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The National Science 
Foundation shall support multi-directorate, 
merit-reviewed, and competitively awarded 
research on the science of dyslexia, including 
research on the early identification of chil- 
dren and students with dyslexia, professional 
development for teachers and administrators 
of students with dyslexia, curricula and edu- 
cational tools needed for children with dys- 
lexia, and implementation and scaling of 
successful models of dyslexia intervention. 
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Research supported under this subsection 
shall be conducted with the goal of practical 
application. 

(b) FUNDING.—The National Science Foun- 
dation shall devote at least $5,000,000 annu- 
ally to research described in subsection (a), 
subject to the availability of appropriations, 
to come from amounts made available for 
the Research and Related Activities account 
or the Education and Human Resources Di- 
rectorate. No additional funds are authorized 
to be appropriated under this section. This 
Act shall be carried out using funds other- 
wise appropriated by law after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. SMITH) and the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. BEYER) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers may have 5 legislative days to re- 
vise and extend their remarks and to 
include extraneous material on the bill 
under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3033, the Research 
Excellence and Advancements for Dys- 
lexia Act, or READ Act, will help mil- 
lions of Americans who struggle with 
dyslexia. It is fitting that the House 
considers this bill today, as October is 
Dyslexia Awareness Month. 

Dyslexia affects an estimated 8.5 mil- 
lion school children and 1 in 6 Ameri- 
cans in some form. It causes these indi- 
viduals to have difficulties with read- 
ing, though they often have normal or 
above-average intelligence. 

Despite the prevalence of dyslexia, 
many Americans remain undiagnosed, 
untreated, and silently struggle at 
school or work. Too many children 
undiagnosed with dyslexia have dif- 
ficulties in the classroom and some- 
times drop out of school and face un- 
certain futures. 

The READ Act requires the National 
Science Foundation’s budget to include 
a specific line item for the Research in 
Disabilities Education program. The 
bill requires the NSF to invest at least 
$5 million annually for merit-reviewed, 
competitively-awarded dyslexia re- 
search projects. 

The bill uses funds already appro- 
priated for the NSF and does not au- 
thorize any additional spending for 
these priority projects. 

NSF research supported by the READ 
Act is focused on practical applica- 
tions, which include the following: 
Early identification of children and 
students with dyslexia, professional de- 
velopment for teachers and administra- 
tors of students with dyslexia, cur- 
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ricula and educational tools needed for 
children with dyslexia, and implemen- 
tation and scaling of successful models 
of dyslexia intervention. 

The House Science, Space and Tech- 
nology Committee held a hearing last 
year on the science of dyslexia. Experts 
testified how research in the area of 
neuroscience has led to practical ways 
to better diagnose and deal with dys- 
lexia but that more research is nec- 
essary. 

At a second committee hearing held 
just a few weeks ago, we heard from ex- 
perts who work directly with dyslexic 
students and their teachers. They 
know firsthand about the obstacles 
these children, parents, and educators 
face, and they stress the importance of 
research in developing practical tools. 

If you can’t read, it is hard to 
achieve. If we change the way we ap- 
proach dyslexia, we can turn this dis- 
ability into an opportunity for a 
brighter and more productive future 
for millions of Americans. 

Iam a co-chair of the bipartisan Dys- 
lexia Caucus, along with Congress- 
woman JULIA BROWNLEY, which is com- 
prised of more than 100 Members of 
Congress. 

I have met hundreds of children and 
their parents in my congressional dis- 
trict in Texas and others across the 
U.S. who are affected by dyslexia, and 
they have shared their personal stories 
with me. 

One child I met recently was Eddie, a 
middle school student from Baltimore. 
He, along with his family, has been on 
a long journey to receive a proper diag- 
nosis and find a supportive learning en- 
vironment. 

After our meeting, his mother wrote 
me a letter explaining: ‘‘In only 1 year, 
Eddie has gone from repeatedly miss- 
ing recess because he would not ‘try 
harder,’ a boy who would stare at his 
homework in defeat before he has even 
tried an assignment, to a boy now dar- 
ing to dream of a career in the 
sciences.” 

Eddie is very fortunate to have a 
mother who advocated for his proper 
education. He is now not only able to 
learn, but also to excel. His mother 
comments: ‘‘He is a voracious reader 
and wants to join the Jet Propulsion 
Lab or work with NASA.” 

I also have had the pleasure of meet- 
ing an Austin, Texas, resident Robbi 
Cooper and her son, Ben. They shared 
many stories with me about the hard- 
ships they have faced in their attempts 
to ensure Ben receives the best edu- 
cation possible. 

Ben has even taken his abilities one 
step further by becoming an advocate 
and has traveled to D.C. numerous 
times to lobby Congress so others can 
learn from his experiences. 

The bipartisan READ Act, which 
unanimously passed the Science Com- 
mittee 2 weeks ago, will help ensure 
that all children like Eddie and Ben 
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have the means to succeed. Nothing 
could be more important to them. 

I also want to acknowledge two 
young friends who are on the floor with 
me today, Leighton and Gipson, who 
have an interest in this bill too. 

The READ Act is a significant step in 
the right direction to help those with 
dyslexia. 

Thanks go to my Dyslexia Caucus co- 
chair, Representative JULIA BROWNLEY, 
and the other cosponsors of the READ 
Act, such as Congressman DON BEYER, 
who is handling the other side of this 
debate tonight, for their interest and 
support. And I urge my other col- 
leagues to better the lives of millions 
of children and adults with dyslexia. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BEYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
3033, the Research Excellence and Ad- 
vancements for Dyslexia Act, or the 
READ Act. Passing this bill is the per- 
fect way to honor October, National 
Dyslexia Awareness Month. 

As my friend, the chairman, has said, 
dyslexia is a learning disorder charac- 
terized by difficulty reading due to 
problems identifying speech sounds and 
learning how they relate to letters and 
words. 

Unfortunately, many children are 
not diagnosed or are diagnosed later in 
life, leaving them with little access to 
helpful interventions and technologies. 
Too often our educators do not have 
the proper training to identify students 
with learning disabilities, including 
dyslexia. 

This bill would fund research on the 
early identification of individuals with 
dyslexia and professional development 
for teachers and school administrators. 

There is a lack of research on cur- 
ricula development and educational 
tools for students with dyslexia, and I 
am happy to report that this bill would 
fund that research into that as well. 

Finally, as we heard from our expert 
witnesses during the committee hear- 
ings on this topic, there is a significant 
gap in getting the research from the 
laboratories into the hands of teachers 
and administrators. To address this 
gap, we need more research on under- 
standing which experimental innova- 
tions will be successful in the class- 
rooms and research on how best to 
scale those successful interventions. 

Having an intervention work in the 
laboratory is not enough. The interven- 
tion needs to work in classroom set- 
tings, which are very heterogeneous 
environments. 

Mr. Speaker, I have a first cousin 
who was raised just across the river in 
Fairfax County. He was a most clever 
child because he managed to make it 
all the way to eighth grade before they 
realized that he didn’t know how to 
read. He has had a good career, but I 
wonder what kind of professor or Su- 
preme Court Justice or even rocket sci- 
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entist he would have made with early 
intervention. 

Mr. Speaker, my oldest child had a 
passel of learning disabilities but also 
had and has a very high IQ. At the 
school he attended to address these dis- 
abilities, the walls were adorned with 
photos of Albert Einstein, Winston 
Churchill, and Thomas Edison. 

These remarkable men remind us of 
the promise of every child, that a 
learning disability like dyslexia need 
not hold a child back from an extraor- 
dinary life and an extraordinary edu- 
cation. This is why we need the READ 
Act: to help realize the promise of 
every child with dyslexia. 

On this remarkable bipartisan night, 
I want to thank my Texas friends, 
Chairman SMITH and Ranking Member 
JOHNSON, for working across the aisle 
together to make improvements to this 
bill during the committee process. 

I am proud to be an original cospon- 
sor of this bill, and I urge my col- 
leagues on both sides of the aisle to 
support it. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
first of all, I would like to thank Mr. 
BEYER for his generous comments. It 
has been nice working together with 
him on this particular bill. 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Virginia (Mrs. COMSTOCK), who 
happens to be the chair of the Research 
and Technology Subcommittee of the 
full Science Committee. 

Mrs. COMSTOCK. I thank the chair- 
man for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of H.R. 3033, the Research Excellence 
and Advancements for Dyslexia Act, 
also known as the READ Act. 

Coming from a family of educators 
and as the daughter of a librarian, I 
truly understand the effects a reading 
disability can have on children. Read- 
ing opens up such a wide world for chil- 
dren and for all of us, and no one 
should be cut off from that beautiful 
world that reading opens up to us. 

When dyslexia goes undiagnosed, it 
can result in struggles in the classroom 
and continue through into their ca- 
reers as adults. 

Despite knowledge of the condition 
since the 19th century, many Ameri- 
cans remain undiagnosed and un- 
treated. Given what we know today and 
we know the advancements we can 
make with research and technology, we 
need to make sure we are not letting 
that stand. 

In July, I joined a bipartisan group of 
my colleagues to cosponsor the READ 
Act. The bill requires the President’s 
annual budget request to Congress to 
include a line item for the Research in 
Disabilities Education program of the 
National Science Foundation. 

It also requires the National Science 
Foundation to devote at least $5 mil- 
lion annually to dyslexia research, 
which would focus on best practices for 
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early identification of children and 
students with dyslexia, professional de- 
velopment about dyslexia for teachers 
and administrators, and then programs 
development and evidence-based edu- 
cational tools for children and all of 
those who are dealing with this. 

I would like to thank Chairman 
SMITH, the committee staff, the rank- 
ing members, and everyone who sup- 
ported this important bipartisan legis- 
lation. 

Mr. BEYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia (Ms. BROWNLEY). 

Ms. BROWNLEY of California. Mr. 
Speaker, as co-chair of the Congres- 
sional Dyslexia Caucus, I rise in strong 
support of this bipartisan bill, the 
READ Act, which will ensure, finally, 
that science drives informed public pol- 
icy. 

I want to thank Chairman SMITH for 
his passionate leadership on this issue. 
Today is a day, I think, that we can all 
celebrate, and I want to thank him 
very, very much for all of his efforts. 

The READ Act will increase National 
Science Foundation research on dys- 
lexia, including best practices on early 
identification and professional develop- 
ment for teachers and school adminis- 
trators. 

It will also support research on the 
most effective teaching practices and 
curriculum models for students with 
dyslexia. 

The research this bill supports can 
make a difference, a big, big difference, 
in the lives of millions of American 
children. Learning disabilities like dys- 
lexia and attention-related disorders 
affect as many as one in five children 
in our country. 

It was my daughter Hannah’s strug- 
gle with dyslexia, that led me, quite 
frankly, to public service. Out of real 
frustration, I ran for my local school 
board because, as a parent, it was clear 
to me that our schools were unprepared 
to meet my daughter’s needs and to 
meet the needs of students with dys- 
lexia, and teachers had never been 
properly trained to identify this learn- 
ing disability. 

After 12 years on the school board, I 
was elected to my State legislature. 
And as chair of the California Assem- 
bly on Education, I also worked to im- 
prove education for students with 
learning disabilities. 

Now, as a Member of Congress, I 
want to do my part at the Federal 
level. 

Across the country, many States are 
stepping up to this challenge. They 
have passed new laws to update their 
education codes, get assistive tech- 
nology into more classrooms, and to 
boost teacher training. 

Advancements in cognitive science 
can teach us much more about how the 
brain develops and, therefore, how chil- 
dren learn. 

In closing, I want to share with ev- 
eryone that my daughter is now 30 
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years old. She speaks three languages, 
and she is saving the world one life at 
a time in Africa. So she finally got the 
services she needs and is being very 
successful in life and following her own 
dreams. 

I also want to thank, again, the gen- 
tleman from Texas, who is my co-chair 
on the Dyslexia Caucus, as well as all 
the members of the Science Committee 
for their bipartisan support for the 
READ Act. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ 
on this very important piece of legisla- 
tion. 


2000 


Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. JOHNSON), who is a distin- 
guished member of the Science Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. I thank the 
chairman. I am grateful for all the 
work that the Dyslexia Caucus has 
done to advance this very, very impor- 
tant piece of legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
3033, the Research Excellence and Ad- 
vancements for Dyslexia, or the READ 
Act. This important legislation would 
require that the President’s annual 
budget to Congress specifically fund 
the Research in Disabilities Education 
program at the National Science Foun- 
dation. It would also require NSF to 
devote at least $5 million annually to 
dyslexia research. 

You are probably going to hear mul- 
tiple Members come up tonight and 
talk about personal stories, about how 
this hits so very close to home for 
some of us. I have a 18-year-old grand- 
daughter in Texas, Marin 
Mangiaracinia. I have watched over the 
years as she and her mother and her 
dad have struggled to help try to iden- 
tify the problems that she has with 
learning, teachers that were unpre- 
pared to diagnose, to identify the 
symptoms of dyslexia. 

Even then, once she was diagnosed 
and identified, having those tools and 
support applied consistently from one 
school to another or from one teacher 
to another is still problematic. 

Today Marin is a member of the Na- 
tional Honor Society because of the 
help that has been provided to her. But 
she still struggles. She has created a 
Web site on her own to draw attention 
to this important problem, and she is 
working hard to improve herself per- 
sonally. 

I can’t say enough about how proud I 
am of her and the many others that are 
afflicted with this condition. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle to support H.R. 
3033. 

Mr. BEYER. I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arkansas (Mr. WESTERMAN), who is a 
member of the Science Committee. 
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Mr. WESTERMAN. I thank the chair- 
man for his leadership on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise tonight in support 
of the READ Act. I rise as the husband 
of a special education teacher and not 
just any special education teacher, one 
that has a real passion for helping chil- 
dren with reading disabilities and one 
that has seen firsthand the successes 
that happen when research-based inter- 
ventions are used with children with 
dyslexia. 

Dyslexia is the most common learn- 
ing disability. It affects more than 90 
percent of all individuals identified as 
learning disabled. It is estimated to af- 
fect one out of six U.S. schoolchildren. 

This learning disability causes dif- 
ficulty with reading comprehension, 
math, and a variety of other subject 
areas. Students with dyslexia should 
receive research-based instruction so 
they have the best opportunity to learn 
and succeed in the 21st century. That is 
why I cosponsored the READ Act of 
2015, a bill that requires the National 
Science Foundation to fund dyslexia 
research. 

NSF-supported research will 
strengthen practical interventions, in- 
cluding early identification of dyslexia, 
development of curricula, and other 
tools to help dyslexics. It will help 
identify scalable models for imple- 
menting dyslexia programs in schools. 

The READ Act does not increase Fed- 
eral spending. It authorizes multidirec- 
torate, merit-reviewed, and competi- 
tively awarded dyslexia projects using 
funds appropriated for the NSF Re- 
search and Related Activities Account 
and the education and human resources 
directorate. This bill is good for stu- 
dents, it is good for educators, and it is 
good for America. 

Mr. BEYER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Mississippi (Mr. PALAZZO), who is a 
member of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee but, more importantly, is a 
former member of the Science Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. PALAZZO. I thank the gen- 
tleman from Texas, the entire Dyslexia 
Caucus, and also the comments from 
many of my colleagues tonight. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
READ Act. Dyslexia is one of the most 
common learning disabilities in the 
United States, affecting an estimated 
8.5 million schoolchildren and one in 
six Americans in some form. Despite 
these statistics, millions of children go 
undiagnosed and millions more do not 
receive proper educational assistance. 

The READ Act addresses this prob- 
lem by requiring the National Science 
Foundation to fund research that pro- 
motes greater awareness of how to 
identify students with dyslexia and 
how to tailor a curriculum to better fit 
their needs. The READ Act also aims 
to put more resources in the hands of 
parents, teachers, and students. 
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As an original cosponsor of this bill, 
a member of the bipartisan Congres- 
sional Dyslexia Caucus, and as a parent 
who has seen firsthand the challenges 
facing today’s dyslexic students, I 
firmly believe that research focused on 
practical applications is needed to not 
only help understand dyslexia, but also 
to afford students an education that 
enables them to succeed in the class- 
room and reach their full potential. 

The READ Act provides an oppor- 
tunity for a brighter and more produc- 
tive future for millions of Americans. 
For these reasons, I fully support the 
READ Act and encourage my col- 
leagues to do the same. 

Mr. BEYER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. BUCSHON), who is a mem- 
ber of the Energy and Commerce Com- 
mittee and a former member of the 
Science Committee. 

Mr. BUCSHON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 3033, the Re- 
search Excellence and Advancements 
for Dyslexia Act, the READ Act. 

Dyslexia is a personal issue for my 
family. My daughter struggled to learn 
to read. She dreaded reading aloud in 
class and worrying about what her 
classmates thought affected her self-es- 
teem. 

My wife and I had her tutored, and 
we had some testing. With hard work, 
our daughter was able to catch up and 
surpass her classmates. But it wasn’t 
until high school that she was diag- 
nosed with dyslexia. 

This is an important piece of legisla- 
tion that dedicates specific funds to 
dyslexia research, including early de- 
tection. This bill will help more chil- 
dren get a proper diagnosis. 

I sometimes wonder, had my wife and 
I not been engaged in this process, 
what might have become of my daugh- 
ter’s academic career and what about 
all the other students out there who 
may be misdiagnosed. So I encourage 
my colleagues to support the READ 
Act. 
Mr. BEYER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
am prepared to close if the gentleman 
from Virginia has no more speakers. 
Mr. BEYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself the balance of my time to 
close. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the Members on 
both sides of the aisle who have co- 
sponsored the READ Act and spoken in 
favor of the bill. 

Today we can shine a light on dys- 
lexia and help millions of Americans 
have a brighter and more prosperous 
future. 

I can think of no better way to honor 
Dyslexia Awareness Month than to 
pass the READ Act, a bill that will 
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help students and individuals with dys- 
lexia and the parents and teachers who 
support them in very practical ways. 

Jay Leno, Walt Disney, Steve Jobs, 
and Carol Greider, the 2009 Nobel Prize 
winner in medicine, among others, are 
some of the most recognized and bril- 
liant creators and innovators who have 
struggled with dyslexia but have not 
let it limit them. 

We need to enable those with dys- 
lexia to achieve their maximum poten- 
tial. The READ Act will help accom- 
plish this. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of H.R. 3033, 
the Research Excellence and Advancements 
for Dyslexia Act 

H.R. 3033 would require the National 
Science Foundation to have a line item for the 
Research in Disabilities Education program 
and to fund at least $5 million dollars a year 
on dyslexia research. This would include re- 
search on the early identification of individuals 
with dyslexia, professional development for 
teachers and school administrators, curricula 
development and educational tools, and imple- 
mentation and scaling of successful models of 
dyslexia intervention. 

| have known several people who have dys- 
lexia. Although dyslexia is a lifelong condition, 
if someone gets proper diagnosis and instruc- 
tion, they can succeed in school and go on to 
have successful careers. 

The National Science Foundation currently 
supports fundamental research across a num- 
ber of scientific fields that provide a foundation 
for dyslexia research. Also, the National 
Science Foundation is a leader in educational 
research and funds learning science directly 
and indirectly related to dyslexia. 

A significant amount of the National Science 
Foundation research relevant to dyslexia is 
funded out of the Social, Behavioral, and Eco- 
nomic Sciences Directorate and the Education 
and Human Resources Directorate—two im- 
portant National Science Foundation Direc- 
torates that fund high-priority research. Re- 
search funded by the Biological Sciences Di- 
rectorate also contributes to foundational 
knowledge about the neuroscience behind 
dyslexia. 

| was pleased that when this bill was con- 
sidered by the House Science, Space, and 
Technology Committee, we worked in a bipar- 
tisan manner and made several improvements 
to the bill, including incorporating some of the 
suggestions that expert witnesses had given 
us during Committee hearings. 

| want to thank my fellow Texan, Chairman 
SMITH for working across the aisle on this bill. 
| support the bill and urge my colleagues to 
support it. 

Mrs. LAWRENCE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to urge my support for H.R. 3033, the Re- 
search Excellence and Advancements for Dys- 
lexia (READ) Act. | would like to emphasize 
the importance of supporting the academic de- 
velopment of the 8.5 million American school 
children struggling with dyslexia. 

Before they are diagnosed, children with 
dyslexia often struggle in school. Early detec- 
tion of dyslexia can save students and parents 
the frustration that occurs as a result of the 
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student's unexpected decline in academic per- 
formance. | am fighting for increased funding 
of the National Science Foundation’s Re- 
search in Disabilities Education to support 
these children and their families. Research is 
crucial to ensure that dyslexic children have 
the opportunity to reach their full potential. 
That is why it is vitally important to expand 
funding for research in all of our schools and 
communities. 

In my District, | have spoken with many par- 
ents concerned about the lack of programs 
designed to assist with the diagnosis and de- 
velopment of dyslexic children. By passing this 
legislation, we will continue our legacy of sup- 
porting children and families. The READ Act 
would require that the President's annual 
budget request to Congress includes a line 
item for the Research in Disabilities Education 
program of the National Science Foundation 
and requires the National Science Foundation 
to conduct research on dyslexia. In addition, 
the National Science Foundation would en- 
courage efforts to understand and address 
disability-based differences in STEM education 
and workforce participation, including dyslexic 
learners. 

| am grateful that our chamber has taken 
this important step to ensure that dyslexic chil- 
dren and their families receive the support 
they need. | want to thank my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle for supporting children’s 
education and further dedicating ourselves to 
serving our hard-working American families 
and their children. 

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, | wish to join 
my colleagues in support of H.R. 3033, the 
Research Excellence and Advancements for 
Dyslexia—or READ—Act. 

The READ Act directs the NSF to devote 
funding to support dyslexia research, and to 
look at that research with an eye to its prac- 
tical application. This will include early identi- 
fication and intervention for children with dys- 
lexia, guidance and professional development 
for teachers on working with students with 
dyslexia, and the development of educational 
tools and curricula which aid those with dys- 
lexia. 

Mr. Speaker, dyslexia is the most common 
learning disability in America, with an esti- 
mated 1 in 6 individuals potentially suffering 
from some form of dyslexia. Unfortunately, 
many people go undiagnosed, or are diag- 
nosed but do not have access to the re- 
sources or alternative learning methods that 
could help them. | remember how much effort 
it took just to get the school system to recog- 
nize that my son should get tested for dys- 
lexia, not to mention getting him the interven- 
tions and tools that he needed in order to be 
a successful student. 

We need to encourage the scientific re- 
search around dyslexia, especially as it relates 
to early identification and early intervention. 

| encourage all of my fellow Members of 
Congress to support this bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
pass the bill, H.R. 3033, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 
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A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EEE 
DAY OF THE DEPLOYED 


(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today in recogni- 
tion of the 10th anniversary of the Na- 
tional Day of the Deployed, which hon- 
ors all the men and women who have 
been deployed and who have dedicated 
their lives to the defense and the con- 
tinued freedom of our Nation. 

On Sunday, October 25, I attended a 
welcome home celebration for 25 mem- 
bers of the 112th Air Operations Squad- 
ron based in State College, Pennsyl- 
vania. These men and women were in- 
volved in all aspects of air operations 
in the Middle East and have been in- 
strumental in the fight against ISIS. 
The 112th Air Operations Squadron was 
the first in the Nation to be deployed 
in this manner many years ago, setting 
precedent for similar units that have 
been deployed since. 

Mr. Speaker, the deployed men and 
women of the United States Armed 
Forces leave behind their families to 
travel overseas in order to serve our 
country in places such as Iraq and Af- 
ghanistan, along with other missions 
throughout Asia and Europe. Their sac- 
rifices embody bravery and the love for 
our country. 

I welcome those brave individuals 
home and pray for those who are still 
serving our country overseas. May we 
recognize them on this 10th National 
Day of the Deployed. 


EE 
CLIMATE CHANGE 


(Mr. HONDA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HONDA. Mr. Speaker, last week’s 
historic storm, Hurricane Patricia, was 
the strongest hurricane on record. My 
thoughts are with those who lost their 
loved ones, their homes, and their live- 
lihoods. 

We must ensure that the thousands 
affected have access to food, shelter, 
clean water, services, and the resources 
to rebuild their lives to limit the im- 
pact of Patricia’s devastation. But we 
should not limit the storm’s impact on 
our consciousness. Hurricane Patricia 
should be a wake-up call that our plan- 
et’s climate is changing. 

September was the warmest month 
ever recorded. As our planet warms, we 
expect more extreme weather: 
lengthier droughts, higher floods, and 
stronger storms. 

Our Nation must invest in under- 
standing and better preparing for the 
effects of climate change. Depriori- 
tizing earth science and capping spend- 
ing for research programs is irrespon- 
sible and shortsighted. 
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Hurricane Patricia showed how being 
informed and prepared about coming 
storms can save lives. Investment in 
earth science research is vital to im- 
proving our understanding of our plan- 
et and building resiliency to a shifting 
climate. 


Ee 


REMEMBERING COACH FLIP 
SAUNDERS 


(Mr. PAULSEN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PAULSEN. Mr. Speaker, we lost 
a good man, mentor, and coach this 
past weekend with the passing of Flip 
Saunders. 

While the veteran NBA coach grew 
up in the Cleveland, Ohio, area, he will 
forever be a true Minnesotan to many 
of us. It started with his career as a 
player at the University of Minnesota, 
where he started over 100 games for the 
Golden Gophers. 

After his playing career was over, he 
began his coaching career at Golden 
Valley Lutheran College before work- 
ing his way up to the NBA. Flip 
coached the Minnesota Timberwolves 
to their first winning season, their first 
playoff appearance, and to an appear- 
ance in the Western Conference finals. 

More than accolades, though, Flip 
was a mentor to many. The outpouring 
of grief from players, coaches, sports- 
writers, and fans shows just what he 
meant to those who knew him. Mr. 
Speaker, Flip Saunders was a basket- 
ball icon in Minnesota, and he will be 
greatly missed. 

Our thoughts and prayers are with 
his wife Debbie and their four children. 


EEE 
2015 


WHY DOES THE IRS NEED SUR- 
VEILLANCE EQUIPMENT? TO SPY 
ON AMERICANS 


(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the 
Department of Justice has closed its 
investigation into Lois Lerner and her 
band of bungling bureaucrats at the 
IRS. Choosing political expediency, it 
won’t prosecute the actors. 

But according to news reports today, 
not only did officials at the IRS abuse 
their power by targeting the adminis- 
tration’s political enemies, now they 
possess spy equipment to do it. 

Now the IRS will have ‘‘sophisticated 
cellphone dragnet equipment known as 
Stingray.” These devices ‘‘work by pre- 
tending to be cellphone towers in order 
to strip metadata and in some cases 
even content from phones which con- 
nect to them.” 

Mr. Speaker, why does the IRS want 
to spy on Americans? It sounds like the 
old Soviet Union to me. The Fourth 
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Amendment protects Americans from 
this type of widespread, abusive gov- 
ernment spying. 

It is time for Congress to make sure 
that the constitutional right of privacy 
applies to the IRS and to this new 
technology. Technology may change, 
but the Constitution does not. 

And that is just the way it is. 


EE 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. PAYNE (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today on account of a med- 
ical procedure. 


— 


EXPENDITURES BY THE OFFICE 
OF GENERAL COUNSEL UNDER 
HOUSE RESOLUTION 676, 113TH 
CONGRESS 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM- 
MITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRA- 
TION, 

Washington, DC, October 26, 2015. 
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER, Pursuant to section 
3(b) of H. Res. 676 of the 113th Congress, as 
continued by section 3(f)(2) of H. Res. 5 of the 
114th Congress, I write with the following en- 
closure which is a statement of the aggre- 
gate amount expended on outside counsel 
and other experts on any civil action author- 
ized by H. Res. 676. 

Sincerely, 
CANDICE S. MILLER, 
Chairman, 
Committee on House Administration. 


AGGREGATE AMOUNT EXPENDED ON OUTSIDE COUNSEL 
OR OTHER EXPERTS—H. RES. 676 


July 1-September 30, 2014 
October 1—-December 31, 2014 . 
January 1-March 31, 2015 . 
April 1, 2015—June 30, 2015 
July 1-September 30, 2015 


0.00 
$42,875.00 
50,000.00 
29,915.00 
21,000.00 


143,790.00 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House, 
reported and found truly enrolled a bill 
of the House of the following title, 
which was thereupon signed by the 
Speaker: 

H.R. 774. An act to strengthen enforcement 
mechanisms to stop illegal, unreported, and 
unregulated fishing, to amend the Tuna Con- 
ventions Act of 1950 to implement the Anti- 
gua Convention, and for other purposes. 


EE 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 15 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues- 
day, October 27, 2015, at 10 a.m. for 
morning-hour debate. 


October 26, 2015 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


3252. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Export Administration, Bureau 
of Industry and Security, Department of 
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Revisions to the Unverified List 
(UVL) [Docket No.: 150817734-5734-01] (RIN: 
0694-AG72) received October 23, 2015, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 

3253. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a certification, pursuant to 
Sec. 36(c) of the Arms Export Control Act, 
Transmittal No.: DDTC 15-041; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

3254. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a certification, pursuant to 
Sec. 36(c) of the Arms Export Control Act, 
Transmittal No.: DDTC 15-064; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

3255. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a certification, pursuant to 
Sec. 36(d) of the Arms Export Control Act, 
Transmittal No.: DDTC 15-027; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

3256. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a letter and relevant docu- 
mentation concerning the implementation of 
commitments in the Joint Comprehensive 
Plan of Action, pursuant to the Iran Free- 
dom and Counter-Proliferation Act of 2012, 
the Iran Sanctions Act of 1996, the Iran 
Threat Reduction and Syria Human Rights 
Act of 2012, and the National Defense Au- 
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012; jointly 
to the Committees on Foreign Affairs, Fi- 
nancial Services, Oversight and Government 
Reform, the Judiciary, and Ways and Means. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. CONAWAY: Committee on Agri- 
culture. H.R. 1317. A bill to amend the Com- 
modity Exchange Act and the Securities Ex- 
change Act of 1934 to specify how clearing re- 
quirements apply to certain affiliate trans- 
actions, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment (Rept. 114-811 Pt. 1). Ordered to 
be printed. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida: Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. H.R. 1338. A bill to require 
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs to conduct 
a study on matters relating to the burial of 
unclaimed remains of veterans in national 
cemeteries, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment (Rept. 114-812). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia: Committee on 
Rules. House Resolution 491. Resolution pro- 
viding for consideration of the bill (H.R. 1090) 
to amend the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 
to provide protections for retail customers, 
and for other purposes (Rept. 114-813). Re- 
ferred to the House Calendar. 


October 26, 2015 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 

By Ms. BROWN of Florida (for herself, 


Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Ms. 
NORTON, Ms. ADAMS, Mr. SCOTT of 
Virginia, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Ms. 


EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. 
SEWELL of Alabama, Mrs. BEATTY, 
Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, Mr. JEFFRIES, 
Ms. EDWARDS, Mr. FATTAH, Ms. 
FUDGE, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Ms. 
PLASKETT, Mr. MEEKS, Mr. JOHNSON 
of Georgia, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. DANNY 
K. DAVIS of Illinois, Ms. JACKSON 
LEE, Mr. RICHMOND, Ms. WILSON of 
Florida, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. CLYBURN, 
Ms. CLARKE of New York, Ms. BASS, 
Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, Mr. VEASEY, 
Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California, 
Mr. RANGEL, Ms. LEE, Mr. RUSH, Mr. 
CLAY, Mr. LEWIS, and Mr. CUMMINGS): 

H.R. 3828. A bill to amend the National Ag- 
ricultural Research, Extension, and Teach- 
ing Policy Act of 1977 to provide for an equi- 
table distribution of formula funds between 
land-grant colleges and universities, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN: 

H.R. 3829. A bill to promote transparency, 
accountability, and reform within the United 
Nations Relief and Works Agency for Pal- 
estine Refugees in the Near East, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. . 

By Ms. VELAZQUEZ (for herself and 
Mr. JEFFRIES): 

H.R. 3830. A bill to reduce gun violence, in- 
crease mental health counseling, and en- 
hance the tracking of lost and stolen fire- 
arms; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 
and in addition to the Committees on the Ju- 
diciary, and Energy and Commerce, for a pe- 
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. BRADY of Texas (for himself, 
Mr. MURPHY of Florida, Mr. PITTs, 
Mr. THOMPSON of California, and Mr. 
CARDENAS): 

H.R. 3831. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to extend the annual 
comment period for payment rates under 
Medicare Advantage; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means, and in addition to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce, for a pe- 
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. RENACCI (for himself, Mr. 
LEWIS, Mr. ROSKAM, Mr. BUCHANAN, 
and Mr. REICHERT): 

H.R. 3832. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to prevent tax-related iden- 
tity theft and tax fraud, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 
and in addition to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary, for a period to be subsequently de- 
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Ms. WILSON of Florida: 

H.R. 3833. A bill to require a regional strat- 
egy to address the threat posed by Boko 
Haram; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
and in addition to the Committee on Intel- 
ligence (Permanent Select), for a period to 
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be subsequently determined by the Speaker, 
in each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. WHITFIELD: 

H.J. Res. 71. A joint resolution providing 
for congressional disapproval under chapter 8 
of title 5, United States Code, of a rule sub- 
mitted by the Environmental Protection 
Agency relating to ‘‘Standards of Perform- 
ance for Greenhouse Gas Emissions from 
New, Modified, and Reconstructed Sta- 
tionary Sources: Electric Utility Generating 
Units’; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. WHITFIELD: 

H.J. Res. 72. A joint resolution providing 
for congressional disapproval under chapter 8 
of title 5, United States Code, of a rule sub- 
mitted by the Environmental Protection 
Agency relating to ‘‘Carbon Pollution Emis- 
sion Guidelines for Existing Stationary 
Sources: Electric Utility Generating Units’’; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. MEADOWS: 

H. Con. Res. 87. Concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing support for designation of October 
28 as ‘‘Honoring the Nation’s First Respond- 
ers Day’’; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. POE of Texas (for himself and 
Mr. AL GREEN of Texas): 

H. Res. 492. A resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of October as ‘‘National Do- 
mestic Violence Awareness Month” and ex- 
pressing the sense of the House of Represent- 
atives that Congress should continue to raise 
awareness of domestic violence and its dev- 
astating effects on individuals, families, and 
communities, and support programs designed 
to end domestic violence in the United 
States; to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 

By Mr. COURTNEY (for himself, Ms. 
DELAURO, Mr. LARSON of Con- 
necticut, Mr. HIMES, and Ms. ESTY): 

H. Res. 493. A resolution recognizing Con- 
necticut’s Submarine Century, the 100th an- 
niversary of the establishment of Naval Sub- 
marine Base New London, and Connecticut’s 
historic role in supporting the undersea ca- 
pabilities of the United States; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 


EE 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Ms. BROWN of Florida: 

H.R. 3828. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section VIII, Clause, XVIII: 

To make all laws which shall be necessary 
and proper for carrying into execution the 
foregoing powers, and all other powers vest- 
ed by this Constitution in the government of 
the United States, or in any department or 
officer thereof. 

By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN: 

H.R. 3829. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution 

By Ms. VELAZQUEZ: 

H.R. 3830. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
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Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 

The Congress shall have Power * * * To 
regulate Commerce with foreign Nations, 
and among the several States, and with the 
Indian Tribes. 

By Mr. BRADY of Texas: 

H.R. 3831. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority on which this 
bill rests is the power of Congress to make 
rules for the government and regulation of 
the land and naval forces, as enumerated in 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 14 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Mr. RENACCI: 

H.R. 3832. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1: 

The Congress shall have Power To lay and 
collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, 
to pay the Debts and provide for the common 
Defence and general Welfare of the United 
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises 
shall be uniform throughout the United 
States. 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18: 

To make all Laws which shall be necessary 
and proper for carrying into Execution the 
foregoing Powers, and all other Powers vest- 
ed by this Constitution in the Government of 
the United States, or in any Department or 
Officer thereof. 

By Ms. WILSON of Florida: 

H.R. 3833. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1 and Article 1, 
Section 8, Clause 18 

By Mr. WHITFIELD: 

H.J. Res. 71. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Commerce Clause, Article I Section 8 
Clause 3 of the Constitution of the United 
States, grants Congress the power ‘‘To regu- 
late Commerce with foreign Nations, and 
among the several States, and with the In- 
dian Tribes”. 

By Mr. WHITFIELD: 

H.J. Res. 72. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Commerce Clause, Article I Section 8 
Clause 3 of the Constitution of the United 
States, grants Congress the power ‘‘To regu- 
late Commerce with foreign Nations, and 
among the several States, and with the In- 
dian Tribes”. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions, as follows: 


H.R. 282: Mr. LEWIS. 

H.R. 452: Mr. DEUTCH and Mr. GRAYSON. 

H.R. 563: Mr. CRENSHAW. 

H.R. 592: Mr. FITZPATRICK, Mr. GUINTA, Mr. 
CONNOLLY, and Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 662: Mr. PERRY and Mr. BUCK. 

H.R. 721: Mr. CLAWSON of Florida. 

H.R. 766: Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. 

H.R. 802: Mr. BRIDENSTINE, Mr. CONNOLLY, 
and Ms. LOFGREN. 

H.R. 815: Mr. BOUSTANY. 

H.R. 816: Mr. CHAFFETZ. 

H.R. 845: Mr. GOODLATTE. 

H.R. 870: Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Penn- 
sylvania, Mr. CARDENAS, and Mr. LARSON of 
Connecticut. 

H.R. 921: Mr. KIND. 
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H.R. 973: Mr. POLIQUIN and Mr. MEEHAN. 

H.R. 985: Mr. CICILLINE. 

H.R. 1061: Mr. VAN HOLLEN. 

H.R. 1086: Mr. ROHRABACHER. 

H.R. 1142: Mr. GUINTA. 

H.R. 1148: Mr. POSEY. 

H.R. 1188: Mr. CONNOLLY. 

H.R. 1197: Mr. RIBBLE. 

H.R. 1221: Ms. TITUS. 

H.R. 1309: Mr. AUSTIN ScoTT of Georgia, 
Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, and Mr. THORN- 
BERRY. 

H.R. 1453: Mr. HUDSON. 

H.R. 1475: Mr. COLLINS of New York. 

H.R. 1550: Mr. KILMER. 

H.R. 1568: Mr. SMITH of Washington and Ms. 
JUDY CHU of California. 

H.R. 1571: Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. CONNOLLY, 
Mr. DESAULNIER, and Mr. NADLER. 

H.R. 1603: Mr. CLAWSON of Florida and Mr. 
LOWENTHAL. 

H.R. 1608: Mr. DoGGETT, Mr. CARDENAS, Ms. 
McCoLuuM, and Mrs. BUSTOS. 

H.R. 1625: Mr. KILMER. 

H.R. 1671: Mr. JOLLY. 

H.R. 1728: Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, Ms. 
McCoLuuM, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. VARGAS, 
and Mr. QUIGLEY. 

H.R. 1733: Mr. SHERMAN. 

H.R. 1737: Mr. HUELSKAMP, Mr. MCKINLEY, 
Mr. LOUDERMILK, and Mr. KELLY of Pennsyl- 
vania. 

H.R. 1739: Mr. SMITH of Missouri. 

H.R. 1751: Mr. DEUTCH, Mr. VARGAS, Ms. 
LEE, and Mr. GRAYSON. 

H.R. 1781: Ms. KELLY of Illinois. 

H.R. 1786: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, Mr. ROD- 
NEY DAVIS of Illinois, and Ms. BROWN of Flor- 
ida. 

H.R. 1788: Mr. KLINE. 

H.R. 1814: Ms. PLASKETT and Mr. BISHOP of 
Georgia. 

H.R. 1848: Ms. TSONGAS, 
ALLARD, and Mr. KEATING. 

H.R. 1942: Mr. MCNERNEY and Mr. Ross. 

H.R. 1966: Ms. LEE. 

H.R. 2009: Mr. SALMON. 

H.R. 2010: Mr. NEWHOUSE and Mr. POSEY. 

H.R. 2017: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina 
and Mr. PoE of Texas. 

H.R. 2050: Mr. MEEHAN. 

H.R. 2209: Mr. BARR and Mr. Ross. 

H.R. 2355: Mr. JEFFRIES. 

H.R. 2403: Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 2410: Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of 
New Mexico. 


Ms. ROYBAL- 
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H.R. 2412: Ms. PINGREE and Mr. ASHFORD. 
H.R. 2494: Ms. DELBENE, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. 
WOMACK, and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 
H.R. 2510: Mr. CRAWFORD. 
H.R. 2513: Mr. RIBBLE. 
H.R. 2603: Mr. ROONEY of Florida. 
H.R. 2631: Mr. MACARTHUR and Mr. POSEY. 
H.R. 2643: Mr. ADERHOLT. 
H.R. 2646: Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. 
H.R. 2654: Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. 
H.R. 2710: Mrs. HARTZLER, Ms. MCSALLY, 
and Mr. ROKITA. 
H.R. 2713: Mr. SCHRADER. 
H.R. 2726: Ms. JUDY CHU of California. 
. 2753: Mr. SMITH of Missouri. 
. 2775: Mr. DELANEY. 
. 2811: Ms. TSONGAS. 
. 2844: Mr. KILDEE. 
. 2847: Mrs. BUSTOS, Mr. KLINE, and Mr. 


. 2849: Mr. MCGOVERN. 

H.R. 2867: Mr. BECERRA, Mr. HECK of Wash- 
ington, Ms. TITUS, Mr. SARBANES, and Mr. AL 
GREEN of Texas. 

H.R. 2896: Mr. LAMBORN and Mr. AMODEI. 

H.R. 2903: Mr. CARDENAS, Mr. CRAWFORD, 
and Mr. SCHWEIKERT. 

H.R. 2994: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. 

H.R. 3035: Mr. BLUMENAUER. 

H.R. 3046: Mr. DEUTCH, Ms. LEE, and 
GRAYSON. 

H.R. 3048: Mr. GOHMERT. 

H.R. 3051: Mr. BLUMENAUER and 
PETERS. 

H.R. 3071: Miss RICE of New York. 

H.R. 3113: Mr. HENSARLING 
RATCLIFFE. 

H.R. 3164: Mr. 

H.R. 3180: Mr. 


Mr. 


Mr. 


and Mr. 


HUFFMAN. 

COLLINS of New York. 
H.R. 3183: Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. 

BYRNE, and Mr. COLE. 

. 3196: . MCCOLLUM. 

. 8227: . MILLER of Florida. 

. 3235: . HERRERA BEUTLER. 

. 3339: Mrs. NAPOLITANO. 

. 8412: Mr. DENHAM. 

. 3516: Mr. GUTHRIE and Mr. SESSIONS. 

. 3519: Mrs. TORRES. 

. 3559: Ms. MCCOLLUM. 

. 8573: Mr. TURNER. 

. 3637: Mr. TAKANO. 

. 3643: Mr. CUELLAR. 

. 8655: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina. 
H.R. 3690: Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H.R. 3696: Ms. MAXINE WATERS of Cali- 

fornia, Mr. CONYERS, Ms. KAPTUR, Ms. TSON- 
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GAS, Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms. BROWN of Florida, 
Ms. EsHoo, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. 
HInoJgosa, Mr. TAKANO, Mr. CARSON of Indi- 


ana, Mr. LOWENTHAL, Mr. HECK of Wash- 
ington, Ms. BORDALLO, and Mr. CICILLINE. 

H.R. 3700: Mr. SHERMAN and Mr. 
PITTENGER. 

H.R. 3706: Mr. Ross. 

H.R. 3741: Ms. GABBARD. 

H.R. 3761: Ms. SLAUGHTER. 

H.R. 3779: Mr. HANNA and Mr. OLSON. 

H.R. 3786: Mr. TAKANO, Mr. FARR, and Mr. 
HASTINGS. 

H.R. 3801: Mr. MCGOVERN. 

H.R. 3806: Ms. DELBENE. 

H.R. 3811: Mr. TAKANO and Mr. DEFAZIO. 

H.R. 3812: Mr. TAKANO and Mr. DEFAZIO. 


H.J. Res. 50: Mr. STUTZMAN. 

H. Con. Res. 17: Mr. MOULTON. 

H. Con. Res. 51: Miss RICE of New York. 

H. Con. Res. 75: Ms. BROWNLEY of California 
and Mr. Rooney of Florida. 

H. Res. 54: Mr. CASTRO of Texas. 

H. Res. 187: Mr. LEVIN. 

H. Res. 210: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina. 

H. Res. 265: Mr. COHEN. 

H. Res. 294: Mr. KILDEE. 

H. Res. 428: Mr. POCAN, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, 
Mr. TAKANO, Mr. GUTIERREZ, and Mr. NAD- 
LER. 

H. Res. 467: Ms. FUDGE, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. 
MENG, Mr. MURPHY of Florida, and Mr. YAR- 
MUTH. 

H. Res. 479: Mr. DOLD. 

H. Res. 485: Mr. MILLER of Florida and Mr. 
MCCLINTOCK. 


CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM- 
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM- 
ITED TARIFF BENEFITS 


Under clause 9 of rule XXI, lists or 
statements on congressional earmarks, 
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff 
benefits were submitted as follows: 

The amendment to be offered by Rep- 
resentative STEPHEN LYNCH (MA) or a des- 
ignee to H.R. 1090, the Retail Investor Pro- 
tection Act, does not contain any congres- 
sional earmarks, limited tax benefits, or lim- 
ited tariff benefits as defined in clause 9 of 
rule XXI. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


IN RECOGNITION OF 
PELLEGRINI’S RECEIPT 
ENRICO FERMI AWARD 


HON. TED LIEU 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Mr. TED LIEU of California. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to recognize Dr. Claudio Pellegrini 
for his remarkable and groundbreaking work in 
the scientific community. On October 20, 
2015, Dr. Pellegrini received the Enrico Fermi 
Award for his research on relativistic electron 
beams and free-electron lasers. This honor is 
among the most respected and prestigious 
awards for scientific achievement. 

Throughout his lifetime, Dr. Pellegrini has 
held many prominent positions and earned nu- 
merous impressive awards. After studying at 
the University of Rome, he became Director of 
the laser division at the Frascati National Lab- 
oratories in the 1970s. He later served at the 
Brookhaven National Laboratory and at the 
Nordic Institute of Theoretical Physics. In re- 
cent years he has worked at the SLAC Na- 
tional Accelerator Laboratory. He is the distin- 
guished recipient of a Fulbright fellowship and 
the FEL Prize. Still, these include only a frac- 
tion of Dr. Pellegrini’s accomplishments. 

| am especially pleased to recognize Dr. 
Pellegrini’s position as a Distinguished Pro- 
fessor Emeritus of Physics at the University of 
California Los Angeles. Widely considered an 
expert in electron and photon beams physics, 
his research contributed to the development of 
the first hard x-ray free-electron laser and 
helped advance high-energy physics more 
generally. The university and surrounding 
community has undoubtedly benefited from Dr. 
Pellegrini’s presence. 

| am confident that Dr. Pellegrini’s work will 
continue to benefit the scientific community in 
the United States and throughout the world. 
Today, California’s 33rd Congressional District 
is proud to congratulate Dr. Pellegrini as a 
Fermi Award recipient and as a tremendous 
scientist and individual. 


re 


LIFELONG ATHLETE: MARK 
SERTICH 


HON. RICHARD M. NOLAN 


OF MINNESOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Mr. NOLAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Mark Sertich of Duluth, Minnesota, 
who continues to celebrate victories on the ice 
at ninety-four years old. 

Mark, who during World War II fought in 
General George Patton’s Third Army liberating 
concentration camps, still puts on his ice 
skates several times a week to play a pick-up 


DR. 
OF 


game of hockey. At fifty-nine years old he ran 
his first marathon and did not stop there. As 
of today, he has finished five marathons and 
eleven inline skating marathons. 

Ice hockey remains his favorite sport, which 
is why Mark plays every week—no excuses. 
Forty-two years ago Mark began competing in 
the annual Snoopy’s Senior World Tour- 
nament with the late cartoonist Charles 
Schulz. The two played on the same line to- 
gether for many years and became good 
friends. 

After taking a hard hit on the ice, resulting 
in two fractured ribs and a punctured lung, 
doctors said would keep him out of the game 
for at least six weeks. Mark was back on the 
ice in just three. His commitment makes him 
a role model for us all. When asked in a re- 
cent interview how he stays motivated to play 
every week, he responded, “I say the most 
important step is the first one out the door.” 

| congratulate Mark for not only continuing 
to play his favorite sport, but also for his vic- 
tories on the ice, including winning paid skat- 
ing fees for life in a bet with his teammates 
when he was eighty years old. Hopefully when 
| am ninety-four years old | can still lace up 
my skates and hold my own with players my 
grandchildren’s age—and win a few games 
too. 


EE 


HONORING MALCOLM “MAL” 
BURNSTEIN 


HON. BARBARA LEE 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to honor 
an exceptional leader and activist, who fought 
for equality and civil rights for many decades, 
Malcolm “Mal” Burnstein. 

Mal Burnstein was born in 1933 in Detroit, 
and faced heavy oppression and intolerance 
growing up as a Jewish man in the 1930’s and 
1940’s. The difficulties Mal faced inspired him 
to be an advocate for civil rights. In the 
1940’s, Mal was very active in politics in his 
youth, and volunteered on quite a few cam- 
paigns. Some of the campaigns he volun- 
teered for include Henry Wallace’s campaign 
for president; Mennen Williams’s campaign for 
governor; and Martha Griffith’s campaign for 
Congress. 

Mal graduated with his law degree from 
Boalt Law School at UC Berkeley in 1958, and 
after law school, he pursued a fellowship in 
Europe and studied international law at the 
Sorbonne in Paris. He then clerked for a year 
under California Supreme Court Justice Thom- 
as White. 

Mal’s strong conviction to fight for civil rights 
and equality led him back to Europe for an- 
other fellowship, where he worked in Geneva, 
advocating for the cause of international 


human rights. In 1961, Mal began working for 
Robert Trehauft at the Trehauft firm, practicing 
labor law. The Trehauft firm soon disbanded, 
and Robert Treuhauft joined Doris Walker's 
firm, hiring Mal as the only associate. 

In 1962, Mal formed the Boatrackers Demo- 
cratic Club, a group dedicated to representing 
civil rights demonstrators. The club is notable 
for defeating a recall proposed by conserv- 
ative Berkeley citizens to recall the Berkeley 
School Board for racially integrating their 
Berkeley schools. 

Mal worked with the Free Speech Move- 
ment, the student protest that took place at 
UC Berkeley in 1964, when the Movement or- 
ganizers sought legal representation from the 
Walker firm. Mal provided legal counsel for the 
Movement, and advised the Movement stu- 
dent organizers during negotiations with the 
school. Mal’s admiration for student leadership 
and commitment to the Free Speech Move- 
ment proved vital during the trials of the 800 
arrested students. 

Mal was also a member of the Congress of 
Racial Equality (CORE), and was one of its 
volunteer lawyers. He participated in CORE 
organized eat-ins, sit-ins, shops-ins, and pick- 
et protests. Such actions were instrumental in 
paving the way for diversification in work- 
places around the East Bay. 

On a personal note, Mal has been a con- 
fidant, my lawyer, a mentor, and most impor- 
tantly, a wonderful friend. | value his wise 
counsel and am always energized by his soar- 
ing spirit. 

On behalf of the residents of California’s 
13th Congressional District, | extend my sin- 
cerest congratulations to Malcolm “Mal” 
Burnstein. 


EE 


HONORING ANDERSON’S GROCERY, 
RECIPIENT OF THE 2015 EXCEL- 
LENCE IN OPERATIONS AWARD 
FROM THE WASHINGTON FOOD 
INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION 


HON. CATHY McMORRIS RODGERS 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise to congratulate Anderson’s Grocery in 
Republic, Washington for receiving the 2015 
Excellence in Operations Award from the 
Washington Food Industry Association. | want 
to recognize the owners Ms. Kari Beedle, Ms. 
Julie Padilla, and Ms. Judee Young for their 
tireless effort, serving people in Republic and 
across Eastern Washington. 

The Excellence in Operations Award recog- 
nizes those who excel in daily store oper- 
ations, product merchandising, and employee 
relations of community-focused grocers in 
Washington State. As a family-owned grocery 
store, Anderson’s Grocery has continuously 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 


Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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served Republic, Washington for one hundred 
and fifteen years. It is this type of devotion 
and commitment that makes Anderson’s Gro- 
cery truly deserving of this distinguished 
award. 

Anderson’s Grocery and its owners care 
deeply about their customers and employees 
and operate with the philosophy that their em- 
ployees are the key to their success. Under 
this philosophy, the owners have implemented 
many worker-friendly programs. Additionally, 
to better meet the needs of Ferry County and 
the surrounding areas, through the years, An- 
derson’s Grocery added capacity in their fro- 
zen food, deli, produce and meat departments, 
and added a bakery department, further exem- 
plifying their commitment to providing en- 
hanced goods and services in order to better 
the lives of all within our community. 

Outside of the store, Kari Beedle, Julie 
Padilla, and Judee Young established the 
Mary French Foundation. This foundation, 
named after an Anderson’s Grocery employee 
who passed away of breast cancer, works to 
raise funds to support scholarship efforts for 
Republic High School seniors. This commit- 
ment illustrates what involved and devoted 
community members look like and Anderson’s 
Grocery continually goes above and beyond to 
provide exemplary service and to give back to 
all of those in Republic, Washington and in 
Ferry County. 

So today | recognize these accomplish- 
ments and congratulate Anderson’s Grocery 
and its owners on being leaders in our com- 
munity, on their dedicated service to Republic 
and Ferry County, and on receiving the dis- 
tinct 2015 Excellence in Operations Award 
from the Washington Food Industry Associa- 
tion. Thank you for all of your efforts to serve 
and better Eastern Washington. 


TRIBUTE TO VAN G. MILLER 


HON. ROD BLUM 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the memory of a dear friend and a true 
innovator, Mr. Van G. Miller. | was saddened 
to learn of his death earlier this week. Van 
was a pillar of the community of Waterloo— 
founding VGM and Associates in 1986 as a 
provider of home medical equipment, believing 
that community-based providers produced the 
best results. Under his direction, the company 
quickly expanded to include more than 20 
business units and employing 850 people. He 
was recognized as a Champion of Home Care 
by the American Association for Home Care 
and was named one of the HME Industry’s 
Top Ten most Influential Individuals by HME 
News. 

Despite his success, he remained humble 
and quick to credit his success to his employ- 
ees. He called each of his employees on their 
birthdays and work anniversaries and sup- 
ported numerous local charities throughout the 
First District. In addition, he shared the suc- 
cess of VGM with them as he sold 100 per- 
cent of the company to its employees through 
an Employee Stock Option Plan. 
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His family and friends, the state of lowa and 
the City of Waterloo will greatly miss Van—a 
true visionary in his field. 

| express my condolences to his immediate 
family, as well as his extended family at VGM, 
and for all of those who had the privilege of 
knowing him. 


-u 


2015 WOMEN’S INTERNATIONAL 
AUCTIONEER CHAMPION: TAMMY 
TISLAND 


HON. RICHARD M. NOLAN 


OF MINNESOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Mr. NOLAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Tammy Tisland, from Hines, Min- 
nesota for being named the 2015 Women’s 
International Auctioneer Champion. Tammy 
won the title at the National Auctioneers Asso- 
ciation Conference and Show in July. 

In addition to her work as an auctioneer, 
Tammy dedicates much of her spare time to 
helping veterans and their families in her com- 
munity. As a member of the American Legion 
Auxiliary, American Legion Riders, and Patriot 
Guard Riders she has found helping veterans 
and their families greatly rewarding. 

Tammy has been in the auction industry 
fourteen years and enjoys “helping folks move 
from one chapter in life to another.” During the 
competition she was judged on everything 
from her professional presentation to effective 
selling skills, to her bid call. Tammy attributes 
her success to a culmination of evolving as a 
competitor, following the advice of her men- 
tors, and growing not only her involvement 
with the National Auctioneers Association but 
also learning to be a giver within the NAA. As 
2015 IAC champion she hopes to motivate 
young auctioneers to give back to the industry 
and the people it serves as they pursue their 
goals. 

Thank you, Tammy Tisland, for your dedica- 
tion and service to our community. 


EE 


APPLAUDING MATT WEINSTEIN 
FOR HIS SERVICE TO ALA- 
BAMA’S FIRST CONGRESSIONAL 
DISTRICT 


HON. BRADLEY BYRNE 


OF ALABAMA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
share my appreciation to Matt Weinstein for 
his nine years of service to Alabama’s First 
Congressional District. Matt’s last day serving 
the people of Southwest Alabama will be Fri- 
day, October 30. 

Matt started his service to Alabama’s First 
Congressional District in 2010 as a legislative 
assistant to Congressman Jo Bonner (R—AL). 
Prior to working for the First District, Matt 
worked in the office of Alabama Congressman 
MIKE ROGERS (R-AL) starting in January 2007. 

Upon my election to Congress in December 
2013, | was proud to name Matt Weinstein my 
legislative director. In my office, Matt has been 
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a dedicated advisor on all policy matters and 
served as a liaison with small businesses and 
elected officials in Southwest Alabama. 

Matt has been instrumental in my office’s ef- 
forts to push forward with construction of a 
new I-10 bridge over the Mobile River. Matt 
has done an impressive job of working with 
the Alabama Department of Transportation 
and the federal Department of Transportation 
to remove bureaucratic hurdles. With Matt’s 
help, we have been able to make real, tan- 
gible process over the last two years. 

When the BP/Deepwater Horizon oil spill hit 
Alabama’s Gulf Coast, Matt helped Congress- 
man Bonner advocate for our coastal commu- 
nities. Matt played an important role in crafting 
the RESTORE Act, which was intended to 
keep oil spill settlement money under control 
of the coastal counties. 

| am especially grateful for Matt’s service to 
our nation’s service members and veterans. 
Matt did tremendous work supporting our na- 
tion’s Navy and the thousands of Alabamians 
who work at the Austal USA shipyard in Mo- 
bile, Alabama. Matt has also assisted count- 
less veterans with various issues related to 
the Department of Veterans Affairs and has 
supported my efforts to give veterans greater 
access to private care. 

Mr. Speaker, | asked former Congressman 
Jo Bonner to share his gratitude with Matt as 
well. Congressman Bonner said, “Matt is one 
of the most talented and dedicated young men 
| know. He thinks strategically, always looking 
for ways to build consensus and get the job 
done. He was invaluable to the people of 
South Alabama during the aerial refueling 
tanker war, but he was equally helpful in get- 
ting those early contracts for Austal and during 
those difficult months following the BP/Deep- 
water Horizon explosion. | can’t say enough 
good things about Matt Weinstein; he is truly 
one in a million.” 

A native of Mobile, Alabama, Matt has 
served his hometown with dedication, passion, 
and steady leadership. | wish him and his 
wife, Paige, all the best in their future endeav- 
ors. Alabama’s First Congressional District will 
be forever grateful for his service. 


HONORING HO FENG-SHAN 
HON. STEVE ISRAEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the bravery and heroism of Ho Feng- 
Shan, the Chinese Consul-General stationed 
in Vienna during World War II. 

At great risk to his personal safety, Mr. Ho 
issued Chinese visas to thousands of Austrian 
Jews, allowing them to flee the country and 
escape the atrocities of Nazi concentration 
camps. Despite strict orders from his superiors 
to stop issuing visas on such a large scale, he 
refused to abide by these instructions and un- 
doubtedly saved thousands of lives. 

On August 7, 2000, Mr. Ho was recognized 
by Yad Vashem with the title, “Righteous 
among the Nations” for his selfless and coura- 
geous actions. 

Please join me in honoring Ho Feng-Shan 
for his sacrifice and brave display of noble hu- 
manitarianism. 


October 26, 2015 
IN HONOR OF THE ACHIEVEMENTS 


OF MEDICAL RESEARCH IN 
GEORGIA 
HON. DAVID SCOTT 
OF GEORGIA 


IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, October 26, 2015 


Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise today to discuss a disease that is impor- 
tant to my family, breast cancer. This dev- 
astating disease strikes 1 in 8 women, affect- 
ing our mothers, wives, daughters, sisters, and 
loved ones. In Georgia, breast cancer is a par- 
ticularly serious problem as it is the most com- 
mon type of cancer and the second most 
deadly type of cancer among women in the 
state. According to the nonprofit Sisters by 
Choice, 6000 women will be diagnosed with 
breast cancer, and 1000 will die from breast 
cancer in Georgia each year. This epidemic is 
made worse by the fact that 19 percent of 
Georgians do not have health insurance, 33 
percent of Georgia counties do not have mam- 
mography machines, and 75 percent of Geor- 
gia counties are medically underserved. Due 
to slow detection caused by these facts, 30 
percent of breast cancers will have metasta- 
sized and be present in other places through- 
out the body by the time they are found. 

Despite the disheartening statistics about 
cancer, | know that there is still hope. Detec- 
tion and treatment advances found in the past 
few years will help to both lessen the risk of 
cancer and win the fight to eradicate cancer. 
| am pleased that Georgia is a hub for medical 
innovation in the fight against cancer, utilizing 
public and private partnerships to research the 
disease. Moreover, the CDC and the inter- 
nationally regarded cancer centers at Emory 
University, Georgia Regents University, the 
University of Georgia, Northside Hospital, and 
other centers throughout the state have pio- 
neered effective, yet minimally invasive ways 
to treat this disease. 

Additionally, the CDC has contributed to this 
effort through public outreach programs aimed 
at improving surveillance so that cancers can 
be caught early. In addition, the internation- 
ally-renowned Winship Cancer Institute at 
Emory University has tested 75 percent of 
FDA-approved new cancer treatments in the 
past seven years. At another renowned institu- 
tion, researchers at the University of Georgia 
have discovered a vaccine that attacks a pre- 
viously unassailable protein. This vaccine is vi- 
tally important because this protein is found in 
the majority of killing cancers and in the “tri- 
ple-negative” tumors common in a particularly 
dangerous variant of breast cancer. 

In addition to the work done by the profes- 
sional research institutions in Georgia, | am 
proud that the Georgia community has come 
together to support those who are suffering 
from not just breast cancer, but cancers of all 
types. For instance, Sisters by Choice, a non- 
profit organization centered around helping 
underinsured and underserved women to find 
and treat breast cancer, is working on creating 
a mobile clinic that will provide screenings, di- 
agnostic services, access to clinical trials, and 
other resources to these disadvantaged popu- 
lations. In addition, wonderful nonprofit organi- 
zations working with cancer centers, such as 
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the Cancer Support Community Atlanta and 
the Treehouse Gang, an organization based 
around supporting children with a parent suf- 
fering from cancer, provide vital assistance 
and hope to cancer sufferers and their fami- 
lies. Finally, the Atlanta 2-Day Walk has raised 
$11 million in just 13 years to help find new 
ways to treat and prevent breast cancer. 
Through these initiatives, and the hard work of 
the cancer centers in Georgia, | know that 
definite progress has been and will continue to 
be made to treat and eradicate this deadly dis- 
ease. 


— 


IN RECOGNITION OF PATRICIA 
MILJANICH 


HON. JACKIE SPEIER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to honor 
Patricia Miljanich, a departing member of the 
Board of Trustees of the San Mateo County 
Community College District. Ms. Miljanich has 
served the public in her position since 1995, 
and she has been part of a board of trustees 
that has created over 20 years an outstanding 
college system for residents. 

When Trustee Miljanich began her service, 
the district had decades-old buildings, stag- 
nant enrollment, and curriculum that needed 
upgrading. She and her fellow trustees went to 
work hiring new staff, passing several bonds, 
and overseeing the resurrection of a commu- 
nity gem. In addition to her role as a trustee, 
Patricia Miljanich has served on the board of 
the nonprofit corporation overseeing an inno- 
vative housing project on the campuses of the 
community colleges. She has also served as 
a board member of the foundation supporting 
the community colleges. 

As a result of her leadership and that of her 
board colleagues, the San Mateo County 
Community Colleges now have stunning state- 
of-the-art campuses, classes that offer a broad 
path to a four year institution, and several 
shorter programs that prepare students to be 
job ready through two year degrees and cer- 
tificates. As a pathway to lifelong learning and 
prosperity, the college district reflects the vi- 
sion of Trustee Miljanich that every young per- 
son, and many who are in mid-career or retire- 
ment, should view the community colleges as 
their ongoing ticket to a rigorous education. 

Ms. Miljanich has another side to her public 
service beyond her years as a trustee. At one 
point she served as a field representative for 
a member of the state assembly, and as a 
legal advocate for low income children while 
Director of Legal Services for Children in San 
Francisco. 

Most of all, Ms. Miljanich has distinguished 
herself as a remarkable leader of the nonprofit 
Court Appointed Special Advocates (CASA), 
an organization that pairs caring adults with 
children who are in the protection of the courts 
when their parents cannot care for them. 
There is no question that Patricia Miljanich, in 
this role, has saved the lives of many children. 
CASA is an extraordinary organization which 
brings out the best of caring volunteers and 
matches it with the most basic need of a child: 
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to have a friend and advocate during times of 
tremendous insecurity and trauma. 

Patricia is a graduate of the University of 
Virginia and the University of San Francisco 
School of Law. Her greatest archievements, 
no doubt, are her four children, Nicolene 
Mefford, Martine Miljanich, Peter Miljanich, 
and Sophia Miljanich, and her four grand- 
children. 

Mr. Speaker and members, Patricia 
Miljanich is retiring from the Board of Trustees 
of the San Mateo County Community College 
District, but she will remain very active in our 
community. She put in countless hours during 
her 20 years of service to the district, and of- 
fered decades of additional help to children 
and our most vulnerable residents. As she 
leaves, the wind at her back is the force of 
those praying for her to succeed in her next 
adventure. As she will experience shortly, this 
wind will likely be a gale force event, so be- 
loved is Patricia Miljanich in San Mateo Coun- 
ty. 


EE 


20TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE COM- 
PLETION OF THE GATEWAY GEY- 
SER 


HON. MIKE BOST 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Mr. BOST. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to rec- 
ognize the 20th Anniversary of the completion 
of the Gateway Geyser. It is a proud and dis- 
tinct achievement that the tallest fountain in 
the United States, and the second tallest in 
the world, is located in the Metro East region 
of Southern Illinois. 

The vision and drive of Malcom Martin 
made it possible to undertake this incredible 
project. In addition to its famous geyser, the 
park’s facilities offer visitors impressive and 
memorable views of the Arch and City of St. 
Louis. It is very much a part of the overall Jef- 
ferson National Expansion Memorial. 

As | toured the park recently, | developed 
an understanding for the desires that the 
Metro East Park and Recreation District and 
the Gateway Center have to make this amaz- 
ing park a part of the Jefferson National Ex- 
pansion Memorial. Doing so would be a fitting 
tribute to Malcom Martin and all of the City of 
East St. Louis officials who have helped make 
this anniversary possible. 


EE 


HONORING DEPUTY CHIEF 
DAVID E. DOWNING 


HON. BARBARA LEE 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to honor 
the exemplary career of Deputy Chief David 
Downing of the Oakland Police Department. 

Deputy Chief Downing began his career in 
law enforcement with the Oakland Police De- 
partment (OPD) in 1988. During his career, he 
has served in a wide variety of assignments, 
including Police Academy Director, Internal Af- 
fairs Commander, and Special Operations 
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Commander. In 2012, he was promoted to 
Deputy Chief of Police and is currently the 
commander of the Bureau of Field Operations 
for West Oakland. Deputy Chief Downing also 
served concurrently with OPD’s Special Weap- 
ons and Tactics team from 1992 to 2011 as 
an operator, team leader, and tactical com- 
mander. 

In addition to serving the citizens of Oak- 
land, Deputy Chief Downing served the United 
States of America as an Air Force Reservist 
from 1984 to 2014. He retired as a Chief Mas- 
ter Sergeant with the Air Force Office of Spe- 
cial Investigations as the Senior Enlisted 
Leader for the 4th Field Investigative Region, 
at Randolph Air Force Base in Texas. In 2001, 
he was mobilized into active duty and served 
in Operation Noble Eagle, Enduring Freedom, 
and Iraqi Freedom until his return to civilian 
law enforcement in 2003. 

Deputy Chief Downing received his Bach- 
elor’s Degree in Administration of Justice from 
San Jose State University in 1989, and went 
on to graduate from Indiana State University in 
2008 with a Master’s Degree in Criminology. 
He is also the graduate of several senior man- 
agement programs, including the Federal Bu- 
reau of Investigation’s National Academy, the 
Police Executive Research Forum’s Senior 
Management Institute for Police, and the Cali- 
fornia Peace Officer Standards and Training 
Executive Development Course. 

Throughout his career, Deputy Chief Down- 
ing has maintained a special interest in and 
relationship with Oakland’s Chinatown. He 
serves the Oakland and Chinatown commu- 
nities as a member of the Board of Directors 
of the Oakland Chinatown Chamber of Com- 
merce, the President of the Oakland Police 
Foundation, President of the Oakland Police 
Managers Association, Chairman of the Asian 
Advisory Committee on Crime, Chairman of 
the Asian Youth Services Committee (AYSC), 
Chairperson of the AYSC Scholarship Dinner, 
and has raised funds and manpower to send 
low-income youth to various camps and semi- 
nars across the nation. 

On behalf of the residents of California’s 
13th Congressional District, Deputy Chief 
David E. Downing, | salute him. | thank him for 
a lifetime of service and congratulate him on 
his achievements. | wish him and his loved 
ones the very best as he enjoys his well-de- 
served retirement. 


EE 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE 25TH AN- 


NIVERSARY OF THE WHITE 
HOUSE INITIATIVE ON EDU- 
CATIONAL EXCELLENCE FOR 
HISPANICS 


HON. JUAN VARGAS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Mr. VARGAS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize and commend the 25th anniversary 
of the White House Initiative on Educational 
Excellence for Hispanics. The initiative, estab- 
lished in 1990, has sought to address the edu- 
cational disparities faced by the Hispanic com- 
munity. This year, the White House launched 
the Bright Spots catalog to commemorate the 
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initiatives success. This newly created re- 
source honors organizations around the coun- 
try significantly furthering the educational at- 
tainment of the Hispanic community. 

While there are 230 programs included in 
the catalog, | would like to honor three organi- 
zations in California’s 51 District: Barrio Logan 
College Institute, Reality Changers, and the 
San Ysidro Vanguard Education Foundation. 

Barrio Logan College Institute, established 
in 2007, is a nonprofit working to provide dis- 
advantaged students with the opportunity to 
attend college. The organization begins work- 
ing with students in third grade and continues 
providing support and guidance throughout 
high school. Since its creation, 100 percent of 
its graduates have gone on to college. 

Reality Changers was founded in 2001 in an 
attempt to better prepare disadvantaged His- 
panic youth for college. By establishing var- 
ious support systems and college readiness 
programs, the organization has seen 97 per- 
cent of its students become first generation 
college students. 

San Ysidro Vanguard Education Foundation 
was created in 2012 to address the racial and 
ethnic disparities within the San Ysidro School 
District. The organization focuses on early 
learning, college access, Latino teacher re- 
cruitment, and STEM education. 

Again, | would like to extend my admiration 
and sincere appreciation for all the work that 
these groups continue to do for our commu- 
nity. 


EE 


IN RECOGNITION OF RONN OWENS 


HON. JACKIE SPEIER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to honor a 
broadcast legend who is celebrating his 40th 
anniversary at KGO Newstalk 810 today and 
who will be inducted into the National Radio 
Hall of Fame in November. Ronn Owens is a 
household name in the Bay Area and beyond, 
a master in his field, and a remarkably tal- 
ented, opinionated and intellectually curious 
man whom | am proud to call a good friend. 
| have spent many hours on the air with Ronn 
and he is always tough, thoughtful, informed 
and unpredictable. 

He has honed his skills in thousands of 
interviews with guests in the hot seat, includ- 
ing President Barack Obama, Democratic 
Leader NANCY PELOSI, actor Steve Martin, 
Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, 
49er quarterback Joe Montana, singer Tony 
Bennett and a long list of Secretaries of State, 
CIA Directors, mayors and community leaders. 

His longevity and style on the air have 
earned him many prestigious awards: The Bay 
Area Radio Hall of Fame, the National Asso- 
ciation of Broadcaster’s Marconi Award twice, 
Talkers Magazine’s Top 25 Greatest Radio 
Talk Show Host of All Time, and now the Na- 
tional Radio Hall of Fame where he will be 
joining the likes of Edward R. Murrow, Bob 
Hope and Terry Gross. 

Ronn was born Ronald Lowenstein on Octo- 
ber 17, 1945 in New York City. He graduated 
from Temple University in Philadelphia in 1968 
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and launched his broadcast career hosting 
radio programs in Atlanta, Miami, Cleveland 
and Philadelphia. In 1975 he moved to San 
Francisco and began his four decade run at 
KGO radio. Today, he remains the only week- 
day talk radio host on the station and has a 
regular audience of half a million listeners. 

While Ronn is very vocal about his opin- 
ions—he also wrote a book titled Voice of 
Reason: Why the Left and Right Are Wrong— 
he is the first to admit when he is wrong. 
Facts matter and he is dedicated to seeking 
the truth. Last year, Ronn revealed a chal- 
lenging personal truth to his listeners. He was 
diagnosed with Parkinson’s disease over a 
decade ago. He decided to go public after the 
tragic death of Robin Williams who was diag- 
nosed with Parkinson’s. Ronn hasn't let his 
symptoms get in the way of doing his job. 

Recently he joked before surgery, “If | come 
out and say, ‘you know, that Sarah Palin 
would make a heckuva president,’ we’ll know 
something went wrong.” He meets the chal- 
lenges of his disease with great courage and 
humor. 

Ronn started his radio career when analog 
reel-to-reel tape recorders, cartridges and 
turntables were modern, but he has stayed 
with the times, in fact he is an early adopter 
and loves technology. | remember when at a 
visit to his studio | pulled out my Blackberry to 
take a photo, and he burst out laughing mak- 
ing fun of my “antique” phone, | promptly 
bought an iPhone. 

The love for radio and story-telling has 
shaped Ronn’s professional and personal life. 
He is married to former KGO and KCBS an- 
chor Jan Black and they have two truly ac- 
complished daughters, Sarah and Laura. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask the House of Represent- 
atives to rise with me to honor Ronn Owens, 
an icon in radio news and commentary, for his 
extraordinary career. He has kept me and 
countless public officials on our political toes 
and will continue to do so for a long time. 


EE 


IN TRIBUTE TO DR. IRVING J. 
SELIKOFF, A PIONEER IN ENVI- 
RONMENTAL AND OCCUPA- 
TIONAL MEDICINE 


HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New York. 
Mr. Speaker, | rise to pay tribute to Dr. Irving 
J. Selikoff (1915-1992), whose ground break- 
ing work created the field of environmental 
and occupational medicine. Dr. Selikoff estab- 
lished the first hospital division of occupational 
and environmental medicine in the nation at 
Mount Sinai Hospital in New York City, devel- 
oping clinical programs that have cared for 
thousands of workers impacted by occupa- 
tional diseases. This month, Mount Sinai cut 
the ribbon on the Selikoff Centers for Occupa- 
tional Health, named in his honor. 

Revered as the father of occupational 
health, Dr. Selikoff’s research and tireless ad- 
vocacy has saved millions of lives. In 1952, 
working with Dr. Edward H. Robitzek, he dem- 
onstrated that isonazaid was an effective treat- 
ment for tuberculosis. He subsequently 
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opened a clinic for lung patients in Paterson, 
N.J., where he saw 17 workers from an as- 
bestos plant with similar symptoms. Within a 
few years, 15 were dead, 14 of them from 
lung cancer, asbestosis or mesothelioma. This 
led him to begin investigating the cause of 
their illnesses. His research expanded and he 
began studying the health of other insulation 
workers, often collaborating with labor unions. 
Despite heavy resistance from the industry, he 
ultimately recruited 17,800 workers for a sur- 
vey that documented widespread illness 
among those who had worked with asbestos. 
Even people who had been exposed for less 
than a week had lung scarring 30 years later. 

Dr. Selikoff's research on asbestos disease 
and his expert testimony shaped public policy 
and improved working conditions for America’s 
working men and women. Thanks to his care- 
ful research, the Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration imposed safeguards for 
workers starting in the 1970s. His work also 
prompted the Environmental Protection Admin- 
istration to implement regulations regarding 
asbestos products; however, the United States 
remains one of the few developed nations that 
do not ban asbestos. 

Dr. Selikoff’s tireless advocacy led to a fun- 
damental understanding in this country that 
workers have the right to safe working condi- 
tions. Over the span of his 50-year career until 
his death in 1992, he taught two generations 
of physicians, published over 380 scientific 
works, and publicized the health risks associ- 
ated with toxins found in everyday work envi- 
ronments. He wrote more than 350 scientific 
articles and two books, edited 11 books and 
founded two journals. In 1982 Dr. Selikoff, 
Cesare Maltoni and other eminent scientists 
founded the Collegium Ramazzini. Comprised 
of 180 internationally renowned experts in oc- 
cupational and environmental health, the Col- 
legium Ramazzini helps social and political 
leaders understand how scientific discoveries 
impact public health. 

Researchers at Mount Sinai and around the 
world continue his work and are leaders in the 
prevention, diagnosis and treatment of work- 
place injuries and illnesses. After 9/11, when 
people who had worked at Ground Zero 
began to experience disproportionate levels of 
illness, Mount Sinai began to do research on 
the cause. Their work helped document the 
need for a program to provide care for people 
who had been made sick by the toxins re- 
leased on 9/11. Mount Sinai was naturally se- 
lected as one of the Centers of Excellence to 
treat their illnesses under the direction of Dr. 
Philip J. Landrigan. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in applauding the extraordinary work and leg- 
acy of Dr. Irving J. Selikoff. His focus on the 
health impacts of workplace conditions has 
benefitted millions of American workers. 


HONORING DAN JENSEN 
HON. JEFF DENHAM 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Speaker, | rise today, on 
behalf of myself and Congressman MCCLIN- 
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TOCK to acknowledge and honor Dan Jensen 
who announced his retirement as President of 
Delaware North at Yosemite. In that position, 
he is responsible for overseeing lodging, food 
service, retail, transportation and guest recre- 
ation in Yosemite National Park provided 
under contract to the National Park Service. 


Born and raised in Visalia, a central Cali- 
fornia community, located in a rich agricultural 
region, Dan attended college at UC Riverside 
and graduated in 1971 with a Bachelors of 
Arts in Economics. In addition he holds an 
MBA from University of California, Los Ange- 
les. Immediately after graduating, he joined 
the Los Angeles office of Price Waterhouse, 
the world’s largest professional services firm, 
where he worked in the audit services division. 


In 1993, Dan began his career in the theme 
park industry as the executive vice president 
and general manager of Universal Studios in 
Florida. He was instrumental in the expansion 
of the major resort destination which included 
a second theme park, three themed hotels 
and a nighttime entertainment complex known 
as City Walk. In 2001, Dan’s theme park ca- 
reer went overseas, where he became the ex- 
ecutive vice president and chief operating offi- 
cer of the newly opened park Universal Stu- 
dios in Japan. During Dan’s time with Uni- 
versal Studios Japan, it had the most success- 
ful first year of operations in the history of 
theme parks. 


Participating in a cultural exchange program 
in Russia in 1998, gave Dan the opportunity to 
visit various national parks throughout Russia. 
The purpose was to gain valuable insight into 
business and social issues that would con- 
tribute to improved funding for Russia’s na- 
tional park system. This made him an ideal 
candidate for his extensive role as President 
of Delaware North located near one of Califor- 
nia’s most established National Parks. 


Having worked for the previous conces- 
sioner from 1979 to 1992 in various financial 
and operational roles, Dan returned to Yosem- 
ite in 2006 as President of Delaware North at 
Yosemite. The global leading company’s oper- 
ations in Yosemite includes 1,350 hotel rooms, 
21 food service operations and 16 retail loca- 
tions as well as a variety of recreational activi- 
ties. 


Despite Dan’s extensive work load, he finds 
the time to be an active participant in the com- 
munity of Yosemite. He was on the board of 
trustees and the council of the Yosemite Con- 
servancy, chairman of the Yosemite/Mariposa 
Tourism Bureau and a member of the Univer- 
sity of California at Merced Board of trustees. 
Dan is an active supporter of NatureBridge, an 
educational nonprofit organization that pro- 
vides outdoor environmental education in Yo- 
semite as well as other national parks. 


Dan and his wife Susan, parents of two now 
adult children, reside in the Yosemite Valley. 


Mr. Speaker, please join Congressman 
MCCLINTOCK and | in honoring and com- 
mending the outstanding contributions made 
to Yosemite by the President of Delaware 
North, Dan Jensen. We wish him continued 
success in his retirement. 
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HONORING MS. FRANCES CHOW 


HON. BARBARA LEE 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to honor 
an extraordinary member of the East Bay 
community, Ms. Frances Chow upon her re- 
tirement. 

Ms. Chow was born and raised in Stockton, 
California. She spent countless hours of her 
personal time volunteering in soup kitchens 
and senior centers, as a summer camp coun- 
selor for physically challenged youths, and in 
local community organizations including the 
United Way. 

Later, Ms. Chow went on to graduate from 
the University of San Diego with a Bachelor of 
Arts Degree in Business Administration and 
minor in Mathematics. She is also trained and 
certified in Clinical Psychology, Project Man- 
agement, and Bank Compliance. 

Upon graduating, Ms. Chow was recruited 
to work with the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation (FDIC), which is an independent 
federal agency created by Congress to main- 
tain stability and confidence in the nation’s fi- 
nancial system. During her 20-year career at 
the FDIC, Ms. Chow received numerous per- 
formance awards, including “Employee of the 
Year.” 

Currently, Ms. Chow is Senior Vice Presi- 
dent and Regional Operations Manager of 
Gateway Bank, FSB, located in Oakland 
Chinatown. 

Throughout the years, Ms. Chow has made 
innumerable contributions to the Chinatown 
and East Bay community, through her service 
as a Sunday school teacher, youth and 
science camp counselor, and her work with 
various local organizations. Ms. Chow has 
served as the Asian Advisory Committee on 
Crime’s Annual Banquet Chairperson, former 
President of the Oakland Chinatown Chamber 
of Commerce, and the former President of the 
Oakland Chinatown Lions Club. 

Ms. Chow currently serves as the Vice 
President of the Oakland Chinatown Chamber 
of Commerce, Vice President of the Asian Ad- 
visory Committee on Crime, Treasurer of the 
Oakland Police Foundation, the Health Fair 
Chairperson for the Chinatown Lions Club, 
and volunteers at the Oakland Children’s Hos- 
pital Children’s Network. 

Ms. Chow has also received numerous 
awards for her community work. She was rec- 
ognized as the Oakland Chinatown Chamber 
of Commerce’s “Volunteer of the Year” in 
1998, received the Lions Club’s Melvin Jones 
Award in 2011, and in 2012, was recognized 
as the Asian Advisory Committee on Crime’s 
“Citizen of the Year” Award and recognized 
as “Citizen/Member of the Year” by Gateway 
Bank. 

On behalf of the residents of California’s 
13th Congressional District, Ms. Frances 
Chow, | salute her. | thank her for a lifetime 
of service and congratulate her on her many 
achievements. | wish her and her loved ones 
the very best as she enjoys her well-deserved 
retirement. 
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OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 


HON. MIKE COFFMAN 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Mr. COFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, on January 
20, 2009, the day President Obama took of- 
fice, the national debt was 
$10,626,877,048,913.08. 

Today, it is $18,152,650,688,229.10. We’ve 
added $7,525,773,639,316.02 to our debt in 6 
years. This is over $7.5 trillion in debt our na- 
tion, our economy, and our children could 
have avoided with a balanced budget amend- 
ment. 


HONORING JOAN MILLMAN 


HON. NYDIA M. VELAZQUEZ 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, today | ex- 
tend a heartfelt appreciation of Joan Millman 
for her tireless work for the residents of the 
52nd Assembly District over the last two dec- 
ades. 

“Brownstone Joan” has represented us in 
Albany as a reformer to challenge the estab- 
lishment. She has lent her voice to those who 
too often are neglected or ignored in the polit- 
ical process. 

Joan has been a trailblazer like our beloved 
Eileen Dugan before her, and today our new 
Assemblywoman Jo Anne Simon continues 
that tradition. 

Joan Millman has been a steadfast and 
dedicated champion of seniors, children and 
the most vulnerable among us. 

Among her many achievements, she has 
been critical to making the dream of Brooklyn 
Bridge Park a reality. 

She has advocated for affordable housing, 
street safety and access to quality education 
and parental engagement. 

My friends, Joan has a long public service 
record that speaks for itself. She is a leader 
with great integrity who has led our assembly 
district with distinction and honor. 

Not only is Joan a fine public servant, she 
is also a very good friend. 

Joan Millman’s tireless efforts over the last 
17 years on behalf of all Brooklyn residents 
are an inspiration to all of us in public service 
and | salute her. 


EE 


IN RECOGNITION OF 100TH ANNI- 
VERSARY OF THE METROPOLI- 
TAN CLUB 


HON. JACKIE SPEIER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to honor 
the 100th anniversary of a landmark in San 
Francisco that is beloved as an important 
gathering place for women and as a historic 
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building. The Metropolitan Club at 640 Sutter 
Street today serves over 1,000 members and 
countless non-profits that use the beautiful 
building for meetings and events. 


The Metropolitan Club started in 1912-1914 
as a vision of a group of Bay Area women 
who were determined to build an athletic club 
for women similar in size, grandeur and serv- 
ices to those available to men. These ladies 
were active in civic and charitable organiza- 
tions and the preparations for the 1915 Pan- 
ama Pacifica International Exposition. 


On October 25, 1915 their vision became a 
reality and the Women’s Athletic Club of San 
Francisco was incorporated as the first wom- 
en’s athletic club west of Chicago. For a cen- 
tury now, the club has been a special place 
for women of all ages to pursue physical and 
intellectual fitness. 


The historic building was designed by Bliss 
& Faville, a prominent architectural firm that is 
responsible for landmarks such as the Bank of 
California, the Geary Theater, the Masonic 
Temple, Southern Pacific headquarters, China 
Basin, the Marines’ Memorial Club and the 
University Club. After a major addition to the 
clubhouse was finished in 1923, the San Fran- 
cisco Chronicle lauded the club as “unlike 
anything in the United States maintained for 
and by women.” 


The unique character of the Metropolitan 
Club has made it a desirable place for historic 
events. It became the unofficial headquarters 
for visiting women journalists who covered the 
signing of the United Nations Charter in San 
Francisco in 1945. In 1948, it was the only 
local club represented at the first Western 
meeting of UNESCO. 


In 2004, the Metropolitan Club received one 
of the most prestigious honors from the U.S. 
Department of the Interior; it was nominated to 
be listed in the National Register of Historic 
Places which is the official list of the Nation’s 
historic places worthy of preservation. The 
Metropolitan Club was described as a “place 
where the women who formed a club and gen- 
erations of San Francisco women after them 
have met their friends, exercised, dined, 
played cards, celebrated holidays, attended 
lectures, entertained others and engaged in all 
the activities of the club.” The same year, the 
640 Heritage Preservation Foundation was 
created as a 502(c)3 with the mission to pre- 
serve the club’s historic building and important 
heritage. 


Major seismic and life-saving renovations 
were completed in 2009 to prepare the club 
for its second century as the “House that 
Women Built.” 


Mr. Speaker, | ask that the House of Rep- 
resentatives join me in saying happy 100th 
birthday to the Metropolitan Club which has 
touched the lives of countless San Francisco 
families and helped shape the history of our 
beautiful city by the bay. 
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CONGRATULATING OAK TRACE EL- 
EMENTARY SCHOOL, A BLUE 
RIBBON SCHOOL 


HON. SUSAN W. BROOKS 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to congratulate an outstanding 
school in my district that is being honored as 
a 2015 National Blue Ribbon School. It is a 
pleasure to congratulate Oak Trace Elemen- 
tary School in Westfield, Indiana in celebration 
of this special occasion. 


The National Blue Ribbon designation, given 
by the United States Department of Education, 
is awarded to both public and private schools 
across our great nation. Started by President 
Reagan and given annually since 1982, the 
award celebrates great American schools that 
achieve very high learning standards or are 
making significant improvements in the aca- 
demic achievements of their students. In my 
district and across the country, the award rec- 
ognizes the great educators, students, and 
parents who have worked so hard to ensure 
Indiana’s children reach their full potential and 
achieve academic success. 


For all of these reasons and many more, | 
am so proud that Oak Trace Elementary 
School is receiving this prestigious designa- 
tion. It is a wonderful acknowledgement of the 
school’s commitment to providing young Hoo- 
siers an exceptional education. While hun- 
dreds of schools nationwide were nominated, 
only 335 schools were designated as 2015 
National Blue Ribbon Schools, making this 
recognition all the more impressive. 


Serving developmental preschool children 
through fourth grade, Oak Trace Elementary 
School provides its students with a safe and 
exciting learning environment. Oak Trace is a 
C.L.A.S.S. (Connecting Learning Assures Suc- 
cessful Students) school that implements a 
non-cognitive curriculum focused on doing the 
right thing and treating people right. They offer 
a unique learning atmosphere that focuses on 
building life skills, measures performance by 
individual student growth, and offers plenty of 
opportunities to give back to the community. 
Through differentiated instruction, students 
achieve well above the national average and 
consistently place in the top 5 percent of all 
students in Indiana. | applaud its administra- 
tors and teachers for their focus on individual 
growth and commitment to ensuring its stu- 
dents engage with the Hoosier community. 


As an advocate for education and youth, | 
also want to acknowledge how important it is 
to our nation’s future to encourage and raise 
a new generation of Americans who have the 
skills and knowledge to succeed both in and 
out of the classroom. Students like those at 
Oak Trace Elementary School give me hope 
that we will accomplish this vital mission. Their 
outstanding work is an inspiration to students, 
educators, and parents across the nation. 
Once again, congratulations to Oak Trace Ele- 
mentary School. | am very proud of you. 
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HONORING LINDA B. SWADEL, 
CHIEF ASSESSOR FROM WEST- 
BOROUGH, MASSACHUSETTS 


HON. JAMES P. McGOVERN 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to honor Linda B. Swadel, Chief Assessor 
from Westborough, Massachusetts. 

Linda is retiring this November after having 
served as an Assessor in several commu- 
nities—including Leicester, Northbridge and 
Westborough—over the last 30 years as well 
as serving on various committees for the Mas- 
sachusetts Association of Assessing Officers. 
She is currently serving as the MAAO Legisla- 
tive Committee Co-Chair. 

Like assessors throughout Massachusetts, 
Linda has helped to provide our cities and 
towns with the critical financial services essen- 
tial to supporting strong budgets for our com- 
munities’ schools, public safety, recreation, 
and so many other services our families count 
on every day. 

She is currently the Chairman of the Board 
of Assessors and Chief Assessor in 
Westborough and she serves on the Massa- 
chusetts Farmland Valuation Advisory Sub- 
Committee as well as the Legislative Task 
Force for the Council on Aging. 

She has served on various other MAAO 
Committees in her tenure, such as the Edu- 
cation Committee and the Telecom Com- 
mittee. She is a recipient of the MAAO’s Wil- 
son Award as well as the MAAO’s Past Presi- 
dent's Award. Both of which are given to 
members for their service and dedication to 
the profession and the Association. 

Linda is also a two-time Past President of 
the Worcester County Assessors Association 
and | am so grateful for the difference she has 
made in our community. 

Throughout her career, she has shared her 
passion for her profession by speaking at con- 
ferences, inspiring and helping her peers to 
grow in their own careers. 

For all of Linda’s hard work and dedication, 
| am proud to recognize her as she retires 
from a career dedicated to helping others and 
keeping our communities strong. 


Ee 


TRIBUTE TO DR. MARTHA 
BRUCKNER 


HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and congratulate Dr. Mar- 
tha Bruckner of Council Bluffs, lowa, for her 
selection as lowa’s 2015-16 School Super- 
intendent of the Year. Under Dr. Bruckner’s 
leadership the Council Bluffs Community 
School District has seen great successes, in- 
cluding improved graduation rates and in- 
creased academic achievement. 

This award is presented by the School Ad- 
ministrators of lowa, based on standards that 
include a shared vision of learning, a presence 
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of school culture, a safe and effective learning 
environment, engagement with the community, 
integrity and fairness, and a dedication to ad- 
dressing the issues facing public education. 
Dr. Bruckner embodies these criteria with her 
passion for education and her leadership with- 
in the Council Bluffs School District. She has 
shown that a commitment to improving the 
learning environment within a school district 
can and will yield positive results for students. 


Mr. Speaker, | commend Dr. Bruckner for 
her dedicated service to the Council Bluffs 
Community School District, and more impor- 
tantly, to each and every student she over- 
sees. | ask that my colleagues in the United 
States House of Representatives join me in 
congratulating Dr. Bruckner for receiving this 
outstanding award and in wishing her and her 
students nothing but continued success. 


SE 


CONGRATULATING THE 2016 VIR- 
GINIA TEACHER OF THE YEAR, 
MRS. NATALIE DIFUSCO-FUNK 


HON. H. MORGAN GRIFFITH 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Mr. GRIFFITH. Mr. Speaker, | submit these 
remarks to congratulate the 2016 Virginia 
Teacher of the Year, Mrs. Natalie DiFusco- 
Funk. She is a fifth-grade teacher at West 
Salem Elementary School in Salem, Virginia, 
where my two sons attend school. 


According to press reports, DiFusco-Funk 
earned her Bachelor of Arts in Education and 
her Master of Education at Boston College, 
and in 2013, earned her National Board Cer- 
tification in Literacy. She is a 12-year veteran 
of the classroom who has been teaching in 
Salem City Schools for five years. Previously, 
she taught in Botetourt County as a reading 
specialist and also taught in schools in Massa- 
chusetts. 


“Natalie is an exceptional teacher and a 
consummate professional who positively 
changes the lives of young people and facili- 
tates the growth and development of her col- 
leagues,” said Salem Superintendent H. Alan 
Seibert. 


DiFusco-Funk, who has said she felt called 
to teach since she was in fifth grade, is the 
first Salem City Schools teacher to have 
earned this recognition. She will now compete 
to be the National Teacher of the Year. 


She said, “I told my students—like Spider- 
Man says, ‘With great power comes great re- 
sponsibility, and so it is my responsibility to 
represent the field of education well and to 
speak on behalf of all the teachers of Virginia, 
and take it to the White House.” 


On behalf of many in the district, | thank 
Mrs. Natalie DiFusco-Funk for all she has 
done for our area, and congratulate her for 
this hard-earned recognition and praise. Best 
wishes for many more years of success. 
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CONGRATULATING OUR LADY OF 


MOUNT CARMEL CATHOLIC 
SCHOOL, A BLUE RIBBON 
SCHOOL 
HON. SUSAN W. BROOKS 
OF INDIANA 


IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, October 26, 2015 


Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to congratulate an outstanding 
school in my district that is being honored as 
a 2015 National Blue Ribbon School. It is a 
pleasure to congratulate Our Lady of Mount 
Carmel Catholic School in Carmel, Indiana in 
celebration of this special occasion. 

The National Blue Ribbon designation, given 
by the United States Department of Education, 
is awarded to both public and private schools 
across our great nation. Started by President 
Reagan and given annually since 1982, the 
award celebrates great American schools that 
achieve very high learning standards or are 
making significant improvements in the aca- 
demic achievements of their students. In my 
district and across the country, the award rec- 
ognizes the great educators, students, and 
parents who have worked so hard to ensure 
Indiana’s children reach their full potential and 
achieve academic success. 

For all of these reasons and many more, | 
am so proud that Our Lady of Mount Carmel 
Catholic School is receiving this prestigious 
designation. It is a wonderful acknowledge- 
ment of the school’s commitment to providing 
young Hoosiers an exceptional education. 
While hundreds of schools nationwide were 
nominated, only 335 schools were designated 
as 2015 National Blue Ribbon Schools. Of the 
335 schools, Our Lady of Mount Carmel was 
1 of 50 private schools to receive recognition, 
making this recognition all the more impres- 
sive. 

Serving children from kindergarten through 
eighth grade, Our Lady of Mount Carmel 
Catholic School provides its students with an 
outstanding education in both academics and 
the Catholic faith. It is a Four Star School, 
awarded by the state of Indiana. The school 
achieved this designation by placing in the top 
25th percentile of schools in three ISTEP- 
based categories. Our Lady consistently pro- 
vides excellence in education by facilitating a 
Christ-centered educational community that 
creates a vibrant learning community, provides 
opportunities to serve others, and prepares 
students for lifelong learning. As a mother 
whose children attended Catholic school, | ap- 
plaud Our Lady of Mount Carmel Catholic 
School for its work to ensure its students en- 
gage in significant acts of community service 
and remain dedicated to carrying out the mis- 
sion of Jesus Christ. 

As an advocate for education and youth, | 
also want to acknowledge how important it is 
to our nation’s future to encourage and raise 
a new generation of Americans who have the 
skills and knowledge to succeed both in and 
out of the classroom. Students like those at 
Our Lady of Mount Carmel Catholic School 
give me hope that we will accomplish this vital 
mission. Their outstanding work is an inspira- 
tion to students, educators, and parents 
across the nation. Once again, congratulations 
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to Our Lady of Mount Carmel Catholic School. 
| am very proud of you. 


Ee 


CQUENCE HEALTH GROUP: BEST 
PLACE TO WORK IN HEALTH CARE 


HON. BRAD ASHFORD 


OF NEBRASKA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, October 26, 2015 


Mr. ASHFORD. Mr. Speaker, today I'd like 
to recognize CQuence Health Group, named 
number one on the list of “Best Places to 
Work in Healthcare” by Modern Healthcare. 
Ranked on their commitment to wellness, bal- 
ance, and workplace fitness, Modern 
Healthcare definitively found CQuence was on 
top this year. 

This type of recognition is not unusual for 
CQuence, who were also named “Employee 
Voice Award” this year as well. In 2014 they 
were ranked Top 10 “Best Places to Work” 
and given the “Golden Well Workplace 
Award”. The list of awards and accomplish- 
ments spans back all the way to 2009, dem- 
onstrating CQuence’s real commitment to a 
better work place. Not only am | proud that 
CQuence’s 31 employees work in my district, 
ľm also proud to represent this innovative 
leadership. CEO Mike Cassling clearly under- 
stands that the way we work has dramatically 
changed, so must we change the way we deal 
with stress and quality of life. 

Studies have shown workplace stress is 
costing our economy money: from health care 
costs, low productivity, to job turnover, stress 
negatively impacts businesses everywhere. 
CQuence’s approach to work life balance and 
employee wellness will certainly change their 
employees’ lives, which in turn will change the 
lives of their families and friends. Soon, this 
employee wellness first approach will per- 
meate into the Omaha community, the greater 
state of Nebraska, and our country. 

| hope to see more businesses follow this 
example. If anyone is seeking a new job, | en- 
courage them to see what Nebraska has to 
offer. Our low unemployment to our high em- 
ployee satisfaction, Nebraska leads the way. | 
applaud Mike and CQuence for their award 
winning wellness programs and | am excited 
to see how they continue to enrich their lives 
next year. 


EE 
SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate of February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
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Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Tuesday, Oc- 
tober 27, 2015 may be found in the Daily 
Digest of today’s RECORD. 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 
OCTOBER 28 


9:30 a.m. 
Committee on Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine the United 
States role and strategy in the Middle 
East. 
SD-419 
10 a.m. 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing 
and Urban Development, and Related 
Agencies 
To hold hearings to examine unmanned 
aircraft systems and the steps being 
taken to successfully integrate this 
technology into our National Airspace 
System. 
SD-192 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs 
Subcommittee on Financial Institutions 
and Consumer Protection 
To hold hearings to examine the state of 
rural banking, focusing on challenges 
and consequences. 
SD-538 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tion of Jessica Rosenworcel, of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, to be a Member of 
the Federal Communications Commis- 
sion for a term of five years from July 
1, 2015. 
SR-253 
2:30 p.m. 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Energy and Water Devel- 
opment 
To hold hearings to examine realizing 
the potential of the Department of En- 
ergy national laboratories. 
SD-138 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions 
Subcommittee on Primary Health and Re- 
tirement Security 
To hold hearings to examine retirement 
plan options for small businesses. 
SH-216 
Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine the state of 
our nation’s biodefense. 
SD-342 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine Department 
of Veterans Affairs mental health, fo- 
cusing on ensuring access to care. 
SR-418 
3:30 p.m. 
Committee on Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tions of Peter William Bodde, of Mary- 
land, to be Ambassador to Libya, Marc 
Jonathan Sievers, of Maryland, to be 
Ambassador to the Sultanate of Oman, 
Elisabeth I. Millard, of Virginia, to be 
Ambassador to the Republic of 
Tajikistan, and Kenneth Damian Ward, 
of Virginia, for the rank of Ambassador 
during his tenure of service as United 
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States Representative to the Organiza- 
tion for the Prohibition of Chemical 
Weapons, all of the Department of 
State, and John Morton, of Massachu- 
setts, to be Executive Vice President of 
the Overseas Private Investment Cor- 
poration. 

SD-419 


OCTOBER 29 


9:30 a.m. 
Committee on Armed Services 
To hold hearings to examine alternative 
approaches to defense strategy and 
force structure. 
SD-G50 
10 a.m. 
Committee on Finance 
To hold hearings to examine welfare and 
poverty in America. 
SD-215 
Committee on Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tion of Thomas A. Shannon, Jr., of Vir- 
ginia, to be an Under Secretary of 
State (Political Affairs). 
SD-419 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions 
To hold hearings to examine mental 
health and substance use disorders in 
America, focusing on priorities, chal- 
lenges, and opportunities. 
SD-430 
Committee on the Judiciary 
Business meeting to consider pending 
calendar business. 
SD-226 
2:15 p.m. 
Committee on Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine protocol 
Amending the Convention between the 
United States of America and the 
Swiss Confederation for the Avoidance 
of Double Taxation with Respect to 
Taxes on Income, signed at Washington 
on October 2, 1996, signed on September 
23, 2009, at Washington, as corrected by 
an exchange of notes effected Novem- 
ber 16, 2010 and a related agreement ef- 
fected by an exchange of notes on Sep- 
tember 23, 2009 (Treaty Doc. 112-01), 
protocol Amending the Convention be- 
tween the Government of the United 
States of America and the Government 
of the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg for 
the Avoidance of Double Taxation and 
the Prevention of Fiscal Evasion with 
Respect to Taxes on Income and Cap- 
ital, signed on May 20, 2009, at Luxem- 
bourg (the ‘‘proposed Protocol”) and a 
related agreement effected by the ex- 
change of notes also signed on May 20, 
2009 (Treaty Doc. 111-08), convention 
between the Government of the United 
States of America and the Government 
of the Republic of Hungary for the 
Avoidance of Double Taxation and the 
Prevention of Fiscal Evasion with Re- 
spect to Taxes on Income, signed on 
February 4, 2010, at Budapest (the ‘‘pro- 
posed Convention”) and a related 
agreement effected by an exchange of 
notes on February 4, 2010 (Treaty Doc. 
111-07), the Convention between the 
Government of the United States of 
America and the Government of the 
Republic of Chile for the Avoidance of 
Double Taxation and the Prevention of 
Fiscal Evasion with Respect to Taxes 
on Income and Capital, signed in Wash- 
ington on February 4, 2010, with a Pro- 
tocol signed the same day, as corrected 
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by exchanges of notes effected Feb- 
ruary 25, 2011, and February 10 and 21, 
2012, and a related agreement effected 
by exchange of notes (the “related 
Agreement”) on February 4, 2010 (Trea- 
ty Doc. 112-08), the Protocol Amending 
the Convention on Mutual Administra- 
tive Assistance in Tax Matters, done at 
Paris on May 27, 2010 (the ‘‘proposed 
Protocol’’), which was signed by the 
United States on May 27, 2010 (Treaty 
Doc. 112-05), the Protocol Amending 
the Convention between the United 
States of America and the Kingdom of 
Spain for the Avoidance of Double Tax- 
ation and the Prevention of Fiscal Eva- 
sion with Respect to Taxes on Income 
and its Protocol, signed at Madrid on 
February 22, 1990 (Treaty Doc. 118-04), 
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the Convention between the United 
States of America and the Republic of 
Poland for the Avoidance of Double 
Taxation and the Prevention of Fiscal 
Evasion with Respect to Taxes on In- 
come, signed on February 18, 2018, at 
Warsaw (Treaty Doc. 118-05), and the 
Protocol Amending the Convention be- 
tween the Government of the United 
States of America and the Government 
of Japan for the Avoidance of Double 
Taxation and the Prevention of Fiscal 
Evasion with respect to Taxes on In- 
come and a related agreement entered 
into by an exchange of notes (together 
the ‘‘proposed Protocol”), both signed 
on January 24, 2013, at Washington, to- 
gether with correcting notes exchanged 
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March 9 and March 29, 2018 (Treaty 
Doc. 114-01). 
SD-419 


2:30 p.m. 
Select Committee on Intelligence 
To hold closed hearings to examine cer- 


tain intelligence matters. 
SH-219 


NOVEMBER 4 


10 a.m. 
Committee on Homeland Security and 


Governmental Affairs 


To hold hearings to examine the value of 


education choices for low-income fami- 

lies, focusing on reauthorizing the D.C. 

Opportunity Scholarship Program. 
SD-342 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


The House met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. VALADAO). 


EE 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
October 27, 2015. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable DAVID G. 
VALADAO to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


EE 
MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of Janu- 
ary 6, 2015, the Chair will now recog- 
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 

The Chair will alternate recognition 
between the parties, with each party 
limited to 1 hour and each Member 
other than the majority and minority 
leaders and the minority whip limited 
to 5 minutes, but in no event shall de- 
bate continue beyond 11:50 a.m. 


EE 
THE SPEAKER’S RACE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Alabama (Mr. BROOKS) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROOKS of Alabama. Mr. Speak- 
er, between 2000 and 2014, in the 16 to 65 
age bracket, although the American 
economy created 5.6 million net new 
jobs, American-born citizens lost 
127,000 jobs. All job gains in America— 
and more—went to people born in for- 
eign countries. 

In 2012, 51 percent of households 
headed by immigrants relied on welfare 
compared to 30 percent of households 
headed by someone born in America, 
thus driving up America’s deficits and 
driving down America’s ability to pay 
for safety nets for Americans. 

This week I vote on PAUL RYAN’s bid 
for House Speaker. While PAUL RYAN 
has excellent communication skills, is 
charismatic, understands the economic 
risk of out-of-control deficits, and the 
like, PAUL RYAN and I have a major 
disagreement on border security. 

Last week, on October 22, PAUL 
RYAN, I, and others met about his can- 
didacy. Border security was discussed. 
Thereafter, I hand-delivered to PAUL 
RYAN, on the House floor, at, roughly, 
4 p.m., a letter that states: 


“Paul: Struggling American families 
have lost more than 8 million job op- 
portunities to illegal aliens. All lower 
and middle income American workers 
have suffered from suppressed wages 
caused by the surge in both illegal 
alien and lawful immigrant labor sup- 
ply. 

“Your past record and current stance 
on immigration conflicts with the val- 
ues of the Americans I represent and 
causes great concern to me and the 
Americans I represent. 

“Yesterday during discussions about 
the Speaker race, you made two rep- 
resentations about immigration that 
stood out. They are: 

“1. It is unwise or unproductive to 
bring up any immigration legislation 
so long as Barack Obama is President. 

“2. AS Speaker, you will not allow 
any immigration bill to reach the 
House Floor for a vote unless the im- 
migration bill is ‘supported by a major- 
ity of the majority’ of Republican 
House Members. 

“Although you talk faster than I can 
write your words down, I believe the 
above statements properly reflect what 
you said. I send this letter to confirm 
that I accurately portray your remarks 
and that I may rely on them when the 
House Floor Vote for Speaker occurs 
next week. 

“If my portrayal of your words errs 
in any respect, please deliver to me 
(before the GOP Conference meeting 
next week in which we are to conduct 
Speaker elections) a written commu- 
nication correcting my errors. 

“Tf I do not receive such a commu- 
nication from you, then I will infer 
that you concur that my portrayal of 
your remarks is accurate and that I, 
and the rest of the GOP Conference, 
and the American people, may rely on 
your words as I have written them. 

“I need your assurance that you will 
not use the Speaker’s position to ad- 
vance your immigration policies, ex- 
cept when in accord with the two above 
statements, because there is a huge gap 
between your immigration position and 
the wishes of the American citizens I 
represent. Your words yesterday con- 
stitute the needed assurance. 

“If your assurances as I have por- 
trayed them are accurate, then I am 
much more comfortable voting for you 
for Speaker on the House Floor (and 
will do so, absent something startling 
coming to my attention between now 
and the election, which I don’t antici- 
pate). 

“Tf, however, you would use the 
Speaker’s chair to advance an immi- 
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gration belief system that is unaccept- 
able to the Americans I represent, it 
will be very difficult for me to vote for 
you for Speaker on the House Floor. 

“To be clear, I intend to publicly 
share this letter and your responding 
letter, if any, to help explain to my 
constituents why I voted as I did on the 
House Floor in the Speaker’s election. 

“Thank you for considering the con- 
tents of this letter.” 

At roughly 5:20 p.m., PAUL RYAN 
called me and stated that my letter ac- 
curately portrayed his immigration 
representations. PAUL RYAN confirmed 
that he meant what he said and would 
keep his word. 

Based on PAUL RYAN’s representa- 
tions and my trust that PAUL RYAN is 
a man of his word, I will vote for PAUL 
RYAN for House Speaker on the House 
floor if he is the Republican nominee. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit this letter for 
the RECORD. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, October 22, 2015. 
Hand-delivered on House Floor to Paul Ryan 
at approx. 4 p.m., 10/22/15 
Paul Ryan called Mo and confirmed accuracy 
of letter via phone at 5:20 p.m. (during 
staff meeting) 
Re: Immigration Positions & Speaker Race. 


Hon. PAUL RYAN, 
Chairman, Ways and Means Committee. 

PAUL: Struggling American families have 
lost more than 8 million job opportunities to 
illegal aliens. All lower and middle income 
American workers have suffered from sup- 
pressed wages caused by the surge in both il- 
legal alien and lawful immigrant labor sup- 
ply. 

Your past record and current stance on im- 
migration conflicts with the values of the 
Americans I represent and causes great con- 
cern to me and the Americans I represent. 

Yesterday during discussions about the 
Speaker race, you made two representations 
about immigration that stood out. They are: 

1. It is unwise or unproductive to bring up 
any immigration legislation so long as 
Barack Obama is President. 

2. As Speaker, you will not allow any im- 
migration bill to reach the House Floor for a 
vote unless the immigration bill is ‘‘sup- 
ported by a majority of the majority” of Re- 
publican House Members. 

Although you talk faster than I can write 
your words down, I believe the above state- 
ments properly reflect what you said. I send 
this letter to confirm that I accurately por- 
tray your remarks and that I may rely on 
them when the House Floor Vote for Speaker 
occurs next week. 

If my portrayal of your words errs in any 
respect, please deliver to me (before the GOP 
Conference meeting next week in which we 
are to conduct Speaker elections) a written 
communication correcting my errors. 

If I do not receive such a communication 
from you, then I will infer that you concur 
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that my portrayal of your remarks is accu- 
rate and that I, and the rest of the GOP Con- 
ference, and the American people, may rely 
on your words as I have written them. 

I need your assurance that you will not use 
the Speaker’s position to advance your im- 
migration policies, except when in accord 
with the two above statements, because 
there is a huge gap between your immigra- 
tion position and the wishes of the American 
citizens I represent. Your words yesterday 
constitute the needed assurance. 

If your assurances as I have portrayed 
them are accurate, then I am much more 
comfortable voting for you for Speaker on 
the House Floor (and will do so, absence 
something startling coming to my attention 
between now and the election, which I don’t 
anticipate). 

If, however, you would use the Speaker’s 
chair to advance an immigration belief sys- 
tem that is unacceptable to the Americans I 
represent, it will be very difficult for me to 
vote for you for Speaker on the House Floor. 

To be clear, I intend to publicly share this 
letter and your responding letter, if any, to 
help explain to my constituents why I voted 
as I did on the House Floor in the Speaker’s 
election. 

Thank you for considering the contents of 
this letter. 

Sincerely, 
MORRIS J. “Mo” BROOKS, Jr., 
M.C., AL-5. 


EE 


A BIPARTISAN MAJORITY—A NEW 
PRECEDENT FOR SOLVING PROB- 
LEMS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, for 
the first time in over a dozen years, an 
unusual legislative procedure—a dis- 
charge petition—has been successfully 
mounted in the House. This is an ex- 
traordinary effort to allow the House 
to work its will—a mechanism that 
was part of a package of reform, dating 
back over a century, to deal with the 
iron rule of Speaker Joe Cannon. The 
subject of the petition, the Ex-Im 
Bank, was almost as obscure as the 
procedure that brought it to the House. 

This is an agency that for over 70 
years has provided financing for trans- 
actions similar to which all of our com- 
petitor nations provide their exporting 
companies. In this case, American 
companies will have the credit tools 
that will enable them to cost-effec- 
tively engage in international trans- 
actions that other private institutions 
won’t finance because of political or 
commercial risks. 

Even if providing this service meant 
a modest exposure to the taxpayer, 
which might occasionally cost money, 
it was probably worth it to have the 
businesses support good-paying Amer- 
ican jobs and to be able to compete 
with foreign companies. 

Yes, it would be worth it. It is not 
just a low-risk proposition. The Ex-Im 
Bank is a service that has made bil- 
lions of dollars for the United States 
Treasury. It turns a profit—about $2 
million in the last 2 fiscal years. 
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This is interesting—a service that all 
of our competitor nations provide their 
companies. It hasn’t cost the taxpayers 
any money. In fact, it makes money for 
the Treasury. Why was it allowed to 
expire? 


This is another example of where a 
minority of the House, for ideological 
reasons, decided they were going to 
take over the process. In this case, 
they were going to kill the Ex-Im 
Bank. They did so over the objections 
of the administration, of the business 
community, of many Members of Con- 
gress, of people in organized labor. 


It was hard to maintain decorum dur- 
ing last night’s debate when the chair 
of the committee complained that, 
somehow, by approving the discharge 
petition and the procedural motions 
that followed, we were stifling the will 
of the House. I smiled as people la- 
mented that they would not be able to 
offer amendments. Members came to 
the floor, saying they had amendments 
they wished they could offer and now 
they were being shut out. 


How ironic. 


His committee had no intention of al- 
lowing the House to participate in the 
give-and-take of legislation he was la- 
menting was slipping away. His com- 
mittee didn’t allow this proposal to 
come to the floor. The committee did 
not amend and refine the Ex-Im Bank. 
The committee killed it by having the 
authorization expire without giving 
the whole House a chance to be part of 
that decision. 


Now the people who were caught on 
the wrong side of the majority of the 
House, with a losing argument and a 
minority position, were suddenly con- 
cerned that the House was being shut 
out. They had been shutting out the 
House for the last 2 years. They had de- 
nied efforts at reform. Only when their 
hand was forced did they somehow re- 
sort to the most specious of arguments. 
This is like, as they say, the person 
who kills his parents and then pleads 
for mercy from the court because he is 
an orphan. 


There is no reform because they 
didn’t want reform. They were the ones 
who shut the House out. Now, because 
of the courageous action by a bipar- 
tisan group, led by our Republican col- 
leagues—eloquently and bravely—the 
House will no longer be shut out. 
American business will be stronger; 
and the House has demonstrated that 
there sometimes will be opportunities 
for a bipartisan majority to have its in- 
terests represented. 


We can only hope that this sets a 
precedent for how we solve other prob- 
lems, from raising the debt ceiling, to 
dealing with budgets, to rebuilding and 
renewing America. Involve the entire 
House—solutions are  possible—and 
America will be better served. 
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THE TRIUMPH OF EVIL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
West Virginia (Mr. MOONEY) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, last Thursday, President 
Obama used his veto power for the fifth 
time since taking office. This time, it 
was to reject the $612 billion defense 
authorization bill: H.R. 1735, the Na- 
tional Defense Authorization Act. 

President Obama vetoed the defense 
bill on the same day that an American 
was killed in Iraq. With so much uncer- 
tainty and conflict around the world, I 
would have expected our President to 
have understood the importance of sup- 
porting this bipartisan defense bill. 
This veto is inexcusable. Not only is 
this a blatant show of disrespect for 
our troops, but it is disrespect for our 
Nation. 

The National Defense Authorization 
Act also contains key provisions that 
will greatly benefit my State of West 
Virginia. The provisions include the 
drug interdiction and counterdrug pro- 
gram, the National Guard State Part- 
nership Program, and $3.9 million in 
funding for the Charleston, West Vir- 
ginia, Air National Guard Base. 

It is shortsighted and wrong that the 
President refused to sign this critical 
defense bill. The bill gives our troops 
essential resources, but President 
Obama vetoed it because he wants con- 
cessions in other areas of government 
spending. 

It is time to stop playing politics 
with our military. I urge my colleagues 
in the House and Senate to join to- 
gether to override this veto. 

Mr. Speaker, earlier this year, I 
stood on the floor of this Chamber and 
shared the stories of my constituents 
who have family members in Syria who 
are experiencing the political turmoil 
that is seen on the news daily. These 
stories paint a disturbing picture of 
what life is like in Syria right now. 

Syrian dictator Bashar al-Assad is 
inflicting a reign of terror on his own 
people that include the worst kinds of 
torture, the repeated uses of chemical 
weapons bombardments, and the siege 
and starvation of innocent people. 
Assad has killed more than 130,000 of 
his own people and has forced an addi- 
tional 3 to 4 million to flee the coun- 
try. 

These problems have been exacer- 
bated by the failure of leadership from 
the United States of America. It is not 
just that Obama has a bad plan for how 
to handle the crisis in Syria. It is that 
he has no plan at all. 

Edmund Burke once said: “All that is 
necessary for the triumph of evil is 
that good men do nothing.”’ 

That is exactly what the Obama ad- 
ministration has done: nothing. Evil is 
triumphing because of it. Innocent peo- 
ple will continue to die if we do not act 
now. We must take the first step and 
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establish a no-fly zone so that Assad 
cannot continue to bomb his own peo- 
ple from the sky. It is so photos like 
these won’t be commonplace in our 
news. 

This critical action will help, but we 
have to do more. I call upon this ad- 
ministration to wake up to that fact. 


EE 
1015 
A POWERFUL COALITION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, over 
the last several weeks, I visited six 
high schools in my district to meet 
with juniors and seniors, about 2,000 
students in total. 

Almost all of the students I meet are 
U.S. citizens. The majority are 
Latinos. Some have immigrant par- 
ents, and most will soon be eligible to 
vote. 

All of them have one question for me. 
It starts every Q and A at every high 
school I visit. The questions are about 
Donald Trump. Is he going to be our 
next President? Is it true that he wants 
to revoke our citizenship and deport us 
to the countries our parents came 
from? Is it true he wants to round us 
up, Mr. GUTIERREZ, and deport us all? 

It is very sad when the questions a 
Congressman gets from American high 
school students are about how much 
they should fear their own government, 
whether their own government is going 
to break up their families, whether 
their own government is going to treat 
them not as citizens and as equal part- 
ners, but as outsiders and pariahs in 
their own country. 

When they hear that Trump is ‘‘lead- 
ing in the polls,” they think that 
means there is a pretty good chance 
that he will be the next President. 
When they see him on TV shows like 
Jimmy Fallon, not to mention CNN 
and Fox News, they get the feeling that 
he is a celebrity that all of us in Amer- 
ica admire. 

When they hear that Trump is 
hosting ‘Saturday Night Live’’—not 
just being a guest but actually hosting, 
even after saying Mexican are mostly 
rapists, criminals, and drug dealers— 
they get the impression that calling 
whole groups of people rapists, crimi- 
nals, and drug dealers based on their 
ethnicity or national origin is basically 
okay with us in America. 

The real question these Chicago-area 
high school students have is: Hey, 
GUTIERREZ, what are you going to do to 
defend us from Donald Trump? What 
are you going to do to stand up for us? 

This leads to an intense discussion 
about American politics. And I ask the 
students right back: What are you 
going to do to stand up for yourselves, 
for your community? 

Look, motivating 17- and 18-year-olds 
to do something is not always easy, in- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


cluding motivating them to register to 
vote when they are old enough and to 
actually go out and vote. But when I 
ask these young Americans whether 
they plan to get registered and vote, 
every hand goes up in the classroom. 

Donald Trump is spurring youth 
voter mobilization like I have never 
seen before. Nationally, we know that 
93 percent of Latinos under the age of 
18 are citizens of the United States and 
that every 30 seconds a Latino citizen 
turns 18. That is about a million a year 
for the next decade or so. If they are 
half as motivated as the young people 
I am talking to in Chicago, Donald 
Trump could have a tremendous im- 
pact on the youth vote in the coming 
election. 

But let’s be honest, do we really want 
to motivate civic participation 
through fear of deportation, racial 
profiling, and families being broken 
up? These are American teenagers 
growing up to distrust their govern- 
ment. 

Trump wants to take us back to the 
good old days of race relations, which 
apparently means the 1950s, when 
President Eisenhower evicted millions 
of immigrants and U.S. citizens from 
the United States. Dr. Carson, who be- 
lieves that human history is only 
about 5,000 years old—that is what he 
says, we have only been around 5,000 


years—says of mass deportation 
schemes: “I think it’s worth dis- 
cussing.” 


Here in the House, we have consid- 
ered measures to deport children more 
quickly, to make groups more distrust- 
ful of the police, and to delay Home- 
land Security funding. 

Testifying on one of these bills before 
the Rules Committee last year, I made 
the unfortunate but real suggestion 
that Republicans were gravitating to- 
ward mass deportation policies, which 
provoked a response from the chair- 
man, Mr. SESSIONS. He said: 
GUTIERREZ, “there is no one in respon- 
sible Republican leadership that has 
said we should deport 13 or 11 million 
people. And I find it extremely dis- 
tasteful that people would come here 
and suggest things that we have not 
suggested.” 

Well, now that people are suggesting 
mass deportation openly and are gain- 
ing in the public opinion polls in the 
Republican Party, I wonder why there 
is so much silence from the Republican 
Members of this body. 

But it is not just young Latino voters 
in Chicago that are being motivated by 
Republican attacks. When Republicans 
attack Planned Parenthood and block 
laws to guarantee equal pay for 
women, that motivates women to reg- 
ister and vote. When Republicans cele- 
brate people who will not issue mar- 
riage licenses to two men or two 
women, a lot of people in the LGBT 
community get motivated to register 
and vote. 
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When Republicans rail against unions 
and block increases in the minimum 
wage, while, of course, they earn 
$174,000 a year, and block environ- 
mental standards and block sensible 
gun laws, a lot of working class and 
middle class Americans get motivated 
to register and vote. 

Together with those young people I 
talked about at those high schools, we 
are forming a very, very powerful coa- 
lition, a coalition so powerful that 
some day, even Republicans themselves 
will want to be part of it. 


EE 
HOLDING THE EPA ACCOUNTABLE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. WESTMORELAND) for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today to bring awareness to the 
reckless acts of the Environmental 
Protection Agency. 

On August 5, 2015, the EPA triggered 
the release of millions of gallons of 
toxic waste into the Animas River near 
Durango, Colorado, containing lead, ar- 
senic, and other pollutants. 

Originally, contaminated water was 
seeping into the Gold King Mine from 
another nearby mine. When the Gold 
King Mine owner refused to allow the 
EPA on his property, the EPA threat- 
ened to fine him up to $35,000 a day—let 
me repeat—$35,000 a day for a leak that 
wasn’t coming from the owner’s mine. 
It was only after these thuggish 
threats that he was forced to let the 
EPA on his property. 

In fact, as recently as last week, in- 
vestigators from the Interior Depart- 
ment concluded their independent in- 
vestigation into the August spill and 
determined that the spill was prevent- 
ible and occurred due to the actions of 
the EPA. The best that EPA adminis- 
trator Gina McCarthy could do is say 
that she was ‘‘deeply sorry” and that 
the spill was a “tragic and unfortunate 
accident.” That is not all: there was no 
accountability, no reparation, nothing. 

How can the American people trust a 
government agency charged with pro- 
tecting our environment when the 
same Agency is responsible for causing 
even more damage? Actions speak 
louder than words. This is more of the 
same from the EPA. They are another 
arm of the Federal Government look- 
ing to bully private citizens, but this is 
nothing new from the EPA. 

Almost a decade ago, a gentleman 
from my district faced a costly, almost 
devastating battle with the EPA. Mr. 
Paul McKnight owned an old cotton 
warehouse in Senoia, Georgia. After a 
former deadbeat tenant of Mr. 
McKnight, who had already been re- 
sponsible for the EPA spending $1.6 
million in a brownfield cleanup, could 
not afford to remove 2,000 barrels of 
toxic waste from this warehouse that 
Mr. McKnight knew did not exist, the 
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EPA was called in to inspect the build- 
ing by some anonymous caller who said 
that they could smell a leak. Once the 
EPA got there, their inspector said 
they couldn’t smell a leak. There was 
no leak, but they did find 2,000 barrels 
containing toxic material. 

Without Mr. McKnight’s knowledge, 
the EPA declared this warehouse an 
“imminent fire hazard” and cleaned up 
the chemicals at a cost of $800,000, even 
though the previous tenant had a bid of 
170. Later, at a public forum, an EPA 
representative stated that the EPA had 
the funds to clean up the warehouse, 
only to bill Mr. McKnight later for 
that overpriced cleanup. Not only did 
they bill him for the overpriced clean- 
up, but they sought over $1 million in 
cleanup fees and placed a lien on his 
real estate holdings, including his farm 
and his home. 

I helped Mr. McKnight to get the 
case reconsidered. After 8 years in 
court, he was able to get it reduced 
down to $600,000. 

The EPA shouldn’t use legal loop- 
holes and cower behind exemptions at 
the cost of taxpayers and, not only 
that, to charge somebody that had no 
knowledge of the barrels even being 
there, rather than the man who put the 
barrels there. This gentleman served 1 
year and 4 months in Federal prison for 
this. It was his second offense, and yet 
Mr. McKnight was fined over $1 mil- 
lion. 

That is why I have introduced three 
bills over the last 2 months targeting 
the EPA. My bills: H.R. 3531, No Ex- 
emptions for EPA Act; H.R. 3655, EPA 
Pays Act; and H.R. 3699, Judgment 
Fund Taxpayer Accountability Act are 
all aimed at holding the EPA to the 
same standards and requirements as 
private citizens. 

My bills remove these legal loopholes 
for the EPA and force them to repay 
the Federal Government for any dam- 
ages the EPA causes. If I were to acci- 
dentally cause the same disaster, do 
you think that I would get off by just 
saying “I’m sorry and I promise not to 
do it again’’? That is why we have in- 
troduced these three bills. 

So I ask my colleagues to, please, 
join me in holding the EPA account- 
able in any future accidents by sup- 
porting H.R. 3531, H.R. 3655, and H.R. 
3699. 


EEE 
DEBT CEILING 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. QUIGLEY) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Speaker, in 1983, 
President Ronald Reagan wrote to 
then-Senate Majority Leader Howard 
Baker, urging him to raise the debt 
ceiling. In his letter, he said: ‘‘The 
risks, the costs, the disruptions, and 
the incalculable damage lead me to but 
one conclusion: The Senate must pass 
this legislation before the Congress ad- 
journs.”’ 
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Twenty-three years later, we now 
find ourselves 1 week away from de- 
faulting on our debt for the first time 
in our Nation’s history. Instead of 
making sure we preserve the full faith 
and credit of the United States, as 
President Reagan had done 18 times 
during his tenure, some want to hold 
our economy hostage to extract ideo- 
logical wins. 

This is not the time for partisan 
bickering and political gamesmanship, 
not when it means delaying Social Se- 
curity benefits for seniors and those 
with disabilities, withholding pay- 
checks from our brave Active Duty 
servicemembers, and postponing inter- 
est payments on government-issued 
bonds. 

We have a responsibility to live up to 
our obligations no matter what. That 
is not politics; it is basic governing. 

The longer we wait to meet our obli- 
gations and raise the debt ceiling, the 
closer we get to another credit rating 
downgrade, a spike in interest rates, 
and a severe slowdown in economic 
growth. This is not an overstatement. 

Let’s look back at what happened in 
2013 during the last debt ceiling stand- 
off. Just the possibility of default 
caused rates on Treasuries to rise by 
almost half a percentage point. That 
cost taxpayers as much as $70 million. 

This time around, if we actually de- 
fault, market forecasters estimate that 
interest payments on Treasuries would 
increase Federal deficits by $10 billion 
over the short term and by $70 billion a 
year after that. That is money that 
wouldn’t be going to critical invest- 
ments in research and development, 
education, and infrastructure. 

On top of that, higher interest rates 
on Treasuries could lead to a 1 percent 
reduction in GDP. That would mean 
the loss of almost 700,000 jobs, and that 
is just a conservative estimate. 

Make no mistake, every American 
would be impacted. Middle class fami- 
lies looking to buy a home would face 
higher mortgage rates. A half a per- 
centage point increase in mortgage 
rates would increase the lifetime cost 
of an average home loan by almost 
$19,000. Small-business owners would 
face difficulties trying to secure new 
loans as lending tightens up. And stu- 
dents will have an even harder time 
trying to pay for college as student 
loan rates skyrocket. 

We owe it to our constituents to 
move toward responsible governing and 
away from governing by crisis, which 
has become all too common around 
here. 

The bipartisan budget package un- 
veiled last night affirms the full faith 
and credit of the United States and 
represents real progress for hard- 
working American families who are 
tired of threats of default and partisan 
gridlock. 

Now is not the time for politics. Now 
is the time for thoughtful consider- 
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ation, bipartisan compromise, and, 
most importantly, finding a path for- 
ward for the American people. 


EE 


BREAST CANCER AWARENESS 
MONTH 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. OLSON) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, this is the 
last week of National Breast Cancer 
Awareness Month. Before it ends, I 
would tell the American people about 
two amazing women from Sugar Land, 
Texas, two good friends of my family, 
two women who are here for a reason, 
two people who are touching others in 
need, two people who are making a dif- 
ference. 


1030 


Meet Irma and Sasha. Stunning, 
aren’t they? They are related. They 
look like sisters, but they are not. 
They are mother and daughter. The 
mom, Irma, is on the left. Her baby 
girl, Sasha, is on the right. Irma and 
Sasha are sisters in a cause. Both have 
fought breast cancer, and both have 
won. 

Each year over 200,000 American 
women hear four crushing words: You 
have breast cancer. Irma feared those 
words because she knew they may be 
coming. Both of her sisters heard those 
four words. One died. 

Irma beat her cancer, but lived in 
fear. With her family’s history of 
breast cancer, her daughter had a good 
chance of hearing those four terrible 
words. Five years after Irma beat 
breast cancer, Sasha banged on her 
door, crying without end. She was 31, 
and she had aggressive breast cancer. 

Irma was by Sasha’s side every sec- 
ond of her fight against cancer. Mom 
watched her daughter lose each breast. 
Mom watched her daughter go through 
16 rounds of harsh chemotherapy. Mom 
watched her daughter lose all of her 
hair, her eyebrows, her eyelashes. Mom 
watched her daughter lose that smile. 
Sasha thought that she was no longer 
beautiful. Her will to fight was decreas- 
ing. 

Irma took charge. She told Sasha 
that ‘‘no matter how sick you feel, get 
up, shower, and put some lipstick on. 
You are beautiful.” 

Then it hit both of them. They were 
women of style and grace. Cancer took 
that away. The only wigs they could 
find looked good on circus clowns. 
There was not a beauty shop for women 
with breast cancer, a place where they 
are pampered, a place where they are 
beautiful. They were going to end that. 

Dad had no choice. He gave Sasha his 
life savings, and in 2013 my wife and I 
walked into our friends’ dream store, 
Cure & Co., on its opening day. Cure & 
Co. gives women with cancer real wigs, 
real facials, and real beauty products. 
Sasha and Irma give their clients hope 
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and love in the worst of times, the 
greatest gifts of all. 

Look one last time at Irma and 
Sasha. They are gorgeous, stunning, 
and beautiful. They have had breast 
cancer. Both of them have beaten 
breast cancer, and both of them will 
never leave the fight until breast can- 
cer is cured forever. 


a 


REFUGEE CRISIS IN EUROPE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, last week 
I came to the floor and recommended 
that the Obama administration appoint 
a special envoy with a very broad port- 
folio: dispatched to work on a diplo- 
matic solution to the tragedy that is 
destroying Syria and unfolding in the 
Middle East, now having broad impact 
in greater Europe. 

I want to point out to those who are 
listening that the displacement crisis 
in the Middle East, centered in Syria, 
has consumed seven nations and pro- 
pelled the largest refugee crisis Europe 
has faced since World War II. Already 
in Syria, over a quarter of a million 
people have been killed—civilians—and 
that is probably a low number. 

With over 12 million people displaced, 
Europe is being besieged by hundreds of 
thousands, legions, of the dispossessed. 
Meanwhile, it almost seems surreal 
that no effective diplomatic negotia- 
tion is underway that holds the pros- 
pect of leading to peace. 

I again ask the Obama administra- 
tion to dispatch a special envoy with a 
broad portfolio to work full time on a 
diplomatic solution to the tragedy that 
is destroying Syria. 

Then yesterday in The New York 
Times appeared an editorial by the leg- 
endary 39th President of the United 
States, Jimmy Carter, entitled “A 
Plan to End the Syrian Crisis.” I 
served President Carter during his 
years in the Presidency. 

I well remember the incredible mo- 
ment in 1979 when President Carter 
stood with Anwar Sadat, the President 
of Egypt, and the Prime Minister of 
Israel, Menachem Begin, and they 
signed that treaty in March of 1979. 
Who would have ever thought that that 
moment in history would have been 
possible? Yet, until today, that treaty 
holds between Egypt and Israel, and it 
has made a gigantic difference in the 
saving of lives in that extremely trou- 
bled region. 

In his editorial to The New York 
Times, President Carter references 
that the Carter Center—which he 
founded and to which he has dedicated 
his life with his wife Rosalyn ever since 
his service as President—has been 
deeply involved in Syria since the 
early 1980s. Who would know more than 
he? 

He recommends the only real chance 
of ending the conflict is to engage the 
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United States, Russia, Iran, Turkey, 
and Saudi Arabia in preparing a com- 
prehensive peace protocol with Syria. 
He knows what that requires. He rec- 
ommends a cease-fire, formation of a 
unity government, constitutional re- 
forms, and elections. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for today’s 
RECORD the editorial entitled “A Plan 
to End the Syrian Crisis.” 

I say to my colleagues and to those 
who are listening: As we watch this 
tragedy unfold, our Nation is the most 
powerful nation in the world. Surely, 
we should have the wisdom and the will 
to take this latest tragedy, which we 
had no small part in precipitating, and 
find a way to bring the parties to the 
table. 

What is happening in Syria due to 
the lack of a diplomatic solution is 
now impacting Europe in ways that we 
have not seen since World War II. It is 
very destabilizing. 

With what is happening inside 
Ukraine today due to Russia’s inva- 
sion, with over 1.7 million displaced 
persons internally, if Russia would 
happen to turn the tourniquet tighter 
in eastern Ukraine and cause addi- 
tional displacement across Europe, 
imagine what the winter months would 
bring. 

I can’t urge in strong enough terms 
that the Obama administration pay 
heed to President Carter’s very lucid 
editorial in yesterday’s New York 
Times. I commend all Members and 
citizens to read it, and I include it for 
the RECORD. 

[From the New York Times, Oct. 26, 2015] 

A PLAN TO END THE SYRIAN CRISIS 
(By Jimmy Carter) 

I have known Bashar al-Assad, the presi- 
dent of Syria, since he was a college student 
in London, and have spent many hours nego- 
tiating with him since he has been in office. 
This has often been at the request of the 
United States government during those 
many times when our ambassadors have been 
withdrawn from Damascus because of diplo- 
matic disputes. 

Bashar and his father, Hafez, had a policy 
of not speaking to anyone at the American 
Embassy during those periods of estrange- 
ment, but they would talk to me. I noticed 
that Bashar never referred to a subordinate 
for advice or information. His most per- 
sistent characteristic was stubbornness; it 
was almost psychologically impossible for 
him to change his mind—and certainly not 
when under pressure. 

Before the revolution began in March 2011, 
Syria set a good example of harmonious rela- 
tions among its many different ethnic and 
religious groups, including Arabs, Kurds, 
Greeks, Armenians and Assyrians who were 
Christians, Jews, Sunnis, Alawites and Shi- 
ites. The Assad family had ruled the country 
since 1970, and was very proud of this rel- 
ative harmony among these diverse groups. 

When protesters in Syria demanded long 
overdue reforms in the political system, 
President Assad saw this as an illegal revolu- 
tionary effort to overthrow his ‘‘legitimate’’ 
regime and erroneously decided to stamp it 
out by using unnecessary force. Because of 
many complex reasons, he was supported by 
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his military forces, most Christians, Jews, 
Shiite Muslims, Alawites and others who 
feared a takeover by radical Sunni Muslims. 
The prospect for his overthrow was remote. 

The Carter Center had been deeply in- 
volved in Syria since the early 1980s, and we 
shared our insights with top officials in 
Washington, seeking to preserve an oppor- 
tunity for a political solution to the rapidly 
growing conflict. Despite our persistent but 
confidential protests, the early American po- 
sition was that the first step in resolving the 
dispute had to be the removal of Mr. Assad 
from office. Those who knew him saw this as 
a fruitless demand, but it has been main- 
tained for more than four years. In effect, 
our prerequisite for peace efforts has been an 
impossibility. 

Kofi Annan, the former United Nations 
secretary general, and Lakhdar Brahimi, a 
former Algerian foreign minister, tried to 
end the conflict as special representatives of 
the United Nations, but abandoned the effort 
as fruitless because of incompatibilities 
among America, Russia and other nations re- 
garding the status of Mr. Assad during a 
peace process. 

In May 2015, a group of global leaders 
known as the Elders visited Moscow, where 
we had detailed discussions with the Amer- 
ican ambassador, former President Mikhail 
S. Gorbachev, former Prime Minister 
Yevgeny M. Primakov, Foreign Minister 
Sergey V. Lavrov and representatives of 
international think tanks, including the 
Moscow branch of the Carnegie Center. 

They pointed out the longstanding part- 
nership between Russia and the Assad re- 
gime and the great threat of the Islamic 
State to Russia, where an estimated 14 per- 
cent of its population are Sunni Muslims. 
Later, I questioned President Putin about 
his support for Mr. Assad, and about his two 
sessions that year with representatives of 
factions from Syria. He replied that little 
progress had been made, and he thought that 
the only real chance of ending the conflict 
was for the United States and Russia to be 
joined by Iran, Turkey and Saudi Arabia in 
preparing a comprehensive peace proposal. 
He believed that all factions in Syria, except 
the Islamic State, would accept almost any 
plan endorsed strongly by these five, with 
Iran and Russia supporting Mr. Assad and 
the other three backing the opposition. With 
his approval, I relayed this suggestion to 
Washington. 

For the past three years, the Carter Center 
has been working with Syrians across polit- 
ical divides, armed opposition group leaders 
and diplomats from the United Nations and 
Europe to find a political path for ending the 
conflict. This effort has been based on data- 
driven research about the Syrian catas- 
trophe that the center has conducted, which 
reveals the location of different factions and 
clearly shows that neither side in Syria can 
prevail militarily. 

The recent decision by Russia to support 
the Assad regime with airstrikes and other 
military forces has intensified the fighting, 
raised the level of armaments and may in- 
crease the flow of refugees to neighboring 
countries and Europe. At the same time, it 
has helped to clarify the choice between a 
political process in which the Assad regime 
assumes a role and more war in which the Is- 
lamic State becomes an even greater threat 
to world peace. With these clear alter- 
natives, the five nations mentioned above 
could formulate a unanimous proposal. Un- 
fortunately, differences among them persist. 

Iran outlined a general four-point sequence 
several months ago, consisting of a cease- 
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fire, formation of a unity government, con- 
stitutional reforms and elections. Working 
through the United Nations Security Council 
and utilizing a five-nation proposal, some 
mechanism could be found to implement 
these goals. 

The involvement of Russia and Iran is es- 
sential. Mr. Assad’s only concession in four 
years of war was giving up chemical weap- 
ons, and he did so only under pressure from 
Russia and Iran. Similarly, he will not end 
the war by accepting concessions imposed by 
the West, but is likely to do so if urged by 
his allies. 

Mr. Assad’s governing authority could 
then be ended in an orderly process, an ac- 
ceptable government established in Syria, 
and a concerted effort could then be made to 
stamp out the threat of the Islamic State. 

The needed concessions are not from the 
combatants in Syria, but from the proud na- 
tions that claim to want peace but refuse to 
cooperate with one another. 


EE 
RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until noon 
today. 

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 39 
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re- 
cess. 


EE 
1200 
AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker at 
noon. 


EE 
PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick 
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer: 

God of wisdom, we give You thanks 
for giving us another day. 

Prior to the Great Compromise, Ben- 
jamin Franklin addressed the Constitu- 
tional Convention: ‘‘We indeed seem to 
feel our own want of political wisdom, 
since we have been running about in 
search of it. In this situation of this as- 
sembly, groping as it were in the dark 
to find political truth and scarce able 
to distinguish it when presented to us, 
have we now forgotten (our) powerful 
friend?” 

Lord, You are the powerful friend re- 
ferred to by Franklin, and we turn 
again to You to ask that Your wisdom 
might break through the political dis- 
cussions of these days. 

Bless the Members of the people’s 
House and all of Congress with the in- 
sight and foresight to construct a fu- 
ture of security in our Nation’s poli- 
tics, economy, and society. May they, 
as You, be especially mindful of those 
who are poor and without power. 

May all that is done today be for 
Your greater honor and glory. Amen. 


ee 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro- 
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ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


ES 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. DOLD) come forward 
and lead the House in the Pledge of Al- 
legiance. 

Mr. DOLD led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


-Á 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 


The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter- 
tain up to 15 requests for 1-minute 
speeches on each side of the aisle. 


ES 


BREAST CANCER AWARENESS 
MONTH 


(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, October marks Breast Cancer 
Awareness Month, a month to espe- 
cially recognize and celebrate breast 
cancer patients, survivors, and advo- 
cates. While breast cancer affects indi- 
viduals and families throughout the 
year, I especially appreciate the aware- 
ness and advocacy efforts that occur 
this week, especially the Walk for Life 
and Women’s Night Out. 

The Walk for Life/Race for Life at 
Palmetto Health, though rescheduled 
due to tragic flooding, is celebrating 25 
years of raising funds and awareness 
for survivors and treatment in the Mid- 
lands. In the past 25 years, the Walk 
for Life, led by Chair Janet Snider, has 
gone from 200 participants in the first 
year to over 11,000 participants last 
year, raising over $800,000. 

Women’s Night Out at Lexington 
Medical Center, led by President Mike 
Biediger, is an inspiring evening at 
Burkett, Burkett & Burkett CPAs 
where the hospital honors breast can- 
cer patients, survivors, and their fami- 
lies. 

I know firsthand of the success at 
Lexington Medical Center where my 
son, Addison, in high school, was suc- 
cessfully treated for thyroid cancer and 
now himself is an orthopedic surgeon. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and may the President by his actions 
never forget September the 11th in the 
global war on terrorism. 


EES 


EXPORT-IMPORT BANK 


(Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of 
New York asked and was given permis- 
sion to address the House for 1 minute.) 
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Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New 
York. Mr. Speaker, this summer, when 
a small group of Republicans success- 
fully blocked the renewal of the Ex- 
port-Import Bank, they were very 
dismissive of the negative effects their 
efforts would have on job creation here 
in our country. Now it is autumn, and 
without the Ex-Im Bank, we are losing 
American jobs. 

Last month, General Electric an- 
nounced it will move production of 
large, gas-powered engines to Canada, 
along with 350 jobs, because the com- 
pany cannot access financing from the 
Export-Import Bank. 

Boeing was recently told by a Singa- 
pore-based satellite company not even 
to bother bidding on a satellite con- 
tract because they lacked the financing 
from Ex-Im. 

These are just a few real-life exam- 
ples of the real-world consequences of 
letting Ex-Im expire. There is never a 
good time to commit economic suicide. 

I urge my colleagues to join together 
in renewing the Export-Import Bank 
and saving and growing American jobs. 


——— 


BREAST CANCER AWARENESS 
MONTH 


(Mr. DOLD asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. DOLD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize October as Breast Cancer 
Awareness Month. This disease has 
touched everyone in some way, and we 
must do all we can to fight it. 

An astonishing one in eight women 
will be diagnosed with breast cancer 
over the course of her lifetime. This is 
one of the many reasons that I sup- 
ported increased funding for the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health. American 
scientists and researchers are the best 
in the world, but they do need our sup- 
port to put an end to this disease once 
and for all. 

I am also proud to be the lead Repub- 
lican sponsor of H.R. 1925, a bill to 
award a Congressional Gold Medal to 
Dr. Ernie Bodai, the creator of the 
breast cancer research stamp. Since its 
introduction in 1998, the stamp has 
been an effective tool for increasing 
awareness and has raised over $80 mil- 
lion to support the cause. 

This month, please take a moment to 
join me in remembering those who lost 
the battle to breast cancer, while cele- 
brating survivors, those currently 
fighting the disease, and all of those 
helping women live longer, healthier 
lives. 

ee 
SOLAR ENERGY 

(Mr. HIGGINS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, solar en- 
ergy serves the national interest in a 
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number of ways. It is reducing our reli- 
ance on fossil fuels that are causing 
climate change. It is helping America 
to become energy independent. It is 
creating jobs, 3,000 of them, at or near 
the solar plant under construction in 
Buffalo, New York. 

Solar panels empower consumers to 
generate clean and affordable energy at 
home and to sell the extra energy that 
they do not use to the grid. A policy 
called ‘‘net metering,’’ which requires 
utilities to pay a fair price for this en- 
ergy to the consumer, is currently in 
place in all but six States. It has been 
vital to the growth of the solar indus- 
try by providing consumers with cer- 
tainty on the savings that solar will 
produce in their energy bill. 

That is why I have introduced legis- 
lation to direct the Department of En- 
ergy to conduct a study on all of the 
impacts of net metering. Through a 
comprehensive analysis, we can ensure 
that regulators and policymakers have 
the accurate information they need to 
make a sound decision on whether to 
support consumer-generated solar en- 
ergy. 


EE 


NATIONAL DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT VETOED 


(Mrs. BLACKBURN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, my 
heart breaks for our military men and 
women who last week watched their 
Commander in Chief as he vetoed the 
NDAA, the National Defense Author- 
ization Act. This was a bill that would 
give them more pay and better benefits 
for the job that they are doing. He ve- 
toed it, great flourish, called a cere- 
mony. 

He vetoed the bill because he wanted 
more money for his domestic agenda 
that includes more money for broken 
agencies like the EPA and the IRS. 
Imagine that. 

In Congress, our first responsibility 
is to provide for the common defense, 
and the NDAA just does that. 

This year’s defense bill passed both 
the House and the Senate with an over- 
whelming bipartisan majority. It is the 
most reform-centered defense bill in 
decades. 

It includes pay and benefits for our 
troops. Did you know 83 percent of our 
military personnel have retired with no 
retirement benefits? It changes that. 

The President vetoed it. It would 
have given them 401(k)-style benefits. 
The President vetoed it. He should be 
ashamed of those actions. The men and 
women in uniform deserve better. 


ES 


NATION’S CRUMBLING 
INFRASTRUCTURE 
(Mr. KILDEE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 
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Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, well, it is 
long past time for Congress to do its 
job and get serious about funding a 
long-term solution to fix our crumbling 
roads and bridges, all of our infrastruc- 
ture in this country. 

In Michigan, of all States, we know 
that we need to invest in order to grow 
our economy. To build a 21st century 
economy, we need state-of-the-art in- 
frastructure. 

No more short-term fixes, no more 
month-to-month funding. I have voted 
against these short-term bills in the 
past, and I am going to continue to do 
so. 

We are in urgent need of dramatic in- 
vestment in infrastructure. Nearly a 
third of our roads are in poor or medi- 
ocre condition. One out of four of our 
bridges require significant repair. In 
my own hometown, our water infra- 
structure is wholly inadequate to pro- 
vide even clean water to our residents. 

We just cannot continue to threaten 
our economy by failing to do our job. 
Congress needs to do its job. The Amer- 
ican people go to work every single 
day, and the least that they can expect 
is that we do the same thing and do our 
job. 

If we really believe in our future in 
this Congress, we ought to be willing to 
invest in it. 


Se 


FAIRNESS AND OPPORTUNITIES 
FOR MARRIED HOUSEHOLDS 
WITH STUDENT LOANS ACT 


(Mr. MARCHANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, stu- 
dent loan debt is now the fastest grow- 
ing and second-largest type of house- 
hold debt in America. It is no surprise 
that many Americans are putting off 
marriage and family life for financial 
reasons. 

The decline in marriage is a problem 
that could impact our economy and so- 
ciety for decades to come. Yet, our Tax 
Code punishes married households who 
have student debt. That is why I have 
introduced the Fairness and Opportuni- 
ties for Married Households With Stu- 
dent Loans Act. 

Currently, an individual with student 
loans can deduct up to $2,500 in interest 
paid on their loans, but that amount 
does not increase for married couples 
filing jointly. So spouses who both 
have student loan debt are limited to 
just one $2,500 deduction. This is not 
fair. 

My bill increases the deduction to 
$5,000 for married couples. It only 
makes sense. It also strengthens incen- 
tives toward marriage and financial 
independence. 

With student debt putting pressure 
on our economy, let’s stop penalizing 
marriage and start helping families 
build a stronger future. 
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2015 JOBS FAIR AND ECONOMY 


(Ms. KELLY of Illinois asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. KELLY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
recently hosted my third annual hiring 
event where 500 applicants connected 
with more than 70 employers looking 
to fill positions. 

I was delighted to see Ramona Young 
and Sommatra Jackson at the event, 
two women hired at my first event in 
2013. They were back this year rep- 
resenting the company that hired 
them. 

Their success continues to motivate 
me. For every Ramona and Sommatra, 
there are hundreds of Americans look- 
ing for good-paying jobs that allow 
them to build toward a future. 

So today I rise on behalf of those 
American workers still looking for 
good-paying jobs. 

We all know the statistics. Our econ- 
omy is growing. After 67 months of 
consecutive job growth, our unemploy- 
ment rate stands at 5.1 percent for the 
first time since 2008, but the fact is 
there are nearly 8 million Americans 
still searching. 

The people I met at my hiring event 
were talented, skilled, and driven. 
They are hungry for an opportunity to 
work, to put their skills to good use, 
and to provide for their families. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
creating an economy that works for ev- 
eryone. 


———— 


DOMESTIC VIOLENCE AWARENESS 


(Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to recognize Octo- 
ber as Domestic Violence Awareness 
Month. Far too many families fall vic- 
tim to domestic violence. In fact, one 
in four women will experience domestic 
violence at some point in their lives. 

I want to recognize and thank the or- 
ganizations, their staff, and their vol- 
unteers across my district for what 
they do to help victims of domestic vi- 
olence. 

To cite just one example, Mr. Speak- 
er, last week the Berks Women in Cri- 
sis held their annual Silent Witness 
Project march and ceremony to honor 
and remember victims lost. A group of 
about 75 people marched from the 
Berks Women in Crisis center to the 
Reading Area Community College, car- 
rying 25 red silhouettes of women, men, 
and children killed due to domestic vi- 
olence. Each cutout held a brass shield 
with the summary of that victim’s 
story. 

By spreading awareness of these hor- 
rors of domestic violence and encour- 
aging victims to speak up, we can and 
must help reduce the number of women 
victimized. 
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I applaud the efforts of this annual 
ceremony and march and want to let 
them know that their work is recog- 
nized by the community. Indeed, the 
work of all the organizations, their 
staff, and volunteers is critical. 


EE 
1215 


STAND WITH SHERIFF LUPE 
VALDEZ 


(Mr. VEASEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. VEASEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to stand with Lupe. That is Dal- 
las County Sheriff Lupe Valdez. Sheriff 
Lupe Valdez has a great history in Dal- 
las County, but recently she has come 
under attack from our Governor for 
trying to build relationships between 
the law enforcement community and 
the immigrant community. 

Governor Abbott sent a threatening 
letter to Sheriff Valdez, questioning 
her decision to decline certain Federal 
ICE detainers when the immigrant in 
question is not a public safety risk— 
not a public safety risk. 

Sheriff Valdez understands that, in 
order to serve and protect the immi- 
grant community, she must have the 
trust of that community. 

I call on Governor Abbott, instead of 
trying to erode that trust between law 
enforcement and the immigrant com- 
munity, to work with the Republican 
Texas delegation to push for com- 
prehensive immigration reform, to 
push for the things that the business 
community wants, that the church 
community wants, in order to do some- 
thing about our broken immigration 
system instead of trying to push for 
things like sanctuary city bills. 

If we work together with the immi- 
grant community and do the right 
thing, together we can work on solving 
a lot of these issues. 

I ask my colleagues and the Governor 
to stand with Lupe and to do the right 
thing when it comes to Texas immi- 
grants. 


ee 


HONORING VESTA MANGUN 


(Mr. ABRAHAM asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor a faithful and God-fear- 
ing woman, Ms. Vesta Mangun of Alex- 
andria, Louisiana, who will soon be 
celebrating her 90th birthday. 

Ms. Mangun is a dedicated member 
of The Pentecostals of Alexandria 
Church. She has been instrumental in 
the life and spirit of the Pentecostal 
community for a long, long time. 

Ms. Mangun and her husband, G.A. 
Mangun, started The Pentecostals of 
Alexandria when it was known as the 
First United Pentecostal Church with 
just 38 members. Today The Pentecos- 
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tals of Alexandria is made up of thou- 
sands of members, largely thanks to 
the dedication of the Mangun family. 

The work of Ms. Mangun extends far 
beyond community. A daughter of an 
east Texas pioneer, Vesta Mangun has 
dedicated her life to sharing the Lord’s 
word as a speaker at camp meetings 
across the country and across the 
world. 

I commend the Mangun family for 
their tireless dedication to Louisiana, 
and I congratulate The Pentecostals of 
Alexandria in their celebration this 
week commemorating 65 years of min- 
istry. 


EE 
GOOD THINGS AND BAD THINGS 


(Ms. JACKSON LEE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, 
today we will have an opportunity to 
support the Export-Import Bank open- 
ing so that constituents across Amer- 
ica, including Houston, Texas, will 
have the opportunity to grow jobs and 
to compete internationally. That is a 
good thing, Mr. Speaker. 

Soon I hope we will be able to reopen 
Riverside Hospital in my congressional 
district with the collaboration and 
work with Health and Human Services 
and State authorities to open the doors 
for those who need health care. That is 
a good thing. 

Mr. Speaker, the showing of a video 
of a student being dragged out of a 
classroom violently while educators 
stand by and watch is a bad thing. It 
calls upon the Justice Department of 
that State, the Attorney General, and 
the local district attorney to stand up 
and be counted. It also calls upon the 
U.S. Department of Justice to deter- 
mine whether the civil rights of that 
student were violated. 

Not one American should be able to 
tolerate the heinous, horrific, violent 
actions of throwing a young girl stu- 
dent on the floor, up against the door, 
dragged as if she were a bag of pota- 
toes. No one should tolerate that. 

Mr. Speaker, I call upon everyone to 
address the conditions in schools and 
violence along with those who are per- 
petrating these acts against students. 


EEE 
NDAA VETO 


(Mr. PALAZZO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PALAZZO. Mr. Speaker, last 
week the President once again dis- 
appointed the American people while 
only seeking to advance his own polit- 
ical agenda. Despite only vetoing four 
bills in 7 years, the President took the 
extraordinary measure of vetoing a bill 
vital to keeping Americans safe. 

The annual National Defense Author- 
ization ensures our troops have the 
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tools and training they need to destroy 
our enemies and to return to their 
loved ones back at home. This bill has 
been passed for 53 consecutive years, 
yet this President saw fit to veto it, 
putting campaign promises above our 
military and the American people. 

Mr. Speaker, the world is not becom- 
ing a safer place. In fact, it is becoming 
much more dangerous. China is build- 
ing military islands in the South China 
Sea. The Russians are destabilizing Eu- 
rope. Foreign fighters are flooding to 
ISIS by the thousands. Iran is on the 
path to having a nuclear weapon. Yet 
this President is more concerned about 
liberal politics than he is about the 
safety of our Nation. As a veteran, I 
find it disgraceful. 


EE 
WEAR RED WEDNESDAY 


(Ms. WILSON of Florida asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Ms. WILSON of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
tomorrow is Wear Red Wednesday to 
Bring Back Our Girls. 

This month President Obama an- 
nounced he will deploy 300 troops to 
Cameroon to help with the fight 
against the ISIS-linked terrorist orga- 
nization, Boko Haram. These American 
troops will provide vital intelligence, 
surveillance, and reconnaissance sup- 
port to the multinational regional coa- 
lition fighting Boko Haram. 

I applaud the President’s commit- 
ment to rooting out and destroying 
radical terrorism in the region. This 
newly announced aid could be a turn- 
ing point in the fight against Boko 
Haram. 

Mr. Speaker, until the precious 
Chibok girls are returned, we will con- 
tinue to wear red and continue to 
tweet, tweet, tweet. Continue to tweet, 


tweet, tweet #bringbackourgirls. 
Tweet, tweet, tweet #joinrepwilson. 
a 


OCTOBER IS NATIONAL FARM TO 
SCHOOL MONTH 


(Mr. WESTERMAN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. WESTERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to recognize a very innova- 
tive program in my home State of Ar- 
kansas. Governor Asa Hutchinson pro- 
claimed October to be Farm to School 
Month. The Farm to School program 
provides healthy, locally grown food to 
our State’s schools while creating new 
revenue streams for our Arkansas 
farmers. 

According to the USDA, 169 schools, 
serving over 86,000 young Arkansans, 
participate in the program. This di- 
rected over $600,000 into local econo- 
mies by purchasing products from local 
farmers. 

The Farm to School program helps to 
combat childhood obesity by encour- 
aging healthy eating habits among our 
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youngest, most impressionable citi- 
zens. Also, at a time when families are 
moving away from the rural, agricul- 
tural parts of our Nation, I believe it is 
vital that our children know how and 
where their food is produced. The Farm 
to School program helps to educate 
them. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe the Farm to 
School program is important to the 
economy, health, and education of Ar- 
kansas’ Fourth District. I look forward 
to working with the many stakeholders 
in Arkansas to see the continued suc- 
cess of the Farm to School program. 


EEE 
CLEAN THE BARN 


(Mrs. DAVIS of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, Speaker BOEHNER has pledged to 
clean the barn before handing the 
Speakership over later this week. 

So far, we are off to a good start. 
First, a bipartisan majority is finally 
able to reauthorize the Export-Import 
Bank. Ex-Im supports countless Amer- 
ican jobs and historically has enjoyed 
broad bipartisan support. 

Today we learned of a bipartisan 
deal. I am still reviewing the details of 
this compromise, but I am encouraged 
that the leaders of both parties came 
together to protect the full faith and 
credit of the United States and to re- 
duce the burden of sequestration. 

Now, I represent the heart of San 
Diego. We don’t have many farms in 
my district, but even I know that when 
you put off cleaning the barn, the you- 
know-what tends to pile up. 

There is so much more that Congress 
should be doing that we are not doing 
this week. We still need a highway bill 
that will improve our Nation’s infra- 
structure and create jobs. We need 
meaningful immigration reform and a 
deal to get rid of sequestration once 
and for all. 

Let’s hope this week marks the be- 
ginning of an effort to not just clean 
the barn, but to keep the barn clean. 


ee 


FIRST ANNUAL CRISTINA GOMEZ 
5K RUN/WALK 


(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to urge south Floridians to 
run or walk this Sunday, November 1, 
to support the Cristina M. Gomez Trau- 
matic Brain Injury Foundation—TBI 
Foundation—at its first annual 
Cristina Gomez 5K Run/Walk at Miami 
Executive Airport. 

Cristina was a senior majoring in 
education at my alma mater, Florida 
International University, when she suf- 
fered a traumatic brain injury after 
falling while out on a run. 
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While her family is encouraged by 
Cristina’s slow, but steady, recovery, 
she still requires 24/7 care, and her con- 
tinuing treatment is not fully covered 
by insurance, concerns that they share 
with many other families. 

As a result, proceeds from Sunday’s 
event will help ensure that other trau- 
matic brain injury victims and their 
families in our community receive the 
emotional and the financial support 
they need to keep hope alive. 

Registration is online 
cristinagomezfoundation.org. 


EE 


WHITE HOUSE INITIATIVE FOR 
EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE FOR 
HISPANICS 


(Mr. CASTRO of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
this year marks the 25th anniversary of 
the White House Initiative on Edu- 
cational Excellence for Hispanics, a bi- 
partisan effort to increase educational 
opportunities and improve educational 
outcomes for Latinos in America. 

Over the past 2⁄2 decades, the initia- 
tive has made great progress. The per- 
centage of Hispanics with a high school 
degree has jumped by nearly 20 per- 
cent. The percentage of Hispanics drop- 
ping out of high school is nearly 20 per- 
cent lower. The percentage of His- 
panics with a bachelor’s degree or high- 
er has nearly doubled. 

Progress like this is possible because 
of so many committed organizations 
across our Nation. The initiative has 
identified certain ‘‘Bright Spots’? in 
this effort, and I would like to recog- 
nize those programs that received the 
“Bright Spot”? designation in my own 
congressional district. 

They are: The Academy for Teacher 
Excellence, the Graduate Support Cen- 
ter at UIW, IDRA’s Coca-Cola Valued 
Youth Program, Northwest Vista Col- 
lege’s College Connection Program, 
and San Antonio College’s College and 
Grants Development Department. 

Congratulations to these ‘Bright 
Spots,” and thank you to all the orga- 
nizations out there helping to make 
this program a success. 


EE 


HOME HEALTH CARE PLANNING 
IMPROVEMENT ACT 


(Mr. GUINTA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
bring attention to the dire need for 
nurses in the Granite State. The New 
Hampshire Union Leader—my news- 
paper of Manchester, New Hampshire— 
reports the need will only increase as 
our population ages and more nurses 
reach retirement. 

Also, healthcare facilities are con- 
centrated outside the State, increasing 


now at 
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the need for healthcare practitioners in 
New Hampshire. I recently hosted a 
Manchester Job Fair to help meet the 
need, and I am a proud cosponsor of the 
Home Health Care Planning Improve- 
ment Act of 2015. 

Right now, according to Medicare 
rules, a nurse practitioner may not 
prescribe home healthcare services for 
beneficiaries. They must seek a doc- 
tor’s permission, a process that would 
take weeks in rural areas like northern 
New Hampshire. 

The New Hampshire Nurse Practi- 
tioner Association visited me in Wash- 
ington last month to tell me about this 
critical problem. Current rules add 
extra time and cost to home health 
care. Qualified nurses should be able to 
make the best decisions for their pa- 
tients, especially in the isolated or 
homebound arena. 

The Home Health Care Planning Im- 
provement Act would allow nurses to 
do their jobs and help patients recover. 
It is time to remove a needless layer of 
bureaucracy and give them the tools 
they need to succeed. 


EE 
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FARM TO SCHOOL ACT OF 2015 


(Mr. GARAMENDI asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, I 
urge the House to pay attention to the 
Farm to School Act of 2015. Like my 
colleague from Arkansas, California is 
a big agricultural State, and we know 
that kids go hungry. 

We have the 2010 Healthy, Hunger- 
Free Children Act, providing some $5 
million annually in competitive pro- 
grams for schools to establish the 
Farm to School Act programs. These 
programs are vitally important to 
farmers, increasing their income, but 
even more important to kids who can 
get good, healthy food, locally grown 
and available in their schools. 

So let’s pay attention here. Let’s get 
this new bill underway. Let’s move this 
program forward. Let’s put some 
money so our kids can have good food 
and our local farmers can have a good 
market. 


EE 


FREE AND FAIR ELECTIONS IN 
TURKEY 


(Mr. TROTT asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. TROTT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to highlight the upcoming Par- 
liamentary elections being held in Tur- 
key. With so much on the line for Tur- 
key, both domestically and inter- 
nationally, it is my sincere hope that 
the elections are held in an environ- 
ment that is consistent with inter- 
national standards on November 1. 
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Free and fair elections are a funda- 
mental part of any democratic society, 
and Turkish citizens of all backgrounds 
deserve to know that not only does 
their vote count, but it will be cast in 
a welcoming, safe and open atmos- 
phere. 

Freedom of the press is also a crucial 
part of democracy and, with the future 
of Turkey at the forefront of the No- 
vember elections, Turkish citizens de- 
serve to hear every narrative, and jour- 
nalists and reporters should not have 
to worry about intimidation or legal 
action, simply for doing their jobs. 

As Turkey enters a pivotal moment 
in its history, I wish them a safe and 
successful election day. And just like 
any democratic society, the real win- 
ners at the end of the day will be the 
citizens of Turkey. 


a 


CONGRESS’ LAST SHORT-TERM EX- 
TENSION OF THE HIGHWAY BILL 


(Ms. HAHN asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. HAHN. Mr. Speaker, today we 
will vote on what, hopefully, will be 
this Congress’ last short-term exten- 
sion of the highway bill. We have made 
progress on a long-term bill, and the 
House should consider that legislation 
next week. This is good news. 

But the short-term bill also includes 
an inevitable but disappointing exten- 
sion of the deadline for railroads to in- 
stall positive train control technology. 
This technology can prevent train acci- 
dents and is designed to save lives. 

Originally, Congress gave railroads 7 
years to install positive train control, 
but as that deadline approaches, the 
railroads are woefully behind schedule. 
With the railroad industry’s threat to 
shut down over our heads, we have no 
choice but to go through with this ex- 
tension. 

I worry what the consequences will 
be for this. This has to be the last 
delay that we give to the railroads. 

Congress did not mandate positive 
train control to be a thorn in the rail- 
roads’ side. It was done to save lives. 


Ee 


SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT 
ON MEAT 


(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise to set the record 
straight regarding a claim this week by 
the International Agency for Research 
on Cancer classifying processed meats 
as carcinogenic and red meat as a prob- 
able carcinogen. 

According to the American Cancer 
Society, there is a lifetime risk of de- 
veloping colorectal cancer of 5 percent. 
By this organization’s own findings, 
eating a cold-cut sandwich or a hot dog 
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every day would only raise that risk to 
around 6 percent. 

Doctors with the International Agen- 
cy for the Research on Cancer admit 
that the risk for someone to develop 
cancer due to red meat consumption is 
dwarfed by the risk caused by cigarette 
and alcohol consumption. 

With that in mind, Mr. Speaker, this 
study should not be used for scare- 
mongering in causing people across the 
Nation to believe that red meats or 
processed foods are dangerous. 

The fact remains that variety is the 
key to a healthy, well-balanced diet, 
and that cancer is not caused by a sin- 
gle food. 


EE 


FIX OUR BROKEN IMMIGRATION 
SYSTEM 


(Mr. POLIS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, today I call 
upon the House of Representatives to 
finally fix our broken immigration sys- 
tem. 

The American people have had 
enough. They have had enough of the 
lack of security around our borders. 
They have had enough of the economic 
damage of not being able to hire and 
retain the people we need to grow our 
economy and make us strong. 

We have had enough of the chaos 
within our borders, of the difficult de- 
cisions that police and law enforce- 
ment officials have had to make with 
regard to enforcing a set of unenforce- 
able laws, under which more than 10 
million people here don’t have docu- 
mentation. 

This needs to end. We should not 
have 12 million illegal immigrants. We 
should not have 8 million illegal immi- 
grants. We shouldn’t even have 1 mil- 
lion illegal immigrants. 

If we simply acted upon the bipar- 
tisan proposal that passed the Senate 
with more than two-thirds support last 
session and, I believe, would pass the 
House today if we brought it to the 
floor, we would finally unite families, 
secure our borders, boost our economy, 
and end the enormous number of people 
who are here without their papers. 

I call upon this body to act. 


u 


CONGRATULATING PAUL MODRICH 
AND AZIZ SANCAR 


(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, today I rise 
to congratulate scientists Paul 
Modrich of Duke University and Aziz 
Sancar of the University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill on winning the 
2015 Nobel Prize in Chemistry. They 
share this prestigious award with 
Swedish scientist Tomas Lindahl for 
their work in understanding how cells 
repair damaged DNA. 
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Dr. Modrich is the James B. Duke 
Professor of Biochemistry at Duke’s 
medical school and a member of the 
Duke Cancer Institute. He is also an in- 
vestigator with the Howard Hughes 
Medical Institute. Dr. Modrich’s re- 
search has demonstrated how the cell 
corrects errors that occur when DNA is 
replicated during cell division. 

Dr. Sancar is the Sarah Graham 
Kenan Professor of Biochemistry at 
UNC’s medical School. Only the second 
Turk to win a Nobel Prize, he is the co- 
founder of the Aziz and Gwen Sancar 
Foundation, a nonprofit organization 
that promotes Turkish culture and 
supports Turkish students in the 
United States. Dr. Sancar has mapped 
the mechanism that cells use to repair 
UV damage to DNA. 

Congratulations to Dr. Modrich and 
Dr. Sancar on their extraordinary 
achievements. We are fortunate they 
call North Carolina home. 


—— 


EX-IM BANK DISCHARGE 
REAUTHORIZATION 


(Mr. CARTER of Georgia asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak- 
er, I rise today in support of reauthor- 
izing the Export-Import Bank. 

In the First District of Georgia, the 
Ex-Im Bank facilitates exports for over 
17 companies, more than half of which 
are small businesses, over $500 million 
in exports, and supports over 3,200 jobs. 

Around Georgia, those numbers jump 
to more than $4 billion in exports from 
205 companies supporting almost 30,000 
jobs. 

With the recent expiration of the Ex- 
Im Bank, many of these companies 
have suffered the loss of millions of 
dollars in new business growth, market 
access, and risked thousands of jobs. 

While we stand here debating the fu- 
ture of the Ex-Im Bank, our competi- 
tors are leveraging their own versions 
of their export-import agencies to in- 
crease their market shares abroad. 

While I advocated for reforms that go 
further than this legislation, it does 
provide critical reforms necessary to 
ensure taxpayers are protected while 
allowing the bank to do its important 
work. 

Passing this legislation is essential 
to protecting thousands of jobs, and I 
urge my colleagues to join us in reau- 
thorizing the Ex-Im Bank and to let 
the world know America is open for 
business. 


EE 


CONGENITAL HEART FUTURES 
ACT 


(Mr. BILIRAKIS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today on behalf of the nearly 1 in 100 


16558 


newborns born with congenital heart 
disease. Congenital heart disease is the 
most common birth defect and is the 
number one cause of birth defect re- 
lated deaths. 

This disease demands our attention. 
That is why I founded the Congenital 
Heart Caucus, and that is why, this 
week, I am introducing legislation to 
reauthorize the Congenital Heart Fu- 
tures Act. 

This legislation focuses on studying, 
educating, and raising awareness of the 
continuing impact congenital heart 
disease has throughout the life span. It 
promotes more research at NIH and en- 
courages the need to seek and maintain 
lifelong, specialized care. 

This bill helps give hope to the 40,000 
babies born with congenital heart dis- 
ease each year and their families 
across the U.S. I urge my colleagues to 
support this very important bill. We 
must continue our efforts to help our 


future generations live longer, 
healthier lives. 
a 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives: 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, October 27, 2015. 
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per- 
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of rule II of 
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives, the Clerk received the following mes- 
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 27, 2015 at 9:39 a.m.: 

That the Senate passed without amend- 
ment H.R. 313. 

That the Senate passed with an amend- 
ment H.R. 639. 

With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely, 
KAREN L. HAAS. 


a 


PERMISSION TO POSTPONE PRO- 
CEEDINGS ON MOTION TO RE- 
COMMIT ON H.R. 597, REFORM 
EXPORTS AND EXPAND THE 
AMERICAN ECONOMY ACT 


Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
question of adopting a motion to re- 
commit on H.R. 597 may be subject to 
postponement as though under clause 8 
of rule XX. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 


a 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 1090, RETAIL INVESTOR 
PROTECTION ACT 
Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak- 

er, by direction of the Committee on 
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Rules, I call up House Resolution 491 
and ask for its immediate consider- 
ation. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 491 

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso- 
lution it shall be in order to consider in the 
House the bill (H.R. 1090) to amend the Secu- 
rities Exchange Act of 1934 to provide protec- 
tions for retail customers, and for other pur- 
poses. All points of order against consider- 
ation of the bill are waived. An amendment 
in the nature of a substitute consisting of 
the text of Rules Committee Print 114-31 
shall be considered as adopted. The bill, as 
amended, shall be considered as read. All 
points of order against provisions in the bill, 
as amended, are waived. The previous ques- 
tion shall be considered as ordered on the 
bill, as amended, and on any further amend- 
ment thereto, to final passage without inter- 
vening motion except: (1) one hour of debate 
equally divided and controlled by the chair 
and ranking minority member of the Com- 
mittee on Financial Services; (2) the further 
amendment printed in the report of the Com- 
mittee on Rules accompanying this resolu- 
tion, if offered by Representative Lynch of 
Massachusetts or his designee, which shall 
be in order without intervention of any point 
of order, shall be considered as read, shall be 
separately debatable for 10 minutes equally 
divided and controlled by the proponent and 
an opponent, and shall not be subject to a de- 
mand for division of the question; and (8) one 
motion to recommit with or without instruc- 
tions. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Georgia is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak- 
er, for the purpose of debate only, I 
yield the customary 30 minutes to the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. POLIS), 
pending which I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. During consider- 
ation of this resolution, all time yield- 
ed is for the purpose of debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members have 5 legislative days to re- 
vise and extend their remarks and to 
include extraneous materials on House 
Resolution 491 currently under consid- 
eration. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak- 
er, I am pleased today to bring forward 
this rule on behalf of the Rules Com- 
mittee and the hundreds of thousands 
of young men and women who one day 
hope to retire. 

The rule provides for consideration of 
H.R. 1090, the Retail Investor Protec- 
tion Act. The Rules Committee met on 
this measure yesterday evening and 
heard testimony from both the chair- 
man and ranking member of the Finan- 
cial Services Committee. 

The rule brought forward by the com- 
mittee is a structured rule. There was 
only one amendment submitted to the 
Rules Committee on this bill, and the 
House will have the opportunity to de- 
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bate and vote on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. LYNCH) later today. 
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This legislation went through regular 
order in the Financial Services Com- 
mittee and was also passed by the 
House in the 113th Congress by a vote 
of 254-166 with a number of my friends 
from the other side of the aisle voting 
for the legislation. I hope we can put 
aside our political differences and vote 
in a similar bipartisan fashion here 
today. 

This rule provides for 1 hour of gen- 
eral debate equally divided and con- 
trolled by the chairman and ranking 
member of the Financial Services Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to hear- 
ing the stories that Members will share 
highlighting the desperate need for 
H.R. 1090 to become law. 

I also have heard firsthand from men 
and women in my district who are 
scared about their financial future. 
Navigating retirement planning can be 
a difficult task, especially for young 
men and women just entering the 
workforce. They often rely on financial 
planners to offer advice on the steps 
they need to take today so one day 
they can retire. 

I had the opportunity to meet with 
one of those financial planners in my 
office just a few months ago. Beth 
Baldwin is a financial planner who 
works for Edward Jones in my home- 
town of Gainesville, Georgia. She took 
the time to come to Washington to 
meet with me and other elected offi- 
cials because she was scared about the 
impact that the fiduciary rule would 
have on her ability to do her job. She 
told me that the administration’s fidu- 
ciary rule prevents her from helping 
people. 

Beth told me that financial advisers 
should always provide advice that is in 
their client’s best interest, but the rule 
places unnecessary and burdensome re- 
quirements on both advisers and cli- 
ents. 

That is not what we are about as a 
country, Mr. Speaker. We are the 
world’s greatest economic engine, the 
land of hope and opportunity, because 
we believe in the ingenuity and hard 
work of people. Our founders believed 
in people. They were on their team, 
and they created a governmental struc- 
ture that is for the people and by the 
people. Frankly, Mr. Speaker, that is 
what this Republican majority stands 
for: the people who get up every day 
looking to how they can make it bet- 
ter. 

The Republican majority is for peo- 
ple. We believe in their hopes, we be- 
lieve in their dreams, and we want 
them to succeed. When my son gets a 
little older and starts thinking about 
retirement, I want him to be able to go 
to a professional and get some advice 
and seek good information. 
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If H.R. 1090 isn’t signed into law, then 
financial advisers like Beth Baldwin 
won’t be able to help him. In fact, they 
won’t be able to help others who have 
helped my family, like Wayne Parrish, 
who is a dear friend of our family, but 
is also someone who advises us in our 
financial decisions. This is something 
that is threatening not only his liveli- 
hood, but many teachers that work 
with my wife. This is about people, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Across the Nation today, there are 9 
million households that rely on small 
business retirement plans. And there 
are 3 million small-saver households. 
These are the people who need Con- 
gress now, more than ever, to be on 
their team. 

To them, this debate isn’t over defi- 
nitions and enhanced coordination and 
studies. It is over their future. It is 
over their ability to make informed de- 
cisions, to find somebody like Beth or 
Wayne or a number of others all across 
this country who can help them plan 
for the future. 

Financial advisers should be free to 
offer advice to their clients based on 
what is best for them as individuals 
and small businesses, not based on 
what advice most limits their liability. 

Saving for retirement is already dif- 
ficult. It requires tough decisions. But 
the one thing that can keep a dev- 
astating financial decision from being 
made is advice from a qualified profes- 
sional. 

I in no way believe we should model 
our policies after other countries. We 
have talked about that before here. 
However, when we can learn from their 
mistakes, we should. 

The United Kingdom implemented a 
similar rule in 2013. Two years later we 
can see the negative effects. The rule 
has created an advice gap in which 
60,000 investors are unable to receive fi- 
nancial advice because their accounts 
are too small. 

Mr. Speaker, I know some stories 
that have been told on the floor and 
from many Members here. I remember 
when I and my wife were just starting 
out. To tell me what little bit that I 
had saved was too small is an affront 
to the very free enterprise system that 
helps people climb to where they want 
to go and fulfill their dreams. We 
should never be satisfied with when we 
tell people they can’t get advice be- 
cause their pot, so to speak, is too 
small. 

Several of my constituents from 
northeast Georgia recently wrote to 
me about the administration’s fidu- 
ciary rule. Here is what they said: 
“The rule as proposed is not workable 
and would have numerous unintended 
consequences for American workers 
and retirement savers, particularly 
those who are middle class. The re- 
quirements in the rule would drive the 
market to fee-based arrangements that 
are used only for wealthier clients and 
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are not the best fit for many investors. 
As a result, middle-class savers would 
be forced into low-service, do-it-your- 
self accounts, depriving them of mean- 
ingful, personalized planning advice.” 

Let me repeat that: ‘‘depriving them 
of meaningful, personalized planning 
advice.” 

We are here today as the Republican 
majority, advancing H.R. 1090, because 
we are for the middle class. Because we 
refuse to accept any rule from this ad- 
ministration that would deprive the 
middle class of the tools they need to 
make good financial decisions. 

One of my constituents also wrote: 
“The time to act is now before Ameri- 
cans are deprived of consumer choice 
on how to plan for retirement and in- 
vest their savings.” 

Another said: ‘‘Recently, I became 
aware of a proposed rule that would un- 
dermine my ability to plan for my re- 
tirement in ways I believe best for 
me.” 

It is the very heart of why we are 
here, Mr. Speaker. It is taking up for 
those who need someone to say: Gov- 
ernment, it is time to let the free en- 
terprise, time to let the middle class, 
the hardworking folks of our country, 
have advice and be able to access that. 

I cannot understand why some of my 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
support a rule that would undermine 
anyone’s ability to plan for their re- 
tirement in ways that are best for 
them. This isn’t a political issue. It is 
about people and their future. It is as 
simple as that. 

Financial planning isn’t one size fits 
all. It is customized, individualized, 
based on the need of a particular fam- 
ily or small business. ObamaCare is a 
perfect example of what happens when 
the administration takes over an in- 
dustry without regard to the needs of 
the middle and lower class. 

Another constituent wrote to me and 
said: ‘‘With this rule, it seems the gov- 
ernment has determined that I am not 
smart enough to make my own in- 
formed investment decisions. I do not 
agree. Saving for retirement is difficult 
enough. Why add more obstacles and 
complexity? I urge you to please pre- 
serve the freedoms investors currently 
enjoy to choose how we invest in our 
retirement accounts and plan for a bet- 
ter financial tomorrow.” 

This administration, Mr. Speaker, is 
already costing families jobs, constitu- 
tional liberties, affordable quality 
health care, and a strong national de- 
fense. Let’s not also take away from 
them the ability to plan for retire- 
ment. 

I remember when, just a little over 27 
years ago, my wife and I walked down 
the aisle and we said, “I do,” for bet- 
ter, for worse, for richer, for poorer. 
And, Mr. Speaker, we have been 
through all of that. 

But, at times, we had people who 
came into our lives, investment advice 


16559 


that would help us with her teacher re- 
tirement, help us with advice that I 
didn’t have the time or really the un- 
derstanding to work on. 

If we take that away from folks like 
myself and families in my district and 
families in your district and families 
all over the country, then what are we 
saying to the American people? We are 
saying: the government knows better 
than you. 

I am a firm believer that this govern- 
ment was started and will stand both 
for the people and of the people, and 
that is what this Republican majority 
is doing today. That is why this rule is 
important, and that is why this bill is 
important. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me the 30 min- 
utes, and I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

I want to thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Rather than having a mere Speaker pro 
tempore, as I had the opportunity to do 
as a freshman in the majority, it is al- 
ways exciting to be presided over by 
the actual Speaker of the body, the 
second in line to be President of the 
United States, and particularly some- 
body who has dedicated so much of his 
life to public service, Mr. Speaker, as 
you have, and left his mark on this in- 
stitution. 

I am sure that there will be addi- 
tional opportunities for showing our 
great regard and esteem with which 
this body holds you, Mr. Speaker. But 
I think it is somewhat apt that per- 
haps, if not the final time you act as 
presiding officer of this body, at least 
the final rule is related to retirement, 
which you, Mr. Speaker, will presum- 
ably soon be experiencing, and is an 
important topic of discussion for this 
body. 

Now, we may have our disagreements 
about whether curtailing this rule is in 
the interest of the American people or 
not, but I know that we both have a 
deep and abiding interest in making 
sure that Americans are safe in their 
retirement. I think it is wonderful that 
you are highlighting the importance of 
retirement security by presiding over 
this particular debate yourself, Mr. 
Speaker. 

I rise in opposition to the rule, which 
is a structured rule for H.R. 1090. 
Frankly, it is premature to be consid- 
ering this bill when we don’t know 
what the final rules will look like out 
of the Department of Labor, rather 
than allow the Department of Labor to 
continue doing its job, which has in- 
cluded many stakeholders. 

I know firsthand the Secretary of 
Labor has not only reached out to me 
and met with me on numerous occa- 
sions as well as my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle and has appeared be- 
fore one of the committees of jurisdic- 
tion that I serve on, the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce, of which 
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you, Mr. Speaker, are a prior chair as 
well, and engaged with the financial 
services community, consumer protec- 
tion organizations, and many others in 
his very earnest and serious attempt at 
making sure that the many short- 
comings of the initial draft rule, which 
you and I might agree on, Mr. Speaker, 
are addressed in the final rulemaking. I 
think the Secretary deserves that op- 
portunity. The hardworking men and 
women of the Department of Labor de- 
serve that opportunity. 

And then, if, in fact, the mark is 
missed, it might be appropriate for this 
body to consider amending or changing 
any rule to address the fears that both 
of us share on both sides of the aisle 
with regard to ensuring that people of 
low and moderate income do have ac- 
cess to high-quality advice and that 
the legitimate educational activities of 
financial services organizations are al- 
lowed to continue to provide that type 
of advice. 

Now, this legislation is somewhat 
wrapped in a seemingly arcane matter. 
It has to do with whether it is under 
the jurisdiction of the Department of 
Labor or the Securities and Exchange 
Commission regarding new fiduciary 
standards of care. 

We had the chair of the Financial 
Services Committee, Mr. HENSARLING, 
before us in the Rules Committee yes- 
terday. He simply said that, under 
Dodd-Frank, the SEC has the ability to 
pass rules regarding fiduciary stand- 
ards of care. I don’t think anybody dis- 
putes that the SEC has the legal au- 
thority to do so. 

I question here—and I think this was 
well established—that they are un- 
likely, because of their ongoing imple- 
mentation work in many other areas, 
to get to this any time soon, whereas 
the Department of Labor is nearing the 
end of a 2-year-long-plus process 
around trying to make sensible rules to 
ensure that conflicts of interest within 
retirement advice are offered, con- 
sumer protections are provided, and 
the market is allowed to operate in a 
more efficient way with regard to of- 
fering quality retirement products and 
appropriate retirement products to 
consumers. 

After the Department of Labor re- 
tracted the flawed first version of this 
rule several years ago, they released a 
new version of the rule in 2015. They 
have been getting input from a broad 
spectrum of stakeholders through a 
long and extended comment period. 

I have provided feedback. Stake- 
holders in the retirement community 
have. Members of Congress on both 
sides of the aisle have. We all know 
what some of the fundamental issues 
that we are trying to address are, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Today most Americans are not sav- 
ing enough for retirement and are not 
securing their retirement. The retire- 
ment savings gap is estimated at $14 
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trillion, and one in five Americans who 
are approaching retirement have zero 
private retirement savings. 

As the ranking member on the 
Health, Employment, Labor, and Pen- 
sions Subcommittee of the Education 
and the Workforce Committee, I am 
very interested in working in a bipar- 
tisan fashion to address this savings 
gap. Helping to make sure that Ameri- 
cans save for retirement is not a par- 
tisan issue. Whether one is a Democrat 
or a Republican, eventually, you are 
going to need to retire, some of us, Mr. 
Speaker, before others. 

This bill did not have to be partisan 
either. I think, if we had waited and 
targeted any particular flaws in the 
final rule, there might have been an 
ability to build a bipartisan consensus. 
I am optimistic that the Secretary of 
Labor and the Department of Labor 
will get their rules right. 

Investors need to be able to trust the 
person advising them about the money 
they need to live after retirement. On 
the other hand, we need to protect in- 
dividuals’ and small businesses’ access 
to advice. 

Mistakes in investments cost billions 
of dollars to individuals and the econ- 
omy. Of course, a mistake can occur 
with wrongful advice from somebody 
who has a conflict of interest, but mis- 
takes can also occur if there is a lack 
of access to quality advice. We need to 
be cognizant of both of those potentials 
as we look at improving the ability of 
the American people to save for their 
retirement. 

I know that everybody involved with 
this rule and many of the stakeholders 
who will be impacted actually agree on 
a lot of the big concepts. They agree 
generally that financial advisers 
should use the best interest or fidu- 
ciary standard because the client’s best 
interest should be paramount. 

The main disagreement is about how 
to make this happen and how to imple- 
ment the rule in a way that makes 
sense. Most advisers today do what is 
in the best interest of their client. 
They are good actors, and they help 
their clients save for retirement. 

It is critical that our final rule, as 
the Secretary himself has said, does 
not upend an entire business model 
that works for good actors and works 
for many American families. However, 
making sure that we have a standard 
in place that the few bad actors need to 
abide by and are not able to wreak 
havoc in allowing American families to 
plan for their retirement is also essen- 
tial. 
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Now, just because there is disagree- 
ment on some of the specifics of the 
rule doesn’t mean that we should use a 
bill that wholesale removes this au- 
thority and transfers it entirely to an 
SEC entity, which is unlikely to pro- 
ceed with rulemaking and can’t even 
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proceed with rulemaking while this 
President is in office under a timeline 
even if they were to begin expedi- 
tiously. So, effectively, this underlying 
legislation is an effort to thwart the 
ability of this President, this Secretary 
of Labor, and even the SEC under this 
President, from acting in a way to pro- 
tect the American people from con- 
flicts of interest in retirement products 
that are not suitable for their needs. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1090 would actu- 
ally prevent the Department of Labor 
from issuing any sort of fiduciary rule 
until after the Securities and Exchange 
Commission issued a rule. Now, the De- 
partment of Labor clearly has the au- 
thority to write and implement this 
rule. That is not even being called into 
question; it is simply the timeline of 
which agency goes first. But due to the 
realities of the SEC, the Commission is 
not moving forward a rule any time in 
the near future, and that is simple re- 
ality. 

So what this bill actually does is it 
effectively kills the Department of La- 
bor’s ability under President Obama to 
update the fiduciary standard under 
ERISA. Would it make sense for Con- 
gress to mandate that the IRS couldn’t 
take action to collect taxes until the 
Treasury acted first? This is a similar 
situation. 

I believe the Department of Labor 
must take into account the high num- 
ber of outstanding questions and re- 
quests for comments that they pro- 
posed in the rule, the incredible vol- 
ume of feedback the rule has received, 
including from myself and Members on 
both sides of the aisle and outside 
stakeholders. To date, there has been a 
number of letters from both parties re- 
questing changes to the proposed rule. 
I signed onto a letter with 96 Demo- 
crats, and there are over 3,500 public 
comments, hundreds of thousands of 
people signing their names to peti- 
tions. The Department of Labor hope- 
fully will listen to this feedback as 
they issue their final draft rule to 
make the effort streamlined while pro- 
tecting investors and workers. 

My staff and I have had dozens of 
meetings and phone calls to the De- 
partment of Labor with Secretary 
Perez. I have submitted over two dozen 
questions for the record to the Depart- 
ment of Labor on the subject, and I am 
satisfied and optimistic that these con- 
cerns will be addressed in the final 
rule. 

I am just now leading a letter with 
several of my colleagues requesting an 
additional comment period to look at 
the changes the Department of Labor 
is planning to make to the rule. So the 
answer, I think, Mr. Speaker, is to take 
the time to get these rules right, make 
sure they don’t have unintended con- 
sequences, and not prejudge them by 
invalidating them before they are out 
of the gate. That is what I consider a 
constructive way forward. 
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Mr. Speaker, I have learned from 
these conversations that we need to 
move forward with a productive proc- 
ess, and I believe the Labor Secretary 
is committed to doing that. We may 
have disagreements about the final 
outcome, but we should see what that 
final outcome is before we pass legisla- 
tion that requires us to pretend that 
the problem doesn’t exist. 

While the specifics of the fiduciary 
rule are important, and DOL needs to 
make changes and communicate them 
to stakeholders, this legislation is very 
counterproductive to those ongoing 
discussions that have occurred over the 
last several years. This bill would ef- 
fectively prevent protections from 
being implemented after years of work, 
meetings, and due diligence involving 
financial services companies and in- 
volving retirement advocacy organiza- 
tions, not to mention the fact that this 
bill will not become law. The President 
has already put out a promise to veto 
the legislation should it reach his desk. 
So, instead, we should be spending our 
time on more important work for the 
American people. With just over a 
month to take action until a govern- 
ment shutdown and with the transpor- 
tation bill expiring, we have six con- 
gressional working days to raise a 
clean debt ceiling. I am hopeful, Mr. 
Speaker, that you will be able to bear 
witness to that as a Member and leader 
of this body in the short future, in the 
next couple of days. Just as aston- 
ishing, we have the highway funding 
shutdown. 

So here we are again. I think that we 
need to work on bills that have a 
chance of becoming law. We shouldn’t 
prejudge rules that I think the Sec- 
retary has really worked hard to en- 
sure involve multiple stakeholders, and 
hopefully, we will be satisfied with the 
final rules that address many of the po- 
tential unintended consequences and 
concerns that my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle have raised, including 
myself. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak- 
er, I do appreciate the comments just 
made, but I think there is a general 
disagreement, and we will have a dis- 
agreement in just a few moments about 
article I and what we are supposed to 
be doing here and taking care of the 
American people. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as she 
may consume to the gentlewoman from 
North Carolina (Ms. Foxx). 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
colleague from Georgia for yielding. In 
the spirit of bipartisanship, let me as- 
sociate myself with the opening re- 
marks and kind words of Mr. POLIS 
about the Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, if adopted, the proposed 
fiduciary rule would reduce access to 
reasonably priced investment options 
for lower and middle class families and 
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small-business owners across the coun- 
try. It will also increase costs for 
Americans trying their best to save for 
retirement. 

Our country faces difficult retire- 
ment challenges, and the last thing the 
Federal Government should do is cre- 
ate new barriers blocking the retire- 
ment security the American people de- 
serve. The fact is we have seen this 
scheme before. This proposal contains 
many of the same flaws as the adminis- 
tration’s failed 2010 proposal, which 
was ultimately withdrawn because of 
harsh bipartisan opposition. 

The Department of Labor’s rushed 
and uncoordinated process has again 
resulted in an unworkable proposal, 
and I urge the administration to use 
the same logic that it did the first time 
and withdraw its damaged proposal. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, many 
American workers don’t have access to 
paid sick days, which means they can’t 
miss work without losing a day’s pay 
or risking their job security. If we de- 
feat the previous question, I will offer 
an amendment to the rule to bring up 
legislation that would allow workers to 
earn paid sick leave. 

Mr. Speaker, everyone should be able 
to take care of themselves or their 
loved ones when they are sick and not 
have to worry about losing their jobs 
or falling behind on their bills because 
of illness. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to insert the text of the amend- 
ment in the RECORD, along with extra- 
neous material, immediately prior to 
the vote on the previous question. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Col- 
orado? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. POLIS. To discuss our proposal, I 
yield such time as she may consume to 
the distinguished gentlewoman from 
Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO). 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the previous question. 
Defeating the previous question will 
allow us to amend the rule to provide 
for consideration of the Healthy Fami- 
lies Act. What is the Healthy Families 
Act? It is an act that would allow 
workers to earn up to 7 days of job-pro- 
tected sick leave each year. 

Mr. Speaker, being a working parent 
should not mean choosing between 
your job and taking care of yourself 
and your family. But at least 43 million 
private sector workers—389 percent of 
our workforce—must make this deci- 
sion every time illness strikes. Mil- 
lions more cannot earn paid sick time 
to care for a sick child or for a family 
member. 

Employers ultimately suffer when 
workers have to make this choice. In- 
creased turnover rates amount to 
greater costs, and employers can jeop- 
ardize the health of other employees 
when their policies force employees to 
come to work sick. 
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With regard to families, I listen to 
people—as we all do in our commu- 
nities—all of the time. I can talk to 
you about Eva, the bus driver who 
picks up kids in the morning on their 
way to school. They are there with 
their parents, and she says that I see 
parents with tears in their eyes as they 
are putting their child on the bus, 
knowing that their child is sick, but 
they can’t afford to stay home with 
that child because they could lose their 
job. They could get pay docked. They 
are making a choice, and that is not 
how they view themselves as a parent. 

Paid sick day policies have been en- 
acted successfully at the State and at 
the local levels. Nearly 20 jurisdictions 
across the country have adopted paid 
sick days, and there is strong public 
support for universal access to paid 
sick days. Highty-eight percent of 
Americans support paid sick day legis- 
lation. 

The Healthy Families Act allows 
working families to meet their health 
and their financial needs while boost- 
ing businesses’ productivity and reten- 
tion rates—strengthening our Nation’s 
economy. It is common sense. It is 
business savvy. This is the right thing 
to do. 

Today there isn’t a parent staying 
home with their children. Mothers, fa- 
thers, grandmothers, aunts, and uncles, 
everyone is in the workplace. Let our 
public policy reflect the way that fami- 
lies are trying to make it today. We 
need to work to protect public health, 
to boost the economy, and to help 
hardworking families have access to 
paid sick days. 

Let’s pass the Healthy Families Act, 
and I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
previous question. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield such time as he may con- 
sume to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. CRENSHAW). 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of this rule and the underlying legisla- 
tion. I am the chairman of the Appro- 
priations Subcommittee on Financial 
Services and General Government. My 
subcommittee is charged with over- 
seeing the budget of the Securities and 
Exchange Commission. 

That is the agency of the Federal 
Government that is charged with pro- 
tecting investors and making sure that 
the capital markets are fair and or- 
derly, and that is what they do every 
day. In fact, Dodd-Frank gives them 
more authority in this area than any 
other agency in the Federal Govern- 
ment, so I find it a little bit surprising 
that the Department of Labor, whose 
day-to-day job is not to oversee invest- 
ment advisers, whose day-to-day job is 
not to oversee broker-dealers, and yet 
they will decide that they are going to 
write a rule dealing with fiduciary 
standards for those that are involved in 


16562 


retirement accounts. Well, it just 
seems to me that is backwards. That is 
upside down. 

The SEC ought to be acting in this 
area. That is their primary role. If we 
are going to let other agencies write 
rules that might be in conflict, might 
create confusion, and might be duplica- 
tive, then it seems to me we are going 
to give those individuals who are strug- 
gling to make a living and to make 
ends meet, we are going to have a dif- 
ficult time understanding what their 
retirement accounts are all about and 
who is in charge and what are the rules 
and the standards. 

So the SEC should act first, and that 
is all this bill does. It says the SEC 
should act first in dealing with inves- 
tor security to make sure that capital 
markets are fair and orderly and that 
the Department of Labor is prohibited 
from finalizing any rule in this regard. 

So I think it is a commonsense piece 
of legislation. I thank the sponsors for 
bringing it, and the committee for 
bringing it up, and so I urge adoption 
of this rule and adoption of the under- 
lying legislation as well. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, even if my friends on 
the other side of the aisle think they 
might not like this final rule, let’s at 
least give the Department of Labor, 
after several years of hard work, the 
chance to produce it. If at that point 
the majority feels that there are parts 
of the rule that they don’t want or 
don’t like or want to invalidate or are 
counterproductive, that would be the 
appropriate time for this kind of bill to 
intervene in those efforts before those 
rules are finalized. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been very satis- 
fied with the work of the Department 
of Labor and the Secretary of Labor to 
engage Members of this body on both 
sides of the aisle and the financial 
services community to ensure that 
many of the acknowledged flaws that 
are in the draft bill are addressed in 
any final rule that is brought forward. 

This bill is effectively an effort to 
thwart the entire process around ad- 
dressing a real problem, and that real 
problem is the conflict of interest and 
poor quality retirement advice that is 
being given to too many American 
families. 

The Secretary is not seeking to 
upend a business structure that allows 
access to quality financial advice for 
millions of middle class American fam- 
ilies, and I believe that any concerns 
with regard to that will be addressed in 
the final rulemaking. 

With little time left before so many 
deadlines and cliffs that this body 
has—transportation funding expiring, 
the Federal budget expiring without a 
potential government shutdown, the 
debt ceiling, and so many others—why 
are we discussing a bill that is not 
going to become law? Again, you are 
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seeking to overturn a ruling before it is 
made. The President himself would 
veto this bill. There will not be two- 
thirds of this body to overturn this 
veto. 

When we are discussing taking ac- 
tions that affect actions that the Presi- 
dent is taking, keep in mind that under 
our constitutional republic, if we were 
to override the President, it would 
take both Democrats and Republicans, 
and Democrats in large numbers. Now, 
I understand there may be a few hand- 
ful of my Democratic colleagues sup- 
porting this final bill, not very many, 
certainly not enough to bring it close 
to the two-thirds threshold. So, again, 
that would qualify as a waste of time 
for this body, and a premature waste of 
time at that. 

Let’s give the Department of Labor 
the ability and the benefit of the doubt 
to bring forward these rules, and then 
perhaps if they overstep and have a lot 
of flaws, then, Mr. Speaker, the Repub- 
licans might have more Democrats 
willing to join them in counteracting 
these rules. But at this point, it is en- 
tirely premature to interdict the entire 
rulemaking process to protect Amer- 
ican retirement without even knowing 
what those rules are that we are seek- 
ing to circumvent. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 
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Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

I think it is a fundamental dif- 
ference, again, in the way we choose to 
look at how we do our business up here. 
There is a constitutional flow to this. 
It is called Article I. It is our responsi- 
bility as elected Representatives, both 
from Georgia, from Colorado, from all 
over this country, it is our responsi- 
bility to look at this. 

I think one of the things that frus- 
trates me, and I know it frustrates 
many of my constituents back home, is 
that it seems like every time—as my 
friend has said—that we are pre- 
empting or putting down all this hard 
work done by the agencies, well, every- 
thing that is pointed to so far, it is not 
our job as Congress to worry about the 
work product of an agency. Our job is 
to take care of the American people 
and make sure that their interests are 
best concerned. My first interest is the 
folks of the Ninth District of Georgia. 
My first interest is not, did the office 
or agency of an administration of any, 
Republican or Democrat, did they work 
real hard on it? I appreciate their 
work. 

But the problem we are coming back 
to here is we are facing a real issue. We 
are simply saying the SEC needs to go 
first. We are simply saying let’s put 
these priorities in line, and let’s simply 
say that we look at this. It is not the 
executive body’s determination to 


October 27, 2015 


make the law, so to speak. It is our 
body. So if we choose to intervene here, 
then it is our prerogative to do so, tak- 
ing care of what we are doing. 

I think also to simply say—and I love 
this argument—that if the President is 
not going to sign and we don’t have 
enough to override, then fine, let’s 
make that argument to the American 
people. And if the administration 
chooses to do this and chooses not to, 
then let them tell the American people 
and the teachers in my district and the 
law enforcement officers in my district 
and people who need this advice and 
looking at the history and say: We 
don’t care about you, let our bureauc- 
racy work, let bureaucracy ring in- 
stead of freedom ring. 

If that is what the President and the 
administration wants to do, then so be 
it. I will stand on the side of the Amer- 
ican people. I will stand on the side of 
the middle class. I will stand on them 
being able to take what they have and 
get advice so they can make it better. 
If that is the argument they want to be 
had, let’s have it. 

Mr. Speaker, with that, I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

I think that the remarks by my col- 
league on the Rules Committee are 
part of the problem here. The way that 
laws are passed require the House and 
the Senate to pass a bill in the same 
form and the President to sign that 
bill, or if the President vetoes that bill, 
two-thirds of the body to overrule it. 

And, of course, no one doubts that if 
this body of the House wants, they can 
continue to pass bills that the Senate 
won’t bring up, as they have dozens, I 
would have to get a count, perhaps, 
hundreds of times, or bills that the 
Senate will pass but the President will 
veto, and the President vetoed, I be- 
lieve, his fifth bill with the defense re- 
authorization last week. 

Certainly, if the majority chooses, if 
the Republicans choose, this body can 
continue to do that, or this body can 
work together with the Senate and the 
President to pass laws that address 
issues that the American people have 
brought to us to solve, and that takes 
compromise. That doesn’t mean this 
body should say, “It is our way or the 
highway,” and the Senate says, ‘‘Sorry, 
it is the highway,’’ and the President 
says, “Sorry, it is the highway.” It 
means, roll up your sleeves and work 
together. 

If we are going to solve a problem 
like immigration in this country, our 
broken immigration system, and re- 
place our broken immigration system 
with one that works, that restores bor- 
der security, the rule of law, benefits 
our economy, and unites families, it 
will take all sides working together. 
Guess what? Last session, the Senate 
passed a bill. It was this House that 
didn’t spend even a minute of time on 
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the floor debating that bill or bringing 
forward something that the American 
people demand to replace our broken 
immigration system with one that 
works and protects our country. 

So, again, I don’t doubt the ability of 
this body to keep passing bills that 
don’t go anywhere. Perhaps, it makes 
some of my Republican colleagues feel 
good. They go home, and they say: Gee, 
we passed this out of the House. We 
passed that out of the House. The prob- 
lem is the Senate. The problem is the 
President. 

But that is just an excuse for blame 
and more and more problems. I think 
what the American people want is not 
this finger pointing. They don’t want 
the Senate to say: We solved immigra- 
tion; it was the House’s fault. They 
don’t want the House to say: We 
defunded ObamaCare; it is the Senate 
and President’s fault they didn’t do it. 

They want us to work together, work 
together to implement the Affordable 
Care Act and address some of the prob- 
lems in it, work together to replace our 
broken immigration system with one 
that works, one to work together to 
cut our budget deficit, one to work to- 
gether to fund an infrastructure and 
transportation bill, and—this is an ex- 
ample—if there are deficiencies in the 
final rule, work together to make sure 
that those deficiencies are addressed so 
that our common goal the Democrats 
and Republicans share of making sure 
that Americans have quality, noncon- 
flicted advice in their retirement sav- 
ings is able to occur across the coun- 


try. 
I call on Speaker BOEHNER and, of 
course, whoever succeeds him as 


Speaker, as well as the rest of the 
House leadership, to present truly bi- 
partisan efforts to move forward on the 
various issues that we face and not 
yield to the easy temptation to pass 
single-Chamber bills in the House that 
aren’t even brought up by the Senate 
and, if they were, it would be vetoed by 
the President. That is not how laws are 
made. That is how rhetoric is made. 
The American people want their prob- 
lems addressed by this body, not just 
more hot wind and rhetoric that this 
bill is an example of. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

I appreciate that because there are 
many people in America right now who 
remember just a few years ago when 
there was plenty of hot rhetoric com- 
ing from this Chamber, and it is really 
punishing the American people now. It 
is called ObamaCare. It is called Dodd- 
Frank. I guess the warm winds are still 
blowing. 

It is amazing to me that when you 
look at this—and I can go back in his- 
tory—and I think the one thing that we 
maybe can come to an agreement on is 
when you govern and when you are in 
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the majority, you pass bills that reflect 
your majority values. You do not re- 
flect, in this case, an administration 
that happens to have different values. 
We are continuing to work for the 
American people, just as my friend 
when he was in the majority—as he 
said, he sat in the chair as a fresh- 
man—they would have passed bills 
that, oh, by the way, probably wouldn’t 
have made it through that Republican 
administration. Some got vetoed. And 
if it did get vetoed, you would come 
back and work the process of an over- 
ride, and that can happen. 

The problem here is I believe—and 
this is just fundamental—I believe that 
we can work on different ideas. There 
are things that the gentleman from 
Colorado and I can agree on or disagree 
on. I think it goes back just basically 
to the problem that many of us are 
frustrated with, is that there are three 
branches of government that the Con- 
gress, the House and the Senate, 
whether we agree on everything or not, 
is not the point. The point is, are we 
making the voices heard from our dis- 
tricts and doing so in a meaningful 
way? 

If that means that Republicans feel 
one way and Democrats feel another 
way, that so be it. But I, as long as I 
am part of the majority, we are going 
to put our values forward, and we are 
going to say: This is what we believe 
in. We would like for you to come on. 
And we will find areas where we can 
agree. 

But I will never stand by just because 
the administration, as they did just 
this past week with the NDAA, put pol- 
itics over our troops. AS someone who 
served in Iraq, it is time to quit play- 
ing politics with our troops. 

If we want to get specific about what 
we are playing politics with here, then 
we can understand that. That is a dis- 
grace. And what we have got to under- 
stand is—we are going to put stuff 
here—we are simply saying: Here is a 
fix that we believe; let the SEC work 
first. 

That is our policy statement. If they 
don’t agree, fine. But when it is fight- 
ing for the people of the Ninth District 
of Georgia and also people for America 
and middle class and lower income 
folks who are just trying to make their 
retirement and get good advice, I will 
never back up or apologize for taking 
the time to fight for the American peo- 
ple. If that is a waste of time, I will be 
up here every day taking that time for 
the American people. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self the balance of my time. 

This is a very interesting discussion 
with my colleague from Georgia. When 
you look at the work product of this 
body in the House of Representatives, 
this body has voted to repeal 
ObamaCare, the Affordable Care Act, 
over 54 times. So it is clear to the 
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American people—my colleague from 
Georgia can tell his constituents—we 
voted to repeal ObamaCare. We did. I 
didn’t vote for that, but the majority 
of this body did that—not once, not 
twice, not three times, not four times, 
not five times. I can count all the way 
up to over 54 times. In fact, many of us 
are losing track about how many times 
this body is on the RECORD opposing 
ObamaCare, but that is not how laws 
are made. That is part of the process. 
One would say once should suffice for it 
to pass this body. 

The bill also would need to pass the 
Senate. And as the President has indi- 
cated, it is unlikely that something 
called by many people ObamaCare 
would be repealed by a President 
named Barack Obama. He, of course, 
would veto any legislation that ended 
the Affordable Care Act, his signature 
health care policy that he passed in his 
first term in office. 

So, again, it looks at what we do 
with this body. When one wonders why 
the approval ratings of the House of 
Representatives are as low and con- 
tinuing to plummet as they are, I 
think it is because rather than address 
the concerns of the American people 
around making health care work and 
more affordable and passing construc- 
tive laws through the system that ad- 
dress some of the shortcomings in 
ObamaCare, whether it is addressing 
some of the shortcomings in Dodd- 
Frank, rather than taking that path, 
this body instead is passing single- 
Chamber bills, like we are here today, 
with regard to undermining a rule that 
we haven’t even seen yet because some 
people think it might be counter- 
productive or bad. If it is, let’s have 
that discussion. 

But, again, as a Member of this body, 
I have been happy so far with the ef- 
forts of the Secretary of Labor to en- 
gage with the stakeholder groups and 
Members of this body to get this rule 
right. I honestly believe that the only 
reason this legislation was brought to 
the floor is it is hard for the Repub- 
lican caucus to agree on much else. It 
is hard for them to agree on something 
that might be a governing effort to 
pass. So, instead, we are dealing with 
single-Chamber bills. On weeks that we 
could be dealing with funding transpor- 
tation or infrastructure or cutting our 
deficit or going after government waste 
and fraud, we are instead repealing 
ObamaCare again and again and again 
or repealing a rule that we haven’t 
even seen because people think they 
might not like it if they do. 

Look, we have a choice in this body. 
The Republicans in the majority can 
either sit back and bring partisan leg- 
islation to the floor each week and 
watch costs of the American people go 
up and watch problems go unsolved, or 
we can come to the table and start a 
serious discussion with the House and 
the Senate, with the President, with 
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Members of this body on both sides of 
the aisle, about important things that 
actually move our country forward, 
grow our economy, promote our na- 
tional security, reduce our deficit, in- 
cluding the basics of keeping our gov- 
ernment open and paying our bills on 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote “no” and defeat the previous ques- 
tion. I urge a “no” vote on the rule, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

I want to just finalize some time here 
and just really look at this because 
what is really interesting in the last 
few minutes is many times in this—and 
I appreciate my colleague from Colo- 
rado—this is, frankly, why I believe 
most of us came into public service, is 
to have honest debate, go back and 
forth. But I will have to say as I close 
here, I do want to make it back to 
what this bill does and what this rule 
is that you are going to be voting on. It 
just says: Let the SEC go first. 

Now, I know that is hard to under- 
stand. And if you are watching this, 
you might have a hard time under- 
standing because my friend just said 
that we won’t wait on a rule and then 
that we are repealing a rule. So I am 
not sure how you can repeal a rule that 
you have not waited on, and if the rule 
is not there, you are repealing. No, we 
are simply saying: Let the SEC go 
first. So you can’t repeal something 
that your own statement said you are 
waiting on. 

And, also, by the way, a Dear Col- 
league letter that says that we know 
from many, many of my Democrat 
friends across the aisle are sending 
around saying: DOL, we have got a lot 
of concerns about this; we want to 
make sure you do it right. I think this 
is a good way to do it, and it is called 
being part of a bipartisan solution here 
on the floor, and let’s put it back right 
and let it go that way instead of send- 
ing a letter to DOL and letting them 
make sure they get it right because 
they acknowledge that there are real 
concerns about the workability of this 
rule in progress, and this is right now 
being circulated. 

I think I just want to say I support 
this bill, H.R. 1090, because I believe 
that men and women should have the 
ability to choose their type of financial 
professional who best meets their in- 
vestment needs. This isn’t about pro- 
tecting investors. It is about the ad- 
ministration once again telling fami- 
lies that they know what is best for 
them. They have told families that 
they know better when it comes to 
health care. They have told families 
they know better when it comes to 
education. They have told families 
they know better when it comes how 
and where to spend their money, and 
the results have been devastating. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


H.R. 1090 isn’t going to undo all the 
devastating impacts of this one-size- 
fits-all regulatory approach, but it will 
prevent from taking away the ability 
of families to plan their financial fu- 
ture. This bill passed with bipartisan 
support last Congress, and on behalf of 
my constituents, I deeply hope it does 
so again. 

Again, it is about who you fight for. 
It is a consistency. I will consistently 
stand here and say what is best for 
those hard-working, middle class, 
lower income class, and anybody else 
who earns as much as they want to to 
have the access to get the financial 
planning they need in the way that is 
best for them without the interference 
of a bureaucratic organization that has 
taken so long and already shows re- 
sults from other places that are dev- 
astating. We are not going to do that. 
We are going to put this forward and 
let’s see who we are really standing 
with and who we are really standing 
for. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. POLIS is as follows: 

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 491 OFFERED BY 

MR. POLIS OF COLORADO 

At the end of the resolution, add the fol- 
lowing new sections: 

SEC. 2. Immediately upon adoption of this 
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to 
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House 
resolved into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for consider- 
ation of the bill (H.R. 932) to allow Ameri- 
cans to earn paid sick time so that they can 
address their own health needs and the 
health needs of their families. The first read- 
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. All 
points of order against consideration of the 
bill are waived. General debate shall be con- 
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one 
hour equally divided among and controlled 
by the chair and ranking minority member 
of the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce, the chair and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on House Admin- 
istration, and the chair and ranking minor- 
ity member of the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. After general de- 
bate the bill shall be considered for amend- 
ment under the five-minute rule. All points 
of order against provisions in the bill are 
waived. At the conclusion of consideration of 
the bill for amendment the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted. 
The previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit with or with- 
out instructions. If the Committee of the 
Whole rises and reports that it has come to 
no resolution on the bill, then on the next 
legislative day the House shall, immediately 
after the third daily order of business under 
clause 1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Com- 
mittee of the Whole for further consideration 
of the bill. 

SEC. 3. Clause l(c) of rule XIX shall not 
apply to the consideration of H.R. 932. 

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 
IT REALLY MEANS 

This vote, the vote on whether to order the 
previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or- 
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dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Republican majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the Democratic minority to 
offer an alternative plan. It is a vote about 
what the House should be debating. 


Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives (VI, 308-311), de- 
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘ʻa motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.” To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be- 
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de- 
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition”’ 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of- 
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said: 
“The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz- 
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.”’ 


The Republican majority may say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution ... [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im- 
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the Repub- 
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative 
Process in the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s 
how the Republicans describe the previous 
question vote in their own manual: ‘‘Al- 
though it is generally not possible to amend 
the rule because the majority Member con- 
trolling the time will not yield for the pur- 
pose of offering an amendment, the same re- 
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre- 
vious question on the rule. ... When the 
motion for the previous question is defeated, 
control of the time passes to the Member 
who led the opposition to ordering the pre- 
vious question. That Member, because he 
then controls the time, may offer an amend- 
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of 
amendment.”’ 


In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House 
of Representatives, the subchapter titled 
“Amending Special Rules” states: ‘ʻa refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend- 
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec- 
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘‘Upon re- 
jection of the motion for the previous ques- 
tion on a resolution reported from the Com- 
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem- 
ber leading the opposition to the previous 
question, who may offer a proper amendment 
or motion and who controls the time for de- 
bate thereon.”’ 


Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli- 
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Republican major- 
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter- 
native views the opportunity to offer an al- 
ternative plan. 


Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield back the balance of my time, 
and I move the previous question on 
the resolution. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CARTER of Georgia). The question is on 
ordering the previous question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 


Ee 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will postpone further proceedings 
today on the motion to suspend the 
rules on which a recorded vote or the 
yeas and nays are ordered, or on which 
the vote incurs objection under clause 
6 of rule XX. 

Any record vote on the postponed 
question will be taken later. 


Ee 


SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 
EXTENSION ACT OF 2015 


Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 3819) to provide an extension of 
Federal-aid highway, highway safety, 
motor carrier safety, transit, and other 
programs funded out of the Highway 
Trust Fund, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 3819 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; RECONCILIATION OF 
FUNDS; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘Surface Transportation Extension Act 
of 2015”. 

(b) RECONCILIATION OF FUNDS.—The Sec- 
retary of Transportation shall reduce the 
amount apportioned or allocated for a pro- 
gram, project, or activity under this Act in 
fiscal year 2016 by amounts apportioned or 
allocated pursuant to the Surface Transpor- 
tation and Veterans Health Care Choice Im- 
provement Act of 2015, including the amend- 
ments made by that Act, for the period be- 
ginning on October 1, 2015, and ending on Oc- 
tober 29, 2015. 

(c) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents for this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; reconciliation of funds; 
table of contents. 

TITLE I—SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 

PROGRAM EXTENSION 
Subtitle A—Federal-Aid Highways 
Sec. 1001. Extension of Federal-aid highway 
programs. 
Sec. 1002. Administrative expenses. 
Subtitle B—Extension of Highway Safety 
Programs 
Sec. 1101. Extension of National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration 
highway safety programs. 
Sec. 1102. Extension of Federal Motor Car- 
rier Safety Administration pro- 
grams. 
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Sec. 1103. Dingell-Johnson Sport Fish Res- 
toration Act. 
Subtitle C—Public Transportation Programs 
Sec. 1201. Formula grants for rural areas. 
Sec. 1202. Apportionment of appropriations 
for formula grants. 
Authorizations for public trans- 
portation. 
Bus and bus facilities formula 
grants. 
Subtitle D—Hazardous Materials 
1301. Authorization of appropriations. 
1302. Ensuring safe implementation of 
positive train control systems. 
TITLE II—REVENUE PROVISIONS 


Sec. 2001. Extension of Highway Trust Fund 
expenditure authority. 

TITLE I—SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 

PROGRAM EXTENSION 
Subtitle A—Federal-Aid Highways 
SEC. 1001. EXTENSION OF FEDERAL-AID HIGH- 
WAY PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1001(a) of the 
Highway and Transportation Funding Act of 
2014 (128 Stat. 1840) is amended by striking 
“October 29, 2015” and inserting ‘‘November 
20, 2015”. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

(1) HIGHWAY TRUST FUND.—Section 
1001(b)(1)(B) of the Highway and Transpor- 
tation Funding Act of 2014 (128 Stat. 1840) is 
amended by striking ‘‘for the period begin- 
ning on October 1, 2015, and ending on Octo- 
ber 29, 2015, 2%ee of the total amount” and in- 
serting ‘‘for the period beginning on October 
1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 2015, 51⁄66 
of the total amount”. 

(2) GENERAL FUND.—Section 1123(h)(1) of 
MAP-21 (23 U.S.C. 202 note) is amended by 
striking ‘‘and $2,377,049 out of the general 
fund of the Treasury to carry out the pro- 
gram for the period beginning on October 1, 
2015, and ending on October 29, 2015” and in- 
serting ‘‘and $4,180,328 out of the general 
fund of the Treasury to carry out the pro- 
gram for the period beginning on October 1, 
2015, and ending on November 20, 2015”. 

(c) USE OF FUNDS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1001(c)(1)(B) of the 
Highway and Transportation Funding Act of 
2014 (128 Stat. 1840) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘“‘October 29, 2015,” and in- 
serting ‘‘November 20, 2015,’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘?%ese’’ and 
‘51466’, 

(2) OBLIGATION CEILING.—Section 1102 of 
MAP-21 (23 U.S.C. 104 note) is amended— 

(A) by striking subsection (a)(4) and insert- 
ing the following: 

“*(4) $5,595,839,851 for the period beginning 
on October 1, 2015, and ending on November 
20, 2015.”’; 

(B) in subsection (b)(12) by striking ‘‘, and 
for the period beginning on October 1, 2015, 
and ending on October 29, 2015, only in an 
amount equal to $639,000,000, less any reduc- 
tions that would have otherwise been re- 
quired for that year by section 251A of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 901a), then mul- 
tiplied by ?%ce for that period” and inserting 
‘* and for the period beginning on October 1, 
2015, and ending on November 20, 2015, only 
in an amount equal to $639,000,000, less any 
reductions that would have otherwise been 
required for that year by section 251A of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 901a), then mul- 
tiplied by 5166 for that period’’; 

(C) in subsection (c)— 

(i) in the matter preceding paragraph (1) by 
striking “October 29, 2015’’ and inserting 
“November 20, 2015”; and 


Sec. 1203. 


Sec. 1204. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


inserting 
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(ii) in paragraph (2) in the matter pre- 
ceding subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘for the 
period beginning on October 1, 2015, and end- 
ing on October 29, 2015, that is equal to 2%ee 
of such unobligated balance” and inserting 
“for the period beginning on October 1, 2015, 
and ending on November 20, 2015, that is 
equal to *466 of such unobligated balance’’; 
and 

(D) in subsection (f)(1) in the matter pre- 
ceding subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘Octo- 
ber 29, 2015” and inserting ‘‘November 20, 
2015”. 

SEC. 1002. ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES. 


Section 1002 of the Highway and Transpor- 
tation Funding Act of 2014 (128 Stat. 1842) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (a)(2) and insert- 
ing the following: 

‘(2) $61,311,475 for the period beginning on 
October 1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 
2015.” >and 

(2) in subsection (b)(2) by striking ‘‘and for 
the period beginning on October 1, 2015, and 
ending on October 29, 2015, subject to the 
limitations on administrative expenses 
under the heading ‘Federal Highway Admin- 
istration’’’ and inserting ‘‘and for the period 
beginning on October 1, 2015, and ending on 
November 20, 2015, subject to the limitations 
on administrative expenses for the Federal 
Highway Administration and Appalachian 
Regional Commission”. 


Subtitle B—Extension of Highway Safety 
Programs 
SEC. 1101. EXTENSION OF NATIONAL HIGHWAY 
TRAFFIC SAFETY ADMINISTRATION 
HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS. 

(a) EXTENSION OF PROGRAMS.— 

(1) HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS.—Section 
31101(a)(1)(D) of MAP-21 (126 Stat. 733) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘“(D) $32,745,902 for the period beginning on 
October 1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 
2015.”’. 

(2) HIGHWAY SAFETY RESEARCH AND DEVEL- 
OPMENT.—Section 31101(a)(2)(D) of MAP-21 
(126 Stat. 733) is amended to read as follows: 

‘“(D) $15,815,574 for the period beginning on 
October 1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 
2015.”’. 

(3) NATIONAL PRIORITY SAFETY PROGRAMS.— 
Section 31101(a)(3)(D) of MAP-21 (126 Stat. 
733) is amended to read as follows: 

‘“(D) $37,901,639 for the period beginning on 
October 1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 
2015.’’. 

(4) NATIONAL DRIVER REGISTER.—Section 
81101(a)(4)(D) of MAP-21 (126 Stat. 733) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘(D) $696,721 for the period beginning on 
October 1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 
2015.’’. 

(5) HIGH VISIBILITY ENFORCEMENT PRO- 
GRAM.— 

(A) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 31101(a)(5)(D) of MAP-21 (126 Stat. 
733) is amended to read as follows: 

‘“(D) $4,040,984 for the period beginning on 
October 1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 
2015.’’. 

(B) LAW ENFORCEMENT CAMPAIGNS.—Section 
2009(a) of SAFETEA-LU (23 U.S.C. 402 note) 
is amended— 

(i) in the first sentence by striking ‘‘Octo- 
ber 29, 2015” and inserting ‘‘November 20, 
2015”; and 

(ii) in the second sentence by striking ‘‘Oc- 
tober 29, 2015,” and inserting ‘‘November 20, 
2015,”’. 

(6) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Section 
81101(a)(6)(D) of MAP-21 (126 Stat. 733) is 
amended to read as follows: 
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‘“(D) $3,553,279 for the period beginning on 
October 1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 
2015.’’. 

(b) COOPERATIVE RESEARCH AND EVALUA- 
TION.—Section 403(f)(1) of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘and 
$198,087 of the total amount available for ap- 
portionment to the States for highway safe- 
ty programs under section 402(c) in the pe- 
riod beginning on October 1, 2015, and ending 
on October 29, 2015,” and inserting ‘‘and 
$348,361 of the total amount available for ap- 
portionment to the States for highway safe- 
ty programs under section 402(c) in the pe- 
riod beginning on October 1, 2015, and ending 
on November 20, 2015,”’. 

(c) APPLICABILITY OF TITLE 23.—Section 
31101(c) of MAP-21 (126 Stat. 733) is amended 
by striking ‘“‘October 29, 2015,” and inserting 
“November 20, 2015,’’. 

SEC. 1102. EXTENSION OF FEDERAL MOTOR CAR- 
RIER SAFETY ADMINISTRATION PRO- 
GRAMS. 

(a) MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY GRANTS.—Sec- 
tion 31104(a)(11) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

‘(11) $30,377,049 for the period beginning on 
October 1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 
2015.’’. 

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Section 
31104(i)(1)(K) of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

“(K) $36,090,164 for the period beginning on 
October 1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 
2015.”’. 

(c) GRANT PROGRAMS.— 

(1) COMMERCIAL DRIVER’S LICENSE PROGRAM 
IMPROVEMENT GRANTS.—Section 4101(c)(1) of 
SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 1715) is amended by 
striking ‘‘and $2,377,049 for the period begin- 
ning on October 1, 2015, and ending on Octo- 
ber 29, 2015” and inserting ‘‘and $4,180,328 for 
the period beginning on October 1, 2015, and 
ending on November 20, 2015”. 

(2) BORDER ENFORCEMENT GRANTS.—Section 
4101(c)(2) of SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 1715) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and $2,535,519 for the 
period beginning on October 1, 2015, and end- 
ing on October 29, 2015” and inserting ‘‘and 
$4,459,016 for the period beginning on October 
1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 2015”. 

(3) PERFORMANCE AND REGISTRATION INFOR- 
MATION SYSTEM MANAGEMENT GRANT PRO- 
GRAM.—Section 4101(c)(3) of SAFETEA-LU 
(119 Stat. 1715) is amended by striking ‘‘and 
$396,175 for the period beginning on October 
1, 2015, and ending on October 29, 2015” and 
inserting ‘‘and $696,721 for the period begin- 
ning on October 1, 2015, and ending on No- 
vember 20, 2015”. 

(4) COMMERCIAL VEHICLE INFORMATION SYS- 
TEMS AND NETWORKS DEPLOYMENT PROGRAM.— 
Section 4101(c)(4) of SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 
1715) is amended by striking ‘‘and $1,980,874 
for the period beginning on October 1, 2015, 
and ending on October 29, 2015’’ and inserting 
“and $3,483,607 for the period beginning on 
October 1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 
2015”. 

(5) SAFETY DATA IMPROVEMENT GRANTS.— 
Section 4101(c)(5) of SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 
1715) is amended by striking ‘‘and $237,705 for 
the period beginning on October 1, 2015, and 
ending on October 29, 2015” and inserting 
“and $418,033 for the period beginning on Oc- 
tober 1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 
2015”. 

(da) HIGH-PRIORITY ACTIVITIES.—Section 
31104(k)(2) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘and up to $1,188,525 for 
the period beginning on October 1, 2015, and 
ending on October 29, 2015,” and inserting 
“and up to $2,090,164 for the period beginning 
on October 1, 2015, and ending on November 
20, 2015,”. 
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(e) NEw ENTRANT AUDITS.—Section 
31144(g)(5)(B) of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by striking ‘‘and up to $2,535,519 
for the period beginning on October 1, 2015, 
and ending on October 29, 2015,” and insert- 
ing ‘‘and up to $4,459,016 for the period begin- 
ning on October 1, 2015, and ending on No- 
vember 20, 2015,”. 

(£) OUTREACH AND EDUCATION.—Section 
4127(e) of SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 1741) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and $316,940 to the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administra- 
tion for the period beginning on October 1, 
2015, and ending on October 29, 2015,” and in- 
serting ‘‘and $557,377 to the Federal Motor 
Carrier Safety Administration for the period 
beginning on October 1, 2015, and ending on 
November 20, 2015,’’. 

(g) GRANT PROGRAM FOR COMMERCIAL 
MOTOR VEHICLE OPERATORS.—Section 4134(c) 
of SAFETEA-LU (49 U.S.C. 31301 note) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and $79,235 for the pe- 
riod beginning on October 1, 2015, and ending 
on October 29, 2015,” and inserting ‘‘and 
$139,344 for the period beginning on October 
1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 2015,’’. 
SEC. 1103. DINGELL-JOHNSON SPORT FISH RES- 

TORATION ACT. 

Section 4 of the Dingell-Johnson Sport 
Fish Restoration Act (16 U.S.C. 777C) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a) in the matter pre- 
ceding paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘October 29, 
2015” and inserting ‘‘November 20, 2015”; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)(A) by striking ‘‘Oc- 
tober 29, 2015,” and inserting ‘‘November 20, 
2015,”’. 

Subtitle C—Public Transportation Programs 
SEC. 1201. FORMULA GRANTS FOR RURAL AREAS. 

Section 5311(c)(1) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘and 
$396,175 for the period beginning on October 
1, 2015, and ending on October 29, 2015,” and 
inserting ‘‘and $696,721 for the period begin- 
ning on October 1, 2015, and ending on No- 
vember 20, 2015,”’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (B) by striking ‘‘and 
$1,980,874 for the period beginning on October 
1, 2015, and ending on October 29, 2015,” and 
inserting ‘‘and $3,483,607 for the period begin- 
ning on October 1, 2015, and ending on No- 
vember 20, 2015,”’. 

SEC. 1202. APPORTIONMENT OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS FOR FORMULA GRANTS. 

Section 5336(h)(1) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘and $2,377,049 
for the period beginning on October 1, 2015, 
and ending on October 29, 2015,’’ and insert- 
ing ‘‘and $4,180,328 for the period beginning 
on October 1, 2015, and ending on November 
20, 2015,”’. 

SEC. 1203. AUTHORIZATIONS FOR PUBLIC TRANS- 
PORTATION. 

(a) FORMULA GRANTS.—Section 5338(a) of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘and 
$681,024,590 for the period beginning on Octo- 
ber 1, 2015, and ending on October 29, 2015” 
and inserting ‘‘and $1,197,663,934 for the pe- 
riod beginning on October 1, 2015, and ending 
on November 20, 2015”; 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘and 
$10,205,464 for the period beginning on Octo- 
ber 1, 2015, and ending on October 29, 2015,” 
and inserting ‘and $17,947,541 for the period 
beginning on October 1, 2015, and ending on 
November 20, 2015,’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (B) by striking ‘‘and 
$792,350 for the period beginning on October 
1, 2015, and ending on October 29, 2015,” and 
inserting ‘‘and $1,393,443 for the period begin- 
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ning on October 1, 2015, and ending on No- 
vember 20, 2015,”’; 

(C) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘and 
$353,281,011 for the period beginning on Octo- 
ber 1, 2015, and ending on October 29, 2015,” 
and inserting ‘‘and $621,287,295 for the period 
beginning on October 1, 2015, and ending on 
November 20, 2015,”’; 

(D) in subparagraph (D) by striking ‘‘and 
$20,466,393 for the period beginning on Octo- 
ber 1, 2015, and ending on October 29, 2015,” 
and inserting ‘‘and $35,992,623 for the period 
beginning on October 1, 2015, and ending on 
November 20, 2015,”’; 

(E) in subparagraph (E)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘and $48,159,016 for the pe- 
riod beginning on October 1, 2015, and ending 
on October 29, 2015,” and inserting ‘‘and 
$84,693,443 for the period beginning on Octo- 
ber 1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 
2015,”’; 

(ii) by striking ‘‘and $2,877,049 for the pe- 
riod beginning on October 1, 2015, and ending 
on October 29, 2015,” and inserting ‘‘and 
$4,180,328 for the period beginning on October 
1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 2015,”’; 
and 

(iii) by striking ‘‘and $1,584,699 for the pe- 
riod beginning on October 1, 2015, and ending 
on October 29, 2015,” and inserting ‘‘and 
$2,786,885 for the period beginning on October 
1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 2015,”’; 

(F) in subparagraph (F) by striking ‘‘and 
$237,705 for the period beginning on October 
1, 2015, and ending on October 29, 2015,” and 
inserting ‘‘and $418,033 for the period begin- 
ning on October 1, 2015, and ending on No- 
vember 20, 2015,”’; 

(G) in subparagraph (G) by striking ‘‘and 
$396,175 for the period beginning on October 
1, 2015, and ending on October 29, 2015,” and 
inserting ‘‘and $696,721 for the period begin- 
ning on October 1, 2015, and ending on No- 
vember 20, 2015,”’; 

(H) in subparagraph (H) by striking ‘‘and 
$305,055 for the period beginning on October 
1, 2015, and ending on October 29, 2015,” and 
inserting ‘‘and $536,475 for the period begin- 
ning on October 1, 2015, and ending on No- 
vember 20, 2015,”’; 

(I) in subparagraph (I) by striking ‘‘and 
$171,615,027 for the period beginning on Octo- 
ber 1, 2015, and ending on October 29, 2015,” 
and inserting ‘‘and $301,805,738 for the period 
beginning on October 1, 2015, and ending on 
November 20, 2015,”’; 

(J) in subparagraph (J) by striking ‘‘and 
$33,896,721 for the period beginning on Octo- 
ber 1, 2015, and ending on October 29, 2015,” 
and inserting ‘‘and $59,611,475 for the period 
beginning on October 1, 2015, and ending on 
November 20, 2015,’’; and 

(K) in subparagraph (K) by striking ‘‘and 
$41,669,672 for the period beginning on Octo- 
ber 1, 2015, and ending on October 29, 2015,” 
and inserting ‘‘and $73,281,148 for the period 
beginning on October 1, 2015, and ending on 
November 20, 2015,”’. 

(b) RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT DEMONSTRA- 
TION AND DEPLOYMENT PROJECTS.—Section 
5338(b) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘and $5,546,448 for the 
period beginning on October 1, 2015, and end- 
ing on October 29, 2015” and inserting ‘‘and 
$9,754,098 for the period beginning on October 
1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 2015”. 

(c) TRANSIT COOPERATIVE RESEARCH PRO- 
GRAM.—Section 5838(c) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘and 
$554,645 for the period beginning on October 
1, 2015, and ending on October 29, 2015” and 
inserting ‘‘and $975,410 for the period begin- 
ning on October 1, 2015, and ending on No- 
vember 20, 2015”. 


66 


October 27, 2015 


(d) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND STANDARDS 
DEVELOPMENT.—Section 53388(d) of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
“and $554,645 for the period beginning on Oc- 
tober 1, 2015, and ending on October 29, 2015” 
and inserting ‘‘and $975,410 for the period be- 
ginning on October 1, 2015, and ending on No- 
vember 20, 2015”. 

(e) HUMAN RESOURCES AND TRAINING.—Sec- 
tion 5338(e) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘and $396,175 for the pe- 
riod beginning on October 1, 2015, and ending 
on October 29, 2015” and inserting ‘‘and 
$696,721 for the period beginning on October 
1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 2015”. 

(f) CAPITAL INVESTMENT GRANTS.—Section 
5338(g) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘and $151,101,093 for the 
period beginning on October 1, 2015, and end- 
ing on October 29, 2015” and inserting ‘‘and 
$265,729,508 for the period beginning on Octo- 
ber 1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 2015”. 

(g) ADMINISTRATION.—Section 5338(h) of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘and 
$8,240,437 for the period beginning on October 
1, 2015, and ending on October 29, 2015” and 
inserting ‘‘and $14,491,803 for the period be- 
ginning on October 1, 2015, and ending on No- 
vember 20, 2015”; 

(2) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘and not 
less than $396,175 for the period beginning on 
October 1, 2015, and ending on October 29, 
2015,” and inserting ‘‘and not less than 
$696,721 for the period beginning on October 
1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 2015,”’; 
and 

(3) in paragraph (8) by striking ‘‘and not 
less than $79,235 for the period beginning on 
October 1, 2015, and ending on October 29, 
2015,” and inserting ‘‘and not less than 
$139,344 for the period beginning on October 
1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 2015,’’. 
SEC. 1204. BUS AND BUS FACILITIES FORMULA 

GRANTS. 

Section 5339(d)(1) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and $5,189,891 for the period 
beginning on October 1, 2015, and ending on 
October 29, 2015,” and inserting ‘‘and 
$9,127,049 for the period beginning on October 
1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 2015,”’; 

(2) by striking ‘$99,044 for such period” and 
inserting ‘‘$174,180 for such period”; and 

(3) by striking ‘‘$39,617 for such period” and 
inserting ‘‘$69,672 for such period”. 

Subtitle D—Hazardous Materials 
SEC. 1301. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5128(a)(4) of title 
49, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘(4) $5,958,639 for the period beginning on 
October 1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 
2015.’’. 

(b) HAZARDOUS MATERIALS EMERGENCY 
PREPAREDNESS FUND.—Section 5128(b)(2) of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘(2) FISCAL YEAR 2016.—From the Hazardous 
Materials Emergency Preparedness Fund es- 
tablished under section 5116(i), the Secretary 
may expend for the period beginning on Oc- 
tober 1, 2015, and ending on November 20, 
2015— 

“(A) $26,197 to carry out section 5115; 

‘(B) $3,037,705 to carry out subsections (a) 
and (b) of section 5116, of which not less than 
$1,902,049 shall be available to carry out sec- 
tion 5116(b); 

““(C) $20,902 to carry out section 5116(f); 

‘“(D) $87,090 to publish and distribute the 
Emergency Response Guidebook under sec- 
tion 5116(i)(3); and 

‘(E) $139,344 to carry out section 5116(j).’’. 
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(c) HAZARDOUS MATERIALS TRAINING 
GRANTS.—Section 5128(c) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘and 
$316,940 for the period beginning on October 
1, 2015, and ending on October 29, 2015,” and 
inserting ‘‘and $557,377 for the period begin- 
ning on October 1, 2015, and ending on No- 
vember 20, 2015,”’. 

SEC. 1302. ENSURING SAFE IMPLEMENTATION OF 
POSITIVE TRAIN CONTROL SYSTEMS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘Positive Train Control Enforce- 
ment and Implementation Act of 2015”. 

(b) IN GENERAL.—Section 20157 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘18 months after the date 
of enactment of the Rail Safety Improve- 
ment Act of 2008’ and inserting ‘‘90 days 
after the date of enactment of the Positive 
Train Control Enforcement and Implementa- 
tion Act of 2015”; 

(B) by striking ‘‘develop and’’; 

(C) by striking ‘‘a plan for implementing” 
and inserting ‘ʻa revised plan for imple- 
menting”’; 

(D) by striking ‘‘December 31, 2015” and in- 
serting ‘‘December 31, 2018”; and 

(E) in subparagraph (B) by striking ‘‘parts’’ 
and inserting ‘‘sections’’; 

(2) by striking subsection (a)(2) and insert- 
ing the following: 

‘(2) IMPLEMENTATION.— 

‘“(A) CONTENTS OF REVISED PLAN.—A re- 
vised plan required under paragraph (1) 
shall— 

“(i) describe— 

“(I) how the positive train control system 
will provide for interoperability of the sys- 
tem with the movements of trains of other 
railroad carriers over its lines; and 

‘(II) how, to the extent practical, the posi- 
tive train control system will be imple- 
mented in a manner that addresses areas of 
greater risk before areas of lesser risk; 

“Gi) comply with the positive train control 
system implementation plan content re- 
quirements under section 236.1011 of title 49, 
Code of Federal Regulations; and 

“(ii) provide— 

“(T) the calendar year or years in which 
spectrum will be acquired and will be avail- 
able for use in each area as needed for posi- 
tive train control system implementation, if 
such spectrum is not already acquired and 
available for use; 

“(I) the total amount of positive train 
control system hardware that will be in- 
stalled for implementation, with totals sepa- 
rated by each major hardware category; 

“(III) the total amount of positive train 
control system hardware that will be in- 
stalled by the end of each calendar year until 
the positive train control system is imple- 
mented, with totals separated by each hard- 
ware category; 

“(IV) the total number of employees re- 
quired to receive training under the applica- 
ble positive train control system regula- 
tions; 

“(V) the total number of employees that 
will receive the training, as required under 
the applicable positive train control system 
regulations, by the end of each calendar year 
until the positive train control system is im- 
plemented; 

“(VI) a summary of any remaining tech- 
nical, programmatic, operational, or other 
challenges to the implementation of a posi- 
tive train control system, including chal- 
lenges with— 

“(aa) availability of public funding; 

““(bb) interoperability; 

““(cc) spectrum; 
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“(dd) software; 

“(ee) permitting; and 

“(ff) testing, demonstration, and certifi- 
cation; and 

‘“(VII) a schedule and sequence for imple- 
menting a positive train control system by 
the deadline established under paragraph (1). 

‘(B) ALTERNATIVE SCHEDULE AND SE- 
QUENCE.—Notwithstanding the implementa- 
tion deadline under paragraph (1) and in lieu 
of a schedule and sequence under paragraph 
(2)(A)Gii)(VIIT), a railroad carrier or other en- 
tity subject to paragraph (1) may include in 
its revised plan an alternative schedule and 
sequence for implementing a positive train 
control system, subject to review under 
paragraph (3). Such schedule and sequence 
shall provide for implementation of a posi- 
tive train control system as soon as prac- 
ticable, but not later than the date that is 24 
months after the implementation deadline 
under paragraph (1). 

“(C) AMENDMENTS.—A railroad carrier or 
other entity subject to paragraph (1) may 
file a request to amend a revised plan, in- 
cluding any alternative schedule and se- 
quence, as applicable, in accordance with 
section 236.1021 of title 49, Code of Federal 
Regulations. 

‘“(D) COMPLIANCE.—A railroad carrier or 
other entity subject to paragraph (1) shall 
implement a positive train control system in 
accordance with its revised plan, including 
any amendments or any alternative schedule 
and sequence approved by the Secretary 
under paragraph (3). 

‘*(3) SECRETARIAL REVIEW.— 

“(A) NOTIFICATION.—A railroad carrier or 
other entity that submits a revised plan 
under paragraph (1) and proposes an alter- 
native schedule and sequence under para- 
graph (2)(B) shall submit to the Secretary a 
written notification when such railroad car- 
rier or other entity is prepared for review 
under subparagraph (B). 

‘“(B) CRITERIA.—Not later than 90 days 
after a railroad carrier or other entity sub- 
mits a notification under subparagraph (A), 
the Secretary shall review the alternative 
schedule and sequence submitted pursuant to 
paragraph (2)(B) and determine whether the 
railroad carrier or other entity has dem- 
onstrated, to the satisfaction of the Sec- 
retary, that such carrier or entity has— 

“(i) installed all positive train control sys- 
tem hardware consistent with the plan con- 
tents provided pursuant to paragraph 
(2)(A)Gii)TD on or before the implementa- 
tion deadline under paragraph (1); 

“(ii) acquired all spectrum necessary for 
implementation of a positive train control 
system, consistent with the plan contents 
provided pursuant to paragraph (2)(A)(iii)(1) 
on or before the implementation deadline 
under paragraph (1); 

“(iii) completed employee training re- 
quired under the applicable positive train 
control system regulations; 

“(iv) included in its revised plan an alter- 
native schedule and sequence for imple- 
menting a positive train control system as 
soon as practicable, pursuant to paragraph 
(2)(B); 

“(v) certified to the Secretary in writing 
that it will be in full compliance with the re- 
quirements of this section on or before the 
date provided in an alternative schedule and 
sequence, subject to approval by the Sec- 
retary; 

“(vi) in the case of a Class I railroad car- 
rier and Amtrak, implemented a positive 
train control system or initiated revenue 
service demonstration on the majority of 
territories, such as subdivisions or districts, 
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or route miles that are owned or controlled 
by such carrier and required to have oper- 
ations governed by a positive train control 
system; and 

“(vii) in the case of any other railroad car- 
rier or other entity not subject to clause 
(vi)— 

“(I) initiated revenue service demonstra- 
tion on at least 1 territory that is required 
to have operations governed by a positive 
train control system; or 

“(ID) met any other criteria established by 
the Secretary. 

‘(C) DECISION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the receipt of the notification from a 
railroad carrier or other entity under sub- 
paragraph (A), the Secretary shall— 

“(I) approve an alternative schedule and 
sequence submitted pursuant to paragraph 
(2)(B) if the railroad carrier or other entity 
meets the criteria in subparagraph (B); and 

“(ID notify in writing the railroad carrier 
or other entity of the decision. 

“(ii) DEFICIENCIES.—Not later than 45 days 
after the receipt of the notification under 
subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall pro- 
vide to the railroad carrier or other entity a 
written notification of any deficiencies that 
would prevent approval under clause (i) and 
provide the railroad carrier or other entity 
an opportunity to correct deficiencies before 
the date specified in such clause. 

‘(D) REVISED DEADLINES.— 

“(i) PENDING REVIEWS.—For a railroad car- 
rier or other entity that submits a notifica- 
tion under subparagraph (A), the deadline for 
implementation of a positive train control 
system required under paragraph (1) shall be 
extended until the date on which the Sec- 
retary approves or disapproves the alter- 
native schedule and sequence, if such date is 
later than the implementation date under 
paragraph (1). 

‘“(ii) ALTERNATIVE SCHEDULE AND SEQUENCE 
DEADLINE.—If the Secretary approves a rail- 
road carrier or other entity’s alternative 
schedule and sequence under subparagraph 
(C)(i), the railroad carrier or other entity’s 
deadline for implementation of a positive 
train control system required under para- 
graph (1) shall be the date specified in that 
railroad carrier or other entity’s alternative 
schedule and sequence. The Secretary may 
not approve a date for implementation that 
is later than 24 months from the deadline in 
paragraph (1).”’; 

(3) by striking subsections (c), (d), and (e) 
and inserting the following: 

‘*(¢) PROGRESS REPORTS AND REVIEW.— 

‘(1) PROGRESS REPORTS.—Each railroad 
carrier or other entity subject to subsection 
(a) shall, not later than March 31, 2016, and 
annually thereafter until such carrier or en- 
tity has completed implementation of a posi- 
tive train control system, submit to the Sec- 
retary a report on the progress toward im- 
plementing such systems, including— 

“(A) the information on spectrum acquisi- 


tion provided pursuant to subsection 
(a)(2)(A)Gii)(D; 

‘(B) the totals provided pursuant to sub- 
clauses (III) and (V) of subsection 


(a)(2)(A)Gii), by territory, if applicable; 

“(C) the extent to which the railroad car- 
rier or other entity is complying with the 
implementation schedule under subsection 
(a)(2)(A)(iii)(VII) or subsection (a)(2)(B); 

‘(D) any update to the information pro- 
vided under subsection (a)(2)(A)(iii)(VI); 

“(E) for each entity providing regularly 
scheduled intercity or commuter rail pas- 
senger transportation, a description of the 
resources identified and allocated to imple- 
ment a positive train control system; 
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‘“(F) for each railroad carrier or other enti- 
ty subject to subsection (a), the total num- 
ber of route miles on which a positive train 
control system has been initiated for rev- 
enue service demonstration or implemented, 
as compared to the total number of route 
miles required to have a positive train con- 
trol system under subsection (a); and 

“(G) any other information requested by 
the Secretary. 

(2) PLAN REVIEW.—The Secretary shall at 
least annually conduct reviews to ensure 
that railroad carriers or other entities are 
complying with the revised plan submitted 
under subsection (a), including any amend- 
ments or any alternative schedule and se- 
quence approved by the Secretary. Such rail- 
road carriers or other entities shall provide 
such information as the Secretary deter- 
mines necessary to adequately conduct such 
reviews. 

“(3) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—Not later than 
60 days after receipt, the Secretary shall 
make available to the public on the Internet 
Web site of the Department of Transpor- 
tation any report submitted pursuant to 
paragraph (1) or subsection (d), but may ex- 
clude, as the Secretary determines appro- 
priate— 

“(A) proprietary information; and 

“(B) security-sensitive information, in- 
cluding information described in section 
1520.5(a) of title 49, Code of Federal Regula- 
tions. 

‘“(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
July 1, 2018, the Secretary shall transmit to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate a report on 
the progress of each railroad carrier or other 
entity subject to subsection (a) in imple- 
menting a positive train control system. 

‘“(e) ENFORCEMENT.—The Secretary is au- 
thorized to assess civil penalties pursuant to 
chapter 213 for— 

“(1) a violation of this section; 

‘“(2) the failure to submit or comply with 
the revised plan required under subsection 
(a), including the failure to comply with the 
totals provided pursuant to subclauses (III) 
and (V) of subsection (a)(2)(A)(iii) and the 
spectrum acquisition dates provided pursu- 
ant to subsection (a)(2)(A)(iii)(1); 

(3) failure to comply with any amend- 
ments to such revised plan pursuant to sub- 
section (a)(2)(C); and 

““(4) the failure to comply with an alter- 
native schedule and sequence submitted 
under subsection (a)(2)(B) and approved by 
the Secretary under subsection (a)(8)(C).”’; 

(4) in subsection (h)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘The Secretary” and in- 
serting the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary”; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(2) PROVISIONAL OPERATION.—Notwith- 
standing the requirements of paragraph (1), 
the Secretary may authorize a railroad car- 
rier or other entity to commence operation 
in revenue service of a positive train control 
system or component to the extent nec- 
essary to enable the safe implementation 
and operation of a positive train control sys- 
tem in phases.”; 

(5) in subsection (i)— 

(A) by  redesignating paragraphs (1) 
through (8) as paragraphs (3) through (5), re- 
spectively; and 

(B) by inserting before paragraph (3) (as so 
redesignated) the following: 

“(1) EQUIVALENT OR GREATER LEVEL OF 
SAFETY.—The term ‘equivalent or greater 
level of safety’ means the compliance of a 
railroad carrier with— 
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‘(A) appropriate operating rules in place 
immediately prior to the use or implementa- 
tion of such carrier’s positive train control 
system, except that such rules may be 
changed by such carrier to improve safe op- 
erations; and 

‘“(B) all applicable safety regulations, ex- 
cept as specified in subsection (j). 

‘“(2) HARDWARE.—The term ‘hardware’ 
means a locomotive apparatus, a wayside 
interface unit (including any associated leg- 
acy signal system replacements), switch po- 
sition monitors needed for a positive train 
control system, physical back office system 
equipment, a base station radio, a wayside 
radio, a locomotive radio, or a communica- 
tion tower or pole.’’; and 

(6) by adding at the end the following: 


“(j) EARLY ADOPTION.— 

(1) OPERATIONS.—From the date of enact- 
ment of the Positive Train Control Enforce- 
ment and Implementation Act of 2015 
through the 1-year period beginning on the 
date on which the last Class I railroad car- 
rier’s positive train control system subject 
to subsection (a) is certified by the Secretary 
under subsection (h)(1) of this section and is 
implemented on all of that railroad carrier’s 
lines required to have operations governed 
by a positive train control system, any rail- 
road carrier, including any railroad carrier 
that has its positive train control system 
certified by the Secretary, shall not be sub- 
ject to the operational restrictions set forth 
in sections 236.567 and 236.1029 of title 49, 
Code of Federal Regulations, that would 
apply where a controlling locomotive that is 
operating in, or is to be operated in, a posi- 
tive train control-equipped track segment 
experiences a positive train control system 
failure, a positive train control operated 
consist is not provided by another railroad 
carrier when provided in interchange, or a 
positive train control system otherwise fails 
to initialize, cuts out, or malfunctions, pro- 
vided that such carrier operates at an equiv- 
alent or greater level of safety than the level 
achieved immediately prior to the use or im- 
plementation of its positive train control 
system. 

‘(2) SAFETY ASSURANCE.—During the period 
described in paragraph (1), if a positive train 
control system that has been certified and 
implemented fails to initialize, cuts out, or 
malfunctions, the affected railroad carrier or 
other entity shall make reasonable efforts to 
determine the cause of the failure and ad- 
just, repair, or replace any faulty component 
causing the system failure in a timely man- 
ner. 

‘(3) PLANS.—The positive train control 
safety plan for each railroad carrier or other 
entity shall describe the safety measures, 
such as operating rules and actions to com- 
ply with applicable safety regulations, that 
will be put in place during any system fail- 
ure. 

‘(4) NOTIFICATION.—During the period de- 
scribed in paragraph (1), if a positive train 
control system that has been certified and 
implemented fails to initialize, cuts out, or 
malfunctions, the affected railroad carrier or 
other entity shall submit a notification to 
the appropriate regional office of the Federal 
Railroad Administration within 7 days of the 
system failure, or under alternative location 
and deadline requirements set by the Sec- 
retary, and include in the notification a de- 
scription of the safety measures the affected 
railroad carrier or other entity has in place. 


“(k) SMALL RAILROADS.—Not later than 120 


days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary shall amend section 


October 27, 2015 


236.1006(b)(4)(iii)(B) of title 49, Code of Fed- 
eral Regulations (relating to equipping loco- 
motives for applicable Class II and Class III 
railroads operating in positive train control 
territory) to extend each deadline under such 
section by 3 years. 

‘(1) REVENUE SERVICE DEMONSTRATION.— 
When a railroad carrier or other entity sub- 
ject to (a)(1) notifies the Secretary it is pre- 
pared to initiate revenue service demonstra- 
tion, it shall also notify any applicable ten- 
ant railroad carrier or other entity subject 
to subsection (a)(1).’’. 

(c) CONFORMING 
20157(g), is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘The Secretary” and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(2) CONFORMING REGULATORY AMEND- 
MENTS.—Immediately after the date of the 
enactment of the Positive Train Control En- 
forcement and Implementation Act of 2015, 
the Secretary— 

“(A) shall remove or revise the date-spe- 
cific deadlines in the regulations or orders 
implementing this section to the extent nec- 
essary to conform with the amendments 
made by such Act; and 

‘(B) may not enforce any such date-spe- 
cific deadlines or requirements that are in- 
consistent with the amendments made by 
such Act. 

(3) REVIEW.—Nothing in the Positive 
Train Control Enforcement and Implementa- 
tion Act of 2015, or the amendments made by 
such Act, shall be construed to require the 
Secretary to issue regulations to implement 
such Act or amendments other than the reg- 
ulatory amendments required by paragraph 
(2) and subsection (k).’’. 

TITLE II—REVENUE PROVISIONS 
SEC. 2001. EXTENSION OF HIGHWAY TRUST FUND 
EXPENDITURE AUTHORITY. 

(a) HIGHWAY TRUST FUND.—Section 9503 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by striking ‘‘October 30, 2015”’ in sub- 
sections (b)(6)(B), (c)(1), and (e)(8) and insert- 
ing ‘‘November 21, 2015”, and 

(2) by striking ‘‘Surface Transportation 
and Veterans Health Care Choice Improve- 
ment Act of 2015” in subsections (c)(1) and 
(e)(8) and inserting ‘“‘Surface Transportation 
Extension Act of 2015”. 

(b) SPORT FISH RESTORATION AND BOATING 
TRUST FUND.—Section 9504 of such Code is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘Surface Transportation 
and Veterans Health Care Choice Improve- 
ment Act of 2015” each place it appears in 
subsection (b)(2) and inserting ‘‘Surface 
Transportation Extension Act of 2015”, and 

(2) by striking ‘‘October 30, 2015’ in sub- 
section (d)(2) and inserting ‘‘November 21, 
2015”. 

(c) LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK 
TRUST FUND.—Section 9508(e)(2) of such Code 
is amended by striking ‘‘October 30, 2015” 
and inserting ‘‘November 21, 2015”. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER) and the 
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days in which to re- 
vise and extend their remarks and to 


AMENDMENT.—Section 
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include extraneous materials on H.R. 
3819. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I rise in support of H.R. 3819, which 
extends Federal surface transportation 
programs through November 20, 2015. 

This bill allows States to continue to 
fund transportation projects, and it 
prevents 4,100 U.S. Department of 
Transportation employees from being 
furloughed. H.R. 3819 funds these pro- 
grams at the authorized levels for fis- 
cal year 2014. No offsets or transfers of 
funding to the highway trust fund are 
necessary for this extension since the 
trust fund will remain solvent during 
this period. 

Last week, the Committee on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure unani- 
mously approved a bipartisan, multi- 
year surface transportation reauthor- 
ization bill. This extension will enable 
the House to continue its work on this 
important legislation. H.R. 3819 also in- 
cludes critical language extending the 
deadline for railroads to implement 
positive train control technology to 
2018. 

We have known for some time that 
railroads simply cannot meet the con- 
gressionally mandated positive train 
control, or PTC, deadline of December 
31, 2015. What has become more appar- 
ent is how catastrophic it would be for 
the Nation’s economy if we don’t ex- 
tend the deadline now. 

Without an extension, railroads will 
stop shipping important chemicals 
critical to manufacturing, agriculture, 
clean drinking water, and other indus- 
trial activities. In fact, some railroads 
are already notifying shippers they will 
stop accepting chemical shipments by 
December 1. This is creating extreme 
uncertainty across a variety of groups 
that rely on rail shipments, from farm- 
ers who need ammonia for fertilizer, to 
water utilities that need chlorine to 
purify drinking water. 

Some industrial companies have al- 
ready begun the planning process for 
shutting down plants because they can- 
not operate without chemicals deliv- 
ered by rail. We have heard from one 
chemical company in New Hampshire 
that said its railroad will stop picking 
up chlorine on November 18. 

This company is the only supplier of 
chlorine to the entire six-State New 
England region for drinking water and 
wastewater treatment. Therefore, after 
November 13, New England could very 
well be without chlorine to clean its 
water. 

On a broader scale, a PTC-related rail 
shutdown would pull $30 billion out of 
the economy in one quarter alone and 
lead to 700,000 jobs lost in just one 
month. It is our responsibility to ex- 
tend this deadline now and avoid such 
harm to the Nation’s economy. 
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This language is based on bipartisan, 
bicameral work over the last several 
weeks, and it would ensure that rail- 
roads implement positive train control 
as quickly as possible. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
H.R. 3819. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

On July 1, when we last visited the 
issue of a short-term extension for sur- 
face transportation, I bemoaned the 
fact that little progress had been made 
on a long-term, 6-year bill. I am 
pleased today that I don’t have to use 
the same talking points. 

We did, through the actual legisla- 
tive process—with lengthy negotia- 
tions leading up to it—pass out of com- 
mittee a 6-year bill, which relates to 
policies that would underlie a 6-year 
investment in our crumbling infra- 
structure. That is the good news. 

It was ultimately a bipartisan effort 
in the tradition of the committee. 
There is not too much to make par- 
tisan about moving goods and people 
from here to there efficiently except 
for those who are opposed to the Fed- 
eral Government being involved and, 
who, luckily, don’t represent a major- 
ity on our committee. So that is the 
good news. 

The bad news is we still do not have 
the funding mechanism before us, so we 
have to do another short-term exten- 
sion. Also, the currently stated objec- 
tive for funding is totally inadequate. I 
mean, America is falling apart. It is 
embarrassing, actually. 

These States, including many all-red 
Republican States—14 States—have 
voted to raise gas taxes since 2013 to 
invest in maintaining or in rebuilding 
their infrastructure or in building out 
new transportation options to get their 
citizens and goods out of congestion— 
14 States. Since 2008, nearly half of the 
States have taken action to raise more 
funds. 

The Federal Government last raised 
the gas tax in 1998, and we are told any 
increase in user fees—gas tax, barrel 
tax, indexation of the gas tax, vehicle 
miles traveled—is all off the table. We 
cannot ask those who use the system 
to pay user fees to improve the system 
that they use on a daily basis. I think 
the American people are more realistic 
than that. 

Luckily, this bill contains a provi- 
sion that, should this Congress or a fu- 
ture, more enlightened Congress decide 
to allocate additional funds, those 
funds will flow through under the poli- 
cies set out in this bill and the for- 
mulas set out in this bill without any 
further action by Congress, as it is 
really a good idea to avoid coming to 
Congress for anything whenever you 
can. So that is, I think, a very impor- 
tant provision of the bill. 

There is an AP story today that kind 
of goes to the heart of this, and it talks 
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about the fact that, in many States, 
they are abandoning roads and bridges. 
We are not just talking about the rural 
heartland anymore. This has been 
somewhat commonplace in the rural 
heartland, where they have been say- 
ing, “We can’t afford to pave these 
roads anymore. We are going back to 
gravel.” We are talking about King 
County in Washington State. We are 
talking about the counties and State 
areas surrounding Des Moines, Iowa. 

We are talking about major urban 
areas and the fact that, since the Fed- 
eral Government has failed to invest 
and to live up to its partnership for 
major, critical urban area projects or 
major projects for our ports or other 
choke points on the system, States 
have had to concentrate resources 
there. 

They have tried to raise more money, 
again, with no help from the Federal 
Government. Now they are having to 
abandon the 20th-century transpor- 
tation system. I mean, that is pretty 
darned pathetic, that we are not hold- 
ing up our end of that bargain and 
making any effort to do that. So that 
is the bad news part. 

As the chairman mentioned, this bill 
also includes critical provisions to ex- 
tend positive train control deadlines. 
With the exception of some portion of 
Amtrak, nobody will be able to meet 
the deadline of January 1, which does 
mean an extraordinary disruption of 
the movement of freight and commuter 
and passenger rail across the United 
States. 

We have worked very hard with the 
Senate in negotiations, and we have a 
bicameral agreement on the extension. 
It is tough. It says we are not going to 
get to this point again. It is not going 
to be kick the can, kick the can, kick 
the can. 

It says that all of the entities that 
are required to put in place positive 
train control will put forward a plan 
for approval with measurable bench- 
marks over this 3-year period, and they 
will be tracked as to meeting those 
benchmarks during that 3-year period. 

So it won’t be that, suddenly, we get 
to the end of 3 years and we hear from 
a majority of freight and/or passenger- 
commuter railroads, saying, ‘‘Gee, we 
just can’t make it.” 

We will know where we are headed 
and will be able to target our efforts on 
those who are lagging behind. At the 
end of that, yes, it will be possible to 
get another extension, but they all will 
have had to have installed the equip- 
ment. 

The reality is that this is an expen- 
sive and complicated process, and put- 
ting in the equipment is, obviously, the 
first critical part and turning it on, but 
then it can take up to 2 years to get it 
certified as operational. So we are ac- 
ceding to that reality in this legisla- 
tion by saying: 3 years and measurable 
goals to get to the 3 years. Everybody 
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is up with installation, and, hopefully, 
most will be operational at that point. 

Some may not be due to cir- 
cumstances beyond their control, even 
though they have made the necessary 
investments, and under negotiations 
with the Secretary of Transportation, 
they could get further extensions. So 
that is a very time-sensitive portion of 
this bill. 

I have had many colleagues on my 
side saying, ‘‘I am really tired of these 
short-term extensions. I really don’t 
want to vote for another one.” 

I have said that this is different. We 
have the policy in place—we don’t have 
the funding yet—and we have got this 
very critical element of positive train 
control. 

I am urging Members on my side of 
the aisle to support this proposal. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
DENHAM), the subcommittee chairman 
on Railroads, Pipelines, and Hazardous 
Materials. 

Mr. DENHAM. I thank Chairman 
SHUSTER, Ranking Member DEFAZIO, 
and Ranking Member CAPUANO for 
working with us to develop this impor- 
tant piece of legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation would 
ensure that railroads actually imple- 
ment positive train control. We need to 
do it as quickly as possible and as safe- 
ly as possible for the safety of our 
country. 

As chairman of the Railroads, Pipe- 
lines, and Hazardous Materials Sub- 
committee, we have been monitoring 
the railroads’ progress in imple- 
menting PTC, positive train control, 
including holding a hearing in June 
that brought stakeholders in from 
across the country so as to understand 
exactly what the impacts are. 

We have known for some time that 
most railroads simply won’t be done 
with positive train control implemen- 
tation by the end of this year. Now, 
several different things went into the 
delays of this, one of which is the FCC, 
where you have two government agen- 
cies not working together to get the 
tens of thousands of poles permitted so 
that they could actually have the com- 
munication interface. 

PTC is a huge undertaking, requiring 
38,000 wayside interfaces be installed 
along 60,000 miles of track. In addition, 
18,000 locomotives need to be upgraded 
and 12,000 signals need to be replaced. 
All of these elements need to be 
seamlessly communicated across dif- 
ferent railroads. 

But what is important here is that 
we actually have benchmarks in place 
on implementation, that we have re- 
porting on the progress and enforce- 
ment of the metrics throughout the en- 
tire extension. We need to make sure 
that this gets done right and that it 
gets done quickly. 
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Given this obvious need for an exten- 
sion, a few weeks ago, Chairman SHU- 
STER and I, with Ranking Members 
DEFAZIO and CAPUANO, introduced a 3- 
year PTC extension. This bipartisan 
piece of legislation has garnered over 
130 coauthors. Additionally, more than 
200 stakeholders have signed letters to 
the Transportation Committee who 
support a PTC extension. 

Just to give you a few examples from 
California: 

If we don’t extend the PTC deadline, 
the Altamont Corridor Express com- 
muter rail service will shut down, put- 
ting more commuters on California’s 
congested highways. 

In the Central Valley, farmers will be 
negatively impacted, as farmers rely 
on rail for their fertilizers and our 
dairies and our cattle yards depend on 
feed that only comes in on rail. That is 
why the California Farm Bureau Fed- 
eration and the California League of 
Wheat Growers are supporting a PTC 
extension deadline. 

Those are just a few examples of 
broad and wide agreement among rail- 
roads, shippers, and consumers that 
Congress should pass this legislation. 

In conclusion, we have worked in a 
bipartisan manner with our Senate 
counterparts to develop this legisla- 
tion, and I believe this bill will ensure 
that PTC gets done as soon as possible 
and as safely as possible. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON), the 
ranking Democrat. 
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Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Chairman SHUSTER and Chairman 
GRAVES as well as Ranking Member 
DEFAZIO for working with me and for 
all of us being able to work together on 
what will be, when it gets to the floor 
in November, I believe, the first 6-year 
or long-term transportation bill in 10 
years. That is why it is possible not to 
fret that we are now going through an- 
other extension. 

As a matter of fact, the States have 
the funds until January. These short- 
term extensions have compelled the 
States to stash their money without 
spending all of it because what they 
need to get to are long-term projects or 
at least projects that take more than a 
few months or a year or two, so we are 
making progress. When we authorize a 
6-year bill, there will be a real burden 
on us to make sure that, in fact, it is 
6 years. 

I would advise my colleagues to sup- 
port this last short-term extension. It 
is bipartisan. It is both Chambers. It 
avoids furloughs. 

There is a bill waiting off stage. How- 
ever, there is a funding mystery. I 
don’t like mysteries, particularly with 
long-term bills. But I have to believe 
that the appropriate committee is 
meeting every day—it must be in se- 
cret—in order to fund this bill. 
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At least we have done our work, and 
we have done it in a bipartisan way. I 
won’t trouble with the entire bill. 
There will be time to get to that. 

I will say, on positive train control, 
that I regret there had to be a 8-year 
extension. I do think that puts at jeop- 
ardy those that have to be in these 
trains—employees and passengers. As I 
looked at what it took to do positive 
train control, I don’t think we had any 
alternative. So that gives people 3 
years. 

With the benchmarks, I hope that we 
will get most of this done way before 
2018. I don’t like permitting individual 
waivers because, after all, there have 
been at least 2 years spent trying to do 
something about positive train control, 
and the jeopardy is clear when we see 
what has happened already with re- 
spect to terrible crashes that have 
taken human life. 

Finally, I just want to say that per- 
haps the greatest challenge we have is 
a challenge that we must meet. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The time of the gentle- 
woman has expired. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
an additional 1 minute to the gentle- 
woman. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, and that 
is a new way to fund the highway trust 
fund. There is in the final bill some ex- 
perimentation that I regard as urgent. 

I thank my good friends on both sides 
of the aisle for this short-term exten- 
sion, which I hope will be the last in a 
very long time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wash- 
ington (Mr. NEWHOUSE). 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to support this legislation. 

I first want to thank Chairman SHU- 
STER as well as Ranking Member DEFA- 
zio for their hard work in marking up 
a meaningful, long-term transportation 
bill. It truly is something our country 
has eagerly anticipated, and we appre- 
ciate both you and your staff's hard 
work for giving our country the cer- 
tainty that is needed on road and rail 
projects. 

I also want to say I appreciate you 
including a deadline extension for the 
full implementation of positive train 
control safety technology. While this 
technology is vitally important for 
safety and many reasons, it has become 
increasingly clear that our Nation’s 
passenger and freight railroads are un- 
able to meet the current deadline. 

As a farmer, I can tell you the result- 
ing shutdown our country’s freight net- 
work could experience if this deadline 
is not extended would have devastating 
consequences for both our farms and 
our entire Nation’s economy. I appre- 
ciate your swift attention to this issue. 

I urge all of my colleagues’ support. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 
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I just want to say my heartfelt 
thanks to the leaders of the Democrats 
on the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure, Mr. DEFAZIO and 
Ms. NoRTON, for getting this extension 
until November 20. It doesn’t give us 
much time, but we need to get down to 
work, get this passed next week, get it 
into conference, and work to get this 
on the floor as soon as possible. 

I also thank them for a sound exten- 
sion to PTC, which is absolutely vital 
to the Nation’s economy to get this 
thing extended so we continue rail 
shipments and to make sure that we 
have got something in place that gets 
this important technology deployed in 
a reasonable way, a responsible way to 
make sure that our rail system con- 
tinues to be even safer than it is today. 
It is a very, very safe system today. 

So I urge all my colleagues to sup- 
port this. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
to express my support for this extension and 
| truly hope this is the last one we need to 
pass for a very long time. This extension also 
addresses an emergency involving Positive 
Train Control (PTC). 

Positive Train Control (PTC) is a critical sys- 
tem and it’s very important that we address 
this issue in a rational manner. We need to 
implement positive train control as soon as hu- 
manly possible, but we need to get it done 
right. | don’t want to see a situation where the 
federal government is fining railroads on a 
daily basis or picking winners and losers, be- 
cause | don’t think that is good for anyone. 
Our railroads are a critical part of our nation’s 
economy and ld much rather have them 
spending their money on implementing PTC 
and improving and expanding their infrastruc- 
ture. 

| believe wholeheartedly that reauthorizing a 
surface transportation bill will give the econ- 
omy just the type of boost it needs. A long 
term transportation bill will strengthen our in- 
frastructure, provides quality jobs, and serves 
as a tool to put America back on a path to- 
ward long-term economic growth. 

Last week the Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture Committee passed a fair bill that moves 
us closer to sending a long term bill for Presi- 
dent Obama to sign in to law. 

This important legislation included a critical 
freight grant program, additional programs and 
funding for transit systems and their operators, 
continues the Transportation Alternatives Pro- 
gram (TAP) and creates a new non-motorized 
safety grant program, includes a much needed 
extension of Positive Train Control (PTC) im- 
plementation, increased funding for Grade 
Crossings, Requires more information on Haz- 
ardous Trains to State Emergency Response 
Commissions, incentivizes states to combat 
racial profiling, and extends the Disadvan- 
taged Business Enterprise (DBE) Program. 

Unfortunately, without critically needed addi- 
tional funds, we’re robbing Peter to pay Paul 
and forcing our states and local transportation 
agencies to pay more for New Starts and 
other programs while limiting their flexibility to 
use these funds. And we’re missing out on an 
opportunity to ensure our infrastructure is 
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meeting the needs of the disadvantaged and 
working class to ensure they have fair access 
to employment and economic centers. 

We absolutely need to do more to protect 
pedestrians and bike riders from harm. Ac- 
cording to the May 2014 Pedestrian Danger 
Index (PDI), Orlando is ranked as the most 
dangerous place for pedestrians, with Jack- 
sonville and Tampa also included in the top 
five most dangerous cities. This bill spends 
more time protecting corporations from liability 
than it does protecting the traveling public. 
Moreover, we need to ensure that all sizes 
and modes of transportation are treated equal- 
ly in the freight grant program and should re- 
move any caps on funding for these entities. 

Again, | encourage my colleagues to sup- 
port this extension and support bringing a long 
term transportation bill to the House floor as 
soon as possible. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, as a sen- 
ior member of the Homeland Security Com- 
mittee, | rise to speak on H.R. 3819, “Surface 
Transportation Extension Act of 2015,” which 
reauthorizes federal-aid highway and transit 
programs for three weeks through November 
20, 2015. 

The bill also extends by three years the De- 
cember 31, 2015 deadline for railroads to in- 
stall positive train control systems but, within 
90 days of enactment, all affected railroads 
must submit to the U.S. Department of Trans- 
portation a revised PTC compliance plan. 

Mr. Speaker, instead of this 22-day tem- 
porary extension, | would have strongly pre- 
ferred that we were debating a comprehen- 
sive, fair, equitable, and long-term transpor- 
tation reauthorization bill the nation des- 
perately needs. 

We have had two years to do so. 

Democrats want such a bill as does the 
President, but apparently our friends across 
the aisle do not since they have spent the last 
two years wasting time on advocating policies 
wanted by no one except for the right-wing ex- 
tremists of the Tea Party. 

But | reluctantly support this emergency but 
temporary measure because as the Depart- 
ment of Transportation has reported, if we do 
not act now highway trust fund balances will 
reach dangerously low levels by November 20 
and result in a reduction of payments to states 
by an average of 28 percent. 

Many states have already begun to cancel 
or delay planned construction projects, threat- 
ening 700,000 jobs, including 106,100 jobs in 
my home state of Texas. 

Mr. Speaker, the Highway Trust Fund was 
created in 1956 during the Eisenhower Admin- 
istration to help finance construction of the 
Interstate Highway System, which modernized 
the nation’s transportation infrastructure and 
was instrumental in making the United States 
the world’s dominant economic power for two 
generations. 

Our national leaders then understood that 
investing in our roads and bridges strength- 
ened our economy, created millions of good- 
paying jobs, and improved the quality of life 
for all Americans. 

It is currently composed of two accounts 
that fund federal-aid highway and transit 
projects built by states. Federal funding from 
the trust fund accounts for a major portion of 
state transportation spending. 
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The Highway Trust Fund is financed by gas- 
oline and diesel taxes, which until the last dec- 
ade produced a steady increase in revenues 
sufficient to accommodate increased levels of 
spending on highway and transit projects. 

However, those tax rates—18.4 cents/gallon 
federal tax on gasoline and a 24.4 cents/gal- 
lon tax on diesel fuel—have remained un- 
changed since 1993 and were not indexed to 
inflation so the value of those revenues has 
eroded over the years, and, combined with the 
fact that vehicles have been getting increas- 
ingly better mileage, the revenues deposited 
into the Highway Trust Fund beginning last 
decade have not kept pace with highway and 
transit spending from the trust fund. 

Consequently, since 2008, Congress has 
periodically had to transfer at the 11th hour 
general Treasury revenues into the trust fund 
to pay for authorized highway and transit 
spending levels and avoid a funding shortfall. 

The total amount to date is more than $62 
billion. 

Obviously, this practice is economically inef- 
ficient and injects uncertainty in the highway 
construction plans, projects, and schedules of 
state and local transportation agencies, not to 
mention the anxiety it causes to workers and 
businesses whose economic livelihood is de- 
pendent on those projects. 

Mr. Speaker, the last transportation author- 
ized by Congress for 4 years or more, 
SAFETEA-LU, expired on September 30, 
2009, at the end of FY 2009. 

Because Congress and the Administration 
could not agree to a new reauthorization, it 
was necessary to resort to stop-gap temporary 
extensions on no less than eight occasions 
spanning a period of 910 days before Con- 
gress finally enacted the “Moving Ahead for 
Progress in the 21st Century Act” (MAP-21 
Act) on July 6, 2012, which reauthorized high- 
way and transportation programs through Fis- 
cal Year 2014, a little more than two years, or 
until September 30, 2014. 

MAP-21 was intended as a short-term 
measure to give Congress and the Administra- 
tion breathing room to reach agreement on a 
long-term reauthorization bill. 

Yet, as Mr. LEVIN, the Ranking Member of 
the Ways and Means Committee, has often 
pointed out, since gaining the majority in 2010, 
our Republican colleagues have failed to take 
any action to sustain the Highway Trust Fund 
over the long-term and shore up vital infra- 
structure projects and has not held even a sin- 
gle hearing on financing options for the High- 
way Trust Fund. 

Instead, House Republicans have wasted 
the nation’s time voting to repeal the Afford- 
able Care Act more than 60 times, waging a 
War on Women, pursuing partisan investiga- 
tions into the Benghazi tragedy, the IRS, 
defunding Planned Parenthood, and trying to 
overturn President Obama’s executive actions 
that make our immigration enforcement laws 
less inhumane. 

Instead of doing their job, House Repub- 
licans big new idea is to attack the President 
for doing his job. 

Mr. Speaker, it is long past time for this 
Congress, and especially the House majority, 
to focus on the real problems and challenges 
facing the American people. 

And one of the biggest of those challenges 
is ensuring that America has a transportation 


policy and the infrastructure needed to com- 
pete and win in the global economy of the 
21st Century. 

To do that we have to extend the reauthor- 
ization of current transportation programs and 
to authorize the transfer of the funds to the 
Highway Trust Fund needed to fund author- 
ized construction projects and keep 700,000 
workers, including 106,100 in Texas on the 
job. 

But that is only a start and just a part of our 
job. 

The real work that needs to be done in the 
remaining days of this Congress is to reach an 
agreement on a long-term highway and trans- 
portation bill that is fair, equitable, fiscally re- 
sponsible, creates jobs and leads to sustained 
economic growth. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
SHUSTER) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3819. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
will resume on questions previously 
postponed. Votes will be taken in the 
following order: 

Ordering the previous question on 
House Resolution 491; 

Adopting House Resolution 491, if or- 
dered; 

Ordering the previous question on 
House Resolution 450; and 

Adopting House Resolution 450, if or- 
dered. 

The first electronic vote will be con- 
ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining 
electronic votes will be conducted as 5- 
minute votes. 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 1090, RETAIL INVESTOR 
PROTECTION ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on order- 
ing the previous question on the reso- 
lution (H. Res. 491) providing for con- 
sideration of the bill (H.R. 1090) to 
amend the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934 to provide protections for retail 
customers, and for other purposes, on 
which the yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu- 
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 242, nays 
185, not voting 7, as follows: 
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Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 

Bos 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bra 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Cole 

Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 

Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 

Donovan 
Duffy 

Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 

Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 

Gibbs 

Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 


Adams 
Aguilar 
Ashford 
Bass 

Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 

Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
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[Roll No. 570] 


YEAS—242 


Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Katko 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 


NAYS—185 


Blumenauer 

Bonamici 

Boyle, Brendan 
F 


Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 


Palmer 
Paulsen 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 

Rice (SC) 
Rigell 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Russell 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Yoho 

Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 


Capps 
Capuano 
Cardenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
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Cicilline Huffman Perlmutter 
Clark (MA) Israel Peters 
Clarke (NY) Jackson Lee Peterson 
Clay Jeffries Pingree 
Cleaver Johnson (GA) Pocan 
Clyburn Johnson, E. B. Polis 
Cohen Kaptur Price (NC) 
Connolly Keating Quigley 
Conyers Kelly (IL) Rangel 
Cooper Kennedy Rice (NY) 
Courtney Kildee Richmond 
Crowley Kilmer Roybal-Allard 
Cuellar Kind Ruiz 
Cummings Kirkpatrick Ruppersberger 
Davis (CA) Kuster Rush 
Davis, Danny Langevin Ryan (OH) 
DeFazio Larsen (WA) Sanchez, Linda 
DeGette Larson (CT) T. 
Delaney Lawrence Sanchez, Loretta 
DeLauro Lee Sarbanes 
DelBene Levin Schakowsky 
DeSaulnier Lewis Schiff 
Deutch Lieu, Ted Schrader 
Dingell Lipinski Scott (VA) 
Doggett Loebsack Scott, David 
Doyle, Michael Lofgren Serrano 

F, Lowenthal Sewell (AL) 
Duckworth Lowey Sherman 
Edwards Lujan Grisham Sinema 
Ellison (NM) Sires 
Engel Luján, Ben Ray Slaughter 
Eshoo (NM) Smith (WA) 
Esty Lynch Speier 
Farr Maloney, Swalwell (CA) 
Fattah Carolyn Takano 
Foster Maloney, Sean Thompson (CA) 
Frankel (FL) Matsui Thompson (MS) 
Fudge McCollum Titus 
Gabbard McDermott Tonko 
Gallego McGovern Torres 
Garamendi McNerney Tsongas 
Graham Meng Van Hollen 
Grayson Moore Vargas 
Green, Al Moulton Veasey 
Green, Gene Murphy (FL) Vela 
Grijalva Nadler Velázquez 
Gutiérrez Napolitano Visclosky 
Hahn Neal Walz 
Hastings Nolan Wasserman 
Heck (WA) Norcross Schultz 
Higgins O’Rourke Waters, Maxine 
Himes Pallone Watson Coleman 
Hinojosa Pascrell Welch 
Honda Payne Wilson (FL) 
Hoyer Pelosi Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—7 

Costa Meeks Takai 
Franks (AZ) Pearce 
Hurt (VA) Roskam 
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Mr. FATTAH changed his vote from 
“yea” to “nay.” 


Messrs. SALMON and GOODLATTE 
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to 
“yea.” 

So the previous question was ordered. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated for: 

Mr. HURT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | was 
not present for rollcall vote No. 570, a re- 
corded vote on the previous question on H. 
Res. 491. Had | been present, | would have 
voted “yes.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
question is on the resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 
5-minute vote. 


The 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 244, noes 186, 
not voting 4, as follows: 


[Roll No. 571] 


AYES—244 
Abraham Griffith Palmer 
Aderholt Grothman Paulsen 
Allen Guinta Perry 
Amash Guthrie Pittenger 
Amodei Hanna Pitts 
Babin Hardy Poe (TX) 
Barletta Harper Poliquin 
Barr Harris Pompeo 
Barton Hartzler Posey 
Benishek Heck (NV) Price, Tom 
Bilirakis Hensarling Ratcliffe 
Bishop (MI) Herrera Beutler Reed 
Bishop (UT) Hice, Jody B. Reichert 
Black Hill Renacci 
Blackburn Holding Ribble 
Blum Hudson Rice (SC) 
Bost Huelskamp Rigell 
Boustany Huizenga (MI) Roby 
Brady (TX) Hultgren Roe (TN) 
Brat . Hunter Rogers (AL) 
Bridenstine Hurd (TX) Rogers (KY) 
Brooks (AL) Hurt (VA) Rohrabacher 
Brooks (IN) Issa Rokita 
Buchanan Jenkins (KS) Rooney (FL) 
Buck Jenkins (WV) Ros-Lehtinen 
Bucshon Johnson (OH) Ross 
Burgess Johnson, Sam Rothfus 
Byrne Jolly Rouzer 
Calvert Jones Royce 
Carter (GA) Jordan Russell 
Carter (TX) Joyce R 
yan (WI) 
Chabot Katko Salmon 
Chaffetz Kelly (MS) Sanford 
Clawson (FL) Kelly (PA) Scalise 
Coffman King (IA) S i 
x chweikert 
Cole King (NY) E 
Collins (GA) Kinzinger IL) Scott, Austin 
7 { Sensenbrenner 
Collins (NY) Kline Sossions 
Comstock Knight Shimkus 
Conaway Labrador 
Cook LaHood ae 
Costello (PA) LaMallfa Simpson 
Cramer Lamborn Smith (MO) 
Crawford Lance Smith (NE) 
Crenshaw Latta Smith (NJ) 
Culberson LoBiondo Smith (TX) 
Curbelo (FL) Long Stefanik 
Davis, Rodney Loudermilk Stewart 
Denham Love Stivers 
Dent Lucas Stutzman 
DeSantis Luetkemeyer Thompson (PA) 
DesJarlais Lummis Thornberry 
Diaz-Balart MacArthur Tiberi 
Dold Marchant Tipton 
Donovan Marino Trott 
Duffy Massie Turner 
Duncan (SC) McCarthy Upton 
Duncan (TN) McCau: Valadao 
Ellmers (NC) McClintock Wagner 
Emmer (MN) McHenry Walberg 
Farenthold McKinley Walden 
Fincher McMorris Walker 
Fitzpatrick Rodgers Walorski 
Fleischmann McSally Walters, Mimi 
Fleming Meadows Weber (TX) 
Flores Meehan Webster (FL) 
Forbes Messer Wenstrup 
Fortenberry Mica Westerman 
Foxx Miller (FL) Westmoreland 
Franks (AZ) Miller (MI) Whitfield 
Frelinghuysen Moolenaar Williams 
Garrett Mooney (WV) Wilson (SC) 
Gibbs Mullin Wittman 
Gibson Mulvaney Womack 
Gohmert Murphy (PA) Woodall 
Goodlatte Neugebauer Yoder 
Gosar Newhouse Yoho 
Gowdy Noem Young (AK) 
Granger Nugent Young (IA) 
Graves (GA) Nunes Young (IN) 
Graves (LA) Olson Zeldin 
Graves (MO) Palazzo Zinke 
NOES—186 
Adams Beatty Bishop (GA) 
Aguilar Becerra Blumenauer 
Ashford Bera Bonamici 
Bass Beyer 
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Boyle, Brendan Green, Gene O’Rourke 

F; Grijalva Pallone 
Brady (PA) Gutiérrez Pascrell 
Brown (FL) Hahn Payne 
Brownley (CA) Hastings Pelosi 
Bustos Heck (WA) Perlmutter 
Butterfield Higgins Peters 
Capps Himes Peterson 
Capuano Hinojosa Pingree 
Cardenas Honda Pocan 
Carney Hoyer Polis 
Carson (IN) Huffman Price (NC) 
Cartwright Israel Quigley 
Castor (FL) Jackson Lee Rangel 
Castro (TX) Jeffries Rice (NY) 
Chu, Judy Johnson (GA) Richmond 
Cicilline Johnson, E. B. Roybal-Allard 
Clark (MA) Kaptur Ruiz 
Clarke (NY) Keating 
Clay Kelly (IL) Bapa sporger 

ush 
Cleaver Kennedy Ryan (OH) 
Clyburn Kildee Sanchez, Linda 
Cohen Kilmer 
A E 

Connolly Kind Sanchez, Loretta 
Conyers Kirkpatrick 3 
Cooper Kuster Seen k 
Costa Langevin eee? y 
Courtney Larsen (WA) 
Crowley Larson (CT) Schrader 
Cuellar Lawrence Scott (VA) 
Cummings Tee Scott, David 
Davis (CA) Levin Serrano 
Davis, Danny Lewis Sewell (AL) 
DeFazio Lieu, Ted Sherman 
DeGette Lipinski Sinema 
Delaney Loebsack Sires 
DeLauro Lofgren Slaughter 
DelBene Lowenthal Smith (WA) 
DeSaulnier Lowey Speier 
Deutch Lujan Grisham Swalwell (CA) 
Dingell (NM) Takano 
Doggett Luján, Ben Ray Thompson (CA) 
Doyle, Michael (NM) ee son (MS) 

F. Lynch 1tus 
Duckworth Maloney, Tonko 
Edwards Carolyn Torres 
Ellison Maloney, Sean Tsongas 
Engel Matsui Van Hollen 
Eshoo McCollum Vargas 
Esty McDermott Veasey 
Farr McGovern Vela 
Fattah McNerney Velazquez 
Foster Meng Visclosky 
Frankel (FL) Moore Walz 
Fudge Moulton Wasserman 
Gabbard Murphy (FL) Schultz 
Gallego Nadler Waters, Maxine 
Garamendi Napolitano Watson Coleman 
Graham Neal Welch 
Grayson Nolan Wilson (FL) 
Green, Al Norcross Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—4 
Meeks Roskam 
Pearce Takai 
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So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


e 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 597, REFORM EXPORTS 
AND EXPAND THE AMERICAN 
ECONOMY ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on order- 
ing the previous question on the reso- 
lution (H. Res. 450) providing for con- 
sideration of the bill (H.R. 597) to reau- 
thorize the Export-Import Bank of the 
United States, and for other purposes, 
on which the yeas and nays were or- 
dered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu- 
tion. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 


This is a 5-minute vote. 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 271, nays 


158, not voting 5, as follows: 


[Roll No. 572] 


YEAS—271 

Adams Ellmers (NC) Maloney, 
Aderholt Engel Carolyn 
Aguilar Eshoo Maloney, Sean 
Amodei Esty Marino 
Ashford Farr Matsui 
Barletta Fattah McCollum 
Barton Fincher McDermott 
Bass Fitzpatrick McGovern 
Beatty Foster MeMorris 
Becerra Frankel (FL) Rodgers 
Bera Frelinghuysen McNerney 
Beyer Fudge Meehan 
Bishop (GA) Gabbard Meng 
Blumenauer Gallego Mica 
Bonamici Garamendi Moolenaar 
Bos Gibson Moore 
Boustany Graham Moulton 
Boyle, Brendan Graves (MO) Mullin 

F. Green, Al Murphy (FL) 
Brady (PA) Green, Gene Nadler 
Brooks (IN) Grijalva Napolitano 
Brown (FL) Gutiérrez Neal 
Brownley (CA) Hahn Newhouse 
Buchanan Hanna Nolan 
Bucshon Hardy Norcross 
Bustos Harper O'Rourke 
Butterfield Hartzler Palazzo 
Calvert Hastings Pallone 
Capps Heck (WA) Pascrell 
Capuano Herrera Beutler Payne 
Cárdenas Higgins Pelosi 
Carney Himes Perlmutter 
Carson (IN) Hinojosa Peters 
Carter (GA) Honda Peterson 
Cartwright Hoyer Pingree 
Castor (FL) Huffman Pitts 
Castro (TX) Hultgren Pocan 
Chu, Judy Hunter Poe (TX) 
Cicilline Israel Polis 
Clark (MA) Jackson Lee Price (NC) 
Clarke (NY) Jeffries Quigley 
Clay Johnson (GA) Rangel 
Cleaver Johnson (OH) Reed 
Clyburn Johnson, E. B. Reichert 
Cohen Jolly Renacci 
Cole Joyce Ribble 
Collins (NY) Kaptur Rice (NY) 
Comstock Katko Richmond 
Connolly Keating Rigell 
Conyers Kelly (IL) Rogers (AL) 
Cook Kelly (PA) Rogers (KY) 
Cooper Kennedy Rokita 
Costa Kildee Rooney (FL) 
Costello (PA) Kilmer Ros-Lehtinen 
Courtney Kind Roybal-Allard 
Cramer King (NY) Ruiz 
Crawford Kinzinger (IL) Ruppersberger 
Crenshaw Kirkpatrick Rush 
Crowley Knight Ryan (OH) 
Cuellar Kuster Sanchez, Linda 
Cummings Langevin T. 
Curbelo (FL) Larsen (WA) Sanchez, Loretta 
Davis (CA) Larson (CT) Sarbanes 
Davis, Danny Lawrence Schakowsky 
Davis, Rodney Lee Schiff 
DeFazio Levin Schrader 
DeGette Lewis Scott (VA) 
Delaney Lieu, Ted Scott, David 
DeLauro Lipinski Serrano 
DelBene LoBiondo Sewell (AL) 
Dent Loebsack Sherman 
DeSaulnier Lofgren Simpson 
Deutch Long Sinema 
Diaz-Balart Lowenthal Sires 
Dingell Lowey Slaughter 
Doggett Lucas Smith (NJ) 
Dold Luetkemeyer Smith (WA) 
Donovan Lujan Grisham Speier 
Doyle, Michael (NM) Stefanik 

F. Luján, Ben Ray Stivers 
Duckworth (NM) Swalwell (CA) 
Edwards Lynch Takano 
Ellison MacArthur Thompson (CA) 


Thompson (MS) Vargas Waters, Maxine 
Thompson (PA) Veasey Watson Coleman 
Titus Vela Weber (TX) 
Tonko Velázquez Welch 
Torres Wagner Whitfield 
Tsongas Walorski Wilson (FL) 
Turner Walters, Mimi Wilson (SC) 
Upton Walz Womack 
Valadao Wasserman Yarmuth 
Van Hollen Schultz Young (AK) 
NAYS—158 
Abraham Grothman Paulsen 
Allen Guinta Perry 
Amash Guthrie Pittenger 
Babin Harris Poliquin 
Barr Heck (NV) Pompeo 
Benishek Hensarling Posey 
Bilirakis Hice, Jody B. Price, Tom 
Bishop (MI) Hill Ratcliffe 
Bishop (UT) Holding Roby 
Black Hudson Roe (TN) 
Blackburn Huelskamp Rohrabacher 
Blum Huizenga (MI) Ross 
Brady (TX) Hurd (TX) Rothfus 
py ti ue (WA) Rouzer 
ridenstine ssa 

Brooks (AL) Jenkins (KS) Soe 
Buck Jenkins (WV) R 

yan (WI) 
Burgess Johnson, Sam Salmon 
Byrne Jones Sanford 
Carter (TX) Jordan Scalise 
Chabot Kelly (MS) Schweikert 
Chaffetz King (IA) Scott. Austin 
Clawson (FL) Kline F 
Coffman Labrador Sensenbrenner 
Collins (GA) LaHood Sessions 
Conaway LaMalfa casi 
Culberson Lamborn 5 
Denham Lance Smith (MO) 
DeSantis Latta Smith (NE) 
DesJarlais Loudermilk Smith (TX) 
Duffy Love Stewart 
Duncan (SC) Lummis Stutzman 
Duncan (TN) Marchant Thornberry 
Emmer (MN) Massie Tiberi 
Farenthold McCarthy Tipton 
Fleischmann McCaul Trott 
Fleming McClintock Visclosky 
Flores McHenry Walberg 
Forbes McKinley Walden 
Fortenberry McSally Walker 
Foxx Meadows Webster (FL) 
Franks (AZ) Messer Wenstrup 
Garrett Miller (FL) Westerman 
Gibbs Miller (MI) Westmoreland 
Gohmert Mooney (WV) Williams 
Goodlatte Mulvaney Wittman 
Gosar Murphy (PA) Woodall 
Gowdy Neugebauer Yoder 
Granger Noem Yoho 
Graves (GA) Nugent Young (IA) 
Graves (LA) Nunes Young (IN) 
Grayson Olson Zeldin 
Griffith Palmer Zinke 

NOT VOTING—5 
Meeks Rice (SC) Takai 
Pearce Roskam 
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So the previous question was ordered. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
question is on the resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 275, nays 
154, not voting 5, as follows: 


The 


This 
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Abraham 
Adams 
Aderholt 
Aguilar 
Ashford 
Barletta 
Barton 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bost 
Boustany 
Boyle, Brendan 
F, 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks (IN) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter (GA) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Cole 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Dent 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellmers (NC) 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Foster 


October 27, 2015 


[Roll No. 573] 


YEAS—275 


Frankel (FL) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gibson 
Graham 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jolly 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Knight 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
MacArthur 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Marino 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meng 
Mica 
Moolenaar 
Moore 
Moulton 
Mullin 


Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Newhouse 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pitts 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (NY) 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Russell 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 
T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stefanik 
Stivers 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Tiberi 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velazquez 
Wagner 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Weber (TX) 
Welch 
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Whitfield Wilson (SC) Yarmuth 
Wilson (FL) Womack Young (AK) 
NAYS—154 

Allen Guinta Perry 
Amash Guthrie Pittenger 
Babin Harris Poliquin 
Barr Heck (NV) Pompeo 
Bilirakis Hensarling Posey 
Bishop (MI) Hice, Jody B. Price, Tom 
Bishop (UT) Hill Ratcliffe 
Black Holding Roby 
Blackburn Hudson Roe (TN) 
Blum Huelskamp Rohrabacher 
Bra Huizenga (MI) Rokita 
Bridenstine Hurd (TX) Ross 
Brooks (AL) Hurt (VA) 

Rothfus 
Buck Issa Rouzer 
Burgess Jenkins (KS) 
Byrne Jenkins (WV) Royce 
Carter (TX) Johnson, Sam Ryan (WD) 
Chabot Jones Salmon 
Chaffetz Jordan Sanford 
Clawson (FL) King (IA) Scalise 
Coffman Kline Schweikert 
Collins (GA) Labrador Scott, Austin 
Conaway LaHood Sensenbrenner 
Crawford LaMalfa Sessions 
Culberson Lamborn Shimkus 
Denham Lance Shuster 
DeSantis Latta Smith (MO) 
DesJarlais Loudermilk Smith (NE) 
Duffy Love Smith (TX) 
Duncan (SC) Lummis Stewart 
Duncan (TN) Marchant Stutzman 
Emmer (MN) Massie Thornberry 
Farenthold McCarthy Tipton 
Fleischmann McCaul Trott 
Fleming McClintock Visclosky 
Flores McHenry Walberg 
Forbes McKinley 

Walden 
Fortenberry McSally Walker 
Foxx Meadows 
Franks (AZ) Messer Webster (FL) 
Garrett Miller (FL) Wenstrup 
Gibbs Miller (MI) Westerman 
Gohmert Mooney (WV) Westmoreland 
Goodlatte Mulvaney Williams 
Gosar Murphy (PA) Wittman 
Gowdy Neugebauer Woodall 
Granger Noem Yoder 
Graves (GA) Nugent Yoho 
Graves (LA) Nunes Young (IA) 
Grayson Olson Young (IN) 
Griffith Palmer Zeldin 
Grothman Paulsen Zinke 

NOT VOTING—5 
Amodei Pearce Takai 
Meeks Roskam 
1440 


So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 
573, | would like to be recorded as voting 
“yea.” 

Stated against: 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | hur- 
riedly returned to the House chamber from a 
meeting. | voted “yes” on rollcall 573. | in- 
tended to vote “no.” 


a 


EXPORT-IMPORT BANK REFORM 
AND REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 
2015 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 450, the House 
will proceed to the immediate consid- 
eration of the bill (H.R. 597) to reau- 
thorize the Export-Import Bank of the 
United States, and for other purposes, 
which the Clerk will report by title. 
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The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 450, the 
amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute consisting of the text of H.R. 
3611 is adopted, and the bill, as amend- 
ed, is considered read. 

The text of the bill, as amended, is as 
follows: 

H.R. 597 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Export-Import Bank Reform and Reau- 
thorization Act of 2015”. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents for this Act is as follows: 


Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 


TITLE I—TAXPAYER PROTECTION PRO- 
VISIONS AND INCREASED ACCOUNT- 
ABILITY 


Sec. 101. Reduction in authorized amount of 
outstanding loans, guarantees, 
and insurance. 

Increase in loss reserves. 

Review of fraud controls. 

Office of Ethics. 

Chief Risk Officer. 

Risk Management Committee. 

Independent audit of bank port- 
folio. 

108. Pilot program for reinsurance. 


TITLE II—PROMOTION OF SMALL 
BUSINESS EXPORTS 


201. Increase in small business lending 
requirements. 

202. Report on programs for small and 
medium-sized businesses. 

TITLE ITI—MODERNIZATION OF 

OPERATIONS 

301. Electronic payments 
ments. 

Sec. 302. Reauthorization of information 
technology updating. 

TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Sec. 401. Extension of authority. 
Sec. 402. Certain updated loan terms and 
amounts. 
TITLE V—OTHER MATTERS 


Sec. 501. Prohibition on discrimination 
based on industry. 
Sec. 502. Negotiations to end export credit 


102. 
103. 
104. 
105. 
106. 
107. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. and docu- 


financing. 
Sec. 503. Study of financing for information 
and communications tech- 


nology systems. 


TITLE I—TAXPAYER PROTECTION PROVI- 
SIONS AND INCREASED ACCOUNT- 
ABILITY 

SEC. 101. REDUCTION IN AUTHORIZED AMOUNT 

OF OUTSTANDING LOANS, GUARAN- 
TEES, AND INSURANCE. 

Section 6(a) of the Export-Import Bank 
Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635e(a)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (4); and 

(2) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

‘(2) APPLICABLE AMOUNT DEFINED.—In this 
subsection, the term ‘applicable amount’, for 
each of fiscal years 2015 through 2019, means 
$135,000,000,000. 

“(3) FREEZING OF LENDING CAP IF DEFAULT 
RATE IS 2 PERCENT OR MORE.—If the rate cal- 
culated under section 8(g)(1) is 2 percent or 
more for a quarter, the Bank may not exceed 
the amount of loans, guarantees, and insur- 
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ance outstanding on the last day of that 
quarter until the rate calculated under sec- 
tion 8(g)(1) is less than 2 percent.’’. 

SEC. 102. INCREASE IN LOSS RESERVES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6 of the Export- 
Import Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635e) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub- 
section (c); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(b) RESERVE REQUIREMENT.—The Bank 
shall build to and hold in reserve, to protect 
against future losses, an amount that is not 
less than 5 percent of the aggregate amount 
of disbursed and outstanding loans, guaran- 
tees, and insurance of the Bank.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
the date that is one year after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 103. REVIEW OF FRAUD CONTROLS. 

Section 17(b) of the Export-Import Bank 
Reauthorization Act of 2012 (12 U.S.C. 635a- 
6(b)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘(b) REVIEW OF FRAUD CONTROLS.—Not 
later than 4 years after the date of the enact- 
ment of the Export-Import Bank Reform and 
Reauthorization Act of 2015, and every 4 
years thereafter, the Comptroller General of 
the United States shall— 

“(1) review the adequacy of the design and 
effectiveness of the controls used by the Ex- 
port-Import Bank of the United States to 
prevent, detect, and investigate fraudulent 
applications for loans and guarantees and 
the compliance by the Bank with the con- 
trols, including by auditing a sample of Bank 
transactions; and 

‘“(2) submit a written report regarding the 
findings of the review and providing such 
recommendations with respect to the con- 
trols described in paragraph (1) as the Comp- 
troller General deems appropriate to— 

“(A) the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs and the Committee on Ap- 
propriations of the Senate; and 

“(B) the Committee on Financial Services 
and the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives.’’. 

SEC. 104. OFFICE OF ETHICS. 

Section 3 of the Export-Import Bank Act of 
1945 (12 U.S.C. 635a) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘(k) OFFICE OF ETHICS.— 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
an Office of Ethics within the Bank, which 
shall oversee all ethics issues within the 
Bank. 

‘(2) HEAD OF OFFICE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The head of the Office of 
Ethics shall be the Chief Ethics Officer, who 
shall report to the Board of Directors. 

‘“(B) APPOINTMENT.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of the enactment of the 
Export-Import Bank Reform and Reauthor- 
ization Act of 2015, the Chief Ethics Officer 
shall be— 

“(i) appointed by the President of the Bank 
from among persons— 

“(I) with a background in law who have ex- 
perience in the fields of law and ethics; and 

(II) who are not serving in a position re- 
quiring appointment by the President of the 
United States before being appointed to be 
Chief Ethics Officer; and 

“(ii) approved by the Board. 

‘(C) DESIGNATED AGENCY ETHICS OFFICIAL.— 
The Chief Ethics Officer shall serve as the 
designated agency ethics official for the 
Bank pursuant to the Ethics in Government 
Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App. 101 et seq.). 

(83) DUTIES.—The Office of Ethics has ju- 
risdiction over all employees of, and ethics 
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matters relating to, the Bank. With respect 
to employees of the Bank, the Office of Eth- 
ics shall— 

“(A) recommend administrative actions to 
establish or enforce standards of official con- 
duct; 

‘(B) refer to the Office of the Inspector 
General of the Bank alleged violations of— 

“(i) the standards of ethical conduct appli- 
cable to employees of the Bank under parts 
2635 and 6201 of title 5, Code of Federal Regu- 
lations; 

“(ii) the standards of ethical conduct es- 
tablished by the Chief Ethics Officer; and 

“(iii) any other laws, rules, or regulations 
governing the performance of official duties 
or the discharge of official responsibilities 
that are applicable to employees of the 
Bank; 

‘“(C) report to appropriate Federal or State 
authorities substantial evidence of a viola- 
tion of any law applicable to the perform- 
ance of official duties that may have been 
disclosed to the Office of Ethics; and 

‘(D) render advisory opinions regarding 
the propriety of any current or proposed con- 
duct of an employee or contractor of the 
Bank, and issue general guidance on such 
matters as necessary.’’. 

SEC. 105. CHIEF RISK OFFICER. 

Section 3 of the Export-Import Bank Act of 
1945 (12 U.S.C. 635a), as amended by section 
104, is further amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(1) CHIEF RISK OFFICER.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—There shall be a Chief 
Risk Officer of the Bank, who shall— 

“(A) oversee all issues relating to risk 
within the Bank; and 

‘(B) report to the President of the Bank. 

‘(2) APPOINTMENT.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of the Ex- 
port-Import Bank Reform and Reauthoriza- 
tion Act of 2015, the Chief Risk Officer shall 
be— 

‘(A) appointed by the President of the 
Bank from among persons— 

“(i) with a demonstrated ability in the 
general management of, and knowledge of 
and extensive practical experience in, finan- 
cial risk evaluation practices in large gov- 
ernmental or business entities; and 

“(ii) who are not serving in a position re- 
quiring appointment by the President of the 
United States before being appointed to be 
Chief Risk Officer; and 

‘“(B) approved by the Board. 

‘(3) DuTIES.—The duties of the Chief Risk 
Officer are— 

“(A) to be responsible for all matters re- 
lated to managing and mitigating all risk to 
which the Bank is exposed, including the 
programs and operations of the Bank; 

‘(B) to establish policies and processes for 
risk oversight, the monitoring of manage- 
ment compliance with risk limits, and the 
management of risk exposures and risk con- 
trols across the Bank; 

‘“(C) to be responsible for the planning and 
execution of all Bank risk management ac- 
tivities, including policies, reporting, and 
systems to achieve strategic risk objectives; 

‘“(D) to develop an integrated risk manage- 
ment program that includes identifying, 
prioritizing, measuring, monitoring, and 
managing internal control and operating 
risks and other identified risks; 

“(E) to ensure that the process for risk as- 
sessment and underwriting for individual 
transactions considers how each such trans- 
action considers the effect of the transaction 
on the concentration of exposure in the over- 
all portfolio of the Bank, taking into ac- 
count fees, collateralization, and historic de- 
fault rates; and 
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“(F) to review the adequacy of the use by 
the Bank of qualitative metrics to assess the 
risk of default under various scenarios.”’. 
SEC. 106. RISK MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3 of the Export- 
Import Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635a), as 
amended by sections 104 and 105, is further 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(m) RISK MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE.— 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
a management committee to be known as 
the ‘Risk Management Committee’. 

‘“(2) MEMBERSHIP.—The membership of the 
Risk Management Committee shall be the 
members of the Board of Directors, with the 
President and First Vice President of the 
Bank serving as ex officio members. 

(3) DUTIES.—The duties of the Risk Man- 
agement Committee shall be— 

“(A) to oversee, in conjunction with the 
Office of the Chief Financial Officer of the 
Bank— 

““(j) periodic stress testing on the entire 
Bank portfolio, reflecting different market, 
industry, and macroeconomic scenarios, and 
consistent with common practices of com- 
mercial and multilateral development banks; 
and 

“(i) the monitoring of industry, 
graphic, and obligor exposure levels; and 

‘“(B) to review all required reports on the 
default rate of the Bank before submission to 
Congress under section 8(g).’’. 

(b) TERMINATION OF AUDIT COMMITTEE.— 
Not later than 180 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Board of Direc- 
tors of the Export-Import Bank of the United 
States shall revise the bylaws of the Bank to 
terminate the Audit Committee established 
by section 7 of the bylaws. 

SEC. 107. INDEPENDENT AUDIT OF BANK PORT- 
FOLIO. 

(a) AUDIT.—The Inspector General of the 
Export-Import Bank of the United States 
shall conduct an audit or evaluation of the 
portfolio risk management procedures of the 
Bank, including a review of the implementa- 
tion by the Bank of the duties assigned to 
the Chief Risk Officer under section 3(1) of 
the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as 
amended by section 105. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than one year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, and 
not less frequently than every 3 years there- 
after, the Inspector General shall submit to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs of the Senate and the Com- 
mittee on Financial Services of the House of 
Representatives a written report containing 
all findings and determinations made in car- 
rying out subsection (a). 

SEC. 108. PILOT PROGRAM FOR REINSURANCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any pro- 
vision of the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945 
(12 U.S.C. 635 et seq.), the Export-Import 
Bank of the United States (in this section re- 
ferred to as the ‘‘Bank’’) may establish a 
pilot program under which the Bank may 
enter into contracts and other arrangements 
to share risks associated with the provision 
of guarantees, insurance, or credit, or the 
participation in the extension of credit, by 
the Bank under that Act. 

(b) LIMITATIONS ON AMOUNT OF RISK-SHAR- 
ING.— 

(1) PER CONTRACT OR OTHER ARRANGE- 
MENT.—The aggregate amount of liability 
the Bank may transfer through risk-sharing 
pursuant to a contract or other arrangement 
entered into under subsection (a) may not 
exceed $1,000,000,000. 

(2) PER YEAR.—The aggregate amount of li- 
ability the Bank may transfer through risk- 
sharing during a fiscal year pursuant to con- 
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tracts or other arrangements entered into 
under subsection (a) during that fiscal year 
may not exceed $10,000,000,000. 

(c) ANNUAL REPORTS.—Not later than one 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, and annually thereafter through 2019, 
the Bank shall submit to Congress a written 
report that contains a detailed analysis of 
the use of the pilot program carried out 
under subsection (a) during the year pre- 
ceding the submission of the report. 

(d) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to affect, im- 
pede, or revoke any authority of the Bank. 

(e) TERMINATION.—The pilot program car- 
ried out under subsection (a) shall terminate 
on September 30, 2019. 

TITLE II—PROMOTION OF SMALL 
BUSINESS EXPORTS 
SEC. 201. INCREASE IN SMALL BUSINESS LEND- 
ING REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2(b)(1)(E)(v) of 
the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945 (12 
U.S.C. 635(b)(1)(E)(v)) is amended by striking 
‘20 percent” and inserting ‘‘25 percent”. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re- 
spect to fiscal year 2016 and each fiscal year 
thereafter. 

SEC. 202. REPORT ON PROGRAMS FOR SMALL 
AND MEDIUM-SIZED BUSINESSES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 8 of the Export- 
Import Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635g) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘(k) REPORT ON PROGRAMS FOR SMALL AND 
MEDIUM-SIZED BUSINESSES.—The Bank shall 
include in its annual report to Congress 
under subsection (a) a report on the pro- 
grams of the Bank for United States busi- 
nesses with less than $250,000,000 in annual 
sales.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re- 
spect to the report of the Export-Import 
Bank of the United States submitted to Con- 
gress under section 8 of the Export-Import 
Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635g) for the first 
year that begins after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. 

TITLE ITI—MODERNIZATION OF 
OPERATIONS 
SEC. 301. ELECTRONIC PAYMENTS AND DOCU- 
MENTS. 

Section 2(b)(1) of the Export-Import Bank 
Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635(b)(1)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“(M) Not later than 2 years after the date 
of the enactment of the Export-Import Bank 
Reform and Reauthorization Act of 2015, the 
Bank shall implement policies— 

“(i) to accept electronic documents with 
respect to transactions whenever possible, 
including copies of bills of lading, certifi- 
cations, and compliance documents, in such 
manner so as not to undermine any potential 
civil or criminal enforcement related to the 
transactions; and 

“(ii) to accept electronic payments in all 
of its programs.”’. 

SEC. 302. REAUTHORIZATION OF INFORMATION 
TECHNOLOGY UPDATING. 

Section 3(j) of the Export-Import Act of 
1945 (12 U.S.C. 635a(j)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), in the matter pre- 
ceding subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘2012, 
2013, and 2014’’ and inserting ‘‘2015 through 
2019”’; 

(2) in paragraph (2)(B), by striking ‘‘(I) the 
funds” and inserting ‘‘(i) the funds”; and 

(3) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘2012, 2018, 
and 2014” and inserting ‘‘2015 through 2019”. 

TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 401. EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7 of the Export- 

Import Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635f) is 
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amended by striking 
“2019”. 

(b) DUAL-USE EXPORTS.—Section l(c) of 
Public Law 103-428 (12 U.S.C. 635 note) is 
amended by striking ‘‘September 30, 2014” 
and inserting ‘‘the date on which the author- 
ity of the Export-Import Bank of the United 
States expires under section 7 of the Export- 
Import Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635f)”. 

(c) SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA ADVISORY COM- 
MITTEE.—Section 2(b)(9)(B)(iii) of the Export- 
Import Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 
635(b)(9)(B)(iii)) is amended by striking ‘‘Sep- 
tember 30, 2014’? and inserting ‘‘the date on 
which the authority of the Bank expires 
under section 7”. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
earlier of the date of the enactment of this 
Act or June 30, 2015. 

SEC. 402. CERTAIN UPDATED LOAN TERMS AND 
AMOUNTS. 

(a) LOAN TERMS FOR MEDIUM-TERM FINANC- 
ING.—Section 2(a)(2)(A) of the Export-Import 
Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635(a)(2)(A)) is 
amended— 

(1) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘; and” and in- 
serting a semicolon; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(ii) with principal amounts of not more 
than $25,000,000; and”. 

(b) COMPETITIVE OPPORTUNITIES RELATING 
TO INSURANCE.—Section 2(d)(2) of the Export- 
Import Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635(d)(2)) 
is amended by striking ‘‘$10,000,000’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘$25,000,000’’. 

(c) EXPORT AMOUNTS FOR SMALL BUSINESS 
LOANS.—Section 3(g)(3) of the Export-Import 
Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635a(g)(3)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘$10,000,000’’ and insert- 
ing ‘‘$25,000,000’’. 

(d) CONSIDERATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EF- 
FECTS.—Section 11(a)(1)(A) of the Export-Im- 
port Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635i- 
5(a)(1)(A)) is amended by striking ‘$10,000,000 
or more’ and inserting the following: 
‘*$25,000,000 (or, if less than $25,000,000, the 
threshold established pursuant to inter- 
national agreements, including the Common 
Approaches for Officially Supported Export 
Credits and Environmental and Social Due 
Diligence, as adopted by the Organisation for 
Economic Co-operation and Development 
Council on June 28, 2012, and the risk-man- 
agement framework adopted by financial in- 
stitutions for determining, assessing, and 
managing environmental and social risk in 
projects (commonly referred to as the ‘Equa- 
tor Principles’)) or more’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to fiscal year 2016 and each fiscal year there- 
after. 
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TITLE V—OTHER MATTERS 
SEC. 501. PROHIBITION ON DISCRIMINATION 
BASED ON INDUSTRY. 

Section 2 of the Export-Import Bank Act of 
1945 (6 U.S.C. 635 et seq.) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: 

‘*(k) PROHIBITION ON DISCRIMINATION BASED 
ON INDUSTRY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
this Act, the Bank may not— 

‘(A) deny an application for financing 
based solely on the industry, sector, or busi- 
ness that the application concerns; or 

‘(B) promulgate or implement policies 
that discriminate against an application 
based solely on the industry, sector, or busi- 
ness that the application concerns. 

(2) APPLICABILITY.—The prohibitions 
under paragraph (1) apply only to applica- 
tions for financing by the Bank for projects 
concerning the exploration, development, 
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production, or export of energy sources and 

the generation or transmission of electrical 

power, or combined heat and power, regard- 

less of the energy source involved.’’. 

SEC. 502. NEGOTIATIONS TO END EXPORT CRED- 
IT FINANCING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 11 of the Export- 
Import Bank Reauthorization Act of 2012 (12 
U.S.C. 635a-5) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking ‘‘Secretary of the Treasury (in 
this section referred to as the ‘Secretary’)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘President’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘(OECD)’’ and inserting ‘‘(in 
this section referred to as the ‘OECD’)’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘ultimate goal of elimi- 
nating? and inserting ‘‘possible goal of 
eliminating, before the date that is 10 years 
after the date of the enactment of the Ex- 
port-Import Bank Reform and Reauthoriza- 
tion Act of 2015,’’; 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘Sec- 
retary” each place it appears and inserting 
“President”; and 

(8) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(c) REPORT ON STRATEGY.—Not later than 
180 days after the date of the enactment of 
the Export-Import Bank Reform and Reau- 
thorization Act of 2015, the President shall 
submit to Congress a proposal, and a strat- 
egy for achieving the proposal, that the 
United States Government will pursue with 
other major exporting countries, including 
OECD members and non-OECD members, to 
eliminate over a period of not more than 10 
years subsidized export-financing programs, 
tied aid, export credits, and all other forms 
of government-supported export subsidies. 

“(d) NEGOTIATIONS WITH NON-OECD MEM- 
BERS.—The President shall initiate and pur- 
sue negotiations with countries that are not 
OECD members to bring those countries into 
a multilateral agreement establishing rules 
and limitations on officially supported ex- 
port credits. 

“(e) ANNUAL REPORTS ON PROGRESS OF NE- 
GOTIATIONS.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of the enactment of the Export-Im- 
port Bank Reform and Reauthorization Act 
of 2015, and annually thereafter through cal- 
endar year 2019, the President shall submit 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs of the Senate and the Com- 
mittee on Financial Services of the House of 
Representatives a report on the progress of 
any negotiations described in subsection 
(d).”’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection 
(a) shall apply with respect to reports re- 
quired to be submitted under section 11(b) of 
the Export-Import Bank Reauthorization 
Act of 2012 (12 U.S.C. 635a-5(b)) after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 503. STUDY OF FINANCING FOR INFORMA- 
TION AND COMMUNICATIONS TECH- 
NOLOGY SYSTEMS. 

(a) ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION AND COMMU- 
NICATIONS TECHNOLOGY INDUSTRY USE OF 
BANK PRODUCTS.—The Export-Import Bank 
of the United States (in this section referred 
to as the ‘‘Bank’’) shall conduct a study of 
the extent to which the products offered by 
the Bank are available and used by compa- 
nies that export information and commu- 
nications technology services and related 
goods. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—In conducting the study re- 
quired by subsection (a), the Bank shall ex- 
amine the following: 

(1) The number of jobs in the United States 
that are supported by the export of informa- 
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tion and communications technology serv- 
ices and related goods, and the degree to 
which access to financing will increase ex- 
ports of such services and related goods. 

(2) The reduction in the financing by the 
Bank of exports of information and commu- 
nications technology services from 2003 
through 2014. 

(3) The activities of foreign export credit 
agencies to facilitate the export of informa- 
tion and communications technology serv- 
ices and related goods. 

(4) Specific proposals for how the Bank 
could provide additional financing for the ex- 
portation of information and communica- 
tions technology services and related goods 
through risk-sharing with other export cred- 
it agencies and other third parties. 

(5) Proposals for new products the Bank 
could offer to provide financing for exports 
of information and communications tech- 
nology services and related goods, includ- 
ing— 

(A) the extent to which the Bank is author- 
ized to offer new products; 

(B) the extent to which the Bank would 
need additional authority to offer new prod- 
ucts to meet the needs of the information 
and communications technology industry; 

(C) specific proposals for changes in law 
that would enable the Bank to provide in- 
creased financing for exports of information 
and communications technology services and 
related goods in compliance with the credit 
and risk standards of the Bank; 

(D) specific proposals that would enable 
the Bank to provide increased outreach to 
the information and communications tech- 
nology industry about the products the Bank 
offers; and 

(E) specific proposals for changes in law 
that would enable the Bank to provide the fi- 
nancing to build information and commu- 
nications technology infrastructure, in com- 
pliance with the credit and risk standards of 
the Bank, to allow for market access oppor- 
tunities for United States information and 
communications technology companies to 
provide services on the infrastructure being 
financed by the Bank. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Bank shall submit to Congress a report that 
contains the results of the study required by 
subsection (a). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill 
shall be debatable for 1 hour equally di- 
vided and controlled by the chair and 
ranking minority member of the Com- 
mittee on Financial Services or their 
designees. 

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. HEN- 
SARLING) and the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. MAXINE WATERS) each 
will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself 30 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, this is going to be an 
important debate that we have today 
because it is a debate about what type 
of economy we are going to have: an 
economy based upon fairness, where 
your prosperity is dependent upon how 
hard you work on Main Street; or is it 
dependent upon who you know in 
Washington? 
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I respect the views of all Members, 
but if we are ever—ever—to deal with 
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the threat of a social welfare state, we 
must first take care of the corporate 
welfare state, and the face of the cor- 
porate welfare state is the Export-Im- 
port Bank. 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. HUIZENGA), the 
chairman of the Monetary Policy and 
Trade Subcommittee of the Financial 
Services Committee 

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I appreciate the work that my 
chairman has done. I chair the Mone- 
tary Policy and Trade Subcommittee, 
the subcommittee that has jurisdiction 
directly over this. 

In the last conference when I was 
vice chair of that committee, we start- 
ed a work group looking at various re- 
forms that could happen, and that con- 
tinued on into this term. We had a 
number of us on all sides of the issue 
that were working together. 

The real problem arose, though, when 
those of us who felt that we needed to 
move in a direction where we were 
transferring that liability from the 
taxpayer back to businesses—when we 
felt that we were proposing some of 
those reforms, those who were most 
benefiting from the program said: Ab- 
solutely not. Not a direction we can go. 
Cannot be a phaseout. Cannot be a sun- 
set. Cannot be a change to make these 
recourse loans. Cannot make them 
only loans as opposed to grants. In 
other words, it was business as usual. 

It might be a good business decision 
to transfer business liability and risk 
to somebody else, but it is a bad idea to 
transfer that additional liability to the 
U.S. taxpayer. 

I think that we have a couple of 
issues in front of us, Mr. Speaker, as 
was talked about yesterday. First is 
the issue of the Ex-Im Bank and the 
entitlement mentality that has grown 
up, and that is just a symptom of it. 

As the chairman has said, if we can- 
not take care of and tackle this enti- 
tlement mentality within the business 
community, how in the world are we 
going to have the moral standing to 
tackle that same entitlement men- 
tality on the social side of our spend- 
ing? 

So it is sad to believe, in my mind, 
that some people think that this is the 
only or the best program that we can 
put forward for the U.S. to remain 
competitive on the world stage. 

We know that we have put ourselves 
at a disadvantage through the regu- 
latory environment that has been cre- 
ated not only under this administra- 
tion, but under previous administra- 
tions as well. We know that the tax re- 
gime that we have is also a huge prob- 
lem. 

I just ask that my colleagues oppose 
this effort to make sure that it is sta- 
tus quo in Washington, D.C. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, yesterday this House 
took a historic and bipartisan vote in 
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support of reauthorizing the Export- 
Import Bank. We showed that Demo- 
crats and Republicans can work to- 
gether to overcome the obstruction 
caused by an ideologically driven mi- 
nority that put its own uncompro- 
mising principles over the needs of the 
American people. 

The 4-month shutdown of the Export- 
Import Bank engineered by the chair- 
man of the Financial Services Com- 
mittee has led to hopelessness, uncer- 
tainty, and fear for the many workers 
across this country whose livelihoods 
rely on the support of the Ex-Im Bank. 

As reports continued to pile in on the 
loss of jobs caused by the Bank’s shut- 
down, the chairman has remained de- 
liberately indifferent to the harm in- 
flicted on the lives of these Americans. 
The cost of this indifference is more 
than 100 transactions worth more than 
$9 billion that have been indefinitely 
put on hold pending the Bank’s reau- 
thorization. Unfortunately, many of 
these contracts have now been lost for 
good. 

Today we are showing the small-busi- 
ness owners and their employees that 
this indifference does not extend to the 
whole House of Representatives. Sup- 
porters of the Bank care about them, 
about their jobs and their commu- 
nities. 

It is high time we reopened the Ex- 
Im Bank for business. Instead of ship- 
ping jobs abroad, let’s start shipping 
American exports again. Let’s put 
America back to work and pass this 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
RYAN), the distinguished chairman of 
the House Ways and Means Committee. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to express my 
strong disapproval for this bill for the 
Export-Import Bank. This is a pro- 
found debate we are having. It is about 
what kind of economy we are going to 
have. Are we going to reward good 
work or good connections? I think 
there are plenty of other ways to ex- 
pand opportunity in this country, and 
corporate welfare is not one of them. 

The biggest beneficiaries of this 
bank, two-thirds of their money goes 
to ten companies and 40 percent goes to 
one company. And this bank does cost 
money. Just ask the Congressional 
Budget Office when they use real 
scorekeeping. 

Do you remember Fannie Mae? Do 
you remember their accounting? Do 
you remember when they told us they 
weren’t going to cost any money? Until 
they did. And it cost us billions. 

The other excuse, Mr. Speaker, that I 
just don’t buy is that other countries 
do this and so should we. We shouldn’t 
acquire other countries’ bad habits. We 
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should be leading by example. We 
should be exporting democratic cap- 
italism, not crony capitalism. 

There is this criticism of those of the 
free enterprise system who compare it 
to competition like a sport where the 
critics of free enterprise say there is a 
winner and there is a loser, just like a 
boxing match or a football game. 

Well, that is true when it comes to 
crony capitalism. That is the case 
when it comes to corporate welfare be- 
cause, in that case, the winner is the 
person with the connections, it is the 
company with power, and it is the com- 
pany with clout. 

The loser is the person who is out 
there working hard, playing by the 
rules, not knowing anybody, not going 
to Washington, and hoping and think- 
ing that the merit of their idea and the 
quality of their work is what will win 
the day. That is what is rewarded 
under a free enterprise system. 

Free enterprise is more about col- 
laboration. It is more about trans- 
actions of mutual benefit where every- 
body benefits, the rising tide lifts all 
boats, equality for all, and equal oppor- 
tunity. That is free enterprise. That is 
small d, democratic capitalism. This 
thing is crony capitalism. I urge it be 
rejected. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms. 
MOORE), a member of the Financial 
Services Committee and the ranking 
member of the Monetary Policy and 
Trade Subcommittee, which has juris- 
diction over the reauthorization of the 
Ex-Im Bank. I just want to take a mo- 
ment to recognize her tireless work on 
behalf of the reauthorization of the Ex- 
Im Bank. 

Ms. MOORE. I thank you so much, 
Madam Ranking Member. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with great pleasure 
that I rise to support this bipartisan 
initiative to reauthorize the Export- 
Import Bank. The Export-Import Bank 
is about three things in this country 
that we need to be debating here more 
often, and that is jobs, jobs, and jobs. 
Getting the bill to the floor for this 
historic vote is about something the 
country also needs more of, and that is 
bipartisanship. 

I am very distressed, Mr. Speaker, to 
continue to hear the debate that some- 
how the financing of the Export-Import 
Bank is contributing to the welfare 
state and that, if we are to tackle the 
social welfare programs under Social 
Security, we have got to get rid of this 
corporate welfare. 

I am distressed to continue to hear 
that defeating the Export-Import Bank 
is a backdoor approach to ending So- 
cial Security. If you listen very care- 
fully, colleagues, you are going to hear 
this over and over again. 

I do want to thank Representatives 
HOYER, LUCAS, WATERS, HECK, FINCHER, 
and the House Members on both sides 
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so that we can now go back to our dis- 
tricts, look U.S. workers in the eyes 
and say that we are not giving them 
welfare, that we are giving the thou- 
sands upon thousands upon thousands 
of people in the chain an opportunity 
to work for a living. This is not a Dem- 
ocrat or a Republican victory, but a 
victory for all our workers. 

I would ask that the body vote for 
the reauthorization of the Export-Im- 
port Bank. I hope the Senate takes our 
example and we send this to the Presi- 
dent for his signature. Our work and 
our businesses should not have to wait 
one more day to reignite this powerful 
engine of job creation. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. PRICE), the distinguished 
chairman of the House Budget Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the chairman. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a difficult and an 
important issue. With all due respect, I 
urge my colleagues to proceed with 
caution regarding a reauthorization of 
the Export-Import Bank, particularly 
under the procedural motion that has 
been used to get this bill to the floor 


today. 
Many Members, including myself, 
have real concerns that we are 


sidestepping the important work of our 
committees, in this case, both the Fi- 
nancial Services Committee and the 
Rules Committee. 

This leaves no room for amending or 
altering the legislation to better re- 
flect the overall will of the House. This 
bill is, in fact, not even a product of 
the House. It is the exact same text 
that was taken from the Senate, and, 
just like this one, it bypassed the com- 
mittee procedure over there as well. 

By shortchanging the process, this 
effort is shortchanging the debate that 
we should be having about legitimate 
disagreements over the Export-Import 
Bank, and, thereby, we are short- 
changing the American people. 

For example, we know that, by stat- 
ute, 20 percent of the Export-Import 
Bank’s authorizations are supposed to 
go to small businesses. Yet, today only 
1 percent of 1 percent of small busi- 
nesses are actually aided by the Bank. 

We also know that, when the Ex-Im 
subsidizes foreign corporations, it runs 
the risk of undermining American busi- 
ness. It is estimated that the Export- 
Import Bank has led to the loss of 7,500 
jobs in the American airline industry 
alone and a loss of over $684 million in 
revenue. 

These are serious concerns at a time 
when we should be fostering a climate 
of healthy economic opportunity and 
growth right here at home rather than 
a system that effectively chooses win- 
ners and losers. 

It may not necessarily be the inten- 
tion of my colleagues who supported 
this discharge petition effort to under- 
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mine the legislative process or to di- 
minish the importance of our commit- 
tees or, above all, to limit what we can 
and should be having here, a healthy 
debate over legitimate policy disagree- 
ments. 

But, unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, 
that is precisely what is occurring. 
Therefore, I urge my colleagues to join 
me in opposing this process and to stop 
this dangerous precedent from taking 
root. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. HECK), a tireless 
advocate for our exporters who has 
never missed an opportunity to fight 
for the Export-Import Bank and the 
American workers it supports. 

Mr. HECK of Washington. Mr. Speak- 
er, I thank the ranking member. 

Mr. Speaker, watching the nonstop 
ideological warfare waged on the Ex- 
port-Import Bank over the last nearly 
3 years reminds me of my very favorite 
Will Rogers adage: People feel about 
Congress the same way they do when 
baby gets hold of the hammer. And 
that is, in fact, what we have been 
treated to. 

But the fact of the matter is today 
we have an opportunity to turn that 
adage on its ear and do something that 
the American public will feel good 
about Congress for, for today we have 
an opportunity to vote for jobs, 164,000 
in just last calendar year supported by 
the Ex-Im, good-paying jobs, send- 
your-kid-to-college jobs, buy-a-home 
jobs, take-a-vacation jobs, and have-a- 
secure-retirement jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, tonight we have an op- 
portunity to strengthen and protect 
the manufacturing base of America, be- 
cause the truth of the matter is it is 
not unrelated to our national defense 
infrastructure. The same entities that 
make up our manufacturing base keep 
us safe, and we should not forget that. 

Tonight we have an opportunity, in- 
deed, to vote for reform of the Export- 
Import Bank despite the fact that it 
has a default rate that is the envy of 
commercial banks and a collection rate 
as well. 

Mr. Speaker, the truth of the matter 
is we can vote to increase loss reserves, 
improve risk management, modernize 
and update their IT, and notwith- 
standing what was said by the gen- 
tleman from Michigan, it also has a 
pilot recourse program in it on the re- 
insurance for payment side. 

Tonight we have an opportunity to 
vote for a reduction of the deficit. Yes. 
The Ex-Im for a generation has trans- 
ferred cash—the heck with your theo- 
retical accounting model—transferred 
cash into the U.S. Treasury, $675 mil- 
lion just last fall. 

Let me say it again. Tonight we have 
an opportunity to vote for jobs. No 
more Waukesha, Wisconsins, Ms. 
MOORE, no more Waukesha, Wiscon- 
sins, where an entire factory is being 
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shuttered because we have failed to do 
our job in reauthorizing the Export-Im- 
port Bank. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 
ranking member, the leader, the whip, 
and especially I want to thank my 
friends, Mr. Lucas of Oklahoma and 
Mr. FINCHER of Tennessee, for their 
profile in courage. It was, indeed, a 
profile in courage to do the right thing. 
Tonight we have an opportunity to put 
American jobs first. Tonight we have 
an opportunity to put America first. 

I don’t know about you, but I came 
here from the private sector. I don’t re- 
side in some kind of fantasy plot with- 
in an Ayn Rand novel. I live in the real 
world, and in the real world we solve 
problems. This will solve problems. 
Vote “yes”. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Utah (Mr. CHAFFETZ), chairman of the 
Oversight and Government Reform 
Committee that held a number of key 
hearings on the Export-Import Bank. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Speaker, I stand 
to express opposition to the reauthor- 
ization of the Export-Import Bank. 

As we look at these weighty issues, I 
think it is important that we look at 
both the liability and the account- 
ability in this factor. 

When you look at the reliability, 
whenever we make decisions about 
spending money, we are talking about 
pulling money out of somebody’s wal- 
let and giving it to somebody else. 
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And, in this case, as we look at liabil- 
ity, we are taking every American’s 
wallet and putting it on the line and 
saying: Should we or should we not cre- 
ate liability for more individuals 
across the heartland? And for mom and 
dad, I just don’t think that is the right 
equation. I fundamentally disagree 
with it. 

If these are such good loans and they 
are so profitable, then do them in the 
private sector. You don’t need the Fed- 
eral Government to do them. 

And when it comes to accountability. 
Let’s remember, this is a bank that 
just this year had a bank employee 
who plead guilty to bribery—bribery of 
all things. The inspector general of the 
bank testified before our committee 
that they expect even more actions. 
And the inspector general on one 
project could not even validate more 
than $500 million in spending. And I 
can tell you, as the chairman of the 
Oversight and Government Reform 
Committee, they have not been trans- 
parent in giving us the information. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘“‘no.’’ 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
CAROLYN B. MALONEY), a member of the 
Financial Services Committee. 

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New 
York. Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle- 
woman for yielding and for her leader- 
ship. 
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I rise in strong support of reauthor- 
izing the Export-Import Bank. 

There is never really a good time to 
commit economic suicide, and now 
would be especially a bad time. The Ex- 
port-Import Bank creates jobs by sup- 
porting exports, and it costs taxpayers 
nothing—zero. In fact, since 1992, the 
Ex-Im has returned nearly $7 billion to 
the U.S. Treasury. 

Killing the Ex-Im Bank would be es- 
pecially bad right now. Export demand 
is falling because of our strong dollar 
and economic headwinds in China and 
Greece and Europe. We have to remem- 
ber that there are 85 different export- 
import banks around the world from 
China to Canada, all of which are sup- 
porting exports more than we are. We 
are in a competitive world. They say 
when you lose a job, it goes somewhere 
else. But what the opposition isn’t say- 
ing is that it is going overseas. 

I support the Export-Import Bank, 
and we should vote for reauthorization. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1% minutes to the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT), chair- 
man of the Capital Markets Sub- 
committee of the Financial Services 
Committee. 

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman. 

In June of this year, after 81 years of 
doling out taxpayer-funded welfare for 
megacorporations, the American peo- 
ple said enough, and Congress let the 
Export-Import Bank expire. 

Yet, today, through a little known 
and little used legislative maneuver 
being used to circumvent the will of 
the American people, they are resur- 
recting this fund for corporate welfare. 

The Export-Import Bank transformed 
the role of government from a disin- 
terested referee in the economy into a 
biased actor that uses your taxpayer 
dollars to tilt the scales in favor of its 
friends, and it mocks the American 
Dream by making victims of the 
startups that dare to compete. 

If we promoted responsible govern- 
ment policies, responsible budget poli- 
cies, expanded free markets, lowered 
and simplified the income taxes, and 
repealed onerous regulations, Amer- 
ican businesses would thrive in the 
global markets. But none of that is on 
the table today on what we are about 
to consider. 

Instead, the proposal before us is the 
resurrection of a bank that embodies 
the corruption of the free enterprise 
system. Yes, we have the opportunity 
today to save capitalism from cro- 
nyism. Yes, we have the opportunity to 
protect the American taxpayer and the 
American Dream and to preserve free 
enterprise. We have the opportunity 
today to keep the Export-Import Bank 
out of business. We should take each of 
those opportunities. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. SHER- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


MAN), a member of the Financial Serv- 
ices Committee. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, in the 
ideologically perfect world of Ayn 
Rand novels, there is no Ex-Im Bank 
for the United States or any other 
country. In the real world, Germany 
has an export credit agency. China has 
one. Canada has one. They are all much 
bigger than ours. 

When I gave 100 speeches for George 
McGovern, they accused us of favoring 
unilateral military disarmament. Now, 
we see some who are in favor of unilat- 
eral economic disarmament. Our prod- 
ucts face tough competition, and some- 
times the order goes to whomever has 
the best financing. Ninety percent of 
Ex-Im Bank’s loans go to small busi- 
ness and the other 10 percent help Big 
Business buy from American suppliers. 
Two hundred and fifty Members of this 
Congress support Ex-Im Bank, with 
particular courage among the 40-some- 
thing Republicans who signed the dis- 
charge petition. 

As co-chair of the CPA Caucus, let 
me tell you, the Ex-Im Bank makes a 
substantial profit under generally ac- 
cepted accounting principles. That is 
why they have been able to transfer $7 
billion to the Treasury. 

Ronald Reagan said: The Export-Im- 
port Bank contributes in a significant 
way to our Nation’s export sales. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. WESTMORELAND), a valu- 
able Member of the House Financial 
Services Committee. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the chairman for yielding. 

I rise in opposition to H.R. 597, to the 
Export-Import Bank, and to the proc- 
ess Members have used to circumvent 
regular order and the amendment proc- 
ess of the House. 

I have more Delta employees in my 
district than any other district in the 
United States. Their jobs are at risk 
because the Export-Import Bank picks 
winners and losers in the American 
economy. 

When the Ex-Im Bank finances a Boe- 
ing airplane for Emirates Airlines—as 
if Emirates Airlines would need any fi- 
nancing—the Bank is telling pilots and 
flight attendants and mechanics and 
others in my district that their jobs 
don’t matter to the government. That 
is wrong. 

My colleagues from Washington 
State and other areas want you to be- 
lieve that they are fighting for the jobs 
in their district, and I am sure they 
are. I am here fighting for the jobs of 
my constituents. My colleagues want 
their constituents to have jobs, but not 
my constituents. 

Well, I have news for my colleagues. 
I care about everyone’s job. I care 
about Boeing jobs, I care about Cater- 
pillar jobs, and, yes, I care about Delta 
jobs. I want the free market and the 
quality of U.S. products to dictate who 
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gets contracts. This is how America 
was built—quality products made by 
quality employees stamped ‘‘Made in 
America.” 

Three years ago, Congress directed 
the Export-Import Bank to focus on an 
economic impact analysis to ensure the 
Bank knew the consequences of their 
lending decisions. Unfortunately, the 
Export-Import Bank acts as if they are 
above the requirements of Congress. In- 
stead of following the law, the leader- 
ship at the Export-Import Bank 
colluded with Boeing to design an eco- 
nomic impact analysis to keep the sta- 
tus quo in place. 

Mr. Speaker, if you don’t believe me, 
the House Financial Services Com- 
mittee has the emails to prove it. 
These are the bureaucrats that my col- 
leagues are up here protecting. It is 
shameful, truly shameful. 

To add insult to injury, my col- 
leagues refuse to allow to offer amend- 
ments to defend my constituents. 
These are the very same people who 
cry “regular order” yet won’t deny the 
Members to have an ability to fight for 
their constituents. 

I ask everybody for a ‘‘no’’ vote. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. HINOJOSA), 
also a member of the Financial Serv- 
ices Committee. 

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of allowing the ma- 
jority of the Congress to work its will 
and reauthorize the Export-Import 
Bank. 

The Bank has supported more than 
1.3 million private sector American 
jobs since 2009, with nearly 90 percent 
of its transactions directly supporting 
small businesses. The Bank is an unbri- 
dled, market-driven success story that 
Iam proud to support. 

Three months have passed since a 
small group of Tea Party Caucus mem- 
bers threw common sense out the win- 
dow and surrendered to an ideological 
drive to shut down the Bank despite 
warnings from across the private sec- 
tor of the devastating consequences for 
our economy, American small-business 
exporters, and their employees. 

Today, I stand side by side with my 
colleagues from across the aisle to 
fight for them, including Ventech Engi- 
neers International, based in my area 
of south Texas. Ventech manufactures 
small, pre-built oil refineries for export 
supplying fuel to remote and impover- 
ished areas. Ventech cannot create 
more jobs or assist in our national se- 
curity objectives without financing 
provided by the Bank. 

We cannot allow a small minority of 
the minority Chamber to block job cre- 
ation and weaken our international 
priorities. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. MCCARTHY), the distin- 
guished Republican majority leader. 
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Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank the chairman for yielding. 

We are having a debate, a healthy de- 
bate, but I don’t think this is the struc- 
ture or the forum in which we should 
have a debate about this because we 
don’t have the option for amendments. 
I think there is a better way to do this. 

People have two views about the ar- 
gument today. But the real question of 
the debate we are having comes down 
to this: Do we let government pick and 
choose who it gives special taxpayer 
loans to or not? I believe our constitu- 
ents know very well what the right 
choice is. They don’t want their tax 
dollars backing up loans for any busi- 
nesses. That is not the government’s 
job. The private sector can and should 
do that. Our economy does best when 
the government is left out. 

When government gets involved try- 
ing to centralize power and money in 
itself, corruption is inevitable. The Ex- 
Im Bank is a perfect example of this, 
and this is my concern. An inspector 
general is investigating at least 31 
cases of fraud of the Ex-Im Bank, and 
this fraud has wasted millions of tax- 
payer dollars. 

But it doesn’t stop there. A former 
Ex-Im Bank employee, Johnny Gutier- 
rez, pleaded guilty this year to taking 
bribes on 19 different occasions to help 
applicants get loans from the Ex-Im. 

Another Ex-Im Bank employee was 
indicted for taking $100,000 in bribes to 
help a Nigerian businessman get loans 
from the Ex-Im. 

And we all remember a Congressman, 
William Jefferson, who was sentenced 
to 13 years in prison for taking bribes 
to help a company get loans from the 
Ex-Im. 

You see, there is a pattern, a pattern 
that won’t be solved today, regardless 
of what side you are on. 

Since 2009, in fewer than 6 years, 
there have been 49 criminal judgments 
against Ex-Im Bank employees or peo- 
ple who benefited from the Ex-Im. 
Many of these people have gone to pris- 
on for it. In fact, if you add them all 
up, that is 75 years they are serving. 

Now, I wish I could tell you that was 
my only complaint and problem and it 
ended there, but it does get worse. A 
large number of loans of Ex-Im guaran- 
tees aren’t even for American compa- 
nies. The Bank actually uses taxpayer 
money to back up loans for companies 
owned by governments of China, Rus- 
sia, Saudi Arabia, and others. 

These loans to corporations outside 
of America don’t always go well. Do 
you remember NewSat? That is an Aus- 
tralia company that lost $139 million in 
taxpayer-backed loans. NewSat’s CEO 
allegedly diverted company funds to 
his yacht company. 

So the question, Mr. Speaker, is 
when does the corruption become too 
bad? When is it that too many people 
take bribes? How many taxpayer loans 
must be issued by fraud? 
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So the question I have before this 
House is, if we are serious, if we want 
to really make a difference, let’s have 
a process that can change things, let’s 
have a process that can offer amend- 
ments, let’s have a process that offers 
an honest debate, and let’s not be shy 
about what the problems are because I 
think the American people expect 
more. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. AL GREEN), 
the ranking member of the Sub- 
committee on Oversight and Investiga- 
tions of the Financial Services Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speak- 
er, I thank the gentlewoman. 

There is a better way to do this. It is 
called regular order through the com- 
mittee process, bring it to the floor, 
and make amendments. However, when 
that doesn’t prevail, the rules allow for 
what we are doing today, which is ex- 
ceedingly important. 

I would say this: the Ex-Im Bank 
does not take deposits; it makes depos- 
its, and it makes deposits that help us 
with our deficit. The numbers have 
been called to our attention: in 2013, 
about $1 billion; in 2014, $675 million. 
But the Ex-Im Bank has done some- 
thing more important than all of these 
things that have been called to our at- 
tention for the most part. 

I think one of the most significant 
things that it has done is it has caused 
us to do something that we couldn’t do 
for ourselves, and that is create the bi- 
partisanship necessary to span the 
chasm of partisanship that has mani- 
fested itself in this House for too long. 
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Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. ROTHFUS), another 
valuable member of the committee. 

Mr. ROTHFUS. I thank the chair- 
man. 

Mr. Speaker, I suggest that someone 
has been missing from this debate. It is 
the forgotten man or woman—the ev- 
eryday taxpayer—who is being asked to 
carry a risk that those in the private 
sector will not. 

In 2008, we learned a tough lesson 
about privatizing profits and social- 
izing losses. During the good times, 
many in Congress cheered on Fannie 
Mae and Freddie Mac, and their share- 
holders prospered while executives 
made millions; but when the good 
times ended, the taxpayers were forced 
to bail out Fannie and Freddie to the 
tune of $187 billion. 

The Federal Government is today the 
guarantor of more than $3 trillion in 
loans backed by numerous agencies. 
This level of taxpayer leverage is not 
sustainable, and we must begin to iden- 
tify parts of the portfolio that can be 
transitioned away from taxpayers. 

Given that 98 percent of our exports 
are made without the Export-Import 
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Bank, the Bank is one agency that is 
suitable for transition over time to the 
private sector. 

However, in the immediate future, 
Congress must act to protect tax- 
payers. For example, in this reauthor- 
ization, Congress could insist that 
these loans be fully collateralized, just 
as is the practice in the private sector. 

Congress could also require export- 
ers, which profit from the Bank’s lend- 
ing to foreign purchasers of their prod- 
ucts, to guarantee the repayment of all 
or of even a fraction of these loans. 

If phased in smartly, reforms like 
these would mitigate the potential for 
the type of $3 billion bailout that the 
Ex-Im Bank sought in 1987, and they 
would also incentivize our trade rep- 
resentatives to actually initiate nego- 
tiations with our trading partners to 
eliminate all government-supported ex- 
port subsidies and protect the taxpayer 
from potential losses, which is just as 
they were supposed to do in the last re- 
authorization. 

Without these commonsense reforms, 
it is the taxpayer—the forgotten man 
or woman—and not the entity that 
made the profit who is on the hook for 
the loss. For that reason, I urge my 
colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ so that real re- 
form proposals for this institution may 
be pursued. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. PERLMUTTER), a member 
of the Financial Services Committee. 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. I thank the 
ranking member for allowing me to 
speak. 


Mr. Speaker, in my district, which 
are the suburbs of Denver, 18 small 
companies benefit from the Export-Im- 
port Bank and the guarantees and the 
support that it provides—hundreds and 
hundreds of jobs. These are jobs in 
plastics, scientific equipment, food 
manufacturing, wood products, and 
electrical equipment. Those are the 
forgotten people in this argument. 
Those are real jobs, real people. 

Mr. McCARTHY said there were two 
questions. I think the two questions 
are: 

Should the United States unilater- 
ally disarm at the expense of American 
businesses and U.S. jobs? I think the 
answer is a resounding ‘‘no.”’ 

The second question is: Should ide- 
ology trump reality? The reality is 
that we are just going to give these 
jobs to countries all across the globe 
instead of having them here in Amer- 
ica. That is wrong. 

I urge the passage of H.R. 597. 

I thank Mr. HECK; I thank Mr. 
FINCHER; and I thank Mr. Lucas for 
bringing this forward. Let’s pass this 
bill today. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. SCHWEIKERT), another val- 
uable member of the committee. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. I thank the 
chairman. 
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Mr. Speaker, have you ever had one 
of those instances in which you are lis- 
tening and you are trying to find a way 
to say, “I believe much of the argu- 
ment we are hearing here is intellectu- 
ally disingenuous’’? 

The fact of the matter is every year 
there are trillions and trillions of dol- 
lars of surety and import-export credit 
that moves through the markets, and 
it doesn’t have a government guar- 
antee. It does not have a guarantee 
from our taxpayers. 

Look, this institution still has a $32 
million loan from pre-Castro Cuba on 
their books. When they tell you ‘‘Oh, 
we have this tiny number of charge- 
offs,” what they are telling you is a lie. 

Do you remember the hearings we 
had when we had the discussions as to 
what their impairments were? They 
just stared back at you because they 
didn’t want to have that discussion, be- 
cause every other financial institution 
has to honestly say, ‘‘Here are our im- 
pairments. On this one, it was oil. We 
only had this level of charge-off.’’ What 
they are not telling you is that they 
are still carrying loans that have sat 
on their books, without a payment, for 
50 years. 

To every citizen of this country, un- 
derstand that, when this piece of legis- 
lation passes, you have just been put 
on the hook. Your credit has just been 
put on the hook for these types of 
loans. 

That is what you intend to do to your 
taxpayers? That is what you are going 
to do to your constituencies? 

This piece of legislation also purports 
to have reforms in it. As for the re- 
forms, if they are not already doing 
these things, they should be locked up 
already because much of this is the 
most basic level that you would expect 
from any financial institution. 

Then I come to another tab from the 
GAO and see repeat, after repeat, after 
repeat where it has already been the 
law and they have been ignoring it. Yet 
we are going to re-charter them 
again—an organization to which we are 
going to claim we are providing re- 
forms when they are the very reforms 
from the last time we did this that 
they did not follow. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. KIL- 
DEE), a member of the Financial Serv- 
ices Committee. 

Mr. KILDEE. I thank the ranking 
member for yielding and for her leader- 
ship on this issue, along with thanking 
Mr. HECK, Ms. MOORE, Mr. FINCHER, 
and Mr. LUCAS. 

Mr. Speaker, the Ex-Im Bank used to 
be bipartisan legislation. It is so inter- 
esting to hear the outrage expressed by 
Members on the other side for a pro- 
gram that was supported repeatedly by 
President Ronald Reagan. Where was 
your outrage then? I don’t recall the 
outrage back then because then it was 
fine. 
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I also have heard that this is not the 
appropriate venue for this debate. This 
is the Congress of the United States of 
America, and I suspect that the Amer- 
ican people think this is a perfectly ap- 
propriate venue. 

The rule that we have utilized to 
bring this issue to the floor of the 
House is a rule that you wrote that al- 
lows Members of this body, by dis- 
charge petition, to bring legislation to 
the floor, supported by Republicans 
and Democrats. 

We are using the rules of the House 
that you wrote. This is not an inappro- 
priate venue. This is an argument 
about jobs for the American people, 
and I will use every venue available to 
me to fight for jobs for the American 
people. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would remind Members to direct 
their remarks to the Chair and not to 
other Members. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, how 
much time remains on both sides? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Texas has 134% minutes re- 
maining. The gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia has 18% minutes remaining. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. HUIZENGA), the chair- 
man of the Monetary Policy and Trade 
Subcommittee. 

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. I thank 
the chairman. I appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to come back up here to talk 
again a little bit about this process. 

We were starting to talk about what 
had happened through the committee. 
There is a work group that was put to- 
gether both in the last Congress and in 
this Congress that came up with some, 
I think, very interesting things: re- 
forms. Included in the reforms was: 
How do we extract ourselves out of 
this? 

You see, here is what happened the 
last time. 

The last time the Bank was reauthor- 
ized, it was through a short-circuited 
system much like we are experiencing 
today. It did not go through regular 
order. It did not have all of the backing 
that it needed. It was kind of jammed 
down on everybody on the House floor. 

To let that smooth over a little bit, 
there was a requirement that the U.S. 
Treasury start a negotiation with the 
Europeans about one specific product: 
the wide-body aircraft. That is what 
maintains a vast majority of the busi- 
ness of the Export-Import Bank. 

But here is the thing: The U.S. Treas- 
ury ignored that directive. They ig- 
nored the law as they were compelled 
to go in and start talking about: How 
do we unwind ourselves internationally 
from this mess that has been created? 

Then, I think, there is a logical ques- 
tion to ask, Mr. Speaker: If they are 
willing to ignore that part of the law, 
what part of the law that we are trying 
to reform now are they willing to ig- 
nore? 
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My guess is all of it because, as I was 
talking about and as we were floating 
these ideas of various reforms of mak- 
ing these recourse loans, of making 
sure that—oh, I don’t know—a bank ex- 
aminer could come in and actually 
allow this “Bank” to pass any banking 
standards as their portfolio weighting 
is way off, they could never pass any 
kind of exam that any traditional bank 
would have to go through. 

Every time any of those kinds of 
commonsense reforms were proposed, 
the word came back from down on 
high—from those big companies that 
utilize this bank—and they said, ‘‘No 
way. No way are we going to allow this 
to happen.” So, truly, the characteriza- 
tion of this being regular order is way 
out of line, in my opinion. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentlewoman from Ohio (Mrs. BEATTY), 
who is also a member of the Financial 
Services Committee. 

Mrs. BEATTY. I thank Ranking 
Member WATERS. 

Mr. Speaker, here is what I know. 

The American people are clamoring 
for us to do our job and work together 
to help hard-working American fami- 
lies get ahead. We can do that today by 
reviving the Export-Import Bank, a 
job-creating organization that reduces 
the Federal debt—with no subsidies, 
with no taxpayers’ money. 

Last night my caucus and some Re- 
publicans joined together to force to- 
day’s vote on reviving the Export-Im- 
port Bank. Why? Because it creates 
jobs. It helps small businesses, female- 
owned businesses. 

It is so important today for us to do 
this. I know it firsthand, Mr. Speaker, 
because, in my district alone, there are 
14 businesses, including eight small 
businesses, one minority owned and 
one female owned. The Export-Import 
Bank supports some $71 million in ex- 
ports—and here is the key—at no cost 
to American taxpayers. 

We have heard a lot today, some mis- 
informed, some misleading. So here is 
what I think, as the evidence is clear, 
Mr. Speaker: Let us renew the Bank’s 
charter without delay. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, in 
order to help equalize the time, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 seconds to the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. CON- 
NOLLY). 

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
to speak fast. 

The Export-Import Bank is good for 
America, and the arguments against it, 
in my opinion, are un-American. 

This is the perfect Republican dream. 
It reduces the deficit. It adds to the 
Treasury. It creates jobs. It costs tax- 
payers nothing. It is unilateral disar- 
mament to not recharge and reauthor- 
ize the Export-Import Bank. I support 
the legislation. 
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Mr. Speaker, | rise today in support of reau- 
thorizing the Export-Import Bank of the United 
States. 

In the darkest corner of the anti-empiricist 
wing of this Congress lies the plan to kill the 
Export-Import Bank. 

Opponents of the Bank do not care that it 
supports small businesses and creates jobs. 

Last year, nearly 90% of the Bank’s loans 
benefited small businesses, and those loans 
supported more than 164,000 jobs. 

Opponents are loath to admit that it reduces 
the federal budget deficit. 

Ex-Im returned $675 million to the Treasury 
last year and more than $1 billion in each of 
the previous two years. 

Opponents disregard the Bank’s support for 
American exports. 

Every other industrialized nation has an ex- 
port-import bank, and this unilateral disar- 
mament would cede American competitive- 
ness. 

| ask that my colleagues reject this blind 
pursuit of ideological purity, and reauthorize 
the Export-Import Bank. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 seconds to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. TONKO). 

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Speaker, I stand in 
support of the Ex-Im Bank. 

Hundreds of families in New York’s 
Capital Region face uncertainty after 
one of the largest employers had to 
move jobs to France because its con- 
tracts needed a government-backed 
loan guarantee that the Ex-Im Bank 
would have provided. 

I thank my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle for their leadership. It 
is too bad that it took procedural gym- 
nastics to finally receive a vote on a 
bill with such broad, bipartisan sup- 
port. Look what we can accomplish 
when we work together to do what is 
best for the thousands of people we 
each represent in this body. 

The Export-Import Bank equals jobs. 
Let’s get it done. Let’s put people be- 
fore politics. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 seconds to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
CARTWRIGHT). 

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. I thank the gen- 
tlewoman. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of re- 
authorizing the Ex-Im Bank. 

You have two types of people. You 
have practical people who care about 
real solutions for American workers 
and American businesses, and you have 
slaves to ideology. Practical people 
want the Ex-Im Bank reauthorized. 

This is supporting good-paying, fam- 
ily-sustaining manufacturing export 
jobs, and the people in opposition are 
slavishly adhering to this ideology that 
hurts America. In this case, the Ex-Im 
Bank returns a profit to the American 
people and it reduces the deficit and 
the debt. We ought to reauthorize it. 
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Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 
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Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 seconds to the 
gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr. 
LANGEVIN). 

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of this bipartisan Ex- 
port-Import Bank reauthorization. 

The Ex-Im Bank was founded by FDR 
to increase the competitiveness of 
American exports. It provides signifi- 
cant capital for U.S. companies and 
provides opportunities for U.S. jobs, al- 
lowing our companies to be competi- 
tive with companies overseas. 

It provides confidence to businesses 
and investors, allowing them to com- 
pete in the global marketplace. In 
Rhode Island alone, The Bank has 
helped 26 businesses with a combined 
export value of $134 million. 

The Ex-Im Bank is a vital part of our 
Nation’s economic infrastructure, and I 
urge my colleagues to support its reau- 
thorization. 

Mr. HENSARLING. I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. THOMPSON). 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
597, the renewal of the United States 
Export-Import, or Ex-Im, Bank. 

In Pennsylvania, the Ex-Im Bank is 
essential to the economic health 
throughout Pennsylvania’s Fifth Dis- 
trict, supporting 11,000 jobs. The Bank 
supports 40,000 jobs across the com- 
monwealth in nearly 300 companies, 
adding $7 billion to Pennsylvania’s 
economy since 2007. 

Exporters in my district range from 
powdered metal companies to tech- 
nology firms and to those involved in 
the manufacture of rubber and plastic 
products. All of these businesses pro- 
vide jobs which sustain our local com- 
munities. Since 2007, exports from the 
Fifth Congressional District in Penn- 
sylvania have amounted to more than 
$1.3 billion, supporting thousands of 
jobs in rural Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Speaker, the Ex-Im Bank is not a 
burden on the taxpayers. In fact, in 
2013, The Bank covered its own ex- 
penses before directing more than a 
billion dollars into the U.S. Treasury. 

Now, I was proud to join a bipartisan 
group of my colleagues to bring re- 
newal of The Bank to the floor today 
and to cast a vote in favor of the bill’s 
passage. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. DESANTIS). 

Mr. DESANTIS. Mr. Speaker, Ronald 
Reagan once said the closest thing to 
eternal life on Earth is a government 
bureau. 

How rare is it that we actually re- 
duce government around here? Yet 
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here we are debating resurrecting a 
defunct agency that has already gone 
out to pasture. 

Now, my friends on the other side of 
the aisle are central planners. They be- 
lieve in the type of politicized economy 
for which the Ex-Im Bank has become 
a poster child. So they are actually 
being consistent in their position. 

What I can’t understand is how Mem- 
bers who preach limited government 
are willing to turn over the floor of the 
House to the minority party for the 
purpose of rechartering a bank whose 
authority has lapsed. 

If we simply did nothing, we would 
have less government. Taxpayers would 
face less exposure. There would be less 
corruption. And the economy would be 
less politicized. 

So, by all means, vote how you want. 
Please, if you support resurrecting this 
agency, just spare us all the notion 
that you are actually here to reduce 
the size and scope of government. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 seconds to the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
NOLAN). 

Mr. NOLAN. Mr. Speaker and Mem- 
bers of the House, with all the gridlock 
and all the partisanship and inability 
of this Congress to fix things and get 
things done, we are looking at a great 
opportunity here where Democrats and 
Republicans have come together to fix 
things. 

The simple truth is that this Ex-Im 
Bank doesn’t cost the taxpayers a 
penny. It creates tens of thousands of 
jobs all across the country, and it 
yields a $7 billion profit for deficit re- 
duction in this country. Life should be 
so good if we had a few more agencies 
like that. We are doing such great 
work for the American people. 

Let’s reauthorize the Ex-Im Bank. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. DUFFY), the chairman 
of the Oversight and Investigations 
Subcommittee of the Committee on Fi- 
nancial Services. 

Mr. DUFFY. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
quickly address my good friend from 
Minnesota’s comments that this Ex-Im 
Bank doesn’t cost any money. The 
truth is it does. We bailed it out to the 
tune of $3 billion in the 1980s. 

That same argument was made that 
Fannie and Freddie don’t cost the tax- 
payers any money. Well, it doesn’t cost 
taxpayers money until it does. It is a 
government backstop. It is a govern- 
ment guarantee. 

You see how hard it is: when you are 
going to take away a government sub- 
sidy, man, do businesses fight like you 
know what to make sure you can’t 
take it away. They love their subsidies, 
and they will lobby and they will work 
to make sure to get what they think is 
theirs. 

I tell you, I am tired when I hear 
some of those Presidential candidates 
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talk about cronyism and those who 
look out for corporate welfare and they 
try to point their finger to this side of 
the aisle. 

If you open your ears and listen to 
this debate, ask yourself: Who is fight- 
ing for corporate welfare? Who is fight- 
ing to make sure that you have a guar- 
antee in the Ex-Im Bank that supports 
80 percent of the dollars to big, massive 
American businesses? It is Democrats. 
Democrats partner Big Government 
with Big Business, and that is what is 
happening right here. 

Picking winners and losers, the story 
of Delta: Delta has to compete with 
airplanes that are subsidized in foreign 
markets by the American taxpayer. 
They can’t compete. So we picked Boe- 
ing jobs over Delta jobs? Who are we in 
this institution to say what job is bet- 
ter? 

Let’s let the market work. Let’s not 
be the ones that come in and dictate 
what works and what doesn’t. 

To think that we are going to set up 
a system that the Democrats—my 
friends will say this is about all Amer- 
ican jobs. But it is only about Amer- 
ican jobs if it meets our political cri- 
teria in that if you are dealing with 
carbon and I don’t like carbon and if 
you are a carbon job, the Bank won’t 
support those who are involved in a 
carbon export. That is wrong. 

Let’s stand together. Let’s work to- 
gether. Let’s fight for the American 
taxpayer and take away this govern- 
ment subsidy. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
PELOSI), the distinguished leader who 
has been a steadfast advocate on behalf 
of the interests of American workers 
and who has made reauthorization of 
the Ex-Im Bank a top priority. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the reauthorization 
of the Ex-Im Bank. 

As a former ranking member on the 
State, Foreign Operations, and Related 
Programs Subcommittee of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, I saw on a 
regular basis how important this was 
to our economy and to small businesses 
in America. 

So here today we are coming to the 
floor in a bipartisan way to create 
good-paying jobs. How many good-pay- 
ing jobs? 1.5 million since the year 2007. 

We are here to reduce the deficit. 
How much are we reducing the deficit? 
In the past two decades, $7 billion in 
money has come in to reduce the def- 
icit. 

So we are creating good-paying jobs, 
reducing the deficit, fueling our econ- 
omy, and we are respecting the entre- 
preneurship and the optimism of small- 
and moderate-sized businesses across 
the country. 

Yes, there are some big businesses 
that benefit, but most of them have 
subcontractors that need the work of 
the Ex-Im Bank. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


So when we talk about making it in 
America, I want to recognize the great 
leadership of our whip, Mr. HOYER. 
Make it in America, this is what this is 
about. Make it in America so that peo- 
ple can make it in America but that, 
also, we can find markets abroad for 
our products made in America. 

Thank you, Mr. HOYER, for your lead- 
ership on that and on the reauthoriza- 
tion of the Ex-Im Bank. Because of all 
of that work, the term ‘‘Made in Amer- 
ica,” that label continues to have the 
great prestige and quality that we have 
always known it to have. 

I want to salute Mr. DENNY HECK. He 
is just remarkable. In 24 hours, he had 
187 cosponsors of his bill earlier this 
year. That is so remarkable. Then in a 
short time after that, he had even 
more. Thank you for all the work that 
you have done to bring us to today. 

To the Republicans who are sup- 
porting this, to Mr. FINCHER, thank 
you for your leadership and your cour- 
age to give us this opportunity today. 

I want to thank MAXINE WATERS. 
This has been a long haul, as many of 
you know. Over that period of time, for 
one reason or another, there were not 
hearings in the committee of jurisdic- 
tion that could focus on the advantages 
of the Ex-Im Bank. So she had round- 
table after roundtable, bringing in ex- 
perts on what this meant to our econ- 
omy, listening to the public, hearing 
from small businesses about what this 
meant to them. 

Who would have ever thought that 
MAXINE WATERS, the ranking member 
on the Financial Services Committee, 
would be the champion for big-, mod- 
erate-, and small-sized businesses in 
our company? We would have thought 
it, and now the world knows. 

So, MAXINE, thank you for your per- 
severance. You really did such a won- 
derful job keeping this issue alive. I 
recognize the great leadership we have 
at the Ex-Im Bank with Mr. Hochberg 
and the others who were there, the 
other hardworking people who are 
there who know about markets. 

This is important because many 
banks that small businesses might go 
to for a loan or loan guarantees, they 
are not used to dealing with markets 
abroad and that is why this is such an 
important link between entrepreneur- 
ship, creativity, innovation in our 
country, and how to expand markets 
for all of that throughout the world. 

So I am really happy. Congratula- 
tions to the House of Representatives. 
Today, we are creating good-paying 
jobs. We are reducing the deficit. We 
are honoring entrepreneurship, and we 
are doing it in a bipartisan way. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, 
may I inquire how much time is re- 
maining on each side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois). The gen- 
tleman from Texas has 8⁄2 minutes re- 
maining, and the gentlewoman from 
California has 13 minutes remaining. 
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Mr. HENSARLING. I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER), 
our distinguished whip. 

Whip HOYER has a long record of ad- 
vocating on behalf of our Nation’s ex- 
porters and their workers. With his 
leadership, we are here today on the 
verge of finally passing legislation to 
reopen the Ex-Im Bank. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I listen to 
this welfare-state rhetoric. The Amer- 
ican public ought to know that 147 Re- 
publicans voted to reauthorize the Ex- 
port-Import Bank just a few years ago 
under the leadership of Mr. Cantor and 
myself. 

It was not until the ideological—how 
do I say what has happened in the 
House of Representatives—when we re- 
treated from bipartisanship and work- 
ing together, we retreated from prag- 
matism and we repaired to ideological 
hideboundness. Those are pretty tough 
words, I understand that. 

You have 147 Republicans and every 
Democrat, 330 Members of the House of 
Representatives, voting to reauthorize 
this bill just a few years ago. This rhet- 
oric that I hear now that somehow this 
is selling out to the welfare state is a 
little difficult for me to believe. 

I know it has become an issue for 
some hardline groups, and this is not 
just for big business or medium busi- 
ness or small business. This is for 
American jobs, the little people. 

Do big people provide jobs for little 
people? Yes, they do. Do we want that 
done? Yes, we do. Should we, therefore, 
be competitive with the rest of the 
world who offers subsidies so their cor- 
porations, so their medium-sized busi- 
nesses, so their small businesses can 
create jobs for people? 

Mr. Speaker, 330 of us voted to reau- 
thorize this just 3 years ago, but we 
have had some immaculate awareness 
that this is somehow preening to the 
welfare state. 

Let us come together as practical 
people with common sense who want to 
be competitive with the rest of the 
world. Let’s pass this bill. The House is 
for it. The majority is for it. It has 
been bottled up, which has not allowed 
the majority to work its will. 

Today, through the courage of Mr. 
Lucas, Mr. FINCHER, and others, the 
majority will work its will. Isn’t that 
wonderful. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill. 

Mr. HENSARLING. I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
I yield 30 seconds to the gentlewoman 
from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR). 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, the U.S. 
Export-Import Bank means jobs in the 
United States of America. From 2007 to 
2015, in Ohio, it supported 363 export- 
ers, 263 small businesses, and more 
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than $3 billion in value of Ohio exports. 
Superior Holdings, First Solar, Port 
Clinton Manufacturing, A.J. Rose Man- 
ufacturing, and so many other Ohio 
companies want to export. They re- 
quire Ex-Im to do so. 

Frankly, in today’s world markets, 
no serious nation can compete without 
the Export-Import Bank. More than 50 
countries have an Export-Import Bank: 
China, Japan, Germany, India, Korea, 
France, Brazil, and other competitors. 

I support reauthorizing the Ex-Im 
Bank. It means jobs, and it means busi- 
ness for the USA. 
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Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
REICHERT). 

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Speaker, one of 
America’s greatest promises is the 
promise that, if you work hard and 
play fair, your opportunities are end- 
less. Thousands of business owners 
throughout this country have lived by 
this mantra and sought new opportuni- 
ties abroad. 

When Congress allowed the charter of 
the Export-Import Bank to expire over 
the summer, we took away an impor- 
tant tool for American business owners 
and their employees. They depend upon 
it. This is about jobs. 

Many small companies throughout 
my region and in my district have re- 
lied on Ex-Im Bank. I will name one: 
Number 9 Hay in a small town called 
Ellensburg in eastern Washington. A 
hay company in Ellensburg, Wash- 
ington, with the support of Ex-Im 
Bank, was able to expand its business, 
hire employees, and sell in foreign 
markets. Otherwise not. 

This story is a story of success, of 
jobs for the small hardworking busi- 
nesses of America that create 85 per- 
cent of our jobs. If we don’t act, busi- 
nesses of all sizes and the people they 
employ will be threatened. 

I support this measure. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, may I inquire as to how 
much time we have remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman from California has 94% min- 
utes remaining. The gentleman from 
Texas has 81⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. Mac- 
ARTHUR). 

Mr. MACARTHUR. Mr. Speaker, be- 
fore I came here, I spent 30 years in the 
private sector and built a business 
from about 100-odd people to today 
about 6,000. I learned that you need 
capital to grow a business. The Ex-Im 
Bank provides just that. 

Now, if the private sector could pro- 
vide that, well, this would be a dif- 
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ferent discussion, but the private sec- 
tor doesn’t. The Ex-Im Bank provides a 
necessary resource for companies doing 
business overseas. In fact, I have had 
lenders tell me they will not loan if the 
Ex-Im Bank is not already involved. 

The Ex-Im Bank supported $27.5 bil- 
lion worth of U.S. exports last year and 
164,000 jobs. To not reauthorize it is to 
be shortsighted. I urge my colleagues 
to remember this is a Republican bill. 
It deserves our support. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 seconds to the 
gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr. 
CICILLINE). 

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of the reauthorization 
of the Ex-Im Bank. The Ex-Im Bank is 
a critical resource for Rhode Island 
manufacturers looking to expand into 
new markets. 

Over the last 8 years, the Ex-Im Bank 
has provided more than $20 million to 
Rhode Island companies for insured 
shipments, guaranteed credit, and dis- 
bursed loans. 

I am pleased that, after 4 months of 
inaction, the House is finally voting to 
reauthorize this critical institution. I 
thank my colleagues for their support. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
DENT). 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I certainly 
rise in support of this legislation that 
would reauthorize the Export-Import 
Bank. In my district alone, the Bank’s 
activities have supported thousands of 
jobs and over $600 million in export 
sales. 

The financing provided by the Ex-Im 
has provided critical support to a wide 
array of industries in Pennsylvania, 
ensuring that products ranging from 
major energy components to help LNG 
exports, to locomotives, to cement 
equipment, to computers, to elec- 
tronics, to aircraft are able to continue 
to be manufactured by Pennsylvania 
workers. 

Developing countries, as we know, 

don’t have very well formed capital 
markets, and they need this financing 
to help them buy American products. 
As our sole credit agency, the Bank 
provides the security U.S. firms need 
to access burgeoning markets. It 
strengthens our trade balance, and it 
helps to sustain our global market 
share. It does all this while still re- 
turning money back to the U.S. Treas- 
ury. 
Importantly, this bill incorporates 
essential reforms that will signifi- 
cantly improve the Bank’s risk man- 
agement and transparency and provide 
our small businesses with an even 
greater share of lending support. 

For those who talk about Ex-Im 
Bank creating winners and losers, I 
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would argue that, by letting the Bank’s 
authority lapse, we have indeed created 
winners and losers. The losers are now 
American job creators. The winners are 
countries like China, Germany, France, 
Brazil, and the U.K. that continue to 
support their exporters and welcome 
the opportunity to increase their mar- 
ket share and domestic manufacturing 
base in the absence of U.S. competi- 
tion. 

Let’s not unilaterally disarm our 
ability to assist our exporters. Let’s 
show the American people that we con- 
tinue to govern in a bipartisan and ra- 
tional manner. Let’s pass this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge we support this 
legislation. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. MULVANEY), an- 
other important member of the House 
Committee on Financial Services. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Speaker, we 
have heard a lot of talk so far today 
about the Bank, about what the Bank 
does. We have heard a lot of talk about 
small business, a lot of talk about the 
Bank leveling the playing field, a lot of 
talk about the Bank being that lender 
of last resort when no one else will step 
into the breach to help American busi- 
nesses. Supposedly, that is what this is 
all about. 

That is not what this is about. We 
had a discussion in the committee ear- 
lier this year where I actually sug- 
gested amendments that would focus 
the Export-Import Bank on small busi- 
ness, that would allow the Export-Im- 
port Bank to expand its use as a lender 
of last resort, but that would limit the 
Bank to true uses to level the playing 
field, when we really were competing 
with export credit facilities overseas. 

A representative of the United States 
Chamber of Commerce sat in our com- 
mittee and said he would oppose every 
single one of those amendments. Small 
business is not what this is about. Lev- 
eling the playing field is not what this 
is about. Being a lender of last resort is 
not what this is about. This is about 
doing the bidding of the very, very 
large corporations that have a very, 
very large lobbying presence in Wash- 
ington, D.C. That is what this is about. 
I am just surprised to see who is for it. 

We had a chance to actually fix the 
Bank. No amendments were allowed 
today. We had a chance to actually 
focus on small business, a chance to 
focus on the Bank’s role as a lender of 
last resort, a focus on what the Bank 
should be doing. 

But we will miss that, Mr. Speaker, 
because we are doing the bidding of 
other folks. Vote as you will, but let’s 
be honest about what this is and what 
this is not. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. DOLD). 

Mr. DOLD. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the gentleman from Tennessee 
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(Mr. FINCHER), my good friend, for his 
leadership on this bill. 

Coming from Illinois’ 10th Congres- 
sional District, we are the fourth larg- 
est manufacturing district in the Na- 
tion. The Export-Import Bank is a 
bank that does finance many small 
businesses. In fact, 86 percent of the 
loans that happen in Illinois’ 10th Con- 
gressional District in the Export-Im- 
port Bank go to small businesses. 

Yes, Boeing does utilize the Export- 
Import Bank, and they say, whenever a 
Boeing plane lands, 19,000 small busi- 
nesses land with them. There is no 
question that we talk about jobs and 
the economy. I hear it constantly. I 
know my colleagues do all across this 
body because I have had the oppor- 
tunity to talk to them. They are talk- 
ing to their constituents. It is still 
about jobs and the economy and the 
uncertainty that is out there. 

I had a conversation with a small- 
business owner who said, “You know 
what? I can’t go to my local commu- 
nity bank and get financing for a trac- 
tor that I want to send over to France 
or Germany.” 

Consequently, if we don’t reauthorize 
the Export-Import Bank, they are 
going to take those jobs and they are 
going to move them overseas. That is 
the last thing in the world we want, 
Mr. Speaker. 

We want to talk about good, high- 
paying jobs right here at home. We 
want to talk about manufacturers that 
have the ability to be able to create 
products right here at home, create 
more jobs right here at home, and send 
those products all over the world. The 
Export-Import Bank allows us to do 
that. 

We need to level the playing field and 
not unilaterally disarm. I urge my col- 
leagues to vote “yes” on the Export- 
Import Bank and ‘‘yes’”’ to American 
jobs. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. HUN- 
TER). 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud to give my support to this val- 
jant effort to reauthorize the Ex-Im 
Bank in an effort that I believe puts 
first the best interests of American 
manufacturers, innovators, and entre- 
preneurs. 

We had a vote this year on the TPA, 
the trade promotion authority. Many 
of my colleagues that are arguing 
against the Ex-Im Bank unapologeti- 
cally stated their intent to give the 
President new, expansive authority to 
export U.S. jobs overseas, this amount- 
ing to millions of jobs sent overseas, 
all in the name of trade and 
globalization. 

If you want to talk big business, I 
ask my friends that are against the Ex- 
Im Bank to look at that vote. Many of 
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those in that contingent who voted for 
the trade promotion authority—and 
are going to vote for the big trade deal 
we have coming up—are now trying to 
say there is something inherently 
wrong with trying to underwrite U.S. 
exports through the Ex-Im Bank, al- 
though the vast majority of Bank loans 
support small business. 

In my district alone, in eastern San 
Diego, you have nine companies—no 
Boeings, no GEs. Over 400 jobs, $60 mil- 
lion in exports, all underwritten by the 
Ex-Im Bank. 

I have heard a lot of people quoting 
Ronald Reagan. Here is what he said 
about the Ex-Im Bank: 

“Exports create and sustain jobs for 
millions of American workers and con- 
tribute to the growth and strength of 
the United States economy. The Ex- 
port-Import Bank contributes in a sig- 
nificant way to our Nation’s export 
sales.” 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
effort. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 


gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
KINZINGER). 
Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. Mr. 


Speaker, I thank everybody on both 
sides of the aisle for their hard work in 
getting this very important thing done. 

I flew to Ethiopia about 6 months 
ago, and I flew on a Boeing airliner— 
there is a lot of talk about Boeing 
here—but I didn’t fly on an Airbus. 
What that represented to me was a lot 
of jobs that Boeing provides to people, 
but a lot of jobs in my district of small 
suppliers that supply to Boeing. I think 
that is something that has been lost in 
this whole debate. 

There has been a lot of negativity, a 
lot of negative talk. I want to tell you 
about something positive, and that is 
the thousands of people who work in 
my district who don’t have to worry 
about getting a pink slip tomorrow or 
the next day because they know that 
their manufacturing job is secure be- 
cause of our future and our powerful 
ability to export around the globe. 

While I know this has been a con- 
troversial process and I have respect 
for everybody on all sides of this issue, 
I would beg my colleagues, let’s move 
forward in a bipartisan way. Let’s re- 
authorize Ex-Im Bank, and let’s go 
ahead and move ahead with the busi- 
ness of the American people. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself 10 seconds to quote Presi- 
dent Ronald Reagan on March 23, 1985: 

“Why won’t the Congress stop its ex- 
port subsidies to a handful of corpora- 
tions which account for less than 2 per- 
cent of US exports?” 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1⁄2 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. COL- 
LINS). 
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Mr. COLLINS of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in strong support 
of the Export-Import Bank, which sup- 
ports hundreds of thousands of Amer- 
ican jobs, returns a profit to the United 
States Treasury, and ensures U.S. ex- 
porters can compete on a level playing 
field in the global market. 

I came to Washington as a small- 
business owner, dedicated to expanding 
job opportunities for western New 
Yorkers. Unfortunately, due to misin- 
formation and misguided outside inter- 
ests, Bank opponents have shut down a 
government program that directly aids 
American jobs. 

The Export-Import Bank supports 
thousands of jobs in western New York 
and numerous small businesses in the 
27th Congressional District. These 
companies provide real jobs in western 
New York, good-paying jobs that will 
be lost if the Ex-Im Bank is not reau- 
thorized soon. 

The fact is exports drive job growth 
in the United States. When a company 
sells abroad, their employees, sup- 
pliers, and communities grow at home. 
Reauthorizing the Ex-Im Bank is vital 
for manufacturers of all sizes to grow 
and prosper in a competitive world 
economy. That is why I fully support 
reauthorizing the Ex-Im Bank and urge 
my colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, may I inquire as to how 
much time is remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman from California has 2⁄2 min- 
utes remaining. The gentleman from 
Texas has 634 minutes remaining. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of my 
time to the gentleman from Tennessee 
(Mr. FINCHER), a member of the Com- 
mittee on Financial Services. 

I want to just take time to thank 
him and Representative Lucas for 
their courage and their leadership in 
making this vote possible today. 
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Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman from California for 
yielding. A lot of times we don’t see 
eye to eye, but we have a fair and spir- 
ited debate. This time we do, and I ap- 
preciate her willingness to support me 
in this effort. 

We have talked a lot today about 
many different things, but I am going 
to end on the note of facts. And so 
many times in Washington, the facts 
get lost. 

A few minutes ago, my colleague 
from Wisconsin, a friend of mine, one 
of my colleagues from Wisconsin, who 
probably will be the next Speaker of 
the House, stood up and, really, spoke 
against our efforts in trying to save 
the Export-Import Bank. 

I was reminded of just a few years 
ago, of a couple of very serious votes 
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that happened in the House: one was 
the automotive bailout, and one was 
TARP. 

I have a quote from the gentleman 
from Wisconsin: 

The TARP vote was necessary in order to 
preserve this free enterprise system. If we 
fail to do the right thing, heaven help us. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, let me say, none 
of us are perfect. Iam a long way from 
perfect. You ask my wife and she will 
tell you. 

But we are here to make the govern- 
ment work better, make it more ac- 
countable, make it smaller, and make 
sure the environment in the country is 
better for job creation and the job cre- 
ators to create jobs. That is what the 
Export-Import Bank does. 

The facts are, it doesn’t cost the tax- 
payer a dime. The facts are, it returns 
money to the Treasury every year. The 
facts are, this is a Republican reform 
bill. We are fixing almost everything 
that has been—almost every problem 
that has been raised we are addressing 
in this reform bill. 

Those are the facts, Mr. Speaker. 
Eighty years old; 60 other countries 
have them. This is about us being com- 
petitive all around the world and mak- 
ing sure that we keep American jobs 
here at home. 

I urge my colleagues today, on both 
sides of the aisle, let’s put American 
workers first. Let’s make sure that we 
are working for the folks back home in 
our districts. Let’s put these politics 
aside for today and put the country 
forward. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

We had a rather spirited debate here 
between those who believe the Ex-Im 
Bank is about economic development 
and trade, and those who believe it is 
about corporate welfare, cronyism, and 
an unfair economy. 

For those who claim that the Ex-Im 
Bank creates jobs, the Congressional 
Research Service would tend to beg to 
disagree and citing economists who say 
they largely rearrange jobs. We know 
for a fact they have rearranged jobs 
away from Delta because they have 
said they have lost jobs when the Ex- 
Im Bank subsidizes Air India. 

Valero Refining, in my native Texas, 
has said they lose jobs in America 
when the Ex-Im Bank will subsidize a 
Turkish competitor. 

Cliffs Natural Resources of Cleve- 
land, Ohio, will say they lose jobs when 
the Ex-Im Bank subsidizes an Aus- 
tralian competitor, which has caused 
economist Donald Boudreaux to say, at 
best, the Ex-Im Bank creates jobs in 
export industries by destroying jobs in 
non-export industries. 

How is that fair? How is that fair, 
Mr. Speaker? 

We are told that the Ex-Im Bank 
makes money for the taxpayers. Well, 
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yes, if you use special insider Wash- 
ington accounting rules. But if you use 
fair value accounting, something that 
the rest of America has to use, the 
Congressional Budget Office says that 
it actually loses money, and in fact, it 
has received an actual bailout from the 
Federal taxpayers before. 

We are told they help small business. 
And you know what? That is true in a 
number of cases. But yet two-thirds of 
the benefits go to Fortune 50 compa- 
nies like Boeing, like GE. They are 
great companies with great people 
doing great things. 

I just wonder why they have to re- 
ceive taxpayer subsidies? 

And 40 percent goes to benefit one 
company, Boeing; that is why it is af- 
fectionately called the ‘‘Bank of Boe- 
ing.” 

So I know it helps some small busi- 
nesses, but other small businesses 
aren’t too fond of the Ex-Im Bank. 

We hear from the chairman of Mi- 
chael Lewis Company in McCook, Illi- 
nois: “Over the long run, Ex-Im sub- 
sidies for foreign carriers creates a tilt- 
ed playing field that means fewer U.S. 
airlines jobs—which translates into 
economic pain for thousands of busi- 
nesses like ours and our employees.” 

That is the voice of small business. 

Chris Rufer, founder of the Morning 
Star Company: ‘‘When a company prof- 
its from the Bank’s support, it pockets 
the money. If it defaults, taxpayers’ 
pockets gets picked ... it is private 
gain at the expense of public pain.” 

That too, is the voice of small busi- 
ness. 

We are told that as long as global 
competitors do this, well, we have to 
do it. I mean, that is an argument I 
hear from my children: everybody else 
is doing it, so we have to do it. 

But the truth is, almost two-thirds of 
the Ex-Im Bank book has nothing to do 
with a countervailing duty. And almost 
99 percent of all U.S. exports, Mr. 
Speaker, are financed without the Ex- 
Im Bank. 

So we need to help our exporters. We 
need to help our small businesses. But 
the way we do that is through ex- 
panded trade. It is through funda- 
mental tax reform that the National 
Association of Manufacturers has said 
is 50 percent of our competitive dis- 
advantage. 

Let’s make a fairer, flatter, simpler 
Tax Code. Let’s have regulatory reform 
with the REINS Act. Let’s pass the 
Keystone pipeline and drive energy 
prices down and become more competi- 
tive that way. 

So the arguments of those who pro- 
pose to support the Ex-Im Bank—and 
these are good people, and I know they 
believe in their hearts and heads in 
what they are doing. But I don’t think 
their arguments bear scrutiny. They 
don’t stand up to the light of day be- 
cause the true face of the Ex-Im Bank 
is about cronyism. It is about mis- 
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placed priorities. It is about foreign 
aid. It is about corruption. 

Again, this is a bank that benefits a 
handful of Fortune 50 companies that 
lobby and lobby well. Now, I would de- 
fend their First Amendment right to do 
it. I just wish they would lobby for 
more competition and more freedom 
and not subsidy and special privilege. 

We know that so much of this sup- 
port, Mr. Speaker, ends up in countries 
like China and Russia. We asked the 
chairman of the Export-Import Bank: 
So we are supposed to compete with 
China by subsidizing China? 

And, Mr. Speaker, you know what his 
answer was? Well, it is complicated. 

No, Mr. Speaker, it is not com- 
plicated; it is stupid. It is stupid for us 
to subsidize China in the thought that 
somehow we are going to compete with 
China. 

Almost $1 billion to the Democratic 
Republic of the Congo, which Freedom 
House says is the third worst human 
rights offender in the world. 

The cronyism, money to Solyndra, 
money to Enron, $33 million to a Span- 
ish green energy company that Bill 
Richardson, former Energy Secretary, 
sat on the advisory board of the Ex-Im 
Bank and then sat on the advisory 
board of the Spanish green energy com- 
pany. 

How cozy. The Fannie and Freddie 
business model. 

Corruption, the last 6 years, 75 years 
total prison time, 90 criminal indict- 
ments, 49 criminal judgments. One em- 
ployee just recently pleaded guilty to 
19 counts of bribery. 

Mr. Speaker, the genius of our sys- 
tem, the fairness of our system is 
about the free enterprise system. It is 
not about crony capitalism. Your suc- 
cess in America should depend upon 
how smart you work and how hard you 
work on Main Street, not who you 
know in Washington. 

Crony capitalism is a threat to our 
free enterprise system. This is Amer- 
ica. If you dream big dreams, if you 
play by the rules, you can make it on 
Main Street. But not in this Wash- 
ington insider economy. And there is 
no better poster child of the Wash- 
ington crony economy and corporate 
welfare than the Export-Import Bank. 

So I have no doubt that an over- 
whelming number of Democrats are 
going to support the reauthorization of 
the Export-Import Bank. They are al- 
ways happy to allocate credit and our 
economy as part of a political process. 
They are always happy to subsidize 
corporate America, as long as they can 
also regulate and control it. But that is 
not fair to the people on Main Street. 

It is the free enterprise system which 
is fair. It is the free enterprise system 
which is moral. It is the free enterprise 
system which is based on merit. It is 
the free enterprise system which is em- 
powering to people. It is the only eco- 
nomic system that frees ordinary peo- 
ple to achieve extraordinary results. 
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So, Mr. Speaker, that is what this de- 
bate is all about. It is about a fair 
economy for everybody in America: 
those who can’t afford the high-priced 
lobbyist in Washington, D.C., and those 
who want to work hard and play by the 
rules. 

It is time for us to say ‘‘no”’ to crony 
capitalism, say ‘‘yes’’ to free enter- 
prise, say ‘‘yes’’ to a fair economy, and 
reject the Export-Import Bank. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 450, 
the previous question is ordered on the 
bill, as amended. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
motion to recommit at the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentlewoman opposed to the bill? 

Ms. NORTON. I am. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve a point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A point 
of order is reserved. 

The Clerk will report the motion to 
recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Ms. Norton moves to recommit the 
bill H.R. 597 to the Committee on Fi- 
nancial Services. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman from the District of Colum- 
bia is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. NORTON. I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw my reservation of a point of 
order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The res- 
ervation of the point of order is with- 
drawn. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
claim time in opposition to the motion 
to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman from Texas seek recogni- 
tion? 

Mr. HENSARLING. Yes, 
seek time in opposition. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I make a 
point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma will state his 
point of order. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, in order to 
seek time in opposition, wouldn’t the 
gentleman or gentlewoman have to be 
opposed to the motion to recommit? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Time in 
opposition is reserved for an opponent. 

Mr. LUCAS. So, Mr. Speaker, would 
it be in order to reaffirm that whoever 
ultimately claims the time is, indeed, 
in opposition to the motion to recom- 
mit? 


I wish to 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would ascertain that before 
granting recognition. 

Does the gentleman from Texas seek 
recognition in opposition to the motion 
to recommit? 

Mr. HENSARLING. Yes, I have 
sought time in opposition to the mo- 
tion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Texas is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, if 
the gentleman from Oklahoma, an- 
other valuable member of the House 
Financial Services Committee, who I 
know we are on opposite sides of this 
issue, if the gentleman would like time 
to speak, I would be happy to yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. LUCAS. Will the gentleman yield 
for a brief response? 

Mr. HENSARLING. I yield to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I very 
much appreciate the opportunity to re- 
spond. I think that probably it is bet- 
ter that you finish the discussion. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Okay. The gen- 
tleman declines. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman wish to yield back? 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

Mr. MULVANEY. Parliamentary in- 
quiry, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman from Texas yield to the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina? 

Mr. HENSARLING. Yes, I yield to 
the gentleman from South Carolina for 
his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. MULVANEY. If this is not dila- 
tory, what is the effect of passing this 
motion to recommit? 

I so often hear the preface, ‘‘This 
doesn’t send it back to committee; it 
doesn’t kill the bill.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If adopt- 
ed, the motion would recommit the bill 
back to committee. 

Mr. MULVANEY. So passing this mo- 
tion to recommit would send this bill 
back to committee? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is 
correct. 

Mr. MULVANEY. For how long? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The mo- 
tion does not put a time limit on the 
committee to consider the bill. 
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Mr. MULVANEY. Fair enough. 

Further parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will state his parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Does the person of- 
fering this motion represent to this 
body that they are in favor of this mo- 
tion in order to qualify? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman qualified by stating her op- 
position to the bill. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Fair enough. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Texas may continue. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Again, Mr. 
Speaker, I would say we are having a 
debate on the underlying bill that has 
been vigorously debated on both sides. 

The motion to recommit, if people 
are genuinely interested in looking for 
an opportunity for an amendment proc- 
ess that was denied as the discharge pe- 
tition came to the floor. 

I have served under many committee 
chairmen on the Financial Services 
Committee. I have never known one to 
bring a bill through committee that 
was not supported by a majority of 
their members, and I did not bring this 
bill because it was not supported by a 
majority of Republican members. 

I understand the ability to use this 
discharge petition; and if people are 
looking for opportunities to amend, I 
wish it would have been done in the 
discharge petition. 

But if it is the will of the House to 
send this to committee, the committee 
has had three different hearings on the 
Ex-Im Bank already—a couple of them 
in conjunction with the Oversight and 
Government Reform Committee—and I 
would be happy to have even more 
hearings on the subject and listen to 
the new points that have been brought 
about by this debate. 

I yield to the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. MULVANEY). 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
for the purpose of making another par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will state his parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

Mr. MULVANEY. The reason I am 
confused is, I do so often hear that in- 
troduction, the MTRs won’t kill; it 
won’t send it to committee; it will pro- 
ceed immediately forthwith to the 
House for a vote. 

So here is my question on a par- 
liamentary inquiry basis. If the MTR is 
passed, I understand from your pre- 
vious ruling that the bill goes back to 
committee. Is it amendable in com- 
mittee? Or does it immediately return 
forthwith to the House for a vote? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill 
would return to the committee for its 
consideration. 

Mr. MULVANEY. And the committee 
has full control over that piece of legis- 
lation? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
committee would have the bill before it 
again. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, 
again, I appreciate the gentleman from 
South Carolina making his parliamen- 
tary inquiries. I think it has helped 
clarify the matter. 

At this point, if it is the will of the 
House to send this back to committee, 
I look forward to the vote and would be 
very happy to reconsider this in com- 
mittee. 
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I yield back the balance of my time. 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, parliamentary inquiry. 

I wish the Chair would clarify that 
there will be a vote taken on the mo- 
tion to recommit and that, should that 
fail, this will not go back to the com- 
mittee under any circumstances. Is 
that correct? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If the 
motion is not adopted, the bill will not 
return to committee. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Well, if I may, you just said what I said 
in reverse. And I just wanted it to be 
clear. 

As the chairman of the committee 
tried to state that he would be willing 
to hold hearings and do what he has 
not done as we have tried to consider 
this, that if, in fact, this body does not 
support it going back to committee, he 
has no opportunity to try to do what 
he has not done in the process. Is that 
correct? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If the 
motion is not adopted, the Chair plans 
to proceed. The next step would be the 
question of passage of the bill. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is on 
the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to recommit. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the order 
of the House of today, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 

VACATING DEMAND FOR YEAS AND NAYS ON 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to withdraw 
my request for the yeas and nays on 
the motion to recommit to the end 
that the motion stand disposed of by 
the voice vote thereon. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the ordering of the yeas and 
nays is vacated, and pursuant to the 
earlier vote by voice, the motion is not 
adopted. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will state his parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Since I withdrew 
the request for the yeas and nays on 
the motion to recommit, then would it 
be possible for the ranking member, 
the gentlewoman from California, to 
withdraw her request for the yeas and 
nays on the underlying bill, should she 
so choose? 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, that is wishful thinking 
on the part of the chairman. I will not. 


EE 


RETAIL INVESTOR PROTECTION 
ACT 


Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, pur- 
suant to House Resolution 491, I call up 
the bill (H.R. 1090) to amend the Secu- 
rities Exchange Act of 1934 to provide 
protections for retail customers, and 
for other purposes, and ask for its im- 
mediate consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 491, an amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute con- 
sisting of the text of Rules Committee 
Print 114-31 is adopted, and the bill, as 
amended, is considered read. 

The text of the bill, as amended, is as 
follows: 

H.R. 1090 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Retail Investor 
Protection Act”. 

SEC. 2. STAY ON RULES DEFINING CERTAIN FIDU- 
CIARIES. 

After the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Labor shall not prescribe any regu- 
lation under the Employee Retirement Income 
Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1001 et seq.) de- 
fining the circumstances under which an indi- 
vidual is considered a fiduciary until the date 
that is 60 days after the Securities and Ex- 
change Commission issues a final rule relating 
to standards of conduct for brokers and dealers 
pursuant to the second subsection (k) of section 
15 of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 
U.S.C. 780(k)). 

SEC. 3. AMENDMENTS TO THE SECURITIES EX- 
CHANGE ACT OF 1934. 

The second subsection (k) of section 15 of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 
780(k)), as added by section 913(g)(1) of the 
Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer 
Protection Act (12 U.S.C. 5301 et seq.), is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following: 

(3) REQUIREMENTS PRIOR TO RULEMAKING.— 
The Commission shall not promulgate a rule 
pursuant to paragraph (1) before— 

“(A) providing a report to the Committee on 
Financial Services of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs of the Senate describing 
whether— 

““(i) retail investors (and such other customers 
as the Commission may provide) are being 
harmed due to brokers or dealers operating 
under different standards of conduct than those 
that apply to investment advisors under section 
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211 of the Investment Advisers Act of 1940 (15 
U.S.C. 80b-11); 

“(ii) alternative remedies will reduce any con- 
fusion or harm to retail investors due to brokers 
or dealers operating under different standards 
of conduct than those standards that apply to 
investment advisors under section 211 of the In- 
vestment Advisers Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80b-11), 
including— 

“(I) simplifying the titles used by brokers, 
dealers, and investment advisers; and 

“(II) enhancing disclosure surrounding the 
different standards of conduct currently appli- 
cable to brokers, dealers, and investment advis- 


S; 

“(iti) the adoption of a uniform fiduciary 
standard of conduct for brokers, dealers, and in- 
vestment advisors would adversely impact the 
commissions of brokers and dealers, the avail- 
ability of proprietary products offered by bro- 
kers and dealers, and the ability of brokers and 
dealers to engage in principal transactions with 
customers; and 

“(iv) the adoption of a uniform fiduciary 
standard of conduct for brokers or dealers and 
investment advisors would adversely impact re- 
tail investor access to personalized and cost-ef- 
fective investment advice, recommendations 
about securities, or the availability of such ad- 
vice and recommendations. 

“(4) ECONOMIC ANALYSIS. —The Commission’s 
conclusions contained in the report described in 
paragraph (3) shall be supported by economic 
analysis. 

“(5) REQUIREMENTS FOR PROMULGATING A 
RULE.—The Commission shall publish in the 
Federal Register alongside the rule promulgated 
pursuant to paragraph (1) formal findings that 
such rule would reduce confusion or harm to re- 
tail customers (and such other customers as the 
Commission may by rule provide) due to dif- 
ferent standards of conduct applicable to bro- 
kers, dealers, and investment advisors. 

“(6) REQUIREMENTS UNDER INVESTMENT ADVIS- 
ERS ACT OF 1940.—In proposing rules under para- 
graph (1) for brokers or dealers, the Commission 
shall consider the differences in the registration, 
supervision, and examination requirements ap- 
plicable to brokers, dealers, and investment ad- 
visors. ”. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. After 1 
hour of debate on the bill, as amended, 
it shall be in order to consider the fur- 
ther amendment printed in House Re- 
port 114-313, if offered by the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
LYNCH), or his designee, which shall be 
considered read, and shall be sepa- 
rately debatable for 10 minutes equally 
divided and controlled by the pro- 
ponent and an opponent. 

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. HEN- 
SARLING) and the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. MAXINE WATERS) each 
will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks and submit extraneous mate- 
rials on the bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume simply to say, Mr. Speaker, at 
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one time this administration told us, if 
you liked your doctor, you could keep 
them. Now this same administration is 
telling us, if you like your financial ad- 
viser, you can keep them. The first 
promise was broken, and now they are 
in the process of breaking the second 
promise due to something called the 
Department of Labor fiduciary rule. 

It will take away investment advice 
from hundreds of thousands, if not mil- 
lions of low- and moderate-income peo- 
ple all around the Nation who rely 
upon this advice to save for retirement. 
This is something that should be con- 
sidered by the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, and there has been out- 
standing work by the gentlewoman 
from Missouri (Mrs. WAGNER) who has 
been at the forefront of protecting re- 
tail investors, the small moms and 
pops planning for their retirement. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Missouri (Mrs. WAG- 
NER). 
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Mrs. WAGNER. I would like to thank 
Chairman HENSARLING and Sub- 
committee Chair GARRETT for their 
support on this tremendous issue. 

Mr. Speaker, today I am pleased to 
stand before the House as the sponsor 
of H.R. 1090, the Retail Investor Pro- 
tection Act. This important legislation 
that I have sponsored and worked on 
for 3 long years now came about after 
my colleagues on the Financial Serv- 
ices Committee and I, along with Mem- 
ber of Congress on both sides of the 
aisle saw the potential negative effects 
that this rulemaking from the Depart- 
ment of Labor could have on millions 
of Americans seeking advice on how to 
invest their retirement savings. 

For that reason, we felt it was impor- 
tant to put the Securities and Ex- 
change Commission—the primary and 
expert regulator for these financial 
professionals—in charge of studying 
and writing the rules on this issue. 
This isn’t such a radical idea. In fact, 
this is what Congress intended when 
they included section 913 in the Dodd- 
Frank financial reform bill. 

Mr. Speaker, the same legislation re- 
ceived the support of 30 House Demo- 
crats last Congress, and, once again, I 
hope that they heed the concerns and 
the warnings that their constituents 
have provided them about the dire con- 
sequences this rule will have on Ameri- 
cans’ retirement savings. 

Make no mistake. There is a savings 
crisis in this country. About half of all 
households age 55 and over have no re- 
tirement savings at all. How does this 
happen? 

Unfortunately, for many people, like 
that single mother of two who gets 
paid on the 15th and 30th of each 
month, there is just too much month 
at the end of the money after paying 
for mortgages, groceries, medical bills, 
and other expenses, and saving for re- 
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tirement ultimately gets pushed off 
until the next month and the next 
month and so on. 

For many American households, a 
trusted financial adviser is the key 
link to helping them see the benefits in 
saving early and helping them realize 
how to save and grow their investment. 
The vast majority of those financial 
professionals already provide advice 
and recommendations that are in the 
best interest—the best interest—of 
their clients. 

Unfortunately, this rulemaking from 
the Department of Labor could poten- 
tially cut access, limit choice, and 
raise costs for that kind of financial 
advice, putting the goal of retirement 
even further out of reach. 

The Department of Labor states that 
this rule simply would require finan- 
cial advisers to act in the best inter- 
ests of their customers. Well, who 
would argue with that? Unfortunately, 
when you start to get into the over 
1,000 pages of regulatory text with the 
exemptions and addendums, it becomes 
clear that it isn’t quite that simple. 

The increased compliance burdens 
and further legal liability that will be 
required under this regulation will 
make it very difficult for many brokers 
to continue servicing small accounts, 
which predominantly belong to low- 
and middle-income Americans who are 
just starting to save and haven’t built 
up their retirement nest egg. 

Mr. Speaker, 98 percent of all IRAs 
with less than $25,000 are in a broker- 
age relationship today. For that rea- 
son, this rule will actually hurt the 
very people that it aims to protect. We 
must not play politics with their re- 
tirement savings, and that is what this 
administration is doing. 

We have already seen this happen in 
the United Kingdom. They enacted a 
similar regulation in 2013, and we have 
seen since then over 300,000 clients 
dropped by their financial advisers be- 
cause their account balances were too 
small. 

Now the U.K. Government is launch- 
ing an investigation into the ‘‘advice 
gap” that exists for those people who 
do not have significant wealth. With 
this regulation from the Department of 
Labor, the same thing will happen here 
in the United States of America where 
there will be two different classes of in- 
vestors, those who can afford financial 
advice and those who cannot. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not a Wall Street 
issue. This is as Main Street as it gets. 
Washington should not be making it 
more difficult for Americans to save 
for retirement. Instead, we need to em- 
power people to earn more and save 
more and have choices for where to get 
their help in making their financial de- 
cisions. Unfortunately, the Department 
of Labor is following along with every- 
thing else we have seen under the 
Obama administration, a top-down, 
Washington-knows-best-for-you gov- 
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ernment, whether it is what you see in 
your health care that you need, the 
food that you can eat, and now whom 
you can talk to for the financial advice 
for your retirement savings. 

According to President Obama, Sen- 
ator ELIZABETH WARREN, and now even 
Secretary Hillary Clinton—who are all 
big supporters of this DOL fiduciary 
rule—the only person whom you actu- 
ally need to be protected from ulti- 
mately is yourself. I strongly disagree. 
I give the American people a lot more 
credit than that, and I refuse to stand 
by and let this administration advance 
another onerous regulation that ulti- 
mately takes your freedoms, makes de- 
cisions for you, and brings us closer to 
a government-planned life. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support H.R. 
1090, the Retail Investor Protection 
Act, and I urge its passage. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1090 would halt the 
Department of Labor’s ongoing efforts 
to protect American retirement savers 
from investment advice that conflicts 
with their best interests. 

The bill would prohibit the Depart- 
ment from promulgating any rule on 
the issue until 60 days after the Securi- 
ties and Exchange Commission final- 
izes its own fiduciary rule for invest- 
ment advisers and broker dealers. 

The bill would then delay the SEC’s 
long overdue rulemaking by requiring 
the Commission to first report to Con- 
gress a separate economic analysis 
that, among other things, considers 
how a new standard would affect a bro- 
ker’s profit. 

These delays are unacceptable and ig- 
nore the real issue that the Depart- 
ment is trying to address: conflicted 
retirement investment advice that 
costs our Nation’s workers and retirees 
an estimated $17 billion a year. 

The Department’s rulemaking would 
do so by requiring persons providing re- 
tirement advice to put the interests of 
their clients ahead of their own and 
abide by a fiduciary duty, the same 
duty that we expect from our doctors, 
lawyers, and trustees. 

Simply put, a financial adviser 
should not be paid more for recom- 
mending one product over another, but 
should abide by a fiduciary standard of 
care. Would you be comfortable if your 
doctor was paid more for an office visit 
for recommending one drug over an- 
other or for a lawyer to be paid more 
for interpreting the law one way or the 
other? No, of course not. Yet, we allow 
these same conflicts to exist with those 
that are providing millions of hard- 
working Americans with advice on 
their retirement savings. 

These conflicts encourage investors 
to, for example, push a 70-year-old re- 
tiree to invest more of her savings in a 
stock fund rather than a less risky 
short-term bond fund simply because 
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the adviser receives 150 percent more 
for making the riskier recommenda- 
tion. 

Such a commonsense update in the 
law to address these conflicts is long 
overdue and, indeed, at the Depart- 
ment, is over 5 years in the making. 
During that time, the Department has 
published an initial 2010 proposal, solic- 
ited feedback, held public hearings on 
that proposal, and issued even a repro- 
posal this past spring. 

Since that reproposal was published, 
the public and interested stakeholders 
have had 164 days of public comment, 4 
full days of multi-panel public hear- 
ings, and ample opportunity to meet 
with the Department, which held over 
100 meetings with interested stake- 
holders, not including meetings with 
Members of Congress. 

Thanks to the Department’s dili- 
gence and willingness to listen to 
stakeholder concerns, the proposal now 
enjoys broad support, including sup- 
port from 95 financial services groups, 
public interest, civil rights, and con- 
sumer organizations, labor unions, and 
many investment advisers who are al- 
ready providing advice to savers under 
a fiduciary standard. These groups 
range from the AARP, Public Citizen, 
the Consumer Federation of America, 
to the Financial Planning Coalition, 
among many others. 

All this points to the Department’s 
tangible efforts to take a balanced, 
measured approach to developing a 
rule that works. I fully support their 
efforts to continue to work towards its 
completion not only because it is nec- 
essary, but because it just makes com- 
mon sense. 

What is more, the need to update the 
law quickly is urgent. Hardworking 
Americans lose an estimated $17 billion 
per year—or $47 million per day—to 
conflicted retirement investment ad- 
vice. 

While we should clearly encourage 
the Securities and Exchange Commis- 
sion to also update its own rules on in- 
vestment advice over securities, we 
should not make retirement savers 
wait any longer for protection by hing- 
ing the DOL’s rulemaking to the 
SEC’s, as H.R. 1090 would do. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the Labor De- 
partment’s efforts to finalize a rule and 
urge my colleagues to vote “no” on 
H.R. 1090. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT), the distin- 
guished chairman of our Capital Mar- 
kets and Government Sponsored Enter- 
prises Subcommittee. 

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman. 

I thank Mrs. WAGNER as well. 

As you know, Mr. Speaker, the De- 
partment of Labor’s fiduciary rule is 
built upon faulty assumptions, faulty 
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analysis, and faulty understanding ba- 
sically of how the retirement system 
actually works in this country. It is 
really consistent with other policies of 
this administration. 

This rule will have a disparate im- 
pact and a negative impact upon mid- 
dle class Americans and minorities in 
this country, many of whom will find it 
difficult, if not impossible, to receive 
guidance from a financial professional 
for their retirement. 

This is not me saying this. The De- 
partment of Labor’s own analysis 
shows that investors who do not work 
with a professional will risk making 
mistakes that cost them up to $100 bil- 
lion. 

So today, Mr. Speaker, Congress has 
an opportunity to stand up on behalf of 
struggling American families and sup- 
port this legislation. 

We have proof to show that this leg- 
islation really is necessary because we 
had folks coming to Washington to tes- 
tify about it who supported the DOL 
rule. They said do not worry. They said 
that, if the traditional brokerage firms 
can’t live with a simple fiduciary 
standard and refuse to serve modest 
savers, so be it. Other financial profes- 
sionals such as them on and off the 
Web who embrace the client-first ap- 
proach stand ready to help Americans 
prepare for a secure retirement. Well, 
that was Rebalance IRA. 

Someone went to that company, a 
modest American, and said, ‘‘Will you 
service us?” This was their response: 
“Tf you have scheduled a call with us, 
I want you to be aware that, as much 
as we would enjoy discussing your re- 
tirement goals, until you have at least 
$100,000 in a retirement account, our 
service at this time is not really the 
best solution for you. Our fees will ab- 
sorb too much of your investment re- 
turn, which runs counter to our man- 
date to help you to retire.”’ 

So, Mr. Speaker, the very same peo- 
ple who say the system will work under 
the DOL guidelines prove that, when 
people of modest means—Americans 
who are simply trying to scrape by 
each week and each month and put a 
little bit away—will not have that in- 
vestment advice which their very own 
Department of Labor says is necessary 
to get by and to fulfill the American 
Dream. 

The Retail Investor Protection Act 
will restore regulation to the market 
to where it belongs: with the SEC. It 
will prevent the Department of Labor 
from worsening the retirement savings 
crisis that our country is facing. I say 
support the American Dream. Support 
this legislation. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE), the rank- 
ing member of the Monetary Policy 
and Trade Subcommittee on the Finan- 
cial Services Committee. 

Ms. MOORE. I thank you so much, 
Madam Ranking Member. 
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Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
H.R. 1090. I must say to Representative 
WAGNER she is correct when she says 
that there were 30 Democrats—I am 
one of them—who supported similar 
legislation, but that was before the De- 
partment of Labor reproposed the con- 
flict of interest rules, gave us sort of 
an unprecedented 164-day comment pe- 
riod during the reproposal, and they 
withdrew the original 2010 proposal and 
put forward the reproposed rule in 2015, 
5 years. As we discussed it, they have 
committed to making considerable im- 
provements. 

Now, the SEC has yet to begin the 
process of a related rulemaking 5 years 
after the Department of Labor began 
the process, and they have made it 
really clear that they don’t think they 
will get to it. 

I do want to point out—since I have 
3 whole minutes here—that it has been 
very difficult to get the majority party 
to agree to providing the SEC with the 
needed resources that would, in fact, 
enable them to undertake the work 
that the Department of Labor has al- 
ready put forward on this. So I don’t 
think we should wait until after the 
SEC acts to issue a rule. And this legis- 
lation before us would only delay these 
important consumer protections. 

The Department of Labor has re- 
ceived a lot of feedback, especially 
from me. Mr. Speaker, I have been ex- 
tremely vocal in highlighting areas, 
some of them which you have heard on 
the other side mentioned here today— 
very vocal on the reproposed rule 
where I think it needs to be improved 
and, in fact, led a letter to the Depart- 
ment of Labor with 96 Democratic col- 
leagues signing on to that letter. 
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However, I do think that the time is 
now for Congress to partner with the 
DOL, with industry, and with retire- 
ment savers toward the best possible 
final rule to encourage and protect re- 
tirement savings. 

Now, I want to mention that the 
overwhelming majority of advisers are 
good people with their clients’ best in- 
terest at heart. In fact, no one in this 
debate is suggesting that we don’t sup- 
port policy which puts the best interest 
of the client first and foremost. But 
when financial advisers are unscrupu- 
lous, they have a devastating impact 
on retirement savers. 

Further, when advisers are respond- 
ing to skewed incentives that encour- 
age conflicts and put clients in prod- 
ucts, that may be okay for the client, 
but placement in these products are 
driven primarily by the adviser’s 
bonus. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
I yield the gentlewoman an additional 
30 seconds. 

Ms. MOORE. The DOL rule that is 
being reproposed seeks to mitigate 
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these conflicts of interest so that the 
best advisers in companies get clients 
and compensation based on the best in- 
terest and the outcomes for their cli- 
ents. 

I think that this is a backdoor ap- 
proach to kill the rule, any rule, and it 
will leave gaping loopholes in Federal 
laws. 

My advice to my colleagues is that 
we defeat this bill. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. DUFFY), chairman of 
the Oversight and Investigations Sub- 
committee of the Financial Services 
Committee. 

Mr. DUFFY. Mr. Speaker, we, before 
this debate, were having a debate on 
the Ex-Im Bank, and I made a point 
about my friends across the aisle 
standing up for big businesses, the cro- 
nyism between big government and Big 
Business. In this debate, they have a 
chance now to stand with small inves- 
tors, the men and women around this 
country who put a little bit away every 
paycheck to hopefully have a little 
nest egg for their retirement, to stand 
with those people to make sure that 
when they get to their retirement, 
they have a nest egg that is worth 
something, and to make sure that 
those folks have advice along the way. 

The way the Department of Labor 
rule is structured is that most Ameri- 
cans aren’t going to be able to get ad- 
vice from a financial adviser; they are 
going to be driven to a robo-adviser. 
What that means is they are going to 
have to go to a Web site, answer about 
6 to 10 questions, and the Web site will 
pump out a generic investment sugges- 
tion for them. No personally tailored 
advice from a financial adviser. 

That also has another effect. Think 
last month or 2 months ago in August 
when we had market movement. A lot 
of people get freaked out and they sell. 
But if you have an adviser, they say: 
Hold on. No, no, no, we have a long- 
term plan here. Don’t sell, don’t sell. 
Hold on. We are going to weather this 
storm together. 

But is a robo-adviser, the text from 
the computer, going to calm your 
nerves so that you don’t sell your port- 
folio? This doesn’t work for the Amer- 
ican people. 

What the Department of Labor is 
doing is saying: If you are wealthy, if 
you have a lot of money, if you have a 
big nest egg, then you can get advice. 
But if you are poor or middle class, a 
middle-income American, you are not 
entitled to the same advice of the 
wealthy and the powerful. 

I am mostly concerned about one 
other point here, is that if this rule 
goes into effect and less Americans 
save and have less return on their in- 
vestment, when they get to their re- 
tirement years, they are going to be 
more reliant on the government. We 
want people less reliant. We want peo- 
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ple to take more responsibility so they 
have a nest egg to fund their retire- 
ment years, pay for themselves. The 
way this is structured, you will have 
less people doing that and more people 
looking to the government for care. I 
guess that is a greater debate that we 
have in this institution: Do we want 
more people relying on the govern- 
ment? 

I think the only conclusion I can 
draw with your support for this rule is, 
absolutely, yes. That is a wrong ap- 
proach. We come from a long line of 
people who believe in self-reliance, in 
taking care of ourselves and our fam- 
ily. This rule from the Department of 
Labor is bad. Let’s fix it with this bill. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
CAROLYN B. MALONEY), the ranking 
member of the Subcommittee on Cap- 
ital Markets of the Financial Services 
Committee. 

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New 
York. Mr. Speaker, I thank the rank- 
ing member for yielding and for her 
leadership on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD 
over 95 investor protection and con- 
sumer protection groups who ada- 
mantly support the position of the De- 
partment of Labor rule that protects 
investors and consumers. 

SAVE OUR RETIREMENT, 
October 26, 2015. 
OPPOSE H.R. 1090, THE MISNAMED “RETAIL 
INVESTOR PROTECTION ACT” 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE We are writing as 
organizations that strongly support the De- 
partment of lLabor’s (DOL) efforts to 
strengthen protections for working families 
and retirees by requiring the financial pro- 
fessionals they turn to for retirement invest- 
ment advice to act in their best interests. As 
such, we oppose H.R. 1090, the misnamed 
“Retail Investor Protection Act,” and urge 
you to vote NO when the bill is considered on 
the House floor. 

H.R. 1090 is a clear attempt to thwart DOL 
action by making the Department wait for 
years and possibly indefinitely until after 
the Securities and Exchange Commission 
(SEC) finalizes a rule under securities laws— 
a process that the SEC has not yet initiated. 
And, to further delay action, the bill imposes 
on the SEC new requirements to engage in 
further economic analysis, beyond the exten- 
sive analysis it has already conducted, and 
make formal findings before promulgating a 
rule. By impeding DOL’s efforts, this bill 
would in no way protect retail investors; in- 
stead, it would protect those financial pro- 
fessionals who take advantage of loopholes 
in the law to profit at their clients’ expense. 

This approach would effectively cripple 
DOL’s ability to fulfill its unique and crit- 
ical regulatory role under ERISA. When Con- 
gress enacted ERISA, it intentionally set a 
higher standard for protecting retirement as- 
sets than applies to other investments. 
There are good reasons to do so. Retirement 
assets are special, as evidenced by the fact 
that they are heavily subsidized by the gov- 
ernment through the tax code. These tax 
subsidies should flow to individuals, not fi- 
nancial firms, and should not be depleted by 
conflicts of interest. 
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Retirement savers who are struggling to 
fund an independent and secure retirement 
need financial advice they can trust is in 
their best interest. Today, neither our secu- 
rities regulations nor the rules under ERISA 
provide that assurance. Instead, both sets of 
regulations expose retirement savers to rec- 
ommendations from conflicted advisers who 
are free to recommend products based on 
their own financial interests rather than 
those of their customers. The DOL pro- 
posal—which combines a best interest stand- 
ard with meaningful restrictions on the prac- 
tices that undermine that standard—offers 
significant progress toward addressing this 
problem. There is no reason to force the DOL 
to wait for the SEC, since only the DOL has 
the authority and expertise to close the loop- 
holes in the ERISA rules. 

DOL has succeeded in crafting a balanced 
rule that provides much needed new protec- 
tions for retirement savers while providing 
the flexibility necessary to enable firms op- 
erating under a variety of business models to 
comply. While adjustments can and doubt- 
less will be made to clarify and streamline 
certain of the rule’s operational require- 
ments, the rule’s overall framework is sound. 
Contrary to the misinformation that has 
swirled around the DOL proposal, it actually 
will help, not hurt, small savers. They need 
the protections of the best interest standard 
more than any other workers and retirees, 
since they can least afford high fees and poor 
returns on their savings. And if some advis- 
ers really do pull back, there are plenty of 
advisers happy to provide affordable, best in- 
terest advice to clients at all income levels. 

We can only hope that the SEC eventually 
will follow DOL’s lead and craft a similarly 
strong and effective rule for non-retirement 
accounts. But in a nation that faces a retire- 
ment crisis, and with DOL ready to act, we 
cannot afford to wait. We therefore urge you 
to reject H.R. 1090—or any legislation that 
would stall, derail or interfere with the DOL 
rulemaking, which is proceeding under an 
appropriate deliberative process—and in- 
stead support DOL’s efforts to finalize a rule 
based on the sound regulatory approach it 
has proposed. 


Sincerely, 
AARP, American Federation of State, 
County and Municipal Employees 


(AFSCMB), Alliance for a Just Society, Alli- 
ance for Retired Americans, American Asso- 
ciation for Justice, American Association of 
University Women, Americans for Financial 
Reform, Association of University Centers 
on Disabilities, Better Markets, Center for 
Community Change Action, Center for Glob- 
al Policy Solutions, Center for Responsible 
Lending. 

The Committee for the Fiduciary Stand- 
ard, Consumer Action, Consumer Federation 
of America, Consumers Union, Fund Democ- 
racy, International Association of Machin- 
ists and Aerospace Workers, International 
Brotherhood of Boilermakers, International 
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers Union, 
Leadership Conference on Civil and Human 
Rights, Lynn Turner, former chief account- 
ant, SEC, Main Street Alliance. 

Metal Trades Department, AFL-CIO, Na- 
tional Active and Retired Federal Employees 
Association (NARFE), National Council of 
LaRaza, National LGBTQ Task Force Action 
Fund, National Organization for Women, 
Pension Rights Center, Public Citizen, Pub- 
lic Investors Arbitration Bar Association, 
Service Employees International Union 
(SEIU), United Auto Workers, United Steel- 
workers, Paper and Forestry, Rubber, Manu- 
facturing, Energy, Allied Industrial and 
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Service Workers International Union (USW), 
U.S. PIRG, Wider Opportunities for Women. 

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New 
York. Mr. Speaker, the Department of 
Labor’s fiduciary duty rule advances a 
very simple principle: If you are giving 
advice to retirement savers and you 
are being compensated for your advice, 
then you have to put your customers’ 
interests first. 

It is worth noting that most inves- 
tors already think that this is the law, 
even though it isn’t. 

So the Department of Labor’s rule is 
a much-needed update of the rules gov- 
erning investment advice to retirement 
savers. I would say we have a par- 
ticular responsibility as legislators to 
protect retirement savers, which is 
what the DOL rule does. 

While the proposed rule is not per- 
fect, no rule ever is. The Department 
has been incredibly responsive, very re- 
sponsive to legitimate concerns that 
have been raised. They have been more 
than willing to engage with Congress 
and with industry and with investors 
to come up with better solutions. 

But this bill before us would effec- 
tively stop the Department of Labor’s 
rule in its tracks, which is the com- 
pletely wrong thing to do if you want 
to protect investors. 

This bill is also redundant, unneces- 
sary, and really reflects a misunder- 
standing of the law. 

One of the core principles of the Em- 
ployee Retirement Income Security 
Act, or ERISA, was that investments 
made for the purpose of retirement se- 
curity should enjoy special protections 
under the law. That is what this DOL 
rule does. This, by definition, means 
that the protections under ERISA are 
supposed to be different than the pro- 
tections under ordinary securities 
laws. They should be more protective 
of the retirement investor. 

As a result, the SEC and the Depart- 
ment of Labor have different respon- 
sibilities. When two agencies have dif- 
ferent responsibilities, it is completely 
appropriate for them to move sepa- 
rately and even to write different rules. 

This bill would also require the SEC 
to conduct yet another study—or I 
would call it a delay—on a uniform fi- 
duciary standard for broker-dealers. 
We already required the SEC to con- 
duct a study on this issue in Dodd- 
Frank, and the SEC staffs rec- 
ommendation in that study was that 
the SEC should, in fact, adopt a uni- 
form fiduciary standard for broker- 
dealers. 

Requiring the SEC to conduct largely 
the same study that they already con- 
ducted in 2011—I believe they can move 
ahead with their own fiduciary rule—is 
pointless and shows that the true in- 
tent of the bill, the underlying bill, is 
to delay both the Department of La- 
bor’s rule and any future SEC rule 
which ultimately is there to protect 
the retirement saver and investor. 
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I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
bill, and I urge them to vote for inves- 
tor protections and to protect con- 
sumers. I urge a very strong “no” vote. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. ROYCE), chairman of 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of the Retail Investor 
Protection Act. 

The Department of Labor’s proposal 
here is going to harm the very working 
class Americans that the administra- 
tion claims that it is supporting. 

This is not hyperbole, this is not a 
hypothetical. I want to give you the 
real results of what happened in the 
United Kingdom when it enacted simi- 
lar regulation in 2013. Here are the dis- 
astrous results: 310,000 clients were 
dropped; 60,000 new investors were re- 
jected; an estimated 11 million poten- 
tial savers were priced out of advice. 

In the face of these facts, the Depart- 
ment of Labor continues to insist on 
applying the failed philosophy of ‘‘gov- 
ernment knows best”? to retirement 
savings. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle- 
woman from Missouri for her leader- 
ship on this, and I urge my colleagues 
to support this legislation. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT), 
the ranking member of the Education 
and the Workforce Committee. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in opposition to H.R. 1090, the so- 
called Retail Investor Protection Act. 

This bill puts an effective end to the 
Department of Labor’s responsible ef- 
fort to modernize a fiduciary standard 
under the Employee Retirement In- 
come Security Act, or ERISA, that was 
implemented 40 years ago. 

As we all know, our country’s retire- 
ment savings landscape has changed 
significantly since that time. Forty 
years ago, the majority of retirement 
assets were held in defined benefit 
plans and managed by professionals. 
Forty years ago, employer-based 401(k) 
plans did not exist and IRAs had just 
been established. 

Today, Americans have more than 
$12 trillion invested in 401(k) plans and 
IRAs, and they have to make their own 
financial decisions. Many workers and 
their families don’t have the expertise 
in managing investment portfolios and 
so they often have to rely on financial 
advisers to help them save for retire- 
ment. 

While many of those advisers do 
right by their clients, others do not. 
There is a lot of different financial 
products that Americans can purchase. 
Some have extremely high fees, while 
comparable products—and perhaps 
even better ones—have lower fees. This 
current standard allows for unscrupu- 
lous advisers to give conflicted advice 
and push a financial product from 
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which they will reap a bigger profit 
even if the product is not in the best 
interest of their client. 

It is individuals with modest retire- 
ment savings—many of our constitu- 
ents—who stand to lose the most from 
receiving conflicted advice. National 
Public Radio recently conducted a se- 
ries that in part highlighted how 
Americans are losing billions of dollars 
every year out of their retirement ac- 
counts because they are paying exces- 
sive fees. 

As a hypothetical example, NPR 
cited a person who invests $10,000 and 
that investment makes a 7 percent re- 
turn every year. Over 40 years, that in- 
vestment would be worth almost 
$150,000. But if you have invested in a 
fund that charges a 2-percent annual 
fee, now you have cut the return down 
from 7 percent down to 5 percent. Over 
40 years, your investment would be 
worth about $70,000, not almost 
$150,000. That is, obviously, a big dif- 
ference, and that is the kind of insid- 
ious erosion of retirement savings that 
the Department is working to end with 
their rule. 

Since April, the Department of Labor 
has been engaged in this necessary 
rulemaking process. The Department 
has informed us that over that time, it 
provided the American public a total of 
164 days to submit comments; they 
conducted 4 full days of public hear- 
ings; and convened over 100 meetings. 
That total doesn’t account for meet- 
ings they have held with Members of 
Congress. 

Now the Department is completing 
its work on the rule and is taking into 
account the thousands of comments it 
received. Here in Congress, we should 
just let them finish their job. 

Millions of Americans rely on finan- 
cial advisers for advice on how to pro- 
tect their hard-earned retirement sav- 
ings, and it is about time that we en- 
sure that those Americans are provided 
advice consistent with their best inter- 
est, not with what would ultimately be 
in the best interest and profit for the 
adviser. 

I, therefore, urge my colleagues to 
defeat this legislation. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. HULTGREN), a very impor- 
tant member of the House Financial 
Services Committee. 

Mr. HULTGREN. Mr. 
thank the chairman. 

Today, I rise in support of legislation 
that will protect hard-working Ameri- 
cans’ access to retirement advice. 

The Labor Department is aggres- 
sively pushing a flawed rule which 
might be a political win for the Obama 
administration but would come at the 
expense of Americans trying to save for 
retirement. This is why I cosponsored 
the Retail Investor Protection Act. 

The administration claims the plan 
that they have put forward will help 
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people trying to save for retirement. 
Instead, it would hurt many of them. 

The Labor Department has proposed 
restricting retirement advice and re- 
ducing options for what financial in- 
struments can be used to save for the 
future. 

Most concerning, the regulatory 
costs would hit those who have had dif- 
ficulty saving the hardest. One firm in 
my district with dozens of offices that 
serve more than 30,000 customers told 
me that they fear the Labor Depart- 
ment proposal will make it impossible 
to offer quality services to low- and 
middle-income customers. 
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Clearly, the administration has no 
concept of what these rules will mean 
for Main Street investors, and they 
have chosen to ignore the benefits pro- 
vided by retirement advisers. My con- 
stituents tell me they save more be- 
cause of the advice they get. Relatively 
simple advice, such as not making irra- 
tional decisions in volatile markets, is 
incredibly valuable, especially for less 
sophisticated investors. Furthermore, 
the Department’s proposal mentions 
annuities 172 times, but the Regulatory 
Impact Analysis does not examine the 
impact on these financial products. 

The Department of Labor is choosing 
to ignore Congress and the people it 
claims to protect. On July 29, I sent 
two separate letters to Secretary 
Perez. It has now been almost 3 
months, and he has done nothing to ad- 
dress the concerns of my constituents. 

There are now at least 51 of my col- 
leagues, both Republicans and Demo- 
crats, who share my concerns that list- 
ed options would no longer be permis- 
sible in retirement accounts. The 
Labor Department claims that they are 
working closely with the SEC, but dur- 
ing a hearing last Friday, a key wit- 
ness from the SEC could not provide 
me with one example of when the 
Labor Department had included any 
SEC input. 

It is time for the administration to 
stop restricting where and how Ameri- 
cans choose to pursue financial sta- 
bility and security. Vote “yes.” 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. AL GREEN), the rank- 
ing member of the Subcommittee on 
Oversight and Investigations on the Fi- 
nancial Services Committee. 

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. I thank the 
ranking member for her outstanding 
work and efforts in this area. The gen- 
tlewoman has truly been a champion 
for people—the very little people who 
some people have styled we are talking 
about today. 

Mr. Speaker, the best way, without 
question, to get the SEC to act would 
be to allow the DOL to act. If the DOL 
is allowed to promulgate its rules, I 
guarantee you the SEC will move with 
an additional amount of deliberate 
speed. 
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Currently, the DOL is simply at- 
tempting to cause people who act as fi- 
nancial advisers to have fidelity to 
their clients above their own personal 
interests. What is so unusual about the 
concept is the person who is working 
for you having fidelity that benefits 
you as opposed to the person who is 
working for you. 

Right now, as the laws exist, a person 
acting as a financial adviser can be- 
come a financial predatory adviser. Not 
all are. I am not accusing the industry 
of anything. I am just making a point 
about what can happen. When this hap- 
pens, the person who is to give you ad- 
vice—for a fee, I might add—can sell 
you a product for a higher fee and that 
has a higher risk as opposed to a simi- 
lar product with a lower fee and that 
carries a lower risk. The higher fee is 
the temptation that will cause preda- 
tory financial advisers to manifest 
themselves and take actions against 
the best interests of the clients, who 
are paying them to represent them and 
benefit them. 

We ought not allow this kind of ac- 
tion to be sanctioned by the Congress 
of the United States of America. What 
the President is attempting to do by 
and through the DOL is to simply say: 
If you are going to represent your cli- 
ent, you are going to put your interest 
beneath the client’s interest. You will 
subordinate your interest to your cli- 
ent’s interest. You will not allow your- 
self to yield to the temptation to take 
a higher amount of money for yourself 
and put your client at a greater 
amount of risk. 

That is all this rule is about. 

Let’s allow the rule to come into ex- 
istence. If we want to debate it there- 
after and amend it, we can. But let’s 
not prevent it from ever manifesting 
itself by causing some to believe that 
the SEC will do what the DOL will not, 
because the evidence is not there to 
support the notion that we are going to 
get faster results from the SEC. 

Finally, this: in a righteous world, 
we would be calling some of this activ- 
ity fraud. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2% minutes to the gentleman 
from Kentucky (Mr. BARR), another 
valued member of the Financial Serv- 
ices Committee. 

Mr. BARR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in support of the Retail Investor Pro- 
tection Act, legislation that will en- 
sure investor access to personalized 
and cost-effective investment advice. 

The Department of Labor’s proposed 
fiduciary rule will make it more dif- 
ficult for hard-working Americans to 
access financial advice and to save for 
retirement. 

Time and again, I have heard from 
constituents throughout my central 
Kentucky district of how this massive, 
1,000-page rule will negatively affect 
them: Private employers and not-for- 
profit organizations will no longer be 
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able to bring in financial advisers to 
provide educational information about 
retirement plans to their employees. 
Investors with small accounts will no 
longer be able to receive advice for 
their 401(k) plans. Middle class inves- 
tors will lose access to professional ad- 
vice, and financial products like annu- 
ities will no longer be available. More 
and more Americans will be forced to 
seek information on the Internet or 
from robo-advisers. 

Let’s get this straight, Mr. Speaker. 
This rule will replace flesh and blood 
professional advisers with a computer. 
As one of my constituents said to me, 
if you think professional advice is ex- 
pensive, wait until you see the cost of 
amateur advice. In short, the Depart- 
ment of Labor’s rule will hurt the very 
people it is supposed to protect. 

On July 29, Representatives WAGNER, 
SCOTT, CLAY, and I sent a bipartisan 
letter, signed by 21 Members, to Sec- 
retary Perez, asking for the DOL to 
stop these disruptive changes and re- 
propose the rule in light of the many 
negative comments. Secretary Perez 
replied that the DOL would not enter- 
tain the request. That is why it is nec- 
essary for Congress to take action and 
pass this legislation. 

Look, we all agree that financial ad- 
visers should act in the best interests 
of their clients, but heightened con- 
sumer protections in the investment 
space should apply broadly and should 
not create two classes of investors. It 
should not bifurcate the industry to 
those who can afford advisers and those 
who cannot. The result will be less 
choice for consumers and a lack of ac- 
cess for retail investors to sound finan- 
cial advice. The best consumer protec- 
tion is not central planning from Wash- 
ington. It is choice and competition. 

I thank Representative WAGNER for 
her leadership on this issue, and I en- 
courage my colleagues to vote for com- 
petition and choice, to vote for access 
to professional financial advice, and to 
defeat this rule. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. CUM- 
MINGS), the ranking member of the 
Committee on Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. I thank Ranking 
Member WATERS for yielding, and I 
thank her for her excellent and com- 
passionate leadership not only on this 
issue but on so many others. 

I rise today to oppose H.R. 1090, the 
so-called Retail Investor Protection 
Act, which is anything but a protection 
for investors. 

Rather than protecting our constitu- 
ents’ investments, this Act would pre- 
vent the Department of Labor from fi- 
nalizing a rule to establish a fiduciary 
standard for investment advisers until 
the Securities and Exchange Commis- 
sion finalizes a rule first. 
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In essence, the bill before us would 
prevent the Labor Department from fi- 
nalizing any rule at all. The adminis- 
tration has already indicated it would 
veto this measure if it is passed by 
Congress. 

This past March, Senator ELIZABETH 
WARREN and I held a forum as part of 
our Middle Class Prosperity Project to 
consider the need for a strong fiduciary 
standard to protect Americans who are 
saving for retirement. We heard di- 
rectly from Americans who had lost 
tens of thousands of dollars because 
they did not receive advice that was in 
their best interests. 

In some cases, people may not even 
realize they have placed their trust in 
advisers who are not fiduciaries and 
who have no obligation to act in their 
best interests. One study found that 
Americans who are saving for retire- 
ment lose more than $43 billion, on av- 
erage, each year because advisers don’t 
act in their clients’ best interests. 

The real solution, as we learned in 
our forum, is to have a strong conflict 
of interest rule to ensure the advice 
Americans receive—advice they receive 
as paying customers—directs' their 
hard-earned retirement savings to in- 
vestments that will work in their best 
interests. 

This House should not put roadblocks 
in the way of this commonsense re- 
form, which would protect our con- 
stituents’ money. I urge all of the 
Members of the House to oppose H.R. 
1090. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1% minutes to the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. MESSER), another 
valued member of the committee. 

Mr. MESSER. I thank the chairman. 

I thank Mrs. WAGNER for her leader- 
ship on this important issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of the Retail Investor Protection Act. 

Let me be clear. We all agree that in- 
vestment advisers should act in the 
best interests of their clients, and we 
all want to ensure that low- and mid- 
dle-income investors get good financial 
advice. But in life and in the world of 
public debate, we are not just respon- 
sible for our intentions; we are also re- 
sponsible for our results. 

That is the problem with the Depart- 
ment of Labor’s fiduciary rule. What- 
ever their intentions, the results of 
this administration’s policy will hurt 
the very people they are saying they 
are trying to help. Here is why: The 
rule will increase the cost of financial 
advice and force working class inves- 
tors to pay higher fees. The fact is that 
most investors can’t afford these fees. 
As a result, millions of investors will 
get no advice at all. That is not good 
for anybody. 

The bill today will delay the imple- 
mentation of the new so-called ‘‘fidu- 
ciary rule” and ensure that investors 
continue to have access to sound finan- 
cial advice. 
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I urge my colleagues to protect lower 
and middle class investors and stop 
this administration’s so-called ‘‘fidu- 
ciary rule.” 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. SAR- 
BANES). 

Mr. SARBANES. I thank the gentle- 
woman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the name of this bill is 
the Retail Investor Protection Act. If 
you didn’t know better, you would 
think it was a bill designed to protect 
the retail investor. But, in fact, it does 
the opposite of that because it blocks 
the Department of Labor from putting 
in place commonsense rules that would 
make sure that retirement investment 
advisers handle their clients with care 
and with a fiduciary duty. 

The Department of Labor wants to 
update rules that are now 40 years old, 
and that, again, makes common sense. 
Here is what happens: A retiree wants 
to take his 401(k) plan and make a deci- 
sion about where to invest it. The re- 
tirement adviser comes along and of- 
fers up that advice. Meanwhile, the re- 
tiree does not realize that that person 
may be getting a commission from the 
very funds to which that retiree is 
being directed. 

That is a conflict of interest, pure 
and simple. 

If you asked the average retiree, ‘‘Do 
you think we need a rule that would 
protect retirees and other investors 
from this kind of conflict of interest, 
that would put some kind of fiduciary 
duty in place so the retirement inves- 
tor is acting in the interest of the cli- 
ent,” if you said, “Do you think we 
need a rule,” the average retiree would 
ask, “Do you mean we don’t already 
have that rule in place?” He wouldn’t 
believe it. He wouldn’t believe this con- 
flict of interest is structurally built 
into the system and is resulting in bil- 
lions of dollars being taken from work- 
ers’ retirement savings every single 
year. 

So why is the Congress taking this 
up? Why are we trying to block the 
DOL? 

I fear that what is happening is Con- 
gress is getting pushed around again by 
Wall Street and by wealthy special in- 
terests. We heard a lot about crony 
capitalism when talking about the last 
bill. That is what is going on here. 
There is a letter in the RECORD from 
the Koch Brothers and their gang, 
Americans for Prosperity and 
FreedomWorks. They are in here try- 
ing to block the Department of Labor’s 
bill. 

So Big Money is cascading into 
Washington. It is affecting the way we 
make policy. It is going to keep com- 
ing. The fix is in. I hope my colleagues 
will come to the floor today and vote 
against this, but Iam not optimistic. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
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New Hampshire (Mr. GUINTA), another 
great member of the House Financial 
Services Committee. 

Mr. GUINTA. I thank Chairman HEN- 
SARLING. 

Mr. Speaker, I stand today in strong 
support of H.R. 1090, the Retail Inves- 
tor Protection Act. 

This isn’t about the Koch Brothers. 
This is about low- and middle-income 
families, seniors, people who try to 
take a little bit of their life savings 
and put it away over time. You heard 
speakers earlier talking about 98 per- 
cent of the people who have IRAs have 
under $25,000 in them. They are who we 
are aiming to protect. They are the 
people who are coming to us, asking— 
begging—for assistance, and they are 
who we stand with because this is 
America. 
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This is not a place where Wash- 
ington, D.C., is supposed to stand firm 
and dictate policy for everyone. We are 
supposed to be about limited govern- 
ment. We are supposed to be in this Na- 
tion about putting our trust and our 
faith in individuals. 

This proposed legislation by the DOL 
does the exact opposite. It takes power 
away from the individual. It takes 
power away from the individual to talk 
to their financial adviser and gain edu- 
cational opportunities to make in- 
formed decisions about their long-term 
investments. 

My wife and I have two kids, 10 and 
12. We are thinking about their finan- 
cial stability. We want to encourage 
them to have long-term investments, 
like my folks suggested to me, so they 
can make informed decisions. But, no, 
Washington is going to decide that 
they can’t, that I can’t, that my folks 
can’t, that the people I represent can’t, 
all in the name of ensuring that Wash- 
ington knows better. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, I put my faith in 
the people. I do not put my faith in bu- 
reaucrats who think they know better. 

I think that Representative WAG- 
NER’s leadership is tremendous on this 
particular issue because she feels just 
as passionately as the rest of us. We 
are not only talking about the lack of 
ability, but the compliance cost, which 
is going to get pushed onto that same 
individual. 

So I encourage my colleagues, I im- 
plore my colleagues, to vote for this 
bill and support H.R. 1090. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Oregon (Ms. 
BONAMICI). 

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to H.R. 1090, the misnamed 
Retail Investor Protection Act, which 
essentially ends the progress made by 
the Department of Labor on releasing 
an updated conflict-of-interest rule 
that seeks to protect our constituents’ 
hard-earned savings and strengthen the 
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ability for those in the middle class to 
save for retirement. 

In June, I had the opportunity to 
speak with Secretary Perez in a hear- 
ing held by the Education and the 
Workforce Committee on the Depart- 
ment’s work to draft a comprehensive 
rule and, importantly, a rule that is de- 
veloped by working with diverse stake- 
holders and based on feedback from 
senior advocacy groups, civil rights 
groups, and the industry that provides 
these services. 

This is the process that is currently 
underway. H.R. 1090 would stop this 
process. Secretary Perez is on record 
saying he is listening to feedback and 
incorporating changes. Let’s allow the 
process to go forward, not stop it. 

I have met with families and individ- 
uals across Oregon who are struggling 
to get ahead, and I know the sacrifice 
that is involved in each and every dol- 
lar they set aside to contribute to their 
future retirement. I am disappointed 
by the efforts today to stop this rule. 

We need a level playing field to allow 
our constituents to take advantage of 
the many opportunities that exist to 
grow and protect their investment. 

Finally, as a former consumer pro- 
tection attorney, I learned and know 
that strong rules can empower con- 
sumers and bring transparency to the 
marketplace. This is what the Depart- 
ment of Labor is working toward, and 
I am disappointed in this bill’s attempt 
to stop their important work to finish 
this rule. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
opposition to H.R. 1090. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. WILLIAMS), another out- 
standing member of the House Finan- 
cial Services Committee. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, Presi- 
dent Obama would have us believe that 
the American people are incapable of 
making our own choices, that we are 
just not smart enough. From health 
care to education, to now personal re- 
tirement accounts, the Obama adminis- 
tration thinks government knows best. 

Remember when Obamacare archi- 
tect Jonathan Gruber claimed ‘‘the 
stupidity of the American voter’’? A re- 
cent administration ruling by the De- 
partment of Labor demonstrated this 
arrogance again when it said Ameri- 
cans ‘‘seldom have the training or spe- 
cialized expertise necessary to pru- 
dently manage retirement assets on 
their own.” This is unbelievable be- 
cause the government can’t even man- 
age the taxpayers’ dollars. 

So their solution to our apparent stu- 
pidity is an $80 billion ruling that will 
increase costs for low- to middle-in- 
come investors and limit access to 
quality investment advice. Some solu- 
tion this is. 

Mr. Speaker, there are already meas- 
ures in place to provide incentives for 
advisers to act in their client’s best in- 
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terest, measures that are far less cost- 
ly and far less restrictive. 

To Jonathan Gruber, President 
Obama, and members of this adminis- 
tration who think they know better 
than the average American, let this bi- 
partisan opposition illustrate how 
wrong they are. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of the 
Retail Investor Protection Act. In God 
we trust. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, 
there are comments on this floor that 
said we had to listen to those who 
came. I want to stand and listen to the 
hardworking Americans who ulti- 
mately will retire. 

I am tired of blocking good measures 
that protect them, such as the Labor 
Department’s efforts to strengthen pro- 
tections for working families and retir- 
ees by requiring their financial profes- 
sionals who provide retirement invest- 
ment advice be treated as fiduciaries 
under ERISA laws. 

It is important to note that this is a 
simple requirement. It does not under- 
mine the responsibilities or the profits 
of broker-dealers and others. It just 
simply says that they must be held to 
a standard to protect those retirees 
who have worked so very hard. 

I oppose the underlying bill, H.R. 
1090. 

I am also glad to stand on the floor 
and support, however, H.R. 597, the Ex- 
port-Import Bank Reform Reauthoriza- 
tion Act, finally to open the Bank and 
create jobs and opportunities for so 
many. 

Again, let me say that I am standing 
with those workers who are not here, 
retirees who have worked, hardworking 
Americans who will have their invest- 
ments protected, by making sure that 
those who give them advice are regu- 
lated and held to very high standards. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to H.R. 
1090, the Retail Investor Protection Act. 

| oppose this bill, because it would under- 
mine efforts to curb conflicts of interest in the 
marketing and development of retirement in- 
vestments, particularly for retail investors. 

| support the efforts of individuals and busi- 
nesses to succeed in the American economy. 

Unfortunately for too long the success of 
some is coming at the total disregard for the 
rights of workers and their families. 

Investments in a home, savings placed in 
retirement accounts or into 401ks are ways for 
working people to ensure that they will not live 
in poverty when they retire. 

This bill would prevent the Department of 
Labor from addressing disparities in how the 
rights of investors are protected. 

Broker-dealers trade securities for them- 
selves or on behalf of their customers, and 
they typically charge a commission fee for 
each transaction and may also be com- 
pensated with a commission from the com- 
pany whose securities they trade. 

In making recommendations to clients and 
conducting transactions, they must adhere to 
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“suitability” standards that ensure that their 
recommendations are suitable to the client's fi- 
nancial situation and objectives. 

Investment advisers, meanwhile, who man- 
age the employee retirement and benefit plans 
for private companies, must under the Em- 
ployee Retirement Income Security Act 
(ERISA; PL 93-406) adhere to higher “fidu- 
ciary” standards and take actions that are in 
the best interests of the participants. 

Among other things, such investment advis- 
ers must act solely for the interests of partici- 
pants and beneficiaries and for the exclusive 
purpose of providing benefits and paying plan 
expenses. 

They also must act prudently and avoid con- 
flicts of interest. Investment advisers are paid 
through an annual flat fee for managing the in- 
vestments, which is based on the size of the 
plan. 

Broker-dealers are regulated by the Securi- 
ties and Exchange Commission (SEC) and the 
Financial Industry Regulatory Authority 
(FINRA) under the suitability standard, while 
investment advisers are regulated more di- 
rectly by the SEC under the higher fiduciary 
standard. 

While employee retirement benefit plans are 
managed by investment advisers, individuals 
also invest on their own for retirement and 
other purposes and often use either invest- 
ment advisers or broker-dealers to help them 
decide on investments and to perform the 
trades in stock or investment instruments. 

The 2010 Dodd-Frank Act required the SEC 
in Section 913 of the act to report on the 
standards of care applicable to broker-dealers 
and investment advisers, and it authorized the 
SEC to issue rules to extend the fiduciary 
standard now applicable to investment advis- 
ers to broker-dealers when providing any ad- 
vice about securities to retail customers. 

According to the Financial Services Com- 
mittee, in 2011 the SEC released a staff study 
recommending that both broker-dealers and 
investment advisers be held to a fiduciary 
standard “no less stringent than currently ap- 
plied to investment advisers.” 

This past April, the Labor Department, act- 
ing under ERISA, proposed new rules regard- 
ing who is covered by ERISA’s fiduciary 
standard and how that standard would be ap- 
plied, saying that more needed to be done to 
protect individuals who are trying to invest and 
save for retirement. 

The proposed rule would treat all financial 
advisers who provide retirement investment 
recommendations and make trades on behalf 
of clients—including broker-dealers dealing 
with individual IRAs, 401(k)’plan and other re- 
tirement investments—as fiduciaries under 
ERISA. 

Under the proposal, financial advisers would 
be required to provide investment advice that 
is in the best interest of the retirement investor 
“without regard to the financial or other inter- 
ests” of the financial institution, adviser or 
other party. 

The SEC Rule allows retirement advisers to 
be paid in various ways as long as they are 
willing to put the interests of their customers 
first, in certain cases allowing advisers to re- 
ceive common types of fees that fiduciaries 
otherwise can’t receive under the law, such as 
commissions and revenue sharing. 
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The Labor Department is currently reviewing 
public comments received on its proposed rule 
and has not indicated when the final rule will 
be issued. 

Supporters of the bill argue that it is needed 
to prevent a potentially harmful rule from going 
into effect. 

The proposed Labor Department rule would 
be very costly to broker-dealers, requiring 
them to meet two separate standards when 
advising clients: the fiduciary standard when 
advising on retirement issues and the suit- 
ability standard for other investment matters. 

The resulting high compliance and potential 
liability costs, they say, could drive many 
smaller broker-dealers out of the market for 
providing retirement advice or lead them to 
service only larger dollar accounts, thereby 
limiting access to professional retirement plan- 
ning and guidance for those retail investors 
who need it most and likely resulting in a re- 
duction in the overall level of retirement sav- 
ings for American workers. 

They note that the United Kingdom in 2013 
implemented a similar rule, which has created 
an “advice gap” for 60,000 investors with 
smaller accounts. 

The Dodd-Frank law, they say, gave the 
SEC the lead role in setting the fiduciary 
standards, and they argue that the SEC, not 
the Labor Department, is the better choice for 
developing those rules because it is much 
more familiar with investment markets. 

In fact, they contend that the proposed 
Labor rule is confusing and actually conflicts 
with existing rules and securities market trad- 
ing practices, and that it could disrupt the 
carefully considered regulatory regime applica- 
ble to broker-dealers and investment advisers 
that is administered by the SEC and FINRA. 

Broker-dealers and others operating under 
the lower “suitability” standard often have a 
direct conflict of interest, directing their cus- 
tomers to higher-cost investments that have 
hidden fees or from which the advisers get 
backdoor payments. 

We say this behavior in the predatory lend- 
ing activity that led to the economic collapse 
in 2008. 

Home purchasers who could qualify for 
lower fixed rates for new home purchases 
were only shown loans that had high interest 
triggers that would double or triple mortgages 
a few years after they were purchased. 

The conflicts of interests in investment pro- 
grams, the White House Council of Economic 
Advisers estimates, result in annual losses for 
affected U.S. investors of about 1 percentage 
point, or about $17 billion per year in total. 

The Labor Department’s proposed fiduciary 
rule would require all retirement investors to 
instead put their clients’ best interests before 
their own profits. 

Blocking the Labor Department from issuing 
its rule until the SEC acts on a standard-of- 
conduct rule for broker-dealers could effec- 
tively kill the critical consumer protections that 
would be provided by the Labor rule, since the 
bill does not require the SEC to ever issue its 
rule. 

While the SEC should similarly update its 
rules governing investment advice related to 
securities, they argue that Congress should 
not hinge the Labor Department’s efforts on 
the SEC’s ability to do so. 
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Labor’s rule was thoughtfully developed and 
would not cause disruptions in the market, 
they say, noting that the department worked 
with the SEC in developing the rule and that 
it has taken into account the concerns of 
stakeholders. 

This bill prohibits the Labor Department 
from implementing a final rule on fiduciary 
standards for retirement investment advisers 
until after the Securities and Exchange Com- 
mission (SEC) conducts a study and issues a 
final rule setting standards of conduct for 
broker-dealers. 

Specifically, the Labor Department could not 
exercise its authority under ERISA to define 
the circumstances under which an individual is 
considered a fiduciary until 60 days after the 
SEC issues a final rule regarding standards of 
conduct for broker-dealers pursuant to Section 
913 of the Dodd-Frank Act. 

The bill would not, however, require the 
SEC to issue a rule. 

Prior to issuing a rule, the SEC must com- 
plete a study and report to Congress on 
whether retail investors are being harmed by 
the lower standard of care under which bro- 
kers and dealers operate, and offer alternate 
remedies to reduce confusion or harm to retail 
investors due to that different standard. 

It also must investigate whether the adop- 
tion of a uniform fiduciary standard would ad- 
versely affect the commissions of brokers and 
dealers, the availability of proprietary products 
and the ability of brokers and dealers to en- 
gage with customers, as well as whether a 
uniform fiduciary standard would adversely af- 
fect access by retail investors to investment 
advice. 

The conclusions in the report must be sup- 
ported by economic analysis. 

In developing a rule, the SEC would be re- 
quired to consider differences in the registra- 
tion, supervision and examination require- 
ments applicable to brokers, dealers and in- 
vestment advisers and publish formal findings 
that the rule would reduce confusion or harm 
to retail customers caused by the different 
standards of conduct. 

| urge my colleagues to join me in opposi- 
tion to this bill and protect the little that work- 
ers have from their shrinking wages to protect 
against falling into poverty once their work 
years have been spent in increasing the prof- 
its of employers. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, 
may I inquire how much time remains 
on each side. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Texas has 10 minutes re- 
maining. The gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia has 5 minutes remaining. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arkansas (Mr. HILL), one of the hardest 
working members on the House Finan- 
cial Services Committee. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, in a chamber 
where we have no shortage of hyper- 
bole and sanctimony, certainly this bill 
is no exception as I listen to the oppo- 
sition. 

Today I rise in strong support of H.R. 
1090, the Retail Investor Protection 
Act. I want to thank Representative 
WAGNER for her leadership and the 
chairman for this time. 
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We are down to the bottom of the 
barrel if we are quoting NPR as a 
source of economic research. There is 
no credible research that justifies what 
the Department of Labor is doing. 

Having worked in this industry for 
three decades, I can speak to this on a 
very personal basis. 

Instead of working in harmony and 
complying with Dodd-Frank, the DOL 
is preempting the SEC and the FINRA 
and moving ahead with its own agenda. 

As we have said today, there is broad 
consensus that financial advisers 
should act in the best interest of their 
customers, and they do. Any bad actors 
should be punished. There are existing 
rules and requirements for broker-deal- 
ers and investment managers to deal 
fairly and provide recommendations 
that are suitable for their customers 
and disclose conflicts of interest. 

We have left the appearance in this 
room hanging that prices are skewed. 
In fact, most retail investment prod- 
ucts are sold by a prospectus with fixed 
prices that are fully disclosed to retail 
investors. 

We have heard today that this repro- 
posal is an improvement over previous 
efforts by the Department of Labor. In 
fact, that is not true, Mr. Speaker. 
This pending rule is not an improve- 
ment. 

It turns its back on best practices of 
new account openings and includes a 
dispute resolution that turns its back 
on dispute resolution practices in the 
industry that will increase litigation 
and hurt retail investors and brokers 
alike. 

Representative SCOTT of Georgia 
calls this proposal a straightjacket for 
modest investors. I could not summa- 
rize it better. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting H.R. 1090 and protecting 
sound retirement advice for retail in- 
vestors. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to inquire 
whether Mr. HENSARLING has any more 
speakers. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
have at least three more speakers. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HENSARLING. I yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
EMMER), who is last, but not least, on 


the House Financial Services Com- 
mittee. 
Mr. EMMER of Minnesota. Mr. 


Speaker, since this Congress was sworn 
in last January, I have received more 
calls and emails and I have had more 
meetings with constituents and con- 
sumers of financial services about the 
Department of Labor’s proposed fidu- 
ciary rule than perhaps any other issue 
that has faced us in Congress. 

Why? Because the Department of La- 
bor’s proposed fiduciary rule, if it is 
ever fully implemented, will actually 
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harm the very people that it is pur- 
ported to protect, middle- and low-in- 
come investors. 

Mr. Speaker, I came to Washington 
to fight against out-of-control, top- 
down government bureaucracies, and 
this DOL rule is their latest mad cre- 
ation. We should look for ways to in- 
crease access to affordable, trans- 
parent, and high-growth financial prod- 
ucts that meet the needs of all Ameri- 
cans, not limit them. 

According to a recent study by Oliver 
Wyman, an international management 
consulting firm, the proposed rule will 
increase costs for investors by an aver- 
age of 73 percent. This increase will 
harm the ability of millions of Ameri- 
cans to get professional financial ad- 
vice. 

This is particularly disturbing, con- 
sidering research shows that assistance 
from a financial professional consist- 
ently leads to better retirement plan- 
ning. For example, according to the 
same report: Advised individuals aged 
35 to 54 years making less than $100,000 
per year had 51 percent more assets 
than similar nonadvised investors. 

Nearly 60,000 of my constituents 
make a living supporting the financial 
services industry. How does this rule 
help them or the people they assist? I 
recently heard from a financial adviser 
in my district, Ken, from Blaine, Min- 
nesota, who told me that this DOL rule 
is a solution in search of a problem and 
that it will adversely affect his clients. 

Hardworking Minnesotans are grave- 
ly concerned that this rule will cause 
many financial advisers to severely 
limit the types of products that cus- 
tomers want, need, and desire or, even 
worse, it will force advisers out of the 
business. 

I thank our friend, Mrs. WAGNER, for 
her leadership on this issue. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to protect middle- and low-in- 
come investors by supporting the Re- 
tail Investor Protection Act. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. ALLEN). 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, it was 
mentioned earlier about a hearing that 
we sat through in the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce on this 
rule, which frankly I couldn’t believe. 

The American people want choice, 
not another top-down government rule 
where you take away their choice. 
That is why I rise today in support of 
H.R. 1090, the Retail Investor Protec- 
tion Act, to block the Department of 
Labor’s misguided fiduciary rule. 

All across Georgia’s 12th District 
people depend on their trusted finan- 
cial advisers to help manage their 
hard-earned savings and plan for future 
retirement. 

As drafted, the Department of La- 
bor’s 1,000-page rule is simply unwork- 
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able. Unaltered, this burdensome regu- 
lation would harm the very people it is 
designed to protect the most by sub- 
stantially limiting access and increas- 
ing costs of retirement planning. 

The Federal Government has no right 
to prevent low- and middle-income 
families and small businesses from ac- 
cessing affordable financial planning 
advice. 

I urge my colleagues to stand up to 
the Department of Labor by supporting 
H.R. 1090. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. KELLY). 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in strong support of 
H.R. 1090. I think that we don’t have to 
go back too far to look at what is hap- 
pening here right now. 

It is almost a message to the Amer- 
ican people: You poor, poor people. You 
can’t possibly understand how to han- 
dle your physical health decisions. The 
government is going to have to step in 
and tell you how to handle your finan- 
cial decisions because you just can’t do 
it on your own. 

So we attack those people who make 
a living of giving good advice to people 
who don’t have the ability to navigate 
a very difficult terrain when it comes 
to their retirement. 
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So who is always there to step in? 
That knight in shining armor, that 
parasitic leviathan that just can’t wait 
to gobble up every single asset that the 
American people have. 

We talk about fiduciary responsi- 
bility. I would say that also falls in the 
House. Really, if you are acting in the 
best interests of those folks who you 
represent or those people whose prob- 
lems you handle, you will probably get 
a chance to come back here. If you 
handle their retirement accounts the 
right way, they will probably keep you 
as their retirement adviser, and they 
will also refer you to other people who 
are having the same problem. 

Isn’t it amazing that it always comes 
down to the government because they 
know so much better than everyday 
Americans about the way things should 
be done. When we have to go after some 
group, what we do is we raise the bar so 
high, we put so much responsibility on 
them that at the end of the day, they 
say: You know what? I can’t pony up in 
this game anymore. I can’t ante up. I 
am going to get out of here. Then who 
is left? Oh, my goodness, thank God for 
this safety net of a Federal Govern- 
ment that has done such a marvelous 
job with Social Security, that does 
such a marvelous job of protecting ev- 
eryday Americans. 

This is not a Republican initiative, 
and thank God for the gentlewoman 
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from Missouri, the Show Me State, to 
show us what is happening here right 
now. The Department of Labor does 
not have to get involved in this. As has 
already been said, this is a solution 
hunting for a problem. 

Why don’t we just use good common 
sense? When it comes to lower income 
people and lower middle-income people, 
they look to those folks who do finan- 
cial advising to help them get through 
that night, that dark night and get 
ready for retirement. Why in the world 
would we turn our back on the people 
who generate all this revenue? 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I continue to reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further speakers, and I am pre- 
pared to close. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

I think it is important for me to cor- 
rect the RECORD about the U.K. invest- 
ment advice experience. In predicting 
the worst outcome from the Depart- 
ment of Labor’s rulemaking, my Re- 
publican colleagues frequently cite the 
United Kingdom. They argue small in- 
vestors will lose access to their invest- 
ment advice. 

Let me set the record straight. Ac- 
cording to outside consultants for the 
U.K. Financial Conduct Authority: 
Eliminating commissions has reduced 
investment bias and has contributed to 
an improvement in the quality of ad- 
vice. 

There is now more competitive pres- 
sure and lower product costs, and far 
from having an advice gap, there is ex- 
cess capacity of about 5,000 advisers in 
the U.K. market today according to an 
analysis by Towers Watson. There is no 
evidence that consumers have been 
forced to go without advice as a result 
of the regulation. 

I fear that we are comparing apples 
to oranges. That is because—unlike the 
U.K. regulation—the DOL proposal is a 
modest update that does not ban com- 
missions. Rather, the proposal seeks to 
simply ensure that persons providing 
retirement investment advice put the 
interests of their clients ahead of their 
own. 

This debate touches on a funda- 
mental disagreement we continue to 
have in our respective parties. On the 
one hand, Democrats are acting on the 
belief that government should be the 
guardian of the interests of the people. 
It is a belief grounded in a fundamental 
truth: that our economy thrives with a 
rapidly growing and diverse middle 
class. For the middle class to grow, the 
American public must have confidence 
in our markets and be protected from 
bad actors. 

On the other hand, Republicans con- 
tinue to act to protect the interests of 
a free market, driven by profit, even if 
it comes at the expense of the retire- 
ment savings of hardworking Ameri- 
cans. But we have seen the impact of 
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the Republican free market on our 
economy, most recently in 2008, when 
the big banks on Wall Street, left to 
their own devices, caused the worst 
economic collapse in a generation, one 
that destroyed nearly $16 trillion in 
household wealth and 9 million jobs, 
displaced 11 million Americans from 
their homes, and doubled the unem- 
ployment rate. 

And yet my colleagues insist on ad- 
vancing measures like H.R. 1090, which 
would encourage the continued exploi- 
tation of American workers and retir- 
ees on behalf of some financial advisers 
who put their own interests in profits 
first. 

The current rules governing the pro- 
vision of retirement investment advice 
allow conflicts that harm everyday 
Americans working hard to ensure that 
they can retire with dignity. Every mo- 
ment we delay in updating those rules, 
unscrupulous advisers benefit $1.4 bil- 
lion a month at the expense of those 
everyday Americans. 

With such large industry profits at 
stake, this issue will continue to be a 
prime target for the Republican major- 
ity. But I encourage my colleagues to 
resist those who are more interested in 
lining their pockets than protecting 
the interests of American retirees and 
workers. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
voting “no” on H.R. 1090. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Again, let me remind all that the ad- 
ministration that told the American 
people, “If you like your doctor, you 
can keep them’’ is now telling us, ‘‘If 
you like your financial adviser, you 
can keep them.” Not—not—in the face 
of the Department of Labor fiduciary 
rule. 

The ranking member just brought up 
the U.K. experience. Well, it is funny, 
we heard something completely dif- 
ferent from what she described in our 
hearing. What we heard was, ‘‘In the 
wake of the U.K. commission ban’’— 
which, Mr. Speaker, is similar to what 
the DOL fiduciary rule is—‘‘the largest 
banks have significantly raised the 
minimum account balances required 
before they will offer financial advice 
to investors.” 

The number of advisers serving retail 
accounts plunged by 23 percent. Tens of 
thousands are going without financial 
advice because their accounts aren’t 
large enough. What my friends on the 
other side of the aisle would do by 
backing this DOL rule is take it away. 
You don’t count. You are not rich 
enough to get any financial advice. 
You can’t grow your savings. 

How ironic, Mr. Speaker, that the 
very same Department of Labor has 
come out with a study saying that in- 
vestors who do not use investment ad- 
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vice are losing $114 billion a year. And 
yet what do my friends on the other 
side of the aisle do in cahoots with the 
Department of Labor? They take 
away—they take away—their profes- 
sional advice. 

Here is a radical idea—and I admit it 
is radical—it is called freedom. Why 
don’t we let the customer have the 
freedom of choice? My friends on the 
other side of the aisle use a red herring 
about disclosure and conflict of inter- 
est. 

There already are rules on the books. 
FINRA has disclosure rules, conflict of 
interest rules. We believe them. They 
ought to be enforced. If they are not 
obeyed, broker-dealers can have fines, 
they can lose their license. If they are 
fraudulent, the Department of Justice 
can criminally prosecute. That is a 
complete red herring. 

The issue here today is whether or 
not low- and moderate-income people 
can get access to financial advice 
under a commission-based model in 
order to grow their retirement ac- 
counts, so they can have the safety and 
security that so many Members of Con- 
gress already enjoy. Mr. Speaker, isn’t 
that what is fair? Isn’t that what is 
right? Why don’t we have disclosure, 
and then why don’t we let people 
choose? 

I just want to come here urging all 
Members to support H.R. 1090. I want 
to thank the gentlewoman from Mis- 
souri (Mrs. WAGNER). She has been at 
the forefront of this battle all over the 
Nation. She should be recognized as the 
hero she is in fighting for working 
Americans’ retirement security. 

I would urge that we all support this 
bill. It is so critical to the future re- 
tirement security of all those who 
struggle every day. 

We have got a case study right now 
in the U.K. We do not want to repeat 
this. Let’s protect them. Let’s enact 
H.R. 1090, the Retail Investor Protec- 
tion Act. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, today’s 
legislation is very similar to a bill introduced by 
Rep. WAGNER in the last Congress. | opposed 
that bill then, and for essentially the same rea- 
sons will oppose this bill now. 

As | indicated last year, | support consumer 
choice and believe there is room for a variety 
of different business models in the financial 
services marketplace. | also believe con- 
sumers have a right to full transparency re- 
garding compensation arrangements and to 
recommendations from financial services pro- 
fessionals that are based on the consumers’ 
best interests. 

In my judgment, the Department of Labor 
shares these convictions and has proposed a 
workable Fiduciary Rule that embodies both of 
these principles. Moreover, whenever our of- 
fice has raised specific issues that we be- 
lieved warranted further clarification or adjust- 
ment—from so-called level-to-level funding, to 
the appropriate distinction between education 
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and advice, to the role of annuities and other 
insurance products in Americans’ retirement 
security—we have found the Department both 
knowledgeable about, and responsive to, the 
concerns being raised. 

While | support the Securities and Exchange 
Commission promulgating its own Fiduciary 
Rule, | do not believe the Department of 
Labor—or the retirement security of millions of 
Americans—can or should wait on action by 
the SEC. Accordingly, | oppose this legislation. 

Ms. SINEMA. Mr. Speaker, on October 27, 
2015 the House of Representatives consid- 
ered H.R. 1090, the Retail Investor Protection 
Act. This legislation prohibits the Department 
of Labor (the Department) from issuing up- 
dated retirement investment advice rules until 
the Securities and Exchange Commission 
completes its rule governing standards of con- 
duct for brokers and dealers. 

In light of the ongoing rulemaking at the De- 
partment and the fact that this legislation does 
not address any of my concerns regarding the 
Department's proposed rule, | oppose this bill. 

While | oppose this bill, | remain concerned 
by the multiple unanswered questions related 
to the proposed rule and the potential impact 
the rule will have on the affordability and ac- 
cessibility of financial information for investors. 

For example, | am concerned that there 
may be practical problems for providers to im- 
plement the Best Interest Contract Exemption 
as proposed. The Department should imple- 
ment the exemption using a less prescriptive 
and more principles-based approach. 

| am also concerned by the potential impact 
the proposed rule would have on consumers’ 
access to important retirement education infor- 
mation. The Department should maintain flexi- 
bility for advisors to provide investment edu- 
cation, and take steps to clarify that the pro- 
posed rule does not disadvantage lifetime in- 
come options. 

Given the complexity of the proposed rule 
and the many outstanding questions regarding 
a final rule, the Department should consider 
options for convening a small working group of 
industry professionals and consumer advo- 
cates to aid with implementation, and provide 
a safe harbor for “good faith implementation.” 

In order to have a successfully implemented 
rule, it is vital that the proposal does not limit 
consumer choice and access to advice, dis- 
proportionately impact lower- or middle-income 
communities, or raise the costs of saving for 
retirement. 

| recently joined a number of my colleagues 
in sending a letter to the Department express- 
ing concerns with specific provisions of the 
proposed rule that may cause market disrup- 
tions and limit the ability of segments of the 
market to reasonably access advice. 

Unfortunately, H.R. 1090 is neither construc- 
tive nor relevant at this time, which is why | 
will vote against this bill. | will continue to work 
in a bipartisan way with my colleagues on the 
House Financial Services Committee and 
House Education and the Workforce Com- 
mittee to address the many concerns that re- 
main with this proposed rule. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, | will vote 
against H.R. 1090, which would gravely slow 
development of new rules designed to better 
protect individual investors. 

While | have been sympathetic to some in- 
dustry concerns—in particular expressing an 
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interest in further refinements with regard to 
exemptions relating to Best Interest Contracts, 
education, and lifetime income options—| have 
also made clear my strong support for rules 
barring the provision of advice subject to real 
or potential conflicts of interest. The Depart- 
ment of Labor has demonstrated an attempt to 
put forth a balanced rule that accommodates 
concerns from industry with protections for in- 
dividual investors. The bill | will vote against, 
however, would bury this effort behind years 
of tertiary regulatory and congressional action. 

It is clear that Americans badly need to 
save more for their retirement. As savings 
policies have evolved to place the decision- 
making burden on the individual, our rules 
must be updated to ensure that information is 
adequately shared and presented. Under the 
present system, estimates of value lost to 
these investors as a result of conflicted advice 
are unconscionably high. While the proposed 
federal rule is not perfect, it marks an impor- 
tant step forward and | look forward to working 
with the administration to continue to improve 
their effort. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate on the bill has expired. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. LYNCH 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Speaker, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amend section 2 to read as follows: 

SEC. 2. RULES DEFINING CERTAIN FIDUCIARIES. 

(a) RULEMAKING.—The Securities and Ex- 
change Commission shall issue a new or re- 
vised rule relating to standards of conduct 
for brokers and dealers pursuant to the sec- 
ond subsection (k) of section 15 of the Securi- 
ties Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 780) not 
later than the end of the 60-day period begin- 
ning on the date that the Secretary of Labor 
issued a final rule based on the ERISA fidu- 
ciary rule. 

(b) COORDINATION REQUIRED.—In issuing a 
rule described under subsection (a), the Se- 
curities and Exchange Commission shall co- 
ordinate with the Secretary of Labor. 

(c) ERISA FIDUCIARY RULE DEFINED.—For 
purposes of this section, the term “ERISA fi- 
duciary rule” means the proposed rule of the 
Department of Labor titled ‘‘Definition of 
the Term ‘Fiduciary’; Conflict of Interest 
Rule—Retirement Investment Advice; Pro- 
posed Rule”, published April 20, 2015. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 491, the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
LYNCH) and a Member opposed each 
will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of my amendment to H.R. 1090, 
the so-called Retail Investor Protec- 
tion Act. 

Mr. Speaker, if adopted, my amend- 
ment would allow the Department of 
Labor to complete and adopt a rule to 
require that investment advisers act 
solely in the best interest of the work- 
ers and retirees who rely upon them in 
making financial decisions regarding 
their retirement. 

I bet most Americans think that fi- 
nancial advisers are already required 
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to act in the retirees’ best interest. Un- 
fortunately, the bad news is that that 
is not the state of the law today. The 
good news, however, is that, hopefully, 
if we can defeat H.R. 1090—and the 
President has promised to veto this 
bill—that situation may be about to 
change. 

At the outset, it is important to re- 
member that this issue concerns the 
retirement security of all Americans. 
It is important that we get this right. 

Congress, in its wisdom—obviously, 
this was a previous Congress—gave the 
DOL exclusive jurisdiction regarding 
retirement plans under the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974. In doing so, Congress recognized 
that retirement is different. 

Previous Congresses realized the im- 
portance of protecting workers and re- 
tirees by imposing a higher standard of 
care and loyalty upon financial advis- 
ers who offer services and sell stocks or 
bonds or other assets to be included in 
retirement plans. Again, that is be- 
cause retirement is different. 

The basic idea of retirement plans 
works like this: if the average worker 
sets aside a small amount of wages reg- 
ularly over 30 or 35 years that they are 
in the workforce and that amount is 
invested prudently and allowed to 
grow, then through proper investment 
and the miracle of compound interest, 
that worker will likely have a sizable 
nest egg upon which they can rely in 
retirement. 

Investing for retirement is also dif- 
ferent in another context. It has grave 
consequences if it is done improperly 
or neglected. There is no second chance 
if you are at the end of your working 
life. You can’t go back. This is your 
nest egg. It is tough to go out and get 
another job when you are at the age of 
retirement. You are out of time. So 
workers have a lot at stake. 

There are huge risks for workers if 
their retirement contributions over 30 
years are not invested in a way that is 
in their best interest. They should be 
able to rely on the fact that their sac- 
rifice, that their savings have been in- 
vested in a way that is in their best in- 
terest, not in the best interest of the fi- 
nancial adviser or the investment com- 
pany. Again, however, that is not the 
case of the law today. 

Right now, most—but not all—finan- 
cial advisers are often paid extra 
money, extra fees, a higher commission 
to offer a retiree or a worker particular 
advice or a particular product that are 
in the financial adviser’s best interests 
because they carry higher fees or larg- 
er commissions, but those products and 
services may not be in the worker’s or 
retiree’s best interest. 

It is a basic law of economics. If fi- 
nancial advisers are paid more for rec- 
ommending a particular fund over an- 
other, they will recommend that fund 
that they get paid more to recommend, 
even though it may not be in the cli- 
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ent’s best interest. That presents a 
classic example of conflict of interest. 

Now, I support rulemaking for a fidu- 
ciary standard by the DOL, and I agree 
that the SEC should thereafter har- 
monize its rules. Investment advisers 
should be held to a standard of care 
and loyalty to workers and retirees 
which requires that the adviser must 
act solely in the best interest of the 
worker who is investing for their re- 
tirement. However, H.R. 1090, in its 
current form, would harm people sav- 
ing for retirement by blocking the 
DOL’s rule and allowing financial ad- 
visers to act in their own financial in- 
terest instead of their client’s best in- 
terests. 

In closing, I urge my colleagues to 
support this amendment. All invest- 
ment advisers must be held to an es- 
sential standard of care and loyalty 
when providing advice to their clients, 
particularly clients who are saving for 
retirement. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
claim the time in opposition. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Texas is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, this 
amendment essentially guts the Retail 
Investor Protection Act and puts the 
Department of Labor, once again, in 
the driver’s seat to deny potentially 
millions of our fellow countrymen, 
low- and moderate-income people, the 
right to have their own financial ad- 
viser, the right to have financial advice 
on a commission basis. 

In many respects, the gentleman’s 
amendment just gives us an oppor- 
tunity to vote on the same matter 
twice, so I am not sure exactly what is 
being attempted to be achieved with 
this. 
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Again, Mr. Speaker, it is competi- 
tion, it is innovation that has brought 
us something called the $7 trade. And 
my guess is, Warren Buffett doesn’t 
necessarily need a $7 trade, but there 
are a lot of good folks, small business 
people, factory workers in Mesquite, 
farmers out near Mineola, Texas, good 
folks in the Fifth Congressional Dis- 
trict, when they are planning for their 
retirement security, when they are try- 
ing to preserve their 401(k), their IRAs, 
they need that. 

Again, if we adopt the amendment of 
the gentleman from Massachusetts, we 
are right back to where we are—deny- 
ing the ability for low and moderate- 
income people to have a choice in how 
they receive their financial advice, 
even if they will receive it. That is un- 
acceptable, and I would urge a rejec- 
tion of this amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Speaker, may I in- 
quire how much time I have left? 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
JOLLY). The gentleman from Massachu- 
setts has 30 seconds remaining. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Speaker, the heart 
of this matter is that my amendment 
just changes the standard upon which 
that advice needs to be made. The ad- 
vice that we have in financial advisers 
giving to retirees and workers who des- 
perately need the opportunity to in- 
vest, you know, these IRAs and retire- 
ment vehicles are a blessing to us. All 
it does is require that that advice be 
given without any conflict, that it be 
given in the best interest of the retiree 
or the worker who is making that in- 
vestment. That is the only change here 
that is required. 

I think it is a good change. It is a 
necessary change. It is one for the 
American worker. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, how 
much time do I have remaining, please. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois). The gen- 
tleman from Texas has 3⁄2 minutes re- 
maining. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield as much time as she may con- 
sume to the gentlewoman from Mis- 
souri (Mrs. WAGNER), the author of 
H.R. 1090, the Retail Investor Protec- 
tion Act. 

Mrs. WAGNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman again for his support and 
all my colleagues who have come down 
here to the floor to speak on behalf of 
those low- and middle-income investors 
that need good, sound advice when it 
comes to their financial security and 
their retirement. 

We all agree that every American 
who is saving for the future deserves to 
have the very, very best advice based 
on the needs for their retirement in- 
vestments and savings for the future. 

With all due respect to the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts, what his 
amendment does is completely flip-flop 
the Retail Investor Protection Act. It 
says that the DOL should go ahead of 
the SEC. 

The Department of Labor is com- 
pletely out of its lane when it comes to 
this particular matter. It is the Secu- 
rity and Exchange Commission that is 
absolutely the expert when it comes to 
promulgating any kind of rule, regula- 
tion, or oversight in this area. 

We have laws and rules already on 
the books, through FINRA, through 
the SEC, to make sure that savers are 
getting the best advice they possibly 
can for the future. 

It is clear in Dodd-Frank—and I find 
it almost impossible to believe that the 
minority thinks that somehow that 
Section 913 of Dodd-Frank, which says 
specifically that the SEC should take 
care of this space, should be promul- 
gating rules and regulations and decid- 
ing how to go forward in this space, 
that somehow they now think that the 
Department of Labor should be allowed 


to promulgate, including addendums 
and exemptions, another thousand- 
page rule on the American people. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
are tired of this ‘‘Washington knows 
best, top-down government.” It is 
wrong. We have heard it from the 
chairman and others, whether it had to 
do with food, energy, or health care. 

I believe in freedom. I believe in the 
American people that they can choose 
their investment advice, their savings 
advice themselves, and they are enti- 
tled to that freedom and to their right. 

We do not need another government- 
promulgated, “Washington knows 
best”? rule from the Department of 
Labor that is going to put access peo- 
ple, choice people, and cost those low- 
and middle-income investors out of 
this entire savings retirement future. 

So I implore my colleagues to reject 
the amendment from my colleague, 
Congressman LYNCH, and to support 
the Retail Investor Protection Act, 
H.R. 1090. 

I thank the chairman for his time 
and effort and the entire committee 
and, again, all the colleagues, those 
who even wanted to come to the floor 
to speak on this issue because their 
constituents are so very concerned 
about their personal retirement sav- 
ings and freedom. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
would just urge all Members to vote for 
freedom, to vote for opportunity, to 
vote for empowerment of the farmers, 
the factory workers, the low- and mod- 
erate-income people, the single moms, 
all building a retirement security. 

Reject the amendment of the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts, and vote 
for H.R. 1090, the Retail Investor Pro- 
tection Act from the gentlewoman 
from Missouri (Mrs. WAGNER). 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the previous question 
is ordered on the bill, as amended, and 
on the amendment by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. LYNCH). 

The question is on the amendment by 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX, 
this 15-minute vote on adoption of the 
amendment will be followed by 5- 
minute votes on a motion to recommit, 
if ordered; passage of the bill, if or- 
dered; and passage of H.R. 597. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 184, nays 
246, not voting 4, as follows: 

[Roll No. 574] 


YEAS—184 
Adams Bass Becerra 
Aguilar Beatty Bera 
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Beyer 

Bishop (GA) 

Blumenauer 

Bonamici 

Boyle, Brendan 
F. 


Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 
F; 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 


Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Ashford 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 

Bos 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bra 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 


Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 


NAYS—246 


Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Cole 

Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donovan 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
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Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 
T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 


Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
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Herrera Beutler Meadows Scalise 
Hice, Jody B. Meehan Schweikert 
Hill Messer Scott, Austin 
Holding Mica Scott, David 
Hudson Miller (FL) Sensenbrenner 
Huelskamp Miller (MI) Sessions 
Huizenga (MI) Moolenaar Shimkus 
Hultgren Mooney (WV) Shuster 
o G Mae Simpson 
eS ee ao 
Jenkins (KS) Newhouse Smith (NE) 
Jenkins (WV) Noem Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Johnson (OH) Nugent À 
Johnson, Sam Nunes Stefanik 
Jolly Olson Stewart 
Jordan Palazzo Stivers 
Joyce Palmer Stutzman 
Katko Paulsen Thompson (PA) 
Kelly (MS) Pearce Thornberry 
Kelly (PA) Perry Tiberi 
King (IA) Pittenger Tipton 
King (NY) Pitts Trott 
Kinzinger (IL) Poe (TX) Turner 
Kline Poliquin Upton 
Knight Pompeo Valadao 
Labrador Posey Wagner 
LaHood Price, Tom Walberg 
LaMalfa Ratcliffe Walden 
Lamborn Reed Walker 
Lance Reichert Walorski 
ieee A aren Walters, Mimi 
oBiondo ibble Weber (TX 
Long k Rice (SC) eae TD 
Loudermilk Rigell Wenstru 
Love Roby W p 
esterman 
Lucas Roe (TN) Westmoreland 
Luetkemeyer Rogers (AL) ere 
Lummis Rogers (KY) Whitfield 
MacArthur Rohrabacher Williams 
Marchant Rokita Wilson (SC) 
Marino Rooney (FL) Wittman 
Massie Ros-Lehtinen Womack 
McCarthy Ross Woodall 
McCaul Rothfus Yoder 
McClintock Rouzer Yoho 
McHenry Royce Young (AK) 
McKinley Russell Young (IA) 
McMorris Ryan (WI) Young (IN) 
Rodgers Salmon Zeldin 
McSally Sanford Zinke 
NOT VOTING—4 
Comstock Sarbanes 
Roskam Takai 
1817 
Messrs. MEEHAN, GOHMERT, 


ROHRABACHER, and SAM JOHNSON 
of Texas changed their vote from “yea” 
to “nay.” 

Mr. MURPHY of Florida and Ms. 
BASS changed their vote from “nay” 
to “yea.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mrs. WAGNER. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 
5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 245, nays 
186, not voting 3, as follows: 


Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Ashford 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 

Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 

Bost 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Cole 

Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donovan 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 


Adams 
Aguilar 
Bass 

Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 

Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 


[Roll No. 575] 


YEAS—245 


Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Katko 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 


NAYS—186 


Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
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Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 

Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 

Rothfus 
Rouzer 

Royce 

Russell 

Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 

Tipton 

Trott 
Turner 

Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Yoho 

Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 

Zinke 


Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
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Castro (TX) Huffman Pelosi 

Chu, Judy Israel Perlmutter 

Cicilline Jackson Lee Peters 

Clark (MA) Jeffries Peterson 

Clarke (NY) Johnson (GA) Pingree 

Clay Johnson, E. B. Pocan 

Cleaver Jones Polis 

Clyburn Kaptur Price (NC) 

Cohen Keating Quigley 

Connolly Kelly (IL) Rangel 

Conyers Kennedy Rice (NY) 

Cooper Kildee Richmond 

Costa Kilmer 

Courtney Kind Roybal-Allard 
K r Ruiz 

Crowley Kirkpatrick 

Cummings Kuster Ruppersberger 

Davis (CA) Langevin Rush 

Davis, Danny Larsen (WA) Ryan (OH) s 

DeFazio Larson (CT) Sanchez, Linda 

DeGette Lawrence T. 

Delaney Lee Sanchez, Loretta 

DeLauro Levin Sarbanes 

DelBene Lewis Schakowsky 

DeSaulnier Lieu, Ted Schiff 

Deutch Lipinski Schrader 

Dingell Loebsack Scott (VA) 

Doggett Lofgren Serrano 

Doyle, Michael Lowenthal Sewell (AL) 

F. Lowey Sherman 
Duckworth Lujan Grisham Sinema 
Edwards (NM) Sires 
Ellison Luján, Ben Ray Slaughter 
Engel (NM) Smith (WA) 
Eshoo Lynch Speier 
aia enacts Swalwell (CA) 
Fattah Maloney, Sean ot scene (CA) 
Foster Marchant Thompson (MS) 
Frankel (FL) Matsui Titus 
Fudge McCollum 
Gabbard McDermott Tonko 
Gallego McGovern Torres 
Garamendi McNerney Tsongas 
Graham Meeks Van Hollen 
Grayson Meng Vargas 
Green, Al Moore Veasey 
Green, Gene Moulton Vela 
Grijalva Murphy (FL) Velazquez 
Gutiérrez Nadler Visclosky 
Hahn Napolitano Walz 
Hastings Neal Wasserman 
Heck (WA) Nolan Schultz 
Higgins Norcross Waters, Maxine 
Himes O’Rourke Watson Coleman 
Hinojosa Pallone Welch 
Honda Pascrell Wilson (FL) 
Hoyer Payne Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—3 
Roskam Takai Whitfield 
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So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 


the table. 


EXPORT-IMPORT BANK REFORM 
AND REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 


2015 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 


finished business is the vote on passage 
of the bill (H.R. 597) to reauthorize the 
Export-Import Bank of the United 
States, and for other purposes, on 
which the yeas and nays were ordered. 
The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 
This is a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 313, nays 
118, not voting 3, as follows: 
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Adams 
Aderholt 
Aguilar 
Amodei 
Ashford 
Barletta 
Barton 

Bass 

Beatty 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Bera 

Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 


Bon 
Bos 
Bou 
Boy: 

F 


amici 


stany 
e, Brendan 


Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 


Bri 


enstine 


Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 


Buc: 


nanan 


Bucshon 


Bus 


OSs 


Butterfield 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter (GA) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 


Chu 


, Judy 


Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 

Cole 


Coll 


ins (NY) 


Comstock 
Connolly 
Conyers 


Coo. 


K 


Cooper 


Cos 
Cos 


a 
ello (PA) 


Courtney 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 


Cue 


lar 


Cummings 


Cur 


elo (FL) 


Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 

Dent 


Des: 


aulnier 


Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 


Don 
Doy: 
F 


ovan 
le, Michael 


Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellmers (NC) 
Engel 

Eshoo 

Esty 

Farr 


[Roll No. 576] 
YEAS—313 


Fattah 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jolly 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Knight 
Kuster 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
MacArthur 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
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Maloney, Sean 
Marino 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
McSally 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Meng 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Moore 
Moulton 
Mullin 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Newhouse 
Nolan 
Norcross 
Nunes 
O’Rourke 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pitts 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (NY) 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Russell 
Ryan (OH) 
Salmon 
Sanchez, Linda 
T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stefanik 


Stivers Valadao Watson Coleman 
Swalwell (CA) Van Hollen Weber (TX) 
Takano Vargas Welch 
Thompson (CA) Veasey Wilson (FL) 
Thompson (MS) Vela Wilson (SC) 
Thompson (PA) Velazquez Womack 
aes Veclonky Woodall 
iberi agner 

Titus Walden ee 

: oder 
Tonko Walorski Young (AK) 
Torres Walters, Mimi Zeldin 
Trott Walz : 
Tsongas Wasserman Zinke 
Turner Schultz 
Upton Waters, Maxine 

NAYS—118 
Abraham Gowdy Noem 
Allen Graves (GA) Nugent 
Amash Grayson Olson 
Babin Guthrie Palmer 
Barr Harris Perry 
Bilirakis Heck (NV) Pittenger 
Bishop (MI) Hensarling Pompeo 
Bishop (UT) Hice, Jody B. Posey 
Black Hill Price, Tom 
Blackburn Holding Ra toli ffe 
Blum Hudson 
Brat Huelskamp Roe (TN) 
Buck Huizenga (MI) Rohrabacher 
Burgess Hurt (VA) Rokita 
Carter (TX) Jenkins (KS) Ross 
Chabot Johnson, Sam Rothfus 
Chaffetz Jones Rouzer 
Clawson (FL) Jordan Royce 
Coffman King (IA) Ryan (WI) 
Collins (GA) Labrador Scalise 
Conaway LaMalfa Schweikert 
Crawford Lamborn Scott, Austin 
Culberson Lance Sensenbrenner 
DeSantis Latta Smith (NE) 
D EAAS eee Smith (TX) 
uffy ove 
Duncan (SC) Lummis hahaa 
Duncan (TN) Marchant Tipton 
Emmer (MN) Massie Walber 
Farenthold McCarthy 8 
Fleischmann McCaul Walker 
Fleming McClintock Webster (FL) 
Flores McHenry Wenstrup 
Forbes McKinley Westerman 
Foxx Meadows Westmoreland 
Franks (AZ) Messer Williams 
Garrett Miller (FL) Wittman 
Gohmert Mooney (WV) Yoho 
Goodlatte Mulvaney Young (IA) 
Gosar Neugebauer Young (IN) 
NOT VOTING—3 

Roskam Takai Whitfield 

1832 


So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


— 


NATIONAL DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT 


(Mr. LAMALFA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, last 
week, President Obama vetoed the Na- 
tional Defense Authorization Act, 
which sets funding levels for our mili- 
tary operations. 

The bipartisan NDAA contains a 
number of positive components. The 
bill funds our troops’ pay increases, 
health care and retirement benefits. It 
funds the ongoing effort to defeat ISIS 
and our effort to Afghanistan. This 
measure blocks the President’s plan to 
close Guantanamo Bay, which would 
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move the terrorists here to U.S. pris- 
ons if it was shut down. And it con- 
tinues funding for the A-10, a very im- 
portant close air support aircraft so ef- 
fective that it is leading the fight 
against ISIS. 

This isn’t one of the controversial 
issues we debate here. It is about the 
basic responsibility of funding our 
military while our Armed Forces are 
engaged overseas. 

With ISIS, Syria, Iran, South China 
Sea, Ukraine, Afghanistan, and also 
our allies like Israel watching and won- 
dering what we are doing here, we need 
to do a lot better than that. We need to 
override the President’s veto. 


eS 


REAUTHORIZATION OF THE 
HIGHWAY TRUST FUND 


(Mr. AGUILAR asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. AGUILAR. Mr. Speaker, today, 
Congress was faced with a 22-day exten- 
sion for the reauthorization of the 
highway trust fund. We have been in 
this situation before, and every time 
Republican leadership has chosen to 
kick the can down the road. 

Mr. Speaker, it has to end here. This 
needs to be the last time. If Congress is 
going to take 22 days, then we need to 
use the time to come together and 
focus on a long-term solution, one that 
is measured in years, not months. 

Our roads, rails, and bridges are the 
foundation of our economy. They 
transport our goods, get working moms 
and dads to and from work, and they 
connect our towns and cities to States 
and to the global economy. 

We cannot afford to gamble with our 
transportation and infrastructure, 
which Inland Empire families in my 
area and millions throughout the coun- 
try rely on every day. 

If we are able to do this extension, 
then let’s stop governing by crisis. 
Short-term Band-Aid solutions prevent 
cities and towns from being able to 
plan and accommodate for future 
projects. 

Today, I ask my colleagues to come 
together and take these 22 days to put 
through a responsible, long-term solu- 
tion so Inland Empire families and 
throughout this Nation have safe and 
sustainable infrastructure to support 
their growing homes and businesses. 


—— 


DOMESTIC VIOLENCE AWARENESS 
MONTH 


(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, as a 
former judge and prosecutor, I saw the 
impact of domestic violence firsthand. 

As co-founders of the Victims’ Rights 
Caucus, with my friend JIM COSTA from 
California, we believe that it is impor- 
tant to recognize October as Domestic 
Violence Awareness Month. 


16604 


My grandmother used to always say, 
“You never hurt someone you claim 
you love.” Yet, in 2014 alone, 132 
women were killed in domestic vio- 
lence-related incidents in Texas. 

After a history of spousal abuse, 27- 
year-old Candace Williams Deckard of 
Houston, Texas, was murdered by her 
husband on July 17, 2014. She had three 
children. Her toddler was in the room 
when she was murdered. Another one of 
her children, a 7-year-old, ran down the 
street for help. All of these children 
will grow up without their mother. 

Domestic violence, Mr. Speaker, is 
not a family issue; it is a national 
health issue, and it is a criminal jus- 
tice issue. Domestic violence is a 
scourge on our national culture. We 
must not tolerate those who would de- 
stroy a family by abuse and murder. 
We must protect victims. 

After all, Mr. Speaker, you never 
hurt someone you claim you love. 

And that is just the way it is. 


ee 


RETAIL INVESTOR PROTECTION 
ACT 


(Mr. CURBELO of Florida asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. CURBELO of Florida. Mr. Speak- 
er, I rise today in support of H.R. 1090, 
the Retail Investor Protection Act, 
which just passed the House. 

This bill would delay the Labor De- 
partment’s regulation defining when an 
individual would be considered a fidu- 
ciary under the Employee Retirement 
Income Security Act, or ERISA. 

As a member of the House Education 
and the Workforce Committee, I have 
expressed serious concerns that the 
proposal to expand the definition of 
“fiduciary” will limit investor choice, 
prohibit access to investor guidance, 
and raise the costs of savings for re- 
tirement. 

In July, I signed a comment letter, 
led by Chairman KLINE and Chairman 
ROE, stressing that this proposal would 
cut off vital financial advice for many 
low- and middle-income families and 
small business owners. We also shared 
concerns that this regulation would 
conflict with Securities and Exchange 
Commission rulemakings authorized in 
Dodd-Frank. 

I want to thank my colleague, Mrs. 
WAGNER, for introducing this impor- 
tant legislation that will provide cer- 
tainty in ensuring that adequate finan- 
cial planning products are available for 
all my constituents in south Florida, 
and I stand ready to work with Chair- 
man KLINE to further address this issue 
at the Education and the Workforce 
Committee. 

a 
NATIONAL FARM TO SCHOOL 
MONTH 


(Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
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dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to recognize Na- 
tional Farm to School Month. 

During the month of October, thou- 
sands of local food producers in schools 
across the country have been working 
together to promote food and agri- 
culture education. 

Since Farm to School Month was es- 
tablished in 2010, the National Farm to 
School Network has worked to high- 
light the importance of teaching kids 
the benefits of healthy food choices and 
the advantages for our local economies 
when we buy them from local pro- 
ducers. 

The Farm to School Network pro- 
vides kids with hands-on nutrition edu- 
cation through projects like commu- 
nity gardens and farm field trips. 

Earlier this year, members of my 
staff worked at a community garden in 
Springfield, Illinois, sponsored by 
genHkids, a nonprofit organization 
that strives to educate children about 
the importance of healthy eating. 

I am a cosponsor of H.R. 1061, the 
Farm to School Act, which expands 
USDA grant funding to schools, agri- 
cultural producers, and nonprofits to 
improve access to local foods for pro- 
grams that serve our communities, 
such as the School Breakfast Program, 
the Summer Food Service Program, 
and the Child and Adult Care Food Pro- 
gram. 

Our local food producers play an inte- 
gral role in feeding central and south- 
ern Illinois families. In celebration of 
National Farm to School Month, thank 
you to all our farmers and schools that 
bring healthy, local foods to the table 
for our kids. 


EEE 
1845 


SPEAKER JOHN BOEHNER AND HIS 
SERVICE TO AMERICA 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HILL). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 6, 2015, the gen- 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) is rec- 
ognized for 60 minutes as the designee 
of the majority leader. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and to 
include extraneous material on the 
subject of this Special Order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I will be 
sharing the time this evening with the 
gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR), 
who will handle the Democratic Mem- 
bers who are interested in speaking, 
and I think there may be some lan- 
guage up there that the Chair may 
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want to read into the RECORD at the 
appropriate time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair understands that all time yielded 
to the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. 
KAPTUR) will be yielded through the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT). 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, in having 
represented a neighboring district to 
JOHN BOEHNER’s for 19 of the last 21 
years, I have come to know JOHN pret- 
ty well. I consider him not just a col- 
league and the leader of the House, but 
a friend. 

It is not just our time in Congress in 
representing neighboring districts that 
we share. We have had a lot in common 
throughout our lives, and we have 
often talked about those similarities. 

We have both lived in the Cincinnati 
area our entire lives. We were born and 
grew up in Reading, a small, blue-col- 
lar neighborhood just to the north of 
the city of Cincinnati, although my 
family moved to Cincinnati’s west side 
when I was 6 years old. 

We were both second-born children, 
although I am the second of 4 and JOHN 
is the second of 12 children. We were 
both raised—and still are—Catholic. So 
I know just how important having 
Pope Francis speak to a joint session of 
Congress was for Speaker JOHN BOEH- 
NER. 

We both played football in rival 
Catholic high schools in the GCL, the 
Greater Cincinnati League, which is an 
incredibly competitive league in a foot- 
ball-crazy State: Ohio. We both played 
defense. 

In fact, we both had ties to former 
head coaches at Notre Dame. JOHN 
played for Gerry Faust at Moeller High 
School, and I was recruited to William 
& Mary by Lou Holtz, both of whom, of 
course, became head coaches at Notre 
Dame. 

We both worked to put ourselves 
through school as janitors. Later we 
both ran small businesses, JOHN with a 
packaging and plastics business and I 
with a very small law practice. 

We both served in local politics in 
the Cincinnati area in the 1980s before 
being elected to Congress. So in many 
ways I understand the challenges that 
JOHN has overcome, probably, more 
than most. 

Make no mistake. JOHN BOEHNER’S 
story is incredible. It is the American 
Dream personified. 

A couple of my colleagues, I know, 
would like to speak here this evening. 
So, first, I yield to the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. GIBBS). 

Mr. GIBBS. I thank the gentleman 
from southern Ohio. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a privilege to speak 
today to recognize outgoing Speaker 
BOEHNER, whom I got to know a little 
bit better in 2010, when I ran for Con- 
gress. So many of us are here today 
serving and had difficult races that 
year, and the Speaker’s commitment 
to us was a big morale boost in that 
long campaign. 
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I remember the last days of the 2010 
election when we had two standing 
room only rallies in Zanesville and 
Chillicothe, Ohio. On the eve of those 
historic victories, I was proud to stand 
with Speaker BOEHNER and lay out the 
vision for the Republican House. 

Mr. Speaker, I have a picture of the 
Zanesville rally hanging on the wall in 
my home. As you begin your retire- 
ment, I hope that you will continue to 
look back on those chilly October ral- 
lies in 2010 as fondly as I do. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for the 
years of service to the people of west- 
ern Ohio and the country and your con- 
fidence in me and in so many other 
candidates in 2010. I congratulate you 
on your retirement, and I wish you and 
your family nothing but the best. 

Godspeed. 

Mr. CHABOT. I thank the gentleman 
for his very kind remarks. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle- 
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR). I 
might note that she is the most senior 
now of the 16 Members from Ohio and 
is the longest serving woman in the en- 
tire House of Representatives. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I thank the gentleman 
from Cincinnati, Congressman CHABOT, 
for organizing this important hour of 
recognition, and I thank all of my col- 
leagues on both sides of the aisle who 
have taken the time to be here to 
thank Speaker JOHN BOEHNER for his 
service to America. 

Mr. Speaker, JOHN has served the 
people of Ohio ably for well more than 
two decades, having begun his career in 
the Ohio legislature, but he has served 
here in the Congress now for more than 
two decades. 

If we think about that period of time, 
we think about the various situations 
that he has faced as a Member and then 
later as Speaker, certainly, in the late 
1990s, being part of a broad coalition to 
balance the budget when President 
Clinton was President. Literally, we 
were able to balance the budget by the 
end of the 1990s and begin paying back 
America’s long-term debt. 

That all changed with the dawn of 
war in the 21st century, with the 9/11 
attack on our country, subsequent 
military conflicts, and then the 2008- 
2009 economic crash, which we are still 
digging our way out of. We look at the 
more recent, sad invasion by Russia of 
Ukraine and at the ensuing conflict in 
the Middle East that has now spilled 
over into Syria. 

I would say that this period of Speak- 
er BOEHNER’S service, both as Speaker 
and then prior, as a Member, has been 
avery difficult time for America. 

If I think about some of my favorite 
memories of the Speaker, certainly it 
would be one of our most recent experi- 
ences as a Congress, with Pope Francis 
coming here and the Speaker’s hand- 
kerchief being very wet during that pe- 
riod, but I know of his utter joy at hav- 
ing worked so hard to invite the Pope 
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here to address us. For the first time in 
American history, a Pope addressed the 
Congress as the head of state. 

Another memory I have of the Speak- 
er—and, I think, Congressman CHABOT 
shared—was with Ohio State and the 
victors over here in the Speaker’s 
Lobby. Over in the Rayburn Room, all 
of us were posing, Republican and Dem- 
ocrat alike. We were very proud of our 
Ohio Buckeyes. Some of our col- 
leagues, like Congressman JOYCE, was 
handing out Buckeyes to every Mem- 
ber, which his wife made. There were 
moments of joy as well. 

There were the Speaker’s many ac- 
complishments, such as the Speaker re- 
quiring bills to be posted 3 days online 
before we voted on them. He had many 
accomplishments and built a legacy in 
his own right, as a reasonable voice for 
his party, despite presiding over a frac- 
tious membership that has become 
more fractious with the ensuing years. 
He consistently worked to find a way 
forward during a period as contentious 
as any, that I recall, in the history of 
this Congress, even when compromise 
seemed out of reach. 

I would have to say, without ques- 
tion, Speaker BOEHNER’s departure is a 
huge loss to our Buckeye State. The 
House is a place where seniority and 
the ability to balance competing and 
sometimes intractable demands mat- 
ter, and we as Ohioans are very, very 
grateful for his service. 

As the most senior member of Ohio’s 
Buckeye delegation, I thank the 
Speaker for his dutiful and patriotic 
service to the people of the United 
States and to this House for 25 years. 
His respectful and moderating pres- 
ence—often with a smile—in this House 
will be missed. 

May he and his family enjoy the 
years ahead as he returns home to Ohio 
and, I think, to some other locations to 
get some deserved R&R after the very 
difficult period during which he has 
served. 

We have several speakers on this 
side, Congressman CHABOT, and we 
await your yielding us time in order to 
recognize them in due order. I thank 
you so much. 

Mr. CHABOT. I thank the gentle- 
woman for her kind words. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. RENACCI), whom I hap- 
pened to defeat in the Ohio delegation 
fantasy football league this past week- 
end. 

Mr. RENACCI. I thank the gen- 
tleman. I did not know we were going 
to talk about that tonight. 

Mr. Speaker, tonight I join my col- 
leagues in voicing my appreciation for 
the years of dedicated service of our 
Speaker, JOHN BOEHNER. 

Speaker BOEHNER has been a strong 
leader through some very difficult and 
unique times. He has faced many chal- 
lenging situations and decisions, but he 
has also celebrated many great accom- 
plishments. 
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He arranged for Congress to hear 
from great foreign leaders during piv- 
otal times in our Nation, such as 
Israel’s Prime Minister and the 
Ukranian President. Most recently, he 
orchestrated the historic visit of the 
head of the Roman Catholic Church, 
Pope Francis, to address a joint session 
of Congress. 

He has been a leader on improving 
our education system and the lives of 
all children. It has been an honor and a 
privilege to serve alongside him in this 
Chamber and with the Ohio delegation. 

Mr. Speaker, one fun fact about 
Speaker BOEHNER and I: We both love 
to play golf, and I have played a lot of 
courses with him, but never in the 
same foursome. 

So, Speaker BOEHNER, I look forward 
to one day joining you for a friendly 
round of 18. 

Again, I want to thank Speaker 
BOEHNER and his family for their years 
of service and dedication to our coun- 
try. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Chicago, Illinois 
(Mr. LIPINSKI). 

Mr. LIPINSKI. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to commend the 
public service commitment and dedica- 
tion of Speaker JOHN BOEHNER. 

The Speaker has much to be proud of, 
and we all should be thankful for his 
service to his constituents, to the 
House, and to our Nation. 

While we all can find issues on which 
we didn’t agree with him, I appreciate 
that Speaker BOEHNER did his utmost 
best to keep the House functioning in a 
vital branch of government—yes, in 
some very, very difficult times—but I 
think history will really show that 
JOHN BOEHNER did a fantastic job in 
getting us through these times. 

Speaker BOEHNER, we all know, has a 
big heart. I guess it is not dem- 
onstrated in his profane way that he 
likes to address his friends, but it is 
demonstrated well by all of the time 
and effort he has put into a scholarship 
program for disadvantaged children in 
Washington, D.C., to go to Catholic 
schools. He knew the advantages that 
he had in going to Catholic school, and 
he wanted to give those advantages to 
others. I think that really says much 
more about JOHN BOEHNER than any- 
thing else, probably, that he has done. 

So thank you, Speaker BOEHNER, for 
your service and the sacrifices you, 
your wife Debbie, and your entire fam- 
ily have made. 

I would also like to acknowledge the 
Speaker’s staff, who are a great reflec- 
tion of the Speaker. I especially want 
to acknowledge his Chief of Staff, Mike 
Sommers; his floor leader, Jo-Marie St. 
Martin; his former Chief of Staff, Barry 
Jackson; Katherine Haley; Maria 
Lohmeyer; Tommy Andrews; and so 
many others who really helped this 
place to run. 
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Thank you for all of your service, 
and I wish all of you the very best. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. LATTA). 

Mr. LATTA. Thank you very much. I 
appreciate Chairman CHABOT for yield- 
ing and for the Special Order tonight 
to honor Speaker BOEHNER. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a time of reflec- 
tion when you kind of remember some 
of the first times you actually meet 
people and have met people, and this is 
one of the things I remember about 
JOHN BOEHNER. 

I was in the Ohio General Assembly. 
What a couple of our colleagues and 
some of my fellow Members here to- 
night will remember very well are Sen- 
ators White and Nein. 

We were walking across the street in 
front of the State House in Columbus, 
and I said, ‘‘Hey, why don’t you come 
over with us. We are going to have a 
meeting with JOHN BOEHNER, who is in 
the U.S. House, and talk about some of 
the things that he is doing on edu- 
cation.” 

That is the first time I met the 
Speaker, and I can still remember how 
impassioned he was at that time when 
you were talking about education and 
about the youth of America. 

The next time I really got to know 
the Speaker was during my special 
election back in 2007. After it was all 
over, I can still remember that my wife 
and I got a call from the Clerk’s Office 
here. It was around 11 p.m. on election 
night. 

They said, “We need to know when 
you are going to come down and get 
sworn in.” 

I said, “I need to talk to my wife 
about that.” I said, “Don’t we need to 
worry about the Secretary of State?” 

“Oh, no. We see that as no problem at 
all.” 

So we started talking about it be- 
cause we wanted to make sure our 
daughters were here to see me get 
sworn in. We had this all planned out 
that we would come down the following 
Monday. 

I was pulling into the State House’s 
parking garage the very next morning, 
at about 9 a.m., because I was still a 
member of the State General Assembly 
and had to vote that day. Just as I am 
pulling in, my phone rings. 

I say, “Hello,” and it is JOHN BOEH- 
NER. 

He asked, “LATTA, when are you 
coming down here?’’ 

I said, ‘“You know, it is funny. I just 
got off the phone. I was talking with 
my wife about that.” I said, “I think 
we can get there on Monday.” 

He said, “You will be here tomor- 
row.” 

And I said, “Leader, we will see you 
tomorrow.” 

But he has always been very, very ac- 
cessible. The Members here in the 
House have always been very appre- 
ciative of that. There has never been a 
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time that I have been denied an oppor- 
tunity to sit down with him in his of- 
fice to go over the issues that are im- 
portant to me and to the people of my 
district. 
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It is also important that, as the 
chairman said a little earlier about 
being from the same area, well, the 
Speaker and I share a county in north- 
west Ohio, which is Mercer County. 
The people there speak so highly of 
him. 

So with all these years that have 
gone by, I just want to wish the Speak- 
er, Debbie, and his whole family all the 
best and a great retirement. 

Mr. CHABOT. I thank the gentleman 
for his kind words for the Speaker. 

I yield to the gentlewoman from Ohio 
(Ms. KAPTUR). 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman very much. 

I would just like to say that one of 
the features I like best about JOHN 
BOEHNER is that he wanted to be 
Speaker of the House. He didn’t want 
to be President. He didn’t want to head 
over to the other body. He didn’t want 
a Supreme Court nomination. 

He really loved this House, and that 
matters. That matters to all of us who 
continue to serve, and that matters to 
the historical record. 

We appreciate all of the substance 
that he has given. Whether you agreed 
with him on issues or not, he definitely 
was a man of the House. 

Mr. CHABOT. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from northeastern Ohio 
(MARCIA FUDGE), representing Cleve- 
land down to Akron. 

Ms. FUDGE. Mr. Speaker, I am proud 
to stand with the Ohio delegation this 
evening to thank you, Mr. Speaker, for 
your 24 years in the U.S. House of Rep- 
resentatives and for your lifetime of 
public service. You have served this 
Nation and the people of Ohio with dis- 
tinction. 

For 24 years, you have honored and 
respected this institution. You have 
worked arduously to get things done. 
As Speaker, you have been a leader 
willing to listen to all sides and ad- 
dress the complex issues of our time. 
We applaud your commitment and 
dedication to the House and will be for- 
ever grateful for your statesmanship 
and courtesy. 

While we may not have always 
agreed, your door was always open. I 
could always come to you and discuss 
problems and issues. I respect your 
opinion and consider you a friend. 

I speak for everyone when I say you 
will be missed in this House. You are a 
gentleman and a scholar, and it has 
been a pleasure and a privilege to have 
served with you. I wish you well in 
your retirement. 

Mr. CHABOT. I thank the gentle- 
woman for her kind words. 

I mentioned before in my opening 
statement that there are a number of 
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rival GCL, Greater Cincinnati League, 
high schools. They are rivals in all 
sports, in academics and everything 
really, but especially in football. 

As I mentioned, Speaker BOEHNER 
went to Moeller, one of those GCL 
schools. I went to LaSalle. Elder is an- 
other school. The fourth school, not 
necessarily in order because they beat 
LaSalle this year and for the last 5 
years, is St. Xavier High School. 

The next gentleman who will be shar- 
ing in this tribute to our Speaker is a 
graduate of St. Xavier High School, 
and that is BRAD WENSTRUP. 

I yield to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. WENSTRUP). 

Mr. WENSTRUP. Well, I thank you, 
Mr. Chairman, for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I am here to recognize 
the gentleman from Reading, Ohio. It 
is a town in my district full of hard- 
working people and committed fami- 
lies. 

Now, this man from Reading grew up 
in a big and very faithful family. He 
learned the value of hard work sweep- 
ing the floors of his father’s bar and 
worked his way through Xavier Univer- 
sity in Cincinnati. 

When he came to Washington, he was 
a reformer from day one. The last man 
standing from the Gang of Seven, he 
worked to clean up corruption from the 
House bank in the 1990s to banning ear- 
marks today. 

For the first time in half a century, 
the House of Representatives decreased 
discretionary spending for 2 years in a 
row. 

Mr. Speaker, with all of your service 
in mind, I am reminded of a Teddy 
Roosevelt quote. It says: “It is not the 
critic who counts; not the man who 
points out how the strong man stum- 
bles, or where the doer of deeds could 
have done better. The credit belongs to 
the man who is actually in the arena.”’ 
And that is you. 

JOHN BOEHNER attended Moeller High 
School, as Representative CHABOT men- 
tioned, a school in Cincinnati that I am 
proud to say is a rival to my high 
school, St. Xavier. We beat Moeller 
this year, and, Mr. CHABOT, we beat La- 
Salle this year. 

You know, through that Catholic 
schooling, JOHN BOEHNER committed 
himself to thousands of children that 
seek a real education and values in 
their lives. His support for educational 
choice has opened pathways of oppor- 
tunity for thousands of children locked 
in poverty, fighting to give all students 
a chance to choose their own future. 

For over a decade, JOHN BOEHNER has 
held fundraisers for scholarships for 
D.C. children seeking a chance in life 
through education at D.C. Catholic 
schools that otherwise they could not 
get. 

I hope that these acts of kindness 
will be permanently engraved in the 
legacy of Speaker JOHN BOEHNER. 

So thank you, Mr. Speaker, not only 
on behalf of the largest Republican ma- 
jority since 1928, but on behalf of my 
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family and for your and Debbie’s per- 
sonal kindness and guidance to us. 

Good luck, Mr. Speaker. Thank you. 

Mr. CHABOT. I thank the gentleman 
for his very kind words. 

I yield to the esteemed gentleman 
from New York City (Mr. RANGEL). 

Mr. RANGEL. Well, I am not only 
going to miss Speaker JOHN BOEHNER, 
but I am going to miss when I leave 
next year the Congress that JOHN 
BOEHNER and I have loved so much. 

If Republicans think that they had a 
problem with JOHN BOEHNER, they 
should have known Jack Kemp because 
it was Jack Kemp who introduced me 
to JOHN BOEHNER. And at that time, we 
acknowledged that there were Demo- 
crats and Republicans, but the whole 
idea that you could be vindictive 
enough to attempt to destroy someone 
politically or not work together as 
JOHN did with George Miller in bring- 
ing Leave No Child Behind—the work 
that I have done on Ways and Means 
with trade and was so open in dealing 
with JOHN, who represented, not an ide- 
ology, but represented what he thought 
was best for the country. 

To me, JOHN BOEHNER was, as so 
many people have said, just a regular 
guy, the first one in his family, like so 
many of us, that went to college. He 
entered public service and through a 
variety of things became the Speaker 
of the House, which has to be just one 
of the greatest sense of pride that any 
American could ever have. 

The whole idea that there were peo- 
ple in this partisan time that would be- 
lieve that they would want him to 
leave even more than Democrats would 
want him to leave is something that 
would have to be explained by history. 

Of course, things are strange today. 
There is a Black doctor brain surgeon 
who is now leading for President for 
the Republican Party. And Donald 
Trump, a favorite with Saturday Night 
Livers, is right behind him for Presi- 
dent. There is a big battle as to who 
will replace JOHN. 

These are things that are just so un- 
usual so that, while I miss JOHN, I am 
just missing the days when we used to 
come to this floor in this Congress to 
decide how many votes do we need to 
get something passed. We hoped that 
we would be in the majority, but the 
most exciting thing would be being 
able to work with the other side and 
being able to sit with the President or 
stand with the President and to truly 
feel that you were not a Democrat or 
Republican, but you got legislation 
passed. 

We never called it compromise. I 
guess we called it just working to- 
gether and enjoying working together, 
and that is gone. I don’t know whether 
it will come back. 

It would seem to me that JOHN is al- 
ways going to be remembered as some- 
body that cared more about his coun- 
try, his family, and this Congress than 
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he did about being Speaker. And that is 
the way I want to remember him. 

Thank you, Congressman CHABOT and 
Congresswoman KAPTUR, for giving me 
this opportunity. 

Mr. CHABOT. I appreciate the gentle- 
man’s words. He has been around here 
a long time. He is a very distinguished 
gentleman, a Korean war veteran, and 
we respect you greatly. 

I yield to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. TIBERI). 

Mr. TIBERI. Mr. Speaker, what a 
journey. What a journey. It is a jour- 
ney that I got to join after I was elect- 
ed to the House in November of 2000. 

My first real interaction with you, 
Mr. Speaker, you might remember, you 
were the incoming chairman of the 
Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. 

As freshmen, we were putting to- 
gether our requests to decide what our 
top committee assignments would be. 
Education and the Workforce wasn’t 
one of mine, but apparently it is one of 
yours, not just for you as chairman but 
for me as freshman because you came 
by and you saw my list and said, “I 
don’t know why you are doing that. 
You are going to be on the Education 
and the Workforce Committee.” I said, 
“No, I am not.” Yes, I was and, yes, I 
did. And it was an unbelievable experi- 
ence. It was one which I did not expect. 
And as Chairman RANGEL said, it was 
one that made history with George 
Miller and the late Senator Ted Ken- 
nedy and President George W. Bush. It 
wouldn’t have happened without the 
leadership of then-Chairman BOEHNER. 

Boy, could he run a committee. It 
was really his forte, and most Ameri- 
cans don’t even know what a great 
committee chairman he was. He was a 
committee chairman’s chairman, quite 
frankly. 

He, as leader, as Speaker, will go 
down in history as one who cherished 
that process. That process was not al- 
ways what he liked or what he wanted, 
but he sure understood it, he sure re- 
spected it, and he sure loved it. As Mr. 
RANGEL knows, he was sure good at it 
in a bipartisan way. 

In early 2006, we had an opening for 
majority leader. I harken back to a 
dinner that I was able to attend back 
in 2002 when I heard then-Chairman 
BOEHNER say, “You know, some day I 
would like to be back in leadership.” 

I looked at him like he was crazy. 
You are kidding me? How could he do 
that? 

Do you know what he did? He just 
worked hard. He did the right things. 
He played the long game. He helped 
people. When the opening that nobody 
saw came in 2006, he won an upset race 
on the second ballot to become our ma- 
jority leader. 

The die was already cast, and we lost 
that election in November of 2006. The 
Democrats took the majority, and 
JOHN was our minority leader. He 
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worked hard. Many thought that we 
would never see that majority again. 

On November, the day before the 
election in 2010, I had lunch with then- 
Leader BOEHNER, and he said: ‘‘We are 
going to take the majority back, and it 
is going to happen tomorrow.” 

Ladies and gentlemen, history all 
changed when Pope Francis came. It 
changed because Pope Francis was 
here, but it changed the history of 
JOHN BOEHNER’s speakership. I am con- 
fident history will show that JOHN 
BOEHNER was one of the best Speakers 
in the history of our country. 

Mr. Speaker, Godspeed. We will miss 
you. 

Mr. CHABOT. I thank the gentleman 
very much. Very inspiring. 

I yield to the gentlewoman from Ohio 
(Ms. KAPTUR). 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, next will 
be Congresswoman JOYCE BEATTY, who 
had served as the minority leader of 
the Ohio Senate prior to arriving here 
has just arrived with such capacity, 
and I know she has served with JOHN 
BOEHNER and knows him very well. 

Thank you for being here 
evening, Congresswoman BEATTY. 

Mr. CHABOT. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from Ohio (Mrs. BEATTY). 

Mrs. BEATTY. Thank you to my 
friend, Congresswoman MARCY KAPTUR, 
and Congressman CHABOT for managing 
tonight’s Special Order. 

I am proud to join my colleagues as 
we salute Speaker JOHN ANDREW BOEH- 
NER for his almost 25 years of service 
and being elected this January to his 
third term as Speaker of the House. 

Tonight my remarks are personal. I 
have had the pleasure of knowing JOHN 
BOEHNER for more than three decades. 
Although at different times we both 
served in the Ohio House of Represent- 
atives, he and my spouse, Otto, served 
and worked on many things together. 
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When I came to Congress, he invited 
me into his office for a cup of coffee. It 
is not bad to have the Speaker, the 
third most powerful person in the 
country, call you by your first name 
and, when we are back home, to say to 
others in my district that I am his 
friend. 

As a freshman, I learned, as most of 
you know, that seniority is very impor- 
tant in this House. Well, I said, I was a 
freshman, so that equals no seniority. 
Nelson Mandela died, and I learned 
that there was going to be an oppor- 
tunity for Members to go to South Af- 
rica to Nelson Mandela’s funeral. Wow. 
Yes, I wanted to go. 

All my colleagues said: There is one 
problem, Congresswoman BEATTY, and 
that word again appeared—seniority. I 
will always be so grateful for Speaker 
BOEHNER approving the recommenda- 
tion from Leader PELOSI. Yes, I went to 
Nelson Mandela’s funeral. 

Tonight I am proud to join my col- 
leagues in saying that Speaker BOEH- 
NER served as a great statesman for 
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Ohio and the Nation. The great State 
of Ohio has benefited greatly through 
his leadership. 

While there are things, certainly, 
that we have not agreed on, we have al- 
ways managed to not be disagreeable in 
a way that was negative for Ohio or the 
Nation. But there were some things 
that we did agree on. 

There is one quote that was a very 
proud moment for me, as a Member of 
this United States Congress, when 
Speaker BOEHNER said: “It was begin- 
ning to become a political football, and 
I just thought it was time to stop. 
Let’s have a discussion with respon- 
sible Members of Congress to try to 
bring some resolution to this.” 

But in his own view, Mr. Speaker, 
there should be no debate because, he 
said: “In my view, the issue is settled. 
The flag should be gone.” And, Mr. 
Speaker, that flag was the Confederate 
flag. So I say thank you, Mr. BOEHNER, 
for that. 

Thank you, Congresswoman KAPTUR, 
for a recent article that I read that you 
wrote about Speaker BOEHNER. I think 
you said it all when you talked about 
his life here in Congress, and you said 
we all have benefited in our State from 
the great work that he has done. I 
agree with you. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for always 
taking my calls. Thank you for always 
having an open door. I leave you with 
these words, the words of Nelson 
Mandela: “It always seems impossible 
until it is done.”’ 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Job well 
done. 

Mr. CHABOT. Reclaiming my time, 
the gentlewoman referred to having 
been given the opportunity to attend 
the funeral of the great Nelson 
Mandela. The Speaker actually made it 
possible for me to also go on a bipar- 
tisan delegation to the funeral of Pope 
John Paul II, and it was one of those 
experiences that is kind of a once-in-a- 
lifetime thing. It was a sad occasion, 
but nonetheless one that was very in- 
spirational for me and a lot of other 
Members who went as well. 

I now yield to the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. STIVERS). 

Mr. STIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Chairman CHABOT for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, today I rise to honor a 
fellow Ohioan who has done so much 
for our country. I didn’t really know 
JOHN BOEHNER when Congresswoman 
Deborah Pryce, my predecessor once 
removed, decided to retire. He started 
calling me, and I got to know him a lit- 
tle better. He convinced me to run for 
Congress to make America better and 
make America stronger. 

The other thing I will always remem- 
ber is he was very honest during that 
recruiting process. I remember talking 
to him about, ‘‘Gee, I would like to get 
on the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce.” He took a big drag of his ciga- 
rette, and he said, “Not gonna hap- 
pen.” 
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He never misled me. He never said 
anything that he didn’t back up. I will 
always respect that about him and the 
way he has acted his entire time for 25 
years in this House. I know he will be 
happy to spend more time with the 
things and people that are important 
to him. He is going to spend more time 
with his wife, Debbie, his children, his 
brandnew grandson, and of course he 
will spend more time with his golf 
clubs and probably a bottle of wine. 

I think it goes without saying that 
we will miss JOHN BOEHNER more than 
he will miss us. He has always been the 
responsible adult in the room. He has 
always done what is right for America, 
regardless of the personal cost. He has 
a lasting legacy in this institution, 
from simple traditions like the Boeh- 
ner birthday song that we will sing in 
this institution for a very long time to 
policy matters, like looking after at- 
risk kids, both here in Washington and 
all around this country, enacting 
meaningful entitlement reform, and 
banning earmarks. 

He also had political accomplish- 
ments: winning back a Republican ma- 
jority in the House and growing that 
majority. His legacy will be lasting in- 
deed. I am a better Representative for 
having worked with JOHN BOEHNER. 

They say Washington changes you, 
but after 25 years in Washington, D.C., 
JOHN BOEHNER has never forgotten 
where he came from. His roots are that 
big, Catholic family, running a local 
bar in a blue collar part of Cincinnati. 
That background grounded him and 
gave him the right perspective on both 
life and public service. Losing JOHN 
BOEHNER is bad for Ohio, and I believe 
it is bad for America, but it is probably 
good for JOHN BOEHNER. 

Speaker BOEHNER, on behalf of my 
constituents, let me say thank you for 
your selfless service to this country, 
and good luck in the future. Please 
don’t be a stranger. 

Mr. CHABOT. I thank the gentleman. 
Does the gentlewoman from Ohio have 
any further speakers? 

Ms. KAPTUR. Congressman CHABOT, 
I have no further speakers, but I would 
just like to add this if I might. 

Mr. CHABOT. Absolutely. 

Ms. KAPTUR. That is, the cir- 
cumstances that have led to Speaker 
BOEHNER’s decision to depart this 
Chamber trouble me a great deal. His- 
tory will report on everything that 
happened that has led to this point, but 
how sad is it that someone with that 
experience from our part of the coun- 
try—the Great Lakes region doesn’t 
have all that much here in terms of 
leadership positions—would do this for 
what he views as the good of the coun- 
try because certain individuals seem 
not to be able to work as a team. If we 
can’t work as a team, team America, 
then I think that really harms our en- 
tire Republic. 

Speaking as the dean of our delega- 
tion, Ohio will lose a great deal by the 
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Speaker’s departure. Many times I 
have said in my career: How is it that 
the State that produced John Glenn 
and Neil Armstrong to both orbit the 
globe and land on the Moon, why do we 
have the smallest NASA center in the 
country? 

There are real regional pulls inside 
this institution, and JOHN BOEHNER put 
his sword in the ground for our Great 
Lakes region. I worry a lot about what 
this means for us as other parts of the 
country weigh in more heavily. 

As an Ohioan, understanding that 
there are so many things we don’t have 
from this Federal Government, we 
don’t have a major research center 
from the national energy labs; other 
than Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, 
we really don’t have bases, as other 
parts of the country do, to the same ex- 
tent, when you look at the Federal es- 
tablishment in Ohio; if you look at the 
National Park Service and what it does 
west of the Mississippi versus what it 
does east of the Mississippi. We actu- 
ally had a voice for our part of the 
country, so I take his leaving very per- 
sonally in terms of what it means to us 
as a State. 

I want to thank him for allowing the 
Ukraine Freedom Support Act to move 
to the floor late last year. It was one of 
the last agenda items of that session of 
Congress. I know, without his interven- 
tion, we wouldn’t be where we are 
today in terms of trying to be relevant 
at liberty’s edge. 

I thank him for his service. As third 
in line to the Presidency of this coun- 
try, most Americans will never know 
some of the burden that he bore, with 
knowledge that most of the rest of this 
Chamber does not have, but for certain 
he did, and he held that close to him- 
self. 

I thank him for all those quiet mo- 
ments when perhaps the burden seemed 
almost overwhelming. I thank him for 
his service. I assume he will continue 
to be involved in some ways in the days 
and years ahead. He loves politics too 
much to just walk away from it. 

I thank him on behalf of the people of 
Ohio for representing our State, our re- 
gion, in his dutiful service to the 
United States of America. 

Thank you, Speaker JOHN BOEHNER, 
from Ohio, from the heartland. 

I thank Congressman CHABOT, the 
dean on his side of the aisle, for yield- 
ing to me. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the gentlewoman for partici- 
pating this evening. We really do ap- 
preciate making this a bipartisan 
event. 

Although our next speaker is not 
from Ohio, she is the next best thing, 
the gentlewoman from Indiana (Mrs. 
BROOKS), and that is no offense to our 
next door neighbors in Kentucky or 
Pennsylvania. 

Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana. Mr. Speak- 
er, I want to thank the gentleman from 
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Ohio for spearheading this Special 
Order tonight and giving us the oppor- 
tunity to honor Speaker BOEHNER. 

Part of his legacy and what I was 
told about Speaker BOEHNER before I 
arrived here was his incredible hon- 
esty—honesty to all of us with whom 
he worked and honesty to the Amer- 
ican people—his humility, his sense of 
humor, and his incredible patience. 

I remember first coming into Con- 
gress in the 113th Congress and, in fact, 
it was the Speaker’s wife, Debbie Boeh- 
ner, who became the mentor to my 
husband, as a new congressional 
spouse. I was, quite frankly, a bit terri- 
fied of the thought of my husband 
being assigned to the Speaker’s wife. 
However, they were perfect. They both 
enjoy an incredible sense of humor, but 
they also ground us, and they remind 
us what is important in life. I would 
like to thank Debbie Boehner for shar- 
ing her husband and for sharing the fa- 
ther of their children with the country 
all of these many years. 

What the Speaker shared with all of 
us is he shared and taught all of us 
about the importance of this institu- 
tion, its rich history, and how to serve 
the people of our districts with distinc- 
tion and honor. Although I am a Miami 
of Ohio grad, I have to admit, I enjoyed 
a common bond with the Speaker in 
that my daughter played soccer for Xa- 
vier University, and so it was fun to 
share that love of Xavier University 
with him as well. 

I would like to mention probably his 
last codel, or his last congressional 
trip, and I was very honored to be 
asked to be a part of it. It was this 
summer, and it was a codel to Eastern 
Europe, to Lithuania, Finland, and Po- 
land, most notably, and we ended in 
Ireland. However, while we were in 
Eastern Europe, it was because of 
Speaker BOEHNER that he showed the 
Eastern European countries how vi- 
tally important it was that we stand 
with our allies against Russian aggres- 
sion. 

It was an honor to be a part of that 
trip because he demonstrated Amer- 
ica’s leadership and commitment to 
freedom and ensuring that we would 
stand with our friends and allies. It 
was an incredible learning experience 
for me and the others on the trip. 

When I think about the Speaker, he 
probably has worked harder than any- 
one I will ever know to protect this in- 
stitution. Although it is not for much 
longer that we will call him Mr. Speak- 
er, I will always admire his steadfast 
commitment to protecting the Amer- 
ican public and serving our country. 

I must share that one of the unique 
aspects of his leadership and that of his 
terrific team which has surrounded 
him is they have done an incredible job 
sharing his experience as leader with 
the American public. Whether we have 
watched on YouTube or other ways a 
morning trip to the diner for breakfast, 
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fixing his lawnmower at home, carving 
the turkey or, most importantly to 
him, the historic visit from Pope 
Francis, he and his staff have done an 
excellent job of giving the American 
public and the American people an in- 
side look at the life of JOHN BOEHNER, 
the Speaker of the House. 

He embodies the qualities of an 
American patriot. It has truly been an 
honor to serve with him in the United 
States Congress. I am now so pleased 
he will have the opportunity to enjoy 
being a new grandfather and enjoy his 
children, Lindsay and Tricia, and of 
course his wife, Debbie. He will very 
much be missed. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for your 
commitment to our country. 

Mr. CHABOT. I thank the gentle- 
woman for her kind words. She men- 
tioned she is a Miami of Ohio graduate. 
I would just note for the RECORD that 
our son Randy is a graduate, and my 
younger brother Dave is also a grad- 
uate of that great college. I almost 
went there myself. 

I now yield to the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. CURBELO). 

Mr. CURBELO of Florida. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding, and I thank the 
Ohio delegation for giving us this very 
special opportunity to honor a man 
whom we all admire and appreciate. 

I am not from Ohio. I am from the 
State of Florida. I haven’t known JOHN 
BOEHNER nearly as long as many of my 
friends who have spoken here tonight. 
However, I can say this, Mr. Speaker: 
For many of us who are still relatively 
new here in Congress, for many of us 
who represent a younger generation of 
leaders who have come here to serve, 
JOHN BOEHNER is a great example—an 
example of decency, of sincerity, of in- 
tegrity, and of profound caring for 
every single American and for all of us. 
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I am moved by JOHN BOEHNER’sS work 
in education, which is clearly one of 
his great passions. As a school board 
member in Miami-Dade County, I saw 
firsthand the difference that JOHN 
BOEHNER’s work in education made in 
the lives of children, oftentimes poor 
children, low-income children, who 
would not be counted had JOHN BOEH- 
NER not done such wonderful work in 
the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce when he was chairman. 

The legislation that JOHN BOEHNER 
and those who served with him ad- 
vanced made sure that every child 
counted and that no child would be 
counted out, no matter where they 
lived, the color of their skin, or where 
their parents came from. 

So today I just say thank you to 
JOHN BOEHNER. I say thank you to his 
family. 

Like the Speaker, I am the father of 
two girls. I know exactly how much 
they have sacrificed for him, for his 
colleagues, and for our country. 
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Mr. Speaker, I am a better man for 
having served with JOHN BOEHNER. This 
institution is a better institution for 
his service. Tonight we and the Amer- 
ican people thank him. 

Mr. CHABOT. I thank the gentleman 
very much. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle- 
woman from American Samoa (Mrs. 
RADEWAGEN). 

Mrs. RADEWAGEN. I thank the gen- 
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to recognize 
the unwavering dedication and years of 
exemplary service of House Speaker 
JOHN BOEHNER to our great Nation. 

As the Delegate to the United States 
of House of Representatives from 
American Samoa, I am always honored 
to address the Chamber, even more so 
today, so that I can acknowledge the 
sincerity, kindness, and years of hard 
work of a man that I have known for 
over 20 years. 

As a man who has gone from the 
humble beginnings of a night janitor to 
the Speaker of the United States House 
of Representatives, Mr. BOEHNER is the 
perfect example of the American 
Dream fulfilled. It demonstrates that, 
with hard work, dedication, and a 
strong moral compass, one can achieve 
great things in our great Nation. 

From the humble beginnings of a 
child of 12 who used to sweep floors to 
second in line to the Presidency, not 
too shabby. 

I believe that the fact that he rose 
from very humble beginnings to the 
Speakership has made him the man 
and leader he is today, one who always 
made even the lowest ranking fresh- 
man feel at ease and included, and I 
thank him for that. 

While we all know of the many 
achievements that this man of the peo- 
ple has accomplished during his illus- 
trious career and recognize his unques- 
tionable dedication to our Nation, 
many do not realize just how kind, 
modest, and caring he truly is as a per- 
son. 

During a recent GOP retreat, I was 
able to spend a few minutes with the 
Speaker—or should I say my grand- 
daughter Ella did. I had brought Ella, 
who is 2 years old, with me to the re- 
treat so that I could spend some time 
with her during the breaks in between 
the activities. 

Well, let me tell you, Ella was mes- 
merized by the Speaker, and I am pret- 
ty sure he felt the same. They had a 
conversation that only the two of them 
seemed to understand, and Ella was 
just fascinated with this very funny 
man who was so kindly entertaining 
her. This short, but memorable, inter- 
action is one that I know Ella will be 
proud to recount when she is older. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that the House 
rise and join me in saluting the 53rd 
Speaker of the United States House of 
Representatives, JOHN BOEHNER, and 
also thank him for his unwavering 
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dedication and outstanding service to 
our grateful Nation. 

Mr. CHABOT. I thank the gentle- 
woman for her kind and inspiring re- 
marks. 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gen- 
tlewoman from Virginia (Mrs. COM- 
STOCK). 

Mrs. COMSTOCK. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor Speaker JOHN BOEHNER, 
a hardworking, dedicated gentleman 
who has served this institution with 
dignity and diligence. 

His perseverance in this role has been 
a true service to the Nation. He is a 
class act whose respect for the institu- 
tion and his love of country are ex- 
traordinary. 

I have been privileged to work with 
Speaker BOEHNER, first when I was a 
congressional staffer on Capitol Hill 
back in the nineties, when I worked for 
my predecessor. At that time, Repub- 
licans took a historic majority in 1994 
and Speaker BOEHNER then was in the 
leadership. 

Then this year I was able to join, as 
a Member of Congress myself, with the 
largest Republican majority since the 
1920s and serve with Speaker BOEHNER 
once again. 

I know from that experience, both as 
a staffer as well as a Member, the in- 
credible, great treatment he always 
gave his staff, how we all know the leg- 
endary ‘‘Boehnerland,’’ and how he has 
always been so wonderful to work with. 
All of them continue to keep in touch 
with him. 

Speaker BOEHNER has taken on each 
of these tasks, when he was a Member, 
when he was a Gang of Seven member, 
when he was a chairman, when he was 
a leader, and now a Speaker, with an 
energy and willingness, regardless of 
the headwinds. 

He is an honorable man of faith and 
conviction who has always served his 
constituents and the American people, 
particularly children and the most vul- 
nerable, in a faithful and consistent 
way. 

I particularly appreciate the Speaker 
bringing this year the Prime Minister 
of Israel, Mr. Netanyahu, and Pope 
Francis to this body to make historic 
addresses to Congress, addresses that 
we will always remember and that were 
just inspiring this year. I so appreciate 
his leadership in insisting on having us 
hear from those wonderful leaders of 
the world. 

He has always served as a patriot 
committed to our founding principles. 
He will be missed by many on both 
sides of the aisle, although I know he 
welcomes this new chapter in his life. I 
am very happy that he will be able to 
spend more time with his beloved new 
grandson and his family. 

I thank Speaker BOEHNER for his 
service to this country, and I wish him 
well again as he begins this new chap- 
ter in his life. 

Mr. CHABOT. I thank the gentle- 
woman very much for her remarks this 
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evening, and I thank all the Members 
who came here, on both sides of the 
aisle, to speak. 

I want to particularly thank Ms. 
KAPTUR for participating in this trib- 
ute to Speaker BOEHNER so that it was 
truly bipartisan this evening. 

I have some concluding remarks. I 
don’t think there are any more speak- 
ers following that. I think we have just 
about enough time. 

I already said a few things about 
JOHN, but let me continue. JOHN BOEH- 
NER was born in 1949. He was the second 
of 12 children, 9 boys and 3 girls. His 
parents, Mary Anne and Earl Henry 
Boehner, ran the family business, 
Andy’s Bar, in Carthage, which is a 
neighborhood in my district. JOHN’S 
grandfather opened that bar back in 
1938. 

JOHN grew up in a two-bedroom house 
in Reading, with JOHN sharing one bed- 
room with three brothers, while his sis- 
ter had the other. His parents slept on 
the pull-out couch. 

Although his father would later build 
a three-bedroom addition to the house, 
JOHN still had to share a single bath- 
room with his 11 brothers and sisters. 
So he learned how to manage conflict 
early in his life. 

Also, as the second oldest, he had to 
help his parents out not only around 
the house with his younger brothers 
and sisters, but also with the family 
business. 

At age 8, JOHN began to work at 
Andy’s Bar, starting by mopping floors. 
Later he would wait on tables. In doing 
so, JOHN learned the value of a dollar 
and the importance of hard work. 

JOHN attended Moeller High School, 
as we have mentioned a few times this 
evening, and he played linebacker for 
future Notre Dame Head Coach Gerry 
Faust at Moeller. Playing in the GCL 
for Coach Faust, JOHN learned that you 
can achieve any goal in life if you are 
willing to work hard and to make the 
necessary sacrifices. 

As hard as it is for a LaSalle Lancer 
like myself to praise a Moeller Cru- 
sader, it is clear to me that JOHN 
learned that lesson well, and his life 
and career are a testament to that 
message. 

After graduating from high school in 
1968, JOHN enlisted in the Navy while 
America was heavily involved in Viet- 
nam. He was later honorably dis- 
charged due to a bad back, an injury he 
had suffered as a teenager working at 
the family bar. 

After holding several entry-level 
jobs, JOHN then set his sights on a col- 
lege degree. With the encouragement of 
William Smith, a professor at Xavier 
University and high school football ref- 
eree who was mentoring him about ref- 
ereeing local sports, JOHN decided to 
attend Xavier. 

Throughout his time at Xavier Uni- 
versity, JOHN juggled numerous jobs, 
although his primary job was as a jan- 


October 27, 2015 


itor for a Reading company. His hard 
work paid off, and he graduated from 
Xavier in 1977, becoming the first per- 
son in his family to graduate from col- 
lege. 

But his work as a janitor had another 
more important reward. He met his 
wife of 42 years, Debbie, who worked in 
the accounting department at the same 
company. They would marry in 1973, 
the same year my wife and I were mar- 
ried, and raised two daughters, Lindsay 
and Tricia, and now a grandson, 
Alistair. My wife and I also have two 
children, a daughter and a son, and one 
grandson so far. 

After graduating from Xavier, JOHN 
was hired as a salesman for a small 
packaging and plastics company. 
Through hard work and determination, 
he steadily worked his way up the com- 
pany ladder, ultimately serving as 
president of the company. He resigned 
from that position when he was elected 
to Congress in 1990. 

In that job, JOHN learned what it 
takes to survive in a small business 
and he learned all too well how dif- 
ficult it is for small businesses to deal 
with the regulatory and tax burdens 
imposed by the government. He 
brought that understanding to Wash- 
ington, where he has fought for small- 
er, less-intrusive government. 

JOHN got his start in politics by get- 
ting involved in his local homeowners 
association. That experience led him to 
run for Township Trustee in Butler 
County’s Union Township, now called 
West Chester Township, in part, to dis- 
tinguish it from 27 other Union Town- 
ships in Ohio, including one in my dis- 
trict, where he served from 1981 to 1984. 

In 1984, he was elected to the Ohio 
House of Representatives, where Re- 
publicans were heavily outnumbered by 
Democrats at the time. In 1990, he won 
a four-person Republican primary for 
Ohio’s Eighth Congressional District. 

Although his victory was somewhat 
surprising in local political circles at 
the time, looking back now, it is more 
surprising that he wasn’t the favorite. 

Upon his election to Congress, JOHN 
became a member of the so-called Gang 
of Seven, a group of Republicans who 
regularly battled with congressional 
leadership. Sounds like something 
around here in modern times. 

The Gang of Seven played a pivotal 
role in exposing the House Bank and 
post office scandals. 

Early on in his congressional career, 
JOHN also worked closely with Newt 
Gingrich and helped to draft the Con- 
tract with America, a set of principles 
to which Republican candidates from 
all over the country agreed, including 
myself. 

It was those principles that propelled 
the Republican wave in 1994 and led to 
the first Republican majority in the 
House of Representatives in 40 years. 

Throughout his time in Congress, 
JOHN has advocated commonsense re- 
forms in the House and in the broader 
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government. In addition to fighting to 
close the House Bank as part of the 
Contract with America, he also pushed 
for the requirement that Congress live 
by the same rules it imposes on the 
rest of the American people. 

Later, to help promote transparency 
in the appropriations process, JOHN en- 
acted the first ban on earmarks in the 
House. 

Although he will be remembered for 
many things, these reforms may have 
the most enduring impact on the credi- 
bility and integrity of this institution, 
the House of Representatives, the peo- 
ple’s House. 

However, knowing JOHN like I know 
him, I would guess that his fondest 
memory will be Pope Francis’ visit to 
Washington and his address to Con- 
gress right here in this very room. It 
was truly a historic and monumental 
event, as Pope Francis became the first 
sitting pontiff to address a joint ses- 
sion of Congress ever. 

Millions of Americans, myself in- 
cluded, were moved by the Pope’s mes- 
sage about a spiritual path to a better 
future, particularly his call on all of us 
to strengthen our families, protect the 
sanctity of life, and help the less fortu- 
nate among us. 

It was an amazing moment for this 
House and this country, and it 
wouldn’t have been possible without 
Speaker JOHN BOEHNER. I know it has 
been one of his top goals since he was 
in the Republican leadership back in 
the nineties, and I think it is a fitting 
finale to a very distinguished career. 

Ultimately, I hope that JOHN BOEH- 
NER is remembered like he would say, 
as a regular guy who rose from humble 
beginnings to become the leader of the 
people’s House, as a leader who never 
stopped believing that the American 
people can overcome any obstacles, and 
as a crusader who fought for a smaller, 
less-intrusive, and more accountable 
government. 

Of course, I will always remember 
him as a friend. 

Thank you, JOHN, for your service to 
our Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 


Ee 


RECESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 
Accordingly (at 7 o’clock and 44 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 


EE 
0013 


AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. STIVERS) at 12 o’clock 
and 13 minutes a.m. 
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REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
THE SENATE AMENDMENT TO 
H.R. 1314, ENSURING TAX EX- 
EMPT ORGANIZATIONS THE 
RIGHT TO APPEAL ACT 


Mr. COLE, from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 114-815) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 495) providing for consideration of 
the Senate amendment to the bill (H.R. 
1314) to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to provide for a right to an 
administrative appeal relating to ad- 
verse determinations of tax-exempt 
status of certain organizations, which 
was referred to the House Calendar and 
ordered to be printed. 


Ee 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. ROSKAM (at the request of Mr. 
MCCARTHY) for October 26 and today on 
account of a matter requiring his per- 
sonal attention in the 6th Congres- 
sional District of Illinois. 

Mr. TAKAI (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for October 26 and today. 


EE 
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House, 
reported and found truly enrolled a bill 
of the House of the following title, 
which was thereupon signed by the 
Speaker: 

H.R. 313. An act to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide leave to any new 
Federal employee who is a veteran with a 
service-connected disability rated at 30 per- 
cent or more for purposes of undergoing med- 
ical treatment for such disability, and for 
other purposes. 


—— 


BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 


Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House, 
reported that on October 26, 2015, she 
presented to the President of the 
United States, for his approval, the fol- 
lowing bills: 

H.R. 774. To strengthen enforcement mech- 
anisms to stop illegal, unreported, and un- 
regulated fishing, to amend the Tuna Con- 
ventions Act of 1950 to implement the Anti- 
gua Convention, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 323. To designate the facility of the 
United States Postal Service located at 55 
Grasso Plaza in St. Louis, Missouri, as the 
“Set. Amanda N. Pinson Post Office.” 

H.R. 324. To designate the facility of the 
United States Postal Service located at 11662 
Gravois Road in St. Louis, Missouri, as the 
“Lt. Daniel P. Riordan Post Office.” 

H.R. 558. To designate the facility of the 
United States Postal Service located at 55 
South Pioneer Boulevard in Springboro, 
Ohio, as the ‘‘Richard ‘Dick’ Chenault Post 
Office Building.” 

H.R. 1442. To designate the facility of the 
United States Postal Service located at 90 
Cornell Street in Kingston, New York, as the 
“Staff Sergeant Robert H. Dietz Post Office 
Building.” 
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H.R. 1884. To designate the facility of the 
United States Postal Service located at 206 
West Commercial Street in East Rochester, 
New York, as the ‘‘Officer Daryl R. Pierson 
Memorial Post Office Building.” 

H.R. 3059. To designate the facility of the 
United States Postal Service located at 4500 
SE 28th Street, Del City, Oklahoma, as the 
“James Robert Kalsu Post Office Building.” 

H.R. 322. To designate the facility of the 
United States Postal Service located at 16105 
Swingley Ridge Road in Chesterfield, Mis- 
souri, as the “Sgt. Zachary M. Fisher Post 
Office.” 


EEE 
ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 12 o’clock and 14 minutes 
a.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until today, Wednes- 
day, October 28, 2015, at 10 a.m. for 
morning-hour debate. 


Ee 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


3257. A letter from the Acting Under Sec- 
retary, Personnel and Readiness, Depart- 
ment of Defense, transmitting a letter au- 
thorizing three officers to wear the insignia 
of the grade of brigadier general, in accord- 
ance with 10 U.S.C. 777; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

3258. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a report covering the period 
from June 15, 2015 to August 14, 2015, pursu- 
ant to the Authorization for Use of Military 
Force Against Iraq Resolution of 2002 (Pub. 
L. 107-243) and the Authorization for Use of 
Military Force Against Iraq Resolution of 
1991 (Pub. L. 102-1); to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 

3259. A letter from the Clerk, United States 
Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit, trans- 
mitting an opinion of the United States 
Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit, C.A. 
No. 14-1387, G.L.; et al. v. Ligonier Valley 
School District Authority, Appellant (Sep- 
tember 22, 2015); to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

3260. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; Airbus Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA- 
2015-4203; Directorate Identifier 2015-NM-142- 
AD; Amendment 389-18299; AD 2015-21-07] (RIN: 
2120-A A64) received October 23, 2015, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure. 

3261. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; Pratt & Whitney Canada Corp. Turbo- 
shaft Engines [Docket No.: FAA-2015-0486; 
Directorate Identifier 2015-NE-07-AD; 
Amendment 39-18282; AD 2015-20-04] (RIN: 
2120-A A64) received October 23, 2015, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure. 

3262. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
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Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; CFM International S.A. Turbofan En- 
gines [Docket No.: FAA-2015-0277; Direc- 
torate Identifier 2015-NE-05-AD; Amendment 
39-18262; AD 2015-18-04] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re- 
ceived October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

3263. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; Viking Air Limited (Type Certificate 
Previously Held by Bombardier, Inc.) Air- 
planes [Docket No.: FAA-2015-0684; Direc- 
torate Identifier 2014-NM-215-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-18285; AD 2015-20-06] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

3264. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; Schempp-Hirth Flugzeugbau GmbH 
Sailplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2015-3224; Direc- 
torate Identifier 2015-CE-026-AD; Amendment 
39-18290; AD 2015-20-11] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re- 
ceived October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

3265. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; Bombardier, Inc. Airplanes [Docket 
No.: FAA-2014-1046; Directorate Identifier 
2014-NM-021-AD; Amendment 39-18286; AD 
2015-20-07] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received October 
23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

3266. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; Airbus Helicopters [Docket No.: FAA- 
2015-3877; Directorate Identifier 2015-SW-039- 
AD; Amendment 39-18284; AD 2015-18-51] (RIN: 
2120-A A64) received October 23, 2015, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure. 

3267. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; Pratt & Whitney Canada Corp. Turbo- 
prop Engines [Docket No.: FAA-2013-1059; Di- 
rectorate Identifier 2013-NE-36-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-17896; AD 2014-14-02] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

3268. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; The Boeing Company Airplanes [Dock- 
et No.: FAA-2014-0128; Directorate Identifier 
2013-NM-133-AD; Amendment 39-18278; AD 
2015-19-16] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received October 
23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

3269. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
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Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; Lockheed Martin Corporation/Lock- 
heed Martin Aeronautics Company Airplanes 
[Docket No.: FAA-2015-0493; Directorate 
Identifier 2014-NM-184-AD; Amendment 39- 
18283; AD 2015-20-05] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

3270. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; Piper Aircraft, Inc. Airplanes [Docket 
No.: FAA-2015-4085; Directorate Identifier 
2015-CE-033-AD; Amendment 39-18292; AD 
2015-20-13] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received October 
23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

3271. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, Department of Transpor- 
tation, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Airworthiness Directives; Airbus Air- 
planes [Docket No.: FAA-2015-3981; Direc- 
torate Identifier 2015-NM-126-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-18280; AD 2015-20-02] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

3272. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Sheridan, AR [Docket No.: FAA- 
2015-1388; Airspace Docket No.: 15-ASW-8] re- 
ceived October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

3273. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; General Electric Company Turbofan 
Engines [Docket No.: FAA-2008-0808; Direc- 
torate Identifier 2008-NE-18-AD; Amendment 
89-18288; AD 2015-20-09] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re- 
ceived October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

3274. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, Department of Transpor- 
tation, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Establishment of Class E Airspace; 
Springfield, MO [Docket No.: FAA-2014-0559; 
Airspace Docket No.: 14-ACE-6] received Oc- 
tober 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

3275. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airspace Designations; 
Incorporation by Reference Amendments 
[Docket No.: 2015-3375; Amendment No.: 71- 
47] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received October 28, 2015, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by 
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

3276. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; The Boeing Company Airplanes [Dock- 
et No.: FAA-2012-0108; Directorate Identifier 
2011-NM-049-AD; Amendment 3839-18215; AD 
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2015-15-06] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received October 
23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

3277. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Amendment of Class E 
Airspace for the following Iowa towns: Audu- 
bon, IA; Corning, IA; Cresco, IA; Eagle 
Grove, IA, Guthrie Center, IA; Hampton, IA; 
Harlan, IA; Iowa Falls, IA; Knoxville, IA; 
Oelwein, IA; and Red Oak, IA [Docket No.: 
FAA-2015-0368; Airspace Docket No.: 14-ACE- 
9] received October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

3278. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Amendment of Class E 
Airspace; Ponce, PR [Docket No.: FAA-2014- 
0967; Airspace Docket No.: 14-ASO-19] re- 
ceived October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

3279. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, Department of Transpor- 
tation, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Amendment of Class D and Class E 
Airspace; Stockton, CA [Docket No.: FAA- 
2015-1622; Airspace Docket No.: 15-AWP-9] re- 
ceived October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

3280. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Modification to Re- 
stricted Areas R-3602A & R-3602B; Manhat- 
tan, KS [Docket No.: FAA-2015-3758; Airspace 
Docket No.: 15-ACE-1] (RIN: 2120-AA66) re- 
ceived October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

3281. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Modification to Re- 
stricted Areas R-3601A & R-3601B; Brookville, 
KS [Docket No.: FAA-2015-3780; Airspace 
Docket No.: 15-ACE-5] received October 23, 
2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added 
by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

8282. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Newport, NH [Docket No.: FAA- 
2014-0037; Airspace Docket No.: 14-ANE-3] re- 
ceived October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

3283. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Marshall, AR [Docket No.: FAA- 
2015-1833; Airspace Docket No.: 15-ASW-7] re- 
ceived October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

8284. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Establishment of Class E 
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Airspace; Cottonwood, AZ [Docket No.: FAA- 
2015-2270; Airspace Docket No.: 12-AWP-11] 
received October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

3285. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Amendment of Class E 
Airspace; Ashland, VA [Docket No.: FAA- 
2015-0252; Airspace Docket No.: 15-AEA-1] re- 
ceived October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

3286. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Revocation of Class D 
Airspace; Springfield, OH [Docket No.: FAA- 
2014-1071; Airspace Docket No.: 14-AGL-15] re- 
ceived October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

3287. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Amendment of Class D 
and Class E Airspace, Revocation of Class E 
Airspace; Mountain Home, ID [Docket No.: 
FAA-2015-1136; Airspace Docket No.: 15-ANM- 
12] received October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 


ae 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah: Committee on Nat- 
ural Resources. H.R. 2212. A bill to take cer- 
tain Federal lands located in Lassen County, 
California, into trust for the benefit of the 
Susanville Indian Rancheria, and for other 
purposes; with an amendment (Rept. 114-814). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

[October 28 (legislative day, October 27), 2015] 

Mr. COLE: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 495. Resolution providing for con- 
sideration of the Senate amendment to the 
bill (H.R. 1814) to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide for a right to an 
administrative appeal relating to adverse de- 
terminations of tax-exempt status of certain 
organizations. (Rept. 114-315). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 


EE 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 

By Mrs. LAWRENCE (for herself and 
Ms. LEE): 

H.R. 3834. A bill to amend GEAR UP to re- 
quire that schools receiving funding under 
the program provide students with access to 
academic and mental health counseling serv- 
ices, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. BROOKS of Alabama: 

H.R. 3835. A bill to increase the statutory 

limit on the public debt by $1 trillion upon 
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the adoption by Congress of a balanced budg- 
et Constitutional amendment and by an ad- 
ditional $1 trillion upon ratification by the 
States of that amendment; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 
By Mr. CASTRO of Texas (for himself, 
Ms. BASS, and Mr. RANGEL): 

H.R. 3836. A bill to require a report on di- 
versity recruitment, employment, retention, 
and promotion at the Department of State, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ELLISON (for himself and Mr. 
LEWIS): 

H.R. 3837. A bill to strengthen the current 
protections available under the National 
Labor Relations Act by providing a private 
right of action for certain violations of such 
Act, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Education and the Workforce, and 
in addition to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary, for a period to be subsequently deter- 
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con- 
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. JEFFRIES (for himself, Ms. 
NORTON, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. CLAY, Ms. 
LEE, Ms. KELLY of Illinois, Mrs. 
BEATTY, Ms. CLARKE of New York, 
Ms. Bass, Ms. JACKSON LEE, Mrs. 
WATSON COLEMAN, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. AL 
GREEN of Texas, Mr. BISHOP of Geor- 
gia, Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. PAYNE, Ms. 
ADAMS, Mr. VEASEY, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Georgia, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. CLEAVER, 
Ms. EDWARDS, Ms. PLASKETT, and Mr. 
RUSH): 

H.R. 3838. A bill to amend title 13, United 
States Code, to provide that individuals in 
prison shall, for the purposes of a decennial 
census, be attributed to the last place of res- 
idence before incarceration; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

By Mrs. NOEM: 

H.R. 3839. A bill to transfer administrative 
jurisdiction over certain Bureau of Land 
Management land from the Secretary of the 
Interior to the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
for inclusion in the Black Hills National 
Cemetery, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Natural Resources, and in ad- 
dition to the Committee on Veterans’ Af- 
fairs, for a period to be subsequently deter- 
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con- 
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Ms. NORTON: 

H.R. 3840. A bill to amend title 49, United 
States Code, with respect to prohibiting the 
use of electronic cigarettes on passenger 
flights, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

By Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD (for herself, 
Ms. MATSUI, Mr. TAKANO, Ms. CLARK 
of Massachusetts, Ms. EDWARDS, Mr. 
RICHMOND, and Ms. BORDALLO): 

H.R. 3841. A bill to promote the economic 
security and safety of survivors of domestic 
violence, dating violence, sexual assault, or 
stalking, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Education and the Workforce, and 
in addition to the Committees on Financial 
Services, Ways and Means, and the Judici- 
ary, for a period to be subsequently deter- 
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con- 
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. CHAFFETZ (for himself, Mr. 
DESANTIS, Mr. GOSAR, Mr. 
DESJARLAIS, Mr. FARENTHOLD, Mr. 
WALBERG, Mr. JODY B. HICE of Geor- 
gia, Mr. PALMER, Mr. WALKER, Mr. 
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MULVANEY, Mr. JORDAN, Mr. Rus- 
SELL, Mr. CARTER of Georgia, Mr. 
GROTHMAN, Mrs. LUMMIS, Mr. HURD of 
Texas, Mr. AMASH, Mr. TURNER, and 
Mr. MASSIE): 

H. Res. 494. A resolution impeaching John 
Andrew Koskinen, Commissioner of the In- 
ternal Revenue Service, for high crimes and 
misdemeanors; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. MICHAEL F. DOYLE of Penn- 
sylvania: 

H. Res. 496. A resolution recognizing the 
50th anniversary of the Department of Com- 
puter Science at Carnegie Mellon University; 
to the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. 

By Mr. GROTHMAN: 

H. Res. 497. A resolution congratulating 
Army Reserve Major Lisa Jaster on her grad- 
uation from the Army Ranger School; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania (for 
himself and Mrs. DINGELL): 

H. Res. 498. A resolution expressing support 
for designation of October 2015 as ‘National 
Breast Cancer Awareness Month’’; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. PIERLUISI (for himself, Ms. 
NORTON, and Ms. BORDALLO): 

H. Res. 499. A resolution amending the 
Rules of the House of Representatives to 
allow Delegates and the Resident Commis- 
sioner to file, sign, and call up discharge pe- 
titions; to the Committee on Rules. 


EE 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mrs. LAWRENCE: 

H.R. 3834. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 

The Congress shall have Power to lay and 
collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, 
to pay the Debts and provide for the common 
Defence and general Welfare of the United 
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises 
shall be uniform throughout the United 
States. 

By Mr. BROOKS of Alabama: 

H.R. 3835. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8. The Congress shall 
have Power. . . to pay debts... . 

Article V. The Congress, whenever two 
thirds of both Houses shall deem it nec- 
essary, shall propose Amendments to this 
Constitution... 

By Mr. CASTRO of Texas: 

H.R. 3836. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Constitutional Authority—Necessary and 
Proper Clause (Art. I, Sec. 8, Clause 18) 

THE U.S. CONSTITUTION ARTICLE I, 
SECTION 8: POWERS OF CONGRESS 
CLAUSE 18 

The Congress shall have power .. .To 
make all laws which shall be necessary and 
proper for carrying into execution the fore- 
going powers, and all other powers vested by 
this Constitution in the government of the 
United States, or in any department or offi- 
cer thereof. 
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By Mr. ELLISON: 

H.R. 3837. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I Section 8 Clause 18 of the U.S. 
Constitution. 

By Mr. JEFFRIES: 

H.R. 3838. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18 of the United 
States Constitution 

By Mrs. NOEM: 

H.R. 3839. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 4, Section 3, Clause 2, relating to 
the power of Congress to dispose of and make 
all needful rules and regulations respecting 
the territory or other property belonging to 
the United States. 

By Ms. NORTON: 

H.R. 3840. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

clause 3 of section 8 of article I of the Con- 
stitution. 

By Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD: 

H.R. 3841. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 


SE 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions, as follows: 

. 20: Mr. KILDEE. 

. 67: Mr. TED LIEU of California. 

. 415: Mr. BLUMENAUER and Ms. MENG. 
. 452: Ms. MOORE. 

. 540: Mr. TAKANO. 

. 563: Mrs. BUSTOS. 

H.R. 592: Mr. CICILLINE, Mrs. DINGELL, and 
Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. 


H.R. 602: Mr. CURBELO of Florida. 

H.R. 663: Ms. PINGREE. 

H.R. 740: Mr. ASHFORD. 

H.R. 769: Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. 

H.R. 836: Mr. NUNES and Mr. WOODALL. 

H.R. 845: Mr. CARDENAS. 

H.R. 870: Ms. BASS. 

H.R. 953: Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. JEFFRIES, 


and Mr. O’ROURKE. 

H.R. 1027: Ms. DELAURO. 

H.R. 1145: Mr. GUINTA and Mr. TONKO. 

H.R. 1197: Mr. MARCHANT, Mr. DUNCAN of 
Tennessee, and Mr. POMPEO. 

H.R. 1209: Mr. MACARTHUR. 

H.R. 1220: Mr. Norcross, Mr. SALMON, Mr. 
Lucas, and Mr. MULLIN. 

H.R. 1221: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. 

H.R. 1247: Mr. KIND. 

H.R. 1258: Mrs. 
HANNA. 

H.R. 1288: Mr. GOODLATTE. 

H.R. 1801: Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 1809: Mr. ROKITA. 

H.R. 1812: Ms. TITUS. 

H.R. 1343: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD and Mr. 
CULBERSON. 

H.R. 1427: Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 1439: Mr. JEFFRIES and Mrs. BEATTY. 

H.R. 1441: Mr. SWALWELL of California. 

H.R. 1453: Mr. ToM PRICE of Georgia. 

H.R. 1550: Mr. FINCHER. 

H.R. 1567: Mr. McCAUL, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 
HONDA, Ms. KAPTUR, and Ms. ROYBAL- 
ALLARD. 

H.R. 1604: Mr. HUELSKAMP. 

H.R. 1625: Mr. BEYER and Mr. SWALWELL of 
California. 


KIRKPATRICK and Mr. 
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H.R. 1671: Mrs. WAGNER. 

H.R. 1728: Ms. KUSTER and Ms. CLARK of 
Massachusetts. 

H.R. 1745: Mr. BLUMENAUER. 

H.R. 1751: Ms. MOORE. 

H.R. 1763: Mr. NOLAN, Mr. PETERS, Mr. 
DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois, Ms. FUDGE, and 
Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. 

H.R. 1769: Mr. HANNA. 

H.R. 1779: Ms. BASS. 

H.R. 1786: Mr. ROTHFUS, Ms. KELLY of Illi- 
nois, Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, 
Mrs. BEATTY, Ms. MAXINE WATERS of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. CASTRO of Texas, Ms. LINDA T. 
SANCHEZ of California, and Mr. CLYBURN. 

H.R. 1853: Mr. DONOVAN, Mr. BISHOP of 
Georgia, Ms. KAPTUR, Ms. TITUS, Mr. 
FLEISCHMANN, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. 
MEEKS, Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr. AL GREEN of 
Texas, Ms. MENG, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. DAVID 
ScoTT of Georgia, Mr. KELLY of Pennsyl- 
vania, Mr. WALKER, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl- 
vania, Mr. JONES, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN- 
SON of Texas, Mr. CRAWFORD, Mr. CLAY, Mr. 
CURBELO of Florida, Mr. LAMALFA, and Mrs. 
WAGNER. 

H.R. 1984: Mr. PERLMUTTER and Ms. 
MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of New Mexico. 

H.R. 2065: Miss RICE of New York, Ms. KAP- 
TUR, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. STIVERS, Ms. STEFANIK, 
and Mr. RYAN of Ohio. 

H.R. 2224: Mr. NOLAN, Ms. SLAUGHTER, and 
Mr. HONDA. 

H.R. 2355: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 

H.R. 2400: Mr. DENT and Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. 

H.R. 2643: Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 2646: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. YOUNG of 
Iowa, and Mr. MEEHAN. 

. 2692: Mr. NOLAN. 

. 2710: Mr. MESSER and Mr. BARLETTA. 

. 2759: Mr. KATKO. 

. 2764: Mr. CICILLINE and Mr. HASTINGS. 
. 2798: Mr. DESAULNIER. 

. 2813: Mr. CONYERS and Mr. DEUTCH. 

. 2880: Mr. POLLS. 

H.R. 2894: Ms. TITUS. 

H.R. 2902: Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. LARSEN of 
Washington, Ms. WILSON of Florida, Ms. 
Esty, Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. GALLEGO, Mr. HECK 
of Washington, Mr. KEATING, Ms. LEE, Mr. 
SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of New York, Mr. 
DELANEY, Mr. CROWLEY, Ms. BROWN of Flor- 
ida, Mr. DAVID ScoTT of Georgia, Mr. RYAN of 
Ohio, Mr. HASTINGS, Ms. MOORE, Mr. ENGEL, 
Ms. CASTOR of Florida, Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, Mr. HUFFMAN, 
Mr. RANGEL, Ms. SPIER, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 
SARBANES, Ms. FRANKEL of Florida, Mr. RUP- 
PERSBERGER, Mr. WELCH, Ms. SLAUGHTER, 
Mrs. Bustos, Mr. FARR, Mr. QUIGLEY, Ms. 
KUSTER, and Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 

H.R. 2903: Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. 

H.R. 2939: Mr. BLUMENAUER and 
DEUTCH. 

. 3032: 
. 8046: 
. 3055: 
. 8067: 
. 3071: 
. 3110: 
. 3119: 
. 3126: 
. 3159: 
. 3238: 
. 3250: 
. 3257: 
. 3279: 


Mr. 


Mr. KILDEE. 
Mr. VARGAS. 
. CRAWFORD. 
. HASTINGS. 
. MENG. 
. JOLLY. 
. Ross and Ms. JACKSON LEE. 
. DUNCAN of South Carolina. 
. YOUNG of Iowa. 
. CRAMER. 
. BURGESS and Mr. GUTHRIE. 
. HUFFMAN. 
. POE of Texas and Mr. TROTT. 
. 3309: . RUSSELL. 
. 3312: . MACARTHUR. 
. 3814: Mrs. LUMMIS, Mr. YoHo, Mr. LAB- 
RADOR, and Mr. ABRAHAM. 
H.R. 3323: Mr. OLSON. 
H.R. 3339: Mr. POLIQUIN. 


October 27, 2015 


H.R. 3351: Mr. WELCH, Mr. COHEN, and Mrs. 
WATSON COLEMAN. 

H.R. 3355: Mr. BURGESS. 

H.R. 3364: Mr. PETERS and Mr. LOWENTHAL. 

H.R. 3381: Mr. CONNOLLY, Mr. DESAULNIER, 
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, and Mr. CARSON of Indi- 
ana. 

H.R. 3406: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 

H.R. 3411: Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. 

H.R. 3427: Mr. SERRANO, Mr. GUTIERREZ, 
Mr. JEFFRIES, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. TAKANO, 
and Mr. VAN HOLLEN. 

H.R. 3459: Mr. HANNA, Mrs. BLACK, and Mrs. 
ROBY. 

H.R. 3471: Mr. LUETKEMEYER. 

H.R. 3488: Mr. TIPTON. 

H.R. 3520: Mr. OLSON. 

H.R. 3532: Mr. GARAMENDI. 

H.R. 3546: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Ms. 
CASTOR of Florida, Mr. PETERS, Ms. PINGREE, 
and Ms. MCSALLY. 

H.R. 3582: Mr. LOEBSACK. 

H.R. 3680: Mr. BUCSHON. 

H.R. 3686: Mr. LATTA. 

H.R. 3687: Mr. AUSTIN ScoTT of Georgia, 
Mr. PETERSON, Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois, 
Mr. WOODALL, and Mrs. BUSTOS. 

H.R. 3696: Mr. PETERSON, Mr. SABLAN, Mr. 
O'ROURKE, Mr. GARAMENDI, Ms. LINDA T. 
SANCHEZ of California, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. 
KUSTER, and Mr. AGUILAR. 

H.R. 3700: Mr. PEARCE. 

H.R. 3706: Mr. JOLLY. 

H.R. 3727: Mr. POCAN. 

H.R. 3743: Mr. OLSON. 

H.R. 3745: Mr. BRIDENSTINE. 

H.R. 3776: Mr. RIBBLE and Mr. DUNCAN of 
South Carolina. 

H.R. 3780: Mr. BENISHEK. 

H.R. 3785: Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. HOYER, Ms. 
DELBENE, Mr. MURPHY of Florida, Mr. 
TONKO, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. LEWIS, Mr. KEN- 
NEDY, Mr. DOGGETT, Ms. WILSON of Florida, 
Mr. TED LIEU of California, and Ms. ESTY. 

H.R. 3793: Mr. PETERS and Mr. SWALWELL of 
California. 

H.R. 3799: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina, 
Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. SCHWEIKERT, and Mr. 
BUCK. 

H.R. 3801: Mr. BEYER and Mr. HONDA. 

H.R. 3802: Mr. BARR. 

H.R. 3807: Mr. ELLISON, Mr. LARSEN of 
Washington, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, and 
Mr. CONNOLLY. 

H.R. 3818: Mr. BENISHEK. 

H.R. 3830: Mr. SERRANO, Mr. MEEKS, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. FARR, Mr. HINO- 
JOSA, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. NADLER, Mr. 
CROWLEY, Mr. HONDA, and Ms. CLARKE of New 
York. 

H.R. 3831: Ms. SINEMA. 

H. J. Res. 14: Mr. POMPEO and Mr. MASSIE. 

H. Con. Res. 40: Mr. BECERRA and Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN. 

H. Con. Res. 65: Ms. DUCKWORTH. 

H. Res. 14: Mr. ROHRABACHER. 

H. Res. 112: Mr. DESJARLAIS. 

H. Res. 354: Mr. MACARTHUR, Mrs. WATSON 
COLEMAN, and Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina. 

H. Res. 396: Mr. DEFAZIO. 

H. Res. 416: Ms. DELBENE, Mrs. BLACKBURN, 
and Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. 

H. Res. 428: Mr. CARTWRIGHT. 

H. Res. 482: Mr. COFFMAN. 

H. Res. 451: Mr. JOYCE, Mrs. BLACKBURN, 
and Mr. OLSON. 

H. Res. 485: Mr. KLINE and Mr. HUDSON. 

H. Res. 492: Mr. COSTA. 
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SENATE—Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. HATCH). 


EE 
PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Sovereign Lord, we have heard of 
Your greatness from generation to gen- 
eration. You sit enthroned in majesty, 
for Your glory covers all the Earth. 

Today, bless and sustain our law- 
makers and their staffs. May their 
words and deeds honor You. Lord, guide 
them in righteous paths that will keep 
America strong. Equip them to conduct 
the work of freedom with justice and 
humility. Give them contentment that 
comes from knowing and serving You. 

Guide America, making it a light- 
house for a dark and turbulent world. 
Lord, thank You for being our strength 
and shield. 

We pray in Your great Name. Amen. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The President pro tempore led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


ee 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CoT- 
TON). The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 


EE 


FISCAL AGREEMENT AND CYBER- 
SECURITY INFORMATION SHAR- 
ING BILL 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, as 
colleagues have no doubt already 
noted, a fiscal agreement has been filed 
that addresses a number of important 
issues. Members currently have the op- 
portunity to review it. I hope they will 
take that opportunity. I will certainly 
have more to say on the matter later. 
But for now, I encourage all our col- 
leagues to examine the agreement. 

On the legislation before the Senate 
today, the challenges posed by cyber 
attacks are real and they are growing. 
They don’t just threaten governments 
and businesses; they threaten individ- 
uals as well. Everyone understands 
that a cyber attack can be a deeply 
invasive attack on personal privacy. 
Everyone understands that a cyber at- 
tack can be financially crippling. That 
is why everyone should want to see the 


bipartisan cyber security bill before us 
pass today. 

Its voluntary information sharing 
provisions are key to defeating cyber 
attacks and protecting the personal in- 
formation of the people we represent. 
We also know the bill contains meas- 
ures to protect civil liberties and indi- 
vidual privacy. 

It is no wonder the Senate voted to 
advance it by a large bipartisan vote of 
83 to 14 last week. I want to thank 
Chairman BURR and Vice Chairman 
FEINSTEIN of the Intelligence Com- 
mittee for their continued hard work 
on this legislation. We will consider a 
number of amendments from both sides 
of the aisle today. Then we will proceed 
to a final vote on the underlying bill. I 
urge every colleague to join me in vot- 
ing to protect the personal data, pri- 
vacy, and property of the American 
people. 


EE 
ENERGY REGULATIONS 


Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, on 
one final matter, the Obama adminis- 
tration recently published massive en- 
ergy regulations that will not do a 
thing to meaningfully affect global 
carbon levels. It will not make a no- 
ticeable difference to the global envi- 
ronment. But it will ship more middle- 
class jobs overseas. It will punish the 
poor. It will make it even harder for 
coal families in States such as Ken- 
tucky to put food on the table. In other 
words, it is facts-optional extremism 
wrapped in callous indifference. Sen- 
ators from both parties are saying: 
Enough is enough. 

We filed bipartisan measures that 
would allow Congress to overturn these 
two-pronged regressive regulations. I 
joined Senator HEITKAMP and Senator 
CAPITO on a measure that would ad- 
dress the prong that pertains to the ex- 
isting energy sources. Senator 
MANCHIN joined me as I introduced a 
measure that would address the prong 
that pertains to new energy sources. 
Together these measures represent a 
comprehensive’ solution. Colleagues 
will join me to speak about these reso- 
lutions later today. Iam sure they will 
say more about the measures we filed 
and the process associated with them. 

But what everyone should know is 
this: The publication of these regula- 
tions does not represent an end but a 
beginning. It is the beginning of a new 
front to defend hard-working middle- 
class Americans from massive, massive 
regulations that target them. That 
front is opening here in Congress, and 
it is opening across the country as 
States file lawsuits and Governors 


stand up for their own middle-class 
constituents. The battle may not be 
short, and the battle may not be easy, 
but Kentuckians and hard-working 
Americans should know that I am 
going to keep standing up for them 
throughout this effort. 


EE 


RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader is recognized. 


Sete 
BUDGET AGREEMENT 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, Democrats 
have long called for bipartisan action 
to stop these devastating sequester 
cuts because they hurt our middle class 
and our military. With this agreement 
the Republican leader just mentioned, 
we have done just that. Democrats and 
Republicans have come to a responsible 
agreement that puts the needs of our 
Nation above the Republicans’ partisan 
agenda. While this agreement is not 
perfect, it does address both invest- 
ment in domestic priorities that ben- 
efit the middle class and defense spend- 
ing. It helps us avoid a major threat to 
jobs and the general economy. The 
time to do away with the devastating 
sequester cuts that are harming our 
middle class and military is not in the 
future. It is right now. Democrats hope 
to end sequestration for the good of our 
great country. 

Our work is not done. I hope that we 
can continue to work together—Demo- 
crats and Republicans—to pass this 
legislation and place the priorities of 
the American people ahead of partisan 
politics. 


ae 


CYBER SECURITY LEGISLATION 
AND CLIMATE CHANGE 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, it was 3 
years ago this month that then-Sec- 
retary of Defense Leon Panetta warned 
the United States of a potential ‘‘cyber 
Pearl Harbor.” A cyber Pearl Harbor 
would be crippling, and it would be a 
cyber attack on our Nation’s banks, 
power grid, government, and commu- 
nications network. 

If it sounds scary, that is because it 
is scary. Cyber terrorists could poten- 
tially bring the United States to its 
knees. This potentiality is upon us. A 
catastrophic cyber attack is not far- 
fetched. Ted Koppel, the renowned 
journalist, has written another book, 
and the author reveals that our Na- 
tion’s power grid is extremely vulner- 
able to cyber terrorism. Imagine the 
toll of these attacks: massive power 
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blackouts, no telephone, no Internet 
capability—that is on your cell phones 
or whatever phones exist—over- 
whelmed first responders and an infra- 
structure system reduced to chaos. 

How vulnerable is our Nation to a 
cyber attack of this magnitude? 

Former Secretary of Homeland Secu- 
rity Janet Napolitano, in the book that 
was written, as I indicated, by Ted 
Koppel, stated that the likelihood of an 
attack on our Nation’s power grid is 80 
to 90 percent—80 percent to 90 percent. 

Craig Fugate, the Administrator of 
the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, has had to think about a po- 
tential cyber attack. It is his job. Lis- 
ten to his assessment: 

We’re not a country that can go without 
power for a long period of time without loss 
of life. Our systems, from water treatment to 
hospitals to traffic control to all these 
things that we expect every day, our ability 
to operate without electricity is minimal. 

A number of years ago we had, at the 
direction of Senator MIKULSKI—a long- 
time member of the Intelligence Com- 
mittee—a meeting where such an at- 
tack was discussed and the implica- 
tions of it. That was years ago. It was 
frightening then, and it is even more 
frightening now. But as Mr. Fugate in- 
dicated, that is the scale of threat the 
United States faces with cyber ter- 
rorism. 

We as a country must do more to pro- 
tect ourselves against this cyber ter- 
rorism. It can be done if Republicans 
will work with us. Democrats tried to 
pass comprehensive cyber security leg- 
islation years ago. What happened? It 
was filibustered by the Republicans. 
They wouldn’t even let us on this legis- 
lation. They wouldn’t even allow us to 
debate the bill. Whatever their rea- 
soning, Iam glad the Republicans have 
finally changed course in this decision 
and allowed this simple bill to move 
forward. We support this legislative ef- 
fort, but we recognize that it is far, far 
too weak. 

Cyber terrorism and cyber attacks 
are part of today’s world. But Repub- 
licans are denying the seriousness of 
this, as they are denying something 
clear to everyone in the world except 
my Republican Senate and House Mem- 
bers. We have climate change taking 
place that is really hurting everybody, 
with rare, rare exception. Cyber ter- 
rorism and cyber attacks are part of 
today’s world, just like climate change. 
To not move forward with more com- 
prehensive cyber security legislation 
and to ignore what is happening in our 
world dealing with climate change will 
in the years to come be considered leg- 
islative malpractice. I am sorry to say 
that legislative malpractice is not on 
our shoulders. We wanted for years to 
do something with climate change. We 
can’t. It is not even something that the 
Republicans will allow us to discuss. 
We wanted for years to do something 
with cyber security. They refused to do 
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so. We have a bill before us that is bet- 
ter than nothing, and we support it. 
But it is far, far too weak. 

Mr. President, I see the assistant 
Democratic leader on the floor. Would 
the Chair announce before he talks to 
us what we are going to do here today. 


EE 
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 


EE 


CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION 
SHARING ACT OF 2015 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
sume consideration of S. 754, which the 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 


A bill (S. 754) to improve cybersecurity in 
the United States through enhanced sharing 
of information about cybersecurity threats, 
and for other purposes. 

Pending: 

Burr/Feinstein amendment No. 2716, in the 
nature of a substitute. 

Burr (for Cotton) modified amendment No. 
2581 (to amendment No. 2716), to exempt 
from the capability and process within the 
Department of Homeland Security commu- 
nication between a private entity and the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation or the 
United States Secret Service regarding cy- 
bersecurity threats. 

Feinstein (for Coons) modified amendment 
No. 2552 (to amendment No. 2716), to modify 
section 5 to require DHS to review all cyber 
threat indicators and countermeasures in 
order to remove certain personal informa- 
tion. 

Burr (for Flake/Franken) amendment No. 
2582 (to amendment No. 2716), to terminate 
the provisions of the Act after ten years. 

Feinstein (for Franken) further modified 
amendment No. 2612 (to amendment No. 
2716), to improve the definitions of cyberse- 
curity threat and cyber threat indicator. 

Burr (for Heller) modified amendment No. 
2548 (to amendment No. 2716), to protect in- 
formation that is reasonably believed to be 
personal information or information that 
identifies a specific person. 

Feinstein (for Leahy) modified amendment 
No. 2587 (to amendment No. 2716), to strike 
the FOIA exemption. 

Feinstein (for Mikulski/Cardin) amend- 
ment No. 2557 (to amendment No. 2716), to 
provide amounts necessary for accelerated 
cybersecurity in response to data breaches. 

Feinstein (for Whitehouse/Graham) modi- 
fied amendment No. 2626 (to amendment No. 
2716), to amend title 18, United States Code, 
to protect Americans from cybercrime. 

Feinstein (for Wyden) modified amendment 
No. 2621 (to amendment No. 2716), to improve 
the requirements relating to removal of per- 
sonal information from cyber threat indica- 
tors before sharing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the time until 11 
a.m. will be equally divided between 
the two leaders or their designees. 

The assistant Democratic leader. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, the de- 
bate which we will engage in today on 
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the floor of the Senate is really one 
that parallels the historic debates that 
have occurred in the course of our Na- 
tion’s history. When a great democracy 
sets out to defend its citizens and to 
engage in security, it really is with a 
challenge: Can we keep our Nation safe 
and still protect our rights and lib- 
erties? That question has been raised, 
and that challenge has been raised 
time and again. 

It was President Abraham Lincoln 
during the Civil War who suspended the 
right of habeas corpus. It was chal- 
lenged by some as an overextension by 
the executive branch, but President 
Lincoln thought it was necessary to re- 
solve the Civil War in favor of the 
Union. In World War I, the passage of 
the Alien and Sedition Acts raised 
questions about the loyalty of Ameri- 
cans who question many of the great 
issues that were being raised during 
that war. We certainly all remember 
what happened during World War II 
when, even under President Franklin 
Roosevelt, thousands of Japanese 
Americans were interned because of 
our concerns about safety and security 
in the United States. It continued in 
the Cold War with the McCarthy hear- 
ings and accusations that certain mem- 
bers of the State Department and other 
officials were, in fact, Communist sym- 
pathizers. That history goes on and on. 

So whenever we engage in a question 
of the security and safety for our Na- 
tion, we are always going to be faced 
with that challenge. Are we going too 
far? Are we giving too much authority 
to the government? Are we sacrificing 
our individual rights and liberty and 
privacy far more than we should to 
keep this Nation safe? That, in fact, is 
the debate we have today on the most 
sophisticated new form of warfare— 
cyber war. 

Cyber security is an enormous con- 
cern not just for private companies but 
for every American. Data breaches hap- 
pen almost every day. We read not that 
long ago that 21 million current and 
former Federal employees had their 
records breached and stolen from the 
Office of Personnel Management. Just 
this month more than 700,000 T-Mobile 
users in my home State may have had 
their information compromised by 
hackers. It seems there isn’t a month 
that goes by where we don’t hear of an- 
other security breach. That is why we 
need to take steps to improve data se- 
curity and share cyber threat informa- 
tion. 

Chairman BURR and Ranking Member 
FEINSTEIN worked long and hard to put 
together a bill to encourage private 
and governmental entities to share po- 
tential threat information. This bill 
has evolved over 5 years. No one has 
worked harder during that period of 
time than my colleague, Senator FEIN- 
STEIN of California. Senator BURR is 
now joining her in this effort. 
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Many are skeptical about the bill be- 
fore us. Some have raised those con- 
cerns on the floor. But we look at the 
major companies that are opposing this 
bill as currently written—Apple, IBM, 
Microsoft, Google, Facebook, and Ama- 
zon—just a few of the major companies 
that have said they can’t support the 
bill that is on the floor today. They 
note that the bill does not require com- 
panies or the Federal Government to 
protect private information, including 
personal emails, email addresses, and 
more. In fact, this bill preempts all 
laws that would prevent a company or 
agency from sharing personal informa- 
tion. 

I am encouraged that the managers 
of this bill have moved in the direction 
of addressing this concern. They have 
limited the authorization to share 
cyber threat information to ‘‘cyber se- 
curity purposes’’—a valuable step to- 
ward making sure the bill is not used 
as surveillance. They have included a 
provision requiring government proce- 
dures to notify Americans if their in- 
formation is shared mistakenly by the 
government. They have clarified that 
the authorization to employ defensive 
measures—or defensive ‘‘hacking’’— 
does not allow an entity to gain unau- 
thorized access to another’s computer 
network. 

There will be some amendments be- 
fore us today that I will support which 
I think strengthen the privacy protec- 
tions that should be included in this 
bill. 

I am a cosponsor of the Franken 
amendment to improve the definitions 
of “cyber security threat” and other 
cyber threat indicators. Narrowing this 
definition from information that 
“may” be a threat to information that 
is “reasonably likely” to pose a threat 
would reduce the amount of potentially 
personal information shared under the 
bill. 

I also urge my colleagues to support 
the Wyden amendment to strengthen 
the requirement that private compa- 
nies remove sensitive personal infor- 
mation before sharing cyber threat in- 
dicators. Again, this amendment would 
limit the amount of potentially per- 
sonal information shared under the 
bill. 

I support the Coons amendment to 
give the Department of Homeland Se- 
curity time to remove or scrub per- 
sonal information from the informa- 
tion it shares with other Federal agen- 
cies. There is simply no need for per- 
sonal information unrelated to a threat 
to be shared with law enforcement 
agencies such as the Department of 
Justice and NSA. 

These amendments would strengthen 
privacy protections in the bill much 
more than the original managers’ 
package. I look forward to working 
with Senators BURR and FEINSTEIN and 
others to ensure that the final bill ad- 
dresses our cyber security concerns 
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while still protecting privacy—some- 
thing I know we all want to do. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the time 
be charged equally on both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, shortly we 
will once again begin the process on 
the cyber security bill. We will start 
votes hopefully right at 11 o’clock. We 
will try to work through five amend- 
ments this morning and return this 
afternoon with a short period of de- 
bate, and once again, at 4 o’clock, we 
will take up five additional votes—or 
possibly four—and be at the point 
where we could conclude this legisla- 
tion. 

Let me say to my colleagues that the 
Senate has tried for several years now 
to bring cyber security legislation to 
the Senate floor and find the will to 
pass it. With the work of the vice 
chairman, I think we have been able to 
succeed in that. We enjoyed a 14-to-1 
vote out of the committee, showing 
tremendous bipartisan support. Thou- 
sands of businesses and almost 100 or- 
ganizations around the country are 
supportive of the bill. But, more impor- 
tantly, in the last several days the bill 
has gained the support of the Wall 
Street Journal and the Washington 
Post—not necessarily publications that 
chime in on the need for certain pieces 
of legislation from the Senate floor, 
but in this particular case, two publi- 
cations understand the importance of 
cyber security legislation getting 
signed into law. 

This is the first step, and confer- 
encing with the House will come short- 
ly after. I am proud to say that we al- 
ready have legislation the White House 
says they support. So I think we are in 
the final stretches of actually getting 
legislation into law that would volun- 
tarily allow companies to partner with 
the Federal Government when their 
systems have been breached, when per- 
sonal data is at risk. 
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I still say today to those folks both 
in this institution and outside of this 
institution who are concerned with pri- 
vacy that I think the vice chairman 
and I have bent over backward to ac- 
commodate concerns. Some concerns 
still exist. We don’t believe they are 
necessarily accurate and that only by 
utilizing this system will, in fact, we 
understand whether we have been defi- 
cient anywhere. 

There are also several companies 
that are not supportive of this bill, as 
is their right. I will say this: From the 
beginning, we committed to make this 
bill voluntary, meaning that any com- 
pany in America, if its systems are 
breached, could choose voluntarily to 
create the partnership with the Federal 
Government. Nobody is mandated to do 
it. So I speak specifically to those com- 
panies right now: You might not like 
the legislation, but for goodness’ sakes, 
do not deprive every other business in 
America from having the opportunity 
to have this partnership. Do not de- 
prive the other companies in this coun- 
try from trying to minimize the 
amount of personal data that is lost be- 
cause there has been a cyber attack. 
Do not try to stop this legislation and 
put us in a situation where we ignore 
the fact that cyber attacks are going 
to happen with greater frequency from 
more individuals and that the sooner 
we learn how to defend our systems, 
the better off personal data will be in 
the United States of America. 

This is a huge deal. The vice chair- 
man and I from day one have said to 
our Members that we will entertain 
any good ideas that we think strength- 
en the bill. On both sides of the aisle, 
we have said to Members that if this 
breaks the agreement that we have for 
the support we need, because they 
don’t believe the policy is right, then 
we will lock arms and we will vote 
against amendments. 

We have about eight amendments 
today. On a majority of those, we will 
do that. I am proud to tell my col- 
leagues that during the overnight and 
this morning—we will announce today 
that we have taken care of the Flake 
amendment with a modification. We 
are changing the sunset on the legisla- 
tion to 10 years, and we will accept the 
Flake amendment on a voice vote later 
this morning. We continue even over 
these last hours to try to modify legis- 
lation that can be agreed to on both 
sides of the aisle but, more impor- 
tantly, without changing the delicate 
balance we have tried to legislate into 
this legislation. 

I am sure Members will come down 
over the next 35 minutes, but at this 
time I will yield the floor so the vice 
chairman can seek time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

I wish to begin by thanking the 
chairman for his work on the bill. 
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For me, this has been a 6-year effort. 
It hasn’t been easy. It hasn’t been easy 
because we have tried to strike a bal- 
ance and make the bill understandable 
so that there would be a cooperative ef- 
fort to share between companies and 
the government. 

Last Thursday the Senate showed its 
support for moving forward with two 
strong votes. We had a vote of 83 to 14 
to invoke cloture on the substitute 
amendment, showing that there is, in 
fact, deep bipartisan support for mov- 
ing significant legislation to the Presi- 
dent’s desk. 

To that end, I ask unanimous consent 
that editorials from the two major U.S. 
newspapers be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 22, 2015] 
THE SENATE SHOULD TAKE A CRUCIAL FIRST 
STEP ON CYBERSECURITY 
(By Editorial Board) 

After years of failure to find a consensus 
on cybersecurity, the Senate is expected to 
vote early next week on a bill that would en- 
able the government and the private sector 
to share information about malicious threats 
and respond to them more quickly. The leg- 
islation is not going to completely end the 
tidal wave of cyberattacks against the gov- 
ernment and corporations, but passing it is 
better than doing nothing—and that is where 
Congress has left the matter in recent years. 

The legislation, approved by the Senate 
Select Committee on Intelligence on a bipar- 
tisan 14-to-1 vote in March, is intended to 
iron out legal and procedural hurdles to 
sharing information on cyberthreats between 
companies and the government. Private-sec- 
tor networks have been extremely vulner- 
able, while the government possesses sophis- 
ticated tools that might be valuable in de- 
fending those networks. If threats are shared 
in real time, they could be blunted. The leg- 
islation is not a magic wand. Hackers inno- 
vate destructive and intrusive attacks even 
faster than they can be detected. The infor- 
mation sharing would be voluntary. But the 
bill is at least a first step for Congress after 
several years of inconclusive debate over 
how to respond to attacks that have infil- 
trated networks ranging from those of Home 
Depot to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

The biggest complaint about the bill is 
from privacy advocates, including Sen. Ron 
Wyden (D-Ore.), who cast the sole dissenting 
vote on the intelligence committee. His con- 
cerns have been amplified recently by sev- 
eral tech giants. Apple told The Post this 
week that it opposes the legislation because 
of privacy concerns. In a statement, the 
company said, “The trust of our customers 
means everything to us and we don’t believe 
security should come at the expense of their 
privacy.” Some other large technology firms 
are also opposing the bill through a trade as- 
sociation. Separately, alarmist claims have 
been made by privacy advocates who de- 
scribe it as a ‘‘surveillance”’ bill. 

The notion that there is a binary choice 
between privacy and security is false. We 
need both privacy protection and cybersecu- 
rity, and the Senate legislation is one step 
toward breaking the logjam on security. 
Sponsors have added privacy protections 
that would scrub out personal information 
before it is shared. They have made the legis- 
lation voluntary, so if companies are really 
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concerned, they can stay away. Abroad coali- 
tion of business groups, including the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce, has backed the legis- 
lation, saying that cybertheft and disruption 
are ‘advancing in scope and complexity.” 

The status quo is intolerable: Adversaries 
of the United States are invading computer 
networks and hauling away sensitive infor- 
mation and intellectual property by the 
gigabyte. A much stronger response is called 
for in all directions, both to defend U.S. net- 
works and to punish those, such as China, 
doing the stealing and spying. This legisla- 
tion is a needed defensive step from a Con- 
gress that has so far not acted on a vital na- 
tional concern. 


[From the Wall Street Journal, Oct. 26, 2015] 
A CYBER DEFENSE BILL, AT LAST 
DATA SHARING CAN IMPROVE SECURITY AND 
CONSUMER PRIVACY 

By now everyone knows the threat from 
cyber attacks on American individuals and 
business, and Congress finally seems poised 
to do something about it. As early as Tues- 
day the Senate may vote on a bill that would 
let businesses and the government cooperate 
to shore up U.S. cyber defenses. 

This should have been done long ago, but 
Democrats blocked a bipartisan bill while 
they controlled the Senate and President 
Obama insisted on imposing costly new 
cyber-security mandates on business. The 
GOP Senate takeover in 2014 has broken the 
logjam, helped by high-profile attacks 
against the likes of Sony, Home Depot, Ash- 
ley Madison and the federal Office of Per- 
sonnel Management. 

Special thanks to WikiLeaks, the anti- 
American operation that last week an- 
nounced that its latest public offering would 
be information hacked from the private 
email account of CIA chief John Brennan. 
We assume Mr. Brennan’s government email 
is better protected, but then this is the same 
government that let Hillary Clinton send 
top-secret communications on her private 
email server. 

Democrats have decided it’s now bad poli- 
tics to keep resisting a compromise, and last 
week the Cybersecurity Information Sharing 
Act co-sponsored by North Carolina Repub- 
lican Richard Burr and California Democrat 
Dianne Feinstein passed the filibuster hur- 
dle. A similar bill passed the House in April 
307-106. 

The idea behind the legislation is simple: 
Let private businesses share information 
with each other, and with the government, 
to better fight an escalating and constantly 
evolving cyber threat. This shared data 
might be the footprint of hackers that the 
government has seen but private companies 
haven’t. Or it might include more advanced 
technology that private companies have de- 
veloped as a defense. 

Since hackers can strike fast, real-time co- 
operation is essential. A crucial provision 
would shield companies from private law- 
suits and antitrust laws if they seek help or 
cooperate with one another. Democrats had 
long resisted this legal safe harbor at the be- 
hest of plaintiffs lawyers who view corporate 
victims of cyber attack as another source of 
plunder. 

The plaintiffs bar aside, the bill’s main op- 
ponents now are big tech companies that are 
still traumatized by the fallout from the Ed- 
ward Snowden data theft. Apple, Dropbox 
and Twitter, among others, say the bill 
doesn’t do enough to protect individual pri- 
vacy and might even allow government 
snooping. 

Everyone knows government makes mis- 
takes, but the far larger threat to privacy is 
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from criminal or foreign-government hack- 
ers who aren’t burdened by U.S. due-process 
protections. Cooperation is voluntary, and 
the bill includes penalties if government 
misuses the information. Before either side 
can share data, personal information that 
might jeopardize customer privacy must be 
scrubbed. 

The tech giants are the outliers in this de- 
bate, while nearly all of the rest of American 
business supports the bill. The White House 
has said Mr. Obama will sign the legislation, 
which would make it a rare example of bipar- 
tisan cooperation. The security-privacy de- 
bate is often portrayed as a zero-sum trade- 
off, but this bill looks like a win for both: 
Helping companies better protect their data 
from cyber thieves will enhance American 
privacy. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. The first is from 
the Washington Post dated October 22, 
entitled ‘“‘The Senate should take a 
crucial first step on cybersecurity.” 
The second is in today’s Wall Street 
Journal, and it is entitled “A Cyber 
Defense Bill, At Last: Data sharing can 
improve security and consumer pri- 
vacy.”’ 

I also note the endorsement from 
Secretary Jeh Johnson on October 22. 

I have been privileged to work with 
our chairman. We have really tried to 
produce a balanced bill. We have tried 
to make it understandable to private 
industry so that companies understand 
it and are willing to cooperate. This 
bill will allow companies and the gov- 
ernment to voluntarily share informa- 
tion about cyber threats and the defen- 
sive measures they might be able to 
implement to protect their networks. 

Right now, the same cyber intrusions 
are used again and again to penetrate 
different targets. That shouldn’t hap- 
pen. If someone sees a particular virus 
or harmful cyber signature, they 
should tell others so they can protect 
themselves. 

That is what this bill does. It clears 
away the uncertainty and the concerns 
that keep companies from sharing this 
information. It provides that two com- 
petitors in a market can share infor- 
mation on cyber threats with each 
other without facing anti-trust suits. 
It provides that companies sharing 
cyber threat information with the gov- 
ernment for cyber security purposes 
will have liability protection. 

As I have said many times, the bill is 
completely voluntary. If a company 
doesn’t want to share information, it 
does not have to. 

Today, we will vote on up to seven 
amendments. As late as this morning, 
Senator BURR and I have been working 
to see if we can reach agreement to ac- 
cept or voice vote some of them, and I 
hope these discussions will be success- 
ful. However, I remain in agreement 
with Chairman BURR that we will op- 
pose any amendments that undo the 
careful compromises we have made on 
this bill. Over the past 10 months, we 
have tried to thread a needle in fact to 
draft a bill that as I said gives the pri- 
vate sector the insurances it needs to 
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share more information while includ- 
ing privacy protections to make sure 
Americans’ information is not com- 
promised. 

I see on the floor the ranking mem- 
ber of the Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs Committee, the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Delaware, and 
I thank Senator CARPER for all he has 
done to help us and also to make what 
I consider a major amendment on this 
bill, which as you know has been ac- 
cepted. 

Several of today’s amendments would 
undo this balance. Senators WYDEN, 
HELLER, and FRANKEN have amend- 
ments that would lead to less informa- 
tion sharing. Each of them would re- 
place clear requirements that are now 
in the bill on what a company or a gov- 
ernment must do prior to sharing in- 
formation with a new subjective stand- 
ard that would insert the concern of 
legal liability. 

I would offer to work with these Sen- 
ators and others as the bill moves for- 
ward and hopefully goes into con- 
ference to see if there is a way to 
achieve their goals without interfering 
with the bill’s goal of increasing infor- 
mation sharing. 

Senator LEAHY’s amendment would 
similarly decrease the amount of shar- 
ing by opening up the chances of public 
disclosure through the Freedom of In- 
formation Act of cyber threats shared 
under this bill. While the bill seeks to 
share information about the nature of 
cyber threats and suggestions on how 
to defend networks, this information 
should not be made widely available to 
hackers and cyber criminals who could 
use it for their own purposes. 

Senator BURR and I worked closely 
with Senators LEAHY and CORNYN in 
putting together the managers’ pack- 
age to remove a FOIA exemption that 
they viewed as unnecessary and harm- 
ful. Iam pleased we were able to reach 
that agreement. However, the FOIA ex- 
emption that remains in the bill is 
needed to encourage companies to 
share this information, and I would op- 
pose this amendment. 

The President has an amendment on 
the other side of the spectrum which I 
will also strongly oppose. This amend- 
ment would basically undo one of the 
core concepts of this bill. Instead of re- 
quiring cyber information to go 
through a single portal at the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security, it would 
allow companies to share cyber infor- 
mation directly with the FBI or the Se- 
cret Service and still provide full li- 
ability protection. 

This change runs afoul of one of the 
most important privacy protections in 
the bill, which was to limit direct shar- 
ing of this cyber information with the 
intelligence community or with law 
enforcement. In other words, every- 
thing will go through the portal first, 
where it will receive an additional 
scrub to remove any residual personal 
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information and then go to the respec- 
tive departments. In this way the pri- 
vacy is kept by not being able to mis- 
use the authority to provide unrelated 
information directly to departments. 

If there is a crime, companies should 
be able to share information with law 
enforcement—I agree with that—but 
that is not what this bill is about. This 
bill is about sharing cyber information 
on threats so there can be greater 
awareness and better defenses. 

When there is a cyber crime and law 
enforcement is called in, we are talk- 
ing about very different information. 
When the FBI investigates, it takes en- 
tire databases and servers. It looks at 
everything—far beyond the cyber infor- 
mation that could be lawfully shared in 
this act. So sharing with the FBI out- 
side of the DHS portal may be appro- 
priate in certain cases but not as a par- 
allel option for cyber threat informa- 
tion. 

In fact, our bill already makes clear 
in section 105(c)(E) that it ‘‘does not 
limit or prohibit otherwise lawful dis- 
closures of communications, records, 
or other information, including report- 
ing of known or suspected criminal ac- 
tivity.” I would just refer to this chart 
which quotes section 105(c). It says ex- 
actly that. 

This amendment would undo the key 
structure of this bill—the central por- 
tal for sharing information located at 
the Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity—and decrease the ability of the 
government to effectively manage all 
the cyber information it receives. So I 
will oppose this amendment and urge 
my colleagues to do the same. 

I very much appreciate that the Sen- 
ate will complete its consideration of 
this bill today. We still have a long 
way to go. We have to conference the 
House bill with our bill. I want to 
make this offer, and I know I think I 
speak for the chairman as well, that we 
are happy to work with any Member as 
we go into conference, but I hope we 
can complete these last few votes with- 
out upsetting the careful negotiations 
and compromise we have been able to 
reach. 

Again, I thank the Chair. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time, and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. CARPER. Let me start off by 
saying to Senator FEINSTEIN, 6 years 
ago, you, along with Senators SUSAN 
COLLINS, Joe Lieberman, Jay Rocke- 
feller, and others started leading the 
effort to put in place comprehensive 
cyber security legislation and offered 
the first comprehensive bill dealing 
with information sharing. We had a 
vote in late 2012. It came up short, and 
we started all over again in the last 
Congress. You have shown great leader- 
ship right from the start. I thank you 
and I thank Senator BURR, the chair of 
the committee. I thank you for cooper- 
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ating with us and with others to make 
sure that we have not just a good bill 
but a very good bill that addresses ef- 
fectively the greatest challenges we 
face in our country. 


I have heard Senator FEINSTEIN say 
this time and again, and I will say it 
again today: If companies don’t want 
to share information with the Federal 
Government, they don’t have to. It is 
elective. In some cases they can form 
their own groups called ISOCs that will 
share information with one another. 
They don’t have to share information 
on attacks with the Federal Govern- 
ment. They can share it with other 
peers if they wish to, but if they do 
share it with the Federal Government, 
with a couple of narrow exceptions, we 
ask that it be shared with the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security because 
the Department of Homeland Security 
is set up in large part to provide a pri- 
vacy scrub. 


Next month the DHS will have the 
ability, when these threat indicators 
come through that are reported by 
other businesses across the country, in 
real time to be able to scrub that infor- 
mation through the portal and remove 
from it personally identifiable informa- 
tion that should not be shared with 
other Federal agencies, and just like 
that, bingo, we are off to the races. It 
is a smart compromise that I am 
pleased and grateful to have worked 
out with Senators BURR and FEINSTEIN 
and their staff. I thank both their staff 
and ours as well. 


The other piece is the legislation we 
literally took out of the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs that has been pending. I think 
the entire title 2 of the managers’ 
amendment is the legislation that Sen- 
ator JOHNSON and I have worked on. We 
are grateful for that. 


One piece of it is something called 
EINSTEIN 1, 2, and 3—not to be con- 
fused with the renowned scientist, Al- 
bert Einstein. But we have something 
called EINSTEIN 1, EINSTEIN 2, and 
EINSTEIN 3. What do they mean? 
What this legislation does is it means 
we are going to use these tools—we are 
going to continue to update and mod- 
ernize these tools—to, No. 1, record in- 
trusions; No. 2, to be able to detect the 
bad stuff coming through into the Fed- 
eral Government; and No. 3, block it. 


We are going to make sure it is not 
just something that is positive work on 
a piece of paper but that 100 percent of 
the Federal agencies are able to use 
these new tools. Senator JOHNSON and I 
worked on legislation included in this 
package that uses encryption tools and 
doubles the number of processes we 
have available to better protect our in- 
formation. 

Finally, I would mention that Sen- 
ator COLLINS, the former chair of the 
Homeland Security Committee—she 
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and a number of our colleagues, includ- 
ing Senator MIKULSKI, Senator McCaAs- 
KILL, and others, have worked on legis- 
lation that we added to and all of that 
was reported out of the committee. All 
of this together is a very robust de- 
fender of our dot-gov domain and could 
be used to help those outside the Fed- 
eral Government as well. 

Going back to the last Congress, Tom 
Coburn and I worked together to do 
three things to strengthen the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security to let it do 
its job. Growing up, I remember seeing 
cartoon ads in a magazine about some 
guy at the beach kicking sand on a 
smaller guy. The smaller guy in this 
case would have been the Department 
of Homeland Security, with respect to 
their ability to provide robust defense 
against cyber attacks. If I can use that 
cartoon as an analogy, in the past, the 
Department of Homeland Security was 
the 98-pound weakling, and it is no 
weakling anymore. Legislation that 
Dr. Coburn and I offered, passed in the 
Congress, to, No. 1, say the cyber ops 
center in the Department of Homeland 
Security is real. We are standing it up. 
We are making it real and robust. 

The Federal Information Security 
Management Act for years was a paper- 
work exercise and was a once-a-year 
check to make sure our cyber defenses 
were secure. We are transforming that 
into a 24/7, robust, around-the-clock op- 
eration by modifying legislation and 
improving legislation called FISMA. 
We also in that legislation make clear 
what OMB’s job is and we make clear 
what the job of the Department of 
Homeland Security is. 

Finally, for years the Department of 
Homeland Security hired and trained 
cyber warriors, and just as they were 
getting really good, they were hired 
away because we couldn’t retain them. 
We couldn’t pay them or provide reten- 
tion bonuses or hiring bonuses. We 
need to make sure we have some of the 
best cyber warriors in the world work- 
ing at the Department of Homeland Se- 
curity. Now DHS has that authority, 
and we will be able to hire these peo- 
ple. 

Putting all this together, folks, what 
we have done is move the needle. With 
passage of this legislation we will move 
the needle and we need to do that. 

There will be discussion later on of 
amendments. There are a couple of 
them that for this Senator are espe- 
cially troubling. Senator FEINSTEIN has 
mentioned a couple of them, and I sus- 
pect Senator BURR has mentioned them 
as well. We will look at them as we go 
through, but a couple of them set this 
legislation back and I will very strong- 
ly oppose them. 

Having said that, regarding the old 
saying—I am tired of hearing it and I 
am tired of saying it, but ‘‘don’t let the 
perfect be the enemy of the good.” This 
isn’t just good legislation, this is very 
good legislation, and it has gotten bet- 
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ter every step of the way because of the 
willingness of the ranking member and 
the chairman of the Intel Committee 
to collaborate. The three C’s at work 
are communicating, compromising, 
and collaborating. We should work out 
these amendments today and pass this 
bill. 

I thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nevada. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2548, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, this 
Senator, like everyone else in this 
Chamber, realizes the need to address 
the threat of cyber attacks. The im- 
pact of these attacks is a matter of in- 
dividual financial security as well as 
America’s national security, and I con- 
tend that these efforts must not inter- 
fere with Americans’ privacy. In doing 
so, the cure, which is this piece of leg- 
islation, is worse than the problem. 

I have said it before and I will con- 
tinue saying it, privacy for Nevadans is 
nonnegotiable. Nevadans elected me in 
part to uphold their civil rights and 
their liberties, and that is what I am 
on the floor doing today. That is why I 
fought for passage of the USA FREE- 
DOM Act. That is why I offered my 
amendment being considered on this 
floor this given day. Hundreds of Ne- 
vadans have reached out to my office 
expressing concerns about the Cyberse- 
curity Information Sharing Act, saying 
it did not do enough to safeguard their 
personal information. 

Also tech companies, including 
Google, Apple, Microsoft, Oracle, and 
BSA Software Alliance, all expressed 
the same concerns about privacy under 
this piece of legislation. It is our re- 
sponsibility in Congress to listen to 
these concerns and address them before 
allowing this piece of legislation to be- 
come law. I recognize the chairman of 
the intelligence committee does not 
support my amendment and has been 
encouraging our colleagues to oppose 
it. 

With respect, however, I believe my 
amendment is a commonsense, middle- 
ground amendment. It ensures that we 
strike an appropriate balance that 
guarantees privacy, but also allows for 
real-time sharing of cyber threat indi- 
cators. My amendment would simply 
require the Federal Government, before 
sharing any cyber threat indicators, to 
strip out any personally identifiable in- 
formation that they reasonably believe 
is not directly related to a cyber secu- 
rity threat. 

This standard creates a wide protec- 
tion for American’s personal informa- 
tion. Furthermore, it also improves the 
operational capabilities of this cyber 
sharing program. DHS has stated that 
removing more personally identifiable 
information before sharing will help 
the private sector meaningfully digest 
that information as they work to com- 
bat cyber threats. 

Again, I respect what Chairman BURR 
and Ranking Member FEINSTEIN are 
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trying to do here, which is why I have 
carefully crafted this amendment to 
meet the needs of both sides—those 
fighting for privacy and those fighting 
for our national security. I would like 
to take a moment to address the con- 
cerns expressed by the chairman, who 
has argued that this amendment is a 
poison pill for this piece of legislation. 
I want to be clear: This amendment is 
not creating legal uncertainty that 
would delay the sharing of cyber threat 
indicators. In fact, the term ‘‘reason- 
ably believes” is used as the standard 
for the private sector in the House- 
passed cyber bill. Let me repeat that. 
This phrase, ‘‘reasonably believes,” is 
the standard applied to the private sec- 
tor in the House-passed bill. Our coun- 
terparts on the House Intelligence 
Committee felt that this standard was 
high enough to protect privacy while 
also meeting the goal of the bill which 
is real-time sharing. 

If this standard is good enough for 
the private sector, it should be good 
enough for the Federal Government. 
Just 6 months ago, the chamber of 
commerce released a strong statement 
of support and praise for the House- 
passed cyber legislation. Not once did 
they release statements of concern 
over using the term ‘‘reasonably be- 
lieves’’ as it applies to the private sec- 
tor, the industry which they represent. 
I ask again: If it is good enough for the 
private sector, should it not be good 
enough for the Federal Government? 

Finally, I am proud to have the sup- 
port of two of the Senate’s leading pri- 
vacy advocates, Senators LEAHY and 
WYDEN, who have been fighting with 
me to make key changes to this bill to 
maintain Americans’ rights. I strongly 
urge my colleagues today to vote in 
support of my simple fix. Let’s keep 
our oath to the American people and 
make this bill stronger for privacy 
rights and civil liberties. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that after Chair- 
man BURR has spoken, I be recognized 
for 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I want to 
say to my colleague Senator HELLER, I 
wish we could accommodate all of the 
amendments. The fact is that even a 
word here and there changes the bal- 
ance of what Senator FEINSTEIN and I 
have tried to put together. Although 
on the surface it may not look like a 
big deal—I understand we have two 
competing bills that were passed in the 
House, and one has the language. The 
fact is, our language for the entirety of 
the bill does not match the House bill. 

When you change something, we have 
to look at the cause and effect of it. 
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Here are the realities. This is a vol- 
untary bill. I will start backward with 
some of the things Senator HELLER 
said. Technology companies are op- 
posed to it. They are. I cannot do any- 
thing about that, but I can plead with 
them: Why would you deprive thou- 
sands of businesses that want to have a 
partnership with the Federal Govern- 
ment from having it because you have 
determined for your business, even 
though you are a large holder of per- 
sonal data, that you don’t want a part- 
nership with the Federal Government. 

I would suggest that the first day 
they get penetrated, they may find 
that partnership is worthy. I cannot 
change where they are on the legisla- 
tion. The reality is that for a vol- 
untary bill, it means there has to be a 
reason for people to want to partici- 
pate. Uncertainty is the No. 1 thing 
that drives that away. We believe the 
change the Senator proposes provides 
that degree of uncertainty, and there- 
fore we would not have information 
shared either at all or in a timely fash- 
ion. If it is not shared in a timely fash- 
ion, then we won’t reach the real-time 
transfer of data which gives us the 
basis of minimizing data loss in this 
bill. 

I think it is easy to look at certain 
pieces of the bill and say: Well, this 
does not change it that much. But it 
changes it in a way that would cause 
either companies to choose not to par- 
ticipate, or it may change it in a way 
that delays the notification to the Fed- 
eral Government. Therefore, we are not 
able to accomplish what we set out to 
do in the mission of this bill, which is 
to minimize the amount of data that is 
lost not just at that company but 
across the U.S. economy. 

Again, I urge our colleagues—we will 
move to amendments shortly. We will 
have an opportunity to debate for 1 
minute on each side on those amend- 
ments. I would urge my colleagues to 
keep this bill intact. If we change the 
balance of what we have been able to 
do, then it changes the effects of how 
this will be implemented, and, in fact, 
we may or may not at the end of the 
day—— 

Mr. HELLER. Will the chairman 
yield time so I can respond to his com- 
ment? 

Mr. BURR. I will be happy to yield. 

Mr. HELLER. I appreciate every- 
thing the Senator is doing. I under- 
stand the importance of fighting 
against cyber attacks. I want to make 
two points—clarify two points that I 
think are very important. The lan- 
guage in this bill is the same standard 
the private sector is held to in the 
House-passed bill. The chamber had no 
problem 6 months ago when that bill 
was passed out of the House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

So I continue to ask the question: If 
it is good enough—if this language is 
good enough for the private sector, 
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why is it not good enough for the pub- 
lic sector, for the Federal Government? 
The second thing is that I believe my 
amendment does strike a balance, in- 
creasing privacy but still providing 
that real-time information sharing. I 
just wanted to make those two points. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I appre- 
ciate the Senator’s input. I can only 
say to my colleagues that it is the rec- 
ommendation of the vice chair and my- 
self that this not be supported. It does 
change the balance, it puts uncertainty 
in the level of participation, and any 
delay from real time would, in fact, 
mean that we would not have lived up 
to the mission of this bill, which is to 
minimize data loss. 

I think, though, that there are simi- 
larities between the House and Senate 
bills. Ours is significantly different, 
and therefore it has a different impli- 
cation when you change certain words. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Before he leaves the 
floor, I want to commend my colleague 
from Nevada. I strongly support his 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2621, AS MODIFIED 

Colleagues, the first vote we will 
have at 11 o’clock is on my amendment 
No. 2621. This amendment is supported 
by a wide variety of leaders across the 
political spectrum, progressive voices 
that have focused on cyber security 
and privacy as well as conservative or- 
ganizations. FreedomWorks, for exam- 
ple, an important conservative organi- 
zation, announced last night that they 
will consider the privacy amendment 
that I will be offering. It will be the 
first vote, a key vote on their congres- 
sional scorecard. 

It was the view of FreedomWorks 
that this amendment, the first vote, 
would add crucial privacy protections 
to this legislation. The point of the 
first amendment we will vote on is to 
strengthen privacy protections by re- 
quiring that companies make reason- 
able efforts to remove unrelated per- 
sonal information about their cus- 
tomers before providing data to the 
government. It says that companies 
should take these efforts to the extent 
feasible. Let me say that this truly of- 
fers a great deal of flexibility and dis- 
cretion to companies. It certainly does 
not demand perfection, but it does say 
to these companies that they should 
actually have to take some real respon- 
sibility, some affirmative step. 

We will have a chance, I guess for a 
minute or so, when we get to the 
amendments, but for purposes of col- 
leagues reflecting before we start vot- 
ing, the first amendment I will be of- 
fering is backed by important progres- 
sive organizations, such as the Center 
for Democracy and Technology, and 
conservative groups, such as 
FreedomWorks, which last night said 
this is a particularly important vote 
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with respect to liberty and privacy. It 
says that with respect to the standard 
for American companies, you just can- 
not hand it over, you have to take 
some affirmative steps—reasonable, af- 
firmative steps—before you share per- 
sonal information. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, we are 
going to go to these amendments, and 
we will have five amendments this 
morning and possibly up to five this 
afternoon starting at 4 o’clock. 

AMENDMENT NOS. 2626, AS MODIFIED, AND 2557 

I want to take this opportunity— 
there are two pending amendments 
that are not germane. I ask unanimous 
consent that it be in order to raise 
those points of order en bloc at this 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BURR. I make a point of order 
that the Whitehouse amendment No. 
2626 and the Mikulski amendment No. 
2557 are not germane to amendment 
No. 2716. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
points of order are well taken and the 
amendments fall. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I want to 
take this opportunity before we start 
the final process to thank the vice 
chairman. She has been incredibly will- 
ing to participate, even when we start- 
ed in a different place than where we 
ended. She brought to the table a tre- 
mendous amount of experience on this 
issue because of the number of years 
she had worked on it. She was very ac- 
commodating on areas that I felt were 
important for us to either incorporate 
or at least debate. 

What I really want to share with my 
colleagues is that we had a wholesome 
debate in the committee. The debate 
the vice chair and I and our staffs had 
was wholesome before it even came to 
the Presiding Officer or to Senator 
WYDEN. That is good. It is why some of 
the Members might have said in com- 
mittee: Gee, this looks like a good 
amendment. Yet it did not fit within 
the framework of what the vice chair 
and I sat down and agreed to. 

So this has been a process over a lot 
of months of building support, not just 
within this institution but across the 
country. It is not a process where I ex- 
pected to get to the end and for there 
to be nothing but endorsements of the 
legislation. I have never seen a piece of 
legislation achieve that coming out of 
the Senate. But I think the vice chair 
and I believed when we actually put 
legislation together that we were on 
the same page. The fact is, it is impor- 
tant that today we are again still on 
the same page, that we have stuck 
there. I thank the vice chairman. 

I also thank Senator JOHNSON and 
Senator CARPER, the chairman and the 
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ranking member of the homeland secu- 
rity committee. They have been in- 
credibly helpful and incredibly accom- 
modating. We have tried to incorporate 
everything we thought contributed 
positively to this legislation, and they 
were huge contributors. 

Lastly, let me say to all of my col- 
leagues that it is tough to be put ina 
situation—the vice chair and myself— 
where we have Members on both sides 
who are going to offer amendments—I 
understand that to them those amend- 
ments are very reasonable, and I would 
only ask my colleagues to understand 
the situation the vice chair and I are 
in. We have negotiated a very deli- 
cately written piece of legislation, and 
any change in that that is substantive 
we feel might, in fact, change the out- 
come of what this bill accomplishes. 

We will have votes on amendments 
this morning. One of those amend- 
ments, Senator FLAKE’s amendment— 
overnight we were able to negotiate a 
change in the sunset provision to 10 
years. We will modify that on the floor 
and accept it by voice vote. The others 
will be recorded votes. 


With that, I yield the floor. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2621, AS MODIFIED 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
FISCHER). Under the previous order, the 
question occurs on amendment No. 
2621, as modified, offered by the Sen- 
ator from Oregon, Mr. WYDEN. 

There is 2 minutes of debate equally 
divided. 


The Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, vir- 
tually all agree that cyber security is a 
serious problem. Virtually all agree 
that it is useful to share information, 
but sharing information without ro- 
bust privacy standards creates as many 
problems as it may solve. 

The first amendment I am offering is 
supported by a wide variety of organi- 
zations across the political spectrum 
because they want what this amend- 
ment would do; that is, reasonable ef- 
forts have to be made to strike unre- 
lated personal information before it is 
handed over to the government. With- 
out that, you have a flimsy standard 
that says: When in doubt, hand it over. 

I urge colleagues to support this 
amendment. It is backed by progressive 
groups and conservative groups. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to add Senator WARREN as a 
cosponsor to my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a letter of support from 
FreedomWorks, a leading conservative 
voice on these issues. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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FREEDOMWORKS, 
Washington, DC, October 26, 2015. 
KEY VOTE YES ON THE WYDEN AMENDMENT 
#2621 TO CISA 

As one of our over 6.9 million 
FreedomWorks activists nationwide, I urge 
you to contact your senators and ask them 
to vote YES on the Wyden amendment to 
add crucial privacy protections to the Cyber 
Information Sharing Act (CISA), S. 754. 

CISA purports to facilitate stronger net- 
work security across the nation by facili- 
tating the interchange of information on 
cyber threats between private companies and 
government agencies. But one of CISA’s sev- 
eral gaping flaws is the incentive it creates 
for some companies to share this data reck- 
lessly. 

The personally identifiable information 
(PII) of a company’s users can be attached to 
cyber threat indicators after a hack—poten- 
tially sensitive information that is generally 
unnecessary to diagnose the threat. But 
since companies which share cyber threat 
data are completely immune to consequence 
if that shared data should be misused, their 
incentive is to share the data as quickly as 
possible—even if that means some would be 
sharing PII. 

And if that personal data is irresponsibly 
shared with the government, it gets spread 
far and wide between government agencies 
(including the NSA) in real time, thanks to 
CISA’s mandatory interagency sharing pro- 
vision. 

The Wyden amendment goes a long way to- 
ward addressing the potential misuse of this 
personal information by requiring companies 
which share cyber threat data to review said 
data to ensure that all PII that is not di- 
rectly necessary to counter the cyber threat 
is deleted before it is shared. 

Passing the Wyden amendment wouldn’t 
fully fix the problems with CISA, but it is an 
important protection against potential dis- 
tribution and misuse of innocent consumers’ 
private information. 

Please contact your senators and ask that 
they vote YES on the Wyden amendment to 
CISA. FreedomWorks will count the vote on 
this amendment as a Key Vote when calcu- 
lating our Congressional Scorecard for 2015. 
The scorecard is used to determine eligi- 
bility for the FreedomFighter Award, which 
recognizes Members of Congress who consist- 
ently vote to support economic freedom and 
individual liberty. 

Sincerely, 
ADAM BRANDON, 
CEO, FreedomWorks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

The Senator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 
I rise to oppose the amendment. This 
amendment would replace a key fea- 
ture of the underlying bill. Right now, 
under section 104(d) of the managers’ 
amendment, a company is required to 
conduct a review of any information 
before it is shared and remove any per- 
sonal information that is not ‘‘directly 
related to a cybersecurity threat.” 

Senator WYDEN’s amendment, while 
well-intentioned, would replace that 
review with a requirement that a com- 
pany must remove personal informa- 
tion ‘‘to the extent feasible’’—and 
there is the rub. This is a very unclear 
requirement. In this bill, we are trying 
to provide clarity on what a company 
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has to do so that it is understandable. 
Companies understand what it means 
to conduct a review to see whether 
there is personal information and then 
strip it out. They don’t know what may 
or may not be feasible, and they worry 
that this lack of clarity could create 
the risk of a lawsuit where the current 
language does not. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Therefore, I ask 
my colleagues to join with me in vot- 
ing no on the Wyden amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the Wyden 
amendment, as modified. 

Mr. BURR. Madam President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Texas (Mr. CRUZ), the Senator 
from Kentucky (Mr. PAUL), the Senator 
from Florida (Mr. RUBIO), and the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana (Mr. VITTER). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 41, 
nays 55, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 285 Leg.] 


YEAS—41 
Baldwin Gardner Peters 
Bennet Gillibrand Reed 
Blumenthal Heinrich Reid 
Booker Heller Sanders 
Boxer Hirono Schatz 
Brown Klobuchar Schumer 
EN eee Shaheen 
ardin ee 
Stab 
Casey Markey p SaN 
Sullivan 
Coons Menendez 
Tester 
Crapo Merkley Udall 
Daines Murkowski a 
Durbin Murphy Warren 
Franken Murray Wyden 
NAYS—55 
Alexander Fischer Moran 
Ayotte Flake Nelson 
Barrasso Graham Perdue 
Blunt Grassley Portman 
Boozman Hatch Risch 
Burr Heitkamp Roberts 
Capito Hoeven Rounds 
Carper Inhofe s 
Cassidy Isakson RAN 
cott 
Coats Johnson $ 
2 Sessions 
Cochran Kaine Shelb 
Collins King raed 
Corker Kirk Thune 
Cornyn Lankford Tillis 
Cotton Manchin Toomey 
Donnelly McCain Warner 
Enzi McCaskill Whitehouse 
Ernst McConnell Wicker 
Feinstein Mikulski 
NOT VOTING—4 
Cruz Rubio 
Paul Vitter 


The amendment (No. 2621), as modi- 
fied, was rejected. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2548, AS MODIFIED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question occurs 
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on amendment No. 2548, as modified, 
offered by the Senator from Nevada, 
Mr. HELLER. 

There is 2 minutes of debate equally 
divided. 

The Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. HELLER. Madam President, the 
chairman has stated that this piece of 
legislation has privacy protections. 
But I don’t believe it goes far enough 
or we wouldn’t be in this Chamber, 
vote after vote after vote, trying to 
move this so there is some personal 
privacy and so there are some liberties 
that are protected. 

This amendment in front of us right 
now is a commonsense, middle-ground 
approach that strengthens the stand- 
ards for the Federal Government re- 
moving personal information prior to 
sharing it with the private sector. 

I want to leave my colleagues with 
two points. This is the same standard 
that the private sector is held to in the 
House-passed bill, supported by the 
Chamber. If this amendment is good 
enough for the private sector, the ques- 
tion is, Why isn’t it good enough for 
the Federal sector or the government? 
No. 2, my amendment strikes a balance 
between increasing privacy but still 
providing for real-time information 
sharing. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BURR. Madam President, Sen- 
ator FEINSTEIN and I have tried to 
reach a very delicate balance. We think 
we have done that. Senator HELLER 
raised one specific issue. He said the 
chamber is supportive of the language. 
Let me just read: The chamber opposes 
Senator HELLER’s amendment for much 
of the same reason that we oppose com- 
parable amendments being offered. It 
says: The difficulty with seemingly 
simple tweaks and wording is that in- 
terpreting the language, such as ‘“ rea- 
sonably believes” and ‘‘reasonable ef- 
forts” in legislation, is far from simple. 
It would create legal uncertainty and 
is contrary to the goal of real-time in- 
formation sharing. The chamber will 
press to maintain NOS as the standard. 

Hopefully, this shares some texture 
with my colleagues about how difficult 
this has been. As I said earlier, I would 
love to accept all of the amendments. 
But when it changes the balance of 
what we have been able to put—when 
we take a voluntary bill and provide 
uncertainty, we have now given a rea- 
son for either companies not to partici- 
pate or for the government to delay the 
transmission to the appropriate agen- 
cies. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. BURR. We believe we have the 
right protections in place. I urge my 
colleagues to defeat the Heller amend- 
ment. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment, as modified. 

Mr. THUNE. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Texas (Mr. CRUZ), the Senator 
from Kentucky (Mr. PAUL), the Senator 
from Florida (Mr. RUBIO), and the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana (Mr. VITTER). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 47, 
nays 49, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 286 Leg.] 


YEAS—47 
Baldwin Ernst Menendez 
Barrasso Flake Merkley 
Bennet Franken Moran 
Blumenthal Gardner Murkowski 
Booker Gillibrand Murray 
Boxer Heinrich Peters 
Cantwell Heitkamp Portman 
Cardin Heller Reed 
Casey Hirono Sanders 
Cassidy Hoeven Sullivan 
Coons Kaine 
Crapo Lankford Tester 
Daines Leahy Toomey 
Donnelly Lee Udall 
Durbin Markey Warren 
Enzi McCaskill Wyden 
NAYS—49 
Alexander Grassley Roberts 
Ayotte Hatch Rounds 
Blunt Inhofe Sasse 
Boozman Isakson Schatz 
Brown Johnson Schumer 
Burr King Scott 
peu a 2 Sessions 
arper obuchar 
Coats Manchin ee 
Cochran McCain rack 
Collins McConnell Sta benow 
Corker Mikulski Thune 
Cornyn Murphy Tillis 
Cotton Nelson Warner 
Feinstein Perdue Whitehouse 
Fischer Reid Wicker 
Graham Risch 
NOT VOTING—4 
Cruz Rubio 
Pau. Vitter 


The amendment (No. 2548), as modi- 
fied, was rejected. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2587, AS MODIFIED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question occurs 
on amendment No. 2587, as modified, 
offered by the Senator from Vermont, 
Mr. LEAHY. 

The Democratic leader. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I would 
ask that my remarks be under leader 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
CONGRATULATING SENATOR LEAHY ON CASTING 

HIS 15,000TH VOTE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, today my 
friend and colleague PAT LEAHY has 
reached another milestone in an ex- 
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traordinary career. He just cast his 
15,000th vote. That is remarkable. He is 
only the sixth Senator in the history of 
this great body to have done that. In 
226 years, he is one of 6. 

Today’s momentous occasion should 
come as no surprise because his entire 
career in public service has been his- 
tory in the making. He graduated from 
St. Michael’s College, which is a 
Vermont institution. He graduated 
from Georgetown University Law Cen- 
ter. 

He was first appointed as the State’s 
attorney when he was 26 years old. He 
was then reelected on two separate oc- 
casions. During that time, PAT LEAHY 
was a nationally renowned prosecutor. 
In 1974—his last as a State’s attorney— 
he was selected as one of the three 
most outstanding prosecutors in Amer- 
ica. 

At age 34, PAT became the first Dem- 
ocrat in U.S. history to be elected to 
the Senate from Vermont. After he was 
elected, the Republican Senator he was 
to succeed, George Aiken, was asked by 
some to resign his seat a day early— 
which you could do in those days—to 
give Senator LEAHY a head start in se- 
niority among his fellow freshmen. 
Here is what Senator Aiken said: “‘If 
Vermont is foolish enough to elect a 
Democrat, let him be number 100.” 

Senator LEAHY’s career has proven 
that the people of Vermont were wise 
in selecting him. From No. 100, Senator 
LEAHY over time ascended to the rank 
of President pro tempore of the Senate. 
Senator LEAHY has spent four decades 
in the Senate fighting for justice and 
equality. As the chairman of the Judi- 
ciary Committee, he became a national 
leader for an independent judiciary, the 
promotion of equal rights, and the pro- 
tection of our Constitution. 

His main focus, though, has always 
been Vermont. He carries with him a 
picture of what he calls his farmhouse, 
which is on lots of acres. It looks like 
a picture you would use if you were 
trying to get somebody to come and 
stay at your place—it is just beautiful. 
It doesn’t remind me of the desert, but 
it is beautiful. 

Over the years, he has done every- 
thing he can to protect the State’s nat- 
ural beauty, the resources, land and 
water, through conservation efforts. 
When people visit Vermont, they see 
these beautiful green vistas, pristine 
lakes and rivers, and picturesque 
farms. Senator LEAHY has worked hard 
to keep Vermont that way. 

Senator LEAHY has done everything 
in his power to promote agriculture in 
his home State. As former chair of the 
agriculture committee, I can remember 
what he has done to protect the dairy 
industry. It is legend what he has done 
to protect the dairy industry. We all 
remember holding up the Senate for pe- 
riods of time until he got what he 
wanted for dairy. He wrote the Organic 
Foods Production Act of 1990, which 
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helped foster Vermont and America’s 
growing organic food industry. Today, 
organic foods are a $40 billion industry. 
Many of those organic farms and busi- 
nesses are based in Vermont. 

After Tropical Storm Irene, I remem- 
ber, graphically, his fighting for the 
State of Vermont. That storm dev- 
astated parts of Vermont. Roads were 
underwater for weeks. He helped secure 
$500 million in assistance for the people 
of Vermont to overcome a brutal nat- 
ural disaster. 

I am fortunate to be able to serve 
with PAT LEAHY here in the Senate. He 
is more than a colleague; he really is a 
dear friend, as is his wife of 52 years, 
Marcelle, whom Landra and I know 
well. We have helped each other 
through our times of joy and our times 
of travail. Senator LEAHY and his wife 
Marcelle have three wonderful children 
and five grandchildren. Give PAT a 
minute alone and he will start telling 
you about them. 

Senator LEAHY, congratulations on 
your 15,000th vote in the U.S. Senate. 

Mr. LEAHY. I thank my colleague. 

(Applause, Senators rising.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
as the Democratic leader has pointed 
out, this is indeed the 15,000th vote of 
the Senator from Vermont. That 
means he has taken the largest number 
of votes among all of us currently serv- 
ing here in the Senate. It means he has 
taken the sixth largest number of votes 
in Senate history. It certainly means 
he has taken more votes than any 
other Senator from his State, and 
Vermont has been sending Senators 
here since the late 1700s. 

That is not the only thing that sets 
him apart from every other Vermonter 
to serve here in the Senate. He was the 
first Democrat elected to serve from 
Vermont. Unfortunately, that is a 
habit that has not continued. I think 
we can safely assume he is Vermont’s 
first Batman fanboy to serve as well; 
the first Bat fan and probably the first 
Dead Head as well. 

There is no doubt that our colleague 
is the longest serving current Member 
of the Senate from any State. We are 
happy to recognize today his 15,000th 
vote. 

(Applause, Senators rising.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. May I have 1 
minute to speak to that point? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 
wish to commemorate my friend and 
colleague for casting his 15,000th vote 
today in the Senate. 

Senator LEAHY has been a stalwart 
Member of this body since joining the 
Senate at the age of 34 in 1975. Four 
decades later, Senator LEAHY continues 
to serve his State and our Nation with 
great passion and conviction. 
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Senator LEAHY has been a good friend 
as we work together in leading the 
Senate Judiciary Committee. 

So, Senator LEAHY, congratulations 
on this tremendous milestone. I hope 
we can cast many more votes together 
as we continue to work in a bipartisan 
way on the committee. 

I applaud the Senator from Vermont 
for his great commitment to service, 
and I wish him many more votes in the 
future. 

(Applause, Senators rising.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The jun- 
ior Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, I 
rise to say a few words in congratu- 
lating Senator LEAHY, not just for his 
15,000th vote but on his many years of 
service serving the people of the State 
of Vermont. Vermont is very proud of 
all of the work PAT LEAHY has done. 

As we all know, Senator LEAHY has 
been a champion on agriculture issues, 
on protecting family farmers, espe- 
cially in dairy and organics. He has 
been a champion in fighting for civil 
liberties in this country. He has been a 
champion on environmental issues, 
making sure the planet we leave our 
kids is a clean and healthy planet. He 
has been a champion on women’s 
issues, and on so many other issues. 

Senator LEAHY, on behalf of the peo- 
ple of Vermont, I want to thank you so 
much for your years of service. 

(Applause, Senators rising.) 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I 
want to thank my dear friends, Sen- 
ator REID, Senator MCCONNELL, Sen- 
ator SANDERS, and Senator GRASSLEY 
for their comments, and I appreciate 
the opportunity to be able to serve 
with them. I thank the members of the 
Senate for this opportunity to make a 
very few observations about this per- 
sonal milestone. 

You know, the Senate offers both 
great opportunities and responsibility 
for both Senators from Vermont and 
all who serve here. We have a chance, 
day after day, to make things better 
for Vermonters and for all Americans. 
We can strengthen our country and en- 
sure its vitality into the future. We can 
forge solutions in the unending quest 
throughout this Nation’s history to 
form a more perfect Union. 

I cast my first vote in this Chamber 
in 1975 on a resolution to establish the 
Church Committee. The critical issues 
of the post-Watergate era parallel 
issues we face today—proof of the en- 
during fact that, while the votes we 
cast today address the issues we face 
now, problems will persist, threats will 
continue, and improvements to the de- 
mocracy we all revere can always be 
made. 

I think back on the 15,000 votes I 
have cast on behalf of Vermonters. A 
lot of them come quickly to mind 
today—some specific to Vermont and 
some national and some global—writ- 
ing and enacting the organic farm bill, 
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the charter for what has become a 
thriving $30 billion industry; stronger 
regulations on mercury pollution and 
combating the effects of global warm- 
ing; emergency relief for the devasta- 
tion caused by Tropical Storm Irene; 
adopting price support programs for 
small dairy farmers; fighting for the 
privacy and civil liberties of all Ameri- 
cans; supporting the Reagan-O’Neill 
deal to save Social Security; nutrition 
bills to help Americans below the pov- 
erty line; bipartisan—strongly bipar- 
tisan—campaign reform in McCain- 
Feingold; the bipartisan Leahy-Smith 
Act, on patent reform; reauthorizing 
and greatly expanding and strength- 
ening the Violence Against Women 
Act; opposing the war in Iraq, a ven- 
ture that cost so many lives and tril- 
lions of taxpayer dollars. 

The Senate at its best can be the con- 
science of the Nation. I have seen that 
when it happens, and I marvel in the 
fundamental soundness and wisdom of 
our system every time the Senate 
stands up and is the conscience of our 
Nation. But we cannot afford to put 
any part of the mechanism on auto- 
matic pilot. It takes constant work and 
vigilance to keep our system working 
as it should for the betterment of our 
society and the American people. And 
we can only do it if we work together. 

I am so grateful to my fellow 
Vermonters for the confidence they 
have shown in me. It is a measure of 
trust that urges me on. I will never be- 
tray it, and I will never take it for 
granted. Reflecting on the past 15,000 
votes reminds me about the signifi- 
cance every time we vote, why I feel 
energized about what votes lie ahead, 
and how we can keep making a dif- 
ference. 

I thank my friends, the two leaders, 
for their remarks, my respected Senate 
colleague, Senator SANDERS, my friend, 
Senator GRASSLEY, with whom I’ve 
served a long time. I appreciate my 
friendship with them and have appre- 
ciated my friendship with other lead- 
ers, including Senators Mansfield, 
Byrd, Baker, Dole, Lott, and Daschle, 
and lifelong gratitude to my former 
colleague, Senator Stafford, a Repub- 
lican, who took me under his wing and 
guided me. And I am privileged to serve 
now—I mean, our whole Vermont dele- 
gation is here: Senator SANDERS, Con- 
gressman WELCH, and myself. Not 
many other States could do that and 
fit all of them in this body. And lastly 
I remember what a thrill it was to tell 
my wife, Marcelle, when I cast my first 
vote. And now 40 years later, I can still 
tell her about the 15,000th vote, and she 
knows, she and our children and grand- 
children are the most important people 
in my life. 

I do not want to further delay the 
Senate’s work today, and I will reflect 
more on this milestone later. I thank 
you for your friendships that have 
meant more to me and my family than 
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I can possibly say, and I look forward 
to continuing serving here. Thank you 
very, very much. 

(Applause, Senators rising.) 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I 
want to add my voice to the well-de- 
served chorus of congratulations for 
our colleague and friend from Vermont. 

Of the 1,963 men and women who have 
ever served in the U.S. Senate, only six 
have the distinction of casting 15,000 
votes. And of those august six, only 
PATRICK LEAHY continues to serve in 
this body today. The only other mem- 
bers of the 15,000-vote league are Sen- 
ators Robert C. Byrd, Strom Thur- 
mond, Daniel Inouye, Ted Kennedy, 
and Ted Stevens. 

More important than the number of 
votes Senator LEAHY has cast, how- 
ever, is the wisdom and courage re- 
flected in his votes. 

He was elected to the U.S. Senate in 
1974—part of an historic group of new 
Senators known as the ‘‘Watergate Ba- 
bies.” 

He has voted time and again to up- 
hold the values of our Constitution— 
even when it contained some political 
risk. 

His very first vote in this Senate was 
to authorize the Church Committee— 
the precursor to today’s Senate Select 
Committee on Intelligence. The Church 
Committee was created to investigate 
possible illegalities by the CIA, the 
FBI, and the National Security Agen- 
cy—and it resulted in major reforms. 

As you may know, Senator LEAHY is 
a major Batman fan. In fact, he has 
made several cameo appearances in 
Batman movies. 

His affinity for the Caped Crusader 
makes sense. You see, Batman is one of 
the few superheroes with no super- 
human powers. He is simply a man 
with unusual courage and determina- 
tion to fight wrongdoing. That is PAT- 
RICK LEAHY, too. 

I have served on the Senate Judiciary 
Committee for more than 18 years. 
During that time, Senator LEAHY has 
been either our committee chairman or 
its ranking member. 

I have the greatest respect for his fi- 
delity to the rule of law and his deter- 
mined efforts to safeguard the inde- 
pendence and integrity of America’s 
Federal courts. 

He is a champion of human rights at 
home and abroad. 

According to the nonpartisan website 
GovTrack, Senator LEAHY has spon- 
sored more bipartisan bills than any 
other current member of this Senate. 
Sixty-one percent of his bills have had 
both Democratic and Republican co- 
sponsors. In this time of increasingly 
sharp partisanship, that is a record 
that we would all do well to emulate. 

Iam particularly grateful to Senator 
LEAHY for his strong support of a bipar- 
tisan bill that I am cosponsoring, along 
with a broad array of Senators, from 
Chairman CHUCK GRASSLEY to Senator 
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CORY BOOKER. The Sentencing Reform 
and Corrections Act would make Fed- 
eral sentencing laws smarter, fairer, 
more effective, and more fiscally re- 
sponsible. It passed the Judiciary Com- 
mittee last week by a vote of 15-5. Sen- 
ator LEAHY’s leadership has been crit- 
ical in building this broad support, and 
I look forward to the day—in the near 
future, I hope—when we can celebrate 
passage of this important measure. 

I learned recently that Senator 
LEAHY dedicates all of his fees and roy- 
alties from his acting roles to char- 
ities. A favorite charity is the Kellogg- 
Hubbard library in Montpelier, VT, 
where he read comic books as a child. 
I hope that there are young boys and 
girls discovering in that library the 
same uncommon courage and love of 
justice that PATRICK LEAHY found 
there. 

America needs more heroes like PAT 
LEAHY. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2587, AS MODIFIED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question occurs 
on amendment No. 2587, as modified, 
offered by the Senator from Vermont, 
Mr. LEAHY. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

There will now be 2 minutes equally 
divided. 

The Senator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 
I rise regretfully to speak against the 
amendment directly following the im- 
portant monument of 15,000 votes by 
one of the idols of my life, but so be it. 

As it might become very clear, Sen- 
ator BURR and I, on a bill that came 
out of committee 14 to 1, have tried to 
keep a balance and have tried to pre- 
vent this kind of information sharing 
from being a threat to business so they 
won’t participate. Therefore, the words 
that are used are all important as to 
whether they have a legal derivation. 
Senator LEAHY’s amendment would es- 
sentially decrease the amount of shar- 
ing by opening up the chance of public 
disclosure through the Freedom of In- 
formation Act of cyber threats shared 
under this bill. 

Now, we seek to share information 
about the nature of cyber effects and 
suggestions on how to defend networks. 
This information clearly should not be 
made available to hackers and cyber 
criminals who could use it for their 
own purposes. So Senator BURR and I 
worked closely with Senator LEAHY 
and Senator CORNYN in putting to- 
gether the managers’ package to re- 
move a FOIA exemption that they 
viewed as unnecessary and harmful. 
That has been removed in the man- 
agers’ package. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 
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Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, as 
much as I hate to disagree with my 
dear friend from California, I will on 
this amendment. 

I don’t like to see unnecessary ex- 
emptions to the Freedom of Informa- 
tion Act. 

Today I offer an amendment to the 
Cybersecurity Information Sharing Act 
that would remove from the bill an 
overly broad and wholly unnecessary 
new FOIA exemption. That new exemp- 
tion to our Nation’s premier trans- 
parency law was added without public 
debate and in a closed session by the 
Senate Intelligence Committee. Any 
amendments to the Freedom of Infor- 
mation Act should be considered open- 
ly and publicly by the Senate Judiciary 
Committee, which has exclusive juris- 
diction over FOIA—not in secret by the 
Senate Intelligence Committee. 

I expect that much of the informa- 
tion to be shared with the government 
under CISA would be protected from 
disclosure to the general public. A 
thorough committee process, including 
consideration by the Senate Judiciary 
Committee, would have made clear 
that the vast majority of sensitive in- 
formation to be shared under this bill 
is already protected from disclosure 
under existing FOIA exemptions. This 
includes exemption (b)(4), which pro- 
tects confidential business and finan- 
cial information; exemption  (b)(6) 
which protects personal privacy; and 
exemption (b)(7), which protects infor- 
mation related to law enforcement in- 
vestigations. 

In case there is any doubt that this 
information would be exempt from dis- 
closure, the underlying bill already 
makes clear that information provided 
to the Federal Government ‘‘shall be 
considered the commercial, financial, 
and proprietary information” of the 
entity submitting the information. 
Commercial and financial information 
is exempt from disclosure under FOIA 
pursuant to exemption (b)(4), and addi- 
tional protections are unnecessary. 
The comprehensive exemptions already 
in law have been carefully crafted to 
protect the most sensitive information 
from disclosure while prohibiting the 
Federal Government from withholding 
information the public is entitled to. 
Creating unnecessary exemptions will 
call into question the existing FOIA 
framework and threaten its twin goals 
of promoting government transparency 
and accountability. 

The new FOIA exemption in the 
cyber bill also includes a preemption 
clause that is overly broad and sets a 
terrible precedent. As drafted, it ap- 
plies not only to FOIA, but to all 
State, local, or tribal disclosure laws. 
By its very terms, this provision ap- 
plies not just to transparency and sun- 
shine laws, but to any law “requiring 
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disclosure of information or records.” 
Because this broad preemption of State 
and local law has not received careful, 
open consideration, there has not been 
adequate consultation with State and 
local governments to consider the po- 
tential impacts. Such a sweeping ap- 
proach could impact hundreds of State 
and local laws and lead to unintended 
consequences. 

Amending our Nation’s premier 
transparency law and preempting State 
and local law deserves more public de- 
bate and consideration. If we do not op- 
pose this new FOIA exemption, then I 
expect more antitransparency language 
will be slipped into other bills without 
the consideration of the Judiciary 
Committee. Just a few months ago, I 
was here on the Senate floor fighting 
against new FOIA exemptions that had 
been tucked into the surface transpor- 
tation bill, and I have no doubt I will 
be down here again in the future fight- 
ing similar fights. But an open and 
transparent government is worth fight- 
ing for. I believe in transparency in our 
Federal Government, and I believe that 
FOIA is the backbone to ensuring an 
open and accountable government. I 
urge all Members to join me in this ef- 
fort and vote for the Leahy amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 2587, as modified. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Texas (Mr. CRUZ), the Senator 
from Kentucky (Mr. PAUL), the Senator 
from Florida (Mr. RUBIO), and the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana (Mr. VITTER). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 37, 
nays 59, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 287 Leg.] 


YEAS—7 
Baldwin Gillibrand Reid 
Bennet Heinrich Sanders 
Blumenthal Heller Schatz 
Booker Hirono Schumer 
Boxer Klobuchar Shaheen 
Brown Leahy Stabenow 
Ome” Ar 2 Sullivan 
ardin arkey 

Casey Menendez a 
Coons Merkley a 

` Warren 
Daines Murray 
Durbin Peters Wyden 
Franken Reed 

NAYS—59 

Alexander Cassidy Donnelly 
Ayotte Coats Enzi 
Barrasso Cochran Ernst 
Blunt Collins Feinstein 
Boozman Corker Fischer 
Burr Cornyn Flake 
Capito Cotton Gardner 
Carper Crapo Graham 
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Grassley McCain Rounds 
Hatch McCaskill Sasse 
Heitkamp McConnell Scott 
Hoeven Mikulski Sessions 
Inhofe Moran Shelby 
Isakson Murkowski Thune 
Johnson Murphy Tillis 
Kaine Nelson 
King Perdue geome 
Kirk Portman F 
Lankford Risch Walvenouse: 
Manchin Roberts Wicker 
NOT VOTING—4 
Cruz Rubio 
Paul Vitter 


The amendment (No. 2587), as modi- 

fied, was rejected. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2582 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question occurs 
on amendment No. 2582, offered by the 
Senator from Arizona, Mr. FLAKE. 

The Senator from North Carolina. 
AMENDMENT NOS. 2582, AS MODIFIED, AND 2552, 
AS FURTHER MODIFIED 

Mr. BURR. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Flake 
amendment No. 2582 and the Coons 
amendment No. 2552 be modified with 
the changes at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments (No. 2582), as modi- 
fied, and (No. 2552), as further modified, 
are as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 2582, AS MODIFIED 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. 11. EFFECTIVE PERIOD. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), this Act and the amendments 
made by this Act shall be in effect during the 
10-year period beginning on the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—With respect to any action 
authorized by this Act or information ob- 
tained pursuant to an action authorized by 
this Act, which occurred before the date on 
which the provisions referred to in sub- 
section (a) cease to have effect, the provi- 
sions of this Act shall continue in effect. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2552, AS FURTHER MODIFIED 

Beginning on page 23, strike line 3 and all 
that follows through page 33, line 10 and in- 
sert the following: 

(3) REQUIREMENTS CONCERNING POLICIES AND 
PROCEDURES.—Consistent with the guidelines 
required by subsection (b), the policies and 
procedures developed and promulgated under 
this subsection shall— 

(A) ensure that cyber threat indicators 
shared with the Federal Government by any 
entity pursuant to section 104(c) through the 
real-time process described in subsection (c) 
of this section— 

(i) are shared in an automated manner 
with all of the appropriate Federal entities; 

(ii) are not subject to any unnecessary 
delay, interference, or any other action that 
could impede receipt by all of the appro- 
priate Federal entities; and 

(iii) may be provided to other Federal enti- 
ties; 

(B) ensure that cyber threat indicators 
shared with the Federal Government by any 
entity pursuant to section 104 in a manner 
other than the real time process described in 
subsection (c) of this section— 

(i) are shared as quickly as operationally 
practicable with all of the appropriate Fed- 
eral entities; 

(ii) are not subject to any unnecessary 
delay, interference, or any other action that 
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could impede receipt by all of the appro- 
priate Federal entities; and 

(iii) may be provided to other Federal enti- 
ties; 

(C) consistent with this title, any other ap- 
plicable provisions of law, and the fair infor- 
mation practice principles set forth in ap- 
pendix A of the document entitled ‘‘National 
Strategy for Trusted Identities in Cyber- 
space”? and published by the President in 
April 2011, govern the retention, use, and dis- 
semination by the Federal Government of 
cyber threat indicators shared with the Fed- 
eral Government under this title, including 
the extent, if any, to which such cyber 
threat indicators may be used by the Federal 
Government; and 

(D) ensure there are— 

(i) audit capabilities; and 

(ii) appropriate sanctions in place for offi- 
cers, employees, or agents of a Federal enti- 
ty who knowingly and willfully conduct ac- 
tivities under this title in an unauthorized 
manner. 

(4) GUIDELINES FOR ENTITIES SHARING CYBER 
THREAT INDICATORS WITH FEDERAL GOVERN- 
MENT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Attorney General and the Secretary of 
Homeland Security shall develop and make 
publicly available guidance to assist entities 
and promote sharing of cyber threat indica- 
tors with Federal entities under this title. 

(B) CONTENTS.—The guidelines developed 
and made publicly available under subpara- 
graph (A) shall include guidance on the fol- 
lowing: 

(i) Identification of types of information 
that would qualify as a cyber threat indi- 
cator under this title that would be unlikely 
to include personal information or informa- 
tion that identifies a specific person not di- 
rectly related to a cyber security threat. 

(ii) Identification of types of information 
protected under otherwise applicable privacy 
laws that are unlikely to be directly related 
to a cybersecurity threat. 

(iii) Such other matters as the Attorney 
General and the Secretary of Homeland Se- 
curity consider appropriate for entities shar- 
ing cyber threat indicators with Federal en- 
tities under this title. 

(b) PRIVACY AND CIVIL LIBERTIES.— 

(1) GUIDELINES OF ATTORNEY GENERAL.—Not 
later than 60 days after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, the Attorney General shall, 
in coordination with heads of the appro- 
priate Federal entities and in consultation 
with officers designated under section 1062 of 
the National Security Intelligence Reform 
Act of 2004 (42 U.S.C. 2000ee-1), develop, sub- 
mit to Congress, and make available to the 
public interim guidelines relating to privacy 
and civil liberties which shall govern the re- 
ceipt, retention, use, and dissemination of 
cyber threat indicators by a Federal entity 
obtained in connection with activities au- 
thorized in this title. 

(2) FINAL GUIDELINES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Attorney General shall, in coordination 
with heads of the appropriate Federal enti- 
ties and in consultation with officers des- 
ignated under section 1062 of the National 
Security Intelligence Reform Act of 2004 (42 
U.S.C. 2000ee-1) and such private entities 
with industry expertise as the Attorney Gen- 
eral considers relevant, promulgate final 
guidelines relating to privacy and civil lib- 
erties which shall govern the receipt, reten- 
tion, use, and dissemination of cyber threat 
indicators by a Federal entity obtained in 
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connection with activities authorized in this 
title. 

(B) PERIODIC REVIEW.—The Attorney Gen- 
eral shall, in coordination with heads of the 
appropriate Federal entities and in consulta- 
tion with officers and private entities de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A), periodically, but 
not less frequently than once every two 
years, review the guidelines promulgated 
under subparagraph (A). 

(3) CONTENT.—The guidelines required by 
paragraphs (1) and (2) shall, consistent with 
the need to protect information systems 
from cybersecurity threats and mitigate cy- 
bersecurity threats— 

(A) limit the effect on privacy and civil lib- 
erties of activities by the Federal Govern- 
ment under this title; 

(B) limit the receipt, retention, use, and 
dissemination of cyber threat indicators con- 
taining personal information or information 
that identifies specific persons, including by 
establishing— 

(i) a process for the timely destruction of 
such information that is known not to be di- 
rectly related to uses authorized under this 
title; and 

(ii) specific limitations on the length of 
any period in which a cyber threat indicator 
may be retained; 

(C) include requirements to safeguard 
cyber threat indicators containing personal 
information or information that identifies 
specific persons from unauthorized access or 
acquisition, including appropriate sanctions 
for activities by officers, employees, or 
agents of the Federal Government in con- 
travention of such guidelines; 

(D) include procedures for notifying enti- 
ties and Federal entities if information re- 
ceived pursuant to this section is known or 
determined by a Federal entity receiving 
such information not to constitute a cyber 
threat indicator; 

(E) protect the confidentiality of cyber 
threat indicators containing personal infor- 
mation or information that identifies spe- 
cific persons to the greatest extent prac- 
ticable and require recipients to be informed 
that such indicators may only be used for 
purposes authorized under this title; and 

(F) include steps that may be needed so 
that dissemination of cyber threat indicators 
is consistent with the protection of classified 
and other sensitive national security infor- 
mation. 

(c) CAPABILITY AND PROCESS WITHIN THE 
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Homeland Security, in co- 
ordination with the heads of the appropriate 
Federal entities, shall develop and imple- 
ment a capability and process within the De- 
partment of Homeland Security that— 

(A) shall accept from any entity in real 
time cyber threat indicators and defensive 
measures, pursuant to this section; 

(B) shall, upon submittal of the certifi- 
cation under paragraph (2) that such capa- 
bility and process fully and effectively oper- 
ates as described in such paragraph, be the 
process by which the Federal Government re- 
ceives cyber threat indicators and defensive 
measures under this title that are shared by 
a private entity with the Federal Govern- 
ment through electronic mail or media, an 
interactive form on an Internet website, or a 
real time, automated process between infor- 
mation systems except— 

(i) consistent with section 104, communica- 
tions between a Federal entity and a private 
entity regarding a previously shared cyber 
threat indicator to describe the relevant cy- 
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bersecurity threat or develop a defensive 
measure based on such cyber threat indi- 
cator; and 

(ii) communications by a regulated entity 
with such entity’s Federal regulatory au- 
thority regarding a cybersecurity threat; 

(C) shall require the Department of Home- 
land Security to develop and implement 
measures to remove, through the most effi- 
cient means practicable, any personal infor- 
mation of or identifying a specific person not 
necessary to identify or describe the cyberse- 
curity threat before sharing a cyber threat 
indicator or defensive measure with appro- 
priate Federal entities; 

(D) ensures that all of the appropriate Fed- 
eral entities receive in an automated manner 
such cyber threat indicators as quickly as 
operationally possible from the Department 
of Homeland Security; 

(E) is in compliance with the policies, pro- 
cedures, and guidelines required by this sec- 
tion; and 

(F) does not limit or prohibit otherwise 
lawful disclosures of communications, 
records, or other information, including— 

(i) reporting of known or suspected crimi- 
nal activity, by an entity to any other entity 
or a Federal entity; 

(ii) voluntary or legally compelled partici- 
pation in a Federal investigation; and 

(iii) providing cyber threat indicators or 
defensive measures as part of a statutory or 
authorized contractual requirement. 

(2) CERTIFICATION.—Not later than 10 days 
prior to the implementation of the capa- 
bility and process required by paragraph (1), 
the Secretary of Homeland Security shall, in 
consultation with the heads of the appro- 
priate Federal entities, certify to Congress 
whether such capability and process fully 
and effectively operates— 

(A) as the process by which the Federal 
Government receives from any entity a 
cyber threat indicator or defensive measure 
under this title; and 

(B) in accordance with the policies, proce- 
dures, and guidelines developed under this 
section. 

(3) PUBLIC NOTICE AND ACCESS.—The Sec- 
retary of Homeland Security shall ensure 
there is public notice of, and access to, the 
capability and process developed and imple- 
mented under paragraph (1) so that— 

(A) any entity may share cyber threat in- 
dicators and defensive measures through 
such process with the Federal Government; 
and 

(B) all of the appropriate Federal entities 
receive such cyber threat indicators and de- 
fensive measures as quickly as operationally 
practicable with receipt through the process 
within the Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity. 

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE OF CERTAIN PROVISION.— 
The requirement described in paragraph 
(1)(C) shall take effect upon the earlier of— 

(A) the date on which the Secretary of 
Homeland Security determines that the De- 
partment of Homeland Security has devel- 
oped the measures described in paragraph 
(1)(C); or 

(B) the date that is 12 months after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2582, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. FLAKE. Madam President, I 
thank the chair of the subcommittee 
and the vice chair, ranking member, 
for working on this. This was initially 
a 6-year sunset. This has been moved 
under the amendment to a 10-year sun- 
set. I believe it is important, when we 
deal with information that is sensitive, 
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to have a look back after a number of 
years to see if we have struck the right 
balance. 

We have done that on other sensitive 
programs like this. I think it ought to 
be done here. I appreciate the work 
that Senators BURR and FEINSTEIN and 
my colleagues have put into this. 

I urge support. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BURR. Madam President, I 
thank my colleagues. We have agreed 
on this. We can hopefully do this by 
voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment, as modi- 
fied. 

The amendment (No. 2582), as modi- 
fied, was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2612, AS FURTHER MODIFIED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question occurs 
on amendment No. 2612, as further 
modified, offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota, Mr. FRANKEN. 

The Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. FRANKEN. Madam President, 
the Franken, Leahy, Durbin, and 
Wyden amendment addresses concerns 
raised by privacy advocates, tech com- 
panies, and security experts, including 
the Department of Homeland Security. 

The amendment tightens definitions 
of the terms ‘‘cyber security threat’’ 
and ‘“‘cyber threat indicator,” which 
are currently too broad and too vague, 
and would encourage the sharing of ex- 
traneous information—unhelpful infor- 
mation. 

Overbreadth is not just a privacy 
problem; as DHS has noted, it is bad 
for cyber security if too much of the 
wrong kind of information floods into 
agencies. 

My amendment redefines ‘cyber se- 
curity threat” as an action that is at 
least reasonably likely to try to ad- 
versely impact an information system. 
It is a standard that tells companies 
what is expected of them and assures 
consumers that CISA imposes appro- 
priate limits. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. FRANKEN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent for 20 more sec- 
onds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FRANKEN. The amendment also 
tightens the definition of ‘cyber threat 
indicator” to avoid the sharing of un- 
necessary information. The amend- 
ment is intentionally modest. It makes 
only changes that are most needed for 
the sake of both privacy and security. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BURR. Madam President, let me 
say to my colleagues, again, we are 
trying to change the words that have 
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been very delicately chosen to provide 
the certainty that companies under- 
stand and need for them to make a de- 
cision to share. 

Like some other amendments, if you 
don’t want them to share, then provide 
uncertainty. That is in language 
changing from “may” to “reasonably 
likely,” changing from ‘‘actual’’? or 
“potential” to ‘Sharm caused by an in- 
cident.” The Department of Homeland 
Security is for this bill. The White 
House is for this bill. Fifty-two organi- 
zations representing thousands of com- 
panies in America are for this bill. We 
have reached the right balance. Let’s 
defeat this amendment and let’s move 
to this afternoon’s amendments. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment, as further modified. 

Mr. TILLIS. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Texas (Mr. CRUZ), the Senator 
from South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM), the 
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. PAUL), the 
Senator from Florida (Mr. RUBIO), and 
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. VIT- 
TER). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 
nays 60, as follows: 


[Rollcall Vote No. 288 Leg.] 


35, 


YEAS—35 

Baldwin Gillibrand Peters 
Bennet Heinrich Reid 
Blumenthal Heller Sanders 
Booker Hirono Schatz 
Boxer Klobuchar Schumer 
Brown Lankford Shaheen 
Cantwell Leahy Stabenow 
Cardin Lee 
Coons Markey N 
Daines Menendez a 

` Warren 
Durbin Merkley 
Franken Murray Wyden 

NAYS—60 

Alexander Feinstein Murkowski 
Ayotte Fischer Murphy 
Barrasso Flake Nelson 
Blunt Gardner Perdue 
Boozman Grassley Portman 
Burr Hatch Reed 
Capito Heitkamp Risch 
Carper Hoeven Roberts 
Casey Inhofe Rounds 
Cassidy Isakson Sasse 
Coats Johnson Scott 
Cochran Kaine Sessions 
Collins King Shelby 
Corker Kirk Sullivan 
Cornyn Manchin Thune 
Cotton McCain Tillis 
Crapo McCaskill Toomey 
Donnelly McConnell Warner 
Enzi Mikulski Whitehouse 
Ernst Moran Wicker 
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NOT VOTING—5 
Cruz Paul 
Graham Rubio 

The amendment (No. 2612), as further 
modified, was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BLUNT. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the floor 
for up to 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BLUNT. Madam President, last 
week I came to the floor to express my 
support for the Cybersecurity Informa- 
tion Sharing Act, which we are dealing 
with today. The bipartisan vote of 83 to 
14 that happened later that day was an 
important step in the right direction to 
deal with this issue. The debate has 
been encouraging. We need to deal with 
this threat to our economy. It is a 
threat to our security, it is a threat to 
our privacy, and we need to deal with 
it now. 

As I and others have said before, if 
we wait until there is an event that 
gets people’s attention in such a dra- 
matic way that everybody suddenly re- 
alizes what is at stake, there is no tell- 
ing what kind of overreaction Congress 
will make. This has been a good debate 
at the time we should have it. Now, of 
course, we need to move on. 

There have been a lot of amendments 
offered. Many amendments have been 
accepted by the managers of the bill. 
With almost all certainty, today we 
will finish the remaining amendments 
pending on the bill and hopefully finish 
the bill itself. A lot of these amend- 
ments have been very  well-inten- 
tioned—in fact, I suspect they all have 
been well-intentioned—but in many 
cases they fundamentally undermine 
the core purpose of the bill, which is to 
have voluntary real-time sharing of 
cyber threats, to allow that sharing to 
be between private entities and the 
Federal Government, and even for pri- 
vate entities to be able to share with 
each other. 

This is a bill that creates the liabil- 
ity protections and the anti-trust pro- 
tections which that particular kind of 
sharing would allow. Of course, 
throughout this whole debate, there 
has been much discussion about how 
we protect our liberty in an informa- 
tion age. How do we have both security 
and liberty? 

Having served for a number of years 
on both the House Intelligence Com- 
mittee and the Senate Intelligence 
Committee, having served on the 
Armed Services Committee in the last 
Congress and in this Congress on the 
Defense Appropriations Committee, 
there is no argument in any of those 
committees that one of our great vul- 
nerabilities is cyber security and how 
we protect ourselves. 

We saw in the last few days that the 
head of the CIA had his own personal 
account hacked into apparently by a 
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teenager who is in the process of shar- 
ing that information. If the head of the 
CIA and the head of Homeland Security 
do not know how to protect their own 
personal information, obviously infor- 
mation much more valuable than they 
might personally share is also in jeop- 
ardy. 

We do need to ensure that we protect 
people’s personal liberties. We need to 
do that in a way that defends the coun- 
try. Both of those are primarily re- 
sponsibilities that we accept when we 
take these jobs, and it is certainly our 
responsibility to the Constitution 
itself. 

I think Chairman BURR and Vice 
Chairman FEINSTEIN have done a good 
job of bringing that balance together. 
This bill is carefully crafted in a way 
that creates a number of different lay- 
ers of efforts to try to do both of those 
things. 

First, the bill only encourages shar- 
ing; it doesn’t require it. It doesn’t re- 
quire anybody to share anything they 
don’t want to share, but it encourages 
the sharing of cyber threats. It works 
on the techniques and the malware 
used by hackers. It specifically does 
not authorize the sharing of personal 
information, and in fact the bill explic- 
itly directs the Federal Government to 
develop and make available to the pub- 
lic guidelines to protect privacy and 
civil liberties in the course of sharing 
the information. 

The Attorney General is required to 
review these guidelines on a regular 
basis. The bill mandates reports on the 
implementation and any privacy im- 
pacts by inspectors general and by the 
Privacy and Civil Liberties Oversight 
Board, to ensure that these threats to 
privacy are constantly looked at. 

Senator FLAKE’s amendment, which 
we accepted as part of the bill just a 
few minutes ago, guarantees that this 
issue has to be revisited. 

I gave a speech at Westminster Col- 
lege in Fulton, MO, about a month ago 
at the beginning of the 70th year of the 
anniversary of Winston Churchill giv- 
ing the “Iron Curtain” speech on that 
campus and talking about liberty 
versus security there. I said I thought 
one of the things we should always do 
is have a time that forced us as a Con- 
gress to revisit any of the laws we have 
looked at in recent years to be sure we 
protect ourselves and protect our lib- 
erty at the same time. This is a vol- 
untary bill. Maybe that wouldn’t have 
been quite as absolutely necessary 
here, but I was pleased to see that re- 
quirement again added to this bill, as 
it has been to other bills like this. 

This is a responsible bill. The people 
the Presiding Officer and I work for 
can feel good about the responsible bal- 
ance it has. It defends our security, but 
it also protects our liberty. I look for- 
ward to its final passage today. The de- 
bate would lead me to believe, and the 
votes would lead me to believe, that is 
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going to happen, but of course we need 
to continue to work now to put a bill 
on the President’s desk that does that. 

There still remain things to be done. 
One of the things I have worked on for 
the last 3 years—Senator CARPER and I 
have worked together, Senator WARNER 
has been very engaged in this discus- 
sion, as has Chairman THUNE—is the 
protection of sensitive personal infor- 
mation as well as how do we protect 
the systems themselves. 

Clearly this information sharing will 
help in that fight. There is no doubt 
about that. In addition to supporting 
this bill, I want to continue to work 
with my colleagues to see that we have 
a way to notify people in a consistent 
way when their information has been 
stolen. 

There are at least a dozen different 
State laws that address how you secure 
personal information, and there are 47 
different State laws that address how 
you tell people if their information has 
been stolen. That is too much to com- 
ply with. We need to find one standard. 
This patchwork of laws is a nightmare 
for everybody trying to comply and 
frankly a nightmare for citizens who 
get all kinds of different notices in all 
kinds of different ways. 

Without a consistent national stand- 
ard pertaining to securing information, 
without a consistent national standard 
pertaining to what happens when you 
have a data breach and your informa- 
tion is wrongly taken by someone else, 
we have only done part of this job. So 
I want us to continue to work to find 
the solutions there. We need to find a 
way to establish that standard for both 
data security and data breach. I am 
going to continue to work with the 
Presiding Officer and my other col- 
leagues. Our other committee, the 
commerce committee, is a critical 
place to have that happen. I wish we 
could have done this on this bill. We 
didn’t get it done on this bill, but I 
would say that now the first step to do 
what we need to do is dealing with the 
problem of cyber security in the way 
this bill does and then finish the job at 
some later time. 

So I look forward to seeing this bill 
passed today. I am certainly urging my 
colleagues to vote for it. I think it has 
the protections the people we work for 
would want to see, and I am grateful to 
my colleagues for giving me a few mo- 
ments here to speak. 

I yield the floor. 


a 


RECESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 1:01 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem- 
bled when called to order by the Pre- 
siding Officer (Mr. PORTMAN). 
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CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION 
SHARING ACT OF 2015—Continued 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the time until 4 
p.m. is equally divided in the usual 
form. 

The Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I wish to 
comment briefly on the Cybersecurity 
Information Sharing Act that the Sen- 
ate is considering. Let me first com- 
mend the sponsors, Senator BURR and 
Senator FEINSTEIN, for their extraor- 
dinary work. 

This bill will help ensure greater 
sharing of cyber threat information, 
more rapidly and broadly, across indus- 
try and government. AS we have seen 
with large-scale attacks against the 
Federal Government and companies 
such as Sony, there is an urgent need 
to start addressing these breaches. 
While such legislation is not going to 
eliminate our cyber security chal- 
lenges, it should materially help to de- 
feat and deter cyber attacks and assist 
law enforcement in tracking down and 
prosecuting cyber criminals. Informa- 
tion sharing will also assist the intel- 
ligence agencies and law enforcement 
to detect and trace the attacks origi- 
nating from foreign actors, which is a 
crucial step in holding other countries 
accountable. 

Many of our citizens and corpora- 
tions are understandably concerned 
about the impact of information shar- 
ing on privacy. But we also must recog- 
nize that rampant cyber crime is a 
monumental threat to the privacy of 
the American people, and that sharing 
information about these criminal acts 
cannot only protect privacy but also 
protect our public safety and national 
security. 

With respect to the specific privacy 
protections in the legislation before us, 
the managers of this bill have come a 
long way toward improving the balance 
between security and privacy protec- 
tion, especially the changes made to 
the base bill by the managers’ sub- 
stitute. 

A major area of concern was whether 
the government should be authorized 
to use information shared under this 
bill to investigate or prosecute a host 
of crimes unrelated to cyber security. 
Now the bill is more narrowly tailored 
and focused on using information gath- 
ered under this bill to go after crimes 
that are specifically related to cyber 
security. 

The managers’ substitute also adds a 
requirement that the information shar- 
ing procedures, required to be issued 
under this bill, include a duty to notify 
individuals when the Federal Govern- 
ment shares their personally identifi- 
able information, or PII, erroneously. 

The managers’ substitute also in- 
cludes an improved reporting require- 
ment that will show the number of no- 
tices sent because the government im- 
properly shared an individual’s PII and 
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the number of cyber threat indicators 
shared automatically and, in addition, 
the number of times these indicators 
were used to prosecute crimes. 

So the managers’ substitute has 
come a long way toward being more 
protective of individual privacy, and I 
would like, once again, to recognize 
Senators FEINSTEIN and BURR’s hard 
work here and their willingness to lis- 
ten to their colleagues. While I might 
personally have set the balance slight- 
ly different in some places, which is 
why I have supported some of the 
amendments before us, I think they 
have done a significant job in improv- 
ing the bill and providing privacy pro- 
tection. 

I do want to draw my colleagues’ at- 
tention to one important additional 
fact here, which in some cases has been 
largely overlooked. The cyber informa- 
tion sharing system established by this 
bill will require Federal dollars to im- 
plement. Many of the agencies in- 
volved—the Department of Homeland 
Security being the primary portal for 
shared threat indicators—are funded on 
the nondefense discretionary side of 
the ledger. This is an example of why I 
and many of my colleagues have been 
urging for sequester relief for both de- 
fense and nondefense spending—be- 
cause we cannot defend our homeland 
without funding nondefense agencies 
such as the Department of Homeland 
Security and a host of other key Fed- 
eral agencies. Indeed, I am encouraged 
that we are close to voting on a budget 
solution that will provide 2 years of se- 
quester relief on a proportionally equal 
basis for defense and nondefense spend- 
ing, and that protects the full faith and 
credit of the United States by taking 
the threat of default off the table until 
March of 2017. 

For this reason, I look forward to 
final passage of this legislation. I once 
again commend the principal authors, 
Senator BURR and Senator FEINSTEIN, 
for their extraordinary effort. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2581, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I want 
to go back in time a little more than 
12, 13 or 14 years ago, to 9/11. One of the 
lessons learned by the committee on 
which the Presiding Officer and I serve, 
now the Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs Committee, was 
learned from former Governor Tom 
Kean of New Jersey, cochair, along 
with former Congressman Lee Ham- 
ilton from Indiana, former chair of the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee. 
They were the cochairs of the 9/11 Com- 
mission. One of the things they 
brought to our committee and to the 
Congress, after a lot of work by a num- 
ber of good men and women who served 
on that commission, was the root 
causes for how that disaster occurred: 
How could those four aircraft take 


16630 


down the Twin Towers, crash into the 
Pentagon, and crash into a field in 
Shanksville, PA, instead of this build- 
ing right here? How could that have 
happened? 

There are a number of reasons why it 
happened. But one of the reasons why 
it happened is that we had stovepiped 
our intelligence services. What the 
folks over at the FBI knew wasn’t nec- 
essarily known or shared with the De- 
partment of Homeland Security. What 
the folks at the National Security 
Agency knew was not shared with ei- 
ther of the other two agencies. What 
the Defense Information Agency knew 
or what other agencies knew simply 
didn’t get shared—stovepiped—because 
we did a lousy job of sharing the real 
story, the full truth on what was being 
plotted, what was going to come down 
and literally take thousands of lives in 
one day and change in many ways our 
country—in profound ways that still 
exist today. ‘‘Stovepiping’’—I have 
heard that word a hundred times in 
hearings and before our committee and 
in talking to folks in the 9/11 Commis- 
sion. The legislation that we passed on 
the heels of that disaster was designed 
to make sure we didn’t end up 
stovepiping again with intelligence in- 
formation that might lead us to avert 
that kind of disaster. So far, it seems 
to be working and is much needed, and 
I think it has been helpful. 

Today, I want to talk about a dif- 
ferent kind of stovepiping that I am 
afraid we may end up with—not to 
avert or block an aviation takeover of 
an aircraft and disasters involving the 
aviation sector but a disaster in cyber 
space in the face of cyber threats to 
our country. 

We are working here today and will 
be voting later today on an amendment 
or two and then on final passage of the 
Cybersecurity Information Sharing 
Act. Again, just to remind everybody, 
the reason why we are considering this 
is there needs to be a better sharing of 
information when businesses come 
under cyber attack from those within 
our country, outside of our country, 
cyber nations, and criminal organiza- 
tions. We need to do a better job of 
sharing that information—business to 
business and business to government— 
and for the government to share that 
information within the government to 
agencies that need to know so we can 
respond to those attacks. 

Shortly after the 9/11 Commission 
recommendations were enacted, one of 
the things that we did was we stood up 
a new department called the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security. It is a ci- 
vilian agency, as we know. It is not the 
Department of Defense. It is not the 
Department of Justice. It is not the 
FBI, and it is not the National Secu- 
rity Agency. It is a civilian organiza- 
tion. 

When the Department of Homeland 
Security was created, one of the ideas 
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behind it was that it would not be just 
a civilian operation, but it would be a 
civilian operation that could receive, 
from businesses and from other govern- 
mental entities, information relating 
to cyber attacks. That information 
could come through a _ portal—think 
about it; almost like a window— 
through which those threat indicators 
would be reported. Those threat indica- 
tors would come through that portal at 
the Department of Homeland Security. 
The Department of Homeland Security 
would do, almost in real time, a pri- 
vacy scrub to strip off from the infor- 
mation—the threat indicators sub- 
mitted from other businesses or other 
government entities—Social Security 
numbers or other personally identifi- 
able information or information that 
just shouldn’t go to other Federal 
agencies or other businesses. They 
would strip it out—not in a week, not 
in a day, not in an hour, not even, in 
many cases, in a minute, but just like 
that—immediately—real-time privacy 
scrub. 

As the Presiding Officer knows, we 
tried for years to be able to enact legis- 
lation that incentivizes businesses that 
have been victims of cyber attacks to 
share that information with one an- 
other, with other businesses, and with 
the Federal Government. A bunch of 
them have been reluctant to do it. 
Some of them have been reluctant to 
do it because they don’t want to get 
sued. If they disclose that they had a 
breach and maybe their competitors 
didn’t, how would that be used against 
them? How could they be named in 
lawsuits if attacks occurred? 

So in order to get them to be willing 
to share information, we had to incent 
them. And the way we decided to 
incent them is to say: Share the infor- 
mation. You don’t have to worry if you 
share it with the Department of Home- 
land Security through the portal estab- 
lished in this civilian agency. Share it 
with the Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, and you have liability protec- 
tion or, as it turns out, if you already 
shared it previously, if it has been 
shared previously with the Federal 
Government, you can share it again 
and still enjoy liability protection. You 
can share it with companies that are 
victims of cyber attacks, share it with 
their regulator, and still enjoy liability 
protection. 

What we want to do is to make sure 
companies and businesses that are 
hacked don’t just sit on the informa- 
tion, that they do something with it. 
This is a saying we have on Amtrak: If 
you see something, say something. If 
something happens to a business—a 
cyber attack intrusion—we want them 
to share it so other businesses and 
other Federal agencies can be prepared 
for it, look out for it, and stop it. 

Where does this take me? This takes 
me to an amendment that we are going 
to be voting on later this afternoon of- 
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fered by one of our colleagues, Senator 
CoTTON. It would, I fear, risk revisiting 
stovepiping—not the kind of stove- 
piping that led to the disaster of 9/11 
but stovepiping that could lead to 
cyber threats—threat indicators shared 
with the Federal Government but not 
with the Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, which receives these threats 
and immediately disburses them to 
other agencies that have a need to 
know. But what the Cotton amendment 
would do is that it would say that a 
business that is a victim of a cyber at- 
tack could share with the FBI, could 
share with Secret Service, but wouldn’t 
have to share with the Department of 
Homeland Security. 

The reason why in our legislation, 
which Senator BURR, Senator FEIN- 
STEIN, I, and others have worked on, we 
have it going through the Department 
of Homeland Security is because, more 
than any Federal agency, they are set 
up to do privacy scrubs. That is one of 
the things they do, and, frankly, they 
do it really well. Their job is to then 
spread that information and share that 
information back to the private sector, 
in some cases, and in other cases, just 
with relevant agencies—NSA, FBI, De- 
partment of Justice, Treasury, whoever 
else needs to know that information. 

As part of the authors of the legisla- 
tion, I join them in this. Our fear is if 
the information isn’t shared with the 
Department of Homeland Security, 
which will then broadly share it in 
real-time and share that information 
with those who need to know it, and if 
it ends up that the FBI or, frankly, any 
other agency that doesn’t have that 
ability to do a great privacy scrub 
maybe, that doesn’t have maybe the 
mission to immediately share that in- 
formation in real time to other rel- 
evant players, then the news—the word 
about that cyber attack—could lit- 
erally stay at that agency—the FBI or 
the Secret Service, for that matter. We 
don’t want that to happen. We don’t 
want to see that information stove- 
piped in one agency. We want to make 
sure that it goes to one agency that 
does the privacy scrub. We want to 
make sure the agency that does the 
privacy scrub shares that information 
in real time with relevant Federal 
agencies and the private sector. 

I probably shouldn’t pretend to speak 
for Senator FEINSTEIN and Senator 
BuRR. They will be here to speak for 
themselves. But I know they share my 
concerns about this legislation. I ask, 
on behalf of them, and, frankly, for 
others of us who believe that this is a 
dangerous amendment—and I don’t say 
that lightly. We have worked really 
hard. We have worked really well 
across the aisle—literally for months 
now—to get to this point. To use a 
football analogy, we are not just in the 
red zone passing this legislation; we 
are on the 10-yard line, and it is first 
down and goal to go. Let’s not muff the 
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play. Let’s get the ball to the end zone. 
Let’s pass this legislation. Let’s vote 
down the Cotton amendment, and let’s 
go to conference. Let’s go to conference 
and provide the kind of protection 
against cyber attacks that this coun- 
try desperately needs and deserves. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia. 

CARBON REGULATIONS 

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. President, today I 
rise on behalf of West Virginian work- 
ers, families, communities, and all 
hardworking Americans who will bear 
the burden of these onerous carbon 
mandates. The bipartisan resolution of 
disapproval, which I have introduced 
with my colleague Senator HEIDI 
HEITKAMP from North Dakota and 47 
other cosponsors, will block EPA’s 
greenhouse gas regulation targeting 
existing power sources. I also strongly 
support Leader MCCONNELL’S com- 
panion resolution to block the regula- 
tions targeting new power limits. 

As I was thinking about the speech 
today and as I rise to give this speech, 
I realize I have said many of these 
same words so many times before. I 
have expressed the same frustrations 
and spouted off similar statistics. What 
is the difference this time? The dif- 
ference is we have already seen the 
devastating effects and the callous na- 
ture of regulatory overreach. We know 
what the new reality would be. The 
new reality would be what we are fac- 
ing with these new carbon regulations: 
the reality of the families, the faces, 
and the hardships that we have already 
endured; the thousands of layoffs in my 
State of West Virginia that have al- 
ready been issued; the jobs that have 
been lost and will never come back. 

Just this morning, nearly 200 West 
Virginia coal miners in Randolph 
County were informed that their jobs 
will be gone by Christmas. Think about 
how those families will spend their 
Christmas holiday. Then consider how 
those realities will be magnified and 
felt throughout many households 
across the country if these carbon 
mandates move forward—the higher 
electricity bills that will result, the 
squeeze that already is squeezing 
struggling middle-class families who 
are living on fixed incomes, and the 
squeeze that those who live on fixed in- 
comes will feel. Our most vulnerable 
will bear the burden. Consider the far- 
reaching effects these regulations will 
have on schools that are now seeing 
their budgets shrink, home values that 
are now on the decline, and fewer dol- 
lars that are available for public safety 
and law enforcement. 

It is reality that the policies ema- 
nating from this government—from our 
government—are causing this destruc- 
tion. This is not a natural disaster. 
This is not a fiscal crisis. This is not an 
uncontrollable event but a carefully 
crafted, precise, and very meditated as- 
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sault on certain areas of the country. 
These are policies that help some 
States and truly hurt others, policies 
that target States like West Virginia 
and North Dakota where we produce 
some of the most reliable and afford- 
able energy, and policies that are rip- 
ping the American dream away from 
families in my State and communities. 
Our families want and deserve healthy, 
clean air and water, and they want to 
live in a great environment. But poli- 
cies from Washington that pit one 
State against another and prioritize 
certain communities and certain jobs 
over others are bringing the livelihoods 
of many to a halt. On behalf of Ameri- 
cans across the country, Members of 
Congress now have the opportunity to 
express our concerns with these carbon 
mandates. We have an opportunity to 
weigh in about whether these burden- 
some regulations should go into effect. 

I believe that a majority of my col- 
leagues understand the need for afford- 
able and reliable energy, and that is 
why I am confident that Congress will 
pass these resolutions and place this 
critical issue of America’s economic fu- 
ture squarely on President Obama’s 
desk. With the international climate 
negotiations in Paris scheduled for De- 
cember, the world is watching whether 
the United States will foolishly move 
forward with regulations that will do 
virtually nothing to protect our envi- 
ronment and will tie one hand behind 
our back economically. Even if the 
President vetoes these resolutions— 
and we recognize the likelihood that he 
will—passing them will send a clear 
message to the world that the Amer- 
ican people do not stand behind the 
President’s efforts to address climate 
change with economically catastrophic 
regulations. 

I am pleased to be joined by several 
colleagues on the floor who understand 
the need for affordable and reliable en- 
ergy. I would like to recognize Senator 
HEITKAMP. 

I ask unanimous consent to engage in 
a colloquy with my colleagues for up to 
30 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. HEITKAMP. Thank you, Mr. 
President, and thank you to my great 
colleague from the great State of West 
Virginia, a State that has been 
powering America for many years—in 
fact, from the very beginning. My 
thanks go to all of the great workers 
and coal miners in her State who have 
added to our economic opportunity, 
not just for the people in West Virginia 
but for the people of an entire region. 

That is one thing we forget—that in 
America a great miracle happens every 
day. We turn on a light switch and the 
lights come on. If that doesn’t happen 
or if it is too expensive to turn on that 
light switch, we will not be the country 
that we are. With this regulation, I 
think what we have done is cede the 
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all-important role of electrical secu- 
rity and energy security to an environ- 
mental agency that does not have the 
experience or expertise to understand 
what it takes to get an electron in the 
wire. 

I am proud to stand today with my 
colleague Senator CAPITO and intro- 
duce a bill to roll back the EPA rule on 
carbon emissions—that rule which 
threatens the supply of abundant, af- 
fordable, and reliable electricity in 
North Dakota. I pledge to register my 
displeasure through multiple channels. 
This legislation today is the most pub- 
lic way of expressing not just my frus- 
tration but the frustration and concern 
of my State regulators and my State 
utilities. 

Although this rule will have dra- 
matic consequences across the country, 
it unfairly targets North Dakota utili- 
ties. During the original draft rule, 
North Dakota’s allocation was 11 per- 
cent. This is not something we were 
happy with given the extent of the ju- 
risdictional reach but something that 
people started rolling up their sleeves 
saying if we have to reduce by 11 per- 
cent, how are we going to do it and how 
are we going to meet this challenge? 
That is the North Dakota way, to not 
only fight for our rights but also look 
at what the alternatives are. Unfortu- 
nately, when the draft rule went from 
an 11-percent to a 45-percent reduction 
in the final rule, that was the straw 
that broke the camel’s back. 

I am trying to do everything I can to 
push back against EPA’s burdensome 
powerplant rules to find workable solu- 
tions so North Dakotans can continue 
to have low-cost, reliable electricity. 
This CRA is one of the many different 
avenues I am taking to make sure that 
North Dakota is treated fairly. 

I want to talk about what is unique 
about North Dakota. In fact, a lot of 
the generation that happens in North 
Dakota is generation that is generated 
by rural electric co-ops. These co-ops 
own and operate about 90 percent of 
the State’s coal-based generation fa- 
cilities, and they provide electricity to 
rural areas that in the past other utili- 
ties would not serve, not just rural 
areas in North Dakota but rural areas 
all through the region. These are peo- 
ple at the end of the line, as we call 
them, the very people that this rule 
will most impact and that EPA and 
this administration failed to consider 
when they made this final rule. 

North Dakota’s utilities are heavily 
invested in coal-based generation for a 
good and historic reason. I think this is 
an important point to make because a 
lot of people may say: Well, what is the 
difference? You can fuel switch. But at 
the time our electric co-ops built these 
generation facilities, they used coal be- 
cause it was against Federal law to use 
natural gas. The fuel use act made it il- 
legal to use natural gas for power gen- 
eration, virtually forcing these power 
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companies to make the investment 
that they made in this fuel source of 
coal. Now, after making billions of dol- 
lars of investments to meet the man- 
dates under the fuel use act and to 
meet the numerous emissions stand- 
ards that have been put forth by EPA, 
the administration once again is 
straining these assets, causing them in 
many cases to be stranded. If the ad- 
ministration were willing to pay fair 
market value to strand these assets, 
then maybe we could have a discussion, 
but I don’t see that deal on the table. 
These utilities built, modified, and ret- 
rofitted all at great cost and according 
to Federal law at the time, and now 
they are threatening the very existence 
of this generation. 

These assets are not just critical to 
North Dakota. Our coal-based genera- 
tion provides dependable, affordable, 
reliable baseload electricity to millions 
of people in the Great Plains with 
roughly 55 percent of electric power 
generated in North Dakota being 
shipped outside our border. 

When this final rule came out, I sim- 
ply said that it was a slap in the face 
to our utilities and our regulators. 
This final rule was so vastly different 
from the rule that was proposed, it was 
almost laughable that EPA said it 
wasn’t in any way informed by any real 
input or any real comment. How can 
you take a utility and a State from 11 
percent to 45 percent and not reissue 
that rule? How can that be the move- 
ment in the final rule? 

I think this final rule is a rule that 
jeopardizes close to 17,000 good-paying 
jobs in my State. It provides power for 
rural communities that otherwise 
would struggle for affordable, reliable 
baseload power. We have some of the 
lowest power costs in the country be- 
cause we have some of the best utilities 
in the country, which are always look- 
ing out for the consumer at the end of 
the line. 

North Dakota has never stepped 
down from a tough challenge, espe- 
cially when the challenge is fair, the 
goal is attainable, and the timeline is 
achievable, but that is not this rule. 
The goal is not fair, the challenge is 
not fair, the goal is not attainable, and 
the timeline is unachievable in my 
State—unachievable. That is not any- 
thing the Clean Air Act ever antici- 
pated—that we would set a goal with 
no feasible or possible way of meeting 
that goal, given current technology. 
Yet that is the position we are in. 

At the end of the day, what matters 
most is making sure that our utilities 
can do their jobs, making sure that 
when a North Dakotan or a South Da- 
kotan or someone from Wyoming or 
Colorado, where we deliver power—and 
certainly those in Minnesota—reaches 
over to turn on that light switch, re- 
gardless of the time of the day, that 
light comes on. That is called baseload 
power. People who think this is easy, 
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people who think this is just switch 
fuels or switch technology, have never 
sat in a boardroom as I have and lis- 
tened to the challenges of putting that 
electron on that wire. 

I stand with my colleague from West 
Virginia and my colleague JOE 
MANCHIN here on our side of the aisle 
saying enough is enough. This is a 
problem we need to address. Maybe 
that is the difference in how we look at 
this. This is an issue that we can tack- 
le and achieve results over time, but 
this rule is wrong. It is wrongheaded. It 
will, in fact, cause huge disruption to 
the economy of my State and the econ- 
omy of the middle of this country. We 
have to do everything we can to pre- 
vent this rule from becoming a reality. 

Thank you for letting me join you, 
the great Senator from West Virginia. 
We have two great Senators from West 
Virginia here. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
there is a war on coal in America—a 
war on coal in America. The leader is 
the President of the United States. A 
number of us were in the Senate in 2009 
and 2010, and the administration 
couldn’t pass their cap-and-trade pro- 
posal through the Senate. They had 60 
votes in the Senate. The President and 
his party had 60 votes in the Senate, 
but they couldn’t pass the cap-and- 
trade proposal through this body, so 
they decided they were going to do it 
anyway. They decided they were going 
to do it anyway. 

As the two Senators from West Vir- 
ginia can attest, we have a depression 
in central Appalachia, created not be- 
cause of anything we did here in Con- 
gress but because of the President’s 
zeal to have an impact worldwide on 
the issue of climate. I suspect that 
even if we follow this path all the way 
to the end, this effort by the United 
States would have about as much im- 
pact as dropping a pebble in the ocean. 
Yet we are paying a real price for it 
here at home. Eastern Kentucky looks 
like the Dust Bowl during the thir- 
ties—no jobs, no opportunity, no fu- 
ture, not as a result of anything we 
passed through the people’s elected 
representatives but by this sort of ar- 
rogant, singlehanded messianic goal to 
deal with worldwide climate. 

Our options to stop it are quite lim- 
ited. We do have the possibility of the 
Congressional Review Act, but the 
weakness of that obviously is that even 
though we can pass it with a simple 
majority, he is likely to veto it. 

We are here today to stand up for our 
people, the ratepayers of America, and 
not only the ratepayers—90 percent of 
the electricity in Kentucky comes 
from coal—but the communities that 
have been devastated by this. I have 
never seen anything like it. I heard my 
parents talk about what the Depression 
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was like. It sounds and looks a lot like 
the stories they told me about America 
in the 1930s. 

This is a venture that will have no 
impact on the issue for which it is 
being pursued but is having a dev- 
astating and current adverse impact on 
the people we represent. 

We have representatives from both 
parties here on the floor today working 
toward overturning the administra- 
tion’s deeply regressive energy regula- 
tions. These regulations are going to 
ship more middle-class jobs overseas. I 
told my constituents last year: Coal 
has a future; the question is, Does coal 
have a future in this country? The In- 
dians and the Chinese are not going to 
give up their future by not using this 
cheap and abundant source of power. 
The Germans—one of the greenest 
countries in Europe—are now import- 
ing coal. So coal has a future. The 
question is, Does it have a future here 
after this administration? 

My folks can’t even put food on the 
table. The ones who can find a job 
somewhere are leaving. The population 
continues to decline. 

As I said earlier, it is not going to 
have much of an impact on the envi- 
ronment of our planet. This isn’t going 
to do anything meaningful to affect 
global carbon levels. It just seems that 
someone wants to be able to pat them- 
selves on the back for doing something 
even if they accomplish hardly any- 
thing at all, except hurt a whole lot of 
Americans. Higher energy bills and lost 
jobs may be trivial to some folks out 
on the political left—not their jobs; 
they don’t care—but it is a different 
story for the middle-class Kentuckians 
whom I represent. 

So here we have on the floor Sen- 
ators from both parties who are saying 
it is time to take off the ideological 
blinders and instead think about those 
who have already suffered enough over 
the past few years. We have worked to- 
gether to file bipartisan measures that 
would overturn the administration’s 
two-pronged regulations. I have joined 
with Senator HEITKAMP and Senator 
CAPITO on a measure that would ad- 
dress one of those prongs, the one that 
pertains to existing energy sources. 
Senator MANCHIN is here on the floor 
and joined me as I introduced a meas- 
ure that would address the other prong, 
the one that pertains to new sources. 
These bipartisan measures together 
represent a comprehensive solution. As 
I said, Iam pleased to be joined here on 
the floor by Senators from West Vir- 
ginia and North Dakota. Senator 
DAINES from Montana is here—another 
important coal State. The chairman of 
our Environment and Public Works 
Committee, Senator INHOFE, is here, 
and some have already spoken and 
some will speak after me. I am proud 
and pleased to be here on the floor with 
all of my colleagues standing up for 
our aggrieved constituents who have 
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been mightily abused by this adminis- 
tration. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PERDUE). The Senator from West Vir- 
ginia. 

Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, first of 
all, I want to thank my colleagues, 
Senator MCCONNELL, Senator CAPITO, 
who is my colleague from the State of 
West Virginia, Senator DAINES, Sen- 
ator INHOFE, and my good friend Sen- 
ator HEITKAMP. 

This is a bipartisan approach. Not 
often do we see a bipartisan effort, a bi- 
partisan colloquy on the floor of the 
Senate anymore, and there should be 
because we all have the same interests. 
Basically, how do we provide afford- 
able, dependable, and reliable energy? 
That is what this country was built on. 
We have defended this country by hav- 
ing resources that we could use to basi- 
cally defend ourselves, and that re- 
source has come from what the Good 
Lord gave us. Coal has been in abun- 
dance in the United States of America. 
We have fought every war, we have de- 
fended, we have energized, and we have 
built a middle class unlike at any time 
in the history of this world. 

So now it comes to the point where 
there is a group—basically the ones on 
an ideological pathway—who says we 
can do it differently. If someone came 
to me and said: We have this new great 
energy, and I am sorry, West Virginia 
and North Dakota and Oklahoma and 
Montana, we have this new energy— 
and maybe it is commercial hydrogen, 
which will be water vapor—that is won- 
derful. We will figure a way. We will 
embrace that. We will figure a way to 
make it. We will do something. We will 
diversify. That is not the case. The 
case is simply this: This country has 
depended and will depend—even by this 
administration’s admission, this coun- 
try will depend on fossil fuel for at 
least the next three decades. It is in 
the EIA report. They are going to have 
to have it. Baseload, as the Senator 
from North Dakota said, is simply this: 
something that will give us power 24/7, 
day and night, rain or shine. There are 
only two things in the world that can 
do it: coal and nuclear. Gas is coming 
on and gas will be a baseload when the 
distribution lines and the pipelines are 
there to provide it. Right now it is not, 
but it is coming on strong. 

Just look no further than Japan. 
Japan was mostly moving toward nu- 
clear. Fukushima happens. When that 
happened, Japan had to change. What 
did they do? They changed to coal. But 
they decided the new plants they would 
build would be ultra super critical. 
That means 40 percent efficiency, burn- 
ing at the highest levels to reduce the 
emissions. They are moving in tech- 
nology ways. 

Now, what does the plan that we are 
talking about and we have our col- 
leagues talking about—existing source, 
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which means they can’t continue with 
what we have today, and new source, 
which means any new plant has to be 
built to certain standards. Carbon cap- 
ture sequestration has not been proven 
commercially, not at one plant in 
America. Yet these rules are based on 
using carbon capture sequestration. 

All we have said—some of us have 
said this: Why don’t you at least dem- 
onstrate that you can have that type of 
commercial operation and that it can 
withstand 1 year under commercial 
load and show us those are the new 
limits you want us to meet? That, to 
me, is reasonable. 

Let me tell my colleagues this: If you 
were in the business of producing 
power and you desired not to do that 
even though we had technology, then 
you would have to close your plant. I 
understand that. That is not the case. 
They can’t show us technology and 
show us that it has a commercial fea- 
sible pathway to be able to perform and 
provide the energy we need. There is no 
way they can do it. 

So I have said this: If it is 
unobtainable, it is unreasonable. That 
is all. Don’t expect me to do something 
that has never been done. If the Fed- 
eral Government says: Fine, we have $8 
billion lying down at the Department 
of Energy—$8 billion that hasn’t been 
tapped—does that not tell us some- 
thing? 

The private sector has not stepped up 
to take those types of loans and to use 
those types of loans to find the new 
technology for the future because they 
don’t believe the administration wants 
us to find any new technology that 
might be able to adhere to the stand- 
ards they have set. 

So we sat back and we have done 
nothing. Then, on top of that, they ex- 
pect these plants, 30 years from now— 
if they are expecting to get commercial 
power, electricity, fill the grid with 
power coming from coal for the next 30 
years—most of our plants average 50 
years of age. They can’t produce the 
power they are going to produce—that 
we will need for this country to have 
for 30 more years. An 80-year-old plant 
just won’t do it. So that means they 
come off the line, off the grid. When 
that comes off the grid, what we call 
dependable, reliable, and affordable en- 
ergy goes away. It goes away. 

I have said this: Someone needs to re- 
spectfully ask our President, this ad- 
ministration, the EPA, the DOE: If for 
the next 90 days not another ton of coal 
was delivered to a coal plant in Amer- 
ica—not another ton of coal because— 
and I have said this to the administra- 
tion. They have been very eloquent in 
basically telling the American people: 
We don’t like coal, we don’t want coal, 
and we don’t need coal. If those were 
the facts, then make sure you tell the 
American people, if they didn’t have 
coal for 90 days, what the United 
States of America would look like. 
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Just tell me what it would look like. 
Ask anybody what it would look like. 
The lives of 130 million people would be 
in jeopardy tomorrow—130 million peo- 
ple. This system could collapse. The 
east coast could be dark. Now, you tell 
me how you are going to fill that in. 
And if you are not willing to be honest 
with the American people and tell 
them that, don’t make them believe 
there is something that is not there, 
that you can run this off of wind and 
solar. 

We have a lot of wind in West Vir- 
ginia, and we are proud of that. I will 
give an example. My colleagues will re- 
member the hottest days this past 
summer, that very hot spell we had, 90 
to 100 degrees. We have 17 acres of a 
wind farm on top of a beautiful moun- 
tain in West Virginia, 560 megawatts. 
We have a coal-fired plant sitting 
there, the cleanest super-critical coal- 
fired plant on Mount Storm, 1,600 
megawatts. Guess how many mega- 
watts of power the wind produced dur- 
ing the hottest times of the summer 
when we needed the power. Two 
megawatts. Two. The wind didn’t blow. 
It was so hot and stagnant, it didn’t 
blow. That poor little coal-fired plant 
was giving it everything it had to try 
to produce the power the Nation need- 
ed. 

I am just saying the facts are the 
facts whether we like them or not. So 
when this plan comes out and says that 
any new coal-fired plant being built 
has to be—you can basically be assured 
they are not going to build any. When 
they are saying existing plants have to 
meet certain standards, they won’t in- 
vest and try to hit a moving target. 

So now what happens? For the 35 to 
40 percent of the power you are telling 
the United States of America, the peo- 
ple in this great country, that we 
have—don’t worry, we are going to 
take care of you, it is not going to hap- 
pen. We are not going to stand by and 
say we are not going to fight for that. 
We are not only fighting for a way of 
life for West Virginia, we are fighting 
for a way of life for this country. 

This country depends on energy we 
have been able to produce. We have al- 
ways depended on our little State. 
North Dakota, now one of the best en- 
ergy-producing States we have in the 
country—Montana, Wyoming, Okla- 
homa—we have been the heavy lifters. 
We will continue to work for this great 
country. We just need a little help. 
That is all we are asking for. 

So I would say, ask the question: 
What would the country look like to- 
morrow? The standards they are set- 
ting are basically unreasonable, totally 


unreasonable, because they are 
unobtainable. 

The impact is going to be dev- 
astating, basically. The system is 


going to be to the point to where we 
can’t depend on it, it is not reliable, 
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and we don’t have the power of the fu- 
ture yet. Maybe our children or grand- 
children might see that. I hope so. But 
until the time comes where we are 
going to transition from one to the 
other, make sure it is a smooth transi- 
tion. Make sure it is a dependable tran- 
sition. Make sure it is one that keeps 
this country the superpower of the 
world. If we don’t, I guarantee we will 
be the last generation standing as a su- 
perpower saying that we are energy 
independent; we are not fighting wars 
around the world basically for the en- 
ergy this country needs. We have the 
ability to basically take care of our- 
selves. We can be totally independent 
with energy if we have an energy pol- 
icy that works, but it has to be real- 
istic. This is not. 

That is why I totally oppose this new 
power plan which is coming out. It is a 
shame that we have to rely on the 
courts to protect something we should 
be doing in the Halls of this Senate. It 
is a Shame that the courts have to step 
in to protect us. 

With that being said, I yield the 
floor, and I thank my colleagues for 
being here on this important issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, first of 
all, I appreciate the fact that my col- 
leagues from West Virginia, North Da- 
kota, Kentucky, and Montana—all of 
us are getting together on this in a bi- 
partisan way. I think it is worth re- 
peating, to make sure everyone under- 
stands where we are on this, what a 
CRA is. The CRA is the Congressional 
Review Act. It is an act that allows an 
elected person who is answerable to the 
public to weigh in on these decisions 
that are made by the President—who 
can’t run again for office—and by the 
unelected bureaucrats who are destroy- 
ing this country. 

AS was pointed out by the Senator 
from Kentucky, I do chair the com- 
mittee called the Environment and 
Public Works Committee. On this com- 
mittee, we deal with these regulations. 
We have jurisdiction over the EPA. It 
is interesting I would say that because 
we tried to get the EPA to come in and 
testify as witnesses as to how the 
President plans to move to the percent- 
age of power that is going to be gen- 
erated by the year 2030 by renewables, 
and they won’t testify because they 
don’t have a plan. They don’t know 
how they are going to do it. 

The CRA is significant because there 
are a lot of people in this case who 
would be the liberals in this body who 
like the idea of being overregulated, 
who like the idea of having the regu- 
lators run our lives, and they are the 
ones who would love to go home when 
people are complaining about the cost 
of all of these things and they can say: 
Well, wait a minute. Don’t blame us. 
That was a bureaucrat who did that; 
that wasn’t me. 
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Well, this forces accountability, and 
these guys don’t like it. I can assure 
you right now that we are going to give 
everyone an opportunity to weigh in on 
what these issues are. They would 
much prefer to go home and say: I 
know we are overregulating and I know 
it is destroying the States—whatever 
the States happen to be—but it wasn’t 
me, don’t look at me. 

Now we are going to see who is re- 
sponsible because what is going to hap- 
pen is we are going to have a vote. The 
vote is going to take place, and I think 
our leader is correct when he says the 
President will probably veto this. If the 
President vetoes it, it comes back for a 
veto override, and then people will 
know who is for it and who is against 
it. So I think a CRA has another great 
value. It forces accountability by peo- 
ple who are answerable to the public. 

On the issue we are discussing today, 
the interesting and the consistent pat- 
tern we have is that what this Presi- 
dent does is he gets the things they 
tried to do through over—through leg- 
islation, and those things that fail 
through legislation he tries then to do 
by regulation. 

Let me give you an example. Another 
issue—not the issue we are talking 
about today—is the WOTUS issue, the 
waters of the United States. Histori- 
cally, it has been the States that have 
regulations over the waters except for 
navigable waters. Well, of course, lib- 
erals want everything in Washington. 
So 5 years ago a bill was introduced, 
and the bill would have essentially 
taken the word “navigable” out so that 
the Federal Government would have 
control over all the waters in my State 
of Oklahoma and throughout America. 
Two of them introduced a bill, one was 
Senator Feingold of Wisconsin and the 
House Member was Congressman Ober- 
star from one of the Northern States. I 
don’t know which one it was. They in- 
troduced a bill to take the word ‘‘navi- 
gable’? out. Not only did we over- 
whelmingly defeat the legislation, but 
the public defeated the two of them in 
the next election. 

Now the President is trying to do 
what he was not able to do through leg- 
islation through regulation. The same 
thing is true—the Senator from West 
Virginia is right when he talked about 
what they are trying to do. It is very 
interesting when you look at this bill. 
We are talking about the emissions of 
CO2. The first bill that was introduced 
was in 2002. It was the McCain-Lieber- 
man bill. We defeated that. The next 
one was the McCain-Lieberman bill in 
2005, and the third one was the Warren- 
Lieberman bill in 2008. Then we had the 
Waxman-Markey bill that we never 
even got to vote on because nobody was 
going to vote for it. 

So what they fail to be able to do leg- 
islatively, they are now trying to do 
through regulations, and that is why a 
CRA is significant because it does force 
accountability. 
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Let me make one other statement. 
This thing about Paris that is going to 
take place in December. This is the big 
party that the United Nations puts on 
every year. It is the 21st year they have 
done this. I can remember when they 
did it in 2009. That was going to be Co- 
penhagen. Several people went over 
there at that time. President Obama 
was in the Senate, Hillary was in the 
Senate, PELOSI was there, and John 
Kerry went. They went over there to 
tell the 192 countries that were meet- 
ing in Copenhagen—the same 192 coun- 
tries that will be meeting in 2 
months—went over to tell them we 
were going to pass cap-and-trade legis- 
lation that year. That was 2009. 

I went over after they had given their 
testimony there. I went all the way 
over to Copenhagen, spent 3 hours, and 
came all the way back on the next 
flight. I probably had the most enjoy- 
able 3 hours I ever had because I was 
able to talk to 192 countries and tell 
them they had been lied to; that we are 
not going to be passing it. The same 
thing is going on in December of this 
year. 

By the way, let me just mention one 
thing that hasn’t been said. There are 
people out there listening to this who 
actually believe this stuff, that the 
world is going to come to an end be- 
cause of CO. manmade gases. This is 
something we have been listening to 
for a long period of time. I remember 
right before going to Copenhagen in 
2009—at that time the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
was Lisa Jackson, an appointee by 
President Obama, and I asked her this 
question on the record, live on TV. I 
asked: If we had passed any of the leg- 
islation or the regulations that we are 
talking about passing, would this have 
an effect of lowering the CO, world- 
wide? She said—now keep in mind this 
was an Obama appointee—by the way, 
Obama was President at that time 
when he went to Copenhagen. She said: 
Well, no, it wouldn’t reduce emissions 
worldwide because it just pertains to 
the United States. 

This isn’t where the problem is. The 
problem is in India, it is in China, it is 
in Mexico. The problem we would have 
there is, yes, we might lower our CO, 
emissions in the United States. How- 
ever, those other countries will not, 
and it could have the effect of increas- 
ing, not decreasing, CO. emissions be- 
cause as we chase our manufacturing 
base overseas to places they don’t have 
any restrictions, we would have the ef- 
fect of increasing it. 

So I am just saying I appreciate the 
fact we are all together on this and 
making the necessary efforts to make 
people accountable. I think it might 
surprise a lot of people as to who 
changes their mind on this once they 
know they have to cast a vote and be 
accountable. 

I applaud, certainly, my friends from 
West Virginia and the other States 
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that are involved in this. I think this is 
the right thing to do. Let’s keep in 
mind the Utility MACT—that is the 
maximum achievable control tech- 
nology—was the first shock to put coal 
under. At that time we did a CRA, and 
we actually came within four votes of 
getting the bill passed, and that was 
when Republicans were not a majority. 
I look for some good things to happen, 
and I think we are doing what is right 
and responsible. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia. 

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for additional time 
so the Senator from Montana can join 
the colloquy. As he reminds me, the 
Senator has the largest recoverable 
tonnage of coal in the Nation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DAINES. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

This administration is shutting down 
coal-fired powerplants in the United 
States. I thank the Senator from West 
Virginia, Mrs. CAPITO, the other Sen- 
ator from West Virginia, Mr. MANCHIN, 
and we have Senator HEITKAMP here. 
We had Democrats and Republicans in 
colloquy talking about what is going 
on with coal-fired plants and the Clean 
Power Plan of this administration. 

This is what is happening. It is kill- 
ing good-paying jobs for union workers, 
for pipefitters, for boilermakers, and 
tribal members in my State with these 
so-called Clean Power Plan regula- 
tions. At the same time, it is stifling 
investment that could lead to innova- 
tion to make coal cleaner in the United 
States. 

As I travel across Montana, I have 
heard Montanans describe the EPA 
as—a rancher once told me it stands 
for “Eliminate Production Agri- 
culture.” A union member recently 
told me it stands for the “Employment 
Prevention Agency.” President Obama 
and his ‘“‘Employment Prevention 
Agency” continues to wage war on 
American energy, American families, 
and on American jobs. This so-called 
Clean Power Plan is an all-out frontal 
assault on affordable energy and good- 
paying union jobs as well as tribal jobs. 
This will leave President Obama di- 
rectly responsible for skyrocketing en- 
ergy bills, a loss of tax revenue for our 
schools, teachers and our roads and the 
unemployment of thousands of hard- 
working Americans. The President ig- 
nores the fact that more than half of 
Montana’s electricity comes from coal, 
as do thousands of jobs and $120 million 
in tax revenue every year. 

In fact, 40 percent of our Nation’s en- 
ergy comes from coal. When a young 
person plugs their iPhone or their 
smartphone into the wall and charges 
it, most likely it is being charged by 
coal. 

In my hometown of Bozeman, we 
have a Tesla charging station at one of 
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our hotels. Elon Musk at Tesla did an 
amazing, innovative job creating elec- 
tric vehicles, but when they plug those 
Tesla vehicles into those chargers, 
those Tesla vehicles in Montana are 
likely powered by coal. 

The facts are that coal production in 
the United States is much safer and 
less carbon intensive than coal from 
other nations. As had been mentioned, 
this is a global challenge we must 
think about and address. The Powder 
River Basin in Southeast Montana has 
coal that is among the cleanest in the 
world. It has lower sulfur content and 
cleaner than Indonesian coal. Shutting 
down U.S. coal will have a negligible 
impact on global coal demand and 
global emissions. However, it will ulti- 
mately make it more likely that less 
technologically advanced coal produc- 
tion techniques will be used around the 
world. 

This is the way to think about it. 
The United States consumes about 10 
percent of the world’s coal. Said an- 
other way, 90 percent of the coal con- 
sumption in the world occurs outside 
the United States, and the global de- 
mand for coal-fired energy will not dis- 
appear even if the United States were 
to shut down every last coal mine and 
every last coal-fired plant. 

Again, individuals are entitled to 
their own opinions but not to their own 
facts. Here are the facts. Coal use 
around the world has grown about four 
times faster than renewables. There 
are 1,200 coal plants planned across 59 
countries. About three-quarters of 
them will be in China and India. China 
consumes 4 billion tons of coal per year 
versus the United States at 1 billion 
tons. China is building a new coal-fired 
plant every 10 days, and that is pro- 
jected to last for the next 10 years. 

In Japan—I used to have an office in 
Tokyo. My degree was in chemical en- 
gineering, and I was part of a software 
company with offices around the world. 
I remember the big earthquake that 
struck Japan—the 9.0 quake. The 
Fukushima nuclear reactors were dis- 
abled. How is Japan dealing with that? 
They are building 43 coal-fired power- 
plants. By 2020, India may outbuild 2% 
times more coal capacity as the United 
States is about to use. So it is short- 
sighted and misguided to move forward 
on an agenda that is going to devastate 
significant parts of the economy. It is 
going to raise energy prices and de- 
stroy union jobs and tribal jobs. 

We are seeing that already in Mon- 
tana. Earlier this month, in the month 
of October, a customer of the Crow 
Tribe, the Sherco Coal plant in Min- 
nesota announced it needs to shut 
down two units. This cuts off a signifi- 
cant portion of the customer base for 
Crow coal. Because the Crow Tribe re- 
lies on coal-fired Midwest utilities for 
most of its non-Federal revenue and for 
good-paying private jobs at the 
Absaloka Mine, the unemployment 
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rate on the Crow reservation today is 
in the high 40 percent. Without these 
coal mining jobs, that unemployment 
rate will go to 80 to 85 percent. 

Ironically, some of the first impacted 
by the Obama administration’s new 
regulations are those who can least af- 
ford it. You have heard it from Sen- 
ators on both sides of the aisle today. 
Under the final rule, the Colstrip pow- 
erplant in Montana will likely be shut- 
tered, putting thousands of jobs at 
risk. We must take action. We need to 
stop these senseless rules. 

This past weekend I joined the Mon- 
tana attorney general, Tim Fox, in 
Helena to announce that Montana, 
along with 23 other States, has filed a 
lawsuit against the Federal Govern- 
ment because of Obama’s recent deci- 
sion. There are currently 26 States— 
the majority of the States in this 
United States—through three different 
lawsuits that have requested an initial 
stay on the rule. 

As Leader MCCONNELL mentioned in 
2010, a Democratic-controlled Congress 
could not pass these regulations. The 
people’s House stopped it, but now 
President Obama and the EPA are 
moving forward without the people’s 
consent. 

I am thankful to partner with a bi- 
partisan group of my colleagues, Lead- 
er MCCONNELL, Senator CAPITO, Sen- 
ator INHOFE, Senator MANCHIN, and 
Senator HEITKAMP, who are speaking 
out and working to stop this harmful 
rule. Iam proud to stand and join them 
as a cosponsor of two bipartisan resolu- 
tions of disapproval under the Congres- 
sional Review Act that would stop the 
EPA from imposing the anti-coal regu- 
lation. 

Coal keeps the lights on, it charges 
our iPhones, and it will continue to 
power the world for decades to come. 
Rather than dismissing this reality, 
the United States should be on the cut- 
ting edge of technological advance- 
ments in energy development. We 
should be leading the way in using 
clean, affordable American energy. 

America can and should power the 
world. We can only do it if the Obama 
administration steps back from the 
out-of-touch regulations and allows 
American innovation to thrive once 
again. In summary, we need more inno- 
vation, not more regulations. 

Thank you, and I yield back my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia. 

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. President, I would 
like to thank my colleagues for joining 
me in a colloquy, particularly the Sen- 
ator from North Dakota, who is co- 
sponsoring the Congressional Review 
Act legislation with me on existing 
coal-fired powerplants, and certainly 
my colleague from West Virginia Sen- 
ator MANCHIN. We have worked very 
well together in a bipartisan way on 
these issues—Leader McCONNELL, 
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Chairman INHOFE, and Senator DAINES 
from Montana. 

I think we have presented a clear pic- 
ture of the impact of these rules. So I 
ask unanimous consent that any time 
spent in a quorum call before the 4 p.m. 
vote series be charged equally against 
both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. CAPITO. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Florida. 

PUERTO RICO 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I want 
to talk about the financial crisis that 
is going on in Puerto Rico. We have all 
heard about the current situation that 
Puerto Rico finds itself in. They are 
suffering. They are having trouble pay- 
ing their bills and their economy is in 
shambles. Some people have the atti- 
tude ‘‘Well, that is not our problem,” 
but they are forgetting the fact that 
Puerto Rico is part of the United 
States. It is a territory. It is not a for- 
eign country. Puerto Ricans are Amer- 
ican citizens. 

If a problem exists in Puerto Rico, it 
exists in the United States. It is not 
something we can just ignore. It im- 
pacts the entire country. If the econ- 
omy continues to suffer in Puerto Rico, 
the people there will just move to an- 
other part of the country. I want to re- 
peat that. If things are bad in Puerto 
Rico economically, they—Puerto 
Ricans—can move to another part of 
the country. This is not immigration; 
this is a move to the mainland. Many 
Puerto Ricans are leaving Puerto Rico 
because of its troubles. 

Happily, many of the people who live 
on the island are moving to Florida. 
They are adding to the diversity and 
immense fabric of Florida that reflects 
the entire country, but our gain in 
Florida is Puerto Rico’s loss. There are 
more than 1 million people in Florida 
alone who may have preferred to stay 
at home on the island with their 
friends and their families. People who 
otherwise would be opening small busi- 
nesses or new doctors’ offices in San 
Juan are opening them in Orlando. 
This only hurts Puerto Rico’s eco- 
nomic future. 

We need to give Puerto Rico the tools 
it needs to get its economy back on 
track. Puerto Rico cannot do that 
alone. Congress needs to pitch in. I 
have joined a number of our col- 
leagues—BLUMENTHAL, SCHUMER, and 
MENENDEZ—in being a sponsor of the 
Puerto Rico Chapter 9 Uniformity Act. 
It fixes a glitch in the Federal bank- 
ruptcy law that stops Puerto Rico’s 
municipalities and public corporations 
from restructuring their debt through 
the Federal bankruptcy court, some- 
thing that is law in all of the States. 
That is why we have a bankruptcy law, 
but there is a glitch that you cannot do 
that in Puerto Rico. That is simply un- 
fair. The people of Puerto Rico should 
get equal protection under the law. 
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Both the Finance Committee and the 
Energy and Natural Resources Com- 
mittee have held hearings in the past 
few weeks about the economic crisis in 
Puerto Rico. Two of Puerto Rico’s 
elected officials, Governor Garcia 
Padilla and Congressman PIERLUISI, 
have testified at these hearings. Both 
said that Puerto Rican public corpora- 
tions need access to Chapter 9 debt re- 
structuring. 

It is this Senator’s strong desire that 
we see them treated equally under the 
law and that this legislation to fix this 
glitch comes to the floor soon. We also 
need to help Puerto Rico’s health care 
system. The Medicaid Program in 
Puerto Rico serves nearly 1.7 million 
residents. It is in terrible shape. In 
2010, Congress passed the Affordable 
Care Act, which provided Puerto Rico 
with a $5.4 billion one-time payment to 
cover health care costs. That money is 
set to expire in 2019, but it could even 
run out sooner. 

Under Medicare Part D, Puerto Rican 
residents are being treated like second- 
class citizens. They don’t get the same 
financial support that State residents 
get for prescription drug coverage. This 
has an effect on their economy, stifling 
their ability to emerge from the crisis, 
not to speak of the fact that they are 
not getting the health care other 
American citizens have. 

I remind you, Puerto Ricans are 
American citizens. So this kind of 
treatment under Medicare flies in the 
face of the most basic American 
value—equality. That is why several of 
us have joined Senator SCHUMER on a 
bill to improve the way Puerto Rico is 
treated under Medicare and Medicaid. 

Last week, thankfully, the White 
House released a set of legislative pro- 
posals to help Puerto Rico. Included in 
that list were some of the bills I have 
mentioned here that I support. I urge 
our colleagues to give this problem the 
attention it demands. We should move 
the proposals that we can move in this 
legislative body. We should do it with 
haste. There are more than 3⁄2 million 
people in Puerto Rico. They are U.S. 
citizens who, unlike most U.S. citizens, 
have no one to represent them in this 
Chamber and only have a nonvoting 
delegate in the House of Representa- 
tives. They have no voice here, but 
even with no voice, there are some of 
us in this Chamber who will make sure 
that their voice is heard. We cannot 
turn our backs on fellow Americans. 
By the way, when it comes time to de- 
fend this country and our national se- 
curity, look at the percentage of Puer- 
to Ricans who sign up for the military. 
They are fellow Americans. I ask my 
colleagues to look deep in their hearts 
and find a way to come together to 
help the island of Puerto Rico, a terri- 
tory, our fellow American citizens, to 
get through this troubled time. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

BUDGET AGREEMENT 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, since I 
see no one is waiting to speak, I might 
offer a couple of comments about the 
proposed budget agreement. We are 
still evaluating this, looking at the de- 
tails, but first things first. This seems 
to me to be something we should agree 
to. It certainly gets us past this artifi- 
cial debt crisis that would cause the 
United States to go into economic cat- 
aclysmic fits. 

If we do not raise the debt ceiling, 
America cannot pay its obligations it 
has already incurred. It would be the 
first time the U.S. Government went 
into default. That time has already run 
out, but through extraordinary meas- 
ures the Secretary of the Treasury has 
been able to keep the cashflow going, 
but he is running out of all of his 
tricks of the trade next week, Novem- 
ber 3. That is the first thing it would 
do most immediately. 

The second thing it would do is it 
would get us over this budgetary im- 
passe of a budget that lays out the 
blueprint—for the flushing out of that 
blueprint, which are the appropriations 
bills. So in the case of the budget, what 
had been brought forth was a budg- 
etary gimmick of saying we were going 
to raise the amount of money we need- 
ed for defense, but it was not going to 
meet this arbitrary budget cap that 
had been set 3 years ago by the cuts 
across the board called the sequester. 
But oh, by the way, we were going to 
increase that defense spending a little 
more by creating an additional account 
over and above what we spend overseas 
called the overseas contingency fund, 
OCO, and therefore money was going to 
be supplied—the increases we need in 
defense—with in fact not increasing 
the budgetary caps on spending. 

Well, that was budgetary fakery. 
That was budgetary sleight of hand. 
That was not budgetary truth. This 
agreement stops that for the next 2 
years. Two years from now we will 
have to face the same thing and get rid 
of this artificial cut across the board. 
That is no way of dealing with trying 
to cut the budget. You ought to be cut- 
ting the budget with a scalpel, not with 
a meat cleaver, where you come across 
the board on every program. 

Indeed, what this agreement does is 
it raises the caps on defense in this 
first year $25 billion. It allows an OCO 
increase of $23 billion—and that is con- 
siderably less than what had been pro- 
posed earlier. Indeed, as you get into 
fiscal year 2017, it raises the budgetary 
caps on defense by $15 billion, also a $23 
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billion OCO, or overseas contingency 
fund, for the war effort over in Central 
Asia. 

This is a good program, but the other 
thing this agreement corrects—in the 
Republican budget, they had only 
raised money for defense spending, and 
all the other needs of government that 
need to be appropriated—nondefense 
discretionary spending—were kept arti- 
ficially low. If you are talking about 
grants from NIH, that was all being 
limited. If you are talking about 
money for NASA as we get into the 
program of going to Mars, all of that 
had been cut. If you are talking about 
agricultural programs, all of that had 
been cut. No matter what program— 
education, the environment, you go on 
down the list—all of that had been cut. 

This budget agreement that we will 
vote on hopefully in the next 2 or 3 
days does, in fact, raise those budg- 
etary caps for nondefense spending as 
well as for defense spending. So where 
the caps were raised in this first year 
of fiscal year 2016 by $25 billion for de- 
fense spending, so too $25 billion for 
nondefense discretionary spending. 
Likewise, in the next fiscal year, 2017, 
where the caps had been raised $15 bil- 
lion for defense spending, likewise, 
nondefense discretionary and all those 
other needs of government, the same 
amount—$15 billion. 

I will have more to say about this 
later, but while I have the opportunity, 
I wish to commend to the Senate that 
I think it is certainly in the interests 
off of our country to move forward and 
approve this new budgetary agreement. 

By the way, I might add as I close 
that an agreement has been hammered 
out between the Republican and the 
Democratic leadership in both Houses, 
along with the White House. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, in to- 
day’s digital age, many Americans live 
their lives online. We communicate via 
email, use photo sharing and social 
networking Web sites, store documents 
in the cloud, and access our private 
financial and medical information 
through the Internet. The amount of 
sensitive electronic data that we create 
and store on the Internet is staggering 
and will only continue to grow. We 
know that cyber security is an impor- 
tant component of protecting our crit- 
ical infrastructure. A cyber attack tar- 
geting the electric grid in the North- 
east, for example, could have dire ef- 
fects during a cold Vermont winter. I 
know that Vermonters care about 
cyber security, and Congress must act 
responsibly to strengthen our ability 
to defend against cyber attacks and 
breaches. But I also know that 
Vermonters care deeply about their 
privacy and civil liberties, and I be- 
lieve just as strongly that whatever 
Congress does in the name of cyber se- 
curity must not inadvertently under- 
mine the privacy and security of 
Vermonters and all Americans. 
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For years, Congress has seemed sin- 
gularly focused on the private sector’s 
desire for voluntary information shar- 
ing legislation. While improving the 
flow of cyber threat information be- 
tween the government and private sec- 
tor is a laudable goal that I support, it 
is not a panacea for our cyber security 
problems. Information sharing alone 
would not have prevented the major 
breaches of the past year, such as the 
breach at the Office of Personnel Man- 
agement, OPM, or the breaches at 
Sony, Home Depot, or Anthem. 

Narrowly tailored legislation to fa- 
cilitate the sharing of technical, cyber 
threat data could be beneficial, but the 
Senate Intelligence Committee’s bill 
lacks certain basic safeguards and 
threatens to significantly harm Ameri- 
cans’ privacy. That is why I have heard 
from a number of Vermonters who op- 
pose the bill and that is why consumer 
advocacy organizations, privacy and 
civil liberties groups, and major tech- 
nology companies like Apple, Dropbox, 
and Twitter all vocally oppose the bill. 
The technology companies know first- 
hand the importance of ensuring our 
cyber security, and they oppose this 
bill because they believe it does little 
to improve our cyber security and 
would ultimately undermine their 
users’ privacy. 

For months, I have worked with Sen- 
ator FEINSTEIN to improve this bill. 
She has been receptive to my concerns, 
and I appreciate that many of the revi- 
sions that I suggested are now incor- 
porated into the managers’ amend- 
ment. The managers’ amendment now 
makes clear that companies can only 
share information for cyber security 
purposes, which is an improvement 
from the original legislation. It also 
prohibits the government from using 
information shared by private compa- 
nies to investigate routine crimes that 
have nothing to do with cyber security. 
And it removes a completely unneces- 
sary and destructive new exemption to 
the Freedom of Information Act, FOIA, 
which had the potential to greatly re- 
strict government transparency. These 
are significant improvements, and I am 
thankful to Senator FEINSTEIN for 
working with me to incorporate them 
into the bill. 

Unfortunately, the Senate Intel- 
ligence Committee’s bill still has 
major flaws. This bill overrides all ex- 
isting legal restrictions to allow an un- 
precedented amount of data—including 
Americans’ personal information—to 
flow to the government without ade- 
quate controls and restrictions. It 
needlessly requires all information 
shared with the government to be im- 
mediately disseminated to a host of 
Federal agencies, including to the 
NSA. It fails to adequately require 
companies to remove irrelevant per- 
sonal information before sharing with 
the government. The bill contains 
broad authorizations that allow compa- 
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nies to monitor traffic on their net- 
works with liability protection and em- 
ploy ‘‘defensive measures” that may 
cause collateral harm to innocent 
Internet users. The bill also continues 
to include another unnecessary FOIA 
exemption that will weaken the exist- 
ing FOIA framework. 

Proponents of the bill have at- 
tempted to assuage many of these con- 
cerns by arguing that sharing under 
this bill is voluntary, and if companies 
do not want to share information with 
the government or use the authorities 
in the bill, they do not have to. This 
bill may be voluntary for companies, 
but it is not voluntary for consumers. 
American consumers have no say on 
whether their information is shared 
with the government and ends up in an 
NSA or IRS database. They may have 
no recourse if a company needlessly 
monitors their Internet activity or in- 
appropriately shares their personal in- 
formation with the government. 

Rather than limiting the dissemina- 
tion of information in order to protect 
the private and proprietary informa- 
tion of Americans and American busi- 
nesses, this bill goes in the wrong di- 
rection by giving companies more li- 
ability protection and more leeway on 
how to share our information. The 
most effective action Congress can 
take to improve our cyber security is 
to pass legislation that requires com- 
panies to take greater care of how they 
use and protect our data, not less. And 
we should pass my Consumer Privacy 
Protection Act to require companies to 
protect our personal information and 
help prevent breaches in the first place. 
The cyber security legislation before us 
today does nothing to address this very 
real concern, so I cannot support it. I 
fear that this bill will significantly un- 
dermine our privacy, and I urge Sen- 
ators to vote against passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for up to 
15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2581, AS MODIFIED 


Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, today I 
speak in support of the Cotton amend- 
ment to the Cybersecurity Information 
Sharing Act. My amendment is 
straightforward. It simply would pro- 
vide liability protection to any busi- 
ness or other private organization that 
shares cyber threat indicators to the 
FBI or the Secret Service. 

In its current form, the Cybersecu- 
rity Information Sharing Act would re- 
quire entities to submit these cyber 
threat indicators through a portal cre- 
ated and run by the Department of 
Homeland Security in order to receive 
liability protection. But there are also 
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two exceptions that would allow enti- 
ties to receive liability protection out- 
side the DHS portal: first, if a submis- 
sion was related to a previously shared 
cyber threat indicator, and second, if 
the submitting entity is sharing infor- 
mation with its Federal regulatory au- 
thority. But not every private entity 
has a Federal regulatory authority, 
thank goodness, so where a cable com- 
pany can share with the FCC or an en- 
ergy company can go to the Depart- 
ment of Energy or FERC, other busi- 
nesses are forced to go to the DHS por- 
tal. Good examples are retailers such 
as JCPenney, Walmart, Target, and 
Home Depot. 

When the trade associations for two 
victims of the biggest cyber attacks in 
recent memory—Target and Home 
Depot—are pleading for this language, 
we should take notice and incorporate 
it. Anything else would be unfair, in- 
equitable, and unwise. 

We ought to give these companies an 
alternative to the DHS portal. One 
simple reason is that nobody knows 
what the portal will look like, how it 
will function, or how much it will cost 
companies to interact with it. The Fed- 
eral Government, after all, doesn’t 
have the best track record for design- 
ing and deploying IT systems. 
Healthcare.gov was not exactly a re- 
sounding success. One could easily 
imagine a company trying to share a 
cyber threat indicator and getting an 
error message from the portal, just as 
millions of Americans received when 
they tried to sign up for ObamaCare. 

In this case, regulated businesses can 
just go to their regulator. Private and 
small businesses will be out of luck, 
though. This is the primary reason my 
amendment has such strong private 
support. Organizations such as the Na- 
tional Retail Federation, the chamber 
of commerce, the National Cable & 
Telecommunications Association, and 
many others support this commonsense 
amendment. 

The second main reason that entities 
should be able to share directly with 
the FBI and the Secret Service is that 
the bill is about promoting collabora- 
tion between the government and the 
private sector, as the National Secu- 
rity Council says that we should in this 
tweet: ‘‘More than any other national 
security topic, effective cybersecurity 
requires the US gov’t & private sector 
to work together.” I agree. 

As Director Comey recently told the 
Senate Intelligence Committee, the 
FBI has redoubled its efforts to reach 
out to private businesses in this area. 
This has paid dividends. And there is 
no entity in the Federal Government 
that the private sector trusts more on 
cyber security than the FBI. That is 
why Sony Pictures called the FBI when 
it was hacked by North Koreans last 
year. 

I also have to imagine that is the 
main reason the White House endorsed 
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my amendment over the weekend when 
they sent out this very helpful tweet: 
“If you are a victim of a major cyber 
incident, a call to @FBI, 
@SecretService, or @DHSgov is a call 
to all.” My goodness, Susan Rice and I 
stand together in agreement that if 
you are a victim of a cyber incident, 
you should be able to call the FBI, the 
Secret Service, or the DHS. I thank the 
National Security Advisor and the 
White House for their support for the 
concept behind my amendment. 

I would also like to take a few mo- 
ments to dispel a few myths about this 
amendment. The first myth is that the 
Cybersecurity Information Sharing Act 
creates a single portal at DHS for li- 
ability-protected information sharing 
with the Federal Government and that 
the Cotton amendment would create an 
unprecedented second channel. 

This is false. The bill authorizes mul- 
tiple liability-protected sharing chan- 
nels with the Federal Government, not 
just one, through a broad exception to 
the DHS portal that permits certain 
regulated businesses to engage in li- 
ability-protected sharing of cyber 
threat information directly with any 
Federal regulators without requiring 
that it first pass through DHS. The 
Cotton amendment simply provides the 
same flexibility for businesses that al- 
ready have established threat-sharing 
relationships with the FBI or the Se- 
cret Service to maintain their existing 
channels for sharing and not incur sig- 
nificant costs and delays to establish 
new ones with DHS. My amendment is 
consistent with this multichannel 
sharing approach. 

The second myth is that my amend- 
ment would harm privacy as it would 
allow the sharing of cyber threat indi- 
cators with the FBI and the Secret 
Service and that the sharing with these 
agencies wouldn’t happen under the 
bill in its current form. 

This is also false. Under the current 
version of the bill, if an entity shares 
information through the DHS portal, 
the FBI and Secret Service will receive 
it. My amendment doesn’t change that 
or the privacy protections in the bill. 
Both with and without my amendment, 
the FBI and Secret Service will get 
cyber threat indicators. 

The third myth is that the scrub DHS 
would have to conduct for personally 
identifiable information is not as rig- 
orous under my amendment. 

Again, this is not true. The Cyberse- 
curity Information Sharing Act re- 
quires all Federal entities receiving 
threat indicators to protect privacy by 
removing personal information that 
may still be contained in them before 
sharing with other entities. My amend- 
ment does not eliminate or weaken any 
of the bill’s privacy requirements, as 
the FBI and Secret Service are re- 
quired to protect privacy in the same 
way all other Federal entities receiv- 
ing threat indicators. 
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Finally, I simply want to note that 
the House-passed version of the bill 
contains a nearly identical provision, 
and that bill passed with overwhelming 
bipartisan support on a 307-to-116 vote. 

To sum up, the Cotton amendment 
has overwhelming support in the pri- 
vate sector, including companies that 
have been victims of cyber crimes. It 
would lead to greater information shar- 
ing between the private sector and the 
Federal Government. It preserves the 
privacy protections in the bill. When it 
was included in the House bill, both 
Republicans and Democrats voted yes. 
I therefore ask my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to support this 
amendment. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LANKFORD). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, what is the 
order of business? 

AMENDMENT NO. 2552, AS FURTHER MODIFIED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question occurs 
on amendment No. 2552, as further 
modified, offered by the Senator from 
Delaware, Mr. COONS. 

The Senator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
wish to speak and urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on 
amendment No. 2552, known as the 
Coons amendment. 

This amendment essentially adds an- 
other layer of review to the bill’s cur- 
rent requirements. We worked this out 
in an earlier amendment with Senator 
CARPER. This amendment goes further, 
and it could prevent parts of the gov- 
ernment from quickly learning about 
cyber threats at machine speed because 
it would require an additional privacy 
review for any information going 
through the DHS portal. 

The Carper amendment that I spoke 
about was adopted as part of the man- 
agers’ package, which made clear that 
the government should take automated 
steps to ensure that the real-time in- 
formation sharing system can both 
protect privacy and allow for sharing 
at the speed necessary to stop cyber 
threats. Because the Coons amendment 
will slow down sharing via the DHS 
portal, I ask my colleagues to join me 
in voting no. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to urge my colleagues to support 
my amendment to make sure that this 
bill strikes the right balance between 
privacy and security. 

I respect the very hard work of Sen- 
ators BURR and FEINSTEIN and the con- 
structive amendment that my senior 
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Senator TOM CARPER added to the man- 
agers’ amendment. I do believe this bill 
has made significant movement in the 
right direction. But I remain con- 
cerned, and my amendment’s purpose 
is to require that DHS review all cyber 
threat indicators it receives and to re- 
move personally identifying informa- 
tion by the most efficient means prac- 
ticable. It would not necessarily—ac- 
cording to the amendment in the man- 
agers’ package—be required that DHS 
scrub, unless multiple agency heads 
unanimously agree on the scrubbing 
process. My amendment’s purpose is to 
simply ensure that these privacy 
scrubs—done at machine speed, done in 
a responsible way—protect citizen pri- 
vacy and our security. I don’t think we 
should be forced to choose between 
those two. 

I urge my colleagues to support my 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on agreeing to amend- 
ment No. 2552, as further modified. 

Mr. BURR. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Texas (Mr. CRUZ), the Senator 
from South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM), the 
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. PAUL), the 
Senator from Florida (Mr. RUBIO), and 
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. VIT- 
TER). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
AYOTTE). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 41, 
nays 54, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 289 Leg.] 


YEAS—41 
Baldwin Gillibrand Peters 
Bennet Heinrich Reed 
Blumenthal Heller Reid 
Booker Hirono Sanders 
Boxer Klobuchar Schatz 
Brown Leahy Schumer 
ig ae " Shaheen 
ardin arkey 

Coons Menendez aan 

K ullivan 
Daines Merkley 

e Tester 
Durbin Moran 
Flake Murkowski Udall 
Franken Murphy Warren 
Gardner Murray Wyden 
NAYS—54 

Alexander Crapo Lankford 
Ayotte Donnelly Manchin 
Barrasso Enzi McCain 
Blunt Ernst McCaskill 
Boozman Feinstein McConnell 
Burr Fischer Mikulski 
Capito Grassley Nelson 
Carper Hatch Perdue 
Casey Heitkamp Portman 
Cassidy Hoeven Risch 
Coats Inhofe Roberts 
Cochran Isakson Rounds 
Collins Johnson Sasse 
Corker Kaine Scott 
Cornyn King Sessions 
Cotton Kirk Shelby 
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Thune Toomey Whitehouse 

Tillis Warner Wicker 
NOT VOTING—5 

Cruz Paul Vitter 

Graham Rubio 


The amendment (No. 2552), as further 
modified, was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BURR. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the cloture 
motion on S. 754 be withdrawn; that 
prior to the vote on adoption of the 
Burr-Feinstein substitute amendment, 
the managers’ amendment at the desk 
be agreed to; and that following adop- 
tion of the substitute, the bill be read 
a third time and the Senate vote on 
passage of the bill, as under the pre- 
vious order. I further ask that notwith- 
standing adoption, the Flake amend- 
ment No. 2582 be modified with the 
technical change at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 2582), as further 
modified, is as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. 408. EFFECTIVE PERIOD. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), this Act and the amendments 
made by this Act shall be in effect during the 
10-year period beginning on the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—With respect to any action 
authorized by this Act or information ob- 
tained pursuant to an action authorized by 
this Act, which occurred before the date on 
which the provisions referred to in sub- 
section (a) cease to have effect, the provi- 
sions of this Act shall continue in effect. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2581, AS MODIFIED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question occurs 
on amendment No. 2581, as modified, 
offered by the Senator from Arkansas, 
Mr. COTTON. 

The Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. COTTON. Madam President, I 
support this important bill, but I want 
to strengthen it. 

Under the bill, a business receives li- 
ability protection by reporting threats 
to DHS or its regulatory agency, but 
many businesses, especially retailers 
like Target or Home Depot, don’t have 
a regulator; thus, they must report to 
DHS. They have no choice. They must 
report to DHS even if they have long- 
standing ties to the FBI, as did Sony 
Pictures. 

I contend that we should allow these 
businesses to choose between the DHS, 
FBI, and Secret Service. Fortunately, 
the White House appears to agree with 
my position. The National Security 
Council tweeted over the weekend: ‘‘If 
you are a victim of a major cyber inci- 
dent, a call to @FBI, @SecretService, 
or @DHSgov is a call to all.” 

This amendment wouldn’t undermine 
the single-point-of-reporting concept 
behind this bill because there is al- 
ready an exception for the regulators, 
nor would it impair privacy rights be- 
cause those rules apply to the FBI. 
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Finally, I would note that the House- 
passed version of this bill includes a 
nearly identical provision, and that got 
307 votes. 

Let’s join together in a bipartisan 
fashion, adopt this amendment, and 
strengthen the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BURR. Madam President, we are 
almost at the end. This is the last 
amendment. 

Unfortunately, I rise to ask my col- 
leagues to vote against the amendment 
of not only my colleague but a member 
of the Intelligence Committee. This is 
a deal-killer. I will be very honest. This 
kills the deal. One of the thresholds 
that we had to reach was the balance 
to have one portal that the informa- 
tion goes through. This creates a new 
portal. The White House is not in favor 
of it. Downtown is not in favor of it be- 
cause they understand what it does. 

We are this close right now to a vol- 
untary information sharing bill. I can 
assure you that this is the first step. 
We have a ways to go. But if you want 
to stop it dead in its tracks, support 
this amendment. If, in fact, you want 
to get this across the goal line, then I 
would ask you to defeat the Cotton 
amendment and let us move to passage 
of this bill. Let us go to conference 
with the House. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment, as modified. 

Mr. BURR. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Texas (Mr. CRUZ), the Senator 
from South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM), the 
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. PAUL), the 
Senator from Florida (Mr. RUBIO), and 
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. VIT- 
TER). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 22, 
nays 73, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 290 Leg.] 


YEAS—22 
Boozman Kirk Scott 
Capito Lankford Sessions 
Cornyn McCain Shelby 
Cotton McConnell Thune 
Fischer Perdue Toomey 
Grassley Portman Whitehouse 
Inhofe Rounds 
Isakson Sasse 

NAYS—73 
Alexander Bennet Boxer 
Ayotte Blumenthal Brown 
Baldwin Blunt Burr 
Barrasso Booker Cantwell 
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Cardin Heinrich Nelson 
Carper Heitkamp Peters 
Casey Heller Reed 
Cassidy Hirono Reid 
Coats Hoeven Risch 
Coc hran J ohnson Roberts 
oe ins rae Sanders 

oong mE Schatz 
Corker Klobuchar Schumer 
Crapo Leahy 

> Shaheen 
Daines Lee 
Donnelly Manchin Stabenow 
Durbin Markey Sullivan 
Enzi McCaskill Tester 
Ernst Menendez Tillis 
Feinstein Merkley Udall 
Flake Mikulski Warner 
Franken Moran Warren 
Gardner Murkowski Wicker 
Gillibrand Murphy Wyden 
Hatch Murray 
NOT VOTING—5 

Cruz Paul Vitter 
Graham Rubio 


The amendment (No. 2581), as modi- 
fied, was rejected. 

Mr. COTTON. I yield back all time. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2749 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2716 
(Purpose: To improve the substitute 
amendment) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the managers’ 
amendment, No. 2749, is agreed to. 

The amendment is printed in today’s 
RECORD under “Text of Amendments.” 
VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2716, AS AMENDED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the sub- 
stitute amendment No. 2716, as amend- 
ed. 

The amendment (No. 2716), as amend- 
ed, was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading and was read the 
third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BURR. Madam President, I ask 
my colleagues for just the next 2 min- 
utes to allow Senator FEINSTEIN and 
me to thank our colleagues for their 
help over the last several days as we 
have worked through the cyber bill. 

I thank my vice chairman, who has 
been beside me all the way, and I thank 
Chairman JOHNSON and Ranking Mem- 
ber CARPER for the input they provided. 

I want to say to committee staff who 
has worked night and day to get us to 
this point and to members of the com- 
mittee who worked diligently for 
months to get this legislation enacted 
that I could not have done it without 
you. 

Now the work begins as we go to con- 
ference. 

I turn to the vice chairman. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank you very 
much. 

Madam President, I just want to say 
a personal word to Chairman BURR, and 
maybe it is to everyone in this body. 
One of the things I have learned from 
two prior cyber bills is that if you real- 
ly want to get a bill done, it has to be 
bipartisan, particularly a bill that is 
technical, difficult, and hard to put to- 
gether, and a bill where often there are 
two sides. I thank you for recognizing 
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this. We stood shoulder to shoulder and 
the right things happened, and now we 
can go to conference. 

I also want to say that we did every- 
thing in this bill we possibly could to 
satisfy what were legitimate privacy 
concerns. The managers’ package had 
14 such amendments, and before that 
our staffs sat down with a number of 
proposals from Senators and went over 
literally dozens of additional amend- 
ments. So we took what we could. 

When the chairman talks about the 
balance, what he means is that this is 
the first time the chamber of com- 
merce has supported a bipartisan bill. 
This is the first time we had virtually 
all the big employers—banks and re- 
tailers and other companies—sup- 
porting a bipartisan bill because today 
everybody understands what the prob- 
lem of cybersecurity is much greater. 
So we stood shoulder to shoulder, and 
you all responded, and I am very grate- 
ful. 

There is still a lot of work to be 
done, but, Mr. Chairman, you and your 
staff have been terrific. I would like to 
single a couple of them out, if I might, 
in particular, Chris Joyner, Michael 
Geffroy, Jack Livingston, Janet Fish- 
er, John Matchison, and Walter Weiss. 

I also want to thank TOM CARPER, 
who has been working to get this bill 
passed as much as anyone. He wrote 
one of the key changes in the man- 
agers’ package to improve privacy as 
information moves through the DHS 
portal. He was supported by his chair- 
man, Senator JOHNSON. He has been a 
close partner throughout the process, 
and I thank him. 

I also thank Gabbie Batkin, Matt 
Grote, and the other members of Sen- 
ator CARPER’s staff. 

We had incredible support from our 
committee. It is a committee of 15—8 
Republicans and 7 Democrats. I thank 
Senator COLLINS, who was particularly 
concerned about the critical infrastruc- 
ture of this country, as well as Sen- 
ators MIKULSKI, WHITEHOUSE, KING, 
WARNER, HEINRICH, BLUNT, NELSON, and 
Coats. I know they will help us push 
this bill forward as we go to conference 
with the House. 

I greatly appreciate the supporters of 
this bill outside the Senate, to include 
the U.S. chamber of commerce and the 
associations that have endorsed this 
bill, tech companies like IBM and Ora- 
cle, Secretary Jeh Johnson at the De- 
partment of Homeland Security, and 
NSA Directors Keith Alexander and 
MIKE ROGERS, and Lisa Monaco and Mi- 
chael Daniel at the White House. 

On my staff, I would like to thank 
David Grannis, our staff director on 
the minority side. David has been there 
for these previous cyber bills, and it 
has proven to be a very difficult issue. 
David, you are a 10. 

I also thank Josh Alexander. Josh 
has been our lead drafter and nego- 
tiator and knows these cyber issues 
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better than anyone. He has been tire- 
less on reaching agreement after agree- 
ment on this bill, and is, as much as 
anybody, responsible for today’s vote. 

I would also like to thank my former 
cyber staffer Andy Grotto, as well as 
Mike Buchwald, Brett Freedman, Nate 
Adler, and Nick Basciano. Thank you 
all so very much. 

Finally, I very much appreciate the 
work done by Ayesha Khanna in the 
Democratic leader’s office and Jeffrey 
Ratner at the White House. 

We have the administration behind 
the bill, we have the Department of 
Homeland Security behind the bill, and 
we have the editorial pages of the 
Washington Post and the Wall Street 
Journal, as well as the chamber of 
commerce, and most of the businesses 
of America. 

So, Mr. Chairman, you did a great 
job, and thank you from the bottom of 
my heart. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
I just want to add my words of con- 
gratulation to Chairman BURR and 
Ranking Member FEINSTEIN. This is a 
very complicated issue, as we all know. 
It has been around multiple Con- 
gresses, and it took their leadership 
and coordination and cooperation first 
to produce a 14-to-1 vote in the com- 
mittee and then this extraordinary 
success we have had out here on the 
floor. I know all of us are extremely 
proud of the great work you have done. 

Congratulations. We deeply appre- 
ciate the contribution you have made 
to our country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

Mr. TILLIS. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Texas (Mr. CRUZ), the Senator 
from South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM), the 
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. PAUL), the 
Senator from Florida (Mr. RUBIO), and 
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. VIT- 
TER). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 74, 
nays 21, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 291 Leg.] 


YEAS—74 
Alexander Cantwell Cornyn 
Ayotte Capito Cotton 
Barrasso Carper Donnelly 
Bennet Casey Durbin 
Blumenthal Cassidy Enzi 
Blunt Coats Ernst 
Boozman Cochran Feinstein 
Boxer Collins Fischer 
Burr Corker Flake 
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Gardner Manchin Rounds 
Gillibrand McCain Sasse 
Grassley McCaskill Schatz 
Hatch McConnell Schumer 
Heinrich Mikulski Scott 
Heitkamp Moran Sessions 
ean Meko wai Shaheen 
oeven urphy 
Inhofe Murray SRSA ow 
Isakson Nelson 
Johnson Perdue Tuite 
Kaine Peters Tillis 
King Portman Toomey 
Kirk Reed Warner 
Klobuchar Reid Whitehouse 
Lankford Roberts Wicker 
NAYS—21 
Baldwin Franken Risch 
Booker Heller Sanders 
Brown Leahy Sullivan 
Cardin Lee Tester 
Coons Markey Udall 
Crapo Menendez Warren 
Daines Merkley Wyden 
NOT VOTING—5 
Cruz Paul Vitter 
Graham Rubio 


The bill (S. 754), as amended, was 
passed, as follows: 
S. 754 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents of this Act is as fol- 

lows: 


Sec. 1. Table of contents. 


TITLE I—CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION 
SHARING 


Short title. 

Definitions. 

Sharing of information by the Fed- 
eral Government. 

Authorizations for preventing, de- 
tecting, analyzing, and miti- 
gating cybersecurity threats. 

Sharing of cyber threat indicators 
and defensive measures with 
the Federal Government. 

Protection from liability. 

Oversight of Government activi- 
ties. 

Construction and preemption. 

Sec. 109. Report on cybersecurity threats. 

Sec. 110. Conforming amendment. 

TITLE II—FEDERAL CYBERSECURITY 
ENHANCEMENT 


Short title. 

Definitions. 

Improved Federal network secu- 
rity. 

Advanced internal defenses. 

Federal cybersecurity 
ments. 

Assessment; reports. 

Termination. 

Identification of information sys- 
tems relating to national secu- 
rity. 

Sec. 209. Direction to agencies. 

TITLE ITI—FEDERAL CYBERSECURITY 
WORKFORCE ASSESSMENT 


301. Short title. 

302. Definitions. 

303. National cybersecurity workforce 
measurement initiative. 

Identification of cyber-related roles 
of critical need. 

Government Accountability Office 
status reports. 


TITLE IV—OTHER CYBER MATTERS 
Sec. 401. Study on mobile device security. 


101. 
102. 
103. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 104. 


105. 


Sec. 


106. 
107. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 108. 


201. 
202. 
203. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


204. 
205. 


Sec. 
Sec. require- 
206. 
207. 
208. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 304. 


Sec. 305. 
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Sec. 402. Department of State international 
cyberspace policy strategy. 

Apprehension and prosecution of 
international cyber criminals. 

Enhancement of emergency serv- 
ices. 

Improving cybersecurity 
health care industry. 

Federal computer security. 

Strategy to protect critical infra- 
structure at greatest risk. 

Stopping the fraudulent sale of fi- 
nancial information of people of 
the United States. 

Sec. 409. Effective period. 

TITLE I—CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION 

SHARING 

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Cybersecu- 
rity Information Sharing Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 102. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 

(1) AGENCY.—The term ‘‘agency’’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 3502 of 
title 44, United States Code. 

(2) ANTITRUST LAWS.—The term ‘‘antitrust 
laws’’— 

(A) has the meaning given the term in sec- 
tion 1 of the Clayton Act (15 U.S.C. 12); 

(B) includes section 5 of the Federal Trade 
Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 45) to the extent 
that section 5 of that Act applies to unfair 
methods of competition; and 

(C) includes any State law that has the 
same intent and effect as the laws under sub- 
paragraphs (A) and (B). 

(3) APPROPRIATE FEDERAL ENTITIES.—The 
term ‘“‘appropriate Federal entities” means 
the following: 

(A) The Department of Commerce. 

(B) The Department of Defense. 

(C) The Department of Energy. 

(D) The Department of Homeland Security. 

(E) The Department of Justice. 

(F) The Department of the Treasury. 

(G) The Office of the Director of National 
Intelligence. 

(4) CYBERSECURITY PURPOSE.—The term 
“cybersecurity purpose” means the purpose 
of protecting an information system or infor- 
mation that is stored on, processed by, or 
transiting an information system from a cy- 
bersecurity threat or security vulnerability. 

(5) CYBERSECURITY THREAT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the term ‘‘cybersecurity 
threat”? means an action, not protected by 
the First Amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States, on or through an informa- 
tion system that may result in an unauthor- 
ized effort to adversely impact the security, 
availability, confidentiality, or integrity of 
an information system or information that 
is stored on, processed by, or transiting an 
information system. 

(B) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘‘cybersecurity 
threat”? does not include any action that 
solely involves a violation of a consumer 
term of service or a consumer licensing 
agreement. 

(6) CYBER THREAT INDICATOR.—The term 
“cyber threat indicator” means information 
that is necessary to describe or identify— 

(A) malicious reconnaissance, including 
anomalous patterns of communications that 
appear to be transmitted for the purpose of 
gathering technical information related to a 
cybersecurity threat or security vulner- 
ability; 

(B) a method of defeating a security con- 
trol or exploitation of a security vulner- 
ability; 

(C) a security vulnerability, including 
anomalous activity that appears to indicate 
the existence of a security vulnerability; 


Sec. 403. 


Sec. 404. 


Sec. 405. in the 
406. 


407. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 408. 
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(D) a method of causing a user with legiti- 
mate access to an information system or in- 
formation that is stored on, processed by, or 
transiting an information system to unwit- 
tingly enable the defeat of a security control 
or exploitation of a security vulnerability; 

(E) malicious cyber command and control; 

(F) the actual or potential harm caused by 
an incident, including a description of the in- 
formation exfiltrated as a result of a par- 
ticular cybersecurity threat; 

(G) any other attribute of a cybersecurity 
threat, if disclosure of such attribute is not 
otherwise prohibited by law; or 

(H) any combination thereof. 

(7) DEFENSIVE MEASURE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the term ‘‘defensive meas- 
ure”? means an action, device, procedure, sig- 
nature, technique, or other measure applied 
to an information system or information 
that is stored on, processed by, or transiting 
an information system that detects, pre- 
vents, or mitigates a known or suspected cy- 
bersecurity threat or security vulnerability. 

(B) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘‘defensive meas- 
ure”? does not include a measure that de- 
stroys, renders unusable, provides unauthor- 
ized access to, or substantially harms an in- 
formation system or data on an information 
system not belonging to— 

(i) the private entity operating the meas- 
ure; or 

(ii) another entity or Federal entity that is 
authorized to provide consent and has pro- 
vided consent to that private entity for oper- 
ation of such measure. 

(8) ENTITY .— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this paragraph, the term “entity” 
means any private entity, non-Federal gov- 
ernment agency or department, or State, 
tribal, or local government (including a po- 
litical subdivision, department, or compo- 
nent thereof). 

(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘entity’’ in- 
cludes a government agency or department 
of the District of Columbia, the Common- 
wealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, 
Guam, American Samoa, the Northern Mar- 
iana Islands, and any other territory or pos- 
session of the United States. 

(C) EXCLUSION.—The term “entity” does 
not include a foreign power as defined in sec- 
tion 101 of the Foreign Intelligence Surveil- 
lance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 1801). 

(9) FEDERAL ENTITY.—The term ‘‘Federal 
entity” means a department or agency of the 
United States or any component of such de- 
partment or agency. 

(10) INFORMATION SYSTEM.—The term ‘‘in- 
formation system’’— 

(A) has the meaning given the term in sec- 
tion 3502 of title 44, United States Code; and 

(B) includes industrial control systems, 
such as supervisory control and data acquisi- 
tion systems, distributed control systems, 
and programmable logic controllers. 

(11) LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—The term ‘‘local 
government” means any borough, city, coun- 
ty, parish, town, township, village, or other 
political subdivision of a State. 

(12) MALICIOUS CYBER COMMAND AND CON- 
TROL.—The term ‘‘malicious cyber command 
and control” means a method for unauthor- 
ized remote identification of, access to, or 
use of, an information system or information 
that is stored on, processed by, or transiting 
an information system. 

(13) MALICIOUS RECONNAISSANCE.—The term 
‘malicious reconnaissance” means a method 
for actively probing or passively monitoring 
an information system for the purpose of dis- 
cerning security vulnerabilities of the infor- 
mation system, if such method is associated 
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with a known or suspected cybersecurity 
threat. 

(14) MonITOR.—The term ‘‘monitor’’ means 
to acquire, identify, or scan, or to possess, 
information that is stored on, processed by, 
or transiting an information system. 

(15) PRIVATE ENTITY.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this paragraph, the term ‘‘private 
entity” means any person or private group, 
organization, proprietorship, partnership, 
trust, cooperative, corporation, or other 
commercial or nonprofit entity, including an 
officer, employee, or agent thereof. 

(B) INCLUSION.—The term ‘‘private entity” 
includes a State, tribal, or local government 
performing electric or other utility services. 

(C) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘‘private entity” 
does not include a foreign power as defined 
in section 101 of the Foreign Intelligence 
Surveillance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 1801). 

(16) SECURITY CONTROL.—The term ‘‘secu- 
rity control” means the management, oper- 
ational, and technical controls used to pro- 
tect against an unauthorized effort to ad- 
versely affect the confidentiality, integrity, 
and availability of an information system or 
its information. 

(17) SECURITY VULNERABILITY.—The term 
“security vulnerability’ means any at- 
tribute of hardware, software, process, or 
procedure that could enable or facilitate the 
defeat of a security control. 

(18) TRIBAL.—The term ‘‘tribal’’ has the 
meaning given the term ‘Indian tribe’’ in 
section 4 of the Indian Self-Determination 
and Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 
450b). 

SEC. 103. SHARING OF INFORMATION 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Consistent with the pro- 
tection of classified information, intel- 
ligence sources and methods, and privacy 
and civil liberties, the Director of National 
Intelligence, the Secretary of Homeland Se- 
curity, the Secretary of Defense, and the At- 
torney General, in consultation with the 
heads of the appropriate Federal entities, 
shall develop and promulgate procedures to 
facilitate and promote— 

(1) the timely sharing of classified cyber 
threat indicators in the possession of the 
Federal Government with cleared represent- 
atives of relevant entities; 

(2) the timely sharing with relevant enti- 
ties of cyber threat indicators or informa- 
tion in the possession of the Federal Govern- 
ment that may be declassified and shared at 
an unclassified level; 

(3) the sharing with relevant entities, or 
the public if appropriate, of unclassified, in- 
cluding controlled unclassified, cyber threat 
indicators in the possession of the Federal 
Government; 

(4) the sharing with entities, if appro- 
priate, of information in the possession of 
the Federal Government about cybersecurity 
threats to such entities to prevent or miti- 
gate adverse effects from such cybersecurity 
threats; and 

(5) the periodic sharing, through publica- 
tion and targeted outreach, of cybersecurity 
best practices that are developed based on 
ongoing analysis of cyber threat indicators 
and information in possession of the Federal 
Government, with attention to accessibility 
and implementation challenges faced by 
small business concerns (as defined in sec- 
tion 3 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
632)). 

(b) DEVELOPMENT OF PROCEDURES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The procedures developed 
and promulgated under subsection (a) shall— 

(A) ensure the Federal Government has 
and maintains the capability to share cyber 
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threat indicators in real time consistent 
with the protection of classified information; 

(B) incorporate, to the greatest extent 
practicable, existing processes and existing 
roles and responsibilities of Federal and non- 
Federal entities for information sharing by 
the Federal Government, including sector 
specific information sharing and analysis 
centers; 

(C) include procedures for notifying, in a 
timely manner, entities that have received a 
cyber threat indicator from a Federal entity 
under this title that is known or determined 
to be in error or in contravention of the re- 
quirements of this title or another provision 
of Federal law or policy of such error or con- 
travention; 

(D) include requirements for Federal enti- 
ties sharing cyber threat indicators or defen- 
sive measures to implement and utilize secu- 
rity controls to protect against unauthorized 
access to or acquisition of such cyber threat 
indicators or defensive measures; 

(E) include procedures that require a Fed- 
eral entity, prior to the sharing of a cyber 
threat indicator— 

(i) to review such cyber threat indicator to 
assess whether such cyber threat indicator 
contains any information that such Federal 
entity knows at the time of sharing to be 
personal information or information that 
identifies a specific person not directly re- 
lated to a cybersecurity threat and remove 
such information; or 

(ii) to implement and utilize a technical 
capability configured to remove any per- 
sonal information or information that iden- 
tifies a specific person not directly related to 
a cybersecurity threat; and 

(F) include procedures for notifying, in a 
timely manner, any United States person 
whose personal information is known or de- 
termined to have been shared by a Federal 
entity in violation of this Act. 

(2) COORDINATION.—In developing the proce- 
dures required under this section, the Direc- 
tor of National Intelligence, the Secretary of 
Homeland Security, the Secretary of De- 
fense, and the Attorney General shall coordi- 
nate with appropriate Federal entities, in- 
cluding the Small Business Administration 
and the National Laboratories (as defined in 
section 2 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (42 
U.S.C. 15801)), to ensure that effective proto- 
cols are implemented that will facilitate and 
promote the sharing of cyber threat indica- 
tors by the Federal Government in a timely 
manner. 

(c) SUBMITTAL TO CONGRESS.—Not later 
than 60 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Director of National Intel- 
ligence, in consultation with the heads of the 
appropriate Federal entities, shall submit to 
Congress the procedures required by sub- 
section (a). 

SEC. 104. AUTHORIZATIONS FOR PREVENTING, 
DETECTING, ANALYZING, AND MITI- 
GATING CYBERSECURITY THREATS. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION FOR MONITORING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, a private entity may, 
for cybersecurity purposes, monitor— 

(A) an information system of such private 
entity; 

(B) an information system of another enti- 
ty, upon the authorization and written con- 
sent of such other entity; 

(C) an information system of a Federal en- 
tity, upon the authorization and written con- 
sent of an authorized representative of the 
Federal entity; and 

(D) information that is stored on, proc- 
essed by, or transiting an information sys- 
tem monitored by the private entity under 
this paragraph. 
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(2) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sub- 
section shall be construed— 

(A) to authorize the monitoring of an in- 
formation system, or the use of any informa- 
tion obtained through such monitoring, 
other than as provided in this title; or 

(B) to limit otherwise lawful activity. 


(b) AUTHORIZATION FOR OPERATION OF DE- 
FENSIVE MEASURES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, a private entity may, 
for cybersecurity purposes, operate a defen- 
sive measure that is applied to— 

(A) an information system of such private 
entity in order to protect the rights or prop- 
erty of the private entity; 

(B) an information system of another enti- 
ty upon written consent of such entity for 
operation of such defensive measure to pro- 
tect the rights or property of such entity; 
and 

(C) an information system of a Federal en- 
tity upon written consent of an authorized 
representative of such Federal entity for op- 
eration of such defensive measure to protect 
the rights or property of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

(2) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sub- 
section shall be construed— 

(A) to authorize the use of a defensive 
measure other than as provided in this sub- 
section; or 

(B) to limit otherwise lawful activity. 


(c) AUTHORIZATION FOR SHARING OR RECEIV- 
ING CYBER THREAT INDICATORS OR DEFENSIVE 
MEASURES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2) and notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, an entity may, for a cyber- 
security purpose and consistent with the 
protection of classified information, share 
with, or receive from, any other entity or 
the Federal Government a cyber threat indi- 
cator or defensive measure. 

(2) LAWFUL RESTRICTION.—An entity receiv- 
ing a cyber threat indicator or defensive 
measure from another entity or Federal enti- 
ty shall comply with otherwise lawful re- 
strictions placed on the sharing or use of 
such cyber threat indicator or defensive 
measure by the sharing entity or Federal en- 
tity. 

(3) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sub- 
section shall be construed— 

(A) to authorize the sharing or receiving of 
a cyber threat indicator or defensive meas- 
ure other than as provided in this sub- 
section; or 

(B) to limit otherwise lawful activity. 


(d) PROTECTION AND USE OF INFORMATION.— 

(1) SECURITY OF INFORMATION.—An entity 
monitoring an information system, oper- 
ating a defensive measure, or providing or 
receiving a cyber threat indicator or defen- 
sive measure under this section shall imple- 
ment and utilize a security control to pro- 
tect against unauthorized access to or acqui- 
sition of such cyber threat indicator or de- 
fensive measure. 

(2) REMOVAL OF CERTAIN PERSONAL INFOR- 
MATION.—An entity sharing a cyber threat 
indicator pursuant to this title shall, prior 
to such sharing— 

(A) review such cyber threat indicator to 
assess whether such cyber threat indicator 
contains any information that the entity 
knows at the time of sharing to be personal 
information or information that identifies a 
specific person not directly related to a cy- 
bersecurity threat and remove such informa- 
tion; or 

(B) implement and utilize a technical capa- 
bility configured to remove any information 
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contained within such indicator that the en- 
tity knows at the time of sharing to be per- 
sonal information or information that iden- 
tifies a specific person not directly related to 
a cybersecurity threat. 

(3) USE OF CYBER THREAT INDICATORS AND 
DEFENSIVE MEASURES BY ENTITIES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Consistent with this 
title, a cyber threat indicator or defensive 
measure shared or received under this sec- 
tion may, for cybersecurity purposes— 

(i) be used by an entity to monitor or oper- 
ate a defensive measure that is applied to— 

(I) an information system of the entity; or 

(II) an information system of another enti- 
ty or a Federal entity upon the written con- 
sent of that other entity or that Federal en- 
tity; and 

(ii) be otherwise used, retained, and further 
shared by an entity subject to— 

(I) an otherwise lawful restriction placed 
by the sharing entity or Federal entity on 
such cyber threat indicator or defensive 
measure; or 

(II) an otherwise applicable provision of 
law. 

(B) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this para- 
graph shall be construed to authorize the use 
of a cyber threat indicator or defensive 
measure other than as provided in this sec- 
tion. 

(4) USE OF CYBER THREAT INDICATORS BY 
STATE, TRIBAL, OR LOCAL GOVERNMENT.— 

(A) LAW ENFORCEMENT USE.— 

(i) PRIOR WRITTEN CONSENT.—Except as pro- 
vided in clause (ii), a cyber threat indicator 
shared with a State, tribal, or local govern- 
ment under this section may, with the prior 
written consent of the entity sharing such 
indicator, be used by a State, tribal, or local 
government for the purpose of preventing, 
investigating, or prosecuting any of the of- 
fenses described in section 105(d)(5)(A)(vi). 

(ii) ORAL CONSENT.—If exigent cir- 
cumstances prevent obtaining written con- 
sent under clause (i), such consent may be 
provided orally with subsequent documenta- 
tion of the consent. 

(B) EXEMPTION FROM DISCLOSURE.—A cyber 
threat indicator shared with a State, tribal, 
or local government under this section shall 
be— 

(i) deemed voluntarily shared information; 
and 

(ii) exempt from disclosure under any 
State, tribal, or local law requiring disclo- 
sure of information or records. 

(C) STATE, TRIBAL, AND LOCAL REGULATORY 
AUTHORITY .— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), a cyber threat indicator or defen- 
sive measure shared with a State, tribal, or 
local government under this title shall not 
be directly used by any State, tribal, or local 
government to regulate, including an en- 
forcement action, the lawful activity of any 
entity, including an activity relating to 
monitoring, operating a defensive measure, 
or sharing of a cyber threat indicator. 

(ii) REGULATORY AUTHORITY SPECIFICALLY 
RELATING TO PREVENTION OR MITIGATION OF 
CYBERSECURITY THREATS.—A cyber threat in- 
dicator or defensive measure shared as de- 
scribed in clause (i) may, consistent with a 
State, tribal, or local government regulatory 
authority specifically relating to the preven- 
tion or mitigation of cybersecurity threats 
to information systems, inform the develop- 
ment or implementation of a regulation re- 
lating to such information systems. 

(e) ANTITRUST EXEMPTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sec- 
tion 108(e), it shall not be considered a viola- 
tion of any provision of antitrust laws for 2 
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or more private entities to exchange or pro- 
vide a cyber threat indicator, or assistance 
relating to the prevention, investigation, or 
mitigation of a cybersecurity threat, for cy- 
bersecurity purposes under this title. 

(2) APPLICABILITY.—Paragraph (1) shall 
apply only to information that is exchanged 
or assistance provided in order to assist 
with— 

(A) facilitating the prevention, investiga- 
tion, or mitigation of a cybersecurity threat 
to an information system or information 
that is stored on, processed by, or transiting 
an information system; or 

(B) communicating or disclosing a cyber 
threat indicator to help prevent, investigate, 
or mitigate the effect of a cybersecurity 
threat to an information system or informa- 
tion that is stored on, processed by, or 
transiting an information system. 

(f) No RIGHT OR BENEFIT.—The sharing of a 
cyber threat indicator with an entity under 
this title shall not create a right or benefit 
to similar information by such entity or any 
other entity. 

SEC. 105. SHARING OF CYBER THREAT INDICA- 
TORS AND DEFENSIVE MEASURES 
WITH THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. 

(a) REQUIREMENT FOR POLICIES AND PROCE- 
DURES.— 

(1) INTERIM POLICIES AND PROCEDURES.—Not 
later than 60 days after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, the Attorney General and 
the Secretary of Homeland Security shall, in 
coordination with the heads of the appro- 
priate Federal entities, develop and submit 
to Congress interim policies and procedures 
relating to the receipt of cyber threat indica- 
tors and defensive measures by the Federal 
Government. 

(2) FINAL POLICIES AND PROCEDURES.—Not 
later than 180 days after the date of the en- 
actment of this Act, the Attorney General 
and the Secretary of Homeland Security 
shall, in coordination with the heads of the 
appropriate Federal entities, promulgate 
final policies and procedures relating to the 
receipt of cyber threat indicators and defen- 
sive measures by the Federal Government. 

(3) REQUIREMENTS CONCERNING POLICIES AND 
PROCEDURES.—Consistent with the guidelines 
required by subsection (b), the policies and 
procedures developed and promulgated under 
this subsection shall— 

(A) ensure that cyber threat indicators 
shared with the Federal Government by any 
entity pursuant to section 104(c) through the 
real-time process described in subsection (c) 
of this section— 

(i) are shared in an automated manner 
with all of the appropriate Federal entities; 

(ii) are only subject to a delay, modifica- 
tion, or other action due to controls estab- 
lished for such real-time process that could 
impede real-time receipt by all of the appro- 
priate Federal entities when the delay, modi- 
fication, or other action is due to controls— 

(I) agreed upon unanimously by all of the 
heads of the appropriate Federal entities; 

(II) carried out before any of the appro- 
priate Federal entities retains or uses the 
cyber threat indicators or defensive meas- 
ures; and 

(III) uniformly applied such that each of 
the appropriate Federal entities is subject to 
the same delay, modification, or other ac- 
tion; and 

(iii) may be provided to other Federal enti- 
ties; 

(B) ensure that cyber threat indicators 
shared with the Federal Government by any 
entity pursuant to section 104 in a manner 
other than the real time process described in 
subsection (c) of this section— 
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(i) are shared as quickly as operationally 
practicable with all of the appropriate Fed- 
eral entities; 

(ii) are not subject to any unnecessary 
delay, interference, or any other action that 
could impede receipt by all of the appro- 
priate Federal entities; and 

(iii) may be provided to other Federal enti- 
ties; 

(C) consistent with this title, any other ap- 
plicable provisions of law, and the fair infor- 
mation practice principles set forth in ap- 
pendix A of the document entitled ‘‘National 
Strategy for Trusted Identities in Cyber- 
space”? and published by the President in 
April, 2011, govern the retention, use, and 
dissemination by the Federal Government of 
cyber threat indicators shared with the Fed- 
eral Government under this title, including 
the extent, if any, to which such cyber 
threat indicators may be used by the Federal 
Government; and 

(D) ensure there are— 

(i) audit capabilities; and 

(ii) appropriate sanctions in place for offi- 
cers, employees, or agents of a Federal enti- 
ty who knowingly and willfully conduct ac- 
tivities under this title in an unauthorized 
manner. 

(4) GUIDELINES FOR ENTITIES SHARING CYBER 
THREAT INDICATORS WITH FEDERAL GOVERN- 
MENT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Attorney General and the Secretary of 
Homeland Security shall develop and make 
publicly available guidance to assist entities 
and promote sharing of cyber threat indica- 
tors with Federal entities under this title. 

(B) CONTENTS.—The guidelines developed 
and made publicly available under subpara- 
graph (A) shall include guidance on the fol- 
lowing: 

(i) Identification of types of information 
that would qualify as a cyber threat indi- 
cator under this title that would be unlikely 
to include personal information or informa- 
tion that identifies a specific person not di- 
rectly related to a cyber security threat. 

(ii) Identification of types of information 
protected under otherwise applicable privacy 
laws that are unlikely to be directly related 
to a cybersecurity threat. 

(iii) Such other matters as the Attorney 
General and the Secretary of Homeland Se- 
curity consider appropriate for entities shar- 
ing cyber threat indicators with Federal en- 
tities under this title. 

(b) PRIVACY AND CIVIL LIBERTIES.— 

(1) GUIDELINES OF ATTORNEY GENERAL.—Not 
later than 60 days after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, the Attorney General shall, 
in coordination with heads of the appro- 
priate Federal entities and in consultation 
with officers designated under section 1062 of 
the National Security Intelligence Reform 
Act of 2004 (42 U.S.C. 2000ee-1), develop, sub- 
mit to Congress, and make available to the 
public interim guidelines relating to privacy 
and civil liberties which shall govern the re- 
ceipt, retention, use, and dissemination of 
cyber threat indicators by a Federal entity 
obtained in connection with activities au- 
thorized in this title. 

(2) FINAL GUIDELINES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Attorney General shall, in coordination 
with heads of the appropriate Federal enti- 
ties and in consultation with officers des- 
ignated under section 1062 of the National 
Security Intelligence Reform Act of 2004 (42 
U.S.C. 2000ee-1) and such private entities 
with industry expertise as the Attorney Gen- 
eral considers relevant, promulgate final 
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guidelines relating to privacy and civil lib- 
erties which shall govern the receipt, reten- 
tion, use, and dissemination of cyber threat 
indicators by a Federal entity obtained in 
connection with activities authorized in this 
title. 

(B) PERIODIC REVIEW.—The Attorney Gen- 
eral shall, in coordination with heads of the 
appropriate Federal entities and in consulta- 
tion with officers and private entities de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A), periodically, but 
not less frequently than once every two 
years, review the guidelines promulgated 
under subparagraph (A). 

(3) CONTENT.—The guidelines required by 
paragraphs (1) and (2) shall, consistent with 
the need to protect information systems 
from cybersecurity threats and mitigate cy- 
bersecurity threats— 

(A) limit the effect on privacy and civil lib- 
erties of activities by the Federal Govern- 
ment under this title; 

(B) limit the receipt, retention, use, and 
dissemination of cyber threat indicators con- 
taining personal information or information 
that identifies specific persons, including by 
establishing— 

(i) a process for the timely destruction of 
such information that is known not to be di- 
rectly related to uses authorized under this 
title; and 

(ii) specific limitations on the length of 
any period in which a cyber threat indicator 
may be retained; 

(C) include requirements to safeguard 
cyber threat indicators containing personal 
information or information that identifies 
specific persons from unauthorized access or 
acquisition, including appropriate sanctions 
for activities by officers, employees, or 
agents of the Federal Government in con- 
travention of such guidelines; 

(D) include procedures for notifying enti- 
ties and Federal entities if information re- 
ceived pursuant to this section is known or 
determined by a Federal entity receiving 
such information not to constitute a cyber 
threat indicator; 

(E) protect the confidentiality of cyber 
threat indicators containing personal infor- 
mation or information that identifies spe- 
cific persons to the greatest extent prac- 
ticable and require recipients to be informed 
that such indicators may only be used for 
purposes authorized under this title; and 

(F) include steps that may be needed so 
that dissemination of cyber threat indicators 
is consistent with the protection of classified 
and other sensitive national security infor- 
mation. 

(c) CAPABILITY AND PROCESS WITHIN THE 
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Homeland Security, in co- 
ordination with the heads of the appropriate 
Federal entities, shall develop and imple- 
ment a capability and process within the De- 
partment of Homeland Security that— 

(A) shall accept from any entity in real 
time cyber threat indicators and defensive 
measures, pursuant to this section; 

(B) shall, upon submittal of the certifi- 
cation under paragraph (2) that such capa- 
bility and process fully and effectively oper- 
ates as described in such paragraph, be the 
process by which the Federal Government re- 
ceives cyber threat indicators and defensive 
measures under this title that are shared by 
a private entity with the Federal Govern- 
ment through electronic mail or media, an 
interactive form on an Internet website, or a 
real time, automated process between infor- 
mation systems except— 
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(i) consistent with section 104, communica- 
tions between a Federal entity and a private 
entity regarding a previously shared cyber 
threat indicator to describe the relevant cy- 
bersecurity threat or develop a defensive 
measure based on such cyber threat indi- 
cator; and 

(ii) communications by a regulated entity 
with such entity’s Federal regulatory au- 
thority regarding a cybersecurity threat; 

(C) ensures that all of the appropriate Fed- 
eral entities receive in an automated manner 
such cyber threat indicators shared through 
the real-time process within the Department 
of Homeland Security; 

(D) is in compliance with the policies, pro- 
cedures, and guidelines required by this sec- 
tion; and 

(E) does not limit or prohibit otherwise 
lawful disclosures of communications, 
records, or other information, including— 

(i) reporting of known or suspected crimi- 
nal activity, by an entity to any other entity 
or a Federal entity; 

(ii) voluntary or legally compelled partici- 
pation in a Federal investigation; and 

(iii) providing cyber threat indicators or 
defensive measures as part of a statutory or 
authorized contractual requirement. 

(2) CERTIFICATION.—Not later than 10 days 
prior to the implementation of the capa- 
bility and process required by paragraph (1), 
the Secretary of Homeland Security shall, in 
consultation with the heads of the appro- 
priate Federal entities, certify to Congress 
whether such capability and process fully 
and effectively operates— 

(A) as the process by which the Federal 
Government receives from any entity a 
cyber threat indicator or defensive measure 
under this title; and 

(B) in accordance with the policies, proce- 
dures, and guidelines developed under this 
section. 

(3) PUBLIC NOTICE AND ACCESS.—The Sec- 
retary of Homeland Security shall ensure 
there is public notice of, and access to, the 
capability and process developed and imple- 
mented under paragraph (1) so that— 

(A) any entity may share cyber threat in- 
dicators and defensive measures through 
such process with the Federal Government; 
and 

(B) all of the appropriate Federal entities 
receive such cyber threat indicators and de- 
fensive measures in real time with receipt 
through the process within the Department 
of Homeland Security. 

(4) OTHER FEDERAL ENTITIES.—The process 
developed and implemented under paragraph 
(1) shall ensure that other Federal entities 
receive in a timely manner any cyber threat 
indicators and defensive measures shared 
with the Federal Government through such 
process. 

(5) REPORT ON DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMEN- 
TATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Homeland Security shall 
submit to Congress a report on the develop- 
ment and implementation of the capability 
and process required by paragraph (1), in- 
cluding a description of such capability and 
process and the public notice of, and access 
to, such process. 

(B) CLASSIFIED ANNEX.—The report re- 
quired by subparagraph (A) shall be sub- 
mitted in unclassified form, but may include 
a Classified annex. 

(d) INFORMATION SHARED WITH OR PROVIDED 
TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.— 

(1) NO WAIVER OF PRIVILEGE OR PROTEC- 
TION.—The provision of cyber threat indica- 
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tors and defensive measures to the Federal 
Government under this title shall not con- 
stitute a waiver of any applicable privilege 
or protection provided by law, including 
trade secret protection. 

(2) PROPRIETARY INFORMATION.—Consistent 
with section 104(c)(2), a cyber threat indi- 
cator or defensive measure provided by an 
entity to the Federal Government under this 
title shall be considered the commercial, fi- 
nancial, and proprietary information of such 
entity when so designated by the originating 
entity or a third party acting in accordance 
with the written authorization of the origi- 
nating entity. 

(3) EXEMPTION FROM DISCLOSURE.—Cyber 
threat indicators and defensive measures 
provided to the Federal Government under 
this title shall be— 

(A) deemed voluntarily shared information 
and exempt from disclosure under section 552 
of title 5, United States Code, and any State, 
tribal, or local law requiring disclosure of in- 
formation or records; and 

(B) withheld, without discretion, from the 
public under section 552(b)(3)(B) of title 5, 
United States Code, and any State, tribal, or 
local provision of law requiring disclosure of 
information or records. 

(4) EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS.—The provi- 
sion of a cyber threat indicator or defensive 
measure to the Federal Government under 
this title shall not be subject to a rule of any 
Federal agency or department or any judi- 
cial doctrine regarding ex parte communica- 
tions with a decision-making official. 

(5) DISCLOSURE, RETENTION, AND USE.— 

(A) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—Cyber threat 
indicators and defensive measures provided 
to the Federal Government under this title 
may be disclosed to, retained by, and used 
by, consistent with otherwise applicable pro- 
visions of Federal law, any Federal agency or 
department, component, officer, employee, 
or agent of the Federal Government solely 
for— 

(i) a cybersecurity purpose; 

(ii) the purpose of identifying a cybersecu- 
rity threat, including the source of such cy- 
bersecurity threat, or a security vulner- 
ability; 

(iii) the purpose of identifying a cybersecu- 
rity threat involving the use of an informa- 
tion system by a foreign adversary or ter- 
rorist; 

(iv) the purpose of responding to, or other- 
wise preventing or mitigating, an imminent 
threat of death, serious bodily harm, or seri- 
ous economic harm, including a terrorist act 
or a use of a weapon of mass destruction; 

(v) the purpose of responding to, or other- 
wise preventing or mitigating, a serious 
threat to a minor, including sexual exploi- 
tation and threats to physical safety; or 

(vi) the purpose of preventing, inves- 
tigating, disrupting, or prosecuting an of- 
fense arising out of a threat described in 
clause (iv) or any of the offenses listed in— 

(I) sections 1028 through 1030 of title 18, 
United States Code (relating to fraud and 
identity theft); 

(II) chapter 37 of such title (relating to es- 
pionage and censorship); and 

(III) chapter 90 of such title (relating to 
protection of trade secrets). 

(B) PROHIBITED ACTIVITIES.—Cyber threat 
indicators and defensive measures provided 
to the Federal Government under this title 
shall not be disclosed to, retained by, or used 
by any Federal agency or department for any 
use not permitted under subparagraph (A). 

(C) PRIVACY AND CIVIL LIBERTIES.—Cyber 
threat indicators and defensive measures 
provided to the Federal Government under 
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this title shall be retained, used, and dis- 
seminated by the Federal Government— 

(i) in accordance with the policies, proce- 
dures, and guidelines required by subsections 
(a) and (b); 

(ii) in a manner that protects from unau- 
thorized use or disclosure any cyber threat 
indicators that may contain personal infor- 
mation or information that identifies spe- 
cific persons; and 

(iii) in a manner that protects the con- 
fidentiality of cyber threat indicators con- 
taining personal information or information 
that identifies a specific person. 

(D) FEDERAL REGULATORY AUTHORITY.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), cyber threat indicators and defen- 
sive measures provided to the Federal Gov- 
ernment under this title shall not be directly 
used by any Federal, State, tribal, or local 
government to regulate, including an en- 
forcement action, the lawful activities of 
any entity, including activities relating to 
monitoring, operating defensive measures, or 
sharing cyber threat indicators. 

(ii) EXCEPTIONS.— 

(I) REGULATORY AUTHORITY SPECIFICALLY 
RELATING TO PREVENTION OR MITIGATION OF 
CYBERSECURITY THREATS.—Cyber threat indi- 
cators and defensive measures provided to 
the Federal Government under this title 
may, consistent with Federal or State regu- 
latory authority specifically relating to the 
prevention or mitigation of cybersecurity 
threats to information systems, inform the 
development or implementation of regula- 
tions relating to such information systems. 

(II) PROCEDURES DEVELOPED AND IMPLE- 
MENTED UNDER THIS TITLE.—Clause (i) shall 
not apply to procedures developed and imple- 
mented under this title. 

SEC. 106. PROTECTION FROM LIABILITY. 

(a) MONITORING OF INFORMATION SYSTEMS.— 
No cause of action shall lie or be maintained 
in any court against any private entity, and 
such action shall be promptly dismissed, for 
the monitoring of information systems and 
information under section 104(a) that is con- 
ducted in accordance with this title. 

(b) SHARING OR RECEIPT OF CYBER THREAT 
INDICATORS.—No cause of action shall lie or 
be maintained in any court against any enti- 
ty, and such action shall be promptly dis- 
missed, for the sharing or receipt of cyber 
threat indicators or defensive measures 
under section 104(c) if— 

(1) such sharing or receipt is conducted in 
accordance with this title; and 

(2) in a case in which a cyber threat indi- 
cator or defensive measure is shared with the 
Federal Government, the cyber threat indi- 
cator or defensive measure is shared in a 
manner that is consistent with section 
105(c)(1)(B) and the sharing or receipt, as the 
case may be, occurs after the earlier of— 

(A) the date on which the interim policies 
and procedures are submitted to Congress 
under section 105(a)(1) and guidelines are 
submitted to Congress under section 
105(b)(1); or 

(B) the date that is 60 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

(c) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section 
shall be construed— 

(1) to require dismissal of a cause of action 
against an entity that has engaged in gross 
negligence or willful misconduct in the 
course of conducting activities authorized by 
this title; or 

(2) to undermine or limit the availability 
of otherwise applicable common law or stat- 
utory defenses. 

SEC. 107. OVERSIGHT OF GOVERNMENT ACTIVI- 
TIES. 
(a) BIENNIAL REPORT ON IMPLEMENTATION.— 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, and 
not less frequently than once every 2 years 
thereafter, the heads of the appropriate Fed- 
eral entities shall jointly submit and the In- 
spector General of the Department of Home- 
land Security, the Inspector General of the 
Intelligence Community, the Inspector Gen- 
eral of the Department of Justice, the In- 
spector General of the Department of De- 
fense, and the Inspector General of the De- 
partment of Energy, in consultation with the 
Council of Inspectors General on Financial 
Oversight, shall jointly submit to Congress a 
detailed report concerning the implementa- 
tion of this title during— 

(A) in the case of the first report submitted 
under this paragraph, the most recent l-year 
period; and 

(B) in the case of any subsequent report 
submitted under this paragraph, the most re- 
cent 2-year period. 

(2) CONTENTS.—Each report submitted 
under paragraph (1) shall include, for the pe- 
riod covered by the report, the following: 

(A) An assessment of the sufficiency of the 
policies, procedures, and guidelines required 
by section 105 in ensuring that cyber threat 
indicators are shared effectively and respon- 
sibly within the Federal Government. 

(B) An evaluation of the effectiveness of 
real-time information sharing through the 
capability and process developed under sec- 
tion 105(c), including any impediments to 
such real-time sharing. 

(C) An assessment of the sufficiency of the 
procedures developed under section 103 in en- 
suring that cyber threat indicators in the 
possession of the Federal Government are 
shared in a timely and adequate manner 
with appropriate entities, or, if appropriate, 
are made publicly available. 

(D) An assessment of whether cyber threat 
indicators have been properly classified and 
an accounting of the number of security 
clearances authorized by the Federal Gov- 
ernment for the purposes of this title. 

(E) A review of the type of cyber threat in- 
dicators shared with the appropriate Federal 
entities under this title, including the fol- 
lowing: 

(i) The number of cyber threat indicators 
received through the capability and process 
developed under section 105(c). 

(ii) The number of times that information 
shared under this title was used by a Federal 
entity to prosecute an offense consistent 
with section 105(d)(5)(A). 

(iii) The degree to which such information 
may affect the privacy and civil liberties of 
specific persons. 

(iv) A quantitative and qualitative assess- 
ment of the effect of the sharing of such 
cyber threat indicators with the Federal 
Government on privacy and civil liberties of 
specific persons, including the number of no- 
tices that were issued with respect to a fail- 
ure to remove personal information or infor- 
mation that identified a specific person not 
directly related to a cybersecurity threat in 
accordance with the procedures required by 
section 105(b)(3)(D). 

(v) The adequacy of any steps taken by the 
Federal Government to reduce such effect. 

(F) A review of actions taken by the Fed- 
eral Government based on cyber threat indi- 
cators shared with the Federal Government 
under this title, including the appropriate- 
ness of any subsequent use or dissemination 
of such cyber threat indicators by a Federal 
entity under section 105. 

(G) A description of any significant viola- 
tions of the requirements of this title by the 
Federal Government. 
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(H) A summary of the number and type of 
entities that received classified cyber threat 
indicators from the Federal Government 
under this title and an evaluation of the 
risks and benefits of sharing such cyber 
threat indicators. 

(3) RECOMMENDATIONS.—Each report sub- 
mitted under paragraph (1) may include rec- 
ommendations for improvements or modi- 
fications to the authorities and processes 
under this title. 

(4) FORM OF REPORT.—Each report required 
by paragraph (1) shall be submitted in un- 
classified form, but may include a classified 
annex. 

(b) REPORTS ON PRIVACY AND CIVIL LIB- 
ERTIES.— 

(1) BIENNIAL REPORT FROM PRIVACY AND 
CIVIL LIBERTIES OVERSIGHT BOARD.—Not later 
than 2 years after the date of the enactment 
of this Act and not less frequently than once 
every 2 years thereafter, the Privacy and 
Civil Liberties Oversight Board shall submit 
to Congress and the President a report pro- 
viding— 

(A) an assessment of the effect on privacy 
and civil liberties by the type of activities 
carried out under this title; and 

(B) an assessment of the sufficiency of the 
policies, procedures, and guidelines estab- 
lished pursuant to section 105 in addressing 
concerns relating to privacy and civil lib- 
erties. 

(2) BIENNIAL REPORT OF INSPECTORS GEN- 
ERAL.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 
and not less frequently than once every 2 
years thereafter, the Inspector General of 
the Department of Homeland Security, the 
Inspector General of the Intelligence Com- 
munity, the Inspector General of the Depart- 
ment of Justice, the Inspector General of the 
Department of Defense, and the Inspector 
General of the Department of Energy shall, 
in consultation with the Council of Inspec- 
tors General on Financial Oversight, jointly 
submit to Congress a report on the receipt, 
use, and dissemination of cyber threat indi- 
cators and defensive measures that have 
been shared with Federal entities under this 
title. 

(B) CONTENTS.—Each report submitted 
under subparagraph (A) shall include the fol- 
lowing: 

(i) A review of the types of cyber threat in- 
dicators shared with Federal entities. 

(ii) A review of the actions taken by Fed- 
eral entities as a result of the receipt of such 
cyber threat indicators. 

(iii) A list of Federal entities receiving 
such cyber threat indicators. 

(iv) A review of the sharing of such cyber 
threat indicators among Federal entities to 
identify inappropriate barriers to sharing in- 
formation. 

(3) RECOMMENDATIONS.—Each report sub- 
mitted under this subsection may include 
such recommendations as the Privacy and 
Civil Liberties Oversight Board, with respect 
to a report submitted under paragraph (1), or 
the Inspectors General referred to in para- 
graph (2)(A), with respect to a report sub- 
mitted under paragraph (2), may have for im- 
provements or modifications to the authori- 
ties under this title. 

(4) FoRM.—Each report required under this 
subsection shall be submitted in unclassified 
form, but may include a classified annex. 
SEC. 108. CONSTRUCTION AND PREEMPTION. 

(a) OTHERWISE LAWFUL DISCLOSURES.— 
Nothing in this title shall be construed— 

(1) to limit or prohibit otherwise lawful 
disclosures of communications, records, or 
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other information, including reporting of 
known or suspected criminal activity, by an 
entity to any other entity or the Federal 
Government under this title; or 

(2) to limit or prohibit otherwise lawful use 
of such disclosures by any Federal entity, 
even when such otherwise lawful disclosures 
duplicate or replicate disclosures made 
under this title. 

(b) WHISTLE BLOWER PROTECTIONS.—Noth- 
ing in this title shall be construed to pro- 
hibit or limit the disclosure of information 
protected under section 2302(b)(8) of title 5, 
United States Code (governing disclosures of 
illegality, waste, fraud, abuse, or public 
health or safety threats), section 7211 of title 
5, United States Code (governing disclosures 
to Congress), section 1034 of title 10, United 
States Code (governing disclosure to Con- 
gress by members of the military), section 
1104 of the National Security Act of 1947 (50 
U.S.C. 3234) (governing disclosure by employ- 
ees of elements of the intelligence commu- 
nity), or any similar provision of Federal or 
State law. 

(c) PROTECTION OF SOURCES AND METH- 
ops.—Nothing in this title shall be con- 
strued— 

(1) as creating any immunity against, or 
otherwise affecting, any action brought by 
the Federal Government, or any agency or 
department thereof, to enforce any law, ex- 
ecutive order, or procedure governing the ap- 
propriate handling, disclosure, or use of clas- 
sified information; 

(2) to affect the conduct of authorized law 
enforcement or intelligence activities; or 

(3) to modify the authority of a depart- 
ment or agency of the Federal Government 
to protect classified information and sources 
and methods and the national security of the 
United States. 

(d) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAWS.—Noth- 
ing in this title shall be construed to affect 
any requirement under any other provision 
of law for an entity to provide information 
to the Federal Government. 

(e) PROHIBITED CONDUCT.—Nothing in this 
title shall be construed to permit price-fix- 
ing, allocating a market between competi- 
tors, monopolizing or attempting to monopo- 
lize a market, boycotting, or exchanges of 
price or cost information, customer lists, or 
information regarding future competitive 
planning. 

(f) INFORMATION SHARING RELATIONSHIPS.— 
Nothing in this title shall be construed— 

(1) to limit or modify an existing informa- 
tion sharing relationship; 

(2) to prohibit a new information sharing 
relationship; 

(3) to require a new information sharing re- 
lationship between any entity and another 
entity or a Federal entity; or 

(4) to require the use of the capability and 
process within the Department of Homeland 
Security developed under section 105(c). 

(g) PRESERVATION OF CONTRACTUAL OBLIGA- 
TIONS AND RIGHTS.—Nothing in this title 
shall be construed— 

(1) to amend, repeal, or supersede any cur- 
rent or future contractual agreement, terms 
of service agreement, or other contractual 
relationship between any entities, or be- 
tween any entity and a Federal entity; or 

(2) to abrogate trade secret or intellectual 
property rights of any entity or Federal enti- 
ty. 
(h) ANTI-TASKING RESTRICTION.—Nothing in 
this title shall be construed to permit a Fed- 
eral entity— 

(1) to require an entity to provide informa- 
tion to a Federal entity or another entity; 

(2) to condition the sharing of cyber threat 
indicators with an entity on such entity’s 
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provision of cyber threat indicators to a Fed- 
eral entity or another entity; or 

(8) to condition the award of any Federal 
grant, contract, or purchase on the provision 
of a cyber threat indicator to a Federal enti- 
ty or another entity. 

(i) No LIABILITY FOR NON-PARTICIPATION.— 
Nothing in this title shall be construed to 
subject any entity to liability for choosing 
not to engage in the voluntary activities au- 
thorized in this title. 

(j) USE AND RETENTION OF INFORMATION.— 
Nothing in this title shall be construed to 
authorize, or to modify any existing author- 
ity of, a department or agency of the Federal 
Government to retain or use any informa- 
tion shared under this title for any use other 
than permitted in this title. 

(k) FEDERAL PREEMPTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—This title supersedes any 
statute or other provision of law of a State 
or political subdivision of a State that re- 
stricts or otherwise expressly regulates an 
activity authorized under this title. 

(2) STATE LAW ENFORCEMENT.—Nothing in 
this title shall be construed to supersede any 
statute or other provision of law of a State 
or political subdivision of a State concerning 
the use of authorized law enforcement prac- 
tices and procedures. 

(1) REGULATORY AUTHORITY.—Nothing in 
this title shall be construed— 

(1) to authorize the promulgation of any 
regulations not specifically authorized by 
this title; 

(2) to establish or limit any regulatory au- 
thority not specifically established or lim- 
ited under this title; or 

(3) to authorize regulatory actions that 
would duplicate or conflict with regulatory 
requirements, mandatory standards, or re- 
lated processes under another provision of 
Federal law. 

(m) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
To RESPOND TO CYBER ATTACKS.—Nothing in 
this title shall be construed to limit the au- 
thority of the Secretary of Defense to de- 
velop, prepare, coordinate, or, when author- 
ized by the President to do so, conduct a 
military cyber operation in response to a 
malicious cyber activity carried out against 
the United States or a United States person 
by a foreign government or an organization 
sponsored by a foreign government or a ter- 
rorist organization. 

SEC. 109. REPORT ON CYBERSECURITY THREATS. 

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Director of National Intelligence, in 
coordination with the heads of other appro- 
priate elements of the intelligence commu- 
nity, shall submit to the Select Committee 
on Intelligence of the Senate and the Perma- 
nent Select Committee on Intelligence of the 
House of Representatives a report on cyber- 
security threats, including cyber attacks, 
theft, and data breaches. 

(b) CONTENTS.—The report required by sub- 
section (a) shall include the following: 

(1) An assessment of the current intel- 
ligence sharing and cooperation relation- 
ships of the United States with other coun- 
tries regarding cybersecurity threats, includ- 
ing cyber attacks, theft, and data breaches, 
directed against the United States and which 
threaten the United States national security 
interests and economy and intellectual prop- 
erty, specifically identifying the relative 
utility of such relationships, which elements 
of the intelligence community participate in 
such relationships, and whether and how 
such relationships could be improved. 

(2) A list and an assessment of the coun- 
tries and nonstate actors that are the pri- 


October 27, 2015 


mary threats of carrying out a cybersecurity 
threat, including a cyber attack, theft, or 
data breach, against the United States and 
which threaten the United States national 
security, economy, and intellectual prop- 
erty. 

(3) A description of the extent to which the 
capabilities of the United States Govern- 
ment to respond to or prevent cybersecurity 
threats, including cyber attacks, theft, or 
data breaches, directed against the United 
States private sector are degraded by a delay 
in the prompt notification by private enti- 
ties of such threats or cyber attacks, theft, 
and breaches. 

(4) An assessment of additional tech- 
nologies or capabilities that would enhance 
the ability of the United States to prevent 
and to respond to cybersecurity threats, in- 
cluding cyber attacks, theft, and data 
breaches. 

(5) An assessment of any technologies or 
practices utilized by the private sector that 
could be rapidly fielded to assist the intel- 
ligence community in preventing and re- 
sponding to cybersecurity threats. 

(c) ADDITIONAL REPORT.—At the time the 
report required by subsection (a) is sub- 
mitted, the Director of National Intelligence 
shall submit to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate and the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs of the House of Represent- 
atives a report containing the information 
required by subsection (b)(2). 

(d) FORM OF REPORT.—The report required 
by subsection (a) shall be made available in 
classified and unclassified forms. 

(e) INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY DEFINED.—In 
this section, the term ‘‘intelligence commu- 
nity” has the meaning given that term in 
section 3 of the National Security Act of 1947 
(50 U.S.C. 3003). 

SEC. 110. CONFORMING AMENDMENT. 

Section 941(c)(8) of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013 (Pub- 
lic Law 112-239; 10 U.S.C. 2224 note) is amend- 
ed by inserting at the end the following: 
“The Secretary may share such information 
with other Federal entities if such informa- 
tion consists of cyber threat indicators and 
defensive measures and such information is 
shared consistent with the policies and pro- 
cedures promulgated by the Attorney Gen- 
eral and the Secretary of Homeland Security 
under section 105 of the Cybersecurity Infor- 
mation Sharing Act of 2015.’’. 


TITLE II—FEDERAL CYBERSECURITY 
ENHANCEMENT 
SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Federal Cy- 
bersecurity Enhancement Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 202. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title— 

(1) the term ‘‘agency’’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 3502 of title 44, 
United States Code; 

(2) the term ‘‘agency information system” 
has the meaning given the term in section 
228 of the Homeland Security Act of 2002, as 
added by section 203(a); 

(3) the term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees” means— 

(A) the Committee on Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs of the Senate; and 

(B) the Committee on Homeland Security 
of the House of Representatives; 

(4) the terms ‘‘cybersecurity risk” and ‘‘in- 
formation system’’ have the meanings given 
those terms in section 227 of the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002, as so redesignated by 
section 203(a); 

(5) the term ‘‘Director’’ means the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budget; 
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(6) the term ‘‘intelligence community” has 
the meaning given the term in section 3(4) of 
the National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 
3003(4)); 

(7) the term ‘‘national security system” 
has the meaning given the term in section 
11103 of title 40, United States Code; and 

(8) the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Sec- 
retary of Homeland Security. 

SEC. 203. IMPROVED FEDERAL NETWORK SECU- 
RITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle C of title II of 
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 
141 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating section 228 as section 
229; 

(2) by redesignating section 227 as sub- 
section (c) of section 228, as added by para- 
graph (4), and adjusting the margins accord- 
ingly; 

(3) by redesignating the second section des- 
ignated as section 226 (relating to the na- 
tional cybersecurity and communications in- 
tegration center) as section 227; 

(4) by inserting after section 227, as so re- 
designated, the following: 

“SEC. 228. CYBERSECURITY PLANS. 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

“(1) the term ‘agency information system’ 
means an information system used or oper- 
ated by an agency or by another entity on 
behalf of an agency; 

“(2) the terms ‘cybersecurity risk’ and ‘in- 
formation system’ have the meanings given 
those terms in section 227; 

(3) the term ‘intelligence community’ has 
the meaning given the term in section 3(4) of 
the National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 
8003(4)); and 

“(4) the term ‘national security system’ 
has the meaning given the term in section 
11103 of title 40, United States Code. 

‘*(b) INTRUSION ASSESSMENT PLAN.— 

“(1) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary, in co- 
ordination with the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget, shall develop and 
implement an intrusion assessment plan to 
identify and remove intruders in agency in- 
formation systems. 

‘“(2) EXCEPTION.—The intrusion assessment 
plan required under paragraph (1) shall not 
apply to the Department of Defense, a na- 
tional security system, or an element of the 
intelligence community.”’’; 

(5) in section 228(c), as so redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘section 226” and inserting ‘‘section 
227”; and 

(6) by inserting after section 229, as so re- 
designated, the following: 

“SEC. 230. FEDERAL INTRUSION DETECTION AND 
PREVENTION SYSTEM. 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

“(1) the term ‘agency’ has the meaning 
given that term in section 3502 of title 44, 
United States Code; 

“(2) the term ‘agency information’ means 
information collected or maintained by or on 
behalf of an agency; 

“(3) the term ‘agency information system’ 
has the meaning given the term in section 
228; and 

“(4) the terms ‘cybersecurity risk’ and ‘in- 
formation system’ have the meanings given 
those terms in section 227. 

““(b) REQUIREMENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Secretary shall deploy, operate, and 
maintain, to make available for use by any 
agency, with or without reimbursement— 

“(A) a capability to detect cybersecurity 
risks in network traffic transiting or trav- 
eling to or from an agency information sys- 
tem; and 
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“(B) a capability to prevent network traf- 
fic associated with such cybersecurity risks 
from transiting or traveling to or from an 
agency information system or modify such 
network traffic to remove the cybersecurity 
risk. 

‘“(2) REGULAR IMPROVEMENT.—The_ Sec- 
retary shall regularly deploy new tech- 
nologies and modify existing technologies to 
the intrusion detection and prevention capa- 
bilities described in paragraph (1) as appro- 
priate to improve the intrusion detection 
and prevention capabilities. 

“(c) ACTIVITIES.—In carrying out 
section (b), the Secretary— 

“(1) may access, and the head of an agency 
may disclose to the Secretary or a private 
entity providing assistance to the Secretary 
under paragraph (2), information transiting 
or traveling to or from an agency informa- 
tion system, regardless of the location from 
which the Secretary or a private entity pro- 
viding assistance to the Secretary under 
paragraph (2) accesses such information, not- 
withstanding any other provision of law that 
would otherwise restrict or prevent the head 
of an agency from disclosing such informa- 
tion to the Secretary or a private entity pro- 
viding assistance to the Secretary under 
paragraph (2); 

“(2) may enter into contracts or other 
agreements with, or otherwise request and 
obtain the assistance of, private entities to 
deploy and operate technologies in accord- 
ance with subsection (b); 

(3) may retain, use, and disclose informa- 
tion obtained through the conduct of activi- 
ties authorized under this section only to 
protect information and information sys- 
tems from cybersecurity risks; 

“(4) shall regularly assess through oper- 
ational test and evaluation in real world or 
simulated environments available advanced 
protective technologies to improve detection 
and prevention capabilities, including com- 
mercial and non-commercial technologies 
and detection technologies beyond signa- 
ture-based detection, and utilize such tech- 
nologies when appropriate; 

‘“(5) shall establish a pilot to acquire, test, 
and deploy, as rapidly as possible, tech- 
nologies described in paragraph (4); 

“(6) shall periodically update the privacy 
impact assessment required under section 
208(b) of the E-Government Act of 2002 (44 
U.S.C. 3501 note); and 

“(7) shall ensure that— 

“(A) activities carried out under this sec- 
tion are reasonably necessary for the pur- 
pose of protecting agency information and 
agency information systems from a cyberse- 
curity risk; 

‘“(B) information accessed by the Secretary 
will be retained no longer than reasonably 
necessary for the purpose of protecting agen- 
cy information and agency information sys- 
tems from a cybersecurity risk; 

““(C) notice has been provided to users of an 
agency information system concerning ac- 
cess to communications of users of the agen- 
cy information system for the purpose of 
protecting agency information and the agen- 
cy information system; and 

“(D) the activities are implemented pursu- 
ant to policies and procedures governing the 
operation of the intrusion detection and pre- 
vention capabilities. 

“(d) PRIVATE ENTITIES.— 

“(1) CONDITIONS.—A private entity de- 
scribed in subsection (c)(2) may not— 

“(A) disclose any network traffic 
transiting or traveling to or from an agency 
information system to any entity without 
the consent of the Department or the agency 
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that disclosed the information under sub- 
section (c)(1); or 

“(B) use any network traffic transiting or 
traveling to or from an agency information 
system to which the private entity gains ac- 
cess in accordance with this section for any 
purpose other than to protect agency infor- 
mation and agency information systems 
against cybersecurity risks or to administer 
a contract or other agreement entered into 
pursuant to subsection (c)(2) or as part of an- 
other contract with the Secretary. 

‘(2) LIMITATION ON LIABILITY.—No cause of 
action shall lie in any court against a pri- 
vate entity for assistance provided to the 
Secretary in accordance with this section 
and any contract or agreement entered into 
pursuant to subsection (c)(2). 

‘(3) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
paragraph (2) shall be construed to authorize 
an Internet service provider to break a user 
agreement with a customer without the con- 
sent of the customer. 

‘(e) ATTORNEY GENERAL REVIEW.—Not 
later than 1 year after the date of enactment 
of this section, the Attorney General shall 
review the policies and guidelines for the 
program carried out under this section to en- 
sure that the policies and guidelines are con- 
sistent with applicable law governing the ac- 
quisition, interception, retention, use, and 
disclosure of communications.’’. 

(b) PRIORITIZING ADVANCED SECURITY 
TOoLs.—The Director and the Secretary, in 
consultation with appropriate agencies, 
shall— 

(1) review and update governmentwide 
policies and programs to ensure appropriate 
prioritization and use of network security 
monitoring tools within agency networks; 
and 

(2) brief appropriate congressional commit- 
tees on such prioritization and use. 

(c) AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2)— 

(A) not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this Act or 2 months after the 
date on which the Secretary makes available 
the intrusion detection and prevention capa- 
bilities under section 230(b)(1) of the Home- 
land Security Act of 2002, as added by sub- 
section (a), whichever is later, the head of 
each agency shall apply and continue to uti- 
lize the capabilities to all information trav- 
eling between an agency information system 
and any information system other than an 
agency information system; and 

(B) not later than 6 months after the date 
on which the Secretary makes available im- 
provements to the intrusion detection and 
prevention capabilities pursuant to section 
230(b)(2) of the Homeland Security Act of 
2002, as added by subsection (a), the head of 
each agency shall apply and continue to uti- 
lize the improved intrusion detection and 
prevention capabilities. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—The requirements under 
paragraph (1) shall not apply to the Depart- 
ment of Defense, a national security system, 
or an element of the intelligence commu- 
nity. 

(3) DEFINITION.—In this subsection only, 
the term ‘‘agency information system’’ 
means an information system owned or oper- 
ated by an agency. 

(4) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
subsection shall be construed to limit an 
agency from applying the intrusion detec- 
tion and prevention capabilities under sec- 
tion 230(b)(1) of the Homeland Security Act 
of 2002, as added by subsection (a), at the dis- 
cretion of the head of the agency or as pro- 
vided in relevant policies, directives, and 
guidelines. 
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(d) TABLE OF CONTENTS AMENDMENT.—The 
table of contents in section 1(b) of the Home- 
land Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101 note) 
is amended by striking the items relating to 
the first section designated as section 226, 
the second section designated as section 226 
(relating to the national cybersecurity and 
communications integration center), section 
227, and section 228 and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 


“Sec. 226. Cybersecurity recruitment and re- 
tention. 

“Sec. 227. National cybersecurity and com- 
munications integration center. 

“Sec. 228. Cybersecurity plans. 

“Sec. 229. Clearances. 

“Sec. 230. Federal intrusion detection and 


prevention system.’’. 
SEC. 204. ADVANCED INTERNAL DEFENSES. 

(a) ADVANCED NETWORK SECURITY TOOLS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall in- 
clude in the Continuous Diagnostics and 
Mitigation Program advanced network secu- 
rity tools to improve visibility of network 
activity, including through the use of com- 
mercial and free or open source tools, to de- 
tect and mitigate intrusions and anomalous 
activity. 

(2) DEVELOPMENT OF PLAN.—The Director 
shall develop and implement a plan to ensure 
that each agency utilizes advanced network 
security tools, including those described in 
paragraph (1), to detect and mitigate intru- 
sions and anomalous activity. 

(b) IMPROVED METRICS.—The Secretary, in 
collaboration with the Director, shall review 
and update the metrics used to measure se- 
curity under section 3554 of title 44, United 
States Code, to include measures of intru- 
sion and incident detection and response 
times. 

(c) TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY.— 
The Director, in consultation with the Sec- 
retary, shall increase transparency to the 
public on agency cybersecurity posture, in- 
cluding by increasing the number of metrics 
available on Federal Government perform- 
ance websites and, to the greatest extent 
practicable, displaying metrics for depart- 
ment components, small agencies, and micro 
agencies. 

(d) MAINTENANCE OF TECHNOLOGIES.—Sec- 
tion 35538(b)(6)(B) of title 44, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘, operating, 
and maintaining” after ‘‘deploying”’. 

(e) EXCEPTION.—The requirements under 
this section shall not apply to the Depart- 
ment of Defense, a national security system, 
or an element of the intelligence commu- 
nity. 

SEC. 205. FEDERAL CYBERSECURITY REQUIRE- 
MENTS. 

(a) IMPLEMENTATION OF FEDERAL CYBERSE- 
CURITY STANDARDS.—Consistent with section 
3553 of title 44, United States Code, the Sec- 
retary, in consultation with the Director, 
shall exercise the authority to issue binding 
operational directives to assist the Director 
in ensuring timely agency adoption of and 
compliance with policies and standards pro- 
mulgated under section 11331 of title 40, 
United States Code, for securing agency in- 
formation systems. 

(b) CYBERSECURITY REQUIREMENTS AT AGEN- 
CIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Consistent with policies, 
standards, guidelines, and directives on in- 
formation security under subchapter II of 
chapter 35 of title 44, United States Code, 
and the standards and guidelines promul- 
gated under section 11831 of title 40, United 
States Code, and except as provided in para- 
graph (2), not later than 1 year after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the head of 
each agency shall— 
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(A) identify sensitive and mission critical 
data stored by the agency consistent with 
the inventory required under the first sub- 
section (c) (relating to the inventory of 
major information systems) and the second 
subsection (c) (relating to the inventory of 
information systems) of section 3505 of title 
44, United States Code; 

(B) assess access controls to the data de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A), the need for 
readily accessible storage of the data, and in- 
dividuals’ need to access the data; 

(C) encrypt or otherwise render indecipher- 
able to unauthorized users the data described 
in subparagraph (A) that is stored on or 
transiting agency information systems; 

(D) implement a single sign-on trusted 
identity platform for individuals accessing 
each public website of the agency that re- 
quires user authentication, as developed by 
the Administrator of General Services in col- 
laboration with the Secretary; and 

(E) implement identity management con- 
sistent with section 504 of the Cybersecurity 
Enhancement Act of 2014 (Public Law 113- 
274; 15 U.S.C. 7464), including multi-factor 
authentication, for— 

(i) remote access to an agency information 
system; and 

(ii) each user account with elevated privi- 
leges on an agency information system. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—The requirements under 
paragraph (1) shall not apply to an agency 
information system for which— 

(A) the head of the agency has personally 
certified to the Director with particularity 
that— 

(i) operational requirements articulated in 
the certification and related to the agency 
information system would make it exces- 
sively burdensome to implement the cyber- 
security requirement; 

(ii) the cybersecurity requirement is not 
necessary to secure the agency information 
system or agency information stored on or 
transiting it; and 

(iii) the agency has taken all necessary 
steps to secure the agency information sys- 
tem and agency information stored on or 
transiting it; and 

(B) the head of the agency or the designee 
of the head of the agency has submitted the 
certification described in subparagraph (A) 
to the appropriate congressional committees 
and the agency’s authorizing committees. 

(3) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section 
shall be construed to alter the authority of 
the Secretary, the Director, or the Director 
of the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology in implementing subchapter II of 
chapter 35 of title 44, United States Code. 
Nothing in this section shall be construed to 
affect the National Institute of Standards 
and Technology standards process or the re- 
quirement under section 3553(a)(4) of such 
title or to discourage continued improve- 
ments and advancements in the technology, 
standards, policies, and guidelines used to 
promote Federal information security. 

(c) EXCEPTION.—The requirements under 
this section shall not apply to the Depart- 
ment of Defense, a national security system, 
or an element of the intelligence commu- 
nity. 

SEC. 206. ASSESSMENT; REPORTS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

(1) the term ‘‘intrusion assessments” 
means actions taken under the intrusion as- 
sessment plan to identify and remove intrud- 
ers in agency information systems; 

(2) the term ‘‘intrusion assessment plan” 
means the plan required under section 
228(b)(1) of the Homeland Security Act of 
2002, as added by section 203(a) of this Act; 
and 


October 27, 2015 


(3) the term ‘‘intrusion detection and pre- 
vention capabilities” means the capabilities 
required under section 230(b) of the Home- 
land Security Act of 2002, as added by section 
203(a) of this Act. 


(b) THIRD PARTY ASSESSMENT.—Not later 
than 3 years after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Government Accountability Of- 
fice shall conduct a study and publish a re- 
port on the effectiveness of the approach and 
strategy of the Federal Government to se- 
curing agency information systems, includ- 
ing the intrusion detection and prevention 
capabilities and the intrusion assessment 
plan. 


(c) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.— 

(1) INTRUSION DETECTION AND PREVENTION 
CAPABILITIES.— 

(A) SECRETARY OF HOMELAND SECURITY RE- 
PORT.—Not later than 6 months after the 
date of enactment of this Act, and annually 
thereafter, the Secretary shall submit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a re- 
port on the status of implementation of the 
intrusion detection and prevention capabili- 
ties, including— 

(i) a description of privacy controls; 

(ii) a description of the technologies and 
capabilities utilized to detect cybersecurity 
risks in network traffic, including the extent 
to which those technologies and capabilities 
include existing commercial and non-com- 
mercial technologies; 

(iii) a description of the technologies and 
capabilities utilized to prevent network traf- 
fic associated with cybersecurity risks from 
transiting or traveling to or from agency in- 
formation systems, including the extent to 
which those technologies and capabilities in- 
clude existing commercial and non-commer- 
cial technologies; 

(iv) a list of the types of indicators or 
other identifiers or techniques used to detect 
cybersecurity risks in network traffic 
transiting or traveling to or from agency in- 
formation systems on each iteration of the 
intrusion detection and prevention capabili- 
ties and the number of each such type of in- 
dicator, identifier, and technique; 

(v) the number of instances in which the 
intrusion detection and prevention capabili- 
ties detected a cybersecurity risk in network 
traffic transiting or traveling to or from 
agency information systems and the number 
of times the intrusion detection and preven- 
tion capabilities blocked network traffic as- 
sociated with cybersecurity risk; and 

(vi) a description of the pilot established 
under section 230(c)(5) of the Homeland Secu- 
rity Act of 2002, as added by section 203(a) of 
this Act, including the number of new tech- 
nologies tested and the number of partici- 
pating agencies. 

(B) OMB REPORT.—Not later than 18 
months after the date of enactment of this 
Act, and annually thereafter, the Director 
shall submit to Congress, as part of the re- 
port required under section 3553(c) of title 44, 
United States Code, an analysis of agency 
application of the intrusion detection and 
prevention capabilities, including— 

(i) a list of each agency and the degree to 
which each agency has applied the intrusion 
detection and prevention capabilities to an 
agency information system; and 

(ii) a list by agency of— 

(I) the number of instances in which the in- 
trusion detection and prevention capabilities 
detected a cybersecurity risk in network 
traffic transiting or traveling to or from an 
agency information system and the types of 
indicators, identifiers, and techniques used 
to detect such cybersecurity risks; and 
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(II) the number of instances in which the 
intrusion detection and prevention capabili- 
ties prevented network traffic associated 
with a cybersecurity risk from transiting or 
traveling to or from an agency information 
system and the types of indicators, identi- 
fiers, and techniques used to detect such 
agency information systems. 

(2) OMB REPORT ON DEVELOPMENT AND IM- 
PLEMENTATION OF INTRUSION ASSESSMENT 
PLAN, ADVANCED INTERNAL DEFENSES, AND 
FEDERAL CYBERSECURITY BEST PRACTICES.— 
The Director shall— 

(A) not later than 6 months after the date 
of enactment of this Act, and 30 days after 
any update thereto, submit the intrusion as- 
sessment plan to the appropriate congres- 
sional committees; 

(B) not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this Act, and annually there- 
after, submit to Congress, as part of the re- 
port required under section 3553(c) of title 44, 
United States Code— 

(i) a description of the implementation of 
the intrusion assessment plan; 

(ii) the findings of the intrusion assess- 
ments conducted pursuant to the intrusion 
assessment plan; 

(iii) advanced network security tools in- 
cluded in the Continuous Diagnostics and 
Mitigation Program pursuant to section 
204(a)(1); 

(iv) the results of the assessment of the 
Secretary of best practices for Federal cy- 
bersecurity pursuant to section 205(a); and 

(v) a list by agency of compliance with the 
requirements of section 205(b); and 

(C) not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this Act, submit to the appro- 
priate congressional committees— 

(i) a copy of the plan developed pursuant to 
section 204(a)(2); and 

(ii) the improved metrics developed pursu- 
ant to section 204(b). 

SEC. 207. TERMINATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The authority provided 
under section 230 of the Homeland Security 
Act of 2002, as added by section 203(a) of this 
Act, and the reporting requirements under 
section 206(c) shall terminate on the date 
that is 7 years after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
subsection (a) shall be construed to affect 
the limitation of liability of a private entity 
for assistance provided to the Secretary 
under section 230(d)(2) of the Homeland Secu- 
rity Act of 2002, as added by section 203(a) of 
this Act, if such assistance was rendered be- 
fore the termination date under subsection 
(a) or otherwise during a period in which the 
assistance was authorized. 

SEC. 208. IDENTIFICATION OF INFORMATION SYS- 
TEMS RELATING TO NATIONAL SE- 
CURITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (c), not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act— 

(1) the Director of National Intelligence 
and the Director of the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget, in coordination with the 
heads of other agencies, shall— 

(A) identify all unclassified information 
systems that provide access to information 
that may provide an adversary with the abil- 
ity to derive information that would other- 
wise be considered classified; 

(B) assess the risks that would result from 
the breach of each unclassified information 
system identified in subparagraph (A); and 

(C) assess the cost and impact on the mis- 
sion carried out by each agency that owns an 
unclassified information system identified in 
subparagraph (A) if the system were to be 
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subsequently designated as a national secu- 
rity system; and 

(2) the Director of National Intelligence 
and the Director of the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget shall submit to the appro- 
priate congressional committees, the Select 
Committee on Intelligence of the Senate, 
and the Permanent Select Committee on In- 
telligence of the House of Representatives a 
report that includes the findings under para- 
graph (1). 

(b) FoRM.—The report submitted under 
subsection (a)(2) shall be in unclassified 
form, and shall include a classified annex. 

(c) EXCEPTION.—The requirements under 
subsection (a)(1) shall not apply to the De- 
partment of Defense, a national security sys- 
tem, or an element of the intelligence com- 
munity. 

(da) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to designate 
an information system as a national security 
system. 

SEC. 209. DIRECTION TO AGENCIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3553 of title 44, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(h) DIRECTION TO AGENCIES.— 

‘“(1) AUTHORITY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), in response to a known or reasonably 
suspected information security threat, vul- 
nerability, or incident that represents a sub- 
stantial threat to the information security 
of an agency, the Secretary may issue an 
emergency directive to the head of an agency 
to take any lawful action with respect to the 
operation of the information system, includ- 
ing such systems used or operated by an- 
other entity on behalf of an agency, that col- 
lects, processes, stores, transmits, dissemi- 
nates, or otherwise maintains agency infor- 
mation, for the purpose of protecting the in- 
formation system from, or mitigating, an in- 
formation security threat. 

‘“(B) EXCEPTION.—The authorities of the 
Secretary under this subsection shall not 
apply to a system described subsection (d) or 
to a system described in paragraph (2) or (3) 
of subsection (e). 

‘“(2) PROCEDURES FOR USE OF AUTHORITY.— 
The Secretary shall— 

“(A) in coordination with the Director, es- 
tablish procedures governing the cir- 
cumstances under which a directive may be 
issued under this subsection, which shall in- 
clude— 

‘“(i) thresholds and other criteria; 

“(i) privacy and civil liberties protections; 
and 

“Gii) providing notice to potentially af- 
fected third parties; 

“(B) specify the reasons for the required 
action and the duration of the directive; 

“(C) minimize the impact of a directive 
under this subsection by— 

“G) adopting the least intrusive means 
possible under the circumstances to secure 
the agency information systems; and 

“Gi) limiting directives to the shortest pe- 
riod practicable; 

“(D) notify the Director and the head of 
any affected agency immediately upon the 
issuance of a directive under this subsection; 

“(E) consult with the Director of the Na- 
tional Institute of Standards and Technology 
regarding any directive under this sub- 
section that implements standards and 
guidelines developed by the National Insti- 
tute of Standards and Technology; 

“(F) ensure that directives issued under 
this subsection do not conflict with the 
standards and guidelines issued under sec- 
tion 11331 of title 40; 
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‘“(G) consider any applicable standards or 
guidelines developed by the National Insti- 
tute of Standards and issued by the Sec- 
retary of Commerce under section 11331 of 
title 40; and 

“(H) not later than February 1 of each 
year, submit to the appropriate congres- 
sional committees a report regarding the 
specific actions the Secretary has taken pur- 
suant to paragraph (1)(A). 

‘*(3) IMMINENT THREATS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 
3554, the Secretary may authorize the intru- 
sion detection and prevention capabilities 
under section 230(b)(1) of the Homeland Secu- 
rity Act of 2002 for the purpose of ensuring 
the security of agency information systems, 
if— 

“(i) the Secretary determines there is an 
imminent threat to agency information sys- 
tems; 

“(ii) the Secretary determines a directive 
under subsection (b)(2)(C) or paragraph (1)(A) 
is not reasonably likely to result in a timely 
response to the threat; 

“(iii) the Secretary determines the risk 
posed by the imminent threat outweighs any 
adverse consequences reasonably expected to 
result from the use of protective capabilities 
under the control of the Secretary; 

“(iv) the Secretary provides prior notice to 
the Director, and the head and chief informa- 
tion officer (or equivalent official) of each 
agency to which specific actions will be 
taken pursuant to subparagraph (A), and no- 
tifies the appropriate congressional commit- 
tees and authorizing committees of each 
such agencies within seven days of taking an 
action under this subsection of— 

“(J) any action taken under this sub- 
section; and 

“(ID) the reasons for and duration and na- 
ture of the action; 

“(v) the action of the Secretary is con- 
sistent with applicable law; and 

“(vi) the Secretary authorizes the use of 
protective capabilities in accordance with 
the advance procedures established under 
subparagraph (C). 

‘(B) LIMITATION ON DELEGATION.—The au- 
thority under this subsection may not be 
delegated by the Secretary. 

“(C) ADVANCE PROCEDURES.—The Secretary 
shall, in coordination with the Director, and 
in consultation with the heads of Federal 
agencies, establish procedures governing the 
circumstances under which the Secretary 
may authorize the use of protective capabili- 
ties subparagraph (A). The Secretary shall 
submit the procedures to Congress. 

“(4) LIMITATION.—The Secretary may di- 
rect or authorize lawful action or protective 
capability under this subsection only to— 

“(A) protect agency information from un- 
authorized access, use, disclosure, disrup- 
tion, modification, or destruction; or 

‘“(B) require the remediation of or protect 
against identified information security risks 
with respect to— 

“(i) information collected or maintained 
by or on behalf of an agency; or 

“(ii) that portion of an information system 
used or operated by an agency or by a con- 
tractor of an agency or other organization 
on behalf of an agency. 

“(i) ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not 
later than February 1 of each year, the Di- 
rector shall submit to the appropriate con- 
gressional committees a report regarding the 
specific actions the Director has taken pur- 
suant to subsection (a)(5), including any ac- 
tions taken pursuant to section 11303(b)(5) of 
title 40. 

‘(j) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEES DEFINED.—In this section, the term 
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‘appropriate 
means— 

“(1) the Committee on Appropriations and 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs of the Senate; and 

‘(2) the Committee on Appropriations, the 
Committee on Homeland Security, the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form, and the Committee on Science, Space, 
and Technology of the House of Representa- 
tives.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
3554(a)(1)(B) of title 44, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(v) emergency directives issued by the 
Secretary under section 3553(h); and’’. 


TITLE ITII—FEDERAL CYBERSECURITY 
WORKFORCE ASSESSMENT 
SEC. 301. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Federal Cy- 
bersecurity Workforce Assessment Act of 
2015”. 

SEC. 302. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 

(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEES.—The term ‘“‘appropriate congressional 
committees” means— 

(A) the Committee on Armed Services of 
the Senate; 

(B) the Committee on Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs of the Senate; 

(C) the Select Committee on Intelligence 
of the Senate; 

(D) the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate; 

(E) the Committee on Armed Services in 
the House of Representatives; 

(F) the Committee on Homeland Security 
of the House of Representatives; 

(G) the Committee on Oversight and Gov- 
ernment Reform of the House of Representa- 
tives; and 

(H) the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence of the House of Representatives. 

(2) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director” means 
the Director of the Office of Personnel Man- 
agement. 

(8) ROLES.—The term “roles” has the 
meaning given the term in the National Ini- 
tiative for Cybersecurity Education’s Cyber- 
security Workforce Framework. 

SEC. 303. NATIONAL CYBERSECURITY WORK- 
FORCE MEASUREMENT INITIATIVE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The head of each Federal 
agency shall— 

(1) identify all positions within the agency 
that require the performance of cybersecu- 
rity or other cyber-related functions; and 

(2) assign the corresponding employment 
code, which shall be added to the National 
Initiative for Cybersecurity Education’s Na- 
tional Cybersecurity Workforce Framework, 
in accordance with subsection (b). 

(b) EMPLOYMENT CODES.— 

(1) PROCEDURES.— 

(A) CODING STRUCTURE.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of Commerce, acting 
through the National Institute of Standards 
and Technology, shall update the National 
Initiative for Cybersecurity Education’s Cy- 
bersecurity Workforce Framework to include 
a corresponding coding structure. 

(B) IDENTIFICATION OF CIVILIAN CYBER PER- 
SONNEL.—Not later than 9 months after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Director, 
in coordination with the Director of the Na- 
tional Institute of Standards and Technology 
and the Director of National Intelligence, 
shall establish procedures to implement the 
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National Initiative for Cybersecurity Edu- 
cation’s coding structure to identify all Fed- 
eral civilian positions that require the per- 
formance of information technology, cyber- 
security, or other cyber-related functions. 

(C) IDENTIFICATION OF NONCIVILIAN CYBER 
PERSONNEL.—Not later than 18 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary of Defense shall establish procedures 
to implement the National Initiative for Cy- 
bersecurity Education’s coding structure to 
identify all Federal noncivilian positions 
that require the performance of information 
technology, cybersecurity, or other cyber-re- 
lated functions. 

(D) BASELINE ASSESSMENT OF EXISTING CY- 
BERSECURITY WORKFORCE.—Not later than 3 
months after the date on which the proce- 
dures are developed under subparagraphs (B) 
and (C), respectively, the head of each Fed- 
eral agency shall submit to the appropriate 
congressional committees of jurisdiction a 
report that identifies— 

(i) the percentage of personnel with infor- 
mation technology, cybersecurity, or other 
cyber-related job functions who currently 
hold the appropriate industry-recognized 
certifications as identified in the National 
Initiative for Cybersecurity Education’s Cy- 
bersecurity Workforce Framework; 

(ii) the level of preparedness of other civil- 
ian and noncivilian cyber personnel without 
existing credentials to take certification 
exams; and 

(iii) a strategy for mitigating any gaps 
identified in clause (i) or (ii) with the appro- 
priate training and certification for existing 
personnel. 

(E) PROCEDURES FOR ASSIGNING CODES.—Not 
later than 3 months after the date on which 
the procedures are developed under subpara- 
graphs (B) and (C), respectively, the head of 
each Federal agency shall establish proce- 
dures— 

(i) to identify all encumbered and vacant 
positions with information technology, cy- 
bersecurity, or other cyber-related functions 
(as defined in the National Initiative for Cy- 
bersecurity Education’s coding structure); 
and 

(ii) to assign the appropriate employment 
code to each such position, using agreed 
standards and definitions. 

(2) CODE ASSIGNMENTS.—Not later than 1 
year after the date after the procedures are 
established under paragraph (1)(E), the head 
of each Federal agency shall complete as- 
signment of the appropriate employment 
code to each position within the agency with 
information technology, cybersecurity, or 
other cyber-related functions. 

(c) PROGRESS REPORT.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Director shall submit a progress report 
on the implementation of this section to the 
appropriate congressional committees. 

SEC. 304. IDENTIFICATION OF CYBER-RELATED 
ROLES OF CRITICAL NEED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Beginning not later than 
1 year after the date on which the employ- 
ment codes are assigned to employees pursu- 
ant to section 203(b)(2), and annually 
through 2022, the head of each Federal agen- 
cy, in consultation with the Director, the Di- 
rector of the National Institute of Standards 
and Technology, and the Secretary of Home- 
land Security, shall— 

(1) identify information technology, cyber- 
security, or other cyber-related roles of crit- 
ical need in the agency’s workforce; and 

(2) submit a report to the Director that— 

(A) describes the information technology, 
cybersecurity, or other cyber-related roles 
identified under paragraph (1); and 
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(B) substantiates the critical need designa- 
tions. 

(b) GUIDANCE.—The Director shall provide 
Federal agencies with timely guidance for 
identifying information technology, cyberse- 
curity, or other cyber-related roles of crit- 
ical need, including— 

(1) current information technology, cyber- 
security, and other cyber-related roles with 
acute skill shortages; and 

(2) information technology, cybersecurity, 
or other cyber-related roles with emerging 
skill shortages. 

(c) CYBERSECURITY NEEDS REPORT.—Not 
later than 2 years after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, the Director, in consulta- 
tion with the Secretary of Homeland Secu- 
rity, shall— 

(1) identify critical needs for information 
technology, cybersecurity, or other cyber-re- 
lated workforce across all Federal agencies; 
and 

(2) submit a progress report on the imple- 
mentation of this section to the appropriate 
congressional committees. 

SEC. 305. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OF- 
FICE STATUS REPORTS. 

The Comptroller General of the United 
States shall— 

(1) analyze and monitor the implementa- 
tion of sections 303 and 304; and 

(2) not later than 3 years after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, submit a report 
to the appropriate congressional committees 
that describes the status of such implemen- 
tation. 

TITLE IV—OTHER CYBER MATTERS 
SEC. 401. STUDY ON MOBILE DEVICE SECURITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Homeland Security, in con- 
sultation with the Director of the National 
Institute of Standards and Technology, 
shall— 

(1) complete a study on threats relating to 
the security of the mobile devices of the Fed- 
eral Government; and 

(2) submit an unclassified report to Con- 
gress, with a classified annex if necessary, 
that contains the findings of such study, the 
recommendations developed under paragraph 
(3) of subsection (b), the deficiencies, if any, 
identified under (4) of such subsection, and 
the plan developed under paragraph (5) of 
such subsection. 

(b) MATTERS STUDIED.—In carrying out the 
study under subsection (a)(1), the Secretary, 
in consultation with the Director of the Na- 
tional Institute of Standards and Tech- 
nology, shall— 

(1) assess the evolution of mobile security 
techniques from a desktop-centric approach, 
and whether such techniques are adequate to 
meet current mobile security challenges; 

(2) assess the effect such threats may have 
on the cybersecurity of the information sys- 
tems and networks of the Federal Govern- 
ment (except for national security systems 
or the information systems and networks of 
the Department of Defense and the intel- 
ligence community); 

(3) develop recommendations for address- 
ing such threats based on industry standards 
and best practices; 

(4) identify any deficiencies in the current 
authorities of the Secretary that may in- 
hibit the ability of the Secretary to address 
mobile device security throughout the Fed- 
eral Government (except for national secu- 
rity systems and the information systems 
and networks of the Department of Defense 
and intelligence community); and 

(5) develop a plan for accelerated adoption 
of secure mobile device technology by the 
Department of Homeland Security. 
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(c) INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY DEFINED.—In 
this section, the term ‘‘intelligence commu- 
nity” has the meaning given such term in 
section 3 of the National Security Act of 1947 
(50 U.S.C. 3003). 

SEC. 402. DEPARTMENT OF STATE INTER- 
NATIONAL CYBERSPACE POLICY 
STRATEGY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of State shall produce a com- 
prehensive strategy relating to United 
States international policy with regard to 
cyberspace. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—The strategy required by 
subsection (a) shall include the following: 

(1) A review of actions and activities un- 
dertaken by the Secretary of State to date 
to support the goal of the President’s Inter- 
national Strategy for Cyberspace, released in 
May 2011, to ‘‘work internationally to pro- 
mote an open, interoperable, secure, and reli- 
able information and communications infra- 
structure that supports international trade 
and commerce, strengthens international se- 
curity, and fosters free expression and inno- 
vation.’’. 

(2) A plan of action to guide the diplomacy 
of the Secretary of State, with regard to for- 
eign countries, including conducting bilat- 
eral and multilateral activities to develop 
the norms of responsible international be- 
havior in cyberspace, and status review of 
existing discussions in multilateral fora to 
obtain agreements on international norms in 
cyberspace. 

(3) A review of the alternative concepts 
with regard to international norms in cyber- 
space offered by foreign countries that are 
prominent actors, including China, Russia, 
Brazil, and India. 

(4) A detailed description of threats to 
United States national security in cyber- 
space from foreign countries, state-spon- 
sored actors, and private actors to Federal 
and private sector infrastructure of the 
United States, intellectual property in the 
United States, and the privacy of citizens of 
the United States. 

(5) A review of policy tools available to the 
President to deter foreign countries, state- 
sponsored actors, and private actors, includ- 
ing those outlined in Executive Order 138694, 
released on April 1, 2015. 

(6) A review of resources required by the 
Secretary, including the Office of the Coordi- 
nator for Cyber Issues, to conduct activities 
to build responsible norms of international 
cyber behavior. 

(c) CONSULTATION.—In preparing the strat- 
egy required by subsection (a), the Secretary 
of State shall consult, as appropriate, with 
other agencies and departments of the 
United States and the private sector and 
nongovernmental organizations in the 
United States with recognized credentials 
and expertise in foreign policy, national se- 
curity, and cybersecurity. 

(d) FORM OF STRATEGY.—The strategy re- 
quired by subsection (a) shall be in unclassi- 
fied form, but may include a classified 
annex. 

(e) AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION.—The 
Secretary of State shall— 

(1) make the strategy required in sub- 
section (a) available the public; and 

(2) brief the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions of the Senate and the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa- 
tives on the strategy, including any material 
contained in a classified annex. 

SEC. 403. APPREHENSION AND PROSECUTION OF 
INTERNATIONAL CYBER CRIMINALS. 

(a) INTERNATIONAL CYBER CRIMINAL DE- 
FINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘inter- 
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national cyber criminal” means an indi- 
vidual— 

(1) who is believed to have committed a 
cybercrime or intellectual property crime 
against the interests of the United States or 
the citizens of the United States; and 

(2) for whom— 

(A) an arrest warrant has been issued by a 
judge in the United States; or 

(B) an international wanted notice (com- 
monly referred to as a ‘‘Red Notice’’) has 
been circulated by Interpol. 

(b) CONSULTATIONS FOR NONCOOPERATION.— 
The Secretary of State, or designee, shall 
consult with the appropriate government of- 
ficial of each country from which extradition 
is not likely due to the lack of an extra- 
dition treaty with the United States or other 
reasons, in which one or more international 
cyber criminals are physically present, to 
determine what actions the government of 
such country has taken— 

(1) to apprehend and prosecute such crimi- 
nals; and 

(2) to prevent such criminals from carrying 
out cybercrimes or intellectual property 
crimes against the interests of the United 
States or its citizens. 

(c) ANNUAL REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State 
shall submit to the appropriate congres- 
sional committees an annual report that in- 
cludes— 

(A) the number of international cyber 
criminals located in other countries, 
disaggregated by country, and indicating 
from which countries extradition is not like- 
ly due to the lack of an extradition treaty 
with the United States or other reasons; 

(B) the nature and number of significant 
discussions by an official of the Department 
of State on ways to thwart or prosecute 
international cyber criminals with an offi- 
cial of another country, including the name 
of each such country; and 

(C) for each international cyber criminal 
who was extradited to the United States dur- 
ing the most recently completed calendar 
year— 

(i) his or her name; 

(ii) the crimes for which he or she was 
charged; 

(iii) his or her previous country of resi- 
dence; and 

(iv) the country from which he or she was 
extradited into the United States. 

(2) FORM.—The report required by this sub- 
section shall be in unclassified form to the 
maximum extent possible, but may include a 
classified annex. 

(3) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEES.—For purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘‘appropriate congressional commit- 
tees’? means— 

(A) the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
the Committee on Appropriations, the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern- 
mental Affairs, the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs, the Select Com- 
mittee on Intelligence, and the Committee 
on the Judiciary of the Senate; and 

(B) the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the 
Committee on Appropriations, the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security, the Com- 
mittee on Financial Services, the Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence, and the 
Committee on the Judiciary of the House of 
Representatives. 

SEC. 404. ENHANCEMENT OF EMERGENCY SERV- 


(a) COLLECTION OF DATA.—Not later than 90 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Homeland Security, acting 
through the National Cybersecurity and 
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Communications Integration Center, in co- 
ordination with appropriate Federal entities 
and the Director for Emergency Communica- 
tions, shall establish a process by which a 
Statewide Interoperability Coordinator may 
report data on any cybersecurity risk or in- 
cident involving any information system or 
network used by emergency response pro- 
viders (as defined in section 2 of the Home- 
land Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101)) with- 
in the State. 

(b) ANALYSIS OF DATA.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Homeland Security, acting 
through the Director of the National Cyber- 
security and Communications Integration 
Center, in coordination with appropriate en- 
tities and the Director for Emergency Com- 
munications, and in consultation with the 
Director of the National Institute of Stand- 
ards and Technology, shall conduct integra- 
tion and analysis of the data reported under 
subsection (a) to develop information and 
recommendations on security and resilience 
measures for any information system or net- 
work used by State emergency response pro- 
viders. 

(c) BEST PRACTICES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Using the results of the 
integration and analysis conducted under 
subsection (b), and any other relevant infor- 
mation, the Director of the National Insti- 
tute of Standards and Technology shall, on 
an ongoing basis, facilitate and support the 
development of methods for reducing cyber- 
security risks to emergency response pro- 
viders using the process described in section 
2(e) of the National Institute of Standards 
and Technology Act (15 U.S.C. 272(e)). 

(2) REPORT.—The Director of the National 
Institute of Standards and Technology shall 
submit a report to Congress on the methods 
developed under paragraph (1) and shall 
make such report publically available on the 
website of the National Institute of Stand- 
ards and Technology. 

(d) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to— 

(1) require a State to report data under 
subsection (a); or 

(2) require an entity to— 

(A) adopt a recommended measure devel- 
oped under subsection (b); or 

(B) follow the best practices developed 
under subsection (c). 

SEC. 405. IMPROVING CYBERSECURITY IN THE 
HEALTH CARE INDUSTRY. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) BUSINESS ASSOCIATE.—The term ‘“‘busi- 
ness associate” has the meaning given such 
term in section 160.103 of title 45, Code of 
Federal Regulations. 

(2) COVERED ENTITY.—The term ‘‘covered 
entity” has the meaning given such term in 
section 160.103 of title 45, Code of Federal 
Regulations. 

(3) HEALTH CARE CLEARINGHOUSE; HEALTH 
CARE PROVIDER; HEALTH PLAN.—The terms 
“health care clearinghouse”, ‘‘health care 
provider”, and ‘‘health plan” have the mean- 
ings given the terms in section 160.103 of 
title 45, Code of Federal Regulations. 

(4) HEALTH CARE INDUSTRY STAKEHOLDER.— 
The term ‘‘health care industry stakeholder” 
means any— 

(A) health plan, health care clearinghouse, 
or health care provider; 

(B) patient advocate; 

(C) pharmacist; 

(D) developer of health information tech- 
nology; 

(E) laboratory; 

(F) pharmaceutical or medical device man- 
ufacturer; or 
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(G) additional stakeholder the Secretary 
determines necessary for purposes of sub- 
section (d)(1), (d)(3), or (e). 

(5) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall submit, to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of 
the Senate and the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce of the House of Representa- 
tives, a report on the preparedness of the 
health care industry in responding to cyber- 
security threats. 

(c) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—With respect to 
the internal response of the Department of 
Health and Human Services to emerging cy- 
bersecurity threats, the report shall in- 
clude— 

(1) a clear statement of the official within 
the Department of Health and Human Serv- 
ices to be responsible for leading and coordi- 
nating efforts of the Department regarding 
cybersecurity threats in the health care in- 
dustry; and 

(2) a plan from each relevant operating di- 
vision and subdivision of the Department of 
Health and Human Services on how such di- 
vision or subdivision will address cybersecu- 
rity threats in the health care industry, in- 
cluding a clear delineation of how each such 
division or subdivision will divide responsi- 
bility among the personnel of such division 
or subdivision and communicate with other 
such divisions and subdivisions regarding ef- 
forts to address such threats. 

(d) HEALTH CARE INDUSTRY CYBERSECURITY 
TASK FORCE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary, in consultation with the Director 
of the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology and the Secretary of Homeland 
Security, shall convene health care industry 
stakeholders, cybersecurity experts, and any 
Federal agencies or entities the Secretary 
determines appropriate to establish a task 
force to— 

(A) analyze how industries, other than the 
health care industry, have implemented 
strategies and safeguards for addressing cy- 
bersecurity threats within their respective 
industries; 

(B) analyze challenges and barriers private 
entities (notwithstanding section 102(15)(B), 
excluding any State, tribal, or local govern- 
ment) in the health care industry face secur- 
ing themselves against cyber attacks; 

(C) review challenges that covered entities 
and business associates face in securing 
networked medical devices and other soft- 
ware or systems that connect to an elec- 
tronic health record; 

(D) provide the Secretary with information 
to disseminate to health care industry stake- 
holders for purposes of improving their pre- 
paredness for, and response to, cybersecurity 
threats affecting the health care industry; 

(E) establish a plan for creating a single 
system for the Federal Government to share 
information on actionable intelligence re- 
garding cybersecurity threats to the health 
care industry in near real time, requiring no 
fee to the recipients of such information, in- 
cluding which Federal agency or other entity 
may be best suited to be the central conduit 
to facilitate the sharing of such information; 
and 

(F) report to Congress on the findings and 
recommendations of the task force regarding 
carrying out subparagraphs (A) through (E). 

(2) TERMINATION.—The task force estab- 
lished under this subsection shall terminate 
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on the date that is 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

(3) DISSEMINATION.—Not later than 60 days 
after the termination of the task force estab- 
lished under this subsection, the Secretary 
shall disseminate the information described 
in paragraph (1)(D) to health care industry 
stakeholders in accordance with such para- 
graph. 

(4) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
subsection shall be construed to limit the 
antitrust exemption under section 104(e) or 
the protection from liability under section 
106. 


(e) CYBERSECURITY FRAMEWORK.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish, through a collaborative process with 
the Secretary of Homeland Security, health 
care industry stakeholders, the National In- 
stitute of Standards and Technology, and 
any Federal agency or entity the Secretary 
determines appropriate, a single, voluntary, 
national health-specific cybersecurity frame- 
work that— 

(A) establishes a common set of voluntary, 
consensus-based, and industry-led standards, 
security practices, guidelines, methodolo- 
gies, procedures, and processes that serve as 
a resource for cost-effectively reducing cy- 
bersecurity risks for a range of health care 
organizations; 

(B) supports voluntary adoption and imple- 
mentation efforts to improve safeguards to 
address cybersecurity threats; 

(C) is consistent with the security and pri- 
vacy regulations promulgated under section 
264(c) of the Health Insurance Portability 
and Accountability Act of 1996 (42 U.S.C. 
1820d-2 note) and with the Health Informa- 
tion Technology for Economic and Clinical 
Health Act (title XIII of division A, and title 
IV of division B, of Public Law 111-5), and 
the amendments made by such Act; and 

(D) is updated on a regular basis and appli- 
cable to the range of health care organiza- 
tions described in subparagraph (A). 

(2) LIMITATION.—Nothing in this subsection 
shall be interpreted as granting the Sec- 
retary authority to— 

(A) provide for audits to ensure that health 
care organizations are in compliance with 
the voluntary framework under this sub- 
section; or 

(B) mandate, direct, or condition the award 
of any Federal grant, contract, or purchase 
on compliance with such voluntary frame- 
work. 

(3) NO LIABILITY FOR NONPARTICIPATION.— 
Nothing in this title shall be construed to 
subject a health care organization to liabil- 
ity for choosing not to engage in the vol- 
untary activities authorized under this sub- 
section. 


SEC. 406. FEDERAL COMPUTER SECURITY. 


(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) COVERED SYSTEM.—The term ‘‘covered 
system’’ shall mean a national security sys- 
tem as defined in section 11103 of title 40, 
United States Code, or a Federal computer 
system that provides access to personally 
identifiable information. 

(2) COVERED AGENCY.—The term ‘‘covered 
agency” means an agency that operates a 
covered system. 

(3) LOGICAL ACCESS CONTROL.—The term 
“logical access control’? means a process of 
granting or denying specific requests to ob- 
tain and use information and related infor- 
mation processing services. 

(4) MULTI-FACTOR LOGICAL ACCESS CON- 
TROLS.—The term ‘‘multi-factor logical ac- 
cess controls’? means a set of not less than 2 
of the following logical access controls: 
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(A) Information that is known to the user, 
such as a password or personal identification 
number. 

(B) An access device that is provided to the 
user, such as a cryptographic identification 
device or token. 

(C) A unique biometric characteristic of 
the user. 

(5) PRIVILEGED USER.—The term ‘“‘privi- 
leged user” means a user who, by virtue of 
function or seniority, has been allocated 
powers within a covered system, which are 
significantly greater than those available to 
the majority of users. 

(b) INSPECTOR GENERAL REPORTS ON Cov- 
ERED SYSTEMS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 240 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Inspector General of each covered agency 
shall submit to the appropriate committees 
of jurisdiction in the Senate and the House 
of Representatives a report, which shall in- 
clude information collected from the covered 
agency for the contents described in para- 
graph (2) regarding the Federal computer 
systems of the covered agency. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The report submitted by 
each Inspector General of a covered agency 
under paragraph (1) shall include, with re- 
spect to the covered agency, the following: 

(A) A description of the logical access 
standards used by the covered agency to ac- 
cess a covered system, including— 

(i) in aggregate, a list and description of 
logical access controls used to access such a 
covered system; and 

(ii) whether the covered agency is using 
multi-factor logical access controls to access 
such a covered system. 

(B) A description of the logical access con- 
trols used by the covered agency to govern 
access to covered systems by privileged 
users. 

(C) If the covered agency does not use log- 
ical access controls or multi-factor logical 
access controls to access a covered system, a 
description of the reasons for not using such 
logical access controls or multi-factor log- 
ical access controls. 

(D) A description of the following data se- 
curity management practices used by the 
covered agency: 

(i) The policies and procedures followed to 
conduct inventories of the software present 
on the covered systems of the covered agen- 
cy and the licenses associated with such soft- 
ware. 

(ii) What capabilities the covered agency 
utilizes to monitor and detect exfiltration 
and other threats, including— 

(I) data loss prevention capabilities; or 

(II) digital rights management capabili- 
ties. 

(iii) A description of how the covered agen- 
cy is using the capabilities described in 
clause (ii). 

(iv) If the covered agency is not utilizing 
capabilities described in clause (ii), a de- 
scription of the reasons for not utilizing such 
capabilities. 

(E) A description of the policies and proce- 
dures of the covered agency with respect to 
ensuring that entities, including contrac- 
tors, that provide services to the covered 
agency are implementing the data security 
management practices described in subpara- 
graph (D). 

(3) EXISTING REVIEW.—The reports required 
under this subsection may be based in whole 
or in part on an audit, evaluation, or report 
relating to programs or practices of the cov- 
ered agency, and may be submitted as part of 
another report, including the report required 
under section 3555 of title 44, United States 
Code. 
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(4) CLASSIFIED INFORMATION.—Reports sub- 
mitted under this subsection shall be in un- 
classified form, but may include a classified 
annex. 

SEC. 407. STRATEGY TO PROTECT CRITICAL IN- 
FRASTRUCTURE AT GREATEST RISK. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) APPROPRIATE AGENCY.—The term ‘‘ap- 
propriate agency” means, with respect to a 
covered entity— 

(A) except as provided in subparagraph (B), 
the applicable sector-specific agency; or 

(B) in the case of a covered entity that is 
regulated by a Federal entity, such Federal 
entity. 

(2) APPROPRIATE AGENCY HEAD.—The term 
“appropriate agency head”? means, with re- 
spect to a covered entity, the head of the ap- 
propriate agency. 

(3) COVERED ENTITY.—The term ‘‘covered 
entity” means an entity identified pursuant 
to section 9(a) of Executive Order 13636 of 
February 12, 2013 (78 Fed. Reg. 11742), relat- 
ing to identification of critical infrastruc- 
ture where a cybersecurity incident could 
reasonably result in catastrophic regional or 
national effects on public health or safety, 
economic security, or national security. 

(4) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEES.—The term ‘“‘appropriate congressional 
committees”? means— 

(A) the Select Committee on Intelligence 
of the Senate; 

(B) the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence of the House of Representatives; 

(C) the Committee on Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs of the Senate; 

(D) the Committee on Homeland Security 
of the House of Representatives; 

(E) the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources of the Senate; 

(F) the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce of the House of Representatives; and 

(G) the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate. 

(5) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of the Department of 
Homeland Security. 

(b) STATUS OF EXISTING CYBER INCIDENT 
REPORTING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—No later than 120 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary, in conjunction with the ap- 
propriate agency head (as the case may be), 
shall submit to the appropriate congres- 
sional committees describing the extent to 
which each covered entity reports significant 
intrusions of information systems essential 
to the operation of critical infrastructure to 
the Department of Homeland Security or the 
appropriate agency head in a timely manner. 

(2) FORM.—The report submitted under 
paragraph (1) may include a classified annex. 

(c) MITIGATION STRATEGY REQUIRED FOR 
CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE AT GREATEST 
RISK.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—No later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary, in conjunction with the ap- 
propriate agency head (as the case may be), 
shall conduct an assessment and develop a 
strategy that addresses each of the covered 
entities, to ensure that, to the greatest ex- 
tent feasible, a cyber security incident af- 
fecting such entity would no longer reason- 
ably result in catastrophic regional or na- 
tional effects on public health or safety, eco- 
nomic security, or national security. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The strategy submitted by 
the Secretary with respect to a covered enti- 
ty shall include the following: 

(A) An assessment of whether each entity 
should be required to report cyber security 
incidents. 
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(B) A description of any identified security 
gaps that must be addressed. 

(C) Additional statutory authority nec- 
essary to reduce the likelihood that a cyber 
incident could cause catastrophic regional or 
national effects on public health or safety, 
economic security, or national security. 

(8) SUBMITTAL.—The Secretary shall sub- 
mit to the appropriate congressional com- 
mittees the assessment and strategy re- 
quired by paragraph (1). 

(4) FORM.—The assessment and strategy 
submitted under paragraph (3) may each in- 
clude a classified annex. 

SEC. 408. STOPPING THE FRAUDULENT SALE OF 
FINANCIAL INFORMATION OF PEO- 
PLE OF THE UNITED STATES. 

Section 1029(h) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘title if—” and 
all that follows through ‘‘therefrom.”’ and in- 
serting ‘‘title if the offense involves an ac- 
cess device issued, owned, managed, or con- 
trolled by a financial institution, account 
issuer, credit card system member, or other 
entity organized under the laws of the 
United States, or any State, the District of 
Columbia, or other Territory of the United 
States.’’. 

SEC. 409. EFFECTIVE PERIOD. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), this Act and the amendments 
made by this Act shall be in effect during the 
10-year period beginning on the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—With respect to any action 
authorized by this Act or information ob- 
tained pursuant to an action authorized by 
this Act, which occurred before the date on 
which the provisions referred to in sub- 
section (a) cease to have effect, the provi- 
sions of this Act shall continue in effect. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate be in a period of morning business, 
with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Iowa. 


—_ 


NATIONAL DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 
AWARENESS MONTH 


Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 
think we have clearance on a non- 
controversial resolution that is going 
to pass yet this evening, and I rise for 
about 5 minutes to speak on this issue. 

Last week I submitted a resolution 
to commemorate the goals and ideals 
of National Domestic Violence Aware- 
ness Month, which takes place each 
October. I thank Senators LEAHY, 
AYOTTE, and KLOBUCHAR for joining me 
as original cosponsors of this measure. 

I have met with many domestic vio- 
lence victims over the years. We have 
come a long way since the enactment 
in 1984, with my support, of the land- 
mark Family Violence Prevention and 
Services Act. 

In the decades since then, Congress 
has committed billions of dollars to 
implement that statute, as well as the 
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Violence Against Women Act, and we 
have seen a decline in the rate of seri- 
ous partner violence over the last two 
decades, according to the Congres- 
sional Research Service. 


But researchers and advocates who 
work with domestic violence survivors 
remind us that there is still much work 
to be done to stop this terrible crime 
and support survivors in their efforts 
to heal. It is estimated that as many as 
9 million Americans are physically 
abused by a partner every year. 


According to a 2011 survey by the 
Centers for Disease Control and Pre- 
vention, about 22 percent of women and 
about 14 percent of men have experi- 
enced severe physical abuse by a part- 
ner in their lifetime. 


Experts tell us that domestic vio- 
lence affects women, men, and children 
of every age and socioeconomic class, 
but we also know that women still ex- 
perience more domestic violence than 
do men, and women are significantly 
more likely to be injured in an assault 
by a partner or a spouse. 


According to the Justice Depart- 
ment’s Bureau of Justice Statistics, 
women between the ages of 18 and 31 
experience the highest rates of domes- 
tic violence. Most have been victimized 
by the same offender on at least one 
prior occasion. And, of course, it is 
heartbreaking to realize that millions 
of American children have been ex- 
posed to domestic violence, either by 
experiencing some form of abuse or 
witnessing a family member’s abuse. 


The good news is that each and every 
day, in communities across the Nation, 
there are victim advocates, service pro- 
viders, crisis hotline staff and volun- 
teers, as well as first responders who 
are working tirelessly to extend com- 
passionate service to the survivors of 
domestic violence. I wish to take this 
opportunity to single out some of these 
folks and extend a special thank-you 
on behalf of the Senate. 


First, I highlight the hard work of 
trained volunteers and staff who oper- 
ate crisis hotlines across the country. 
They are a varied and talented group of 
individuals who, often at low or no pay, 
make confidential support, informa- 
tion, and referrals available to victims, 
as well as their friends and families, 
each and every day. We appreciate 
their efforts to help countless men, 
women, and children escape abusive 
situations. 


Next, I recognize the contributions of 
the talented staff at the 56 State and 
territorial domestic violence coalitions 
around the country and the globe. 
These individuals also help respond to 
the needs of battered men, women, and 
children, typically by offering their ex- 
pertise and technical support to local 
domestic violence programs in each 
and every State and territory. In my 
home State, for example, the Iowa 
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State Coalition Against Domestic Vio- 
lence has, since way back in 1985, con- 
nected local service providers to vi- 
tally important training and other re- 
sources that exist to support Iowa sur- 
vivors. 

We cannot commemorate Domestic 
Violence Awareness Month without 
also mentioning the police officers who 
are on the front lines in the effort to 
protect crime victims and to prevent 
abuse in the first place. Domestic vio- 
lence calls can present lethal risks for 
officers, and we mourn those who have 
lost their lives while responding to 
such domestic violence incidents. We 
know, too, that in recent decades the 
law enforcement approach to these in- 
stances has changed to reflect the lat- 
est research, and we applaud those po- 
lice agencies that continue to update 
and improve their domestic violence 
policies. 

I also recognize those who operate 
the Nation’s domestic violence shelters 
that meet the emergency housing 
needs of thousands of adults and chil- 
dren each day or millions of Americans 
each year. Last but not least, I want to 
highlight the hard work of the staff at 
charities and agencies across the Na- 
tion that are devoted to helping domes- 
tic violence survivors achieve financial 
independence, obtain legal assistance, 
and most importantly overcome the 
detrimental emotional and physical ef- 
fects of abuse. 

As I close, I urge my colleagues to 
support the adoption of this important 
resolution. With its adoption, we dem- 
onstrate the Senate supports the goals 
and ideals of National Domestic Vio- 
lence Awareness Month. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PERDUE). The Senator from Rhode Is- 
land. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak for up 
to 20 minutes in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
CLIMATE CHANGE 


Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, 
there has been some activity on the 
Senate floor today regarding the Presi- 
dent’s Clean Power Plan, with fossil 
fuel State representatives coming to 
decry that plan. I would simply note 
that on October 22, in the Wall Street 
Journal, many of the leaders of Amer- 
ica’s national security took out an ad- 
vertisement to say: ‘‘Republicans & 
Democrats Agree: U.S. Security De- 
mands Global Climate Action.” 

We have had generals and admirals, 
former National Security Advisers and 
Directors of National Intelligence, Sec- 
retaries of the Treasury, Secretaries of 
Defense, Directors of the Central Intel- 
ligence Agency, Chairman of the Na- 
tional Intelligence Council, Governors, 
Senators, Under Secretaries of State, 
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many Republicans all saying this is im- 
portant; that it is time for America to 
lead. And what do we get? We get com- 
plaints about America leading. 

If my friends have a better idea than 
the Clean Power Plan, I would be glad 
to listen. I am sure we would all be 
glad to listen. What is it? What is the 
other plan? Because if you have noth- 
ing, then you really don’t have a seat 
at the table and you certainly don’t 
have occasion to criticize what the 
President is trying to do. Show us 
something—anything. What have you 
got? Where is the Republican bill that 
even talks about climate change—let 
alone does anything serious about it. 

It is truly time for this body to wake 
up and not just wake up to climate 
change but also to the decades-long 
purposeful corporate smokescreens of 
misleading statements from the fossil 
fuel industry and its allies on the dan- 
gers of carbon pollution. So I am here 
for the 116th time seeking an open, 
honest, and factual debate in Congress 
about global climate change. 

The energy industry’s top dog, 
ExxonMobil—No. 2 for both revenue 
and profits among the Fortune 500 of 
companies—has been getting some bad 
press lately. Two independent inves- 
tigative reports from InsideClimate 
News and the Los Angeles Times re- 
vealed that Exxon’s own scientists un- 
derstood as far back as the late 1970s 
the effects of carbon pollution on the 
climate and warned company execu- 
tives of the potential outcomes for the 
planet and humankind, but Exxon’s 
own internal report also recognized 
heading off global warming ‘‘would re- 
quire major reductions in fossil fuel 
combustion.” 

So what did this fossil fuel company 
do? Rather than behave responsibly, 
rather than face up to that truth, rath- 
er than lead an effort to stave off cata- 
strophic emerging changes to the cli- 
mate and the oceans, what Exxon chose 
to do was to fund and participate in a 
massive misinformation campaign to 
protect their business model and their 
bottom line. 

This started right at the top. Exxon’s 
former chairman and CEO Lee Ray- 
mond repeatedly and publicly ques- 
tioned the science behind climate 
change, notwithstanding what his own 
scientists had said. ‘‘Currently,’’ Ray- 
mond claimed in a 1996 speech before 
the Economic Club of Detroit—20 years 
after this work by his own scientists— 
“the scientific evidence is inclusive as 
to whether human activities are having 
a significant effect on the global cli- 
mate.” 

There was already an emerging inter- 
national consensus that unchecked car- 
bon emissions were warming the plan- 
et. There was already Exxon’s own in- 
ternal research that showed carbon 
emissions were warming the planet, 
and it has gone forward to now with 
the latest report from the Intergovern- 
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mental Panel on Climate Change stat- 
ing that ‘‘warming of the climate sys- 
tem is unequivocal.” Unequivocal. 

The current ExxonMobil CEO, Rex 
Tillerson, still emphasizes uncertainty 
and goes out of his way to overesti- 
mate the costs of taking action. In 
2013, he asked: ‘‘What good is it to save 
the planet if humanity suffers?” All 
right, someone needs to explain to me 
how if we fail to save the planet, hu- 
manity does not suffer. I guess it is 
Exxon’s position that we only suffer if 
we try to save the planet. 

At this year’s annual shareholders 
meeting, Mr. Tillerson argued that the 
world needs to wait—that is always 
their argument, the world needs to 
wait—for the science to improve—un- 
equivocal is evidently not enough—and 
to look for solutions to the effects of 
climate change as they become more 
clear—more clear. 

Our oceans are clearly warming and 
acidifying, and this has been clearly 
measured. Atmospheric carbon is clear- 
ly higher than ever in our species’ his- 
tory on this planet, and this has been 
clearly measured. In Rhode Island, we 
have measured nearly 10 inches of sea 
level rise since the 1930s, right on our 
shores. What is not clear? 

While Exxon was peddling climate 
denial here in Washington, the L.A. 
Times reports, they were using climate 
models to plan operations in the warm- 
ing Arctic. Between 1986 and 1992, 
Exxon’s senior ice researcher, Ken 
Croasdale, and others studied the ef- 
fects global warming would have on 
Arctic oil operations and reported back 
to Exxon brass. They knew melting ice 
would lower exploration and develop- 
ment costs. They also knew higher seas 
and thawing permafrost would threat- 
en the company’s ships, drilling plat- 
forms, processing plants, and pipelines. 

So Exxon was challenging the cli- 
mate models publicly while it was 
using them privately to guide its own 
investment decisions. Exxon under- 
stood the dangers, but instead of 
sounding the alarm or trying to help, 
they chose to sow doubt. 

Then there are the Exxon front 
groups. A study out just last month in 
the peer-reviewed journal Climatic 
Change says that ExxonMobil paid over 
$16 million between 1988 and 2005 to a 
network of phony-baloney think tanks 
and psuedoscience groups that spread 
misleading claims about climate 
science. The company’s network in- 
cludes organizations that name them- 
selves after John Locke, James Madi- 
son, Benjamin Franklin, and even 
George C. Marshall. It also includes the 
American Legislative Exchange Coun- 
cil, or ALEC, which pedals anti-climate 
legislation in State legislatures. ALEC 
denies the human contribution to cli- 
mate change by calling it a ‘‘historical 
phenomenon,” asserting ‘‘the debate 
will continue on the significance of 
natural and anthropogenic contribu- 
tions.” The climate denial coming out 
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of ALEC is so egregious even Shell Oil 
left the group this summer. 

Don’t forget the paid-for scientists. 
The Exxon network includes Willie 
Soon, whose work consistently 
downplayed the role of carbon pollu- 
tion in climate change. Well, investiga- 
tive reporting revealed Dr. Soon re- 
ceived more than $1.2 million from oil 
and coal interests, including 
ExxonMobil, over the last decade. 

So the cat is out of the bag now, and 
all the bad press has got Exxon a little 
jumpy. Exxon’s VP of Public Affairs, 
Ken Cohen, took to Exxon’s blog to 
proclaim that his company has a legiti- 
mate history when it comes to climate. 
“Our scientists have been involved in 
climate research and related policy 
analysis for more than 30 years, yield- 
ing more than 50 papers in peer-re- 
viewed publications,” he said. He goes 
on to say that Exxon has been involved 
with the U.N. IPCC, the National Acad- 
emy of Science’s National Climate As- 
sessment, and that Exxon funds legiti- 
mate scientists at major universities 
as they research energy and climate. 

Right. The problem is that is only 
half the story. That is the half of the 
story that shows Exxon knew better. 
What is the rest of the story? Decades 
of funding to a network of front groups 
that led a PR campaign designed to un- 
dercut climate science and prevent le- 
gitimate action on climate change. For 
decades, Exxon invested in legitimate 
climate research, you say? That is the 
proof of actual knowledge. That makes 
the route they chose of denial and 
delay all the more culpable, and that 
denial and delay, as Paul Harvey would 
say, is the rest of the story. 

What are Tillerson and ExxonMobil 
waiting for? Why this campaign of de- 
ceit, denial, and delay? Sadly, it is our 
American system of big business and 
paid-for politics—just follow the 
money. 

Exxon foists the costs of its carbon 
pollution on the rest of us—on our chil- 
dren, on our grandchildren—and all the 
while they make staggering amounts of 
money. And Congress, funded by their 
lobbyists, sleeps placidly at the switch. 

Exxon even fights to protect their 
status quo with their own shareholders. 
The Institute for Policy Studies re- 
ports that shareholders of ExxonMobil 
have introduced 62 climate-related res- 
olutions over the past 25 years, and all 
of them have been opposed by manage- 
ment. Rex Tillerson, who made $21.4 
million in stock-based pay in 2014, has 
openly mocked a shareholder who 
asked about investing in renewables. 
This is rich. Tillerson responded that 
renewable energy ‘‘only survives on the 
backs of enormous government man- 
dates that are not sustainable. We on 
purpose choose not to lose money.”’ 

Well, ExxonMobil spends huge 
amounts of money on the complex PR 
machine to churn out doubt about the 
real science in order to protect the 
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market subsidy that ignores the costs 
of Exxon’s carbon pollution and makes 
clean energy face an uphill battle. So it 
is really kind of nervy to say that 
clean energy survives on the backs of 
enormous government subsidies when 
oil gets the biggest subsidies ever. 

Things could have been different. 
Exxon could have heeded the warnings 
of its own scientists and helped us 
make a transition to clean energy. It is 
happening now without them. The 
International Energy Agency found 
that the cost of generating electricity 
from renewable sources dropped from 
$500 a megawatt hour in 2010 to $200 in 
2015. Imagine if we had rolled up our 
sleeves and gotten to work way back 
when Exxon first learned of the dan- 
gers of carbon pollution. Imagine the 
leadership that company could have 
shown. Imagine how much of the com- 
ing climate and ocean changes we 
could have avoided. But they didn’t, 
and the time of reckoning may now be 
upon the likes of Exxon and others in 
the fossil fuel industry. That PR ma- 
chine may end up costing the company 
a lot. Look at what happened to big to- 
bacco. 

Two weeks ago, Congressmen TED 
LIEU and MARK DESAULNIER sent a let- 
ter to Attorney General Loretta Lynch 
regarding these newly reported allega- 
tions that ExxonMobil intentionally 
hid the truth about the role of fossil 
fuels in influencing climate change. 
“The apparent tactics employed by 
Exxon are reminiscent of the actions 
employed by big tobacco companies to 
deceive the American people about the 
known risks of tobacco.”’ 

Last week, my friend, the junior Sen- 
ator from Vermont, joined in the call 
for the Attorney General to bring a 
civil RICO investigation into big fossil 
fuel. ‘‘These reports, if true,” reads 
Senator SANDERS’ letter to Attorney 
General Lynch, ‘‘raise serious allega- 
tions of a misinformation campaign 
that may have caused public harm 
similar to the tobacco industry’s ac- 
tions—conduct that led to federal rack- 
eteering convictions’’—actually, a 
judgment. It was civil. But it is other- 
wise accurate. 

Also last week, Sharon Eubanks, the 
former U.S. Department of Justice at- 
torney who actually brought the civil 
action and won the civil RICO case 
against the tobacco industry, said that, 
considering recent revelations regard- 
ing ExxonMobil, the Department of 
Justice should consider launching an 
investigation into big fossil fuel com- 
panies—that it ‘‘is plausible and should 
be considered.” That was her quote. 

Let me show why it is plausible and 
should be considered. Let me read from 
U.S. District Judge Gladys Kessler’s 
description of the culpable conduct in 
her decision in the government’s rack- 
eteering case against Big Tobacco: 

Each and every one of these Defendants re- 
peatedly, consistently, vigorously—and 
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falsely—denied the existence of any adverse 
health effects from smoking. Moreover, they 
mounted a coordinated, well-financed, so- 
phisticated public relations campaign to at- 
tack and distort the scientific evidence dem- 
onstrating the relationship between smoking 
and disease, claiming that the link between 
the two was still an ‘‘open question.” 

Defendants knew there was a consensus in 
the scientific community that smoking 
caused lung cancer and other diseases. De- 
spite that fact, they publicly insisted that 
there was a scientific controversy and dis- 
puted scientific findings linking smoking 
and disease knowing their assertions were 
false. 

Now, let’s read that exact same lan- 
guage back but apply it to climate. 

Each and every one of these Defendants re- 
peatedly, consistently, vigorously—and 
falsely—denied the existence of any adverse 
[climate] effects from [carbon pollution]. 
Moreover, they mounted a coordinated, well- 
financed, sophisticated public relations cam- 
paign to attack and distort the scientific evi- 
dence demonstrating the relationship be- 
tween [carbon pollution] and [climate], 
claiming that the link between the two was 
still an ‘‘open question.” 

Defendants knew there was a consensus in 
the scientific community that [carbon pollu- 
tion] caused [climate change] and other 
[harms]. Despite that fact, they publicly in- 
sisted that there was a scientific controversy 
and disputed scientific findings linking [car- 
bon pollution] and [climate] knowing their 
assertions were false. 

Just change the words, and there is 
her judgment against the tobacco in- 
dustry, and it plainly applies to cli- 
mate denial. 

The investigative journalism from 
InsideClimate News and the Los Ange- 
les Times is damning. The calls for 
greater scrutiny of ExxonMobil and the 
fossil fuel industry are mounting, and 
the phony-baloney denial network is up 
in arms, trying to shovel this campaign 
under the protection of the First 
Amendment. Sorry, guys, the First 
Amendment doesn’t protect fraud. 

Describing Caesar at the Battle of 
Monda, Napoleon said: ‘‘There is a mo- 
ment in combat when the slightest ma- 
neuver is decisive and gives superi- 
ority; it is the drop of water that starts 
the overflow.” 

Is the tide turning? Is this the deci- 
sive moment? Despite documented 
warnings from their own scientists dat- 
ing from the 1970s, ExxonMobil and 
others pursued a campaign of deceit, 
denial, and delay. They may soon have 
to face the consequences. In any event, 
history will not look kindly on their 
choice. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Tennessee. 


EE 
NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND REFORM 


Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, 
over the weekend President Obama an- 
nounced that all 100,000 public schools 
across the Nation should limit testing 
to 2 percent of a student’s time in the 
classroom. It is a recommendation, not 
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a requirement, and it comes in re- 
sponse to a nationwide backlash from 
teachers, students, and parents who are 
sick of overtesting. 

I was glad to see the President’s com- 
ments. He is right about students tak- 
ing too many tests. But I hope the 
President will stop and think before 
trying to cure overtesting by telling 
teachers exactly how much time to 
spend on testing or what the tests 
should be. Classroom teachers know 
better than Washington how to assess 
their students’ progress. They also 
know that the real reason we have too 
many tests is that there are too many 
Federal mandates that put high stakes 
on student test results and that one 
more Washington decree—even if it is 
only a recommendation for now—is not 
the way to solve the problem of too 
many Federal mandates. 

Instead, the best way to fix over- 
testing is to get rid of the Federal 
mandates that are causing the prob- 
lem. That is precisely what the Senate 
did when it passed by an overwhelming 
bipartisan majority, 81 to 17, legisla- 
tion to fix No Child Left Behind and 
give more flexibility to States and to 
classroom teachers to decide which 
tests will decide what progress stu- 
dents are making in the classroom. 

No Child Left Behind, a Federal law 
enacted in 2001, requires students to 
take 17 standardized tests over the 
course of their education, kindergarten 
through the 12th grade. It then uses 
those tests to decide whether schools 
and teachers are succeeding or failing. 

In the Senate’s work to fix No Child 
Left Behind, no issue stirred as much 
controversy as these high-stakes tests. 
At first, I was among those who 
thought the best way to fix overtesting 
might be to get rid of the 17 Federal 
tests. But the more we studied the 
problem, the more the issues seemed 
not to be the 17 Federal tests but the 
federally designed system of rewarding 
and punishing schools and teachers 
that was attached to the tests. 

A third grader, for example, is re- 
quired to take only one test in math 
and one in reading. Each of those tests 
probably takes 1 or 2 hours, according 
to testimony before our committee. 
But here is the problem: The results of 
these tests count so much in the feder- 
ally mandated accountability system 
that States and school districts are 
giving students dozens of additional 
tests to prepare for the Federal tests. 

A new survey says students in big- 
city schools will take, on average, 112 
mandatory standardized tests between 
prekindergarten and high school grad- 
uation. That is eight tests a year. One 
Florida study showed that a Fort 
Myers school district gave more than 
160 tests to its students. Only 17 of 
those are federally required. 

So after hearing this, the Senate de- 
cided to keep the federally required 17 
tests. That is two annual tests in read- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


ing and math in grades 3 through 8 and 
once in high school, as well as science 
tests given three times between grades 
3 and 12. We also kept the practice of 
reporting results publicly so parents 
and teachers know how their children 
are performing. These results are 
disaggregated, so we know how stu- 
dents are doing based upon their gen- 
der, their ethnicity or their disability. 
Then, to discourage overtesting, we re- 
stored to States and classroom teach- 
ers the responsibility for deciding how 
to use these Federal test scores to 
measure achievement. 

The Senate bill ends the high-stakes, 
Washington-designed, test-based ac- 
countability system that has caused 
the explosion of tests in our local 
schools. The Senate bill reverses the 
trend toward a national school board. 

I am glad to see President Obama’s 
focus on overtesting, but let’s not 
make the same mistake twice by de- 
creeing from Washington exactly how 
much time to spend on tests or what 
the tests should be. States and 3 mil- 
lion teachers in 100,000 public schools 
are in the best position to know what 
to do about overtesting our children. 

Both the Senate and the House of 
Representatives have now passed simi- 
lar bills to fix No Child Left Behind 
and to reduce the Federal mandates 
that are the real cause of overtesting. 
The best way to have fewer and better 
tests in America’s classrooms is for 
Congress to finish its work and the 
President to sign our legislation before 
the end of the year. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


JAPANESE POW FRIENDSHIP 
PROGRAM 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to take a moment to call attention 
to a group of our Nation’s veterans who 
participated in a reconciliation pro- 
gram with the Japanese Government. 

From October 11 to October 19, nine 
veterans of the U.S. Army, U.S. Army 
Air Corps, and the U.S. Marines who 
fought bravely in the Pacific theater of 
World War II and were taken prisoner 
by Japanese forces traveled to Japan. 
They were guests of the Japanese Gov- 
ernment on a trip of reconciliation and 
remembrance. 

Established in 2010, this was the sixth 
Japanese POW Friendship Program del- 
egation. This program is sponsored by 
the Japanese Ministry of Foreign Af- 
fairs for World War II POWs from the 
United States, with Japan running 
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similar friendship programs with Aus- 
tralia and Britain. 

More than 30,000 Allied troops were 
taken prisoner in Japan, many of them 
Americans who faced horrific ordeals. 
Today, 70 years following the end of 
World War II, this program reflects the 
journey of forgiveness and resolution 
between the United States and Japan, 
as our relationship has developed into 
one of the most critical in the region. 

I would like to take a moment to ac- 
knowledge the veterans who were 
members of this year’s delegation: Jo- 
seph DeMott, a U.S. Army Air Corps 
veteran from Litiz, PA; Arthur 
Gruenberg, a U.S. Marine Corps vet- 
eran from Camano Island, WA; George 
Hirschkamp, a U.S. Marine Corps vet- 
eran from Sandpoint, ID; George Rod- 
gers, a U.S. Army veteran from Lynch- 
burg, VA; Jack Warner, a U.S. Marine 
Corps veteran from Elk City, OK; and 
Clifford Warren, a U.S. Army veteran 
from Shepherd, TX. 

I would also like to recognize three 
members of the delegation who are my 
constituents: Leland Chandler, a U.S. 
Army veteran from Galesburg, IL; Wil- 
liam Chittenden, a U.S. Marine Corps 
veteran from Wheaton, IL; and Carl 
Dyer, a U.S. Army veteran from 
Oglesby, IL. 

I am so grateful to all of these par- 
ticipants for their years of service to 
our Nation. 

The delegation was accompanied by 
Jan Thompson, another Illinois con- 
stituent and a documentary filmmaker 
and daughter of a World War II veteran 
who was himself a POW in Japan. 
Thompson also heads the nonprofit vet- 
erans organization American Defenders 
of Bataan & Corregidor Memorial Soci- 
ety. 

The Japanese POW Friendship Pro- 
gram and the American veterans who 
participate in it represent the trans- 
formation and strength of the U.S.- 
Japan relationship. I hope this pro- 
gram continues to bring together our 
two nations in remembrance and rec- 
onciliation. 


EE 
BUDGETARY REVISIONS 


Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, section 4380 
of S. Con. Res. 11, the concurrent reso- 
lution on the budget for fiscal year 
2016, allows the chairman of the Senate 
Budget Committee to revise the alloca- 
tions, aggregates, and levels in the 
budget resolution for legislation that 
increases sharing of cyber security 
threat information while protecting in- 
dividual privacy and civil liberties in- 
terests. The authority to adjust is con- 
tingent on the legislation not increas- 
ing the deficit over either the period of 
the total of fiscal years 2016-2020 or the 
period of the total of fiscal years 2016- 
2025. 

I find that S. 754, as amended, fulfills 
the conditions of deficit neutrality 
found in section 4380 of S. Con. Res. 11. 
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Accordingly, I am revising the alloca- 
tion to the Select Committee on Intel- 
ligence and the budgetary aggregates 
to account for the budget effects of the 
amendment. As the budgetary effects 
of S. 754, as amended, are insignificant 
under our accounting methods, budg- 
etary figures remain numerically un- 
changed. 


EE 
BUDGET SCOREKEEPING REPORT 


Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I wish to 
submit to the Senate the budget 
scorekeeping report for October 2015. 
The report compares current law levels 
of spending and revenues with the 
amounts provided in the conference re- 
port to accompany S. Con. Res. 11, the 
budget resolution for fiscal year 2016. 
This information is necessary to deter- 
mine whether budget points of order lie 
against pending legislation. It has been 
prepared by the Republican staff of the 
Senate Budget Committee and the Con- 
gressional Budget Office, CBO, pursu- 
ant to section 308(b) of the Congres- 
sional Budget Act. 

This is the third report I have made 
since adoption of the fiscal year 2016 
budget resolution on May 5, 2015. My 
last filing can be found in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD on September 10, 2015. 
The information contained in this re- 
port is current through October 26, 
2015. 

Table 1 gives the amount by which 
each Senate authorizing committee is 
below or exceeds its allocation under 
the budget resolution. This informa- 
tion is used for enforcing committee 
allocations pursuant to section 302 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, 
CBA. For fiscal year 2015, which ended 
on September 30, 2015, Senate author- 
izing committees have increased direct 
spending outlays by $7.8 billion more 
than the agreed upon spending levels. 
Over the fiscal year 2016-2025 period, 
which is the entire period covered by S. 
Con. Res. 11, Senate authorizing com- 
mittees have spent $2.2 billion less 
than the budget resolution calls for. 

Table 2 gives the amount by which 
the Senate Committee on Appropria- 
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tions is below or exceeds the statutory 
spending limits. This information is 
used to determine points of order re- 
lated to the spending caps found in sec- 
tion 312 and section 314 of the CBA. 
While no full-year appropriations bills 
have been enacted for fiscal year 2016, 
subcommittees are charged with per- 
manent and advanced appropriations 
that first become available in that 
year. 

Table 3 gives the amount by which 
the Senate Committee on Appropria- 
tions is below or exceeds its allocation 
for overseas contingency operations/ 
global war on terrorism, OCO/GWOT, 
spending. This separate allocation for 
OCO/GWOT was established in section 
3102 of S. Con. Res. 11 and is enforced 
using section 302 of the CBA. No bills 
providing funds with the OCO/GWOT 
designation on a full-year basis have 
been enacted thus far for fiscal year 
2016. 

The budget resolution established 
two new points of order limiting the 
use of changes in mandatory programs 
in appropriations bills, CHIMPS. Ta- 
bles 4 and 5 show compliance with fis- 
cal year 2016 limits for overall CHIMPS 
and the Crime Victims Fund CHIMP, 
respectively. This information is used 
for determining points of order under 
section 3103 and section 3104, respec- 
tively. No full-year bills have been en- 
acted thus far for fiscal year 2016 that 
include CHIMPS. 

In addition to the tables provided by 
the Senate Budget Committee Repub- 
lican staff, I am submitting additional 
tables from CBO that I will use for en- 
forcement of budget levels agreed to by 
the Congress. 

CBO provided a report for both fiscal 
year 2015 and fiscal year 2016. This in- 
formation is used to enforce aggregate 
spending levels in budget resolutions 
under section 311 of the CBA. CBO’s es- 
timates show that current law levels of 
spending for fiscal year 2015 exceed the 
amounts in the deemed budget resolu- 
tion enacted in the BBA by $8.0 billion 
in budget authority and $1.0 billion in 
outlays. Revenues are $79.8 Dillion 
below the revenue floor for fiscal year 
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2015 set by the deemed budget resolu- 
tion. As well, Social Security outlays 
are at the levels assumed for fiscal 
year 2015, while Social Security reve- 
nues are $170 million above levels in 
the deemed budget. This will be CBO’s 
final report to the Senate Budget Com- 
mittee for fiscal year 2015, as the fiscal 
year is now closed. 

For fiscal year 2016, CBO annualizes 
the effects of the Continuing Appro- 
priations Act, P.L. 114-53, which pro- 
vides funding through December 11, 
2015. For the enforcement of budgetary 
aggregates, the Senate Budget Com- 
mittee excludes this temporary fund- 
ing. As such, the committee views cur- 
rent law levels as being $885.9 billion 
and $526.4 billion below budget resolu- 
tion levels for budget authority and 
outlays, respectively. Revenues are 
$144 million above the level assumed in 
the budget resolution. Finally, Social 
Security outlays are at the levels as- 
sumed in the budget resolution for fis- 
cal year 2016, while Social Security 
revenues are $18 million above assumed 
levels for the budget year. 

CBO’s report also provides informa- 
tion needed to enforce the Senate’s 
pay-as-you-go rule. The Senate’s pay- 
as-you-go scorecard currently shows 
deficit reduction of $1.4 billion over the 
fiscal year 2015-2020 period and $6.1 bil- 
lion over the fiscal year 2015-2025 pe- 
riod. Over the initial 6-year period, 
Congress has enacted legislation that 
would increase revenues by $4.1 billion 
and increase outlays by $2.7 billion. 
Over the 11-year period, Congress has 
enacted legislation that would reduce 
revenues by $1.3 billion and decrease 
outlays by $7.4 billion. The Senate’s 
pay-as-you-go rule is enforced by sec- 
tion 201 of S. Con. Res. 21, the fiscal 
year 2008 budget resolution. 

All years in the accompanying tables 
are fiscal years. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ac- 
companying tables be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


TABLE 1.—SENATE AUTHORIZING COMMITTEES—ENACTED DIRECT SPENDING ABOVE (+) OR BELOW (—) BUDGET RESOLUTIONS 


(In millions of dollars) 


2015 2016 2016-2020 2016-2025 


Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
Budget Authori 
Outlays ...... 
Armed Services 
Budge’ 
Outlays ..... 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Budget Authority . 
Outlays ..... 
Commerce, Science, 
Bu i 
Ou aa 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Bu i 
Ou 
Environm 
Bu 
Ou 
Finance 
Bu 4 
Outlays 
Foreign Relations 
Budget Au 


254 0 0 0 
229 0 0 0 
—15 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
121 0 0 0 
121 0 0 0 
0 130 650 1,300 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
—2 0 0 0 
0 0 0 — 3,160 

0 0 0 — 3,160 
7,322 5 13 28 
7,288 5 13 28 
—20 0 0 0 
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TABLE 1.—SENATE AUTHORIZING COMMITTEES—ENACTED DIRECT SPENDING ABOVE (+) OR BELOW (—) BUDGET RESOLUTIONS—Continued 


(In millions of dollars) 


2015 2016 2016-2020 2016-2025 
LALE -i p E AEE ENE EEEREN A EPEE O IEE E EEE TEE AOE FAAEE A AEEA OERA EEEIEE OAE EITE ENTE EEE A T EEE TENET —20 0 0 0 
omeland Security and Governmental Affairs 
Budget Authori 0 0 0 0 
Outlays ..... 0 0 0 0 
udiciary 
Budget Au 0 0 1 2 
0 0 1 2 
Budget Authori 3 0 208 278 
Outlays ......... 1 0 208 278 
Rules and Admin 
Budget Aui 0 0 0 0 
Outlays ..... 0 0 0 0 
ntelligence 
Budget Au 0 0 0 0 
Outlays ..... 0 0 0 0 
Veterans’ Affairs 
Budget Au 0 —2 -1 -1 
Outlays .... 150 388 644 644 
ndian Affairs 
Budget Au 0 0 0 0 
Outlays ..... 0 0 0 0 
Small Business 
Budge 0 0 0 0 
Outlays 0 0 0 0 
Total 
Budget Authority .. 7,665 133 871 = 1,553 
Outlays 7,767 393 866 — 2,208 
TABLE 2.—SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE—ENACTED REGULAR DISCRETIONARY APPROPRIATIONS ! 
(Budget authority, in millions of dollars) 
2016 
Security 2 Nonsecurity 2 
Statutory Discretionary Limits 523,091 493,491 
Amount Provided by Senate Appropriations Subcommittee 
Agriculture, Rural Development, and Related Agencies 0 9 
Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related Agencies 0 0 
Defense ............. AEAN, 41 0 
Energy and Water Development 0 0 
Financial Services and General Gi 0 41 
Homeland Security 0.0.0... ainada 0 9 
Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies . 0 0 
Labor, Health and Human Services, Education an 0 24,678 
Legislative Branch 0 0 
Military Construction and Veterans Affairs, and Related Agencies 0 56,217 
State, Foreign Operations, and Related Programs .........c.cssccsecoe 0 0 
Transportation and Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies 0 4,400 
Current Level Total 41 85,354 
Total Enacted Above (+) or Below (—) Statutory Limits . — 523,050 — 408,137 
1This table excludes spending pursuant to adjustments to the discretionary spending limits. These adjustments are allowed for certain purposes in section 251(b)(2) of BBEDCA. 


2Security spending is defined as spending in the National Defense budget function (050) and nonsecurity spending is defined as all other spending. 


TABLE 3.—SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE—ENACTED OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS/GLOBAL WAR ON TERRORISM DISCRETIONARY APPROPRIATIONS 


(In millions of dollars) 


2016 


BA 


OT 


0CO/GWOT Allocation ! 96,287 


Amount Provided by Senate Appropriations Subcommittee 


Agriculture, Rural Development, and Related Agencies 
Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related Agencies 
Defense 
Energy and Water Development 
Financial Services and General Government . 
Homeland Security 
Interior, Environment, é 
Labor, Health and Human Services, Education 
Legislative Branch ou... a3 
Military Construction and Veterans Affairs, and Related Agencies 
State, Foreign Operations, and Related Programs .........c..ccceceee 
Transportation and Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies 


48,798 


Current Level Total 
Total OCO/GWOT Spending vs. Budget Resolution 


0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
7 


— 96,28 


œo | 2209009000000000 


— 48,79 


BA = Budget Authority; OT = Outlays 
1This allocation may be adjusted by the Chairman of the Budget Committee to account for new information, pursuant to section 3102 of S. Con. Res. 11, the Concurrent Resolution of the Budget for Fiscal Year 2016. 


TABLE 4.—SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE—ENACTED CHANGES IN MANDATORY SPENDING PROGRAMS (CHIMPS) 
(Budget authority, millions of dollars) 


CHIMPS: Limit for Fiscal iE N E TOENA OE EENE PE PEE R E EO PA E E BAEN EO E E EE EE EAE OE E EEE E E AE EO E E AA E E E E ET 


Senate Appropriations Subcommittees 


Agriculture, Rural Development, and Related Agencies . 
Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related Agencies 
Defense tieuna ia 
Energy and Water Development 
Financial Services and General Government . 


oooo0oo 
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TABLE 4.—SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE—ENACTED CHANGES IN MANDATORY SPENDING PROGRAMS (CHIMPS)—Continued 


(Budget authority, millions of dollars) 


2016 


Homeland Security 
Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies . 
Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and Related Agencies .. 
Legislative Branch 
Military Construction and Veterans Affairs, and Related Agencies 
State, Foreign Operations, and Related Programs 0... 
Transportation and Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies 

Current Level Total 


eccooccocn]d 


Total: CHIMPS Above: (+) or Below (=) Budget Resolution :iscesscascscssssssstessechssessesendazasecczatessansisatacsectuvesesataltansladsststahaatussbecdstutsssbatestevsessanslssdastcstusbaahacsassladsdebacanaesdensuastuaeatasastailscbachssslessadaishisaceasuneh ctaalesiatesaalitactadensalatticiesd — 19,100 


TABLE 5.—SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE—ENACTED CHANGES IN MANDATORY SPENDING PROGRAM (CHIMP) TO THE CRIME VICTIMS FUND 
(Budget authority, millions of dollars) 


2016 


Crimes Victims: Fund: (GVE) CHIMP Liit: 10 Fai Tor ZO LG: uaa saas fects Seasaseesbcecahsk xc chests n a a a act cSesnsa Paden as ashad ed ast bob hestastaveovsstcascbncel Ans tidtasesestee a a a R 10,800 


Senate Appropriations Subcommittees 


Agriculture, Rural Development, and Related Agencies . 
Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related Agencies 
Defense: ni asiasi ai 
Energy and Water Development 
Financial Services and General Government . 
Homeland Security . 
Interior, Environment, i 
Labor, Health and Human Services, Education 
Legislative Branch 
Military Construction and Veterans Affairs, and Related Agencies 
State Foreign Operations, and Related Programs ...........cecssseseen 
Transportation and Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies 

Current Level Total 


ecooeoeco ooo ocCe 


Total .GVF-GHIMP: Above: (+-)0r Below’ (—) Budget: RESORTO morien inaa eia a aa anaia sntiauntdbancazerdancadiute asbeveesistvaasstvaslaaiiasdsdisett eusednbeviathusaactastisia fen tie nasi tiea a ata anaiai — 10,800 


U.S. CONGRESS, through September 30, 2015. This report is Since our last letter dated September 10, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, submitted under section 308(b) and in aid of 2015, there has been no Congressional action 
Washington, DC, October 27, 2015. section 311 of the Congressional Budget Act, affecting budget authority, outlays, or reve- 
Hon. MIKE ENZI, as amended. 4 nues for fiscal year 2015. 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, The estimates of budget authority, out- Sincerely 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. lays, and revenues are consistent with the 7 
allocations, aggregates, and other budgetary 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The enclosed report Jeyels printed in the Congressional Record on 
shows the effects of Congressional action on May 5, 2014, pursuant to section 116 of the Bi- Enclosure. 
the fiscal year 2015 budget and is current partisan Budget Act (Public Law 113-67). 


TABLE 1.—SENATE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR SPENDING AND REVENUES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015, AS OF SEPTEMBER 30, 2015 


(In billions of dollars) 


KEITH HALL, 
Director. 


Current Level 


Budget Current 
Resolution Level a ena ) 
On-Budget 
Budget Authority 3,026.4 3,034.4 8.0 
Outlays . 3,039.6 3,040.7 1.0 
Revenues ... 2,533.4 2,453.6 —79.8 
Off-Budget 
Social Security Outlays ® ... ce 736.6 736.6 0.0 
Social Security Revenues .. k 771.7 771.9 0.2 


Source: Congressional Budget Office. 

a Excludes amounts designated as emergency requirements. 

Þ Excludes administrative expenses paid from the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund of the Social Security Administration, which are off-budget, but are appropriated an- 
nually. 


TABLE 2.—SUPPORTING DETAIL FOR THE SENATE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR ON-BUDGET SPENDING AND REVENUES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015, AS OF SEPTEMBER 30, 2015 


(In millions of dollars) 


ae Outlays Revenues 
Previously Enacted # 
Revenues n.a. n.a. 2,533,388 
Permanents and other spending legislation . 1,877,558 1,802,360 n.a. 
Appropriation legislation 0 508,261 n.a. 
Offsetting receipts .... — 735,195 — 734,481 n.a. 
Total, Previous Enacted necesara A AAAA adage aca AA cated NALA E ai i ia AAE AN A EEN 1,142,363 1,576,140 2,533,388 
Enacted Legislation: > 

Lake Hill Administrative Site Affordable Housing Act (P.L. 0 —2 0 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Resolution, 20 0 75 0 
ighway and Transportation Funding Act of 2014 (P.L. 0 -15 2,590 
Emergency Afghan Allies Extension Act of 2014 (P.L. 1 5 5 6 
Continuing Appropriations Resolution, 2015 (P.L. 113— Fa — 4,105 — 180 0 
Preventing Sex Trafficking and Strengthening Families Act (P.L. , 0 10 0 
MPACT Act of 2014 (P.L. 113-185) oes 22 22 0 
Consolidated and Further Continuing Appropriations Act, .L. 113-235) .. 1,884,271 1,426,085 —178 
An act to amend certain provisions of the FAA Modernization and Reform Act of 2012 (P.L. 113-243) 0 0 —28 
Naval Vessel Transfer Act of 2013 (P.L. 113-276) ............ deni —20 —20 0 
Carl Levin and Howard P. “Buck” McKeon National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2015 (P.L. 113-291) . fa —15 0 0 

An act to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend certain expiring provisions and make technical corrections, to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro- 
vide for the treatment of ABLE accounts established under State programs for the care of family members with disabilities, and for other purposes (P.L. 113—295) ms 160 160 — 81,177 
Terrorism Risk Insurance Program Reauthorization Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-1) .. 121 121 1 
Department of Homeland Security Appropriations Act, 2015 (P.L. 114-4) 47,763 27,534 0 
Medicare Access and CHIP Reauthorization Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-10) ... 7,354 7,329 0 
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TABLE 2.—SUPPORTING DETAIL FOR THE SENATE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR ON-BUDGET SPENDING AND REVENUES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015, AS OF SEPTEMBER 30, 2015— 


Continued 
(In millions of dollars) 


Budget 


Authority Outlays Revenues 
Construction Authorization and Choice Improvement Act (P.L. 114-19) iniu ha aiaia 0 20 0 
An act to extend the authorization to carry out the replacement of the existing medical center of the Department of Veterans Affairs in Denver, Colorado, to authorize transfers 
of amounts to carry out the replacement of such medical center, and for other purposes (P.L. 114-25) 0 130 0 
Trade Preferences Extension Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-27) wecececccscssecsstecsseecssecsseecsseesseesee 38 7 — 1,051 
Surface Transportation and Veterans Health Care Choice Improvement Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-41)® . 0 0 19 
Total, Enacted: Legislation: ssisscccccessisssscssssucesscssaastenssascssesvaanalsscets dslsaccdaahestenaisadyadeasachastai%iahassualteldschiscasateatutebasdaacazatesandes¥edbane/satas¥actaaceustendsaaiaitisthcisissdsaaSestasstseta dsaraatieserdadunecdeiaeaae 1,934,994 1,461,281 — 79,818 
Entitlements and Mandatories: 
Budget resolution estimates of appropriated entitlements and other mandatory programs . — 42,921 3,239 0 
Total Current Level ¢ 3,034,436 3,040,660 2,453,570 
Total Senate Resoluti 3,026,439 3,039,624 2,533,388 
Current Level Over Senate Resolution .. 7,997 1,036 na. 
Current Level Under Senate Resolution n.a. n.a. 79,818 
Source: Congressional Budget Office. 
Notes: n.a. = not applicable; P.L. = Public Law. 
a Includes the following acts that affect budget authority, outlays, or revenues, and were cleared by the Congress during the 2nd session of the 113th Congress but before publication in the Congressional Record of the statement of the 


allocations and aggregates pursuant to section 116 of the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2013 (P.L. 113-67): the Agricultural Act of 2014 (P.L. 113-79), the Homeowner Flood Insurance Affordability Act of 2014 (P.L. 113-89), the Gabriella Mil- 
ler Kids First Research Act (P.L. 113-94), and the Cooperative and Small Employer Charity Pension Flexibility Act (P.L. 113-97). 
> Pursuant to section 403(b) of S. Con. Res. 13, the Concurrent Resolution on the Budget for Fiscal Year 2010, amounts designated as an emergency requirement pursuant to section 403 of S. Con. Res. 13, shall not count for certain 


budgetary enforcement purposes. The amounts so designated for 2015, which are not includes 


Veterans’ Access to Care through Choice, Accountability, and 


Total, amounts designated pursuant to Sec. 403 of S. Con. Res. 13 


c Sections 136 and 137 of the Continuing Appropriations Resolution, 2015 (P.L. 113-164) 
ealth Insurance Program. Section 147 extended the authorization for the Export-Import Bank of the United States through June 30, 2015. 
4For purposes of enforcing section 311 of the Congressional Budget Act in the Sena 


hese items. 


Revisions: 
Adjustment for Disaster Designated Spending 


ransparency Act of 2014 (P.L. 
Surface Transportation and Veterans Health Care Choice Improvement Act of 2015 (P.L. 


e Periodically, the Senate Committee on the Budget revises the budgetary levels printed in 


Adjustment for Overseas Contingency Operations and Disaster Designated Spending 
Adjustment for Emergency Designated Spending ............ccccscscseccseecsseecseeees 
Adjustment for the Consolidated and Further Continuing Appropriations Act, 2015 


in the current level totals, are as follows: 


Original: Senate aN Ao PNA P BEEPER EN EE EA PEIEE PEENE IE EEEE EEEE AIEEE PENO EEEE EEA IEEE IRAE AP EAA NE E TESO E AAE OEE AEE NER 


Revised! Sente RESOUNO vi dinna aaa N a Ra R a a n a a a aia R 


Budge 


Authority Outlays Revenues 
— 1,331 6,619 —42 
0 1147 0 
— 1,331 7,766 —42 


rovide $88 million to respond to the Ebola virus, which is available until September 30, 2015. Section 139 rescinds funds from the Children’s 
e, the budget resolution does not include budget authority, outlays, or revenues for off-budget amounts. As a result, current level does not include 


he Congressional Record on May 5, 2014, pursuant to section 116 of the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2013 (Public Law 113-67): 


Budge' 


Authority Outlays Revenues 
2,939,993 3,004,163 2,533,388 
100 43 0 
74,995 31,360 0 
0 75 0 
11,351 3,983 0 
3,026,439 3,039,624 2,533,388 


U.S. CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 
Washington, DC, October 27, 2015. 
Hon. MIKE ENZI, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, 
U.S. Senate Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The enclosed report 
shows the effects of Congressional action on 
the fiscal year 2016 budget and is current 
through October 26, 2015. This report is sub- 
mitted under section 308(b) and in aid of sec- 


tion 311 of the Congressional Budget Act, as 
amended. 

The estimates of budget authority, out- 
lays, and revenues are consistent with the 
technical and economic assumptions of S. 
Con. Res. 11, the Concurrent Resolution on 
the Budget for Fiscal Year 2016. 

Since our last letter dated September 10, 
2015, the Congress has cleared and the Presi- 
dent has signed the following acts that affect 
budget authority, outlays, or revenues for 


fiscal year 2016: Continuing Appropriations 
Act, 2016 (Public Law 11453); Airport and 
Airway Extension Act of 2015 (Public Law 
114-55); Department of Veterans Affairs Ex- 
piring Authorities Act of 2015 (Public Law 
114-58); and Protecting Affordable Coverage 
for Employees Act (Public Law 114-60). 
Sincerely, 
KEITH HALL, 
Director. 
Enclosure. 


TABLE 1.—SENATE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR SPENDING AND REVENUES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016, AS OF OCTOBER 26, 2015 


(In billions of dollars) 


Current Level 


Budget Current Level > Over/Under (—) 
Resolution 2 Resolution 

On-budge' 

Budget Authority 3,033.5 3,155.6 122.1 

Outlays ..... 3,092.0 3,167.9 76.0 

Revenues .. 2,676.0 2,676.1 0.1 
Off-budge 

Social Security Outlays ... 777.1 7771.1 0.0 

Social Security Revenues .. 794.0 794.0 0.0 


Congressional Budget Office. 


les amounts designated as emergency requirements. 


es $6,872 million in budget authority and $344 million in outlays assumed in S. Con. Res. 11 for disaster-related spending that is not yet allocated to theSenate Committee on Appropriations. 


es administrative expenses paid from the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund of the Social Security Administration, which are off-budget, but are appropriated an- 


TABLE 2.—SUPPORTING DETAIL FOR THE SENATE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR ON-BUDGET SPENDING AND REVENUES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016, AS OF OCTOBER 26, 2015 


(In millions of dollars) 


NESA Outlays Revenues 
Previously Enacted @ 
Revenues n.a. n.a. 2,676,733 
Permanents and other spending legislation . 1,968,496 1,902,345 n.a. 
Appropriation legislation 0 500,825 n.a. 
Offsetting receipts ........ — 784,820 — 784,879 n.a. 
Total, Previously Enacted . 1,183,676 1,618,291 2,676,733 
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TABLE 2.—SUPPORTING DETAIL FOR THE SENATE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR ON-BUDGET SPENDING AND REVENUES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016, AS OF OCTOBER 26, 2015— 


Continued 
(In millions of dollars) 


hee Outlays Revenues 
Enacted Legislation: 
An act to extend the authorization to carry out the replacement of the existing medical center of the Department of Veterans Affairs in Denver, Colorado, to authorize transfers 
of amounts to carry out the replacement of such medical center, and for other purposes (P.L. 114-25) 0 20 0 
Defending Public Safety Employees’ Retirement Act & Bipartisan Congressional Trade Priorities and Accountability Act of 2015 0 0 5 
Trade Preferences Extension Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-27) . 445 175 —766 
Steve Gleason Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-40) ou... 5, 5 0 
Surface Transportation and Veterans Health Care Choice Improvement Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-41)» 0 0 99 
Continuing Appropriations Act, 2016 (P.L. 114-53) ..... 700 775 0 
Airport and Airway Extension Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-55) 130 0 0 
Department of Veterans Affairs Expiring Authorities Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-58) =2 368 0 
Protecting Affordable Coverage for Employees Act (P.L. 114-60) sa 0 0 40 
otal, Enacted Legislaticn aoii aiian Sake cdchc cls ELAn IN E SAA AE Ta Sea eaa a ra ani oada aata EA Lih Aita EA SENA AAAA hash AAA Eaa RO o Paa aaaea aSa eioan aAa kasd iiaia anae aai 1,278 1,343 — 622 
Continuing Resolution: 
Continuing Appropriations’ Act, 2016: (Pies D C T) DPPP BIEI APPEAR aE PAE PEE EEAO AEE EEE EEEN ET ER EA ATENE O EA AOI E E E E 1,008,053 602,405 0 
Entitlements and Mandatories: 
Budget resolution estimates of appropriated entitlements and other mandatory programs ..........ceccsccccsescssescssscsssecssecssuecsnecsssecsnecssuecsssccssccssscssnsessuessuscsuuessuscssuecsusecsecsueecsueceseesnecesneesneees 962,619 945,910 0 
Total Current Levele ..... 3,155,626 3,167,949 2,676,111 
Total Senate Resolution¢ . 3,033,488 3,091,973 2,675,967 
Current Level Over Senate Resolution . 122,138 75,976 144 
Current Level Under Senate Resolution na. n.a. n.a. 
Memorandum: Revenues, 2016-2025: 
Senate Current Level n.a. n.a. 32,237,119 
Senate Resolution . n.a. n.a. 32,233,099 
Current Level Over Senate Resolution .. n.a. n.a. 4,020 
Current Level Under Senate Resolution n.a. n.a. n.a. 


Source: Congressional Budget Office. 


Notes: n.a. = not applicable; P.L. = Public Law. 


a Includes the following acts that affect budget authority, outlays, or revenues, and were cleared by the Congress during this session, but before the adoption of S. Con. Res. Il, the Concurren 
2016: the Terrorism Risk Insurance Program Reauthorization Act of 2014 (P.L. 114-41); the Department of 


114-10). 


> Pursuant to section 403(b) of S. Con. Res. 13, the Concurrent Resolution on the Budget for Fiscal Year 2010, amounts designated as an emergency requirement pursuant to section 403 of S. 


budgetary enforcement purposes. The amounts so designated for 2016, which are not included in the current level totals, are as follows: 


Surface Transportation and Veterans Health Care Choice Improvement Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-41) 
c For purposes of enforcing section 311 of the Congressional Budget Act in the Senate, the resolution, as a 


does not include these items. 


Periodically, the Senate Committee on the Budget revises the budgetary levels in S. Con Res. 11 , pursuant to various provisions of the resolution. The Senate Resolution total below exclu 


$344 million in outlays assumed in S. Con Res. 11 for disaster-related spending that is not yet allocated to the Senate Committee on Appropriations: 


lomeland Security Appropriations Act, 2015 (P.L. 114-4), and the Medicare Access a 


Budge' 
Authority 


0 


proved by the Senate, does not include budget authority, outlays, or revenues for off-budget amount 


nd CHIP Reaut! 
. Con. Res. 13, 


Outlays 


917 


Resolution on the Budget for Fiscal Year 
orization Act of 2015 (P.L. 


shall not count for certain 


Revenues 


0 


s. As a result, current level 


les $6,872 million in budget authority and 


jeu y Outlays Revenues 
sE REU sanaaa AA A A N AR AA AA a A RANAR AAN 3,032,343 3,091,098 2,676,733 
Revisions: 
Pursuant to section 4311 of S. Con. Res. 11 445 175 — 766 
Pursuant to section 311 of S. Con. Res. 11 .. 700 700 0 
TE E soea E i DA AEN E P E EA E AER AEEA EEN S E P APAE A OAEI EE E IN NEA EN E A A E EANA ANA A E E A 3,033,488 3,091,973 2,675,967 
TABLE 3.—SUMMARY OF THE SENATE PAY-AS-YOU-GO SCORECARD FOR THE 114TH CONGRESS—1ST SESSION, AS OF OCTOBER 26, 2015 
(In millions of dollars) 
2015-2020 2015-2025 
Beginning Balance 0 0 
Enacted Legislation: b>4 
ran Nuclear Agreement Review Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-17) e n.e. n.e. 
Construction Authorization and Choice Improvement Act (P.L. 114-19) 20 20 
ustice for Victims of Trafficking Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-22) ..... 1 2 
niting and Strengthening America by Fulfilling Rights and Ensuring Effective Discipline Over Monitoring Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-23) . * * 
An act to extend the authorization to carry out the replacement of the existing medical center of the Department of Veterans Affairs in Denver, Colorado (P.L. 114-25) 150 150 
Defending Public Safety Employees’ Retirement Act & Bipartisan Congressional Trade Priorities and Accountability Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-26) —1 5 
rade Preferences Extension Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-27) ......... — 640 -52 
Boys Town Centennial Commemorative Coin Act (P.L. 114-30) 0 0 
Steve Gleason Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-40) oo ececseeeeee 13 28 
Surface Transportation and Veterans Health Care Choice Improvement Act of 2015 (P. — 1,552 — 6,924 
Agriculture Reauthorizations Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-54) wow. f * 
Department of Veterans Affairs Expiring Authorities Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-58) 624 624 
Protecting Affordable Coverage for Employees Act (P.L. 114-60) .. —32 -2 
Gold Star Fathers Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-62) .... x * 
Ensuring Access to Clinical Trials Act of 2015 (| j ig 
Adoptive Family Relief Act (P.L. 114-70) ........... * * 
llegal, Unreported, and Unregulated Fishing En E i 
A bill to amend title XI of the Social Securi * i 
E o- LE: L H -E NENE EA TETA A LIE NEIE EEEE TEENETE N PEE VEAR SEN ATE ENA OEIT EET BE AE EAT EES R AA ETEA AE E AE —1,417 —6,149 
Memorandum: 
2015-2020 2015-2025 
Changes to Revenues 4,140 — 1,284 
Changes to Outlays .. 2,723 —7,433 


Source: Congressional Budget Office. 


Notes: n.e. = not able to estimate; P.L. = Public Law. * = between — $500,000 and $500,000. 
aPursuant to S. Con. Res. 11, the Senate Pay-As-You-Go Scorecard was reset to zero. 
>The amounts shown represent the estimated impact of the public laws on the deficit. Negative numbers indicate an increase in the deficit; positive numbers indicate a decrease in the deficit. 


c Excludes off-budget amounts. 


a Excludes amounts designated as emergency requirements. 


eP.L. 114-17 could affect direct spending and revenues, but such impacts would depend on future actions of the President that CBO cannot predict. (http://www.cbo.gov/sites/det1 mitlfiles/cbofiles/attachments/s615.pdf) 


fP.L. 114-30 will cause a decrease in spending of $5 million in 2017 and an increase in spending of $5 million in 2019 for a net impact of zero over the six-year and eleven-year periods. 
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EPA GOLD KING MINE SPILL 


Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, last 
month the Senate Indian Affairs Com- 
mittee held an oversight hearing on 
the Environmental Protection Agen- 
cy’s Gold King Mine disaster. I am very 
grateful that Chairman JOHN BARRASSO 
and Vice Chairman JON TESTER quickly 
made this matter a priority for their 
committee following the August break. 
The hearing focused on the harmful im- 
pacts that spill is having on Indian 
Country, namely the Navajo Nation, 
the Southern Ute Tribe, and the Ute 
Mountain Ute Tribe. 

On the Navajo Nation, an estimated 
1,500 farms have been damaged by the 
EPA and its contractors when they re- 
leased a deluge of tailings-pond waste- 
water from the abandoned Gold King 
Mine. On August 5, 2015, an acidic 
plume of mercury, arsenic, and other 
metals worked its way down the 
Animas River in Colorado and into the 
San Juan River near Farmington, NM. 
Nobody yet knows for certain the total 
damage to crops, soil, livestock, wild- 
life, and water supplies that are crit- 
ical sources of food for the Navajo peo- 
ple and also serve as economic and cul- 
tural centers. Those farmers who were 
able to shut down their irrigation sys- 
tems watched in horror as their crops 
wilted. 

The EPA now says water quality in 
the San Juan River has returned to 
“pre-event levels,” but the Gold King 
Mine is still releasing water roughly at 
600 gallons per minute. The concentra- 
tions of toxic metals may not be as 
high today as it was during the initial 
3 million gallon flush, but the Navajo 
are still waiting for EPA to dem- 
onstrate it can prevent another large 
release. The nation is rightfully de- 
manding assurances that heavy rainfall 
won’t disturb toxic substances that 
may have settled in the sediment of 
the Animas River, the San Juan River, 
or even Lake Powell. 

In August, I—along with Arizona 
Governor Doug Ducey—met with Nav- 
ajo Nation president Russell Begaye 
and Navajo council speaker Lorenzo 
Bates in Window Rock, AZ, to discuss 
this matter. I can assure my colleagues 
that the Navajo are suffering deeply 
and dearly because of this spill. I have 
also received calls and letters from a 
number of concerned constituents, 
mayors, county supervisors, and busi- 
nesses in northern Arizona who also 
have a stake in the health and safety of 
Lake Powell. They are just as alarmed 
as the Navajo people that the plume 
could endanger their livelihoods and 
their enjoyment of natural resources in 
their communities. The Arizona De- 
partment of Environmental Quality 
and the Arizona Geological Survey 
have been expending scarce resources 
to conduct water samples independent 
of EPA. And that has been helpful. But 
the Federal Government has to step up 
and take action that would allow all 
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affected stakeholders, but especially 
tribal communities, find confidence in 
what the Federal Government is doing 
to fix the mess that it created. 

At last month’s hearing, we received 
testimony from EPA Administrator 
Gina McCarthy and others dealing with 
the spill, including the Navajo Nation 
president, Russell Begaye. We also re- 
ceived testimony from Doug Holtz- 
Eakin, a noted economist and former 
Director of the Congressional Budget 
Office. Mr. Holtz-Eakin estimated that 
the spill will cost the Navajo’s agri- 
culture sector roughly $41,000 a day in 
lost economic activity. 

While I am grateful that Adminis- 
trator McCarthy agreed to appear be- 
fore the committee, I am concerned 
that, under her watch, not a single 
Agency employee or contractor had 
been fired for the disaster. In her testi- 
mony, Administrator McCarthy por- 
trayed the EPA’s response to the tribes 
as timely, but her portrayal was di- 
rectly contradicted by the testimony of 
the Navajo president, who noted that it 
took EPA 2 days to notify the tribe 
about the plume’s threat to the tribe. 
It was also revealed that Adminis- 
trator McCarthy did not directly con- 
tact President Begaye for about 5 days 
after the spill. The committee also re- 
ceived testimony that EPA had not 
quickly and routinely shared water 
monitory data with the tribes. All of 
this shatters any notion that EPA has 
honored its government-to-government 
responsibility to the nation. 

The Gold King Mine spill was a series 
of failures by EPA that compounded, 
and the Navajo are paying the price. I 
will continue to push for increased con- 
gressional oversight into this matter. 


——— 


HEAD START AWARENESS MONTH 


Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, it is 
with great pleasure that I speak on be- 
half of the Delaware delegation to 
honor Head Start’s 50 years of service 
to our Nation’s most vulnerable chil- 
dren and families in Delaware and na- 
tionwide. On May 18, 1965, President 
Lyndon B. Johnson launched Project 
Head Start as an 8-week summer dem- 
onstration project to teach low-income 
students needed skills before they 
started kindergarten. Over the past 50 
years, Head Start has served 32 million 
children and families across the coun- 
try with comprehensive services. 

The Head Start Program has given 
children and families the tools to suc- 
ceed by ensuring a high quality edu- 
cation and access to health care and 
social services. The Head Start Pro- 
gram represents a critical investment 
in the education of our nation’s young- 
est children. In the State of Delaware, 
2,714 children and pregnant women ben- 
efitted from Head Start, Early Head 
Start, and the Early Childhood Assist- 
ance Program in 2014. Head Start is in- 
strumental in uplifting families in 
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Delaware by providing resources to 
families who, like many of us, want to 
see their children reach their full po- 
tential. 

The teachers, home visitors, and fam- 
ily service workers that make up the 
Head Start Program are the backbone 
of this mission. Without them on the 
front lines each and every day, these 
early education goals would not be 
met. I commend the teachers and staff 
who are deeply committed to seeing all 
children succeed. On behalf of Senator 
CHRIS COONS and Congressman JOHN 
CARNEY, I recognize Head Start Aware- 
ness Month and the 50th Anniversary of 
Head Start. It is our sincere hope that 
future generations of children and fam- 
ilies can continue to greatly benefit 
from Head Start’s programs and we can 
put children on the right path from the 
very beginning. 


ee 


OBSERVING INTERNATIONAL DAY 
OF THE GIRL 


Mr. KIRK. Mr. President, October 11 
marked the second annual Inter- 
national Day of the Girl. This day 
brings together people and advocacy 
groups to raise awareness about the 
challenges facing girls around the 
world. Tragically, today’s regional cri- 
ses are having a disproportionately de- 
structive impact on girls. 2015 marks 
the year with the highest number of 
displaced persons since World War II. 
According to the United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees, women and 
girls comprise half of any refugee or in- 
ternally displaced population. Crises 
such as the ongoing conflict in Syria, 
over 1.5 million displaced in South 
Sudan, and the expanding migrant cri- 
sis in Europe, among others, risk leav- 
ing an entire generation of girls shaped 
by a lack of opportunity, gender-based 
violence, forced marriage, and dis- 
rupted education. 

Access to education is often a top 
priority for refugee families upon re- 
settling in a foreign country. We know 
that, if empowered with the appro- 
priate tools, girls can be facilitators of 
change who can transform their own 
lives, as well as the lives of their fami- 
lies, communities, and societies and 
serve as a bulwark against the condi- 
tions that contribute to extremism 
that so many terrorist groups have ex- 
ploited, often at the expense of women 
and girls. The lack of access to edu- 
cation for refugee girls stifles em- 
powerment and stands in the way of 
achieving a durable solution to con- 
flict. 

As the United States and the inter- 
national community work to cope with 
the current refugee crisis, it is critical 
that we focus not only on security but 
on the basic needs of refugees, such as 
access to education and increasing the 
role of women and girls in humani- 
tarian response and civil society pro- 
grams. 
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TRIBUTE TO THOMAS ROCKROADS, 
JR. 


Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I wish 
to honor Thomas Rockroads, Jr., a vet- 
eran of the Vietnam war. On behalf of 
all Montanans and all Americans, I 
would like to thank Mr. Rockroads for 
his service to our State and to our Na- 
tion. It is my privilege to share Thom- 
as’s story for the official Senate 
Record. 

Thomas Rockroads, Jr., was born on 
December 21, 1948, in Crow Agency, MT. 
His father worked in sawmills in both 
Kirby and Lame Deer and was a ranch 
hand and coal miner in Lame Deer. His 
mother worked for many years at the 
Northern Hotel before coming home to 
the Northern Cheyenne Reservation. 
He spent his childhood in Busby and at- 
tended Busby High School until joining 
the Army his junior year. 

In September of 1968, he volunteered 
for the Army Airborne Infantry, and by 
September of 1969, he found himself 
jumping out of helicopters and into the 
highlands of Vietnam. Thomas was a 
member of the 178rd Airborne Brigade, 
which was stationed in the hot, humid 
Tiger Mountains of Vietnam’s Central 
Highlands. Their responsibilities in- 
cluded rescuing and evacuating ground 
forces, as well as setting up perimeters 
for operations. They were right in the 
thick of things, and, as Thomas once 
put it, “If there was a hot spot where 
reinforcements were needed we 
were there.” On more than one occa- 
sion, this proved to be an important 
but harrowing position to be in. One 
night, when the brigade was charged 
with setting up a perimeter on a hill- 
side, Thomas and his comrades felt par- 
ticularly concerned. They knew the 
area was likely heavily booby-trapped, 
so they proceeded with extra caution. 
Their mission was to intercept the 
North Vietnamese forces headed in 
their direction, and after establishing a 
perimeter, they were allowed a few 
hours of rest before being put on high 
alert. A few hours later, while he was 
trying to get some sleep, Thomas sud- 
denly heard a blast, and he was thrown 
nearly a dozen feet from his makeshift 
tent. Thomas quickly realized that 
someone had set off a booby trap, but 
before he could process much else, a 
medic began calling his name and he 
rushed over to help. Thomas worked 
with the medic to care for his fellow 
soldier, but shortly thereafter the man 
died in Thomas’s arms. 

A few days later, Thomas and his bri- 
gade found themselves under siege 
again—this time, without cover, they 
came face to face with enemy soldiers. 
The North Vietnamese troops, equipped 
with an anti-aircraft gun and hiding in- 
side an irrigation trench, began rapid 
firing on Thomas and his platoon. 
Knowing they needed air support, 
Thomas headed right toward the anti- 
aircraft gun—as long as it was oper- 
able, American helicopters couldn’t ac- 
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cess the area. However, his M16 was 
jammed, so under heavy fire, he had to 
dislodge the trapped bullets and re- 
place them with a new magazine. He 
and a fellow solider finally located the 
enemy’s weapon at the far end of a 
hedgerow and headed back into the 
firestorm with one aim—to disarm it. 
Before they could reach their target, 
an enemy solider intercepted them, 
lobbing a grenade directly at Thomas 
and his comrade. They both ran for 
cover, and thankfully the grenade 
failed to detonate, but mere seconds 
after that, another soldier charged 
them, firing wildly at Thomas and his 
platoon. The soldier was not more than 
10 feet away from Thomas when he fi- 
nally went down. 


Thomas returned to Busby, MT, a 
full 365 days after his deployment. He 
remarkably didn’t sustain a single 
scratch. But like many of his fellow 
veterans, despite his lack of visible 
wounds, Thomas has struggled with the 
unseen wounds of war. Thirty-five 
years after coming back from Vietnam, 
he was formally diagnosed with post- 
traumatic stress disorder. 


Despite this often debilitating strug- 
gle, Thomas has spent the last 30 years 
working for Western Energy’s Rosebud 
Mine at Colstrip and raising two 
daughters and a son with his wife, 
Charlotte, of 38 years. He also has 
grandchildren. He credits his family 
with helping him heal. “It’s all the 
support of my family that’s got me 
where I’m at today,” Thomas said. 
“My wife is always supporting me. My 
daughters, my son and my grand- 
children—I’m very, very fortunate.” 


However, Thomas is still haunted by 
his memories daily, and he doesn’t 
want other soldiers to have to suffer 
the way he has had to. He believes, like 
I do, that our commitment to our vet- 
erans is a cost of war, and we must 
make it a priority to help, protect, and 
serve those who served. Too many of 
our Vietnam veterans never got the 
homecoming or the recognition they 
deserved. So today I am honored to 
have the opportunity to thank Thomas 
for his bravery both in battle and be- 
yond. He is a Montanan born and bred, 
and his life has been a testament to the 
kind of commitment, courage, and 
compassion that our State can be 
proud of. 


It was my honor to recognize Thomas 
Rockroads, Jr. by presenting him with 
the Bronze Star Medal, National De- 
fense Service Medal, Vietnam Service 
Medal, Combat Infantryman Badge 1st 
Award, Republic of Vietnam Campaign 
Ribbon with 1960 Device, Sharpshooter 
Badge with auto rifle bar with rifle bar, 
Marksman Badge with machine gun 
bar, and the Parachutist Badge Basic. 


Our State and our Nation thank you, 
Thomas, for your service and for a sol- 
dier’s sacrifice. 
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RECOGNIZING MENTOR: THE NA- 
TIONAL MENTORING PARTNER- 
SHIP 


Mr. BOOKER. Mr. President, today I 
would like to recognize MENTOR: The 
National Mentoring Partnership, the 
leadership of its founders, Geoffrey T. 
Boisi and Raymond G. Chambers, and 
the expansion of the mentoring field in 
the past quarter century. 

This year, MENTOR celebrates its 
25th anniversary. Its founders, Geoffrey 
T. Boisi and Raymond G. Chambers, 
were leading businessmen and philan- 
thropists who understood the value of 
mentoring in their own lives. They be- 
lieved passionately that the interven- 
tion of a caring adult is a critical ele- 
ment in the life of a young person, and 
they believed that every young person 
needs and deserves a powerful relation- 
ship that supports their growth and 
gives them the opportunity for success. 

In 1990, Boisi and Chambers recog- 
nized the powerful impact that men- 
toring could have on our Nation’s at- 
risk youth, and they started a move- 
ment to increase opportunity for all 
young people by establishing MENTOR. 
The success of Boisi’s and Chambers’ 
efforts has been remarkable. That first 
year, approximately 300,000 youth at 
risk of falling off track were paired 
with a caring adult through a struc- 
tured mentoring program. Today, 4.5 
million at-risk young people will find 
the support that they need in a men- 
toring relationship while growing up. 

We know that research has found 
that young people with a mentor are 55 
percent more likely to attend college 
and more than twice as likely to say 
that they held a leadership position in 
a club or sports team than young peo- 
ple without mentors. We also know 
that people who are mentored in their 
youth are 78 percent more likely to 
volunteer in their communities than 
those who are not mentored. 

Unfortunately, despite the tremen- 
dous growth of the mentoring move- 
ment in America over the past 25 
years, 1 in 3 young people, including 9 
million at-risk youth, will still reach 
adulthood without having a mentor of 
any kind. This mentoring gap isolates 
these young people from the meaning- 
ful connections to adults that would 
help them to grow and succeed. Fur- 
thermore, young people are not the 
only ones who gain from a mentoring 
relationship. While mentoring empow- 
ers our children and sets them on the 
path to success, it also deeply enriches 
the lives of the adults who are 
partnered with them. As a mentor my- 
self, I can attest to this profound ben- 
efit. 

MENTOR has been a leader in the de- 
velopment of best practices to assist 
mentoring organizations across the 
country in improving their program 
quality. MENTOR and its network of 
affiliate Mentoring Partnerships has 
set the bar for quality in practice and 
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has strengthened the mentoring field’s 
capacity to deliver on the promise of 
mentoring. 

It is clear that, in the last quarter 
century, MENTOR, under the leader- 
ship of its volunteer board and found- 
ers, has done tremendous work cham- 
pioning the advancement of mentoring 
practice and fostering the growth of 
the mentoring movement. Therefore, I 
ask that my colleagues join me in rec- 
ognizing the accomplishments of this 
remarkable organization in expanding 
the quality and availability of men- 
toring for all young people in the 
United States, in honoring the service 
and leadership of MENTOR cofounders 
Geoffrey T. Boisi and Raymond G. 
Chambers and their dedication to 
America’s youth, and in encouraging 
Americans to discover just how reward- 
ing mentoring can be through volun- 
teering with their local mentoring or- 
ganization. 


a 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE TO REVEREND DOCTOR 
M. WILLIAM HOWARD, JR. 


e Mr. BOOKER. Mr. President, today I 
would like to recognize Rev. Dr. M. 
William Howard, Jr., pastor of New- 
ark’s Bethany Baptist Church. Dr. 
Howard has spent many decades lead- 
ing the charge for change, fueled by his 
personal mission to utilize his faith to 
transform the human condition. 

From his Georgia roots to his work 
at Bethany Baptist, Dr. Howard has 
shown an extraordinary commitment 
to serving others. His work outside of 
the church has spanned the realms of 
human rights, international affairs, do- 
mestic policy, and education. In his 
role over the last 15 years as pastor of 
Bethany Baptist Church, he has 
worked tirelessly to expand outreach 
to the community as a whole. 

Since his first position as a youth 
leader conducting some of the earliest 
voter outreach efforts in southwest 
Georgia, Dr. Howard has been a beacon 
of light across the globe, bridging the 
worlds of faith and political activism. 
He has consistently taken on leader- 
ship roles, serving as moderator of the 
Programme to Combat Racism of the 
World Council of Churches, president of 
the National Council of Churches, and 
president of the American Committee 
on Africa. Through these posts, Dr. 
Howard has provided a powerful exam- 
ple of our Nation’s commitment to 
human rights and equality. In minis- 
tering to U.S. personnel held hostage 
in Iran in 1979 and working for the re- 
lease of U.S. Navy pilot Robert O. 
Goodman, Dr. Howard was a quiet but 
powerful force for faith and peace. 

Dr. Howard’s record of service and 
leadership domestically is equally im- 
pressive. Serving as president of New 
York Theological Seminary, he dem- 
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onstrated the importance of inter- 
disciplinary approaches to community 
development by implementing joint 
programs in social work and urban edu- 
cation. He has been a board member for 
such organizations as the National 
Urban League, the Children’s Defense 
Fund, and the Rutgers University 
Board of Governors. Under his leader- 
ship, the New Jersey Death Penalty 
Study Commission was instrumental in 
New Jersey becoming the first State to 
abolish the death penalty since 1976. 

Finally, Dr. Howard’s impact on the 
city of Newark has been remarkable. 
As pastor of Bethany, Dr. Howard 
quickly established Bethany Cares, 
Inc., and through this outreach cor- 
poration, the church has actively tran- 
scended its congregation walls to serve 
the community at large. Such trans- 
formative work has played an integral 
part in strengthening the development 
of New Jersey’s largest city. 

After 15 years of devoted service as 
pastor of Bethany Baptist Church, Dr. 
Howard will be retiring. It is an honor 
to formally recognize Dr. Howard for 
his unwavering commitment to cre- 
ating a better world.e 


EE 


RECOGNIZING VFW POST 1674 ON 
ITS 75TH ANNIVERSARY 


e Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, I wish 
to honor Veterans of Foreign Wars 
Post 1674 in Siloam Springs, AR, on its 
75th anniversary. 

Chartered November 10, 1940, the post 
was named in honor of Levi Douthit, a 
WWI veteran. 

As a member of the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs, I understand the im- 
portance of acknowledging the bravery 
and valor of the men and women who 
fought in defense of our country, as 
well as those who continue to serve. 
Men like Levi Douthit and members of 
VFW Post 1674 set their personal lives 
aside to fight for our country. This 
post recognizes the service, sacrifice, 
and courage of fellow veterans and con- 
tinues to offer aid and assistance to 
those who served our Nation in uni- 
form. 

As participants in the Buddy Poppy 
Program, members support the vet- 
erans relief fund. They serve veterans 
in and around Siloam Springs who need 
help with daily basic needs and trans- 
portation to VA health centers for 
medical treatments. 

Members continue their dedication 
to the community, offering scholar- 
ships to students, teaching flag eti- 
quette, and, as partners with Kind at 
Heart Ministries of Siloam Springs, 
helping build wheelchair ramps for vet- 
erans. 

The importance of Post 1674 to the 
community was apparent when more 
than a decade ago a lack of member- 
ship and financial troubles nearly 
forced its closure. Businessmen helped 
raise support in the community and 
kept its doors open. 
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I congratulate VFW Post 1674 on its 
75th anniversary. I wish Commander 
Frank Lee and the 163 members who 
served in U.S. engagements since WWII 
the best of luck and many more years 
of camaraderie, service, and invest- 
ment in the community.e 


EE 


50-YEAR CLASS REUNION OF THE 
1965 CLASS OF WESTERN HIGH 
SCHOOL 


e Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, this 
week in my hometown of Baltimore, 
MD, the Western High School class of 
1965 will gather to celebrate their 50th 
class reunion. In honor of this special 
occasion, I wish to take a moment to 
pay tribute to the experiences of the 
WHS class of 1965 and commemorate 
the lasting legacy of Western High 
School, which continues to produce 
leaders for the Baltimore community. 

To this day, Western High School re- 
mains a source of pride for the city of 
Baltimore. Founded as Western Female 
High School in 1844, it remains the old- 
est operating public all-girls high 
school in the Nation nearly 171 years 
after its doors opened on North Paca 
Street. Prior to the opening of Western 
Female High School and its now 
defunct companion Eastern Female 
High School, Baltimore City females 
were without an opportunity to ad- 
vance their education beyond the basic 
grammar school level. Female students 
from across the city were drawn to the 
academic rigor of Western High School, 
creating a true magnet school, as we 
know today. As the city of Baltimore 
grew, so did Western High School. In 
1896, Western High School moved to a 
larger location on Lafayette and 
McCulloh Streets, which allowed for 
the expansion of courses to include 
clerical courses. Today Western High 
School resides on a joint campus 
opened in 1967 with the all-male Balti- 
more Polytechnic Institute on Falls 
Road. 

The WHS class of 1965 graduated from 
Western in a transitionary period for 
Western. Two years away from the 
opening of the current campus, West- 
ern High School students attended 
classes in the heart of downtown Balti- 
more. With an overpopulated school 
building that forced administrators to 
move to a split shift schedule to ac- 
commodate all of Western’s students, 
alumnae often participated in work or 
volunteer opportunities located within 
walking distance of the school. This 
proximity to downtown also allowed 
Western students to participate in the 
burgeoning civil rights movement in 
Baltimore City, including the pick- 
eting of businesses which refused to 
serve African Americans. While West- 
ern High School students can fondly re- 
member their efforts to fight for social 
justice in the civil rights movement, 
the class of 1965 was also struck by the 
tragic news of President John F. Ken- 
nedy’s assassination. Even as WHS 
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mourned this news, former Western 
High School alumna Sarah T. Hughes, 
then judge of the U.S. District Court 
for the Northern District of Texas and 
just the third woman to ever serve as a 
Federal jurist, administered the oath 
of office to then-Vice President Lyndon 
B. Johnson aboard Air Force One. 

The storied history of Western High 
School and school motto, ‘‘Lucem 
accepimus, lucem demus’’—‘‘We have 
received light, let us give light’’—has 
continued to inspire generations of stu- 
dents and countless alumnae of WHS. 
Among its alumnae include Henrietta 
Szold, the founder of Hadassah; 
Trazana Beverley, a 1977 Tony Award 
Winner; former Maryland State super- 
intendent of schools Dr. Nancy 8. 
Grasmick; current Baltimore City 
mayor Stephanie Rawlings-Blake; and 
current Western High School principal 
Michelle White. As the WHS class of 
1965 comes together this week to cele- 
brate their class reunion and years of 
friendship, I encourage each alumnae 
to remember the words they were 
taught at Western High School many 
years ago and continue to strengthen 
their own communities.e 


EE 
TRIBUTE TO JAMIE TURNER 


e Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, it is 
with great pleasure that, on behalf of 
the Delaware congressional delegation, 
I wish to honor the exemplary service 
of Jamie Turner, director of the Dela- 
ware Emergency Management Agency, 
upon his retirement. Jamie has served 
as director for 13 years and during that 
time has provided first responders and 
Delaware citizens with emergency pre- 
paredness training and education to 
keep Delawareans safe when hazards 
such as hurricanes, tornadoes, and fires 
hit Delaware. His efforts will be a guide 
and inspiration for the hard-working 
employees at DEMA and the many first 
responders in Delaware for years to 
come. 

Jamie has a lifetime of experience 
when it comes to responding to emer- 
gency situations. In 1970, he began his 
education in fire protection technology 
at Delaware Technical Community Col- 
lege. He studied the causes and proper 
responses to various hazards and pre- 
ventive measures that can be taken to 
avoid them entirely. Jamie took the 
knowledge he gained from his edu- 
cation and in 1976 began working with 
the Delaware State Fire School as the 
emergency service training adminis- 
trator. It was his responsibility to su- 
pervise instructors, research technical 
information, and work with fire, res- 
cue, and emergency medical services to 
develop necessary guidelines and effec- 
tive procedures. 

Then, in 2000, he took on the role of 
executive secretary of the Delaware 
Volunteer Firemen’s Association, 
where he was tasked with following 
legislation at every level of govern- 
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ment that affected DVFA’s member- 
ship. In this role, he researched dif- 
ferent laws and ordinances to ensure 
that the DVFA was following the prop- 
er guidelines. Thanks to Jamie, Dela- 
ware’s firefighters stayed informed on 
the regulations that were put in place 
to keep themselves and those in emer- 
gency situations safe. 

Jamie has been a dedicated public 
servant for years. Before his appoint- 
ment to director of DEMA, he was serv- 
ing and protecting Delaware through 
his consistent endeavors to remain on 
the cutting edge of best practices in 
emergency protocol and then use that 
experience to educate others in the 
field. He is active in the Smyrna Little 
League and continues to volunteer 
with the Delaware Fire Service. 

On behalf of Senator CHRIS COONS and 
Congressman JOHN CARNEY, I whole- 
heartedly thank Jamie Turner for his 
service to the State of Delaware. His 
model leadership and dedication has 
improved the quality of our State’s 
emergency response systems and has 
kept countless residents safe. We offer 
our sincere congratulations on a job 
well done and wish him and his wife 
Debbie, their daughters Kim and Katie, 
husbands Mike and Sean respectively, 
and their grandchildren Madelyn, Har- 
per, Keegan, and Kolton many happy 
years to come.@ 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO VAUGHN THOMAS 
HAWKES 


e Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I wish to 
honor Vaughn Thomas Hawkes on his 
80th birthday. Vaughn is a native Ida- 
hoan whose family roots in the State 
go back generations. He is one of nine 
children born to a farm family outside 
of Preston, where he learned hard work 
and ingenuity are the keys to a good 
life. The work ethic he learned early on 
has served him well through his 80 
years, but he had a spirit of adventure 
that was unusual for an Idaho farm 
boy. After he finished college at Utah 
State University and married his 
sweetheart of close to 56 years, Frances 
Arlene Anderson, they embarked on a 
journey that took them to the tiny is- 
land territory of American Samoa, 
where he first taught high school 
chemistry, math, and physics, and then 
served as principal at Mapusaga High 
School. But perhaps some may think 
his greatest achievement during that 
time was that he was instrumental in 
introducing American football to the 
Samoan people—something many col- 
lege and NFL teams have appreciated 
for many years now. An educator by 
training and inclination, Vaughn spent 
many years in administrative positions 
at the Blackfoot School District before 
finishing his career in the Provo 
School District where he retired. 

His devotion to his faith has been 
manifest in many ways, including mis- 
sionary service throughout the world— 
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first as a young missionary in western 
Canada; then in American Samoa; then 
in Milan, Italy; and most recently in 
Santa Monica, CA. His teaching nature 
has been evident far beyond his profes- 
sional career, as he has been given the 
opportunity to educate through that 
missionary service. Upon his retire- 
ment from education several years ago, 
he had served in teaching positions at 
the LDS Missionary Training Center 
and the BYU-Idaho Pathways Pro- 
gram—ever searching to help those 
who are seeking improvement in their 
educational pursuits. 

His friends and neighbors know him 
as a tinkerer, a man who can fix any- 
thing. He maintains a world-class col- 
lection of tools and parts you never 
knew you were missing. He is the proud 
father of eight children—Susan, Rich- 
ard, Diane, Pamela, Cynthia, Daniel, 
John, and Scott. His eldest daughter, 
Susan, has worked for me for many 
years, and I have had the opportunity 
to get to know Vaughn on a personal 
level. While he may count them as his 
greatest achievements, each one of 
them is grateful for his influence and 
support in their lives. He taught them 
how to work, how to fight for what is 
right and fair, to value education and 
learning, to take the adventurous path, 
and to be faithful to the Lord. He has 
built a life of service and devotion to 
his family, friends, and faith and serves 
as a tremendous example of kindness 
and strength to all who know him. 

As a young farm boy, Vaughn had an 
opportunity to receive the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD every day through the 
mail. He was fascinated by all that 
transpired in Congress and read the 
documents studiously. It was only the 
beginning of a lifetime of curiosity 
about the world around him. So it 
seemed a fitting tribute to honor his 
80th birthday to provide him with his 
own mention in that illustrious 
RECORD. We wish him a very happy 80th 
birthday.e 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO WAR CHIEF JOSEPH 
MEDICINE CROW 


e Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, I would 
like to wish happy birthday to the last 
Crow war chief, Joseph Medicine Crow, 
who is celebrating his 102nd birthday 
today. He has served proudly as the 
Crow Tribe’s historian and storyteller, 
is a decorated World War II veteran, 
and was the first in his tribe to attain 
a master’s degree. 

Medicine Crow has lived a life filled 
with numerous accomplishments. He is 
a recipient of the Presidential Medal of 
Freedom. The White House identified 
him as both ‘‘a warrior and living leg- 
end’’ when he received the Medal of 
Freedom in 2009. In 2006, his personal 
memoir, ‘‘Counting Coup,’’ was pub- 
lished by National Geographic. He is 
considered one of the most celebrated 
Native American soldiers due to his 
selfless service in World War II. 
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With his great-grandmother, grand- 
mother, mother, and uncle all living 
past 100 years of age, Medicine Crow 
credits his long life to his strong fam- 
ily roots. Medicine Crow’s secret ad- 
vice to living such a long and full life? 
He advises going to sleep early, sleep- 
ing 8 hours, eating breakfast, keeping 
busy at work, and eating healthy and 
generously. He also touched on the 
positive influences of his wife, who 
urged him to maintain good habits. His 
positive, endearing spirit and sense of 
humor truly keeps him young. 

Medicine Crow’s spirit, humility, 
kind disposition, and many incredible 
life achievements are a model for all 
Montanans. Happy Birthday, Chief 
Medicine Crow. I look forward to cele- 
brating many more.e@ 


Ee 


TRIBUTE TO RUSTY STAFNE 


e Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, I wish to 
recognize the loyal service of A.T. 
“Rusty” Stafne, chairman of the Fort 
Peck Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes. 
Stafne ended his term yesterday and 
will not be running for reelection as 
chairman. I am proud to honor and to 
congratulate him on his service and 
successes. 

As chairman, Stafne has worked dili- 
gently for the Assiniboine and Sioux 
people on the Fort Peck Reservation 
and has held firm in his priorities. He 
has worked to honor veterans, specifi- 
cally those who served in World War II, 
and has worked tirelessly to protect 
wildlife in Montana and on the Fort 
Peck Reservation. 

We thank Chairman Stafne for his in- 
volvement in the Senate Indian Affairs 
Committee. He has been a tireless ad- 
vocate for rural water projects and 
other challenges facing the tribes. He 
has traveled to Washington, DC, to tes- 
tify in front of Congress and has broad- 
ened the eyes of many—giving new and 
better insight into the life of tribal 
men and women, so that we can work 
together to better serve and protect 
our tribal nations. 

I am thankful for Chairman Stafne’s 
work on behalf of the tribe. His loy- 
alty, priorities, and hard work set an 
amazing example to the rest of Mon- 
tana and our great Nation as a whole.e 


a 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 


At 11:27 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 3033. An act to require the President’s 
annual budget request to Congress each year 
to include a line item for the Research in 
Disabilities Education program of the Na- 
tional Science Foundation and to require the 
National Science Foundation to conduct re- 
search on dyslexia. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The President pro tempore (Mr. 

HATCH) announced that on October 26, 
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2015, he had signed the following en- 
rolled bill, previously signed by the 
Speaker of the House: 

H.R. 558. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
55 South Pioneer Boulevard in Springboro, 
Ohio, as the ‘‘Richard ‘Dick’ Chenault Post 
Office Building”. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

At 12:48 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bill: 

H.R. 313. An act to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide leave to any new 
Federal employee who is a veteran with a 
service-connected disability rated at 30 per- 
cent or more for purposes of undergoing med- 
ical treatment for such disability, and for 
other purposes. 

The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. HATCH). 


At 2:38 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 3819. An act to provide an extension of 
Federal-aid highway, highway safety, motor 
carrier safety, transit, and other programs 
funded out of the Highway Trust Fund, and 
for other purposes. 
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MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bill was read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 3033. An act to require the President’s 
annual budget request to Congress each year 
to include a line item for the Research in 
Disabilities Education program of the Na- 
tional Science Foundation and to require the 
National Science Foundation to conduct re- 
search on dyslexia; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 


Ee 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on October 26, 2015, she had pre- 
sented to the President of the United 
States the following enrolled bills: 

S. 1862. An act to amend title XI of the So- 
cial Security Act to clarify waiver authority 
regarding programs of all-inclusive care for 
the elderly (PACE programs). 

S. 2162. An act to establish a 10-year term 
for the service of the Librarian of Congress. 


Ee 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. THUNE, from the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 
with an amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute: 

S. 1326. A bill to amend certain maritime 
programs of the Department of Transpor- 
tation, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 114- 
158). 

By Mr. CORKER, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, without amendment: 
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S. 1789. A bill to improve defense coopera- 
tion between the United States and the 
Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan. 


SSE 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 


The following executive reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. McCAIN for the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

Air Force nomination of Col. Thomas K. 
Wark, to be Brigadier General. 

Air Force nomination of Col. Howard P. 
Purcell, to be Brigadier General. 

Air Force nomination of Col. Allan L. 
Swartzmiller, to be Brigadier General. 

Army nomination of Lt. Gen. David D. Hal- 
verson, to be Lieutenant General. 

Army nomination of Maj. Gen. Kenneth R. 
Dahl, to be Lieutenant General. 

Army nomination of Col. Erik H. Torring 
III, to be Brigadier General. 

Army nomination of Maj. Gen. Thomas S. 
Vandal, to be Lieutenant General. 

Army nomination of Col. Valeria Gonzalez- 
Kerr, to be Brigadier General. 

Army nomination of Col. John J. Morris, 
to be Brigadier General. 

Air Force nomination of Brig. Gen. Ste- 
phen E. Markovich, to be Major General. 

Army nomination of Col. Marta Carcana, 
to be brigadier General. 


Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, for the 
Committee on Armed Services I report 
favorably the following nomination 
lists which were printed in the 
RECORDS on the dates indicated, and 
ask unanimous consent, to save the ex- 
pense of reprinting on the Executive 
Calendar that these nominations lie at 
the Secretary’s desk for the informa- 
tion of Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Air Force nominations beginning with 
Brandon R. Abel and ending with Brandon A. 
Zuercher, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on June 24, 2015. 

Air Force nominations beginning with 
Michelle T. Aaron and ending with Kirk P. 
Winger, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on September 9, 2015. 

Air Force nominations beginning with 
Quentin D. Bagby and ending with Mary A. 
Workman, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on September 9, 2015. 

Air Force nominations beginning with 
Robert H. Alexander and ending with Justin 
David Wright, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record on September 9, 2015. 

Army nomination of Matthew P. Tarjick, 
to be Lieutenant Colonel. 

Army nomination of Judith S. Meyers, to 
be Major. 

Army nominations beginning with Thomas 
W. Wisenbaugh and ending with Harold P. 
Xenitelis, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on September 9, 2015. 

Army nomination of Michael A. Blaine, to 
be Colonel. 

Navy nomination of Terry A. Petropoulos, 
to be Lieutenant Commander . 

By Mr. THUNE for the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

*Sarah Elizabeth Feinberg, of West Vir- 
ginia, to be Administrator of the Federal 
Railroad Administration. 


October 27, 2015 


*Nomination was reported with rec- 
ommendation that it be confirmed sub- 
ject to the nominee’s commitment to 
respond to requests to appear and tes- 
tify before any duly constituted com- 
mittee of the Senate. 

(Nominations without an asterisk 
were reported with the recommenda- 
tion that they be confirmed.) 


EE 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, and Mr. 
BOOKER): 

S. 2207. A bill to require the Secretary of 
State to offer rewards of not less than 
$10,000,000 for information that leads to the 
arrest or conviction of suspects in connec- 
tion with the bombing of Pan Am Flight 103; 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, Ms. 
BALDWIN, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. 
Brown, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. FRANKEN, 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, 
Mr. LEAHY, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. SAND- 
ERS, Ms. HIRONO, and Mr. CASEY): 

S. 2208. A bill to promote the economic se- 
curity and safety of survivors of domestic vi- 
olence, dating violence, sexual assault, or 
stalking, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. CRAPO: 

S. 2209. A bill to revise various laws that 
interfere with the right of the people to ob- 
tain and use firearms for all lawful purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for himself, 
Ms. BALDWIN, and Mr. MARKEY): 

S. 2210. A bill to require the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to carry out a program to 
establish peer specialists in patient aligned 
care teams at medical centers of the Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. MORAN (for himself and Mr. 
UDALL): 

S. 2211. A bill to authorize additional uses 
of the Spectrum Relocation Fund; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 12 

At the request of Mr. BLUNT, the 
name of the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia (Mrs. CAPITO) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 12, a bill to amend the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to exempt 
employees with health coverage under 
TRICARE or the Veterans Administra- 
tion from being taken into account for 
purposes of determining the employers 
to which the employer mandate applies 
under the Patient Protection and Af- 
fordable Care Act. 

S. 281 

At the request of Mr. BLUNT, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mrs. FISCHER) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 281, a bill to require a Federal 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


agency to include language in certain 
educational and advertising materials 
indicating that such materials are pro- 
duced and disseminated at taxpayer ex- 
pense. 
S. 520 
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 520, a bill to amend the 
Neotropical Migratory Bird Conserva- 
tion Act to reauthorize the Act. 
S. 619 
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
name of the Senator from South Da- 
kota (Mr. ROUNDS) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 619, a bill to include 
among the principal trade negotiating 
objectives of the United States regard- 
ing commercial partnerships trade ne- 
gotiating objectives with respect to 
discouraging activity that discourages, 
penalizes, or otherwise limits commer- 
cial relations with Israel, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 637 
At the request of Mr. CRAPO, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. BENNET) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 637, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to extend and 
modify the railroad track maintenance 
credit. 
S. 682 
At the request of Mr. TOOMEyY, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
FLAKE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
682, a bill to amend the Truth in Lend- 
ing Act to modify the definitions of a 
mortgage originator and a high-cost 
mortgage. 
S. 746 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. HEINRICH) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 746, a bill to provide for the es- 
tablishment of a Commission to Accel- 
erate the End of Breast Cancer. 
S. 773 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 773, a bill to prevent harass- 
ment at institutions of higher edu- 
cation, and for other purposes. 
S. 776 
At the request of Mr. ROBERTS, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 776, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to im- 
prove access to medication therapy 
management under part D of the Medi- 
care program. 
S. 1042 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
NELSON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1042, a bill to amend the Outer Conti- 
nental Shelf Lands Act to permanently 
prohibit the conduct of offshore drill- 
ing on the outer Continental Shelf in 
the Mid-Atlantic, South Atlantic, and 
North Atlantic planning areas. 
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S. 1249 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. FRANKEN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1249, a bill to amend the Fair 
Credit Reporting Act to provide protec- 
tions for active duty military con- 
sumers, and for other purposes. 
S. 1334 
At the request of Ms. MURKOWSKI, the 
names of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. BOOKER) and the Senator from 
Louisiana (Mr. VITTER) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1334, a bill to strength- 
en enforcement mechanisms to stop il- 
legal, unreported, and unregulated fish- 
ing, to amend the Tuna Conventions 
Act of 1950 to implement the Antigua 
Convention, and for other purposes. 
S. 1375 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MERKLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1375, a bill to designate as wilderness 
certain Federal portions of the red 
rock canyons of the Colorado Plateau 
and the Great Basin Deserts in the 
State of Utah for the benefit of present 
and future generations of people in the 
United States. 
S. 1565 
At the request of Mr. REED, the name 
of the Senator from New Mexico (Mr. 
UDALL) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1565, a bill to allow the Bureau of Con- 
sumer Financial Protection to provide 
greater protection to servicemembers. 
S. 1719 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Ms. 
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1719, a bill to provide for the es- 
tablishment and maintenance of a Na- 
tional Family Caregiving Strategy, and 
for other purposes. 
S. 1937 
At the request of Mr. UDALL, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Mr. 
KING) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1937, a bill to amend the Richard B. 
Russell National School Lunch Act and 
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 to im- 
prove nutrition in tribal areas, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 1982 
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
names of the Senator from North Caro- 
lina (Mr. TILLIS), the Senator from 
Montana (Mr. DAINES), the Senator 
from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) and the Sen- 
ator from West Virginia (Mrs. CAPITO) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1982, a 
bill to authorize a Wall of Remem- 
brance as part of the Korean War Vet- 
erans Memorial and to allow certain 
private contributions to fund the Wall 
of Remembrance. 
S. 2009 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MERKLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2009, a bill to prohibit the sale of 
arms to Bahrain. 
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S. 2042 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
SCHATZ) was added as a cosponsor of 8S. 
2042, a bill to amend the National 
Labor Relations Act to strengthen pro- 
tections for employees wishing to advo- 
cate for improved wages, hours, or 
other terms or conditions of employ- 
ment and to provide for stronger rem- 
edies for interference with these rights, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 2089 
At the request of Ms. CANTWELL, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. WHITEHOUSE) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2089, a bill to provide for 
investment in clean energy, to em- 
power and protect consumers, to mod- 
ernize energy infrastructure, to cut 
pollution and waste, to invest in re- 
search and development, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 2145 
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2145, a bill to make sup- 
plemental appropriations for fiscal 
year 2016. 
S. 2148 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. MARKEY) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2148, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
prevent an increase in the Medicare 
part B premium and deductible in 2016. 
S. 2152 
At the request of Mr. CORKER, the 
names of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. BOOZMAN) and the Senator from 
Michigan (Mr. PETERS) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2152, a bill to establish 
a comprehensive United States Govern- 
ment policy to encourage the efforts of 
countries in sub-Saharan Africa to de- 
velop an appropriate mix of power solu- 
tions, including renewable energy, for 
more broadly distributed electricity 
access in order to support poverty re- 
duction, promote development out- 
comes, and drive economic growth, and 
for other purposes. 
S. 2166 
At the request of Mr. BLUNT, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. CASEY) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2166, a bill to amend part 
B of title IV of the Social Security Act 
to ensure that mental health 
screenings and assessments are pro- 
vided to children and youth upon entry 
into foster care. 
S. 2184 
At the request of Mr. ISAKSON, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2184, a bill to direct the President to 
establish guidelines for United States 
foreign development and economic as- 
sistance programs, and for other pur- 
poses. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2621 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu- 
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setts (Ms. WARREN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2621 pro- 
posed to S. 754, an original bill to im- 
prove cybersecurity in the United 
States through enhanced sharing of in- 
formation about cybersecurity threats, 
and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2716 

At the request of Mr. BURR, the 
names of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. JOHNSON), the Senator from Ari- 
zona (Mr. MCCAIN), the Senator from 
Delaware (Mr. CARPER), the Senator 
from Iowa (Mr. GRASSLEY) and the Sen- 
ator from South Dakota (Mr. THUNE) 
were added as cosponsors of amend- 
ment No. 2716 proposed to S. 754, an 
original bill to improve cybersecurity 
in the United States through enhanced 
sharing of information about cyberse- 
curity threats, and for other purposes. 


Ee 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for him- 
self, Ms. BALDWIN, and Mr. 
MARKEY): 

S. 2210. A bill to require the Sec- 
retary of Veterans Affairs to carry out 
a program to establish peer specialists 
in patient aligned care teams at med- 
ical centers of the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 
in 2013, the VA estimated that about 1.5 
million veterans required mental 
health services, which VA provides in a 
variety of settings. In addition to the 
traditional VA medical centers, vet- 
erans may access mental health serv- 
ices and support through Vet Centers— 
which often appeal to veterans because 
of their welcoming, home-like environ- 
ment; Community Based Outpatient 
Clinics, which play an important role 
in telehealth delivery by connecting 
rural veterans to psychiatry services 
from the medical center home-base, a 
Veterans Crisis Line, VA staff on col- 
lege and university campuses, and 
other outreach efforts. Another impor- 
tant means of delivering mental health 
services has been the inclusion of men- 
tal health professionals within primary 
care delivery through VA’s Patient 
Aligned Care Teams, which improves 
the screening process and allows pro- 
viders to recognize and treat mental 
health issues occurring among those 
veterans who present in their primary 
care locations. 

In addition to providing ongoing care 
to veterans with mental health needs, 
VA plays a role in suicide risk assess- 
ment and prevention among veterans. 
According to VA, about one-quarter of 
the 18 to 22 veterans who die by suicide 
each day were receiving care through 
VA. Suicide rates are even higher 
among those veterans who do not use 
VA for the health care services. Given 
the stigma and reluctance of some vet- 
erans to seek mental health treatment, 
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veterans using VA for primary care 
may be missing a key entry point to 
the peer support model of care. Ex- 
panding this effective model into the 
primary care setting could provide an- 
other opportunity for veterans to ac- 
cess mental health services through 
VA. That is why, today, I am intro- 
ducing—with my cosponsors Senators 
BALDWIN and MARKEY—the Veteran 
Partners’ Efforts to Enhance Re- 
integration, Veteran PEER Act, a bill 
that would expand the peer support 
model of care for mental health serv- 
ices within the VA system to help en- 
sure that veterans receive the effective 
and timely care they deserve. 

VA has begun a program to co-locate 
mental health care providers within 
primary care settings in an effort to 
promote effective treatment of com- 
mon mental health conditions in the 
primary care environment. This is a 
positive step; however, the peer sup- 
port model of care for mental health 
services has not been similarly inte- 
grated. Research on the use of the peer 
support model of care for mental 
health services within the VA has 
shown that Peer Specialists helped pa- 
tients become more active in treat- 
ment, which can promote recovery. 
Peer support was recognized by the 
Centers for Medicare and Medicaid 
Services as an evidence-based practice 
in 2007; and over 20 states have Med- 
icaid reimbursement for peer support 
services. In response to the President’s 
August 2014 Executive Orders to im- 
prove mental health services for vet- 
erans, VA committed to integrating 
and expanding the peer support model 
of care beyond traditional mental 
health settings into primary care clin- 
ics in order to better connect with vet- 
erans wherever they seek care. How- 
ever, progress toward placing Peer Spe- 
cialists in primary care teams has been 
slow. 

The Veteran PEER bill would require 
VA to expand its use of Peer Special- 
ists—VA employees who promote vet- 
erans’ recovery by sharing their own 
recovery stories, providing encourage- 
ment, and teaching skills needed for 
successful recovery. These profes- 
sionals may also provide case manage- 
ment assistance, help with accessing 
the right mental health care, and teach 
coping and self-advocacy skills. In gen- 
eral, peer support programs aim to de- 
velop veterans’ self-management skills 
and restore participation in work and 
other social roles. Recognizing this ef- 
fective model of care, this bill would 
require VA to establish Peer Special- 
ists in Patient Aligned Care Teams 
within VA medical centers to promote 
the use and integration of mental 
health services into the primary care 
setting. Over a two year period, the 
program would be carried out in 25 lo- 
cations. 

The bill directs VA to take into con- 
sideration the needs of female veterans 
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when establishing peer support pro- 
grams, ensure that female Peer Spe- 
cialists are made available to veterans 
through the program, and consider 
rural and underserved areas when se- 
lecting program locations. VA would be 
required to regularly report to Con- 
gress on the progress of the program 
including on its benefits to veterans 
and their family members and data on 
the gender of clients served by the pro- 
gram. Given that VA is one of the larg- 
est employers of Peer Specialists, VA’s 
regular reporting on the program 
would not only allow Congress to con- 
duct appropriate oversite of the activi- 
ties, but could also provide important 
insights for the wider peer support 
community. 

Given the pressing need for mental 
health services, it is imperative that 
we equip VA with the resources and or- 
ganizational structure it needs to care 
for veterans who access these services 
and to find ways to reach more vet- 
erans with effective mental health 
services when they need them. Expand- 
ing the peer support model into the pri- 
mary care setting could provide an- 
other opportunity for veterans to ac- 
cess mental health services through 
VA. As a nation we have asked more of 
these individuals than most of us can 
comprehend. We must now honor the 
promise we made as a nation—to take 
care of those who have taken care of 
us. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill and let- 
ters of support be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2210 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Veteran 
Partners’ Efforts to Enhance Reintegration 
Act” or the ‘‘Veteran PEER Act”. 

SEC. 2. PROGRAM ON ESTABLISHMENT OF PEER 
SPECIALISTS IN PATIENT ALIGNED 
CARE TEAM SETTINGS WITHIN MED- 


ICAL CENTERS OF DEPARTMENT OF 
VETERANS AFFAIRS. 

(a) PROGRAM REQUIRED.—The Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs shall carry out a program 
to establish peer specialists in patient 
aligned care teams at medical centers of the 
Department of Veterans Affairs to promote 
the use and integration of mental health 
services in a primary care setting. 

(b) TIMEFRAME FOR ESTABLISHMENT OF PRO- 
GRAM.—The Secretary shall carry out the 
program at medical centers of the Depart- 
ment as follows: 

(1) Not later than 180 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, at not fewer than 
ten medical centers of the Department. 

(2) Not later than two years after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, at not fewer 
than 25 medical centers of the Department. 

(c) SELECTION OF LOCATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall select 
medical centers for the program as follows: 

(A) Not fewer than five shall be medical 
centers of the Department that are des- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


ignated by the Secretary as polytrauma cen- 
ters. 

(B) Not fewer than ten shall be medical 
centers of the Department that are not des- 
ignated by the Secretary as polytrauma cen- 
ters. 

(2) CONSIDERATIONS.—In selecting medical 
centers for the program under paragraph (1), 
the Secretary shall consider the feasibility 
and advisability of selecting medical centers 
in the following areas: 

(A) Rural areas and other areas that are 
underserved by the Department. 

(B) Areas that are not in close proximity 
to an active duty military installation. 

(C) Areas representing different geographic 
locations, such as census tracts established 
by the Bureau of the Census. 

(d) GENDER-SPECIFIC SERVICES.—In car- 
rying out the program at each location se- 
lected under subsection (c), the Secretary 
shall ensure that— 

(1) the needs of female veterans are specifi- 
cally considered and addressed; and 

(2) female peer specialists are included in 
the program. 

(e) REPORTS.— 

(1) PERIODIC REPORTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and not less frequently than once every 180 
days thereafter until the Secretary deter- 
mines that the program is being carried out 
at the last location to be selected under sub- 
section (c), the Secretary shall submit to 
Congress a report on the program. 

(B) ELEMENTS.—Each report required by 
subparagraph (A) shall include the following: 

(i) The findings and conclusions of the Sec- 
retary with respect to the program during 
the 180-day period preceding the submittal of 
the report. 

(ii) An assessment of the benefits of the 
program to veterans and family members of 
veterans during the 180-day period preceding 
the submittal of the report. 

(2) FINAL REPORT.—Not later than 180 days 
after the Secretary determines that the pro- 
gram is being carried out at the last location 
to be selected under subsection (c), the Sec- 
retary shall submit to Congress a report de- 
tailing the recommendations of the Sec- 
retary as to the feasibility and advisability 
of expanding the program to additional loca- 
tions. 

Chicago, IL, October 14, 2015. 
Hon. RICHARD BLUMENTHAL, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BLUMENTHAL: On behalf of 
the Depression and Bipolar Support Alliance 
(DBSA), it is with great pleasure that I en- 
dorse the Veteran Partners’ Efforts to En- 
hance Re-integration (PEER) Act. This bill 
addresses a critically important gap within 
the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs 
(VA) that inhibits access to behavioral 
health services. We look forward to working 
with you to improve veterans’ access to care. 

Since 2013, the VA has effectively used peer 
support specialists to enhance behavioral 
health care delivered to veterans in behav- 
ioral health settings. Yet, a majority of vet- 
erans in need of behavioral health care will 
enter the VA system through a primary care 
center. To help create the necessary connec- 
tion from primary care to behavioral health 
services, the PEER Act will utilize behav- 
ioral health peer support specialists to assist 
veterans in various primary care settings. 

Specifically, the bill will require the VA to 
establish a pilot program to assess the feasi- 
bility and advisability of establishing peer 
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support specialists in Patient Aligned Care 
Teams within VA medical centers to pro- 
mote the use and integration of mental 
health services into the primary care set- 
ting. DBSA strongly supports the require- 
ment that VA medical centers give special 
consideration to the needs of female vet- 
erans when designing the pilot programs and 
ensure that female peer support specialists 
are available in each of the pilot locations. 
We also welcome the collection and report- 
ing of data that will provided to Congress 
every six months from the pilot. The VA uti- 
lizes the largest number of peer support spe- 
cialists in the nation. As such, this data will 
help improve the role of the peer support 
specialists within the VA and throughout 
America’s entire health care system. 

As the leading peer-led organization sup- 
porting individuals with mood disorders and 
their families, DBSA understands the impor- 
tance of peer support for individuals with a 
behavioral health condition. We feel strongly 
that expanded use of peer specialists within 
the VA will increase veteran engagement in 
their care, and lead to better outcomes and 
sustained wellness. We applaud you for lead- 
ing this new effort and stand ready to sup- 
port the VA as it implements this pilot pro- 
gram. 

Sincerely, 
ALLEN DOEDERLEIN, 
President, 
Depression and Bipolar Support Alliance. 
NATIONAL ALLIANCE ON 
MENTAL ILLNESS, 
Arlington, VA, October 26, 2015. 
Hon. RICHARD BLUMENTHAL, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BLUMENTHAL: On behalf of 
the National Alliance on Mental Illness 
(NAMI), I am writing to offer our strong sup- 
port for your proposed legislation, the Vet- 
eran Partners’ Efforts to Enhance Re-Inte- 
gration (PEER) Act. As the nation’s largest 
organization representing people living with 
serious mental illness and their families, 
NAMI is pleased to support this important 
legislation. 

As you know, the Department of Veterans 
Affairs (VA) currently uses Peer Specialists 
to assist veterans living with mental illness. 
These Peer Specialists do a tremendous job 
in helping veterans’ access mental health 
services and navigate the complicated VA 
health care system. Every day they promote 
recovery through development of self-man- 
agement skills and assistance in moving to- 
ward employment and community integra- 
tion. 

Your PEER bill would direct the VA to es- 
tablish a pilot program to assess the feasi- 
bility of “going to scale” in the VA with a 
peer support program built on Patient 
Aligned Care Teams within VA medical cen- 
ters across the nation. This would be a major 
step forward in promoting integration of 
mental health services into primary care 
settings. Your bill would also direct the VA 
to specifically take into consideration the 
needs of female veterans when designing 
pilot programs and to ensure that female 
peer support specialists are available in each 
of the pilot locations. 

NAMI strongly supports this effort to ex- 
pand access to peer specialists in the VA. 
Thank you for bringing this important legis- 
lation forward. NAMI looks forward to work- 
ing with you to ensure its swift passage. 

Sincerely, 
MARY GILIBERTI. 
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MILITARY OFFICERS ASSOCIATION 
OF AMERICA, 
Alexandria, VA, October 26, 2015. 
Hon. RICHARD BLUMENTHAL, 
Ranking Member, Committee on Veterans Af- 
fairs, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BLUMENTHAL: On behalf of 
the more than 390,000 members of the Mili- 
tary Officers Association of America 
(MOAA), I’m writing to thank you for spon- 
soring the ‘‘Veteran Partners Efforts to En- 
hance Reintegration (PEER) Act,” a bill 
that would establish a two-year pilot pro- 
gram that requires the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs to establish peer specialists in 
patient aligned care teams at 25 medical cen- 
ter locations. 

MOAA has long supported peer support 
programs as a means to enhance delivery of 
health care services. By extending VA’s ex- 
isting mental health peer support model into 
the primary care setting helps to further re- 
duce barriers in accessing mental health 
services while also supporting the Depart- 
ment’s current efforts at integrating mental- 
physical health care concurrently to in- 
crease system capacity. 

All veterans deserve access to mental 
health care when they need it and wherever 
they may live. As such, we are particularly 
grateful for special consideration in this leg- 
islation for female veterans and those living 
in rural or underserved areas. 

I greatly appreciate your leadership and 
look forward to the passage of this timely 
legislation. 

Sincerely, 
NORBERT RYAN, Jr., 
President. 
AMERICAN PUBLIC HEALTH ASSOCIATION, 
October 23, 2015. 
Hon. RICHARD BLUMENTHAL, 
Ranking Member, Senate Committee on Vet- 
erans’ Affairs, Washington, DC. 

DEAR RANKING MEMBER BLUMENTHAL: On 
behalf of the American Public Health Asso- 
ciation, a diverse community of public 
health professionals who champion the 
health of all people and communities, I write 
in support of the Veteran Partners’ Efforts 
to Enhance Reintegration Act, which would 
require the inclusion of peer support special- 
ists in Patient Aligned Care Teams within 
medical centers at the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs. 

Rates of mental illness are disproportion- 
ately high among U.S. veterans, particularly 
posttraumatic stress disorder, substance 
abuse disorders, depression, anxiety and 
military sexual trauma. Nearly 50 percent of 
combat veterans from Iraq report that they 
have suffered from PTSD, and close to 40 per- 
cent of these same veterans report problem 
alcohol use. In 2010, about 22 veterans died 
each day as a result of suicide. Military cul- 
ture promotes inner strength, self-reliance 
and the ability to shake off injury, which 
may contribute to stigma surrounding men- 
tal health issues. Stigma may create a reluc- 
tance to seek help and a fear of negative so- 
cial consequences, and is the most often 
cited reason for why people to do not seek 
counseling or other mental health services. 

Through a peer support model of care, Peer 
Specialists—veterans who have recovered or 
are recovering from a mental health condi- 
tion—provide veterans with assistance in ac- 
cessing mental health services, navigating 
the health care system and skills needed for 
a successful recovery. Expanding the peer 
support model to the primary care setting 
may offer a key entry point for those reluc- 
tant to access mental health services. The 
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bill would also direct the VA to take into 
consideration the needs of female veterans 
and locations that are underserved. 

Thank you for your commitment to the 
health and wellbeing of U.S. veterans and to 
improving access to mental health services 
within the VA. 

Sincerely, 
GEORGES C. BENJAMIN, MD, 
Executive Director. 


EEE 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 


SA 2749. Mr. BURR (for himself and Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN) proposed an amendment to 
amendment SA 2716 proposed by Mr. BURR 
(for himself and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) to the bill 
S. 754, to improve cybersecurity in the 
United States through enhanced sharing of 
information about cybersecurity threats, 
and for other purposes. 


EE 
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 2749. Mr. BURR (for himself and 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN) proposed an amend- 
ment to amendment SA 2716 proposed 
by Mr. BURR (for himself and Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN) to the bill S. 754, to improve 
cybersecurity in the United States 
through enhanced sharing of informa- 
tion about cybersecurity threats, and 
for other purposes; as follows: 

On page 11, line 3, strike ‘‘period’’ and in- 
sert ‘‘periodic’’. 

On page 11, line 10, strike ‘‘532” and insert 
“632”. 

On page 20, line 21, strike ‘‘measures’’ and 
insert “measure”. 

On page 56, line 8, strike “and” and all that 
follows through ‘‘(7)’’ on line 9 and insert the 
following: 

(7) the term “national security system” 
has the meaning given the term in section 
11103 of title 40, United States Code; and 

(8) 

On page 57, line 8, strike “and”. 

On page 57, line 11, strike the period at the 
end and insert ‘‘; and”. 

On page 57, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following: 

(4) the term ‘national security system’ 
has the meaning given the term in section 
11103 of title 40, United States Code. 

On page 64, lines 14 and 15, strike ‘‘Not- 
withstanding section 202, in this subsection” 
and insert ‘‘In this subsection only”. 

On page 69, line 13, strike ‘‘all taken” and 
insert “taken all”. 

On page 76, line 22, insert ‘‘and the Direc- 
tor of the Office of Management and Budget” 
after ‘‘Intelligence’’. 

On page 77, lines 12 and 13, strike ‘‘, as de- 
fined in section 11103 of title 40, United 
States Code”. 

On page 77, line 14, insert ‘‘and the Direc- 
tor of the Office of Management and Budget” 
after ‘‘Intelligence’’. 

On page 78, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following: 

(d) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to designate 
an information system as a national security 
system. 

On page 78, line 18, strike “owned” and in- 
sert ‘‘used’’. 

Beginning on page 80, line 25, strike “use” 
and all that follows through ‘‘other’’ on page 
81, line 6, and insert ‘‘intrusion detection 
and prevention capabilities under section 
230(b)(1) of the Homeland Security Act of 
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2002 for the purpose of ensuring the security 
of”. 

On page 84, line 25, strike “Act” and insert 
“Act of 2015”. 

On page 85, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following: 

(D) the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate; 

On page 86, line 26, insert ‘‘the Director of 
the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology and” after ‘‘coordination with”. 

On page 88, line 8, strike ‘‘non-civilian”’ 
and insert ‘“‘noncivilian’’. 

On page 89, line 23, insert ‘‘, the Director of 
the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology,” after ‘‘Director’’. 

On page 91, line 11, strike ‘‘203 and 204” and 
insert ‘‘303 and 304’’. 

On page 91, line 21, insert ‘‘, in consulta- 
tion with the Director of the National Insti- 
tute of Standards and Technology,” after 
“Security”. 

On page 92, line 9, insert ‘‘, in consultation 
with the Director of the National Institute 
of Standards and Technology,” after ‘‘Sec- 
retary”. 

On page 96, line 19, strike ‘‘likely,’’ and in- 
sert ‘“‘likely’’. 

On page 96, line 22, strike ‘‘present’’ and in- 
sert ‘“‘present,”. 

Beginning on page 103, strike line 10 and 
all that follows through page 105, line 24, and 
insert the following: 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary, in consultation with the Director 
of the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology and the Secretary of Homeland 
Security, shall convene health care industry 
stakeholders, cybersecurity experts, and any 
Federal agencies or entities the Secretary 
determines appropriate to establish a task 
force to— 

(A) analyze how industries, other than the 
health care industry, have implemented 
strategies and safeguards for addressing cy- 
bersecurity threats within their respective 
industries; 

(B) analyze challenges and barriers private 
entities (notwithstanding section 102(15)(B), 
excluding any State, tribal, or local govern- 
ment) in the health care industry face secur- 
ing themselves against cyber attacks; 

(C) review challenges that covered entities 
and business associates face in securing 
networked medical devices and other soft- 
ware or systems that connect to an elec- 
tronic health record; 

(D) provide the Secretary with information 
to disseminate to health care industry stake- 
holders for purposes of improving their pre- 
paredness for, and response to, cybersecurity 
threats affecting the health care industry; 

(E) establish a plan for creating a single 
system for the Federal Government to share 
information on actionable intelligence re- 
garding cybersecurity threats to the health 
care industry in near real time, requiring no 
fee to the recipients of such information, in- 
cluding which Federal agency or other entity 
may be best suited to be the central conduit 
to facilitate the sharing of such information; 
and 

(F) report to Congress on the findings and 
recommendations of the task force regarding 
carrying out subparagraphs (A) through (E). 

(2) TERMINATION.—The task force estab- 
lished under this subsection shall terminate 
on the date that is 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

(3) DISSEMINATION.—Not later than 60 days 
after the termination of the task force estab- 
lished under this subsection, the Secretary 
shall disseminate the information described 
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in paragraph (1)(D) to health care industry 
stakeholders in accordance with such para- 
graph. 

(4) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
subsection shall be construed to limit the 
antitrust exemption under section 104(e) or 
the protection from liability under section 
106. 

(e) CYBERSECURITY FRAMEWORK.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish, through a collaborative process with 
the Secretary of Homeland Security, health 
care industry stakeholders, the National In- 
stitute of Standards and Technology, and 
any Federal agency or entity the Secretary 
determines appropriate, a single, voluntary, 
national health-specific cybersecurity frame- 
work that— 

(A) establishes a common set of voluntary, 
consensus-based, and industry-led standards, 
security practices, guidelines, methodolo- 
gies, procedures, and processes that serve as 
a resource for cost-effectively reducing cy- 
bersecurity risks for a range of health care 
organizations; 

(B) supports voluntary adoption and imple- 
mentation efforts to improve safeguards to 
address cybersecurity threats; 

(C) is consistent with the security and pri- 
vacy regulations promulgated under section 
264(c) of the Health Insurance Portability 
and Accountability Act of 1996 (42 U.S.C. 
1820d-2 note) and with the Health Informa- 
tion Technology for Economic and Clinical 
Health Act (title XIII of division A, and title 
IV of division B, of Public Law 111-5), and 
the amendments made by such Act; and 

(D) is updated on a regular basis and appli- 
cable to the range of health care organiza- 
tions described in subparagraph (A). 

(2) LIMITATION.—Nothing in this subsection 
shall be interpreted as granting the Sec- 
retary authority to— 

(A) provide for audits to ensure that health 
care organizations are in compliance with 
the voluntary framework under this sub- 
section; or 

(B) mandate, direct, or condition the award 
of any Federal grant, contract, or purchase 
on compliance with such voluntary frame- 
work. 

(3) NO LIABILITY FOR NONPARTICIPATION.— 
Nothing in this title shall be construed to 
subject a health care organization to liabil- 
ity for choosing not to engage in the vol- 
untary activities authorized under this sub- 
section. 

On page 107, line 10, strike ‘‘shall each” 
and insert ‘“‘shall’’. 

On page 107, lines 11 and 12, strike ‘‘each 
Comptroller General of the United States 
and’’. 

On page 110, strikes lines 6 through 16. 

On page 111, lines 8 and 9, strike ‘‘under 
subsection (b)’’ and insert ‘‘pursuant to sec- 
tion 9(a) of Executive Order 18636 of Feb- 
ruary 12, 2013 (78 Fed. Reg. 11742), relating to 
identification of critical infrastructure 
where a cybersecurity incident could reason- 
ably result in catastrophic regional or na- 
tional effects on public health or safety, eco- 
nomic security, or national security”. 

On page 111, strike lines 22 through 24 and 
insert the following: 
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Resources of the Senate; 

(F) the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce of the House of Representatives; and 

(G) the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate. 

On page 112, line 3, add a period at the end. 

On page 112, strike lines 4 through 10. 

On page 113, line 14, strike ‘‘intrusion’’. 

Beginning on page 114, strike line 7 and all 
that follows through page 115, line 9. 

On page 115, after line 9, add the following: 
SEC. 408. STOPPING THE FRAUDULENT SALE OF 

FINANCIAL INFORMATION OF PEO- 
PLE OF THE UNITED STATES. 

Section 1029(h) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘title if—” and 
all that follows through ‘‘therefrom.”’ and in- 
serting ‘‘title if the offense involves an ac- 
cess device issued, owned, managed, or con- 
trolled by a financial institution, account 
issuer, credit card system member, or other 
entity organized under the laws of the 
United States, or any State, the District of 
Columbia, or other Territory of the United 
States.’’. 


a 
AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 


mittee on Armed Services be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on October 27, 2015, 9 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 

TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 27, 2015, at 4 p.m., in room S-207 
of the Capitol. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on October 27, 
2015, at 9 a.m., in room SD-866 of the 
Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Finance be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on October 27, 2015, at 9 a.m., in room 
SD-215 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building, to conduct a hearing entitled 
“The Internal Revenue Service’s Re- 
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sponse to Committee Recommenda- 
tions Contained in its August 5, 2015 
Report.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on October 27, 2015, at 10 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on October 27, 2015, at 2 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


-— 


PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 


Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that Jeremy Kuester, a 
fellow in my office, be granted privi- 
leges of the floor for the remainder of 
the session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, 
OCTOBER 28, 2015 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until 10 a.m. on Wednesday, 
October 28; that following the prayer 
and pledge, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, the Journal of pro- 
ceedings be approved to date, and the 
time for the two leaders be reserved for 
their use later in the day; that fol- 
lowing leader remarks, the Senate be 
in a period of morning business until 12 
noon, with Senators permitted to 
speak therein for up to 10 minutes 
each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be- 
fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that it stand adjourned under the 
previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 6:23 p.m., adjourned until Wednes- 
day, October 28, 2015, at 10 a.m. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


IN HONOR OF MICHAEL GUARDINO 


HON. SAM FARR 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Mr. Michael Guardino, head of Carmel 
High School’s science department, Carmel-by- 
the-Sea, CA. One would be hard-pressed to 
find a teacher more devoted to the art of edu- 
cation than Mr. Guardino. 


A lifetime lover of knowledge, Mr. Guardino 
believes that every student deserves an 
uncompromised understanding of the funda- 
mental sciences, creating a classroom atmos- 
phere known both for its incredible rigor and 
rewards. Each morning, he arrives before the 
crack of dawn, preparing fascinating demos 
and labs to truly engage his students. Nobody 
can escape his notoriously difficult AP Chem- 
istry course without a firm comprehension and 
appreciation for the chemical world, even if he 
has to blow stuff up—in the name of 
science—to get his students’ attention. Every 
day, his students are challenged in new ways 
to approach unfamiliar problems and create 
solutions based on scientific processes. 
Whether it is titration, qualitative analysis, 
spectrophotometry, or chromatography, he 
finds a way to make each laboratory experi- 
ment challenging and captivating. 


Away from the classroom, Mr. Guardino 
demonstrates his passion for SCUBA by act- 
ing as a volunteer diver at the Monterey Bay 
Aquarium for over 30 years, teaching the ecol- 
ogy and chemistry of kelp forests from inside 
the aquarium’s massive tanks. Granting his 
students an incredible opportunity, he ar- 
ranged a tour of Ed Ricketts’ lab, part of the 
inspiration for “Cannery Row”. This allowed 
them to hear rich first-hand experiences of 
Steinbeck and “Doc” recounted by the 96- 
year-old Frank Wright. 


Mr. Guardino cares deeply for each of his 
students, giving his best efforts to teach and 
expecting their best efforts to learn. Giving un- 
told hours of his personal time, Mr. Guardino 
personally helped Ethan Miller—a_ student 
bedridden for months due to a severe ill- 
ness—learn the massive amounts of chemistry 
covered during his absence from school. Com- 
ing to school over the weekends and even on 
Thanksgiving, he ensured that Ethan under- 
stood the material. His tireless work paid off: 
Ethan completed AP Chemistry with an A both 
semesters and scored highly on the AP exam, 
earning college credit. 


Mr. Speaker, I’m sure the House joins me in 
thanking Mr. Guardino for his dedication to his 
profession and to his students. 


40TH ANNUAL LABOR AND 
COMMUNITY AWARDS RECEPTION 


HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, it is my dis- 
tinct honor to congratulate several of North- 
west Indiana’s finest citizens. The Northwest 
Indiana Federation of Labor American Federa- 
tion of Labor—Congress of Industrial Organiza- 
tions (AFL-CIO) will be recognizing several in- 
dividuals and organizations for their dedication 
and service during the 40th Annual Labor and 
Community Awards Reception, which will be 
held at Wicker Park in Highland, Indiana, on 
Wednesday, October 28, 2015. These individ- 
uals, in addition to all Northwest Indiana Fed- 
eration of Labor members who have served 
Northwest Indiana so diligently for such a long 
period of time, are the epitome of the ideal 
American worker: loyal, dedicated, and hard- 
working. 

At this year’s event, several individuals and 
organizations will receive special recognition. 
John T. Coli, International Brotherhood of 
Teamsters Joint Council 25, and Harvey Jack- 
son, International Brotherhood of Teamsters 
Local 142, are the recipients of the Service to 
Labor Award for their many years of service to 
the labor movement and their outstanding 
dedication to their fellow union members. The 
Union Label Award will be presented to Jeff 
Manes, a freelance reporter and member of 
National Writers Union 1981 and United Auto 
Workers, for his unselfish devotion to the labor 
movement through its promotion in all areas: 
social, civic, educational, and political. 

The National Association of Letter Carriers 
will be honored with the Community Services 
Award for its exemplary service to the commu- 
nity and to the enhancement of the quality of 
life for the people of Northwest Indiana. Eliza- 
beth “Betty” Quinn, American Federation of 
Teachers Indiana, will be honored with the 
Lifetime Achievement Award for her many 
years of labor activism and her commitment to 
her community. For the exceptional service 
she has provided to the people of Northwest 
Indiana, she is worthy of our admiration and 
respect. Dave Danko, President, United Steel 
Workers 7-1 (BP Refinery), is this year’s re- 
cipient of the President’s Award. Mr. Danko is 
being honored for enhancing the well-being of 
workers throughout Northwest Indiana through 
countless contributions to further the philos- 
ophy of the labor movement. 

Harold Sitz, Ironworkers Local 1, Randy 
Palmateer, Business Manager, Northwest Indi- 
ana Building and Construction Trades Council, 
and Dan Murchek, President, Northwest Indi- 
ana Federation of Labor AFL-CIO, and Presi- 
dent, Lake County Police Association Local 
72, Lake County Federation of Police Local 
12, will be presented with the George Meany 


Award for their significant contributions to the 
youth of their communities through their in- 
volvement with the Boy Scouts of America. 

Northwest Indiana has a rich history of ex- 
cellence in its craftsmanship and loyalty by its 
tradesmen. These honorees are all out- 
standing examples of these qualities. They 
have demonstrated their loyalty to their unions 
and the Northwest Indiana community through 
their hard work and tireless service. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you and my distin- 
guished colleagues join me in congratulating 
these dedicated, honorable, and exemplary 
citizens, as well as all of the hardworking 
union men and women throughout America. 
They have shown commitment and courage 
toward their pursuits, and | am proud to rep- 
resent them in Washington, D.C. 


Ee 


HONORING THE MEMORY OF 
LT. GEORGE WHITMORE 


HON. SCOTT DesJARLAIS 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. DESJARLAIS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to honor the memory of a courageous Amer- 
ican and a proud son of Tennessee, Lt. 
George Whitmore. 

George Whitmore, of Shelbyville, Ten- 
nessee, enlisted in the Army on September 
10, 1935 when he was sixteen years old, two 
years before he was eligible under Army en- 
listment rules. On May 6, 1937, Whitmore was 
promoted to Corporal and later to Sergeant. 
For the next few years he served in the Na- 
tional Guard and until February 24, 1941, 
when he was called up to Active Federal Serv- 
ice. 

After completing Officer Candidacy School 
in Ft. Benning, GA, Whitmore was commis- 
sioned as a 2nd Lieutenant and entered the 
Army Ranger Combat Training program. After 
completing Ranger Training, Lt. Whitmore took 
part in the invasion of Normandy, where he 
bravely fought on Utah Beach. 

He served on the front lines of Europe 
bravely defending his country, leading pla- 
toons of soldiers throughout the Normandy 
and Rhineland campaigns. On July 15, 1944, 
Lt. Whitmore was wounded in combat by an 
enemy artillery shell in northern France while 
pressing an attack against the German front. 

During his 18 years of service to our country 
Lt. Whitmore received several service honors, 
including the Purple Heart Medal, the Combat 
Infantryman Badge and two Bronze Service 
Stars, among many others. 

In August of 2008, Lt. Whitmore returned to 
Tennessee to make his home in Normandy, 
TN, where he resided with his wife of 74 
years, and his youngest daughter and son-in- 
law until his passing on October 9, 2015, at 
the age of 96. 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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To the family of Lt. Whitmore, we are sin- 
cerely grateful for his service. George truly ex- 
emplified the spirit of “the Greatest Genera- 
tion.” 


ES 


H.R. 3762, GOP RECONCILIATION 
ACT 


HON. KATHY CASTOR 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Mr. Speaker, on 
October 23, 2015, | was unable to be here to 
vote on H.R. 3762 (Roll Call 568), the GOP 
Reconciliation Act. Had | been present, | 
would have voted no on H.R. 3762. | have 
voted against this bill twice, once in the En- 
ergy & Commerce Committee and again in the 
Budget Committee. | was unable to make the 
vote because | was back in my district to at- 
tend a meeting with Secretary of Education 
Arne Duncan, parents, students and teachers 
to work directly on a huge challenge of im- 
proving schools in that community that are fail- 
ing our children. 

Below are the statements | made during the 
Energy & Commerce Committee and Budget 
Committee markups of H.R. 3762. 

BUDGET COMMITTEE 


“This is creating great economic uncer- 
tainty. Back home, I represent a district 
with an Air Force base that is home to U.S. 
Central Command and Special Operations 
Command. They are beside themselves about 
the inability of the Congress to move for- 
ward with a reasonable budget plan. It is 
now complicating the military missions of 
our country. They don’t want another CR. 
That is a dead end. They don’t want an OCO 
gimmick that doesn’t serve our country well. 
They want those monies in the base defense 
budget, and have spoken out loudly. 

And then on the domestic side our medical 
researchers, transportation, infrastructure, 
all of those important jobs that help lift 
America are also being undercut by the un- 
certainty created here in the Congress. 

Now, I am very happy this is being done in 
an open setting today, because it really lays 
bare the priorities of the two parties here in 
Congress. The Democratic priority is to ad- 
dress the budget uncertainty, come together, 
work out a plan to move forward and avoid 
the government shutdown. The Republican 
priority, however, is to continue to attack 
women’s health care and intimidate Planned 
Parenthood nonprofit clinics and the women 
that go there for their health services. This 
witch hunt continues, and it is not serving 
the interests of our great country. It is be- 
neath the dignity of this Congress, because 
what is going to happen when we come back 
after next week? There is a new Benghazi- 
like select committee to continue this witch 
hunt. 

I mean, this is really an all-time low. 
There has been an attack on women’s health 
now for decades, but now the all-time low is 
what happened this summer with these man- 
ufactured YouTube videos now becoming the 
basis of public policy in America while all 
the investigations done here in the Congress 
and in States across the country have dem- 
onstrated no wrongdoing whatsoever. So we 
are going to waste taxpayer funds and impor- 
tant time on this witch hunt? I think it is 
very unfortunate. 
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You know, the approval ratings of Con- 
gress are at an all-time low, and I have to 
say, this demonstrates why that is, because 
it is Congress and the governing—so called 
governing party, is not focused on the prior- 
ities for our great country, instead, focused 
on intimidating women and trusted clinics 
across the country. I urge a no vote on this 
and the reconciliation package. Thank you.”’ 

ENERGY & COMMERCE COMMITTEE 

“Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I 
have to say, the Republican majority has 
really taken us back in a time warp today. It 
feels like we are probably back in the 1950s. 
The first half of the hearing was on energy 
policy, was very anti-science. It was prac- 
tically the world is flat. They refused to ad- 
dress the changing climate, and the chal- 
lenges that poses for our country and our 
communities, refused to modernize Amer- 
ica’s energy policy by unleashing innovation 
to benefit consumers and businesses all 
across America. But now the GOP majority 
wants to restrict contraceptives, and family 
planning services. This is decades old in—and 
it is another unconscionable attack on wom- 
en’s health and Planned Parenthood. 

And I wanted to pose a question, which is 
doing more today in America to reduce the 
number of unplanned pregnancies. Certainly 
not the Republicans in Congress, who con- 
tinue to vote to block access to contracep- 
tives, and family planning, as they are... . 

. . No, it is Planned Parenthood that is 
doing more to reduce the number of un- 
planned pregnancies in America. 

Now, although the GOP attacks on wom- 
en’s health have gone on for years here in 
the Congress, we recently hit a new low this 
summer, when a shady group, that is actu- 
ally under criminal investigation, helped 
launch a broad-based smear campaign 
against Planned Parenthood. To date, all of 
the investigations that have been launched 
have turned up there is no evidence to sub- 
stantiate the allegations that Planned Par- 
enthood, or any of its affiliates, violated the 
law, including an investigation by this very 
Committee. 

Actually, what the evidence has turned up 
so far is that Mr. Dunliden, and his organiza- 
tion that doctored the YouTube videos, mis- 
represented itself to gain access to medical 
conferences and Planned Parenthood facili- 
ties. They should be the ones that are under 
investigation and brought to account. The 
investigations out there so far have showed 
that the videos are selectively edited, they 
repeatedly omit exculpatory statements 
about compliance with the law. We simply 
cannot allow Republicans in Congress to use 
these falsified videos to continue their ex- 
tremist agenda against women and deny 
women access to comprehensive healthcare. 

You know, this is the House of Representa- 
tives, and the population of the United 
States of America is a little more female, 
about 50—a little over 50 percent. But here in 
the Congress, you all know what the percent- 
age is. It is under 20 percent female. Well, it 
certainly shows. I will urge my colleagues to 
defeat this attempt, again, to paint another 
chapter in the radical agenda against wom- 
en’s health. ...I hope you have read the 
legislation that will be considered today, be- 
cause what it will do is eliminate access to 
contraceptives and family planning. If my 
Republican colleagues truly believe that 
there should be family planning services, and 
contraceptives allowed to women and fami- 
lies across America, they should vote no on 
this radical idea, and this idea of reconcili- 
ation today. I will yield back the balance of 
my time.” 
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Again, if I was present for the vote today 
on H.R. 3762, I would have voted no. 


EE 


THE GLOBAL CRISIS OF 
RELIGIOUS FREEDOM 


HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, the 
world is experiencing a crisis of international 
religious freedom that poses a direct challenge 
to U.S. interests in the Middle East, Central 
and East Asia, Russia, China, and sub-Saha- 
ran Africa. In large parts of the world, this fun- 
damental freedom is constantly and brutally 
under siege. The worldwide erosion of respect 
for this fundamental freedom is the cause of 
widespread human suffering, grave injustices, 
refugee flows, and significant threats to peace 
and stability. 

This Congress has heard the cries of Iraqi 
and Syrian Christians who face the threat of 
extinction, slavery, and death. We have heard 
about the plight of Rohingya Muslims, who 
face attacks and such unimaginable discrimi- 
nation from hard-line Buddhist groups that 
many chose slavery elsewhere than life in 
Burma. We have heard about the persecution 
faced by Chinese Christians, Tibetan Bud- 
dhists, Uyghur Muslims, and Falun Gong at 
the hands of a Communist Party suspicious of 
organized religion. And, many of us on this 
subcommittee have seen firsthand the reli- 
gious dividing lines in sub-Saharan Africa that 
are the cause of so much death and destruc- 
tion. 

In a world where some people are willing to 
kill those whose beliefs differ from theirs, 
where anti-Semitism persists even in the most 
tolerant of places, and where authoritarian 
governments view strong religious faith as a 
potential threat to their legitimacy, it is more 
important than ever that the U.S. engage in 
robust religious freedom diplomacy. One that 
uses all the tools available is the landmark 
International Religious Freedom Act of 1998. 

The stakes are too high and the suffering 
too great to downplay religious freedom as a 
priority of U.S. foreign policy. But unfortu- 
nately, we often hear from religious groups 
globally and from NGOs working on the issue 
that this Administration has sidelined the pro- 
motion of religious freedom. 

This criticism does not discount the work 
done by our men and women at the State De- 
partment and the efforts of Ambassador 
Saperstein himself. They do important and 
substantive work, but it seems too often that 
the issue is marginalized and isolated from 
issues of national security or economic devel- 
opment—even though we know from aca- 
demic research that countries with the highest 
levels of religious freedom experience more 
prosperity and less terrorism. 

Religious persecution has catastrophic con- 
sequences for religious communities and for 
individual victims. But it also undermines the 
national security of the United States. Without 
religious freedom, aspiring democracies will 
continue to face instability. Sustained eco- 
nomic growth will be more difficult to achieve. 
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Obstructions will remain to the advancement 
of the rights of women and girls. And, perhaps 
most urgent of all, religious terrorism will con- 
tinue to be nourished and exported. 

The global religious freedom crisis will not 
disappear anytime soon. According to the non- 
partisan Pew Research Center, 75% of the 
world’s populations live in countries where se- 
vere religious persecution occurs regularly. 

It has been almost 17 years since the pas- 
sage of the International Religious Freedom 
Act of 1998. Religious freedom diplomacy has 
developed under three administrations of both 
parties. Unfortunately, the grim global realities 
demonstrate that our nation has had little ef- 
fect on the rise of persecution and the decline 
of religious freedom. 

It is worth asking why. 

It is worth asking not only what the State 
Department is doing, but what can be done 
better? Are new tools or new ideas needed to 
help U.S. religious freedom diplomacy address 
one of the great crises of the 21st century? 
Does the International Religious Freedom Act 
of 1998 need to be upgraded to reflect 21st 
century realities? 

That is why | introduced the Frank Wolf 
International Religious Freedom Act of 2015 
(H.R. 1150). This legislation, named after the 
author of the original IRFA Act, my good friend 
former Congressman Frank Wolf, would, 
among other things, strengthen the role of the 
Ambassador-at-Large for Religious Freedom 
and the IRF office at State and give more 
tools to the Administration to address the cri- 
sis we face. The bill is roundly endorsed and 
supported by a broad, diverse array of reli- 
gious freedom, civil society and diaspora orga- 
nizations. They acknowledge what too many 
policymakers and administrations, Republican 
and Democrat alike, have been unable to ap- 
preciate—America’s first freedom ought to be 
infused, at every possible level, into our for- 
eign policy. 

Upgrading and strengthening U.S. inter- 
national religious freedom policy—and further 
integrating it into U.S. foreign policy and na- 
tional security strategy—will send the clear 
message that the U.S. will fight for the inher- 
ent dignity of every human being and against 
the global problem of persecution, religious 
extremism, and terrorism. In so doing, we can 
advance the best of our values while pro- 
tecting vital national interests. 


ee 


HONORING THE LIFE OF JOHN M. 
FAMULARO 


HON. ANDY BARR 


OF KENTUCKY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. BARR. Mr. Speaker, | rise to honor the 
life of a very special man, John M. Famularo 
of Lexington, Kentucky. Famularo spent most 
of his life in the legal profession and over the 
years earned a stellar reputation among his 
fellow attorneys and all that knew him. 

Famularo was raised in Mt. Olivet, Ken- 
tucky. He came from a family of legal minds, 
with his father serving as county attorney, dis- 
trict judge, and circuit judge and his brother 
serving as U.S. Attorney. Famularo graduated 
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from Loyola University and the University of 
Kentucky College of Law. Two years after 
graduation from law school, he successfully 
argued a boundary dispute case before the 
U.S. Supreme Court. He began serving as an 
assistant commonwealth attorney for Fayette 
County in the 1970s. Much of his career was 
spent as a partner with the Stites and 
Harbison law firm in Lexington, where his 
practice focused on product liability, class-ac- 
tion defense, and medical malpractice de- 
fense. He also served as Chief Judge of the 
22nd Judicial District in Fayette County. 
Famularo was well respected for his great 
legal mind. 

Mr. Famularo was special to me personally. 
As a young lawyer, he was my first mentor. 
Many attorneys, including me, owe our suc- 
cess to the selfless interest he took in our pro- 
fessional development. He was a great lawyer, 
a fierce advocate for his clients, a dedicated 
officer of the court, and the best litigator | 
have ever seen. 

Mr. Famularo became a regent and state 
chairman of the American College of Trial 
Lawyers, served on the board of governors of 
the Kentucky Bar Association, and was in- 
ducted into the University of Kentucky College 
of Law Hall of Fame. He passed away on Oc- 
tober 23, 2015. He is survived by his wife 
Karen, three children, and three grandchildren. 
The legal community and all those associated 
with John M. Famularo mourn his passing and 
honor his legacy. 

Í —e 


25TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
WHITE HOUSE INITIATIVE ON 
EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE FOR 
HISPANICS 


HON. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California. Mr. 
Speaker, this year marks the 25th Anniversary 
of the White House Initiative on Educational 
Excellence for Hispanics. Since 1990, the ini- 
tiative has played a critical role in advocating 
for and advancing policies that have helped 
our community grow. 

While our work is not done, as we conclude 
Hispanic Heritage Month, it is important for us 
to celebrate our progress. Our nation’s high 
school graduation rate is the highest in history, 
and the Latino dropout rate is half of what it 
was in 2000. 

More importantly, however, we must recog- 
nize the work that remains and those com- 
mitted to doing it. Earlier this year, the Depart- 
ment of Education issued a national call for 
commitments to action for Hispanics in edu- 
cation. The initiative aimed to encourage pri- 
vate, public and nonprofit investments to cre- 
ate and/or expand high quality educational 
services. The results were astounding; 150 
Commitments to Action with a collective in- 
vestment of over $335 million. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise today to highlight the 
commitment of an organization in my district, 
the Mariachi Music Education Initiative, who 
has committed nearly $900,000 over three 
years for music education. 
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It's commitments like this, and those of the 
other 149 organizations that will help our com- 
munity prosper. Together, through the work 
and contributions of public, private and non- 
profit organizations, we will continue working 
to close the achievement gap, and ensure 
every child in America has the tools and op- 
portunity they need to succeed. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. MARK TAKAI 


OF HAWAII 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. TAKAI. Mr. Speaker, on Monday, Octo- 
ber 26, 2015, | was absent from the House to 
attend to a personal health matter. Due to my 
absence, | am not recorded on any legislative 
measures for the day. | would like to reflect 
how | would have voted had | been present for 
legislative business. 

Had | been present, | would have voted 
“yea” on Roll Call 569, providing for the con- 
sideration of the bill (H.R. 597) to reauthorize 
the Export-Import Bank of the United States, 
and for other purposes. 


EE 


BOKO HARAM AND THE CHIBOK 
SCHOOLGIRLS 


HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, the 
world was shocked as 276 schoolgirls from 
the northeastern Nigerian town of Chibok were 
kidnapped by the Islamic militant group Boko 
Haram. In the days following this event, we 
learned that the military had four hours’ warn- 
ing of the attack, but failed to mobilize suffi- 
cient forces to fight off the attackers, who ar- 
rived at this predominantly Christian town in a 
convoy of vehicles. A military redeployment to 
find the girls two weeks later resulted in the 
massacre of at least 300 residents of the town 
of Gamboru Ngala. 

Since that time, the previous Nigerian Gov- 
ernment made many announcements about 
freeing the kidnapped girls, none of which 
proved to be accurate. Hope had been raised 
last October by a government announcement 
of a cease-fire and release of the girls only to 
be dashed by increasing Boko Haram attacks 
and the continued captivity of the Chibok girls. 
In fact, Boko Haram kidnapped more girls in 
northeastern Nigeria, especially Christian girls. 

President Muhamadu Buhari has said he 
won't make promises about freeing these cap- 
tives that he can’t guarantee, but | expect he 
will make every effort to free the Chibok girls, 
as well as the many others taken by Boko 
Haram. 

| have met previously with young women 
who have escaped from Boko Haram, in Jos 
and Abuja, Nigeria, and here in the United 
States. They confirm the abuse of their sisters 
and mourn their loss as we do. | want to thank 
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Emmanuel Ogebe for all his help in arranging 
these meetings and the programs allowing 
some of these young women to come to the 
United States for an education. An estimated 
10,000 other Nigerian youth are prevented 
from being educated because of disruptions 
caused by Boko Haram. 

My subcommittee has held several hearings 
on Boko Haram and convinced the administra- 
tion to declare Boko Haram a Foreign Terrorist 
Organization, which they announced at our 
November 13, 2013, hearing. 

| have since pressed the administration to 
use authorities under the FTO designation to 
investigate and identify for the Nigerian Gov- 
ernment those who support Boko Haram. | 
also have worked to end the current road- 
blocks preventing U.S. counterterrorism train- 
ing for Nigerian troops. 

During the past year, social media world- 
wide has exploded with the “Bring Back Our 
Girls” campaign. | must compliment my col- 
league, Congresswoman FREDERICA WILSON, 
who has maintained her efforts to free the 
Chibok girls and all the others kidnapped by 
Boko Haram, while others have moved on to 
different issues. 

| have worked with Congresswoman WILSON 
to update her House Resolution 147, which fo- 
cuses on bringing to an end the violence un- 
leashed by Boko Haram and bringing material 
aid to those harmed by their attacks. We also 
have joined in this legislation to press initia- 
tives | mentioned earlier. | hope my sub- 
committee and our committee can move this 
legislation to the floor soon to give a boost to 
U.S. efforts to help Nigeria end the reign of 
terror by Boko Haram. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING BROWNSTOWN 
ELECTRIC SUPPLY COMPANY 


HON. TODD C. YOUNG 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, many 
Hoosier small businesses across my district 
power the economic engine of the state, while 
also playing a critical role in the civic life of 
their communities. Today it is my honor to 
highlight one such small business. 
Brownstown Electric Supply Company, based 
in Brownstown Indiana, is a privately owned 
electrical supply company that has provided 
utility companies with technical expertise and 
electrical supplies for over four decades. 

Carl Shake founded Brownstown Electric 
Supply Company in 1970 after a long career 
in the electrical supply and utility service in- 
dustry. Brownstown Electric has grown from a 
small business in Jackson County, Indiana to 
a regional company that has expanded its 
reach as far as Illinois, Kentucky, and Ohio. 
Brownstown Electric is now run by Carl’s son 
in law, Greg Deck, who stewards the company 
with the same principles that have made 
Brownstown Electric a staple of Southern Indi- 
ana. 

In addition to supplying electrical equipment 
and providing expertise in the field, 
Brownstown Electric is an active member of 
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the local community. They sponsor local high 
school sports teams, participate in the 
Brownstown High School school-to-work pro- 
gram, and contribute to the Jackson County 
History Center of Indiana. Brownstown Electric 
also encourages their employees to get in- 
volved and volunteer in the community. This 
heart for service is exemplified in their organi- 
zation of the Zach Pickard Pelican Run. The 
community-wide event is a 5K run/walk event 
dedicated to raising money to find a cure for 
Hutchinson-Gilford progeria syndrome. Em- 
ployees of Brownstown Electric organized the 
fundraiser in honor of an employee’s son who 
lives with the genetic condition. 

Brownstown Electric Supply Company is 
emblematic of the Hoosier ethic. They are 
family-owned and operated, deliver quality 
products and service, and possess a strong 
commitment to improving the lives in the com- 
munity. 

It is an honor to represent a business like 
Brownstown Electric. | hope their exemplary 
business ethic serves to inspire other would- 
be entrepreneurs, and | am pleased to high- 
light their good work today in this installment 
of Indiana’s 9th District Small Business Spot- 
light. 


re 


CONGRATULATING SHARON 
CONATSER 


HON. RODNEY DAVIS 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, | rise today to congratulate Sharon 
Conatser on being elected national president 
of the American Legion Auxiliary earlier this 
year. The American Legion Auxiliary is the na- 
tion’s largest women’s patriotic service organi- 
zation, led by the national president who pro- 
motes the organization’s mission advocating 
for veterans, educating citizens, mentoring 
youth, and promoting patriotism, good citizen- 
ship, peace, and security. 

Mrs. Conatser grew up in Central Illinois 
and has been a lifetime member of the Amer- 
ican Legion family. She first became involved 
through her father, a WWII and Korean war 
veteran. Her husband also served as the na- 
tional commander of the American Legion, 
making her the first national president who 
was also a First Lady of the American Legion. 

Mrs. Conatser is retired from the University 
of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, where she 
worked for 25 years. She has held numerous 
leadership positions with the American Legion 
Auxiliary, and remains active in her church 
and her community, serving as an inspiring 
example of a dedicated public servant. | am 
proud of Mrs. Conatser’s accomplishments 
and it is an honor to represent her in the 13th 
District of Illinois. 

Mrs. Conatser will be a strong national lead- 
er for the American Legion Auxiliary and | 
wish her the best in serving our country’s vet- 
erans, active duty military, their families, and 
their communities. 
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HONORING THE SERVICE OF 
DAVID DOWNEY 


HON. ANDY BARR 


OF KENTUCKY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. BARR. Mr. Speaker, | rise to honor a 
special man, David Downey, of Bourbon 
County, Kentucky. Mr. Downey, a part of the 
Greatest Generation, answered the call to 
serve during World War II and had a long mili- 
tary career. Today it is my honor to recognize 
him before the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

Mr. Downey was born in Bourbon County 
and graduated from Western High School. He 
was drafted into the United States Navy in 
1944 and began his career in boot camp at 
Great Lakes, Illinois. He left the Navy after a 
year and a half of service, and quickly decided 
to return in 1946. He remained in the Navy 
until 1968. Mr. Downey served on a transport 
ship during World War Il, Korea, and Vietnam. 
He also served on destroyers and served as 
a cook. During his service in Vietnam, he was 
honored to meet Roger Staubach, a Naval 
Academy graduate and Heisman trophy win- 
ner. 

Following his retirement from the Navy in 
1968, he returned home to Kentucky. He 
worked various jobs before taking a position 
as a bus driver for the Paris Independent 
School system. He spent the next twenty two 
years driving schoolchildren in Bourbon Coun- 
ty 


Mr. Downey is an active member of the 
Seventh Street Christian Church where he 
serves as a deacon and sings in the Chariots 
of Fire choir. He loves to bowl and is an active 
member of a league. Downey and his late wife 
Nannette, were married for fifty-three years. 
He has two girls and a boy. 

The bravery of Mr. Downey and his fellow 
men and women of the United States Navy is 
heroic. Because of his courage and the cour- 
age of individuals from all across Kentucky 
and our great nation, our freedoms have been 
preserved for our generation and for future 
generations. He is truly an outstanding Amer- 
ican, a patriot, and a hero to us all. 


RECOGNIZING JEFF HUNT 
HON. KEN BUCK 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. BUCK. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to rec- 
ognize Mr. Jeff Hunt on being selected to 
serve as the new leader of Colorado Christian 
University’s Centennial Institute. | commend 
his hard work and dedication to the commu- 
nity. Mr. Hunt's impressive career in public 
service has enriched the lives of so many. 

Mr. Hunt’s work in the public and private 
sector, coupled with his principled values, has 
proven to be invaluable. | am confident that 
his great spiritual and intellectual strength will 
make him an exceptional Director at the Cen- 
tennial Institute. 

On behalf of the 4th Congressional District 
of Colorado, | extend my best wishes as he 
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takes on this well-deserved position. It is truly 
an honor to celebrate his many accomplish- 
ments. Mr. Hunt’s dedication to public service 
and the religious community represents the 
essence of the Centennial Institute’s mission. 


Mr. Speaker, it is an honor to recognize Mr. 
Jeff Hunt for his service. 


n 


RECOGNIZING MANN PLUMBING/ 
MPI SOLAR 


HON. TODD C. YOUNG 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, my 
home state of Indiana is a place where hard- 
work and innovation are rewarded. The spirit 
of entrepreneurship and innovation is a long 
held tradition of Indiana, and the work of Mann 
Plumbing is evidence that such tradition is 
alive and well. Today | am honored to high- 
light their small business and recognize their 
good work. 


Mann Plumbing/MPI Solar is a full service 
plumbing and solar energy equipment com- 
pany located in Bloomington, Indiana. The 
business was started by David Mann and 
originally began as a full service plumbing 
company in 1992. During the 2008 economic 
downturn the company embraced the situation 
as an opportunity to expand their business 
and product offerings into a new market. To 
do so they began offering solar products to 
customers. Mann Plumbing/MPI Solar is now 
a regional leader in this industry. Their big risk 
turned into a success story. 


Mann Plumbing/MPI Solar provides their 
services to countless Indiana businesses, in- 
cluding: apartment houses, businesses, 
schools, and the Monroe County Government 
Building. 

Mann Plumbing/MPI Solar’s transition from 
a traditional plumbing shop to a full service 
plumbing and solar company during difficult 
economic times serves as a model for other 
businesses. David Mann and his team revital- 
ized their business with new services and 
products that helped shepherd Mann Plumbing 
through a difficult economic period, and al- 
lowed them to expand and thrive. 


Today, Mann Plumbing/MPI Solar offers a 
wide variety of products and services to their 
customers. Mann Plumbing/MPI Solars suc- 
cess is possible in part, because of highly- 
trained and dedicated staff. Skilled, motivated 
workers form the backbone of the Hoosier 
workforce and remain the key to widespread, 
economic prosperity. 


| am proud to represent Mann Plumbing/MPI 
Solar and hope their willingness to take risk 
and ability to adapt serves to inspire others. | 
am pleased to highlight their good work today 
in this installment of Indiana’s 9th Congres- 
sional District Small Business Spotlight. 
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HONORING RUTH FRIENDLY 
HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor a true leader in the Riverdale commu- 
nity, Ruth Friendly, who has been actively in- 
volved in several different neighborhood orga- 
nizations for many years. 

A former school teacher, Ruth was exten- 
sively involved in the curriculum development 
for the Scarsdale public school system before 
leaving the classroom in 1981 to join her hus- 
band, Fred Friendly, to work in media. Ruth 
served as a researcher, editor, producer, and 
executive producer for many landmark PBS 
series, and was an integral part of a team that 
received countless awards, including several 
for the series The Constitution: That Delicate 
Balance. 

Ruth also produced over 200 non-televised 
programs for civic, legal, business, and edu- 
cational organizations, often moderated by 
Fred. For 16 years, she served as Vice Presi- 
dent and Senior Editorial Director at Fred 
Friendly Seminars. 

Yet, in spite of her busy schedule, Ruth al- 
ways found time to help the community. For 
the past eight years, she has been an active 
Board Member of Riverdale Neighborhood 
House. Ruth has also served on the Riverdale 
Senior Services Board, the Riverdale Mental 
Health Board, and the Fieldston Property 
Owners Association. She has also been active 
in the New York State court system, where 
she currently serves as Commissioner of the 
New York State Commission on Judicial Nomi- 
nation, Court of Appeals, and as a panel 
member for the Disciplinary Committee of the 
Appellate Division, New York Supreme Court. 

This year, Riverdale Neighborhood House is 
honoring Ruth at their 2015 Annual Benefit. | 
want to congratulate Ruth on this honor and 
thank her for her years of dedicated service to 
the community. 


HONORING ROBERT T. GRAND 
HON. LARRY BUCSHON 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. BUCSHON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor my good friend Robert T. Grand, who 
turns 60 this year. 

A graduate of Wabash College and IU 
McKinney School of law, Bob has committed 
his adult life to public service. 

Bob has been a tremendous advocate for 
Hoosiers through his work with former Indiana 
Gov. Bob Orr, Senator Dick Lugar, President 
Bush, Governor Mike Pence, and Senator DAN 
CoaATs and his efforts working for common- 
sense public policy, especially in areas of gov- 
ernment regulation. 

In fact, the 2016 edition of Best Lawyers in 
America, named Bob as “Lawyer of the Year” 
for his work in government relations practice 
and municipal law. 

Bob, congrats on six decades of success 
and here’s to many more years of health and 
happiness. 
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HONORING CHANCELLOR LARRY 
NEIL VANDERHOEF 


HON. JOHN GARAMENDI 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to recognize Larry Neil Vanderhoef, a long- 
serving Chancellor at the University of Cali- 
fornia, Davis. On October 15, Larry passed 
away at age 74. | was fortunate to call him my 
friend, and he will truly be missed. 

Chancellor Vanderhoef grew up from adver- 
sity and humble beginnings to be an incredible 
leader. He was raised in a small factory town 
in Wisconsin, and became the first in his fam- 
ily to finish high school and one of the few in 
his small town to go to college. He received 
his BA and MS in Biology from the University 
of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, and he later pursued 
and received his Ph.D in Plant Biochemistry 
from Purdue University. 

The Chancellor was a true visionary and 
academic diplomat, not just for the University 
of Davis but also for the wider Davis commu- 
nity. His extraordinary dedication is best de- 
scribed by the legacy he leaves behind. He 
devoted more than a quarter-century of his life 
to UC Davis, first as Provost and Executive 
Vice Chancellor from 1984 to 1994, and then 
as Chancellor for fifteen years after that—fi- 
nally retiring in 2009. He was an academic 
servant who had a vision for UC Davis, and 
today the campus is one of the top leading re- 
search universities in the nation. 

Throughout his life, Chancellor Vanderhoef 
was a tireless advocate for higher education 
whose passion and dedication transformed UC 
Davis. Almost every aspect of the university 
was impacted by his efforts to improve the 
education system, including the university’s 
national rankings, student population, faculty, 
and research initiatives and facilities. Under 
Chancellor Vanderhoef’s leadership, student 
enrollment grew from 22,000 to more than 
30,000, the faculty increased by 44%, class- 
room, lab, and office space expanded by 6 
million square feet, and the National Science 
Foundation ranked UC Davis in the top 10 in 
the nation for research funding among other 
public universities. 

He was a visionary leader who made great 
strides toward bettering not only the university, 
but also the community of Davis. He held a 
strong passion for music and the arts, and ad- 
vocated for the construction of what is now the 
Shrem Museum of Art. His promise to build a 
world-class performing arts center was real- 
ized in 2002 when doors opened to the Robert 
and Margrit Mondavi Center for the Performing 
Arts, placing the university on the world stage. 
The performing arts center also serves as a 
beautiful new south entrance to the campus, 
making it more accessible to the public. 

During his tenure as Chancellor, UC Davis 
was admitted into the Association of American 
Universities, a prestigious organization with 
only 62 members in the United States and 
Canada. Chancellor Vanderhoef’s support of 
the sciences and medical research was re- 
flected in his many initiatives on campus such 
as the creation of the Robert Mondavi Institute 
for Wine and Food Science. He also trans- 
formed the Sacramento County Hospital into 
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what is known today as the highly renowned 
UC Davis Health System, providing patients 
with the highest of quality care. The health 
system includes the UC Davis Medical Center, 
UC Davis School of Medicine, The Betty Irene 
Moore School of Nursing, and the UC Davis 
Medical Group. Not only does the UC Davis 
Health System conduct innovative research, 
but it stimulates Sacramento’s economy by 
creating more than 20,000 jobs and gener- 
ating $3.4 billion annually in economic output. 


In addition to the arts and sciences, Chan- 
cellor Vanderhoef was a firm believer in the 
power of academic diplomacy. While at UC 
Davis, he promoted study abroad programs 
and the importance of international engage- 
ment in the Middle East. He believed that 
being exposed to new cultures and new ways 
of thinking can foster dialogue and greater un- 
derstanding. Currently, students are able to 
participate in numerous study abroad pro- 
grams such as the UC Davis Quarter Abroad 
or Summer Program, a Seminar Abroad Pro- 
gram, or even hold an internship abroad. 
Today, the Larry N. Vanderhoef Scholarship 
for Study Abroad, named for his legacy, con- 
tinues to make these unforgettable opportuni- 
ties open to Davis students. 


Due to his many accomplishments in the 
Davis community, Chancellor Vanderhoef was 
granted numerous awards for his dedication 
and commitment to higher education. The 
Chancellor was named Sacramentan of the 
Year in 2004 by the Sacramento Metropolitan 
Chamber of Commerce, and in 2006, he was 
presented with the Northern California Inter- 
national Leadership Award and was elected as 
an honorary member of the World Innovation 
Foundation. 


| am deeply honored to have known Chan- 
cellor Larry Neil Vanderhoef and to pay tribute 
to a great visionary who dedicated his life to 
public service and to the people of Davis. 
There is little doubt that Chancellor 
Vanderhoef’s presence was felt throughout the 
entire community. He left a remarkable legacy, 
which will not soon be forgotten. It is my sin- 
cere hope that the students and faculty at UC 
Davis will embody the Chancellors spirit and 
continue to carry his legacy with them 
throughout their lives. It is leaders like Chan- 
cellor Vanderhoef who inspire change and 
make the most impact on those around them. 


——— 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. JERRY McNERNEY 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. MCNERNEY. Mr. Speaker, | was nec- 
essarily absent from the House on October 
23, 2015. Had | been present, | would have 
voted NO on H.R. 3762 (Roll Call 568). | 
would like the record to accurately reflect my 
stance on this issue. 
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HONORING PORTUGUESE-AMER- 
ICAN COMMUNITY CENTER 85TH 
ANNIVERSARY 


HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, the city of Yon- 
kers has been privileged for 85 years to be 
graced with strong community commitment 
from the Portuguese-American Community 
Center. With gratitude, it is an honor to con- 
gratulate them on their anniversary. 

The Center was inaugurated on October 5, 
1930 under the name “Clube Social 
Portugues.” Originally, the “Centro Social Por- 
tuguese-American Citizens & Yonkers Por- 
tuguese American Club”, the PACC dignified 
the lives of Portuguese immigrant families 
throughout Yonkers, weaving families into a 
strong community. On the 30th Anniversary of 
its founding, the Center settled on “Por- 
tuguese American Community Center, Inc.” 

Early in the club’s existence, under the 
presidency of the Ambassador of Portugal, Dr. 
Joao Bianchi, a language school called 
“Escola Joao de Deus” was opened to help 
the local children. 

After decades of success, in 2012 “Escola 
Joao de Deus” joined the “Instituto de 
Cames,” an entity of the Portuguese Govern- 
ment, which oversees the teaching of Por- 
tuguese abroad. To this day, the school plays 
a huge role in the Portuguese-American Com- 
munity Center's role in the neighborhood. 

Faithful to its founding principles, the Center 
continues its independent streak of focus to- 
wards the community rather than towards po- 
litical organizations or religious sects. It also 
keeps the youth physically active by having a 
soccer team department, “Portuguese Stars,” 
with over 65 children enrolled. 

On October 3rd, the Portuguese-American 
Community Center will be hosting its 85th An- 
niversary Gala-Diamond Jubilee. | congratu- 
late them on the occasion and wish them an- 
other 85 years of great success in Yonkers. 


EE 
INTRODUCTION OF BANNING THE 
USE OF ELECTRONIC CIGA- 


RETTES ON AIRPLANES ACT OF 
2015 


HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 


OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise to intro- 
duce the Banning the Use of Electronic Ciga- 
rettes on Airplanes Act of 2015. The bill pro- 
hibits the use of electronic cigarettes and 
vaping devices on commercial airplanes by in- 
cluding use of these devices within the defini- 
tion of smoking. Smoking tobacco products on 
commercial airplanes has been banned for 
years, but with the increase in use of elec- 
tronic cigarettes and vaping devices in their 
place, it is necessary to update our laws to re- 
flect this new nuisance and health risk on air- 
planes. The Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) issued a Notice of Proposed Rule- 
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making (NPRM) in 2011 ban the use of these 
devices, but four years later, no progress has 
been made. Therefore, Congress should step 
in to legislatively resolve the issue. 

Electronic cigarette use has increased over 
the last decade with the increased education 
of the general public about the dangers and 
public health threats caused by traditional 
cigarettes to smokers and nonsmokers alike. 
For example, between 2010 and 2011, e-ciga- 
rette use among adults doubled. Researchers 
and public health experts have voiced con- 
cerns over the use of electronic cigarettes be- 
cause there are still so many unknowns about 
the chemicals these devices can produce. The 
American Lung Association (ALA) has cited 
many concerns about the lack of regulation of 
e-cigarettes because they are on the market 
while the potential harm from secondhand e- 
cigarette emissions is unknown. ALA has iden- 
tified two studies that show formaldehyde, ac- 
etaldehyde, benzene, tobacco-specific nitro- 
samines, and other harmful irritants coming 
from e-cigarette emissions. In addition, the 
temperature of an e-cigarette can affect how 
many harmful the chemicals are, but with no 
configuration standards, it is too difficult to uni- 
formly assess the health effects of smoking e- 
cigarettes. The Food and Drug Administration 
(FDA) issued a proposed rule in 2014 that 
would extend new regulatory authority to e- 
cigarettes by subjecting e-cigarettes to reg- 
istration and product listing requirements, re- 
strictions on marketing products prior to FDA 
review, and a prohibition on providing free 
samples like with traditional tobacco products. 

This year we celebrate 25 years since legis- 
lation was passed banning smoking on do- 
mestic flights in the United States. In the 
1960s, the U.S. Surgeon General identified 
smoking as a cause of increased mortality and 
by 1986, the U.S. Surgeon General had 
named secondhand smoke a serious health 
risk. The National Academy of Sciences, in its 
report “The Airliner Cabin Environment: Air 
Quality and Safety,” recommended a ban on 
smoking on all domestic commercial flights. 
The Association of Flight Attendants can be 
credited with urging the smoking ban due to 
the negative health impacts flight attendants 
suffered working in cramped, closed-off 
spaces when a third or more passengers 
smoked in-flight. Congress used this informa- 
tion to include an amendment authored by 
then-Representative DICK DURBIN (D-IL) in the 
Federal Aviation Act that made domestic 
flights of two hours or less smoke free. By 
1990, this smoking ban was extended to all 
domestic flights of six hours or less, and, in 
2000, the Wendell H. Ford Aviation Investment 
and Reform Act made all flights to and from 
the United States smoke-free. All of this was 
done even in the face of the strong tobacco 
industry’s opposition because of the undeni- 
able health impacts of cigarettes and cigarette 
smoke. Many flyers do not remember a time 
without “No Smoking” signs located through- 
out a commercial airplane. 

In 2011, the U.S. Department of Transpor- 
tation issued its NPRM to prohibit the use of 
e-cigarettes on U.S. airplanes. Under current 
FAA policy, battery-powered electronic ciga- 
rettes, vaporizers, vape pens, atomizers, and 
electronic nicotine systems are prohibited in 
checked baggage, and the FAA recommends 
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that such devices only be carried in the air- 
craft cabins because of safety issues. It is up 
to individual airlines to ban their use. Some 
airlines have already taken the initiative to in- 
stitute a ban on the use of electronic ciga- 
rettes, but legislation is necessary to make 
this update applicable to all airlines, and per- 
manent. 

The current smoking ban applies to the 
smoking of tobacco products on all scheduled 
passenger flights and on scheduled passenger 
flight segments on foreign air carriers in the 
U.S. and between the U.S. and foreign coun- 
tries, unless a waiver is granted based on bi- 
lateral negotiations. The Banning the Use of 
Electronic Cigarettes on Airplanes Act of 2015 
will amend the statutory definition of smoking 
located in 49 U.S.C. 41706 to include the use 
of electronic cigarettes, defined as “a device 
that delivers nicotine or other substances to a 
user of the device in the form of a vapor that 
is inhaled to simulate the experience of smok- 
ing.” 

| urge my colleagues to join me in sup- 
porting this bill. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. KYRSTEN SINEMA 


OF ARIZONA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Ms. SINEMA. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
reflect that if | had been present | would have 
voted aye on roll call number 534, aye on roll 
call number 535, nay on roll call number 536, 
aye on roll call number 537, nay on roll call 
number 538, aye on roll call number 539, aye 
on roll call number 540, nay on roll call num- 
ber 541, aye on roll call number 542, aye on 
roll call number 543, aye on roll call number 
544, nay on roll call number 545, aye on roll 
call number 546, aye on roll call number 547, 
aye on roll call number 548, and aye on roll 
call number 549. 


ee 


URGING CONGRESS TO SUPPORT 
FARM TO SCHOOL 


HON. JOHN GARAMENDI 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to bring attention to a vital childhood nutrition 
program in desperate need of funding. In the 
Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010, Con- 
gress established mandatory funding of $5 
million annually for a farm to school competi- 
tive grant and technical assistance program. 
This program allows communities to provide 
local foods in schools. Programs like this 
boost farm income while also fostering experi- 
ential food education for our children. Farm to 
school empowers children and their families to 
make informed food choices while strength- 
ening the local economy and contributing to vi- 
brant communities. The proven benefits such 
as food security, sustainable farming edu- 
cation, as well as long-term healthy lifestyle 
choices have been invaluable to communities 
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all over the United States. Unfortunately, de- 
mand for the program is more than five times 
higher than available funding, which is why | 
urge Congress to support the Farm to School 
Act of 2015. 


EE 


OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 


HON. MIKE COFFMAN 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. COFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, on January 
20, 2009, the day President Obama took of- 
fice, the national debt was 
$10,626,877,048,913.08. 

Today, it is $18,152,638,934,294.38. We’ve 
added $7,525,761 ,885,381.30 to our debt in 6 
years. This is over $7.5 trillion in debt our na- 
tion, our economy, and our children could 
have avoided with a balanced budget amend- 
ment. 


EE 


IN RECOGNITION OF OCTOBER AS 
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE AWARE- 
NESS MONTH 


HON. WILLIAM R. KEATING 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of October as Domestic Violence 
Awareness Month and to reaffirm our commit- 
ment to ending domestic violence in this coun- 
try. 

Established 24 years ago, Domestic Vio- 
lence Awareness Month exists to raise aware- 
ness across the country regarding the preva- 
lence of domestic violence and opportunities 
for victims. Americans of any gender, age, reli- 
gious group, neighborhood, income level, and 
racial or ethnic background are at risk. 

The statistics are simply staggering. Every 
minute, nearly 20 people in the United States 
are physically abused by an intimate partner— 
amounting to more than 10 million women and 
men in the United States a year. Horrifically, 
one in three women will experience an inci- 
dent of domestic violence, while one in four 
men have been victims of some form of phys- 
ical violence by an intimate partner within their 
lifetime. Daily, more than 20,000 calls are 
placed to domestic violence hotlines nation- 
wide. This epidemic has far-reaching con- 
sequences in our communities; domestic vio- 
lence is the third-leading cause of homeless- 
ness among families, and over 10 million chil- 
dren are exposed every year. 

A key step in working toward ending domes- 
tic violence in this country is to increase 
awareness, engagement, and education sur- 
rounding this issue. To this end, we are fortu- 
nate to have the efforts of exemplary organi- 
zations, including South Shore Women’s Re- 
source Center, The Women’s Fund of South- 
eastern Massachusetts, We Can, and Cape 
Cod Center for Women, working to provide 
stability, shelter, and safety for victims of do- 
mestic violence throughout my district and the 
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Commonwealth. Similarly, Jane Doe Inc. pro- 
motes a simple yet critical message: men are 
essential partners in the fight to end domestic 
violence and sexual assault against women. 
Jane Doe Inc.’s White Ribbon Campaign has 
proven to be a positive way to send the mes- 
sage that violence against women is unac- 
ceptable. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge everyone to join me in 
continuing our efforts by recognizing October 
as Domestic Violence Awareness Month. 
There is much work yet to be done, but, as 
these tireless Massachusetts organizations 
have demonstrated, together, we can make a 
difference. 


u 


HONORING NATIONAL COLLEGIATE 
HONORS COUNCIL 50TH ANNIVER- 
SARY 


HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate the National Collegiate Honors 
Council as they celebrate their 50th anniver- 
sary this year. The National Collegiate Honors 
Council represents 800 colleges and univer- 
sities and is composed of 325,000 students 
dedicated to achieving educational excellence 
in diverse subject curriculum areas, in order to 
achieve professional career goals. 

In my district, the lona College Honors Pro- 
gram attracts the most talented and motivated 
students from all majors and disciplines. The 
honors program challenges students to de- 
velop their talents, stretch their capabilities, 
and prepare themselves for postgraduate 
study and professional careers. In order to 
mentor and challenge lona’s exceptional stu- 
dents, the honors program provides them indi- 
vidual academic and career counseling, small 
class sizes, and advanced courses. lona Col- 
lege honors students go on to achieve promi- 
nence in a diverse range of professional fields 
including law, advertising, banking, education, 
and law enforcement. Grounded in an inter- 
disciplinary rigorous curriculum marked by an 
accelerated course of study, students in the 
Honors Program embody the mission of lona 
College, the Christian Brothers, and Catholic 
higher education. 

The National Collegiate Honors Program, 
after decades of growth and experience, con- 
tinually prepares our students for successful 
professional careers. | invite my colleagues to 
join me in recognizing the program’s contribu- 
tions to our nation’s educational and profes- 
sional communities for the last 50 years. 


eS 


CELEBRATING THE 40TH ANNUAL 
MEETING OF THE AGING & IN- 
HOME SERVICES OF NORTHEAST 
INDIANA, INC. 


HON. MARLIN A. STUTZMAN 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. STUTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, | want to ac- 
knowledge the 40th anniversary and celebrate 
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the accomplishments of Aging & In-Home 
Services of Northeast Indiana, Inc. AIHS is a 
private, non-for-profit social service organiza- 
tion serving seniors and persons with disabil- 
ities of all ages since 1975. It is the Area Ill 
Agency on Aging as designated by the U.S. 
Administration on Community Living and the 
State of Indiana. As such, it is the primary re- 
source for older adults, persons with disabil- 
ities, and their caregivers, and a funding 
source of services including support for the 
Councils on Aging in their nine-county service 
area: Allen, Adams, DeKalb, Huntington, La- 
Grange, Noble, Steuben, Wells, and Whitley. 


The organization works tirelessly to 
strengthen local and statewide systems for ad- 
vocacy and protection of older adults, and 
other at-risk vulnerable populations. In 2014 
AIHS touched the lives of more than 57,000 
individuals through its continuum of programs 
to support safe and independent living at 
home. All services are provided regardless of 
race, age, color, religion, sex, disability, na- 
tional origin or ancestry. 

In the past year, the agency has received 
national recognition for strategic leadership 
and initiatives in bridging the gap between tra- 
ditional Older Americans Act programs and 
the new healthcare model of service provision 
and payment sources, including: 


Administration on Community Living (ACL), 
U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, 
invitation to prestigious “thought leaders” 
roundtable. 


Hartford Foundation invitation to multidisci- 
plinary “Change AGEnt” conference of geri- 
atric specialists from across the United States. 


Co-presenters with National Institute on 
Health and ACL at National Association of 
Area Agencies on Aging conference on Re- 
cruiting Older Adults into Research. 


Community-based Care Transitions Pro- 
gram, funded by Centers for Medicare & Med- 
icaid Services, achieved milestone of assisting 
10,000 patients in reducing hospital readmis- 
sion in 11 hospitals across 32 counties. 


National Committee for Quality Assurance 
(NCQA) “Standards for Long-Term Services 
and Support and Medical Care” Learning Col- 
laborative, selected as 1 of only 10 organiza- 
tions nationwide. 


Rosalynn Carter Institute on Caregiving Na- 
tional Summit, invited to present showcasing 
achievements of evidence-based chronic dis- 
ease telephonic support featuring staff, local 
caregiver and their care recipient. 


The organization’s 40th Annual Meeting and 
Awards Ceremony will be held on Wednesday, 
October 28, 2015, at the Parkview Mirro Cen- 
ter in Fort Wayne, Indiana. Joan Lunden, a 
cancer survivor, journalist, television host, and 
renowned caregiver will be the featured 
speaker. | ask that my colleagues join me 
today in celebrating this organization’s service 
to the most vulnerable of our citizens in north- 
east Indiana, and extend our best wishes for 
their future. 
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IN RECOGNITION OF STEVEN D. 
CHAN, D.D.S. 


HON. ERIC SWALWELL 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. SWALWELL of California. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise today to congratulate Dr. Steven D. 
Chan on his upcoming installation as Presi- 
dent of the American College of Dentists. | am 
honored to recognize Dr. Chan’s distinguished 
career and contributions to the City of Fre- 
mont. 

Dr. Chan is a third-generation Californian, 
born and raised in Los Angeles. After receiv- 
ing his undergraduate degree from UCLA, he 
earned his dental degree from Georgetown 
University and completed his residency at 
Martin Luther King/Los Angeles County Hos- 
pital. Dr. Chan has had a practice in pediatric 
dentistry in Fremont for over 30 years. Dr. 
Chan’s professional honors include Fellow- 
ships in the Academy of Dentistry Inter- 
national, American Academy of Pediatric Den- 
tists, and the International College of Dentists. 

In addition to his professional accomplish- 
ments, Dr. Chan is also a dedicated leader in 
the City of Fremont. His leadership in the 
community includes serving as Chair of 
Ohlone Community College’s Oversight Com- 
mittee and as Commissioner of the City of 
Fremont Library Commission. He has been 
honored as the Citizens for a Better Commu- 
nity’s Citizen of the Year, the Asian Business 
Alliance Business Owner of the Year, and the 
Asian Pacific Islander American Public Affairs 
Business Leader of the Year. 

Dr. Chan’s exceptional leadership will be 
well-matched for his new role as the President 
of the American College of Dentists. He will be 
the first Asian American to lead this highly re- 
spected organization. | know his wife, Sue, 
and their two sons are very proud of Dr. 
Chan’s achievement. On behalf of his wonder- 
ful family, | want to congratulate Dr. Chan on 
this tremendous honor. 


ee 


CELEBRATING THE 150TH ANNI- 
VERSARY OF THE AMERICAN 
SOKOL ORGANIZATION 


HON. JANICE D. SCHAKOWSKY 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize the 150th Anniversary of 
the American Sokol Organization. As one of 
the first organized gymnastics and fitness or- 
ganizations in the United States, | would like 
to congratulate the American Sokol Organiza- 
tion on this important milestone and applaud 
them for its continued efforts to provide fit- 
ness, educational, and cultural programs to 
their communities. The American Sokol Orga- 
nization will celebrate this anniversary on No- 
vember 14, 2015 at the Women’s Athletic Club 
of Chicago, and as a Co-Chair of the Czech 
Caucus, | am pleased to see them mark such 
an important date. 
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The anniversary celebration taking place in 
Chicago will feature two important guests. | 
want to take this opportunity to congratulate 
Petr Gandalovic, Ambassador of the Czech 
Republic to the United States, and Kristyna 
Pellouchoud Driehaus, KMD Foundation, 
American Friends of the Czech Republic and 
Chicago Czech Center for taking part in this 
magnificent celebration as Honorary Co- 
Chairs. 


On March 19, 2015, | attended a wreath lay- 
ing ceremony marking the 25th Anniversary of 
Vaclav Havel’s speech to a joint session of 
Congress and dedicating his bust’s new and 
permanent location in Freedom Foyer. This 
event was attended by leaders of Congress, 
and Czech Ambassador to the United States, 
Petr Gandalovic. 


The first American Sokol unit was founded 
by Czech and Slovak immigrants, Karel 
Prochazka, Jaroslav Vostrovsky, and E.B. 
Erben, in Saint Louis, Missouri in 1865. At that 
time, large numbers of immigrants were flock- 
ing to the United States and these founders 
created community centers for their children to 
learn and engage in fitness activities—these 
centers were the first American Sokols. 


During the first 50 years of the organization, 
many American Sokols were formed through- 
out the United States, and all of these units 
were incorporated into the American Sokol Or- 
ganization on January 1, 1917. Today, well 
into its second century in service, American 
Sokol remains an organization dedicated to 
the physical, mental, and cultural enrichment 
of its members. American Sokol has been 
shaping the lives of Olympians, diplomats, art- 
ists, athletes, and most importantly, the fami- 
lies in the communities in which we serve. 


Sokol is the Czechoslovak word for falcon, 
and it is an appropriate symbol since the fal- 
con is a bird that has great love for freedom, 
as well as strength, courage and agility. The 
Sokol philosophy strives for physical fitness for 
their members, believing that to maintain a 
free nation, its people must be physically and 
morally strong. 


American Sokol members represent a wide 
age range. Members range from preschool 
children to retired adults. This diversity allows 
older members to pass on the benefit of their 
wisdom and experience to the young people in 
a personal way. In combining Czechoslovak 
culture, the American heritage, and American 
Sokol ideals, this organization has contributed 
greatly to the welfare of the United States. 
Many American Sokol members have served 
their country with distinction, in World War |, 
World War Il, the Korean war, and the Viet- 
nam conflict, and beyond. 


| am proud to join with American Sokol 
members in the 9th Congressional District of 
Illinois, which | am honored to represent, and 
members of American Sokol Organization in 
the City of Chicago and all over the United 
States, as they celebrate their 150 years of 
excellence, achievement, and contributions to 
the greatness of the United States. 
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H.R. 597 ““REAUTHORIZING OF EX- 
PORT-IMPORT BANK OF THE 
UNITED STATES” 


HON. SHEILA JACKSON LEE 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, as a sen- 
ior member of the Homeland Security Com- 
mittee, | rise to speak on H.R. 597, which re- 
authorizes the Export-Import Bank for four 
years. 

It is unfortunate that it has taken this body 
so long to get to this point and it was inexcus- 
able that the House Republican leadership al- 
lowed the Ex-Im Bank authorization to expire 
on June 30, 2015 before. 

That intransigence made it necessary for a 
bipartisan majority of this House to resort to a 
discharge petition as the vehicle to bring this 
legislation to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, the Ex-Im Bank enables U.S. 
companies, large and small, to turn export op- 
portunities into real sales that help to maintain 
and create U.S. jobs and contribute to a 
stronger national economy. 

For more than 80 years the Ex-Im Bank has 
helped Texas businesses generate over $29 
billion in exports, $4.3 billion of which origi- 
nated from businesses in the 18th Congres- 
sional District of Texas. 

In May of this year | hosted Export-Import 
Bank President Fred. P. Hochberg for a his- 
toric tour of vital and thriving small businesses 
in the 18th Congressional District. 

We toured Frenchy’s Sausage Manufac- 
turing which is a company that currently serv- 
ices over 200 businesses. 

Frenchy’s Sausage recently completed an 
expansion of plant facilities to accommodate 
the tremendous growth the company has ex- 
perienced. 

We also toured Tejas Tubular, a company 
that built and opened their casing facility in 
2005 to process larger diameter API casings 
and, which in 2011 opened the ERW tubing 
plant in Stephenville, Texas, and has proc- 
essed more than 14 million joints of tubing 
and casing. 

Mr. Speaker, when operating on a level 
playing field, American exporters can compete 
against anyone. 

The Ex-Im Bank partners with American ex- 
porters, such as Tejas Tubular and Frenchy’s 
Sausage Manufacturing in Houston, so they 
can close more deals abroad and support 
more middle class jobs here at home. 

The Ex-lm Bank is an independent federal 
agency that supports and maintains U.S. jobs 
by filling gaps in private export financing at no 
cost to American taxpayers. 

The Ex-lm Bank provides a variety of fi- 
nancing mechanisms, including working capital 
guarantees and export credit insurance, to 
promote the sale of U.S. goods and services 
abroad, 90 percent of which directly serve 
American small businesses. 

In fiscal year 2014, the Ex-lm Bank ap- 
proved $20.5 billion in total authorizations. 
These authorizations supported an estimated 
$27.5 billion in U.S. export sales, as well as 
approximately 164,000 American jobs in com- 
munities across the country. 
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Recently Diversitybusiness.com announced 
the selection of Ex-Im Bank as one of the top 
agencies providing opportunities for small and 
minority businesses to expand export business 
operations. 

Since 2009, the Ex-Im Bank has authorized 
more financing to support the growth of 
minority- and women-owned businesses than 
it did over the previous sixteen years com- 
bined. 

In FY 2014, the Ex-lm Bank financed U.S. 
exports from minority- and women-owned 
businesses valued at more than $2 billion. 

Mr. Speaker, the Ex-Im is dedicated to pur- 
suing equality of opportunity and supporting 
economic growth and jobs here in Houston 
and across America. 

| strongly support H.R. 597, which reauthor- 
izes the vital agency that does so much to 
help American business create and maintain 
high-paying jobs for American families. 


EE 


HONORING DR. ALLEN PAUL 
WEAVER 


HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize a spiritual leader in the New Ro- 
chelle community, Reverend Dr. Paul Allen 
Weaver, who for 35 years has led the Be- 
thesda Baptist Church of New Rochelle con- 
gregation with great distinction and remarkable 
integrity. 

Originally from Orlando, Florida, Reverend 
Weaver answered the call to join the ministry 
at age 17. He graduated from Florida Memo- 
rial University in 1969 with a B.S. in Religious 
Education, and graduated with his Masters of 
Divinity Degree in 1972. 

In July 1980, Reverend Weaver came to 
New Rochelle as Pastor of Bethesda Baptist, 
and began what has been an incredible multi- 
decade partnership with the community. Dur- 
ing his formative years at Bethesda Baptist, 
Reverend Weaver helped institute many social 
programs to address the needs of the neigh- 
borhood. He created the Lad’s Lunch Ministry, 
which fed over 100 people for over 25 years. 
Through the Helping Hand Ministry, the church 
was able to address the lack of adequate 
clothing for those less fortunate in the commu- 
nity. And the development of the Family Life 
Center as part of the church’s 120th anniver- 
sary has created a beautiful community facility 
for thousands to enjoy. 

Reverend Weaver's list of accomplishments 
also extend beyond Bethesda Baptist. He has 
taught as an adjunct professor at New York 
Theological Seminary in New York, served as 
President of the prestigious Baptist Ministers 
Conference of Greater New York, and was 
President of the New Rochelle branch of the 
NAACP. 

But Reverend Weaver's greatest joy has al- 
ways been derived from his family. He married 
the love of his life, Deacon Nettie J. Weaver, 
and together they have two sons, Allen and 
Cyrus-Charles, a daughter-in-law, ljnanya, and 
one grandson, Noble Xavier Weaver. 
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This year, Bethesda Baptist is holding a 
commemorative luncheon in Reverend Wea- 
ver’s honor celebrating his 35 years as pastor. 
Congratulations to Reverend Weaver on this 
great honor. 


—— EE 


IN SUPPORT OF H.R. 597, THE RE- 
FORM EXPORTS AND EXPAND 
THE AMERICAN ECONOMY ACT 


HON. GENE GREEN 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise in strong support of H.R. 597, legislation 
to reauthorize the Export-Import Bank of the 
United States, our nation’s official export credit 
agency. 

The Export-Import Bank, created 80 years 
ago during the depths of the Great Depres- 
sion, has been authorized 16 times by Con- 
gress with overwhelming bipartisan majorities 
and has broad support from industry and labor 
for the very simple fact that it works. 

Since 2009, the Ex-Im Bank has supported 
more than 1.3 million jobs and has returned 
over $2 billion in deficit-reducing profits to the 
U.S. Treasury while providing over $27 billion 
in export credit last year alone. 

My home state of Texas is the number one 
beneficiary of Ex-lm’s support for American 
business and jobs. Nearly one-in-five compa- 
nies receiving financing from the Ex-Im Bank 
call Texas home. Ex-lm supports more than 
135,000 jobs in Texas and provides financing 
to over 1,600 companies, over half of which 
are small businesses and nearly 10 percent 
are minority-owned. 

The Ex-Im Bank has supported over $11 bil- 
lion in export sales for Houston-area compa- 
nies for the past five years, more than any 
other region in the country, with $3.5 billion 
going to local small businesses. In fact, Harris 
County is home to the largest number of small 
businesses that use Ex-Im. 

America has already felt the negative impact 
of Congress’s failure to reauthorize Ex-Im and 
freeze its ability to issue loans for the past 
four months. In September, General Electric, 
one of America’s most important domestic 
manufacturers, announced it would move 500 
jobs from Texas and other states to France, 
Hungary, and China because it would receive 
export credit financing overseas that’s no 
longer available here. 

Boeing, one of our nation’s largest compa- 
nies, announced in recent months that it has 
lost two satellite manufacturing bids to over- 
seas competitors because it no longer had ac- 
cess to Ex-Im financing. 

Mr. Speaker, at a time when foreign com- 
petition is becoming more fierce than ever be- 
fore, with nations like China using any means 
necessary to win contracts in overseas mar- 
kets, Congress must act immediately on this 
pressing matter. | call on all my colleagues to 
stand with working families and American 
businesses and join me by voting to reauthor- 
ize the Export-Import Bank. 
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LT. COL. THOMAS PARR—SOLDIER, 
SURGEON, AND SCHOLAR 


HON. TED POE 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, Dr. Thom- 
as J. Parr’s story should be taught and known. 
This man reflects what is good and right about 
our country. 

In 1967, Thomas Parr graduated from the 
United States Military Academy. While study- 
ing and training at West Point, he completed 
Ranger School. This earned him the coveted 
Ranger Tab. After graduation, he served in 
two tours to Germany and Vietnam. In Ger- 
many, he commanded an Armored Cavalry 
Troop during the Soviet Union’s invasion of 
Czechoslovakia. In Vietnam, he served as 
Commander of a Mechanized Infantry Com- 
pany. The training he endured in Ranger 
School provided him with the tools to soldier 
as a combat leader. 

He commanded his troop to root out the 
Viet Cong underground organization. He did 
this by moving his troop quickly through the 
search areas in order to barricade villages 
harboring Viet Cong. This provided the village 
with protection and ultimately drove out the 
enemy. For his service and leadership in Viet- 
nam, he earned the Combat Infantryman 
Badge and three Bronze Stars for Valor and 
Merit. 

After serving time in combat, he soon real- 
ized his calling was medicine. Parr stayed en- 
listed and got his degree from the University 
of Texas Southwestern Medical School in Dal- 
las in 1975. He traded his officers uniform for 
scrubs and became an Orthopedic Surgeon. 
He interned and did his residency at Brooke 
Army Medical Center in San Antonio. By the 
late 80s, he relocated to Madigan Army Med- 
ical Center in Tacoma, Washington to become 
the Assistant Chief of Orthopedics. There, he 
set up the surgery department and trained 
physicians. He was among the first Army sur- 
geons to start performing arthroscopic surgery. 

He served our country over 20 years and 
retired as United States Army Medical Corps 
Colonel. Following his military retirement in 
1987, Dr. Parr and his wife, Joannie, came 
back to Texas—of course. Once back in the 
Lone Star State, Dr. Parr started a private 
practice in Sugar Land. And the rest they say 
is history. His achievements as an orthopedic 
surgeon have made him well known and well 
respected. He is recognized nationally as a 
leader in Orthopedic and Sports Injury Medi- 
cine and today, he continues to make remark- 
able strides in the medical field. He’s the first 
in the nation to perform MAKOplasty—a 
robotic arm procedure used in knee replace- 
ment surgery. 

As a staunch defender of America and her 
values, Dr. Parr has translated his service 
from the battlefield to the operating room and 
now into our community. Today, he serves on 
the Board of Directors for the West Point Soci- 
ety of Greater Houston, helping deserving 
youth to apply and obtain acceptance into any 
of our nation’s military academies. 

With his twenty years of military service and 
medical expertise, Dr. Parr helps future mili- 
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tary cadets work their way through the medical 
requirements of eligibility. 

Despite his busy schedule, Dr. Parr always 
has time to help those with ties to the military 
service. Once a Marine, always a Marine. 

Dr. Parr’s life journey is one of honor, duty, 
God, country and helping his fellow man. 
From the United States Military Academy at 
West Point to the jungles of Vietnam, to the 
operating rooms of Washington and now in 
the surgical rooms in Houston, Texas, Dr. Parr 
has made, and is still making, a difference to 
our nation. 

And that’s just the way it is. 


Ee 


H.R. 597—-TO REAUTHORIZE THE 
EXPORT-IMPORT BANK 


HON. NITA M. LOWEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, it’s been almost 
four months since Congress failed to renew 
the Export-Import Bank’s charter—marking the 
first lapse in the Bank’s 81 years of operation. 
This disservice to American businesses must 
end. 

The Export-Import Bank helps U.S.-made 
products remain competitive and reach over- 
seas markets, while supporting thousands of 
middle-class jobs. In my own district during 
the last eight years, the Ex-Im Bank has sup- 
ported $2.2 billion worth of exports and over 
14,000 jobs at 22 exporters—including nine 
small businesses. 

The Bank has been reauthorized 16 times 
by Republican and Democratic Presidents. 
There is no reason to keeping politicizing the 
Bank’s Reauthorization. 

| urge immediate passage. 


——— 


IN SUPPORT OF H.R. 597, THE EX- 
PORT-IMPORT BANK REFORM 
AND REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 
2015 


HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support 
of H.R. 597, as amended. It is mystifying to 
me why there is such vociferous opposition to 
the Export-Import Bank among a majority of 
our Republican colleagues. For decades, a 
solid majority of Republicans have joined with 
Democrats to support the Bank and its vital 
role in creating and sustaining jobs for Amer- 
ican workers. 

But not now. Why? The Export-Import Bank 
should appeal to all Republicans, as it does to 
us Democrats. 

The Bank supports the American private 
sector, both exporters and lenders. It steps in 
only when needed to level the playing field in 
international competition. Virtually all of its fi- 
nancing is issued as guarantees and insur- 
ance of loans by commercial lenders. It fi- 
nances only American-made goods and Amer- 
ican-provided services. Some 90 percent of its 


16681 


financing is for exports by American small 
businesses, last year some 3,300 firms. The 
result last year was 164,000 jobs for American 
workers, 6,500 in New York. What could be 
more business-friendly? 

The Bank should appeal to fiscal conserv- 
atives as well. It is operated on a business-like 
basis. It charges fees, premiums and interest, 
at full market rates. Those receipts fully cover 
all the Bank’s expenses. It even generates a 
surplus that goes to the U.S. Treasury to re- 
duce the federal deficit. Last year, that deficit 
reduction was $675 million. What could be 
more fiscally prudent? 

The Bank is a careful lender. Its loss rate is 
below 2 percent, far lower than any commer- 
cial bank. The Bank maintains cash reserves 
against the risk of loss, currently amounting to 
$5 billion. All of those reserves are generated 
from its user fees, not the taxpayer. Why 
doesn’t that record appeal to Republicans, as 
it does to Democrats? 

The Bank is a fiscally-prudent solution to a 
real-world problem: foreign competition that 
has its own financial support. Some 60 foreign 
governments operate export finance programs. 
Some, like China’s, Japan’s, Germany’s and 
even Canada’s, are much larger than Ex-Im. 
Financing is a crucial element of trade com- 
petition: a company that can bring customer fi- 
nancing to the table often wins the transaction. 
When foreign governments back their export- 
ers, American exporters and their workers 
lose. Ex-Im Bank is our answer. 

So | simply cannot understand why a major- 
ity of Republicans in this House forced the 
Bank to close its financing window in July. It 
can’t be due to subsidy, because there isn’t 
any. It can’t be due to government competition 
with the private sector, because the Bank 
doesn’t do that. It can’t be for any budgetary 
reason, because the Bank is self-financing. 

For those of us who support Ex-lm Bank 
and the American firms and workers that the 
Bank sustains, the only conclusion we can 
draw is that the excessive campaign against 
Ex-Im Bank is another example of hard-bitten, 
intransigent ideology eclipsing the need to em- 
brace a business-friendly, budget-conscious, 
prudent program for America. 


ee 


BREAST CANCER AWARENESS 
MONTH 


HON. JOE WILSON 


OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, October 27, 2015 


Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. Speak- 
er, October marks Breast Cancer Awareness 
Month—a month to especially recognize and 
celebrate breast cancer patients, survivors, 
and advocates. While breast cancer affects in- 
dividuals and families throughout the year, | 
especially appreciate the awareness and ad- 
vocacy efforts that occur this week, especially 
the Walk for Life and Women’s Night Out. 

The Walk for Life/Race for Life at Palmetto 
Health, though rescheduled due to the tragic 
flooding, is celebrating twenty-five years of 
raising funds and awareness for survivors and 
treatments in the Midlands. In the past twenty- 
five years, the Walk for Life, led by Chair 
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Janet Snider, has gone from 200 participants 
in the first year to over 11,000 participants last 
year, raising over $800,000. 

Women’s Night Out at Lexington Medical 
Center, led by President Mike Biediger, is an 
inspiring evening at Burkett, Burkett, and 
Burkett CPAs, where the hospital honors 
breast cancer patients, survivors, and their 
families. | know firsthand of the success at 
Lexington Medical Center, where my son 
Addison in high school was successfully treat- 
ed for thyroid cancer determined by Dr. H.W. 
Bledsoe, Jr., and now himself is an orthopedic 
surgeon. 

In conclusion, God Bless Our Troops and 
may the President by his actions never forget 
September 11th in the Global War on Ter- 
rorism. 


THE “URGENCY OF NOW” 
HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR. 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, October 27, 2015 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 


support of action—the preference for progress 
of a status quo that is robbing millions of 
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Americans of opportunity. Every person in this 
chamber was elected to improve this country 
and make the lives of our constituents a little 
bit easier. 

Nowhere is it easier to improve the quality 
of life for Americans than in investing for the 
long-term in our transportation infrastructure. 
The American economy depends upon the 
rapid delivery of goods and services. 

But as the White House pointed out in 
2014’s “Economic Analysis of Transportation 
Infrastructure Investment,” we are failing to 
support this vital network of roads, bridges, 
railways and other means of transportation. 

Last year, the World Economic Forum 
ranked the United States’ roads 18th in the 
world; 65% of our major roads are in less than 
“good” condition; one in four requires signifi- 
cant repair. These inadequacies directly im- 
pact us all. Each year, we spend 5.5 billion 
unnecessary hours stuck in traffic—that’s a 
$120 billion in extra fuel and unproductive 
time. 

Those figures cost business and industry an 
extra $27 billion in freight costs and delays. 
Money that could have gone to employees, or 
shareholders, or to investments in the future. 

But it isn’t just corporations paying the price. 
It is the quarter of the 33,000 traffic fatalities 
where road conditions were a factor. It is the 
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45 percent of Americans who cannot access 
adequate transit. 


Today, the House voted to fund yet another 
short-term bill—as it should—to keep our sur- 
face transportation system moving. At the 
same time, this House voted to delay imple- 
mentation of a 6-year-old law that requires 
“positive train control’—a technology that 
saves lives and which | want to see rolled out 
as soon as possible—because they thought it 
important to provide the rail industry with cer- 
tainty. 


But the simple fact is those two principles 
are at odds—because we aren’t providing any 
certainty to American industry and American 
passengers and American drivers with a three- 
week transportation funding bill. A trip of a 
thousand miles may begin with a single step— 
but you have to begin with a destination and 
path in mind. 


It is time this body recognizes the urgency 
of our problem. Transportation investments 
aren't based on a three-week schedule—and 
federal support shouldn't be either. 


Let’s finally get something done on transpor- 
tation, and pass a bill that will fund infrastruc- 
ture priorities further out than people are book- 
ing flights for Thanksgiving. 


October 28, 2015 
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SENATE—Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. HATCH). 


EE 
PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Eternal God, who remembers the 
weary, lift Your hand and we shall live. 
You are King forever, hearing the de- 
sires of the discouraged and encour- 
aging them. 

Today, lead our Senators, and may 
their labors honor You. Use their tal- 
ents to bring concord to Capitol Hill. 
Lord, make our lawmakers instru- 
ments of Your prevailing providence. 
Give them a spirit of peace, even in the 
midst of life’s storms. May they follow 
Your example of sacrificial service, 
striving to commit themselves to jus- 
tice and truth. Place Your truth in 
their minds, Your love in their hearts, 
and Your compassion on their lips. 

Lord, make us all instruments of 
Your will on Earth, upholding us with 
Your righteous right hand. 

We pray in Your Holy Name. Amen. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The President pro tempore led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CoT- 


TON). The majority leader is recog- 

nized. 

CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION 
SHARING BILL AND FISCAL 
AGREEMENT 


Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, yes- 
terday the Senate voted overwhelming 
to pass another piece of important leg- 
islation for our country. By a vote of 74 
to 21, the Senate said yes to protecting 
the private information of every Amer- 
ican. The significant bill we passed 
would do so through the sharing of 
threat information from cyber attacks. 

It couldn’t have passed without the 
hard work of Senators from both sides 
of the aisle. I particularly thank Sen- 
ator MCCAIN, Senator RON JOHNSON, 
and Senator TOM CARPER, who worked 
hard to move this bill forward. I appre- 
ciate in particular the outstanding 
work of our chairman, Senator BURR 


from North Carolina, and our vice 
chair, Senator FEINSTEIN from Cali- 
fornia. They worked together 
seamlessly to move this challenging 
bill forward. 

It is worth noting something the vice 
chair recently said. She said: ‘‘One of 
the things I’ve learned from two prior 
bills of this type is that if you really 
want to get a bill done, it’s got to be 
bipartisan—particularly a bill that’s 
technical and difficult and hard to put 
together.” 

After watching the Senate fail to act 
on cyber threat information sharing 
for years, the new Senate majority re- 
solved to move forward instead. As our 
Democratic colleague from California 
put it, “We stood shoulder to shoulder 
and the right things happened.” 

Yesterday’s bipartisan vote was an 
important step forward for our coun- 
try. It represents the new Senate’s lat- 
est notable accomplishment on behalf 
of the American people. We remain de- 
termined to keep pushing ahead as 
Congress continues its work to send a 
strong cyber security bill to the Presi- 
dent’s desk. 

On another matter, the House will 
soon consider the fiscal agreement. 
After the House acts, the Senate will 
take up the measure. Republicans ap- 
proached the recent fiscal negotiations 
with several goals: No. 1, reject the tax 
increases proposed by Democrats; No. 
2, secure long-term savings via struc- 
tural entitlement reforms; and No. 3, 
protect our troops and strengthen na- 
tional security. The agreement pending 
before the House meets those goals. It 
is not perfect—far from it—but here is 
what we know: It is offset with other 
cuts and savings. It would enact the 
most significant reform to Social Secu- 
rity since 1983, resulting in $168 billion 
in long-term savings. It would repeal 
more of ObamaCare. It would provide 
greater certainty to our military plan- 
ners to help ensure readiness and pre- 
paredness for our troops. 

At a time of diverse and challenging 
global threats, when we see ISIL con- 
solidating gains in Iraq and Syria and 
Russian aircraft flying over Syria as 
the forces of Assad march alongside 
Iranian soldiers and Hezbollah militias, 
the importance of this cannot be over- 
stated. 

Our All-Volunteer Force loyally goes 
into harm’s way, and our commanders 
tell us that additional resources are re- 
quired to ensure their safety and pre- 
paredness. 

I urge my colleagues to consider 
these important issues as they con- 
tinue to examine the agreement. We 
plan to consider it after the House 
acts. 


RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader is recognized. 


EE 
BUDGET AGREEMENT 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, our goals 
regarding the budget agreement were 
to make sure that we got rid of seques- 
tration—we did that for 2 years—and 
that we had a treatment in this legisla- 
tion where defense, which is so impor- 
tant to our country, is treated no bet- 
ter or no worse than nondefense. We 
accomplished that. 

We are months behind in the appro- 
priations process because the Repub- 
lican leader decided he was going to 
push forward and not take care of the 
middle class. I was stunned—I 
shouldn’t say that. That is not appro- 
priate. I was not surprised when the 
Republican leader laid out his goals for 
his budget agreement—not a single 
word about the middle class. 

I compliment the negotiators for 
coming up with something that is real- 
ly good. It is a 2-year deal that allows 
more money to be spent for defense and 
nondefense, and it doesn’t affect the 
deficit in any way. It is a good agree- 
ment. 

Before we start the backslapping and 
congratulations, let’s make sure that 
we, first of all, pass the budget agree- 
ment. I think we will. I was happy to 
see the new Speaker-to-be came out for 
the budget agreement today. He com- 
plained about it yesterday, and when 
he was reminded that it was the same 
pattern he and Senator MURRAY came 
up with 2 years ago, I guess he changed 
his mind. He said now he is in favor of 
this. I think that is good, that Con- 
gressman RYAN said that. 

After we pass the budget framework 
by December 11, we have to make sure 
the appropriators are able to move for- 
ward on legislation that takes into 
consideration the budget agreement we 
have. I am certain that can be done, 
but it is not a given based on all of the 
finger-pointing by the Republicans. 

This is a significant agreement. I re- 
peat: We have relief from the vexatious 
sequestration. We have dollar-for-dol- 
lar help for the middle class as well as 
defense. There are no destructive riders 
in this. 

When we work together, as we are 
supposed to do—as the Republican 
leader just mentioned—on legislation, 
it works out well. 

I would suggest this. We had the 
House of Representatives yesterday, 
after years of refusing to move forward 
on an important piece of legislation— 
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that is, to reestablish the Import-Ex- 
port Bank. It only came about as a re- 
sult of courageous Republicans saying: 
We have had enough of this. 

This is one of the most important 
business-directed initiatives we have 
here, and it has been held up for years 
in the House of Representatives. It was 
because of these courageous Repub- 
licans who said: We have had enough of 
this. And they joined with Democrats 
to do what is rarely done in the House 
of Representatives. They signed a dis- 
charge petition—getting more than 218 
votes—to say: We have had enough of 
this stalling; we want to move forward. 
And they did. Yesterday, that passed 
by a vote of 313 votes. That is a tre- 
mendous push. 

I hope that over here the Republican 
leader will move forward on this now. 
There are stories coming out every day 
about American companies that are 
moving their businesses overseas be- 
cause the Export-Import Bank is gone. 
It creates 160,000 jobs for people to 
work in this industry. It is important 
to our country. Right now, businesses 
are moving out of the United States be- 
cause this legislation never came for- 
ward. The Bank had to close. It is basi- 
cally closed right now. 

I hope that we are not going to wait 
for some package deal with the high- 
way bill. The highway bill should stand 
or fall on its own merits. 

We are pleading with the Republicans 
to allow us to have a vote on this. We 
have Republicans who will vote with 
us. Virtually every Democrat will vote 
for it. We should get it done this week. 
Every day it is held up is a bad day for 
the American business community. 

I ask the Chair to announce the busi- 
ness for today. 


Á 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 


Å—— 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will be 
in a period of morning business until 12 
noon, with Senators permitted to 
speak therein for up to 10 minutes 
each. 

The assistant Democratic leader. 


m 


THE BUDGET 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, it is pos- 
sible this week that we will pass a 
budget agreement for the fiscal year we 
are currently in. That year started Oc- 
tober 1 and runs, of course, until the 
end of December in the next calendar 
year. If we do reach that agreement— 
and I hope we do—it is going to give us 
some opportunities. One opportunity it 
will give us is to spare ourselves the 
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possibility of this Congress failing to 
enact a new budget ceiling to basically 
guarantee the full faith and credit of 
the United States of America. We 
won’t face that showdown. Also, the 
possibility of a government shutdown 
will be relieved by the passage of this 
budget agreement. 

Those are good, positive things for 
this institution and for the economy of 
America, but there are specifics that 
also need to be noted because this 
budget agreement gives us a chance to 
invest in areas of our budget that sadly 
would have been overlooked if we 
hadn’t reached this agreement. 

This morning we had an extraor- 
dinary presentation by the National In- 
stitutes of Health. Twenty Senators 
came to hear the presentation about 
research at the National Institutes of 
Health and what it means to us. Dr. 
Francis Collins is the Director and is 
an extraordinary man. He is a medical 
doctor who was given the task of map- 
ping the human genome and did it. He 
did it in an extraordinary way, cre- 
ating new information and new oppor- 
tunities. 

A doctor from the Mayo Clinic ex- 
plained what that meant. It meant 
that we have now reached a point 
where we can map the genome of indi- 
viduals, their DNA, and we can then 
make decisions on the appropriate pre- 
scriptions for illnesses and diseases 
they face and in doing that, be more ef- 
fective, save lives. That is what med- 
ical research can mean. Each of us will 
not only have a basic biography in our 
medical record—when we were born 
and some of the basic illnesses we have 
faced—but also our individual map of 
our DNA, which will instruct doctors 
when it comes to treatment of cancer, 
if it should strike us, or some other 
disease. 

It is an amazing leap forward. It is a 
leap forward that would not be possible 
without medical research. Yet, in the 
past 12 years, we have seen a downturn 
in investment in medical research of 
more than 20 percent—more than 20 
percent. It has meant that a lot of re- 
searchers have been discouraged and 
walked away and said there is no fu- 
ture in medical research. What a loss. 
They don’t make a lot of money—many 
of them don’t. If they don’t think we 
are going to support them with our in- 
vestment in NIH and medical research, 
they look in other places. 

This morning we considered where we 
are. At this moment in time, the Sen- 
ate, under the leadership of Senator 
BLUNT of Missouri and the Appropria- 
tions subcommittee on health and 
human services, has provided basically 
a T-percent increase in the funding for 
the National Institutes of Health next 
year. That is a good thing. 

I will say quickly that Senator 
BLUNT cut a lot of other areas in his 
bill that I think need to have help, but 
I hope that he will stand tall and tough 
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when it comes to that 7-percent in- 
crease aS we approach this budget ne- 
gotiation. The House, conversely, did 
not give such an increase to NIH, but 
they increased the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention, which is a 
companion sister agency that is impor- 
tant for medical research. 

We have a chance to come together 
on a bipartisan basis and come up with 
a number that gives 5-percent real 
growth in spending at both the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health and Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention. It 
will pay us back many times over. 

Most Americans say: What are we 
going to do about the cost of Medicare? 
Medicare is an important program to 
over 40 million Americans, and the 
costs keep going up. There are two 
facts that we learned about this morn- 
ing and people should be aware of 
them: $1 out of every $5 spent under 
our Medicare system is spent on Alz- 
heimer’s and dementia. If we could 
have a means of early detection, pre- 
vention, treatment or cure for these 
horrible diseases, that would dramati- 
cally change the lives of millions of 
Americans and millions of families, 
and it would dramatically reduce the 
cost to Medicare and Medicaid. 

Medicare spends $1 out of $3 for the 
treatment of people with diabetes. If 
we put the research into finding a cure 
for diabetes and can alleviate the suf- 
fering associated with that disease, it 
not only will help lives across America, 
but it will save us money in our impor- 
tant health care programs. Investment 
in medical research by the United 
States of America has been the pillar 
for the world when it comes to looking 
to a better day for the people who live 
in each country. 

This brain initiative, which was de- 
scribed to us this morning by the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health, needs to be 
funded. It is not adequately funded 
now. We dedicated some $350 million to 
Alzheimer’s and brain research. It 
sounds like a lot of money. It is about 
one-third of what the researchers need. 
They have that many opportunities 
waiting to be funded. Will they all suc- 
ceed? No, but that is the nature of re- 
search, and each one of them will be a 
good investment which will lead us to 
the day of prevention, treatment, and a 
cure when it comes to Alzheimer’s. 

I hope that we come together on a bi- 
partisan basis when it comes to this 
budget. In this area of medical re- 
search, there is plenty of room for us 
to work together, and there has al- 
ready been leadership shown on the 
other side of the aisle. We are going to 
help to try to move that forward, both 
in the Senate and in the House, on a bi- 
partisan basis. 

When I meet with people across my 
State—and I guess many other States— 
and talk about political issues, there 
are a lot of folks with some very 
strongly held opinions on one side or 
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the other, but when it comes to fund- 
ing medical research, I have found that 
this is the kind of issue that opens the 
doors. People of all political stripes 
agree this is a good investment for the 
future of America. 


ee 


UNIVERSITY OF PHOENIX 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, it hasn’t 
been a very good week or two for the 
University of Phoenix. The University 
of Phoenix is the largest for-profit uni- 
versity in the United States. Univer- 
sity of Phoenix students cumulatively 
owe more in student debt than any 
other institution of higher education in 
America. The students enroll at this 
university, which is largely online but 
has some classroom experience, they 
sign up for a higher tuition than they 
would at community colleges or most 
universities, and when they can’t finish 
and drop out, they still have debt, or 
when they finish, they may have a di- 
ploma that can’t find a job. 

The University of Phoenix—this pri- 
vate, for-profit company—receives 
nearly $3 billion a year in Federal Stu- 
dent Aid funding, but the quality of 
education from this for-profit school is 
suspect. The for-profit college and uni- 
versity industry is the most heavily 
subsidized for-profit business in Amer- 
ica. We have seen a lot of warning signs 
about the University of Phoenix. We’ve 
seen how they target the military and 
veterans. 

Paul Rieckhoff of the Iraq and Af- 
ghanistan Veterans of America said 
that the University of Phoenix ‘‘is con- 
stantly reported as the single worst by 
far’? when it comes to for-profit col- 
leges taking advantage of veterans. 

Well, it has caught up with them. A 
few weeks ago the University of Phoe- 
nix was placed on probation by the De- 
partment of Defense, restricting the 
company from enrolling new service- 
members who used the Department’s 
tuition assistance or spousal MyCAA 
programs. The Department found viola- 
tions by the company, the University 
of Phoenix, after completing a review 
prompted by an investigative report 
from the Center for Investigative Re- 
porting. 

The article that started this inves- 
tigation exposed the University of 
Phoenix’s strategy to flout Department 
of Defense rules, including an Execu- 
tive order meant to protect our serv- 
icemembers—men and women in uni- 
form and their spouses—from aggres- 
sive and unfair recruiting by for-profit 
colleges. You see, if these for-profit 
colleges can sign up a member of the 
military or their spouse, they can 
bring in the money that is set aside in 
the Tuition Assistance program for 
education and training, and so they 
want to sign up as many members of 
the military and their families as they 
can. 

The University of Phoenix avoided 
the rules set down by the Department 
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of Defense by sponsoring events at 
military bases—not just a few but a 
lot. In one instance they paid $25,000 to 
sponsor a concert for military members 
and their families. They spent $25,000 
for a concert? The company gave away 
computers and wrapped the stage in a 
giant University of Phoenix banner. 
They used official Department of De- 
fense seals and logos on challenge coins 
and gave them out to servicemembers 
in order to show that they had some 
kind of close relationship with the 
military. 

In other instances found by the Cen- 
ter for Investigative Reporting, the 
University of Phoenix sponsored re- 
sume workshops, which essentially 
amounted to recruiting members of the 
military and their family to sign up for 
this for-profit college. According to the 
article, the company sponsored hun- 
dreds of events, such as rock concerts, 
Super Bowl parties, father-daughter 
dances, Easter egg hunts, chocolate 
festivals, fashion shows, and even 
brunch with Santa, on military bases. 

The University of Phoenix spent 
$250,000 to sponsor events over the last 
3 years at one place—Fort Campbell, 
KY. Let’s face it, these were recruit- 
ment events for the University of 
Phoenix, and they were paid for, by and 
large, with taxpayers’ dollars. In the 
name of corporate sponsorship, the 
University of Phoenix could gain direct 
access to military bases with a nod and 
a wink from servicemembers. They 
told them they cared about the mili- 
tary. They also cared about the fact 
that they had potential students who 
would sign up and spend their TA bene- 
fits at the University of Phoenix. It 
paid off for them. The University of 
Phoenix is the fourth largest recipient 
of Department of Defense tuition as- 
sistance funds. In fiscal year 2014 the 
University of Phoenix received more 
than $20 million from these benefits. It 
is not surprising then that the com- 
pany would be so concerned about the 
decision by the Department of Defense 
to put them on probation. It means 
they will lose access to millions of dol- 
lars from these military families, and 
it was reflected when their stock went 
down in value. 

Since the Department of Defense 
took action against the company, the 
University of Phoenix stock value has 
plummeted nearly 50 percent. In its de- 
cision, the Department of Defense also 
cited concerns related to ongoing in- 
vestigations of this same University of 
Phoenix by the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion and the attorney general of the 
State of California. In fact, there are 
two ongoing investigations of the Uni- 
versity of Phoenix by the Federal 
Trade Commission, one is related to de- 
ceptive marketing and advertising, and 
a second is related to safeguarding stu- 
dent and staff personal information. 

In addition to the attorney general in 
California, at least two other States 
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are also investigating the company. 
The U.S. Securities and Exchange Com- 
mission and the Department of Edu- 
cation inspector general also have on- 
going investigations at the University 
of Phoenix. 

The Department of Defense is not 
alone. Many agencies, Federal and 
State, are investigating this major for- 
profit university. They do have some 
friends though, and one of them is the 
Wall Street Journal. 

Last week, on the same day an edi- 
torial of a similar tone appeared in the 
Wall Street Journal, a few of my col- 
leagues in the Senate sent a letter to 
the Secretary of Defense, Ash Carter, 
telling him to lay off the University of 
Phoenix despite the fact that the De- 
partment noted the violations were of 
such frequency and such scope that 
they were ‘‘disconcerting.’’ My col- 
leagues in the Senate think the De- 
partment of Defense’s decision to pro- 
tect servicemembers and to put this 
university under probation was ‘‘un- 
fair.” 

There is no question that the Depart- 
ment of Defense has a duty and a re- 
sponsibility to protect members of the 
military and their families from ex- 
ploitation. They have established rules 
under the Voluntary Military Edu- 
cation Program, and now my col- 
leagues in the Senate are writing let- 
ters to the Department of Defense say- 
ing: Look the other way. The letter 
they sent criticized the Department for 
its concern over the University of 
Phoenix’s continued participation in 
Voluntary Military Education Program 
in light of the multiple ongoing inves- 
tigations. I think it would be grossly 
irresponsible for the Department of De- 
fense to back off of this protection of 
our military because of a letter from 
Members of the Senate. 

The broad and ongoing regulatory 
scrutiny of the University of Phoenix 
gives the Department of Defense legiti- 
mate cause for concern when it comes 
to the company’s future participation 
in the Voluntary Military Education 
Program. 

My colleagues in their letter said: 
“The TA program is critical to our na- 
tion’s servicemembers’ educational and 
career opportunities.” I couldn’t agree 
more. That is exactly why the Depart- 
ment of Defense should ignore the de- 
mand of my Senate colleagues and ex- 
actly why they should not turn a blind 
eye to the University of Phoenix’s vio- 
lations. 

In order to provide quality edu- 
cational options for servicemembers 
and to ensure that taxpayer dollars are 
not being wasted, we must promote in- 
tegrity in the program, and the highest 
priority should not be the profitability 
of a for-profit university, such as the 
University of Phoenix. The highest pri- 
ority is quality education and training 
for the members of the military. I 
thank the Department of Defense for 
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taking this bold action and encourage 
them to remain steadfast in protecting 
students, military members, their fam- 
ilies, and taxpayers when it comes to 
future decisions related to the Univer- 
sity of Phoenix’s participation in the 
Voluntary Military Education Pro- 
gram. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Ms. HEITKAMP. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
EXPORT-IMPORT BANK 


Ms. HEITKAMP. Mr. President, we 
are on the floor in celebration of the 
American democracy, that occasion- 
ally things can work, and that we can 
overcome extremes in our country and 
actually pull together to do something 
for American manufacturers, to do 
something for American businesses, 
and to do what is right. 

I know my colleague, the senior Sen- 
ator from the great State of Wash- 
ington, is on a short timeframe, so be- 
fore I proceed with my remarks I would 
like to yield the floor to Senator MUR- 
RAY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I am 
delighted to be here with my colleague, 
and I thank the Senator from North 
Dakota for her exhilaration we all 
share because of the vote last night in 
the House overwhelmingly in support 
of Ex-Im. 

I am here to reiterate my strong sup- 
port for reauthorization of the Export- 
Import Bank, and I applaud the Mem- 
bers of the House who easily passed the 
reauthorization bill last night. It is ac- 
tually easy to see why the bill got so 
much support. It is good for American 
jobs, it is good for small businesses, 
and it reduces our national debt. The 
fact that Republican leadership has let 
this program go dark for so long, held 
hostage by political pandering, is out- 
rageous. 

The longer Ex-Im is shuttered, the 
more it hurts American competitive- 
ness. In my home State of Washington, 
nearly 100 businesses—the majority of 
them medium or small businesses— 
used the Bank services last year to 
help sell their products overseas. We 
are talking about everything from 
Apple and airplane parts to beer and 
wine, to software and medical training 
supplies. In fact, I actually recently 
visited one of these small businesses— 
a brewery in Seattle. 

In 2011, Hilliard’s Brewery started 
with three employees dedicated to 
making good beer. Thanks to a loan 
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from the Ex-Im Bank, Hilliard’s tapped 
into foreign markets and developed a 
following. Fast forward to 2015. They 
have dramatically increased their pro- 
duction, they continue to grow, and 
they built a business that thrives 
today. 

The reality is that people in other 
countries want American-made prod- 
ucts. That is great because these busi- 
nesses support tens of thousands of 
jobs around the country and they keep 
our economy moving. The Export-Im- 
port Bank is the right investment be- 
cause it expands American businesses’ 
access to emerging foreign markets, 
creating jobs right here at home. Do 
you know what it costs taxpayers? Not 
a single penny. In fact, the Export-Im- 
port Bank puts money back into our 
country. 

Here is the bottom line: Republican 
leaders allowed partisan pandering to 
put the brakes on a program that cre- 
ates jobs, strengthens our small busi- 
nesses, and helps our economy grow. I 
believe—and I am joining my col- 
leagues today—it is time to put this 
ideology aside. Let’s restart this prov- 
en program. It is critical the Ex-Im 
Bank continues to receive the strong 
bipartisan support we have seen in the 
past as we work to reauthorize this bill 
that is a success. Iam proud to join my 
colleagues to say let’s get this done. 

Thank you, Mr. President, and I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

Ms. HEITKAMP. Mr. President, yes- 
terday was a great day, and it was a 
great day not just because something 
we have worked so long and hard on ac- 
tually was advanced, and that we care 
about, reopening the Ex-Im Bank, but 
it was when a majority of people in the 
U.S. Congress stood up, led by a Repub- 
lican from Tennessee, Representative 
FINCHER, and actually said: We are not 
going to let hard rightwing politics get 
in the way of American jobs, American 
manufacturing opportunities, and get 
in the way of moving our country for- 
ward. I think that speaks volumes, and 
I hope it becomes an opportunity to 
move other broad bipartisan pieces of 
legislation forward. 

The frustration the American people 
have with the U.S. Congress is that 
things that seem to be no-brainers— 
legislation that seems to be so obvious 
in terms of the right kind of policy—do 
not get done in the U.S. Congress. So I 
am elated with what happened over in 
the House. 

Now the ball is back in our court. We 
have been waiting for a number of 
months to see House movement on 
this. Because of the discharge petition, 
because of this big vote, we now see 
House movement. The House has done 
their job. It is now time for us to do 
our job. 

I want to point out a couple of things 
about that vote. It ended up being over 
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70 percent of the House of Representa- 
tives. Think about that. In this time of 
hard partisan fighting, we have 70 per- 
cent of a body agreeing to an impor- 
tant public policy. What also is signifi- 
cant about that vote is 127 Repub- 
licans—in fact, a majority of Repub- 
licans in the House—voted to support 
the Ex-Im Bank, reauthorize it, open it 
up, and open up this opportunity for 
American manufacturers. 

There can be no debate. Along with 
my colleague from Washington, we 
have been saying all along that we be- 
lieved there was broad support in the 
House of Representatives to do this. I 
think they hadn’t had a test vote in 
the past. Now we know, and we can say 
it with great certainty, not only is 
there majority support, there is super- 
majority support for the Ex-Im Bank. 

Now it is our turn. Now it is our job 
once again. A few short months ago I 
stood in this body, working with my 
two great colleagues who have joined 
me on the floor, to push back and say: 
Look, if we believe in a trade agenda, 
we believe as the three of us have 
voted, to support TPA. We are now 
evaluating and analyzing TPP. What 
sense does it make to take one of the 
most significant and important trade 
tools such as the Ex-Im Bank—some- 
thing that levels the playing field and 
creates huge opportunities for us to be 
competitive against a world where 
these kind of private agencies are sup- 
ported by every major economy and 
every major government, including 
some of the developing nations right 
now—what sense does it make to shut 
down or restrict that tool? In what 
world does that make sense? We have 
been making this commonsense argu- 
ment and fighting against things that 
make absolutely no sense and, quite 
honestly, in many ways seems almost 
idiotic. 

Unfortunately, there are casualties 
to this failure in America today. Amer- 
ican jobs have been lost, American eco- 
nomic opportunity has been lost, and 
America’s position as a leading manu- 
facturer and exporter of quality goods 
has been challenged because we have 
sent a message that we are not open for 
business. We have sent the message 
that we no longer are going to engage 
with the rest of the world in terms of 
developing and supporting exports. 
That is the wrong message. 

I think the House yesterday sent a 
huge message to those foreign nation- 
als in those countries who think we 
were willing to basically abrogate the 
ground—give the ground away to other 
companies from other countries. We 
sent a loud-and-clear message that is 
not going to happen on our watch. 

I rise to make one final point before 
I ask my colleagues to join me. I will 
make one final point, which is this bill 
is going to come over from the House 
of Representatives. We have been hav- 
ing this discussion about what can we 
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attach it to. We need to attach it to 
something because the House will not 
take it independently. Isn’t that what 
we have been hearing; that the House 
couldn’t possibly move this without 
being on a so called must-have piece of 
legislation. That argument is way 
gone. It has been blown up by the vote 
yesterday in the House of Representa- 
tives. 

Now that we no longer have that ar- 
gument and we know we have a super- 
majority here—at least 64 votes and 
probably likely 67 votes for the Kirk- 
Heitkamp bill—we need to move this 
bill now. Let’s open the Ex-Im Bank. 
Let’s tell American small businesses 
that we are on their side. Let’s tell 
American manufacturers that we hear 
you. We hear that we can’t put you in 
a challenging and competitive global 
economy and then weigh you down 
with 100 pounds of inactivity on the 
Ex-Im Bank. 

We are going to be talking a lot 
about this in the next 2 or 3 weeks be- 
cause it is not enough to wait for the 
next must-pass vehicle to pass through. 
I jokingly tell my staff I am going to 
introduce a bill called the vehicle and 
say: Here it is. The bill is ready to go 
right now. We are ready to make this 
happen. I am very excited for the Ex- 
Im Bank but more excited for so many 
of our workers, so many of our small 
businesses that have struggled and 
that have wondered why Washington 
cannot listen to their concerns. I think 
that question was answered yesterday, 
so I am very excited to call on my col- 
league from the great State of New 
Hampshire to also talk about the im- 
portance of the Ex-Im Bank at this 
point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I am 
delighted to join my colleagues on the 
floor, Senator HEITKAMP, Senator MUR- 
RAY, and Senator CANTWELL. I thank 
them for their leadership in keeping 
the issue of reauthorizing the Export- 
Import Bank front and center in this 
Congress. We are here to celebrate 
what the House did yesterday in voting 
overwhelmingly with a bipartisan ma- 
jority to reauthorize the Ex-Im Bank. 
The House did what many people have 
been predicting for months they would 
do if they could actually get this bill to 
the floor; that is, pass it with an over- 
whelmingly bipartisan majority, in- 
cluding a majority of House Repub- 
licans. 

Why are we so concerned about reau- 
thorizing the Ex-Im Bank? It is be- 
cause—as Senator HEITKAMP said so 
well—exporting has become increas- 
ingly important throughout the coun- 
try, especially in my home State of 
New Hampshire and for so many of our 
small businesses that are looking to 
stay competitive in this global econ- 
omy. Ex-Im levels the playing field, 
and when American companies have a 
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level playing field they can compete 
and win. 

Unfortunately, it has been a small 
ideological minority of Members of 
Congress in both the Senate and the 
House who have kept this legislation 
from coming to the floor and have kept 
the Ex-Im Bank shut down. The vote 
yesterday shows it is time to change 
that. 

Ex-Im provides billions of dollars of 
money to help American manufactur- 
ers reach foreign markets. It has been 
4 months now since the Bank’s charter 
expired and we are already starting to 
see the consequences. Some companies 
have discussed moving manufacturing 
from the United States, which means 
we will lose manufacturing jobs. We 
are going to start seeing consequences 
for small businesses as they start los- 
ing out on new sales because they are 
operating at a disadvantage. 

Businesses such as Boyle Energy in 
New Hampshire have gotten support 
from the Ex-Im Bank. The Bank has 
supported $314 million in export sales 
from New Hampshire businesses since 
2009. It is time for the Senate to take 
up this legislation, to pass it, to come 
together and get this done for our 
small businesses, for our economy, and 
for our jobs. 

I thank my colleagues, and I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

Ms. HEITKAMP. Mr. President, I 
thank my great colleague from New 
Hampshire, who has done so much in 
her State to raise awareness about the 
importance of the Ex-Im Bank and who 
has also stood firm with the two great 
Senators from Washington, the Sen- 
ator from Missouri, and the Senator 
from Delaware to basically say: You 
cannot just look at trade agreements 
and think you got every piece of impor- 
tant trade legislation passed. 

So she has been a champion. But we 
all have to admit that none of us have 
been as diligent, none of us have been 
as eloquent, and none of us have been 
as tenacious as the great Senator from 
the great State of Washington, who un- 
derstands this issue so well and has 
been fighting for this issue for a num- 
ber of years. So I yield the floor to the 
Senator from Washington. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 
would like to thank my colleagues for 
coming to the Senate floor this morn- 
ing to give an important message to 
our colleagues—that it is now time to 
take up the Export-Import Bank issue 
and pass that legislation today. 

I thank my colleague from North Da- 
kota, who has had this legislation in 
the Senate and has worked hard on the 
banking committee to make sure this 
legislation is moving forward and has 
been there at every step in the process. 
Being from a State that knows exports 
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matter, she knows that having a fi- 
nance regime that allows banks to take 
advantage of the fact that they need 
credit insurance has been a good thing 
for the American economy. It has 
helped us grow jobs in the United 
States, as we are selling exports to 
overseas markets. So she has been a 
stalwart. 

My colleague from New Hampshire 
who just left the floor, Senator SHA- 
HEEN—I have visited her State and fa- 
cilities and manufacturers involved in 
aerospace and other types of manufac- 
turing that are trying to win in the 
international marketplace with their 
products by selling them overseas. 

When we cancel a program that actu- 
ally helps us pay down the deficit— 
those individuals who get financing 
through a bank and a credit agency 
like the Export-Import Bank actually 
have to pay a fee. That has actually 
helped us reduce the deficit. It is 
money paid every year, and it helps us 
reduce the deficit. My colleague Sen- 
ator SHAHEEN has been a great advo- 
cate for reauthorization of the Export- 
Import Bank. 

As my colleagues have talked about, 
the dirty little secret is out in Wash- 
ington; that is, you cannot pass the Ex- 
Im Bank reauthorization because there 
is not enough support in the Congress 
to do so. Well, the answer is, that was 
a bunch of hooey promulgated by some 
very conservative think tanks that 
wanted to hold conservative Repub- 
licans hostage, and then they tried to 
hold all of us hostage. That is right— 
they tried to hold all of us hostage, 
saying that we cannot pass this. 

We know the House of Representa- 
tives, with 313 votes—a majority of the 
Republicans in the House—voted for 
the reauthorization of the Export-Im- 
port Bank. They now join 67 people 
here who want to go to and move that 
legislation in the Senate. So the ma- 
jority of people in both the House and 
Senate have supported the reauthoriza- 
tion of the Export-Import Bank and 
have done so for more than a year, but 
we let it expire. What happened? We let 
down the American economy because 
the end result has been a loss of jobs. 

I will give one example of 850 jobs 
that went from U.S. companies over to 
these countries instead because with- 
out the Export-Import Bank, they lost 
deals that went to other places because 
other countries also have credit agen- 
cies that help small and regional banks 
finance the sale of U.S.-made products. 
As they are being sold to say South Af- 
rica or an Asian country or someplace 
else, the companies cannot find the fi- 
nancing—a lot of agricultural prod- 
ucts—and so they come to a bank in 
their community and say: Help finance 
my sales overseas. 

In fact, Senator MURRAY and I met 
with a great—my colleague from North 
Dakota will like this—microbrew man- 
ufacturer in Ballard, WA, and they 


16688 


said: You know, we are trying to sell 
into the Scandinavian market. They 
like our products, but we are not big 
enough as a distributor to finance the 
sale of our products into those mar- 
kets. So we either have to take that on 
our books ourselves or find a way to 
take our company and leverage it with 
some capital to increase our market 
exports. 

So what did they do? They tried to 
minimize that. Otherwise, do you know 
what that company would have to do? 
They would have to take all their cap- 
ital and put it aside to leverage that 
money to expand the market. Instead, 
they said: Well, let’s go to a bank and 
get them to loan us the money so we 
can expand our products into Scan- 
dinavia, where people love drinking 
this Ballard beer. 

The bank says: Well, we like that 
idea. We like you. You are doing well. 
But we are a little afraid of your sell- 
ing into that distribution market in 
Scandinavia. We want you to have 
some credit insurance. 

That is what the Export-Import Bank 
does. It says to that banker in Ballard: 
We will provide you a little credit in- 
surance. 

Do you have to pay a fee for that? 
Yes, you have to pay a fee for that. 
What does that fee do? It helps the 
Federal Government pay down the def- 
icit. Who wins? We all win because that 
Ballard company now gets to grow. I 
would say that over in Scandinavia, 
they get to drink great beer that is 
made in Washington State. As one of 
the largest hops producers in the 
United States, my colleague from an 
agricultural State understands this. So 
everybody wins. Then the Ballard com- 
pany gets to expand jobs. So that is 
what this is all about. 

In this instance, we lost 850 jobs. 

Ms. HEITKAMP. Will the Senator 
from Washington yield? 

Ms. CANTWELL. Yes. 

Ms. HEITKAMP. One of the issues we 
heard so often during this debate has 
been that the private sector will step 
in, that the private sector will take on 
this responsibility, that we don’t need 
to have the Export-Import Bank, that 
the private sector will fill the gap. 
Were there any cases where the private 
sector stepped up and filled the gap of 
the Ex-Im Bank? 

Ms. CANTWELL. I thank the Senator 
from North Dakota for that question 
because that is the issue. What people 
don’t understand is that there are so 
many of these deals that—basically 
there was a U.S. company that wanted 
to sell its ability to build bridges to an 
African country. Yet, because the Ex- 
port-Import Bank expired, that African 
country ended up basically going with 
a competitor, an Asian competitor. 
Same thing here. When we don’t fi- 
nance these deals—I know of a deal 
that GE lost to Rolls-Royce. Why? Be- 
cause the credit agency in Europe 
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could finance the deal, so they just 
bought a different product. 

The issue is not that somehow the 
private sector is going to step in here 
and basically help in a capital market. 
It is the same way the Small Business 
Administration works. The Small Busi- 
ness Administration has 7(a) loans to 
help finance the sales that basically go 
through Main Street banking, but the 
Small Business Administration pro- 
vides a little certainty and predict- 
ability to the process so that we are 
not seeing huge losses. Basically, the 
Small Business Administration has not 
seen large defaults, and neither has the 
Export-Import Bank. 

So these are tools that basically peo- 
ple try to say to us will be picked up 
somehow, that the private sector will 
respond to this. Well, in developing 
markets around the world, when U.S. 
manufacturers are trying to compete 
and build a great product, all you are 
doing by killing the Export-Import 
Bank is enabling some other manufac- 
turer in Europe or Asia or South Amer- 
ica to compete with our manufacturers 
on an uneven playing field. You are 
giving them an advantage our manu- 
facturers don’t have. 

So, literally, people on the other side 
of the aisle have shipped jobs overseas 
by saying they don’t want to support 
the Export-Import Bank, and they have 
held it up for so many months now that 
we have lost jobs. This is only one ex- 
ample. 

There have been tens of thousands of 
jobs lost since the Export Import-Bank 
failed to get reauthorized. Now the 
question is, Why are we going to wait 1 
more day? Now that the House has 
passed the bill, with a majority of Re- 
publicans supporting it, why would we 
wait 1 more day to pass a key tool that 
is instrumental in supporting jobs in 
the United States of America? 

I hope my colleagues—I appreciate so 
much my colleague from North Dakota 
talking about this because, you know, 
being—I don’t if it is that we are ag 
States, that we see how much the glob- 
al economy means to our States, but 
we know this: that 95 percent of con- 
sumers are outside of our borders and 
that if we want to increase our eco- 
nomic activity in the United States 
and grow jobs, we better be selling to 
those 95 percent of consumers outside 
of the United States. 

If you want to sell to those 95 percent 
of consumers outside of the United 
States, first you have to build a great 
product or develop a great agricultural 
product, but then you have to be able 
to have the competitive tools to reach 
them from a financing and banking 
system. 

So the funny thing is that all of 
those people on the other side who ba- 
sically act as though they are against 
the Export-Import Bank because they 
think it is some sort of mysterious or- 
ganization, those are the people who 
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basically wanted to bail out Wall 
Street. They are the ones who are be- 
hind the big banks. They are the ones 
who are trying to basically disassemble 
all of the banking reforms we passed to 
protect the American consumers. So 
they are not for some sort of great, 
good government; they basically are 
just looking for a trophy to put on 
their mantle to say that, oh, we killed 
this government program, which, as I 
have said, is wrong because it actually 
helps us create jobs in the United 
States of America, it helps U.S. manu- 
facturers win in the United States of 
America, it helps us get our products 
to places they would not already go, 
and it helps pay down the Federal def- 
icit. So it is a win-win situation for all 
of us. 

What we have to do now is to get this 
reauthorized. We should not wait an- 
other minute. The notion that all of 
my colleagues should take away from 
this is that a minority of people hold- 
ing up voting on this has also been 
wrongheaded. To allow a minority to 
thwart what is such an essential tool 
has been a mistake. What we need to 
do is right that mistake immediately 
by passing this legislation here in the 
Senate, get the Bank back operating, 
let our U.S. manufacturers and agricul- 
tural producers win again in the inter- 
national marketplace, and help our 
economy grow with these important 
jobs that are related to exports. 

I again thank my colleague for being 
down here on the Senate floor. We are 
not going to give up. We are going to 
be down here. That is because, as you 
know, we are having all of these budget 
discussions, and people should remem- 
ber that over the last 20 years, the Ex- 
port-Import Bank has generated $7 bil- 
lion to the Treasury—$7 billion over 20 
years. So not only does it help us grow 
jobs, it actually has helped us pay 
down the deficit. 

I hear a lot of discussion about budg- 
et deals and transportation packages 
and things of that nature. So, to me, if 
you want to put more revenue back 
into our coffers, then support the Ex- 
port-Import Bank immediately and you 
will be recognizing immediate revenue 
for any of these budget discussions 
that we are having and that we need to 
move forward on. 

I am not under the impression that 
somehow all of the people in the Sen- 
ate are now going to support this legis- 
lation and that it is going to move 
quickly, because there will still be 
some on the other side of the aisle who 
don’t support moving forward. But I 
would say that number—$7 billion over 
20 years—I think it is worth a few pro- 
cedural 60-vote thresholds to get that 
money and to give Americans the cer- 
tainty that this particular program 
will be reinstated and that we will be 
back to letting hard-working Ameri- 
cans who build a great product get the 
credit assurances they need to sell 
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their products on a global basis and to 
win in the international marketplace. 
That is what America is all about. 
Don’t hold these people down. They are 
the people who created, with great in- 
genuity and great sweat, the great 
products that have made our country 
great. So let them export their prod- 
ucts. Don’t make it harder for them 
just because you want to win a trophy 
from the Heritage Foundation. 

Let’s get back to making sure we are 
making this place operate. We know 
the majority both in the House and 
Senate supports the Export-Import 
Bank and the jobs it creates. Let’s get 
this bill reauthorized today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SUL- 
LIVAN). The Senator from North Da- 
kota. 

Ms. HEITKAMP. Mr. President, we 
have been promised repeatedly since 
the end of June that we would be given 
an opportunity to reopen the Ex-Im 
Bank, that we would be given the tools 
to get the Ex-Im Bank operating and 
providing credit to American manufac- 
turers. 

If you had told me that the end of 
July would come and go without put- 
ting the Bank back in business, I would 
have said: That won’t happen. 

If you had told me that we would go 
through all of August and all of Sep- 
tember without putting the Bank back 
in business, I would not have thought 
that could happen. 

We are now at the end of October 
and, quite frankly, we are at the end of 
our patience—and so are American 
manufacturers and so are American 
workers. The time to deal with reopen- 
ing the Bank, the time to move this 
legislation is right now. 

The patience has run thin. The prom- 
ises have never materialized in terms 
of moving this forward. 

We were told in the very early stages, 
back when we began to move this issue, 
that the only way we could possibly 
get it through the House of Represent- 
atives was if it were put on a must-pass 
piece of legislation, something such as 
the reauthorization of the surface 
transportation bill—whether we are 
going to have highway bills or whether 
we are going to put it on the debt limit 
or whatever it is—because the House 
couldn’t possibly move this legislation 
forward without any opportunity to 
put it on something else. 

That myth has disappeared. That 
theory is no longer available. That ar- 
gument is no longer available to any- 
one in this Chamber. So the question 
becomes this: Now that we know the 
will of the Congress, reflecting the 
needs of the American people, the 
needs of the manufacturers in this 
country, and now that we know what 
the vote count is, why can’t we get this 
done? Why would we tell the American 
public that in the face of an over- 
whelming majority in support of a crit- 
ical piece of trade infrastructure and 
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legislation that we can’t get it done, 
that we have to wait even more months 
to see the Ex-Im Bank back in busi- 
ness? 

We will be back. We will continue to 
talk about this issue. We will continue 
to raise the concerns that we have 
about further delay and what that fur- 
ther delay is costing. But we also are 
extremely grateful for the work that 
was done in the House of Representa- 
tives against great odds to move this 
forward, to send a message to Amer- 
ican manufacturers: Yes, this place can 
function, and we will listen to you, and 
we are moving forward on getting you 
this critical tool to keep people once 
again employed in your shops, to keep 
people once again working to export 
the great American products to the 
global economy. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority whip is recognized. 


EEE 
LEGISLATION IN CONGRESS 


Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, after 
years of hard work the Senate yester- 
day passed legislation that will help 
keep the personal information of peo- 
ple safer, whether that personal infor- 
mation is in the hands of your bank or 
your credit card holder or whomever. 

As we know, the threat of cyber at- 
tacks is all too real. Twenty-one mil- 
lion Americans lost their personal in- 
formation and sensitive background in- 
formation at the Office of Personnel 
Management just this last summer—21 
million. As a matter of fact, the sug- 
gestion has been made that many of 
those people were individuals who filed 
extensive questionnaires—or responses 
to extensive questionnaires—in order 
to obtain a security clearance. So you 
can imagine the sensitivity of that in- 
formation. That followed on a breach 
at the Internal Revenue Service in 
which the data of more than 100,000 
taxpayers was stolen. 

It is a felony to divulge Federal in- 
come tax information of a taxpayer. It 
is a felony. Yet somehow, some way, 
this cyber attack at the IRS was able 
to get data on more than 100,000 tax- 
payers. 

The Cybersecurity Information Shar- 
ing Act is legislation that has been 
long overdue, and we are, frankly, be- 
hind the curve here. But this bill gar- 
nered wide bipartisan support in the 
Senate. Now we have the opportunity 
to work with our House colleagues, 
who have, I believe, a couple of cyber 
security bills, and to try to reconcile 
those differences in a conference com- 
mittee, which is typically the way we 
reconcile those differences and com- 
peting ideas. 

But suffice it to say that this legisla- 
tion, once enacted into law and signed 
by the President, will help deter future 
cyber attacks and equip the public and 
private sector with the tools they need 
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to be more nimble. Specifically, what 
it will do is allow companies and indi- 
viduals to share information with the 
government without concern about los- 
ing a competitive advantage. Right 
now, when you are attacked in your 
company, obviously it is not something 
you particularly want to brag about, 
but you do need to let the people whose 
information has been stolen know so 
they can protect themselves. But what 
there will be is more information shar- 
ing, along with some legal protections 
for people who cooperate on a vol- 
untary basis. 

As Senator BURR, the chairman of 
the Intelligence Committee said time 
and again, there is nothing compulsory 
about this system. Nobody is forced to 
participate. But I think, over the long 
run, businesses and individuals will 
find it in their best interest to share 
this information and to receive infor- 
mation in a way that will help protect 
our personal data. 

The passage of the Cybersecurity In- 
formation Sharing Act was, rightly, a 
major priority for the Senate. As I 
said, I am hopeful—along with our 
House colleagues—that we can get a 
bill to the President’s desk for signa- 
ture soon. 

But this is just one more example— 
the latest example, really—of the pro- 
ductivity of this new majority in Con- 
gress that was elected just last Novem- 
ber. We have worked hard. Without 
sacrificing our principles, we have 
worked hard to find common ground, 
working on a bipartisan basis to move 
legislation across the floor and to get 
it enacted into law that serves the best 
interests of the American people, such 
as the passage of the bill to help vic- 
tims of human trafficking, which 
passed 99 to 0 in the Senate and now is 
the law of the land. It was the first 
major effort to help the victims of 
human trafficking we have undertaken 
here in 25 years. 

We have also passed out of the Sen- 
ate—and we are working on differences 
with the House—the Every Child 
Achieves Act. As Chairman ALEXANDER 
of the Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions Committee points out, this is 
a fix to No Child Left Behind. This leg- 
islation will devolve power from Wash- 
ington, DC, back to parents and local 
communities so they can have a great- 
er say in their children’s education. 

Once again we have learned the les- 
son, perhaps painfully, that a one-size- 
fits-all solution does not work for ev- 
eryone. We are a big, diverse country. 
A lot of communities are better 
equipped—certainly they are more 
nimble, more flexible, and more adapt- 
ive—to change circumstances than the 
Federal Government. Even though we 
had the best of intentions with No 
Child Left Behind, we needed to make 
this necessary fix and again devolve 
power back from the Federal Govern- 
ment down to parents and local com- 
munities for their children’s education 


16690 


while maintaining high standards at 
the same time. 

We have also passed a multiyear 
highway bill. I think there were more 
than 30 different temporary patches of 
our highway bill because of the inad- 
equacy of the highway trust fund. 
When you buy a gallon of gasoline, I 
think about 18 cents goes into the 
highway trust fund out of that gallon 
of gasoline. Unfortunately, though, our 
demands have exceeded the amount of 
money in that fund. 

For States such as mine, we are a 
donor State. So we send a buck to 
Washington, DC, and we get 92 cents 
back. A friend of mine in the Texas 
Legislature called that Federal money 
laundering, and I think he is right. 

But we have stepped up—the voters 
in Texas last year, actually—by pass- 
ing a supplemental appropriations for 
highway and infrastructure out of our 
rainy-day fund. Actually, on November 
7, we will have another referendum in 
Texas to try to fill that gap between 
what the Federal Government is doing 
and what the State government can 
and must do in order to meet our 
transportation needs. 

By passing a multiyear highway bill, 
the Senate has now prompted our 
House colleagues to, in turn, pass their 
own multiyear highway bill, and now, 
perhaps later today, we will pass an- 
other short extension to November 20 
and then work to reconcile those two 
differences and then get that to the 
President’s desk. 

That is not particularly sexy work, 
but it is very important. It is sort of 
what we are supposed to do in the Con- 
gress, which is to perform the task of 
governing and helping to address the 
issues that confront everyday working 
American families. 

Then just last week the Senate Judi- 
ciary Committee voted 15 to 5 to pass, 
on a broad bipartisan basis, the first 
criminal justice reform that we have 
done since the 1990s. I have cosponsored 
that legislation and was proud to do so. 
A lot of what this bill contains—par- 
ticularly something called the COR- 
RECTIONS Act—was based on a suc- 
cessful experiment in Texas and other 
States where they realized that you 
could lock people up for committing 
crimes but someday they are going to 
get out. When they do, we have an in- 
terest in making sure, for those who 
are willing, that they are prepared for 
life on the outside or otherwise they 
end up becoming what a young man in 
Houston just last week or so told me. 
He called himself a ‘‘frequent flier” in 
the criminal justice system. We know 
what that means. That means the turn- 
stile just kept turning. He would get 
out and go right back in because he 
was woefully unprepared for life out- 
side. So whether it is education, wheth- 
er it is mental illness issues, drug and 
alcohol issues or just employable 
skills, it is in our interest to provide 
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incentives to people in prison so they 
are better prepared when they get out. 

Iam not suggesting that this is some 
sort of panacea and that all of a sudden 
our prisons will be emptied and people 
won’t commit crimes anymore. That is 
not true. But for those who can be 
saved, for people who want a helping 
hand and are willing to take responsi- 
bility for their own rehabilitation, I 
think this legislation is very impor- 
tant. 

So while we still have a lot to do, I 
think we can take some satisfaction in 
the productivity that we have had— 
notwithstanding the very challenging 
political environment and the polariza- 
tion of our politics in America today. 

This week Members from both par- 
ties, aS well as the White House, have 
been talking about legislation to deal 
with our budget and ensure our coun- 
try meets its financial responsibilities. 
Indeed, there has been an announced 
deal, negotiated by the leadership in 
the House, the Senate, and the White 
House, which the House of Representa- 
tives will be voting on at about 5 p.m. 
today. 

I think it is worth reminding every- 
body how we got to this point. Starting 
in June, our colleagues from across the 
aisle started what they advertised as a 
filibuster summer—in other words, a 
strategy to block any and all of the ap- 
propriations bills that come across the 
Senate floor. There are 12 of those ap- 
propriations bills. If we were doing 
things the way we should be, we would 
take them up individually. The Amer- 
ican people could read them, under- 
stand them, and we could debate them, 
hopefully improve them, and then pass 
them into law to fund some of the basic 
functions of our government, such as 
the Defense Department, for example. 
It is ironic that many of these appro- 
priations bills sailed through the Ap- 
propriations Committee on a _ bipar- 
tisan basis. 

Well, for the first time in 6 years, the 
Committee on Appropriations had 
voted out all 12 of those bills. The rea- 
son they were able to do so is because 
under this new majority, we were able 
to actually pass a new budget, which 
gave the top capped spending lines to 
the Appropriations Committee so they 
could do their job to consider those 
spending bills, to rearrange priorities, 
and hopefully gain greater efficiency 
and economize on the spending. 

So even though many of our Demo- 
cratic friends voted for those bills in 
the Appropriations Committee, they 
came to the floor and voted against 
them to create this huge cliff that we 
knew was coming on November 3 and, 
indeed, on December 11. 

Senate Democrats carried this strat- 
egy of filibuster summer into the fall 
and continued to block appropriations 
bills, turning noncontroversial funding 
priorities, such as our Nation’s mili- 
tary and support for our veterans, into 
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partisan games. That is what created 
this so-called shutdown narrative and 
drama. 

It wasn’t an accident; it was a pre- 
meditated plan by our Democratic 
friends in the minority. So, as a result, 
Congress was once again staring down 
several major deadlines with little 
time to waste. 

I have to say that if your attitude in 
Congress is “I want 100 percent of what 
I want or I am not going to settle for 
anything,” you are not going to get 
anything. It is just that simple. It is 
just a simple fact of life that the only 
kind of negotiated outcomes we have 
here are imperfect; they are flawed. 

While this budget agreement isn’t 
perfect—it is flawed—it does contain 
several important priorities. First of 
all, the Budget Act of 2015 doesn’t raise 
taxes. That is important to me and cer- 
tainly important to my constituents. 
They think this administration has 
raised their taxes more than enough al- 
ready. This agreement lays the founda- 
tion to fund the government through 
2017 without a tax increase. 

Importantly, the legislation repeals a 
section of ObamaCare. We will have 
more to say about that in this coming 
weeks, but it repeals a major section of 
ObamaCare that required large em- 
ployers to automatically enroll their 
employees in the ObamaCare health 
plans. That is a pretty big deal for a 
law that has been on the books since 
2010. Rolling back ObamaCare, I be- 
lieve, is essential to helping the Amer- 
ican people meet their basic needs—to 
get the health care they want at a 
price they can afford, and not based on 
some sort of mandate from the Federal 
Government. It is also necessary for 
the health of our Nation’s economy. 

Perhaps from my standpoint, and I 
suspect the Presiding Officer’s stand- 
point, the single most important part 
of this legislation is it will fund our 
military and make sure our military 
has the resources it needs to protect us 
here at home and our allies around the 
world. 

As part of the artificial drama that 
was created over this deal, the Presi- 
dent of the United States vetoed the 
National Defense Authorization Act. 
This is the fundamental law by which 
Congress says to our men and women 
in uniform: We are going to make sure 
you have the resources you need in 
order to do the job you volunteered to 
do. And oh, by the way, we are also 
going to take care of our families be- 
cause in the military today, with an 
all-volunteer military, our military 
families are vitally important too. But 
in an incredibly cynical move, the 
President vetoed the Defense author- 
ization bill in order to gain leverage in 
this negotiated budget deal. It truly is 
shameful. It is inexcusable for the 
Commander in Chief to hold our men 
and women in uniform hostage by 
doing something like that. 
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We all know we are living in a world 
marked by insecurity at every corner, 
from rampant instability in the Middle 
East to a newly aggressive Russia in 
Eastern Europe and in the Arctic, and 
a rising China that continues to—Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent for 
2 more minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CORNYN. In addition to insta- 
bility in the Middle East and an ag- 
gressive Russia in Eastern Europe and 
in the Arctic, a rising China is trying 
to expand its own territory at the ex- 
pense of our allies and friends in the 
Pacific. 

I am glad to see the U.S. Navy chal- 
lenge the phony claims of China in the 
South China Sea that jeopardize those 
important sea lanes that are so critical 
to our security and to our commerce. 

So this deal, as flawed as it is, finally 
provides the military and our military 
families with the resources they need 
in order to do the incredibly important 
job we ask them to do. If you think 
about all the areas that the Federal 
Government is involved in, this is the 
No. 1 priority. There is no ‘‘Yellow 
Pages? where you can look to 
outsource national security. It is the 
Federal Government’s responsibility, 
and it is about time we provided our 
men and women in uniform with the 
resources they need in order to get the 
job done. 

In conclusion, this bill actually takes 
significant steps in reforming, in a fis- 
cally responsible manner, our Social 
Security disability system. It will pro- 
vide long-term savings from changes to 
Social Security. In fact, this will rep- 
resent the first bipartisan reform we 
have had since the early 1980s. 

I look forward to continuing to dis- 
cuss this legislation with our col- 
leagues and finding a way to move for- 
ward as we face the big challenges still 
ahead of us in the Senate. The only al- 
ternative to this negotiated deal would 
be a clean debt ceiling increase and a 
continuing resolution at current spend- 
ing levels, which would have a dev- 
astating impact on our military and 
our national security. 


ee 


EXTENSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that morning busi- 
ness be extended until 8 p.m., with Sen- 
ators permitted to speak therein and 
with the time equally divided in the 
usual form; further, that all time dur- 
ing quorum calls be charged equally 
between both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 
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EXPORT-IMPORT BANK 


Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 
rise to speak in support of reauthor- 
izing the Ex-Im Bank. I know some of 
my colleagues were here earlier, and I 
wanted to join them, but I was ata 
hearing over in commerce. I do want to 
thank Senators CANTWELL and KIRK for 
their leadership on this issue. I also 
want to thank my colleagues, Senators 
HEITKAMP, SHAHEEN, MIKULSKI, and 
BOXER, who were on the floor today 
voicing their strong and continued sup- 
port for the Ex-Im Bank. 

Yesterday, the House voted 313 to 118 
to reauthorize the Export-Import 
Bank. That is a strong bipartisan vote 
that included a majority of Repub- 
licans. It included seven of the eight 
Members of the congressional delega- 
tion from the State of Minnesota, in- 
cluding several Republicans. 

The Ex-Im Bank also has bipartisan 
support here in the Senate, which has 
voted twice this year to reauthorize 
the Ex-Im Bank, both times with more 
than 60 votes. Now it is time for the 
Senate to take up this bill and vote to 
reauthorize the Ex-Im Bank with no 
further delay. This year, the Senate 
has been in the lead on this. We have 
shown the kind of bipartisan support 
that helped the House to get the num- 
bers they needed, and now we must 
simply pass the bill. 

The Ex-Im Bank has been reauthor- 
ized 16 times in its 8l-year history, 
every time with a broad bipartisan ma- 
jority. As yesterday’s House vote and 
previous votes in the Senate show, the 
Ex-Im Bank still has the support of a 
broad bipartisan majority. 

Since coming to the Senate, I have 
been working to boost America’s abil- 
ity to compete in the global economy. 
I serve on the President’s Export Coun- 
cil. I believe America needs to be a 
country that once again thinks, in- 
vents things, and exports to the world. 
We like our financial industry—we 
have the sixth biggest bank in the 
country out of Minnesota—but we all 
know we can’t simply rely on the fi- 
nancial industry to keep the economy 
going. The economy has to be a bread- 
and-butter economy, and that means 
making things, and that means ex- 
ports. 

When 95 percent of the world’s cus- 
tomers live outside of our borders, 
there is literally a world of oppor- 
tunity out there for U.S. businesses. 
U.S. exports have helped expand our 
economy over the past 4 years, reach- 
ing an alltime high of $2.3 trillion, an 
increase of 34 percent since 2009 after 
inflation. 

We know there are about 85 credit ex- 
port agencies in 60 other countries, in- 
cluding every exporting country in the 
world. Our businesses are competing 
against these foreign businesses, which 
are backed by their own countries’ 
credit export programs and often re- 
ceive other government subsidies. Why 
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would we want to make it harder for 
our own companies to compete in a 
world where all the other exporting na- 
tions have an export-type bank financ- 
ing authority? When our companies are 
competing against overseas companies 
for contracts, they need the Ex-Im 
Bank. 

In 2014, the Ex-Im Bank provided sup- 
port for $27 billion worth of U.S. ex- 
ports. This sounds like a lot, but in the 
same year China financed more than 
double that amount—$58 billion com- 
pared to $27 billion—and South Korea 
and Germany also provided more sup- 
port for their exports. If we don’t get 
this done, Mr. President, China will eat 
our lunch. 

If we want a level playing field for 
our businesses, we need to have the 
U.S. Ex-Im Bank open and running. Do 
you know what our companies find out 
right now? Well, the charter has 
lapsed. When these U.S. companies or 
our foreign competitors go to the Ex- 
Im Bank Web site, do you know what 
they see on the Web site? I will tell 
you. I went to the Web site and saw it 
myself. It says this: ‘‘Due to a lapse in 
EXIM Bank’s authority, as of July 1, 
2015, the Bank is unable to process ap- 
plications or engage in new business or 
other prohibited activities.” Every one 
of our foreign competitors knows this 
is up on our own U.S. Web site. 

To me, this is about jobs. As the 
ranking member of the Joint Economic 
Committee, I know that in 2014 the Ex- 
Im Bank provided $20.5 billion in fi- 
nancing. That supported 164,000 jobs. I 
know there are hundreds of companies 
in Minnesota—I think the exact num- 
ber is 170—that use financing author- 
ity. The vast majority of them are 
small companies. These small business 
owners, like many small business own- 
ers all across the country, know it is 
essential for their ability to export. 
They can’t have a full-time bank per- 
son in their small companies. They 
can’t have a full-time expert on trade 
with various countries—Kazakhstan, 
you name it—all around the world. 
They need the help of the Ex-Im Bank 
to know how to get this financing. 

I visit all 87 counties in my State 
every year, and a lot of that time is 
spent visiting these small businesses. 
Even when I don’t mean to find an Ex- 
Im-type business, I find one. I heard 
from Fastenal and Miller Ingenuity, 
both from Winona. I have heard from 
EJ Ajax Metalforming, a leader in 
workforce policies. So everywhere from 
Fastenal to PERMAC, an award-win- 
ning women-run manufacturer in 
Burnsville, I have found that Min- 
nesota businesses get help from Ex-Im 
Bank. 

The time is here. We can’t put it off 
any longer. Our colleagues in the 
House, despite the fact that they didn’t 
even know if they had a Speaker for a 
number of weeks, were able to pass this 
bill. Now it is our turn. Let’s get this 
done. 
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I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 


PUBLIC EXPRESSIONS OF FAITH 


Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, it is 
just past the middle of football season 
in America—a sad thing for a lot of us 
who are football fans. This is the time 
when some fans are thinking seriously 
about the playoffs and other fans start 
thinking seriously about trying to get 
their coach fired. 

In Bremerton, WA, coach Joe Ken- 
nedy is in trouble not because the team 
has a losing record but because he has 
the audacity to kneel down and pray 
on the 50-yard line after the football 
games are over and thank God for the 
chance to coach there and for the safe- 
ty of his players. 

Gratitude to God is certainly not a 
crime in America. In fact, that is en- 
couraged every year in the national 
prayer proclamation given by every 
President for decades, including this 
one. Coach Joe Kennedy is the varsity 
assistant coach and the JV head coach 
in Bremerton, WA. He enjoys working 
with the guys and coaching football. 
He has an excellent employment record 
at the school and has been a great 
motivator of the guys on his team. 

Since 2008, Coach Kennedy has had 
the habit of walking out to the 50-yard 
line after the game is over and kneel- 
ing down to pray. After a few weeks of 
his starting to do this in 2008, a couple 
of the Christian students on the team 
also asked if they could come and 
kneel down next to him, which they 
have done and he has allowed them to 
do. They are not required to pray. They 
are not required to be there at all. But 
those students have the freedom they 
have exercised to express their faith, 
and so does Coach Kennedy. 

For some reason, this season has 
been different. Now the district has 
asked the coach not to pray after the 
games. Instead, they want to provide 
him with a private room where he can 
go and pray separately so no one will 
see him. I have a letter from the dis- 
trict where they say they will give him 
this accommodation: ‘‘[A] private loca- 
tion within the school building, ath- 
letic facility or press box could be 
made available to you for brief reli- 
gious exercise before and after games.”’ 
They literally want him to go into an- 
other spot so no one will see him pray. 
That seems to be the accommodation 
here. They are saying to him that he 
has the freedom to pray in a location 
we choose. 

The district has the fear that if any- 
one sees the coach praying, they may 
think the coach endorses or that the 
district endorses a particular faith. 
They wrote in a separate letter to the 
coach these criteria to say: As we go 
forward, these are the standards to 
apply. Quoting from the district: 
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Students are free to initiate and engage in 
religious activity, including prayer, so long 
as it does not interfere with the school or 
team activities. Student religious activity 
must be entirely and genuinely student-initi- 
ated, and may not be suggested, encouraged 
(or discouraged), or supervised by District 
staff. 

Second, and continuing to quote: 

If students engage in religious activity, 
school staff may not take any action likely 
to be perceived by a reasonable observer, 
who is aware of the history and context of 
such activity at BHS, as endorsement of that 
activity. Examples identified in the Borden 
case include kneeling or bowing of the head 
during the students’ religious activities. 

You and all District staff are free to en- 
gage in religious activity, including prayer, 
so long as it does not interfere with job re- 
sponsibilities. Such activity must be phys- 
ically separate from any student activity, 
and students may not be allowed to join such 
activity. In order to avoid the perception of 
endorsement discussed above, such activity 
should either be non-demonstrative— 

In other words, you can’t see it out- 

wardly— 
(i.e. not outwardly discernible as religious 
activity) if students are also engaged in reli- 
gious conduct, or it should occur while stu- 
dents are not engaging in such conduct. 

In other words, don’t get near a 
Christian student when they are pray- 
ing and bowing their head and also bow 
your head. 

It is an odd thing that the district 
would worry that their actions would 
be perceived that they may have an of- 
ficial policy for Christianity, but they 
don’t seem to have the same worry 
that their actions to try to eliminate 
anyone expressing their faith would be 
an official policy of atheism at the 
campus, since if they purged all dis- 
plays of faith from any person, it would 
appear that no faith is the endorsed 
faith of the district. 

Under this policy, if a teacher who is 
a Christian sees another Christian stu- 
dent praying, they have to get away 
from them or at least walk past them 
as if they are disinterested. I don’t 
think people understand how offensive 
that is to our faith. If I see a student 
praying, I would want to stand by them 
to hear their prayer, to be encouraged 
by their prayer. 

Under this policy, if a Christian stu- 
dent had been bullied at school and 
they wanted to sit by a Christian 
teacher at lunch, when that student at 
lunch bowed their head to pray over 
their low-calorie lunch meal, at their 
school lunch, the Christian teacher 
would either have to walk away or 
they would have to ignore their prayer, 
further ostracizing the student. 

Citizens don’t lose their freedom of 
faith just because they also work for a 
State or Federal agency. People can 
display their faith—as this coach did 
for 7 years, and it had not been a prob- 
lem for this coach to kneel down and 
pray at the end of the game. I am con- 
fused why suddenly now the district is 
concerned about this display of faith. 
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Individuals can display their faith 
personally. It is their personal faith. It 
is not some endorsement by the dis- 
trict. A Wiccan teacher can wear a pen- 
tagram necklace. A Muslim teacher 
can wear a head scarf. A Christian can 
bow their head to pray at lunch, even a 
faculty member. A Sikh teacher can 
wear a turban. All of those are outward 
displays of a certain faith. How can a 
school district say that if you display 
your faith in a way that someone else 
can see it and figure out that you have 
faith, suddenly that is a violation of 
the establishment clause of the Con- 
stitution? 

Courts have ruled that in a school 
setting, prayer cannot be mandatory in 
the school, compelled by the school, 
led by the school. While some have a 
problem with this interpretation, 
frankly, I don’t. I, quite frankly, think 
teachers have multiple different faiths 
and multiple backgrounds, and I have 
the responsibility as a parent to train 
my child how to pray consistent with 
our faith. That is not the responsibility 
of that teacher at school to be able to 
teach them their faith. That is my job. 

I do have a problem when an indi- 
vidual teacher is restrained from prac- 
ticing their own faith or an individual 
student is restricted from that. It is 
entirely different when a district states 
that a coach may not quietly pray or 
allow students to voluntarily partici- 
pate with a coach in prayer when they 
share the same faith. After a game is 
over and all the players are free to 
leave, that is their own free time. They 
can go to the locker room, they can 
talk to their parents, and they can flirt 
with the cheerleaders on the sidelines. 
That is their own time. They can 
choose to do what they want to do, but 
they shouldn’t be restricted from pray- 
ing if they also choose to do that. 

The Bremerton School District attor- 
neys have chosen to apply the Borden 
v. School District of the Township of 
East Brunswick to this particular case. 
In that case, the coaches couldn’t lead 
a prayer or participate if all the play- 
ers were required to be present before 
the game. This is a required team 
meeting in the Borden School District 
of the Township of East Brunswick. 
This is completely different. This is 
after the game, when no player is re- 
quired, no one is expected to be there, 
and those students and those coaches 
are on a brief period of respite after the 
game. 

For some reason, in this day and age, 
some citizens have become terrified of 
faith in America and prayer in Amer- 
ica. They are frightened when people 
exercise their faith and live according 
to their sincerely held religious beliefs. 
So they try to quash it quietly. That is 
astounding to me—as a nation that was 
based on this basic principle of people 
being able to live their faith, not just 
to have it but to be able to live it. 

If a coach went to the 50-yard line 
after the game, sat down on a lawn 
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chair and drank a Coke, no one would 
have a problem. If a coach went to the 
50-yard line and sang Michael Jack- 
son’s ‘‘Thriller’’ and did the dance 
moves, he would be a YouTube sensa- 
tion, but the district would have no 
problem with it. But if a coach goes to 
the 50-yard line, kneels down and 
prays, somehow that is a different type 
of speech or action. It is not. It is 
speech. It is the freedom of faith. It is 
who we are as Americans and our di- 
versity in America. There is nothing 
different about that speech. 

The establishment clause in the Con- 
stitution is clear: ‘‘Congress_ shall 
make no law respecting an establish- 
ment of religion, or prohibiting the 
free exercise thereof... .”’ 

This is not the freedom to have a re- 
ligion. This is the freedom to exercise 
it. It is very clear in the Constitution. 

For some in this generation, they 
want to talk about freedom of worship. 
You can worship and you can go to a 
place of worship, you can worship with 
anybody, any way you want to, if you 
go over there and do it, but they don’t 
want people to actually come out and 
live their faith publicly. 

We don’t have freedom of worship in 
America. China has freedom of wor- 
ship. We have the free exercise of reli- 
gion, where we can live our faith out- 
side of our church buildings, in our pri- 
vate lives, even if you are a public indi- 
vidual. 

It is reasonable for this Congress to 
speak out on this issue because it is a 
First Amendment freedom. Protecting 
one coach’s right to pray protects 
every person’s right to pray in the Na- 
tion. 

So let me ask a question. Is the dis- 
trict going to engage in stopping 
coaches from kneeling down on the 
sideline during the fourth quarter in a 
last-second field goal attempt and pre- 
vent them from praying on the side- 
lines? That is a rich tradition in foot- 
ball. 

How about this moment. Last Satur- 
day at Oklahoma State University, we 
had an incredible tragedy where a car 
careened through the homecoming pa- 
rade, killing many and injuring many 
more. It was a horrible tragedy. It hap- 
pened just hours before the game. Play- 
ers and coaches at Oklahoma State 
University walked out of the tunnel, 
and before the game started—when 
typically they would all gather and 
cheer together—they instead chose, 
players and coaches, to kneel down on 
the sideline and to pray for the fami- 
lies who were affected by this incred- 
ible tragedy just hours before. This ap- 
parently offends some people, that peo- 
ple in a State setting would express 
their private faith. Nothing was man- 
dated about this. This was a group of 
players and coaches, that their heart 
was grieved for what was happening in 
their city and among the Oklahoma 
State family. This shouldn’t be prohib- 
ited in America. This is who we are. 
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I don’t challenge the people in Brem- 
erton. These are all honorable people 
who want what is best for Bremerton, 
WA, families. They all care about their 
kids there. The superintendent, the 
principal, the coaches, they all care 
about the kids there. This is a genuine 
misunderstanding of what our Nation 
protects and what our Nation stands 
for. 

Article 6, clause 3 of the Constitution 
says this: ‘‘No religious test shall ever 
be required as a qualification to any of- 
fice or public trust under the United 
States.” 

In our Constitution, any individual 
who serves in any public trust in the 
United States doesn’t have to set their 
faith aside nor have to take on any 
faith. In America, you can have a faith 
and live it or you can have no faith at 
all. That is the United States of Amer- 
ica. 

Every day in this Chamber, including 
today, the Chaplain for the U.S. Senate 
begins our session in prayer. In this 
Chamber, the words ‘‘In God We Trust” 
are written right above the main doors 
as we walk in, the same as it is in the 
House Chamber above the Speaker’s 
chair. We are not a nation that is try- 
ing to purge all faith. We are a nation 
that allows people to live their faith. 

I ask individuals in this Chamber 
right now who choose to, to even pray 
with me as I close out this statement. 

Father, I pray for Coach Kennedy and 
the leadership of Bremerton, the super- 
intendents, and the principals. They 
have a difficult job, and I pray that 
You would bless them today. And I 
pray that You encourage those stu- 
dents, as they struggle with this basic 
religious freedom that we have in this 
Nation, that there would be a unity 
there and a decision that would be 
made that would clearly stand on the 
side of freedom. For the coaches and 
teachers of all faiths who serve there 
and serve across our Nation, I pray 
that You would bless those coaches and 
teachers today. They do a difficult 
task. As they walk with students 
through difficult decisions, I pray that 
You would encourage them in Your 
faith. 

Thank You, Jesus, for the way that 
You sustain our Nation and for the 
freedom that we have. We ask Your 
help in protecting us. 

In Your Name I pray. Amen. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
JOHNSON). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 
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UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUESTS— 
S. 2165 AND S. 697 


Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Cal- 
endar No. 270, S. 2165, a bill to perma- 
nently authorize the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund; that the bill be 
read a third time and passed and the 
motion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table with no intervening action or de- 
bate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I would like 
to ask that the consent be modified to 
pass a short-term extension, S. 2169, 
with my amendment, which is at the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator so modify his request? 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I will note 
that we secured this language an hour 
ago. We have no complete insight on 
the impact of the language, and this is 
language more appropriately debated 
in the committee process. I wish to ask 
my colleague to consider introducing it 
for action on the floor at some future 
point and not use it to obstruct funding 
or authorization of the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund. If my colleague is 
not comfortable with such a sugges- 
tion, then I would object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator declines to modify his request. 

Is there objection to the original re- 
quest? 

Mr. LANKFORD. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, this 
first request was to get this bill done 
right now and reauthorized. I am going 
to turn to a different possibility, which 
is to secure a debate here on the floor 
which would afford my colleague from 
Oklahoma the opportunity to present 
his thoughts. 

I ask unanimous consent that at a 
time to be determined by the majority 
leader, after consultation with the 
Democratic leader, but no later than 
Thursday, November 12, the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Cal- 
endar No. 270, S. 2165; that there be 1 
hour of debate equally divided between 
the proponents and opponents; that 
upon the use or yielding back of time, 
the bill be read a third time and the 
Senate proceed to vote on passage of 
the bill; that the vote on passage be 
subject to a 60-affirmative-vote thresh- 
old; and, finally, that there be no 
amendments, motions or points of 
order in order to the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. LANKFORD. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 
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The Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, we have 
now seen a demonstration. I want to 
talk to Senator MERKLEY about this. I 
ask unanimous consent to engage in a 
colloquy with him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. UDALL. The Land and Water 
Conservation Fund is a piece of legisla- 
tion that has been in place and in law 
for 50 years, as Senator MERKLEY 
knows. It has been in place for 50 years, 
and it has expired. There is over- 
whelming support for this. A number of 
us have signed letters. Senator BURR, 
who is here, I know has been a leader 
in terms of working on the Republican 
side. We have a huge amount of sup- 
port, but a small little group is object- 
ing to this moving forward. 

I say to Senator MERKLEY, this is 
showing the dysfunction that here we 
have a bill and the leadership cannot 
get the bill on to the floor. I wanted to 
ask the Senator in terms of his State. 
I know in my State people love their 
parks. They love the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund. I think the same is 
true in Oregon; isn’t it? This is some- 
thing that we shouldn’t have let lapse, 
and we have to put it in place. 

Mr. MERKLEY. My colleague from 
New Mexico is absolutely correct. For 
these 50 years that he noted, the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund has pro- 
tected millions of acres of our land, in- 
cluding playgrounds and parks, our 
most treasured national landscapes— 
all without costing our taxpayers a sin- 
gle dime. It is, without question, our 
Nation’s most important and success- 
ful conservation and outdoor recre- 
ation program. 

Oregon, specifically, has received 
about $300 million over the past five 
decades, safeguarding areas that are 
now complete treasures for our State, 
such as the Oregon Dunes and the Hells 
Canyon Recreation Area. These special 
places are part of our heritage, and 
protecting them has been made pos- 
sible through this fund. It is a commit- 
ment to preserving these special places 
for future generations in Oregon and 
throughout the Nation, and it also 
serves to really strengthen the outdoor 
recreation economy in our State. 

What is a win for our heritage is also 
a win for our rural economy. This ef- 
fort to torpedo something of great 
value in terms of protection of special 
places and our rural economy is a step 
or a stride in absolutely the wrong di- 
rection. 

Mr. UDALL. I say to Senator 
MERKLEY, one of the things we face 
here is that because the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund has not been 
reauthorized, there are Senators who 
are trying to attach this to other 
pieces of legislation. You and I have 
worked very well on the Toxic Sub- 
stances Control Act, which now has 
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over 60 votes. This has really held down 
both pieces of legislation. The Land 
and Water Conservation Fund can’t be 
reauthorized, and we can’t pass the 
Toxic Substances Control Act, which 
has overwhelming support. 

We are in a situation where the lead- 
ership needs to step in and say: Both of 
these have huge support in the Sen- 
ate—bipartisan support. Let’s get a 
vote on them. Let’s not continue to 
have this gridlock and dysfunction. 

Does the Senator see it that way in 
terms of how this is playing out on the 
floor right now? 

Mr. MERKLEY. I absolutely share 
the Senator’s perspective on this. In 
terms of the Toxic Substances Control 
Act, TSCA, or the Lautenberg Act, as 
we now call it, this is an effort to re- 
move—and you have championed this 
in a bipartisan way. You have brought 
this forward. It has been approved 
through an extensive committee proc- 
ess, and we have a shot, finally, to have 
a process in which we can take and re- 
move toxic items from everyday prod- 
ucts. 

A good example is that we are stand- 
ing here on a carpet, and the carpet is 
full of flame retardants that don’t real- 
ly retard flames but definitely cause 
cancer. Having those scientifically 
analyzed and considered as to whether 
they should be in our carpets or not 
makes a lot of sense. You think of lit- 
tle babies crawling during their first 
months of life on these carpets, and 
their noses are right down there in the 
dust. The dust is attached to these 
toxic chemicals. I believe your bill— 
this bill—not only is bipartisan, but it 
has more than 60 or at least 60 cospon- 
sors. 

Mr. UDALL. Yes. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Here we are with this 
paralyzed process where a few individ- 
uals say: You know, I guess it is not 
important to get toxic cancer-causing 
items out of our household products. 
Also, it is not important that our 
States get flexible funds to preserve 
special places. 

I suggest that rather than blocking 
such legislation, folks who have that 
mind come to the floor and make their 
case. If they want more cancer for our 
children, come to make your case. If 
you don’t want to preserve special 
places in America, come and make 
your case. But do not obstruct this 
body from being able to have the con- 
versation. 

Mr. LANKFORD. Would the Senator 
consider consent to join the colloquy? 

Mr. UDALL. Please, Senator 
LANKFORD. 

Mr. LANKFORD. Thank you for let- 
ting me join the conversation. 

The argument here is not against 
whether I would want or other Mem- 
bers would want cancer-causing items 
or would want to have the degradation. 
The problem is the degradation in our 
public parks and lands. 
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We have an $11.5 billion backlog in 
our national parks right now. 
Inexplicably, the Land and Water Con- 
servation Fund does not allow for the 
maintenance of what we have. The U.S. 
Government currently manages 29 per- 
cent of the land mass in the United 
States. We have a multibillion dollar 
backlog, including in our national 
treasure, which is the national parks 
that are out there. 

This amendment that I have, and 
which others are proposing, is to sim- 
ply say: Before we keep adding land—at 
least at the same rate we are adding 
more land—we should be maintaining 
that land. It is equivalent to if you are 
going to buy car, you need to at least 
set aside some money to pay for gas. 

All that we are asking for is some- 
thing that has been asked for now for a 
long time through multiple commit- 
tees and multiple hearings, and that is, 
that as we engage in purchasing new 
property, we also make sure we are set- 
ting aside dollars from the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund to actually 
maintain what we are purchasing. 

The dollars that are there already 
are a $20 billion amount that is set 
aside for the Land and Water Conserva- 
tion Fund. The fund continues to func- 
tion under the current CR. Appropria- 
tions have already been planned and 
put in place by the committees to be 
able to put it out there. This doesn’t 
affect the current ongoing functioning. 
It only affects new dollars coming to 
the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund. It is already functioning as it is. 
In fact, it has a 65-year account set 
aside for it. 

The challenge now is this: Are we 
going to maintain what we have or are 
we going to keep purchasing new lands 
and not maintain what we have? I 
would say we can protect us from can- 
cer-causing agents and we can main- 
tain what we have as well. 

Mr. UDALL. Thank you, Senator 
LANKFORD, for that intervention. 

I think the important point here— 
and I know Senator BURR is here on the 
floor so I am going to make a unani- 
mous consent request with regard to 
TSCA. But let me just say that I can’t 
agree with the amendment that Sen- 
ator LANKFORD has talked about. I 
know it is very controversial—the idea 
of taking money out of the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund, which is 
going to the States for parks and to 
the Federal side for parks, and dedi- 
cating that to maintenance. That is 
something we should have done in 
budgets long ago, and the problem is 
we haven’t had adequate budgets for 
our parks. So we have a backlog. 

Senator MERKLEY mentioned, in 
terms of TSCA, the health and safety 
of children. There is one person I want 
to talk about, a woman by the name of 
Dominique Browning. She works with 
an organization called Moms Clean Air 
Force. She worries about her kids and 
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the toys and the products they use. She 
herself survived kidney cancer. When 
she asked her doctor what caused the 
kidney cancer, he said: 

It’s one of those environmental ones. Who 
knows? We’re full of chemicals. 

This is about people such as 
Dominique Browning, who want to see 
a cop on the beat who is going to do 
something about chemicals. I think 
this dysfunction, this inability to deal 
with two very popular bills, is some- 
thing on which we need the leadership 
to step in. The leadership has the con- 
trol of the floor and is able to move 
forward. 

So I rise today in support of the 
Frank R. Lautenberg Chemical Safety 
for the 21st Century Act. 

Last week, the Senate missed an op- 
portunity to move forward on this bill 
and to send it to conference with the 
House. I was disappointed, but, I know 
that we can still get this done. And for 
the protection of American families we 
must get this done. 

The Toxic Substances Control Act of 
1976 is supposed to protect us. It 
doesn’t. 

There are over 84,000 known chemi- 
cals and hundreds of new ones every 
year. Only five have been banned by 
the EPA. Only five out of 84,000. 

TSCA is broken. We all know this. It 
fails to protect families. It fails to pro- 
vide confidence in consumer products. 
We have a chance to change that. And 
that is what our bill will do. That is 
why 60 Senators from both sides of the 
aisle support this critical reform. 

For decades now, the risks are there, 
the dangers are there, but, there is no 
cop on the beat. American families are 
waiting for real protection. 

Unfortunately, last week, because of 
Senate dysfunction, we asked them to 
wait a little longer. 

They have waited too long already, 
because this is about our health and 
safety. This is about our children and 
grandchildren. This is about people 
like Dominique Browning, who works 
with Moms Clean Air Force, who wor- 
ries about her kids, and the toys and 
products they use every day. She her- 
self survived kidney cancer. When she 
asked her doctor what caused her kid- 
ney cancer, he said: “It’s one of those 
environmental ones. Who knows? We’re 
full of chemicals.”’ 

This is about people like Lisa 
Huguenin. Lisa is a Ph.D. scientist who 
has done work on chemical exposure at 
Princeton and Rutgers and at the State 
and Federal level. But she is a mother 
first. Her 18-year-old son, Harrison, was 
born with autism and autoimmune de- 
ficiencies. Five years ago, Lisa testi- 
fied before Senator Lautenberg’s sub- 
committee on the need for reform. She 
is eager to see TSCA reform pass the 
Senate and be signed into law. 

The time for TSCA reform is now, 
and it may not come again for many 
years. It has passed the House. It is 
ready to move through the Senate. 
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I ask unanimous consent that at a 
time to be determined by the majority 
leader, after consultation with the 
Democratic leader, the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of Calendar No. 
121, S. 697, a bill to reauthorize and 
modernize the Toxic Substances Con- 
trol Act; that the only amendment in 
order be a substitute amendment to be 
offered by Senator INHOFE; that there 
be up to 2 hours of debate equally di- 
vided between the two leaders or their 
designees; that following the use or 
yielding back of time, the Senate vote 
on adoption of the Inhofe amendment; 
that upon disposition of the substitute 
amendment, the bill be read a third 
time and the Senate proceed to vote on 
passage of the bill, as amended, if 
amended, with no intervening action or 
debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I ask the author of 
this unanimous consent request to 
modify the unanimous consent request 
to allow an amendment to be consid- 
ered in the TSCA debate, where we 
would take up the Cantwell-Murkowski 
bipartisan language on the reauthor- 
ization of the Land and Water Con- 
servation Fund. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator so modify his request? 

Mr. LANKFORD. I object to the 
modification. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma objects. 

Is there objection to the original re- 
quest? 

Mr. BURR. I object to the underlying 
unanimous consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, we have 
hit a roadblock, not because of the sub- 
stance, but because of a disagreement 
over a completely unrelated bill, the 
re-authorization of the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund. A bill that I, along 
with a majority of Senators, strongly 
support. 

I respect my colleague, Senator 
BURR. He is a true leader on LWCF. It 
never should have expired. 

The reauthorization has strong, bi- 
partisan support. Fifty-three Senators 
signed a letter led by Senator BURR re- 
cently, and I am confident there are 
over 60 supporters. 

I believe that we will reauthorize and 
continue to fund LWCF. As the ranking 
Democrat on the Interior Appropria- 
tions Subcommittee, that is an ex- 
tremely high priority for me and it is 
extremely important to the people of 
my State. 

I want to work with Senator BURR. 
But, LWCF is being blocked by a small 
minority from Senator BURR’s own 
party. 

We have to fight that, and we will. 
But, TSCA reform should not be held 
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up by demands for a vote on unrelated 
LWCF legislation. 

Groups like the National Wildlife 
Federation and others who support 
LWCF reauthorization have called to 
decouple the two. Other members of 
the LWCF coalition have told me this 
as well. 

The safety of American families 
should not be held hostage to the 
LWCF because the result is all too ob- 
vious. The safety of our children and 
grandchildren is put at risk each and 
every day that we delay TSCA reform. 
Is it any wonder the American people 
look at the Senate with dismay and 
confusion? At times like this I share 
their frustration. 

Again, I respect Senator BURR. He is 
a cosponsor of our bill. And I know he 
does not want a dysfunctional Senate. 
He fought hard to get the Senate to 
work out its differences on his cyber 
security legislation. The Senate passed 
that bill this week. 

The Lautenberg Act deserves the 
same push. We need cooperation, not 
ultimatums. I will keep doing what I 
can to continue the conversation and 
move forward. 

We cannot sacrifice the health of in- 
fants and pregnant women, of the el- 
derly and our most vulnerable, to 
Washington gridlock and obstruction. 

It has been a long road. This is a bal- 
anced bill and a bipartisan bill. One 
that Republicans, Democrats, industry, 
and public health groups can all sup- 
port. This is historic and urgently 
needed reform. 

So, we won’t give up. We will keep 
going. We aren’t just Senators. Many 
of us are also parents and grand- 
parents. We know how important this 
is. 

This is about the health and safety of 
our families too, and I believe we can 
do this. 

Our former colleague, Senator Lau- 
tenberg, who began this effort years 
ago, believed we could as well. TSCA 
reform was his last legislative effort, 
and he believed it would save more 
lives than anything he had done. We 
are proud to have the support of his 
widow, Bonnie. I want to repeat what 
Bonnie said so eloquently at the EPW 
hearing earlier this year. 

She said: This cause is urgent, be- 
cause we are living in a toxic world. 
Chemicals are rampant in the fabrics 
we and our children sleep in and wear, 
the rugs and products in our homes and 
in the larger environment we live in. 
How many family members and friends 
have we lost to cancer? We deserve a 
system that requires screening of all 
chemicals to see if they cause cancer or 
other health problems. How many more 
people must we lose before we realize 
that having protections in just a few 
states isn’t good enough? We need a 
federal program that protects every 
person in this country. 

Bonnie Lautenberg is right. How long 
must American families wait? 
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They have waited long enough. They 
should not keep waiting because of a 
dysfunctional Senate. 

Moms like Dominique and Lisa are 
watching and waiting and asking. What 
are we doing to protect their children, 
and the children of New Mexico, New 
Jersey, New Hampshire, North Caro- 
lina, and every other State. 

Reform is 40 years overdue. So, one 
way or another, we will pass this bill in 
the Senate. We will resolve our dif- 
ferences with the House, and this crit- 
ical reform will go to the President’s 
desk. 

Senator MERKLEY, we are here at this 
point where we saw—and we have now 
been joined by Senator MARKEY also, 
and if Senator MARKEY wishes to par- 
ticipate in this colloquy, I would ask 
consent to do that. 

We are at a point where we have two 
very popular pieces of legislation that 
have enough votes to get them on the 
floor and to deal with a filibuster, and 
we don’t have the ability to do that. So 
that is where we are. It is time for this 
place to abandon dysfunction and aban- 
don the kind of gridlock we see and get 
these bills on the floor. 

As Senator MERKLEY said, if people 
have an objection or an amendment 
like the Senator from Oklahoma, they 
can come down and offer it. I don’t 
know what my friend’s thoughts are, 
but Senator MARKEY is here and I am 
sure is willing to speak on this issue 
also. 

Mr. MERKLEY. I think what is ex- 
traordinary about this situation is that 
both of these bills have at least 60 co- 
sponsors, which as Senator UDALL 
pointed out is enough to close debate 
and get to a final vote. There was a 
time not very long ago when even con- 
troversial bills were voted on by a sin- 
gle majority. Unfortunately, we are 
now at the point where virtually every 
bill has to get cloture because some in- 
dividual objects to having a debate, 
even if they are not willing to stand on 
the floor and debate it, and that is an- 
other topic. The Senator from New 
Mexico and I have suggested that we 
need to change that, so if someone ob- 
jects to certain legislation, that Mem- 
ber should be on the floor speaking 
about their objection so it is trans- 
parent to the American public. 

Nonetheless, in this situation, we al- 
ready have 60 supporters for both of 
these bills. We have 60 supporters and 
cosponsors for the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund and 60 supporters 
for TSCA—the Lautenberg act, which 
is now my colleague’s act—and they 
are both very important to our coun- 
try. So for us to fail to get these bills 
on the floor and act is a dramatic ex- 
ample of the failure of this institution 
to be able to operate as a legislature. 

This can be cured. The majority lead- 
er could arrange to bring these bills to 
the floor. With his support and the sup- 
port of the cosponsors, we could get 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


cloture to bring those bills to the floor, 
and that would not only be a tribute to 
how the U.S. Senate functions, it 
would also do important work for the 
people of America by reauthorizing the 
funds to protect our special places and 
creating a system that will operate ef- 
fectively to get toxic chemicals out of 
our everyday products. 

I think it comes as a shock to people 
across America that we have not regu- 
lated a single chemical that goes into 
toxic products since 1991, and it is ab- 
solutely unacceptable. They believe 
and expect that the items they handle 
every day have gone through the proc- 
ess of being safe and that we are not 
poisoning ourselves, and it is very 
shocking to discover that is not the 
case. 

These are two very important bills to 
our country. Both of these bills have 60 
supporters. Let’s get them to the floor 
and show that the Senate can actually 
be a deliberative body and that we can 
do good work for the future of Amer- 
ica. 

Mr. UDALL. I thank my friend. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LANKFORD). The Senator from Massa- 
chusetts. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senators from New Mexico and Or- 
egon for their leadership on this issue. 

It was the best of times, it was the worst 
of times, it was the age of wisdom, it was the 
age of foolishness, it was the epoch of belief, 
it was the epoch of incredulity... . 

There is a certain Dickensian quality 
to the Senate floor today. We rarely 
have debate on environmental bills 
that enjoy not only token bipartisan 
support but overwhelming bipartisan 
support. Today is the best of times, the 
age of wisdom, and the epoch of belief 
because we can debate not just one en- 
vironmental bill that has over- 
whelming bipartisan support but two 
bills that have overwhelming bipar- 
tisan support. Yet today is also the 
worst of times, the age of foolishness 
and the epoch of incredulity because a 
handful of Senate Republicans have 
just prevented both of these bills from 
even getting a vote. 

First, we had a request to reauthor- 
ize the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund, a program conceived of by John 
F. Kennedy, who presented Congress 
with draft legislation for it in 1963. I 
am proud to be counted among the 
more than 60 Senate supporters of the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund. 

Next, we had a request to consider re- 
form of the Toxic Substances Control 
Act that helps to protect the American 
people against these dangerous toxic 
chemicals. Iam proud to be a supporter 
of the language the Senate is expected 
to vote on, and some have predicted up- 
ward of 85 Senate votes in favor of that 
environmental bill. 

First, a handful of Senate Repub- 
licans will not allow a vote on the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund be- 
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cause they don’t like the program, and 
then other Senate Republicans who do 
like the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund will not allow a vote on TSCA be- 
cause we couldn’t act on the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund. 

This is nothing short of absurd. It is 
hard enough to reach a consensus in 
the U.S. Senate on any issues, much 
less environmental issues, but some of 
our colleagues seem determined to 
snatch defeat from the jaws of victory. 

Shouldn’t we be able to make this 
the best of times on both of these bills 
while we have the chance to do so in- 
stead of perpetuating the worst of 
times view that Americans increas- 
ingly have of the ability of Congress to 
get its job done? 

I hope all of my colleagues can come 
together so we can agree that here, 
where there are far more than 60 votes 
on the Senate floor for two historic en- 
vironmental bills—that we do not 
allow for a small handful of Members 
to be able to stop both bills from being 
able to even be considered on the Sen- 
ate floor. 

Yesterday’s agreement on the debt 
ceiling and on having the budget go 
forward is how Congress should be op- 
erating. We should take the big issues, 
try to work together, and understand 
that there are going to be differences of 
opinion, but when there is over- 
whelming support for legislation, we 
should be able to move forward. 

I thank the Senator from New Mex- 
ico. I thank all who have worked on 
this issue on a bipartisan basis. This 
bill has vastly improved the TSCA bill 
from where it was months ago, and I 
highly recommend it to my colleagues 
on the Senate floor. The Land and 
Water Conservation Fund is something 
that goes back so many decades, and it 
is central to a continuation of the com- 
mitment that each and every State in 
our country is able to make on two en- 
vironmental programs. 

I hope we can find a way of resolving 
this issue because it is time for us to 
take action on the Senate floor on 
these two critical environmental 
issues. 

I yield back to the Senator from New 
Mexico. 

Mr. UDALL. I thank the Senator 
from Massachusetts. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BURR. I thank the Presiding Of- 
ficer. 

Let me stand and take all the blame. 
I am the guy holding up the chemical 
bill, TSCA. 

This is the greatest deliberative body 
in the world. This is an institution that 
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has never shied away from any debate 
or any vote, and we proved it last night 
as we passed a very technical, difficult 
cyber security vote. We can take on 
tough issues and we can weed through 
them, but what we are doing today is a 
charade. We said that at 12 we would 
come down here and that there would 
be competitive unanimous consent re- 
quests. It is a joke. It is an absolute 
joke. We forced the Presiding Officer to 
be here to object, knowing he strongly 
objects to the legislation. 

There is one guy who has been trying 
to facilitate this, and that is Senator 
INHOFE. Throughout the whole process 
he has tried to work it out, but the fact 
is maybe we are at a stalemate. To sug- 
gest that I shouldn’t have the oppor- 
tunity to amend any piece of legisla- 
tion is to take every right I have as a 
U.S. Senator. To come to the floor and 
chastise any Member because they 
would like to amend legislation—that 
is why we were sent here by our con- 
stituents from our States. 

If we look back at over 200 years of 
history, we know this body doesn’t 
allow the biggest State to win. It al- 
lows every State to have their voice 
heard and every Member has the right 
to provide input on behalf of their con- 
stituents. 

Let me say to the authors on both 
sides that I am going to hold up the 
chemical bill until there is an oppor- 
tunity for me to either amend it or to 
offer the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund and permanently extend it on an- 
other piece of legislation. It is plain 
and simple. 

We can come and do these unanimous 
consent requests, we can feel good and 
go home and look and say: Here is what 
I did. I am on both sides of an issue. If 
that works, then do it. 

I will be brave enough to tell every- 
one I am the guy holding it up. I am 
holding it up because I am an equal 
Member of the U.S. Senate. I am not 
scared to debate TSCA, and I am not 
scared to debate the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund because that is 
what this institution was created to 
do. 

I sort of get the impression that we 
set this up to determine who is more 
committed to something. That is what 
the vote is for. It is not about the talk 
or the debate, it is the vote. If we can’t 
get to the vote, it is difficult to deter- 
mine who is for something and who is 
against it. 

Let me say to my colleagues that the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund 
was set up over 50 years and receives 
its funding off the royalties of the ex- 
ploration on offshore oil and gas; 87.5 
percent of it goes to the general rev- 
enue fund of the Federal Government 
and 12.5 percent goes to the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund. 

The Land and Water Conservation 
Fund was never set up to handle main- 
tenance at any State or Federal facili- 
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ties. It was set up to allow individual 
treasures to be preserved by leveraging 
Federal dollars against private and 
State dollars to take in parcels, such 
as the Appalachian Trail, to take buff- 
er pieces against things like the Blue 
Ridge Parkway, to protect a certain 
treasure in a State where the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund went in and 
matched with private dollars and then 
turned around and turned it over to the 
State for a State park. The benefit is if 
it is private land, there is no access, 
but when it is public land held by the 
State, fishermen and hunters can ac- 
cess it for recreational use and can now 
use that State park. 

I am exactly where the Presiding Of- 
ficer is. I don’t want to increase the 
Federal footprint of what we own, 
whether it is land or buildings. I want 
to get out of the business of ownership. 
I only want to preserve those things 
that up to this point we have deter- 
mined are valuable to future genera- 
tions, and that is not by increasing the 
size of those Federal holdings, it is just 
about protecting those Federal hold- 
ings. And when we talk about pro- 
tecting and providing for maintenance, 
let me suggest that it is a conversation 
we need to have with appropriators be- 
cause they are getting 87.5 percent of 
the royalty split. 

The Land and Water Conservation 
Fund, when we originally conceived 
it—I admit I was not here 50 years ago; 
I think JOHN MCCAIN was the only per- 
son who might have been around—it 
was envisioned when that fund was cre- 
ated that when we take something 
from the land, we put something back. 
So when we take resources, we are 
going to protect something over here. 
It was also the direction of the legisla- 
tion that $900 million a year go into 
this Land and Water Conservation 
Fund. We have averaged over those 50 
years somewhere in the neighborhood 
of about $385 million a year. 

The Presiding Officer stopped me one 
day and he said: What about the $20 bil- 
lion in the fund? There isn’t any $20 
billion in the fund. Appropriators spent 
that every year. They get the royalty 
split 100 percent, 20 percent goes over 
into this fund, they appropriate X, and 
what is left over they spend, along with 
the other 87.5 percent. 

Do we want to do maintenance in na- 
tional parks? Appropriate it. The 
money is there, and it is not taxpayer 
money. We are collecting it off of roy- 
alties on expirations. And it is very im- 
portant that we do that maintenance. 
It is also important that the National 
Park Service prioritize maintenance 
over every other thing that is funded 
when maintenance is eliminated. But I 
think we have to understand it is not 
an either/or. We can be good stewards 
and invest in how we leverage Federal 
dollars with private dollars and also in- 
vest in the maintenance of existing fa- 
cilities. If that wasn’t the case, States 
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would be up here crying for more 
money, more money, more money to 
maintain their parks. But they under- 
stand that is their responsibility and 
they budget for it. 

As I sat here a little while ago, I 
thought this was more reminiscent of 
an episode of ‘‘Star Trek.” I was wait- 
ing for somebody to say, ‘‘Beam me up, 
Scotty.” This is crazy. I will agree 
with my good friend from New Mex- 
ico—maybe it does take leadership 
making a decision that we are going to 
do both of these, but the leader doesn’t 
control things when we get the debt 
ceiling from the House. He doesn’t con- 
trol what legislation we have to do. 
Let’s face it—we don’t have to do ei- 
ther one of these. If we did, the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund after 50 
years would not have expired. 

I might say I came to the floor and I 
begged at the time that I would be sat- 
isfied if we just extended for 60 days 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
in TSCA. We could have debated it and 
voted on it with just one amendment. 
But some said: No, not a 60-day exten- 
sion; we want it to expire. Well, it has 
expired, and the price to bring it back 
is permanent reauthorization. It is no 
longer 60 days or 90 days, it is perma- 
nent reauthorization. Why? Because 
this may be the best Federal program 
we have ever run. It is not funded with 
taxpayer money. It takes those royalty 
moneys and it leverages against State 
and private dollars to maximize the 
preservation for the next generation. 
Name another program that does that. 
Name another program that doesn’t 
stick their hand in the taxpayers’ 
pocket, that leverages it with private 
dollars to maximize the impact of it. 
This program does it day in and day 
out in all of the States in the United 
States. 

I could argue today that I would love 
to see as part of the amendment that 
North Carolina gets a bigger share of 
that. But, as the Presiding Officer 
knows, with me, that is sort of left up 
to appropriators because they are the 
ones who decide where the money goes. 
I am not here to prosecute them, but I 
am here to say to my colleagues: Let’s 
quit being foolish. Let’s have an honest 
debate on two different bills or put 
them together. I have heard that we 
can’t amend TSCA and put permanent 
reauthorization in because then it 
stands a chance of not passing in the 
House. Bull. I just say bull to that. 
Give the House a chance. There are 
just as many people over there who 
support the permanent reauthorization 
of the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund. They are not all captured in the 
U.S. Senate. Why? Because a majority 
of America is for permanent reauthor- 
ization of the Land and Water Con- 
servation Fund. Why wouldn’t they be? 
It is their future. It is about their chil- 
dren and their grandchildren. 

I will end with this. To all of my col- 
leagues, this is not about us. No piece 
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of legislation that we bring on this 
floor, we debate, and we vote on is 
about us. If it is, we are nothing better 
than a crisis management institution. 
This is about generations to come. This 
is about our children and our grand- 
children. And when we look through 
that window at the issue, we under- 
stand the stewardship we assume. We 
assume stewardship in the way we 
spend taxpayers’ money, we assume 
stewardship in the direction of this 
country, we assume stewardship in the 
impact we have globally around the 
world, and we assume stewardship 
when we talk about taking care of this 
footprint God gave us. 

I remember the debate as we got 
ready to build a visitors’ center out- 
side. I remember the history lessons 
that the more senior Members gave me 
at the time when I said: It will cost a 
lot of money. We can build it on top of 
the ground for about half the cost as 
we can build it underneath the ground. 

I was given the history of this build- 
ing being the byproduct of a bill 
through Congress called the Residence 
Act in 1790. Congress appropriated 
500,000 taxpayer dollars to build it. 
When the British came, the building 
wasn’t finished, but they were nice 
enough to burn what we had built. 
Most of the exterior was saved. The in- 
terior needed to be totally redone. Con- 
gress ended up appropriating another 
chunk of change, and the original Cap- 
itol design was not completed until 
1823. And by 1823, the footprint needed 
to increase because the size of the Sen- 
ate and the House had grown; there- 
fore, we needed more space. 

I remind my colleagues that at the 
original time, we had housed in this 
building the House, the Senate, the Li- 
brary of Congress, and the Supreme 
Court. And we started this wing—what 
we are in—in the Senate and the wing 
in the House. Outside they look iden- 
tical; inside they are very different. 
But when they did that, they doubled 
the length of the Capitol, and they ac- 
tually had to then take off the 
Bulfinch dome of wood and copper sit- 
ting on a sandstone base, and they 
built the dome we know today—cast 
iron, 9 million pounds, still suspended 
on that original sandstone and lime- 
stone base. 

Since 1863, when the Statue of Free- 
dom was lowered on top of this Capitol, 
it has looked exactly the same. I have 
said for 21 years that my responsibility 
is to make sure that 100 years from 
now and 200 years from now, it looks 
exactly like this on the outside. That 
was the compelling reason for spending 
twice as much money to put the Cap- 
itol Visitor Center underground where 
it didn’t obstruct what is a historical 
footprint of America’s history. 

This building—walk around it. It is a 
museum of American history—to think 
that an Italian artist could depict 
scenes in American history probably 
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better than Americans, but he under- 
stood why this country was created, 
and that influenced his artwork 
throughout the Capitol. 

Let me just suggest to my colleagues 
that maybe it is time for us to go back 
on a tour of the Capitol, to realize that 
our Founders came here not to accom- 
plish anything for themselves but to 
make sure their children and their 
grandchildren had something better. 
And when we start looking at our jobs 
the same way they looked at creating 
this country and the same way they 
looked at preserving this building, then 
I will assure my colleagues we will set- 
tle issues like this in the way that the 
Senate functions and functions well, 
and that is in debate and in votes. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, what just 
happened here, just so we can allow the 
American people to understand, was 
the really honest, sincere effort on two 
bills that have overwhelming support— 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
and the Frank Lautenberg 21st Century 
Chemical Safety Act—we wanted to get 
these on the floor so that we can have 
debate and have amendments. It is ex- 
actly what just happened in the last 
week and part of this week on the 
cyber security bill. We got a bill on the 
floor, there were amendments, we in- 
voked cloture, and then we passed the 
bill at the end of the day. That is what 
we are trying to do. 

Individual Senators don’t have con- 
trol of the floor. They do have the abil- 
ity to come to the floor and ask to put 
bills on the floor, and that is what hap- 
pened here. Senator MERKLEY showed 
up and asked to put the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund bill on the 
floor, with specific outlines, and it was 
objected to. I asked to put the Frank 
Lautenberg 21st Century Chemical 
Safety Act on the floor, and it was ob- 
jected to. That is the only power we 
have. The leadership has the ability to 
control the floor, and that is why we 
are on the floor speaking about this. 

So this was in no way a charade; this 
was an honest, sincere effort to try to 
do everything we can to make sure 
that everything is transparent here in 
terms of who is objecting, who doesn’t 
want things to move forward, and who 
is for moving forward on two very pop- 
ular bills. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 
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Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TILLIS). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, what is 
the parliamentary situation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate is in a period of morning business. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I know 
there is a 10-minute limit; however, I 
do not see anyone else seeking the 
floor, so I ask unanimous consent to 
continue for 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ee 


SENATE CAREER 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, this is 
really a personal speech. I was very 
grateful for the indulgences of my fel- 
low Senators who allowed me yester- 
day to make a few observations after I 
cast my 15,000th vote. I would like to 
elaborate a bit more. 

I have never lost sight of what a 
great opportunity and responsibility 
the Senate affords this Senator from 
Vermont, day after day, to make 
things better for Vermonters and for 
all Americans, to strengthen our coun- 
try and ensure its vitality on into the 
future, to forge solutions in the 
unending quest begun by the founders 
of this country to form a more perfect 
union. 

Over the last 40 years, I have been 
blessed to be able to serve with some of 
the giants of the Senate: Mike Mans- 
field, Howard Baker, Robert Byrd, Wal- 
ter Mondale, Hubert Humphrey, Bob 
Dole, George Mitchell, and my mentor 
when I came here, then-senior Senator 
from Vermont, Senator Bob Stafford. I 
would note that I became the only 
Democrat ever elected from my State. 
Senator Stafford was really ‘‘Mr. Re- 
publican” in Vermont. And I wondered 
what the relationship would be. He im- 
mediately took me under his arm and 
guided me and worked with me, and 
there wasn’t a day that went by that 
we didn’t consult and I didn’t gain 
from his wisdom and experience. 

There are so many others. Marcelle 
and I have made close friendships on 
both sides of the aisle, like Senator 
John Glenn and his wife Annie, who 
were Democrats, and Senator COCHRAN 
and Senator Lugar, Republicans. I had 
the privilege and have had the privi- 
lege to serve with more than 370 Sen- 
ators in all from different walks of life 
and every corner of this Nation, these 
different backgrounds, different sto- 
ries, and different life experiences, 
both parties. And this has made this 
institution the greatest deliberative 
body in the world. 

I cast my first vote in this Chamber 
in 1975. It was a resolution to establish 
the Church Committee. The critical 
issues of the post-Watergate era par- 
allel issues we face today. 
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I also had a front-row seat, a bit part 
in an historic effort, initiated by a 
Democrat—Senator Mondale of Min- 
nesota—and a  Republican—Senator 
Pearson of Kansas—to change the Sen- 
ate’s earlier cloture rule, which had 
been abused for decades in thwarting 
the will of clear majorities of the 
American people on such crucial issues 
as civil rights reforms. 

That project might not sound dif- 
ficult, but changing the way the Sen- 
ate operates is something akin to try- 
ing to change the weather. 

Late—actually very late one night— 
in a lengthy, difficult debate—and we 
sometimes went around the clock— 
Senator Mondale and Majority Leader 
Mansfield enlisted me, the most junior 
Senator, to play a role. They asked me 
to stay on the floor one night around 2 
in the morning to take the gavel as the 
Presiding Officer. They expected that a 
lot of tight rulings were coming up. I 
felt so honored, but I did feel the honor 
drain away as Senator Mansfield ex- 
plained, no, no, they just needed some- 
body big, 6-foot-3, 200 pounds, and who 
was still awake, to be the Chair for 
those rulings, in case tempers flared. 
Sometimes a Senator is no more than a 
conscious body in the right place at the 
right time. 

But among those 15,000 votes I have 
been proud to cast on behalf of 
Vermonters, some were Vermont-ori- 
ented, some national, some global: the 
organic farm bill, the charter for what 
has become a thriving $30 billion indus- 
try—I fought for years for that and got 
it through with bipartisan support; 
stronger regulations on mercury pollu- 
tion and combating the effects of glob- 
al warming; emergency relief for the 
devastation caused by Tropical Storm 
Irene. In that case, Senator GRASSLEY, 
who spoke on the floor yesterday—I re- 
call the morning after that storm, fly- 
ing around the devastated State of 
Vermont. The first call I got was from 
Senator GRASSLEY saying, “You 
Vermonters stood with us. We will 
stand with you.” How much that 
meant, based on relationships that 
were built over the years. 

We adopted price support programs 
for small dairy farmers. We fought for 
the privacy and civil liberties of all 
Americans. I remember supporting the 
Reagan-O’Neill deal to save Social Se- 
curity—President Ronald Reagan and 
Democratic Speaker Tip O’Neill. We 
fought for nutrition bills to help Amer- 
icans below the poverty line, joined by 
people like Bob Dole and George 
McGovern. Bipartisan—strongly bipar- 
tisan—campaign reform in McCain- 
Feingold. The bipartisan Leahy-Smith 
Act on patent reform was the first re- 
form in 50 years. I worked with MIKE 
CRAPO from Idaho to reauthorize and 
greatly expand and strengthen the Vio- 
lence Against Women Act. 

I was proud to oppose the war in Iraq, 
a venture that cost so many lives and 
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trillions of taxpayer dollars. Serving 
on the Armed Services Committee in 
April of 1975, I became the first and 
only Vermonter to cast a vote to end 
the war in Vietnam, and by a one-vote 
margin, we cut off authorization for 
the war. 

Every significant legislative success 
I have had has been achieved through 
the often slow process of methodically 
building bipartisan coalitions. A break- 
through in the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee last week in beginning to come 
to grips with criminal justice reform is 
a fresh example of this and so was en- 
actment this summer of the electronic 
surveillance reforms in our USA FREE- 
DOM Act. 

I would remind everybody, we are not 
alone in this body. Legislative work in 
a democracy in large part is the art of 
compromise. Compromise is essential 
in assimilating and digesting com- 
peting points of view and competing in- 
terests, which are all the more diverse 
in a large and heterogeneous nation 
like ours. We are not just some small 
nation made up of just one particular 
class of people. The remarkable 
strength of the United States is that 
we have people who came here from all 
over the world and made us a strong 
nation. And I think we Senators keep 
faith with our core values as we listen 
to the perspectives of others. Insisting 
on our way or no way at all is a sure- 
fire recipe for stalemate, to the great 
detriment of the entire Nation and the 
people we represent. As Winston 
Churchill once said: “The maxim, 
‘nothing avails but perfection,’ may be 
spelled shorter: PARALYSIS.” 

Some measure of self-restraint is es- 
sential for a legislative body in a 
democratic republic like ours to func- 
tion. Louis Brandeis once said, ‘‘De- 
mocracy substitutes self-restraint for 
external restraint. It is more difficult 
to maintain than to achieve.” He was 
right. Self-restraint in a democracy is 
not an easy virtue. 

In the previous Congress, as Presi- 
dent pro tempore, I had the pleasure of 
accompanying Chaplain Barry Black to 
the podium as he offered the morning 
invocation. I like to think—maybe it is 
more that I like to hope—that some of 
his inspiration rubs off on us, at least 
a little, each day. One morning years 
ago, for instance, he said: “Give them 
(the Senators) the stature to see above 
the wall of prideful opinion.” We can 
each point to each other, the other 99, 
and say: See, that is for you. We have 
to remember it is for us, too, each one 
of us. 

I was talking, my wife Marcelle and 
I, last night about 15,000 votes. It didn’t 
seem possible when I came here as a 
junior Member of the Senate. I also 
know there is a lot more work to do. I 
hope we can restore the bipartisan 
campaign finance reform that so many 
in this body—Republicans and Demo- 
crats—supported. I hope we can restore 
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the historic and foundational Voting 
Rights Act. I hope we continue to fight 
to support our farmers, who give us 
food security and are the very fabric of 
this country. We are a nation that can 
feed ourselves. I think we should fight 
against government overreach in the 
wake of national security threats. 
Sometimes going into all our private 
matters is itself a national security 
threat. We should do more to support 
our veterans and their families. When 
they come back from war, we should 
continue that support. We should ex- 
pand education opportunity for all. My 
family came to Vermont in the 1850s. I 
became the first Leahy to get a college 
degree and my sister, the second one. 
We hope our children and grand- 
children will have the same edu- 
cational opportunities. We should re- 
build the American middle class and 
offer helping hands to lift all Ameri- 
cans out of poverty. We should fund 
our roads and bridges. We build roads 
and bridges in other countries in wars 
where they sometimes get blown up. 
Let’s build some in our own country 
where we need them. We should pass 
appropriations bills, not continuing 
resolutions. Pass them every year, 
each year. It is a lot of work, but not 
an insurmountable goal. It will take 
good will and bipartisan cooperation to 
achieve them. 

We 100 Senators should never forget 
that we are but the public face of an in- 
stitution that is supported by thou- 
sands of hard-working staff, our office 
aides and policy experts—my own, of 
course, among the best in the Senate— 
the Capitol Police, the folks who keep 
order and help to showcase this great 
building to millions of tourists, and 
those bright and dutiful Senate pages 
in the well of this Chamber, all of them 
are part of the Senate family. 

The Senate at its best can be the con- 
science of the Nation. And I have seen 
that happen over the years when we’ve 
risen up together and expressed the 
conscience of the Nation. And I marvel 
in the fundamental soundness and wis- 
dom of our system every time it does. 
We can’t afford to put any part of the 
mechanism on automatic pilot. It 
takes constant work and vigilance to 
keep our society working. 

It is easy for politicians to appeal to 
our worst instincts and to our selfish- 
ness. Political leaders serve best when 
they appeal to the best in us, to lift our 
sights, summon our will, and raise us 
to a higher level. I still get a thrill 
every time I walk in this building and 
walk out on this floor, knowing the 
history of this place, just knowing Iam 
going to be a part of that history. Sen- 
ators have come and gone, but I have 
had one partner through these 15,000 
votes: my wife, Marcelle. We came here 
in 1975 with three wonderful children: 
Kevin, Alicia, and Mark. Alicia was 
here in the Chamber yesterday rep- 
resenting her husband, Lawrence, and 
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their children. And I remember my par- 
ents and Marcelle’s parents visiting 
often. I remember how much they en- 
joyed visiting here, seeing what we are 
doing. But I think they especially 
wanted to visit their three grand- 
children. Well, now I look at our grand- 
children—Roan, Francesca, Sophia, 
Patrick, and Fiona—and I understand 
how my parents felt. 

I am so grateful to my fellow 
Vermonters for the confidence they 
have shown in me. It is a measure of 
trust that urges me on and which I will 
never betray or take for granted. 

As I have reflected on these 15,000 
votes, it reminds me of the significance 
every time we vote, why I feel ener- 
gized about what votes lie ahead, and 
how we can keep making a difference. 

I thank the distinguished Presiding 
Officer for his forbearance. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Florida. 


COMMENDING SENATOR LEAHY 


Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I want 
to reflect on the comments the senior 
Senator from Vermont has shared. I 
want to say to Senator LEAHY that 
what he has reflected in the course of 
his career of casting 15,000 votes, 
spanned over four decades in the Sen- 
ate—some would say the courtliness, 
the gentlemanliness, the bipartisan- 
ship, the deference, the respect, the 
honor—some would say these are old- 
fashioned ideas. 

This Senator happens to feel they are 
American values, and how often have 
we seen those characteristics not on 
display? Tonight the House of Rep- 
resentatives is going to pass not only 
raising the debt ceiling so we can pay 
our bills but also a budget template—a 
blueprint—under which we can then ap- 
propriate the specifics. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for one moment? 

Mr. NELSON. Absolutely. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator from Florida and I have been 
friends for decades. To get this praise 
from a man who served with distinc- 
tion as a Congressman, a Senator, and 
an astronaut means a great deal to me. 
I thank him. 

Mr. NELSON. The Senator is very 
gracious, but I stood to comment upon 
the characteristics he has exemplified 
in his public life that is a role model 
for all of us. I was about to say, here 
we are seeing tonight that the U.S. 
Congress is going to be able to move 
ahead without falling off the fiscal cliff 
because there is going to be a bipar- 
tisan vote in the House of Representa- 
tives. My goodness gracious, isn’t this 
what it is supposed to be all about? 

The Senator from Vermont can re- 
member well over 30 years ago when 
this Senator was a young Congress- 
man, and the role models in the House 
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of Representatives at the time were 
Tip O’Neill and Bob Michel—the Demo- 
cratic speaker and the leader of the Re- 
publicans. They had their fights, and at 
the end of the day they were personal 
friends. They had a personal relation- 
ship. They then could work out all the 
thorny problems and build consensus in 
order to govern. 
I thank the Senator from Vermont. 


ES 


TRANSPORTATION BILL 


Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I came 
to talk about the Transportation bill. 
We have it in front of us. Transpor- 
tation has laid the foundation of our 
country’s success, whether it was 
Henry Ford, who showed us how to do 
mass automotive manufacturing, revo- 
lutionized the manufacturing of cars, 
whether it was Henry Flagler, who 
built a railroad on an unsettled land 
along the East Coast of Florida, 
brought in the development of my 
State, whether it was the Wright 
brothers—these guys were much more 
than bicycle shop owners. These guys 
were geniuses who studied the move- 
ment of birds. They were the first ones 
to be able to figure out how—what they 
called it in the day—a heavier-than-air 
flying machine could do that. These 
ideas, and over the years the invest- 
ments, helped make this country be- 
come a global leader in almost every- 
thing. 

With regard to transportation, we 
have gotten off course. Rather than 
making big investments, we keep kick- 
ing the can down the road. Today’s ex- 
tension—short-term extension, I might 
say—of the highway trust fund is one 
more example of this because it is just 
putting off what we have to do, which 
is improve our roads, our rails, and our 
port infrastructure. That means we 
have to increase the investments in our 
infrastructure and focus on the area 
that will not only create jobs and sup- 
port our economy but will rehabilitate 
this infrastructure. Our roads are 
crumbling. Our bridges are crumbling. 
Remember a few years ago when the 
bridge collapsed on the main interstate 
highway in Minnesota—killing a num- 
ber of people, injuring others. Our in- 
frastructure is crumbling. We need to 
do these investments in our transpor- 
tation infrastructure to make sure it is 
safe. 

In July the Senate stood tall. We had 
a Republican chairman and a Demo- 
cratic ranking member, Senator 
INHOFE and Senator BOXER, and they 
came together just like that—like it is 
supposed to be around here—and they 
passed the highway bill. We call it the 
highway bill, but it includes a lot 
more: ports, rail, highway safety, all 
the things that go on with building a 
new road, such as sidewalks. We passed 
that. It passed overwhelmingly. It 
passed overwhelmingly bipartisan—but 
then you get to the point of how in the 
world are we going to pay for it. 
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That bill included many important 
provisions that will keep workers on 
the job. For the first time, the bill in- 
cluded a freight rail program that aims 
to improve freight across all types of 
transportation—not just freight but 
trucks, ports. Of course, what this is 
going to do is it is going to help us 
move goods more efficiently, whether 
they are traveling through a port or on 
rail or on the highways. 

For the first time, this highway reau- 
thorization was a bipartisan reauthor- 
ization of Amtrak. Amtrak was last re- 
authorized 2 years ago—way back in 
2013. With a strong commitment from 
the commerce committee chairman, 
Senator THUNE, all of us on the com- 
mittee were able to include provisions 
that will improve our passenger rail 
systems. In the commerce committee, 
we fought to improve safety and in- 
crease investments in our infrastruc- 
ture. There were many provisions—es- 
pecially on trucking and vehicle safety 
issues—that needed to be improved. 
What we put in the bill was to prevent 
rolling back safety improvements in 
transportation. 

Here we are. Today we need to pass 
this bill so we can quickly get to work 
on the final bill. This is a stopgap tem- 
porary message. I urge the House to 
work toward a bipartisan compromise 
like the Senate bill rather than weigh 
the bill down with a whole bunch of 
ideological things, safety rollbacks and 
giveaways to industries. This highway 
bill is too important to get mired in 
partisan politics. For us to maintain 
the safety, efficiency, and growth of 
our transportation system, Congress 
must put an end to the instability 
caused by what we are going to have to 
do today, which is a short-term exten- 
sion. We can only do this by working 
together to find commonsense and bi- 
partisan solutions. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
SCOTT). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EEE 
OBAMACARE 


Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, it has 
been a while since I have come to the 
Senate floor to talk about the short- 
comings of the so-called Affordable 
Care Act—a few months at least. The 
last time I spoke about ObamaCare on 
the floor, I spoke at some length about 
the ever-increasing insurance pre- 
miums that had resulted from the law’s 
draconian mandates and regulations. 

Sadly, as I rise to revisit this subject, 
things haven’t gotten better for 
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ObamaCare. In fact, if the Obama ad- 
ministration’s own estimates are to be 
believed, things are actually getting 
much worse. As we all know, this Sun- 
day, November 1, marks the beginning 
of the 2016 open enrollment period for 
the ObamaCare health insurance ex- 
changes. This is an important mile- 
stone for the health care law in large 
part because President Obama and his 
supporters have, since the day the law 
was passed, repeatedly promised that 
as Americans become more familiar 
with how the law works, the more they 
will grow to love it. 

ObamaCare proponents wrote off 
problems in the first year of enroll- 
ment as glitches that were to be ex- 
pected as the country transitioned to a 
new health care system. Problems in 
the second year were similarly dis- 
missed as necessary growing pains as 
everyone learned from the mistakes 
that were made the previous year. 
Now, as we approach the third year of 
enrollment, supporters of the Presi- 
dent’s health care law are running out 
of excuses. At this point, most reason- 
able Americans—including many who 
may have initially been huge sup- 
porters of this endeavor—expect the 
system created under the law to work 
the way it was designed to work. 

You know what? The law is working 
the way it was designed to work. The 
problem is, it is not working the way 
the designer said it would work. At the 
time the law was drafted, the archi- 
tects of ObamaCare said they can im- 
pose all new mandates and regulations 
on the insurance market, requiring 
massively expanded coverage above 
and beyond consumer demand, claim- 
ing that any increased costs that re- 
sulted from these requirements would 
be offset when more young and rel- 
atively healthy consumers were forced 
to buy insurance or pay a fine. Of 
course, they only called it a fine when 
they were drafting the law and ini- 
tially selling it to the American peo- 
ple. Now a few years and a Supreme 
Court decision later, we were all sup- 
posed to call that fine a tax, but I di- 
gress. 

My point is that those who drafted 
the President’s health law and then 
subsequently forced it through Con- 
gress on a strictly partisan basis said 
their new system would expand health 
coverage for everyone without increas- 
ing costs. In fact, they went further. 
They claimed that it would actually 
bring costs down. However, due to the 
way the law was actually designed, it 
was never going to work that way. 

No matter how many ad campaigns 
the government charged to the tax- 
payers and no matter how many talk 
shows the President went on to encour- 
age hip, young audiences to enroll in 
the exchanges, the numbers were never 
going to add up. This is true for one 
simple reason: For all the attention 
the drafters of ObamaCare paid to ex- 
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panding coverage and remaking the 
health insurance industry, they did not 
do anything to reduce the actual costs 
of health care in America. 

The problems with ObamaCare are 
not due to bad marketing, they are the 
result of fundamental design flaws. 
Health care costs are the biggest bar- 
rier keeping participants out of the in- 
surance market. Health care costs are 
among the main factors contributing 
to wage stagnation for American work- 
ers. And health care costs continue to 
be the single largest problem plaguing 
our Nation’s health care system. Yet 
despite the obvious problems, health 
care costs were all but ignored when 
the so-called Affordable Care Act was 
being drafted, and the few provisions in 
the law that were aimed at bringing 
down costs were either poorly con- 
ceived, terribly implemented or both. 

For example, we had the Consumer 
Operated and Oriented Plan Program, 
or CO-OP Program, which was created 
to encourage the development of a non- 
profit health insurance sector. Specifi- 
cally, under the CO-OP Program, HHS 
dealt out $2.4 billion in loans to 23 non- 
profit startup plans. Many of which 
were headed not by insurance or health 
care experts but by political activists 
with no actual business experience. 

Almost immediately we began to 
hear reports of mismanagement in the 
program and poor decisionmaking at 
the CO-OPs themselves. Earlier this 
year, the HHS Office of Inspector Gen- 
eral reported that 21 of the 23 CO-OPs 
that received loans under the pro- 
gram—loans that were supposed to last 
for 15 years, by the way—had suffered 
staggering losses. This, of course, was 
not surprising given the inexperience 
of many of the founders of the CO-OPs 
and the lack of oversight and account- 
ability at HHS with regard to the pro- 
gram. 

While a nonprofit insurer may not be 
focused on avoiding losses, one would 
assume that, at the very least, staying 
in business would be a priority. Yet, 
over the last several months, 10 of the 
23 CO-OPs have had to close their 
doors, with more failures expected in 
the near future. The latest CO-OP fail- 
ure was announced just yesterday and 
took place in my own home State of 
Utah, hitting pretty close to home for 
a number of people in my State who 
are just trying to find affordable health 
insurance. 

Every time one of these CO-OPs fails, 
they leave patients and customers in 
the lurch. A failed CO-OP in New York 
that was called Health Republic and 
was considered by many to be a flag- 
ship for the loan program will leave 
more than 150,000 customers looking 
for new insurance when its doors close 
at the end of the year. And, of course, 
$2.4 billion is hardly chump change. 
Yet that is how much the American 
taxpayers have shelled out to these CO- 
OPs, and as of right now, it is unlikely 
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that any of that money is ever coming 
back. 

Despite these obvious problems with 
ObamaCare, we hear a constant drum- 
beat from my friends on the other side 
of the aisle that the law is a smashing 
success. My friends and colleagues have 
gotten very good at cherry picking fa- 
vorable data points to make these 
types of claims. They will cite an en- 
rollment number out of context or a 
premium projection that is slightly 
smaller than one that came before it as 
evidence that ObamaCare is working 
and that the only problems with the 
health care system they so graciously 
gifted to the American people are the 
terrible Republicans who have dared to 
raise objections. 

I expect that as time wears on and 
the number of isolated-yet-favorable 
data points continues to get smaller 
and smaller, more people will see this 
ruse for what it is. Case in point, ear- 
lier this month the Department of 
Health and Human Services released 
its latest projections for enrollment in 
the ObamaCare exchanges. For anyone 
who has an interest—political, finan- 
cial or otherwise—in defending the Af- 
fordable Care Act, the numbers are not 
good, and I am being kind when I say 
that. 

The Obama administration projects 
that in 2016, roughly 1.3 million people 
will newly enroll in the exchanges. 
Now, 1.3 million may sound like a big 
number, however, as always, context is 
important here. When the law was 
originally passed in 2010, the Congres- 
sional Budget Office projected that we 
would see an increase of about 8 mil- 
lion enrollees on the exchanges in 2016 
compared to 2015. Now HHS is pre- 
dicting that enrollment will be less 
than a quarter of that projection. 

It gets worse. 

In 2010 CBO also projected that by 
the end of 2016, roughly 21 million pa- 
tients would be enrolled in plans pur- 
chased on the exchanges. Now, HHS 
projects that the number will likely be 
less than half of that, probably a little 
more than 10 million people. In other 
words, all the rosy claims and pre- 
dictions we heard at the time the law 
was passed about the impact these new 
exchanges would have on insurance 
markets and premiums were based in 
large part on the assumption that 
twice as many people would enroll. 
Now, by its own terms, ObamaCare is 
becoming a bigger failure by the day. 

Unfortunately, Iam not done. 

HHS also estimates that there are 19 
million Americans who earn too much 
income to qualify for Medicaid but still 
qualify for ObamaCare exchange sub- 
sidies who still have not enrolled. Ac- 
cording to their numbers, a little less 
than half of these people buy insurance 
off the exchange without getting sub- 
sidies, leaving more than 10 million 
people eligible for subsidies on the ex- 
changes but still uninsured. The ad- 
ministration also says about half of 
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that eligible-but-uninsured population 
is between the ages of 18 and 34 and 
that nearly two-thirds of them are in 
excellent or very good health. 

In other words, a huge portion of 
those refusing to purchase health in- 
surance on the exchanges, even though 
they are eligible for ObamaCare sub- 
sidies, are the same young and healthy 
consumers that the Affordable Care 
Act was designed to coerce into the 
health insurance market in order to 
subsidize all of the new mandates and 
regulations imposed under this law. 

The exchanges are failing to attract 
the very customers they need in order 
to stay afloat. If they cannot attract 
more of this prized Democratic base, 
the ObamaCare exchanges—and with 
them the entire ObamaCare system 
itself—will collapse under their own 
weight. 

The question now becomes this: What 
is keeping these young and healthy 
consumers from enrolling on the ex- 
changes? Why are millions of people 
opting to pay a fine and forego cov- 
erage rather than purchasing health in- 
surance with the aid of a government 
subsidy? The answer, for anyone who 
wasn’t listening earlier, is costs. Ac- 
cording to a recent survey by the non- 
partisan Robert Wood Johnson Founda- 
tion, the vast majority—nearly 80 per- 
cent—of uninsured Americans who 
have looked for insurance said that 
after weighing everything, they could 
not afford the purchase. 

Sadly, the cost problem is only get- 
ting worse. As we learned earlier this 
year, insurance plans in markets 
across the country have been request- 
ing dramatic increases in their pre- 
miums, and those increases have been 
confirmed as the enrollment date has 
drawn closer. 

Just yesterday I had a number of rep- 
resentatives from hospitals in New 
York and around New York City say 
they cannot continue to handle all of 
the nonpaying emergency room cus- 
tomers. They don’t know what to do, 
and they are in danger of losing the 
health care systems they have estab- 
lished. 

In Minnesota, for example, there are 
five insurance carriers on the ex- 
change. In 2016, all five will be offering 
insurance policies with rate hikes in 
the double digits between 14 and 49 per- 
cent. 

In Oregon, premiums for the second 
lowest cost silver plan on the ex- 
change, the benchmark plan, will go up 
by about 23 percent. In Alaska, that 
hike will be more than 31 percent. In 
Oklahoma, consumers on this bench- 
mark plan will see an increase of more 
than 35 percent in their monthly pre- 
miums. 

My own State of Utah will not be im- 
mune to this trend, unfortunately. 
Last week, the Deseret News reported 
that on average insurance rates for 
plans on Utah’s federally run exchange 
will be 22 percent higher next year. 
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Keep in mind that these numbers 
only reflect premiums and do not take 
into account potential increases in 
total out-of-pocket costs, which can in- 
clude things such as copayments or 
deductibles. 

In a sense, all of this creates a vi- 
cious, self-perpetuating cycle. The 
plans on the exchanges, even with the 
ObamaCare tax subsidies, are too ex- 
pensive for millions of the young, 
healthy consumers whom the ex- 
changes need in order to keep the costs 
down. As a result, not enough members 
of this valuable demographic segment 
purchase insurance, causing plans to 
become more expensive and leading 
more insurers to drop out of the mar- 
ketplace. 

None of this should be surprising. 
From the outset, opponents of 
ObamaCare, including myself and 
many of my Republican colleagues, 
predicted this exact outcome. The 
cycle moves in only one direction: 
higher costs, fewer choices, and a 
health care system that offers poorer 
and poorer care to the American peo- 
ple. Absent some sort of independent 
and intervening action to bring costs 
down, there is no scenario in which 
this gets better. It will only get worse. 

I know that some of my colleagues 
have some specific intervening actions 
in mind. For example, they would like 
to see the Federal Government not 
only regulate the products offered on 
the insurance market, but the prices as 
well. And when the inevitable hap- 
pens—when no private insurance pro- 
vider can remain profitable in an envi- 
ronment where both product and price 
are set by the government—these same 
colleagues will, of course, want the 
government to step in and provide a 
plan of its own. In fact, that was what 
was in many of their minds at the be- 
ginning—socialized medicine. They fig- 
ured this would push us towards it, and 
it certainly will if we don’t change 
course. Soon enough, because only the 
government will be able to provide 
health insurance without the pesky 
need to turn a profit, the government’s 
health insurance will be the only avail- 
able option. 

I don’t want to imply base or bad mo- 
tives on the part of those who sup- 
ported health care—by the way, it was 
a totally partisan vote—but let’s be 
honest about what is going to happen 
here. A vast group of people on the left 
are really hoping that the government 
can do it all, and the government will 
pay for everything. Somebody has to 
feed the government too. 

Well, in the eyes of many—including, 
I believe, a number of my colleagues 
here in Congress—the only way to end 
the downward spiral we are currently 
facing under ObamaCare is, as I have 
said, to create a single-payer health 
care system. In other words, socialized 
medicine—where the government pro- 
vides health care for everybody. We can 
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imagine how the costs are going to go 
up when that happens. 

I made this very claim back in 2010 
when the Affordable Care Act was 
passed, and left-leaning politicians and 
pundits said it was a paranoid scare 
tactic. But now, as ObamaCare’s down- 
ward spiral is becoming more obvious, 
I suspect that my argument is seeming 
less farfetched by the day. 

Fortunately, the march toward a sin- 
gle-payer system is not our only op- 
tion. We can take action right now to 
right this ship. We can control costs. 
We can take government out of the 
equation and give patients and con- 
sumers more choices. 

There are a number of ideas out there 
that would accomplish these goals. One 
of them, of course, is the plan Senator 
BURR and I have offered, along with 
Representative FRED UPTON in the 
House. Our plan is called the Patient 
CARE Act. I have spoken about it at 
length a number of times here on the 
floor and elsewhere. While ours is not 
the only good plan out there, a number 
of respected health care experts have 
analyzed the Patient CARE Act and 
concluded that it would, in fact, bend 
the cost curve and make health care 
more affordable for everybody. 

Once again, the failure to bring down 
costs is easily the biggest of 
ObamaCare’s many failures. Our plan 
would ensure that Congress does not 
repeat that failure. 

I am well aware that health care pol- 
icy is a contentious topic around here. 
I know there are a myriad of views and 
no shortage of fierce disagreements on 
virtually all aspects of our failing 
health care system, but right now, it 
should be clear to everyone that the so- 
called Affordable Care Act was grossly 
misnamed. The law has failed to make 
health care more affordable, and it has 
failed to correct far too many of the 
problems that have long plagued our 
Nation’s health care system. The soon- 
er more of our colleagues—particularly 
those on the other side of the aisle— 
recognize and admit this failure, the 
sooner we can begin to work together 
on a plan that will deliver real results 
for the American people and not con- 
tinue on this spiraling downward path 
of moving toward socialized medicine 
where we have one-size-fits-all medi- 
cine for the people in this country and, 
frankly, government running it. That 
has never worked, and it is not going 
to work in this country. 

We need to revamp this program, and 
we have needed from the beginning to 
do so. I hope people will listen. I hope 
the citizens out there will start to pour 
it on and let everybody know that this 
is a disaster and that there are ways we 
might be able not only to stop the dis- 
aster, but also to increase good health 
care, excellent health care for the ben- 
efit of our people. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kansas. 


October 28, 2015 


TRANSPORTATION BILL AND 
POSITIVE TRAIN CONTROL 


Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I wish to 
speak about a piece of legislation that 
is pending before the Senate and is ex- 
pected, as I understand it, to be consid- 
ered tomorrow, and that would be a 
short-term extension of the Transpor- 
tation bill. 

While I am tired of short-term exten- 
sions of transportation bills, it is my 
understanding that in this particular 
case a short-term extension will lead 
us to a long-term transportation bill. I 
certainly welcome the opportunity to 
consider something that would meet 
the needs of our country—its infra- 
structure needs, our highways, roads, 
bridges—for a number of years to come. 
We have to get to the point at which 
we are dealing with issues over a 
longer period of time than we do when 
we do a short-term extension. 

It is also important for us to make 
certain there is certainty so that the 
Kansas Department of Transportation 
and other departments across the coun- 
try, as well as highway contractors and 
those who use our highways, can have 
certainty in what the transportation 
system—the roads, bridges and high- 
ways—is going to be. 

There is another issue of uncertainty 
that is out there, and it has to do with 
positive train control. Included in the 
legislation, extending the time for us 
to consider a transportation bill, is a 
provision that extends the deadline for 
the final implementation of positive 
train control, a safety issue that has 
long had consideration here in Con- 
gress, and we are well on our way to 
having positive train control in our 
rail transportation system, both pas- 
senger and freight. But we need to have 
an opportunity for that implementa- 
tion to occur over a slightly longer pe- 
riod of time than what was originally 
planned when positive train control be- 
came a mandate, a requirement upon 
our railroads. 

I am pleased that we are going to 
consider an extension of the Transpor- 
tation bill that puts us in a position to 
deal with a long-term transportation 
bill. I am also pleased—and I wish to 
spend just a minute or two speaking— 
about a provision that is included in 
that extension, and that deals with ex- 
tending the positive train control im- 
plementation. 

I wish to thank my colleague from 
South Dakota, Senator THUNE. He is 
the chairman of the committee that I 
am on, the commerce committee. I 
thank him for his leadership in advanc- 
ing this effort and allowing us the op- 
portunity to deliver the certainty that 
we need on this important issue. 

There is no allegation that those who 
are implementing positive train con- 
trol are inattentive or that they lack 
desire; there is no suggestion that it is 
an undue delay, that they are not doing 
what needs to be done. Every indica- 
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tion we have from all experts is it has 
nothing to do with a lack of commit- 
ment of the railroads; it has to do with 
the fact that we can’t get there in the 
time that we had hoped for originally 
when we set forth this requirement. 

We know there is a pending imple- 
mentation date, a deadline of Decem- 
ber 31. We know it is unattainable. It is 
unattainable despite the fact that bil- 
lions of dollars have already been spent 
to get PTC installed as quickly and as 
safely as possible. However, the reality 
is that without an extension of that 
deadline beyond December 31, railroads 
and shippers—that deadline to take the 
necessary precautions to alter their 
service standards is imminent. In other 
words, if they have to comply, they are 
going to change their schedules, and 
that has tremendous economic con- 
sequences to businesses that depend 
upon rail transportation. It creates a 
significant problem in contingency 
planning required by a shutdown of the 
supply chain that uses rail transpor- 
tation. Congress needs to act now. 

There are suggestions that I under- 
stand from a number of my colleagues 
that the extension we are going to pre- 
sumably be voting on in the next day— 
that the vote be delayed or that the ex- 
tension be shortened. I want to express 
my conviction that it is necessary for 
Congress to act now, not later. Our Na- 
tion’s economy cannot afford—those 
who work in Kansas in agriculture, in- 
cluding our farmers and ranchers, and 
those who work in manufacturing, as 
well as our laborers in the aircraft in- 
dustry—cannot afford a rail disruption 
that would occur if we don’t do this ex- 
tension immediately. We need to ex- 
tend the deadline. As I say, it could 
have a devastating impact upon thou- 
sands of manufacturers, farmers, 
ranchers, and certainly the passengers 
who utilize rail transportation—who 
use Amtrak and other passenger serv- 
ices across the country. 

I would indicate to my colleagues 
that just a few weeks ago my colleague 
from Montana, Senator TESTER, and I 
joined in a bipartisan effort to ask our 
colleagues to express the need for this 
extension, and we were successful in 
getting 43 Senators, 12 of whom were 
Democratic Senators, to sign a letter 
encouraging our leadership to bring 
forth this issue. So in a very bipartisan 
way, with broad agreement, this exten- 
sion needs to occur. 

Incidentally, the House passed this 
extension by unanimous agreement. 
Again, apparently there was little con- 
troversy or no controversy; it passed 
by voice vote. So we have significant 
bipartisan support, bicameral support. 
The House has already acted, and it is 
time for us to do so. 

I wanted my colleagues to know that 
many in this Chamber have encouraged 
this to occur. We are on the precipice 
of it happening, and we ought not allow 
it to be delayed or shortened. The ex- 
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tension needs to occur this week. The 
vote needs to occur this week. The ex- 
tension needs to be for a sufficient pe- 
riod of time to send that message of 
certainty and give the rail industry the 
opportunity to come into compliance 
in a timeframe that is reasonable and 
manageable. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TOOMEY). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


Ee 


UNIVERSITY OF PHOENIX 


Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I come 
to the floor for a very unusual reason 
this afternoon. It has to do with an at- 
tack on for-profit colleges by a long- 
standing campaign by certain groups 
and individuals who have been opposed 
to for-profit colleges. They were able to 
destroy one out in California, and they 
are continuing to attempt to make 
those attacks work on other for-profit 
colleges. 

This is a very unusual situation be- 
cause what we are seeing take place 
are conclusions being drawn and action 
being taken—in this case by the De- 
partment of Defense—without due 
process, as a result of pressure exerted 
by a Member and Members of the Sen- 
ate, which then has resulted in action 
without due process. 

Last week there was a very inter- 
esting editorial in the Wall Street 
Journal entitled ‘‘Obama’s For-Profit 
Stealth Attack. The Pentagon punishes 
Phoenix on orders from Senate head- 
quarters.”’ 

Earlier this month the Defense Depart- 
ment cut off military tuition assistance to 
new students at the for-profit University of 
Phoenix, which enrolls about 9,300 service- 
members at its 105 campuses nationwide. 

Defense’s reasons for discharging Phoenix 
are vague: A review ‘‘in response to allega- 
tions published by the Center for Investiga- 
tive Reporting”? in a June drive-by on the 
college found minor breaches in decorum. 

Let me emphasize that. I say to my 
colleagues, there was a story written 
by an outfit called the Center for In- 
vestigative Reporting—I don’t know 
anything about them, and I am sure 
the Department of Defense does not. 
But as a result of an investigation by 
an outfit that none have ever heard of, 
then action was taken by the Depart- 
ment of Defense. It was not a Depart- 
ment investigation. There was no scru- 
tiny. This is a remarkable case of the 
Senate exerting influence in a way 
which is, I think, almost unprece- 
dented. 
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To wit, Phoenix had distributed unauthor- 
ized ‘‘challenge coins,” which commonly de- 
note tokens of recognition, with military in- 
signia. Yet many non-military outfits in- 
cluding the University of Miami, Boeing and 
Intel— 

And I would point out Southern Illi- 
nois University— 
hand out such coins. 

It is not an uncommon practice to 
hand out coins. 

Phoenix’s real offense, according to the 
Center for Investigative Reporting— 

Remember, this has nothing to do 
with the Government of the United 
States— 
is using the coin to ‘imply military sup- 
port” for the college. 

My friends, at least 100 institutions 
in America give out challenge coins. I 
wonder if those institutions have com- 
mitted grievous crime in the view of 
the CIR. 

Defense also censured Phoenix for failing 
to obtain approvals from the ‘‘responsible 
education advisor’ to sponsor events on 
military bases. 

First, it is good to sponsor military 
events on military bases. Lots of orga- 
nizations, lots of companies, lots of 
corporations sponsor events on mili- 
tary bases. In this case, although the 
responsible education advisor was not 
consulted, the commanding officer of 
the base was consulted and gave his ap- 
proval. 

Yet as the CIR article showed, military of- 
ficials have welcomed the university onto 
their bases. 

They welcomed them because they 
were honoring those who serve—re- 
markable. 

Phoenix didn’t navigate all the correct bu- 
reaucratic channels. 

In any case, as Defense acknowledges, ‘‘the 
University of Phoenix has responded to these 
infractions with appropriate corrective ac- 
tion at this time.” 

So as minor as these offenses may 
have been and technical in nature, they 
have taken the corrective action, but 
still a Senator wants them punished. 

But political general Dick Durbin, the Illi- 
nois Democrat who is leading the charge 
against for-profits in the Senate, nonetheless 
commanded the Pentagon to ‘‘bar the com- 
pany from further access to servicemem- 
bers.” 

So the department is putting Phoenix on 
“probation” because it finds the ‘“‘scope of 
these previous violations? to be ‘‘dis- 
concerting.’’ What’s really disconcerting— 

According to the Wall Street Jour- 

nal. 
—is the Obama Administration’s politiciza- 
tion of military policy. Defense also cites 
“inquiries?” by the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion and California Attorney General 
Kamala Harris. 

To be clear, Phoenix hasn’t been charged 
with wrongdoing. According to the Defense 
Department, 96% of the university’s service- 
members successfully completed courses, a 
higher rate than the public Central Texas 
College ... and nonprofit Liberty Univer- 
sity. . . . In essence, the Obama Administra- 
tion’s military tribunal is punishing Phoenix 
for being a target of the political left. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


Yet this is the White House standard of due 
process, so Phoenix should be nervous. 

I say to my friends and colleagues, 
they are nervous. 

Last year the Education Department, Con- 
sumer Financial Protection Bureau and Ms. 
Harris mounted a coordinated campaign that 
drove for-profit Corinthian College out of 
business without ever proving misconduct. 

This is why I say to my colleagues 
that I am on the floor because clearly, 
without any proof of misconduct, with 
the power of the U.S. Senate, the De- 
partment of Education, the Consumer 
Financial Protection Bureau, and Ms. 
Harris, they were able to drive a col- 
lege out of business. And it is obvious 
what this is really all about. This is all 
about the constant attacks on for-prof- 
it colleges, which is an anathema to 
some. 

Continuing: 

Over the last five years, Phoenix enroll- 
ment has dropped by half to 220,000 students 
due largely to the left’s assault on for-profit 
education, which has knee-capped recruiting. 

. Military tuition assistance makes up 
less than 1% of Phoenix’s revenues. However, 
many servicemembers who are seeking voca- 
tional skills later pursue bachelor’s and mas- 
ters degrees at the university under the GI 
Bill. Veterans make up 20% of the univer- 
sity’s enrollment, and many need the flexi- 
bility of Phoenix’s online courses as they 
earn a living while going to school. 

Most of our veterans, because of their 
age, have to earn a living while going 
to school. 

The article continues: 

The Administration’s ostensible goal is to 
discredit Phoenix and choke off veteran re- 
cruitment. But the casualties of its attack 
will be servicemembers who will now have 
fewer educational options and opportunities. 

Meantime, General Durbin has commanded 
the Education Department and Department 
of Veterans Affairs to ‘‘take appropriate ac- 
tion” against the company. Bombs away. 

I wish to point out that recently Sen- 
ator ALEXANDER, the chairman of the 
HELP Committee, Senator FLAKE, and 
I wrote a letter to Secretary Carter. I 
will quote from it: 

We strongly believe that these earned ben- 
efits and educational opportunities for our 
servicemembers should not be jeopardized 
because of political or ideological opinions of 
some Members of Congress regarding the 
types of institutions that provide postsec- 
ondary education to our troops. ... How- 
ever, it is our understanding that Ms. 
Bilodeau’s decision— 

She is the person who is the DOD’s 
voluntary education partnership 
head— 
and threats of termination of participation 
in the TA program rely on overly technical 
violations of the MOU. 

What we are saying is we want due 
process, and these questions that have 
been asked—we hope we can get an an- 
swer sooner rather than later. 

Because Senator DURBIN wrote also 
to other agencies of government, we 
are also writing to them. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
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letter to the Secretary of Defense from 
Senator ALEXANDER, Senator FLAKE, 
and me. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, October 22, 2015. 
Hon. ASHTON CARTER, 
Secretary, Department of Defense, 
Defense Pentagon, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SECRETARY CARTER: We write to ask 
that you review an October 7, 2015, decision 
by Ms. Dawn Bilodeau, Chief of Voluntary 
Education for the Department of Defense 
(“DoD”), to place the University of Phoenix 
(‘the University”) on probationary and po- 
tential termination status with respect to 
its participation in the DoD Tuition Assist- 
ance (TA) Program for active duty military 
personnel. We strongly support efforts to 
monitor the integrity of colleges and univer- 
sities serving our nation’s servicemembers. 
However, based on our review of the relevant 
documents associated with this decision, we 
are concerned that the DoD’s decision is un- 
fair, requires additional review, and may 
warrant reconsideration. 

The TA program is an important benefit 
that enables active duty military personnel 
to choose a postsecondary education pro- 
gram that best fits their needs to enhance 
both career and personal goals. The program 
also serves as an important tool for the DoD 
to further the recruitment and retention ef- 
forts of our nation’s volunteer armed forces. 
We strongly believe that these earned bene- 
fits and educational opportunities for our 
servicemembers should not be jeopardized 
because of political or ideological opinions of 
some Members of Congress regarding the 
types of institutions that provide postsec- 
ondary education to our troops. 

As you know, the University of Phoenix 
participates in the TA program through the 
DoD’s Voluntary Education Partnership 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), 
which conveys the commitments and agree- 
ments between colleges and universities and 
DoD and ensures that the TA funds are spent 
wisely to support servicemembers attending 
quality educational programs. However, it is 
our understanding that Ms. Bilodeau’s deci- 
sion and threats of termination of participa- 
tion in the TA program rely on overly tech- 
nical violations of the MOU, fail to acknowl- 
edge any of the University’s corrective ac- 
tion or pledged cooperation and are based, in 
part, on unsubstantiated allegations associ- 
ated with inquiries not initiated by the DoD. 

With respect to the University’s violation 
of DoD policies on the use of official seals or 
other trademark insignia with ‘‘challenge 
coins,” Ms. Bilodeau’s letter concedes that 
“the University of Phoenix has responded to 
infractions with appropriate corrective action 
at this time.” While the University has rem- 
edied this infraction, we are concerned that 
traditional public or private, non-profit uni- 
versities, including Southern Illinois Univer- 
sity, utilize similar challenge coins with im- 
punity. (See attached photographs.) We re- 
main skeptical that the DoD is evenly and 
uniformly enforcing its policies on all insti- 
tutions of higher education and appears to be 
unfairly singling out certain institutions of 
higher education based on a letter from the 
Vice Chairman of the Defense Subcommittee 
of the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee. 
(See Letter to Secretary of Defense, June 30, 
2015, attached.) It has also come to our at- 
tention that on the evening of October 20th, 
DoD issued additional new guidance on the 
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use of these coins clearly indicating that the 
regulatory field remained vague and was not 
settled. 

With respect to the University’s apparent 
failure to obtain specific approval for con- 
ducting partnership activities at several 
military installations, it is our under- 
standing that the University obtained ap- 
proval from the respective base leadership to 
sponsor, sometimes at their request, partner- 
ship events. While the University may have 
technically violated the MOU’s requirement 
that the University coordinate with the Edu- 
cation Services Officer, those who have 
served in the military readily understand 
and respect the chain of command. Approval 
from the base leadership should be sufficient 
to meet the requirements of the MOU regard- 
less of the Education Services Officer’s in- 
volvement and, should not be cited as a basis 
for probation and possible termination. 

More concerning, however, is Ms. 
Bilodeau’s rationale to suspend participation 
in the TA program based on requests for Uni- 
versity documents by two government agen- 
cies that are not in fact the DoD. It is worth 
noting that a request of documents does not 
indicate a violation or admittance of guilt. 
In fact, Ms. Bilodeau appears to agree, indi- 
cating that the allegations by other entities 
have not yet been substantiated. However, 
without fair warning or a sufficient oppor- 
tunity to be heard, the DoD informed the 
University of Phoenix that, among other 
things, ‘‘no new or transfer students at your 
institution will be permitted to receive DoD 
[tuition assistance]’’ and it is actively con- 
sidering terminating its MOU with the Uni- 
versity. Ms. Bilodeau’s decision to give the 
University fourteen (14) days to respond to 
the probation decision effectively puts the 
University in the position of having to re- 
spond to reviews undertaken by agencies 
other than the DoD. These actions seemingly 
assume the guilt of the University before 
they are proven and ignore the remedied in- 
fractions identified by and directly within 
the jurisdiction of the DoD. 

The University of Phoenix has a long his- 
tory of serving working adults and others for 
whom traditional university schooling is un- 
available, including more than 200,000 en- 
rolled civilian and military students spread 
out across more than 100 locations in 17 
states. With almost 20,000 faculty and 8,800 
staff in every state and the territories as 
well as just over 1,400 faculty and 6,300 staff 
in Arizona alone, the University of Phoenix 
is a significant member of the Arizona and 
broader higher education community. Like 
any organization that chooses to partner 
with the DoD to serve our servicemembers, 
the University has a legitimate expectation 
to be dealt with fairly and reasonably. Given 
our aforementioned concerns, we _ believe 
that the DoD’s decision should be evaluated 
for considerations of fairness and coopera- 
tion and ask that you independently and 
carefully review this bold decision. 

To help us obtain a better understanding of 
the DoD’s actions in this matter, and to help 
ensure that all institutions of higher edu- 
cation—for-profit, public and private, non- 
profit colleges and universities—are held to 
the same standard of conduct relative to 
DoD rules and regulations, we ask that you 
provide us with the following information by 
October 30th before you take any additional 
action on this matter: 

1) What are the specific, factual, and evi- 
dentiary bases for the DoD’s recent decision 
to place the University of Phoenix on proba- 
tionary status? 

2) Did anyone besides Ms. Bilodeau review 
this decision? Please provide any internal 
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decision memorandum that reflects that de- 
cision when it was originally made. 

3) Please describe why the DoD official 
who reviewed the decision believes he/she 
can place the University on probation when, 
as Ms. Bilodeau stipulates in her October 7th 
letter, the University has already remedied 
identified infractions of the MOU? 

4) Please provide all documents, including 
communications from Members of Congress, 
or their staff, and any outside party regard- 
ing the University of Phoenix and this mat- 
ter. Also, provide the guidelines relating to 
the establishment of a probation sanction or 
imposition of probationary status against 
the University of Phoenix. 

5) Please provide a list of all institutions 
of higher education participating in the 
DoD’s Voluntary Education Partnership and/ 
or Tuition Assistance programs that have 
been placed on probationary status in con- 
nection with a violation of their MOU; the 
reasons each of those schools were placed on 
probationary status; and whether each such 
school was given opportunity to make cor- 
rective actions before being placed on proba- 
tionary status. 

6) Please provide a list of those schools 
where the DoD MOU was terminated and the 
reasons for such termination. 

7) Is it the DoD’s practice to place both 
for-profit and not-for profit universities on 
probation when another federal or state 
agency makes a civil investigative demand 
for documents? If so, please identify other 
instances where this has taken place and the 
reasons for taking such action. 

8) Please list those schools that currently 
use or previously used challenge coins with 
DoD official seals or other trademark insig- 
nia; indicate whether such schools obtained 
prior DoD authorization for such use; de- 
scribe any sanctions imposed for such use; 
and provide any documents or correspond- 
ence relating to such use or sanction deter- 
mination. 

9) Please describe the military chain of 
command as it relates to the MOU and a de- 
cision by the base leadership to permit an in- 
stitution to sponsor an event on base. 

10) If this probationary period is extended 
or the MOU with the University of Phoenix 
is terminated, how many active duty mili- 
tary personnel do you estimate will be im- 
pacted by this decision? 

The TA program is critical to our nation’s 
servicemembers’ educational and career op- 
portunities, primarily to prepare them to 
serve in positions of increased responsibility 
within the military, but also to prepare 
them to transition to productive civilian ca- 
reers. While we support efforts to root out 
waste, fraud, and abuse, we hope that you 
will review this situation with great caution 
and care. The Senate Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor and Pensions is addition- 
ally in the process of reauthorizing the High- 
er Education Act and exploring ways to en- 
sure quality at all of our colleges and univer- 
sities is of utmost importance and concern. 

We look forward to your timely response 
and should you have additional questions, 
please feel free to ask your staff to contact 
our Chiefs of Staff Pablo E. Carrillo (Senator 
McCain), at (202) 224-7123; Chandler Morse 
(Senator Flake), at (202) 224-4521; and David 
Cleary (Senator Alexander) at (202) 224-8798. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN MCCAIN, 
U.S. Senator. 
JEFF FLAKE, 
U.S. Senator. 
LAMAR ALEXANDER, 
U.S. Senator. 
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Mr. McCAIN. We sent these letters to 
the Veterans’ Administration and to 
the Department of Education request- 
ing that they notify us if further ac- 
tion is taken against the university. 
We sent these letters because we feel 
that the Department of Defense’s deci- 
sion and threats of termination of par- 
ticipation by the University of Phoenix 
in this program were done simply be- 
cause the Senator from Illinois sent a 
letter to the Department of Defense 
highlighting an outside investigative 
report—an outside investigative re- 
port—suggesting wrongdoing on the 
part of the University of Phoenix. 

Let’s be clear again. There was no 
due process here. That is what I want— 
due process. If the University of Phoe- 
nix is guilty of some wrongdoing, I 
want to be one of the first to make 
sure the proper penalties are enacted. I 
do not—I repeat—I do not believe that 
on the basis of a single investigative 
report, that action should be taken. 

With this in mind, I was stunned to 
hear once again that the Senator from 
Illinois is insisting that the DOD not 
reverse its decision. Given his own in- 
volvement in the matter, his sugges- 
tion that the DOD not reverse its deci- 
sion just because Members of this body 
conveyed concern about the merits of 
its probationary decision and the fun- 
damentally unfair way that the DOD 
made it is, in fact, ridiculous. 

The whole matter arose from the 
Senator from Illinois pressuring the 
DOD to take adverse action against the 
university. His case was based not on 
an affirmative finding by the Depart- 
ment that the university engaged in 
any newly identified acts of substantial 
misconduct but a report by an outside 
investigative group. He then sent let- 
ters to the Department of Education 
and Department of Veterans Affairs 
asking for similar action. 

After further review of the DOD’s de- 
cision, it is my opinion that, No. 1, it 
relies on overly technical violations of 
a memorandum of understanding that 
the university signed with the Depart- 
ment of Defense regarding its partici- 
pation in the Tuition Assistance Pro- 
gram; No. 2, it fails to reflect the ac- 
tions the university has taken to cor- 
rect and identify violations; and No. 3, 
it is based in part on unsubstantiated 
allegations associated with inquiries 
for information by other agencies, not 
findings of new violations. 

In other words, with our letter, we 
asked Secretary Carter to review a 
lower level decision to put the univer- 
sity on probation where even the DOD 
conceded, in its very letter to the uni- 
versity announcing its decision, that 
“the University of Phoenix has re- 
sponded to infractions with appropriate 
corrective action at this time.” 

With respect to the university’s pro- 
posed violations of DOD policies on the 
use of official seals or other trademark 
insignia with ‘‘challenge coins,’’ we un- 
derstand the university has remedied 
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this infraction. But it is worth noting 
that traditional public or nonprofit 
universities, including Southern Illi- 
nois University, utilize similar chal- 
lenge coins with impunity. I remain 
skeptical that the DOD is evenly and 
uniformly enforcing its policies on all 
institutions of higher education and 
appears to be unfairly singling out cer- 
tain institutions of higher education 
based on a letter from the Senator 
from Illinois. 

With respect to the university’s ap- 
parent failure to obtain specific ap- 
proval for conducting partnership ac- 
tivities at several military installa- 
tions, it is our understanding that the 
university obtained approval from the 
respective base leadership to sponsor, 
sometimes at their request, partner- 
ship events. While the university may 
have technically violated the MOU’s 
requirement that the university co- 
ordinate with the education services 
officer, those who have served in the 
military readily understand and re- 
spect the chain of command. Approval 
from the base leadership should be suf- 
ficient to meet the requirements of the 
MOU regardless of the education serv- 
ice officer’s involvement. 

By the way, the education service of- 
ficer did not turn this down; they just 
were not consulted. 

In the absence of significant, sub- 
stantiated findings regarding new, un- 
corrected violations, the Department 
of Defense decided to suspend the uni- 
versity from participating in the Tui- 
tion Assistance Program based on doc- 
ument requests by two government 
agencies that are not, in fact, the De- 
partment of Defense and does not indi- 
cate a violation or admittance of guilt. 

We call on our service men and 
women to serve and protect our inter- 
ests, often at great cost to themselves 
and their families. Yet the Senator 
from Illinois suggests that they are not 
capable of choosing their own path 
when determining their postsecondary 
educational needs. 

By the way, on a technical violation 
of the budget agreement, the Senator 
from Illinois was one of the leaders in 
voting against the Defense authoriza- 
tion bill, which was the result of many 
years of work. 

In all cases, opinions should abso- 
lutely not be used to essentially target 
a valued member of Arizona’s edu- 
cation community. The University of 
Phoenix has a long history of serving 
nontraditional students, such as Ac- 
tive-Duty military and others who tend 
to delay enrollment after high school, 
work full time, have dependents, or are 
single parents for whom traditional 
university schooling is unavailable. 
The University of Phoenix has grad- 
uated more than 80,000 military and 
veteran students with postsecondary 
degrees. 

A recent Wall Street Journal article 
I quoted—and contrary to the pref- 
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erence of this administration, and for 
the sake of our servicemembers who 
earned and rely on this educational 
benefit, I promise I will not let this 
issue go. 

The State of Arizona is proud to have 
the University of Phoenix as a member 
of its higher education community. 

As the questions that I posted in this 
letter show, I will continue to look 
into this action based on the merits of 
DOD’s decision, not ideological 
grandstanding. 

Recently, as a result of this, I re- 
ceived letters from three students who 
recently graduated from the University 
of Phoenix. 

Andrew Workman of North Carolina 
said: 

University of Phoenix allowed me to work 
50 hours a week and pursue my degree at the 
same time. 


Ryan Zulkoski of Nebraska received 
his master’s in nursing informatics in 
2013. He said: 


I loved my experience and UOPX has 
opened so many doors for me. 


Jim Wallace of Florida said: 


I am a UOPX graduate, MBA 2006 and vet- 
eran of the US Navy Reserve. In my opinion 
UOPX led the way in educating working pro- 
fessionals. At the time I started my pro- 
gram, no other institutions offered the abil- 
ity for me to successfully complete my stud- 
ies, care for my family and work a demand- 
ing job. The bottom line is that it was chal- 
lenging and I worked hard to complete my 
degree. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have these comments by grad- 
uates printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


Andrew Workman (North Carolina) joined 
the United States Navy in 2006. After serving 
4 years on active duty he is transitioned into 
the United States Navy Reserve in which he 
continues to serve not only his country but 
his fellow Sailors through the Hire Heroes 
USA organization. ‘‘University of Phoenix 
allowed me to work 50 hours a week and pur- 
sue my degree at the same time.” Andrew at- 
tended a ground campus and found the class- 
es to be diverse and challenging. ‘‘The team 
projects and presentations helped build my 
confidence and laid a foundation for me to be 
successful in the workplace. You have to 
work with people from all walks of life in the 
real-world and University of Phoenix built 
that into their curriculum.” 

Ryan Zulkoski (Nebraska) received his 
Master’s in Nursing Informatics in 2013. 
Ryan has been in the Army National Guard 
for 12 years and served one deployment to 
Iraq in 2005 and has many other accomplish- 
ments and memberships, including a human- 
itarian deployment to Nicaragua and partici- 
pation in Army Honor Guard. He used every 
last benefit to receive his bachelor’s in nurs- 
ing from University of Nebraska and his 
master’s degree with UOPX. ‘‘UOPX has 
helped me build an educational foundation 
to work in a field that I am extremely pas- 
sionate about.” Ryan found the quality of 
the program to be on par with his under- 
graduate from University of Nebraska. “I 
graduated from UOPX in 2013 and have dou- 
bled my salary as a Nurse in less than 2 
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years. I also have 4 children and a wife, so 
attending a traditional onsite program was 
impossible. I loved my experience and UOPX 
has opened so many doors for me.” 

Jim Wallace (Florida)—‘‘I am a UOPX 
graduate, MBA 2006 and veteran of the US 
Navy Reserve. In my opinion UOPX led the 
way in educating working professionals. At 
the time I started my program, no other in- 
stitutions offered the ability for me to suc- 
cessfully complete my studies, care for my 
family and work a demanding job. The bot- 
tom line is that it was challenging and I 
worked hard to complete my degree.” 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, again, I 
can only point out what the Wall 
Street Journal said. This is Obama’s 
for-profit stealth attack. It is being or- 
chestrated and carried out by the Sen- 
ator from Illinois, who has a well- 
known record of not supporting the 
men and women who are serving in the 
military by his latest opposing of the 
Defense authorization bill on the 
grounds of OCO. So the men and 
women who are serving in the military 
and those who have served with honor 
obviously have a lower priority for him 
than his vendetta against for-profit 
universities. I think it is shameful. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader is recognized. 


-o 


UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE- 
MENT—H.R. 3819 AND EXECUTIVE 
CALENDAR NO. 356 


Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the 
Senate is about to pass a short-term 
highway extension. This 3-week exten- 
sion will allow the House and Senate to 
go to conference on our bipartisan bill 
and allow that to be signed into law by 
November 20. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the Senate proceed to the im- 
mediate consideration of H.R. 3819; 
that the bill be read a third time and 
the Senate proceed to vote on passage 
of the bill with no intervening action 
or debate; that upon disposition of H.R. 
3819, the Senate proceed to executive 
session to consider Calendar No. 356; 
that the Senate vote on the nomina- 
tion without intervening action or de- 
bate; that following disposition of the 
nomination, the motion to reconsider 
be considered made and laid upon the 
table with no intervening action or de- 
bate; that no further motions be in 
order to the nomination; that any 
statements related to the nomination 
be printed in the RECORD; and that the 
President be immediately notified of 
the President’s action and the Senate 
then resume legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I reserve 
the right to object because I want to 
make a suggestion. 

I ask consent that we modify this 
matter so that we can pass an amend- 
ment to extend the PTC deadline—the 
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deadline for positive train control—to 
make it a l-year extension to Decem- 
ber 31, 2016, and that that be agreed to. 
Right now, it is 3 years with a 2-year 
possible extension beyond that. I ask 
that it be changed to 1 year, and that 
following the use or yielding back of 
time, the Senate then proceed to a vote 
on passage of the bill with my amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator so modify his request? 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I would state to my 
colleague from California that this is 
the practice she and I so often lament 
when it comes to highway bills, and 
that is kicking the can down the road. 
We know full well that a year from 
now, we will be back here doing this 
again. 

This language, which is agreed upon 
by both the House and the Senate— 
Democrats and Republicans of the rel- 
evant committees worked very hard to 
draft consensus language. That is what 
we have arrived at today. We believe it 
addresses the situation and provides 
the correct solution. I think it would 
be a big mistake to try to modify 
something that people have worked so 
hard to get to, knowing full well we 
will never get what the Senator from 
California wants to do passed through 
the House or the Senate. 

The House acted yesterday, and acted 
unanimously. Very rarely do you get a 
voice vote out of the House of Rep- 
resentatives. Democrats and Repub- 
licans in the House came together be- 
hind a solution that is incorporated 
into this base bill. 

With that, I object to the request of 
the Senator from California. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I just 
want to say to my friend I am not sur- 
prised, but I am still quite disappointed 
because I think it is horrible precedent 
to take a provision out of an under- 
lying bill that we have all worked so 
hard on and attach it—a 3-year provi- 
sion, a 3-to-5-year provision, a delay in 
this safety measure—on a 3-week ex- 
tension. 

Why didn’t my friend pull out some 
of the good things in there for safety, 
such as the House rental bill, which 
says you can’t lease a car that has been 
under recall? He didn’t do that. I am 
not blaming him at all. I know it was 
a process. I know that. We didn’t pull 
out the increased fines on NHTSA for 
car manufacturers who kill people be- 
cause of their negligence. 

I feel it is a terrible precedent, but I 
will not object, and I am going to ex- 
plain that later. Having withdrawn my 
objection, I would ask that I may have 
the floor for 15 minutes immediately 
following the vote, if that is possible, 
and I would give 5 minutes of that 
timeframe to my colleague. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the majority leader’s 
original request? 
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Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from California? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 
EXTENSION ACT OF 2015 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report H.R. 3819 by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 3819) to provide an extension of 
Federal-aid highway, highway safety, motor 
carrier safety, transit, and other programs 
funded out of the Highway Trust Fund, and 
for other purposes. 

The bill was ordered to a third read- 
ing and was read the third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall the bill pass? 

The bill (H.R. 3819) was passed. 


EE 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro- 
ceed to executive session to consider 
the following nomination, which the 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of Sarah Elizabeth Feinberg, of 
West Virginia, to be Administrator of 
the Federal Railroad Administration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the Feinberg nomination? 

The nomination was confirmed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the motion to re- 
consider is considered made and laid 
upon the table and the President will 
be immediately notified of the Senate’s 
action. 


EE 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
sume legislative session. 


EE 


VOTE EXPLANATION 


Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I ask 
the RECORD to reflect that had the Sen- 
ate’s vote on H.R. 3819 been a recorded 
vote, I would have voted no. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 


—— Ee 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I know 
Senator COLLINS would like to speak, 
so the way I would recommend we go is 
5 minutes to Senator MANCHIN, 15 min- 
utes for me, and how many minutes for 
the Senator from Maine? 

Ms. COLLINS. I thank the Senator 
from California. This is not going to 
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work for me, so I am going to return to 
my office. I understand this was unan- 
ticipated, and that is the way it goes 
sometimes. 

Mrs. BOXER. I am so sorry. This has 
been a contentious matter. 

So I would say to Senator MANCHIN, 
if you want to go first, then I will fol- 
low, and I am sure Senator THUNE will 
have comments. 

Mr. THUNE. I will request, through 
the Chair, if the Senator from Maine is 
not going to speak, that I be allowed to 
speak at the conclusion of the remarks 
of the Senator from California and the 
Senator from West Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague from California. 


EE 
FEINBERG CONFIRMATION 


Mr. MANCHIN. I come to the floor to 
speak on behalf of the Acting Adminis- 
trator of the Federal Railroad Admin- 
istration, who is no longer acting but 
now our Administrator and my friend, 
Sarah Feinberg. 

As a native West Virginian, she has 
the same pragmatic approach to prob- 
lem solving that we see among our con- 
gressional delegation every day. When 
it comes to politics in West Virginia, it 
really doesn’t matter whether you are 
a Democrat or a Republican. What 
matters is if you can get the job done. 

During my time in the State legisla- 
ture, Sarah’s father, Lee Feinberg, and 
I served together. At that time Lee was 
head of the West Virginia Govern- 
mental Ethics Commission, and he in- 
stilled in her the same sense of moral 
responsibility that also led him into 
public service. Today she sits before 
the Senate, seeking to continue in pub- 
lic service as the Administrator of the 
Federal Railroad Administration, and I 
am so pleased this has happened. 

Over the past 9 months, I believe she 
has proved herself to be an effective 
and engaged leader with the courage to 
make tough decisions and the char- 
acter to accept the criticism they often 
incite. She was baptized by fire after 
being appointed to this position on 
January 9 of this year and leading the 
agency’s response to five major inci- 
dents within her first 60 days at the 
helm. 

On February 3, six people were killed 
when a commuter train hit an SUV at 
a grade crossing in Valhalla, NY. On 
February 4, 14 tank cars carrying eth- 
anol derailed just north of Dubuque, 
IA. Three of them caught fire. On Feb- 
ruary 16, 27 tank cars derailed outside 
Mount Carbon, WV, releasing 378,000 
gallons of crude oil and igniting a fire 
that destroyed a nearby house. On Feb- 
ruary 24, a commuter train in Oxnard, 
CA, hit a tractor-trailer at a grade 
crossing and jumped the tracks. On 
March 6, 21 cars derailed outside of Ga- 
lena, IL, near the border with Wis- 
consin, and five of them caught fire. 
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Iam a firm believer that elected offi- 
cials need to be on the ground in emer- 
gency situations, supporting first re- 
sponders and assisting those in need, 
and I was impressed by Ms. Feinberg’s 
response to the Mount Carbon derail- 
ment in West Virginia, which I wit- 
nessed firsthand. Five weeks into her 
new job, she executed an efficient and 
effective Federal response that was one 
of the best I have ever seen in my expe- 
rience as an elected official and a pub- 
lic servant. 

There are a lot of smart policy people 
here in Washington, DC, but the best 
policy in the world will not mean a 
thing if it doesn’t translate into any- 
thing in the real word. Sarah’s re- 
sponse to the Mount Carbon accident 
showed me that she understood that, 
and that gave me faith in her ability 
not just to lead but to listen to the 
people we are here to serve. 

Over the past 10 years, the increase 
in domestic energy production has been 
an engine of economic growth. The En- 
ergy Information Administration pre- 
dicts that growth will continue 
through 2020. From 2009 until 2014, 
crude oil production in the United 
States increased by more than 62 per- 
cent—up from 5.35 million barrels per 
day in 2009 to 8.68 million barrels a day 
in 2014—and the majority of this prod- 
uct is moving by rail. 

In 2008, our railroads moved a meager 
a 9,500 tank cars carrying crude oil. 
Last year, that number grew to 500,000 
tank cars—a _ 5,000-percent increase. 
That is unbelievable. 

Unprecedented new challenges come 
along with the new economic opportu- 
nities presented by the growth in do- 
mestic energy production, and Ms. 
Feinberg’s experience makes her 
uniquely qualified to lead the FRA 
through this transition. As Chief of 
Staff to Secretary Foxx, she helped the 
Department of Transportation develop 
a holistic strategy to improve the safe- 
ty and security of crude by rail that re- 
quired coordination between multiple 
administrations within the Depart- 
ment. 

The tough new tank car safety regu- 
lations that were finalized in May were 
dependent on close collaboration be- 
tween the FRA and the Pipeline and 
Hazardous Materials Safety Adminis- 
tration. Sarah’s experience in the Sec- 
retary’s office and her existing rela- 
tionships throughout the Department 
allow her to cut through redtape and 
get the right people in the room to get 
the job done. 

While the new rules do not solve 
every problem, they represent a major 
step in the right direction. They sat- 
isfy all or part of 10 outstanding Na- 
tional Transportation Safety Board 
recommendations, including all 4 rec- 
ommendations that were made in April 
of this year. 

Since taking the helm at the FRA 
earlier this year, I have been very 
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much impressed with Ms. Feinberg’s 
willingness to tackle difficult issues 
and engage stakeholders about real- 
istic solutions. In May, she convened a 
positive train control task force to try 
to identify opportunities for the FRA 
to help railroads meet their 2015 dead- 
line and become a real part in this 
process. I think her proactive approach 
to problem-solving will be an asset to 
the FRA and the entire Department of 
Transportation. 

I thank Chairman THUNE and Rank- 
ing Member NELSON for moving her 
nomination through the committee 
yesterday on a strong bipartisan vote 
of 19 to 1. I want to thank all my col- 
leagues for not only nominating Sarah 
but confirming her today. I think she 
will be a great asset to our country and 
do us all proud. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I will 
take my time now. I know my friend 
wanted to have a little time, so I will 
yield to Senator INHOFE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 


EE 


TRANSPORTATION 
AUTHORIZATION 


Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, first of 
all, I know the Senator from California 
was disappointed in a few things that 
went on procedurally, and I am very 
much in sympathy. But far more sig- 
nificant than that is the bill we are 
talking about now. We made a tremen- 
dous advance to it just a few minutes 
ago. We did what the House has already 
done. We are now extended to the 20th 
of November. 

It is my understanding that the 
House is going to be taking up—we are 
talking about the highway bill. A lot of 
things we talk about around here are 
not very important. We all have dif- 
ferent ideas about what is and is not 
important, but still we have that Con- 
stitution, and the Constitution says 
what we are supposed to be doing. 
What we are supposed to be doing here 
is defending America and roads and 
bridges. That is what we are supposed 
to be doing. 

Senator BOXER and I—she is a very 
proud liberal and I am a very proud 
conservative—have recognized what 
our duty is when we come here, and the 
second most important bill every 
year—not every year, because we have 
the Defense authorization bill every 
year, but not the Transportation au- 
thorization bill. That is what is impor- 
tant, and that is what we are supposed 
to be doing here. 

What we did a few minutes ago is 
very significant. We are on the same 
page as the House, and that is to have 
a bill done and on the President’s desk 
by the 20th of November, which is 
going to be right before we have a 
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break for Thanksgiving. It now looks 
like we are assured of doing that. 

I have to say that in working over 
the years with Senator BOXER, we have 
worked in a capacity in which she was 
the chairman of that committee and I 
was the ranking member; then I was 
the chairman of the committee and she 
was the ranking member. We never 
changed what we stood for or what we 
saw as significant in the second most 
important bill we deal with every year. 

I am anticipating we are going to be 
able to have this 6-year authorization 
bill on the floor next week. We are 
going to be dealing with it, and we are 
going to be passing it. We already 
know the number of people who have 
voted for it in the past, so we know 
where we are. On the other hand, I 
think this is going to have a privileged 
motion and go straight in for a con- 
ference. I look forward to that, and 
that makes it all possible. 

You have to keep in mind the Senate 
isn’t doing this. The House is going on 
a Veterans Day recess, so we have to 
work on getting their job done before 
the recess so we can do ours while they 
are on recess, and then we will have a 
happy ending. 

While I do regret there are some dis- 
appointments, I have to say this. When 
we are talking about a bill like this, it 
means that the left and the right have 
to get together, and we did. I want to 
applaud my ranking member, Senator 
BOXER, for helping us in some of the 
areas where we are able to shortcut 
some of the NEPA requirements and 
expedite some things that couldn’t be 
done otherwise. 

Let’s keep in mind that if we went 
ahead and did what we have been doing 
since 2009, we wouldn’t be doing this. 
We wouldn’t be doing any major bills— 
no bridges, no major bills. This is a 
great day to see the assurance that this 
is going to take place, and I applaud 
Senator BOXER in the joint effort we 
had on the left and the right in this 
body. We don’t see that very often. 

Mrs. BOXER. No, we don’t. 

Mr. President, I just want to thank 
my friend. It is such a privilege to 
work with him on these infrastructure 
issues. I often say we don’t work too 
well together on environmental 
issues—maybe in another life we 
might—but right now, in this life, we 
work really well on infrastructure. So 
does our staff. Iam proud of them. 

I came down here to try and change 
a part of this extension—and I will ex- 
plain it later—that had to do with de- 
laying a safety requirement on the 
railroad. I feel strongly in my heart 
about it. By the same token, I agree 
with my friend that we have to get this 
bill done. 

This will be a 6-year authorization, 
as my friend knows. He insisted on it. 
We have 3 years of pay-for. We never 
give up. Maybe somehow a miracle will 
happen and we will find more. But 
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right now, Senator MCCONNELL pro- 
tected our pay-fors. 

For me, it is a strange day. I am very 
disappointed in this. I call it a rider 
that was put on this bill. But I am very 
pleased that the House is moving for- 
ward. My friend cited things that he 
likes—certainly, expediting some of 
the rules so we don’t get these projects 
dragged out. My sense of it was that I 
like the fact that we kept the equitable 
share. We didn’t change the share be- 
tween transit and roads. We certainly 
added, with my friend’s help, a freight 
title. So there are many good things. It 
is a mixed bag for me today. I agree 
with my friend that we need to move 
fast on the underlying bill, and I look 
forward to going to conference. 

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield 
for one observation? 

Mrs. BOXER. Of course. 

Mr. INHOFE. The Senator mentioned 
the fact that we have a 6-year bill and 
3 years to pay for it. That doesn’t real- 
ly concern me for a couple of reasons. 

One is that once we start projects, I 
can assure you that there will be a re- 
shuffling of priorities in this Chamber 
here, where people will realize the one 
thing we don’t want to do is to start 
construction on something and then 
stop. This, I have no question in my 
mind, is going to take place. 

Secondly, we have the same provision 
in the House as we do in this body, and 
that is that if for some reason money is 
not available, nothing else can be done 
after that 3-year period. We are not 
going to let that happen. So I think we 
are going to be in good shape. Job well 
done. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Senator. 

How much time remains of my 15 
minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten min- 
utes. 

Mrs. BOXER. Since I did yield about 
5 minutes to my friend, I ask unani- 
mous consent for another 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. Then, of course, Sen- 
ator THUNE will have all the time that 
he wants to disagree with most of what 
I am going to say about positive train 
control. That is part of the debate that 
goes on here. 


a 
POSITIVE TRAIN CONTROL 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I do 


want to thank Senator THUNE, Senator 
NELSON, Senator INHOFE, and others 
who did something good today, which 
is to allow us to vote to make sure that 
we have the head of the Federal Rail- 
road Administration. Finally, after 8 
months, Sarah Feinberg got a vote. It 
is very important. I am glad all this 
wrangling that we had back and forth 
led to that happy situation because we 
need her in place. Frankly, we need her 
in place to oversee this positive train 
control. 
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I want to quote what she stated. She 
stated that worries of a train exploding 
in the middle of a city have caused her 
sleepless nights. This is an Adminis- 
trator who cares deeply about her role 
in safety. 

There was an article written by 
someone today that said I stood alone 
in my opposition to moving forward 
with a 3- to 5-year extension and tak- 
ing that extension out of the under- 
lying bill and tacking it on to a 3-week 
highway bill extension. I want to point 
out that I did not stand alone and I do 
not stand alone. Senator BLUMENTHAL 
is hoping to come here later and make 
his remarks about the fact that he op- 
posed this. I speak here for Senator 
FEINSTEIN, my great colleague—my 
senior colleague—who actually wrote 
the original legislation because these 
crashes were occurring. And I want to 
read a little bit from Senator GILLI- 
BRAND, who is on a train headed to a fu- 
neral for a firefighter in New York. 
This is her statement: 

After so many preventable railway trage- 
dies that have led to loss of life, it is an in- 
sult to the families who have lost loved ones 
to let the rail lobby slip a multi-year Posi- 
tive Train Control delay into a three-week 
extension. The rail industry has purposefully 
dragged its feet in meeting its safety re- 
quirements, and now Congress is quietly aid- 
ing them further. It is without debate that 
Positive Train Control saves lives. The rail- 
roads must work as quickly as possible to 
implement this life-saving technology, so 
that the millions of Americans who com- 
mute by rail every day can do so safely—and 
Congress needs to do its job and hold the rail 
industry accountable. 

As I said when Senator MCCONNELL 
offered the unanimous consent request, 
I think it is a terrible precedent to 
place a major safety rollback—I would 
not call it a repeal; I would say roll- 
back—on a 3-week extension of the 
highway trust fund. It just isn’t right. 
I am very grateful to the Washington 
Post for writing a very strong state- 
ment—I would say article—about what 
happens when you don’t have positive 
train control on a train. Positive train 
control is technology that allows the 
train to slowly come to a stop if there 
is a real problem, such as another train 
crossing or a car. 

It was in 2008 when we really moved 
on positive train control. A horrific ac- 
cident occurred in Chatsworth, CA, 
where a Metrolink passenger train and 
a Union Pacific freight train collided. 
It was due to a distracted engineer. 
This preventable accident resulted in 
the deaths of 25 people and injury to 
135 others. 

Friends, we are not talking about 
some scientific experiment here. We 
are talking about real life, where 
trains collide, where real people die 
and get hurt. I have met some of the 
families. 

Afterwards, Senator FEINSTEIN and I 
got together. She was great, and it was 
great to work with her. We passed the 
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Rail Safety Improvement Act of 2008, 
mandating the installation of positive 
train control on major passenger com- 
muter and freight rail lines by the end 
of this year, 2015. 

Again, I speak for her in my remarks. 
She is distressed that the 2015 deadline 
would be extended as much as it was 
without a chance to really look at the 
details in the conference, which we 
hope to have soon. 

For more than 45 years—45 years— 
the National Transportation Safety 
Board, or NTSB, has advocated PTC 
technology. This isn’t something new. 
But it wasn’t until 2008 that Senator 
FEINSTEIN and I got the legislation 
done. 

Let me say this. NTSB is amazing. 
They are the ones who show up after 
horrible crashes of rail, of plane, and 
they are the ones who make really im- 
portant safety recommendations. Well, 
actually, they work with the FAA. So 
they are the ones who come forward 
after an accident. They do the inves- 
tigation, and they make the rec- 
ommendations. 

Now, this is what they said: If we had 
put PTC in all those years ago, 146 ac- 
cidents or derailments could have been 
avoided with implementation of the 
PTC, and at least 300 fatalities and 700 
injuries could have been prevented. 
Since the California accident, 14 PTC- 
preventable accidents or derailments 
have occurred. 

So let’s be clear. People are dying 
and they are being injured because we 
don’t have positive train control. 

Now, the good news—the great news 
for my State—is that Metrolink and 
Caltrain already have put PTC on. Am- 
trak has put it on certain of their runs. 
So it is happening. But some of the 
railroads are dragging their feet. They 
have every excuse in the book. Some of 
the reasons, I think, do need our atten- 
tion. 

For example, there are problems with 
spectrum, and there are problems with 
rights-of-way. We can work on that. 
But as Senator BLUMENTHAL said, in- 
stead of giving these 3-year delays, 
there need to be what he calls metrics 
so we can ascertain, before they get all 
this time, what they are doing. Are we 
going to be faced here in this body in 
years to come with more requests for 
delay? Well, if we are not really look- 
ing over the shoulder of the railroads, 
the answer is, clearly, yes. They don’t 
want to save the money. And, by the 
way, the cost-benefit ratio on this is 
overwhelming. It is overwhelming. 

I said before, rhetorically, that it is 
very interesting that the only piece of 
freestanding legislation that was 
pulled out of the bill and placed on this 
38-week extension was this delay in 
positive train control safety—nothing 
else, nothing else. This was cherry- 
picked—nothing else. 

I have worked with several Senators 
because one of my constituents, Cally 
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Houck, lost two daughters who rented 
a car to go on vacation. They were in 
their twenties. The car was under re- 
call, but the agency rented it to them 
anyway. It exploded. They died. Mrs. 
Houck couldn’t believe we didn’t have 
a law that said you can’t rent a car 
that is under recall. I bet, if I asked 
anybody—any stranger to me—if they 
think they are allowed to rent a car 
that is under recall, they would say: Of 
course not. Well, you can. I have 
fought for years, and I have gotten help 
from Senator SCHUMER, and Senator 
MCCASKILL actually got the bill passed. 
I am very grateful to her. That is in 
the underlying bill. Why didn’t we take 
that out and put it on immediately so 
this can go into effect immediately? 

I think the Washington Post gave us 
what they think. They wrote a story— 
a very important story—in the front 
page yesterday or the day before, Mon- 
day. I want to just say we all know 
that there are special interests here. 
By the way, I like to work with the 
railroads because they do a lot of good 
things. They are very powerful, they 
are very strong, and they have a very 
powerful lobby. It is not a Republican 
lobby or a Democratic lobby. It is a 
lobby that covers everybody. 

Let me quote what the Washington 
Post article notes: 

Rail safety has never been a more pressing 
issue than it is today. So far, the people who 
have died in U.S. accidents that PTC could 
have prevented have generally been crew 
members or passengers. That could change in 
dramatic, catastrophic fashion. 

The number of rail tank cars carrying 
flammable material in the United States has 
grown from 9,500 seven years ago to 493,126 
last year. 

Let me say that again: 

The number of rail tank cars carrying 
flammable material in the United States has 
grown from 9,500 seven years ago to 493,126 
last year. 

Now, just imagine what happens 
when this flammable material is in- 
volved in a collision. We know. We 
have seen the balls of toxic fire. Seven 
trains have derailed this year alone, 
and their contents exploded. 

Now, I understand the pleas for 
delay. That is why I offered a 1-year 
delay to my friend, the chairman of the 
commerce committee. I offered him a 
1-year delay. Nobody can tell me that a 
1-year delay wouldn’t work for now. We 
can look at it in the conference. If we 
need to extend it, that is fine. No, we 
weren’t able to get it. To me, the only 
answer that keeps coming back is spe- 
cial interests earmark provision—spe- 
cial interests earmark provision—be- 
cause it is the only provision that ben- 
efits one special interest that was put 
on this 3-week extension. 

Some people say: Why do you care so 
much? The House voted by voice vote. 
Do you know what? They were wrong. 
They shouldn’t have. They shouldn’t 
have put it on this bill. This was put on 
by the House, and it was wrong, wrong, 
wrong. 
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Now, when I spoke with my chair- 
man—my really good friend, Senator 
INHOFE—on the floor, I did say I am so 
pleased at the way we are moving in 
terms of the underlying bill. I believe 
we will have that bill, and I believe we 
will have that bill next week. Then 
why on earth did we have to take this 
out? If we are moving this bill forward, 
we didn’t have to pluck out one of the 
provisions. I just don’t understand it, 
other than what the Washington Post 
wrote in their story. 

I have to say that there are 60,000- 
plus bridges that are deficient—struc- 
turally deficient. They are in the Pre- 
siding Officer’s State, and they are in 
my State. Why didn’t they pull out a 
couple of worst bridges and say ‘‘fix 
those bridges’’? All they did was pull 
out a provision that the railroads 
wanted—not a provision that com- 
muters want, not a safety provision 
that will save lives. It is very discour- 
aging. 

We all know about the Amtrak crash. 
I am going to show you a picture of 
that. It was splayed all across the 
paper. This is a photo of a destroyed 
Amtrak train in Philadelphia. We all 
know the disaster that occurred there. 
This could have been prevented. As a 
matter of fact, if I remember right, 
they were about to put positive train 
control on this stretch. They were get- 
ting ready to do it. Look at this—the 
suffering and the deaths, needless. If 
there was positive train control and if 
another train was coming, simply slow 
down that train and automatically 
avoid such a disaster as this. 

I am passionate about transpor- 
tation. I am passionate about safety. I 
know my colleagues are, but we had a 
very different view about this. I can 
only say if anything good came out of 
this, it was the fact that we now have 
an Administrator of the Federal Rail- 
road Administration. I think that was 
good because I feel better now knowing 
that someone who really cares about 
this now has officially been given the 
power to assert her authority. 

I look forward to working with Sen- 
ator THUNE as we move the underlying 
bill through. He knows how I feel. I 
want to thank him because he waited 
around until we had reached an agree- 
ment. I appreciate that because other- 
wise we could have had a complete 
shutdown of the entire highway pro- 
gram. We averted that because, with 
respect for our differences, we worked 
together all day and have the Adminis- 
trator in place. 

I thank Senator NELSON and his staff 
as well as Senator THUNE’s staff. For 
me, having that done is something that 
means a lot and means a lot for safety 
across the board. I hope we will not be 
doing this in the future. I hope regular 
order will prevail. I hope we will not be 
pulling out important pieces of other 
bills and passing them as stand-alone 
bills when we are up against a deadline. 
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I don’t think it is the right way to gov- 
ern. I don’t think it is good govern- 
ance. I think a lot of my colleagues 
feel the same way. 

This is behind us. Now we are going 
to work together. We are never going 
to take our eyes off this positive train 
control. We are going to make sure the 
railroads are stepping up, doing the 
right thing—and, by the way, some of 
them have. I told you two of my rail- 
roads have been fantastic. They put it 
all in place. They met the deadline. 
There are many others that are close 
to meeting the deadline, but there are 
too many that are hiding behind ex- 
cuses and some that have real reasons 
why they haven’t moved forward. I 
hope they are watching this today be- 
cause I am not going away. None of us 
are going away. We are going to be 
watching this carefully and making 
sure this deadline is really a deadline, 
not some kind of political cover so the 
railroads can get out of doing what 
they have to do to save lives. When we 
take these jobs, that is our over- 
whelming responsibility—to protect 
and defend our people, whether it is 
abroad or at home. 

I again thank my staff, Senator 
THUNE’s staff, Senator NELSON’s staff, 
Senator BLUMENTHAL’s staff, Senator 
FEINSTEIN’s staff—I hope I am not leav- 
ing anybody out—Senator GILLI- 
BRAND’s staff, and Senator MURPHY’s 
staff for getting us to a place where we 
are accepting this with a heavy heart. 
We are moving on. We are thankful we 
now do have in place an Adminis- 
trator—a wonderful, wonderful Admin- 
istrator of the Federal Railroad Ad- 
ministration. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAs- 
SIDY). The Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, the one 
thing the Senator from California and I 
share is a commitment, a longstanding 
commitment to getting a multiyear 
highway bill through here. I hope that 
is going to happen in the next few 
weeks. 

We did need to move on a positive 
train control extension, and I am going 
to get into the reasons for that in just 
a minute. I think probably the most 
important fact is, as we look at this 
particular issue, that nearly every rail- 
road in the country—including every 
major freight railroad—will not meet 
what is an unrealistic December 31, 
2015, deadline for positive train control. 

Positive train control—or PTC— 
when working as intended, is a critical 
safety technology that will prevent 
certain types of rail accidents and save 
lives. We have the ability to make rail 
transportation even safer by ensuring 
full implementation of positive train 
control. 

As the chairman of the Commerce, 
Science, and ‘Transportation Com- 
mittee, I can assure my colleagues that 
these disruptions would have caused 
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cascading and devastating effects for 
nearly every sector of the economy and 
every region of the country. Railroads 
have already started notifying cus- 
tomers that they will stop accepting 
certain chemical shipments in late No- 
vember and early December to ensure 
that such cargoes are off their system 
when the existing deadline hits at the 
end of the year. 

As rail-dependent businesses and 
their customers prepare for the shut- 
down, they have already started to feel 
the negative supply chain effects on lo- 
gistics and inventory management. 
The House-passed short-term highway 
extension provided an option to avert 
this completely avoidable and unneces- 
sary harm. 

This is not just about the railroads— 
contrary to what has been said on the 
floor that somehow this is a special 
benefit that only helps railroads. It is 
about the farmers—many of whom I 
represent in South Dakota—who de- 
pend upon the railroad for fertilizer. It 
is about the manufacturers and other 
businesses that depend upon rail for 
critical inputs, and it is about water 
treatment facilities that depend on rail 
for chemicals to purify drinking water. 
It is about all the workers and the 
households that benefit from this safe 
mode of transportation. 

Rail-dependent commuters and cus- 
tomers cannot afford a congressionally 
caused railroad shutdown. That is ex- 
actly what would happen if we failed to 
act. Each day well over 1 million riders 
in the United States board commuter 
railroads to get to and from their 
places of work. Over 2 million people 
work in industries that use hazardous 
chemicals hauled by rail, and the gross 
economic output of these industries 
alone is over $2 trillion. In fact, the ef- 
fects of a looming railroad shutdown 
would have occurred well in advance of 
the year-end deadline, which is where 
we are today. Over 130 farmers, manu- 
facturers, and retailers wrote to Con- 
gress last week, stating that ‘‘rail cus- 
tomers are already starting to feel the 
impact [w]lith a shutdown just 
around the corner rail customers must 
start putting contingency plans into 
motion, including adjusting production 
schedules and workforce loads.” 

This isn’t just an economic issue. It 
has major implications for public 
health and safety. I mentioned earlier 
water treatment facilities across this 
country have urged a deadline exten- 
sion and wrote a joint letter to me reit- 
erating that point. I will quote from 
the letter, which is what they said: 
“Even a temporary interruption of 
water disinfection chemical deliveries 
could risk a public health disaster for 
communities across this country.” 

The U.S. Conference of Mayors also 
urged a deadline extension and wrote 
that switching from rail to other 
modes of transportation would lead to 
additional accidents in our Nation’s 
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communities and greater exposure to 
the risks of hazardous materials. 

The Federal Railroad Administra- 
tion’s Acting Administrator, whom we 
just made permanent Railroad Admin- 
istration Administrator, has the re- 
sponsibility for conducting oversight of 
our Nation’s rail network, and she ex- 
pressed concern at a September com- 
merce committee hearing. She said a 
rail shutdown would ‘‘lead to signifi- 
cant congestion and it does lead to 
safety impacts.” 

Keep in mind, total train accidents 
per year have decreased by nearly 50 
percent since 2005. Rail is often the 
safest available way to haul many 
types of products, especially hazardous 
chemicals. It would take more than 
600,000 trucks on our Nation’s roads to 
replace freight rail, let alone the addi- 
tional cars and buses needed to replace 
commuter rail. 

When Congress passed legislation in 
2008 mandating the implementation of 
positive train control, it never in- 
tended to punish rail customers or to 
harm the economy, but this law failed 
to properly consider the complexity 
and time involved in developing, mass 
producing, installing, and testing a 
new technology involving a complex 
network of new computers and commu- 
nications equipment deployed on more 
than 20,000 locomotives and 60,000 miles 
of railroad track. 

There is plenty of finger-pointing to 
go around as to why it didn’t get done. 
The bottom line is this: After 7 years of 
work, over $6 billion of mostly private 
funds spent, and with about 2 months 
to go before the legal deadline, not one 
single railroad in this country—com- 
muter or freight—has fully imple- 
mented positive train control. 

For years, study after study, includ- 
ing those from the nonpartisan Govern- 
ment Accountability Office, found that 
the 2015 deadline for full implementa- 
tion of PTC was unrealistic. The inde- 
pendent experts at the GAO concluded 
that the vast majority of railroads, in- 
cluding all freight railroads, would not 
meet the deadline by the end of the 
year. 

I am pleased the Senate came to- 
gether and acted on a solution. The bi- 
partisan, bicameral proposal I helped 
craft does not just extend the deadline 
for implementing positive train con- 
trol, it significantly increases account- 
ability and transparency. Our proposal 
gives the Secretary of Transportation 
the authority to fine railroads if they 
fall behind metrics and milestones on 
their way to completing installation 
and full implementation. It requires 
detailed and publicly available report- 
ing to ensure progress each step of the 
way. 

Under our bipartisan proposal, rail- 
roads must implement positive train 
control by December 31, 2018. To ensure 
that PTC works as intended, the Sec- 
retary has very limited case-by-case 
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discretion to allow railroads additional 
time for testing and certification but 
only if railroads complete all installa- 
tion, spectrum acquisition, and em- 
ployee training. To qualify for this ad- 
ditional time, freight railroads must 
have started using PTC on the major- 
ity of their territories or track. These 
accountability-focused changes, with 
objective criteria and rigorous over- 
sight, are designed to ensure that we 
never need another extension. 

I wish to extend my thanks to our 
colleagues on the House side—Rep- 
resentatives SCHUSTER, DEFAZIO, 
DENHAM, and CAPUANO—for their strong 
bipartisan leadership and collaboration 
to address this major transportation 
issue. This issue has been extensively 
debated in the Senate. This proposal 
incorporates principles and text that 
have twice been reported out of the 
commerce committee and have passed 
the full Senate in July by a vote of 65 
to 34. Let me repeat that. Everything 
we are talking about today—and it was 
modified a little bit when we nego- 
tiated this with the House—but the 
basic text, basic framework, basic out- 
line of what we just passed had already 
passed the Senate as part of the Trans- 
portation bill with 65 votes earlier this 
year. The idea that this is somehow 
something that is being sprung on 
Members in the Senate is not con- 
sistent with the facts. 

I am grateful to Senator BLUNT and 
Senator MCCASKILL for their partner- 
ship and leadership to bring Congress 
together to ensure that PTC is made 
safely available as soon as possible. 
Some have suggested different ways to 
approaching this issue. At a time when 
we are making progress to finally end 
the kick-the-can mentality through 
the enactment of a multiyear transpor- 
tation reauthorization bill, this pro- 
posal will ensure that we are not in- 
jecting that same type of uncertainty 
into another transportation mode, 
which is our Nation’s rail system. 

Attaching the bipartisan agreement 
on extending the PTC deadline as part 
of the short-term highway extension 
solves this problem while keeping pres- 
sure on the House of Representatives 
to pass a multiyear transportation bill 
that we can then reconcile with the 
Senate-passed DRIVE Act, the multi- 
year transportation bill that passed in 
this Chamber earlier this year. 

I wish to applaud Leader MCCONNELL, 
Chairman INHOFE, Ranking Member 
BOXER, and Ranking Member NELSON 
for their continued efforts to push for 
the completion of a multiyear trans- 
portation reauthorization bill. Due to 
constant pressure from the Senate, as 
was noticed with last week’s markup 
by the House Transportation and Infra- 
structure Committee, we can actually 
see the path to getting a bill done with 
our House colleagues. 

The fact that the short-term exten- 
sion before the Senate sets a November 
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20 deadline, along with the House plan- 
ning to take up a multiyear transpor- 
tation bill next week, indicates that it 
is, in fact, possible to soon get a 
multiyear transportation bill across 
the finish line. 

Nobody should misinterpret my work 
and my efforts with my colleagues here 
in the Senate in addressing the harms 
associated with failing to fix the loom- 
ing positive train control deadline. As 
a major part of the overall DRIVE Act, 
the transportation bill that passed 
Senate, the legislative text originated 
from the Senate commerce committee, 
and I will not be backing down in my 
efforts to see a host of transportation, 
safety freight, and rail provisions 
signed into law in the coming weeks. 

Together we have averted the poten- 
tial harm that would come with a con- 
gressionally caused rail shutdown. We 
have set a realistic positive train con- 
trol deadline. We have held the rail- 
roads accountable and ensured the job 
is done swiftly and safely. It was im- 
portant that be done in a swift and safe 
way. 

Earlier my colleague from California 

quoted a story from the Washington 
Post that ran earlier this week. The 
Washington Post editorial board, the 
very same paper that my colleague 
from California cited, opined: ‘‘Con- 
gress should revise the 2008 legislation 
to give railroads more time to come 
into compliance, with consequences for 
those who fail to produce concrete 
plans for immediate improvement and 
meet milestones along the way.”’ 
But the very newspaper that the Sen- 
tor from California was quoting actu- 
lly editorialized on their editorial 
age that Congress needed to fix and to 
ut in place an extension that would 
llow the railroads to come into com- 
liance. That was echoed by a lot of 
the large newspapers across the coun- 
try. 

The Chicago 
board wrote: 

PTC is coming. It’s just not coming fast 
enough to meet what was always an unreal- 
istic deadline. So if your commute is a mess 
come January, don’t blame Metra. Blame 
Congress. 

The Chicago Sun-Times editorial 
board opined: ‘‘Congress should extend 
the deadline to give Metra and rail- 
roads a chance to get the job done.” 

The Los Angeles Times editorial 
board wrote: ‘‘Rather than risk a shut- 
down of crucial transportation serv- 
ices, Congress ought to fast-track a so- 
lution.” 

The problem we had here is that we 
didn’t have the luxury of time, and so 
the vehicle that came over from the 
House of Representatives, which is a 
short-term extension of the highway 
bill, presented a chance for us to ad- 
dress this issue knowing full well that 
it had to be addressed and that it had 
to be addressed in a timely way. We 
have railroads and shippers in this 
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country, that, as I mentioned earlier, 
have already indicated they are modi- 
fying and adjusting their operations 
and plans right now and notifying cus- 
tomers of the impacts and effects of 
Congress failing to act in a timely way. 

The reason that this needed to be 
fixed now is that if we hadn’t fixed it, 
we would have started to see the dis- 
ruptions in our economy that would 
have come with a shutdown because, as 
I said, no railroad, to date, has been 
able to meet the positive train control 
deadline. We approached this in a way 
that we felt was reasonable, rational, 
logical, and kept the pressure on the 
railroads and required the account- 
ability that is necessary to see this 
done in a realistic way. I think the end 
result that just passed the Senate is a 
good outcome and a good solution, not 
just for the railroads in this country 
but for the shippers, farmers, and 
States such as South Dakota that de- 
pend upon those railroads, for the com- 
muters around this country who rely 
on that form of transportation every 
day to get to work, and for the thou- 
sands and thousands and thousands of 
people who work in those railroad-re- 
lated industries across this country. 
This is one example where Congress 
demonstrated that it actually could, in 
a timely way, act responsibly to bring 
about a solution that will avoid what 
surely would have been not only an 
economic disaster but a public safety 
disaster as well. 

Iam pleased that our colleagues here 
in the Senate found a way to approve 
this today, and I hope, as I said before, 
that we will continue to keep the heat 
on to get a multiyear transportation 
bill through the House and the Senate 
with this short-term extension through 
November 20. It gives us a few weeks to 
complete action on that piece of legis- 
lation. But we didn’t have the luxury 
of time nor could we afford to wait to 
act and to make sure that this positive 
train control extension was put in 
place in a timely way. 

I thank the Presiding Officer, and I 
yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 
by voice vote, this body has extended 
the highway funding program, which is 
a good thing. It has also included in 
that extension a delay in the deadline 
for positive train control, which was 
inevitable. None of us opposed a delay 
in positive train control; what we op- 
posed was an extension of that delay 
with inadequate accountability and ex- 
cessive time. 
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Let’s be absolutely clear. This delay 
in positive train control is really a 
delay until 2020, not 2018, because when 
railroads hit 2018, they can apply for 2 
more years, and that second extension 
is dependent only on having completed 
work on half the system. Much of that 
determination is within the control of 
the railroad itself. That will be the 50 
anniversary of the NTSB calling for 
positive train control. 

We are not talking about a novel, un- 
tested technology. In fact, five rail- 
roads will meet the deadline to imple- 
ment this technology at the end of this 
year. Clearly, all could have at least 
sought plausibly to meet that deadline. 
If they had a reason for failing to do so, 
they should be required to present it 
case by case, year by year, with a firm 
deadline of 2018. That is the system I 
proposed in the legislation I offered 6 
months ago—well before this deadline 
became an imminent necessity. 

Forty-six years ago, two passenger 
trains collided in Darien, CT, killing 
four people. There have been similar 
crashes and catastrophes since that 
time, resulting in nearly 300 deaths, 
6,700 injuries, and incalculable eco- 
nomic loss. The worst of those cases 
was a crash in Southern California in 
2008, killing 25 people. Another took 
place in the Bronx in 2013. Many of us 
visited the site in the Bronx and ob- 
served the remnants of this derailment 
and so are closely familiar with it. My 
colleagues in California and in New 
York have been ardent advocates of 
positive train control, and I thank 
them for their support. 

These are examples of only a few of 
the many instances of death and de- 
struction over decades that could have 
been prevented by positive train con- 
trol. Positive train control could have 
prevented Spuyten Duyvil. It could 
have prevented other repeated in- 
stances of death and destruction that 
resulted from trains speeding exces- 
sively and thereby derailing. It could 
have prevented trains from colliding. It 
could have prevented drivers from ig- 
noring signals. It could have prevented 
death and injury around the country 
with economic losses far exceeding the 
cost of installing positive train con- 
trol. 

Joe Boardman, head of Amtrak and 
former FRA Administrator, said: “PTC 
is the most important rail safety ad- 
vancement of our time.” 

Today, the Senate delayed it by 5 
years. There are reasons and there is 
blame enough to go around. The Fed- 
eral Government—in all frankness, the 
Federal Communications Commis- 
sion—perhaps bears part of that blame 
in the failure to allocate sufficient 
spending. But let’s be honest today in 
saying that 5 years of delay was unnec- 
essary. The railroads sought it, and 
they won it with a threat to shut down 
railroad service everywhere in the 
country—an unacceptable outcome. 
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The question is, Can we change this 
deadline in a smart, responsible way? 

Unfortunately, the action today re- 
wards the dilatory with unnecessary 
delay. Congress has sent a message 
that these deadlines can be avoided 
without repercussions and responsi- 
bility. That is bad policy. It is a bad 
process. I regret it. There was a better 
way to act that would have ensured 
continued funding for our highways 
and continued accountability for posi- 
tive train control, which is indeed the 
most important rail safety advance- 
ment of our time. This is not some ab- 
stract, novel system. It has been 
around. It has been used. It has been 
tested. I regret that today it has been 
delayed unnecessarily. 

Finally, I wish to congratulate and 
thank Sarah Feinberg, and the good 
news today is that her nomination has 
been approved. I look forward to work- 
ing with her, and I welcome her as a 
new source of leadership, which she has 
already demonstrated. I hope she will 
act aggressively and responsibly to en- 
sure that positive train control and 
other safety measures become the law 
and that the law is enforced as effec- 
tively and promptly as possible. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 


REGULATING TOBACCO 


Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak about an issue that af- 
fects the health of our children in 
every single State. 

I ask unanimous consent that after I 
have completed my remarks, Senator 
BLUMENTHAL, Senator MARKEY, Sen- 
ator BOXER, and Senator WARREN be af- 
forded the opportunity to continue to 
address the same topic. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MERKLEY. I also invite my col- 
leagues to jump in at any point to ex- 
change views as well. 

This issue is one that we have known 
about for a very long period of time, 
which is that tobacco addiction de- 
stroys lives. I grew up in a family 
where my mother didn’t smoke and my 
father didn’t smoke, but they both 
came from large families—many broth- 
ers and sisters—and it seemed as 
though every single year when I was 
young, one of my aunts or one of my 
uncles died from smoking. They died 
from cancer. They died from heart dis- 
ease. They died from emphysema. This 
carnage was all too apparent. 

Anyone who has taken the slightest 
look at this issue knows that the sta- 
tistics are just unbelievable, the num- 
ber of deaths and illnesses caused, the 
number of years lost, the degradation 
of the quality of life of individuals. For 
this reason, it had long been a topic 
here in the Senate that nicotine—the 
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primary acting element in tobacco— 
should be considered a drug. It is a 
drug. It has all of these impacts. We 
have a Food and Drug Administration, 
and the Food and Drug Administration 
should be able to regulate it for the 
health and welfare of our Nation. 

Back in 2009, we debated just such a 
law here on the floor of the Senate and 
across the way in the House, and that 
law was adopted. So we anticipated 
that in short order regulations would 
be issued and they would help address 
particularly the effort of tobacco com- 
panies to produce new products de- 
signed to essentially produce nicotine 
tobacco addicts among our children, to 
entice our children into smoking or 
chewing and this whole new variety, 
this continuum of products. 

Here we are years later. It is no 
longer 2009; it is 2015—6 years later and 
we have no regulation. During that 
time, a great deal has happened. Many 
new products have been introduced in 
the never-ending quest of the tobacco 
companies to find what they call re- 
placement smokers; that is, young 
folks who will continue to buy their 
products as their current customers die 
because they use their products. 

So 6 years have passed and no action 
out of the administration. Year after 
year, we have pushed, we have called as 
Senators, we have talked about it on 
the floor, we have held meetings with 
the key officials, and it has always 
been: We are almost there. We are 
working on it. We know how important 
it is. 

But while this process has gone along 
so slowly, millions more of our chil- 
dren have become addicted to tobacco. 

One of the main instruments the to- 
bacco industry is using are flavors de- 
signed to target children. We can see 
here on the chart particularly flavors 
in the e-cigarette category. We have a 
whole variety. We have coffee. We have 
cherry. We have apple. We have cherry 
bomb flavoring. I was told today on the 
phone that there is a Captain Kangaroo 
flavor and there is a Scooby Doo flavor. 
There is a gummy bear flavor. These 
flavors are not designed to entice 
adults into becoming smokers because 
the industry knows that very rarely 
does an individual start to use tobacco 
products after the age of 21. It is the 
youth who experiment, and then the 
nicotine, as an addictive drug, does its 
work and turns them into lifetime 
users. That is where, of course, the 
money is. 

I was asked in an interview today 
how it is that the tobacco companies 
say these products are not targeted to 
children. I responded very simply. It is 
the big lie. No one, no individual can 
look at the flavors of these products 
and not know they are targeting our 
children. 

So what has happened in the last few 
years is the e-cigarette industry is the 
most successful of the products that 
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tobacco companies have tested. In fact, 
in just the last year alone, use by our 
high school students has tripled. That 
means we now have 2 million high 
school—the survey was the previous 30 
days, and in the previous 30 days, 2 mil- 
lion of our high school students had 
utilized e-cigarettes. So the tobacco 
campaign is working, which means 
they are hard at work compromising 
the health and welfare of our children 
and leading them down a path to suf- 
fering and death. That is unacceptable. 

So we are here today—a number of 
us—to simply say to our own adminis- 
tration, our executive branch: Get the 
regulations done. They have now been 
forwarded from the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration, from the FDA, to the Of- 
fice of Management and Budget, which 
does the final review of those regula- 
tions. Get the regulations done, and 
make sure they are strong regulations. 
Do not put in a clause that grand- 
fathers all the products and exempts 
them from regulations that have been 
produced up until now. Such a grand- 
father clause would tear the heart out, 
tear the guts out of the entire effort to 
regulate these killer products. And cer- 
tainly regulate the flavors. That is the 
key, core strategy of addicting our 
children. Do not ignore that key, core 
strategy. 

This is something very real that this 
body debated and decided to do and 
turn it over to the executive branch. It 
is way past time for the executive 
branch to act. So we are asking for 
quick and powerful, forceful action to 
stop the carnage that is ensuing from 
the failure of these regulations. 

Several colleagues are coming to the 
floor to join this conversation. The 
Senator from Connecticut, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, is planning to jump in 
next, followed by Senator MARKEY and 
then Senator WARREN. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I 
am going to yield to Senator MARKEY, 
if I may, and then follow him in light 
of the scheduling needs that he may 
have, and then I will yield to Senator 
WARREN. Thank you. 

Mr. MARKEY. Thank you, Senator 
BLUMENTHAL, and Senator MERKLEY, 
thank you for organizing this. Thank 
you to Senator WARREN and to every- 
one who is here. 

Mr. President, with Halloween just 
days away, I would like to share some 
scary facts about nicotine. Nicotine is 
the main ingredient in cigarettes and 
is also found in the new cigarettes, the 
e-cigarettes. 

Four decades of scientific research 
have proved the following: First, nico- 
tine is addictive; second, nicotine af- 
fects brain development; third, nico- 
tine combined with tobacco is respon- 
sible for claiming millions of lives. 

These facts are true, but for years 
Big Tobacco willfully, consistently, 
publicly, and falsely denied them. 
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Those lies were exposed at congres- 
sional hearings, and thanks to the tire- 
less efforts of anti-smoking and public 
health advocates, traditional cigarette 
smoking has declined from 50 percent 
of all adults to 18 percent of all adults 
in the United States. How many mil- 
lions of lives have been saved because 
of that? 

Big Tobacco and the e-cigarette in- 
dustry are like the undead. Traditional 
cigarettes are being supplanted by e- 
cigarettes. Today e-cigarette sales in 
the United States alone topped $1 bil- 
lion, and e-cigarette use is growing as 
fast as the students who are smoking 
them. The use of e-cigarettes among 
middle and high school students has 
skyrocketed, tripling from 2013 to 2014, 
accounting for upwards of 13 percent of 
all high school students. That is when 
my father began to smoke two packs of 
Camels a day. My father died from 
smoking two packs of Camels a day. 

Nearly 2.5 million young Americans 
currently use e-cigarettes. Why the ex- 
plosion in youth e-cigarette smoking? 
It is because Big Tobacco and the e-cig- 
arette industry are marketing their 
dangerous nicotine delivery product to 
children and teens. 

Big Tobacco would have our young 
people think that e-cigarettes are a 
treat, but they are a cruel trick on 
those children. The younger a person is 
when he or she starts using products 
containing nicotine, the more difficult 
it is to quit. 

We know from years of research that 
flavors attract young people. That is 
why Congress explicitly banned ciga- 
rettes with flavors like cherry and bub- 
ble gum, because of their appeal to 
young people. So it is very dis- 
appointing, but not surprising, that 
new nicotine delivery products are 
available in a myriad of flavors, from 
cotton candy to vanilla cupcake to 
Coca-Cola. 

I wonder what this industry is trying 
to do. Flavors were outlawed from the 
traditional cigarette industry. You 
don’t have to be a detective to figure it 
out because over the past decade we 
have made great strides in educating 
children and teens about the dangers of 
smoking, and now we can’t allow e- 
cigarettes to snuff out the progress we 
have made in preventing nicotine ad- 
diction and its deadly consequences. 

We need to ban the marketing of e- 
cigarettes to kids and teens. We need 
to ban the use of fruit and candy fla- 
voring clearly meant to attract chil- 
dren. We need to ban the online sales of 
e-cigarettes to keep them out of the 
hands of children. The dangers of e- 
cigarettes are clear. Every day we wait 
is another day that young Americans 
can fall prey to harmful products 
pushed by the tobacco industry. 

Last year at a commerce committee 
hearing, when I asked several e-ciga- 
rette company leaders to commit to 
ceasing the sale of these types of fla- 
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vored products, a few agreed, but the 
vast majority have not and will not. 
Just today the e-cigarette industry 
trade group, the Tobacco Vapor Elec- 
tronic Cigarette Association, threat- 
ened the FDA after posting on its Web 
site what the association purports is 
leaked draft industry guidance under 
the new deeming rule, tweeting: ‘‘The 
FDA needs to know we mean business.” 

The association got it partially right. 
The e-cigarette industry should be put 
out of business. 

My father smoked two packs of Cam- 
els a day. Back then it was a cool thing 
to do. For decades Big Tobacco denied 
that there was any linkage between 
smoking and cancer. My father died be- 
cause of that denial of the tobacco in- 
dustry and the cooperation of the U.S. 
Congress. 

Today electronic cigarettes are no 
better than the Joe Camels of the past. 
Through e-cigarettes, children and 
teens are still getting addicted to nico- 
tine and putting their health and fu- 
tures at grave risk. 

I urge OMB to give America’s youth 
a real Halloween treat by finalizing the 
deeming rule and stopping the sale of 
these candy-flavored poisons. 

Thank you, and I yield back. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I 
want to thank my colleagues for their 
very powerful comments, and I have a 
poster as well. In the spirit of Hal- 
loween, mine uses candy. I doubt that 
children this Halloween are going to 
receive some of these products—I hope 
not—when they go door-to-door, but 
people looking at this poster could eas- 
ily mistake the candy for the candy- 
flavored cigarillos or the candy that 
looks like cigarettes, appears to be to- 
bacco products, or the spit tobacco 
that is flavored with candy look-alikes. 

Today the temptation is to have 
some fun, use some puns, but I come 
here in sadness and frankly in anger— 
sadness that every day thousands of 
people will become addicted to nicotine 
and suffer from diseases that tobacco 
causes, whether it is cancer or smok- 
ing-related lung problems, and also to- 
bacco-related problems that can in- 
crease the cost as well as the suffering 
in our Nation. 

We are dealing here with indefensible 
delays in issuing a rule that is nec- 
essary to enforce the law. Let me be 
clear about what is happening. The To- 
bacco Control Act was passed 6 years 
ago. All of us thought the provisions of 
that Federal law would go into effect 
to protect Americans against the nico- 
tine addiction that is peddled relent- 
lessly and tirelessly by the tobacco in- 
dustry. We are 6 years later in an ad- 
ministration that is probably the most 
pro-public health and anti-tobacco 
abuse of any in our history, and still, 6 
years later that law is unenforced, and 
the reason is there are no regulations. 

We are 18 months after the FDA re- 
leased the rule called the deeming rule 


October 28, 2015 


necessary to enforce that law. Eighteen 
months have passed since the FDA 
acted, 6 years since the law was passed 
in this body, and still there is no pro- 
tection for Americans. 

This fight goes back years and years, 
and I was involved as attorney general 
for the State of Connecticut in helping 
bring a landmark lawsuit. I helped to 
lead that lawsuit as one of the States 
that sued the tobacco companies for 
marketing to children. 

Back then this poster might have 
been used in court, and I appeared in 
court to say that the tobacco compa- 
nies, despite their denials, were mar- 
keting and pitching to children by 
using Joe Camel. Today the playbook 
is exactly the same. The tactics have 
changed, but the strategy is the same: 
using pitches, wrappings, and flavors to 
target children—not teenagers or col- 
lege kids—but younger children who 
are persuaded by the model of their 
older siblings and friends to begin a 
lifetime of addiction and disease. 

They may be fooled by the candy fla- 
vors and the wrappings and the pitches 
that are used, but we should not be, the 
FDA should not be, and the Office of 
Management and Budget should not be 
fooled. They should not be waiting to 
issue this rule. It should be issued now. 

We have written to them, asking that 
the rule be issued. A number of us 
wrote a letter to Shaun Donovan. I 
very simply asked the President of the 
United States for no more delays. Do 
the rule now. There is no excuse for 
delay and, by the way, time is not on 
our side. During every year of delay, 
thousands more children become ad- 
dicted, and the President of the United 
States knows about that addiction be- 
cause he is a former smoker—hopefully 
it is former, not present—and he knows 
the power of nicotine because he has 
worked hard to overcome it. 

Let’s prevent young people from be- 
coming addicted in the first place. 
Let’s save money and save lives. 
Please, Mr. President of the United 
States, issue this rule. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Ms. WARREN. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

I would like to thank Senator 
MERKLEY for organizing this event this 
afternoon and Senators BLUMENTHAL 
and MARKEY for their work on this. 

Smoking produces corporate profits, 
period. There is the heart of the prob- 
lem of e-cigarettes. Long after the 
science showed that cigarette smoking 
kills, long after the industry denied 
and denied, long after millions of peo- 
ple died from smoking-related cancers 
and heart disease, this country finally 
got serious about cutting smoking 
rates. 

Much of our attention has been fo- 
cused on ways to keep the industry 
from hooking young people, and it is a 
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good approach: If you don’t start, you 
don’t have to quit. For decades now 
public health experts have worked to 
reduce smoking and to keep kids and 
teens from becoming addicted to ciga- 
rettes. Congress passed the laws and 
implemented regulations that re- 
stricted access for teens. We increased 
tobacco taxes, and we clamped down on 
marketing to kids. State and local gov- 
ernments along with the private sector 
limited smoking in public. Those com- 
bined efforts worked. Since the late 
1990s, the youth smoking rate has been 
cut by more than 50 percent. 

The most recent effort in Congress to 
address this issue was the passage of 
the Family Smoking Prevention and 
Tobacco Control Act of 2009. The late 
Senator Ted Kennedy fought for years 
and years to give the FDA authority to 
regulate the manufacture, distribution, 
and marketing of tobacco. I stand at 
his desk today to continue this fight 
because the law was passed but our 
Federal agencies have still not fully 
implemented it, and the tobacco indus- 
try continues to target young people. 

The industry profits from getting 
kids hooked early, so it finds every 
way it can to undermine all the other 
work we have done to keep kids from 
getting hooked on nicotine. Because it 
is harder now to get kids hooked with 
cigarettes, the industry has turned to 
e-cigarettes. 

Six years after the Tobacco Control 
Act was passed, the regulations that 
deem e-cigarettes as tobacco products 
and make them subject to all of the 
rules in that bill have still not been fi- 
nalized. As a result, e-cigarettes re- 
main virtually unregulated at the Fed- 
eral level—no age limits, no marketing 
restrictions, nothing but a splotchy 
patchwork of State and local restric- 
tions. Even though most states ban the 
sale of e-cigarettes to minors, this is 
not enough to combat the deliberate 
and well-financed work of the tobacco 
industry to hook another generation of 
kids on their products. 

Now, an investigation last year by 
House and Senate leaders revealed how 
the tobacco industry is marketing 
their products to kids. It found that 
the industry is following the exact 
same practices of marketing to kids 
and teens that addicted a generation to 
cigarettes decades ago. Tobacco com- 
panies market e-cigs with cartoons and 
Santa Claus. They show popular celeb- 
rities and beautiful models using e- 
cigs. 

Tobacco companies push e-cigs in fla- 
vors designed to appeal to kids—flavors 
like cherry crush and chocolate treat. 
Tobacco companies provide free sam- 
ples at concerts and other youth-ori- 
ented events. Tobacco companies ad- 
vertise on television shows and radio 
programs that attract large audiences 
of teens and preteens. To bring it all 
into the digital age, tobacco companies 
use all of these tactics online and on 
social media. 
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The tobacco industry has done all of 
this before. It is having the same re- 
sult. According to the CDC, e-cigarette 
use by middle schoolers—that is sixth, 
seventh, and eighth graders—and high 
school students tripled in 2014 alone. 
New data released yesterday shows 
that 21.6 percent of young adults 18 to 
24 have used an e-cigarette. 

For teens, e-cig use is now greater 
than the use of all other tobacco prod- 
ucts. Look, the tobacco industry is up 
to its old tricks, but we are not going 
to fall for them again. After more than 
6 years since the passage of the To- 
bacco Control Act, the Federal Govern- 
ment is finally on the cusp of regula- 
tions to rein in the industry’s e-ciga- 
rette marketing efforts. Every day that 
goes by without this regulation, the to- 
bacco industry hooks more kids. 

We need a strong rule today, and that 
is why I join my colleagues to urge the 
Office of Management and Budget to 
act without delay and to release this 
important regulation. It is time—no, it 
is past time to take action, time to 
push back against the tobacco indus- 
try, time to stand up for our families’ 
health. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LEE). 
The Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I 
would like very much to thank my col- 
leagues for coming to the floor and 
speaking to this issue, my colleagues 
from Connecticut, Senator BLUMEN- 
THAL; from Massachusetts, Senator 
MARKEY; and Senator WARREN, also 
from Massachusetts. 

I must say that this topic of addic- 
tion to tobacco and tobacco products 
being targeted at our children is not 
one that is only relevant to one State 
or this State or that State, it affects 
children in rural America, in urban 
America, and in every State and corner 
of our Nation. So there is basically a 
universal impact. That is probably part 
of the reason the Senate came to- 
gether, during a period in which there 
has been substantial dysfunction and 
substantial paralysis, and said, no, it is 
time to regulate these tobacco prod- 
ucts as the drugs that they are, but 
during the 6 years since the bill was 
passed, we have had no regulation. So I 
appreciate my colleagues coming to 
the floor and trying to amplify the 
message that this is unacceptable, be- 
cause children will be addicted, they 
will develop diseases, they will suffer, 
and they will die because of the inac- 
tion in putting the regulations for- 
ward. 

This is completely unacceptable. 
During this time, there have been a lot 
of experimental products put out by 
the tobacco industry. They have put 
out finely ground tobacco in the form 
of mints. They put them into hour 
glass-shaped candy holders so that 
when students would put them in our 
pockets, it would look like a cell 
phone. 
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That may not make sense in this age 
of smartphones, but just a few years 
ago, in 2009, when this was being test- 
marketed in my State of Oregon and 
test-marketed in Ohio, the shape of the 
most popular cellphones kind of had a 
little bit of an hourglass shape to it. So 
the idea was it would look like a 
cellphone and not like tobacco when 
you were in school. 

They came out with a product of 
toothpicks made out of finely ground 
tobacco. They came out with a product 
of breath strips that you put on your 
tongue. Can you imagine tobacco to 
freshen your breath? They were experi- 
menting with everything, but the pay- 
day was not toothpicks, it was not 
mints, and it was not breath strips; the 
payday product is e-cigarettes. 

I am going to put the chart back up 
about the e-cigarettes. There are two 
fundamental myths propagated by the 
tobacco industry. The first is that they 
are not marketing to youth. Well, let’s 
examine the type of flavors in these 
products. We have apple—these are just 
the ones on this chart. We have cotton 
candy. We have gummy bear. We have 
watermelon. We have candy crave. We 
have Red Bull. We have peach. 

These candy and fruit flavors are de- 
signed to appeal to children and to 
mask some of the nastiness of smok- 
ing. Well, so that is big lie No. 1 from 
the tobacco industry, that they are not 
targeting our children. It is absolutely 
clear they are. 

Furthermore, they have to because 
they know that replacement smokers— 
getting new smokers to replace those 
who are dying because of their prod- 
ucts requires targeting children be- 
cause very few people start smoking 
when they are adults or start using to- 
bacco products when they are adults. 
The mind of the teenager is the perfect 
moment to gain traction and produce 
addiction. That is why the tobacco 
companies are targeting our children. 

The second myth they put forward is 
that e-cigarettes are simply a wonder- 
ful health aid designed to get people to 
quit smoking. Maybe it is healthier 
than a cigarette with a tobacco leaf 
ground up inside of it or a clear liquid 
nicotine rather than a cigarette or a 
cigar. Do not believe for a moment 
that tobacco companies are trying to 
help individuals stop smoking. They 
did not do billions of dollars in com- 
merce by getting people to stop smok- 
ing. Everything about targeting kids is 
not about getting individuals to stop 
smoking but to start smoking. That is 
the goal, to start smoking, to lead 
them into a life in which they will 
spend an enormous amount of money 
buying a product that is destroying 
their body. 

Eventually they will suffer. Eventu- 
ally they will die. It will be a heart at- 
tack. It will be lung cancer. It will be 
a whole host of—emphysema. OK. 
Maybe not every single individual, but 
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a huge number of folks who become ad- 
dicted in their youth will suffer sub- 
stantial health consequences. Even 
those who don’t have cancer or full- 
blown emphysema will experience 
other health impacts that make them 
a less healthy individual and com- 
promise their quality of life. 

Again, I thank my colleagues so 
much for coming to the floor to accen- 
tuate this message that we have waited 
far too long for the regulations to get 
done to take on this industry and that 
we are demanding that when the regu- 
lation is published—and hopefully that 
will be very soon, as in days or weeks— 
that will be a regulation that is writ- 
ten in a forceful, comprehensive fash- 
ion, that will not have a grandfather 
clause that excludes existing products 
from regulation, and it will not fail to 
address this powerful instrument being 
used to target our children, which are 
fruit and candy flavors. 

We ask, now that the Food and Drug 
Administration has forwarded this de- 
cision to the Office of Management and 
Budget for final decisionmaking, that 
OMB come out quickly, forcefully, and 
strongly to address this tremendous 
blight on our society. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maryland. 


EEE 


NOMINATIONS 


Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I take 
this time as the ranking Democrat on 
the Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee to bring to my colleagues’ at- 
tention a very disturbing trend that is 
taking place on us carrying out our 
constitutional responsibilities. It is up 
to the Senate, and only the Senate, to 
confirm—advise and consent—appoint- 
ments by the President of the United 
States that require the confirmation of 
the Senate. 

I think the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, which I am honored to 
serve on and act as the ranking Demo- 
crat, has acted in a very responsible 
manner in scheduling hearings and 
taking action on the nominations that 
have been submitted by President 
Obama. I thank Senator CORKER. He 
has scheduled these hearings in a very 
timely way and scheduled markups in 
our committee so we can make our rec- 
ommendations to the full Senate. That 
is not true of the Senate as a body. 
There are currently 16—16—highly 
qualified nominees who have been rec- 
ommended for Senate confirmation, 
none of whom are controversial, who 
are awaiting action on the floor of the 
Senate. Some of these nominees have 
been waiting as long as 10 months, al- 
most a year for action by the Senate. 
Let me repeat this: Not one of these 
nominees is being held up because of 
challenges to his or her qualifications 
to assume the responsibilities of the 
position for which that person has been 
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nominated. In each of these cases they 
have cleared the committee hurdle by 
unanimous or near unanimous votes in 
the Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee. 

So why have we not taken up those 
nominees for confirmation votes on the 
floor of the Senate? They are not con- 
troversial. They are qualified for the 
position. The reason is that in each 
case a Senator has placed a hold on the 
consideration of that nominee. What 
does a hold mean? It means a Senator 
has let their respective caucus know 
they will not consent to the nomina- 
tion coming before the Senate either as 
a unanimous consent request or for a 
vote on the floor of the Senate. That 
has been the prerogative of Members of 
the Senate. They can do that. The way 
you overcome that is either the Sen- 
ator eliminates the hold—in these 
cases each one of the holds have noth- 
ing to do with the qualifications of the 
individual for this position—or the ma- 
jority leader, Senator MCCONNELL, 
brings forward the nomination, if nec- 
essary uses a cloture motion in order 
to get this issue resolved. After all, one 
Senator should not be able to stop a 
nomination on the floor of the Senate 
so we cannot carry out our responsibil- 
ities of advice and consent. 

Senator MCCONNELL has been unwill- 
ing to do that. I understand the chal- 
lenges of floor time. I fully do. Ten 
months some of these nominees have 
been waiting. These are critical mis- 
sions for our Foreign Service. The rea- 
sons these individuals are being held— 
let me just give you an example—is be- 
cause of a Member being upset with the 
Obama administration for taking the 
Iran agreement to the United Nations 
for a vote before action in the Senate— 
having nothing to do with the nominee 
we are talking about—or concerns 
about Secretary Clinton or concerns 
about the Secret Service but not re- 
lated to the person who was nominated 
for the position we are talking about. 
That is just wrong. We have the con- 
stitutional responsibility to advise and 
consent on Presidential appointments. 

Let me give some examples that fall 
into this category of the 16 nominees 
who are currently waiting for Senate 
confirmation. 

We have the Secretary of State for 
Conflict and Stabilization Operations. 
The person who has been nominated for 
that is Ambassador David Robinson, a 
career diplomat with 30 years of public 
service. He has been the Principal Dep- 
uty High Representative in Bosnia- 
Herzegovina, one of the most difficult 
conflict areas in modern times. He has 
served both Democratic and Repub- 
lican administrations. He is a career 
diplomat. 

The position we are talking about fo- 
cuses on prevention and response to 
mass atrocities and countering violent 
extremism and election-related vio- 
lence. I would think that is a high pri- 
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ority for this Senate, to make sure the 
United States has all hands on deck to 
deal with these types of international 
challenges. 

Ambassador Robinson has served far 
and wide under dangerous and demand- 
ing circumstances. He was the Assist- 
ant Chief of Mission at the U.S. Em- 
bassy in Kabul, Afghanistan. He served 
as the Principal Assistant Deputy Sec- 
retary for Population, Refugees, and 
Migration. He served as U.S. Ambas- 
sador to Guyana from 2006 to 2008 and 
as Deputy Chief of Mission at the U.S. 
Embassy in Georgetown, Guyana, from 
2003 to 2006. He also served as the Dep- 
uty Chief of Mission at the U.S. Em- 
bassy in Paraguay from 2000 to 2003. 

He is a highly qualified individual 
who has shown a clear dedication and 
commitment to serving his country. He 
has been waiting almost 7 months for 
the Senate to act on his nomination. 

I wish to cite another example, the 
State Department’s Legal Adviser, 
Brian Egan. He has served both Repub- 
lican and Democratic administrations. 
This a critical mission, the Legal Ad- 
viser. Just today, in a hearing before 
the Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, we had General Allen, and a 
discussion ensued as to the legal au- 
thority we have in regard to some of 
our activities. It would be good to have 
a confirmed legal adviser so we can get 
those types of answers. 

Like Ambassador Robinson, Mr. Egan 
has served in both Democratic and Re- 
publican administrations. He began his 
career as a government lawyer in 2005, 
as a civil servant in the Office of the 
Legal Adviser of the State Department, 
which was headed at the time by Sec- 
retary of State Condoleezza Rice. He 
has worked in the private sector. He 
served as Assistant General Counsel for 
Enforcement and Intelligence at the 
Treasury Department. He served on the 
National Security Council staff. He is a 
nonpartisan and fair-minded individual 
who clearly has the skills and the abil- 
ity to lead the Office of Legal Adviser 
at the State Department. He has been 
waiting 9 months for confirmation—9 
months. He is a person who has devoted 
his career to public service. 

That is no way to treat people who 
want to give their service to this coun- 
try in an important role. We need to 
carry out our responsibility. 

At the USAID, the Administrator po- 
sition has not been confirmed. The 
USAID Assistant Administrator for 
Europe and Eurasia has not been con- 
firmed. The inspector general of USAID 
has not been confirmed. These appoint- 
ments have been in the Senate for 
some time. 

I have listened to my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle talk about the 
refugee crisis. We are approaching the 
number of people who are dislocated in 
this world similar to what we had at 
the end of World War II. The principal 
agency that deals with this crisis in 
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the United States is the USAID. We 
know we have conflict areas all over 
the world, and we have heard over and 
over again that the way we deal with 
this—one of our major  tools—is 
through development assistance. We 
need confirmed, top management at 
this agency. The Senate has an obliga- 
tion to act. 

None of these nominees are non- 
controversial. I want to repeat that. 
They are not being held by a Senator 
because of anything to do with their 
qualifications for the position for 
which they have been nominated. 
There have been unrelated issues for a 
long period of time compromising the 
critical missions of these agencies. 

Just as tragically, there are 20 inno- 
cent USAID Foreign Service officers 
who have been held up. These 20 USAID 
Foreign Service officers are not nomi- 
nated for Ambassador positions or As- 
sistant Secretary position; these are 
folks who were plucked from a list of 
181 promotions that must be confirmed 
by the full Senate for the promotions 
to take effect. In other words, their 
promotions have not taken effect be- 
cause of an individual hold by a Sen- 
ator for reasons unrelated to their per- 
formance in office—career diplomats, 
civil service. These are civil servants 
who are working hard day in and day 
out serving their country in both 
Democratic and Republican adminis- 
trations. They are not involved in the 
politics of the Senate, and yet they are 
the casualties of these politics. 

These individuals are called upon to 
serve in challenging and sometimes 
very dangerous places. We are talking 
about a Supervisory Program Officer in 
Cambodia, the Deputy Director for 
East Africa Operations in Kenya, the 
Director of the Democracy and Govern- 
ance Office in Rwanda, a Senior Advi- 
sor for Civilian-Military Cooperation, a 
Resident Legal Officer for the Resident 
Mission in Asia, an Education Officer 
in Honduras, a Regional Legal Advisor 
in El Salvador, a Deputy Controller for 
Financial Management in El Salvador, 
a Regional Food for Peace Officer in 
Ethiopia, a Regional Legal Advisor in 
Egypt, a Deputy Education and Youth 
Office Director in Kenya, the Director 
of the Food for Peace Program in 
South Sudan, the Democracy and Gov- 
ernance Director in El Salvador, the 
Economic Growth Team Leader in 
Zambia, the Economic Growth Office 
Director in Ukraine, and a Controller 
for Financial Management in Rwanda. 

I went through that list because I 
think everyone would acknowledge 
that these are people who are serving 
in very dangerous places. 

As I mentioned, we had a hearing in 
the Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee with General Allen, who is 
doing incredible public service for our 
representative in the Middle East. He 
said he wanted to thank the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee for the 
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attention we have given to our dip- 
lomats. 

Often on the floor of the Senate you 
hear glowing thanks—and I join in 
that—to the men and women who have 
worn the uniform of our Nation to de- 
fend our freedom. Well, our thanks go 
equally to our Foreign Service officers 
who serve in very dangerous positions 
in order to advance the U.S. principles 
of democracy and human rights. We 
know about the casualties we have suf- 
fered in that regard. These individuals 
are entitled to their promotions, and it 
requires our action. To hold up their 
promotions for reasons unrelated to 
their job performance is just plain irre- 
sponsible, and we need to take up these 
nominees. 

There are ambassadorships that have 
been open for way too long. I could 
mention many of the ambassadorships, 
but I will just mention two—Sweden 
and Trinidad and Tobago. 

Sweden, of course, is a strategic ally 
and an Arctic Council member. Azita 
Raji has been nominated. She is a busi- 
nesswoman who has been the vice 
president of J.P. Morgan Securities. 
She brings her unique expertise from 
the business sector to help one of our 
critical Ambassador positions. Again, 
she is a noncontroversial nominee who 
has been held up 10 months. Sweden 
is a critical partner for the United 
States. 

In Trinidad and Tobago, John 
Estrada has been waiting 180 days for 
his confirmation. Trinidad is a critical 
place for the United States as far as 
drug-smugegling activities that bring 
drugs into the United States. We need 
a confirmed Ambassador to lead that 
fight against drug smuggling into the 
United States. Again, he is being held 
up for reasons unrelated to his own 
qualifications. 

I could go through all the 16 nomi- 
nees. I think I have made my point. My 
point is that I think the public would 
be surprised to learn that one Senator 
could block a nomination of a Presi- 
dent, and that is used many times un- 
related to the qualifications of that in- 
dividual for the position for which he 
or she has been nominated. It has hap- 
pened in the Senate numerous times, 
as I have just pointed out. 

I think it is the responsibility of the 
Senate to say enough is enough. It is 
time for us to act on these nominees so 
they can continue their public service 
in a confirmed position to help us in 
our war against drugs, to help us in our 
international diplomacy, to help us in 
development assistance in order to re- 
solve conflicts, and to provide the very 
best legal advice to make sure that 
what we are doing is consistent with 
our Constitution. 

To do the services of the people for 
the people of this country, we have to 
do our service in the Senate, and that 
is to take up and vote on the Presi- 
dent’s nominees to these critical for- 
eign policy positions. 
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I urge my colleagues to allow us to 
bring these nominees up for a vote so 
we can carry out our responsibility and 
so these people can carry out their 
critically important missions to the se- 
curity interests of the United States. 

With that, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TILLIS). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EE 
COMMERCIAL SPACE BILL 


Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, it looks 
like there has been a resolution be- 
tween the House and Senate on a com- 
mercial space bill which includes an 
update. This goes way back 31 years 
ago. When this Senator was a young 
Congressman, I actually participated 
in and sponsored the first Commercial 
Space Act. Very few people could have 
envisioned what would happen 30 years 
later with this legislation, for indeed 
commercial companies are delivering 
launch services not only to commercial 
customers, such as all of our satellites, 
GPS systems, and some communica- 
tion satellites, but also government 
payloads for the U.S. Government, ob- 
viously Air Force payloads, and var- 
ious other intel satellites and satellites 
for foreign countries. 

Our American space launchers are 
putting these satellites up into space, 
and of course it has revolutionized our 
daily life. How many among us are so 
accustomed to using this device to look 
up the location of an address? How do 
you think that is happening? It is hap- 
pening because we have hundreds of 
satellites up there in the GPS system— 
scores of satellites—that give you pre- 
cise locations of any point on the globe 
where one might want to visit. These 
devices have gotten so sophisticated 
that they talk to you and say: Go 600 
feet and turn right on such and such 
street and then turn left. It is just 
amazing. This doesn’t just happen. It 
happens because of our space industry 
and in particular our commercial space 
industry. 

Since this Senator, as a young Con- 
gressman, got into this in the begin- 
ning, which was about 31 years ago, we 
have had to update this legislation. A 
lot of things have happened, and now 
there are very significant things that 
are happening. For the past decade, we 
have had a national laboratory in 
space, which is one component of what 
is happening, and it is known as the 
International Space Station. There are 
six human beings up there. There is an 
international crew, which includes 
American astronauts, and one of them, 
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by the way, has now completed 6 
months of a l-year stay so we can 
study the effects on the human body 
after a long duration in space. That 
will help us so we can be ready to go to 
Mars with human beings in the decade 
of the 2030s. 

There are other activities on the 
space station that are commercial ac- 
tivities. There are all kinds of pharma- 
ceutical experiments that are going on. 
As a matter of fact, there are drug 
trials right now, and the FDA, having 
used the properties of zero G on the 
International Space Station, is devel- 
oping vaccines for salmonella and 
MRSA. If using the properties of zero G 
may help us to develop vaccines that 
help us with diseases and bacteria on 
Earth, then that is a significant ac- 
complishment. Those are some of the 
commercial activities that are taking 
place in space. 

As we think way into the future, we 
could be mining other planets, and we 
could certainly be mining asteroids. 
Wouldn’t it be nice if we found an as- 
teroid that was suddenly full of dia- 
monds. We don’t even have to stretch 
our imagination that far. There are all 
kinds of elements on these asteroids. 

This legislation should be cleared 
later on tonight and in the morning by 
both sides. Once it has been cleared, we 
can take the House bill that is down 
here, amend it on the Senate bill, and 
send it back to the House. The House 
has agreed with the far-reaching 
thought of mining on asteroids, which 
will be considered intellectual property 
so it is preserved for the commercial 
sector and that would be their prop- 
erty. 

This whole commercial space busi- 
ness today, including launching and 
some of the other activities, unbeliev- 
ably, is a $330 billion industry. The 
commercial launch industry started 
out on American rockets. Over the 
course of the last three decades, our 
launchers were more expensive, and so 
international competitors came into 
this—the Russians, in some cases using 
old Soviet rockets, and the European 
Space Agency launched the Ariane 
rocket, which they developed. Other 
nations also have rockets that offer 
fierce competition to the American 
rockets. 

The need for this legislation to be 
passed at this time—by updating the 
Commercial Space Act—is because we 
are now seeing commercial enterprises 
that are set on a road in the NASA au- 
thorization bill of 2010 and are becom- 
ing so efficient and effective that they 
are bringing down the cost of launch- 
ing payloads into orbit. That is also 
benefitting the U.S. Government, 
which is buying these launch services 
in order to get government payloads 
into orbit. Because of that, we are now 
seeing some of that international busi- 
ness which went to other countries 
starting to come back to us. Orbital 
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Sciences has a commercial rocket, and 
SpaceX has a very successful program. 
Amazon founder, Jeff Bezos, has a 
rocket company called Blue Origin and 
is likewise getting into the commercial 
space business. There are many others 
as well. 

This is an exciting time for us to be 
bringing a lot of this activity back to 
America. Therefore, at the end of the 
day, what does that mean? More indus- 
try, more high-tech, more research and 
development, more exploration, and 
more jobs. 

So we are seeing increasingly the 
U.S. Air Force cooperate on their in- 
stallation, the Cape Canaveral Air 
Force Station, using government prop- 
erty but leased through State or local 
space authorities, which are then, in 
turn, leasing to these commercial oper- 
ators. A good example that has been 
tremendously successful for the past 
several years is an Elon Musk company 
called SpaceX. They contracted with 
Space Florida, which had worked out 
an arrangement with the Cape Canav- 
eral Air Force Station for launch com- 
plex 40, for that to be the SpaceX 
launchpad. They have been enormously 
successful. They have not only 
launched government payloads—the 
NASA cargo to and from the space sta- 
tion—but they have also launched 
other commercial payloads, govern- 
ment payloads of foreign countries, as 
well as government payloads of the 
U.S. Government. 

Eventually, that commercial space 
company, along with the Boeing Com- 
pany, will be the ones that, in just 2 
years, will launch American astronauts 
on American rockets for the first time 
since the shutdown of the space shuttle 
back in 2011—American astronauts on 
American rockets to and from our 
international space station. Those two 
companies are competing for it, but it 
doesn’t mean that just one of the two 
necessarily wins the competition. Both 
could be the providers for NASA of 
ways for us to get Americans on Amer- 
ican rockets to our own international 
space station instead of having to rely 
on the Russian—very proven and very 
dependable—Soyuz rocket, which is the 
only way to get our astronauts there at 
the moment, until we start flying these 
other new rockets. 

So I wanted to alert the Senate that 
this is happening as we speak. I hope 
we get all of the clearances in the Sen- 
ate later tonight—if not, early in the 
morning—so that we can get this 
amended, onto the House bill. It would 
basically be this: ‘‘Strike all after the 
enacting clause,’’ put the Senate bill 
on, which we have already negotiated 
with the House, get it to the House, let 
them pass it, and get it to the Presi- 
dent for signature. I wanted to bring 
the Senate up to date on what is hap- 
pening. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
TRADE ACT OF 2015 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask the Chair to lay before the body 
the message to accompany H.R. 1314. 

The Presiding Officer laid before the 
Senate the following message from the 
House of Representatives: 

Resolved, That the House agree to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
1314) entitled ‘‘An Act to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for a right to 
an administrative appeal relating to adverse 
determinations of tax-exempt status of cer- 
tain organizations,” with an amendment. 

MOTION TO CONCUR 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
move to concur in the House amend- 
ment to the Senate amendment to H.R. 
1314. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. McCONNELL. I send a cloture 
motion to the desk on the motion to 
concur. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo- 
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the mo- 
tion to concur in the House amendment to 
the Senate amendment to accompany H.R. 
1314, a bill to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to provide for a right to an ad- 
ministrative appeal relating to adverse de- 
terminations of tax-exempt status of certain 
organizations. 

Mitch McConnell, John Cornyn, Lisa 
Murkowski, John Thune, Lamar Alex- 
ander, John Barrasso, Roger F. Wicker, 
Orrin G. Hatch, John McCain, Thad 
Cochran, Thom Tillis, Michael B. Enzi, 
Mike Rounds, Roy Blunt, Susan M. 
Collins, Shelley Moore Capito. 

MOTION TO CONCUR WITH AMENDMENT NO. 2750 

Mr. McCONNELL. I move to concur 
in the House amendment to the Senate 
amendment to H.R. 1314, with a further 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCon- 
NELL] moves to concur in the House amend- 
ment to the Senate amendment to H.R. 1314, 
with an amendment numbered 2750. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that the reading of the amend- 
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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The amendment is as follows: 

At the end add the following: 

“This Act shall take effect 1 day after the 
date of enactment.” 

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask for the yeas 
and nays on my motion to concur with 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2751 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2750 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I have a second-de- 
gree amendment at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCon- 
NELL] proposes an amendment numbered 2751 
to amendment No. 2750. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that the reading of the amend- 
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

Strike ‘‘1 day” and insert ‘‘2 days”. 

MOTION TO REFER WITH AMENDMENT NO. 2752 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I move to refer the 
House message on H.R. 1314 to the 
Committee on Finance with instruc- 
tions to report back forthwith with an 
amendment numbered 2752. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCon- 
NELL] moves to refer the House amendment 
to the Senate amendment to H.R. 1314 to the 
Committee on Finance with instructions to 
report back forthwith with an amendment 
numbered 2752. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the end add the following: 

“This Act shall take effect 3 days after the 
date of enactment.”’ 

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask for the yeas 
and nays on my motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2753 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I have an amend- 
ment to the instructions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCon- 
NELL] proposes an amendment numbered 2753 
to the instructions of the motion to refer. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that the reading of the amend- 
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

Strike ‘‘3 days” and insert ‘‘4 days”. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask for the yeas 
and nays on my amendment. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2754 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2753 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I have a second-de- 
gree amendment at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCon- 
NELL] proposes an amendment numbered 2754 
to amendment No. 2753. 

The amendment is as follows: 

Strike “4” and insert ‘‘5’’. 


EE 


MORNING BUSINESS 


POSITIVE TRAIN CONTROL 


Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
wish to speak about the unfortunate 
extension of the deadline for the imple- 
mentation of positive train control, or 
PTC. 

As one of the authors of the Rail 
Safety Improvement Act of 2008—which 
established the PTC mandate—I stand 
here committed to ensuring that PTC 
is installed on all our Nation’s railways 
as soon as possible. 

Current law states railroads must 
fully install PTC by the end of this 
year. For a variety of reasons, we all 
know this is not feasible for all rail- 
roads. But we can’t let this drag on in- 
definitely. 

It’s a matter of public safety. We 
must get this done. 

The focus of the current debate has 
been on why an extension of the man- 
date is necessary, but I would like to 
take a step back and remind my col- 
leagues why the mandate itself is nec- 
essary. 

On September 12, 2008, the inatten- 
tive conductor of a Metrolink train—a 
commuter railroad in the Los Angeles 
area—missed a red light and entered a 
stretch of single track going the wrong 
way. 

The train collided with a Union Pa- 
cific freight train, which completely 
demolished the first commuter car. 
The accident killed 25 and injured more 
than 100. 

This was an absolute tragedy for my 
State and the country. 

What is even more tragic: It was 100 
percent preventable. Had PTC been in- 
stalled, we would have avoided this 
tragedy. 

The National Transportation Safety 
Board has been recommending the in- 
stallation of PTC since an accident in 
Connecticut in 1969. 

This technology is lifesaving. It pre- 
vents train-to-train collisions and 
overspeed derailments and other rail 
dangers. 

PTC could have saved 25 lives in 
Chatsworth. In fact, PTC could have 
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saved at least 288 lives and prevented 
more than 6,500 injuries in accidents 
across 36 States since 1969. 

In 2008, at long last, Congress passed 
a law requiring PTC implementation 
by the end of 2015, giving railroads 7 
years to comply. 

It is extremely disappointing that 
most railroads will not meet this dead- 
line. 

It didn’t have to be this way. 

The passenger railroads in California 
took this legal and moral imperative 
seriously. They committed resources. 

In fact, Metrolink will be the first 
system in the Nation to fully imple- 
ment positive train control when the 
Federal Railroad Administration gives 
its final certification by the end of this 
year. 

The Bay Area is also well ahead of 
the curve. Caltrain will begin operating 
PTC on its line between Gilroy and San 
Francisco by the end of the year, with 
final certification expected early next 
year. 

These stories show that it can be 
done on time. 

But the sad fact is few railroads will 
meet the 2015 deadline as mandated by 
law. 

Yes, there were some unanticipated 
challenges and procedural hurdles that 
have contributed to the delay. 

But more devastating were legal 
challenges from the industry and rail- 
roads failing to commit the necessary 
resources. 

So here we are today, debating an ex- 
tension. 

Let me be very clear: the PTC exten- 
sion provision the House sent over is 
flawed. 

In my view, we need to be forcing 
railroads to implement this as soon as 
possible, and the House proposal fails 
to do that. 

Instead, it gives all railroads a blan- 
ket extension until 2018, even those 
that would be done well before then. 

The Secretary of Transportation can 
take enforcement actions against rail- 
roads that miss certain annual mile- 
stones between now and 2018, but the 
railroads themselves get to establish 
those milestones in the first place. 

After the 3-year blanket extension, 
railroads can request an additional 2- 
year extension, so long as a railroad is 
about halfway complete with imple- 
mentation. 

That means they will have until 
2020—12 years after Congress first man- 
dated the technology and 50 years since 
the National Transportation Safety 
Board began calling for it. 

This is effectively a 5-year extension, 
precisely what railroads have been lob- 
bying for. 

There are better options available. 

In fact, we anticipated the need for 
an extension years ago and worked to 
find reasonable compromises. 

First, in 2012, we tried to modify the 
mandate. 
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I supported a provision that passed 
the Senate in that year’s transpor- 
tation reauthorization bill. 

It would have kept the deadline in 
2015, but allowed the administration to 
grant up to three l-year extensions to 
railroads on a case-by-case basis only 
when necessary and where railroads 
were working diligently. 

But the railroads wanted 5 years, and 
the provision was dropped from the 
final bill. 

Then earlier this year, debate began 
anew. 

The Commerce Committee approved 
a bill that would provide railroads with 
a blanket extension of 5 to 7 years. 

I thought that was reckless and un- 
necessarily long. 

Together with several of my col- 
leagues, we reintroduced separate leg- 
islation along the lines of the provision 
that passed the Senate in 2012. 

This started negotiations that led to 
the two different provisions now in- 
cluded in the House and Senate trans- 
portation reauthorization bills. 

These provisions are each much im- 
proved from a blanket 5- to 7-year ex- 
tension, but both remain flawed. 

In my view, it would be fair and rea- 
sonable for the remaining policy dif- 
ferences between these two provisions 
to be resolved during conference. 

I hope the conference would lead to a 
policy that takes the best parts of both 
approaches and would be packaged as 
part of a bill that provided sufficient 
resources for the commuter railroads 
to comply with the mandate. We 
should let that process play out. 

We should not rush to pass bad policy 
on this 3-week extension. 

I now want to take a moment to de- 
scribe something that has disturbed me 
throughout this entire process. 

That is the aggressive stance of the 
railroad industry. 

As we have seen in public, railroads 
have threatened to stop service for rail 
passengers around Christmas and stop 
transporting certain chemicals before 
that. 

Union Pacific’s demand letter was 
the most explicit, acknowledging that 
“this will cause significant economic 
disruption for our country,” but that it 
“is in the best interest of our employ- 
ees and shareholders.” 

The railroads claim that the fines 
that will be charged next year by the 
Federal Railroad Administration would 
be so draconian that they would be un- 
able to continue operating as railroads. 

It is very difficult to believe the gov- 
ernment would fine railroads to such 
an extreme. The government’s goal is 
simply to compel the fastest possible 
implementation of PTC. 

The railroads also say that in the 
event of a PTC-preventable accident, 
they would be liable for excessive dam- 
ages. But as we all know, there is a li- 
ability cap for passenger accidents. 

And for hazardous materials acci- 
dents, the railroads have been shipping 
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chlorine and ammonia for decades. It is 
offensive that only when a railroad 
could face full liability for an accident 
that they find operation without PTC 
to be unacceptably dangerous. 

The railroads’ overtly political 
threats of economic calamity are not 
constructive. They serve only to create 
a hysterical atmosphere that prevents 
meaningful negotiations. 

It is entirely inappropriate that the 
railroad industry would make hostages 
of America’s passenger rail services 
and chemical shippers in order to se- 
cure their favored legislative outcome. 

What we are discussing today is a bad 
proposal. We should be prioritizing 
public safety. But this House-passed 
provision does not. 

The proper place for this debate is in 
the long-term transportation reauthor- 
ization bill. 

It is very unfortunate that this has 
been attached to a must-pass short 
term extension of the highway trust 
fund. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, to- 
day’s extension of the deadline to fully 
implement positive train control tech- 
nology is deeply disappointing. Passing 
this extension means that our rail sys- 
tem failed to make good on its original 
deadline, despite having nearly 7 years 
to do so. 

There are many reasons for the fail- 
ure to meet this deadline, and the re- 
sponsibility for this failure is widely 
shared. The critical bottom line, how- 
ever, is that positive train control 
saves lives. And we were tragically re- 
minded of that fact again last May, 
when the derailment of a speeding 
train near Philadelphia killed eight 
passengers, including a wonderful 
Michigan native, Rachel Jacobs, and 
injured 200 others. Had positive train 
control been in place on this section of 
track, it could have prevented this ter- 
rible tragedy. 

I understand that today’s extension 
includes concrete milestones, new 
progress reports, and stronger over- 
sight by the Department of Transpor- 
tation to ensure positive train control 
is a reality sooner rather than later. 
This needs to be a top priority for all of 
those responsible for getting this done. 
This extension should not be seen as an 
excuse to slow progress. We cannot 
allow any further delays on installing 
this essential, lifesaving technology. 

Mr. BOOKER. Mr. President, as the 
Senate votes today on a short-term ex- 
tension of the highway trust fund and 
an extension of the deadline for posi- 
tive train control, I rise to discuss the 
importance of transportation safety 
and the need for vigorous oversight as 
both passenger and freight railroads 
strive to implement this life-saving 
technology. 

Congress passed legislation 7 years 
ago that gave our Nation’s rail carriers 
until December 31 of this year to fully 
deploy and implement positive train 
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control, or PTC, on all rail lines that 
carry passengers or toxic substances. 
Some railroads have made the invest- 
ments necessary to make significant 
progress in meeting this deadline, and 
others have been slower for a number 
of reasons, ranging from the costs to 
the complexity of the technology. 


The necessity of quickly imple- 
menting PTC took on a renewed ur- 
gency in May of this year when Am- 
trak train 188 derailed in Philadelphia, 
taking the lives of eight passengers and 
injuring hundreds more. PTC could 
have prevented this accident, and I am 
grateful the Federal Railroad Adminis- 
tration took swift action with Amtrak 
to improve safety in certain high-risk 
sections of the Northeast corridor. But 
more must be done across the country 
and as soon as possible. 


In recent months, with a deadline 
looming, Members on both sides of the 
aisle have heard from railroads as well 
as downstream producers, shippers, and 
manufacturers who rely on trans- 
porting goods by rail. All stakeholders 
seem to recognize the importance of 
using new technology to make our rail- 
ways safer. What has not had equal 
consensus is how long it should take 
for this new technology to be installed 
and utilized. Recent legislative pro- 
posals, including in the Senate-passed 
DRIVE Act, would have created en- 
forcement loopholes that weaken the 
tools of Federal safety regulators. 


The bipartisan PTC language consid- 
ered today closes these loopholes and 
sets a new implementation deadline of 
December 31, 2018. Railroads will be re- 
quired to set up implementation plans 
with clear benchmarks and timelines 
that will be enforceable by the Depart- 
ment of Transportation. 


In what I hope will be very rare cases 
in which railroads may need an exten- 
sion beyond that deadline, a limited 
period, not to exceed 24 months in 
total, may be applied should the rail- 
road meet strict criteria. These cri- 
teria include having PTC already im- 
plemented in the majority of its terri- 
tories, acquisition of all needed spec- 
trum for implementation, installation 
of all necessary hardware components, 
completion of employee trainings, and 
any additional criteria established by 
the Secretary. 


While railroads and commuter au- 
thorities face an immense challenge in 
implementing PTC, now and always, 
we must place the safety of our citizens 
above the fear of difficulties incurred 
by necessary technological change. 


As Congress extends the deadline for 
this lifesaving technology, we must 
also extend our oversight and commit 
to meticulous and thorough review of 
the ongoing implementation process. 
We should confirm outstanding nomi- 
nees, including the nominee for FRA 
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Administrator, who has direct over- 
sight responsibilities over PTC. Con- 
gress must also invest more in our Na- 
tion’s infrastructure and enable rail- 
roads to access grants and various 
funding sources to help implement this 
technology, as well as other critical 
safety and state-of-good-repair needs. 
We should remain diligent in ensuring 
that critical benchmarks and good- 
faith efforts to install the technology 
are being made by industry and, if nec- 
essary, take actions to ensure compli- 
ance. 

I urge my colleagues to stand with 
me in calling for reasonable and com- 
monsense conditions as we work to en- 
sure every train hauling people and 
toxic materials in this Nation can op- 
erate as safely as possible with new 
technology. 


EE 


REGULATING ELECTRONIC 
CIGARETTES 


Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, it has 
now been more than 6 years since Con- 
gress gave the FDA authority to regu- 
late the tobacco industry, and it is ab- 
solutely outrageous that we are still 
waiting for a final rule that would pro- 
tect our children from e-cigarettes. 

What has happened while we wait? E- 
cigarette use among middle and high 
school students tripled last year com- 
pared to the year before. That means 
that as many as 2.5 million children 
are now experimenting with these dan- 
gerous products. 

While we are finally making progress 
in reducing traditional cigarette smok- 
ing among young people, the soaring 
use of e-cigarettes is putting our chil- 
dren at risk of lifelong addiction to 
nicotine. 

Every day that e-cigarettes continue 
to go unregulated, more and more chil- 
dren and teens are being exposed to 
nicotine—which according to the Sur- 
geon General poses health risks for ad- 
olescent brain development. 

E-cigarettes also contain potentially 
dangerous chemicals like benzene, cad- 
mium, formaldehyde, propylene glycol, 
and some of the very same nanopar- 
ticles that are in traditional cigarettes 
according to the California Depart- 
ment of Public Health. 

But those chemicals are masked by e- 
cigarette flavors like bubble gum and 
gummy bear—which are clearly mar- 
keted toward children. 

And the industry’s dangerous tar- 
geting of young people is working. New 
research published in the Journal of 
the American Medical Association just 
this week shows that 81 percent of 
teens who have ever tried an e-ciga- 
rette started with a flavored one—8l 
percent. 

Combine those flavors with TV ads 
airing during the most popular youth 
TV shows and Big Tobacco is clearly 
seeking to lure the next generation 
into a lifetime of addiction to their 
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products. A study published in the 
journal ‘‘Pediatrics’’ last year found 
that youth exposure to television e-cig- 
arette advertisements increased 256 
percent from 2011 to 2018. 

This is not an accident. Big Tobacco 
used the same marketing tactics with 
traditional cigarettes decades ago— 
until we stopped them. These compa- 
nies will not stop until millions more 
are hooked on nicotine. 

So what do we do? We need to protect 
the health of our children by regu- 
lating e-cigarettes just like traditional 
cigarettes. 

The administration needs to issue 
the final FDA rule to regulate e-ciga- 
rettes, which is currently at OMB. It 
has been more than a year and a half 
since it was first proposed. While this 
rule may not go as far as I would like, 
it is a critical first step, and it must be 
approved immediately. 

First, the regulation should ban the 
sale of e-cigarettes to minors because 
it is just common sense. Take these 
dangerous products out of the hands of 
our children. 

Nearly every State already bans sales 
to minors—it is beyond time the Fed- 
eral Government makes this the law of 
the land. 

Second, the FDA should subject prod- 
ucts to FDA review before they can be 
marketed. 

Third, the FDA should ensure that e- 
cigarettes are labeled with health 
warnings. 

Fourth, I want the FDA to go even 
further and ban flavors and marketing 
tactics that appeal to children—and 
ban online sales as well. 

Now, we have seen some progress in 
how e-cigarettes are being handled— 
like the Department of Transpor- 
tation’s announcement yesterday that 
it will ban e-cigarettes from checked 
bags to reduce the risk of fires in 
flight. But we are still waiting for the 
final DOT rule prohibiting the use of e- 
cigarettes on board airplanes—where 
passengers are subject to the poten- 
tially toxic secondhand exposure. 

The cost of doing nothing is putting 
too many lives at risk. The research is 
clear, and as time goes by, Americans 
are worried for their health and safe- 
ty—and parents are worried about the 
long-term health consequences for our 
children. 

Just listen to what Sondra, from Co- 
rona, CA, told me. She says, “I have 
worked in our local high schools for al- 
most 15 years. The e-cigarettes defi- 
nitely need to be regulated for people 
under 18. I am consistently told by stu- 
dents that ‘these are better’ than tradi- 
tional cigarettes. They don’t realize 
the harm and the addictive qualities 
are still present.” 

There is no time to lose. We don’t 
need another public health epidemic 
just as we have finally started to save 
lives by reducing cigarette smoking. 

I join my colleagues and urge the ad- 
ministration to finalize the pending 
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regulation. We cannot wait another 
day. 


EE 


REMEMBERING DR. JIM SAMPSON 


Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I wish to 
honor an illustrious individual in both 
Oregon and the Nation’s HIV/AIDS re- 
search and treatment community who 
passed away on October 4 of this year. 
Dr. Jim Sampson, while born a Georgia 
southerner, made Portland, OR, his 
home for the past 36 years. As a father, 
husband, brother, uncle, and friend, 
Jim generated an inclusive atmosphere 
of passion, love, and laughter wherever 
he went. As a medical doctor and a fer- 
vent leader in the fight against HIV/ 
AIDS through research and treat- 
ments, Jim brought hope and compas- 
sion to his daily interactions with col- 
leagues and patients alike. For Jim, no 
person or job was too big or too small 
to embrace. 

In 1979, after Jim graduated from 
Emory University and the Medical Col- 
lege of Georgia, he moved to Portland 
to become the medical director of the 
health services division and the HIV/ 
AIDS program at Multnomah County 
Health Department. At a time when a 
lack of public education and stig- 
matization of HIV/AIDS stymied re- 
search in America, Jim fought to build 
a greater understanding of the disease. 
Because of Jim’s desire to see HIV/ 
AIDS prevention and treatment im- 
prove through extensive research and 
because of the way he showed love and 
hope in his interactions with his pa- 
tients, Jim helped push the doors open 
wide in the fight against HIV/AIDS. 

Over the years, Jim expanded his in- 
volvement in the community and the 
field of HIV/AIDS research and treat- 
ment. He would go on to become the 
chairman of the Oregon Board of Med- 
ical Examiners; cofound the Oregon 
AIDS taskforce; cofound Art AIDS; and 
sit as executive director and principal 
investigator at the Research and Edu- 
cation Group, where Jim and his col- 
leagues conducted clinical research. 
Jim even managed to find time to serve 
on the board of trustees for the Port- 
land Institute for Contemporary Art 
and the Pacific Northwest College of 
Art. Also, over the past 35 years, both 
Jim and his husband, Geof Beasley, 
created an unbelievable Sherwood, OR, 
garden, Bella Madrona, a place where 
Jim’s love of community, advocacy, 
and family still live on. The Bella 
Madrona garden has been nationally 
and internationally recognized, not 
only for its remarkable beauty, but as 
the site for many benefits through the 
years, including human and animal 
rights, environmental causes, and the 
arts. 

Jim was a valued and loved leader, a 
healer, and a family man worthy of 
emulation. With a full and loving heart 
and an ambitious mindset, Jim self- 
lessly served Oregon and the Nation. 
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While Jim will be remembered by those 
whose lives he touched, he will espe- 
cially be remembered as a loving hus- 
band and partner of 47 years to Geof 
Beasley; dedicated father to daughter 
Adele; and caring brother to sisters, 
Miriam Tillman and Elizabeth Martin, 
and brother, George. I honor the es- 
teemed life and career of Dr. Jim 
Sampson and thank him for his endur- 
ing legacy. 


re 


CONGRATULATING THE 40TH ANNI- 
VERSARY OF THE SKANNER 
NEWS GROUP 


Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, this year 
marks the 40th anniversary of the 
Skanner News Group, a renowned print 
and online news publication that serves 
African and African-American commu- 
nities in Portland, OR, and the North- 
west. 

Since 1975, the Skanner News Group 
has provided in-depth and essential 
coverage of its community as it relates 
to politics, social justice, civil rights, 
art, and food, all while holding true to 
its mission statement: ‘‘Challenging 
people to shape a better future now.” 
The Skanner certainly has been a cata- 
lyst for change. In the late 1980s, it was 
the Skanner’s coverage of the debate to 
rename Union Avenue in Northeast 
Portland for Martin Luther King Jr. 
Boulevard that played a crucial role in 
ensuring the community’s request was 
fulfilled. Whether it is honoring minor- 
ity-owned businesses or running pro- 
files on the Black Lives Matter move- 
ment, the Skanner is there to cover 
and inform all of us in Portland about 
the most important issues and topics of 
our time. 

The Skanner’s long list of awards is a 
testament not just to the importance 
of this publication, but also the quality 
of its reporting. It has received mul- 
tiple National Newspaper Publishers 
Association awards and is a three-time 
winner of the West Coast Black Pub- 
lishers Association’s ‘‘Publisher of the 
Year” award. As well as the national 
recognitions are local well-earned ac- 
colades that further demonstrate what 
the Skanner means to readers across 
the Northwest. 

Behind the success of this historic 
publication is a hard-working team 
that has been instrumental in building 
the Skanner these past four decades 
and positioning it for success for dec- 
ades to come. I would like to especially 
acknowledge cofounders Bobbie and 
Bernie Foster, two people I consider 
the heart and soul of this operation. 
Beyond the publication, they created 
the Skanner Foundation, which runs a 
scholarship program that awards $1,000 
each to the best and brightest young 
people to help them accomplish their 
educational goals. Bobbie and Bernie’s 
passion for giving back is a key compo- 
nent of what makes them and the 
Skanner so special. 
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In addition to all this great work, the 
foundation organizes an annual Dr. 
Martin Luther King, Jr., breakfast 
that is renowned in Oregon as being an 
event that justly honors one of the 
greatest civil rights leaders of our 
time. I have been privileged to attend 
the breakfast and know full well what 
a huge impact it has. 

The Skanner News Group is an insti- 
tution that serves to better our com- 
munity, by inspiring, uplifting, and in- 
forming. I would like to congratulate 
the staff on reaching their 40th anni- 
versary and wish them the best in the 
years to come. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


CONGRATULATING DICK 
ANDERSON 


e Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, today I 
wish to congratulate Richard ‘‘Dick”’ 
Anderson on receiving the United Serv- 
ice Organization, USO, Volunteer of 
the Year award. USO Las Vegas proud- 
ly offers two locations within 
McCarran International Airport for our 
Nation’s servicemembers and their 
families to relax and feel at home. 
Open 24 hours and staffed by volunteers 
like Mr. Anderson, each location offers 
these brave men and women a place to 
enjoy free electronic stations, enter- 
tainment, and food service. I am grate- 
ful for all USO Las Vegas does for Ne- 
vada’s servicemembers, and it gives me 
great pleasure to see a fellow Nevadan, 
Mr. Anderson, receive this national 
award in recognition for volunteering 
to make this operation a reality. 

Mr. Anderson has been an incredible 
contributor to this organization, dedi- 
cating countless volunteer hours to 
help military families. He serves as 
volunteer outreach team leader and 
welcome home/deployment assist team 
leader. Throughout the past year, USO 
Las Vegas has undergone great change 
with the installment of an additional 
location at McCarran International 
Airport. During this time, Mr. Ander- 
son offered a great amount of support 
to the organization and even created 
the volunteer outreach team to meet 
the extra need for volunteers at the 
new location. 

Throughout his time volunteering, 
Mr. Anderson has worked tirelessly to 
plan numerous events, recruit volun- 
teers, and further expand the organiza- 
tion. His determination has proven to 
be successful, helping to bring in more 
than 500 new volunteers since July 2014. 
From Easter events to fundraising and 
recruiting, Mr. Anderson has truly put 
our military community first. Our 
State is fortunate to have someone like 
Mr. Anderson—a man of great selfless- 
ness and commitment—working to help 
our Nation’s heroes and their families. 

There is no way to adequately thank 
our servicemembers who put their lives 
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on the line in defense of our freedoms. 
Mr. Anderson is a shining example of 
the manner in which we should respect 
our men and women in uniform. He 
deeply cares for our veterans, working 
to make each moment he volunteers 
count. Without a doubt, his work 
brings greater happiness to Las Vegas’ 
military community. 

Today, I ask my colleagues and all 
Nevadans to join me in recognizing all 
of Mr. Anderson’s hard work and con- 
gratulating him on receiving this much 
deserved award. Nevada is lucky to 
have this incredible community mem- 
ber working to support our military 
men and women, and I wish him the 
best of luck in all of his future endeav- 
ors.e 


EE 
RECOGNIZING MARCH FARM 


e Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I wish 
to congratulate March Farm, a fourth 
generation family farm from Con- 
necticut, on its 100-year anniversary. 
Since 1915, when Thomas and Rose 
Marchukaitis put down $2,500 to buy 
114 acres of land, the March family has 
worked hard to produce delicious and 
healthy fruits and vegetables for the 
people of Connecticut. 

March Farm, like many of Connecti- 
cut’s nearly 6,000 farms, is small and 
family owned. Situated in beautiful 
Bethlehem, CT, they have a growing 
community supported agriculture busi- 
ness that now has about 90 members re- 
ceiving regular crates of produce. They 
have worked hard to implement effi- 
cient, modern farming practices, even 
as they eschew chemical pesticides and 
use environmentally sensitive pest 
mangagement practices. These prac- 
tices and the bucolic setting they are 
located in are part of the reason they 
were recently named Connecticut’s 
“best farm/orchard experience” by Con- 
necticut Magazine. 

Many of my colleagues may be sur- 
prised to think of Connecticut as a 
farming state, but I am glad to report 
that farming is alive, well, and growing 
at home. The movement towards lo- 
cally produced fruits and vegetables 
and a growing awareness among con- 
sumers about healthy, sustainable food 
choices has supported a nearly 60 per- 
cent increase in the number of farms in 
Connecticut since the 1980s. And many 
young people, like Ben March, are leav- 
ing desk jobs to rediscover the fulfil- 
ment of farming, reinvigorating this 
vital sector. 

These farms are an integral part of 
the fabric of our communities, but they 
need our help to continue to thrive. Al- 
though small farms like March Farm 
make up fully 90 percent of all farms in 
the United States, large operations ac- 
count for the vast bulk of production 
and sales of produce nationwide. Small 
family farms face a number of chal- 
lenges, not least slimmer profit mar- 
gins and higher risk. I will continue to 
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fight for small, local farm supports 
such as beginning farmer and rancher 
grants and robust farm safety net pro- 
grams. 

March Farm is an example of the 
best of Connecticut, and I wish them 
continued success over their next 100 
years.@ 


ee 


RECOGNIZING ARROWROCK DAM 


e Mr. RISCH. Mr. President, I wish to 
recognize the 100th anniversary of 
Arrowrock Dam, situated in the great 
State of Idaho and its own “eighth 
wonder of the world.” This landmark is 
a testament to the vision and hard 
work of the U.S. Bureau of Reclama- 
tion in both the initial building of the 
structure and keeping it operational 
over the past 100 years. 

Formerly, the site of a private irriga- 
tion venture helmed by Arthur De Wint 
Foote, the Arrowrock Dam was the 
grandest project undertaken by the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation when it began in 
1912. The dam stands at 350 feet high 
and spans 1,150 feet with a record 
breaking 527,300 cubic yards of concrete 
laid on the dam. 

The magnificent dam was dedicated 
100 years ago on October 4, 1915. It set 
many records, standing as the tallest 
dam in the world until a taller one was 
built in Switzerland in 1924. Arrowrock 
proved to be a popular tourist attrac- 
tion in that first year, drawing ap- 
proximately 12,000 visitors in its first 
week of operation. The Arrowrock Dam 
received acclaim from across the coun- 
try and even the world. 

Arrowrock Dam has allowed Ida- 
hoans to not only preserve our lands, 
but also thrive by providing needed ir- 
rigation water for agricultural uses. 
Caring for the land shows a commit- 
ment to future generations while using 
the resources provided for the needs of 
today. In addition, thousands of people 
a year enjoy the many recreational ac- 
tivities provided by the dam. We have 
enjoyed 100 years of protection from 
Arrowrock, and I look forward to con- 
tinued improvement of the dam and its 
service to the people of Boise and other 
Idahoans. 

I congratulate everyone involved in 
its building, as well as the continued 
maintenance of this landmark. I wish 
them all the best as we all celebrate 
the past and look ahead to the future 
of Arrowrock Dam.e 


Ee 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 


EEE 
EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
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from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
and a withdrawal which were referred 
to the appropriate committees. 

(The messages received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


EE 


PRESIDENTIAL MESSAGE 


REPORT RELATIVE TO THE CON- 
TINUATION OF THE NATIONAL 
EMERGENCY RELATIVE TO THE 
ACTIONS AND POLICIES OF THE 
GOVERNMENT OF SUDAN AS DE- 
CLARED IN EXECUTIVE ORDER 
13067 OF NOVEMBER 3, 1997—PM 30 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

Section 202(d) of the National Emer- 
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides 
for the automatic termination of a na- 
tional emergency unless, within 90 
days prior to the anniversary date of 
its declaration, the President publishes 
in the Federal Register and transmits to 
the Congress a notice stating that the 
emergency is to continue in effect be- 
yond the anniversary date. In accord- 
ance with this provision, I have sent to 
the Federal Register for publication the 
enclosed notice stating that the na- 
tional emergency with respect to 
Sudan is to continue in effect beyond 
November 8, 2015. 

The crisis constituted by the actions 
and policies of the Government of 
Sudan that led to the declaration of a 
national emergency in Executive Order 
13067 of November 3, 1997, and the ex- 
pansion of that emergency in Execu- 
tive Order 13400 of April 26, 2006, and 
with respect to which additional steps 
were taken in Executive Order 13412 of 
October 18, 2006, has not been resolved. 
These actions and policies continue to 
pose an unusual and extraordinary 
threat to the national security and for- 
eign policy of the United States. There- 
fore, I have determined that it is nec- 
essary to continue the national emer- 
gency declared in Executive Order 13067 
with respect to Sudan. 

BARACK OBAMA. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, October 28, 2015. 


— 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 


At 11:32 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 597. An act to reauthorize the Export- 
Import Bank of the United States, and for 
other purposes. 
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H.R. 1090. An act to amend the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 to provide protections 
for retail customers, and for other purposes. 


At 5:56 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has agreed 
to the amendment of the Senate to the 
bill (H.R. 1314) to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for a 
right to an administrative appeal relat- 
ing to adverse determinations of tax- 
exempt status of certain organizations, 
with an amendment, in which it re- 
quests the concurrence of the Senate. 


— 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bill was read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 


H.R. 1090. An act to amend the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 to provide protections 
for retail customers, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 


EE 


MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 


The following bill was read the first 
time: 

H.R. 597. An act to reauthorize the Export- 
Import Bank of the United States, and for 
other purposes. 


EE 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC-3319. A communication from the Con- 
gressional Review Coordinator, Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service, Department 
of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Importa- 
tion of Fresh Peppers From Ecuador Into the 
United States” ((RIN0579-AE07) (Docket No. 
APHIS-2014-0086)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 26, 
2015; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry. 

EC-3320. A communication from the Acting 
Under Secretary of Defense (Personnel and 
Readiness), transmitting the report of three 
(3) officers authorized to wear the insignia of 
the grade of brigadier general in accordance 
with title 10, United States Code, section 777; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-3321. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to the export to the 
People’s Republic of China of items not det- 
rimental to the U.S. space launch industry; 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC-3322. A communication from the Assist- 
ant General Counsel for Legislation, Regula- 
tion and Energy Efficiency, Department of 
Energy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Acquisition Regu- 
lations: Export Control” (RIN1991—AB99) re- 
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
October 23, 2015; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC-3323. A communication from the Prin- 
cipal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Fish 
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and Wildlife and Parks, National Park Serv- 
ice, Department of the Interior, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Special Regulations, Areas of the Na- 
tional Park System, Klondike Gold Rush Na- 
tional Historical Park, Horse Management” 
(RIN1024-AE27) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 23, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC-3324. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Office of Regulations and Reports Clear- 
ance, Social Security Administration, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Extension of the Expiration Date 
for State Disability Examiner Authority To 
Make Fully Favorable Quick Disability De- 
terminations and Compassionate Allowance 
Determinations” (RIN0960-AH77) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
October 22, 2015; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

EC-3325. A communication from the Chief 
of the Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Supplement to Rev. 
Proc. 2014-64, Implementation of Nonresident 
Alien Deposit Interest Regulations” (Rev. 
Proc. 2015-50) received during adjournment of 
the Senate in the Office of the President of 
the Senate on October 23, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

EC-3326. A communication from the Chief 
of the Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Applicable Federal 
Rates—November 2015” (Rev. Rul. 2015-22) re- 
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
October 23, 2015; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

EC-3327. A communication from the Chief 
of the Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Update for Weight- 
ed Average Interest Rates, Yield Curves, and 
Segment Rates’? (Notice 2015-71) received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on Octo- 
ber 23, 2015; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC-3328. A communication from the Chief 
of the Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Morehouse v. Com- 
missioner, 769 F.3d 616 (8th Cir. 2014), rev’g 
140 T.C. 350 (2013)? received during adjourn- 
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on October 23, 2015; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC-3329. A communication from the Chief 
of the Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Request for Com- 
ments on Definitions of Section 48 Property” 
(Notice 2015-70) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 23, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

EC-3330. A communication from the Chief 
of the Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘2015 National Pool” 
(Rev. Proc. 2015-49) received during adjourn- 
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on October 23, 2015; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC-3331. A communication from the Chief 
of the Publications and Regulations Branch, 
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Internal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Listing Notice— 
Basket Option Contracts” (Notice 2015-78) re- 
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
October 23, 2015; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

EC-3332. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Bureau of Political-Military 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, an addendum to a certifi- 
cation of the proposed sale or export of de- 
fense articles and/or defense services to a 
Middle East country (OSS-2015-1702); to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-—8333. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Political- 
Military Affairs, Department of State, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, an addendum to a 
certification of the proposed sale or export of 
defense articles and/or defense services to a 
Middle East country (OSS-2015-1700); to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-8334. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Political- 
Military Affairs, Department of State, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, an addendum to a 
certification of the proposed sale or export of 
defense articles and/or defense services to a 
Middle East country (OSS-2015-1701); to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-3335. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Bureau of Political-Military 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, an addendum to a certifi- 
cation of the proposed sale or export of de- 
fense articles and/or defense services to a 
Middle East country (OSS-2015-1703); to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-3336. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to section 36(c) of the 
Arms Export Control Act (DDTC 15-068); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-3337. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to section 36(c) of the 
Arms Export Control Act (DDTC 15-090); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-3338. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to section 36(c) of the 
Arms Export Control Act (DDTC 15-079); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-3339. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to section 36(c) of the 
Arms Export Control Act (DDTC 15-078); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-3340. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to section 36(c) of the 
Arms Export Control Act (DDTC 15-076); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-3341. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to section 36(c) of the 
Arms Export Control Act (DDTC 15-055); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-3342. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to section 36(c) of the 
Arms Export Control Act (DDTC 15-067); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-3343. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
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ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to section 36(c) of the 
Arms Export Control Act (DDTC 15-012); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-3344. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled “Air Plan Approval; OR; Portland, 
Medford, Salem; Clackamas, Multnomah, 
Washington Counties; Gasoline Dispensing 
Facilities” (FRL No. 9936-03-Region 10) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 22, 2015; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-3345. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple- 
mentation Plans; Arizona; Phased Dis- 
continuation of Stage II Vapor Recovery 
Program” (FRL No. 9935-66-Region 9) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 22, 2015; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-3346. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple- 
mentation Plans; Florida; Regional Haze 
Plan Amendment-Lakeland Electric C.D. 
McIntosh” (FRL No. 9936-05-Region 4) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 22, 2015; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-3347. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of State 
Implementation Plans for Designated Facili- 
ties; New York” (FRL No. 9936-09-Region 2) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 22, 2015; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-3348. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Outer Continental Shelf Air Regula- 
tions Consistency Update for Maryland” 
(FRL No. 9917-72-Region 3) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 22, 2015; to the Committee on Environ- 
ment and Public Works. 

EC-3349. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘“‘Partial Approval and Partial Dis- 
approval of Air Quality State Implementa- 
tion Plans; Nevada; Infrastructure Require- 
ments for Ozone, NO2 and S02” (FRL No. 
9935-82-Region 9) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 22, 2015; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub- 
lic Works. 

EC-3350. A communication from the Gen- 
eral Counsel, Pension Benefit Guaranty Cor- 
poration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Benefits Payable in 
Terminated Single-Employer Plans; Interest 
Assumptions for Valuing and Paying Bene- 
fits” (29 CFR Part 4022) received during ad- 
journment of the Senate in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 23, 2015; 
to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

EC-3351. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Council of the District of Colum- 
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 21-165, ‘‘Behavioral Health Co- 
ordination of Care Amendment Act of 2015”; 
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to the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC-3352. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Council of the District of Colum- 
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 21-166, “Unemployment Profile 
Act of 2015’’; to the Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs. 

EC-3353. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Council of the District of Colum- 
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 21-167, ‘‘Injured Worker Fair Pay 
Amendment Act of 2015’’; to the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs. 

EC-3354. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Council of the District of Colum- 
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 21-168, ‘‘Grandparent Caregivers 
Program Subsidy Transfer Amendment Act 
of 2015”; to the Committee on Homeland Se- 
curity and Governmental Affairs. 

EC-3355. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Council of the District of Colum- 
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 21-169, ‘‘1851 Nicholson Street, 
N.W., Old Brightwood School Lease Amend- 
ment Act of 2015’; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs. 

EC-3356. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Council of the District of Colum- 
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 21-170, ‘4095 Minnesota Avenue, 
N.E., Woodson School Lease Amendment Act 
of 2015”; to the Committee on Homeland Se- 
curity and Governmental Affairs. 

EC-3357. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Employee Services, Office of Per- 
sonnel Management, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Pre- 
vailing Rate Systems; Special Wage Sched- 
ules for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Flood 
Control Employees of the Vicksburg District 
in Mississippi’? (RIN3206-AN17) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
October 22, 2015; to the Committee on Home- 
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

EC-3358. A communication from the Archi- 
vist of the United States, National Archives 
and Records Administration, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report relative to the Ad- 
ministration’s Fiscal Year 2015 Commercial 
Activities Inventory and Inherently Govern- 
mental Activities Inventory; to the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-3359. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Director, Indian Health Service, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Change of Address for the Interior 
Board of Indian Appeals” (42 CFR Part 137) 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 23, 2015; to the Committee on In- 
dian Affairs. 

EC-3360. A communication from the Fed- 
eral Liaison Officer, Patent and Trademark 
Office, Department of Commerce, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Changes to Facilitate Applicant’s Au- 
thorization of Access to Unpublished U.S. 
Patent Applications by Foreign Intellectual 
Property Offices” (RIN0651—AC95) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
October 26, 2015; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

EC-3361. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Reallocation of Atka Mackerel 
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in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Man- 
agement Area’’ (RIN0648-XE224) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
October 22, 2015; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3362. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico, 
and South Atlantic; Reef Fish Fishery of the 
Gulf of Mexico; 2015 Recreational Account- 
ability Measure and Closure for Red Group- 
er” (RIN0648-XE217) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 22, 
2015; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3363. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; ‘Other Rockfish’ in the Central 
and Western Regulatory Areas of the Gulf of 
Alaska” (RIN0648-XE213) received in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on Octo- 
ber 22, 2015; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3364. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Exchange of Flatfish in the Ber- 
ing Sea and Aleutian Islands Management 
Area” (RIN0648-XE224) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on October 22, 
2015; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3365. A communication from the Senior 
Assistant Chief Counsel for Hazmat Safety 
Law, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safe- 
ty Administration, Department of Transpor- 
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Hazardous Materials: 
Special Permit and Approvals Standard Op- 
erating Procedures and Evaluation Process” 
(RIN2187-AE99) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 23, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

EC-3366. A communication from the Regu- 
latory Ombudsman, Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘General 
Technical, Organizational, Conforming, and 
Correcting Amendments to the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Regulations” (RIN2126— 
AB88) received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 23, 2015; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3367. A communication from the Attor- 
ney-Advisor, Federal Highway Administra- 
tion, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Design Standards for Highways” 
(RIN2125-AF67) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 23, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

EC-3368. A communication from the Chair- 
man, National Transportation Safety Board, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Organization and Functions 
of the Board and Delegations of Authority” 
(RIN3147-AA03) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 26, 2015; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC-3369. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
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Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; Pratt and Whitney Canada 
Corp. Turboprop Engines” ((RIN2120-AA64) 
(Docket No. FAA-2014-1059)) received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 23, 
2015; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3370. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; Pratt and Whitney Canada 
Corp. Turboprop Engines” ((RIN2120-AA64) 
(Docket No. FAA-2015-0486)) received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 28, 
2015; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3371. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; Viking Air Limited (Type 
Certificate Previously Held by Bombardier, 
Inc.) Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. 
FAA-2015-0684)) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 23, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

EC-3372. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; Bombardier, Inc. Airplanes” 
((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA~-2014-1046)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 23, 2015; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3373. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; CFM International S.A. Tur- 
bofan Engines” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. 
FAA-2015-0277)) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 23, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

EC-3374. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; Lockheed Martin Corpora- 
tion/Lockheed Martin Aeronautics Company 
Airplanes”? ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. 
FAA-2015-1419)) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 23, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

EC-3375. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; Lockheed Martin Corpora- 
tion/Lockheed Martin Aeronautics Company 
Airplanes’? ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. 
FAA-2015-0493)) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 23, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

EC-3376. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
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Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; Lycoming Engines Fuel In- 
jected Reciprocating Engines” ((RIN2120- 
AA64) (Docket No. FAA-~2007-0218)) received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on Octo- 
ber 23, 2015; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3377. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; Piper Aircraft, Inc.” 
((RIN2120-A A64) (Docket No. FAA~-2015—4085)) 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 23, 2015; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3378. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; General Electric Company 
Turboshaft Engines” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Dock- 
et No. FAA~2008-0808)) received during ad- 
journment of the Senate in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 23, 2015; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC-3379. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; Honeywell International Inc. 
Turboprop Engines (Type Certificate pre- 
viously held by AlliedSignal Inc., Garrett 
Engine Division; Garrett Turbine Engine 
Company; and AiResearch Manufacturing 
Company of Arizona)’ ((RIN2120-AA64) 
(Docket No. FAA~-2012-0913)) received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 28, 
2015; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3380. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; Gulfstream Aerospace Cor- 
poration Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket 
No. FAA~-2015-0677)) received during adjourn- 
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on October 23, 2015; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-3381. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; Dassault Aviation Air- 
planes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA- 
2015-0934)) received during adjournment of 
the Senate in the Office of the President of 
the Senate on October 23, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

EC-3382. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; Airbus Helicopters” 
((RIN2120-A A64) (Docket No. FAA-2015-3877)) 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 23, 2015; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 
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EC-3383. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; Airbus Airplanes” ((RIN2120— 
AA64) (Docket No. FAA~-2014-0656)) received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on Octo- 
ber 23, 2015; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3384. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; Airbus Airplanes” ((RIN2120— 
AA64) (Docket No. FAA~-2015-4203)) received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on Octo- 
ber 23, 2015; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3385. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; Airbus Airplanes” ((RIN2120— 
AA64) (Docket No. FAA~-2015-3981)) received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on Octo- 
ber 23, 2015; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3386. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; Schempp-Hirth Flugzeugbau 
GmbH Sailplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket 
No. FAA-2015-8224)) received during adjourn- 
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on October 23, 2015; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-3387. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; The Boeing Company Air- 
planes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA- 
2012-0108)) received during adjournment of 
the Senate in the Office of the President of 
the Senate on October 28, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

EC-3388. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Modifica- 
tion of Restricted Areas R-3601A and R- 
8601B; Brookville, KS” ((RIN2120-AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA~-2015-3780)) received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 23, 
2015; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3389. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Modifica- 
tion of Restricted Areas R-3602A and R- 
3602B; Manhattan, KS” ((RIN2120-AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA~-2015-3758)) received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 23, 
2015; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3390. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
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Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ’’ Establish- 
ment of Class E Airspace; Springfield, MO” 
((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. FAA~-2014-0559)) 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 23, 2015; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3391. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Establish- 
ment of Class E Airspace; Sheridan, AR” 
((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. FAA~-2015-1838)) 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 23, 2015; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3392. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Establish- 
ment of Class E Airspace; Cottonwood, AZ” 
((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. FAA~-2015-2270)) 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 23, 2015; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3393. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Establish- 
ment of Class E Airspace; Marshall, AR” 
((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. FAA~-2015-1833)) 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 23, 2015; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3394. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Establish- 
ment of Class E Airspace; Newport, NH” 
((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. FAA~-2014-0037)) 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 23, 2015; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3395. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend- 
ment of Class E Airspace; Ponce, PR” 
((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. FAA~-2014-0967)) 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 23, 2015; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3396. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend- 
ment of Class E Airspace for the following 
Nebraska towns: Albion, NE; Bassett, NE; 
Lexington, NE” ((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. 
FAA-2015-0841)) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 23, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

EC-3397. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Revoca- 
tion of Class D Airspace; Springfield, OH” 
((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. FAA~-2014-1071)) 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
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in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 23, 2015; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3398. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend- 
ment of Class E Airspace; Ashland, VA” 
((RIN2120-A A66) (Docket No. FAA~2015-0252)) 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 23, 2015; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3399. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend- 
ment of Class E Airspace for the following 
Iowa towns: Audubon, IA; Corning, IA; 
Cresco, IA; Eagle Grove, IA; Guthrie Center, 
IA; Hampton, IA; Harlan, IA; Iowa Falls, IA; 
Knoxville, IA; Oelwein, IA; and Red Oak, IA” 
((RIN2120-A A66) (Docket No. FAA~2015-0368)) 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 23, 2015; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3400. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend- 
ment of Class D and Class E Airspace; Stock- 
ton, CA” ((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. FAA- 
2015-1622)) received during adjournment of 
the Senate in the Office of the President of 
the Senate on October 23, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

EC-3401. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend- 
ment of Class D and Class E Airspace, Rev- 
ocation of Class E Airspace; Mountain Home, 
ID” ((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. FAA~-2015- 
1136)) received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 23, 2015; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3402. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airspace 
Designations; Incorporation by Reference 
Amendments” ((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. 
FAA-2015-8375)) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 23, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 


ee 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The following petition or memorial 
was laid before the Senate and was re- 
ferred or ordered to lie on the table as 
indicated: 

POM-101. A resolution adopted by the 
House of Representatives of the State of 
Michigan urging the United States Congress 
and the United States Department of the 
Army to accelerate federal funding to im- 
prove military vehicle safety from rollover 
accidents; to the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION No. 156 

Whereas, The United States Department of 

Defense is seeking to implement fleet man- 
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agement and modernization solutions to 
meet light tactical vehicle (LTV) require- 
ments while addressing the challenges asso- 
ciated with improving safety, restoring 
threshold capabilities, maintaining average 
fleet age, mitigating major component obso- 
lescence, and reducing sustainment and oper- 
ating costs; and 


Whereas, The Michigan National Guard 
and Michigan military community have been 
and will continue to utilize the high mobil- 
ity multipurpose wheeled vehicle (HMMWV) 
in their missions to support and protect the 
United States. Non-armored and up-armored 
HMMWVs are projected to be in the fleet 
through 2048; and 


Whereas, Preventable deadly rollover acci- 
dents continue in the HMMWV fleet. Data 
from the U.S. Army Combat Readiness Safe- 
ty Center indicates that a significant num- 
ber of HMMWV rollover accidents and crash- 
es continue today, resulting in death and in- 
jury. Accidents occur outside the United 
States and also within U.S. borders during 
peace missions and training exercises, en- 
dangering the lives and property of civilians 
as well; and 


Whereas, National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration report data indicates that 
antilock brake systems (ABS) and electronic 
stability control (ESC) reduce fatal rollovers 
by 74 percent and fatal impacts with objects 
by 45.5 percent. The United States govern- 
ment has mandated ABS and ESC in all 
road-going passenger vehicles since 2011, and 
they are now standard equipment on all pas- 
senger cars, light trucks, and vans. The tech- 
nology has been available to the public since 
1987; and 


Whereas, The HMMWV is not currently 
equipped with ABS or ESC. The HMMWV 
threshold operational requirements include 
ABS and ESC for the entire HMMWV fleet. 
Therefore, these vehicles need to be brought 
up to operational requirements; and 


Whereas, The Army Product Director 
Light Tactical Vehicles, the Michigan Na- 
tional Guard, and the industry have success- 
fully developed and tested solutions using 
commercial off-the-shelf components modi- 
fied for defense vehicle application. The 
proven components, obtained from Michi- 
gan’s high-volume automotive supply base, 
can be used to retrofit the entire fleet; and 


Whereas, Installation of these standard 
automotive safety enhancement systems will 
considerably lower the number of HMMWV 
rollovers and loss-of-control crashes, save 
lives, and reduce costs; now, therefore, be it 


Resolved by the House of Representatives, 
That we urge the United States Congress and 
the U.S. Department of the Army to accel- 
erate federal funding to improve military ve- 
hicle safety from rollover accidents; and be 
it further 


Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States Senate; the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives; the Chair- 
man of the United States Senate Armed 
Services Committee; the Chairman of the 
House Armed Services Committee; the 
Chairman of the Senate Appropriations Sub- 
committee for Defense; the Chairman of the 
House Appropriations Subcommittee for De- 
fense; the Under Secretary of the Army; the 
Commandant of the Marine Corps; the Chief 
of the National Guard Bureau; the Assistant 
Secretary of the Army for Acquisition, Lo- 
gistics, and Technology; and the members of 
the Michigan congressional delegation. 
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INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. KING: 

S. 2212. A bill to amend the Federal Elec- 
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to require all po- 
litical committees to notify the Federal 
Election Commission within 48 hours of re- 
ceiving cumulative contributions of $1,000 or 
more from any contributor during a calendar 
year, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Rules and Administration. 

By Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for himself, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. MURPHY, Ms. 
WARREN, Mr. DURBIN, Mrs. GILLI- 
BRAND, Ms. HIRONO, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. 
REED, Mr. KAINE, and Mr. CARDIN): 

S. 2218. A bill to prohibit firearms dealers 
from selling a firearm prior to the comple- 
tion of a background check; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. GILLIBRAND (for herself, Ms. 
WARREN, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. BROWN, 
and Mr. BLUMENTHAL): 

S. 2214. A bill to amend the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to require patient 
medication information to be provided with 
certain prescription drugs; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. BURR (for himself, Mr. 
MANCHIN, Mr. ENZI, Mr. THUNE, and 
Mr. ROBERTS): 

S. 2215. A bill to prohibit discretionary bo- 
nuses for employees of the Internal Revenue 
Service who have engaged in misconduct or 
who have delinquent tax liability; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself and Mrs. 
MCCASKILL): 

S. 2216. A bill to provide immunity from 
suit for certain individuals who disclose po- 
tential examples of financial exploitation of 
senior citizens, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. CARPER, Mr. LEAHY, Mrs. 


SHAHEEN, Mr. FRANKEN, Mr. 
MERKLEY, Mr. MURPHY, and Mr. 
KAINE): 


S. Res. 299. A resolution honoring the life, 
legacy, and example of former Israeli Prime 
Minister Yitzhak Rabin on the twentieth an- 
niversary of his death; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. ENZI (for himself, Mr. DON- 
NELLY, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. BENNET, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. UDALL, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. 
HEINRICH, Mr. WICKER, Mr. WHITE- 
HOUSE, Mr. LEE, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. 
MORAN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. HOEVEN, 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. THUNE, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. TESTER, 
Mr. INHOFE, and Mr. MARKEY): 

S. Res. 300. A resolution designating No- 
vember 7, 2015, as National Bison Day; con- 
sidered and agreed to. 
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 398 
At the request of Ms. MURKOWSKI, her 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
398, a bill to amend the Department of 
Veterans Affairs Health Care Programs 
Enhancement Act of 2001 and title 38, 
United States Code, to require the pro- 
vision of chiropractic care and services 
to veterans at all Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs medical centers and to 
expand access to such care and serv- 
ices, and for other purposes. 
S. 451 
At the request of Ms. BALDWIN, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
451, a bill to award grants to encourage 
State educational agencies, local edu- 
cational agencies, and schools to uti- 
lize technology to improve student 
achievement and college and career 
readiness, the skills of teachers and 
school leaders, and the efficiency and 
productivity of education systems at 
all levels. 
S. 488 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
KIRK) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
488, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to allow physician 
assistants, nurse practitioners, and 
clinical nurse specialists to supervise 
cardiac, intensive cardiac, and pul- 
monary rehabilitation programs. 
S. 569 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Mr. 
KING) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
569, a bill to reauthorize the farm to 
school program, and for other purposes. 
S. 571 
At the request of Mr. INHOFE, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
571, a bill to amend the Pilot’s Bill of 
Rights to facilitate appeals and to 
apply to other certificates issued by 
the Federal Aviation Administration, 
to require the revision of the third 
class medical certification regulations 
issued by the Federal Aviation Admin- 
istration, and for other purposes. 
S. 928 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the names of the Senator from South 
Dakota (Mr. ROUNDS) and the Senator 
from Nevada (Mr. REID) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 928, a bill to reauthor- 
ize the World Trade Center Health Pro- 
gram and the September 11th Victim 
Compensation Fund of 2001, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 1192 
At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1192, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to raise 
awareness of, and to educate breast 
cancer patients anticipating surgery, 
especially patients who are members of 
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racial and ethnic minority groups, re- 
garding the availability and coverage 
of breast reconstruction, prostheses, 
and other options. 

S. 1212 

At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mrs. MCCASKILL) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1212, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 and the 
Small Business Act to expand the 
availability of employee stock owner- 
ship plans in S corporations, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1559 

At the request of Ms. AYOTTE, the 
names of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. BOOKER) and the Senator from 
Washington (Ms. CANTWELL) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1559, a bill to 
protect victims of domestic violence, 
sexual assault, stalking, and dating vi- 
olence from emotional and psycho- 
logical trauma caused by acts of vio- 
lence or threats of violence against 
their pets. 

S. 1617 

At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
DONNELLY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1617, a bill to prevent Hizballah and 
associated entities from gaining access 
to international financial and other in- 
stitutions, and for other purposes. 

At the request of Mr. HELLER, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1617, supra. 

S. 1726 

At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1726, a bill to create protec- 
tions for depository institutions that 
provide financial services to mari- 
juana-related businesses, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 1773 

At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1773, a bill to amend title 11, 
United States Code, to require credi- 
tors to inform consumer reporting 
agencies that certain debts have been 
discharged in bankruptcy cases. 

S. 1789 

At the request of Mr. PETERS, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1789, a bill to improve defense coopera- 
tion between the United States and the 
Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan. 

S. 1831 

At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1831, a bill to revise section 48 
of title 18, United States Code, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1833 

At the request of Mr. CAsEY, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts (Ms. WARREN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1833, a bill to amend the 


October 28, 2015 


Richard B. Russell National School 
Lunch Act to improve the child and 
adult care food program. 
S. 1852 
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1852, a bill to amend title 
XIX of the Social Security Act to en- 
sure health insurance coverage con- 
tinuity for former foster youth. 
S. 1890 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire (Ms. AYOTTE) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1890, a bill to amend chap- 
ter 90 of title 18, United States Code, to 
provide Federal jurisdiction for the 
theft of trade secrets, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 1915 
At the request of Ms. AYOTTE, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. WICKER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1915, a bill to direct the Secretary 
of Homeland Security to make anthrax 
vaccines and antimicrobials available 
to emergency response providers, and 
for other purposes. 
S. 1966 
At the request of Mr. BOOZMAN, the 
names of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
PORTMAN) and the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts (Mr. MARKEY) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1966, a bill to amend 
the Richard B. Russell National School 
Lunch Act to require alternative op- 
tions for program delivery. 
S. 2035 
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2035, a bill to provide for the compensa- 
tion of Federal employees affected by a 
lapse in appropriations. 
S. 2040 
At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2040, a bill to deter ter- 
rorism, provide justice for victims, and 
for other purposes. 
S. 2042 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
names of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Ms. BALDWIN) and the Senator from 
Michigan (Ms. STABENOW) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 2042, a bill to amend 
the National Labor Relations Act to 
strengthen protections for employees 
wishing to advocate for improved 
wages, hours, or other terms or condi- 
tions of employment and to provide for 
stronger remedies for interference with 
these rights, and for other purposes. 
S. 2067 
At the request of Mr. WICKER, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MERKLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2067, a bill to establish EUREKA 
Prize Competitions to accelerate dis- 
covery and development of disease- 
modifying, preventive, or curative 
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treatments for Alzheimer’s disease and 
related dementia, to encourage efforts 
to enhance detection and diagnosis of 
such diseases, or to enhance the qual- 
ity and efficiency of care of individuals 
with such diseases. 
S. 2104 
At the request of Mr. PORTMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of 8S. 
2104, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide relief to 
Medicare Advantage plans with a sig- 
nificant number of dually eligible or 
low-income subsidy beneficiaries and 
to prevent the termination of two star 
plans. 
S. 2133 
At the request of Mr. CARPER, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire (Ms. AYOTTE) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2133, a bill to improve 
Federal agency financial and adminis- 
trative controls and procedures to as- 
sess and mitigate fraud risks, and to 
improve Federal agencies’ development 
and use of data analytics for the pur- 
pose of identifying, preventing, and re- 
sponding to fraud, including improper 
payments. 
S. 2145 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Mr. 
KING) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2145, a bill to make supplemental ap- 
propriations for fiscal year 2016. 
S. 2185 
At the request of Ms. HEITKAMP, the 
names of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Ms. BALDWIN), the Senator from 
Michigan (Ms. STABENOW), the Senator 
from Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI), the 
Senator from Washington (Mrs. MUR- 
RAY), the Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mrs. SHAHEEN), the Senator from Mis- 
souri (Mrs. MCCASKILL), the Senator 
from California (Mrs. BOXER), and the 
Senator from Alaska (Ms. MURKOWSKI) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 2185, a 
bill to require the Secretary of the 
Treasury to mint coins in recognition 
of the fight against breast cancer. 
S. 2192 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2192, a bill to ensure that 
States submit all records of individuals 
who should be prohibited from buying a 
firearm to the national instant crimi- 
nal background check system. 


EE 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Ms. COLLINS (for herself and 
Mrs. MCCASKILL): 

S. 2216. A bill to provide immunity 
from suit for certain individuals who 
disclose potential examples of financial 
exploitation of senior citizens, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, as 
Chairman of the Senate Aging Com- 
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mittee, I am delighted to be joined 
today by my ranking member and good 
friend, Senator CLAIRE MCCASKILL, in 
introducing the Senior$afe Act of 2015, 
a bill that would put in place a com- 
mon sense plan to help protect Amer- 
ican seniors from financial fraud. 

According to the GAO, financial 
fraud targeting older Americans is a 
growing epidemic that costs seniors an 
estimated $2.9 billion annually. 

Protecting seniors from financial ex- 
ploitation and fraud is one of the top 
priorities of the Aging Committee. 
Over the course of the past two and a 
half years, our Committee has held 15 
hearings, six since January, examining 
how fraudsters find and exploit their 
victims and what can be done to stop 
them. The frauds we have highlighted 
have ranged from the infamous ‘‘Ja- 
maican Lottery Scam,” that reached 
its height in 2013, to the notorious IRS 
phone scam that burst onto the scene 
this spring, and, more recently, to the 
shady practices of the pension advance 
industry. Sadly, not all scammers are 
strangers to their victims, in too many 
cases, the senior is exploited by some- 
one he or she knows well. 

Although the various scams we have 
examined differ in scope and structure, 
one factor is common to all—the 
fraudsters need to gain the trust and 
active cooperation of their victims. 
Without this, their schemes would fail. 
That is why it is so important that sen- 
iors recognize as quickly as possible 
the red flags that signal potential 
fraud. 

Unfortunately, many seniors do not 
see these red flags. Sometimes they are 
too trusting or are suffering from di- 
minished capacity, but, just as often, 
they miss the flags because the swin- 
dlers who prey on them are extremely 
crafty and know how to sound con- 
vincing. Whatever the reason, a warn- 
ing sign that can slip by a victim 
might trigger a second look by finan- 
cial service representatives trained to 
spot common scams, who know enough 
about a senior’s habits to question a 
transaction that doesn’t look right. In 
our work on the Aging Committee, we 
have heard of many instances where 
quick action by bank and credit union 
employees, broker-dealers, and invest- 
ment advisors has stopped a fraud in 
progress, saving their customers untold 
thousands of dollars. 

Let me give you an example. Earlier 
this year, a senior citizen in 
Vassalboro, ME, was looking to wire 
funds from his account at Maine Sav- 
ings Federal Credit Union to an out-of- 
state location, supposedly to bail out a 
relative who was in jail. Something 
about this transaction didn’t sound 
right to the teller supervisor at the 
credit union. She questioned the cus- 
tomer, who told her he had gotten a 
call from an ‘‘official’’ at the jail, who 
had instructed him not to speak to 
anyone about the transaction. Fortu- 
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nately for this senior citizen, this su- 
pervisor was able to spot this as a 
scam, and her quick thinking saved 
him from falling victim to it. 

In another case, just two weeks ago, 
an alert bank employee in Nebraska 
noticed suspicious withdrawals from 
the checking account of a senior cit- 
izen who was a customer of the bank. 
Not knowing what to do, and without 
sharing confidential information, this 
bank teller called the Senate Aging 
Committee’s fraud hotline for guid- 
ance. Our staff advised her to contact 
the local Area Agency on Aging. With 
the Senior$afe program in place, bank 
tellers all over the country will know 
how to respond when situations like 
this arise in the future. 

Regrettably, Federal laws with the 
important intention of protecting con- 
sumer privacy can make it difficult for 
financial institutions to report sus- 
pected fraud to the proper authorities. 

Our bill would clarify these laws to 
encourage banks, credit unions, invest- 
ment advisors, and broker-dealers to 
report suspected financial fraud tar- 
geting senior citizens to regulators, 
law enforcement, or adult protective 
services agencies. 

A key feature of the bill is the liabil- 
ity protection it provides: financial in- 
stitutions and their employees are pro- 
tected from suit so long as employees 
are trained in how to spot and report 
suspected financial exploitation; their 
reports are made in good faith and on 
a reasonable basis, and they report to 
the proper authorities. 

Our bill is based on Maine’s innova- 
tive Senior$afe program, a collabo- 
rative effort by Maine’s regulators, fi- 
nancial institutions, and legal organi- 
zations to educate bank and credit 
union employees on how to identify 
and help stop financial exploitation of 
older Mainers. This program, pioneered 
by Maine Securities Administrator Ju- 
dith Shaw, also serves as the template 
for model legislation developed for 
adoption at the state level by the 
North American Securities Adminis- 
trators Association, or “NASAA”. The 
Senior$afe Act and NASAA’s model 
State legislation are complementary 
efforts, and I am pleased that NASAA 
has endorsed our bill. 

Combating financial abuse of seniors 
requires regulators, law enforcement, 
and social service agencies at all levels 
of government to work collaboratively 
with the private sector. Financial in- 
stitutions occupy a critical nexus be- 
tween fraudsters and their victims, and 
can play an important role. Their em- 
ployees, if properly trained, can be a 
first line of defense protecting our sen- 
iors from these fraudsters. The 
Senior$afe Act encourages financial in- 
stitutions to train their employees, 
and shields them from lawsuits when 
they make good faith, reasonable re- 
ports of potential fraud to the proper 
authorities. 
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I urge my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a letter of support be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NORTH AMERICAN SECURITIES 
ADMINISTRATORS ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Washington, DC, October 27, 2015. 
Re The Seniorg$afe Act of 2015. 


Senator SUSAN COLLINS, 

Chairman, Senate Special Committee on Aging, 
Washington, DC. 

Senator CLAIRE MCCASKILL, 

Ranking Member, Senate Special Committee on 
Aging, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN COLLINS AND RANKING 
MEMBER MCCASKILL: On behalf of the North 
American Securities Administrators Asso- 
ciation (“‘NASAA’’), I’m writing to express 
strong support for your work to better pro- 
tect vulnerable adults from financial exploi- 
tation through the introduction of the 
Senior$afe Act of 2015. Your legislation will 
better protect seniors by increasing the like- 
lihood that financial exploitation targeting 
the elderly will be identified by financial 
services professionals, and by removing bar- 
riers that might otherwise frustrate the re- 
porting of such exploitation to state securi- 
ties regulators and other appropriate govern- 
mental authorities. 

Senior financial exploitation is a difficult 
but critical policy challenge. Many in our el- 
derly population are vulnerable due to social 
isolation and distance from family, care- 
giver, and other support networks. Indeed, 
evidence suggests that as many as one out of 
every five citizens over the age of 65 has been 
victimized by a financial fraud. To be suc- 
cessful in combating senior financial exploi- 
tation, state and federal policymakers must 
come together to weave a new safety net for 
our elderly, breaking down barriers to iden- 
tify those who are best positioned to identify 
red flags early on and to encourage reporting 
and referrals to appropriate local, county, 
state, and federal agencies, including law en- 
forcement. 

As you know, state securities regulators, 
working within the framework of NASAA, 
are in the late-stages of our own concerted 
effort to bolster protections for elderly in- 
vestors at risk of exploitation, including 
through the development of model legisla- 
tion to be enacted by states to promote re- 
porting of suspected exploitation. While the 
approaches contemplated by the recently an- 
nounced NASAA model legislation and the 
Senior$afe Act differ in some respects, they 
are complementary efforts, both undertaken 
with the shared goal of protecting seniors by 
increasing the detection and reporting of el- 
derly financial exploitation. 

The SeniorSafe Act consists of several es- 
sential features. First, to promote and en- 
courage reporting of suspected elderly finan- 
cial exploitation by financial services profes- 
sionals, who are positioned to identify and 
report “red flags’’ of potential exploitation, 
the bill would incentivize financial services 
employees to report any suspected exploi- 
tation by making them immune from any 
civil or administrative liability arising from 
such a report, provided that they exercised 
due care, and that they make these reports 
in good faith. Second, in order to better as- 
sure that financial services employees have 
the knowledge and training they require to 
identify “red flags” associated with financial 
exploitation, the bill would require that, as a 
condition of receiving immunity, financial 
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institutions undertake to train certain per- 
sonnel regarding the identification and re- 
porting of senior financial exploitation as 
soon as practicable, or within one year. 
Under the bill, employees who would be re- 
quired to receive such training as a condi- 
tion of immunity include supervisory per- 
sonnel; employees who come into contact 
with a senior citizen as a regular part of 
their duties; and employees who review or 
approve the financial documents, records, or 
transactions of senior citizens as a part of 
their regular duties. 

The benefits of the types of reporting that 
the Seniorg$afe Act aims to facilitate and en- 
courage are far-reaching. Elderly Americans 
stand to benefit directly from such report- 
ing, because early detection and reporting 
can minimize their financial losses from ex- 
ploitation, and because improved protection 
of their finances ultimately helps preserve 
their financial independence and their per- 
sonal autonomy. Financial institutions 
stand to benefit, as well, through preserva- 
tion of their reputation, increased commu- 
nity recognition, increased employee satis- 
faction, and decreased uninsured losses. 

In conclusion, state securities regulators 
congratulate you for introducing the 
Seniorg$afe Act of 2015. We share and support 
the goals of this legislation, and look for- 
ward to working closely with you as the leg- 
islation is considered by the Senate. 

Sincerely, 
JUDITH M. SHAW, 
NASAA President 
and Maine Securities Administrator. 


EE 


SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION 299—HON- 
ORING THE LIFE, LEGACY, AND 
EXAMPLE OF FORMER ISRAELI 
PRIME MINISTER YITZHAK 
RABIN ON THE TWENTIETH AN- 
NIVERSARY OF HIS DEATH 


Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. CARPER, Mr. LEAHY, Mrs. 
SHAHEEN, Mr. FRANKEN, Mr. MERKLEY, 
Mr. MURPHY, and Mr. KAINE) submitted 
the following resolution; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations: 

S. RES. 299 


Whereas Yitzhak Rabin was born on March 
1, 1922, in Jerusalem; 

Whereas Yitzhak Rabin volunteered for the 
Palmach, the elite unit of the Haganah, the 
predecessor of the Israeli Defense Forces, 
and served for 27 years, including during the 
1948 War of Independence, the 1956 Suez War, 
and as Chief of Staff in the June 1967 Six Day 
War; 

Whereas Yitzhak Rabin served as Ambas- 
sador to the United States from 1968 through 
1973, Minister of Defense from 1984 through 
1990, and Prime Minister from 1974 through 
1977 and from 1992 until his assassination in 
1995; 

Whereas, in 1975, Prime Minister Yitzhak 
Rabin signed the interim agreement with 
Egypt that laid the groundwork for the 1979 
Camp David Peace Treaty between Israel and 
Egypt; 

Whereas on September 13, 1993, in Wash- 
ington, D.C., Yitzhak Rabin signed the Dec- 
laration of Principles framework agreement 
between Israel and the Palestinians, also 
known as the Oslo Accords; 

Whereas, upon the signing of the Declara- 
tion of Principles, Yitzhak Rabin said to the 
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Palestinian people: ‘‘We say to you today in 
a loud and clear voice: Enough of blood and 
tears. Enough! We harbor no hatred toward 
you. We have no desire for revenge. We, like 
you, are people who want to build a home, 
plant a tree, love, live side by side with 
you—in dignity, empathy, as human beings, 
as free men.’’; 

Whereas Yitzhak Rabin received the 1994 
Nobel Peace Prize for his vision and bravery 
as a peacemaker; 

Whereas, on October 26, 1994, Yitzhak 
Rabin and King Hussein of Jordan signed a 
peace treaty between Israel and Jordan; 

Whereas, on November 4, 1995, Yitzhak 
Rabin was assassinated after attending a 
peace rally in Tel Aviv, where his last words 
were: “I have always believed that the ma- 
jority of the people want peace, are prepared 
to take risks for peace. . . Peace is what the 
Jewish People aspire to.’’; 

Whereas Yitzhak Rabin dedicated his life 
to the cause of peace and security for the 
state of Israel by defending his nation 
against all threats, including terrorism and 
invasion, and undertaking courageous risks 
in the pursuit of peace; 

Whereas, in the years following Yitzhak 
Rabin’s assassination, successive United 
States Administrations have sought to help 
Israel and the Palestinians achieve a nego- 
tiated two-state solution that ends their 
conflict; 

Whereas today Israel and the Palestinian 
territories are the site of renewed terrorism 
and violence; 

Whereas the continuation and deepening of 
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict in the ab- 
sence of progress toward a two-state solution 
has contributed to suffering among both peo- 
ples, including being one of several factors 
driving the current terrorism and violence in 
Israel and the Palestinian territories; and 

Whereas today, more than ever, the leader- 
ship of Yitzhak Rabin can be a model for se- 
curing peace during a time of conflict: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) commemorates the life and accomplish- 
ments of Yitzhak Rabin and extends its deep- 
est sympathy and condolences to his family 
and the people of Israel on the twentieth an- 
niversary of his death; 

(2) recognizes and reiterates its continued 
support for the close ties and special rela- 
tionship between the people and Govern- 
ments of the United States and Israel; 

(3) reaffirms its commitment to the proc- 
ess of building a just and lasting peace be- 
tween Israel and the Palestinians based on 
two states for two peoples, living side-by- 
side in peace and security; and 

(4) calls on Israeli and Palestinian leaders 
to quell the current outbreak of terrorism 
and violence, and to resume work toward a 
negotiated two-state solution ending the 
conflict once and for all. 


Mrs. FEINSTEIN. President, I rise 
today to submit a resolution recog- 
nizing the 20th anniversary of the as- 
sassination of Yitzhak Rabin. 

On November 4, 1995, after a major 
peace rally, then-Prime Minister Rabin 
was gunned-down by an Israeli nation- 


alist. Rabin’s brutal assassination 
ended the life of a man who lived for 
peace. 


Today, with renewed terrorism and 
violence in Israel and the Palestinian 
territories, leaders should look to the 
example of Mr. Rabin, who forged peace 
against long odds. His assassin may 
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have ended his life, but his message 
must live on. 

During Mr. Rabin’s first term as 
Israel’s Prime Minister, he laid the 
foundation for peace with Egypt by 
concluding the Sinai Interim Agree- 
ment on September 1, 1975. 

The eventual 1979 Camp David Peace 
Treaty officially ended hostilities be- 
tween the two nations. Importantly, 
Egypt became the first Arab state to 
recognize Israel. Today, because of Mr. 
Rabin’s work, Egypt and Israel remain 
at peace. 

During Mr. Rabin’s second term as 
Prime Minister, he continued to seek 
peace with Israel’s neighbors. He led 
the effort to sign the Oslo Accords, 
which created the Palestinian Author- 
ity, and which serves as a framework 
for the creation of a Palestinian state 
today. 

For their efforts, Mr. Rabin, Yasir 
Arafat and Shimon Peres won the 1994 
Nobel Peace Prize. 

That same year, Israel and Jordan 
also signed a peace treaty, making Jor- 
dan the second Arab state to establish 
peace with Israel. 

On this, the twentieth anniversary of 
the assassination of Yitzhak Rabin, I 
offer my condolences to his family. 
May they continue to find solace in the 
legacy of a leader who sought peace 
when others sought war. 

May leaders all around the world 
look to him for inspiration on how to 
lead courageously and chart a more 
peaceful future for one’s people. 


EE 


SENATE RESOLUTION 300—DESIG- 
NATING NOVEMBER 7, 2015, AS 
NATIONAL BISON DAY 


Mr. ENZI (for himself, Mr. DONNELLY, 
Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. BENNET, Mr. HATCH, 
Mr. UDALL, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. HEINRICH, 
Mr. WICKER, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. LEE, 
Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. MORAN, Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN, Mr. HOEVEN, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
Mr. THUNE, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
PORTMAN, Mr. TESTER, Mr. INHOFE, and 
Mr. MARKEY) submitted the following 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. REs. 300 


Whereas bison are considered a historical 
symbol of the United States; 

Whereas bison were integrally linked with 
the economic and spiritual lives of many In- 
dian tribes through trade and sacred cere- 
monies; 

Whereas there are more than 60 Indian 
tribes participating in the Intertribal Buf- 
falo Council; 

Whereas numerous members of Indian 
tribes are involved in bison restoration on 
tribal land; 

Whereas members of Indian tribes have a 
combined herd on more than 1,000,000 acres 
of tribal land; 

Whereas the Intertribal Buffalo Council is 
a tribal organization incorporated pursuant 
to section 17 of the Act of June 18, 1934 (com- 
monly known as the ‘‘Indian Reorganization 
Act”) (25 U.S.C. 477); 

Whereas bison can play an important role 
in improving the types of grasses found in 
landscapes to the benefit of grassland; 
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Whereas a bison has been depicted on the 
official seal of the Department of the Inte- 
rior since 1912; 

Whereas bison hold significant economic 
value for private producers and rural com- 
munities; 

Whereas, as of 2012, the Department of Ag- 
riculture estimates that 162,110 head of bison 
were under the stewardship of private pro- 
ducers, creating jobs, and contributing to 
the food security of the United States by 
providing a sustainable and healthy meat 
source; 

Whereas a bison is portrayed on 2 State 
flags; 

Whereas the bison has been adopted by 3 
States as the official mammal or animal of 
those States; 

Whereas the buffalo nickel played an im- 
portant role in modernizing the currency of 
the United States; 

Whereas several sports teams have the 
bison as a mascot, which highlights the 
iconic significance of bison in the United 
States; 

Whereas a small group of ranchers helped 
save bison from extinction in the late 1800s 
by gathering the remaining bison of the di- 
minished herds; 

Whereas on December 8, 1905, William 
Hornaday, Theodore Roosevelt, and others 
formed the American Bison Society in re- 
sponse to the near extinction of bison in the 
United States; 

Whereas on October 11, 1907, the American 
Bison Society sent 15 bison to the first big 
game refuge in the United States, now 
known as the ‘Wichita Mountains Wildlife 
Refuge”; 

Whereas in 2005, the American Bison Soci- 
ety was reestablished, bringing together 
bison ranchers, managers from Indian tribes, 
Federal and State agencies, conservation or- 
ganizations, and natural and social scientists 
from the United States, Canada, and Mexico 
to create a vision for the North American 
bison in the 21st century; 

Whereas there are bison herds in National 
Wildlife Refuges and National Parks; 

Whereas there are bison in State-managed 
herds across 11 States; 

Whereas there is a growing effort to cele- 
brate and officially recognize the historical, 
cultural, and economic significance of the 
North American bison to the heritage of the 
United States; and 

Whereas members of Indian tribes, bison 
producers, conservationists, sportsmen, edu- 
cators, and other public and private partners 
have participated in the annual National 
Bison Day since 2012 and are committed to 
continuing this tradition annually on the 
first Saturday of November: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) designates November 7, 2015, the first 
Saturday of November, as National Bison 
Day; and 

(2) encourages the people of the United 
States to observe the day with appropriate 
ceremonies and activities. 


EE 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 


SA 2750. Mr. McCONNELL proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 1314, to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide 
for a right to an administrative appeal relat- 
ing to adverse determinations of tax-exempt 
status of certain organizations. 

SA 2751. Mr. McCONNELL proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 2750 proposed 
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by Mr. MCCONNELL to the bill H.R. 1814, 
supra. 

SA 2752. Mr. MCCONNELL proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 1814, supra. 

SA 2753. Mr. MCCONNELL proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 2752 proposed 
by Mr. MCCONNELL to the bill H.R. 1814, 
supra. 

SA 2754. Mr. MCCONNELL proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 2753 proposed 
by Mr. MCCONNELL to the amendment SA 
2752 proposed by Mr. MCCONNELL to the bill 
H.R. 1814, supra. 


TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 2750. Mr. MCCONNELL proposed 
an amendment to the bill H.R. 1314, to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to provide for a right to an admin- 
istrative appeal relating to adverse de- 
terminations of tax-exempt status of 
certain organizations; as follows: 


At the end add the following: 


“This Act shall take effect 1 day after the 
date of enactment.” 


SA 2751. Mr. MCCONNELL proposed 
an amendment to amendment SA 2750 
proposed by Mr. MCCONNELL to the bill 
H.R. 1314, to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide for a right 
to an administrative appeal relating to 
adverse determinations of tax-exempt 
status of certain organizations; as fol- 
lows: 


Strike ‘‘1 day” and insert ‘‘2 days”. 


SA 2752. Mr. MCCONNELL proposed 
an amendment to the bill H.R. 1314, to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to provide for a right to an admin- 
istrative appeal relating to adverse de- 
terminations of tax-exempt status of 
certain organizations; as follows: 


At the end add the following: 


“This Act shall take effect 3 days after the 
date of enactment.” 


SA 2753. Mr. MCCONNELL proposed 
an amendment to amendment SA 2752 
proposed by Mr. MCCONNELL to the bill 
H.R. 1314, to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide for a right 
to an administrative appeal relating to 
adverse determinations of tax-exempt 
status of certain organizations; as fol- 
lows: 


Strike ‘‘3 days” and insert ‘*4 days”. 


SA 2754. Mr. MCCONNELL proposed 
an amendment to amendment SA 2753 
proposed by Mr. MCCONNELL to the 
amendment SA 2752 proposed by Mr. 
MCCONNELL to the bill H.R. 1314, to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to provide for a right to an admin- 
istrative appeal relating to adverse de- 
terminations of tax-exempt status of 
certain organizations; as follows: 


Strike ‘‘4’’ and insert ‘‘5’’. 
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AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 
Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 28, 2015, at 10 a.m., in room SR- 
253 of the Russell Senate Office Build- 
ing. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on October 28, 2015, at 9:30 a.m., 
to conduct a hearing entitled, ‘‘The 
U.S. Role and Strategy in the Middle 
East.” 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on October 28, 2015, at 3:30 p.m., 
to conduct a hearing entitled ‘‘Nomina- 
tions.” 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS 
Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 28, 2015, at 2:30 p.m., in room SH- 
216 of the Hart Senate Office Building, 
to conduct a hearing entitled ‘‘Retire- 
ment Plan Options for Small Busi- 
nesses.” 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on October 28, 2015, at 2:30 p.m., to con- 
duct a hearing entitled ‘‘Assessing the 
State of Our Nation’s Biodefense.” 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 
Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on October 28, 2015, at 2:30 p.m. 
in room SR-418 of the Russell Senate 
Office Building, to conduct a hearing 
entitled “VA Mental Health: Ensuring 
Access to Care”. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 
AND CONSUMER PROTECTION 
Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs Subcommittee on Finan- 
cial Institutions and Consumer Protec- 
tion be authorized to meet during the 
session of the Senate on October 28, 
2015, at 10 a.m., to conduct a hearing 
entitled ‘The State of Rural Banking: 
Challenges and Consequences.”’ 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 


Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that my intern 
Bria Justus, who is participating in a 
shadow day, have privileges of the floor 
for the balance of the day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


SUPPORTING THE GOALS AND 
IDEALS OF NATIONAL DOMESTIC 
VIOLENCE AWARENESS MONTH 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Judi- 
ciary Committee be discharged from 
further consideration of and the Senate 
now proceed to the consideration of S. 
Res. 293. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the resolution 
by title. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 293) supporting the 
goals and ideals of National Domestic Vio- 
lence Awareness Month, commending domes- 
tic violence victim advocates, domestic vio- 
lence victim service providers, crisis hotline 
staff, and first responders serving victims of 
domestic violence for their compassionate 
support of victims of domestic violence, and 
expressing the sense of the Senate that Con- 
gress should continue to support efforts to 
end domestic violence and hold perpetrators 
of domestic violence accountable. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the reso- 
lution be agreed to, the preamble be 
agreed to, and the motions to recon- 
sider be considered made and laid upon 
the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

(The resolution, with its preamble, is 
printed in the RECORD of October 22, 
2015, under ‘‘Submitted Resolutions.”’’) 


Í e 
NATIONAL BISON DAY 
Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 


ate proceed to the consideration of S. 
Res. 300, submitted earlier today. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 300) designating No- 
vember 7, 2015, as National Bison Day. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that the resolution be agreed 
to, the preamble be agreed to, and the 
motions to reconsider be considered 
made and laid upon the table with no 
intervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

(The resolution, with its preamble, is 
printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub- 
mitted Resolutions.’’) 


e 


MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—H.R. 597 


Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
understand there is a bill at the desk, 
and I ask for its first reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the bill by title for the 
first time. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 597) to reauthorize the Export- 
Import Bank of the United States, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I now ask for a 
second reading and, in order to place 
the bill on the calendar under the pro- 
visions of rule XIV, I object to my own 
request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion having been heard, the bill will be 
read for the second time on the next 
legislative day. 


——m 


ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, 
OCTOBER 29, 2015 


Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until 10 a.m., Thursday, Octo- 
ber 29; that following the prayer and 
pledge, the morning hour be deemed 
expired, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, and the time for the 
two leaders be reserved for their use 
later in the day; finally, that following 
leader remarks, the Senate resume 
consideration of the House message to 
accompany H.R. 1314. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be- 
fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that it stand adjourned under the 
previous order. 
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There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 6:41 p.m., adjourned until Thursday, 
October 29, 2015, at 10 a.m. 


-m 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate: 
IN THE COAST GUARD 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES COAST GUARD RESERVE IN THE 
GRADE INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
12203(A): 


To be rear admiral 


FRANCIS S. PELKOWSKI 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES COAST GUARD TO THE GRADE IN- 
DICATED UNDER TITLE 14, U.S.C., SECTION 271(E): 


To be captain 


LADONN A. ALLEN 
AREX B. AVANNI 
DONALD E. BADER 
RICHARD L. BATES 
LANCE C. BELBEN 

GARY R. BOWEN 
MICHAEL E. BRANDHUBER 
STEPHEN BURDIAN 
MICHAEL E. CAMPBELL 
KEVIN M. CARROLL 
CHRISTOPHER M. CHASE 
KURT A. CLARKE 
DWIGHT E. COLLINS 
THOMAS F. COOPER 
DARCIE G. CUNNINGHAM 
RUSSELL E. DASH 
MICHAEL J. DAVANZO 
DAVID S. DEUEL 
MATTHEW J. FAY 
PATRICK M. FLYNN 
BRIAN C. GLANDER 
DOUGLAS D. GOODWIN 
JOHN P. GREGG 

JOHN L. HOLLINGSWORTH 
SCOTT A. KEISTER 
KEVIN M. KING 

MARC W. KNOWLTON 
BRIAN K. KOSHULSKY 
MATTHEW W. LAKE 
KRISTI M. LUTTRELL 
GREGORY H. MAGEE 
RYAN D. MANNING 
MICHAEL F. NASITKA 
ROBERT A. PHILLIPS 
CURTISS C. POTTER 
JOHN W. PRUITT 
THOMAS C. REMMERS 
JOHN G. RIVERS 
MONICA L. ROCHESTER 
WILLIAM E. SASSER, JR. 
PATRICK C. SCHREIBER 
JOSEPH H.D. SOLOMON 
GLENN D. STOCKS 

ERIC J. STORCH 

JOSEPH SUNDLAND 
JAMES P. SUTTON 
JASON P. TAMA 

PETER R. VAN NESS 
MARK VISLAY, JR. 
MARK R. VLAUN 

AARON E. WATERS 
BLAKE E. WELBORN 
ADRIAN L. WEST 
STEPHEN R. WHITE 
CRAIG J. WIESCHHORSTER 
JEFFREY V. YAROSH 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES COAST GUARD RESERVE TO THE 
GRADE INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
12203(A): 


To be captain 


SHARIF A. ABDRABBO 
MICHAEL K. ARNOLD 
JOHN M. CARABALLO 
RONALD J. CATUDAL 
MICHAEL J. FERULLO 
EVAN J. GALBO 

JOHN J. GAROFOLO, JR. 
JILL I. LUMPKIN 
MATTHEW J. MCCANN 
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DAVID A. MENCHACA 
PATRICIA J. QUINN 
JENNIFER A. TRAVERS 
WILBUR A. VELARDE 


IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be major general 
BRIG. GEN. ARLEN R. ROYALTY 
IN THE NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be admiral 
VICE ADM. KURT W. TIDD 
IN THE AIR FORCE 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE AIR 
FORCE UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be colonel 
ALAN D. MURDOCK 
IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY 
JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL’S CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, 
U.S.C., SECTIONS 624 AND 3064: 


To be colonel 


OLGA M. ANDERSON 
ROSEANNE M. BENNETT 
JOHN H. COOK 

JOHN A. HAMNER II 
TIMOTHY P. HAYES, JR. 
MAUREEN A. KOHN 
JULIE A. LONG 

ROBERT L. MANLEY III 
ANDRAS M. MARTON 
SEAN T. MCGARRY 
OREN H. MCKNELLY 
MICHAEL D. MIERAU, JR. 
RUSSELL N. PARSON 
TRAVIS L. ROGERS 
MICHAEL C. WONG 

ERIC W. YOUNG 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY 
AS CHAPLAINS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 624 AND 
3064: 


To be colonel 


JIMMY C. DAVIS, JR. 
CHARLES M. FIELDS 
MARK A. FREDERICK 
DAVID M. LOCKHART 
ROBERT NAY 

DARIN A. NIELSEN 
KEVIN M. PIES 
JAMES E. SCHAEFER 
OLEN Z. SELLERS 
SCOTT R. SHERRETZ 
DAVID L. SHOFFNER 
JERRY C. SIEG 
KENNETH R. SORENSON 
TIMOTHY D. WALLS 
KEVIN B. WESTON 
STANLEY E. WHITTEN 
ROBERT E. WICHMAN 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE 
ARMY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be colonel 
SPENCER T. PRICE 
IN THE NAVY 
THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 


TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE REGULAR NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 531: 


To be lieutenant commander 


JAMES E. O'NEIL III 
KEITH M. ROXO 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR TEMPORARY 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE 
UNITED STATES NAVY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
5721: 


16733 


To be lieutenant commander 


JOSHUA C. ANDRES 
CARL W. BARLOW III 
LOWELL E. BRUHN 
RALPH T. BUCKLES 
DEREK A. BURNEY 

ARON E. CALLIPO 

DANA S. CANBY 

KENDRA B. CARTER 
DAVID A. DUFFIELD 
STEPHEN M. EMERSON 
CLINTON D. EMRICH 
JACOB M. GERLACH 
DANIEL W. GOODWIN 
CHRISTOPHER A. GRILLO 
RYAN M. GRUNDT 
SAMUEL F. HARTLEY 
JOHN J. HARTSOG 

KYLE T. HAUBOLD 
COLLIN R. HEDGES 
DARRELL R. HEIDE 
RICHARD S. HEIDEL 
BRENT J. HOLLOWAY 
ROBERT A. JOHNSON 
CHARLES P. JONES 
ALFRED L. KELLER, JR. 
JEREMY D. LEAZER 
WILLIAM C. LIVINGSTON 
BENJAMIN B. LONG 
FRANCISCO D. MARTINEZ 
JOSHUA D. MEEK 
THOMAS E. MILLER 
JEFFERY A. MILOTA 
JUSTIN A. MURTY 
SHAUN A. POSEY 

PETER J. REMILLARD 
ALEX RINALDI 

COSMAS SAMARITIS 
JOSEPH W. A. SAMMUR 
DANIEL C. SHEA 
THOMAS J. SIMMONS 
MATTHEW D. SPAKOWSKI 
ERIK B. SUNDAY 
STEPHEN D. SZACHTA, JR. 
CHAD T. TELLA 

MARK TEMPLAR 
NATHANIEL B. VANDEVENTER 
ROBERT W. VINSON 
MARK F. WAITE 

BRIAN D. WILSON 

JOHN E. WOODSON 

ALAN W. YOUNG 
BETHANY R. ZMITROVICH 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
RESERVE UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be captain 


CALVIN M. FOSTER 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE REGULAR NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 531: 


To be lieutenant commander 
TARA A. FEHER 


CONFIRMATION 


Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate October 28, 2015: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


SARAH ELIZABETH FEINBERG, OF WEST VIRGINIA, TO 
BE ADMINISTRATOR OF THE FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMIN- 
ISTRATION. 


WITHDRAWAL 


Executive Message transmitted by 
the President to the Senate on October 
28, 2015 withdrawing from further Sen- 
ate consideration the following nomi- 
nation: 


AIR FORCE NOMINATION OF ENRIQUE J. GWIN, TO BE 
COLONEL, WHICH WAS SENT TO THE SENATE ON JUNE 16, 
2015. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, October 28, 


The House met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. PALAZZO). 


ee 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
October 28, 2015. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable STEVEN M. 
PALAZZO to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


EEE 


MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of Janu- 
ary 6, 2015, the Chair will now recog- 
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 

The Chair will alternate recognition 
between the parties, with each party 
limited to 1 hour and each Member 
other than the majority and minority 
leaders and the minority whip limited 
to 5 minutes, but in no event shall de- 
bate continue beyond 11:50 a.m. 


a 


JOHN A. BOEHNER, THE SPEAKER 
OF THE HOUSE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. HOYER) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
pay tribute to the Speaker of the 
House, JOHN BOEHNER. 

Speaker BOEHNER and I, as some 
would note, do not always agree. We 
have been on opposite sides of this 
floor and on opposite sides of debate 
many times. However, that is behind us 
for JOHN BOEHNER. 

In all of the years I have served with 
him, Speaker BOEHNER has shown me 
the same kindness, grace, and friend- 
ship that he has shown so many of his 
House colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle. 

JOHN BOEHNER is a gentleman in the 
truest sense of the word and is a leader 
who, even in the act of stepping back 
from his position in the leadership, has 
always put the best interests of our 
country first. 

When it came time to make difficult 
decisions, even in the face of strong op- 
position from some in his own party, 
Speaker BOEHNER was willing to work 
across the aisle to make sure that this 
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House was achieving its most funda- 
mental responsibilities to those we had 
the honor of serving. 

We did not have a catastrophic de- 
fault on our debt—at least twice—in 
large part because of JOHN BOEHNER’S 
determination not to let it happen. 
Millions of children benefitted from 
the forms of No Child Left Behind be- 
cause JOHN BOEHNER, the chairman of 
the committee, put children’s interests 
first and worked in partnership with 
the late Senator Ted Kennedy and Con- 
gressman George Miller. 

That was in the best traditions of a 
President Bush-sponsored piece of leg- 
islation—a Republican chairman, a 
Democratic chairman, and a ranking 
Democrat working together on behalf 
of our country’s interest. 

JOHN BOEHNER worked to keep his 
Conference and this House marching 
forward down a productive path. His- 
tory will be the judge of his success as 
the leader of his party, but all of us 
who have had the honor of serving with 
him will judge him as we know him—a 
considerate and thoughtful individual, 
who is a patriot and who cares deeply 
about this House and the Nation it 
serves. 

I want to thank him, as I would hope 
all of our Members would and, frankly, 
those Members who served with him, 
but who are not in this House now, for 
his service and for his friendship. 

I want to wish him well and wish him 
luck out there on the golf course, 
where I am sure he will be spending a 
lot more time—I am going to be envi- 
ous of that—in addition to the time 
that he will spend with his family and 
in continuing to serve his community, 
his State, and his Nation. 

JOHN BOEHNER served his country and 
this House of Representatives with fi- 
delity and responsibility, and we 
should all thank him for that. 

We wish the Speaker and his wife, 
Debbie, well as they embark on a new 
phase of their lives. He has served his 
country well. I am confident that he 
will continue to do so. 


EE 


DEBT CEILING BILL FINANCIALLY 
IRRESPONSIBLE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Alabama (Mr. BROOKS) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROOKS of Alabama. Mr. Speak- 
er, Benjamin Franklin advised: ‘‘When 
you run in debt, you give to another 
power over your liberty.” 

Washington is in the middle of an 
epic battle between elected officials 
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who, on the one hand, 
responsible, have the 
and backbone needed to prevent an 
American bankruptcy, heed the wis- 
dom of Founding Father Benjamin 
Franklin, and fight out-of-control debt 
that threatens our liberty, and you 
have those elected officials who, on the 
other hand, are financially irrespon- 
sible and are too weak to resist spend- 
ing money America does not have, has 
to borrow to get, and can’t afford to 
pay back. 

This week Congress faces yet another 
last-second debt deal, negotiated in se- 
cret, sprung at the last moment, that 
fails the American people by not fixing 
the cause of the debt ceiling problem: 
out of control deficits. 

Earlier this year America’s Comp- 
troller General and the nonpartisan 
Congressional Budget Office warned 
Congress and President Obama that 
America’s current financial path is 
“unsustainable,” meaning that Amer- 
ica faces a debilitating insolvency and 
bankruptcy unless we get our financial 
house in order. 

The CBO issued two other dire warn- 
ings: 

First, America’s debt service costs 
will increase by, roughly, $600 billion in 
10 years. For perspective, $600 billion is 
more than what America spends on na- 
tional defense, which begs the ques- 
tion: Where will the money for that 
additional $600 billion debt payment 
come from? 

Second, the CBO warns that, by 2025, 
America will face an unending string of 
annual trillion-dollar deficits, deficits 
that can only end in a debilitating 
American insolvency and bankruptcy. 

Mr. Speaker, economic principles 
don’t care if you are a family, a busi- 
ness, or a country. If you borrow more 
money than you can pay back, you go 
bankrupt. 

There are good and bad ways to raise 
the debt ceiling. Today’s debt bill is 
bad because it not only fails to restrain 
America’s spending addiction, it makes 
things worse by increasing spending by 
$80 billion. 

I have been in Congress since 2011, 
when America’s debt blew through the 
$14 trillion mark. Now America’s debt 
is $18 trillion. This debt deal blows 
America’s debt through the $19 trillion 
mark, meaning America’s bank ac- 
count will soon be $5 trillion weaker 
than it was in 2011. 

Rather than fixing America’s deficit 
problem while we still have the finan- 
cial ability to do so, this debt deal 
kicks the can down the road to 2017, 
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when America will be financially weak- 
er and less able to rise to the financial 
challenge that threatens us. 

Mr. Speaker, today’s debt bill is akin 
to a sick patient going to the emer- 
gency room and getting pain-killing 
drugs that make the patient feel bet- 
ter, yet does nothing to cure the dis- 
ease that kills him. In the real world, 
that is medical malpractice. Similarly, 
today’s debt bill that makes America 
feel good, but does nothing to cure our 
debt disease, is governing malpractice. 

President George Washington advised 
Congress: ‘‘No pecuniary consideration 
is more urgent than the regular re- 
demption and discharge of the public 
debt. On none can delay be more inju- 
rious.”’ 

George Washington’s advice in 1793 is 
prudent today. Congress and President 
Obama must balance the budget before 
America’s debt burden spirals out of 
control, before it is too late to prevent 
the debilitating insolvency and bank- 
ruptcy that awaits us. 

Mr. Speaker, I exhort Washington to 
rise to the challenge and be financially 
responsible when raising the debt ceil- 
ing. The first step is to defeat this debt 
bill that not only fails to fix a time- 
critical problem, but that actually 
makes America’s spending addiction 
$80 billion worse. America’s future as a 
great Nation and a world power de- 
pends on it. 

I will vote against this debt deal. I 
urge my colleagues to be financially 
responsible—do the same—and_ insist 
that the debt ceiling be raised only if 
we simultaneously fix America’s addic- 
tion to deficit spending. Today’s debt 
ceiling bill fails that benchmark. It 
threatens America. It should be de- 
feated. 


-Á 


THE BUDGET 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, we 
are in the process of wrapping up a 
budget agreement that is welcome 
since it protects against default on the 
national debt and prevents draconian 
cuts for disability payments and un- 
fairness in Medicare premiums for our 
senior citizens; but it continues a 
downward spiral in government spend- 
ing for essential items that would im- 
prove America’s infrastructure, edu- 
cation, medical research, and much 
more. Yet, at the same time, we are 
continuing on autopilot with some of 
the largest expenditures for genera- 
tions to come. 

We had an announcement yesterday 
that we will be replacing the next gen- 
eration of stealth bombers for our nu- 
clear triad—up to 100 of them—at an 
estimated cost of over $550 million 
each, and that is just the estimated 
shelf price, the opening bid, plus an- 
other $20 billion in development costs. 
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Our history of developing weapons of 
this magnitude is that from the open- 
ing bid, the price is likely to spiral 
much higher in the future. The same 
contractor, Northrop Grumman, which 
won this bid, could only build 21 B-2s 
out of a planned 132 as the costs spi- 
raled to over $1 billion a plane. 

This comes at a time when we are 
committed to spending over $1 trillion 
in the coming decades in upgrading our 
nuclear fleet. Think about it: 12 new 
ballistic missile submarines, up to 100 
new long-range, nuclear-capable bomb- 
ers, 642 new land-based ballistic mis- 
siles, 1,000 new nuclear-capable, long- 
range standoff cruise missiles. 

And why are we doing this in the 
first place? 

Think for a moment. These weapons 
that we have already are far in excess 
of anything America will ever need—a 
destructive capacity to obliterate any 
nation multiple times over—yet, we 
are moving ahead without ever dis- 
cussing this spending here on the 
House floor as to whether or not it is 
what we need. 

Think about the security threats of 
today in terms of an inability to with- 
stand the devastating impacts of cli- 
mate change on our communities, the 
threats from ISIS, different challenges 
of encroachment from Russia and 
China—not nuclear attack, but moving 
ahead in building artificial islands, in- 
vading neighboring countries. These 
are threats now—the Taliban, inter- 
national terrorism—and we are com- 
mitted to spending vast sums on weap- 
ons that we are never likely to use and 
are useless against the real threats we 
face. 

We don’t need 454 land-based nuclear 
missiles now. These end up threatening 
us. Look at the recently released infor- 
mation about the stand-down around 
Russian paranoia in 1983 regarding 
NATO exercises. We didn’t realize how 
panicked they were or the steps that 
they took. That is the real threat from 
nuclear weapons, accident or mis- 
calculation. 

Consider the opportunity costs of 
vast sums of money that we are tying 
up that could be used for other pur- 
poses, including strengthening our 
military for today’s threats or helping 
our veterans or our communities on 
what is bearing down upon them or 
equipping our citizens to function in 
this century. 

We just had a fascinating lesson 
when the Export-Import Bank was 
freed from the iron grasp of the com- 
mittee and was allowed to actually be 
debated on the floor of the House. It 
had been bottled up for years. It had 
never had that sort of attention. We 
had more time and energy spent on the 
Ex-Im Bank over the last 50 hours 
than, probably, the last 50 years—cer- 
tainly, in the last 50 months. 

What would happen if Congress actu- 
ally addressed and debated the wisdom 
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of our current nuclear policies and the 
vast sums of money that are being 
spent on autopilot that will be chewing 
a hole in the budget to the detriment 
of the Department of Defense and ev- 
erything else? 

There is a lesson to be learned, and I 
hope someday Congress will learn it, 
because there is a path for a stronger, 
safer America, for more meaningful, 
targeted military spending, and for a 
balanced, thoughtful budget prioritiza- 
tion. If Congress does its job in the 
open, collectively, the decision be- 
comes easier and the results become 
better. 


EE 
1015 


CONGRATULATING STUDENTS AT 
NATIONAL FFA CONVENTION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. THOMPSON) for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today in recogni- 
tion of the students from Pennsylvania 
participating in this week’s National 
Future Farmers of America, or FFA, 
convention in Louisville, Kentucky. 

“I believe in the future of agri- 
culture.” Those are the first words 
from the FFA creed. The Pennsylvania 
group is among 60,000 FFA members at 
this week’s convention, participating 
in a variety of competitions and stress- 
ing the importance of agriculture to 
our Nation. 

Among Pennsylvania’s State officers 
attending the convention is Tony Rice. 
Tony is a student at the Pennsylvania 
State University’s main campus in 
Pennsylvania’s Fifth Congressional 
District, and Tony is one of 52 national 
officer candidates traveling to Louis- 
ville. 

Each year, six student members are 
selected as national officers of the 
FFA. These young men and women 
travel as many as 100,000 miles per 
year, stressing the importance of agri- 
culture, agriculture education, and the 
FFA. Candidates are judged upon their 
ability to be effective communicators 
and team players. 

Over the past years, Tony Rice has 
met with more than 12,000 high school 
students to address the important role 
that agriculture plays in Pennsylva- 
nia’s economy as Pennsylvania’s num- 
ber one industry. 

Now, I not only commend Tony Rice 
for his dedication to the future of this 
industry but also his fellow FFA mem- 
bers and the educators who have helped 
these young people, who will be the ag- 
ricultural leaders of tomorrow, suc- 
ceed. 


EE 


END CHILDHOOD HUNGER NOW 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
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Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the greatest health challenges facing 
our country right now is hunger. We 
have a hunger problem in the United 
States of America. 

For far too long, we have minimized 
the problem. Some have even ignored 
the problem. In short, our response has 
been inadequate. And we have failed to 
view hunger as a health issue, which it 
is. For our Nation’s youngest and most 
vulnerable, our children, the negative 
effects of childhood hunger are perva- 
sive and long-lasting. 

So last week I was pleased to see the 
American Academy of Pediatrics re- 
lease its newest policy statement 
which, for the first time, recommends 
that pediatricians screen all children 
for food insecurity. The new rec- 
ommendations consist of two simple 
questions for pediatricians to ask par- 
ents of young children at their annual 
well visit to identify and address child- 
hood hunger. It also recommends that 
pediatricians become more familiar 
with our robust system of antihunger 
programs at the Federal, State, and 
local levels. When pediatricians know 
more about these antihunger programs 
and the resources they provide, they 
will be better prepared to help families 
in need. 

Pediatricians are among the most re- 
spected, if not the most respected, 
voices on children’s issues; and I hope 
that, with the AAP’s policy statement, 
more people will start paying attention 
to the devastating effects of childhood 
hunger on America’s future. 

It is shameful that childhood hunger 
even exists in this country, the richest 
country in the world, that one in five 
children lives in a food insecure house- 
hold, that 17.2 million households in 
this country struggle with food insecu- 
rity, that the only reliable healthy 
meals some kids receive are the ones 
they get through school breakfasts or 
lunches. Their mothers and fathers are 
forced to skip meals so that their kids 
can have more to eat because the fam- 
ily simply cannot afford to put enough 
food on the table. 

The harmful effects of hunger on 
children are well documented: for ex- 
ample, children who live in households 
that are food insecure get sick more 
often, recover more slowly from ill- 
ness, have poorer overall health, and 
are hospitalized more frequently. 

Children and adolescents affected by 
food insecurity are more likely to be 
iron deficient, and preadolescent boys 
dealing with hunger issues have lower 
bone density. Early childhood mal- 
nutrition is also tied to conditions 
such as diabetes and cardiovascular 
disease later in life. 

Lack of adequate healthy food can 
impair a child’s ability to concentrate 
and perform well in school and is 
linked to higher levels of behavioral 
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and emotional problems from preschool 
through adolescence. 

I have personally heard from pedia- 
tricians who see kids in the emergency 
room come in for a common cold that 
has become much worse because they 
don’t have enough to eat, and their im- 
mune systems have been compromised. 
Stories like these are heartbreaking. 

Mr. Speaker, we know that con- 
sistent access to adequate nutritious 
food is one of the best medicines for 
growing, thriving children. Children’s 
Health Watch, a national network of 
pediatricians and child health profes- 
sionals, found that, in comparison to 
children whose families were eligible 
but did not receive SNAP, young chil- 
dren whose families received SNAP 
were significantly less likely to be at 
risk of being underweight or experi- 
encing developmental delays. 

If Members of Congress are not 
swayed by the moral arguments for 
ending childhood hunger, they ought to 
be swayed by the economic ones. En- 
suring that our kids have access to 
enough nutritious food saves money in 
the form of reduced healthcare costs 
and helps them become more produc- 
tive contributors to our economy later 
in life. 

Mr. Speaker, without our robust Fed- 
eral antihunger programs, there would 
no doubt be more hungry children in 
this country. 

The Special Supplemental Nutrition 
Program for Women, Infants, and Chil- 
dren, or WIC, provides nutritious food 
and support for children and mothers. 
The Supplemental Nutrition Assist- 
ance Program, or SNAP, is our Na- 
tion’s premiere antihunger program 
and helps millions of low-income fami- 
lies afford to purchase food every 
month. About half of all SNAP recipi- 
ents are children. And our school 
breakfast and lunch programs, summer 
meals, and Child and Adult Food Care 
Programs all provide nutritious meals 
to children in community, child-friend- 
ly settings. 

We can’t forget about the incredible 
work our food banks, food pantries, and 
other charities do to provide healthy 
food for low-income children and their 
families. Despite the incredible work 
that they do, charities cannot do it 
alone. The demand is simply too great. 
Charities need a strong Federal partner 
to end hunger in this country. 

Mr. Speaker, for a while now, I have 
been urging the White House to con- 
vene a White House conference on food, 
nutrition, and hunger. We ought to 
bring antihunger groups, pediatricians, 
business leaders, teachers, hospitals, 
farmers, nonprofits, faith leaders, and 
governmental officials together to 
come up with a plan to end hunger in 
this country once and for all. I can 
think of no more compelling reason to 
end hunger now than for the health and 
well-being of America’s children. 

In closing, I commend the American 
Academy of Pediatrics for working to 
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solve hunger as a health issue and ad- 
dressing how it affects our country’s 
greatest resource: our children. We can 
and we should do more to end hunger 
now. 


EE 


ISIS MUST GO 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Louisiana (Mr. ABRAHAM) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, it has 
now been 1,532 days since President 
Obama said Syria’s Bashar Assad must 
go. Guess what? He is still there. 

It has been 789 days since President 
Obama drew the red line in the sand, so 
to speak, and told Assad not to use 
chemical weapons on his own people. 
Well, he ignored that. And he used 
chemical weapons, and he continues to 
use chemical weapons and kill his own 
people. 

What we are seeing in Syria—the rise 
of ISIS, the refugee crisis of tens of 
thousands of people, children having to 
migrate northward to get out of Syria, 
the civil war—are all the direct results 
of the President’s unwillingness to 
stand by his word. 

Now Russia is in Syria. They are tell- 
ing the U.S. on our own soil that Amer- 
ica is weak. Look at what they have 
done in Ukraine. We didn’t do anything 
but give rhetoric and words. Nothing to 
push Putin back to where he should be. 

America is losing her standing in the 
world, and we would rather appease our 
enemies than show our strength. This 
administration still has no strategy for 
handling ISIS, no tangible plan for de- 
feating Assad, and seemingly no will to 
stand up to Russia’s aggression. 

Assad must go. ISIS must go. ISIS 
must be defeated. America must stand 
firm and show the world we are a force 
to be reckoned with, not to be tram- 
pled on. 


EEE 


DYSLEXIA AWARENESS MONTH 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
California (Mr. FARR) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, October is 
Dyslexia Awareness Month. It is part 
of the broader Learning Disabilities 
Month. This is the time we focus on 
learning disabilities, particularly in 
our students and our own children and 
many who suffer from learning disabil- 
ities. 

I am emphasizing Dyslexia Aware- 
ness Month because I have dyslexia. 
Growing up, it was very hard being a 
student that couldn’t read well, 
couldn’t spell, couldn’t write. I was 
very ashamed of that. I was shy. I 
didn’t know how to ask for help, but I 
had a lot of support in my home. 

My mother and father didn’t really 
know how to treat it. We didn’t even 
know how to diagnose it in the early 
ages. I became withdrawn and embar- 
rassed to go to class, particularly to 
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get up and to have to read in front of 
the class and to spell in front of the 
class. I still have trouble doing that. 
Thanks to loving parents and to sup- 
portive teachers, I am here. 

I share my story because we need to 
remove the stigma attached to learn- 
ing disabilities. No student should have 
to sit in silence being ashamed, being 
afraid to ask for help. 

I had a high school biology teacher, 
Enid Larson, a person whom I actually 
wanted to grow up and be like and be a 
high school biology teacher, who 
taught me I could accomplish any- 
thing. I think I studied sciences be- 
cause so much of science was memori- 
zation and not having to write a lot of 
papers and not having to read in front 
of the class. 

I pass that same message along be- 
cause one in five children with learning 
disabilities or attention issues has to 
know that it is not because they have 
a low IQ. They don’t. In fact, some of 
the brightest people in history have 
had these learning disabilities. It isn’t 
because you are different. It means 
that you are unique. It means that, 
with the right help, support, and love, 
you can accomplish many things. You 
can cope with your disability. 

Many Members of Congress are 
dyslexic or have children who are 
dyslexic, and so many that we have ac- 
tually formed a Congressional Dyslexic 
Caucus. I am urging you to ask your 
Member of Congress, if they have not 
been a member of that caucus, to join 
it. 

I ask for you to ask your school dis- 
tricts what help they are bringing to 
kids with disabilities and particularly 
for dyslexic students. 

I encourage the students to speak 
out. You may be shy about reading, but 
that shouldn’t be affecting your speak- 
ing. You should speak out about what 
you feel and what you want. 

Dyslexia is a reading and spelling dis- 
order, but you can develop coping 
skills. With that, you can overcome 
your shame and your shyness. After 
all, many of us in Congress have done 
that, and that is why I am speaking 
today and not reading. 


ee 


FISHER CENTER FOR ALZ- 
HEIMER’S RESEARCH FOUNDA- 
TION’S 20TH ANNIVERSARY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. JOLLY) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. JOLLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize and congratulate the Fish- 
er Center for Alzheimer’s Research 
Foundation on their 20th anniversary. 
To date, the Fisher Center has raised 
tens of millions of dollars in private 
funds in the quest to find a cure for 
this heartbreaking disease that affects 
millions of families across the country 
and around the world. 

Mr. Zachary Fisher created the foun- 
dation in 1995, with the single mission 
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of finding a cure for Alzheimer’s 
through scientific discovery. Since 
then, the research scientists at the 
Fisher Center for Alzheimer’s Research 
at Rockefeller University, led by Nobel 
laureate Dr. Paul Greengard, have 
made remarkable strides, advancing 
groundbreaking research. But there is, 
of course, much more work to be done 
to defeat this debilitating disease. 

Mr. Speaker, as I rise to recognize 
the foundation’s leadership in the fight 
to cure Alzheimer’s, I must also recog- 
nize Mr. Fisher’s many other chari- 
table endeavors that have transformed 
and touched the lives of those who 
serve our Nation in uniform. 

Mr. Fisher was deeply committed to 
supporting the men and women of our 
Armed Forces, and our veterans as 
well. In that light, he founded the Fish- 
er House Foundation, which provides 
housing to the families of our veterans 
and our servicemen while a loved one 
receives medical treatment. Addition- 
ally, Mr. Fisher founded the Intrepid 
Sea, Air & Space Museum in New York 
City. 
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But the cause for which I rise today 
is to urge my colleagues once again 
and to urge the Nation once again to 
focus on the profound need to increase 
Alzheimer’s research and to recognize 
the equally profound work that the 
Fisher Center has done to ultimately 
advance and find a cure. 

With 5.3 million Americans suffering 
from Alzheimer’s, we must do more. 
Left unchecked, Alzheimer’s will con- 
tinue to dramatically impact countless 
lives and families across the country. 
Left unchecked, Alzheimer’s could cost 
our Nation $1.1 trillion annually by 
2050. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
join me in the fight to find a cure for 
Alzheimer’s, and I rise today to thank 
the Fisher Center Foundation for lead- 
ing this charge by funding ground- 
breaking research to finally end this 
disease. 


EE 
PRESERVING OUR PLANET 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ) for 5 
minutes. 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to di- 
rect our attention to the importance of 
preserving our planet and what we 
should do to address the issue of the 
changes going on in our climate. 

Protecting our environment and ad- 
dressing climate change are issues 
which are important to all of our cities 
across the United States. In fact, at a 
very local level, many of our commu- 
nities are working on these issues be- 
cause they face them directly head on. 

For the Latino community, like 
other communities, we are family-ori- 
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ented, and we want to provide a better 
future for our generations to come. 
That includes leaving our planet bet- 
ter—better—for our grandchildren and 
their children. 

As the Latino population continues 
to increase in the United States—we 
are about one out of every four, and 
they say that in another 30 or 40 years, 
we will be one out of every three Amer- 
icans—our exposure to climate change 
and the risks of pollution are even 
more important because our ZIP 
Codes—where we live, where the Latino 
community lives—are where we are 
highest at risk. 

It is estimated that close to 50 per- 
cent of all Latino Americans live in 
counties that frequently violate 
ground-level ozone standards. It just 
doesn’t affect Latinos, by the way. 
Asian Americans tend to also live in 
those ZIP Codes. 

What that means is that we are 
breathing dirtier air than most Ameri- 
cans, and we have more respiratory ill- 
ness. Poor environmental protections 
affect the food that we feed our chil- 
dren, the air that our families breathe, 
and the water that we drink. 

Since I was elected to Congress al- 
most 20 years ago, I have worked tire- 
lessly to work in Orange County— 
where I live and where I represent—to 
help get some green projects in, both in 
Orange County and in California. 

For example, I have fought to main- 
tain the funding for the Pacific Crest 
Trail, which serves residents of the en- 
tire West Coast and visitors from 
around the world. Of course, I am an 
avid hiker; so, I love that trail. 

In fact, in this Congress, I cospon- 
sored legislation which would perma- 
nently extend the Land and Water Con- 
servation Fund, which ensures the con- 
servation of national parks, rivers, and 
streams. It provides grants to local 
parks and to recreation projects. 

One of the things it does is try to en- 
sure that, for example, California, 
being so long in length, you could start 
at the southern portion of California 
and actually walk through wilderness 
all the way to the Oregon border. 

The Land and Water Conservation 
Fund is a bipartisan program. That is 
why it kind of distresses me a little bit 
that we, as a Congress, haven’t funded 
it, because it is incredibly important, 
especially in urban areas, such as my 
district, where there is little natural 
environment left and where we need 
open space and green parks. 

It is where Latinos go to have their 
barbecues. It is where we have our fam- 
ily gatherings. It is incredibly impor- 
tant to us. Sometimes we live in pretty 
cramped conditions, and we need that 
outdoor space, even if it is in an urban 
area. Places like Pearson and Pioneer 
Park in my hometown of Anaheim or 
Centennial Park in Santa Ana or our 
beautiful Santa Ana Zoo have all been 
made possible by the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund. 
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Mr. Speaker, do you know what the 
total cost to taxpayers for these won- 
derful developments are? Zero. The 
land and water conservation comes at 
no cost to the taxpayer, but it benefits 
them immensely. And, still, this House 
has failed to fund this. It expired on 
September 30. 

Mr. Speaker, the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund is another example 
of a commonsense—commonsense—bi- 
partisan program on which this House 
has neglected to act. 

So I ask the Members of the House, 
can you go back to the people of your 
district and say to them: Oh, I don’t 
really care about your parks. I don’t 
really care about the environment. I 
don’t care about where you hang out 
with your families? This Congress has 
to act. We should act together on this 
because it is incredibly important to 
our families. 

I will leave you with a quote, another 
one from one of my favorite people, His 
Holiness Pope Francis: “I call for a 
courageous and responsible effort to 
‘redirect our steps’ and to avert the 
most serious effects of the environ- 
mental deterioration caused by human 
activity. I am convinced that we can 
make a difference.” Iam sure. 


Ee 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Ms. 
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has passed a bill of the 
following title in which the concur- 
rence of the House is requested: 

S. 754. An act to improve cybersecurity in 
the United States through enhanced sharing 
of information about cybersecurity threats, 
and for other purposes. 


EE 


LET’S WORK TOGETHER TO END 
BREAST CANCER 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. FITZPATRICK) for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in recognition of Breast Can- 
cer Awareness Month. Breast cancer is 
the most common cancer among 
women, and today I wish to honor 
those fighters, survivors, and families 
it impacts, such as the Edwards family 
of Washington Crossing, Bucks County. 
Tracy Edwards was just 47 years old, a 
wife, mother, daughter, sister, and a 
courageous fighter to the end. 

The American Cancer Society esti- 
mates that nearly 300,000 new cases of 
breast cancer will be diagnosed in the 
United States this year. It is critical 
that we understand that the battle 
against this disease does not end when 
the pink ribbons go away. 

I fully understand the vital role lead- 
ers play here in Washington every day 
in supporting groundbreaking research 
and that we must fight for better treat- 
ments, finding a cure, and ultimately 
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defeating breast cancer. Let’s work to- 
gether to end it once and for all. 


OUR NATION’S MENTAL HEALTH 
CRISIS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LAMALFA) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, for too 
long we have neglected mental health 
in our Nation, leaving many to suffer 
with little hope. Nowhere is this seen 
more clearly than in our rural commu- 
nities. 

According to reports, more than 60 
percent of rural Americans are living 
in areas that are experiencing short- 
ages in mental health professionals. 
More than 90 percent of practicing psy- 
chologists and psychiatrists in this 
country work exclusively in metropoli- 
tan areas. More than 65 percent of 
rural Americans rely solely on their 
primary care providers for mental 
health care. In most rural commu- 
nities, the primary mental health cri- 
sis responder is a law enforcement offi- 
cer, despite not being a medical spe- 
cialist. 

All across rural America patients 
continue to face longer wait times, dif- 
ficulty accessing care, and long-dis- 
tance travel just to access subpar care 
by professionals, through no fault of 
their own, not even adequately trained 
to diagnose and treat mental health 
issues. In Shasta County, in my dis- 
trict, there is evidently only one psy- 
chiatrist in the area, while there is an 
estimated 4,000 patients with mental 
health needs. 

In addition, the lack of mental 
healthcare facilities, such as the short- 
age of inpatient beds and space, leaves 
patients stuck with longer wait times 
in the emergency room before they can 
even see a health professional with no 
other options. 

While the President’s healthcare law 
attempted to make strides in this area 
by including behavioral health cov- 
erage, this system is fundamentally 
and fatally flawed. 

While continuing to throw Federal 
funding at it may serve as a temporary 
Band-Aid for the symptoms of this cri- 
sis, it does nothing to address the root 
of the problem. One-size-fits-all, top- 
down systems do not work, especially 
in rural America. 

If we continue to stand by the status 
quo, our rural patients will continue to 
suffer and, in many unfortunate cases, 
end up suicidal, homeless, or in prison, 
placing an even greater financial bur- 
den on our communities. 

For this reason, I am proud to sup- 
port H.R. 2646, the Helping Families in 
Mental Health Crisis Act of 2015. I 
thank my colleague from Pennsylvania 
for introducing this sorely needed bill. 
It is said the first step to fixing a prob- 
lem is acknowledging there is one, and 
that is exactly what this bill does. 
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We spend approximately $130 billion 
on mental health every year, yet our 
country still faces a shortage of nearly 
100,000 psychiatric beds. Three of the 
largest mental health hospitals are, in 
fact, criminal incarceration facilities. 

For every 2,000 children with a men- 
tal health disorder, only one child psy- 
chiatrist is available. Outdated HIPAA 
privacy laws continue to prevent fami- 
lies and doctors from getting their 
loved ones and patients the care they 
need. 

Our mental health system is broken, 
but it certainly does not have to be. 
H.R. 2646 is a great step in rebuilding 
the system to one that works to em- 
power patients and families with the 
access to care and services they need. 

It brings accountability to the sys- 
tem to ensure every Federal dollar is 
going to evidence-based standards, im- 
proves quality, and expands access to 
behavioral health in our community 
health clinics while advancing tele- 
psychiatry in areas with limited access 
to mental health professionals, and, 
importantly, ends the outdated prohi- 
bition on physicians volunteering at 
clinics and federally qualified health 
centers. 

In addition, it provides more beds for 
those in need of immediate care or 
those experiencing a crisis and im- 
proves alternatives to institutionaliza- 
tion so patients can access the treat- 
ment they need, while it helps us de- 
crease the incarceration rates, home- 
lessness, and recurring ER visits. These 
are just a few of the sorely needed re- 
forms included in H.R. 2646. 

I want to stand today to thank my 
colleague, the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania (Mr. MURPHY), for his leader- 
ship in introducing this bill and urge 
my colleagues to lend their support of 
this responsible measure to help fix 
this broken system. 


EE 


ISSUES OF CONCERN TO ALL 
AMERICANS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) for 5 minutes. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to commemorate Breast 
Cancer Awareness Month. As a breast 
cancer survivor, I want to add to my 
sisters and brothers my appreciation 
for their strength and determination 
and my respect to those families whose 
loved ones did not survive the battle. 

I am very grateful that, out of this 
awareness, we have begun to focus on 
more research for breast cancer rem- 
edies and solutions. I introduced a bill 
dealing with triple-negative breast 
cancer, which is the most deadly breast 
cancer and impacts women and minor- 
ity women to the extent that their life- 
span is shortened. 

I rise today to indicate and to ask for 
renewed commitment by this Congress 
to focus on more research to bring an 


October 28, 2015 


end to the forms of breast cancer that 
have been so deadly, in particular, to 
women. 

I want to thank the U.S. Department 
of Defense for working with me on pro- 
viding and supporting legislation that I 
offered and introduced to provide the 
research, but also the care for military 
women who have had breast cancer 
during their service in the United 
States military. 

It is also Domestic Violence Month, 
and I acknowledge again the privilege I 
had to serve on the Committee on the 
Judiciary and to work with Chairman 
Hyde in the early stages of introducing 
and reauthorizing the Violence Against 
Women Act. So many strides have been 
made. 

In particular, I want to acknowledge 
the many agencies in Houston that 
have helped women—and, in some in- 
stances, men—who have been victims 
of domestic violence and abuse, in par- 
ticular, the Houston Area Women’s 
Center that has provided service. I 
served on the board previously, and I 
appreciate their service. We want to 
say to those women—and maybe men— 
do not suffer alone. Seek help and seek 
help now. 


1045 


Mr. Speaker, today we will be look- 
ing at the culmination of discussions 
that have presented themselves as a 
budget that would end some form of se- 
quester and would raise the debt limit 
until March 15, 2017. 

As a member of the Congressional 
Progressive Caucus, I am committed to 
certain principles that I believe help 
all of America, and those are: the end 
to sequestration; the saving of Social 
Security, Medicaid, and Medicare; not 
eliminating any executive orders or 
toxic riders undermining, for example, 
the issues of dealing with our broken 
immigration system; and the evenness 
of defense and non-defense sequester 
relief. We have begun that journey. 

I also made a commitment to my 
seniors that we would fight against the 
horrific increases that were about to 
take place under Medicare part D. 
Those numbers were going to be oner- 
ous and burdensome on our seniors, and 
I will offer them in just a moment. 

In addition, let me say that the com- 
promise generates $80 billion of seques- 
ter increases over 2 years, with the in- 
crease split evenly between defense and 
non-defense programs, and an addi- 
tional $16 billion in discretionary fund- 
ing over a 2-year period. I am hoping 
that this will help many. 

As I indicated, I am supporting 
breast cancer research. It will help the 
National Institutes of Health. It will 
help fill the seats for so many parents 
who need Head Start resources for 
their children. 

Having traveled with my congres- 
sional colleagues, I know that diplo- 
matic security is a vital component to 
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protecting our Foreign Service officers. 
And then it will improve, if you will, 
the day-to-day functions of this gov- 
ernment. 

Iam glad, as I indicated, with respect 
to the Medicare part B premiums, that 
we will not see the 54 percent increase 
that I think was the number, and that 
the increase will be somewhere around 
18 to 20 percent. We want it to be zero. 

I want my seniors to know that we 
are continuing to fight as your in- 
creases in prescription drugs and serv- 
ice under Medicare part D continue to 
go down. And, might I just add, that I 
believe it is important, in addition, 
that we negotiate the decreasing price 
of prescription drugs. If you talk to 
any individual, what they will say is 
their highest cost, part of their highest 
cost, whether it is seniors or families, 
is the cost of prescription drugs. So I 
think it is very important. 

I think I want to look more into, Mr. 
Speaker, the Social Security disability 
fix that is in this budget to ensure that 
no one sees any loss and cuts in their 
benefits. We just can’t stand for that. 
Social Security recipients, as much as 
people want to clarify them as some 
having perpetrated fraud, they do not, 
Mr. Speaker. 

As I close, let me say I want to pro- 
tect those who are disabled. We are 
going to continue to look at this, even 
down to the moment of voting, to 
make sure that the budget brings 
about success and help and not harm. 

I ask my colleagues to be delibera- 
tive in this debate. 


rE 


LET’S KEEP OUR ATHLETES 
HEALTHY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. COSTELLO) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to speak to all the stu- 
dent athletes, the parents of student 
athletes, athletic trainers, and coaches 
out there: Sports build character. I 
want to make sure we are using tech- 
nology, science, data analytics, and 
best practices to keep our student ath- 
letes practicing, performing, and com- 
peting in a safe and responsible man- 
ner. 

I recall, as a former high school and 
college athlete, the pregame and 
prepractice routines that my coaches 
used to require before we could start to 
play. And while sports provide great 
enjoyment for athletes, fans, and 
coaches, they also pose health risks; 
some of them are unavoidable, but 
some are preventable. 

By utilizing data and technology, we 
can establish best practices so our ath- 
letes can remain healthy and compete, 
and our sports teams can succeed. We 
can do that and still make certain inju- 
ries more preventable in the process. 

In 2015, we have watches that provide 
real-time data on our heart rate, ca- 


16739 


loric intake, and blood pressure to 
smartphones that can then be shared 
with coaches, parents, and physicians; 
and that is just an Apple iWatch or a 
Fitbit. 

Data analytics and sports go hand in 
hand these days, from mathematical 
algorithms as to what quarterback will 
be most successful on a Sunday after- 
noon, to the data of building a winning 
baseball team. 

Today’s athletic success is fueled by 
skills, knowledge, and teamwork, both 
on and off the field. Just as we find 
ways to incorporate technology and 
data to ensure our next generation of 
athletes can remain healthy and play- 
ing well into old age, we must also en- 
courage investments in the research, 
innovation, and technology to continue 
to build upon these already great 
achievements. 

One aspect of this can be found in 
using data analytics to better under- 
stand athletic injuries in our children 
and student athletes: for example, pre- 
emptively identifying vulnerabilities 
and assessing the lasting impact of 
other injuries so we can design equip- 
ment and enforce rules to most effec- 
tively avoid the likelihood of such in- 
juries, but do so without compromising 
the integrity of the competitive sports 
we all enjoy watching or participating 
in. 
Health professionals, coaches, train- 
ers, and parents can utilize this data to 
bring about greater awareness of sound 
practices that can keep our student 
athletes healthy and in the game, not 
on the sidelines. 

Every preseason we read in our local 
newspaper about a student athlete who 
suffered a concussion during football or 
soccer practice. In 2013 alone, over 1.2 
million children visited emergency 
rooms for sports-related injuries, and 
nearly 8 percent of these emergency 
room visits were concussion-related. 

Earlier this year, I had the oppor- 
tunity to introduce H. Res. 112, a reso- 
lution, the Secondary School Student 
Athletes’ Bill of Rights, which encour- 
ages greater communication, coordina- 
tion, and teamwork among coaches, 
parents, teachers, and medical profes- 
sionals to ensure that our children re- 
ceive adequate training, safe equip- 
ment and facilities, and immediate, on- 
site injury assessment. 

The very data and tools we use to 
generate information like RBIs or 
yards per carry can be used to study in- 
cidence of injury, the impact of certain 
dietary habits on developing athletes, 
better training practices, and a host of 
ways to improve the safe and respon- 
sible athletic experience for our young- 
est athletes. 

With the support of over 100 diverse 
organizations dedicated to improving 
the health of our student athletes, in- 
cluding the National Athletic Trainers 
Association, the American Football 
Coaches Association, the American 
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Heart Association, the National Asso- 
ciation of State Boards of Education, 
and the American Academy of Pediat- 
rics, H. Res. 112 is just one step towards 
encouraging and emphasizing the use, 
sharing, and incorporation of data and 
innovation in improving the safety of 
athletes and avoiding injury. 

While that effort deals with on-the- 
field success of our student athletes, 
just as important is making sure we 
are giving our next generation the 
tools they need in innovation and ana- 
lytics. In Congress, we should enable 
continued research by making a com- 
mitment to providing the next genera- 
tion of innovators with the tools to 
learn, develop, and ultimately succeed. 

Indeed, STEM skills, the foundation 
of innovation, lies in a dynamic, moti- 
vated, and a well-educated workforce 
equipped with science, technology, en- 
gineering, and mathematics. As a 
member of the Congressional STEM 
Caucus, I will continue to be an advo- 
cate for continued funding of STEM 
curriculum in schools so that we can 
equip the next generation of scientists 
and mathematicians with the tools to 
succeed. STEM classroom lessons can 
be applied to sports and the data-col- 
lection process. Our STEM students 
will play a major role in leading the 
way for greater success on the field. 

The bottom line, we must all work 
together to continue to keep our favor- 
ite athletes and our children and our 
teams on the field and in the game, 
prevent injuries, and encourage life- 
long habits that will allow our children 
to lead healthier lives. By encouraging 
the use of technology, we can ensure 
our student athletes, our athletic 
trainers, our parents, and our coaches 
have the tools needed to keep our ath- 
letes healthy and on the field instead 
of on the sidelines. 


Ee 


RESULTS OF THE IRAN NUCLEAR 
DEAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. TROTT) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. TROTT. Mr. Speaker, here in 
Congress we deal with a great number 
of different matters, and we vote. 
Sometimes we win, and sometimes we 
lose. But I thought it was worth spend- 
ing a moment this morning to take a 
look at how the Iran nuclear deal is 
going. We are 10 days since the deal has 
been formally adopted, and here is the 
update: 

The Supreme Leader has already 
begun redefining and testing the agree- 
ment. Earlier this month, Iran tested 
its new ballistic missile. The missile 
has a 1,000-mile range, can carry a 
1,600-pound payload. The only practical 
use for this ballistic missile is to carry 
a nuclear warhead. 

The day after the test, Iran convicted 
The Washington Post journalist they 
have been holding. The day after that, 
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Iran arrested, apparently, an American 
businessman. 

In recent weeks, Iran has begun 
partnering with Russia to undermine 
our policy and goals in Syria. And, of 
course, Iran continues to hold the four 
Americans. 

This deal was predicated on Iran 
changing its rogue behavior. We are 10 
days into this deal, and so far, I have to 
say, we are not off to a very good start. 


EE 
EXPORT-IMPORT BANK 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. PERRY) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. PERRY. Mr. Speaker, I think it 
is important that constituents know 
why their Members vote for and 
against different things. 

Yesterday, we saw the reauthoriza- 
tion of the Export-Import Bank, and I 
voted ‘‘no’’ on that. Of course, I, like 
probably every single Member of Con- 
gress, have businesses in the district 
that I represent that use the Export- 
Import Bank to further their business, 
hire their employees, and help their 
community. 

So why would somebody vote against 
the Export-Import Bank? I am here to 
tell you why. 

We have a tradition in America of a 
free-market value and its wanted 
standing in the world. It is not by a 
corrupt system of cronyism and polit- 
ical favor, and that is what the Export- 
Import Bank is to me. 

Unfortunately, while many small 
businesses in every community use the 
Export-Import Bank, fully 98 percent of 
businesses don’t use the Export-Import 
Bank to do their exporting—98 percent. 
But that is not really the issue. The 
issue is other things. 

For instance, between 2007 and 2014, 
more than 51 percent of all Ex-Im sub- 
sidies benefited just 10-10-corporations. 
One in particular benefited from $66.7 
billion in subsidies during the past 7 
years. 

We can’t fix Social Security, and we 
can’t afford our military. But we can 
sure afford for 10 corporations to get 51 
percent, because it is not really about 
the small business in your community, 
generally speaking. As a matter of 
fact, foreign firms that receive most of 
Ex-Im financing are large corporations 
that primarily purchase exports from 
U.S. conglomerates, not from Main 
Street businesses. 

Five of the top 10 buyers are state- 
controlled and rake in millions of dol- 
lars from their own governments, in 
addition to Ex-Im Bank subsidies that 
the taxpayers are on the hook for. 

Five of 10 are involved in exploration, 
development, and production of oil or 
natural gas, these foreign firms col- 
lecting subsidies from American tax- 
payers at the same time that this ad- 
ministration is restricting domestic oil 
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and gas operations right here at home. 
Consequently, the Federal Government 
has doubly disadvantaged U.S. energy 
firms through excessive regulation and 
Ex-Im Bank subsidies granted to for- 
eign competitors. 

Now, sometimes in Washington it is 
not what you know, but it is who you 
know. Of the 16 members of the Ex-Im 
Bank’s 2014 advisory committee, half, 
fully half, were executives at compa- 
nies or unions that directly benefited 
from Ex-Im financing during their 
term—fully half. 

Does that sound remotely suspicious 
to anybody? 

Another five members represent com- 
panies or unions that received Ex-Im 
assistance shortly before they joined, 
and I will give you an example. 

Since 2011, former Energy Secretary 
and New Mexico Governor Bill Richard- 
son has held a seat on Spanish energy 
company Abengoa’s international advi- 
sory board. Shortly after joining the 
firm, Mr. Richardson was appointed to 
the Ex-Im advisory board, right around 
the same time the two Ex-Im Bank 
loans benefiting Abengoa were issued. 
Fascinating coincidence. Those tax- 
payer-backed loans totaled around $150 
million. 

Supporters of Ex-Im argue that the 
advisory committee members being as- 
sociated with their beneficiaries is a 
positive feature. To the contrary, I 
think it shows that a corporate cro- 
nyism atmosphere exists at Ex-Im and 
will continue to exist at Ex-Im. 

The office of the IG and the GAO, the 
Government Accountability Office, re- 
peatedly document mismanagement, 
dysfunction within Ex-Im, including 
inefficient policies and procedures to 
guard against waste, fraud, and abuse. 
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Fully 124 investigations have been 
initiated between October 2007 and 
March 2014, as well as 792 separate 
claims involving more than $500 mil- 
lion, and 74 administrative actions 
since April of 2009 in which bank offi- 
cials were forced to act internally on 
the basis of investigations by the in- 
spector general. 

The Congressional Budget Office re- 
ported that Ex-Im programs actually 
operate at a deficit, because we also 
are told that it makes the American 
taxpayer money; but we don’t really 
know, because they use their own ac- 
counting system not used anywhere 
else. Actually, the CBO says that will 
cost taxpayers $2 billion in the next 
decade. 

And you wonder why certain Mem- 
bers of Congress don’t vote for this 
thing. It is not about the small busi- 
nesses in our communities that are 
trying to do a good job and play by the 
rules, because they are doing a good 
job and playing by the rules. But there 
is a bigger issue here. There is more to 
the story. 
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The new bill that we just passed 
guarantees an audit every 4 years— 
every 4 years. But keep in mind that 
Ex-Im currently has around 30 open in- 
vestigations, 75 years of combined pris- 
on time, 90 criminal indictments and 
complaints, 49 criminal judgments, 
more than $223 million in court-ordered 
fines and restitution, and I could go on. 

Mr. Speaker, the Ex-Im Bank doesn’t 
do everything it could for small busi- 
ness, but it does a lot for people that 
know people in this town. That is why 
it must be reformed or ended. 


a 


UNRWA 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 
for years, I have been pushing for the 
United States to reexamine its rela- 
tionship with UNRWA, the U.N. Relief 
and Works Agency. 

UNRWA employs individuals a/ffili- 
ated with Hamas, a U.S.-designated 
terrorist organization that openly and 
loudly incites violence against Israel; 
yet the United States—which means 
the U.S. taxpayer—sends nearly $300 
million a year to this organization, to 
UNRWA without questioning, without 
scrutiny. 

Just last week, the U.N. quietly sus- 
pended several individuals after allega- 
tions of incitement were brought forth 
from the NGO U.N. Watch. And we 
thank U.N. Watch for carefully looking 
over this organization. 

These allegations, Mr. Speaker, are 
just the tip of the iceberg. We must not 
continue to send taxpayer dollars to 
UNRWA—again, that is the United Na- 
tions Relief and Works Agency—and, 
subsequently, to individuals tied to the 
terror group Hamas in violation of our 
laws. 

That is why, Mr. Speaker, earlier 
this week, I reintroduced my bill that 
would stop all U.S. contributions to 
UNRWA until the organization purges 
its payroll of individuals who incite vi- 
olence against Israel and until that or- 
ganization ends all its affiliations with 
Hamas. Is that really too much to ask, 
that we should demand that before 
U.N. agencies get one penny of U.S. 
taxpayer money that they must not in- 
cite violence and that they must no 
longer affiliate themselves with a U.S.- 
designated terrorist organization? 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
this measure, to sign on as cosponsors, 
and to lead in the effort to fight the in- 
citement to violence against Israel. 

HONORING JACINTO ACEBAL 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise to pay tribute to an extraordinary 
south Floridian and one of the most 
highly decorated veterans of the Viet- 
nam war, my dear friend Jacinto 
Acebal. 

Just last January, Mr. Acebal—or 
“Ace,” aS we all call him—was diag- 
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nosed with larynx cancer. The news hit 
Ace like a ton of bricks; and, like so 
many others diagnosed with this hor- 
rible disease, the chances of a favorable 
outcome looked disheartening. 

However, no stranger to tough situa- 
tions, Ace made a commitment to his 
family that he was not going without a 
fight. After a total of 8 chemotherapy 
sessions, 33 radiation treatments, and 3 
different surgeries, Ace is no longer 
bedridden and has been declared can- 
cer-free. 

So I ask my colleagues to join me in 
congratulating Jacinto ‘‘Ace’’ Acebal 
on this incredible milestone and wish- 
ing him many years of good health 
throughout his life. 


EEE 
RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until noon 
today. 

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 5 min- 
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess. 


EEE 
1200 
AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker at 
noon. 


EE 
PRAYER 


Bishop Mar Awa Royel, Assyrian 
Church of the East, Salida, California, 
offered the following prayer: 

In the name of the Father and the 
Son and the Holy Spirit; Amen. 

Father of mercy and God of every 
consolation, we come to You at this 
hour asking You to bless our civil serv- 
ants as they labor for our country and 
its citizens. Grant them Your wisdom 
and enlighten them with Your truth 
that they might serve the greater good 
of our country. 

Strengthen them to be instruments 
of peace and justice in our society 
today. May they bring about reconcili- 
ation and hope in our communities and 
neighborhoods, and may they be exem- 
plary citizens and servants to their 
constituents, without distinction of 
race or creed. 

Father, we ask You to bless our land, 
which has been a beacon of hope and a 
refuge for the oppressed and the 
marginalized. Grant freedom to the 
captive, relief to the suffering, and 
help us all to construct a better and 
safer tomorrow for our future genera- 
tions of Americans. 

Amen. 


EE 
THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 
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Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 

Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Speaker, pur- 
suant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a 
vote on agreeing to the Speaker’s ap- 
proval of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ob- 
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 8, 
rule XX, further proceedings on this 
question will be postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentle- 
woman from Washington (Ms. 
DELBENE) come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Ms. DELBENE led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


a 


WELCOMING BISHOP MAR AWA 
ROYEL 


The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
DENHAM) is recognized for 1 minute. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
great honor today to introduce to the 
House our guest chaplain, Bishop Mar 
Awa Royel. 

Bishop Royel currently presides over 
the Holy Apostolic Catholic Assyrian 
Church of the East’s Diocese of Cali- 
fornia and serves as Secretary of the 
Holy Synod. He was consecrated as a 
Bishop in 2008 and is the first Amer- 
ican-born Bishop of the Assyrian 
Church of the East. 

Bishop Royel is one of five trustees of 
the Assyrian Church of the East Relief 
Organization. He is also the president 
of the Commission on Inter-Church Re- 
lations and Educational Development. 

I have been honored to know Bishop 
Royel and work with him to help raise 
awareness of the plight of Assyrians in 
the Middle East who are facing un- 
speakable violence and persecution. 
Many Central Valley residents have 
family members who are suffering 
under ISIL’s campaign of terror. I am 
thankful for Bishop Royel’s efforts. 
Bishop Royel is a gifted speaker, es- 
teemed author, and leader of Califor- 
nia’s large and faithful Assyrian com- 
munity. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to 
join me in welcoming him today. We 
thank him for offering this afternoon’s 
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opening prayer in the United States 
House of Representatives. 


ae 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HULTGREN). The Chair will entertain up 
to 15 further requests for 1-minute 
speeches on each side of the aisle. 


EEE 
HONORING PAULA NICHOLS 


(Mrs. WALORSKI asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize South La Porte 
County Special Education Cooperative 
Director Paula Nichols for her dedica- 
tion to providing services to nearly 
1,500 students of varying disabilities. 
The co-op employs 97 teachers and 50 
paraprofessionals, ensuring that stu- 
dents receive high-quality instruction 
and have positive learning experiences. 

Currently, the demand for qualified 
teachers, especially in special ed, is in- 
creasing at a pace far greater than ex- 
isting communities can produce. My 
thanks for Paula’s dedication. 

This co-op provides students with 
services that empower students to be- 
come active members of society based 
on their individual strengths and abili- 
ties. Last year, I visited the South La 
Porte County Special Education Coop- 
erative and saw firsthand the great 
work of this organization. 

I am grateful to Paula Nichols and 
the co-op for working with parents, 
schools, students, and the community 
to create an environment that cele- 
brates and embraces individuality and 
accommodates diverse learning needs. 
Mr. Speaker, please join me in hon- 
oring Paula Nichols for her tireless 
dedication to students in La Porte 
County. 


————— 


PROTECTING DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 
AND STALKING VICTIMS ACT 


(Mr. CICILLINE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, Octo- 
ber is Domestic Violence Awareness 
Month. This month is a time for all of 
us to examine the work that must be 
done so that every American can live 
free from the fear of domestic violence. 

All of us would do well this month to 
consider the destructive role that guns 
can and do play in incidents of domes- 
tic violence. From 2001 until 2012, 6,410 
women were killed by a gun wielded by 
an intimate partner. That number is 
nearly 1,100 more than the total num- 
ber of American soldiers who were 
killed in Iraq and Afghanistan over the 
same time period. 

Despite this fact, many domestic 
abusers can still legally purchase a 
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gun. There is no Federal prohibition to 
prevent the sale of a gun to someone 
convicted of a misdemeanor crime in a 
dating partner relationship or someone 
convicted of misdemeanor stalking of- 
fenses. 

I am proud to be an original cospon- 
sor of the Protecting Domestic Vio- 
lence and Stalking Victims Act, which 
Congresswoman LOIS CAPPS has intro- 
duced, to close these loopholes imme- 
diately. 

Let’s get to work to end this epi- 
demic and protect the lives of women 
across our country during Domestic Vi- 
olence Awareness Month. 


EEE 
OXI DAY 


(Mr. DOLD asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. DOLD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
because 75 years ago this week, the 
Nazis were sweeping through Europe 
with frightening ease. This was the 
backdrop on the early morning of Octo- 
ber 28, 1940, when the Axis forces re- 
quested a meeting with the Greek 
Prime Minister, Ioannis Metaxas. 

The Axis’ agenda for the meeting was 
a short one. They came with only one 
simple demand: Greece must uncondi- 
tionally surrender and allow the Axis 
forces unfettered use of strategic mili- 
tary sites or the Greek people would 
face war. 

The Axis forces clearly underesti- 
mated the resolve of the Greeks. Prime 
Minister Metaxas shocked the Axis 
powers by giving his now famous one- 
word answer: ‘‘Oxi.’’ 

While others in Europe were choosing 
to stay out of the conflict in hopes that 
they would be spared, the Greeks will- 
ingly inserted themselves into the fray, 
costing hundreds of thousands of Greek 
lives, but saving millions by contin- 
ually stifling the Axis forces. 

Greece’s refusal saved countless lives 
as Greek forces fought heroically; but 
Greece paid a terrible price as well, los- 
ing practically an entire generation of 
men and women. 

As we remember Oxi Day and the 
bravery of the Greek people, let us also 
remember the millions of Greeks who 
perished so that Hitler might be 
stopped. 


EE 
TRINITY RIVER MISSION 


(Mr. VEASEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. VEASEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to commend the Trinity River 
Mission for their dedicated efforts to 
ensure that all children can achieve 
academic success. I recently visited 
Trinity River Mission and was so 
moved and impressed by what I saw 
and learned. 

Today, the Trinity River Mission is a 
volunteer-based community learning 
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center, servicing the educational needs 
of children, youth, and families in West 
Dallas. The organization provides a 
safe environment, nutritional meals, 
and an after-school program to support 
youth in grades K through 12 at abso- 
lutely no cost to their families. 

What I saw that day was hundreds of 
kids and volunteers like Dolores Sosa 
Green, Rosie Cisneros, and other volun- 
teers who have come back to the com- 
munity to work with these kids to 
show them that they can achieve any- 
thing through education. 


EE 


BREE SANDLIN 


(Mr. OLSON asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, October is 
Breast Cancer Awareness Month. 

I would like to share the story of a 
breast cancer survivor I met last week 
at home. Her name is Bree Sandlin. 
She is married to Stephen. They have 
two sons, Beck and Elliott. Elliott is a 
master Lego engineer. 

On July 25, 2012, Bree was diagnosed 
with stage III triple-negative breast 
cancer. After major surgery and chem- 
otherapy, Bree was cancer free by Feb- 
ruary 18, 2013. 

A proud Texas Aggie, Bree has em- 
braced life after her cancer. She 
climbed Mount Kilimanjaro, 19,341 feet 
above sea level. This past Sunday, she 
ran the Marine Corps Marathon with a 
time of 5 hours, 39 minutes, and 10 sec- 
onds. 

We can beat breast cancer. Just ask 
Bree Sandlin. 


Ee 


LGBT HISTORY MONTH 


(Mr. QUIGLEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Speaker, as LGBT 
History Month draws to a close, I rise 
today to recognize Chicago LGBT ac- 
tivist Henry Gerber, a man well ahead 
of his time. 

Mr. Gerber founded the Society for 
Human Rights in 1924. It was the first 
chartered gay rights organization in 
the United States. His home in Chi- 
cago’s north side, my district, served 
as the society’s headquarters, and from 
there he published the first-known gay 
interest periodical in the U.S. 

Unfortunately, his activism carried 
risks. Less than a year after he founded 
the society, police raided his home, ar- 
rested him, and confiscated his posses- 
sions. He was put on trial three times. 
Although he was never convicted of a 
crime, he lost his life savings, his rep- 
utation, and his job. 

Thankfully, our country has come a 
long way in the fight for equality, but 
we can all learn from Henry Gerber’s 
struggle for human rights in the face of 
overwhelming adversity. 
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REMEMBERING LIEUTENANT 
COLONEL TIMOTHY REDDY 


(Mr. BYRNE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to remember the life of Lieuten- 
ant Colonel Timothy Reddy, a resident 
of Baldwin County, Alabama. 

Colonel Reddy graduated from the 
United States Military Academy at 
West Point in 1976 and was Active-Duty 
military for 23 years, including a com- 
bat tour with the 82nd Airborne Divi- 
sion in Grenada. 

Following his military service, Colo- 
nel Reddy began a 15-year career teach- 
ing math and coaching soccer and swim 
team at Fairhope High School in my 
district. He was known for pushing his 
students to the next level and making 
them better people. I can personally at- 
test to Colonel Reddy’s teaching abil- 
ity because my children were his stu- 
dents and they considered him one of 
their all-time favorite teachers. And he 
was tough. 

So on behalf of Alabama’s First Con- 
gressional District, I want to share our 
deepest condolences with Colonel 
Reddy’s loved ones. He was a great 
American and an extraordinary educa- 
tor. Colonel Reddy made a positive im- 
pact in the lives of so many, and his 
legacy will live on in his students, his 
family, and his friends. 


EE 
1215 


FARM TO SCHOOL MONTH 


(Ms. DELBENE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. DELBENE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to celebrate Farm to School 
Month. Having healthy foods in our 
schools is crucial. We know that, when 
students are provided with wholesome 
foods, they are more likely to pay at- 
tention in class and to learn. In addi- 
tion, by introducing kids to a variety 
of fruits and vegetables at a young age, 
we can teach them how to eat healthy 
over the long term. 

We are fortunate in my district to 
have farmers who grow some of the 
best food in the world. If our children 
know where their food comes from, 
they are also more likely to be pas- 
sionate and connected to their food 
choices. 

Across our region hundreds of dif- 
ferent fruits and vegetables are grown. 
These crops provide fresh, quality foods 
to our schools. Why buy berries from 
another State when we can purchase 
them from our local farmers? 

I strongly support the efforts of our 
local Farm to School movement and 
recognize those working to increase ac- 
cess to nutritious foods in schools. 


ee 


WORKING TOWARDS A CURE 


(Mr. YODER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
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minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. YODER. Mr. Speaker, the month 
of October is Breast Cancer Awareness 
Month, and I rise today to call atten- 
tion and awareness to this disease and 
to recognize the many women and men 
in America who are fighting it. 

The American Cancer Society esti- 
mates that more than 230,000 women 
and 2,350 men will be diagnosed with 
breast cancer this year and over 40,000 
women and men will, sadly, lose their 
battle. 

Every day brilliant researchers in 
our country are working towards a 
cure. We must honor their commit- 
ment with full funding of the National 
Institutes of Health to ensure that we 
are meeting our commitment to them 
and the millions of lives affected by 
cancer each year. 

That is why I supported the 21st Cen- 
tury Cures bill that passed the House 
earlier this year with a majority of 
each party in support. That is also why 
I am renewing my call to double NIH 
funding over the coming decade to re- 
cruit, retain, and invest in the people 
and research that will save lives, grow 
our economy, and save us trillions. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time for the 
‘‘moonshot,’’ as our Vice President 
called it earlier this week. It is time 
for this Congress to make curing can- 
cer its signature priority. 


EE 
LET’S CLOSE THE LOOPHOLES 


(Mr. DEUTCH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Speaker, what do 
the mayors of cities like Houston, 
Texas; Tallahassee, Florida; and Port- 
land, Maine, have in common? They all 
support closing loopholes in our back- 
ground check laws, loopholes that let 
convicted felons and those with severe 
mental illness buy deadly weapons. 
That is just one of the findings from 
Politico magazine’s recent ‘‘What 
Works” survey of mayors from across 
the country. 

In red States and in blue States in 
every part of this country, 90 percent 
of mayors say they want stronger 
background checks, 86 percent say they 
want the gun show loophole closed, and 
78 percent want those subject to re- 
straining orders barred from ever buy- 
ing guns. It is no surprise why. 

America’s mayors witness up close 
the gun violence that plagues our coun- 
try every day. They know the victims 
of the homicides, the suicides, the acci- 
dental shootings, and the domestic gun 
violence that leave families forever 
shattered. They know how hollow the 
gun lobby sounds when it says there is 
nothing we can do to prevent more 
tragedies, and they know that it is 
within the power of this Congress to fix 
the laws that do not work and to save 
the lives that need not be lost. 
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ACUPUNCTURE FOR HEROES AND 
SENIORS ACT 


(Ms. JUDY CHU of California asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute.) 

Ms. JUDY CHU of California. Mr. 
Speaker, acupuncture is one of the old- 
est medical treatments in the world. 
Here in the U.S., the demand for acu- 
puncture has grown significantly in re- 
cent years. 

In fact, about 4 in 10 American adults 
use alternative medicines. When other 
treatments may not help, acupuncture 
can treat chronic pain, mental health 
issues, substance abuse, and many 
other illnesses. 

I will never forget hearing the testi- 
mony of a woman who had severe back 
pain, but did not want invasive sur- 
gery, aS suggested by her doctor, and 
possible addiction to morphine. In- 
stead, she sought acupuncture, and it 
worked for her. 

Indeed, the National Institutes of 
Health indicates that, for some med- 
ical issues, acupuncture can provide 
the needed relief. It is my goal to make 
this treatment available to all Ameri- 
cans, including seniors, our brave serv- 
icemembers, and respected veterans. 

Today I am introducing a bill to do 
just that. This bill, the Acupuncture 
for Heroes and Seniors Act, will expand 
access to acupuncture services to these 
communities because they deserve to 
have all the tools at their disposal to 
live long and healthy lives. 


RECOGNIZING DANNY KORNEGAY 


(Mr. ROUZER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. ROUZER. Mr. Speaker, this 
country is blessed with incredibly tal- 
ented and God-fearing families and in- 
dividuals. One great example is Danny 
Kornegay, a constituent and friend who 
was recently named the 2015 Swisher 
Sweets/Sunbelt Expo Southeastern 
Farmer of the Year. 

Danny began farming 25 acres right 
after graduating high school and dur- 
ing the past 45 years has grown his op- 
eration to more than 5,500 acres, pro- 
ducing tobacco, sweet potatoes, cotton, 
soybeans, wheat, and peanuts. He also 
finishes about 8,000 to 10,000 head of 
hog per year. 

My family and I have known Danny 
for many years. Farm families like his 
prove agriculture is in very capable 
hands, and they are the reason Amer- 
ica continues to produce the best and 
safest food supply in the world. 

Danny’s commitment to agriculture, 
our community, and our State is un- 
paralleled. I know his family and many 
friends are proud of him. In fact, we are 
all proud of him. 
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PASS DAPA FOR SOPHIE CRUZ 
AND OTHERS 


(Ms. HAHN asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. HAHN. Mr. Speaker, the poster 
beside me depicts the moment in Pope 
Francis’ parade through D.C. when a 
little girl snuck through the barrier 
and was lifted into the Pope’s arms on 
live TV. 

That little girl is a constituent of 
mine, Sophie Cruz, a 5-year-old from 
the City of South Gate. She is one of 5 
million children who are American 
citizens, but whose undocumented par- 
ents face deportation. She gave the 
Pope a T-shirt with a message in Span- 
ish that read: ‘‘Pope, rescue DAPA so 
the legalization can be your blessing.” 

Deferred Action for Parental Ac- 
countability, or DAPA, is a program 
that would stop the deportation of par- 
ents of American children. So far, 
DAPA faces strong opposition. But is 
this really what we want, to separate 
families, to leave American children in 
the United States without their par- 
ents? 

I could not be more proud to have 
Sophie as my constituent. Last night 
my office honored her with a congres- 
sional certificate at a ceremony at the 
South Gate City Hall. I wish that I 
could have been there last night, but I 
want Sophie to know that I support her 
and that I will be fighting for DAPA 
for her and for the 5 million children 
just like her across this great country. 


—— 


WE MUST COMBAT THE HEROIN 
EPIDEMIC 


(Ms. KUSTER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. KUSTER. Mr. Speaker, today I 
rise to discuss new bipartisan steps my 
House New Hampshire colleague, 
FRANK GUINTA, and I are taking to 
combat the heroin epidemic seizing 
New Hampshire and many other States 
across this country. 

Last year in New Hampshire alone we 
experienced 321 drug-related deaths, ac- 
cording to the State medical exam- 
iner’s office, and the rate of drug-re- 
lated fatalities in 2015 is expected to in- 
crease. 

I continue to see the impacts of this 
terrible epidemic as I meet with af- 
fected communities and stakeholders 
across my district. From educators to 
police officers, to advocates and health 
providers, it is only when we stand 
united and coordinate our efforts that 
we will be able to halt the destruction 
that this dangerous substance is caus- 
ing all across our communities. 

That is why I ask my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle to join me and 
my fellow Representative from New 
Hampshire in our Bipartisan Task 
Force to Combat the Heroin Epidemic. 
This task force will focus on finding so- 
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lutions to the growing epidemic. We 
believe we must do everything possible 
to spread awareness, increase edu- 
cational efforts, and hear from affected 
families and individuals. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to 
join us to end this epidemic in our 
communities. 


—— 


OCTOBER IS NATIONAL FARM TO 
SCHOOL MONTH 


(Ms. PINGREE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. PINGREE. Mr. Speaker, October 
is National Farm to School Month, and 
I want to talk today about the recent 
gains our schools have made in con- 
necting students with local food. 

Across the country, the Farm to 
School movement has inspired over 
40,000 schools to spend more of their 
food dollars locally, to create healthier 
meal options, and to teach students 
about growing and preparing local 
food. These efforts have brought nu- 
merous benefits, like new markets for 
local agricultural producers, better nu- 
trition for students, and less food being 
thrown away in the trash. 

I am proud that schools in my State 
of Maine have helped lead the way; but, 
like others, they encounter many chal- 
lenges in replacing highly processed 
food with fresh ingredients. 

The USDA Farm to School grants 
have eased that transition for many 
schools by helping them make needed 
changes in procurement, facilities, and 
training. AS we celebrate Farm to 
School efforts this month and look to- 
ward child nutrition reauthorization, I 
encourage my colleagues to support in- 
creased funding for this program so 
more communities can reap the bene- 
fits. 


EEE 
HONORING MAJOR PHYLLIS PELKY 


(Mr. BEN RAY LUJAN of New Mex- 
ico asked and was given permission to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BEN RAY LUJAN of New Mexico. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay tribute 
to Air Force Major Phyllis Pelky, who 
died earlier this month in a helicopter 
crash in Kabul, Afghanistan. 

As a Major in the Air Force, Phyllis 
Pelky served her nation with distinc- 
tion as aide-de-camp to the super- 
intendent of the Air Force Academy. 
Major Pelky had been deployed in sup- 
port of Operation Freedom’s Sentinel 
in Afghanistan, working as the deputy 
manpower chief of the American Train, 
Advise and Assist Command. 

As we take this moment to honor the 
service and patriotism of Major Pelky 
and recognize her sacrifice, the ulti- 
mate sacrifice as a member of our 
armed services, we also thank her for 
her contributions in the classroom. 
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Major Pelky was a beloved human- 
ities teacher at the Rio Rancho High 
School. Her commitment to her stu- 
dents, combined with her enthusiasm, 
encouraged them to learn. She left a 
lasting impact on those who were for- 
tunate to have her as a teacher. Her 
enduring spirit will live on through the 
many students she inspired. 

AS we mourn the passing of Phyllis 
Pelky and celebrate her life, my 
thoughts and prayers are with her hus- 
band, her two sons, her family, and the 
Rio Rancho community during this sad 
time. 


i—i 


DOMESTIC VIOLENCE AWARENESS 
MONTH 


(Ms. ADAMS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, October is 
Domestic Violence Awareness Month. 
One in three women report experi- 
encing domestic violence throughout 
their lifetimes. In North Carolina 
alone, 108 people died because of do- 
mestic violence in 2013. 

Earlier today Ron Kimble, deputy 
city manager of Charlotte, who resides 
in my district, spoke at the new Mem- 
bers meeting about the severity of do- 
mestic violence. Mr. Kimble and his 
wife, Jan, lost their daughter Jamie, 
an only child, to domestic violence in 
2012. 

Jamie, a 3l-year-old graduate of the 
University of North Carolina and rising 
star at Coca-Cola Consolidated, worked 
up the courage to leave her boyfriend, 
who was controlling and emotionally 
abusive. Just 3 months after leaving 
him, he took her life and then he took 
his own in a murder-suicide. 

While Jamie can no longer share her 
story, her parents—Mr. and Mrs. 
Kimble—wanted me to share it with 
you today to shed light on the tragedy 
that often emerges from domestic vio- 
lence. 

I am a proud cosponsor of the Teach 
Safe Relationships Act because I be- 
lieve including safe relationship behav- 
ior curriculum in sex education will 
help combat domestic violence. This 
Domestic Violence Awareness Month, I 
urge this Congress to pass the Teach 
Safe Relationships Act and support 
other critical domestic violence legis- 
lation. 


EE 


FIGHTING BACK AGAINST BREAST 
CANCER 


(Ms. GRAHAM asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, today I 
rise to recognize October as Breast 
Cancer Awareness Month and all the 
men and women working to raise 
awareness in north Florida. 

About one in eight U.S. women will 
be diagnosed with invasive breast can- 
cer over the course of her lifetime. Ap- 
proximately 43,000 will be diagnosed in 
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Florida in this year alone. But in north 
Florida, we are fighting back. 

Local charities, media outlets, sur- 
vivors, and strong women currently 
fighting the disease are standing up to 
be heard and reminding everyone to 
“Think Pink.” 

Each year we make greater strides 
against breast cancer. Together we are 
going to beat it and save lives. 


Ee 
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REAUTHORIZATION OF THE 
EXPORT-IMPORT BANK 


(Mr. LAMALFA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, last 
evening, I voted against reauthorizing 
the Export-Import Bank, a Federal en- 
tity that financially backs purchases of 
American goods and services by pro- 
viding taxpayer-backed loans and loan 
guarantees to foreign companies and 
governments. 

While the Ex-Im Bank can help 
American industry break into foreign 
markets, too often it underwrites pur- 
chases by companies that directly com- 
pete with domestic companies, placing 
them at a significant disadvantage. For 
example, when foreign airlines pur- 
chase aircraft at lower costs with Ex- 
Im Bank backing, they are able to 
charge lower fares and outcompete our 
domestic airlines. 

The Federal Government should en- 
sure that competition occurs on a level 
playing field, without tilting it toward 
one side or another. 

Furthermore, Ex-Im Bank supporters 
used a discharge petition to bring this 
bill to the floor, a parliamentary tactic 
which limits the use of amendments 
and creates an end run around the nor- 
mal committee process that should 
apply to every measure considered by 
Congress. 

It is the American public that shoul- 
ders the risk of these loans, and, at the 
very minimum, they deserve an honest 
debate on this floor on the best way to 
move forward in promoting our exports 
abroad. 


SS 


BIPARTISAN BUDGET AGREEMENT 


(Mr. CONNOLLY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the bipartisan budget 
agreement that will come before us 
here in the House soon. It restores crit- 
ical funding for our Nation’s defense 
and domestic priorities in a balanced 
fashion, sparing us from the mindless 
meat-ax cuts of sequestration. 

Under previous Republican budget 
proposals, spending on domestic pro- 
grams would have fallen to its lowest 
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level in 50 years. It is the threat of un- 
certainty, of those indiscriminate cuts, 
that has held back our economy. 

This agreement also pulls us back 
from the brink of defaulting on our Na- 
tion’s credit. Although I am astounded 
at how some of our colleagues continue 
to advocate for such a catastrophe, it 
would send a shock wave through the 
global economy. We avert that in this 
agreement. 

Mr. Speaker, governing is about the 
art of compromise. Today’s agreement, 
not perfect, represents that principle. I 
hope your successor and, frankly, more 
of the Members on your side of the 
aisle, will embrace that spirit moving 
forward in this Congress so, once again, 
we can start delivering for the Amer- 
ican people. 


— 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF THE SENATE AMENDMENT TO 
H.R. 1314, ENSURING TAX EX- 
EMPT ORGANIZATIONS THE 
RIGHT TO APPEAL ACT 


Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, by direction 
of the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 495 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 495 

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso- 
lution it shall be in order to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 1314) to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide 
for a right to an administrative appeal relat- 
ing to adverse determinations of tax-exempt 
status of certain organizations, with the 
Senate amendment thereto, and to consider 
in the House, without intervention of any 
point of order, a motion offered by the Ma- 
jority Leader or his designee that the House 
concur in the Senate amendment with the 
amendment printed in part A of the report of 
the Committee on Rules accompanying this 
resolution modified by the amendment print- 
ed in part B of that report. The Senate 
amendment and the motion shall be consid- 
ered as read. The motion shall be debatable 
for one hour equally divided and controlled 
by the Majority Leader and the Minority 
Leader or their respective designees. The 
previous question shall be considered as or- 
dered on the motion to its adoption without 
intervening motion or demand for division of 
the question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, for the pur- 
pose of debate only, I yield the cus- 
tomary 30 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER), my 
good friend, pending which I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. Dur- 
ing consideration of this resolution, all 
time yielded is for the purpose of de- 
bate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that all Members have 5 
legislative days to revise and extend 
their remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma? 
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There was no objection. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
the Rules Committee met and reported 
a rule for consideration of H.R. 1314, 
the Bipartisan Budget Agreement of 
2015. The rule makes in order a motion 
offered by the majority leader that the 
House concur in the Senate amend- 
ment to H.R. 1314, with an amendment 
consisting of the text of the Bipartisan 
Budget Agreement of 2015. The rule 
provides for 1 hour of debate equally di- 
vided and controlled by the majority 
leader and the minority leader. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to start with a 
phrase I often share with my fellow 
Members: In a negotiation, you are al- 
ways going to get less than you want 
and give up more than you would like. 
I think that is a fitting way to describe 
the bill we find ourselves presented 
with today. In an era of divided govern- 
ment, that is the reality we find our- 
selves in. 

At the beginning of the negotiation, 
the President demanded a clean debt 
ceiling increase with no changes and no 
conditions. In addition, he wanted 
more spending and higher taxes. Given 
that, I think the deal that we have þe- 
fore us is a testament to our leader- 
ship’s ability to negotiate. 

As I said yesterday, Mr. Speaker, no- 
body is going to be popping champagne 
corks at either end of Pennsylvania 
Avenue over this bill. It is what most 
things are in divided government, in a 
system of checks and balances, and in 
an era of polarized politics. It is a deal 
that leaves both sides unsatisfied, but 
it is a deal that avoids default, pre- 
vents a government shutdown, and ade- 
quately funds our military. Moreover, 
it reforms and funds the Social Secu- 
rity Disability Insurance Fund, saving 
it from bankruptcy, and prevents a 
crippling increase in the premiums 
paid by many people who receive Medi- 
care part B. 

There are any number of provisions 
that Members on both sides can point 
to as reasons to oppose this legislation. 
I, myself, would have negotiated a dif- 
ferent deal. But in determining one’s 
support for this legislation, I encour- 
age Members to look at what the alter- 
native would be, and that is this: the 
first default on our Nation’s debt in the 
history of this country, significant 
cuts to our military in a time when we 
need our military the most, and an al- 
most 50 percent increase in Medicare 
premiums for many of our seniors. 
That is the reality of what happens if 
we do nothing. 

Mr. Speaker, I am encouraged by a 
number of provisions in this legisla- 
tion. First, just like the Bipartisan 
Budget Act of 2013, this legislation sets 
forth 2 years of budget certainty for 
the Appropriations Committee. That 
certainty puts us on a path to ensure 
consideration of full-year spending 
bills for the next 2 years, just as we 
were able to accomplish this past fiscal 
year. 
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In addition, this budget certainty 
provides the needed investment for our 
military. With the ongoing conflicts 
across the Middle East, Russian activ- 
ity in Eastern Europe, and Chinese 
claims in the South China Sea, it is 
clearer now than ever that America 
needs a robust military. 

Mr. Speaker, most importantly, all 
these discretionary spending increases 
are fully paid for by offsets in manda- 
tory programs. 

In addition to these critical invest- 
ments, the legislation before us makes 
a number of commonsense, structural 
reforms to SSDI, like requiring a med- 
ical review before awarding benefits, 
and expanding Cooperative Disability 
Investigations units to investigate so- 
phisticated fraud schemes before bene- 
fits are awarded. These reforms both 
ensure that the disability trust fund 
will be able to pay full benefits and en- 
sure that those who truly are disabled 
have access to this important program. 

Beyond that, Mr. Speaker, this legis- 
lation realizes over $30 billion in Medi- 
care savings within the budget window 
and countless billions in years to come. 

I am pleased to again be talking 
about the real drivers of our debt: the 
two-thirds of our government spending 
that is on autopilot. If we are unable to 
deal with these mandatory programs, 
they will end up bankrupting us. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, this legislation 
suspends the debt ceiling through 
March 15, 2017. Since its inception in 
1917, 20 debt limit laws also included a 
change in fiscal policy. I am pleased 
that this debt limit increase is yet 
again accompanied by mandatory re- 
forms. 

Of course, Mr. Speaker, I would have 
preferred stronger reforms, but, in this 
era of divided government with a 
Democratic President and a Republican 
Congress, no one will be able to get ev- 
erything they want. 

The President wanted a clean debt 
limit increase. Congress wanted signifi- 
cant entitlement reforms. What we are 
left with is a compromise which lowers 
the trajectory of our debt, but also 
assures the world that the United 
States will pay its bills. 

While not a perfect piece of legisla- 
tion, I believe this moves us in the 
right direction and funds critical prior- 
ities for our Nation. I urge support for 
the rule and the underlying legislation. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
here to do my part of the rule. I thank 
the gentleman from Oklahoma, my 
friend, for yielding me the time, and I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of the Bipartisan Budget Agreement 
before us. Instead of the brinksmanship 
and short-term stopgaps that we have 
seen, we have, I am glad to say, a 2- 
year budget agreement that eases the 
burden of the damaging sequester cuts, 
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protects seniors, affirms the full faith 
and credit of the United States, and 
provides much-needed economic sta- 
bility and security to our Nation. 

This agreement provides relief from 
90 percent of the sequester’s cuts for 
the next 2 years. While we should 
eliminate the sequester in its entirety, 
this is a welcome respite from the se- 
quester’s grip, ensuring a renewed in- 
vestment in research, infrastructure, 
and early childhood education. 

The agreement also includes a clean 
way to pay the debts that Congress has 
already incurred and will eliminate the 
threat of a debt limit standoff for the 
next 2 years. 

We should remember that the last 
time politics were played over the debt 
limit, our credit rating was down- 
graded for the first time in our history 
and our economy suffered. 

Because of this agreement, the non- 
partisan Congressional Budget Office 
estimates that the certainty that this 
budget agreement creates will encour- 
age the growth of 340,000 new jobs in 
2016 alone. 

The Los Angeles Times Editorial 
Board wrote this morning that the 
budget agreement will provide ‘‘a wel- 
come measure of stability at a time of 
increasing anxiety about the global 
economy.” 

Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD 
the text of the editorial from the Los 
Angeles Times entitled ‘‘JOHN BOEH- 
NER’s Last Deal Leaves Congress Better 
off.” 

[From the Los Angeles Times, Oct. 28, 2015] 
JOHN BOEHNER’S LAST DEAL LEAVES 
CONGRESS BETTER OFF 

In a parting gift to the conservatives who 
hectored him out of office, House Speaker 
John A. Boehner (R-Ohio) negotiated a budg- 
et agreement with Senate leaders and the 
Obama administration that increases federal 
spending and raises the debt ceiling in ex- 
change for—well, not much that Republicans 
covet. There are no big changes in entitle- 
ments, no defunding of Planned Parenthood. 
Yet this backroom deal delivers the goods 
that matter most: It will avert the risk of a 
shutdown until after the next president 
takes office, providing a welcome measure of 
stability at a time of increasing anxiety 
about the global economy. 

Boehner had said he wanted to ‘‘clean the 
barn” for his replacement—most likely Rep. 
Paul D. Ryan (R-Wis.)—which meant dis- 
posing of four divisive issues with rapidly ap- 
proaching deadlines. The federal government 
is days away from hitting its borrowing 
limit. Federal agencies are slated to run out 
of funding in early December. The Social Se- 
curity trust fund for disability benefits is ex- 
pected to be empty by late 2016. And millions 
of elderly and disabled Americans face a 
whopping 52% increase in their Medicare 
Part B premiums at year’s end. 

The compromise negotiated by congres- 
sional leaders and the White House would re- 
solve all of these issues in the time-honored 
way: giving everyone much of what they 
want, then paying for it with budget gim- 
micks. The debt ceiling would be suspended 
until March 2017, the budget caps lifted for 
two fiscal years, disability benefits assured 
through 2022 and Medicare premium in- 
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creases made less dramatic. Without these 
steps, Congress risks defaulting on debts, 
forcing a government shutdown and deliv- 
ering a painful financial blow to vulnerable 
Americans. None of those outcomes should 
even be contemplatable, and yet Congress’ 
record of dysfunction over the last four years 
makes them all real possibilities absent a 
deal like the one Boehner negotiated. 

Obviously, it would be better for Congress 
to make real choices about spending instead 
of relying on accounting legerdemain to 
make the numbers look good. The proposed 
fix for disability insurance, for example, 
would take the money out of a fund for fu- 
ture retirement benefits; that’s a reprieve, 
not a solution. But when Congress ignores a 
problem until the last minute, it takes real 
solutions off the table, leaving lawmakers to 
choose between pragmatism and the sort of 
posturing that dissident House Republicans 
have made their stock in trade. Credit Boeh- 
ner with opting for one last deal rather than 
showing the country again that the House 
GOP’s reach exceeds its grasp. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, this 
agreement avoids the harmful cuts to 
Medicare and Social Security bene- 
ficiaries by reforming tax compliance 
among hedge funds and private equity 
funds, ensuring that people in the top 
bracket pay their fair share. 

The agreement also limits any in- 
crease in the Medicare part B pre- 
miums for 2016, protecting millions of 
seniors from a roughly 50 percent rate 
hike. It does this by spreading out the 
cost of replenishing the Medicare trust 
fund over a number of years, and it pre- 
vents this kind of rate hike from hap- 
pening again in 2017. 

The health savings included in this 
agreement focus on well-documented 
areas of overpayment and improved 
program integrity, clearing out waste 
in the system. 

What’s more, the agreement avoids 
the deep cuts to Social Security Dis- 
ability Insurance benefits that would 
occur at the end of next year, ensuring 
it continues to pay benefits without re- 
ducing benefit levels or imposing new 
eligibility restrictions. Social Security 
Disability will survive, but with re- 
forms to ensure accountability and fis- 
cal prudence that are long overdue. 

These are good steps forward. The 
agreement represents significant prog- 
ress for hardworking American fami- 
lies, and for the next 2 years, we have 
come out of the sequester’s shadow. 
Together, we have found a way forward 
to confront the challenges we face as a 
nation. 

This agreement is the first bipartisan 
budget bill we have seen in quite 
awhile. It serves as a roadmap that will 
lead us through the appropriations 
process; but until we finish that proc- 
ess, we are still on the path toward a 
government shutdown. 

However, with the reauthorization of 
the Export-Import Bank yesterday and 
now the introduction of this budget 
agreement, I am hopeful that this 
House can make progress on issues 
that are important to America and to 
our economy. We have sort of grown 
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accustomed to governing by crisis with 
stopgap measures that do harm to the 
Nation. 

When JOHN BOEHNER assumed the 
Speakership, he promised an open proc- 
ess for all Members; but what we have 
seen is that one party has been consist- 
ently shut out and only allowed to par- 
ticipate in fits and starts, which si- 
lences half the voices of our Nation. We 
have seen politicized select committees 
and political maneuvers, and we hope 
that the cries to the Speaker-in-wait- 
ing for open legislative process will in- 
clude both parties and include all 
voices. 

This agreement, with a 2-year out- 
look, with input from leadership from 
both Chambers of Congress and the 
White House, has, perhaps, marked a 
turning point. Only time will tell. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
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Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

I just want to make a couple of 
points. First, I want to thank my good 
friend for her work on this and her co- 
operation. I agree with many of the 
points she made, certainly about the 
fact that I hope this heralds a new be- 
ginning. 

Worth noting, we did have a budget 
agreement 2 years ago, and that 
worked pretty well for a couple of 
years. I am pleased to see that this fol- 
low-on agreement is here before us 
today. I think it will give us 2 years of 
stability. 

My friend will understand if I take 
mild exception with some of her re- 
marks about being shut out of the 
process. Those of us who were here in 
the minority on the Republican side of 
the aisle certainly remember not being 
allowed to offer amendments to the Af- 
fordable Care Act, seeing the stimulus 
act come to the floor with no com- 
mittee, and, frankly, having the long- 
time practice of appropriations bills 
coming under open rules totally sus- 
pended. 

But, in the spirit of cooperation 
today, I will leave it at that. Let’s look 
ahead. I think my friend is exactly 
right when she suggests this bill not 
only solves some important issues that 
are in front of us in a bipartisan way, 
a give-and-take way, but creates an 
opening and an opportunity going for- 
ward. 

I really think, if we get this rule 
passed—and I am sure we will—and we 
get the underlying legislation passed— 
I am sure we will be able to do that as 
well—that next year offers us an oppor- 
tunity to do what we have not done 
around here, really, since 2006, and that 
is see every single appropriations bill 
come to the floor under an open rule so 
that Members on both sides can par- 
ticipate in the most important process 
of governing ourselves, and that is the 
appropriation of the taxpayers’ dollars 
for the functioning of government. 
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If we can build on this and achieve 
that, I think a lot of people on both 
sides of the aisle who are concerned 
about regular order and who, frankly, 
have never seen it work will have an 
opportunity to watch it work. 

I would suggest the fact that we al- 
ready have an agreement as to what 
the top-line number will be on what we 
spend in the normal appropriations 
process might make it easier for a lot 
of the votes to be more bipartisan. 

Frankly, I know that is certainly 
possible in my committee, the Appro- 
priations Committee, and I think that 
is something that Members are genu- 
inely looking for: an opportunity to de- 
bate priorities and discuss, but also to 
come together when there is common 
ground. 

Again, I want to look at this bill. I 
know there will be some controversy 
about it today and there will be some 
people who would have liked to have 
done some things differently. Frankly, 
I suspect every Member would like to 
do things differently. 

But the reality is we are in a period 
of divided government. We do operate 
in a system of checks and balances. It 
has been an exceptionally polarizing 
political environment. The fact that, 
with all of those challenges, the Speak- 
er, the majority leader, the President, 
and the respective minority leaders of 
both Chambers could come together 
and find enough common ground to ac- 
complish the things that this accom- 
plishes is something that we ought to 
laud, not to disparage. 

I look forward to working with my 
friend. I look forward to this becoming 
the foundation for a much more pro- 
ductive 2016, where we can do some- 
thing we have not done for a long time, 
and that is operate under regular order 
throughout the entire appropriations 
process. That is going to be my New 
Year’s resolution after we get an omni- 
bus done. 

I think this will set the ground for 
getting that done by early December 
and we can have stability next year 
and an opportunity to legislate the 
way I think most Members, regardless 
of party or philosophical point of view, 
want to legislate. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 212 minutes to the gen- 
tlewoman from New York (Mrs. CARO- 
LYN B. MALONEY). 

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New 
York. Mr. Speaker, I thank my good 
friend and the ranking member on the 
Rules Committee for yielding to me 
and for her extraordinary leadership 
for the State of New York and for so 
many issues before this body. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to express my 
strong support for this 2-year budget 
bill and the exemplary bipartisan co- 
operation that made it possible. Al- 
though this bill is by no means perfect, 
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it is a good bill. It is good for the econ- 
omy and good for the country. 

It will ensure our Nation maintains 
the full faith and credit of global finan- 
cial markets. It protects millions of 
Americans from an enormous Medicare 
premium increase. It frees us from the 
uncertainty that roils markets and 
worries businesses, both big and small. 

While I support the compromise, I 
would like to raise some concerns 
about its impact on hospitals in the 
district that I represent. 

The bill puts restrictions on which 
hospital-affiliated facilities can be con- 
sidered outpatient departments and re- 
imbursed at hospital rates. 

Under the bill going forward, ac- 
quired facilities that are a certain dis- 
tance from the main campus of hos- 
pitals will be reimbursed, but at a 
lower rate. They will be reimbursed for 
services as a regular doctor’s visit. Ex- 
isting sites will be grandfathered, but 
those that are under construction will 
be exempted and charged the lower 
rate. 

This will be a challenge in areas, like 
the district that I represent, where in- 
creasing demand collides with the lack 
of physical space to cause scattered 
hospital-affiliated facilities. I hope to 
work with my colleagues to improve 
the changes made to these outpatient 
services Medicare payments. 

I commend all who have worked with 
such goodwill on this budget. I urge my 
colleagues to support the rule and the 
underlying bill. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

I want to say I think my good friend 
from New York makes an excellent 
point. There are going to be some 
issues like this that I think we need to 
look at very carefully in the coming 
weeks and perhaps find some common 
ground on. In an agreement of this 
magnitude, occasionally we are going 
to have some problems. 

I have some other areas of concern in 
some of the offsets, agricultural crop 
insurance being one of them. I suspect, 
in the coming weeks, perhaps we can 
find some common ground on these 
issues. I certainly hope so. 

Of course, if we get an omnibus 
spending bill done, which this is the 
foundation or the predecessor for, then 
we will have a vehicle where perhaps 
we can address some of the concerns 
that my friend raises and as I know 
others have in different areas with re- 
spect to this agreement. 

Again, I want to thank my friend for 
bringing the issues forward. I think 
they are important to air and make 
note of. I just pledge that I will do 
what I can to see if we can find some 
common ground here and iron out some 
of these knotty problems that we have. 

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New 
York. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE. I certainly yield to my 
friend. 
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Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New 
York. I thank the gentleman for yield- 
ing. I would like to underscore my ap- 
preciation to you and the ranking 
member for your willingness to work 
on correcting this. 

I believe a correction could literally 
save taxpayer dollars and be more effi- 
cient. The willingness to work together 
for better government for our country 
is, I think, a good step forward. 

I thank the leaders on the other side 
of the aisle for approaching this in a bi- 
partisan, cooperative spirit, as you are 
showing on the floor today. It is better 
for our country and certainly better for 
the budget in all respects. 

Thank you very, very much. I am ex- 
tremely appreciative. 

Mr. COLE. Reclaiming my time, Mr. 
Speaker, I want to thank my friend 
again. I again express my appreciation 
for the point that she raises and the 
willingness to work together. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 
My scheduled speakers have not ar- 
rived, and I am prepared to close. 

Mr. Speaker, today we have before us 
a 2-year budget agreement that pro- 
tects seniors, invests in job training, 
and eases the burden of the sequester. 

However, unless we see the process 
through with the appropriations proc- 
ess, we are still on a path toward shut- 
down, which is not what the American 
people want from Congress and what 
the economy can’t stand. 

So I urge my colleagues to vote for 
this bipartisan agreement, for the rule, 
and the underlying bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to just reiterate 
a number of points that I opened my 
remarks with. 

First, I don’t think this is a perfect 
bill. I doubt that anybody on this floor 
does. However, it is the only deal that 
can be considered in the timeframe we 
have before the debt limit is breached. 

Secondly, the deal ensures an appro- 
priate level of discretionary govern- 
ment spending for the next 2 years, a 
level that robustly funds our military 
and ensures America’s security. 

Finally, this deal is fully paid for and 
includes mandatory offsets that will 
build over time, further decreasing the 
trajectory of our expanding debt, shift- 
ing the burden to where the true driv- 
ers of the debt are and where the super- 
committee was intended to actually 
find cuts and brings us back to fiscal 
balance. 

Before I conclude my remarks, Mr. 
Speaker, I also want to add a personal 
tribute, if I may, to our Speaker. This 
is probably the last significant piece of 
legislation that this body will pass 
under Speaker BOEHNER’s leadership. 
He was instrumental in forging it. 

I know there are many people who 
are critical of particular aspects of this 
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deal or about the process. Indeed, our 
Speaker himself has used rather color- 
ful language in expressing his opinion 
of the process by which we arrived at 
this agreement. 

However, I think it is worth noting 
that, in the finest traditions of this 
House and the institutions that we all 
cherish, the Speaker, the President, 
the majority leader, the minority lead- 
er in the House, the minority leader in 
the Senate, came together, put aside 
differences, and found common ground. 

In doing so, they solved some really 
difficult issues for us. They dealt with 
an impending default to make sure 
that didn’t happen. They dealt with a 
potential government shutdown or at 
least bought us the time to deal with it 
between now and December 11. 

They made sure that the additional 
discretionary spending that they both 
agreed to was offset by a variety of 
means. They included a really impor- 
tant reform in the Social Security dis- 
ability system that, again, will keep it 
from going bankrupt and help millions 
of Americans who need help. 

Finally, they also made sure that 
millions of Americans who are facing 
literally 50 percent rate increases 
under Medicare part B will not have 
those increases. That is no small 
achievement. 

And JOHN BOEHNER, for 25 years in 
this institution, from a freshman to 
the highest pinnacle that we have, the 
Speakership, has operated with integ- 
rity and has operated from principle, 
but has never been afraid to try and 
find common ground for people with 
different points of view. I, for one, ap- 
preciate the manner in which he has 
led our House, the manner in which at 
the very last minute he continues to 
work for the good of the American peo- 
ple and to reach across the aisle to find 
common ground with those with oppos- 
ing views and opposing partisan affili- 
ations. 

I appreciate the manner in which he 
has dealt with our own Conference, 
which is the largest since 1928, and, 
consequently, probably the most frac- 
tious. He has worked with Members of 
differing opinion and found common 
ground and brought us together. 

So I just, again, speaking for myself, 
want to say how much I have enjoyed, 
throughout my entire career, having 
had the opportunity to serve with 
Speaker BOEHNER, first as a freshman 
member on his committee when he 
chaired Education and the Workforce, 
then at the leadership table when he 
became the leader of our party, and, fi- 
nally, just as another Member who ad- 
mires and appreciates his many, many 
accomplishments, his character, and 
the manner in which he has led. 

So, with that, Mr. Speaker, I want to 
again thank the Speaker of the entire 
House, Mr. BOEHNER, for his distin- 
guished service to this institution and 
to this country and for being a valued 
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friend and a person that I genuinely ad- 
mire and I think people on both sides 
of the aisle genuinely admire. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, on that I de- 
mand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 8 
of rule XX, further proceedings on this 
question will be postponed. 


EE 
RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 58 
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re- 
cess. 


EE 
1453 
AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. HULTGREN) at 2 o’clock 
and 53 minutes p.m. 


EE 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
will resume on questions previously 
postponed. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

Ordering the previous question on 
House Resolution 495; and 

Adoption of House Resolution 495, if 
ordered. 

The first electronic vote will be con- 
ducted as a 15-minute vote. The re- 
maining electronic vote will be con- 
ducted as a 5-minute vote. 


EE 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF THE SENATE AMENDMENT TO 
H.R. 1314, ENSURING TAX EX- 
EMPT ORGANIZATIONS THE 
RIGHT TO APPEAL ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on order- 
ing the previous question on the reso- 
lution (H. Res. 495) providing for con- 
sideration of the Senate amendment to 
the bill (H.R. 1314) to amend the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for 
a right to an administrative appeal re- 
lating to adverse determinations of 
tax-exempt status of certain organiza- 
tions, on which the yeas and nays were 
ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu- 
tion. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 325, nays 
103, not voting 6, as follows: 

[Roll No. 577] 


Royce Smith (NE) Wasserman 
Ruiz Smith (NJ) Schultz 
Ruppersberger Smith (TX) Watson Coleman 
Rush Stefanik Weber (TX) 
Russell Stewart Webster (FL) 
Ryan (WI) Stivers Welch 
Salmon : Stutzman Wenstrup 
Sanchez, Linda Swalwell (CA) Westerman 
T: Takano Westmoreland 

Sanford Thompson (PA) popen 

$ Whitfield 
Scalise Thornberry Williams 
Schiff Tiberi A 
Schrader Tipton Wilson (FL) 
Schweikert Torres Wilson (SC) 
Scott, Austin Trott Wittman 
Scott, David Turner Womack 
Sensenbrenner Upton Woodall 
Serrano Valadao Yarmuth 
Sessions Vela Yoder 
Sewell (AL) Wagner Yoho 
Shimkus Walberg Young (AK) 
Shuster Walden Young (IA) 
Simpson Walker Young (IN) 
Sinema Walorski Zeldin 
Sires Walters, Mimi Zinke 
Smith (MO) Walz 

NAYS—103 

Bass Gallego McNerney 
Becerra Garamendi Meng 
Bera Green, Al Moore 
Beyer Green, Gene Nadler 
Blumenauer Grijalva Napolitano 
Brown (FL) Hastings Norcross 
Butterfield Heck (WA) Pallone 
Capps Higgins Pelosi 
Cardenas Hinojosa Peters 
Carson (IN) Honda Pingree 
Castro (TX) Israel Pocan 
Chu, Judy Jackson Lee Polis 
Clark (MA) Jeffries Price (NC) 
Clarke (NY) Johnson (GA) Rangel 
Clay Johnson, E. B. Rice (NY) 
Cleaver Kildee Roybal-Allard 
Conyers Kilmer Ryan (OH) 
Cummings Kirkpatrick Sanchez, Loretta 
Davis, Danny Langevin Sarbanes 
DeFazio Larsen (WA) Schakowsky 
DeGette Larson (CT) Scott (VA) 
Delaney Lee Sherman 
DeLauro Lewis Slaughter 
DelBene Lipinski Smith (WA) 
DeSaulnier Loebsack Speier 
Deutch Lofgren Thompson (CA) 
Dingell Lowey Thompson (MS) 
Doggett Lujan, Ben Ray Titus 
Edwards (NM) Tonko 
Ellison Maloney, Tsongas 
Engel Carolyn Van Hollen 
Farr Maloney, Sean Vargas 
Foster Matsui Veasey 
Frankel (FL) McDermott Velazquez 
Fudge McGovern Waters, Maxine 


Diaz-Balart 
Hudson 


NOT VOTING—6 


Meeks 
Payne 
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Takai 
Visclosky 


Mrs. DINGELL and Mr. LOEBSACK 
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to 


‘nay. 9” 
Mr. 


ROSKAM, Ms. 
CROWLEY, 
AGUILAR, Ms. 


Ms. 


SINEMA, Mr. 
ESHOO, 
BROWNLEY of Cali- 


Mr. 


fornia, Messrs. LYNCH, NOLAN, Ms. 


ESTY, 


LOWENTHAL, 


Messrs. 
Ms. 


HAHN, 


FATTAH, 
Mrs. 


YEAS—825 

Abraham Ellmers (NC) Lawrence 
Adams Emmer (MN) Levin 
Aderholt Eshoo Lieu, Ted 
Aguilar Esty LoBiondo 
Allen Farenthold Long 
Amash Fattah Loudermilk 
Amodei Fincher Love 
Ashford Fitzpatrick Lowenthal 
Babin Fleischmann Lucas 
Barletta Fleming Luetkemeyer 
Barr Flores Lujan Grisham 
Barton Forbes (NM) 
Beatty Fortenberry Lummis 
Benishek Foxx Lynch 
Bilirakis Franks (AZ) MacArthur 
Bishop (GA) Frelinghuysen Marchant 
Bishop (MI) Gabbard Marino 
Bishop (UT) Garrett Massie 
Black Gibbs McCarthy 
Blackburn Gibson McCaul 
Blum Gohmert McClintock 
Bonamici Goodlatte McCollum 
Bos Gosar McHenry 
Boustany Gowdy McKinley 
Boyle, Brendan Graham McMorris 

F. Granger Rodgers 
Brady (PA) Graves (GA) McSally 
Brady (TX) Graves (LA) Meadows 
Bra Graves (MO) Meehan 
Bridenstine Grayson Messer 
Brooks (AL) Griffith Mica 
Brooks (IN) Grothman Miller (FL) 
Brownley (CA) Guinta Miller (MI) 
Buchanan Guthrie Moolenaar 
Buck Gutiérrez Mooney (WV) 
Bucshon Hahn Moulton 
Burgess Hanna Mullin 
Bustos Hardy Mulvaney 
Byrne Harper Murphy (FL) 
Calvert Harris Murphy (PA) 
Capuano Hartzler Neal 
Carney Heck (NV) Neugebauer 
Carter (GA) Hensarling Newhouse 
Carter (TX) Herrera Beutler Noem 
Cartwright Hice, Jody B. Nolan 
Castor (FL) Hill Nugent 
Chabot Himes Nunes 
Chaffetz Holding O’Rourke 
Cicilline Hoyer Olson 
Clawson (FL) Huelskamp Palazzo 
Clyburn Huffman Palmer 
Coffman Huizenga (MI) Pascrell 
Cohen Hultgren Paulsen 
Cole Hunter Pearce 
Collins (GA) Hurd (TX) Perlmutter 
Collins (NY) Hurt (VA) Perry 
Comstock Issa Peterson 
Conaway Jenkins (KS) Pittenger 
Connolly Jenkins (WV) Pitts 
Cook Johnson (OH) Poe (TX) 
Cooper Johnson, Sam Poliquin 
Costa Jolly Pompeo 
Costello (PA) Jones Posey 
Courtney Jordan Price, Tom 
Cramer Joyce Quigley 
Crawford Kaptur Ratcliffe 
Crenshaw Katko Reed 
Crowley Keating Reichert 
Cuellar Kelly (IL) Renacci 
Culberson Kelly (MS) Ribble 
Curbelo (FL) Kelly (PA) Rice (SC) 
Davis (CA) Kennedy Richmond 
Davis, Rodney Kind Rigell 
Denham King (IA) Roby 
Dent King (NY) Roe (TN) 
DeSantis Kinzinger (IL) Rogers (AL) 
DesJarlais Kline Rogers (KY) 
Dold Knight Rohrabacher 
Donovan Kuster Rokita 
Doyle, Michael Labrador Rooney (FL) 

F. LaHood Ros-Lehtinen 
Duckworth LaMalfa Roskam 
Duffy Lamborn Ross 
Duncan (SC) Lance Rothfus 
Duncan (TN) Latta Rouzer 


BUSTOS, Mses. WILSON of Florida, 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, ADAMS, SE- 
WELL of Alabama, and Mrs. BLACK 
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to 
“yea.” 

So the previous question was ordered. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
question is on the resolution. 


The 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


16749 


The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 


RECORDED VOTE 


Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
recorded vote. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 
5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 392, noes 37, 
not voting 5, as follows: 


Abraham 
Adams 
Aderholt 
Aguilar 
Allen 
Amodei 
Ashford 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bost 
Boustany 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks (IN) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coffman 
Cohen 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 


[Roll No. 578] 
AYES—3892 


Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 

Dold 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Engel 

Eshoo 

Esty 
Farenthold 
Farr 

Fattah 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 

Foxx 
Frankel (FL) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Goodlatte 
Gowdy 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 

Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Heck (WA) 


Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Holding 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Knight 
Kuster 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latta 
Lawrence 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lummis 
Lynch 
MacArthur 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Marchant 
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Marino Price, Tom Smith (TX) 
Matsui Quigley Smith (WA) 
McCarthy Rangel Speier 
McCaul Ratcliffe Stefanik 
McClintock Reed Stewart 
McCollum Reichert Stivers 
McGovern Renacci Swalwell (CA) 
McHenry Rice (NY) Takano 
McKinley Rice (SC) Thompson (CA) 
McMorris Richmond Thompson (MS) 

Rodgers Rigell Thompson (PA) 
McNerney Roby Thornberry 
McSally Roe (TN) Tiberi 
Meadows Rogers (AL) i a 
Meehan Rogers (KY) Tipton 
Meng Rohrabacher Tonko 
Messer Rokita ora” 
Mica Rooney (FL) Trott 
Miller (FL) Ros-Lehtinen songas 
Miller (MI) Roskam Turner 
Moolenaar Ross Upton 
Moore Rothfus Valadao 
Moulton Rouzer Van Hollen 
Mullin Roybal-Allard Vargas 
Murphy (FL) Royce Veasey 
Murphy (PA) Ruiz Vela 
Nadler Ruppersberger Velázquez 
Napolitano Rush Wagner 
Neal Russell Walberg 
Neugebauer Ryan (OH) Walden 
Newhouse Ryan (WI) } Walker 
Noem Sanchez, Linda Walorski 
Nolan $ Walters, Mimi 
Norcross Sanchez, Loretta Walz 
Nugent Sarbanes Wasserman 
Nunes Scalise Schultz 
O’Rourke Schakowsky Watson Coleman 
Olson Schiff W. 

ebster (FL) 
Palazzo Schrader Welch 
Pallone Schweikert Wenstru 
Palmer Scott (VA) P 
Pascrell Scott, Austin Westerman 
Paulsen Scott, David Westmoreland 
Pearce Sensenbrenner Whitfield 
Pelosi Serrano Williams 
Perlmutter Sessions Wilson (FL) 
Peterson Sewell (AL) Wilson (SC) 
Pingree Sherman Wittman 
Pittenger Shimkus Womack 
Pitts Shuster Woodall 
Pocan Simpson Yarmuth 
Poe (TX) Sinema Yoder 
Poliquin Sires Young (AK) 
Polis Slaughter Young (IA) 
Pompeo Smith (MO) Young (IN) 
Posey Smith (NE) Zeldin 
Price (NC) Smith (NJ) Zinke 
NOES—87 

Amash Griffith Mulvaney 
Blum Harris Perry 
Brat Hastings Peters 
Bridenstine Hice, Jody B. Ribble 
Brooks (AL) Huelskamp Salmon 
Buck Jones Sanford 
Clawson (FL) Jor an Stutzman 
DesJarlais King (IA) Titus 
Doggett Labrador Wat Maxi 
Fleming Lee aters, Maxine 
F È Weber (TX) 

udge Massie Yoho 
Gohmert McDermott 
Gosar Mooney (WV) 

NOT VOTING—5 

Hudson Payne Visclosky 
Meeks Takai 
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So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


ee 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY COMMITTEE 
ON RULES REGARDING AMEND- 
MENT PROCESS FOR THE DRIVE 
ACT 


(Mr. SESSIONS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 
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Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, on 
Tuesday evening, the Rules Committee 
circulated a Dear Colleague outlining 
the amendment process for the Senate 
amendments to H.R. 22, the DRIVE 
Act. This will be the vehicle for consid- 
eration of H.R. 3763, the Surface Trans- 
portation Reauthorization and Reform 
Act. An amendment deadline has been 
set for Friday, October 30, at 2 p.m. 

This is an unusual amendment proc- 
ess; so, I ask all Members to please 
read the Dear Colleague, which can be 
found on the Rules Committee Web 
site, very carefully and refer any ques- 
tions to the Rules Committee staff or 
myself, as the chairman. 

I would also like to point out that, in 
consultation with the Transportation 
and Infrastructure Committee, several 
changes were made to the bill, as or- 
dered reported. A summary of those 
changes can also be found on the Rules 
Committee Web site. Please feel free to 
contact me or any of our staff members 
if we can be of assistance. 


Ea 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was commu- 
nicated to the House by Mr. Sherman 
Williams, one of his secretaries. 


ES 


ENSURING TAX EXEMPT ORGANI- 
ZATIONS THE RIGHT TO APPEAL 
ACT 


Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, pursuant to House Resolution 
495 and as the designee of the majority 
leader, I call up the bill (H.R. 1314) to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to provide for a right to an admin- 
istrative appeal relating to adverse de- 
terminations of tax-exempt status of 
certain organizations, with the Senate 
amendment thereto, and ask for its im- 
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. Ros- 
LEHTINEN). The Clerk will designate 
the Senate amendment. 

Senate amendment: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in- 
sert the following: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the “Trade Act of 2015”. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents for this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

TITLE I~TRADE PROMOTION AUTHORITY 

Sec. 101. Short title. 

Sec. 102. Trade negotiating objectives. 

Sec. 103. Trade agreements authority. 

Sec. 104. Congressional oversight, consulta- 
tions, and access to information. 

Notice, consultations, and reports. 

Implementation of trade agreements. 

Treatment of certain trade agreements 
for which negotiations have al- 
ready begun. 

Sovereignty. 

Interests of small businesses. 

Conforming amendments; application 
of certain provisions. 

Definitions. 


105. 
106. 
107. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


108. 
109. 
110. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 111. 
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TITLE II—EXTENSION OF TRADE 
ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE 


Sec. 201. Short title. 

Sec. 202. Application of provisions relating to 
trade adjustment assistance. 

Sec. 203. Extension of trade adjustment assist- 
ance program. 

Sec. 204. Performance measurement and report- 
ing. 

Sec. 205. Applicability of trade adjustment as- 
sistance provisions. 

Sec. 206. Sunset provisions. 

Sec. 207. Extension and modification of Health 
Coverage Tax Credit. 

Sec. 208. Customs user fees. 

Sec. 209. Child tax credit not refundable for 
taxpayers electing to exclude for- 
eign earned income from tax. 

Sec. 210. Time for payment of corporate esti- 
mated tares. 

Sec. 211. Coverage and payment for renal dialy- 


sis services for individuals with 
acute kidney injury. 

Sec. 212. Modification of the Medicare sequester 
for fiscal year 2024. 

TITLE I—TRADE PROMOTION AUTHORITY 

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Bipartisan 
Congressional Trade Priorities and Account- 
ability Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 102. TRADE NEGOTIATING OBJECTIVES. 

(a) OVERALL TRADE NEGOTIATING OBJEC- 
TIVES.—The overall trade negotiating objectives 
of the United States for agreements subject to 
the provisions of section 103 are— 

(1) to obtain more open, equitable, and recip- 
rocal market access; 

(2) to obtain the reduction or elimination of 
barriers and distortions that are directly related 
to trade and investment and that decrease mar- 
ket opportunities for United States exports or 
otherwise distort United States trade; 

(3) to further strengthen the system of inter- 
national trade and investment disciplines and 
procedures, including dispute settlement; 

(4) to foster economic growth, raise living 
standards, enhance the competitiveness of the 
United States, promote full employment in the 
United States, and enhance the global economy; 

(5) to ensure that trade and environmental 
policies are mutually supportive and to seek to 
protect and preserve the environment and en- 
hance the international means of doing so, 
while optimizing the use of the world’s re- 
sources; 

(6) to promote respect for worker rights and 
the rights of children consistent with core labor 
standards of the ILO (as set out in section 
111(7)) and an understanding of the relationship 
between trade and worker rights; 

(7) to seek provisions in trade agreements 
under which parties to those agreements ensure 
that they do not weaken or reduce the protec- 
tions afforded in domestic environmental and 
labor laws as an encouragement for trade; 

(8) to ensure that trade agreements afford 
small businesses equal access to international 
markets, equitable trade benefits, and expanded 
export market opportunities, and provide for the 
reduction or elimination of trade and investment 
barriers that disproportionately impact small 
businesses; 

(9) to promote universal ratification and full 
compliance with ILO Convention No. 182 Con- 
cerning the Prohibition and Immediate Action 
for the Elimination of the Worst Forms of Child 
Labor; 

(10) to ensure that trade agreements reflect 
and facilitate the increasingly interrelated, 
multi-sectoral nature of trade and investment 
activity; 

(11) to recognize the growing significance of 
the Internet as a trading platform in inter- 
national commerce; 
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(12) to take into account other legitimate 
United States domestic objectives, including, but 
not limited to, the protection of legitimate 
health or safety, essential security, and con- 
sumer interests and the law and regulations re- 
lated thereto; and 

(13) to take into account conditions relating to 
religious freedom of any party to negotiations 
for a trade agreement with the United States. 

(b) PRINCIPAL TRADE NEGOTIATING OBJEC- 
TIVES.— 

(1) TRADE IN GOODS.—The principal negoti- 
ating objectives of the United States regarding 
trade in goods are— 

(A) to expand competitive market opportuni- 
ties for exports of goods from the United States 
and to obtain fairer and more open conditions of 
trade, including through the utilization of glob- 
al value chains, by reducing or eliminating tar- 
iff and nontariff barriers and policies and prac- 
tices of foreign governments directly related to 
trade that decrease market opportunities for 
United States exports or otherwise distort 
United States trade; and 

(B) to obtain reciprocal tariff and nontariff 
barrier elimination agreements, including with 
respect to those tariff categories covered in sec- 
tion 111(b) of the Uruguay Round Agreements 
Act (19 U.S.C. 3521(b)). 

(2) TRADE IN SERVICES.—(A) The principal ne- 
gotiating objective of the United States regard- 
ing trade in services is to expand competitive 
market opportunities for United States services 
and to obtain fairer and more open conditions of 
trade, including through utilization of global 
value chains, by reducing or eliminating bar- 
riers to international trade in services, such as 
regulatory and other barriers that deny na- 
tional treatment and market access or unreason- 
ably restrict the establishment or operations of 
service suppliers. 

(B) Recognizing that expansion of trade in 
services generates benefits for all sectors of the 
economy and facilitates trade, the objective de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A) should be pursued 
through all means, including through a 
plurilateral agreement with those countries will- 
ing and able to undertake high standard serv- 
ices commitments for both existing and new 
services. 

(3) TRADE IN AGRICULTURE.—The principal ne- 
gotiating objective of the United States with re- 
spect to agriculture is to obtain competitive op- 
portunities for United States exports of agricul- 
tural commodities in foreign markets substan- 
tially equivalent to the competitive opportunities 
afforded foreign exports in United States mar- 
kets and to achieve fairer and more open condi- 
tions of trade in bulk, specialty crop, and value 
added commodities by— 

(A) securing more open and equitable market 
access through robust rules on sanitary and 
phytosanitary measures that— 

(i) encourage the adoption of international 
standards and require a science-based justifica- 
tion be provided for a sanitary or phytosanitary 
measure if the measure is more restrictive than 
the applicable international standard; 

(ii) improve regulatory coherence, promote the 
use of systems-based approaches, and appro- 
priately recognize the equivalence of health and 
safety protection systems of exporting countries; 

(iii) require that measures are transparently 
developed and implemented, are based on risk 
assessments that take into account relevant 
international guidelines and scientific data, and 
are not more restrictive on trade than necessary 
to meet the intended purpose; and 

(iv) improve import check processes, including 
testing methodologies and procedures, and cer- 
tification requirements, 
while recognizing that countries may put in 
place measures to protect human, animal, or 
plant life or health in a manner consistent with 
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their international obligations, including the 
WTO Agreement on the Application of Sanitary 
and Phytosanitary Measures (referred to in sec- 
tion 101(d)(3) of the Uruguay Round Agreements 
Act (19 U.S.C. 3511(a)(3))); 

(B) reducing or eliminating, by a date certain, 
tariffs or other charges that decrease market op- 
portunities for United States exports— 

(i) giving priority to those products that are 
subject to significantly higher tariffs or subsidy 
regimes of major producing countries; and 

(ii) providing reasonable adjustment periods 
for United States import sensitive products, in 
close consultation with Congress on such prod- 
ucts before initiating tariff reduction negotia- 
tions; 

(C) reducing tariffs to levels that are the same 
as or lower than those in the United States; 

(D) reducing or eliminating subsidies that de- 
crease market opportunities for United States 
exports or unfairly distort agriculture markets 
to the detriment of the United States; 

(E) allowing the preservation of programs that 
support family farms and rural communities but 
do not distort trade; 

(F) developing disciplines for domestic support 
programs, so that production that is in excess of 
domestic food security needs is sold at world 
prices; 

(G) eliminating government policies that cre- 
ate price depressing surpluses; 

(H) eliminating state trading 
whenever possible; 

(I) developing, strengthening, and clarifying 
rules to eliminate practices that unfairly de- 
crease United States market access opportunities 
or distort agricultural markets to the detriment 
of the United States, and ensuring that such 
rules are subject to efficient, timely, and effec- 
tive dispute settlement, including— 

(i) unfair or trade distorting activities of state 
trading enterprises and other administrative 
mechanisms, with emphasis on requiring price 
transparency in the operation of state trading 
enterprises and such other mechanisms in order 
to end cross subsidization, price discrimination, 
and price undercutting; 

(ii) unjustified trade restrictions or commercial 
requirements, such as labeling, that affect new 
technologies, including biotechnology; 

(iii) unjustified sanitary or phytosanitary re- 
strictions, including restrictions not based on 
scientific principles in contravention of obliga- 
tions in the Uruguay Round Agreements or bi- 
lateral or regional trade agreements; 

(iv) other unjustified technical barriers to 
trade; and 

(v) restrictive rules in the administration of 
tariff rate quotas; 

(J) eliminating practices that adversely affect 
trade in perishable or cyclical products, while 
improving import relief mechanisms to recognize 
the unique characteristics of perishable and cy- 
clical agriculture; 

(K) ensuring that import relief mechanisms for 
perishable and cyclical agriculture are as acces- 
sible and timely to growers in the United States 
as those mechanisms that are used by other 
countries; 

(L) taking into account whether a party to 
the negotiations has failed to adhere to the pro- 
visions of already existing trade agreements 
with the United States or has circumvented obli- 
gations under those agreements; 

(M) taking into account whether a product is 
subject to market distortions by reason of a fail- 
ure of a major producing country to adhere to 
the provisions of already existing trade agree- 
ments with the United States or by the cir- 
cumvention by that country of its obligations 
under those agreements; 

(N) otherwise ensuring that countries that ac- 
cede to the World Trade Organization have 
made meaningful market liberalization commit- 
ments in agriculture; 
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(O) taking into account the impact that agree- 
ments covering agriculture to which the United 
States is a party have on the United States agri- 
cultural industry; 

(P) maintaining bona fide food assistance pro- 
grams, market development programs, and ex- 
port credit programs; 

(Q) seeking to secure the broadest market ac- 
cess possible in multilateral, regional, and bilat- 
eral negotiations, recognizing the effect that si- 
multaneous sets of negotiations may have on 
United States import sensitive commodities (in- 
cluding those subject to tariff rate quotas); 

(R) seeking to develop an international con- 
sensus on the treatment of seasonal or perish- 
able agricultural products in investigations re- 
lating to dumping and safeguards and in any 
other relevant area; 

(S) seeking to establish the common base year 
for calculating the Aggregated Measurement of 
Support (as defined in the Agreement on Agri- 
culture) as the end of each country’s Uruguay 
Round implementation period, as reported in 
each country’s Uruguay Round market access 
schedule; 

(T) ensuring transparency in the administra- 
tion of tariff rate quotas through multilateral, 
plurilateral, and bilateral negotiations; and 

(U) eliminating and preventing the under- 
mining of market access for United States prod- 
ucts through improper use of a country’s system 
for protecting or recognizing geographical indi- 
cations, including failing to ensure trans- 
parency and procedural fairness and protecting 
generic terms. 

(4) FOREIGN INVESTMENT.—Recognizing that 
United States law on the whole provides a high 
level of protection for investment, consistent 
with or greater than the level required by inter- 
national law, the principal negotiating objec- 
tives of the United States regarding foreign in- 
vestment are to reduce or eliminate artificial or 
trade distorting barriers to foreign investment, 
while ensuring that foreign investors in the 
United States are not accorded greater sub- 
stantive rights with respect to investment pro- 
tections than United States investors in the 
United States, and to secure for investors impor- 
tant rights comparable to those that would be 
available under United States legal principles 
and practice, by— 

(A) reducing or eliminating exceptions to the 
principle of national treatment; 

(B) freeing the transfer of funds relating to 
investments; 

(C) reducing or eliminating performance re- 
quirements, forced technology transfers, and 
other unreasonable barriers to the establishment 
and operation of investments; 

(D) seeking to establish standards for expro- 
priation and compensation for expropriation, 
consistent with United States legal principles 
and practice; 

(E) seeking to establish standards for fair and 
equitable treatment, consistent with United 
States legal principles and practice, including 
the principle of due process; 

(F) providing meaningful procedures for re- 
solving investment disputes; 

(G) seeking to improve mechanisms used to re- 
solve disputes between an investor and a gov- 
ernment through— 

(i) mechanisms to eliminate frivolous claims 
and to deter the filing of frivolous claims; 

(ii) procedures to ensure the efficient selection 
of arbitrators and the expeditious disposition of 
claims; 

(iii) procedures to enhance opportunities for 
public input into the formulation of government 
positions; and 

(iv) providing for an appellate body or similar 
mechanism to provide coherence to the interpre- 
tations of investment provisions in trade agree- 
ments; and 
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(H) ensuring the fullest measure of trans- 
parency in the dispute settlement mechanism, to 
the extent consistent with the need to protect in- 
formation that is classified or business confiden- 
tial, by— 

(i) ensuring that all requests for dispute settle- 
ment are promptly made public; 

(ii) ensuring that— 

(I) all proceedings, submissions, findings, and 
decisions are promptly made public; and 

(II) all hearings are open to the public; and 

(iii) establishing a mechanism for acceptance 
of amicus curiae submissions from businesses, 
unions, and nongovernmental organizations. 

(5) INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY.—The principal 
negotiating objectives of the United States re- 
garding trade-related intellectual property are— 

(A) to further promote adequate and effective 
protection of intellectual property rights, in- 
cluding through— 

(i)(D ensuring accelerated and full implemen- 
tation of the Agreement on Trade-Related As- 
pects of Intellectual Property Rights referred to 
in section 101(d)(15) of the Uruguay Round 
Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 3511(d)(15)), particu- 
larly with respect to meeting enforcement obli- 
gations under that agreement; and 

(II) ensuring that the provisions of any trade 
agreement governing intellectual property rights 
that is entered into by the United States reflect 
a standard of protection similar to that found in 
United States law; 

(ii) providing strong protection for new and 
emerging technologies and new methods of 
transmitting and distributing products embody- 
ing intellectual property, including in a manner 
that facilitates legitimate digital trade; 

(iii) preventing or eliminating discrimination 
with respect to matters affecting the avail- 
ability, acquisition, scope, maintenance, use, 
and enforcement of intellectual property rights; 

(iv) ensuring that standards of protection and 
enforcement keep pace with technological devel- 
opments, and in particular ensuring that 
rightholders have the legal and technological 
means to control the use of their works through 
the Internet and other global communication 
media, and to prevent the unauthorized use of 
their works; 

(v) providing strong enforcement of intellec- 
tual property rights, including through acces- 
sible, expeditious, and effective civil, adminis- 
trative, and criminal enforcement mechanisms; 
and 

(vi) preventing or eliminating government in- 
volvement in the violation of intellectual prop- 
erty rights, including cyber theft and piracy; 

(B) to secure fair, equitable, and nondiscrim- 
inatory market access opportunities for United 
States persons that rely upon intellectual prop- 
erty protection; and 

(C) to respect the Declaration on the TRIPS 
Agreement and Public Health, adopted by the 
World Trade Organization at the Fourth Min- 
isterial Conference at Doha, Qatar on November 
14, 2001, and to ensure that trade agreements 
foster innovation and promote access to medi- 
cines. 

(6) DIGITAL TRADE IN GOODS AND SERVICES AND 
CROSS-BORDER DATA FLOWS.—The principal ne- 
gotiating objectives of the United States with re- 
spect to digital trade in goods and services, as 
well as cross-border data flows, are— 

(A) to ensure that current obligations, rules, 
disciplines, and commitments under the World 
Trade Organization and bilateral and regional 
trade agreements apply to digital trade in goods 
and services and to cross-border data flows; 

(B) to ensure that— 

(i) electronically delivered goods and services 
receive no less favorable treatment under trade 
rules and commitments than like products deliv- 
ered in physical form; and 

(ii) the classification of such goods and serv- 
ices ensures the most liberal trade treatment 
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possible, fully encompassing both existing and 
new trade; 

(C) to ensure that governments refrain from 
implementing trade-related measures that im- 
pede digital trade in goods and services, restrict 
cross-border data flows, or require local storage 
or processing of data; 

(D) with respect to subparagraphs (A) 
through (C), where legitimate policy objectives 
require domestic regulations that affect digital 
trade in goods and services or cross-border data 
flows, to obtain commitments that any such reg- 
ulations are the least restrictive on trade, non- 
discriminatory, and transparent, and promote 
an open market environment; and 

(E) to extend the moratorium of the World 
Trade Organization on duties on electronic 
transmissions. 

(7) REGULATORY PRACTICES.—The_ principal 
negotiating objectives of the United States re- 
garding the use of government regulation or 
other practices to reduce market access for 
United States goods, services, and investments 
are— 

(A) to achieve increased transparency and op- 
portunity for the participation of affected par- 
ties in the development of regulations; 

(B) to require that proposed regulations be 
based on sound science, cost benefit analysis, 
risk assessment, or other objective evidence; 

(C) to establish consultative mechanisms and 
seek other commitments, as appropriate, to im- 


prove regulatory practices and promote in- 
creased regulatory coherence, including 
through— 


(i) transparency in developing guidelines, 
rules, regulations, and laws for government pro- 
curement and other regulatory regimes; 

(ii) the elimination of redundancies in testing 
and certification; 

(iii) early consultations on significant regula- 
tions; 

(iv) the use of impact assessments; 

(v) the periodic review of existing regulatory 
measures; and 

(vi) the application of good regulatory prac- 
tices; 

(D) to seek greater openness, transparency, 
and convergence of standards development proc- 
esses, and enhance cooperation on standards 
issues globally; 

(E) to promote regulatory compatibility 
through harmonization, equivalence, or mutual 
recognition of different regulations and stand- 
ards and to encourage the use of international 
and interoperable standards, as appropriate; 

(F) to achieve the elimination of government 
measures such as price controls and reference 
pricing which deny full market access for 
United States products; 

(G) to ensure that government regulatory re- 
imbursement regimes are transparent, provide 
procedural fairness, are nondiscriminatory, and 
provide full market access for United States 
products; and 

(H) to ensure that foreign governments— 

(i) demonstrate that the collection of undis- 
closed proprietary information is limited to that 
necessary to satisfy a legitimate and justifiable 
regulatory interest; and 

(ii) protect such information against disclo- 
sure, except in exceptional circumstances to pro- 
tect the public, or where such information is ef- 
fectively protected against unfair competition. 

(8) STATE-OWNED AND STATE-CONTROLLED EN- 
TERPRISES.—The principal negotiating objective 
of the United States regarding competition by 
state-owned and state-controlled enterprises is 
to seek commitments that— 

(A) eliminate or prevent trade distortions and 
unfair competition favoring state-owned and 
state-controlled enterprises to the extent of their 
engagement in commercial activity, and 

(B) ensure that such engagement is based 
solely on commercial considerations, 
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in particular through disciplines that eliminate 
or prevent discrimination and market-distorting 
subsidies and that promote transparency. 

(9) LOCALIZATION BARRIERS TO TRADE.—The 
principal negotiating objective of the United 
States with respect to localization barriers is to 
eliminate and prevent measures that require 
United States producers and service providers to 
locate facilities, intellectual property, or other 
assets in a country as a market access or invest- 
ment condition, including indigenous innova- 
tion measures. 

(10) LABOR AND THE ENVIRONMENT.—The prin- 
cipal negotiating objectives of the United States 
with respect to labor and the environment are— 

(A) to ensure that a party to a trade agree- 
ment with the United States— 

(i) adopts and maintains measures imple- 
menting internationally recognized core labor 
standards (as defined in section 111(17)) and its 
obligations under common multilateral environ- 
mental agreements (as defined in section 111(6)), 

(ii) does not waive or otherwise derogate from, 
or offer to waive or otherwise derogate from— 

(I) its statutes or regulations implementing 
internationally recognized core labor standards 
(as defined in section 111(17)), in a manner af- 
fecting trade or investment between the United 
States and that party, where the waiver or dero- 
gation would be inconsistent with one or more 
such standards, or 

(II) its environmental laws in a manner that 
weakens or reduces the protections afforded in 
those laws and in a manner affecting trade or 
investment between the United States and that 
party, except as provided in its law and pro- 
vided not inconsistent with its obligations under 
common multilateral environmental agreements 
(as defined in section 111(6)) or other provisions 
of the trade agreement specifically agreed upon, 
and 

(iii) does not fail to effectively enforce its en- 
vironmental or labor laws, through a sustained 
or recurring course of action or inaction, 
in a manner affecting trade or investment be- 
tween the United States and that party after 
entry into force of a trade agreement between 
those countries; 

(B) to recognize that— 

(i) with respect to environment, parties to a 
trade agreement retain the right to exercise 
prosecutorial discretion and to make decisions 
regarding the allocation of enforcement re- 
sources with respect to other environmental 
laws determined to have higher priorities, and a 
party is effectively enforcing its laws if a course 
of action or inaction reflects a reasonable, bona 
fide exercise of such discretion, or results from a 
reasonable, bona fide decision regarding the al- 
location of resources; and 

(ii) with respect to labor, decisions regarding 
the distribution of enforcement resources are not 
a reason for not complying with a party’s labor 
obligations; a party to a trade agreement retains 
the right to reasonable exercise of discretion and 
to make bona fide decisions regarding the allo- 
cation of resources between labor enforcement 
activities among core labor standards, provided 
the exercise of such discretion and such deci- 
sions are not inconsistent with its obligations; 

(C) to strengthen the capacity of United 
States trading partners to promote respect for 
core labor standards (as defined in section 
111(7)); 

(D) to strengthen the capacity of United 
States trading partners to protect the environ- 
ment through the promotion of sustainable de- 
velopment; 

(E) to reduce or eliminate government prac- 
tices or policies that unduly threaten sustain- 
able development; 

(F) to seek market access, through the elimi- 
nation of tariffs and nontariff barriers, for 
United States environmental technologies, 
goods, and services; 
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(G) to ensure that labor, environmental, 
health, or safety policies and practices of the 
parties to trade agreements with the United 
States do not arbitrarily or unjustifiably dis- 
criminate against United States exports or serve 
as disguised barriers to trade; 

(H) to ensure that enforceable labor and envi- 
ronment obligations are subject to the same dis- 
pute settlement and remedies as other enforce- 
able obligations under the agreement; and 

(I) to ensure that a trade agreement is not 
construed to empower a party’s authorities to 
undertake labor or environmental law enforce- 
ment activities in the territory of the United 
States. 

(11) CURRENCY.—The principal negotiating ob- 
jective of the United States with respect to cur- 
rency practices is that parties to a trade agree- 
ment with the United States avoid manipulating 
exchange rates in order to prevent effective bal- 
ance of payments adjustment or to gain an un- 
fair competitive advantage over other parties to 
the agreement, such as through cooperative 
mechanisms, enforceable rules, reporting, moni- 
toring, transparency, or other means, as appro- 
priate. 

(12) FOREIGN CURRENCY MANIPULATION.—The 
principal negotiating objective of the United 
States with respect to unfair currency practices 
is to seek to establish accountability through en- 
forceable rules, transparency, reporting, moni- 
toring, cooperative mechanisms, or other means 
to address exchange rate manipulation involv- 
ing protracted large scale intervention in one di- 
rection in the exchange markets and a persist- 
ently undervalued foreign exchange rate to gain 
an unfair competitive advantage in trade over 
other parties to a trade agreement, consistent 
with existing obligations of the United States as 
a member of the International Monetary Fund 
and the World Trade Organization. 

(13) WTO AND MULTILATERAL TRADE AGREE- 
MENTS.—Recognizing that the World Trade Or- 
ganization is the foundation of the global trad- 
ing system, the principal negotiating objectives 
of the United States regarding the World Trade 
Organization, the Uruguay Round Agreements, 
and other multilateral and plurilateral trade 
agreements are— 

(A) to achieve full implementation and extend 
the coverage of the World Trade Organization 
and multilateral and plurilateral agreements to 
products, sectors, and conditions of trade not 
adequately covered; 

(B) to expand country participation in and 
enhancement of the Information Technology 
Agreement, the Government Procurement Agree- 
ment, and other plurilateral trade agreements of 
the World Trade Organization; 

(C) to expand competitive market opportuni- 
ties for United States exports and to obtain fair- 
er and more open conditions of trade, including 
through utilization of global value chains, 
through the negotiation of new WTO multilat- 
eral and plurilateral trade agreements, such as 
an agreement on trade facilitation; 

(D) to ensure that regional trade agreements 
to which the United States is not a party fully 
achieve the high standards of, and comply with, 
WTO disciplines, including Article XXIV of 
GATT 1994, Article V and V bis of the General 
Agreement on Trade in Services, and the Ena- 
bling Clause, including through meaningful 
WTO review of such regional trade agreements; 

(E) to enhance compliance by WTO members 
with their obligations as WTO members through 
active participation in the bodies of the World 
Trade Organization by the United States and all 
other WTO members, including in the trade pol- 
icy review mechanism and the committee system 
of the World Trade Organization, and by work- 
ing to increase the effectiveness of such bodies; 
and 

(F) to encourage greater cooperation between 
the World Trade Organization and other inter- 
national organizations. 
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(14) TRADE INSTITUTION TRANSPARENCY.—The 
principal negotiating objective of the United 
States with respect to transparency is to obtain 
wider and broader application of the principle 
of transparency in the World Trade Organiza- 
tion, entities established under bilateral and re- 
gional trade agreements, and other inter- 
national trade fora through seeking— 

(A) timely public access to information regard- 
ing trade issues and the activities of such insti- 
tutions; 

(B) openness by ensuring public access to ap- 
propriate meetings, proceedings, and submis- 
sions, including with regard to trade and invest- 
ment dispute settlement; and 

(C) public access to all notifications and sup- 
porting documentation submitted by WTO mem- 
bers. 

(15) ANTI-CORRUPTION.—The principal negoti- 
ating objectives of the United States with re- 
spect to the use of money or other things of 
value to influence acts, decisions, or omissions 
of foreign governments or officials or to secure 
any improper advantage in a manner affecting 
trade are— 

(A) to obtain high standards and effective do- 
mestic enforcement mechanisms applicable to 
persons from all countries participating in the 
applicable trade agreement that prohibit such 
attempts to influence acts, decisions, or omis- 
sions of foreign governments or officials or to se- 
cure any such improper advantage; 

(B) to ensure that such standards level the 
playing field for United States persons in inter- 
national trade and investment; and 

(C) to seek commitments to work jointly to en- 
courage and support anti-corruption and anti- 
bribery initiatives in international trade fora, 
including through the Convention on Combating 
Bribery of Foreign Public Officials in Inter- 
national Business Transactions of the Organi- 
zation for Economic Cooperation and Develop- 
ment, done at Paris December 17, 1997 (com- 
monly known as the “OECD Anti-Bribery Con- 
vention”). 

(16) DISPUTE SETTLEMENT AND ENFORCE- 
MENT.—The principal negotiating objectives of 
the United States with respect to dispute settle- 
ment and enforcement of trade agreements are— 

(A) to seek provisions in trade agreements pro- 
viding for resolution of disputes between govern- 
ments under those trade agreements in an effec- 
tive, timely, transparent, equitable, and rea- 
soned manner, requiring determinations based 
on facts and the principles of the agreements, 
with the goal of increasing compliance with the 
agreements; 

(B) to seek to strengthen the capacity of the 
Trade Policy Review Mechanism of the World 
Trade Organization to review compliance with 
commitments; 

(C) to seek adherence by panels convened 
under the Dispute Settlement Understanding 
and by the Appellate Body to— 

(i) the mandate of those panels and the Appel- 
late Body to apply the WTO Agreement as writ- 
ten, without adding to or diminishing rights and 
obligations under the Agreement; and 

(ii) the standard of review applicable under 
the Uruguay Round Agreement involved in the 
dispute, including greater deference, where ap- 
propriate, to the fact finding and technical ex- 
pertise of national investigating authorities; 

(D) to seek provisions encouraging the early 
identification and settlement of disputes 
through consultation; 

(E) to seek provisions to encourage the provi- 
sion of trade-expanding compensation if a party 
to a dispute under the agreement does not come 
into compliance with its obligations under the 
agreement; 

(F) to seek provisions to impose a penalty 
upon a party to a dispute under the agreement 
that— 
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(i) encourages compliance with the obligations 
of the agreement; 

(ii) is appropriate to the parties, nature, sub- 
ject matter, and scope of the violation; and 

(iii) has the aim of not adversely affecting 
parties or interests not party to the dispute 
while maintaining the effectiveness of the en- 
forcement mechanism; and 

(G) to seek provisions that treat United States 
principal negotiating objectives equally with re- 
spect to— 

(i) the ability to resort to dispute settlement 
under the applicable agreement; 

(ii) the availability of equivalent dispute set- 
tlement procedures; and 

(iii) the availability of equivalent remedies. 

(17) TRADE REMEDY LAWS.—The principal ne- 
gotiating objectives of the United States with re- 
spect to trade remedy laws are— 

(A) to preserve the ability of the United States 
to enforce rigorously its trade laws, including 
the antidumping, countervailing duty, and safe- 
guard laws, and avoid agreements that lessen 
the effectiveness of domestic and international 
disciplines on unfair trade, especially dumping 
and subsidies, or that lessen the effectiveness of 
domestic and international safeguard provi- 
sions, in order to ensure that United States 
workers, agricultural producers, and firms can 
compete fully on fair terms and enjoy the bene- 
fits of reciprocal trade concessions; and 

(B) to address and remedy market distortions 
that lead to dumping and subsidization, includ- 
ing overcapacity, cartelization, and market ac- 
cess barriers. 

(18) BORDER TAXES.—The principal negoti- 
ating objective of the United States regarding 
border taxes is to obtain a revision of the rules 
of the World Trade Organization with respect to 
the treatment of border adjustments for internal 
taxes to redress the disadvantage to countries 
relying primarily on direct taxes for revenue 
rather than indirect taxes. 

(19) TEXTILE NEGOTIATIONS.—The principal 
negotiating objectives of the United States with 
respect to trade in textiles and apparel articles 
are to obtain competitive opportunities for 
United States exports of textiles and apparel in 
foreign markets substantially equivalent to the 
competitive opportunities afforded foreign ex- 
ports in United States markets and to achieve 
fairer and more open conditions of trade in tex- 
tiles and apparel. 

(20) COMMERCIAL PARTNERSHIPS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—With respect to an agree- 
ment that is proposed to be entered into with the 
Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partner- 
ship countries and to which section 103(b) will 
apply, the principal negotiating objectives of the 
United States regarding commercial partner- 
ships are the following: 

(i) To discourage actions by potential trading 
partners that directly or indirectly prejudice or 
otherwise discourage commercial activity solely 
between the United States and Israel. 

(ii) To discourage politically motivated actions 
to boycott, divest from, or sanction Israel and to 
seek the elimination of politically motivated 
nontariff barriers on Israeli goods, services, or 
other commerce imposed on the State of Israel. 

(iii) To seek the elimination of state-sponsored 
unsanctioned foreign boycotts against Israel or 
compliance with the Arab League Boycott of 
Israel by prospective trading partners. 

(B) DEFINITION.—In this paragraph, the term 
“actions to boycott, divest from, or sanction 
Israel” means actions by states, non-member 
states of the United Nations, international orga- 
nizations, or affiliated agencies of international 
organizations that are politically motivated and 
are intended to penalize or otherwise limit com- 
mercial relations specifically with Israel or per- 
sons doing business in Israel or in Israeli-con- 
trolled territories. 
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(21) GOOD GOVERNANCE, TRANSPARENCY, THE 
EFFECTIVE OPERATION OF LEGAL REGIMES, AND 
THE RULE OF LAW OF TRADING PARTNERS.—The 
principal negotiating objectives of the United 
States with respect to ensuring implementation 
of trade commitments and obligations by 
strengthening good governance, transparency, 
the effective operation of legal regimes and the 
rule of law of trading partners of the United 
States is through capacity building and other 
appropriate means, which are important parts 
of the broader effort to create more open demo- 
cratic societies and to promote respect for inter- 
nationally recognized human rights. 

(c) CAPACITY BUILDING AND OTHER PRIOR- 
ITIES.—In order to address and maintain United 
States competitiveness in the global economy, 
the President shall— 

(1) direct the heads of relevant Federal agen- 
cies— 

(A) to work to strengthen the capacity of 
United States trading partners to carry out obli- 
gations under trade agreements by consulting 
with any country seeking a trade agreement 
with the United States concerning that coun- 
try’s laws relating to customs and trade facilita- 
tion, sanitary and phytosanitary measures, 
technical barriers to trade, intellectual property 
rights, labor, and the environment; and 

(B) to provide technical assistance to that 
country if needed; 

(2) seek to establish consultative mechanisms 
among parties to trade agreements to strengthen 
the capacity of United States trading partners 
to develop and implement standards for the pro- 
tection of the environment and human health 
based on sound science; 

(3) promote consideration of multilateral envi- 
ronmental agreements and consult with parties 
to such agreements regarding the consistency of 
any such agreement that includes trade meas- 
ures with existing environmental exceptions 
under Article XX of GATT 1994; and 

(4) submit to the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Finance of the Senate an annual 
report on capacity-building activities under- 
taken in connection with trade agreements ne- 
gotiated or being negotiated pursuant to this 
title. 

SEC. 103. TRADE AGREEMENTS AUTHORITY. 

(a) AGREEMENTS REGARDING TARIFF BAR- 
RIERS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Whenever the President de- 
termines that one or more existing duties or 
other import restrictions of any foreign country 
or the United States are unduly burdening and 
restricting the foreign trade of the United States 
and that the purposes, policies, priorities, and 
objectives of this title will be promoted thereby, 
the President— 

(A) may enter into trade agreements with for- 
eign countries before— 

(i) July 1, 2018; or 

(ii) July 1, 2021, if trade authorities proce- 
dures are extended under subsection (c); and 

(B) may, subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), 
proclaim— 

(i) such modification or continuance of any 
existing duty, 

(ii) such continuance of existing duty free or 
excise treatment, or 

(iti) such additional duties, 

as the President determines to be required or ap- 
propriate to carry out any such trade agree- 
ment. 
Substantial modifications to, or substantial ad- 
ditional provisions of, a trade agreement entered 
into after July 1, 2018, or July 1, 2021, if trade 
authorities procedures are extended under sub- 
section (c), shall not be eligible for approval 
under this title. 

(2) NOTIFICATION.—The President shall notify 
Congress of the President’s intention to enter 
into an agreement under this subsection. 
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(3) LIMITATIONS.—No_ proclamation may be 
made under paragraph (1) that— 

(A) reduces any rate of duty (other than a 
rate of duty that does not exceed 5 percent ad 
valorem on the date of the enactment of this 
Act) to a rate of duty which is less than 50 per- 
cent of the rate of such duty that applies on 
such date of enactment; 

(B) reduces the rate of duty below that appli- 
cable under the Uruguay Round Agreements or 
a successor agreement, on any import sensitive 
agricultural product; or 

(C) increases any rate of duty above the rate 
that applied on the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(4) AGGREGATE REDUCTION; EXEMPTION FROM 
STAGING.— 

(A) AGGREGATE REDUCTION.—Except as pro- 
vided in subparagraph (B), the aggregate reduc- 
tion in the rate of duty on any article which is 
in effect on any day pursuant to a trade agree- 
ment entered into under paragraph (1) shall not 
exceed the aggregate reduction which would 
have been in effect on such day if— 

(i) a reduction of 3 percent ad valorem or a re- 
duction of “Ao of the total reduction, whichever 
is greater, had taken effect on the effective date 
of the first reduction proclaimed under para- 
graph (1) to carry out such agreement with re- 
spect to such article; and 

(ii) a reduction equal to the amount applica- 
ble under clause (i) had taken effect at 1-year 
intervals after the effective date of such first re- 
duction. 

(B) EXEMPTION FROM STAGING.—No staging is 
required under subparagraph (A) with respect to 
a duty reduction that is proclaimed under para- 
graph (1) for an article of a kind that is not pro- 
duced in the United States. The United States 
International Trade Commission shall advise the 
President of the identity of articles that may be 
exempted from staging under this subparagraph. 

(5) ROUNDING.—If the President determines 
that such action will simplify the computation 
of reductions under paragraph (4), the President 
may round an annual reduction by an amount 
equal to the lesser of— 

(A) the difference between the reduction with- 
out regard to this paragraph and the next lower 
whole number; or 

(B) 12 of 1 percent ad valorem. 

(6) OTHER LIMITATIONS.—A rate of duty re- 
duction that may not be proclaimed by reason of 
paragraph (3) may take effect only if a provi- 
sion authorizing such reduction is included 
within an implementing bill provided for under 
section 106 and that bill is enacted into law. 

(7) OTHER TARIFF MODIFICATIONS.—Notwith- 
standing paragraphs (1)(B), (3)(A), (3)(C), and 
(4) through (6), and subject to the consultation 
and layover requirements of section 115 of the 
Uruguay Round Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 
3524), the President may proclaim the modifica- 
tion of any duty or staged rate reduction of any 
duty set forth in Schedule XX, as defined in sec- 
tion 2(5) of that Act (19 U.S.C. 3501(5)), if the 
United States agrees to such modification or 
staged rate reduction in a negotiation for the re- 
ciprocal elimination or harmonization of duties 
under the auspices of the World Trade Organi- 
zation. 

(8) AUTHORITY UNDER URUGUAY ROUND AGREE- 
MENTS ACT NOT AFFECTED.—Nothing in this sub- 
section shall limit the authority provided to the 
President under section 111(b) of the Uruguay 
Round Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 3521(b)). 

(b) AGREEMENTS REGARDING TARIFF AND NON- 
TARIFF BARRIERS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—(A) Whenever the President 
determines that— 

(i) 1 or more existing duties or any other im- 
port restriction of any foreign country or the 
United States or any other barrier to, or other 
distortion of, international trade unduly bur- 
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dens or restricts the foreign trade of the United 
States or adversely affects the United States 
economy, or 

(ii) the imposition of any such barrier or dis- 
tortion is likely to result in such a burden, re- 
striction, or effect, 


and that the purposes, policies, priorities, and 
objectives of this title will be promoted thereby, 
the President may enter into a trade agreement 
described in subparagraph (B) during the period 
described in subparagraph (C). 

(B) The President may enter into a trade 
agreement under subparagraph (A) with foreign 
countries providing for— 

(i) the reduction or elimination of a duty, re- 
striction, barrier, or other distortion described in 
subparagraph (A); or 

(ii) the prohibition of, or limitation on the im- 
position of, such barrier or other distortion. 

(C) The President may enter into a trade 
agreement under this paragraph before— 

(i) July 1, 2018; or 

(ii) July 1, 2021, if trade authorities proce- 
dures are extended under subsection (c). 
Substantial modifications to, or substantial ad- 
ditional provisions of, a trade agreement entered 
into after July 1, 2018, or July 1, 2021, if trade 
authorities procedures are extended under sub- 
section (c), shall not be eligible for approval 
under this title. 

(2) CONDITIONS.—A trade agreement may be 
entered into under this subsection only if such 
agreement makes progress in meeting the appli- 
cable objectives described in subsections (a) and 
(b) of section 102 and the President satisfies the 
conditions set forth in sections 104 and 105. 

(3) BILLS QUALIFYING FOR TRADE AUTHORITIES 
PROCEDURES.—(A) The provisions of section 151 
of the Trade Act of 1974 (in this title referred to 
as “trade authorities procedures”) apply to a 
bill of either House of Congress which contains 
provisions described in subparagraph (B) to the 
same extent as such section 151 applies to imple- 
menting bills under that section. A bill to which 
this paragraph applies shall hereafter in this 
title be referred to as an “implementing bill”. 

(B) The provisions referred to in subpara- 
graph (A) are— 

(i) a provision approving a trade agreement 
entered into under this subsection and approv- 
ing the statement of administrative action, if 
any, proposed to implement such trade agree- 
ment; and 

(ii) if changes in existing laws or new statu- 
tory authority are required to implement such 
trade agreement or agreements, only such provi- 
sions as are strictly necessary or appropriate to 
implement such trade agreement or agreements, 
either repealing or amending existing laws or 
providing new statutory authority. 

(c) EXTENSION DISAPPROVAL PROCESS FOR 
CONGRESSIONAL TRADE AUTHORITIES PROCE- 
DURES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in section 
106(b)— 

(A) the trade authorities procedures apply to 
implementing bills submitted with respect to 
trade agreements entered into under subsection 
(b) before July 1, 2018; and 

(B) the trade authorities procedures shall be 
extended to implementing bills submitted with 
respect to trade agreements entered into under 
subsection (b) after June 30, 2018, and before 
July 1, 2021, if (and only if)— 

(i) the President requests such extension 
under paragraph (2); and 

(ii) neither House of Congress adopts an ex- 
tension disapproval resolution under paragraph 
(5) before July 1, 2018. 

(2) REPORT TO CONGRESS BY THE PRESIDENT.— 
If the President is of the opinion that the trade 
authorities procedures should be extended to im- 
plementing bills described in paragraph (1)(B), 
the President shall submit to Congress, not later 
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than April 1, 2018, a written report that con- 
tains a request for such extension, together 
with— 

(A) a description of all trade agreements that 
have been negotiated under subsection (b) and 
the anticipated schedule for submitting such 
agreements to Congress for approval; 

(B) a description of the progress that has been 
made in negotiations to achieve the purposes, 
policies, priorities, and objectives of this title, 
and a statement that such progress justifies the 
continuation of negotiations; and 

(C) a statement of the reasons why the exten- 
sion is needed to complete the negotiations. 

(3) OTHER REPORTS TO CONGRESS.— 

(A) REPORT BY THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE.— 
The President shall promptly inform the Advi- 
sory Committee for Trade Policy and Negotia- 
tions established under section 135 of the Trade 
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2155) of the decision of the 
President to submit a report to Congress under 
paragraph (2). The Advisory Committee shall 
submit to Congress as soon as practicable, but 
not later than June 1, 2018, a written report that 
contains— 

(i) its views regarding the progress that has 
been made in negotiations to achieve the pur- 
poses, policies, priorities, and objectives of this 
title; and 

(ii) a statement of its views, and the reasons 
therefor, regarding whether the extension re- 
quested under paragraph (2) should be approved 
or disapproved. 

(B) REPORT BY INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMIS- 
SION.—The President shall promptly inform the 
United States International Trade Commission 
of the decision of the President to submit a re- 
port to Congress under paragraph (2). The 
International Trade Commission shall submit to 
Congress as soon as practicable, but not later 
than June 1, 2018, a written report that contains 
a review and analysis of the economic impact on 
the United States of all trade agreements imple- 
mented between the date of the enactment of 
this Act and the date on which the President de- 
cides to seek an extension requested under para- 
graph (2). 

(4) STATUS OF REPORTS.—The reports sub- 
mitted to Congress under paragraphs (2) and 
(3), or any portion of such reports, may be clas- 
sified to the extent the President determines ap- 
propriate. 

(5) EXTENSION DISAPPROVAL RESOLUTIONS.— 
(A) For purposes of paragraph (1), the term ‘‘ex- 
tension disapproval resolution’’ means a resolu- 
tion of either House of Congress, the sole matter 
after the resolving clause of which is as follows: 
“That the disapproves the request of 
the President for the extension, under section 
103(c)(1)(B)(i) of the Bipartisan Congressional 
Trade Priorities and Accountability Act of 2015, 
of the trade authorities procedures under that 
Act to any implementing bill submitted with re- 
spect to any trade agreement entered into under 
section 103(b) of that Act after June 30, 2018.’’, 
with the blank space being filled with the name 
of the resolving House of Congress. 

(B) Extension disapproval resolutions— 

(i) may be introduced in either House of Con- 
gress by any member of such House; and 

(ii) shall be referred, in the House of Rep- 
resentatives, to the Committee on Ways and 
Means and, in addition, to the Committee on 
Rules. 

(C) The provisions of subsections (d) and (e) 
of section 152 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 
2192) (relating to the floor consideration of cer- 
tain resolutions in the House and Senate) apply 
to extension disapproval resolutions. 

(D) It is not in order for— 

(i) the House of Representatives to consider 
any extension disapproval resolution not re- 
ported by the Committee on Ways and Means 
and, in addition, by the Committee on Rules; 
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(ii) the Senate to consider any extension dis- 
approval resolution not reported by the Com- 
mittee on Finance; or 

(iii) either House of Congress to consider an 
extension disapproval resolution after June 30, 
2018. 

(ad) COMMENCEMENT OF NEGOTIATIONS.—In 
order to contribute to the continued economic 
expansion of the United States, the President 
shall commence negotiations covering tariff and 
nontariff barriers affecting any industry, prod- 
uct, or service sector, and expand existing sec- 
toral agreements to countries that are not par- 
ties to those agreements, in cases where the 
President determines that such negotiations are 
feasible and timely and would benefit the 
United States. Such sectors include agriculture, 
commercial services, intellectual property rights, 
industrial and capital goods, government pro- 
curement, information technology products, en- 
vironmental technology and services, medical 
equipment and services, civil aircraft, and infra- 
structure products. In so doing, the President 
shall take into account all of the negotiating ob- 
jectives set forth in section 102. 

SEC. 104. CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT, CON- 
SULTATIONS, AND ACCESS TO IN- 
FORMATION. 

(a) CONSULTATIONS WITH MEMBERS OF CON- 
GRESS.— 

(1) CONSULTATIONS DURING NEGOTIATIONS.—In 
the course of negotiations conducted under this 
title, the United States Trade Representative 
shall— 

(A) meet upon request with any Member of 
Congress regarding negotiating objectives, the 
status of negotiations in progress, and the na- 
ture of any changes in the laws of the United 
States or the administration of those laws that 
may be recommended to Congress to carry out 
any trade agreement or any requirement of, 
amendment to, or recommendation under, that 
agreement; 

(B) upon request of any Member of Congress, 
provide access to pertinent documents relating 
to the negotiations, including classified mate- 
rials; 

(C) consult closely and on a timely basis with, 
and keep fully apprised of the negotiations, the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Finance 
of the Senate; 

(D) consult closely and on a timely basis with, 
and keep fully apprised of the negotiations, the 
House Advisory Group on Negotiations and the 
Senate Advisory Group on Negotiations con- 
vened under subsection (c) and all committees of 
the House of Representatives and the Senate 
with jurisdiction over laws that could be af- 
fected by a trade agreement resulting from the 
negotiations; and 

(E) with regard to any negotiations and 
agreement relating to agricultural trade, also 
consult closely and on a timely basis (including 
immediately before initialing an agreement) 
with, and keep fully apprised of the negotia- 
tions, the Committee on Agriculture of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen- 
ate. 

(2) CONSULTATIONS PRIOR TO ENTRY INTO 
FORCE.—Prior to exchanging notes providing for 
the entry into force of a trade agreement, the 
United States Trade Representative shall con- 
sult closely and on a timely basis with Members 
of Congress and committees as specified in para- 
graph (1), and keep them fully apprised of the 
measures a trading partner has taken to comply 
with those provisions of the agreement that are 
to take effect on the date that the agreement en- 
ters into force. 

(3) ENHANCED COORDINATION WITH CON- 
GRESS.— 

(A) WRITTEN GUIDELINES.—The United States 
Trade Representative, in consultation with the 
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chairmen and the ranking members of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Finance of 
the Senate, respectively— 

(i) shall, not later than 120 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, develop written 
guidelines on enhanced coordination with Con- 
gress, including coordination with designated 
congressional advisers under subsection (b), re- 
garding negotiations conducted under this title; 
and 

(ii) may make such revisions to the guidelines 
as may be necessary from time to time. 

(B) CONTENT OF GUIDELINES.—The guidelines 
developed under subparagraph (A) shall en- 
hance coordination with Congress through pro- 
cedures to ensure— 

(i) timely briefings upon request of any Mem- 
ber of Congress regarding negotiating objectives, 
the status of negotiations in progress conducted 
under this title, and the nature of any changes 
in the laws of the United States or the adminis- 
tration of those laws that may be recommended 
to Congress to carry out any trade agreement or 
any requirement of, amendment to, or rec- 
ommendation under, that agreement; and 

(ii) the sharing of detailed and timely infor- 
mation with Members of Congress, and their 
staff with proper security clearances as appro- 
priate, regarding those negotiations and perti- 
nent documents related to those negotiations 
(including classified information), and with 
committee staff with proper security clearances 
as would be appropriate in the light of the re- 
sponsibilities of that committee over the trade 
agreements programs affected by those negotia- 
tions. 

(C) DISSEMINATION.—The United States Trade 
Representative shall disseminate the guidelines 
developed under subparagraph (A) to all Fed- 
eral agencies that could have jurisdiction over 
laws affected by trade negotiations. 

(b) DESIGNATED CONGRESSIONAL ADVISERS.— 

(1) DESIGNATION.— 

(A) HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.—In each 
Congress, any Member of the House of Rep- 
resentatives may be designated as a congres- 
sional adviser on trade policy and negotiations 
by the Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
after consulting with the chairman and ranking 
member of the Committee on Ways and Means 
and the chairman and ranking member of the 
committee from which the Member will be se- 
lected. 

(B) SENATE.—In each Congress, any Member 
of the Senate may be designated as a congres- 
sional adviser on trade policy and negotiations 
by the President pro tempore of the Senate, after 
consultation with the chairman and ranking 
member of the Committee on Finance and the 
chairman and ranking member of the committee 
from which the Member will be selected. 

(2) CONSULTATIONS WITH DESIGNATED CON- 
GRESSIONAL ADVISERS.—In the course of negotia- 
tions conducted under this title, the United 
States Trade Representative shall consult close- 
ly and on a timely basis (including immediately 
before initialing an agreement) with, and keep 
fully apprised of the negotiations, the congres- 
sional advisers for trade policy and negotiations 
designated under paragraph (1). 

(3) ACCREDITATION.—Each Member of Con- 
gress designated as a congressional adviser 
under paragraph (1) shall be accredited by the 
United States Trade Representative on behalf of 
the President as an official adviser to the 
United States delegations to international con- 
ferences, meetings, and negotiating sessions re- 
lating to trade agreements. 

(c) CONGRESSIONAL ADVISORY GROUPS ON NE- 
GOTIATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—By not later than 60 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, and 
not later than 30 days after the convening of 
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each Congress, the chairman of the Committee 
on Ways and Means of the House of Represent- 
atives shall convene the House Advisory Group 
on Negotiations and the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Finance of the Senate shall convene 
the Senate Advisory Group on Negotiations (in 
this subsection referred to collectively as the 
“congressional advisory groups’’). 

(2) MEMBERS AND FUNCTIONS.— 

(A) MEMBERSHIP OF THE HOUSE ADVISORY 
GROUP ON NEGOTIATIONS.—In each Congress, the 
House Advisory Group on Negotiations shall be 
comprised of the following Members of the 
House of Representatives: 

(i) The chairman and ranking member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means, and 3 addi- 
tional members of such Committee (not more 
than 2 of whom are members of the same polit- 
ical party). 

(ii) The chairman and ranking member, or 
their designees, of the committees of the House 
of Representatives that would have, under the 
Rules of the House of Representatives, jurisdic- 
tion over provisions of law affected by a trade 
agreement negotiation conducted at any time 
during that Congress and to which this title 
would apply. 

(B) MEMBERSHIP OF THE SENATE ADVISORY 
GROUP ON NEGOTIATIONS.—In each Congress, the 
Senate Advisory Group on Negotiations shall be 
comprised of the following Members of the Sen- 
ate: 

(i) The chairman and ranking member of the 
Committee on Finance and 3 additional members 
of such Committee (not more than 2 of whom are 
members of the same political party). 

(ii) The chairman and ranking member, or 
their designees, of the committees of the Senate 
that would have, under the Rules of the Senate, 
jurisdiction over provisions of law affected by a 
trade agreement negotiation conducted at any 
time during that Congress and to which this 
title would apply. 

(C) ACCREDITATION.—Each member of the con- 
gressional advisory groups described in subpara- 
graphs (A)(i) and (B)(i) shall be accredited by 
the United States Trade Representative on be- 
half of the President as an official adviser to the 
United States delegation in negotiations for any 
trade agreement to which this title applies. Each 
member of the congressional advisory groups de- 
scribed in subparagraphs (A)(ii) and (B)(ii) 
shall be accredited by the United States Trade 
Representative on behalf of the President as an 
official adviser to the United States delegation 
in the negotiations by reason of which the mem- 
ber is in one of the congressional advisory 
groups. 

(D) CONSULTATION AND ADVICE.—The congres- 
sional advisory groups shall consult with and 
provide advice to the Trade Representative re- 
garding the formulation of specific objectives, 
negotiating strategies and positions, the devel- 
opment of the applicable trade agreement, and 
compliance and enforcement of the negotiated 
commitments under the trade agreement. 

(E) CHAIR.—The House Advisory Group on 
Negotiations shall be chaired by the Chairman 
of the Committee on Ways and Means of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate Advi- 
sory Group on Negotiations shall be chaired by 
the Chairman of the Committee on Finance of 
the Senate. 

(F) COORDINATION WITH OTHER COMMITTEES.— 
Members of any committee represented on one of 
the congressional advisory groups may submit 
comments to the member of the appropriate con- 
gressional advisory group from that committee 
regarding any matter related to a negotiation 
for any trade agreement to which this title ap- 
plies. 

(3) GUIDELINES.— 

(A) PURPOSE AND REVISION.—The United 
States Trade Representative, in consultation 
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with the chairmen and the ranking members of 
the Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on Fi- 
nance of the Senate, respectively— 

(i) shall, not later than 120 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, develop written 
guidelines to facilitate the useful and timely ex- 
change of information between the Trade Rep- 
resentative and the congressional advisory 
groups; and 

(ii) may make such revisions to the guidelines 
as may be necessary from time to time. 

(B) CONTENT.—The_ guidelines developed 
under subparagraph (A) shall provide for, 
among other things— 

(i) detailed briefings on a fixed timetable to be 
specified in the guidelines of the congressional 
advisory groups regarding negotiating objectives 
and positions and the status of the applicable 
negotiations, beginning as soon as practicable 
after the congressional advisory groups are con- 
vened, with more frequent briefings as trade ne- 
gotiations enter the final stage; 

(ii) access by members of the congressional ad- 
visory groups, and staff with proper security 
clearances, to pertinent documents relating to 
the negotiations, including classified materials; 

(iii) the closest practicable coordination be- 
tween the Trade Representative and the con- 
gressional advisory groups at all critical periods 
during the negotiations, including at negotia- 
tion sites; 

(iv) after the applicable trade agreement is 
concluded, consultation regarding ongoing com- 
pliance and enforcement of negotiated commit- 
ments under the trade agreement; and 

(v) the timeframe for submitting the report re- 
quired under section 105(d)(3). 

(4) REQUEST FOR MEETING.—Upon the request 
of a majority of either of the congressional advi- 
sory groups, the President shall meet with that 
congressional advisory group before initiating 
negotiations with respect to a trade agreement, 
or at any other time concerning the negotia- 
tions. 

(ad) CONSULTATIONS WITH THE PUBLIC.— 

(1) GUIDELINES FOR PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT.— 
The United States Trade Representative, in con- 
sultation with the chairmen and the ranking 
members of the Committee on Ways and Means 
of the House of Representatives and the Com- 
mittee on Finance of the Senate, respectively— 

(A) shall, not later than 120 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, develop writ- 
ten guidelines on public access to information 
regarding negotiations conducted under this 
title; and 

(B) may make such revisions to the guidelines 
as may be necessary from time to time. 

(2) PURPOSES.—The guidelines 
under paragraph (1) shall— 

(A) facilitate transparency; 

(B) encourage public participation; and 

(C) promote collaboration in the negotiation 
process. 

(3) CONTENT.—The guidelines developed under 
paragraph (1) shall include procedures that— 

(A) provide for rapid disclosure of information 
in forms that the public can readily find and 
use; and 

(B) provide frequent opportunities for public 
input through Federal Register requests for com- 
ment and other means. 

(4) DISSEMINATION.—The United States Trade 
Representative shall disseminate the guidelines 
developed under paragraph (1) to all Federal 
agencies that could have jurisdiction over laws 
affected by trade negotiations. 

(e) CONSULTATIONS WITH ADVISORY COMMIT- 
TEES.— 

(1) GUIDELINES FOR ENGAGEMENT WITH ADVI- 
SORY COMMITTEES.—The United States Trade 
Representative, in consultation with the chair- 
men and the ranking members of the Committee 
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on Ways and Means of the House of Represent- 
atives and the Committee on Finance of the Sen- 
ate, respectively— 

(A) shall, not later than 120 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, develop writ- 
ten guidelines on enhanced coordination with 
advisory committees established pursuant to sec- 
tion 135 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2155) 
regarding negotiations conducted under this 
title; and 

(B) may make such revisions to the guidelines 
as may be necessary from time to time. 

(2) CONTENT.—The guidelines developed under 
paragraph (1) shall enhance coordination with 
advisory committees described in that paragraph 
through procedures to ensure— 

(A) timely briefings of advisory committees 
and regular opportunities for advisory commit- 
tees to provide input throughout the negotiation 
process on matters relevant to the sectors or 
functional areas represented by those commit- 
tees; and 

(B) the sharing of detailed and timely infor- 
mation with each member of an advisory com- 
mittee regarding negotiations and pertinent doc- 
uments related to the negotiation (including 
classified information) on matters relevant to 
the sectors or functional areas the member rep- 
resents, and with a designee with proper secu- 
rity clearances of each such member as appro- 
priate. 

(3) DISSEMINATION.—The United States Trade 
Representative shall disseminate the guidelines 
developed under paragraph (1) to all Federal 
agencies that could have jurisdiction over laws 
affected by trade negotiations. 

(f) ESTABLISHMENT OF POSITION OF CHIEF 
TRANSPARENCY OFFICER IN THE OFFICE OF THE 
UNITED STATES TRADE REPRESENTATIVE.—Sec- 
tion 141(b) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 
2171(b)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (4); and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(3) There shall be in the Office one Chief 
Transparency Officer. The Chief Transparency 
Officer shall consult with Congress on trans- 
parency policy, coordinate transparency in 
trade negotiations, engage and assist the public, 
and advise the United States Trade Representa- 
tive on transparency policy.’’. 

SEC. 105. NOTICE, CONSULTATIONS, AND RE- 
PORTS. 

(a) NOTICE, CONSULTATIONS, AND REPORTS BE- 
FORE NEGOTIATION.— 

(1) NOTICE.—The President, with respect to 
any agreement that is subject to the provisions 
of section 103(b), shall— 

(A) provide, at least 90 calendar days before 
initiating negotiations with a country, written 
notice to Congress of the President’s intention to 
enter into the negotiations with that country 
and set forth in the notice the date on which the 
President intends to initiate those negotiations, 
the specific United States objectives for the ne- 
gotiations with that country, and whether the 
President intends to seek an agreement, or 
changes to an existing agreement; 

(B) before and after submission of the notice, 
consult regarding the negotiations with the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Finance 
of the Senate, such other committees of the 
House and Senate as the President deems appro- 
priate, and the House Advisory Group on Nego- 
tiations and the Senate Advisory Group on Ne- 
gotiations convened under section 104(c); 

(C) upon the request of a majority of the mem- 
bers of either the House Advisory Group on Ne- 
gotiations or the Senate Advisory Group on Ne- 
gotiations convened under section 104(c), meet 
with the requesting congressional advisory 
group before initiating the negotiations or at 
any other time concerning the negotiations; and 
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(D) after consulting with the Committee on 
Ways and Means and the Committee on Fi- 
nance, and at least 30 calendar days before ini- 
tiating negotiations with a country, publish on 
a publicly available Internet website of the Of- 
fice of the United States Trade Representative, 
and regularly update thereafter, a detailed and 
comprehensive summary of the specific objec- 
tives with respect to the negotiations, and a de- 
scription of how the agreement, if successfully 
concluded, will further those objectives and ben- 
efit the United States. 

(2) NEGOTIATIONS REGARDING AGRICULTURE.— 

(A) ASSESSMENT AND CONSULTATIONS FOL- 
LOWING ASSESSMENT.—Before initiating or con- 
tinuing negotiations the subject matter of which 
is directly related to the subject matter under 
section 102(b)(3)(B) with any country, the Presi- 
dent shall— 

(i) assess whether United States tariffs on ag- 
ricultural products that were bound under the 
Uruguay Round Agreements are lower than the 
tariffs bound by that country; 

(ii) consider whether the tariff levels bound 
and applied throughout the world with respect 
to imports from the United States are higher 
than United States tariffs and whether the ne- 
gotiation provides an opportunity to address 
any such disparity; and 

(iii) consult with the Committee on Ways and 
Means and the Committee on Agriculture of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Finance and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry of the Senate concerning 
the results of the assessment, whether it is ap- 
propriate for the United States to agree to fur- 
ther tariff reductions based on the conclusions 
reached in the assessment, and how all applica- 
ble negotiating objectives will be met. 

(B) SPECIAL CONSULTATIONS ON IMPORT SEN- 
SITIVE PRODUCTS.—(i) Before initiating negotia- 
tions with regard to agriculture and, with re- 
spect to agreements described in paragraphs (2) 
and (3) of section 107(a), as soon as practicable 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
United States Trade Representative shall— 

(I) identify those agricultural products subject 
to tariff rate quotas on the date of enactment of 
this Act, and agricultural products subject to 
tariff reductions by the United States as a result 
of the Uruguay Round Agreements, for which 
the rate of duty was reduced on January 1, 1995, 
to a rate which was not less than 97.5 percent 
of the rate of duty that applied to such article 
on December 31, 1994; 

(II) consult with the Committee on Ways and 
Means and the Committee on Agriculture of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Finance and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry of the Senate concerning— 

(aa) whether any further tariff reductions on 
the products identified under subclause (I) 
should be appropriate, taking into account the 
impact of any such tariff reduction on the 
United States industry producing the product 
concerned; 

(bb) whether the products so identified face 
unjustified sanitary or phytosanitary restric- 
tions, including those not based on scientific 
principles in contravention of the Uruguay 
Round Agreements; and 

(cc) whether the countries participating in the 
negotiations maintain export subsidies or other 
programs, policies, or practices that distort 
world trade in such products and the impact of 
such programs, policies, and practices on United 
States producers of the products; 

(III) request that the International Trade 
Commission prepare an assessment of the prob- 
able economic effects of any such tariff reduc- 
tion on the United States industry producing 
the product concerned and on the United States 
economy as a whole; and 

(IV) upon complying with subclauses (I), (ID), 
and (III), notify the Committee on Ways and 
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Means and the Committee on Agriculture of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Finance and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry of the Senate of those 
products identified under subclause (I) for 
which the Trade Representative intends to seek 
tariff liberalization in the negotiations and the 
reasons for seeking such tariff liberalization. 

(ii) If, after negotiations described in clause 
(i) are commenced— 

(I) the United States Trade Representative 
identifies any additional agricultural product 
described in clause (i)(I) for tariff reductions 
which were not the subject of a notification 
under clause (i)(IV), or 

(II) any additional agricultural product de- 
scribed in clause (i)(I) is the subject of a request 
for tariff reductions by a party to the negotia- 
tions, 
the Trade Representative shall, as soon as prac- 
ticable, notify the committees referred to in 
clause (i)(IV) of those products and the reasons 
for seeking such tariff reductions. 

(3) NEGOTIATIONS REGARDING THE FISHING IN- 
DUSTRY.—Before initiating, or continuing, nego- 
tiations that directly relate to fish or shellfish 
trade with any country, the President shall con- 
sult with the Committee on Ways and Means 
and the Committee on Natural Resources of the 
House of Representatives, and the Committee on 
Finance and the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate, and 
shall keep the Committees apprised of the nego- 
tiations on an ongoing and timely basis. 

(4) NEGOTIATIONS REGARDING TEXTILES.—Be- 
fore initiating or continuing negotiations the 
subject matter of which is directly related to tex- 
tiles and apparel products with any country, 
the President shall— 

(A) assess whether United States tariffs on 
tertile and apparel products that were bound 
under the Uruguay Round Agreements are lower 
than the tariffs bound by that country and 
whether the negotiation provides an oppor- 
tunity to address any such disparity; and 

(B) consult with the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Finance of the Senate concerning 
the results of the assessment, whether it is ap- 
propriate for the United States to agree to fur- 
ther tariff reductions based on the conclusions 
reached in the assessment, and how all applica- 
ble negotiating objectives will be met. 

(5) ADHERENCE TO EXISTING INTERNATIONAL 
TRADE AND INVESTMENT AGREEMENT OBLIGA- 
TIONS.—In determining whether to enter into ne- 
gotiations with a particular country, the Presi- 
dent shall take into account the extent to which 
that country has implemented, or has acceler- 
ated the implementation of, its international 
trade and investment commitments to the United 
States, including pursuant to the WTO Agree- 
ment. 

(b) CONSULTATION WITH CONGRESS BEFORE 
ENTRY INTO AGREEMENT.— 

(1) CONSULTATION.—Before entering into any 
trade agreement under section 103(b), the Presi- 
dent shall consult with— 

(A) the Committee on Ways and Means of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Finance of the Senate; 

(B) each other committee of the House and the 
Senate, and each joint committee of Congress, 
which has jurisdiction over legislation involving 
subject matters which would be affected by the 
trade agreement; and 

(C) the House Advisory Group on Negotiations 
and the Senate Advisory Group on Negotiations 
convened under section 104(c). 

(2) SCOPE.—The consultation described in 
paragraph (1) shall include consultation with 
respect to— 

(A) the nature of the agreement; 

(B) how and to what extent the agreement 
will achieve the applicable purposes, policies, 
priorities, and objectives of this title; and 
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(C) the implementation of the agreement 
under section 106, including the general effect of 
the agreement on existing laws. 

(3) REPORT REGARDING UNITED STATES TRADE 
REMEDY LAWS.— 

(A) CHANGES IN CERTAIN TRADE LAWS.—The 
President, not less than 180 calendar days be- 
fore the day on which the President enters into 
a trade agreement under section 103(b), shall re- 
port to the Committee on Ways and Means of 
the House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Finance of the Senate— 

(i) the range of proposals advanced in the ne- 
gotiations with respect to that agreement, that 
may be in the final agreement, and that could 
require amendments to title VII of the Tariff Act 
of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1671 et seq.) or to chapter 1 of 
title II of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2251 
et seq.); and 

(ii) how these proposals relate to the objectives 
described in section 102(b)(16). 

(B) RESOLUTIONS.—(i) At any time after the 
transmission of the report under subparagraph 
(A), if a resolution is introduced with respect to 
that report in either House of Congress, the pro- 
cedures set forth in clauses (iii) through (vii) 
shall apply to that resolution if— 

(I) no other resolution with respect to that re- 
port has previously been reported in that House 
of Congress by the Committee on Ways and 
Means or the Committee on Finance, as the case 
may be, pursuant to those procedures; and 

(II) no procedural disapproval resolution 
under section 106(b) introduced with respect to 
a trade agreement entered into pursuant to the 
negotiations to which the report under subpara- 
graph (A) relates has previously been reported 
in that House of Congress by the Committee on 
Ways and Means or the Committee on Finance, 
as the case may be. 

(ii) For purposes of this subparagraph, the 
term ‘‘resolution’’ means only a resolution of ei- 
ther House of Congress, the matter after the re- 
solving clause of which is as follows: “That the 

finds that the proposed changes to 
United States trade remedy laws contained in 
the report of the President transmitted to Con- 
gress on under section 105(b)(3) of the 
Bipartisan Congressional Trade Priorities and 
Accountability Act of 2015 with respect to 
, are inconsistent with the negotiating 
objectives described in section 102(b)(16) of that 
Act.’’, with the first blank space being filled 
with the name of the resolving House of Con- 
gress, the second blank space being filled with 
the appropriate date of the report, and the third 
blank space being filled with the name of the 
country or countries involved. 

(iii) Resolutions in the House of Representa- 
tives— 

(I) may be introduced by any Member of the 
House; 

(II) shall be referred to the Committee on 
Ways and Means and, in addition, to the Com- 
mittee on Rules; and 

(III) may not be amended by either Committee. 

(iv) Resolutions in the Senate— 

(I) may be introduced by any Member of the 
Senate; 

(II) shall be referred to the Committee on Fi- 
nance; and 

(III) may not be amended. 

(v) It is not in order for the House of Rep- 
resentatives to consider any resolution that is 
not reported by the Committee on Ways and 
Means and, in addition, by the Committee on 
Rules. 

(vi) It is not in order for the Senate to con- 
sider any resolution that is not reported by the 
Committee on Finance. 

(vii) The provisions of subsections (d) and (e) 
of section 152 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 
2192) (relating to floor consideration of certain 
resolutions in the House and Senate) shall 
apply to resolutions. 
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(4) ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORTS.—The re- 
port required under section 135(e)(1) of the 
Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2155(e)(1)) regard- 
ing any trade agreement entered into under sub- 
section (a) or (b) of section 103 shall be provided 
to the President, Congress, and the United 
States Trade Representative not later than 30 
days after the date on which the President noti- 
fies Congress under section 103(a)(2) or 
106(a)(1)(A) of the intention of the President to 
enter into the agreement. 

(c) INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION As- 
SESSMENT.— 

(1) SUBMISSION OF INFORMATION TO COMMIS- 
SION.—The President, not later than 90 calendar 
days before the day on which the President en- 
ters into a trade agreement under section 103(b), 
shall provide the International Trade Commis- 
sion (referred to in this subsection as the “Com- 
mission”) with the details of the agreement as it 
exists at that time and request the Commission 
to prepare and submit an assessment of the 
agreement as described in paragraph (2). Be- 
tween the time the President makes the request 
under this paragraph and the time the Commis- 
sion submits the assessment, the President shall 
keep the Commission current with respect to the 
details of the agreement. 

(2) ASSESSMENT.—Not later than 105 calendar 
days after the President enters into a trade 
agreement under section 103(b), the Commission 
shall submit to the President and Congress a re- 
port assessing the likely impact of the agreement 
on the United States economy as a whole and on 
specific industry sectors, including the impact 
the agreement will have on the gross domestic 
product, exports and imports, aggregate employ- 
ment and employment opportunities, the pro- 
duction, employment, and competitive position 
of industries likely to be significantly affected 
by the agreement, and the interests of United 
States consumers. 

(3) REVIEW OF EMPIRICAL LITERATURE.—In 
preparing the assessment under paragraph (2), 
the Commission shall review available economic 
assessments regarding the agreement, including 
literature regarding any substantially equiva- 
lent proposed agreement, and shall provide in 
its assessment a description of the analyses used 
and conclusions drawn in such literature, and a 
discussion of areas of consensus and divergence 
between the various analyses and conclusions, 
including those of the Commission regarding the 
agreement. 

(4) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—The President shall 
make each assessment under paragraph (2) 
available to the public. 

(d) REPORTS SUBMITTED TO COMMITTEES WITH 
AGREEMENT .— 

(1) ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEWS AND REPORTS.— 
The President shall— 

(A) conduct environmental reviews of future 
trade and investment agreements, consistent 
with Executive Order 13141 (64 Fed. Reg. 63169), 
dated November 16, 1999, and its relevant guide- 
lines; and 

(B) submit a report on those reviews and on 
the content and operation of consultative mech- 
anisms established pursuant to section 102(c) to 
the Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on Fi- 
nance of the Senate at the time the President 
submits to Congress a copy of the final legal text 
of an agreement pursuant to section 
106(a)(1)(E). 

(2) EMPLOYMENT IMPACT REVIEWS AND RE- 
PORTS.—The President shall— 

(A) review the impact of future trade agree- 
ments on United States employment, including 
labor markets, modeled after Executive Order 
13141 (64 Fed. Reg. 63169) to the extent appro- 
priate in establishing procedures and criteria; 
and 

(B) submit a report on such reviews to the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House of 
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Representatives and the Committee on Finance 
of the Senate at the time the President submits 
to Congress a copy of the final legal text of an 
agreement pursuant to section 106(a)(1)(E). 

(3) REPORT ON LABOR RIGHTS.—The President 
shall submit to the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Finance of the Senate, on a time- 
frame determined in accordance with section 
104(c)(3)(B)(v)— 

(A) a meaningful labor rights report of the 
country, or countries, with respect to which the 
President is negotiating; and 

(B) a description of any provisions that would 
require changes to the labor laws and labor 
practices of the United States. 

(4) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—The President shall 
make all reports required under this subsection 
available to the public. 

(e) IMPLEMENTATION 
PLAN.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—At the time the President 
submits to Congress a copy of the final legal text 
of an agreement pursuant to section 
106(a)(1)(E), the President shall also submit to 
Congress a plan for implementing and enforcing 
the agreement. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The implementation and en- 
forcement plan required by paragraph (1) shall 
include the following: 

(A) BORDER PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS.—A 
description of additional personnel required at 
border entry points, including a list of addi- 
tional customs and agricultural inspectors. 

(B) AGENCY STAFFING REQUIREMENTS.—A de- 
scription of additional personnel required by 
Federal agencies responsible for monitoring and 
implementing the trade agreement, including 
personnel required by the Office of the United 
States Trade Representative, the Department of 
Commerce, the Department of Agriculture (in- 
cluding additional personnel required to imple- 
ment sanitary and phytosanitary measures in 
order to obtain market access for United States 
exports), the Department of Homeland Security, 
the Department of the Treasury, and such other 
agencies as may be necessary. 

(C) CUSTOMS INFRASTRUCTURE REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—A description of the additional equip- 
ment and facilities needed by U.S. Customs and 
Border Protection. 

(D) IMPACT ON STATE AND LOCAL GOVERN- 
MENTS.—A description of the impact the trade 
agreement will have on State and local govern- 
ments as a result of increases in trade. 

(E) COST ANALYSIS.—An analysis of the costs 
associated with each of the items listed in sub- 
paragraphs (A) through (D). 

(3) BUDGET SUBMISSION.—The President shall 
include a request for the resources necessary to 
support the plan required by paragraph (1) in 
the first budget of the President submitted to 
Congress under section 1105(a) of title 31, United 
States Code, after the date of the submission of 
the plan. 

(4) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—The President shall 
make the plan required under this subsection 
available to the public. 

(f) OTHER REPORTS.— 

(1) REPORT ON PENALTIES.—Not later than one 
year after the imposition by the United States of 
a penalty or remedy permitted by a trade agree- 
ment to which this title applies, the President 
shall submit to the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Finance of the Senate a report on 
the effectiveness of the penalty or remedy ap- 
plied under United States law in enforcing 
United States rights under the trade agreement, 
which shall address whether the penalty or rem- 
edy was effective in changing the behavior of 
the targeted party and whether the penalty or 
remedy had any adverse impact on parties or in- 
terests not party to the dispute. 
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(2) REPORT ON IMPACT OF TRADE PROMOTION 
AUTHORITY.—Not later than one year after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, and not later 
than 5 years thereafter, the United States Inter- 
national Trade Commission shall submit to the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Finance 
of the Senate a report on the economic impact 
on the United States of all trade agreements 
with respect to which Congress has enacted an 
implementing bill under trade authorities proce- 
dures since January 1, 1984. 

(3) ENFORCEMENT CONSULTATIONS AND RE- 
PORTS.—(A) The United States Trade Represent- 
ative shall consult with the Committee on Ways 
and Means of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Finance of the Senate after 
acceptance of a petition for review or taking an 
enforcement action in regard to an obligation 
under a trade agreement, including a labor or 
environmental obligation. During such con- 
sultations, the United States Trade Representa- 
tive shall describe the matter, including the 
basis for such action and the application of any 
relevant legal obligations. 

(B) As part of the report required pursuant to 
section 163 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 
2213), the President shall report annually to 
Congress on enforcement actions taken pursu- 
ant to a trade agreement to which the United 
States is a party, as well as on any public re- 
ports issued by Federal agencies on enforcement 
matters relating to a trade agreement. 

(g) ADDITIONAL COORDINATION WITH MEM- 
BERS.—Any Member of the House of Representa- 
tives may submit to the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House of Representatives and any 
Member of the Senate may submit to the Com- 
mittee on Finance of the Senate the views of 
that Member on any matter relevant to a pro- 
posed trade agreement, and the relevant Com- 
mittee shall receive those views for consider- 
ation. 

SEC. 106. IMPLEMENTATION OF TRADE AGREE- 
MENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) NOTIFICATION AND  SUBMISSION.—Any 
agreement entered into under section 103(b) 
shall enter into force with respect to the United 
States if (and only if)— 

(A) the President, at least 90 calendar days 
before the day on which the President enters 
into the trade agreement, notifies the House of 
Representatives and the Senate of the Presi- 
dent’s intention to enter into the agreement, 
and promptly thereafter publishes notice of such 
intention in the Federal Register; 

(B) the President, at least 60 days before the 
day on which the President enters into the 
agreement, publishes the text of the agreement 
on a publicly available Internet website of the 
Office of the United States Trade Representa- 
tive; 

(C) within 60 days after entering into the 
agreement, the President submits to Congress a 
description of those changes to existing laws 
that the President considers would be required 
in order to bring the United States into compli- 
ance with the agreement; 

(D) the President, at least 30 days before sub- 
mitting to Congress the materials under sub- 
paragraph (E), submits to Congress— 

(i) a draft statement of any administrative ac- 
tion proposed to implement the agreement; and 

(ii) a copy of the final legal text of the agree- 
ment; 

(E) after entering into the agreement, the 
President submits to Congress, on a day on 
which both Houses of Congress are in session, a 
copy of the final legal text of the agreement, to- 
gether with— 

(i) a draft of an implementing bill described in 
section 103(b)(3); 

(ii) a statement of any administrative action 
proposed to implement the trade agreement; and 
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(iii) the supporting information described in 
paragraph (2)(A); 

(F) the implementing bill is enacted into law; 
and 

(G) the President, not later than 30 days be- 
fore the date on which the agreement enters into 
force with respect to a party to the agreement, 
submits written notice to Congress that the 
President has determined that the party has 
taken measures necessary to comply with those 
provisions of the agreement that are to take ef- 
fect on the date on which the agreement enters 
into force. 

(2) SUPPORTING INFORMATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The supporting information 
required under paragraph (1)(E)(iii) consists 
of— 

(i) an explanation as to how the implementing 
bill and proposed administrative action will 
change or affect existing law; and 

(ii) a statement— 

(I) asserting that the agreement makes 
progress in achieving the applicable purposes, 
policies, priorities, and objectives of this title; 
and 

(II) setting forth the reasons of the President 
regarding— 

(aa) how and to what extent the agreement 
makes progress in achieving the applicable pur- 
poses, policies, and objectives referred to in sub- 
clause (I); 

(bb) whether and how the agreement changes 
provisions of an agreement previously nego- 
tiated; 

(cc) how the agreement serves the interests of 
United States commerce; and 

(dd) how the implementing bill meets the 
standards set forth in section 103(b)(3). 

(B) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—The_ President 
shall make the supporting information described 
in subparagraph (A) available to the public. 

(3) RECIPROCAL BENEFITS.—In order to ensure 
that a foreign country that is not a party to a 
trade agreement entered into under section 
103(b) does not receive benefits under the agree- 
ment unless the country is also subject to the 
obligations under the agreement, the imple- 
menting bill submitted with respect to the agree- 
ment shall provide that the benefits and obliga- 
tions under the agreement apply only to the 
parties to the agreement, if such application is 
consistent with the terms of the agreement. The 
implementing bill may also provide that the ben- 
efits and obligations under the agreement do not 
apply uniformly to all parties to the agreement, 
if such application is consistent with the terms 
of the agreement. 

(4) DISCLOSURE OF COMMITMENTS.—Any 
agreement or other understanding with a for- 
eign government or governments (whether oral 
or in writing) that— 

(A) relates to a trade agreement with respect 
to which Congress enacts an implementing bill 
under trade authorities procedures; and 

(B) is not disclosed to Congress before an im- 
plementing bill with respect to that agreement is 
introduced in either House of Congress, 


shall not be considered to be part of the agree- 
ment approved by Congress and shall have no 
force and effect under United States law or in 
any dispute settlement body. 

(b) LIMITATIONS ON TRADE AUTHORITIES PRO- 
CEDURES.— 

(1) FOR LACK OF NOTICE OR CONSULTATIONS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The trade authorities proce- 
dures shall not apply to any implementing bill 
submitted with respect to a trade agreement or 
trade agreements entered into under section 
103(b) if during the 60-day period beginning on 
the date that one House of Congress agrees to a 
procedural disapproval resolution for lack of 
notice or consultations with respect to such 
trade agreement or agreements, the other House 
separately agrees to a procedural disapproval 
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resolution with respect to such trade agreement 
or agreements. 

(B) PROCEDURAL DISAPPROVAL RESOLUTION.— 
(i) For purposes of this paragraph, the term 
“procedural disapproval resolution” means a 
resolution of either House of Congress, the sole 
matter after the resolving clause of which is as 
follows: “That the President has failed or re- 
fused to notify or consult in accordance with 
the Bipartisan Congressional Trade Priorities 
and Accountability Act of 2015 on negotiations 
with respect to and, therefore, 
the trade authorities procedures under that Act 
shall not apply to any implementing bill sub- 
mitted with respect to such trade agreement or 
agreements.’’, with the blank space being filled 
with a description of the trade agreement or 
agreements with respect to which the President 
is considered to have failed or refused to notify 
or consult. 

(ii) For purposes of clause (i) and paragraphs 
(3)(C) and (4)(C), the President has ‘‘failed or 
refused to notify or consult in accordance with 
the Bipartisan Congressional Trade Priorities 
and Accountability Act of 2015” on negotiations 
with respect to a trade agreement or trade 
agreements if— 

(I) the President has failed or refused to con- 
sult (as the case may be) in accordance with sec- 
tions 104 and 105 and this section with respect 
to the negotiations, agreement, or agreements; 

(II) guidelines under section 104 have not been 
developed or met with respect to the negotia- 
tions, agreement, or agreements; 

(III) the President has not met with the House 
Advisory Group on Negotiations or the Senate 
Advisory Group on Negotiations pursuant to a 
request made under section 104(c)(4) with re- 
spect to the negotiations, agreement, or agree- 
ments; or 

(IV) the agreement or agreements fail to make 
progress in achieving the purposes, policies, pri- 
orities, and objectives of this title. 

(2) PROCEDURES FOR CONSIDERING RESOLU- 
TIONS.—(A) Procedural disapproval resolu- 
tions— 

(i) in the House of Representatives— 

(I) may be introduced by any Member of the 
House; 

(II) shall be referred to the Committee on 
Ways and Means and, in addition, to the Com- 
mittee on Rules; and 

(III) may not be amended by either Committee; 
and 

(ii) in the Senate— 

(I) may be introduced by any Member of the 
Senate; 

(II) shall be referred to the Committee on Fi- 
nance; and 

(III) may not be amended. 

(B) The provisions of subsections (d) and (e) 
of section 152 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 
2192) (relating to the floor consideration of cer- 
tain resolutions in the House and Senate) apply 
to a procedural disapproval resolution intro- 
duced with respect to a trade agreement if no 
other procedural disapproval resolution with re- 
spect to that trade agreement has previously 
been reported in that House of Congress by the 
Committee on Ways and Means or the Com- 
mittee on Finance, as the case may be, and if no 
resolution described in clause (ii) of section 
105(b)(3)(B) with respect to that trade agreement 
has been reported in that House of Congress by 
the Committee on Ways and Means or the Com- 
mittee on Finance, as the case may be, pursuant 
to the procedures set forth in clauses (iii) 
through (vii) of such section. 

(C) It is not in order for the House of Rep- 
resentatives to consider any procedural dis- 
approval resolution not reported by the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means and, in addition, by 
the Committee on Rules. 

(D) It is not in order for the Senate to con- 
sider any procedural disapproval resolution not 
reported by the Committee on Finance. 
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(3) CONSIDERATION IN SENATE OF CONSULTA- 
TION AND COMPLIANCE RESOLUTION TO REMOVE 
TRADE AUTHORITIES PROCEDURES.— 

(A) REPORTING OF RESOLUTION.—If, when the 
Committee on Finance of the Senate meets on 
whether to report an implementing bill with re- 
spect to a trade agreement or agreements en- 
tered into under section 103(b), the committee 
fails to favorably report the bill, the committee 
shall report a resolution described in subpara- 
graph (C). 

(B) APPLICABILITY OF TRADE AUTHORITIES 
PROCEDURES.—The trade authorities procedures 
shall not apply in the Senate to any imple- 
menting bill submitted with respect to a trade 
agreement or agreements described in subpara- 
graph (A) if the Committee on Finance reports a 
resolution described in subparagraph (C) and 
such resolution is agreed to by the Senate. 

(C) RESOLUTION DESCRIBED.—A resolution de- 
scribed in this subparagraph is a resolution of 
the Senate originating from the Committee on 
Finance the sole matter after the resolving 
clause of which is as follows: “That the Presi- 
dent has failed or refused to notify or consult in 
accordance with the Bipartisan Congressional 
Trade Priorities and Accountability Act of 2015 
on negotiations with respect to and, 
therefore, the trade authorities procedures 
under that Act shall not apply in the Senate to 
any implementing bill submitted with respect to 
such trade agreement or agreements.’’, with the 
blank space being filled with a description of 
the trade agreement or agreements described in 
subparagraph (A). 

(D) PROCEDURES.—If the Senate does not 
agree to a motion to invoke cloture on the mo- 
tion to proceed to a resolution described in sub- 
paragraph (C), the resolution shall be committed 
to the Committee on Finance. 

(4) CONSIDERATION IN THE HOUSE OF REP- 
RESENTATIVES OF A CONSULTATION AND COMPLI- 
ANCE RESOLUTION.— 

(A) QUALIFICATIONS FOR REPORTING RESOLU- 
TION.—If— 

(i) the Committee on Ways and Means of the 
House of Representatives reports an imple- 
menting bill with respect to a trade agreement or 
agreements entered into under section 103(b) 
with other than a favorable recommendation; 
and 

(ii) a Member of the House of Representatives 
has introduced a consultation and compliance 
resolution on the legislative day following the 
filing of a report to accompany the imple- 
menting bill with other than a favorable rec- 
ommendation, 


then the Committee on Ways and Means shall 
consider a consultation and compliance resolu- 
tion pursuant to subparagraph (B). 

(B) COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION OF A QUALI- 
FYING RESOLUTION.—(i) Not later than the 
fourth legislative day after the date of introduc- 
tion of the resolution, the Committee on Ways 
and Means shall meet to consider a resolution 
meeting the qualifications set forth in subpara- 
graph (A). 

(ii) After consideration of one such resolution 
by the Committee on Ways and Means, this sub- 
paragraph shall not apply to any other such 
resolution. 

(iii) If the Committee on Ways and Means has 
not reported the resolution by the sixth legisla- 
tive day after the date of its introduction, that 
committee shall be discharged from further con- 
sideration of the resolution. 

(C) CONSULTATION AND COMPLIANCE RESOLU- 
TION DESCRIBED.—A consultation and compli- 
ance resolution— 

(i) is a resolution of the House of Representa- 
tives, the sole matter after the resolving clause 
of which is as follows: ‘‘That the President has 
failed or refused to notify or consult in accord- 
ance with the Bipartisan Congressional Trade 
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Priorities and Accountability Act of 2015 on ne- 
gotiations with respect to and, there- 
fore, the trade authorities procedures under that 
Act shall not apply in the House of Representa- 
tives to any implementing bill submitted with re- 
spect to such trade agreement or agreements.’’, 
with the blank space being filled with a descrip- 
tion of the trade agreement or agreements de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A); and 

(ii) shall be referred to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

(D) APPLICABILITY OF TRADE AUTHORITIES 
PROCEDURES.—The trade authorities procedures 
shall not apply in the House of Representatives 
to any implementing bill submitted with respect 
to a trade agreement or agreements which are 
the object of a consultation and compliance res- 
olution if such resolution is adopted by the 
House. 

(5) FOR FAILURE TO MEET OTHER REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—Not later than December 15, 2015, the 
Secretary of Commerce, in consultation with the 
Secretary of State, the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, the Attorney General, and the United 
States Trade Representative, shall transmit to 
Congress a report setting forth the strategy of 
the executive branch to address concerns of 
Congress regarding whether dispute settlement 
panels and the Appellate Body of the World 
Trade Organization have added to obligations, 
or diminished rights, of the United States, as de- 
scribed in section 102(b)(15)(C). Trade authori- 
ties procedures shall not apply to any imple- 
menting bill with respect to an agreement nego- 
tiated under the auspices of the World Trade 
Organization unless the Secretary of Commerce 
has issued such report by the deadline specified 
in this paragraph. 

(6) LIMITATIONS ON PROCEDURES WITH RESPECT 
TO AGREEMENTS WITH COUNTRIES NOT IN COMPLI- 
ANCE WITH TRAFFICKING VICTIMS PROTECTION 
ACT OF 2000.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The trade authorities proce- 
dures shall not apply to any implementing bill 
submitted with respect to a trade agreement or 
trade agreements entered into under section 
103(b) with a country to which the minimum 
standards for the elimination of trafficking are 
applicable and the government of which does 
not fully comply with such standards and is not 
making significant efforts to bring the country 
into compliance (commonly referred to as a ‘‘tier 
3” country), as determined in the most recent 
annual report on trafficking in persons sub- 
mitted under section 110(b)(1) of the Trafficking 
Victims Protection Act of 2000 (22 U.S.C. 
7107(b)(1)). 

(B) MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR THE ELIMI- 
NATION OF TRAFFICKING DEFINED.—In this para- 
graph, the term ‘minimum standards for the 
elimination of trafficking’’ means the standards 
set forth in section 108 of the Trafficking Vic- 
tims Protection Act of 2000 (22 U.S.C. 7106). 

(c) RULES OF HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES AND 
SENATE.—Subsection (b) of this section, section 
103(c), and section 105(b)(3) are enacted by Con- 
gress— 

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power of 
the House of Representatives and the Senate, re- 
spectively, and as such are deemed a part of the 
rules of each House, respectively, and such pro- 
cedures supersede other rules only to the extent 
that they are inconsistent with such other rules; 
and 

(2) with the full recognition of the constitu- 
tional right of either House to change the rules 
(so far as relating to the procedures of that 
House) at any time, in the same manner, and to 
the same extent as any other rule of that House. 
SEC. 107. TREATMENT OF CERTAIN TRADE 

AGREEMENTS FOR WHICH NEGOTIA- 
TIONS HAVE ALREADY BEGUN. 

(a) CERTAIN AGREEMENTS.—Notwithstanding 

the prenegotiation notification and consultation 
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requirement described in section 105(a), if an 
agreement to which section 103(b) applies— 

(1) is entered into under the auspices of the 
World Trade Organization, 

(2) is entered into with the Trans-Pacific 
Partnership countries with respect to which no- 
tifications have been made in a manner con- 
sistent with section 105(a)(1)(A) as of the date of 
the enactment of this Act, 

(3) is entered into with the European Union, 

(4) is an agreement with respect to inter- 
national trade in services entered into with 
WTO members with respect to which a notifica- 
tion has been made in a manner consistent with 
section 105(a)(1)(A) as of the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, or 

(5) is an agreement with respect to environ- 
mental goods entered into with WTO members 
with respect to which a notification has been 
made in a manner consistent with section 
105(a)(1)(A) as of the date of the enactment of 
this Act, 


and results from negotiations that were com- 
menced before the date of the enactment of this 
Act, subsection (b) shall apply. 


(b) TREATMENT OF AGREEMENTS.—In the case 
of any agreement to which subsection (a) ap- 
plies, the applicability of the trade authorities 
procedures to implementing bills shall be deter- 
mined without regard to the requirements of sec- 
tion 105(a) (relating only to notice prior to initi- 
ating negotiations), and any resolution under 
paragraph (1)(B), (3)(C), or (4)(C) of section 
106(b) shall not be in order on the basis of a fail- 
ure or refusal to comply with the provisions of 
section 105(a), if (and only if) the President, as 
soon as feasible after the date of the enactment 
of this Act— 

(1) notifies Congress of the negotiations de- 
scribed in subsection (a), the specific United 
States objectives in the negotiations, and wheth- 
er the President is seeking a new agreement or 
changes to an existing agreement; and 

(2) before and after submission of the notice, 
consults regarding the negotiations with the 
committees referred to in section 105(a)(1)(B) 
and the House and Senate Advisory Groups on 
Negotiations convened under section 104(c). 

SEC. 108. SOVEREIGNTY. 

(a) UNITED STATES LAW TO PREVAIL IN EVENT 
OF CONFLICT.—No provision of any trade agree- 
ment entered into under section 103(b), nor the 
application of any such provision to any person 
or circumstance, that is inconsistent with any 
law of the United States, any State of the 
United States, or any locality of the United 
States shall have effect. 

(b) AMENDMENTS OR MODIFICATIONS OF 
UNITED STATES LAW.—No provision of any trade 
agreement entered into under section 103(b) 
shall prevent the United States, any State of the 
United States, or any locality of the United 
States from amending or modifying any law of 
the United States, that State, or that locality (as 
the case may be). 

(c) DISPUTE SETTLEMENT REPORTS.—Reports, 
including findings and recommendations, issued 
by dispute settlement panels convened pursuant 
to any trade agreement entered into under sec- 
tion 103(b) shall have no binding effect on the 
law of the United States, the Government of the 
United States, or the law or government of any 
State or locality of the United States. 

SEC. 109. INTERESTS OF SMALL BUSINESSES. 

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that— 

(1) the United States Trade Representative 
should facilitate participation by small busi- 
nesses in the trade negotiation process; and 

(2) the functions of the Office of the United 
States Trade Representative relating to small 
businesses should continue to be reflected in the 
title of the Assistant United States Trade Rep- 
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resentative assigned the responsibility for small 
businesses. 

(b) CONSIDERATION OF SMALL BUSINESS INTER- 
ESTS.—The Assistant United States Trade Rep- 
resentative for Small Business, Market Access, 
and Industrial Competitiveness shall be respon- 
sible for ensuring that the interests of small 
businesses are considered in all trade negotia- 
tions in accordance with the objective described 
in section 102(a)(8). 

SEC. 110. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS; APPLICA- 
TION OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS. 

(a) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) ADVICE FROM UNITED STATES INTER- 
NATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION.—Section 131 of 
the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2151) is amend- 
ed— 

(A) in subsection (a)— 

(i) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘section 
2103(a) or (b) of the Bipartisan Trade Promotion 
Authority Act of 2002’? and inserting ‘‘sub- 
section (a) or (b) of section 103 of the Bipartisan 
Congressional Trade Priorities and Account- 
ability Act of 2015”; and 

(ii) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘section 
2103(b) of the Bipartisan Trade Promotion Au- 
thority Act of 2002’’ and inserting ‘‘section 
103(b) of the Bipartisan Congressional Trade 
Priorities and Accountability Act of 2015”; 

(B) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘section 
2103(a)(3)(A) of the Bipartisan Trade Promotion 
Authority Act of 2002” and inserting ‘‘section 
103(a)(4)(A) of the Bipartisan Congressional 
Trade Priorities and Accountability Act of 
2015”; and 

(C) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘section 2103 
of the Bipartisan Trade Promotion Authority 
Act of 2002” and inserting ‘‘section 103(a) of the 
Bipartisan Congressional Trade Priorities and 
Accountability Act of 2015”. 

(2) HEARINGS.—Section 132 of the Trade Act of 
1974 (19 U.S.C. 2152) is amended by striking 
“section 2103 of the Bipartisan Trade Promotion 
Authority Act of 2002” and inserting ‘‘section 
103 of the Bipartisan Congressional Trade Prior- 
ities and Accountability Act of 2015”. 

(3) PUBLIC HEARINGS.—Section 133(a) of the 
Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2153(a)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘section 2103 of the Bipartisan 
Trade Promotion Authority Act of 2002’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘section 103 of the Bipartisan Congres- 
sional Trade Priorities and Accountability Act 
of 2015”. 

(4) PREREQUISITES FOR OFFERS.—Section 134 
of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2154) is 
amended by striking ‘‘section 2103 of the Bipar- 
tisan Trade Promotion Authority Act of 2002” 
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘section 103 
of the Bipartisan Congressional Trade Priorities 
and Accountability Act of 2015”. 

(5) INFORMATION AND ADVICE FROM PRIVATE 
AND PUBLIC SECTORS.—Section 135 of the Trade 
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2155) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a)(1)(A), by striking ‘‘sec- 
tion 2103 of the Bipartisan Trade Promotion Au- 
thority Act of 2002” and inserting ‘‘section 103 
of the Bipartisan Congressional Trade Priorities 
and Accountability Act of 2015”; and 

(B) in subsection (e)— 

(i) in paragraph (1)— 

(I) by striking ‘‘section 2103 of the Bipartisan 
Trade Promotion Authority Act of 2002’’ each 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘section 103 of 
the Bipartisan Congressional Trade Priorities 
and Accountability Act of 2015”; and 

(II) by striking ‘‘not later than the date on 
which the President notifies the Congress under 
section 2105(a)(1)(A) of the Bipartisan Trade 
Promotion Authority Act of 2002” and inserting 
“not later than the date that is 30 days after the 
date on which the President notifies Congress 
under section 106(a)(1)(A) of the Bipartisan 
Congressional Trade Priorities and Account- 
ability Act of 2015”; and 
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(ii) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘section 2102 
of the Bipartisan Trade Promotion Authority 
Act of 2002” and inserting ‘‘section 102 of the 
Bipartisan Congressional Trade Priorities and 
Accountability Act of 2015”. 

(6) PROCEDURES RELATING TO IMPLEMENTING 
BILLS.—Section 151 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 
U.S.C. 2191) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (b)(1), in the matter pre- 
ceding subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘section 
2105(a)(1) of the Bipartisan Trade Promotion 
Authority Act of 2002” and inserting ‘‘section 
106(a)(1) of the Bipartisan Congressional Trade 
Priorities and Accountability Act of 2015”; and 

(B) in subsection (c)(1), by striking ‘‘section 
2105(a)(1) of the Bipartisan Trade Promotion 
Authority Act of 2002” and inserting ‘‘section 
106(a)(1) of the Bipartisan Congressional Trade 
Priorities and Accountability Act of 2015”. 

(7) TRANSMISSION OF AGREEMENTS TO CON- 
GRESS.—Section 162(a) of the Trade Act of 1974 
(19 U.S.C. 2212(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘sec- 
tion 2103 of the Bipartisan Trade Promotion Au- 
thority Act of 2002” and inserting ‘‘section 103 
of the Bipartisan Congressional Trade Priorities 
and Accountability Act of 2015”. 

(b) APPLICATION OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS.— 
For purposes of applying sections 125, 126, and 
127 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2135, 
2136, and 2137)— 

(1) any trade agreement entered into under 
section 103 shall be treated as an agreement en- 
tered into under section 101 or 102 of the Trade 
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2111 or 2112), as appro- 
priate; and 

(2) any proclamation or Executive order issued 
pursuant to a trade agreement entered into 
under section 103 shall be treated as a proclama- 
tion or Executive order issued pursuant to a 
trade agreement entered into under section 102 
of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2112). 

SEC. 111. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 

(1) AGREEMENT ON AGRICULTURE.—The term 
“Agreement on Agriculture” means the agree- 
ment referred to in section 101(d)(2) of the Uru- 
guay Round Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 
3511(d)(2)). 

(2) AGREEMENT ON SAFEGUARDS.—The term 
“Agreement on Safeguards” means the agree- 
ment referred to in section 101(d)(13) of the Uru- 
guay Round Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 
3511(d)(13)). 

(3) AGREEMENT ON SUBSIDIES AND COUNTER- 
VAILING MEASURES.—The term ‘‘Agreement on 
Subsidies and Countervailing Measures” means 
the agreement referred to in section 101(d)(12) of 
the Uruguay Round Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 
3511(d)(12)). 

(4) ANTIDUMPING AGREEMENT.—The_ term 
“Antidumping Agreement” means the Agree- 
ment on Implementation of Article VI of the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 1994 
referred to in section 101(d)(7) of the Uruguay 
Round Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 3511(d)(7)). 

(5) APPELLATE BODY.—The term ‘‘Appellate 
Body” means the Appellate Body established 
under Article 17.1 of the Dispute Settlement Un- 
derstanding. 

(6) COMMON MULTILATERAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
AGREEMENT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘common multilat- 
eral environmental agreement” means any 
agreement specified in subparagraph (B) or in- 
cluded under subparagraph (C) to which both 
the United States and one or more other parties 
to the negotiations are full parties, including 
any current or future mutually agreed upon 
protocols, amendments, annexes, or adjustments 
to such an agreement. 

(B) AGREEMENTS SPECIFIED.—The agreements 
specified in this subparagraph are the following: 

(i) The Convention on International Trade in 
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora, 
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done at Washington March 3, 1973 (27 UST 1087; 
TIAS 8249). 

(ii) The Montreal Protocol on Substances that 
Deplete the Ozone Layer, done at Montreal Sep- 
tember 16, 1987. 

(iii) The Protocol of 1978 Relating to the Inter- 
national Convention for the Prevention of Pol- 
lution from Ships, 1973, done at London Feb- 
ruary 17, 1978. 

(iv) The Convention on Wetlands of Inter- 
national Importance Especially as Waterfowl 
Habitat, done at Ramsar February 2, 1971 (TIAS 
11084). 

(v) The Convention on the Conservation of 
Antarctic Marine Living Resources, done at 
Canberra May 20, 1980 (33 UST 3476). 

(vi) The International Convention for the 
Regulation of Whaling, done at Washington De- 
cember 2, 1946 (62 Stat. 1716). 

(vii) The Convention for the Establishment of 
an Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission, 
done at Washington May 31, 1949 (1 UST 230). 

(C) ADDITIONAL AGREEMENTS.—Both the 
United States and one or more other parties to 
the negotiations may agree to include any other 
multilateral environmental or conservation 
agreement to which they are full parties as a 
common multilateral environmental agreement 
under this paragraph. 

(7) CORE LABOR STANDARDS.—The term ‘‘core 
labor standards’’ means— 

(A) freedom of association; 

(B) the effective recognition of the right to 
collective bargaining; 

(C) the elimination of all forms of forced or 
compulsory labor; 

(D) the effective abolition of child labor and a 
prohibition on the worst forms of child labor; 
and 

(E) the elimination of discrimination in re- 
spect of employment and occupation. 

(8) DISPUTE SETTLEMENT UNDERSTANDING.— 
The term “Dispute Settlement Understanding” 
means the Understanding on Rules and Proce- 
dures Governing the Settlement of Disputes re- 
ferred to in section 101(d)(16) of the Uruguay 
Round Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 3511(d)(16)). 

(9) ENABLING CLAUSE.—The term “Enabling 
Clause” means the Decision on Differential and 
More Favourable Treatment, Reciprocity and 
Fuller Participation of Developing Countries (L/ 
4903), adopted November 28, 1979, under GATT 
1947 (as defined in section 2 of the Uruguay 
Round Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 3501)). 

(10) ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS.—The term ‘‘envi- 
ronmental laws’’, with respect to the laws of the 
United States, means environmental statutes 
and regulations enforceable by action of the 
Federal Government. 

(11) GATT 1994.—The term “GATT 1994” has 
the meaning given that term in section 2 of the 
Uruguay Round Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 
3501). 

(12) GENERAL AGREEMENT ON TRADE IN SERV- 
ICES.—The term ‘General Agreement on Trade 
in Services” means the General Agreement on 
Trade in Services (referred to in section 
101(a)(14) of the Uruguay Round Agreements 
Act (19 U.S.C. 3511(d)(14))). 

(13) GOVERNMENT PROCUREMENT AGREE- 
MENT.—The term ‘‘Government Procurement 
Agreement” means the Agreement on Govern- 
ment Procurement referred to in section 
101(a)(17) of the Uruguay Round Agreements 
Act (19 U.S.C. 3511(a)(17)). 

(14) ILO.—The term “ILO” means the Inter- 
national Labor Organization. 

(15) IMPORT SENSITIVE AGRICULTURAL PROD- 
ucT.—The term ‘‘import sensitive agricultural 
product” means an agricultural product— 

(A) with respect to which, as a result of the 
Uruguay Round Agreements, the rate of duty 
was the subject of tariff reductions by the 
United States and, pursuant to such Agree- 
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ments, was reduced on January 1, 1995, to a rate 
that was not less than 97.5 percent of the rate 
of duty that applied to such article on December 
31, 1994; or 

(B) which was subject to a tariff rate quota on 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(16) INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AGREEMENT.— 
The term “Information Technology Agreement” 
means the Ministerial Declaration on Trade in 
Information Technology Products of the World 
Trade Organization, agreed to at Singapore De- 
cember 13, 1996. 

(17) INTERNATIONALLY RECOGNIZED CORE 
LABOR STANDARDS.—The term ‘‘internationally 
recognized core labor standards” means the core 
labor standards only as stated in the ILO Dec- 
laration on Fundamental Principles and Rights 
at Work and its Follow-Up (1998). 

(18) LABOR LAWS.—The term “labor laws” 
means the statutes and regulations, or provi- 
sions thereof, of a party to the negotiations that 
are directly related to core labor standards as 
well as other labor protections for children and 
minors and acceptable conditions of work with 
respect to minimum wages, hours of work, and 
occupational safety and health, and for the 
United States, includes Federal statutes and 
regulations addressing those standards, protec- 
tions, or conditions, but does not include State 
or local labor laws. 

(19) UNITED STATES PERSON.—The 
“United States person” means— 

(A) a United States citizen; 

(B) a partnership, corporation, or other legal 
entity that is organized under the laws of the 
United States; and 

(C) a partnership, corporation, or other legal 
entity that is organized under the laws of a for- 
eign country and is controlled by entities de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B) or United States 
citizens, or both. 

(20) URUGUAY ROUND AGREEMENTS.—The term 
“Uruguay Round Agreements” has the meaning 
given that term in section 2(7) of the Uruguay 
Round Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 3501(7)). 

(21) WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION; WTO.—The 
terms ‘‘World Trade Organization” and “WTO” 
mean the organization established pursuant to 
the WTO Agreement. 

(22) WTO AGREEMENT.—The term “WTO 
Agreement” means the Agreement Establishing 
the World Trade Organization entered into on 
April 15, 1994. 

(23) WTO MEMBER.—The term “WTO mem- 
ber’’ has the meaning given that term in section 
2(10) of the Uruguay Round Agreements Act (19 
U.S.C. 3501(10)). 


TITLE II—EXTENSION OF TRADE 
ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE 
SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the “Trade Adjust- 
ment Assistance Reauthorization Act of 2015”. 
SEC. 202. APPLICATION OF PROVISIONS RELAT- 

ING TO TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSIST- 
ANCE. 

(a) REPEAL OF SNAPBACK.—Section 233 of the 
Trade Adjustment Assistance Extension Act of 
2011 (Public Law 112-40; 125 Stat. 416) is re- 
pealed. 

(b) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS.— 
Except as otherwise provided in this title, the 
provisions of chapters 2 through 6 of title II of 
the Trade Act of 1974, as in effect on December 
31, 2013, and as amended by this title, shall— 

(1) take effect on the date of the enactment of 
this Act; and 

(2) apply to petitions for certification filed 
under chapter 2, 3, or 6 of title II of the Trade 
Act of 1974 on or after such date of enactment. 

(c) REFERENCES.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this title, whenever in this title an 
amendment or repeal is expressed in terms of an 
amendment to, or repeal of, a provision of chap- 
ters 2 through 6 of title II of the Trade Act of 


term 
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1974, the reference shall be considered to be 

made to a provision of any such chapter, as in 

effect on December 31, 2013. 

SEC. 203. EXTENSION OF TRADE ADJUSTMENT AS- 
SISTANCE PROGRAM. 

(a) EXTENSION OF TERMINATION PROVISIONS.— 
Section 285 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 
2271 note) is amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 
2013” each place it appears and inserting ‘June 
30, 2021”. 

(b) TRAINING FUNDS.—Section 236(a)(2)(A) of 
the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2296(a)(2)(A)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘shall not exceed” and all 
that follows and inserting “shall not exceed 
$450,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2015 through 
2020", 

(c) REEMPLOYMENT TRADE ADJUSTMENT AS- 
SISTANCE.—Section 246(b)(1) of the Trade Act of 
1974 (19 U.S.C. 2318(b)(1)) is amended by strik- 
ing “December 31, 2013” and inserting ‘June 30, 
2021”. 

(d) AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

(1) TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE FOR WORK- 
ERS.—Section 245(a) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 
U.S.C. 2317(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘Decem- 
ber 31, 2013” and inserting ‘June 30, 2021”. 

(2) TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE FOR 
FIRMS.—Section 255(a) of the Trade Act of 1974 
(19 U.S.C. 2345(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘fis- 
cal years 2012 and 2013” and all that follows 
through ‘‘December 31, 2013” and inserting ‘‘fis- 
cal years 2015 through 2021”. 

(3) TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE FOR FARM- 
ERS.—Section 298(a) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 
U.S.C. 2401g(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘fiscal 
years 2012 and 2013’ and all that follows 
through ‘‘December 31, 2013” and inserting ‘‘fis- 
cal years 2015 through 2021”. 

SEC. 204. PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT AND RE- 
PORTING. 

(a) PERFORMANCE MEASURES.—Section 239(j) 
of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2311(j)) is 
amended— 

(1) in the subsection heading, by striking 
“DATA REPORTING” and inserting ‘‘PERFORM- 
ANCE MEASURES”; 

(2) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A)— 

(i) by striking “a quarterly” and inserting 
“an annual’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘data’’ and inserting ‘‘meas- 
ures’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘core”’ 
and inserting ‘‘primary’’; and 

(C) in subparagraph (C), by inserting ‘‘that 
promote efficiency and effectiveness” after ‘‘as- 
sistance program’’; 

(3) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in the paragraph heading, by striking 
“CORE INDICATORS DESCRIBED” and inserting 
“INDICATORS OF PERFORMANCE”; and 

(B) by striking subparagraph (A) and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(A) PRIMARY INDICATORS OF PERFORMANCE 
DESCRIBED.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The primary indicators of 
performance referred to in paragraph (1)(A) 
shall consist of— 

“(I) the percentage and number of workers 
who received benefits under the trade adjust- 
ment assistance program who are in unsub- 
sidized employment during the second calendar 
quarter after exit from the program; 

“(II) the percentage and number of workers 
who received benefits under the trade adjust- 
ment assistance program and who are in unsub- 
sidized employment during the fourth calendar 
quarter after exit from the program; 

“(III) the median earnings of workers de- 
scribed in subclause (I); 

“(IV) the percentage and number of workers 
who received benefits under the trade adjust- 
ment assistance program who, subject to clause 
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(ii), obtain a recognized postsecondary creden- 
tial or a secondary school diploma or its recog- 
nized equivalent, during participation in the 
program or within one year after exit from the 
program; and 

(V) the percentage and number of workers 
who received benefits under the trade adjust- 
ment assistance program who, during a year 
while receiving such benefits, are in an edu- 
cation or training program that leads to a recog- 
nized postsecondary credential or employment 
and who are achieving measurable gains in 
skills toward such a credential or employment. 

“(it) INDICATOR RELATING TO CREDENTIAL.— 
For purposes of clause (i)(IV), a worker who re- 
ceived benefits under the trade adjustment as- 
sistance program who obtained a secondary 
school diploma or its recognized equivalent shall 
be included in the percentage counted for pur- 
poses of that clause only if the worker, in addi- 
tion to obtaining such a diploma or its recog- 
nized equivalent, has obtained or retained em- 
ployment or is in an education or training pro- 
gram leading to a recognized postsecondary cre- 
dential within one year after exit from the pro- 
gram.”’; 

(4) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) in the paragraph heading, by striking 
“DATA” and inserting ‘‘MEASURES’’; 

(B) by striking ‘quarterly’? and 
“annual’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘data’’ and inserting ‘‘meas- 
ures”; and 

(5) by adding at the end the following: 

“(4) ACCESSIBILITY OF STATE PERFORMANCE 
REPORTS.—The Secretary shall, on an annual 
basis, make available (including by electronic 
means), in an easily understandable format, the 
reports of cooperating States or cooperating 
State agencies required by paragraph (1) and 
the information contained in those reports.’’. 

(b) COLLECTION AND PUBLICATION OF DATA.— 
Section 249B of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 
2323) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘enrolled 
in” and inserting ‘‘who received”; 

(ii) in subparagraph (B)— 

(I) by striking ‘‘complete’’ 
“exited”; and 

(II) by striking “who were enrolled in” and 
inserting ‘‘, including who received”; 

(iii) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘‘com- 
plete” and inserting “exited”; 

(iv) in subparagraph (F), by striking ‘‘com- 
plete” and inserting “exit”; and 

(v) by adding at the end the following: 

“(G) The average cost per worker of receiving 
training approved under section 236. 

(H) The percentage of workers who received 
training approved under section 236 and ob- 
tained unsubsidized employment in a field re- 
lated to that training.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (4)— 

(i) in subparagraphs (A) and (B), by striking 
“quarterly” each place it appears and inserting 
“annual’’; and 

(ii) by striking subparagraph (C) and insert- 
ing the following: 

(C) The median earnings of workers de- 
scribed in section 239(j)(2)(A)WUID during the 
second calendar quarter after exit from the pro- 
gram, expressed as a percentage of the median 
earnings of such workers before the calendar 
quarter in which such workers began receiving 
benefits under this chapter.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (e)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by redesignating subparagraphs (B) and 
(C) as subparagraphs (C) and (D), respectively; 
and 

(ii) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following: 
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“(B) the required under section 
239(j);"; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking “a quar- 
terly” and inserting “an annual”. 

(c) RECOGNIZED POSTSECONDARY CREDENTIAL 
DEFINED.—Section 247 of the Trade Act of 1974 
(19 U.S.C. 2319) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(19) The term ‘recognized postsecondary cre- 
dential’ means a credential consisting of an in- 
dustry-recognized certificate or certification, a 
certificate of completion of an apprenticeship, a 
license recognized by a State or the Federal 
Government, or an associate or baccalaureate 
degree. ”’. 

SEC. 205. APPLICABILITY OF TRADE ADJUSTMENT 
ASSISTANCE PROVISIONS. 

(a) TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE FOR 
WORKERS.— 

(1) PETITIONS FILED ON OR AFTER JANUARY 1, 
2014, AND BEFORE DATE OF ENACTMENT.— 

(A) CERTIFICATIONS OF WORKERS NOT CER- 
TIFIED BEFORE DATE OF ENACTMENT.— 

(i) CRITERIA IF A DETERMINATION HAS NOT 
BEEN MADE.—If, as of the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of Labor has not made 
a determination with respect to whether to cer- 
tify a group of workers as eligible to apply for 
adjustment assistance under section 222 of the 
Trade Act of 1974 pursuant to a petition de- 
scribed in clause (iii), the Secretary shall make 
that determination based on the requirements of 
section 222 of the Trade Act of 1974, as in effect 
on such date of enactment. 

(ii) RECONSIDERATION OF DENIALS OF CERTIFI- 
CATIONS.—If, before the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary made a determination 
not to certify a group of workers as eligible to 
apply for adjustment assistance under section 
222 of the Trade Act of 1974 pursuant to a peti- 
tion described in clause (iii), the Secretary 
shall— 

(I) reconsider that determination; and 

(II) if the group of workers meets the require- 
ments of section 222 of the Trade Act of 1974, as 
in effect on such date of enactment, certify the 
group of workers as eligible to apply for adjust- 
ment assistance. 

(iii) PETITION DESCRIBED.—A_ petition de- 
scribed in this clause is a petition for a certifi- 
cation of eligibility for a group of workers filed 
under section 221 of the Trade Act of 1974 on or 
after January 1, 2014, and before the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

(B) ELIGIBILITY FOR BENEFITS.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in clause 
(ii), a worker certified as eligible to apply for 
adjustment assistance under section 222 of the 
Trade Act of 1974 pursuant to a petition de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A)(iii) shall be eligible, 
on and after the date that is 90 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, to receive ben- 
efits only under the provisions of chapter 2 of 
title II of the Trade Act of 1974, as in effect on 
such date of enactment. 

(ii) COMPUTATION OF MAXIMUM BENEFITS.— 
Benefits received by a worker described in 
clause (i) under chapter 2 of title II of the Trade 
Act of 1974 before the date of the enactment of 
this Act shall be included in any determination 
of the maximum benefits for which the worker is 
eligible under the provisions of chapter 2 of title 
II of the Trade Act of 1974, as in effect on the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(2) PETITIONS FILED BEFORE JANUARY 1, 2014.— 
A worker certified as eligible to apply for adjust- 
ment assistance pursuant to a petition filed 
under section 221 of the Trade Act of 1974 on or 
before December 31, 2013, shall continue to be el- 
igible to apply for and receive benefits under the 
provisions of chapter 2 of title II of such Act, as 
in effect on December 31, 2013. 

(3) QUALIFYING SEPARATIONS WITH RESPECT TO 
PETITIONS FILED WITHIN 90 DAYS OF DATE OF EN- 
ACTMENT.—Section 223(b) of the Trade Act of 
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1974, as in effect on the date of the enactment 
of this Act, shall be applied and administered by 
substituting ‘‘before January 1, 2014” for ‘‘more 
than one year before the date of the petition on 
which such certification was granted’’ for pur- 
poses of determining whether a worker is eligible 
to apply for adjustment assistance pursuant to 
a petition filed under section 221 of the Trade 
Act of 1974 on or after the date of the enactment 
of this Act and on or before the date that is 90 
days after such date of enactment. 

(b) TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE FOR 
FIRMS.— 

(1) CERTIFICATION OF FIRMS NOT CERTIFIED 
BEFORE DATE OF ENACTMENT.— 

(A) CRITERIA IF A DETERMINATION HAS NOT 
BEEN MADE.—If, as of the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of Commerce has not 
made a determination with respect to whether to 
certify a firm as eligible to apply for adjustment 
assistance under section 251 of the Trade Act of 
1974 pursuant to a petition described in sub- 
paragraph (C), the Secretary shall make that 
determination based on the requirements of sec- 
tion 251 of the Trade Act of 1974, as in effect on 
such date of enactment. 

(B) RECONSIDERATION OF DENIAL OF CERTAIN 
PETITIONS.—If, before the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary made a determination 
not to certify a firm as eligible to apply for ad- 
justment assistance under section 251 of the 
Trade Act of 1974 pursuant to a petition de- 
scribed in subparagraph (C), the Secretary 
shall— 

(i) reconsider that determination; and 

(ii) if the firm meets the requirements of sec- 
tion 251 of the Trade Act of 1974, as in effect on 
such date of enactment, certify the firm as eligi- 
ble to apply for adjustment assistance. 

(C) PETITION DESCRIBED.—A petition described 
in this subparagraph is a petition for a certifi- 
cation of eligibility filed by a firm or its rep- 
resentative under section 251 of the Trade Act of 
1974 on or after January 1, 2014, and before the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(2) CERTIFICATION OF FIRMS THAT DID NOT 
SUBMIT PETITIONS BETWEEN JANUARY 1, 2014, AND 
DATE OF ENACTMENT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Commerce 
shall certify a firm described in subparagraph 
(B) as eligible to apply for adjustment assistance 
under section 251 of the Trade Act of 1974, as in 
effect on the date of the enactment of this Act, 
if the firm or its representative files a petition 
for a certification of eligibility under section 251 
of the Trade Act of 1974 not later than 90 days 
after such date of enactment. 

(B) FIRM DESCRIBED.—A firm described in this 
subparagraph is a firm that the Secretary deter- 
mines would have been certified as eligible to 
apply for adjustment assistance if— 

(i) the firm or its representative had filed a pe- 
tition for a certification of eligibility under sec- 
tion 251 of the Trade Act of 1974 on a date dur- 
ing the period beginning on January 1, 2014, 
and ending on the day before the date of the en- 
actment of this Act; and 

(ii) the provisions of chapter 3 of title II of the 
Trade Act of 1974, as in effect on such date of 
enactment, had been in effect on that date dur- 
ing the period described in clause (i). 

SEC. 206. SUNSET PROVISIONS. 

(a) APPLICATION OF PRIOR LAW.—Subject to 
subsection (b), beginning on July 1, 2021, the 
provisions of chapters 2, 3, 5, and 6 of title II of 
the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2271 et seq.), as 
in effect on January 1, 2014, shall be in effect 
and apply, except that in applying and admin- 
istering such chapters— 

(1) paragraph (1) of section 231(c) of that Act 
shall be applied and administered as if subpara- 
graphs (A), (B), and (C) of that paragraph were 
not in effect; 

(2) section 233 of that Act shall be applied and 
administered— 
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(A) in subsection (a)— 

(i) in paragraph (2), by substituting ‘‘104-week 
period” for ‘‘104-week period” and all that fol- 
lows through ‘‘130-week period)”; and 

(ii) in paragraph (3)— 

(I) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A), 
by substituting “65” for “52”; and 

(II) by substituting ‘‘78-week period” for ‘‘52- 
week period” each place it appears; and 

(B) by applying and administering subsection 
(g) as if it read as follows: 

“(g) PAYMENT OF TRADE READJUSTMENT AL- 
LOWANCES TO COMPLETE TRAINING.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of this section, in 
order to assist an adversely affected worker to 
complete training approved for the worker 
under section 236 that leads to the completion of 
a degree or industry-recognized credential, pay- 
ments may be made as trade readjustment allow- 
ances for not more than 13 weeks within such 
period of eligibility as the Secretary may pre- 
scribe to account for a break in training or for 
justifiable cause that follows the last week for 
which the worker is otherwise entitled to a trade 
readjustment allowance under this chapter if— 

“(1) payment of the trade readjustment allow- 
ance for not more than 13 weeks is necessary for 
the worker to complete the training; 

“(2) the worker participates in training in 
each such week; and 

(3) the worker— 

“(A) has substantially met the performance 
benchmarks established as part of the training 
approved for the worker; 

“(B) is expected to continue to make progress 
toward the completion of the training; and 

“(C) will complete the training during that 
period of eligibility.’’; 

(3) section 245(a) of that Act shall be applied 
and administered by substituting ‘June 30, 
2022” for “December 31, 2007”; 

(4) section 246(b)(1) of that Act shall be ap- 
plied and administered by substituting ‘June 30, 
2022” for “the date that is 5 years” and all that 
follows through ‘‘State’’; 

(5) section 256(b) of that Act shall be applied 
and administered by substituting ‘‘the 1-year 
period beginning on July 1, 2021” for “each of 
fiscal years 2003 through 2007, and $4,000,000 for 
the 3-month period beginning on October 1, 
2007”; 

(6) section 298(a) of that Act shall be applied 
and administered by substituting ‘‘the 1-year 
period beginning on July 1, 2021” for “each of 
the fiscal years” and all that follows through 
“October 1, 2007’’; and 

(7) section 285 of that Act shall be applied and 
administered— 

(A) in subsection (a), by substituting ‘June 
30, 2022” for “December 31, 2007” each place it 
appears; and 

(B) by applying and administering subsection 
(b) as if it read as follows: 

““(b) OTHER ASSISTANCE.— 

“(1) ASSISTANCE FOR FIRMS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (B), assistance may not be provided 
under chapter 3 after June 30, 2022. 

“(B) EXCEPTION.—Notwithstanding subpara- 
graph (A), any assistance approved under chap- 
ter 3 pursuant to a petition filed under section 
251 on or before June 30, 2022, may be pro- 
vided— 

“(i) to the extent funds are available pursuant 
to such chapter for such purpose; and 

“(ii) to the extent the recipient of the assist- 
ance is otherwise eligible to receive such assist- 
ance. 

(2) FARMERS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (B), assistance may not be provided 
under chapter 6 after June 30, 2022. 

“(B) EXCEPTION.—Notwithstanding subpara- 
graph (A), any assistance approved under chap- 
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ter 6 on or before June 30, 2022, may be pro- 
vided— 

“(i) to the extent funds are available pursuant 
to such chapter for such purpose; and 

“(ii) to the extent the recipient of the assist- 
ance is otherwise eligible to receive such assist- 
ance.’’. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—The provisions of chapters 
2, 3, 5, and 6 of title II of the Trade Act of 1974, 
as in effect on the date of the enactment of this 
Act, shall continue to apply on and after July 1, 
2021, with respect to— 

(1) workers certified as eligible for trade ad- 
justment assistance benefits under chapter 2 of 
title II of that Act pursuant to petitions filed 
under section 221 of that Act before July 1, 2021; 

(2) firms certified as eligible for technical as- 
sistance or grants under chapter 3 of title II of 
that Act pursuant to petitions filed under sec- 
tion 251 of that Act before July 1, 2021; and 

(3) agricultural commodity producers certified 
as eligible for technical or financial assistance 
under chapter 6 of title II of that Act pursuant 
to petitions filed under section 292 of that Act 
before July 1, 2021. 

SEC. 207. EXTENSION AND MODIFICATION 
HEALTH COVERAGE TAX CREDIT. 

(a) EXTENSION.—Subparagraph (B) of section 
35(b)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended by striking ‘‘before January 1, 2014” 
and inserting ‘‘before January 1, 2020”. 

(b) COORDINATION WITH CREDIT FOR COV- 
ERAGE UNDER A QUALIFIED HEALTH PLAN.—Sub- 
section (g) of section 35 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraph (11) as para- 
graph (13), and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (10) the fol- 
lowing new paragraphs: 

“(11) ELECTION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—This section shall not 
apply to any taxpayer for any eligible coverage 
month unless such taxpayer elects the applica- 
tion of this section for such month. 

“(B) TIMING AND APPLICABILITY OF ELEC- 
TION.—Except as the Secretary may provide— 

“(i) an election to have this section apply for 
any eligible coverage month in a taxable year 
shall be made not later than the due date (in- 
cluding extensions) for the return of tax for the 
taxable year, and 

“(ii) any election for this section to apply for 
an eligible coverage month shall apply for all 
subsequent eligible coverage months in the tax- 
able year and, once made, shall be irrevocable 
with respect to such months. 

“(12) COORDINATION WITH PREMIUM TAX CRED- 
IT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—AnNn eligible coverage month 
to which the election under paragraph (11) ap- 
plies shall not be treated as a coverage month 
(as defined in section 36B(c)(2)) for purposes of 
section 36B with respect to the taxpayer. 

“(B) COORDINATION WITH ADVANCE PAYMENTS 
OF PREMIUM TAX CREDIT.—In the case of a tax- 
payer who makes the election under paragraph 
(11) with respect to any eligible coverage month 
in a taxable year or on behalf of whom any ad- 
vance payment is made under section 7527 with 
respect to any month in such taxable year— 

“(i) the tax imposed by this chapter for the 
taxable year shall be increased by the excess, if 
any, of— 

“(I) the sum of any advance payments made 
on behalf of the taxpayer under section 1412 of 
the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act 
and section 7527 for months during such taxable 
year, over 

“(II) the sum of the credits allowed under this 
section (determined without regard to para- 
graph (1)) and section 36B (determined without 
regard to subsection (f)(1) thereof) for such tax- 
able year, and 

“(ii) section 36B(f)(2) shall not apply with re- 
spect to such taxpayer for such taxable year, ex- 
cept that if such taxpayer received any advance 
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payments under section 7527 for any month in 
such taxable year and is later allowed a credit 
under section 36B for such taxable year, then 
section 36B(f)(2)(B) shall be applied by sub- 
stituting the amount determined under clause (i) 
for the amount determined under section 
36B(f)(2)(A).”’. 

(c) EXTENSION OF ADVANCE PAYMENT PRO- 
GRAM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section 7527 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended 
by striking ‘‘August 1, 2003” and inserting ‘‘the 
date that is 1 year after the date of the enact- 
ment of the Trade Adjustment Assistance Reau- 
thorization Act of 2015”. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph (1) 
of section 7527(e) of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘occurring’’ and all that follows and 
inserting ‘‘occurring— 

“(A) after the date that is 1 year after the 
date of the enactment of the Trade Adjustment 
Assistance Reauthorization Act of 2015, and 

“(B) prior to the first month for which an ad- 
vance payment is made on behalf of such indi- 
vidual under subsection (a).’’. 

(d) INDIVIDUAL INSURANCE TREATED AS QUALI- 
FIED HEALTH INSURANCE WITHOUT REGARD TO 
ENROLLMENT DATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (J) of section 
35(e)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended by striking ‘insurance if the eligible 
individual” and all that follows through “For 
purposes of” and inserting ‘“‘insurance. For pur- 
poses of”. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE.—Subparagraph (J) of sec- 
tion 35(e)(1) of such Code, as amended by para- 
graph (1), is amended by striking “‘insurance.’’ 
and inserting ‘‘insurance (other than coverage 
enrolled in through an Exchange established 
under the Patient Protection and Affordable 
Care Act).’’. 

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subsection (m) 
of section 6501 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 is amended by inserting ‘‘, 35(g)(11)’’ after 
“30D(e)(4)”’. 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para- 
graph (2), the amendments made by this section 
shall apply to coverage months in taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 2013. 

(2) PLANS AVAILABLE ON INDIVIDUAL MARKET 
FOR USE OF TAX CREDIT.—The amendment made 
by subsection (d)(2) shall apply to coverage 
months in taxable years beginning after Decem- 
ber 31, 2015. 

(3) TRANSITION RULE.—Notwithstanding sec- 
tion 35(g)(11)(B)(i) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 (as added by this title), an election to 
apply section 35 of such Code to an eligible cov- 
erage month (as defined in section 35(b) of such 
Code) (and not to claim the credit under section 
36B of such Code with respect to such month) in 
a taxable year beginning after December 31, 
2013, and before the date of the enactment of 
this Act— 

(A) may be made at any time on or after such 
date of enactment and before the expiration of 
the 3-year period of limitation prescribed in sec- 
tion 6511(a) with respect to such taxable year; 
and 

(B) may be made on an amended return. 

(g) AGENCY OUTREACH.—AS soon as possible 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretaries of the Treasury, Health and Human 
Services, and Labor (or such Secretaries’ dele- 
gates) and the Director of the Pension Benefit 
Guaranty Corporation (or the Director’s dele- 
gate) shall carry out programs of public out- 
reach, including on the Internet, to inform po- 
tential eligible individuals (as defined in section 
35(c)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986) of 
the extension of the credit under section 35 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 and the 
availability of the election to claim such credit 
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retroactively for coverage months beginning 
after December 31, 2013. 
SEC. 208. CUSTOMS USER FEES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 13031(j)(3) of the 
Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1985 (19 U.S.C. 58c(j)(3)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (B)(i), by striking ‘‘Sep- 
tember 30, 2024” and inserting ‘‘September 30, 
2025”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(D) Fees may be charged under paragraphs 
(9) and (10) of subsection (a) during the period 
beginning on July 29, 2025, and ending on Sep- 
tember 30, 2025.’’. 

(b) RATE FOR MERCHANDISE PROCESSING 
FEES.—Section 503 of the United States-Korea 
Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act 
(Public Law 112-41; 125 Stat. 460) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘“(c) FURTHER ADDITIONAL PERIOD.—For the 
period beginning on July 15, 2025, and ending 
on September 30, 2025, section 13031(a)(9) of the 
Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1985 (19 U.S.C. 58c(a)(9)) shall be applied 
and administered— 

“(1) in subparagraph (A), by substituting 
‘0.3464’ for 0.21’; and 

“(2) in subparagraph (B)(i), by substituting 
‘0.3464’ for 0.21’.”’. 

SEC. 209. CHILD TAX CREDIT NOT REFUNDABLE 
FOR TAXPAYERS ELECTING TO EX- 
CLUDE FOREIGN EARNED INCOME 
FROM TAX. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 24(d) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

“(5) EXCEPTION FOR TAXPAYERS EXCLUDING 
FOREIGN EARNED INCOME.—Paragraph (1) shall 
not apply to any taxpayer for any taxable year 
if such taxpayer elects to exclude any amount 
from gross income under section 911 for such 
taxable year.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by this section shall apply to taxable years be- 
ginning after December 31, 2014. 

SEC. 210. TIME FOR PAYMENT OF CORPORATE ES- 
TIMATED TAXES. 

Notwithstanding section 6655 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986, in the case of a corpora- 
tion with assets of not less than $1,000,000,000 
(determined as of the end of the preceding tax- 
able year)— 

(1) the amount of any required installment of 
corporate estimated tax which is otherwise due 
in July, August, or September of 2020 shall be 
increased by 2.75 percent of such amount (deter- 
mined without regard to any increase in such 
amount not contained in such Code); and 

(2) the amount of the next required install- 
ment after an installment referred to in para- 
graph (1) shall be appropriately reduced to re- 
flect the amount of the increase by reason of 
such paragraph. 

SEC. 211. COVERAGE AND PAYMENT FOR RENAL 
DIALYSIS SERVICES FOR INDIVID- 
UALS WITH ACUTE KIDNEY INJURY. 

(a) COVERAGE.—Section 1861(s)(2)(F) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 13952x(s)(2)(F)) is 
amended by inserting before the semicolon the 
following: ‘‘, including such renal dialysis serv- 
ices furnished on or after January 1, 2017, by a 
renal dialysis facility or provider of services 
paid under section 1881(b)(14) to an individual 
with acute kidney injury (as defined in section 
1834(r)(2))’’. 

(b) PAYMENT.—Section 1834 of the Social Secu- 
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1395m) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

“(r) PAYMENT FOR RENAL DIALYSIS SERVICES 
FOR INDIVIDUALS WITH ACUTE KIDNEY INJURY.— 

“(1) PAYMENT RATE.—In the case of renal di- 
alysis services (as defined in subparagraph (B) 
of section 1881(b)(14)) furnished under this part 
by a renal dialysis facility or provider of serv- 
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ices paid under such section during a year (be- 
ginning with 2017) to an individual with acute 
kidney injury (as defined in paragraph (2)), the 
amount of payment under this part for such 
services shall be the base rate for renal dialysis 
services determined for such year under such 
section, as adjusted by any applicable geo- 
graphic adjustment factor applied under sub- 
paragraph (D)(iv)(II) of such section and may 
be adjusted by the Secretary (on a budget neu- 
tral basis for payments under this paragraph) 
by any other adjustment factor under subpara- 
graph (D) of such section. 

“(2) INDIVIDUAL WITH ACUTE KIDNEY INJURY 
DEFINED.—In this subsection, the term ‘indi- 
vidual with acute kidney injury’ means an indi- 
vidual who has acute loss of renal function and 
does not receive renal dialysis services for which 
payment is made under section 1881(b)(14).’’. 
SEC. 212. MODIFICATION OF THE MEDICARE SE- 

QUESTER FOR FISCAL YEAR 2024. 

Section 251A(6)(D)(ii) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 
U.S.C. 901a(6)(D)(ii)) is amended by striking 
“0.0 percent” and inserting ‘0.25 percent”. 
MOTION OFFERED BY MR. ROGERS OF KENTUCKY 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, I have a motion at the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the motion. 

The text of the motion is as follows: 

Mr. Rogers of Kentucky moves that the 
House concur in the Senate amendment to 
H.R. 1814 with the amendment printed in 
part A of House Report 114-315 modified by 
the amendment printed in part B of that re- 
port. 


The text of the House amendment to 
the Senate amendment to the text is as 
follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in- 
serted by the Senate amendment, insert the 
following: 


SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Bipartisan Budget Act of 2015”. 
(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents of this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
TITLE I—BUDGET ENFORCEMENT 


Sec. 101. Amendments to the Balanced Budg- 
et and Emergency Deficit Con- 
trol Act of 1985. 

Sec. 102. Authority for fiscal year 2017 budg- 
et resolution in the Senate. 

TITLE II—AGRICULTURE 
Sec. 201. Standard Reinsurance Agreement. 
TITLE ITI—COMMERCE 
Sec. 301. Debt collection improvements. 


TITLE IV—STRATEGIC PETROLEUM 
RESERVE 


Strategic Petroleum Reserve test 
drawdown and sale notification 
and definition change. 

Strategic Petroleum Reserve mis- 
sion readiness optimization. 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve draw- 

down and sale. 

Energy Security and Infrastructure 
Modernization Fund. 


TITLE V—PENSIONS 


Single employer plan annual pre- 
mium rates. 

Pension Payment Acceleration. 

Mortality tables. 

Extension of current funding sta- 
bilization percentages to 2018, 
2019, and 2020. 


Sec. 401. 


. 402. 


. 403. 


. 404. 


. 501. 


. 502. 
. 503. 
Sec. 504. 
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TITLE VI—-HEALTH CARE 
Sec. 601. Maintaining 2016 Medicare part B 
premium and deductible levels 
consistent with actuarially fair 
rates. 


Sec. 602. Applying the Medicaid additional 
rebate requirement to generic 
drugs. 

Sec. 603. Treatment of off-campus out- 
patient departments of a pro- 
vider. 

Sec. 604. Repeal of automatic enrollment re- 
quirement. 

TITLE VII—JUDICIARY 

Sec. 701. Civil monetary penalty inflation 
adjustments. 

Sec. 702. Crime Victims Fund. 

Sec. 703. Assets Forfeiture Fund. 


TITLE VIII—SOCIAL SECURITY 
Sec. 801. Short title. 
Subtitle A—Ensuring Correct Payments and 
Reducing Fraud 
Sec. 811. Expansion of cooperative disability 
investigations units. 
. 812. Exclusion of certain 
sources of evidence. 
Sec. 813. New and stronger penalties. 
Sec. 814. References to Social Security and 
Medicare in electronic commu- 
nications. 
. 815. Change to cap adjustment author- 
ity. 
Subtitle B—Promoting Opportunity for 
Disability Beneficiaries 
Sec. 821. Temporary reauthorization of dis- 
ability insurance demonstra- 
tion project authority. 


medical 


Sec. 822. Modification of demonstration 
project authority. 

Sec. 823. Promoting opportunity demonstra- 
tion project. 

Sec. 824. Use of electronic payroll data to 
improve program administra- 
tion. 

Sec. 825. Treatment of earnings derived from 
services. 


Sec. 826. Electronic reporting of earnings. 


Subtitle C—Protecting Social Security 
Benefits 

Sec. 831. Closure of unintended loopholes. 

Sec. 832. Requirement for medical review. 

Sec. 833. Reallocation of payroll tax rev- 
enue. 

Access to financial information for 
waivers and adjustments of re- 
covery. 

Subtitle D—Relieving Administrative 
Burdens and Miscellaneous Provisions 
Sec. 841. Interagency coordination to im- 

prove program administration. 

Elimination of quinquennial deter- 
minations relating to wage 
credits for military service 
prior to 1957. 

Certification of benefits payable to 
a divorced spouse of a railroad 
worker to the Railroad Retire- 
ment Board. 

Technical amendments to elimi- 
nate obsolete provisions. 

Reporting requirements to Con- 
gress. 

Expedited examination of adminis- 
trative law judges. 

TITLE IX—TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF 
PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT 

Sec. 901. Temporary extension of public debt 

limit. 

Sec. 902. Restoring congressional authority 

over the national debt. 
TITLE X—SPECTRUM PIPELINE 
Sec. 1001. Short title. 


Sec. 834. 


Sec. 842. 


Sec. 843. 


Sec. 844. 


Sec. 845. 


Sec. 846. 
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Sec. 1002. 
Sec. 1003. 
Sec. 1004. 


Definitions. 

Rule of construction. 
Identification, reallocation, and 
auction of Federal spectrum. 
Additional uses of Spectrum Relo- 

cation Fund. 
Plans for auction of certain spec- 
trum. 
1007. FCC auction authority. 
1008. Reports to Congress. 
TITLE XI—REVENUE PROVISIONS 
RELATED TO TAX COMPLIANCE 


Sec. 1101. Partnership audits and adjust- 
ments. 
Sec. 1102. Partnership interests created by 
gift. 
TITLE XII—DESIGNATION OF SMALL 
HOUSE ROTUNDA 


Sec. 1201. Designating small House rotunda 
as ‘Freedom Foyer”. 
TITLE I—BUDGET ENFORCEMENT 
101. AMENDMENTS TO THE BALANCED 
BUDGET AND EMERGENCY DEFICIT 
CONTROL ACT OF 1985. 

(a) REVISED DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIM- 
ITS.—Section 251(c) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 
U.S.C. 901(c)) is amended by striking para- 
graphs (8) and (4) and inserting the following: 

“*(3) for fiscal year 2016— 

“(A) for the revised security category, 
$548,091,000,000 in new budget authority; and 

‘“(B) for the revised nonsecurity category 
$518,491,000,000 in new budget authority; 

“*(4) for fiscal year 2017— 

“(A) for the revised security category, 
$551,068,000,000 in new budget authority; and 

‘“(B) for the revised nonsecurity category, 
$518,531,000,000 in new budget authority;”’. 

(b) DIRECT SPENDING ADJUSTMENTS FOR FIS- 
CAL YEARS 2016 AND 2017.—Section 251A of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 901a), is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (5)(B), by striking ‘‘para- 
graph (10)? and inserting ‘‘paragraphs (10) 
and (11)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(11) IMPLEMENTING DIRECT SPENDING RE- 
DUCTIONS FOR FISCAL YEARS 2016 AND 2017.—(A) 
OMB shall make the calculations necessary 
to implement the direct spending reductions 
calculated pursuant to paragraphs (3) and (4) 
without regard to the amendment made to 
section 251(c) revising the discretionary 
spending limits for fiscal years 2016 and 2017 
by the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2015. 

“(B) Paragraph (5)(B) shall not be imple- 
mented for fiscal years 2016 and 2017.’’. 

(c) EXTENSION OF DIRECT SPENDING REDUC- 
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2025.—Section 251A(6) 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def- 
icit Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 901a(6)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (B), in the matter pre- 
ceding clause (i), by striking ‘‘and for fiscal 
year 2024” and by inserting ‘‘for fiscal year 
2024, and for fiscal year 2025”; 

(2) by striking subparagraph (C) and redes- 
ignating subparagraph (D) as subparagraph 
(C); and 

(3) in subparagraph (C) (as so redesig- 
nated), by striking ‘‘fiscal year 2024’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘fiscal year 2025”. 

(d) OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS 
AMOUNTS.—In fiscal years 2016 and 2017, the 
adjustments under section 251(b)(2)(A) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 901(b)(2)(A)) for 
Overseas Contingency Operations/Global War 
on Terrorism appropriations will be as fol- 
lows: 

(1) For budget function 150— 


Sec. 1005. 


Sec. 1006. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


SEC. 
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(A) for fiscal year 2016, $14,895,000,000; and 

(B) for fiscal year 2017, $14,895,000,000. 

(2) For budget function 050— 

(A) for fiscal year 2016, $58,798,000,000; and 

(B) for fiscal year 2017, $58,798,000,000. 

This subsection shall not affect the appli- 
cability of section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Bal- 
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985. 

SEC. 102. AUTHORITY FOR FISCAL YEAR 2017 
BUDGET RESOLUTION IN THE SEN- 
ATE. 

(a) FISCAL YEAR 2017.—For the purpose of 
enforcing the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974, after April 15, 2016, and enforcing budg- 
etary points of order in prior concurrent res- 
olutions on the budget, the allocations, ag- 
gregates, and levels provided for in sub- 
section (b) shall apply in the Senate in the 
same manner as for a concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2017 with appro- 
priate budgetary levels for fiscal years 2018 
through 2026. 

(b) COMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS, AGGREGATES, 
AND LEVELS.—After April 15, 2016, but not 
later than May 15, 2016, the Chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget of the Senate shall 
file— 

(1) for the Committee on Appropriations, 
committee allocations for fiscal year 2017 
consistent with discretionary spending lim- 
its set forth in section 251(c)(4) of the Bal- 
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985, as amended by this Act, for the 
purpose of enforcing section 302 of the Con- 
gressional Budget Act of 1974; 

(2) for all committees other than the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, committee alloca- 
tions for fiscal years 2017, 2017 through 2021, 
and 2017 through 2026 consistent with the 
most recent baseline of the Congressional 
Budget Office, as adjusted for the budgetary 
effects of any provision of law enacted dur- 
ing the period beginning on the date such 
baseline is issued and ending on the date of 
submission of such statement, for the pur- 
pose of enforcing section 302 of the Congres- 
sional Budget Act of 1974; 

(3) aggregate spending levels for fiscal year 
2017 in accordance with the allocations es- 
tablished under paragraphs (1) and (2), for 
the purpose of enforcing section 311 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974; 

(4) aggregate revenue levels for fiscal years 
2017, 2017 through 2021, and 2017 through 2026 
consistent with the most recent baseline of 
the Congressional Budget Office, as adjusted 
for the budgetary effects of any provision of 
law enacted during the period beginning on 
the date such baseline is issued and ending 
on the date of submission of such statement, 
for the purpose of enforcing section 311 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974; and 

(5) levels of Social Security revenues and 
outlays for fiscal years 2017, 2017 through 
2021, and 2017 through 2026 consistent with 
the most recent baseline of the Congres- 
sional Budget Office, as adjusted for the 
budgetary effects of any provision of law en- 
acted during the period beginning on the 
date such baseline is issued and ending on 
the date of submission of such statement, for 
the purpose of enforcing sections 302 and 311 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974. 

(c) ADDITIONAL MATTER.—The filing re- 
ferred to in subsection (b) may also include 
for fiscal year 2017 the matter contained in 
subtitles A and B of title IV of S. Con. Res. 
11 (114th Congress) updated by 1 fiscal year. 

(d) EXPIRATION.—This section shall expire 
if a concurrent resolution on the budget for 
fiscal year 2017 is agreed to by the Senate 
and the House of Representatives pursuant 
to section 301 of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974. 
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TITLE II—AGRICULTURE 
SEC. 201. STANDARD REINSURANCE AGREEMENT. 

Section 508(k)(8) of the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(k)(8)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), in the matter pre- 
ceding clause (i), by striking ‘‘may renego- 
tiate’’ and all that follows through the end 
of clause (ii) and inserting the following: 
“shall renegotiate the financial terms and 
conditions of each Standard Reinsurance 
Agreement— 

“(i) not later than December 31, 2016; and 

“(ii) not less than once during each period 
of 5 reinsurance years thereafter.’’; and 

(2) by striking subparagraph (E) and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(E) CAP ON OVERALL RATE OF RETURN.— 
Notwithstanding subparagraph (F), the 
Board shall ensure that the Standard Rein- 
surance Agreement renegotiated under sub- 
paragraph (A)(i) establishes a target rate of 
return for the approved insurance providers, 
taken as a whole, that does not exceed 8.9 
percent of retained premium for each of the 
2017 through 2026 reinsurance years.’’. 

TITLE ITI—COMMERCE 
SEC. 301. DEBT COLLECTION IMPROVEMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 227(b) of the Com- 
munications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 227(b)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A)(iii), by inserting ‘‘ 
unless such call is made solely to collect a 
debt owed to or guaranteed by the United 
States” after ‘‘charged for the call”; and 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘, is 
made solely pursuant to the collection of a 
debt owed to or guaranteed by the United 
States,” after ‘‘purposes’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (F), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (G), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(H) may restrict or limit the number and 
duration of calls made to a telephone num- 
ber assigned to a cellular telephone service 
to collect a debt owed to or guaranteed by 
the United States.’’. 

(b) DEADLINE FOR REGULATIONS.—Not later 
than 9 months after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Federal Communications Com- 
mission, in consultation with the Depart- 
ment of the Treasury, shall prescribe regula- 
tions to implement the amendments made 
by this section. 

TITLE IV—STRATEGIC PETROLEUM 
RESERVE 
STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE 
TEST DRAWDOWN AND SALE NOTIFI- 
CATION AND DEFINITION CHANGE. 

(a) NOTICE TO CONGRESS.—Section 161(g) of 
the Energy Policy and Conservation Act (42 
U.S.C. 6241(g)) is amended by striking para- 
graph (8) and inserting the following: 

‘*(8) NOTICE TO CONGRESS.— 

“(A) PRIOR NOTICE.—Not less than 14 days 
before the date on which a test is carried out 
under this subsection, the Secretary shall 
notify both Houses of Congress of the test. 

‘“(B) EMERGENCY.—The prior notice re- 
quirement in subparagraph (A) shall not 
apply if the Secretary determines that an 
emergency exists which requires a test to be 
carried out, in which case the Secretary 
shall notify both Houses of Congress of the 
test as soon as possible. 

‘(C) DETAILED DESCRIPTION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date on which a test is completed 
under this subsection, the Secretary shall 
submit to both Houses of Congress a detailed 
description of the test. 


SEC. 401. 
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“(Gi) REPORT.—A detailed description sub- 
mitted under clause (i) may be included as 
part of a report made to the President and 
Congress under section 165.’’. 

(b) DEFINITION CHANGE.—Section 3(8)(C)(iii) 
of the Energy Policy and Conservation Act 
(42 U.S.C. 6202(8)(C)(iii)) is amended by strik- 
ing “sabotage or an act of God” and insert- 
ing ‘‘sabotage, an act of terrorism, or an act 
of God’’. 
SEC. 402. STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE MIS- 

SION READINESS OPTIMIZATION. 

Not later than 180 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall— 

(1) complete a long-range strategic review 
of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve; and 

(2) develop and submit to Congress a pro- 
posed action plan, including a proposed im- 
plementation schedule, that— 

(A) specifies near- and long-term roles of 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve relative to 
the energy and economic security goals and 
objectives of the United States; 

(B) describes whether existing legal au- 
thorities that govern the policies, configura- 
tion, and capabilities of the Strategic Petro- 
leum Reserve are adequate to ensure that 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve can meet 
the current and future energy and economic 
security goals and objectives of the United 
States; 

(C) identifies the configuration and per- 
formance capabilities of the Strategic Petro- 
leum Reserve and recommends an action 
plan to achieve the optimal— 

(i) capacity, location, and composition of 
petroleum products in the Strategic Petro- 
leum Reserve; and 

(ii) storage and distributional capabilities; 
and 

(D) estimates the resources required to at- 
tain and maintain the long-term sustain- 
ability and operational effectiveness of the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

SEC. 403. STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE 
DRAWDOWN AND SALE. 

(a) DRAWDOWN AND  SALE.—Notwith- 
standing section 161 of the Energy Policy 
and Conservation Act (42 U.S.C. 6241), except 
as provided in subsection (b), the Secretary 
of Energy shall draw down and sell— 


(1) 5,000,000 barrels of crude oil from the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve during fiscal 
year 2018; 

(2) 5,000,000 barrels of crude oil from the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve during fiscal 
year 2019; 

(3) 5,000,000 barrels of crude oil from the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve during fiscal 
year 2020; 

(4) 5,000,000 barrels of crude oil from the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve during fiscal 
year 2021; 

(5) 8,000,000 barrels of crude oil from the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve during fiscal 
year 2022; 

(6) 10,000,000 barrels of crude oil from the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve during fiscal 
year 2023; 

(7) 10,000,000 barrels of crude oil from the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve during fiscal 
year 2024; and 

(8) 10,000,000 barrels of crude oil from the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve during fiscal 
year 2025. 

(b) EMERGENCY PROTECTION.—The Sec- 


retary shall not draw down and sell crude oil 
under this section in amounts that would 
limit the authority to sell petroleum prod- 
ucts under section 161(h) of the Energy Pol- 
icy and Conservation Act (42 U.S.C.6241(h)) in 
the full amount authorized by that sub- 
section. 

(c) PROCEEDS.—Proceeds from a sale under 
this section shall be deposited into the gen- 
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eral fund of the Treasury during the fiscal 

year in which the sale occurs. 

SEC. 404. ENERGY SECURITY AND INFRASTRUC- 
TURE MODERNIZATION FUND. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is hereby es- 
tablished in the Treasury of the United 
States a fund to be known as the Energy Se- 
curity and Infrastructure Modernization 
Fund (referred to in this section as the 
“FWund’’), consisting of— 

(1) collections deposited in the Fund under 
subsection (c); and 

(2) amounts otherwise appropriated to the 
Fund. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the Fund is 
to provide for the construction, mainte- 
nance, repair, and replacement of Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve facilities. 

(c) COLLECTION AND DEPOSIT OF SALE PRO- 
CEEDS IN FUND.— 

(1) DRAWDOWN AND SALE.—Notwithstanding 
section 161 of the Energy Policy and Con- 
servation Act (42 U.S.C. 6241), to the extent 
provided in advance in appropriation Acts, 
the Secretary of Energy shall draw down and 
sell crude oil from the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve in amounts as authorized under sub- 
section (e), except as provided in paragraph 
(2). Amounts received for a sale under this 
paragraph shall be deposited into the Fund 
during the fiscal year in which the sale oc- 
curs. Such amounts shall remain available in 
the Fund without fiscal year limitation. 

(2) EMERGENCY PROTECTION.—The Secretary 
shall not draw down and sell crude oil under 
this subsection in amounts that would limit 
the authority to sell petroleum products 
under section 161(h) of the Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act (42 U.S.C.6241(h)) in the 
full amount authorized by that subsection. 

(d) AUTHORIZED USES OF FUND.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Amounts in the Fund may 
be used for, or may be credited as offsetting 
collections for amounts used for, carrying 
out the program described in paragraph 
(2)(B), to the extent provided in advance in 
appropriation Acts. 

(2) PROGRAM TO MODERNIZE THE STRATEGIC 
PETROLEUM RESERVE.— 

(A) FINDINGS.—Congress 
lowing: 

(i) The Strategic Petroleum Reserve is one 
of the Nation’s most valuable energy secu- 
rity assets. 

(ii) The age and condition of the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve have diminished its value 
as a Federal energy security asset. 

(iii) Global oil markets and the location 
and amount of United States oil production 
and refining capacity have dramatically 
changed in the 40 years since the establish- 
ment of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

(iv) Maximizing the energy security value 
of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve requires 
a modernized infrastructure that meets the 
drawdown and distribution needs of changed 
domestic and international oil and refining 
market conditions. 

(B) PROGRAM.—The Secretary of Energy 
shall establish a Strategic Petroleum Re- 
serve modernization program to protect the 
United States economy from the impacts of 
emergency product supply disruptions. The 
program may include— 

(i) operational improvements to extend the 
useful life of surface and subsurface infra- 
structure; 

(ii) maintenance of cavern storage integ- 
rity; and 

(iii) addition of infrastructure and facili- 
ties to optimize the drawdown and incre- 
mental distribution capacity of the Stra- 
tegic Petroleum Reserve. 

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated (and 


finds the fol- 
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drawdowns and sales under subsection (c) in 
an equal amount are authorized) for carrying 
out subsection (d)(2)(B), $2,000,000,000 for the 
period encompassing fiscal years 2017 
through 2020. 

(f) TRANSMISSION OF DEPARTMENT BUDGET 
REQUESTS.—The Secretary of Energy shall 
prepare and submit in the Department’s an- 
nual budget request to Congress— 

(1) an itemization of the amounts of funds 
necessary to carry out subsection (d); and 

(2) a designation of any activities there- 
under for which a multiyear budget author- 
ity would be appropriate. 

(g) SUNSET.—The authority of the Sec- 
retary to draw down and sell crude oil from 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve under this 
section shall expire at the end of fiscal year 
2020. 

TITLE V—PENSIONS 
SEC. 501. SINGLE EMPLOYER PLAN ANNUAL PRE- 
MIUM RATES. 

(a) FLAT-RATE PREMIUM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 4006(a)(3)(A)(i) of 
the Employee Retirement Income Security 
Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1806(a)(8)(A)(i)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub- 
clause (IV), by striking the period at the end 
of subclause (V) and inserting a semicolon, 
and by inserting after subclause (V) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘“(VI) for plan years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 2016, and before January 1, 2018, 
$69; 

‘“(VII) for plan years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 2017, and before January 1, 2019, 
$74; and 

‘“(VIII) for plan years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 2018, $80.’’. 

(2) PREMIUM RATES AFTER 2019.—Section 
4006(a)(3)(G) of such Act (29 U.S.C. 
1306(a)(8)(G)) is amended— 

(A) in the matter preceding clause (i), by 
striking ‘‘2016’’ and inserting ‘‘2019’’; and 

(B) in clause (i)(II) by striking ‘‘2014”’ and 
inserting ‘‘2017’’. 

(b) VARIABLE-RATE PREMIUM INCREASES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 4006(a)(8)(C) of 
such Act (29 U.S.C. 1806(a)(8)(C)) is amend- 
ed— 
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(A) in the subparagraph heading, by strik- 
ing ‘‘increase in 2014 and 2015” and inserting 
‘increases’; 

(B) in clause (ii), by striking “and” at the 
end; 

(C) in clause (iii), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(iv) in the case of plan years beginning in 
calendar year 2017, by $3; 

““(v) in the case of plan years beginning in 
calendar year 2018, by $4; and 

‘“(vi) in the case of plan years beginning in 
calendar year 2019, by $4.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
4006(a)(8) of such Act (29 U.S.C. 1806(a)(8)) is 
amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (A)— 

(i) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; 

(ii) in clause (iv), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(v) for plan years beginning after calendar 
year 2017, the amount in effect for plan years 
beginning in 2017 (determined after applica- 
tion of subparagraph (C)); 

“(vi) for plan years beginning after cal- 
endar year 2018, the amount in effect for plan 
years beginning in 2018 (determined after ap- 
plication of subparagraph (C)); and 

“(vii) for plan years beginning after cal- 
endar year 2019, the amount in effect for plan 
years beginning in 2019 (determined after ap- 
plication of subparagraph (C)).’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (D)— 

(i) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; 

(ii) in clause (iv), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(v) 2015, in the case of plan years begin- 
ning after calendar year 2017; 

‘“(vi) 2016, in the case of plan years begin- 
ning after calendar year 2018; and 

““(vii) 2017, in the case of plan years begin- 
ning after calendar year 2019.”’. 
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(8) EFFECTIVE DATE.— The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to plan 
years beginning after December 31, 2016. 


SEC. 502. PENSION PAYMENT ACCELERATION. 


Notwithstanding section 4007(a) of the Em- 
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 (29 U.S.C. 1307(a)) and section 4007.11 of 
title 29, Code of Federal Regulations, for 
plan years commencing after December 31, 
2024, and before January 1, 2026, the premium 
due date for such plan years shall be the fif- 
teenth day of the ninth calendar month that 
begins on or after the first day of the pre- 
mium payment year. 

SEC. 503. MORTALITY TABLES. 


(a) CREDIBILITY.—For purposes of subclause 
(I) of section 480(h)(3)(C)(@iii) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 and subclause (I) of sec- 
tion 303(h)(8)(C)(iii) of the Employee Retire- 
ment Income Security Act of 1974, the deter- 
mination of whether plans have credible in- 
formation shall be made in accordance with 
established actuarial credibility theory, 
which— 

(1) is materially different from rules under 
such section of such Code, including Revenue 
Procedure 2007-37, that are in effect on the 
date of the enactment of this Act, and 

(2) permits the use of tables that reflect 
adjustments to the tables described in sub- 
paragraphs (A) and (B) of section 480(h)(3) of 
such Code, and subparagraphs (A) and (B) of 
section 303(h)(3) of such Act, if such adjust- 
ments are based on the experience described 
in subclause (II) of section 430(h)(8)(C)(Gii) of 
such Code and in subclause (II) of section 
803(h)(3)(C)(iii) of such Act. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall 
apply to plan years beginning after Decem- 
ber 31, 2015. 

SEC. 504. EXTENSION OF CURRENT FUNDING STA- 
BILIZATION PERCENTAGES TO 2018, 
2019 AND 2020. 

(a) FUNDING STABILIZATION UNDER THE IN- 
TERNAL REVENUE CODE OF 1986.—The table in 
subclause (II) of section 430(h)(2)(C)(iv) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended to 
read as follows: 


“Tf the calendar year is: 


The applicable minimum percentage is: 


The applicable maximum percentage is: 


110% 


115% 
120% 
125% 
130%”. 


(b) FUNDING STABILIZATION UNDER EM- 
PLOYEE RETIREMENT INCOME SECURITY ACT OF 
1974.— 


(1) IN GENERAL.—The table in subclause (II) 
of section 303(h)(2)(C)(iv) of the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 (29 


U.S.C. 1083(h)(2)(C)(iv)) is amended to read as 
follows: 


“Tf the calendar year is: 


The applicable minimum percentage is: 


The applicable maximum percentage is: 


110% 


115% 
120% 
125% 
130%”. 


(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 101(f)(2)(D) of 
such Act (29 U.S.C. 1021(f)(2)(D)) is amended— 

(i) in clause (i) by striking ‘‘and the High- 
way and Transportation Funding Act of 
2014’’ both places it appears and inserting ‘“‘, 
the Highway and Transportation Funding 
Act of 2014, and the Bipartisan Budget Act of 
2015”, ‘and 


(ii) in clause (ii) by striking ‘‘2020”’ and in- 
serting ‘‘2023”’. 

(B) STATEMENTS.—The Secretary of Labor 
shall modify the statements required under 
subclauses (I) and (II) of section 101(f)(2)(D)(i) 
of such Act to conform to the amendments 
made by this section. 


(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 


to plan years beginning after December 31, 
2015. 
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TITLE VI—HEALTH CARE 
SEC. 601. MAINTAINING 2016 MEDICARE PART B 
PREMIUM AND DEDUCTIBLE LEVELS 
CONSISTENT WITH ACTUARIALLY 
FAIR RATES. 

(a) 2016 PREMIUM AND DEDUCTIBLE AND RE- 
PAYMENT THROUGH FUTURE PREMIUMS.—Sec- 
tion 1839(a) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395r(a)) is amended— 

(1) in the second sentence of paragraph (1), 
by striking “Such” and inserting ‘‘Subject 
to paragraphs (5) and (6), such”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(5XA) In applying this part (including 
subsection (i) and section 1833(b)), the 
monthly actuarial rate for enrollees age 65 
and over for 2016 shall be determined as if 
subsection (f) did not apply. 

‘“(B) Subsection (f) shall continue to be ap- 
plied to paragraph (6)(A) (during a repay- 
ment month, as described in paragraph 
(6)(B)) and without regard to the application 
of subparagraph (A). 

“(6)(A) With respect to a repayment month 
(as described in subparagraph (B)), the 
monthly premium otherwise established 
under paragraph (8) shall be increased by, 
subject to subparagraph (D), $3. 

‘(B) For purposes of this paragraph, a re- 
payment month is a month during a year, 
beginning with 2016, for which a balance due 
amount is computed under subparagraph (C) 
as greater than zero. 

‘(C) For purposes of this paragraph, the 
balance due amount computed under this 
subparagraph, with respect to a month, is 
the amount estimated by the Chief Actuary 
of the Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Serv- 
ices to be equal to— 

“(i) the amount transferred under section 
1844(d)(1); plus 

“(ii) the amount that is equal to the aggre- 
gate reduction, for all individuals enrolled 
under this part, in the income related 
monthly adjustment amount as a result of 
the application of paragraph (5); minus 

“(iii) the amounts payable under this part 
as a result of the application of this para- 
graph for preceding months. 

‘(D) If the balance due amount computed 
under subparagraph (C), without regard to 
this subparagraph, for December of a year 
would be less than zero, the Chief Actuary of 
the Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Serv- 
ices shall estimate, and the Secretary shall 
apply, a reduction to the dollar amount in- 
crease applied under subparagraph (A) for 
each month during such year in a manner 
such that the balance due amount for Janu- 
ary of the subsequent year is equal to zero.’’. 

(b) TRANSITIONAL GOVERNMENT CONTRIBU- 
TION.—Section 1844 of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1395w) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by adding at the end 

the following: 
“In applying paragraph (1), the amounts 
transferred under subsection (d)(1) with re- 
spect to enrollees described in subparagraphs 
(A) and (B) of such subsection shall be treat- 
ed as premiums payable and deposited in the 
Trust Fund under subparagraphs (A) and (B), 
respectively, of paragraph (1).’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(d)(1) For 2016, there shall be transferred 
from the General Fund to the Trust Fund an 
amount, as estimated by the Chief Actuary 
of the Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Serv- 
ices, equal to the reduction in aggregate pre- 
miums payable under this part for a month 
in such year (excluding any changes in 
amounts collected under section 18389(i)) that 
is attributable to the application of section 
1839(a)(5)(A) with respect to— 

“(A) enrollees age 65 and over; and 
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‘“(B) enrollees under age 65. 

Such amounts shall be transferred from time 
to time as appropriate. 

““(2) Premium increases affected under sec- 
tion 1839(a)(6) shall not be taken into ac- 
count in applying subsection (a). 

““(3) There shall be transferred from the 
Trust Fund to the General Fund of the 
Treasury amounts equivalent to the addi- 
tional premiums payable as a result of the 
application of section 1839(a)(6), excluding 
the aggregate payments attributable to the 
application of section 1839(i)(3)(A)(ii)(ID).”’. 

(c) CONFORMING APPLICATION OF HIGH IN- 
COME ADJUSTMENTS TO INCREASED MONTHLY 
PREMIUM IN SAME MANNER AS FOR REGULAR 
MEDICARE PREMIUMS.—Section 
1839(1)(3)(A)(ii) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395r(i)(3)(A)(ii)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘AMOUNT.-200 percent” and 
inserting the following: ‘‘AMOUNT.— 

“(I) 200 percent”; and 

(2) by striking the period at the end and in- 
serting ‘‘; plus”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subclause: 

““(TT) 4 times the amount of the increase in 
the monthly premium under subsection (a)(6) 
for a month in the year.”’. 

(d) CONDITIONAL APPLICATION TO 2017 IF NO 
SOCIAL SECURITY COLA FOR 2017.—If there is 
no increase in the monthly insurance bene- 
fits payable under title II with respect to De- 
cember 2016 pursuant to section 215(i), then 
the amendments made by this section shall 
be applied as if— 

(1) the reference to ‘‘2016’’ in paragraph 
(5)(A) of section 1839(a) of the Social Secu- 
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1895r(a)), as added by sub- 
section (a)(2), was a reference to ‘‘2016 and 
2017; 

(2) the reference to “a month during a 
year, beginning with 2016’ in paragraph 
(6)(B) of section 1839 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395r(a)), as added by subsection (a)(2), was a 
reference to ‘‘a month in a year, beginning 
with 2016 and beginning with 2017, respec- 
tively”; and 

(3) the reference to ‘2016’? in subsection 

(d)(1) of section 1844 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1895w), as added by subsection (b)(2), was a 
reference to ‘“‘each of 2016 and 2017”. 
Any increase in premiums effected under 
this subsection shall be in addition to the in- 
crease effected by the amendments made by 
subsection (a). 

(e) CONSTRUCTION REGARDING NO AUTHOR- 
ITY TO INITIATE APPLICATION TO YEARS AFTER 
2017.—Nothing in subsection (d) or the 
amendments made by this section shall be 
construed as authorizing the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services to initiate appli- 
cation of such subsection or amendments for 
a year after 2017. 

SEC. 602. APPLYING THE MEDICAID ADDITIONAL 
REBATE REQUIREMENT TO GENERIC 
DRUGS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1927(c)(3) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396r—8(c)(3)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘The 
amount” and inserting ‘‘Except as provided 
in subparagraph (C), the amount”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

“(C) ADDITIONAL REBATE.— 

‘“(i) IN GENERAL.—The amount of the rebate 
specified in this paragraph for a rebate pe- 
riod, with respect to each dosage form and 
strength of a covered outpatient drug other 
than a single source drug or an innovator 
multiple source drug of a manufacturer, 
shall be increased in the manner that the re- 
bate for a dosage form and strength of a sin- 
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gle source drug or an innovator multiple 
source drug is increased under subparagraphs 
(A) and (D) of paragraph (2), except as pro- 
vided in clause (ii). 

‘(ii) SPECIAL RULES FOR APPLICATION OF 
PROVISION.—In applying subparagraphs (A) 
and (D) of paragraph (2) under clause (i)— 

“(I) the reference in subparagraph (A)(i) of 
such paragraph to ‘1990’ shall be deemed a 
reference to ‘2014’; 

“(ID) subject to clause (iii), the reference in 
subparagraph (A)(ii) of such paragraph to 
‘the calendar quarter beginning July 1, 1990’ 
shall be deemed a reference to ‘the calendar 
quarter beginning July 1, 2014’; and 

“(JIT) subject to clause (iii), the reference 
in subparagraph (A)(ii) of such paragraph to 
‘September 1990’ shall be deemed a reference 
to ‘September 2014’; 

‘(IV) the references in subparagraph (D) of 
such paragraph to ‘paragraph (1)(A)(ii)’, ‘this 
paragraph’, and ‘December 31, 2009’ shall be 
deemed references to ‘subparagraph (A)’, 
‘this subparagraph’, and ‘December 31, 2014’, 
respectively; and 

‘“(V) any reference in such paragraph to a 
‘single source drug or an innovator multiple 
source drug’ shall be deemed to be a ref- 
erence to a drug to which clause (i) applies. 

“iii) SPECIAL RULE FOR CERTAIN NONINNO- 
VATOR MULTIPLE SOURCE DRUGS.—In applying 
paragraph (2)(A)(ii)(II) under clause (i) with 
respect to a covered outpatient drug that is 
first marketed as a drug other than a single 
source drug or an innovator multiple source 
drug after April 1, 2018, such paragraph shall 
be applied— 

“(D by substituting ‘the applicable quar- 
ter’ for ‘the calendar quarter beginning July 
1, 1990’; and 

“(ID by substituting ‘the last month in 
such applicable quarter’ for ‘September 1990’. 

‘“(iv) APPLICABLE QUARTER DEFINED.—In 
this subsection, the term ‘applicable quarter’ 
means, with respect to a drug described in 
clause (iii), the fifth full calendar quarter 
after which the drug is marketed as a drug 
other than a single source drug or an inno- 
vator multiple source drug.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to rebate 
periods beginning after the date that is one 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

SEC. 603. TREATMENT OF OFF-CAMPUS OUT- 
PATIENT DEPARTMENTS OF A PRO- 
VIDER. 

Section 1833(t) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 13951(t)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(B)— 

(A) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘but’’ at the 
end; 

(B) in clause (iv), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

“(v) does not include applicable items and 
services (as defined in subparagraph (A) of 
paragraph (21)) that are furnished on or after 
January 1, 2017, by an off-campus outpatient 
department of a provider (as defined in sub- 
paragraph (B) of such paragraph).’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘(21) SERVICES FURNISHED BY AN OFF-CAM- 
PUS OUTPATIENT DEPARTMENT OF A PRO- 
VIDER.— 

“(A) APPLICABLE ITEMS AND SERVICES.—For 
purposes of paragraph (1)(B)(v) and this para- 
graph, the term ‘applicable items and serv- 
ices’ means items and services other than 
items emergency department (as defined in 
section 489.24(b) of title 42 of the Code of Fed- 
eral Regulations). 
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‘(B) OFF-CAMPUS OUTPATIENT DEPARTMENT 
OF A PROVIDER.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of para- 
graph (1)(B)(v) and this paragraph, subject to 
clause (ii), the term ‘off-campus outpatient 
department of a provider’ means a depart- 
ment of a provider (as defined in section 
418.65(a)(2) of title 42 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, as in effect as of the date of the 
enactment of this paragraph) that is not lo- 
cated— 

‘““T) on the campus (as defined in such sec- 
tion 413.65(a)(2)) of such provider; or 

“(ID within the distance (described in such 
definition of campus) from a remote location 
of a hospital facility (as defined in such sec- 
tion 413.65(a)(2)). 

“(ii) EXCEPTION.—For purposes of para- 
graph (1)(B)(v) and this paragraph, the term 
‘off-campus outpatient department of a pro- 
vider’ shall not include a department of a 
provider (as so defined) that was billing 
under this subsection with respect to covered 
OPD services furnished prior to the date of 
the enactment of this paragraph. 

‘(C) AVAILABILITY OF PAYMENT UNDER 
OTHER PAYMENT SYSTEMS.—Payments for ap- 
plicable items and services furnished by an 
off-campus outpatient department of a pro- 
vider that are described in paragraph 
(1)(B)(v) shall be made under the applicable 
payment system under this part (other than 
under this subsection) if the requirements 
for such payment are otherwise met. 

‘(D) INFORMATION NEEDED FOR IMPLEMENTA- 
TION.—Each hospital shall provide to the 
Secretary such information as the Secretary 
determines appropriate to implement this 
paragraph and paragraph (1)(B)(v) (which 
may include reporting of information on a 
hospital claim using a code or modifier and 
reporting information about off-campus out- 
patient departments of a provider on the en- 
rollment form described in section 1866(j)). 

“(E) LIMITATIONS.—There shall be no ad- 
ministrative or judicial review under section 
1869, section 1878, or otherwise of the fol- 
lowing: 

“(i) The determination of the applicable 
items and services under subparagraph (A) 
and applicable payment systems under sub- 
paragraph (C). 

“(ii) The determination of whether a de- 
partment of a provider meets the term de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B). 

“(iii) Any information that hospitals are 
required to report pursuant to subparagraph 
(D).”. 

SEC. 604. REPEAL OF AUTOMATIC ENROLLMENT 
REQUIREMENT. 

The Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 (29 
U.S.C. 201 et seq.) is amended by repealing 
section 18A (as added by section 1511 of the 
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act 
(Public Law 111-148)). 

TITLE VII—JUDICIARY 
SEC. 701. CIVIL MONETARY PENALTY INFLATION 
ADJUSTMENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘Federal Civil Penalties Infla- 
tion Adjustment Act Improvements Act of 
2015”. 

(b) AMENDMENTS.—The Federal Civil Pen- 
alties Inflation Adjustment Act of 1990 (28 
U.S.C. 2461 note) is amended— 

(1) in section 4— 

(A) by striking the matter preceding para- 
graph (1) and inserting the following: 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than July 1, 
2016, and not later than January 15 of every 
year thereafter, and subject to subsections 
(c) and (d), the head of each agency 
shall—’’; 

(B) in paragraph (1)— 
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(i) by striking ‘‘by regulation adjust” and 
inserting ‘‘in accordance with subsection (b), 
adjust’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘, the Tariff Act of 1930, the 
Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970, 
or the Social Security Act” and inserting ‘ 
or the Tariff Act of 1930”; 

(C) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘such reg- 
ulation” and inserting ‘‘such adjustment’’; 
and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(b) PROCEDURES FOR ADJUSTMENTS.— 

“(1) CATCH UP ADJUSTMENT.—For the first 
adjustment made under subsection (a) after 
the date of enactment of the Federal Civil 
Penalties Inflation Adjustment Act Improve- 
ments Act of 2015— 

“(A) the head of an agency shall adjust 
civil monetary penalties through an interim 
final rulemaking; and 

“(B) the adjustment shall take effect not 
later than August 1, 2016. 

“(2) SUBSEQUENT ADJUSTMENTS.—For the 
second adjustment made under subsection 
(a) after the date of enactment of the Fed- 
eral Civil Penalties Inflation Adjustment 
Act Improvements Act of 2015, and each ad- 
justment thereafter, the head of an agency 
shall adjust civil monetary penalties and 
shall make the adjustment notwithstanding 
section 553 of title 5, United States Code. 

““(c) EXCEPTION.—For the first adjustment 
made under subsection (a) after the date of 
enactment of the Federal Civil Penalties In- 
flation Adjustment Act Improvements Act of 
2015, the head of an agency may adjust the 
amount of a civil monetary penalty by less 
than the otherwise required amount if— 

“(1) the head of the agency, after pub- 
lishing a notice of proposed rulemaking and 
providing an opportunity for comment, de- 
termines in a final rule that— 

“(A) increasing the civil monetary penalty 
by the otherwise required amount will have 
a negative economic impact; or 

‘“(B) the social costs of increasing the civil 
monetary penalty by the otherwise required 
amount outweigh the benefits; and 

‘“(2) the Director of the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget concurs with the deter- 
mination of the head of the agency under 
paragraph (1). 

“(d) OTHER ADJUSTMENTS MADE.—If a civil 
monetary penalty subject to a cost-of-living 
adjustment under this Act is, during the 12 
months preceding a required cost-of-living 
adjustment, increased by an amount greater 
than the amount of the adjustment required 
under subsection (a), the head of the agency 
is not required to make the cost-of-living ad- 
justment for that civil monetary penalty in 
that year.’’; 

(2) in section 5— 

(A) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘to the 
nearest—”’ and all that follows through the 
end of subsection (a) and inserting ‘‘to the 
nearest multiple of $1.’’; and 

(B) by amending subsection (b) to read as 
follows: 

‘(b) DEFINITION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), for purposes of subsection (a), 
the term ‘cost-of-living adjustment’ means 
the percentage (if any) for each civil mone- 
tary penalty by which— 

“(A) the Consumer Price Index for the 
month of October preceding the date of the 
adjustment, exceeds 

“(B) the Consumer Price Index for the 
month of October 1 year before the month of 
October referred to in subparagraph (A). 

“(2) INITIAL ADJUSTMENT.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(C), for the first inflation adjustment under 
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section 4 made by an agency after the date of 
enactment of the Federal Civil Penalties In- 
flation Adjustment Act Improvements Act of 
2015, the term ‘cost-of-living adjustment’ 
means the percentage (if any) for each civil 
monetary penalty by which the Consumer 
Price Index for the month of October, 2015 
exceeds the Consumer Price Index for the 
month of October of the calendar year during 
which the amount of such civil monetary 
penalty was established or adjusted under a 
provision of law other than this Act. 

‘(B) APPLICATION OF ADJUSTMENT.—The 
cost-of-living adjustment described in sub- 
paragraph (A) shall be applied to the amount 
of the civil monetary penalty as it was most 
recently established or adjusted under a pro- 
vision of law other than this Act. 

‘(C) MAXIMUM ADJUSTMENT.—The amount 
of the increase in a civil monetary penalty 
under subparagraph (A) shall not exceed 150 
percent of the amount of that civil monetary 
penalty on the date of enactment of the Fed- 
eral Civil Penalties Inflation Adjustment 
Act Improvements Act of 2015.”’; 

(3) in section 6, by striking ‘‘violations 
which occur” and inserting ‘‘civil monetary 
penalties, including those whose associated 
violation predated such increase, which are 
assessed”; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

“SEC. 7. IMPLEMENTATION AND OVERSIGHT EN- 
HANCEMENTS. 

“(a) OMB GUIDANCE.—Not later than Feb- 
ruary 29, 2016, not later than December 15, 
2016, and December 15 of every year there- 
after, the Director of the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget shall issue guidance to 
agencies on implementing the inflation ad- 
justments required under this Act. 

“(b) AGENCY FINANCIAL REPORTS.—The 
head of each agency shall include in the 
Agency Financial Report submitted under 
OMB Circular A-136, or any successor there- 
to, information about the civil monetary 
penalties within the jurisdiction of the agen- 
cy, including the adjustment of the civil 
monetary penalties by the head of the agen- 
cy under this Act. 

“(c) GAO REVIEW.—The Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States shall annually sub- 
mit to Congress a report assessing the com- 
pliance of agencies with the inflation adjust- 
ments required under this Act, which may be 
included as part of another report submitted 
to Congress.’’. 

(c) REPEAL.—Section 31001(s) of the Debt 
Collection Improvement Act of 1996 (28 
U.S.C. 2461 note) is amended by striking 
paragraph (2). 

SEC. 702. CRIME VICTIMS FUND. 

There is hereby rescinded and permanently 
canceled $1,500,000,000 of the funds deposited 
or available in the Crime Victims Fund cre- 
ated by section 1402 of the Victims of Crime 
Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 10601). 

SEC. 703. ASSETS FORFEITURE FUND. 

Of the amounts deposited in the Depart- 
ment of Justice Assets Forfeiture Fund, 
$746,000,000 are hereby rescinded and perma- 
nently cancelled. 

TITLE VITI—SOCIAL SECURITY 
SEC. 801. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Social Se- 
curity Benefit Protection and Opportunity 
Enhancement Act of 2015”. 

Subtitle A—Ensuring Correct Payments and 
Reducing Fraud 
EXPANSION OF COOPERATIVE DIS- 
ABILITY INVESTIGATIONS UNITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than October 1, 
2022, the Commissioner of Social Security 
shall take any necessary actions, subject to 
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the availability of appropriations, to ensure 
that cooperative disability investigations 
units have been established, in areas where 
there is cooperation with local law enforce- 
ment agencies, that would cover each of the 
50 States, the District of Columbia, Puerto 
Rico, Guam, the Northern Mariana Islands, 
the Virgin Islands, and American Samoa. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act and an- 
nually thereafter until the earlier of 2022 or 
the date on which nationwide coverage is 
achieved, the Commissioner of Social Secu- 
rity shall submit to the Committee on Ways 
and Means of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Finance of the Senate 
a report describing a plan to implement the 
nationwide coverage described in subsection 
(a) and outlining areas where the Social Se- 
curity Administration did not receive the co- 
operation of local law enforcement agencies. 
SEC. 812. EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN MEDICAL 

SOURCES OF EVIDENCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2238(d)(5) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 423(d)(5)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“(C)(i) In making any determination with 
respect to whether an individual is under a 
disability or continues to be under a dis- 
ability, the Commissioner of Social Security 
may not consider (except for good cause as 
determined by the Commissioner) any evi- 
dence furnished by— 

“(J) any individual or entity who has been 
convicted of a felony under section 208 or 
under section 1632; 

“(ID) any individual or entity who has been 
excluded from participation in any Federal 
health care program under section 1128; or 

“(III) any person with respect to whom a 
civil money penalty or assessment has been 
imposed under section 1129 for the submis- 
sion of false evidence. 

“(ii) To the extent and at such times as is 
necessary for the effective implementation 
of clause (i) of this subparagraph— 

“(I) the Inspector General of the Social Se- 
curity Administration shall transmit to the 
Commissioner information relating to per- 
sons described in subclause (I) or (III) of 
clause (i); 

“(JI) the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall transmit to the Commissioner 
information relating to persons described in 
subclause (II) of clause (i); and’’. 

(b) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Commissioner of Social Security shall 
issue regulations to carry out the amend- 
ment made by subsection (a). 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re- 
spect to determinations of disability made 
on or after the earlier of— 

(1) the effective date of the regulations 
issued by the Commissioner under subsection 
(b); or 

(2) one year after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. 

SEC. 813. NEW AND STRONGER PENALTIES. 

(a) CONSPIRACY TO COMMIT SOCIAL SECURITY 
FRAUD.— 

(1) AMENDMENT TO TITLE II.—Section 208(a) 
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 408(a)) 
is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (7)(C), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; 

(B) in paragraph (8), by adding ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (8) the fol- 
lowing: 

(9) conspires to commit any offense de- 
scribed in any of paragraphs (1) through 
(4),”’. 
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(2) AMENDMENT TO TITLE VIII.—Section 
81l(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1011(a)) is 
amended— 

(A) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; 

(B) in paragraph (4), by striking the 
comma and adding ‘‘; or” at the end; and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(5) conspires to commit any offense de- 
scribed in any of paragraphs (1) through 
(8),”. 

(3) AMENDMENT TO TITLE XVI.—Section 
1632(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1388a(a)) is 
amended— 

(A) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; 

(B) in paragraph (4), by adding ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(5) conspires to commit any offense de- 
scribed in any of paragraphs (1) through 
(8),”. 

(b) INCREASED CRIMINAL PENALTIES FOR 
CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS VIOLATING POSITIONS OF 
TRUST.— 

(1) AMENDMENT TO TITLE I1.—Section 208(a) 
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 408(a)), 
as amended by subsection (a), is further 
amended by striking the period at the end 
and inserting ‘‘, except that in the case of a 
person who receives a fee or other income for 
services performed in connection with any 
determination with respect to benefits under 
this title (including a claimant representa- 
tive, translator, or current or former em- 
ployee of the Social Security Administra- 
tion), or who is a physician or other health 
care provider who submits, or causes the 
submission of, medical or other evidence in 
connection with any such determination, 
such person shall be guilty of a felony and 
upon conviction thereof shall be fined under 
title 18, United States Code, or imprisoned 
for not more than ten years, or both.’’. 

(2) AMENDMENT TO TITLE VIII.—Section 
81l(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1011(a)), as 
amended by subsection (a), is further amend- 
ed by striking the period at the end and in- 
serting ‘‘, except that in the case of a person 
who receives a fee or other income for serv- 
ices performed in connection with any deter- 
mination with respect to benefits under this 
title (including a claimant representative, 
translator, or current or former employee of 
the Social Security Administration), or who 
is a physician or other health care provider 
who submits, or causes the submission of, 
medical or other evidence in connection with 
any such determination, such person shall be 
guilty of a felony and upon conviction there- 
of shall be fined under title 18, United States 
Code, or imprisoned for not more than ten 
years, or both.’’. 

(3) AMENDMENT TO TITLE XvVI.—Section 
1632(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1388a(a)), as 
amended by subsection (a), is further amend- 
ed by striking the period at the end and in- 
serting ‘‘, except that in the case of a person 
who receives a fee or other income for serv- 
ices performed in connection with any deter- 
mination with respect to benefits under this 
title (including a claimant representative, 
translator, or current or former employee of 
the Social Security Administration), or who 
is a physician or other health care provider 
who submits, or causes the submission of, 
medical or other evidence in connection with 
any such determination, such person shall be 
guilty of a felony and upon conviction there- 
of shall be fined under title 18, United States 
Code, or imprisoned for not more than ten 
years, or both.’’. 
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(c) INCREASED CIVIL MONETARY PENALTIES 
FOR CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS VIOLATING POSI- 
TIONS OF TRUST.—Section 1129(a)(1) of the So- 
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1320a-8(a)(1)) is 
amended, in the matter following subpara- 
graph (C), by inserting after ‘‘withholding 
disclosure of such fact” the following: ‘‘, ex- 
cept that in the case of such a person who re- 
ceives a fee or other income for services per- 
formed in connection with any such deter- 
mination (including a claimant representa- 
tive, translator, or current or former em- 
ployee of the Social Security Administra- 
tion) or who is a physician or other health 
care provider who submits, or causes the 
submission of, medical or other evidence in 
connection with any such determination, the 
amount of such penalty shall be not more 
than $7,500”. 

(d) No BENEFITS PAYABLE TO INDIVIDUALS 
FOR WHOM A CIVIL MONETARY PENALTY Is IM- 
POSED FOR FRAUDULENTLY CONCEALING WORK 
ACTIVITY.—Section 222(c)(5) of the Social Se- 
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 422(c)(5)) is amended by 
inserting after ‘‘conviction by a Federal 
court” the following: ‘‘, or the imposition of 
a civil monetary penalty under section 
1129,”’. 

SEC. 814. REFERENCES TO SOCIAL SECURITY 
AND MEDICARE IN ELECTRONIC 
COMMUNICATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1140(a)(1) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1320b-10(a)(1)) 
is amended by inserting ‘‘(including any 
Internet or other electronic communica- 
tion)” after ‘‘or other communication”. 

(b) EACH COMMUNICATION TREATED AS SEPA- 
RATE VIOLATION.—Section 1140(b) of such Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1320b-10(b)) is amended by insert- 
ing after the second sentence the following: 
“In the case of any items referred to in sub- 
section (a)(1) consisting of Internet or other 
electronic communications, each dissemina- 
tion, viewing, or accessing of such a commu- 
nication which contains one or more words, 
letters, symbols, or emblems in violation of 
subsection (a) shall represent a separate vio- 
lation”. 

SEC. 815. CHANGE TO CAP ADJUSTMENT 
THORITY. 

Section 251(b)(2)(B) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 
U.S.C. 901(b)(2)(B)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (i)— 

(A) in the matter before subclause (I), by 
striking ‘‘and for the cost associated with 
conducting redeterminations of eligibility 
under title XVI of the Social Security Act’’ 
and inserting ‘‘, for the cost associated with 
conducting redeterminations of eligibility 
under title XVI of the Social Security Act, 
for the cost of co-operative disability inves- 
tigation units, and for the cost associated 
with the prosecution of fraud in the pro- 
grams and operations of the Social Security 
Administration by Special Assistant United 
States Attorneys”; 
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(B) in  subclause (VI), by striking 
“*$1,309,000,000’ >” and inserting 
‘*$1,546,000,000"’; 

(C) in subclause (VII), by striking 
‘*$1,309,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$1,462,000,000’’; 

(D) in subclause (VIII), by striking 


‘*$1,309,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$1,410,000,000’’; 
and 

(Œ) in  subclause (X), by striking 
‘*$1,309,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$1,302,000,000’’; 

(2) in clause (ii)(I), by inserting ‘‘, includ- 
ing work-related continuing disability re- 
views to determine whether earnings derived 
from services demonstrate an individual’s 
ability to engage in substantial gainful ac- 
tivity” before the semicolon; and 
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(3) in clause (ii)(III), by striking ‘‘and rede- 
terminations” and inserting ‘‘, redetermina- 
tions, co-operative disability investigation 
units, and fraud prosecutions’’. 

Subtitle B—Promoting Opportunity for 
Disability Beneficiaries 
SEC. 821. TEMPORARY REAUTHORIZATION OF 
DISABILITY INSURANCE DEM- 
ONSTRATION PROJECT AUTHORITY. 

(a) TERMINATION DATE.—Section 234(d)(2) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 484(d)(2)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘December 18, 2005’’ and 
inserting ‘‘December 31, 2021, and the author- 
ity to carry out such projects shall termi- 
nate on December 31, 2022”. 

(b) AUTHORITY TO WAIVE COMPLIANCE WITH 
BENEFITS REQUIREMENTS.—Section 234(c) of 
such Act is amended by striking ‘‘December 
17, 2005” and inserting ‘‘December 30, 2021”. 
SEC. 822. MODIFICATION OF DEMONSTRATION 

PROJECT AUTHORITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 234(a)(1) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 484(a)(1)) is 
amended in the matter preceding subpara- 
graph (A) by inserting ‘‘to promote attach- 
ment to the labor force and” after ‘‘de- 
signed’’. 

(b) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW PERIOD.—Sec- 
tion 234(c) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 484(c)), as amended by section 821(b) of 
this Act, is further amended by inserting 
“including the objectives of the experiment 
or demonstration project, the expected an- 
nual and total costs, and the dates on which 
the experiment or demonstration project is 
expected to start and finish,” after ‘‘there- 
of,” 

(c) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—Section 234 
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 484), as 
amended by subsection (b), is further amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following: 

“(e) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—In devel- 
oping and carrying out any experiment or 
demonstration project under this section, 
the Commissioner may not require any indi- 
vidual to participate in such experiment or 
demonstration project and shall ensure— 

“(1) that the voluntary participation of in- 
dividuals in such experiment or demonstra- 
tion project is obtained through informed 
written consent which satisfies the require- 
ments for informed consent established by 
the Commissioner for use in such experiment 
or demonstration project in which human 
subjects are at risk; 

“(2) that any individual’s voluntary agree- 
ment to participate in any such experiment 
or demonstration project may be revoked by 
such individual at any time; and 

(3) that such experiment or demonstra- 
tion project is expected to yield statistically 
significant results.’’. 

(d) ANNUAL REPORTING DEADLINE.—Section 
234(d)(1) of such Act is amended by striking 
“June 9” and inserting ‘‘September 30”. 

SEC. 823. PROMOTING OPPORTUNITY DEM- 
ONSTRATION PROJECT. 

Section 234 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 434), as amended by section 822 of this 
Act, is further amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(f) PROMOTING OPPORTUNITY DEMONSTRA- 
TION PROJECT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner shall 
carry out a demonstration project under this 
subsection as described in paragraph (2) dur- 
ing a 5-year period beginning not later than 
January 1, 2017. 

“(2) BENEFIT OFFSET.—Under the dem- 
onstration project described in this para- 
graph, with respect to any individual partici- 
pating in the project who is otherwise enti- 
tled to a benefit under section 223(a)(1) for a 
month— 
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“(A) any such benefit otherwise payable to 
the individual for such month (other than a 
benefit payable for any month prior to the 
lst month beginning after the date on which 
the individual’s entitlement to such benefit 
is determined) shall be reduced by $1 for each 
$2 by which the individual’s earnings derived 
from services paid during such month ex- 
ceeds an amount equal to the individual’s 
impairment-related work expenses for such 
month (as determined under paragraph (3)), 
except that such benefit may not be reduced 
below $0; 

““(B) no benefit shall be payable under sec- 
tion 202 on the basis of the wages and self- 
employment income of the individual for any 
month for which the benefit of such indi- 
vidual under section 223(a)(1) is reduced to $0 
pursuant to subparagraph (A); 

“(C) entitlement to any benefit described 
in subparagraph (A) or (B) shall not termi- 
nate due to earnings derived from services 
except following the first month for which 
such benefit has been reduced to $0 pursuant 
to subparagraph (A) (and the trial work pe- 
riod (as defined in section 222(c)) and ex- 
tended period of eligibility shall not apply to 
any such individual for any such month); and 

“(D) in any case in which such an indi- 
vidual is entitled to hospital insurance bene- 
fits under part A of title XVIII by reason of 
section 226(b) and such individual’s entitle- 
ment to a benefit described in subparagraph 
(A) or (B) or status as a qualified railroad re- 
tirement beneficiary is terminated pursuant 
to subparagraph (C), such individual shall be 
deemed to be entitled to such benefits or to 
occupy such status (notwithstanding the ter- 
mination of such entitlement or status) for 
the period of consecutive months throughout 
all of which the physical or mental impair- 
ment, on which such entitlement or status 
was based, continues, and throughout all of 
which such individual would have been enti- 
tled to monthly insurance benefits under 
title II or as a qualified railroad retirement 
beneficiary had such termination of entitle- 
ment or status not occurred, but not in ex- 
cess of 93 such months. 

KEJ IMPAIRMENT-RELATED 
PENSES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of para- 
graph (2)(A) and except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (C), the amount of an individual’s 
impairment-related work expenses for a 
month is deemed to be the minimum thresh- 
old amount. 

‘“(B) MINIMUM THRESHOLD AMOUNT.—In this 
paragraph, the term ‘minimum threshold 
amount’ means an amount, to be determined 
by the Commissioner, which shall not exceed 
the amount sufficient to demonstrate that 
an individual has rendered services in a 
month, as determined by the Commissioner 
under section 222(c)(4)(A). The Commissioner 
may test multiple minimum threshold 
amounts. 

‘“(C) EXCEPTION FOR ITEMIZED IMPAIRMENT- 
RELATED WORK EXPENSES.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub- 
paragraph (A), in any case in which the 
amount of such an individual’s itemized im- 
pairment-related work expenses (as defined 
in clause (ii)) for a month is greater than the 
minimum threshold amount, the amount of 
the individual’s impairment-related work ex- 
penses for the month shall be equal to the 
amount of the individual’s itemized impair- 
ment-related work expenses (as so defined) 
for the month. 

“(i) DEFINITION.—In this subparagraph, 
the term ‘itemized impairment-related work 
expenses’ means the amount excluded under 
section 223(d)(4)(A) from an _ individual’s 
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earnings for a month in determining whether 
an individual is able to engage in substantial 
gainful activity by reason of such earnings 
in such month, except that such amount 
does not include the cost to the individual of 
any item or service for which the individual 
does not provide to the Commissioner a sat- 
isfactory itemized accounting. 

(D)  LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding the 
other provisions of this paragraph, for pur- 
poses of paragraph (2)(A), the amount of an 
individual’s impairment-related work ex- 
penses for a month shall not exceed the 
amount of earnings derived from services, 
prescribed by the Commissioner under regu- 
lations issued pursuant to section 
223(d)(4)(A), sufficient to demonstrate an in- 
dividual’s ability to engage in substantial 
gainful activity.’’. 

SEC. 824. USE OF ELECTRONIC PAYROLL DATA TO 
IMPROVE PROGRAM ADMINISTRA- 
TION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title XI of the Social Se- 
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1301, et seq.) is amended 
by inserting after section 1183 the following: 


“INFORMATION EXCHANGE WITH PAYROLL DATA 
PROVIDERS 

“SEC. 1184. (a) IN GENERAL.—The Commis- 
sioner of Social Security may enter into an 
information exchange with a payroll data 
provider for purposes of— 

“(1) efficiently administering— 

“(A) monthly insurance benefits under sub- 
sections (d)(1)(B)Gi), (d)(6)(A)Gi), (d)(6)(B), 
(e)(1)(B) ii), and (f)(1)(B)(ii) of section 202 and 
subsection (a)(1) of section 223; and 

‘“(B) supplemental security income bene- 
fits under title XVI; and 

“(2) preventing improper payments of such 
benefits without the need for verification by 
independent or collateral sources. 

‘(b) NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS.—Before 
entering into an information exchange pur- 
suant to subsection (a), the Commissioner 
shall publish in the Federal Register a notice 
describing the information exchange and the 
extent to which the information received 
through such exchange is— 

“(1) relevant and necessary to— 

“(A) accurately determine entitlement to, 
and the amount of, benefits described under 
subparagraph (A) of subsection (a)(1); 

“(B) accurately determine eligibility for, 
and the amount of, benefits described in sub- 
paragraph (B) of such subsection; and 

“(C) prevent improper payment of such 
benefits; and 

‘(2) sufficiently accurate, up-to-date, and 
complete. 

‘“(¢) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion: 

‘(1) PAYROLL DATA PROVIDER.—The term 
‘payroll data provider’ means payroll pro- 
viders, wage verification companies, and 
other commercial or non-commercial enti- 
ties that collect and maintain data regarding 
employment and wages, without regard to 
whether the entity provides such data for a 
fee or without cost. 

‘(2) INFORMATION EXCHANGE.—The term ‘in- 
formation exchange’ means the automated 
comparison of a system of records main- 
tained by the commissioner of Social Secu- 
rity with records maintained by a payroll 
data provider.’’. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION TO ACCESS INFORMATION 
HELD BY PAYROLL DATA PROVIDERS.— 

(1) AMENDMENT TO TITLE II.—Section 225 of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 425) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(¢) ACCESS TO INFORMATION HELD BY PAY- 
ROLL DATA PROVIDERS.—(1) The Commis- 
sioner of Social Security may require each 


16772 


individual who applies for or is entitled to 
monthly insurance benefits under sub- 
sections (d)(1)(B)Gi), (d)(6)(A)Gi), (d)(6)(B), 
(e)(1)(B)Gi), and (f)(1)(B)(ii) of section 202 and 
subsection (a)(1) of section 223 to provide au- 
thorization by the individual for the Com- 
missioner to obtain from any payroll data 
provider (as defined in section 1184(c)(1)) any 
record held by the payroll data provider with 
respect to the individual whenever the Com- 
missioner determines the record is needed in 
connection with a determination of initial or 
ongoing entitlement to such benefits. 

‘“(2) An authorization provided by an indi- 
vidual under this subsection shall remain ef- 
fective until the earliest of— 

“(A) the rendering of a final adverse deci- 
sion on the individual’s application or enti- 
tlement to benefits under this title; 

“(B) the termination of the individual’s en- 
titlement to benefits under this title; or 

“(C) the express revocation by the indi- 
vidual of the authorization, in a written no- 
tification to the Commissioner. 

“(83) The Commissioner of Social Security 
is not required to furnish any authorization 
obtained pursuant to this subsection to the 
payroll data provider. 

‘(4) The Commissioner shall inform any 
person who provides authorization pursuant 
to this clause of the duration and scope of 
the authorization. 

‘“(5) If an individual who applies for or is 
entitled to benefits under this title refuses 
to provide, or revokes, any authorization 
under this subsection, subsection (d) shall 
not apply to such individual beginning with 
the first day of the first month in which he 
or she refuses or revokes such authoriza- 
tion.’’. 

(2) TITLE XVI.—Section 1631(e)(1)(B) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1883(e)(1)(B)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“(Giid) The Commissioner of Social Secu- 
rity may require each applicant for, or re- 
cipient of, benefits under this title to pro- 
vide authorization by the applicant, recipi- 
ent or legal guardian (or by any other person 
whose income or resources are material to 
the determination of the eligibility of the 
applicant or recipient for such benefits) for 
the Commissioner to obtain from any payroll 
data provider (as defined in section 1184(c)(1)) 
any record held by the payroll data provider 
with respect to the applicant or recipient (or 
any such other person) whenever the Com- 
missioner determines the record is needed in 
connection with a determination of initial or 
ongoing eligibility or the amount of such 
benefits. 

“(IID) An authorization provided by an ap- 
plicant, recipient or legal guardian (or any 
other person whose income or resources are 
material to the determination of the eligi- 
bility of the applicant or recipient) under 
this clause shall remain effective until the 
earliest of— 

“(aa) the rendering of a final adverse deci- 
sion on the applicant’s application for eligi- 
bility for benefits under this title; 

‘““(pb) the cessation of the recipient’s eligi- 
bility for benefits under this title; 

“(cc) the express revocation by the appli- 
cant, or recipient (or such other person re- 
ferred to in subclause (1)) of the authoriza- 
tion, in a written notification to the Com- 
missioner; or 

‘“(dd) the termination of the basis upon 
which the Commissioner considers another 
person’s income and resources available to 
the applicant or recipient. 

‘(TIT) The Commissioner of Social Security 
is not required to furnish any authorization 
obtained pursuant to this clause to the pay- 
roll data provider. 
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“(IV) The Commissioner shall inform any 
person who provides authorization pursuant 
to this clause of the duration and scope of 
the authorization. 

“(V) If an applicant for, or recipient of, 
benefits under this title (or any such other 
person referred to in subclause (1)) refuses to 
provide, or revokes, any authorization re- 
quired by subclause (I), paragraph (2)(B) and 
paragraph (10) shall not apply to such appli- 
cant or recipient beginning with the first 
day of the first month in which he or she re- 
fuses or revokes such authorization.’’. 

(c) REPORTING RESPONSIBILITIES FOR BENE- 
FICIARIES SUBJECT TO INFORMATION EXCHANGE 
WITH PAYROLL DATA PROVIDER.— 

(1) AMENDMENT TO TITLE II.—Section 225 of 
the Social Security (42 U.S.C. 425), as amend- 
ed by subsection (b)(1), is further amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

““(d) An individual who has authorized the 
Commissioner of Social Security to obtain 
records from a payroll data provider under 
subsection (c) shall not be subject to a pen- 
alty under section 1129A for any omission or 
error with respect to such individual’s wages 
as reported by the payroll data provider.’’. 

(2) AMENDMENT TO TITLE XvVI.—Section 
1631(e) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1383(e)) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘In the case of the failure” 
and inserting ‘‘(A) In the case of the failure’’; 

(ii) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) 
through (C) as clauses (i) through (iii), re- 
spectively; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the 
Commissioner of Social Security shall find 
that good cause exists for the failure of, or 
delay by, an individual in submitting a re- 
port of an event or change in circumstances 
relevant to eligibility for or amount of bene- 
fits under this title in any case where— 

“(i) the individual (or another person re- 
ferred to in paragraph (1)(B)(iii)(1)) has pro- 
vided authorization to the Commissioner to 
access payroll data records related to the in- 
dividual; and 

‘“(ii) the event or change in circumstance 
is a change in the individual’s employer.”’; 
and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(10) An individual who has authorized the 
Commissioner of Social Security to obtain 
records from a payroll data provider under 
paragraph (1)(B)(iii) (or on whose behalf an- 
other person described in subclause (I) of 
such paragraph has provided such authoriza- 
tion) shall not be subject to a penalty under 
section 1129A for any omission or error with 
respect to such individual’s wages as re- 
ported by the payroll data provider.’’. 

(d) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Commissioner of Social Security shall 
prescribe by regulation procedures for imple- 
menting the Commissioner’s access to and 
use of information held by payroll providers, 
including— 

(1) guidelines for establishing and main- 
taining information exchanges with payroll 
providers, pursuant to section 1184 of the So- 
cial Security Act; 

(2) beneficiary authorizations; 

(3) reduced wage reporting responsibilities 
for individuals who authorize the Commis- 
sioner to access information held by payroll 
data providers through an information ex- 
change; and 

(4) procedures for notifying individuals in 
writing when they become subject to such 
reduced wage reporting requirements and 
when such reduced wage reporting require- 
ments no longer apply to them. 
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(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
date that is 1 year after the date of the en- 
actment of this Act. 

SEC. 825. TREATMENT OF EARNINGS DERIVED 
FROM SERVICES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2238(d)(4) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 423(d)(4)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“(C)(i) Subject to clause (ii), in deter- 
mining when earnings derived from services 
demonstrate an individual’s ability to en- 
gage in substantial gainful activity, such 
earnings shall be presumed to have been 
earned— 

“(J) in making a determination of initial 
entitlement on the basis of disability, in the 
month in which the services were performed 
from which such earnings were derived; and 

“(JI) in any other case, in the month in 
which such earnings were paid. 

“(ii) A presumption made under clause (i) 
shall not apply to a determination described 
in such clause if— 

“(I) the Commissioner can reasonably es- 
tablish, based on evidence readily available 
at the time of such determination, that the 
earnings were earned in a different month 
than when paid; or 

“(ID) in any case in which there is a deter- 
mination that no benefit is payable due to 
earnings, after the individual is notified of 
the presumption made and provided with an 
opportunity to submit additional informa- 
tion along with an explanation of what addi- 
tional information is needed, the individual 
shows to the satisfaction of the Commis- 
sioner that such earnings were earned in an- 
other month.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect upon 
the date of the enactment of this Act, or as 
soon as practicable thereafter. 

SEC. 826. ELECTRONIC REPORTING OF EARN- 
INGS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than September 
30, 2017, the Commissioner of Social Security 
shall establish and implement a system 
that— 

(1) allows an individual entitled to a 
monthly insurance benefit based on dis- 
ability under title II of the Social Security 
Act (or a representative of the individual) to 
report to the Commissioner the individual’s 
earnings derived from services through elec- 
tronic means, including by telephone and 
Internet; and 

(2) automatically issues a receipt to the in- 
dividual (or representative) after receiving 
each such report. 

(b) SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME RE- 
PORTING SYSTEM AS MODEL.—The Commis- 
sioner shall model the system established 
under subsection (a) on the electronic wage 
reporting systems for recipients of supple- 
mental security income under title XVI of 
such Act. 

Subtitle C—Protecting Social Security 
Benefits 
CLOSURE OF UNINTENDED LOOP- 
HOLES. 

(a) PRESUMED FILING OF APPLICATION BY IN- 
DIVIDUALS ELIGIBLE FOR OLD-AGE INSURANCE 
BENEFITS AND FOR WIFE’S OR HUSBAND’S IN- 
SURANCE BENEFITS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 202(r) of the So- 
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 402(r)) is amend- 
ed by striking paragraphs (1) and (2) and in- 
serting the following: 

“(1) If an individual is eligible for a wife’s 
or husband’s insurance benefit (except in the 
case of eligibility pursuant to clause (ii) of 
subsection (b)(1)(B) or subsection (c)(1)(B), as 
appropriate), in any month for which the in- 
dividual is entitled to an old-age insurance 
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benefit, such individual shall be deemed to 
have filed an application for wife’s or hus- 
band’s insurance benefits for such month. 

“(2) If an individual is eligible (but for sec- 
tion 202(k)(4)) for an old-age insurance ben- 
efit in any month for which the individual is 
entitled to a wife’s or husband’s insurance 
benefit (except in the case of entitlement 
pursuant to clause (ii) of subsection (b)(1)(B) 
or subsection (c)(1)(B), as appropriate), such 
individual shall be deemed to have filed an 
application for old-age insurance benefits— 

“(A) for such month, or 

“(B) if such individual is also entitled to a 
disability insurance benefit for such month, 
in the first subsequent month for which such 
individual is not entitled to a disability in- 
surance benefit.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 202 
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 402) is 
amended— 

(A) in subsection (b)(1), by striking sub- 
paragraph (B) and inserting the following: 

“(B)(i) has attained age 62, or 

“(ii) in the case of a wife, has in her care 
(individually or jointly with such individual) 
at the time of filing such application a child 
entitled to a child’s insurance benefit on the 
basis of the wages and self-employment in- 
come of such individual,’’; and 

(B) in subsection (c)(1), by striking sub- 
paragraph (B) and inserting the following: 

“(B)(i) has attained age 62, or 

“(ii) in the case of a husband, has in his 
care (individually or jointly with such indi- 
vidual) at the time of filing such application 
a child entitled to a child’s insurance benefit 
on the basis of the wages and self-employ- 
ment income of such individual,’’. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply with re- 
spect to individuals who attain age 62 in any 
calendar year after 2015. 

(b) VOLUNTARY SUSPENSION OF BENEFITS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 202 of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 402) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘“(z) VOLUNTARY SUSPENSION.—(1)(A) Except 
as otherwise provided in this subsection, any 
individual who has attained retirement age 
(as defined in section 216(1)) and is entitled to 
old-age insurance benefits may request that 
payment of such benefits be suspended— 

“(i) beginning with the month following 
the month in which such request is received 
by the Commissioner, and 

“(ii) ending with the earlier of the month 
following the month in which a request by 
the individual for a resumption of such bene- 
fits is so received or the month following the 
month in which the individual attains the 
age of 70. 

“(2) An individual may not suspend such 
benefits under this subsection, and any sus- 
pension of such benefits under this sub- 
section shall end, effective with respect to 
any month in which the individual becomes 
subject to— 

“(A) mandatory suspension of such bene- 
fits under section 202(x); 

“(B) termination of such benefits under 
section 202(n); 

“(C) a penalty under section 1129A impos- 
ing nonpayment of such benefits; or 

“(D) any other withholding, in whole or in 
part, of such benefits under any other provi- 
sion of law that authorizes recovery of a debt 
by withholding such benefits. 

“(3) In the case of an individual who re- 
quests that such benefits be suspended under 
this subsection, for any month during the pe- 
riod in which the suspension is in effect— 

“(A) no retroactive benefits (as defined in 
subsection (j)(4)(B)(iii)) shall be payable to 
such individual; 
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““(B) no monthly benefit shall be payable to 
any other individual on the basis of such in- 
dividual’s wages and self-employment in- 
come; and 

“(C) no monthly benefit shall be payable to 
such individual on the basis of another indi- 
vidual’s wages and self-employment in- 
come.”’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
202(w)(2)(B)(Gii) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 402(w)(2)(B)(ii)) is amended by insert- 
ing ‘‘under section 202(z)”’ after ‘‘request’’. 

(8) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply with re- 
spect to requests for benefit suspension sub- 
mitted beginning at least 180 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 832. REQUIREMENT FOR MEDICAL REVIEW. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 221(h) of the So- 
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 421(h)) is amend- 
ed to read as follows: 

“(h) An initial determination under sub- 
section (a), (c), (g), or (i) shall not be made 
until the Commissioner of Social Security 
has made every reasonable effort to ensure— 

“(1) in any case where there is evidence 
which indicates the existence of a mental 
impairment, that a qualified psychiatrist or 
psychologist has completed the medical por- 
tion of the case review and any applicable re- 
sidual functional capacity assessment; and 

“(2) in any case where there is evidence 
which indicates the existence of a physical 
impairment, that a qualified physician has 
completed the medical portion of the case re- 
view and any applicable residual functional 
capacity assessment.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re- 
spect to determinations of disability made 
on or after the date that is 1 year after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 833. REALLOCATION OF PAYROLL TAX REV- 
ENUE. 

(1) WAGES.—Section 201(b)(1) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401(b)(1)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘and (R) 1.80 per centum of the 
wages (as so defined) paid after December 31, 
1999, and so reported” and inserting ‘‘(R) 1.80 
per centum of the wages (as so defined) paid 
after December 31, 1999, and before January 
1, 2016, and so reported, (S) 2.87 per centum of 
the wages (as so defined) paid after Decem- 
ber 31, 2015, and before January 1, 2019, and 
so reported, and (T) 1.80 per centum of the 
wages (as so defined) paid after December 31, 
2018, and so reported,’’. 

(2) SELF-EMPLOYMENT INCOME.—Section 
201(b)(2) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 401(b)(2)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and (R) 1.80 per cen- 
tum of the amount of self-employment in- 
come (as so defined) so reported for any tax- 
able year beginning after December 31, 1999” 
and inserting ‘‘(R) 1.80 per centum of the 
amount of self-employment income (as so de- 
fined) so reported for any taxable year begin- 
ning after December 31, 1999, and before Jan- 
uary 1, 2016, (S) 2.37 per centum of the 
amount of self-employment income (as so de- 
fined) so reported for any taxable year begin- 
ning after December 31, 2015, and before Jan- 
uary 1, 2019, and (T) 1.80 per centum of the 
amount of self-employment income (as so de- 
fined) so reported for any taxable year begin- 
ning after December 31, 2018”. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to wages paid after December 31, 2015, and 
self-employment income for taxable years 
beginning after such date. 

SEC. 834. ACCESS TO FINANCIAL INFORMATION 
FOR WAIVERS AND ADJUSTMENTS 
OF RECOVERY. 

(a) ACCESS TO FINANCIAL INFORMATION FOR 

OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY INSUR- 
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ANCE WAIVERS.—Section 204(b) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 404(b)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(b)(1) In any case in which more than the 
correct amount of payment has been made, 
there shall be no adjustment of payments to, 
or recovery by the United States from, any 
person who is without fault if such adjust- 
ment or recovery would defeat the purpose of 
this title or would be against equity and 
good conscience. 

‘(2) In making for purposes of this sub- 
section any determination of whether any 
individual is without fault, the Commis- 
sioner of Social Security shall specifically 
take into account any physical, mental, edu- 
cational, or linguistic limitation such indi- 
vidual may have (including any lack of facil- 
ity with the English language). 

*(3)(A) In making for purposes of this sub- 
section any determination of whether such 
adjustment or recovery would defeat the pur- 
pose of this title, the Commissioner of Social 
Security shall require an individual to pro- 
vide authorization for the Commissioner to 
obtain (subject to the cost reimbursement 
requirements of section 1115(a) of the Right 
to Financial Privacy Act) from any financial 
institution (within the meaning of section 
1101(1) of such Act) any financial record 
(within the meaning of section 1101(2) of such 
Act) held by the institution with respect to 
such individual whenever the Commissioner 
determines the record is needed in connec- 
tion with a determination with respect to 
such adjustment or recovery. 

‘(B) Notwithstanding section 1104(a)(1) of 
the Right to Financial Privacy Act, an au- 
thorization provided by an individual pursu- 
ant this paragraph shall remain effective 
until the earlier of— 

“(i) the rendering of a final decision on 
whether adjustment or recovery would de- 
feat the purpose of this title; or 

“(ii) the express revocation by the indi- 
vidual of the authorization, in a written no- 
tification to the Commissioner. 

“(C)(i) An authorization obtained by the 
Commissioner of Social Security pursuant 
this paragraph shall be considered to meet 
the requirements of the Right to Financial 
Privacy Act for purposes of section 1103(a) of 
such Act, and need not be furnished to the fi- 
nancial institution, notwithstanding section 
1104(a) of such Act. 

“(ii) The certification requirements of sec- 
tion 1103(b) of the Right to Financial Privacy 
Act shall not apply to requests by the Com- 
missioner of Social Security pursuant to an 
authorization provided under this paragraph. 

“(iii) A request by the Commissioner pur- 
suant to an authorization provided under 
this paragraph is deemed to meet the re- 
quirements of section 1104(a)(3) of the Right 
to Financial Privacy Act and the flush lan- 
guage of section 1102 of such Act. 

“(D) The Commissioner shall inform any 
person who provides authorization pursuant 
to this paragraph of the duration and scope 
of the authorization. 

“(E) If an individual refuses to provide, or 
revokes, any authorization for the Commis- 
sioner of Social Security to obtain from any 
financial institution any financial record, 
the Commissioner may, on that basis, deter- 
mine that adjustment or recovery would not 
defeat the purpose of this title.’’. 

(b) ACCESS TO FINANCIAL INFORMATION FOR 
SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME WAIVERS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1631(b)(1)(B) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1883(b)(1)(B)) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘In making for purposes of this sub- 
paragraph a determination of whether an ad- 
justment or recovery would defeat the pur- 
pose of this title, the Commissioner of Social 
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Security shall require an individual to pro- 
vide authorization for the Commissioner to 
obtain (subject to the cost reimbursement 
requirements of section 1115(a) of the Right 
to Financial Privacy Act) from any financial 
institution (within the meaning of section 
110111) of such Act) any financial record 
(within the meaning of section 1101(2) of such 
Act) held by the institution with respect to 
such individual whenever the Commissioner 
determines that the record is needed in con- 
nection with a determination with respect to 
such adjustment or recovery, under the 
terms and conditions established under sub- 
section (e)(1)(B).”’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1631(e)(1)(B)Gi)(V) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1388(e)(1)(B)Gi)(V)) is amended by inserting 
“, determine that adjustment or recovery on 
account of an overpayment with respect to 
the applicant or recipient would not defeat 
the purpose of this title, or both” before the 
period at the end. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to determinations made on or after the date 
that is 3 months after the date of the enact- 
ment of this section. 


Subtitle D—Relieving Administrative 
Burdens and Miscellaneous Provisions 
SEC. 841. INTERAGENCY COORDINATION TO IM- 

PROVE PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title XI of the Social Se- 
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.) is amended 
by inserting after section 1127 the following: 


“INTERAGENCY COORDINATION TO IMPROVE 
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION 


“SEC. 1127A. (a) COORDINATION AGREE- 
MENT.—Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, including section 207 of this Act, the 
Commissioner of Social Security (referred to 
in this section as ‘the Commissioner’) and 
the Director of the Office of Personnel Man- 
agement (referred to in this section as ‘the 
Director’) shall enter into an agreement 
under which a system is established to carry 
out the following procedure: 

“(1) The Director shall notify the Commis- 
sioner when any individual is determined to 
be entitled to a monthly disability annuity 
payment pursuant to subchapter V of chap- 
ter 84 of subpart G of part III of title 5, 
United States Code, and shall certify that 
such individual has provided the authoriza- 
tion described in subsection (f). 

“(2) If the Commissioner determines that 
an individual described in paragraph (1) is 
also entitled to past-due benefits under sec- 
tion 223, the Commissioner shall notify the 
Director of such fact. 

“(3) Not later than 30 days after receiving 
a notification described in paragraph (2) with 
respect to an individual, the Director shall 
provide the Commissioner with the total 
amount of any disability annuity overpay- 
ments made to such individual, as well as 
any other information (in such form and 
manner as the Commissioner shall require) 
that the Commissioner determines is nec- 
essary to carry out this section. 

‘“(4) If the Director provides the Commis- 
sioner with the information described in 
paragraph (8) in a timely manner, the Com- 
missioner may withhold past-due benefits 
under section 223 to which such individual is 
entitled and may pay the amount described 
in paragraph (8) to the Office of Personnel 
Management for any disability annuity over- 
payments made to such individual. 

“(5) The Director shall credit any amount 
received under paragraph (4) with respect to 
an individual toward any disability annuity 
overpayment owed by such individual. 
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““(b) LIMITATIONS.— 

“(1) PRIORITY OF OTHER REDUCTIONS.—Ben- 
efits shall only be withheld under this sec- 
tion after any other reduction applicable 
under this Act, including sections 206(a)(4), 
224, and 1127(a). 

“(2) TIMELY NOTIFICATION REQUIRED.—The 
Commissioner may not withhold benefits 
under this section if the Director does not 
provide the notice described in subsection 
(a)(3) within the time period described in 
such subsection. 

‘“(c) DELAYED PAYMENT OF PAST-DUE BENE- 
FITS.—If the Commissioner is required to 
make a notification described in subsection 
(a)(2) with respect to an individual, the Com- 
missioner shall not make any payment of 
past-due benefits under section 223 to such 
individual until after the period described in 
subsection (a)(3). 

“(d) REVIEW.—Notwithstanding section 205 
or any other provision of law, any deter- 
mination regarding the withholding of past- 
due benefits under this section shall only be 
subject to adjudication and review by the Di- 
rector under section 8461 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

“(e) DISABILITY ANNUITY OVERPAYMENT DE- 
FINED.—For purposes of this section, the 
term ‘disability annuity overpayment’ 
means the amount of the reduction under 
section 8452(a)(2) of title 5, United States 
Code, applicable to a monthly annuity pay- 
ment made to an individual pursuant to sub- 
chapter V of chapter 84 of subpart G of part 
III of such title due to the individual’s con- 
current entitlement to a disability insurance 
benefit under section 223 during such month. 

“(f) AUTHORIZATION TO WITHHOLD BENE- 
FITS.—The authorization described in this 
subsection, with respect to an individual, is 
written authorization provided by the indi- 
vidual to the Director which authorizes the 
Commissioner to withhold past-due benefits 
under section 223 to which such individual is 
entitled in order to pay the amount withheld 
to the Office of Personnel Management for 
any disability overpayments made to such 
individual. 

“(g) EXPENSES.—The Director shall pay to 
the Social Security Administration an 
amount equal to the amount estimated by 
the Commissioner as the total cost incurred 
by the Social Security Administration in 
carrying out this section for each calendar 
quarter.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to past-due 
disability insurance benefits payable on or 
after the date that is 1 year after the date of 
the enactment of this section. 

SEC. 842. ELIMINATION OF QUINQUENNIAL DE- 
TERMINATIONS RELATING TO WAGE 
CREDITS FOR MILITARY SERVICE 
PRIOR TO 1957. 

Section 217(g¢)(2) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 417(g)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘through 2010” after ‘‘each 
fifth year thereafter”; and 

(2) by inserting after the first sentence the 
following: ‘‘The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall revise the amount de- 
termined under paragraph (1) with respect to 
the Federal Hospital Insurance Trust Fund 
under title XVIII in 2015 and each fifth year 
thereafter through such date, and using such 
data, as the Secretary determines appro- 
priate on the basis of the amount of benefits 
and administrative expenses actually paid 
from such Trust Fund under title XVIII and 
the relevant actuarial assumptions set forth 
in the report of the Board of Trustees of such 
Trust Fund for such year under section 
1817(b).’’. 
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SEC. 843. CERTIFICATION OF BENEFITS PAYABLE 
TO A DIVORCED SPOUSE OF A RAIL- 
ROAD WORKER TO THE RAILROAD 
RETIREMENT BOARD. 

Section 205(i) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 405(i)) is amended by inserting ‘‘or di- 
vorced wife or divorced husband” after ‘‘the 
wife or husband’’. 

SEC. 844. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS TO ELIMI- 
NATE OBSOLETE PROVISIONS. 

(a) ELIMINATION OF REFERENCE IN SECTION 
226 TO A REPEALED PROVISION.—Section 226 of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 426) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (i); and 

(2) by redesignating subsection (j) as sub- 
section (i). 

(b) ELIMINATION OF REFERENCE IN SECTION 
226A TO A REPEALED PROVISION.—Section 
226A of such Act (42 U.S.C. 426-1) is amended 
by striking the second subsection (c). 

SEC. 845. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS TO CON- 
GRESS. 

(a) REPORT ON FRAUD AND IMPROPER PAY- 
MENT PREVENTION ACTIVITIES.—Section 704(b) 
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 904(b)) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“(3) For each fiscal year beginning with 
2016 and ending with 2021, the Commissioner 
shall include in the annual budget prepared 
pursuant to subparagraph (A) a report de- 
scribing the purposes for which amounts 
made available for purposes described in sec- 
tion 251(b)(2)(B) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 for 
the fiscal year were expended by the Social 
Security Administration and the purposes 
for which the Commissioner plans for the 
Administration to expend such funds in the 
succeeding fiscal year, including— 

“(A) the total such amount expended; 

‘“(B) the amount expended on co-operative 
disability investigation units; 

“(C) the number of cases of fraud prevented 
by co-operative disability investigation 
units and the amount expended on such cases 
(as reported to the Commissioner by the In- 
spector General of the Social Security Ad- 
ministration); 

‘(D) the number of felony cases prosecuted 
under section 208 (as reported to the Com- 
missioner by the Inspector General) and the 
amount expended by the Social Security Ad- 
ministration in supporting the prosecution 
of such cases; 

“(E) the amount of such felony cases suc- 
cessfully prosecuted (as reported to the Com- 
missioner by the Inspector General) and the 
amount expended by the Social Security Ad- 
ministration in supporting the prosecution 
of such cases; 

‘(F) the amount expended on and the num- 
ber of completed— 

“(i) continuing disability reviews con- 
ducted by mail; 

“(ii) redeterminations conducted by mail; 

“(iii) medical continuing disability reviews 
conducted pursuant to section 221(i); 

“(iv) medical continuing disability reviews 
conducted pursuant to 1614(a)(3)(H); 

“(v) redeterminations conducted pursuant 
to section 1611(c); and 

“(vi) work-related continuing disability re- 
views to determine whether earnings derived 
from services demonstrate an individual’s 
ability to engage in substantial gainful ac- 
tivity; 

“(G) the number of cases of fraud identified 
for which benefits were terminated as a re- 
sult of medical continuing disability reviews 
(as reported to the Commissioner by the In- 
spector General), work-related continuing 
disability reviews, and redeterminations, 
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and the amount of resulting savings for each 
such type of review or redetermination; and 

“(H) the number of work-related con- 
tinuing disability reviews in which a bene- 
ficiary improperly reported earnings derived 
from services for more than 3 consecutive 
months, and the amount of resulting sav- 
ings.’’. 

(b) REPORT ON WORK-RELATED CONTINUING 
DISABILITY REVIEWS.—The Commissioner of 
Social Security shall annually submit to the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on Fi- 
nance of the Senate a report on the number 
of work-related continuing disability reviews 
conducted each year to determine whether 
earnings derived from services demonstrate 
an individual’s ability to engage in substan- 
tial gainful activity. Such report shall in- 
clude— 

(1) the number of individuals receiving 
benefits based on disability under title II of 
such Act for whom reports of earnings were 
received from any source by the Commis- 
sioner in the previous calendar year, re- 
ported as a total number and separately by 
the source of the report; 

(2) the number of individuals for whom 
such reports resulted in a determination to 
conduct a work-related continuing disability 
review, and the basis on which such deter- 
minations were made; 

(3) in the case of a beneficiary selected for 
a work-related continuing disability review 
on the basis of a report of earnings from any 
source— 

(A) the average number of days— 

(i) between the receipt of the report and 
the initiation of the review, 

(ii) between the initiation and the comple- 
tion of the review, and 

(iii) the average amount of overpayment, if 
any; 

(B) the number of such reviews completed 
during such calendar year, and the number 
of such reviews that resulted in a suspension 
or termination of benefits; 

(C) the number of such reviews initiated in 
the current year that had not been com- 
pleted as of the end of such calendar year; 

(D) the number of such reviews initiated in 
a prior year that had not been completed as 
of the end of such calendar year; 

(4) the total savings to the Trust Funds 
and the Treasury generated from benefits 
suspended or terminated as a result of such 
reviews; and 

(5) with respect to individuals for whom a 
work-related continuing disability review 
was completed during such calendar year— 

(A) the number who participated in the 
Ticket to Work program under section 1148 
during such calendar year; 

(B) the number who used any program 
work incentives during such calendar year; 
and 

(C) the number who received vocational re- 
habilitation services during such calendar 
year with respect to which the Commissioner 
of Social Security reimbursed a State agen- 
cy under section 222(d). 

(c) REPORT ON OVERPAYMENT WAIVERS.— 
Not later than January 1 of each calendar 
year, the Commissioner of Social Security 
shall submit to the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Finance of the Senate a 
report on— 

(1) the number and total value of overpay- 
ments recovered or scheduled to be recovered 
by the Social Security Administration dur- 
ing the previous fiscal year of benefits under 
title II and title XVI, respectively, including 
the terms and conditions of repayment of 
such overpayments; and 
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(2) the number and total value of overpay- 
ments waived by the Social Security Admin- 
istration during the previous fiscal year of 
benefits under title II and title XVI, respec- 
tively. 

SEC. 846. EXPEDITED EXAMINATION OF ADMINIS- 
TRATIVE LAW JUDGES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Office of Per- 
sonnel Management shall, upon request of 
the Commissioner of Social Security, expedi- 
tiously administer a sufficient number of 
competitive examinations, as determined by 
the Commissioner, for the purpose of identi- 
fying an adequate number of candidates to 
be appointed as Administrative Law Judges 
under section 3105 of title 5, United States 
Code. The first such examination shall take 
place not later than April 1, 2016 and other 
examinations shall take place at such time 
or times requested by the Commissioner, but 
not later than December 31, 2022. Such ex- 
aminations shall proceed even if one or more 
individuals who took a prior examination 
have appealed an adverse determination and 
one or more of such appeals have not con- 
cluded, provided that— 

(1) the Commissioner of Social Security 
has made a determination that delaying the 
examination poses a significant risk that an 
adequate number of Administrative Law 
Judges will not be available to meet the need 
of the Social Security Administration to re- 
duce or prevent a backlog of cases awaiting 
a hearing; 

(2) an individual whose appeal is pending is 
provided an option to continue their appeal 
or elects to take the new examination, in 
which case the appeal is considered vacated; 
and 

(3) an individual who decides to continue 
his or her appeal and who ultimately pre- 
vails in the appeal shall receive expeditious 
consideration for hire by the Office Per- 
sonnel Management and the Commissioner 
of Social Security. 

(b) PAYMENT OF CosTs.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the Commis- 
sioner of Social Security shall pay the full 
cost associated with each examination con- 
ducted pursuant to subsection (a). 

TITLE IX—TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF 

PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT 
SEC. 901. TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF PUBLIC 
DEBT LIMIT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3101(b) of title 31, 
United States Code, shall not apply for the 
period beginning on the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act and ending on March 15, 
2017. 

(b) SPECIAL RULE RELATING TO OBLIGATIONS 
ISSUED DURING EXTENSION PERIOD.—Effective 
March 16, 2017, the limitation in effect under 
section 3101(b) of title 31, United States 
Code, shall be increased to the extent that— 

(1) the face amount of obligations issued 
under chapter 31 of such title and the face 
amount of obligations whose principal and 
interest are guaranteed by the United States 
Government (except guaranteed obligations 
held by the Secretary of the Treasury) out- 
standing on March 16, 2017, exceeds 

(2) the face amount of such obligations 
outstanding on the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

SEC. 902. RESTORING CONGRESSIONAL AUTHOR- 
ITY OVER THE NATIONAL DEBT. 

(a) EXTENSION LIMITED TO NECESSARY OBLI- 
GATIONS.—An obligation shall not be taken 
into account under section 901(b)(1) unless 
the issuance of such obligation was nec- 
essary to fund a commitment incurred pur- 
suant to law by the Federal Government 
that required payment before March 16, 2017. 
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(b) PROHIBITION ON CREATION OF CASH RE- 
SERVE DURING EXTENSION PERIOD.—The Sec- 
retary of the Treasury shall not issue obliga- 
tions during the period specified in section 
901(a) for the purpose of increasing the cash 
balance above normal operating balances in 
anticipation of the expiration of such period. 

TITLE X—SPECTRUM PIPELINE 
SEC. 1001. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Spectrum 
Pipeline Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 1002. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 

(1) ASSISTANT SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘As- 
sistant Secretary’’ means the Assistant Sec- 
retary of Commerce for Communications and 
Information. 

(2) COMMISSION.—The term ‘‘Commission’’ 
means the Federal Communications Com- 
mission. 

(8) FEDERAL ENTITY.—The term ‘‘Federal 
entity” has the meaning given such term in 
section 113(1) of the National Telecommuni- 
cations and Information Administration Or- 
ganization Act (47 U.S.C. 923(1)). 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of Commerce. 

SEC. 1003. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION. 

Each range of frequencies described in this 
title shall be construed to be inclusive of the 
upper and lower frequencies in the range. 
SEC. 1004. IDENTIFICATION, REALLOCATION, AND 

AUCTION OF FEDERAL SPECTRUM. 

(a) IDENTIFICATION OF SPECTRUM.—Not 
later than January 1, 2022, the Secretary 
shall submit to the President and to the 
Commission a report identifying 30 mega- 
hertz of electromagnetic spectrum (in bands 
of not less than 10 megahertz of contiguous 
frequencies) below the frequency of 3: 
gigahertz (except for the spectrum between 
the frequencies of 1675 megahertz and 1695 
megahertz) for reallocation from Federal use 
to non-Federal use or shared Federal and 
non-Federal use, or a combination thereof. 

(b) CLEARING OF SPECTRUM.—The President 
shall— 

(1) not later than January 1, 2022, begin the 
process of withdrawing or modifying the as- 
signment to a Federal Government station of 
the electromagnetic spectrum identified 
under subsection (a); and 

(2) not later than 30 days after completing 
the withdrawal or modification, notify the 
Commission that the withdrawal or modi- 
fication is complete. 

(c) REALLOCATION AND AUCTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall— 

(A) reallocate the electromagnetic spec- 
trum identified under subsection (a) for non- 
Federal use or shared Federal and non-Fed- 
eral use, or a combination thereof; and 

(B) notwithstanding paragraph (15)(A) of 
section 309(j) of the Communications Act of 
1934 (47 U.S.C. 309(j)), not later than July 1, 
2024, begin a system of competitive bidding 
under such section to grant new initial li- 
censes for the use of such spectrum, subject 
to flexible-use service rules. 

(2) PROCEEDS TO COVER 110 PERCENT OF FED- 
ERAL RELOCATION OR SHARING COSTS.—Noth- 
ing in paragraph (1) shall be construed to re- 
lieve the Commission from the requirements 
of section 309(j)(16)(B) of the Communica- 
tions Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 309(j)(16)(B)). 

SEC. 1005. ADDITIONAL USES OF SPECTRUM RE- 
LOCATION FUND. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 118 of the Na- 
tional Telecommunications and Information 
Administration Organization Act (47 U.S.C. 
928) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (g) as sub- 
section (i); and 
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(2) by inserting after subsection (f) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(¢) ADDITIONAL PAYMENTS FOR RESEARCH 
AND DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING ACTIVI- 
TIES.— 

“1 AMOUNTS AVAILABLE.—Notwith- 
standing subsections (c) through (e)— 

“(A) there are appropriated from the Fund 
on the date of the enactment of the Spec- 
trum Pipeline Act of 2015, and available to 
the Director of OMB for use in accordance 
with paragraph (2), not more than $500,000,000 
from amounts in the Fund on such date of 
enactment; and 

‘“(B) there are appropriated from the Fund 
after such date of enactment, and available 
to the Director of OMB for use in accordance 
with such paragraph, not more than 10 per- 
cent of the amounts deposited in the Fund 
after such date of enactment. 

‘(2) USE OF AMOUNTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Director of OMB 
may use amounts made available under para- 
graph (1) to make payments requested by 
Federal entities for research and develop- 
ment, engineering studies, economic anal- 
yses, activities with respect to systems, or 
other planning activities intended to im- 
prove the efficiency and effectiveness of the 
spectrum use of Federal entities in order to 
make available frequencies described in sub- 
paragraph (C) for reallocation for non-Fed- 
eral use or shared Federal and non-Federal 
use, or a combination thereof, and for auc- 
tion in accordance with such reallocation. 

‘“(B) SYSTEMS THAT IMPROVE EFFICIENCY 
AND EFFECTIVENESS OF FEDERAL SPECTRUM 
USE.—For purposes of a payment under sub- 
paragraph (A) for activities with respect to 
systems that improve the efficiency and ef- 
fectiveness of the spectrum use of Federal 
entities, such systems include the following: 

“(i) Systems that have increased func- 
tionality or that increase the ability of a 
Federal entity to accommodate spectrum 
sharing with non-Federal entities. 

“(ii) Systems that consolidate functions or 
services that have been provided using sepa- 
rate systems. 

““(iii) Non-spectrum technology or systems. 

“(C) FREQUENCIES DESCRIBED.—The fre- 
quencies described in this subparagraph are, 
with respect to a payment under subpara- 
graph (A), frequencies that— 

“(i) are assigned to a Federal entity; and 

“(i) at the time of the activities con- 
ducted with such payment, are not identified 
for auction. 

“(D) CONDITIONS.—The Director of OMB 
may not make a payment to a Federal entity 
under subparagraph (A)— 

(i) unless— 

“(I) the Federal entity has submitted to 
the Technical Panel established under sec- 
tion 118(h)(8) a plan describing the activities 
that the Federal entity will conduct with 
such payment; 

“(II) the Technical Panel has approved 
such plan under subparagraph (E); and 

“(JIT) the Director of OMB has submitted 
the plan approved under subparagraph (E) to 
the congressional committees described in 
subsection (d)(2)(C); and 

“(ii) until 60 days have elapsed after sub- 
mission of the plan under clause (i)(III). 

(E) REVIEW BY TECHNICAL PANEL.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days 
after a Federal entity submits a plan under 
subparagraph (D)(i)(1) to the Technical Panel 
established under section 113(h)(3), the Tech- 
nical Panel shall approve or disapprove such 
plan. 

“(ii) CRITERIA FOR REVIEW.—In considering 
whether to approve or disapprove a plan 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


under this subparagraph, the Technical 
Panel shall consider whether— 

“(T) the activities that the Federal entity 
will conduct with the payment will— 

‘‘(aa) increase the probability of relocation 
from or sharing of Federal spectrum; 

“(bb) facilitate an auction intended to 
occur not later than 8 years after the pay- 
ment; and 

“(cc) increase the net expected auction 
proceeds in an amount not less than the time 
value of the amount of the payment; and 

“(II) the transfer will leave sufficient 
amounts in the Fund for the other purposes 
of the Fund. 

‘(h) PRIORITIZATION OF PAYMENTS.—In de- 
termining whether to make payments under 
subsections (f) and (g), the Director of OMB 
shall, to the extent practicable, prioritize 
payments under subsection (g).’’. 

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT FOR TECH- 
NICAL PANEL.—Section 113(h)(3)(C) of the Na- 
tional Telecommunications and Information 
Administration Organization Act (47 U.S.C. 
923(h)(3)(C)) is amended by striking ‘‘this 
subsection and subsection (i)? and inserting 
“this subsection, subsection (i), and section 
118(g)(2)(E)’’. 

(c) ELIGIBLE FEDERAL ENTITIES.—Section 
118 of the National Telecommunications and 
Information Administration Organization 
Act (47 U.S.C. 923) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (g)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘authorized to use a band of 
eligible frequencies described in paragraph 
(2) and’’; 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘eligible’’ after ‘‘auction 
of”; 

(iii) by inserting ‘‘eligible’’ after ‘‘realloca- 
tion of”; and 

(B) in paragraph (8)(A), by striking ‘‘pre- 
viously assigned to such entity or the shar- 
ing of spectrum frequencies assigned to such 
entity” and inserting ‘‘or the sharing of 
spectrum frequencies”; and 

(2) in subsection (h)(1), by striking 
thorized to use any such frequency”. 
SEC. 1006. PLANS FOR AUCTION OF CERTAIN 

SPECTRUM. 

(a) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—In accordance 
with each paragraph of subsection (c), the 
Commission, in coordination with the Assist- 
ant Secretary, shall submit to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
of the Senate a report containing a proposed 
plan for the assignment of new licenses for 
non-Federal use of the spectrum identified 
under such paragraph, including— 

(1) an assessment of the operations of Fed- 
eral entities that operate Federal Govern- 
ment stations authorized to use such spec- 
trum; 

(2) an estimated timeline for the competi- 
tive bidding process; and 

(3) a proposed plan for balance between un- 
licensed and licensed use. 

(b) INFORMATION FOR ASSESSMENT OF FED- 
ERAL ENTITY OPERATIONS.—The Assistant 
Secretary, in coordination with the affected 
Federal entities, shall provide to the Com- 
mission the necessary information to carry 
out subsection (a)(1). 

(c) REPORT DEADLINES; IDENTIFICATION OF 
SPECTRUM.—The Commission shall submit 
reports under subsection (a) as follows: 

(1) Not later than January 1, 2022, for at 
least 50 megahertz of spectrum (in bands of 
not less than 10 megahertz of contiguous fre- 
quencies) below 6 gigahertz, to be identified 
by the Commission, in coordination with the 
Assistant Secretary, from spectrum other 
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than the spectrum identified under section 
1004(a). 

(2) Not later than January 1, 2024, for at 
least 50 megahertz of spectrum (in bands of 
not less than 10 megahertz of contiguous fre- 
quencies) below 6 gigahertz, to be identified 
by the Commission, in coordination with the 
Assistant Secretary, from spectrum other 
than the spectrum identified under para- 
graph (1) or section 1004(a). 

SEC. 1007. FCC AUCTION AUTHORITY. 

Section 309(j)(11) of the Communications 
Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 309(j)(11)) is amended by 
inserting before the period at the end the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘, except that, with respect to the 
electromagnetic spectrum identified under 
section 1004(a) of the Spectrum Pipeline Act 
of 2015, such authority shall expire on Sep- 
tember 30, 2025”. 

SEC. 1008. REPORTS TO CONGRESS. 

Not later than 3 years after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Commission shall 
submit to Congress— 

(1) a report containing an analysis of the 
results of the rules changes relating to the 
frequencies between 3550 megahertz and 3650 
megahertz; and 

(2) a report containing an analysis of pro- 
posals to promote and identify additional 
spectrum bands that can be shared between 
incumbent uses and new licensed, and unli- 
censed services under such rules and identi- 
fication of at least 1 gigahertz between 6 
gigahertz and 57 GHz for such use. 

TITLE XI—REVENUE PROVISIONS 
RELATED TO TAX COMPLIANCE 
SEC. 1101. PARTNERSHIP AUDITS AND ADJUST- 
MENTS. 

(a) REPEAL OF TEFRA PARTNERSHIP AUDIT 
RULES.—Chapter 63 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 is amended by striking sub- 
chapter C (and by striking the item relating 
to such subchapter in the table of sub- 
chapters for such chapter). 

(b) REPEAL OF ELECTING LARGE PARTNER- 
SHIP RULES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter K of chapter 1 
of such Code is amended by striking part IV 
(and by striking the item relating to such 
part in the table of parts for such sub- 
chapter). 

(2) ASSESSMENT RULES RELATING TO ELECT- 
ING LARGE PARTNERSHIPS.—Chapter 63 of such 
Code is amended by striking subchapter D 
(and by striking the item relating to such 
subchapter in the table of subchapters for 
such chapter). 

(c) PARTNERSHIP AUDIT REFORM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 63 of such Code, 
as amended by the preceding provisions of 
this section, is amended by inserting after 
subchapter B the following new subchapter: 

“Subchapter C—Treatment of Partnerships 

“PART I—IN GENERAL 
“PART II—PARTNERSHIP ADJUSTMENTS 
“PART III —PROCEDURE 
“PART IV—DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES 
“PART I—IN GENERAL 
“Sec. 6221. Determination at partnership 
level. 
“Sec. 6222. Partner’s return must be con- 
sistent with partnership return. 
“Sec. 6223. Designation of partnership rep- 
resentative. 
“SEC. 6221. DETERMINATION AT PARTNERSHIP 
LEVEL. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Any adjustment to 
items of income, gain, loss, deduction, or 
credit of a partnership for a partnership tax- 
able year (and any partner’s distributive 
share thereof) shall be determined, any tax 
attributable thereto shall be assessed and 
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collected, and the applicability of any pen- 
alty, addition to tax, or additional amount 
which relates to an adjustment to any such 
item or share shall be determined, at the 
partnership level pursuant to this sub- 
chapter. 

‘(b) ELECTION OUT FOR CERTAIN PARTNER- 
SHIPS WITH 100 OR FEWER PARTNERS, ETC.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—This subchapter shall 
not apply with respect to any partnership for 
any taxable year if— 

“(A) the partnership elects the application 
of this subsection for such taxable year, 

‘“(B) for such taxable year the partnership 
is required to furnish 100 or fewer statements 
under section 6031(b) with respect to its part- 
ners, 

‘“(C) each of the partners of such partner- 
ship is an individual, a C corporation, any 
foreign entity that would be treated as a C 
corporation were it domestic, an S corpora- 
tion, or an estate of a deceased partner, 

“(D) the election— 

“(i) is made with a timely filed return for 
such taxable year, and 

“(ii) includes (in the manner prescribed by 
the Secretary) a disclosure of the name and 
taxpayer identification number of each part- 
ner of such partnership, and 

“(E) the partnership notifies each such 
partner of such election in the manner pre- 
scribed by the Secretary. 

‘(2) SPECIAL RULES RELATING TO CERTAIN 
PARTNERS.— 

‘(A) S CORPORATION PARTNERS.—In the case 
of a partner that is an S corporation— 

“(i) the partnership shall only be treated 
as meeting the requirements of paragraph 
(1)(C) with respect to such partner if such 
partnership includes (in the manner pre- 
scribed by the Secretary) a disclosure of the 
name and taxpayer identification number of 
each person with respect to whom such S 
corporation is required to furnish a state- 
ment under section 6037(b) for the taxable 
year of the S corporation ending with or 
within the partnership taxable year for 
which the application of this subsection is 
elected, and 

“(ii) the statements such S corporation is 
required to so furnish shall be treated as 
statements furnished by the partnership for 
purposes of paragraph (1)(B). 

‘“(B) FOREIGN PARTNERS.—For purposes of 
paragraph (1)(D)(ii), the Secretary may pro- 
vide for alternative identification of any for- 
eign partners. 

“(C) OTHER PARTNERS.—The Secretary may 
by regulation or other guidance prescribe 
rules similar to the rules of subparagraph (A) 
with respect to any partners not described in 
such subparagraph or paragraph (1)(C). 

“SEC. 6222. PARTNER’S RETURN MUST BE CON- 
SISTENT WITH PARTNERSHIP RE- 
TURN. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—A partner shall, on the 
partner’s return, treat each item of income, 
gain, loss, deduction, or credit attributable 
to a partnership in a manner which is con- 
sistent with the treatment of such income, 
gain, loss, deduction, or credit on the part- 
nership return. 

‘(b) UNDERPAYMENT DUE TO INCONSISTENT 
TREATMENT ASSESSED AS MATH ERROR.—Any 
underpayment of tax by a partner by reason 
of failing to comply with the requirements of 
subsection (a) shall be assessed and collected 
in the same manner as if such underpayment 
were on account of a mathematical or cler- 
ical error appearing on the partner’s return. 
Paragraph (2) of section 6213(b) shall not 
apply to any assessment of an underpayment 
referred to in the preceding sentence. 

‘(¢) EXCEPTION FOR NOTIFICATION OF INCON- 
SISTENT TREATMENT.— 
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“(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any item 
referred to in subsection (a), if— 

“(A)(i) the partnership has filed a return 
but the partner’s treatment on the partner’s 
return is (or may be) inconsistent with the 
treatment of the item on the partnership re- 
turn, or 

“(i) the partnership has not filed a return, 
and 

“(B) the partner files with the Secretary a 
statement identifying the inconsistency, 
subsections (a) and (b) shall not apply to 
such item. 

‘(2) PARTNER RECEIVING INCORRECT INFOR- 
MATION.—A partner shall be treated as hav- 
ing complied with subparagraph (B) of para- 
graph (1) with respect to an item if the part- 
ner— 

“(A) demonstrates to the satisfaction of 
the Secretary that the treatment of the item 
on the partner’s return is consistent with the 
treatment of the item on the statement fur- 
nished to the partner by the partnership, and 

“(B) elects to have this paragraph apply 
with respect to that item. 

‘“(d) FINAL DECISION ON CERTAIN POSITIONS 
NoT BINDING ON PARTNERSHIP.—Any final de- 
cision with respect to an inconsistent posi- 
tion identified under subsection (c) in a pro- 
ceeding to which the partnership is not a 
party shall not be binding on the partner- 
ship. 

“(e) ADDITION TO TAX FOR FAILURE TO COM- 
PLY WITH SECTION.—For addition to tax in 
the case of a partner’s disregard of the re- 
quirements of this section, see part II of sub- 
chapter A of chapter 68. 

“SEC. 6223. PARTNERS BOUND BY ACTIONS OF 
PARTNERSHIP. 

‘“(a) DESIGNATION OF PARTNERSHIP REP- 
RESENTATIVE.—Hach partnership shall des- 
ignate (in the manner prescribed by the Sec- 
retary) a partner (or other person) with a 
substantial presence in the United States as 
the partnership representative who shall 
have the sole authority to act on behalf of 
the partnership under this subchapter. In 
any case in which such a designation is not 
in effect, the Secretary may select any per- 
son as the partnership representative. 

‘“(b) BINDING EFFECT.—A partnership and 
all partners of such partnership shall be 
bound— 

“(1) by actions taken under this sub- 
chapter by the partnership, and 

(2) by any final decision in a proceeding 
brought under this subchapter with respect 
to the partnership. 

“PART II—PARTNERSHIP ADJUSTMENTS 


“Sec. 6225. Partnership adjustment by Sec- 
retary. 

“Sec. 6226. Alternative to payment of im- 
puted underpayment by part- 
nership. 

“Sec. 6227. Administrative adjustment re- 
quest by partnership. 

“SEC. 6225. PARTNERSHIP ADJUSTMENT BY SEC- 

RETARY. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any ad- 
justment by the Secretary in the amount of 
any item of income, gain, loss, deduction, or 
credit of a partnership, or any partner’s dis- 
tributive share thereof— 

“(1) the partnership shall pay any imputed 
underpayment with respect to such adjust- 
ment in the adjustment year as provided in 
section 6232, and 

(2) any adjustment that does not result in 
an imputed underpayment shall be taken 
into account by the partnership in the ad- 
justment year— 

“(A) except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), as a reduction in non-separately stated 
income or an increase in non-separately stat- 
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ed loss (whichever is appropriate) under sec- 
tion 702(a)(8), or 

“(B) in the case of an item of credit, as a 
separately stated item. 

“(b) DETERMINATION OF IMPUTED UNDER- 
PAYMENTS.—For purposes of this sub- 
chapter— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (c), any imputed underpayment 
with respect to any partnership adjustment 
for any reviewed year shall be determined— 

“(A) by netting all adjustments of items of 
income, gain, loss, or deduction and multi- 
plying such net amount by the highest rate 
of tax in effect for the reviewed year under 
section 1 or 11, 

“(B) by treating any net increase or de- 
crease in loss under subparagraph (A) as a 
decrease or increase, respectively, in income, 
and 

‘(C) by taking into account any adjust- 
ments to items of credit as an increase or de- 
crease, aS the case may be, in the amount de- 
termined under subparagraph (A). 

‘(2) ADJUSTMENTS TO DISTRIBUTIVE SHARES 
OF PARTNERS NOT NETTED.—In the case of any 
adjustment which reallocates the distribu- 
tive share of any item from one partner to 
another, such adjustment shall be taken into 


account under paragraph (1) by disre- 
garding— 

“(A) any decrease in any item of income or 
gain, and 


“(B) any increase in any item of deduction, 
loss, or credit. 

‘(c) MODIFICATION OF IMPUTED UNDERPAY- 
MENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish procedures under which the imputed 
underpayment amount may be modified con- 
sistent with the requirements of this sub- 
section. 

‘*(2) AMENDED RETURNS OF PARTNERS.— 

‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Such procedures shall 
provide that if— 

“(i) one or more partners file returns (not- 
withstanding section 6511) for the taxable 
year of the partners which includes the end 
of the reviewed year of the partnership, 

“(ii) such returns take into account all ad- 
justments under subsection (a) properly allo- 
cable to such partners (and for any other 
taxable year with respect to which any tax 
attribute is affected by reason of such ad- 
justments), and 

“(iii) payment of any tax due is included 
with such return, 
then the imputed underpayment amount 
shall be determined without regard to the 
portion of the adjustments so taken into ac- 
count. 

‘(B) REALLOCATION OF DISTRIBUTIVE 
SHARE.—In the case of any adjustment which 
reallocates the distributive share of any 
item from one partner to another, paragraph 
(2) shall apply only if returns are filed by all 
partners affected by such adjustment. 

(3) TAX-EXEMPT PARTNERS.—Such proce- 
dures shall provide for determining the im- 
puted underpayment without regard to the 
portion thereof that the partnership dem- 
onstrates is allocable to a partner that 
would not owe tax by reason of its status as 
a tax-exempt entity (as defined in section 
168(h)(2)). 

‘(4) MODIFICATION OF APPLICABLE HIGHEST 
TAX RATES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Such procedures shall 
provide for taking into account a rate of tax 
lower than the rate of tax described in sub- 
section (b)(1)(A) with respect to any portion 
of the imputed underpayment that the part- 
nership demonstrates is allocable to a part- 
ner which— 
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“(i) in the case of ordinary income, is a C 
corporation, or 

“(ii) in the case of a capital gain or quali- 

fied dividend, is an individual. 
In no event shall the lower rate determined 
under the preceding sentence be less than 
the highest rate in effect with respect to the 
income and taxpayer described in clause (i) 
or clause (ii), as the case may be. For pur- 
poses of clause (ii), an S corporation shall be 
treated as an individual. 

‘(B) PORTION OF IMPUTED UNDERPAYMENT 
TO WHICH LOWER RATE APPLIES.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), the portion of the imputed under- 
payment to which the lower rate applies 
with respect to a partner under subpara- 
graph (A) shall be determined by reference to 
the partners’ distributive share of items to 
which the imputed underpayment relates. 

‘(ii) RULE IN CASE OF VARIED TREATMENT OF 
ITEMS AMONG PARTNERS.—If the imputed un- 
derpayment is attributable to the adjust- 
ment of more than 1 item, and any partner’s 
distributive share of such items is not the 
same with respect to all such items, then the 
portion of the imputed underpayment to 
which the lower rate applies with respect to 
a partner under subparagraph (A) shall be de- 
termined by reference to the amount which 
would have been the partner’s distributive 
share of net gain or loss if the partnership 
had sold all of its assets at their fair market 
value as of the close of the reviewed year of 
the partnership. 

‘(5) OTHER PROCEDURES FOR MODIFICATION 
OF IMPUTED UNDERPAYMENT.—The Secretary 
may by regulations or guidance provide for 
additional procedures to modify imputed un- 
derpayment amounts on the basis of such 
other factors as the Secretary determines 
are necessary or appropriate to carry out the 
purposes of this subsection. 

‘(6) YEAR AND DAY FOR SUBMISSION TO SEC- 
RETARY.—Anything required to be submitted 
pursuant to paragraph (1) shall be submitted 
to the Secretary not later than the close of 
the 270-day period beginning on the date on 
which the notice of a proposed partnership 
adjustment is mailed under section 6231 un- 
less such period is extended with the consent 
of the Secretary. 

‘(7) DECISION OF SECRETARY.—Any modi- 
fication of the imputed underpayment 
amount under this subsection shall be made 
only upon approval of such modification by 
the Secretary. 

‘“(d) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this 
subchapter— 

“(1) REVIEWED YEAR.—The term ‘reviewed 
year’ means the partnership taxable year to 
which the item being adjusted relates. 

‘(2) ADJUSTMENT YEAR.—The term ‘adjust- 
ment year’ means the partnership taxable 
year in which— 

“(A) in the case of an adjustment pursuant 
to the decision of a court in a proceeding 
brought under section 6234, such decision be- 
comes final, 

“(B) in the case of an administrative ad- 
justment request under section 6227, such ad- 
ministrative adjustment request is made, or 

“(C) in any other case, notice of the final 
partnership adjustment is mailed under sec- 
tion 6281. 

“SEC. 6226. ALTERNATIVE TO PAYMENT OF IM- 
PUTED UNDERPAYMENT BY PART- 
NERSHIP. 

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—If the partnership— 

“(1) not later than 45 days after the date of 
the notice of final partnership adjustment, 
elects the application of this section with re- 
spect to an imputed underpayment, and 

“(2) at such time and in such manner as 
the Secretary may provide, furnishes to each 
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partner of the partnership for the reviewed 
year and to the Secretary a statement of the 
partner’s share of any adjustment to income, 
gain, loss, deduction, or credit (as deter- 
mined in the notice of final partnership ad- 
justment), 

section 6225 shall not apply with respect to 
such underpayment and each such partner 
shall take such adjustment into account as 
provided in subsection (b). The election 
under paragraph (1) shall be made in such 
manner as the Secretary may provide and, 
once made, shall be revocable only with the 
consent of the Secretary. 

“(b) ADJUSTMENTS TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT BY 
PARTNER.— 

“(1) TAX IMPOSED IN YEAR OF STATEMENT.— 
Each partner’s tax imposed by chapter 1 for 
the taxable year which includes the date the 
statement was furnished under subsection (a) 
shall be increased by the aggregate of the ad- 
justment amounts determined under para- 
graph (2) for the taxable years referred to 
therein. 

“(2) ADJUSTMENT AMOUNTS.—The adjust- 
ment amounts determined under this para- 
graph are— 

“(A) in the case of the taxable year of the 
partner which includes the end of the re- 
viewed year, the amount by which the tax 
imposed under chapter 1 would increase if 
the partner’s share of the adjustments de- 
scribed in subsection (a) were taken into ac- 
count for such taxable year, plus 

‘“(B) in the case of any taxable year after 
the taxable year referred to in subparagraph 
(A) and before the taxable year referred to in 
paragraph (1), the amount by which the tax 
imposed under chapter 1 would increase by 
reason of the adjustment to tax attributes 
under paragraph (8). 

‘(3) ADJUSTMENT OF TAX ATTRIBUTES.—Any 
tax attribute which would have been affected 
if the adjustments described in subsection 
(a) were taken into account for the taxable 
year referred to in paragraph (2)(A) shall— 

“(A) in the case of any taxable year re- 
ferred to in paragraph (2)(B), be appro- 
priately adjusted for purposes of applying 
such paragraph, and 

‘“(B) in the case of any subsequent taxable 
year, be appropriately adjusted. 

‘(c) PENALTIES AND INTEREST.— 

“(1) PENALTIES.—Notwithstanding sub- 
sections (a) and (b), any penalties, additions 
to tax, or additional amount shall be deter- 
mined as provided under section 6221 and the 
partners of the partnership for the reviewed 
year shall be liable for any such penalty, ad- 
dition to tax, or additional amount. 

‘“(2) INTEREST.—In the case of an imputed 
underpayment with respect to which the ap- 
plication of this section is elected, interest 
shall be determined— 

“(A) at the partner level, 

‘“(B) from the due date of the return for the 
taxable year to which the increase is attrib- 
utable (determined by taking into account 
any increases attributable to a change in tax 
attributes for a taxable year under sub- 
section (b)(2)), and 

“(C) at the underpayment rate under sec- 
tion 6621(a)(2), determined by substituting ‘5 
percentage points’ for ‘3 percentage points’ 
in subparagraph (B) thereof. 

“SEC. 6227. ADMINISTRATIVE ADJUSTMENT RE- 
QUEST BY PARTNERSHIP. 

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—A partnership may file a 
request for an administrative adjustment in 
the amount of one or more items of income, 
gain, loss, deduction, or credit of the part- 
nership for any partnership taxable year. 

“(b) ADJUSTMENT.—Any such adjustment 
under subsection (a) shall be determined and 
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taken into account for the partnership tax- 
able year in which the administrative adjust- 
ment request is made— 

“(1) by the partnership under rules similar 
to the rules of section 6225 (other than para- 
graphs (2), (6) and (7) of subsection (c) there- 
of) for the partnership taxable year in which 
the administrative adjustment request is 
made, or 

‘“(2) by the partnership and partners under 

rules similar to the rules of section 6226 (de- 
termined without regard to the substitution 
described in subsection (c)(2)(C) thereof). 
In the case of an adjustment that would not 
result in an imputed underpayment, para- 
graph (1) shall not apply and paragraph (2) 
shall apply with appropriate adjustments. 

“(c) PERIOD OF LIMITATIONS.—A partner- 
ship may not file such a request more than 
3 years after the later of— 

“(1) the date on which the partnership re- 
turn for such year is filed, or 

‘“(2) the last day for filing the partnership 

return for such year (determined without re- 
gard to extensions). 
In no event may a partnership file such a re- 
quest after a notice of an administrative pro- 
ceeding with respect to the taxable year is 
mailed under section 6231. 


“PART 1—PROCEDURE 


“Sec. 6231. Notice of proceedings and adjust- 
ment. 

“Sec. 6232. Assessment, collection, and pay- 
ment. 

“Sec. 6233. Interest and penalties. 

“Sec. 6234. Judicial review of partnership 
adjustment. 

“Sec. 6235. Period of limitations on making 
adjustments. 

“SEC. 6231. NOTICE OF PROCEEDINGS AND AD- 

JUSTMENT. 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
mail to the partnership and the partnership 
representative— 

“(1) notice of any administrative pro- 
ceeding initiated at the partnership level 
with respect to an adjustment of any item of 
income, gain, loss, deduction, or credit of a 
partnership for a partnership taxable year, 
or any partner’s distributive share thereof, 

‘(2) notice of any proposed partnership ad- 
justment resulting from such proceeding, 
and 

“(3) notice of any final partnership adjust- 

ment resulting from such proceeding. 
Any notice of a final partnership adjustment 
shall not be mailed earlier than 270 days 
after the date on which the notice of the pro- 
posed partnership adjustment is mailed. 
Such notices shall be sufficient if mailed to 
the last known address of the partnership 
representative or the partnership (even if the 
partnership has terminated its existence). 
The first sentence shall apply to any pro- 
ceeding with respect to an administrative 
adjustment request filed by a partnership 
under section 6227. 

‘(b) FURTHER NOTICES RESTRICTED.—If the 
Secretary mails a notice of a final partner- 
ship adjustment to any partnership for any 
partnership taxable year and the partnership 
files a petition under section 6234 with re- 
spect to such notice, in the absence of a 
showing of fraud, malfeasance, or misrepre- 
sentation of a material fact, the Secretary 
shall not mail another such notice to such 
partnership with respect to such taxable 
year. 

‘(c) AUTHORITY TO RESCIND NOTICE WITH 
PARTNERSHIP CONSENT.—The Secretary may, 
with the consent of the partnership, rescind 
any notice of a partnership adjustment 
mailed to such partnership. Any notice so re- 
scinded shall not be treated as a notice of a 
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partnership adjustment for purposes of this 

subchapter, and the taxpayer shall have no 

right to bring a proceeding under section 

6234 with respect to such notice. 

“SEC. 6232. ASSESSMENT, COLLECTION, AND PAY- 
MENT. 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—Any imputed under- 
payment shall be assessed and collected in 
the same manner as if it were a tax imposed 
for the adjustment year by subtitle A, except 
that in the case of an administrative adjust- 
ment request to which section 6227(b)(1) ap- 
plies, the underpayment shall be paid when 
the request is filed. 

‘(b) LIMITATION ON ASSESSMENT.—Except 
as otherwise provided in this chapter, no as- 
sessment of a deficiency may be made (and 
no levy or proceeding in any court for the 
collection of any amount resulting from such 
adjustment may be made, begun or pros- 
ecuted) before— 

“(1) the close of the 90th day after the day 
on which a notice of a final partnership ad- 
justment was mailed, and 

‘(2) if a petition is filed under section 6234 
with respect to such notice, the decision of 
the court has become final. 

‘(c) PREMATURE ACTION MAY BE EN- 
JOINED.—Notwithstanding section 17421(a), 
any action which violates subsection (b) may 
be enjoined in the proper court, including 
the Tax Court. The Tax Court shall have no 
jurisdiction to enjoin any action under this 
subsection unless a timely petition has been 
filed under section 6234 and then only in re- 
spect of the adjustments that are the subject 
of such petition. 

‘(d) EXCEPTIONS TO RESTRICTIONS ON AD- 
JUSTMENTS.— 

“(1) ADJUSTMENTS ARISING OUT OF MATH OR 
CLERICAL ERRORS.— 

‘(A) IN GENERAL.— If the partnership is no- 
tified that, on account of a mathematical or 
clerical error appearing on the partnership 
return, an adjustment to a item is required, 
rules similar to the rules of paragraphs (1) 
and (2) of section 6213(b) shall apply to such 
adjustment. 

‘“(B) SPECIAL RULE.—If a partnership is a 
partner in another partnership, any adjust- 
ment on account of such partnership’s fail- 
ure to comply with the requirements of sec- 
tion 6222(a) with respect to its interest in 
such other partnership shall be treated as an 
adjustment referred to in subparagraph (A), 
except that paragraph (2) of section 6213(b) 
shall not apply to such adjustment. 

‘“(2) PARTNERSHIP MAY WAIVE RESTRIC- 
TIONS.—The partnership may at any time 
(whether or not any notice of partnership ad- 
justment has been issued), by a signed notice 
in writing filed with the Secretary, waive 
the restrictions provided in subsection (b) on 
the making of any partnership adjustment. 

‘(e) LIMIT WHERE NO PROCEEDING BEGUN.— 
If no proceeding under section 6234 is begun 
with respect to any notice of a final partner- 
ship adjustment during the 90-day period de- 
scribed in subsection (b) thereof, the amount 
for which the partnership is liable under sec- 
tion 6225 shall not exceed the amount deter- 
mined in accordance with such notice. 

“SEC. 6233. INTEREST AND PENALTIES. 

“(a) INTEREST AND PENALTIES DETERMINED 
FROM REVIEWED YEAR.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except to the extent pro- 
vided in section 6226(c), in the case of a part- 
nership adjustment for a reviewed year— 

‘(A) interest shall be computed under 
paragraph (2), and 

‘“(B) the partnership shall be liable for any 
penalty, addition to tax, or additional 
amount as provided in paragraph (3). 

‘(2) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT OF INTER- 
EST.—The interest computed under this para- 
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graph with respect to any partnership ad- 
justment is the interest which would be de- 
termined under chapter 67 for the period be- 
ginning on the day after the return due date 
for the reviewed year and ending on the re- 
turn due date for the adjustment year (or, if 
earlier, the date payment of the imputed un- 
derpayment is made). Proper adjustments in 
the amount determined under the preceding 
sentence shall be made for adjustments re- 
quired for partnership taxable years after 
the reviewed year and before the adjustment 
year by reason of such partnership adjust- 
ment. 

“(3) PENALTIES.—Any penalty, addition to 
tax, or additional amount shall be deter- 
mined at the partnership level as if such 
partnership had been an individual subject to 
tax under chapter 1 for the reviewed year 
and the imputed underpayment were an ac- 
tual underpayment (or understatement) for 
such year. 

‘“(b) INTEREST AND PENALTIES WITH RE- 
SPECT TO ADJUSTMENT YEAR RETURN.— 

‘*(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any failure 
to pay an imputed underpayment on the date 
prescribed therefor, the partnership shall be 
liable— 

“(A) for interest as determined under para- 
graph (2), and 

“(B) for any penalty, addition to tax, or 
additional amount as determined under para- 
graph (3). 

‘(2) INTEREST.—Interest determined under 
this paragraph is the interest that would be 
determined by treating the imputed under- 
payment as an underpayment of tax imposed 
in the adjustment year. 

“(3) PENALTIES.—Penalties, additions to 
tax, or additional amounts determined under 
this paragraph are the penalties, additions to 
tax, or additional amounts that would be de- 
termined— 

“(A) by applying section 6651(a)(2) to such 
failure to pay, and 

“(B) by treating the imputed under- 
payment as an underpayment of tax for pur- 
poses of part II of subchapter A of chapter 68. 
“SEC. 6234. JUDICIAL REVIEW OF PARTNERSHIP 

ADJUSTMENT. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Within 90 days after the 
date on which a notice of a final partnership 
adjustment is mailed under section 6231 with 
respect to any partnership taxable year, the 
partnership may file a petition for a read- 
justment for such taxable year with— 

“(1) the Tax Court, 

‘“(2) the district court of the United States 
for the district in which the partnership’s 
principal place of business is located, or 

“*(3) the Claims Court. 

‘“(b) JURISDICTIONAL REQUIREMENT FOR 
BRINGING ACTION IN DISTRICT COURT OR 
CLAIMS COURT.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—A readjustment petition 
under this section may be filed in a district 
court of the United States or the Claims 
Court only if the partnership filing the peti- 
tion deposits with the Secretary, on or be- 
fore the date the petition is filed, the 
amount of the imputed underpayment (as of 
the date of the filing of the petition) if the 
partnership adjustment was made as pro- 
vided by the notice of final partnership ad- 
justment. The court may by order provide 
that the jurisdictional requirements of this 
paragraph are satisfied where there has been 
a good faith attempt to satisfy such require- 
ment and any shortfall of the amount re- 
quired to be deposited is timely corrected. 

‘“(2) INTEREST PAYABLE.—Any amount de- 
posited under paragraph (1), while deposited, 
shall not be treated as a payment of tax for 
purposes of this title (other than chapter 67). 
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‘(c) SCOPE OF JUDICIAL REVIEW.—A court 
with which a petition is filed in accordance 
with this section shall have jurisdiction to 
determine all items of income, gain, loss, de- 
duction, or credit of the partnership for the 
partnership taxable year to which the notice 
of final partnership adjustment relates, the 
proper allocation of such items among the 
partners, and the applicability of any pen- 
alty, addition to tax, or additional amount 
for which the partnership may be liable 
under this subchapter. 

‘(d) DETERMINATION OF COURT REVIEW- 
ABLE.—Any determination by a court under 
this section shall have the force and effect of 
a decision of the Tax Court or a final judg- 
ment or decree of the district court or the 
Claims Court, as the case may be, and shall 
be reviewable as such. The date of any such 
determination shall be treated as being the 
date of the court’s order entering the deci- 
sion. 

‘“(e) EFFECT OF DECISION DISMISSING AC- 
TION.—If an action brought under this sec- 
tion is dismissed other than by reason of a 
rescission under section 6231(c), the decision 
of the court dismissing the action shall be 
considered as its decision that the notice of 
final partnership adjustment is correct, and 
an appropriate order shall be entered in the 
records of the court. 

“SEC. 6235. PERIOD OF LIMITATIONS ON MAKING 
ADJUSTMENTS. 

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this section, no adjustment under 
this subpart for any partnership taxable year 
may be made after the later of— 

“(1) the date which is 3 years after the lat- 
est of— 

“(A) the date on which the partnership re- 
turn for such taxable year was filed, 

“(B) the return due date for the taxable 
year, or 

“(C) the date on which the partnership 
filed an administrative adjustment request 
with respect to such year under section 6227, 
or 

“(2) in the case of any modification of an 
imputed underpayment under section 6225(c), 
the date that is 270 days (plus the number of 
days of any extension consented to by the 
Secretary under paragraph (4) thereof) after 
the date on which everything required to be 
submitted to the Secretary pursuant to such 
section is so submitted, or 

“(3) in the case of any notice of a proposed 
partnership adjustment under section 
6231(a)(2), the date that is 270 days after the 
date of such notice. 

“(b) EXTENSION BY AGREEMENT.—The pe- 
riod described in subsection (a) (including an 
extension period under this subsection) may 
be extended by an agreement entered into by 
the Secretary and the partnership before the 
expiration of such period. 

‘“(c) SPECIAL RULE IN CASE OF FRAUD, 
ETC.— 

“(1) FALSE RETURN.—In the case of a false 
or fraudulent partnership return with intent 
to evade tax, the adjustment may be made at 
any time. 

‘(2) SUBSTANTIAL OMISSION OF INCOME.—If 
any partnership omits from gross income an 
amount properly includible therein and such 
amount is described in section 6501(e)(1)(A), 
subsection (a) shall be applied by sub- 
stituting ‘6 years’ for ‘3 years’. 

‘(3) NO RETURN.—In the case of a failure by 
a partnership to file a return for any taxable 
year, the adjustment may be made at any 
time. 

‘(4) RETURN FILED BY SECRETARY.—For pur- 
poses of this section, a return executed by 
the Secretary under subsection (b) of section 
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6020 on behalf of the partnership shall not be 
treated as a return of the partnership. 

‘(d) SUSPENSION WHEN SECRETARY MAILS 
NOTICE OF ADJUSTMENT.—If notice of a final 
partnership adjustment with respect to any 
taxable year is mailed under section 6231, the 
running of the period specified in subsection 
(a) (as modified by the other provisions of 
this section) shall be suspended— 

“(1) for the period during which an action 
may be brought under section 6234 (and, if a 
petition is filed under such section with re- 
spect to such notice, until the decision of the 
court becomes final), and 

‘(2) for 1 year thereafter. 

“PART 2—DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL 
RULES 
“Sec. 6241. Definitions and special rules. 
“SEC. 6241. DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES. 

“For purposes of this subchapter— 

‘“(1) PARTNERSHIP.—The term ‘partnership’ 
means any partnership required to file a re- 
turn under section 6031(a). 

‘(2) PARTNERSHIP ADJUSTMENT.—The term 
‘partnership adjustment’ means any adjust- 
ment in the amount of any item of income, 
gain, loss, deduction, or credit of a partner- 
ship, or any partner’s distributive share 
thereof. 

‘(3) RETURN DUE DATE.—The term ‘return 
due date’ means, with respect to the taxable 
year, the date prescribed for filing the part- 
nership return for such taxable year (deter- 
mined without regard to extensions). 

‘(4) PAYMENTS NONDEDUCTIBLE.—No deduc- 
tion shall be allowed under subtitle A for 
any payment required to be made by a part- 
nership under this subchapter. 

‘(5) PARTNERSHIPS HAVING PRINCIPAL PLACE 
OF BUSINESS OUTSIDE UNITED STATES.—For 
purposes of sections 6234, a principal place of 
business located outside the United States 
shall be treated as located in the District of 
Columbia. 

‘(6) PARTNERSHIPS IN CASES UNDER TITLE 11 
OF UNITED STATES CODE.— 

‘(A) SUSPENSION OF PERIOD OF LIMITATIONS 
ON MAKING ADJUSTMENT, ASSESSMENT, OR COL- 
LECTION.—The running of any period of limi- 
tations provided in this subchapter on mak- 
ing a partnership adjustment (or provided by 
section 6501 or 6502 on the assessment or col- 
lection of any imputed underpayment deter- 
mined under this subchapter) shall, in a case 
under title 11 of the United States Code, be 
suspended during the period during which 
the Secretary is prohibited by reason of such 
case from making the adjustment (or assess- 
ment or collection) and— 

“(i) for adjustment or assessment, 60 days 
thereafter, and 

“(ii) for collection, 6 months thereafter. 

A rule similar to the rule of section 6213(f)(2) 
shall apply for purposes of section 6232(b). 

‘(B) SUSPENSION OF PERIOD OF LIMITATION 
FOR FILING FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW.—The run- 
ning of the period specified in section 6234 
shall, in a case under title 11 of the United 
States Code, be suspended during the period 
during which the partnership is prohibited 
by reason of such case from filing a petition 
under section 6234 and for 60 days thereafter. 

‘(7) TREATMENT WHERE PARTNERSHIP 
CEASES TO EXIST.—If a partnership ceases to 
exist before a partnership adjustment under 
this subchapter takes effect, such adjust- 
ment shall be taken into account by the 
former partners of such partnership under 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary. 

‘(8) EXTENSION TO ENTITIES FILING PART- 
NERSHIP RETURN.—If a partnership return is 
filed by an entity for a taxable year but it is 
determined that the entity is not a partner- 
ship (or that there is no entity) for such 
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year, then, to the extent provided in regula- 
tions, the provisions of this subchapter are 
hereby extended in respect of such year to 
such entity and its items and to persons 
holding an interest in such entity.’’. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
subchapters for chapter 63 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986, as amended by the pre- 
ceding provisions of this section, is amended 
by inserting after the item relating to sub- 
chapter B the following new item: 

‘““SUBCHAPTER C. TREATMENT OF 
PARTNERSHIPS.’’. 

(d) BINDING NATURE OF PARTNERSHIP AD- 
JUSTMENT PROCEEDINGS.—Section 6330(c)(4) of 
such Code is amended by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end of subparagraph (A), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end of subparagraph (B) and in- 


serting ‘‘; or”, and by inserting after sub- 
paragraph (B) the following new subpara- 
graph: 


“(C) a final determination has been made 
with respect to such issue in a proceeding 
brought under subchapter C of chapter 63.’’. 

(e) RESTRICTION ON AUTHORITY TO AMEND 
PARTNER INFORMATION STATEMENTS.—Sec- 
tion 6031(b) of such Code is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: ‘‘Except as pro- 
vided in the procedures under section 6225(c), 
with respect to statements under section 
6226, or as otherwise provided by the Sec- 
retary, information required to be furnished 
by the partnership under this subsection 
may not be amended after the due date of 
the return under subsection (a) to which 
such information relates.’’. 

(£) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Section 6031(b) of such Code is amended 
by striking the last sentence. 

(2) Section 6422 of such Code is amended by 
striking paragraph (12). 

(3) Section 6501(n) of such Code is amended 
by striking paragraphs (2) and (8) and by 
striking ‘‘CROSS REFERENCES” and all that 
follows through ‘‘For period of limitations” 
and inserting ‘‘CROSS REFERENCE.—For pe- 
riod of limitations”. 

(4) Section 6503(a)(1) of such Code is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘(or section 6229” and all that 
follows through ‘‘of section 6230(a))’’. 

(5) Section 6504 of such Code is amended by 
striking paragraph (11). 

(6) Section 6511 of such Code is amended by 
striking subsection (g). 

(7) Section 6512(b)(3) of such Code is amend- 
ed by striking the second sentence. 

(8) Section 6515 of such Code is amended by 
striking paragraph (6). 

(9) Section 6601(c) of such Code is amended 
by striking the last sentence. 

(10) Section 7421(a) of such Code is amended 
by striking ‘‘6225(b), 6246(b)’’ and inserting 
**§232(¢)’’. 

(11) Section 7422 of such Code is amended 
by striking subsection (h). 

(12) Section 7459(c) of such Code is amended 
by striking ‘‘section 6226” and all that fol- 
lows through ‘‘or 6252” and inserting ‘‘sec- 
tion 6234”. 

(13) Section 7482(b)(1) of such Code is 
amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘‘sec- 
tion 6226, 6228, 6247, or 6252” and inserting 
“section 6234”, 

(B) by striking subparagraph (F), by strik- 
ing “or” at the end of subparagraph (E) and 
inserting a period, and by inserting ‘‘or’’ at 
the end of subparagraph (D), and 

(C) in the last sentence, by striking ‘‘sec- 
tion 6226, 6228(a), or 6234(c)’? and inserting 
“section 6234’’. 

(14) Section 7485(b) of such Code is amended 
by striking ‘‘section 6226, 6228(a), 6247, or 
6252” and inserting ‘‘section 6234’’. 
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(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this subsection, the amendments 
made by this section shall apply to returns 
filed for partnership taxable years beginning 
after December 31, 2017. 

(2) ADMINISTRATIVE ADJUSTMENT RE- 
QUESTS.—In the case of administrative ad- 
justment request under section 6227 of such 
Code, the amendments made by this section 
shall apply to requests with respect to re- 
turns filed for partnership taxable years be- 
ginning after December 31, 2017. 

(3) ADJUSTED PARTNERS STATEMENTS.—In 
the case of a partnership electing the appli- 
cation of section 6226 of such Code, the 
amendments made by this section shall 
apply to elections with respect to returns 
filed for partnership taxable years beginning 
after December 31, 2017. 

(4) ELECTION.—A partnership may elect (at 
such time and in such form and manner as 
the Secretary of the Treasury may prescribe) 
for the amendments made by this section 
(other than the election under section 6221(b) 
of such Code (as added by this Act)) to apply 
to any return of the partnership filed for 
partnership taxable years beginning after 
the date of the enactment of this Act and be- 
fore January 1, 2018. 

SEC. 1102. PARTNERSHIP INTERESTS CREATED 
BY GIFT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 761(b) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
adding at the end the following: ‘‘In the case 
of a capital interest in a partnership in 
which capital is a material income-pro- 
ducing factor, whether a person is a partner 
with respect to such interest shall be deter- 
mined without regard to whether such inter- 
est was derived by gift from any other per- 
son.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
704(e) of such Code is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (1) and by redes- 
ignating paragraphs (2) and (3) as paragraphs 
(1) and (2), respectively, 

(2) by striking ‘‘this section” in paragraph 
(2) (aS so redesignated) and inserting ‘‘this 
subsection’’, and 

(3) by striking ‘‘FAMILY PARTNERSHIPS” in 
the heading and inserting ‘‘PARTNERSHIP IN- 
TERESTS CREATED BY GIFT”. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to partner- 
ship taxable years beginning after December 
31, 2015. 

TITLE XII—DESIGNATION OF SMALL 

HOUSE ROTUNDA 
DESIGNATING SMALL HOUSE RO- 
TUNDA AS “FREEDOM FOYER”. 

The first floor of the area of the House of 
Representatives wing of the United States 
Capitol known as the small House rotunda is 
designated the ‘‘Freedom Foyer”. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 495, the mo- 
tion shall be debatable for 1 hour 
equally divided and controlled by the 
majority leader and the minority lead- 
er or their designees. 

The gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. 
ROGERS) and the gentleman from Mary- 
land (Mr. VAN HOLLEN) each will con- 
trol 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
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days in which to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material on the further consideration 
of H.R. 1314, and that I may include 
tabular material on the same. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today to 
present the House amendment to the 
Senate amendment to H.R. 1314, the Bi- 
partisan Budget Agreement of 2015, an 
agreement that helps advance this Na- 
tion toward our goals of fiscal sta- 
bility, strong national security, and 
entitlement reform. 

These are goals that we have been ad- 
vocating for years, ones that will se- 
cure significant long-term savings, pro- 
vide our economy with the certainty 
needed to grow and prosper, and ensure 
the readiness of our military to meet 
current and emerging threats. 

First, this agreement prevents the 
economic damage of a default, which 
could happen as early as next week, by 
suspending the debt limit through 
March 2017. 

Next, the agreement includes the 
first significant reform to Social Secu- 
rity since 1983. These structural re- 
forms will help maintain the solvency 
of vital Social Security trust funds by 
closing loopholes, increasing program 
integrity, and cracking down on fraud, 
resulting in $168 billion in long-term 
savings. The agreement also finds sav- 
ings in other mandatory programs, in- 
cluding over $30 billion in Medicare en- 
titlement savings. 

As I have said many, many times be- 
fore—and I have heard it said many 
times by others here on the floor— 
mandatory and entitlement programs 
make up two-thirds of the Nation’s 
budget and are the primary drivers of 
our deficits and our debt. In fact, we 
have saved $195 billion on discretionary 
spending in these last 4 years. In the 
meantime, the entitlement-mandatory 
side of the budget continues to zoom 
skyward. 

Reforms to these programs are nec- 
essary and overdue, and I hope that 
this bill today paves the way for addi- 
tional action in the future. 

This bill also repeals a flawed provi- 
sion of the President’s healthcare law, 
eliminating the automatic enrollment 
mandate that forces workers into em- 
ployer-sponsored healthcare coverage 
that they may not want or need. 

Finally—and, in my opinion, most 
importantly—this agreement provides 
for new top-line spending caps for the 
next 2 years. This will roll back the 
harmful, automatic, meat-ax approach 
of sequestration cuts which gut impor- 
tant Federal programs and slice the 
good with the bad, including slicing 
into our military strength. 
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A 2-year plan, why is that so impor- 
tant? Well, it provides much-needed 
certainty to the appropriations process 
and to the Defense Department and all 
the other agencies of the government, 
ensuring our ability to make thought- 
ful, responsible funding decisions over 
that time. 

Having established agreed-upon, top- 
line numbers for both fiscal 2016 and 
2017 will allow Congress to do its work 
on behalf of the American people and 
avoid a harmful government shutdown 
or the threat thereof. This is particu- 
larly crucial when it comes to our na- 
tional security. It provides the Pen- 
tagon with the certainty needed to 
plan for the future, maintain readiness, 
and provide for our troops. 

These adjustments are fully offset by 
mandatory spending cuts and other 
savings, not through tax increases, as 
the administration proposed in its 
budget submission earlier this year. 

These new levels do not undermine 
our remarkable success in limiting 
Federal discretionary spending. Since 
2011, as I have said before, we have re- 
duced discretionary spending—that is 
what we appropriate here on the floor— 
by $175 billion. We remain on track to 
save taxpayers more than $2 trillion if 
you extrapolate those numbers through 
2024. 

With passage of this important agree- 
ment, my committee stands ready, 
coiled, poised to implement the details 
of this deal, going line by line through 
budgets and making the tough, but 
necessary, decisions to fund the entire 
government in a responsible way. 

We will begin work with our Senate 
counterparts as soon as this bill is 
signed. 

We have our eye on the December 11 
deadline, and it is my goal to complete 
our appropriations work ahead of that 
date to avoid any more delays, con- 
tinuing resolutions, or shutdown 
showdowns that hurt important Fed- 
eral programs, our economy, and, coin- 
cidentally, the trust of the people in 
the Congress. 

I want to thank and commend our 
leaders for their courage, their tenac- 
ity, and their resolve. While I know 
that this deal is not perfect, there are 
things I would change if I had the 
chance. The process by which it 
emerged is less than ideal. I believe, 
still, it is in the best interest of the 
country that we move forward with 
this arrangement. 

This agreement takes steps in the 
right direction, from finding savings in 
our entitlement programs to pro- 
tecting our economy from a dangerous 
default, to providing for the future of 
the Nation through funding certainty. 

These are goals that I believe we can 
all get behind. So I ask my colleagues 
to support this bipartisan agreement 
today. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
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Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Madam Speaker, I want to start by 
joining the comments of the chairman 
of the Committee on Appropriations, 
Mr. ROGERS, in congratulating all 
those who came together to iron out 
their differences and produce this 
agreement. 

It is not a perfect agreement, but it 
is far better than the alternative, the 
alternative which we would have seen 
which would have produced great dam- 
age to the economy, as opposed to this 
agreement, which will help boost eco- 
nomic growth and make important na- 
tional investments. 

What a difference a week makes, 
Madam Speaker. Just last week, we 
had on the floor of this House a bill 
that would have jeopardized the full 
faith and credit of the United States. It 
was a piece of legislation that says the 
United States Government only has to 
pay some of its bills, doesn’t have to 
pay all of its bills. That would have 
been an awful precedent that would 
have put the economy at risk. 

Even worse, it said, well, when we de- 
cide which bills we are going to pay, we 
are first going to pay all the bond- 
holders, like China and the folks on 
Wall Street, rather than our soldiers 
and our veterans and the doctors who 
provide Medicare to our seniors. I am 
glad we have gotten beyond that, 
Madam Speaker. 

This will ensure the full faith and 
credit of the United States. It will also 
lift the very damaging sequester caps 
that have been put in place that, ac- 
cording to the nonpartisan Congres- 
sional Budget Office, were going to 
slow down economic growth over the 
next couple years. 

Instead, we are going to be able to 
make some vital investments in key 
areas: in education, in scientific re- 
search, in transportation, and in mili- 
tary readiness. Now, I know those deci- 
sions are going to be left to Mr. ROG- 
ERS and the appropriators, and I wish 
them all the best in making those deci- 
sions. I hope we come back by mid-De- 
cember with an agreement to go for- 
ward without further threats of gov- 
ernment shutdown. 

This agreement at least provides the 
room and space to make those impor- 
tant investments. It also prevents a 
looming 20 percent cut in Social Secu- 
rity disability benefits and provides 
that reassurance to millions of Ameri- 
cans who otherwise would have been on 
the edge. 

It prevents what would have been a 
whopping increase in Medicare part B 
premiums for millions of seniors 
around this country, who would have 
been stretched extremely thin and 
probably not been able to make all 
their payments—whether they were 
mortgage payments, rent payments, or 
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food payments—at the same time they 
were facing those huge Medicare part B 
premium increases. So that was ad- 
dressed as well. 

Now, like Mr. ROGERS, there are lots 
of things that I would like to have seen 
in this bill that are not included; but 
on balance, this is an important step 
forward, certainly a great improve- 
ment over where we were just a week 
ago. 

So, again, I want to express my grati- 
tude to everybody who helped make 
this possible. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS), the 
distinguished chairman of the House 
Committee on Rules. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, last 
night in the Committee on Rules we 
looked at this bill. We talked about it 
and its importance to the Nation. 

Madam Speaker, first let me say that 
this is an agreement between the White 
House, the Senate, and the House. This 
is an agreement that we can move for- 
ward on and avoid many destructive 
things that might have happened not 
only to the American people and the 
economy, but, really, our own credi- 
bility. Our ability to work together at 
this very careful time is important so 
that we show the American people that 
this can happen. 

There are a lot of things that I agree 
and disagree with that were said. First 
of all, harm the economy? Good gosh, 
when you only have a 1 percent GDP 
growth, the President has already done 
that with massive tax increases. The 
President has done that with rules and 
regulations. We are trying to make 
sure that what we are doing in this bill 
is to stick to the Republican plan. 

What is the Republican plan? It has 
been—going into our sixth year—that 
we are going to hold government 
spending flat. We do that essentially 
not only with a CR, which we will do 
again in a few weeks, but through ef- 
fective use of sequestration. What we 
have done is been able to take the se- 
questration dollars and to utilize them 
in such a way that, as the chairman 
was speaking about, we are pulling in 
mandatory spending. 

We believe, after 5 years of staying 
flat with government spending, that we 
are in a more dangerous world than 
ever, and our military must have more 
money, our security operations must 
have more money. What we are going 
to do is to look at the entire process, 
come up with an idea about bringing in 
more money that funds our security, 
that funds our military, and offsets 
that so that we can do this by looking 
at long-term mandatory spending that 
will bring in over 170 billion dollars’ 
worth of savings over the mirror that 
we look at, over the timeframe that is 
important for the American people to 
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have confidence that we will not bank- 
rupt this country and that we can con- 
tinue. 

Now, the bottom line to this whole 
exercise is that what we have done is 
worked together. Working together, we 
now have a plan to move forward; and 
we will simply go to the next exercise, 
and that is funding the government for 
the year. 

The Republican plan is simple. We 
are not going to give this government 
one extra penny to put us into a bank- 
ruptcy circumstance, but we are asking 
also, back, that the President of the 
United States give us an opportunity 
to grow our economy. Taxes are too 
high, and we have too many rules and 
regulations; but the Republican Party 
will stick to our plan, and that is what 
we are doing here. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, 
I am pleased to yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), 
the distinguished ranking member of 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, first 
and foremost, this bill takes the impor- 
tant step of protecting the full faith 
and credit of the United States. We will 
pay our obligations—and not only to 
foreign bondholders, but to our citi- 
zens, whether veterans or our chil- 
dren—unlike the Republican majority 
bill last week. 

It protects millions of seniors from a 
50 percent increase in their monthly 
Medicare part B premiums and spreads 
out the cost of paying for the fix over 
a number of years. It ensures that all 
11 million Americans that rely on So- 
cial Security disability insurance 
won’t see their benefits cut by 20 per- 
cent. It is fiscally responsible, while 
not undermining or changing the struc- 
ture of vital programs in any way. 

Let me repeat that. It is fiscally re- 
sponsible, while not undermining or 
changing the structure of vital pro- 
grams in any way. 

It ensures, in Social Security, a uni- 
form national process for disability 
evaluations, and it closes a loophole 
used mostly by higher income individ- 
uals to receive higher Social Security 
benefits than intended. It regularizes 
payments in Medicare for care given in 
outpatient facilities. 

Finally, the agreement raises the 
spending caps for 2 years for domestic 
spending, not only for defense prior- 
ities, as some have earlier proposed. I 
just want to repeat that so it is clear. 
The agreement raises the spending caps 
for 2 years for both domestic and de- 
fense spending. That means we can bet- 
ter fund critical domestic programs 
that were cut under sequestration, in- 
creasing support for education, health 
research, food safety, job training, and 
health care for veterans. 

This was a product of a lot of effort, 
of Members, of staff in various commit- 
tees, the leadership on a bipartisan 
basis working with the administration. 
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I just want to leave expressing my sup- 
port and expressing we will truly have 
a broad, bipartisan vote for this bill 
today. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. FRELING- 
HUYSEN), the distinguished chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Defense of the 
Committee on Appropriations. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. 
Speaker, I will be brief. 

I rise in support of the agreement be- 
fore us this afternoon. 

Madam Speaker, as my colleagues 
are aware, the Department of Defense 
and the intelligence community have 
borne the brunt of our efforts to reduce 
the budget deficit and control our bur- 
geoning national debt. Under the Budg- 
et Control Act of 2011, roughly half of 
all the discretionary spending reduc- 
tions were taken from programs in the 
national security area. 

My colleagues, 2011 was a different 
time. The security environment has 
changed significantly. Since that time, 
threats from terrorist groups and na- 
tion-states have risen dramatically. 
The security spending reductions envi- 
sioned 4 years ago seem extremely un- 
wise and dangerous today. 

In this agreement, the Department of 
Defense will receive additional re- 
sources, badly needed resources: $30 bil- 
lion this year, and $15 billion next 
year. But almost more important, this 
agreement gives the Pentagon and our 
intelligence community predictability, 
certainty, the ability to organize and 
plan its activities for 2 years. It also 
gives our soldiers and their families a 
degree of certainty that they will be 
supported as they do the work of free- 
dom. 

Senior leaders of the Army, Navy, 
Air Force, and Marines—and the De- 
partment itself—will now be able to 
plan as to how they will configure, 
equip, train, sustain, and deploy our 
forces in the most effective and effi- 
cient manner possible. This ability will 
result in budget savings and a more ef- 
fective fighting force. 

Madam Speaker, this agreement is by 
no means perfect, but this agreement 
does require support because it pro- 
vides predictable funding for our Na- 
tion’s security at a time of changing 
and growing defense. Every Member 
ought to support it. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from the great State of Maryland (Mr. 
CUMMINGS), the very distinguished 
ranking member of the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Madam Speaker, I 
rise in support of the Bipartisan Budg- 
et Agreement. 

Iam very encouraged that this agree- 
ment includes provisions from my bill, 
H.R. 2391, the Medicaid Generic Drug 
Price Fairness Act, which I introduced 
back on May 18. My legislation re- 
quires generic drug manufacturers to 
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provide rebates to Medicaid when they 
raise prices faster than the rate of in- 
flation. 

My legislation will help Americans 
get lifesaving prescriptions they need. 
It will save $1 billion over 10 years, ac- 
cording to the Congressional Budget 
Office. 

Just this morning, the nonpartisan 
Kaiser Family Foundation issued a re- 
port finding that this issue, the sky- 
rocketing prices of prescription drugs, 
is the number one healthcare priority 
for the American people. The report 
found that 77 percent of those sur- 
veyed, including Democrats, Repub- 
licans, and Independents, identified the 
issue as their top health concern over- 
all. 

This legislation is a strong and wel- 
come step to help keep drugs afford- 
able, but we must do more. We need to 
investigate drug companies that are 
taking advantage of the American peo- 
ple by jacking up their prices just to 
boost corporate profits and make their 
executives rich. 

Over the past month, press reports 
have been filled with almost daily ac- 
counts of drug company executives try- 
ing to justify the obscene price in- 
creases while lining their pockets. My 
colleagues may have heard about the 
so-called “pharma bro” Martin 
Shkreli, who increased the price of a 
drug that treats life-threatening infec- 
tions from about $14 to $750 overnight. 
He then called his price gouging “a 
great thing for society.” 

My colleagues also may have heard 
about Michael Pearson, the CEO of 
Valeant Pharmaceuticals, which in- 
creased the prices of two drugs used to 
treat heart failure and hypertension by 
212 percent and 525 percent on the same 
day it acquired them. This company is 
currently obstructing congressional 
oversight and refusing to provide docu- 
ments relating to its increases. 

I am very pleased to support this 
budget bill, and I urge my colleagues to 
vote in favor of it. 
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Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY), 
the distinguished chairman of the 
House Armed Services Committee. 

Mr. THORNBERRY. Madam Speaker, 
if one takes into account the effects of 
inflation, we cut our military budget 21 
percent from 2010 to 2014. 

Madam Speaker, I think everybody 
in this body will acknowledge the 
world is not 21 percent safer today than 
it was just 4 years ago. 

As a matter of fact, if you look 
around the world, whether it is the 
growth of ISIS into more countries or 
the continued challenge of al Qaeda 
and its various affiliates, to the morass 
of Syria with historic Russian re-inser- 
tion today, to China building islands in 
the South Pacific, to North Korea’s 
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saber rattling, to Iran intentionally 
violating an agreement it made on its 
missile testing just after the U.S. rati- 
fied the nuclear deal, to daily cyber at- 
tacks, the world is growing increas- 
ingly dangerous. 

Into that danger we send men and 
women who wear the uniform of the 
United States to meet that danger. 
Yet, we cut their budget 21 percent. 

We saw last week the President of 
the United States used them as a polit- 
ical bargaining chip to try to force 
Congress to comply with his domestic 
agenda. 

The bottom line for me, Madam 
Speaker, is our troops deserve better 
than that. That is the reason I support 
this Bipartisan Budget Act of 2014. It 
stops the cuts in defense. 

It increases the money going to our 
troops. It prevents them from being 
used as a bargaining chip in the future 
because it sets the military budget for 
fiscal year 2016 and fiscal year 2017 so 
that that is decided. They can’t be used 
as leverage for some other agenda. I 
think that is the sort of stability and 
predictability they need and that they 
deserve. 

I think the great question, Madam 
Speaker, is: If not this, then what? 

We know that this budget agreement 
at least comes close to meeting what 
the President has asked for on defense 
and comes close to the Congressional 
budget, within $5 billion. 

Now, that is not enough money to re- 
pair all the damage that has been done 
over the past 5 years, but it is in the 
ball park. If we do not approve this 
budget, then what? 

Well, then we are back to continuing 
resolutions and sequester, which 
means, for example, the Army has said 
they will have to cut another 40,000 
troops out of their ranks on top of the 
70,000 they have already cut. 

Now, that is just a sampling of what 
not passing this bill could well mean. If 
we go back to CRs and the sequester 
level, it would be drastic reductions to 
the military, a much less safe world for 
the United States and its interests. 

I believe that this measure, on that 
basis alone, deserves our support. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

I agree with the gentleman that the 
investments in military readiness are 
important. I also believe the invest- 
ments to help our economy grow and 
invest in education and scientific re- 
search are important. 

What the President said to the Con- 
gress is what the vast majority of the 
American public believed, that it is 
vital to have a strong national defense. 
But a strong national defense requires 
a strong economy. It requires an edu- 
cated workforce. It requires invest- 
ments in innovation and technology. It 
requires a 21st century infrastructure. 

So I am pleased that the President 
insisted that we make investments not 
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just in the military, but also vital in- 
vestments to help the economy grow, 
grow more jobs, which are estimated to 
be in the range of 350,000 in 2016 alone. 
So those are vital investments that 
also help strengthen America. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
LOWEY), Somebody who has been on the 
front lines of making those important 
investments for our country, the very 
distinguished ranking member of the 
Appropriations Committee. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Madam Speaker, as 
ranking member of the Appropriations 
Committee, I rise to support this bipar- 
tisan legislation that ensures the full 
faith and credit of the United States 
and sets a path to a responsible appro- 
priations process this year and next. 

Since the beginning of this year’s ap- 
propriations process, Democrats have 
called for relief from damaging, aus- 
terity-level budget caps so Congress 
can invest in our Nation’s future. 

Unfortunately, the majority’s budget 
resolution and appropriation bills 
would have strangled economic growth 
and not met our Nation’s needs with 
cuts to Pell Grants that help families 
pay college tuition and law enforce- 
ment grants, for example. The list goes 
on and on. 

From the start of the appropriations 
process, I urged my majority col- 
leagues to negotiate reasonable spend- 
ing caps that protect our economy and 
national priorities. 

I am pleased these talks finally hap- 
pened and resulted in this bipartisan 
package that provides an additional $40 
billion for defense, $40 billion for non- 
defense, over 2 years. These invest- 
ments are critical. 

Upon its passage, I look forward to 
working together in a similarly respon- 
sible manner to reach bipartisan con- 
sensus on the spending bills to avoid a 
government shutdown in mid-Decem- 
ber. 

I urge passage of this bill so we can 
immediately begin our appropriations 
work, already overdue. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, may I inquire of the time re- 
maining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Kentucky has 15% min- 
utes remaining. The gentleman from 
Maryland has 19 minutes remaining. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Florida (Mr. DIAZ- 
BALART), the chairman of the Sub- 
committee on ‘Transportation and 
Housing and Urban Development. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. I thank the 
chairman. 

Madam Speaker, I, in essence, only 
want to make four brief points. Num- 
ber one is that, I, too, have concerns 
with lots of parts of this bill. There are 
parts that I wish were different. I think 
all of us do. But there are a number of 
reasons why I think it is important 
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that we move forward on this legisla- 
tion. 

Number one, this helps avoid a dev- 
astating hit to senior citizens in the 
district that I represent and, frankly, 
senior citizens across the entire coun- 
try that deserve to be protected by 
those of us that represent them up here 
in Washington. 

Number two, when we are able to 
move forward on the appropriations 
process, which this legislation will 
allow us to do, that is a way that al- 
lows every Member of this House to 
have input. Every Member of this 
House has been part of that process. 

So for those of us who believe in reg- 
ular order and inclusiveness and in 
making sure that every Member has a 
word and a say as to how we move for- 
ward, this bill will allow us to move 
forward on that very open process. 

Lastly—and we have heard this be- 
fore—it is no secret that the world has 
gotten a lot more dangerous, and you 
have heard the numbers. We are dev- 
astating our military at a time when 
we are asking them to do more and 
more and when the world is becoming 
more and more dangerous. 

So let me just leave with this last, 
final point. Are we going to allow our 
military to continue to receive cuts at 
a time when they should actually be 
helped and should actually have in- 
creased spending or are we going to 
permit the devastating of our men and 
women in uniform, of the U.S. mili- 
tary, at this time in our history? 

My dear friends, I, for one, am not 
going to sit back, if I can do anything 
about it, and allow the U.S. military to 
be devastated by more budget cuts. 

So, therefore, I respectfully urge a 
“yes” vote on this legislation. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, 
I am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. ELLI- 
SON), a distinguished member of the Fi- 
nancial Services Committee. 

Mr. ELLISON. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for the time. 

I plan on voting for this bill, but Iam 
not here to pound and celebrate that. 

It does things that are good. It lifts 
the debt ceiling and puts us in a posi- 
tion where we don’t have to fear de- 
faulting on America’s debts. It avoids 
ruinous cuts in Medicare part B, and 
disability insurance benefit cuts won’t 
go down. 

But the fact is no one here, no one in 
this room, can say that this piece of 
legislation that we are looking at now 
is going to advance America, bring us 
progress that we actually really need. 

Do you know that, since 2012, we 
have seen 640 fewer National Institutes 
of Health grants? We haven’t been 
making the investments we need in 
embassy security, housing, health care, 
education. We are not advancing Amer- 
ica. 

This is not a progress budget. This is 
a survival budget. And we need to sur- 
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vive; so, I’m going to vote for this piece 
of legislation. 

But we must come to the moment in 
time when we are looking to advance 
our country, to move forward and offer 
real leadership to the world, rather 
than just obsessing over how much we 
can cut and how much we can take. 

The fact is that the Progressive Cau- 
cus offered a budget. It meets our mini- 
mal conditions, but it doesn’t advance 
our real progress that we need. 

We have principles that we have been 
talking about that are about pushing 
this country forward: child nutrition, 
affordable care, college education, 
housing, transit. This is what is going 
to make our country strong. 

This budget keeps us above water, 
keeps us from defaulting on our debts, 
and that is a good thing. But can’t we 
do more? 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. ISSA). 

Mr. ISSA. Madam Speaker, I am a 
member of the majority. 

When the majority brings a bill to 
the floor, you normally start off with 
“yes”? and hope to stay there. In this 
case, I started off with “likely” and 
didn’t arrive at a ‘‘yes.’’ So, reluc- 
tantly, Iam going to vote ‘‘no’’ on this 
bill. 

I am not going to vote “no” because 
of what it seeks to do. I am certainly 
not going to vote “no” knowing that 
we need to fund our troops in the field 
in a war that has dragged on for 15 
years and now has re-ignited. 

But I am going to vote ‘‘no’’ because 
of how this bill is paid for. I have done 
as much as I can as long as I can to tol- 
erate how we “score” things. 

At the risk of being wrong, I will re- 
mind people that I am only as good as 
the information that my staff has 
given me. But according to CBO, $2.5 
billion worth of this pay-for comes 
from premium payments that are ac- 
celerated, meaning we are robbing 
from the future to pay for today. 

Another one comes from extended 
pension smoothing, $9 billion. This is a 
time-shifting on money over 10 years. 
Again, we are robbing from the future 
to pay for this year. 

Another one, $4 billion, comes from 
Social Security disability. But it is a 
double count. It has already been 
scored elsewhere previously. 

And $5 billion comes from the Stra- 
tegic Petroleum Reserve. This will be 
the third time this year that we have 
brought a bill saying we are going to 
sell this oil at its low price. 

Ultimately, the real question is: 
Aren’t we selling off an asset today to 
pay for current expenses? 

$3.5 billion will come from FCC band- 
width sales. I can live with that. I’m 
not thrilled with it. I think we should 
make more bandwidth available to the 
public so that, in fact, space we can all 
use without paying would be available. 


October 28, 2015 


But here is the one that really broke 
me: Extending the Medicare sequester 
rate saves $14 billion, but the one-time 
saving is based on an occurrence in the 
year 2025. 

So, in closing, Madam Speaker, I will 
not sell our future for this year’s budg- 
et; and, therefore, I recommend a “no” 
because of the pay-fors on this budget. 
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Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Vermont (Mr. WELCH), somebody 
who has been very focused on making 
sure we keep the full faith and credit of 
the United States. 

Mr. WELCH. I thank the gentleman. 

Madam Speaker, there are a few rea- 
sons why this agreement deserves our 
support: 

First, it is good public policy. This fi- 
nally unleashes the shackles of the se- 
quester that have prevented Congress 
from making decisions and, instead, 
just had across-the-board cuts. The 
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. RoG- 
ERS) is going to have an opportunity 
for his Appropriations Committee—Re- 
publicans and Democrats—to do its job. 

Second, it averts enormous increases 
in Medicare part B premiums. 

Third, it keeps Social Security dis- 
ability funds solvent through 2022, and 
there are a number of other things. 

The second major reason why this is 
so important is this: It is an agree- 
ment. We have finally come together, 
through the leadership of Speaker 
BOEHNER and Leader PELOSI, to legis- 
late. We have been part of a legislative 
body that is on strike, that hasn’t leg- 
islated. We cannot underestimate the 
power that is unleashed by the capac- 
ity of this Congress to give certainty 
to the American people and to our 
agencies as to what comes ahead and 
what they have to do. 

Secondly, what Speaker BOEHNER 
did—and I am so indebted to him, as all 
of us should be—is that he took out of 
the hands of those of us in Congress 
two weapons which, when used, are 
very destructive, and those are: the 
threat of shutting the government 
down, and the threat of defaulting on 
America’s full faith and credit. We 
can’t do that. 

And Speaker BOEHNER, to his credit, 
when there was the Planned Parent- 
hood dispute about funding and he was 
in favor of cutting funding, he opposed 
shutting down government to achieve 
that goal. 

We have suspended the debt ceiling 
through 2017, which means this body is 
going to have not just the opportunity, 
but the responsibility to do its job. 

Finally, what we have seen here, 
when Speaker BOEHNER reached out to 
Leader PELOSI, is that he had in the 
minority leader a willing partner who 
was willing to sit down, work hard, and 
reach an agreement. That sets the 
foundation for progress ahead. 
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I wish the best success to Speaker-to- 
be RYAN. He has willing and able part- 
ners in the whole Caucus to make 
progress for America. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. SAN- 
FORD), the distinguished former Gov- 
ernor of South Carolina, who is a Mem- 
ber of this great body. 

Mr. SANFORD. Madam Speaker, I 
will say to the chairman from Ken- 
tucky that I am absolutely sympa- 
thetic in the way that he and others in 
the leadership are really caught be- 
tween a rock and a hard place. 

If you think about 100 members of 
the defense community saying, ‘‘Wait a 
minute. We won’t vote for it unless we 
get more there’’; folks in the AG com- 
munity saying, ‘‘We don’t like this par- 
ticular provision’’; advocates of Medi- 
care saying, ‘‘We have got to have a bit 
more here,” the realities of a debt ceil- 
ing, a President who said, “A clean 
ceiling or nothing at all,’’ I mean, they 
really have been between a rock and a 
hard place. 

But that having been said, we are 
still left at the end of the day with a 
$1.5 trillion problem that has grown on 
top of an $18 trillion problem; and I, 
therefore, believe that the simple no- 
tion is the key to getting out of a hole 
is to quit digging. Fundamentally, I be- 
lieve that this bill does more digging 
than not. And I say that from three dif- 
ferent points: 

One, there is a process question. In 
fairness to the chairman and others, in 
some ways, this was handed to them, 
and I think that there are serious ques- 
tions that any of us should have with 
regard to process. 

Two, it does remove the caps. As dra- 
conian as they are, they represent the 
only piece of financial restraint in 
Washington, D.C., that has encumbered 
this entity. That, I think, has a lot to 
do with the fiscal restraint that we 
have seen on domestic discretionary 
spending. 

And finally, as my colleague from 
California just pointed out, there is 
borrowing from Peter to pay for Paul. 
And if you look at where disability in- 
surance is getting money from the 
standpoint of old age survivors, if you 
look at the bandwidth question, if you 
look at the strategic oil question, if 
you look at pension smoothing and a 
whole number of other areas, you are 
left with this larger question of this 
still does not solve the problem of this 
upward trajectory that we have with 
regard to spending in this place. 

Therefore, I would remind everyone 
of what Admiral Mike Mullen said, who 
is the former Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. He said that the great- 
est threat to our civilization was the 
national debt. At the end of the day, 
this bill compounds it; and for that 
reason, I would respectfully encourage 
a “no.” 
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Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. NEAL), a dis- 
tinguished member of the Ways and 
Means Committee. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, today’s 
effort is a moment of satisfaction but 
not delectation. This stands before us 
as a testament that Congress cannot be 
dictated to by a minority of the major- 
ity. This institution cannot work based 
upon the principle that a minority of 
the majority can dictate the outcome 
of legislative life. 

I am glad we are finding common 
ground and common purpose. It is simi- 
lar to the Congress that I joined a lot 
of years ago. 

But rather than a moment of gloat- 
ing, we should all take a look at what 
has happened to the process that once 
governed this institution. And my plea 
to the new Speaker of the House is 
going to be: Remember that the com- 
mittee system is the vertebra of Con- 
gress. It is within the structure of the 
committee system that we find the 
way forward. 

And to Speaker BOEHNER, a good man 
and a good friend who leaves here in 
the next couple of days, congratula- 
tions, as well as to Leader PELOSI, 
Leader MCCONNELL, and Leader REID. 
But the sad commentary is this could 
never have happened if they didn’t take 
it upon themselves to do the actual ne- 
gotiation. The polarization in this in- 
stitution would have prevented that. 

We cannot keep taking America to 
the financial precipice. We need some 
predictability, some confidence in 
building the economy. By embracing 
this proposal, we allow that oppor- 
tunity to perhaps happen. We take de- 
fault off the table. The full faith and 
credit of the United States will not be 
impugned. We will not allow the coun- 
try to be hijacked by extremist views. 

I say to those here, that small num- 
ber that want to dictate the outcome 
of what happens in this institution: 
Pay some attention to the skill and the 
art of legislating as opposed to just the 
talking points that lend themselves to 
the incendiary commentary that flows 
from this institution now. Work with 
both sides to try to find an outcome 
that the American people can look at 
as having accomplished with some 
pride. 

We look at this institution with 
great regard, and what has happened to 
it is a shameful exercise in allowing 
this rule that prevents us from moving 
forward because of the advances that 
are made by a minority of the major- 
ity. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER), a 
member of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I appreciate the 
gentleman’s courtesy and his hard 
work over the years on the budget. 
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Madam Speaker, I am pleased to 
stand today to support this agreement. 
It allows us to limp along. There is no 
shutdown for now. We avoid the dam- 
age of default. There is a slight relax- 
ation in sequestration. There is equity 
for seniors and the disabled. 

There was a time when many of these 
provisions would not necessarily be a 
cause for celebration, but it is today. 
This is a signal accomplishment for 
stability. 

I take my hat off to Speaker BOEH- 
NER, Leader PELOSI, the Senate leader- 
ship, and the President and his team 
for delivering an agreement that came 
together for Congress at relatively 
warp speed, working behind the scenes 
for days. It wins the House some 
breathing space, not lurching from cri- 
sis to crisis, and I hope that we take 
advantage of this achievement. 

This was an important week here on 
Capitol Hill: 

We have made a transition on the Re- 
publican side with a new Speaker, a 
friend that I respect and admire, the 
gentleman from Wisconsin, PAUL RYAN. 
I look forward to working with him. 

It was important that the House was 
able to work its will on the Ex-Im 
Bank. We found a piece of legislation 
supported not just overwhelmingly by 
the House, but by a majority of Repub- 
licans, bottled up in committee by a 
minority, and it broke loose. I think 
that is important. 

I hope this breathing room allows us 
to do one other thing, and that is to 
prioritize our budget requirements. We 
are going to spend over $1 trillion in 
the years ahead on nuclear weapons 
that we cannot afford to use and can’t 
afford to buy. We can do better for the 
American people, and I hope this agree- 
ment allows us to do so. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. FATTAH), a distin- 
guished member of the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

Mr. FATTAH. Madam Speaker, I am 
one who comes to this floor to support 
this agreement. It means the great 
work that we are doing on the Appro- 
priations Committee—working with 
my colleagues, like Chairman ROGERS 
and TOM COLE from Oklahoma—the 
work we are doing on brain health-re- 
lated issues, the creation of a process 
to map the human brain, to create a 
national brain observatory, to help 
lead the world in an area in which we 
can finally find answers to a whole 
range of diseases going forward. We 
will be able to move our appropriations 
bills on a whole range of issues—from 
youth mentoring, to housing, to health 
care—because the Congress and its 
leadership have come together. 

So I commend both sides, and I com- 
mend the White House. I am pleased 
that this agreement has happened. 
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Yesterday I announced a $10 million 
TIGER grant for Philadelphia. This 
agreement means that there will be 
other Members who will be making 
said announcements out in the future 
because we will be doing the work that 
helps keep America number one in the 
world. 

For all of our challenges, we have the 
most powerful Nation in the world. 
This agreement helps to move us for- 
ward, and I am here to applaud it and 
to vote in favor of it. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. PELOSI), somebody 
who knows how to lead, who knows 
how to get things done, who knows how 
to find common ground, and who was a 
vital part of bringing us to the progress 
we are making today, the Democratic 
leader. 

Ms. PELOSI. I thank the gentleman 
from Maryland (Mr. VAN HOLLEN) for 
yielding and for his kind words, and I 
return the compliment to him. 

To the staff of the Budget Com- 
mittee, the staff of the other commit- 
tees of jurisdiction on both sides of the 
aisle who enabled this important agree- 
ment to come forward, thank you very 
much. 

Madam Speaker, today we are proud 
to come to the floor with legislation 
that moves America forward, affirming 
the full faith and credit of the United 
States of America, as our Constitution 
says should never be in doubt, and 
passing a budget agreement that cre- 
ates jobs, protects seniors, and invests 
in our future. 

Today we cast our votes for a bipar- 
tisan budget package that represents 
significant progress for hardworking 
American families. 

Throughout the budget process, I am 
proud that Democrats have been united 
by our values and our determination to 
win progress for those hardworking 
American families. We showed we had 
the votes and the resolve to sustain the 
President’s vetoes of funding bills that 
did not meet the needs of those people. 

Working with our Republican col- 
leagues on a compromise enabled us at 
long last to bring to the floor a bill, a 
bill with which we have broken the se- 
quester stranglehold on our national 
defense and our investments in good- 
paying jobs and the future of America. 

In this agreement before the House, 
we achieve equal funding; we honor the 
principle of parity between defense and 
domestic priorities. We achieve equal 
funding increases for defense and do- 
mestic initiatives, amounting to $112 
billion over the next 2 years. We pre- 
vent a 20 percent cut in disability bene- 
fits for millions of people in 2016 and 
extend the solvency of the Social Secu- 
rity Disability Insurance program. We 
prevent a drastic increase in Medicare 
part B premiums and deductibles for 
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millions of seniors next year. And we 
affirm the full faith and credit of the 
United States is nonnegotiable and un- 
breakable, with a clean debt limit sus- 
pension. 
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We push through the gridlock to pro- 
vide more economic certainty and, ac- 
cording to the Council of Economic Ad- 
visers, create an additional 340,000 jobs 
in 2016 alone. 

Budget and senior groups and groups 
for disability are lining up in strong 
support of this agreement. As AARP 
wrote to congressional leaders—I’m 
sure you saw this, Mr. ROGERS, and 
thank you for your courageous support 
of this legislation, our great chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee— 
AARP wrote, “AARP strongly supports 
the bipartisan agreement you have 
reached to avert deep reductions in So- 
cial Security Disability Insurance ben- 
efits in 2016, and to address the immi- 
nent spike in Medicare Part B pre- 
miums which many older Americans 
would otherwise experience. Your ef- 
forts to reach across the aisle and to- 
gether find sensible solutions to sig- 
nificant problems are appreciated and 
commended.’’ 

Working together, Madam Speaker, 
Democrats and Republicans, we have 
found a way forward for the American 
people. I thank the Republican leader- 
ship for their partnership in reaching 
this agreement. 

Again, I thank the staffs of the com- 
mittees of jurisdiction: the Budget 
Committee, the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee, the Appropriations Committee, 
the Energy and Commerce Committee, 
and others. I commend our colleagues 
for speaking out on this important 
agreement. 

Let us pass this agreement. Let’s 
vote “yes” today together. Let us pass 
this agreement, move swiftly to keep 
government open, and make progress 
for the American people. 

Madam Speaker, I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote, 
and I hope it is a big strong one. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, might I inquire of the gen- 
tleman how many speakers he has re- 
maining? 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, 
I have about four more speakers. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, 
I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman 
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER). He is 
somebody who has been a Key leader on 
budget and fiscal issues, someone from 
the great State of Maryland, and our 
distinguished Democratic whip. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentlelady. 

I thank the gentleman from Mary- 
land for yielding. I thank him for his 
outstanding leadership as ranking 
member of the Budget Committee on 
fiscal stability and fiscal responsibility 
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and his willingness to lead in ensuring 
that America invests in its future. 

I thank the chairman of the Appro- 
priations Committee. I think I quote 
the chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee as much as I quote any 
other Member: Unrealistic and ill-ad- 
vised. Those two words of his relating 
to the sequester are emblazoned on my 
frontal lobe, and I thank him for that 
statement. 

Madam Speaker, this agreement rep- 
resents a bipartisan effort to prevent a 
catastrophic default and lessen the 
chance of a government shutdown in 
December—lessens the chance. It 
doesn’t preclude it. It shows what is 
possible when Democrats and Repub- 
licans work together to get something 
done in a bipartisan way. 

This has been a unique week. The Ex- 
port-Import Bank passed with a major- 
ity of Republicans and an overwhelm- 
ingly majority—all but one—of Demo- 
crats. This is going to pass, in my view, 
with overwhelming numbers of Repub- 
licans and overwhelming numbers of 
Democrats voting for it. That is what 
Americans want, and that is what they 
expect. They want us to work together, 
not always agree with one other, but to 
work together. 

Madam Speaker, this bill replaces 
the sequester, that ill-advised policy 
that is hurting our country. It replaces 
it for 2 years and does so with parity 
for defense and non-defense sequester 
relief. It protects Medicare part B 
beneficiaries from seeing higher pre- 
miums, and it saves the Social Secu- 
rity Disability Insurance program from 
insolvency. All of those are worthwhile 
objectives. 

This legislation will give us a chance 
to work on a long-term solution to our 
fiscal challenges over the next 2 years. 
This agreement, like Ryan-Murray, is a 
short-term agreement, and the end of 
it comes sooner than we expect. 

Congress ought not to wait until this 
agreement is about to expire 2 years 
from now to act. We should get to work 
right now on a big, bipartisan deal to 
put America’s fiscal house back in 
order and enable our Nation to afford 
investments in a stronger economic fu- 
ture. 

Americans are not looking for a rick- 
ety bridge to 2017, but a sturdy one 
that can carry us into a stronger eco- 
nomic future. Businesses across the 
country are clamoring for long-term 
certainty, for Congress to find a way to 
replace the sequester and remove the 
uncertainty that it has created and 
continues to create. 

So I hope, Madam Speaker, the his- 
tory that is written about this legisla- 
tion is that it was a bipartisan first 
step towards securing the kind of long- 
term agreement all of us know we must 
achieve. 

I had the opportunity to serve with 
Mr. ROGERS for a couple of decades on 
the Appropriations Committee. He and 
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I have served in this Congress together 
for a long period of time. 

He is a responsible leader in the Con- 
gress of the United States, and I quote 
him because his perspective and mine 
are the same—although we differ on 
many issues—and it is that we owe it 
to the American people, we owe it to 
America, and we owe it to future gen- 
erations to create the fiscal stability 
that will allow the Appropriations 
Committee, very frankly, to again be- 
come the center of decisionmaking, 
which it was for many of the years that 
I served on it. 

Too often now we ignore the Appro- 
priations Committee whose job is to 
set priorities and to apply the re- 
sources of our country to those pri- 
ority items. If we don’t adhere to that 
process, that will not happen. 

Madam Speaker, in closing, we need 
to get a long-term fiscal resolution. 
This is a short term. I will support it. 
It is good for the country. But we need 
a long-term solution. I thank the 
chairman, and I thank the ranking 
member, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, my friend, 
who has done such a terrific job. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Ranking 
Member, let me thank you. And to the 
chairman of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, let me thank you as well. 

This was a tough call. And I do want 
to thank the leadership, Speaker BOEH- 
NER, and our leadership, Leader PELOSI, 
Whip HOYER, and, of course, our rank- 
ing member of the Budget Committee, 
and the Ways and Means leadership as 
well. This is an important step forward 
because I can say to my constituents: 
We fixed some of your pain and your 
anguish. 

Madam Speaker, this bill quickly 
provides $80 billion, but I am so grate- 
ful that part of that deals with the 
plussing up of non-defense discre- 
tionary funding: child care, National 
Institutes of Health, and other very 
important issues. 

My seniors, I think it is very impor- 
tant to note that your Medicare pre- 
mium part B will not go up in a 50 per- 
cent increase in 2016 and there will be 
less deep cuts in Social Security, more 
jobs being created, and as well we will 
have the opportunities, as I indicated, 
to increase NIH funding. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, 
I yield the gentlewoman an additional 
10 seconds. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. What we must be 
careful of is that we do not increase 
any mandatory minimums and some of 
the penalties that are in place, and we 
must be careful that we do protect So- 
cial Security and Medicare. We will 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


continue to monitor this for a budget 
that will lift the debt ceiling until 2017 
and have this country stand on its feet 
and pay its bills. 

Madam Speaker, | thank the gentlelady for 
yielding and | rise to speak on the rule and the 
underlying legislation, which is the Senate 
Amendment to H.R. 1314, the “Bipartisan 
Budget Agreement of 2015.” 

The bill before us is not perfect—far from 
it—but it is a modest and positive step toward 
preventing Republicans from shutting down 
the government again and manufacturing cri- 
ses that only harm our economy, destroy jobs, 
and weaken our middle class. 

| have reviewed the agreement carefully and 
have concluded that on balance the good out- 
weighs the bad for the following reasons: 

1. The agreement provides $80 billion of 
significant sequester relief over the next two 
years for both defense and non-defense prior- 
ities, which is nearly 90 percent of the relief 
requested by the President in his 2016 budg- 
et; 

2. The Bipartisan Budget Agreement pre- 
vents a roughly 50 percent increase in the 
Medicare Part B premium in 2016, protecting 
thousands of seniors in my congressional dis- 
trict, and millions more across the country, 
from cost increases; 

3. The Bipartisan Budget Agreement avoids 
deep cuts to Social Security Disability Insur- 
ance (DI) benefits that would occur at the end 
of next year; 

4. Hundreds of thousands of American jobs 
will be created over the next two years due to 
the avoidance of manufactured budget crises; 

5. The Bipartisan Budget Agreement pro- 
vides additional resources and the funding sta- 
bility needed to protect our homeland, counter 
future threats, and take care of our troops 
while preventing deep cuts that would result 
from locking in sequestration; 

6. The agreement is paid for in a balanced 
way that avoids harmful cuts to Medicare or 
Social Security beneficiaries; and 

7. Prevents a catastrophic default and pro- 
tects the full faith and credit of the United 
States and by suspending the national debt 
limit until March 15, 2017. 

But as with any compromise there are some 
things in the agreement that | support and 
some things that | do not. 

For example, while providing $80 billion in 
relief over two years, instead of abolishing se- 
questration, as | would prefer, the agreement 
retains the sequestration principle and extends 
its applicability for two additional years, until 
2025. 

Of this $80 billion, $50 billion will be avail- 
able in FY 2016 and $30 billion in FY 2017, 
to be equally divided and allocated by the 
House and Senate Appropriations Committees 
among the various federal agencies and pro- 
grams. 

This modest increase in discretionary do- 
mestic funding holds open the promise of in- 
creased investments in critical areas such as 
basic research in health and science, edu- 
cation, veterans’ medical care, and job train- 
ing. 

And these investments are desperately 
needed if we are to position our nation to pre- 
vail in an increasingly interconnected econ- 
omy. 
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Madam Speaker, in the absence of this 
agreement, we would have to rely upon a full- 
year continuing resolution which would result 
in $1 billion less in NIH funding and nearly 
1,000 fewer NSF grants than under the Presi- 
dent’s budget. 

Were we to operate under a continuing res- 
olution through the end of FY 2016, per-pupil 
education funding would fall to the lowest lev- 
els since 2000, and Head Start would be flat- 
funded, which would mean roughly 17,000 
fewer children served than in 2014. 

Madam Speaker, a full-year CR at seques- 
tration levels would mean $1 billion less than 
the President requested for veterans’ medical 
care relative even though all of us here agree 
that our veterans deserve more, much more, 
support than they have received. 

The Bipartisan Budget Agreement will allow 
us to provide funding for job training for two 
million more workers than would be possible if 
we continued to operate through the end of 
FY 2016 under a continuing resolution subject 
to sequestration. 

Madam Speaker, | strongly support the pro- 
vision in the Bipartisan Budget Agreement that 
prevents an increase of nearly 50 percent in 
the Medicare Part B premium for 2016 and 
2017 by spreading out the cost of replenishing 
the Medicare Supplemental Medical Insurance 
Trust Fund over a number of years. 

Without Congressional action, the monthly 
2015 Part B premium of $104.90 would in- 
crease by $54.40 in 2016 to $159.30 for bene- 
ficiaries not held harmless (i.e., those who did 
not receive an increase in their Social Security 
benefits). 

The Bipartisan Budget Agreement maintains 
the hold harmless provision in current law and 
prevents a dramatic premium increase on 
beneficiaries not held harmless by setting a 
new 2016 basic Part B premium for the bene- 
ficiaries not held harmless at $120, which is 
the amount the Part B premium would other- 
wise be for all beneficiaries in 2016 if the hold 
harmless provision in current law did not 
apply. , . , 

To replenish the Medicare Trust Fund, in 
2016 there would be a loan of general rev- 
enue from the Federal Treasury, which will be 
repaid beginning in 2016 by an additional $3 
surcharge in the monthly Part B premium of 
beneficiaries not subject to the hold harmless. 

Madam Speaker, it is worth noting that a 
functioning, effective federal government is 
critical to people with disabilities who dis- 
proportionately rely on government services to 
live, learn and work in their communities. 

That is why | also strongly support the provi- 
sion in the Bipartisan Budget Agreement that 
avoids deep cuts to Social Security Disability 
Insurance. 

Specifically, the agreement ensures that the 
Social Security Disability Insurance program 
will continue to provide the full benefits that 
workers have earned, preventing a 20 percent 
cut that would have been applied to workers 
and their families at the end of 2016. 

Madam Speaker, another reason | support 
the Bipartisan Budget Agreement is that it 
eliminates the temptation of House Repub- 
licans to once again resort to the 
brinksmanship politics of defaulting on the na- 
tional debt. 

The full faith and credit of the United States 
is too valuable a national asset to be trifled 
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with, as Alexander Hamilton, the nation’s first 
and greatest Treasury Secretary, understood. 

In 1789, in the dawn of the nation’s birth, 
Hamilton recognized and acted upon the belief 
that the path to American prosperity and 
greatness lay in its creditworthiness which pro- 
vided the affordable access to capital needed 
to fund internal improvements and economic 
growth. 

According to Hamilton, the nation’s credit- 
worthiness was one of its most important na- 
tional assets and “the proper funding of the 
present debt, will render it a national bless- 
ing.” 

But to maintain this blessing, or to “render 
public credit immortal,” Hamilton warned that it 
was necessary that “the creation of debt 
should always be accompanied with the 
means of extinguishment.” 

In other words, to retain and enjoy the pros- 
perity that flows from good credit, it is nec- 
essary for a nation to pay its bills. 

Defaulting on the national debt would vitiate 
the full faith and credit of the United States, 
cost American jobs, hurt businesses of all 
sizes, and do irreparable damage to the econ- 
omy. 

On the other hand, suspending the national 
debt until March 15, 2017, is estimated by the 
Congressional Budget Office to create 
340,000 additional American jobs in 2016 
alone and more than 500,000 job-years in 
2017. 

Additionally, the Chairman of the Council of 
Economic Advisors forecasts that the indirect 
effect of increased certainty and confidence 
could further boost job creation and economic 
growth above these estimates. 

What is more, increased long-term growth 
and rising middle-class incomes can be ex- 
pected to result from the greater investments 
in human capital and infrastructure made pos- 
sible by the Bipartisan Budget Agreement. 

Madam Speaker, perhaps the most imme- 
diate benefit of the Bipartisan Budget Agree- 
ment is that it paves the way for the House 
and Senate to reach agreement on the 
FY2016 spending bills needed to keep the 
federal government open and avoid another 
disastrous shutdown like the one House Re- 
publicans inflicted on the nation in October 
2013. 

That shutdown lasted 16 days, cost the 
economy $24 billion, and inflicted untold harm 
on federal employees and the people they 
serve. 

Madam Speaker, the past several years 
have been an extraordinary time in America. 

We have seen the Legislative and Executive 
Branches of our government and the constitu- 
tional balance that the framers of the Constitu- 
tion intended regarding matters related to pub- 
lic purse tested. 

It is extraordinary when a matter that should 
be dealt with in the regular order of the busi- 
ness of the House and Senate becomes a 
matter so grave that a broad and diverse coa- 
lition call on Members of this body to do what 
we were elected to do: manage the business 
of the people through cooperation and com- 
promise. 

That is why we have heard from a broad 
and diverse range of American voices, includ- 
ing the AARP, the U.S. Chamber of Com- 
merce, the National Education Association, 
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and the Leadership Conference on Civil and 

Human Rights, calling for the passage of the 

Bipartisan Budget Agreement. 

By supporting the Bipartisan Budget Agree- 
ment we can show the American people that 
we understand that we were sent here to ad- 
dress their problems and concerns by working 
together to reach agreement that responsibly 
makes the investments needed to keep our 
nation competitive in a global economy and 
enables all of our people to reach their poten- 
tial and realize their dreams. 

UPDATED II: SOME OF THE KEY GROUPS SUP- 
PORTING THE BIPARTISAN BUDGET AGREE- 
MENT 

(October 28, 2015) 

AARP: “On behalf of our 38 million mem- 
bers and as the largest nonprofit, non- 
partisan organization representing the inter- 
ests of Americans age 50 and older and their 
families, AARP strongly supports the bipar- 
tisan agreement you have reached to avert 
deep reductions in Social Security Disability 
Insurance benefits in 2016, and to address the 
imminent spike in Medicare Part B pre- 
miums which many older Americans would 
otherwise experience. .. . By finding a sen- 
sible solution to keep premiums manageable 
for over 16 million beneficiaries, Congress is 
helping to prevent financial hardship for 
many beneficiaries at a time when there is 
no Social Security cost of living adjustment. 

Finally, AARP appreciates that the 

agreement modifies sequestration for discre- 
tionary programs for fiscal year 2016. The 
higher discretionary cap may prevent unwise 
cuts to countless programs serving older 
Americans. Sequestration relief for many 
health care, nutrition and supportive service 
programs is critically important to seniors 
as funding for them has declined over the 
past decade despite substantial increases in 
population requiring this assistance.” 

Center for Medicare Advocacy: ‘‘Congress 
is considering the Bipartisan Budget Act of 
2015. This proposed budget agreement would 
reduce an expected spike in the Medicare 
Part B deductible and premiums for 2016... . 
We are glad people who rely on Medicare can 
breathe a bit easier—knowing that premiums 
and deductibles will not skyrocket next 
year.” 

Consortium for Citizens with Disabilities: 
The Consortium for Citizens with Disabil- 
ities’ (CCD) Fiscal Policy Task Force com- 
mends the House and Senate leadership for 
negotiating the Bipartisan Budget Act of 
2015 (BBA). . . . We commend the negotiators 
for reaching a deal that provides relief from 
sequestration and raises the budget caps for 
discretionary programs in Fiscal Years 2016 
and 2017. The package provides welcome sta- 
bility in the appropriations process and 
avoids a devastating 20% benefit cut in 2016 
for Social Security Disability beneficiaries 
and their families.” 

Federation of American Hospitals: ‘‘The 
Federation of American Hospitals acknowl- 
edges that it is incumbent upon Congress to 
act on the debt ceiling and establish a fed- 
eral budget. The Bipartisan Budget Act of 
2015 agreement, which accomplishes these 
goals, includes Medicare cuts as offsets... . 
The FAH understands that Congressional 
leaders did their best to minimize the effects 
of these cuts on the hospitals that care for 
the nation’s seniors. By extending without 
increasing the overall effect of the Medicare 
sequester and focusing a limited payment 
change on certain physician-hospital ar- 
rangements, the bill is carefully crafted to 
meet its objectives.” 
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American College of Physicians: ‘‘The 
American College of Physicians is pleased 
that today’s proposed bipartisan budget 
agreement will provide two years of relief 
from existing ‘sequestration’ level spending 
caps that could result in cuts to programs 
that are vital to the nation’s healthcare, in- 
cluding the National Institutes of Health, 
Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality, 
and Primary Care Training Programs au- 
thorized by Section 747 of Title VII of the 
Public Health Service Act. . We [also] 
strongly support the proposal to ensure all 
new hospital acquisitions of private physi- 
cian practices would only be eligible for 
Medicare payments equal to those for the 
same care services provided in the free- 
standing, community-based setting.” 

American Academy of Family Physicians: 
“On behalf of the Academy of Family Physi- 
cians (AAFP), which represents 120,900 fam- 
ily physicians and medical students across 
the country, I write in support of the Bipar- 
tisan Budget Act of 2015. . The AAFP 
notes that the bill will make two important 
reforms to Medicare. First, the bill will miti- 
gate an anticipated spike in 2016 in pre- 
miums and deductibles for America’s Medi- 
care Part B enrollees, which will help avoid 
disruption in access to physicians’ services 
to seniors. Second, the bill removes an incen- 
tive in the Medicare hospital outpatient pay- 
ment system that has driven health systems 
to purchase Physician practices, in turn in- 
creasing healthcare costs without any cor- 
responding benefit to patient care.” 

Chamber of Commerce: ‘The U.S. Chamber 
of Commerce. . . urges Congress to pass the 
Bipartisan Budget Act of 2015 (BBA2015) to 
bring certainty to next year’s appropriations 
process, raise the debt limit through March 
15, 2017, strengthen America’s national secu- 
rity, and constructively resolve a handful of 
other outstanding issues.” 

NETWORK: A National Catholic Social 
Justice Lobby: ‘“‘NETWORK, A National 
Catholic Social Justice Lobby is encouraged 
to hear that a budget deal has been reached 
that will surpass sequester budget caps for 
the next two years and raise the debt ceiling 
to prevent a default on our nation’s financial 
obligations. ... We are encouraged by the 
White House and Congressional leaderships’ 
work on the proposed budget deal that lifts 
the caps on non-defense spending. 
Unaddressed, sequester would have caused 
hardship for many hardworking and vulner- 
able people in our nation.”’ 

The Leadership Conference on Civil and 
Human Rights: ‘‘We applaud the White 
House and congressional leaders who nego- 
tiated the budget deal introduced late last 
night for their hard work in crafting a bipar- 
tisan, two-year bill that will raise the caps 
on spending for both defense and non-defense 
discretionary spending and provided needed 
relief for underfunded programs that serve 
our communities. 

Robert Greenstein, Center for Budget and 
Policy Priorities: “If approved by Congress, 
the new budget deal from the White House 
and congressional leaders will mark a sig- 
nificant achievement by an otherwise polar- 
ized Washington... . The package would ef- 
fectively eliminate about 90 percent of the 
sequestration budget cuts for non-defense 
discretionary programs in fiscal year 2016, 
and about 60 percent of them in 2017. . . ex- 
tend the solvency of Social Security Dis- 
ability Insurance through 2022, thereby 
avoiding across-the-board cuts of nearly 20 
percent in disability benefits starting in late 
2016, which will otherwise occur, and avoid, 
for Medicare, an estimated 52 percent in- 
crease in deductibles for physician and other 
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outpatient services in 2016, and a 52 percent 
increase in Part B premiums that roughly 30 
percent of Medicare beneficiaries otherwise 
would face. .. . The deal is a major, multi- 
faceted package that addresses a number of 
contentious issues... . Overall, the deal is a 
significant achievement that includes an 
array of sound policies and policy reforms 
and accomplishes important goals.” 

National Education Association: ‘‘On be- 
half of the three million members of the Na- 
tional Education Association (NEA) and the 
students they serve, we urge you to Vote Yes 
on the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2015 which 
could be voted on as early as Wednesday. We 
applaud the bipartisan leadership exhibited 
to craft a bill that takes needed steps toward 
ending harmful sequester level funding so 
that necessary investments can be made in 
programs that will grow our economy and 
our future. Votes associated with this issue 
may be included in the NEA Legislative Re- 
port Card for the 114th Congress. 

Committee for Education Funding: ‘‘The 
Committee for Education Funding (CEF), a 
coalition of 122 national education associa- 
tions and institutions spanning early learn- 
ing to postgraduate education, writes to ex- 
press our support for the Bipartisan Budget 
Act (BBA) of 2015. The bill will eliminate 
most of the harmful sequester spending caps 
for nondefense discretionary (NDD) programs 
for Fiscal Year (FY) 2016 and FY 2017, there- 
by providing room for critically important 
investments in education programs through 
appropriations.” 

League of Conservation Voters: ‘‘We com- 
ment Leader Pelosi, Leader Reid, and Presi- 
dent Obama for negotiating a deal free of 
ideological attacks on our environment that 
finally ends the cuts that hamper invest- 
ment in our economy and the priorities of 
our families. We urge Congress to pass this 
budget deal and then pass a clean spending 
bill free of anti-environmental riders that 
fund all federal agencies at a level that al- 
lows them to continue protecting our air, 
water, lands and wildlife.” 

Easter Seals: ‘‘Haster Seals is encouraged 
by the framework presented in the Bipar- 
tisan Budget Act of 2015 (BBA). This com- 
promise is designed to restore order to the 
federal budget and appropriations process, 
and will allow for much needed investments 
in people with disabilities. A functioning, ef- 
fective federal government is critical to peo- 
ple with disabilities who disproportionately 
rely on government services to live, learn 
and work in their communities. We com- 
mend the negotiators for reaching a deal 
that provides partial relief from sequestra- 
tion and raises the budget caps for discre- 
tionary programs in Fiscal Year 2016 and 2017 
and provides stability.” 

NDD United: “NDD United—an alliance of 
more than 2,500 national, state, and local or- 
ganizations working to protect investments 
in core government functions—strongly sup- 
ports and urges you to support the Bipar- 
tisan Budget Act of 2015 (BBA). This deal, 
brokered by all four corners of Congressional 
leadership and the President, restores crit- 
ical funding equally to both defense and non- 
defense spending that keeps Americans 
healthy, safe and secure and ensures that we 
do not risk the full faith and credit of the 
United States by suspending the debt ceiling 
through March 2017.” 

AAUW: ‘‘On behalf of the over 170,000 mem- 
bers and supports of the American Associa- 
tion of University Women (AAUW), I urge 
Rep. Pelosi to support the Balanced Budget 
Act of 2015 (H.R. 1314). The Bipartisan Budget 
Act of 2015 lifts sequestration in a fair and 
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responsible manner that ensures commu- 
nities are healthy, safe, and secure. Cuts as 
a result of sequestration take a direct toll on 
our communities. ...We... saw cuts to 

. important programs such as food assist- 
ance programs for women and children, can- 
cer screenings, services for domestic violence 
survivors, and federal funding for low-in- 
come schools.” 

American Public Health Association: ‘‘The 
deal will allow Congress to provide much 
needed additional funding for nondefense dis- 
cretionary programs in 2016, including public 
health, which continues to be woefully un- 
derfunded. The proposal would also reduce a 
pending premium increase for many Medi- 
care Part B beneficiaries and extend the sol- 
vency of the Social Security Disability In- 
surance Trust Fund.” 

Alliance for Retired Americans: ‘‘The Alli- 
ance for Retired Americans is relieved that 
this budget deal would protect millions of 
seniors from significant increases to their 
Medicare Part B deductibles while pre- 
venting a 20% cut to Social Security Dis- 
ability Insurance (SSDI) benefits in 2016. The 
reallocation between the Social Security Old 
Age and Survivors Insurance (OASI) and 
SSDI trust funds would prevent a massive 
cut in benefits for the disabled. The transfer 
would not impact the long-term solvency of 
Social Security.” 

AFL-CIO: ‘‘Congressional leaders and the 
President successfully eluded the traps set 
by a conservative faction in Congress who 
have tried to hold our economy hostage to 
achieve their radical agenda. The full faith 
and credit of the United States will be pre- 
served aS we pay our bills on time—pre- 
venting brinksmanship over the debt until 
2017. . . . It reduces the spike in [Medicare] 
deductibles for everyone and avoids a sharp 
increase in premiums for many. It ensures 
that 11 million Americans on Social Security 
Disability Insurance continue to receive full 
benefits through 2022.” 

SEIU: “This deal makes significant 
progress in eliminating some of the extraor- 
dinary hardship and uncertainty associated 
with the sequester—as well as helps to head 
off a catastrophic government shutdown 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, 
may I inquire how much time remains 
on this side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Maryland has 3% minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I yield 2 minutes 
to the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. LEE), a great member of the Budg- 
et Committee. 

Ms. LEE. Madam Speaker, first, let 
me thank our ranking member, Con- 
gressman VAN HOLLEN, for yielding and 
for his tremendous leadership on the 
Budget Committee. 

Also, to Leader PELOSI and to Speak- 
er BOEHNER, I just have to thank you 
for demonstrating that we can work to- 
gether in a bipartisan way on behalf of 
the American people. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today in sup- 
port of H.R. 1814, which is the bipar- 
tisan budget agreement of 2015. Let me 
just say, as a member of the Appropria- 
tions and Budget Committees, I really 
know how difficult it has been to get us 
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to where we were today. So thank you 
very much. 

This budget deal, though, is not per- 
fect. It averts a shutdown and prevents 
a catastrophic default on the Federal 
debt. Most importantly, though, it pro- 
vides relief from the sequester and it 
begins—it begins—to invest in the 
American people through programs 
like food stamps, a safety net which 
many, many people need until they are 
through this economic recession. 

We must do more to create good-pay- 
ing jobs for individuals who want to 
work. This begins to invest in early 
childhood education and in public 
housing. 

This agreement also prevents a mas- 
sive hike in healthcare costs for our 
seniors. So while this agreement is an 
important step forward, much work re- 
mains. 

It is past time that we start address- 
ing the priorities of the American peo- 
ple, including passing bipartisan com- 
prehensive immigration reform, mak- 
ing education affordable and accessible 
from pre-K through college, investing 
in workforce training through our com- 
munity colleges, and building path- 
ways out of poverty. 

So, Madam Speaker, I urge my col- 
leagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on this agree- 
ment so we can get Congress back to 
work putting people first. The Amer- 
ican Dream has really turned into a 
nightmare for so many. Hopefully, our 
action today will give people hope that 
the American Dream may be achiev- 
able. But we must do more. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, 
I am pleased to yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
BRENDAN F. BOYLE), a terrific new 
Member of Congress. 

Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Pennsyl- 
vania. Madam Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman. 

Madam Speaker, for the cynics who 
believe that nothing can happen in 
Washington and that we are perma- 
nently doomed to disarray, this has 
been a very bad week. 

First, with the Export-Import Bank, 
we see a majority of Republicans and 
an overwhelming majority of Demo- 
crats come together and reach a bipar- 
tisan compromise, and now here again 
with this big budget agreement, some- 
thing that would avoid the cata- 
strophic default, the first in American 
history if it were to happen. 

Madam Speaker, I don’t agree with 
everything that is in this bill, but I 
agree with the majority of it. It is 
about time this body stopped allowing 
the 10 or 20 percent we disagree with to 
block the 70, 80, and 90 percent we 
agree with. This is a step in the right 
direction. This is progress. This is what 
we need to do more of. I am proud to 
support it. 
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Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, 
may I ask how much time remains on 
this side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Maryland has 45 seconds 
remaining. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, 
I yield myself the balance of my time. 

Where we close is where we started. 
As we all recognize, this agreement is 
not perfect, but it certainly beats the 
alternative and is a positive step for- 
ward. 

It ensures the full faith and credit of 
the United States. We will pay our bills 
on time. It prevents damaging seques- 
ter cuts to our economy and allows us 
to invest more in education, in sci- 
entific research, and military readi- 
ness. 

It prevents a 20 percent cut to Social 
Security Disability beneficiaries, and 
it prevents a whopping Medicare part B 
increase for millions of American sen- 
iors. 

So, again, while many of us would 
like to see more—and I agree with 
those who have said that we need to in- 
vest more and address many of the 
other big issues our country faces—this 
is a positive step forward. 

Madam Speaker, I want to thank ev- 
erybody who helped come together to 
make it possible. I urge its adoption. 
Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

Madam Speaker, it has been my goal, 
as chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee for these 4 years, to get us 
back into regular order. 

When I first came here and for many 
years thereafter, we passed 12 indi- 
vidual appropriations bills funding the 
entire government, but separate bills 
so that every Member had a chance to 
dissect each of these bills, offer amend- 
ments, debate them, fight them, pro- 
mote them, what have you, but at least 
everyone had their day in court. 

Then somehow we got off on a tan- 
gent to where we could not appropriate 
separate bills. So at the end of the fis- 
cal year, we had no choice but to pass 
what is called a continuing resolution, 
which means we just continue spending 
as we had for the last year, regardless 
of the needs of the moment. 

That is a terrible way to do business. 
Agencies, particularly the military, 
would not have a way to plan their 
work or to make orders or to deploy 
troops and the like, a terrible way to 
do business. We lurch from one crisis to 
another, it seems. 
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My goal has been just to get back to 
that business of appropriating 12 sepa- 
rate bills so that we don’t need a CR. 
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We hear current needs. In a CR, you 
are spending money on projects no 
longer needed, but, nevertheless, they 
are required to spend the money, for 
example. A terrible waste of money. 

So to get back on track, the appro- 
priations process, our committee needs 
to have a top line number to which we 
appropriate. We have not been getting 
that number for one reason or the 
other. But now in this bill, not only are 
we getting a number for fiscal ’16, 
which we will now use to write an om- 
nibus appropriations bill for current 
needs and finish it by September 11, 
the deadline, we will do that, but it 
will be made up of the bills that have 
passed both the House and Senate Ap- 
propriations Committees and in con- 
versations between the two bodies. 

Not only do we have the number for 
fiscal °16, but we have it for fiscal °17, 
and that is very important. It gives us 
a year to plan our work to try to mar- 
shal through 12 separate bills for the 
first time in many, many years so that 
we, with the Senate, can send to the 
President 12 bills that have the polish 
and the content put into it and on it by 
the Members of our bodies, the House 
and the Senate. That is my goal. That 
is why I am so strong for this bill. That 
is the biggest thing in it from my per- 
spective. 

It is important that we are helping 
our folks who are on Social Security 
Disability to take the worry away from 
them that they have that that fund 
will be drying up, which it will be. It is 
great that we are taking care of the 
problem with Medicare benefit in- 
creases, the interest on Medicare. It is 
important, very important, of course, 
that we avoid the default in our debt 
ceiling coming up momentarily. All of 
these things you have heard about in 
this debate are great. 

But for me, the 2 years that we have 
now to get back on regular order and 
stop lurching from crisis to crisis, to 
stop that business, this bill will give us 
that great chance. 

I urge Members to support the bill. It 
is a good one. It is not perfect, not 
ideal, by any stretch of the imagina- 
tion, but it is the best we can do with 
what we have, and the alternative 
would be disaster. I urge an “aye” 
vote. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Madam Speak- 
er, today the House is scheduled to consider 
the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2015 which would 
increase the discretionary spending caps for 
fiscal years 2016 and 2017 set in the Budget 
Control Act of 2011 and would include offsets 
over 10 years. While the legislation would pro- 
vide funding certainty for discretionary pro- 
grams in fiscal years 2016 and 2017, it has 
some concerning provisions as explained 
below. 

The bill provides additional resources for 
base discretionary non-defense spending far 
in excess of the levels in the fiscal year 2016 
budget conference agreement (S. Con. Res. 


October 28, 2015 


11). The amount of base nondefense discre- 
tionary increases for fiscal years 2016 and 
2017 are $30 billion and $15 billion, respec- 
tively, above the levels approved by Congress 
just over 5 months ago when the budget con- 
ference agreement was adopted. The bill also 
provides an additional adjustment through the 
Overseas Contingency Operations/Global War 
on Terrorism (OCO/GWOT) category of $14.9 
billion for the State Department and Inter- 
national Affairs budget category, which is $7.9 
billion—more than double—what the President 
requested in his FY16 Budget. If this adjust- 
ment becomes law, it will allow non-defense 
budgetary resources to be shifted from the 
base discretionary category, which has spend- 
ing limits, to the OCO/GWOT category which 
has no spending limits. When both the base 
and OCO/GWOT increases for non-defense 
are considered, the total non-defense increase 
for 2016 and 2017 is $37.9 billion and $22.9 
billion, respectively, above the budget con- 
ference agreement. 

The bill also includes language that directs 
the Senate to file budget allocations in fiscal 
year 2017 at levels consistent with the discre- 
tionary amounts included in the bill and at the 
Congressional Budget Office baseline 
amounts for all other spending, unless a budg- 
et conference agreement is reached. This pro- 
vision makes it highly likely that regular order 
for the budget process in the Senate will be 
circumvented and that the Senate will not offer 
a new budget in fiscal year 2017. If this out- 
come occurs, it will further erode the integrity 
of the Congressional budget process by pre- 
venting a fiscal year 2017 budget from being 
adopted that reflects the will of the Majority in 
the House and Senate. It also means rec- 
onciliation will not be available for fiscal year 
2017 and Congress will no longer have a bal- 
anced budget agreement in place. 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam Speaker, | 
rise in support of the Bipartisan Budget Agree- 
ment of 2015. While | have concerns about 
portions of the bill, including the impact it may 
have on some of our hospitals, there are im- 
portant provisions in the bill that are essential 
to protecting the well-being of many Ameri- 
cans. 

For example, the bill provides two years of 
sequester relief, and allows us to increase our 
investments in critical areas, including edu- 
cation, housing, healthcare, transportation, 
homeland security, and defense. The agree- 
ment also suspends the debt limit until March 
15, 2017. This will allow us to get back on 
track and plan for the future rather than con- 
tinue governing from crisis to crisis. 

The measure keeps Medicare Part B pre- 
mium costs down for millions of seniors and 
protects all Medicare beneficiaries from the 
projected increases in their deductibles. 

| am encouraged by this framework and 
hope that as the bill moves through the proc- 
ess, some of the areas of concern will be 
worked out and that we will be able to pass 
bipartisan appropriations measures for fiscal 
years 2016 and 2017. | urge my colleagues to 
support the Bipartisan Budget Agreement for 
the good of our country. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 495, 
the previous question is ordered. 
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The question is on the motion to con- 
cur by the gentleman from Kentucky 
(Mr. ROGERS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, this 15- 
minute vote on the motion to concur 
will be followed by a 55-minute vote on 
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of 
the Journal, if ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 266, nays 
167, not voting 2, as follows: 


[Roll No. 579] 


YEAS—266 

Adams DelBene Kirkpatrick 
Aguilar Denham Kline 
Ashford Dent Kuster 
Barr DeSaulnier Langevin 
Bass Deutch Larsen (WA) 
Beatty Diaz-Balart Larson (CT) 
Becerra Dingell Lawrence 
Benishek Doggett Lee 
Bera Dold Levin 
Beyer Donovan Lewis 
Bishop (GA) Doyle, Michael Lieu, Ted 
Blumenauer F. Lipinski 
Boehner Duckworth LoBiondo 
Bonamici Edwards Loebsack 
Bos Ellison Lofgren 
Boyle, Brendan Engel Lowenthal 

F. Eshoo Lowey 
Brady (PA) Esty Lucas 
Brady (TX) Farr Luetkemeyer 
Brooks (IN) Fattah Lujan Grisham 
Brown (FL) Fitzpatrick (NM) 
Brownley (CA) Fortenberry Lujan, Ben Ray 
Buchanan Foster (NM) 
Bustos Frankel (FL) Lynch 
Butterfield Frelinghuysen MacArthur 
Calvert Fudge Maloney, 
Capps Gabbard Carolyn 
Capuano Gallego Maloney, Sean 
Cardenas Garamendi Matsui 
Carney Gibson McCarthy 
Carson (IN) Graham McCollum 
Carter (TX) Granger McDermott 
Cartwright Grayson McGovern 
Castor (FL) Green, Al McHenry 
Castro (TX) Green, Gene McMorris 
Chu, Judy Grijalva Rodgers 
Cicilline Guthrie McNerney 
Clark (MA) Gutiérrez McSally 
Clarke (NY) Hahn Meehan 
Clay Hanna Meng 
Cleaver Harper Messer 
Clyburn Hartzler Mica 
Cohen Hastings Miller (MI) 
Cole Heck (WA) Moore 
Collins (NY) Higgins Moulton 
Comstock Himes Murphy (FL) 
Conaway Hinojosa Nadler 
Connolly Honda Napolitano 
Conyers Hoyer Neal 
Cook Huffman Nolan 
Cooper Israel Norcross 
Costa Jackson Lee Nunes 
Costello (PA) Jeffries O’Rourke 
Courtney Johnson (GA) Pallone 
Cramer Johnson (OH) Pascrell 
Crenshaw Johnson, E. B. Payne 
Crowley Jolly Pelosi 
Cuellar Joyce Perlmutter 
Culberson Kaptur Peters 
Cummings Katko Peterson 
Curbelo (FL) Keating Pingree 
Davis (CA) Kelly (IL) Pittenger 
Davis, Danny Kennedy Pocan 
Davis, Rodney Kildee Poliquin 
DeFazio Kilmer Polis 
DeGette Kind Price (NC) 
Delaney King (NY) Quigley 
DeLauro Kinzinger (IL) Rangel 


Reed 
Reichert 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sánchez, Linda 
Ki 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 


Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barton 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Boustany 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Carter (GA) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Collins (GA) 
Crawford 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 

Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 


Hudson 


Messrs. 
HERRERA 


Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stefanik 
Stivers 
Swalwell (CA) 
akai 

akano 
‘hompson (CA) 
hompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 

Titus 

Tonko 

Torres 


NAYS—167 


Hardy 

Harris 

Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 

Holding 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 

Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 

Jordan 

Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 

Latta 

Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lummis 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McKinley 
Meadows 
Miller (FL) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 


T: 
T 
T 
T 


NOT VOTING—2 


Meeks 
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Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Womack 
Yarmuth 


Perry 

Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Renacci 
Ribble 

Rice (SC) 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Russell 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stewart 
Stutzman 
Tipton 
Trott 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walker 
Walorski 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wittman 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 


GUINTA, RUSSELL, Ms. 
BEUTLER, 


and Mr. 


NUGENT changed their vote from 
“yea” to “nay.” 

Mses. LEE and SEWELL of Alabama 
and Messrs. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia 
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and MCDERMOTT changed their vote 
from “nay” to “yea.” 

So the motion to concur was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EE 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the question on 
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of 
the Journal, which the Chair will put 
de novo. 

The question is on the Speaker’s ap- 
proval of the Journal. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


EE — 


FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 


A further message from the Senate 
by Ms. Curtis, one of its clerks, an- 
nounced that the Senate has passed 
without amendment a bill of the House 
of the following title: 

H.R. 3819. An act to provide an extension of 
Federal-aid highway, highway safety, motor 
carrier safety, transit, and other programs 
funded out of the Highway Trust Fund, and 
for other purposes. 


EE 


CONTINUATION OF THE NATIONAL 
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO 
SUDAN—MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 114-71) 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. JEN- 
KINS of West Virginia) laid before the 
House the following message from the 
President of the United States; which 
was read and, together with the accom- 
panying papers, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs and ordered 
to be printed: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

Section 202(d) of the National Emer- 
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides 
for the automatic termination of a na- 
tional emergency unless, within 90 
days prior to the anniversary date of 
its declaration, the President publishes 
in the Federal Register and transmits to 
the Congress a notice stating that the 
emergency is to continue in effect be- 
yond the anniversary date. In accord- 
ance with this provision, I have sent to 
the Federal Register for publication the 
enclosed notice stating that the na- 
tional emergency with respect to 
Sudan is to continue in effect beyond 
November 3, 2015. 

The crisis constituted by the actions 
and policies of the Government of 
Sudan that led to the declaration of a 
national emergency in Executive Order 
13067 of November 3, 1997, and the ex- 
pansion of that emergency in Execu- 
tive Order 13400 of April 26, 2006, and 
with respect to which additional steps 
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were taken in Executive Order 13412 of 
October 18, 2006, has not been resolved. 
These actions and policies continue to 
pose an unusual and extraordinary 
threat to the national security and for- 
eign policy of the United States. There- 
fore, I have determined that it is nec- 
essary to continue the national emer- 
gency declared in Executive Order 13067 
with respect to Sudan. 
BARACK OBAMA. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, October 28, 2015. 


u 


1730 


HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 


Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 9 a.m. tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 


ee 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will postpone further proceedings 
today on motions to suspend the rules 
on which a recorded vote or the yeas 
and nays are ordered, or on which the 
vote incurs objection under clause 6 of 
rule XX. 

Record votes on postponed questions 
will be taken later. 


EE 


STATE LICENSING EFFICIENCY 
ACT OF 2015 


Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 2643) to direct the Attorney 
General to provide State officials with 
access to criminal history information 
with respect to certain financial serv- 
ice providers required to undergo State 
criminal background checks, and for 
other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 2643 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘State Li- 
censing Efficiency Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 2. BACKGROUND CHECKS. 

Section 15ll(a) of the S.A.F.E. Mortgage 
Licensing Act of 2008 (12 U.S.C. 5110(a)) is 
amended— 

(1) by inserting after ‘‘State-licensed loan 
originators” the following: ‘‘and other finan- 
cial service providers’’; and 

(2) by inserting before the period the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘or other financial service pro- 
viders’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. NEUGEBAUER) and the gen- 
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tlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks and include extraneous material 
on this bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2643, offered by my 
good friend and fellow Texan, Mr. WIL- 
LIAMS, is commonsense bipartisan leg- 
islation that will address the unin- 
tended consequences of the SAFE Act. 

This bill passed the Committee on Fi- 
nancial Services by a vote of 57-0. Be- 
fore I get into the details of this bill, I 
would like to thank the Texas Banking 
Commissioner, Charles Cooper, for his 
help and guidance as the committee 
considered this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2643 helps ensure a 
safe consumer financial marketplace 
by facilitating the licensing of certain 
financial services providers. 

Congress authorized the creation of 
the National Mortgage Licensing Sys- 
tem and Registry, the NMLS, to pro- 
vide a mechanism for licensing nation- 
wide of financial services providers. 

The mission of NMLS is to improve 
interstate coordination information 
sharing among regulators, increasing 
efficiencies for industry and enhanced 
consumer protection. 

Currently, the greater utility NMLS 
is frustrated by the FBI’s current stat- 
utory incapacity to enhance the plat- 
form by allowing additional financial 
service providers, other than mortgage 
loan originators, to be licensed under 
this system. 

When processing licenses, authorized 
State regulating agencies should have 
access to the most up-to-date criminal 
background information from the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation. For cer- 
tain classes of financial providers, that 
is not occurring. 

The FBI should not be hindered from 
bringing the same efficiency to the 
criminal background checks of finan- 
cial services personnel that the NMLS 
brought to the mortgage loan origina- 
tors. 

By enabling the State license agen- 
cies to obtain these background 
checks, this bill will make the licens- 
ing process more efficient and poten- 
tially help qualified businesses get up 
and running more quickly. 

By enhancing the authority to proc- 
ess criminal history records for licens- 
ing of financial service providers be- 
yond mortgage loan originators, this 
bill ensures that State financial regu- 
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lators have the necessary tools to exer- 
cise effective oversight. 


Mr. Speaker, I want to be clear that 
this bill only affects financial services 
businesses which are already required 
to conduct background checks and 
which cannot currently use the NMLS 
system by Federal law. 


H.R. 2643 has the potential to reduce 
the time it takes to complete back- 
ground checks from anywhere between 
2 days and 2 weeks to 24 hours under 
the expanded NMLS. 


At the end of 2014, there were 20,386 
professionals registered in the system. 
Nationwide there was a need to con- 
duct over 105,000 background checks 
outside of the system. 


It is estimated that this bill will re- 
duce the number of background checks 
conducted outside the NMLS system by 
80 percent and reduce the administra- 
tive and regulatory burden of State 
banking examiners to conduct them. 


In closing, I want to make two 
points. First, no authority to conduct 
background checks is created by this 
legislation. Second, no new licensing 
requirements are created by this legis- 
lation. 


I want to again thank the gentleman 
from Texas for his hard work. 


Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, October 27, 2015. 
Hon. JEB HENSARLING, 
Chairman, Committee on Financial Services, 

Washington, DC. 


DEAR CHAIRMAN HENSARLING: I am writing 
concerning H.R. 2648, the ‘‘State Licensing 
Efficiency Act of 2015’? which was referred to 
your Committee as well as the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 


As a result of your having consulted with 
us on provisions in H.R. 2648 that fall within 
the Rule X jurisdiction of the Committee on 
the Judiciary, I agree to discharge our Com- 
mittee from further consideration of this bill 
so that it may proceed expeditiously to the 
House floor for consideration. The Judiciary 
Committee takes this action with our mu- 
tual understanding that by forgoing consid- 
eration of H.R. 2648 at this time, we do not 
waive any jurisdiction over subject matter 
contained in this or similar legislation, and 
that our Committee will be appropriately 
consulted and involved as this bill or similar 
legislation moves forward. Our Committee 
also reserves the right to seek appointment 
of an appropriate number of conferees to any 
House-Senate conference involving this or 
similar legislation, and asks that you sup- 
port any such request. 


I would appreciate your response to this 
letter confirming this understanding, and 
would request that you include a copy of this 
letter and your response in the Congres- 
sional Record during the floor consideration 
of this bill. Thank you in advance for your 
cooperation. 

Sincerely, 
BOB GOODLATTE, 
Chairman. 


October 28, 2015 


COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERVICES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, October 27, 2015. 
Hon. BoB GOODLATTE, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN GOODLATTE: Thank you for 
your October 27th letter regarding H.R. 2643, 
the “State Licensing Efficiency Act of 2015.” 

I am most appreciative of your decision to 
forgo action on H.R. 2648 so that it may 
move expeditiously to the House floor. I ac- 
knowledge that although you are waiving ac- 
tion on the bill, the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary is in no way waiving its jurisdictional 
interest in this or similar legislation. In ad- 
dition, if a conference is necessary on this 
legislation, I will support any request that 
your committee be represented therein. 

Finally, I shall be pleased to include your 
letter and this letter in our committee’s re- 
port on H.R. 2643 and in the Congressional 
Record during floor consideration of the 
same. 

Sincerely, 
JEB HENSARLING, 
Chairman. 

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of H.R. 2643, and I am proud to be an 
original cosponsor of this legislation. 

I want to briefly say a few words 
about Mr. WILLIAMS’ bill, H.R. 2648, the 
State Licensing Efficiency Act of 2015. 

This legislation is extremely impor- 
tant. I am proud that this bill is a 
product of a bipartisan effort, a bipar- 
tisan effort that, in the last Congress, 
I was privileged to work with the Com- 
mittee on Financial Services chair 
emeritus, Chairman Bachus, on this 
legislation. 

Unfortunately, the clock ran out on 
the last Congress. So I am very pleased 
that Mr. WILLIAMS has taken up this 
legislation and gotten it to the floor. 

It just makes all the sense in the 
world to streamline criminal back- 
ground checks. I want to thank Mr. 
WILLIAMS and thank my colleague, Mr. 
NEUGEBAUER, for championing this leg- 
islation. 

I urge adoption of this bill. I have no 
further speakers on this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. WIL- 
LIAMS), the primary author of this bill. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I would 
also like to thank my colleague, Ms. 
MOORE, for her hard work on this. I ap- 
preciate it. 

H.R. 2648, the State Licensing Effi- 
ciency Act, will expand the State’s 
ability to use a federally accepted reg- 
istry, the Nationwide Multistate Li- 
censing System, to expedite back- 
ground checks. 

For many State-licensed financial 
service providers, the current back- 
ground check process is inefficient, but 
this registry has a proven track record 
of being effective while also reducing 
regulatory burden. 
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Under the SAFE Act, the current 
NMLS, developed by State banking 
commissioners, has been used to over- 
see the mortgage industry since 2008. 
To date, the Conference of State Bank 
Supervisors has channeled over 1.3 mil- 
lion fingerprint checks of mortgage 
loan originators. 

Citing an absence in Federal law, the 
FBI has prevented its use to conduct 
background checks for other financial 
services, including money transmit- 
ters, debt collectors, pawnbrokers, and 
check cashers. 

Whereas a State wishing to conduct a 
criminal background check through 
traditional means may wait several 
weeks and sometimes even months for 
their response, NMLS communicates 
directly with the FBI and often re- 
ceives the same results, aS we have 
heard, in just 24 hours. 

H.R. 2643 would expand the current 
system to include those financial serv- 
ice providers who are already licensed 
by the State and require a Federal 
background check. 

The NMLS provides increased col- 
laboration between State banking de- 
partments, reduces the risk of bad ac- 
tors by preventing them from con- 
tinuing to operate, and improves the 
safety and soundness of the financial 
system as a whole. In short, NMLS pro- 
vides an added level of assurance to 
community banks that their business 
customers and vendors are operating 
legally. 

Supported by the Conference of State 
Bank Supervisors, expanding the use of 
NMLS provides State regulators a se- 
cure and efficient means by which to 
conduct background checks on license 
applicants. 

I want to be clear. As we have heard 
in the past, this bill does not create 
any requirements for background 
checks or fingerprints, but greatly in- 
creases efficiency and transparency. 

In addition, by no means does this 
bill encourage States to require or 
mandate States to license or register 
any additional class of financial serv- 
ice providers. 

This act authorizes only State-li- 
censed loan originators and other 
State-licensed financial service pro- 
viders to be processed through NMLS 
for background checks authorized 
under the laws of the State. Simply 
put, by expanding its use, NMLS will 
save industry and, ultimately, the con- 
sumer money. 

At the end of 2014, there were around 
20,386 professionals registered in the 
NMLS system. Those individuals, as we 
have heard, required over 105,000 back- 
ground checks outside the NMLS sys- 
tem. If our bill becomes law, we would 
reduce that number by 80 percent be- 
cause we would be using one system in- 
stead of 50, saving industry $1.1 million 
by removing duplicate background 
checks. 

Finally, in my home State of Texas, 
the expansion of NMLS is supported by 
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State Banking Commissioner Charles 
Cooper, who we talked about tonight. I 
want to take a moment to thank Com- 
missioner Cooper for his leadership on 
this issue. 

In addition, I want to thank my own 
staff and the staff of CSBS, who have 
worked tirelessly to support our efforts 
in pushing this legislation through. 
Without them and the support of my 
colleagues on the committee and 
Chairman HENSARLING, none of this 
would be possible. I thank Chairman 
NEUGEBAUER, and I thank Ms. MOORE. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of H.R. 
2643. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further speakers. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. NEUGE- 
BAUER) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2648. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


a 
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SOCIAL MEDIA WORKING GROUP 
ACT OF 2015 


Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and concur in the Senate amendment 
to the bill (H.R. 623) to amend the 
Homeland Security Act of 2002 to au- 
thorize the Department of Homeland 
Security to establish a social media 
working group, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the Senate amendment is 
as follows: 

Senate amendment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “DHS Social 
Media Improvement Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 2. SOCIAL MEDIA WORKING GROUP. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 181 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
“SEC. 318. SOCIAL MEDIA WORKING GROUP. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish within the Department a social media 
working group (in this section referred to as the 
‘Group’). 

“(b) PURPOSE.—In order to enhance the dis- 
semination of information through social media 
technologies between the Department and ap- 
propriate stakeholders and to improve use of so- 
cial media technologies in support of prepared- 
ness, response, and recovery, the Group shall 
identify, and provide guidance and best prac- 
tices to the emergency preparedness and re- 
sponse community on, the use of social media 
technologies before, during, and after a natural 
disaster or an act of terrorism or other man- 
made disaster. 

““(c) MEMBERSHIP.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Membership of the Group 
shall be composed of a cross section of subject 
matter experts from Federal, State, local, tribal, 
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territorial, and nongovernmental organization 
practitioners, including representatives from the 
following entities: 

“(A) The Office of Public Affairs of the De- 
partment. 

“(B) The Office of the Chief Information Offi- 
cer of the Department. 

“(C) The Privacy Office of the Department. 

“(D) The Federal Emergency Management 
Agency. 

“(E) The Office of Disability Integration and 
Coordination of the Federal Emergency Man- 
agement Agency. 

“(F) The American Red Cross. 

“(G) The Forest Service. 

“(H) The Centers for Disease Control and Pre- 
vention. 

“(I) The United States Geological Survey. 

“(J) The National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration. 

““(2) CHAIRPERSON; CO-CHAIRPERSON.— 

“(A) CHAIRPERSON.—The Secretary, or a des- 
ignee of the Secretary, shall serve as the chair- 
person of the Group. 

“(B) CO-CHAIRPERSON.—The chairperson shall 
designate, on a rotating basis, a representative 
from a State or local government who is a mem- 
ber of the Group to serve as the co-chairperson 
of the Group. 

“(3) ADDITIONAL MEMBERS.—The chairperson 
shall appoint, on a rotating basis, qualified in- 
dividuals to the Group. The total number of 
such additional members shall— 

“(A) be equal to or greater than the total 
number of regular members under paragraph 
(1); and 

“(B) include— 

“(i) not fewer than 3 representatives from the 
private sector; and 

“(ii) representatives from— 

“(I) State, local, tribal, and territorial enti- 
ties, including from— 

“(aa) law enforcement; 

“(bb) fire services; 

“ec) emergency management; and 

“(dd) public health entities; 

“(II) universities and academia; and 

“(CIIT) nonprofit disaster relief organizations. 

“(4) TERM LIMITS.—The chairperson shall es- 
tablish term limits for individuals appointed to 
the Group under paragraph (3). 

‘“(d) CONSULTATION WITH NON-MEMBERS.—TO 
the extent practicable, the Group shall work 
with entities in the public and private sectors to 
carry out subsection (b). 

““(e) MEETINGS.— 

“(1) INITIAL MEETING.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this section, the 
Group shall hold its initial meeting. 

“(2) SUBSEQUENT MEETINGS.—After the initial 
meeting under paragraph (1), the Group shall 
meet— 

“(A) at the call of the chairperson; and 

“(B) not less frequently than twice each year. 

“(3) VIRTUAL MEETINGS.—Each meeting of the 
Group may be held virtually. 

“(f) REPORTS.—During each year in which the 
Group meets, the Group shall submit to the ap- 
propriate congressional committees a report that 
includes the following: 

“(1) A review and analysis of current and 
emerging social media technologies being used to 
support preparedness and response activities re- 
lated to natural disasters and acts of terrorism 
and other man-made disasters. 

“(2) A review of best practices and lessons 
learned on the use of social media technologies 
during the response to natural disasters and 
acts of terrorism and other man-made disasters 
that occurred during the period covered by the 
report at issue. 

“(3) Recommendations to improve the Depart- 
ment’s use of social media technologies for emer- 
gency management purposes. 
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“(4) Recommendations to improve public 
awareness of the type of information dissemi- 
nated through social media technologies, and 
how to access such information, during a nat- 
ural disaster or an act of terrorism or other 
man-made disaster. 

“(5) A review of available training for Fed- 
eral, State, local, tribal, and territorial officials 
on the use of social media technologies in re- 
sponse to a natural disaster or an act of ter- 
rorism or other man-made disaster. 

“(6) A review of coordination efforts with the 
private sector to discuss and resolve legal, oper- 
ational, technical, privacy, and security con- 
cerns. 

““(g) DURATION OF GROUP.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Group shall terminate 
on the date that is 5 years after the date of en- 
actment of this section unless the chairperson 
renews the Group for a successive 5-year period, 
prior to the date on which the Group would oth- 
erwise terminate, by submitting to the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs of the Senate and the Committee on 
Homeland Security of the House of Representa- 
tives a certification that the continued existence 
of the Group is necessary to fulfill the purpose 
described in subsection (b). 

“(2) CONTINUED RENEWAL.—The chairperson 
may continue to renew the Group for successive 
5-year periods by submitting a certification in 
accordance with paragraph (1) prior to the date 
on which the Group would otherwise termi- 
nate.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of con- 
tents in section 1(b) of the Homeland Security 
Act of 2002 is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 317 the following: 

“Sec. 318. Social media working group.’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. COSTELLO) and the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. CARSON) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days in which to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material on H.R. 623, as amended. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

As disasters become more frequent 
and severe, it is critical that emer- 
gency managers and citizens take ad- 
vantage of new technologies to send 
and receive critical information. 

Social media has become an essential 
tool in the preparedness, response, and 
recovery for all hazards, whether nat- 
ural or manmade. We saw how critical 
social media was in relaying informa- 
tion following Hurricane Sandy, the 
Boston Marathon bombing, and, just a 
few weeks ago, during Hurricane Joa- 
quin and the historic flooding in South 
Carolina. Social media helps reach peo- 
ple in need, helps get the right infor- 
mation into the hands of the public, 
helps organize volunteers, and can be a 
source of critical on-the-ground infor- 
mation to decisionmakers. 
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H.R. 623, as amended by the Senate, 
would require DHS to establish a social 
media working group to enhance the 
use of social media to support pre- 
paredness, response, and recovery of all 
hazards. This group will be required to 
report to Congress on an annual basis 
on its findings, emerging trends, and 
best practices. 

I commend the gentlewoman from In- 
diana (Mrs. BROOKS) for sponsoring this 
legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak- 
er, H.R. 623, the DHS Social Media Im- 
provement Act of 2015, was introduced 
by my good friend and colleague from 
Indiana, Congresswoman SUSAN 
BROOKS. 

The bill, Mr. Speaker, was referred to 
the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure and to the Committee 
on Homeland Security. This bill codi- 
fies the Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity’s Social Media Working Group to 
enhance the use of social media during 
disasters and other events, and to pro- 
vide guidance and best practices in 
emergency preparedness and response. 
Social media, especially Twitter, 
Facebook, and YouTube, can play a 
critical role in preparedness, response, 
and recovery operations during emer- 
gencies. 

Emergency managers at all levels use 
social media to warn those in harm’s 
way of impending natural hazards. So- 
cial media is also used to inform sur- 
vivors on how to access disaster assist- 
ance and tips for speedier recoveries. 
Equally important, Mr. Speaker, social 
media has been used to coordinate and 
manage assistance from nonprofits and 
volunteers who want to help in recov- 
ery efforts. 

More and more, we are seeing indi- 
viduals take to social media during 
emergencies. Individuals have used so- 
cial media to help identify locations 
where assistance may still be needed 
and to raise awareness of impending 
hazards. They have also used it, Mr. 
Speaker, to communicate with loved 
ones who may be impacted by an event 
as well as reconnect pets with their 
owners. This has certainly been the 
case in the great Hoosier State. 

This last summer, Mr. Speaker, will 
go down as the wettest summer in Indi- 
anapolis history. Rainfall in July 
broke a 140-year-old record in our great 
city, making it the wettest month ever 
recorded, and social media helped keep 
residents informed in real time. In In- 
dianapolis, the National Weather Serv- 
ice, Department of Homeland Security, 
and local broadcasters routinely used 
social media to post updates on ever- 
changing weather conditions. 

The very unique benefit of social 
media alerts is that you don’t have to 
be right next to a radio or TV to be in- 
formed; you can virtually be anywhere. 
This summer, when dangerous flooding 
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covered many roads in our city, social 
media exploded with pictures of flooded 
roadways and stranded motorists. This 
nontraditional tool enabled people to 
know where major problems were lo- 
cated and to avoid danger with the fa- 
mous catchphrase, ‘‘Turn Around Don’t 
Drown.” 

The existing DHS Social Media 
Working Group provides recommenda- 
tions on how to use social media be- 
fore, during, and after emergencies. 
This working group, Mr. Speaker, con- 
sists of emergency responders, NGOs, 
nonprofits, and Federal agencies. 

I support the provisions in today’s 
bill to broaden the group’s membership 
to include private sector representa- 
tives and to require consultation with 
nonmembers. 

To ensure accountability, this re- 
quires an annual report to Congress on 
important issues, such as best prac- 
tices and lessons learned. It would also 
provide recommendations on how to 
improve the use of the social media 
platform for emergency management 
purposes. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, we recognize 
the importance of this platform for 
emergency management. I would be re- 
miss not to remind our colleagues of 
the need to authorize the Integrated 
Public Alert and Warning System, also 
known as IPAWS. 

As the committee of primary juris- 
diction over IPAWS, the Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure Committee 
unanimously approved the Barletta- 
Carson IPAWS authorization bill back 
in April and ordered the bill reported. 
It is past time for this bill to be consid- 
ered in the House. 

Despite the Senate’s inadvertent 
omission of the Transportation and In- 
frastructure Committee, I support this 
bill, Mr. Speaker, and I urge our col- 
leagues to do the same to approve this 
measure. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen- 
tlewoman from Indiana (Mrs. BROOKS), 
the sponsor of this bill. 

Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana. Mr. Speak- 
er, I rise today in support of H.R. 623, 
the DHS Social Media Improvement 
Act of 2015. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania for his management of 
the bill and, also, my good friend and 
colleague from the State of Indiana, 
Congressman CARSON. Both of us have 
served in public safety in the past, and 
so it is especially gratifying that he is 
managing the bill as well this evening. 

Social media, as we have heard, is 
transforming the way the Nation is 
communicating before, during, and 
after terrorist attacks, natural disas- 
ters, and other emergencies. There are 
countless examples from recent events 
of how citizens are turning to 
Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, and 
even Snapchat for public safety infor- 
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mation, to comfort survivors, tell loved 
ones they are safe, and request assist- 
ance. 

As has already been mentioned, citi- 
zens of South Carolina used social 
media to communicate with first re- 
sponders, friends, and families after 
heavy rainfall caused destructive flash 
flooding across the State. 

Additionally, a quarter of Ameri- 
cans—let me repeat, a quarter of Amer- 
icans—got information about the dev- 
astating terrorist attack at the 2013 
Boston Marathon bombing from 
Facebook and Twitter. 

Citizens are not the only ones using 
social media during and after an emer- 
gency. First responders are proactively 
using social media as a force multiplier 
to get vital information out. For exam- 
ple, immediately following the ter- 
rorist attack and during the manhunt, 
the Boston PD utilized social media as 
a way to communicate with and solicit 
information from citizens and visitors. 

These are just a few of the hundreds 
of examples that demonstrate the prev- 
alence of social media use before, dur- 
ing, and after an emergency. 

In the 113th Congress, I served as the 
chair of the Committee on Homeland 
Security’s Subcommittee on Emer- 
gency Preparedness, Response, and 
Communications. The subcommittee 
held two hearings that focused on this 
new phenomenon, and I learned at that 
time that while the Nation is making 
great strides in this area, gaps and 
challenges remain. 

One of the key takeaways, however, 
was that during and after a terrorist 
attack, natural disaster, or other emer- 
gency, there is still a need for better 
communication between the public and 
the private sectors, specifically, with 
how to utilize social media as a com- 
munication tool. 

So last year, I was proud to work 
with the ranking member, Congress- 
man PAYNE, to find ways to better uti- 
lize social media during disasters by 
leveraging both public and private re- 
sources and experiences. 

The bill passed with overwhelming 
support last Congress and, after re- 
introduction this Congress, I am 
pleased to say, in February, the House 
again resoundingly agreed to its pas- 
sage. 

H.R. 623, while authorizing and en- 
hancing the Department of Homeland 
Security’s existing social media group, 
essentially what it does is it ensures 
that best practices and lessons learned 
on the use of social media during ter- 
rorist attacks or disasters are being 
discussed and shared with Federal, 
State, and local first responders, non- 
governmental organizations, academia, 
and the private sector. 

Currently, the Virtual Social Media 
Working Group is made up primarily of 
State and local officials, and they are 
doing great work and developing guid- 
ance. However, this bill will increase 
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the group’s stakeholder participation, 
particularly among the private sector 
and the Federal response agencies. 

So by including private sector groups 
like Google and Twitter and Facebook, 
we know it will improve coordination 
and relief efforts. Also, as we have al- 
ready heard, it will require the group 
to submit an annual report to Congress 
highlighting best practices, lessons 
learned, and any recommendations. Fi- 
nally, this bill will require the group to 
meet, in person or virtually, at least 
twice a year, and will not be a financial 
burden on the Department. 

I appreciate the swift action of the 
Senate Homeland Security and Govern- 
mental Affairs Committee. I especially 
want to thank Chairman JOHNSON for 
his leadership on this issue. Their 
thoughtful additions have served to 
further improve the bill. 

I also want to thank Chairman SHU- 
STER and Chairman BARLETTA of the 
Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee for working with me to get 
this bill to the floor, and also my suc- 
cessor at EPRC, Ms. MCSALLY, for con- 
tinuing to make this issue a priority. 

Finally, I want to thank the staff, be- 
cause we know that this bill and the 
improvements with technology will 
save lives, and it will make our first re- 
sponders and those in danger safer. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
bill. 

Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
COSTELLO) that the House suspend the 
rules and concur in the Senate amend- 
ment to the bill, H.R. 623. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the Senate 
amendment was concurred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EEE 


NORTHERN BORDER SECURITY 
REVIEW ACT 


Mr. KATKO. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 455) to require the Secretary of 
Homeland Security to conduct a north- 
ern border threat analysis, and for 
other purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 455 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Northern 
Border Security Review Act’’. 

SEC. 2. NORTHERN BORDER THREAT ANALYSIS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Homeland Security shall 
submit to the appropriate congressional 
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committees a Northern Border threat anal- 
ysis that includes— 

(1) current and potential terrorism and 
criminal threats posed by individuals and or- 
ganized groups seeking to— 

(A) enter the United States through the 
Northern Border; or 

(B) exploit border vulnerabilities along the 
Northern Border; 

(2) improvements needed at and between 
ports of entry along the Northern Border 
to— 

(A) prevent terrorists and instruments of 
terror from entering the United States; and 

(B) reduce criminal activity, as measured 
by the total flow of illegal goods, illicit 
drugs, and smuggled and trafficked persons 
moved in either direction across the North- 
ern Border; 

(3) gaps in law, policy, cooperation between 
State, local, and tribal law enforcement, 
international agreements, or tribal agree- 
ments that hinder effective and efficient bor- 
der security, counter-terrorism, anti-human 
smuggling and trafficking efforts, and the 
flow of legitimate trade along the Northern 
Border; and 

(4) an analysis of whether additional U.S. 
Customs and Border Protection preclearance 
and pre-inspection operations at ports of 
entry along the Northern Border could help 
prevent terrorists and instruments of terror 
from entering the United States. 

(b) ANALYSIS REQUIREMENTS.—For the 
threat analysis required under subsection 
(a), the Secretary of Homeland Security 
shall consider and examine— 

(1) technology needs and challenges; 

(2) personnel needs and challenges; 

(8) the role of State, local, and tribal law 
enforcement in general border security ac- 
tivities; 

(4) the need for cooperation among Fed- 
eral, State, local, tribal, and Canadian law 
enforcement entities relating to border secu- 
rity; and 

(5) the terrain, population density, and cli- 
mate along the Northern Border. 

(c) CLASSIFIED THREAT ANALYSIS.—To the 
extent possible, the Secretary of Homeland 
Security shall submit the threat analysis re- 
quired under subsection (a) in unclassified 
form. The Secretary may submit a portion of 
the threat analysis in classified form if the 
Secretary determines such is appropriate. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEES.—The term “‘appropriate congressional 
committees” means— 

(A) the Committee on Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs of the Senate; 

(B) the Committee on Appropriations of 
the Senate; 

(C) the Committee on Homeland Security 
of the House of Representatives; and 

(D) the Committee on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives. 

(2) NORTHERN BORDER.—The term ‘‘North- 
ern Border” means the land and maritime 
borders between the United States and Can- 
ada. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. KATKO) and the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. HIGGINS) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. KATKO). 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. KATKO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in- 
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clude any extraneous material on the 
bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KATKO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
455, the Northern Border Security Re- 
view Act, and urge its passage. This 
legislation would require the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security to conduct 
a much-needed threat analysis of cur- 
rent and potential threats along our 
Nation’s vast northern border. 

As a former Federal prosecutor on 
both the northern border in New York 
and the southern border in El Paso, 
Texas, not to mention my time as a 
Federal prosecutor on the island of 
Puerto Rico, I have seen firsthand the 
challenges our Nation faces to counter 
violent drug trafficking organizations, 
organized crime syndicates, and human 
trafficking that transit across our Na- 
tion’s border. 

While great attention is justifiably 
given to the challenges of securing our 
southern border, ensuring the safety of 
our vast northern border is also crit- 
ical to our Nation’s security. It has 
been well documented that several 
major terrorist plots have been discov- 
ered and disrupted along the northern 
border in recent years. 
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Ahmed Ressam, the so-called millen- 
nium bomber, was entering Washington 
State from Canada with a concealed 
bomb intended to detonate at LAX Air- 
port when he was arrested by alert Cus- 
toms agents in 1999. 

In 2013, with the help of our Canadian 
allies, the FBI and the Royal Canadian 
Mounted Police thwarted an attempt 
to derail and kill passengers on a train 
between New York and Toronto, which 
became known as the VIA rail plot. 

As chairman of the Homeland Secu- 
rity Committee’s bipartisan Foreign 
Fighters Task Force, I recently exam- 
ined other vulnerabilities at our border 
associated with foreign fighter travel. 
Unfortunately, neither the United 
States nor Canada is immune to the 
threat of foreign fighters who may be 
inspired by groups like ISIS or other- 
wise radicalized online from others 
abroad. 

Among the findings of the bipartisan 
Task Force was the identification of 
security weaknesses that are putting 
the U.S. homeland in danger by mak- 
ing it easier for foreign fighters to mi- 
grate to terrorist hotspots and for 
jihadists to return to the West. One 
such vulnerability stems from our vast 
northern border that we share with 
Canada. Along this border, we face a 
number of unique challenges both geo- 
graphically and jurisdictionally. 

Complicating the current under- 
standing of the security needs along 
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our northern border is the administra- 
tion’s decision to stop providing 
metrics to Congress in 2010 that identi- 
fied the number of miles under oper- 
ational control. 

In that year, the Government Ac- 
countability Office reported that only 
69 miles, or about 2 percent of the 
northern border’s 4,000 miles, were 
under operational control. Let me re- 
peat that. Only 2 percent of our north- 
ern border is under operational control. 

To address this lack of information 
with regard to the state of northern 
border security, this legislation re- 
quires that an assessment be conducted 
to analyze a variety of issues facing 
the northern border. These include po- 
tential terrorist threats, potential im- 
provements, gaps in law or policy, and 
illegal border activity. 

This analysis is intended to better in- 
form any resources that are needed 
along the border to increase oper- 
ational control and legislation that can 
result therefrom. 

I recently had the opportunity to 
spend time with CBP officers and 
agents at the Port of Oswego in my dis- 
trict. I am continually impressed with 
their ability to carry out their duties 
in incredibly difficult situations. 

This bill will help them better secure 
our Nation’s borders, as it will give our 
agents and officers the tools and infor- 
mation needed to better do their jobs. 

Previous analyses of the northern 
border have largely focused on drug 
trafficking and lack a holistic security 
approach to the issues that are unique 
along the northern border. 

The analysis required in this bill will 
provide Customs and Border Protection 
with the foundation needed to address 
all threats at and between ports of 
entry along the northern border. It will 
also provide Congress with the infor- 
mation necessary to conduct proper 
oversight. 

In my 10 months in office, I have 
worked vigorously to address known 
challenges that the Department of 
Homeland Security faces. Since Janu- 
ary, I, along with both my Republican 
and Democratic colleagues, have intro- 
duced seven pieces of legislation that 
address transportation and border se- 
curity issues and hope that this will be 
the third bipartisan bill that we send 
to the President’s desk. 

This final product embodies the es- 
sence of bipartisanship, and I am proud 
to say that all Americans will benefit 
from the work my colleagues and I 
have done to secure our northern bor- 
der. 

My colleagues and I understand we 
have a lot more work to do, and I 
promise we will continue to provide 
diligent oversight of the Department of 
Homeland Security. When we see a 
problem at this agency, we work swift- 
ly together in a bipartisan manner 
with our Democratic brothers and sis- 
ters to address it. 
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I urge my colleagues to support this 
bipartisan legislation. 

I would like to thank Subcommittee 
on Border and Maritime Security 
Chairman CANDICE MILLER for her sup- 
port, along with my fellow northern 
border colleagues who have joined as 
cosponsors. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HIGGINS. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of H.R. 455, the Northern Border Secu- 
rity Review Act, introduced by my 
friend, the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. KATKO). 

The bill before us would direct the 
Secretary of Homeland Security to pre- 
pare a northern border threat analysis. 
There has long been an intent focus on 
the southern border and the many 
challenges faced there. While this is 
undoubtedly justified, the northern 
border has often been neglected in this 
process. 

The Northern Border Security Re- 
view Act takes steps to correct this 
disparity by requiring an analysis of 
terror threats posed by individuals en- 
tering through the northern border as 
well as improvements needed at and 
between ports to prevent their entry. 

I was pleased that two of my amend- 
ments were adopted in committee. The 
first required an analysis of whether 
the implementation of preclearance 
and preinspection at additional ports of 
entry would enhance our security and 
prevent terrorists from entering the 
United States. 

A preinspection pilot at the Peace 
Bridge in Buffalo was conducted in 
early 2014 and was deemed a success. It 
demonstrated the potential to effi- 
ciently process cargo while also ena- 
bling Customs and Border Protection 
to conduct inspections and interdict 
threats before they reach the United 
States. 

The historic preclearance agreement 
reached between the United States and 
Canada earlier this year paved the way 
for implementation of permanent 
preinspection and preclearance at the 
Peace Bridge and other locations. 

The second amendment would require 
an analysis of the number of additional 
Customs and Border Protection officers 
and agents needed to properly staff the 
northern border. Persistent staffing 
shortages have resulted in wait times 
that discourage economic activity 
while also leaving us vulnerable to a 
number of threats. 

That is why I was disappointed that 
this language was weakened during ne- 
gotiations with the Senate. Having ac- 
curate information on the number of 
personnel required to detect illicit ac- 
tivity while facilitating legitimate 
trade and travel is vital. It is my hope 
that analysis on staffing requirements 
is included in forthcoming legislation. 

H.R. 455 will help ensure that we bet- 
ter understand the threats facing the 
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northern border so we can understand 
how best to address them. With that in 
mind, I urge my colleagues to support 
this important bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. KATKO. Mr. Speaker, if the gen- 
tleman from New York has no further 
speakers, I am prepared to close once 
the gentleman does. 

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I thank the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. HIGGINS), 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. VELA), 
and the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
KATKO) for their great leadership. 

Mr. Speaker, the good news is that 
we on the Committee on Homeland Se- 
curity work together very well on 
many of these issues. 

I rise to support the Northern Border 
Security Review Act, H.R. 455. My col- 
league from Texas (Mr. VELA) is the 
ranking member. I am delighted to be 
able to support a bill that captures all 
of what we have been speaking of over 
the years. 

As a member of Homeland Security, 
there are two borders. There is the 
southern border, for which I certainly 
have concern, as a Representative from 
Texas, but there is also the northern 
border. I am glad to say I have been to 
the northern border, walked along the 
northern border. 

Let me say thank you for the aspects 
of this bill. H.R. 455 directs the Sec- 
retary of Homeland Security to submit 
a classified northern border threat 
analysis on terrorism threats posed by 
individuals seeking to enter the United 
States, improvements needed at ports 
of entry, gaps in law, policy, inter- 
national agreements, illegal cross-bor- 
der activity, and the scope of the bor- 
der security challenges. 

This is a complete picture of the Na- 
tion’s border, including whether addi- 
tional preclearance and preinspection 
by CBP at ports of entry along the 
northern border could help prevent ter- 
rorists and their instruments from en- 
tering the United States. 

Canada has been a_ longstanding 
friend. I believe anytime that we can 
enhance both the relationship and the 
security of the U.S.-Canadian border, 
the northern border, it is a very posi- 
tive step forward for the Nation’s secu- 
rity. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to 
join me in supporting H.R. 455, the 
Northern Border Security Review Act. 

Mr. Speaker, as a senior member of the 
Homeland Security, a former ranking member 
of its Border and Maritime Security Sub- 
committee, and a co-sponsor, | rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 455, the “Northern Bor- 
der Security Review Act.” 

| would like to thank Chairman MCCAUL and 
Ranking Member THOMPSON of the Homeland 
Security Committee and Chairman MILLER and 
Ranking Member VELA of the Border and Mari- 
time Security Subcommittee for their work on 
this vital legislation. 
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Their leadership, coupled with input from 
members of the Homeland Security Com- 
mittee and the Border and Maritime Security 
Subcommittee, have helped make this com- 
mon sense legislation a reality. 

| very much appreciate the bipartisan spirit 
Chairman MILLER has displayed as we worked 
together on many border security initiatives 
over the past several years. 

The security of the Northern Border is an 
important area of concern in the effort to se- 
cure our homeland and keep it safe from 
those who would do us harm. 

BILL OVERVIEW 

H.R. 455 directs the Secretary of Homeland 
Security to submit a classified northern border 
threat analysis, which shall include analyses 
of: 

1. terrorism threats posed by individuals 
seeking to enter the United States through the 
northern border; 

2. improvements needed at ports of entry 
along the northern border to prevent terrorists 
and instruments of terror from entering the 
United States; 

3. gaps in law, policy, international agree- 
ments, or tribal agreements that hinder the 
border security and counterterrorism efforts 
along the northern border; 

4. illegal cross border activity between ports 
of entry, including the maritime borders of the 
Great Lakes; 

5. the scope of border security challenges 
that shall include the terrain, population den- 
sity, and climate along the northern border; 
and 

6. whether additional preclearance and pre- 
inspection by the CBP at ports of entry along 
the northern border could help prevent terror- 
ists and their instruments from entering the 
United States. 

CANADA-U.S. BORDER 

Mr. Speaker, at 5,524 miles, the border sep- 
arating Canada and United States is the long- 
est contiguous international border in the 
world. 

In contrast, the border separating the United 
States and Mexico is only Mexico border is 
only 1,951 miles long. 

The border with Canada is significantly easi- 
er to cross, due to less Border Patrol per- 
sonnel. 

The United States has approximately 1,000 
Border Patrol agents assigned to the northern 
border but more than 11,000 patrolling its 
southern border with Mexico. 

TRAVEL BETWEEN CANADA AND U.S. 

In 2009, there were 39,254,000 trips by Ca- 
nadians to the United States. 

In 2010, 20,213,500 Americans traveled to 
Canada from the United States. 

Over 15,700,000 people flew on commercial 
flights between Canada and the U.S. in 2010. 
CANADIAN ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS IN U S. 

Current estimates show there to be around 
600,000 undocumented Canadian immigrants 
working in the United States. 

Canadian citizens are not required to obtain 
visas; instead as Canadian citizens they are 
eligible for visa waivers which do not expire 
for six months. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. Speaker, the security of homeland re- 

quires that we have increased situational 
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awareness and resources to respond to 
threats on the nation’s northern, as well as 
southern border. 

H.R. 455 makes a positive contribution in 
this effort and | urge all Members to join me 
in voting for its passage. 

Mr. KATKO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

I briefly just want to thank the gen- 
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON 
LEE) and the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. HIGGINS) for their comments. 
They echo the sentiments that I be- 
lieve firmly, that the Homeland Secu- 
rity Subcommittee is probably the 
most bipartisan committee in Con- 
gress. It is an honor to be a part of it. 
It is an honor to serve with my col- 
leagues I just mentioned and the oth- 
ers. 

Every single bill we have has bipar- 
tisan support. Every single bill seems 
to be like we are all on the same page, 
and that is really important when we 
have national security issues at hand. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, too often in Congress 
our debate on border security is long 
on political rhetoric and short on sub- 
stance. Development of a substantive 
and thorough analysis of border secu- 
rity threats is essential to decision- 
making at all levels about how best to 
respond. This bill will help us do just 
that. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
455, the Northern Border Security Re- 
view Act, to help us understand and ul- 
timately address any threats along our 
border with Canada. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. KATKO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I once again urge my 
colleagues to support H.R. 455. This bill 
is going to form the foundation for 
properly securing the northern border 
once and for all. 

While our Canadian brothers and sis- 
ters are indeed our friends, the fact re- 
mains that bad people in Canada are 
intent on coming to the United States 
and vice versa and are intent on doing 
harm here. We must secure our bor- 
ders. 

Having a 98 percent open border with 
Canada is absolutely unacceptable. 
This bill is the first step in moving to- 
wards securing that border in a proper 
manner by making sure that we do a 
proper analysis once and for all, which 
I am not sure has ever been done in 
this manner. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
KATKO) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 455, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 
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A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


BIPARTISANSHIP IN CONGRESS 


(Mr. TAKAI asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. TAKAI. Mr. Speaker, this week 
Congress voted on the reauthorization 
of the Export-Import Bank. Moments 
ago we just cleared a bipartisan budg- 
et, which now makes its way to the 
Senate. Through this budget, we lift 
our debt ceiling and increase our de- 
fense and nondefense spending equally 
for 2 years and we avoid a government 
shutdown. 

I agree with many of my colleagues 
that we must reduce our Nation’s grow- 
ing debt, but we need to make sure 
that we do not do so at the expense of 
our country’s future and our ability to 
compete in a changing global economy. 

We, as Congress, need to come to- 
gether to find long-term, bipartisan, 
commonsense solutions rather than 
play politics with our national secu- 
rity, economy, and the well-being of its 
people. 

Tomorrow the House of Representa- 
tives votes for a new Speaker. I hope 
that, under this new leadership, we see 
a change in how we govern. I hope Con- 
gress will no longer shy away from ad- 
dressing the tough issues. I hope we 
can come together, both Republicans 
and Democrats, to get the people’s 


work done. 
a 
HEAD START 
(Mr. MCNERNEY asked and was 


given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCNERNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to congratulate the students, 
parents, staff, alumni, and supporters 
of Head Start as they celebrate Head 
Start Awareness Month and 50 years of 
service to our Nation’s most vulnerable 
children. 

On May 18, 1965, President Lyndon B. 
Johnson launched Project Head Start 
as an 8-week summer demonstration 
project to teach low-income students 
essential skills to prepare them for 
kindergarten. 

Since that date, Head Start has 
served 32 million children and families 
across the country, providing them 
with the tools they need to build suc- 
cessful futures, helping to ensure a 
quality education and access to health 
care and social services. Head Start is 
a critical investment in the education 
of our Nation’s youngest children. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that, as a body, 
we reaffirm our investment in the chil- 
dren who are the future of this coun- 
try. I urge my colleagues to support bi- 
partisan efforts to give all of America’s 
children a head start in life and an 
open door to opportunity. 
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PRESIDENT OBAMA’S CLEAN 
POWER PLAN 


(Ms. JACKSON LEE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of President Obama’s 
Clean Power Plan, and I would like to 
applaud the 10,000 men and women, Af- 
rican American faith leaders, who are 
engaged, involved, and committed to 
clean air. These faith leaders represent 
13 million African American church- 
goers who remain steadfast and 
unmovable in their cause to combat 
the negative impact of climate change. 

Mr. Speaker, members of the Con- 
gressional Black Caucus tomorrow will 
receive the signatures and public state- 
ments of those demanding that this 
body fully support President Obama’s 
Clean Power Plan. Nearly 40 percent of 
the 6 million Americans living close to 
coal-fired power plants are people of 
color and disproportionately African 
Americans. 

Pollution and damaging toxins from 
these plants are responsible for thou- 
sands of premature deaths, higher risk 
of asthma attacks, respiratory disease, 
and hundreds of thousands missed 
workdays. 

I believe this Congress can hear the 
Black church and work together. The 
Black church and their fearless leaders 
for generations have stood united on 
critical social, economic, and moral 
imperatives that are meant to 
strengthen the communities they rep- 
resent. They have been in the fore- 
front, like Dr. Martin Luther King, 
who walked across the Edmund Pettus 
Bridge with our colleague, JOHN LEWIS, 
for voting rights. 

Climate change and their support for 
the Clean Power Plan is no different. 
They are in the forefront. As they state 
in their letter to us, ‘‘The Bible speaks 
passionately about the importance of 
stewardship for God’s creation,” and 
they believe that Obama’s Power Plan 
calls them to action. 

Mr. Speaker, I join with these ladies 
and gentlemen in their dedication to 
saving lives. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in strong support 
of President Obama’s “Clean Power Plan.” 

| would like to applaud the more than 
10,000 men and women African American 
faith leaders. 

These faith leaders represent 13 million Afri- 
can American church-goers who remain stead- 
fast and unmovable in their cause to combat 
the negative impact of climate change. 

Tomorrow, Members of the Congressional 
Black Caucus to receive the signatures and 
public statements of those demanding that this 
body fully support President Obama’s Clean 
Power Plan. 

Nearly 40 percent of the six million Ameri- 
cans living close to coal-fired power plants are 
people of color and disproportionately African 
American. 
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Pollution and damaging toxins from these 
plants are responsible for thousands of pre- 
mature deaths, higher risks of asthma attacks, 
respiratory disease, and hundreds of thou- 
sands of missed workdays. 

The Black Church and their fearless lead- 
ers, for generations, have stood united on crit- 
ical social and economic moral imperatives 
that are meant to strengthen the communities 
they represent. 

Climate change and their support for the 
Clean Power Plan are no different. 

As they state in their letter to us: “The Bible 
speaks passionately about the importance of 
stewardship for God’s creation. And President 
Obama’s Clean Power Plan echoes God’s 
call.” 

Once again, | salute these dedicated men 
and women of God and for the vital work they 
are doing on this important issue. 


—— 


FOCUSING ON WORKING FAMILIES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 6, 2015, the gentlewoman from 
New Jersey (Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN) is 
recognized for 60 minutes as the des- 
ignee of the minority leader. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members have 5 legislative days to 
revise and extend their remarks and in- 
clude extraneous materials on the sub- 
ject of this Special Order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. Mr. 
Speaker, about 1 year ago, Speaker 
BOEHNER and Senate Majority Leader 
MCCONNELL described a vision for the 
114th Congress. It included ‘‘focusing 
first on jobs and the economy.” They 
looked forward to helping middle class 
Americans ‘‘frustrated by an increas- 
ing lack of opportunity, the stagnation 
of wages, and a government that seems 
incapable of performing even basic 
tasks.” 

In the time since, they have done 
nothing but protect big businesses 
enjoy record profits, attack immi- 
grants, and help polluters continue the 
destruction of our environment. 

This body has voted four times in 
support of the Confederate battle flag, 
but we have taken no votes on legisla- 
tion that will level the playing field for 
working Americans. This body has 
voted against a solid, long-term trans- 
portation and infrastructure bill five 
times, and we have taken no votes on 
legislation to boost American wages. 
This body has voted countless times to 
undermine the Affordable Care Act or 
endanger women’s access to health 
care, but we have taken no votes on 
legislation to help families balance the 
needs of work and their personal lives. 
That is in spite of statements from 
Members like the Republican nominee 
for Speaker who just last week indi- 
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cated he wouldn’t run for the position 
unless he would be allowed to set aside 
time to spend with his family. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues and I are 
here on the floor tonight to call for a 
shift in focus. We were elected to en- 
sure everyday Americans have a fight- 
ing chance and opportunities to suc- 
ceed. We need to change gears to get to 
work on an agenda for working fami- 
lies. We need to pass legislation that 
would give workers the ability to bal- 
ance work and family needs, bills like 
the Healthy Families Act, the Family 
and Medical Insurance Leave Act, the 
Schedules That Work Act, and the 
Strong Start for America’s Children 
Act. We need to pass legislation that 
will give workers paychecks that actu- 
ally give them a chance to make ends 
meet, bills like the Raise the Wage 
Act, the WAGE Act, and the Payroll 
Fraud Prevention Act. 

We need to pass legislation that will 
give every American a chance to suc- 
ceed and climb into the middle class 
regardless of gender, sexual orienta- 
tion, or any other quality, bills like 
the Paycheck Fairness Act, the Preg- 
nant Workers Fairness Act, and the 
Equality Act. 

Tonight, Mr. Speaker, you will hear 
stories from across the country of 
working families who have played by 
the rules and worked for long hours 
and still can’t seem to make it work. 
These experiences are shared with 
countless others from my district in 
New Jersey all the way across the Na- 
tion to California. 

I hope that my colleagues are ready 
to listen, and, more importantly, I 
hope they are ready to act. 

It is my pleasure to yield to the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. ELLISON). 

Mr. ELLISON. I would like to thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding. I also 
would like to thank the gentlewoman 
from New Jersey (Mrs. WATSON COLE- 
MAN) for her tireless support of the pro- 
gressive message and her long work in 
New Jersey, but also here in Congress. 
Thank you, ma’am. 

Mr. Speaker, Working Families Day 
of Action, the day when we came to- 
gether to talk about the agenda for 
working people, is a far cry from what 
my Republican colleagues like to talk 
about on a daily basis. But working 
people in this country need an advo- 
cate; they need somebody in Congress 
to care. 

I want to tell a quick story about a 
young lady in my district. Her name is 
Randa Jama, and she is a member of 
SEIU Local 26, who took a job as a 
wheelchair attendant at the Min- 
neapolis-Saint Paul Airport last fall 
with AirServ, a Delta Airlines subcon- 
tractor. It was supposed to be a full- 
time position, but her employer sud- 
denly cut her hours to only 12 hours a 
week. She explains to me: “They told 
me that you are working only Satur- 
day and Sunday from now on.” Her su- 
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pervisors would still sometimes ask her 
at the last minute to stay late or do an 
extra shift, but she can’t work at such 
short notice even though she needs the 
hours because it is hard to get access 
to babysitters. She is a young mom. 

Now, on behalf of Randa Jama and 
many other people, I just want to make 
a few reflections here today, and that 
is that things are absolutely out of bal- 
ance. They are out of balance, and the 
gap between rich and everybody else is 
wider now than it has been in decades; 
and working people, consumers, and 
environmental advocates are starting 
to come together to demand good jobs 
and shared prosperity. 

The story today is not necessarily 
about income inequality. We all know 
that. But what we may not know is 
how Americans all over this country 
are moving, shaking, and doing what 
they need to do. Whether it is the 
workers of the Restaurant Opportuni- 
ties Centers or whether it is 
WorkingAmerica or whether it is the 
people in the labor movement, the 
Fight for $15, people all over this coun- 
try—Americans—are not taking this 
situation lying down. 

We are here today to talk about what 
working families need and what they 
are doing. They face stagnating wages 
and struggle to balance the demands at 
home and on the job. I am very pleased 
that when it was announced that PAUL 
RYAN, our colleague, was considering 
accepting the role of Speaker of the 
House, he insisted that he would have 
proper work-life balance and was not 
going to give up home time. I hope that 
is a signal that we can pursue a shared 
agenda of the work-life balance for all 
families all across America. 

Too many lack access to paid sick 
leave and affordable child care. For 
workers who don’t have a reliable work 
schedule, it is often impossible to plan 
and to pay for child care, rent, trans- 
portation, and groceries. People are 
not working enough hours in many 
cases, and when they get those hours, 
they often have to choose between 
leaving their kids at home or taking 
the hours that they so desperately 
need. Workers are seeing their right to 
organize erode. 

Here is another opportunity to tell 
you a good story, which is true, about 
a friend named Kipp Hedges. Kipp 
Hedges worked as a baggage handler 
for 25 years for Delta. He did an awe- 
some job day in and day out and was a 
member of his union. The people at the 
Minneapolis-Saint Paul Airport said: 
Hey, we want to form a union. 

The people who pushed the wheel- 
chairs, the folks who drive the disabled 
around the airport, and the folks who 
clean up the airport wanted a union. 
He said: Well, that is a good effort, and 
I want to support it. 

He got fired. He got fired. 

A lot of people who try to organize 
unions today get fired for engaging in 
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union activity. That is wrong, and it is 
against the National Labor Relations 
Act, but people get fired for it anyway. 
The fact is it takes them a long time to 
ever get any kind of satisfaction. 

In the mid-1950s, you should note 
that the percentage of workers belong- 
ing to unions was about 33 percent. But 
between 1973 and 2007, private sector 
union membership plummeted all the 
way down from about 33, 34 percent 
down to about 8 percent for men and 
about from 16 percent to 6 percent for 
women. It is a devastating situation. 

We all know that when people are in 
unions they make more. People of 
color in unions make more than people 
of color not in unions. Women in 
unions make more money than women 
not in unions. Even White men in 
unions, working men, make more 
money than White men not in unions. 
The union factor makes a big dif- 
ference. 

The decline is estimated to explain 
at least one-third of the growth in 
wage inequality among men and one- 
fifth of the growth in wage inequality 
among women. The decline of union 
density has resulted directly in Ameri- 
cans of all backgrounds having less 
money in their paychecks. 

Now, the American economy is grow- 
ing. This is the richest country in the 
world, and it is actually doing pretty 
well. But the share of that growth has 
only been going to the very richest few, 
and it has not been distributed equally. 

This is a pivotal moment in our his- 
tory, and Americans are stepping up to 
do something about it. We can see 
clearly now that tax cuts for big cor- 
porations won’t help working people. 
We hear all the time, day in and day 
out, that if you cut taxes for the 
wealthy and you don’t make them obey 
any health and safety rules, then they 
will use all that extra money to start 
businesses, buy inventory, start plants, 
and buy equipment, and that will give 
the rest of us jobs. That kind of philos- 
ophy has a name. It is called trickle- 
down economics. It doesn’t work now, 
and it didn’t work then. It never works. 
As a matter of fact, Americans all over 
are starting to see that a tax cut for a 
big corporation or a wealthy individual 
and allowing them to abandon health 
and safety rules is not going to benefit 
anybody but them. In fact, it is going 
to hurt us quite a bit. 

Mr. Speaker, we know that deregula- 
tion won’t help consumers, and we 
know that it is not going to help the 
environment. It will leave our con- 
sumers at the tender mercies of the 
business community, and it will leave 
our communities at the tender mercy 
of polluters. We can’t afford that. 

Things are radically out of balance, 
and working people, consumers, and 
environmental advocates need to band 
together to push back for shared pros- 
perity. We in Congress need to stand 
with them. One thing we can do is sup- 
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port policies and priorities outlined in 
the Day of Action. One thing we can do 
is stand in support of the policy prior- 
ities outlined in this Working Families 
Day of Action, #workingfamilies. We in 
Congress need to stand with them. 
Today we are highlighting bills that 
would: one, raise wages; two, protect 
the right to unionize and organize; 


three, increase access to paid sick 
leave, family leave, and affordable 
child care; and, four, promote fair 


scheduling at the workplace and fight 
workplace discrimination. 

Let me just mention a few steps be- 
fore I turn it over. On the issue of fair 
scheduling, this is a big deal. There are 
more than 23 million workers in low- 
wage jobs, and two-thirds of these 
workers are women. Workers in these 
jobs often face schedules that are rigid, 
unpredictable, and unstable, which can 
make it impossible to successfully jug- 
gle responsibilities on and off the job. 

I just want to say to any small busi- 
ness who worries about fair scheduling: 
We want to be in conversation with 
you. We want to talk it out and work 
it out. We know that sometimes things 
do come up in unexpected ways. But for 
sure, we can discuss, as Americans, 
how to work out a schedule that is a 
family-friendly schedule and that 
meets the needs of the business. What 
we have now is a completely unpredict- 
able environment where people are left 
either choosing between leaving their 
kids at home or abandoning those 
hours that are available. 

I also want to mention something 
about unions. A typical union worker 
makes 30 percent more than a non- 
union worker. This is a fact. The com- 
panies they work for are thriving and 
growing. There are tons of union com- 
panies all over this country that are 
making a lot of money. The question 
is: How big is the CEO’s bonus? If we 
can have some union representation, 
the company can thrive, but the work- 
ers can share in that thriving. Right 
now, workers are eking a living hand 
to mouth and paycheck to paycheck, 
and the CEO bonuses are out of con- 
trol. 
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Unionized African American workers 
make 36 percent more than nonunion- 
ized African Americans. Unionized His- 
panic women make 46 percent more 
than nonunionized Hispanic women. 

Let me just wrap up with a little 
quick story because this really is about 
people, Mr. Speaker. It is about people. 
It is not just about the stats. It is 
about people. 

This is a worker who was required to 
have open availability and still can’t 
get the hours. She is required to get 
open availability and still can’t get the 
hours. Her name is Jill, and she works 
for JCPenney. 

She writes: 

My name is Jill Ernst. When I interviewed 
at JCPenney in Minnesota, part of how I got 
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the job was that I had to have a very flexible 
schedule. 

I was open all 7 days of the week, but now 
they only give me less than 35 hours. If they 
give me less than 34.5 hours, it’s a struggle 
to pay rent and my bills. If they put me on 
the schedule for 28 hours, I have to figure out 
how to convince my manager to give me 
more hours or find someone who is willing to 
give up hours. 

My schedule is so inconsistent that, if I 
need to take paid time off for 1 day, I know 
that I'll have to take the entire week off or 
I’ll be scheduled a bunch of short days and 
not be paid for that 1 day off. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to stand up for 
working families, who had a day of ac- 
tion yesterday: #workingfamilies. We 
know there is inequality. We know the 
wages have stagnated. We know that it 
is tough out there for working Ameri- 
cans. 

But working Americans aren’t sit- 
ting around taking it on the chin. They 
are out there demanding a fair share of 
this economy, and Congress should 
stand there with them. 

Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my colleague, Mr. 
ELLISON, who has been a very strong 
and consistent voice on behalf of all 
working families and, indeed, all of 
those that are least among us couldn’t 
have a better advocate. 

I yield to the gentlewoman from Illi- 
nois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY). 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to start by thanking Congress- 
woman BONNIE WATSON COLEMAN for 
organizing this evening. 

Many members of the Congressional 
Progressive Caucus I hope will be com- 
ing down and joining us this evening 
for a tribute to this Working Families 
Day of Action, the Working Families 
Agenda. Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN listed 
some of the bills that we have on that 
agenda. 

The problems that working families 
are facing are not intractable. We 
know that many working women and 
men are struggling today, but these 
problems are not unsurmountable. In 
fact, they could be solved relatively 
easily if the Republican majority 
would work with us to pass legislation 
that would bring U.S. labor policies in 
line with the rest of the industrialized 
world. We have the legislation. We 
have the public support. We just need 
action. 

One solution, which my colleague, 
Mr. ELLISON, mentioned is to allow 
workers to join unions. We know that 
union members earn more and have 
better benefits. A study by the Center 
for Economic and Policy Research 
found that unionized women earn, on 
average, $2.50 more per hour, are 36 per- 
cent more likely to have an employ- 
sponsored benefit plan and 18 percent 
more likely to have paid sick leave. 

Last week I visited with some O’Hare 
airport workers who came to Wash- 
ington, baggage handlers, passenger 
transporters—the people who push the 
wheelchairs—and others. They are 
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hired by contractors like Prospect 
Company. 

Now, they are wearing uniforms, and 
it looks to me like they are hired by ei- 
ther the airline or the airport. But, no, 
they are hired by a private contractor. 
They don’t have paid sick leave or 
health insurance. One woman in the 
group earned only $8.25 an hour after 14 
years on the job. 

One of their colleagues suffered a 
miscarriage after her employer refused 
to give her light duty. The next time 
she became pregnant, they offered her 
light duty, but only if she agreed to 
work only one afternoon a week. 

Unionized workers have a different 
experience. One of the workers in the 
group was a cabin cleaner hired by 
Skyline, a union company. He earned 
fair wages, a pension, and benefits. 

We know that these problems can be 
solved. But I want to talk a little bit 
about how unstable work schedules 
contribute to the chaotic life of many 
workers by telling you about Tanya in 
a letter I received. 

My name is Tanya and I work in an assem- 
bly line in a frigid 36-degree warehouse chop- 
ping lettuce and other items to create 
grab’n’go foods destined for display cases in 
Starbucks, Costco, and Walmart. 

I never know much in advance which days 
I will work, which hours, or even how long 
my shift will last. Sometimes I may be 
scheduled for an 8-hour shift, but get only 4 
hours of work because my line’s order is 
completed early. Other times I am at work 
and on my feet for 12 hours. 

The unpredictability of my schedule makes 
it impossible for me to go back to school, 
which I desperately want to do, because I 
can’t commit to any class schedule. I can’t 
even plan a budget for rent, food or transpor- 
tation because I have no idea how much 
money I will make in any given month. 

It is terrible when I finish the order early 
and am sent home without working my full 
shift. It is even worse when I punch out and 
hear my supervisor say, ‘‘We don’t need you 
tomorrow.” My heart sinks. It is the last 
thing I want to hear. I only make $9.25 an 
hour and sometimes I get only 25 hours a 
week. That isn’t even enough to pay my 
rent. 

These are stories that all of us in this 
Congress need to hear, to digest, to un- 
derstand what the life of people in our 
districts is like, and we need to offer 
solutions that can improve their lives. 

They work hard. They are not asking 
for much. They want good schedules. 
They want fair wages. They want some 
benefits. And, yes, even a little retire- 
ment security would be good. We could 
do that. We are the richest country in 
the world at the richest moment in his- 
tory. 

Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to thank the gentle- 
woman from Illinois. She is always a 
progressive voice and no greater advo- 
cate can we have. 

I am now delighted to yield to the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT), 
someone who has been a friend for a 
very long time and whose work I re- 
spect and admire tremendously. 
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Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN for all 
of her work, particularly the work she 
has done in New Jersey when she was 
in the State legislature and now in 
Congress. I want to thank the Congres- 
sional caucus for holding this Special 
Order on the Working Families Agen- 
da. 

Since the Republicans took over the 
House in January 2011, they have held 
hearing after hearing to make it harder 
for workers to form a union, they have 
attempted over 60 times to repeal the 
Affordable Care Act, they have been 
giving tax cuts to the wealthy, and all 
that time they have been wasting mil- 
lions of dollars on the Benghazi Com- 
mittee. 

Enough is enough. The American 
people deserve better. We know that 
families across America are struggling 
to make ends meet. Today I am calling 
on my colleagues across the aisle to 
get to work on the responsible solu- 
tions that hardworking Americans 
want and need, solutions that would 
boost wages, help workers achieve a 
better balance between work and fam- 
ily, and level the playing field so all 
workers can get a fair shot at success. 
This is the Working Families Agenda. 

This agenda would help workers like 
India Ford, who is from my district. 
During the Working Families Day of 
Action yesterday, she spoke to Mem- 
bers about how she worked nights and 
weekends for nearly a dozen years in 
the restaurant industry. As a single 
mom, this meant not being home for 
her child to help her with her home- 
work, missing PTA meetings, and not 
being able to spend time with her 
daughter before she went to bed. 

Finally, she got a new job at a new 
restaurant with a manager who offered 
to give her a schedule that worked for 
her family. And do you know what she 
did? She selected the lunch shift. This 
simple change was profound because 
now she is at home with her daughter 
at night. She is able to attend school 
events and able to help with home- 
work. 

But basic protections like fair sched- 
ules and paid sick leaves shouldn’t de- 
pend on winning the boss lottery. They 
should be fundamental rights of every 
American. 

Today workers are more productive 
than ever, but it has been a long time 
since most people got a raise. We need 
to pass legislation to raise the min- 
imum wage. We also need to improve 
the National Labor Relations Act be- 
cause, when workers try to organize 
and form a union to negotiate for a fair 
share, more than one-third of the time 
somebody gets fired during the organi- 
zational drive. 

It is time to strengthen the National 
Labor Relations Act so that employers 
might think twice before they retali- 
ate. That is what the Workplace Action 
for a Growing Economy, or the WAGE 
Act, would do. 
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We need to help workers better bal- 
ance work and family. We need Federal 
paid sick days and paid family and 
medical leave laws, which 80 percent of 
the public supports. Workers need 
flexible schedules, schedules that work. 

It is also past time that we level the 
playing field so that all working fami- 
lies have a fair shot. It is shameful 
that, in 2015, discrimination still shuts 
many workers out of good-paying jobs. 

No family should live in fear of a 
breadwinner being fired for being gay, 
but Federal law still does not provide 
explicit workplace protections on the 
basis of sexual orientation and gender 
identity. Working people deserve more 
than just a paycheck. They deserve a 
decent life. It is time to rewrite the 
rules to make the economy work for 
everybody. 

Democrats stand ready to take up re- 
sponsible solutions, like the Working 
Families Agenda, to boost wages, help 
workers balance family and work, and 
level the playing field by eliminating 
discrimination so that everybody has a 
fair shot. 

In honor of National Work and Fam- 
ily Month, on Thursday, we will intro- 
duce a resolution calling on Congress 
to hold hearings and votes on the 
Working Families Agenda. 

We already have 90 cosponsors on the 
resolution, and we won’t stop there. 
For as long as it takes, we will con- 
tinue to call on our colleagues across 
the aisle to take up the responsible 
policies that will help people make a 
better life for themselves and their 
families. 

Again, I want to thank Mrs. WATSON 
COLEMAN and the Congressional Pro- 
gressive Caucus for coordinating this 
Special Order hour and thank all of my 
colleagues in the Democratic Caucus 
who are standing up for working fami- 
lies. 

Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. Thank 
you very much. As always, you have 
shared information with us which is il- 
luminating and edifying and, hope- 
fully, convincing of our colleagues that 
they shall adhere to those things that 
you were suggesting and recom- 
mending. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the stories to- 
night that I have comes from Armando 
in New Brunswick, New Jersey. For 3⁄2 
years, Armando worked at a gas sta- 
tion 7 days a week on the night shift. 
He got one day off every 3 months. De- 
spite working 46 hours each week, he 
didn’t get overtime pay. 

In 2007, when his wife Silvia devel- 
oped eye problems that required a 
number of doctors’ appointments, 
Armando’s request to leave work early 
to help with her treatment and recov- 
ery was denied. 

In order to care for his wife, 
Armando would come in from work at 
6 a.m., leave at 7 a.m. to head to the 
hospital with Silvia, return home at 7 
p.m., and sleep for just 2 hours before 
doing it all over again. 
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When he filed a complaint with the 
Department of Labor, Armando lost his 
job. On his way out the door, 
Armando’s employer told him he was a 
good worker. He liked his work, but 
not the complaint. 

Mr. Speaker, no one should have to 
endure this. No one should have to 
work endlessly with just 4 days off 
each year just to make ends meet. No 
one should have to choose between car- 
ing for a loved one and losing his or her 
job. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
and share another story with you from 
New Jersey. This story comes from 
Josefa, also from New Brunswick, New 
Jersey. She works in a restaurant in 
the kitchen and occasionally as a cash- 
jer. 

When Josefa became pregnant, she 
had to take 2 months off of work with- 
out pay. When she returned, she asked 
for the morning shift so that she could 
go home to be with her newborn baby. 

They obliged her request, but 2 weeks 
later they moved her to a 5 p.m. to 9 
p.m. shift. With so few hours and trav- 
eling long distances to get to the res- 
taurant, Josefa was stuck. She asked 
her boss for more hours, not a raise or 
a handout, but the chance to work 
enough hours to make ends meet. 
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Despite 5 years in her job, Josefa was 
told that, if she didn’t like it, she could 
leave. 

In Josefa’s own words: “I was a single 
mom, so it was very difficult; and 
things like this don’t just happen to 
me—they happen to many others. We 
just make enough to pay the babysitter 
and rent, but there are so many ex- 
penses.” 

Mr. Speaker, in the greatest Nation 
in the world, which we are, we can— 
and we must—do better. We must stand 
up for those hardworking Americans 
who don’t want a handout but who sim- 
ply want a level playing field. We have 
got to stand up for those working 
Americans who have to work 46 hours a 
week, who get 3 or 4 days a year off, 
who are not able to make the decision 
to be able to care for a sick child, a 
sick spouse, or a sick parent. 

We can do better than that. It doesn’t 
take a lot for us to simply be decent to 
those who hold up our economy, who do 
the jobs that we take for granted every 
single, solitary day; but without those 
jobs, we would see what is lacking in 
our lives. 

So I ask, Mr. Speaker, that our col- 
leagues in this House—and particularly 
on the other side of the aisle—spend 
some time reflecting on what little it 
is they need to do to simply give our 
working Americans a fair shake, a fair 
chance, time with their families, and 
time to be able to bring their families 
into the middle class. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 
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Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, thank you, Con- 
gresswoman BONNIE WATSON COLEMAN, for 
your tireless advocacy for working families. I’d 
also like to thank Ranking Member BOBBY 
ScoTT for leading the way, as ranking member 
of the Education and Workforce Committee, 
and with this important agenda. 

Let me start by telling Andre’s story. 

Andre is from California, he’s 31 and a fa- 
ther of four boys. He was a trained appren- 
ticed carpenter. 

When he began to look for work, he learned 
quickly that without a personal connection, it 
was nearly impossible to get a job in the con- 
struction industry. Every morning, he hustled 
to get to work sites by 5 AM to introduce him- 
self to employers and show them his skills. 

Seldom did he receive the opportunity to ac- 
tually apply for a job. 

As a result, he could barely sustain his fam- 
ily. Any income he had went to food, transpor- 
tation and rent. So, he began volunteering 
with the Los Angeles Black Workers Center, 
which connected him to a good-paying job 
building new rail lines that let him provide for 
his family. 

The unemployment and underemployment 
that Andre and other Black workers experi- 
ence is not unique. The use of informal net- 
works in hiring means that Black workers are 
often excluded and discriminated against be- 
fore they even get a shot. Andre said: “Too 
many people are out there talking about train- 
ing, like we’re not trained enough. Training is 
not the issue. | was trained really well. The 
issue is access.” 

Andre is right—all the training in the world 
won't help if in the end, employers won't give 
people like Andre a fair shot. 

And this agenda is designed to give Andre, 
his family and all families, a fair chance. 

Andre’s struggle reflects the divide in our 
economy and our country: while some have 
recovered fully from the Great Recession, too 
many working families are still struggling. 

And in communities of color, which were the 
hardest hit by the Great Recession, unemploy- 
ment and underemployment remains sky- 
high—and wage discrimination and formal and 
informal barriers to employment continue to 
slow economic growth. 

For example, African American women in 
my home state of California still earn just 64 
cents for every dollar paid to white men. And 
Latinas earn a mere 44 cents. This persistent 
wage gap is a reflection of our economy, 
which is leaving too many working families be- 
hind—especially communities of color. 

That’s why the Working Family Agenda is 
so important. 

It takes long overdue steps to level the play- 
ing field for all. 

Specifically, this agenda would: raise the 
wage for millions, strengthen collective bar- 
gaining and improve working conditions, pro- 
vide paid sick and family leave, and expand 
access to childcare. 

Furthermore, it would provide long overdue 
protections for women and LGBT Americans 
in the workplace. 

And as a former small business owner, | 
know the importance and value of providing 
your employees with a living wage: it’s better 
for your company and for retaining good work- 
ers. 
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Mr. Speaker, now is the time to take action 
on this agenda—families need it and our 
economy needs it. Let’s boost wages, make it 
easier for families to balance work and family 
life, and bring an end to workplace discrimina- 
tion. 

That’s what American families want—and 
it's what Congress should be working on. 
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RESETTLEMENT ACCOUNTABILITY 
NATIONAL SECURITY ACT OF 2015 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 6, 2015, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BABIN) is recognized for 60 min- 
utes as the designee of the majority 
leader. 

Mr. BABIN. Mr. Speaker, I feel com- 
pelled to speak tonight on an issue 
that impacts the safety and the secu- 
rity of our country. There is a grave 
threat to our national security that no 
one seems to want to talk about or to 
address—we talk around it; we allude 
to it; we look the other way or vainly 
hope that it will just go away—but 
sticking our heads in the sand will not 
make it go away. Instead, the threat is 
growing, and a lack of knowledge, fore- 
sight, and action on our part could 
jeopardize the future of our children 
and our grandchildren. The threat that 
I am referring to is the Refugee Reset- 
tlement Act. 

Today, I want to share with my col- 
leagues and the Nation some very im- 
portant aspects of the Refugee Reset- 
tlement Program, which, I hope, will 
result in serious debate and in an effec- 
tive reevaluation of our current ref- 
ugee resettlement policies. 

After events like 9/11 and the Boston 
Marathon bombing, you would think 
that America would have implemented 
a more rigorous screening process for 
allowing entry into the United States. 
On the contrary, as the world becomes 
increasingly more dangerous, signifi- 
cant security gaps remain. 

President Obama has recently an- 
nounced his plans to increase from 
70,000 to 85,000 the number of refugees 
allowed into the United States in 2016, 
next year, and, for 2017, he plans to 
bring in 100,000. Most of the increase is 
from Syria and western Iraq, a direct 
result of the conflict of ISIS and of Mr. 
Obama’s own weak, disjointed foreign 
policy. 

In addition to the alarming national 
security concerns the resettlement pro- 
gram poses, there are significant costs 
that will be placed on the U.S. tax- 
payer and on State and local govern- 
ments. The numbers that we have seen 
suggest a large economic burden on 
Americans, and we don’t even know the 
full extent of all of the costs of this 
program. 

This is why I have introduced H.R. 
3314, the Resettlement Accountability 
National Security Act of 2015. My bill 
places an immediate moratorium on 
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the U.S. Refugee Resettlement Pro- 
gram until the Government Account- 
ability Office conducts a study to de- 
termine the economic costs to the 
American taxpayer and until Congress 
analyzes the risks to our national secu- 
rity. 

According to the U.S. Refugee Ad- 
missions’ database, nearly 500,000 new 
refugees have come into the United 
States under the Refugee Resettlement 
Program since President Obama first 
took office. As a first-term Representa- 
tive from Texas, I immediately began 
to investigate this issue because the 
State of Texas and its taxpayers have 
been asked to take in more refugees 
than any other State. 

I found out that no one was asking— 
much less answering—the questions of 
who, how, when, where, and how much 
regarding these refugees. I also found 
out that aspects of this program are 
very hard to determine even by the 
government agencies supposedly over- 
seeing it, mainly because these agen- 
cies contract and provide funding to 
nongovernmental organizations to ad- 
minister the program and because the 
United Nations gets to choose the ma- 
jority of the refugees who enter the 
United States. 

Since the Resettlement Act was 
signed into law by then-President 
Jimmy Carter in 1980, more than 3 mil- 
lion refugees from Third World coun- 
tries have been permanently resettled 
in the United States; and as I said ear- 
lier, nearly 500,000 refugees in just the 
last 612 years of the Obama administra- 
tion have been resettled by private 
Federal contractors across this coun- 
try in over 190 towns and communities 
whose local citizens have little to no 
say in the matter. 

The private government-contracted 
organizations that administer the Ref- 
ugee Resettlement Program and choose 
the locations of resettlement within 
the United States are nonprofit groups. 
However, these nonprofits are paid, lit- 
erally, millions of Federal dollars. I am 
very troubled by the Refugee Resettle- 
ment Act’s cost to America. 

The stark financial problems of our 
nearly $19 trillion national debt argue 
against asking the American taxpayer 
to take on the further financial burden 
of tens of billions of dollars for refugee 
resettlement. According to official sta- 
tistics published by the U.S. Office of 
Refugee Resettlement, or ORR, more 
than 90 percent of recent refugees from 
the Middle East are on welfare. This is 
alarming from a budgetary standpoint 
alone. 

The Congressional Research Service’s 
memo that was issued to the Senate 
Judiciary Committee on the Office of 
Refugee Resettlement Admissions from 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services revealed that 74.2 percent of 
all refugees up until the year 2013 re- 
ceived food stamps while 56 percent re- 
ceived some sort of medical assistance. 
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The very next year, in 2014, the ORR 
reported that 92 percent of Middle 
Eastern refugees were on food stamps, 
and over 68 percent received direct cash 
assistance. 

According to the ORR’s annual re- 
port to Congress for fiscal year 2013, 
the majority of the refugees who enter 
the United States are without any in- 
come or assets to support themselves 
and are given benefits paid for by 
State-administered programs. 

Families who have children under the 
age of 18 are eligible for the Temporary 
Assistance for Needy Families, or 
TANF, program. Refugees who are 
older, blind, or disabled are eligible for 
Medicaid benefits and Supplemental 
Security Income, or SSI, whose trust 
fund right now is nearing insolvency. 
The Federal Government does not re- 
imburse States for the costs or for 
Medicaid programs, which places a 
huge economic drain on the State gov- 
ernments. As a former mayor and local 
school board member, I know of the 
strain this places on local municipali- 
ties and school systems as well. 

Refugees in certain States who do 
not meet the specifications listed 
above, such as single adults, childless 
couples, and two-parent families, are 
still eligible to receive benefits under 
the Refugee Cash Assistance, or RCA, 
and Refugee Medical Assistance, or 
RMA, programs for up to the first 8 
months that a refugee is in the United 
States. While the States are reim- 
bursed for these programs, they cost 
U.S. taxpayers about $302.4 million 
each year. 

For 2013, the Office of Refugee Reset- 
tlement allocated $400 million for tran- 
sitional and medical services, $150 mil- 
lion for social services, and nearly $50 
million in targeted assistance. Along 
with several other allotments, the 
total refugee appropriation was over 
$620 million. 

What many Americans do not realize 
is that refugees are eligible for lawful 
permanent residence, or LPR, status 
and for all Federal benefits after being 
here 1 year in the United States. In ad- 
dition, if they have children born here 
in the United States, they are eligible 
for benefits as well. Robert Rector of 
the respected Heritage Foundation 
puts the cost of accepting just 10,000 
Syrian refugees at more than $6.5 bil- 
lion for a lifetime of costs. 

Again, I ask: Is this wise for a coun- 
try that is nearly $19 trillion in debt? 

It sounds noble for the Obama admin- 
istration to propose bringing in more 
refugees next year, yet there is no full 
accounting or transparency over what 
this will cost the taxpayers at the Fed- 
eral, State, or local level. In a critical 
time when we must be economically re- 
sponsible and prioritize our finite re- 
sources accordingly, allocating over a 
half a billion dollars for a program 
with unknown consequences is not the 
best use of our government resources. 
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The question at the end of the day is: 
Can we really afford not to take a fur- 
ther look at the resettlement program? 

Let’s also take a few minutes to ex- 
amine the national security threats of 
this. 

Perhaps even more disconcerting 
than the enormous costs are the nu- 
merous security risks posed by accept- 
ing refugees without properly screen- 
ing or vetting them. As entire regions 
of the Middle East dissolve into chaos, 
the ability to conduct the proper vet- 
ting of refugees by verifying places of 
origin, political orientations, criminal 
records, or sometimes even basic iden- 
tities is, all too often, simply non- 
existent. 

Already, Director of National Intel- 
ligence James Clapper, FBI Director 
James Comey, and Department of 
Homeland Security Secretary Jeh 
Johnson have testified under oath that 
they cannot properly screen the refu- 
gees who are streaming out of these 
war-torn areas of the Middle East. 

FBI Director James Comey said he 
had serious concerns about bringing in 
refugees from conflict zones. We can- 
not just call up the Damascus or Liby- 
an police department and run back- 
ground checks on these refugees from 
conflict zones. There is already a very 
good chance that, of the 70,000 refugees 
per year coming into the United 
States, terrorists and ISIS followers 
who are posing as refugees may have 
slipped through the gaps. 

ISIS has promised that it will exploit 
this refugee crisis, and it has already, 
indeed, been caught attempting to do 
so. According to a senior Lebanese offi- 
cial, at least 20,000 jihadists have al- 
ready infiltrated the Syrian refugee 
camps and are plotting to enter West- 
ern Europe. According to the Council 
on Foreign Relations, jihadist groups 
typically target European countries 
that have generous and liberal immi- 
gration policies and that are allies of 
the United States. 

In line with this, the Hurriyet Daily 
News, in Turkey, stated this past Feb- 
ruary that the Turkish intelligence 
service had warned police that 3,000 
trained jihadists were attempting to 
cross into Turkey from Syria and Iraq 
and then make their way into Western 
Europe to target countries involved in 
the U.S.-led anti-Islamic State coali- 
tion. What is even more alarming is 
that the news publication reports that 
some of the members of the group, in- 
cluding their leaders, have already en- 
tered Turkey and have already estab- 
lished cells of terrorist operation. 

Palestinians and citizens from Syria 
who are between the ages of 17 to 25 
have entered Turkey as refugees and 
plan to travel to Europe through Bul- 
garia in order to attack anti-ISIS coa- 
lition-member countries. In fact, one 
ISIS operative has claimed more than 
4,000 covert ISIS gunmen have been 
smuggled into Western nations and are 


16804 


currently hiding amongst innocent ref- 
ugees. He then warned ‘‘just wait,” ac- 
cording to the International Business 
Times. 

In May, the International Business 
Times also cited Libyan Government 
adviser Abdul Basit Haroun, who 
warned that ISIS operatives were being 
smuggled into Europe by boat. Haroun 
said that ISIS militants are taking ad- 
vantage of the crisis by using boats for 
their own operatives whom they want 
to send to Europe, and the European 
authorities can’t differentiate between 
those from ISIS and the actual refu- 
gees. If this is not disturbing, then I 
don’t know what is. 
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There are also thousands of former 
refugees who have settled in Europe 
over the past several decades now 
going to join ISIS in the Middle East. 
According to Gilles de Kerchove, the 
European Union’s counterterrorism 
chief, nearly 4,000 Europeans are esti- 
mated to have left Western Europe and 
gone and joined ISIS. 

We have even seen this in the United 
States refugee settlement communities 
as well. In Minneapolis, Minnesota, 
there have been 22 young Somali men 
that we know of since 2007 that left 
their new refugee home in the United 
States to join the terrorist organiza- 
tion al Shabaab. 

In Somalia, they are fighting against 
U.S. allies and U.S.-trained troops. 
There are 27,000 Somali refugees in the 
Minneapolis area, and President 
Obama’s plans call for thousands more. 

In Texas, 37-year-old Bilal Abood is 
an Iraqi American who is suspected to 
have come to the United States as a 
refugee or an asylum seeker in the year 
2009. When the FBI went to his home, 
they found evidence of ties with ISIS, 
including pledging an oath to its lead- 
er, Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi. 

A former cab driver in Virginia, 
Liban Haji Mohamed, who came to the 
United States as a Somali refugee, is 
on the FBI’s Most Wanted Terrorist 
list for providing material support to 
al Qaeda and al Shabaab. He is consid- 
ered particularly dangerous because he 
worked to recruit other U.S. terrorists 
for these terrorist organizations. He 
lived in Alexandria, Virginia, just a few 
miles across the river from where I am 
standing right now. 

According to Mike Mauro, a professor 
of homeland security and national se- 
curity analyst at the Clarion Project, a 
poll was conducted in November of 2014 
of 900 Syrian refugees. In this poll of 
recent refugees, 13 percent, or roughly 
one out of seven, claim to have sym- 
pathies toward ISIS. Alarmingly and 
incredibly, that amounts to a potential 
130 ISIS sympathizers. 

The Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Known as the INA, specifies that 
applicants for the resettlement pro- 
gram be subject to various grounds of 
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inadmissibility, including criminal, se- 
curity, and public health grounds. 

The grounds of inadmissibility apply- 
ing to refugee applicants include the 
broad terrorism-related inadmissibility 
grounds, or TRIG, in section 212 of the 
INA, the Immigration and Nationality 
Act. 

Very disturbing is the fact that, be- 
ginning in 2005, the Department of 
Homeland Security, the State Depart- 
ment, and the Department of Justice 
began exercising their discretionary 
authority to waive these categories of 
inadmissibility for refugee applicants. 

Then, in 2015, the Department of 
Homeland Security began imple- 
menting new additional exemptions for 
individuals if they only provided insig- 
nificant or certain limited material 
support to terrorists—this includes 
routine commercial and social trans- 
actions—or provided humanitarian as- 
sistance to undesignated terrorist or- 
ganizations. 

As of this past June, the United 
States Government has granted more 
than 15,560 TRIG exemptions to refugee 
applicants. That is right. More than 
15,000 times the Government of the 
United States has waived past partici- 
pation with terrorist organizations so 
that refugees could come and enter 
into the United States. This must stop. 

The warning signs are everywhere of 
the potential of terrorist suspects pos- 
ing as refugees while President Obama 
redoubles his efforts to bring these peo- 
ple in the United States and put at risk 
the lives and safety of the American 
people. 

We have recently had two terrorist 
gunmen in Garland, Texas, who linked 
themselves to ISIS; the shooter in 
Chattanooga, Tennessee, who killed 
five U.S. servicemembers, recruiters; 
and the Tsarnaev brothers in the Bos- 
ton Marathon bombing, who killed 
three spectators and injured an esti- 
mated 260 others. What we need to ask 
ourselves is: How did the Federal Gov- 
ernment fail the American people with 
respect to vetting these refugees? 

Of course, not all refugees are Is- 
lamic jihadists. Indeed, most are not. 
But the few that are pose a very real 
threat to the safety and security of the 
American people. The 9/11 terrorist 
attackers numbered 19, the Boston ter- 
rorists only 2. 

As elected representatives, our re- 
sponsibility to the American citizens 
and our communities should be our 
number one priority. 

The Refugee Resettlement Program 
has long operated under the radar of 
most Americans. The average Amer- 
ican has no idea that this resettlement 
program is a U.N. plan that chooses 
which refugees come to the United 
States and that the United States tax- 
payer foots the bill. 

But as it has grown over the last few 
years and its implementation has be- 
come a threat to small communities, 
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saddling them with the problems that 
refugee resettlement brings without 
their say-so and often even without 
their knowledge, residents in several 
States, including Texas, are starting to 
ask hard questions. 

No longer satisfied with past an- 
swers, they are showing up at townhall 
meetings, starting blogs and email 
lists, digging up information and in- 
forming their friends and neighbors of 
what is really going on with refugee re- 
settlement in such diverse American 
communities as Minneapolis-St. Paul, 
Minnesota; Lewiston, Maine; Amarillo, 
Texas; the State of Idaho; and many 
other locations, just to name a few 

To really see what America’s future 
will be, we have to look no further 
than western Europe, which has taken 
in over half a million refugees just this 
year, not to mention the millions over 
the past decades. 

A very popular destination for refu- 
gees coming to Europe is Sweden. The 
country is currently facing a large- 
scale refugee crisis, and the govern- 
ment does not know where these refu- 
gees will live, how they will work, and 
who will foot the bill for them. 

According to Boverket, the Swedish 
National Board of Housing, Building 
and Planning, Sweden needs to build 
half a million homes by the year 2020. 
This costly housing initiative will cost 
about $387 million a year and will only 
fund half of this by 2020. 

Sweden is also known for its horrific 
rape numbers. Recent refugees—and 
now their Swedish-born children—are 
responsible for more than half of those 
convicted of rape, murder, and robbery. 

Clearly, the existing approach to ad- 
dressing the plight of refugees is sim- 
ply not working. Are these really the 
sort of problems that we want here at 
home and the United States? 

Again, I am not saying that brutal 
rapes, gang violence, and domestic ter- 
ror are the norms, but, rather, they are 
the risks that have been seen in Europe 
that come along with accepting large 
numbers of refugees without proper 
vetting and screening. 

While refugee crises are tragic, 
crimes committed by transplanted peo- 
ple against unsuspecting, unprotected 
victims in their own country are even 
more tragic. 

The five wealthiest countries on the 
Arabian Peninsula—Saudi Arabia, 
United Arab Emirates, Qatar, Kuwait, 
and Bahrain—have not taken in a sin- 
gle refugee that we know of. 

Instead, they have argued that ac- 
cepting large numbers of Syrians is a 
threat to their safety, as terrorists 
could be hiding within an influx of peo- 
ple. 

The only help so far from Saudi Ara- 
bia is an offer to build 200 mosques in 
Germany. It is quite apparent that the 
fear of importing terrorists is real for 
American communities if Syria’s own 
neighbors will not admit these refu- 
gees. 
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My investigation of the refugee reset- 
tlement policies have also led to a con- 
cern for the most persecuted religious 
minority in the entire Middle East re- 
gion: Christians. 

Of the nine nongovernmental organi- 
zations which receive Federal grants 
and contracts to resettle refugees, six 
are designated religious charities. 
However, I could find no mission state- 
ments from any of them about saving 
Christians. 

The U.N. connection could explain 
why so many non-Christian refugees 
are chosen to be brought into the 
United States while persecuted Chris- 
tians in Syria, Iraq, Egypt, and other 
nations there have a very hard time 
getting within sight of the Statue of 
Liberty. 

In fact, the glaring shortcoming of 
the U.N. refugee program is that it 
falls short of helping one of the most 
persecuted groups around the world, 
and that is Christians. 

According to reporting by Nina Shea 
and Elliott Abrams, the United Nations 
High Commission on Refugees refuses 
to classify Christians as a persecuted 
group eligible for resettlement on this 
basis. 

Why? Because our Department of 
State chooses to adhere to a definition 
of refugees as people persecuted by 
their own government. The murders of 
Christian men, the rapes of Christian 
women, and the butchery of Christian 
children apparently do not count. 
These people are routinely beheaded, 
crucified, burned at the stake, sold into 
slavery, or have their property con- 
fiscated. 

In Iraq, ISIS has blown up dozens of 
churches, kidnapped Christians and 
held them for ransom, even after they 
have already murdered them. Last 
summer they started marking Chris- 
tian homes with a red letter “N” for 
“Nazarene”? before they took the 
homes and exiled the owners. 

Unfortunately, for many Christians, 
exile is a better option than the inhu- 
mane atrocities that many in the re- 
gion are currently facing. Many are 
sexually enslaved by ISIS, like Kayla 
Mueller. 

Kayla Mueller was a Christian Amer- 
ican human rights activist from Pres- 
cott, Arizona. She was taken captive in 
August 2013 by ISIS in Syria after leav- 
ing a Doctors Without Borders hos- 
pital. After she was taken by the ter- 
rorist group, she was repeatedly raped 
by Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi, who is the 
leader of ISIS. 

There are still many other Christian 
ISIS prisoners, including 460 taken 
from Syria and many more who have 
already been killed. Many have been 
taken by al Shabaab in Africa. Pope 
Francis has even gotten involved and is 
calling this targeting of Christians a 
form of genocide. 

Many Christians who want to flee 
persecution face the difficult decision 
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of where to turn and where will they be 
safe. 

A decision of how to flee and what 
mode of transportation to take can be 
critical to Christian families. It was re- 
ported this past April that 12 Christian 
migrants trying to get to Europe by 
boat were simply thrown overboard by 
fellow Muslim migrants and drowned. 

Most are afraid to go to the U.N. ref- 
ugee camps and fear the actions taken 
by some of their more radicalized Mus- 
lim neighbors within the camps. There 
are very few Christians in these camps 
and other non-Muslims because they 
fear for their own personal safety. 

Unfortunately for these persecuted 
religious minorities, the only persons 
able to qualify easily for U.N. refugee 
resettlement are those people who are 
in these U.N. refugee camps. There in 
the camp they can be designated as pri- 
ority 1 eligible by the United Nations 
High Commission on Refugees, and 
then they qualify for resettlement. 

This is critical to know because the 
U.N. refugee camps are the only source 
from which the U.S. will accept U.N. 
refugees under this resettlement act. 
Since very few Christians feel safe in 
these camps, it is apparent that this is 
the reason that less than 4 percent of 
the U.N. resettled refugees are Chris- 
tians. 

Former Archbishop George Carey of 
Canterbury said it best when he stated 
that this inadvertently discriminates 
against the very Christian commu- 
nities most victimized by the inhuman 
butchers of the so-called Islamic State. 

It is a sad reality for Christians in 
this part of the world right now. They 
are so desperate to leave that they 
have said that they will go almost any- 
where except the U.N. camps to try to 
rebuild their lives. 

There is another method, however, 
other than the resettlement act by 
which it is possible to admit Christians 
and other groups into the U.S. as refu- 
gees. The U.S. State Department has 
the authority to designate certain 
groups like Christians as priority 2 ref- 
ugees, which would enable them to 
enter the United States without having 
to be living in a U.N. refugee camp. 

The U.S. State Department needs to 
act on this immediately. It defies logic 
that we would want to potentially im- 
port the problems of the Middle East 
into the very heart of America. 
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The recent terrorist attacks in Gar- 
land, Texas; Chattanooga, Tennessee; 
Oklahoma City, and the Boston Mara- 
thon should serve as a dire warning. 

A report submitted by the Obama ad- 
ministration for proposed refugee ad- 
missions says that in the year 2014 the 
median age of refugees from Iraq and 
Syria was 28 and 23, respectively, and 
over half of these refugees were of 
working age, between 16 years and 64 
years of age. In fact, according to U.N. 
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statistics, 65 percent of these Syrian 
refugees are military-age males, who 
should be defending their own country 
and pose a risk of having ISIS infiltra- 
tors among them. 

Again, we don’t need to look any fur- 
ther than Europe for all the evidence 
that we need to see the dire con- 
sequences for this program to Amer- 
ican safety and security. 

According to the Gatestone Institute, 
half a million known migrants and ref- 
ugees came to the European Union in 
the first 8 months of 2015. This number 
will most likely reach 1 million by the 
end of this year, and this does not in- 
clude the number of individuals who 
slipped in undetected. 

Of the maritime arrivals in Europe, 
the top countries of origin are Syria, 
Afghanistan, Eritrea, Nigeria, Albania, 
Pakistan, Somalia, Sudan, and Iraq. 
For the refugees who arrived by land, 
the top three countries of origin are 
Syria, Afghanistan, and Pakistan. 

There has been much criminal activ- 
ity, including multiple cases of rape, 
among refugee camps. On August 6 of 
this year, police finally reported that a 
young 13-year-old girl was raped by an- 
other asylum seeker at a refugee facil- 
ity in Detmold, Germany. The rape ac- 
tually had taken place in June, but the 
police had kept quiet about it for sev- 
eral months, not wanting to alarm the 
German local population. It was only 
after a local media outlet had pub- 
lished this story about the crime that 
it came to light. 

According to German social work or- 
ganizations, large numbers of women 
and young girls housed in refugee shel- 
ters in Germany are being raped, sexu- 
ally assaulted, or forced into prostitu- 
tion by male asylum seekers. 

An editorial comment in the German 
newspaper Westfalen-Blatt said police 
are refusing to go public about the 
crimes involving refugees because they 
don’t want to give legitimacy to criti- 
cism of the dangers of mass, unchecked 
migration from the Middle East. 

In this refugee population, there are 
many elements that neither Europe 
nor the United States would ever invite 
in, and the challenge is separating 
them. Europe is dealing with a stark 
reality that it does not want to face 
and would prefer to turn a blind eye. 

Police in the Bavarian town of 
Mering have issued a warning to Ger- 
man parents not to allow their children 
to go outside unaccompanied. In an- 
other Bavarian town of Pocking, ad- 
ministrators at the Wilhelm-Diess- 
Gymnasium have told parents not to 
let their daughters wear revealing 
clothes to avoid ‘‘misunderstandings”’ 
by the large number of refugees in 
their town. 

These are not the only troubling ac- 
tions unfolding in Germany, a country 
which has pledged to take more refu- 
gees than any other country in the Eu- 
ropean Union. Levels of violent crime 
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brought about by the groups from the 
Balkans and the Middle East have 
turned certain cities such as Duisburg 
into no-go zones for police, according 
to a police report from their head- 
quarters in the North Rhine-West- 
phalia region. This is the most popu- 
lous state in Germany. This report 
states that the ability of the police to 
maintain public order ‘‘cannot be guar- 
anteed over the long term,’’ according 
to Der Spiegel, the newsmagazine 
which leaked the report. 

There are districts where immigrant 
gangs are taking over entire metro 
trains for themselves. Local residents 
and businesspeople are being intimi- 
dated and silenced. People taking 
trams during the evening and night- 
time describe their experiences as liv- 
ing nightmares. Policemen, and espe- 
cially policewomen, are subject to high 
levels of aggressiveness and disrespect. 

Unassimilated refugees and immi- 
grants have turned large sections of 
Europe’s great cities into no-go zones 
where even the police will not go. Jew- 
ish emigration from France is the high- 
est since World War II. 

In the near term, nothing will 
change, according to this report. The 
reasons for this: the high rate of unem- 
ployment, the lack of job prospects for 
immigrants without qualifications for 
the German labor market, and ethnic 
tensions among the migrants them- 
selves. The Duisburg police department 
now wants to reinforce its presence on 
the streets and track offenders much 
more consistently than before. 

I am not suggesting that every ref- 
ugee or even the majority of these refu- 
gees are engaged in such criminal ac- 
tivity. It is a very small number. But 
what I am suggesting is that there are 
some among them who have terrorist 
intentions that have infiltrated these 
communities, and it is difficult to 
screen them out. Even one is too many. 

President Obama’s plan is a potential 
national disaster waiting to happen. No 
one is saying that we should not help 
those who are in refugee camps. We 
should. America is the most generous 
and compassionate country in the 
world. We already are spending $4.5 bil- 
lion in humanitarian aid, food, shelter, 
and medicine for these displaced per- 
sons in these refugee camps. What we 
should not do is endanger the Amer- 
ican people and the safety of our chil- 
dren and our grandchildren. 

Each of us serving in this body took 
an oath to support and defend the Con- 
stitution against enemies, both foreign 
and domestic, and ISIS has already ex- 
ploited this U.N. program to infiltrate 
Europe. We have a sworn duty to pre- 
vent foreign enemies from entering the 
United States and allowing them to be- 
come domestic enemies, particularly at 
taxpayer expense. The President’s plan 
and the current policy of the Refugee 
Resettlement Act defies all logic. 

Iam sure that I will be criticized and 
attacked for making this speech and 
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sharing these very disturbing facts 
with you today, but I am compelled by 
the oath of office that I took when I 
was sworn in as a Member of the 
United States Congress to put the safe- 
ty and security of the American people 
above political correctness. 

I didn’t come to Congress to be po- 
litically correct. I came to uphold the 
U.S. Constitution and to protect our 
national security. Protecting our 
American way of life, the greatest ex- 
periment in liberty and freedom in all 
human history, is our highest calling 
as elected leaders of this great Nation. 

Those who criticize me for these re- 
marks should instead turn their criti- 
cism toward those who are exploiting 
refugees and to the terrorists who are 
infiltrating these very refugees who are 
entering Europe and the United States. 

I encourage my colleagues to further 
investigate the Federal Refugee Reset- 
tlement Program and to join me in 
calling for a moratorium on the Presi- 
dent’s proposal while we fully examine 
the costs to the American taxpayer and 
the national security implications of 
his policies. 

Let us reassert our congressional au- 
thority over the refugee program and 
put the safety and security of the 
American people above all else. It is 
crucial that Congress take a look at 
the results of my proposed reassess- 
ment of the Refugee Resettlement Pro- 
gram, its cost to the American tax- 
payer, its threat to our national secu- 
rity, and its impact on our small towns 
and communities by passing H.R. 3314, 
the Resettlement Accountability Na- 
tional Security Act of 2015. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 
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THE HONORABLE FRANK M. JOHN- 
SON, THE HIDDEN HAND OF JUS- 
TICE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 6, 2015, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. AL GREEN) 
for 30 minutes. 

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speak- 
er, I thank the leadership for allowing 
us to have this time to discuss H. Con. 
Res. 84. This recognizes the works of 
the Honorable Frank M. Johnson, a 
Federal judge. 

Not only was he a Federal judge, he 
was one of the greatest unsung heroes 
of the civil rights movement, a lawyer 
par excellence, a great student of juris- 
prudence, and, I would daresay, he was 
the hidden hand of justice in the civil 
rights movement. 

Before continuing, however, let me 
just thank some additional persons. It 
is appropriate that I thank the six 
original cosponsors of this resolution. 
Of course, we would mention the Hon- 
orable ALCEE HASTINGS of Florida, and 
we thank him for signing on to this 
resolution. We also would like to thank 
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the Honorable SHEILA JACKSON LEE of 
Texas, the Honorable GREGORY MEEKS 
of New York, the Honorable ELEANOR 
HOLMES NORTON of Washington, D.C., 
and I especially want to thank the 
Honorable TERRI SEWELL of Alabama, 
because Judge Johnson was from Ala- 
bama. She has signed on to this resolu- 
tion, meaning that she has given her 
approval. I am grateful to her. She is a 
great, great Member of this body and 
has done quite well in representing the 
people of her district and, indeed, her 
State and her country. And, finally, 
the Honorable FREDERICA WILSON of 
Florida. All of these Members have 
signed on to this resolution honoring 
the Honorable Frank M. Johnson. 

The Honorable Frank M. Johnson 
was a unique person in American his- 
tory, unique in that he was one of 
those people that made real the great 
and noble American ideals: liberty and 
justice for all; government of the peo- 
ple, by the people, for the people. He 
truly—he truly—made justice more 
than a word. It meant something to 
him, and, as a result, people were able 
to benefit from justice. Justice was 
more than a word for the Honorable 
Frank Johnson. 

He did not have it easy, however. He 
was appointed to this Federal District 
Court by the Honorable President 
Dwight Eisenhower in November of 
1955. After being appointed, he imme- 
diately had a very difficult case come 
before him. This is when we learned of 
the character of Frank M. Johnson. His 
character was such that he refused to 
allow himself to be intimidated. 

Over the course of his life, he had a 
cross burned on the lawn of his yard. 
Over the course of his life, and he lived 
for 80 years, his mother’s house was 
bombed. It was thought that it was his 
home. It was bombed by the KKK. He 
was a person who had, as a classmate 
in law school, Governor George Wal- 
lace. 

He was a person who probably could 
not have been predicted to be one of 
the most significant persons in the 
civil rights movement at the time he 
was appointed to the bench. There are 
people who, for whatever reasons, de- 
cide that they are going to do the just 
and honorable thing, and Frank M. 
Johnson was such a person. 

While he lived, he had to have 24- 
hour protection—24-hour protection— 
for his very life because there were 
those who saw him as a threat to the 
way of life that existed at that time. 
They wanted to end his life because of 
his being perceived as a threat to their 
way of life. 

What is it about him that caused peo- 
ple to want to burn a cross on his lawn, 
that caused persons to bomb his moth- 
er’s house thinking that it was his? 
What was it about this man that 
caused people to believe that he was 
such a huge instrumentality that was 
moving the South in a direction that 
they did not want to see it move into? 
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Well, he was one of those persons who 
actually proved, Mr. Speaker, that 
Black lives matter. He proved that 
Black lives were as important as any 
other lives, that all lives matter, but 
he proved that Black lives matter by 
his decisions that he made. 

I indicated earlier that one of his 
first decisions, Mr. Speaker, was a dif- 
ficult one. It was a case that involved 
the bus boycott in Montgomery, Ala- 
bama. It was a case wherein Rosa 
Parks, the Alabama female of African 
ancestry, took a seat on a bus; and 
after taking that seat, she was required 
to move because, as others came on the 
bus who were White, she would have to 
move, as would any other Black per- 
son, and give White persons an oppor- 
tunity to have seats on the bus. She 
would either have to move back or, if 
all of the other seats were filled, she 
would have to stand. She refused. 

As a result of that refusal, Mr. 
Speaker, a civil rights movement was 
born in Montgomery, Alabama, and a 
protest movement was led by the Hon- 
orable Dr. Martin Luther King. As a re- 
sult of this protest movement, many 
people galvanized. They came together, 
and they decided that they would not 
ride the buses and that they would 
transport themselves to and from 
work. 

Well, one might think that this boy- 
cott was the reason that the bus line 
was eventually integrated after about a 
year of protestations. But, Mr. Speak- 
er, the hidden hand of justice was the 
Honorable Frank M. Johnson, because 
he, on a three-judge panel, concluded 
that the Brown decision, which applied 
to schools, should be applied to public 
accommodations, should be applied to 
public transportation. He convinced 
another judge to do so, and, as a result, 
they issued an order that desegregated 
the buses in Montgomery, Alabama. 
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He was the hidden hand of justice. 
The protest movement was absolutely 
necessary, but he showed that Black 
lives mattered when he decided that he 
was going to stand for justice and that 
he was going to issue that order inte- 
grating the bus lines. 

Later on, in the case of Gomillion v. 
Lightfoot, this is a case that invali- 
dated the City of Tuskegee’s plan to di- 
lute Black voting strength. 

At that time, it was not unusual for 
Black voting strength to be diluted 
such that Blacks could not get rep- 
resentation. We were not represented 
in Congress to the extent that we are 
today. 

At that time, gerrymandering was al- 
most commonplace to make sure that 
Blacks did not have the opportunity to 
represent constituents in city councils, 
and not only city councils, but in coun- 
ty government, as State Representa- 
tives, as State Senators, gerry- 
mandering. 
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Well, it was the Honorable Frank M. 
Johnson that invalidated that plan 
that they had and ordered the redraw- 
ing of the lines. 

In the United States v. Alabama, in 
1961, literacy tests were required for 
Blacks, but they weren’t required for 
Whites. Blacks had to take the test, 
which was impossible to pass, in many 
cases. How many bubbles are there in a 
bar of soap, all sorts of ridiculous 
things, were required of Blacks. 

But this judge, the hidden hand of 
justice, the man who believed that 
Black lives mattered, required Black 
people be registered to vote to the 
same extent as the least qualified 
White person was registered to vote. 
Allowing Black people to register al- 
lowed more Black representation to 
manifest itself in the years that fol- 
lowed. 

In the case of Lewis v. Greyhound, 
1961, this case involved the Honorable 
JOHN LEWIS, who is now a Member of 
Congress. It involved protesting at a 
bus station. It involved being seated at 
a counter and involved desegregating 
the bus lines and the bus stations. JOHN 
LEWIS was one of several persons who 
were arrested, and this violated his 
civil rights. 

It was the Honorable Frank M. John- 
son that required the desegregation of 
the bus depots across the length and 
breadth of the country. By directly 
doing it in Montgomery, Alabama, it 
eventually became the law across the 
land. 

Again he demonstrated that Black 
lives mattered to him, and he moved on 
it. He didn’t just believe it. He acted on 
his beliefs. 

In the case of Sims v. Frink, in 1962, 
this had to do with Alabama reappor- 
tioning. Alabama had not reappor- 
tioned since 1900. The lines had been 
left as they were because, by leaving 
them as they were, they could keep 
certain people from having a right to 
vote or having their vote really count 
in the scheme of one man, one vote. 

It was Frank M. Johnson who re- 
quired that one man, one vote, prin- 
ciples be utilized, giving Black people a 
greater voice in voting. 

In Lee v. Macon County Board of 
Education, in 1968, this was the first 
statewide desegregation of schools, and 
it happened in Alabama. It happened 
because Frank M. Johnson concluded 
that Black lives mattered. He ordered 
the desegregation of these schools, and 
it was the beginning of something that 
would spread across this country. 

He was a part of the avant-garde of 
the civil rights movement, but he did 
so with a pen from the bench. As a 
matter of fact, he did not wear a robe 
when he was on the bench and he did 
not have a gavel. He believed that, if 
you are a just judge and you are going 
to follow the law, you didn’t need the 
robe and you didn’t need the gavel. You 
just needed to follow the law. And he 
did so. 
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He did so in the case of Williams v. 
Wallace. This is a landmark case in 
that it involved the Honorable Dr. Mar- 
tin Luther King. 

As we know now, persons assembled 
at the Edmund Pettus Bridge. They as- 
sembled there for the purpose of 
marching from Selma to Montgomery. 
When they assembled at the Edmund 
Pettus Bridge, they decided that, in 
marching from Selma to Montgomery, 
they would assemble themselves at a 
church, and they marched from that 
church to the bridge. 

If you have not been to the Edmund 
Pettus Bridge, you should do so be- 
cause, aS you do so, you will see that 
that bridge has an arch. As you move 
across the bridge, you can’t see from 
the start of your movement to the 
bridge what lies on the other side. 

But on the other side of the Edmund 
Pettus Bridge were men, members of 
the constabulary. They were on horses. 
They had clubs. And these men on 
horses, with clubs, confronted the 
marchers, who were peaceful. They 
were unarmed. 

They were Black. They were White. 
They were multi-ethnic in terms of 
their ethnicity. They were persons of 
goodwill who only wanted to exercise 
their freedom of movement to dem- 
onstrate, to move from one city to an- 
other, protesting the way African 
Americans were being treated in the 
South in terms of their voting rights, 
in terms of their inability to receive 
the same treatment as others under 
the law. 

Well, in doing this, in marching from 
Selma to Montgomery, when they en- 
countered these officers with clubs, 
these officers beat them. 

The Honorable JOHN LEWIS was a part 
of the march. He has said on many oc- 
casions that he thought he was going 
to die. 

They beat them all the way back to 
the church where they started—all the 
way back to the church—blood on their 
heads, on their bodies, on the ground, 
on people, as they tried to flee and 
tried to fend for themselves against 
these members of the constabulary. 

The marchers returned later to 
march again, but this time they had 
gone to court and they had appeared 
before the Honorable Frank M. John- 
son. He issued an order requiring the 
constabulary to get out of the way and 
allow the marchers to move from 
Selma to Montgomery. 

Few people are aware that Bloody 
Sunday was followed by an order from 
the hidden hand of justice, the Honor- 
able Frank M. Johnson. I would dare- 
say that that order and that move- 
ment, that march, were the basis for 
the passage of the Civil Rights Act of 
1965. It passed shortly thereafter. 

The President signed it into law. As 
a result, many people who are in Con- 
gress today are here because that 
march took place and because the Hon- 
orable Judge, the hidden hand of jus- 
tice, Frank M. Johnson, signed an 
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order requiring the constabulary to get 
out of the way. 

What is interesting about this order, 
Mr. Speaker, is that it was issued by 
his classmate, whom I mentioned ear- 
lier, Governor George Wallace. Gov- 
ernor George Wallace and Frank M. 
Johnson were at constant odds with 
each other. They were at odds with 
each other not only as it related to this 
march, but as it related to the integra- 
tion of schools. 

As a matter of fact, there were many 
people in Alabama who were of good- 
will who started to call Frank M. John- 
son the real Governor of Alabama be- 
cause he stood toe to toe with Gov- 
ernor Wallace and, in so doing, made 
real what the Governor had the oppor- 
tunity to do, but refused to do. 

The Honorable Frank M. Johnson, 
the hidden hand of justice in Alabama 
and the United States of America. 

In White v. Cook, 1966, he ruled that 
Blacks should be allowed to and must 
serve on juries in Alabama. Black peo- 
ple have not always had the oppor- 
tunity to serve, even when the law said 
they had the right to serve. 

As a result of not having the right to 
serve by virtue of the way people inter- 
preted the law, they were denied serv- 
ice on juries. It was the Honorable 
Frank M. Johnson that permitted this 
to happen by his ruling. 

Mr. Speaker, how much time do I 
have left? 

I would like to make sure that I 
properly cover certain materials. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Texas has 14 minutes re- 
maining. 

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speak- 
er, Frank M. Johnson, in making this 
ruling that allowed Blacks to serve on 
juries, was taking a giant step forward 
in that he was bringing Black people 
into the courthouse and they were now 
allowed to come right in and go right 
in and sit up front. 

Black people haven’t always been 
able to go into the courthouse and sit 
on the front row. They haven’t always 
been respected when they have been in 
the courtroom. 

In my lifetime, I have heard African 
American lawyers referred to as “Boy” 
in the courtrooms of this country. 

In my lifetime, I have seen African 
American lawyers required to wait 
while White lawyers were being served. 
In my lifetime, I have seen some things 
that I am not proud of. 

But, in my lifetime, I have seen great 
changes take place, and many of these 
changes took place because of people 
like Frank M. Johnson, unsung heroes, 
people who have not received the kinds 
of accolades, the kinds of kudos, that 
they merit for the actions that they 
took and the bravery that they exhib- 
ited. 

But tonight I want to make sure that 
at least one person who was an unsung 
hero gets the notoriety that he de- 
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serves. Of course, I am speaking of the 
Honorable Frank M. Johnson. 

In 1966, United States v. Alabama, he 
ruled that the poll tax was unconstitu- 
tional, the poll tax. At one time, you 
had to pay a tax to vote. Unfortu- 
nately, that time has returned. 

In my State, the State of Texas, we 
now have a poll tax. That time has re- 
turned. Frank M. Johnson declared it 
unconstitutional, giving Black people 
the right to vote without having to pay 
a fee. 

Well, in my State, the State of 
Texas, we find now that, if you want to 
vote and you don’t have a license to 
carry a gun and you don’t have certain 
other IDs, well, you will have to then 
acquire an ID to vote. And while the 
State of Texas will provide at no cost a 
certain type of ID, these IDs are predi- 
cated upon your having proof of birth, 
a birth certificate. 

I took the test myself. I went to the 
polls to vote, and I went to the polls 
without my voter registration inten- 
tionally, I might add, and I voted a 
provisional ballot. 

I was given time to go out and ac- 
quire the proper identification. I did it 
knowing that I would bring the proper 
identification, and I did so. And I voted 
timely. But I did this because I wanted 
to see what does one go through to 
simply get a birth certificate. 

Well, I applied for my birth certifi- 
cate. I was born in the State of Lou- 
isiana. I applied for it and, to this day, 
I have not received my birth certifi- 
cate. This was about a year ago that I 
applied for it. I still have not received 
it from the State of Louisiana. I ap- 
plied for it, paid the fee. 

Now, why am I saying it is a poll tax? 
Because in the State of Texas, if you 
get your birth certificate from the 
State of Texas, then there is a provi- 
sion for indigent persons to acquire the 
certificate and the ID and you can do 
this without a fee. 

But if you are from out of state, you 
have got to pay that fee to that out-of- 
state agency to get your birth certifi- 
cate so that you can get it to the State 
of Texas and you can get your ID. 

The point is paying for the right to 
vote is a poll tax. No one should have 
to pay to vote, no one. Frank M. John- 
son outlawed the poll tax in the State 
of Alabama. 

I pray that we have some other 
Frank M. Johnsons on the bench who 
will eventually outlaw the poll tax in 
the State of Texas because, to Frank 
M. Johnson, Black lives mattered. 
They mattered. 

They ought to matter to other people 
who understand that invidious dis- 
crimination still exists, that people are 
finding clever ways to keep people 
from voting today, just as they did 
many, many years ago. 
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The struggle for human rights, 
human dignity, civil rights is not over. 
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There are still challenges before us. 
There are still people who are in high 
places who are making it difficult for 
people to vote. 

I thank God for the Frank M. John- 
sons of the world who are willing to 
stand for justice and make it possible 
for people to have the same right to 
vote as other people have had in this 
country for many years. 

I know that there are some who 
would say: ‘‘Well, you have got the 
right to vote; you ought to have an 
ID.” Well, I don’t have a problem with 
people having an ID. I do have a prob- 
lem when you have to pay for that ID 
so that you can vote. Voting is sepa- 
rate, and it is sacred in this country. 
We ought not require people to have to 
pay a fee to acquire an ID so that they 
can vote. 

So he declared the poll tax unconsti- 
tutional in 1966. 

In 1970, in Smith v. the YMCA of 
Montgomery, he ordered the desegrega- 
tion of the Montgomery chapter of the 
YMCA. 

The YMCA has not always had its 
doors open to Blacks, and many of the 
institutions in this country who did 
open doors opened only the back door. 
I know. I have been to the back doors. 
I know what it is like to go to a bus 
station and have to go to the back 
door. I know what it is like to go toa 
food service establishment and have to 
go to the back door to get your food. I 
have been there. I know what it is like 
to travel across country and to have to 
pick your places to stop because in cer- 
tain places it was known that you were 
not permitted to stop; and in those 
places where you were permitted to 
stop, you would have to use back doors 
a good amount of the time. 

So I know what discrimination looks 
like. I have seen the face of discrimina- 
tion, and I understand how it hurts 
people. I understand the pain that is 
inflicted upon people. I am proud that 
we can now go through front doors be- 
cause of judges like Frank M. Johnson, 
who had the courage to order the de- 
segregation of public accommodation 
facilities in this country. I am so proud 
that there are unsung heroes who took 
a stand when others would simply con- 
clude that this is not the right time, 
the country is not ready. 

There were many other judges who 
could have taken the same position 
that Frank M. Johnson took, but they 
didn’t do so. It takes courage to do the 
righteous thing. Frank M. Johnson was 
a righteous person, and he had the 
courage to do the righteous thing. 

In the case of the NAACP v. Dothard, 
which required Alabama to hire one 
Black State trooper for every White 
State trooper, which was to be done 
until parity was achieved, it was the 
Honorable Frank M. Johnson that or- 
dered this be done. 

Frank M. Johnson understood the ne- 
cessity to have the DPS in Alabama 
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demonstrate diversity. He understood 
that if you have a diverse police de- 
partment, Department of Public Safe- 
ty, that you are going to get people 
there who can help other people be bet- 
ter people. It was by doing this that we 
got more Blacks into the Department 
of Public Safety in Alabama and, as a 
result, across the country later on. He 
had the courage to do this because he 
knew that Black lives matter. 

Now, this is not to say that only a 
certain color of person is going to 
make a good peace officer, not true. 
People of all hues, of all ethnicities, of 
all races, of all creeds can make good 
peace officers. But there are some who 
are not good, and those have to be re- 
moved from their positions. You ought 
not have people who don’t respect all 
people, but especially at this time 
when we are seeing so many things 
happen to Black people, that don’t un- 
derstand that Black lives matter. 

I cannot resist the temptation to 
avoid speaking about what happened to 
that young girl in South Carolina. I 
think the sheriff did the right thing. 
He has removed that officer from his 
department. But there is something 
about that case that I think we need to 
talk about very briefly, tersely, this: If 
the camera’s eye had not been there, I 
conclude, I prognosticate, he would not 
have been fired. He would not have 
been fired without the camera’s eye. 

The sheriff, himself, said that two 
adults who were there, who saw what 
happened—two adults, one a teacher— 
said they thought the officer’s behavior 
was correct. They didn’t have a prob- 
lem with the officer’s behavior. It was 
the eye of the camera, Mr. Speaker, 
that made the difference. The camera 
brings to us what we cannot acquire 
when we get people with conflicting 
stories about what happened. We had 
an opportunity to see for ourselves 
what happened. 

This is why we need body cameras. 
This is why Congressman CLEAVER and 
I have introduced the CAM TIP Act in 
this Congress, so that people across the 
length and breadth of this country can 
be protected who are officers. If they 
have the body camera on, you have the 
evidence of what occurred. Citizens are 
protected. Officers can’t have these 
frivolous charges made real. They will 
help both officers and citizens. 

Body cameras make a difference. 
They are not the panacea; they are not 
the silver bullet; they won’t be the end- 
all; but they will be a means by which 
we will have additional evidence of 
what actually occurred. And many 
times that evidence is going to be 
much more potent, much more reveal- 
ing than what people will say when 
they have conflicting stories. 

I believe we ought to do all that we 
can to help the municipalities, the po- 
lice departments across the length and 
breadth of this country acquire these 
body cameras, because these body cam- 
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eras will make a difference in the lives 
of people. 

In this case in South Carolina, if not 
but for the eye of the camera, I con- 
clude we would have different results 
because you had two adults who pro- 
claimed the actions of the officer to be 
appropriate. 

It was Frank M. Johnson who de- 
clared that there should be parity in 
the DPS in Alabama. 

Finally, I want to mention this case. 
It is the case of a 39-year-old White fe- 
male, Viola Liuzzo, who came down to 
Alabama to do what she thought was 
the righteous thing and help in the 
civil rights movement. She was mur- 
dered by the KKK. And after an inform- 
ant in the KKK revealed the identities 
of the culprits, and when they were 
brought to trial with overwhelming 
evidence, in the first trial, there was a 
hung jury. In the second trial, an all- 
White jury acquitted the officers. In 
the third trial, before the Honorable 
Frank M. Johnson, they were all found 
guilty, but they were not found guilty 
without the judge requiring the jury to 
deliberate at length. He may have been 
one of the first to give what is known 
as an Allen charge today, requiring the 
jurors to continue to deliberate not- 
withstanding their belief that they had 
exhausted all of their options. He re- 
quired them to continue to deliberate; 
and, as a result, these three members 
of the KKK were found guilty. After 
having been found guilty, they were 
each sentenced to 10 years. 

So I am honored tonight to have 
brought to the attention of this august 
body, to the attention of our State of 
Texas, to the attention of the United 
States of America the many, many ex- 
ploits positive of Frank M. Johnson. I 
pray that this resolution will pass in 
the Congress of the United States of 
America for this unsung hero who un- 
derstood that Black lives matter. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe my time is up, 
and I am honored that you were gra- 
cious enough not to remove me from 
the microphone. Thank you for the ad- 
ditional time. God bless you. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 


EE 
LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. HUDSON (at the request of Mr. 
McCARTHY) for today on account of at- 
tending a funeral. 


EEE 
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House, 
reported and found truly enrolled a bill 
of the House of the following title, 
which was thereupon signed by the 
Speaker: 

H.R. 3819. An act to provide an extension of 
Federal-aid highway, highway safety, motor 
carrier safety, transit, and other programs 
funded out of the Highway Trust Fund, and 
for other purposes. 
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ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move that the House do now ad- 
journ. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 55 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, October 29, 2015, at 9 a.m. 


EE 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

3288. A letter from the Congressional Re- 
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, Department of Agri- 
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Importation of Fresh Peppers From 
Ecuador Into the United States [Doc. No.: 
APHIS-2014-0086] (RIN: 0579-AE07) received 
October 26, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

3289. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final regulations — Uniform Adminis- 
trative Requirements, Cost Principles, and 
Audit Requirements for Federal Awards; Di- 
rect Grant Programs (RIN: 1890-AA19) re- 
ceived October 27, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 

3290. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final regulations — Student Assist- 
ance General Provisions, Federal Family 
Education Loan Program, and William D. 
Ford Federal Direct Loan Program [Docket 
ID: ED-2014-OPE-0161] (RIN: 1840-AD18) re- 
ceived October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 

3291. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final regulations — Program Integ- 
rity and Improvement [Docket ID: ED-2015- 
OPE-0020] (RIN: 1840-AD14) received October 
23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

3292. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator, Office of Diversion Control, 
Drug Enforcement Administration, Depart- 
ment of Justice, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s interim final rule — Schedules of 
Controlled Substances: Table of Excluded 
Nonnarcotic Products: Vicks VapoInhaler 
[Docket No.: DEA-367] (RIN: 1117-AB39) re- 
ceived October 27, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

3293. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
transmitting the Commission’s final rule — 
Protection System, Automatic Reclosing, 
and Sudden Pressure Relaying Maintenance 
Reliability Standard [Docket No.: RM15-9- 
000, Order No. 813] received October 23, 2015, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by 
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

3294. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator, Office of Diversion Control, 
Drug Enforcement Administration, Depart- 
ment of Justice, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s interim final rule — Schedules of 
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Controlled Substances: Table of Excluded 
Nonnarcotic Products: Nasal Decongestant 
Inhaler/Vapor Inhaler [Docket No.: DEA-409] 
(RIN: 1117-ZA80) received October 27, 2015, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by 
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

3295. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a report by the Department on 
progress toward a negotiated solution of the 
Cyprus question covering the period of June 
1 through July 31, 2015, pursuant to Sec. 
620C(c) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
as amended, and in accordance with Sec. 
1(a)(6) of Executive Order 13313; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

8296. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Personnel Management, transmitting 
the Office’s final rule — Prevailing Rate Sys- 
tems; Special Wage Schedules for U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers Flood Control Employees 
of the Vicksburg District in Mississippi 
(RIN: 3206-AN17) received October 28, 2015, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by 
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

3297. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Change of Address for the Interior Board of 
Indian Appeals received October 238, 2015, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Pub- 
lic Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

8298. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and 
Parks, National Park Service, Department of 
the Interior, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Special Regulations, Areas of 
the National Park System, Klondike Gold 
Rush National Historical Park, Horse Man- 
agement [NPS-KLGO-19374; PPAKKLGOLO, 
PPMPRLE1Z.L00000] (RIN: 1024-AE27) re- 
ceived October 26, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. 

8299. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General, Office of Legislative Affairs, De- 
partment of Justice, transmitting the report 
on the administration of the Foreign Agents 
Registration Act of 1938 for the six month 
period ending December 31, 2014, pursuant to 
Sec. 11 of the Foreign Agents Registration 
Act, aS amended (22 U.S.C. 621); to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

3300. A letter from the Federal Liaison Of- 
ficer, United States Patent and Trademark 
Office, Department of Commerce, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Changes 
to Facilitate Applicant’s Authorization of 
Access to Unpublished U.S. Patent Applica- 
tions by Foreign Intellectual Property Of- 
fices [Docket No.: PTO-P-2014-0012] (RIN: 
0651-AC95) received October 26, 2015, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

8301. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; Lockheed Martin Corporation/Lock- 
heed Martin Aeronautics Company Airplanes 
[Docket No.: FAA-2015-1419; Directorate 
Identifier 2014-NM-183-AD; Amendment 39- 
18279; AD 2015-20-01] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 


October 28, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 


tation and Infrastructure. 
3302. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
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Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; Honeywell International Inc. Turbo- 
prop Engines (Type Certificate previously 
held by AlliedSignal Inc., Garrett Engine Di- 
vision; Garrett Turbine Engine Company; 
and AiResearch Manufacturing Company of 
Arizona) [Docket No.: FAA-2012-0913; Direc- 
torate Identifier 2012-NE-23-AD; Amendment 
39-18261; AD 2015-18-03] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re- 
ceived October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

3303. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; Gulfstream Aerospace Corporation 
Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2015-0677; Direc- 
torate Identifier 2013-NM-244-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-18289; AD 2015-20-10] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

3304. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; Dassault Aviation Airplanes [Docket 
No.: FAA-2015-0934; Directorate Identifier 
2014-NM-030-AD; Amendment 39-18287; AD 
2015-20-08] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received October 
23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

3305. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; Airbus Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA- 
2014-0656; Directorate Identifier 2013-NM-224- 
AD; Amendment 39-18295; AD 2015-21-03] (RIN: 
2120-A A64) received October 23, 2015, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure. 

3306. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; Lycoming Engines Fuel Injected Re- 
ciprocating Engines [Docket No.: FAA-2007- 
0218; Directorate Identifier 92-ANE-56-AD; 
Amendment 39-18269; AD 2015-19-07] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received October 23, 2015, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure. 

3307. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; M7 Aerospace LLC Airplanes [Docket 
No.: FAA-2015-2207; Directorate Identifier 
2015-CE-003-AD; Amendment 39-18272; AD 
2015-19-10] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received October 
23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

3308. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; PILATUS AIRCRAFT LTD. Airplanes 
[Docket No.: FAA-2015-2775; Directorate 
Identifier 2015-CEH-021-AD; Amendment 39- 
18277; AD 2015-19-15] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 
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3309. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; The Boeing Company Airplanes [Dock- 
et No.: FAA-2014-0773; Directorate Identifier 
2014-NM-068-AD; Amendment 39-18271; AD 
2015-19-09] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received October 
23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

3310. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; Bombardier, Inc. Airplanes [Docket 
No.: FAA-2015-0494; Directorate Identifier 
2014-NM-160-AD; Amendment 39-18275; AD 
2015-19-13] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received October 
23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

3311. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; Airbus Helicopters Deutschland GmbH 
(formerly Eurocopter Deutschland GmbH) 
(Airbus Helicopters) Helicopters [Docket 
No.: FAA-2012-0503; Directorate Identifier 
2011-SW-032-AD; Amendment 39-18276; AD 
2015-19-14] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received October 
23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

8312. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; Piaggio Aero Industries S.p.A. Air- 
planes [Docket No.: FAA-2015-2466; Direc- 
torate Identifier 2015-CE-018-AD; Amendment 
39-18273; AD 2015-19-11] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re- 
ceived October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

3313. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc- 
tives; The Boeing Company Airplanes [Dock- 
et No.: FAA-2014-0929; Directorate Identifier 
2014-NM-118-AD; Amendment 39-18274; AD 
2015-19-12] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received October 
23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

3314. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Poplarville-Pearl River County 
Airport, MS [Docket No.: FAA-2012-1210; Air- 
space Docket No.: 12-ASO-42] received Octo- 
ber 28, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

3315. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Amendment of Class E 
Airspace; Mackall AAF, NC [Docket No.: 
FAA-2015-3057; Airspace Docket No.: 15-ASO- 
9] received October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

3316. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
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Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Amendment of Class C 
Airspace; Portland International Airport, OR 
[Docket No.: FAA-2015-2905; Airspace Docket 
No.: 15-AWA-3] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received Oc- 


tober 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 


tation and Infrastructure. 

3317. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Amendment of Class E 
Airspace for the following Nebraska towns: 
Albion, NE; Bassett, NE; Lexington, NE 
[Docket No.: FAA-2015-0841; Airspace Docket 
No.: 15-ACE-3] received October 23, 2015, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Pub- 
lic Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

3318. A letter from the Regulatory Ombuds- 
man, FMCSA, Department of Transpor- 
tation, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — General Technical, Organizational, 
Conforming, and Correcting Amendments to 
the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regula- 
tions [Docket No.: FMCSA-2015-0207] (RIN: 
2126-AB83) received October 28, 2015, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure. 

8319. A letter from the Senior Assistant 
Chief Counsel for Hazmat Safety Law, 
PHMSA, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Hazardous Materials: Special Permit and Ap- 
provals Standard Operating Procedures and 
Evaluation Process [Docket No.: PHMSA- 
2012-0260 (HM-233E)] (RIN: 2187-AE99) re- 
ceived October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

3320. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor, 
Regulations Officer, FHWA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Design Standards for 
Highways [Docket No.: FHWA-2015-0003] 
(RIN: 2125-AF67) received October 28, 2015, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by 
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

3321. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s IRB only 
rule — Request for Comments on Definitions 
of Section 48 Property [Notice 2015-70] re- 
ceived October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

3322. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s IRB rule 
— Morehouse v. Commissioner, 769 F.3d 616 
(8th Cir. 2014), rev’g 140 T.C. 350 (2013) re- 
ceived October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

3323. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s IRB only 
rule — Update for Weighted Average Interest 
Rates, Yield Curves, and Segment Rates [No- 
tice 2015-71] received October 23, 2015, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public 
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

3324. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s IRB only 
rule — Supplement to Rev. Proc. 2014-64, Im- 
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plementation of Nonresident Alien Deposit 
Interest Regulations (Rev. Proc. 2015-50) re- 
ceived October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

3325. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s IRB only 
rule — Applicable Federal Rates — Novem- 
ber 2015 (Rev. Rul. 2015-22) received October 
23, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

3326. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s IRB only 
rule — 2015 National Pool (Rev. Proc. 2015-49) 
received October 23, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

3327. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s IRB only 
rule — Listing Notice for Basket Option Con- 
tacts [Notice 2015-73] received October 23, 
2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added 
by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 


— ES 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. HENSARLING: Committee on Finan- 
cial Services. H.R. 2643. A bill to direct the 
Attorney General to provide State officials 
with access to criminal history information 
with respect to certain financial service pro- 
viders required to undergo State criminal 
background checks, and for other purposes 
(Rept. 114-316, Pt. 1). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin: Committee on 
Ways and Means. H.R. 2510. A bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to modify 
and make permanent bonus depreciation; 
with an amendment (Rept. 114-317, Pt. 1). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE 

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XIII, the 
Committee on the Budget discharged 
from further consideration. H.R. 2510 
referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union, and 
ordered to be printed. 

The Committee on the Judiciary dis- 
charged from further consideration. 
H.R. 2648 referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, and ordered to be printed. 


EE 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. CARTER of Georgia (for him- 
self and Mrs. TORRES): 

H.R. 3842. A bill to improve homeland secu- 
rity, including domestic preparedness and re- 
sponse to terrorism, by reforming Federal 
Law Enforcement Training Centers to pro- 
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vide training to first responders, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Home- 
land Security, and in addition to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. LAMBORN: 

H.R. 3848. A bill to authorize for a 7-year 
period the collection of claim location and 
maintenance fees, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Natural Resources, and in 
addition to the Committees on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure, and Energy and 
Commerce, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Mr. JODY B. HICE of Georgia: 

H.R. 3844. A bill to establish the Energy 
and Minerals Reclamation Foundation to en- 
courage, obtain, and use gifts, devises, and 
bequests for projects to reclaim abandoned 
mine lands and orphan oil and gas well sites, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Iowa: 

H.R. 3845. A bill to amend the Federal Crop 
Insurance Act to repeal the changes regard- 
ing the Standard Reinsurance Agreement en- 
acted as part of the Bipartisan Budget Act of 
2015; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania (for 
himself, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. 
TIBERI, Mr. NEAL, Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. 
LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. TURNER, 
Mr. KIND, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr. 
REED): 

H.R. 3846. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to improve the Historic Re- 
habilitation Tax Credit, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ISSA (for himself, Mr. PETER- 
SON, and Mr. HUNTER): 

H.R. 3847. A bill to provide for reforms of 
the Export-Import Bank of the United 
States; to the Committee on Financial Serv- 
ices. 

By Mr. BENISHEK (for himself and 
Mrs. DINGELL): 

H.R. 3848. A bill to reaffirm and clarify the 
Federal relationship of the Burt Lake Band 
as a distinct federally recognized Indian 
Tribe, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources. 

By Ms. JUDY CHU of California: 

H.R. 3849. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to ensure access to qualified 
acupuncturist services for military members 
and military dependents, to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to ensure access to 
acupuncturist services through the Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs, to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to provide 
for coverage of qualified acupuncturist serv- 
ices under the Medicare program; to amend 
the Public Health Service Act to authorize 
the appointment of qualified acupuncturists 
as officers in the commissioned Regular 
Corps and the Ready Reserve Corps of the 
Public Health Service, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce, and in addition to the Committees on 
Armed Services, Veterans’ Affairs, and Ways 
and Means, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Mr. CARTWRIGHT (for himself, Mr. 
CONNOLLY, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms. 
BROWNLEY of California, Mr. CON- 
YERS, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. DELANEY, 
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Ms. EDWARDS, Ms. FRANKEL of Flor- 
ida, Mr. GARAMENDI, Ms. JACKSON 
LEE, Ms. KAPTUR, Ms. KELLY of Illi- 
nois, Mrs. KIRKPATRICK, Mr. LAN- 
GEVIN, Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM 
of New Mexico, Mr. LYNCH, Ms. NOR- 
TON, Mr. PocAN, Mr. TAKANO, Mr. 
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Ms. TSON- 
GAS, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Ms. SCHA- 
KOWSKY, and Mr. JONES): 

H.R. 3850. A bill to provide for additional 
protections and disclosures to consumers 
when financial products or services are re- 
lated to the consumers’ military or Federal 
pensions, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Financial Services, and in addi- 
tion to the Committees on Veterans’ Affairs, 
Armed Services, and Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas: 

H.R. 3851. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to authorize appointment 
of Doctors of Chiropractic to regular and re- 
serve corps of the Public Health Service 
Commissioned Corps, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. HIGGINS (for himself and Mr. 
HANNA): 

H.R. 3852. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Energy to conduct a study on the benefits of 
solar net energy metering, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce. 

By Ms. MOORE: 

H.R. 3853. A bill to provide the Attorney 
General with greater discretion in issuing 
Federal firearms licenses, and to authorize 
temporarily greater scrutiny of Federal fire- 
arms licensees who have transferred a fire- 
arm unlawfully or had 10 or more crime guns 
traced back to them in the preceding 2 years; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. O’ROURKE: 

H.R. 3854. A bill to amend the Federal Elec- 
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to require all po- 
litical committees to notify the Federal 
Election Commission within 48 hours of re- 
ceiving cumulative contributions of $1,000 or 
more from any contributor during a calendar 
year, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on House Administration. 


By Mr. QUIGLEY (for himself, Mr. 
FORBES, Mr. COOPER, and Mr. 
RENACCI): 


H.R. 3855. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to provide each individual tax- 
payer a receipt for an income tax payment 
which itemizes the portion of the payment 
which is allocable to various Government 
spending categories; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RENACCI (for himself and Mr. 
CARNEY): 

H.R. 3856. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide a safe harbor for 
de minimis errors on information returns 
and payee statements; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CHABOT: 

H. Con. Res. 88. Concurrent resolution re- 
affirming the Taiwan Relations Act and the 
Six Assurances as the cornerstone of United 
States-Taiwan relations; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. KING of Iowa (for himself, Mr. 
WEBER of Texas, Mr. RIGELL, Mr. 
LAMBORN, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr. 
SESSIONS, Mr. BARLETTA, Mr. 
MCCLINTOCK, Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of 
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Georgia, Mr. MCKINLEY, Mr. 
MULVANEY, Mr. DESJARLAIS, Mr. 
RUSSELL, Mr. FARENTHOLD, Mr. SMITH 
of Texas, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. KELLY of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. BISHOP of Michi- 
gan, Mr. LOUDERMILK, Mr. PALMER, 
Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
HUELSKAMP, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, Mr. 
GRAVES of Georgia, Mr. 
FLEISCHMANN, Mr. WILSON of South 
Carolina, Mr. ZINKE, Mr. WALBERG, 
Mr. JODY B. HICE of Georgia, Mr. 
GIBBS, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mr. 
STUTZMAN, Mr. CHAFFETZ, Mr. WALK- 
ER, Mr. LAMALFA, Mr. ROUZER, Mr. 
STIVERS, Mr. YOUNG of Iowa, and Mr. 
BURGESS): 

H. Res. 500. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives that 
the State of Israel has the right to defend 
itself against Iranian hostility and that the 
House of Representatives pledges to support 
Israel in its efforts to maintain its sov- 
ereignty; to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. AMODEHI: 

H. Res. 501. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the of House of Representatives that 
the United States postal facility network is 
an asset of significant value and the United 
States Postal Service should take appro- 
priate measures to maintain, modernize and 
fully utilize the existing post office network 
for economic growth; to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

By Mr. ELLISON (for himself, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. YARMUTH, and Mr. BLU- 
MENAUER): 

H. Res. 502. A resolution honoring the life, 
legacy, and example of former Israeli Prime 
Minister Yitzhak Rabin on the 20th anniver- 
sary of his death; to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 


EE 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 


By Mr. CARTER of Georgia: 

H.R. 3842. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18—To make all 
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for 
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow- 
ers, and all other Powers vested by this Con- 
stitution in the Government of the United 
States or in any Department of Officer there- 
of. 

By Mr. LAMBORN: 

H.R. 3843. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article IV, section 3, clause 2 and Article I, 
section 8, clause 18 

By Mr. JODY B. HICE of Georgia: 

H.R. 3844. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article IV, section 3, clause 2 and Article I, 
section 8, clause 18 

By Mr. YOUNG of Iowa: 

H.R. 3845. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Pursuant to Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 
of the United States Constitution, Congress 
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has the authority to regulate commerce with 
foreign Nations, and among the several 
States, and with the Indian Tribes. 

By Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania: 

H.R. 3846. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Congress enacts this bill pursuant to 
Clause 3 of Section 8 of Article I of the 
United States Constitution. he Congress en- 
acts this bill pursuant to Clause 1 of Section 
8 of Article I of the United States Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. ISSA: 

H.R. 3847. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the U.S. 
Constitution 

By Mr. BENISHEK: 

H.R. 3848. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I Section 8 Clause 3 of the Con- 
stitution 

By Ms. JUDY CHU of California: 

H.R. 3849. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article of the 
United States Constitution 

By Mr. CARTWRIGHT: 

H.R. 3850. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 (relating to 
the power of Congress to regulate Commerce 
with foreign Nations, and among the several 
States, and with the Indian Tribes.) 

By Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas: 

H.R. 3851. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Section 8 of Article I of the Constitution. 

By Mr. HIGGINS: 

H.R. 3852. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 

By Ms. MOORE: 

H.R. 3853. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8. 

By Mr. O'ROURKE: 

H.R. 3854. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Section 4 of Article I of the Constitution: 

The times, places and manner of holding 
elections for Senators and Representatives, 
shall be prescribed in each state by the legis- 
lature thereof; but the Congress may at any 
time by law make or alter such regulations, 
except as to the places of choosing Senators. 

By Mr. QUIGLEY: 

H.R. 3855. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority on which this 
bill rests is the power of Congress to regulate 
commerce; as enumerated in Article I, Sec- 
tion 8, Clause 3 of the United States Con- 
stitution. 

By Mr. RENACCI: 

H.R. 3856. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1: 

The Congress shall have Power To lay and 
collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, 
to pay the Debts and provide for the common 
Defence and general Welfare of the United 
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises 
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shall be uniform throughout the United 
States. 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18: 

To make all Laws which shall be necessary 
and proper for carrying into Execution the 
foregoing Powers, and all other Powers vest- 
ed by this Constitution in the Government of 
the United States, or in any Department or 
Officer thereof. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions, as follows: 


H.R. 140: Mr. CULBERSON. 

H.R. 184: Mrs. ELLMERS of North Carolina. 

H.R. 209: Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN and Mr. 
MCNERNEY. 

H.R. 213: Mr. HIMES. 

H.R. 271: Ms. DUCKWORTH. 

H.R. 282: Mrs. DINGELL. 

H.R. 381: Mr. SERRANO. 

H.R. 452: Mr. GUTIERREZ. 

H.R. 546: Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. WHITFIELD, and 
Mr. CULBERSON. 

H.R. 592: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania and 
Mr. HINOJOSA. 

H.R. 664: Mrs. NAPOLITANO. 

H.R. 703: Mr. GRAVES of Georgia and Mr. 
LAMALFA. 

H.R. 932: Mr. 

H.R. 938: Ms. 

H.R. 953: Ms. 
TURNER. 

H.R. 985: Mr. CARDENAS. 

H.R. 987: Mr. NUGENT. 

H.R. 1002: Mr. TURNER and Ms. PINGREE. 

H.R. 1062: Mr. ZELDIN. 

H.R. 1089: Ms. BROWN of Florida. 

H.R. 1150: Mr. HANNA. 

H.R. 1197: Mr. CARSON of Indiana. 

H.R. 1220: Mr. Ross. 

H.R. 1258: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, Ms. 
KAPTUR, and Ms. ADAMS. 

H.R. 1301: Mrs. MIMI WALTERS of California, 
Mrs. ELLMERS of North Carolina, and Ms. 
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 

H.R. 1401: Ms. KELLY of Illinois. 

H.R. 1475: Mr. KATKO, Mr. MOONEY of West 
Virginia, and Mrs. BLACK. 

H.R. 1478: Mr. DELANEY. 

H.R. 1492: Mr. FATTAH. 

H.R. 1516: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina and 
Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Pennsylvania. 

. 1517: Mr. GARAMENDI. 

. 1549: . ROKITA. 

. 1550: . WILLIAMS. 

. 1603: . LIPINSKI. 

. 1608: . MURPHY of Pennsylvania. 

. 1610: . LAHOOD. 

. 1672: . THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. 
NEAL, and Mr. BLUMENAUER. 

H.R. 1688: Ms. DUCKWORTH. 

H.R. 1709: Ms. LOFGREN. 

H.R. 1728: Mr. FATTAH, Mrs. KIRKPATRICK, 
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. KIND, Ms. EDWARDS, and 
Mr. GRIJALVA. 

H.R. 1786: Mr. SMITH of Washington. 

H.R. 1814: Ms. MENG, Mr. FLEISCHMANN, Mr. 
COOPER, and Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. 
. 1886: Mr. CRAMER. 

. 1942: Mr. MOULTON. 

. 1961: Mrs. NAPOLITANO. 

. 2050: Mrs. DAVIS of California. 

. 2156: Mr. BEN Ray LUJÁN of New Mex- 


GALLEGO. 
BORDALLO. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ and Mr. 


. 2169: 
. 2185: 


Mrs. DINGELL. 
Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina. 
. 2241: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
H. R. 2293: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut and 
Mr. CASTRO of Texas. 
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. 2375: 
. 2382: 
. 2418: 
. 2434: 
. 2449: 
. 2450: 

H.R. 2515: 
Minnesota. 

H.R. 2546: 

H.R. 2612: 

H.R. 2623: 

H.R. 2646: 

H.R. 2656: 

H.R. 2657: 
NOLLY, Mr. 
LIPINSKI. 

H.R. 2660: Ms. TSONGAS, Ms. MICHELLE 
LUJAN GRISHAM of New Mexico, Ms. SPEIER, 
Ms. EDWARDS, Mr. RUSH, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. 
NOLAN, Mr. ELLISON, Ms. MENG, Mr. GRI- 
JALVA, and Mr. AGUILAR. 

H.R. 2689: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. 

H.R. 2754: Mr. 

H.R. 2759: Mr. 

H.R. 2802: Mr. 

H.R. 2858: Mr. VARGAS and Mr. MEEHAN. 

H.R. 2880: Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. CLAY, Mr. 
FATTAH, Mrs. LAWRENCE, Ms. SEWELL of Ala- 
bama, Ms. NORTON, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. DANNY K. 
DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. RICHMOND, Ms. 
PLASKETT, Ms. BAss, Mr. JEFFRIES, and Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD. 

H.R. 2894: Mr. ZINKE. 

H.R. 2896: Mr. JOYCE. 

H.R. 2903: Mr. HOLDING and Mr. DANNY K. 
DAVIS of Illinois. 

H.R. 2915: Mr. ASHFORD. 

H.R. 2932: Mr. LANGEVIN. 

H.R. 2962: Mr. VARGAS, Mr. GRAYSON, and 
Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. 
. 2978: Mr. COOPER. 
. 8041: . SLAUGHTER. 
. 8046: . MOORE. 
. 8055: . EMMER of Minnesota. 
. 8067: . GARAMENDI. 
. 3071: . KILMER. 
. 8084: . HIMES. 

H. R. 3119: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
and Mr. SCHIFF. 

H.R. 3126: Mr. GROTHMAN. 

H.R. 3183: Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia and 
Mr. CRENSHAW. 

H.R. 3216: Mr. OLSON and Mr. KILMER. 

H.R. 3222: Mrs. ELLMERS of North Carolina. 

H.R. 3225: Mr. HASTINGS. 

H.R. 3229: Ms. TITUS, Mr. ROTHFUS, and Mr. 
TED LIEU of California. 

H.R. 3237: Mr. HONDA. 

H.R. 3268: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. 
FOSTER, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. TIP- 
TON, and Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of California. 

H.R. 3314: Mr. ROE of Tennessee and Mr. 
AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. 

H.R. 3323: Mr. LOEBSACK. 

H.R. 3326: Mr. BLUM and Mr. CARTWRIGHT. 

H.R. 3339: Ms. MOORE, Mr. FARR, Ms. 
CLARKE of New York, Ms. JACKSON LEE, Mr. 
COHEN, and Ms. EDWARDS. 

H.R. 3399: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia and Mr. 
BLUMENAUER. 

H.R. 3423: Mr. KATKO, Mr. SCHIFF, and 
HURT of Virginia. 

H.R. 3471: Ms. MCSALLY, Ms. KUSTER, and 
Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 3484: Mr. BECERRA. 

H.R. 3488: Mr. MULVANEY, Mr. RIGELL, and 
Mr. ABRAHAM. 

H.R. 3514: Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. MCDERMOTT, 
Mr. GRAYSON, and Ms. PINGREE. 

H.R. 3516: Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia, Mr. 
GROTHMAN, and Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. 


Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 


FATTAH 

GRAYSON. 

JOLLY. 

WALBERG. 

Mr. BERA. 

Mr. FATTAH. 

Ms. MATSUI and Mr. EMMER of 


Mr. 
Mr. 
Ms. 
Mr. 


VAN HOLLEN. 

SCHIFF. 

DELAURO. 

JOLLY. 

Mr. SABLAN. 

Mr. CURBELO of Florida, Mr. CON- 
BISHOP of Michigan, and Mr. 


PAULSEN. 
PETERSON. 
KNIGHT. 


Mr. 
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. 3534: 
. 3535: 
. 3542: 


Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 


ZINKE. 

CROWLEY. 

NOLAN and Mr. HASTINGS. 

. 3543: Mr. BLUMENAUER. 

. 3549: Mr. YOUNG of Iowa. 

. 3556: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms. CASTOR of 
Florida, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Mr. PIERLUISI, and 
Mr. CLAY. 

. 3580: 
. 3621: 
. 3632: 
. 3652: 


Mr. 
Mr. 
Ms. 
Mr. 


JOHNSON of Ohio. 

HUFFMAN. 

TSONGAS and Mr. MCGOVERN. 
GARAMENDI. 

. 3658: Mr. POCAN. 

. 3664: Ms. SLAUGHTER. 

H. R. 3666: Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Mr. JEFFRIES, 
and Mr. GIBSON. 

H.R. 3696: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas and Ms. 
MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of New Mexico. 

H.R. 3706: Mr. MARINO. 

H.R. 3729: Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. 

H.R. 3751: Mr. HASTINGS and Mr. CÁRDENAS. 

H.R. 3756: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas and Mr. GARAMENDI. 

H.R. 3765: Mr. MULVANEY. 

H.R. 3770: Mr. COHEN and Mr. WELCH. 

H.R. 3776: Mr. GRIFFITH. 

H.R. 3781: Ms. JUDY CHU of California, Ms. 
DELAURO, Mr. HASTINGS, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, 
Mrs. TORRES, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. ROYBAL- 
ALLARD, Mr. TED LIEU of California, Mrs. 
LAWRENCE, and Mrs. BEATTY. 

H.R. 3782: Mr. JEFFRIES. 

. 3783: Mr. JEFFRIES. 
. 3786: Mr. GARAMENDI. 

. 8799: Mr. MASSIE. 

. 8800: Mr. GARAMENDI. 

HR. 3802: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina, 
Mr. BoUSTANY, and Mr. WALBERG. 

H.R. 3803: Mr. MULVANEY. 

H.R. 3804: Mr. BROOKS of Alabama and Mr. 
MEADOWS. 

H.R. 3805: Mr. POMPEO. 

H.R. 3815: Mr. JONES. 

H.R. 3841: Ms. LEE, Mr. HONDA, Ms. CLARKE 
of New York, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. MOORE, 
Ms. HAHN, and Mr. TED LIEU of California. 

H.J. Res. 48: Mr. CAPUANO. 

H.J. Res. 50: Mr. MULVANEY. 

H.J. Res. 70: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina, 
Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. BYRNE, 
Mr. AUSTIN ScoTT of Georgia, Mr. LAMALFA, 
and Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. 

H.J. Res. 71: Mr. LATTA, Mr. MCKINLEY, Mr. 
BARTON, Mr. POMPEO, Mr. FLORES, Mr. GRIF- 
FITH, Mr. MULLIN, Mr. OLSON, Mr. HUDSON, 
Mrs. ELLMERS of North Carolina, Mr. HAR- 
PER, Mr. LONG, Mr. GUTHRIE, Mr. CRAMER, 
and Mr. BARR. 

H.J. Res. 72: Mr. LATTA, Mr. MCKINLEY, Mr. 
BARTON, Mr. POMPEO, Mr. FLORES, Mr. GRIF- 
FITH, Mr. MULLIN, Mr. OLSON, Mr. HUDSON, 
Mrs. ELLMERS of North Carolina, Mr. HAR- 
PER, Mr. LONG, Mr. GUTHRIE, Mr. CRAMER, 
and Mr. BARR. 

H. Con. Res. 59: Mr. BLUMENAUER. 

H. Res. 32: Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. PAYNE, and 
Mr. FOSTER. 

H. Res. 110: Ms. SPEIER. 

H. Res. 265: Ms. MENG. 

H. Res. 346: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina, 
Mr. McCAUL, Mr. SIRES, and Ms. FRANKEL of 
Florida. 

H. Res. 386: Mr. TAKANO. 

H. Res. 393: Mr. NADLER and Ms. KELLY of 
Illinois. 

H. Res. 416: Ms. EDWARDS. 

H. Res. 428: Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. FARR, and 
Ms. NORTON. 

H. Res. 467: Mr. DOGGETT, Ms. DUCKWORTH, 
and Ms. MOORE. 
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IN RECOGNITION OF A.L. BROWN 
HIGH SCHOOL WINNING THE 
“BATTLE FOR THE BELL” 


HON. RICHARD HUDSON 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the A.L. Brown High School Won- 
ders football team for its victory over the Con- 
cord High School Spiders in the “Battle for the 
Bell” football game. 

In the 85th meeting between these two rival 
football programs, A.L. Brown earned a hard- 
fought victory over Concord by a score of 26— 
15. The Wonders took an early lead in the first 
quarter with a 24-yard pass from quarterback 
Damon Johnson to wide receiver Dominique 
Washington, but Concord answered in the 
second quarter with a Keenan Black one-yard 
touchdown run to tie the game up at the half. 
The two teams traded touchdowns in the third 
quarter, but the Spiders had the lead going in 
to the fourth quarter after a successful two- 
point conversion. However, the Wonders 
would answer in the fourth quarter with two 
touchdowns to recapture “The Bell” and take 
it back to A.L. Brown High School, located in 
Kannapolis, North Carolina. 

This is the first victory for A.L. Brown over 
Concord in three seasons, with Concord hold- 
ing the slight overall series edge at 42-39-4. 
In addition to being the 85th game played be- 
tween these two schools, this game made his- 
tory by being the first ever game in the state 
of North Carolina to be televised live, accord- 
ing to the Charlotte Observer. Having gone to 
the game myself, | can confirm this was a 
game worthy of the distinction. Both teams 
played extremely hard, and both fan bases 
should be proud of the effort and skill dis- 
played by both teams. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me today in con- 
gratulating the A.L. High School football team 
for its victory over Concord High School in the 
“Battle for the Bell” football game. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. MARK TAKAI 


OF HAWAII 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. TAKAI. Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday, Octo- 
ber 27, 2015, | was absent from the House 
due to illness. Due to my absence, | am not 
recorded on any legislative measures for the 
day. | would like to reflect how | would have 
voted had | been present for legislative busi- 
ness. 

Had | been present, | would have voted 
“no” on Roll Call 570, Motion on Ordering the 
Previous Question on the Rule providing for 
the consideration of H.R. 1090. 


| would have voted “no” on Roll Call 571, 
the Rule providing for the consideration of 
H.R. 1090. 

| would have voted “yea” on Roll Call 572, 
Motion on Ordering the Previous Question on 
the Rule providing for the consideration of 
H.R. 597. 

| would have voted “yea” on Roll Call 573, 
the Rule providing for the consideration of 
H.R. 597. 

| would have voted “yea” on Roll Call 574, 
the Lynch Amendment to H.R. 1090. 

| would have voted “no” on Roll Call 575, 
final passage of H.R. 1090. 

| would have voted “yea” on Roll Call 576, 
final passage of H.R. 597. 


—— 


OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 


HON. MIKE COFFMAN 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. COFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, on January 
20, 2009, the day President Obama took of- 
fice, the national debt was 
$10,626,877,048,913.08. 

Today, it is $18,152,603,664,891.43. We’ve 
added $7,525,726,615,978 to our debt in 6 
years. This is over $7.5 trillion in debt our na- 
tion, our economy, and our children could 
have avoided with a balanced budget amend- 
ment. 


TRIBUTE TO MAXINE BERMAN 


HON. SANDER M. LEVIN 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to pay 
tribute to a remarkable person from my home 
state of Michigan, Maxine Berman, who is 
being inducted into the Michigan Women’s 
Hall of Fame on October 29, 2015. Maxine 
and nine others will join pioneering women in- 
cluding civil rights pioneer Rosa Parks, former 
First Lady Betty Ford, the Queen of Soul 
Aretha Franklin, and the longtime dean of the 
White House press corps Helen Thomas, who 
have been previously inducted into the Wom- 
en’s Hall of Fame for their contributions to my 
home state and to our nation. 

Maxine Berman served in the Michigan 
House of Representatives from 1983 to 1996, 
where she earned a reputation for her intel- 
ligence, her thoughtfulness about public policy, 
and for her candor. She was also known for 
her steadfast commitment to women’s health 
and reproductive freedom, including authoring 
a bill to require accreditation for mammog- 
raphy facilities and successfully lobbying the 


federal government to establish national 
standards. Maxine was also outspoken about 
challenges she and other women experienced 
in the State Legislature. In 1994, near the end 
of her tenure in the Michigan House, she pub- 
lished a book about this experience—The 
Only Boobs in the House Are Men: A Veteran 
Woman Legislator Lifts the Lid on Politics 
Macho Style—which made waves then and is 
still cited today, more than twenty years later. 

After a few years away from government, 
Rep. Berman joined the administration of Gov- 
ernor Jennifer Granholm, where she served as 
director of special projects. In this position, 
Maxine was a powerful public advocate for 
vital issues including women’s health and re- 
productive freedom, affirmative action, and 
stem cell research, and she led the Granholm 
Administration’s effort to encourage local gov- 
ernments to collaborate in providing services 
to their residents. Her leadership was recog- 
nized by Central Michigan University, who ap- 
pointed Rep. Berman to be the Griffin En- 
dowed Chair in American Government from 
2009 to 2013. This prestigious position is 
named for former U.S. Senator Robert Griffin 
and his wife Marjorie, and has been held by 
notable political leaders from both political par- 
ties since its inception. 

Her many accomplishments do not capture 
the influence that my dear friend, Maxine, has 
had throughout—and since—her years of pub- 
lic service. Maxine is always willing to lend an 
ear or a hand to talented people who want to 
serve, and Michigan has benefitted from the 
leadership of the countless women to whom 
Maxine has served as a mentor, confidante, 
policy advisor and coach. She remains com- 
mitted to good public policy and grassroots ac- 
tivism. 

Mr. Speaker, it is truly fitting that Maxine 
Berman will join other notable women of 
Michigan in the Women’s Hall of Fame. | en- 
courage my colleagues to join me in congratu- 
lating her, and in thanking her for her leader- 
ship and significant contributions to Michigan 
and to the nation. 


EE 


IN HONOR OF THE FIRST BAPTIST 
CHURCH OF KANNAPOLIS’ 100 
YEAR ANNIVERSARY 


HON. RICHARD HUDSON 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize First Baptist Church of Kannapolis 
for their 100-year anniversary. 

Located in Kannapolis, North Carolina, First 
Baptist Church has been a staple of the com- 
munity throughout their 100-year history. 
Under the stewardship of Rev. Dr. Claude 
Forehand Il, First Baptist Church has been a 
beacon of hope in our community through 
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service projects and events, and has provided 
the congregation with opportunities to develop 
as individuals through prayer, worship and 
educational workshops. 

On Friday, September 25, 2015, First Bap- 
tist Church of Kannapolis officially celebrated 
their 100-year anniversary with an event filled 
with fellowship and worship. The event in- 
cluded remarks from special guest speaker 
Rev. Dr. Haywood Gray, who serves as Exec- 
utive Secretary of the General Baptist State 
Convention of North Carolina. 

| would like to commend First Baptist 
Church of Kannapolis for their 100 years of 
service and dedication to our community, and 
| wish them well as they begin their journey to- 
wards the next 100 years. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me today in con- 
gratulating First Baptist Church of Kannapolis 
on the occasion of their 100-year anniversary. 


= 


IN REMEMBRANCE OF HAROLD 
“LEFTY” ENCARNACION 


HON. SANFORD D. BISHOP, JR. 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today with a heavy heart to pay tribute to a 
devoted community leader, respected busi- 
nessman, and loving father, husband, and 
dear friend, Harold “Lefty” Encarnacion. 
Sadly, Lefty, as he was affectionately known, 
passed away Tuesday, October 13, 2015. A 
candlelight vigil was held the very next 
evening with over 100 members of the com- 
munity in attendance to share stories and give 
remembrance to Lefty and his service to the 
Columbus, Georgia community. A funeral 
service will be held on Wednesday, October 
28, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. at Ambassadors of 
Christ Fellowship in Columbus, Georgia. 

Harold “Lefty” Encarnacion was born on 
May 10, 1953 in the Bronx, New York to Puer- 
to Rican immigrants. He worked as a mainte- 
nance supervisor at Fort Hamilton in New 
York and ran a small nightclub. Looking for a 
safer and more peaceful place to raise their 
family, Harold and his wife, Millie, moved to 
Columbus, Georgia in 1983. 

Upon arriving, Harold worked numerous 
jobs, including cab driving. Millie was a man- 
ager at a food market. After noticing a lack of 
resources for the Latino population of Colum- 
bus, Harold and his wife opened their own 
grocery store called Millie’s International Mar- 
ket in Columbus, which sold a variety of ethnic 
foods and seasonings. The store quickly be- 
came a staple in Columbus, as well as a com- 
munity center for the area’s Hispanic and Car- 
ibbean populations. 

Although Millie’s was successful in bringing 
together the Latino community of Columbus, 
Lefty believed there was more to be done to 
unify and empower this segment of the popu- 
lation. He managed Columbus’ only Hispanic 
radio station, UNIDOS 107.7 FM until it closed 
in 2014. But in 2013, after many years of plan- 
ning, Lefty partnered with Columbus City 
Councilor, Mimi Woodsen, to launch the inau- 
gural Tri-City Latino Festival. 

The Tri-City Latino Festival is a tremen- 
dously successful celebration, and now a tra- 
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dition, that brings together the Latino commu- 
nities in the Chattahoochee Valley to celebrate 
this vibrant culture. It shows that this is an 
area that thrives on its diversity and unites 
members of the community to honor the strug- 
gle, sacrifice and success of their ancestors 
from Spain, Mexico, the Caribbean, and Cen- 
tral and South America. 

Lefty was a beloved community leader and 
pioneer and his contributions to the city of Co- 
lumbus will be remembered for years to come. 
More so, his kindness and emphatic resolve to 
push his community forward will live on 
through those who knew and loved him. On a 
personal note, | am proud to have called Lefty 
my friend of many years. 

Mr. Speaker, my wife Vivian and |, along 
with the more than 700,000 residents of the 
Second Congressional District, salute Harold 
“Lefty” Encarnacion for his efforts to empower 
the Latino population of Columbus, Georgia 
and his everlasting commitment to his commu- 
nity. | ask my colleagues in the House of Rep- 
resentatives to join us in extending our deep- 
est condolences to Lefty’s family and friends 
during this difficult time. We pray that they will 
be consoled and comforted by an abiding faith 
and the Holy Spirit in the days, weeks and 
months ahead. 


CONNIE REELED IN THE GOLD 


HON. PETE OLSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate Connie O’Day from Pearland, 
Texas for winning this year’s Islamorada Light 
Tackle Tournament. 

The Islamorada Light Tackle Tournament is 
one of several fishing tournaments put on by 
the International Women’s Fishing Association. 
Connie proved her skill in what used to be a 
male-dominated sport. During the tournament, 
all of the contestants braved the strong winds, 
but it was Connie’s team that won the day. 
Her boat, guided by Captain Mark Gilman, 
beat the elements and the rest of the competi- 
tion by catching the most fish. Now, | have to 
ask, when does Pearland get to go to the 
O’Day house for some fresh fish? 

On behalf of the Twenty-Second Congres- 
sional District of Texas, congratulations again 
to Connie for winning the tournament and 
bringing the gold to Pearland. 


Ea 


RECOGNIZING DR. WILLIAM (BILL) 
T. STANLEY 


HON. DANNY K. DAVIS 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, | would like to take this time to recognize 
the life of Dr. William (Bill) T. Stanley. Born in 
Lebanon, Bill grew up in Kenya and moved to 
the United States with intentions of becoming 
an animal scientist. 

Bill was in charge of some 29 million objects 
and specimens at the Field Museum in Chi- 
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cago. Scientists and students would reach out 
to Bill for his resourcefulness in their respec- 
tive fields of study. He helped many graduate 
students reach their potential with his assist- 
ance on their theses and dissertations. His 
knowledge and ability to explain specimens in 
detail motivated his audience to engage and 
learn. 

Reaching his goals of becoming a mamma- 
lian researcher, Bills character touched the 
lives of everyone he came in contact with. Bill 
was known not only for his research but also 
his ability to fill the room with his good spirits 
and incredible sense of humor. Bill will be 
missed by his family, friends and the mamma- 
lian research community to which he devoted 
his life. 

| would like to thank Dr. William T. Stanley 
for his strong leadership and contributions to 
the city of Chicago. His legacy will live on and 
may he rest in peace. 


EE 


HONORING THE LIFE OF 
CHRIS WEST 


HON. RICHARD HUDSON 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Chris West of Concord, North Carolina, 
who passed away far too soon on August 22, 
2015, after a four year fight with cancer. We 
send our prayers and sincerest condolences 
to his parents, Brian and Michelle West, the 
entire West family, his friends, and the Jay M. 
Robinson High School community. 

Born on August 19, 1998, Chris dedicated 
his short life to serving others, even in the 
face of battling such a horrific disease. During 
his four year fight with Hodgkin’s lymphoma, 
Chris has made national headlines for his self- 
lessness and his desire to care for others. A 
prime example of Chris’ selflessness is rather 
than celebrating a successful bone marrow 
transplant in a personal way, like many of us 
would, Chris performed 100 random acts of 
kindness for others in his community. During 
his struggle with cancer, Chris was never 
known to ask for anything; that is until his 17th 
birthday. The only thing Chris wanted for his 
birthday were birthday cards, and the commu- 
nity he gave so much to responded by send- 
ing him more than 10,000 cards. 

In a recent People magazine feature about 
Chris’ request for birthday cards, he was 
quoted as saying “I like going to the mailbox. 
It's just an exciting feeling and it makes me 
feel special.” | can say, without a shadow of 
a doubt, that Chris was a special individual, 
and | hope he knew that every day of his life. 
Our community will greatly miss his kind heart 
and indomitable spirit, and he will be remem- 
bered as a shining example of the best among 
us. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me today in com- 
memorating the life of Chris West, who in his 
short life taught us that no matter what dif- 
ficulty life may throw at us, we should always 
take time to serve others. 
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. DONALD M. PAYNE, JR. 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, on October 23, 
2015, due to unforeseen circumstances, | was 
not present to vote on H.R. 3762, the Restor- 
ing Americans’ Healthcare Freedom Reconcili- 
ation Act of 2015, introduced by Representa- 
tive TOM PRICE. Had | been present, | would 
have voted NO on final passage of H.R. 3762, 
roll call No. 568. 


—— 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. MICHAEL C. BURGESS 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, on October 
27, 2015, the House considered H.R. 3819, 
the Surface Transportation Extension Act of 
2015. This act extends the Positive Train Con- 
trol implementation deadline to December 31, 
2018. The House passed H.R. 3819 by voice 
vote. Had this been a recorded vote, | would 
have voted no on H.R. 3819. 


EEE 


RECOGNIZING INDEPENDENT 
AUDIO DRAMA 


HON. JOHN KATKO 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. KATKO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the contributions of independent 
audio drama to our nation’s culture and his- 
tory. For over one hundred years, the dramatic 
scripts, compelling music, and sound effects of 
audio drama have resonated with listeners 
across various ethnic, financial, and geo- 
graphic divides. 

During the Great Depression, radio drama 
adaptations of novels and plays achieved 
widespread popularity as a means of increas- 
ing morale through such difficult times. With 
the increase in televised and video entertain- 
ment came the waning interest in radio drama. 
However, in recent years, the growth of inde- 
pendent media production has revived audio 
drama within the U.S. Independent audio 
drama is now providing aspiring as well as 
seasoned artists with a unique and sophisti- 
cated platform to reach diverse audiences. 


| am proud to rise in recognition of inde- 
pendent audio drama as it continues to ex- 
pand, exhibit the work of our talented rising 
artists, and impact the lives of countless 
Americans. 
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CONGRATULATING DR. ROBERT 
KASE ON EARNING A GRAMMY 
NOMINATION 


HON. BILL FOSTER 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate Dr. Robert Kase, Dean of the 
College of Arts and Sciences at the University 
of Saint Francis in Joliet, Illinois, for earning a 
Grammy award nomination in the category of 
Outstanding Jazz Solo for the track entitled 
“Dr. Doo Good.” “Dr. Doo Good” is an original 
composition by Dr. Kase and is part of his re- 
cently released jazz quintet album titled As 
We Gather. 

As We Gather was not only recorded at Uni- 
versity of St. Francis’s Digital Audio Recording 
Arts studio, it was engineered, mastered, and 
produced by University of Saint Francis fac- 
ulty. 

Dr. Kase has an impressive background as 
an educator, administrator, business leader, 
and performer. His musical career includes 
touring with Sonny and Cher and playing 
alongside Frank Sinatra, The Temptations, 
Natalie Cole, and other musical legends. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in congratulating Dr. Robert Kase in earning a 
Grammy nomination. 


—— a 


NATIONAL WORK AND FAMILY 
MONTH 


HON. ALBIO SIRES 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. SIRES. Mr. Speaker, today | am proud 
to discuss the importance of America’s work- 
ing families. October is National Work and 
Family month and an opportune time to dis- 
cuss how Congress can better serve our work- 
ing families. In almost three out of five married 
families with children, both parents work. Sup- 
porting initiatives like raising the minimum 
wage, ensuring equal pay for women, and al- 
lowing workers access to affordable childcare 
is vital to ensuring the success of our working 
families. 

Raising the minimum wage is a critical step 
in closing the opportunity gap and building an 
economy that works for everyone. By raising 
the minimum wage, we can restore fairness 
for working men and women across the coun- 
try. No hard working American should be 
forced to raise their family in poverty, but un- 
fortunately the current minimum wage allows 
for just that. An increase in the minimum wage 
is not only the moral thing to do, but it would 
also provide a much-needed boost to our 
economy. 

Equal pay issues affect all workers in this 
country trying to provide for their families. 
Women make up 47% of the workforce and 
bring home 44% of the family income, yet they 
earn 77 cents for every dollar earned by men. 
As women continue to make up a larger seg- 
ment of our Nation’s workforce, it is imperative 
that we ensure that pay disparity is related to 
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job-performance instead of gender. Stronger 
protections and enforcement will lead to a 
more successful female workforce that is not 
bogged down by discrimination. 

Ensuring access to childcare and early edu- 
cation for working families is important to their 
success. The lack of good, affordable pre- 
school and childcare options have huge im- 
pacts on working families, with a significant 
disadvantage to low-income families. 
Childcare and early education options allow 
for parents to continue working and provide 
children with a strong foundation. Yet, many 
low-income working families are not able to af- 
ford childcare and have difficulties receiving 
assistance, even though they may be eligible. 
Providing greater access to childcare and pre- 
school is a crucial step towards ensuring job 
retention among parents while offering a foun- 
dation for children. 

Employing policies that ensure that all work- 
ing families are afforded a fair chance to suc- 
ceed should be something that Congress 
strives to achieve. | look forward to working 
with my colleagues to address these issues. 


Ee 


TRIBUTE TO GLEN AND SUSAN 
TRAVIS 


HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and congratulate Glen and 
Susan Travis of Thurman, lowa, on the very 
special occasion of their 50th wedding anni- 
versary. They were married on September 24, 
1965. 

Glen and Susan’s lifelong commitment to 
each other and their children, Vicki, Scott, and 
Kari, and their grandchildren, truly embodies 
our lowa values. It is families like the Travis 
family that make me proud to call myself an 
lowan and represent the people of our great 
state. 

Mr. Speaker, | commend this special couple 
on their 50th year together and | wish them 
many more. | ask that my colleagues in the 
United States House of Representatives join 
me in congratulating them on this momentous 
occasion. 


ee 


RECOGNIZING THE 25TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE TULLY HILL 
CHEMICAL DEPENDENCY TREAT- 
MENT CENTER 


HON. JOHN KATKO 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. KATKO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the 25th anniversary of the Tully Hill 
Chemical Dependency Center in Tully, New 
York. The Tully Hill Chemical Dependency 
Center opened in 1990 to provide quality de- 
toxification and inpatient rehabilitation services 
to the Central New York community. Tully Hill 
began outpatient treatment services in 1996 
and continues to provide chemical depend- 
ency treatment to individuals in need in the 
24th District. 
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As a former federal prosecutor in Syracuse, 
NY, | saw the direct impact chemical depend- 
ency and addiction has on the safety, health, 
and success of our community. Chemical de- 
pendency centers, such as Tully Hill, are cru- 
cial to the reduction of chemical dependency 
throughout Central New York. Centers, such 
as Tully Hill, help Central New York individuals 
and families in their time of need to regain 
their health and lead positive lives through 
comprehensive, safe treatment. 

| am proud to recognize the Tully Hill Chem- 
ical Dependency Center and congratulate the 
Center on the achievement of its 25th anniver- 
sary. On behalf of Central New York and the 
more than 17,000 patients and their families 
that Tully Hill has helped in their efforts to 
achieve and maintain sobriety, | want to thank 
the Tully Hill Chemical Dependency Center for 
their work in our community. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. KENNY MARCHANT 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
the House of Representatives voted on the 
Retail Investor Protection Act, which passed 
by a wide margin of 245-186. Allow me to 
make a clarification on my vote. | fully support 
this legislation and meant to vote ‘yea’ on final 
passage, not ‘no’. Unfortunately, by the time | 
noticed the error, the vote had closed and | 
was unable to correct it. Voting ‘no’ was not 
my intention. 

| am pleased the Retail Investor Protection 
Act passed the House with broad support. 
Like many of my constituents, and others 
across the country, | have serious concerns 
about the negative impacts that the Depart- 
ment of Labors proposed ‘fiduciary rule’ will 
have on the retirement savings options avail- 
able to employees. | believe that the Retail In- 
vestor Protection Act properly addresses these 
concerns and contributes to the financial secu- 
rity of millions of Americans. 

On October 26, 2015, | joined my House 
colleagues on a letter to the Secretary of 
Labor that urged the Department to withdraw 
the proposed rule and commit to a process 
that avoids the arbitrariness, uncertainty, and 
inadequate analysis embodied in the proposed 
rule. | remain fully committed to these views 
and support the entirety of the Retail Investor 
Protection Act. 


ea 


RECOGNIZING MR. STEPHEN 
LARCEN, UPON HIS RETIREMENT 


HON. JOE COURTNEY 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Speaker, today | rise 
to thank Dr. Stephen W. Larcen, President of 
the Hartford Healthcare Behavioral Health Net- 
work, for 25 years of devotion to improving the 
continuum of mental health services in Con- 
necticut. With more than 40 years of experi- 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


ence in behavioral health and healthcare man- 
agement, Steve has been an invaluable re- 
source to Hartford Healthcare and the commu- 
nity at large. He has accompanied the organi- 
zation through many periods of growth and 
change, including Hartford Healthcare’s acqui- 
sition of Natchaug Hospital and their expan- 
sion to reach even more of Connecticut’s resi- 
dents by opening nine satellite hospitals 
throughout the state. Under his watch, the Be- 
havioral Health Network expanded to offer 
more services than ever before, including in- 
home psychiatric services and a treatment 
program for adolescent girls involved in court 
proceedings. 

During his career, Steve’s work stretched all 
across eastern Connecticut, a very diverse 
population with many mental health needs. 
Steve demonstrated a remarkable sensitivity 
to this diversity, which as the Congressman 
for that region | admire greatly. In particular, 
Steve successfully spearheaded an effort to 
give Medicaid patients from Windham County 
opportunity to receive care for mental illness 
at Windham Hospital and Natchaug Hospital, 
rather than New Haven or Hartford. This was 
a very competitive national process that Steve 
successfully navigated. 

A testament to his achievement and vision, 
Steve was appointed by the Governor to the 
Connecticut Behavioral Health Partnership 
Oversight Council. He is a corporator of Law- 
rence & Memorial Hospital and serves on the 
East Lyme Board of Finance and received the 
National Association of Psychiatric Health Sys- 
tems’ 2010 Grassroots Leadership Award for 
his work in elevating the importance of grass- 
roots advocacy within the association. He has 
advocated tirelessly for increased coverage 
and funding for quality mental health services 
on a federal, state and local level. Adding to 
his many awards and recognitions, Steve re- 
ceived the 2015 American Hospital Associa- 
tion Connecticut Grassroots Champion Award. 

Although Steve will be retiring at the end of 
this year, the effect of his decades of devotion 
to the mental health horizon in Connecticut will 
be felt for years to come. | ask my colleagues 
to please join me in wishing Dr. Stephen 
Larcen a restful and enjoyable retirement. 


DIRECT SELLING 
HON. MARSHA BLACKBURN 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, | am hon- 
ored to be a founding co-chair of the Direct 
Selling Caucus, which was established in Jan- 
uary and announced at a Direct Selling Asso- 
ciation (DSA) event with participants and con- 
stituents from around the country. 

As a full time student, direct selling provided 
me with the flexibility necessary to pay for col- 
lege while in school. Running my own busi- 
ness was an extremely rewarding experience 
and served as great preparation for my career 
in public service. It is a vibrant sector of the 
economy that embraces entrepreneurship and 
helps people achieve their American dream. 

More than 18 million Americans located in 
every state, Congressional district and com- 
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munity choose to become involved in direct 
selling. It contributes more than $34 billion to 
the U.S. economy annually. As economic un- 
certainty places more emphasis on needed 
flexibility that opportunities to work independ- 
ently provide, direct selling will continue to 
grow and prosper. 

Just as important to the continued success 
of direct selling are the safeguards that the in- 
dustry, through the Direct Selling Association’s 
leadership, put into place. They promote high 
standards of business ethics and consumer 
protection. 

On October 29, 2015, hundreds of direct 
sellers from across the country will come to 
Washington, DC to emphasize the importance 
of direct selling to the economy and remind 
policymakers of the opportunity it provides to 
pursue meaningful independent work. | hereby 
request that October 29, 2015 be recognized 
by this House as Direct Selling Day. 


EE 


HONORING THE HEROIC ACTIONS 
OF BRIAN BALLENTINE, TROOP- 
ER GARDNER, AND TROOPER 
JOHNS 


HON. JOHN KATKO 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. KATKO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Mr. Brian C. Ballentine of Liverpool, 
New York and Troopers Michael L. Gardner 
and David A. Johns of the New York State Po- 
lice. On September 5, 2015, Trooper Gardner 
and Trooper Johns, with the help of private ci- 
vilian Mr. Ballentine heroically saved a 4-year 
old child. 

On September 5, Trooper Gardner and 
Trooper Johns responded to an amber alert 
issued by the Vermont State Police while trav- 
eling on the New York State Thruway. As 
Trooper Gardner and Trooper Johns spotted a 
vehicle that matched the description of the ve- 
hicle in the amber alert they received a radio 
call advising that a private citizen, Mr. 
Ballentine, had called 911 to report that the 
van was in fact the suspected vehicle. With 
this confirmation Trooper Gardner and Trooper 
Johns were able to stop the vehicle and safely 
rescue the 4-year old child. 

Trooper Michael L. Gardner is a 12-year 
veteran of the New York State Police. He has 
been stationed in Troops D and B and has 
been assigned to the New York State Thruway 
in Troop T since October of 2012. Trooper 
Gardner is currently stationed at State Police 
Syracuse in Dewitt, New York. 

Trooper David A. Johns in an 8-year vet- 
eran of the New York State Police. He has 
been stationed in Troops B and D and has 
been assigned to the New York State Thruway 
in Troop T since October of 2009. He is cur- 
rently stationed at State Police Syracuse in 
Dewitt, New York. 

Mr. Brian C. Ballentine of Liverpool, New 
York has lived in the Central New York com- 
munity his entire life and | am proud to recog- 
nize his exemplary actions in our community. 

| am honored to recognize Trooper Gardner, 
Trooper Johns, and Mr. Ballentine for their he- 
roic actions on September 5, 2015. The 4-year 


16818 


old girl is now out of harm’s way thanks to 
these three brave men. Trooper Gardner’s and 
Trooper Johns’s efforts in this situation exem- 
plify the finest traditions of the New York State 
Police and | wish them continued success in 
their careers. 


a 


HONORING APOSTLE RICHARD D. 
HENTON 


HON. BOBBY L. RUSH 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to pay 
tribute to Apostle Richard D. Henton who 
made his heavenly transition on October 22, 
2015. Apostle Henton was called into the min- 
istry in 1948 and rose to become one of the 
most prolific speakers of our day. 

Apostle Henton served in ministry for 66 
years, 50 of those as pastor of the 5,000 
member Monument of Faith Church located in 
my district. Apostle Henton also founded the 
R. D. Henton Breakthrough Ministries, a week- 
ly program that aired on television, radio and 
online throughout the world and allowed Apos- 
tle Henton to touch the lives of millions across 
the globe. 

This tremendous ministry permitted the 
world to know Apostle Henton’s charismatic 
and captivating voice that brought break- 
throughs for his members and the world at- 
large and led many to know him not only as 
a faithful pastor but as their “TV Evangelist”. 

Mr. Speaker, Apostle Henton was a learned 
man who held three Doctorate of Divinity de- 
grees and was the recipient of numerous cer- 
tificates of merit. Apostle Henton was not only 
honored by our colleagues here in the House, 
but also with letters from presidents, and hav- 
ing been given keys to many cities. 

Of his numerous awards, he was especially 
proud of two very special awards he was 
given in his hometown of Chicago, Illinois: The 
N’Digo Foundation’s N’Faith Award and the 
Luminary Senior Citizen Hall of Faith Award 
presented by former Mayor Richard M. Daley. 

Of his many accomplishments, Mr. Speaker, 
we must not forget that, ultimately, Apostle 
Henton was a family man and the father of 
four children who worked faithfully with him in 
the ministry. 

Mr. Speaker, Apostle Henton will truly be 
missed by us all but | will always remember 
what an amazing pastor and friend he was. 
My thoughts and prayers are extended to his 
family, church family and many friends. No 
one can prepare for a loss; it comes like a 
swift wind, but, | take solace in the fact that he 
is now resting in the arms of our Lord. 


———— 


IN MEMORY OF KAY ARNOLD 


HON. DAVID A. TROTT 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. TROTT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the memory of the Honorable Kay Ar- 
nold of Plymouth, Michigan for her extensive 
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public service and unwavering commitment to 
the Plymouth community. 

Kay had an unparalleled résumé, serving on 
the Plymouth Board of Trustees since 1992 
and the planning commission since 1996. Her 
accomplishments in these roles include lead- 
ing projects to improve the Ann Arbor Road 
corridor, Miller Park, and bridges in the town- 
ship park. Colleagues often praise her inde- 
pendence in completing projects and willing- 
ness to always listen to residents’ concerns. 
Plymouth Township would not be the same 
without Kay’s work, and her influence will not 
be quickly forgotten. Kay also devoted time to 
volunteer work and was active with United 
Way, the Plymouth Community Arts Council, 
the Schoolcraft College Foundation, and the 
Plymouth Community Chamber of Commerce. 

The Plymouth community will greatly miss 
Kay and her tireless efforts to improve her 
township. | express my condolences to her 
family, and to all who had the privilege of 
knowing her. 


Se 


CONGRATULATING YANIS COFFEE 
ZONE FOR THEIR DESIGNATION 
AS THE 2015 SMALL BUSINESS OF 
THE YEAR BY THE JEFFERSON 
CITY AREA CHAMBER OF COM- 
MERCE 


HON. BLAINE LUETKEMEYER 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to ask my colleagues to join me in con- 
gratulating Yanis Coffee Zone with being 
named 2015 Small Business of the Year by 
the Jefferson City Area Chamber of Com- 
merce. 

Yanis Coffee Zone, known for its Rocket 
Fuel house brew, has been serving customers 
since October 7, 2003. For the past twelve 
years, Yanis Coffee Zone has expanded from 
fifty customers to an average of four hundred 
patrons a day. 

This award is based on a business’ overall 
success accounting for innovation and cre- 
ativity, growth, and involvement in community- 
oriented projects. Yanis Coffee Zone’s owners 
and employees have shown dedication and 
commitment to the hard work that contributed 
to receiving this award. It is evident that Yanis 
Coffee Zone represents excellence within the 
business community and in serving their pa- 
trons. 

| ask you to join me in recognizing Yanis 
Coffee Zone on receiving this outstanding 
award. 


TRIBUTE TO DEBBIE WILLIS 


HON. MICHAEL K. SIMPSON 


OF IDAHO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, this December, 
the Army Corps of Engineers will see an ex- 
ceptional employee retire after 32 years of ex- 
emplary service to our citizens, communities, 


October 28, 2015 


agencies and military men and women that 
the Corps serves. 

Debbie Willis lived in Idaho from 1999 to 
2009, serving as the Project Manager in 
charge of the Walla Walla Districts Boise of- 
fice. During that time, she represented the 
“First and Best’ door to the Corps of Engi- 
neers, Walla Walla District. Debbie always 
provided a “can-do” attitude and worked tire- 
lessly with her peers, local citizens, state and 
federal agencies, and private non-profits, to 
unlock remarkable solutions to difficult chal- 
lenges that our communities faced in Idaho. In 
the words of one Idaho Mayor, she was our 
“Superwoman.” These sentiments are shared 
by the countless individuals Debbie worked 
alongside to solve problems during her time at 
the Corps. 

Debbie specialized with issues related to 
environmental improvements in urban and 
suburban flood-prone areas. She also worked 
with local communities to address the critical 
issues of water and wastewater infrastructure 
management and actively sought to involve 
community stakeholders in flood risk reduction 
and environmental habitat improvements along 
Idaho’s valuable waterways and riparian 
areas. 

In 2005 and 2006 she earned the honor of 
being selected from the ranks of the Corps of 
Engineers to serve as a Congressional Fellow 
and as a member of the staff for the House 
Energy and Water Development Appropria- 
tions Subcommittee. On May 24, 2006, Chair- 
man of the Energy and Water Appropriations 
Subcommittee Dave Hobson recognized 
Debbie on the floor of the House of Rep- 
resentatives for her invaluable assistance in 
crafting the Energy and Water appropriations 
bill for fiscal year 2007. 

Throughout her years of service to our 
country, Debbie served the Corps of Engi- 
neers in Georgia, South Carolina, Washington 
and North Carolina. She holds a Civil Engi- 
neering degree from North Carolina State Uni- 
versity and has utilized her education and ex- 
perience to help plan, engineer, and manage 
the construction of many large and complex 
military and civil works projects throughout the 
country and most recently for the U.S. Army 
Special Operations Command at Fort Bragg. 

As a senior Corps project manager, she 
provided environmental restoration support to 
the Department of Energy at two of the Na- 
tion’s largest nuclear facilities, the Hanford 
and Savannah River sites. Debbie also found 
time to use her expertise in a volunteer capac- 
ity by helping local communities in the south- 
ern U.S. assess and recover from damages 
caused by natural disasters. She traveled 
across the country and overseas, teaching 
management fundamentals and skills to 
Corps’ employees and continues to be a men- 
tor to many within the agency. 

Debbie’s last assignment has been as a 
Senior Project Manager for the Wilmington 
District, Corps of Engineers. Within that ca- 
pacity, she has demonstrated extraordinary 
leadership and dedication supporting our serv- 
ice men and women at Fort Bragg. Over the 
past several years she has successfully man- 
aged the design and construction for both the 
Joint Special Operations Command (JSOC) 
and the Security Operations Training Facility 
(SOTF) at that base. 
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Debbie’s hard work and dedication to duty is 
a proud reflection of the Corps of Engineers 
and her support for our nation’s military. Her 
performance awards serve as a testament to 
more than three decades of exceptional serv- 
ice and selfless dedication to this country. | 
congratulate Debbie Willis on her retirement 
and wish her and her husband Brayton well in 
future endeavors. 


TRIBUTE TO MICHAEL J. HEID 


HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to pay tribute to a distinguished 
Urbandale, lowa resident and industry leader, 
Michael J. Heid. Mike is a widely respected 
mortgage industry executive with Wells Fargo, 
whose mortgage business is headquartered in 
West Des Moines, lowa. Mike recently an- 
nounced his retirement after an impactful and 
successful 30-year banking career that cul- 
minated in spending the last eleven years as 
President of Wells Fargo Home Lending. 

In addition to managing 40,000 employees 
across the country, Mike has been a leader in 
shaping housing policy while helping the in- 
dustry navigate the unprecedented challenges 
of the past decade. He devoted a great deal 
of his time to bringing together divergent views 
on housing finance reform and has spent 
hours acting as a valuable subject matter re- 
source to policymakers on Capitol Hill along 
with multiple Administrations. 

A frequent visitor to the nation’s capital, 
Mike has been referred to as the “go-to 
source” in Washington for housing policy mat- 
ters. He has testified before Congressional 
committees on numerous occasions and is 
known for his thoughtful approach and his in- 
depth and unbiased knowledge of the housing 
industry. 

A native of Wisconsin, Mike joined Wells 
Fargo in 1988. During his twenty-seven years 
at the company, he has led the servicing func- 
tion and acted as CFO before becoming presi- 
dent of the mortgage business. Wells Fargo 
was the nation’s largest home lender during 
his tenure. But Mike hasnt always been 
perched at the top of the mortgage industry. 
He started at a small mortgage bank whose 
cash flow was so poor that he determined he 
would have to sell the furniture to stay afloat. 
Mike draws his strength from his family; his 
wife, his son and his daughter. He now has 
extra incentive to spend more time with his 
family, having two granddaughters living in the 
Des Moines area. Full-time grandparent 
sounded awfully inviting to Mike. 

Mr. Speaker, | applaud Mike’s dedication to 
the greater Des Moines community, and his 
steadfast commitment to bringing the Amer- 
ican dream of home ownership to so many. | 
ask that my colleagues in the United States 
House of Representatives join me in congratu- 
lating Mike and wishing him and his wife 
Diane nothing but the best as they plan this 
new chapter in their lives. 
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HONORING ANNE SAMSON 
HON. MARK MEADOWS 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. MEADOWS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
celebrate the legacy of Anne Samson. Anne 
was a selfless philanthropist who dedicated 
her life to serving her family and community. 

A daughter of Hungarian Holocaust sur- 
vivors, Anne was a devoted wife, mother, 
grandmother, and friend. Anne’s love for Israel 
and the Jewish people illuminated much of her 
work. Anne and her husband, Lee, actively 
served within the Jewish community and vol- 
unteered in Israel following the Six-Day War. 

Anne’s_ philanthropy and selflessness 
touched many families, synagogues, and orga- 
nizations. In her memory, the Samson family 
has helped establish the Anne Samson Me- 
morial Fund which will provide assistance to 
the Jerusalem Journey summer program, in 
which hundreds of public school students have 
their very first Israel experience. 

Anne’s life demonstrated that it is often the 
quiet leader who is the most impactful. She 
led by example, motivated by her strong con- 
victions and Jewish faith. Beloved by her fam- 
ily and community, Anne’s legacy lives on in 
her children and grandchildren who carry on 
her graciousness, hospitality and dedication to 
service. It is my honor to commemorate Anne 
Samson’s memory today. 


EE 
PAYING TRIBUTE TO ELLEN 
ROSENTHAL FOR HER OUT- 


STANDING SERVICE TO CONNER 
PRAIRIE 


HON. SUSAN W. BROOKS 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to honor Ellen Rosenthal on the oc- 
casion of her retirement. For 10 years Ellen 
has served as President and CEO of Conner 
Prairie Interactive History Park, a beloved des- 
tination of Indiana’s Fifth Congressional Dis- 
trict located in Fishers, Indiana. Conner Prairie 
flourished under Ellen’s leadership, and Hoo- 
siers are eternally grateful for her contribu- 
tions. 

Ellen has a long history developing muse- 
ums and exhibits. She planned the opening of 
historic houses at the Minnesota Historical So- 
ciety in St. Paul, Minnesota and at the Frick 
Art and Historical Center in Pittsburgh, Penn- 
sylvania. She also served as curatorial director 
for the American History Workshop in Brook- 
lyn, New York, where she managed projects 
for the National Museum of American History, 
South Street Seaport Museum, and National 
Endowment for the Humanities. In 1999, Ellen 
began her career with Conner Prairie as Vice 
President of Internal Affairs, assumed a lead- 
ership role in 2003 when she was promoted to 
Executive Director, and in 2005 became Presi- 
dent and CEO. Since then, Ellen played an in- 
tegral role in transforming Conner Prairie from 
a traditional living history museum into the 
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independent, immersive, and interactive his- 
tory park it is today. 


At the beginning stages of Conner Prairie’s 
transformation, Ellen redefined the museum’s 
mission to “inspire curiosity and foster learning 
about Indiana’s past by providing engaging, in- 
dividualized and unique experiences.” She 
has a passion for creating and developing mu- 
seums that offer active engagement and learn- 
ing that transcends generations and strategic, 
data-driven decision making. A wonderful ex- 
ample of Ellen’s vision put into action is the 
opening of the outdoor experience “Civil War 
Journey: Raid on Indiana,” which used histor- 
ical actors, sounds, and sets to place visitors 
in the middle of a southern Indiana Civil War 
battle. Her unique approach to focusing on ex- 
periential learning and guest immersion as 
well as her incomparable ability to build sup- 
port and raise funds for new exhibits has re- 
sulted in more than a 240 percent increase in 
annual attendance. More than 360,000 guests 
visit Conner Prairie’s historic grounds and in- 
door experiences annually. 


During her tenure as President and CEO, 
Conner Prairie has received a number of hon- 
ors and awards. Most notably, Conner Prairie 
was awarded the nation’s highest honor for 
museums—the National Medal from the Insti- 
tute for Museum Library Sciences. Conner 
Prairie also was selected as one of six muse- 
ums nationwide to be featured as a magnetic 
museum, which is defined as “high-perform- 
ance organizations that deliver tangible cul- 
tural and civic value and achieve superior 
business results.” Under her leadership, 
Conner Prairie became a Smithsonian affiliate, 
the only museum in Indiana to hold such a 
distinction. Additionally, Ellen led the effort that 
secured a $2.3 million National Science Foun- 
dation grant in 2012 that empowers Conner 
Prairie to lead four American institutions in the 
integration of informal science experiments at 
historical sites and museums across the coun- 
try. 

Ellen’s personal commitment to the commu- 
nity and success as a leader has not gone un- 
noticed. Governor Mike Pence is bestowing 
upon Ellen a Sagamore of the Wabash, one of 
the most prestigious honors in Indiana. She 
also received the Commitment to Creativity 
Trailblazer award from University High School 
(2014), the Torchbearer award from the Indi- 
ana Commission for Women (2013), was cited 
for Excellence in Innovation by the Indiana In- 
novation Awards (2012), named a Woman of 
Influence by the Indianapolis Business Journal 
(2008), and named a “Distinguished Hoosier” 
by Governor Mitch Daniels (2006). 


As a personal friend and admirer of Ellen for 
over a decade, it is truly a privilege to honor 
her today for her many accomplishments. On 
behalf of the grateful constituents of Indiana’s 
Fifth Congressional District, | congratulate 
Ellen on the occasion of her retirement. We 
congratulate her on her remarkable career and 
extend a huge thank you for all of the wonder- 
ful contributions she has made to Conner Prai- 
rie and the Hoosier community. | wish the very 
best to Ellen, her husband, Dr. Ted Logan, 
and her three sons, Daniel, Sam, and Paul as 
she enjoys a well-deserved retirement. 
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COMMEMORATING THE 150TH ANNI- 
VERSARY OF OAK GROVE BAP- 
TIST CHURCH, LITTLETON, 
NORTH CAROLINA 


HON. G. K. BUTTERFIELD 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, | rise to 
celebrate the 150th anniversary of Oak Grove 
Baptist Church located in my congressional 
district in Halifax County, North Carolina in the 
town of Littleton. The Church was founded in 
1865 by Reverend Lovely Brown, Sr. and sev- 
eral faith leaders who devoted themselves to 
spreading the word of God. 

One hundred fifty years ago, Reverend 
Brown and his small congregation of parish- 
ioners gathered to worship under a “bush 
arbor.” Through steadfast faith and an unwav- 
ering dedication to its mission of faith and 
service, Oak Grove has grown from those 
humble beginnings to become a pillar of hope 
for its congregation and a cornerstone of the 
Littleton community. 

On April 2, 1966, the church was destroyed 
by a devastating fire. Pastor J.W. Wiley rallied 
the congregation and the community to re- 
build. The following year, Oak Grove held its 
first service in the newly built “Heritage Sanc- 
tuary.” 

Oak Grove is pastored by Rev. Dr. Charles 
McCollum, Sr. where the church continues to 
prosper under his leadership. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in congratulating Rev. Dr. McCollum, the pa- 
rishioners of Oak Grove Baptist Church, and 
the residents of Littleton on this historic mile- 
stone. 


TRIBUTE TO NICOLE ALDRICH 
HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, October 28, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize the heroic actions of Nicole 
Aldrich, MSN, RN of Altoona, lowa. On Sept. 
18, 2015, VA Central lowa Health Care Sys- 
tem hosted a POW/MIA Remembrance Cere- 
mony. The ceremony was running accordingly 
until mid-way through when the keynote 
speaker collapsed at the lectern. 

Without hesitation, Nicole charged forward 
from the back of the room, announced that 
she was a nurse, and took charge of the situa- 
tion. She immediately began CPR and then 
shouted for an AED. At this point her 79 year 
old patient was unconscious, but she dutifully 
continued CPR until the AED was used and 
the POW keynote speaker began to breathe 
on his own again. Nicole turned the patient 
onto his side and reassured him the EMT was 
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on its way. Once in the ER, her quick actions 
were repeatedly praised and she was credited 
for saving the man’s life. 

Nicole is an eight year veteran employee of 
VA Central lowa. She received her BSN de- 
gree from Grand View University and her Mas- 
ters of Nursing in Leadership and Manage- 
ment from Walden University. She currently 
serves as the Nurse Manager for the Specialty 
Clinics/Diabetes Education/Oncology unit at 
the VA Central lowa Health Care System. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a great honor to represent 
leaders like Nicole in the United States Con- 
gress. | applaud her lifesaving efforts and | 
ask that my colleagues in the United States 
House of Representatives join me in com- 
mending Nicole, thanking her for her efforts, 
and wishing her nothing but the best. 


EEE 
SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate of February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, Oc- 
tober 29, 2015 may be found in the Daily 
Digest of today’s RECORD. 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 
NOVEMBER 3 


9:30 a.m. 
Committee on Armed Services 
To hold hearings to examine the future 
of warfare. 
SD-G50 
Committee on Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tions of Deborah R. Malac, of Virginia, 
to be Ambassador to the Republic of 
Uganda, and Lisa J. Peterson, of Vir- 
ginia, to be Ambassador to the King- 
dom of Swaziland, both of the Depart- 
ment of State. 
SD-419 
2:30 p.m. 
Committee on Foreign Relations 
Subcommittee on Europe and Regional Se- 
curity Cooperation 
To hold hearings to examine Putin’s in- 
vasion of Ukraine and the propaganda 
in Europe. 
SD-419 
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Committee on the Judiciary 
Subcommittee on Privacy, Technology and 
the Law 
To hold hearings to examine data bro- 
kers, focusing on whether consumers’ 
information is secure. 


SD-226 
NOVEMBER 4 
10 a.m. 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation 


To hold hearings to examine how gagging 
honest reviews harms consumers and 
the economy. 

SR-253 
Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs 

To hold hearings to examine the value of 
education choices for low-income fami- 
lies, focusing on reauthorizing the D.C. 
Opportunity Scholarship Program. 

SD-342 
Committee on the Judiciary 

To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tion of Stuart F. Delery, of the District 
of Columbia, to be Associate Attorney 
General, Department of Justice. 

SD-226 
10:30 a.m. 
Committee on the Budget 

To hold hearings to examine reforming 
the Federal budget process, focusing on 
a biennial approach to better budg- 
eting. 

SD-608 
2 p.m. 
Committee on the Judiciary 
Subcommittee on Oversight, Agency Ac- 
tion, Federal Rights and Federal 
Courts 

To hold hearings to examine the Amer- 
ican victims of Iranian and Palestinian 
terrorism. 

SH-216 
2:30 p.m. 
Joint Economic Committee 

To hold hearings to examine ensuring 
success for the Social Security Dis- 
ability Insurance program and its bene- 
ficiaries. 

SD-106 


NOVEMBER 5 


9:30 a.m. 
Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs 
Subcommittee on Regulatory Affairs and 
Federal Management 
To hold hearings to examine agency 
progress in retrospective review of ex- 
isting regulations. 


SD-342 
10 a.m. 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry 


To hold hearings to examine wildfire, fo- 
cusing on stakeholder perspectives on 
budgetary impacts and threats to nat- 
ural resources on Federal, state, and 
private lands. 

SR-328A 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, October 29, 2015 


The House met at 9 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker. 


ee 


PRAYER 


Monsignor Donn Heiar, St. John 
Vianney Catholic Church, Janesville, 
Wisconsin, offered the following pray- 
er: 

Lord God, You know our needs. You 
have entrusted to us a great nation 
founded on life and liberty. We stand 
before You, ready to fulfill a mission 
that will give glory to Your name and 
ensure the dignity of all humanity. We 
plead for Your wisdom. 

Give us the courage to open our eyes 
to see. Give us the fortitude to endure 
when the demands of our office seem 
overwhelming. Bless us with prudence 
when all pathways seem troublesome. 
Help us to discern and seek the com- 
mon good when comfort and expedience 
tempt and beckon. 

Challenge our minds and steady our 
hand and remind us that all good 
things come from You. Transform our 
lives, and we will remember that life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness is 
the greatest work we will perform on 
behalf of all people. 

Amen. 


EE 
THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


——— 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) come forward 
and lead the House in the Pledge of Al- 
legiance. 

Mr. CHABOT led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


—— 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. TIBERI. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to clause 7 of rule XX, I move a call of 
the House. 

The SPEAKER. Under clause 7(b) of 
rule XX, the Chair confers recognition 
for that purpose. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The call was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and the following Members re- 
sponded to their names: 


[Roll No. 580] 


ANSWERED “PRESENT” —421 


Abraham 
Adams 
Aderholt 
Aguilar 
Allen 
Amash 
Ashford 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Blumenauer 
Boehner 
Bonamici 
Bost 
Boustany 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clawson (FL) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coffman 
Cohen 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Courtney 
Cramer 


Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
Den 
DeSantis 
DeSaulnier 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doli 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellison 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frankel (FL) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 


Hartzler 
Hastings 

Heck (NV) 
Heck (WA) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Higgins 

Hill 


Huffman 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Knight 
Kuster 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latta 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 
(NM) 


This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 


Lummis 
Lynch 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Meng 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Moore 
Moulton 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nolan 
Norcross 
Nugent 
Nunes 
O’Rourke 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Palmer 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Perry 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 


Amodei 
Clarke (NY) 
Cummings 
Edwards 
Fattah 


Poliquin 

Polis 

Pompeo 

Posey 

Price (NC) 

Price, Tom 

Quigley 

Rangel 

Ratcliffe 

Reed 

Reichert 

Renacci 

Ribble 

Rice (NY) 

Rice (SC) 

Richmond 

Rigell 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 

Rogers (AL) 

Rogers (KY) 

Rohrabacher 

Rokita 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Roskam 

Ross 

Rothfus 

Rouzer 

Roybal-Allard 

Royce 

Ruiz 

Ruppersberger 

Rush 

Russell 

Ryan (OH) 

Ryan (WI) 

Salmon 

Sanchez, Linda 
T. 

Sanchez, Loretta 

Sanford 

Scalise 

Schakowsky 

Schiff 

Schrader 

Schweikert 

Scott (VA) 

Scott, Austin 

Scott, David 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Sessions 

Sewell (AL) 

Sherman 

Shimkus 

Shuster 

Simpson 

Sinema 

Sires 

Slaughter 

Smith (MO) 

Smith (NE) 


Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takai 

Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 

Tipton 

Titus 

lonko 

Torres 

Trott 

Tsongas 
Turner 

Upton 
Valadao 

Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 

Vela 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Welch 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 

Yoho 

Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 

Zinke 


in 
ni 
in 
j 
Fe 
H 
ri 
Ba 
H 
H 
a 
H 
pe 
A 


NOT VOTING—14 


Hinojosa 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Meeks 
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Payne 
Rooney (FL) 
Sarbanes 
Wilson (FL) 
Young (AK) 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. On this 


rollcall, 


their presence. 
A quorum is present. 


e 


421 Members have recorded 


FAREWELL ADDRESS 


(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 


minute.) 


1407 is 2:07 p.m. 


Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to inform you that I will resign 
as Speaker of the House effective upon 
the election of my successor. I will also 
resign as Representative from Ohio’s 
Eighth District at the end of this 
month. 

I leave with no regrets, no burdens. If 
anything, I leave the way I started— 
just a regular guy, humbled by the 
chance to do a big job. That is what I 
am most proud of. I am still just me, 
the same guy who came here 25 years 
ago as a small-business man and spent 
all these 25 years trying to just be me. 

Now, sometimes my staff thought I 
was too much like me, but it really is 
the thing I am most proud of. I am the 
same regular guy who came here to try 
to do a good job for my district and my 
country. 

Before I go, I want to express what an 
honor it has been to serve with all of 
you. The people’s House is, in my view, 
the great embodiment of the American 
Dream. Everybody here comes from 
somewhere, and everybody here is on 
some mission. 

I come from a part of the world 
where we are used to working. As far 
back as I can remember, I was working. 
My staff was asking me the other day: 
Well, you know, on November 1st, 
you’re not going to have a job. When 
was the last time you didn’t have a 
job? 

I thought about it and thought about 
it and thought about it. I thought, 
well, I had to be 8 or 9 years old be- 
cause I was throwing newspapers back 
then and working in my dad’s bar. As a 
matter of fact, I used to work from 5 
a.m. on Saturday morning until 2 p.m. 
for $2. Not $2 an hour. $2. 

I never thought about growing up as 
the easy way or the hard way. It was 
just the Cincinnati way. Our city takes 
its name from the great Roman general 
Cincinnatus, a farmer who answered 
the call of his nation to lead and then 
surrendered his power to go back to his 
plow. 

For me, it wasn’t a farm. It was a 
small business. And it wasn’t so much 
a calling as it was a mission—a mission 
to strive for a smaller, less costly, and 
more accountable Federal Government 
here in Washington. 

How did we do? Here are some facts. 
For the first time in nearly 20 years, 
we have made some real entitlement 
reforms, saving trillions of dollars over 
the long term. 

We have protected 99 percent of the 
American people from an increase in 
their taxes. We are on track to save 
taxpayers $2.1 trillion over the next 10 
years, the most significant spending re- 
ductions in modern times. We have 
banned earmarks altogether. Sorry. 

We have protected this institution. 
We have made it more open to the peo- 
ple. Every day in this capital city there 
are hundreds of kids from the toughest 
neighborhoods who are finally getting 
a chance at a decent education. 
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I am proud of these things, but the 
mission is not complete. And the truth 
is it may never be. One thing I came to 
realize over the years that I have been 
here is that this battle over the size 
and scope and cost of our government 
in Washington has been going on for 
more than 200 years, and the forces of 
the status quo go to an awful lot of 
trouble to prevent change from hap- 
pening. 

Real change takes time. Yes, freedom 
makes all things possible, but patience 
is what makes all things real. So be- 
lieve in the long, slow struggle. Believe 
in this country’s ability to meet her 
challenges and to lead the world. And, 
remember, you can’t do a big job alone, 
especially this one. 

So I am grateful to my family, Deb 
and my two girls. My two girls were 3 
and 1 when I first ran for office. Now 
they are a lot older. So they have been 
through a lot. You all know what your 
families go through. It is one thing for 
us to take the bricks and the boards 
and everything that gets thrown at us, 
but it is another thing for our families. 
Their skin isn’t as thick as ours. 

I am also grateful to all of my col- 
leagues: my fellow leaders, Mr. MCCAR- 
THY and Mr. SCALISE, Ms. MCMORRIS 
RODGERS; and many on my side of the 
aisle, our committee chairs, people I 
have worked with for a long time. 

But I am just as grateful to Ms. 
PELOSI, Mr. HOYER, Mr. CLYBURN, and 
Mr. BECERRA and others for all of the 
work that we have done together. Over 
these last 5 years, we have done an 
awful lot of work together. There was 
probably more work done across the 
aisle over the last 5 years than in the 
25 years that I have served in this in- 
stitution. 

Now, as much as I enjoy working 
with all of you, some of you still could 
learn to dress better. You know who 
you are. I saw one of the culprits, one 
of the usual suspects who shows up 
here once in a while without a tie. This 
morning he didn’t look dressed very 
well, but he did have a tie on. 

I am grateful to the people who work 
in this institution every day, whether 
it is the Reading Clerks or—you know, 
there are a lot of people, thousands of 
people, who allow us to do our jobs and 
to help make this institution what it 
is. Whether it is the people you see 
here today or the people in the CAO’s 
office or the Capitol Police or legisla- 
tive counsel, there really are thousands 
of people who really do allow us to do 
our job. 

I am grateful to my staff. Now, you 
all know I am a big believer in staff. 
None of us can be what we are without 
a good staff, and I certainly would 
never have gotten to this job without 
having built a great team. So I really 
am grateful to my staff. As they like to 
say to each other, once you are part of 
Boehnerland, you are always a part of 
Boehnerland, and that certainly goes 
for me as well. 
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I am especially grateful to all my 
constituents and the volunteers over 
the years. That includes a student at 
Miami University in Oxford, Ohio, in 
1990, who was putting up campaign 
signs for me. His name was PAUL RYAN. 
I don’t think he could pronounce my 
name back in 1990 when he was putting 
up yard signs for me. 

But, as Cincinnatus understood, 
there is a difference between being 
asked to do something and being called 
to do something. PAUL is being called. 
I know he will serve with grace and 
with energy, and I want to wish him 
and his family all the best. 
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My colleagues, I have described my 
life as a chase for the American Dream. 
That chase began at the bottom of the 
hill, just off the main drag in Reading, 
Ohio, right outside of Cincinnati. At 
the top of the hill was a small house 
with a big family, a shining city in its 
own right. 

The hill had twists. The hill had 
turns, and even a few tears. Nothing 
wrong with that. But let me tell you, it 
was just perfect. 

Never forget, we are the luckiest peo- 
ple on the Earth. In America, you can 
do anything that you are willing to 
work for, willing to work hard at, and 
anything can happen if you are willing 
to make the necessary sacrifices in 
life. 

If you falter—and you will—you can 
just pick yourself up, dust yourself off, 
and go do it again, because hope always 
springs eternal. And if you just do the 
right things for the right reasons, good 
things will happen. 

And this, too, can really happen to 
you. 

God bless you, and God bless our 
great country. 


EE 
ELECTION OF SPEAKER 


The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the 
Speaker’s announcement of October 29, 
2015, the Chair will receive nomina- 
tions for the Office of Speaker. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from Washington (Mrs. McMor- 
RIS RODGERS). 

Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. Mr. 
Speaker, today, in the people’s House, 
it gives me great honor to nominate 
the people’s Speaker. 

You don’t need to look any further 
than the architecture of Washington, 
D.C., to see what our Founders envi- 
sioned. It is not by mistake that the 
dome over the Congress is the very cen- 
ter of the Federal city. The White 
House and the Supreme Court are set 
about us, satellites to the supreme 
power of the people expressed in this 
legislative body. 

In the House, we are eager for a fresh 
start that will make us more effective 
to fulfill our obligation to reflect the 
will of the people and to reestablish the 
balance of power. 
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There is no better person to lead us 
in that calling than the man I am 
about to nominate. He was first elected 
to the House at the ripe old age of 28, 
and he has served here now for almost 
17 years. 

We all remember when he led the 
House Budget Committee: the vision- 
ary proposals, the lengthy debates. And 
who could forget those PowerPoints? 

He is now the chairman of the House 
Ways and Means Committee. But he is 
more than a chairman to us. He is 
more than a colleague. He is our friend. 
He is a leader. 

Through it all, he has never forgot- 
ten his roots. He lives on the same 
block he grew up on in Janesville, Wis- 
consin. There is no place he would 
rather be than at home with his fam- 
ily. 

He will continue to put the people of 
this country first. And I can say, in all 
candor, he did not seek this office. The 
office sought him. 

As chair of the House Republican 
Conference, I am directed by the vote 
of that Conference to present for elec- 
tion to the Office of Speaker of the 
House of Representatives for the 114th 
Congress the Representative from the 
State of Wisconsin, the man from 
Janesville, the Honorable PAUL D. 
RYAN. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair now recog- 
nizes the gentleman from California 
(Mr. BECERRA). 

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
my congratulations to my friend, the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN), 
on his nomination by his colleagues. 

At this time, as chairman of the 
Democratic Caucus of this House, I 
wish to place in nomination the name 
of a proven leader for the Office of 
Speaker of the House of Representa- 
tives: 

A leader who has accomplished, in 
this Chamber and for this country, 
what few can match; 

A leader who, as Speaker of this 
House, secured passage of landmark 
economic recovery package legislation 
in 2009 which transformed a diving 
economy, losing 800,000 jobs each 
month, to one which has now created 
more than 13 million jobs over the last 
67 consecutive months of job growth; 

A leader who, as Speaker, accom- 
plished what 70 years of Congresses 
could not, enactment of our lifesaving 
health security law, which has put 18 
million more Americans in control of 
their and their children’s health care; 

A leader who had the foresight, in 
2008, to fight for the biggest invest- 
ment in our troops since World War II, 
with the passage of the Post-9/1l1 GI 
Bill, and the largest investment in our 
veterans’ health care and benefits in 
the 77-year history of the VA; 

A leader who was not afraid to take 
on the challenge of fixing our broken 
immigration system and secured pas- 
sage of the DREAM Act in 2010. 


Mr. Speaker, leadership is about 
making the tough choices and getting 
things done. It means knowing how to 
build a majority, not just with the 
members of your own political party, 
but with the 435 elected Members of the 
House of Representatives so we can get 
things done. This leader understands 
that and knows how to get things done, 
even while serving in the minority in 
this House. 

That is why, less than 24 hours ago, 
this leader succeeded in breaking 
through the gridlock in this House and 
secured the votes needed to avert a 
senseless government shutdown and a 
perilous default on the payment of 
America’s bills. Thanks to this leader, 
16.5 million seniors will not suffer a 
$55-per-month increase in their Medi- 
care premiums and Congress will not 
cut the Social Security benefits of 11 
million disabled Americans by 20 per- 
cent. 

Mr. Speaker, that is leadership, and 
that is what Americans expect from 
those they elect. That is why it is my 
privilege, as chairman of the House 
Democratic Caucus and as directed by 
the colleagues of the Democratic Cau- 
cus, to nominate for election to the Of- 
fice of Speaker of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, from the 12th District of 
the great State of California, the Hon- 
orable NANCY PATRICIA D’ALESANDRO 
PELOSI. 

The SPEAKER. The names of the 
Honorable PAUL D. RYAN, a Represent- 
ative from the State of Wisconsin, and 
the Honorable NANCY PELOSI, a Rep- 
resentative from the State of Cali- 
fornia, have been placed in nomination. 

Are there further nominations? 

There being no further nominations, 
the Chair appoints the following tell- 
ers: 

The gentlewoman from Michigan 
(Mrs. MILLER); 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. BRADY); 

The gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. 
KAPTUR); and 

The gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN). 

The tellers will come forward and 
take their seats at the desk in front of 
the Speaker’s rostrum. 

The roll will now be called, and those 
responding to their names will indicate 
by surname the nominee of their choos- 
ing. 

The Reading Clerk will now call the 
roll. 

The tellers having taken their places, 
the House proceeded to vote for the 
Speaker. 

The following is the result of the 
vote: 

[Roll No. 581] 
RYAN (WI)—236 


Abraham Babin Bilirakis 
Aderholt Barletta Bishop (MI) 
Allen Barr Bishop (UT) 
Amash Barton Black 
Amodei Benishek Blackburn 
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Blum 
Boehner 
Bos 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 

Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 

Donovan 
Duffy 

Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 

Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 

Gibbs 

Gibson 
Goodlatte 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 

Hardy 

Harper 

Harris 
Hartzler 

Heck (NV) 


Adams 

Aguilar 

Ashford 

Bass 

Beatty 

Becerra 

Bera 

Beyer 

Bishop (GA) 

Blumenauer 

Bonamici 

Boyle, Brendan 
F. 

Brady (PA) 

Brown (FL) 

Brownley (CA) 

Bustos 

Butterfield 

Capps 


Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Katko 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 


PELOSI—184 


Capuano 
Cardenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Costa 
Courtney 
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Pittenger 
Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 

Rice (SC) 
Rigell 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Russell 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 


Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
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Engel Lewis Roybal-Allard 

Eshoo Lieu, Ted Ruiz 

Esty Lipinski Ruppersberger 

Farr Loebsack Rush 

Fattah Lofgren Ryan (OH) 

Foster Lowenthal Sanchez, Linda 

Frankel (FL) Lowey T. 

Fudge Lujan Grisham Sanchez, Loretta 

Gabbard (NM) Sarbanes 

Gallego Lujan, Ben Ray Schakowsky 

Garamendi (NM) Schiff 

Grayson Lynch Schrader 

Green, Al Maloney, Scott (VA) 

Green, Gene Carolyn Scott, David 

Grijalva Maloney, Sean Serrano 

Gutierrez Matsui Sewell (AL) 

Hahn McCollum Sherman 

Hastings McDermott Sires 

Heck (WA) McGovern 

Higgins McNerney Slaughter 

Hi Smith (WA) 
imes Meng Speier 

Hinojosa Moore 

Honda Moulton Swalwell (CA) 

Hoyer Murphy (FL) Takai 

Huffman Nadler Takano 

Israel Napolitano Thompson (CA) 

Jackson Lee Neal Thompson (MS) 

Jeffries Nolan Titus 

Johnson (GA) Norcross Tonko 

Johnson, E. B. O’Rourke Torres 

Kaptur Pallone Tsongas 

Keating Pascrell Van Hollen 

Kelly (IL) Payne Vargas 

Kennedy Pelosi Veasey 

Kildee Perlmutter Vela 

Kilmer Peters Velazquez 

Kind Peterson Visclosky 

Kirkpatrick Pingree Walz 

Kuster Pocan Wasserman 

Langevin Polis Schultz 

Larsen (WA) Price (NC) Waters, Maxine 

Larson (CT) Quigley Watson Coleman 

Lawrence Rangel Welch 

Lee Rice (NY) Wilson (FL) 

Levin Richmond Yarmuth 

WEBSTER (FL)—9 

Brat Gosar Posey 

Clawson (FL) Jones Weber (TX) 

Gohmert Massie Yoho 


COLIN POWELL—1 


Cooper 


COOPER—1 
Graham 


LEWIS—1 


Sinema 


ANSWERED “‘PRESENT’’—0 


Meeks 


NOT VOTING—3 


Ryan (WI) 
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Webster (FL) 


The SPEAKER. The tellers agree in 
their tallies that the total number of 
votes cast is 432, of which the Honor- 
able PAUL D. RYAN of the State of Wis- 
consin has received 236, the Honorable 
NANCY PELOSI of the State of California 
has received 184, the Honorable DANIEL 
WEBSTER of the State of Florida has re- 
ceived 9, the Honorable JIM COOPER of 
the State of Tennessee has received 1, 
the Honorable JOHN LEWIS of the State 
of Georgia has received 1, and the Hon- 
orable Colin Powell has received 1. 

Therefore, the Honorable PAUL D. 
RYAN of the State of Wisconsin, having 
received a majority of the votes cast, is 
duly elected Speaker of the House of 
Representatives. 

The Chair appoints the following 
committee to escort the Speaker-elect 
to the chair: 

The gentleman from California (Mr. 
McCARTHY) 


The gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. PELOSI) 

The gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 
SCALISE) 

The gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
HOYER) 

The gentlewoman from Washington 
(Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS) 

The gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. CLYBURN) 


The gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
WALDEN) 

The gentleman from California (Mr. 
BECERRA) 

The gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
MESSER) 

The gentleman from New York (Mr. 
CROWLEY) 

The gentlewoman from Kansas (Ms. 
JENKINS) 

The gentleman from New York (Mr. 
ISRAEL) 

The gentlewoman from North Caro- 
lina (Ms. Foxx) 

The gentleman from New Mexico (Mr. 


BEN Ray LUJAN) 

The gentlewoman 
(Mrs. WAGNER) 

The gentlewoman from Connecticut 
(Ms. DELAURO) 

The gentlewoman from California 
(Mrs. MIMI WALTERS) 

The gentlewoman from Maryland 
(Ms. EDWARDS) 

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. SES- 
SIONS) 

The gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
VAN HOLLEN) 

The gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. MCHENRY) 

And the Members of the Wisconsin 
delegation: 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER 

Mr. KIND 

Ms. MOORE 

Mr. DUFFY 

Mr. RIBBLE 

Mr. POCAN 

Mr. GROTHMAN 

The committee will retire from the 
Chamber to escort the Speaker-elect to 
the chair. 

The Sergeant at Arms announced the 
Speaker-elect of the House of Rep- 
resentatives of the 114th Congress, who 
was escorted to the chair by the Com- 
mittee of Escort. 


from Missouri 


1100 


Ms. PELOSI. My dear colleagues of 
the 114th Congress of the United 
States, today, as every day, we come to 
this floor strengthened and inspired by 
the support of our colleagues, the trust 
of our constituents, and the love of our 
families. 

My special thanks to my husband, 
Paul; our five children; our nine grand- 
children; and the entire Pelosi and 
D’Alesandro families for their support. 

My deep gratitude to the people of 
San Francisco for the continued honor 
they give me to represent them here. 

My heartfelt thanks to my Demo- 
cratic colleagues for extending me the 
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honor of being nominated to be Speak- 
er of the House. Thank you, my col- 
leagues. 

Today, we bid farewell to a Speaker 
who has served his constituents and 
this Congress with honor for 25 years, 
Speaker JOHN BOEHNER. 

In his story, we are reminded of the 
enduring, exceptional promise of Amer- 
ica—this hardworking son of an Ohio 
bartender and owner who grew up to be 
the Speaker of the House of Represent- 
atives. JOHN BOEHNER talked about the 
American Dream. JOHN BOEHNER, you 
are the personification of the American 
Dream. 

As you all know, Speaker BOEHNER 
was a formidable spokesman for the 
Republican agenda. My Republican col- 
leagues, I am sure you know—and I can 
attest—to the fact that he was always 
true and loyal to the members of his 
Conference in any negotiations we ever 
had. 

Although we had our differences and 
often, I always respected his dedication 
to this House and his commitment to 
his values. Thank you, JOHN, for your 
leadership and courage as Speaker. 

Your graciousness as Speaker ex- 
tended and was reflected in your staff 
under the leadership of Mike Sommers, 
whom we all respect. Thank you to 
JOHN BOEHNER’s staff. 

I know I speak for everyone here, 
Democrats and Republicans, when I 
thank you for making the visit of His 
Holiness Pope Francis such a beautiful 
and meaningful experience for all of us. 

Today, we extend our thanks and 
congratulations to Debbie; your daugh- 
ters, Lindsay and Tricia; and the entire 
Boehner family, now including grand- 
son, Allister. 

Let’s hear it for the family of JOHN 
BOEHNER. 

On behalf of House Democrats and 
personally, I wish you and your family 
all of God’s blessings in the glorious 
years ahead. 

Last month, we witnessed something 
truly special when Pope Francis made 
history addressing a joint session of 
Congress. Standing right here, Pope 
Francis called on us to seek hope, 
peace, and dialogue for all people and 
reminded us of our duty to find a way 
forward for everyone. ‘‘A good political 
leader,” His Holiness said, ‘‘is one who, 
with the interest of all in mind, seizes 
the moment in a spirit of openness and 
pragmatism.” 

Pope Francis echoed the principles of 
our Founders that placed at the heart 
of our democracy the saying, “E 
Pluribus Unum,” from many, one. The 
Founders could never have imagined 
how vast our country would become, 
how diverse and many we would be— 
ethnically, gender identities, beliefs, 
and priorities—but they knew we had 
to be one. 

Every day in this House and across 
the country we pledge allegiance to one 
nation under God, indivisible, with lib- 
erty and justice for all. 
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This is the beauty of America, that 
for all of our honest differences, per- 
spectives, and priorities aired and ar- 
gued so passionately on this floor, we 
are committed to being one nation. De- 
spite our differences—in fact, respect- 
ing them—I look forward to a clear de- 
bate in this marketplace of ideas, the 
people’s House of Representatives. 

So, my fellow colleagues, we have a 
responsibility to act upon our shared 
faith in the greatness of our country. 
We have a responsibility to be worthy 
of the sacrifices of our troops, our vet- 
erans, and our military families. We 
have a responsibility to make real the 
promise of the American Dream for all. 

There is important work before the 
Congress. We must do more to promote 
growth, decrease the deficit, create 
good-paying jobs, and increase the pay- 
checks of America’s working families. 

Today, in this House, a page is 
turned. A new chapter has begun. 
Today, the gavel passes to a proud son 
of Wisconsin, the first Speaker from 
Wisconsin. 

PAUL RYAN has had the full breadth 
of experience on Capitol Hill, from a 
young staffer to a Tortilla Coast wait- 
er—shall I say that again?—Tortilla 
Coast waiter—to a Congressman, to 
being a sincere and proud advocate for 
his point of view as chairman of the 
Budget Committee, as a respected lead- 
er and chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee, and in a minute, he 
will be the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives. 

Mr. Speaker, today, on behalf of 
House Democrats, I extend the hand of 
friendship to you. 

Congratulations to you, PAUL, and to 
Janna; your children, Liza, Charlie, 
and Sam; your mother, who is here— 
how proud she must be—and the entire 
Ryan family, whom we all know mean 
so much to you. 

Mr. Speaker, God bless you and your 
family. And God bless the United 
States of America. 

This is the people’s House. This is the 
people’s gavel. In the people’s name, it 
is my privilege to hand this gavel to 
the Speaker-elect of the House, Con- 
gressman and Honorable PAUL D. RYAN. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Thank you, 
Madam Leader. 

Before I begin, I would like to thank 
all of my family and friends who flew 
in from Wisconsin and from all over for 
being here today. 

In the gallery I have my mom, Betty; 
my sister, Janet; my brothers, Stan 
and Tobin; and more cousins than I can 
count on a few hands. 

Most importantly, I want to recog- 
nize my wife, Janna; and our children: 
Liza, Charlie, and Sam. 

I also want to thank Speaker BOEH- 
NER. For almost 5 years, he led this 
House. For nearly 25 years, he served 
it. Not many people can match his ac- 
complishments, the offices he held, the 
laws he passed. 
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But what really sets JOHN apart is he 
is a man of character, a true class act. 
He is, without question, the gentleman 
from Ohio. So please join me in saying 
one last time, “Thank you, Speaker 
BOEHNER.” 

Now I know how he felt. It is not 
until you hold this gavel, stand in this 
spot, look out and see all 435 Members 
of this House, as if all America is sit- 
ting right in front of you—it is not 
until then that you feel it, the weight 
of responsibility and the gravity of the 
moment. 

As I stand here, I can’t help but 
think of something Harry Truman once 
said. The day after Franklin Roosevelt 
died, Truman became President. He 
told a group of reporters, “If you ever 
pray, pray for me now.” 

When they told me yesterday what 
had happened, I felt like the Moon, the 
stars, and all the planets had fallen on 
me. We should all feel that way. A lot 
is on our shoulders. So if you ever pray, 
let’s pray for each other, Republicans 
for Democrats and Democrats for Re- 
publicans. 
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And I don’t mean pray for a conver- 
sion, all right? Pray for a deeper under- 
standing. Because when you are up 
here, you see it so clearly. Wherever 
you come from, whatever you believe, 
we are all in the same boat. 

I never thought I would be Speaker, 
but early in my life, I wanted to serve 
this House. I thought this place was ex- 
hilarating because here you can make 
a difference. If you had a good idea, if 
you worked hard, you could make it 
happen. You could improve people’s 
lives. To me, the House of Representa- 
tives represents what is the best of 
America: the boundless opportunity to 
do good. 

But let’s be frank. The House is bro- 
ken. We are not solving problems. We 
are adding to them. I am not interested 
in laying blame. We are not settling 
scores. We are wiping the slate clean. 

Neither the Members nor the people 
are satisfied with how things are going. 
We need to make some changes, start- 
ing with how the House does business. 
We need to let every Member con- 
tribute, not once they have earned 
their stripes, but now. 

I come at this job as a two-time com- 
mittee chair. The committees should 
retake the lead in drafting all major 
legislation. If you know the issue, you 
should write the bill. 

Let’s open up the process. Let people 
participate, and they might change 
their mind. A neglected minority will 
gum up the works. A respected minor- 
ity will work in good faith. Instead of 
trying to stop the majority, they 
might try to become the majority. In 
other words, we need to return to reg- 
ular order. 

Now, I know this sounds like process. 
It is actually a matter of principle. We 
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are the body closest to the people. 
Every 2 years, we face the voters and 
sometimes face the music. But we do 
not echo the people; we represent the 
people. We are supposed to study up 
and do the homework that they cannot 
do. So when we do not follow regular 
order, when we rush to pass bills that a 
lot of us don’t understand, we are not 
doing our job. Only a fully functioning 
House can truly represent the people; 
and if there were ever a time for us to 
step up, this would be that time. 

America does not feel strong any- 
more because the working people of 
America do not feel strong anymore. I 
am talking about the people who mind 
the store and grow the food and walk 
the beat and pay the taxes and raise 
the family. They do not sit in this 
House. They do not have fancy titles, 
but they are the people who make this 
country work, and this House should 
work for them. 

Here is the problem. They are work- 
ing hard. They are paying a lot. They 
are trying to do right by their families, 
and they are going nowhere fast. They 
never get a raise. They never get a 
break. The bills keep piling up and the 
taxes and the debt. They are working 
harder than ever before to get ahead, 
and yet they are falling further behind. 
They feel robbed. They feel cheated of 
their birthright. They are not asking 
for any favors. They just want a fair 
chance, and they are losing faith that 
they will ever get it. 

Then they look at Washington, and 
all they see is chaos. What a relief to 
them it would be if we finally got our 
acts together. What a weight off of 
their shoulders. How reassuring it 
would be if we actually fixed the Tax 
Code, put patients in charge of their 
health care, grew our economy, 
strengthened our military, lifted peo- 
ple out of poverty, and paid down our 
debt. At this point, nothing could be 
more inspiring than a job well done. 
Nothing could stir the heart more than 
real, concrete results. 

The cynics will scoff. They will say it 
is not possible. You better believe, we 
are going to try. We will not duck the 
tough issues; we will take them head- 
on. We are going to do all we can do so 
that working people get their strength 
back and people not working get their 
lives back. No more favors for the few. 
“Opportunity for all,” that is our 
motto. 

I often talk about a need for a vision. 
I am not sure I ever really said what I 
meant. We solve problems here, yes. We 
create a lot of them, too. But at bot- 
tom, we vindicate a way of life. We 
show by our work that free people can 
govern themselves. They can solve 
their own problems. They can make 
their own decisions. They can delib- 
erate, collaborate, and get the job 
done. 

We show that self-government is not 
only more efficient and more effective, 
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it is more fulfilling. In fact, we show it 
is that struggle, that hard work, that 
very achievement itself that makes us 
free. That is what we do here. 

We will not always agree, not all of 
us, not all of the time, but we should 
not hide our disagreements. We should 
embrace them. We have nothing to fear 
from honest differences honestly stat- 
ed. If you have ideas, let’s hear them. I 
believe that a greater clarity between 
us can lead to greater charity among 
us, and there is every reason to have 
hope. 

When the first Speaker took the 
gavel, he looked out at a room of 30 
people, representing a nation of 3 mil- 
lion. Today, as I look out at each and 
every one of you, we represent a nation 
of 300 million. 

So when I hear people say that Amer- 
ica doesn’t have it, we are done, we are 
spent, I don’t believe it. I believe with 
every fiber of my being that we can 
renew the American idea. Now our task 
is to make us all believe. 

My friends, you have done me a great 
honor. The people of this country, they 
have done all of us a great honor. Now 
let’s prove ourselves worthy of it. Let’s 
seize the moment. Let’s rise to the oc- 
casion. And when we are done, let us 
say that we left the people—all the 
people—more united, happy, and free. 

Thank you. 

I am now ready to take the oath of 
office. 

I ask the Dean of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, the Honorable JOHN CON- 
YERS, Jr., of Michigan, to administer 
the oath of office. 

Mr. CONYERS then administered the 
oath of office to Mr. PAUL D. RYAN of 
Wisconsin, as follows: 

Do you solemnly swear or affirm that you 
will support and defend the Constitution of 
the United States against all enemies, for- 
eign and domestic; that you will bear true 
faith and allegiance to the same; that you 
take this obligation freely, without any 
mental reservation or purpose of evasion; 
and that you will well and faithfully dis- 
charge the duties of the office on which you 
are about to enter, so help you God. 

(Applause, the Members rising.) 

Mr. CONYERS. Congratulations, Mr. 
Speaker. 


a 


AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO IN- 
FORM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
ELECTION OF THE SPEAKER 


Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a privileged resolution and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. REs. 503 

Resolved, That the Clerk be instructed to 
inform the President of the United States 
that the House of Representatives has elect- 
ed Paul D. Ryan, a Representative from the 
State of Wisconsin, Speaker of the House of 
Representatives. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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RESOLUTION TO INFORM THE SEN- 
ATE THE ELECTION OF THE 
SPEAKER 


Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a privileged resolution and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 504 

Resolved, That a message be sent to the 
Senate to inform that body that Paul D. 
Ryan, a Representative from the State of 
Wisconsin, has been elected Speaker of the 
House of Representatives. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EE 


RESIGNATIONS AS MEMBER OF 
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND 
MEANS AND JOINT COMMITTEE 
ON TAXATION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
THORNBERRY) laid before the House the 
following resignations as a member of 
the Committee on Ways and Means and 
the Joint Committee on Taxation: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, 
Washington, DC, October 29, 2015. 
Hon. KAREN HAAS, 
Clerk of the House of Representatives, U.S. Cap- 
itol, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MS. HAAS: As a result of my election 
today as Speaker, this letter is to inform 
you that I resign as Chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means and from further 
service on that Committee. I also resign as 
Chairman and a member of the Joint Com- 
mittee on Taxation. 

Sincerely, 
PAUL D. RYAN, 
Chairman. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the resignations are accept- 
ed. 

There was no objection. 


—— 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would take this occasion to note 
that the Speaker’s announced policies 
with respect to particular aspects of 
the legislative process placed in the 
RECORD on January 6, 2015, will con- 
tinue in effect for the remainder of the 
114th Congress. 


Se 
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair announces that the Speaker has 
delivered to the Clerk a letter dated 
October 29, 2015, listing Members in the 
order in which each shall act as Speak- 
er pro tempore under clause 8(b)(3) of 
rule I. 


October 29, 2015 
RECALL DESIGNEE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, October 29, 2015. 
Hon. KAREN L. HAAS, 
Clerk of the House of Representatives, The Cap- 
itol, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MADAM CLERK: I hereby designate 
Representative Kevin McCarthy of California 
to exercise any authority regarding assem- 
bly, reassembly, convening, or reconvening 
of the House pursuant to House Concurrent 
Resolution 1, clause 12 of rule I, and any con- 
current resolutions of the current Congress 
as may contemplate my designation of Mem- 
bers to exercise similar authority. 

In the event of the death or inability of 
that designee, the alternate Members of the 
House listed in the letter bearing this date 
that I have placed with the Clerk are des- 
ignated, in turn, for the same purposes. 

Sincerely, 
PAUL D. RYAN, 
Speaker. 


APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO 
ACT AS SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
TO SIGN ENROLLED BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS DURING 
THE 114TH CONGRESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, October 29, 2015. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable Jeff 
Denham, the Honorable Mac Thornberry, the 
Honorable Fred Upton, the Honorable Andy 
Harris, the Honorable Barbara Comstock, 
and the Honorable Luke Messer to act as 
Speaker pro tempore to sign enrolled bills 
and joint resolutions through the remainder 
of the One Hundred Fourteenth Congress. 

PAUL D. RYAN, 
Speaker. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the appointments are ap- 
proved. 


There was no objection. 


ADJOURNMENT FROM THURSDAY, 
OCTOBER 29, 2015, TO MONDAY, 
NOVEMBER 2, 2015 


Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet on Monday, November 2, 2015, 
when it shall convene at noon for 
morning-hour debate and 2 p.m. for leg- 
islative business. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 


There was no objection. 


October 29, 2015 


PUBLICATION OF BUDGETARY 
MATERIAL 


STATUS REPORT ON CURRENT SPENDING LEVELS 
OF ON-BUDGET SPENDING AND REVENUES FOR 
FY 2015, 2016, AND THE 10-YEAR PERIOD FY 2016 
THROUGH FY 2025 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET, 
Washington, DC, October 29, 2015. 
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: To facilitate applica- 
tion of sections 302 and 311 of the Congres- 
sional Budget Act, I am transmitting an up- 
dated status report on the current levels of 
on-budget spending and revenues for fiscal 
years 2015, 2016, and for the 10-year period of 
fiscal years 2016 through 2025. This status re- 
port is current through October 27, 2015. The 
term ‘‘current level” refers to the amounts 
of spending and revenues estimated for each 
fiscal year based on laws enacted or awaiting 
the President’s signature. 

Table 1 in the report compares the current 
levels of total budget authority, outlays, and 
revenues to the overall limits, as adjusted, 
that were filed in the Congressional Record 
on April 29, 2014 for fiscal year 2015, and to 
the limits contained in the conference report 
on S. Con. Res. 11, as agreed to on May 5, 
2015, for fiscal year 2016, and for the 10-year 
period of fiscal years 2016 through 2025. This 
comparison is needed to implement section 
38l1l(a) of the Congressional Budget Act, 
which creates a point of order against meas- 
ures that would breach the budget resolu- 
tion’s aggregate levels. The table does not 
show budget authority and outlays for years 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


after fiscal year 2016 because appropriations 
for those years have not yet been considered. 

Table 2 compares the current levels of 
budget authority and outlays for legislative 
action completed by each authorizing com- 
mittee with the ‘‘section 302(a)’’ allocations 
filed on April 29, 2014 for fiscal year 2015, and 
to the limits contained in the conference re- 
port on S. Con. Res. 11, as agreed to on May 
5, 2015, for fiscal year 2016 and for the 10-year 
period of fiscal years 2016 through 2025. For 
fiscal year 2015, ‘‘legislative action” refers to 
legislation enacted after the adoption of the 
levels set forth in the Congressional Record 
on April 29, 2014. For fiscal year 2016 and the 
10-year period of fiscal years 2016 through 
2025, ‘‘legislative action” refers to legisla- 
tion enacted after the adoption of the levels 
set forth in the conference agreement on S. 
Con. Res. 11. This comparison is needed to 
enforce section 302(f) of the Congressional 
Budget Act, which creates a point of order 
against measures that would breach the sec- 
tion 302(a) allocation of new budget author- 
ity for the committee that reported the 
measure. It is also needed to implement sec- 
tion 311(b), which exempts committees that 
comply with their allocations from the point 
of order under section 311(a). 

Tables 3 and 4 compare the current status 
of discretionary appropriations for fiscal 
years 2015 and 2016 with the ‘‘section 302(b)”’ 
suballocations of discretionary budget au- 
thority and outlays among Appropriations 
subcommittees. The comparison is needed to 
enforce section 302(f) of the Congressional 
Budget Act because the point of order under 
that section equally applies to measures that 
would breach the applicable section 302(b) 
suballocation. The tables also provide sup- 
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plementary information on spending in ex- 
cess of the base discretionary spending caps 
allowed under section 251(b) of the Budget 
Control Act. 

Table 5 compares the levels of changes to 
mandatory programs (CHIMPs) contained in 
appropriations acts with the permissible lim- 
its on CHIMPs as specified in sections 3103 
and 3104 of S. Con. Res. 11. The comparison is 
needed to enforce a point of order established 
in S. Con. Res. 11 against fiscal year 2016 ap- 
propriations measures containing CHIMPs 
that would breach the permissible limits for 
fiscal year 2016. 

Tables 6 and 7 display the current level of 
advance appropriations for fiscal years 2016 
and 2017, respectively, of accounts identified 
for advance appropriations under section 601 
of H. Con. Res. 25 (118th Congress), in force 
and effect pursuant to H. Res. 5 (114th Con- 
gress), and under section 3304 of S. Con. Res 
11. These tables are needed to enforce a point 
of order against appropriations bills con- 
taining advance appropriations that are: (i) 
not identified in the statement of managers 
or (ii) would cause the aggregate amount of 
such appropriations to exceed the level spec- 
ified in the budget resolution. 

In addition, letters from the Congressional 
Budget Office are attached that summarize 
and compare the budget impact of enacted 
legislation that occurred after adoption of 
the budget resolution against the budget res- 
olution aggregates in force. 

If you have any questions, please contact 
Jim Herz or Jim Bates at (202) 226-7270. 

Sincerely, 
TOM PRICE, M.D., 
Chairman. 


TABLE 1.—REPORT TO THE SPEAKER FROM THE COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET, STATUS OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2015, 2016, AND 2016-2025 CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET REFLECTING 


ACTION COMPLETED AS OF OCTOBER 27, 2015 


(On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars) 


Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Years 
2015! 20162 2016-2025 
Appropriate Level: 
Budget Aut 3,033,319 3,040,743 n.a. 
Outlays .. 3,027,686 3,092,541 n.a. 
Revenues 2,535,978 2,675,967 32,233,099 
Current Level: 
Budget 3,037,055 3,154,888 n.a. 
Outlays .. 3,047,157 3,167,136 n.a. 
Revenu 2,453,570 2,676,111 32,237,119 
Current Level 
Appropriate L 
Budget +3,736 +114,145 n.a. 
Outlays .. +19,471 +74,595 n.a. 
Revenues — 82,408 +144 +4,020 


n.a. = Not applicable because annual appropriations Acts for fiscal years 2017 through 2025 will not be considered until future sessions of Congress. 
1 Section 115(b) of the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2013 (BBA) required the Chairman of the Committee on the Budget in the House of Representatives to file aggregate budgetary levels for fiscal year 2015 for purposes of enforcing sec- 


tion 311 of 
justed, and makes changes to those levels for enacted legislation. 


he Congressional Budget Act of 1974. The spending and revenue aggregates for fiscal year 2015 were filed on April 29, 2014. The current level for this report begins with the budgetary levels filed on April 29, 2014, as ad- 


2The FY2016 Concurrent Resolution on the Budget was agreed to in S. Con. Res. 11 and the accompanying report, H. Rept. 114-96. The current level for this report is measured relative to the on-budget levels filed in H. Rept. 114-96. 


TABLE 2.—DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION, COMPARISON OF AUTHORIZING COMMITTEE LEGISLATIVE ACTION WITH 302(a) ALLOCATIONS FOR BUDGET CHANGES, REFLECTING ACTION 


COMPLETED AS OF OCTOBER 27, 2015 


(Fiscal Years, in millions of dollars) 


2015 2016 2016-2025 
House Committee 
BA Outlays BA Outlays BA Outlays 
Agriculture: 
302(a) Allocation 0 0 — 1,645 — 347 — 302,149 — 300,020 
Legislative Action +263 +238 0 0 +2 +2 
Difference +263 +238 — 1,645 +347 +302,151 +300,022 
Armed Services 
302(a) Allocation 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Legislative Action —121 —104 0 0 0 0 
Difference ...... —121 — 104 0 0 0 0 
Education and the Workforce 
302(a) Allocation .... 0 0 — 10,633 —5,017 — 249,574 — 229,658 
islati 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 +10,633 +5,017 +249,574 +229,658 
0 — 54,654 — 49,173 —1,379,704 — 1,369,488 
+6,935 +6,935 +5 +5 +56 +56 
+6,935 +6,935 +54,659 +49,178 +1,379,760 +1,369,544 
0 0 —7,334 —6,712 — 62,254 — 62,056 
+121 +121 0 0 0 0 
+121 +121 +7,334 +6,712 +62,254 +62,056 
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COMPLETED AS OF OCTOBER 27, 2015—Continued 


(Fiscal Years, in millions of dollars) 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


October 29, 2015 
TABLE 2.—DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION, COMPARISON OF AUTHORIZING COMMITTEE LEGISLATIVE ACTION WITH 302(a) ALLOCATIONS FOR BUDGET CHANGES, REFLECTING ACTION 


2015 2016 2016-2025 
House Committee 
BA Outlays BA Outlays BA Outlays 
Foreign Affairs: 
302(a) Al 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Legislative 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Difference ......... 0 0 0 0 0 0 
omeland Securi 
0 0 — 180 — 180 — 22,630 — 22,630 
0 0 0 0 — 3,160 — 3,160 
0 0 +180 +180 +19,470 +19,470 
0 0 =31 -2 —298 —53 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 +31 +2 +298 +53 
udiciary: 
302(a) Allocation 0 0 — 14,419 — 868 — 24,949 — 23,055 
islati 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 +14,419 +868 +24,949 +23,055 
0 0 — 569 —261 — 32,678 — 32,483 
+98 +94 0 0 0 0 
saat +98 +94 +569 +261 +32,678 +32,483 
Oversight and Government Reform: 
302(a) Allocation .. 0 0 — 9,188 — 9,026 — 193,961 — 193,896 
Legislative Action . 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Difference ......... 0 0 +9,188 +9,026 +193,961 +193,896 
Science, Space and Technology: 
302(a) Allocation .. 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Legislative Action . 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Difference ......... 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Small Business: 
302(a) Allocation .. 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Legislative Action . 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Difference ......... 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Transportation and Infrastructure: 
302(a) Allocation .. 0 0 — 12,114 0 — 197,706 0 
islati +8,068 +8,068 +130 0 +1,300 0 
+8,068 +8,068 +12,244 0 +199,006 0 
0 0 =31 =31 =1,925 — 1,925 
+1 +151 =2 +388 -1 +644 
+1 +151 +29 +419 +1,924 +2,569 
Ways 
0 =15 — 59,559 — 59,529 — 1,600,290 — 1,599,790 
+368 +332 +445 +175 —5,164 — 5,132 
+368 +347 +60,004 +59,704 +1,595,126 +1,594,658 
TABLE 3.—DISCRETIONARY APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015—COMPARISON OF CURRENT STATUS WITH APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 302(a) ALLOCATION AND 
APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE 302(b) SUB ALLOCATIONS AS OF SEPTEMBER 30, 2015 
(Figures in Millions) 
302(b) Allocations 302(b) for Current Status Current Status General Purpose GWOT 
H. Rept. 113-474 GWOT General Purpose ! GWOT less 302(b) less 302(b) 
BA oT BA oT BA OT BA OT BA OT BA OT 
Agriculture, Rural Development, FDA 20,880 21,716 0 0 20,666 21,603 0 0 —214 —113 0 0 
Commerce, Justice, Science 51,200 61,518 0 0 50,103 61,099 0 0 — 1,097 —419 0 0 
Defense .......esesesssssssssses 490,944 522,774 79,445 36,839 490,194 520,271 64,000 30,476 —750 — 2,503 — 15,445 — 6,363 
Energy and Water Development . 34,010 37,831 0 0 34,202 38,061 0 0 +192 +230 0 0 
Financial Services and General Government .. 21,285 22,750 0 0 21,820 23,158 0 0 +535 +408 0 0 
Homeland Security .... 45,658 44,712 0 0 46,108 45,339 213 170 +450 +627 +213 +170 
Interior, Environment 30,220 30,191 0 0 30,416 32,308 0 0 +196 +2,117 0 0 
Labor, Health and Human Services, Education . 155,702 59,922 0 0 158,247 169,426 0 0 +2,545 +9,504 0 0 
Legislative Branch eee 4,258 4,219 0 0 4,300 4,235 0 0 +42 +16 0 0 
Military Construction and Veterans Affairs 71,499 76,100 0 0 71,808 76,427 221 0 +309 +327 +221 0 
State, Foreign Operations uu... 42,381 42,319 5,912 3,142 40,007 44,149 9,258 2,233 —2,374 +1,830 +3,346 —909 
Transportation, Housing & Urban Development . 52,029 18,732 0 0 53,770 119,039 0 0 +1,741 +307 0 0 
Full Committee Allowance . n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 
AE i E AEN SEE E A NEN 1,020,066 1,142,784 85,357 39,981 1,021,641 1,155,115 73,692 32,879 +1,575 +12,331 — 11,665 —7,102 
Comparison of Total Appropriations and General Purpose GWOT 
302(a) allocation BA oT BA oT 
302(a) Allocation .. 1,021,641 1,144,101 85,357 39,981 
Total Appropriations .. 1,021,641 1,155,115 73,692 32,879 
Total Appropriations vs. 302(a) Allocation ...... 0 +11,014 — 11,665 —7,102 
Memorandum Amounts Emergency Disaster Program 
Assumed in 302(b) Requirements Funding Integrity 
Spending in Excess of Base Budget Control Act Caps for 
Sec. 251(b) Designated Categories BA oT BA oT BA oT BA oT 
Agriculture, Rural Development, FDA 0 0 25 7 91 40 0 0 
Commerce, Justice, Science 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Defense: sanrisaccciniiis 0 0 112 119 0 0 0 0 
Energy and Water Develo 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Financial Services and G 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Homeland Security .... 6,438 322 0 0 6,438 322 0 0 
Interior, Environment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Labor, Health and Human Services, Education . 0 0 2,742 933 0 0 1,484 1,277 
Legislative Branch o......eeeseecseecsseeseeeeeee 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Military Construction and Veterans Affairs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
State, Foreign Operations «uu... 0 0 2,526 468 0 0 0 0 
Transportation, Housing & Urban Development . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total E EEEE E E ES 6,438 322 5,405 1,527 6,529 362 1,484 1,277 


1 Spending designate 


as emergency is not included in the current status of appropriations shown in this table. 


October 29, 2015 


TABLE 4.—DISCRETIONARY APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016—COMPARISON OF CURRENT STATUS WITH APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 302(a) ALLOCATION AND 
APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE 302(b) SUB ALLOCATIONS AS OF OCTOBER 27, 2015 


(Figures in Millions) ! 
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302(b) Allocations 302(b) for Current Status Current Status General Purpose GWOT 
H. Rept. 114-198 GWOT General Purpose ! GWOT less 302(b) less 302(b) 
BA OT BA OT BA OT BA OT BA OT BA OT 
Agriculture, Rural Development, FDA 20,650 22,064 0 0 20,650 21,762 0 0 0 — 302 0 0 
Commerce, Justice, Science 51,374 62,026 0 0 51,374 62,026 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Defense anoint 490,226 515,775 88,421 45,029 490,226 515,775 88,421 45,029 0 0 0 0 
Energy and Water Development . 35,402 36,195 0 0 35,402 36,195 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Financial Services and General Government .. 20,250 22,092 0 0 20,250 21,957 0 0 0 — 135 0 0 
Homeland Security .... 39,333 49,169 0 0 46,046 44,897 0 0 +6,713 —4,272 0 0 
Interior, Environment 30,170 31,891 0 0 30,170 31,891 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Labor, Health and Human Services, Education . 154,536 70,377 0 0 154,536 167,196 0 0 0 — 3,181 0 0 
Legislative Branch... 4,300 4,243 0 0 3,337 3,510 0 0 — 963 — 733 0 0 
Military Construction and Veterans Affai 76,056 78,242 532 2 76,056 78,242 532 2 0 0 0 0 
State, Foreign Operations ou... 40,500 47,055 7,334 3,767 40,500 46,960 7,334 1,519 0 =95 0 — 2,248 
Transportation, Housing & Urban Development . 55,269 18,792 0 0 55,269 118,792 0 0 0 0 0 
Full Committee Allowance n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 
TET a E A NE 1,018,066 1,157,921 96,287 48,798 1,023,816 1,149,203 96,287 46,550 +5,750 — 8,718 0 — 2,248 
Comparison of Total Appropriations and General Purpose GWOT 
302(a) allocation BA oT BA oT 
302(a) Allocation .. 1,018,066 1,157,921 96,287 48,798 
Total Appropriations .. 1,023,816 1,149,203 96,287 46,550 
Total Appropriations vs. 302(a) Allocation ...... +5,750 —8718 0 — 2,248 
Memorandum Amounts Emergency Disaster Program 
Assumed in 302(b) Requirements Funding Integrity 
Spending in Excess of Base Budget Control Act Caps for 
Sec. 251(b) Designated Categories BA OT BA OT BA OT BA oT 
Agriculture, Rural Development, FDA . 0 0 -2 0 0 0 0 0 
Commerce, Justice, Science 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Defensa cick issii Pe 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Energy and Water Development . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Financial Services and General Government . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Homeland Security ..... 0 0 0 0 6,713 336 0 0 
Interior, Environment . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Labor, Health and Hum 1,484 1,277 0 0 0 0 1,484 1,277 
Legislative Branch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Military Construction and Veterans 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
State, Foreign Operations ..........cceceesee 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Transportation, Housing & Urban Development 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lln E C I ET NETSE PEANT 1,484 1,277 =2 0 6,713 336 1,484 1,277 
1 Spending designated as emergency is not included in the current status of appropriations shown in this table. 
TABLE 5.—CURRENT LEVEL OF FY 2016 CHIMPS SUBJECT TO S. CON. RES. 11, SECTION 3103 LIMITS (IN MILLIONS) AS OF OCTOBER 27, 2015 
Appropriations Bill Fates 
Agriculture, Rural Development, FDA . 0 
Commerce, Justice, Science 0 
Defense EE 0 
Energy and Water Development 0 
Financial Services and General Government . 0 
Homeland Security . 0 
Interior, Environment . 0 
Labor, Health and Human Services, Education . 0 
Legislative Branch ou... 0 
Military Construction and Veterans Affairs 0 
State, Foreign Operations ou... 0 
Transportation, Housing & Urban Develop 0 
Total CHIMP’s Subject to Limit 0 
S. Con. Res. 11, Section 3103 Limit for FY 2016 . 9,100 
Total CHIMP’s vs. Limit .. — 19,100 
CURRENT LEVEL OF FY 2016 CRIME VICTIMS FUND CHIMP SUBJECT TO S. CON. RES. 11, SECTION 3104 LIMIT (IN MILLIONS) AS OF OCTOBER 27, 2015 
Budge 
Authority 
Crime Victims Fund CHIMP .... 0 
S. Con. Res. 11, Section 3104 0,800 
Total CHIMP’s vs. Limit — 10,800 
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TABLE 6.—2016 ADVANCE APPROPRIATIONS PURSUANT TO SECTION 115(c) OF THE BIPARTISAN BUDGET ACT OF 2013 AS OF OCTOBER 27, 2015 


(Budget Authority, millions) 


Section 601(d)(1) Limits 2016 
AD PTOP Mba GE B n: I IOE A A AE A EE AE EN E N IAE A A A AAE AE EAA E EE IPE EA A SEAE PERAE PEA A AEAT E A EAA A N IAE A ANAE A AANE EN EE AE A AE AA A E A 58,662 
Enacted Advances: 
Accounts Identified for Advances: 
Department of Veterans Affairs: 
Medical Services: E EEE PEE PEA E EPEE ENA gas etevgessaselsuassadestsSaahaciaaelgcdstaassanalatencussnalescachsuetaatachacdtastesazsicsduatelundhaacaatsdsath ldstea¥eebadsbaat eaazatevaescatsssadaadeckatesasstilenadedsstattacdsstdsasecssuatbaansdedteubeasanitiais Aecstashaabacl 47,603 
Medical Support and Compliance 6,144 
Medical Facilities 4,915 
KEHEE RE E E EAEE ETI Y e A A A A A AE O AEN BAEAN AEEA E E IA E IA ANE E AA A EENE E EA edhe ANE ETT A A AEE NAE EIA N E EA A A E ENEA E EA EA 58,662 
Enacted Advances Ya: ‘Section GOLIE LIE csecisctssvsciassezsiacssshsvectassncotaoaichadessetleedodissedéatageisisesgtaatocensitei€adnatecsotsoncdssaselateadetat'shedinduttddeadscusdgacstdastus$asbaccasslteedsaibeianatetdaan0ascuitsltaositatesedza dbeautsdisancddbsipdistabaanibeadabieastsitiaaamdbeNeatiee 0 
Section 601(d)(2) Limits 2016 
Appropriate: Lovebite AEN A AEEA 28,781 
Enacted Advances: 
Accounts Identified 
Postal Service 41 
Employment and Training Administration . 1,772 
Education for the Disadvantaged 10,841 
School Improvement Programs . 1,681 
Special Education ................. 9,283 
Career, Technical and Adult Education 791 
enant-based Rental Assistance .. 4,000 
Project-based Rental Assistance .. 400 
Subtotal, enacted advances ! 28,809 
Enacted Advances vs. Section 601(d)(2) Limit . +28 
Previously Enacted Advance Appropriations 2016 
Corporation for Public Broadcasting 2 445 
Total, enacted advances? ........ 87,916 
1 Line items may not add to total due to rounding. 
2Funds were appropriated in the Consolidated Appropriations Act 2014 P.L. 113-76. 
TABLE 7.—2017 ADVANCE APPROPRIATIONS AS AUTHORIZED BY S. CON. RES. 11 AS OF OCTOBER 27, 2015 
(Budget Authority, millions) 
Section 3304(c)(2) Limits 2017 
Appropriate: Level PEENE E VERO SE ATIE AT A A OT IESER ANE AARTE ETEA AAE SS AOE ede nbd edo bse chan cb datas ad acne abe nasal a aden Sci TAER OE E E IE 63,271 
Enacted Advances: 
Accounts Identified for Advances: 
Department of Veterans Affairs: 
Medical Services 0 
Medical Support and Compliance 0 
Medical Facilities 0 
Subtotal, enacted advances ! 0 
Enacted Advances vs. Section 601(d)(1) Limit . — 63,271 
Section 3304(c)(1) Limits 2017 
Appropriate: Level BDE E EE EN A I OS ETETE ATT EE A EAE EAA ANO I OE A EIET PEE ERAI ETAETA ETN 28,852 
Enacted Advances: 
Accounts Identified for Advances: 
Employment and Training Administration . 0 
Education for the Disadvantaged 0 
School Improvement Programs . 0 
Special Education ............--.. 0 
Career, Technical and Adult Education 0 
enant-based Rental Assistance .. 0 
Project-based Rental Assistance .. 0 
Subtotal, enacted advances 1 0 
Enacted Advances vs. Section 601(d)(2) Limit . — 28,852 
Previously Enacted Advance Appropriations 2017 
Corporation for Public Broadcasting 2 445,000,000 
otal, enacted advances? ........ 445,000,000 


1 Line items may not add to total due to rounding. 
2Funds were appropriated in Public Law 113-235. 


U.S. CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 
Washington, DC, October 29, 2015. 
Hon. ToM PRICE, M.D., 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, House of 
Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The enclosed report 
shows the effects of Congressional action on 
the fiscal year 2016 budget and is current 
through October 27, 2015. This report is sub- 
mitted under section 308(b) and in aid of sec- 
tion 311 of the Congressional Budget Act, as 
amended. 

The estimates of budget authority, out- 
lays, and revenues are consistent with the 
technical and economic assumptions of S. 


Con. Res. 11, the Concurrent Resolution on 
the Budget for Fiscal Year 2016. 

Since our last letter dated May 21, 2015, the 
Congress has cleared and the President has 
signed the following acts that affect budget 
authority, outlays, or revenues for fiscal 
year 2016: 

An act to extend the authorization to 
carry out the replacement of the existing 
medical center of the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs in Denver, Colorado, to author- 
ize transfers of amounts to carry out the re- 
placement of such medical center, and for 
other purposes (Public Law 114-25); 

Defending Public Safety Employees’ Re- 
tirement Act and the Bipartisan Congres- 


sional Trade Priorities and Accountability 
Act of 2015 (Public Law 114-26); 


Trade Preferences Extension Act of 2015 
(Public Law 114-27); 

Steve Gleason Act of 2015 (Public Law 114- 
40); 


Surface Transportation and Veterans 
Health Care Choice Improvement Act of 2015 
(Public Law 11441); 


Continuing Appropriations Act, 2016 (Pub- 
lic Law 114-53); 


Airport and Airway Extension Act of 2015 
(Public Law 114-55); 


October 29, 2015 


Department of Veterans Affairs Expiring 
Authorities Act of 2015 (Public Law 114-58); 
and 
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Protecting Affordable Coverage for Em- 
ployees Act (Public Law 114-60). 
Sincerely, 
KEITH HALL, 
Director. 
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Enclosure. 


FISCAL YEAR 2016 HOUSE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT THROUGH OCTOBER 27, 2015 


(In millions of dollars) 


Budget Authority Outlays Revenues 
Previously Enacted: 2 

Revenues n.a. n.a. 2,676,733 

Permanents and other spending legislation . 1,972,212 1,905,523 n.a. 

Appropriation legislation 0 500,825 n.a. 

Offsetting receipts — 784,820 — 784,879 n.a. 

otal, Previously enacted 1,187,392 1,621,469 2,676,733 
Enacted Legislation: > 
An act to extend the authorization to carry out the replacement of the existing medical center of the Department of Veterans Affairs in Denver, Colo- 
rado, to authorize transfers of amounts to carry out the replacement of such medical center, and for other purposes (P.L. 114-25) e 0 20 0 

Defending Public Safety Employees’ Retirement Act and the Bipartisan Congressional Trade Priorities and Accountability Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-26) . 0 0 5 

Trade Preferences Extension Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-27) 445 175 —766 

Steve Gleason Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-40) ww. 5 5 0 

Surface Transportation and Veterans Health Care Choice Improvement Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-41)> . 0 0 99 

Airport and Airway Extension Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-55) ae 130 0 0 

Department of Veterans Affairs Expiring Authorities Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-58) .. —2 368 0 

Protecting Affordable Coverage for Employees Act (P.L. 114-60) 0 0 40 

Otal: Enacted: Legislation: ssssedssvsacaasiessscsleestsascasss¢dastesdscyateatasescotestecbaccasetesdsdaiscdaasbeteresSecoutesdassbdstentsdeatelistcadadhsaschadbosaisbuacacSadateseadssbitteaddéstesfadzansses¥ecceisissanes 578 568 — 622 
Continuing Resolution: 

Continuing -Appropriations:Act=-2016S(PJE 11463) inina ATEA alent AA ENE A K dane gta on Aa a pain dees 1,008,053 602,405 0 
Entitlements and Mandatories: 

Budget resolution estimates of appropriated entitlements and other mandatory programs . 958,865 942,694 0 
Total Current Levele .. 3,154,888 3,167,136 2,676,111 
Total House Resolution 4 3,040,743 3,092,541 2,675,967 
Current Level Over House Resolution 114,145 74,595 144 
Current Level Under House Resolution n.a. n.a. n.a. 
Memorandum: 

Revenues, 2016-2025: 

House Current Level ... n.a. n.a. 32,237,119 

House Resolution e ..... n.a. n.a. 32,233,099 

Current Level Over House Resolution n.a. n.a. 4,020 

Current Level Under House Resolution .. n.a. n.a. n.a. 


Source: Congressional Budget Office. 
Notes: n.a. = not applicable; P.L. = Public Law. 
a Includes tl 


e following acts that affect budget authority, outlays, or revenues, and were cleared by the Congress during this session, but before the adoption of S. Con. Res. 11, the Concurrent Resolution on the Budget for Fiscal Year 


2016: the Terrorism Risk Insurance Program Reauthorization Act of 2014 (P.L. 114-1); the Department of Homeland Security Appropriations Act, 2015 (P.L. 114-4) and the Medicare Access and CHIP Reauthorization Act of 2015 (P.L. 114- 


10). 
b Pursuan 


o section 314(d) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, amounts designated as an emergency requirement pursuant to 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 shall not count for 


purposes of Title IIl and Title IV of the Congressional Budget Act. The amounts so designated for 2016, which are not included in the current level totals, are as follows: 


Surface Transportation and Veterans Heal 
Continuing Appro] 


riations Resolution, 2016 


Total, amounts designated as emergency requirements 


c For purposes of enforcing section 311 
sult, current level does not include these items. 
4 Periodically, the House Committee on 


Original House Resolution: «0.0.0... 
Revisions: 
Adjustment for Program Integrity Spending 


Adjustment for Senate Amendment to H.R. 1295, the Trade Preferences Extension Act, 2015 ... 


Revised House 
e Periodically, 


he House Committee on 


U.S. CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 
Washington, DC, October 29, 2015. 
Hon. TOM PRICE, M.D., 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, House of 
Representatives, Washington, DC. 


DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The enclosed report 
shows the effects of Congressional action on 


h Care Choice Improvement Act of 2015 ... 


he Budget revises the totals in S. Con. Res. 11, pursuant to various provisions of the resolution: 


Budget Authority Outlays Revenues 
0 917 0 
700 715 0 
700 1,692 0 


of the Congressional Budget Act in the House, the resolution, as approved by the House of Representatives, does not include budget authority, outlays, or revenues for off-budget amounts. As a re- 


he Budget revises the 2015-2024 revenue totals in S. Con. Res. 11, pursuant to various provisions of the resolution. 


The estimates of budget authority, out- 
lays, and revenues are consistent with the 
allocations, aggregates, and other budgetary 
levels printed in the Congressional Record on 
April 29, 2014, pursuant to section 115 of the 
Bipartisan Budget Act (Public Law 113-67). 

Since our last letter dated May 21, 2015, the 
Congress has cleared and the President has 
signed the following acts that affect budget 


Budget Authority Outlays Revenues 
3,039,215 3,091,442 2,676,733 
1,083 924 0 
445 175 —766 
3,040,743 3,092,541 2,675,967 


medical center of the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs in Denver, Colorado, to author- 
ize transfers of amounts to carry out the re- 
placement of such medical center, and for 
other purposes (Public Law 114-25); 


Trade Preferences Extension Act of 2015 
(Public Law 114-27): and 

Surface Transportation and Veterans 
Health Care Choice Improvement Act of 2015 


the fiscal year 2015 budget and is current authority, outlays, or revenues for fiscal ; 
through September 30, 2015. This report is year 2015: (Public Law 114-41). 
submitted under section 308(b) and in aid of Construction Authorization and Choice Im- Sincerely, a ry 
section 311 of the Congressional Budget Act, Provement Act (Public Law 114-19); : BITH Dr t 
as ameéndéd An act to extend the authorization to irector. 
5 carry out the replacement of the existing Enclosure. 
FISCAL YEAR 2015 HOUSE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT THROUGH SEPTEMBER 30, 2015 
(In millions of dollars) 
Budget Authority Outlays Revenues 

Previously Enacted: 

Revenues n.a. n.a. 2,533,388 

Permanents and other spending legislation . 1,882,631 1,805,294 n.a. 

Appropriation legislation 0 508,261 n.a. 

Offsetting receipts — 735,195 — 734,481 n.a. 
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FISCAL YEAR 2015 HOUSE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT THROUGH SEPTEMBER 30, 2015—Continued 


(In millions of dollars) 


Budget Authority Outlays Revenues 
Total, Previously’ endotel scsi:cccossscssssssscetecsscesecanecessenaiascvascatssessstaiSschaceasstensezbasieuacecsutesascaatsssaiguaaassdicbacebasieiSacheasezeanssieiedsnedeccaussssansSiasiddscadatsaabeaisns¥essoaeheidnas 1,147,436 1,579,074 2,533,388 
Enacted Legislation: > 

Lake Hill Administrative Site Affordable Housing Act (P.L. 113— 0 —2 0 

Highway and Transportation Funding Act of 2014 (P.L. 113—159) 0 -15 2,590 

Emergency Afghan Allies Extension Act of 2014 (P.L. 113-160) . 5 5 6 

Continuing Appropriations Resolution, 2015 (P.L. 113—164) € .. —4,705 — 180 0 

Preventing Sex Trafficking and Strengthening Families Act (P.L. 113-183) . 10 0 

IMPACT Act of 2014 (P.L. 113-185) wees ats we 22 22 0 

Consolidated and Further Continuing Appropriations Act, 2015 (P.L. 1,878,696 1,424,582 —178 

An act to amend certain provisions of the FAA Modernization and Reform Act of 0 0 —28 

Naval Vessel Transfer Act of 2013 (P.L. 113-276) ..oe.eeccecsecsseecesees dias —20 —20 0 

Carl Levin and Howard P. “Buck” McKeon National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2015 (P.L. 113-291) . ` —15 0 0 

An act to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend certain expiring provisions and make technical corrections, to amend the Internal Rev- 

enue Code of 1986 to provide for the treatment of ABLE accounts established under State programs for the care of family members with disabil- 
ities, and for other purposes (P.L. 113-295) .... 5 160 160 — 81,177 

Terrorism Risk Insurance Program Reauthorization Act of 2015 (P.L. 121 121 1 

Department of Homeland Security Appropriations Act, 2015 (P.L. 114-4) 47,763 27,534 0 

Medicare Access and CHIP Reauthorization Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-10) 7,354 7,329 0 

Construction Authorization and Choice Improvement Act (P.L. 114-19) 0 20 0 

An act to extend the authorization to carry out the replacement of t 

rado, to authorize transfers of amounts to carry out the replaceme 0 130 0 

Trade Preferences Extension Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-27) 38 7 — 1,051 

Surface Transportation and Veterans Health Care Choice Improvemen: 8,068 8,068 19 

OLal MEM aGted Levis ation: ANAE NE PEIA EE E AAE AA WA AERE O AA AAA A E AOON T AENEA OE E E N flecteteel dace 1,937,487 1,467,771 — 79,818 
Entitlements and Mandatories: 

Budget resolution estimates of appropriated entitlements and other mandatory programs . — 47,868 312 0 
Total Current Levele .. 3,037,055 3,047,157 2,453,570 
Total House Resolution £ 3,033,319 3,027,686 2,535,978 
Current Level Over House Resolution 3,736 19,471 n.a. 
Current Level Under House Resolution n.a. n.a. 82,408 
Memorandum: 

Revenues, 2015-2024: 

House Current Level .. n.a. n.a. 31,167,723 

House Resolution s n.a. n.a. 31,206,399 

Current Level Over House Resolution n.a. n.a. n.a. 

Current Level Under House Resolution .. n.a. n.a. 38,676 


Source: Congressional Budget Office. 

Notes: n.a. = not applicable; P.L. = Public Law. 

a Includes the following acts that affect budget authority, ou 
allocations and aggregates pursuant 


ler Kids First Research Act (P.L. 113-94), and the Cooperative and Small Employer Charity Pension Flexibility Act (P.L. 113-97). 


o section 314( 
e Ill and Title 


) of t 
V of 


b Pursuan e Congressional Budget Act of 


purposes of 


ays, or revenues, and were cleared by the Congress during the 2nd session of the 113th Congress but before publication in the Congressional Record of the statement of the 
to section 115 of the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2013 (P.L. 113-67): the Agricultural Act of 2014 (P.L. 113-79), the Homeowner Flood Insurance Affordability Act of 2014 (P.L. 113-89), the Gabriella Mil- 


974, amounts designated as an emergency requirement pursuant to 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 shall not count for 
he Congressional Budget Act. The amounts so designated for 2015, which are not included in the current level totals, are as follows: 


Budget Authority Outlays Revenues 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Resolution, 2014 (P.L. 113-145) 0 75 0 
Veterans’ Access to Care through Choice, Accountability, and Transparency Act of 2014 (P.L. —1,331 6,619 —42 
Consolidated and Further Continuing Appropriations Act, 2015 wu... 5,405 1,452 0 
Surface Transportation and Veterans Health Care Choice Improvemen: 0 1,147 0 
Total, amounts designated as emergency requirements adnaniirna aaan dicanai iau ananin ga masaa ada aaan iaaea naa iniaiaiai 4,074 9,293 —42 
c Sections 136 and 137 of the Continuing Appropriations Resolution, 2015 provide $88 million to respond to the Ebola virus, which is available until September 30, 2015. Section 139 rescinds funds from the Children’s Health Insurance 


Program. Section 147 extended the authorization for the Export-Impo 
4Section 2002 of the Surface Transportation and Veterans Care C 


Bank of the United States through June 30, 2015. 
oice Improvement Act of 2015 transferred $8,068 million from the general fund to the Highway Trust Fund. Pursuant to section 3302 of S. Con. Res. 11, the Concurrent 


Resolution on the Budget for Fiscal Year 2016, general fund transfers to the Highway Trust Fund are considered to be new budget authority and outlays for budget enforcement purposes in the House of Representatives. 
e For purposes of enforcing section 311 of the Congressional Budget Act in the House, the resolution, as approved by the House of Representatives, does not include budget authority, outlays, or revenues for off-budget amounts. As a re- 


sult, current level does not include these items. 


f Periodically, 


Original House Resolution 
Revisions: 
Adjustment for Disaster Designated Spending 


Pursuant to section 115(e) of the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2013 ... 
Adjustment for the Highway and Transportation Funding Act of 2014 


Adjustment for Program Integrity Spending .. 
Adjustment for the Department of Homeland 


Revised House Resolution .. 


e Periodically, 


he House Committee on the Budget revises the budgetary levels printed in the Congressional Record on April, 29, 2014, pursuant to section 115 of the Bipartisan Budget Act (Public Law 113-67): 


Budget Authority Outlays Revenues 
3,025,306 3,025,032 2,533,388 
6,438 322 0 
0 1,030 0 
0 —15 2,590 
1,484 1,277 0 
91 40 0 
3,033,319 3,027,686 2,535,978 


he House Committee on the Budget revises the 2015-2024 revenue totals printed in the Congressional Record on April, 29, 2014 pursuant to section 115 of the Bipartisan Budget Act (Public Law 113-67). 


mpi {ó 


BILL PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 


Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House, 
reported that on October 28, 2015, she 
presented to the President of the 
United States, for his approval, the fol- 
lowing bill: 


H.R. 313. To amend title 5, United States 
Code, to provide leave to any new Federal 
employee who is a veteran with a service- 
connected disability rated at 30 percent or 
more for purposes of undergoing medical 
treatment for such disability, and for other 
purposes. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 31 minutes 
a.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, Novem- 
ber 2, 2015, at noon for morning-hour 
debate. 


ee 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


3328. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Methoxyfenozide; Pesticide 
Tolerances [EHPA-HQ-OPP-2014-0591; FRL- 
9934-14] received October 27, 2015, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 


3329. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Revisions to Air Plan; Ari- 
zona; Stationary Sources; New Source Re- 
view [EPA-R09-OAR-2015-0187; FRL-9930-43- 
Region 9] received October 27, 2015, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
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104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

3330. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Teflubenzuron; Pesticide 
Tolerances [EHPA-HQ-OPP-2014-0600; FRL- 
9933-25] received October 27, 2015, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

3331. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator for Regulatory Programs, 
NMFS, Office of Protected Resources, Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Taking and Importing Marine Mam- 
mals; Taking Marine Mammals Incidental to 
Southwest Fisheries Science Center Fish- 
eries Research [Docket No.: 120416011-5836-02] 
(RIN: 0648-BB87) received October 26, 2015, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by 
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources. 


r 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 3763. A bill to 
authorize funds for Federal-aid highways, 
highway safety programs, and transit pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment (Rept. 114-318). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 


-m 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. MESSER.: 

H.R. 3857. A bill to require the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System 
and the Financial Stability Oversight Coun- 
cil to carry out certain requirements under 
the Financial Stability Act of 2010 before 
making any new determination under sec- 
tion 113 of such Act, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. CHABOT (for himself, Mr. 
GOODLATTE, and Mr. SMITH of Texas): 

H.R. 3858. A bill to reauthorize the Sep- 
tember 11th Victim Compensation Fund and 
to create a fund to compensate U.S. victims 
of state sponsored terrorism who hold final 
judgments from Article III courts and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. PERRY (for himself and Mr. 
McCAUL): 

H.R. 3859. A bill to make technical correc- 
tions to the Homeland Security Act of 2002; 
to the Committee on Homeland Security. 

By Mr. WALBERG (for himself, Mr. 
ROKITA, Mr. SMITH of Nebraska, Mr. 
RoE of Tennessee, Mr. BROOKS of Ala- 
bama, Ms. JENKINS of Kansas, and 
Mr. BUCSHON): 

H.R. 3860. A bill to preserve the compan- 
ionship services exemption for minimum 
wage and overtime pay, and the live-in do- 
mestic services exemption for overtime pay, 
under the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938; 
to the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. 
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By Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois (for 
himself, Ms. GRAHAM, Mr. COFFMAN, 
Mr. ROUZER, Mr. NOLAN, Ms. 
McSALLY, Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. MUR- 
PHY of Florida, and Mr. BLUM): 

H.R. 3861. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend the exclusion for 
employer-provided educational assistance to 
employer payments of qualified education 
loans; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. DUCKWORTH (for herself, Mr. 
LANGEVIN, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. CART- 
WRIGHT, Ms. TSONGAS, Mr. HONDA, Mr. 
RUSH, Ms. NORTON, Ms. DELBENE, Mr. 


TED LIEU of California, Mrs. LAW- 
RENCE, Mr. FOSTER, Mrs. WATSON 
COLEMAN, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. 


QUIGLEY, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Ms. 
EDWARDS, Mr. ASHFORD, Mr. SAR- 
BANES, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, 
Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. 
WALZ, Mr. TAKAI, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. LARSEN of 
Washington, Mr. CICILLINE, Mrs. 
Capps, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mrs. BUSTOS, 
Mr. HINoOJosA, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms. 
LEE, Mr. PocaNn, Mr. SABLAN, Mr. 
RANGEL, and Mr. RYAN of Ohio): 

H.R. 3862. A bill to amend the Workforce 
Innovation and Opportunity Act to support 
community college and industry partner- 
ships, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. ISRAEL (for himself, Mr. 
DESAULNIER, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. 
FATTAH, Mr. KING of New York, Mr. 
CONNOLLY, Mr. NADLER, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. SIRES, Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 
of New York, Mr. PASCRELL, Ms. 
MENG, Mr. CAPUANO, and Mr. ENGEL): 

H.R. 3863. A bill to amend the Robert T. 
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As- 
sistance Act to provide assistance for com- 
mon interest communities, condominiums, 
and housing cooperatives damaged by a 
major disaster, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

By Mr. JEFFRIES (for himself and Mr. 
COLLINS of Georgia): 

H.R. 3864. A bill to prevent certain moni- 
toring and interception by Federal authori- 
ties of Federal prisoner communications 
that are subject to attorney-client privilege; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia (for 
himself, Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts, 
Mr. STIVERS, Mrs. WAGNER, Ms. 
KUSTER, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. McKIN- 
LEY, Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. MOONEY of 
West Virginia, Mr. POLIQUIN, Mr. 
DOLD, Mr. MACARTHUR, Mr. LANCE, 
Mr. SALMON, Mr. GROTHMAN, Mr. 
TIBERI, Mr. JOLLY, Mr. WOMACK, Mr. 
RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. TUR- 
NER, Mr. GUINTA, Mr. BYRNE, Ms. 
KAPTUR, and Mr. HIMES): 

H.R. 3865. A bill to provide for alternative 
and updated certification requirements for 
participation under Medicaid State plans 
under title XIX of the Social Security Act in 
the case of certain facilities treating infants 
under one year of age with neonatal absti- 
nence syndrome, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. NORCROSS (for himself, Mr. 
PALLONE, Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, Mr. 


GARRETT, Mr. SIRES, Mr. Mac- 
ARTHUR, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. FRELING- 
HUYSEN, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. PAS- 


CRELL, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, and 

Mr. LANCE): 
H.R. 3866. A bill to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
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1265 Hurffville Road in Deptford Township, 
New Jersey, as the ‘First Lieutenant 
Salvatore S. Corma II Post Office Building”; 
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform. 

By Mr. ZINKE: 

H.R. 3867. A bill to authorize the Dry- 
Redwater Regional Water Authority System 
and the Musselshell-Judith Rural Water Sys- 
tem in the State of Montana, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. 

By Mr. SCALISE: 

H. Con. Res. 89. Concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of Congress that a carbon 
tax would be detrimental to the United 
States economy; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. McCARTHY: 

H. Res. 503. A resolution authorizing the 
Clerk to inform the President of the election 
of the Speaker; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. McCARTHY: 

H. Res. 504. A resolution to inform the Sen- 
ate the election of the Speaker; considered 
and agreed to. 

By Mr. HINOJOSA (for himself, Mr. 
Scott of Virginia, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. 
GENE GREEN of Texas, Ms. JACKSON 
LEE, Mr. VELA, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. VEASEY, Mr. 
JEFFRIES, Mr. TAKANO, Mr. SABLAN, 
Mr. CARDENAS, Mrs. Davis of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. PoLis, Ms. FUDGE, Ms. 
JUDY CHU of California, Mr. DANNY K. 
DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. PocAN, Ms. 
CLARK of Massachusetts, Ms. LEE, 
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. 
GALLEGO, Ms. BONAMICI, Mr. FATTAH, 
Ms. CLARKE of New York, Mr. CASTRO 
of Texas, Mr. O’ROURKE, Ms. ADAMS, 
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. COURTNEY, 
Mr. CUELLAR, Mr. DESAULNIER, Mr. 
AL GREEN of Texas, and Ms. WILSON 
of Florida): 

H. Res. 505. A resolution honoring the 50th 
anniversary of the Higher Education Act of 
1965; to the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. 

By Mr. SCOTT of Virginia (for himself, 
Ms. DELAURO, Ms. EDWARDS, Ms. 
LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California, Ms. 
JUDY CHU of California, Mr. ELLISON, 
Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. FRANKEL of Flor- 
ida, Ms. MATSUI, Ms. WILSON of Flor- 
ida, Mr. NADLER, Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. 
PocaAN, Mr. POLIS, Ms. CLARK of Mas- 
sachusetts, Ms. BONAMICI, Mr. COURT- 
NEY, Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mr. 
DESAULNIER, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. HINO- 
JOSA, Mr. JEFFRIES, Mr. SABLAN, Mr. 
TAKANO, Mr. BEYER, Mr. GUTIERREZ, 
Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, Ms. LEE, Mrs. 
KIRKPATRICK, Mr. GRAYSON, Ms. KAP- 
TUR, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. SCHA- 
KOWSKY, Ms. NORTON, Ms. JACKSON 
LEE, Mr. MEEKS, Mr. DELANEY, Mr. 
Tonko, Mrs. BUSTOS, Mr. CARSON of 
Indiana, Ms. CASTOR of Florida, Mr. 
DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER, Mr. PAYNE, Ms. CLARKE 
of New York, Mr. HONDA, Mr. 
FATTAH, Mrs. LAWRENCE, Mr. LAN- 
GEVIN, Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of 
New York, Ms. TSONGAS, Mr. 
MOULTON, Mr. DEUTCH, Ms. BROWN of 
Florida, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of 
California, Ms. HAHN, Ms. SEWELL of 
Alabama, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl- 
vania, Mr. TAKAI, Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Ms. ADAMS, Ms. McCoL- 
LUM, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
LEWIS, Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. 
CARDENAS, Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. 
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SERRANO, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. 
COHEN, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. PAS- 
CRELL, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. Has- 


TINGS, Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. 
PALLONE, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Ms. 


MENG, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. SIRES, Mr. 
CLEAVER, Mr. SMITH of Washington, 
Mr. VEASEY, Ms. PINGREE, Mr. BISHOP 
of Georgia, Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. BLU- 
MENAUER, Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
KILMER, Mrs. DINGELL, Mr. CASTRO of 
Texas, Ms. KELLY of Illinois, Mr. 
ENGEL, Mr. TED LIEU of California, 
Mr. KILDEE, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. 
DUCKWORTH, Miss RICE of New York, 
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. 
CLAY, Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mr. 
FARR, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mrs. 
Capps, Mr. HIGGINS, Mrs. BEATTY, 
and Mr. NORCROSS): 

H. Res. 506. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives in sup- 
port of considering legislation that would re- 
inforce the goals of the working families 
agenda; to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce, and in addition to the Com- 
mittees on Ways and Means, House Adminis- 
tration, Oversight and Government Reform, 
and the Judiciary, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 


ee 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. MESSER: 

H.R. 3857. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, section 8, clause 18, of the United 
States Constitution 

By Mr. CHABOT: 

H.R. 3858. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, section 8, clause 3, and Article I, 
section 8, clause 18. 

By Mr. PERRY: 

H.R. 3859. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18—To make all 
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for 
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow- 
ers, and all other Powers vested by this Con- 
stitution in the Government of the United 
States or in any Department of Officer there- 
of. 

By Mr. WALBERG: 

H.R. 3860. 
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Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the Con- 
stitution of the United States; the power to 
regulate Commerce with foreign Nations, 
and among the several states, and with the 
Indian Tribes. 

To preserve the companionship services ex- 
emption for minimum wage and overtime 
pay, and the live in domestic services exemp- 
tion for overtime pay, under the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938. 

By Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois: 

H.R. 3861. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of, and the 
Sixteenth Amendment to, the United States 
Constitution. 

By Ms. DUCKWORTH: 

H.R. 3862. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 of the Con- 
stitution of the United States. 

By Mr. ISRAEL: 

H.R. 3863. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the powers 
granted to the Congress by Article I, Section 
8 of the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. JEFFRIES: 

H.R. 3864. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

US Const. Art. I, Sec. 8, Cl. 18 (“Congress 
shall have the power... To make all Laws 
which shall be necessary and proper for car- 
rying into Execution ... all other Powers 
vested in this Constitution in the Govern- 
ment of the United States, or in any Depart- 
ment or Officer thereof.’’). 

By Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia: 

H.R. 3865. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. NORCROSS: 

H.R. 3866. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clauses 1 and 18 of the 
United States Constitution. 

By Mr. ZINKE: 

H.R. 3867. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 & 18 of the 
United States Constitution 


Ee 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions, as follows: 

H.R. 499: Mr. ROTHFUS. 

H.R. 816: Mr. LONG. 

H.R. 1197: Mr. TIPTON and Mr. FORBES. 

H.R. 1258: Mr. DIAZ-BALART and Ms. GRA- 
HAM. 
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H.R. 1282: Mr. BLUMENAUER. 

H.R. 1804: Mr. MASSIE and Mr. AMASH. 

H.R. 1842: Mr. TAKANO, Mr. QUIGLEY, Mrs. 
NAPOLITANO, Mr. JEFFRIES, and Mr. KEATING. 

H.R. 1427: Mr. LANCE. 

H.R. 1439: Mr. FOSTER. 

H.R. 1464: Mr. TAKAI. 

H.R. 1567: Mr. HECK of Washington and Mr. 
BLUMENAUER. 

H.R. 1608: Mr. FOSTER. 

H.R. 1625: Mrs. LOWEY. 

H.R. 1733: Mr. RANGEL. 

H.R. 1853: Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. WALBERG, 
Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, Mr. KILDEE, Ms. 
McSALLY, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. 
DUNCAN of Tennessee, Mr. WESTERMAN, and 
Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. 

H.R. 2017: Mr. BILIRAKIS and Mr. PEARCE. 

H.R. 2216: Ms. BONAMICI. 

H.R. 2342: Mr. WITTMAN, Ms. MATSUI, Mr. 
HINOJOSA, and Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 

H.R. 2366: Mr. COHEN. 

H.R. 2461: Mr. HANNA. 

H.R. 2515: Mr. NOLAN, Mr. MEEHAN, and Mr. 
Mooney of West Virginia. 


H.R. 2553: Ms. BONAMICI and Ms. EDWARDS. 
H.R. 2563: Mr. GUTIERREZ. 

H.R. 2568: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 
H.R. 2660: Mr. KENNEDY. 

H.R. 2692: Mr. GARAMENDI and Mr. VARGAS. 
H.R. 2894: Ms. KUSTER. 


H.R. 3068: Mr. MEEKS, Mr. AL GREEN of 
Texas, Mr. THOMPSON of California, Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, and Mr. HANNA. 

H.R. 3198: Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia. 

H.R. 3229: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 3286: Mr. CARDENAS. 

H.R. 3411: Mr. PERLMUTTER and Mr. 
FATTAH. 

H.R. 3487: Ms. McCOLLUM. 

H.R. 3524: Mr. MURPHY of Florida. 

H.R. 3629: Mr. BLUMENAUER. 

H.R. 3643: Mr. HUFFMAN and Mr. POLIQUIN. 

H.R. 3760: Mr. GRAYSON and Mr. NADLER. 

H.R. 8761: Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. CUMMINGS, 
and Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. 

H.R. 3785: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Ms. CASTOR 
of Florida, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mrs. 
DINGELL, Mr. KILDEE, Ms. EDWARDS, Ms. LEE, 
Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. MEEKS, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. 
HASTINGS, and Ms. CLARKE of New York. 

H.R. 3805: Ms. JACKSON LEE and Ms. BROWN 
of Florida. 

H.R. 3829: Mr. WEBER of Texas. 

H. Res. 220: Mr. GUINTA, Mr. LAMALF4, Mr. 
CASTRO of Texas, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mr. RUSH. 

H. Res. 293: Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. PERRY, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Mr. 
HECK of Nevada, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of 
California, Mr. TAKANO, and Mr. KEATING. 

H. Res. 348: Mr. PETERS, Mr. GIBSON, and 
Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Pennsylvania. 

H. Res. 467: Mr. BEYER, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mrs. 
LowWEY, and Mr. MCNERNEY. 

H. Res. 494: Mr. UPTON, Mr. BISHOP of 
Michigan, Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina, 
and Mr. PoE of Texas. 

H. Res. 500: Mr. MILLER of Florida. 
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SENATE—Thursday, October 29, 2015 


The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. HATCH). 


——— 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Gracious God, You are worthy of our 
praise. Let Your Name be honored on 
Earth as it is in Heaven. Fill our law- 
makers with a spirit of reverence for 
You and Your purposes. As they seek 
Your wisdom, direct their steps 
through the unfolding of Your Divine 
providence. May no weapon formed 
against them be able to prosper. Lord, 
continue to do great things for and 
through them, causing justice to roll 
down like waters and righteousness 
like a mighty stream. Thank You that 
we can come to You in weakness and 
find strength. 

We pray in Your great Name. Amen. 


ae 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The President pro tempore led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ROUNDS). The clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader is recognized. 


Ee 


FISCAL AGREEMENT 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
said that the Senate would take up the 
fiscal agreement after the House acted, 
and we are. This agreement isn’t per- 
fect. I share some concerns other col- 
leagues have raised. But here is the 
bottom line. This is a fully offset 
agreement that rejects tax hikes, se- 
cures long-term savings through enti- 
tlement reforms, and provides in- 
creased support for our military. All 
this is at a time when we confront 
threats in multiple theaters. 


Each of these items was a Republican 
goal heading into the negotiation. 
Each of these items was achieved in 
the agreement before us. I am encour- 
aged that it would enact the most sig- 
nificant reform to Social Security 
since 1983, resulting in $168 billion in 
long-term savings. I am encouraged 
that it would repeal more of 
ObamaCare. I am encouraged that it 
would help provide resources our 
troops so desperately need in an era of 
diverse and very challenging global 
threats—when we see ISIL consoli- 
dating gains in Iraq and Syria; when 
we see the forces of Assad marching 
alongside Iranian soldiers and 
Hezbollah militias, supported by Rus- 
sian aircraft overhead. 

Colleagues know that I will respect 
whatever choice they ultimately make 
when this agreement comes up for a 
vote. There are valid differences of 
opinion, and that is OK. But I ask 
every colleague to also consider what 
this fully offset agreement would mean 
for the men and women who volun- 
tarily put themselves in harm’s way so 
that we may live free. 

Commanders tell us that additional 
resources are required—required to en- 
sure their safety and preparedness. 
This fully offset agreement would help 
provide them—along with enacting the 
most significant Social Security re- 
form in over three decades, along with 
repealing another piece of ObamaCare, 
and along with refusing to raise taxes 
by a penny. I hope Senators will join 
me in voting for it. 


EEE 
TRIBUTE TO JOHN BOEHNER 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
allow me to say a few words about the 
Speaker of the House. There is a lot 
you can say about JOHN BOEHNER. He 
loves his breakfast every morning at 
Pete’s Diner. He is a fan of the tie dim- 
ple. He is one of the most genuine guys 
you will ever, ever meet. I know be- 
cause we have fought many battles to- 
gether in the trenches. He never breaks 
his word. He never buckles in a storm. 

What is amazing is how we have had 
such a frictionless relationship, espe- 
cially when you consider that old 
House saying: The other party—that is 
just the opposition. But the Senate— 
that is the enemy. 

That may have been true of past 
House and Senate leaders, but it wasn’t 
true for us. Though you might not ex- 
pect it, Iam a little more Bourbon and 
JOHN is a little more Merlot. I lecture 
on Henry Clay. John sings ‘‘Zip-a-Dee- 
Doo-Dah.’’ But I have always consid- 
ered JOHN an ally. I have always con- 


sidered JOHN a friend. It is hard not to 
like him, and it is hard not to admire 
what John has accomplished in his ca- 
reer. 

As a concerned Ohioan, he took on a 
scandal-plagued incumbent in a pri- 
mary and won. As a freshman Con- 
gressman, he took on money laun- 
dering schemes and banking scandals 
involving powerful Members and pre- 
vailed. As an engineer of the Contract 
with America, he took on Democrats’ 
decades-long power lock and tri- 
umphed. 

As an ex-member of leadership once 
considered politically dead, he knew he 
had more to offer and convinced his 
colleagues that he did. As the inheritor 
of a diminished and dispirited House 
minority, he dared to believe conserv- 
atives could rise again and help grow 
the largest Republican majority since 
bob-haired flappers were dancing the 
Charleston back in the 1920s. 

JOHN BOEHNER has wandered the val- 
ley. JOHN BOEHNER has also been to the 
mountaintop. JOHN BOEHNER has slid 
right back into the valley, and then as- 
cended to great heights yet again. He 
does it all with hard work. He does it 
with an earnestness and an honesty I 
have always admired. 

When JOHN talks about struggling to 
make it, it is not some platitude. When 
JOHN gets choked up about Americans 
reaching for their dreams, it is not 
some act. This is a guy who had to 
share a bathroom with 11 brothers and 
sisters. Imagine that. This is a guy 
whose parents slept on the pullout 
sofa. This is a guy who worked hard be- 
hind the bar and eventually found his 
way atop the rostrum. Maybe that is 
why he is so humble. Maybe that is 
why when he orders breakfast at 
Pete’s, they don’t call him Mr. Speak- 
er; they call him “John-John.” 

Here is what I know about Speaker 
JOHN BOEHNER. He says the code he 
lives by is a simple one: Do the right 
thing for the right reasons, and the 
right things will happen. I have always 
found that to be true. I found it to be 
true in our battles fighting side by side 
for conservative reform, sometimes 
from a position deep in the minority. 
We had our share of Maalox moments. 
That is for sure. But he always strived 
to push forward. 

As I said about JOHN BOEHNER the 
day he announced his retirement, grace 
under pressure, country and institution 
before self—these are the things that 
come to mind when I think of him. I 
wish Speaker BOEHNER the very best in 
retirement. I thank him for always 
working hard to do the right thing—for 
his family, for his district, for his 
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party, and for his country. Farewell, 
my friend. 


ee 


PAUL RYAN 


Mr. McCONNELL. Though we bid 
farewell to one Speaker today, we 
know we will soon be saying hello to a 
new one. The House will vote later this 
morning on the nomination of Con- 
gressman PAUL RYAN. I think it is ap- 
propriate to wait for that vote to occur 
before making full comments. But I 
also think it goes without saying that 
PAUL RYAN is one of the most respected 
guys around here. Everyone knows he 
is smart. Everyone knows he is serious. 
I look forward to working closely with 
him in pursuit of conservative solu- 
tions for our country. 


Ee 


MEASURE PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR—H.R. 597 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
understand that there is a bill at the 
desk due a second reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the bill by title for the 
second time. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 597) to reauthorize the Export- 
Import Bank of the United States, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, in 
order to place the bill on the calendar 
under the provisions of rule XIV, I ob- 
ject to further proceedings. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion having been heard, the bill will be 
placed on the calendar. 


a 


RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader is recognized. 


a 


BUDGET AGREEMENT 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, last night 
the House of Representatives passed 
the bipartisan budget agreement that 
will keep our Government open, fund- 
ed, and free from default. Now, 100 per- 
cent of the Democrats in the House of 
Representatives voted for this, and 68 
percent of Republicans voted against 
it. Let’s pause just a minute and under- 
stand what I said: 68 percent of the Re- 
publicans in the House of Representa- 
tives voted to default on the full faith 
and credit of our great country. So 68 
percent of the Republicans voted to 
close our government. 

This legislation is now before the 
Senate. I urge all of my colleagues to 
support this responsible agreement. It 
is not perfect, as my friend the Repub- 
lican leader said. No legislation is. But 
this budget agreement accomplishes 
two major priorities the Democrats 
have long supported. It promotes eco- 
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nomic growth by providing relief from 
sequestration’s damaging cuts for 2 
years, and it ensures that we invest 
equally in the middle class and the 
Pentagon. The budget agreement is 
good for the middle class, good for the 
economy, and good for the country. 

I thank the people who worked so 
hard to make this agreement what it is 
today. The agreement was among 
President Obama, Speaker BOEHNER, 
MITCH MCCONNELL, Leader PELOSI, and 
I helped. I applaud and commend the 
President of the United States. He was 
firm, he was resolute, and he was—as 
usual—very smart. I appreciate the 
good work that he did to help us get to 
the point where we are now. 

To reach these negotiations, each of 
us had discussions with each other. We 
also know that a lot of the work was 
done by our staffs—our respective 
staffs. My chief of staff, Drew Wilson, 
represented the Senate Democrats in 
these negotiations. The Senate Demo- 
cratic caucus is aware of Drew’s exper- 
tise, hard work, fairness, and openness. 
Drew was ably assisted by Gary 
Myrick—indispensable Gary Myrick, 
who is the Democratic Secretary, as 
well as a number of people on my team 
of senior policy analysts who helped a 
great deal. Kate Leone—I don’t think 
there is anyone in the Senate who 
doesn’t know who Kate Leone is. She is 
the expert on health care. Bruce King, 
Ellen Doneski, Ayesha Khanna, Trey 
Reffett, Tyler Moran, George Holman, 
Gavin Parke, Alex McDonough, and 
utility man Bill Dauster all worked lit- 
erally night and day to get this to the 
point where we were able to be here on 
the floor today, seeking support for it. 

I am so grateful for the wonderful 
staff that I have, but there were others 
involved. Senator MCCONNELL’s nego- 
tiator in this was Hazen Marshall. 
Hazen Marshall is a good person. He 
was resolute. He carried forward what 
the Republican leader wanted, but, like 
my staff, you never get exactly what 
you want. Everybody enjoyed working 
with him. 

Dave Stewart was Speaker BOEHNER’S 
negotiator on this. I care a great deal 
about Dave Stewart. David is a good 
man, and we all admire the work that 
he has done. I hope the new Speaker to 
be, PAUL RYAN, will use his good of- 
fices. He is very good. He is a talented 
man. 

Dick Meltzer was Leader PELOSI’s 
able negotiator. I have to commend 
NANCY PELOSI. I so admire this good 
woman. She is a stalwart in the House 
of Representatives. She will go down in 
history as one of the great leaders of 
that body. I admire her, appreciate her 
friendship, and extend to anyone with- 
in the sound of my voice my apprecia- 
tion for the work that she did on this 
bill. 

As to the White House, I have al- 
ready indicated the President did a 
wonderful job on this, but he also as- 
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signed two really terrific, good, out- 
standing people. I can’t say enough 
about them. Brian Deese was one of the 
White House negotiators, along with 
Katie Fallon. Katie is a woman whom 
we all know in the Senate. She worked 
for Senator SCHUMER for a number of 
years, and she worked for the Demo- 
cratic Policy Committee. She was on 
the committee for a number of years. 
We admire her very much. She was so 
helpful with everything we did in this 
legislation. She was always easy to get 
ahold of. She was easy to reach. 

It is now time for this important leg- 
islation to pass the U.S. Senate. 

I have to say a few words about 
Speaker BOEHNER. I have to admit that 
I was skeptical when he said that he 
wanted to clean out the barn before he 
left, but he found a way to clean out 
the barn by passing a clean debt limit 
and a 2-year budget agreement, which 
should go a long way to returning the 
appropriations process to the way it 
should work. 

I will always consider him my friend, 
and I will miss him. I wish him the 
very best in everything he does in the 
future. I listened to his final remarks 
on the House floor, which were very 
moving. It wasn’t only JOHN BOEHNER 
who shed a tear over there today, but 
many Members of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and a number of us who 
watched his final speech shed a tear or 
two. 

There has been a lot of talk about 
the appropriations process. I have been 
an appropriator since I came to the 
Senate. I was very fortunate as a brand 
new Senator, which was many decades 
ago, to be on the Appropriations Com- 
mittee. What an honor. 

The Appropriations Committee’s 
work is not as it used to be. We have to 
get back to doing individual appropria- 
tions bills. 

I say to my Republican friends: Let’s 
do the appropriations bills. Let’s get 
rid of these foolish riders that they 
stick on appropriations bills. We need 
to understand that there is a time and 
place for doing that. There is author- 
ization. Do the bills, authorize stuff, 
but don’t mess up the appropriations 
process. Next year, we will be happy to 
support individual appropriations bills 
that come to the floor. We don’t need 
motions to proceed. We will be happy 
to move to the bill as long as they get 
rid of those vexatious riders that have 
nothing to do with the bill brought be- 
fore us. The Defense appropriations bill 
doesn’t need something dealing with 
women’s health in the sense of directly 
attacking Planned Parenthood. We 
don’t need on Commerce, State, Jus- 
tice something that basically does 
away with the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency. There are many examples 
that I could use. Let’s get to doing ap- 
propriations bills the way we used to. I 
want to do them. We don’t need to have 
a motion to proceed as long as my Re- 
publican colleagues get rid of these 
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foolish, ideological amendments that 
have nothing to do with the bill before 
us. 


EEE 
AFFORDABLE CARE ACT 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, yesterday 
the Georgetown University Center for 
Children and Families released a stun- 
ning report detailing the sharp in- 
crease in the number of Nevada chil- 
dren who have health insurance. At one 
time, we were the most underinsured 
State in the country for health insur- 
ance. 

According to the Georgetown study, 
the number of Nevada children without 
health insurance fell by 35 percent in 
just 1 year. In 2013, 15 percent of chil- 
dren in Nevada lacked health insurance 
coverage. One year later, that number 
fell to 9.3 percent. 

Reading directly from that report: 

States with the sharpest declines in the 
rate of uninsured children were Nevada, Col- 
orado, West Virginia, Mississippi, and Rhode 
Island. Nevada’s decline was considerably 
larger than any other State. 

A 35-percent increase in the number 
of insured children in 1 year is remark- 
able. It means more children have ac- 
cess to the care they need to stay 
healthy. A number of these children 
will be able to go to the doctor for the 
first time in their lives. It is yet fur- 
ther proof that the Affordable Care Act 
is working in Nevada and across Amer- 
ica. 

Again, I say to my friends, the Re- 
publicans: Let’s start working together 
to improve health care. We want to 
work with you. If there is a problem 
you see with ObamaCare, let’s work to- 
gether. We have been able to make 
some improvements in this law, and we 
want to make more improvements. We 
just need cooperation from our Repub- 
lican friends. 

The spike in the number of insured 
Nevada children is also due to the fore- 
sight of the Governor of the State of 
Nevada. Brian Sandoval is a Repub- 
lican. He is a proud Republican who 
supported the State’s Medicaid expan- 
sion option. He took on all the 
naysayers. 

Why did Brian Sandoval do this? Is 
he really one of ours? He did this be- 
cause he thought it was the right thing 
to do for the State of Nevada, and it 
has been proven that, in fact, is true. 
By expanding Medicaid in Nevada, 
many, many more parents were able to 
secure affordable health care for their 
kids. Quite frankly, Governor 
Sandoval’s courage stands in stark 
contrast to many of his fellow Repub- 
licans. 

Governors in a number of States 
dominated by Republican State legisla- 
tures have refused to expand coverage 
to the needy. These Republicans have 
blocked expanded coverage despite the 
fact that it means fewer Americans and 
their children have access to the health 
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care they need. This means that people 
are dying as a result of this. 

Two States with the highest rates of 
uninsured children, Alaska and Texas, 
have rejected Medicare expansion, and 
others have done the same. There were 
many Republicans in Nevada who 
wanted to go the same route. The Re- 
publican State legislature within the 
Nevada congressional delegation op- 
posed all efforts to increase access to 
health care. They have voted to repeal 
ObamaCare time and time again, but 
Governor Sandoval was not swayed by 
the cynics in his own party. He refused 
to let politics stand in the way of chil- 
dren’s health, and today Nevada’s chil- 
dren are better for it. 

I repeat, the Affordable Care Act is 
helping American families, it is help- 
ing Nevada families, and it is working 
especially well in States that are actu- 
ally using the law as it was intended. 

I hope more Republicans will follow 
Governor Sandoval’s examples, thus 
helping their States and their constitu- 
ents by expanding access to quality 
health care. I am an admirer of Gov- 
ernor Sandoval, and that is saying a 
lot. His opponent in the last election 
was my son. But I have to say this: In 
spite of the fact that my son came in 
second, Brian Sandoval has done an 
outstanding job as Governor. I admire 
him and appreciate what he has done. I 
don’t agree with everything he has 
done. I had some disagreements with 
what he did in the legislature. None of 
us are perfect, and he certainly isn’t, 
but I appreciate what he has done for 
the betterment of the State of Nevada. 


EE 
LATINA EQUAL PAY DAY 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, earlier this 
year we recognized Equal Pay Day—a 
day that highlights the disparaging 
wage gap between women and men in 
the United States. Equal Pay Day 
marks the day when women’s wages fi- 
nally catch up with men’s wages from 
the previous year. 

On average, American women make 
about 77 cents for every $1 that their 
male colleagues make while doing the 
very same job. This unjust and im- 
moral reality is even more pronounced 
for women of color. 

Tomorrow is Latina Equal Pay Day, 
the point at which wages of Latina 
women in America catch up to men’s 
earnings from the previous year. It is 
today. They have had to work all of 
this time to catch up. The fact that a 
Hispanic woman must work a full year, 
plus 9 months and 30 days, just to make 
what her male co-workers make is cer- 
tainly unacceptable. 

In Nevada, Latina women earn 53 
cents for every $1 their fellow male 
workers make. It is not just a problem 
in Nevada; it is a problem nationwide. 
Nationwide they earn 55 cents for every 
$1 a man makes for doing the exact 
same work. All told, the wage gap that 
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Latina women face results in a loss of 
over $25,000 a year for these women. 
That is $25,000 that could be used to 
help these women sustain their fami- 
lies. 

To make matters worse, the wage 
gaps that exist between Latina women 
and their male counterparts dispropor- 
tionately affect Hispanic families. 
Why? Because Latina women are more 
likely to be the primary breadwinners 
for their families. Thirty percent of all 
Hispanic families in the United States 
are headed by a single mother, and 40 
percent of married Latina women earn 
more than 50 percent of their family’s 
income. 

As legislators, it is our duty to seek 
the well-being of all Americans. Demo- 
crats don’t take that responsibility 
lightly. We understand that when 
wages of women do not reflect their 
hard work, it undermines the strength 
of families and communities through- 
out the Nation. That is why we have 
continually and consistently fought to 
secure equal pay for equal work. 

Five times in 5 years Republicans 
have stood in the way of equal pay for 
women. They have stood in the way of 
equal wages for their own sisters, 
daughters, and wives. Even Republican 
women—that is Republican Members of 
Congress—have refused to address this 
important issue. The proposal that Re- 
publicans have put forward falls short 
of ensuring real equal pay protections 
and ignores the realities women face in 
fighting for fair pay. In so doing, Re- 
publicans have proudly placed their 
stamp of approval on unequal pay- 
checks across America. 

The wage gap Latina women endure 
is a disgrace to this Nation. No woman 
should make less than a man who does 
the exact same work. Latina women 
deserve the hard-earned wages for 
which they work. They also deserve 
elected officials who will advocate on 
their behalf. 

As we recognize Latina Equal Pay 
Day, I call on Republicans to support a 
pay equity bill that empowers women 
to receive equal pay they have so right- 
ly earned, not just because it strength- 
ens families and benefits our country 
but because it is the right thing to do. 


EE 
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 


u 
TRADE ACT OF 2015 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
sume consideration of the House mes- 
sage to accompany H.R. 1314, which the 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

House message to accompany H.R. 1314, an 
act to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
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1986 to provide for a right to an administra- 
tive appeal relating to adverse determina- 
tions of tax-exempt status of certain organi- 
zations. 
Pending: 

McConnell motion to concur in the amend- 
ment of the House of Representatives to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill. 
McConnell motion to concur in the amend- 
ment of the House of Representatives to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill, with 


McConnell amendment No. 2750, to change 
the enactment date. 
McConnell amendment No. 2751 (to amend- 


ment No. 2750), of a perfecting nature. 
McConnell motion to refer the amendment 
of the House of Representatives to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill, to the 
Committee on Finance, with instructions, 
McConnell amendment No. 2752, to change 
the enactment date. 

McConnell amendment No. 2753 (to (the in- 
structions) amendment No. 2752), of a per- 
fecting nature. 

McConnell amendment No. 2754 (to amend- 
ment No. 2753), of a perfecting nature. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, today we 
are kicking off a debate on major bi- 
partisan legislation. Chairman HATCH 
and I are also involved in an important 
Senate Finance Committee hearing. He 
will be here a little bit later today. 

I ask unanimous consent that our 
colleague, Senator DURBIN from Illi- 
nois, be allowed to speak after I do. I 
believe that his remarks will also be 
completed before Chairman HATCH ar- 
rives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WYDEN. I thank the Presiding 
Officer. 

Chairman HATCH and I will be man- 
aging this bill, and we want our col- 
leagues to know that we are anxious to 
give everyone an opportunity to speak 
out on this extraordinarily important 
issue. If Senators who wish to speak 
come down and consult with the Fi- 
nance staff—majority and minority—in 
our respective cloakrooms, we are 
going to work very hard to accommo- 
date all of our colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle. 

Here, in my view, is what this issue is 
all about. Fiscal battles in the Con- 
gress come and go, but nothing should 
ever be allowed to threaten America’s 
sterling economic reputation, and this 
legislation will preserve it. Without 
this agreement, the Congress is staring 
at a potential debt default—a debt de- 
fault that would be literally days 
away, when the Treasury would lose its 
authority to borrow in order to make 
payments. 

By now, I think a lot of Senators un- 
derstand the disastrous consequences 
of default: housing costs shooting up- 
ward, retirement accounts shrinking, 
jobs disappearing, and consumer con- 
fidence dropping. We also understand 
that no one can get particularly 
thrilled by the prospect of raising the 
debt ceiling. Yet it is a job that must 
be done. 
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Our country is an economic rock in 
tumultuous seas, and we certainly have 
disagreements. Disagreements prac- 
tically come with every news cycle and 
election. But what doesn’t change is 
that our country pays its debts and we 
pay them on time. That is why this 
legislation is so important. 

The bipartisan compromise reduces 
the threats of a potential government 
shutdown in December. When this be- 
comes law, the pin, in effect, goes back 
in the grenade, where it belongs. That 
is positive news, as we look for some 
predictability and certainty, and we all 
hear from our businesses, our employ- 
ers, and our citizens that this is so im- 
portant. 

Congress ought to look at this com- 
promise, in my view, as a springboard 
to a full and productive debate over the 
budget in the upcoming 2 years. The 
fact is, last-minute deals have become 
too commonplace and they have left a 
lot of important policy reforms and 
policy improvements on the cutting 
room floor. 

For example, with America’s West 
getting hotter and drier each year, our 
broken system of budgeting for 
wildfires is in drastic need of improve- 
ment. The same goes for many pro- 
grams and services that are a lifeline 
for rural America. Fortunately, this 
legislation lays the groundwork for the 
Congress to go back to having robust 
budget debates that can actually solve 
these challenges. 

With my time this morning, I wish to 
address some specific elements of the 
bill, starting with what I see as several 
particularly constructive policies. 

First, the legislation staves off the 
full brunt of the automatic budget cuts 
known in the corridors of Washington 
as sequestration. This policy was de- 
signed in effect to be painful from the 
get-go, and it would weaken Medicare, 
the lifeline for older people, and other 
domestic programs. It was supposed to 
be considered so god-awful that it 
would vanish 2 years after it began, but 
it continues to haunt budget debates to 
this day. 

It is important that this legislation 
eases the burden by $80 billion over 2 
years. That means more opportunities 
to invest in education, in medical and 
scientific research, in housing assist- 
ance, in public health, and more. 

Second, this bipartisan plan is going 
to prevent a big spike in Medicare 
costs for millions of older people. Sev- 
eral weeks ago, the news came down 
that seniors were facing a hike in pre- 
miums and deductibles in Medicare 
Part B, the outpatient portion of Medi- 
care, of potentially more than 50 per- 
cent. That would amount to an in- 
crease of hundreds of dollars—perhaps 
more—in a year when Social Security 
benefits are not expected to grow. 
From my years as codirector of Or- 
egon’s Gray Panthers, I can tell my 
colleagues that for many seniors living 
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on a fixed income, that would have 
really hit them like a wrecking ball. 

When we got those initial reports, 
several of my Democratic colleagues 
and I got together and introduced leg- 
islation that would fully shield older 
people from this huge financial hit. 
Following our work, the bipartisan 
compromise before the Senate includes 
a version of this important fix. It is not 
as generous as the proposal my col- 
leagues and I introduced. There are 
questions about how it will affect the 
landscape a few years down the road. 
But, make no mistake about it, this 
approach goes a long, long way toward 
protecting seniors, particularly the 
dual eligibles—seniors eligible for 
Medicare and Medicaid—and this is a 
very important part of this legislation. 

Third, the budget compromise takes 
an extraordinarily important step to 
shore up one of our country’s most 
vital safety net programs: the Social 
Security Disability Insurance Pro- 
gram. Without a fix, what is called 
SSDI—Social Security disability insur- 
ance benefits—that workers have 
earned would have been slashed by 20 
percent, and that 20-percent cut would 
have hit those affected very quickly. 

This proposal is going to follow what 
has been a frequently used bipartisan 
approach of shifting funding within the 
Social Security Program to make sure 
that those who depend on this program 
are protected through 2022. I intro- 
duced legislation earlier this year, 
along with 28 of our colleagues, which 
would have gone further by guaran- 
teeing that the program remain sol- 
vent through 2034, but this compromise 
package strengthens the program for 
several years, and we will have a 
chance to come together—hopefully on 
a bipartisan basis—and go even further. 

Fourth, the budget package makes 
real progress on what is called com- 
plying with our tax laws—tax compli- 
ance. It is important to note that these 
are not tax hikes. This is a question of 
enforcing tax law so that when taxes 
are owed, they are actually paid. 

In the tax compliance area, there are 
several important proposals that are 
going to crack down on taxpayers who 
seek to dodge their responsibilities and 
pass the buck to other Americans. For 
example, enforcing the tax laws with 
respect to large partnerships has been 
a challenge for some time. There are 
more than 10,000 of these complex busi- 
nesses in our country. More than 500 of 
them have at least 100,000 partners. So 
there has not been an effective way to 
conduct audits under the current rules 
because the rules are basically decades 
old and haven’t kept up with the times. 
In my view, the proposal before the 
Senate makes meaningful improve- 
ments. More taxpayers will pay what 
they owe instead of using sleight-of- 
hand approaches to dodge their respon- 
sibilities. 

We all understand that the Tax Code 
almost boggles the mind in terms of its 
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complexity. I think it would be fair to 
say there may be more work that goes 
into getting this policy right as it re- 
lates to partnerships and several of the 
other issues, and my colleagues and I 
on the Finance Committee intend to 
keep giving the scrutiny the partner- 
ship issue deserves on an ongoing anal- 


ysis. 
Those are four specific areas of 
progress in this compromise that 


staves off a risky budgetary battle. 

I do feel it is important to share one 
of my concerns with the bill at this 
time, and it is a provision that really 
has little to do with the budget. It is 
called section 301, and it allows debt 
collectors to make robocalls directly 
to Americans’ cell phones. Here is my 
view. Debt collectors should not be 
gifted broad permission to harass our 
citizens, particularly through robo- 
calls, running up costly charges in 
many cases. The Federal Communica- 
tions Commission has limits on the 
number and duration of calls, and they 
are not sufficient. In a healthier budget 
process, this kind of proposal would get 
weeded out. So I would like to say to 
our colleagues in the Senate, both 
Democrats and Republicans, that I am 
going to do everything I can to reverse 
this action in the weeks ahead. 

Finally, in my capacity as ranking 
member of the Finance Committee, I 
wish to discuss how these fiscal agree- 
ments ought to be financed in the fu- 
ture. Medicare and Social Security ab- 
solutely cannot become the honey pots 
that Congress raids whenever it needs 
to pay for legislation. If we go around 
the country—to Oregon, to Illinois, to 
Georgia, to the Dakotas, to Texas—and 
we ask typical Americans what they 
want their representatives in Congress 
to do, protecting Medicare and Social 
Security is right at the top of the list. 
I hear it in every townhall meeting. I 
have had more than 700 of them in my 
home State. And I have to believe 
many colleagues in South Dakota and 
Illinois and elsewhere hear the same 
thing. 

There is a longstanding tradition 
that says changes in Medicare policy 
should be for strengthening Medicare 
in the future. The same principle goes 
for Social Security. Yet, twice now, 
these vital programs have been used to 
fund budget deals, and Medicare se- 
questration is sticking around long 
past its original expiration date. 

This legislation preventing a calami- 
tous default is coming down to the 
wire. I would tell colleagues that this 
is a must-pass bill. I support it, and I 
urge Democrats and Republicans to do 
so as well. 

I would also say as we talk about 
where we go from here that it is impor- 
tant to recognize that Medicare and 
Social Security must not be used as 
ATMs for other spending in the future. 
The bottom line has to be that the 
process of reaching a budget and keep- 
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ing the lights on in this wonderful in- 
stitution—the people’s branch—keep- 
ing the lights on in the process of 
reaching a budget has to change. The 
Congress cannot continue to just go 
from crisis to crisis to crisis. It is our 
job as lawmakers, working in a bipar- 
tisan way, to set the right temperature 
in our economy with smart, forward- 
looking policies that help our busi- 
nesses succeed and give everybody in 
America—I want to emphasize that; ev- 
erybody in America—the opportunity 
to get ahead. It is pretty hard to do 
when we lurch from one crisis to an- 
other. 

Let’s use this legislation as an oppor- 
tunity to get back to writing the budg- 
et in a bipartisan fashion through the 
traditional approaches that have been 
used in what is called regular order, 
pass this bill now so as to ensure that 
America’s sterling economic reputa- 
tion is intact, and then let’s look to 
the future around some of the prin- 
ciples I have laid out. 

Again, Chairman HATCH will be here 
in a bit. He and I, as the managers of 
the bill, want to make it clear we want 
to try to accommodate as many col- 
leagues aS we can, and we ought to be 
able to. I look forward to the remarks 
of the distinguished senior Senator 
from Illinois. I believe that before too 
long Chairman HATCH will be here as 
well. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The as- 
sistant Democratic leader. 

UNIVERSITY OF PHOENIX 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, yester- 
day the senior Senator from Arizona, 
the chairman of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, came to the floor 
to speak to an issue and mentioned my 
name several times during the course 
of his remarks on the floor. I come here 
this morning to respond to the senior 
Senator from Arizona. 

The issue is a decision by the Depart- 
ment of Defense on October 7 of this 
year to place the University of Phoe- 
nix, a for-profit university, on proba- 
tion and prohibit the company from en- 
rolling new Department of Defense tui- 
tion assistance and MyCAA bene- 
ficiaries. Under this Department of De- 
fense order, the company—University 
of Phoenix—was barred from accessing 
military bases. This is a serious action, 
and there is a reason for it. 

The senior Senator from Arizona 
came to the floor to protest this deci- 
sion by the Department of Defense and 
to also protest other actions that have 
been taken relative to other for-profit 
universities. I come this morning to re- 
spond. 

What is at stake is something that is 
very essential. When men and women 
volunteer for our military and hold up 
their hands and say “I am willing to 
die for this country,” they make a 
promise and we make a promise. Our 
promise is that if you will serve this 
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country and risk your life for America, 
we will stand by you when you come 
home. If you are injured, we will pro- 
vide medical care. If you want to pur- 
sue education and training, we will 
help you do it; in fact, we will help 
your family do it. And there are many 
other benefits that we rightly promise 
to these members of the military. 

Department of Defense tuition assist- 
ance and the GI bill, which has been 
characterized as the GI bill since World 
War II, is really the vehicle that gives 
to many of these servicemembers, 
while they are serving and after they 
have completed their service, a chance 
to build their lives. They are generous 
programs, and they should be. MyCAA 
is generous to their families, and it 
should be. But these are virtually once- 
in-a-lifetime opportunities. We hope 
these members of the military choose 
well in terms of the courses they need 
to take and the training they need to 
prepare for their lives after they have 
served our country. We have a respon- 
sibility when it comes to those who are 
currently in the service to monitor the 
activities of the schools that are offer- 
ing education and training as part of 
these programs. We would be derelict 
in our responsibility if we did not. 

The Department of Defense wrote a 
memorandum of understanding to all 
schools saying: If you want to offer 
Tuition Assistance program training 
and education, if you want to offer 
training for the families of service- 
members, here are the rules to play by. 
And I think virtually every institution 
of higher learning knows going in to 
follow the rules, whatever the institu- 
tion may be. 

Let me say a word about the Univer- 
sity of Phoenix. This is not just an- 
other for-profit school; it is the largest 
by far. At the height of its enrollment, 
the University of Phoenix, a for-profit 
university largely offering online 
courses, had as many as 600,000 stu- 
dents. That is dramatically more than 
the combined enrollment of all the Big 
Ten colleges and universities. Over the 
years—in the last 5 years, the size of 
their student body has declined; it is 
now slightly over 200,000. As an indi- 
vidual institution, it is the largest in 
America, and it certainly is the largest 
of the for-profit colleges and univer- 
sities. You can hardly escape the ad- 
vertising, the naming rights to the sta- 
dium where the Arizona Cardinals play 
their football games in Arizona. They 
have advertising on television, radio, 
and billboards. It is a company that 
markets in every direction and as a 
consequence has built a large student 
enrollment. 

How about the University of Phoenix 
in terms of dollars it receives? That is 
interesting. Unlike universities and 
colleges around the United States, 
whether in North Dakota, South Da- 
kota, Nebraska, Illinois, or wherever, 
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these for-profit universities get a sub- 
stantial portion of their revenue di- 
rectly from the Treasury through Pell 
grants and student loans. Dramatically 
higher percentages of their revenue 
come from Treasury than virtually any 
other college or university. This is 
unique to the for-profit college and 
university sector. They are the most 
heavily subsidized for-profit private 
businesses in America today. 

Let me give an example of what I am 
talking about. Highty-two percent of 
the revenue going to the University of 
Phoenix—$2.7 billion—comes out of 
title IV. When it comes to Department 
of Defense tuition assistance, Univer- 
sity of Phoenix is the fourth largest re- 
cipient in the United States—$20 mil- 
lion. Under the GI bill, it is the largest 
recipient from the Department of De- 
fense and the Treasury—$346 million. 
Their CEO, Mr. Cappelli, is paid $8 mil- 
lion a year in total compensation, 
which is dramatically more than vir- 
tually any other university president 
in the ordinary course of higher edu- 
cation—what is a record. 

University of Phoenix students cu- 
mulatively owe more in student debt 
than any educational institution in 
America. University of Phoenix stu- 
dents owe $35 billion in student loans. 
Only half of the University of Phoenix 
borrowers are paying down their debt 5 
years after graduation or after they 
have dropped out of school. Phoenix’s 
overall 3-year repayment rate—that 
means how many borrowers are mak- 
ing payments on their debt after 3 
years—is 41 percent. Less than half of 
the University of Phoenix students and 
graduates after 3 years are paying 
back. Their 5-year repayment rate is 47 
percent. Nearly one out of every two 
students who graduated or dropped out 
in 2009 has defaulted within 5 years. 
The University of Phoenix’s 5-year co- 
hort default rate—students who grad- 
uated in 2009 and defaulted by 2014—is 
45 percent. The Arizona location— 
which includes online students across 
the country—the 4-year bachelor’s- 
seeking graduation rate is 1 percent 
and the 6-year bachelor’s-seeking grad- 
uation rate is 10 percent. 

In the for-profit college and univer- 
sity industry, there are three numbers 
to remember. Ten percent of the stu- 
dents graduating from high school go 
to these for-profit schools. Twenty per- 
cent of all the Federal aid for edu- 
cation goes to these schools. Why? 
They are very expensive. The tuition 
they charge is dramatically more than 
colleges and universities across the 
country. But here is the number to re- 
member: As an industry, 40 percent of 
all the student loan defaults are stu- 
dents who attend for-profit colleges 
and universities. Why? It is so darned 
expensive that students can’t continue 
the education and drop out or they 
complete the education and many 
times find that the diploma is worth- 
less. 
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Let’s go back to the Department of 
Defense. We want to protect our men 
and women in uniform from being ex- 
ploited by any college or university, 
for-profit or not. The Department of 
Defense wrote a memorandum of un- 
derstanding and said: If you want to 
offer courses to our men and women in 
uniform, here are the rules to play by. 

On October 7, the Department of De- 
fense announced that they placed the 
University of Phoenix on probation and 
prohibited them from enrolling new 
servicemembers in the DOD Tuition 
Assistance and MyCAA Programs. 
They barred them from accessing mili- 
tary bases. The decision, the Depart- 
ment said, was based on violations of 
the memorandum of understanding, 
which I described this morning, based 
on their own review. 

Yesterday the senior Senator from 
Arizona came to the floor to protest 
the decision by the Department of De- 
fense. There were several things he said 
during the course of his floor state- 
ment which I would like to address. 

The senior Senator from Arizona 
claimed that the Department of De- 
fense’s ‘“‘actions were taken without 
due process” and based on ‘‘an outside 
investigative report.” The Senator 
went on to say that it “wasn’t a de- 
partment investigation. There was no 
scrutiny.’’ He said that on the floor to 
protest the Department of Defense de- 
cision. 

Here are the facts. The Department 
of Defense conducted nearly 4 months 
of review of the University of Phoenix’s 
practices after the report by the Center 
for Investigative Reporting raised alle- 
gations relating to the company strat- 
egy using corporate sponsorship of 
events on military bases to skirt the 
Federal rules on recruitment that had 
been spelled out in the memorandum of 
understanding. 

The Department of Defense placed 
the University of Phoenix on probation 
when its review ‘‘revealed several vio- 
lations of the Department of Defense 
Memorandum of Understanding.’’ DOD 
also gave the company 14 days to pro- 
vide the Department of Defense with 
materials in response to the decision. 

To argue that there was no due proc- 
ess in this is betrayed by the facts. 

The senior Senator from Arizona 
went on to say: “If the University of 
Phoenix is guilty of some wrongdoing, 
I want to be one of the first to make 
sure that proper penalties are en- 
acted.” 

Here is the fact: The Department of 
Defense confirmed that the University 
of Phoenix is guilty of wrongdoing. The 
Department of Defense’s notice to the 
university stated that ‘‘it conducted a 
review of the agreements between the 
University of Phoenix and the DoD, as 
reflected in the DoD MOU... . This re- 
view revealed several violations of the 
DoD MOU attributed to the University 
of Phoenix, including, but not limited 
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to, transgression of Defense Depart- 
ment policies regarding use of its offi- 
cial seals or other trademark insignia 
and failure to go through the respon- 
sible education advisor for each busi- 
ness related activity requiring access 
to the DoD installations... .’’ They go 
on to say that they found that ‘‘the fre- 
quency and scope of these previous vio- 
lations of the DoD MOU is dis- 
concerting.’’ 

Despite this, the senior Senator from 
Arizona is urging the Department of 
Defense to ignore what they found in 
their investigation and to reverse their 
decision putting the company on pro- 
bation. 

The senior Senator from Arizona 
went on to call Phoenix’s violations 
“minor breaches in decorum” and 
“technical in nature.” 

The Department of Defense found 
that the University of Phoenix violated 
terms of its memorandum of under- 
standing—a legal document laying out 
the rules and standards every institu- 
tion must adhere to in order to be eli- 
gible to participate in voluntary mili- 
tary education programs. For instance, 
this document specifies that the base’s 
education officer, not the base com- 
mander, is the sole approving author- 
ity for any and all access to the base. 
In their violation of this memorandum 
of understanding provision, the Depart- 
ment of Defense called the University 
of Phoenix’s violations disconcerting 
in their frequency and scope. 

The company had a corporate strat- 
egy of spending millions of dollars to 
sponsor events on military bases to 
skirt Department of Defense rules and 
the 2012 Executive order that was de- 
signed to prohibit institutions from re- 
cruiting servicemembers on military 
bases. 

Mr. President, let me spell out some 
of the things that were being done by 
the University of Phoenix. Remember 
what we are talking about. This uni- 
versity is receiving $20 million a year 
through DOD tuition assistance and 
$346 million through the GI bill. Of 
course, it is a big profit center for 
them to continue this pursuit of the 
military, and they spent a lot of money 
to support it, and that is what got 
them in trouble. 

The University of Phoenix spent over 
$250,000 in the last 3 years just in one 
location—Fort Campbell, KY—spon- 
soring 89 events. One event featured a 
performer named Big Smo; that alone 
cost $25,000. Across the country, the 
University of Phoenix sponsored events 
on military bases, including rock con- 
certs, Super Bowl parties, father- 
daughter dances, Easter egg hunts, a 
chocolate festival, and even brunch 
with Santa. 

The University of Phoenix paid the 
Department of Defense to have its staff 
serve as exclusive résumé advisers in 
Hiring Our Heroes job fairs and work- 
shops, many on military bases. A Cen- 
ter of Investigative Reporting hidden 
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camera documented that all of the 
résumé workshop materials, presen- 
tation slides, and sample ‘‘successful’’ 
résumés were labeled with University 
of Phoenix marketing, and trainers 
urged attendees to go to the University 
of Phoenix Web site for more informa- 
tion. 

The University of Phoenix used 
“challenge coins’’—which the Senator 
from Arizona raised on the floor—with 
DOD seals and logos to show its close 
relationship with the military without 
receiving prior approval. The Senator 
from Arizona noted that other schools 
have done the same thing, including, 
he mentioned, Southern Illinois Uni- 
versity. This Senator is not going to 
send a letter to the DOD protesting if 
they hold SIU or any school account- 
able for the same conduct as the Uni- 
versity of Phoenix. The senior Senator 
from Arizona did, and I think he ought 
to reflect on that for a moment. 

The senior Senator from Arizona 
says the University of Phoenix has a 
long history of serving nontraditional 
students, such as Active-Duty military 
and others. According to Paul 
Reickhoff of the Iraq and Afghanistan 
Veterans of America, the university of 
Phoenix ‘‘is constantly reported as the 
single worst by far” when it comes to 
for-profit colleges taking advantage of 
its members. 

The Senator from Arizona says the 
Consumer Financial Protection Bu- 
reau, the Education Department, and 
the California attorney general, 
Kamala Harris, drove another for-prof- 
it school, Corinthian, out of business 
without ever proving misconduct, and 
now we are attempting to do the same 
to the University of Phoenix. 

The fact is, there are ongoing inves- 
tigations into the University of Phoe- 
nix by the Federal Trade Commission 
related to unfair and deceptive prac- 
tices, including military recruitment 
and the handling of student personal 
information. There is an investigation 
underway of the University of Phoenix 
by the Department of Education’s in- 
spector general related to marketing, 
recruitment, enrollment, financial aid 
processing, fraud prevention, student 
retention, personnel training, attend- 
ance, academic grading, et cetera. 

There is an ongoing investigation 
into the University of Phoenix by the 
Security and Exchange Commission re- 
lating to insider trading, and not one 
but three different state attorneys gen- 
eral are investigating the University of 
Phoenix for unfair and deceptive prac- 
tices. The Senator from Arizona comes 
and protests that we are involved in 
some sort of ideological grand- 
standing—that is what he said, ideolog- 
ical grandstanding—ignoring the evi- 
dence which I have presented this 
morning about the investigations into 
the University of Phoenix going on 
across agencies, State and Federal, and 
the investigation by the Department of 
Defense that led to this decision. 
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He also went on to say yesterday in 
his remarks: 

Last year, the Education Department, Con- 
sumer Financial Protection Bureau— 

And an individual named Ms. Har- 
ris— 
mounted a coordinated campaign that drove 
for-profit Corinthian College out of business 
without ever proving misconduct. 

They were able to drive a college out 
of business. What a coincidence that he 
would make that statement on the 
floor of the Senate yesterday, the same 
day it was reported that a Federal 
judge in Chicago ordered Corinthian 
College—now bankrupt—to pay $530 
million to the Consumer Financial 
Protection Bureau, resolving a year- 
long lawsuit against the for-profit 
chain for allegedly steering students 
into predatory student loans. 

The CFPB Director, Richard Cordray, 
said in a statement, ‘‘Today’s ruling 
marks the end of our litigation against 
a company that has severely harmed 
tens of thousands of students, turning 
dreams of higher education into a 
nightmare.’’ I don’t understand how 
the Senator from Arizona could come 
to the floor the same day this Federal 
decision was reported and raise this 
issue without some knowledge of what 
the Corinthian Colleges were doing. 
What they were doing was lying. They 
were misrepresenting to the Federal 
Government how many students were 
employed after they graduated. It 
turns out Corinthian was paying em- 
ployers several thousand dollars to hire 
their students—graduates—for a month 
or two so they could report to the Fed- 
eral Government they had jobs. 

Of course, when the money ran out 
from Corinthian, the students lost 
those part-time jobs. Corinthian was 
caught. They were asked to provide in- 
formation to refute what I have just 
said. Instead of doing that, they start- 
ed dissembling and going out of busi- 
ness. They were also steering students 
to what they called genesis loans at 
Corinthian College. Students were pay- 
ing outrageous tuition and fees for 
bachelor’s degrees, $60,000 or $75,000, 
and then they were facing genesis 
loans, they called them, with interest 
rates as high as 15 percent. 

This industry does have good schools 
and good courses in the for-profit busi- 
ness sector, I am sure, but there has 
clearly been misconduct. We have to 
call them on it and hold them respon- 
sible. It is our Federal Government 
that virtually acknowledges the ac- 
creditation of these schools that offer 
Pell grants and direct student loans to 
their students, creating the impression 
among students and families that these 
are perfectly good colleges and univer- 
sities. We have a responsibility to stu- 
dents and families across this Nation 
to police their ranks when there is mis- 
conduct. In this case, the Department 
of Defense looked closely and decided 
that the University of Phoenix was in- 
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volved in misconduct. That is why they 
reached their decision. 

There was a letter that was prepared 
by a number of organizations—I will 
not read all of their names—but it was 
sent October 27 this week to the Honor- 
able Ashton Carter, the Secretary of 
Defense, thanking the Department for 
their recent action when it came to the 
University of Phoenix. These organiza- 
tions went on to catalog the things I 
have said this morning. They also talk 
about the students these organizations 
have worked with. This letter says 
servicemember complaints regarding 
the University of Phoenix fall into 
three categories: servicemembers who 
were signed up for loans without their 
knowledge or permission after being 
promised they would incur no loans, 
servicemembers who were misled about 
the cost of tuition increases at the 
University of Phoenix, servicemembers 
who were misled about the accredita- 
tion and transferability of University 
of Phoenix credits. 

Yesterday, the senior Senator from 
Arizona cited three students. I would 
like to read from this letter. They note 
three students who were members of 
the military commenting on the Uni- 
versity of Phoenix. First, Cody Edie, of 
the U.S. Marines said: 

I was told these credits would transfer any- 
where nationwide but as I began my transi- 
tion from active duty I found out they will 
not transfer to the schools in my home state. 
I wasted my time and 15 credits for nothing. 

A statement from Erin Potter, U.S. 
Army: 

I was told by the University of Phoenix 
that I would be eligible for grants that I did 
not have to pay back. I came to find out they 
enrolled me in loans and now I cannot afford 
the payments. 

From Dennis 
Army: 

I attended the University of Phoenix to ob- 
tain my bachelors degree. I racked up close 
to $20,000 in debt to attain my degree. I feel 
they targeted me for my military student 
aid. I struggle every month paying back the 
student loans I could have avoided. I was 
shot twice in Afghanistan by shrapnel from 
RPGs. 

The letter is signed by about 20 dif- 
ferent organizations: the Air Force 
Sergeants Association, the Association 
of the U.S. Navy, the American Asso- 
ciation of State Colleges and Univer- 
sities, Blue Star Families, Paralyzed 
Veterans of America. 

I ask unanimous consent to have this 
letter printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


Chamberlain, U.S. 


OCTOBER 27, 2015. 
Hon. ASHTON CARTER, 
Secretary of Defense, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SECRETARY CARTER: We write to 
thank you and your staff for the Depart- 
ment’s recent action to enforce its Tuition 
Assistance Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) with the University of Phoenix. The 
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MOU is the Department’s main tool for im- 
plementing Executive Order 18607 and its di- 
rective to protect service members from de- 
ceptive recruiting, including surreptitious 
recruiting on military installations. 

In these difficult financial times, pro- 
tecting the integrity of the Tuition Assist- 
ance program is essential to preservation of 
the program and its goal of military readi- 
ness and professional development for our 
men and women in uniform. In this context, 
the Department’s action to enforce the MOU 
is a prudent measure, and we feel more needs 
to be done to protect the integrity of the 
program. Failure to take swift and serious 
action against violations of the MOU harms 
service members, taxpayers, and the pro- 
gram itself, and sends the wrong message to 
other MOU signatories about the accept- 
ability of violations. 

The Department’s investigation concluded 
that ‘‘the frequency and scope” of the Uni- 
versity’s violations was ‘‘disconcerting,”’ in- 
cluding ‘‘transgression of Defense Depart- 
ment policies regarding use of its official 
seals or other trademark insignia and failure 
to go through the responsible education ad- 
visor for each business related activity re- 
quiring access to the DoD installations.” 
The Department’s letter to the University 
also raised concern that ‘“‘several additional 
provisions” of the MOU may have been vio- 
lated if allegations are substantiated about 
deceptive marketing, recruiting, and billing 
of U.S. military personnel raised in the law 
enforcement inquiries of the U.S. Federal 
Trade Commission and California Attorney 
General. We also would draw to your atten- 
tion similar allegations that also, if substan- 
tiated, would violate provisions of the MOU, 
raised in ongoing investigations of the At- 
torneys General of Delaware, Florida, and 
Massachusetts; the Enforcement Division of 
the U.S. Securities & Exchange Commission; 
the Mid-Atlantic Region of the U.S. Edu- 
cation Department’s Office of Inspector Gen- 
eral; and the whistleblower suit brought by 
University of Phoenix military recruiters 
filed in the federal district court in Ken- 
tucky. 

Although signatories to the MOU promise 
to eliminate unfair and deceptive marketing 
and recruiting, such practices continue. For 
example, many of our organizations are help- 
ing service members and veterans who expe- 
rienced deceptive recruiting, and nearly 1,000 
of these attended the University of Phoenix. 
Their experiences over the past decade, and 
through 2015, demonstrate a pattern con- 
sistent with the allegations made by current 
law enforcement investigations. Service 
members’ complaints regarding the Univer- 
sity of Phoenix tend to fall into three cat- 
egories: (1) service members who were signed 
up for loans without their knowledge or per- 
mission, after being promised they would 
incur no loans; (2) service members who were 
misled about the cost and tuition increases 
at University of Phoenix; and (3) service 
members who were misled about the accredi- 
tation and transferability of University of 
Phoenix credits. Below is a small sampling of 
complaints about the University of Phoenix 
from service members who used Tuition As- 
sistance. The first student attended the Uni- 
versity as recently as 2015: 

“I was told these credits would transfer 
anywhere nationwide but as I begin my tran- 
sition from active duty, I found out they will 
not transfer to the schools in my home state. 
I wasted my time and 15 credits for noth- 
ing.’’—Cody Edie, U.S. Marines E-4 

“T was told by University of Phoenix that 
I would be eligible for grants that I did not 
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have to pay back. I came to find out they en- 
rolled me in loans and now I cannot afford 
the payments.’’—Erin Potter, U.S. Army E-5 

“I attended University of Phoenix to at- 
tain my bachelors degree. I racked up close 
to $20,000 in debt to attain my degree. I feel 
they targeted me for my military student 
aid. I struggle every month paying back the 
student loans I could have avoided. I was 
shot twice in Afghanistan by shrapnel from 
RPGs.’’—Dennis Chamberlain, U.S. Army 0-3 

Because the Department’s action affects 
only prospective students, we also urge you 
to alert service members currently enrolled 
at the University about the probation and 
current law enforcement investigations, and 
remind them about the availability of the 
Department’s complaint system. Doing so 
would aid those students and enhance the 
Department’s ability to identify MOU infrac- 
tions. As you may know, the University was 
required by SEC rules to notify its investors 
of these actions; current students deserve to 
be informed as well. 

We thank you for your efforts to protect 
the integrity of the Tuition Assistance pro- 
gram and to protect service members from 
deceptive recruiting practices. We hope the 
Department will continue to take action 
against violations and consider that rein- 
statement following a short probation could 
indicate to other MOU signatories that vio- 
lations are met with little repercussion. 

Sincerely, 

Air Force Sergeants Association, American 
Association of State Colleges and Univer- 
sities, American Federation of Labor—Con- 
gress of Industrial Organizations, Associa- 
tion of the U.S. Navy, Blue Star Families, 
Campaign for America’s Future, Children’s 
Advocacy Institute, Consumer Action, Con- 
sumer Federation of California, Consumers 
Union, Empire Justice Center, Higher Ed Not 
Debt, Institute for Higher Education Policy, 
Iraq and Afghanistan Veterans of America. 

Leadership Conference on Civil and Human 
Rights, League of United Latin American 
Citizens, National Association of Consumer 
Advocates, National Consumer Law Center 
(on behalf of its low-income clients), Para- 
lyzed Veterans of America, Public Law Cen- 
ter, Student Debt Crisis, Student Veterans of 
America, The Education Trust, The Institute 
for College Access & Success, University of 
San Diego Veterans Legal Clinic, Veterans 
Education Success, Veterans for Common 
Sense, Veterans Student Loan Relief Fund, 
VetJobs, VetsFirst, a program of United Spi- 
nal Association, Vietnam Veterans of Amer- 
ica, Working America, Young Invincibles. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I am 
going to wrap up. I read carefully what 
the senior Senator from Arizona had to 
say yesterday. I hope I have addressed 
each of the major points he raised. 
There was indeed an investigation. 
There were standards which the Uni- 
versity of Phoenix agreed to follow and 
then failed to follow. There is an effort 
underway to make sure we protect the 
men and women in the military and 
their families from exploitation when 
it comes to their GI bills. We should 
continue that effort. 

I hope my friend and colleague from 
Arizona who has made a record in the 
Senate of speaking up, standing up to 
avoid those misuses of Federal funds, 
will continue in that same vein when it 
comes to this issue. We want money 
well spent. We want our men and uni- 
form well served. 
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I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FLAKE). The clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President. I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CROP INSURANCE PROGRAM 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the 
chairman of the Senate agriculture 
committee is on the floor, and I thank 
him for his tenacity and diligent work 
on behalf of America’s farmers and 
rural communities. 

I have discussed with the chairman 
his concerns about crop insurance pro- 
visions in the fiscal agreement and 
their impact on farmers, concerns 
which are shared by our counterparts 
in the House of Representatives. I also 
have concerns about the changes to 
crop insurance and what it will mean 
to the future farmers in my State. We 
have a big agricultural community in 
Kentucky, and I have certainly heard 
from them in great numbers over the 
past couple of days. 

Farming has been a long tradition in 
my State. Kentucky is made up largely 
of smaller family farms—farms that 
have been passed down from generation 
to generation. These folks rely heavily 
on the notion that a bad-crop-yield 
year will not stop their ability to con- 
tinue farming because of the certainty 
provided through this crop insurance 
program. 

It is our joint understanding that the 
House leaders will work to reverse 
these crop insurance changes and find 
bipartisan alternative deficit reduction 
savings when they consider the omni- 
bus appropriations bill later this year. 

So I assure my friend from Kansas 
and the other Members of our con- 
ference who care about this that I will 
work closely with him to support the 
House in these efforts. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, will 
the distinguished leader yield? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I rise 
to engage in this colloquy that our dis- 
tinguished Republican leader has al- 
ready mentioned or stressed. I also 
thank our majority whip, the Senator 
from Texas, and the senior Senator 
from South Dakota, Mr. THUNE, with 
regard to a commitment made between 
all of us on the floor. 

This commitment is in reference to 
the obvious need to remedy the lan- 
guage adversely affecting our Nation’s 
farmers and ranchers that is now in- 
cluded in the Bipartisan Budget Act. 
This provision, section 201, included in 
the underlying bill, should it go into 
effect, would greatly damage the crop 
insurance program as we know it, not 
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to mention the farmers who purchase 
this crop insurance. 

The commitment we have reached is 
to reverse these damaging cuts and pol- 
icy changes to the crop insurance pro- 
gram in order to protect our producers’ 
primary risk management tool and 
their No. 1 priority. In all of the great 
talk and effort that we had to pass the 
farm bill—over 400 days—the No. 1 
issue to farmers, ranchers, and every 
commodity group and every farm orga- 
nization was crop insurance. 

This legislative action—or fix, if we 
want to call it that—will take place in 
consideration of the year-end spending 
bill. I have been working very closely 
with House Agriculture Committee 
Chairman MIKE CONAWAY, who has 
reached a similar position with the 
House leadership. It was a tough trail, 
but MIKE got it done. 

We have all agreed here to restore 
these funds to the program and reverse 
this policy and do so with support from 
the House and the Senate. 

I yield to our distinguished majority 
whip. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority whip. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ex- 
press my gratitude to the majority 
leader and to the chairman of the agri- 
culture committee in the Senate, as 
well as to the two Senators from South 
Dakota, Mr. THUNE and Mr. ROUNDS, 
for their cooperation and their com- 
mitment to address this issue. 

I particularly wish to join the chair- 
man of the agriculture committee, 
Senator ROBERTS, in commending MIKE 
CONAWAY, a good Texan, who is chair- 
man of the House Agriculture Com- 
mittee, whom I know cares very deeply 
about this issue. 

Texas is a huge agricultural State 
and 98 percent of our agricultural pro- 
duction is run by families and employs 
one out of every seven Texans. Texas 
ranchers and farmers are no strangers 
to the perils caused by drought and 
other weather-related events beyond 
their control. 

With the current regulatory environ- 
ment and unforeseen perils they face, I 
understand the necessity and the via- 
bility of the crop insurance program to 
their livelihoods. 

So I wish to say that I too stand 
ready to support our colleagues, work- 
ing together to find a solution to this 
important problem. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I yield 
to my distinguished friend and col- 
league from South Dakota, the senior 
Senator from South Dakota, Mr. 
THUNE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from South Dakota is recognized. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I wish to 
thank the Senator from Kansas, who is 
the distinguished chairman of the agri- 
culture committee, on which I serve, as 
well as the leader and the whip in the 
Senate. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


I rise in support as well of restoring 
what would be some very devastating 
cuts to an important program, the crop 
insurance program. The cuts were sup- 
posed to be imposed by the budget 
agreement that was reached and that 
we are going to be voting on later 
today. 

Crop insurance plays a critical role 
in supporting South Dakota agri- 
culture. It is my State’s No. 1 industry. 
Crop losses due to drought, wind, hail, 
and excessive moisture provide the 
greatest challenges to economic sur- 
vival and sustainability in production 
agriculture. Crop insurance provides 
the only viable risk management tool 
to meet those challenges. So it is im- 
perative that we preserve crop insur- 
ance and maintain its viability. 

I support the agreement that has 
been discussed on the floor today. I will 
work with the leader, the chairman, 
my Senate colleagues, and my col- 
league from South Dakota, Senator 
ROUNDS, who has been involved in these 
discussions, to make sure we find a rea- 
sonable alternative to the unworkable 
cuts to crop insurance that are found 
in section 201 of the Bipartisan Budget 
Act. 

I thank the majority leader, the 
whip, and the chairman of our agri- 
culture committee for their commit- 
ment to our farming families and rural 
economies across this great country. I 
also thank those who have worked in 
the House to come to a point where we 
can have this discussion and move for- 
ward in a way that will preserve what 
is a very important program for pro- 
duction agriculture in this country. 

I ask the chairman of the agriculture 
committee, Senator ROBERTS, through 
the Presiding Officer, if the House has 
reached a similar agreement in terms 
of the discussion that we are having in 
the Senate today. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I 
thank my friend for the question. I re- 
spond to my friend that, yes, the chair- 
man, MIKE CONAWAY, has reached a bi- 
partisan agreement with the House 
leadership and also the chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations, Mr. 
ROGERS from Kentucky. So there is bi- 
partisan agreement with the House 
leadership, and it is now time for the 
Senate to respond. 

I also echo the comments of the sen- 
ior Senator from South Dakota, with 
the help of Senator ROUNDS, and I 
would be remiss in not mentioning vir- 
tually every member of the ag com- 
mittee who has been involved in this 
effort as well. I appreciate the work of 
my colleagues and the work of our 
ranking member, Senator STABENOW. I 
especially want to thank her for rais- 
ing this issue and helping to find an 
agreement. 

I note that I have worked my entire 
career to build crop insurance as a pub- 
lic-private partnership that best pro- 
tects our producers, taxpayers, and 
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consumers, not to mention a very hun- 
gry and malnourished world. This 
agreement reached today continues in 
that effort to fulfill that mission. I 
thank the majority leader, the major- 
ity whip, and Senator THUNE for their 
commitment. I also thank many of our 
colleagues who helped reach this solu- 
tion today. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak in support of the bipartisan 
Budget Act of 2015, the legislation that 
passed in the House last night and that 
I expect we will be voting on soon in 
the Senate. 

Anyone who hasn’t been living in a 
cave for the last few weeks is aware of 
the controversy surrounding this legis- 
lation. However, while the bill is likely 
no one’s idea of an ideal path forward, 
I believe the controversy stems more 
from political considerations than 
from policy or substance. 

Let me say one thing up front. I don’t 
love this legislation. If we were living 
in the ‘‘United States of Orrin Hatch” 
this bill would look very different, but 
while I may not like parts of this deal 
very much, there are other things I 
like much less, including political 
brinksmanship on important matters 
and election-year posturing on com- 
plicated issues. 

This budget deal, while far from per- 
fect, will help eliminate several hur- 
dles that must be overcome in the near 
term and hopefully allow Congress to 
function and to actually govern over 
the next year. That said, there are 
some very important provisions in this 
bill that I think will be counted as 
wins for good government and will help 
us address some important issues. So I 
would like to take just a few minutes 
and talk about some of the specifics of 
this legislation and why I believe these 
provisions are important. 

First, as we all know, the bill would 
suspend the statutory debt limit 
through mid-March of 2017. I have 
heard a number of my colleagues decry 
this provision, arguing that any in- 
crease in the debt limit should be ac- 
companied by fiscal reforms, and on 
that count my colleagues are right. 

I think you would be hard-pressed to 
find many Members in this Chamber 
who have spent more time than I have 
talking about our Nation’s debt and 
calling for reforms. I have spoken ex- 
tensively about the need to rein in our 
broken entitlement programs, which 
are the main drivers of our debt. Un- 
like most Members of Congress, I have 
actually come up with specific pro- 
posals that would help stave off the 
growing entitlement crisis. On top of 
that, as chairman of the Senate com- 
mittee with jurisdiction over the debt 
limit, I have repeatedly called on the 
Obama administration to do what past 
administrations have done, which is to 
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use debt limit increases as opportuni- 
ties to reexamine our fiscal situation 
and work with Congress to find a path 
toward reforms that will improve our 
fiscal outlook. 

Unfortunately, these calls and simi- 
lar calls made by other leaders in Con- 
gress have largely gone ignored as the 
administration refuses to even consider 
fiscal changes in the context of a debt 
limit increase. I am as frustrated as 
anyone by the refusal of this adminis- 
tration to even engage on this issue. 
However, the President’s refusal to be 
reasonable and to do his job when it 
comes to our debt is no excuse for Con- 
gress failing to do its job and prevent a 
default. 

I know some of my colleagues either 
don’t believe a default would be that 
bad or that the result of hitting the 
debt limit would even be classified as a 
default. I will not delve into the se- 
mantics of the issue, I will just say 
that hitting the debt limit would pre- 
vent the government from meeting a 
large number of its obligations. Noth- 
ing good and many things that are bad 
will come from that result. No reason- 
able person would dispute that. 

In addition, I don’t think any reason- 
able person wants to see Congress push 
up against debt limit deadlines mul- 
tiple times throughout 2016. Mixing a 
looming possibility of default with 
election-year posturing—and I am talk- 
ing about posturing on both sides of 
the aisle, by the way—is, in my view, a 
recipe for disaster. This budget bill will 
suspend the debt limit and spare Con- 
gress and the American people the 
spectacle of ticking debt clocks in the 
middle of an election season. Once 
again, this isn’t my preferred result, 
but it is much better than the alter- 
native. 

In addition to raising the debt limit, 
the bill would extend the life of the So- 
cial Security disability insurance, or 
SSDI, trust fund through a temporary 
reallocation of resources from the re- 
tirement trust fund into the disability 
insurance program. 

As we all know, the SSDI trust fund 
is set to be exhausted sometime late 
next year, which would lead to benefit 
cuts of around 20 percent for disabled 
Americans. I am not willing to do that. 
Right now, the beneficiaries in the dis- 
ability program face enormous uncer- 
tainty, and that will only get worse be- 
tween now and the end of 2016 if Con- 
gress fails to act. 

I have been urging action on this 
issue for quite some time and have put 
forward a number of proposals to re- 
form various aspects of the disability 
insurance program. Sadly, despite 
many calls for bipartisan cooperation, 
the administration has decided to re- 
main silent, aside from the very simple 
and overly broad reallocation proposal. 
Nonetheless, the budget bill will, as I 
mentioned, provide an interfund re- 
allocation that will add an additional 6 
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years of viability to the SSDI trust 
fund, preventing benefit cuts to dis- 
abled American workers and removing 
the current uncertainty. 

That is not all. The bill would also 
put in place reforms to the SSDI Pro- 
gram, including some of the proposals I 
put forward earlier this year and re- 
flecting a great deal of work between 
Chairman PAUL RYAN of the House 
Ways and Means Committee and Rep- 
resentative SAM JOHNSON, who chairs 
the Social Security Subcommittee, and 
me. Our work led to a number of fea- 
tures of the budget bill’s treatment of 
SSDI that will help combat fraud in 
the program, make it easier for those 
who can and desire to return to work 
to be able to do so, and improve the 
overall administration and integrity of 
the disability program. 

As I said before, this is not a budget 
bill that I would have written, and I 
think there are a number of other ways 
to improve the SSDI Program and So- 
cial Security more generally. However, 
nothing in the bill prevents us from 
continuing our work to develop and re- 
fine ideas and come up with additional 
improvements. Given the unsustaina- 
bility of the Social Security System 
generally, we will have to continue to 
work on reforms to ensure these pro- 
grams are available to future genera- 
tions. 

For now, we must be realistic. If we 
don’t act now to prevent next year’s 
benefit cuts, we will create a cliff that 
will occur right in the middle of an 
election campaign, when fundamental 
reforms to an entitlement program will 
be virtually impossible. Instead of a 
real debate over the future of this im- 
portant program, we would see accusa- 
tions lobbed back and forth about 
which side is responsible for the im- 
pending benefit cuts. Why would any- 
one want that? What good would that 
accomplish? 

I would also like to remind my col- 
leagues that the SSDI reforms in this 
budget bill represent the most signifi- 
cant changes to any Social Security 
program since 1983—more than three 
decades ago. That is nothing to sneeze 
at. So while critics may be right that 
these changes aren’t the only types of 
long-term fixes the SSDI Program 
needs, they should not by any means be 
overlooked. 

While we are on the subject of enti- 
tlements, I also want to point out that 
this budget bill will avert an unprece- 
dented and large increase in Medicare 
Part B premiums for millions of elder- 
ly Americans. Under the law, there is a 
complicated interplay between the So- 
cial Security and Medicare Programs, 
where under what is called the ‘‘hold 
harmless” rule, the majority of Medi- 
care beneficiaries cannot see a pre- 
mium increase greater than their cost- 
of-living adjustment under Social Se- 
curity. However, due to very low infla- 
tion, there will be no cost-of-living ad- 
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justments in Social Security in 2016, 
meaning there can be no premium in- 
creases for the majority of Medicare 
Part B participants. This means the 
full amount of what the Medicare sys- 
tem needs to collect in Part B pre- 
miums for next year will be charged to 
the nearly 30 percent of Medicare bene- 
ficiaries who do not have their pre- 
miums deducted from their Social Se- 
curity payments. 

Long story short, absent some kind 
of action, more than one-quarter of all 
Medicare Part B beneficiaries will see 
their premiums go up as much as 52 
percent in 2016. This bill is important, 
with all its faults, and that is a great 
reason to vote for it. The legislation 
before us will prevent this increase, 
once again allowing Congress to avoid 
a contentious fight and preventing 
many seniors from becoming pawns in 
the unending liberal political games- 
manship and demagoguery. Most im- 
portantly it would do so in a respon- 
sible manner. 

In addition to sparing our country 
some needless political fights over So- 
cial Security and Medicare, this bill 
will also repeal the employer auto- 
enrollment requirement under the so- 
called Affordable Care Act. This provi- 
sion, once implemented, would require 
large employers to automatically en- 
roll new employees in health insurance 
plans, putting the burden on employees 
who prefer alternative plans to opt out. 
This provision, like many provisions of 
ObamaCare, never made sense and ulti- 
mately had few champions outside left- 
leaning think tanks that continually 
advocate for the government’ to 
“nudge” citizens into what some tech- 
nocrats believe are preferred outcomes 
by removing certain nonpreferred 
choices. 

So with this legislation we have bi- 
partisan agreement on the need to re- 
move at least part—and not an insig- 
nificant part—of ObamaCare. That is 
important. That is a good reason to 
vote for this. Obviously, we need to do 
more, but in my view any acknowl- 
edgement from my friends on the other 
side that any part of the President’s 
health care law doesn’t work is good 
progress. We haven’t been able to get 
them to admit that in all these years 
of this failing program that is going 
on. 

Finally, and for many most signifi- 
cantly, the bipartisan budget legisla- 
tion would partially lift the budget 
caps established under the Budget Con- 
trol Act both for domestic spending 
priorities and national defense. While 
very few people in Congress or else- 
where are big fans of the sequester 
threat, it did result in the only legiti- 
mate measurable spending cuts we 
have seen in quite some time. It is es- 
pecially noteworthy, given the current 
administration’s seemingly insatiable 
desire for more debt-fueled spending. 
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I sympathize with my colleagues who 
might be hesitant to lift those spend- 
ing caps. However, I think we need to 
keep a few things in mind. First, the 
increase in the spending baseline under 
this bill is fully offset. That is impor- 
tant. While not all of the offsets are 
ideal, it is important that the spending 
cap relief will not result in increased 
debt or a tax hike. Let me repeat that. 
It is important to note that the spend- 
ing cap relief will not result in in- 
creased debt or a tax hike. In that 
sense, the spending caps, even with the 
relief included in this bill, continue to 
be successful. Let me repeat that 
again. In that sense, the spending caps, 
even with the relief included in this 
bill, continue to be successful. 

Second, lifting the spending caps will 
help us ensure our military is properly 
funded, although many of us would like 
to do more with the world in the tur- 
moil it is in. Many Members of Con- 
gress, particularly on the Republican 
side, have expressed concern regarding 
the impact of the spending caps on our 
men and women in uniform and our 
overall military readiness. Make no 
mistake, these are dangerous times. 
American generals and military offi- 
cials have made clear the spending lev- 
els under the Budget Control Act are 
not enough to meet the challenges our 
Nation faces on the world stage. Be- 
tween the threat of ISIS in Iraq and 
Syria, Russian aggression in Eastern 
Europe, and our newly prolonged troop 
presence in Afghanistan, now is not the 
time to underfund our military. We 
need to be sure our troops have all the 
resources they need to succeed. 

As we know, President Obama has 
conditioned any budget-cap relief for 
defense on similar relief for other do- 
mestic spending programs. While I 
agree with many of my colleagues that 
this represents an odd set of priorities 
for a Commander in Chief—his No. 1 
duty is to keep us safe—we should not 
let the President’s refusal to do right 
by our military lead us to do the same. 

In addition to criticisms of the sub- 
stance of the bill, some of which I 
agree with, I have also heard com- 
plaints about the process that led us 
here. On that front as well, I share 
some of my colleagues’ concerns. It 
certainly would have been better to 
move this legislation through regular 
order, including committee consider- 
ation and an open amendment process. 
I can’t speak for anyone else, but I 
would assume that almost everyone in- 
volved would prefer to see legislation 
of this magnitude move through the 
House and Senate in a more delibera- 
tive process and a longer timetable. 
Unfortunately, for a variety of reasons, 
that is not what happened. 

However, much of the time, effective 
government is about the art of doing 
what is doable. Though Republicans 
control both Chambers of Congress, 
there is a Democrat in the White House 
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and enough Democrats in the Senate to 
sustain a filibuster. That is just a fact. 
We have to live with that. If we want 
to get anything done around here, we 
cannot demand perfection, nor can we 
operate in a zero-sum environment 
where every victory for the other side, 
however minor, is considered a loss for 
yours. 

I get that there are some who sin- 
cerely and truthfully believe that com- 
promise inherently means failure, and I 
know there are others with different 
agendas in mind that lead them to op- 
pose anything resembling a concession 
to the other side, no matter what their 
side may get in return, but I have been 
around here long enough to know that 
such an approach does not often yield 
satisfactory results. If you are going to 
wait for that perfect bill to come 
around, my experience has taught me 
that you are likely to wait a very long 
time. 

The budget bill before us is far from 
perfect. But, as the saying goes, the 
perfect should not be the enemy of the 
good. Under the circumstances, I be- 
lieve this bill needs to pass so we can 
solve these problems, remove many 
dangerous obstacles directly in front of 
us, and give ourselves a chance to gov- 
ern effectively without the cliffs, cri- 
ses, and deadlines that all too fre- 
quently dictate what we do around 
here. For these reasons I plan to vote 
yes on this legislation, and I urge my 
colleagues to do the same. 

Having said that, I would like to 
compliment our majority leader. He 
has one of the toughest jobs ever on 
Capitol Hill. 

I want to compliment the House as 
well. I have worked very closely with 
the distinguished new Speaker of the 
House. He is a tremendous human 
being. He does not reject the doable. He 
is a very strong conservative, one of 
the strongest people in either House of 
Congress, as is our majority leader. 
Both of them are doing what has to be 
done, and they deserve to have support 
in doing that. I compliment my friends 
on the other side for the successes they 
consider they have made. 

On the other hand, I wish to pay trib- 
ute to our majority leader and the 
work that he is doing, trying to keep 
this fractious group of people together 
in so many ways and to get important 
legislation like this passed so that we 
are working on even more important 
legislation in the future. 

I want to personally pay tribute to 
PAUL RYAN for his election to Speaker 
of the House. We have worked very 
closely together, as he has been chair- 
man of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee. We have met almost weekly 
ever since he took over as chairman of 
that committee and I as chairman of 
the Finance Committee. He is one of 
the truly great people in the Congress, 
and I personally want to express my 
view that we are lucky to have him. We 
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are lucky to have our distinguished 
majority leader as well. 

I want to compliment my friends on 
the other side who have been working 
to do the art of the doable and, though 
imperfect, have worked with both of 
these leaders to get this done. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Florida. 

THE MIDDLE EAST 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I rise to 
discuss a very troubled part of the 
world, the Middle East, a region that is 
experiencing perhaps the greatest tur- 
moil it has seen since the end of the 
First World War. 

After more than 4 years, with over 
200,000 people killed and 4 million 
forced to flee, Syria’s civil war and hu- 
manitarian crisis continues to drag on. 
President Assad still clings to power, 
and he clings to that power with the 
help of Iran, Russia, and Hezbollah. 

Opposition groups remain divided, 
and they are weak, while terrorist 
groups like ISIS and Al Qaeda’s al- 
Nusra Front exploit the chaos. ISIS 
also exploits sectarian tensions across 
the border in Iraq, where its fighters 
battle Iraqi and Kurdish forces, as well 
as Shia militias, for control of large 
parts of the country. And, according to 
press reports, a Saudi-led coalition 
meanwhile battles Iranian-backed 
Houthi rebels for control of Yemen, 
home to Al Qaeda in the Arabian Pe- 
ninsula. 

In addition to its support for Assad 
and terror and proxy groups, Iran con- 
tinues other hostile activities, such as 
testing ballistic missiles, attacking in 
cyberspace, and violating human 
rights. I think this is an important 
thing to remember, as the expectations 
of the Iranian joint nuclear agree- 
ment—this was not a panacea for all of 
the things that Iran is doing. As a mat- 
ter of fact, it specifically was a nego- 
tiation to prevent Iran from having a 
nuclear weapon, which I think has been 
achieved for at least 10, if not 15 to 25, 
years. 

Then, to add to the complications re- 
garding Iran, there are still four Amer- 
icans detained or missing. One that is 
missing, of course, is our Floridian Bob 
Levinson, a former FBI agent. 

These are tough challenges that re- 
flect a changing balance of power, and 
we have already taken important steps 
to meet them. I am talking about steps 
other than the Iranian nuclear joint 
agreement. American and coalition air 
strikes against ISIS in both Iraq and 
Syria and the training and equipping of 
Iraqi and Kurdish forces in Iraq have 
blunted ISIS’s momentum, and we are 
starting to see some reverses there. As 
the Secretary of Defense just a few 
days ago told our Armed Services Com- 
mittee, we are changing our approach 
to supporting the moderate Syrian op- 
position and equipping those forces al- 
ready on the battlefield against ISIS. 
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It is much more difficult in Syria, and 
we have not had a lot of success in 
training and equipping those so-called 
moderate forces in Syria. 

So now the changing strategy is that 
the United States is focusing on what 
the Secretary of Defense referred to as 
the ‘‘three R’s’’—the ISIS strongholds 
of Raqqa in Syria and Ramadi in Iraq 
and then targeted raids in both to build 
battlefield momentum. We saw such a 
raid that tragically took the life of a 
senior enlisted Special Forces Special 
Operations sergeant the other day, but 
that raid was particularly successful in 
that it rescued 70 people who were 
about to be executed the next morning. 
In those raids, the three R’s the Sec- 
retary mentioned are underway. 

Turmoil and violence in the Middle 
East may seem distant to everyday 
Americans, but the consequences ex- 
tend far beyond those regions. We see 
it daily on our television screens. Tens 
of thousands of Syrians have sought 
refuge in Europe. ISIS, we are re- 
minded, uses the Internet and social 
media to spread its propaganda and 
radicalizes young people far from Iraq 
and Syria and even some in the United 
States. 

So in this whole perplexing problem, 
as we try to get our arms around it, 
meeting these challenges, protecting 
our national security and interests, in- 
cluding those of our allies like Israel, 
is going to take strong and patient 
leadership on the part of our country. 

I wanted to share these thoughts 
with the Senate. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, it is 
not always easy to get a majority of 
Congress to agree on something. But 
when it comes to the Export-Import 
Bank, the numbers are now clear. 
Three days ago, the House easily 
passed a bill to reauthorize this criti- 
cally important program, 313 to 118. 
Months before that, here in the Senate, 
we approved reauthorization 64 to 29. 
That is a supermajority in both Cham- 
bers, so no one should think we should 
not be able to pass this. But right now, 
the will of a bipartisan supermajority 
is being blocked by Senate Republican 
leaders who have so far refused us the 
opportunity to act. This lack of move- 
ment on this critical issue is unaccept- 
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able, and people across the country are 
not going to stand for it. 

Every single day that passes without 
this program in operation, America’s 
businesses—most of them small busi- 
nesses—are at a disadvantage. That is 
because one of the main goals of the 
Export-Import Bank is to level the 
playing field for American companies 
to sell their goods overseas. 

There are 60 other export credit agen- 
cies worldwide, including several in 
China. While companies around the 
world are enjoying the support of their 
own lending programs, this Congress 
allowed one of its best tools to grow 
the economy to go dark. That is now 
hurting our economy at a time when 
we should be continuing to work to 
build and grow and create jobs. 

For months, I have heard from busi- 
nesses in my home State of Wash- 
ington that they are being held back 
by partisan grandstanding nearly 3,000 
miles away. Businesses in Washington 
State make great products, and they 
want to ship what they make overseas 
and continue to build their business at 
home, and Congress ought to be a good 
partner in that effort. 

This isn’t a Republican issue or a 
Democratic issue. This is about sup- 
porting American companies that are 
creating local jobs, adding to our econ- 
omy, and helping our economy grow 
from the middle out. It is why the Ex- 
port-Import Bank has had the support 
of this body now for more than 80 


years. 
I urge Republican leaders to stop al- 
lowing extreme members of their 


party—a minority of their party—to 
hold our economy hostage. It is time to 
renew the Export-Import Bank on be- 
half of American businesses, American 
workers, and American families. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Ms. HEITKAMP. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—H.R. 597 

Ms. HEITKAMP. Mr. President, once 
again we are down on the floor of the 
Senate, begging, pleading, and trying 
to get anyone to listen to our pleas to 
once again open the Export-Import 
Bank. As we look at the consequences 
of having closed—for the last 3% 
months—the Export-Import Bank, it 
becomes readily apparent every day 
and every hour that we are losing 
American manufacturing jobs and we 
are stressing small businesses that 
have a strong history of reliance on the 
Export-Import Bank, and that we are, 
in fact, not only not helping American 
business, but we are hurting American 
manufacturers in this country. 
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Why would we do that? Why would 
we wait one more day? Before the char- 
ter expired on the Export-Import Bank, 
we were told that the reason why—even 
though we had 64 votes in the Senate 
for the Ex-Im Bank—we couldn’t pos- 
sibly get this done was because the 
House of Representatives would not 
take this up. The House of Representa- 
tives would not move on the Ex-Im 
Bank, and, in fact, if it came to the 
floor, it was doubtful that we would ac- 
tually get a vote that was favorable to 
the Ex-Im Bank. Well, a funny thing 
happened when we looked at the re- 
ality of where the House of Representa- 
tives is today. 

When we counted the votes this week 
for the Ex-Im Bank, guess what; over 
70 percent of the House of Representa- 
tives voted to reauthorize the Ex-Im 
Bank. And probably even more remark- 
able, a majority of Republicans in the 
House of Representatives voted to re- 
authorize the Ex-Im Bank. 

Now, you might wonder: What 
changed? What happened? How could 
we possibly have been so wrong? 

Well, let me tell you that no one in 
their right mind in the business com- 
munity ever believed that we would let 
the Ex-Im Bank charter expire, and so 
everybody assumed that we would do 
the right thing here—that the charter 
would go on and that this would hap- 
pen. Guess what happened. When we 
shut down the Ex-Im Bank and people 
weren’t able to approach the Ex-Im 
Bank to get credit guarantees to do the 
work of manufacturing and exporting, 
all of a sudden, those small business 
men and women and those employees 
of those institutions picked up their 
phones and started calling their Mem- 
bers of Congress. When they called 
their Members of Congress, that is 
when we saw action. That is when we 
saw things moving in a direction that 
actually supports American manufac- 
turing. 

This is an institution that has been 
reauthorized many times. This is an in- 
stitution that has been in existence for 
decades. It is an institution that is in 
competition with dozens—in fact, 
about 80 or 90 export credit agencies 
are run by other countries—of credit 
agencies every day. They are com- 
peting against those same agencies. 

What we have now is unilateral disar- 
mament. Imagine this: American man- 
ufacturers—longstanding manufactur- 
ers—are actually considering moving 
their manufacturing facilities offshore 
so that they can compete for this ex- 
port business. We can’t wait another 
minute. We can’t wait another day. We 
can’t wait for another opportunity to 
present itself. We have to do this now. 

I understand and know that I am new 
to this institution. But most times 
when you have supermajorities in sup- 
port of something, it shouldn’t be that 
hard to get it done, and we know the 
President will sign it. 
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I am always a little shocked when 
people say: Well, you know, we still 
can’t get that done because we need to 
find a vehicle. And I think: Well, what 
does that mean when you actually in- 
troduce a bill and the bill itself is sit- 
ting at the desk and there is an oppor- 
tunity not to try to attach something 
so that somebody can hide their vote 
or not to try to attach it to something 
because you might be able to leverage 
another idea on there but to actually 
move this bill forward? 

We don’t need to look for a vehicle. 
We don’t need to look for another op- 
portunity to advance the Ex-Im Bank. 
Guess what we need. We need to bring 
this bill to the floor right now. We need 
to ask our colleagues to engage in what 
we should be doing here, which is de- 
bate and legislation on the floor of the 
Senate. We need to resolve this issue 
and wrap it up. 

When we started this journey, we 
were told the Ex-Im Bank was in need 
of reform. In a very bipartisan way, my 
office sat down with Senator KIRK’s of- 
fice, joined by Senator BLUNT, Senator 
LINDSEY GRAHAM, Senator MANCHIN, 
and Senator DONNELLY and said: What 
do we need to do to make the Ex-Im 
Bank better? What do we need to do to 
make the Ex-Im Bank more accessible 
and more accountable? 

We negotiated something that is rare 
here, which is a bipartisan bill, the 
Kirk-Heitkamp Ex-Im Bank reauthor- 
ization bill. That bill has been the ve- 
hicle and the kind of blueprint for how 
we are going to move forward. In fact, 
when the House did their discharge pe- 
tition, they discharged the bill that is, 
in fact, the Kirk-Heitkamp bill. There 
is nothing in there where we have to 
balance this or somehow reconcile a 
House version and a Senate version. 

We can get this done today. We can 
move this forward. We can send the 
message to the rest of the world that 
the Ex-Im Bank and American manu- 
facturers are open for business. It 
makes absolutely no sense for us to 
wait any longer and in any way delay 
the movement of the Ex-Im Bank. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague from North Da- 
kota for her continued leadership on 
this issue and for pointing out to our 
colleagues that we really could be just 
a short step away from reauthorizing a 
very important business tool for small 
businesses, manufacturers, and the ag- 
riculture industry by making sure that 
we reauthorize the Export-Import 
Bank. 

What my colleague is referring to is 
that it would take just a short agree- 
ment here this morning to go ahead 
and take the House-passed bill that, as 
she explained, was passed after col- 
leagues got a discharge petition, but it 
is the same as the language that we 
have had over here in the Senate. 
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The process to move forward on this 
reauthorization would be very simple. I 
am sure Senator HEITKAMP pointed out 
before I got to the floor that a fili- 
buster-proof majority of our colleagues 
approve of this legislation. I think 67 of 
our colleagues approve of this, and now 
we have this tremendous support—313 
votes—from the House of Representa- 
tives. 

As Senator HEITKAMP said, we are 
just a short step away. Why are we so 
emphatic about that? Why wait? When 
we look at what has just come out, the 
financial numbers show a 1.5 percent 
job growth. I think it is something like 
that. It shows very anemic numbers for 
our economy. 

I don’t know about anybody else, but 
since we are a very cyclical economy in 
the Northwest, or we have been for var- 
ious periods of time in our history, my 
constituents expect me to get up every 
day and fight for things that will im- 
prove the economic opportunity of 
America, and that is what we are doing 
here. 

When we look at 2014, it supported 
$27.4 billion in U.S. exports and 164,000 
jobs. My colleagues know how much 
the economy outside of the United 
States is growing. So we want to sell 
them U.S.-made products. I think it is 
one of the biggest economic opportuni- 
ties in front of us. I believe in what we 
make. 

I complained because I think exotic 
financial instruments got us into trou- 
ble, and I want to be known for some- 
thing in the United States of America 
besides exotic financial instruments. I 
like that we make airplanes and auto- 
mobiles. 

The Senator from Michigan has 
joined us on the floor. I like that we 
make great agriculture products from 
North Dakota that are then exported 
around the globe. 

I visited Bob’s Red Mill in Oregon. 
That company makes a great variety of 
various grain products that are shipped 
all over the world. They use the Ex- 
port-Import Bank as a way to gain ac- 
cess because not every bank in Oregon 
is brave enough to take on a deal in 
Tanzania or some other country. Why? 
Because the banking doesn’t exist 
there. So the Oregon bank says: OK, I 
will bank you. I will get Bob’s Red Mill 
sold in all of those places, but I want 
some credit insurance. I want to be 
sure that you have an insurance pro- 
gram in case something goes wrong, 
and that is where the Export-Import 
Bank comes in. 

In 2014, we had $27.4 billion in U.S. 
exports and 164,000 jobs. 

Where have we been since 2008? It has 
helped us with 1.4 million jobs. Our 
economic information shows that we 
have had a somewhat anemic quarter 
in our country. I would say it is inter- 
esting that it did coincide with this 
issue of the Export-Import Bank, and 
this whole malaise here of not getting 


16847 


work done probably didn’t make any- 
body happy in business, and there is 
the fact that a lot of doubt and uncer- 
tainty plagued us. 

So if you want to help the economy, 
let’s just agree this morning that the 
Export-Import Bank is a great tool to 
help U.S. manufacturers grow their 
economic opportunities outside of the 
United States. Let’s just agree this 
morning and get this done, and we will 
be moving ahead on this important 
issue. 

Now, some people are saying: Let’s 
just wait. I am saying: What we are 
risking by waiting is more job loss, 
more small businesses at risk, and the 
U.S. economy at risk. There are more 
than $9 billion in pending Export-Im- 
port Bank deals on the table—$9 bil- 
lion. That can’t get done because the 
Bank doesn’t exist anymore. If you just 
think about that, those are U.S. com- 
panies that have economic activity to 
do around the globe to help us grow the 
U.S. economy at a time when we have 
been anemic. If no one objects to my 
motion, we would restart that engine 
today. 

Ms. STABENOW. Will the Senator 
from Washington yield for one quick 
question? 

Ms. CANTWELL. Yes. 

Ms. STABENOW. Was that $9 billion? 
Ms. CANTWELL. Yes. 

Ms. STABENOW. We have economic 
activity that is hanging in the balance, 
and because of this inactivity, we are 
losing $9 billion every single day? 

Ms. CANTWELL. Yes. 

Ms. STABENOW. That is billion with 
a “B”? 

Ms. CANTWELL. Yes. That’s the dol- 
lar value of deals for U.S. companies 
being held up that could be moved for- 
ward. 

Ms. STABENOW. Shocking. 

Ms. CANTWELL. So I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 282, H.R. 
597, the Export-Import Bank Reform 
and Reauthorization Act, and that the 
bill be read a third time and passed and 
the motion to reconsider be considered 
made and laid upon the table with no 
intervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Republican leader. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
would remind my colleagues that we 
voted on the reauthorization of the Ex- 
port-Import Bank already. There are 
numerous objections on this side of the 
aisle; therefore, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 
hope our colleagues realize that the 
economic activity we could be seeing 
today could help us in everything we 
are doing moving forward. 

While the Senate has passed the Ex- 
port-Import Bank, it is part of a larger 
transportation package that this Sen- 
ator hopes will actually get done. But 
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there are many people who don’t want 
to see the Export-Import Bank reau- 
thorized. In fact, some of our col- 
leagues suggested in the recent budget 
deal that they put a 1-year provision in 
for the Export-Import Bank. I don’t 
support a l-year provision. We support 
a 5-year reauthorization, and we want 
to get to that now. We do not want to 
see more jobs shifted overseas as we 
continue to have this debate, because 
that is what is happening. We are giv- 
ing economic opportunity to other 
countries to take advantage of our 
businesses. 

I hope we will take this up and move 
it forward so that we can get economic 
opportunities back in front of the 
American people at a time when we 
most critically need to. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

Ms. HEITKAMP. Will my friend from 
Washington yield for a question? 

Ms. CANTWELL. Yes. 

Ms. HEITKAMP. We have now had 
this experience of 3⁄2 months—really 4 
months because we are at the end of 
October—with no opportunity for a 
small business to actually look at how 
they could grow that small business. 
We know we have lost jobs all across 
America in States where they are eco- 
nomically challenged. Opportunities 
are there. We know that the large in- 
stitutions, the large manufacturers in 
our country, some of which are in Sen- 
ator CANTWELL’s State, rely on this 
small business chain of businesses, and 
those are the businesses that have been 
hit the hardest. 

If we wait, again, for another promise 
that we are going to put it on another 
vehicle—how much more inactivity, 
how much more disruption to these 
small businesses can these small sup- 
ply chains have given their economics? 
Isn’t it true that a small business is 
much more challenged by a day’s delay 
in opening up the Ex-Im Bank than a 
large corporation? 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from North Dakota 
for her question because she is right on 
the pinpoint of what this issue is 
about. It is really about small busi- 
nesses that don’t have huge capital re- 
serves to set aside money so that they 
can guarantee the sale of their product. 

As I said, there is $9 billion of pend- 
ing issues before the Bank right now, 
and many of those are small busi- 
nesses. So those small businesses could 
be opening up economic opportunity 
that might grow their revenue signifi- 
cantly and allow them to create more 
jobs. When we think about the motion 
I just made, if no one had objected, 
that $9 billion would have been free to 
go out into the economy, those deals 
would have gotten done, those small 
businesses would have been empowered, 
and we would be on our way to winning 
in what is an export economy. 
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Why is it an export economy? Be- 
cause the growing middle class around 
the globe is going to double in the next 
several years. Ninety-five percent of 
consumers live outside the United 
States of America. So we want to win 
economic opportunity, and we have to 
be able to sell outside the United 
States of America. It is hard because 
not every place in the United States of 
America is so developed that their 
banking system is there to do deals. 

This great company in my State, in 
Spokane, SCAFCO—two of my col- 
leagues here—the ranking member on 
the Agriculture Committee, from 
Michigan, and my colleague from 
North Dakota, Senator HEITKAMP—are 
very active in agriculture issues and 
will get it. He is basically making and 
selling aluminum grain containers, 
silos, all over the world. That is his 
business. He has expanded it, built new 
buildings, and he has an incredible 
workforce. 

As the rest of the world—particularly 
in Africa and South America but even 
in Asia—starts to grow their agricul- 
tural economies, guess what they need. 
They need agriculture equipment. I am 
sure the Senator from Michigan under- 
stands that because she has some of 
those manufacturers. So those manu- 
facturers have a huge opportunity to 
sell U.S.-made agriculture equipment. 

I like to say: Guess what we are still 
No. 1 at in the United States of Amer- 
ica? Agriculture. We know how to do 
agriculture. Guess what the next big 
opportunity is around the globe? Feed- 
ing the growing middle class around 
the globe. It is one of the biggest eco- 
nomic opportunities. But we have to be 
able to sell them things. We have to be 
able to sell them Michigan-manufac- 
tured products. We have to be able to 
sell them agriculture products that my 
colleague from North Dakota makes. 
SCAFCO needs to be able to sell their 
grain silos, but they can’t because peo- 
ple want to hold up this process, all to 
put a trophy on someone’s desk saying 
they did the bidding of a very conserv- 
ative think tank that—the last I know, 
I don’t think they created any of these 
manufacturing jobs in America. 

I hope my colleagues will help us 
continue this debate because I know 
there are some who will say: Well, we 
passed this bill, and it is going to get 
done someday. Someday, really? Be- 
cause everybody said we will get it on 
the Transportation bill in April. OK. 
That didn’t happen. They did an exten- 
sion. It didn’t happen. We will get it on 
the Transportation bill in July. The 
Bank won’t expire. Guess what. It ex- 
pired. Now they are telling us to wait 
again, and we do not want to wait on 
creating more U.S. jobs. 

Several Senators 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, if I 
might just wrap up one statement. I 
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know my colleague from New Jersey is 
here. 

I want to thank my colleagues who 
are such great leaders on the Export- 
Import Bank, the Senator from Wash- 
ington State, Ms. CANTWELL, and Sen- 
ator HEITKAMP from North Dakota. 

I just want to put on the record that 
100 businesses in Michigan alone were 
assisted in $1 billion in exports, which 
meant jobs in Michigan last year. We 
can’t wait. We need those jobs. Our 
businesses need the support. We need 
to get this done now. 

Thank you. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that following my 
remarks, Senator SESSIONS be recog- 
nized, and that following Senator SES- 
SIONS, Senator DAINES be recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THIRD ANNIVERSARY OF SUPERSTORM SANDY 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I 
rise on the third anniversary of 
Superstorm Sandy to reflect on where 
we have been, how far we have come, 
and what is still left to accomplish, 
and to praise the people of New Jersey 
who have remained New Jersey proud 
and New Jersey strong during this 
long, 3-year recovery process. But, 
most importantly, it is to remind ev- 
eryone in this Chamber and all around 
the Nation that the job isn’t done yet. 
Many people believe that this is over 
and that everyone just moved on, but I 
know that for many Sandy victims, 
that is not the case. 

In these last few years, we have made 
a lot of progress. Billions of dollars of 
Federal funds have flowed to the State 
and were used to rebuild bridges, roads, 
boardwalks, help businesses reopen, 
and keep people working. Those fortu- 
nate enough to navigate the maze of 
Federal and State programs have re- 
built their homes stronger and more 
resilient than before. The Jersey Shore 
has enjoyed a resurgence in tourism 
which fueled the local and State econ- 
omy, creating jobs and supplementing 
the recovery. 

But while the beaches have been re- 
plenished and the boardwalks have 
been rebuilt, 3 years later, for far too 
many working-class New Jerseyans, 
the recovery not only is incomplete, in 
some cases it has still barely begun. 
There are still parts of the State that 
remain neglected. There are still fami- 
lies who haven’t stepped foot in their 
homes for 3 years. They may not have 
a reality TV crew following them 
around, but they are the real New 
Jerseyans, the salt of the Earth, and 
the backbone of our great State. They 
are the unsung, hard-working New Jer- 
sey families who suffered loss and 
pulled themselves back up and kept 
going, one foot in front of the other, 
every day, not only because they want- 
ed to but because they had no other 
choice. 
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For these families, even after the 
storm passed, the clouds parted, and 
the Sun came out, a different kind of 
disaster—this time manmade—was 
looming on the horizon. They went 
from filling up sandbags to fend off the 
Atlantic Ocean to filling out endless 
forms to fend off insurance companies 
and government officials. They had en- 
dured the fight against Mother Nature 
but were simply no match against 
Uncle Sam. 

Doug Quinn, a constituent of mine 
who served as a marine—and once you 
are a marine, you are always a marine, 
so I won’t say former marine but who 
served as a marine—and who served his 
country with distinction, encapsulated 
this sentiment perfectly in a letter he 
wrote to me. In it he said: 

I was in my home the night the flood- 
waters rushed in. I waded out through waist 
deep water at midnight to escape while elec- 
trical transformers exploded and houses 
burned down. That was the easy part. It’s the 
year-and-a-half since then that has been the 
tragedy. 

Let me repeat that. He says the flood 
was the easy part. This is a picture of 
him in that flood and the consequences 
to his home afterward. 

Doug had maximum coverage of 
$250,000 and received estimates of dam- 
ages in excess of that—$254,000—but he 
received only $90,000, just over a third 
of what he needed to rebuild. And Doug 
was not alone. 

Chuck Appleby is another one of the 
thousands of New Jerseyans who has 
had to engage in this fight for the past 
3 years to just get what he deserves. 
Like many others, Chuck, who joined 
us recently, was lowballed by FEMA 
and his insurance company, which 
somehow claimed it wasn’t Sandy that 
severely cracked the foundation of his 
home. According to them, it was all a 
preexisting condition that just hap- 
pened to magically appear the day 
after Sandy hit. Imagine that. He 
played by the rules, he faithfully paid 
for flood insurance for 10, 20, or 30 
years, never had a claim until Sandy, 
came only to find out it wasn’t enough. 

People assumed that since they have 
insurance, they would be made whole 
and that the resources necessary to re- 
build would be there. But after sur- 
viving the wind, the rain, and the 
storm surge, he woke up to another 
nightmare: A flood insurance claim 
process that threatened to take what 
the storm had not. 

As much as I wish it were an aberra- 
tion, Chuck’s story is not unique. 
Thousands of New Jerseyans were 
lowballed by their insurance company, 
stunting the recovery and leaving fam- 
ilies out of their homes. 

Fortunately, I, along with Senators 
BOOKER, SCHUMER, and GILLIBRAND, was 
able to convince FEMA to allow all 
Sandy survivors to have their claims 
reviewed, which will result in tens of 
millions of dollars going to the recov- 
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ery. Chuck is one of those people who 
opted into the process, and FEMA re- 
cently admitted its mistake and ac- 
knowledged he was shorted at least 
$50,000. 

Dawn and Sonny Markosky are an- 
other example. They stood next to me 
in Belmar this week after having re- 
ceived a check for $56,000 from FEMA’s 
claims review money that they should 
have received the first time around. 
Sonny served our country as a retired 
Army reservist and a police chief. He is 
now only receiving the justice he de- 
served and the chance to rebuild. And 
even Dawn’s mom, who was lowballed 
$17,000 on her house, got an additional 
$17,000 from the claims review—money 
she had been owed all along. And it 
goes on and on. 

It shouldn’t have taken this long, nor 
should the path have been this winding 
and difficult, but these successes illus- 
trate the incredible resiliency of all 
the Sandy survivors who wouldn’t give 
up no matter how dark things appeared 
on the morning of October 30, 2012, and 
throughout the 3 years that followed. 

I will continue to fight to help every- 
one recover. I will continue to be a 
voice for everyone in the Sandy com- 
munity as we seek to repair what hap- 
pened and make our communities more 
resilient in the future and more capa- 
ble of dealing with storms like Sandy, 
which left incredible devastation in its 
wake. 

As we take a moment to think back 
on that day 3 years ago today, when 
the clouds finally parted and the omi- 
nous seas receded, the destruction 
Sandy left is almost unimaginable. We 
remember images like these of Seaside 
Heights. In fact, I actually took this 
photo while touring the damage with 
Vice President BIDEN. 

This is a photo of Hoboken, in north- 
ern New Jersey, where street after 
street looked like a series of canals. 
Thousands of families lost everything 
and suddenly found themselves home- 
less. Billions upon billions of dollars’ 
worth of property, roads, bridges, 
trains, schools, fire stations, and hos- 
pitals were in ruins. Most tragically of 
all, dozens of people lost their lives. It 
was a dark time for our entire State, 
no doubt about it, but, as the proverb 
goes, the darkest hour is just before 
the dawn. 

Today, aS we remember that dark 
hour, we commit ourselves to com- 
pleting the job and entering the dawn 
of a new era in the long journey to re- 
build and recover not just to where we 
were before the storm but to a place 
where we are stronger, more resilient, 
and more prepared. I have no doubt we 
will get there together, not just 
through our efforts here in Washington 
but because of the indefatigable, dog- 
ged character of the people of New Jer- 
sey. We showed that character in the 
immediate aftermath when, despite the 
level of devastation, New Jerseyans 
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were true to their reputation of being 
New Jersey strong. Communities 
united, families took in neighbors who 
lost their homes, and we all came to- 
gether and worked together. It was a 
testament to the fundamental nature 
of community action, community in- 
volvement, and to what real commu- 
nity service is all about. 

After seeing the impact of the dam- 
age that day, I came back to Wash- 
ington with a heavy heart but a deter- 
mined mind, solely focused on rep- 
resenting the countless victims of our 
State who had their lives turned upside 
down. They didn’t ask for handouts; 
they asked for help and kept moving 
forward. 

I remember working closely with my 
late colleague and dear friend Senator 
Frank Lautenberg, and we made it our 
No. 1 priority to bring every available 
resource back to the victims of our 
State. I continued to work with Sen- 
ator BOOKER, who jumped head first 
into the fight from the moment he en- 
tered the Senate to do the same. And 
to be clear, we had to fight from the 
very beginning. We had to fight a tea 
party-inspired opposition that was 
blocking the relief we so desperately 
needed. We had Senators and Congress- 
men who said no to disaster victims in 
New Jersey with one side of their 
mouths, while asking for Federal funds 
when a disaster struck their State on 
the other side. Ultimately, we over- 
came the calloused and ideological at- 
tacks and secured more than $50 billion 
for the entire region. These Federal 
funds have been absolutely critical to 
our recovery, but mistakes by govern- 
ment agencies at the Federal and State 
level hindered our progress. 

On this third anniversary of Sandy, I 
don’t come to the floor to point fingers 
at FEMA or the State or to play a 
blame game. This is not about politics 
or scapegoating; it is about continuing 
to do all we can to deliver for the peo- 
ple in every disaster who still need 
help, and that requires cooperation and 
teamwork from all levels of govern- 
ment. 

One example of bipartisanship was 
our effort to stop the draconian flood 
insurance rate increases that Sandy 
survivors were facing after the storm. 
These families were being confronted 
with skyrocketing premiums which 
threatened to take what the storm had 
not. In response, I led a broad, bipar- 
tisan coalition from all parts of the 
country and passed legislation to stop 
these egregious hikes and restore fair- 
ness in the flood insurance program. 

A recovery requires more efforts like 
this. It requires the State to be trans- 
parent and open to correcting any inef- 
ficiency that causes delays and for 
every Federal Government agency to 
step up, step in, and make corrections 
when needed. It requires strong over- 
sight and technical assistance from 
Federal agencies, such as Housing and 
Urban Development. 
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AS we have seen in the past, this co- 
operation can result in significant im- 
provement. For example, when I dis- 
covered that homeowners were being 
needlessly delayed from rebuilding be- 
cause the State chose to conduct his- 
torical and environmental reviews at 
the end of the application process— 
therefore, further delay—I worked with 
then-Secretary Donovan to clarify to 
the State that they could conduct 
these reviews at the front end of the 
application process, allowing victims 
to begin rebuilding sooner without 
jeopardizing their funding. This was a 
perfect example of eliminating unnec- 
essary obstacles and inefficiencies, and 
I was proud to be in charge. 

We always need to find more opportu- 
nities like this. We need HUD to con- 
tinue to work with the States to dis- 
cover these inefficiencies and to get 
people fully restored. It is our responsi- 
bility to make the system and the 
process work for them. 

When I look at two of these fami- 
lies—a marine serving with distinction 
for his country and a former Army re- 
servist and police chief—their country 
didn’t ultimately respond to them the 
way it should have. It made life more 
difficult when, in fact, it should have 
been the other way around. 

We cannot allow partisan and geo- 
graphical politics into our Nation’s dis- 
aster response priorities. There is a 
reason we call our Nation the United 
States of America. I have cast my vote 
time and time again for flooding in 
Mississippi, wildfires out West, Hurri- 
cane Katrina—the list goes on and on— 
because I believe in this we are one. No 
matter where a disaster occurs, no 
matter if it is across the street or 
across the country, we come together 
as a nation ready to go. 

With that, Mr. President, I look for- 
ward to our continuing effort to get ev- 
eryone in New Jersey back in their 
homes. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ap- 
preciate the remarks of the Senator 
from New Jersey, and no doubt they 
faced tremendous challenges. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that Senator DAINES be recognized 
for up to 2 minutes for remarks and 
that I then be recognized for the 30 
minutes I have noticed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana. 

REMEMBERING CHARLES ‘‘CHARLIE’’ DECRANE 

Mr. DAINES. Today I rise to honor 
Montana World War II veteran Charlie 
DeCrane, a member of the Crow Tribe, 
who passed away earlier this week in 
Billings, MT. 

Charlie was an incredible person. He 
was hard-working and dedicated to 
serving his country as well as his tribe. 
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He was a quiet and gentle spirit, and 
that was apparent to anyone who came 
into contact with him. Charlie was a 
man of principle and honor. 

I had the privilege of spending time 
with Charlie in Washington, DC, when 
he accompanied me as my one special 
guest to the State of the Union Ad- 
dress. I was able to witness firsthand 
truly what an amazing man he was. 
Our walk from my office to the House 
Chamber is one I will never forget. To 
personally know a man who fought so 
courageously in World War II was a 
great honor. Many freedoms we have 
today stem from the sacrifices made by 
Charlie and men and women like him. 
His accomplishments in life will con- 
tinue to live on. 

It is my hope that through Charlie’s 
life we will remember how important 
our veterans are and how much respect 
and care they deserve. 

His passing is one that will affect 
many, and not just his close family and 
friends. Cindy and I will be keeping 
Charlie’s family and the entire Crow 
community in our thoughts and pray- 
ers in this most difficult time. 

I thank my colleague from Alabama 
for allowing me to speak. 

I yield back to Senator SESSIONS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, the 
budget passage that will soon be before 
us essentially does a number of things. 
One of the more basic is that it spends 
a lot more money than the current law 
allows, and it is done in a way that the 
new Speaker of the House said 
“stinks” a day or so ago. 

Once again a massive deal is crafted 
behind closed doors and is being rushed 
through Congress under the threat of 
panic. The Bipartisan Budget Act of 
2015 serves as a reminder that the most 
important and controversial legisla- 
tion is still being drafted in secret with 
little or no input from the Members of 
this Chamber. We have been cut out of 
the process. No amendments will be al- 
lowed to this massive package, and the 
cloture vote will be filed immediately 
after the bill is placed on the floor in 
order to force a vote, limiting the de- 
bate to the shortest possible time 
under the rules of the Senate. Those 
who question, object, and want more 
time, are accused of wanting to shut 
down the government and disrupt the 
machinery of the government. They 
say that President Obama will accuse 
us of shutting down the government. 
They say that we should cower under 
our debt at this great charge he might 
make against us. As if insisting that 
we have a right to read and study a bill 
of this magnitude is out of order. 

It should not be run through the Con- 
gress in the shortest possible time. 
They can bluster and they can huff and 
puff, but I say the arguments that I am 
going to make in opposition to this 
deal are bricks of truth, and this house 
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will not fall down. They will not be 
able to sustain a charge that somehow 
we have bad motives by objecting to 
what is set about here. 

At its core, this deal with President 
Obama provides what the President has 
demanded throughout. 

First, it lifts the Federal spending 
caps for 2 years, including a $40 billion 
increase in spending on the Federal bu- 


reaucracy. 
A “yes” vote affirms that this spend- 
ing level—the new high spending 


level—is correct and that we need to 
spend this much money. 

Second, it erases the current debt 
limit we have that stops spending or 
borrowing money above a certain 
amount. It erases that debt limit until 
March of 2017, allowing for approxi- 
mately $1.5 trillion more to be added to 
our debt of $18.4 trillion, and it could 
be more than that. 

The text states that at that date the 
debt ceiling shall be raised to whatever 
level of public debt is at that time. Un- 
like in the past, when we had a debt 
ceiling, it was a dollar amount, and we 
would raise it and approve a certain 
dollar amount. Suspending this limit is 
a very unwise process. It was done last 
time and should not be done in the fu- 
ture—raise it to a date in the future 
and indicate, in effect, that as much 
debt as Congress or the President 
wants to add in that time is approved. 
We don’t even know the amount. This 
is a covert and clever way of raising 
the debt ceiling without having to en- 
gage in a real discussion of Washing- 
ton’s runaway spending problem. It en- 
sures that no further serious conversa- 
tion about our debt course or any cor- 
responding action to alter it will take 
place. 

The debt ceiling has always been a 
pivotal point. It is the classic case of 
the parents calling the young man 
home from college. He has overrun his 
credit card, and they have a little pray- 
er meeting about this spending and de- 
mand certain reforms in the young 
man’s spending habits if he wants to 
continue to have a credit card. 

Congress has the debt ceiling power 
to call in the President and say: We are 
on an unsustainable debt course. We 
need to have reform. 

That was done in 2011, and that is 
why we have these numbers in place 
today that contain spending but are 
being violated by this act. 

Finally, the deal submits the unac- 
ceptable precedent that every dollar of 
increased defense spending should be 
met with a dollar of increased non- 
defense spending. How silly is this? 
What possible logical argument can 
you make for this? This is upside down. 

If an emergency requires more de- 
fense spending—as I think it does—we 
could dispute the amount, but we have 
had the Russians in Crimea since 2011, 
Russians in Syria, refugees by the mil- 
lions in the Middle East, ISIS threat- 
ening the very government of Iraq, Af- 
ghanistan is still a problem, Yemen, 
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Libya, and so forth. All of these have 
happened in some part due to the in- 
consistent, incoherent policies of this 
President. It has happened. We have a 
lot of problems out there. We need 
some more money for defense. 

Common sense says we should seek 
to identify reductions and not demand 
spending hikes because we have to 
spend more money on defense. I think 
this is a deeply troubling problem that 
we have. 

Raising these budget caps, as we go 
forward now, removes the moral au- 
thority of Senators who vote yes and 
approve this process and reduces our 
ability to talk with integrity to our 
friends and voters back home to whom 
we promised reform and more prin- 
cipled spending decisions in Wash- 
ington. 

How can we with a straight face say 
this is a good policy? If we approve 
these higher spending levels, those who 
vote for it are prohibited in many ways 
from objecting to the levels in the fu- 
ture. If they find some waste and cut 
it, it does not mean we will reduce 
spending. Instead, the Congress, lack- 
ing the moral authority to decrease 
spending below these levels, will spend 
that money up to the higher levels in 
the future. It is a big decision and I 
think it is wrong. 

Furthermore, I would note, as a 
member of the Armed Service Com- 
mittee, my concern about defense, but 
the defense account takes a larger per- 
centage of the budget than does the 
nondefense account for discretionary 
spending. By increasing defense and 
nondefense by the same amount, the 
nondefense category actually receives 
a larger percentage of the increase, all 
to pay for more bureaucracy, employ- 
ees, and government in Washington. 

So let’s be clear. The spending caps 
in law today were placed in as a part of 
the 2011 Budget Control Act agreement 
which lifted the debt ceiling by $2.1 
trillion. We objected. Congress objected 
to raising the debt ceiling without re- 
form. Senator MCCONNELL stood firm, 
and the Budget Control Act of 2011 is 
the reform that came. Then we raised 
the debt ceiling. We approved a raising 
of the debt limit on the credit card 
only after we got a containment of the 
growth in spending. So supporters are 
calling this bill sequester relief as if 
that is OK, but sequester and the Budg- 
et Control Act were just simply limits 
on spending. That is what they were. 

The fact is, we have never followed 
the sequester. In 2013 the Congress 
passed the Ryan-Murray budget deal. 
That deal raised the discretionary 
spending $64 billion over 2 years. Now 
that deal has ended, and instead of re- 
turning to regular order and agreed- 
upon limits, the President wants us to 
yet again break the Budget Control 
Act and raise spending an extra $80 bil- 
lion over the next 2 years. 

This deal will obliterate future 
spending restraint, it does do so, de- 
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stroying our credibility to achieve 
meaningful spending reform. The Budg- 
et Control Act represented a bipartisan 
commitment to cap spending, limiting 
it at a fixed amount. It is a good, re- 
sponsible policy. In fact, I thought it 
did not limit the spending enough. It 
was passed by a Republican House, a 
Democratic Senate, and signed into 
law by President Obama. He agreed to 
these limits. 

This deal shatters that commitment 
by spending $80 billion more than we 
promised over the next 2 years. It is 
problematic because it is filled with 
gimmicks. They contend, not cor- 
rectly, that all of this new spending is 
offset by new revenues or cuts in 
spending somewhere else. However, I 
would suggest and would show here 
that is not accurate. These are a lot of 
gimmicks we have here. 

Secondly, if we have wasteful spend- 
ing, and some of this is wasteful spend- 
ing, it needs to be eliminated. But the 
spending cuts ought to be used to re- 
duce the deficit, which was over $400 
billion last year, will be $400 billion 
next year, and will double in the next 
10 years according to the Congressional 
Budget Office. We need to be using this 
wasteful spending—these low-hanging- 
fruit problems—to reduce government 
expenditures and reduce our deficits, 
not using that opportunity to reduce 
deficits to instead spend more money 
somewhere else. 

So they offset. It appears the deal is 
built on the same principles as the deal 
in 2013. It exchanges instant increases 
in Federal spending for distant prom- 
ised savings in the future, as much as 
20 years, or two decades down the road, 
many of which are unlikely to occur. It 
funds increased spending through in- 
creased revenues, violating a core 
budget principle by extracting ever- 
more money from Americans to expand 
an already-too-large Federal bureauc- 
racy. 

We need to be reducing the bureauc- 
racy, not adding to it. 

The deal trades ending spending lim- 
its for the promise of new spending 
limits 10 years from now. We just 
agreed to limits in 2011. They promised 
that we are going to have new spending 
limits in the future. My time in the 
Senate says promises about the future 
seldom come to pass in this body. 

We need to fight tenaciously to hold 
the spending limits that are in law 
today and not exchange those limits 
for a promised limit in the future. This 
is how a country goes broke. We are 
heading to financial catastrophe on the 
path we are going. 

The deal also uses a common gim- 
mick where alleged savings in an enti- 
tlement program—a trust fund—are 
used to boost unrelated spending in the 
general discretionary budget. This is a 
bigger issue than most of our col- 
leagues understand. Any savings found 
in the entitlement programs faced with 
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insolvency must be used to shore up 
those programs, those trust funds, not 
for spending somewhere else. Yet this 
deal claims illusory savings from dis- 
ability insurance, part of Social Secu- 
rity. That is the disability trust fund. 
There are two trust funds of Social Se- 
curity, disability and a retirement 
fund. Every American pays into both 
from their paycheck. So 2.2 percent of 
your paycheck goes to fund the dis- 
ability fund, the rest of it funds your 
Social Security, and then there is addi- 
tional money that comes out of your 
paycheck to fund the Medicare trust 
fund. 

So this deal claims illusory savings 
from the disability insurance and in- 
creased pension insurance fees in order 
to boost bureaucratic budgets. Perhaps 
even worse, the deal attempts to stave 
off the shortfall in the fraud-ridden So- 
cial Security Disability Insurance Pro- 
gram that has a host of problems. We 
all know and have known for years it is 
coming into default by the end of 2016. 
How does it get around the default in 
the disability program? It raids the So- 
cial Security retirement fund to pay 
for the deficient, ineffective, badly 
managed disability fund. 

It weakens Social Security. We need 
to be looking at ways to strengthen So- 
cial Security, not raid it and weaken 
it. Some $150 billion in funds will be si- 
phoned off from Americans’ payroll re- 
tirement contributions and taken out 
of the Social Security fund and trans- 
ferred to the disability program—four- 
tenths of a percent each year of the in- 
come of an American. 

This will weaken the Social Security 
trust fund by $150 billion while politi- 
cians all over America continue to 
promise that what they are doing is 
acting to strengthen the Social Secu- 
rity trust fund. We have seen the dis- 
ability trust fund heading for disaster 
for several years now. Now, ‘‘60 Min- 
utes”? and program after program have 
shown abuse, fraud, and total mis- 
management in Social Security Dis- 
ability. It has not been reformed. It 
needs fundamental reform. They made 
a few changes in the program that I am 
sure are worthwhile, but none that 
come close to putting the disability 
fund on a long-term sound basis. It is 
basically a gimmick to get past the im- 
pending insolvency crisis, to kick it 
down the road, and then create some 
money to justify the new spending 
above the spending limits imposed by 
the Budget Control Act. 

People want to end wasteful Wash- 
ington spending. The people want that. 
Lifting the budget caps and raising the 
debt ceiling through 2017 only ensures 
that our ineffective bureaucracy con- 
tinues its wasteful ways, while momen- 
tum in Washington for deficit reduc- 
tion stalls out. That is what is hap- 
pening. We are losing momentum. Sev- 
eral years ago we were in serious dis- 
cussions about the dangers we faced fi- 
nancially. That conversation has been 
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eroded. It eliminates a powerful oppor- 
tunity, the debt ceiling, to advance the 
case for fiscal discipline. 

What about Social Security? The 
deal uses the same fraudulent account- 
ing methods our Democratic colleagues 
used to pass ObamaCare on a straight 
party-line vote. We just received a let- 
ter from the Social Security Actuary, 
Mr. Goss, who stated that the ‘‘enact- 
ment of these provisions [in this pro- 
posed legislation] is projected to re- 
duce the long-range 75-year OASDI [the 
combined Social Security trust funds] 
actuarial deficit by 0.04 percent of tax- 
able payroll,” which is a lot. However, 
the savings going in are being counted 
as both, creating money that can be 
spent to increase new spending, and 
also creating money that can be spent 
to shore up the retirement insurance 
program. This is an important concept, 
colleagues. The funds are used to pay 
for more government spending outside 
the retirement and disability funds. 

Even worse than the promise of sav- 
ing Social Security, which has been 
overstated as major entitlement re- 
form, the savings are being counted as 
money that can be spent on the discre- 
tionary account. It basically provides 
cover to extend the debt of the United 
States. 

This is the very same tool the Demo- 
crats used to pass the ObamaCare bill, 
amazingly, and to produce a phony 
score so the President could say that 
every penny of it is paid for—saying it 
would not increase the deficit. Our col- 
leagues used the same tactic in this 
deal by counting the funds they cut 
from your retirement account as being 
able to fund new discretionary spend- 
ing. 

During the Obamacare debate, the 
Democrats reduced payments to hos- 
pitals and doctors and others, but 
Medicare is a trust fund. They claimed 
some $500 billion would be used both to 
extend the life of Medicare and to pay 
for the new ObamaCare spending. They 
openly and directly claimed that these 
savings could be used for two different 
things—$500 billion. It was one of the 
largest, I contend, misrepresentations 
of finances—fraudulent activities—in 
the history of the world. 

You cannot have money that is used 
for two different purposes. Mr. Elmen- 
dorf, the Director of the Congressional 
Budget Office, has said: You cannot 
spend the same dollar twice, even 
though the conventions of accounting 
might suggest otherwise. So they used 
an accounting gimmick to make it ap- 
pear that this money was available to 
strengthen Medicare and fund 
ObamaCare. It is the same money. 

We accepted that kind of improper fi- 
nancial analysis. The bill was passed 
on the promise it would not add to the 
debt. It certainly did. The same ac- 
counting gimmick lies at the heart of 
the proposed legislation to waive Fed- 
eral spending caps and to raise the debt 
limit by at least $1.5 trillion. 
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Promoters of the Bipartisan Budget 
Act of 2015 boast of long-term future 
savings to Social Security disability, 
but those savings need to extend the 
life of the disability program, which is 
nearing insolvency. Instead, they are 
spent on new discretionary spending, 
basically adding to the debt. This is 
not entitlement reform, this is an ac- 
counting gimmick. Any savings to be 
captured in the future from disability 
insurance cannot be spent today on bu- 
reaucratic budgets for Federal depart- 
ments such as the EPA, the Depart- 
ment of Labor, or the Department of 
Health and Human Services. 

A second and no less egregious ac- 
counting trick siphons off as much as 
$150 billion from the Social Security 
trust fund for retirees and transfers 
that money to the fraud-ridden dis- 
ability program. But there is no sur- 
plus in the retirement trust fund. We 
know the Social Security retirement 
trust fund is heading toward insol- 
vency. Taking this money out and 
moving it to the disability program 
shortens the lifespan, the solvency of 
the retirement program. All this re- 
form accomplishes is advancing the in- 
solvency date of the retirement fund, 
while bailing out the mismanaged dis- 
ability fund by taking working Ameri- 
cans’ pension contributions and reallo- 
cating them to the disability fund. 
Again, the authors of the bill double 
count the savings as both increasing 
the sustainability of Social Security 
disability and paying for the new 
spending. 

So instead of implementing much 
needed reforms to fix the disability 
program, which is projected to go 
broke next year, this deal robs $150 bil- 
lion from the Social Security trust 
fund and uses it to pay disability 
checks through 2022. The Social Secu- 
rity trust fund is never reimbursed. 
They reduce the amount of dedicated 
money going to the Social Security re- 
tirement fund on everybody’s paycheck 
and redirect it for 3 years to the dis- 
ability fund, and the Social Security 
retirement fund is never reimbursed for 
the money they lost. So Social Secu- 
rity is left in a worse financial situa- 
tion than it is currently. It is also a 
violation of the budget law to do that; 
I am confident. 

Furthermore, this bailout lasts only 
6 years. In 2022, the disability fund runs 
out of money again, and Congress will 
have to bail it out once again. This bill 
removes the incentive to provide seri- 
ous reform to fix that broken program 
and put it on a sound basis. It kicks 
the can down the road once again. 

In conclusion, I would say to my col- 
leagues that we don’t have to pass this 
bill today. There is no crisis that re- 
quires us to pass it today. There are a 
number of interim steps we could take 
to allow this bill to be out there for the 
Members who actually study it, to 
offer amendments on it, and maybe im- 
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prove it for the American people to un- 
derstand just what it is the Members of 
Congress are doing to their Social Se- 
curity and to the fiscal debt of Amer- 
ica. 

As I have mentioned, the Budget 
Control Act of 2011 increased the 
amount that we can borrow in ex- 
change for $2.1 trillion in spending cuts 
that we were able to win in 2011. What 
we did when we faced the debt ceiling 
issue was that we were able to enforce 
our new spending law, which limited 
the growth of spending in the future, 
saving $2.1 trillion over that period of 
time. We are still in that time period, 
and we are ceasing to save money be- 
cause we are violating the law. 

We were able to win a concession 
from the President. We didn’t cower 
under our tables. We didn’t retreat 
from the huffing and puffing of the 
President on this issue. We stood up as 
Members of Congress, committed to 
fiscal integrity in America, and we told 
the President: You are not going to get 
an increase in the debt ceiling unless 
you agree to some spending reforms. 
That is what happened. We did that 
when there were only 45 Republicans in 
the Chamber. Now there are 54 Repub- 
licans in the Chamber, and the House 
has a huge majority. 

I think we can do better. I don’t 
think this should be rushed through 
the Congress, and I object to its pas- 
sage. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
SASSE). The Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be recog- 
nized for up to 20 minutes and that 
Senator SANDERS be recognized imme- 
diately following my remarks for up to 
15 minutes. 

Mr. SANDERS. I thank the Senator. 
If you could extend that up to 20 min- 
utes, that would be great. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I amend 
that to 20 minutes for Senator SAND- 
ERS, if there is no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, having 
previously served in the Senate, I came 
to the floor once again for the second 
time as a freshman Senator, in the 
early months of 2011, full of optimism 
and a sense of purpose. 

Back for a second time as a newly 
elected freshman, I delivered my inau- 
gural speech, which included the fol- 
lowing thoughts: 

For each of us serving today, I believe it is 
our duty to rise to the immediate challenge 
and resolve the problems which now confront 
us. It will take all of us, united behind a 
common purpose—that above all else we 
must first restore and strengthen our fiscal 
security. We must articulate a clear vision, 
set specific goals and make the tough deci- 
sions needed to bring our nation out of debt 
and preserve prosperity and opportunity for 
future generations. 

Those remarks outline a major part 
of my vision for what I hope to achieve 
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in my term as a Senator. It is now 5 
years later. What I came back to try to 
accomplish hasn’t been accomplished. 

At the time, I saw—and it was the 
reason why I answered the call to come 
back—that our fiscal health was erod- 
ing right before our very eyes. I didn’t 
want to be a part of the first genera- 
tion of Americans to leave our children 
and the country worse off than the one 
we inherited. 

Anyone who reads through our his- 
tory knows the sacrifices that have 
been made by generation after genera- 
tion after generation so that their chil- 
dren and their grandchildren and their 
country could be in a better position so 
that they wouldn’t be saddled with the 
burdens that might not allow them to 
live the American dream. 

I asked Hoosiers to send me back to 
Washington to focus on taking on these 
essential issues. It was the first thing 
in my very first debate, where I put it 
on the table and said: Unless we go 
back and address our runaway manda- 
tory spending and entitlement pro- 
grams, it is not worth going back, and 
I will not ask you to send me back 
there unless you give me the mandate 
that this is a task that has to be under- 
taken. 

It was called political suicide at the 
time: Oh, you can’t bring that up. I 
mean those who are on Medicare or 
Medicaid or Social Security will make 
sure that you will never be sent back 
to the Senate if that is what your goal 
is. 
I said: I just want every Hoosier to 
know, when you walk in that voting 
booth, what you are voting for and 
what you are not voting for. 

And I received the mandate to come 
back to address that because people in 
my generation understood that as to 
the privileges they had received and 
the opportunities they had received 
throughout their lives, they wanted to 
pass them and that same opportunity 
on to their children and their grand- 
children. They wanted us to come back 
and make difficult decisions so that 
would happen. 

It is not that this issue wasn’t 
worked on. Whether it was to fix the 
debt or the Business Roundtable, 
Domenici-Rivlin, Simpson-Bowles, the 
Gang of 6, the super committee result- 
ing from the Budget Control Act, and 
the dinner club of Senators—all of 
these efforts over the early years I 
threw myself into and in support of. 
And many of us—even on a bipartisan 
basis—were working together to try to 
address this gorilla in the room, the 
runaway mandatory spending. It is now 
eating up over 70 percent of our total 
budget and ever-decreasing discre- 
tionary spending. 

The President, unfortunately, walked 
away from every effort that was made. 
The efforts were divided, and nearly 40 
of us—20 Democrats and 20 Repub- 
licans—sent the President a letter stat- 
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ing: We need to address that, and we 
are willing to step up and address this 
if you will join us in this process. 

I was very much a part of the final 
effort with the President—the so-called 
dinner club—at the President’s initia- 
tive. We were working with the Presi- 
dent himself, his Chief of Staff, his top 
Director of OMB—now Secretary 
Burwell at HHS—and his political di- 
rector. Over the months, eight of us 
met privately—there was no press, no 
staff—working to see, as principals, if 
we could come up with something. In 
the end, it fell apart. It fell apart be- 
cause the President, in the end, 
wouldn’t even accept his own previous 
proposals—his own White House pro- 
posals to address this problem. 

Here we are 5 years later. Currently, 
what we have gone from, under this ad- 
ministration, is a $10.6 trillion debt at 
the beginning of this Presidency to 
now 18-plus, or almost $18.2 trillion. 
There was almost a doubling in just 
two terms of one President, almost a 
doubling of our debt. 

And here we stand with injunctions 
from the Congressional Budget Office 
saying that we are headed toward a cri- 
sis and it is holding down our economy. 
We are not growing as we should and 
putting people back to work as we 
should because this is a drag on us. It 
is an anchor holding us down. 

Every Member of this Senate under- 
stands that the issue here is not this 
particular program or that particular 
program. The issue is runaway manda- 
tory entitlements that are eating up 
everything—virtually three-quarters of 
everything they spend money on. 

There are essential functions of the 
Federal Government that have to be 
addressed: the National Institutes of 
Health and, obviously, our defense and 
national security. There is the CDC, 
which deals with communicable dis- 
eases, education funding, veterans pro- 
grams, law enforcement, border secu- 
rity, and food safety, just to name a 
few. Those are essential functions. But 
the money available to do what govern- 
ment needs to do is ever shrinking in 
terms of our ability to allocate it for 
that to be done, and the mandatory 
spending is just simply running out of 
control. 

Is anyone in this Senate or in this 
Congress saying we should end Social 
Security, end Medicare, and end Med- 
icaid? Everyone here is saying no. Ev- 
eryone has to understand, however, 
that to preserve those programs we 
have to bring on sensible reforms, and 
that has been the challenge. 

CBO said earlier this year: ‘‘Large 
and growing federal debt would have 
serious negative consequences, includ- 
ing increasing federal spending for in- 
terest payments; restraining economic 
growth in the long term; giving policy- 
makers less flexibility to respond to 
unexpected challenges; and eventually 
heightening the risk of a fiscal crisis. 
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The evidence that we read and talk 
about in the Senate every day comes to 
the same conclusion. Congress too 
often has governed to avoid a crisis and 
failed to make the tough but necessary 
choices. 

Now here we are in another crisis 
looming, another leverage for us to try 
to achieve some sensible forward move- 
ment in terms of dealing with this run- 
away mandatory spending, and this is 
the raising of the debt limit. Given all 
the failure of previous efforts, the ex- 
haustion of the private sector and con- 
gressional efforts, we are left with very 
few options to address our fiscal prob- 
lems. Now we have a debt limit that is 
hitting us just days from now, Novem- 
ber 3, and we won’t be able to pay our 
bills unless we raise that debt limit. 

So what have we done, using this po- 
tential leverage, to try to achieve 
something of significance? We end up 
basically waving the white flag and 
saying: There is really nothing more 
we can do. We just have to simply raise 
this. We have to live with it. We have 
to continue spending more. Oh, and by 
the way, those caps that we put in 
terms of discretionary spending, we 
have to break those also. 

There is a legitimate argument for 
the need to provide additional funding 
for our Department of Defense and our 
national security. All you have to do is 
turn on the television and watch what 
is happening around the world to un- 
derstand that America is in a weak- 
ened position and that national 
strength and defense strength are im- 
portant for the future of our country. 
So I do think that was a legitimate 
issue to try to deal with. But to break 
the caps on an equal basis for more 
government spending on the discre- 
tionary side simply is something we 
shouldn’t have to do. 

These so-called pay-fors that were 
put out there are the same old, same 
old. It is spend now and maybe we will 
adjust the program later and that will 
help cover the cost now. That hasn’t 
worked before, and it won’t work now. 
It is a gimmick, in most instances. It is 
something to sell the program, but it 
doesn’t begin to address the problem of 
out-of-control debt. 

Along with that, Social Security dis- 
ability, the trustees have said, is going 
to go broke in just a few months, and 
the benefits are going to have to be 
dramatically cut unless it is fixed. So 
do we come in with a real fix for the 
real future of the Social Security-re- 
lated programs? No, we transfer money 
from the old age fund—actually, there 
is no money in that fund, we simply al- 
locate the money that is owed to that 
fund to pay for solvency for the dis- 
ability part of that fund. 

First of all, the thing we need to do 
is to be honest with the American peo- 
ple is to rename the Social Security 
trust fund to something else because 
the trust tells us there is money there 
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to pay these benefits when there isn’t. 
There are IOUs there, locked in a box 
or a safe somewhere. There are simply 
piled up pieces of paper saying: We 
have to pay you back at some point. 
Without addressing this—and we saw 
this last evening in the debate, those of 
us who watched. I was going back and 
forth, to be truthful, between the 
World Series and the debate, trying to 
catch both of those. But we saw a few 
Members stand up and tell the truth— 
tell the American people exactly what 
the situation is and why we need to do 
what we need to do. I commend those 
few who had the courage to go forward 
and tell the American people straight 
up that this is the problem and it must 
be solved. 

Anyway, speaking of this vote that is 
coming up—the vote that will allow 
more spending for Federal programs, 
many of which are not priority pro- 
grams—the arrangement will simply 
allow us to take a pass on raising the 
debt limit. We are not going to use it 
as leverage to try and achieve anything 
meaningful in terms of entitlement— 
frankly, offsets that we have used be- 
fore and we use over and over again. It 
is the same old shuffle game where we 
move pieces around, but it doesn’t ac- 
complish the purpose. All of that leads 
me to the conclusion that I cannot sup- 
port this particular arrangement. 

There are reforms that must be put 
in place. We have to get to the point 
where we stop talking about these re- 
forms and put them in place, where we 
make the political decisions that I be- 
lieve will be supported back home. But 
even if they aren’t supported by every- 
one back home, even if they are dis- 
torted by organizations that are funded 
by trying to scare seniors into believ- 
ing Congress or the government is tak- 
ing away their benefits—which is not 
the case; we are trying to save those 
benefits and we are trying to put our 
future generations, our children and 
grandchildren, in a better position so 
they won’t be so saddled with that 
debt—there are many ways we can go 
forward. 

We have talked about balancing our 
budget. What entity in the world 
doesn’t have to balance a budget at 
some point? What entity can keep bor- 
rowing money, saying on a piece of 
paper they will pay it later—that they 
are going to spend it now and pay it 
later? What businessman or woman, 
what small, medium-sized, or large 
business, what family, what organiza- 
tion continues to deal with their fiscal 
issues the way the Federal Government 
deals with its fiscal issues and sur- 
vives? We are careening toward a cri- 
sis. There are solutions for this, but it 
takes political will, and we have seen 
far too little of that political will. 

More importantly, it takes support 
from both branches of government, 
both the legislative and the executive, 
if we are going to accomplish this. Un- 
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fortunately, it appears now we are 
going to have to wait for yet another 
Presidency, yet another Congress, be- 
cause we are kicking the can down the 
road. We are dumping this problem on 
the next group coming in. Boy, I feel 
for whoever winds up with the Presi- 
dency, whether it is Democrat or Re- 
publican, because of what they will in- 
herit, given the damage that has been 
done over the past several years. 

Clearly, we need to address the go- 
rilla in the room. Clearly, we need to 
stand up and be truthful with the 
American people, aS some of our can- 
didates were last evening. We must tell 
them exactly where we are, what we 
need to do, and then put the long-term 
reforms in place that will save these 
programs and put America in a solid 
fiscal situation. 

Getting a balanced budget amend- 
ment in place is something we have 
talked about. We have made an effort, 
and we need to continue that. Without 
the discipline of putting your hand on 
the Bible with your right hand up and 
swearing you will uphold the Constitu- 
tion of the United States, which in- 
cludes balancing our budget and not 
spending more than we take in, we will 
never get there. You have to put people 
under oath in order to achieve that. We 
have come close on a couple of occa- 
sions but, unfortunately, not close 
enough. 

Therefore, I am resorting to a pro- 
gram that has worked in the past re- 
garding our national defense and our 
military and proposing that what we 
do is create another BRAC. BRAC was 
the Base Realignment Commission—a 
process we finally agreed to because 
there was no way we could touch or 
close anything, and we were just over- 
run with excess spending and excess 
bases in the United States. And that 
worked. It worked very well. All of us 
here know exactly or very closely what 
the parameters of that were. 

In this case, if we cannot summon 
the courage and the will to stand up 
and do this, as we are required to do 
under the oath of office we take, but 
which we avoid doing, we should turn 
to a commission that would provide a 
solution. It would be a budget reduc- 
tion accountability commission. We 
can use the same BRAC title on the 
thing. Let’s call it the budget reduc- 
tion accountability commission, which 
would bring forward a plan to achieve 
the goal of bringing us back to fiscal 
health. We would put it before this 
Congress, both the Senate and the 
House, with a straight up-or-down ma- 
jority vote—yea or nay. 

Here is the plan. You haven’t been 
able to do it yourself, you have tried it, 
we appreciate your trying it, but it has 
come up short, whether it is the execu- 
tive branch or the legislative branch. 
So the outside commission presents the 
path forward, and we say yes or no. 
Then the people back home all know 
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exactly where we stand in terms of the 
future fiscal health of this country. 
They will know exactly where we stand 
in terms of how we want to leave our 
legacy to the next generation and fu- 
ture generations, how we want to treat 
our children and our grandchildren. 

Each Member will have to go home 
and not talk about procedures and not 
talk about bumping up to the crisis 
level of spending and how we have to 
do something to avoid a government 
shutdown or avoid chaos or avoid eco- 
nomic collapse. Every Member will go 
home and say they were presented with 
a plan to get us there, and they were 
either for it or against it. Nobody could 
say: Well, we had to do this, we had to 
do that, it was late, we bumped up 
against the ceiling, it was running out, 
and so forth. I am tired of hearing all 
of that. 

Mr. President, clearly solutions exist 
to deal with this problem. Clearly, we 
must summon the courage to set aside 
politics and do what we all know we 
need to do and suffer the consequences. 
I think the consequences will be ap- 
plause and support because finally 
someone is standing up and saying we 
are going to fix this problem for the fu- 
ture of America and the future of our 
children and grandchildren; we are 
going to take that risk. If the groups 
outside are going to rally against this 
kind of thing and try to take us down, 
fine; we will go down doing the right 
thing. But I think we will be rewarded 
for doing so. 

I want to close this today with the 
same words I used to conclude my in- 
augural speech in 2011, where I said: 

I am standing here today to find solu- 
tions—to make the hard decisions—and to 
leave behind a country that is stronger and 
more fiscally secure for future generations. 
This crisis is not insurmountable. We can 
overcome it by doing what great generations 
before us have done—mustering our will to 
do what is right. If we do, I know America’s 
greatest days are not behind us, but still lie 
ahead of us. 

Mr. President, with that, I yield the 
floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

MARIJUANA LEGALIZATION 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I want 
to spend a few minutes discussing a 
major crisis in this country that must 
be addressed. Tragically, in the United 
States of America we now have 2.2 mil- 
lion people in jail. We have more peo- 
ple incarcerated than any other coun- 
try on Earth, including China, which is 
a Communist authoritarian country 
four times our size. We have more peo- 
ple in jail than does China. 
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Further, at a time of large deficits 
and a very large national debt, we are 
spending about $80 billion a year in 
Federal, State, and local taxpayer 
money to lock up people—$80 billion a 
year to incarcerate people. 

Our criminal justice system is bro- 
ken, and we need major reforms in that 
system. I think there is no debate in 
this country that violent and dan- 
gerous people must be locked up and 
they must be kept in jail and away 
from society. I think nobody argues 
that. On the other hand, I hope there is 
also no debate that nonviolent people— 
people who have been convicted of rel- 
atively minor crimes—should not have 
their lives destroyed while they do 
time in prison and create an arrest 
record which will stay with them for 
their entire lives. The important point 
is, it is not just the year or 2 years 
somebody is in prison; this record will 
stay with them for their entire lives 
and do enormous damage to their lives. 

In 2014 there were 620,000 marijuana 
possession arrests. That is one arrest 
every minute. According to a report by 
the ACLU, there were more than 8 mil- 
lion marijuana arrests in the United 
States from 2001 to 2010—8 million 
Marijuana arrests—and almost 9 in 10 
were for possession. Arrests for mari- 
juana possession rose last year nation- 
wide even as Colorado, Washington, Or- 
egon, Alaska, and the District of Co- 
lumbia became the first States in the 
Nation to legalize personal use of mari- 
juana. 

Let’s be clear that there is a racial 
component to this situation. Although 
about the same proportion of Blacks 
and Whites use marijuana, a Black per- 
son is almost four times more likely to 
be arrested for marijuana possession 
than a White person. In other words, as 
we try to understand why our prison 
population today is disproportionately 
Black and Latino, one reason is be- 
cause in overpoliced Black neighbor- 
hoods, African Americans are much 
more likely to be arrested for smoking 
or using marijuana than will Whites. 
Here is the simple truth: An upper mid- 
dle class White kid in Scarsdale, NY, 
has a much lower chance of being ar- 
rested for using marijuana than a low- 
income Black kid in Chicago or Balti- 
more. Those are just the facts. 

Too many Americans in this country 
have seen their lives destroyed because 
they have criminal records as a result 
of marijuana use. That is wrong. That 
has to change. Let’s be clear. A crimi- 
nal record could mean not only jail 
time, but much more. If a person has a 
criminal record, it will be much harder 
for that person later in life to get a job. 
It is not so easy to come out of jail and 
get a job, and if you don’t get a job, 
there is a strong likelihood you will go 
back into your same old environment 
and end up in jail again. If somebody 
has a criminal record, it may be impos- 
sible for them to obtain certain types 
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of public benefits and in fact make it 
difficult for them to even live in public 
housing. A criminal record stays with a 
person for his or her entire life until 
the day he or she dies. A criminal 
record destroys lives. 

Right now, under the Controlled Sub- 
stances Act, marijuana is listed as a 
Schedule I drug, meaning it is consid- 
ered to be a drug that is extremely 
dangerous. In fact, under the act, mari- 
juana is considered to be as dangerous 
as heroin. I know there are conflicting 
opinions about the health impacts 
marijuana may have, but nobody I 
know seriously believes marijuana is as 
dangerous as heroin. This is absurd. 
Nobody believes that. 

In my view, the time is long overdue 
for us to take marijuana off of the Fed- 
eral Government’s list of outlawed 
drugs. In my view, at a time when Col- 
orado, Washington, Oregon, Alaska, 
and the District of Columbia have al- 
ready legalized the personal use of 
marijuana, every State in this country 
should have the right to regulate mari- 
juana the same way that State and 
local laws now govern sales of alcohol 
and tobacco. Among other things, that 
means recognized businesses in States 
that have legalized marijuana should 
be fully able to use the banking system 
without fear of Federal prosecution. 

In response to the initiatives that 
Colorado and other States have taken, 
the Obama administration has essen- 
tially allowed these States to go for- 
ward and do what the people in those 
States have chosen to do. That is a 
good step forward, but it is not good 
enough because a new administration 
with a different point of view could 
simply go forward and prosecute those 
marijuana businesses and individuals 
in those States who use marijuana de- 
spite what the people in those States 
have decided to do legislatively. 

What I am saying is not that the 
Federal Government should legalize 
marijuana throughout the country. 
This is a decision for the States. I hope 
many of my colleagues, especially 
those who express support for States’ 
rights and our Federalist system of 
government, those who often decry the 
power of the big bad Federal Govern- 
ment in undermining local initiatives, 
would support my very simple and 
straightforward legislation that will be 
introduced next week. 

All my legislation says is that if a 
State chooses to legalize marijuana, 
that State should be able to go forward 
without legal impediments from the 
Federal Government. 

CAPITAL PUNISHMENT 

Mr. President, I want to talk about 
an issue of great importance in this 
country. I believe the time is now for 
the United States to end capital pun- 
ishment. I know this is not necessarily 
a popular point of view, but in my view 
it is the right point of view. Virtually 
every Western industrialized country 
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has chosen to end capital punishment. 
I would rather have our country stand 
side-by-side with European democ- 
racies than with countries like China, 
Iran, Saudi Arabia, and others that 
maintain the death penalty. 

We are all shocked and disgusted by 
the horrific murders we see in this 
country, including massacres in 
schools and on college campuses that 
seem to take place every week. All of 
us are tired and disgusted with what we 
are seeing, but it seems to me that at 
a time of rampant violence and murder 
all over the world, where people are 
being blown up and their heads are 
being cut off, it is important that the 
state itself, the Federal Government in 
America, say loudly and clearly that 
we will not be part of that process. 

When people commit horrendous 
crimes—and we see too many of them— 
we should lock them up and throw 
away the key. I have no problem in 
saying that people who commit terrible 
murders should spend the rest of their 
lives in jail, but the state itself, in a 
democratic civilized society, should 
itself not be involved in the murder of 
other Americans. 

I know there are strong differences of 
opinion on this issue. In fact, I think I 
am in a minority position, but I think 
those of us who want to set an exam- 
ple, who want to say that we have to 
end the murders and the violence we 
are seeing in our country and all over 
the world, should in fact be on the side 
of those of us who believe we must end 
capital punishment in this country. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HOEVEN). The Senator from Wash- 
ington. 


EE 


HOMELESS VETERANS SERVICES 
PROTECTION ACT OF 2015 


Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I want 
to take a few minutes to talk about an 
issue that is very important to me, and 
that is the care of our Nation’s vet- 
erans. As the daughter of a World War 
II veteran, I realize what it means for 
a family member to be willing to sac- 
rifice their life for their country. We 
promise our men and women in uni- 
form that the country will be there for 
them after they leave service, and 
sometimes that means long after the 
war is over. But I am concerned our 
country is about to turn its back on 
thousands of veterans, and I am here 
today to say we have to fix it. 

Last year, the VA told homeless serv- 
ice providers they needed to cut off 
services to certain veterans who had 
other than honorable discharges or had 
not served a certain length of time. If 
that policy had been enacted, it would 
have been a major setback for veterans 
across the country. It would have set 
us back on our goal of ending veteran 
homelessness, a goal that the adminis- 
tration has set for itself and hundreds 
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of mayors across the country have 
committed to. It would have been sim- 
ply unacceptable. These are veterans 
who need our support. Many of them 
struggle with mental illness and sub- 
stance abuse or simply finding employ- 
ment. 

According to some of our leading vet- 
erans and homeless groups—including 
the American Legion, the National Al- 
liance to End Homelessness, the Na- 
tional Low Income Housing Coalition, 
and the National Coalition for Home- 
less Veterans—if the policy had been 
enacted, the VA would have had to stop 
serving about 15 percent of the home- 
less veteran population. In some urban 
areas, up to 30 percent of homeless vet- 
erans would be turned away. 

Thankfully, after hearing concern 
from around the country, including 
from my home State of Washington, 
the VA was able to put off that terrible 
policy change. But, unfortunately, the 
VA is now expected to announce their 
final decision any day that the reprieve 
is over, and they are going to have to 
go ahead with this change and force 
homeless providers to turn away vet- 
erans who have nowhere else to go— 
veterans whose providers have been 
serving them for decades. That is 
wrong. This policy change would be 
heartless. It is a bureaucratic move 
that would put thousands of veterans 
on the streets practically overnight, 
and it has to be stopped. 

The VA is going to enact this policy 
when the final decision is made. So 
Congress needs to act now to stop this 
from happening. Earlier this year, I in- 
troduced the Homeless Veterans Serv- 
ices Protection Act. That is a bill that 
would ensure our most vulnerable vet- 
erans would be assured continued ac- 
cess to critical homeless service pro- 
grams, regardless of their discharge 
status or length of service. In other 
words, it fixes the problem the VA says 
it has and makes sure they do not have 
to cut off homeless veterans from care. 

My bill will make it clear that our 
country takes care of those who served 
and that we do not allow bureaucracy 
to dictate who gets a roof over their 
head and who does not. But it is crit- 
ical that we act now. The VA has said 
it would issue this legal position in No- 
vember, which could put thousands of 
veterans on the street. We are running 
out of time. But the solution to this 
crisis is now before us, and we can do it 
by passing the Homeless Veterans 
Services Protection Act. 

I don’t believe there is any Member 
of this body who would deny our obli- 
gation to ensure that veterans are 
taken care of and have a roof over their 
head. While our country has made 
great strides in recent years providing 
homeless services to the men and 
women who so bravely served our coun- 
try, I believe that even one veteran 
sleeping on our streets in the United 
States is one too many. We know we 
have a lot of work ahead of us. 
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Veterans are at a greater risk of be- 
coming homeless than nonveterans. On 
any given night, as many as 50,000 vet- 
erans are homeless here in this coun- 
try. With an influx of veterans now re- 
turning from the wars in Iraq and Af- 
ghanistan, the numbers of veterans 
seeking care will continue to go up. 

In short, this problem is not going 
away. Our veterans have made great 
sacrifices serving our country. We can- 
not turn our backs on them when they 
come home. That commitment in- 
cludes providing benefits, medical care, 
support, and assistance to prevent 
homelessness. It is a commitment that 
shouldn’t stop simply because we have 
run into a policy roadblock. 

I am very pleased to call this up now 
with the Heller amendment which is 
the text of S. 1105. It is a bill that I 
strongly support. The provision will in- 
crease the availability of care for 
homeless veterans with children by re- 
imbursing facilities funded by the VA 
Grant and Per Diem Program. 

I want to thank Senator HELLER for 
his leadership on this issue. I want to 
thank Senator ISAKSON and Senator 
BLUMENTHAL for their leadership, as 
the heads of the Veterans Affairs’ Com- 
mittee, and for their support in being 
here today. 

I am hoping Democrats and Repub- 
licans join us today to right this wrong 
and prevent this problem from hap- 
pening. It shouldn’t be a partisan issue. 
It is not a political issue. This is a vet- 
erans issue. It is one that should bring 
us all together. 

With that, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Committee on Veterans’ Af- 
fairs be discharged from further consid- 
eration of S. 1731 and the Senate pro- 
ceed to its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 1781) to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to waive the minimum period of 
continuous active duty in the Armed Forces 
for receipt of certain benefits for homeless 
veterans, to authorize the Secretary of Vet- 
erans Affairs to furnish such benefits to 
homeless veterans with discharges or re- 
leases from service in the Armed Forces with 
other than dishonorable conditions, and for 
other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Heller 
amendment be agreed to; the bill, as 
amended, be read a third time and 
passed, and the motion to reconsider be 
considered made and laid upon the 
table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 2760) was agreed 
to, as follows: 

(Purpose: To authorize per diem payments 
under comprehensive service programs for 
homeless veterans to furnish care to de- 
pendents of homeless veterans) 

On page 4, between lines 15 and 16, insert 
the following: 
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SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF PER DIEM PAYMENTS 
FOR FURNISHING CARE TO DEPEND- 
ENTS OF CERTAIN HOMELESS VET- 
ERANS. 

Section 2012(a) of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

“(4) Services for which a recipient of a 
grant under section 2011 of this title (or an 
entity described in paragraph (1)) may re- 
ceive per diem payments under this sub- 
section may include furnishing care for a de- 
pendent of a homeless veteran who is under 
the care of such homeless veteran while such 
homeless veteran receives services from the 
grant recipient (or entity).’’. 


The bill (S. 1731), as amended, was or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, was read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

S. 1781 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Homeless 
Veterans Services Protection Act of 2015”. 
SEC. 2. WAIVER OF MINIMUM PERIOD OF CONTIN- 

UOUS ACTIVE DUTY IN ARMED 
FORCES FOR CERTAIN BENEFITS 
FOR HOMELESS VETERANS. 

Section 53803A(b)(3) of title 38, 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (F) and 
(G) as subparagraphs (G) and (H), respec- 
tively; and 

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (E) the 
following new subparagraph (F): 

‘(F) to benefits under section 2011, 2012, 
2018, 2044, or 2061 of this title;’’. 

SEC. 3. AUTHORIZATION TO FURNISH CERTAIN 
BENEFITS TO HOMELESS VETERANS 
WITH DISCHARGES OR RELEASES 
UNDER OTHER THAN HONORABLE 
CONDITIONS. 

Section 5303(d) of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘not apply to any war-risk 
insurance” and inserting the following: “not 
apply to the following: 

“(1) Any war-risk insurance”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘(2) Benefits under section 2011, 2012, 2013, 
2044, or 2061 of this title (except for benefits 
for individuals discharged or dismissed from 
the Armed Forces by reason of the sentence 
of a general court-martial).’’. 

SEC. 4. MODIFICATION OF DEFINITION OF VET- 
ERAN FOR PURPOSES OF PRO- 
VIDING CERTAIN BENEFITS TO 
HOMELESS VETERANS. 

Section 2002 of title 38, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘In this chapter” and in- 
serting ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In this chapter’’; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(b) VETERAN DEFINED.—(1) Notwith- 
standing section 101(2) of this title and ex- 
cept as provided in paragraph (2), for pur- 
poses of sections 2011, 2012, 2013, 2044, and 2061 
of this title, the term ‘veteran’ means a per- 
son who served in the active military, naval, 
or air service, regardless of length of service, 
and who was discharged or released there- 
from. 

‘(2) For purposes of paragraph (1), 
term ‘veteran’ excludes a person who— 

“(A) received a dishonorable discharge 
from the Armed Forces; or 

“(B) was discharged or dismissed from the 
Armed Forces by reason of the sentence of a 
general court-martial.’’. 
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SEC. 5. TRAINING OF PERSONNEL OF THE DE- 
PARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 
AND GRANT RECIPIENTS. 

The Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall 
conduct a program of training and education 
to ensure that the following persons are 
aware of and implement this Act and the 
amendments made by this Act: 

(1) Personnel of the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs who are supporting or admin- 
istering a program under chapter 20 of title 
38, United States Code. 

(2) Recipients of grants or other amounts 
for purposes of carrying out such a program. 
SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF PER DIEM PAYMENTS 

FOR FURNISHING CARE TO DEPEND- 
ENTS OF CERTAIN HOMELESS VET- 
ERANS. 

Section 2012(a) of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

“(4) Services for which a recipient of a 
grant under section 2011 of this title (or an 
entity described in paragraph (1)) may re- 
ceive per diem payments under this sub- 
section may include furnishing care for a de- 
pendent of a homeless veteran who is under 
the care of such homeless veteran while such 
homeless veteran receives services from the 
grant recipient (or entity).’’. 

SEC. 7. REGULATIONS. 

Not later than 270 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs shall prescribe regulations, 
including such modifications to section 3.12 
of title 38, Code of Federal Regulations (or 
any successor regulation), as the Secretary 
considers appropriate, to ensure that the De- 
partment of Veterans Affairs is in full com- 
pliance with this Act and the amendments 
made by this Act. 

SEC. 8. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act and the amendments made by 
this Act shall apply to individuals seeking 
benefits under chapter 20 of title 38, United 
States Code, before, on, and after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 


Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I want 
to thank Senator HELLER, Senator 
ISAKSON, and the other Members who 
worked so hard for this. I would like to 
yield some time to the Senator from 
Nevada. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, I want 
to thank Senator MURRAY for her ef- 
forts here today and for her willingness 
to work with me on including a provi- 
sion that we worked on together for 
several years now as members of the 
Senate Committee on Veterans’ Af- 
fairs. Senator MURRAY’s legislation en- 
sures that homeless veterans continue 
to be eligible for the VA’s Grant and 
Per Diem Program. 

With my provision that Senator 
MURRAY agreed to include, this legisla- 
tion will also extend this eligibility to 
the dependents of homeless veterans. 
Given the work that I have done with 
Senator MURRAY on eligibility for 
homeless veterans’ dependents, I be- 
lieve it was important we addressed 
both the needs of the veteran as well as 
their dependents. 

In cities such as Las Vegas, where 
veteran homelessness remains a serious 
problem, the support of housing and 
service centers that receive VA funding 
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is absolutely critical in getting these 
veterans back on their feet. Not only 
do the programs provide housing but 
they also offer services, such as case 
management, education, crisis inter- 
vention, and other services to special 
populations and important populations 
such as homeless women veterans. 

This Congress has a responsibility to 
ensure that existing veterans under 
this program remain eligible, but also 
that dependents of veterans, especially 
their children, are taken care of when 
their veteran parents have fallen on 
hard times. 

That is why I introduced the CARE 
for Veterans’ Dependents Act with Sen- 
ator MURRAY, to make dependents eli- 
gible for care at VA-funded facilities. 
These children and their parents de- 
serve the certainty that they will able 
to access supportive housing during 
their serious time of need. I am proud 
that we were able to move forward on 
this measure, which was just accepted 
a few moments ago by unanimous con- 
sent. 

Senator MURRAY and I have a proud 
history of working together to advo- 
cate on behalf of our Nation’s veterans, 
and today’s passage of this legislation 
is another testament to our strong 
partnership on behalf of veterans. I am 
also grateful to the chairman of the 
committee, Senator ISAKSON, and to 
Ranking Member BLUMENTHAL of the 
Senate Committee on Veterans’ Af- 
fairs, for working so diligently with us 
to make this happen. 

Mr. President, I yield back to the 
Senator from Washington. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I yield 
back. 

Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


Ee 


TRADE ACT OF 2015—Continued 


UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. RES. 222 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, as the 
proud parent of a wonderful daughter 
and the proud grandparent of three 
wonderful granddaughters, like so 
many others, I was proud of the U.S. 
Women’s National Team and their his- 
toric World Cup victory. I was even 
more proud on Tuesday when I saw 
them at the White House with Presi- 
dent Obama. 

I know all Americans are so proud, as 
well as honored. The reason why so 
many Americans are proud of it is that 
earlier this year, with more than 25 
million Americans watching, this elec- 
trifying group of athletes led the 
United States to a record third World 
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Cup title. We all cheered, but then 
along with a lot of other Americans, I 
was surprised to learn that the U.S. 
Women’s National Team—even though 
there were enormous receipts from the 
TV coverage of this—received $2 mil- 
lion for winning the Women’s World 
Cup. The 2014 Men’s World Cup winners 
were awarded $35 million. When the 
women won, it was $2 million. When 
the men won, it was $35 million. To 
make it even worse, the men’s teams 
that lost in the first round of the 2014 
Men’s World Cup were awarded $8 mil- 
lion. In other words, if you lose and are 
aman, you get $8 million. If you are a 
woman and you win, you get $2 million. 

That is really not acceptable. I can- 
not imagine anybody finding it accept- 
able. I wanted to raise some awareness 
of this. I introduced a Senate resolu- 
tion calling on soccer’s international 
governing body, FIFA, to eliminate its 
discriminatory prize awards structure. 

It highlights the gross pay disparity 
in their award structure and calls for 
immediate change. All Democrats sup- 
port this call. I have heard some oppo- 
nents of an equal prize awards struc- 
ture in sports who say: Oh, no, we must 
pay men more than women. They point 
to revenue as the reason behind this 
disparity. Revenue cannot be accepted 
as a means for discrimination. Awards 
should not be determined by gender. 
That is why major sporting events, in- 
cluding the U.S. Open Tennis Cham- 
pionships and Wimbledon changed their 
prize award structure to assure that 
both female and male athletes are 
treated with the same dignity and re- 
spect they deserve. 

This proud father and grandfather 
feels that my sons and my daughter 
should be treated the same and my 
grandsons and granddaughters should 
be treated the same. In fact, it is why 
the U.S. Women’s National Team was 
rightly honored with a Ticker-Tape pa- 
rade and magazine covers for each 
player and their head coach by Sports 
Illustrated. 

These athletes, recognized at the 
White House on Tuesday, are global 
icons. Not just here in America but 
around the world they are recognized. 
They are role models to young athletes 
and fans everywhere. 

This includes fans such as 13-year-old 
Ayla Ludlow. She wrote to President 
Obama and the First Lady after the 
Women’s World Cup. She said: “It 
makes me mad that people do not treat 
girls equally.” I agree. It is time to 
recognize all athletes for their con- 
tributions—not make women second- 
class citizens. By taking an overdue 
but important step toward pay equity, 
we send a resounding message not just 
to women and girls but also to men and 
boys around the world. Equal pay for 
equal work should not be an ideal we 
talk about, but a reality. 

The men’s teams that lost in the 2014 
Men’s World Cup was awarded $8 mil- 
lion. The women’s team, which was 
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watched worldwide as they won, was 
awarded $2 million. The men’s team 
that did win was awarded $35 million. I 
cannot imagine anybody who could 
stand up for that kind of disparity and 
treat men so much differently and so 
much better than women. These are 
athletes who worked hard from the 
time they were young to be the best of 
the best. They made America proud. 
But I think we make America a little 
ashamed if we do not stand up and say: 
We want women treated the same as 
men. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the HELP Committee be dis- 
charged from further consideration of 
S. Res. 222, and that the Senate pro- 
ceed to its immediate consideration— 
this is the resolution calling on FIFA 
to pay the same; and that the resolu- 
tion be agreed to, the preamble be 
agreed to, and the motions to recon- 
sider be considered made and laid upon 
the table with no intervening action or 
debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I listened 
carefully to the distinguished Sen- 
ator’s comments. Gender discrimina- 
tion is wrong, and we all know that. We 
have enacted laws in the United States 
for sports and for the workplace to 
make sure that we reflect those values. 

I support those laws, but we have a 
budget to pass, a debt crisis to fix, an 
education system that needs reform, 
and a humanitarian crisis in Europe 
that we ought to address. That is what 
the U.S. Senate ought to be spending 
its time on rather than offering opin- 
ions and resolutions about a private 
international entity and how they 
should distribute prizes and awards. So 
I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, last night 
we passed resolutions, and here we are 
talking about taking 30 seconds out of 
our busy, busy schedule. Of course, we 
were in a quorum call for a few hours 
today. We could take 30, 50, or 82 sec- 
onds out of the 100 hours or so we will 
spend during the month sitting here 
doing nothing and pass a resolution 
that calls for the equal treatment of 
male and female athletes. 

If we cannot even do that, is it any 
wonder that the approval ratings of the 
Senate are in the tank? If we cannot 
even pass a nonbinding resolution, how 
can we ever achieve real pay equity for 
women? What is the real objection? We 
are simply urging for the equal treat- 
ment of female athletes. Treating peo- 
ple differently solely because of their 
gender is unacceptable. It sends a ter- 
rible message to mothers, daughters, 
and granddaughters across the globe. 

As I said, every single Democrat sup- 
ports this resolution. I am very dis- 
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appointed that the Republicans are 
blocking it. 

I will leave after saying one more 
thing. The women’s team won to inter- 
national acclaim, and they were award- 
ed $2 million. The men’s teams that 
lost in the first round was paid $8 mil- 
lion. The men’s team that won was 
awarded $35 million. 

Wimbledon knows better. The U.S. 
Open Tennis Championships said 
enough is enough. Women should be 
treated the same as men. 

A 13-year-old girl wrote to the Presi- 
dent and said: “It makes me mad that 
people do not treat girls equally.” 
Well, I have a granddaughter who will 
be 13 in December. How do I speak to 
her? How do I tell her that the U.S. 
Senate—which is sort of waiting 
around here and has not done anything 
today—is unwilling to take 10 seconds, 
30 seconds, 50 seconds to say: Let’s 
treat women athletes the same as men. 

I thank my Democratic colleagues 
for supporting this legislation. I hope 
my Republican colleagues will change 
their minds and say: Let’s treat female 
athletes the same as male athletes, es- 
pecially since the World Cup organiza- 
tion made a fortune on T'V rights. They 
certainly made a heck of a lot more 
money on those TV rights while the 
women were winning than they were 
making when the men’s team lost, but 
the men’s teams that lost in the first 
round were still paid $8 million. They 
made four times more than the women 
who won the championship were paid. 
It is sexist, and it is wrong. 

In this day and age we need to stop 
treating women as second-class citi- 
zens. I do not want my daughter treat- 
ed that way. I do not want my grand- 
daughters treated that way. I do not 
want the women in Vermont treated 
that way. I do not want women any- 
where in this country to be treated 
that way. I want to say to that 13-year- 
old girl who is angry because of the un- 
fair treatment of girls: I am sorry the 
U.S. Senate would not stand up for 
you, but I, and others, stand up for 
you, and I always will. Let us hope 
someday the Senate stands up for you 
too. 

We can see how busy we are at this 
time. There is not a single Senator on 
the floor, except for the distinguished 
Presiding Officer, of course, and so I 
will suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to address a frustrating situa- 
tion that has brought us here today. 
For months I have been calling on Con- 
gress to come to the middle and nego- 
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tiate a responsible budget deal that 
works for the American people, but 
time and time again, whether it was in 
the Appropriations Committee or here 
on the Senate floor, Members of this 
body refused to have a conversation 
about how to do that. They dug their 
heels in and said: It is my way or the 
highway. 

Now here we are, down to the wire, 
and they finally realize that sequestra- 
tion is damaging. It is something that 
we have been saying from day one. Un- 
fortunately, it cost the Speaker of the 
House his job, it wasted months of 
time, and it continued to erode what is 
left of the faith that the American peo- 
ple have in Congress. 

Coming from Montana, I find this in- 
credibly frustrating. Folks back home 
are reasonable. They talk to their 
neighbors even if they don’t agree with 
them. They compromise, negotiate, 
give a little, and most of the time they 
get a lot. This body could learn a lot 
from my constituents. 

The Senate was designed to be a de- 
liberative body. It was supposed to be a 
place where conversations and com- 
promise happen, where we reach across 
the aisle and partner with our col- 
leagues with whom we might not al- 
ways agree. That kind of bipartisan- 
ship requires more time, harder work, 
and tougher conversations. Sure, it isa 
lot easier to scream and yell at the 
other side so the super PACs and mil- 
lionaires who fund too much of our pol- 
itics these days know we didn’t back 
down, but at the end of the day, that 
doesn’t move the country forward, and 
unfortunately that happened again this 
year. 

Had we started these budget negotia- 
tions back in July when 10 moderate 
Members of this body first rang the 
alarm, we wouldn’t be in a last-minute 
scramble today. I am disappointed. I 
am disappointed in the Senate. The 
only time folks are talking to one an- 
other is when there is a crisis. The only 
time folks are working together is 
when we are faced with fiscal cliffs, 
economic meltdowns, and catastrophes. 
I hope we realize that Congress is the 
only place in this country that oper- 
ates like this. Businesses and families 
plan, talk, and they certainly don’t 
wait until the last minute to get their 
financial house in order. 

Why does it take an emergency for 
Congress to govern? Why does it take a 
looming deadline for folks to come to 
their senses and to do their jobs? It is 
because the voices in the middle are 
getting drowned out by the voices on 
the fringes. We have become afraid of 
compromise. In many circles it is a 
dirty word, one that should never be 
uttered. 

So here we are today, just a few days 
before we default on our debt, and we 
have wasted so much time. Our inabil- 
ity to tackle these issues earlier this 
year caused the appropriations process 
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to break down. It caused an unneces- 
sary veto of the Defense authorization 
bill, something our troops are waiting 
for us to resolve while they stand on 
the frontlines. 

I know this budget deal isn’t perfect, 
but it is the product of compromise, 
however last minute it may be and 
however limited the ability of Senators 
to weigh in on it is. But by raising the 
debt ceiling, we will prevent interest 
rates from skyrocketing and the value 
of the dollar from plummeting. By end- 
ing the sequester, we will do away with 
severe budget cuts that are hurting our 
veterans, seniors, students, and work- 
ing families. 

We will shore up Social Security and 
allow ourselves to make responsible in- 
vestments in our national security, 
education, health care, and public 
lands. It will reduce a massive pre- 
mium hike that was scheduled to im- 
pact 46,000 Montana seniors who use 
Medicare for their health insurance. 
This legislation will keep those pre- 
miums more manageable. 

Those accomplishments are critically 
important to our economy and worthy 
of this Senate’s support, but as with 
anything that comes together at the 
last minute, there are provisions I 
don’t like, things that could have been 
fixed if we had taken more time to ne- 
gotiate. Take, for instance, the budg- 
et’s impact on our rural hospitals. 
There are provisions in here that could 
severely limit access to rural health 
care. I am committed to addressing 
those concerns in the upcoming appro- 
priations process because folks in Mon- 
tana and other rural States shouldn’t 
have to drive hundreds of miles to see 
a doctor. 

As I said, this budget isn’t perfect. 
The most disappointing thing is that it 
could have been so much better. But in 
the spirit of compromise that got us 
here today, we need to use that con- 
versation to make sure we get things 
done. 

I know there will always be those 
who refuse to get off the ideological 
soapbox and who like to watch others 
do the hard work of governing, but 
those folks usually don’t last long with 
my constituents. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

CONGRATULATING SPEAKER PAUL RYAN 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
when responsibility calls, it is usually 
not at a time of our choosing. The deci- 
sion to answer is rarely easy or 
straightforward. PAUL RYAN knows 
this. He spent his nights dreaming 
about tax policy, not the Speakership. 
But our country is fortunate that he 
stepped up to lead, and I know I am 
grateful that he did. 

Speaker RYAN is thoughtful about 
the issues facing our Nation. He is 
sober-minded. He knows the job he is 
walking into is tough. He also under- 
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stands the potential it holds in terms 
of conservative solutions for our coun- 
try and in terms of more opportunity 
for the middle class. 

When I called to congratulate Speak- 
er RYAN, we discussed our many shared 
goals in Congress. We pledged a strong 
partnership. We aimed to continue ad- 
vancing conservative reform. I look 
forward to working closely with him as 
we move forward. 

Speaker RYAN knows what it means 
to work hard. He knows what it means 
to dream big dreams. He knows what it 
means to achieve them as well. Some- 
thing we all admire about Speaker 
RYAN is his determination to ensure 
others are able to achieve big things in 
their lives too, to ensure others can 
lead fulfilling lives defined by meaning 
and punctuated with purpose. 

There is no doubt he cares deeply. He 
cares about combating poverty effec- 
tively. He cares about lifting up the 
middle class successfully. And because 
he cares, he is willing to call out failed 
policies when they hurt those they are 
supposed to help, and he has suggested 
better ways forward as well. 

In short, here is what we can say 
about Speaker RYAN: He has a big 
heart, he has an extraordinary intel- 
lect, and he knows how to lead with 
both. That quality is rare around here. 
So is having a reputation that so great- 
ly precedes oneself in such a positive 
way. But that is Speaker RYAN. 

Nothing is going to come easily in 
his new role, and he certainly knows 
that. Neither of us will be under any il- 
lusions about the positions we hold. We 
face a Democratic Party that con- 
tinues to move left. We face a Presi- 
dent who doesn’t seem very interested 
in cooperation on the big things or the 
hard things, nor on making divided 
government work. These are the reali- 
ties that face us, and we might as well 
acknowledge them, but it won’t stop us 
from working together to advance con- 
servative reform as well as to achieve 
solutions for the middle class whenever 
we can. 

Today, though, let’s celebrate Speak- 
er RYAN’s extraordinary achievement. 
He has already proven his stature as a 
leader in our party. From leading the 
Nation on responsible budgeting and 
pro-growth tax reform to serving as an 
extraordinary candidate for Vice Presi- 
dent, he always rises to the challenge. 

I would note for my House colleagues 
that their incoming leader campaigned 
vigorously to become President of the 
Senate, but he was drafted into the 
Speakership. 

But, look, on a more serious note, 
PAUL RYAN may not have asked for this 
job, but the moment called for him to 
lead, and I am grateful that he will be- 
cause we know he is a leader who has 
repeatedly demonstrated the talent, 
the vision, and the experience to suc- 
ceed. 

I look forward to building a strong 
partnership on behalf of our country. 
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EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate proceed to executive session for the 
consideration of Calendar Nos. 345 
through 355 and all nominations on the 
Secretary’s desk in the Air Force, 
Army, and Navy; that the nominations 
be confirmed en bloc, and the motions 
to reconsider be considered made and 
laid upon the table with no intervening 
action or debate; that no further mo- 
tions be in order; that any statements 
related to the nominations be printed 
in the RECORD; and that the President 
be immediately notified of the Senate’s 
action. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and con- 
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

The following Air National Guard of the 
United States officer for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Air Force to the grade indi- 
cated under title 10, U.S.C., sections 12203 
and 12212: 

To be brigadier general 
Col. Thomas K. Wark 

The following Air National Guard of the 
United States officer for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Air Force to the grade indi- 
cated under title 10, U.S.C., sections 12203 
and 12212: 

To be brigadier general 
Col. Howard P. Purcell 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the Reserve of the Air Force to the 
grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 
12203: 

To be brigadier general 
Col. Allan L. Swartzmiller 
IN THE ARMY 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Lt. Gen. David D. Halverson 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Kenneth R. Dahl 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Army Veterinary 
Corps to the grade indicated under title 10, 
U.S.C., sections 3064 and 3084: 

To be brigadier general 
Col. Erik H. Torring, III 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Thomas S. Vandal 

The following Army National Guard of the 

United States officer for appointment in the 
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Reserve of the Army to the grade indicated 
under title 10, U.S.C., sections 12203 and 
12211: 
To be brigadier general 
Col. Valeria Gonzalez-Kerr 
The following Army National Guard of the 
United States officer for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Army to the grade indicated 
under title 10, U.S.C., sections 12203 and 
12211: 
To be brigadier general 
Col. John J. Morris 
IN THE AIR FORCE 
The following Air National Guard of the 
United States officer for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Air Force to the grade indi- 
cated under title 10, U.S.C., sections 12203 
and 12212: 
To be major general 
Brig. Gen. Stephen E. Markovich 
IN THE ARMY 
The following Army National Guard of the 
United States officer for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Army to the grade indicated 
under title 10, U.S.C., sections 12203 and 
12211: 
To be brigadier general 
Col. Marta Carcana 


NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE SECRETARY’S 
DESK 


IN THE AIR FORCE 


PN603 AIR FORCE nominations (1451) be- 
ginning BRANDON R. ABEL, and ending 
BRANDON A. ZUERCHER, which nomina- 
tions were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of June 
24, 2015. 

PN805 AIR FORCE nominations (19) begin- 
ning MICHELLE T. AARON, and ending 
KIRK P. WINGER, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of September 9, 2015. 

PN808 AIR FORCE nominations (50) begin- 
ning QUENTIN D. BAGBY, and ending 
MARY A. WORKMAN, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of September 9, 
2015. 

PN811 AIR FORCE nominations (126) begin- 
ning ROBERT H. ALEXANDER, and ending 
JUSTIN DAVID WRIGHT, which nomina- 
tions were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of Sep- 
tember 9, 2015. 

IN THE ARMY 


PN784 ARMY nomination of Matthew P. 
Tarjick, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
September 8, 2015. 

PN816 ARMY nomination of Judith S. Mey- 
ers, which was received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of Sep- 
tember 9, 2015. 

PN817 ARMY nominations (2) beginning 
THOMAS W. WISENBAUGH, and ending 
HAROLD P. XENITELIS, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of September 9, 
2015. 

PN898 ARMY nomination of Michael A. 
Blaine, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
October 5, 2015. 

IN THE NAVY 


PN906 NAVY nomination of Terry A. 
Petropoulos, which was received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of October 8, 2015. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
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ate proceed to the consideration of Cal- 
endar No. 348; that the Senate vote on 
the nomination without intervening 
action or debate; that following dis- 
position of the nomination, the motion 
to reconsider be considered made and 
laid upon the table with no intervening 
action or debate; that no further mo- 
tions be in order to the nomination; 
that any statements related to the 
nomination be printed in the RECORD; 
that the President be immediately no- 
tified of the Senate’s action and the 
Senate then resume legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the nomination. 

The bill clerk read the nomination of 
Edward L. Gilmore, of Illinois, to be 
United States Marshal for the North- 
ern District of Illinois for the term of 
four years. 

Thereupon, the Senate proceeded to 
consider the nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the Gilmore nomination? 

The nomination was confirmed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the motion to re- 
consider is considered made and laid 
upon the table and the President will 
be immediately notified of the Senate’s 
action. 


EEE 
LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
sume legislative session. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


a 
TRADE ACT OF 2015—Continued 
Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, I rise 


today in opposition to raising the debt 
ceiling. I rise particularly in opposi- 
tion to raising the debt ceiling without 
getting any sort of spending reform or 
budgetary reform in return. In fact, it 
will be completely the opposite. We 
will be raising the debt ceiling in an 
unlimited fashion. We will be giving 
President Obama a free pass to borrow 
as much money as he can borrow in the 
last year of his office—no dollar limit. 
Here you go, President Obama, spend 
what you want. We do this while also 
exceeding what are called budget caps. 

We have been trying to have spending 
restraint in Washington. It hasn’t 
worked very well, but at least there are 
some numbers the government is not 
supposed to exceed. These include 
spending caps for military spending as 
well as domestic spending. 
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When I first arrived in 2010, I was 
part of the movement called the tea 
party movement. We came into promi- 
nence, and I was elected primarily be- 
cause I was concerned about the debt, 
worried about the debt we were leaving 
to our kids and our grandkids, worried 
that we were destroying the very fabric 
of the country with debt. 

We came here in 2010, and we nego- 
tiated and negotiated, and President 
Obama said: I won’t negotiate with 
you. I won’t negotiate with a gun to 
my head. 

The media said: You always have to 
raise the debt ceiling. It is irrespon- 
sible to use that as leverage to get re- 
form. 

But you know what. We did get re- 
form. The conservatives put together 
something called cut, cap, and balance. 
It was passed overwhelmingly in the 
House, blocked in the Senate, but ulti- 
mately there was something passed 
called sequestration, which put caps on 
both military and domestic spending. 
It did slow down the rate of growth in 
government for a little while. 

This is the problem with Congress: 
Congress will occasionally do some- 
thing in the right direction, and then 
they take one step forward and two 
steps back. In 2013 we gave up on the 
sequester and we added back in about 
$60 billion worth of money. Now they 
are doing the same thing again. This 
time we are going to add back in $80 
billion—$50 billion in 2016 and another 
$30 billion in 2017. 

We are doing the opposite of what we 
should be doing. We should be using the 
leverage of the debt ceiling by saying: 
We are not raising it again until you 
reform your ways, until you begin 
spending only the money you have. 

Instead, we are saying: Here, Mr. 
President. You can raise the debt as 
much as you want. You can spend as 
much as you want while you are in of- 
fice, and we are going to do nothing. In 
fact, we are going to help you. We are 
going to exceed the caps so everybody 
gets what they want. 

So everyone in Washington is going 
to get something. The right is going to 
get more military money, the left is 
going to get more welfare money, the 
secret handshake goes on, and the 
American public gets stuck with the 
bill. 

I think one of the most important 
things that we do is defend the coun- 
try. If you ask me to prioritize the 
spending, I will say we have to defend 
the country above and beyond and be- 
fore all else. But that doesn’t mean we 
are stronger or safer if we are doing 
this from bankruptcy court. 

I think the No. 1 threat to our coun- 
try, the No. 1 threat to our security is 
debt, this piling on of debt. The debt 
threatens our national security. Yet we 
just want to pile it on and pile it on. 

This deal will do nothing but explode 
the debt. In fact, it doesn’t even limit 
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how much the debt can go up. We are 
giving the President a blank check. 

We are in the middle of a filibuster. 
This filibuster will go on until about 
1:00 in the morning, and then we will 
find out who the true conservatives in 
this town are. If you are conservative, 
you will say: There is no way I am 
going to vote to give an unlimited 
power to the President to borrow 
money. If you are a conservative, you 
are going to say: We shouldn’t be ex- 
ceeding the budget caps; if anything, 
we should be passing more stringent 
budget caps. 

It disappoints me greater than I can 
possibly express that the party I belong 
to that should be the conservative 
party doesn’t appear to be conserv- 
ative. This is a big problem. 

I am traveling the country, and I 
have asked Republicans everywhere. I 
have yet to meet a single Republican 
who supports this deal. 

In the House, they voted on this yes- 
terday. Do you know what the vote 
was? Two to one among Republicans 
say that this is a god-awful deal and 
that we shouldn’t touch it with a 10- 
foot pole. It is a terrible deal. House 
Republicans understood this. 

We should be doing the opposite. We 
should be taking the leverage of saying 
we are not going to raise the debt ceil- 
ing unless we get reform. Instead, we 
went to the President and said: Here, 
raise the debt ceiling as much as you 
can possibly spend over the next year, 
and we will let you exceed the budget 
caps. It is irresponsible. It shows a lack 
of concern for our country, for the 
debt, and it should go down in defeat. 

When I ran for office in 2010, the debt 
was an enormous issue. The debt was 
$10 trillion. Some of us in the tea party 
were concerned because it had doubled 
in the last 8 years. It doubled from $5 
to $10 trillion under a Republican ad- 
ministration. Many of us were adamant 
that Republicans needed to do a better 
job. We had added new entitlement pro- 
grams, we added new spending, and the 
deficit got worse under Republicans. 
Now we are under a Democratic Presi- 
dent and it is set to double again. This 
President will add more to the debt 
than all of the previous Presidents 
combined. So we will go from $10 tril- 
lion now to nearly $20 trillion. We may 
get close to $20 trillion, and now that 
we have increased the debt ceiling an 
unspecified amount, we may well get to 
$20 trillion by the time this President 
leaves. 

Is that a problem? Some people say: 
It is just a big number. I don’t know 
what $1 trillion is. 

If you want to imagine $1 trillion, 
take thousand-dollar bills and put 
them in your hand. Thousand-dollar 
bills 4 inches high is $1 million. If you 
want to have $1 trillion in thousand- 
dollar bills, it would be 63 miles high. 
We are talking about an amount of 
money that is hard to fathom. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


You say: What does that mean? How 
does that hurt me or my family? 

Economists say we are losing 1 mil- 
lion jobs a year through the burden of 
debt. Economists also say that when 
your debt becomes as large as your 
economy, you are in a worrisome place; 
that when the debt is as large as the 
economy, there is a possibility that 
you may enter into a period where you 
might suffer a panic or a collapse or a 
burden so great that your economy 
can’t withstand it. In 2008 we were very 
close to a panic. I think we get closer 
with each day. 

The No. 1 priority up here shouldn’t 
be trying to scrounge around and find 
new money to spend. It should be try- 
ing to conserve. It should be doing 
something that some say is radical but 
I say is the absolute essence of com- 
mon sense; that is, we should spend 
what comes in. 

So often up here, things become par- 
tisan and people just want to point fin- 
gers and say: Oh, it is that party that 
did it; they are the ones responsible for 
the debt. 

But I want to let you in on a secret. 
This is a secret that goes on and on and 
on up here. It is something I call the 
unholy alliance. It is the unholy alli- 
ance between right and left—they both 
have sacred cows they want to spend 
money on. Instead of saying: The debt 
is a real problem, and we both have to 
conserve in both areas, they get to- 
gether secretly and raise the money for 
their sacred cows. So on the right we 
are busting the limits because the 
right wants more military spending. 
The left wants more for welfare. The 
unholy alliance is the secret hand- 
shake. And what gets worse? The debt. 
We are borrowing $1 million every 
minute, and it is not going to end ina 
pretty way. 

What do other conservatives have to 
say about this deal? Stephen Moore at 
the Heritage Foundation writes: “It is 
the worst budget deal to be negotiated 
by the GOP since George H.W. Bush 
violated his ‘no new taxes’ pledge in 
1990.” 

Rush Limbaugh says: “The Repub- 
lican party cannot campaign by run- 
ning around blaming the Democrats for 
destroying the budget, for over- 
spending, for threatening the very fab- 
ric of the country.” They can’t do it 
because they are now complicit. 

We can’t point fingers and say the 
Democrats are the big spenders. We 
now, by this deal, become complicit. 
We become equally guilty of sup- 
porting new debt. 

Some say: Well, gosh, you have to 
raise the debt ceiling, right? If you 
don’t raise the debt ceiling, there will 
be a default. 

Hogwash. Do you know how much 
money comes into this place every 
month through taxes? About $250 bil- 
lion comes in in taxes. Do you know 
what our interest payment is? About 
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$30 billion, might be as high as $60, $70, 
$80 billion. There is never not enough 
revenue to pay for interest. People say 
we couldn’t pay for everything. I say 
maybe we shouldn’t spend it on every- 
thing. We have plenty of money that 
comes in every month to spend on in- 
terest, to spend on Medicare, to spend 
on Social Security, and to spend on sol- 
diers’ salaries and veterans affairs and 
the rest, but maybe government 
shouldn’t be doing much else. 

These are the questions we would 
have to ask: What would happen if the 
debt ceiling didn’t go up? We would 
have a balanced budget. How bad would 
that be? If your debt ceiling didn’t go 
up, you would spend what comes in. 
That is what every American family 
does—they spend what comes in. 

I think this is absolutely what we 
need to do, but even I am willing to 
compromise, so I have put forward a 
compromise. I put forward a com- 
promise that we tried in 2011 called 
cut, cap, and balance. My compromise 
would cut the deficit in half in 1 year— 
a dramatic lessening of the burden of 
debt. That is the cut. The cap is that 
my bill would actually cap spending at 
18 percent of GDP—18 percent of the 
total amount of money spent on the 
economy. Why did we pick 18 percent? 
Because that leads to a balanced budg- 
et. The last part of my bill of cut, cap, 
and balance is we would pass a bal- 
anced budget amendment to the Con- 
stitution. I have kind of jokingly said— 
but probably seriously—if we pass a 
balanced budget amendment to the 
Constitution and we pass term limits, I 
will go back to being a doctor, which is 
my first love anyway. 

We have to fix the country. We are 
destroying the country with debt. We 
are drowning in a sea of debt, and nei- 
ther party seems to be concerned with 
it anymore. 

So what I would do is I would say, 
yes, I will compromise. I will raise the 
debt ceiling under these three condi- 
tions: cut the deficit in half, cap the 
spending, and pass a balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution. 

People say: Well, there aren’t the 
votes for that. 

Why don’t we have a vote? Why don’t 
we allow a vote on cut, cap, and bal- 
ance, the conservative alternative to 
this deal we have on the floor? Why 
don’t we vote on an alternative? Be- 
cause there won’t be any amendments 
allowed. This will be pushed through 
without amendments. I really object to 
that. This is supposed to be a body of 
deliberation. We are supposed to be 
able to deliberate over how we are 
going to fix the problems of the coun- 
try. And I think this is the No. 1 threat 
to us. We are accumulating debt at $1 
million every minute. Someone has to 
stand up and do something about it. 

Taxpayers for Common Sense says 
about this: ‘‘We’re not a fan of the Bi- 
partisan Budget Agreement of 2015.” 
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CATO writes: ‘“The Gipper’s [Ronald 
Reagan’s] ghost is probably looking 
down from heaven at the new budget 
deal between congressional leaders and 
the Obama administration and saying 
‘there they go again.” 

“So let’s rephrase the question: What 
do advocates of fiscal restraint get in 
exchange [for raising these spending 
caps]? Well, if you peruse [this] agree- 
ment, it’s apparent they don’t get any- 
thing.” 

What we have traded is an increase in 
the debt ceiling—not just an increase, 
an unspecified increase in the debt ceil- 
ing. We have said to President Obama: 
You can spend as much money as you 
want throughout the rest of your Presi- 
dency—no limits. 

The National 
writes: 

If the question on the budget and debt ceil- 
ing package is ‘‘Deal or No Deal?” taxpayers 
should clearly opt for the latter. 

While the agreement contains a few 
meritorious provisions, it fails other 
sufficient savings and structural re- 
forms necessary to address our Na- 
tion’s $18.1 trillion debt problem. The 
debt is without question the No. 1 prob- 
lem in the country. We will have a vote 
this evening, and that vote will be: Do 
you care? Are you willing to do some- 
thing to slow it down? Do you think we 
ought to use the leverage of the debt 
ceiling to slow down spending or are 
you a profligate spender who will vote 
to bust the caps and who will vote to 
give President Obama unlimited bor- 
rowing authority? 

I think it is a clear-cut question. I 
will vote no, and I will continue this 
filibuster as long as there are enough 
votes to allow it to continue. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 2182 

Mr. President, at this point, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of my bill, Cut, Cap, and Balance, 
which is Calendar No. 274, S. 2182. I fur- 
ther ask that there be 1 hour of debate 
equally divided in the usual form; that 
following the use or yielding back of 
time the bill be read a third time and 
passed and the motion to reconsider be 
made and laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ate is now considering a bipartisan 
budget agreement. I believe it is impor- 
tant to pass that bipartisan effort to 
avoid catastrophic default and to put 
an end to the mindless sequestration 
and pass funding to keep the govern- 
ment open. Regrettably, because I 
often agree with my friend from Ken- 
tucky and we team up on so many 
issues, the request to take up the Cut, 
Cap, and Balance legislation is a step 
in the wrong direction. 
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When you push for cut, cap, and bal- 
ance in this context, you are pushing 
for default, recession, and joblessness 
because that is what all of the inde- 
pendent financial authorities tell us is 
what is ahead if we don’t act in the 
Senate. The desire to set aside what we 
are working on and pursue this other 
legislation is specifically an approach 
that would throw aside the bipartisan 
agreement before the Senate. 

This bipartisan effort is exactly the 
kind of bipartisan work where Demo- 
crats and Republicans come together 
to tackle a major issue. The American 
people expect their leaders to find com- 
mon ground on key issues. That is 
what this legislation does. 

For those reasons, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, I agree 
with the Senator from Oregon that bi- 
partisan agreement is necessary in this 
body, but I think we have in this agree- 
ment bipartisan agreement in the 
wrong direction. The bipartisan agree- 
ment we need is to conserve across the 
board, for both sides to say that our sa- 
cred cow, whether it is military on the 
right or domestic spending on the 
left—that they all will have to be con- 
served. We will not be able to spend 
money we don’t have. 

I think we are becoming weaker as a 
nation the more we borrow. If we pass 
this bill, it is not a difference or a 
choice between calamity and con- 
tinuing to add to the debt—which this 
bill will do. I fully believe we can con- 
tinue to make our payments. We have 
$250 billion a month that comes in. In- 
terest payments are $30 billion. There 
is absolutely no reason we would ever 
default. In fact, I have a bill called the 
Default Protection Act, which would 
ensure that Social Security, Medicare, 
our soldiers’ salaries, and the interest 
on the debt were paid for. So I think 
what we should be doing is doing the 
opposite kind of compromise. Right 
and left should come together and say: 
You know what. I really want spending 
on this. The right says: I really want 
spending on the military. They should 
come together and say: You know 
what. We don’t have any money. We 
are borrowing $1 million every minute. 

So I think this bipartisan com- 
promise goes in the wrong direction. 
What I would ask for is a bipartisan 
compromise to actually save money 
and borrow less. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SYRIA 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I rise to 
talk about the conflict in Syria, and in 
particular what is happening over the 
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next couple of days and weeks. We 
know that in the last 4 years, starting 
in 2011, this conflict has resulted in the 
deaths of a quarter of a million Syr- 
ijans. More than 4 million Syrians have 
fled and registered as refugees in 
neighboring countries. We are told that 
7.6 million Syrian are displaced from 
their homes within Syria itself. 

So when you combine those who have 
fled the country because of the vio- 
lence and combine that with the num- 
ber of folks displaced in the country, 
you have about half the population of 
Syria. If we had the equivalent number 
here in the United States—of over 300 
million people—that would be some- 
thing on the order of 150 million Amer- 
icans displaced from their homes. We 
cannot even imagine the scale of that 
suffering. 

At the center of this horror, this hor- 
rific war and humanitarian catas- 
trophe, sits Bashar al-Assad, the dic- 
tator, who in the estimation of many 
experts and world leaders, and this is 
my opinion as well, has lost all legit- 
imacy as the leader of Syria. A conflict 
that began with peaceful protests by 
Syrian young people for change quick- 
ly gave way to fighting on the streets 
of Homs, Daraa, and Aleppo. 

Assad’s security forces have at- 
tempted to quash dissent with brutal 
beatings, imprisonment, starvation, 
use of chemical weapons, and wholesale 
destruction from indiscriminate barrel 
bombs, which, by the way, is a viola- 
tion of international law. These ac- 
tions prove to be a recruiting windfall 
for extremists and terrorist groups like 
ISIS, which now operate along many 
major transportation routes and cities 
in parts of Syria. 

The Institute for the Study of War 
just this week assessed that ISIS is 
now challenging the Assad regime for 
control of the supply line to Aleppo, 
expanding their reach westward. As I 
have said before and some others have 
said—it is what I will continue to 
maintain—the conflict in Syria and the 
international effort to degrade and ul- 
timately defeat ISIS are inextricably 
linked. 

We cannot expect to bring about a 
lasting defeat of ISIS without bringing 
about a political transition in Syria. 
The atrocities perpetrated by these two 
evils, one the Assad regime and also 
ISIS—these atrocities are too numer- 
ous to catalog today. Neither entity of- 
fers a stable, secure, and prosperous fu- 
ture for Syria. Several times the 
United States has participated in inter- 
national negotiations with an eye to- 
ward ending this horror and paving the 
road toward a third choice for Syria. 

That is what this would be, a real po- 
litical transition featuring inclusive- 
ness, rule of law, and the primacy of 
citizenship over sect, ethnicity, and 
other divisive categories. These con- 
versations have yet to bear fruit, most- 
ly because the regime in Iran and the 
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Russians continue to offer a lifeline to 
the murderous Assad, but we must 
keep trying. We must keep trying. 

One look at the images of the de- 
struction in Aleppo or the faces of Syr- 
jans fleeing to Europe for a better life 
reminds us of the human costs of inac- 
tion. It is because of this that the Ira- 
nian and Russian escalation in recent 
weeks is so outrageous. These coun- 
tries look at Syria as a ground line of 
communication to Hezbollah or a 
friendly host for a warm-water naval 
outpost. They turn a blind eye to the 
suffering of ordinary men, women, and 
children in an effort to exert their 
international influence. Russia’s war- 
planes have struck in areas where the 
Syrian opposition, not ISIS, operates. 
Their strikes appear indiscriminate 
and have killed many civilians. 

Now, in the case of Iran, the recent 
visit of a designated terrorist and IRGC 
commander, Qasem Soleimani—his 
movement to Syria indicates that Iran 
and its proxies like Hezbollah are still 
central elements of this fight. I am on 
the floor today as leaders from major 
countries meet in Vienna. Yesterday in 
a speech at Carnegie Endowment, Sec- 
retary Kerry described his diplomatic 
task as ‘‘charting a course out of hell.” 
That is how he described the way out 
through a political resolution in Syria. 

Although news reports indicate that 
these talks will not deal directly with 
the question of Bashar al-Assad, our 
policy must remain firm. Assad has no 
place—no place in Syria’s future. No 
bombing campaigns, no promise of 
sham elections should change that. I 
commend the work Secretary Kerry is 
doing. I commend him for the speech 
he gave yesterday. 

One month ago I wrote to him calling 
for greater U.S. leadership on at least 
three tracks: political, multilateral, 
and humanitarian. In the response to 
my letter, the State Department em- 
phasized, ‘‘The only way to sustainably 
end the suffering of the Syrian people 
is through a genuine political solution 
consistent with the Geneva principles.”’ 

I appreciate and agree with this com- 
mitment. However, I am concerned 
that the Governments of Syria, Iran, 
and Russia remain in clear violation of 
multiple U.N. Security Council resolu- 
tions, including flouting arms control 
restrictions and travel sanctions. 
These regimes do not appear to be 
ready for dialogue consistent with the 
Geneva principles. Secretary Kerry 
said during his Carnegie speech yester- 
day that the United States and Russia 
have many points of common ground 
on Syria. However, the areas of diver- 
gence are stark. 

We know there is no military solu- 
tion to this conflict. Only a political 
settlement can heal the deep wounds 
across Syria. We must continually as- 
sert that no political solution can in- 
clude a role for Bashar al-Assad. For a 
ruler who indiscriminately barrel 
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bombs children over and over again, 
presides over the death of over one- 
quarter of a million civilians, there 
must be no soft political landing. 

We have said over and over again— 
and I will continue to say it—that 
Assad must go. It is important our ne- 
gotiators in Vienna insist that these 
talks are a vehicle to effectuate the re- 
moval of Assad, not continue his brutal 
rule. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAs- 
sIDy). The Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business and following my 
speech that Senator LEE from Utah be 
recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

TRIBUTE TO M.H. ‘“‘WOODY’’ WOODSIDE 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, all of 
us know that back in our home States 
today and every day, there are men and 
women working hard to plant the 
fields, manufacture the products, run 
the chambers of commerce, sell the 
groceries, cut the lawns, make the 
beds, make our States work, and make 
our economy work. We also know that 
as politicians serving in the Senate, 
there is not one of us who doesn’t owe 
our career to community leaders back 
home who take the time to lend their 
support to us, bring their communities 
to us, and give us the fortification we 
need to serve our great State. 

Back in Georgia there is one such 
person who means a lot to me and who 
meets all those criteria. His name is 
Woody Woodside. Woody is the presi- 
dent of The Brunswick-Golden Isles 
Chamber of Commerce in Brunswick, 
GA. On November 5, he is going to be 
honored for 30 consecutive years as 
president of that chamber. And Woody 
is one great chamber president, let me 
tell you. 

He got his start right here in Wash- 
ington, DC, working 11 years for Bo 
Ginn, the Congressman from Georgia’s 
coast, and for 3 years following that for 
Bo’s successor, Lindsay Thomas. 
Woody worked hard for our State, he 
worked hard for his district, and he 
worked hard for those members of com- 
merce. 

But he comes back to us every year 
now as the president of the chamber of 
commerce. He brings his board with 
him. He brings the issues that are be- 
fore them and he lobbies hard for his 
community. But he also lobbies hard 
for the environment. Woody represents 
a chamber that promotes tourism on 
the coast of Georgia but fights equally 
for the preservation of the estuary of 
the Atlantic, the Marshes of Glynn. 

He is proud of his community and 
proud of the work he does. He is a tire- 
less worker on behalf of his State and 
his community. He loves his beautiful 
family—his wife Ellen, his daughter 
Mary Gould, his late son Jay, his 
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grandson James ‘‘Woods’’ Woodside, 
and his granddaughter Mary Bremer 
Moorhead. 

He is one of those priceless citizens 
who means so much to our State and so 
much to me personally. On this occa- 
sion on the floor of the Senate, I pay 
tribute to Woody Woodside for his 30 
years of service to the Brunswick-Gold- 
en Isles Chamber of Commerce and 
thank him for everything he has done 
for his country, his State, and his com- 
munity. 

May God bless Woody Woodside, and 
may God bless the United States of 
America. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Utah. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, the budget 
deal before the Senate today is not just 
a horrible piece of legislation that is 
undeserving of this Chamber’s support, 
it also represents the last gasping 
breath of a disgraced bipartisan belt- 
way establishment on the verge of col- 
lapse. 

The bill is the product of an unfair, 
dysfunctional, and fundamentally un- 
democratic process—a process that is 
virtually indistinguishable from what 
we promised the American people a 
GOP-controlled Congress would bring 
to an end. We made that promise pre- 
cisely because negotiating legislation 
behind closed doors without input from 
the majority of Members and then 
rushing it through to final passage 
without debate or opportunity for 
amendments violates our party’s core 
principles. It also inevitably leads to 
bad policy. 

The Bipartisan Budget Act of 2015 is 
a case in point. This bill would suspend 
the debt limit for 17 months and in- 
crease government spending beyond its 
already unsustainable levels. It would 
do so while failing to make reforms 
that would put us on a path toward fis- 
cal sustainability. 

Many proponents of this budget deal 
challenge this claim. They say: Well, 
the bill isn’t perfect, but while it isn’t 
perfect it does include some meaning- 
ful entitlement reforms. 

The sales pitch we hear most often 
alleges that this budget deal will save 
the Social Security disability trust 
fund from insolvency, but we are never 
told exactly how this bill would do 
this. That is because, as always, the 
devil is in the details. 

I rise today to discuss these very de- 
tails, details that prove this budget 
deal’s so-called entitlement reforms 
are nothing of the sort. At best, they 
are well-intentioned but ineffectual 
tweaks to a program that desperately 
needs fundamental, structural over- 
haul. At worst, they are accounting 
gimmicks unbecoming of the U.S. Con- 
gress. 

According to the Social Security 
trustees, the Social Security Disability 
Insurance Program—or SSDI—is sched- 
uled to run out of money in 2016, which 
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means that without serious reform dis- 
ability benefits would be slashed across 
the board by nearly 20 percent. 

Under the Budget Control Act of 2015, 
the bankruptcy deadline of SSDI would 
be pushed off for an additional 6 years 
until 2022. But here is the kicker: It 
would do so by raiding the Social Secu- 
rity trust fund to the tune of $150 bil- 
lion. That is right. Our grand, bipar- 
tisan solution to the impending insol- 
vency of our Nation’s disability insur- 
ance program amounts to stealing $150 
billion from our Nation’s largest retire- 
ment insurance program. 

This isn’t the only phony pay-for in 
this budget deal. There are others that 
simply move money around from else- 
where in the Federal budget, such as 
the Crime Victims Fund and the Assets 
Forfeiture Fund. There are also new 
heavyhanded instruments that purport 
to implement cost savings in Medicaid 
reimbursements but actually only im- 
pose misguided price controls on the 
generic drug industry. Only in Wash- 
ington, DC, could something so decep- 
tive and ineffective, something so un- 
fair to America’s seniors and future 
generations, be considered a reform. 

To be fair, there are a couple of 
sound entitlement reforms in this 
budget deal that deserve to be com- 
mended. First, there is a position that 
would correct a design error in the So- 
cial Security program that amounts to 
an unfair and wasteful loophole. Fixing 
this would save a significant amount of 
money over a 75-year window. There 
are also measures that would increase 
the penalties for fraud, create new 
pilot programs, and prohibit doctors 
with felonies from submitting medical 
evidence. But these minor changes 
don’t even come close to putting SSDI 
on a path toward fiscal sustainability 
and sanity, and they represent only a 
tiny fraction of the sensible reform 
proposals put forth by our conference. 

Many of my colleagues, such as Sen- 
ator LANKFORD and Senator COTTON, 
have already spoken or will soon speak 
on the floor about the long list of 
structural reform ideas that are still 
sitting on the sidelines of this debate. 
I wish to take a moment to touch on 
just a few of them. 

Senator COATS has a proposal that 
would protect the SSDI trust fund from 
being drawn down by fugitive felons il- 
legally receiving disability benefits. 

Senator HATCH has put forth a plan 
that would prevent an individual from 
receiving both unemployment insur- 
ance and disability insurance simulta- 
neously, ensuring that SSDI funds 
would remain focused on their intended 
population. 

I also have a proposal that would ex- 
pand the footprint of private disability 
insurance program, which I intend to 
file as an amendment to this bill. 

That is not all. My friends, Senator 
COTTON and Senator LANKFORD, have 
their own proposals, and there has been 
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an equal amount of policy innovation 
by our colleagues in the House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

They are all commonsense ideas that 
would bring us much closer to real 
SSDI reform than what is found in this 
budget deal, but you won’t hear much 
about them in this debate because 
there won’t be any real debate on the 
Bipartisan Budget Act of 2015—no 
amendments, a fast-approaching dead- 
line and, in the end, a take-it-or-leave- 
it choice forced upon us with our backs 
up against a cliff. 

This is not how Congress is supposed 
to operate. This is not how we prom- 
ised the country we would conduct the 
American people’s business if given 
control of the House and the Senate. 
We should be the party of ideas, but we 
won’t be so long as we continue to tol- 
erate a legislative process that stifles 
our most innovative proposals from 
getting a fair hearing. We should be the 
party of reform, but we won’t be so 
long as individual Senators are blocked 
from offering amendments to legisla- 
tion. We should be the party of fiscal 
sanity and responsible governance, but 
we won’t be so long as we continue to 
govern by crisis and by cliff, delaying 
the inevitable while working only 3 
days a week in our legislative calendar. 
We should be the party that looks out 
for the most vulnerable among us, but 
we won’t be so long as we lack the 
courage to enact the structural reform 
that our retirement and disability pro- 
grams need to survive for generations 
to come. 

We can be all of these things. I know 
we can, but it is going to take hard 
work—a fair, open, and inclusive legis- 
lative process, and all the policy inno- 
vation we can muster. It is going to 
take something more, something bet- 
ter than this budget deal. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, in re- 
cent weeks I have spoken three or four 
or five times on the question of wheth- 
er we are going to realistically and 
honestly fund the transportation im- 
provements our country so badly 
needs. I don’t know if it is my imagina- 
tion, but every time I am here speak- 
ing on the subject, you are here. We 
have any number of people—50-some 
Republican Senators in the majority— 
who cycle in as Presiding Officer, yet 
you always seem to draw the short 
straw and get to hear me wax elo- 
quently about transportation infra- 
structure. I am honored you would be 
back again today for more of the same. 
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Pretty soon, you will be able to give 
these talks for me and I will sit up 
there and preside. I won’t ask unani- 
mous consent for that, but it is a good 
thought. 

Mr. President, this is a picture that 
was taken, gosh, 60 or 70 years ago, and 
there is a quote here by a fellow who 
was a great military leader for our 
country during World War II and later 
one of our Presidents. In fact, he was 
President when I had just about come 
into the world and left as President a 
few years after that. The photograph 
says, ‘“‘This is the first project in the 
United States on which actual con- 
struction was started under provisions 
of the new Federal Aid Highway Act of 
1956.” 

This is in Missouri. They have the 
contractor and some of the local folks 
there. I don’t see Ike anywhere, but his 
words are here at the bottom of this 
old photograph. His words that day 
were: “A modern, efficient highway 
system is essential to meet the needs 
of our growing population, our expand- 
ing economy, and our national secu- 
rity.” 

There is a word—‘‘prescient’’—that 
indicates something is wise and for- 
ward-looking. Those words are just 
that—wise and forward-looking—and 
they were first spoken almost 60 years 
ago by President Eisenhower. 

This week, President Obama and 
leaders in the House of Representatives 
and the Senate reached a long-sought 
compromise on a budget deal for 2 
years, through 2017. And while there 
are certainly some aspects of that 
budget deal that are disappointing, 
other aspects of it, at least for me—in 
terms of finding ways to save money, 
going after program integrity, and 
looking for waste and fraud—bring a 
good deal to like about it as well. 

It is encouraging that Democrats and 
Republicans were able to come to- 
gether to reach an agreement—any 
agreement—that will pause the cycle of 
crisis government, from crisis to crisis, 
where we find too much of our time 
across the Federal Government, as we 
run up to these crises, spent not doing 
work—the work we ought to be doing— 
but actually trying to figure out how 
we deal with a shutdown. At least we 
can say this agreement will prevent 
that and for the next couple of years 
enable people across the Federal Gov- 
ernment to do their work, whether it 
happens to be agriculture, environ- 
ment, law enforcement, border secu- 
rity, or you name it. 

The other thing I would say is by pre- 
venting a default on our Federal obli- 
gations and lifting the harmful spend- 
ing cuts—particularly in the areas of 
our budget where we actually invest 
money that create economic oppor- 
tunity—this deal will help to encour- 
age continued economic growth and re- 
covering from low job creation and job 
preservation. 


October 29, 2015 


I heard today that this agreement is 
worth about an extra one-third of a 
million jobs, and in a little State like 
mine, Delaware, with fewer than a mil- 
lion people, that is quite a few jobs. 
However, if we really wanted to focus 
on economic growth and job creation, 
we would be talking a lot more about 
transportation, and I mentioned the 
words here of Dwight Eisenhower, but 
let’s go on to the next poster. 

While there is much to like in the 
budget agreement we are debating 
today and into the night, I am dis- 
appointed that it fails to offer a long- 
term plan to increase investment in 
America’s infrastructure, particularly 
in our transportation infrastructure. A 
budget deal like this offered a prime 
opportunity to address our chronic 
underinvestment in the roads, high- 
ways, bridges, and transit systems of 
this Nation. 

I have looked high and low in this 
budget agreement, and when it comes 
to transportation, there is a ‘‘whole 
lotta nothing” in there with respect to 
transportation and infrastructure in- 
vestment. Instead, Congress is now 
poised to pass not the 18th but the 14th 
extension of our Federal transpor- 
tation programs since 2008. We have 
done this 14 times. Fortunately, this 
extension does not require us to add to 
the $74 billion we have spent since 2008 
to bail out the highway transportation 
fund time and again, but it only con- 
tinues the cycle of uncertainty and cri- 
sis governing that prevented our States 
and our cities from planning major 
transportation projects. 

I would just insert here that if you 
look at the country from coast to 
coast, our State transportation budg- 
ets use a mix of funds from different 
sources, but on average, about half the 
money they spend—from Delaware and 
the other 49 States—comes from the 
Federal Government. 

We have missed another opportunity 
to give our Nation’s economy a serious 
boost. This is a little bit of what I am 
talking about. This poster says: 
“Here’s why Congress needs to reau- 
thorize funding to rebuild America’s 
infrastructure.” Here are a few num- 
bers to keep in mind: 25 percent, 45 per- 
cent, and 65 percent. Twenty-five per- 
cent of our bridges require significant 
repair. Hither that or they cannot han- 
dle today’s traffic at all. Twenty-five 
percent. Forty-five percent of Ameri- 
cans lack access to transit. Forty-five 
percent. Sixty-five percent of Amer- 
ica’s roads are rated in less than good 
condition. Sixty-five percent. 

There is an outfit called the Amer- 
ican Society of Civil Engineers. One of 
the things they do every year is to rate 
highways, roads, and bridges. They as- 
sign a grade. It could be an A. 

We have our pages here. They are 
here doing their school work while 
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they are paging in the Senate, so they 
do double duty, but hopefully they are 
all getting A’s in their courses. Our 
roads, highways, and bridges do not re- 
ceive any A’s. They do not receive B’s. 
Hopefully our pages get B’s and better, 
but our roads, highways, and bridges do 
not. In fact, our roads, highways, and 
transit systems are earning a D. D is 
disappointing. D is degraded. D is dog- 
ged. And our Nation’s bridges earn a C- 
plus. Those aren’t grades that our 
pages would be proud of or that their 
parents would be proud of, and those 
certainly aren’t grades we should be 
proud of as a country. 

In the most recent World Economic 
Forum ranking, in less than a decade 
the United States has fallen from sev- 
enth overall in the quality of our 
transportation infrastructure. A dec- 
ade ago we were No. 7; today we are No. 
18. In Billboard magazine, when they 
are rating the top record across the 
country—a record on the rise gets a 
vote. A No. 5 in the vote means it is 
heading up the charts. Ten years ago 
we were No. 7, and now, like a bullet, 
we are heading right the other way— 
from No. 7 to No. 18. We are heading in 
avery wrong direction. 

Here in this poster we can see that 
highways and transit spending as a 
share of GDP has not been going up. 

In 1962 John Kennedy was President 
and I was a junior in high school, just 
like you pages. In 1962 the share of 
GDP that we spent for highways and 
transit was right at 3 percent—right at 
3 percent. Over time it started drop- 
ping. Around 1972, in the middle of the 
Vietnam war—lI spent some time over- 
seas in Southeast Asia with my 
compadres—it dropped to 2 percent. We 
were trying to pay for guns and bullets. 
It really dropped rather steeply there, 
probably because of the war. What has 
gone on since 1972 is to trend down, 
down, and down, and now the number is 
somewhere between 1 and 1.5 percent. 
It has diminished by more than half 
since 1962. 

Let me mention a couple of other 
numbers. The infrastructure spending 
is only about 2.5 percent of GDP in the 
United States. Actually, it is only 
about 1.5 percent in the United States. 
What is that compared to? Compared 
to what? 

I have a friend, and when you ask 
him “How are you doing?” he says 
“Compared to what?’’ Well, how is the 
United States doing? Well, compared to 
what? We are at 1.5 percent—actually, 
a little less than that—of GDP for 
transportation infrastructure. Where 
are our Canadians up to the north? 
They are at 4 percent—more than twice 
the number we are. Australia, South 
Korea—where are they? They are at 5 
percent, and 5 percent for most of Eu- 
rope. China is at 9 to 12 percent. They 
are spending 9 to 12 percent of their 
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GDP on transportation and infrastruc- 
ture. We are spending 1.5 percent. That 
is not a good thing. That is not a good 
thing. 

The National Association of Manu- 
facturers estimates that their invest- 
ments in roads and highways dropped 
significantly between 2003 and 2012. 
How significantly? By another 20 per- 
cent. 

To meet our country’s needs in ways 
that support American business and 
families, an outfit called McKinsey 
Global Institute—most of us have 
heard of the McKinsey Consulting 
Company, but they have an arm of 
their company called McKinsey Global 
Institute—estimates that we need to 
increase infrastructure investment by 
$150 billion annually through 2020 to 
catch up the backlog of projects that 
are badly needed—roads, highways, 
bridges, and transit. 

Our lack of transportation invest- 
ment is hurting families, individuals, 
and businesses. There is an outfit down 
in Texas, Texas A&M, which is famous 
in recent years for their football 
teams, but they are also well known 
because every year they give us a re- 
port on congestion on the roads, high- 
ways, and bridges in the United States. 
They found that the average commuter 
across the country wastes 42 hours per 
year in traffic—42 hours per year just 
sitting there or barely moving. If you 
actually look at cities such as New 
York City or Philadelphia or Dallas or 
Denver or L.A., that number is 82 hours 
per year. Think about that—82 hours 
per year here in the greater Wash- 
ington area and a lot of other places, 
such as L.A. and New York City. The 
resulting wasted fuel and lost produc- 
tivity cost the Nation’s economy $160 
billion this year—$160 billion. That 
works out to about $960 per commuter. 

In addition to congestion, we have 
other costs to commuters—people out 
on the roads, highways, and bridges— 
that come from our repairs. 

Not everybody can see this, but obvi- 
ously there is a guy working on pot- 
holes and talking to his supervisor. It 
says: Warning, potholes. But here is 
the number that is really the key: 
There is $516 per driver in increased re- 
pair and maintenance costs every year. 

There was an editorial in the Phila- 
delphia Inquirer last week, talking to 
consumers and voters, that said: The 
next time you get a bill for replacing 
your tires, your steering, your rims or 
whatever, send the bill to your Con- 
gressman, your Congresswoman, your 
Senator. 

Even if it is only half of that, it is 
still a lot of money. I don’t have reason 
to believe it is half, but even if it is, it 
is a huge amount of money that we are 
spending. Add to that the waste of 
time, and this adds up. 
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This is a sad commentary. Some of 
the charts I use are humorous; this one 
is not. Poor roadway conditions were a 
significant factor in approximately 
one-third of the 32,000 traffic fatalities 
last year. About 10,000 people who 
would be alive today are not. The pri- 
mary contributing factor to their 
death was the poor condition of the 
highways, roads, and bridges on which 
they were traveling. 

I mentioned the McKinsey Global In- 
stitute a minute ago. They said that if 
we were serious about making real 
progress and doing it promptly on the 
condition of roads, highways, bridges, 
and transit systems, we ought to be in- 
vesting about $150 billion a year. Here 
is another report from the McKinsey 
Global Institute. It says that about a 
$150 to $180 billion in annual invest- 
ment is needed for 15 to 20 years. That 
is a lot of money for a long time. They 
say that if we are serious and con- 
sistent in robustly investing in trans- 
portation infrastructure, we would add 
to GDP, not once but every year, some- 
where between 1.4 percent and 1.7 per- 
cent per year, and we would add about 
1.8 million jobs if we are willing to 
make the kind of investments that we 
need. Those aren’t my numbers. Those 
are McKinsey’s. 

Put it all together, and this explains 
why Senator DICK DURBIN and I intro- 
duced a month or so ago what we call 
the TRAFFIC Relief Act. It raises 
about $220 billion in new money, user 
fee revenue—revenue that can only be 
used for roads, highways, transit, and 
bridges, and not for anything else—not 
for foreign aid, not for wars, not for 
some other domestic program. But $220 
billion would go into roads, highways, 
bridges, and transit systems. 

The legislation Senator DURBIN and I 
introduced permanently eliminates the 
annual highway trust fund shortfalls. 
Every year we run out of money. We 
run out of money in the transportation 
trust fund and take money out of the 
general fund to fill up the transpor- 
tation trust fund. When the general 
fund runs out of money, we go around 
the world cup-in-hand borrowing 
money from people such as China to re- 
fill the transportation trust fund. 
Then, when we call China on their mis- 
behavior—it might be manipulation, it 
might be dumping various goods and 
services on our country, it might be 
messing around in the South China Sea 
and other places—we say to them: You 
can’t do that. 

If I were them, I would say to us: We 
thought you wanted to borrow our 
money. We shouldn’t be in that posi- 
tion. So the TRAFFIC Relief Act Sen- 
ator DURBIN and I introduced raises an 
additional $72 billion over 10 years for 
new transportation investments, over 
and above what would otherwise be 
generated. We could use that $72 billion 
and more. 

Not everybody can read the script 
here, but this one fellow here is saying: 
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“There is no way I can afford an in- 
crease in the gas tax.’’ Then over here 
it goes on to say, as his car is towed 
away: “I spend all my money fixing my 
car because of these terrible roads.” 
Think about that. There are a lot of 
terrible roads, highways, and bridges, 
and some pretty lousy transit systems 
as well. I spent money on my minivan 
last year replacing a tire that cost me 
about $200 because of a problem with 
the road. I am not the only person. 
That happens to a lot of folks during 
the course of the year. 

Those are all the posters I have. I 
will close by saying that on the Envi- 
ronmental and Public Works Com- 
mittee, where I serve, we have reported 
out unanimously authorizing legisla- 
tion that would authorize investments 
in transportation systems—roads, 
bridges, highways, and transits—for 
the next 6 years. It is actually very 
smart legislation. I give Senator BOXER 
and Senator INHOFE, the lead Democrat 
and the lead Republican on the com- 
mittee, a lot of credit for leading that 
effort. 

The House of Representatives is com- 
ing up with a 6-year transportation au- 
thorization plan that reflects in many 
ways what we have done in the Senate. 
To the extent that is the case, then we 
applaud their efforts as well. 

Some may remember another poster 
I showed earlier, an enlarged photo- 
graph of a fellow wearing a cowboy hat 
as if he were asleep on his back. The 
cowboy hat was covering his face. He 
didn’t look like the ‘‘Marlboro Man.” 
He looked like a cowboy who had been 
ridden hard and put up wet. The cap- 
tion at the bottom of the poster was 
talking about the hat: “All hat, no cat- 
tle,” suggesting the guy wasn’t a real 
cowboy. “All hat, no cattle.” 

It is great that we have sound, smart 
transportation authorization legisla- 
tion, and we do. What is really dis- 
appointing is “all hat and no cattle” 
when it comes to paying for this stuff, 
not coming close to the amount of 
money we need to invest. We are not 
even close. I think we are going to look 
at a 6-year transportation authoriza- 
tion with maybe 3 years of funding. 
Some of that funding we create by bor- 
rowing and spending, which is like 8, 9, 
10 years down the road and bringing it 
forward to pay for spending today. I 
don’t feel good about that. I expect you 
don’t either. In some cases we are tak- 
ing money that is supposedly being col- 
lected for TSA, for aviation safety and 
our security in the skies, and using 
that money for roads, highways, 
bridges—taking TSA funding increases 
and using it for a couple of months on 
roads, highways, bridges, and improve- 
ments. We do the same thing with Cus- 
toms fees along our border. People and 
a lot of commerce come across our bor- 
der. Another idea we have used in the 
past is taking money out of the Stra- 
tegic Petroleum Reserve, maybe from 
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oil we bought for $80, $90 a barrel and 
turning around and selling it for half 
that price. Buy high and sell low—I 
don’t think that is a very smart strat- 
egy for investing in or for funding 
transportation projects. The American 
people deserve better than this. 

Ronald Reagan, Eisenhower, and oth- 
ers—even Democrats—have said that 
the way we have funded transportation 
for years in this country and improve- 
ments to transportation—roads, high- 
ways, bridges—is a user approach. The 
folks and the businesses that use our 
roads, highways, and bridges ought to 
pay for it. That is what we have done. 
We have come to a place in this coun- 
try where we are finding it hard to pay 
for the things we need and the things 
we want. Somehow we have to summon 
the courage to do what the American 
people expect us to do, which is to 
work together, to work smartly, and to 
make some tough decisions. 

The legislation I alluded to that Sen- 
ator DURBIN and I and another col- 
league or two have introduced and 
sponsored would raise the gas tax and 
diesel tax in this country. It hasn’t 
been raised in 22 years. The gas tax, 
which 22 years ago was raised to 18 
cents, because of inflation is now worth 
less than a dime. The diesel tax, which 
22 years ago was worth about 23 cents, 
is now not even worth 15 cents. Mean- 
while, the cost of concrete, asphalt, 
steel, and labor have all gone up, and 
we are still stuck with the same pur- 
chasing power from these user fees that 
we had 22 years ago. The math doesn’t 
add up. As a result, we earn nearly fail- 
ing grades for the transportation sys- 
tem that we have. 

If we were to somehow wave a magic 
wand and the House and the Senate 
would come to their senses and pass by 
acclamation an increase in the user fee 
of 4 cents a year for 4 years, we would 
get to 2020 and we would have added 16 
cents over that period of time to what 
is one of the lowest user fees on gas 
and diesel of any advanced nation in 
the world. I think we are No. 33 out of 
34 of the OECD nations. In 2020, after 
an increase of 4 cents a year for 4 years 
was put in place, the cost to the aver- 
age driver is the cost of a cup of coffee 
a week. Think about it. For the aver- 
age driver paying an additional user fee 
of 4 cents a year for 4 years, indexing 
for inflation, the cost is the cost of a 
cup of coffee a week. 

The question I would ask my col- 
leagues—and I think we would ask 
most people—is this: Would you rather 
put up with really—one of my favorite, 
good senatorial words—‘‘crappy”’ roads, 
highways, bridges? Would you rather 
continue to put up with that? 

We could have a transportation sys- 
tem that we could be proud of for a cup 
of coffee. I don’t think that is asking 
too much. 

I don’t have a magic wand. I don’t 
think it is likely that my colleagues 
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will rush to the floor after these re- 
marks today and say: Let’s do some- 
thing real. Let’s see if we can’t get our 
roads, highways, and bridges making 
the kinds of grades that our pages are 
making doing their schoolwork while 
they serve us here in the Senate. 

In the Bible there is a parable where 
some seeds were sown on the hard 
ground and never bore fruit. Some 
came up for a little while and raised up 
some plants but then died away in the 
hot sun. But others took root and grew 
a hundredfold. I am going to keep sow- 
ing these seeds, and hopefully someday 
soon—sooner rather than later—some 
of these seeds will fall on fertile soil. 

Until then, I look forward to joining 
the Presiding Officer on the floor to 
keep this up until you say ‘‘uncle’’ and 
then we will change places. 

I see my friend from Kansas—my 
many talented friend—here with our 
friend from Nebraska. I am tempted to 
wait and see what they have to say. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, in the 
morning we will vote on a budget 
agreement and I will vote no. I think it 
is useful and important for my con- 
stituents to understand my thinking 
and the basis on which I reach that 
conclusion. 

In my mind, one of the most impor- 
tant issues that we face in this country 
today is the fiscal condition of our 
country. The amount of debt that we 
incur and the amount of debt that we 
continue to incur is a significant drag 
on our economy, on job creation, and, 
in reality, on the American dream. 

It is an economic issue. At some 
point in time, if we don’t get our fiscal 
house in order, we will pay a signifi- 
cant price. We can either deal with this 
issue in a gradual, incremental way, in 
which we set ourselves on a path to 
right, or we can wait for the crisis to 
occur, which I have no doubt will hap- 
pen. 

While it is often said that this is an 
economic issue, and fiscal issues mat- 
ter to the country, I also would point 
out that this is not just an economic 
issue. It is a moral issue. The bor- 
rowing of money to pay for services 
and goods that the government pro- 
vides the American people is a selfish 
circumstance in which we take the so- 
called benefits of government programs 
today and expect future generations of 
Americans to pay for those benefits. It 
is wrong economically for us to con- 
tinue down the path of fiscal irrespon- 
sibility, but it is also morally wrong to 
expect someone else to pay for the so- 
called benefits we receive today. 

As to this issue today, this Bipar- 
tisan Budget Act—this bipartisan ef- 
fort to resolve the circumstance we 
find ourselves in because we face a debt 
limit problem—the problem is that if 
we don’t do something, then we reach 
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the debt limit. There are those who 
will argue that the consequences of not 
raising the debt ceiling are so dra- 
matic, so damaging that we need to do 
that regardless of the fiscal con- 
sequences of doing so. 

I come down on the side of fiscal re- 
sponsibility, and I want to explain 
why. I want Kansans to know how I 
think about this issue. In fact, one of 
the first letters I ever wrote to Presi- 
dent Obama as a new U.S. Senator, 
March of 2011, was an explanation to 
the President that he needed to work 
with Congress, and I offered to work 
with the President and the administra- 
tion and my colleagues in the Congress 
and the Senate to see if we couldn’t 
find a solution so that when we raised 
the debt ceiling, we actually did some- 
thing that would change the course, 
the path of spending we are on. 

I explained to Kansans, by publishing 
that letter and explaining my com- 
ments in the letter to the President, 
what I believed was important, most 
important. Unfortunately, since 2011 
we are no more on a course of fiscal 
sanity than we were when I wrote the 
letter to the President. 

Here is the point I want to make. If 
we give up the leverage, the oppor- 
tunity that this issue presents to us as 
Members of Congress, to force us to do 
things that we apparently don’t have 
the will, the courage, the political de- 
sire to do, how do we ever get it done? 
Again, I guess there will be editorial- 
ists—certainly across the country and 
perhaps a few in Kansas—who will say 
that we need to raise the debt ceiling 
because it is irresponsible not to. Isn’t 
it also true that it is irresponsible sim- 
ply to raise the debt ceiling every time 
we need it? If we don’t take advantage 
of the circumstance we are in to force 
ourselves to do the things that need to 
be done, we are irresponsible. 

I read a lot of history. For a few 
years I have studied our country as a 
private citizen, and I have been in- 
volved in the political process in Wash- 
ington in trying to resolve problems 
our country faces. Here is an observa- 
tion: Things have changed over time. It 
used to be a bipartisan desire, a bipar- 
tisan understanding that balancing the 
budget was important. One of things 
that has changed over time is there no 
longer seems to be the desire on the 
part of many in Congress—many don’t 
see it and in my view Democrats in 
particular don’t see deficits as a bad 
thing. We look the other way. 

Maybe in days gone by, when there 
was broad consensus from Republican 
Presidents and Democratic Presidents 
that balancing the budget was some- 
thing that mattered, that reducing the 
debt at least over time was important, 
that when we incurred expenditures 
going to war that we paid for them, 
that was something that was generally 
believed across the country by the vast 
majority of Americans and by the vast 
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majority of Members of Congress, re- 
gardless of what political party they 
associate with. 

That consensus, that drive, that in- 
sistence that we do that no longer ex- 
ists, which highlights for me that the 
necessity of using this issue of whether 
the debt ceiling should be raised to de- 
termine what we should do about re- 
ducing spending, reducing the debt, fig- 
uring out what the balance is between 
taxes and expenditures is all the more 
important. 

If I had any faith that this Congress, 
this President were going to deal with 
the deficit, regardless of what hap- 
pened with the debt ceiling, then I 
wouldn’t be interested in using the 
debt ceiling as a tool to force change in 
behavior in Washington, DC, but unfor- 
tunately I have no faith that there are 
enough people here who care enough 
about the deficit to do something 
about it unless we are forced to do so. 

At the moment, the only tool I have 
is to insist we use this opportunity, in 
which we are requested to raise the 
debt ceiling, to change the course our 
country is on in regard to spending and 
deficits. Again, the argument may be 
by some it is irresponsible. In fact, I 
have heard so many times that all we 
are doing is authorizing the borrowing 
of money to pay for the things we have 
already encumbered. 

Wouldn’t it seem a better solution 
for us to quit encumbering over time 
rather than coming after the fact and 
saying let’s raise the debt ceiling? But 
the reality apparently is there is no 
will to do that. We can say it is irre- 
sponsible not to raise the debt ceiling. 
We can say we are only paying for the 
things we have already decided to 
spend money on, but if that is the only 
thing we say, we never take it to the 
necessary step of doing anything about 
the problem. 

It is irresponsible not to use this op- 
portunity to force us to behave in ways 
that are good for the country today, 
that are economically solid and sound, 
that are morally correct. Borrowing 
money ad infinitum is not an option 
for this country under either economic 
or moral circumstances. 

It is irresponsible for us to once 
again decide we will try to solve this 
problem later. I have always thought 
that the most important political issue 
we face, the one that has been most im- 
portant to the country since I was 
elected to the Senate, was how do we 
make certain that the economy is 
growing, there are job opportunities, 
people feel secure in their employment, 
they have the opportunity to advance 
their careers, and they have the sense 
that they are saving for their kids’ 
education, that they are saving for 
their own retirement. This issue of the 
fiscal condition of our country inhibits 
the ability for that economic security 
to be available to Americans. 
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I wish to conclude by saying we need 
to do what is responsible. What is re- 
sponsible is making certain we pay our 
way and that we don’t expect others to 
do so in the future. To only say that we 
have to reach this agreement in order 
to avoid greater challenges in our 
country is to walk away from some- 
thing that I think is a primary and im- 
portant responsibility of Congress and 
the President. It is unfortunate. 

In my time and service in the Senate, 
President Obama has been the Presi- 
dent, but I have seen no political will 
on the part of this administration to do 
anything about the long-term con- 
sequences of spending more money 
than we have. That means we have no 
choice but to insist that something be 
done, and the only opportunity before 
us is this question of whether the debt 
ceiling should be raised without cor- 
responding reductions in spending. 

In my view, those reductions in 
spending take priority. It is important. 
Our primary responsibility as Amer- 
ican citizens, as an American citizen, 
not just as a U.S. Senator but all of us 
as American citizens—we have a re- 
sponsibility to do two things for the fu- 
ture of our country: protect and pre- 
serve the freedoms and liberties guar- 
anteed by our Constitution and make 
sure the American dream is alive and 
well so future Americans have the 
chance to pursue their dreams in this 
country. 

To continue to borrow money to put 
our country’s fiscal condition in jeop- 
ardy once again means we will have 
failed that responsibility because the 
spending and borrowing of money in- 
hibits our personal liberties and free- 
doms and reduces economic oppor- 
tunity, the American dream for all 
Americans. 

I will vote no. 

I yield the floor to the Senator from 
Nebraska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nebraska. 

EQUAL PAY 

Mrs. FISCHER. Mr. President, I rise 
to respond to the minority leader’s ear- 
lier comments today regarding equal 
pay. Pay discrimination is wrong. It is 
also illegal. Republicans and Demo- 
crats alike believe that violations of 
the Equal Pay Act and the Civil Rights 
Act should be punished to the full ex- 
tent of the law. 

Let me be crystal clear. The lack of 
consensus on proposals like the Pay- 
check Fairness Act does not mean that 
Republicans do not support the prin- 
ciple of equal pay. I am tired of hearing 
that Republicans don’t have any new 
ideas on this issue. 

I have offered legislation, the Work- 
place Advancement Act, which would 
prohibit retaliation against employees 
who discuss their wages. My proposal 
has a strong record of success, and un- 
like other proposals out there, it has 
bipartisan support. 
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In April of 2014, before Republicans 
had the majority, I, along with Senator 
AYOTTE, Senator COLLINS, and Senator 
MURKOWSKI, offered an amendment to 
the Paycheck Fairness Act that would 
make it illegal to retaliate against em- 
ployees for seeking or sharing informa- 
tion on their wages. Unfortunately, 
that amendment was not considered. 

This March I offered a similar 
amendment to the budget that would 
reaffirm and strengthen equal pay laws 
and make it illegal to retaliate against 
employees for seeking or sharing infor- 
mation on their wages. This non- 
retaliation measure was adopted to the 
budget resolution with bipartisan sup- 
port. The legislative progress of my ef- 
forts to protect women in the work- 
place from retaliation for trying to en- 
sure fairness in pay suggests a clear bi- 
partisan way forward in this Chamber. 

When women are fighting to be paid 
what they are worth, they need to 
know what they are up against. Knowl- 
edge is power, especially in the case of 
equal pay. Ensuring transparency will 
make it easier for workers to recognize 
pay discrimination and ensure that 
they are being paid fairly. How can 
workers negotiate for fair pay when 
they don’t know how their industry or 
their employer compensates other 
workers? How can a woman know that 
discrimination is taking place if she is 
prohibited from asking about what 
other workers are making? 

I want to empower women to be their 
own best advocates, secure in the 
knowledge that they have every tool 
available to them as they negotiate for 
the wages they deserve. It is time to 
remove this issue from our election- 
year politics. Let’s have a real con- 
versation about a substantive policy 
change that will improve the lives of 
all workers. I hope the Senate will soon 
consider my legislation because I be- 
lieve Republicans and Democrats can 
come together on this issue and we can 
make a real, needed difference in en- 
suring equal pay. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana. 

Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, prior to 
being elected to the U.S. Senate, I 
spent 28 years in business. When you 
are in business, you know you can’t 
keep spending more money than you 
are taking in or you go broke, you go 
out of business. I was elected to help 
get our country back on track and get 
the reckless spending and record debt 
of Washington, DC, under control. In 
fact, the very first bill I introduced in 
the U.S. Senate was the Balanced 
Budget Accountability Act. It is pretty 
simple. It requires that the Members of 
Congress pass a balanced budget or 
they don’t get paid. The people of Mon- 
tana deserve real solutions to address 
the failures of Washington, DC, not 
more budget gimmicks and backroom 
deals. In fact, Montana’s farmers will 
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suffer because of this budget deal. The 
crop insurance program was gutted as 
a way to make this deal work. Where 
was the voice of Montana? Where was 
the voice of rural America as this 
backroom deal was cut? 

This deal takes our Nation in the 
wrong direction, and that is why I am 
voting no. This budget deal would in- 
crease our spending by $117 billion over 
the next 2 years and raise the debt 
limit through 2017. How big are these 
numbers? We are currently at about 
$18.1 trillion of debt. By the end of this 
2-year agreement, sometime in 2017, we 
will be above $19 trillion. How big is 1 
trillion? Do you know how long it 
takes to count to 1 million? If we were 
to count to 1 million 1 digit per second, 
24 by 7, it takes less than 30 days to 
count to 1 million. 

How long does it take to count to 1 
billion? To count to 1 billion would 
take 32 years. Then the question is, 
How long would it take to count to 1 
trillion? We are throwing around these 
numbers without much sense of how 
big they truly are when we are talking 
about $18 trillion—and soon to be $19 
trillion—worth of debt. How long would 
it take to count to $1 trillion? It would 
take 32,000 years. 

It is irresponsible for Washington to 
increase the limit on the Nation’s cred- 
it card while at the same time busting 
the budget and increasing government 
spending with the false promise of far- 
off savings and new revenues that will 
never materialize. It is time that 
Washington, DC, takes a page out of 
Montana’s playbook and stops spending 
more than we are taking in. It is time 
for commonsense solutions that pro- 
tect the taxpayer and make elected of- 
ficials accountable for delivering re- 
sults to the people they serve because 
Americans deserve a thoughtful and 
open discussion, not one with back- 
room deals, about how to best support 
the Nation’s priorities while also cut- 
ting wasteful spending and reining in 
this national debt. The current budget 
fails to provide a more secure future 
for the next generation of Montanans. 

I thank the Presiding Officer and 
yield back my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, back 
in August several western States and 
Indian tribes suffered an enormous en- 
vironmental disaster. It has been called 
the Gold King Mine spill. In this dis- 
aster, the Environmental Protection 
Agency spilled 3 million gallons of 
toxic wastewater into a tributary of 
the Animas River in Colorado. This 
plume of toxic waste threatened people 
in Colorado, New Mexico, and Utah. It 
stretched to the land of the Navajo Na- 
tion and the southern Ute Indian 
Tribes. 

Last month, I chaired a hearing of 
the Indian Affairs Committee that 
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looked at the spill. The EPA was there 
to testify. The EPA claimed that it was 
taking full responsibility, and then it 
did everything it could to deflect ac- 
tual blame. They said they were taking 
full responsibility; then they did every- 
thing they could to deflect actual 
blame. 

The agency administrator actually 
told our committee that this spill was 
inevitable. She said it was ‘‘inevi- 
table.” Does that sound like someone 
who is actually taking full responsi- 
bility? 

Well, last week we got the results of 
the investigation by the Department of 
Interior about what actually happened 
at the Gold King Mine. On Friday the 
Washington Post reported: “EPA gets 
blame for mine spill into rivers.’’ Well, 
according to this report, the EPA’s 
crew didn’t take engineering into ac- 
count when it was working on the 
mine. It didn’t take engineering into 
account. The agency didn’t understand 
that waters in these mines, according 
to the report, ‘‘can create hydraulic 
forces similar to a dam.’’ How could 
the experts from the EPA, the U.S. 
Government’s Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency, not know that? The re- 
port also said that ‘‘the conditions and 
actions that led to the Gold King Mine 
incident are not isolated or unique, and 
in fact are surprisingly prevalent.” 

Remember, the EPA said it was inev- 
itable. This spill was inevitable only 
because the EPA is so inept, so neg- 
ligent, and so incompetent that it was 
inevitable the agency would cause a 
disaster like this someday, and now 
they have. It is inevitable that the 
agency is going to keep making the 
same mistakes unless something 
changes at this irresponsible, incom- 
petent agency. 

What has changed? It has been al- 
most 3 months since this disaster hap- 
pened. The Environmental Protection 
Agency has not named a single person 
whom it is holding responsible for poi- 
soning the river. If the EPA’s incom- 
petence is ‘“‘surprisingly prevalent,” as 
the investigation found, you would 
think that this agency should be trying 
to get its house in order before it takes 
on new jobs. That is not what the 
Obama administration is doing. Oh, no, 
it is not slowing down at all. It is not 
slowing down in its quest for power or 
in finding more ways that it can con- 
trol what people do. 

On Friday, the Obama administra- 
tion published the final rule for what it 
calls its Clean Power Plan. This regula- 
tion would create more Washington 
control over how electricity is pro- 
duced across the country. That very 
same day 26 States, including mine and 
that of the President’s, filed lawsuits 
in Federal court to stop this disastrous 
rule. These States say that the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency went far 
beyond anything that the law allows 
and far beyond anything Congress ever 
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intended. I completely agree. This rule 
is too expensive, it is too extensive, 
and it is too extreme. 

The EPA does have a job to do, and it 
is failing dramatically at its job. In- 
stead of going back to basics and doing 
its job right, the EPA wants more 
power, more control, and less account- 
ability. This so-called Clean Power 
Plan will cost billions of dollars. Ac- 
cording to one estimate, it will destroy 
the jobs of more than 125,000 Ameri- 
cans. None of that seems to matter to 
the President of the United States or 
his administration and the EPA. They 
are driven by ideology, not by the 
facts, and their ideology is driven by 
their desire for more control. That is 
why it is so urgent that we focus our 
attention on all of the ways this Wash- 
ington bureaucracy is trying to re- 
strict people’s freedom and take more 
control for themselves. 

The Obama administration isn’t even 
satisfied telling States how to get their 
energy. Now the Obama administration 
wants to be involved in making these 
decisions for the whole world. It is try- 
ing to negotiate a climate change trea- 
ty that will impose broad new limits on 
American energy. This treaty will also 
do incredible damage to the American 
economy. At the same time, the admin- 
istration wants to pay billions of 
American taxpayer dollars—hard- 
earned dollars—to other countries. In 
return for these other countries adopt- 
ing green energy sources like solar 
panels, the Obama administration will 
help prop up their economies, not at 
their expense but at America’s expense. 
It wants to do all of this behind closed 
doors without any oversight from Con- 
gress or the American people. 

The administration wants to make 
sure that nobody can do anything to 
stop it until after it is too late. It 
wants to tie the hands of the American 
economy, dole out billions of taxpayer 
dollars, and not even ask the American 
people if that is what they want. The 
U.S. Congress cannot stand for that. It 
is the wrong choice for America, and it 
is the wrong choice for the rest of the 
world as well. 

There was an op-ed in the Wall Street 
Journal last Thursday by Bjorn 
Lomborg. He is the director of a non- 
partisan international group called the 
Copenhagen Consensus Center. The 
headline is ‘‘This Child Doesn’t Need a 
Solar Panel.’’ It has a photo of a child 
in a slum in Mozambique. The author 
points out that the Obama administra- 
tion is wrongly focused on the kind of 
climate change payoff that the Presi- 
dent is promoting. 

In the op-ed he writes: 

This effectively means telling the world’s 
worst-off people, suffering from tuberculosis, 
malaria, or malnutrition, that what they 
really need isn’t medicine, mosquito nets, or 
micronutrients, but a solar panel. It is ter- 
rible news. 


He goes on: 
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In a world in which malnourishment con- 
tinues to claim at least 1.4 million children’s 
lives each year, 1.2 billion people live in ex- 
treme poverty, and 2.6 billion lack clean 
drinking water and sanitation, this growing 
emphasis on climate aid is immoral. 


That is the assessment coming out of 
the Copenhagen Consensus Center. The 
President’s actions are immoral. There 
are some very real dangers facing the 
United States and other countries 
today, such as the threat from global 
terrorists and from countries like Rus- 
sia, Iran, and North Korea. There are 
desperate humanitarian crises around 
the world. That is where the Obama ad- 
ministration should focus its foreign 
policy. 

Here at home, the EPA should be 
cleaning up the environment, not poi- 
soning America’s rivers and lakes. 
Until the Obama administration gets 
its priorities straight, Congress will 
have to act to stop it. 

Republicans have introduced legisla- 
tion to block some of the administra- 
tion’s most egregious new rules. Sen- 
ator ERNST has filed a resolution 
against the so-called waters of the 
United States or the WOTUS rule. I 
have introduced legislation to replace 
the WOTUS rule with one that actually 
protects waterways while preventing 
Washington’s takeover of nonnavigable 
waterways. Senator MCCONNELL and 
Senator CAPITO have filed resolutions 
against the extreme limits on power- 
plants. Senator FLAKE has filed one on 
the burdensome new ozone standard. 

We are going to keep a spotlight on 
this administration as it negotiates 
this new climate change treaty. We are 
going to stop it from committing this 
country to another bad deal—and the 
rest of us will be paying for that bad 
deal long after President Obama is out 
of office. 

Congress is going to hold the Obama 
administration accountable—account- 
able—and rein in the Washington bu- 
reaucrats before they do additional 
damage. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. President, I rise to 
express concern about the budget deal 
that seems to have been reached that 
we will vote on later today or tomor- 
row morning. 

This Senator has a broader concern 
that we simply aren’t cutting spending 
and that we aren’t holding to the budg- 
et agreements we made. What we are 
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doing here is getting rid of or extend- 
ing the budget caps on the budget con- 
trol agreement, spending about $80 bil- 
lion more than we would have other- 
wise. 

We have told ourselves that we have 
offset this spending. Here is my con- 
cern. It is clear that we haven’t. Some 
of the so-called offsets are simple budg- 
et gimmicks. Many have been tried and 
true in the past, such as just extending 
the sequester a little longer. One that 
is of particular concern was raised ear- 
lier today. There is in this budget 
agreement a modest crop insurance 
savings provision. In farm bills over 
the past few years, we have tried to 
rein in some of the massive subsidies 
and waste that have gone on in terms 
of direct payments and some of the 
other methods. A lot of that funding 
has gone toward crop insurance, and it 
is quite a generous program. In fact, 
the taxpayer subsidizes crop insurance 
on average of I think about 70 percent. 
Seventy percent of the premium is paid 
for by the taxpayers. 

What we are doing in this agreement 
or what we have tried to do in previous 
farm bills is say that the savings—if we 
reform these programs through so- 
called standard reinsurance agree- 
ments, or SRAs, if we realize some sav- 
ings, than we plow those savings into 
the deficit or against the deficit. But 
what came out of the last farm bill was 
a provision that said if there are any 
savings in this program, they have to 
stay within the program. 

Now, we don’t have that type of pro- 
vision in just about any other program 
of government, where if you realize 
some savings by reform, you have to 
spend those savings on the program 
itself, just in another way. That 
doesn’t save the taxpayer any money 
overall. 

In this case, we have tried to get 
those savings, but the farm bill said no, 
it had to be plowed back into the pro- 
gram. So the reform that was agreed to 
in this budget deal was to do what we 
had been trying to do—to make sure 
that any savings that result from a 
standard reinsurance agreement be 
plowed into or be put against the def- 
icit to actually save some money. 

There is also a small provision which 
set a target rate for crop insurance 
companies at 8.9 percent rather than 
the 14.5 percent that it is currently at 
now. Opponents of this deal are saying 
that this minor change will gut crop 
insurance. I don’t think that is true at 
all. Crop insurance is far from a suf- 
fering industry. It is a significant driv- 
er of the cost of our Nation’s farm pro- 
gram. 

Government costs for crop insurance 
have increased substantially over the 
decades. In fact, after ranging from $2.1 
billion to $3.9 billion during fiscal year 
2000 to fiscal year 2007, costs rose to a 
total of $14.1 billion by fiscal year 2012. 
In fiscal year 2013, the total costs were 
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$6 billion, and in fiscal year 2014, $8.7 
billion. Taxpayers are footing about 70 
percent of the total costs of the pro- 
gram and 60 percent of all premiums 
paid. 

This change would not impact the 
coverage that is received; it would sim- 
ply trim some of the profits. Some say 
that will drive crop insurance out of 
business. I don’t think so. There isn’t a 
crisis here when taxpayers are footing 
60 percent of the premiums and 70 per- 
cent of the overall cost of the program. 
Typically, it is the type of program the 
private sector would like to get into. If 
there is a problem with people fleeing 
the program, it hasn’t been dem- 
onstrated. This is not an industry 
under siege; it is a industry which has 
seen dramatic expansion and which 
now faces a slight trimming of its prof- 
its. Yet we are saying that we can’t 
stand it. What we are saying is that we 
are going to undo that deal as part of 
the budget deal before we even vote on 
the budget deal. 

Earlier today on the floor, there was 
an agreement reached with the appro- 
priators in the form of a colloquy that 
in the omnibus coming up in a couple 
of weeks, we would remove that provi- 
sion, that savings of some $4 billion or 
$8 billion would simply be made up 
somehow by extending the sequester. 

This reminds me of the last budget 
agreement we had, the Ryan-Murray 
budget, where there was a provision to 
very slightly adjust the cost-of-living 
increase for Active-Duty military re- 
tirees. This is something that the mili- 
tary actually asked us to do because 
they wanted to take a portion of the 
savings and put them into other areas 
of the military, but also it would real- 
ize a savings for us. This was a small 
adjustment for just Active-Duty mili- 
tary retirees who retired before the age 
of 62. If they made it all the way to 62, 
they could recover all the savings that 
were there for the COLA adjustment. 

Three months after the agreement, 
because of lobbying by one particular 
small subset of those receiving these 
benefits, we reversed that change. Just 
3 months after we signed the deal, we 
reversed part of the deal. 

In this case, what we are doing with 
the Crop Insurance Program is we are 
not even waiting 3 months after the 
deal. We are not having a separate 
vote. 

That vote, by the way, was 97 to 3 to 
reverse it, just because of some lob- 
bying against it. I was one of the three 
opposed to reversing the program for 
the slight cuts. 

But in this case, the Crop Insurance 
Program in this budget deal, we aren’t 
even waiting until the ink is dry. In 
fact, we aren’t even waiting until the 
ink is applied to the paper signing this 
deal. We are reversing this change be- 
fore we even pass the deal. We are 
agreeing that in the omnibus in a cou- 
ple of weeks, we are going to reverse 
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these savings, we are going to reverse 
these offsets. 

I had a lot of problems with this 
budget deal prior to today, but the 
more I look at this and the more I 
learn, I don’t know how we can vote for 
this deal. 

I don’t know when we are going to 
get serious about our deficit and our 
overall debt. If we can’t do it now, 
when will we do it? If we can’t get seri- 
ous now, when are we going to get seri- 
ous? If we have a budget agreement 
with the BCA now and we can’t stick to 
it now, what makes us think we are 
going to in the future? 

It makes me think, if we are revers- 
ing changes we made to get some sav- 
ings before we even have the deal 
signed, what are we going to do a 
month after? What are we going to do 
in the next month? Are there other 
provisions in the other so-called offsets 
that we are going to address and say: 
We did not really mean it; we are going 
to reverse that as well. 

It is very discouraging to see what is 
happening with the budget. We cannot 
continue to simply spend, spend, and 
spend and just ignore the real offsets 
that are needed. I would have been fine 
with spending additional money on 
nondefense discretionary if we had 
been serious about going into entitle- 
ment spending and the mandatory 
spending and finding real savings, sav- 
ings that were significant. We have a 
couple of reaches into mandatory 
spending but not significant reaches. 
Who knows whether they will last or 
whether we will reverse them as well in 
a couple of months. 

This is very discouraging. I will vote 
against this, and I would encourage my 
colleagues to vote against this agree- 
ment as well. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I rise 
this afternoon in strong opposition to 
the 2-year budget agreement before the 
Senate. This so-called budget deal was 
negotiated at the last minute. It is now 
being rushed through Congress with in- 
adequate time for proper scrutiny. 
While the devil is typically in the de- 
tails when Congress negotiates these 
eleventh-hour deals, the flaws in this 
agreement are evident from merely 
taking a glance at what is in it. 

This budget agreement would in- 
crease the current Budget Control Act 
spending caps, which we enacted in 2011 
in an effort to restrain Washington 
spending, by approximately $80 billion 
or more over the next 2 years. On top 
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of raising the caps by $80 billion or 
more, this deal also adds $32 billion in 
additional spending totals. That is $112 
billion in new spending over the next 2 
years—yes, $112 billion in new spending 
over the next 2 years. 

Not only would this agreement allow 
for increased spending, it would also 
raise the debt ceiling through March of 
2017—yes, through March of 2017— 
where we can borrow more money, add- 
ing an estimated $1.5 trillion of bor- 
rowing. 

President Obama has continually 
called for more government spending 
and a blank check, to raise our Na- 
tion’s debt limit with no corresponding 
reforms or spending cuts. The deal be- 
fore us today represents a victory for 
President Obama and his liberal allies, 
not for the American people. As long as 
Washington continues to spend far be- 
yond its means and remain on the same 
unsustainable track, our economy will 
suffer. 

While I believe we should safeguard 
the full faith and credit of the United 
States, I also believe we should do so in 
a manner that puts our Nation on a 
more responsible fiscal path. We can- 
not—I repeat, we cannot continue to 
raise the debt limit without taking re- 
sponsible steps to tackle the under- 
lying problems facing our Nation: 
wasteful government spending. 

Taking on more debt to facilitate 
more government spending is not the 
answer and is simply unacceptable. 

Hard-working Americans in Alabama 
and across the country are looking for 
Washington to have serious conversa- 
tions about how to tackle our coun- 
try’s $18 trillion debt that is growing. 
Instead, this deal before us continues 
the never-ending cycle of bad policies 
that grow our bloated government, im- 
pede job growth, and perpetuate a stag- 
nant economic recovery. 

I believe our constituents deserve 
better than a last-minute, flawed budg- 
et deal that not only exacerbates our 
debt crisis, but it adds more and more 
to our children’s debt. There is abso- 
lutely no excuse for continuing to in- 
crease our Nation’s debt. Americans 
are frustrated that Congress continues 
to push policies that empower Wash- 
ington instead of the people of this 
great country. This deal is more of the 
same. Borrow more, spend more, be ac- 
countable less and less. That is why I 
adamantly oppose this budget deal and 
will continue to fight for a smaller, 
more effective government that puts 
the American people first. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, I come 
to bring a very important subject to 
the attention of my colleagues. 

“Sequestration” is just a fancy word 
for cuts, mindless cuts. That is why I 
have always opposed sequestration. 
This thoughtless, across-the-board ap- 
proach to the Federal budget has 
harmed States across the country, but 
its effect on Massachusetts has been 
disproportionate. 

Sequestration significantly reduced 
Federal research and development 
funding for science and medicine. That 
is Massachusetts. Investments in those 
fields are critical to our economy with 
its world-class universities, medical 
centers, industry-leading bio- and high- 
tech companies, and clean-tech indus- 
tries exploding with new technologies. 
This is the future of our country. This 
is the future of the 21st century. This is 
what we must be investing in: research 
and technology, research and science. 

I am pleased that for the next 2 years 
this budget agreement will give us des- 
perately needed relief from sequestra- 
tion and will extend the debt limit. 
This legislation will also protect vul- 
nerable Americans who rely on Medi- 
care and Social Security. It will ensure 
that for the next 7 years, millions who 
depend on the Social Security dis- 
ability program do not face a benefit 
cut. The legislation will also help mil- 
lions of seniors by avoiding a Gronk- 
like spike in Medicare premiums. But 
this bill comes with a price: more un- 
wanted calls and texts to Americans. 

Back in 1991, consumers were con- 
stantly harassed by unwanted tele- 
marketing phone calls that interrupted 
their family dinners. In 1991, my bill, 
the Telephone Consumer Protection 
Act, stopped these intrusive and un- 
wanted calls from telemarketers. 

Yes, this budget being debated today 
actually makes it easier to harass con- 
sumers on their mobile phones. That is 
wrong, just plain wrong. Current law 
contains important safeguards against 
abusive practices. Before a caller can 
make autodialed or prerecorded calls 
or send texts, that caller must have the 
consent of whoever is being called. 

Section 301 of this legislation before 
this body today removes that precall 
consent requirement if someone is col- 
lecting debt owed to the Federal Gov- 
ernment. The provision opens the door 
to potentially unwanted robocalls and 
texts to the cell phones of anyone with 
a student loan or a mortgage, calls to 
the cell phones of delinquent tax- 
payers, calls to farmers, to veterans, or 
to anyone with debt backed by the Fed- 
eral Government. 

That is why, once the Senate takes 
action on this budget bill, I plan to file 
a bill that strikes that provision. I also 
intend to ask the majority leader for a 
vote on my bill at the earliest possible 
time. We must protect American stu- 
dents and consumers. 

That rollback of protections against 
abusive telemarketers is not the only 
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problem with this legislation. The bill 
also would sell off part of our Nation’s 
oil stockpile simply to raise revenue. 
The Presiding Officer is an expert in 
this area. Our Strategic Petroleum Re- 
serve is there to protect American con- 
sumers and our security in the event of 
an emergency, but now it is increas- 
ingly viewed as a piggy bank to fund 
other priorities. 

If we are going to sell oil from our 
strategic reserve, we should at least do 
so strategically to get the best deal for 
our taxpayers, but the budget deal that 
we are considering would require the 
sale of a specific amount of oil each 
year from 2018 to 2025 regardless of its 
price. 

When the majority attempted to use 
similar Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
sales to fund the highway bill, Senator 
CASSIDY of Louisiana and I authored a 
bipartisan amendment to fix the prob- 
lem. Our commonsense amendment 
gave the Secretary of Energy flexi- 
bility to sell more oil when prices are 
high and thereby maximize the return 
for taxpayers. 

Unfortunately, that bipartisan fix is 
not part of this legislation, but I will 
continue to work with Senator CASSIDY 
on this important issue. You know that 
we are right when a conservative Re- 
publican from Louisiana and a liberal 
Democrat from Massachusetts agree on 
an issue. It is foolish to buy high and 
sell low. That is essentially what this 
legislation is now mandating. 

Rather than saying to the govern- 
ment that you have to find just the 
right time when the price of oil is high 
to sell it over the next 7 years, it says 
sell it on this schedule regardless of 
whether or not you are going to get a 
good return on your investment. That 
is not the way this government should 
be operated. We should be using some 
common sense, especially since the 
Senator from Louisiana and I had al- 
ready drafted the legislation and had 
already attached it to the Transpor- 
tation bill when that was going to be 
the place where they use the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve money. 

This is a very bad provision that is in 
a bill which is going to pass—and it 
should pass—but this is a flaw. It is 
going to lose a lot of money if it con- 
tinues on with the language that is in 
this bill. 

I am going to continue to work with 
the Presiding Officer, the Senator from 
Louisiana, so that we can correct it. It 
will save a lot of money if we do it the 
correct way. 

We need to ensure that we have a ra- 
tional approach to budgeting—unlike 
sequestration—which will finally allow 
us to get back to the business of legis- 
lating instead of lurching from crisis to 
crisis. That is not possible unless we 
begin a new era in this institution. 
Hopefully, that is what today and per- 
haps tomorrow will represent. Maybe 
we can work together again across the 
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aisle the way I think all Americans 
want us to. I pledge to work on these 
two pieces of legislation going forward 
to correct real flaws that are built into 
this legislation. 

Thank you for allowing me to have 
the floor at this time. I hope the Pre- 
siding Officer and I can partner to cor- 
rect at least one of the problems in this 
bill. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, before we 
move to a vote on the Bipartisan Budg- 
et Act of 2015, I want to take a moment 
to discuss the part of the bill that is in- 
tended to be an offset for partially lift- 
ing the budget caps established under 
the Budget Control Act. 

Under current law, large partnerships 
are subject to a special set of tax pro- 
cedural rules. They are known as the 
TEFRA partnership rules because they 
were included in the Tax Equity and 
Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982. 

These rules are complex and 
unwieldly for both the taxpayers and 
the Internal Revenue Service. Most tax 
experts agree that these rules are in 
bad need of reform. I agree. 

The Treasury Department, former 
House Ways and Means Committee 
Chairman Dave Camp, and Congress- 
man JIM RENACCI have all put forward 
reforms of the TEFRA partnership 
rules. And, on the Senate Finance 
Committee, we have been looking at 
those reforms and other proposals as 
well. We have also held discussions 
with the Ways and Means Committee, 
as well as tax professionals and mem- 
bers of the business community. These 
efforts, so far, have been bipartisan. 

Because any such reforms would have 
a significant impact on a large number 
of taxpayers, we were prepared to tack- 
le this problem the same way the Fi- 
nance Committee has dealt with other 
widely applicable tax compliance meas- 
ures. Specifically, we had planned to 
release various discussion drafts that 
would be open for public comment and 
subsequent modification. That is the 
way the Finance Committee handled 
issues like stock basis reporting and 
merchant credit card reporting, and 
the process has worked well in the 
past. 

However, as these efforts were ongo- 
ing, bipartisan leaders from both the 
House and Senate identified THEFRA 
partnership reforms as a potential off- 
set for this budget legislation. As per 
usual, the Finance Committee was con- 
sulted, and we provided assistance in 
drafting the offset language. I am 
pleased to say that many of our rec- 
ommendations were adopted in the 
final version of the bill. 

However, for those who might be con- 
cerned about this process, it is impor- 
tant to note that the effective date for 
the TEFRA partnership reforms in the 
budget bill is delayed for 2 tax years. In 
the coming weeks and months, the Fi- 
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nance Committee will treat the 
TEFRA partnership reforms as a work 
in process. As planned, we intend to 
hear comments and will be prepared to 
address issues raised by taxpayers, es- 
pecially those issues that may not have 
been anticipated. 

As an example, we have heard from 
stakeholders who were concerned that 
particular partner-level tax attributes 
that may be known by a partnership, 
such as certain passive losses under tax 
code section 469, should be identified in 
the legislation for purposes of modi- 
fying the so-called imputed under- 
payment amount with respect to the 
partnership. 

In sum, I want the record to be clear: 
The TEFRA partnership reforms are 
not effective for a couple of years. We 
plan to use that window to properly ad- 
dress problems raised by affected par- 
ties. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, for 
months, Democrats have called on Re- 
publican leaders in both the Senate and 
the House to work with us to avert the 
economic crisis that default would 
have wrought on this country. With 
our backs against the wall, congres- 
sional leaders and the White House 
have reached an agreement to not only 
raise the debt ceiling—ensuring that 
our government can pay its bills—but 
to limit the devastating impacts of se- 
questration for the next 2 years. 

This agreement is far from perfect. 
This deal uses funding identified and 
supported by the Senate to extend the 
critical highway trust fund. The trust 
fund has limped along, one short-term 
extension after another, for far too 
long. Despite the progress made on ad- 
vancing a 6-year authorization, we will 
now have to move back to square one 
to find a way to pay for it. I am as con- 
cerned now as I was in July that we are 
stealing from ourselves by selling off 
strategic oil preserves at a time of low 
prices when we purchased at a time of 
high prices, and I am deeply concerned 
that this deal raids the Crime Victims 
Fund of $1.5 billion. Democrats and Re- 
publicans alike have long supported 
the Crime Victims Fund—unique in 
that it comes not from taxpayer dol- 
lars, but from penalties and fines paid 
by the criminals themselves. This fund 
was set up to be a dedicated resource to 
help victims of crime. Given the ongo- 
ing level of unmet need in that commu- 
nity, it is simply unacceptable that 
this fund was raided to pay for unre- 
lated things. This one-time rescission 
must not become a new precedent. We 
cannot turn our backs on the victims 
of crime. 

Nonetheless, I support the Bipartisan 
Budget Act. It is the product of com- 
promise that will offer a measure of 
stability and help pave the way for an 
omnibus appropriations bill to keep 
our government open past December 11. 
But this is only the first step. While we 
will avert a calamitous default next 
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week, we now must undertake the dif- 
ficult process of crafting an omnibus 
spending bill that will meet our finan- 
cial obligations and properly invest our 
resources. We have come together— 
across the aisle and across Congress— 
to support this budget deal. Let’s not 
squander those bipartisan efforts in the 
next phase by derailing the appropria- 
tions process with needless partisan 
policy riders intended to do nothing 
more than score political points. 


Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I would 
like to address a small but important 
aspect of the hospital outpatient policy 
that is included in the budget agree- 
ment. The legislation does not address 
what happens to outpatient depart- 
ments that are currently under con- 
struction. The bill allows current out- 
patient departments to continue to re- 
ceive the Medicare outpatient payment 
rate because hospitals rely on those 
payments. Hospitals that want to build 
new facilities in the future go in with 
“eyes open’’ because they know they 
will not receive the higher outpatient 
rate. But that is not the case for out- 
patient departments that are currently 
being constructed as we speak. These 
hospitals made the decision to build, 
understanding that these facilities 
would receive the outpatient rate— 
they had no idea that Congress would 
be voting on this policy as part of this 
bill at this exact time. Facilities under 
construction should be treated the 
same as current facilities. I think it is 
unfortunate that this was not ad- 
dressed when the bill was drafted, and 
I hope my colleagues will join me in 
ensuring this issue is addressed, either 
through regulations or through a tech- 
nical legislative fix. 


Mr. REED. Mr. President, I come to 
the floor today to voice my support for 
the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2015. This 
is a credible compromise that accom- 
plishes three key objectives: it pre- 
vents an economically catastrophic de- 
fault, establishes 2 years of rational 
budgets for defense and domestic prior- 
ities, and provides our military with 
the resources they need without an 
overreliance on the emergency war 
fund accounts. 


Specifically, the agreement takes the 
threat of default off the table until 
March 2017 and provides $80 billion in 
sequester relief over the next 2 years, 
evenly split between defense and do- 
mestic spending. Throughout this proc- 
ess to reach a budget agreement, I have 
urged my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to work together to find a bal- 
anced, responsible way to address de- 
fense and domestic spending—because 
they are both essential to the security 
and financial well-being of the Amer- 
ican people. And while this bill relies 
on emergency war fund accounts, it 
more accurately reflects the costs of 
our overseas military operations and 
provides the Department of Defense 
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with some additional budgetary sta- 
bility and flexibility to plan for the fu- 
ture. With the sequester relief that the 
bill provides, we will have greater fis- 
cal certainty and the additional re- 
sources we need to maintain a strong 
defense and economy. 

The bill also contains offsets that im- 
prove tax compliance among large 
partnerships and reforms federal crop 
insurance. These are the sorts of new 
revenue and spending cuts we should 
see more of instead of revenue and 
spending cuts that come off the backs 
of seniors and the middle class. 

Now, while I would prefer to elimi- 
nate the sequester all together, this 
compromise sets an encouraging prece- 
dent for future sequester relief, which 
is balanced and allows the government 
to keep making investments in areas 
that spur economic growth like edu- 
cation, transportation, health care, 
and defense. And that is why it’s im- 
portant for the Senate and House Ap- 
propriations Committees to quickly 
reach a consensus and produce a de- 
tailed spending package before the ex- 
piration of the continuing resolution 
on December 11. 

I urge my colleagues to quickly ap- 
prove this budget agreement and move 
on to a bill to fund the government. 

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, I want to 
speak about the compromise budget 
legislation we are debating on the Sen- 
ate floor. This is a good deal that cov- 
ers so many important topics: seques- 
ter relief for defense and nondefense 
accounts, the debt limit, Medicare pre- 
miums, Social Security Disability In- 
surance, and many more items. These 
are all items the Senate needed to ad- 
dress, and I am happy to support this 
bipartisan budget accord. 

In my 3 years in the Senate, I have 
done everything I can to address the 
nonstrategic sequester cuts that have 
been hurting our national security and 
economy. When I was sworn into the 
Senate and put on the Budget Com- 
mittee, we were about to let go into ef- 
fect the arbitrary sequester cuts set 
forth in the Budget Control Act of 2011. 
So in 2013, we got to a bipartisan Mur- 
ray-Ryan budget deal. I supported that 
deal because it provided sequester re- 
lief for 2 years and gave certainty to 
businesses and families, teachers and 
shipbuilders, around the Common- 
wealth and Nation to plan for their 
needs. 

Since 2018, we have seen the uncer- 
tainty presented by short-term budget 
deals and continuing resolutions has 
actually been shown to harm the econ- 
omy. In addition, the world is a very 
different place now than it was in 2011 
when the Budget Control Act passed, 
and we need to adjust our budget poli- 
cies to respond to today’s challenges, 
from the rise of ISIL to increasing 
cyber attacks. 

The deal before the Senate today pro- 
vides more than $100 billion in seques- 
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ter relief over 2 years for both defense 
and nondefense accounts, which will 
provide much-needed certainty to Vir- 
ginia’s families while helping busi- 
nesses and the defense community bet- 
ter plan for the future. It also prevents 
certain Medicare beneficiaries from ex- 
periencing a significant increase in 
premiums next year and protects dis- 
abled Americans from a potential 20 
percent reduction in benefits. It raises 
the debt ceiling, avoiding a default on 
our debt and disaster in financial mar- 
kets. The agreement is not perfect. But 
that is the nature of compromise. 

Everyone can find something in this 
bill they dislike, and that is usually 
the marker of an honest compromise. I 
wish we were able to fully replace se- 
questration and reach that long-term 
budget deal which would fully replace 
sequester cuts, make Medicare and So- 
cial Security solvent over the long 
term, and reform the Tax Code. But 
that budget deal will take time to ne- 
gotiate, and we face government debt 
default in less than a week. Given that 
reality, this compromise is a dramatic 
improvement over a government debt 
default, across-the-board budget cuts, 
and crisis budgeting. 

I especially applaud the fact that we 
will do a 2-year budget deal, just like 
we did when we reached the Murray- 
Ryan compromise in December 2013. 
Two-year budgets provide certainty, 
and that has a significant positive im- 
pact on the economy. I came to the 
Senate a strong supporter of 2-year 
budgeting due to my experience as 
Governor, and it is good to see others 
in Congress finally embracing this 
helpful reform. I support this budget 
compromise and look forward to mov- 
ing this bill to the President’s desk. 

Mr. MARKEY. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, peo- 
ple in my home State are trying to fig- 
ure out what they missed on this budg- 
et deal. It was announced by the White 
House today that this is a great job- 
creating achievement, but all they see 
is more spending and no change in the 
status quo. 

Everyone throws around numbers, 
but here is the one number people in 
my State want to hear. How much does 
it save the American taxpayer? Put an- 
other way, does it help us to balance 
our budget or to address the debt prob- 
lem? 

We need two things to be able to bal- 
ance our Federal budget: spending re- 
straint and a growing economy. Right 
now we have neither. We have $18.5 
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trillion in debt and over $430 billion in 
deficit in this year. To start paying 
down our debt, we have to first balance 
our budget. 

The Presiding Officer knows very 
well that we passed a budget earlier 
this year that took the next 10 years to 
be able to balance our budget. Let’s 
play pretend for a moment in this 
body. Let’s say we put that budget into 
place, and over the 10 years we work 
down a little bit each year and get to 
a balanced budget 10 years from now. 
Let’s take a guess in this body, and 
let’s say the year after that we had a 
$50 billion surplus. It took us 10 years 
to get back to balance, and in year 11 
we had a $50 billion surplus. How many 
years would we have to maintain a $50 
billion surplus until we paid off our 
debt? The correct answer would be: 360 
years in a row we would have to have a 
$50 billion surplus to pay off our debt. 
We need to start doing budgets that ac- 
tually deal seriously with our debt and 
deficit. 

Today, our GDP growth was an- 
nounced again. It is a whopping 1.5-per- 
cent growth in the American economy. 
With new regulations on every busi- 
ness, the assault on American energy, 
new loan restrictions on banks, and 
ObamaCare cost increases—including 
in my State of Oklahoma, where pre- 
mium increases are hitting 35 percent 
for next year on individuals—people 
know inherently that if you keep over- 
spending, it limits our economic 
growth in America. We have fewer jobs 
because of it. It is harder to start a 
business because of it. 

The President keeps saying if we will 
just spend a little more, we will have 
more jobs. But people don’t believe it 
anymore because they have seen it is 
not true. After 6 years of “if we just 
spend a little more, spend a little more, 
this will get caught up” we still have a 
1.5-percent growth rate in the Amer- 
ican economy. That is pathetic. 

While we have a great number of ter- 
rific people in the Federal workforce, 
people inherently know if you just 
keep adding jobs in the Federal work- 
force, it hurts our economy because it 
continues to take money out of private 
hands and puts it into government con- 
trol. What people want is not unreason- 
able. They just want a plan. People 
want to know that if we are going to 
spend money, we use it efficiently and 
that there is a plan to be able to get us 
out of debt. 

What we heard through the negotia- 
tions was that any increase in spending 
would be offset with pay-fors that were 
real. The spending negotiations that 
were done were supposed to develop 
that plan. What we have as a final doc- 
ument is not a plan to get us out of 
debt. In fact, it increases our debt 
again. What we have is not a plan to 
handle the long-term consequences of 
deficit. In fact, it obfuscates that 
again. We need a plan to deal with enti- 
tlements, and what we have done is 
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just scratched the surface dealing with 
entitlements. 

What I have heard over and over is 
that at least the pay-fors are real, that 
for any increased spending that was 
done, at least there were offsets for 
that. Let me give a couple of examples 
of these real pay-fors, as I read the bill. 

Here are a couple of real pay-fors. 
One is called pension payment accel- 
eration. This is listed as one of the real 
pay-fors in the document. Pension pay- 
ment acceleration in section 502 
changed the due date for pension pre- 
miums from October 15, 2025, to Sep- 
tember 15, 2025, in order to get another 
$2.3 billion into the 10-year budget win- 
dow. 

You see, this is all laid out to say 
that in the next 10 years we will pay 
this off. So they took a payment that 
was due 10 years and 2 weeks from now 
and moved it forward a month. So lit- 
erally, yes, it adds $2.3 billion into the 
10-year window, but if we had a 10-year- 
plus-2-week time period, it would be 
exactly the same. It is actually zero 
savings. It is not real. They moved the 
payment a month and said that is a 
pay-for. It is not a pay-for. That is the 
pension payment acceleration. 

How about this one? We have this one 
in the Federal Government called the 
Crime Victims Fund. The Crime Vic- 
tims Fund is money seized from crimi- 
nals and designated not for general use 
but to compensate the victims of 
crime—hence the name Crime Victims 
Fund. Apparently, this budget agree- 
ment qualifies as a victim of crime be- 
cause $1.5 billion is taken from the 
Crime Victims Fund and dedicated not 
to victims of crime but to spending in 
other areas. 

We literally take $1.5 billion out of 
the Crime Victims Fund and spend it 
on the EPA, the IRS, and silent Shake- 
speare festivals out there in Federal 
funding—so much for helping crime 
victims. 

We have 12 appropriations bills we 
have done in the Senate. It is the first 
time in a very long time that the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations has done all 
12 appropriations bills through com- 
mittee. In this agreement, all 12 of 
those appropriations bills will have to 
be redone. Here is how they will be 
redone. The defense bill will be cut, and 
the other 11 will all go up in spending. 
The top of that debt ceiling is without 
reform. 

The final straw for me in looking at 
this deal is Social Security disability. 
The Presiding Officer knows full well I 
have worked for 3 years on Social Secu- 
rity disability reform, knowing that 
the day was coming when we would 
have to fix Social Security. 

The CBO has warned us for 4 years 
that Social Security disability would 
reach insolvency in 2016, so my office 
has spent the last 3 years preparing for 
how we could actually reform this pro- 
gram to make sure we stabilize the So- 
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cial Security disability program. I 
have interviewed individuals within 
the disability program—attorneys that 
work with it, Federal judges, adminis- 
trative law judges, representatives, So- 
cial Security staff in all of those cubi- 
cles across the Social Security Admin- 
istration offices, advocacy groups, par- 
ents of the disabled, and we held bipar- 
tisan hearings to look for common- 
ground solutions and worked with the 
inspector general and the GAO to hear 
other practical solutions they had dis- 
covered. We have a long list of real so- 
lutions to solving Social Security dis- 
ability for the disabled and for the tax- 
payer. We have submitted those solu- 
tions as an amendment to this bill be- 
cause there are real answers to solving 
Social Security disability, if you do 
the work. We have actually done the 
work to prepare for this. 

Instead, this budget bill renews a few 
demonstration programs, changes a few 
names, transfers some funds from re- 
tirement Social Security over to dis- 
ability Social Security, and calls it re- 
form. If you look at the way the actu- 
arial tables work out, of the 100 per- 
cent that needs to be done to bring sol- 
vency, they do 1.5 percent of what 
needs to be done to bring the program 
to solvency. The estimate is 1.5 percent 
of the 100 percent that needs to be 
done, and it is called real significant 
disability reform. I wish it were, be- 
cause it is desperately needed. 

Everyone knows this Congress only 
seems to do anything when they have 
to. A deadline is coming to deal with 
Social Security disability. This is the 
time we have to do the reforms. This 
opportunity will not come around 
again for 7 years, because this extends 
out this program for 7 years with al- 
most no reforms at all. We are missing 
our window. 

These are the most vulnerable indi- 
viduals in our society who are on dis- 
ability. These are individuals who lit- 
erally cannot work in the economy in 
any way, and they need our help and 
they need real reform in this program, 
and we have punted. There is 1.5 per- 
cent of reform of the 100 percent that is 
needed to actually stabilize the pro- 
gram. 

What does real reform look like? It 
helps those stuck in the painful process 
of disability applications and gets 
them the help they need at the time 
they need it. Real reform helps with 
those who game the system to get out 
of the system. It gives clarity, account- 
ability, and oversight to the system 
itself. That is what real reform would 
look like. 

Let me give a couple of examples. 
The grid—it is called a vocational 
grid—which is used to determine if 
someone can work in the economy, has 
not been updated since 1978. It needs to 
be updated not just now but every 10 
years in order to have a regular cycle 
of updating, and not every 40 years. 
But that is not required in this bill. 
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We need to have good record keep- 
ing—evidence for disability. That is 
not required in this bill. We need to 
have a standard to be able to rotate off 
disability and to bring some clarity to 
it. Right now it is medical improve- 
ment. The problem is there are no good 
records often for those individuals on 
disability. So there is no way to rotate 
off of it. An individual is permanently 
trapped in it because the records were 
so bad at the start. There is no change 
in that. 


What does that look like in real life? 
Let me give a couple of real-life exam- 
ples. In Puerto Rico, the Office of the 
U.S. Attorney accepted a case for pros- 
ecution about 4 years ago. The inspec- 
tor general initiated a Federal grand 
jury investigation, working closely 
with the Office of the U.S. Attorney, 
the FBI, and the Puerto Rico Police 
Department. In August of 2013, 74 indi- 
viduals, including 47 medical profes- 
sionals and a nonattorney claimant 
representative, were indicted and ar- 
rested for their involvement in a large- 
scale disability fraud scheme. 


On January 15, 2015, the U.S. Attor- 
ney’s Office in Puerto Rico announced 
the indictments of an additional 40 in- 
dividuals, including a psychiatrist, for 
their alleged involvement in this con- 
spiracy when they undertook an early- 
morning arrest operation for those in- 
dividuals. All of these individuals were 
apprehended, and at the end they esti- 
mate the cost to the taxpayer is $100 
million of fraud in that one case alone. 


In Huntington, WV, in May of this 
year, the Social Security Administra- 
tion mailed letters to approximately 
1,500 individuals informing them of 
their need to redetermine their eligi- 
bility for Social Security disability— 
many of those individuals have been on 
disability for years—because the Social 
Security Administration and the In- 
spector General’s Office noted that 
many of these individuals were put on 
in a case that did not match facts with 
what actually happened in their lives. 
They were led to believe this by a rep- 
resentative, an attorney in this case, 
fraudulent work behind the scenes by 
physicians, and the inside work of indi- 
viduals within Social Security who 
tracked them through the process. 
What happened? There were hundreds 
of millions of dollars in fraud. 


These things still continue. Nothing 
changes on this. I wish this bill would 
correct some of these issues today, but 
it doesn’t. Those individuals were told 
by someone that they fit into the dis- 
abled category, only to find out later 
that they had also been defrauded in 
the system. 


There is nothing in this bill man- 
dating the Social Security Administra- 
tion to update its medical and voca- 
tional listings. There is nothing in this 
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bill to prevent people who receive un- 
employment insurance, who by defini- 
tion must be employable, from also re- 
ceiving disability insurance—people 
who by definition cannot also work. 

There is nothing in this bill to 
streamline the adjudication process or 
to eliminate the second level of appeal, 
which is called reconsideration. Many 
individuals within the process who are 
legitimately disabled and who just 
want to have their cases heard get 
stuck in this long process. There are 
actually more appeals in Social Secu- 
rity Administration, in the Social Se- 
curity disability program, than there 
are on death row, which puts people in 
this cycle of endless appeals, year after 
year, and continues to rack up the cost 
to the taxpayer and the effect on those 
who are disabled. 

There is nothing in this bill to ensure 
that a claimant’s medical record is 
well developed so that when they come 
up for a continuing disability review, a 
disability determination service exam- 
iner can make an informed judgment 
and actually evaluate whether they are 
medically improved. 

There is nothing in this bill to con- 
duct oversight of the administrative 
law judges or claimants’ representa- 
tives. The bill increases the number of 
administrative law judges but not the 
oversight. I am not sure if many in this 
body are aware that some of the ad- 
ministrative law judges in this country 
have an overturn rate of 95 percent or 
higher, and we are adding more but not 
increasing the oversight. 

There is no opportunity given for 
greater accountability or even to im- 
prove the Code of Judicial Conduct—a 
basic element of reform that should be 
in this. 

As for the claimant representatives, 
according to the Social Security Ad- 
ministration’s Office of Inspector Gen- 
eral, in tax year 2013, the top 10 highest 
earning claimant representatives made 
$23 million. Remember that the pay- 
ment for the claimant representatives 
comes directly out of the money that 
should go to the disabled individual, 
not from another fund. It is from the 
individual who should have received 
that money as disability. So the more 
the reps make, the less tax money that 
actually gets to the disabled indi- 
vidual. There is no change in this 
model. It continues to provide funding 
for claimant representatives and attor- 
neys and continues to leave the dis- 
abled exposed. 

By the way, today in Social Security 
Administration offices all around the 
country, they are processing the 
money from the disabled and sending 
checks to the representatives because 
although the reps are hired by the dis- 
abled individual, they are paid and 
processed by the Federal workforce 
from the disabled person’s money. We 
can do better than this. We should do 
better than this. 
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This is not a deal the American peo- 
ple are looking for. This is not a budget 
agreement the people of Oklahoma say 
fixes our debt and deficit issues and 
stabilizes disability. This is a deal that 
is done, apparently, but not a deal that 
is done well. Based on where we are in 
debt and deficit, we need to do better, 
and I pray we do in the days ahead. We 
have much to get fixed. It is time to 
actually fix some things, not just to 
stay operational. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to speak for an additional 5 min- 
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

FREE EXERCISE OF RELIGION 

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, 
there is a football coach in Washington 
State. He is the head coach of the JV 
team, and he is the assistant coach of 
the varsity football team. Tonight is 
the last game of the season for them, 
but he will not be coaching on the side- 
lines today because last night he was 
dismissed from his duties in Brem- 
erton, WA. According to the attorneys 
at the school, he was dismissed from 
his duties because last Friday night at 
the football game, he had the audacity 
to kneel down at the end of the game 
and silently pray at the 50-yard line 
when the game was over, when the 
school had instructed him that he was 
not to silently pray at the end of a 
game. 

Help me understand this. The night 
before the last game of the season, 
they kick the football coach off the 
field because he had the audacity to si- 
lently pray when they told him not to. 

To his defense, this is not brand new. 
Since 2008, this same coach, at the end 
of the games—each game—has had the 
habit of kneeling and praying at the 50- 
yard line after the kids have gone, 
after the game is over, to thank God 
for the safety of his kids. It is a habit 
he started 7 years ago, but for some 
reason the Bremerton School District 
has determined this is completely un- 
acceptable. Their perspective is that 
you can only have faith if no one sees 
it. They have literally set a new stand- 
ard. What they are taking from the 
Borden case, which I will explain in a 
moment—they are saying that if you 
are a school official, no one can see 
that you have faith because if anyone 
sees that you have faith, they will take 
that as the establishment of religion 
from the school district. That is a 
standard no court in America has set. 
That would mean any individual who is 
Jewish couldn’t wear a yarmulke if 
they were also a teacher. That would 
mean anyone who is Muslim couldn’t 
wear a head scarf because clearly that 
is a visual display of faith. That would 
mean no teacher could bow their head 
and pray before their meal in the 
school lunchroom. That would mean no 
football coach could kneel down with 5 
seconds to go in the game in, the 
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fourth quarter, before their 16-year-old 
is about to kick a field goal. They 
would say: No, you can’t kneel down 
and pray on the sidelines. 

The absurdity of this is they set this 
brandnew standard that says you can- 
not have anyone see you have faith. 
That would mean that in this situa- 
tion, this district has created a new 
legal standard that no one else has ever 
agreed to, literally created in the 
school district a faith-free zone, put up 
a sign on the front door that says ‘‘No 
one can express any type of faith in 
this building.” That is absurd. 

The school district quoted multiple 
times from the Borden case, which is 
the Borden v. School District of the 
Township of East Brunswick case. This 
is what the actual case was. It was a 
football coach who, before the game, at 
a mandatory meeting of the team, led 
them in a prayer. The only similarity 
here is prayer and football because this 
is not a mandatory meeting before the 
game; this is not a required closed 
time; this is an individual, after the 
game is over, kneeling down on his own 
and freely expressing his faith without 
requiring anyone else to be there, any- 
one to listen. This is an individual liv- 
ing their faith. That is free in America, 
whether you are Muslim, whether you 
are Wiccan, whether you are Hindu, 
whether you are Christian, whether 
you are Jewish, whether you are a Fed- 
eral employee or a State employee or a 
private citizen. Every individual re- 
tains their constitutional right to the 
free exercise of their religion. Does 
that mean they can coerce people or 
proselytize in that situation? No, it 
does not. The Court has been very clear 
on that. But that is not what this was. 
This is not a situation where the coach 
was coercing his players to participate 
in a prayer or proselytizing his players 
while he was on school time. He was 
simply kneeling down to pray, and for 
whatever strange reason the school dis- 
trict has put him on paid administra- 
tive leave and has started the process 
of firing the coach. 

I bring this up because it suddenly 
becomes a national issue when a school 
district creates a new legal standard 
for every person of faith in America. 
Every person of faith in America has 
the right to live their faith. A school 
district does not have the right to say 
to someone: Your constitutional right 
ends here. 

I can go through in great detail the 
different standards they leave out 
there, but their accommodation was 
this one simple thing: He could pri- 
vately pray in a room of the school dis- 
trict’s choosing. If he wanted to pray, 
they would put him in a spot and say: 
You can pray in there, in a place we 
pick, but you can’t pray out there. 

May I remind Americans that we do 
not have freedom of worship in Amer- 
ica; we have the free exercise of reli- 
gion in America. The government does 
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not have the authority to confine your 
faith to the location of the govern- 
ment’s choosing. A government entity 
like a school district cannot say to an 
employee: You can only live your faith 
over there, where we pick. 

I don’t know what the school district 
is going to do in the days ahead, but I 
know what Americans of all faiths and 
people of no faith should do. They 
should rise up and say: We are a nation 
that protects the free exercise of reli- 
gion. And people who disagree with 
that coach should rise up in the same 
way with people who agree because I 
can assure you—if they will silence a 
Christian who is silently praying on 
the 50-yard line, I can assure you they 
will be after every other faith in the 
country and say: You can only practice 
your faith in the place of the govern- 
ment’s choosing. That is not who we 
are. 

Coach Joe Kennedy has the right to 
pray anywhere he wants to pray as 
long as it doesn’t interrupt his school 
responsibilities. I pray that this school 
district and the attorneys who are try- 
ing to manufacture a new requirement 
on people of faith will see that in the 
days ahead. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin. 

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES 
SENIOR AIRMAN QUINN LAMAR JOHNSON-HARRIS 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I come 
to the floor today to pay tribute to one 
of the finest among us, a young man 
from Wisconsin whose service to his 
country was cut short by tragedy in Af- 
ghanistan. 

SrA Quinn Lamar Johnson-Harris, a 
21-year-old from Milwaukee, was 
among six airmen and five civilian pas- 
sengers who lost their lives when a C- 
130 crashed on takeoff from Jalalabad 
Airfield in Afghanistan earlier this 
month. Every one of those individuals 
was a grave loss to our country. Every 
one deserves to be remembered and re- 
vered before the Senate. 

Today it is my solemn duty and par- 
ticular honor to tell you about Airman 
Johnson-Harris. Quinn graduated from 
Homestead High School in Mequon, WI, 
in 2012. The very next year, he joined 
the Air Force. It was a foregone con- 
clusion that he would serve his country 
long before that, however. His grand- 
father served in Vietnam. His oldest 
brother, Jeremy, is a proud marine. His 
other older brother, Lamar, graduated 
from West Point just last spring and is 
now proudly serving in the Army. 

His mother told the story about how 
her three sons—Quinn was only 2 years 
old at the time—saluted at the grave of 
their grandfather and vowed to serve 
their country. 

For men such as these, our Nation is 
eternally grateful. 

Quinn went to rebuild houses in New 
Orleans after Hurricane Katrina while 
he was still in school. Later one of his 
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comrades, a sergeant who served with 
him in the Air Force, said he was: ‘‘the 
heart of the squadron” and that ‘‘He 
was the best of us.” 

For 239 years, our service men and 
women have guarded our freedom, 
more than 42 million of them. Since 
the Revolutionary War, more than 1 
million of those heroes have given 
their lives, including more than 27,000 
sons and daughters of Wisconsin. Now 
Airman Johnson-Harris has been added 
to that terrible toll. His brothers, his 
sister Fatia, his parents Yvette and 
LaMar, and all his family and friends 
grieve their loss. Our hearts go out to 
them, and we pray that they will find 
comfort and peace. 

I saw the grief of Airman Johnson- 
Harris’s family this past weekend dur- 
ing his funeral service at Christian 
Faith Fellowship Church in Milwaukee. 
I saw the respect they had for him and 
the honor granted him by a family who 
knows the meaning of earned honor. 
Quinn swore to support and defend the 
Constitution of the United States, to 
put his life on the line for the liberties 
we all enjoy. We must never take that 
type of dedication for granted. We owe 
him the honor of taking our own cor- 
responding oath of duty as seriously as 
he took his. 

May God bless Airman Johnson-Har- 
ris’s loved ones, may He guard all of 
those in our Armed Forces who defend 
our Nation’s liberty, and may God 
bless America. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SUL- 
LIVAN). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I spoke a 
few moments ago on the Senate floor, 
and as I was leaving I was made aware 
of an article in which the minority 
leader, Senator REID, was quoted. I 
wish to highlight something I want my 
colleagues to hear and know. 

What the Senator from Nevada indi- 
cated was—the article begins: Having 
secured their goal of getting a budget 
deal addressing the debt ceiling and se- 
questration cuts, Democrats are now 
looking forward to the appropriations 
process. 

As an appropriator, so am I. I am in- 
terested for us to have the opportunity, 
if this budget agreement passes, to 
make decisions about the priorities of 
spending within those budget numbers. 
What is so troublesome to me is that 
the indication was that President 
Obama and Democrats stand firm 
against efforts to target environmental 
regulations and other contentious rid- 
ers. 
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I am quoting the Senator from Ne- 
vada: 

We’re holding hands with the president, 
we're all holding hands. We are not going to 
deal with these vexatious riders. We feel 
comfortable and confident... .’’ 

He goes on to talk about the agree- 
ment. 

This is a Congress that is supposed to 
deal with contentious and vexatious 
issues. Why does anyone have the op- 
portunity to say it is off the table? It 
happened in these budget agreements 
in which we were told dealing with 
mandatory spending is off the table. 
Yet it is one of the most important 
issues we need to address, and you 
ought not start negotiations by saying 
we are not even going to talk about an 
issue. In this case, ‘‘off the table, not 
subject to discussion” is the issue of 
contentious or environmental regula- 
tions. 

Congress—Republican and Demo- 
cratic Members—ought to care about 
the power of Congress that is granted 
to us by the Constitution in our rep- 
resentation of the American people. We 
need the days in which the Congress 
and Members of Congress are not wed- 
ded to a Republican President or a 
Democratic President just because 
they happen to be Republicans or 
Democrats. We need to make decisions 
based upon what is good for the coun- 
try, not whether we are backstopping a 
President who happens to be a Member 
of our political party. Where are the 
Members of Congress who say congres- 
sional authority is the constitutional 
grant of power to act on behalf of 
Americans? 

We need not only to establish prior- 
ities as a Congress when it comes to 
the spending process, but we need to 
make decisions when an agency or a 
department exceeds their authority, 
when they operate in ways that are 
contrary to what we believe is in the 
best interest of the country, in cir- 
cumstances in which they are doing 
things that lack common sense. The 
role of Congress is to direct the spend- 
ing. It is granted to us by the Constitu- 
tion of the United States. We are say- 
ing that while we are pleased we have 
a budget agreement, we will not stand 
for Congress determining whether the 
money can be spent in a certain way, 
whether it can be prohibited from 
being spent in a certain way. We are 
taking vexatious riders off the table. 

This is our responsibility. It is just 
as important for us to determine 
whether money should be spent at all 
as it is for us to determine how much 
money can be spent on a government 
program. It is particularly true, I don’t 
think there is any question but that 
this administration has been the most 
active, many of us would consider act- 
ing in an unconstitutional way in the 
development of regulations, of policies, 
of the bureaucracy of what the depart- 
ments and agencies are doing. This is 
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an administration that cries out for 
congressional oversight, not for some- 
one who says it is not even on the table 
to be considered. 

I would think Republicans and Demo- 
crats both ought to have an interest in 
determining how money is spent as 
well as whether we should tell an agen- 
cy, a department they can’t spend that 
money at all. Many of my Democratic 
colleagues have indicated they support 
a number of riders, including ones that 
are considered environmental. 

Waters of the United States is one 
that I have been told numerous times 
that my colleagues on the Democratic 
side of this Congress support the rider 
that is in the appropriations bill. Nu- 
merous times I have been told that 
many Democrats support reining in the 
regulations that are coming from the 
Department of Labor related to a fidu- 
ciary rule. Now we hear that vexatious 
environmental riders are off the table. 
We ought not allow that to stand. It is 
not that I expect every rider that I am 
for to receive approval of Congress, but 
those votes ought to be taken. That is 
our responsibility and majority rules. 

Again, the circumstance we now find 
ourselves in, this is nothing that we 
are even going to talk about. It is trou- 
blesome to me that those of my col- 
leagues who have expressed support for 
those riders—I guess I should explain 
to Kansans and to Americans, a rider is 
a provision—language in the appropria- 
tions bill that oftentimes says no 
money can be spent to implement this 
idea, to implement this regulation. 

It is an absolutely important respon- 
sibility for Congress. It is not unusual. 
It is not something outside the bound- 
aries of what we are supposed to be 
doing. It is absolutely a significant 
component of our responsibility. Now 
those who claim they are for a rider, 
say the Waters of the United States or 
the fiduciary rule that the Department 
of Labor is promulgating—we have col- 
leagues who say they are for that. Now 
they will be able to say: I am for it, but 
I never had a chance to vote on it be- 
cause it was off the table. 

I would again ask my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle, don’t fall into 
this trap in which we are here to sup- 
port ad hoc, at every instance, the ex- 
ecutive branch just because they hap- 
pen to be a Member of our political 
party. When there is a Republican 
President, I hope to abide by those 
same rules. I am here on behalf of Kan- 
sans and on behalf of Americans, not 
on behalf of an administration regard- 
less of their political party, and we 
ought to demand that Congress do its 
work. We had an election, the people of 
this country asked for something dif- 
ferent, and once again we are back in 
the circumstance in which no longer 
are we able to move forward on legisla- 
tion. 

I assume by what the former major- 
ity leader is saying that when he says 
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it is off the table, he means there will 
not be 60 votes for us to even consider 
an omnibus bill in which those riders 
are included. Now, what I will say is 
that before long, we are going to be 
hearing about how Republicans are in- 
terested in shutting down government 
because they want these riders. Well, 
the reality is that the Senator from 
Nevada is indicating there is no discus- 
sion, and the blame ought not fall on 
those of us who actually wanted Con- 
gress to work. The allegation of shut- 
ting down government ought to rest on 
those who say: We won’t even discuss 
an appropriations bill that includes 
vexatious or contentious riders. 

Who would want to be a Member of a 
Congress that is unwilling to deal with 
contentious issues? It is our constitu- 
tional responsibility. The American 
people ought to demand the oppor- 
tunity for us to address issues of im- 
portance to them, and it ought not be 
off the table before the conversation 
even begins. 

Again, the point is that we have a 
constitutional responsibility that we 
failed to exercise. When the decisions 
are made, it is off the table. We need a 
Congress that works, and we need a 
Congress that puts the American peo- 
ple above defending a President, re- 
gardless of his or her political party. 

I yield the floor. 

MEASURE DISCHARGED AND PLACED ON THE 

CALENDAR—S.J. RES. 20 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to 42 U.S.C. 2159(i) and section 601(b)(4) 
of Public Law 94-329, S.J. Res. 20 is dis- 
charged and placed on the calendar, 45 
days of the review period having 
elapsed. 

Mr. MORAN. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, for 
the information of our colleagues, the 
cloture vote on the House-passed budg- 
et and debt limit package will occur an 
hour after we reconvene, which is at 1 
a.m. under the regular order. Once clo- 
ture is invoked, the Senate will remain 
in session and on the message until we 
vote on passage. 

Senators will be permitted for up to 
an hour to speak postcloture. That is 
after 1 o’clock, under the rules. It is 
my hope that the debate time will be 
extremely limited and that we will be 
able to move to a passage vote almost 
immediately after 1 a.m. The timing, 
however, is up to any individual Sen- 
ator who claims debate time after the 
l a.m. vote. 

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, OCTOBER 30, 2015 

So I ask unanimous consent that 

when the Senate completes its business 
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today, or at 11:55 p.m. today, whichever 
comes first, it adjourn until 12:01 a.m. 
on Friday, October 30; that following 
the prayer and pledge, the morning 
hour be deemed expired, the Journal of 
proceedings be approved to date, and 
the time for the two leaders be re- 
served for their use later in the day; fi- 
nally, that following leader remarks, 
the Senate resume consideration of the 
House message to accompany H.R. 1314, 
with the time until 1:01 a.m. equally di- 
vided between the two leaders or their 
designees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
ORDER FOR RECESS SUBJECT TO THE CALL OF 
THE CHAIR 

Mr. McCONNELL. So if there is no 
further business to come before the 
Senate, I ask unanimous consent that 
it stand in recess subject to the call of 
the Chair, following the remarks of 
Senator WHITEHOUSE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak for 10 
minutes as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

HEALTH CARE COSTS 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, we 
are embarked on a significant budget 
agreement that has as one of its com- 
ponents adjustments to America’s 
health care costs. In the case of this 
particular agreement, I support the ad- 
justments that have been proposed— 
things such as preventing drug manu- 
facturers from raising their costs high- 
er than the rate of inflation. We have 
seen people come in and buy companies 
and jack up the costs 10 times because 
they can. They haven’t added any 
value to the products; they have just 
raised the costs. I support that. Paying 
hospitals the rate for physician prac- 
tices that the physician practices were 
paid before the hospital bought them— 
nothing changed in the physician prac- 
tices; just ownership changed, and that 
shouldn’t allow a windfall to the buyer. 
I think we have done well with what we 
have done to reduce health care spend- 
ing in this particular bill, but I recall 
that in the sequester we did an across- 
the-board haircut right across Medi- 
care. Whatever you were being paid be- 
fore, you got paid 98 percent of that 
afterward if you were a Medicare pro- 
vider. 

I want to come today to offer a 
thought that I hope can percolate a bit, 
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and if we go back and look at those 
costs again I would like to get this 
thought into the conversation. The 
backdrop of this is the extraordinary 
increase of health care costs that we 
have seen more or less in my lifetime. 

This chart shows 1960, and it is a $27 
billion American expenditure on total 
health care. Here it is in 2013, with $2.9 
trillion, an increase of more than 100 
times over those years in what we 
spend on health care. And as we have 
done that, what we have done is we 
have become the most expensive per- 
capita health care country in the 
world—and not by a little but by a ton. 
Over at the far side of the chart is the 
United Kingdom, then Germany, 
Japan, Switzerland, France, the Neth- 
erlands, and here is the United States. 
Again, this is 2013 data. We are way 
above the most expensive competitors 
that we have. So there is something 
that can be done here with this excess 
cost, because people aren’t getting bad 
health care in Germany. They are not 
getting terrible health care in the 
United Kingdom. They are not suf- 
fering in Japan or Switzerland or 
France or the Netherlands. These are 
competitive systems with ours, but 
ours costs half again as much. There is 
a big target in savings here. 

Here is another way of describing it. 
If you look at the cost and you com- 
pare it to a quality measure, here the 
quality measure is life expectancy in 
years, how long people can expect to 
live in these different countries, and 
this is the same per-capita cost infor- 
mation I showed in the last bar chart. 
What you see is that most of the coun- 
tries that we compete with are grouped 
right up in here, as shown on this 
chart—Greece, Great Britain, Japan. 
Most of the EU is right in here. As you 
run up the cost curve you get to Swit- 
zerland and the Netherlands. They are 
the two most expensive countries in 
the world in per-capita health care, not 
counting us. Look where we are. We 
are out here. Our costs are about half 
again as much as the least efficient 
health care providers in the industri- 
alized world. We are more inefficient 
by nearly a factor of a third than the 
least efficient health care providers in 
the industrialized world. That is not a 
prize we want to own. We want to be 
able to move this back. 

If you look at this gradient of life ex- 
pectancy, we compare with Chile and 
the Czech Republic. Where we want to 
be is up here. Where we are is here. So 
once again, it proves there is enormous 
room for improvement in our health 
care system and we know that because 
other countries are doing it. They can 
do it. Darn it, we ought to be able to do 
it too. 

Now we change the scope of this a lit- 
tle bit. This chart shows the American 
health care system State by State. 
Each State is marked as one of the 
dots on this graph. This graph has the 
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same thing across the bottom—Medi- 
care spending per beneficiary. The last 
one was national spending, and this is 
Medicare spending per beneficiary. 
Here are the quality rankings of the 
States. There are a variety of quality 
rankings, and this assembles them into 
a consolidated quality rating. 

What you see is that within the 
United States of America you have the 
States. This goes back a bit. This is an 
old ranking that the Journal of the 
American Medical Association pro- 
duced. It shows that there are some 
States that were just under $5,000 per 
capita. They were doing something 
right. There are other States here, in- 
cluding an outlier, all the way over to 
$8,000 per capita. But there is a bulk of 
States here that run about $7,000 per 
capita. That is a $2,000-per-Medicare- 
recipient difference between this group 
of States and that group of States. 
That is interesting. Why is it that 
there is this big difference? 

Here is another interesting factor. 
Look who is doing better on quality— 
the States that spend less. The lesson 
from this is if you are delivering high 
quality health care, you can deliver it 
less expensively than if you are deliv- 
ering low quality health care. At a 
$2,000-per-beneficiary increase in costs, 
these States are way at the bottom on 
quality compared to the others. The re- 
lationship between quality of the care 
people receive and the cost it takes to 
deliver it to them is reversed. This 
isn’t like Lexus and Mercedes, where 
you pay more and you get a better car. 
This is the opposite. You have a really 
crummy car and it costs more to run 
it, it doesn’t work, and it is expensive 
because it is not working well. It is 
backward. It is interesting that way. 

If you bring that forward, this shows 
a recent graph from the Common- 
wealth Fund that shows the same 
thing, overall quality score relative to 
the U.S. median and costs in total 
Medicare spending. Here is the average 
right here for cost and the average for 
quality, and here you have these States 
down here in the bad box. They are way 
out here in costs. They are very expen- 
sive States. They are all above average. 
Some of them here are way above aver- 
age—25 percent above average, 15 per- 
cent above average, 20 percent above 
average. Look what their quality meas- 
ure is. They stink. They deliver ter- 
rible quality health care. Over here you 
have a bunch of other States that are 
way above the quality median and at 
the same time they are way below the 
cost average. So the principle from 
that first graph back in 2000 still holds 
true, according to the Commonwealth 
Fund. 

With that background, here is an- 
other way to describe it. These are the 
10 worst States in terms of highest cost 
per capita, and these are the best 10 
States. I know we have a country with 
50 States. This is only 20. We leave out 
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the middle 30. These are the worst 10 in 
terms of cost, and these are the 10 best 
in terms of cost. 

Here is the idea. Why should we be 
reimbursing above average the States 
that have a per-capita cost above aver- 
age, instead of the way we did it on the 
sequester, by taking a 2-percent cut on 
everybody across the board that no- 
body can do anything about—just a 
cold, wet blanket of funds denial? Why 
not look and say this is the most that 
a State would get paid—whatever the 
cost would be—if it were at the aver- 
age. The rest, you just take it back per 
capita across the entire reimbursement 
for that State. 

This is what would happen with these 
high cost States. The very next meet- 
ing of the State medical society, the 
very next time the State met with the 
Governor, the very next time the Med- 
icaid program got together, they would 
be hollering, saying: What on Earth? I 
do a good job. Iam going to get my re- 
imbursement cut because of that? 

No, we have to fix this. It would give 
them a massive incentive to stop be- 
having like this and start behaving 
like this. If we built in some lead time 
so they had the chance to actually get 
there, they might actually never have 
to cut. They might not ever have to 
face that cut because what they would 
have done in the time leading up to 
when the cut was scheduled to be im- 
posed is begin to behave like the States 
that have lower costs than average. 

We know this could be done because 
so many States are already doing it. 
Why would we ever again look at an 
across-the-board Medicare-provider cut 
when we have an enormous discrepancy 
between these high-cost, low-quality 
States and these low-cost, high-quality 
States—like this one all the way over 
here? Oh, my gosh, it is a bargain 
there; it is top quality care. 

That is my point for the day. I hope 
that anybody listening who is looking 
at the proposed cuts in the budget and 
who is looking at the need to manage 
this exploding health care cost curve 
that America has had for the last 50 
years—steepening health care cost 
curve—starts to think about ways to 
do not just dumb and bloody cuts, but 
smart cuts—smart cuts that give the 
States that are costing us much more 
money than their peers the inventive 
to actually start behaving like their 
peers and bring down the cost for ev- 
eryone. That is what I would consider 
to be a serious win-win. 

I look forward to continuing this dis- 
cussion. We have a couple of years be- 
fore we are going to face this again 
with any luck, but I think this is an 
idea that is worth considering. 

Once again, if you give the States 
enough warning within the 10-year 
budget period so we can score it but 
with enough warning that they have 
got the chance to react—I encourage 
anybody to read Atul Gawande’s last 
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article about Texas. He wrote an arti- 
cle about the terrible cost differential 
between—I think it was El Paso and a 
town called McAllen, TX—huge. Then 
they brought in the ObamaCare afford- 
able care organizations—accountable 
care organization models and down 
came the price in McAllen. 

So it can be done. We have seen it 
being done. 

With that, I yield the floor. 


——— 


RECESS SUBJECT TO THE CALL OF 
THE CHAIR 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess subject to the call of the 
Chair. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 7:03 p.m., 
recessed subject to the call of the Chair 
and reassembled at 8:32 p.m. when 
called to order by the Presiding Officer 
(Mr. SASSE). 


TRADE ACT OF 2015—Continued 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, for many 
months I have been speaking about 
what I call the Washington cartel. The 
Washington cartel consists of career 
politicians in both parties who get in 
bed with lobbyists and special interests 
in Washington and grow and grow and 
grow government. I believe the Wash- 
ington cartel is the source of the vol- 
canic frustration Americans face 
across this country, and it is difficult 
to find a better illustration of the 
Washington cartel than the charade we 
are engaged in this evening. This deal 
we are here to vote on is both 
shockingly bad on the merits and it is 
also a manifestation of the bipartisan 
corruption that suffuses Washington, 
DC. 

What are the terms of this budget 
deal? Well, in short, what the House of 
Representatives has passed, and what 
the Senate is expected to pass shortly, 
is a bill that adds $85 billion in spend- 
ing increases—$85 billion to our na- 
tional debt, $85 billion to your children 
and my children that they are some- 
how expected to pay. I don’t know 
about your kids, but my girls don’t 
have $85 billion lying around in their 
rooms. 

This bill is put together in a way 
only Washington could love. The spend- 
ing increases, when do they occur? Sur- 
prise to nobody, $37 billion in 2016, $36 
billion in 2017, and $12 billion in 2018. 
But we were told, fear not; there are 
some spending cuts to offset them. And 
wonderfully, miraculously, ostensibly 
there are supposed to be a few spending 
cuts in 2020, then 2021, 2022, 2023, and 
2024. At the very end, 10 years from 
now—when my daughter Caroline will 
be getting ready to graduate high 
school, she is 7 now—we are told $33 
billion will be cut in 2025. 
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If you believe that, I have a bridge to 
sell you in Brooklyn and I have some 
beachfront property in Arizona. No- 
body in this Chamber believes that. No- 
body in the House of Representatives 
believes that. No member of the press 
believes that. Everyone understands 
this is a lie. It is an agreed-to lie by ev- 
eryone. We will spend now for a prom- 
ise that 10 years hence we will magi- 
cally cut spending that will never ever, 
ever occur. 

That is on the face of it, but beyond 
that it is worth thinking about just 
how much $85 billion is. It is more than 
the Senate negotiated with the House 
when HARRY REID was majority leader. 
When HARRY REID was majority leader 
the Ryan-Murray budget agreement— 
which was a flawed agreement and an 
agreement I voted against—increased 
spending by $63 billion over 2 years. 

So what does it say that a supposedly 
Republican majority of the Senate ne- 
gotiates a bigger spending bill than 
HARRY REID and the Democrats? When 
HARRY REID and the Democrats were in 
charge of this body they jacked up 
spending and our debt $63 billion. When 
the Republicans take charge, whoo 
baby, we can do it better—some $85 bil- 
lion. 

Not only that, this deal is not con- 
tent with spending increases. It also 
takes the debt ceiling and essentially 
hands President Obama a blank credit 
card. It says to the President: You can 
add whatever debt you like for the re- 
mainder of your term with no con- 
straint from this body. We are abdi- 
cating any and all congressional au- 
thority over the debt that is bank- 
rupting our kids and grandkids. 

Now the Presiding Officer and I both 
campaigned telling the citizens of Ne- 
braska and the citizens of Texas that if 
we were elected we would fight with 
every breath in our body to stop the 
spending and debt that is bankrupting 
our kids and grandkids. How, pray tell, 
does handing President Obama a blank 
credit card for the remainder of his 
tenure do anything to follow those 
commitments? 

Let me note that for the remaining 
15 months we are going to see a binge 
from this President that makes the 
preceding 612 years pale. For 614 years 
we have seen an assault on rule of law, 
an assault on our constitutional rights, 
a retreat from the world stage, all of 
which I think will pale compared to 
what is coming in the next 15 months. 
In the next 15 months abroad, I have 
said before, we are essentially in a 
Hobbesian state of nature, where the 
enemies of America have made the 
judgment that the Commander in Chief 
is not a credible threat, so they are 
limited only by the limits of their own 
strength. It is like “Lord of the Flies.” 

On the regulatory side, we are seeing 
a press on every front to go after eco- 
nomic freedom—to destroy small busi- 
nesses, to destroy jobs, to destroy our 
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constitutional liberties. When it comes 
to spending, I shudder to think what 
President Obama for the next 15 
months will do with a blank credit card 
that the Republican majority in the 
House of Representatives and the Re- 
publican majority in the Senate are 
preparing to send him. 

American Express has a whole series 
of credit cards. It has the green card, 
the introductory card. I remember 
when I was a freshman in college—I 
was 17 years old. I got an application 
for an American Express card. I was 
really excited. I got an AmEx when I 
was 17. It was a green card. Now, if you 
spend more and you spend more, even- 
tually you can upgrade to a gold card, 
then you can upgrade to a platinum 
card, and then you can actually up- 
grade to a black card above that. 

Well, I have to say, a multi-trillion- 
dollar Presidential card has to be an 
extraordinary card. I assume it is en- 
crusted in diamonds and glows in the 
dark. That is what the Republican ma- 
jorities have just given President 
Obama—a diamond encrusted, glow-in- 
the-dark AmEx card, and it has a spe- 
cial feature. The President gets to 
spend it now, and they do not even send 
him the bill. They send the bill to your 
kids and my kids. It is a pretty nifty 
card. You don’t have to pay for it. You 
get to spend it, and it is somebody 
else’s problem. 

Not only is this bill spending us deep- 
er and deeper into a hole, it is chock- 
full of gimmicks. These are gimmicks 
that everyone writing them knew were 
there. For example, it contains a 
spending gimmick that targets single- 
employer pension plans while ignoring 
the oncoming union multi-employer 
pension plan funding tsunami. 

Beyond that, this bill also addresses 
ObamaCare. But what does it do? It 
provides a targeted ObamaCare fix for 
big business—those with more than 200 
employees. By repealing the law’s 
automatic enrollment provision, which 
requires employers to automatically 
enroll new full-time employees in one 
of the company’s health plans unless 
the employee opts out. 

What does it say that the Congress of 
the United States exists to provide a 
special exemption for giant corpora- 
tions but turns a blind eye, turns a deaf 
ear to the small businesses being driv- 
en out of business over and over and 
over again by ObamaCare? What does it 
say? If you are a giant corporation in 
America, if you have armies of lobby- 
ists, then fear not, the Washington car- 
tel is here for you—a special carve-out, 
no doubt just as soon as you hand over 
your campaign contribution. 

For the small business we are facing 
a time unique in recorded history, 
where more small businesses are going 
out of business than are being created. 
For as long as they have kept records, 
that has never been true until recent 
years under the Obama economy. Why 
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does that matter? That matters be- 
cause over two-thirds of all new jobs 
come from small businesses. When you 
hammer small businesses, you end up 
getting the stagnation, the misery, the 
malaise we have right now. When you 
hammer small businesses, you have 
young people coming out of school who 
can’t find jobs, who have student loans 
up to their eyeballs but can’t find a 
job. When you hammer small busi- 
nesses, you have people like my father, 
who in the 1950s was a teenage immi- 
grant washing dishes, unable to find a 
job. 

What does it say that Congress will 
pass a special exemption for giant cor- 
porations, but for the single moms, for 
the teenage immigrants, for the young 
African-American teenagers struggling 
to achieve a better life there is no an- 
swer to their plight? To some 6 million 
Americans who had their health insur- 
ance canceled and their doctors can- 
celed because of ObamaCare, there is 
no answer to their plight. To the mil- 
lions of Americans who have seen their 
health insurance premiums skyrocket 
so they can no longer afford them, 
there is no answer to their plight. But 
fear not, the cartel is here for the giant 
corporations. 

Let us be abundantly clear. The car- 
tel is not a partisan phenomenon. It is 
not just the Democrats—although it is 
most assuredly the Democrats—but 
there are far too many Republicans as 
well who are card-carrying cartel mem- 
bers who, when the K Street lobbyists 
summon action, snap to attention. 

Look at what else this deal does. 
This deal additionally takes $150 bil- 
lion the next 3 years from the Social 
Security trust fund and moves it to the 
disability insurance fund. I would ad- 
vise all Members of this body the next 
time you are home and visiting with a 
senior, the next time the topic of So- 
cial Security comes up, if you vote for 
this deal tonight, be sure to say: 
Ma’am, just so you know, I voted to 
take $150 billion out of your Social Se- 
curity. Because that is what they are 
doing. 

That is what they are doing. They 
are saying to seniors: Well, there is a 
little bit of money here, and we are 
going to take it and move it over here. 
Why? Because actually fixing the dis- 
ability program, reforming the pro- 
gram would be too difficult. Stepping 
forward to address the fraud in that 
program would be too difficult. Step- 
ping forward to put in place work in- 
centives to help people with disabil- 
ities find meaningful work, even if it is 
not everything they are capable of—a 
great many people with disabilities are 
capable of meaningful work—reforming 
that program to help people work to 
provide for their families makes a dif- 
ference in people’s lives, but that isn’t 
easy. That is hard work. That is actu- 
ally what we were elected to do. It is 
far easier just to raid the Social Secu- 
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rity trust fund, far easier to pull $150 
billion from our seniors and reallocate 
it and do nothing, zero, to fix the un- 
derlying problem. 

The deal also sells 58 million barrels 
of oil from the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve. It is always interesting to see 
the Federal Government selling off 
Federal assets. I have argued for a long 
time that we should be selling off Fed- 
eral land, far too much of which in this 
country is owned by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. I am not talking about na- 
tional parks, which are a treasure that 
should be preserved; I am talking about 
the vast amounts of land that are held, 
utterly nonproductive, by the Federal 
Government. 

So it is a good thing that this bill is 
selling some assets, but it is inter- 
esting, No. 1, that they estimate that 
will yield $5 billion because they esti- 
mate it will be selling at $86 a barrel. 
I have to say, representing the State of 
Texas, if you know how to sell oil 
today at $86 a barrel, you are truly a 
magician because it is selling at about 
half that right now. But when it comes 
to budget trickery, just make up a 
number and put it in there. As I said 
before, on this chart everyone knows it 
is a lie. Nobody believes it is true. It is 
a game. It is the Washington game. 

I would note that in selling 58 million 
barrels of oil, they are not using that 
revenue to pay down our national debt. 
If they are actually selling assets, we 
would think it would go to something 
at home. If you sell an asset and have 
a massive credit card debt, the prudent 
thing to do would be to use the revenue 
from that asset to pay down that credit 
card debt. Oh, no. It is just more and 
more spending. 

A group called the Conservative Ac- 
tion Project consists of the CEOs of 
over 100 organizations representing all 
of the major elements of the conserv- 
ative movement, the economic, social, 
and national security conservatives. 
They sent a letter to this body. The 
letter reads as follows: 

The latest budget deal negotiated by the 
White House and outgoing House Speaker 
John Boehner, the bipartisan Budget Act of 
2015, proposes increasing spending by $85 bil- 
lion over the next three fiscal years. What 
the deal doesn’t include are meaningful ac- 
countability measures that ensure respon- 
sible spending levels. 

The deal would allow Treasury unfettered 
borrowing power until 2017 in exchange for 
theoretical budget cuts down the road. The 
included offsets are spending gimmicks, at 
best. According to budget analyses from the 
Congressional Budget Office and The Herit- 
age Foundation, the deal would result in 
spending increase of $85 billion over the next 
three years, while significant spending cuts 
would not take place for another ten years— 
until 2025. Furthermore, we cannot reason- 
ably expect that a future Congress will abide 
by these measures. Moreover, the busting of 
the caps presently is proof that the gim- 
micks which promise reform later are hol- 
low. 

This “bipartisan deal” indicates a dan- 
gerous trend that has become commonplace 
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in Washington—rather than hard questions 
about spending, the Congress is choosing to 
eliminate the possibility of those conversa- 
tions or votes for the next two years. Fur- 
thermore, the deal represents total surrender 
on important conserve principles, while 
capitulating to every demand of the White 
House. 

It is this sort of irresponsible spending 
that has resulted in a national debt of over 
18 trillion dollars. For the first time in near- 
ly six years, Republicans have control of 
both Houses of Congress and a real chance to 
send responsible budget reforms to the Presi- 
dent’s desk. A responsible alternative would 
acknowledge the importance of appro- 
priating funds for government operations 
while simultaneously addressing our statu- 
tory debt limit and staying within the budg- 
et caps. 

Instead, lawmakers have forgone the 
chance at meaningful reforms and instead 
are digging us deeper into the mire of debt 
our nation has already accrued. 

In potentially the most egregious portion 
of the deal, the Overseas Contingency Oper- 
ation or ‘‘OCO”’ fund, which is dubious in and 
of itself, is typically designated for efforts to 
support troops on the ground in emergency 
situations, is turned over to a slush-fund for 
non-defense spending. 

We oppose the Bipartisan Budget Act of 
2015 not only because it fails to curtail 
spending, but it prevents future reform for 
an entire two years. Lawmakers should re- 
ject this deal, and attach earnest, meaning- 
ful reform to any hike of the debt limit. 

It is signed by former Attorney Gen- 
eral Edwin Meese, the Honorable Becky 
Norton Dunlop, and dozens of respected 
conservative leaders across this coun- 
try, across the full spectrum of the 
conservative movement—across fiscal 
conservatives, social conservatives, na- 
tional security conservatives, all 
united, the conservative movement. 

Many of the people who worked very 
hard to elect us to this body, many of 
the people who worked very hard to 
give us a Republican majority in the 
Senate are now all speaking in unison 
saying: What in the heck are you 
doing? Some of them may be using 
stronger language than that. 

This bill we are voting on was not 
cooked up overnight. This wasn’t a 
slap-dash on a Post-it last night. This 
represents days or weeks or months of 
negotiations. This represents the cartel 
in all of its glory because this is the 
combined work product of JOHN BOEH- 
NER and NANCY PELOSI and MITCH 
MCCONNELL and HARRY REID. 

The entire time Republican leaders 
have been promising ‘‘We are going to 
do something on the budget; we are 
going to rein in the President,” they 
have been in the backroom negotiating 
to fund every single thing President 
Obama did. I am reminded that it 
wasn’t too long ago that we saw El 
Chapo dug out of his prison cell. One of 
the first things you realized when El 
Chapo was dug out is that tunnel 
wasn’t dug overnight; the drug cartels 
spent many weeks or months digging 
that tunnel. Well, our leadership, the 
leadership of the Washington cartel, 
has spent many weeks and months 
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breaking El Chapo out on the Amer- 
ican people, digging us deeper into 
debt. It is contrary to the promises our 
leaders have made. 

In August of 2014, Majority Leader 
MITCH MCCONNELL was quoted as say- 
ing: 

So in the House and Senate, we own the 
budget. So what does that mean? That 
means that we can pass the spending bill. 
And I assure you that in the spending bill, 
we will be pushing back against this bu- 
reaucracy by doing what’s called placing rid- 
ers in the bill. No money can be spent to do 
this or to do that. We’re going to go after 
them on healthcare, on financial services, on 
the Environmental Protection Agency, 
across the board. .. . All across the federal 
government, we’re going to go after them. 

Let me ask, have we done any of 
that—any of that at all? Now wait, 
leadership might come back and say: 
Well, sure. We have appropriations 
bills. There are riders. But the Demo- 
crats are filibustering. 

Everyone understands why the 
Democrats are filibustering appropria- 
tions bills. When Republican leadership 
begins the negotiation by peremptorily 
surrendering, by saying, ‘‘We are going 
to fund everything, 100 percent of what 
you want,’ what rational Democrat 
would ever agree to allow an appropria- 
tions bill to go forward? 

I am reminded of a football game. In 
a football game, if the coach comes out 
at the beginning of the game when the 
coin is being flipped and forfeits, we 
know the results in 100 percent of those 
games. In 100 percent of those games, 
that team will lose. Sadly, that team is 
the American people because it is Re- 
publican leadership that goes out and 
forfeits at the coin toss over and over 


again. 
That was in 2014. 
In 2015, Senate Majority Leader 


MITCH MCCONNELL vowed ‘‘some big 
fights over funding the bureaucracy,” 
saying that his party would use spend- 
ing bills now being written in the GOP- 
controlled Congress to extract policy 
concessions from President Barack 
Obama. Where are those policy conces- 
sions? Where are those fights? I don’t 
recall seeing any fights. Actually, that 
is not fair. There are fights—fights 
against conservatives; fights against 
efforts to rein in the Obama adminis- 
tration; fights against efforts to stop 
the spending; fights against efforts to 
turn around our debt. On that, Repub- 
lican leadership fights ferociously. But 
where are the promised fights against 
the Obama agenda, on anything? Name 
one concession. 

Let’s go back to the substance of this 
deal. One of the things this deal does is 
it utterly makes a mockery of the 
Budget Control Act. It abrogates the 
budget caps. It wasn’t too long ago 
that Republican leadership was touting 
the Budget Control Act as one of the 
greatest successes of Republican lead- 
ership. Indeed, when asked ‘Well, why 
does it matter to have Republicans in 
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control?” typically the answer would 
be “Look at the Budget Control Act.” 

Here is another quote from Majority 
Leader MITCH MCCONNELL: 

Politicians regularly come to Washington 
promising fiscal responsibility, but too often 
they can’t agree to cut spending when it 
counts, and that is why the Budget Control 
Act is such a big deal. 

Mind you, a big deal that right now 
the Republican Congress is abrogating. 

Since Congress passed the BCA with over- 
whelming bipartisan majorities in 2011, 
Washington has actually reduced the level of 
government spending for 2 years running. 
That is the first time this has happened 
since the Korean war. 

Leader MCCONNELL continuing: 

The BCA savings are such a big deal, in 
fact, that the President campaigned on it 
endlessly in 2012. 

Yet the lone fiscal accomplishment 
supposedly of the Republican majority, 
this deal throws overboard. They didn’t 
have much to point to, but they had 
this one: We have the budget caps. 
Guess what. We don’t have those ei- 
ther. 

Then there is the debt ceiling. In 
2011, then-Minority Leader MITCH 
MCCONNELL talked about what the debt 
ceiling should be used for. This is a 
quote from an op-ed he wrote: 

What Republicans want is simple: We want 
to cut spending now. 

Does this do this? No. 

We want to cap runaway spending in the 
future— 

Does this do this? No— 
and we want to save our entitlements and 
our country from bankruptcy by requiring 
the nation to balance its budget. 

Again, this does not do this. 

We want to finally get our economy grow- 
ing again at a pace that will lead to signifi- 
cant job growth. 

Well, surely there are some pro- 
growth measures in this. No. 

That wasn’t an isolated statement. 
Earlier in 2011, Leader MCCONNELL ex- 
plained that ‘‘no president—in the near 
future, maybe in the distant future—is 
going to be able to get the debt ceiling 
increased without a re-ignition of the 
same discussion of how do we cut 
spending and get America headed in 
the right direction.” That was 4 years 
ago. 

Why is it that the Republican leader- 
ship is giving President Obama tril- 
lions in more debt without any—let’s 
go back to Leader MCCONNELL’s 
words—‘‘re-ignition of the same discus- 
sion of how do we cut spending and get 
America headed in the right direc- 
tion”? That was a clear promise made 
to the American people, and this deal 
makes that promise a mockery. It 
makes it an utter mockery. Instead, 
Republican leadership is taking the 
lead to remove the debt ceiling from 
Barack Obama. He will never have to 
worry about it again. 

Why do these matter? Why do we 
have these fights? To understand why, 
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we have to understand the dynamics of 
Congress today. 

In Congress today, there are essen- 
tially three types of spending bills. No. 
1, there are show votes. Show votes are 
a particular favorite of leadership. 
Show votes are anything, frankly, that 
men and women who are elected care 
about. They will tee up a show vote. 
We have had show votes on Planned 
Parenthood. We have had show votes 
on the Iran nuclear deal. We have had 
show votes on amnesty. Show votes are 
designed for all the Republicans to vote 
one way, all the Democrats to vote the 
other, and for us to lose. Show votes 
are a game of political posture. 

Leadership is happy to give show 
votes. Frankly, leadership is irked that 
the men and women who elected us are 
not satisfied with show votes anymore. 
There was a time when politicians in 
Washington could look down at our 
constituents and say: They don’t un- 
derstand what is going on. If we give 
them a show vote, they will be satisfied 
with that. 

Well, a funny thing happened on the 
way to the floor: The electorate has 
gotten much more sophisticated, much 
more educated, and much more in- 
formed. With the advent of the Inter- 
net, with the advent of social media, 
people can now tell a show vote. A vote 
that is designed to lose from day one, 
that is an exercise in political theater, 
in Kabuki theater, is not, in fact, hon- 
oring the commitments made to the 
men and women who elected us. 

There is a second type of legislation 
which is simply a collective spending 
bill that pays off the Washington car- 
tel, pays off the lobbyists, and that can 
often get bipartisan agreement. If you 
are giving money to giant corpora- 
tions, it is amazing how many Demo- 
crats and Republicans can come to- 
gether to say: Hey, these corporations 
write campaign checks; we are all for 
that. The pesky taxpayers don’t know 
enough to fight against this. We can 
keep them in the dark, so let’s keep 
robbing the single moms waiting tables 
to take her paycheck and give it to the 
giant corporation. That stinks. Do you 
want to know why America is mad? 
That is it right there, the legalized 
looting that occurs in this city every 
day. 

Then there is a third type of vote. 
That is the must-pass legislation. I 
would note that this year in the Senate 
there are a number of Senate freshmen. 
Senate leadership has done what Sen- 
ate leadership always does, which is 
wrap their arms around Senate fresh- 
men and bring them into the bosom. 
One of the things I am hoping Senate 
freshmen observe firsthand—I have not 
been here much longer than Senate 
freshmen, but one of the things you 
quickly realize is the only fights that 
have any chance of actually changing 
law, the only fights that have any 
chance of actually changing policy are 
must-pass bills. 
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If you want to do more than a show 
vote, if you want to actually fix a prob- 
lem, if you want to actually address a 
wrong, you either fight on the must- 
pass votes or you do nothing. Those are 
the choices. Leadership knows that 
must-pass votes are typically one of 
three things: They are continuing reso- 
lutions, they are Omnibus appropria- 
tions bills, or they are debt ceiling in- 
creases. 

If you look historically at how Con- 
gress has reined in a recalcitrant Presi- 
dent, it has been through continuing 
resolutions, Omnibus appropriations, 
or debt ceiling increases. If leadership 
foreswears using any of them, we will 
not use any must-pass legislation to do 
anything. Do you know what that 
means? That means Congress in the 
United States has become all but irrel- 
evant. That is what leadership has 
done. 

It is all captured in one innocuous 
little statement: no shutdowns. That is 
what leadership has promised. We are 
going to have no shutdowns. Listen, to 
most folks that sounds like a very rea- 
sonable proposition. In the private sec- 
tor, you generally don’t shut a business 
down. Saying we are not going to shut 
things down seems very common- 
sensical, but here is the problem. When 
you are dealing with zealots and when 
you are dealing with ideologues and 
you tell them if they do the following, 
I will surrender—if you tell them ‘‘if 
you say the word ‘zucchini,’ I will give 
in,” we all know what will happen. Im- 
mediately they will begin saying ‘‘zuc- 
chini, zucchini, zucchini.” 

That is Washington today. Repub- 
lican leadership in both Chambers has 
told President Obama we will never 
ever allow a shutdown because, Lord 
knows, the last time we had a shut- 
down, it resulted in us winning nine 
Senate seats, taking control of the 
Senate, retiring HARRY REID as major- 
ity leader, winning the largest major- 
ity in the House, and, goodness gra- 
cious, we don’t want that to happen 
again. 

Once Republican leadership tells 
Obama we will never ever allow a shut- 
down, then suddenly the President has 
a little furry rabbit’s foot in his pock- 
et. On any issue, any fight, any topic 
that comes up whatsoever, all the 
President has to do is whisper quietly 
in the wind “shutdown” and Repub- 
lican leadership runs to the hills. It is 
a wonderful negotiating tactic. Why is 
this happening? Because President 
Obama whispered ‘‘shutdown,’’? and 
leadership said, ‘‘We surrender.” 

If you are not willing to fight on any 
must-pass legislation, we will not win 
anything. Leadership responds, though, 
that it is not reasonable. You cannot 
win. You can never win a fight on 
must-pass legislation. 

The problem with that is history is 
to the contrary. As John Adams fa- 
mously said, ‘‘Facts are stubborn 
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things.” Of the last 55 times Congress 
has raised the debt ceiling, it has at- 
tached meaningful conditions to that 
28 times. It has historically proven the 
most effective leverage Congress has. 

When leadership says—and by the 
way, when press outlets echo leader- 
ship in saying that it is hopeless, noth- 
ing can be done, do not fight on these 
issues, they never seem to address the 
reality of history that is directly to 
the contrary. Gramm-Rudman, one of 
the most significant spending re- 
straints in modern times, came from 
the debt ceiling. If Congress wasn’t 
willing to fight on the debt ceiling, you 
would have no Gramm-Rudman. Yet 
leadership might respond: OK. Fine. 
Historically that was true but not with 
Barack Obama, not with HARRY REID. 
This current incarnation of Demo- 
crats—they are too partisan, they are 
too extreme, they are too zealous, and 
it will never work with them. The only 
problem is that is not true either. 

Indeed, what we are talking about 
right now—the Budget Control Act— 
came from the debt ceiling. The newly 
elected majority in the House of Rep- 
resentatives used the debt ceiling to 
extract the Budget Control Act from 
President Obama, which until just re- 
cently leadership hailed as their great- 
est fiscal success in modern times. 

If the tool that yielded their greatest 
fiscal success was the debt ceiling, why 
would leadership say we will never use 
it again? It is like the San Francisco 
49ers of great saying that we are never 
going to again allow Joe Montana to 
throw to Jerry Rice. That worked too 
well—never again. 

If you discover a tool that works, 
who in their right mind would say we 
will take off the field forever the tool 
that has proven most successful in 
reining in the President? I don’t know 
if anyone in their right mind would, 
but that is in fact what congressional 
Republican leadership has done. This 
debt ceiling is kicked down the road 
until the end of the Obama Presidency. 

I would note that when Speaker 
BOEHNER announced his resignation on 
that day, I predicted this outcome. On 
that day, within minutes of Speaker 
BOEHNER announcing his resignation, I 
stated publicly that what this means is 
that he has cut a deal with NANCY 
PELOSI to raise the debt ceiling and to 
fund the entirety of Obama’s agenda 
for the next 2 years. 

It was interesting. When I said that, 
there were those in the media who 
criticized me: Oh, you don’t know that. 
Why are you so cynical? Why would 
you say such a thing? 

I would say such a thing because I 
understand how the Washington cartel 
operates, how it is not two parties, but 
it is in fact one party—the party of 
Washington. I mentioned that this deal 
took months to negotiate. We are see- 
ing the fruits of it right here. This is 
exactly what I predicted the day JOHN 
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BOEHNER resigned. Why? Because that 
then freed the Speaker to pass this 
through the House of Representatives. 
How many Democrats do you think 
voted for this? I will tell you. It was 
every single one of them. One hundred 
percent of House Democrats who voted, 
voted for this, and 79 Republicans 
voted for it—a handful, a small minor- 
ity of Republicans. So how did this 
pass the House? With all the Demo- 
crats, House leadership, and a handful 
of Republicans. How is it likely to pass 
this body? Every Democrat will vote 
for it. Republican leadership will vote 
for it, and they will get some of the Re- 
publicans. That pattern—a lameduck 
Speaker of the House cutting a deal 
with a lameduck President to add $85 
billion to our national debt and to give 
away any and all leverage for the 
Obama administration—that is what 
this deal means. 

It is worth understanding. This deal 
means Republican majorities in Con- 
gress will extract nothing of signifi- 
cance from President Obama. This deal 
means that Republican leadership has 
fully surrendered. 

It is interesting. They call it clearing 
the decks. That is a uniquely Wash- 
ington term. You recall back in De- 
cember the trillion-dollar CRomnibus 
bill. The very first thing we did after 
winning majority in both Houses was 
also called clearing the decks. Boy, 
these decks need a lot of clearing. I 
have to say, these chairs get rear- 
ranged like they are on the deck of the 
Titanic, and no one addresses the fact 
that the ship of the United States is 
headed toward the iceberg. 

With $18 trillion in debt that the 
party of Washington, the Washington 
cartel, has created—and it is complicit 
and growing—the only people losing 
are our kids and their kids and the fu- 
ture of this country and the future of 
the free world. That is all that is being 
lost. But, hey, there are cocktail par- 
ties in Washington this week. Lobby- 
ists are hosting them. They are writing 
checks. 

If we actually stood up to that, that 
would be difficult. There is a reason so 
many politicians talk about standing 
up to Washington. Yet so few actually 
do it because it is far easier to take the 
path of least resistance. It is far easier 
to go along to get along. It is far easier 
simply to agree, to be agreeable, to get 
along. Why can’t you get along with 
the politicians who are bankrupting 
your children and my children? Do you 
know what? I don’t make it a habit to 
acquiesce to people who are doing enor- 
mous damage to this country. That is 
what we are seeing. 

What could have been done instead? 
Imagine a hypothetical. Imagine we 
had Republican leadership that wanted 
to fight on something, on anything. 
For Pete’s sake, at this point, I think 
most voters would say: Give me some- 
thing that matters and fight on that, 
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whatever it is. They are so frustrated. 
How can it be that we won majorities 
in both Houses and there is nothing, 
nothing that matters to the people 
that we are willing to fight on? 

Do I think the continuing resolution 
or the debt ceiling could have magi- 
cally transformed this country? Do I 
think we could have done fundamental, 
wholesale reforms? Probably not. That 
would have taken truly inspired leader- 
ship. That may be asking too much. If 
we couldn’t have solved every problem, 
is the alternative really that we could 
have solved nothing? Is the alternative 
really that we had to give Obama ev- 
erything and do nothing to fix the 
problems? 

Let me suggest seven things this deal 
could have included. How about the De- 
fault Prevention Act? It is legislation 
PAT TOOMEY introduced. He also calls 
it the Full Faith and Credit Act. Every 
time we have a debt ceiling fight, the 
Democrats scaremonger. They say: If 
you don’t raise the debt ceiling, Amer- 
ica will default on its debt. 

Let’s be clear. That is a blatant lie. 
They know it is a lie. I will note that 
when Barack Obama was Senator 
Obama, he voted against George W. 
Bush raising the debt ceiling. He said it 
was unpatriotic to raise the debt ceil- 
ing. That is when the debt was about 
half of what it is now. 

Everyone who votes here later to- 
night, you should remember that Sen- 
ator Obama said that if you are voting 
to raise this debt ceiling, what you are 
doing is unpatriotic. Those are the 
words of a young Barack Obama, but 
there is reason it is a lie. Every 
month’s Federal revenue is about $200 
billion. Interest on the debt runs be- 
tween $30 billion and $40 billion a 
month, which means in any given 
month there are ample revenues to 
service the debt. No responsible Presi- 
dent would ever allow a default on the 
debt. Indeed, what a responsible Presi- 
dent should do is stand up at the very 
outset and say: Let me be clear. Under 
no circumstances will the United 
States ever, ever default on its debt. 
That is what a responsible President 
would do. Sadly, that means that is not 
what President Obama has done. In- 
stead, what he does consistently when 
we approach a debt ceiling is to threat- 
en to default on the debt if we don’t 
give him a blank credit card. 

What does the Default Prevention 
Act do? It says that in the event the 
debt ceiling is not raised, we will al- 
ways, always, always service our debt. 
We will never ever, ever, ever default 
on the debt. I recognize that there are 
some skilled demagogues in Wash- 
ington, but how exactly does the 
Democratic Party demagogue Repub- 
licans for risking a default on the debt 
in order to pass legislation preventing 
defaults on the debt? That is some 
slick talking. But you know what. The 
Republican leadership didn’t want to 
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do that, because if we did that, then 
when we face the next debt ceiling, 
conservatives would expect us to say: 
OK, let’s use this leverage to fight for 
something, and they don’t want to 
fight for something. 

The Democratic scaremongering is 
useful because they are working to 
meet the same priorities. If you pass 
the Default Prevention Act, then sud- 
denly some spines might stiffen and 
people might be prepared to fight, and 
that is a nightmare to leadership—that 
we would actually fight. So, no, no, no, 
no, we will not attach the Default Pre- 
vention Act. 

How about another one—shutdowns? 
Senator PORTMAN has legislation pre- 
venting government shutdowns. There 
is one promise that Republican leader- 
ship has made that is carved in stone, 
and that is that we will never, ever, 
ever, ever allow a shutdown. So if there 
was anything on Earth to attach to 
this deal, it would be that. Senator 
PORTMAN’s legislation says: In the 
event a continuing resolution isn’t 
passed, in the event that appropria- 
tions expire, funding will continue, but 
it will gradually ratchet down slowly 
over time. If we pass that bill, there 
will never ever, ever again be a govern- 
ment shutdown. 

Gosh, if I listened to the rhetoric of 
leadership, I would think they would 
want to pass that bill. Why isn’t it in 
this? The answer is simple: Because if 
it were in this, Members of this body 
would actually expect us to stand up 
and fight for something. Instead, lead- 
ership wants to be able to tell the 
freshmen—the new Members of the 
Senate—that a shutdown is terrible. It 
is the worst thing in the world. So we 
can’t fight for anything; so you must 
acquiesce in everything that Obama 
wants. If we actually passed legislation 
prohibiting shutdowns, that scare- 
mongering would be taken off the 
table. Democrats don’t want that be- 
cause Democrats support shutdowns. 

If we look at the last shutdown over 
ObamaCare—revisionist history aside, 
because the media loves doing revi- 
sionist history—Republicans voted 
over and over and over to fund the gov- 
ernment, and it was HARRY REID and 
Barack Obama who shut down the gov- 
ernment. Reporters scoff at that when 
they hear it without ever acknowl- 
edging that HARRY REID very publicly 
said: Gosh, we think shutdowns help 
Democrats politically. Why is it a dif- 
ficult proposition? If the leader of the 
Democratic Party says that we think a 
shutdown is politically beneficial, why 
is it difficult to understand that they 
are the ones forcing a shutdown? The 
last thing Democrats want is to take 
shutdowns off the table. 

The dirty little secret—the men- 
dacity in this body—is that the Repub- 
lican leadership doesn’t want that ei- 
ther. They don’t want us standing and 
resisting anything because it is not 
two parties; it is one party. 


16883 


What else could we have done? How 
about growth? Remember MITCH 
MCCONNELL’S comments about eco- 
nomic growth? Why doesn’t this bill 
have a provision lifting the ban on 
crude oil exports? That would produce 
economic growth across this country. 
It is a no-brainer economically. Is this 
in there? No. Did we try? No. Maybe it 
was brought up behind closed doors, 
and the Democrats laughed and said no 
and we surrendered. I don’t know. It 
doesn’t matter because leadership is 
not willing to fight for it. If you are 
not willing to fight for it, it won’t hap- 
pen. 

What else could we have done? We 
could have repealed the waters of the 
United States rule, one of the most 
crushing rules that is hammering farm- 
ers and ranchers and poses an immense 
threat to jobs across this country. By 
the way, there is even some bipartisan 
opposition to it in this body. But fear 
not, next week we have a show vote on 
the waters of the United States bill 
scheduled. Leadership is very happy. 
We will have a show vote. We will get 
to vote, and it will fail. 

Every farmer and rancher that is fac- 
ing hundreds of thousands of dollars in 
costs because of this rule should rest 
assured that our show vote will allow 
us to pretend to be with them. Why not 
attach to this a provision rescinding 
the waters of the United States? Be- 
cause that would actually prompt a 
fight. 

How about another option on the 
spending side? How about putting in a 
work requirement for welfare? In the 
mid-1990s, welfare reform was one of 
the most successful policy reforms in 
modern times. It moved millions peo- 
ple off of welfare and into work, out of 
poverty and into the middle class. It 
lifted their spirits, their hopes, their 
dreams. It provided the dignity of 
work. It provided children with homes 
that were more stable, had more future 
and more opportunity. We could have 
added that to this. Is that here? No. 
Why? Because President Obama would 
fight it. It is contrary to his big gov- 
ernment agenda to expect anyone re- 
ceiving welfare to work or look for 
work. 

By the way, let me say as an aside, 
that you are not helping anyone when 
you make them dependent on govern- 
ment. You are not doing them a favor 
when you sap them of the dignity and 
self-respect of going to work. Arthur 
Brooks has a wonderful new book out. 
One of the things that he talks about is 
the happiness that comes from going to 
work and working hard, the dignity 
that comes from looking your kids in 
the eyes and having a job. 

The Democrats are not helping the 
people they trap with dependency; they 
are hurting them profoundly. I have 
said many times that when my dad was 
a teenage immigrant in the 1950s, 
washing dishes and making 50 cents an 
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hour, and he couldn’t speak English, 
thank God some well-meaning liberal 
didn’t come put his arm around him 
and say: Let me take care of you. Let 
me make you dependent on govern- 
ment. Let me give you a check. Let me 
sap your dignity and self-respect. It 
would have been the most destructive 
thing you could have done to my fa- 
ther. 

We could have fought that fight. But 
did we do that? No. 

What about adding a provision of 
Internet tax freedom—permanently? 
The Internet will be tax free in per- 
petuity. I tried to bring that up numer- 
ous times. The Democrats can be ex- 
pected to routinely block it. Why? Be- 
cause they want to threaten taxing the 
Internet. That is some money. Ain’t 
nothing politicians in Washington like 
more than a chance to get their grubby 
little hands on our dollars and our free- 
dom. 

How precisely did we lose this fight if 
in the course of this we simply at- 
tached permanent Internet tax freedom 
to this fight? Are Republicans really 
that lousy at political battle that we 
fear the President would shut down the 
government, blame us, and we would 
collapse in ignominy because we fought 
for Internet tax freedom? Holy cow—if 
we are that bad at this, why are we 
doing this? 

I have one other option. How about 
auditing the Federal Reserve? That is 
something else that has bipartisan sup- 
port, something else that would ad- 
dress the effects of debasing the cur- 
rency. One of the effects of debasing 
the currency is seniors, people who 
saved their whole lives are seeing their 
savings devalue. They are people who 
are struggling and living paycheck to 
paycheck. Single moms are finding it 
harder and harder to make ends meet. 
Those are seven things we could have 
added to this. 

By the way, I would note that when 
leadership says, ‘‘Gosh, you are being 
unrealistic to expect us to fight,” I 
didn’t say any one of those is a must- 
have. I gave a choice of seven. Is it 
really the case that we could have 
fought for nothing? Is that really the 
case? That is what leadership tells us. 
No, nothing pro-growth, nothing lim- 
iting spending, nothing addressing any 
of the promises we make—that is the 
position of leadership. 

I ask my Republican colleagues to 
name one thing President Obama is un- 
happy with regarding this deal. There 
is an old line that if it is a good nego- 
tiation, both sides are unhappy, both 
sides will have given something. Name 
one thing that President Obama is un- 
happy with. What did we get in return? 
Name one thing. The answers to both 
questions are exactly the same—noth- 
ing. 

The fact is, President Obama has al- 
ready told us what he thinks of this 
deal. Just this week he stated: “Pm 
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pretty happy about the budget deal be- 
cause it reflects our values.” Whose 
values are those? He is right. This 
budget deal reflects the Obama values. 
Who negotiated this budget deal? That 
would be Republican leadership. What 
does it say that Republican leader- 
ship’s budget deal gives President 
Obama everything he wants because it 
reflects Obama’s values? This is why 
the American people are so frustrated. 
We keep winning elections and nothing 
changes. 

In 2009, we were told that if only you 
had a Republican majority in the 
House of Representatives, then things 
would be different. We rose up, and mil- 
lions of us in 2010 won a majority. And 
very little changed. Then we were told 
the problem was the Senate—HARRY 
REID and the Senate. If only we had a 
Republican majority in the Senate, 
then things would be different. In 2014, 
millions of Americans rose up again, 
and we won another historic tidal wave 
victory. We won nine Senate seats and 
retired HARRY REID as the majority 
leader. The Presiding Officer and I 
have been here 10 months. Is there one 
single accomplishment we can point to 
that the Republican majority has given 
to the men and women who elected us? 
Mind you, there are things we have ac- 
complished. It just wasn’t anything we 
promised the men and women back 
home. 

One of the things I discovered as a 
freshman is how often leadership would 
effectively pat you on the head and 
say: Now, son, that is what you tell the 
folks back home. We don’t actually do 
it. You don’t expect us to actually do 
those things. 

A few weeks back, I was meeting 
with a number of House Republicans. I 
suggested to them to go back to their 
districts and convene a townhall and 
set up a whiteboard and just ask their 
constituents: What should be the top 
priorities of Republican majorities in 
both Houses of Congress? Make a list. 
If you make a list of 20 things from 
your constituents—the Presiding Offi- 
cer is from Nebraska and I am from 
Texas—I guarantee you that of those 20 
things at least 18 of them will be no- 
where on the leadership’s priority list. 
They are simply not what majorities 
are endeavoring to do. 

The second thing I suggested to the 
House Republicans was to go down to K 
Street and assemble the biggest lobby- 
ists in Washington. Take out that same 
whiteboard and ask them: What are 
your top priorities? Write a list of 20 
things, and 18 of them will be leader- 
ship’s priorities. That is the divide. 

People ask me: Is it that leadership 
is unwilling to fight? Is it that they are 
not very good? Do they not know how 
to fight? Sadly, it is worse than that. 
They know how to fight. They are ac- 
tually quite capable of it. They are 
willing to fight. It is whom they are 
fighting for. Washington is working, 
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but it is just not working for the Amer- 
ican people. It is working for the giant 
corporations, it is working for the lob- 
byists, and it is working for the rich 
and powerful. Six of the 10 wealthiest 
counties in America are in and around 
Washington, DC. That is whom the 
Washington cartel works for. That is 
the basic divide. 

Indeed, as we look back over the last 
10 months, one is left with the conclu- 
sion—and a rather shocking conclu- 
sion—that Majority Leader MCCONNELL 
has proven to be the most effective 
Democratic leader in modern times. 
Now, that is, in the parlance of Wash- 
ington, a surprising statement. 

Let’s take a moment to review the 
statistics. Between January and Sep- 
tember 30 of this year, there have been 
a total of 269 rollcall votes. In the same 
time period in the prior Congress under 
HARRY REID, there were 211 rollcall 
votes. Let’s look at the differences, and 
in particular, I want to focus on the 
total number of times a majority of 
Democrats voted aye, a majority of Re- 
publicans voted no, and the measure 
passed. 

Now, if someone is an effective 
Democratic leader, you would expect 
them to be able pass legislation when a 
majority of Democrats support it and a 
majority of Republicans oppose it. In- 
deed, if you are a partisan Democrat, 
that would be almost the definition of 
an effective Democratic leader. Nine- 
teen times in the last 9 months, this 
so-called Republican majority has 
passed legislation and has had a vote 
succeed where a majority of Democrats 
supported it and a majority of Repub- 
licans opposed it. 

One example we can look to is DHS 
funding—funding for the Department of 
Homeland Security when President 
Obama issued his lawless and unconsti- 
tutional Executive amnesty. 

Republicans across the country cam- 
paigned, promising to stop it. The Pre- 
siding Officer and I campaigned to- 
gether in his home State of Nebraska. 
I spent 2 months in the year 2014 cam- 
paigning with Republican Senate can- 
didates all over this country. I think 
for those 2 months before that election 
I slept in my own bed about 5 days. 
Over and over again, Republican Sen- 
ate candidates said: If you give us a 
majority in the Senate, we will stop 
this unconstitutional amnesty. 

I have to tell my colleagues I shared 
with Republican leadership, How about 
we honor that commitment. The re- 
sponse from leadership was, I didn’t 
say that. I can tell my colleagues Sen- 
ate candidates across this country did 
because I was standing next to them 
when they said it. 

What happened? When we voted, all 
45 Democrats voted aye; 100 percent of 
them. That is impressive for a leader to 
get 100 percent unanimity among his 
party. Notice I said ‘“‘his party.” There 
is a reason I said that. Right now, 
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sadly, the majority leader MITCH 
MCCONNELL is the most effective 
Democratic leader we have seen in 
modern times. One hundred percent of 
the Democrats were united. How about 
Republicans? Well, 31 voted no and 23 
voted yes. So under this majority lead- 
er, the Democrats had their way and a 
majority of Republicans lost. 

Surely that is an outlier. Yes, the 
President was behaving lawlessly. Yes, 
he was behaving unconstitutionally. 
Yes, indeed, he was behaving, in his 
own terms, like an emperor. Let me 
note calling a President an emperor, 
that is fairly overheated rhetoric, but 
it is not my rhetoric, it is President 
Obamas. 

President Obama was asked by activ- 
ists, could he decree amnesty unilater- 
ally, and he said: I don’t have the con- 
stitutional authority to do so. Iam not 
an emperor. Those are Barack Obama’s 
words: I am not an emperor. Just 
months later, magically, that same 
power he said he didn’t have under the 
Constitution—just months before a 
Presidential election—it materialized. 
Suddenly, the man who said “I am not 
an emperor” apparently became an em- 
peror, in his own assessment. Yet what 
did the Republican majority in the 
Senate do? It joined with 100 percent of 
the Democrats to overrule a majority 
of the Republicans in funding President 
Obama’s lawless amnesty, acting as an 
emperor. 

The Presiding Officer and I both sat 
through a Republican lunch a couple of 
weeks ago where our colleagues were 
quite puzzled why approval of the Re- 
publican majority is at such low levels. 
They couldn’t understand why right 
now Republicans in Congress have a 10- 
percent lower approval rating than we 
had in the middle of the shutdown. 
They were utterly befuddled by this. I 
am going to suggest a very easy rea- 
son. When our leader acts like an effec- 
tive Democratic leader, the people who 
elected us, their heads explode. Surely 
one might say this is an isolated exam- 
ple. 

Well, let’s look at the next example, 
yet another example, the Bennet cli- 
mate change amendment. This climate 
change amendment said climate 
change is real, it is manmade, it is a 
national security threat, and we need 
to act to stop it. Listen, let me say 
something on global warming. I am the 
son of two mathematicians and sci- 
entists. I believe we should be driven 
by the scientific evidence. Sadly, the 
far left is not interested in science or 
evidence, they are interested in poli- 
tics and political power. So when it 
comes to global warming, they do not 
want to confront the inconvenient 
truth, as Al Gore might put it, that the 
satellite data demonstrates there has 
been no significant warming whatso- 
ever for 18 years. They get very angry 
when we point that out. 

We had an amendment on that. How 
many Democrats voted for it? Oh, look, 
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again, 46, 100 percent, every single 
Democrat. How many Republicans 
voted against it? Forty-seven and just 
seven Republicans voted for it. Yet it 
passed. 

That is an impressive victory for a 
Democratic leader. We just have 46 
Democrats. For a Democratic leader to 
get a win with just 46 Democrats, that 
is impressive. That is what the current 
majority leader did. He produced a win, 
ran over the wishes of 47 Republicans. 

Let’s use another example: a motion 
to waive the budget rules on H.R. 2. 
This was the so-called doc fix. The doc 
fix has been a perennial challenge in 
Congress. It is part of Medicare that 
assumed unreasonable cuts in doctor 
reimbursement rates. For a time, it 
served a purpose. It actually allowed 
Washington politicians to shake down 
the doctors election after election after 
election to write checks. So for a time 
the Washington cartel liked the doc 
fix, but it came time to get rid of it, 
and getting rid of it was a good thing. 
Here is the problem. When we got rid of 
it, we didn’t pay for it. We just put it 
on a credit card. We didn’t do the hard 
work of figuring out how to pay for it, 
we just accepted more debt. Well, but 
at least it is not that much more debt. 
Well, unfortunately, it is. This so- 
called doc fix will spend more than $200 
billion and add more than $140 billion 
to our deficits over the first 10 years 
and more than $500 billion to our Na- 
tion’s deficits over 20 years—$500 bil- 
lion. Look, even in the world of Wash- 
ington, $500 billion is real money, but 
surely it is unreasonable to expect any- 
one to figure out how to pay for a doc 
fix. 

It is interesting that since 2004 Con- 
gress has passed periodic doc fixes, and 
since 2004 doc fixes have been fully off- 
set 94 percent of the time—and 98 per- 
cent of the time if we count some of 
the budget gimmicks. If we count the 
gimmicks, it is 98 percent of the time. 
Just this time, $500 billion, no, we are 
not going to offset that. We are just 
going to put it on the credit part. After 
all, Obama has a platinum-encrusted, 
glow-in-the-dark AmEx. We will put it 
on your kids and my kids. 

What does that irresponsible prof- 
ligate spending do? Well, how many 
Democrats voted for it? There is a sur- 
prise, every single one of them: 46 
Democrats. The Republicans: 29 Repub- 
licans vote no, 25 vote yes. Now, for a 
Democratic leader, what a great vic- 
tory. A Democratic leader, with just 46 
Democrats, added $500 billion in spend- 
ing without paying for it. Holy cow. I 
don’t recall HARRY REID ever being able 
to campaign saying: Give me a Demo- 
cratic majority and I will add $500 bil- 
lion in spending without paying for it. 
This is an accomplishment the prior 
Democratic leader, HARRY REID, was 
not able to achieve. Yet the current 
majority leader got this win for the 
Democrats. 
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Let’s look at the next example: Con- 
firmation of the Attorney General, Lo- 
retta Lynch. I serve on the Judiciary 
Committee. I participated in multiple 
hearings where Ms. Lynch over and 
over again refused to acknowledge any 
limits on President Obama’s authority 
whatsoever. When Ms. Lynch was 
asked how she would differ from Eric 
Holder, who has been the most lawless 
and partisan Attorney General this Na- 
tion has ever seen, she said: No way 
whatsoever. When pressed repeatedly if 
she could articulate even a single limit 
on the authority of this President, who 
has since implicitly declared himself 
an emperor, she refused to articulate 
even a single limit. When asked if she 
would appoint an independent pros- 
ecutor to investigate the IRS for 
wrongfully targeting citizens because 
of their free speech, because of their 
political views—mind you, something 
that when Richard Nixon tried to do it, 
the career professionals at the IRS re- 
fused. Richard Nixon was rightly de- 
nounced in bipartisan terms for at- 
tempting to use the IRS to target his 
political enemies. When the Obama ad- 
ministration not only attempted but 
succeeded in doing so, no one has been 
held to account. Instead, the Holder 
Justice Department, appointed and 
charged with the investigation a major 
Democratic donor who has given over 
$6,000 to President Obama and the 
Democrats. There is a Yiddish word for 
that, ‘‘chutzpah.’’ When you appoint a 
major Obama donor to be in charge of 
the investigation as to whether the 
Obama administration is targeting the 
political opponents of the President, 
miraculous, miraculous, the results we 
just saw: a whitewash, everyone was 
exonerated. 

Mistakes were made, we were told. It 
was rather classic. They used the same 
passive tense, passive voice as in the 
Watergate scandal: Mistakes were 
made. Yes, mistakes were made. Well, 
Ms. Lynch told us, no, she would not 
appoint a special prosecutor. 

Now, a number of Members of this 
body, a number of Republicans voted to 
confirm Eric Holder. That may or may 
not have been a mistake. I was not 
here at that time. I did not have the 
opportunity to examine his record 
prior to his being appointed Attorney 
General. I can understand those who 
voted yes. Prior to becoming Attorney 
General, Eric Holder had built a rep- 
utation, by and large, as a law-and- 
order prosecutor, and so we can under- 
stand Senators who would believe that 
his tenure as U.S. attorney, his tenure 
as Deputy Attorney General might sug- 
gest he would not be partisan in laws. 
With Ms. Lynch it was qualitatively 
different. With Ms. Lynch she told us 
she would do the very same thing. 

I suspect that quite a few people on 
this side of the aisle have given speech- 
es about the IRS target. No one should 
be surprised the Department of Justice 


16886 


has now exonerated everyone, because, 
you know what, we confirmed the At- 
torney General who basically told us 
she would do that. I would note, by the 
way, the majority leader had complete 
and unilateral authority. If we hadn’t 
taken up this nomination, she would 
not have been confirmed. Indeed, when 
President Obama put in place his ille- 
gal Executive amnesty, I publicly 
called on the soon-to-be majority lead- 
er. If the President violates the checks 
and balances of the Constitution, if the 
President usurps the authority of Con- 
gress, if the President ignores our im- 
migration laws, then the majority 
leader should have responded and said 
the Senate will not confirm any Obama 
nominees, executive or judicial, other 
than vital national security positions, 
unless and until the President rescinds 
his illegal amnesty. 

Now, that would have been strong 
medicine, to be sure. That is a serious 
pushback. It happens to be an author- 
ity directly given to the Congress by 
the Constitution as a check and bal- 
ance. How do we get an imperial Presi- 
dency? We get an imperial Presidency 
when the other branches of the govern- 
ment lie down and hand over their au- 
thority. Nothing prevented the major- 
ity leader from doing so, other than 
that violates the norms of the Wash- 
ington cartel, and so instead it was the 
majority leader who brought this up 
for a vote. And what happened? Sadly, 
there is no drama or suspense anymore 
in looking to what happened. With the 
Democrats, all 46 Democrats voted to 
confirm Loretta Lynch—all 46—and 34 
Republicans voted no. Yet she is con- 
firmed, and the lawlessness continues 
at the Department of Justice. 

I have to say for a Democratic leader, 
it is not clear to me HARRY REID could 
have gotten this done. HARRY REID, in 
charge of this floor, with just 46 Demo- 
crats, it is not clear to me at all he 
could have gotten this done, but I have 
to say, Leader MCCONNELL has proven 
to be a very effective Democratic lead- 
er. With just 46 Democrats, the out- 
come is exactly what HARRY REID and 
the Democrats would want. 

Is this not a curious state of affairs? 
Why is a Republican majority leader 
fighting to accomplish the priorities of 
the Democratic minority? 

We will look at one other example, 
the Export-Import Bank. Now, Presi- 
dent Obama, when he was Senator 
Obama, described this as a classic ex- 
ample of corporate welfare. Over $100 
billion in taxpayer-funded loan guaran- 
tees going to a handful of giant cor- 
porations, predominantly. Yet as we 
talked about before, if there is one 
thing the Washington cartel is good at, 
it is corporate welfare. The Export-Im- 
port Bank, how many Democrats? Here 
is a shot: Only 42 Democrats, not 100 
percent. We had one, I believe it was 
BERNIE SANDERS. I will commend Sen- 
ator SANDERS for standing up against 
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this corporate welfare. On that, he and 
I are on exactly the same page. Yet 42 
Democrats, just 22 Republicans in favor 
of this corporate welfare; 28 Repub- 
licans voted no. Yet what happens? It 
passes. Now, it is not at all clear that 
HARRY REID, as Democratic leader with 
just 42 Democrats—it is not at all clear 
he could have gotten this done, but 
Leader MCCONNELL, once again, is a 
very effective Democratic leader. 

And I would note one of Speaker 
BOEHNER’s parting farewells was to tee 
up the Export-Import Bank in the 
House of Representatives. It expired 
this summer. We talked before about 
how the Budget Control Act was one of 
the few victories Republican majorities 
could point to. Actually, the expiration 
of the Ex-Im Bank is another one. An 
example of over $100 billion of taxpayer 
loan guarantees to a handful of giant 
corporations, and it expired. 

What does it say that in the period of 
2 weeks Republican majorities in both 
Houses are working to undo not one 
but both of the only two meaningful 
victories the Republican majorities 
have produced? And, mind you, for the 
same reason—because the cartel de- 
mands it, because the giant corpora- 
tions want it, and because they want 
checks. 

What does that say? What does that 
say, indeed. Well, if you want to know 
what it says, we can look to the pre- 
vious Democratic leader, HARRY REID, 
who tweeted out: 

I commend Senate majority leader for set- 
ting up a vote to reauthorize the Export-Im- 
port Bank. This bill is critically important 
for U.S. businesses. 

Set aside how rich it is for the Demo- 
crats to be claiming to be fighting for 
U.S. businesses. Any time they say 
that, what they mean is cronies, be- 
cause when Washington, particularly 
under the Obama administration, 
fights for U.S. businesses, it is giant 
corporations and not the little guys. 
Over and over and over again it is 
those who employ armies of lobbyists 
and lawyers and accountants who get 
favors from Washington, because when 
Washington is handing out favors, it 
empowers politicians. Ayn Rand wrote 
in “Atlas Shrugged” about how produc- 
tive members of society, business own- 
ers, would be forced to go to parasitical 
politicians—although some suggest 
that is a redundant phrase—to go to 
parasitical politicians on bended knee 
begging for special dispensation. When 
you are standing for business, it means 
giant corporations that pay little to no 
taxes because they have tax loopholes 
carved in. It never means the mom and 
pop, it never means the little guy, it 
never means the Sabina Lovings of the 
world. 

Who is Sabina Loving? Sabina Loving 
is a woman who testified before the 
Senate in a hearing I chaired a couple 
of weeks ago. Sabina Loving is an Afri- 
can-American woman, a single mom 
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who started a small tax preparation 
company on the South Side of Chicago. 
The Obama IRS put in place new rules 
regulating tax preparation authority, 
rules for which they had no legal au- 
thority. In fact, they used a statute 
called the Dead Horse Act as their jus- 
tification for regulating tax returns. 

The Obama IRS regulation exempted 
lawyers, it exempted high-priced ac- 
countants, it exempted the rich and 
powerful, the giant accounting firms, 
but Ms. Loving, who started this busi- 
ness on the South Side of Chicago, was 
facing thousands of costs—costs she 
felt that would drive her out of busi- 
ness. Ms. Loving sued the IRS and Ms. 
Loving won. If you want a historic and 
incredible story of a single mom stand- 
ing up against Big Government and the 
lawless regulations of the Obama IRS— 
well, you know what. Sabina Loving 
has no lobbyists in Washington. The 
Washington cartel doesn’t listen to the 
Sabina Lovings. It listens to the rich 
and powerful corporations that write 
checks to both parties because it is one 
party, the party of Washington. That is 
the sad reality of where we are. 

You want to know why the American 
people are frustrated. You want to 
know why they are ticked off. You 
want to know why they cannot under- 
stand. It is not that we keep losing 
elections. That would be frustrating, 
but you could understand. We have to 
do a better job. We have to motivate 
people. We have to convince people. We 
have to get a message that resonates. 
We keep winning and the people we 
elect don’t do what they said they 
would do. 

By the way, to leave the Ex-Im Bank 
unauthorized all Congress had to do 
was do nothing. If there is one thing 
the U.S. Congress is good at doing, it is 
doing nothing. 

Yet the phrase that gets repeated so 
often—Washington is broken—is actu- 
ally not true. Washington is working. 
It is just not working for the American 
people. It is working for the cartel, it 
is working for the lobbyists, the giant 
corporations, and those with power and 
influence in the Obama administration. 
This deal is a classic example of the 
Washington cartel. 

I would note, by the way, today we 
have a new Speaker of the House, PAUL 
RYAN. I congratulate PAUL RYAN on his 
speakership. I hope we see bold, prin- 
cipled leadership from the new Speak- 
er. One of the things Speaker RYAN ar- 
ticulated was the Ryan rule, that under 
Speaker RYAN they would not bring to 
the floor of the House any bill that 
didn’t have majority support among 
the Republican conference. 

I ask the Presiding Officer: Why 
doesn’t Majority Leader MITCH McCon- 
NELL articulate a similar rule for the 
U.S. Senate? If the Ryan rule is good 
enough for the U.S. House, why is the 
Ryan rule not good enough for the U.S. 
Senate? 
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In every one of the examples I just 
gave were a majority of Democrats—in 
fact typically unanimous Democrats— 
beat a majority of Republicans. Every 
one of those would never have come to 
the floor if the Senate followed the 
Ryan rule. How about that for a mean- 
ingful reform; that if the majority 
leader disputes the characterization 
that he is the most effective Demo- 
cratic leader modern times has seen, 
how about the majority leader promul- 
gate a similar rule to the Ryan rule, 
that we will not bring to the Senate 
floor something that does not have ma- 
jority support from Republicans. That 
would be a sensible reform. Sadly, I 
think the odds of it happening are not 
significant. 

Here is the reality that the American 
people understand and it frustrates 
them. The cartel is all one happy 
home. The lameduck Speaker on his 
way out will no doubt land in a plush 
easy chair in the Washington cartel, 
will soon be making millions of dollars 
living off the cartel. The lameduck 
President when he moves on, like Bill 
Clinton before him, will make hun- 
dreds of millions of dollars. The cartel 
operates as one. In the Senate we have 
one leadership team. It is the McCon- 
nell-Reid leadership team, and in the 
House we have had the Boehner-Pelosi 
leadership team. They operate in com- 
plete harmony in Washington. That 
frustration is what is driving the grow- 
ing and growing rage of the American 
people every day. 

The truth is Republican leadership 
does not spend time thinking, How do 
we beat President Obama? How do we 
beat HARRY REID? How do we beat 
NANCY PELOSI? How do we change any 
of these disastrous policies that are 
hurting millions of Americans? In- 
stead, leadership spends all their time 
thinking, How do we beat the conserv- 
atives in the House? How do we crush 
this freedom caucus—these crazy radi- 
cals who actually believe we do what 
we said we would do. What a shocking, 
revolutionary, radical statement for 
Washington, DC, that elected officials 
actually do what we told our constitu- 
ents we would do. 

Republican leadership with recent 
deals on Planned Parenthood—Repub- 
lican leadership led the fight to fund 
Planned Parenthood. Indeed, their 
press team went to the press and said: 
Isn’t it great, we boxed out conserv- 
atives. We played the procedural game 
so there was nothing conservatives 
could do to stop $500 million in tax- 
payer funding for Planned Parenthood. 
What does it say when I said Majority 
Leader MCCONNELL is the most effec- 
tive Democratic leader we have seen in 
modern times? You know what. HARRY 
REID didn’t spend that much time 
thinking about how to beat Repub- 
licans. Leader MCCONNELL spends more 
time focused on how to defeat conserv- 
atives than HARRY REID ever did. That 
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is the problem. It is our own leadership 
that cooks up deals. 

Why do you think we are voting at 1 
o’clock in the morning? Is that an acci- 
dent? It is by design, 1 o’clock in the 
morning. Pay no attention to the man 
behind the curtain. Pay no attention to 
another $85 billion in debt. Pay no at- 
tention to the fact that it is the Repub- 
lican majority giving a blank credit 
card to Barack Obama. Votes at 1 in 
the morning, Republican leadership 
hopes no one notices, so right after we 
vote on it we can run out, get on 
planes, and fly home to our constitu- 
ents, and say: We have to stop the debt. 

I shudder to think for anyone stand- 
ing too close to a politician who says 
we have to stop the debt after voting 
for this, the lightning strike that may 
hit them—the mendacity of this city. 

Leadership always counsels prudence 
and reasonableness. How is it prudent 
to continue bankrupting this Nation? 
How is it prudent to have gone from $10 
trillion to over $18 trillion in debt? 
How is it prudent to stay with lan- 
guishing economic growth. From 2008 
to today, the economy has grown on 
average 1.2 percent a year. That is pru- 
dent? How is it prudent to watch as 
your children and my children’s future 
is washed away? How is that reason- 
able? How is that pragmatic? 

Why are we not instead trying to fix 
these problems and not even just fix 
them all, not even solve everything 
with a perfect magical bow—because 
leadership plays this game: ‘‘You can’t 
let the perfect be the enemy of the 
good.” Where is the good? 

Leadership’s position is we can’t do 
anything. Leadership’s position is that 
with Republican majorities in both 
Houses, we should spend more—$85 bil- 
lion—than we did with a Democratic 
majority, $63 billion. Leadership will 
harumph us about expectations. You 
shouldn’t set unreasonable expecta- 
tions. Gosh, it seems to me it was lead- 
ership who said if we had a Republican 
majority in the Senate then we would 
fight. 

On what are we willing to fight? We 
may have some more show votes. By 
the way, we just had a show vote on 
sanctuary cities and Kate’s Law. Why 
wasn’t Kate’s Law attached to this 
bill? Why wasn’t sanctuary cities at- 
tached to this bill? Because that was 
something we actually campaigned on 
and we promised our constituents and 
the Democrats wouldn’t like that. 

Remember my question: What in this 
is Barack Obama unhappy about? 
Nothing. Because leadership’s position 
is we can do nothing. If we can do noth- 
ing then it makes one wonder what was 
all the fuss about winning the major- 
ity? 

I don’t believe we can win every 
fight. I don’t believe we can magically 
transform everything—at least not 
without winning the Presidency—but 
surely the alternative is not we can do 
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nothing. Is there not a reasonable mid- 
dle ground that we can accomplish 
something? 

I would note the last time we had Re- 
publican majorities in Congress and a 
Democratic President was Newt Ging- 
rich as Speaker of the House and Bill 
Clinton as President. We accomplished 
a great deal. We accomplished welfare 
reform. We balanced the budget. What 
have these Republican majorities done? 
Made the problem worse. 

As a result, with apologies to the late 
great journalist Michael Kelly, I want 
to sum up my views as simply saying I 
believe. 

I believe. I believe what Republican 
leadership tells us. I believe that every 
time the mainstream media echoes, 
leadership listens. Of course it is right 
that we cannot set expectations too 
high. We cannot promise too much. We 
cannot be expected to deliver on any of 
our promises. 

I believed Republican leadership 
when they said if only we had a Repub- 
lican majority in the House, then we 
would stand and fight. After winning 
the House in 2010, I believed the leader- 
ship, that if only we had a Republican 
majority in the Senate also, then we 
would stand and fight. 

Today I believe Republican leader- 
ship that if only we had 60 votes in the 
Senate, then we would stand and fight. 
And if we were to get 60 votes, I will 
believe Republican leadership when 
they tell us, that if only we had 67 
votes in the Senate, then we will fi- 
nally stand up and fight. 

I believe that there is no way Con- 
gress could do anything whatsoever to 
stop ObamaCare or even to try to pro- 
vide meaningful relief to millions who 
are hurt by that failed law every day. 

I believe that Congress has no power 
to do anything about the President’s 
unconstitutional Executive amnesty or 
sanctuary cities or anything else that 
might secure our borders. 

I believe that Republican majorities 
in both Houses of Congress can do 
nothing meaningful on spending or the 
debt or tax reform or regulatory re- 
form, that we can do nothing to rein in 
the EPA or CFPB, no matter how many 
millions of jobs they kill. 

I believe that Congress must acqui- 
esce to the Obama administration’s de- 
claring the Internet to be a regulated 
public utility and the administration’s 
attempt to give away control of the 
Internet to an international cartel of 
stakeholders, including Russia and 
China. 

I believe that Congress can do noth- 
ing—absolutely nothing—to stop this 
catastrophic Iranian nuclear deal. Yes, 
it will send over $100 billion to the 
Ayatollah Khamenei, who chants 
“Death to America” in front of mobs 
burning American and Israeli flags, and 
even though it threatens the security 
of Israel and potentially the lives of 
millions of Americans. 
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I believe that Congress has the con- 
stitutional power of the purse, but I be- 
lieve Congress can still do nothing 
whatsoever to protect the American 
citizens. 

I believe that Congress can do noth- 
ing to protect religious liberty or free 
speech, that Congress must quietly ac- 
cept an IRS that targets citizens for 
exercising their constitutional rights 
and a President who ignores Federal 
law and Federal judges who disregard 
the text of the Constitution. 

I believed Republican leadership 
when they promised the American peo- 
ple that if only we had congressional 
majorities, we would fight ObamaCare 
and amnesty and lawlessness. And 
today, I believe Republican leadership 
when they say: Of course we cannot 
and will not do any of that. It was un- 
reasonable for anyone to have believed 
those promises in the first place. 

I believe that anytime President 
Obama threatens a shutdown, Repub- 
lican leadership is exactly right to sur- 
render and fund all of Obama’s Big 
Government priorities, to fund 
ObamaCare and amnesty and Planned 
Parenthood and the Iranian nuclear 
deal. Otherwise, Obama might shut 
down the government and it would be 
our fault. So we must do whatever he 
demands no matter what. 

I believe that it is unreasonable—rad- 
ical even—to expect Congress to do any 
of the things we promised the voters on 
the campaign trail. 

I believe that when a Republican 
Speaker joins with NANCY PELOSI and 
the Democrats to fund all of Obama’s 
priorities, that it is the Republican 
Freedom Caucus who are the crazy 
ones saying we should stand for some- 
thing. 

I believe that when the Republican 
Senate majority leader publicly prom- 
ises there is no secret deal to reauthor- 
ize the Export-Import Bank and then 1 
month later contorts procedural rules 
to force through the deal that he had 
claimed did not exist, that it is not his 
public lie that matters but, rather, it is 
the junior Senator who has violated de- 
corum by pointing it out, out loud. 

I believe that the only thing we can 
expect Republican majorities to do is 
expand government, reauthorize cor- 
porate welfare, and grow the debt. That 
is called governing—always said one 
octave lower in Washington. Governing 
is measured by how many bills you 
pass, and one cannot govern without 
agreeing with Democrats across the 
board. If we pass a lot of bills, even if 
they do nothing to address the debt or 
bring back jobs or economic growth 
and even if they actually expand Wash- 
ington power and make the problem 
worse, then I believe we should cele- 
brate. 

I believe that Democrats can never 
be forced to compromise on anything, 
that it is always unreasonable to ever 
try to win a political battle with them, 
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and so it must always be the Repub- 
licans who agree to the Democrat’s Big 
Government priorities. I believe the 
only way Republicans can win is to 
continue making these same mistakes 
over and over and over again. 

Of course, I do sometimes wonder 
why it matters if we have Republican 
majorities in Congress. After all, lead- 
ership has told me that they cannot ac- 
complish anything different from the 
Democrats, that it is an unreasonable 
demand to expect them to fight Obama 
on anything. Since it is only the crazy 
“kamikaze caucus’’ who thinks we can 
fight Obama on any issue, anything 
whatsoever, I believe that leadership is 
right to fight on nothing, to pass the 
very same bills filled with pork and 
corporate welfare, the Export-Import 
Bank, ObamaCare funding, and am- 
nesty, and confirm the very same At- 
torney General the Democrats would 
have confirmed. 

I do wonder sometimes, as Hillary 
Clinton would have put it, what dif- 
ference does it make? But then I put 
aside such foolish thoughts. Instead, I 
believe. 


EEE 
MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to a period of morning business, with 
Senators permitted to speak for up to 
10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ROUNDS). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EEE 
JUDICIAL NOMINATIONS 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, Repub- 
licans continue to object to requests 
for unanimous consent on basic things 
we should be able to do in a bipartisan 
manner here in the Senate. In addition 
to my request about gender discrimina- 
tion, Republicans have previously ob- 
jected to unanimous consent requests 
to allow votes on noncontroversial ju- 
dicial nominees with bipartisan sup- 
port to fill vacancies in our Federal ju- 
diciary. These requests are not re- 
motely controversial; yet the Repub- 
licans continue to obstruct for obstruc- 
tion’s sake. 

Since the Republicans took over in 
January, their leadership has allowed 
only nine judges to be confirmed. A few 
district court judges have been con- 
firmed in the last few weeks, but this 
recent increase in activity is in sharp 
contrast to their inaction all year. 
When Senate Democrats were in the 
majority during the last 2 years of the 
Bush Presidency, we had already con- 
firmed 34 judges by this point—nearly 
four times more judges than Repub- 
licans have confirmed this year. 

Republicans have tried to justify 
their poor record by accusing Senate 
Democrats of scheduling votes for 11 
judges during the lameduck session 
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last December. They suggest that those 
11 confirmations under last year’s 
Democratic majority should somehow 
be counted towards this year’s con- 
firmation numbers. First, it is well-es- 
tablished Senate precedent to approve 
all pending consensus nominees before 
the end of a year. And second, even if 
we did ignore reality and count these 
11 judges towards the Republicans ma- 
jority’s record, that would only bring 
their count up to 20 confirmations this 
year. That is still far behind the 34 
nominees that Democrats confirmed in 
the last 2 years of the Bush administra- 
tion. 

The glacial pace in which Repub- 
licans are currently confirming 
uncontroversial judicial nominees is a 
failure to carry out the Senate’s con- 
stitutional duty of providing advice 
and consent. We should be responding 
to the needs of our Federal judiciary so 
that, when hard-working Americans 
seek justice, they do not encounter the 
lengthy delays that they currently face 
today. Because of Republican obstruc- 
tion, judicial vacancies have increased 
by more than 50 percent since they 
took over the majority this January 
and caseloads are piling up in courts 
throughout the country. 

We can and should take action right 
now to alleviate this problem by hold- 
ing confirmation votes on the 16 judi- 
cial nominees pending on the floor. A 
number of these pending nominees 
have the support of their Republican 
Senators; yet they continue to lan- 
guish on the calendar without a vote. 

If Republican obstruction continues 
and if home State Senators cannot per- 
suade the majority leader to schedule a 
vote for their nominees soon, then it is 
unlikely that even highly qualified 
nominees with Republican support will 
be confirmed by the end of the year. 
These are nominees that members of 
the majority leader’s own party want 
confirmed, including several from Ten- 
nessee and Pennsylvania. Last week, 
we had a hearing for two Iowa nomi- 
nees. I expect they will be reported out 
of the Judiciary Committee soon. We 
also have nominees from Massachu- 
setts, Florida, Georgia, Pennsylvania, 
Rhode Island, Hawaii, and Maryland 
who are waiting for their confirmation 
hearings. None of these nominees are 
likely to be confirmed by the end of the 
year if Senate Republicans continue at 
this historically slow pace. 

I hope Republican Senators will im- 
plore their leadership to vote on the 
pending judicial nominees without 
delay for the sake of the American peo- 
ple who seek justice before those 
courts. 


o 


60TH ANNIVERSARY OF NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF SOCIAL WORK- 
ERS 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I wish 
to recognize and commend the Na- 
tional Association of Social Workers, 
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NASW, which is celebrating its 60th an- 
niversary this year. Today NASW is 
the largest membership organization of 
professional social workers in the 
world, with 130,000 members, including 
3,500 in my home State of Maryland. As 
a social worker myself, I am proud to 
be a dues-paying, card-carrying mem- 
ber of NASW, and I congratulate them 
on 60 wonderful years. 

In 1955, seven organizations had the 
vision to come together to form NASW 
in an effort to unify and strengthen the 
social work profession. The visionary 
leaders of those organizations under- 
stood that we can achieve more when 
we work together. 

And they have achieved so much. In 
the six decades since NASW’s founding, 
members have been on the front lines, 
advocating and organizing for just 
causes such as fighting for child wel- 
fare and juvenile justice, working to 
end poverty, and protecting victims of 
domestic violence. NASW was directly 
involved in passing the Civil Rights 
Act, the Voting Rights Act, and the Vi- 
olence Against Women Act and sup- 
ported the creation of Medicaid and 
Medicare. I have seen the importance 
of this work firsthand, as I began my 
own career as a social worker in Balti- 
more, helping at-risk children and edu- 
cating seniors about the Medicare pro- 
gram. 

NASW has been there time and again, 
to help social workers do what they do 
best—care for people at every stage and 
every age. Social workers reach every 
part of our communities, from hos- 
pitals and mental health clinics to cor- 
porations and schools. Working every 
day and in every way for others, social 
workers truly put service above them- 
selves. They meet people where they 
are—in their communities, in their 
homes, in their everyday lives. 

I am so glad that NASW has been 
such a wonderful champion and part- 
ner, fighting to make sure social work- 
ers have what they need to make a dif- 
ference for countless people nation- 
wide. From professional development, 
to ethics consultation, to publications 
on standards and changing trends in 
the profession, NASW continues to 
make a difference in the social work 
profession as it reaches its 60 year 
mark. 

Social workers do so much, and they 
deserve someone in their corner who 
works as hard for them as they work 
for others. That is why I was proud to 
reintroduce the Social Work Reinvest- 
ment Act this year, which would create 
a National Coordination Center for 
supporting and sharing the good work 
and research that social workers are 
doing around the country. The bill also 
includes grant funding for education, 
training, and research; and it is going 
to help address the social worker short- 
age with better recruitment, retention, 
and compensation. Just this month, I 
was also glad to be an original cospon- 
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sor of the Improving Access to Mental 
Health Act of 2015, which would help 
seniors gain access to vital mental 
health services provided by social 
workers through the Medicare Pro- 
gram. 

Social workers constantly seek solu- 
tions that reduce economic inequality, 
racism, hunger, and all forms of dis- 
crimination. They also ensure access to 
health care and mental health care for 
our Nation’s most vulnerable popu- 
lations. For the past 60 years, NASW 
members have cleared paths to bright- 
er days in America. And I am excited 
for what social workers and NASW will 
do in the next 60 years. Thank you. 


Se a 


REMEMBERING WWII VETERANS 
IN UMATILLA COUNTY, OREGON 


Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I wish to 
commemorate the honorable veterans 
and civilians of Umatilla County, OR, 
who worked tirelessly and fought val- 
jantly for their community and coun- 
try during the Second World War. 
These brave men and women served in 
a variety of capacities on all fronts, 
working to support the war effort at 
home, defending our coastlines from 
attack, and risking their lives in battle 
overseas. As the country continues to 
mark the 70th anniversary of World 
War II this year, I am proud to raise 
my voice to pay tribute to the men and 
women of Umatilla County for their 
part in the Allied victory. 

Umatilla County played a unique and 
important role in helping our country 
achieve victory in World War II. In 
1941, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
created an airport in Pendleton, OR, 
which became home to the U.S. Army 
Air Forces 17th Bombardment Group. 
Following the attack on Pearl Harbor, 
the 17th Bombardment Group was 
called upon to defend the west coast 
from Japanese submarines. The group’s 
aircraft and many of its members par- 
ticipated in the daring Doolittle Raid 
on Tokyo—the first U.S. bombing of 
the Japanese homeland. All 80 of 
Jimmy Doolittle’s raiders trained in 
Pendleton, and 5 of them were Orego- 
nians. 

Umatilla County also played home to 
another facility vital to the war effort: 
the Umatilla Army Depot, located near 
Hermiston, OR. The Umatilla Army 
Depot was a repository for munitions 
and supplies in hundreds of semisub- 
terranean silos. The depot created an 
economic boom for Hermiston—then a 
town of 800—which ended up harboring 
7,000 new workers. The Umatilla Coun- 
ty Depot became the largest munitions 
facility in the world and stayed active 
in Hermiston until 2001. 

Umatilla County lost 86 people dur- 
ing World War II, but their spirit and 
stories live on through their families 
and in their communities. One of these 
men, SGT Modie L. Hubbard, even has 
a great nephew who now works in my 
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office. Sergeant Hubbard was killed in 
action, and his is just one of many sto- 
ries of those fearless men and women 
who died preserving the freedom of fu- 
ture generations. 

There is sometimes a temptation to 
focus on the massive scale of events 
like World War II, on the number of 
tanks built or brigades in the field. As 
we reflect on these and other aspects of 
America’s war effort, I would encour- 
age people to remember the commu- 
nities across this country—commu- 
nities like Umatilla County—that built 
those tanks or provided those soldiers. 
It must be our responsibility to honor 
these communities and their sacrifices 
to this great country, and it is my hope 
that their stories will continue to live 
on and inspire future generations of 
Americans to service. 


—— 


NATIONAL DISABILITY 
EMPLOYMENT AWARENESS MONTH 


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, for Na- 
tional Disability Employment Aware- 
ness Month, I congratulate and honor 
the Palmetto Goodwill in North 
Charleston, SC, for their outstanding 
commitment to service and work with 
the AbilityOne Program. 

In 1974, a small group of citizens in 
the Charleston area wanted to address 
the lack of opportunity for persons 
with disabilities. The Palmetto Good- 
will of South Carolina has answered 
the call of service by becoming a part 
of the United States AbilityOne Com- 
mission network with their Champions 
Program. 

The Palmetto Goodwill has success- 
fully implemented the Champions Pro- 
gram which aims to empower citizens 
of South Carolina that are blind or pos- 
sessing a disability. Through providing 
employment opportunities, the Pal- 
metto Goodwill is making strides to 
continue the mission of National Dis- 
ability Employment Awareness Month 
throughout the year. Currently 85 per- 
cent of their employed staff is persons 
with a disability. I applaud the stellar 
work of the Champions Program and 
therefore recognize the Palmetto Good- 
will. 


eS 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE TO ALEX COLLIE 


e Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, I wish to 
recognize the incredible service of Alex 
Collie from Mackenzie, MT. Mr. Collie 
is the recipient of the National Weath- 
er Service’s General Albert J. Myer 
award for completing 65 years of serv- 
ice as a cooperative weather observer. 
The cooperative weather observers 
consists of 11,000 nationwide volunteers 
who record official weather observa- 
tions across the country. Mr. Collie 
joins an elite group of cooperative 
weather observers and is currently the 
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longest serving observer in Montana’s 
history. Nationally, only 16 others 
have served in Mr. Collie’s capacity or 
65 years or longer. His services are crit- 
ical to Montana—from supporting our 
farmers and ranchers by providing ac- 
curate forecasts and helping our truck 
drivers complete their routes safely 
and on schedule. 

This prestigious award was estab- 
lished in honor of General Myer, who 
was an observer at Eagle Pass, TX, and 
became the chief of the Signal Service. 
In 1870, by a joint resolution of Con- 
gress and signed by President Ulysses 
S. Grant, General Myer was appointed 
to establish and direct the Division of 
Telegrams and Reports for the Benefit 
of Commerce, now known as the Na- 
tional Weather Service. Mr. Collie is 
truly following in tremendous foot- 
steps. 

Mr. Collie has provided a valuable 
service not only to his neighbors, but 
the entire State of Montana. Thank 
you, Mr. Collie, and I look forward to 
seeing your work continue in the years 
to come.e 


EE 
RECOGNIZING THE LAS VEGAS 
LATIN CHAMBER OF COM- 


MERCE’S 40TH ANNIVERSARY 


e Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, today I 
wish to recognize the 40th anniversary 
of an important organization to south- 
ern Nevada, Las Vegas’ Latin Chamber 
of Commerce. I am proud to honor this 
chamber that contributes so much in 
support of Las Vegas’ Hispanic busi- 
ness community. As the premier Latin 
Chamber serving our Great State, it is 
a key contributor to the success of Ne- 
vada. I am pleased to see the Latin 
Chamber of Commerce reach this sig- 
nificant milestone, continuing to serve 
as an important ally to Las Vegas’ His- 
panic community. 

Without a doubt, the many Hispanic 
businesses, both small and large, lo- 
cated throughout the southern Nevada 
valley have greatly contributed to our 
State’s achievements. With the help of 
the Latin Chamber of Commerce, Las 
Vegas’ Hispanic business community 
has continued to grow and thrive, con- 
tributing to our State’s economy. Even 
in difficult economic times, the Latin 
Chamber of Commerce was there to 
support local Hispanic businesses and 
keep hard-working southern Nevada 
businessowners on their feet. The 
chamber has helped to cultivate a 
flourishing Hispanic business commu- 
nity through innovation, creativity, 
and ingenuity. The strong foundation 
it has built will be felt for years to 
come. 

Aside from helping local businesses 
expand, the Latin Chamber of Com- 
merce also brings southern Nevada’s 
Hispanic entrepreneurs unique oppor- 
tunities. The chamber provides numer- 
ous networking events, including 
luncheons, leadership programs, and 
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seminars. It also prioritizes Nevada’s 
Hispanic youth by providing an aca- 
demic scholarship program for stu- 
dents, which offers opportunities for 
those wishing to pursue higher edu- 
cation. Alongside this program, the 
Latin Chamber of Commerce sponsors 
the Latino Youth Leadership Con- 
ference that brings together students 
from high schools across Nevada to 
provide them tools for a prosperous fu- 
ture. 

I have attended multiple Latin 
Chamber of Commerce events where I 
have spoken with the men and women 
who participate in this chamber, and I 
can attest to the incredible role they 
play within our community. Sixteen 
members serve on the Board of Direc- 
tors, bringing structure and direction 
to this significant entity. I am thank- 
ful for their leadership and for the 
great things they are doing for busi- 
nesses in southern Nevada. 

For the past 40 years, Las Vegas’ 
Latin Chamber of Commerce has prov- 
en its unwavering dedication to the 
great State of Nevada. The hard work 
of those that have served this chamber 
has greatly contributed to the excel- 
lent growth that we see in the city of 
Las Vegas today. I ask my colleagues 
to join me in honoring the Latin Cham- 
ber of Commerce on its 40th anniver- 
sary and thanking it for all it does to 
make Nevada’s business community 
the best it can be.e 


ES 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

At 10:03 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bill: 

H.R. 3819. An act to provide an extension of 
Federal-aid highway, highway safety, motor 
carrier safety, transit, and other programs 
funded out of the Highway Trust Fund, and 
for other purposes. 

The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. HATCH). 


At 12:36 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bills, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 455. An act to require the Secretary of 
Homeland Security to conduct a northern 
border threat analysis, and for other pur- 
poses. 

H.R. 2643. An act to direct the Attorney 
General to provide State officials with ac- 
cess to criminal history information with re- 
spect to certain financial service providers 
required to undergo State criminal back- 
ground checks, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to H. Res. 504, resolv- 
ing that the Senate be informed that 
PAUL D. RYAN, a Representative from 
the State of Wisconsin, has been elect- 
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ed Speaker of the House of Representa- 
tives of the One Hundred Fourteenth 
Congress. 

The message further announced that 
the House has agreed to the amend- 
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
623) to amend the Homeland Security 
Act of 2002 to authorize the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security to estab- 
lish a social media working group, and 
for other purposes. 


EE 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 455. An act to require the Secretary of 
Homeland Security to conduct a northern 
border threat analysis, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Homeland Secu- 
rity and Governmental Affairs. 

H.R. 2643. An act to direct the Attorney 
General to provide State officials with ac- 
cess to criminal history information with re- 
spect to certain financial service providers 
required to undergo State criminal back- 
ground checks, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 


EE 


MEASURES DISCHARGED 


The following joint resolution was 
discharged pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 2159(i) 
and section 601(b)(4) of Public Law 94- 
329, and placed on the calendar: 

S.J. Res. 20. Joint resolution relating to 
the approval of the proposed Agreement for 
Cooperation Between the United States of 
America and the Government of the Republic 
of Korea Concerning Peaceful Uses of Nu- 
clear Energy. 


EE 


MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 


The following bill was read the sec- 
ond time, and placed on the calendar: 


H.R. 597. An act to reauthorize the Export- 
Import Bank of the United States, and for 
other purposes. 


EE 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. INHOFE, from the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works, without 
amendment: 

S. 1324. A bill to require the Administrator 
of the Environmental Protection Agency to 
fulfill certain requirements before regulating 
standards of performance for new, modified, 
and reconstructed fossil fuel-fired electric 
utility generating units, and for other pur- 
poses (Rept. No. 114-159). 

S. 1500. A bill to clarify Congressional in- 
tent regarding the regulation of the use of 
pesticides in or near navigable waters, and 
for other purposes (Rept. No. 114-160). 

By Mr. INHOFE, from the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works: 

Report to accompany S. 1523, a bill to 
amend the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act to reauthorize the National Estuary Pro- 
gram, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 114- 
161). 
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EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEE 


The following executive reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. GRASSLEY for the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Brian R. Martinotti, of New Jersey, to be 
United States District Judge for the District 
of New Jersey. 

Robert F. Rossiter, Jr., of Nebraska, to be 
United States District Judge for the District 
of Nebraska. 

Edward L. Stanton III, of Tennessee, to be 
United States District Judge for the Western 
District of Tennessee. 


(Nominations without an asterisk 
were reported with the recommenda- 
tion that they be confirmed.) 


SE 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. BLUNT (for himself and Mr. 
KING): 

S. 2217. A bill to amend the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to improve and clar- 
ify certain disclosure requirements for res- 
taurants and similar retail food establish- 
ments, and to amend the authority to bring 
proceedings under section 403A; to the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. THUNE (for himself, Mr. MUR- 
PHY, Mr. ISAKSSON, and Mr. DON- 
NELLY): 

S. 2218. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to treat certain amounts 
paid for physical activity, fitness, and exer- 
cise as amounts paid for medical care; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mrs. SHAHEEN (for herself and Mr. 
GARDNER): 

S. 2219. A bill to require the Secretary of 
Commerce to conduct an assessment and 
analysis of the outdoor recreation economy 
of the United States, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

By Mr. BROWN (for himself, Mrs. MuR- 
RAY, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. 
TESTER, Mr. HEINRICH, Ms. BALDWIN, 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. CASEY, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. KAINE, Mr. Coons, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. BOOKER, 
Mr. PETERS, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. BENNET, 
Mr. MERKLEY, Mrs. BOXER, and Mr. 
MURPHY): 

S. 2220. A bill to amend title XXVII of the 
Public Health Service Act to provide for a 
special enrollment period for pregnant 
women, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. ROBERTS (for himself, Mr. 
ALEXANDER, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. ENZI, 
Mr. CoRNYN, Mr. RISCH, Mr. HATCH, 


Mrs. FISCHER, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. 
McCAIN, Mr. VITTER, Mr. COATS, and 
Mr. MORAN): 


S. 2221. A bill to preserve the companion- 
ship services exemption for minimum wage 
and overtime pay, and the live-in domestic 
services exemption for overtime pay, under 
the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. FRANKEN (for himself and 
Mrs. SHAHEEN): 
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S. 2222. A bill to amend the Workforce In- 
novation and Opportunity Act to support 
community college and industry partner- 
ships, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. THUNE: 

S. 2223. A bill to transfer administrative 
jurisdiction over certain Bureau of Land 
Management land from the Secretary of the 
Interior to the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
for inclusion in the Black Hills National 
Cemetery, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

By Mr. CASEY (for himself, Ms. BALD- 
WIN, and Mr. BROWN): 

S. 2224. A bill to establish in the Adminis- 
tration for Children and Families of the De- 
partment of Health and Human Services the 
Federal Interagency Working Group on Re- 
ducing Child Poverty to develop a national 
strategy to eliminate child poverty in the 
United States, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
S. 313 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
KIRK) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
313, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to add physical 
therapists to the list of providers al- 
lowed to utilize locum tenens arrange- 
ments under Medicare. 
S. 405 
At the request of Ms. MURKOWSKI, the 
names of the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. ALEXANDER) and the Senator from 
New Mexico (Mr. UDALL) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 405, a bill to protect 
and enhance opportunities for rec- 
reational hunting, fishing, and shoot- 
ing, and for other purposes. 
S. 540 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. REED) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 540, a bill to amend the Richard B. 
Russell National School Lunch Act to 
require the Secretary of Agriculture to 
make loan guarantees and grants to fi- 
nance certain improvements to school 
lunch facilities, to train school food 
service personnel, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 681 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the name of the Senator from Min- 
nesota (Mr. FRANKEN) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 681, a bill to amend 
title 38, United States Code, to clarify 
presumptions relating to the exposure 
of certain veterans who served in the 
vicinity of the Republic of Vietnam, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 746 
At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the names of the Senator from Wash- 
ington (Ms. CANTWELL) and the Senator 
from Hawaii (Mr. SCHATZ) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 746, a bill to provide 
for the establishment of a Commission 
to Accelerate the End of Breast Cancer. 
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S. 1132 
At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Ms. BALDWIN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1132, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
provide for patient protection by estab- 
lishing safe nurse staffing levels at cer- 
tain Medicare providers, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 1249 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Ms. BALDWIN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1249, a bill to amend the Fair 
Credit Reporting Act to provide protec- 
tions for active duty military con- 
sumers, and for other purposes. 
S. 1286 
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. REED) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1286, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to reduce the backlog of 
appeals of decisions of the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs by facilitating pro 
bono legal assistance for veterans be- 
fore the United States Court of Vet- 
erans Appeals and the Board of Vet- 
erans’ Appeals, to provide the Sec- 
retary with authority to address unrea- 
sonably delayed claims, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 1559 
At the request of Ms. AYOTTE, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. VITTER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1559, a bill to protect victims of 
domestic violence, sexual assault, 
stalking, and dating violence from 
emotional and psychological trauma 
caused by acts of violence or threats of 
violence against their pets. 
S. 1659 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. UDALL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1659, a bill to amend the Voting 
Rights Act of 1965 to revise the criteria 
for determining which States and polit- 
ical subdivisions are subject to section 
4 of the Act, and for other purposes. 
S. 1731 
At the request of Mr. HELLER, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1731, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to waive the minimum pe- 
riod of continuous active duty in the 
Armed Forces for receipt of certain 
benefits for homeless veterans, to au- 
thorize the Secretary of Veterans Af- 
fairs to furnish such benefits to home- 
less veterans with discharges or re- 
leases from service in the Armed 
Forces with other than dishonorable 
conditions, and for other purposes. 
S. 1830 
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 
names of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) and the Senator from Maine 
(Mr. KING) were added as cosponsors of 
S. 1830, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to provide for 
the coverage of marriage and family 
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therapist services and mental health 
counselor services under part B of the 
Medicare program, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 1865 
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. MURPHY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1865, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act with respect to eat- 
ing disorders, and for other purposes. 
S. 1915 
At the request of Ms. AYOTTE, the 
name of the Senator from South Da- 
kota (Mr. ROUNDS) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1915, a bill to direct the 
Secretary of Homeland Security to 
make anthrax vaccines and anti- 
microbials available to emergency re- 
sponse providers, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 1947 
At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1947, a bill to exclude the discharge of 
certain Federal student loans from the 
calculation of gross income. 
S. 2042 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2042, a bill to amend the National 
Labor Relations Act to strengthen pro- 
tections for employees wishing to advo- 
cate for improved wages, hours, or 
other terms or conditions of employ- 
ment and to provide for stronger rem- 
edies for interference with these rights, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 2066 
At the request of Mr. SASSE, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. BOOZMAN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 2066, a bill to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to prohibit a 
health care practitioner from failing to 
exercise the proper degree of care in 
the case of a child who survives an 
abortion or attempted abortion. 
S. 2148 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. PETERS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2148, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to prevent an 
increase in the Medicare part B pre- 
mium and deductible in 2016. 
S. 2168 
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 2168, a bill to encourage great- 
er community accountability of law 
enforcement agencies, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 2184 
At the request of Mr. Coons, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2184, a bill to direct the President to 
establish guidelines for United States 
foreign development and economic as- 
sistance programs, and for other pur- 
poses. 
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S. 2208 

At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. MURPHY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2203, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to make residents 
of Puerto Rico eligible for the earned 
income tax credit and to provide equi- 
table treatment for residents of Puerto 
Rico with respect to the refundable 
portion of the child tax credit. 

S. 2206 

At the request of Mr. SULLIVAN, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. WICKER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2206, a bill to reduce the incidence 
of sexual harassment and assault at 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, to reauthorize the Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad- 
ministration Commissioned Officer 
Corps Act of 2002, and to reauthorize 
the Hydrographic Services Improve- 
ment Act of 1998, and for other pur- 
poses. 

S. 2213 

At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from New Jer- 
sey (Mr. BOOKER) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2213, a bill to prohibit 
firearms dealers from selling a firearm 
prior to the completion of a back- 
ground check. 

S. RES. 275 

At the request of Mr. CASSIDY, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 275, a resolution calling on Con- 
gress, schools, and State and local edu- 
cational agencies to recognize the sig- 
nificant educational implications of 
dyslexia that must be addressed and 
designating October 2015 as ‘‘National 
Dyslexia Awareness Month”. 

S. RES. 299 

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts (Ms. WARREN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. Res. 299, a resolution hon- 
oring the life, legacy, and example of 
former Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak 
Rabin on the twentieth anniversary of 
his death. 


EE 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 


SA 2755. Mr. LANKFORD submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill H.R. 1314, to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for a right to 
an administrative appeal relating to adverse 
determinations of tax-exempt status of cer- 
tain organizations; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2756. Mr. HELLER submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill H.R. 1814, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2757. Mr. PORTMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill H.R. 1814, supra; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 2758. Mr. PORTMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill H.R. 1314, supra; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table. 
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SA 2759. Mr. GARDNER (for himself and 
Mr. LEE) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill H.R. 1814, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2760. Mrs. MURRAY (for Mr. HELLER) 
proposed an amendment to the bill S. 1731, to 
amend title 38, United States Code, to waive 
the minimum period of continuous active 
duty in the Armed Forces for receipt of cer- 
tain benefits for homeless veterans, to au- 
thorize the Secretary of Veterans Affairs to 
furnish such benefits to homeless veterans 
with discharges or releases from service in 
the Armed Forces with other than dishonor- 
able conditions, and for other purposes. 

SA 2761. Mr. LEE submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the bill 
H.R. 1314, to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to provide for a right to an ad- 
ministrative appeal relating to adverse de- 
terminations of tax-exempt status of certain 
organizations; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 


EE 


TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 2755. Mr. LANKFORD submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill H.R. 1314, to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
provide for a right to an administrative 
appeal relating to adverse determina- 
tions of tax-exempt status of certain 
organizations; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

Strike title VIII and insert the following: 
TITLE VITI—SOCIAL SECURITY 
Subtitle A—Protecting the Disability 
Insurance Trust Fund 
SEC. 801. UPDATE AND ADJUSTMENT OF THE SO- 
CIAL SECURITY DISABILITY INSUR- 
ANCE MEDICAL-VOCATIONAL GUIDE- 

LINES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) AGE CRITERIA.—Notwithstanding appen- 
dix 2 to subpart P of part 404 of title 20, Code 
of Federal Regulations, with respect to dis- 
ability determinations or reviews made on or 
after the date that is 1 year after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, age shall not be 
considered as a vocational factor for any in- 
dividual who has not attained the age that is 
12 years less than the retirement age for 
such individual (as defined in section 216(1)(1) 
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 416(1)). 

(2) WORK WHICH EXISTS IN THE NATIONAL 
ECONOMY.—With respect to disability deter- 
minations or reviews made on or after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, in deter- 
mining whether an individual is able to en- 
gage in any work which exists in the na- 
tional economy (as defined in section 
223(d)(2)(A) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 423(d)(2)(A)), the Commissioner of So- 
cial Security shall consider the share and 
ages of individuals currently participating in 
the labor force and the number and types of 
jobs available in the current economy. 

(b) UPDATING THE MEDICAL-VOCATIONAL 
GUIDELINES AND DATA ON WORK WHICH EXISTS 
IN NATIONAL ECONOMY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
not later than 2 years after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, and every 10 years 
thereafter, the Commissioner of Social Secu- 
rity shall prescribe rules and regulations 
that update the medical-vocational guide- 
lines, as set forth in appendix 2 to subpart P 
of part 404 of title 20, Code of Federal Regu- 
lations, used in disability determinations. 

(2) JOBS IN THE NATIONAL ECONOMY.—Not 
later than 2 years after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, and every year thereafter, 


October 29, 2015 


the Commissioner of Social Security shall 
update the data used by the Commissioner to 
determine the jobs which exist in the na- 
tional economy to ensure that such data re- 
flects the full range of work which exists in 
the national economy, including newly-cre- 
ated jobs in emerging industries. 
SEC. 802. MANDATORY COLLECTION OF NEGO- 
TIATED CIVIL MONETARY PEN- 
ALTIES. 

Section 1129(i1)(2) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1320a-8(i)(2)) is amended by in- 
serting ‘‘and shall delegate authority for col- 
lecting civil money penalties and assess- 
ments negotiated under this section to the 
Inspector General” before the period. 

SEC. 803. REQUIRED ELECTRONIC FILING OF 
WAGE WITHHOLDING RETURNS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section 
6011(e) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) as subparagraphs (B) and (C), respec- 
tively, 

(2) by inserting before subparagraph (B), as 
so redesignated, the following new subpara- 
graph: 

“(A) shall— 

“(i) require any person that is required to 
file a return containing information de- 
scribed in section 6051(a) to file such return 
on magnetic media, and 

““(ii) provide for waiver of the requirements 
of clause (i) in the case of demonstrated 
hardship for— 

“(D) for any period before January 1, 2020, a 
person having 25 or fewer employees, and 

“(IT) for any period after December 31, 2019, 
a person having 5 or fewer employees,’’, and 

(3) by inserting ‘‘except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (A),” before “shall not require” in 
subparagraph (B), as so redesignated. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph 
(4) of section 6011(e) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 is amended by striking ‘‘para- 


graph (2)(A)” and inserting ‘‘paragraph 
(2)(B)”’. 
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 


made by this section shall apply to returns 

filed after December 31, 2016. 

SEC. 804. DISQUALIFICATION ON RECEIPT OF 
DISABILITY INSURANCE BENEFITS 
IN A MONTH FOR WHICH UNEM- 
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION IS RE- 
CEIVED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2238(d)(4) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 423(d)(4)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“(C)(i) If for any week in whole or in part 
within a month an individual is paid or de- 
termined to be eligible for unemployment 
compensation, such individual shall be 
deemed to have engaged in substantial gain- 
ful activity for such month. 

“(ii) For purposes of clause (i), the term 
‘unemployment compensation’ means— 

“(D ‘regular compensation’, ‘extended 
compensation’, and ‘additional compensa- 
tion’ (as such terms are defined by section 
205 of the Federal-State Extended Unemploy- 
ment Compensation Act (26 U.S.C. 3304 
note)); and 

“(II) trade adjustment assistance under 
title II of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2251 
et seq.).’’. 

(b) TRIAL WORK PERIOD.—Section 222(c) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 422(c)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘(6)(A) For purposes of this subsection, an 
individual shall be deemed to have rendered 
services in a month if the individual is enti- 
tled to unemployment compensation for such 
month. 

‘(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the 
term ‘unemployment compensation’ means— 
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“(i) ‘regular compensation’, ‘extended com- 
pensation’, and ‘additional compensation’ (as 
such terms are defined by section 205 of the 
Federal-State Extended Unemployment 
Compensation Act (26 U.S.C. 3304 note)); and 

“Gi) trade adjustment assistance under 
title II of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2251 
et seq.).”. 


(c) DATA MATCHING.—The Commissioner of 
Social Security shall implement the amend- 
ments made by this section using appro- 
priate electronic data. 


(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to individuals who initially apply for dis- 
ability insurance benefits on or after Janu- 
ary 1, 2016. 


SEC. 805. STUDY AND REPORT ON CONSULTATIVE 
EXAMINATION FEES. 


Not later than 2 years after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Inspector General 
of the Social Security Administration shall 
submit a report to the Committees on Fi- 
nance and Homeland Security and Govern- 
ment Affairs of the Senate and the Commit- 
tees on Ways and Means and Oversight and 
Government Reform of the House of Rep- 
resentatives on fees paid by Disability Deter- 
mination Services agencies to medical pro- 
viders for consultative examinations, includ- 
ing— 

(1) the average rate paid by the Disability 
Determination Services agencies in each 
State for such examinations; 

(2) a comparison between the rates de- 
scribed in paragraph (1) and the highest rates 
paid by Federal agencies and other agencies 
in each State for similar services; and 

(8) the number of cases in which a Dis- 
ability Determination Services agency or- 
dered a consultative examination which re- 
sulted in an initial denial of disability insur- 
ance benefits and a subsequent appeal. 


SEC. 806. REALLOCATION OF PAYROLL TAX REV- 
ENUE. 


(a) WAGES.—Section 201(b)(1) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401(b)(1)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘and (R) 1.80 per centum of the 
wages (as so defined) paid after December 31, 
1999, and so reported,” and inserting ‘‘(R) 1.80 
per centum of the wages (as so defined) paid 
after December 31, 1999, and before January 
1, 2016, and so reported, (S) 2.87 per centum of 
the wages (as so defined) paid after Decem- 
ber 31, 2015, and before January 1, 2019, and 
so reported, and (T) 1.80 per centum of the 
wages (as so defined) paid after December 31, 
2018, and so reported,’’. 


(b) SELF-EMPLOYMENT INCOME.—Section 
201(b)(2) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 401(b)(2)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and (R) 1.80 per cen- 
tum of the amount of self-employment in- 
come (as so defined) so reported for any tax- 
able year beginning after December 31, 1999” 
and inserting ‘‘(R) 1.80 per centum of the 
amount of self-employment income (as so de- 
fined) so reported for any taxable year begin- 
ning after December 31, 1999, and before Jan- 
uary 1, 2016, (S) 2.37 per centum of the 
amount of self-employment income (as so de- 
fined) so reported for any taxable year begin- 
ning after December 31, 2015, and before Jan- 
uary 1, 2019, and (T) 1.80 per centum of the 
amount of self-employment income (as so de- 
fined) so reported for any taxable year begin- 
ning after December 31, 2018”. 


(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to wages paid after December 31, 2015, and 
self-employment income for taxable years 
beginning after such date. 
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Subtitle B—Program Integrity 


SEC. 811. PROVIDING FOR AN EXPEDITED ADJU- 
DICATION PROCESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 205(b) of the So- 
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 405(b)) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking “In any” 
and inserting ‘Subject to paragraph (4), in 
any”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(4) Any review of an initial adverse deter- 
mination with respect to an application for 
disability insurance benefits under section 
223 or for monthly benefits under section 202 
by reason of being under a disability shall 
only be made before an administrative law 
judge in a hearing under paragraph (1).’’. 

(b) REVIEW BY FEDERAL COURTS.—It is the 
sense of Congress that, in reviewing dis- 
ability determinations, the Federal courts 
shall make their rulings based solely on the 
determination made by the administrative 
law judge of the Social Security Administra- 
tion and rely solely on the evidence that was 
considered by such judge during the initial 
hearing. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to initial 
adverse determinations on applications for 
disability insurance benefits under title II of 
the Social Security Act made after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 812. DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION OF MED- 
ICAL EVIDENCE; EXCLUSION OF 
CERTAIN MEDICAL EVIDENCE. 

(a) CLOSING OF RECORD FOR SUBMISSION OF 
MEDICAL EVIDENCE.—Section 205(b)(1) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 405(b)(1)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘The Commissioner of So- 
cial Security is directed” and inserting— 

“(A) The Commissioner of Social Security 
is directed’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

“(B)(i) Notwithstanding the last sentence 
of subparagraph (A), in the case of a hearing 
before an administrative law judge to deter- 
mine if an individual is under a disability (as 
defined in section 223(d)) or a review of such 
a determination before the Appeals Council 
of the Office of Appellate Operations of the 
Social Security Administration, medical evi- 
dence (other than the evidence already in the 
record) shall not be received if the evidence 
is submitted less than 30 days prior to the 
date on which the hearing is held unless the 
individual can show that the evidence is ma- 
terial and there is good cause for the failure 
to submit it before the deadline, but in no 
case shall medical evidence be received if it 
is— 

“(I) based on information obtained during 
the period that begins after a determination 
is made by an administrative law judge; or 

“(ID submitted more than 1 year after a 
determination is made by an administrative 
law judge. 

“(ii) At the request of an individual apply- 
ing for benefits under this title or such indi- 
vidual’s representative, and for the purpose 
of completing the record, an administrative 
law judge may postpone a hearing to deter- 
mine if the individual is under a disability 
(as so defined) to a date that is no more than 
30 days after the date for which the hearing 
was originally scheduled if— 

““T) the request is made no less than 7 days 
prior to the date for which the hearing was 
originally scheduled; and 

“(IT) the party making the request shows 
good cause for why the hearing should be 
postponed.’’. 
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(b) EXCLUSION OF MEDICAL EVIDENCE THAT 
Is NoT SUBMITTED IN ITS ENTIRETY OR FUR- 
NISHED BY A LICENSED PRACTITIONER.—Sec- 
tion 223(d)(5) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 423(d)(5)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (B), by striking “In” 
and inserting ‘‘Subject to subparagraphs (C) 
and (D), in’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraphs: 

“(C)(i) An individual and, if applicable, 
such individual’s representative shall sub- 
mit, in its entirety and without redaction, 
all relevant medical evidence known to the 
individual or the representative to the Com- 
missioner of Social Security. 

“(ii) In the case of a hearing before an ad- 
ministrative law judge to determine if an in- 
dividual is under a disability (as defined in 
paragraph (1)), the Commissioner of Social 
Security shall not consider any piece of med- 
ical evidence furnished by an individual or 
such individual’s representative unless such 
individual and, if applicable, such individ- 
ual’s representative, certifies at the hearing 
that all relevant medical evidence has been 
submitted in its entirety and without redac- 
tion. 

“(iii) For purposes of this subparagraph, 
the term ‘relevant medical evidence’ means 
any medical evidence relating to the individ- 
ual’s claimed physical or mental impair- 
ments that the Commissioner of Social Secu- 
rity should consider to determine whether 
the individual is under a disability, regard- 
less of whether such evidence is favorable or 
unfavorable to the individual’s case, but 
shall not include any oral or written commu- 
nication or other document exchanged be- 
tween the individual and such individual’s 
attorney representative that are subject to 
attorney-client privilege or work product 
doctrine, unless the individual voluntarily 
discloses such communication to the Com- 
missioner. Neither the attorney-client privi- 
lege nor the work product doctrine shall pre- 
vent from disclosure medical evidence, med- 
ical source opinions, or any other factual 
matter that the Commissioner may consider 
in determining whether or not the individual 
is entitled to benefits. 

“(iv) Any individual or representative who 
Knowingly violates this subparagraph shall 
be guilty of making a false statement or rep- 
resentation of material fact, shall be subject 
to civil and criminal penalties under sec- 
tions 208 and 1129, and, in the case of a rep- 
resentative, shall be suspended or disquali- 
fied from appearing before the Social Secu- 
rity Administration. 

“(D) The Commissioner of Social Security 
shall not consider any evidence furnished by 
a physician or health care practitioner who 
is not licensed, has been sanctioned, or is 


under investigation for ethical mis- 
conduct.’’. 
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 


made by this section shall take effect on the 
date of the enactment of this Act, and shall 
apply to applications for disability insurance 
benefits filed on or after that date. 
SEC. 813. PROCEDURAL RULES FOR HEARINGS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Commissioner of Social Security, in con- 
sultation with the administrative law judges 
of the Social Security Administration, shall 
establish and make available to the public 
procedural rules for hearings to determine 
whether or not an individual is entitled to 
disability insurance benefits under title II of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et 
seq.). These rules shall include those estab- 
lished in this Act as well as— 
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(1) rules and procedures for motions and re- 
quests; 

(2) rules related to the representation of 
individuals in such a hearing, such as the 
qualifications and standards of conduct re- 
quired of representatives; 

(3) rules and procedures for the submission 
of evidence; 

(4) rules related to the closure of the 
record; and 

(5) rules and procedures for imposing sanc- 
tions on parties for failing to comply with 
hearing rules. 

(b) AUTHORITY OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW 
JUDGES TO SANCTION CLAIMANT REPRESENTA- 
TIVES.—Section 206(a)(1) of the Social Secu- 
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 406(a)(1)) is amended by 
inserting after the fifth sentence the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘The Commissioner of Social Secu- 
rity shall establish rules under which an ad- 
ministrative law judge may impose fines and 
other sanctions the Commissioner deter- 
mines to be appropriate on a representative 
for failure to follow the Commissioner’s 
rules and regulations.” 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Any rules adopted 
pursuant to this section or the amendment 
made thereby shall take effect on the date 
that is 6 months after the date of their publi- 
cation and shall apply to hearings held on or 
after that date. 

SEC. 814. PROHIBITING ATTORNEYS WHO HAVE 
RELINQUISHED A LICENSE TO PRAC- 
TICE IN THE FACE OF AN ETHICS IN- 
VESTIGATION FROM SERVING AS A 
CLAIMANT REPRESENTATIVE. 

Section 206(a)(1) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 406(a)(1)), as amended by section 
813(b), is further amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by inserting ‘‘, 
and, in cases where compensation is sought 
for services as a representative, shall’’ before 
“prescribe”; 

(2) in the second sentence, by striking 
“Federal courts,” and inserting ‘‘Federal 
courts and certifies to the Commissioner 
that such attorney has never (A) been dis- 
barred or suspended from any court or bar to 
which such attorney was previously admit- 
ted to practice or disqualified from partici- 
pating in or appearing before any Federal 
program or agency, or (B) relinquished a li- 
cense to practice in, participate in, or appear 
before any court, bar, or Federal program or 
agency in connection with a settlement of an 
investigation into ethical misconduct,’’; and 

(8) in the third sentence— 

(A) by striking ‘‘may’”’ each place it ap- 
pears and inserting ‘‘shall’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘or who has been disquali- 
fied from participating in or appearing be- 
fore any Federal program or agency” and in- 
serting ‘“‘, who has been disqualified from 
participating in or appearing before any Fed- 
eral program or agency, or who has volun- 
tarily relinquished a license to practice in, 
participate in, or appear before any court, 
bar, or Federal program or agency in settle- 
ment of an investigation into ethical mis- 
conduct”; and 

(C) by inserting ‘‘or who has voluntarily 
relinquished a license to practice in any 
court or bar in settlement of an investiga- 
tion into ethical misconduct” before the pe- 
riod. 

SEC. 815. APPLYING JUDICIAL CODE OF CON- 
DUCT TO ADMINISTRATIVE LAW 
JUDGES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3105 of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking “Each agency” and insert- 
ing 

“(a) Hach agency”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(b) The Code of Conduct for United States 
Judges adopted by the Judicial Conference of 
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the United States shall apply to administra- 
tive law judges appointed under this section. 

“(c) If, in applying a standard of conduct 
to an administrative law judge appointed 
under this section, there is a conflict be- 
tween the Code of Conduct for United States 
Judges and any other law or regulation, the 
stricter standard of conduct shall apply. 

“(d) Pursuant to section 7301, the President 
may issue such regulations as may be nec- 
essary to carry out subsections (b) and (c).’’. 

(b) LIMITATION ON REGULATORY AUTHOR- 
ITy.—Section 1305 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘3105”’ and in- 
serting ‘‘3105(a)’’. 

SEC. 816. EVALUATING MEDICAL EVIDENCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Commissioner of Social Security shall 
ensure that all administrative law judges 
within the Office of Disability Adjudication 
and Review of the Social Security Adminis- 
tration receive training on how to appro- 
priately evaluate and weigh medical evi- 
dence provided by medical professionals. 

(b) OPINION EVIDENCE.—Section 223(d)(5)(B) 
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
423(d)(5)(B)), as amended by section 812(b), is 
further amended by adding at the end the 
following new sentences: ‘‘In weighing med- 
ical evidence, the Commissioner of Social 
Security may assign greater weight to cer- 
tain opinion evidence supplied by an individ- 
ual’s treating physician (or other treating 
health care provider) than to opinion evi- 
dence obtained from another source, but in 
no circumstance shall opinion evidence from 
any source be given controlling weight.” 

(c) HEALTH CARE PROVIDERS SUPPLYING 
CONSULTATIVE EXAMS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Beginning 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act, in deter- 
mining whether an individual applying for 
disability insurance benefits under title II of 
the Social Security Act is disabled, the Com- 
missioner of Social Security shall not con- 
sider medical evidence resulting from a con- 
sultative exam with a health care provider 
conducted for the purpose of supporting the 
individual’s application unless the evidence 
is accompanied by a Medical Consultant Ac- 
knowledgment Form signed by the health 
care provider who conducted the exam. 

(2) MEDICAL CONSULTANT ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
FORM.— 

(A) DEFINITION.—As used in this sub- 
section, the term ‘‘Medical Consultant Ac- 
knowledgment Form” means a form pub- 
lished by the Commissioner of Social Secu- 
rity that meets the requirements of subpara- 
graph (B). 

(B) REQUIREMENTS.—The Commissioner of 
Social Security shall develop the Medical 
Consultant Acknowledgment Form and 
make it available to the public not later 
than 6 months after the date of enactment of 
this Act. The contents of the Medical Con- 
sultant Acknowledgment Form shall in- 
clude— 

(i) information on how medical evidence is 
used in disability determinations; 

(ii) instructions on completing a residual 
functional capacity form; 

(iii) information on the legal and ethical 
obligations of a health care provider who 
supplies medical evidence for use in a dis- 
ability determination, including any civil or 
criminal penalties that may be imposed on a 
health care provider who supplies medical 
evidence for use in a disability determina- 
tion; and 

(iv) a statement that the signatory has 
read and understands the contents of the 
form. 
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(3) PENALTIES FOR FRAUD.—In addition to 
any other penalties that may be prescribed 
by law, any individual who forges a signa- 
ture on a Medical Consultant Acknowledg- 
ment Form submitted to the Commissioner 
of Social Security shall be guilty of making 
a false statement or representation of mate- 
rial fact, and upon conviction shall be sub- 
ject to civil and criminal penalties under 
sections 208 and 1129 of the Social Security 
Act and, in the case of a representative, shall 
be suspended or disqualified from appearing 
before the Social Security Administration. 

(d) SYMPTOM VALIDITY TESTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of evalu- 
ating the credibility of an individual’s med- 
ical evidence, an administrative law judge 
responsible for conducting a hearing to de- 
termine whether an individual applying for 
disability insurance benefits under title II of 
the Social Security Act or for monthly bene- 
fits under section 202 of such Act by reason 
of a disability may require the individual to 
undergo a symptom validity test either prior 
to or after the hearing. 

(2) WEIGHT GIVEN TO SvTS.—An administra- 
tive law judge may only consider the results 
of a symptom validity test as a part of an in- 
dividual’s entire medical history and shall 
not give controlling weight to such results. 

(e) EVIDENCE OBTAINED FROM PUBLICLY 
AVAILABLE SOCIAL MEDIA.—For purposes of 
evaluating the credibility of an individual’s 
medical evidence, an administrative law 
judge responsible for conducting a hearing to 
determine whether an individual applying 
for disability insurance benefits under title 
II of the Social Security Act is disabled shall 
be permitted to consider information about 
the individual obtained from publicly avail- 
able social media. 

(f) REGULATIONS RELATED TO EVALUATING 
MEDICAL EVIDENCE.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Commissioner of Social Security shall pro- 
mulgate rules and regulations to carry out 
the purposes of this section, including regu- 
lations relating to when it is appropriate for 
an administrative law judge to order a symp- 
tom validity test or to consider evidence ob- 
tained from publicly available social media. 
SEC. 817. REFORMING FEES PAID TO ATTORNEYS 

AND OTHER CLAIMANT REPRESENT- 
ATIVES. 

(a) PROHIBITION ON REIMBURSEMENT FOR 
TRAVEL EXPENSES.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Commissioner of Social Security shall estab- 
lish rules and regulations relating to the fees 
payable to representatives of individuals 
claiming entitlement to disability insurance 
benefits under title II of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et seq.) to prohibit a rep- 
resentative from being reimbursed by the So- 
cial Security Administration for travel ex- 
penses related to a case. 

(b) ELIMINATING DIRECT PAYMENTS TO 
CLAIMANT REPRESENTATIVES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 206 of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 406) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a)— 

(i) by striking paragraph (4); and 

(ii) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para- 
graph (4); 

(B) in subsection (b)(1)(A), by striking ‘‘and 
the Commissioner of Social Security” and 
all that follows through ‘‘as provided in this 
paragraph” and inserting ‘‘with such amount 
to be paid out of, and not in addition to, the 
amount of such past-due benefits”; and 

(C) by striking subsections (d) and (e). 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to deter- 
minations made after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. 
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(c) REVIEW OF HIGHEST-EARNING CLAIMANT 
REPRESENTATIVES.— 

(1) REVIEW.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act and annually 
thereafter, the Inspector General of the So- 
cial Security Administration shall conduct a 
review of the practices of a sample of the 
highest-earning claimant representatives 
and law firms to ensure compliance with the 
policies of the Social Security Administra- 
tion. In reviewing representative practices, 
the Inspector General shall look for sus- 
picious practices, including— 

(A) repetitive language in residual func- 
tional capacity forms; 

(B) irregularities in the licensing history 
of medical professionals providing medical 
opinions in support of a claimant’s applica- 
tion; and 

(C) a disproportionately high number of ap- 
pearances by a representative before the 
same administrative law judge. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than December 1 of 
each year in which a review described in 
paragraph (1) is conducted, the Inspector 
General of the Social Security Administra- 
tion shall submit a report containing the re- 
sults of such review, together with any rec- 
ommendations for administrative action or 
proposed legislation that the Inspector Gen- 
eral determines appropriate, to the Commit- 
tees on Finance and Homeland Security and 
Government Affairs of the Senate and the 
Committees on Ways and Means and Over- 
sight and Government Reform of the House 
of Representatives. 


(d) APPLICABILITY OF THE EQUAL ACCESS TO 
JUSTICE ACT.—Section 205 of the Social Secu- 
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 405) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 


“(v) Sections 504 of title 5 and 2412 of title 
28, United States Code (commonly known as 
the ‘Equal Access to Justice Act’), shall not 
apply to— 

“(1) any review under this title of a deter- 
mination of disability made by the Commis- 
sioner of Social Security; or 

‘“(2) if new evidence is submitted by an in- 
dividual after a hearing to determine wheth- 
er or not the individual is under a disability, 
judicial review of a final determination of 
disability under subsection (g) of this sec- 
tion.’’. 

SEC. 818. STRENGTHENING THE ADMINISTRA- 


TIVE LAW JUDGE QUALITY REVIEW 
PROCESS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) REVIEW.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act and annually 
thereafter, the Division of Quality of the Of- 
fice of Appellate Operations of the Social Se- 
curity Administration shall conduct a review 
of a sample of determinations that individ- 
uals are entitled to disability insurance ben- 
efits by outlier administrative law judges 
and identify any determinations that are not 
supported by the evidence. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than December 1 of 
each year in which a review described in 
paragraph (1) is conducted, the Division of 
Quality Review of the Office of Appellate Op- 
erations of the Social Security Administra- 
tion shall submit a report containing the re- 
sults of such review, including all determina- 
tions that were found to be unsupported by 
the evidence, together with any rec- 
ommendations for administrative action or 
proposed legislation that the Division deter- 
mines appropriate, to— 

(A) the Inspector General of the Social Se- 
curity Administration; 

(B) the Commissioner of the Social Secu- 
rity Administration; 
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(C) the Committees on Ways and Means 
and Oversight and Government Reform of 
the House of the Representatives; and 

(D) the Committees on Finance and Home- 
land Security and Government Affairs of the 
Senate. 

(3) DEFINITION OF OUTLIER ADMINISTRATIVE 
LAW JUDGE.—For purposes of this subsection, 
the term ‘‘outlier administrative law judge” 
means an administrative law judge within 
the Office of Disability Adjudication and Re- 
view of the Social Security Administration 
who, in a given year— 

(A) issues more than 700 decisions; and 

(B) determines that the applicant— 

(i) is entitled to disability insurance bene- 
fits in not less than 85 percent of cases; or 

(ii) is not entitled to disability insurance 
benefits in not less than 15 percent of cases. 

(b) MANDATORY CONTINUING DISABILITY RE- 
VIEW.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner of So- 
cial Security shall ensure that, not less than 
6 months after receiving a report described 
in subsection (a)(2), every determination of 
entitlement found to be unsupported by the 
evidence is in the process of being reviewed 
under section 221(i)(1) of the Social Security 
Act. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
221(i)(1) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
421(i)(1)) is amended by inserting ‘‘or under 
section 818(b) of the Bipartisan Budget Act of 
2015” after ‘‘administration of this title”. 
SEC. 819. PERMITTING DATA MATCHING BY IN- 

SPECTORS GENERAL. 

Clause (ix) of section 552a(a)(8)(B) of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
“the Secretary of Health and Human Serv- 
ices or the Inspector General of the Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services” and in- 
serting ‘‘the Inspector General of an agency, 
or an agency in coordination with an Inspec- 
tor General’’. 

SEC. 820. ACCOUNTING FOR SOCIAL SECURITY 
PROGRAM INTEGRITY SPENDING. 

Amounts made available for Social Secu- 
rity program integrity spending by the So- 
cial Security Administration for a fiscal 
year shall be— 

(1) included in a separate account within 
the Federal budget; and 

(2) funded in a separate account in the ap- 
propriate annual appropriations bill. 

SEC. 821. USE OF THE NATIONAL DIRECTORY OF 
NEW HIRES. 

Beginning with the date that is 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Commissioner of Social Security shall con- 
sult the National Directory of New Hires es- 
tablished under section 453(i) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 653(i)) in determining 
whether any individual who submits an ap- 
plication or reapplication for disability in- 
surance benefits under title II of the Social 
Security Act or for monthly benefits under 
section 202 of such Act by reason of a dis- 
ability is able to engage in substantial gain- 
ful activity. 

SEC. 822. ENSURING PROPER APPLICATION OF 
THE MEDICAL IMPROVEMENT RE- 
VIEW STANDARD. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner of So- 
cial Security shall establish within the So- 
cial Security Administration an office to en- 
sure the proper identification of individuals 
who should not be entitled to benefits on the 
basis of a finding that the physical or mental 
impairment on the basis of which such bene- 
fits are provided has ceased, does not exist, 
or is not disabling, as described in sections 
223(f) and 1614(a)(4) of the Social Security 
Act. 

(b) ADDITIONAL FUNCTIONS.—The office de- 
scribed in subsection (a) shall carry out the 
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functions described in such subsection by 
providing training to officers and employees 
of the Social Security Administration, car- 
rying out data collection and reviews, and 
proposing such policy recommendations and 
clarification as are determined appropriate. 

(c) TRAINING FOR ADMINISTRATIVE LAW 
JUDGES.—The Commissioner of Social Secu- 
rity shall establish a program to provide for 
more efficient and effective training for all 
individuals and agencies involved in the dis- 
ability determination process under section 
221 of the Social Security Act, including Dis- 
ability Determination Services agencies and 
the administrative law judges of the Social 
Security Administration, in regards to mak- 
ing determinations in which an individual 
should not be entitled to benefits on the 
basis of a finding that the physical or mental 
impairment on the basis of which such bene- 
fits are provided has ceased, does not exist, 
or is not disabling, as described in sections 
223(f) and 1614(a)(4) of the Social Security 
Act. 

(d) APPLICATION OF INITIAL DISABILITY 
STANDARD IN CERTAIN CASES.— 

(1) DISABILITY INSURANCE BENEFITS.—Sec- 
tion 223 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
423) is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

“Application of Initial Disability Standard 

‘(k)(1) For purposes of subsection (f), in 
the case of an individual whose case file (in- 
cluding new evidence concerning the individ- 
ual’s prior or current condition which is pre- 
sented by the individual or secured by the 
Commissioner of Social Security) does not 
provide sufficient evidence for purposes of 
making a determination under paragraph (1) 
of such subsection, a recipient of benefits 
under this title or title XVIII based on the 
disability of such individual shall not be en- 
titled to such benefits unless such individual 
furnishes such medical and other evidence 
required under subsection (d) to determine 
that such individual is under a disability. 

‘(2) Any determination made under this 
subsection shall be made on the basis of the 
weight of the evidence and on a neutral basis 
with regard to the individual’s condition, 
without any initial inference as to the pres- 
ence or absence of disability being drawn 
from the fact that the individual has pre- 
viously been determined to be disabled. 

‘(8) For purposes of this subsection, a ben- 
efit under this title is based on an individ- 
ual’s disability if it is a disability insurance 
benefit, a child’s, widow’s, or widower’s in- 
surance benefit based on disability, or a 
mother’s or father’s insurance benefit based 
on the disability of the mother’s or father’s 
child who has attained age 16.’’. 

(2) SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME BENE- 
FITS.—Section 1614 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1382c) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

“Application of Initial Disability Standard 

‘““(¢)(1) For purposes of paragraph (4) of sub- 
section (a), in the case of an individual 
whose case file (including new evidence con- 
cerning the individual’s prior or current con- 
dition which is presented by the individual 
or secured by the Commissioner of Social Se- 
curity) does not provide sufficient evidence 
for purposes of making a determination 
under subparagraph (A) of such paragraph, a 
recipient of benefits based on disability 
under this title shall not be entitled to such 
benefits unless such individual furnishes 
such medical and other evidence required 
under subsection (a)(8) to determine that 
such individual is under a disability. 

‘(2) Any determination made under this 
subsection shall be made on the basis of the 
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weight of the evidence and on a neutral basis 
with regard to the individual’s condition, 
without any initial inference as to the pres- 
ence or absence of disability being drawn 
from the fact that the individual has pre- 
viously been determined to be disabled.’’. 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) Subsection (f) of section 223 of such Act 
is amended by striking ‘‘A recipient of bene- 
fits” and inserting ‘“‘Subject to subsection 
(k), a recipient of benefits’’. 

(B) Paragraph (4) of section 1614(a) of such 
Act is amended by striking “A recipient of 
benefits” and inserting ‘‘Subject to sub- 
section (g), a recipient of benefits”. 

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to deter- 
minations made after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. 


SA 2756. Mr. HELLER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 1314, to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro- 
vide for a right to an administrative 
appeal relating to adverse determina- 
tions of tax-exempt status of certain 
organizations; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. . NO BUDGET NO PAY. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘No Budget, No Pay Act”. 

(b) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
“Member of Congress’’— 

(1) has the meaning given under section 
2106 of title 5, United States Code; and 

(2) does not include the Vice President. 

(c) TIMELY APPROVAL OF CONCURRENT RES- 
OLUTION ON THE BUDGET AND THE APPROPRIA- 
TIONS BILLS.—If both Houses of Congress 
have not approved a concurrent resolution 
on the budget as described under section 301 
of the Congressional Budget and Impound- 
ment Control Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 682) for a 
fiscal year before October 1 of that fiscal 
year and have not passed all the regular ap- 
propriations bills for the next fiscal year be- 
fore October 1 of that fiscal year, the pay of 
each Member of Congress may not be paid for 
each day following that October 1 until the 
date on which both Houses of Congress ap- 
prove a concurrent resolution on the budget 
for that fiscal year and all the regular appro- 
priations bills. 

(d) No PAY WITHOUT CONCURRENT RESOLU- 
TION ON THE BUDGET AND THE APPROPRIATIONS 
BILLS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, no funds may be ap- 
propriated or otherwise be made available 
from the Treasury for the pay of any Mem- 
ber of Congress during any period deter- 
mined by the Chairpersons of the Committee 
on the Budget and the Committee on Appro- 
priations of the Senate or the Chairpersons 
of the Committee on the Budget and the 
Committee on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives under subsection (e). 

(2) NO RETROACTIVE PAY.—A Member of 
Congress may not receive pay for any period 
determined by the Chairpersons of the Com- 
mittee on the Budget and the Committee on 
Appropriations of the Senate or the Chair- 
persons of the Committee on the Budget and 
the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives under subsection 
(e), at any time after the end of that period. 

(e) DETERMINATIONS.— 

(1) SENATE.— 

(A) REQUEST FOR CERTIFICATIONS.—On Oc- 
tober 1 of each year, the Secretary of the 
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Senate shall submit a request to the Chair- 
persons of the Committee on the Budget and 
the Committee on Appropriations of the Sen- 
ate for certification of determinations made 
under clause (i) and (ii) of subparagraph (B). 

(B) DETERMINATIONS.—The Chairpersons of 
the Committee on the Budget and the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations of the Senate 
shall— 

(i) on October 1 of each year, make a deter- 
mination of whether Congress is in compli- 
ance with subsection (c) and whether Sen- 
ators may not be paid under that subsection; 

(ii) determine the period of days following 
each October 1 that Senators may not be 
paid under subsection (c); and 

(iii) provide timely certification of the de- 
terminations under clauses (i) and (ii) upon 
the request of the Secretary of the Senate. 

(2) HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.— 

(A) REQUEST FOR CERTIFICATIONS.—On Oc- 
tober 1 of each year, the Chief Administra- 
tive Officer of the House of Representatives 
shall submit a request to the Chairpersons of 
the Committee on the Budget and the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations of the House of 
Representatives for certification of deter- 
minations made under clauses (i) and (ii) of 
subparagraph (B). 

(B) DETERMINATIONS.—The Chairpersons of 
the Committee on the Budget and the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations of the House of 
Representatives shall— 

(i) on October 1 of each year, make a deter- 
mination of whether Congress is in compli- 
ance with subsection (c) and whether Mem- 
bers of the House of Representatives may not 
be paid under that subsection; 

(ii) determine the period of days following 
each October 1 that Members of the House of 
Representatives may not be paid under sub- 
section (c); and 

(iii) provide timely certification of the de- 
terminations under clauses (i) and (ii) upon 
the request of the Chief Administrative Offi- 
cer of the House of Representatives. 

(£) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall 
take effect on February 1, 2017. 


SA 2757. Mr. PORTMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 1314, to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro- 
vide for a right to an administrative 
appeal relating to adverse determina- 
tions of tax-exempt status of certain 
organizations; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title V, insert the following: 
SEC. 505. BENEFIT SUSPENSIONS FOR MULTIEM- 

PLOYER PLANS IN CRITICAL AND 
DECLINING STATUS. 

(a) ERISA AMENDMENTS.—Section 
305(e)(9)(H) of the Employee Retirement In- 
come Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 
1085(e)(9)(H)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (ii)— 

(A) by striking “Except as provided in 
clause (v), the’’ and inserting ‘‘The’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘a majority of all partici- 
pants and beneficiaries of the plan” and in- 
serting ‘“, of the participants and bene- 
ficiaries of the plan who cast a vote, a major- 
ity”; 

(2) by striking clause (v); 

(3) by redesignating clause (vi) as clause 
(v); and 

(4) in clause (v), as so redesignated— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(or following a determina- 
tion under clause (v) that the plan is a sys- 
temically important plan)”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘(or, in the case of a sus- 
pension that goes into effect under clause 
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(v), at a time sufficient to allow the imple- 
mentation of the suspension prior to the end 
of the 90-day period described in clause 
Ma”. 

(b) IRC AMENDMENTS.—Section 432(e)(9)(H) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended— 

(1) in clause (ii)— 

(A) by striking ‘“‘Except as provided in 
clause (v), the” and inserting ‘‘The’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘a majority of all partici- 
pants and beneficiaries of the plan” and in- 
serting ‘“, of the participants and bpene- 
ficiaries of the plan who cast a vote, a major- 
ity”; 

(2) by striking clause (v); 

(3) by redesignating clause (vi) as clause 
(v); and 

(4) in clause (v), as so redesignated— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(or following a determina- 
tion under clause (v) that the plan is a sys- 
temically important plan)’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘(or, in the case of a sus- 
pension that goes into effect under clause 
(v), at a time sufficient to allow the imple- 
mentation of the suspension prior to the end 
of the 90-day period described in clause 
D”. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsections (a) and (b) shall apply 
to any vote on the suspension of benefits 
under section 305(e)(9)(H) of the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 (29 
U.S.C. 1085(e)(9)(H)) and section 482(e)(9)(H) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 that oc- 
curs after the date of enactment of this Act. 


SA 2758. Mr. PORTMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 1314, to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro- 
vide for a right to an administrative 
appeal relating to adverse determina- 
tions of tax-exempt status of certain 
organizations; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 
SEC. 


. AUTOMATIC CONTINUING APPRO- 
PRIATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 13 of title 31, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 1310 the following new section: 
“51311. Continuing appropriations 

“(a)X(1) If any appropriation measure for a 
fiscal year is not enacted before the begin- 
ning of such fiscal year or a joint resolution 
making continuing appropriations is not in 
effect, there are appropriated such sums as 
may be necessary to continue any program, 
project, or activity for which funds were pro- 
vided in the preceding fiscal year— 

‘(A) in the corresponding appropriation 
Act for such preceding fiscal year; or 

‘“(B) if the corresponding appropriation bill 
for such preceding fiscal year did not become 
law, then in a joint resolution making con- 
tinuing appropriations for such preceding fis- 
cal year. 

‘(2)(A) Appropriations and funds made 
available, and authority granted, for a pro- 
gram, project, or activity for any fiscal year 
pursuant to this section shall be at a rate of 
operations not in excess of the lower of— 

“(i) 100 percent of the rate of operations 
provided for in the regular appropriation Act 
providing for such program, project, or activ- 
ity for the preceding fiscal year; 

‘“(ii) in the absence of such an Act, 100 per- 
cent of the rate of operations provided for 
such program, project, or activity pursuant 
to a joint resolution making continuing ap- 
propriations for such preceding fiscal year; 
or 
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“(ii) 100 percent of the annualized rate of 
operations provided for in the most recently 
enacted joint resolution making continuing 
appropriations for part of that fiscal year or 
any funding levels established under the pro- 
visions of this Act; 
for the period of 120 days. After the first 120- 
day period during which this subsection is in 
effect for that fiscal year, the applicable rate 
of operations shall be reduced by 1 percent- 
age point. For each subsequent 90-day period 
during which this subsection is in effect for 
that fiscal year, the applicable rate of oper- 
ations shall be reduced by 1 percentage 
point. The 90-day period reductions shall ex- 
tend beyond the last day of that fiscal year. 

‘“(B) If this section is in effect at the end 
of a fiscal year, funding levels shall continue 
as provided in this section for the next fiscal 
year. 

(3) Appropriations and funds made avail- 
able, and authority granted, for any fiscal 
year pursuant to this section for a program, 
project, or activity shall be available for the 
period beginning with the first day of a lapse 
in appropriations and ending with the date 
on which the applicable regular appropria- 
tion bill for such fiscal year becomes law 
(whether or not such law provides for such 
program, project, or activity) or a con- 
tinuing resolution making appropriations 
becomes law, as the case may be. 

‘“(b) An appropriation or funds made avail- 
able, or authority granted, for a program, 
project, or activity for any fiscal year pursu- 
ant to this section shall be subject to the 
terms and conditions imposed with respect 
to the appropriation made or funds made 
available for the preceding fiscal year, or au- 
thority granted for such program, project, or 
activity under current law. 

“(c) Expenditures made for a program, 
project, or activity for any fiscal year pursu- 
ant to this section shall be charged to the 
applicable appropriation, fund, or authoriza- 
tion whenever a regular appropriation bill or 
a joint resolution making continuing appro- 
priations until the end of a fiscal year pro- 
viding for such program, project, or activity 
for such period becomes law. 

“(d) This section shall not apply to a pro- 
gram, project, or activity during a fiscal 
year if any other provision of law (other 
than an authorization of appropriations)— 

“(1) makes an appropriation, makes funds 
available, or grants authority for such pro- 
gram, project, or activity to continue for 
such period; or 

“(2) specifically provides that no appro- 
priation shall be made, no funds shall be 
made available, or no authority shall be 
granted for such program, project, or activ- 
ity to continue for such period.”’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections of chapter 13 of title 31, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 1310 the fol- 
lowing new item: 


“1311. Continuing appropriations.’’. 


SA 2759. Mr. GARDNER (for himself 
and Mr. LEE) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill H.R. 1314, to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for a 
right to an administrative appeal relat- 
ing to adverse determinations of tax- 
exempt status of certain organizations; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. . REDUCING EXCESSIVE GOVERNMENT. 

(a) SHORT TITLE; DEFINITIONS.— 
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(1) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘“‘Reducing Excessive Govern- 
ment Act of 2015” or the “REG Act”. 

(2) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

(A) the term ‘‘agency’”’ has the meaning 
given the term ‘‘Executive agency” under 
section 105 of title 5, United States Code; 

(B) the term ‘‘amount of the increase in 
the debt limit’? means— 

(i) the dollar amount of the increase in the 
debt limit specified in the Act increasing the 
debt limit; or 

(ii) in the case of an Act that provides that 
the debt limit shall not apply for a period 
and that the amount of the debt limit is in- 
creased at the end of such period, the 
amount by which the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury estimates the debt limit shall be in- 
creased at the end of the period of the sus- 
pension, which the Secretary shall submit to 
Congress on the date of enactment of such an 
Act; 

(C) the term ‘‘debt limit” means the limi- 
tation imposed by section 3101(b) of title 31, 
United States Code; 

(D) the term ‘‘direct cost of Federal regula- 
tion”? means all costs incurred by, and ex- 
penditures required of, the Federal Govern- 
ment in issuing and enforcing Federal regu- 
lations, rules, statements, and legislation; 

(E) the term ‘‘Federal regulatory cost’’— 

(i) means all costs incurred by, and expend- 
itures required of, the private sector in com- 
plying with any Federal regulation, rule, 
statement, or legislation; and 

(ii) does not include the value of any ben- 
efit under the Federal regulation, rule, state- 
ment, or legislation; 

(F) the term ‘‘joint resolution” means a 
joint resolution— 

(i) reported by the Committee on the Budg- 
et of the Senate or the House of Representa- 
tives in accordance with subsection (d)(3); 

(ii) which does not have a preamble; 

(iii) the title of which is as follows: ‘‘Joint 
resolution relating to repeal of costly 
rules.’’; and 

(iv) the matter after the resolving clause of 
which is as follows: “That the following 
rules shall have no force or effect: 

.’, the blank space being filled 
in with the list of major rules recommended 
to be repealed under subsection (d) by the 
committees of the House in which the joint 
resolution is reported; and 

(G) the term “major rule” means any rule 
that has or is likely to result in an annual 
effect on the economy of $100,000,000 or more. 


(b) REDUCTIONS IN REGULATORY CosT.—Not 
later than 60 days after the date on which 
the debt limit is increased or a suspension of 
the debt limit takes effect, Congress shall 
enact legislation eliminating rules that re- 
sults in a reduction of the direct cost of Fed- 
eral regulation during the 10-fiscal year pe- 
riod beginning with the next full fiscal year 
by not less than the amount of the increase 
in the debt limit. 


(c) ACTION BY AGENCIES.— 

(1) IDENTIFICATION OF MAJOR RULES.—If the 
amount of the debt limit is increased or a 
suspension of the debt limit takes effect, 
each agency shall submit to the Senate, the 
House of Representatives, and the Comp- 
troller General of the United States a report 
identifying each major rule of the agency, as 
determined by the head of the agency. 

(2) CERTIFICATION BY GAO.—After receipt of 
all reports required under paragraph (1), the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit to the Senate and the House of 
Representatives a statement certifying 
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whether the repeal of all major rules identi- 
fied in such reports would result in a de- 
crease in the direct cost of Federal regula- 
tion during the 10-fiscal year period begin- 
ning with the next full fiscal year by not less 
than the amount of the increase in the debt 
limit. 

(d) ACTION BY COMMITTEES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each committee of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives 
shall submit to the Committee on the Budg- 
et of its House a list of the major rules 
that— 

(A) are within the jurisdiction of the com- 
mittee, which may include major rules iden- 
tified in the report of an agency under sub- 
section (c)(1); and 

(B) the committee recommends should be 
repealed. 

(2) CONSIDERATIONS.—In determining 
whether to recommend repealing major rules 
within its jurisdiction, a committee of the 
Senate or the House of Representatives shall 
consider— 

(A) whether the major rule achieved, or 
has been ineffective in achieving, the origi- 
nal purpose of the major rule; 

(B) any adverse effects that could mate- 
rialize if the major rule is repealed, in par- 
ticular if those adverse effects are the reason 
the major rule was originally enacted; 

(C) whether the costs of the major rule 
outweigh any benefits of the major rule to 
the United States; 

(D) whether the major rule has become ob- 
solete due to changes in technology, eco- 
nomic conditions, market practices, or any 
other factors; and 

(E) whether the major rule overlaps with 
another rule. 

(3) COMBINING OF RECOMMENDATIONS.—The 
Committee on the Budget of the Senate and 
the Committee on the Budget of the House of 
Representatives, upon receiving rec- 
ommendations from all relevant committees 
under paragraph (1), shall report to its House 
a joint resolution carrying out all such rec- 
ommendations without any substantive revi- 
sion. 

(e) EXPEDITED PROCEDURES.— 

(1) CONSIDERATION IN HOUSE OF REPRESENTA- 
TIVES.— 

(A) PLACEMENT ON CALENDAR.—Upon a joint 
resolution being reported by the Committee 
on the Budget of the House of Representa- 
tives, or upon receipt of a joint resolution 
from the Senate, the joint resolution shall be 
placed immediately on the calendar. 

(B) PROCEEDING TO CONSIDERATION.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—It shall be in order, not 
later than 60 days after the date on which 
the debt limit is increased or a suspension of 
the debt limit takes effect, to move to pro- 
ceed to consider a joint resolution in the 
House of Representatives. 

(ii) PROCEDURE.—For a motion to proceed 
to consider a joint resolution— 

(I) all points of order against the motion 
are waived; 

(II) such a motion shall not be in order 
after the House of Representatives has dis- 
posed of a motion to proceed to the joint res- 
olution; 

(III) the previous question shall be consid- 
ered as ordered on the motion to its adoption 
without intervening motion; 

(IV) the motion shall not be debatable; and 

(V) a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the motion is disposed of shall not be 
in order. 

(C) CONSIDERATION.—The House of Rep- 
resentatives shall establish rules for consid- 
eration of a joint resolution in the House of 
Representatives. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


(2) EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION IN SENATE.— 

(A) PLACEMENT ON CALENDAR.—Upon a joint 
resolution being reported by the Committee 
on the Budget of the Senate, or upon receipt 
of a joint resolution from the House of Rep- 
resentatives, the joint resolution shall be 
placed immediately on the calendar. 

(B) PROCEEDING TO CONSIDERATION.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding rule 
XXII of the Standing Rules of the Senate, it 
is in order, not later than 60 days after the 
date on which the debt limit is increased or 
a suspension of the debt limit takes effect 
(even though a previous motion to the same 
effect has been disagreed to) to move to pro- 
ceed to the consideration of a joint resolu- 
tion. 

(ii) PROCEDURE.—For a motion to proceed 
to the consideration of a joint resolution— 

(I) all points of order against the motion 
are waived; 

(II) the motion is not debatable; 

(III) the motion is not subject to a motion 
to postpone; 

(IV) a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the motion is agreed to or disagreed to 
shall not be in order; and 

(V) if the motion is agreed to, the joint res- 
olution shall remain the unfinished business 
until disposed of. 

(C) FLOOR CONSIDERATION GENERALLY.—If 
the Senate proceeds to consideration of a 
joint resolution— 

(i) all points of order against the joint res- 
olution (and against consideration of the 
joint resolution) are waived; 

(ii) consideration of the joint resolution, 
and all amendments thereto and debatable 
motions and appeals in connection there- 
with, shall be limited to not more than 10 
hours, which shall be divided equally be- 
tween the majority and minority leaders or 
their designees; 

(iii) an a motion to postpone or a motion 
to commit the joint resolution is not in 
order; and 

(iv) a motion to proceed to the consider- 
ation of other business is not in order. 

(D) REQUIREMENTS FOR AMENDMENTS.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—No amendment that is not 
germane to the provisions of a joint resolu- 
tion shall be considered. 

(ii) REPEAL OF MAJOR RULES.—Notwith- 
standing clause (i) or any other rule, an 
amendment or series of amendments to a 
joint resolution shall always be in order if 
such amendment or series of amendments 
proposes to repeal a major rule that would 
result in a decrease in the direct cost of Fed- 
eral regulation during the 10-fiscal year pe- 
riod beginning with the next full fiscal year. 

(E) VOTE ON PASSAGE.—The vote on passage 
shall occur immediately following the con- 
clusion of the consideration of a joint resolu- 
tion, and a single quorum call at the conclu- 
sion of the debate if requested in accordance 
with the rules of the Senate. 

(F) RULINGS OF THE CHAIR ON PROCEDURE.— 
Appeals from the decisions of the Chair re- 
lating to the application of this subsection 
or the rules of the Senate, as the case may 
be, to the procedure relating to a joint reso- 
lution shall be decided without debate. 

(3) CONSIDERATION AFTER PASSAGE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—If Congress passes a joint 
resolution, the period beginning on the date 
the President is presented with the joint res- 
olution and ending on the date the President 
takes action with respect to the joint resolu- 
tion shall be disregarded in computing the 
period described in subsection (g). 

(B) VETOES.—If the President vetoes the 
joint resolution— 

(i) the period beginning on the date the 
President vetoes the joint resolution and 
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ending on the date Congress receives the 
veto message with respect to the joint reso- 
lution shall be disregarded in computing the 
period described in subsection (g); and 

(ii) consideration of a veto message in the 
Senate under this section shall be not more 
than 2 hours equally divided between the ma- 
jority and minority leaders or their des- 
ignees. 

(4) RULES OF HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
AND SENATE.—This subsection is enacted by 
Congress— 

(A) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the Senate and House of Representatives, 
respectively, and as such is deemed a part of 
the rules of each House, respectively, but ap- 
plicable only with respect to the procedure 
to be followed in that House in the case of a 
joint resolution, and supersede other rules 
only to the extent that they are inconsistent 
with such rules; and 

(B) with full recognition of the constitu- 
tional right of either House to change the 
rules (so far as relating to the procedure of 
that House) at any time, in the same man- 
ner, and to the same extent as in the case of 
any other rule of that House. 

(f) EFFECT OF JOINT RESOLUTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—A major rule shall cease 
to have force or effect if Congress enacts a 
joint resolution repealing the major rule. 

(2) LIMITATION ON SUBSEQUENT RULE- 
MAKING.—A rule that ceases to have force or 
effect under paragraph (1) may not be re- 
issued in substantially the same form, and a 
new rule that is substantially the same as 
such a rule may not be issued, unless the re- 
issued or new rule is specifically authorized 
by a law enacted after the date of the joint 
resolution repealing the original rule. 

(g) FAILURE TO ENACT REDUCTIONS IN 
SPENDING.— 

(1) DETERMINATION.—On the date that is 61 
days after the date on which the debt limit 
is increased or a suspension of the debt limit 
takes effect, the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget shall determine 
whether legislation has been enacted elimi- 
nating rules that reduces the direct cost of 
Federal regulation during the 10-fiscal year 
period described in subsection (b)(1) by not 
less than the amount of the increase in the 
debt limit. 

(2) INSUFFICIENT REDUCTIONS.—If the Direc- 
tor of the Office of Management and Budget 
determines that legislation has not been en- 
acted that eliminates rules that reduces the 
direct cost of Federal regulation during the 
10-fiscal year period described in subsection 
(b)(1) by not less than the amount of the in- 
crease in the debt limit, effective on the date 
of the determination, the limitation in sec- 
tion 3101(b) of title 31, United States Code, 
shall be equal to the sum of the face amount 
of obligations issued under chapter 31 of title 
31, United States Code, and the face amount 
of obligations whose principal and interest 
are guaranteed by the United States Govern- 
ment (except guaranteed obligations held by 
the Secretary of the Treasury) outstanding 
on the date of the determination. 


SA 2760. Mrs. MURRAY (for Mr. 
HELLER) proposed an amendment to 
the bill S. 1781, to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to waive the min- 
imum period of continuous active duty 
in the Armed Forces for receipt of cer- 
tain benefits for homeless veterans, to 
authorize the Secretary of Veterans Af- 
fairs to furnish such benefits to home- 
less veterans with discharges or re- 
leases from service in the Armed 
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Forces with other than dishonorable 
conditions, and for other purposes; as 
follows: 

On page 4, between lines 15 and 16, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF PER DIEM PAYMENTS 
FOR FURNISHING CARE TO DEPEND- 
ENTS OF CERTAIN HOMELESS VET- 
ERANS. 

Section 2012(a) of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

“(4) Services for which a recipient of a 
grant under section 2011 of this title (or an 
entity described in paragraph (1)) may re- 
ceive per diem payments under this sub- 
section may include furnishing care for a de- 
pendent of a homeless veteran who is under 
the care of such homeless veteran while such 
homeless veteran receives services from the 
grant recipient (or entity).’’. 


SA 2761. Mr. LEE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 1314, to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro- 
vide for a right to an administrative 
appeal relating to adverse determina- 
tions of tax-exempt status of certain 
organizations; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title VIII, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

Subtitle E—Private Disability Insurance 

Plans 
SEC. 851. REDUCTION OF PAYROLL TAX FOR EN- 
ROLLMENT IN A PRIVATE DIS- 
ABILITY INSURANCE PLAN. 

(a) SELF-EMPLOYMENT INCOME TAX.—Sec- 
tion 1401 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘In addi- 
tion to” and inserting ‘‘Except as provided in 
subsection (d), in addition to’’, and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

“(d) REDUCTION OF TAX RATE FOR SELF-EM- 
PLOYED INDIVIDUALS WHO ARE ENROLLED IN A 
PRIVATE DISABILITY INSURANCE PLAN.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—For any self-employment 
income received in any calendar year after 
2015 by an applicable individual, the tax im- 
posed under subsection (a) for each taxable 
year shall be equal to— 

“(A) for the first calendar year in which 
such individual is enrolled in a private dis- 
ability insurance plan which satisfies the re- 
quirements in paragraph (3), 11.5 percent, 
and 

‘(B) for any subsequent calendar year in 
which such individual is enrolled in a private 
disability insurance plan, 12.15 percent. 

‘(2) PENALTY RATE FOR TERMINATION OF 
COVERAGE.—In the case of an applicable indi- 
vidual who terminates enrollment in a pri- 
vate disability insurance plan within 5 years 
of the date on which such enrollment began, 
for any self-employment income received in 
the calendar year beginning after the date of 
termination, the tax imposed under sub- 
section (a) for any taxable year beginning in 
such calendar year shall be equal to 13.95 
percent. 

‘(3) APPLICABLE INDIVIDUAL.—For purposes 
of this subsection, the term ‘applicable indi- 
vidual’ means an individual enrolled in a pri- 
vate disability insurance plan which satisfies 
the following requirements: 

“(A) The plan shall be subject to regula- 
tion and oversight by the appropriate State 
insurance regulator. 

‘(B) The plan shall provide periodic pay- 
ments to the enrolled individual which, on 
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an annual basis, are equal to an amount that 
is not less than 50 percent of the annual self- 
employment income of such individual dur- 
ing the preceding calendar year. 

“(C) The plan shall provide payments to 
the enrolled individual for a period of 2 
years. 

“(D) The plan may not require the enrolled 
individual to file an application for dis- 
ability insurance benefits under section 223 
of the Social Security Act during the first 18 
months in which such individual is provided 
payments under such plan. 

“(E) The plan may, as a condition of re- 
ceiving payments under such plan, require 
the enrolled individual to receive any med- 
ical treatment or vocational rehabilitation 
which has been determined as likely to im- 
prove the ability of such individual to return 
to employment. 

“(F) In the case of an individual who has 
applied for disability insurance benefits fol- 
lowing the period described in subparagraph 
(D), the plan shall agree to provide the Com- 
missioner of Social Security with any 
records relevant to the disability determina- 
tion made under such plan for such indi- 
vidual.’’. 

(b) EMPLOYER TAX.—Section 3111 of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘In addi- 
tion to” and inserting ‘‘Except as provided in 
subsection (f), in addition to’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end of the following 
new subsection: 

“(f) REDUCTION OF TAX RATE FOR EMPLOY- 
ERS PROVIDING PRIVATE DISABILITY INSUR- 
ANCE PLANS TO EMPLOYEES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—For any wages paid by 
an employer in any calendar year after 2015 
to an applicable individual in their employ, 
the tax imposed under subsection (a) shall be 
equal to— 

“(A) for the first calendar year in which 
such individual is enrolled in a private dis- 
ability insurance plan which satisfies the re- 
quirements in paragraph (3), 5.3 percent, and 

“(B) for any subsequent calendar year in 
which such individual is enrolled in a private 
disability insurance plan, 5.95 percent. 

‘(2) PENALTY RATE FOR TERMINATION OF 
COVERAGE.—In the case of an employer who 
terminates coverage under a private dis- 
ability insurance plan for an applicable indi- 
vidual within 5 years of the date on which 
enrollment in such plan began, for any wages 
paid by the employer to such individual (pro- 
vided that such individual continues in their 
employ) in the calendar year beginning after 
the date of termination, the tax imposed 
under subsection (a) for during such calendar 
year shall be equal to 7.75 percent. 

‘“(3) APPLICABLE INDIVIDUAL.—For purposes 
of this subsection, the term ‘applicable indi- 
vidual’ means an individual enrolled in a pri- 
vate disability insurance plan which satisfies 
the following requirements: 

“(A) The plan shall be subject to regula- 
tion and oversight by the appropriate State 
insurance regulator. 

“(B) The plan shall provide periodic pay- 
ments to the enrolled individual which, on 
an annual basis, are equal to an amount that 
is not less than 50 percent of the annual 
wages paid to such individual during the pre- 
ceding calendar year. 

“(C) The plan shall provide payments to 
the enrolled individual for a period of 2 
years. 

(D) The plan may not require the enrolled 
individual to file an application for dis- 
ability insurance benefits under section 223 
of the Social Security Act during the first 18 
months in which such individual is provided 
payments under such plan. 
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“(E) The plan may not require the enrolled 
individual to contribute to the payment of 
any insurance premiums for such plan. 

‘(F) The plan may, as a condition of re- 
ceiving payments under such plan, require 
the enrolled individual to receive any med- 
ical treatment or vocational rehabilitation 
which has been determined as likely to im- 
prove the ability of such individual to return 
to employment. 

“(G) In the case of an individual who has 
applied for disability insurance benefits fol- 
lowing the period described in subparagraph 
(D), the plan shall agree to provide the Com- 
missioner of Social Security with any 
records relevant to the disability determina- 
tion made under such plan for such indi- 
vidual.’’. 

(c) ASSISTANCE FROM DEPARTMENT OF 
LABOR.—The Secretary of the Department of 
Labor shall provide appropriate guidance and 
technical assistance to any State insurance 
regulator that requests such guidance and 
assistance for purposes of regulation and 
oversight of private disability insurance 
plans described in sections 1401(d)(2) and 
3111(f)(2) of the Social Security Act, as added 
by this section. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
223(b) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
423(b)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: ‘‘An applicable individual (as de- 
scribed in section 1401(d)(3) or section 
3111(f)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986) may not file an application for dis- 
ability benefits during the first 18 months in 
which such individual is provided payments 
under a private disability insurance plan 
which satisfies the requirements under sec- 
tion 1401(d)(8) or section 3111(f)(8) of such 
Code.” 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to remu- 
neration paid in any calendar year after 2015. 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 


Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on October 29, 2015, at 9:30 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Finance be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on October 29, 2015, at 10 a.m., in room 
SD-215 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building, to conduct a hearing entitled 
“Welfare and Poverty in America.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on October 29, 2015, at 10 a.m., 
to conduct a hearing entitled ‘‘Nomina- 
tions.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on October 29, 2015, at 2:15 p.m., 
to conduct a hearing entitled ‘‘Trea- 
ties.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 

AND PENSIONS 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 29, 2015, at 10 a.m., in room SD- 
430 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build- 
ing to conduct a hearing entitled 
“Mental Health and Substance Use Dis- 
orders in America: Priorities, Chal- 
lenges, and Opportunities.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on October 29, 2015, at 10 a.m. in 
room SD-226 of the Dirksen Senate Of- 
fice Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on October 29, 2015, at 2:30 p.m. 


—m 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 12:01 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, I ask that 
the Senate stand adjourned under the 
previous order. 
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Thereupon, the Senate, at 10:07 p.m., 
adjourned until Friday, October 30, 
2015, at 12:01 a.m. 


ee 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate October 29, 2015: 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


EDWARD L. GILMORE, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE UNITED 
STATES MARSHAL FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF IL- 
LINOIS FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS. 


IN THE AIR FORCE 


THE FOLLOWING AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED 
STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RESERVE 
OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12212: 


To be brigadier general 


COL. THOMAS K. WARK 


THE FOLLOWING AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED 
STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RESERVE 
OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12212: 


To be brigadier general 


COL. HOWARD P. PURCELL 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE RESERVE OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be brigadier general 
COL. ALLAN L. SWARTZMILLER 
IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 


LT. GEN. DAVID D. HALVERSON 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 


MAJ. GEN. KENNETH R. DAHL 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY VETERINARY CORPS TO 
THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SEC- 
TIONS 3064 AND 3084: 


To be brigadier general 


COL. ERIK H. TORRING III 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 
MAJ. GEN. THOMAS S. VANDAL 
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THE FOLLOWING ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF THE 
UNITED STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RE- 
SERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12211: 


To be brigadier general 


COL. VALERIA GONZALEZ-KERR 


THE FOLLOWING ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF THE 
UNITED STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RE- 
SERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12211: 


To be brigadier general 
COL. JOHN J. MORRIS 
IN THE AIR FORCE 


THE FOLLOWING AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED 
STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RESERVE 
OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12212: 


To be major general 
BRIG. GEN. STEPHEN E. MARKOVICH 
IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF THE 
UNITED STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RE- 
SERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12211: 


To be brigadier general 
COL. MARTA CARCANA 
IN THE AIR FORCE 


AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH BRANDON 
R. ABEL AND ENDING WITH BRANDON A. ZUERCHER, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
JUNE 24, 2015. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH MICHELLE 
T. AARON AND ENDING WITH KIRK P. WINGER, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON SEP- 
TEMBER 9, 2015. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH QUENTIN D. 
BAGBY AND ENDING WITH MARY A. WORKMAN, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON SEP- 
TEMBER 9, 2015. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH ROBERT H. 
ALEXANDER AND ENDING WITH JUSTIN DAVID WRIGHT, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
SEPTEMBER 9, 2015. 


IN THE ARMY 


ARMY NOMINATION OF MATTHEW P. TARJICK, TO BE 
LIEUTENANT COLONEL. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF JUDITH S. MEYERS, TO BE 
MAJOR. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH THOMAS W. 
WISENBAUGH AND ENDING WITH HAROLD P. XENITELIS, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
SEPTEMBER 9, 2015. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF MICHAEL A. BLAINE, TO BE 
COLONEL. 


IN THE NAVY 


NAVY NOMINATION OF TERRY A. PETROPOULOS, TO BE 
LIEUTENANT COMMANDER. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


RECOGNIZING JERRY DAVIS AS 
THE NORTHWEST FLORIDA AGRI- 
CULTURAL INNOVATOR OF THE 
YEAR 


HON. JEFF MILLER 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 29, 2015 


Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, it is 
with great pleasure that | rise to recognize Mr. 
Jerry Davis from Florida’s First Congressional 
District, for being selected as the Northwest 
Florida Agricultural Innovator of the Year. 

Jerry’s love of farming derives from his 
childhood, when he helped grow soybeans 
and wheat on his family’s farm. Since the be- 
ginning, Jerry has been an innovator in the 
agricultural arena. By the time he was 20, he 
designed a seed conditioning plant to clean 
and bag seed for planting. In 1987, he be- 
came involved in the testing of a crop simula- 
tion model developed by scientists in USDA’s 
Agricultural Research Services and Mississippi 
State and Clemson Universities. The model al- 
lowed participants to optimize inputs in relation 
to weather, nitrogen, moisture stress, crop ma- 
turity, growth resultants, and harvest aid mate- 
rials. As a result of this innovative project, 
Jerry and the other participating growers saw 
net profits on test fields increase by more than 
$30 per acre. 

In the late 1990s, Jerry began expanding 
his farming operation from Santa Rosa County 
to Escambia County in Florida and Baldwin 
and Hale counties in Alabama. At the time, he 
was the only peanut grower in Hale and one 
of the first in Baldwin. Similarly, he was one of 
the first farmers to grow 30-inch twin row pea- 
nuts and use grid sampling and precision agri- 
culture to perfect his technique over thou- 
sands of acres. 

Most recently, Jerry has partnered with the 
University of Florida, Institute of Food and Ag- 
ricultural Sciences to grow carinata, a plant 
that has the potential to help meet the renew- 
able energy demands of the United States. 
Along with Northwest Florida scientists, Jerry 
is testing the viability of carinata in Northwest 
Florida and its potential use as a source of re- 
newable jet fuel. 

The Davis family farming tradition continues 
today as his wife Patty and daughter Caitlynn 
are also active on the farm, which comprises 
cotton, peanuts, wheat, corn, soybeans, vege- 
tables, livestock, and other crops. 

Aside from his agricultural contributions, 
Jerry is known throughout his community for 
his kind nature and willingness to help others. 
Jerry has participated in 12 mission trips to 
Central and South America, spreading his faith 
and helping those in need, and every Thanks- 
giving, he and his family donate sweet pota- 
toes that are included in a box of Thanks- 
giving food that is provided to members of the 
Escambia and Santa Rosa counties in need. 


Despite his busy schedule, Jerry is always 
happy to promote Northwest Florida agri- 
culture and also has a very extensive civic re- 
sume including serving as District | Florida 
Farm Bureau Director since 2009, Santa Rosa 
County Farm Bureau President, Chairman of 
the Agricultural Research Committee for Cot- 
ton Incorporated, a member of the Florida 
Commissioner of Agriculture Peanut Advisory 
Committee, a member of the Southern Cotton 
Growers Farm Bill Task Force, and a director 
of the Florida and Southeastern Boll Weevil 
Eradication Foundation, Inc. Board. 

Mr. Speaker, Northwest Florida and our Na- 
tion share a proud agricultural tradition built by 
the hard work of farmers and their families. 
The Northwest Florida Agricultural Innovator of 
the Year Award is a reflection of Jerry’s tire- 
less work and dedication to improving farming 
practices. On behalf of the United States Con- 
gress, | would like to offer my congratulations 
to Jerry Davis for being outstanding in his 
field. My wife Vicki and | extend our best wish- 
es to him and the Davis family for their contin- 
ued success. 


ES 


RECOGNIZING GUITARS FOR 
HEROES 


HON. KENNY MARCHANT 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 29, 2015 


Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to recognize a special veterans program in 
North Texas known as Guitars For Heroes. As 
an initiative through the Recreation Therapy 
Services of the VA North Texas Health Care 
System, the program was founded in 2012 by 
Fort Worth VA Outpatient Clinic Supervisor 
Donna Gerron with the objective of assisting 
veterans through music therapy. 

Guitars For Heroes provides veterans 12 
sessions of free instruction, acoustic guitars, 
and accessory kits with the intent of restoring 
joy and a renewed purpose in life. Veterans 
from all different backgrounds who are over- 
coming traumatic experiences, depression, or 
isolation have found solidarity and restoration 
through the program. 

For over three years, Guitars For Heroes 
has mentored veterans into becoming fine mu- 
sicians. | am pleased to announce that they 
will be performing at the Annual Veterans Fair 
on November 7, 2015, in Grapevine, Texas. 
This annual event, made possible by the tire- 
less work of dedicated personnel, helps intro- 
duce veterans to important benefits, programs, 
and services. It will be a privilege to have Gui- 
tars For Heroes perform in front of the hun- 
dreds of attending veterans. 

As a special acknowledgment, | am pleased 
to recognize each member of Guitars For He- 
roes performing at the fair. These honorable 


veterans are Mike Andersen, James Benson, 
Steve Brenner, James Bullard, Rondal Burns, 
Keith Burrowes, Marco Garcia, Dujuan Jack- 
son, Brian Michel, Frank Precure, Juan Reyes, 
Alfred Schram, Roy Vaughn, Glen Wilson, and 
Bill Yohn. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure to acknowl- 
edge the success of Guitars For Heroes, and 
| ask all of my distinguished colleagues to join 
me in recognizing this special program. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING OCTOBER 29, 2015 AS 
DIRECT SELLING DAY 


HON. MARC A. VEASEY 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 29, 2015 


Mr. VEASEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise to recog- 
nize today, October 29, 2015, as Direct Selling 
Day. 

For years, the direct selling industry has 
made a significant impact on both families and 
the economy in Texas and across the nation. 

Today, more than 18 million Americans, 
hailing from every state, Congressional district 
and community in the United States, are in- 
volved in direct selling. 

For many individuals, direct selling is one of 
the most flexible businesses there is, and in 
today’s busy world having an opportunity to 
work at one’s own pace and earn additional 
income is beneficial and convenient when indi- 
viduals are trying to balance work with family 
and other priorities. 

Out of the more than 18 million Americans 
involved in direct selling, more than two million 
reside in Texas. Many of the residents | rep- 
resent in Dallas and Fort Worth chose direct 
selling to provide economic security for their 
families. 

Their efforts contribute more than $34 mil- 
lion to the U.S. economy, helping individuals 
build their businesses while supporting their 
local and national economies. 

As the economy continues to change and 
place more emphasis on flexibility, the direct 
selling industry will continue to grow and pros- 
per. 

It is clear that the direct selling companies 
across Texas and around the country are 
committed to helping the next generation of 
American entrepreneurs. Since its founding in 
September 2015, the Direct Sellers Caucus 
has worked to build greater awareness of di- 
rect selling and discuss policy issues relevant 
to the industry, ensuring that these companies 
can continue to make an impact on the lives 
of those involved. 

In honor of the Direct Sellers Association’s 
day on the Hill and the impact the industry has 
on both local communities and the nation as 
a whole, this statement will be submitted. 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 


Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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IN RECOGNITION OF SERGEANT 
MAJOR ALAN M. GIBSON 


HON. SANFORD D. BISHOP, JR. 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 29, 2015 


Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and commend Sergeant 
Major Alan M. Gibson, the Division G3 Ser- 
geant Major for the 4th Infantry and Fort Car- 
son, Colorado, who will be retiring from the 
United States Army after 32 years of distin- 
guished service to the United States of Amer- 
ica. He will be honored at a retirement cere- 
mony on Friday, October 30, 2015 at Fort 
Benning, Georgia. 

A Georgia man through and through, Ser- 
geant Major Alan Gibson is originally from Co- 
lumbus, Georgia and graduated from Morris 
Brown College in Atlanta, where he earned a 
Bachelor of Science degree in Therapeutic 
Recreation/Kinesiology in 1982. He is currently 
working on a Master’s degree from Central 
Michigan University. SGM Gibson joined the 
United States Army in October 1983 and com- 
pleted basic training at Fort McClelland, Ala- 
bama and Advanced Individual Training at 
Fort Benning, Georgia. In his first assignment, 
he served as an Infantryman in the Berlin Bri- 
gade from March 1984 to October 1985. 

After departing Berlin, Germany, SGM Gib- 
son attended Airborne School and the Ranger 
Indoctrination Program (RIP) prior to being as- 
signed to 3rd Battalion, 75th Ranger Regi- 
ment, at Fort Benning while he served as a 
Rifleman, Team Leader, and Squad Leader 
from October 1985 to April 1989. In fact, he 
would return to Fort Benning several times 
throughout his career. He also served in nu- 
merous leadership and staff positions at Fort 
Myer, Virginia; Yongsan, Korea; Fort Monroe, 
Virginia; and Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, 
where he was the Sergeant Major for the Cen- 
ter for Army Leadership for the Combined 
Arms Center (CAC). 

SGM Gibson served four combat tours, in- 
cluding Operation Just Cause in Panama; Op- 
eration Iraqi Freedom 1 in Iraq; Operation En- 
during Freedom (OEF 13-14) in Afghanistan; 
and he deployed in support of Operation En- 
during Freedom in Kuwait. 

SGM Gibson is a highly decorated non-com- 
missioned Army officer. His numerous awards 
and decorations include the Bronze Star 
Medal with V devices, Bronze Star w/ 1OLC, 
Purple Heart, Meritorious Service Medal, Com- 
bat Infantryman Badge (2nd Award), Expert 
Infantryman Badge, Master Parachutist Badge 
with Bronze Star, Pathfinder Badge, Aviation 
Crewmember Badge, Canadian Parachutist 
Badge, German Schutzenschnur Badge (Sil- 
ver), and the coveted Ranger Tab, among 
many others. SGM Gibson also was awarded 
the Order of Saint Maurice (Infantry), and 
Order of The Combat Spurs (Cavalry). 

On a personal note, | am proud to call SGM 
Alan Gibson my friend. | have witnessed first- 
hand his compassionate leadership and his 
enduring dedication to our great nation. 
Throughout his distinguished career, SGM 
Gibson has consistently exhibited the Seven 
Core Army Values of Loyalty, Duty, Respect, 
Selfless Service, Honor, Integrity, and Per- 
sonal Courage. 
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SGM Gibson has certainly accomplished 
many things in his life but none of this would 
have been possible without the love and sup- 
port of his wife, Cheryl, and their three daugh- 
ters, Asia Rochelle, Alana Shantelle and Ariel 
Danae. 

Mr. Speaker, today | ask my colleagues to 
join me and my wife, Vivian, in extending our 
sincerest gratitude and best wishes to Ser- 
geant Major Alan Gibson and his family, on 
the occasion of his retirement from a stellar 
career of 32 years in the United States Army. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING THE HENDRICKS 

FAMILY AS THE 2015 SANTA 
ROSA COUNTY, FLORIDA, OUT- 
STANDING FARM FAMILY OF 
THE YEAR 


HON. JEFF MILLER 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 29, 2015 


Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, it is 
with great pleasure that | rise to recognize the 
Hendricks Family from Jay, Florida, for being 
selected as the 2015 Santa Rosa County, 
Florida, Outstanding Farm Family of the Year. 

A fourth generation farmer, Rick Hendricks 
was only six years old when he first began to 
work on the farm alongside his father, B.D. By 
the age of 12, he had graduated to using a 
selective tractor, and as a teenager, he 
worked on the farm after school and athletic 
practices before going off to college at Living- 
ston University. Rick played football at Living- 
ston before his love of the farm brought him 
home. 

During Ricks farming career, several 
changes have taken place in the agricultural 
industry, and he has witnessed and experi- 
enced the new picker/balers, as well as 
changes in cotton and peanut production 
equipment from two-row to six-row. Over the 
years, the Hendricks’ family farm has grown 
and incorporated new technology, and today, 
in addition to his own farming operation, Rick 
manages Hendricks and Son Farms, Inc. and 
B.D. Hendricks Farm, which in total covers 
2,250 acres and includes 200 brood cows and 
row crops of cotton, peanuts, and hay. 

To Rick, his wife Nina of 27 years, and their 
children, Brandt, Rush, and Tessa, farming is 
an investment in their future. It is Rick’s hope, 
that the value of hard work instilled in him by 
his parents, will also create the strong founda- 
tion for future success for his children. It is 
also truly a family affair, and today the Hen- 
dricks family farm is also operated by Rick’s 
sister, Vicki; nephews, Tanner and Todd; as 
well as full time employee, Dylan Barnes. 

In addition to the hours spent on the farm, 
Rick has served as a member and advisor of 
many organizations including terms as Presi- 
dent of the Board for Santa Rosa County 
Farm Bureau and the Jay Peanut Farmers Co- 
operative. 

Mr. Speaker, Northwest Florida and our Na- 
tion share a proud agricultural tradition built by 
the hard work of farmers and their families. 
The Santa Rosa County Outstanding Farm 
Family of the Year Award is a reflection of 
Rick and his family’s tireless work and dedica- 
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tion. On behalf of the United States Congress, 
| would like to offer my congratulations to the 
Hendricks Family for being outstanding in their 
field. My wife Vicki and | extend our best wish- 
es for their continued success. 


Ee 


CONGRATULATING VICTOR 
MORENO ON HIS RETIREMENT 


HON. CHERI BUSTOS 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 29, 2015 


Mrs. BUSTOS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate Victor Moreno on his retirement 
from serving as Chief of Police for East Moline 
Police Department. Victor is rightfully being 
honored by the East Moline Police Department 
for his longstanding dedication to the commu- 
nity. 

Victor has served a total of 26 years with 
the department. He has been Chief of Police 
since 2004 and has given so much comfort to 
the community with his dedication to public 
safety. Victor has held himself to the highest 
moral standard. 

Victor has enriched the lives of all those 
around him. Fortunately, he will continue to 
serve his community by teaching law enforce- 
ment and public safety at United Township 
High School. 

Mr. Speaker, | would like to thank Victor for 
his commitment to the East Moline Commu- 
nity. | congratulate him again on his well- 
earned retirement and wish him luck in his fu- 
ture endeavors. 


EE 


CONGRATULATING MASTER SER- 
GEANT DANIEL LIND WILLIAMS 
ON HIS RETIREMENT FROM THE 
MARINE CORPS 


HON. MARK TAKAI 


OF HAWAII 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 29, 2015 


Mr. TAKAI. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of myself 
and Congresswoman TAMMY DUCKWORTH, | 
would like to take the time today to recognize 
Master Sergeant Daniel Lind Williams, an 
American patriot who has devoted his career 
to working in the United States Marine Corps. 

In 1995, Master Sergeant Williams joined 
the Marine Corps and has served honorably 
as a Marine ever since. Starting as a training 
instructor, he was responsible for range 
scheduling and marksmanship. He was award- 
ed the Navy and Marine Corps Achievement 
Medal for high standards of professionalism as 
a junior Marine and has been decorated with 
numerous commendations since, including the 
Bronze Star. 

Throughout his career working in counter- 
intelligence and in special operations he has 
worked on a variety of vital projects leading to 
a more stable Afghanistan and Iraq. From as- 
sisting with the re-opening of the U.S. Em- 
bassy in Kabul, Afghanistan, to working as a 
counterintelligence representative to the in- 
terim Iraqi Government, he has worked to en- 
sure that the society that we live in today is a 
safer one. 
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Master Sergeant Williams, thank you for all 
your years of service to the United States; you 
have the deepest gratitude of a thankful na- 
tion. As you are surely aware, the Marine 
Corps and the United States are proud of all 
that you have accomplished for our safety and 
security as well as the safety and security of 
our international allies abroad. Thank you very 
much (mahalo nui loa) for your devotion and 
patriotism to our country. 


Se 


SPEAKER BOEHNER TRIBUTE 


HON. KEN CALVERT 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 29, 2015 


Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, it is my honor 
and privilege to pay tribute to my friend, JOHN 
BOEHNER, who has proudly served as Speaker 
of the House of Representatives since Janu- 
ary 5, 2011. 

As many people know, Speaker BOEHNER is 
the son of a bartender and one of 12 children. 
The people of southwest Ohio have elected 
him to serve as their Representative in the 
House on thirteen separate occasions. 

During his service in the House, Speaker 
BOEHNER has distinguished himself by regu- 
larly stepping forward to tackle important chal- 
lenges facing his Ohio constituents and the 
country. 

JOHN BOEHNER was elected to serve as 
House GOP Conference Chairman following 
the election of a historic Republican majority in 
1992. As Conference Chairman, BOEHNER 
played a key role in the adoption of the Bal- 
anced Budget Act, which limited spending, 
helped grow the economy, and resulted in the 
first budget surplus in decades. He played a 
central role in shaping and fulfilling the Con- 
tract with America. 

Later while serving as Chairman of the 
House Education and Workforce Committee, 
BOEHNER co-wrote the bill establishing the first 
private school choice program in the District of 
Columbia, and worked to ensure historic pa- 
rental choice provisions were included in the 
bipartisan No Child Left Behind Act. 

In 2007, JOHN was chosen by his Repub- 
lican colleagues to serve as the House Re- 
publican Leader. In that role, he led the 
charge and a unified Republican Conference 
in opposition to job-killing bills like ObamaCare 
and a cap-and-trade energy tax, as well as the 
opposition to the wasteful Obama-Pelosi eco- 
nomic stimulus bill of 2009. 

As Speaker of the House, JOHN BOEHNER 
has continued his legacy of reform. The 
House has enacted landmark changes that in- 
crease transparency and give Americans ac- 
cess to data and information that it never had 
before. Speaker BOEHNER also oversaw the 
first meaningful change to entitlement pro- 
grams in many years as well as significant re- 
ductions to the reckless spending levels that 
became the norm under the previous Demo- 
cratic majority. 

Earlier this year, Speaker BOEHNER’s long- 
time goal of having a Pope address Congress 
for the first time was realized when Pope 
Francis addressed a Joint Meeting of Con- 
gress. That historic address was a source of 
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inspiration for Congress and the nation, and 
was a clear crowning achievement for Speak- 
er BOEHNER. 

It is clearly evident by his record that 
Speaker BOEHNER has been one of the most 
instrumental and effective members to ever 
serve in this body. However, | must tell you 
that in my opinion, he is an even better person 
than he is a Member of Congress. JOHN 
BOEHNER, and his wife Debbie, have become 
close and dear friends of mine. | will always 
value their friendship, support, and words of 
encouragement. 

Thank you, Speaker JOHN BOEHNER, for 
your service as a happy warrior. Godspeed, 
old pal. 


EE 


CONGRATULATING THE UNIVER- 
SITY OF CENTRAL FLORIDA, 2015 
NATIONAL COLLEGIATE CYBER 
DEFENSE COMPETITION NA- 
TIONAL CHAMPIONS 


HON. ALAN GRAYSON 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 29, 2015 


Mr. GRAYSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate the University of Central Florida’s 
Collegiate Cyber Defense Club, for winning 
the National Collegiate Cyber Defense Com- 
petition this past April. They beat nine other 
teams to become national champions for the 
second year in a row. 

The club, also known as Hack@UCF, was 
created in 2012 by students who wanted to 
compete in regional and national cyber de- 
fense competitions. The competition, orga- 
nized by the Center for Infrastructure Assur- 
ance and Security, is the nation’s most pres- 
tigious collegiate data defense competition. 
Ten regional contests around the country in- 
cluded roughly 200 teams consisting of more 
than 2,400 students. The winning students 
are, Alexander Davis, Andres Giron, Austin 
Brogle, Carlos Beltran, Conner Brooks, Jason 
Cooper, Jonathan Lundstrom, Kevin Colley, 
Kevin DiClemente, Nathan Dennis, Shane 
Welch, and Tyler Dever. 

It is my pleasure to recognize the University 
of Central Florida and the students of the Col- 
legiate Cyber Defense Club for winning its 
second national championship. | congratulate 
the hard-working faculty and outstanding stu- 
dents that make the University a destination 
for our nation’s best and brightest minds. Go 
Knights. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. RICHARD HUDSON 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 29, 2015 


Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Speaker, on October 28, 
2015 | was attending a family member's fu- 
neral and missed votes. Had | been present, 
| would have voted Aye on Roll Call 577, Aye 
on Roll Call 578, and Nay on Roll Call 579. 
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NATIONAL FARM TO SCHOOL 
MONTH 


HON. MARCY KAPTUR 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 29, 2015 


Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, October is Na- 
tional Farm to School Month, an important op- 
portunity to celebrate the close connection be- 
tween local schools and local food in commu- 
nities throughout the country. Farm to School 
initiatives play an important role in growing 
that connection, improving child nutrition, sup- 
porting local jobs and economies, and edu- 
cating the next generation about the sources 
of their food. 

Many of our rural communities are strug- 
gling. Meanwhile, access to affordable, nutri- 
tious food continues to be a challenge for 
many inner city communities. With these 
trends at work, it will be especially important 
to grow our Farm to School initiatives. One 
such initiative in Sandusky, Ohio connects stu- 
dents and their families with fresh, healthy 
food and local food producers. These pro- 
grams are vitally important because they 
bridge the gap between rural and urban com- 
munities and help build local food systems 
that provide food security and independence. 

It is no wonder that Farm to School pro- 
grams are cropping up all over the country, 
today reaching more than 40,000 schools and 
over 25.5 million students. Here are the out- 
comes: 

For Farmers: Growing sales opportunities. 
Reliable demand. Expanded community inter- 
est in local foods. 

For Schools: Reduction in child obesity; 
fresh and local food options that increase par- 
ticipation rates in school food programs, there- 
by boosting revenues. 

For the Community: Keeps food dollars in 
the community; ensures healthy local farms 
that provide jobs, pay taxes, and protect work- 
ing agricultural land. 

Mr. Speaker, America’s Farm to School pro- 
grams are a win-win-win scenario. 

So as we conclude this month long celebra- 
tion, | urge my colleagues in the House to 
support H.R. 1061, The Farm To School Act 
of 2015 introduced by Congressman FORTEN- 
BERRY, which reauthorizes Farm to School 
programs through FY 2021 and allows land 
grant colleges and universities to participate 
as well. 

Connecting our nation’s schools to locally 
produced nutritious foods is not a partisan 
issue. It affects both Democratic and Repub- 
lican districts. The House has an opportunity 
to act on this pressing matter with dispatch 
today. | suggest we take it. 


EE 
CELEBRATING THE LIFE OF 
FORMER WASHINGTON STATE 


SENATOR SCOTT BARR 
HON. CATHY McMORRIS RODGERS 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 29, 2015 


Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise today to honor my close mentor and 
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friend, former Washington State Senator Scott 
Barr, who passed away in his Colville, Wash- 
ington home last week at the age of ninety- 
nine. It is especially sad that we will not be 
able to celebrate his 100th birthday at Edwall 
Park in August. Washington State lost a pas- 
sionate leader, one who faithfully served his 
community and the people of Northeastern 
Washington. 


Before serving in the state legislature, Sen- 
ator Barr grew wheat and raised cattle near 
Edwall, Washington. His experience as a 
farmer encouraged him to become more in- 
volved in his local community, culminating in 
his run for a seat in Washington’s 7th Legisla- 
tive District. In 1976, Senator Barr was elected 
to the Washington State House of Represent- 
atives where he served for seven years before 
being elected to the Washington State Senate. 
In the Senate, Senator Barr was a tireless 
champion for Northeastern Washington, focus- 
ing on issues closest to his constituents, agri- 
culture and natural resources. It was often 
said that if three people were gathered at a 
meeting in the 7th Legislative District, Senator 
Barr would be one of them. 


Throughout his career, Senator Barr served 
as the Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Agriculture and the Western States Legislative 
Forestry Task Force, co-chaired the Joint Se- 
lect Committee on Water Resource Policy, 
and served as the Ranking Republican Mem- 
ber on the Agriculture and Ecology and the 
Parks committees. In December 1993, Sen- 
ator Scott Barr announced his retirement from 
the Washington State Senate, at the age of 
seventy-seven. Even after his retirement, Sen- 
ator Barr continued to be a champion for the 
7th Legislative District, working to preserve the 
way of life that those in his community enjoy. 


Senator Barr served as the president of the 
Washington Association of Wheat Growers, 
headed up the Expo Food and Soil Associa- 
tion, and supported youth development 
through local 4-H programs. Senator Barr was 
also instrumental in ensuring 4-H programs 
continued to function and thrive throughout 
Washington State. Before running for the state 
legislature, Senator Barr was also a key advo- 
cate on behalf of the Lincoln County Con- 
servation District. 


On a personal level, Scott was a friend and 
a role model, not only to me but to everyone 
serving in Eastern Washington and across our 
state. Scott desired to better the lives of those 
around him and to support young people in 
order that they may reach their full potential. 
Even in his late nineties, Scott had a con- 
tagious energy and excitement for life—he 
was committed to giving back and remained 
active in his community. 


| rise to thank Senator Scott Barr for his 
years of service to Northeastern Washington. 
He leaves behind a legacy in leadership and 
devotion to his community and will be remem- 
bered for his commitment to issues close to 
the hearts of the people of Washington State. 
My thoughts and prayers remain with his wife, 
Dollie Mae, his children, and other family 
members and friends. Washington State lost a 
truly dedicated and passionate leader. He will 
be missed. 
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CONGRATULATING DAVIS & 
ELKINS COLLEGE 


HON. ALEXANDER X. MOONEY 


OF WEST VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 29, 2015 


Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia. Mr. Speak- 
er, | would like to congratulate Davis & Elkins 
College in Elkins, West Virginia for their recent 
acceptance into the Museum Assessment Pro- 
gram (MAP). This program will help develop 
and improve the College’s already outstanding 
collection, which includes pieces from Native 
American history, to traditional Appalachian 
culture, and showcases West Virginia’s rich 
history. This accomplishment required the 
hard work and dedication of the students, fac- 
ulty, and staff of Davis & Elkins College. It 
makes me proud to see colleges like Davis & 
Elkins thriving. | wish everyone involved with 
this great achievement the best in their future 
studies and careers. 


Ea 


HONORING MR. RONALD S. 
MOULTRIE 


HON. C. A. DUTCH RUPPERSBERGER 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 29, 2015 


Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
before you today to honor Ronald S. Moultrie, 
a United States Intelligence Officer for the Na- 
tional Security Agency (NSA), on the occasion 
of his retirement. Mr. Moultrie has honorably 
served our country for over 36 years, including 
time spent in the United States Air Force and 
the Central Intelligence Agency. 

Throughout his illustrious career, Mr. 
Moultrie’s most notable position was his ten- 
ure as Director of the Signals Intelligence Di- 
rectorate (SIGINT) program at NSA. As Direc- 
tor, he led a civilian and military workforce, 
while effectively guiding the integration and 
transformation of SIGINT reporting, dissemina- 
tion, and collection capabilities. 

His duties at NSA led him to be a key voice 
in global operational activities of critical impor- 
tance to the Department of Defense and the 
Intelligence Community. He is considered to 
be one of NSA’s foremost active senior execu- 
tives, with a strong focus on diversity efforts. 

Throughout Mr. Moultrie’s career he has 
been awarded numerous honors including, the 
USAF Meritorious Service Medal (1983), De- 
fense Meritorious Service Medal (1986), NSA 
Meritorious Civilian Service Award (1996, 
1998), NSA Exceptional Civilian Service 
Award (2000, 2001, 2015), NSA Directors 
Distinguished Service Medal (2004), National 
Intelligence Superior Service Medal (2008), 
Presidential Rank Award: Meritorious Execu- 
tive (2011), and the National Intelligence Dis- 
tinguished Service Medal (2014). 

Mr. Moultrie graduated from the University 
of Maryland, College Park Magna Cum Laude 
with a Bachelor of Arts. He then attended the 
Defense Intelligence College, where he 
earned a Master’s of Science. Subsequently, 
he enrolled at the Federal Executive Institute 
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and later became an Intelligence Fellow at the 
Harvard University Kennedy School of Busi- 
ness. 


Mr. Moultrie is married and lives with his 
wife near Annapolis, Maryland where they are 
notable philanthropists. Mr. Moultrie is also a 
blood donor and a proud member of NSA’s 
Red Cross 10-Gallon Club. 


Mr. Speaker, | ask that you join with me 
today to honor Mr. Moultrie and his lifelong 
dedicated service to the United States govern- 
ment and the Intelligence Community. It is 
with great pride that | congratulate Mr. 
Moultrie on his retirement and wish him the 
best of luck in all his future endeavors. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING OCTOBER AS DOWN 
SYNDROME AWARENESS MONTH 


HON. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 


OF TEXAS 


IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, October 29, 2015 


Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, | am very pleased today to rec- 
ognize October as Down Syndrome Aware- 
ness Month. Down syndrome is a congenital 
disorder arising from a chromosome defect, 
likely a full or partial copy of chromosome 21. 
This defect causes intellectual impairment and 
physical abnormalities. 


Approximately 1 in 700 babies in the United 
States are born with Down syndrome. Infants 
with Down syndrome are more likely to have 
other medical issues such as hearing loss, 
heart defects, and various eye diseases. Fur- 
thermore, African American infants born with 
Down syndrome have a lower chance of sur- 
viving past the first year of life than infants 
with Down syndrome from other racial and 
ethnic backgrounds. 


The economic impacts on the families of 
those with Down syndrome are also stag- 
gering. Medical care costs for children in their 
first four years are twelve times higher than 
the costs associated with a child without Down 
syndrome. Nearly 40 percent of families have 
suffered a financial setback or have forced a 
family member to stop working because of the 
child’s condition. 


Progress has been made in some areas 
that impact individuals with Down syndrome. 
The life expectancy for individuals with this 
disability has greatly increased. The 21st Cen- 
tury Cures Act, a bipartisan bill that passed 
the House of Representatives earlier this ses- 
sion, provides additional funding to the Na- 
tional Institute of Health for medical research 
that one day may move the needle of innova- 
tion in research and treatment forward enough 
to improve the lives of individuals with Down 
syndrome. 


| am pleased to recognize the 400,000 
Americans with Down syndrome and the fami- 
lies who have sacrificed so that these individ- 
uals can live their lives to the fullest. 
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IN RECOGNITION OF THE DEEP 
LOSS BEING EXPERIENCED BY 
NEW MEXICAN COMMUNITIES 
DUE TO THE DEATH OF LILLY 
GARCIA 


HON. BEN RAY LUJAN 


OF NEW MEXICO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, October 29, 2015 


Mr. BEN RAY LUJAN of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, | rise today to express the sorrow 
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and profound loss that is being felt in commu- 
nities across New Mexico following a heinous 
act of violence that took the life of an innocent 
young girl. 

Four year-old Lilly Garcia was in the back 
seat of her car with her family, when in a case 
of road rage, a bullet that was fired at her car, 
hit her, and killed her. This senseless violence 
was shocking and heartbreaking. It has shak- 
en our community to its core. We cannot turn 
a blind eye to violence like this. Sadly this 
story of violence is not unique. 
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In Rio Rancho we lost Officer Gregg Benner 
who was shot and killed in the line of duty, 
and in Albuquerque, Officer Daniel Webster 
died this week after he too was shot in the line 
of duty. We must have a real discussion about 
how we address the violence that has taken 
the lives of too many loved ones, and only by 
coming together as a community can we make 
a change. 

My heart goes out to the family of Lilly Gar- 
cia and all those who have lost someone they 
love to violence. 
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SENATE—Friday, October 30, 2015 


The Senate met at 12:01 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable CORY 
GARDNER, a Senator from the State of 
Colorado. 


EE 
PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Eternal Father, You hold victory in 
store for the upright. As we cross the 
threshold of another day, thank You 
for calling us to be Your sons and 
daughters. 

Bless our lawmakers. Make them big- 
ger in their thinking, in their praying, 
and in their outreach to the huddled 
masses yearning to breathe free. May 
our Senators find nourishment in Your 
sacred Word as they press toward the 
goal of becoming more like You. Lord, 
lead them upon the byways and the 
highways of service in a way that glori- 
fies You. Grant them grace to walk in 
Your light and follow Your guidance. 

Thank You that Your grace abides 
with us all, hour by hour and day by 
day. 

We pray in Your strong Name. Amen. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The Presiding Officer led the Pledge 
of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


ae 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. HATCH). 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, October 30, 2015. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable CORY GARDNER, a Sen- 
ator from the State of Colorado, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

ORRIN G. HATCH, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. GARDNER thereupon assumed 
the Chair as Acting President pro tem- 
pore. 


EE 
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, leader- 
ship time is reserved. 


TRADE ACT OF 2015 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will resume consideration of 
the House message to accompany H.R. 
1814, which the clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

House message to accompany H.R. 1314, an 
act to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to provide for a right to an administra- 
tive appeal relating to adverse determina- 
tions of tax-exempt status of certain organi- 
zations. 

Pending: 

McConnell motion to concur in the amend- 
ment of the House of Representatives to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill. 

McConnell motion to concur in the amend- 
ment of the House of Representatives to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill, with 
McConnell amendment No. 2750, to change 
the enactment date. 

McConnell amendment No. 2751 (to amend- 
ment No. 2750), of a perfecting nature. 

McConnell motion to refer the amendment 
of the House of Representatives to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill, to the 
Committee on Finance, with instructions, 
McConnell amendment No. 2752, to change 
the enactment date. 

McConnell amendment No. 2753 (to (the in- 
structions) amendment No. 2752), of a per- 
fecting nature. 

McConnell amendment No. 2754 (to amend- 
ment No. 2753), of a perfecting nature. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
time until 1:01 a.m. will be equally di- 
vided between the two leaders or their 
designees. 

The Senator from Texas. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to waive the man- 
datory quorum call with respect to the 
motion to concur in the House message 
to accompany H.R. 1314. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, earlier 
this week the White House and con- 
gressional leadership announced a 
budget deal that will avert a potential 
shutdown of the Federal Government 
and prevent a default on our country’s 
obligations. This agreement would pro- 
vide relief to the arbitrary sequester 
caps for 2 years and maintain the full 
faith and credit of the United States by 
extending the debt limit to March 2017. 

For months we have been calling on 
both sides to abandon any reckless 
budget cuts and work together to give 
the American people much needed re- 
lief from the sequester. I applaud 
President Obama and the leaders from 
both political parties for crafting a 
commonsense solution that protects 


the American people and our economic 


recovery. 
This measure passed the House of 
Representatives, and now it is our 


turn. This agreement calls for $112 bil- 
lion in sequester relief, providing nec- 
essary funding for critical programs on 
which many Americans depend. With 
this additional funding, dramatic cuts 
in these programs can be avoided. 

Yesterday I spoke about the impor- 
tance of biomedical research. Funding 
for the National Institutes of Health 
can lead to medical breakthroughs that 
keep us healthier and save money in 
the long run. One illustration: One 
American is diagnosed with Alz- 
heimer’s every 67 seconds in America, 
and $1 out of every $5 spent in the 
Medicare system is spent for those suf- 
fering from Alzheimer’s and dementia. 
The numbers are growing, the cost is 
growing, and the research is impera- 
tive. If we can find a way to delay the 
onset of Alzheimer’s, treat it, cure it, 
for goodness’ sake, it not only will 
spare human suffering, but it will save 
our budget. So is money for medical re- 
search well spent? Of course. Yet in 
past years we have shortchanged it in 
the name of budget relief. 

Well, this is a moment where we can 
keep our promise to the NIH, to the 
CDC, and many other agencies that are 
responsible for medical research. 
Thanks to bipartisan support—and I es- 
pecially note the Senator from Mis- 
souri, Roy BLUNT, as well as the Sen- 
ator from Washington, PATTY MUR- 
RAY—we are going to see an increase in 
the Senate bill this year for NIH if the 
Senate number continues, and I hope 
that it does. But it shouldn’t come at 
the expense of other programs, such as 
the Centers for Disease Control, which 
faces cuts in our version of the bill and 
receives better treatment in the House. 
We can’t be the world leader in bio- 
medical research by cutting funding for 
NIH or CDC. 

We should also restore funding for 
community health centers and sub- 
stance abuse and mental health pro- 
grams. As I travel around the State of 
Illinois, our State, like most States, is 
facing a heroin epidemic. We find that 
the overdoses and deaths associated 
with heroin are now striking a part of 
our population that they never struck 
before. The prevalence of death from 
heroin in America in the last 15 years 
has changed dramatically, and now 
most of the victims are White, between 
the ages of 18 and 44. And that means 
we have to do something about it, not 
only in policing—which is, of course, 
our responsibility—but also when it 
comes to treatment for those who are 
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addicted. We can’t cut back in sub- 
stance abuse and mental health pro- 
grams without paying a heavy price 
and inviting more human suffering. 

We need to ensure that the FDA has 
the funding to fully implement the 
Food Safety Modernization Act. 

The money in this budget agreement 
will help us reach these goals and 
many others. We can work together to 
chip away at the $850 million under- 
investment in programs that help our 
veterans, ensuring that those who put 
their lives on the line for America are 
given the care, the respect, and the 
quality education they deserve. 

We should use some of the sequester 
relief in the budget deal to fund transit 
programs and transportation, if nec- 
essary. I am proud to represent the 
city of Chicago. Our mass transit is es- 
sential. We, of course, stand by our in- 
frastructure as well when it comes to 
highways, bridges, and rail service, but 
it is important that our mass transit 
systems across America be maintained. 

The core capacity and TIGER 
grants—popular grant programs that 
have benefited the entire Nation—were 
facing cuts in early versions of bills. 
We can reverse it. 

Senate Republicans funded the 
HOME Program, which is $66 million. 
That was a 98-percent reduction in 
funding for this essential housing pro- 
gram. We can start to restore money in 
that area. 

Without the sequester relief provided 
in the budget deal, $770 million would 
be cut from America’s schools. Who in 
the world thinks that cutting spending 
on education is the best thing for 
America in the 21st century? We don’t 
want to eliminate critical title I fund- 
ing for the most vulnerable kids in 
America. In my home State of Illinois 
alone, that amounts to a cut of about 
$40 million if we stuck with the origi- 
nal budget figures. Now, with this 
agreement, we could provide more 
money for education for the most vul- 
nerable kids. 

This agreement also protects our sen- 
iors by preventing Medicare Part B 
premium increases and deep cuts to So- 
cial Security disability insurance that 
were scheduled to occur next year. It 
also extends SSDI solvency to 2022 and 
prevents a 20-percent across-the-board 
cut in disability benefits. 

The idea of sequester relief is not a 
new one. A similar agreement to the 
one we are voting on this morning was 
reached in 2013 between Senator PATTY 
MURRAY and then-Congressman PAUL 
RYAN, who yesterday was sworn in as 
the new Speaker of the House. That 
had widespread bipartisan support. 
This should as well. It was the right 
thing to do then, and it is the right 
thing to do now. 

Government by manufactured crisis 
is no way to do the American people’s 
business. After months of uncertainty, 
we have before us a plan to remove the 
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seemingly constant threat of defaults 
and shutdowns. 

The new Speaker of the House, PAUL 
RYAN, was very candid yesterday in ac- 
knowledging the broken system in the 
U.S. House of Representatives, and I 
think he could point to our side of the 
Rotunda as well, which has a desperate 
need for more bipartisan solutions. Our 
work is not done even with this agree- 
ment. 

I encourage my colleagues to con- 
tinue in the spirit of compromise and a 
shared goal of growing our American 
economy and providing fairness to 
American citizens. Let’s pass appro- 
priations bills free of ideological policy 
riders that seek to divide us. 

I look forward to joining my col- 
leagues on both sides of the aisle in 
passing this bill. Let’s get back to 
work and face the critical issues which 
American families face every single 
day. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, yester- 
day Chairman HATCH and I began man- 
aging this legislation on the floor of 
this distinguished body. It seems to me 
that speaking for more than a couple of 
minutes at this point would just be ex- 
cessive, but I think I want to summa- 
rize what the central question is at 
this late hour. 

It would be fair to say that we have 
spirited debates in the Senate, and fis- 
cal battles that play out in this Cham- 
ber take place at virtually every new 
cycle and certainly with every elec- 
tion. That is as it should be. That en- 
sures that we have vigorous debate 
about important issues the Founding 
Fathers wanted this Senate to be part 
of. But that must never endanger the 
sterling economic reputation our coun- 
try has built over the generations, and 
passing this legislation, in my view, 
helps to preserve that reputation. 

With this bipartisan legislation, it is 
possible to avert a catastrophic default 
and a mindless sequester, which would 
give an opportunity that the President, 
the Senate, and I care a great deal 
about, and that would be the oppor- 
tunity to come up with smart, effec- 
tive, targeted reforms, such as fixing 
the broken system of fighting wildfires 
in our country. That system is broken 
today. With this legislation and the op- 
portunity to bring a bit more flexi- 
bility to the cause of reforming our 
government, there will be an oppor- 
tunity on a bipartisan basis to fix that 
broken policy which has consumed, lit- 
erally and figuratively, so much of our 
land in the West. 

To me, having the opportunity to 
prevent a government shutdown and 
demonstrate once more that our coun- 
try pays its debts and pays them on 
time is central to our obligations in 
the Senate—obligations we must meet 
on a bipartisan basis. 
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The reality is, as it has been for dec- 
ades, that America is the economic 
rock in tumultuous seas with this leg- 
islation. Once again, we preserve our 
status, our prestige, with the ability to 
say to the world: America pays its 
debts. Our full faith and credit is in- 
tact. 

The reality is the cycle of fiscal cri- 
sis has gone on for far too long. To me, 
the Senate ought to view this legisla- 
tion as, in effect, a springboard to go 
back to very different and robust and 
bipartisan budget debates. The people 
of this country—certainly the people of 
my State—expect Senators on both 
sides of the aisle and of differing phi- 
losophies to come together to solve the 
big economic challenges ahead. 

The reality is, if you count the votes 
here in the Senate, to get the impor- 
tant work done, you have to find some 
common ground. Neither side can forge 
the progress we need here in this body 
all by itself. So let’s pass this bipar- 
tisan legislation tonight, and let’s reaf- 
firm our pledge to protect the full faith 
and credit of the United States. 

This evening I urge my colleagues, 
Democrats and Republicans alike, to 
support this important legislation. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Will the Senator delay his sugges- 
tion? 

Mr. WYDEN. Yes. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the time 
during the quorum call be allocated 
equally. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WYDEN. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, the num- 
ber one threat to our country’s future 
is our debt. The number one threat to 
our national security is our debt. This 
deal gives the President the power to 
borrow unlimited amounts of money. 
This deal represents the worst of Wash- 
ington culture. The left and the right 
have come together in an unholy alli- 
ance to explode the debt. The left gets 
more welfare, the right gets more mili- 
tary contracts, and the taxpayer is 
stuck with the deal. 

This is a bipartisan busting of the 
budget caps that will further indenture 
our next generation. I promised the 
voters of Kentucky to oppose deficits, 
to oppose budgets that don’t balance, 
and to spend only that which comes in. 
I will not give this President any power 
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to borrow unspecified amounts of 
money. Our debt now equals our entire 
economy. Not raising the debt ceiling 
means we would be forced to only 
spend what comes in—also known as a 
balanced budget. I could accept that. 
But I can also accept a balanced budget 
that brings us to balance over 5 years. 
The debt threatens us like never be- 
fore, and now is the time to take a 
stand. I have traveled far and wide 
across America. I have not met one 
voter outside of DC who supports add- 
ing an unlimited increase to the debt 
ceiling. 

I hope my colleagues will listen and 
will listen very clearly to their con- 
stituents before voting for this ter- 
rible, rotten, no-good deal. The time is 
now to take a stand. The time is now 
to say enough is enough—no more debt. 
The very foundation of our country is 
threatened by the addition of debt. 
This is precisely the time when we 
should be using the leverage of raising 
the debt ceiling to exact budgetary re- 
forms. 

In 2011, that is exactly what we did. 
We had a compromise that worked in 
the right direction. We had a com- 
promise that said we will set limits on 
both the military and the domestic 
spending. Instead, what we have today 
is an unholy alliance of right and left. 
We wonder why the deficit grows no 
matter which party is involved, no 
matter which party is in charge. The 
deficit continues to grow because, 
frankly, many are not serious about re- 
ducing the debt. Many up here are seri- 
ous only about increasing spending for 
their sacred cow. 

The true compromise that is nec- 
essary in America is for both right and 
left to say enough is enough, to say 
that the particular interests they have 
in spending money is hurting the coun- 
try. It is time for the right to say: You 
know what; the country is not stronger 
by going further in debt. The country 
actually, I believe, is weaker. We do 
not project power from bankruptcy 
court. 

I think the time is now. Enough is 
enough. We shouldn’t be adding more 
debt. The left needs to acknowledge 
this as well. The left may say this is 
for humanitarian purposes, we want to 
help people. I don’t doubt their mo- 
tives, but I do doubt whether you can 
help people from bankruptcy court. I 
think we are weakening our country. 

One of the reasons why we have been 
able to help so many people in our 
country is that we are the richest, 
most humanitarian country in the his- 
tory of mankind. In the year 2014 
alone, we gave away nearly $400 billion 
in private charity in this country. I 
fear that will not continue to last. I 
fear that as this deficit mounts, as the 
debt mounts, they will drag us down. 

Already some economists estimate 
that we are losing a million jobs a year 
because of the burden of debt. I think 
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what we need to do is to have com- 
promise in Washington, but the com- 
promise needs to be that the right and 
the left need to say we don’t have 
enough money at this point. Some say 
we need to have military readiness. 
But this week in the Armed Services 
Committee, they talked about $20 bil- 
lion of waste in one program within the 
military. We have had Secretaries of 
the Cabinet Departments and a Sec- 
retary of the Navy saying: You know 
what; we can save money within the 
Pentagon. But if we keep adding to the 
top line, if we keep adding more 
money, if we keep spending good 
money after bad, we are going to bank- 
rupt the country. 

I hope my colleagues will listen to 
their constituents, because I have been 
in 40 of the 50 States and I have yet to 
meet a single voter who says: Keep 
adding to the debt; keep spending more 
money. 

What I find is the opposite. They say: 
Work together to save the country. 
Work together not to add more debt. 

This debt ceiling vote does something 
that is unprecedented. It doesn’t even 
add a certain amount to the debt. It 
adds an unspecified amount. Over the 
next year or year and a half, we will 
add as much debt as can be crammed 
into the budget, as much money as can 
be spent. There will be no limit. We are 
giving an unspecified amount of bor- 
rowing power to the President. I don’t 
care whether it is a Democratic Presi- 
dent or a Republican President. It is 
unconscionable to give unlimited bor- 
rowing authority to the President. 

As we contemplate this decision, we 
need to think beyond the short term. 
We need to think beyond the short 
term of self-constituencies on either 
side of the aisle and say enough is 
enough. We don’t have the money. 
Let’s take a stand now and try to re- 
form the process before it is too late. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I want to 
once again express my support for the 
Bipartisan Budget Act of 2015 and urge 
my colleagues to vote in favor of in- 
voking cloture on this legislation. 

As I have said before, this is not a 
perfect bill, and I haven’t heard anyone 
argue that it is. Indeed, any Senator 
looking for a reason to vote against 
this budget deal could easily find one. 

However, at the same time, this bill 
will accomplish a number of important 
tasks and clear a number of hurdles 
out of our way to allow us to govern 
more effectively in the coming months. 

For example, the bill will suspend the 
statutory debt limit through mid- 
March of 2017, eliminating the threat of 
an immediate default and ensuring 
that conflicts over the debt limit do 
not get swept up in the politicking and 
pandering of next year’s election cam- 
paign. 

This bill will also extend the life of 
the Social Security Disability Insur- 
ance—or SSDI—trust fund for an addi- 
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tional 6 years, preventing massive ben- 
efit cuts to disabled American workers 
and removing the current uncertainty. 
It actually goes further than that, put- 
ting in place SSDI reforms that are the 
most significant changes to any Social 
Security program in more than 30 
years—not an insignificant accom- 
plishment. 

In addition, this legislation will pre- 
vent millions from seeing huge pre- 
mium hikes in the Medicare Part B 
Program, again ensuring that our sen- 
iors don’t suffer as a result of political 
gridlock and grandstanding in Con- 
gress. 

And it will repeal an unpopular and 
obviously ineffective provision from 
the so-called Affordable Care Act: the 
employer auto-enrollment require- 
ment. 

Finally, the bill will partially lift the 
budget caps established under the 
Budget Control Act. And, while I share 
my colleague’s concerns about rolling 
back real spending cuts, I think that it 
is important to note that the bill does 
not add to the debt, nor does it raise 
taxes. Even more important is the fact 
that it will increase funding for our 
military at a time when we face so 
many challenges and potential con- 
flicts in the world. 

As I said earlier in this debate, some- 
times—many times, in fact—governing 
effectively is about the art of the do- 
able. While neither the substance of 
this bill nor the process that got us 
here are ideal for anyone, we need to 
take a close look at where we are and, 
more importantly, where we want to be 
in the near future. 

I won’t speak for anyone else, but I 
personally would rather focus on sub- 
stantive, long-term solutions to the 
problems plaguing our country than 
spending so much time navigating from 
crisis to crisis. Meaningful and lasting 
policies are very rarely crafted or en- 
acted when we are speeding toward a 
cliff, and this bill would eliminate a 
number of cliffs in our very near future 
and give us a real chance to do more 
good for the American people. 

Therefore, in addition to voting to 
move this bill forward, I want to call 
on my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle—particularly those who have real 
reservations about the legislation be- 
fore us today—to work with me on 
these issues. I currently chair the Sen- 
ate committee with jurisdiction over 
many of these areas, and I have been 
working for a number of years to ad- 
dress these problems. 

I want to reform our entitlement pro- 
grams in order to put our debt on a sus- 
tainable trajectory. 

I want to put in place fundamental, 
long-term fixes for the SSDI program 
and Social Security more generally. 

And I want to work to get long-term 
spending under control. 

I know many of my colleagues share 
these desires, and nothing in this bill 
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prevents us from doing more work to 
get us where so many of us want to be. 
Iam willing to work with anyone—Re- 
publican or Democrat—to get us there. 

But it will be extremely difficult to 
do any of this with ticking clocks 
hanging over our heads. That is why, 
once again, I urge my colleagues to 
vote to move this bill forward. 

This bill has been an important un- 
dertaking. And I know that many of 
our leaders are taking no small amount 
of criticism for the work they have 
done to put it together. I want to 
thank them for their efforts and par- 
ticularly for their willingness to set 
aside partisanship and political expedi- 
ence to do what needs to be done. 

Most notably, I want to thank 
Speaker BOEHNER for his efforts in 
crafting this compromise and getting it 
across the finish line. He had a difficult 
road over in the House of Representa- 
tives—being Speaker of the House is 
never an easy job. Even if you dis- 
agreed with Speaker BOEHNER, which I 
did from time to time, you could never 
doubt his commitment to the people he 
represented in Congress and his cour- 
age to always do what he believed was 
the right thing for the American peo- 
ple. 

While I have every confidence in the 
new Speaker of the House—Speaker 
RYAN and I have worked well together 
on a number of issues, and I think we 
can all acknowledge that he is an effec- 
tive leader—I have to say that Speaker 
BOEHNER will be missed. 

I also have to once again thank our 
distinguished majority leader here in 
the Senate. He also has a difficult job 
and is no less willing to take a lot of 
heat and put up with a lot of criticism 
in order to do the right thing. Under 
Senator MCCONNELL’s leadership, the 
Senate is finally a functioning body 
where things actually get done. Things 
haven’t gone perfectly—they never 
do—but, I expect that, as time goes on, 
things will continue to get better. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Who yields time? 

If no one yields time, the time will be 
charged equally to both sides. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Pursuant to rule XXII, the Chair 
lays before the Senate the pending clo- 
ture motion, which the clerk will state. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the mo- 
tion to concur in the House amendment to 
the Senate amendment to accompany H.R. 
1314, a bill to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to provide for a right to an ad- 
ministrative appeal relating to adverse de- 
terminations of tax-exempt status of certain 
organizations. 

Mitch McConnell, John Cornyn, Lisa 
Murkowski, John Thune, Lamar Alex- 
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ander, John Barrasso, Roger F. Wicker, 
Orrin G. Hatch, John McCain, Thad 
Cochran, Thom Tillis, Michael B. Enzi, 
Mike Rounds, Roy Blunt, Susan M. 
Collins, Shelley Moore Capito. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. By unanimous consent, the man- 
datory quorum call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the motion to 
concur in the House amendment to the 
Senate amendment to H.R. 1314 shall 
be brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator 
is necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Louisiana (Mr. VITTER). 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. MUR- 
PHY) is necessarily absent. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 63, 
nays 35, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 292 Leg.] 


YEAS—63 
Alexander Franken Murray 
Ayotte Gillibrand Nelson 
Baldwin Graham Peters 
Barrasso Hatch Reed 
Bennet Heinrich Reid 
Blumenthal Heitkamp Roberts 
Booker Hirono Rounds 
Boxer Kaine Sanders 
Brown King Schatz 
Cantwell Kirk Schumer 
Capito Klobuchar Shaheen 
Cardin Leahy Stabenow 
Carper Manchin Tester 
Casey Markey Thune 
Cochran McCain Tillis 
Collins McCaskill Udall 
Coons McConnell Warner 
Cornyn Menendez Warren 
Donnelly Merkley Whitehouse 
Durbin Mikulski Wicker 
Feinstein Murkowski Wyden 

NAYS—85 
Blunt Fischer Paul 
Boozman Flake Perdue 
Burr Gardner Portman 
Cassidy Grassley Risch 
Coats Heller Rubio 
Corker Hoeven Sasse 
Cotton Inhofe Scott 
Crapo Isakson 3 
Cruz Johnson A 
Daines Lankford : 
Enzi Lee Sullivan 
Ernst Moran Toomey 

NOT VOTING—2 

Murphy Vitter 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. On this vote, the yeas are 63, the 
nays are 35. 

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho- 
sen and sworn having voted in the af- 
firmative, the motion is agreed to. 

Cloture having been invoked, the mo- 
tion to refer falls. 

The Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, could we 
have order. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senate will be in order. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, the No. 1 
threat to our country’s future is our 
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debt. The No. 1 threat to our national 
security is our debt. When Admiral 
Mullen was asked about the debt in the 
recent past, he said that it is indeed 
the debt that is the No. 1 threat to our 
national security. 

This deal gives the President the 
power to borrow unlimited amounts of 
money. This is extraordinary in the 
sense that we are not to specify how 
much money the President can borrow; 
we are to allow the President to borrow 
unlimited amounts of money. 

This deal represents the worst of 
Washington culture. One of the collo- 
quial ways of putting this is guns and 
butter. What this deal does is allow one 
side to have more guns and one side to 
have more butter. It is the old prover- 
bial guns and butter that is bank- 
rupting this country. 

Often people want to point fingers in 
Washington and out in the campaign 
hustings and they want to say, well, it 
is Democrats’ fault or it is Repub- 
licans’ fault. What this bill shows is it 
is really the fault of both parties. 
There is an unholy alliance in Wash- 
ington between right and left, frankly, 
and it is the guns and butter caucus. 
On the right they say we need more 
money for military. On the left they 
say we need more money for welfare. 
So they get together, there is a secret 
handshake, we spend more money on 
everything, and the country is going 
bankrupt as a consequence. 

We borrow $1 million every minute. 
This threatens the very foundation of 
our country. If we ask people—and I 
think if we ask people throughout 
America, Republican, Democrat, or 
Independent—if we ask them whether 
or not it is a good idea to continue to 
borrow money without reforming what 
we do, to continue borrowing money at 
an alarming rate, they would say 
enough is enough; we should spend only 
what comes in. 

Now, some have said we shouldn’t ne- 
gotiate over something like raising the 
debt ceiling, that it might potentially 
cost us our bond rating. But the inter- 
esting thing is that in 2011 when we had 
this discussion, what we found was that 
actually our bond rating went down, 
and the S&P bond rating agency said 
that it went down because we failed to 
enact meaningful budgetary reform. 

Mr. President, could we have order. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senate will be in order. 

Mr. PAUL. Often people wonder why 
the deficit gets worse, either under Re- 
publicans or under Democrats. Under 
the previous Republican administra- 
tion, the debt doubled. It went from $5 
trillion to $10 trillion. Under this ad- 
ministration, it will go from $10 tril- 
lion to about $20 trillion, although we 
don’t know the exact number because 
we are now letting the President bor- 
row an unspecified amount of money. 
But we are on target to add more debt 
under this President than all of the 
previous Presidents combined. 
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People ask: Why does this go on? 
Where are the fiscal conservatives? I 
guess I would maintain that there are 
very few fiscal conservatives on either 
side of the aisle. Both sides of the aisle 
have what I would call sacred cows. On 
the right they have the sacred cow of 
military contracts. And then the inter- 
esting thing is they say: We don’t have 
enough money to properly defend the 
country. But the interesting thing is 
that when you look at military spend- 
ing, we actually spend more on our 
military than the next 10 countries 
combined. Think about it. Russia, 
China, and eight more countries—add 
up all of their military spending, and it 
still doesn’t equal what we spend on 
the military. 

Since 9/11 we have increased our mili- 
tary spending by 50 percent. How do we 
do that? How do we get the money for 
the military? It only happens by a 
compromise with the other side. The 
other side will sometimes resist exces- 
sive spending in the military, but they 
say: You know what; we will give it to 
you if you give us what we want. So 
the left wants more domestic spending; 
the left wants more welfare. The right 
wants more military spending. So what 
is the unholy alliance? What is the 
great compromise? This is being touted 
as a bipartisan compromise. Well, it is 
a bipartisan busting of the budget caps. 
It is a bipartisan compromise that is 
ruining the country. 

The No. 1 threat to our national secu- 
rity is the debt. So for those who say 
that we just need more military spend- 
ing and somehow we will be safer, I 
think we are actually becoming less 
safe as we get further and further 
mired in debt. We need to seek some- 
thing like the opposite of this com- 
promise. We could have compromise, 
but I think the compromise would be 
that the right acknowledges that we 
don’t have an unlimited treasury and 
that we actually are making the coun- 
try weaker by hollowing the country 
from the inside out through this mas- 
sive debt that we are accumulating. 

I don’t think you project power from 
bankruptcy court. To the left, I would 
say: If your goal is humanitarian, if 
your goal is to help people who are in 
need, if your goal is to help the poor 
and help those who can’t help them- 
selves, we are doing a disservice to the 
country if we are going further into 
bankruptcy to do so. We have to under- 
stand what the contrast is. 

We have to understand the contrast 
between our country and other coun- 
tries. One of the great contrasts and 
one of the things about America that 
allows us to be the most humanitarian 
nation probably in the history of man 
is this engine of capitalism. The engine 
of capitalism, however, I think, is 
being brought down. The engine of cap- 
italism is being burdened by this enor- 
mous anchor of debt. 

I think we really should be concerned 
about whether we can continue to do 
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the things we do to help our fellow man 
if we are burdened by this debt. So I 
think both the right and the left mis- 
take their purpose here in the short 
run by saying: Well, we are going to 
get what we want—more money, more 
money, more money. Frankly, we don’t 
have any money. We are borrowing 
money at $1 million every minute. 

There has been much discussion as I 
traveled around the country. There has 
been much discussion about education. 
People say they want free education 
for everyone. They say we should just 
give education to everyone. Well, the 
interesting thing is this: Do you know 
to whom we give free education? We 
give $15 million of free education to 
foreign students just for community 
college. The things that go and riddle 
through the government of what we are 
spending money on and the reason we 
never get reform is because we are 
doing this unholy compromise when we 
are not going through item after item 
after item of waste. 

I will give you a couple of examples 
of the waste that exists in government. 
We spent $800,000 last year in Afghani- 
stan on a televised cricket league—a 
televised cricket league for Afghani- 
stan, $800,000. They don’t even have 
televisions in Afghanistan. Why does 
this go on? Why are we never able to 
fix any of these problems? Because of 
the unholy compromise between the 
right and left that skirts these issues 
and continues to blithely go on. 

We do not self-examine what is wrong 
with government because we bundle 
government into one large continuing 
resolution in which there is no self-ex- 
amination of waste. 

We spent $150,000 on yoga classes for 
Federal employees. We spent $200,000 
last year studying whether Japanese 
quail are more sexually promiscuous 
when they are on cocaine. The Amer- 
ican public is outraged at the waste. 

Even within the Defense Department 
we have had hearings just this week 
that said we wasted $20 billion on one 
program. This program is called Future 
Combat Systems. So we waste money, 
but nobody is fixing it. The American 
people are asking themselves: Why 
does it go on? Why is there never any 
reform? Why? Because there is an un- 
holy alliance between the right and the 
left. Everybody gets what they want. 
The right will get more military 
money, and the left will get more wel- 
fare money—guns and butter in abun- 
dance. Who gets stuck with the bill? 
The taxpayer. The taxpayer is stuck 
and burdened with the bill, and we 
have made our future generations in- 
dentured servants. We are making the 
next generation bear the burden of our 
profligate ways, and there is no sus- 
tained force to say enough is enough. 

When we look at waste in the mili- 
tary, former Secretary of the Navy 
John Lehman, who was the youngest 
Secretary of the Navy under Reagan, 
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has said that he believes we do need to 
modernize our navy. He thinks we do 
need more ships. But he also says we 
should pay for it by reducing the costs 
in the Pentagon by reducing the bu- 
reaucracy in the Pentagon. When John 
Lehman was Secretary of the Navy 
there were seven joint task forces. 
There are now 250 joint task forces. 

But here is what I would ask you: We 
have this program about which we 
pointed this out last week called Fu- 
ture Combat Systems—$20 billion 
worth of waste in the Pentagon. Do you 
think it is going to get fixed if we raise 
the level of money we spend? The only 
way waste is ever ferreted out is if we 
lower the amount. If you lower the top 
line number, if you lower the amount 
of money that is given, waste will have 
to be ferreted out. In fact, what we 
need are the constraints of the market- 
place that ferret out waste within the 
private marketplace. 

The opposite happens in government. 
When you look at government spending 
and you look at it department by de- 
partment, what really happens is the 
opposite. As each department gets to 
the end of their fiscal year, what do 
they do with the remaining money? 
They spend it. They try to spend their 
money at the end so they will get it 
the next year. 

I proposed a budgetary reform which 
wouldn’t fix the entire government, 
but it would actually do something I 
think to lead us in the right direction. 
I proposed legislation that I think ac- 
tually would help to right some of the 
problems and try to have correct incen- 
tives in the way we spend our money, 
both on the military side as well as on 
the domestic side. I would give all Fed- 
eral employees bonuses based on cost 
savings. When the American people 
read about the waste throughout gov- 
ernment, they say: How come it never 
gets better? Do you want to know why 
Congress has a 10-percent approval rat- 
ing? Because you guys just raise all the 
money. You blithely go on, rubber- 
stamp, and give the money. We have to 
go for the weekend. But there are ways 
that we could reform this. If you gave 
bonuses to Federal employees for find- 
ing savings, then you would have the 
correct incentive—the same kind of in- 
centive that you have in private busi- 
ness, which tries to maximize profit by 
reducing costs. 

In government, though, you never 
get that. In the government people 
keep spending their money and spend- 
ing their money. In fact, what we dis- 
covered is that as the fiscal year comes 
to a close, spending accelerates and 
multiplies. People spend more money 
in the last month than they spend in 
the other 11 months. They spend more 
money in the last week than they 
spend in the early weeks. They spend 
more money in the last day of the fis- 
cal year than on any other day of the 
year. In fact, as the sun rises and as 
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the sun sets, you can watch the spend- 
ing accelerate on the last day of the 
fiscal year. As 5 o’clock approaches in 
the East, there is a fury to spend 
money. As the sun continues into the 
West and to Federal agencies in Cali- 
fornia, they are spending it like crazy 
as 5 p.m. approaches. 

Why don’t we fix any of these prob- 
lems? We don’t fix them because we 
have become a rubberstamp and we 
give everybody what they want. The 
right gets their money for guns, the 
left for butter. Guns and butter are 
bankrupting the country. 

What we really need are fiscal con- 
servatives. You can be liberal and be a 
fiscal conservative. You can be con- 
servative and be a fiscal conservative. 
But the problem we have now is that 
there are people on the right who are 
actually liberal with military spend- 
ing. I don’t think you can be a fiscal 
conservative if you are for unlimited 
spending for the military. 

If you look at what we are spending 
on the Pentagon, if you look at what 
we are spending on military spending, 
we spend more than all the next 10 
countries combined. We have increased 
our defense spending by 50 percent. 
Perhaps we should look at the amount 
spent and try to ferret out waste and 
try to figure out what is working and 
what is not working. While we are 
doing it, we should think—and we 
should think long and hard—about 
whether or not we want to get back in- 
volved with another war in Iraq. 

The first war in Iraq cost us $1 tril- 
lion. In Afghanistan we have now spent 
more than the entire Marshall Plan. 
We don’t have a lot to show for it. 
Many of the things that have been 
built in Afghanistan have been wasted. 
Much money has been stolen. There are 
stories repeatedly of the Karzai family 
being involved in drugs and drug run- 
ning and money being wasted and 
squandered. 

We have to decide this: What is our 
mission currently in Afghanistan? 
What is the purpose of our mission in 
Afghanistan? What is the purpose of 
our mission currently in Iran and Iraq? 
Are we going to be back in Iraq with 
another half million troops over there? 
Are we prepared to spend another tril- 
lion dollars in another war in Iraq? 

The message that I am trying to get 
across tonight is that it is not the fault 
of one party or another. It is the fault 
of both parties. I think the American 
people actually recognize this because 
essentially there is a universal disdain 
for all of those in office. If you have 
missed this, if you haven’t noticed this, 
you are missing out on something big 
that is happening in America. What is 
happening in America is that people 
are very, very upset that nothing 
seems to improve, that the waste con- 
tinues on and the spending continues 
on. 

Look at projects that are wasteful. I 
will give you another example of a 
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project that really annoys people. This 
project is one where we spent $250,000 
bringing 24 kids from Pakistan and 
bringing them to Space Camp in Ala- 
bama. There are hundreds and hun- 
dreds of these projects. We have Amer- 
ican kids who can’t afford to go to 
Space Camp in Alabama. What in the 
world are we doing borrowing money 
from China to send it to Pakistan to 
bring some of their kids to Space 
Camp? It is outrageous. We are bank- 
rupting the country with this, and it 
goes on and on. 

One of the reasons there is never any 
reform in our spending is because we 
don’t address spending the way we 
properly should. There are 12 different 
departments of government and about 
10 years ago was the last time that we 
actually passed appropriation bills. So 
there are 12 departments of govern- 
ment. We should pass them and exer- 
cise the power of the purse by passing 
the individual appropriations bills. If 
we were to do that, that is when we 
would begin to reform. That is when we 
would begin to say that we don’t have 
the money to spend on this. That is 
when we would ask tough questions. 

But Congress has become a shell of 
itself. Congress has become so min- 
iscule as to be almost insignificant. 
This is with regard to almost all pol- 
icy. The executive branch writes the 
regulations. The executive branch 
fights the wars, and we do nothing. We 
have been at war almost constantly for 
the last 20 years. We have been at war 
in Syria and now in Iraq for over a 
year, and yet Congress has not weighed 
in. 

Congress has not voted to give the 
President any authority. Some will 
say: Well, we gave him that authority 
on 9/11. Well, go back and read the use 
of authorization of force from 9/11. 
Read the use of authorization of force 
and see what is in there. What you will 
find is in there is that it was directed 
toward those who attacked us on 9/11. 
Well, they did not attack us from Iraq. 
Iraq had nothing do with 9/11. Yet we 
use that same resolution from 15 years 
ago. 

Think about the absurdity of this. 
Think about the absurdity of using a 
resolution from 2001 to fight war for- 
ever. Really, can a vote from a Con- 
gress—and probably more than half of 
us were not part of that Congress in 
2001—can that vote really be used to 
bind generation after generation after 
generation in perpetual war? 

We find also that it is both sides real- 
ly. Both sides have supported the war 
in Iraq. You had Hillary Clinton sup- 
port the war when she was here. She 
now runs away from this. But you also 
have Hillary Clinton who is still in- 
volved with wanting us to be back in- 
volved in Syria, calling for a no-fly 
zone. 

Before we get involved, should we not 
have a debate in Congress? There is an 
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extraordinary amount of money that is 
spent. There is an extraordinary 
amount of lives that are lost. In the 
Iraq war, we spent over $1 trillion, but 
we lost also nearly 5,000 of our brave 
young men and women over there. 

The problem in Washington—and this 
is an interesting point—many in the 
media point out that the problem is in- 
civility and not getting along. I guess I 
would argue the opposite, that we get 
along too well, that compromise actu- 
ally comes too easy, and that when you 
look at whether there is enough discus- 
sion on whether the debt is harming us, 
there is actually too much agreement 
on both sides and lack of concern real- 
ly for the debt. 

So you have both sides coming to- 
gether with this bill to basically say 
that we are going to give the President 
an unspecified and unlimited amount 
of borrowing power. I think that is bad 
for the country. 

Mr. FRANKEN. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. PAUL. I think I would prefer to 
finish up. You know what, I think each 
Senator can have an hour. I would love 
it if you would fulfill the next hour and 
make points about why we really are 
spending our country into oblivion. 
But I think I am going to finish my 
hour. 

Mr. President, can you tell me how 
much time I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has approximately 38 minutes re- 
maining. 

Mr. PAUL. Good. 

When we look at the problem here, it 
is not really a problem that involves a 
lack of compromise. What we have is 
both right and left have come to- 
gether—and not just tonight, right and 
left have been coming together for a 
long time up here. Right and left have 
been saying: You scratch my back, and 
I will scratch yours. Basically, the 
compromise is, we both get what we 
want. The right’s sacred cow is mili- 
tary spending. The left’s sacred cow is 
domestic welfare spending. Both sides 
end up getting what they want, but as 
a consequence, we borrow $1 million 
every minute. 

Many economists have said that our 
debt is actually the biggest threat to 
our future. Many economists have ac- 
tually said that our debt is actually 
costing us about 1 million jobs a year. 
Kids ask me: What about a job? What 
are you going to do to create jobs? 
What are we going to do to keep Amer- 
ica strong, to keep America producing 
and manufacturing and creating mil- 
lions of jobs? 

I think it is the wrong thing to add 
more debt. I think it is wrong to spend 
money you don’t have. So often up 
here, everybody looks and says ‘‘Well, I 
am going to do this with the money” 
when, indeed, the first thing we should 
be asking is where the money is going 
to come from. We borrow the money 
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from China, often to send it to Paki- 
stan. We have sent billions of dollars to 
Pakistan. 

I will give you an example of where 
we could save some money, and yet 
there seems to be very little interest 
for saving money in Washington. I put 
forward an amendment I think about 6 
months ago in the Foreign Relations 
Committee. My amendment said that 
any country that persecutes Christians 
should not get any of our foreign aid. I 
have asked people about this in Ken- 
tucky and across the country: Should a 
country that persecutes Christians get 
any of our foreign aid? I have not met 
anybody who is in favor of that, and 
yet almost everybody here is for it. 
The vote was 18 to 2 in the committee 
to continue sending foreign aid to 
countries that persecute Christians. 

You say: Well, how are you defining 
that? How do you define the persecu- 
tion of Christians. 

Pretty easily, actually. We define it 
as any country that puts a Christian to 
death or puts anyone to death for criti- 
cizing the state religion. In Pakistan, 
it is the death penalty if you criticize 
the state religion. It is the death pen- 
alty if you convert from the state reli- 
gion to any other religion. Yet we pour 
billions of dollars in there. 

When I tried to end the practice of 
sending money to countries that per- 
secute Christians, the response from 
the other side was, well, this money is 
not going to those who are persecuting 
Christians, the money is going to the 
moderates to influence their behavior. 
The problem is that there is no objec- 
tive evidence that they are changing 
their behavior. If you look over the 
last dozen years, you look over the last 
two decades in Pakistan, are they be- 
coming more friendly to America? Are 
they changing the laws so they don’t 
persecute Christians? Well, it is actu- 
ally probably the opposite. In some 
ways, there has been more radicaliza- 
tion of Pakistan. 

I will give you an example—Asia 
Bibi. Asia Bibi is a Christian. There are 
not many Christians left in Pakistan. 
Asia Bibi went to the well in a small 
Muslim village. She went to the well to 
draw water. As she was drawing water, 
they began to stone her. They stoned 
her and beat her with sticks until she 
was a bloody pulp. As she lay on the 
ground crying out for help and hoping 
that someone would show up, finally 
the police came. As the police came, 
this Christian woman, Asia Bibi—when 
the police came, they did not help her, 
they arrested her. She was arrested and 
accused of criticizing the state reli- 
gion. What is our response? Our re- 
sponse is to send more money to Paki- 
stan. 

We continue to send money—good 
money after bad—to countries that 
abuse their citizenry. Look at a coun- 
try like Saudi Arabia. Many people 
have forgotten that 16 out of the 19 hi- 
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jackers were from Saudi Arabia. We 
still have some questions from the 9/11 
report that do discuss Saudi Arabia, 
the possibility of Saudi Arabia’s in- 
volvement in the 9/11 attacks. We also 
have a Saudi Arabia that has a horren- 
dous human rights record. This is a 
question that has been put forward. 
Some have said that really their goal is 
to support women’s rights, such as Hil- 
lary Clinton. Yet she has taken tens of 
millions of dollars from Saudi Arabia. 

In Saudi Arabia, there was a young 
woman who was 17. They called her the 
Girl of Qatif. She was raped. She was 
gang-raped by seven men. When they 
finally brought about justice in Saudi 
Arabia, their idea of justice was that 
the girl who was raped was publicly 
whipped. She was whipped for being in 
the car with an unmarried man. 

If you think foreign aid and selling 
weapons to a country like Saudi Arabia 
is going to change their behavior, you 
have got another thing coming. If you 
think selling weapons to Saudi Arabia 
or selling weapons to Egypt is some- 
how changing their behavior or cre- 
ating a warm fuzzy feeling in the 
hearts of Saudi Arabians or Egyptians 
for us, you have got another thing 
coming. 

Over a period of time, we sent $60 bil- 
lion to Egypt. Probably one-third to 
half of that was stolen by one family, 
the Mubarak family. We also sold a lot 
of weaponry to them. They ended up 
using some of the weaponry on their 
own people. 

As protesters gathered in Tahrir 
Square in Cairo about a year ago, as 
these protests were occurring and hun- 
dreds of thousands of people were show- 
ing up, when Mubarak was still in 
power, Mubarak attempted to quell the 
protest. He attempted to stifle the 
crowd by spraying tear gas on the 
crowd. That is bad enough, to try to 
quell protests with brute force, but 
what made it doubly bad is when the 
Egyptians bent over and they picked 
up the empty cartridge from the tear 
gas, it said, “Made in Pennsylvania.” 

You see, I think America is a great 
country. I think by our example and by 
our trade and by our diplomatic en- 
gagement with the world, we are the 
shining light for the world. But when 
we sell weapons to countries that then 
use those weapons to suppress their 
own people, Iam not so sure that helps 
American relations around the world. 

We should participate as a body more 
in how the money is being spent. I 
think this is one of the points of this 
resolution. When we see that we are 
giving an unspecified amount of bor- 
rowing power to the President—we 
have done it both ways in the past. We 
have done it this way in the past, and 
I think it is wrong—it was wrong then. 
But we have also done it when we have 
allowed the President to borrow cer- 
tain amounts. Many people have ar- 
gued: We should not have a debt ceil- 
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ing. We should never have this prob- 
lem. It is too disruptive, and we should 
let them borrow as much as they want. 

I really think the opposite. I think 
we need to put a closer rein on what 
actually happens in government. But I 
think we also need to specify and lay 
out the entire budget. A good example 
of this is when we had the Ebola out- 
break, and people were looking for 
money, and they said there was not 
enough money. It turns out there was 
plenty of money, but the money was 
being spent on a lot of bizarre things 
that come out of the NIH. We looked 
and we found that over $2 million was 
being spent on origami condoms. Well, 
I think we are fairly good on the 
science of condoms, and an extra $2 
million on origami condoms was per- 
haps not the best use of money. But 
when you bring out these outrageous 
spending examples, you think: Well, 
certainly we are going to fix it, right? 

Every year I think for the past 20 
years there has been a waste book pro- 
duced. The waste book has hundreds 
and hundreds of items that should be 
eliminated. Why are they in there 
every year? Why have we never fixed 
any of this? It is because we don’t do 
individual appropriations bills, we 
don’t look at the individual bills and 
say: This is how we will reform it. 

Some have said: We are not passing 
those appropriations bills because you 
are trying to tell the President how to 
spend the money. 

Yes. That is what we are supposed to 
do. That is what the power of the purse 
is. 

If you ask people around the country 
what are the things they are most un- 
happy about, I know from talking to 
Republicans and conservatives that the 
thing they are most unhappy about 
with us—and when I say “unhappy,” I 
mean really unhappy—they are un- 
happy that we are not exercising the 
power of the purse, that basically we 
are a rubberstamp for Big Government. 

Others will argue—they will say: We 
need to be the adults in the room and 
we need to govern. We need to govern 
seamlessly with no hiccups. 

I would say there are two potential 
problems here. You could argue that, 
well, by letting us get close to the 
brink on the debt ceiling or getting 
close to running out of money, that is 
disruptive and sends a bad signal to the 
marketplace. You could argue in the 
short run that maybe that is disrup- 
tive. But you could also argue that it is 
incredibly disruptive to the country to 
keep borrowing money at $1 million a 
minute. So I think you have to weigh 
which is worse. Is it worse to keep bor- 
rowing money at $1 million a minute or 
is it worse to actually have a little bit 
of uncertainty about the debt ceiling? 

With regard to the debt ceiling, 
though, if you look at the debt ceiling 
and ask whether we would ever default, 
we bring in, in tax revenue, about $250 
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billion a month. Our interest payments 
lately have been averaging about $30 
billion. There is actually no risk of de- 
faulting at all. 

We should do the opposite. Instead of 
scaring the marketplace and saying 
that there is any chance of default, we 
should say that we have no intention of 
defaulting. We should say that we will 
not default. In fact, we have legisla- 
tion—I have actually introduced legis- 
lation; it is called the Default Protec- 
tion Act. It says that we will not de- 
fault. It says that the first thing we 
will spend out of our revenue would be 
for our interest. It also says that out of 
our revenue we would pay for Social 
Security. We would fully fund it. We 
would pay for Medicare and fully fund 
it. We would pay for our soldiers’ sala- 
ries. We would pay for veterans affairs. 

People say: Well, we have little else. 

You know, then maybe the question 
should be—maybe government should 
not be doing much beyond interest, sol- 
diers’ salaries, veterans affairs, Medi- 
care, and Social Security. Maybe that 
is what government should do and 
nothing else, at least until we got 
caught up again, at least until we had 
as much money coming in. 

What would happen if we did not 
raise the debt ceiling? If we don’t raise 
the debt ceiling, we have a balanced 
budget. Is it really so awful to concede 
that we would only spend what comes 
in? Every American family does it. 
Every American family only spends 
what comes in. I think it would be good 
for the country to do that. 

But there is an even better way. 
What many conservatives have offered 
is something called cut, cap, and bal- 
ance. This is a way we could raise the 
debt ceiling, and we would temporarily 
raise it for about a 5-year period. We 
would raise the debt ceiling in a grad- 
ual manner over about a 5-year period. 
The reason you would do that and the 
reason I would vote for that is I would 
vote for it because we would be bal- 
ancing the budget. So cut, cap, and bal- 
ance, we would cut the deficit in half in 
1 year. It is the best way to get on a 
good footing. Let’s go ahead and cut 
out a significant amount in 1 year, and 
then it makes it a lot easier in the suc- 
cessive years if you hold the line. 

Calvin Coolidge was incredible with 
this kind of stuff. In Amity Shlaes’ 
book she goes through in exquisite de- 
tail—wonderful detail—how he ended 
up balancing the budget. In those days 
the President was paid a pretty good 
amount for those days. I think it was 
about $100,000, but everything came out 
of their salary. So when an ambassador 
for France came for dinner, the dinner 
came out of Coolidge’s salary. So Coo- 
lidge would be down in the kitchen 
after dinner saying: I noticed we 
cooked five hams. I think we could 
have done with four hams. 

That was the kind of handle he had 
on expenditures. He also had a handle 
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on expenditures throughout govern- 
ment, and he met every week with the 
Treasury Department. He met every 
week with the Cabinet Secretary to 
say: This is how we are going to stop 
spending money. This is how we are 
going to stop wasting money. 

Cut, cap, and balance is an alter- 
native to what we are putting forward. 
I think if we were a true, open, and de- 
liberative body we would have a vote 
on that, but no vote has been scheduled 
for cut, cap, and balance. So those of 
us—and I think there were a signifi- 
cant number who said that this was not 
a good deal. Those of us who believe it 
to be not a good deal were not allowed 
the opportunity to have an alternative. 

The alternative we have is called cut, 
cap, and balance. In cut, cap, and bal- 
ance, we would cut the debt or cut the 
deficit in half in 1 year. We would cap 
spending. 

This deal actually does the opposite 
of capping spending. This deal actually 
gets rid of the caps and exceeds the 
caps on spending. We would cap spend- 
ing at 18 percent of GDP. That means 
you would multiply 18 percent by the 
total dollar amount of the economy 
and that is what we would spend. 

Why did we choose 18 percent? We 
chose 18 percent because that is about 
what comes in historically on average. 
If you look over the past 20 years, we 
have occasional times when we bring 
more money in, occasional times when 
we bring in less, but on average we 
bring in about 18 percent. So really if 
you want to balance your spending— 
which would be the responsible thing if 
we were responsible adults, if we cared 
about the American people, cared what 
they thought, and cared that they were 
worried about the debt we were add- 
ing—we would spend about what comes 
in. So 18 percent is about what comes 
in. If we spent 18 percent, we would 
have a balanced budget. 

I think people ought to think about 

it in this perspective: We bring in $3 
trillion. Our problem isn’t so much how 
much money comes in, our problem is 
that we spend in excess of what comes 
in. 
Couldn’t we just spend what comes 
in? Couldn’t we spend $3 trillion? 
Couldn’t we have a strong country? I 
think we would actually be a stronger 
country if we spent only what comes 
in. We wouldn’t have ‘‘no”’ government, 
and in some ways we might have a gov- 
ernment that was even bigger than I 
desire. If we only spent what comes in, 
if we spent the $3 trillion—and that is 
all we spent—think how strong we 
would become again as a country. 
Think about the strength of our mar- 
ketplace, the strength of the stock 
market, the strength of our job cre- 
ation if we were only spending what 
comes in. 

This is not a new problem. It has ac- 
celerated under this President, but I 
think we should be very ecumenical 
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with the blame. There is enough blame 
to go around. I think there is an un- 
holy alliance. The problem in Wash- 
ington is not lack of cooperation, it is 
too much cooperation. We have de- 
cided, right and left, that we want to 
spend more money, but we don’t have 
the money. So what do we do? We say 
we are going to simply borrow it, but 
there are repercussions to borrowing. 
There are repercussions to spending 
money we don’t have. I think this is a 
point in time when we should reevalu- 
ate. It is a point in time where maybe 
you ought to spend time and go home. 

I know when I am at home I don’t 
meet anybody who is for this deal. 
Those who vote for this deal—maybe if 
you are from a State that isn’t con- 
cerned about the budget, isn’t con- 
cerned about the debt, you may get 
away with it, but I think people are 
going to have a rude awakening when 
they get home because outside of DC 
the antipathy for this deal is rising. 
The anger is rising. The belief that ba- 
sically everybody needs to be sent 
home from Washington is a rising sen- 
timent in the country because we don’t 
appear to be listening. 

If you ask people—and I ask people 
all the time. Do you think we ought to 
have term limits? The answer is yes. 

Would the Parliamentarian inform 
me of how much time remains. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
CAPITO). The Senator has 19 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. PAUL. When I have discussed 
this issue with folks at home, with con- 
stituents in Kentucky, the question 
they ask me is, How can you give the 
President an unspecified amount to 
borrow? Weren’t you elected to try to 
stop this? I was elected in 2010 when 
the tea party movement arose. The tea 
party movement arose—and this is an 
interesting, maybe some say, historical 
fact—the tea party arose not so much 
in criticism of Democrats; the tea 
party folks weren’t those who really 
believed the Democrats would be fis- 
cally responsible. The tea party arose 
because they were concerned that Re- 
publicans weren’t being fiscally respon- 
sible. The tea party arose largely as a 
rebuke to the Republican Party. The 
tea party arose and said: You know 
what, bailing out the banks wasn’t 
something the average middle class, 
ordinary, conservative Republican sup- 
ported. We didn’t support the bailouts. 
We didn’t support President Obama’s 
huge and enormous government stim- 
ulus, nearly $1 trillion. We also don’t 
support borrowing or lending money 
for these programs. There are two ways 
you can stop this. You can stop this by 
voting against the spending, which 
there doesn’t seem to be a significant 
amount of will in this body on either 
side of the aisle to stop and discontinue 
this profligate spending. So it is spend- 
ing and borrowing, spending and bor- 
rowing. Which comes first? Well, they 
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go hand-in-hand, but it is a real prob- 
lem. I think it is a problem that 
threatens the very fabric of our coun- 
try, and it is why I ran for office. 

The reason I ran for office is because 
I was concerned we were accumulating 
so much debt that we were piling on 
debt that ultimately could lead to the 
destruction of our country. People say: 
Well, we are a strong country. The debt 
will never bring us down. 

We are at a point where our debt ba- 
sically just about equals our economy, 
100 percent of our economy, and that is 
a tipping point. Many economists who 
look at the economics of nations have 
looked at that and said: We are at a 
tipping point. We are at a point where 
if we do nothing, if we continue to give 
a blank check to the government, if we 
give a blank check to this President for 
his final year in office, what might 
happen? 

This is a President who is going to 
add more debt than all of the previous 
Presidents combined, and we are going 
to give him a blank check? Those who 
vote for this deal will be giving the 
President a blank check. They will say: 
You can borrow whatever you want. 
Fill in the blank. 

That ought to be the title of this bill: 
“Fill in the blank.” 

How much debt do you want? Fill in 
the blank. 

There is no specific amount. This bill 
will allow for unlimited addition of 
debt. This bill is exactly why people 
are upset and angry with Washington. 

The fact that this bill is going to 
slide through is exactly why Congress 
has about a 10-percent approval rating. 
People here scratch their heads and 
can’t figure it out. This is why. They 
don’t want you to act like adults and 
govern over this enormous debt. They 
want you to act. They want you to do 
something. They want you to quit the 
borrowing and spending. 

The lesson that needs to be learned is 
that this isn’t one-sided. This is not 
the fault of one party, this is a two- 
party problem. These are the two par- 
ties getting together in an unholy alli- 
ance and spending us into oblivion. 

People say: Well, how will we defend 
the country? Don’t we need more 
money? 

We have increased military spending 
by 50 percent since 9/11 in real dollars. 
There is waste in the Pentagon. I have 
been arguing that we should audit the 
Pentagon. The Pentagon says they are 
too big to be audited. How insulting. It 
goes on and on. 

The frustration of the American peo- 
ple is that as it goes on and on, nothing 
ever changes. The establishment in 
Washington is completely and utterly 
tone deaf to the way America feels 
about this. All you have to do is drive 
outside the beltway, enter into Amer- 
ica, and ask the first person you meet 
at a supermarket: Do you think we 
should keep borrowing more money? 
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I don’t care what party they are in. I 
defy you to drive outside the beltway, 
stop at a gas station, stop at a super- 
market, and ask the first person: Do 
you think we should increase the debt 
and increase spending at the same 
time? Do you think we should increase 
the debt? Do you think we should in- 
crease the debt ceiling with an unspec- 
ified amount? 

Ask any parent of a college-age kid 
whether we should give them a credit 
card with no limit. If your child comes 
to you and has $2,000 on the credit card, 
what do you do? You tell them they 
have to watch their spending. Do you 
give them more money? No. 

Should we give Congress more 
money? Hell, no. Congress is bad with 
money. They are not good with money. 
Do not trust them with any more 
money. It is a mistake, a huge mis- 
take, to give this body any more 
money. We should be doing the oppo- 
site. We should be binding this body 
with the chains of the Constitution 
that say only certain powers were dele- 
gated to Congress, only certain powers 
under article I, section 8, and we 
shouldn’t allow for unlimited govern- 
ment. 

Our Founding Fathers were con- 
cerned about a big government, but 
they were also concerned about a big 
and overwhelming military that was 
there all the time and would tend to 
grow. Even some of our greatest he- 
roes—President Eisenhower’ worried 
about the military industrial complex. 
So there have been leaders in the past 
who have said we have to be careful 
that we don’t get to a point where the 
contractors are driving Congress, 
where the contractors are creating a 
situation in which their concerns and 
their well-being are more important 
than the well-being of the country. 

Will the Parliamentarian report on 
the time remaining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 13 minutes remaining. 

Mr. PAUL. Some will criticize this 
exercise of keeping the Senate awake 
at night. The rumblings can be heard, 
but what I would say is that the future 
of the country is worth the time spent. 
One of the reasons we are spending the 
middle of the night discussing this is 
that we don’t have an ordinary process 
for proposals. We don’t have an ordi- 
nary process for amending bills. 

Were there to be an ordinary process 
where conservatives would be allowed 
an alternative such as cut, cap, and 
balance—we actually did that in 2011 
when the opposite party was in charge. 
We did have a vote on cut, cap, and bal- 
ance. It actually passed. It passed in 
the House overwhelmingly and was de- 
feated in the Senate, but the fact is 
there are other alternatives. There 
isn’t just one alternative. The only al- 
ternative shouldn’t be that we con- 
tinue to go further and further into 
debt. 
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Sometimes people say: Well, I can’t 
even conceive of $1 trillion. It is just 
this enormous money, this enormous 
amount of money. What is $1 trillion? 

To illustrate what $1 trillion is, 
imagine if you had thousand-dollar 
bills in your hand and you had thou- 
sand-dollar bills stacked four inches 
high. That would be $1 million. But if 
you want to imagine $1 trillion, in 
thousand-dollar bills it would be 63 
miles high. That is what we are talking 
about adding. 

While they have not specified how 
much debt they are going to burden us 
with, many are estimating that it will 
be over $1 trillion. So when you think 
about what your government is doing 
to you tonight, think about how much 
of a burden of debt the next generation 
will get in just the next year, just from 
this bill over the next year and a half— 
over $1 trillion. If you want to know 
how much that is, imagine thousand- 
dollar bills stacked 63 miles high. That 
is the burden we are passing on to the 
next generation. 

None of this is an argument for no 
government. None of this is an argu- 
ment for no Federal Government. In 
fact, this is an argument for just 
spending what comes in. We actually 
have a lot of money that comes in; $3 
trillion comes in. Could we not simply 
live with the $3 trillion that comes in? 
What would happen to the country if 
we only spent what comes in? Would 
there be some sort of calamity? I think 
it would actually be the opposite. I 
think it would send a signal to the 
world that we are serious, that we are 
going to make America great again. 
America’s greatness was founded upon 
fiscal sanity, small government. 

Liberty thrives when government is 
small. We need a government that is 
small and restrained by the Constitu- 
tion. If we had a government that was 
restrained by the Constitution, we 
wouldn’t be in this fix. Many of the 
functions of government we do up here 
are not written into the Constitution 
and were never delegated to the Fed- 
eral Government. The reason we have 
gotten into this fix is because we have 
gotten away from the confines of the 
Constitution. 

Jefferson once said that the chains of 
the Constitution will bind government. 
Patrick Henry said that the Constitu- 
tion is not about restraining the peo- 
ple; the Constitution was intended to 
restrain the government. 

There has been a long history of this. 
This is not something that has oc- 
curred overnight. If you want to go 
back and see the history of people try- 
ing to restrain their government and 
keep their government small, you can 
probably go back to the plains of Run- 
nymede in 1215. When the Magna Carta 
was passed, that was one of the first 
explicit sort of explosions of people 
saying to government enough is 
enough; the king does not have unlim- 
ited power. 
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This goes against the character and 
the charter of the Magna Carta, which 
tried to limit the power of the mon- 
arch. Instead, we are giving unlimited 
power to borrow to the President. So if 
you look at the character of the Magna 
Carta and you look at the character of 
our Founding Fathers, who wanted to 
have restraint, who wanted govern- 
ment to be restrained by rules, what 
you find is that we are going headlong 
in the wrong direction. What we need is 
to obey the Constitution once again. 
When we obey the Constitution, I think 
what would happen is that the budget 
would balance almost automatically. It 
would balance every year. 

Washington does need to have com- 
promise, but this is the wrong kind of 
compromise. The compromise is going 
in the wrong direction. What we need is 
compromise that actually reduces 
spending. Instead, we have com- 
promise, or so-called compromise, that 
is actually increasing spending. 

This deal will give the President un- 
specified and unlimited power to bor- 
row money without limits. In the 
President’s last year in office he will be 
able to borrow whatever—no limits 
whatsoever. We are abdicating our role 
as a constitutional body to limit and 
check the power of the Presidency with 
this. 

Some will say: Oh, you are only say- 
ing this because it is a President of the 
opposite party. I would be saying this 
if it were a President of either party 
because we have allowed too much 
power to gravitate to the Presidency, 
and this allows even more. 

Will the Parliamentarian give an up- 
date on the time remaining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 5⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. PAUL. In the remaining time, I 
would like to talk about a budget point 
of order that I will be putting forward. 
This legislation does something that 
many in this body have been critical of 
in the past. It actually takes money 
from the obligations to Social Security 
and transfers them to a more imme- 
diate program. 

Specifically written into the budget 
rules, though, were rules that say: If 
you are going to take money, if you are 
going to steal money from Social Secu- 
rity, from people who are retired and 
who have put it in there, and you are 
going to spend it on something else, 
there is a special budget point of order 
that says in order to do this you will 
need 60 votes. So we will be putting for- 
ward a budget resolution that says: If 
you are going to steal money from So- 
cial Security, if you are going to take 
money from Social Security and you 
are going to spend it on other con- 
cerns—people will say: Oh, well, we are 
going to spend it on disability. Well, 
the Social Security fund was put for- 
ward as a pension plan. You have an 
obligation to those who put the money 
in. So stealing money from people who 


will be getting money in the future to 
pay for immediate concerns is robbing 
Peter to pay Paul. 

So those in this body will be asked 
tonight to vote on whether or not you 
are willing to vote to take money from 
Social Security to spend it on imme- 
diate concerns. This is sort of like say- 
ing: All right, I have a pension fund. 
Let’s say I have $100,000 in my pension 
plan, but I want to go to the racetrack 
and I need some money this week. So I 
am willing to take the $100,000 out, and 
I am willing to pay a $30,000 penalty. I 
am willing to do it because I am an ad- 
dict, and I am addicted to spending, 
and I have to spend the money now. 

That is what it is, and you are all 
guilty of it, right and left. You are 
going to take money out of the Social 
Security fund, and you are going to 
spend it on an immediate fix. And by 
fix, I mean not fixing the program. By 
fix, I mean what a junkie does. A junk- 
ie is addicted to spending. That is what 
the problem is here, that we are ad- 
dicted to spending. 

So, Madam President, at this point I 
raise a point of order against the pend- 
ing motion pursuant to section 311(a) 
of S. Con. Res. 11, the concurrent reso- 
lution on the budget for fiscal year 
2016. The legislation reallocates payroll 
between the retirement and disability 
programs and therefore breaches the 
budget act. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, pur- 
suant to section 904 of the Congres- 
sional Budget Act of 1974 and the waiv- 
er provisions of applicable budget reso- 
lutions, I move to waive all applicable 
sections of that act and applicable 
budget resolutions for purposes of the 
House message, and I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

Mr. PAUL. Madam President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

Is there further debate on the motion 
to waive? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the motion to waive. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator 
is necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Louisiana (Mr. VITTER). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 64, 
nays 35, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 293 Leg.] 


YEAS—64 
Alexander Baldwin Bennet 
Ayotte Barrasso Blumenthal 
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Booker 
Boxer 
Brown 
Cantwell 
Capito 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coons 
Cornyn 
Donnelly 
Durbin 
Feinstein 
Franken 
Gillibrand 
Graham 
Hatch 
Heinrich 


Blunt 
Boozman 
Burr 
Cassidy 
Coats 
Corker 
Cotton 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Daines 
Enzi 
Ernst 


Heitkamp 
Hirono 
Kaine 
King 

Kirk 
Klobuchar 
Leahy 
Manchin 
Markey 
McCain 
McCaskill 
McConnell 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Nelson 
Peters 


NAYS—35 


Fischer 
Flake 
Gardner 
Grassley 
Heller 
Hoeven 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson 
Lankford 
Lee 
Moran 


NOT VOTING—1 


Vitter 
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Reed 
Reid 
Roberts 
Rounds 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Thune 
Tillis 
Udall 
Warner 
Warren 
Whitehouse 
Wicker 
Wyden 


Paul 
Perdue 
Portman 
Risch 
Rubio 
Sasse 
Scott 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Sullivan 
Toomey 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 64, the nays are 35. 

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho- 
sen and sworn having voted in the af- 
firmative, the motion is agreed to. 

The majority leader. 
VOTE ON MOTION TO CONCUR WITH AMENDMENT 


NO. 2750 


Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I move to table the motion to concur 
with the amendment. 


The 


PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


question is on agreeing to the motion. 
The motion was agreed to. 
VOTE ON MOTION TO CONCUR 
Mr. MCCONNELL. I know of no fur- 
ther debate on the motion to concur. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 
If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the motion to concur. 
Mr. TILLIS. I ask for the yeas and 


nays. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient sec- 


ond. 


The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 


Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator 
is necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Louisiana (Mr. VITTER). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 64, 
nays 35, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 294 Leg.] 


YEAS—64 
Alexander Boxer Cochran 
Ayotte Brown Collins 
Baldwin Cantwell Coons 
Barrasso Capito Cornyn 
Bennet Cardin Donnelly 
Blumenthal Carper Durbin 
Booker Casey Feinstein 
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Franken McCaskill Schatz 
Gillibrand McConnell Schumer 
Graham Menendez Shaheen 
Hatch Merkley Stabenow 
Heinrich Mikulski Tester 
Heitkamp Murkowski Thune 
Hirono Murphy Tillis 
Kaine Murray Udall 
King Nelson Warner 
Kirk Peters Warren 
Klobuchar Reed p 
Leahy Reid Whitehouse 
Manchin Roberts Wicker 
Markey Rounds Wyden 
McCain Sanders 
NAYS—35 
Blunt Fischer Paul 
Boozman Flake Perdue 
Burr Gardner Portman 
Cassidy Grassley Risch 
Coats Heller Rubio 
Corker Hoeven Sasse 
Cotton Inhofe Scott 
Crapo Isakson $ 
Cruz Johnson one 
Daines Lankford Sullivan 
Enzi Lee 
Ernst Moran Toomey 
NOT VOTING—1 
Vitter 


The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 


FEDERAL WATER QUALITY PRO- 
TECTION ACT—MOTION TO PRO- 
CEED 


Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
I move to proceed to Calendar No. 153, 
S. 1140. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 153, S. 
1140, a bill to require the Secretary of the 
Army and the Administrator of the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency to propose a regu- 
lation revising the definition of the term 
“waters of the United States,” and for other 
purposes. 

CLOTURE MOTION 


Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
I send a cloture motion to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo- 
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 


We, the undersigned Senators, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the mo- 
tion to proceed to Calendar No. 153, S. 1140, 
a bill to require the Secretary of the Army 
and the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency to propose a regulation 
revising the definition of the term ‘‘waters of 
the United States,” and for other purposes. 

Mitch McConnell, Dean Heller, Jeff 
Flake, Steve Daines, Johnny Isakson, 
Mike Rounds, Ben Sasse, Roy Blunt, 
Daniel Coats, John Cornyn, John Booz- 
man, Richard Burr, Cory Gardner, 
Shelley Moore Capito, Richard C. 
Shelby, David Perdue, John Barrasso. 
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MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate be in a period of morning business, 
with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


Ea 


DISCHARGE PETITION—S.J. RES. 22 


We, the undersigned Senators, in accord- 
ance with chapter 8 of title 5, United States 
Code, hereby direct that the Senate Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works be 
discharged from further consideration of S.J. 
Res. 22, a joint resolution providing for con- 
gressional disapproval under chapter 8 of 
title 5, United States Code, of the rule sub- 
mitted by the Corps of Engineers and the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency relating to 
the definition of ‘‘waters of the United 
States”? under the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act, and further, that the resolution 
be placed upon the Legislative Calendar 
under General Orders. 

Joni Ernst, James Inhofe, Mike Rounds, 
Chuck Grassley, John Cornyn, Lamar 
Alexander, Rand Paul, Patrick 
Toomey, Pat Roberts, John Barrasso, 
Mike Lee, Thad Cochran, Orrin Hatch, 
Mike Crapo, Bill Cassidy, Shelley 
Moore Capito, Jeff Flake, Deb Fischer, 
Richard Burr, John McCain, David 
Perdue, Michael B. Enzi, Richard 
Shelby, John Hoeven, Ben Sasse, Tim 
Scott, Thom Tillis, James Lankford, 
Dan Sullivan, Bob Corker, Johnny 
Isakson, David Vitter, Mitch McCon- 
nell, Ted Cruz, Jerry Moran, Rob 
Portman, Ron Johnson, Dan Coats, 
Marco Rubio. 


— 


MEASURES DISCHARGED 


The following joint resolution was 
discharged by petition, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 802(c), and placed on the cal- 
endar: 

S.J. Res. 22. Joint resolution providing for 
congressional disapproval under chapter 8 of 
title 5, United States Code, of the rule sub- 
mitted by the Corps of Engineers and the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency relating to 
the definition of ‘‘waters of the United 
States”? under the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act. 


— 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. TILLIS (for himself, Ms. MIKUL- 
SKI, Mr. CASSIDY, and Mr. WARNER): 

S. 2225. A bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to establish an H-2B 
temporary non-agricultural work visa pro- 
gram and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 


——— 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 
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By Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself, Mr. 
SULLIVAN, and Mr. SCHATZ): 

S. Res. 301. A resolution calling on the 
Council for the Accreditation of Educator 
Preparation to modify the accreditation 
standards of the Council to prevent the 
standards from negatively impacting Alaska 
Native and Native American teacher can- 
didates; to the Committee on Health, Edu- 
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 


EE 


SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION 301—CALL- 
ING ON THE COUNCIL FOR THE 
ACCREDITATION OF EDUCATOR 
PREPARATION TO MODIFY THE 
ACCREDITATION STANDARDS OF 
THE COUNCIL TO PREVENT THE 
STANDARDS FROM NEGATIVELY 
IMPACTING ALASKA NATIVE 
AND NATIVE AMERICAN TEACH- 
ER CANDIDATES 


Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself, Mr. 
SULLIVAN, and Mr. SCHATZ) submitted 
the following resolution; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions: 

S. REs. 301 


Whereas Alaska Natives and Native Ameri- 
cans are underrepresented in the profession 
of teaching; 

Whereas Alaska Native and Native Amer- 
ican students benefit academically from the 
cultural perspectives of Alaska Native and 
Native American teachers; 

Whereas Alaska Native and Native Amer- 
ican teachers often serve as positive role 
models for Alaska Native and Native Amer- 
ican students; 

Whereas increasing the number of Alaska 
Native and Native American teachers work- 
ing in native communities empowers tribes, 
benefits native youth, and strengthens tribal 
self-sufficiency; 

Whereas the Council for the Accreditation 
of Educator Preparation (referred to in this 
preamble as the ‘‘Council’’) is the sole ac- 
crediting body for educator preparation pro- 
grams at institutions of higher education in 
the United States; 

Whereas the Council approved new accredi- 
tation standards in 2013 and plans for the 
standards to be fully implemented by 2020; 

Whereas the 2013 accreditation standards 
of the Council require that institutions of 
higher education, when accepting candidates 
to their schools of education, ensure that the 
group average performance on assessments 
such as the ACT and SAT is— 

(1) in the top 50 percent from 2016-2017; 

(2) in the top 40 percent of the distribution 
from 2018-2019; and 

(3) in the top 33 percent of the distribution 
by 2020; 

Whereas because of social, academic, and 
economic barriers, the average ACT and SAT 
scores of Alaska Natives and Native Ameri- 
cans are disproportionately lower than other 
categories of students; 

Whereas Alaska Native and Native Amer- 
ican students have disproportionately inad- 
equate access to exam preparation opportu- 
nities and 21st century technology and are 
less likely to take the ACT or SAT than 
other categories of students; 

Whereas no definitive research or data has 
shown that performance on the ACT or SAT 
is an effective indicator of the likelihood of 
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success of a prospective student in an educa- 
tor preparation program or as a teacher; 

Whereas the 2013 accreditation standards 
of the Council— 

(1) will force institutions of higher edu- 
cation to accept fewer Alaska Native and Na- 
tive American students into teacher prepara- 
tion programs in order to retain accredita- 
tion; 

(2) will result in fewer Alaska Natives and 
Native Americans gaining acceptance into 
those programs; and 

(3) will exacerbate the already low rep- 
resentation of Alaska Natives and Native 
Americans in the teaching community; 

Whereas the Federal Government has a 
trust responsibility to support the education 
of Alaska Natives and Native Americans; and 

Whereas the Council should recognize the 
negative impact of the standards of the 
Council on Alaska Native and Native Amer- 
ican teacher candidates: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, That the Senate calls on the 
Council for the Accreditation of Educator 
Preparation— 

(1) to consult with tribes and native orga- 
nizations; 

(2) to jointly develop changes to the ac- 
creditation standards of the Council to en- 
sure that Alaska Native and Native Amer- 
ican teacher candidates will not be nega- 
tively impacted by the standards; and 

(3) to adopt changes to the accreditation 
standards of the Council expeditiously. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
today I am submitting a resolution, 
with Senators SULLIVAN and SCHATZ, 
calling on the Council for the Accredi- 
tation of Educator Preparation, CAEP, 
to modify one of their accreditation 
standards that applies to the qualifica- 
tions for enrollment of teacher can- 
didates. 

The goal of accreditation agencies is 
to ensure that the education provided 
by our Nation’s institutions of higher 
education and their various programs 
meet appropriate levels of quality. 

In 2013, CAEP—the only accreditor of 
teacher preparation programs in the 
country—revised its accreditation 
standards. Problematic, however, is 
Standard 3.2 that would require teach- 
er preparation programs to ensure that 
each cohort of students enrolled in the 
program has an average SAT/ACT/GRE 
score in the top 50 percent from 2016- 
2017; the top 40 percent from 2018-2019; 
and the top 33 percent by 2020. 

I am all for making sure that our Na- 
tion’s youngsters have the best pos- 
sible teachers. We need well-trained, 
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culturally competent, intelligent, ef- 
fective teachers in every classroom in 
America. 

But there is no definitive research or 
data that shows that performance on 
the SAT, the ACT, or the GRE is an ef- 
fective indicator that someone will be- 
come an excellent teacher. Worse, bas- 
ing acceptance into a teacher prepara- 
tion programs on these tests will have 
a negative impact on young Native 
Americans and Alaska natives who 
want to become teachers in their own 
communities—where they are so des- 
perately needed. 

Compounding this inappropriate use 
of these tests is the fact that Native 
American and Alaska native students 
experience academic, economic, and so- 
cial barriers that result in their SAT, 
ACT, and GRE scores being dispropor- 
tionately lower than their peers of 
other races. Native students also have 
disproportionately inadequate access 
to exam preparation and are less likely 
to take the ACT or SAT than their 
peers. 

This new CAEP Standard 3.2 will, 
therefore, effectively block decades- 
long efforts to train more Native 
American and Alaska native teachers, 
when we know that Native American 
and Alaska native students benefit 
from having teachers who understand 
their culture, their history, and their 
learning styles. 

My resolution calls on the Council 
for the Accreditation of Educator Prep- 
aration to do three things: to consult 
with tribes and native organizations; 
to jointly develop changes to these 
standards to ensure that Native Ameri- 
cans and Alaska natives will not be 
negatively impacted by these stand- 
ards; and to adopt changes to the 
standards expeditiously. 

I hope that my colleagues will pay 
close attention to this issue, reach out 
to the teacher preparation programs in 
their states, and join my colleagues, 
Senators SULLIVAN and SCHATZ in co- 
sponsoring this resolution, as the 
Council’s standards will impact not 
only our Native American and Alaska 
native communities. This standard will 
also very likely impact young African 
Americans and Hispanic Americans 
who hope one day to become teachers 
but who experience similar barriers to 
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producing high scores on standardized 
tests. 


ee 


SIGNING AUTHORITY 


Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that during 
the upcoming adjournment of the Sen- 
ate, the majority leader and the senior 
Senator from Mississippi be authorized 
to sign duly enrolled bills or joint reso- 
lutions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ee 


ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, 
NOVEMBER 3, 2015 


Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until 10 a.m. on Tuesday, No- 
vember 3; that following the prayer and 
pledge, the morning hour be deemed 
expired, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, and the time for the 
two leaders be reserved for their use 
later in the day; further, that following 
leader remarks, the Senate resume 
consideration of the motion to proceed 
to S. 1140, with the time until 12:30 p.m. 
equally divided between the two lead- 
ers or their designees; further, that the 
Senate recess from 12:30 p.m. until 2:15 
p.m. to allow for the weekly conference 
meetings; finally, that notwith- 
standing the provisions of rule XXII, 
the vote on the motion to invoke clo- 
ture on the motion to proceed to S. 
1140 occur at 2:30 p.m. on Tuesday, No- 
vember 3, with the time from 2:15 p.m. 
until 2:30 p.m. equally divided in the 
usual form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


a 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL TUESDAY, 
NOVEMBER 3, 2015, AT 10 A.M. 


Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
if there is no further business to come 
before the Senate, I ask unanimous 
consent that it stand adjourned under 
the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 3:14 a.m., adjourned until Tuesday, 
November 3, 2015, at 10 a.m. 
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November 2, 2015 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, November 2, 2015 


The House met at noon and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. ALLEN). 


— 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
November 2, 2015. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable RICK W. 
ALLEN to act as Speaker pro tempore on this 
day. 

PAUL D. RYAN, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


SS 
MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of Janu- 
ary 6, 2015, the Chair would now recog- 
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 


ee 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives: 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, October 29, 2015. 
Hon. PAUL D. RYAN, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per- 
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of 
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives, the Clerk received the following mes- 
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 29, 2015 at 3:22 p.m.: 

That the Senate passed S. 1781. 

With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely, 
KAREN L. HAAS. 


EE 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives: 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, October 30, 2015. 
Hon. PAUL D. RYAN, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per- 
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of 
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives, the Clerk received the following mes- 
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 30, 2015 at 11:57 a.m.: 


That the Senate concur in the House 
amendment to the Senate amendment H.R. 
1814. 

With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely, 
KAREN L. HAAS. 


Ee 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until 2 
p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 2 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 


EE 


1400 
AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker at 2 
p.m. 


EE 
PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick 
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer: 

God of the universe, we give You 
thanks for giving us another day. 

Bless the Members of this assembly 
as they set upon the work of these 
hours, of these days. Help them to 
make wise decisions in a good manner 
and to carry their responsibilities 
steadily with high hopes for a better 
future for our great Nation. 

Deepen their faith, widen their sym- 
pathies, heighten their aspirations, and 
give them the strength to do what 
ought to be done for this country. 

During this time of transition in the 
Speaker’s office, may all Members 
renew their hope of a productive dy- 
namic within the House and, with Your 
grace, be willing to reset relationships 
both within and between party con- 
ferences. 

May Your blessing, O God, be with 
them and with us all this day and every 
day to come, and may all we do be done 
for Your greater honor and glory. 

Amen. 


EE 
THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentle- 
woman from North Carolina (Ms. Foxx) 


This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 


come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Ms. FOXX led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EE 


RESIGNATION FROM THE HOUSE 
OF REPRESENTATIVES 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following resignation from the 
House of Representatives: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, October 29, 2015. 
Hon. PAUL D. RYAN, 
Speaker of the House, 
Washington, DC. 

SPEAKER RYAN: I write to inform you that 
I have notified Ohio Governor John Kasich of 
my resignation from the U.S. House of Rep- 
resentatives, effective 11:59 p.m. October 31, 
2015. 

At this hour, my heart is full with grati- 
tude. I wish to thank the people of Ohio’s 
Eighth District for giving me the oppor- 
tunity to serve, my staff for being the 
linchpins of that service, and my colleagues 
for honoring me with their trust by electing 
me their Speaker. Together, we banned ear- 
marks, cut spending by more than $2 trillion, 
made the first entitlement reforms in nearly 
two decades, and made it possible for kids in 
Washington, D.C.’s toughest neighborhoods 
to go to great schools. Put another way, we 
did the right things for the right reasons, 
and good things happened. 

It has been an honor to serve. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN A. BOEHNER. 

(Representative John A. Boehner’s resigna- 
tion letter to Governor John R. Kasich will 
be placed in the Congressional Record of No- 
vember 3, 2015 prior to the adjournment.) 


EE 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 


The SPEAKER. Under clause 5(d) of 
rule XX, the Chair announces to the 
House that, in light of the resignation 
of the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Boeh- 
ner), the whole number of the House is 
434. 


Ee 


MIAMI WALK TO END 
ALZHEIMER’S 


(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 
today I rise to lend my support to the 
Miami Walk to End Alzheimer’s, and I 
urge my fellow south Floridians to 
come out to Museum Park in down- 
town Miami this Saturday, November 
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7, to help advance Alzheimer’s support, 
care, and research in our community 
and, indeed, across our great Nation. 

Alzheimer’s is a growing problem in 
Florida, with over half a million sen- 
iors impacted. And it is not just pa- 
tients who suffer. Family members and 
caregivers, too, often bear the brunt of 
this tragic and emotionally draining 
disease. I know this personally, having 
lost my mother to complications from 
Alzheimer’s on January 28, 2011. 

Please consider taking a few hours 
out of your weekend to benefit Alz- 
heimer’s awareness and research for 
south Florida’s elderly and the families 
who support and love them. 


Ee 


RECOGNIZING AMERICA’S VET- 
ERANS AND MILITARY FAMILIES 


(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, next week 
this Nation will celebrate Veterans 
Day, where we rightly pay tribute to 
the members of our military, past and 
present, and honor them with the re- 
spect and gratitude they deserve. Lib- 
erty is bought and paid for by the in- 
comprehensible generosity of these pa- 
triots. 

We also honor the commitment and 
sacrifices of our military families by 
celebrating Military Family Month in 
November. Through deployments, sepa- 
rations, and moves across the country 
and overseas, these families inspire us 
as they endure the extended absence of 
their loved ones with grace, strength, 
and devotion. 

America is the land of the free be- 
cause we are the home of the brave. I 
thank our veterans for seeing the value 
of freedom and rising to America’s de- 
fense with unfailing strength. I thank 
our military families for standing with 
our servicemembers, supporting that 
great bravery, and sharing in the sac- 
rifice. 

Í — 


CONGRATULATIONS TO PAUL 
DAVIS RYAN 


(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, congratulations to America’s 
new Speaker of the House, PAUL DAVIS 
RYAN. 

I have been grateful to serve with the 
Speaker for a number of years, and I 
know he is a proven conservative. I 
know his positive commitment to the 
people of the First District of Wis- 
consin and every corner of our Nation, 
which he visited while campaigning in 
2012. 

I look forward to Speaker RYAN’s 
conservative leadership, cited in the 
National Journal Daily as ‘‘chief 
Democratic villain in Washington.’’ He 
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was also condemned as a ‘“budget- 
slashing fiend.’’ Despite these attacks, 
his service will advance meaningful, 
conservative change for the American 
people, limiting government, and ex- 
panding freedom. Congress has a posi- 
tive leader, as we work to promote a 
strong national defense of peace 
through strength. 

The Economist identified the Speak- 
er as a dogmatic conservative with 
faith in supply-side reform for growth- 
boosting. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and the President, by his actions, must 
never forget September the 11th in the 
global war on terrorism. 

Our sympathy and prayers to the 
people of Russia upon the deaths of 224 
persons onboard the Metrojet charter 
flight in Egypt. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING LINDA 
CHMIELEWSKI 


(Mr. EMMER of Minnesota asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. EMMER of Minnesota. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to recognize 
Linda Chmielewski from St. Cloud for 
receiving a 2015 Nurse of the Year 
award from the Minnesota March of 
Dimes. 

Linda, who is the vice president and 
chief nursing officer at St. Cloud Hos- 
pital—CentraCare Health, was named a 
recipient of the leadership award. She 
has effectively overseen the hospital’s 
nursing department and ensures that 
her patients receive quality care, mak- 
ing her fully deserving of this award. 

This is not the first time that Linda 
has been recognized for exemplary 
work. In 2014, she was honored by the 
Women’s Health Leadership Trust, 
again, for her leadership in the 
healthcare field. 

Nursing is a noble profession. We 
have all been cared for by a nurse, so 
we all know they go to great lengths 
for their patients. Without caring indi- 
viduals like Linda, our healthcare sys- 
tem would suffer. So it is an honor to 
recognize her and all nurses for their 
service. 

Linda, thank you for your hard work 
and dedication to our community. 


EE 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DENHAM) laid before the House the fol- 
lowing communication from the Clerk 
of the House of Representatives: 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, October 30, 2015. 
Hon. PAUL D. RYAN, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per- 
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of 
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa- 
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tives, I have the honor to transmit a sealed 
envelope received from the White House on 
October 30, 2015, at 3:12 p.m., and said to con- 
tain a message from the President whereby 
he notifies the Congress of his intention to 
terminate the designation of Burundi as a 
beneficiary sub-Saharan African country 
under the African Growth and Opportunity 
Act. 
With best wishes, I am 
Sincerely, 
KAREN L. HAAS, 
Clerk of the House. 


EE 


NOTIFICATION OF INTENT TO TER- 
MINATE THE DESIGNATION OF 
THE REPUBLIC OF BURUNDI AS 
A BENEFICIARY SUB-SAHARAN 
AFRICAN COUNTRY UNDER 
AGOA—MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 114-72) 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and referred to 
the Committee on Ways and Means and 
ordered to be printed: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

In accordance with section 
506A(a)(3)(B) of the African Growth and 
Opportunity Act, as amended (AGOA) 
(19 U.S.C. 2466a(a)(3)(B)), I am pro- 
viding notification of my intent to ter- 
minate the designation of the Republic 
of Burundi (Burundi) as a beneficiary 
sub-Saharan African country under 
AGOA. 

I am taking this step because I have 
determined that the Government of 
Burundi has not established or is not 
making continual progress toward es- 
tablishing the rule of law and political 
pluralism, as required by the AGOA eli- 
gibility requirements outlined in sec- 
tion 104 of the AGOA (19 U.S.C. 3703). In 
particular, the continuing crackdown 
on opposition members, which has in- 
cluded assassinations, extra-judicial 
killings, arbitrary arrests, and torture, 
have worsened significantly during the 
election campaign that returned Presi- 
dent Nkurunziza to power earlier this 
year. In addition, the Government of 
Burundi has blocked opposing parties 
from holding organizational meetings 
and campaigning throughout the elec- 
toral process. Police and armed youth 
militias with links to the ruling party 
have intimidated the opposition, con- 
tributing to nearly 200,000 refugees 
fleeing the country since April 2015. 
Accordingly, I intend to terminate the 
designation of Burundi as a beneficiary 
sub-Saharan African country under 
AGOA as of January 1, 2016. 

BARACK OBAMA. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, October 30, 2015. 


Í 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 


ant to clause 4 of rule I, the following 
enrolled bills were signed by Speaker 
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pro tempore MESSER on Monday, No- 
vember 2, 2015: 

H.R. 623, to amend the Homeland Se- 
curity Act of 2002 to authorize the De- 
partment of Homeland Security to es- 
tablish a social media working group, 
and for other purposes; 

H.R. 1314, to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide for a right 
to an administrative appeal relating to 
adverse determinations of tax-exempt 
status of certain organizations. 


EE 
RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until ap- 
proximately 4 p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 11 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 


EE 


1607 
AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. HOLDING) at 4 o’clock and 
7 minutes p.m. 


EE 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will postpone further proceedings 
today on motions to suspend the rules 
on which a recorded vote or the yeas 
and nays are ordered, or on which the 
vote incurs objection under clause 6 of 
rule XX. 

Record votes on postponed questions 
will be taken later. 


EE 


DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE- 
CURITY INSIDER THREAT AND 
MITIGATION ACT OF 2015 


Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I move to suspend the rules and pass 
the bill (H.R. 3361) to amend the Home- 
land Security Act of 2002 to establish 
the Insider Threat Program, and for 
other purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 3361 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Department 
of Homeland Security Insider Threat and 
Mitigation Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 2. ESTABLISHMENT OF INSIDER THREAT 
PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title I of the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 111 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 

“SEC. 104. INSIDER THREAT PROGRAM. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish an Insider Threat Program within 
the Department. Such Program shall— 

“(1) provide training and education for De- 
partment personnel to identify, prevent, 
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mitigate, and respond to insider threat risks 
to the Department’s critical assets; 

“(2) provide investigative support regard- 
ing potential insider threats that may pose a 
risk to the Department’s critical assets; and 

(3) conduct risk mitigation activities for 
insider threats. 

‘(b) STEERING COMMITTEE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish a Steering Committee within the De- 
partment. The Under Secretary for Intel- 
ligence and Analysis shall serve as the Chair 
of the Steering Committee. The Chief Secu- 
rity Officer shall serve as the Vice Chair. 
The Steering Committee shall be comprised 
of representatives of the Office of Intel- 
ligence and Analysis, the Office of the Chief 
Information Officer, the Office of the Gen- 
eral Counsel, the Office for Civil Rights and 
Civil Liberties, the Privacy Office, the Office 
of the Chief Human Capital Officer, the Of- 
fice of the Chief Financial Officer, the Fed- 
eral Protective Service, the Office of the 
Chief Procurement Officer, the Science and 
Technology Directorate, and other compo- 
nents or offices of the Department as appro- 
priate. Such representatives shall meet on a 
regular basis to discuss cases and issues re- 
lated to insider threats to the Department’s 
critical assets, in accordance with subsection 
(a). 

‘(2) RESPONSIBILITIES.—Not later than one 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
section, the Under Secretary for Intelligence 
and Analysis and the Chief Security Officer, 
in coordination with the Steering Com- 
mittee established pursuant to paragraph (1), 
shall— 

“(A) develop a holistic strategy for Depart- 
ment-wide efforts to identify, prevent, miti- 
gate, and respond to insider threats to the 
Department’s critical assets; 

‘“(B) develop a plan to implement the in- 
sider threat measures identified in the strat- 
egy developed under subparagraph (A) across 
the components and offices of the Depart- 
ment; 

“(C) document insider threat policies and 
controls; 

‘“(D) conduct a baseline risk assessment of 
insider threats posed to the Department’s 
critical assets; 

‘“(E) examine existing programmatic and 
technology best practices adopted by the 
Federal Government, industry, and research 
institutions to implement solutions that are 
validated and cost-effective; 

“(F) develop a timeline for deploying 
workplace monitoring technologies, em- 
ployee awareness campaigns, and education 
and training programs related to identifying, 
preventing, mitigating, and responding to 
potential insider threats to the Depart- 
ment’s critical assets; 

“(G) require the Chair and Vice Chair of 
the Steering Committee to consult with the 
Under Secretary for Science and Technology 
and other appropriate stakeholders to ensure 
the Insider Threat Program is informed, on 
an ongoing basis, by current information re- 
garding threats, beset practices, and avail- 
able technology; and 

““(H) develop, collect, and report metrics on 
the effectiveness of the Department’s insider 
threat mitigation efforts. 

“(c) REPORT.—Not later than two years 
after the date of the enactment of this sec- 
tion and the biennially thereafter for the 
next four years, the Secretary shall submit 
to the Committee on Homeland Security and 
the Permanent Select Committee on Intel- 
ligence of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs and the Select Com- 
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mittee on Intelligence of the Senate a report 
on how the Department and its components 
and offices have implemented the strategy 
developed under subsection (b)(2)(A), the sta- 
tus of the Department’s risk assessment of 
critical assets, the types of insider threat 
training conducted, the number of Depart- 
ment employees who have received such 
training, and information on the effective- 
ness of the Insider Threat Program, based on 
metrics under subsection (b)(2)(H). 

“(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) CRITICAL ASSETS.—The term ‘critical 
assets’ means the people, facilities, informa- 
tion, and technology required for the Depart- 
ment to fulfill its mission. 

‘*(2) INSIDER.—The term ‘insider’ means— 

“(A) any person who has access to classi- 
fied national security information and is em- 
ployed by, detailed to, or assigned to the De- 
partment, including members of the Armed 
Forces, experts or consultants to the Depart- 
ment, industrial or commercial contractors, 
licensees, certificate holders, or grantees of 
the Department, including all subcontrac- 
tors, personal services contractors, or any 
other category of person who acts for or on 
behalf of the Department, as determined by 
the Secretary; or 

“(B) State, local, tribal, territorial, and 
private sector personnel who possess secu- 
rity clearances granted by the Department. 

“(3) INSIDER THREAT.—The term ‘insider 
threat’ means the threat that an insider will 
use his or her authorized access, wittingly or 
unwittingly, to do harm to the security of 
the United States, including damage to the 
United States through espionage, terrorism, 
the unauthorized disclosure of classified na- 
tional security information, or through the 
loss or degradation of departmental re- 
sources or capabilities.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents of the Homeland Security Act of 
2002 is amended by inserting after the item 
relating to section 103 the following new 
item: 

“Sec. 104. Insider Threat Program.’’. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. KING) and the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. THOMP- 
SON) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks and include any extraneous ma- 
terial on the bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
legislation. The bill under consider- 
ation ensures that the Department of 
Homeland Security has the authority 
and congressional mandate to create a 
robust Insider Threat Program. 

In the Manning and Snowden espio- 
nage scandals, two trusted insiders 
abused their access to classified infor- 
mation. When Aaron Alexis attacked 
the Washington Navy Yard, 12 Ameri- 
cans lost their lives. In the face of 
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these insider threat scenarios, it is 
vital that government agencies have 
the tools to detect and disrupt future 
insider threat situations before damage 
is done. Unfortunately, all three were 
able to conduct their traitorous work 
undetected because the government 
had at one time vetted and granted 
them access to secure facilities and in- 
formation systems. 

H.R. 3361 reinforces the message that 
a security clearance is a privilege 
granted to individuals who have 
pledged to protect the American people 
from threats domestically and abroad. 
Had investigators more thoroughly 
scrutinized Edward Snowden’s back- 
ground, they might have identified dis- 
turbing trends that made him unfit to 
hold a clearance of any kind and a po- 
tential insider threat to U.S. national 
security. Had Federal adjudicators had 
access to criminal history records from 
the Seattle Police Department, they 
would have been aware of Aaron Alexis’ 
arrest in 2004 on firearms charges and 
potentially conducted a more rigorous 
screening of his background prior to 
authorizing him access to the Wash- 
ington Navy Yard. 

Trusted insiders, going back to Al- 
drich Ames and Robert Hanssen, not 
only severely damaged national secu- 
rity, their traitorous actions led to the 
loss of life. In each case, the post- 
breach review highlighted that the pre- 
viously trusted individual exhibited 
suspicious behavior, but it was not re- 
ported due to a lack of understanding 
by colleagues or failures in the reinves- 
tigation process. 

In describing the new type of insider 
threat represented by Snowden and 
WikiLeaks, Michael Hayden correctly 
concluded that, ‘‘in this new, modern, 
connected era, the trusted insider who 
betrays us is far more empowered to do 
damage far greater than these kinds of 
people were able to do in the past. And 
therefore we have to be even more vigi- 
lant.” 

The Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity has over 280,000 employees, includ- 
ing tens of thousands with access to 
classified or sensitive information. The 
Department has an existing Insider 
Threat Program and is moving forward 
to increase security controls on inter- 
nal systems, but much more remains to 
be done. 

The bill directs DHS to develop a 
strategy for the Department to iden- 
tify, prevent, mitigate, and respond to 
insider threats, and requires DHS to 
ensure that personnel understand what 
workplace behavior may be indicative 
of a potential insider threat and how 
their activity on DHS networks will be 
monitored. 

The bill codifies a comprehensive In- 
sider Threat Program at DHS that can 
be implemented throughout the De- 
partment and its component agencies 
and, most importantly, reinforces the 
importance of preventing future insider 
attacks. 
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I want to thank Homeland Security 
Chairman MCCAUL, Ranking Member 
THOMPSON, Ranking Member HIGGINS, 
and Congressmen KATKO, DONOVAN, and 
BARLETTA for working with me to bring 
this bill to the floor. The bill went 
through regular order and received bi- 
partisan support during subcommittee 
and full committee consideration. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill so we can establish a comprehen- 
sive, transparent DHS-wide Insider 
Threat Program that is a model for the 
public and private sectors. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

I rise in support of H.R. 3361, the De- 
partment of Homeland Security Insider 
Threat and Mitigation Act of 2015. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3361, the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security Insider 
Threat and Mitigation Act of 2015, au- 
thorizes the Department of Homeland 
Security to address the homeland and 
national security risk posed by trusted 
insiders. 

Typically, trusted insiders are given 
unrestricted access to mission-critical 
assets such as personnel, facilities, and 
computer networks. While DHS, like 
other Federal agencies, conducts ex- 
tensive vetting of prospective employ- 
ees, there remains a risk that someone 
who gains ‘‘insider status”? exploits 
their position to damage the United 
States through espionage, terrorism, or 
even the unauthorized disclosure of 
sensitive national security informa- 
tion. 

As the ranking member of the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security, I am 
supportive of the Department of Home- 
land Security’s current Insider Threat 
Program. It is targeted at preventing 
and detecting when a vetted DHS em- 
ployee or contractor with authorized 
access to U.S. Government resources, 
including personnel, facilities, infor- 
mation, equipment, networks, and sys- 
tems, exploits such access for nefar- 
ious, terroristic, or criminal purposes. 

While I support the DHS program, I 
could not support this legislation when 
it was considered by the full com- 
mittee because it did not include lan- 
guage to prevent the somewhat broad 
authority granted under this bill for 
being used by DHS to deploy ‘‘contin- 
uous evaluation.” Continuous evalua- 
tion is an automated system that con- 
stantly monitors public and private 
databases for information regarding 
the credit, criminal, and social media 
activities of certain individuals. The 
Defense Department has an extensive 
pilot underway, and I am concerned 
that Federal agencies, with the under- 
standable urge to protect their IT sys- 
tems and facilities, are racing to ac- 
quire this capability before knowing 
whether such costly systems are even 
effective. 

At this time, I would like to engage 
in a colloquy with the gentleman from 
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New York (Mr. KING) about some con- 
cerns I have with the prospect that the 
Department will use the authority 
under this act to establish a contin- 
uous evaluation program. 
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Would the gentleman agree that it is 
important that, prior to establishing 
any such program under which certain 
DHS employees would be subjected to 
ongoing automated credit, criminal, or 
social media monitoring, the Depart- 
ment engages Congress about not only 
the potential costs and benefits of such 
a program but what protections would 
be in place for workers subject to such 
program? 

I yield to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. KING). 

Mr. KING of New York. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Yes, I agree with the gentleman from 
Mississippi. The implementation of the 
Insider Threat Program, including a 
possible continuous evaluation compo- 
nent, needs congressional oversight 
and must be transparent. 

I look forward to working with the 
gentleman from Mississippi on this 
issue as we go forward. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. I 
thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, we live at a time when 
the threats to our Nation are complex. 
None of us want to see someone exploit 
their access to DHS networks to carry 
out cybercrimes or other criminal ac- 
tivity. 

Even as DHS works to detect and 
prevent such threats, it is important 
that such activities be carried out in a 
transparent way so as not to compound 
the chronic morale challenges that 
exist within the workforce. 

Each time DHS considers making an 
adjustment to its Insider Threat Pro- 
gram, thoughtful consideration must 
be paid to whether the operational 
drawbacks and costs of such an adjust- 
ment outweigh the benefit of such 
change. 

That said, I commend General Tay- 
lor, the Under Secretary for Intel- 
ligence and Analysis at DHS, for the 
attention he has given to the insider 
threat challenge and look forward to 
continuing to work with him to bolster 
security within the Department. 

I appreciate the gentleman from New 
York’s cooperation and colloquy. I look 
forward to the successful passage and 
approval of this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me also at the out- 
set thank the distinguished ranking 
member for his support and his co- 
operation as this bill has gone forward. 
I am sure the two of us will be able to 
continue to work and cooperate as, 
again, this will be monitored in the fu- 
ture. 
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The Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity and all Federal agencies are tar- 
geted by adversaries on a daily basis. 
Some of the most damaging attacks to 
the U.S. Government have been com- 
mitted by U.S. citizens who have been 
granted access to government facilities 
and electronic networks. 

This bill provides the framework for 
DHS to implement an Insider Threat 
Program that identifies and disrupts 
malicious insiders who seek to do the 
Department and its employees harm. It 
also seeks to protect the Department’s 
workforce by conducting a transparent 
process to reinforce cyber hygiene, 
data security, and awareness of mali- 
cious activity through a robust train- 
ing program. 

I want to thank the committee staff, 
especially John Neal and Tyler Lowe. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for H.R. 
3361. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, as a sen- 
ior member of the Homeland Security Com- 
mittee, | rise in support of H.R. 3361, the “De- 
partment of Homeland Security Insider Threat 
and Mitigation Act.” 

| am in support of this bill because it 
amends the Homeland Security Act of 2002 to 
direct the Department of Homeland Security 
(DHS) to establish an Insider Threat Program, 
which shall: provide training and education for 
DHS personnel to identify, prevent, mitigate, 
and respond to insider threat risks to DHS’s 
critical assets; provide investigative support re- 
garding such threats; and conduct risk mitiga- 
tion activities for such threats. 

The Department of Homeland Security will 
establish a Steering Committee headed by the 
Under Secretary for Intelligence and Analysis 
who will serve as the Chair; and the Chief Se- 
curity Officer of the office as the Vice Chair of 
the Committee. 

The Under Secretary and the Chief Security 
Officer, in coordination with the Steering Com- 
mittee, shall: develop a holistic strategy for 
DHS-wide efforts to identify, prevent, mitigate, 
and respond to insider threats to DHS’s critical 
assets; develop a plan to implement the strat- 
egy across DHS components and offices; doc- 
ument insider threat policies and controls; con- 
duct a baseline risk assessment of such 
threats; examine existing programmatic and 
technology best practices adopted by the fed- 
eral government, industry, and research insti- 
tutions; develop a timeline for deploying work- 
place monitoring technologies, employee 
awareness campaigns, and education and 
training programs related to potential insider 
threats; consult with the Under Secretary for 
Science and Technology and other stake- 
holders to ensure that the Insider Threat Pro- 
gram is informed by current information re- 
garding threats, best practices, and available 
technology; and develop, collect, and report 
metrics on the effectiveness of DHS’s insider 
threat mitigation efforts. 

Threat mitigation is focused on blunting the 
effectiveness of threats posed by terrorists 
seeking to carry out attacks in the United 
States. 

This is a core mission of the Department of 
Homeland Security and this bill will support 
that mission. 
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| ask my colleagues to join me in support of 
this bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
KING) that the House suspend the rules 
and pass the bill, H.R. 3361, as amend- 
ed. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


ES 


DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE- 
CURITY CLEARANCE MANAGE- 
MENT AND ADMINISTRATION 
ACT 


Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I move to suspend the rules and pass 
the bill (H.R. 3505) to amend the Home- 
land Security Act of 2002 to improve 
the management and administration of 
the security clearance processes 
throughout the Department of Home- 
land Security, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 3505 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Department 
of Homeland Security Clearance Manage- 
ment and Administration Act”. 

SEC. 2. SECURITY CLEARANCE MANAGEMENT 
AND ADMINISTRATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title VII of the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 is amended— 

(1) by inserting before section 701 (6 U.S.C. 
341) the following: 

“Subtitle A—Headquarters Activities”; 


and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subtitle: 
“Subtitle B—Security Clearances 
“SEC. 711. DESIGNATION OF NATIONAL SECURITY 
SENSITIVE AND PUBLIC TRUST POSI- 
TIONS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re- 
quire the designation of the sensitivity level 
of national security positions (pursuant to 
part 1400 of title 5, Code of Federal Regula- 
tions, or similar successor regulation) be 
conducted in a consistent manner with re- 
spect to all components and offices of the 
Department, and consistent with Federal 
guidelines. 

“(b) IMPLEMENTATION.—In carrying out 
subsection (a), the Secretary shall require 
the utilization of uniform designation tools 
throughout the Department and provide 
training to appropriate staff of the Depart- 
ment on such utilization. Such training shall 
include guidance on factors for determining 
eligibility for access to classified informa- 
tion and eligibility to hold a national secu- 
rity position. 

“SEC. 712. REVIEW OF POSITION DESIGNATIONS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than July 6, 
2017, and every five years thereafter, the Sec- 
retary shall review all sensitivity level des- 
ignations of national security positions (pur- 
suant to part 1400 of title 5, Code of Federal 
Regulations, or similar successor regulation) 
at the Department. 
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“(b) DETERMINATION.—If during the course 
of a review required under subsection (a), the 
Secretary determines that a change in the 
sensitivity level of a position that affects the 
need for an individual to obtain access to 
classified information is warranted, such ac- 
cess shall be administratively adjusted and 
an appropriate level periodic reinvestigation 
completed, as necessary. 

“(c) CONGRESSIONAL REPORTING.—Upon 
completion of each review required under 
subsection (a), the Secretary shall report to 
the Committee on Homeland Security of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs of the Senate on the findings of each 
such review, including the number of posi- 
tions by classification level and by compo- 
nent and office of the Department in which 
the Secretary made a determination in ac- 
cordance with subsection (b) to— 

“(1) require access to classified informa- 
tion; 

‘“(2) no longer require access to classified 
information; or 

“(3) otherwise require a different level of 
access to classified information. 

“SEC. 713. AUDITS. 

“Beginning not later than 180 days after 
the date of the enactment of this section, the 
Inspector General of the Department shall 
conduct regular audits of compliance of the 
Department with part 1400 of title 5, Code of 
Federal Regulations, or similar successor 
regulation. 

“SEC. 714. REPORTING. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall an- 
nually through fiscal year 2021 submit to the 
Committee on Homeland Security of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs of the Senate a report on the following: 

“(1) The number of denials, suspensions, 
revocations, and appeals of the eligibility for 
access to classified information of an indi- 
vidual throughout the Department. 

‘“(2) The date and status or disposition of 
each reported action under paragraph (1). 

‘(3) The identification of the sponsoring 
entity, whether by a component, office, or 
headquarters of the Department, of each ac- 
tion under paragraph (1), and description of 
the grounds for each such action. 

“(4) Demographic data, including data re- 
lating to race, sex, national origin, and dis- 
ability, of each individual for whom eligi- 
bility for access to classified information 
was denied, suspended, revoked, or appealed, 
and the number of years that each such indi- 
vidual was eligible for access to such infor- 
mation. 

‘(5) In the case of a suspension in excess of 
180 days, an explanation for such duration. 

(b) FORM.—The report required under sub- 
section (a) shall be submitted in unclassified 
form and be made publicly available, but 
may include a classified annex for any sen- 
sitive or classified information if necessary. 
“SEC. 715. UNIFORM ADJUDICATION, SUSPEN- 

SION, DENIAL, AND REVOCATION. 

“Not later than one year after the date of 
the enactment of this section, the Secretary, 
in consultation with the Homeland Security 
Advisory Committee, shall develop a plan to 
achieve greater uniformity within the De- 
partment with respect to the adjudication of 
eligibility of an individual for access to clas- 
sified information that are consistent with 
the Adjudicative Guidelines for Determining 
Access to Classified Information published 
on December 29, 2005, or similar successor 
regulation. The Secretary shall submit to 
the Committee on Homeland Security of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
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on Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs of the Senate the plan. The plan shall 
consider the following: 

“(1) Mechanisms to foster greater compli- 
ance with the uniform Department adjudica- 
tion, suspension, denial, and revocation 
standards by the head of each component 
and office of the Department with the au- 
thority to adjudicate access to classified in- 
formation. 

‘“(2) The establishment of an internal ap- 
peals panel responsible for final national se- 
curity clearance denial and revocation deter- 
minations that is comprised of designees who 
are career, supervisory employees from com- 
ponents and offices of the Department with 
the authority to adjudicate access to classi- 
fied information and headquarters, as appro- 
priate. 

“SEC. 716. DATA PROTECTION. 

“The Secretary shall ensure that all infor- 
mation received for the adjudication of eligi- 
bility of an individual for access to classified 
information that is consistent with the Ad- 
judicative Guidelines for Determining Access 
to Classified Information published on De- 
cember 29, 2005, or similar successor regula- 
tion, and is protected against misappropria- 
tion. 

“SEC. 717. REFERENCE. 

“Except as otherwise provided, for pur- 
poses of this subtitle, any reference to the 
‘Department’ includes all components and 
offices of the Department.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents of the Homeland Security Act of 
2002 is amended— 

(1) by inserting before the item relating to 
section 701 the following new item: 


“Subtitle A—Headquarters Activities”; 


and 

(2) by inserting after the item relating to 

section 707 the following new items: 

“Subtitle B—Security Clearances 

“Sec. 711. Designation of national security 
sensitive and public trust posi- 
tions. 

Review of position designations. 

Audits. 

Reporting. 

Uniform adjudication, suspension, 
denial, and revocation. 

“Sec. 716. Data protection. 

“Sec. 717. Reference.’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. KING) and the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. THOMP- 
SON) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks and include any extraneous ma- 
terial on the bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
legislation. 

In 2018, Director of National Intel- 
ligence James Clapper called the num- 


“Sec. 
“Sec. 
“Sec. 
“Sec. 


712. 
713. 
714. 
715. 
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ber of individuals with clearances ‘‘too 
high.” In a memo to government agen- 
cies, Director Clapper expressed his 
concern with the growing number of in- 
dividuals with access to classified in- 
formation, particularly TS/SCI clear- 
ances. 

H.R. 3505 complements the bill the 
House just passed, H.R. 3361. One im- 
portant element of any Insider Threat 
Program is knowing who has access to 
classified information and who has a 
need to know specific information. 

This bill requires the DHS Secretary 
to conduct a review of all positions 
within the Department designated as 
positions of national security to con- 
firm whether or not those positions 
continue to require security clear- 
ances. 

This is an example of good govern- 
ment. The bill directs the Department 
to conduct an inventory of its positions 
that require security clearances and 
assess what positions may be duplica- 
tive or are no longer necessary. 

As we know, security clearances are 
costly to investigate, adjudicate, and 
maintain. This bill will ensure that 
DHS conducts a thorough screening of 
its workforce needs and reduces the 
number of positions, if determined ap- 
propriate. 

The bill introduced by Ranking Mem- 
ber THOMPSON is an example of the ac- 
counting that each Federal department 
should be conducting today and will 
lead to a more lean and effective De- 
partment of Homeland Security in the 
future. 

I urge support for the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
3505, the Department of Homeland Se- 
curity Clearance Management and Ad- 
ministration Act. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to start off by 
thanking the chairman of the Counter- 
terrorism and Intelligence Sub- 
committee, Mr. KING, as well as Chair- 
man MCCAUL, for their support of my 
bill. 

I introduced H.R. 3505, the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security Clearance 
Management and Administration Act, 
to make specific reforms in how the 
Department manages its security 
clearance process. Specifically, H.R. 
3505 addresses how DHS carries out the 
complex and extensive tasks of identi- 
fying positions that warrant security 
clearances, investigating candidates 
for clearances, and administering its 


clearance adjudications, denials, sus- 
pensions, revocations, and appeals 
process. 


Since September 11, there has been a 
massive proliferation of original and 
derivative classified materials across 
the Federal Government. Along with 
the enormous growth of classified ma- 
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terial holdings has come a sizeable 
growth in the number of Federal posi- 
tions requiring security clearances. 

H.R. 3505 reflects recent regulations 
issued by the Office of Personnel Man- 
agement and the Office of the Director 
of National Intelligence to help ensure 
that Federal agencies make correct 
designations for national security posi- 
tions and, in turn, avoid the costly ex- 
ercise of recruiting, investigating, and 
hiring an individual at a clearance 
level and salary well above what is nec- 
essary. 

H.R. 3505 seeks to put DHS on a path 
of right-sizing the position designa- 
tions for its workforce. Specifically, 
my bill directs the Secretary of the De- 
partment of Homeland Security to en- 
sure that the sensitivity levels of na- 
tional security positions are designated 
appropriately across the Department 
and its components. 

It also requires the Department’s 
Chief Security Officer to audit national 
security positions periodically to en- 
sure that such security designations 
are still appropriate. 

Additionally, the bill requires the 
Department to develop a plan to ensure 
that adjudications of eligibility for a 
security clearance are done accurately 
across the Department. 

Lastly, in response to the growing se- 
curity threat from data breaches, this 
act also provides safeguards for the 
protection of the applicant’s personal 
information. 

Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned, my bill 
seeks to take targeted steps at improv- 
ing critical aspects of how the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security admin- 
isters its security clearance program. 

If enacted, H.R. 3505 would make 
DHS a leader among Federal agencies 
with respect to security clearance and 
position designation practices. I ask 
for my colleagues’ support. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I once again urge my colleagues to sup- 
port H.R. 3505. 

I commend the ranking member, the 
gentleman from Mississippi, for au- 
thoring this legislation. I am proud to 
support it. It is a commonsense, good- 
government bill that will reduce waste 
and improve security. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, as a sen- 
ior member of the Homeland Security Com- 
mittee, and Ranking Member of the Sub- 
committee on Border and Maritime Security, | 
rise in strong support of H.R. 3505 the “Fu- 
sion Center Enhancement Act,” which would 
guarantee improvement of security for the De- 
partment of Homeland Security. 

This bill requires the Homeland Security De- 
partment to provide training to appropriate 
staff of the Department to determine eligibility 
for access to classified information. 

At least 88 DHS workers have been on ad- 
ministrative leave pending resolution of claims 
against them, according to the office of Sen- 
ator CHARLES GRASSLEY (R-—lowa). 
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Four workers had been on leave for three 
years or more with another 17 on leave for 
two years or more. The 88 were placed on 
leave for a variety of reasons. 

Amongst those reasons it was noted that 13 
were placed on leave due to security clear- 
ance issues. 

Earlier this year officials said that a data- 
base holding sensitive security clearance infor- 
mation on millions of prior, current, as well as 
potential federal employees and contractors 
was compromised, via a Chinese Breach. 

That database was also breached last year 
by the Chinese in a separate incident. 

The bill will ensure that: 

1. The Secretary will review all sensitivity 
level designations of national security posi- 
tions; 

2. Access shall be administratively adjusted 
and an appropriate level periodic reinvestiga- 
tion completed, as necessary; and 

3. The Inspector General of the Department 
shall conduct regular audits. 

With cyber security threats on the rise 
across the world, and our continued depend- 
ence on technology we must be ever vigilant 
of the threats that we face. 

It is for these reasons, as well as the pre- 
viously mentioned cases of threats to DHS se- 
curity clearance, that | seek the support of my 
colleagues today to support H.R. 3505. 

| am confident that my colleagues will heed 
my advice and realize the need for the enact- 
ment of H.R. 3505. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
KING) that the House suspend the rules 
and pass the bill, H.R. 3505. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


ES 


FUSION CENTER ENHANCEMENT 
ACT OF 2015 


Mr. BARLETTA. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 3598) to amend the Homeland Se- 
curity Act of 2002 to enhance the part- 
nership between the Department of 
Homeland Security and the National 
Network of Fusion Centers, and for 
other purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 3598 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Fusion Cen- 
ter Enhancement Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 2. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
FUSION CENTER PARTNERSHIP INI- 
TIATIVE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 210A of the 
Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 124h) 
is amended— 

(1) by amending the section heading to 
read as follows: 

“SEC. 210A. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECU- 
RITY FUSION CENTER PARTNERSHIP 
INITIATIVE.”; 

(2) in subsection (a), by adding at the end 
the following new sentence: ‘‘Beginning on 
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the date of the enactment of the Fusion Cen- 
ter Enhancement Act of 2015, such Initiative 
shall be known as the ‘Department of Home- 
land Security Fusion Center Partnership Ini- 
tiative’.’’; 

(3) by amending subsection (b) to read as 
follows: 

‘(b) INTERAGENCY SUPPORT AND COORDINA- 
TION.—Through the Department of Homeland 
Security Fusion Center Partnership Initia- 
tive, in coordination with principal officials 
of fusion centers in the National Network of 
Fusion Centers and the officers designated as 
the Homeland Security Advisors of the 
States, the Secretary shall— 

“(1) coordinate with the heads of other 
Federal departments and agencies to provide 
operational and intelligence advice and as- 
sistance to the National Network of Fusion 
Centers; 

““(2) support the integration of fusion cen- 
ters into the information sharing environ- 
ment; 

(38) support the maturation and 
sustainment of the National Network of Fu- 
sion Centers; 

**(4) reduce inefficiencies and maximize the 
effectiveness of Federal resource support to 
the National Network of Fusion Centers; 

“(5) provide analytic and reporting advice 
and assistance to the National Network of 
Fusion Centers; 

““(6) review information within the scope of 
the information sharing environment, in- 
cluding homeland security information, ter- 
rorism information, and weapons of mass de- 
struction information, that is gathered by 
the National Network of Fusion Centers and 
incorporate such information, as appro- 
priate, into the Department’s own such in- 
formation; 

““(7) provide for the effective dissemination 
of information within the scope of the infor- 
mation sharing environment to the National 
Network of Fusion Centers; 

‘(8) facilitate close communication and co- 
ordination between the National Network of 
Fusion Centers and the Department and 
other Federal departments and agencies; 

(9) provide the National Network of Fu- 
sion Centers with expertise on Department 
resources and operations; 

“(10) coordinate the provision of training 
and technical assistance to the National Net- 
work of Fusion Centers and encourage such 
fusion centers to participate in terrorism 
threat-related exercises conducted by the 
Department; 

“(11) ensure, to the greatest extent prac- 
ticable, that support for the National Net- 
work of Fusion Centers is included as a na- 
tional priority in applicable homeland secu- 
rity grant guidance; 

**(12) ensure that each fusion center in the 
National Network of Fusion Centers has a 
privacy policy approved by the Chief Privacy 
Officer of the Department and a civil rights 
and civil liberties policy approved by the Of- 
ficer for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties of 
the Department; 

“*(13) coordinate the nationwide suspicious 
activity report initiative to ensure informa- 
tion gathered by the National Network of 
Fusion Centers is incorporated as appro- 
priate; 

“(14) lead Department efforts to ensure fu- 
sion centers in the National Network of Fu- 
sion Centers are the primary focal points for 
the sharing of homeland security informa- 
tion, terrorism information, and weapons of 
mass destruction information with State and 
local entities to the greatest extent prac- 
ticable; 

“(15) develop and disseminate best prac- 
tices on the appropriate levels for staffing at 
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fusion centers in the National Network of 
Fusion Centers of qualified representatives 
from State, local, tribal, and territorial law 
enforcement, fire, emergency medical, and 
emergency management services, and public 
health disciplines, as well as the private sec- 
tor; and 

“(16) carry out such other duties as the 
Secretary determines appropriate.”’; 

(4) in subsection (c)— 

(A) by striking so much as precedes para- 
graph (3)(B) and inserting the following: 


‘“(¢) RESOURCE ALLOCATION.— 

‘(1) INFORMATION SHARING AND PERSONNEL 
ASSIGNMENT.— 

‘(A) INFORMATION SHARING.—The Under 
Secretary for Intelligence and Analysis shall 
ensure that, as appropriate— 

“(i) fusion centers in the National Network 
of Fusion Centers have access to homeland 
security information sharing systems; and 

‘“(ii) Department personnel are deployed to 
support fusion centers in the National Net- 
work of Fusion Centers in a manner con- 
sistent with the Department’s mission and 
existing statutory limits. 

‘(B) PERSONNEL ASSIGNMENT.—Department 
personnel referred to in subparagraph (A)(ii) 
may include the following: 

“(i) Intelligence officers. 

“(ii) Intelligence analysts. 

“(iii) Other liaisons from components and 
offices of the Department, as appropriate. 

‘(C) MEMORANDA OF UNDERSTANDING.—The 
Under Secretary for Intelligence and Anal- 
ysis shall negotiate memoranda of under- 
standing between the Department and a 
State or local government, in coordination 
with the appropriate representatives from 
fusion centers in the National Network of 
Fusion Centers, regarding the exchange of 
information between the Department and 
such fusion centers. Such memoranda shall 
include the following: 

“(i) The categories of information to be 
provided by each entity to the other entity 
that are parties to any such memoranda. 

“(ii) The contemplated uses of the ex- 
changed information that is the subject of 
any such memoranda. 

“(iii) The procedures for developing joint 
products. 

“(iv) The information sharing dispute reso- 
lution processes. 

‘(v) Any protections necessary to ensure 
the exchange of information accords with ap- 
plicable law and policies. 

‘*(2) SOURCES OF SUPPORT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Information shared and 
personnel assigned pursuant to paragraph (1) 
may be shared or provided, as the case may 
be, by the following Department components 
and offices, in coordination with the respec- 
tive component or office head and in con- 
sultation with the principal officials of fu- 
sion centers in the National Network of Fu- 
sion Centers: 

“(i) The Office of Intelligence and Anal- 
ysis. 

“(ii) The Office of Infrastructure Protec- 
tion. 

“(iii) The Transportation Security Admin- 
istration. 

“(iv) U.S. Customs and Border Protection. 

“(v) U.S. Immigration and Customs En- 
forcement. 

“(vi) The Coast Guard. 

‘““(vii) Other components or offices of the 
Department, as determined by the Secretary. 

‘“(B) COORDINATION WITH OTHER FEDERAL 
AGENCIES.—The Under Secretary for Intel- 
ligence and Analysis shall coordinate with 
appropriate officials throughout the Federal 
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Government to ensure the deployment to fu- 
sion centers in the National Network of Fu- 
sion Centers of representatives with relevant 
expertise of other Federal departments and 
agencies. 

‘(3) RESOURCE ALLOCATION CRITERIA.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make available criteria for sharing informa- 
tion and deploying personnel to support a fu- 
sion center in the National Network of Fu- 
sion Centers in a manner consistent with the 
Department’s mission and existing statutory 
limits.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (4)(B), in the matter pre- 
ceding clause (i), by inserting ‘‘in which such 
fusion center is located” after ‘‘region’’; 

(5) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (3), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(B) in paragraph (4)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘government’’ and inserting 
“governments”; and 

(ii) by striking the period at the end and 
inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

“(5) utilize Department information, in- 
cluding information held by components and 
offices, to develop analysis focused on the 
mission of the Department under section 
101(b).”’; 

(6) in subsection (e)— 

(A) by amending paragraph (1) to read as 
follows: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—To the greatest extent 
practicable, the Secretary shall make it a 
priority to allocate resources, including de- 
ployed personnel, under this section from 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection, U.S. 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement, and 
the Coast Guard to support fusion centers in 
the National Network of Fusion Centers lo- 
cated in jurisdictions along land or maritime 
borders of the United States in order to en- 
hance the integrity of and security at such 
borders by helping Federal, State, local, 
tribal, and territorial law enforcement au- 
thorities to identify, investigate, and other- 
wise interdict persons, weapons, and related 
contraband that pose a threat to homeland 
security.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), in the matter pre- 
ceding subparagraph (A), by striking ‘“‘par- 
ticipating State, local, and regional’’; 

(7) in subsection (j)— 

(A) in paragraph (4), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(B) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para- 
graph (6); and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

“(5) the term ‘National Network of Fusion 
Centers’ means a decentralized arrangement 
of fusion centers intended to enhance indi- 
vidual State and urban area fusion centers’ 
ability to leverage the capabilities and ex- 
pertise of all fusion centers for the purpose 
of enhancing analysis and homeland security 
information sharing nationally; and’’; and 

(8) by striking subsection (k). 

(b) ACCOUNTABILITY REPORT.—Not later 
than one year after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act and annually thereafter 
through 2022, the Under Secretary for Intel- 
ligence and Analysis of the Department of 
Homeland Security shall report to the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and the Per- 
manent Select Committee on Intelligence of 
the House of Representatives and the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern- 
mental Affairs and the Select Committee on 
Intelligence of the Senate on the efforts of 
the Office of Intelligence and Analysis of the 
Department and other relevant components 
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and offices of the Department to enhance 

support provided to fusion centers in the Na- 

tional Network of Fusion Centers, including 
meeting the requirements specified in sec- 
tion 210A of the Homeland Security Act of 

2002 (6 U.S.C. 124h), as amended by subsection 

(a) of this section. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1(b) of such Act is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
section 210A and inserting the following new 
item: 

“Sec. 210A. Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity Fusion Centers Initia- 
tive.’’. 

(d) REFERENCE.—Any reference in any law, 
rule, or regulation to the ‘‘Department of 
Homeland Security State, Local, and Re- 
gional Fusion Center Initiative’’ shall be 
deemed to be a reference to the ‘‘Department 
of Homeland Security Fusion Center Initia- 
tive’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. BARLETTA) and the 
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. 
THOMPSON) each will control 20 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. BARLETTA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in- 
clude any extraneous material on the 
bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BARLETTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
3598, the Fusion Center Enhancement 
Act of 2015. The purpose of this legisla- 
tion is to clarify and enhance the part- 
nership between the Department of 
Homeland Security and the National 
Network of Fusion Centers. 

The bill amends the existing statute 
to update the Department’s respon- 
sibilities for sharing information with 
State and local law enforcement and 
other emergency personnel within the 
National Network of Fusion Centers. 

After the 9/11 terrorist attacks, State 
and local governments created fusion 
centers as a way to communicate Fed- 
eral homeland security information to 
State and local law enforcement offi- 
cials as well as to fuse State and lo- 
cally collected information with Fed- 
eral intelligence. 

Congress supported this partnership 
by mandating that the Office of Intel- 
ligence and Analysis within the De- 
partment of Homeland Security coordi- 
nate and share information with fusion 
centers. There are now 78 State and lo- 
cally owned fusion centers across the 
country. 

H.R. 3598 amends existing law to im- 
prove the relationship and flow of in- 
formation between the Federal Govern- 
ment and fusion centers. 

The bill includes language updating 
the responsibilities of the Department 
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of Homeland Security related to sup- 
port and coordination within the Na- 
tional Network. This includes improv- 
ing coordination with other Federal de- 
partments to provide better oper- 
ational intelligence, reducing ineffi- 
ciencies, and coordinating nationwide 
suspicious activity reporting. 

As a member of the Homeland Secu- 
rity Committee and a former mayor, a 
concern I have heard from law enforce- 
ment in my district is a lack of infor- 
mation and coordination from ICE, 
CBP, and other DHS component agen- 
cies. 

I have seen this problem firsthand 
and know that more can be done to 
help our local law enforcement get the 
support that they need from the Fed- 
eral Government. 

This bill is one small step to make 
that fusion center a better resource for 
the people who know our communities 
the best: our local law enforcement of- 
ficers. 

The bill includes language to direct 
DHS to ensure that each component is 
providing information and personnel to 
work with the fusion centers. 

To address the need for better ac- 
countability, language is included 
throughout the bill requiring DHS to 
coordinate with fusion centers and 
State Homeland Security advisers in 
carrying out the assigned responsibil- 
ities. 
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Additionally, I added a requirement 
for the Department to submit a report 
to Congress on their efforts, including 
the components, to support fusion cen- 
ters and specifically report on how 
they are meeting the requirements set 
forth in this bill. 

I want to thank House Intelligence 
Committee Chairman NUNES, Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security Chair- 
man McCaAuL and Ranking Member 
THOMPSON, and Subcommittee on 
Counterterrorism and Intelligence 
Chairman KING and Ranking Member 
HIGGINS for working with me to bring 
this bill to the floor. The bill went 
through regular order and received bi- 
partisan support during subcommittee 
and full committee consideration. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this bill so we can add impor- 
tant requirements and accountability 
in how the Department of Homeland 
Security interacts and shares informa- 
tion with key State and local stake- 
holders. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, PER- 
MANENT SELECT COMMITTEE ON IN- 
TELLIGENCE, 

Washington, DC, October 28, 2015. 
Hon. MICHAEL McCAUL, 
Chairman, House Committee on Homeland Secu- 
rity, Ford Office Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN MCCAUL: On September 30, 
2015, your committee ordered H.R. 3503, the 
“Department of Homeland Security Support 
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to Fusion Centers Act of 2015,’’ reported. Ad- 
ditionally, on that same day, your com- 
mittee ordered H.R. 3598, the ‘‘Fusion Center 
Enhancement Act of 2015,” reported. 

As you know, both H.R. 3503 and H.R. 3598 
contain provisions within the jurisdiction of 
the Permanent Select Committee on Intel- 
ligence. On the basis of your consultations 
with the Committee and in order to expedite 
the House’s consideration of both bills, the 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 
will not assert a jurisdictional claim over ei- 
ther bill by seeking a sequential referral. 
This courtesy is, however, conditioned on 
our mutual understanding and agreement 
that it will in no way diminish or alter the 
jurisdiction of the Permanent Select Com- 
mittee with respect to the appointment of 
conferees or to any future jurisdictional 
claim over the subject matters contained in 
the bills or any similar legislation. 

I would appreciate your response to this 
letter confirming this understanding and 
would request that you include a copy of this 
letter and your response in the committee 
reports for both bills and in the Congres- 
sional Record during their floor consider- 
ation. Thank you in advance for your co- 
operation. 

Sincerely, 
DEVIN NUNES, 
Chairman. 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY, 
Washington, DC, October 29, 2015. 
Hon. DEVIN NUNES, 
Chairman, Permanent Select Committee on In- 
telligence, The Capitol, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN NUNES: Thank you for 
your letter regarding H.R. 3503, the ‘‘Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security Support to Fu- 
sion Centers Act of 2015,” and H.R. 3598, the 
“Fusion Center Enhancement Act of 2015.” 

I appreciate your support in bringing both 
of these measures before the House of Rep- 
resentatives, and accordingly, understand 
that the Permanent Select Committee on In- 
telligence will not seek a sequential referral 
on either bill. I acknowledge that by fore- 
going a sequential referral on these two 
pieces of legislation, your Committee is not 
diminishing or altering its jurisdiction with 
respect to any future jurisdictional claim 
over the subject matters contained in these 
bills or any similar legislation. Additionally, 
should a conference on either bill be nec- 
essary, I would support your request to have 
the Permanent Select Committee rep- 
resented on the conference committee. 

I will include copies of this exchange in the 
reports for H.R. 3503 and H.R. 3598 and in the 
Congressional Record during consideration 
of these bills on the House floor. I thank you 
for your cooperation in this matter. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL T. MCCAUL, 
Chairman, 
Committee on Homeland Security. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
3598, the Fusion Center Enhancement 
Act of 2015. First of all, let me com- 
pliment Mr. BARLETTA for his bill. 
Those of us who have been around kind 
of know the confusion that exists 
among fusion centers throughout the 
country, and any effort to streamline 
that confusion is much appreciated. 

Mr. Speaker, this bipartisan bill 
seeks to update the law to reflect the 
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evolution of the Department of Home- 
land Security’s National Network of 
Fusion Centers as well as the relation- 
ship of the Department’s Office of In- 
telligence and Analysis with the fusion 
centers in the network. 

H.R. 3598, as introduced by the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
BARLETTA), Clarifies that fusion cen- 
ters are State- and locally owned and 
operated and requires the Depart- 
ment’s Office of Intelligence and Anal- 
ysis to provide support to centers in its 
network through the deployment of ap- 
propriate personnel and providing ac- 
cess to information. 

Importantly, H.R. 3598 also adds sev- 
eral new responsibilities to the Under 
Secretary of Intelligence and Analysis 
related to grant guidance, coordinating 
nationwide suspicious activity reports, 
and ensuring that fusion centers are 
the focal points for sharing informa- 
tion. 

This bill makes several technical 
changes to existing statutory language 
to help ensure increased information- 
sharing resources are made available to 
Federal, State, and local law enforce- 
ment officials at our National Network 
of Fusion Centers. 

If enacted, H.R. 3598 will go a long 
way to providing States and localities 
that have invested significant re- 
sources in standing up fusion centers 
to participate in DHS’ National Net- 
work with the support they need to 
keep their communities and, ulti- 
mately, the Nation secure. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I want to ex- 
press my support again for this bill and 
commend the leaders of the commit- 
tee’s Counterterrorism and Intel- 
ligence Subcommittee, Mr. KING and 
Mr. HIGGINS, for working together to 
advance this timely and important 
piece of legislation. 

Again, let me thank Mr. BARLETTA 
and talk about the longstanding confu- 
sion that has existed with fusion cen- 
ters around the country. When created, 
it was Congress’ hope that everybody 
would be singing from the same sheet 
of music. Hopefully this gets us real 
close to that performance. I urge the 
passage of H.R. 3598 and look forward 
to its passage. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BARLETTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the most critical 
responsibilities of the Department of 
Homeland Security is to share threat 
information with State and local first 
responders. Fusion centers are a key 
mechanism for that process. The origi- 
nal requirements directing DHS’ re- 
sponsibilities towards fusion centers 
were enacted in 2007. In the past 8 
years, there have been significant 
changes to the information-sharing en- 
vironment and the fusion centers 
across the country. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote for H.R. 3598 in order to bolster 
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the information-sharing environment 
within the Department and between 
the Department and State and local 
stakeholders. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
BARLETTA) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3598, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EE 


DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE- 
CURITY SUPPORT TO FUSION 
CENTERS ACT OF 2015 


Ms. McSALLY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 3503) to require an assessment of 
fusion center personnel needs, and for 
other purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 3503 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Department 
of Homeland Security Support to Fusion 
Centers Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 2. FUSION CENTER PERSONNEL NEEDS AS- 
SESSMENT. 

Not later than 120 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Comptroller 
General of the United States shall conduct 
an assessment of Department of Homeland 
Security personnel assigned to fusion centers 
pursuant to subsection (c) of section 210A of 
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 
124h), including an assessment of whether de- 
ploying additional Department personnel to 
such fusion centers would enhance the De- 
partment’s mission under section 101(b) of 
such Act and the National Network of Fu- 
sion Centers. The assessment required under 
this subsection shall include the following: 

(1) Information on the current deployment 
of the Department’s personnel to each fusion 
center. 

(2) Information on the roles and respon- 
sibilities of the Department’s Office of Intel- 
ligence and Analysis’ intelligence officers, 
intelligence analysts, senior reports officers, 
reports officers, and regional directors de- 
ployed to fusion centers. 

(3) Information on Federal resources, in ad- 
dition to personnel, provided to each fusion 
center. 

(4) An analysis of the optimal number of 
personnel the Office of Intelligence and 
Analysis should deploy to fusion centers, in- 
cluding a cost-benefit analysis comparing de- 
ployed personnel with technological solu- 
tions to support information sharing. 

(5) An assessment of fusion centers located 
in jurisdictions along land and maritime bor- 
ders of the United States, and the degree to 
which deploying personnel, as appropriate, 
from the U.S. Customs and Border Protec- 
tion, U.S. Immigration and Customs En- 
forcement, and the Coast Guard to such fu- 
sion centers would enhance the integrity and 
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security at such borders by helping Federal, 
State, local, and tribal law enforcement au- 
thorities to identify, investigate, and inter- 
dict persons, weapons, and related contra- 
band that pose a threat to homeland secu- 
rity. 

(6) An assessment of fusion centers located 
in jurisdictions with large and medium hub 
airports, and the degree to which deploying, 
as appropriate, personnel from the Transpor- 
tation Security Administration to such fu- 
sion centers would enhance the integrity and 
security of aviation security. 

SEC. 3. PROGRAM FOR STATE AND LOCAL ANA- 
LYST CLEARANCES. 

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that any program established by 
the Under Secretary for Intelligence and 
Analysis of the Department of Homeland Se- 
curity to provide eligibility for access to in- 
formation classified as Top Secret for State 
and local analysts located in fusion centers 
shall be consistent with the need to know re- 
quirements pursuant to Executive Order 
18526 (50 U.S.C. 3161 note). 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than two years 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Under Secretary of Intelligence and 
Analysis of the Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, in consultation with the Director of 
National Intelligence, shall submit to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and the 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs and the Select Committee 
on Intelligence of the Senate a report on the 
following: 

(1) The process by which the Under Sec- 
retary of Intelligence and Analysis deter- 
mines a need to know pursuant to Executive 
Order 13526 to sponsor Top Secret clearances 
for appropriate State and local analysts lo- 
cated in fusion centers. 

(2) The effects of such Top Secret clear- 
ances on enhancing information sharing with 
State, local, tribal, and territorial partners. 

(3) The cost for providing such Top Secret 
clearances for State and local analysts lo- 
cated in fusion centers, including training 
and background investigations. 

(4) The operational security protocols, 
training, management, and risks associated 
with providing such Top Secret clearances 
for State and local analysts located in fusion 
centers. 
SEC. 4. INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY ASSESS- 

MENT. 

The Under Secretary of Intelligence and 
Analysis of the Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, in collaboration with the Chief Infor- 
mation Officer of the Department and rep- 
resentatives from the National Network of 
Fusion Centers, shall conduct an assessment 
of information systems (as such term is de- 
fined in section 3502 of title 44, United States 
Code) used to share homeland security infor- 
mation between the Department and fusion 
centers in the National Network of Fusion 
Centers and make upgrades to such systems, 
as appropriate. Such assessment shall in- 
clude the following: 

(1) An evaluation of the accessibility and 
ease of use of such systems by fusion centers 
in the National Network of Fusion Centers. 

(2) A review to determine how to establish 
improved interoperability of departmental 
information systems with existing informa- 
tion systems used by fusion centers in the 
National Network of Fusion Centers. 

(3) An evaluation of participation levels of 
departmental components and offices of in- 
formation systems used to share homeland 
security information with fusion centers in 
the National Network of Fusion Centers. 
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SEC. 5. MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING. 

Not later than one year after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Under Sec- 
retary of Intelligence and Analysis of the De- 
partment of Homeland Security shall enter 
into a memorandum of understanding with 
each fusion center in the National Network 
of Fusion Centers regarding the type of in- 
formation fusion centers will provide to the 
Department and whether such information 
may be subject to public disclosure. 

SEC. 6. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 

(1) FUSION CENTER.—The term ‘‘fusion cen- 
ter” has the meaning given such term in sub- 
section (j) of section 210A of the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 124h). 

(2) NATIONAL NETWORK OF FUSION CEN- 
TERS.—The term ‘‘National Network of Fu- 
sion Centers’’ means a decentralized arrange- 
ment of fusion centers intended to enhance 
individual State and urban area fusion cen- 
ters’ ability to leverage the capabilities and 
expertise of all such fusion centers for the 
purpose of enhancing analysis and homeland 
security information sharing nationally. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
Arizona (Ms. MCSALLY) and the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. THOMP- 
SON) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from Arizona. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Ms. McSALLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in- 
clude any extraneous material on the 
bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from Arizona? 

There was no objection. 

Ms. McSALLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of H.R. 3503, the Department of Home- 
land Security Support to Fusion Cen- 
ters Act of 2015. 

We have made improvements since 
the 9/11 attacks, the Boston Marathon 
bombings, and Fort Hood to increase 
and enhance the Nation’s ability to de- 
tect and prevent terrorist attacks. 
However, the elevated potential for at- 
tacks carried out by individuals either 
directed or inspired by radical violent 
extremism reinforces that there is 
more work to be done, especially 
breaking down information-sharing 
stovepipes. Ensuring that the Federal 
Government is sharing intelligence and 
homeland security information with 
State and local officials is a vital com- 
ponent to that effort. 

In June, I visited the Arizona 
Counter-Terrorism Intelligence Center, 
or the ACTIC, my State’s fusion cen- 
ter. I saw firsthand how fusion centers 
are disseminating Federal threat and 
intelligence information out to emer- 
gency responder providers, as well as 
collecting State and local information, 
and fusing it with Federal intelligence 
to enhance terrorist investigations and 
create a more complete picture. 
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While fusion centers are continuing 
to mature, I am concerned about the 
lack of small cities’ and rural areas’ 
representation in fusion centers. As we 
continue to enhance the Nation’s abil- 
ity to share intelligence information, 
we need to ensure that all emergency 
service providers have access to this 
vital information. 

To help break down the information- 
sharing stovepipes, the ACTIC and 77 
other fusion centers across the country 
need greater access to intelligence and 
information from the Department of 
Homeland Security and its compo- 
nents. 

Mr. Speaker, I introduced H.R. 3503 
along with Chairman MCCAUL, Chair- 
man KING, and Representatives 
BARLETTA and LOUDERMILK to ensure 
that the Department is providing fu- 
sion centers with the resources needed 
to protect our Nation from terrorist at- 
tacks and other emergencies. This bill 
passed the Subcommittee on Counter- 
terrorism and Intelligence and the full 
Committee on Homeland Security by 
voice vote with bipartisan support. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. LOUDERMILK) for adding 
two important provisions to this bill 
during the full committee markup. 
These provisions ensure that the De- 
partment of Homeland Security’s infor- 
mation technology systems are user- 
friendly for State and local analysts, 
and require the Under Secretary of the 
Office of Intelligence and Analysis to 
sign a memorandum of understanding 
with each fusion center to ensure that 
each center is aware of what informa- 
tion can be publicly disclosed. 

Also, Mr. Speaker, I want to thank 
Chairman NUNES of the House Perma- 
nent Select Committee on Intelligence 
and his staff for working with me and 
the Committee on Homeland Security 
to get this bill to the floor today. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3503, as amended, 
requires the Government Account- 
ability Office, GAO, to conduct an as- 
sessment of the Department of Home- 
land Security personnel detailed to fu- 
sion centers and whether deploying ad- 
ditional personnel from several of the 
departmental components will enhance 
threat and homeland security informa- 
tion sharing. Having an unbiased as- 
sessment of staffing levels and respon- 
sibilities for Department of Homeland 
Security personnel deployed to fusion 
centers will be valuable in making de- 
cisions moving forward on the appro- 
priate staffing levels. 

Additionally, this bill applauds the 
effort of the Office of Intelligence and 
Analysis in establishing a program to 
provide top secret clearances to appro- 
priate State and local analysts in fu- 
sion centers. To ensure that this initia- 
tive is carried out efficiently and in a 
manner that ensures operational secu- 
rity, the bill requires DHS to submit a 
onetime report to Congress. 
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The committee has received testi- 
mony from State and local law enforce- 
ment about the value additional clear- 
ances will provide. The need for top se- 
cret clearances was also a key finding 
of the committee’s Foreign Fighter 
Task Force, of which I was proud to be 
a member. 

It is especially timely that we are 
considering this bill today. This week 
is the annual conference held by the 
National Fusion Center Association. 
This bill will help ensure that our 
State and local law enforcement offi- 
cers, aS well as fire and EMS personnel, 
are getting access to the information 
they need to protect our communities. 

Since the summer, our country has 
been at its highest threat posture since 
9/11, given the large number of foreign 
fighters and ISIS-inspired plots. It is 
essential that Congress ensure that all 
of the dots are being connected. 

I urge all Members to support this 
bill, and I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, PER- 
MANENT SELECT COMMITTEE ON IN- 
TELLIGENCE, 

October 28, 2015. 
Hon. MICHAEL MCCAUL, 
Chairman, House Committee on Homeland Secu- 
rity, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN MCCAUL: On September 30, 
2015, your committee ordered H.R. 3503, the 
“Department of Homeland Security Support 
to Fusion Centers Act of 2015,’’ reported. Ad- 
ditionally, on that same day, your com- 
mittee ordered H.R. 3598, the ‘‘Fusion Center 
Enhancement Act of 2015,” reported. 

As you know, both H.R. 3503 and H.R. 3598 
contain provisions within the jurisdiction of 
the Permanent Select Committee on Intel- 
ligence. On the basis of your consultations 
with the Committee and in order to expedite 
the House’s consideration of both bills, the 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 
will not assert a jurisdictional claim over ei- 
ther bill by seeking a sequential referral. 
This courtesy is, however, conditioned on 
our mutual understanding and agreement 
that it will in no way diminish or alter the 
jurisdiction of the Permanent Select Com- 
mittee with respect to the appointment of 
conferees or to any future jurisdictional 
claim over the subject matters contained in 
the bills or any similar legislation. 

I would appreciate your response to this 
letter confirming this understanding and 
would request that you include a copy of this 
letter and your response in the committee 
reports for both bills and in the Congres- 
sional Record during their floor consider- 
ation. Thank you in advance for your co- 
operation. 

Sincerely, 
DEVIN NUNES, 
Chairman. 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY, 
Washington, DC, October 29, 2015. 
Hon. DEVIN NUNES, 
Chairman, Permanent Select Committee on In- 
telligence, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN NUNES: Thank you for 
your letter regarding H.R. 3503, the ‘‘Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security Support to Fu- 
sion Centers Act of 2015,” and H.R. 3598, the 
“Fusion Center Enhancement Act of 2015.” 

I appreciate your support in bringing both 
of these measures before the House of Rep- 
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resentatives, and accordingly, understand 
that the Permanent Select Committee on In- 
telligence will not seek a sequential referral 
on either bill. I acknowledge that by fore- 
going a sequential referral on these two 
pieces of legislation, your Committee is not 
diminishing or altering its jurisdiction with 
respect to any future jurisdictional claim 
over the subject matters contained in these 
bills or any similar legislation. Additionally, 
should a conference on either bill be nec- 
essary, I would support your request to have 
the Permanent Select Committee rep- 
resented on the conference committee. 

I will include copies of this exchange in the 
reports for H.R. 3503 and H.R. 3598 and in the 
Congressional Record during consideration 
of these bills on the House floor. I thank you 
for your cooperation in this matter. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL T. MCCAUL, 

Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
3503, the Department of Homeland Se- 
curity Support Fusion Centers Act of 
2015. Mr. Speaker, this bill was passed 
unanimously by the committee last 
month, and I am pleased that it is 
being considered on the House floor 
today. 

After the terrorist attacks of 9/11, 
there was broad recognition that the 
traditional stovepipes to the sharing of 
homeland security information needed 
to be cleared and that the Federal Gov- 
ernment needed to do more to share 
timely information with State and 
local partners. 

A key mechanism to fostering such 
information sharing has been the de- 
velopment of a network of fusion cen- 
ters across the Nation. These centers 
allow Federal intelligence and home- 
land security information to be shared 
with State and local law enforcement 
and other key stakeholders. As of 
today, 77 fusion centers have been 
stood up by State and local govern- 
ments and participate in the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security’s National 
Network of Fusion Centers. 

For fusion centers to realize their 
full promise, it is critical that per- 
sonnel assigned to fusion centers be 
able to access Department of Homeland 
Security information, data, and per- 
sonnel. In the course of conducting 
oversight of fusion centers, the com- 
mittee has learned that not enough 
State and local analysts and officials 
assigned to these centers have the TS/ 
SCI clearances necessary to foster the 
timely sharing of homeland security 
information and intelligence. H.R. 3503, 
for the first time, authorizes DHS to 
sponsor State and local analysts for se- 
curity clearances. 

All of us, as the chairwoman has 
said, have heard from our State and 
locals that this is, indeed, a problem. 
The approach taken is consistent with 
ongoing DHS efforts to sponsor TS and 
SCI clearances on appropriate State, 
local, tribal, as well as territorial part- 
ners’ levels. 


November 2, 2015 


In the 14 years since 9/11, there has 
been progress across the Federal Gov- 
ernment at breaking down institu- 
tional stovepipes and moving away 
from a ‘‘need to know” to a ‘‘need to 
share” culture. Certainly with the 
right support and buy-in at the Federal 
level, the Department’s National Net- 
work of Fusion Centers holds great 
promise for fostering more opportuni- 
ties to interdict would-be terrorists be- 
fore they attack and contributing to 
better awareness, preparedness, and re- 
sponses at all levels. 

Mr. Speaker, again, I thank the gen- 
tlewoman from Arizona for this legisla- 
tion. Again, this is getting us all on the 
same sheet of music. We absolutely 
have to have fusion centers operating 
in uniformity, and we should not have 
fusion centers doing their own thing. 
We are fighting this together. The 
stovepiping of information is not good, 
and it is not healthy. We have prob- 
lems identifying bad actors, terrorists, 
and what have you. So I urge passage 
of H.R. 3503, the Department of Home- 
land Security Support to Fusion Cen- 
ters Act of 2015. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 
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Ms. McSALLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

One of the core missions of the De- 
partment of Homeland Security is to 
share threat information with State 
and local first responders. Fusion cen- 
ters are a key mechanism for that 
process. 

As fusion centers continue to mature 
into national assets, Congress must en- 
sure the Department of Homeland Se- 
curity is supporting fusion centers 
with the resources needed to keep our 
communities safe. 

Once again, I urge my colleagues to 
vote for H.R. 3503. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, as a sen- 
ior member of the Homeland Security Com- 
mittee, | rise in support of H.R. 3503, the 
“Homeland Security Support Fusion Centers 
Act of 2015.” 

State and major urban area fusion centers 
serve as central points within the state and 
local environment for the receipt, analysis, 
gathering, and sharing of threat-related infor- 
mation between the federal government and 
state, local, tribal, territorial, and private sector 
partners. 

H.R. 3503 will require the Under Secretary 
of Intelligence and Analysis of the Department 
of Homeland Security (DHS), in coordination 
with the homeland security advisors of the 
states to provide an assessment of fusion cen- 
ter personnel needs, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Homeland Security. 

H.R. 3503 will amend the Homeland Secu- 
rity Act of 2002 to improve the management 
and administration of the security clearance 
processes throughout the Department of 
Homeland Security. 

Homeland Security advisors must conduct a 
needs assessment of Department personnel 
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assigned to fusion centers pursuant to sub- 
section (c) of section 210A of the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002. 

The assessment must include information 
on: the current deployment of DHS personnel 
to each fusion center; the roles and respon- 
sibilities of Office of Intelligence and Analysis 
intelligence officers, intelligence analysts, sen- 
ior reports officers, reports officers, and re- 
gional directors deployed to fusion centers; 
federal resources, in addition to personnel, 
provided to each fusion center; whether de- 
ploying additional personnel would enhance 
intelligence and information sharing between 
DHS and federal, state, local, tribal, and terri- 
torial partners; fusion centers located in juris- 
dictions along land and maritime borders of 
the United States and the degree to which de- 
ploying personnel from the U.S. Customs and 
Border Protection, U.S. Immigration and Cus- 
toms Enforcement, and the Coast Guard to 
such centers would enhance the integrity and 
security at such borders; and fusion centers 
located in jurisdictions with large and medium 
hub airports and the degree to which deploy- 
ing personnel from the Transportation Security 
Administration to such centers would enhance 
aviation security. 

The Under Secretary must submit such as- 
sessment to specified congressional commit- 
tees, together with a report on: the number of 
personnel assigned to fusion centers from the 
Office of Intelligence and Analysis; the number 
of personnel assigned to the National Network 
of Fusion Centers from components and of- 
fices of DHS and the methodology for deter- 
mining the fusion centers to which such per- 
sonnel are assigned; and an implementation 
plan for determining how DHS’s personnel re- 
sources will be allocated to fusion centers in 
the future. 

H.R. 3503 will help to ensure the safety of 
our fusion centers and the personnel that work 
within these centers. 

| urge my colleagues to join me in voting for 
H.R. 3503. 

Mr. MCCAUL. Mr. Speaker, | submit the fol- 
lowing exchange of letters between the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and the Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure Committee, re- 
garding H.R. 3598, for the record. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM- 
MITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE, 

Washington, DC, November 2, 2015. 
Hon. MICHAEL T. McCAUL, 
Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security, 

Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN McCAuL: I write con- 
cerning H.R. 3598, the ‘‘Fusion Center En- 
hancement Act of 2015.” This legislation in- 
cludes matters that I believe fall within the 
Rule X jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

In order to expedite floor consideration of 
H.R. 3598, the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure agreed to forgo action on 
this bill despite the fact that the Parliamen- 
tarians were unable to fully litigate the ju- 
risdictional question. However, this was con- 
ditional on our mutual understanding that 
forgoing consideration of the bill would not 
prejudice the Committee with respect to the 
appointment of conferees or to any future ju- 
risdictional claim over the subject matters 
contained in the bill or similar legislation 
that fall within the Committee’s Rule X ju- 
risdiction. 
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I request that you please place a copy of 
this letter and your response acknowledging 
our jurisdictional interest into the Congres- 
sional Record. 

Sincerely, 
BILL SHUSTER, 
Chairman. 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY, 
Washington, DC, November 3, 2015. 
Hon. BILL SHUSTER, 
Chairman, Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN SHUSTER, Thank you for 
your interest in H.R. 3598, the ‘‘Fusion Cen- 
ter Enhancement Act of 2015.” I appreciate 
your cooperation in refraining from request- 
ing a sequential referral on this bill in the 
interest of allowing it to move expeditiously 
under suspension of the House Rules on No- 
vember 2, 2015. Because H.R. 3598 has now 
passed the House, the Parliamentarians can 
no longer render an official decision as to 
any jurisdictional claim the Transportation 
and Infrastructure Committee may have had. 

I therefore acknowledge that the question 
of the Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee’s jurisdictional interest in a cer- 
tain provision of H.R. 3598 has not been fully 
adjudicated and that no final decision as to 
that point was made. I further agree that the 
absence of a final decision will not prejudice 
any claim the Transportation and Infra- 
structure Committee may have with respect 
to this legislation in the future. 

A copy of this letter will be entered into 
the Congressional Record. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL T. McCAUL, 
Chairman. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentlewoman from Arizona (Ms. 
MCSALLY) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3503, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


Se 


EXPRESSING CONCERN OVER 
ANTI-ISRAEL AND ANTI-SEMITIC 
INCITEMENT WITHIN THE PALES- 
TINIAN AUTHORITY 


Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and agree to 
the resolution (H. Res. 293) expressing 
concern over anti-Israel and anti-Se- 
mitic incitement within the Pales- 
tinian Authority, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu- 
tion. 

The text of the resolution is as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 293 

Whereas the 1995 Interim Agreement on 
the West Bank and the Gaza Strip, com- 
monly referred to as Oslo II, specifically de- 
tails that Israel and the Palestinian Author- 
ity shall ‘‘abstain from incitement, includ- 
ing hostile propaganda, against each other 
and, without derogating from the principle 
of freedom of expression, shall take legal 
measures to prevent such incitement by any 
organizations, groups or individuals within 
their jurisdiction’’; 
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Whereas the Oslo II agreement further 
states that Israel and the Palestinian Au- 
thority ‘‘will ensure that their respective 
educational systems contribute to the peace 
between the Israeli and Palestinian peoples 
and to peace in the entire region’’; 

Whereas Palestinian Authority incitement 
against Israelis has continued unabated for 
many years despite periods of negotiations 
between Israel and the Palestinian Author- 
ity; 

Whereas this incitement takes on many 
forms, and has included the glorification of 
terrorists who have murdered Israeli civil- 
ians; advocating struggle against Israel de- 
spite entering into negotiations with Israel; 
the demonization of Jews and Israelis, in- 
cluding by the use of anti-Semitic motifs; 
the denial of Israel’s existence and its 
delegitimization as evidenced by the absence 
of Israel on official maps used in Palestinian 
Authority institutions; and false claims that 
Israel or the Jews are endangering Muslim 
holy sites, such as the Al-Aqsa mosque/Tem- 
ple Mount in Jerusalem; 

Whereas in June 2013, Abbas referenced 
Israeli acts which ‘“‘indicate an evil and dan- 
gerous plot to destroy Al-Aqsa and build the 
alleged temple”; 

Whereas on September 16, 2015, Abbas stat- 
ed on Palestinian television that ‘‘we wel- 
come every drop of blood spilled in Jeru- 
salem. This is pure blood, clean blood, blood 
on its way to Allah. With the help of Allah, 
every martyr will be in heaven, and every 
wounded will get his reward”; 

Whereas since mid-September 2015 there 
has been a wave of Palestinian violence in 


Israel and the West Bank, including 
stabbings, shootings, and other terrorist 
acts; 


Whereas this situation has been inflamed 
by statements made by Palestinian Presi- 
dent Abbas, other Palestinian officials, cler- 
ics, and official Palestinian Authority 
media, and frequently amplified on social 
media platforms; 

Whereas these statements have included 
repeated false claims that Israel seeks to 
change the ‘“‘status quo’’ on the Temple 
Mount/al-Aqsa Mosque compound; 

Whereas despite the incitement-induced 
wave of terrorism, the Palestinian Authority 
security forces and the Israel Defense Forces 
have continued security cooperation; 

Whereas section 7038 of the Consolidated 
and Further Continuing Appropriations Act, 
2015 states that ‘“‘none of the funds appro- 
priated or otherwise made available by this 
Act may be used to provide equipment, tech- 
nical support, consulting services, or any 
other form of assistance to the Palestinian 
Broadcasting Corporation”; 

Whereas section 7040(e) of the Consolidated 
and Further Continuing Appropriations Act, 
2015 requires the Secretary of State, if the 
President waives section 7040(a) of that Act, 
to ‘certify and report to the Committees on 
Appropriations prior to the obligation of 
funds that... the Palestinian Authority is 
acting to counter incitement of violence 
against Israelis and is supporting activities 
aimed at promoting peace, coexistence, and 
security cooperation with Israel’’; and 

Whereas the Palestinian Authority has not 
fully lived up to its prior agreements with 
Israel to end incitement and should do more 
to prepare the Palestinian people for peace 
with Israel: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa- 
tives— 

(1) expresses support and admiration for in- 
dividuals and organizations working to en- 
courage cooperation between Israelis and 
Palestinians; 
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(2) strongly condemns the wave of violent 
attacks in Israel and the West Bank; 

(3) reiterates the strong condemnation of 
anti-Israel and anti-Semitic incitement to 
violence in the Palestinian Authority as 
antithetical to the cause of peace; 

(4) calls on the Palestinian Authority to— 

(A) immediately discontinue incitement to 
violence in all Palestinian Authority-con- 
trolled media outlets, and officially and pub- 
licly repudiate attacks against Israelis and 
engage in a sustained effort to publicly and 
officially rebuke anti-Israel incitement to 
violence; 

(B) continue important security coopera- 
tion with Israel; and 

(C) agree to unconditionally renew direct 
talks with the Israelis, including the recon- 
stitution of the Trilateral Commission on In- 
citement; 

(5) encourages responsible nations to con- 
demn in the strongest possible terms incite- 
ment to violence by the Palestinian Author- 
ity; 

(6) expresses support for the Government of 
Israel in its fight against terror; 

(7) directs the Department of State to reg- 
ularly monitor and publish information on 
all official incitement by the Palestinian Au- 
thority against Jews and the State of Israel; 
and 

(8) calls on the Administration to continue 
publicly repudiating and raising the issue of 
Palestinian anti-Israel incitement to vio- 
lence in all appropriate bilateral and inter- 
national forums. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) and the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from Florida. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers may have 5 legislative days to re- 
vise and extend their remarks and to 
include extraneous material on the res- 
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank 
the esteemed chairman of our full com- 
mittee, Chairman ROYCE, and Ranking 
Member ENGEL, who is before us today, 
for their leadership and for helping us 
to mark up and vote on this resolution 
at the subcommittee and at the full 
committee, thereby landing us right 
here on the floor this afternoon. 

I would also like to thank my friend 
and dear south Florida colleague, rank- 
ing member of the Middle East and 
North Africa Subcommittee, Mr. 
DEUTCH, for joining me in introducing 
this important resolution condemning 
the anti-Israel and anti-Semitic incite- 
ment from within the Palestinian Au- 
thority. 

Sadly, Mr. Speaker, as we have seen 
over the past 2 months in Israel, vio- 
lence and terror are on the rise, and 
hardly a day goes by when we don’t 
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hear about yet another attack against 
innocent Israelis. 

Since the most recent round of at- 
tacks began on the Jewish New Year in 
mid-September, there have been nearly 
60 stabbing attacks, 5 shootings, and 6 
car-ramming attacks, resulting in 10 
deaths and scores more injured. 

Let me repeat that again, Mr. Speak- 
er: 60 stabbing attacks, 5 shootings, 
and 6 car-ramming attacks, resulting 
in 10 deaths and many people injured, 
not to mention the psychological toll 
that these acts of terror have taken on 
Israelis. 

Today—today—Mr. Speaker, there 
were two separate stabbing attacks in 
two different cities. An 80-year-old 
woman was among the victims, show- 
ing that these random attacks can hap- 
pen anywhere, at any time, to anyone. 

When Israeli citizens cannot walk 
out of their homes to go to work or 
they cannot walk out of their homes to 
go to the grocery store for fear of yet 
another terrorist attack, we must hold 
the Palestinian leadership accountable 
for its incitement and its unwillingness 
to ease tensions in the region. 

The resolution before us, Mr. Speak- 
er, House Resolution 293, unfortunately 
is the consequence of the continued 
failure of the Palestinian leadership. 
Instead of working toward achieving 
lasting peace with Israel, what is Abu 
Mazen, the leader of the Palestinian 
Authority, doing? He is undermining 
the peace process. 

Instead of encouraging the Pales- 
tinian people and leading them toward 
a better future, Abu Mazen’s divisive 
actions are tearing the Palestinians 
apart, leading them into despair, into 
hatred, into violence. 

Instead of calling for an emergency 
meeting with Palestinian leaders to 
discuss a way to walk back the rhet- 
oric, a way to calm the tensions, no, 
Abu Mazen called for an emergency 
meeting at the United Nations Human 
Rights Council, the preferred platform 
to spew anti-Israel hatred. 

Why? In an effort to delegitimize the 
Jewish state where he further fanned 
the flames of violence once again, as he 
has been doing, Mr. Speaker, since he 
assumed leadership. 

Already the perpetrators of these 
acts of terror are being glorified—yes, 
glorified—hailed as heroes, hailed as 
martyrs. 

Last week, in fact, the Palestinian 
Authority named a street after a Pales- 
tinian terrorist. What did that person 
do? He fatally stabbed two innocent 
Israelis in Jerusalem. 

But where is the world’s condemna- 
tion of this? What is the response from 
the international community? Silence. 
Too often we see attempts to place this 
false moral equivalence between the 
Israelis’ actions and the Palestinians’ 
because too many are unwilling to ac- 
cept the truth, and that is that the 
Palestinian leadership is the problem, 
not the solution, to the peace process. 
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We cannot allow Abu Mazen’s words 
and Abu Mazen’s actions to continue to 
go unpunished because, as we have seen 
over the past month and a half, they 
have consequences and innocent people 
have died. 

Today, Mr. Speaker, we have an op- 
portunity to send a clear message to 
Abu Mazen, that his words and actions 
are unacceptable, that we condemn 
these actions, and that we hold the 
Palestinian Authority responsible for 
inciting these recent acts of terror 
against Israeli citizens. 

Palestinian leaders have been indoc- 
trinating the Palestinian people with 
incitement against Israel for genera- 
tions, and that is not something that is 
easily reversed. 

But by passing this resolution to- 
night, Mr. Speaker, we are sending a 
message to the Palestinian leader that 
this behavior will not be tolerated and 
it will not be unaddressed. This is an 
opportunity to start to hold Abu Mazen 
and the PA accountable for their 
words, accountable for their deadly ac- 
tions. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
condemning anti-Israel and anti-Se- 
mitic incitement in all of its forms. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

I rise in support of this measure. 

Let me start by thanking our former 
chair of the Foreign Affairs Com- 
mittee, ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN, for spon- 
soring this resolution. I agree with 
every word she just said. 

She has been a good friend to the 
state and people of Israel, and this 
measure, which I am happy to cospon- 
sor, shows once again that support for 
Israel in Congress is not a partisan 
issue. Israel has much bipartisan sup- 
port in this Congress, and we intend to 
keep it this way. 

As the Congresswoman has men- 
tioned, the violence in Israel has gone 
from bad to worse in recent days. Day 
after day, we hear new reports of inno- 
cent Israeli victims of stabbings or 
shootings at the hands of Palestinian 
terrorists. 

I use the word ‘‘terrorist,’’ Mr. 
Speaker, because what they are doing 
are acts of terrorism. If random people, 
average citizens, have nothing to do 
with policy, have nothing to do with 
politics—they are just civilians that 
are walking in the street—if they are 
attacked by a knife or something else 
that harms them, that is a terrorist at- 
tack. 

Imagine if we had such things going 
on in the United States. It would have 
a chilling effect on what people can do, 
and whether they can move around or 
can’t move around as a result of it. 

So this is not something that is ran- 
dom. It is not something that is con- 
fined. It can strike anybody at any 
time, any place, and it is terrorism. 
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I have often said that while I support 
a two-state solution, if the Palestin- 
jans continue to use terrorism because 
they think it will get them closer to 
their state, they are wrong. It will pre- 
vent them from ever having a state if 
they don’t renounce terrorism. 

That is what this is all about. It is 
the incitement. It is the encouraging of 
hatred for Israelis and the Jews and for 
the United States as well. 

This goes on time and time and time 
again, and then we wonder why we 
have these acts of violence, because 
you cannot fan the fires and be a leader 
in it and then suddenly look the other 
way and say, ‘‘Well, you know, we are 
not encouraging it.” 

The Palestinian Authority has been 
irresponsible, and they have been irre- 
sponsible for many, many years. So, as 
it has every right to do, Israel has de- 
fended itself against these attacks, 
these stabbings and shootings. But this 
bloodshed must be brought to an end. 

I have no doubt, Mr. Speaker, that it 
could be in a hurry if Palestinian lead- 
ers would do the right thing: repudiate 
the violence and, most importantly, 
the ceaseless campaign of incitement 
that demonizes Jews and Israelis and 
glorifies terrorists. 

Chairman ROYCE and I will soon send 
a bipartisan letter signed by more than 
350 of our colleagues in both parties. I 
am very, very happy with the over- 
whelming support we have gotten from 
our colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle for this letter. 

That is why Chairman ROYCE and I 
try to do things in a bipartisan man- 
ner: because something like this is bi- 
partisan; support for Israel is bipar- 
tisan; support against terror is bipar- 
tisan. 

We have to stand together as Ameri- 
cans, regardless of party affiliation, 
and say: we will not countenance ter- 
ror. And we are going to point fingers 
at the Palestinian Authority, who has 
been utterly irresponsible in this whole 
thing. 

So if Palestinian leaders would do 
the right thing and repudiate the vio- 
lence and, most importantly, end the 
ceaseless campaign of incitement that 
demonizes Jews and Israelis and glori- 
fies terrorists, this could stop. 

This letter that Chairman ROYCE and 
I have done, signed by more than 350 of 
our colleagues, to Palestinian Presi- 
dent Abbas urges him to take that 
course, but I cannot say that I have 
high hopes. After all, this type of rhet- 
oric by Palestinians against Jews and 
Israelis and even just Americans, in 
general, is nothing new. 

In Palestinian books and newspapers, 
on the television and radio, we see and 
hear a constant message of hatred and 
incitement. 

From a young age, Palestinians are 
taught that the people of Israel are 
their enemies and those who use vio- 
lence are heroes, and this is very, very 
infuriating. 
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It is the fuel that fires the violence 
we are seeing today, and it is a road- 
block, as I said before, on the path to- 
wards a two-state solution. 

Palestinians will never build their 
own state on the backs of terrorists. It 
is a dead end for them, and it is coun- 
terproductive. They ought to know it. 
They are doing their people a tremen- 
dous disservice. 

This resolution calls on Palestinian 
leaders to show real responsibility to 
reject the violence and end incitement 
and to return to the negotiating table 
with no preconditions, sit down and ne- 
gotiate. 

It reaffirms our commitment to our 
Israeli allies and our desire to see 
peace for both Israelis and Palestin- 
jans. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
measure. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. POE), who is the chairman 
of the Foreign Affairs Subcommittee 


on Terrorism, Nonproliferation, and 
Trade. 
Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 


thank the gentlewoman from Florida 
for yielding on this important resolu- 
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, the conflict between the 
Israelis and the Palestinians has 
reached new levels of terror. Over the 
past month, Palestinians have stabbed, 
shot, or run over innocent Israelis al- 
most every day. The cause of these 
tragedies is simple: the incitement by 
Palestinian leaders. 

Of course, our government is on the 
wrong side of this issue. Our govern- 
ment stands by while Palestinian Au- 
thority President Abbas praises violent 
riots on the Temple Mount. 

But the problem is bigger than 
speeches. Palestinian leaders have 
turned their schools into terrorist 
breeding grounds that teach hate. 
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Israel reacted to this violence how 
any other country should react; but the 
United States State Department cal- 
lously calls Israel’s self-defense execu- 
tive force. Like I said, the State De- 
partment has got it wrong. 

The Palestinians should be called out 
for what they are doing: inciting vio- 
lence and committing violence. They 
are responsible for their criminal acts, 
not the Israelis. We can stand side by 
side with Israel by condemning these 
terrorist acts, and the Palestinian 
leaders should be held personally ac- 
countable for inciting violence in the 
Palestinian community. The State De- 
partment and the world need to quit 
making excuses for Palestinian terror- 
ists and hold them accountable for the 
crimes that they commit. 

Iam glad to be an original cosponsor 
of House Resolution 293. I urge its pas- 
sage so that America and the rest of 
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the world understand that we stand by 
Israel and not by the terrorists. 

And that is just the way it is. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. DEUTCH), the ranking member of 
the Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on 
the Middle East and North Africa. 

Mr. DEUTCH. I thank my friend, Mr. 
ENGEL. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank Chair- 
man ROYCE and Ranking Member 
ENGEL and their staffs for working to 
bring this bipartisan resolution to the 
floor. I want to thank my friend and 
colleague and neighbor, Congress- 
woman ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN, for 
partnering with me on this effort. 

In the month of October, there have 
been more than 50 stabbings in Israel, 
there have been attempted stabbings, 
there have been shootings, there have 
been cars rammed into civilians. Ter- 
rorists have killed 11 and have wounded 
more than 10 times that number. In a 
span of just 12 hours today, there were 
4 separate terror attacks. 

This resolution is important because 
these attacks aren’t a protest or a po- 
litical statement about holy sites or 
politics. It is terrorism, and it flows 
from incitement at the highest levels 
of the Palestinian Government. 

Now, I have said many times that all 
attacks on innocent civilians should be 
condemned and that they should be 
condemned regardless of who commits 
them. Yet I have to point out that, 
when a revenge attack occurs, com- 
mitted by Israelis, the Prime Minister 
of Israel himself condemns that action 
on national television; but when there 
are attempted stabbings every single 
day for nearly 8 weeks, Palestinian 
leadership does not condemn even one 
single attack. Instead, we continue to 
see officials trying to justify acts of 
terror as an expected part of a religious 
conflict. 

False accusations about changes at 
the Temple Mount, when they have 
been repeatedly denied by Israeli lead- 
ership, send a very dangerous message 
that violence is necessary to preserve 
Muslim holy sites when, in fact, those 
holy sites are not threatened at all. 

Unfortunately, incitement from offi- 
cials within the Palestinian Authority 
is not new. Despite statements from 
President Abbas that he is committed 
and has been committed for years to 
nonviolence, there are still countless 
examples in official textbooks, on so- 
cial media pages, and in television 
speeches that call for an armed conflict 
and that depict Jews as dirty pigs. 

Mr. Speaker, Secretary Kerry was 
right when he recently said, ‘‘President 
Abbas has been committed to non- 
violence. He needs to be condemning 
this loudly and clearly, and he needs to 
not engage in the incitement that his 
voice has sometimes been heard to en- 
courage; so that has to stop.” 

If President Abbas remains com- 
mitted to his stated vision of a peace- 
ful, stable Palestinian state, living side 
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by side with a safe and secure Israel, 
then now is the time for real leader- 
ship. Now is the time to go on national 
television and condemn these attacks. 
Now is the time to accept the Jor- 
danian plan for surveillance at the 
Temple Mount to ensure that religious 
freedom is, in fact, being protected. 

Now is the time to stop dangerous 
rhetoric, like when he said that he 
would ‘‘welcome every drop of blood 
spilled in Jerusalem” or when he ac- 
cused Israel of the ‘‘summary execu- 
tion of children’’ when, in fact, the 13- 
year-old whom he referenced was re- 
ceiving medical care in an Israeli hos- 
pital after he stabbed two Israeli teen- 
agers. 

Even before these recent terror at- 
tacks, incitement within the Pales- 
tinian Authority has been well docu- 
mented. If these are the messages that 
are sent to Palestinian youth, if they 
never see the State of Israel on a map 
in their textbooks or if they watch tel- 
evision programs that glorify attacks 
on Israelis and Jews, how can we ever 
expect him to be committed to peace? 

By passing today’s resolution, the 
United States House of Representatives 
is sending a message. It is a very sim- 
ple message to the world, that we stand 
with the people of Israel as they face 
this onslaught of terror and that in- 
citement spurred by inflammatory, 
violent rhetoric will not be tolerated. 

We won’t tolerate officials using reli- 
gion as a means to spur violence, and 
we won’t tolerate actions like the re- 
cent Palestinian-backed resolution at 
UNESCO that attempted to rewrite 
history and inflame tension on the 
ground. 

Our resolution also expresses support 
for individuals and organizations that 
are working to encourage cooperation 
between Israelis and Palestinians. Un- 
fortunately, President Abbas and his 
government are doing just the oppo- 
site. 

Mr. Speaker, there must be an end to 
this wave of terrorism. It is time to 
stop the spread of incitement. This res- 
olution puts the House on record that 
incitement leads to violence, and it 
must end if there is to be a chance for 
peace. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
resolution. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
ZELDIN), who is a member of our Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. ZELDIN. I thank Ms. ILEANA 
ROS-LEHTINEN for her inspiring leader- 
ship in bringing forth this bipartisan 
resolution. 

I am inspired as I listen to the words 
of Mr. DEUTCH and Mr. ENGEL as this is 
something that allows Americans to 
unite for a cause of strengthening our 
relationships with our friends, like 
Israel, ensuring that we treat our en- 
emies as our enemies. 
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Mr. Speaker, according to the Maariv 
daily, Palestinian Authority President 
Abbas said in a Ramallah address: 

We will not forsake our country, and we 
will keep every inch of our land. Every drop 
of blood spilled in Jerusalem is pure. Every 
Shahid will reach paradise, and every injured 
person will be rewarded by God. 

The Palestinian Authority President 
said he would insist that a future Pal- 
estinian state include East Jerusalem 
as its capital. He said: 

The Al-Aqsa Mosque is ours. The church is 
ours as well. They have no right to desecrate 
the mosque with their dirty feet. We won’t 
allow them to do that. 

A top Hamas official in the Gaza 
Strip called on all of the Palestinians 
to turn their weapons against the 
Israelis, saying that Allah created man 
only to wage jihad and to plunge 
knives into the chests of the enemies. 

We hear a lot of talk about the pur- 
suit of a viable two-state solution. It is 
not just about Israel and its recog- 
nizing the Palestinians’ right to exist. 
It is also about the Palestinians and its 
recognizing Israel’s right to exist. Yet 
the Palestinian Authority, by the day, 
is under more and more influence of an 
element that will not rest until the 
other side is wiped off the map. 

I was disturbed when the Secretary 
of State’s spokesperson, John Kirby, 
said: 

Individuals on both sides of this divide are, 
have been proven capable of, and, in our 
view, are guilty of acts of terrorism. 

Last month the State Department 
claimed that the Temple Mount status 
quo was violated. I was just there a 
couple of months back. I was at a place 
called Decks Restaurant in Tiberias. It 
is right on the Sea of Galilee. 

The owner of the restaurant got on 
the microphone—the place was crowded 
with locals—and she started preaching 
about her love of America, about her 
appreciation of the strength of that 
bond between the U.S. and Israel. 

As she is saying this, a boat pulls in 
off the Sea of Galilee and starts setting 
off fireworks. As the fireworks start 
blowing off, they start playing ‘‘God 
Bless America” over the loud speaker. 
All the locals stood up and were sing- 
ing along, and if they didn’t know the 
words, they were lip-syncing it. 

It was such a proud moment. Where 
else in the world can you go where you 
will find a restaurant at which the 
owner will get on the microphone and 
start talking about her love of Amer- 
ica? 

I value the relationship that we have 
with our friends, such as Israel. We 
didn’t see the Israeli Prime Minister 
going on international TV trying to 
embarrass the President of the United 
States after there was a hospital 
strike, which the President took re- 
sponsibility for. 

It is important that we don’t embar- 
rass our allies and that we stand with 
them in tough times. Right now we 
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stand with innocent victims in Israel, 
who are being targeted by terrorist at- 
tacks through the incitement of vio- 
lence by the leadership of the Pales- 
tinian Authority. 

That is why I am so proud to stand 
here today with Ms. ILEANA Ros- 
LEHTINEN for, again, her consistent and 
strong dedication and leadership and 
for her determination in ensuring that 
this body stands united with Israel 
every single day. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

In closing, as you have heard from 
everyone who has spoken, the recent 
surge of Palestinian violence against 
Israel must stop. It must stop to save 
innocent lives. It must stop so that ne- 
gotiations can go forward. It must stop 
because acts of terrorism are not to be 
tolerated. 

Any way you look at it, these are ter- 
rorist acts, and the only way we can 
have peace and the only way we can 
have a two-state solution is if both par- 
ties sit opposite each other, with no 
preconditions, and start negotiating. 

I do support a two-state solution—a 
Palestinian Arab state and an Israeli 
Jewish state—living together in peace 
and harmony; but it is not going to 
happen if the Palestinian leadership, 
which is bankrupt in more ways than 
one, refuses to teach its people the 
right thing, if it refuses to repudiate 
acts of terror. 

Mahmoud Abbas, or Abu Mazen—the 
leader of the Palestinians—is, I think, 
on the eighth year of his 4-year term. 
He is not really legitimate anymore. 
The more he talks with rhetoric and 
incitement, the less relevant he be- 
comes. 

It is really a shame because I do 
think that the Palestinians deserve 
better and I do think that, ultimately, 
they deserve their own state; but they 
will not have their own state if they re- 
sort to terror. It is bankrupt, and it is 
a dead end for them. 

Instead of encouraging these kinds of 
acts of terror against innocent civil- 
ians, the leadership of the Palestinians 
ought to be dismissing it, ought to be 
condemning it, ought to be taking 
strong stands against it. We have yet 
to hear, and that is why this resolution 
is so important. 

This resolution sends the signal that 
Palestinian leaders have a responsi- 
bility to repudiate this violence and 
put an end to the horrific campaign of 
incitement against Jews and Israelis. 

Everyone who spoke today is saying 
the same thing. We are saying the 
same thing because it is clear as night 
and day what is going on over there. So 
I urge all of my colleagues to support 
this measure. 

The United States will always stand 
with the people of Israel, and the 
United States will always stand 
against violence and terrorism wher- 
ever it rears its head around the world. 
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I again thank my good friend, ILEANA 
ROS-LEHTINEN, for her leadership and 
Mr. DEUTCH for his leadership as well. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

I want to thank the chairman of our 
committee, Mr. ROYCE, for his help in 
bringing this resolution to the floor 
after the markup in the subcommittee 
and the full committee. 

I want to thank Mr. ENGEL for his 
steadfast support of doing everything 
that is humanly possible to support ef- 
forts in getting peace in the Middle 
East and his support for the demo- 
cratic Jewish state of Israel. 

I want to thank Mr. DEUTCH, who is 
my partner on the Middle East and 
North Africa Subcommittee. He has 
been a person who understands the 
many obstacles to peace that the Pal- 
estinians encounter because of their 
failed leadership, and the responsi- 
bility lies in that leadership. I have 
had the opportunity to travel to Israel 
with Mr. DEUTCH, and I am very thank- 
ful for his friendship and for his guid- 
ance. 

I also want to thank Mr. POE and Mr. 
ZELDIN—valued members of our Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs—for their 
perspectives on how to reach peace, be- 
cause, when all is said and done, this is 
what this resolution is all about. 

We are condemning the anti-Israel 
and anti-Semitic incitement to vio- 
lence by the Palestinian Authority, but 
we do so because this is antithetical to 
the cause of peace, which is what this 
body is all about and what the United 
States’ foreign policy is based on in the 
Middle East. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, securing a last- 
ing peace between Israel and Palestine re- 
quires a commitment to humanizing the expe- 
riences of both peoples. Divisive rhetoric de- 
humanizes people and undermines the pros- 
pect of long-term peace. This resolution is di- 
visive. 

Incitement by either party, including Pales- 
tinian Authority leaders, is a serious issue and 
deserves to be condemned. But when we de- 
nounce the Palestinians and leave no mention 
of divisive rhetoric by the Israeli government, 
we do a disservice to Palestinians and 
Israelis. Just two weeks ago, Israeli Prime 
Minister Benjamin Netanyahu said “Hitler 
didn’t want to exterminate the Jews at the 
time, he wanted to expel the Jews.” He laid 
the blame for the Shoa at the feet of a Pales- 
tinian Grand Mufti of Jerusalem, Haj Amin al- 
Husseini. Al-Husseini was a virulent anti-Sem- 
ite. But Prime Minister Netanyahu’s blaming 
the idea of the Holocaust on a Palestinian, 
and by implication Palestinians, deserves to 
be condemned by this body just as Palestinian 
incitement does. 

| oppose this resolution, not because the 
Palestinians are not inciting, and not because 
| believe this incitement should not be con- 
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demned. | oppose this resolution because any 
resolution that attacks one side while ignoring 
the other can only further tension and vio- 
lence. 

If Congress wants to be considered a legiti- 
mate arbiter of peace between Israel and Pal- 
estine we must pursue a balanced approach 
that calls for an end to incitement on both 
sides and both leaders to live up to their obli- 
gations under the Oslo Accords. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, | stand in 
support of H. Res. 293, expressing concerns 
over anti-Semitic incitement within the Pales- 
tinian Authority. 

| continue to support the safety and security 
of Jewish people across the globe. 

Indeed, last week, | signed on to the Royce- 
Engel letter to President Mahmoud Abbas of 
the Palestinian National Authority to express 
my deep concern over the recent wave of vio- 
lence in Israel and the West Bank. 

It is imperative that political leaders across 
the globe help to set the tone for peace by ad- 
vocating non-violence. 

Over the past two months, news reports in- 
form us that scores of attacks on innocent 
Israelis have occurred. 

This bipartisan legislation condemns these 
attacks and urges Palestinian Authority lead- 
ers to discontinue all incitement and exert po- 
litical influence to discourage any form of vio- 
lence by the Palestinian civil society. 

This legislation also expresses support for 
individuals and organizations working to en- 
courage cooperation between Israelis and Pal- 
estinians. 

This legislation encapsulates the United 
States’ unwavering support as Israel’s strong- 
est ally. 

Indeed, among other things, the 1995 In- 
terim Agreement on the West Bank and the 
Gaza Strip, also known as Oslo Il, asks all 
parties to abstain from incitement without 
derogation for the principle of freedom of ex- 
pression to prevent incitement by any organi- 
zation, groups or individuals within their juris- 
diction. 

Moreover, Oslo Il admonishes Israel and the 
Palestinian Authority to ascertain that their re- 
spective educational systems facilitate peace 
between Israeli and Palestinian peoples, work- 
ing together towards peace in the region. 

This legislation encourages and recognizes 
the work of individuals and organizations fo- 
cused on facilitating the cooperation towards 
peace between Israelis and Palestinians. 

Thus, | support and urge continued efforts 
to urge an end to language that incites any 
form of violence and | encourage efforts to 
help facilitate peace between all parties in- 
volved. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HARRIS). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentlewoman from Flor- 
ida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) that the House 
suspend the rules and agree to the reso- 
lution, H. Res. 293, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the resolu- 
tion, as amended, was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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PARTICIPATION OF TAIWAN IN 
THE INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL 
POLICE ORGANIZATION 


Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 1853) to direct the President 
to develop a strategy to obtain ob- 
server status for Taiwan in the Inter- 
national Criminal Police Organization, 
and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 1853 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. PARTICIPATION OF TAIWAN IN THE 
INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL POLICE 
ORGANIZATION. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1) Safety, security and peace is important 
to every citizen of the world, and shared in- 
formation ensuring wide assistance among 
police authorities of nations for expeditious 
dissemination of information regarding 
criminal activities greatly assists in these 
efforts. 

(2) Direct and unobstructed participation 
in the International Criminal Police Organi- 
zation (INTERPOL) is beneficial for all na- 
tions and their police authorities. Inter- 
nationally shared information with author- 
ized police authorities is vital to peace- 
Keeping efforts. 

(3) With a history dating back to 1914, the 
role of INTERPOL is defined in its constitu- 
tion: ‘‘To ensure and promote the widest pos- 
sible mutual assistance between all criminal 
police authorities within the limits of the 
laws existing in the different countries and 
in the spirit of the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights.’’. 

(4) Ongoing international threats, includ- 
ing international networks of terrorism, 
show the ongoing necessity to be ever inclu- 
sive of nations willing to work together to 
combat criminal activity. The ability of po- 
lice authorities to coordinate, preempt, and 
act swiftly and in unison is an essential ele- 
ment of crisis prevention and response. 

(5) Taiwan maintained full membership in 
INTERPOL starting in 1964 through its Na- 
tional Police Administration but was ejected 
in 1984 when the People’s Republic of China 
(PRC) applied for membership. 

(6) Nonmembership prevents Taiwan from 
gaining access to INTERPOL’s I-24/7 global 
police communications system, which pro- 
vides real-time information on criminals and 
global criminal activities. Taiwan is rel- 
egated to second-hand information from 
friendly nations, including the United 
States. 

(7) Taiwan is unable to swiftly share infor- 
mation on criminals and suspicious activity 
with the international community, leaving a 
huge void in the global crime-fighting efforts 
and leaving the entire world at risk. 

(8) The United States, in the 1994 Taiwan 
Policy Review, declared its intention to sup- 
port Taiwan’s participation in appropriate 
international organizations and has consist- 
ently reiterated that support. 

(9) Following the enactment of Public Law 
108-235, a law authorizing the Secretary of 
State to initiate and implement a plan to en- 
dorse and obtain observer status for Taiwan 
at the annual summit of the World Health 
Assembly and subsequent advocacy by the 
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United States, Taiwan was granted observer 
status to the World Health Assembly for six 
consecutive years since 2009. Both prior to 
and in its capacity as an observer, Taiwan 
has contributed significantly to the inter- 
national community’s collective efforts in 
pandemic control, monitoring, early warn- 
ing, and other related matters. 

(10) INTERPOL’s constitution allows for 
observers at its meetings by ‘‘police bodies 
which are not members of the Organization”. 

(b) TAIWAN’S PARTICIPATION IN INTER- 
POL.—The President shall— 

(1) develop a strategy to obtain observer 
status for Taiwan in INTERPOL and at other 
related meetings, activities, and mechanisms 
thereafter; and 

(2) instruct INTERPOL Washington to offi- 
cially request observer status for Taiwan in 
INTERPOL and to actively urge INTERPOL 
member states to support such observer sta- 
tus and participation for Taiwan. 

(c) REPORT CONCERNING OBSERVER STATUS 
FOR TAIWAN IN INTERPOL.—Not later than 
30 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the President shall transmit to 
Congress a report, in unclassified form, de- 
scribing the United States strategy to en- 
dorse and obtain observer status for Taiwan 
in INTERPOL and at other related meetings, 
activities, and mechanisms thereafter. The 
report shall include the following: 

(1) A description of the efforts the Presi- 
dent has made to encourage INTERPOL 
member states to promote Taiwan’s bid to 
obtain observer status in INTERPOL. 

(2) A description of the actions the Presi- 
dent will take to endorse and obtain observer 
status for Taiwan in INTERPOL and at other 
related meetings, activities, and mechanisms 
thereafter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) and the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from Florida. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers may have 5 legislative days to re- 
vise and extend their remarks and to 
include extraneous material on this 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I first want to thank 
the chairman of the Asia and the Pa- 
cific Subcommittee, Congressman 
MATT SALMON, for introducing this im- 
portant resolution. 

Taiwan is indeed a strong ally of the 
United States, one which shares our in- 
terests and values, including an endur- 
ing commitment to democracy and the 
freedom of expression. 

Taiwan is a beacon of freedom in the 
Pacific, serving as an inspiration for 
the world’s oppressed, and it serves as 
a model for future democratic transi- 
tions. Unfortunately, however, Taiwan 
is under increasing pressure from an 
aggressive China that is attempting to 
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assert its dominance in the Pacific and 
to isolate Taiwan on the international 
stage. One organization that China has 
prevented Taiwan from joining is 
INTERPOL, the International Criminal 
Police Organization. 

INTERPOL was created, Mr. Speak- 
er, to promote international coopera- 
tion between criminal police authori- 
ties; but because of undue Chinese pres- 
sure, Taiwan is no longer a member of 
INTERPOL. Taiwan is forced to receive 
less effective, secondhand information 
about international criminals and their 
illicit activities. Likewise, Taiwan can- 
not share the law enforcement infor- 
mation that it gathers in order to ben- 
efit INTERPOL. 

In China’s efforts to exclude Taiwan 
and in the efforts of some nations to 
accommodate China, they have ended 
up hurting Taiwan and the entire 
international community in the proc- 
ess. 

So we have this bill before us, Mr. 
Speaker. This bill by Congressman 
SALMON directs the President to re- 
quest observer status for Taiwan at 
INTERPOL, to urge other INTERPOL 
members to support it, and for the 
President to develop a strategy to en- 
sure the participation of Taiwan. 

I am pleased to support this legisla- 
tion. I believe that the United States 
should be helping Taiwan’s meaningful 
participation in all international orga- 
nizations and entities in which it has 
expressed an interest in participating. 

Taiwan’s exclusion from organiza- 
tions like INTERPOL is dangerous. It 
is a dangerous practice. It hurts the 
international community just as much 
as it hurts the people of Taiwan. 

We must not allow U.N. politics or 
China’s efforts to isolate Taiwan to ex- 
clude it from international organiza- 
tions. It is, therefore, crucial that the 
United States provide the kind of mili- 
tary assistance, economic assistance, 
and political assistance that will allow 
Taiwan to resist any type of Chinese 
coercion. 

The Taiwan Relations Act, together 
with the Six Assurances are the corner- 
stone of U.S.-Taiwan relations, and we 
must always keep it as our guiding 
beacon. I know that this is a sentiment 
that is greatly shared by the members 
of our Foreign Affairs Committee and 
by the chairman of our committee, Mr. 
ROYCE of California, because the friend- 
ship between the people of the United 
States and Taiwan has cemented into 
one of the most cherished partnerships. 
I look forward to the United States 
Government demonstrating its contin- 
ued commitment to the people of Tai- 
wan with the passage of Mr. SALMON’s 
bill. 

I want to thank, again, Chairman 
SALMON for introducing this important 
resolution. I am pleased to offer my 
support, and I urge my colleagues to do 
the same. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 
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Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume, and I 
rise in support of this measure. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to also thank 
Mr. SALMON from Arizona, who chairs 
our Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on 
Asia and the Pacific, for authoring this 
bill. Iam proud to be a cosponsor. 

The International Criminal Police 
Organization, what we call INTERPOL, 
helps law enforcement agencies around 
the world collaborate with one an- 
other. Thanks to INTERPOL, a task 
force in New York can share informa- 
tion with a police agency in Hamburg 
or flag a terrorist suspect for authori- 
ties in Tokyo. 

Sensitive information about crimi- 
nals or missing persons is available at 
the push of a button for INTERPOL’s 
members. For decades, it has been a 
vital tool for global security. 

Until 1984, Taiwan was a member of 
INTERPOL; but since the People’s Re- 
public of China applied for member- 
ship, Taiwan has been left out. This is 
ridiculous, absolutely ridiculous. 

Taiwan has the 16th or 17th largest 
economy in the world. And anyone who 
has ever been to Taiwan, as I have and 
as my colleague has, will just be 
amazed at the democracy they have 
built themselves on that tiny island. 
The fact is that they look to the 
United States for protecting them and 
helping them. Because just like we 
share the same values with Israel, we 
share the same values with Taiwan, 
and that is why we work with them. 

Taiwan has been left out, and this 
gap in INTERPOL’s membership cre- 
ates a public safety risk for the people 
of Taiwan and also for the rest of the 
world. So nobody is saying that China 
should not be a member, but China 
should not have the right to exclude 
Taiwan. 

This legislation would close that gap. 
It would instruct the administration to 
push for Taiwan to be granted observer 
status in INTERPOL. Observer status, 
that is what we are asking for. 

There are countries around the world 
that function as countries, that have 
everything that all other countries 
have, and yet, because of politics, they 
are excluded from these international 


organizations. Taiwan is one such 
country. Kosovo is another type of 
country. 


We have to stop this. People that live 
in these countries need to not bear the 
brunt of politics, but really need the 
protections that citizens of other coun- 
tries have. By our not giving them the 
protections, we leave ourselves a bit 
unprotected as well. 

So this legislation would instruct the 
administration to push for Taiwan to 
be granted observer status in 
INTERPOL. As an observer, Taiwan 
would have access to the information 
that law enforcement agencies already 
have. It would also allow Taiwan to 
contribute information to INTERPOL, 
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information that could be used to stop 
crime or thwart terrorist activity, ar- 
rest human traffickers, or sideline 
other bad actors. 

Good precedent exists for giving Tai- 
wan this status. Taiwan is an observer 
in the World Health Assembly, where it 
has played a vital role in contributing 
to public health and fighting pandemic 
disease. 

In fact, Taiwan has repeatedly shown 
itself to be a constructive, positive 
force in the global community. Coun- 
tries around the world stand to benefit 
from Taiwan’s inclusion in inter- 
national organizations like INTER- 
POL. So not only does Taiwan benefit, 
but the rest of the world benefits. It is 
a no-brainer. It is a win-win situation 
for everybody. 

I support this legislation whole- 
heartedly. I urge my colleagues to do 
the same. 

I thank my colleague from Florida, 
ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN, and the chair- 
man from California, ED ROYCE. Again, 
we are all in this together. 

This is great bipartisan legislation of 
the Foreign Affairs Committee. It is 
important for Taiwan and important 
for the United States. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 
before I yield to Mr. SALMON, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California (Mr. ROYCE), the es- 
teemed chairman of our committee, 
who is here with us now, manage the 
rest of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
SALMON). He is the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Asia and the Pacific 
and the author of this important meas- 
ure. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Chairman ED Royce for bringing this 
important measure to the floor today 
and for being a constant champion of 
the people of Taiwan. 

I was able to go on a trip with the 
chairman to Taiwan, and I think that 
he is as close to royalty in Taiwan as 
anybody that I have ever met. They 
love ED RoycE. In fact, the guy that 
used to be called “Mr. Taiwan” was the 
former Senator from Arizona, Barry 
Goldwater, but I think ED ROYCE has 
maybe taken that title away. 

I am just honored to be able to be 
here supporting this bill that he has al- 
lowed to come to the floor. I have been 
a long-time supporter of Taiwan, as 
have Members throughout this body on 
both sides of the aisle. 

Let me just segue for a minute. 

A lot of people out there get really, 
really frustrated by the partisan na- 
ture of what they see happening here in 
the Nation’s Capital. A lot of people 
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are frustrated: Why can’t both sides 
just agree? I mean, after all, aren’t we 
all Americans? 

The interesting thing is I wish more 
Americans could come and see our 
committee, the Foreign Affairs Com- 
mittee, in action because it is the epit- 
ome of bipartisanship. Besides the fact 
that Chairman ED ROYCE leads the 
committee and demands that we ex- 
hibit bipartisanship, Ranking Member 
ELIOT ENGEL is one of the best men I 
have ever met in my life. And I mean 
that from the bottom of my heart. 

Whether it is dealing with terrorism 
in the Middle East or fairness across 
the globe like this issue with Taiwan 
and common sense, he is always on the 
right side. He leads his delegation, his 
folks on that side of the aisle in some- 
thing that we have long believed, but 
sometimes it kind of gets lost in the 
cacophony of arguments here on Cap- 
itol Hill on other things, but that is 
that partisanship ends at the water’s 
edge. 

My hat is off to you, Mr. ENGEL, be- 
cause you have always exhibited that, 
and I appreciate the way that you have 
led this body in that way. 

Taiwan is a wonderful, thriving de- 
mocracy. In fact, I had an opportunity 
as a young man to live there for 2 
years, from 1977 to 1979, while serving a 
mission for my church. While I was 
there in 1978, the Nixon administration 
normalized relations with China, recog- 
nizing the Government of the People’s 
Republic of China as the sole, legal 
government of China and declaring it 
would withdraw diplomatic recognition 
from Taiwan. The U.S. Government has 
since articulated a one-China policy, 
which was a dark turn for U.S.-Taiwan 
relations. Since then, we have seen a 
Taiwan that is marginalized in the 
international community. 

Taiwan’s ambiguous sovereignty sta- 
tus has contributed to its exclusion 
from many, many international organi- 
zations, despite Taiwan’s obvious will- 
ingness to play a larger role in inter- 
national affairs and international secu- 
rity, as it should. From humanitarian 
assistance and disaster relief to law en- 
forcement and global health, so often it 
has been denied the right to share its 
knowledge and its expertise in the 
international fora. 

This bill, H.R. 1853, would improve 
Taiwan’s capability to contribute and 
benefit from the international commu- 
nity in the interest of international se- 
curity. H.R. 1853 would direct the 
President to develop a strategy to ob- 
tain observer status for Taiwan in the 
International Criminal Police Organi- 
zation, or INTERPOL. It would also re- 
quire the President to report to Con- 
gress on efforts to encourage Taiwan’s 
inclusion in INTERPOL. 

Since the early 20th century, 
INTERPOL has facilitated mutual as- 
sistance between criminal police au- 
thorities worldwide through the shar- 


16935 


ing of information, such as access to 
comprehensive lists of suspicious per- 
sons and criminals. 

As we all know and, I think, as every 
American knows, terrorism and other 
nontraditional security challenges no 
longer end at our borders or anybody’s 
borders. These threats are global by 
nature. 
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In order to secure domestic and 
international security, the sharing of 
information across borders is vital. 
Taiwan’s exclusion from INTERPOL 
hampers efforts to prevent and respond 
to threats. 

To ensure that potential terrorists 
are barred from entering Taiwan, it is 
essential that Taiwan have direct ac- 
cess to INTERPOL and its I-24/7 sys- 
tem, which provides real-time informa- 
tion on criminals and global criminal 
activities. 

Without this access, Taiwan is forced 
to cobble together its own list based on 
incomplete and untimely information 
obtained from a small number of 
friendly countries to Taiwan and Tai- 
wan’s own domestic intelligence. 

Equally important, Taiwan is unable 
to share the information that it gath- 
ers on criminals and suspicious persons 
with INTERPOL directly. Mr. ENGEL 
called this policy silly. I think that 
that is very, very appropriate and ac- 
curate. This puts everybody at risk, 
when we have a policy that plays poli- 
tics instead of common sense. 

Cooperation between Taiwan and 
INTERPOL could be markedly en- 
hanced if Taiwan is able to become an 
observer. H.R. 1853, with 114 bipartisan 
cosponsors, continues to carry the 
torch of congressional support for Tai- 
wan’s membership and inclusion in the 
international community. 

Taiwan is a vibrant, democratic soci- 
ety, with much to contribute to the 
international community. The United 
States must do more to fulfill our obli- 
gations under the Taiwan Relations 
Act, which provides that the U.S. treat 
Taiwan the same as foreign countries, 
nations, states, government, or similar 
entities. 

This is a vote for U.S. support of Tai- 
wan’s inclusion in international af- 
fairs. This is a vote for international 
security. I urge my colleagues to vote 
to support Taiwan’s participation in 
international policing efforts by sup- 
porting this legislation, H.R. 1853. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

We are all saying the same thing, and 
I think it really shows how important 
this legislation is. I want to mention 
the gentleman from Arizona, as I men- 
tioned before. He was very kind about 
some of the things he said about me. 

You need to go on a trip to China or 
Taiwan with the gentleman from Ari- 
zona because he is very modest, but he 
speaks fluent Mandarin. He has great 
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diplomatic skills, and the people there 
really appreciate what he has done. I 
appreciate him being the author of this 
important piece of legislation. 

It is true, when we talk about bipar- 
tisanship in foreign affairs, it is prob- 
ably more important than in any other 
place. I have gone on a number of trips 
and we have had delegations of Repub- 
licans and Democrats together, and al- 
ways, as Americans, the differences 
that we might have are very, very tiny. 

When you travel together and you go 
to another country, we realize how im- 
portant it is that, as Americans, we 
stand united and that other countries 
respect our country for what our coun- 
try has done and is doing. That is real- 
ly important. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Arizona, my friend. He has been a vital 
force for this legislation, H.R. 1853, but 
he has also been a vital force on so 
many other issues on the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs and global issues 
that are really just so important. 

When we talk about global issues and 
talk about policy that we need to do, 
there really are no Democrats and no 
Republicans. We are all Americans. We 
want to make sure that other countries 
respect what we try to do. 

We believe in what this country 
stands for, and we want to have good 
relations with countries around the 
world. I think it is so important when 
Members travel there and meet with 
dignitaries and meet with leaders of 
the country and meet with other par- 
liamentarians that people understand 
what the United States of America is 
all about. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Arizona for his leadership. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
bill, as a strong original cosponsor. I 
want to thank Mr. ENGEL, and I want 
to thank Mr. SALMON and Mr. BRAD 
SHERMAN for this legislation. 

Taiwan is a nation of 23 million peo- 
ple. It is a booming democracy, with a 
free and open media. It is a loyal 
friend. It is a loyal partner to the 
United States. 

Taiwan is engaged in important mis- 
sions worldwide. We see the results of a 
lot of that engagement. Ebola is one 
most recently on our mind. When 
Ebola hit West Africa, it was Taiwan 
that donated 100,000 sets of protective 
equipment that were used to stop the 
spread of Ebola. It was Taiwan that 
gave so much in financial resources to 
help the sickest in Liberia. 

Taiwan today is assisting those who 
have been forced out of their homes by 
terrorists, whether it is in Syria or 
Iraq; yet, despite its active and con- 
structive role internationally, Taiwan 
is excluded from many international 
organizations because of its political 
status. 
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While Taiwan voluntarily adheres to 
the rules and the regulations of inter- 
national organizations like the U.N., it 
is barred from participating. It is 
barred from being included in U.N. 
treaties against transnational orga- 
nized crime and nuclear proliferation. 
This is not good for Taiwan, and it is 
not good for us. 

To better protect its citizens and all 
the people around the world who travel 
there, Taiwan is seeking observer sta- 
tus in the International Criminal Po- 
lice Organization, which many know as 
INTERPOL. 

This organization enables police from 
190 member countries to work together 
to make the world a safer place 
through information sharing, capacity 
building, and response coordination be- 
tween police departments. That is 190 
countries, but Taiwan is not included. 

The legislation before us today will 
help to secure observer status for Tai- 
wan at INTERPOL. The measure re- 
quires the President of the United 
States to develop and execute a strat- 
egy to ensure that Taiwan participates 
in INTERPOL’s next General Assembly 
meeting, which is coming up in Indo- 
nesia. This will bring better inter- 
national law enforcement cooperation 
with one of our most important part- 
ners: Taiwan. 

Mr. Speaker, by way of history, Tai- 
wan had full membership in INTER- 
POL starting back in 1964, but Taiwan 
was ejected from the law enforcement 
group in 1984, when the People’s Repub- 
lic of China applied for membership. 

Since then, Taiwan has relied on de- 
layed secondhand information that 
they get from the United States about 
international criminals and global 
criminal activities, and that, frankly, 
makes Taiwan more vulnerable to se- 
curity threats. 

Likewise, Taiwan cannot share the 
law enforcement information it gathers 
to the benefit, frankly, of INTERPOL 
and the rest of the community and all 
of the members of INTERPOL, all the 
police organizations that try to rely on 
that. And, of course, we are part of 
that. We could utilize that benefit. 

Mr. Speaker, the fact that Taiwan 
must rely on a convoluted process, 
with an added layer of bureaucracy, to 
access this critical information makes 
no sense. Taiwan regularly hosts the 
type of megaevents which often, unfor- 
tunately, attract terrorist activity, or 
they could. 

For example, in 2009 Taiwan hosted 
the World Games and had to rely solely 
on the United States to vet athletes 
and media lists, and with the U.S.’ 
help, several suspicious persons were, 
in fact, identified. They were denied 
entry into Taiwan. 

In 2017 Taiwan will host the Summer 
Universiade, a student sporting event 
in which 900 athletes from 170 countries 
are expected to attend. This event is 
second only to the Olympics in the 
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number of participants and countries 
that are represented. 

There must be a more streamlined 
way for Taiwan to access information 
from INTERPOL. As the number of 
visitors from Taiwan to the United 
States has grown exponentially, there 
is an urgent need to ensure that Tai- 
wan’s police forces have real-time ac- 
cess to information on criminal activi- 
ties and on threats. 

Taiwan entered into the U.S. Visa 
Waiver Program in 2012. Since then, 
the number of Taiwanese visitors to 
the United States has increased by 
nearly 42 percent. From my home 
State of California, the increase in 
visitors from Taiwan has been a boon 
to the economy. 

I am proud to have worked on Tai- 
wan’s entry into the Visa Waiver Pro- 
gram because I know that, as a result 
of this agreement, Taiwanese Ameri- 
cans in southern California have a 
much easier time staying connected to 
their families, and business travelers 
are having an easier time, too. 

That is why I am also supporting 
Taiwan’s participation in Customs and 
Border Protection’s Global Entry pro- 
gram, which will make two-way travel 
even easier. 

Mr. Speaker, strengthening Taiwan’s 
law enforcement capabilities benefits 
American citizens as much as it does 
the Taiwanese. Every year tens of 
thousands of Americans travel to Tai- 
wan, and this bill will certainly help 
Taiwan’s police forces protect Amer- 
ican citizens traveling in Taiwan. 

INTERPOL’s constitution allows for 
observers at its meetings by police bod- 
ies which are not members of the orga- 
nization. And so I am confident Taiwan 
will be able to be an observer. 

H.R. 1853 will support Taiwan’s ef- 
forts to gain observer status with 
INTERPOL. It is going to improve 
everybody’s security. Mr. Speaker, we 
must constantly be pressing to ensure 
that security across the globe is pro- 
tected. 

Taiwan’s unique political status has 
thus far hindered its inclusion in 
INTERPOL and is a vulnerable loop- 
hole for criminals and, frankly, for ter- 
rorists to target. With this piece of leg- 
islation, we are sending a clear mes- 
sage that safety is a priority. 

I want to again commend Represent- 
ative MATT SALMON of Arizona, chair- 
man of the Subcommittee on Asia and 
the Pacific, and, of course, Mr. ENGEL 
and Mr. SHERMAN for authoring and in- 
troducing this important measure. I 
appreciated working with them on it. 

I will just say this of Mr. SALMON as 
well. He has a longstanding interest in 
Taiwan. His leadership on this measure 
is very much appreciated by all of us. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I am pre- 
pared to close on my side. I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 
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As I have said, we need to use every 
tool available to combat terrorism and 
disrupt criminal networks around the 
world. It only makes sense to have 
more partners at the table in that ef- 
fort. 

So bringing Taiwan back into 
INTERPOL as an observer just makes 
common sense. The more participants 
in INTERPOL, the more good the orga- 
nization can do. We should do all we 
can to bring willing contributors off 
the sidelines. 

Again, Taiwan was a member and 
was thrown out when everyone recog- 
nized People’s Republic of China. There 
is room for both. There should be both. 

I again want to commend my friend, 
Mr. SALMON, who is largely responsible 
for this, and our chairman, Mr. ROYCE, 
who I think has more people from Tai- 
wan in his district than virtually any 
other district in the country. So he 
knows quite a bit about Taiwan and 
quite a bit about what should be done. 

It is something that we are all saying 
the same thing. It makes sense for Tai- 
wan. It makes sense for the United 
States. It makes sense for INTERPOL. 
I encourage my colleagues to support 
this measure. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, | stand in 
strong support of H.R. 1853, directing the 
President to develop a strategy to obtain ob- 
server status for Taiwan in the International 
Criminal Police Organization (INTERPOL). 

As the Ranking Member of the Sub- 
committee on Crime, Terrorism, Homeland Se- 
curity, and Investigations, the empowerment of 
law enforcement in order that they be able to 
carry out their mandate in upholding the rule 
of law and preservation of peace and security 
are imperatives | believe we must continue to 
seek to facilitate. 

Our world today is fraught with global ter- 
rorism, with groups utilizing information shar- 
ing and technologies to advance their vitriolic 
causes. 

This is why organizing, inclusion and em- 
powerment of nations willing to work together 
to combat domestic and global terrorism is in 
our global and national security interest. 

This measure facilitates the United States’ 
and the global community’s ability to move 
swiftly to empower police and law enforcement 
in our collective efforts of coordinating, pre- 
empting and acting swiftly in unison in com- 
batting terrorism, crisis prevention and re- 
sponse. 

| join this bipartisan measure which seeks to 
facilitate INTERPOL member states’ efforts to 
promote Taiwan’s ability to bid to obtain ob- 
server status in the INTERPOL. 

Indeed, since 1964, Taiwan had maintained 
full membership, but was ejected 20 years 
later when the People’s Republic of China 
(PRC) applied for membership. 

Part of what the United States Administra- 
tion can do is to take the lead in endorsing 
Taiwan in obtaining its observer status. 

The United States has expressed its affirm- 
ative intentions in support of Taiwan’s partici- 
pation in appropriate international organiza- 
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tions, as delineated in the 1994 Taiwan Policy 
Review. 

For instance, Public Law 108-235 author- 
ized the Secretary of State to initiate and im- 
plement a plan to endorse and obtain ob- 
server status at the annual World Health As- 
sembly for six consecutive years, owing to 
Taiwan’s significant contribution to the global 
community's efforts of addressing pandemic 
control and global public health issues of our 
day. 

Indeed, the INTERPOL’s constitution allows 
observer status at meetings by police entities 
who are not members of the Organization. 

The current status of non-membership sta- 
tus preludes Taiwan from gaining access to 
INTERPOL’s |-24/7 global communications 
systems, an important real time information 
sharing infrastructure on domestic and global 
criminals. 

The current state of affairs relegates Taiwan 
to hearsay or second hand information from 
friendly nations such as the United States. 

This impedes Taiwan’s ability to move swift- 
ly in information acquisition as it relates to its 
domestic and global crime fighting efforts. 

As a senior member of the Committee on 
Homeland Security, global and national secu- 
rity is very important to me. 

This measure seeks to protect our security 
interests in Taiwan as well as the global secu- 
rity of the world. 

Taiwan’s inaccessibility to critical information 
readily made available to its law enforcement 
forces places our entire world at risk. 

This measure seeks to facilitate Taiwan’s di- 
rect and unobstructed participation in the Inter- 
national Criminal Police which promotes global 
security. 

| support and urge the support of this meas- 
ure because it is beneficial for all nations and 
their police authorities to be able to share in- 
formation with authorized police authorities in 
their law enforcement and peacekeeping ef- 
forts in combatting local and global crimes, in- 
cluding the contemporary crime of terrorism. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
RoyYcE) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1853. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this motion will be post- 
poned. 


EE 
GLOBAL ANTI-POACHING ACT 


Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 2494) to support global anti- 
poaching efforts, strengthen the capac- 
ity of partner countries to counter 
wildlife trafficking, designate major 
wildlife trafficking countries, and for 
other purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 
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H.R. 2494 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 


SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 


This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Global Anti- 
Poaching Act’’. 


SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 


Congress finds the following: 

(1) Poaching and the illicit trade in endan- 
gered and threatened wildlife are among the 
most lucrative criminal activities world- 
wide, worth an estimated $7 to $10 billion an- 
nually. 

(2) Poaching and wildlife trafficking have 
escalated in scale, sophistication and vio- 
lence, risking the potential extinction of 
some of the world’s most iconic species. 

(3) Wildlife poaching and trafficking 
threaten elephants, rhinoceros, and tigers 
greatly, but also have devastating impact on 
a number of other species, including sharks, 
great apes, and turtles. 

(4) The high demand for rare wildlife prod- 
ucts has driven prices to historically high 
levels. 

(5) Much of the demand for wildlife prod- 
ucts comes from Asia and is fueled by the 
perceived medicinal value and social status 
associated with these products. 

(6) Reporting indicates that a number of 
rebel groups and terrorist organizations, in- 
cluding Sudan’s Janjaweed militia, the 
Lord’s Resistance Army, the Seleka rebel 
movement in the Central African Republic, 
and Somalia’s al-Shabaab, either participate 
in or draw funding from illicit wildlife traf- 
ficking networks. 

(7) Analyses suggest the high demand for 
illegal wildlife products, combined with 
weak law enforcement and security measures 
and corruption and governance failures, has 
led to the increased involvement of 
transnational organized crime in wildlife 
trafficking. 

(8) The United Nations Security Council 
has authorized multilateral sanctions 
against individuals and entities supporting 
armed groups through the illicit trade in 
wildlife, in addition to other natural re- 
sources, in the Democratic Republic of 
Congo and the Central African Republic. 

(9) A National Intelligence Council anal- 
ysis of wildlife poaching threats found that 
certain African government officials facili- 
tated the movement of wildlife products, and 
that these governments’ ability to reduce 
poaching and trafficking was hindered by 
corruption and weak rule of law. 

(10) On November 13, 2013, the Secretary of 
State announced the first reward under the 
Transnational Organized Crime Rewards 
Program for information leading to the dis- 
mantling of the Xaysavang Network, a large 
wildlife trafficking syndicate that is based in 
Laos and spans Africa and Asia. 

SEC. 3. EXPANSION OF WILDLIFE ENFORCEMENT 
NETWORKS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress 
lowing: 

(1) Wildlife enforcement networks are gov- 
ernment-led, regionally-focused mechanisms 
that increase capacity and coordination ef- 
forts between law enforcement, environ- 
mental agencies, and other entities focused 
on countering wildlife trafficking of member 
countries. 

(2) Currently there are active wildlife en- 
forcement networks in Southeast Asia, 
South Asia, and Central America. The more 
mature wildlife enforcement networks, such 
as the Southeast Asia wildlife enforcement 
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network, have proven effective in disman- 

tling transnational wildlife trafficking net- 

works and bringing to justice those individ- 
uals involved in the illegal trade of endan- 
gered and threatened species. 

(8) Efforts are underway to establish addi- 
tional wildlife enforcement networks in Cen- 
tral Africa, the Horn of Africa, South Amer- 
ica, and Central and West Asia, among other 
regions. 

(b) STATEMENT OF POLIcy.—The Secretary 
of State, the Administrator of the United 
States Agency for International Develop- 
ment, the Director of the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service, and heads of other ap- 
propriate agencies should, in an effort to ad- 
dress regional threats to biodiversity and 
conservation, support strengthening existing 
wildlife enforcement networks and the estab- 
lishment of new networks in other appro- 
priate regions. 

(c) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that in the process of strength- 
ening and expanding wildlife enforcement 
networks, the appropriate agencies should— 

(1) assess the existing capacity of wildlife 
enforcement network member countries to 
gather baseline data that may be used for de- 
veloping program activities for the wildlife 
enforcement network; 

(2) establish a central secretariat within 
each wildlife enforcement network that will 
coordinate the operational mechanisms of 
each such network; 

(3) establish a focal mechanism in each 
member country of a wildlife enforcement 
network, that includes representatives from 
environmental and wildlife protection agen- 
cies, law enforcement agencies, financial in- 
telligence units, customs and border protec- 
tion agencies, and the judiciary system, that 
will serve as a conduit to the larger wildlife 
enforcement network and the central secre- 
tariat; 

(4) strengthen cooperation and the capac- 
ity of law enforcement agencies of the wild- 
life enforcement network; 

(5) facilitate the sharing of intelligence 
and relevant case information within the 
agencies of a wildlife enforcement network; 

(6) support the cooperation and coordina- 
tion between different regional wildlife en- 
forcement networks; 

(7) incorporate and utilize expertise from 
international bodies and civil society organi- 
zations that have appropriate subject matter 
expertise; 

(8) eventually create an institutionalized, 
sustainable, and self-sufficient platform; and 

(9) recognize that lawful, well regulated 
hunting can contribute to sustainability and 
economic development, and that enforce- 
ment policies should not discourage or im- 
pede this activity. 

SEC. 4, SUPPORTING THE PROFESSION- 
ALIZATION OF THE WILDLIFE LAW 
ENFORCEMENT SECTOR. 

The Secretary of State, the Administrator 
of the United States Agency for Inter- 
national Development, the Director of the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, and 
heads of other appropriate agencies, includ- 
ing the National Park Service and the 
United States Forest Service, should, in an 
effort to address local and regional threats 
to biodiversity and conservation and support 
the rule of law and good governance, pro- 
mote the professionalization of the wildlife 
law enforcement sector and professional 
ranger training in partner countries through 
support and technical assistance for the fol- 
lowing: 

(1) The creation and adoption of standards 
for professional ranger training and quali- 
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fications, including in relevant international 
fora and multilateral agreements. 

(2) Training and accreditation systems 
based on the standards described in para- 
graph (1) that produce professionally trained 
and qualified rangers and promote the over- 
all professionalization of ranger forces, 
whether through existing United States in- 
stitutions, such as International Law En- 
forcement Academies, or through partner- 
ships with national or regional training in- 
stitutions. 

(3) Legal reforms, where necessary, to pro- 
vide rangers with authority to detain and ar- 
rest suspects, process crime scenes, present 
evidence in court, and defend themselves in 
life threatening situations. 

(4) The development and institutionaliza- 
tion of reward and promotion systems for 
rangers based on performance and set com- 
petencies. 

(5) The development and institutionaliza- 
tion of national systems to provide insur- 
ance to rangers and their families and com- 
pensation for those rangers killed in the line 
of duty. 

(6) Cooperation and coordination between 
local law enforcement tasked with wildlife 
or park protection and local defense forces, 
where appropriate, including training oppor- 
tunities, logistical support, or provision of 
equipment. 

SEC. 5. DESIGNATION OF MAJOR WILDLIFE TRAF- 
FICKING COUNTRIES AND AUTHOR- 
ITY TO WITHHOLD CERTAIN ASSIST- 
ANCE. 

(a) REPORT.—Not later than September 15 
of each year, the Secretary of State, in con- 
sultation with the Secretary of the Interior 
and the Secretary of Commerce, shall submit 
to Congress a report that lists each foreign 
country determined to be a major source of 
wildlife trafficking products or their deriva- 
tives, a major transit point of wildlife traf- 
ficking products or their derivatives, or a 
major consumer of wildlife trafficking prod- 
ucts or their derivatives. 

(b) SPECIAL DESIGNATION.—In each report 
required under subsection (a), the Secretary 
of State, in consultation with the Secretary 
of Interior and the Secretary of Commerce, 
shall— 

(1) designate each country listed in the re- 
port that has failed demonstrably, during 
the previous 12-month period, to make sub- 
stantial efforts to adhere to its obligations 
under international agreements relating to 
endangered or threatened species; and 

(2) include a short justification for each de- 
termination made under paragraph (1). 

(c) WITHHOLDING OF ASSISTANCE.—The Sec- 
retary of State may withhold assistance de- 
scribed in subsection (d) with respect to each 
foreign country that is specially designated 
under subsection (b). 

(d) ASSISTANCE DESCRIBED.—The assistance 
described in this subsection are sections 516, 
524, and 541 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2321j, 2344, or 2347), chapter 6 
of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2348 et seq.), and section 23 of 
the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2763). 

(e) NOTIFICATION.—The Secretary of State 
shall notify— 

(1) the government of each foreign country 
that is listed in the report required under 
subsection (a) that the country has been so 
listed; and 

(2) the government of each foreign country 
that is specially designated under subsection 
(b) and is subject to the withholding of as- 
sistance described in subsection (c). 

(£) REPORTING COST OFFSET.—Section 8 of 
Public Law 107-245 (50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is re- 
pealed. 
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(g) SUNSET.—This section shall terminate 
on the date that is 5 years after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 6. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING SECU- 
RITY ASSISTANCE TO COUNTER 
WILDLIFE TRAFFICKING AND 
POACHING IN AFRICA. 

It is the sense of Congress that the United 
States should continue to provide defense ar- 
ticles (not including significant military 
equipment), defense services, and related 
training to appropriate security forces of 
countries of Africa for the purposes of coun- 
tering wildlife trafficking and poaching. 

SEC. 7. UPDATES TO THE FISHERMEN’S PROTEC- 
TIVE ACT OF 1967. 

Section 8 of the Fishermen’s Protective 
Act of 1967 (22 U.S.C. 1978) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘, in con- 
sultation with the Secretary of State,” after 
“Secretary of Commerce”’; 

(B) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘, in con- 
sultation with the Secretary of State,’’ be- 
fore ‘‘finds’’; 

(C) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘in con- 
sultation with the Secretary of State,” after 
“, as appropriate,” ; 

(D) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para- 
graph (5), and by inserting after paragraph 
(3) the following: 

“(4) The Secretary of Commerce and the 
Secretary of the Interior shall each report to 
the Congress each certification to the Presi- 
dent made by such Secretary under this sub- 
section, within 15 days after making such 
certification.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (d), by inserting ‘‘in con- 
sultation with the Secretary of State,” after 
“as the case may be,”. 

SEC. 8. WILDLIFE TRAFFICKING VIOLATIONS AS 
PREDICATE OFFENSES UNDER 
RACKETEERING AND MONEY LAUN- 
DERING STATUTES. 

(a) TRAVEL ACT.—Section 1952 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘or (8)”’ and inserting ‘‘(3)’’; 
and 

(B) by striking ‘‘of this title and (ii)? and 
inserting the following: ‘‘of this title, or (4) 
any act that is a criminal violation of sec- 
tion 9(a)(1) of the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 (16 U.S.C. 1538(a)(1)), section 2203 of the 
African Elephant Conservation Act (16 U.S.C. 
4223), or section 7(a) of the Rhinoceros and 
Tiger Conservation Act of 1994 (16 U.S.C. 
5305a(a)), if the endangered or threatened 
species, products, items, or substances in- 
volved in the violation and relevant conduct, 
as applicable, have a total value of more 
than $10,000 and (ii)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(f) USE OF AMOUNTS FROM FINES, FORFEIT- 
URES, AND RESTITUTION RELATING TO WILD- 
LIFE TRAFFICKING VIOLATIONS.—Any amounts 
received by the United States as fines, for- 
feitures of property or assets, or restitution 
to the Government for any violation under 
this section that involves an unlawful activ- 
ity described in subsection (b)(i)(4) shall be 
transferred by the Secretary of the Treasury, 
to the extent practicable, to the Multi- 
national Species Conservation Fund and used 
as provided in advance in appropriations 
Acts for the benefit of the species impacted 
by the applicable violation.”’. 

(b) MONEY LAUNDERING.—Section 1956 of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)(7)— 

(A) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘‘or’’ 
at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (F), by adding ‘“‘or’’ at 
the end; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
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“(G) any act or acts constituting a crimi- 
nal violation of section 9(a)(1) of the Endan- 
gered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 
1538(a)(1)), section 2203 of the African Ele- 
phant Conservation Act (16 U.S.C. 4223), or 
section 7(a) of the Rhinoceros and Tiger Con- 
servation Act of 1994 (16 U.S.C. 5305a(a)), if 
the endangered or threatened species, prod- 
ucts, items, or substances involved in the 
violation and relevant conduct, as applica- 
ble, have a total value of more than $10,000;”’; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(j) USE OF AMOUNTS FROM CIVIL PEN- 
ALTIES, FINES, FORFEITURES, AND RESTITU- 
TION RELATING TO WILDLIFE TRAFFICKING VIO- 
LATIONS.—Any amounts received by the 
United States as fines, forfeitures of prop- 
erty or assets, or restitution to the Govern- 
ment for any violation under this section 
that involves an unlawful activity described 
in subsection (c)(7)(G) shall be transferred by 
the Secretary of the Treasury, to the extent 
practicable, to the Multinational Species 
Conservation Fund and used as provided in 
advance in appropriations Acts for the ben- 
efit of the species impacted by the applicable 
violation.’’. 

(c) RICO.—Chapter 96 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in section 1961(1)— 

(A) by striking “or (G)”’ 
“(G)”; and 

(B) by inserting before the semicolon at 
the end the following: ‘‘, or (H) any act con- 
stituting a criminal violation of section 
9(a)(1) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 
(16 U.S.C. 1538(a)(1)), section 2203 of the Afri- 
can Elephant Conservation Act (16 U.S.C. 
4223), or section 7(a) of the Rhinoceros and 
Tiger Conservation Act of 1994 (16 U.S.C. 
5305a(a)), if the endangered or threatened 
species, products, items, or substances in- 
volved in the violation and relevant conduct, 
as applicable, have a total value of more 
than $10,000”; and 

(2) in section 1963, by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘(n) USE OF AMOUNTS FROM FINES, FOR- 
FEITURES, AND RESTITUTION RELATING TO 
WILDLIFE TRAFFICKING VIOLATIONS.—Any 
amounts received by the United States as 
fines, forfeitures of property or assets, or 
restitution to the Government for any viola- 
tion under section 1962 that is based on rack- 
eteering activity described in section 
1961(1)(H) shall be transferred by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, to the extent prac- 
ticable, to the Multinational Species Con- 
servation Fund and used as provided in ad- 
vance in appropriations Acts for the benefit 
of the species impacted by the applicable 
violation.’’. 

(d) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.— 

(1) USE OF AMOUNTS FROM FINES.—Section 
1402(b)(1)(A) of the Victims of Crime Act of 
1984 (42 U.S.C. 10601(b)(1)(A)) is amended— 

(A) in clause (i), by striking “and” at the 
end; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

“(iii) sections 1952(f), 1956(j), and 1963(n) of 
title 18, United States Code; and’’. 

(2) USE OF AMOUNTS FROM FORFEITURES.— 
Section 524(c)(4)(A) of title 28, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting before ‘‘or the 
Postmaster General” the following: ‘‘or sec- 
tion 1952(f), 1956(j), or 1963(n) of title 18,’’. 
SEC. 9. OTHER ACTIONS RELATING TO WILDLIFE 

TRAFFICKING PROGRAMS. 

It is the sense of Congress that the Sec- 
retary of State should dedicate sufficient 
program resources to— 

(1) conduct monitoring and evaluation, 
with a special emphasis where feasible on 
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impact evaluations, of wildlife trafficking 
programs consistent with the Department of 
State’s January 2015 Evaluation Policy; 

(2) publish program information on wildlife 
trafficking programs on the Department of 
State’s Internet website, 
“ForeignAssistance.gov’’ in a digital format 
consistent with the United States commit- 
ment to the International Aid Transparency 
Initiative (IATI); and 

(8) develop and implement a learning agen- 
da to improve the performance and impact of 
wildlife trafficking programs and to share 
best practices among relevant executive 
branch agencies. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. ROYCE) and the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 


1745 
GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative to revise and extend 
their remarks and to include extra- 
neous material. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD 
an exchange of letters between myself 
and the chairmen of the Natural Re- 
sources and Judiciary Committees. 

Mr. Speaker, the very disturbing re- 
ality is that some of the world’s most 
majestic animals have become ‘‘blood 
currency” for terrorist organizations 
and rebel groups. Some of the same 
radical organizations that carry out 
terror for political purposes get their 
resources by the sale of rhino horns 
and ivory through the slaughter of 
these animals in order to fund their 
terrorist operations. Poachers are tak- 
ing advantage of under-equipped and 
undermanned park rangers. AS we 
watch this play out across the sub-Sa- 
haran continent, they are decimating 
elephant and rhino populations and 
trading their tusks. 

In the 1980s, over 1 million African 
elephants roamed the continent’s for- 
ests and savannahs. That is not that 
long ago. Today, there are less than 
500,000 left. With this explosion in 
poaching, at these current rates, in 
about two decades, they will vanish. 
The rhino would vanish. 

In South Africa, home of the one of 
the largest rhino populations, poachers 
killed an average of 14 rhinos per year 
in the 1990s and 2000s. Last year, they 
killed 1,200—the top year on record. 

This is bigger than security. This, 
frankly, is a security issue for the en- 
tire planet. As we watch what is devel- 
oping with these organizations, wildlife 
trafficking is now the most lucrative 
criminal activity—certainly, one of the 
most lucrative—around the world. I 
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saw an estimate that poaching in Afri- 
ca is worth $10 billion in annual income 
for these radical organizations. 

The Foreign Affairs Committee has 
held several hearings and briefings in 
which we learned how nefarious groups 
like al Shabaab, the Janjaweed, and 
Joseph Kony’s Lord’s Resistance Army 
benefit from trafficking in wildlife and 
trading the ivory for guns. An average- 
size tusk is worth 25 cases of fresh am- 
munition in central Africa. Twenty- 
five cases will enable rebel groups to 
continue to rampage and terrorize ci- 
vilian populations. 

The U.S. has invested a great deal of 
resources in trying to bring stability to 
the countries where these armed 
groups operate: Somalia, Sudan, and 
the Congo. All of that effort and in- 
vestment are undermined when these 
terrorist organizations and rebel 
groups find these new financial life- 
lines. We remember the situation with 
blood diamonds. Well, for the last dec- 
ade and a half, it has been ivory and 
rhino horns. 

Mr. Speaker, to address this crisis, 
the Global Anti-Poaching Act tackles 
wildlife trafficking in several ways. 
This legislation designates those coun- 
tries that are ignoring wildlife traf- 
ficking and allows the Secretary of 
State to withhold security assistance 
from the worst offenders. 

In some wildlife trafficking cases, 
foreign governments have been found 
complicit. A “naming and shaming” of 
these countries is the minimum we can 
do if we are to contend with the poach- 
ing explosion. We know from some of 
our antitrafficking legislation how 
much pressure this does, in fact, put on 
foreign governments. Countries in Asia 
that are driving the demand for wild- 
life products also come under the spot- 
light in this bill. 

In the same tactic of naming and 
shaming that this legislation estab- 
lishes, it has been used, as I mentioned, 
not just with traffickers, but also in 
drug trafficking cases. It is a way to 
force other countries to become part of 
the solution, rather than part of the 
problem. 

To make this big business riskier for 
those who are involved in it, the legis- 
lation makes wildlife trafficking an of- 
fense under racketeering and money 
laundering statutes, going after the 
international networks that are taking 
profits out of this. It is the terrorist or- 
ganizations on the ground doing the 
work, but it is the international crimi- 
nal syndicates that then move the 
ivory around the world. We also have 
to stop that demand for the ivory. 

The legislation directs that any 
seized assets from these new penalties 
go toward the conservation of the very 
species that were trafficked. So when 
moneys are obtained from those in- 
volved in the pipeline, it can be em- 
ployed for that purpose. 


16940 


Mr. Speaker, tackling poaching can 
protect exotic wildlife, increase secu- 
rity, and help Africa’s development. 
One of the fastest growing sectors in 
Africa is ecotourism. In 2014, the indus- 
try contributed $70 billion to the Afri- 
can economy and directly employed 8 
million people. 

These majestic animals drive tour- 
ism in Africa. They drive sustainable 
development there. But if we don’t 
bring the slaughter to an end, there 
might not be any of these animals to 
see in a few years. 

The park rangers on the front lines 
trying to stop the slaughter at the 
hands of poachers are outmaneuvered 
and outgunned. This bipartisan legisla- 
tion will help even out the fight by 
pressuring the administration to pro- 
vide vital security assistance, includ- 
ing vehicles as well as intelligence and 
surveillance tools, to these park rang- 
ers. 

We know the security and economic 
consequences if today’s poaching rates 
go on unchecked: terrorist and rebels 
fund their dangerous activities, and the 
African economy takes a major hit. 
The legislation before us today is a 
chance to change this course and to re- 
verse this course back toward one of 
sustainable development; back toward 
one where, in the future, people from 
around the globe can go to Africa and 
see these magnificent animals and par- 
ticipate in building the economy 
through ecotourism in Africa. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY. 
Washington, DC, October 15, 2015. 
Hon. ED ROYCE, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN ROYCE: I am writing with 
respect to H.R. 2494, the ‘‘Global Anti-Poach- 
ing Act,” which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs and in addition to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. As a result 
of your having consulted with us on provi- 
sions in H.R. 2494 that fall within the Rule X 
jurisdiction of the Committee on the Judici- 
ary, I agree to discharge our Committee 
from further consideration of this bill so 
that it may proceed expeditiously to the 
House floor for consideration. 

The Judiciary Committee takes this action 
with our mutual understanding that by fore- 
going consideration of H.R. 2494 at this time, 
we do not waive any jurisdiction over subject 
matter contained in this or similar legisla- 
tion, and that our Committee will be appro- 
priately consulted and involved as this bill 
or similar legislation moves forward so that 
we may address any remaining issues in our 
jurisdiction. Our Committee also reserves 
the right to seek appointment of an appro- 
priate number of conferees to any House- 
Senate conference involving this or similar 
legislation, and asks that you support any 
such request. 

I would appreciate a response to this letter 
confirming this understanding with respect 
to H.R. 2494 and would ask that a copy of our 
exchange of letters on this matter be in- 
cluded in the Congressional Record during 
Floor consideration of H.R. 2494. 

Sincerely, 
BOB GOODLATTE, 
Chairman. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, 
Washington, DC, October 15, 2015. 
Hon. BOB GOODLATTE, 
Chairman, House Committee on the Judiciary, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for con- 
sulting with the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs on H.R. 2494, the Global Anti-Poaching 
Act, and for agreeing to be discharged from 
further consideration of that bill. 

I agree that your forgoing further action 
on this measure does not in any way dimin- 
ish or alter the jurisdiction of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, or prejudice its ju- 
risdictional prerogatives on this bill or simi- 
lar legislation in the future. I would support 
your effort to seek appointment of an appro- 
priate number of conferees to any House- 
Senate conference involving this legislation. 

I will seek to place our letters on H.R. 2494 
into the Congressional Record during floor 
consideration of the bill. I appreciate your 
cooperation regarding this legislation and 
look forward to continuing to work with 
your Committee as this measure moves 
through the legislative process. 

Sincerely, 
EDWARD R. ROYCE, 
Chairman. 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES, 
Washington, DC, October 15, 2015. 
Hon. EDWARD R. ROYCE, 
Chairman, House Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I write regarding H.R. 
2494, the Global Anti-Poaching Act. This bill 
contains provisions under the jurisdiction of 
the Committee on Natural Resources. 

I recognize and appreciate your desire to 
bring this bill before the House of Represent- 
atives in an expeditious manner, and accord- 
ingly, I will agree that the Committee on 
Natural Resources be discharged from fur- 
ther consideration of the bill. I do so with 
the understanding that this action does not 
affect the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Natural Resources, and that the Committee 
expressly reserves its authority to seek con- 
ferees on any provision within its jurisdic- 
tion during any House-Senate conference 
that may be convened on this, or any similar 
legislation. I ask that you support any such 
request. 

Finally, I also ask that a copy of this let- 
ter and your response be included in the Con- 
gressional Record during consideration of 
H.R. 2494 on the House floor. 

Thank you for your work on this bill and 
I look forward to its enactment. 

Sincerely, 
ROB BISHOP, 

Chairman, Committee on Natural Resources. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, 
Washington, DC, October 15, 2015. 
Hon. ROB BISHOP, 
Chairman, House Committee on Natural Re- 
sources, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for con- 
sulting with the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs on H.R. 2494, the Global Anti-Poaching 
Act, and for agreeing to be discharged from 
further consideration of that bill. 

I agree that your forgoing further action 
on this measure does not in any way dimin- 
ish or alter the jurisdiction of the Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources, or prejudice its 
jurisdictional prerogatives on this bill or 
similar legislation in the future. I would sup- 
port your effort to seek appointment of an 
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appropriate number of conferees to any 
House-Senate conference involving this leg- 
islation. 

I will seek to place our letters on H.R. 2494 
into the Congressional Record during floor 
consideration of the bill. I appreciate your 
cooperation regarding this legislation and 
look forward to continuing to work with 
your Committee as this measure moves 
through the legislative process. 

Sincerely, 
EDWARD R. ROYCE, 
Chairman. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of this measure. 

I want to, first of all, thank my 
friend, the chairman of the Foreign Af- 
fairs Committee, ED ROYCE, for author- 
ing the Global Anti-Poaching Act. I am 
very proud to be an original cosponsor. 
This bill, again, is a good example of 
our committee working across the aisle 
to get real results. 

On average, one elephant is killed 
every 20 minutes. That is just a shock- 
ing statistic. So in the 40 minutes we 
have to debate this bill, two elephants 
will be killed. Last year, the toll was 
20,000. It is just disgusting. 

And make no mistake, these animals 
aren’t being killed for sport. No matter 
how you feel about big game hunting, 
the real reason elephants and other 
iconic animals are being wiped out is 
far more sinister, and it is why this 
issue deserves the attention of Con- 
gress and the administration. Those re- 
sponsible for poaching are profiting 
from their crimes by selling ivory or 
rhinoceros horns or cheetah pelts. 

Where do these profits go? These 
profits go to buy weapons for violent, 
armed militias, to bribe government 
officials and law enforcement, and to 
fuel criminal networks. In short, 
poaching pumps resources into groups 
that threaten security and stability, 
groups that want to do harm to inno- 
cent people and want to do harm to the 
United States of America. That is why 
Chairman ROYCE and I view wildlife 
trafficking as a security issue, and that 
is why we introduced the Global Anti- 
Poaching Act. 

Our bill would bring wildlife traf- 
ficking under money laundering and 
racketeering statutes that are already 
part of our law. It would support the 
professionalization of wildlife law en- 
forcement units on the ground and 
allow us to provide them nonlethal as- 
sistance. It would strengthen regional 
Wildlife Enforcement Networks de- 
signed to combat poaching, and it 
would name and shame governments 
that aren’t taking this problem seri- 
ously. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to 
highlight the excellent work of the 
Wildlife Conservation Society from my 
hometown, Bronx, New York. The 
Wildlife Conservation Society runs the 
Bronx Zoo and many other cultural in- 
stitutions in New York City. They have 
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been actively fighting poaching and 
trafficking for many years. They have 
been on the forefront of the American 
fight against poaching and trafficking. 
It is a pleasure to work with them on 
this and so many other issues. 

I, of course, have longstanding ties 
with one of their leaders, John Calvelli, 
who used to be my chief of staff in 
Washington—he ran my Washington of- 
fice—so I know how dedicated this 
group is. 

We need to crack down on wildlife 
trafficking, both to deny resources to 
dangerous organizations and to protect 
some of the world’s most iconic crea- 
tures. 

People may feel: Well, if I just buy a 
little ivory doll or I buy something 
made out of ivory, how can that hurt? 
After all, it is there. 

It may be cute. It may be trendy. 
What is wrong with it? I will tell you 
what is wrong with it. It funnels and 
aids and abets terrorism, because these 
groups that sell the tusks and sell the 
ivory are, by and large, groups that get 
the money back and use it to force ter- 
ror. 

People who are buying these things 
are not buying some innocent things; 
they are buying things that help ter- 
rorist organizations. Just like we have 
the fight with the artifacts that are 
coming in from Syria that ISIS takes 
and loots and then sells abroad to help 
finance their terrorist activities, the 
same thing is true for ivory and the 
same reasons are being used: It is being 
done to funnel this money towards 
helping sinister groups, many of whom 
are terrorist organizations. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
this bill. This is a very important bill. 
I thank my friend and partner, Chair- 
man ROYCE. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I just want 
to recognize Mr. ENGEL’s commitment 
to conservation on this planet and to 
his work on this legislation as well. 

I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. POE), chairman of the 
Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on Ter- 
rorism, Nonproliferation, and Trade. 
He is an original cosponsor of this bill. 

Mr. POE of Texas. I thank the chair- 
man for yielding. I also thank the 
chairman and ranking member for 
their work on this very important 
piece of legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, around the world, big 
game like elephant and rhinos are get- 
ting slaughtered. Ivory-seeking poach- 
ers have killed 100,000 elephants in 3 
years. The black rhino population has 
dropped 95 percent since the early 20th 
century. In 2007, there were 12 rhinos 
killed in South Africa; but in 2013 and 
2014, over 1,000 were killed each year. 

Regarding elephants, this is a photo- 
graph of one of the oldest elephants in 
existence. Satao was his name. He was 
in his forties. He was killed for his 
tusks. They were so long, they drug on 
the ground. 
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That is what is happening to the ele- 
phant population in Africa. They are 
killed not for their meat; they are 
killed for their tusks. 

Most of the people doing the poach- 
ing are really not the locals who poach 
for an animal to eat. That is not most 
of the poaching, although that does 
occur. 

Most of those doing the poaching are 
transnational criminal organizations. 
The criminal groups come from places 
like China and Vietnam. China is the 
number one destination for elephant 
tusks. Vietnam is the number one 
world destination for rhino horns. 

Criminal cartels that are involved in 
this trafficking don’t just traffic wild- 
life. They traffic drugs, weapons, and 
people. It is all the same group of 
criminals that are trafficking. They 
traffic anything for money. 

The wildlife trafficking trade has ex- 
ploded in recent years because the 
criminals understand that profits they 
get from trafficking wildlife are bigger 
than what they get for trafficking 
drugs. 
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Also, the chances of getting caught 
are less and, if caught, the punishment 
is less. So that is why wildlife traf- 
ficking is on the increase. 

A rhino horn is now worth about 
$27,000 per pound. That is twice the 
value of gold and platinum and more 
than cocaine and diamonds. 

It should come as no surprise that 
terrorist groups are involved in this as 
well. I held a hearing in my sub- 
committee in February on the connec- 
tion between wildlife trafficking and 
terrorist groups. The witnesses testi- 
fied that terrorists are one of several 
groups involved in wildlife trafficking. 
And, of course, they do it all for the 
money. They use the money, as Mr. 
ENGEL said, to buy bullets and guns to 
cause terror in Africa and other places 
in the world. 

Just over the weekend, al Qaeda’s So- 
mali affiliate, Al-Shabaab, released 
photographs of its fighters hunting and 
killing a giraffe. Here is a photograph 
of that giraffe that was killed in Afri- 
ca. It is a recruiting poster for jihad. 

Al-Shabaab put this on its recruiting 
poster. This recent video says: Ter- 
rorism is in my nation, and we do it for 
tourism. Therefore, come and help us 
in jihad. That is a recruiting poster, 
the killing of wildlife in Africa. 

Killing of elephants is a main rev- 
enue source for the Lord’s Resistance 
Army, led by the infamous Joseph 
Kony. 

By going after wildlife traffickers, we 
are going after transnational criminal 
organizations and terrorists. 

But we also must call out, as this 
legislation does, corrupt government 
officials that give a wink and a nod for 
allowing the poaching, in their coun- 
tries, of rhinos, elephants, and others. 
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This isn’t just a wildlife problem. It 
is a national security problem. This 
bill will give our law enforcement the 
authority it needs to be able to go after 
criminals and terrorists and help for- 
eign governments save rhinos and ele- 
phants from extinction. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
gentleman an additional 1 minute. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, if we 
don’t stop wildlife trafficking of 
rhinos, elephants, and other animals by 
terrorist groups, for organized criminal 
activities, the only places our kids and 
grandkids are going to see rhinos and 
elephants are at the zoo or in a Disney 
cartoon. 

And that is just the way it is. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Again, let me thank Chairman ROYCE 
for his leadership on this issue, the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. POE), and 
all of the people that have worked so 
hard on this. 

We need to be creative in the way we 
go after financing for violent groups. If 
nothing is done, I believe the statistic 
is that, in 11 years, elephants will be 
extinct in the wild. Isn’t that a trag- 
edy? Who would have thought? So we 
need to be creative in the way we go 
after the financing for violent groups. 

Mr. POE pointed out some very, very 
important things about terrorism and 
criminal activities. So, again, I want to 
say that, when people buy these things, 
it is not innocent. They are aiding ter- 
rorism, and they are aiding crimi- 
nality. 

We need to use every tool at our dis- 
posal, so this legislation does that by 
going after a critical source of funding 
for criminals and terrorists. At the 
same time, it will help to preserve 
some of the world’s most imperiled ani- 
mals. 

Again, I urge all my colleagues to 
support this measure. I thank Chair- 
man RoOyYcE for his hard work on this 
and so many other things. This is 
something that everyone needs to sup- 
port. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, part of the 
tragedy of this can be seen in what 
happened in Garissa National Park in 
Africa. The jihadists hit that park in 
order to take those tusks, in order to 
get that hard currency and trade those 
tusks for weapons and for bullets, and 
then used that weaponry to turn on 
Garissa University. 

Now, remember, these are jihadists. 
The one thing that Al-Shabaab has in 
common with the Janjaweed and with 
these other jihadi organizations is a 
hatred—just as Boko Haram has this 
hatred—a hatred of those who study. 

So what did they do? What did they 
do when they had their hands on those 
weapons? They then went to Garissa 
University and slaughtered 145 stu- 
dents after slaughtering the elephants 
in the parks. 
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There is a direct link when jihadi or- 
ganizations, as Judge TED POE shared 
with you, carried out these attacks to 
recruit, to show that they have got the 
power to kill, that they have got the 
power to exterminate, to annihilate 
not just these animal species but 
human beings as well. 

Mr. Speaker, time is not on our side. 
Each day of inaction means more ani- 
mals poached, and the coffers of ter- 
rorist organizations and rebels grow 
full because the criminal syndicates 
that buy the ivory give them the weap- 
ons and give them the money. That has 
to come to an end. 

Since the time we started this de- 
bate, as Mr. ENGEL pointed out, two 
elephants have already been poached, 
have been slaughtered, because one is 
killed every 15 minutes in Africa. 

It is quite possible, as Mr. ENGEL said 
and as Mr. POE alluded, that our chil- 
dren could grow up in a world without 
rhinoceros, without elephants, and it is 
no exaggeration. Certainly the forest 
elephant is going to be wiped out; the 
black rhino is going to be wiped out. 

Do we want to live in that kind of a 
world? Do we want to allow that to 
happen on our watch? 

The Global Anti-Poaching Act com- 
bats today’s unprecedented levels of 
poaching and wildlife trafficking by 
holding foreign governments account- 
able, by adding greater consequences 
for traffickers in this illicit trade, 
while also assisting those park rangers 
on the ground who, frankly, need our 
help, need the help of our intelligence 
services, need our satellites and other 
capabilities, and need a better way in 
which to defend themselves and those 
parklands across Africa. 

Some years ago, myself and another 
Member of this body authored legisla- 
tion to help set up these national parks 
across Africa, the Congo Basin Forest 
Partnership Act, which Clay Shaw and 
I authored. 

But today these terrorist organiza- 
tions are in the parklands themselves, 
slaughtering these species. 

I would like to thank the Members 
that have been involved in putting this 
together and, also, some from the other 
committees that assisted us, like 
Chairman GOODLATTE of the Judiciary 
Committee and Chairman BISHOP of 
the Natural Resources Committee, for 
their constructive input and assistance 
in getting this legislation to the floor. 

And, of course, I would like, in clos- 
ing, to recognize, again, Ranking Mem- 
ber ENGEL and Representatives POE, 
SMITH, and Bass for their valuable con- 
tributions. 

I urge all my colleagues to seize this 
opportunity and vote for H.R. 2494 and 
then help us bring a little pressure to 
bear to get this bill out of the Senate. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GRAYSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
reiterate a point | made during the Foreign Af- 
fairs Committee markup of the Global Anti- 
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Poaching Act, H.R. 2494, which is being con- 
sidered on the House floor today. 

At the markup in June, | offered a very spe- 
cific amendment to this bill that would simply 
ensure that nothing in Section 6 of this Act 
shall be construed to authorize the use of the 
United States Armed Forces in combat activi- 
ties. Since that time, | am happy to see that 
the Chairman has amended the text of this 
legislation to reflect my concerns. 

| think it is important to state, once again, 
that this bill does not authorize the use of U.S. 
forces in combat activities as a result of fight- 
ing poaching. At markup the Chairman as- 
sured me that nothing in this bill could be con- 
strued to authorize such a combat activity, and 
the amended text of this bill does more to en- 
sure that is the case. 

We all know that poaching is a very serious 
problem and | believe this bill is a constructive 
step toward combating that evil. | applaud 
Chairman Royce for his work on this impor- 
tant legislation. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, as a 
longstanding member of the Congressional 
Animal Rights Caucus and champion of wild- 
life preservation and protection of animals, | 
rise in support of H.R. 2494, the Global Anti- 
Poaching Act by Chairman of the Foreign Af- 
fairs Committee, Congressman ROYCE of Cali- 
fornia. 

Earlier this year, in light of the brutal killing 
of Cecil the Lion, | introduced and sought the 
support of my colleagues as original co-spon- 
sors of my legislation entitled, Cecil the Lion 
Endangered and Threatened Species Act of 
2015. 

H.R. 2494 embodies the purpose of my leg- 
islation by strengthening partner countries’ ca- 
pacity in countering wildlife trafficking and des- 
ignating major wildlife countries for protection. 

Mr. Speaker, my legislation on Cecil the 
Lion amends the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 to prohibit the taking and transportation 
of any endangered or threatened species as a 
trophy into the United States. 

This current legislation crystallizes our bipar- 
tisan collective efforts to address and tackle a 
yearly $7 to $10 billion illicit venture that seeks 
to destroy endangered and troubled wildlife. 

Currently, the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) does not protect the vast majority of 
wild animals killed and imported. 

While the ESA allows for the importation of 
endangered and threatened species for sci- 
entific research, propagation or survival of the 
species, hunters are abusing this limited ex- 
ception to murder and transport protected 
wildlife for sport. 

As a result of this loophole, tens of thou- 
sands of wild animals are killed every year by 
trophy hunters and transported into the United 
States. 

The conservation of endangered and threat- 
ened species is critically important to the sus- 
tainability of our biodiversity, ecosystem and 
the beauty of wildlife as we know it. 

Terrorist organizations are not only proving 
to be a threat to global security but also a 
threat to our environment and natural wildlife, 
utilizing the funds from their illicit activity of 
wildlife poaching to fund their terroristic activi- 
ties. 

Vulnerable species are at the mercy of 
transnational terrorist groups whose actions 
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place these natural inhabitants of the earth in 
danger of extinction. 

For example, the population of African ele- 
phants has decreased from 1.3 million to 
400,000, with 22,000 poached in 2012. 

Only 3,200 tigers remain in the wild, and 
these tigers remain in danger of being 
poached for their skins, bones and body parts. 

H.R. 2494 works to enforce the United Na- 
tions Security Council multilateral sanctions 
against individuals and entities engaging in il- 
licit trade of wildlife in support of armed 
groups like the Lord’s Resistance Army, al- 
Shabaab and other terrorist organizations. 

This legislation supports the efforts of the 
State Department under the Transnational Or- 
ganized Crime Rewards Program to dismantle 
the wildlife trafficking syndicates in the global 
south from Africa to Asia. 

This legislation supports the President’s Ex- 
ecutive Order 13648, geared at combatting 
wildlife trafficking, through the creation of a 
Presidential Task Force responsible for our 
national strategy to combat wildlife trafficking. 

Indeed, the United States along with 40 
countries from Africa, Asia, the Middle East 
and Latin America participated in the London 
Conference on the Illegal Wildlife Trade where 
we collectively committed to addressing the 
cultural, social, environmental and economic 
consequences of the illegal trade in wildlife. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill seeks to protect en- 
dangered species, expand and professionalize 
wildlife enforcement networks through: assess- 
ment of the capacity of existing enforcement 
networks in member countries; establishment 
of a central secretariat to coordinate enforce- 
ment networks; facilitation of law enforcement 
and intelligence efforts and information shar- 
ing; utilization of the expertise of international 
bodies and civil society organizations to tackle 
the issue; and training of enforcement per- 
sonnel, and the creation and institutionaliza- 
tion of a wildlife enforcement platform based 
on the rule of law. 

Indeed, by making certain large-scale wild- 
life trafficking crimes predicate offenses for 
money laundering, racketeering, and smug- 
gling, this bill elevates the seriousness of 
major wildlife trafficking offenses, putting wild- 
life crime on par legally with other forms of 
transnational organized crime. 

Mr. Speaker, as ranking member on the 
House Judiciary Subcommittee on Crime, Ter- 
rorism, Homeland Security, and Investigations, 
this bill is a step in the right direction as it en- 
forces existing laws, directs fines, forfeitures, 
and penalties, all imperative for wildlife con- 
servation. 

| strongly support H.R. 2494 because it sup- 
ports on-the-ground efforts to protect species, 
including elephants, tigers, and rhinos from 
becoming victims of wildlife crime. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, illegal 
poaching has hit a crisis point for many of the 
world’s most iconic species. Nearly 100 ele- 
phants are being slaughtered each day by 
ivory poachers. The black market sale of rhino 
horn and trafficking in infant gorillas is driving 
these species to the brink of extinction. H.R. 
2494, the Global Anti-Poaching Act, takes crit- 
ical steps to strengthen the punishments for 
poaching and wildlife tracking. 

The United States is a leader in the fight to 
protect endangered and threatened species 
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around the world, and this legislation con- 
tinues that legacy. This bill will ensure that the 
full strength of the U.S. criminal justice system 
can be brought to bear against those who 
seek to kill, trade, or otherwise profit from the 
furs, pelts, skins, or other body parts of pro- 
tected species. The profits from this illegal 
trade are often used to fund terrorist or crimi- 
nal activities, making the tougher enforce- 
ments in this bill an issue of national security 
as well. 

Additionally, this bill creates important part- 
nerships with nations around the world to lend 
our country’s expertise in countering wildlife 
trafficking to local law enforcement officials on 
the ground. By engaging partners across na- 
tional boundaries, coordinating resources, and 
sharing intelligence, this legislation would 
make anti-poaching efforts around the world 
more efficient and more effective. 

Poaching is a big business in the criminal 
world that threatens species across the globe. 
This legislation steps up America’s efforts to 
ensure the protection of endangered species 
and crack down on this black market industry. 
| thank Mr. ROYCE, as the author of this bill 
and our founding co-chair on the International 
Conservation Caucus, for his leadership on 
this issue, and | urge my colleagues to sup- 
port H.R. 2494. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
ROYCE) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2494, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EE 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until ap- 
proximately 6:30 p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 6 o’clock and 8 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 


EE 


1830 


AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. WOMACK) at 6 o’clock and 
30 minutes p.m. 


ee 


PARTICIPATION OF TAIWAN IN 
THE INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL 
POLICE ORGANIZATION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
will resume on the motion to suspend 
the rules previously postponed. 

The unfinished business is the vote 
on the motion to suspend the rules and 
pass the bill (H.R. 1853) to direct the 
President to develop a strategy to ob- 
tain observer status for Taiwan in the 
International Criminal Police Organi- 


zation, and for other purposes, on 
which the yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 392, nays 0, 
not voting 41, as follows: 


[Roll No. 582] 
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McCarthy Posey Smith (WA) 
McCaul Price (NC) Stefanik 
McClintock Price, Tom Stewart 
McCollum Quigley Stivers 
McDermott Rangel Swalwell (CA) 
McGovern Ratcliffe Takano 
McHenry Reed Thompson (CA) 
McKinley Reichert Thompson (MS) 
McMorris Renacci Thompson (PA) 

Rodgers Ribble Thornberry 
McNerney Rice (SC) Tiberi 
McSally Rigell Tipton 
Meadows Roby Titus 
Meehan Roe (TN) m 
Meng Rogers (AL) Beo 
Messer Rogers (KY) fae 

: 4 rott 
Mica Rokita Tsongas 
Miller (FL) Rooney (FL) Turner 
Miller (MI) Ros-Lehtinen 
Moolenaar Roskam Toron 
Mooney (WV) Ross Va HAIER 
Moore Rothfus 
Moulton Rouzer yra 
Mullin Roybal-Allard ee 
Mulvaney Royce Vela 
Murphy (FL) Ruiz Velazquez 
Murphy (PA) Ruppersberger Visclosky 
Napolitano Russell Wagner 
Neal Salmon Walberg 
Neugebauer Sánchez, Linda Walden 
Newhouse T. Walker 
Noem Sarbanes Walorski 
Nolan Scalise Walters, Mimi 
Norcross Schakowsky Walz 
Nugent Schiff Wasserman 
Nunes Schrader Schultz 
O’Rourke Schweikert Waters, Maxine 
Olson Scott (VA) Watson Coleman 
Palazzo Scott, Austin Weber (TX) 
Pallone Scott, David Webster (FL) 
Palmer Sensenbrenner Welch 
Pascrell Serrano Wenstrup 
Paulsen Sessions Westerman 
Pearce Sewell (AL) Williams 
Perlmutter Sherman Wilson (FL) 
Perry Shimkus Wilson (SC) 
Peters Shuster Wittman 
Peterson Simpson Womack 
Pittenger Sinema Woodall 
Pitts Sires Yoho 
Pocan Slaughter Young (AK) 
Poe (TX) Smith (MO) Young (IA) 
Poliquin Smith (NE) Young (IN) 
Polis Smith (NJ) Zeldin 
Pompeo Smith (TX) Zinke 

NOT VOTING—41 
Bass Jackson Lee Richmond 
Buchanan Kelly (MS) Rohrabacher 
Clay Kirkpatrick Rush 
Comstock Labrador Ryan (OH) 
Crawford Lipinski Sanchez, Loretta 
Cummings Lujan, Ben Ray Sanford 
Davis, Danny (NM) Speier 
Elimers (NC) Maloney, Stutzman 
Fincher Carolyn Takai 
Gabbard Meeks a 
Westmoreland 
Gohmert Nadler Whitfield 
Grijalva Payne 
Gutiérrez Pelosi Yarmuth 
Hurt (VA) Pingree Yoder 
Israel Rice (NY) 
1856 


So (two-thirds being in the affirma- 
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 


the table. 


-— 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 


PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 


YEAS—392 

Abraham Crenshaw Heck (WA) 
Adams Crowley Hensarling 
Aderholt Cuellar Herrera Beutler 
Aguilar Culberson Hice, Jody B. 
Allen Curbelo (FL) Higgins 
Amash Davis (CA) Hill 
Amodei Davis, Rodney Himes 
Ashford DeFazio Hinojosa 
Babin DeGette Holding 
Barletta Delaney Honda 
Barr DeLauro Hoyer 
Barton DelBene Hudson 
Beatty Denham Huelskamp 
Becerra Dent Huffman 
Benishek DeSantis Huizenga (MI) 
Bera DeSaulnier Hultgren 
Beyer DesJarlais Hunter 
Bilirakis Deutch Hurd (TX) 
Bishop (GA) Diaz-Balart Issa 
Bishop (MI) Dingell Jeffries 
Bishop (UT) Doggett Jenkins (KS) 
Black Dold Jenkins (WV) 
Blackburn Donovan Johnson (GA) 
Blum Doyle, Michael Johnson (OH) 
Blumenauer F. Johnson, E. B. 
Bonamici Duckworth Johnson, Sam 
Bost Duffy Jolly 
Boustany Duncan (SC) Jones 
Boyle, Brendan Duncan (TN) Jordan 

F. Edwards Joyce 
Brady (PA) Ellison Kaptur 
Brady (TX) Emmer (MN) Katko 
Brat Engel Keating 
Bridenstine Eshoo Kelly (IL) 
Brooks (AL) Esty Kelly (PA) 
Brooks (IN) Farenthold Kennedy 
Brown (FL) Farr Kildee 
Brownley (CA) Fattah Kilmer 
Buck Fitzpatrick Kind 
Bucshon Fleischmann King (IA) 
Burgess Fleming King (NY) 
Bustos Flores Kinzinger (IL) 
Butterfield Forbes Kline 
Byrne Fortenberry Knight 
Calvert Foster Kuster 
Capps Foxx LaHood 
Capuano Frankel (FL) LaMalfa 
Cárdenas Franks (AZ) Lamborn 
Carney Frelinghuysen Lance 
Carson (IN) Fudge Langevin 
Carter (GA) Gallego Larsen (WA) 
Carter (TX) Garamendi Larson (CT) 
Cartwright Garrett Latta 
Castor (FL) Gibbs Lawrence 
Castro (TX) Gibson Lee 
Chabot Goodlatte Levin 
Chaffetz Gosar Lewis 
Chu, Judy Gowdy Lieu, Ted 
Cicilline Graham LoBiondo 
Clark (MA) Granger Loebsack 
Clarke (NY) Graves (GA) Lofgren 
Clawson (FL) Graves (LA) Long 
Cleaver Graves (MO) Loudermilk 
Clyburn Grayson Love 
Coffman Green, Al Lowenthal 
Cohen Green, Gene Lowey 
Cole Griffith Lucas 
Collins (GA) Grothman Luetkemeyer 
Collins (NY) Guinta Lujan Grisham 
Conaway Guthrie (NM) 
Connolly Hahn Lummis 
Conyers Hanna Lynch 
Cook Hardy MacArthur 
Cooper Harper Maloney, Sean 
Costa Harris Marchant 
Costello (PA) Hartzler Marino 
Courtney Hastings Massie 
Cramer Heck (NV) Matsui 


LOUDERMILK). Pursuant to clause 8 of 
rule XX, the Chair will postpone fur- 
ther proceedings today on the addi- 
tional motion to suspend the rules on 
which a recorded vote or the yeas and 
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nays are ordered, or on which the vote 
incurs objection under clause 6 of rule 
XX. 

Any record vote on the postponed 
question will be taken later. 


EE 
1900 


EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
HOUSE REGARDING SAFETY AND 
SECURITY OF EUROPEAN JEWISH 
COMMUNITIES 


Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and agree to the reso- 
lution (H. Res. 354) expressing the sense 
of the House of Representatives regard- 
ing the safety and security of Jewish 
communities in Europe. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu- 
tion. 

The text of the resolution is as fol- 
lows: 


H. RES. 354 


Whereas anti-Semitic rhetoric and acts, in- 
cluding violent attacks on people and places 
of faith, have increased in frequency, vari- 
ety, and severity in many countries in Eu- 
rope; 

Whereas the French Service de Protection 
de la Communaute Juive (Jewish Commu- 
nity Security Service) reported an increase 
in anti-Semitic acts in France between 2013 
to 2014 (from 423 acts to 851), including an in- 
crease in violent ones (from 105 acts to 241); 

Whereas the Community Security Trust 
reported an increase in anti-Semitic acts in 
the United Kingdom between 2013 to 2014 
(from 535 acts to 1,168), including an increase 
in violent ones (from 69 to 81); and the 
Kantor Center for the Study of Contem- 
porary European Jewry reported an increase 
in anti-Semitic acts between 2013 and 2014 in 
Germany (from 788 acts to 1076, including 36 
violent acts to 76), Belgium (from 64 acts to 
109, including 11 violent acts to 30), Austria 
(from 137 acts to 255, including 4 violent acts 
to 9), and Italy (from 45 to 90, including 12 
violent acts to 23); 

Whereas the Federal Bureau of Investiga- 
tion reported, in its latest available statis- 
tics, 870 incidents in 2012 with anti-Jewish 
bias motivation, including 13 violent inci- 
dents, and 625 incidents in 2013 with anti- 
Jewish bias motivation, including four vio- 
lent incidents; 

Whereas anti-Semitic attacks have been 
increasingly directed at places of ordinary 
daily life and places of worship, including— 

(1) the violent extremist who pledged his 
loyalty to the Islamic State of Iraq and al- 
Sham (ISIS) and attacked a kosher super- 
market in Paris, France, January 9, 2015, 
murdering four Jewish patrons; and 

(2) the violent extremist who pledged his 
loyalty to ISIS and attacked the Great Syn- 
agogue in Copenhagen, Denmark, during a 
bat mitzvah celebration, February 15, 2015, 
murdering a member of the Jewish commu- 
nity on security duty, and wounding two 
members of the Danish Police Service; 

Whereas anti-Semitic attacks are threats 
to the fundamental freedoms, rights, secu- 
rity, and diversity of all citizens, societies, 
and countries in which they occur; 

Whereas governments have primary re- 
sponsibility for the security and safety of all 
of their citizens and therefore primary re- 
sponsibility for monitoring, preventing, and 
responding to anti-Semitic violence; 

Whereas Jewish community groups that 
focus on strengthening safety awareness, cri- 
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sis management, and preparedness are essen- 
tial to keeping members of the Jewish com- 
munity safe, and complement efforts of gov- 
ernment and inter-governmental entities; 

Whereas keeping members of Jewish com- 
munities safe requires government agencies, 
intergovernmental institutions and agencies, 
and law enforcement associations, formally 
recognizing and partnering with Jewish com- 
munity groups that focus on safety aware- 
ness and crisis management and prepared- 
ness; 

Whereas in the United States, United King- 
dom, and France, there are examples of for- 
mal recognition, partnership, training, and 
information-sharing between government en- 
tities and Jewish community security groups 
that have strengthened these countries and 
contributed to the safety and security of 
Jewish communities; 

Whereas Jewish community groups, con- 
sortia, and initiatives, have formed and are 
forming to focus on safety awareness, crisis 
management, and preparedness, and partner 
with law enforcement entities and thought 
leaders; 

Whereas information-sharing and action- 
focused campaigns, including the national 
“If You See Something, Say Something” 
campaign of the Department of Homeland 
Security, which rely on members of the pub- 
lic reporting suspicious activity to law en- 
forcement personnel, are critical to pre- 
venting violent attacks on individuals and 
communities; 

Whereas relevant information, research, 
and analysis is vital to strengthening the 
preparedness, prevention, mitigation, and re- 
sponse of Jewish communities and law en- 
forcement agencies; 

Whereas broader efforts to counter violent 
extremism, and efforts to counter anti-Semi- 
tism, should be integrated with each other as 
appropriate and share best practices; 

Whereas in the Berlin Declaration of April 
29, 2004, participating States of the Organiza- 
tion for Security and Cooperation in Europe 
(OSCE) condemned anti-Semitism and com- 
mitted themselves to specific actions to 
combat it, and to collect and maintain reli- 
able information and statistics about anti- 
Semitic crimes; 

Whereas, on December 6, 2013, the Ministe- 
rial Council of the OSCE, which is composed 
of the Foreign Ministers of participating 
States, adopted Decision number 3/13 enti- 
tled “Freedom of Thought, Conscience, Reli- 
gion, or Belief”, emphasizing ‘‘the link be- 
tween security and full respect for the free- 
dom of thought”, and committing member 
governments to adopt ‘‘policies to promote 
respect and protection for places of worship 
and religious sites, religious monuments, 
cemeteries and shrines against vandalism 
and destruction”, among other specific ac- 
tions; 

Whereas, on December 5, 2014, the Ministe- 
rial Council of the OSCE adopted Declara- 
tion number 8, the Basel Declaration, on 
“Enhancing Efforts to Combat Anti-Semi- 
tism”, in which members of the Council stat- 
ed, ‘‘We express our concern at the dis- 
concerting number of anti-Semitic incidents 
that continue to take place in the OSCE area 
and remain a challenge to stability and secu- 
rity” and ‘‘We stress the importance of 
States collaborating with civil society 
through effective partnerships and strength- 
ened dialogue and co-operation on combating 
anti-Semitism”; and 

Whereas in 2004, Congress passed the Glob- 
al Anti-Semitism Review Act, which estab- 
lished an Office to Monitor and Combat Anti- 
Semitism, headed by a Special Envoy to 
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Monitor and Combat Anti-Semitism: Now, 
therefore, be it 


Resolved, That the House of Representa- 
tives— 

(1) urges the United States Government to 
work closely with European governments 
and their law enforcement agencies, the Or- 
ganization for Security and Cooperation in 


Europe (OSCE), the European Union, 
Europol, and Interpol, encouraging them 
to— 


(A) formally recognize, partner, train, and 
share information with Jewish community 
security groups to strengthen preparedness, 
prevention, mitigation, and response related 
to anti-Semitic attacks and to support re- 
lated research initiatives; 

(B) consider the formal partnerships in the 
United States, the United Kingdom, and 
France, between government entities and 
Jewish community security groups, as exam- 
ples of partnership, training, and informa- 
tion-sharing; 

(C) support assessments of the— 

(i) general environment in which anti-Se- 
mitic attacks occur; 

(ii) data on types of crimes committed and 
the response from law enforcement; 

(iii) relationships of Jewish community 
groups with local law enforcement agencies, 
including joint training opportunities and 
information sharing; 

(iv) preparedness, including emergency re- 
sponse plans, of Jewish community groups; 
and 

(v) response of local law enforcement sys- 
tems to anti-Semitic attacks, including inci- 
dent reporting, initial response, and the 
prioritization and prosecution of those 
crimes; 

(D) utilize these assessments to help make 
adjustments to their strategies and efforts to 
combat anti-Semitism as needed; 

(E) help Jewish communities develop com- 
mon, baseline safety standards; 

(F) consider developing a standardized pan- 
European information-sharing and alerting 
system that can include governmental and 
non-governmental agencies, aS well as Jew- 
ish communities; 


(G) develop safety-awareness and sus- 
picious activity reporting campaigns; 
(H) integrate, as appropriate, efforts to 


combat violent extremism and efforts to 
combat anti-Semitism; 

(I) ensure law enforcement personnel are 
effectively trained to monitor, prevent, and 
respond to anti-Semitic violence, and to 
partner with Jewish communities; 

(J) reaffirm and work for the implementa- 
tion of the OSCE declarations, decisions, and 
other commitments focusing on anti-Semi- 
tism; and 

(K) ensure senior officials, with commensu- 
rate authority and resources, have been ap- 
pointed or designated to combat anti-Semi- 
tism and collaborate with governmental and 
inter-governmental agencies, law enforce- 
ment agencies, Jewish community groups, 
and other civil society groups; 

(2) reaffirms its support for the mandate of 
the United States Special Envoy to Monitor 
and Combat Anti-Semitism as part of the 
broader policy priority of fostering inter- 
national religious freedom; and 

(3) urges the Secretary of State to con- 
tinue robust United States reporting on anti- 
Semitism by the Department of State and 
the Special Envoy to Combat and Monitor 
Anti-Semitism. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
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California (Mr. ROYCE) and the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and to include any 
extraneous materials in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, anti-Semitism in Eu- 
rope is on the rise. Jewish communities 
there are on the edge. Fearing this rise 
in hatred toward them may signal a re- 
turn to Europe’s darkest days. This sad 
reality is well documented by authori- 
tative reports from the Pew Founda- 
tion, the Anti-Defamation League, and 
others. 

In 2015, a survey by the Anti-Defama- 
tion League showed that over 25 per- 
cent of European respondents said that 
they harbored anti-Semitic feelings; 
and that number had significantly in- 
creased from the year before in a few 
countries, such as in the Netherlands 
and in the United Kingdom. 

It is a phenomenon clearly felt on the 
streets, seen scrawled across syna- 
gogues and in desecrated burial sites, 
and even demonstrated in deadly acts 
of terror. We all recall the horrific at- 
tacks on the Charlie Hebdo offices and 
the grocery in Paris and the later at- 
tacks at a synagogue and a cafe in Co- 
penhagen. Just last month in Man- 
chester, four Jewish youths were at- 
tacked by thugs who shouted their ha- 
tred of Jews. One of the victims, a 17- 
year-old boy, had to be hospitalized. 

The rise of such attacks and hate- 
filled rhetoric is causing Europe’s Jews 
to look over their shoulders and even 
consider fleeing communities that they 
have been a part of for over 20 genera- 
tions, to seek safety elsewhere. 

Targeted violence against the Jewish 
people or any other religious or minor- 
ity group is repugnant. Sadly, the Jew- 
ish people have been among the most 
persecuted in the world. 

When you think of the consequences 
of the Holocaust, when you think of 
the consequences of the Inquisition, 
the magnitude of it comes home when 
you realize that there are as many 
Jews left alive on this planet today as 
there were during the early days of the 
Roman Empire. The slaughter of these 
people, their persecution, leaves for hu- 
manity the thought: Have we learned 
nothing from the Holocaust? 

European leaders must unequivocally 
send this message to their people and 
act to provide greater protection for 
their Jewish citizens. 

This important resolution proposes 
several commonsense steps for our Eu- 
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ropean allies to consider to improve 
the safety of their Jewish commu- 
nities: 

It calls for establishing partnerships 
between law enforcement and Jewish 
community groups in order to improve 
the security plans, training, and en- 
hanced law enforcement response to 
these anti-Semitic attacks. 

Improved sharing of information be- 
tween government agencies, law en- 
forcement, and Jewish community 
groups is another key recommenda- 
tion. 

Finally, this measure encourages Eu- 
ropean nations to improve communica- 
tion between themselves and with the 
United States to analyze trends in 
anti-Semitic crimes and to share best 
practices in combating extremism. 

As we learned from the Holocaust, 
anti-Semitic sentiment can lay the 
foundation for persecution of Jewish 
communities under the guise of polit- 
ical protest or under the guise of na- 
tionalistic pride. That is why leaders of 
free societies everywhere must expose 
these prejudices for the dangers they 
pose to their communities. 

I want to recognize Congressman 
CHRIS SMITH of New Jersey for author- 
ing this important measure. And, as al- 
ways, I thank Ranking Member ENGEL 
for his help on this measure and in get- 
ting this bill to the floor. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
support of this timely resolution. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume, and I 
rise in support of this measure. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank Chair- 
man ROYCE, again, for being on top of 
all these very important issues. Under 
his leadership, the Foreign Affairs 
Committee has really taken the lead 
on important issues such as this. 

I want to also thank Mr. SMITH from 
New Jersey for sponsoring this resolu- 
tion. As the chair of the Foreign Af- 
fairs Subcommittee on Africa, Global 
Human Rights, and International Orga- 
nizations, CHRIS SMITH has been fo- 
cused on the disturbing surge of anti- 
Semitism in Europe. He is always 
there. He always speaks out forcefully 
about anti-Semitism and other things 
that are important to him. I am grate- 
ful for his leadership. 

It is disappointing that we still need 
to take up this sort of measure. As we 
all know, anti-Semitism, that ancient 
hatred, has continued smoldering 
through the centuries. Week after 
week, we hear reports of new anti-Se- 
mitic attacks: the vandalism of the 
Babi Yar Holocaust site in Kiev—I have 
been there a number of times. It is very 
disheartening that that would be dese- 
crated—the targeting of the Great Syn- 
agogue in Copenhagen; and, of course, 
the unfathomable attack, as Chairman 
RoOYcE mentioned, in Paris last Janu- 
ary. 

We would be foolish to dismiss this 
surge in anti-Semitism as the work of 
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violent, fringe individuals. In countries 
like Hungary and Greece, shamefully, 
we see explicitly anti-Semitic political 
parties winning seats and elections. It 
is deeply troubling, very disturbing. 

It wasn’t even a century ago that we 
heard this canary in the coal mine. 
You can draw a straight line from 
early indifference and inaction to the 
darkest chapter in human history. The 
lessons of the Holocaust are seared in 
our collective consciousness. Those les- 
sons are telling us to throw water on 
this fire before it burns out of control. 

I was born after World War II in New 
York, and I remember hearing family 
members talking about anti-Semitism. 
The general prevailing thought was, 
well, this is something that will never 
happen again, that the Holocaust was 
so horrific that world humanity would 
understand that something like this 
could never happen again. When I say 
‘never happen again,” I mean to any 
group—not just to Jewish groups, to 
any group. 

This cannot be tolerated, and one has 
to just look around the world to see all 
the hatred and all the people who are 
being slaughtered because of who they 
are or what tribe they are from or what 
people they are from. 

It is particularly galling in Europe, 
where so many people—6 million Jew- 
ish people—perished during the Holo- 
caust, that anti-Semitism would rear 
its ugly head again. One would think 
that people would be ashamed and 
would not want to go down the anti-Se- 
mitic path again. 

Here it is, barely 70 years after the 
end of World War II, and we see an 
alarming rise. And it is an alarming 
rise from a lot of different commu- 
nities. There are skinheads and people 
who have always uttered anti-Semitic 
remarks. 

We also, unfortunately, have a num- 
ber of people living in Europe of Middle 
Eastern descent who also are using the 
conflict between Israel and the Pal- 
estinians to, again, fan the fires of 
anti-Semitic hatred. As the numbers of 
people from Arab lands go to Europe, 
some, unfortunately, are fanning the 
fires of anti-Semitism. That has to be 
condemned and stopped as well. 

Anti-Semitism needs to be con- 
demned no matter who is espousing it, 
no matter where it is coming from, and 
no matter what they are saying. It is 
really time to call it the way it is. 

So we need greater vigilance by law 
enforcement when Jewish communities 
in Europe are under threat. But it is 
not that simple. We also need greater 
leadership from officials by speaking 
out against anti-Semitism. We had a 
bill just a couple of hours ago—maybe 
not even a couple of hours ago—which 
talked about the Palestinian leader- 
ship not condemning anti-Semitism 
and having incitement of things that 
result in anti-Semitic attacks. 

So this is the same thing. It is the 
same thing, whether it is in Europe or 
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the Middle East. It is rearing its ugly 
head, and it is time for us to continue 
to speak out against it. 

The United States of America has al- 
ways been the bastion of society, and 
the world looks to us for leadership. I 
think it is very important that the 
United States Congress is doing this 
now. 

So we need greater vigilance by law 
enforcement when Jewish communities 
in Europe are under threat, but it is 
not that simple. We also need greater 
leadership from officials by speaking 
out against anti-Semitism. We need 
stronger partnerships with Jewish 
communities to help them develop 
their own safety responses, community 
policing techniques, and information 
sharing with government agencies. 

We need to foster cultures that re- 
spect diversity and don’t ostracize mi- 
nority groups. I condemn any kind of 
ostracizing of any minority group in 
this country or around the world. We 
need to step in and say that we will not 
tolerate it. 

So this resolution encourages these 
efforts, and I encourage my colleagues 
to support it. Anti-Semitism is rearing 
its ugly head, but it can be defeated. I 
think what the Congress is doing today 
is a very good step in that direction. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
remainder of my time to the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH), the au- 
thor of this measure, and I ask unani- 
mous consent that he be allowed to 
control the time. Mr. SMITH, as U.S. 
chairman of the Helsinki Commission, 
works with our European allies to im- 
prove the security and improve the 
safety of these Jewish communities in 
Europe. We appreciate his authorship 
of this resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank Chairman ROYCE for 
his leadership on this very important 
human rights issue, as he has done so 
ably and effectively on all of these 
issues, particularly his leadership on 
Iran; and that, of course, would be 
echoed with ELIOT ENGEL’s excellent 
work there as well. This is a group of 
leaders that have made a huge dif- 
ference. So thank you, Chairman 
ROYCE, for that. 

H. Res. 354, Mr. Speaker, prescribes 
specific, effective actions that govern- 
ment should take in response to the 
deadly threats to the Jewish commu- 
nities in Europe. As we all know, the 
number of violent anti-Semitic attacks 
have increased from 100 to 400 percent 
in some European countries since 2013 
alone. Murders in Paris and Copen- 
hagen and elsewhere remind us that 
there are those who are motivated by 
anti-Semitic hate and have the will 
and the means to kill. 
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I would just note parenthetically 
that my work in combating anti-Semi- 
tism began back in 1981, in my first 
term, from this very podium, speaking 
out in favor of Jewish refuseniks. I 
joined Mark Levin and the NCSJ 1 year 
later in 1982 on a trip to the Soviet 
Union where we met with men and 
women who were targeted by the KGB 
and the Soviet evil empire simply be- 
cause they were Jewish. Sadly, anti- 
Semitism has not abated, and in recent 
years, it has actually worsened. 
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This resolution calls for the United 
States Government to work with our 
European allies on specific actions that 
are essential to keep European Jewish 
communities safe and secure. It is 
based on consultations with the lead- 
ing experts who are working directly 
with these communities. The resolu- 
tion focuses on the formal partnerships 
between European law enforcement 
agencies and Jewish community secu- 
rity groups. 

Here in the United States, Mr. 
Speaker, the collaboration between the 
Department of Homeland Security and 
Security Community Network—an ini- 
tiative of the Jewish Federation of 
North America and the Conference of 
Presidents of Major American Jewish 
Organizations—has been essential to 
protecting Jewish communities here. 

The formal partnerships between the 
Community Security Trust in the 
United Kingdom and the Jewish Com- 
munity Security Service in France and 
their respective governments are also 
excellent models that need to be emu- 
lated. 

The resolution emphasizes the impor- 
tance of consistent, two-way commu- 
nication and information sharing be- 
tween law enforcement agencies and 
Jewish community groups. It encour- 
ages the development of a pan-Euro- 
pean information sharing, communica- 
tion, and alerting system, and envi- 
sions governments, intergovernmental 
agencies, and Jewish communities 
working together on it. Such a system 
should function day-round and year- 
round and include training for per- 
sonnel who are implementing it. 

The resolution also calls for Euro- 
pean governments to support assess- 
ments in several key areas and accord- 
ingly adjust their actions and strate- 
gies. Details matter. The assessments 
should gather and analyze data on 
crimes committed, response from law 
enforcement, types of attacks or inci- 
dents that are most prevalent, and the 
types of targets that are most at risk. 

It is essential to understand how law 
enforcement agencies usually receive 
reports of anti-Semitic crimes and 
what initial actions they take when a 
report is filed. 

I remember years ago, when I offered 
a resolution at the OSCE Parliamen- 
tary Assembly, we heard that it was 
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just hooliganism and other kinds of 
acts done by young people when you 
spray-paint a swastika on a tombstone 
in a Jewish cemetery, when you deface 
a synagogue, and you attack a man 
simply because he is wearing a 
yarmulke. Clearly, these are acts of 
anti-Semitic hate; yet, they were being 
dismissed as something that was other. 

Assessments are also needed on Jew- 
ish community security groups, par- 
ticularly of their capabilities, re- 
sources, relationships with local law 
enforcement agencies, preparedness, 
including emergency response plans, 
and the extent to which their decision- 
making is based on the best available 
information, analysis, and practices. 

The resolution calls for governments 
to use these assessments to help these 
community groups develop common 
baseline safety standards. These stand- 
ards should include, as I said before, 
training, controlling access to physical 
facilities, physical security measures, 
including cameras, and crisis commu- 
nications. Emergency exercises and 
simulations, mapping access to facili- 
ties, and sharing information with law 
enforcement agencies should also be 
part of the standards. 

These assessments, Mr. Speaker, will 
help achieve the resolution’s call for 
law enforcement personnel to be well 
trained to monitor, prevent, and re- 
spond to anti-Semitic violence and to 
partner with Jewish communities. For 
all of these assessments, governments 
should draw information from sources 
that include Jewish groups, law en- 
forcement agencies, independent 
human rights NGOs, research initia- 
tives, and other civil society groups 
and leaders. 

H. Res. 354 calls for safety awareness 
and suspicious activity reporting cam- 
paigns, like “If you see something, say 
something” here in the United States. 
Other aspects of the resolution include 
appropriately integrating initiatives to 
counter violent extremism and those to 
combat anti-Semitism and the urgency 
of implementing the declarations, deci- 
sions, and other commitments of the 
Organization for Security and Coopera- 
tion in Europe that focus on anti-Semi- 
tism. 

To accomplish these goals, the reso- 
lution calls for European governments 
to ensure that they appoint or des- 
ignate senior officials with the nec- 
essary authority and resources to com- 
bat anti-Semitism and collaborate 
with governmental and intergovern- 
mental agencies, law enforcement, and 
Jewish community groups. 

Finally, the resolution reaffirms sup- 
port for the mandate of the United 
States Special Envoy to Monitor and 
Combat Anti-Semitism as part of the 
broader policy of fostering inter- 
national religious freedom and urges 
the Secretary of State to continue ro- 
bust U.S. reporting on anti-Semitism 
by the Department of State and the 
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Special Envoy to Combat and Monitor 
Anti-Semitism. 

I would note parenthetically that I 
authored the amendment to the Global 
Anti-Semitism Review Act of 2004, in- 
troduced and sponsored by Senator 
Voinovich. My amendment created the 
Office to Monitor and Combat Anti- 
Semitism within the State Depart- 
ment. That has proven to be a Key tool 
in this fight. 

Mr. Speaker, the resolution has the 
support of leading organizations, and it 
has 89 cosponsors, including all eight of 
the co-chairs of the Bipartisan 
Taskforce for Combating Anti-Semi- 
tism. 

I would like to acknowledge, Mr. 
Speaker, John Farmer, Jr., and Paul 
Goldenberg for their tireless efforts 
and dedication and leadership in fight- 
ing anti-Semitism and terrorism over 
the years. 

John is a former attorney general of 
New Jersey and is now on the steering 
committee of the Institute for Emer- 
gency Preparedness and Homeland Se- 
curity and is the codirector of the 
Faith-Based Communities Security 
Program at Rutgers University. 

Paul is the executive director of the 
Secure Community Network and a sen- 
ior adviser to the Institute and the pro- 
gram. Several major Jewish commu- 
nities in Europe have relied on their 
counsel, and both have spent time on 
the ground within these communities. 

Finally, I would like to acknowledge 
and single out for very, very special 
thanks and recognition Rabbi Andy 
Baker, personal representative of the 
OSCE chair in the Office on Combating 
Anti-Semitism and director of the 
International Jewish Affairs for the 
American Jewish Committee. He has 
been critical—critical—to American 
leadership in Europe and in the United 
States in the fight against anti-Semi- 
tism. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from New 
York (Mrs. LOWEY), my good friend and 
the ranking member of the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
particularly thank Chairman ED ROYCE 
and my good friend, our ranking mem- 
ber of the committee, ELIOT ENGEL, 
and all those who were so involved in 
putting this important resolution to- 
gether. 

I rise in support of House Resolution 
354. It was introduced by the co-chairs 
of the Bipartisan Taskforce for Com- 
bating Anti-Semitism. In the after- 
math of appalling anti-Semitic inci- 
dents throughout Europe, including the 
devastating terrorist attacks at the 
Paris kosher supermarket and the 
Great Synagogue of Copenhagen, this 
important resolution urges the United 
States Government to help improve the 
safety and security of Jewish commu- 
nities in Europe. 
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From Austria to Belgium, Germany 
to the United Kingdom, Ukraine to 
France, there has been a sharp rise in 
assaults on Jewish individuals and acts 
of vandalism on Jewish places of wor- 
ship, cemeteries, and memorials. Such 
destruction and desecration is unac- 
ceptable and must be stopped. That is 
why this resolution is so critical. 

It highlights specific ways the ad- 
ministration can work with European 
governments, especially law enforce- 
ment agencies, to formally recognize 
and partner with Jewish organizations 
to develop common safety standards, 
alert systems, information-sharing 
mechanisms, and ensure that local law 
enforcement personnel are effectively 
trained to monitor, prevent, and re- 
spond to anti-Semitic violence. 

I want to express my appreciation to 
my fellow co-chairs of the Anti-Semi- 
tism Taskforce, Representatives SMITH, 
ENGEL, GRANGER, ISRAEL, Ros- 
LEHTINEN, DEUTCH, and ROSKAM. The 
task force remains committed to work- 
ing across regions, religions, and party 
lines to condemn all anti-Semitism and 
fight for the right of Jews to live freely 
as Jews without fear. 

Before closing, I also want to express 
my strong support for H. Res. 293, 
which condemns anti-Israel and anti- 
Semitic incitement within the Pales- 
tinian Authority and calls on President 
Abbas to discourage such despicable be- 
havior. 

The latest cycle of terrorism against 
Israel must end. The only way it will 
end is if Palestinian leaders take gen- 
uine and immediate steps to denounce 
all violence and promote security co- 
operation, coexistence, and peace with 
Israel. 

As the ranking member of the Sub- 
committee on State, Foreign Oper- 
ations, and Related Programs of the 
Committee on Appropriations, I will 
continue to do everything in my power 
to bolster Israel’s security to combat 
incitement and to promote stability 
and peaceful coexistence throughout 
the world. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. Ros- 
LEHTINEN), the chair of the Sub- 
committee on the Middle East and 
North Africa of the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs, and the former chair of 
the full committee. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in strong support of Mr. SMITH’s 
bill, House Resolution 354, expressing 
the sense of the House of Representa- 
tives regarding the safety and security 
of Jewish communities in Europe. I 
was an original cosponsor of this reso- 
lution. 

I want to highlight the work of my 
good friend and colleague, CHRIS SMITH, 
for his leadership on this issue and, in- 
deed, for his tireless efforts to fight 
anti-Semitism and support inter- 
national religious freedom. 
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I would also like to thank our fellow 
co-chairs of the congressional Bipar- 
tisan Taskforce for Combating Anti- 
Semitism for demonstrating their lead- 
ership on this issue in Congress and for 
raising the level of awareness and dia- 
logue within our body related to global 
anti-Semitism. 

In recent years, Mr. Speaker, the pro- 
tection and the promotion of these val- 
ues have moved from being part and 
parcel of our foreign policy objective to 
not even ranking as one of our top pri- 
orities. It is time. 

It is way past time that we make re- 
spect for human rights and the protec- 
tion of religious and ethnic minorities 
a top priority for our foreign policy ob- 
jectives and show real leadership and 
show that we have the will and the 
moral imperative to promote our val- 
ues across the world. 

The terror group ISIL is rising in the 
Middle East. It is seeking to establish 
an Islamic caliphate. It wants to wipe 
out the region’s religious minorities of 
all kinds and anyone who does not ad- 
here to its radical brand of Islam. 

This, along with an alarming rise in 
anti-Semitism in Europe and other at- 
tacks on religious freedom across the 
globe, underscores why Mr. SMITH’s 
measure before us today is so timely, is 
so important. 

It urges our government to work 
with European governments and law 
enforcement agencies in order to help 
them fight the rise of anti-Semitism 
across the continent and to make com- 
bating anti-Semitism part of our gov- 
ernment’s broader policy of promoting 
international religious freedom. 

Europe is at the dawn of a lam- 
entably repeated and dangerous era, 
one of anti-Semitism, often masked 
through a political anti-Israel stance. 
If we don’t move to act now, Mr. 
Speaker, we may see more deadly at- 
tacks, like the murder of four Jews in 
a kosher supermarket in Paris earlier 
this year. 

We in the United States must be at 
the forefront, leading the effort, help- 
ing other nations develop a more com- 
prehensive approach to confronting the 
rising anti-Semitism problem. This 
measure before us today establishes a 
good framework in moving forward. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield an additional 30 sec- 
onds to the gentlewoman. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to thank the task force members, 
of which I am humbled to be just a 


small part, Congresspersons CHRIS 
SMITH, KAY GRANGER, PETER ROSKAM, 
ELIOT ENGEL, NITA LOWEY, TED 


DEUTCH, and STEVE ISRAEL, all of us 
working together to highlight the 
spread of anti-Semitism and steps we 
must take to stem this tide. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
important resolution brought forth by 
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the gentleman from New Jersey. I 
thank all of the Members who have 
worked on the task force to bring this 
forward. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, may I in- 
quire how much time remains on both 
sides? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from New York has 11 minutes 
remaining. The gentleman from New 
Jersey has 3 minutes remaining. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
pleasure to yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Florida (Mr. DEUTCH), who 
is the ranking member of the Sub- 
committee on the Middle East and 
North Africa of the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs and a good friend. 
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Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman, the ranking member of 
the Foreign Affairs Committee, for 
yielding and for his tireless work to ad- 
dress the threat of anti-Semitism 
around the world. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution was a 
collaborative effort among my fellow 
co-chairs of the Bipartisan Taskforce 
for Combating Anti-Semitism, and I 
thank each of them for their commit- 
ment to bringing attention and re- 
sponding to the proliferation of anti- 
Semitism globally. I especially want to 
thank and acknowledge Congressman 
SMITH of New Jersey for his commit- 
ment to human rights and his ongoing 
fight against anti-Semitism. 

This resolution is a strong statement 
by Congress that, in the face of rising 
global anti-Semitism, countries, in- 
cluding ours, must prioritize the secu- 
rity and the protection of their Jewish 
communities. 

The anti-Semitism we are witnessing 
around the world today is both unique 
and longstanding. It is amorphous and 
it is very direct. It is complex. But in 
many ways, it is straightforward ha- 
tred. 

Not every case of anti-Semitism will 
garner international attention like the 
attack on the Paris supermarket ear- 
lier this year. However, Jewish commu- 
nities around the world experience at- 
tacks and intimidation on a regular 
basis. 

Just weeks ago, in Marseille, France, 
an armed man attacked three Jews 
near a synagogue, including a rabbi 
and his 19-year-old son. A third man 
suffered serious injuries from the stab- 
bing. Earlier this year, in Argentina, 
the phrase ‘‘death to the Jews” and a 
swastika were spray painted. In 
Ukraine, there have been at least three 
incidents of Holocaust memorials dese- 
crated with swastikas. And in many 
cities, Jews are simply afraid to walk 
the streets as Jews. 

Tragically, these cases are far too 
commonplace for Jewish communities. 
No one, Jewish or otherwise, should 
ever have to accept they will feel tar- 
geted, that they will not feel safe, and 
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that their lives are always somewhat 
at risk. 

Governments must take a hard look 
at the trends of bigotry developing in 
their countries. They must be suffi- 
ciently prepared to react preemptively 
and respond swiftly to cases of violence 
and intimidation against Jewish com- 
munities. 

This resolution, among other things, 
calls on countries to build partnerships 
between communities and law enforce- 
ment agencies and to establish stand- 
ard procedures for responding to 
threats and attacks by outlining steps 
to take and the responsibilities for 
each party. 

I welcome the historic and continued 
bipartisan and overwhelming support 
in Congress for combating anti-Semi- 
tism. Tonight, we stand against anti- 
Semitism, it is true; but where anti- 
Semitism grows, it is a symptom of the 
growth of hatred, of bigotry, and of the 
violation of human rights. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
this resolution and, in turn, to support 
a world where hatred of any type, anti- 
Semitism and all hatred, will not be 
tolerated. That is the world that we en- 
vision on the floor of the United States 
House of Representatives this evening. 

Again, I encourage my colleagues to 
support this resolution. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia (Mr. CONNOLLY), a very valued 
member of the Foreign Affairs Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. CONNOLLY. I thank my friend 
from New York for his leadership. I 
also thank Mr. CHRIS SMITH of New 
Jersey, of course, for his leadership, 
and that of the taskforce. 

Mr. Speaker, anti-Semitism and the 
safety of Jewish communities in Eu- 
rope are issues with overwhelmingly 
powerful historical context. The Con- 
tinent has more than intimate knowl- 
edge of the devastation wrought by the 
purveyors of anti-Semitism. 

When we say ‘‘never again,’ our 
threshold for action shouldn’t be the 
impending threat of violence, let alone 
genocide. Instead, we must marshal the 
will and resources to stamp out even 
the conditions or precursors to an envi- 
ronment that allows for such anti-Sem- 
itism to flourish. In fact, when we face 
anti-Semitism today, whether it be 
here, in Europe, or in any part of the 
world, we ought to say to those pur- 
veyors, “We are all Jews.” That is the 
protection we ought to seek. 

The proactive measures and collabo- 
ration encouraged by this resolution 
are in keeping with what should be our 
highest standard for vigilance with re- 
spect to anti-Semitism. ‘‘Never again’’ 
isn’t about words. It is a pledge that is 
sacred and must be kept. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I continue to reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 
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Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee (Mr. COHEN). 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. I want to 
thank everybody who has put effort 
into bringing this resolution to the 
floor. 

It is not difficult to stand up—or it 
shouldn’t be difficult, and I don’t think 
it is—to speak against anti-Semitism, 
but it is a little more difficult to have 
carved a niche in the United States 
Government and governments around 
the world as being a leader in fighting 
for human rights and against anti- 
Semitism; and that is what I have seen 
Congressman CHRIS SMITH do. 

Congressman SMITH is the chair of 
the Helsinki Commission, of which I 
am a proud member. I got to know Mr. 
SMITH during the hearings we have had 
and the travels on the Helsinki Com- 
mission. CHRIS SMITH is a super leader 
in looking out for people and minori- 
ties all over the world. So I thank him 
particularly for his efforts at spear- 
heading this and being vigilant. It is so 
important. 

It is hard to fathom that we still 
have anti-Semitism in this world. It 
wasn’t that long ago that the Holo- 
caust occurred. We have got Holocaust 
museums and programs throughout dif- 
ferent countries. We have had a lot of 
Holocaust museums and an under- 
standing in Germany as well, but you 
have got skinheads and disciples of 
ISIL who continue to spread hate and 
venom. 

I know Elie Wiesel, a survivor of the 
Holocaust, said that people who hate, 
hate everyone; and I know Elie Wiesel, 
who was a genius and a prophet, was 
right. So it is important that we stand 
up and that we share resources with 
our European allies to fight anti-Semi- 
tism and that this country remains a 
bulwark in fighting against anti-Semi- 
tism. We haven’t always been that. We 
are today, and we will continue to be. 

I am proud to support this resolution. 
I thank the Members for bringing it, 
and I urge all Members to vote for it 
and pass it. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself 30 seconds. 

I just want to thank my dear col- 
league, Mr. COHEN, and the other mem- 
bers of the taskforce. 

This is truly a bipartisan resolution. 
We all contributed to it. We all care 
deeply about it. I want him and my 
other colleagues to know how deeply I 
respect their efforts, which have been 
Herculean, to try to end this cruelty 
that is on the rise in Europe, in the 
United States, and in other parts. We 
know in the Middle East it is perhaps 
as bad as it has ever been; and the dias- 
pora that makes its way into Europe is 
carrying that hatred with them—not 
all of them, of course, but a sizable 
number—presenting more and more 
challenges. 
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This is truly a bipartisan effort, and 
I want to thank Mr. COHEN for his com- 
ments. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
pleasure to yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tlewoman from New Jersey (Mrs. WAT- 
SON COLEMAN), who is a newer Member, 
but she has certainly made her mark. 

Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. I want to 
thank Mr. ENGEL for giving me this op- 
portunity to speak, and I want to 
thank my colleague and neighbor, Con- 
gressman CHRIS SMITH, for introducing 
this resolution. I stand in proud sup- 
port of the resolution, and I urge its 
passage. 

Mr. Speaker, more than 70 years re- 
moved from the Holocaust, Jewish resi- 
dents in Europe face renewed waves of 
anti-Semitic violence. The Pew Re- 
search Center reported that global har- 
assment of Jews has reached a 7-year 
high. This violence is pronounced in 
Europe, where the desecration of syna- 
gogues, cemeteries, schools, and other 
violent incidents have spiked over the 
past few years. 

The Jewish Community Security 
Trust reported more than 1,100 anti- 
Jewish incidents in the United King- 
dom in 2014, including 81 violent as- 
saults. That same year, according to 
the French Jewish advocacy group 
CRIF, anti-Semitic incidents doubled 
in that nation. Troubling, violent, and 
even deadly anti-Semitic attacks have 
also occurred in countries such as Den- 
mark, Belgium, and Germany. 

As the leader in the international 
community, the United States plays a 
very vital role in denouncing anti-Sem- 
itism and hate. The national director 
of the Anti-Defamation League has at- 
tributed U.S. public figures speaking 
out against hate as contributing to 
steady decreases in anti-Semitic atti- 
tudes domestically. 

As a nation founded on equality and 
religious freedom, we share a responsi- 
bility to stand against anti-Semitism 
and against hate in all its manifesta- 
tions, whether it is the hate that mani- 
fested as four people were killed at the 
HyperCacher Jewish supermarket out- 
side of Paris this past January, or the 
hate that manifested as the nine Amer- 
icans killed in the massacre at Mother 
Emmanuel AME in Charleston, or the 
hate manifested as six killed at the 
Sikh Temple in Oak Creek, or the hate 
that manifested in the flames that 
have recently burned countless Black 
churches to the ground. We must join 
together as a nation and a global com- 
munity to denounce hate wherever it 
may appear and uproot weeds of hate 
wherever they may sprout. 

With that, I urge my colleagues to 
support this. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I continue to reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Flor- 
ida (Ms. FRANKEL), a very valued mem- 
ber of the Foreign Affairs Committee. 
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Ms. FRANKEL of Florida. I thank 
Mr. ENGEL, Mr. SMITH, and my col- 


leagues on the anti-Semitism 
Taskforce. 
Mr. Speaker, Susanne Winter, a 


member of the Austrian Parliament 
from the extreme rightwing Freedom 
Party of Austria, received the fol- 
lowing post on her Facebook: ‘The Zi- 
onist money Jews are the global prob- 
lem. Europe, and in particular Ger- 
many, are now getting what they de- 
serve from Zionist Jews, particularly 
rich Zionist Jews in the USA.” Winter 
responded to the post on Saturday. She 
said: “It is great. You took the words 
right out of my mouth.”’ 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution con- 
demning anti-Semitism in Europe 
takes the words right out of my mouth, 
and I support it emphatically. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I continue to reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

History has shown us the tragedy of 
what can happen when this sort of ha- 
tred goes on unchecked. It is past time 
for governments and communities to 
focus on the rising tide of anti-Semi- 
tism in Europe and do whatever it 
takes to turn it back. 

This resolution sends a message that 
we are keeping a close eye on the prob- 
lem and that action is needed now to 
meet this challenge. I encourage my 
colleagues to support this measure. 

I want to also compliment my good 
friend CHRIS SMITH. We all worked hard 
on this, but no one works harder than 
he in combating anti-Semitism. If you 
know CHRIS SMITH, you know that, 
when he gets obsessed with something, 
he follows it to the end; and it, as al- 
ways, has a great conclusion. He is ob- 
sessed against hatred. He is obsessed 
against bad things happening to any 
group of people. I am very proud of the 
work that he has done through the 
years, and I want to thank him for his 
leadership in combating anti-Semi- 
tism. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
measure. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Again, I want to thank Mr. ENGEL for 
his leadership and his kind words. 
Again, this is truly a collaborative ef- 
fort, and I want to thank him for it. 

Mr. Speaker, at a congressional hear- 
ing I chaired in 2002—and I chaired 
about 18 such hearings on combating 
anti-Semitism—Dr. Shimon Samuels of 
the Wiesenthal Center said: ‘‘The Holo- 
caust for 30 years after the war acted 
as a protective Teflon against blatant 
anti-Semitic expression, especially in 
Europe. That Teflon has eroded, and 
what was considered distasteful and po- 
litically incorrect is becoming simply 
an opinion.” He warned ominously, 
saying, ‘‘cocktail chatter at fine 
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English dinners can end as Molotov 
cocktails against synagogues.”’ 

Mr. Speaker, Abraham Lincoln once 
said that ‘‘to sin by silence when they 
should protest makes cowards of men.” 
Silence is not an option. And, I would 
equally say, nor is inaction. 

If our fight is to succeed, we need 
government officials at all levels to 
not just denounce but to act without 
hesitation or delay whenever and wher- 
ever anti-Semitic acts occur. There are 
no exceptions. The purveyors of hate 
never take a holiday or grow weary, 
nor should we. 

H. Res. 354 is a best practices resolu- 
tion designed to seriously inspire and 
challenge the governments of Europe, 
especially law enforcement and their 
homeland security agencies, to partner 
with their respective Jewish commu- 
nities to mitigate and hopefully end 
and eradicate anti-Semitism in all of 
its ugly manifestations. 
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United States law enforcement, De- 
partment of Homeland Security, the 
Justice Department, the FBI, as well 
as State Homeland Security agencies, 
including in my own State of New Jer- 
sey, have been robust and aggressive in 
combating anti-Semitism here. We 
need to replicate this and encourage 
others to follow our lead and that of 
the UK, and I do hope we will do that. 

This resolution is broadly bipartisan. 
I want to thank Nathaniel Hurd, on our 
staff, for his tremendous work on this 
resolution, working with all of his re- 
spective staffers and Members, of 
course, to bring this about. And I want 
to thank the leadership for bringing it 
to the floor this evening. 

I urge a “yea” vote. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. MURPHY of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | 
strongly support this resolution regarding the 
safety and security of Jewish communities in 
Europe. Seventy years after the Holocaust, we 
are seeing an alarming spike in anti-Semitic 
activity and violence targeting Jews throughout 
Europe. In the past year alone, there have 
been hundreds of violent acts targeting the 
Jewish community, including deadly attacks at 
a kosher supermarket in Paris and the Great 
Synagogue in Copenhagen. 

As a world leader, the United States must 
make every effort to work with our European 
partners to keep the Jewish community safe 
and secure. This resolution does just that by 
encouraging the United States to work with 
European governments to create partnerships 
with Jewish community groups to improve pre- 
paredness and responsiveness to anti-Semitic 
attacks, create open lines of communication to 
share information about potential threats, ex- 
pand relationships with local law enforcement, 
and to help develop baseline security stand- 
ards for Jewish organizations and facilities. It 
also urges European allies to appoint senior 
Officials to coordinate efforts to combat anti- 
Semitism and hold law enforcement account- 
able for training to monitor and respond to 
anti-Semitic violence. Additionally, this resolu- 
tion commends the work of the United States 
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Special Envoy to Monitor and Combat Anti- 
Semitism and its efforts in promoting religious 
freedom around the world. 

As a member of the Intelligence Committee 
and the Bipartisan Task Force on Combating 
Anti-Semitism, | understand how crucial it is to 
the stabilization of communities in Europe that 
we forcefully stand up to anti-Semitism. Anti- 
Semitism does not just impact the Jewish 
community. When this hatred flourishes, it af- 
fects all ethnic, religious, and other minority 
groups. 

Given the urgency of addressing this grow- 
ing threat, | am proud to have prioritized work- 
ing to combat the rise in anti-Semitism, lead- 
ing my colleagues in writing to the Special 
Envoy calling for the U.S. to continue to be a 
global leader in combating all forms of hate. 
My colleagues also joined me in encouraging 
the United Nations to work with member 
states to curb anti-Semitism by enacting 
strong hate crime laws, expanding education 
on diversity and tolerance in their own coun- 
tries, and encouraging heads of state to force- 
fully speak out about the dangers of anti-Sem- 
itism. 

This resolution furthers these efforts by 
highlighting the safety and security needs of 
Jewish communities across Europe and the 
role our European partners have to play in 
combatting anti-Semitism. | urge my col- 
leagues in the House to join me in passing 
this urgent resolution. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, | stand in 
support of H. Res. 354, regarding the safety 
and security of Jewish communities across 
Europe. 

| continue to support the safety of Israeli 
people across the globe. 

Indeed, last week, | signed on to the Royce- 
Engel letter to President Mahmoud Abbas of 
the Palestinian National Authority to express 
my deep concern over the recent wave of vio- 
lence in Israel and the West Bank. 

It is imperative that political leaders across 
the globe help to set the tone for peace by ad- 
vocating non-violence. 

Numerous attacks on so many innocent 
lives in Europe alone is so much cause for 
alarm: Anti-Semitic rhetoric and acts, accord- 
ing to FBI reports involved 870 incidents in 
2012 with anti-Jewish bias motivation, includ- 
ing 13 violent incidents, and 625 incidents in 
2013 attributed to anti-Jewish bias; an in- 
crease in violent attacks on people and places 
of worship; and an escalation of frequency, 
variety and severity of the various attacks. 

Anti-Semitic attacks are threats to the fun- 
damental rights we hold so dear in our nation. 

Security and diversity of all citizens, soci- 
eties and countries are sacrosanct in our na- 
tion. 

This is why the United States joined forces 
with France and the United Kingdom in rec- 
ognition of the importance of partnership, 
training and information sharing between gov- 
ernment entities and the Jewish community 
security groups with the eye towards the safe- 
ty and security of Jewish communities. 

As a senior member of the House Home- 
land Security Committee, information sharing 
initiatives such as our national “If You See 
Something, Say Something” campaign imple- 
mented by our nation’s Department of Home- 
land Security is a critical initiative that will en- 
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able prevention of anti-Semitic violent attacks 
on individuals and communities. 

This bill is also critical because it urges the 
United States Government, the Secretary of 
State, Secretary of Homeland Security, the At- 
torney General, Director of the FBI to engage 
their European counterparts to partner in the 
protection of the Jewish community in Europe. 

This Bill reaffirms the very important U.S. 
support for the United States Special Envoy to 
Monitor and Combat anti-Semitism with the 
eye towards fostering and facilitating inter- 
national religious freedom. 

Mr. Speaker, | strongly support H.R. 354 be- 
cause it supports an end to the dramatic in- 
crease of the number of violent anti-Semitic 
attacks in some European countries. 

These attacks, increasingly targeting places 
of ordinary daily life like market places and 
places of worship must stop. 

Thus, | support and urge enhanced partner- 
ships between governments and Jewish com- 
munity groups-which are critical to helping 
keep Jewish communities secure. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SMITH) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, H. 
Res. 354, as amended. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this motion will be post- 
poned. 


EE 
THE E-FREE ACT 


(Mr. FITZPATRICK asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, can 
you imagine such debilitating pain, fa- 
tigue, and depression that you feel as if 
your children have lost you as a par- 
ent? 

For women impacted by the medical 
device Essure and its documented dam- 
aging side effects, this unimaginable 
situation is a stark reality. 

Since it appeared on the market in 
2002, Essure, a permanent sterilization 
device for women, has triggered over 
5,000 formal complaints to the FDA, in- 
cluding reported symptoms of pelvic 
and abdominal pain, internal bleeding, 
autoimmune reactions, loss of teeth 
and hair, and even metal breaking and 
migrating throughout the body. 

On top of that, Essure has been prov- 
en responsible for the deaths of four 
women and five unborn children. 

Yet, in the face of all these facts, 
today Essure remains on the market, 
certified with FDA’s stamp of approval. 
That is unacceptable to me and the 
tens of thousands of women who are 
living with this device’s effects. 
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That is why this week I will intro- 
duce the E-Free Act, legislation to re- 
move this device from the market be- 
fore it can hurt any other women. This 
is a women’s issue, a safety issue, a 
regulatory issue, an issue with faces 
and names. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation and join me and the thou- 
sands of women across the Nation in 
this fight. 


——sE 


HONORING THE LIFE AND SERVICE 
OF THE LATE SENATOR FRED 
THOMPSON 


(Mr. COHEN asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor a great American who 
passed away yesterday, former United 
States Senator Fred Thompson. 

Fred Thompson represented the 
State of Tennessee in the United 
States Senate from 1995 until 2003. He 
had been a staffer on the Watergate 
Committee and kind of made a name 
for himself there when he asked such 
good, probing questions and did such a 
marvelous job. 

He later went on to be an out- 
standing attorney before he became a 
United States Senator and an actor 
and a leader in our country who 
crossed party aisles and was known to 
sometimes deviate from everybody to 
do what he thought was right. 

I was a State senator and a Demo- 
crat. Fred Thompson, a Republican, en- 
couraged me to get involved, stay in- 
volved, and shoot for the top in poli- 
tics. 

He worked with Democrats in the 
Senate, and he was awarded the Na- 
tional Conference of State Legislators 
Keeping Federalism Alive Award be- 
cause of his lone vote, a single bill that 
has kept the policy of federalism. It 
wasn’t politics for Fred Thompson. It 
was philosophy. 

He was a great leader. He will be 
missed. I send my condolences to his 
family. I thank him for his service to 
my State and our country. 


ES 


THE FIVE-STAR AMERICAN GAS 
STATION IN AFGHANISTAN 


(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
thanks to the American taxpayers, 
what might be the world’s most expen- 
sive gas station was built in Afghani- 
stan. A mysterious Department of De- 
fense special task force spent $43 mil- 
lion on a gas station in Afghanistan. 

Mr. Speaker, that must be a hum- 
dinger of a truck stop. What should 
have only cost $500,000 cost 140 times 
that amount, charged to the taxpayers’ 
credit card. Yet, there are no answers 
or explanations. 
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Mr. Speaker, it has now since been 
reported that Afghans don’t even use 
the gas station because of the cost of 
the gas. 

No one has been held accountable for 
such wasteful government spending, 
not surprisingly. This is getting to be 
normal for government ‘‘spendocrats.”’’ 

Time for no more Washington spend- 
ing-sprees on the taxpayers’ dime. Peo- 
ple need to be held personally respon- 
sible for such wasteful spending. 

The American people deserve an ex- 
planation. After all, it is their money 
that is funding $43 million gas stations 
in other countries. 

Mr. Speaker, why are we building a 
five-star gas station in Afghanistan 
anyway? 

And that is just the way it is. 


ee 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
SENATE AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 
22, HIRE MORE HEROES ACT OF 


2015; PROVIDING FOR PRO- 
CEEDINGS DURING THE PERIOD 
FROM NOVEMBER 6, 2015, 
THROUGH NOVEMBER 13, 2015; 


AND PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER- 
ATION OF MOTIONS TO SUSPEND 
THE RULES 


Mr. WOODALL from the Committee 
on Rules submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 114-325) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 507) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 22) to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to exempt em- 
ployees with health coverage under 
TRICARE or the Veterans Administra- 
tion from being taken into account for 
purposes of determining the employers 
to which the employer mandate applies 
under the Patient Protection and Af- 
fordable Care Act; providing for pro- 
ceedings during the period from No- 
vember 6, 2015, through November 13, 
2015; and providing for consideration of 
motions to suspend the rules, which 
was referred to the House Calendar and 
ordered to be printed. 


EE 


CONGRESSIONAL BLACK CAUCUS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 6, 2015, the gentlewoman from Illi- 
nois (Ms. KELLY) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor- 
ity leader. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Ms. KELLY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Ms. KELLY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 
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Mr. Speaker, it is my honor and 
privilege to lead tonight’s Congres- 
sional Black Caucus Special Order 
hour, where we will have the oppor- 
tunity to speak directly to the Amer- 
ican people. 

But before we get to business, I do 
want to take a second, even though it 
feels like an eternity, to congratulate 
my dear friend and colleague, our CBC 
chairman for the 112th Congress, the 
Honorable EMANUEL CLEAVER of Kansas 
City, for his hometown Kansas City 
Royals victory in last night’s World 
Series game. 

I am an Illinoisan by way of New 
York. So I had a little stake in this 
one. But, again, my congratulations to 
the city of Kansas City and to Con- 
gressman CLEAVER. 

Mr. Speaker, I truly do believe that 
it is an honor and a privilege to host 
the Congressional Black Caucus Spe- 
cial Order hour. So I speak to you this 
evening very much concerned and se- 
verely disappointed that we are even 
having tonight’s topic under such cir- 
cumstances. 

Tonight we are here to address sav- 
ing our communities, where our focus 
for this hour will be on key legislative 
priorities that this Congress, this 
year’s Congressional Black Caucus, and 
our Nation must confront in order to 
help make this union more perfect for 
our next generation. 

Mr. Speaker, this year there have 
been a lot of tragic episodes that may 
make one shake their head and ask 
what is going on. 

We have covered a number of these 
topics in the course of this year, 
whether it be the issue of criminal jus- 
tice reform, gun violence, economic in- 
vestment as a antidote to violence, 
community policing, or the value of 
Black lives in America. 

Mr. Speaker, the issues that I will 
cover this evening aren’t Black Caucus 
issues. I know that most in this Con- 
gress and most across this great coun- 
try would acknowledge that they are 
American issues. 

Falling short as a Nation on these 
fronts only divides us and only serves 
as a barrier to our boundless possibili- 
ties as an American people. 

Over the past few weeks, we heard a 
lot about the need to clean out the 
barn before the baton was passed from 
Speaker to Speaker. I think we made 
some progress in clearing out the barn 
last week as we passed a bipartisan 
budget agreement, which President 
Obama signed into law earlier today. 

But, Mr. Speaker, as the baton has 
been passed from Speaker BOEHNER to 
Speaker RYAN, we must keep in mind 
that there is still much that needs to 
be cleaned out of the barn when it 
comes to criminal justice reform, cre- 
ating opportunity in vulnerable com- 
munities, addressing inequities in the 
justice system, valuing all lives, re- 
gardless of race, religion or sexual ori- 
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entation, making sure that good cops 
can do their job in keeping commu- 
nities safe, and making sure that bad 
cops don’t get to be the Nation’s norm. 

We must have a culture where bad 
cops don’t have a safe haven, where 
they can’t get away with violations of 
the public trust in communities they 
were sworn to protect, and where they 
aren’t in a position to spoil the whole 
bunch of good cops we have protecting 
American communities. 

Mr. Speaker, tonight we will have a 
long and overdue conversation about 
saving our communities. 

At this time, I yield to the chair of 
the Congressional Black Caucus, my 
colleague from North Carolina, Rep- 
resentative G. K. BUTTERFIELD. 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Let me first 
thank you, Congresswoman ROBIN 
KELLY, for yielding time to me tonight. 
Thank you for your willingness to stay 
on the floor tonight, even though this 
suspension bill was placed in front of 
us tonight. We certainly understand 
that has that happen from time to 
time. But thank you so very much for 
staying on the floor to manage the 
time this evening. 

I also want to thank you, Ms. KELLY, 
for your extraordinary leadership. 
Thank you for what you do for the Con- 
gressional Black Caucus. Thank you 
for what you do for your constituents 
in Illinois. Most importantly, thank 
you for what you do for our country. It 
is certainly appreciated. 

I will certainly join you, Ms. KELLY, 
in congratulating the Kansas City 
Royals on their well-deserved victory. I 
did not watch the entire World Series, 
but I watched enough of it to know 
that this team was much deserving of 
this victory. And so congratulations 
not only to Mr. CLEAVER, who is so 
proud of Kansas City and talks about 
his hometown all of the time, but con- 
gratulations to all of those fans of that 
great team. 

Tonight we are talking about the ur- 
gent need to save our communities. 
What an appropriate topic, Ms. KELLY, 
because communities all across the 
country are in crisis. 

I travel quite a bit across the coun- 
try and visit many different commu- 
nities not only in my State, but in 
many other States. I can tell you first- 
hand that communities all across our 
country are facing crises. They are fac- 
ing crises in so many different re- 
spects. 

They are facing the whole issue of 
pervasive poverty. Poverty in America 
is real. We have more than 400 counties 
in the United States of America that 
have poverty rates that exceed 20 per- 
cent, and all of these have had poverty 
rates for more than 30 years greater 
than 20 percent. So poverty is a critical 
issue in our country, and communities 
are feeling the effect of it in a signifi- 
cant way. 

Joblessness. Joblessness. I continue 
to say that the unemployment rate is 
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unacceptably high. Even though we 
have made a great improvement in the 
unemployment rate since the reces- 
sion, it is still too high. For African 
American workers, it is hovering some- 
where around 10 percent. That is unac- 
ceptable. 

We all talk from time to time and we 
see it all over the news today about po- 
lice misconduct. Police misconduct is 
continuing to be a pervasive problem in 
so many communities. 

I’m sure tonight Mr. BOBBY SCOTT 
from Virginia, who is very passionate 
about the whole issue of criminal jus- 
tice reform, is going to talk about 
mass incarceration in the United 
States of America. 

Certainly that is a real problem, and 
there are many Members in this body 
who are working every day to try to 
craft together legislation to try to ad- 
dress the whole question of mass incar- 
ceration. 

Also, we have crumbling schools and 
infrastructure and highways and tun- 
nels and ports. Our whole infrastruc- 
ture in this country needs to be ad- 
dressed. Hopefully, we will be able to 
pass a transportation bill before the 
end of the year. 

Hopefully, my friends on the other 
side of the aisle will not try to load up 
the transportation bill with any Ex-Im 
Bank riders that will be a poison pill 
that would slow down or even defeat 
the transportation bill. 
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So the point is, Ms. KELLY, that we 
do have an urgent need to save our 
communities. We need all hands on 
deck as we take on this challenge. 

We consistently see, Ms. KELLY, an 
over-criminalization of African Ameri- 
cans, specifically our youth. We see, for 
example, minor infractions that occur 
in the context of a classroom—yes, we 
have seen that on television over the 
last few days—a minor infraction in a 
classroom that escalates into an 
arrestable offense. 

Students, particularly those who are 
African American and Hispanic, are too 
frequently funneled into the justice 
system as a result of overly punitive 
school discipline policies and poorly 
defined roles for law enforcement in 
educational settings. 

Unfortunately, the school-to-prison 
pipeline is still a reality. When I first 
came to Congress 11 years ago, we were 
talking about the _ school-to-prison 
pipeline, and we continue to talk about 
it today. It is a reality. So we must 
work together to remedy this problem. 

We, as members of the Congressional 
Black Caucus, do not at all endorse 
what some people over the last few 
days have started to call the ‘‘Fer- 
guson Effect.’’ Let me just elaborate on 
that for a moment. 

We have heard some high-ranking of- 
ficials in our country refer to the ‘‘Fer- 
guson Effect.” They are suggesting in 
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some way that an uptick in crime can 
be attributable to police inaction be- 
cause of their fears of the ‘‘Ferguson 
Effect.” 

That is so erroneous. That is so dis- 
ingenuous. I wish we would con- 
centrate on the problem and not try to 
get sidetracked on the so-called ‘‘Fer- 
guson Effect.” 

The deaths of so many unarmed 
Black men like Michael Brown, Eric 
Garner, and Freddie Gray are all a re- 
sult of a number of issues, including 
the overcriminalization of minorities 
and a lack of effective community po- 
licing practices. 

Let us seize this opportunity that we 
have before us to gain significant 
ground on several legislative areas 
which are not only CBC priorities, but 
are also in the strategic interests of 
our Nation. Criminal justice reform is 
one such area. 

Mr. Speaker and Ms. KELLY, any 
criminal justice reform, any legislation 
that we consider, must guarantee a 
substantial reduction in the prison 
population for Federal prisoners. We 
are, aS a country, 5 percent of the 
world’s population; yet, we incarcerate 
25 percent of those who are incarcer- 
ated in the world. There is something 
is wrong with that, Mr. Speaker. 

We must make sure that our laws and 
our criminal laws in this country are 
fair and that they are not dispropor- 
tionate and overburdensome in some 
areas. 

We have Members of this body on 
both sides of the aisle who acknowl- 
edge the inadequacies in our criminal 
justice system and see reform as a key 
priority. The political will—the polit- 
ical will—for criminal justice reform is 
here today. 

The President was in Newark, New 
Jersey, today talking about criminal 
justice reform. Some of my Republican 
colleagues are talking about it, and my 
Democratic colleagues are talking 
about it. 

The leadership on both sides of the 
aisle have had meaningful conversa- 
tions on this issue. We believe that a 
bipartisan legislative accomplishment 
can be achieved in this session. 

I know that there are several bills 
that are pending, and I hope Mr. SCOTT 
will talk extensively about it when he 
makes his remarks in just a moment. 

But criminal justice reform can take 
place in the 114th Congress, and I be- 
lieve we can reach a bipartisan com- 
promise that can get this bill to the 
President’s desk by the end of this 
term. 

Thank you, Ms. KELLY, for yielding 
time. 

Ms. KELLY of Illinois. Thank you, 
my colleague from North Carolina, for 
your outstanding remarks on this topic 
of saving our community. I really, real- 
ly appreciate it, and so do the Amer- 
ican people. 

At this time, I would like to intro- 
duce my other colleague, Representa- 
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tive BOBBY ScoTT from the great State 
of Virginia. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. I thank the 
gentlewoman for organizing this Spe- 
cial Order so that we can talk about 
many aspects of the criminal justice 
system. 

You have asked us to talk about the 
militarization of communities, also 
what we can do to improve policing and 
the problem of mass incarceration. On 
the term of militarizing the commu- 
nities, there was an amendment offered 
a few months ago that would have pre- 
vented the Department of Defense from 
giving local police departments certain 
military equipment. 

I think it is important to read what 
was actually in the legislation because 
some thought that handguns and am- 
munition was what we were talking 
about. Actually, the amendment goes 
into great length specifically about 
what would be prohibited if that 
amendment passed to help reduce the 
militarization of our communities. 

The Department of Defense has a pro- 
gram where they will give surplus 
equipment to local communities, and 
the limitation was that none of these 
transfers could include aircraft, includ- 
ing drones; armored vehicles; grenade 
launchers; silencers; toxicological 
agents, including chemical agents and 
biological agents; launch vehicles; 
guided missiles; ballistic missiles; 
rockets; torpedoes; bombs; mines; or 
nuclear weapons. 

Those are the only things that would 
be barred if this amendment had 
passed, not handguns and ammunition 
or other things that local police de- 
partments could actually use. But 
what local police department needs nu- 
clear weapons or torpedoes? 

We are not talking about the large, 
sophisticated police forces. This is the 
kind of stuff that was being given to 
police departments that you might 
think of when you think of Andy Grif- 
fith and Barney Fife. What do they 
need with a tank? 

In one of the local incidents when 
they had a tank come out, it was point- 
ed out that the people trying to drive 
the tank hadn’t been trained on the 
tank. Can you just imagine hearing 
from inside, ‘‘Where are the brakes? 
Where are the brakes?” 

If you need a military response, the 
appropriate thing to do would be to 
call in the National Guard. Then you 
have the military performing the mili- 
tary functions. I think there is a lot 
that we can do to restrict this kind of 
equipment going to our local police de- 
partments. 

A lot has been said about policing. 
We can discuss the problem of policing. 
We all know that the vast, over- 
whelming majority of police officers 
risk their lives on our behalf and do an 
excellent job. 

But whenever you get to describe 
what the problem is, we know what the 
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solution is going to be, and that is to 
make sure that there is a consensus 
growing that we need body cameras so 
we can know exactly what happened 
and police training so that police can 
be properly trained on things like how 
to avoid profiling, how to avoid dis- 
crimination, and treating one group 
different from the other. Implicit bias 
is what it is called. There is a lot you 
can do in training, and we need to 
make sure we have funding for that 
training. 

But in terms of mass incarceration, 
that is where we really need a lot of 
work. As the chairman mentioned, we 
have 5 percent of the world’s popu- 
lation and 25 percent of the world’s 
prisoners. In most countries, for every 
100,000 population, they lock up 50 to 
200 people per 100,000. The United 
States locks up over 700 per 100,000. We 
are well into the first place. There is 
nobody close. 

That number is particularly egre- 
gious because there have been recent 
studies that have suggested that any- 
thing over 500 per 100,000 is actually 
counterproductive. 

You have got so many people in jail. 
You have so many families being raised 
with their parents in prison. Young 
people are being raised without their 
parents. You have so many people with 
felony records having trouble finding 
jobs. 

You are wasting so much money that 
anything over about 500 per 100,000 is 
counterproductive. We are at 700 and 
some per 100,000. The African American 
incarceration rate is in the thousands. 
That is just wasted money. 

That is what Texas found when they 
were looking a few years ago at an ap- 
propriations request of $2 billion need- 
ed to keep up with all the slogans and 
sound bites that they had codified in 
terms of keeping up with the mass in- 
carceration in Texas, $2 billion in con- 
struction. 

And somebody said, ‘‘Well, if you ac- 
tually make a better choice, if you in- 
vested some of that money in preven- 
tion, early intervention, and rehabili- 
tation, you might not have to spend all 
$2 billion.” 

That is what they did. They intel- 
ligently invested in evidence-based pro- 
grams, programs studied and known to 
reduce crime, not just sound like they 
reduce crime, but actually known to 
reduce crime, evidence-based policies 
of prevention, early intervention, and 
rehabilitation, and they found that 
they didn’t need to build any new pris- 
ons. 

In fact, they were able to close some 
of the prisons that they had. Over 30 
States have figured out that they can 
reduce crime and save money by reduc- 
ing mass incarceration. On the other 
hand, Mr. Speaker, there are people 
that think slogans and sound bites are 
good, and that is how we got in the 
mess we are in now. 
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The chairman mentioned the school- 
to-prison pipeline. I like to refer to it 
as the Children’s Defense Fund does, as 
the cradle-to-prison pipeline, because 
that suggests that there are things all 
the way along the line that we are not 
doing that help construct this pipeline 
that ends up with—at present esti- 
mates, one out of three African Amer- 
ican boys born today will end up in 
prison. 

We can do better than that if we 
make the appropriate investments all 
the way through from early childhood 
education to after-school programs, a 
continuum of services, to make sure 
that they create the cradle-to-college- 
and-career pipeline and not the cradle- 
to-prison pipeline. That includes in- 
vestments that have been studied, evi- 
dence based, and we know they work. 

There is a lot you can do in terms of 
criminal justice reform, but if you do it 
right, it has to be comprehensive. That 
means you start with prevention and 
early intervention, make sure you are 
making those investments so fewer 
young people are getting in trouble. 
Then you have to do police training. 
We know that good police training can 
improve policing and, also, reduce 
crime. Body cameras can eliminate a 
lot of problems. 

Last year we passed the Death in 
Custody Reporting Act, which requires 
reporting from local police of anybody 
that dies in their custody in prison, in 
jail, or in the process of arrest, so we 
know what is going on around the 
country. AS you have the debate, you 
can debate from a point of view of 
facts, not just in allegations when peo- 
ple don’t know exactly what the facts 
are. 

We can make sure that the police 
training is there. You can have diver- 
sion to make sure that people who are 
arrested might not have to spend—the 
only people you need pretrial in jail 
are those that need to be in jail. You 
don’t want to have unnecessary people 
serving time and losing their jobs in 
the process. 

You need a continuum of services, 
drug courts which can address the un- 
derlying problem rather than just con- 
vict them, lock them up, they come 
back, same thing, come back, back and 
forth. 

If you deal with the underlying prob- 
lem in a drug court, you can have a sit- 
uation where they are diverted from 
prison and, also, much less likely to 
commit a crime in the future. 

One of the major factors in over-in- 
carceration are the mandatory mini- 
mums. We need to have significant re- 
ductions in mandatory minimum sen- 
tencing to make sure they only apply 
to a small portion of real, legitimate 
kingpins, not to girlfriends and people 
on the periphery that may have gotten 
caught up in a conspiracy. 

Once you get into prison, make sure 
that it is for rehabilitation, not for 
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just warehousing, so you are much less 
likely to commit a crime when you 
come out. You have to fund the second 
chance programs. 

All of this is part of the SAFE Jus- 
tice Act, which has the added benefit 
that, because of the significant reduc- 
tions in mandatory minimums, there 
will be savings. The Department of 
Justice is able to redirect the savings 
into the prevention, early intervention 
programs, the drug courts, the body 
cameras and everything else. So every- 
thing in the program is paid for by re- 
ducing incarceration. 

This legislation has the support of a 
lot of different organizations, liberal 
and conservative, because everybody 
knows that, if it is enacted, we will re- 
duce crime and save money. 

So we know what to do. It is just a 
matter of making sure we have the po- 
litical will to do the right thing, to 
deal with mass incarceration by mak- 
ing the right choice, not the slogans 
and sound bites, but the evidence-based 
approach that will actually reduce 
crime and save money. 

We can do it. There is legislation 
pending. There are a lot of different 
bills, but we need to make sure that 
the comprehensive approach is re- 
flected in whatever comes to the floor. 

So I want to thank the gentlewoman 
from Illinois for bringing us together 
so we can discuss the militarization of 
our communities, the solutions for po- 
licing, which would include training 
and body cameras and how we can ef- 
fectively reduce mass incarceration. 
We know what to do, and the solutions 
save more money than they cost. 

So thank you very much for the op- 
portunity to present that. 

Ms. KELLY of Illinois. Thank you so 
much for your important remarks. I 
know this topic is one that you have 
been researching and studying, trying 
to come up with solutions for a long 
time. 

One thing that is a little dis- 
concerting is you say that the SAFE 
Justice Act is widely supported, but it 
still doesn’t move. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Well, it 
doesn’t matter which bill moves. The 
question is whatever moves ought to 
have the elements of prevention and 
early intervention, ought to have di- 
version, and if you only deal with sen- 
tencing in the Federal system, you are 
not dealing with mass incarceration in 
the United States. 

The Federal system only has 10 per- 
cent of the prisoners. So if you just 
eliminated the Federal system, you are 
only talking about 10 percent reduction 
in incarceration. You have to do some- 
thing about mass incarceration at the 
State level. 
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So when you just talk about sen- 
tencing reform, if you reduce a manda- 
tory minimum for 25 to 15 years, the 
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first 15 years, that has no effect, be- 
cause they will serve the first 15 years, 
then gradually you will have an effect. 
If you want an effect, you need to have 
prevention programs so fewer people 
are coming into prison, diversion pro- 
grams so those who are arrested can be 
diverted from prison, dealt with effec- 
tively in drug court so they are much 
less likely to commit a crime again so 
that you can reduce crime and save 
money. 

You have to make sure you have 
meaningful mandatory minimum re- 
forms because that is one of the major 
drivers of the overincarceration. When 
people are in prison, you have to make 
sure you have the funding for the pro- 
grams to make sure they don’t come 
back. And once in the community, the 
second chance programs that have been 
very effective need to be funded. 

We know what to do; it is just a mat- 
ter of getting it done. It doesn’t matter 
whose bill passes; it is just whatever 
passes ought to have those elements. 

Ms. KELLY of Illinois. Is there any 
particular State that you think does a 
better job that we can hold up as a role 
model? 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. There are 30 
States that have reduced crime and 
saved money. Texas was one of the first 
because they were looking at a $2 bil- 
lion appropriation request to keep up 
with the slogans and sound bites that 
they had enacted in mass incarcer- 
ation. At the rate they were going, 
they needed $2 billion in prison con- 
struction. 

They decided instead to invest it in 
prevention programs so fewer kids were 
getting in trouble; early intervention 
programs so that once people got in a 
little trouble, they wouldn’t get in 
worse trouble; and rehabilitation in 
prisons so that as people got out, they 
were less likely to come back. They 
found that they not only didn’t have to 
spend any of the $2 billion building 
prisons, they were able to close some of 
the prisons they had. 

Texas is a red State, and they called 
their initiative ‘“‘Right on Crime.” 
Using the word “right” in both words 
is correct, and from the political right. 
So you had conservatives investing 
their money appropriately, reducing 
crime, and saving money. 

Ms. KELLY of Illinois. That is fan- 
tastic. 

I know in my district, we have held 
some roundtables, and some of my em- 
ployers, manufacturers, they shared 
that they did hire people who were in 
prison and were some of their best em- 
ployees because they are so grateful 
that someone gave them a chance. We 
really need to promote that and high- 
light those things. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. The second 
chance idea is that people who get out 
of prison ought to be supported. The 
little money you spend on support 
pales in consideration to what usually 
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happens. They get out, they can’t find 
a job, they can’t do anything, and they 
are right back into prison at $30,000, 
$40,000, $50,000 a year. If you spend a lit- 
tle bit of money supporting them, they 
might not come back. 

One of the elements the President 
talked about today is the ‘‘ban the 
box.” When you fill out an application, 
there is a little box, ‘‘Have you ever 
been convicted of a felony?” If you 
check the box, that is the end of the 
interview. 

What the ban the box is suggesting is 
don’t talk about the criminal record at 
first. Go through the process so you 
can present your credentials. Then, at 
the end of the process, they can discuss 
criminal record, but not at the begin- 
ning. 

You will find that many people, the 
conviction is so far past. Studies have 
shown that after a few years, if you 
have got a clean record, the chance of 
you committing a crime isn’t any high- 
er than the general population. So if it 
is a 15-year-old nonviolent offense, 
well, maybe it is not relevant; and 
maybe your credentials are so much 
better than everybody else’s that you 
are the right person for the job, but 
you never would have had the oppor- 
tunity to present your credentials if 
you had to check the box. 

So all around the country, cities, 
States, and businesses are eliminating 
that box to check, talking to people 
and seeing if they are actually quali- 
fied for the job, and those that are 
qualified can get the job. Obviously, 
some violations, if you have got an em- 
bezzlement charge and you are trying 
to get a job in a bank, or child molesta- 
tion at a daycare center, you know, but 
a lot of them, if it is a 20-year-old 
marijuana possession charge or some- 
thing like that, compared to your cre- 
dentials, compared to everybody else 
head and shoulders, well, people can 
overlook a 20-year-old conviction. You 
never would have gotten to that point 
if you had to check the box. That is 
why the ban the box campaign is so im- 
portant. 

Ms. KELLY of Illinois. That is a good 
idea we have now in Illinois. 

Thank you, Representative. I really 
appreciate you taking the time and 
sharing your vast knowledge about this 
topic. 

Mr. Speaker, many of the families 
that we represent believe that the only 
and right way to save our communities 
and secure our better future is to enact 
laws that actually understand the 
needs of American families, regardless 
of circumstance, and invest in their fu- 
ture. 

This Congress must have a frank con- 
versation about what those invest- 
ments are and vote for policies that 
will truly save our communities. And 
this conversation has to be a bipartisan 
conversation, not just a Congressional 
Black Caucus or Democratic conversa- 
tion. 
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I am reminded that 
today our colleague, the Honorable 
DONALD PAYNE, Jr., of New Jersey 
could not be here because he was asked 
to be with the President. President 
Obama visited Congressman PAYNE’S 
district to discuss criminal justice re- 
form, as you heard a little bit about al- 
ready. 

As many of you know, earlier today, 
President Obama spoke of his intent to 
make significant reforms in the crimi- 
nal justice space; and in keeping with 
the message of ‘‘saving our commu- 
nities,” the reforms the President is 
championing are necessary. I thank the 
President for his efforts. 

I want to take just a moment to say 
that I appreciate the fact that over on 
the other side of the Hill, a bipartisan 
coalition of Senators, led by my Con- 
gressional Black Caucus colleague, 
Senator CORY BOOKER, as well as my 
home State Senator, the Honorable 
DIcK DURBIN, and men willing to cross 
the aisle, like Senator MIKE LEE of 
Utah, were able to come together to in- 
troduce comprehensive legislation 
aimed at recalibrating prison sentences 
for certain drug offenders, targeting 
violent criminals, and granting judges 
greater discretion at sentencing for 
low-level drug crimes. Their sentencing 
reform legislation helps to curve re- 
cidivism by helping prisoners success- 
fully reenter society. 

These are just small components of 
an overall strategy to help save com- 
munities, but they are critical ones 
nonetheless. 

Here are the facts. More than half a 
million people leave U.S. prisons each 
year with jobs, housing, and mental 
health services scarce. Many are soon 
to be back behind bars. 

Like the President said, many of us 
in the Congressional Black Caucus are 
calling on community stakeholders to 
break the cycle of incarceration by 
helping former inmates successfully re- 
enter society. 

So tonight’s Special Order hour is an 
opportunity that comes on the heels of 
the President’s New Jersey visit, a 
visit where he toured a drug treatment 
center called the Integrity House, and 
recognized its work in helping former 
inmates secure housing, jobs, and skills 
needed to transition to life outside of 
prison. I have a place like that in Illi- 
nois called the Safer Foundation that 
does much of the same work. 

As the President noted, everyone has 
a role to play in criminal justice re- 
form and reintegrating those who have 
served time in prison back into society. 
From businesses that are hiring ex-of- 
fenders to philanthropies that are sup- 
porting education and training pro- 
grams, we have to get to work getting 
ex-offenders back on their feet so they 
can help build up their communities. 

Mr. Speaker, this Congress has to 
have the astuteness and manpower in 
its ranks to recognize that we must do 
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more, that it will take a village, and it 
takes real leadership to improve the 
plight of America’s communities. This 
means we need jobs legislation that of- 
fers opportunity. This means we need 
safe streets free of violence. This 
means we need community policing 
that brings us peace of mind and com- 
fort. 

I feel compelled in this conversation 
about communities to say that, as a 
representative of the Chicagoland area 
and as a co-chair of the House Gun Vio- 
lence Prevention Task Force, Congress 
must get over its fear of talking about 
violence in America. We have to do 
more than hold moments of silence 
when tragedies occur. We have to stop 
being silent and start acting. We don’t 
have to be enemies on this subject. 

The issues of gun violence and police 
violence in our communities are real. 
It is how we respond to the problems 
that exist in these areas that will show 
our strength as a country. Right now, 
the tragic occurrences that exist with 
respect to these issues only serve as 
barriers to our growth as a nation. 

When I talk about gun violence, I al- 
ways start out by reminding folks of a 
few things. 

First, it is important to realize that 
gun violence isn’t just an urban prob- 
lem; it is an American problem. In the 
last 50 years, more than 1 million peo- 
ple have been killed by guns in Amer- 
ica. 

Since 1968, more Americans have died 
from gunfire than died in all the wars 
of this country’s history. 

A young Black man is nearly 5 times 
more likely to be killed by a gun than 
a young White man, and 13 times more 
than an Asian American man. 

If a Black person is killed by a gun, 
it is judged a homicide 82 percent of 
the time. 

And keep in mind, from metal detec- 
tors in buildings to shooting safety 
drills at schools and movie theaters, 
gun violence has affected all of our 
communities, not only in terms of how 
we live, but whether we live at all. 

And the irony is that, even with all 
this death and tragedy, this Congress 
can’t even put a background check bill 
on the House floor, even with an NRA 
membership that is in 80 percent agree- 
ment that we need expanded back- 
ground checks. Last Congress, even 
with about 190 cosponsors, the bill 
never came to the floor. 

When I talk about saving our com- 
munities and discussing the actions of 
the police, I often remind people of 
this: the police are not our enemy. I 
won’t ever say that because that sim- 
ply is not the case. 

To make our communities safer, we 
need the support of families, leaders, 
and our local law enforcement. I come 
from a family of law enforcement offi- 
cers and know that our police ranks 
are filled with brave, well-intentioned, 
civic-minded heroes. Sadly, too many 
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in the Black community don’t have the 
same family experience that I have had 
with law enforcement and fear the po- 
lice. I have a 31-year-old son, and even 
though the same police are in his fam- 
ily, he hasn’t had the same experi- 
ences. 

And, unfortunately, there are still 
too many police officers who harbor a 
level of fear when it comes to dealing 
with the Black community. 

Mr. Speaker, we have discussed the 
aftermath of a few high-profile police 
events. I will repeat what I often say: 
we must hold our law enforcement offi- 
cials to the highest professional stand- 
ards and provide them with the train- 
ing they need to effectively police di- 
verse communities. This training must 
address the biases and stereotypes that 
influence decisions in the field and 
that create obstacles to mutual under- 
standing. In working to achieve that 
understanding, we can strive toward a 
justice system that treats all Ameri- 
cans fairly and values all American 
lives equally. 

Before I end, I just want to give my 
colleague the opportunity to share a 
few more words. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to thank the gentlewoman 
from Illinois for all of her strong work 
in criminal justice. She has been fight- 
ing since she first got here. That is cer- 
tainly appreciated and has made quite 
a difference. 

As you have indicated, this is a mo- 
ment when adversarial groups and 
Members of Congress, liberal and con- 
servative, have come to a consensus 
that we need to reform the criminal 
justice system. The Safe Justice Act 
that I mentioned is led by JIM SENSEN- 
BRENNER from Wisconsin, a Republican, 
and has Republican and Democratic 
support. There are bills in the House 
and the Senate with bipartisan sup- 
port. If we are going to have this mo- 
ment where everyone is in agreement, 
we need to make sure that we do every- 
thing we possibly can. 

I thank you for organizing this Spe- 
cial Order so that we can make crimi- 
nal justice reform a reality. 

Ms. KELLY of Illinois. Thank you. 

I thank my colleagues for lending 
their voices for this important con- 
versation about saving our commu- 
nities, and I will be submitting some 
other work from other colleagues not 
here tonight. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. FUDGE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today with 
my colleagues from the Congressional Black 
Caucus because last week our nation was re- 
minded, yet again, Black lives have no value. 
But this time, the reminder was different. 

It did not come from law enforcement in re- 
sponse to a shooting, traffic stop, or 911 call. 
Nor did it come from inside a jail cell or a 
court room. This time, the reminder came from 
the use of excessive force in a place where 
most of us would expect it never to happen: 
our schools. 
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Schools should be safe havens for our na- 
tion’s children. Unfortunately, actions of Spring 
Valley school resource officer, Ben Fields, 
caught on video have proven that they are 
not. Instead of preparing young minds across 
the country to tackle our nation’s most com- 
plex issues, some of our schools are fostering 
fear and mistrust. 

And, this is what my young constituents 
have told me. On October 16, | held a listen- 
ing session with more than 400 high school 
students from Northeast Ohio. 

| was surprised to hear that nearly all of 
them felt there was no one they could talk 
to—in their schools or communities—if they 
felt unsafe. Today, | am not so shocked. With 
incidents like the one captured in the Spring 
Valley video, who could blame them? 

What messages are acts like these sending 
our youth? Are they to think this behavior is 
acceptable and that they matter less, if at all? 

The over criminalization of African-American 
youth and young adults is already a growing 
issue in our communities. The number of Afri- 
can-American men in jail continues to rise. Af- 
rican-American and Latino boys and men tend 
to receive harsher sentences than their peers 
of other races. 

Further, the school-to-prison pipeline is as 
strong as ever, with our African-American stu- 
dents suspended at three times the rate of 
their White peers. In this case, criminal 
charges were even filed against the young 
Spring Valley female student after she was 
subjected to egregious force by a “resource 
officer.” 

As a nation, we must stop this vicious cycle. 
It is time to change the narrative and save our 
communities for generations to come. 

| call on my colleagues in Congress to work 
together to pass policies that tell our children 
their lives have value. We must pass criminal 
justice reform and support policies that create 
a safe, nurturing environment in our schools. 
The future of our communities depends on it. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, as many of 
you know, the promotion of best practices and 
oversight of state and local law enforcement 
have been legislative priorities during my ten- 
ure as a Judiciary Committee member. My 
Pattern And Practice statute, passed as part 
of the 1994 crime bill, has served at the domi- 
nant tool used by the Department of Justice to 
address the myriad of policing controversies 
dating back the LAPD, New Orleans and most 
recently Seattle, Cleveland and Ferguson, 
Missouri police departments. 

Over the past two decades, tensions be- 
tween police and communities of color have 
grown as allegations of bias-based policing by 
law enforcement agents, sometimes supported 
by data collection efforts and video evidence, 
have increased in number and frequency. 

Recent events in the wake of Ferguson, 
Missouri demonstrate that racial profiling and 
bias-based policing remain divisive issues in 
communities across the nation that strikes at 
the very foundation of our democracy. 

The deaths of Walter L. Scott—arising from 
a traffic stop—Michael Brown, Eric Garner, 
and Antonio Zambrano-Montes—all at the 
hands of police officers—highlight the links be- 
tween the issues of race and reasonable sus- 
picion of criminal conduct. Ultimately, these 
men are tragic examples of the risk of being 
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victimized by a perception of criminality simply 
because of their race, ethnicity, religion or na- 
tional origin. 

Despite the fact that the majority of law en- 
forcement officers perform their duties profes- 
sionally and without bias, the relationship be- 
tween the police and some of minority com- 
munities has deteriorated to such a degree 
that federal action is required to begin ad- 
dressing the issue. With recent Washington 
Post reports of almost 400 police-involved 
shooting fatalities in the first five months of 
2015, all should agree that the time for bipar- 
tisan action is long overdue. 

In 2001, | welcomed President Bush’s invita- 
tion to draft legislation that would end the 
practice of unlawful police profiling, with bipar- 
tisan Congressional support. In April, | reintro- 
duced the End Racial Profiling Act in the hope 
that Congress and the Obama Administration 
can come together to pass legislation that 
sends the signal that the Federal government 
is committed to ensuring that its law enforce- 
ment agencies conduct their activities free 
from bias. 

In May, the Judiciary Committee, where | 
am former Chairman and current Ranking 
Member, held a hearing on Police account- 
ability, where we heard from expert witnesses 
on police practices and discussed policy op- 
tions to restoring the relationship between the 
police and communities of color. 

In June, | followed up on this effort to ad- 
dress fair policing practices by reintroducing 
the Law enforcement Trust and Integrity Act. 
That bill is designed to provide incentives for 
local police organizations to voluntarily adopt 
performance-based standards to ensure that 
incidents of deadly force or misconduct will be 
minimized through appropriate management 
and training protocols and properly inves- 
tigated, should they occur. 

The bill authorizes the Department of Jus- 
tice to work cooperatively with independent 
accreditation, law enforcement and commu- 
nity-based organizations to further develop 
and refine accreditation standards, and further 
authorizes the Attorney General to make 
grants to law enforcement agencies for the 
purpose of obtaining accreditation from cer- 
tified law enforcement accreditation organiza- 
tions. 

Currently, there are no federally recognized 
minimum standards for operating a law en- 
forcement agency. The ad hoc nature of police 
management has accordingly left many offi- 
cers and agencies in the dark about how to 
cope with changes in their communities. That 
is the real reason police officers and depart- 
ment feel so adrift in the current post-Fer- 
guson environment—not the Black Lives Mat- 
ter Movement. There is a vacuum of leader- 
ship in policing that can only be filled by lead- 
ership at the federal level. 

Beyond the human toll created by law en- 
forcement accountability issues, there remains 
the fiscal impact created by the high cost of 
litigation settlements for police abuse claims. 
While most cities fail to systematically track 
the cost of litigation, the cost reports for major 
cities have proven staggering. In New York 
City alone, during Mayor Michael Bloomberg’s 
three term tenure, NYPD payouts were in ex- 
cess of $1 billion dollars for policing claims. 
For small departments, the cost of a single 
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high profile incident could prove crippling in its 
impact on public safety. 

While the Department of Justice has a 
range of criminal and civil authority to address 
policing issues, the Civil Rights Division will 
never have the resources necessary to inves- 
tigate more than a small fraction of those de- 
partments engaged in unconstitutional con- 
duct, even with the enhanced funding and task 
force authority granted by this legislation. 

Through the support of a robust accredita- 
tion regime, like that existing in healthcare, 
Congress can ensure that all communities 
have the best trained and managed police de- 
partments. Only by establishing acceptable 
police operations standards can we begin to 
preemptively address issues like use of force 
and heal the rifts within our communities. 

Media reports from Baltimore and other cit- 
ies depicting confrontations between pro- 
testors and their police departments illustrate 
the current divide between law enforcement 
and the communities they police. In the past 
years, cities from New York to Cincinnati and 
Miami to Los Angeles have experienced un- 
rest following controversial use of force inci- 
dents by their police. Absent a climate of trust 
and accountability, community needs are not 
served and the jobs of the police officers be- 
come more difficult and dangerous. 

The energies of Congress should be fo- 
cused on the adoption of legislative priorities 
that address the substance of law enforce- 
ment management and strengthen the current 
battery of tools available to sanction mis- 
conduct. As a Congress we have been enthu- 
siastic about supporting programs designed to 
get officers on the street. 

We must be just as willing to support pro- 
grams designed to train and manage them 
after they get there. The current national cli- 
mate requires decisive action to implement so- 
lutions. Out of respect for all who have lost 
their lives over the last nine months—both law 
enforcement and civilian—l hope you will join 
me in supporting legislation that initiates the 
reforms necessary to restore public trust and 
accountability to law enforcement. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, | rise to join my colleagues in 
speaking on the critically important issue of 
criminal-justice reform. 

Just last week, an African-American girl at 
Spring Valley High School in Columbia, South 
Carolina was violently arrested by the school’s 
resource officer. This is a disturbing example 
of a law enforcement officer using excessive 
force when interacting with a person of color 
and a perfect illustration of an alarming trend 
in our schools. We need to have a substantive 
dialogue around how to empower administra- 
tors, teachers, and staff to deal with school 
disciplinary issues so that students aren't 
being criminalized for behavioral issues. 

According to the Department of Education, 
black females enrolled in New York City and 
Boston schools are disciplined 10.5 times 
more on average than their white counter- 
parts. 

African Americans seem to face undue scru- 
tiny by police officers throughout our commu- 
nities. Black Americans are more than twice 
as likely to be unarmed when killed during en- 
counters with police when compared to Cau- 
casians. States and Congress must set higher 
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standards for the use of deadly force and 
must hold police officers accountable if they 
violate these standards. This is the first of 
many steps to begin the process of mending 
the delicate relationship between law enforce- 
ment and people of color. 

This disparity is increasingly evident when 
looking at the composition of the U.S. prison 
population. The Coalition for Public Safety ar- 
gues that more than 60 percent of our prison 
population is composed of racial and ethnic 
minorities. That is why | have supported H.R. 
3713, a comprehensive sentencing reform ef- 
fort with bipartisan support that aims to over- 
haul the current system which disproportion- 
ately affects minorities. 

| strongly believe that addressing the dis- 
parate treatment of people of color at the 
hands of police is a fundamental step toward 
creating an equitable society. As one of the 
first black women to be publically elected from 
Dallas, | spent my entire career championing 
equity for communities of color and fighting on 
behalf of African Americans for social justice. 
It is clear that there are fundamental problems 
in police and justice systems across the nation 
that needs to be addressed. As a former 
Chairwoman of the Congressional Black Cau- 
cus, these issues are of the utmost impor- 
tance to me and | am personally committed to 
finding long term solutions. 

We must act now to remedy the culture and 
system of violence against people of color. 
Our nation has endured this disparity for far 
too long and | encourage my colleagues to not 
only speak out on this issue, but also take 
swift and immediate action. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today as a 
proud member of the Congressional Black 
Caucus to participate in this special order hour 
on “Saving Our Communities” and to discuss 
how we can work together to address the mili- 
tarization of law enforcement, the high rate of 
arrest of our African American youth in our 
school systems, and the importance of crimi- 
nal justice reform. 

First, let me thank my colleague Congress- 
woman ROBIN KELLY, for organizing this spe- 
cial order and for her continued leadership on 
so many issues, especially as chair of the 
CBC’s Health Braintrust. Her leadership is so 
critical for these important discussions. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise tonight to speak about 
our broken criminal justice system and how its 
institutional biases overwhelmingly and nega- 
tively affect African Americans. Black bodies 
are criminalized, our police forces are becom- 
ing more and more militarized and we see as- 
tronomical arrest rates amongst African Amer- 
ican youth. 

From the East Bay to New York City, we 
see a common story of African Americans liv- 
ing in a different version of America. Their 
version is one filled with fear, distrust, and vi- 
cious cycles of incarceration, unemployment, 
poverty and recidivism. 

Mass incarceration and a lack of reintegra- 
tion policies have greatly hurt African Amer- 
ican communities and | am frankly tired of 
waiting for “the people’s” house to act. 

For too long, we have ignored issues affect- 
ing African American communities. It is time to 
do the good work needed to save our commu- 
nities. Let’s pass criminal justice reform, end 
the militarization of our police forces, and work 
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so that no student will have to go through 
what that young woman in South Carolina 
went through. 

| applaud the President for his announce- 
ment today, and his bold and continued lead- 
ership to advance criminal justice reform. Yet 
much work remains to be done. 

The cycle of incarceration and recidivism 
start early for African American students. The 
school to prison pipeline is very real and it 
pushes young people into prisons before they 
even have a chance. 

While black students represent just 18 per- 
cent of preschool enrollment, they account for 
42 percent of preschool student expulsions. 
We are talking about kids that are 2-5 years 
old—these kids don’t even get a start, let 
alone a head start. 

This carries over to high-school. Look at the 
incident at Spring Valley High school in South 
Carolina—it speaks to issues around black 
criminalization and the unnecessary escalation 
of discipline for African American students. 

Having a phone out in class does not war- 
rant a police call, and it certainly does not jus- 
tify a student—a child, really—from being 
thrown out of a chair and dragged across a 
classroom floor. 

Yet we see today that young African Amer- 
ican girls are disciplined 10.5 times more than 
their white counterparts. Black girls are ex- 
pelled and suspended at higher rates as 
well—what is going on? 

We live in a country where black and brown 
youth are punished more often and more se- 
verely than their white counterparts. Yet few 
seem to raise an eyebrow at these gross dis- 
parities—disparities that have landed thou- 
sands of young people in jail, without hope 
and without a future. 

As the mother of black men and the grand- 
mother of two black boys, | find statistics like 
that troubling. For African Americans, we have 
allowed our school system to be turned into a 
prison pipeline. We must act now to stop it. 

The sad thing about the Spring Valley inci- 
dent is that this is not the first time we have 
seen students be brutalized at school. And 
while | commend the police department for fir- 
ing this out of line officer and applaud the Jus- 
tice Department for investigating, more must 
be done to prevent these miscarriages of jus- 
tice. 

We must address the systemic issues facing 
our education and criminal justice systems. 

Nationwide, our local police forces have be- 
come increasingly militarized. Images from the 
unrest in Ferguson caused an outcry as we 
saw citizens being repelled by police officers 
in tanks. It looked like a scene from a battle- 
field than the streets of a suburban Missouri 
town. 

For too long excess military equipment has 
been sent to local jurisdictions with the obliga- 
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tion to use them within one year. Weapons of 
war have no place on Main Street. 

That is why | am a proud co-sponsor of the 
Stop Militarizing Law Enforcement Act (H.R. 
1232) a bipartisan bill that reins in the transfer 
of military equipment to civilian law enforce- 
ment agencies. 

Instead of finding ways to arm our police 
forces, let’s find ways to provide them with 
greater racial sensitivity training and work to 
build greater trust between law enforcement 
and the communities in which they serve. 

That is why | introduced H. Res. 262, a res- 
olution supporting community-oriented policing 
and encouraging greater diversity in law en- 
forcement hiring and retention. 

Our local law enforcement agencies must 
reflect the communities they serve. 

Finally Mr. Speaker, it is past time that we 
tackle criminal justice reform. The President 
made some bold announcements today but 
Congress must act. 

Let us ban the box, implement policies that 
increase integration, and address issues of in- 
come inequality and poverty that keep too 
many people and families trapped in a cycle of 
mass incarceration, unemployment, poverty 
and recidivism. 

Systemic and institutional racial biases have 
broken our criminal justice system and eroded 
trust between law enforcement and the com- 
munities that they serve. 

Thoughtful criminal justice reform is what is 
necessary to mend these relationships and 
work to “save our community” from the inside 
and out. 

| am proud to be a member of the CBC’s 
Ferguson Task Force that is putting forth real, 
actionable legislation that should come for- 
ward for an immediate vote— 

Legislation like the Police Accountability Act 
(H.R. 1102) and the Grand Jury Reform Act 
(H.R. 429, which together would ensure that 
deadly force cases are heard by a judge and 
ensure police accountability by expanding the 
DOu’s power to persecute cases. 

Let’s work to save these communities. Let’s 
end excessive force in our schools, work to 
stop the decriminalization of black bodies, and 
find effective solutions to the end the school to 
prison pipeline. 


EEE 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. PAYNE (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today on account of official 
business. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE (at the request of 
Ms. PELOSI) for today and November 3 
on account of official business in dis- 
trict. 
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SENATE BILL REFERRED 


A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker’s 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 1731. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to waive the minimum period of 
continuous active duty in the Armed Forces 
for receipt of certain benefits for homeless 
veterans, to authorize the Secretary of Vet- 
erans Affairs to furnish such benefits to 
homeless veterans with discharges or re- 
leases from service in the Armed Forces with 
other than dishonorable conditions, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Vet- 
erans’ Affairs. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House, 
reported and found truly enrolled bills 
of the House of the following titles, 
which were thereupon signed by the 
Speaker pro tempore, Mr. MESSER, on 
Monday, November 2, 2015: 

H.R. 623. An act to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to authorize the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security to establish a so- 
cial media working group, and for other pur- 
poses. 

H.R. 1814. An act to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for a right to 
an administrative appeal relating to adverse 
determinations of tax-exempt status of cer- 
tain organizations. 


BILL PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 


Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House, 
reported that on October 29, 2015, she 
presented to the President of the 
United States, for his approval, the fol- 
lowing bill: 

H.R. 3819. To provide an extension of Fed- 
eral-aid highway, highway safety, motor car- 
rier safety, transit, and other programs fund- 
ed out of the Highway Trust Fund, and for 
other purposes. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Ms. KELLY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 29 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues- 
day, November 3, 2015, at 10 a.m. for 
morning-hour debate. 


-e 


EXPENDITURE REPORTS CONCERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL 


Reports concerning the foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized for Official Foreign Travel during the third quarter 
of 2015, pursuant to Public Law 95-384, are as follows: 
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO GERMANY, EGYPT, AND GREECE, EXPENDED BETWEEN SEPT. 19 AND SEPT. 23, 2015 


Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total 
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar 
Name of Member or employee Arrival Depart Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
parure, currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 

currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 
lon. Steve Scalise . 9/19 9/19 Germany iol a cae wy a -A (3) 
on. Henry Cuellar 9/19 9/19 Germany (3) 
lon. Lynn Westmoreland 9/19 9/19 Germany (3) 
on. Patrick Meehan . 9/19 9/19 Germany (3) 
on. Kristi Noem .... 9/19 9/19 Germany (3) 
on. Martha Roby .. 9/19 9/19 Germany (3) 
on. Mike Bishop 9/19 9/19 Germany 6) 

Lynnel Ruckert ... 9/19 9/19 Germany (3) 

Charles Henry 9/19 9/19 Germany (3) 

Eric Zulkosky . 9/19 9/19 Germany (3) 

J Tatum ... 9/19 9/19 Germany (3) 

Megan Becker 9/19 9/19 Germany (3) eS 
on. Steve Scalise . 9/19 9/20 Egypt ..... 267.00 (3) 267.00 
on. Henry Cuellar 9/19 9/20 Egy 267.00 (3) 267.00 
on. Lynn Westmoreland 9/19 9/20 Egy 267.00 (3) 267.00 
on. Patrick Meehan . 9/19 9/20 Egy 267.00 (3) 267.00 
on. Kristi Noem .... 9/19 9/20 Egy 267.00 (3) 267.00 
on. Martha Roby ... 9/19 9/20 Egy 267.00 (3) 267.00 
on. Mike Bishop 9/19 9/20 Egy 267.00 (3) 267.00 
Lynnel Ruckert 9/19 9/20 Egy 267.00 (3) 267.00 

Charles Henry 9/19 9/20 Egy 267.00 (3) 267.00 
Eric Zulkosky . 9/19 9/20 Egy 267.00 () 267.00 
J Tatum ... 9/19 9/20 Egy 267.00 () 267.00 

Megan Becker 9/19 9/20 Egypt. 267.00 (3) 267.00 
on. Steve Scalise . 9/20 9/23 Greece .... 883.00 (3) 883.00 
on. Henry Cuellar 9/20 9/23 Greece 883.00 (3) 883.00 
lon. Lynn Westmoreland 9/20 9/23 Greece 883.00 (3) 883.00 
on. Patrick Meehan . 9/20 9/23 Greece 883.00 (3) 883.00 
lon. Kristi Noem ... 9/20 9/23 Greece 883.00 (3) 883.00 
on. Martha Roby ... 9/20 9/23 Greece 883.00 (3) 883.00 
on. Mike Bishop 9/20 9/23 Greece 883.00 (3) 883.00 
Lynnel Ruckert 9/20 9/23 Greece 883.00 (3) 883.00 

Charles Henry 9/20 9/23 Greece 883.00 (3) 883.00 
Eric Zulkosky . 9/20 9/23 Greece 883.00 (3) 883.00 
J Tatum ... g 9/20 9/23 Greece ... 883.00 . P @) 2 ore Bs 8 A 883.00 

Megan: Becker cis.cssssosssessscoassessveossctsdecsanctsstetsaazeasczes 9/20 9/23 Greece 883.005 | usnisa RN Coama LNA s d tactics nateatearnt 883.00 

COE otal ainan l ia ae: Aaaa ARNA alaiean 10;596:00) airan 3) E ERA EEE E EN 10,596.00 


1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 
3 Military air transportation. 
HON. STEVE SCALISE, Oct. 14, 2015. 


REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE WORKFORCE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND 
SEPT. 30, 2015 


Date Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar US. dollar 
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
p currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 
Hon. Frederica Wilson .... 7/31 8/4 Nigeria .. 1,259.31 17,057.30 18,316.61 
Committee total AEAEE ET E E E E E A ENE E E EE A E E EN T ae hapan iA 18,316.61 


1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 
HON. JOHN KLINE, Chairman, Oct. 6, 2015. 


REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON ETHICS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND SEPT. 30, 2015 


Date Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar US. dollar 
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
p: currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 


HOUSE COMMITTEES 
Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return. [X| 


1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 
ON. CHARLES W. DENT, Chairman, Oct. 22, 2015. 


REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND SEPT. 30, 2015 


Date Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar 
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
p: currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 


HOUSE COMMITTEES 
Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return. [X| 


1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 
HON. MICHAEL T. McCAUL, Chairman, Oct. 20, 2015. 
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, PERMANENT SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND 
SEPT. 30, 2015 * 


Name of Member or employee 


Date 


Country 


Arrival Departure 


Per diem 1 


Transportation 


Other purposes 


Total 


U.S. dollar 
equivalent 
or US. 
currency 2 


Foreign 
currency 


Foreign 
currency 


U.S. dollar 
equivalent 
or U.S. 
currency 2 


Foreign 
currency 


U.S. dollar 
equivalent 
or U.S. 
currency 2 


US. dollar 
equivalent 
or U.S. 
currency 2 


Foreign 
currency 


Hon. André Carson ... 


Commercial ai 
Linda Cohen ....... 


Commercia 
Hon. Frank LoBio 


Commercial ai 
Andrew Peterson 


Commercia 
Hon. Eric Swalwell 


Commercial ai 
Lisa Major 


Commercia 
William Flanigan 


Commercial ai 
Carly Blake ....... 


Commercia 
Douglas Presley . 


Commercial ai 
Michael Ellis 


Commercial ai 
Shannon Stuart 


Commercial ai 


Hon. Michael Pompeo .... 


Commercial ai 
Geoffrey Kahn ... 


Commercial ai 
Hon. Devin Nunes 


Commercial airfare 


Damon Nelson 


Commercial ai 
on. Frank LoBiondo 


Commercia 
jon. Patrick Mur; 


Commercial ai 
Robert Minehart 


Commercial ai 


Commercial ai 
Lisa Major . 


Commercial ai 
William Flanigan 


Commercial ai 
Lisa Ma 


Commercia 
William Flanigan 


lon. K. Michael Conaway .. 


S. America .... 
N. America 


are ... 


are ... 


are 


Commercia 
Carly Blake 


738.00 


3,631.30 


3,631.30 


4,164.10 


4,164.10 
7715.40 


775.40 


2,267.80 


37.00 


37.00 


"24,527.30 


"14,808.40 


"11,077.20 


"22,391.00 


"11,077.20 


"11,077.20 


742.64 
87.00 


87.00 


87.00 


36.25 


36.25 


317.12 


632.00 


632.00 


632.00 
25.84 


632.00 
25.84 


205.00 
145.00 
2,152.47 

205.00 
„145.00 
2,152.47 
„255.00 

90.00 

527.02 
3,631.30 
„255.00 

90.00 

327.01 

3,631.30 


2,370.50 
699.00 
554.23 
264.66 
388.35 
960.81 

32,260.00 

2,370.50 
699.00 
554.23 
264.66 
388.35 
960.81 

24,527.30 


— 


= 


- 
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, PERMANENT SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND 


SEPT. 30, 2015 *—Continued 


Date Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar US. dollar 
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
P currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 

currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 
8/9 8/11 Europe 560.01 
2 e 327.18 
4 e 342.00 
6 e i 332.02 
Commercial airfare 11,077.20 11,077.20 
Chelsey Campbell ...... 1218.40 
Commercial airfare 9,468.40 
jacob Crisp ,218.00 
Comme! 9,468.40 
on. Lynn Westmoreland ... i a abiane a besiet LO, aeiae. ar ienei 2,398.95 


on. James Himes 


on. Jackie Speier 


on. Terri Sewell ... 


on. André Carson 


iio Eric Swaai seana tii 


S 


Commercial airfare o........sssesescsssssetesssssssneees 


Andrew HOUSE a asiana e ten 


Allison Getty 


Rheanne Wirkkala ..........ssesescsssssseescssssssneeesssssee 


Kristin Jepson 


on. Michael Quigley .............sesesssssescsseecccsetesceseteses 


Commercia 
Linda Cohen 


Commercia 
on. Adam Schifi 
Commercia 
Michael Bahar .. 
Commercia 
lon. Christopher Stewart .. 


Commercial ai 
jon. Eric Swalwell 


Commercia 
Michael Ellis 


Commercia 
Geoffrey Kahn ... 


Commercia 
Rheanne Wirkkala 


Commercia 
jeffrey Shockey . 


Commercia 
Chelsey Campbell 


Commercial ai 
on. Terrycina Sewell 
Commercial ai 
Linda Cohen ........0..... 
Commercial airfare 


Committee total 


8,645.70 


"22,159.70 


5,062.00 


477.03 


15,173.00 
824.74 
668.00 

9,577.80 
2,412.24 
1,032.10 
1,645.60 
1,032.10 
1,245.83 


460.05 


5,062.00 5,062.00 

828.39 

1,230.00 

AS A 3,375.10 3,375.10 
8/30 9/1 : 828.39 
9/1 9/3 1,230.00 1,230.00 
elec AUE 1,508.30 1,508.30 
8/29 9/1 2,700.00 2,700.00 
Taa CESON 1,446.90 1,446.90 
8/29 9/1 2,700.00 2,700.00 
O EO 3,184.90 3,184.90 
aduaih Neien - a a n n A A iaiaeiaeiaa 95,494.39 oeral 906,174.39 Ceuster 26,739.08 eeeceessesesseee 628,407.86 


Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 


N 


f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 


3 Military air transportation. In accordance with title 22, United States Code, Section 1754(b)(2), information as would identify the foreign countries in which Committee Members and staff have traveled is omitted. 


HON. DEVIN NUNES, Chairman, Oct. 23, 2015. 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


3332. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Rimsulfuron; Pesticide Tol- 
erances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2013-0035; FRL-9912-31] 
received October 29, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

3333. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Nicosulfuron; Pesticide Tol- 
erances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2013-0034; FRL-9912-40] 
received October 29, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

3334. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Commission, Federal Trade Commission, 
transmitting the Commission’s adoption of 
revised guides — Guides for the Use of Envi- 
ronmental Marketing Claims received Octo- 
ber 28, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

3335. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting the De- 
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac- 
quisition Regulation Supplement: Require- 
ments Relating to Supply Chain Risk 
(DFARS Case 2012-D050) [Docket No.: DARS 
2013-0052] (RIN: 0750-AH96) received October 
28, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

3336. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting the De- 
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac- 
quisition Regulation Supplement: New Des- 
ignated Countries — Montenegro and New 
Zealand (DFARS Case 2015-D033) [Docket 
DARS-2015-0049] (RIN: 0750-AI71) received 
October 28, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. 

3337. A letter from the Chief Counsel, 
FEMA, Department of Homeland Security, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Suspension of Community Eligibility; Phila- 
delphia County, PA, et al. [Docket ID: 
FEMA-2015-0001] [Internal Agency Docket 
No.: FEMA-8405] received October 29, 2015, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by 
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Com- 
mittee on Financial Services. 

3338. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
ODRM, Department of Health and Human 
Services, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Medicaid Program; Methods for 
Assuring Access to Covered Medicaid Serv- 
ices [CMS-2328-FC] (RIN: 0938-AQ54) received 
October 29, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

3339. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Metaflumizone; Pesticide 
Tolerance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2014-0607; FRL-9934- 
88] received October 29, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 
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3340. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s direct final rule — Approval and Pro- 
mulgation of Air Quality Implementation 
Plans; Oklahoma [EPA-R06-OAR-2011-0034; 
FRL-9936-37-Region 6] received October 29, 
2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added 
by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

3341. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Approval of Air Quality 
State Implementation Plans (SIP); State of 
Iowa; Infrastructure SIP Requirements for 
the 2008 Lead National Ambient Air Quality 
Standard (NAAQS) [EPA-R07-OAR-2015-0394; 
FRL-9936-33-Region 7] received October 29, 
2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added 
by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

3342. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Air Plan Approval; WY; Up- 
date to Materials Incorporated by Reference 
[EPA-R08-OAR-2015-0428; FRL-9932-61-Region 
8] received October 29, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

3348. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s direct final rule — Approval and Pro- 
mulgation of Air Quality Implementation 
Plans; Connecticut; Volatile Organic Com- 
pound Emissions from Large Aboveground 
Storage Tanks [EPA-R01-OAR-2015-0546; A-1- 
FRL-9933-89-Region 1] received October 29, 
2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added 
by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

3344. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Air Plan Approval; North 
Carolina; Conflict of Interest Infrastructure 
Requirements [EPA-R04-OAR-2015-0440; FRL- 
9936-35-Region 4] received October 29, 2015, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by 
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

3345. A letter from the Director, Regu- 
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen- 
cy’s final rule — Diethofencarb; Pesticide 
Tolerance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2014-0695; FRL-9934- 
05] received October 29, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

3346. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
transmitting the Commission’s final rule — 
Refinements to Policies and Procedures for 
Market-Based Rates for Wholesale Sales of 
Electric Energy, Capacity and Ancillary 
Services by Public Utilities [Docket No.: 
RM14-14-000; Order No.: 816] received October 
28, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

3347. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Export Administration, Bureau 
of Industry and Security, Department of 
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Updated Statements of Legal 
Authority for the Export Administration 
Regulations to Include Continuation of 
Emergency Declared in Executive Order 13224 
[Docket No.: 150928889-5889-01] (RIN: 0694- 
AG75) received October 29, 2015, pursuant to 
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5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 

3348. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Cooperation Agency, Department of 
Defense, transmitting a notice of Proposed 
Issuance of Letter of Offer and Acceptance to 
the Government of Thailand, Transmittal 
No. 15-61, pursuant to Sec. 36(b)(1) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, as amended; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3349. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Commerce, transmitting a report 
certifying that the export of the listed item 
to the People’s Republic of China is not det- 
rimental to the U.S. space launch industry, 
pursuant to Sec. 1512 of the Strom Thurmond 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis- 
cal Year 1999 (Pub. L. 105-261), as amended by 
Sec. 146 of the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
Act for Fiscal Year 1999 (Pub. L. 105-277), and 
the President’s September 29, 2009 delegation 
of authority [74 Fed. Reg. 50, 913 (Oct. 2, 
2009)]; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3350. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Visas: Interview Waiver Authority (RIN: 
1400-AD80) received October 29, 2015, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 

3351. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a notification, effective Sep- 
tember 6, 2015, that the danger pay allowance 
was determined for specific areas in Haiti 
and Turkey, pursuant to Sec. 131 of the De- 
partment of State Authorization Act, Fiscal 
Years 1984 and 1985; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

3352. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a notification, effective Sep- 
tember 6, 2015, that the posts listed no longer 
qualify for the danger pay allowance, pursu- 
ant to Sec. 131 of the Department of State 
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1984 and 
1985; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3353. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad- 
viser, Office of Treaty Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting agreements prepared by 
the Department of State concerning inter- 
national agreements, other than treaties en- 
tered into by the United States, to be trans- 
mitted to the Congress within the sixty-day 
period specified in the Case-Zablocki Act, 1 
U.S.C. 112b; to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

3354. A letter from the Executive Analyst 
(Political), Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting a report pur- 
suant to the Federal Vacancies Reform Act 
of 1998, Pub. L. 105-277; to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

3355. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Personnel Management, transmitting 
the Office’s final rule — Federal Employees 
Health Benefits Program: Enrollment Op- 
tions Following the Termination of a Plan or 
Plan Option (RIN: 3206-AN07) received Octo- 
ber 28, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

3356. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Personnel Management, transmitting 
the Office’s final rule — Solicitation of Fed- 
eral Civilian and Uniformed Service Per- 
sonnel for Contributions to Private Vol- 
untary Organizations (RIN: 3206-AM68) re- 
ceived October 28, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
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Sec. 251; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

3357. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator for Regulatory Programs, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis- 
tration’s final rule — Endangered and 
Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Final Rule 
To List the Dusky Sea Snake and Three For- 
eign Corals Under the Endangered Species 
Act [Docket No.: 140707555-5880-02] (RIN: 0648- 
XD370) received October 29, 2015, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Nat- 
ural Resources. 

3358. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem- 
porary rule — Fisheries of the Caribbean, 
Gulf of Mexico, and South Atlantic; Reef 
Fish Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico; 2015 Rec- 
reational Accountability Measure and Clo- 
sure for Red Grouper [Docket No.: 100217095- 
2081-04] (RIN: 0648-XE217) received October 
29, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

3359. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and 
Parks, National Park Service, Department of 
the Interior, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Disposition of Unclaimed 
Human Remains, Funerary Objects, Sacred 
Objects, or Objects of Cultural Patrimony 
[NPS-WASO-NAGPRA-19087; PPWOCRADNO- 
PCUOORP14.R50000] (RIN: 1024-AE00) received 
October 29, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. 

3360. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting the De- 
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac- 
quisition Regulation Supplement: Removal 
of Cuba from the List of State Sponsors of 
Terrorism (DFARS 2015-D032) (RIN: 0750- 
AI67) received October 28, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 
3361. A letter from the General Counsel, 
National Transportation Safety Board, 
transmitting the Board’s final rule — Orga- 
nization and Functions of the Board and Del- 
egations of Authority [Docket No.: NTSB- 
GC-2012-0002] (RIN: 3147-AA03) received Octo- 
ber 28, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

3362. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulations and Reports Clearance, Social 
Security Administration, transmitting the 
Administration’s final rule — Extension of 
the Expiration Date for State Disability Ex- 
aminer Authority To Make Fully Favorable 
Quick Disability Determinations and Com- 
passionate Allowance Determinations [Dock- 
et No.: SSA-2015-0011] (RIN: 0960-AH77) re- 
ceived October 29, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

3363. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Medicare Program; Final Waivers in Connec- 
tion With the Shared Savings Program 
[CMS-1439-F] (RIN: 0938-AR30) received Octo- 
ber 29, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; jointly 
to the Committees on Energy and Commerce 
and Ways and Means. 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. MILLER of Florida: Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. H.R. 1575. A bill to amend 
title 38, United States Code, to make perma- 
nent the pilot program on counseling in re- 
treat settings for women veterans newly sep- 
arated from service in the Armed Forces 
(Rept. 114-319). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. McCAUL: Committee on Homeland Se- 
curity. H.R. 3144. A bill to require consulta- 
tion with the Aviation Security Advisory 
Committee regarding modifications to the 
prohibited item list, require a report on the 
Transportation Security Oversight Board, 
and for other purposes; with an amendment 
(Rept. 114-320). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. McCAUL: Committee on Homeland Se- 
curity. H.R. 3361. A bill to amend the Home- 
land Security Act of 2002 to establish the In- 
sider Threat Program, and for other pur- 
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 11421). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. McCAUL: Committee on Homeland Se- 
curity. H.R. 3503. A bill to require an assess- 
ment of fusion center personnel needs, and 
for other purposes; with an amendment 
(Rept. 114-322). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. McCAUL: Committee on Homeland Se- 
curity. H.R. 3505. A bill to amend the Home- 
land Security Act of 2002 to improve the 
management and administration of the secu- 
rity clearance processes throughout the De- 
partment of Homeland Security, and for 
other purposes (Rept. 114-323). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. McCAUL: Committee on Homeland Se- 
curity. H.R. 3598. A bill to amend the Home- 
land Security Act of 2002 to enhance the 
partnership between the Department of 
Homeland Security and the National Net- 
work of Fusion Centers, and for other pur- 
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 114-24). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. WOODALL: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 507. Resolution providing 
for consideration of the Senate amendments 
to the bill (H.R. 22) to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to exempt employees 
with health coverage under TRICARE or the 
Veterans Administration from being taken 
into account for purposes of determining the 
employers to which the employer mandate 
applies under the Patient Protection and Af- 
fordable Care Act; providing for proceedings 
during the period from November 6, 2015, 
through November 13, 2015; and providing for 
consideration of motions to suspend the 
rules (Rept. 114-325). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 


EE 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. MULVANEY: 

H.R. 3868. A bill to amend the Investment 
Company Act of 1940 to remove certain re- 
strictions on the ability of business develop- 
ment companies to own securities of invest- 
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ment advisers and certain financial compa- 
nies, to change certain requirements relating 
to the capital structure of business develop- 
ment companies, to direct the Securities and 
Exchange Commission to revise certain rules 
relating to business development companies, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

By Mr. HURD of Texas (for himself and 
Mr. RATCLIFFE): 

H.R. 3869. A bill to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to require State and 
local coordination on cybersecurity with the 
national cybersecurity and communications 
integration center, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security. 

By Mr. TAKAI: 

H.R. 3870. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide for the treatment of 
veterans who participated in the cleanup of 
Enewetak Atoll as radiation exposed vet- 
erans for purposes of the presumption of 
service-connection of certain disabilities by 
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. CHAFFETZ (for himself, Mr. 
CONYERS, and Mr. WELCH): 

H.R. 3871. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to regulate the use of cell-site 
simulators, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. KELLY of Illinois: 

H.R. 3872. A bill to amend the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to 
authorize public safety and community po- 
licing grants to be used to make grants to 
institutions of higher education, with pri- 
ority given to Predominantly Black Institu- 
tions and other similar institutions, to sup- 
port majors related to criminal justice, for 
the purpose of increasing the racial diversity 
of law enforcement agencies, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary, and in addition to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce, for a period to 
be subsequently determined by the Speaker, 
in each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. McCAUL: 

H.R. 3873. A bill to require the Secretary of 
State to produce a comprehensive strategy 
relating to United States international pol- 
icy with regard to cyberspace, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. McCAUL: 

H.R. 3874. A bill to amend the State De- 
partment Basic Authorities Act of 1956 to re- 
quire reports on the Rewards for Justice pro- 
gram, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. McCAUL (for himself, Ms. 
MCSALLY, Mr. RATCLIFFE, and Ms. 
JACKSON LEE): 

H.R. 3875. A bill to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to establish within the 
Department of Homeland Security a Chem- 
ical, Biological, Radiological, Nuclear, and 
Explosives Office, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security. 

By Ms. MENG: 

H.R. 3876. A bill to protect consumer pri- 
vacy during the development and use of au- 
tonomous vehicle technologies; to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

By Mr. SABLAN (for himself and Mrs. 
RADEWAGEN): 

H.R. 3877. A bill to amend title 23, United 
States Code, with respect to the territorial 
highway program, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 
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By Mrs. TORRES: 

H.R. 3878. A bill to enhance cybersecurity 
information sharing and coordination at 
ports in the United States, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Homeland Secu- 
rity, and in addition to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure, for a pe- 
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. HIMES (for himself, Mr. RUSH, 
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. 
MouLTON, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. PAs- 
CRELL, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Mr. 
KILMER, Ms. CLARKE of New York, 
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. ESTY, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. ELLISON, Miss RICE 
of New York, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. TED 
LIEU of California, Mr. HONDA, Mr. 
FOSTER, Ms. JACKSON LEE, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, and Mr. POCAN): 

H. Res. 508. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives that 
the President of the United States should 
use the full authority of his office to convene 
international negotiations intended to stop 
the civil war in Syria; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois: 

H. Res. 509. A resolution expressing support 
for the efforts of the Republic of Turkey, the 
Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan, and the Leba- 
nese Republic to provide housing, edu- 
cational opportunities, health care, and 
other forms of humanitarian assistance to 
individuals and families displaced by the 
conflict in Syria; to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 


EE 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. MULVANEY: 

H.R. 3868. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3. ‘‘To regulate 
Commerce with foreign Nations, and among 
the several States, and with the Indian 
Tribes.” 

By Mr. HURD of Texas: 

H.R. 3869. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18—To make all 
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for 
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow- 
ers, and all other Powers vested by this Con- 
stitution in the Government of the United 
States or in any Department of Officer there- 
of. 

By Mr. TAKAI: 

H.R. 3870. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section VIII of the United States 
Constitution 

By Mr. CHAFFETZ: 

H.R. 3871. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clauses 1 and 3, and 
the 4th and 14th Amendment to the U.S. Con- 
stitution. 

By Ms. KELLY of Illinois: 

H.R. 3872. 
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Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

U.S. Constitution, Art. I, Sec. 8, Cl. 1 ‘The 
Congress shall have Power To ... provide 
for the common Defen[sJe and general Wel- 
fare of the United States[.]’’) (This bill would 
amend the COPS program at the Department 
of Justice to include institutions of higher 
education as eligible COPS grants recipients, 
with priority given to minority serving insti- 
tutions, to fund criminal justice related ma- 
jors to improve and diversify candidates en- 
tering police forces—advancing and pro- 
moting the nation’s common defense and 
general welfare by increasing racially diver- 
sity in police forces, and thereby reducing 
incidents of police brutality). 

By Mr. McCAUL: 

H.R. 3873. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 

By Mr. McCAUL: 

H.R. 3874. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 10, 

By Mr. McCAUL: 

H.R. 3875. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18—To make all 
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for 
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow- 
ers, and all other Powers vested by this Con- 
stitution in the Government of the United 
States or in any Department of Officer there- 
of. 


By Ms. MENG: 

H.R. 3876. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8 of the Constitution of 
the United States of America. 

By Mr. SABLAN: 

H.R. 3877. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority of Congress 
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti- 
cle I, Section 8 of the United States Con- 
stitution, specifically Clause 1 (related to 
laying and collecting taxes, and providing 
for the general welfare of the United States), 
and Clause 7 (related to establishment of 
Post Offices and Post Roads). 

By Mrs. TORRES: 

H.R. 3878. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitu- 
tion. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions, as follows: 


H.R. 27: Mr. HARRIS and Mr. SESSIONS. 
H.R. 29: Mrs. ELLMERS of North Carolina. 


H.R. 31: Mrs. ELLMERS of North Carolina. 

H.R. 32: Mrs. ELLMERS of North Carolina. 

H.R. 67: Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Pennsyl- 
vania. 

H.R. 69: Mr. SCHIFF. 

H.R. 73: Mr. RYAN of Ohio and Mr. JOHNSON 
of Georgia. 


H.R. 188: Mr. JEFFRIES and Ms. EDDIE BER- 
NICE JOHNSON of Texas. 

H.R. 191: Mr. HUDSON. 

H.R. 223: Mr. UPTON. 

H.R. 224: Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr. MCNERNEY, 
Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of New Mex- 
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ico, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. TAKAI, Mr. SCHIFF, Miss 
RICE of New York, Ms. BASS, Mrs. LOWEY, 
Mr. CLEAVER, Ms. KUSTER, Ms. BROWN of 
Florida, Mr. CLAY, Mr. CROWLEY, Mrs. DIN- 
GELL, Mr. MICHAEL F. DOYLE of Pennsyl- 
vania, Ms. ESHOO, Ms. KAPTUR, Ms. LOFGREN, 
Mr. NOLAN, Mr. PERLMUTTER, Mr. POLIS, Mr. 
TAKANO, Mrs. TORRES, Ms. WILSON of Florida, 
Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mr. HUFFMAN. 

H.R. 226: Ms. MCCOLLUM. 

H.R. 227: Mrs. ELLMERS of North Carolina. 

H.R. 228: Mr. CURBELO of Florida and Mr. 
JOYCE. 

H.R. 250: Ms. GABBARD. 

H.R. 344: Mr. MURPHY of Florida. 

H.R. 347: Mr. CAPUANO. 

H.R. 402: Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER. 

H.R. 429: Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN and Mr. 
HASTINGS. 

H.R. 452: Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. 

H.R. 478: Mr. DESAULNIER. 

H.R. 494: Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. 

H.R. 539: Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of 
New Mexico, Ms. SEWELL of Alabama, and 
Mr. PAYNE. 

H.R. 563: Mr. FATTAH. 

H.R. 583: Mr. CULBERSON. 


H.R. 592: Mr. TAKAI, Mr. SMITH of Wash- 
ington, Mr. BOUSTANY, Ms. KAPTUR, and Ms. 
GRAHAM. 


H.R. 604: Mr. RoE of Tennessee. 

H.R. 613: Mr. LARSEN of Washington. 

H.R. 625: Mr. GARAMENDI. 

H.R. 711: Mr. BARR, Mr. RATCLIFFE, and Mr. 
RYAN of Ohio. 

H.R. 775: Mr. LAMALFA, Mr. HINOJOSA, and 
Mr. NUNES. 

H.R. 793: Ms. CLARKE of New York, Mr. 
BISHOP of Georgia, and Mr. WILLIAMS. 

H.R. 814: Mr. KING of New York and Mr. 
COLE. 

H.R. 816: Mr. GUTHRIE. 

H.R. 887: Ms. DEGETTE. 

H.R. 842: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. 

H.R. 845: Mrs. LOVE. 

H.R. 868: Mr. CLAWSON of Florida and Ms. 
DUCKWORTH. 

H.R. 870: Mr. MURPHY of Florida. 

H.R. 887: Mr. SMITH of Missouri and Mr. 
SALMON. 

H.R. 921: Mr. WILLIAMS and Mr. CURBELO of 
Florida. 


H.R. 969: Mr. HURT of Virginia and Mr. 
BILIRAKIS. 

H.R. 970: Mr. WOMACK and Mr. TOM PRICE of 
Georgia. 


H.R. 973: Mr. PASCRELL and Mr. THOMPSON 
of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 1062: Mr. CULBERSON. 

H.R. 1086: Mr. CULBERSON. 

H.R. 1102: Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. CONYERS, and 
Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. 

H.R. 1218: Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
HUIZENGA of Michigan, and Mr. DENHAM. 

H.R. 1221: Mr. GIBSON. 

H.R. 1224: Mr. MURPHY of Florida. 

H.R. 1232: Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. 

H.R. 1258: Mr. LEVIN, Mr. FOSTER, and Mr. 
COSTA. 

H.R. 1309: Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr. ROSKAM, Mr. 
HANNA, Mr. WITTMAN, Mr. COFFMAN, and Mr. 
KINZINGER of Illinois. 

H.R. 1336: Mr. FITZPATRICK and Mr. PAS- 
CRELL. 

H.R. 

H.R. 

H.R. 

H.R. 

H.R. 

H.R. 


1387: 
1427: 
1431: 
1432: 
1441: 


Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 


HUDSON. 
WEBER of Texas. 
WESTMORELAND. 
WESTMORELAND. 
LEVIN. 
1453: Mr. NUGENT. 

H.R. 1457: Mr. RANGEL. 

H.R. 1460: Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. 

H.R. 1475: Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. GRAVES of 
Louisiana, Ms. FRANKEL of Florida, Mr. 
PAULSEN, Mr. CHABOT, and Mr. POLIS. 
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H.R. 1479: 
HARTZLER. 

H.R. 1526: Mr. MASSIE. 

H.R. 1545: Mr. RYAN of Ohio and Mr. COLE. 

H.R. 1548: Mr. MCGOVERN. 

H.R. 1550: Mr. ROYCE, Mr. TIPTON, and Mr. 
EMMER of Minnesota. 

H.R. 1581: Ms. ESTY. 

H.R. 1603: Ms. JACKSON LEE. 

H.R. 1608: Mr. WELCH and Mr. HARDY. 

H.R. 1671: Mr. ROUZER. 

H.R. 1728: Ms. NORTON, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 
Pocan, Ms. TSONGAS, Mr. THOMPSON of Penn- 
sylvania, Mr. FOSTER, and Mr. PAYNE. 

H.R. 1751: Ms. NORTON, Mr. PocaN, and Mr. 
SABLAN. 

H.R. 1769: Ms. STEFANIK, Mr. THOMPSON of 
California, Mr. MEEHAN, and Mr. BRADY of 
Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 1786: Ms. PELOSI, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. 
BISHOP of Michigan, Mr. Ross, and Mr. 
VALADAO. 

H.R. 1799: Mr. GRAYSON. 

H.R. 1810: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. 

H.R. 1814: Ms. SEWELL of Alabama, Mr. 
O’ROURKE, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, and Mr. 
JEFFRIES. 

H.R. 1853: Mr. LUETKEMEYER, Ms. WILSON of 
Florida, Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. 
KING of Iowa, Mr. HARDY, Mr. COFFMAN, and 
Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Pennsylvania. 

. 1854: Ms. FRANKEL of Florida and Mr. 


Mr. BENISHEK and Mrs. 


. 1877: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 
. 1945: Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. 

. 1961: Mr. TAKAI. 

. 1964: Mr. COLE. 

. 2058: Mr. BLUM. 

. 2114: Mr. CONYERS. 

. 2156: Mr. GARAMENDI. 

H.R. 2224: Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. SMITH of 
Washington, Mr. THOMPSON of California, 
and Mr. HIGGINS. 

H.R. 2293: Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. Buck, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. ROTHFUS, 
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. MCDERMOTT, and Mr. Ross. 

H.R. 2341: Mrs. LOVE. 

H.R. 2382: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 2404: Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Penn- 
sylvania. 

H.R. 2484: Mr. TED LIEU of California. 

H.R. 2449: Ms. LEE. 

H.R. 2470: Mr. MEEKS, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. 
PocaNn, Mr. CARDENAS, Mr. TED LIEU of Cali- 
fornia, and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 

H.R. 2493: Mr. SWALWELL of California. 

H.R. 2494: Mr. REICHERT, Mr. HOLDING, Mr. 
DUNCAN of Tennessee, Mr. BEN RAY LUJAN of 
New Mexico, Mrs. KIRKPATRICK, and Mr. 
PIERLUISI. 

H.R. 2515: Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ and Mr. 
LOEBSACK. 

H.R. 2530: Ms. WILSON of Florida and Mr. 
PRICE of North Carolina. 

H.R. 2546: Mr. ENGEL. 

H.R. 2590: Ms. KAPTUR. 

H.R. 2612: Ms. ESHoo. 

H.R. 2646: Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. DEUTCH, Mr. 
LUETKEMEYER, and Mr. COHEN. 


H.R. 2671: Mr. PERLMUTTER and Ms. 
BROWNLEY of California. 

H.R. 2672: Mr. PERLMUTTER and Ms. 
BROWNLEY of California. 

H.R. 2673: Mr. PERLMUTTER and Ms. 
BROWNLEY of California. 

H.R. 2674: Mr. PERLMUTTER and Ms. 


BROWNLEY of California. 

H.R. 2710: Mr. GIBSON. 

H.R. 2711: Mr. HARRIS and Mr. STIVERS. 

H.R. 2712: Mr. SMITH of Texas and Mr. DUN- 
CAN of South Carolina. 

H.R. 2718: Mr. SCHIFF. 

H.R. 2715: Ms. EDWARDS, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, and Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. 
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H.R. 2726: Mr. MARINO. 

H.R. 2799: Mr. LANCE. 

H.R. 2847: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. DOGGETT, 
Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. CONNOLLY, Miss RICE of New 
York, Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
QUIGLEY, and Ms. GABBARD. 

H.R. 2849: Mr. SMITH of Washington and Mr. 
SWALWELL of California. 

H.R. 2858: Mr. MCDERMOTT and Mr. BEN 
Ray LUJÁN of New Mexico. 

H.R. 2867: Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. BISHOP of 
Georgia, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. CARSON 
of Indiana, Ms. CLARKE of New York, Mr. 
CLAY, Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. 
JEFFRIES, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. THOMPSON of Mis- 
sissippi, Mr. RUSH, Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, 
and Mr. RANGEL. 

H.R. 2878: Mrs. BLACKBURN. 

H.R. 2880: Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Miss RICE 
of New York, Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, and 
Mr. GALLEGO. 

H.R. 2896: Mr. FITZPATRICK and Mr. STIV- 
ERS. 

H.R. 2903: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. HURD 
of Texas, and Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 

H.R. 2911: Mr. ROSKAM, Mr. CosTA, Ms. 
STEFANIK, Mrs. KIRKPATRICK, Mrs. WALORSKI, 
Mr. KIND, and Mr. KATKO. 

H.R. 2917: Mrs. LOWEyY. 

H.R. 2920: Mrs. CAROLYN 
New York. 

H.R. 2944: Mr. MASSIE and Ms. DUCKWORTH. 

H.R. 2948: Ms. SEWELL of Alabama, Ms. 
WILSON of Florida, and Mr. KILMER. 

H.R. 2957: Ms. BORDALLO. 

H.R. 2972: Mr. GRAYSON, Mr. TAKAI, and Mr. 
TAKANO. 

H.R. 2994: Ms. ESHOO and Mrs. LOWEY. 

H.R. 3014: Mrs. BLACKBURN. 

H.R. 3046: Mr. HONDA and Ms. NORTON. 

H.R. 3068: Mr. SWALWELL of California and 
Mr. MOULTON. 

. 8099: 
. 3119: 
. 8187: 
. 8150: 
. 3179: 
. 8190: 

H.R. 3229: 
Florida. 

H.R. 3249: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 

H.R. 3290: Ms. WILSON of Florida and Mr. 
DAVID ScorTT of Georgia. 

H.R. 3314: Mr. GIBBS and Mr. MARCHANT. 

H.R. 3316: Mr. GRAYSON, Mrs. WATSON 
COLEMAN, Ms. WILSON of Florida, Mr. TED 
LIEU of California, Mr. QUIGLEY, and Ms. 
DELAURO. 

H.R. 3326: Mrs. COMSTOCK and Mr. ROUZER. 

H.R. 3339: Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts, 
Mrs. BLACK, and Mr. LANCE. 

H.R. 3340: Mr. FINCHER, Mr. MESSER, and 
Mr. Ross. 

H.R. 3355: Mr. COHEN and Ms. MICHELLE 
LUJAN GRISHAM of New Mexico. 

H.R. 3356: Ms. MATSUI. 

H.R. 3366: Mr. PocAN. 

H.R. 3378: Ms. PINGREE. 

H.R. 3381: Mr. MEEKS, Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of 
Illinois, Ms. NORTON, Mr. FATTAH, and Ms. 
TSONGAS. 

H.R. 3397: Ms. ESTY. 

H.R. 3411: Mr. HONDA. 

H.R. 3422: Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana. 

H.R. 3426: Ms. CASTOR of Florida and Mr. 
TED LIEU of California. 

H.R. 3427: Ms. PINGREE, Mrs. WATSON COLE- 
MAN, Mr. GRAYSON, Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, 
and Mr. CARSON of Indiana. 

H.R. 3455: Mrs. LOWEY and Ms. ESHOO. 

H.R. 3463: Mr. YOUNG of Iowa. 

H.R. 3466: Mr. COHEN and Mr. TAKAI. 

H.R. 3471: Mrs. RADEWAGEN, Mrs. BROOKS of 
Indiana, and Mr. ROSKAM. 


B. MALONEY of 


. GIBSON. 

. LANCE and Mr. DEUTCH. 

. LOWENTHAL. 

. HUFFMAN. 

. KEATING. 

. ADAMS. 

Ms. DELAURO and Ms. BROWN of 
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H.R. 3473: Mrs. HARTZLER. 

H.R. 3488: Mr. FORBES and Mr. ZINKE. 

H.R. 3497: Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of 
New York. 

H.R. 3514: Mr. LEVIN and Mr. CARSON of In- 
diana. 

H.R. 3516: Mr. WALBERG, Mr. BURGESS, and 
Mr. HILL. 

H.R. 3518: Mr. COHEN and Mr. POCAN. 

H.R. 3546: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. HIMES, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, and Mr. QUIGLEY. 

H.R. 3556: Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. FARR, Ms. 
McCoLuvuM, Mr. TAKAI, and Mr. MCGOVERN. 

H.R. 3557: Mr. EMMER of Minnesota and Mr. 
FINCHER. 

H.R. 3566: Mr. FORBES. 

H.R. 3587: Mr. GRAYSON. 

H.R. 3588: Mr. COHEN. 

H.R. 3608: Ms. WILSON of Florida and Mr. 
GRAVES of Missouri. 

. 8632: Mrs. CAPPS and Mr. RANGEL. 
. 8634: Mr. HONDA and Mr. COHEN. 

. 8687: Mrs. DINGELL. 

. 8679: Ms. FRANKEL of Florida. 

. 8687: Mr. RANGEL. 

H.R. 3690: Ms. LEE. 

H.R. 3696: Ms. WILSON of Florida, Mrs. 
Lowey, Mr. KEATING, Mr. SMITH of Wash- 
ington and Ms. JuDY CHU of California. 

H.R. 3700: Mr. ROTHFUS and Mr. CAPUANO. 

H.R. 3705: Mr. BARR and Mr. EMMER of Min- 
nesota. 

. 3706: Ms. DELBENE and Mr. STEWART. 
. 8720: Mr. TAKAI. 

. 3721: Mr. O’ROURKE and Mr. HASTINGS. 
. 8722: Mr. HASTINGS. 

. 8733: Mr. TAKAI. 

H.R. 3742: Mr. GRAYSON, Mr. GRIFFITH, and 
Mr. CONNOLLY. 

H.R. 3746: Mr. HECK of Washington. 

H.R. 3756: Mr. SMITH of Washington and Ms. 
CASTOR of Florida. 

H.R. 3760: Mr. GRIJALVA. 

H.R. 3761: Mr. DESAULNIER, Mr. KILDEE, 


Mr. LARSEN of Washington, and Mr. SAR- 
BANES. 

H.R. 3765: Mr. NUNES. 

H.R. 3776: Mr. SANFORD. 

H.R. 3785: Mrs. LOWEY, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. 


Scott of Virginia, Ms. MENG, Ms. MOORE, 
and Mr. HUFFMAN. 

H.R. 3793: Ms. FRANKEL of Florida and Mr. 
GRIJALVA. 

H.R. 3799: Mr. RIBBLE, Mr. MARCHANT, Mr. 
ZINKE, and Mr. CRAMER. 

H.R. 3802: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. 
CRAMER, and Mr. JORDAN. 

H.R. 3805: Mr. TONKO and Ms. EDDIE BER- 
NICE JOHNSON of Texas. 

H.R. 3806: Mr. LARSEN of Washington and 
Mr. KILMER. 

H.R. 3811: Mr. SHERMAN. 

H.R. 3812: Mr. SHERMAN. 

H.R. 3832: Mr. MARCHANT, Mr. MCDERMOTT, 
and Mr. RIBBLE. 

H.R. 3834: Ms. JACKSON LEE, Ms. MOORE, 
and Mr. HASTINGS. 

H.R. 3849: Ms. KUSTER, Ms. HAHN, and Ms. 
PINGREE. 

H.R. 3856: Mr. MARCHANT. 

H.R. 3862: Mrs. KIRKPATRICK, Ms. 
BORDALLO, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. WELCH, Ms. 
BONAMICI, Ms. WILSON of Florida, Mr. MEEKS, 
Mr. KEATING, Ms. JACKSON LEE, Ms. JUDY 
CHU of California, Mr. POLIS, and Mr. 
CARDENAS. 

H.J. Res. 70: Mr. PALMER. 

H.J. Res. 71: Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. ZINKE, Mr. 
SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. 
LOUDERMILK, Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. 
PEARCE, Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
BRIDENSTINE, Mr. ROTHFUS, Mr. RATCLIFFE, 
Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia, 
Mr. GOSAR, Mr. JONES, Mr. ROUZER, Mrs. 
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BROOKS of Indiana, and Mr. SMITH of Ne- 
braska. 

H.J. Res. 72: Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. ZINKE, Mr. 
SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. 
LOUDERMILK, Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. 
PEARCE, Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
BRIDENSTINE, Mr. ROTHFUS, Mr. RATCLIFFE, 
Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia, 
Mr. GOSAR, Mr. JONES, Mr. ROUZER, Mrs. 
BROOKS of Indiana, and Mr. SMITH of Ne- 
braska. 

H. Con. Res. 17: Mr. DELANEY. 

H. Res. 32: Mr. HIGGINS, Ms. LEE, Mr. HAs- 
TINGS, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. SEAN PATRICK 
MALONEY of New York, Ms. JUDY CHU of Cali- 
fornia, and Mr. KENNEDY. 


FE En Ee 


pot pot a p 


Res. 
Res. 
Res. 
Res. 
Res. 
Res. 
Res. 


82: Mrs 


145: 
210: 
230: 
289: 
290: 
298: 


Ms. 
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. BROOKS of Indiana. 

MOORE and Mr. HONDA. 

. ISSA. 

. WILSON of Florida. 

. TSONGAS. 

. CARDENAS. 

. KLINE, Mr. MURPHY of Flor- 


Mr. CALVERT, Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 


394: 
415: 
416: 
424: 
432: 
451: 


of New York, Mr. 
Res. 
Res. 
Res. 
Res. 
Res. 
Res. 


Mr. 
Mr. 
Ms. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Ms. 


DOLD, and Mr. NADLER. 
RIBBLE. 

RANGEL. 

ROYBAL-ALLARD. 

REED. 

ROE of Tennessee. 
SCHAKOWSKY and Mr. SALM- 
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H. Res. 467: Ms. WILSON of Florida, Ms. 
ESHOO, and Ms. CLARKE of New York. 

H. Res. 469: Mr. MOULTON. 

H. Res. 472: Mr. SMITH of Washington. 

H. Res. 498: Mr. MACARTHUR and Mr. 
COHEN. 

H. Res. 499: Ms. PLASKETT. 

H. Res. 500: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. 

H. Res. 502: Mr. BEYER, Ms. CLARKE of New 
York, Ms. JACKSON LEE, Ms. MATSUI, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. NORTON, 
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. HASTINGS, and Mr. MOULTON. 

H. Res. 506: Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. NOLAN, and 
Mr. LEVIN. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


HONORING THE 50TH WEDDING AN- 
NIVERSARY OF JOHN AND 
CONNIE RUMBAUGH 


HON. BRAD ASHFORD 


OF NEBRASKA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mr. ASHFORD. Mr. Speaker, today, | recog- 
nize and congratulate two of my constituents, 
John and Connie Rumbaugh, who this past 
Friday celebrated their 50th wedding anniver- 
sary. 

Both come from small towns, John from 
Bassett, Nebraska, and Connie from Hinton, 
lowa. John served in the Army, including in 
Korea following the war, and later worked for 
Boeing in Seattle before moving to Omaha in 
1958. Connie came to Omaha in 1960 to at- 
tend business school. They met in 1962, and 
three years later—or 50 years ago Friday— 
they married. 

The next year they built their own home as 
part of the burgeoning west Omaha develop- 
ment of the times, and as newlyweds moved 
into the home in Millard where they still live 
today. In that home, they raised three children, 
Marti, Tracy and Kevin. 

| want to honor today their great accom- 
plishment together, which to me represents 
one of the best qualities of the people | rep- 
resent here in Congress. 


ee 


20TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
EUREKA MAIN LIBRARY 


HON. JARED HUFFMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the 20th anniversary of the Eureka Main 
Library in Humboldt, which is a community 
centerpiece for learning. 

In 1988, then California 2nd District State 
Senator Barry Keene sponsored the Construc- 
tion and Renovation Bond Act, which ap- 
proved $75 million for library construction in 
the state. Between 1988 and 1991, the Library 
Construction Committee and the Friends of 
the Redwood Libraries raised more than $1.5 
million locally to match state funds. 

The Humboldt County Board of Supervisors 
pledged funds in 1989 toward funding of a 
new library. In 1991, Humboldt County’s 
project was one of only 16 grant applications 
chosen by the state for approval. From the 
bond act, the county received 65 percent of 
the funds needed to construct the Eureka 
Main Library. In September 2013, ground- 
breaking ceremonies were held for the Eureka 
Main Library at 1313 Third Street in Eureka. 

The Library Construction Advisory Com- 
mittee has demonstrated to all Californians its 


dedication, perseverance and commitment to 
the greater good of the community. | urge my 
colleagues to join me in acknowledging and 
celebrating the 20th anniversary of the Eureka 
Main Library’s construction. 


ee 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, on October 
28, 2015, | was absent from the House and 
missed Roll Call Vote 577 and Roll Call Vote 
578. 

Had | been present for Roll Call Vote 577, 
on ordering the previous question, | would 
have voted “Yes.” 

Had | been present for Roll Call Vote 578, 
on agreeing to the resolution, H. Res. 495, 
providing for consideration of the Senate 
amendment to H.R. 1314, | would have voted 
“Yes.” 


EE 


CELEBRATING 200 YEARS OF THE 
CONNECTICUT BUSINESS AND IN- 
DUSTRY ASSOCIATION 


HON. ELIZABETH H. ESTY 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Ms. ESTY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to cele- 
brate 200 years of the Connecticut Business 
and Industry Association (CBIA). 

Today, we recognize CBIA for serving as an 
advocate for businesses in Connecticut. For 
two hundred years, CBIA has tirelessly worked 
to promote policies and provide services to 
support businesses—both large and small—in 
our state. Today, CBIA continues to act as a 
strong advocate for local businesses in the 5th 
Congressional District and throughout Con- 
necticut. 

The State of Connecticut boasts a highly- 
skilled workforce, a strong tradition of manu- 
facturing, and good old-fashioned Yankee in- 
genuity. These qualities make Connecticut an 
ideal place for innovation and entrepreneur- 
ship. 

Joe Brennan began his tenure at CBIA in 
1988 as a staff attorney. Since 2014, he has 
led the organization as its President and CEO. 
Throughout his time at CBIA, he has main- 
tained his focus on CBIA members, and he 
continues to strive to promote a sound busi- 
ness environment and improve workforce 
readiness in Connecticut. 

Congratulations to Mr. Brennan, the Board 
of Directors, staff, and members of the Con- 
necticut Business and Industry Association on 
the organization’s 200th anniversary. | look 


forward to many more years of your continued 
dedication to our state. 


rE 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE 50TH AN- 
NIVERSARY OF THE MICHIGAN 
ADVOCACY PROGRAM 


HON. DEBBIE DINGELL 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mrs. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate the Michigan Advocacy Program 
on their 50th anniversary. 

Since 1965, the Michigan Advocacy Pro- 
gram has worked to make legal representation 
and aid accessible to low income individuals 
across Michigan. Every single day they are 
fighting to keep people in their homes, push- 
ing back against unfair workforce practices, 
and working to ensure the safety for women 
and children across the state of Michigan. 
Each year they provide free representation for 
over ten thousand low income individuals that 
would not otherwise have been able to afford 
a lawyer and could have been denied access 
to the courts. 

Through their focus and dedication, the 
Michigan Advocacy Program has given a 
voice to low income families by providing free 
civil legal representation. Over the past 50 
years, we have had the pleasure of watching 
the Michigan Advocacy Program grow from 
the Legal Services of South Central Michigan 
into a flourishing organization that works to 
support families across the state of Michigan. 

Equal access to our system of justice and 
the judicial system is a key tenet of our de- 
mocracy. Courts and the legal system should 
not be reserved only for those who have the 
most resources. The Michigan Advocacy Pro- 
gram has helped promote fairness and equal- 
ity in our society by increasing access to legal 
aid and representation to low income individ- 
uals across Michigan. They have an incredibly 
successful track record and years of hard 
work is certainly worthy of our praise. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
today to honor the Michigan Advocacy Pro- 
gram on their 50th Anniversary and wish them 
many more years of success. 


THE CRYSTAL GLOBE AWARDS 


HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, November 2, 2015 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, it is with sin- 
cere admiration that | recognize the Asian 
American Medical Association, which will host 


its 39th Annual Gala on Saturday, November 
14, 2015, at Avalon Manor in Hobart, Indiana. 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 


Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 


November 2, 2015 


Each year, the Asian American Medical Asso- 
ciation pays tribute to prominent, outstanding 
citizens and organizations for their contribu- 
tions to the community. In recognition of their 
efforts, these honorees are awarded the pres- 
tigious Crystal Globe Award. 

The Asian American Medical Association 
has been a tremendous asset to Northwest In- 
diana. Its members have selflessly dedicated 
themselves to providing quality medical serv- 
ices to the residents of Northwest Indiana and 
have served their communities through many 
cultural, scholastic, and charitable endeavors. 

At this year’s Annual Gala, the Asian Amer- 
ican Medical Association will present the Crys- 
tal Globe Award to one of Northwest Indiana’s 
finest citizens and my dear friend, David 
Bochnowski. Dave serves as Chairman and 
Chief Executive Officer of the Northwest Indi- 
ana Bancorp, and its operating subsidiary, 
Peoples Bank. For his exceptional leadership 
and his outstanding contributions to his coun- 
try, state, and community, he is worthy of the 
highest praise. 

Dave received his undergraduate and law 
degrees from Georgetown University and 
earned a master’s degree from Howard Uni- 
versity. Additionally, he is a Vietnam veteran 
and earned the Bronze Star during his time of 
service to our country. Prior to his banking ca- 
reer, Dave served as a Special Assistant to 
Senator Birch Bayh and was a law clerk for 
United States District Court Judge James 
Noland. 

Throughout his illustrious career, Mr. 
Bochnowski has been a leader in state and 
national banking associations, testifying before 
Congress, the Federal Reserve, and the Secu- 
rities Exchange Commission (SEC) on issues 
related to banking and small business. Since 
1981, Dave has been the Chairman and Chief 
Executive Officer of the Northwest Indiana 
Bancorp and Peoples Bank, which is 
headquartered in Munster, Indiana, and oper- 
ates sixteen locations throughout Lake and 
Porter counties. Under Dave’s leadership, 
Peoples Bank continues to provide exceptional 
customer service, following the same prin- 
ciples his grandfather implemented when he 
founded the bank in 1910. Peoples Bank has 
consistently thrived and has been listed 
among the top 200 community banks in Amer- 
ica by US Banker magazine, from 2007 
through 2015, based on a key banking indus- 
try performance indicator. 

Additionally, Mr. Bochnowski has selflessly 
served his community through his involvement 
in various organizations and civic activities, in- 
cluding the Legacy Foundation, Quality of Life 
Council, Purdue University Technology Center, 
Gary YWCA, and the Community Hospital 
System. He also serves as a member of One 
Region and the SEC Advisory Committee for 
Small and Emerging Companies and is a past 
board member of the Gary/Chicago Inter- 
national Airport Authority. Due to his out- 
standing leadership and dedication to his com- 
munity, in 2001, Dave was appointed Chair- 
man of the Indiana Department of Financial In- 
stitutions by Governor Frank O’Bannon. In ad- 
dition, he has been inducted into the North- 
west Indiana Business and Industry Hall of 
Fame and is a recipient of the Sagamore of 
the Wabash, Indiana’s highest citizen award. 

Dave’s excellence in his field and commit- 
ment to charitable endeavors throughout the 
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community is exceeded only by his devotion to 
his amazing family. Dave and his wife, Ann, 
have four beloved children: Benjamin, Julia, 
James, and John. 

My father has always stressed that it takes 
a strong man to be a gentleman. David 
Bochnowski is that gentleman. A gentleman 
whose strength of character, wish to leave the 
world improved, and sense of service, are 
traits we should all attempt to emulate. I’ve 
been blessed to have Dave as a friend, but 
we have all been blessed to know him. To 
quote Homer: “He [is] a friend to man.” 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you and my other 
distinguished colleagues join me in com- 
mending the members of the Asian American 
Medical Association, as well as this year’s 
Crystal Globe Award recipient, David 
Bochnowski, for their outstanding contributions 
to their community and beyond. Their unwav- 
ering commitment to improving the quality of 
life for the people of Northwest Indiana is truly 
inspirational, and | am proud to serve as their 
representative in Washington, D.C. 


Ea 


HONORING THE SERVICE OF 
MAJOR GENERAL EDWARD W. 
TONINI 


HON. ANDY BARR 


OF KENTUCKY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mr. BARR. Mr. Speaker, | rise to honor the 
service of a very distinguished Kentuckian, 
Major General Edward Tonini. He currently 
serves the Commonwealth as the 51st Adju- 
tant General and retires in 2015. 

General Tonini’s career began as an en- 
listed member of the 123rd Tactical Recon- 
naissance Wing of the Kentucky Air National 
Guard. He received a direct commission as a 
Second Lieutenant in the Guard in 1970. He 
earned many awards and decorations for his 
service in the Air National Guard, including the 
Air Force Distinguished Service Medal, the Le- 
gion of Merit, Meritorious Service Medal (with 
1 Bronze Oak Leaf Cluster), and an Air Force 
Commendation Medal. He rose through the 
ranks to become Chief of Staff of the Ken- 
tucky Air National Guard. In 2001, he went on 
to serve as Director of Your Guardians of 
Freedom at the Pentagon and later served at 
the Air Force Personnel Center in Denver, 
Colorado. 

Tonini was appointed by Governor Steve 
Beshear as Adjutant General of the Common- 
wealth of Kentucky on December 11, 2007. As 
the Adjutant General, he serves as the Com- 
manding General of both the Kentucky Army 
and Air National Guard and as the Executive 
Director of the Department of Military Affairs. 
He is responsible for Federal and State mis- 
sions, including responding in times of emer- 
gency. He serves on the Governor’s cabinet 
and is the Governors advisor on all military 
matters. 

General Tonini has served the Common- 
wealth of Kentucky and this nation with honor. 
He is to be commended on his long and dis- 
tinguished military career and his life of serv- 
ice and sacrifice. Major General Edward 
Tonini is an outstanding American, a true pa- 
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triot, and a hero to us all. Along with a grateful 
nation, | honor him for his service. 


EE 


HONORING THE LIFE AND LEGACY 
OF NORTHWEST FLORIDA’S BE- 
LOVED DAVE DAUGHTRY 


HON. JEFF MILLER 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, it is 
with profound sadness that | rise to honor the 
life and legacy of Northwest Florida’s beloved 
Dave Daughtry. For over thirty years, Dave 
dedicated his broadcasting career to serving 
the people of the Gulf Coast community, and 
Northwest Florida mourns his passing. 

From what began at a small radio station in 
Andalusia, Alabama, Dave’s successful broad- 
casting career and love of writing would take 
him to Huntsville, Alabama; Nashville, Knox- 
ville, and Memphis, Tennessee; and Wash- 
ington, D.C. before making his way to Pensa- 
cola, Florida—a community that would wel- 
come him with open arms, and remain his 
home until his passing. 

Dave quickly became a known figure over 
the local television airwaves as news anchor 
at WEAR-TV in Pensacola and then as re- 
porter-anchor with WALA-TV in Mobile, Ala- 
bama. According to Denise, his bride of 26 
years, radio was what he loved most, how- 
ever, and it is radio where he dedicated his 
career for the last 14 years of his life. This 
love was demonstrated by the fact that he 
would arrive at 5 a.m. every morning to host 
the WEBY-AM morning show, “Wake up with 
Dave.” 

To many, Dave will be remembered and ap- 
preciated for his company and entertainment 
on their morning commute; however, to those 
closest to him, including his dogs Peaches 
and Pal, Dave will be remembered as a loving 
husband, father, and grandfather and will 
greatly be missed. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of my constituents in 
Florida’s First Congressional District, | am 
proud to honor and commemorate the life and 
legacy of Dave Daughtry. Vicki and | offer his 
entire family, especially his wife, Denise; chil- 
dren, Bonnie, Michael, and Patrick; seven 
grandchildren, Lindsey, Shannon, Evan, Pat- 
rick, Amanda, Shelby, and Benjamin; and the 
entire Daughtry family our deepest condo- 
lences and prayers. May God continue to 
bless them all during this difficult time. 


TRIBUTE TO THOMAS HARR 
HON. CHRIS VAN HOLLEN 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, | proudly 
rise to salute my constituent, Thomas E. Harr, 
as he steps down as Executive Director of 
Family Services, Inc. 

Under Mr. Harr’s visionary leadership, FSI, 
which is based in Gaithersburg, Maryland, has 
developed into an agency that cares for vul- 
nerable clients from cradle to grave, becom- 
ing, in essence, a caring, secondary family— 
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giving true meaning to the organization’s 
name. FSI provides high-quality service to fos- 
ter health and well-being in the home, school 
and community as it serves more than 25,000 
residents in Montgomery and Prince George’s 
Counties. Mr. Harr has overseen this organi- 
zation through a period of extraordinary 
growth, enabling the organization to be an ef- 
fective safety net for the most vulnerable 
members of our community. 

Mr. Harr’s tenure has been distinguished by 
his tireless efforts to make Family Services 
treat the “whole” person throughout their en- 
tire lifespan. His vision encompasses a holistic 
philosophy of human services. Long an oppo- 
nent of fragmented silos of care and the lack 
of coordination between them, he encouraged 
his mental health clinic to integrate mental 
health, substance abuse and primary care 
services, including the treatment and manage- 
ment of co-occurring conditions. He spear- 
headed the partnership of his organization 
with a primary care provider and a reproduc- 
tive health specialty clinic to address the then- 
unappreciated somatic consequences of hav- 
ing a mental illness. He reached out to an- 
other historic provider, GUIDE, which later 
merged with Family Services and brought with 
it an impressive array of youth services. The 
Family Services of today encompasses 31 
programs and touches every sector of vulner- 
able residents in Montgomery County. Its ex- 
cellence has recently been recognized by its 
receiving the first CARF accreditation in the 
County. 

Under Mr. Harr’s leadership, FSI has seen 
the addition of a new child development center 
in 2000, an outpatient mental health clinic in 
2001, a family multi-service center in 2002, 
and a hospital neonatal screening program in 
2004, to name a few major projects. In addi- 
tion, Mr. Harr oversaw the doubling of the 
agency’s Head Start program, the opening of 
an additional child care center in another re- 
gion of the County, and the creation of one of 
the County’s first integrated care clinics. 

Mr. Harr has also been deeply involved with 
the needs of our vulnerable elderly population. 
Under his leadership, FSI opened a medical 
day program, an outpatient substance abuse 
clinic, an adolescent recovery club house, ex- 
pansion of the adult psychiatric day program, 
and a school mental health and social service 
program. And, finally, he facilitated FSI’s as- 
suming a major role in the County’s implemen- 
tation of the Affordable Care Act, accepting a 
contract to run our region’s health insurance 
navigator program. 

Prior to joining FSI, Mr. Harr served as the 
Chief of Mental Health and Substance Abuse 
Services in Montgomery County’s Department 
of Health and Human Services and Deputy Di- 
rector of the Department of Addiction, Victim 
and Mental Health Services. Mr. Harr also had 
distinguished service in the United States Air 
Force. 

Mr. Speaker, Thom Harr is an extraordinary 
and exceptional leader whose pioneering spir- 
it, passion and drive led him to fight for those 
who are unable to fight for themselves. His in- 
fluence in our region is profound. | ask my col- 
leagues to join me in expressing our deepest 
gratitude and appreciation to him for his out- 
standing service to our community. He has 
truly made a difference in the lives of count- 
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less individuals and families, and his impact 
will be felt, with grateful appreciation, for many 
years to come. 


EE 


SUGAR LAND MIDDLE SCHOOL 
TURNS 40 


HON. PETE OLSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
celebrate Sugar Land Middle School in my 
hometown of Sugar Land, Texas on its 40th 
anniversary. 

This year marks 40 years of educating, 
learning, and helping our children succeed. A 
lot has changed since this school opened its 
doors in 1975 but one thing has remained the 
same—Sugar Land Middle School’s commit- 
ment to excellence. It has remained a great 
place for our future leaders to learn and grow. 
Thank you to the many teachers and faculty 
members who've worked so hard to make 
SLMS great throughout the years. Without a 
dedicated team, our Sugar Land Titans 
wouldn't be thriving like they are today. 

On behalf of the Twenty-Second Congres- 
sional District of Texas, congratulations to 
Sugar Land Middle School on 40 successful 
years of educating our leaders of tomorrow. 


HONORING ED SARFATY 


HON. THEODORE E. DEUTCH 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Edmond Sarfaty, a dear friend who 
served with my late father Bernard Deutch 
during World War Il. Their 84th Infantry Divi- 
sion fought valiantly at the Battle of the Bulge, 
where Mr. Sarfaty was wounded three times. 

| am privileged to represent a district that is 
home to a large number of World War II vet- 
erans, veterans to whom | am tremendously 
grateful for their heroic service. The legacy of 
service and self-sacrifice from this generation 
of Americans, exemplified by Mr. Sarfaty and 
so many others, is humbling. Our country 
owes all servicemembers an enormous debt of 
gratitude. It is also vital that we recognize and 
remember the outstanding sacrifices of their 
families. Their invaluable support is a gift to 
our Nation, and one that is too often over- 
looked. 

Throughout his life, Ed Sarfaty has been de- 
fined by his dedication, willingness to serve, 
and patriotism. From his military service during 
World War Il to his endless community in- 
volvement in Florida today, Mr. Sarfaty has 
exemplified selflessness and patriotism. | am 
grateful for the continued friendship of Ed and 
his wife, Sydelle. | am proud to join the Lake 
Worth West Democratic Club in honoring Mr. 
Sarfaty and in thanking him and all those who 
gave so much to ensure our freedom. 


November 2, 2015 
HONORING MS. TEOLA SANDERS 


HON. BARBARA LEE 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to honor 
the extraordinary life and service of Ms. Teola 
Sanders, and | commend her fifty years of im- 
passioned leadership and unyielding vol- 
unteerism to the East Bay community. Ms. 
Sanders’ dedication to Bay Area women’s 
rights, horticulture, arts and humanities, re- 
flects the lasting legacy of her service. 


Ms. Sanders was born in Mansfield, Lou- 
isiana in 1931 and was the oldest of four chil- 
dren. In 1938, the family relocated to Oakland, 
California. Ms. Sanders attended Oakland 
Public Schools and was a proud graduate of 
Oakland Technical High School. In 1951, she 
met Jeff Sanders and from this union three 
children were born: Tori, Andre, and Jay. 


Ms. Sanders completed community college 
courses before obtaining her Real Estate Li- 
cense. For 27 years, she worked for the 
Shorenstein Company (formerly Milton Meyer 
and Company), one of the country’s oldest 
and most respected real estate organizations. 
Her tremendous leadership led to her appoint- 
ment as the company’s lead organizer for po- 
litical and humanitarian events throughout the 
San Francisco Bay Area. 


Extremely passionate about local politics, 
Ms. Sanders was a founding member of Black 
Women Organized for Political Action 
(BWOPA). One of BWOPA’s first major suc- 
cesses was helping elect Ronald V. Dellums 
to the United States Congress in 1971. Ms. 
Sanders’ passion for political activism contin- 
ued and she was appointed to serve on nu- 
merous boards, including the Commission of 
the Deputy Chief of Protocol by Oakland 
Mayor Elihu Harris, and the Horticultural Com- 
mission by Governor Jerry Brown. She was 
also the Founding President of Today’s 
Women, Inc., and a founding member of the 
Black Filmmakers Hall of Fame. 


Ms. Sanders’ life was dedicated to the serv- 
ice of others. She generously donated her 
time to the Oakland Museum, the Oakland 
Symphony, the African American Museum and 
Library Coalition, the American Red Cross and 
many other humanitarian organizations. 


Ultimately, Ms. Sanders was blessed to live 
a full life with no regrets. A loving mother, 
grandmother, great-grandmother, and friend, 
Ms. Sanders will truly be missed. But we can 
rest assured knowing her lasting memory of 
love and wisdom will continue to guide all 
those who knew and loved her. 


Today, California’s 13th Congressional Dis- 
trict salutes the legacy of Ms. Teola Sanders, 
and her contributions which have truly im- 
pacted countless lives throughout the Bay 
Area. | join all of Ms. Sanders’ loved ones in 
celebrating her incredible life and offer my 
most sincere condolences. 


November 2, 2015 


RECOGNIZING THE SERVICE OF 
DANIEL R. JENSEN 


HON. JIM COSTA 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the service of Daniel R. Jensen. As 
president of DNC Parks & Resorts at Yosem- 
ite, Dan Jensen has been responsible for 
overseeing lodging, food service, retail, trans- 
portation and guest services for Yosemite’s 4+ 
million visitors each year. Representing the 
single largest concession contract in the Na- 
tional Park System, the Yosemite operation in- 
cludes such diverse locations as The 
Ahwahnee and the High Sierra Camps, and 
activities from Nordic and downhill skiing at 
Badger Pass to interpretative services. 

Dan returned to Yosemite in 2006 after hav- 
ing worked for Yosemite Park & Curry Co. 
from 1979 to 1992. In addition to his 22 years 
of Yosemite experience, he has served as a 
consultant/owner engaged in development of 
themed concepts domestically and internation- 
ally. He also has an extensive career in theme 
parks, serving as Executive Vice President 
and Chief Operating Officer of Universal Stu- 
dios Japan. Prior to joining Universal Studios 
Japan, Dan served as Executive Vice Presi- 
dent of Universal Orlando. 

Dan began his career with Price 
Waterhouse, headquartered in Los Angeles, 
where he had a large number of Fortune 500 
clients and spent part of his career in South 
Africa. Dan holds an MBA from UCLA and a 
BA in Economics from UC Riverside, where 
he was elected to Phi Beta Kappa. 

He is on the Board of Trustees and the 
Council of the Yosemite Conservancy, presi- 
dent of the Yosemite/Mariposa Tourism Bu- 
reau, a member of the UC Merced Board of 
Trustees, an active supporter of NatureBridge 
and a frequent participant in board meetings 
and other activities and a member of numer- 
ous partner groups in support of Yosemite. 

Dan and his wife Suzanne were born and 
raised in the central California town of Visalia. 
They have a lifelong attachment to Yosemite 
that they share with their two children, having 
raised them in Yosemite before moving to Or- 
lando, FL in 1992. Dan’s enthusiasm for Yo- 
semite has been a recurring theme throughout 
his career and his interest in park challenges 
insures an insightful and compassionate voice 
on issues affecting Yosemite’s visitors and the 
people who serve them. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in recognizing Daniel R. Jensen in the cele- 
bration of his hard work and achievements. It 
is with great pride that | thank him for his serv- 
ice and lasting contributions to Yosemite Na- 
tional Park. 


Ee 


HONORING THE LA VERNE/SAN 
DIMAS VFW POST 12034 


HON. GRACE F. NAPOLITANO 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to salute the dedicated and selfless 
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work of the distinguished La Verne/San Dimas 
Veterans of Foreign Wars Post 12034. VFW 
Post 12034, known as the “Band of Brothers,” 
provides Honor Guard service for Veterans 
Day, Memorial Day, Fourth of July, and other 
civic ceremonies in my district. 

Post 12034’s Honor Guard helps us to rec- 
ognize and pay solemn tribute to our veterans 
by providing Honor Guard for over one hun- 
dred military funerals every year. VFW Post 
12034’s Honor Guard has travelled thousands 
of miles to honor the sacrifice of service- 
members—men and women—who preserved 
the freedoms we too often take for granted. 

Because of VFW 12034 Band of Brothers’ 
enduring service and sacrifice to honor a debt 
we can never fully repay, but a debt we must 
honor, these distinguished patriots have been 
recognized as an “All-State” and an “All- 
American” Veterans of Foreign Wars Post. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues today to 
join me and the residents of the 32nd District 
of California in acknowledging and thanking 
VFW Post 12034 for their commitment to the 
values that drive our brave men and women in 
uniform—the noble values of honor, respect, 
courage, and selflessness. 


———— 


MISSOURI CITY MIDDLE SCHOOL 
TURNS 40 


HON. PETE OLSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
celebrate Missouri City Middle School, a great 
Texas school, on its 40th anniversary. 

This year marks 40 years of educating, 
learning, and helping our children succeed. A 
lot has changed since this school opened its 
doors in 1975 but one thing has remained the 
same—Missouri City Middle School's commit- 
ment to excellence. It has remained a great 
place for our future leaders to learn and grow. 
Thank you to the many teachers and faculty 
members who've worked so hard to make 
MCMS great throughout the years. Without a 
dedicated team, our Missouri City Cougars 
wouldn't be thriving like they are today. 

On behalf of the Twenty-Second Congres- 
sional District of Texas, congratulations to Mis- 
souri City Middle School on 40 successful 
years of educating our leaders of tomorrow. 


EE 


THE EXPORT-IMPORT BANK RE- 
FORM AND REAUTHORIZATION 
ACT (H.R. 597) 


HON. CHRIS VAN HOLLEN 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in 
strong support of the Export-Import Bank Re- 
form and Reauthorization Act, and | applaud 
the triumph of democracy over ideology that it 
represents. 

The Export-Import Bank is, and always has 
been, about jobs. It’s about the ability of U.S. 
companies of all sizes to grow their business 
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by exporting their products, and to compete on 
a level playing field with their foreign competi- 
tors in global markets—many of whom con- 
tinue to receive export financing from any one 
of the 85 foreign export credit agencies still 
operating around the world. The only compa- 
nies hurt by the far right’s crusade against the 
Export-Import Bank are our own companies, 
employing American workers, manufacturing 
products stamped “Made in the USA.” 

That didn’t make sense in July, when the 
Export-Import Bank’s charter was allowed to 
expire—and it doesn’t make sense now. 
Which is why | am very pleased that a bipar- 
tisan majority in the House of Representatives 
is at long last saying “enough is enough.” I’m 
proud to be a part of that bipartisan majority, 
and I call on the Senate to reauthorize the Ex- 
port-Import Bank without delay. 


u 
IN HONOR OF NOW-NYC’S 35TH AN- 
NUAL SUSAN B. ANTHONY 
AWARDS 


HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New York. 
Mr. Speaker, | rise to pay tribute to the women 
who are receiving the 2015 Susan B. Anthony 
award from the New York City chapter of the 
National Organization for Women (NOW-NYC) 
for their efforts in promoting equal rights for 
women. Each year, NOW-NYC_ recognizes 
grassroots activists who have worked to im- 
prove the lives of women and girls in New 
York City. This year’s honorees are Kimberlé 
Williams Crenshaw, Krystal C., and Tamar 
Kraft-Stolar. 

Committed to giving women a voice, NOW- 
NYC strives to promote reproductive rights, 
empower women economically, and end the 
violence and discrimination that women face. 
The organization provides a myriad of re- 
sources for issues relating to housing, police 
misconduct, and child-custody. NOW-NYC is a 
leading advocate of women’s rights and a 
force for justice. Among other things, their vol- 
unteers escort women to reproductive health 
clinics, advocate for legislation such as anti- 
trafficking provisions and lead open discus- 
sions on the status of women in politics today. 
As the largest NOW chapter in the country, 
NOW-NYC plays a fundamental role in shap- 
ing the local and national debate on women’s 
issues. 

Kimberlé Williams Crenshaw, author of four 
groundbreaking reports on African American 
women and the unique struggles they face in 
America, has received national acclaim for the 
attention she draws to the challenges women 
of color face. Professor Crenshaw, a law pro- 
fessor at UCLA and Columbia, is a leading 
theorist on Black feminism and civil rights. An 
advocate for a gender-inclusive approach to 
racial justice, she is also the co-founder and 
Executive Director of the African American 
Policy Forum, a gender and racial justice think 
tank. Professor Crenshaw is co-author of the 
groundbreaking reports, Black Girls Matter: 
Pushed Out, Overpoliced and Underprotected, 
and Say Her Name: Resisting Police Brutality 
Against Black Women. 
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Former New York Jets cheerleader turned 
women’s rights activist, Krystal C., is taking a 
stand against unfair wage practices by profes- 
sional football teams. As a Jets cheerleader, 
she was paid just $150 per game and $100 
per special event, and was not compensated 
for practice time, training camp and other ap- 
pearances. Based on hours actually worked, 
she was receiving only $3.77 an hour, signifi- 
cantly below the state’s minimum wage. She 
was also required to incur out-of-pocket ex- 
penses for motivational gifts, uniform mainte- 
nance and hair straightening. Krystal filed a 
class action lawsuit against the Jets. 

Tamar Kraft-Stolar, Co-Director of the 
Women and Justice Project (WJP), is com- 
mitted to advocating on behalf of women who 
are imprisoned. WJP is dedicated to ending 
the mass incarceration of women. Before join- 
ing WJP, she managed the Correctional Asso- 
ciation of New York’s Women in Prison Project 
for over a decade. As a leader on incarcer- 
ation reform, Ms. Kraft-Stolar spearheaded the 
very successful campaign to pass legislation 
ending the shackling of incarcerated women 
during childbirth. 

Additionally Miyhosi Benton, Bridgette 
Gibbs, Ursulina Miranda, Tina Tinen, and 
Maria Ventura are being recognized for their 
efforts to end the inhumane practice of shack- 
ling incarcerated pregnant women in New 
York. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in honoring NOW-NYC and the 2015 Susan B. 
Anthony Award recipients for their persever- 
ance and advocacy in the fight to end injustice 
and ensure equality for women. 


Ee 


HONORING THE SERVICE OF JUAN 
FELIPE HERRERA 


HON. JIM COSTA 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the work and celebrate the achieve- 
ments of United States Poet Laureate, Juan 
Felipe Herrera. Mr. Herrera is a California na- 
tive and the first Latino in history to become 
a Poet Laureate. He took up his duties of Poet 
Laureate this fall by opening Hispanic Heritage 
Month at the Library of Congress with a read- 
ing of one of his works. 

Mr. Herrera succeeds Charles Wright as the 
21st Poet Laureate and joins a long line of 
distinguished poets who have served in the 
position, including the late Philip Levine who 
was a Fresno native and former professor at 
the California State University, Fresno. Mr. 
Herrera was previously appointed as California 
Poet Laureate by Governor Jerry Brown and 
served from 2012-2015. 

Born in Fowler, California in 1948 to migrant 
farmworker parents, Mr. Herrera spent his 
early life living in tents and trailers with his 
family throughout the San Joaquin Valley and 
the Salinas Valley following the seasonal 
crops. His experience as a campesino has 
strongly influenced his works. Traveling from 
the San Joaquin Valley to San Diego’s Logan 
Heights and San Francisco’s Mission District 
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gave him three distinct California experiences, 
which is where he draws his inspiration from. 
Growing up in the ’60s and attending college 
in the ’70s during the Chicano Movement in- 
spired Mr. Herrera and his writing style, which 
fuses wide-ranging experimentalism with re- 
flections on Mexican-American identity. 


Mr. Herrera graduated from San Diego High 
School in 1967 and was one of the first waves 
of Latinos to receive the Educational Oppor- 
tunity Program scholarship to attend the Uni- 
versity of California, Los Angeles (UCLA). He 
received a Bachelor’s degree in Social Anthro- 
pology from UCLA, a Master’s degree in So- 
cial Anthropology from Stanford University, 
and a Master’s of Fine Arts degree at the Uni- 
versity of lowa Writers Workshop. He has 
worked as a poet for over 40 years throughout 
California at various colleges, universities, mi- 
grant camps, continuation high schools, juve- 
nile halls, and prisons. 


Among his many works Mr. Herrera is the 
author of 28 books of poetry, novels for young 
adults, and collections for children. He pub- 
lished his first collection of poems, Rebozos of 
Love in 1974 and some of his subsequent 
work includes Exiles of Desire (1985), Border- 
Crosser with a Lamorghini Dream (1999), and 
Senegal Taxi (2013). Mr. Herrera has also 
published 11 young adult and children’s 
books, including The Upside Down Boy 
(2000), which was adopted into a musical and 
most recently Portraits of Hispanic American 
Heroes (2014), a picture book showcasing in- 
spiring Hispanic and Latino Americans. 


Mr. Herrera’s honors include fellowships 
from the Guggenheim Foundation and the Na- 
tional Endowment for the Arts, two Latino Hall 
of Fame Poetry Awards, and a PEN Open 
Book Award. He has also received the PEN 
USA National Poetry Award, PEN Oakland Jo- 
sephine Miles Award, two Américas Awards, 
two Pura Belpré Author Honor Awards, the 
Independent Publisher Book Award, the Ezra 
Jack Keats Award, and fellowships from the 
Bread Loaf Writers’ Conference and the Stan- 
ford University Chicano Fellows. 


Among his writing and social activism, Mr. 
Herrera also served as Chancellor for the 
Academy of American Poets in 2011. He has 
served as the Chair of the Chicano and Latin 
American Studies Department at California 
State University, Fresno, and also held the 
Tomas Rivera Endowed Chair in the Creative 
Writing Department at the University of Cali- 
fornia, Riverside, where he taught until retiring 
in 2015. 


Since his retirement, Mr. Herrera has be- 
come a visiting professor in the Department of 
American Ethnic Studies at the University of 
Washington-Seattle. He currently resides in 
Fresno, with his five children and his partner, 
fellow poet, and performance artist, Margarita 
Robles. 


Mr. Speaker, it is with great pleasure that | 
ask my colleagues in the House of Represent- 
atives to join me as we honor and celebrate 
Juan Felipe Herrera for his dedication to po- 
etry, his community, and education. 


November 2, 2015 


QUAIL VALLEY ELEMENTARY 
SCHOOL TURNS 40 


HON. PETE OLSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
celebrate Quail Valley Elementary School in 
Missouri City, Texas on its 40th anniversary. 

This year marks 40 years of educating, 
learning, and helping our children succeed. A 
lot has changed since this school opened its 
doors in 1975 but one thing has remained the 
same—Quail Valley Elementary School's com- 
mitment to excellence. It has remained a great 
place for our future leaders to learn and grow. 
Thank you to the many teachers and faculty 
members who’ve worked so hard to make 
QVE great throughout the years. Without a 
dedicated team, our Quail Valley Eagles 
wouldn't be thriving like they are today. 

On behalf of the Twenty-Second Congres- 
sional District of Texas, congratulations to 
Quail Valley Elementary School on 40 suc- 
cessful years of educating our leaders of to- 
morrow. 


eS 


HONORING MR. CONNIE ENGLISH, 
JR. 


HON. MARC A. VEASEY 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mr. VEASEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Mr. Connie English, Jr. for his service to 
the labor movement as the State Legislative 
Director for the International Association of 
Sheet Metal, Air, Rail and Transportation 
Workers (SMART) and Vice President of 
Texas AFL-CIO. Mr. English’s retirement 
comes after a thirty-three year tenure in orga- 
nized labor. For the last three decades, Mr. 
English has dedicated his work to the labor 
movement, ensuring that railroad, bus, and 
transit workers’ needs are being recognized. 

During his years of work with the labor 
movement, Mr. English has made a direct im- 
pact on his community through his numerous 
roles at SMART, formerly known as the United 
Transportation Union, and with the Texas 
AFL-CIO. Mr. English began his labor career 
in 1982, where he served as Legislative Rep- 
resentative from 1982-1999, Delegate from 
1984-1994, Local Chairman from 1984-1996, 
Vice General from 1985-1996, Secretary to 
the UTU Texas Legislative Board from 1986- 
1996, and Assistant State Legislative Director 
from 1996-1999. 

Aside from his work with SMART and AFL- 
ClO, English continued to be a community 
leader as a member on the Bexar County Rail 
District Board. Mr. English is also a well- 
known advocate for transportation workers, 
working to organize statewide support on leg- 
islative issues and fighting for working people 
against tough odds, by serving as a labor cau- 
cus leader on numerous Texas campaigns. 
Mr. English has been happily married to his 
wife, Donna, for forty-nine years, and together 
they have two children, six grandchildren, and 
two great grandchildren. 
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In honor of Mr. English’s retirement and his 
dedication and leadership within the public 
service community, this statement is sub- 
mitted. 


ES 


IN RECOGNITION OF OCTOBER AS 
NATIONAL DOWN SYNDROME 
AWARENESS MONTH 


HON. WILLIAM R. KEATING 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of October as National Down Syn- 
drome Awareness Month. 

During the month of October, we celebrate 
the abilities of the more than 400,000 Ameri- 
cans who have Down syndrome and raise 
awareness of their accomplishments. We also 
recognize the difficulties that their families 
often face and the many opportunities that 
exist to support them. 

Individuals born with Down syndrome face 
more natural and societal challenges than oth- 
ers, including barriers in access to quality edu- 
cation. We, as Americans, have made great 
strides over the years in better understanding 
the difficulties these individuals, and their fami- 
lies, face. Given that 1 in every 691 babies in 
this country is born with Down syndrome, it is 
imperative we continue our efforts. 

Good work is being done all across this 
country to improve the health and quality of 
life for people with Down syndrome, but | want 
to give special attention to the efforts of the 
Massachusetts Down Syndrome Congress. 
The MDSC is an organization | have had the 
honor and pleasure of working with in recent 
years, and can attest that it has worked tire- 
lessly for over thirty years to improve the edu- 
cational and employment opportunities for chil- 
dren and adults with Down syndrome. To this 
end, | want to highlight the MDSC’s annual 
Buddy Walk in Falmouth, which this past July 
brought people from all over the Common- 
wealth to advocate for heightened awareness, 
inclusion, and acceptance of people with 
Down syndrome. MDSC also held its annual 
National Buddy Walk on Washington, bringing 
over 150 people from more than 25 states to- 
gether to Capitol Hill to advocate for legislation 
that positively impacts the lives of people with 
Down syndrome. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in continuing our efforts by recognizing 
October as National Down Syndrome Aware- 
ness Month. There is much work yet to be 
done. But, as our steadfast Massachusetts 
and national partners have demonstrated, to- 
gether, we can make a difference for people 
with Down syndrome. 


EE 


HONORING THE TOWN OF 
KINGSTON SPRINGS 


HON. JIM COOPER 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, November 2, 2015 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to the town of Kingston Springs on 
its 50th anniversary. 
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In December of 1965, a group of residents 
sought to incorporate and form a new munici- 
pality for this tight-knit community in 
Cheatham County, Tennessee. The original 
town serviced 290 residents with an annual 
budget of just over $2,000. The very first elec- 
tion produced the town’s first group of com- 
missioners, Raymond Mays, John Frey and 
Terry Moore—who remained public servants in 
the community for decades to come. 

Today, Kingston Springs is home to 2,771 
residents and is thriving. With a walkable and 
historic downtown, 173 acres of parks and 
trails, a vibrant business community, adven- 
turous outdoor recreation and a highly-rated 
fire protection service, its charm and character 
appeal to both residents and the entire Middle 
Tennessee community. In fact, Kingston 
Springs was recently named one of the safest 
cities in Tennessee and one of the top Nash- 
ville suburbs. 

It's a privilege to represent the people of 
Kingston Springs. | congratulate the entire 
community on a successful 50 years, and wish 
them even more success to come. 


Se 


HONORING THE GREATEST 
GENERATION 


HON. PETE OLSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Paul Shinsky of Alvin, Texas for bravely 
serving the United States during World War II. 

Mr. Shinsky valiantly served in the Army Air 
Corps as a co-pilot of a B—17 in the 384th 
Bomber Group during World War II. During the 
war, Mr. Shinsky’s plane was taken down by 
German fire and he became a German pris- 
oner of war. He says he survived his two 
years as a POW through God’s grace and 
praying the Rosary. Recently, members from 
the 384th BG NexGen’s veterans signing 
project came to Mr. Shinsky and asked him to 
sign a wing from an original B—17. This wing, 
with the signatures of Mr. Shinsky and other 
living members of the 384th Bomber Group, 
will be put in the Hill Aerospace Museum at 
Hill Air Force Base near Ogden, Utah. As a 
former Navy pilot, | am humbled by Paul’s 
noble service to our country. He truly em- 
bodies the Greatest Generation. 

On behalf of the Twenty-Second Congres- 
sional District of Texas and all the brave men 
and women who have served our country, we 
thank Paul for his service. 


EE 


OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 


HON. MIKE COFFMAN 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mr. COFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, on January 
20, 2009, the day President Obama took of- 
fice, the national debt was 
$10,626,877,048,913.08. 

Today, it is $18,152,590,112,385.69. We’ve 
added $7,525,713,063,472.61 to our debt in 6 
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years. This is over $7.5 trillion in debt our na- 
tion, our economy, and our children could 
have avoided with a balanced budget amend- 
ment. 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO RIVERSIDE COUNTY’S 
RECIPIENTS OF OPERATION REC- 
OGNITION 


HON. KEN CALVERT 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor and pay tribute to a group of individ- 
uals—heroes—who are receiving the recogni- 
tion and honor they deserve for their service 
to our country. Operation Recognition is oper- 
ated by the Riverside County Office of Edu- 
cation with assistance from the Riverside 
County Department of Veterans’ Services. The 
program awards high school diplomas to vet- 
erans who missed completing high school due 
to military service in World War II, the Korean 
War, or the Vietnam War, or for those who 
were interned in WWII Japanese-American re- 
location camps. 

A recognition ceremony will be held on No- 
vember 10, 2015, for the following individuals 
who received their high school diplomas 
through Operation Recognition: 

David Beaudoin; Robert Michael Coe; Ben- 
jamin John Cusumano; Harvey Robert Harris; 
James Esco Lenon, Jr; Joe Pena, Jr; Juan 
Pena, Jr; Ruben Martinez Peters; Richard 
Rosenthal; Jacinto Reyes Salinas; Ralph 
Hamilton Wolfe, Jr. 

Our country owes a debt of gratitude to all 
the above recipients for their service and sac- 
rifice. | salute all of these individuals and con- 
gratulate them on receiving their high school 
diploma. 


EE 


HONORING MILITARY VETERANS 
FROM NASSAU COUNTY, FLORIDA 


HON. ANDER CRENSHAW 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to honor eighty-eight military veterans who re- 
side in my Congressional District in Nassau 
County, Florida and recognize them with a 
special medal in honor of their military service 
and in gratitude of our country The veterans’ 
ceremony carries special significance as it 
falls during Northeast Florida’s Week of Valor 
and in light of the fact that brave American 
military members continue to serve across the 
globe. 

Veterans in Nassau County have always 
taken part in our Nation’s battles dating back 
to the Seminole-Indian Wars, Civil War, World 
War | and Il, Korea, Vietnam and operations 
in the Middle East. These citizens have served 
with distinction and courage no matter their 
assignments. Each veteran accepted the call 
to serve and take his or her turn on the watch. 
The secret of our outstanding military is the 
citizens from communities, like Nassau Coun- 
ty, stepping forward to serve. The faces of 
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America’s military can be found right here in 
Bryceville, Callahan, Fernandina Beach, Hill- 
iard and Yulee, Florida. 

The veterans we honor were nurses, doc- 
tors and aircraft mechanics. During World War 
Il, one sat in a ball turret as a gunner; one 
was a P-17 pilot. In Korea, they called in air 
strikes as forward air controllers and worked in 
MASH units. In Vietnam, they were on the 
ground as infantrymen or in the air in heli- 
copters. One of them helped develop the as- 
sault amphibious vehicle still used by the Ma- 
rine Corps today. Some saw fierce combat in 
Iraq and worked counter drug operations in 
South and Central America. Several earned 
Bronze Stars and other service medals. Some 
wear Purple Hearts. All of them served with 
distinction, dedication and devotion to our 
country. 

Over the years | have had the honor of rec- 
ognizing over two thousand veterans in Flor- 
ida’s Fourth Congressional District. This year, 
| am honored to commend the following men 
and women for their service to our country 
and to salute them for a job well done: John 
W. Ashmead; Emily Jo Baumgartner; George 
P. “Pat” Beamer; Ula E. Bennett; John S. Bil- 
lings; Thomas Blackwelder; Robert S. Bolan, 
Jr.; Joseph H. Bottoni; Harry E. Bowman; Paul 
Henry Brown; Stanley R. Bunch; Gerald B. 
Burford, M.D.; G. Kyle Burford; Robert R. 
Capps; Edward M. Coop; William Larry 
Cravey; Noah S. Crawford; Steven John 
Crounse; Andrew J. Curtin; Cara A. Curtin; 
Robert J. De Angelo; Harry Duccilli, Jr., M.D.; 


Samuel O. Entriken; M. Daniel Fullwood; 
Erving Gilyard; Thomas J. Gora; Leo Green; 
Eugene Rawson Griffin, Ill; John Halliday; 


James W. Hendricks; Walter A. Hickey; Thom- 
as J. Higginbotham; Henry L. Hines, Jr.; Roy 
Holland; Darryl J. Hooper; Roger L. Horton; 
James Il. Jones; Gordon E. Jonsrud; Edward 
Lee Kaywork; Conrad Kohlman; Gene A. 
Kyzer; Erik Larsen; Joseph R. Laspina; An- 
drea E.l. Latza-Meires; Leonard L. Lyons; 
Susan L Marden; William J. Marsh; Paul N. 
Massing; William G. McKeown; Patrick A. 
Meires; Gerald R. Miller; Presley K. Mitchell; 
W. Patrick Monaghan; Victor X. Monroy; Alva 
Barry Moody; Cynthia J. Morley; John D. Mor- 
ley; Albert F. Nelson; Mary A. Nuttall; Alice 
Faye Overstreet; Kenneth B. Overstreet; Al- 
bert D. Owens; LeRoy Owens; Kenneth W. 
Pennington; George T. Pippin Ill; Gordon A. 
Plugge, Jr.; John D. Pruitt; Francis R. 
Quattrene; Josef |. Reece; Charles E. Revels; 
Sylvester Ross, Henry M. Rothschild; John W. 
Scherer; Eddie W. Shepherd; Edwin C. 
Sherer; Cleo F. Smith; John W. Stephens, Jr.; 
Dale C. Stickrath; Rick Traum; Jerry A. Tyner; 
James Bruce Underwood; Dumas J. Vines, 
Jr.; Willie F. Watson; Ralph L. Wickson; 
Thomas T. Workman; Jesse L. Wright; Ed- 
ward A. Zack; and Nello R. Zortea. 


EE 


ALAA ALY RECEIVES THE GIRL 
SCOUT GOLD AWARD 


HON. PETE OLSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate Alaa Aly, for earning the Girl 
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Scouts of the USA Gold Award, their most 
prestigious honor. 

Alaa, a graduate of Cinco Ranch High 
School, was recognized for her extraordinary 
leadership and efforts to raise Alzheimer’s 
awareness. She volunteered with the Cinco 
Ranch Alzheimers Center and Foundations 
Academy, a preschool and after school pro- 
gram, where she hosted an entertainment 
drive. Alaa has been a member of the San 
Jacinto Council since she was in second 
grade and previously earned the Girl Scout 
Bronze and Silver Awards for her other con- 
tributions to her community. What an accom- 
plished young woman. 

On behalf of the Twenty-Second Congres- 
sional District of Texas, congratulations again 
to Alaa Aly for receiving the Girl Scouts of the 
USA Gold Award. 


HONORING OZARK ACTION 


HON. JASON SMITH 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, November 2, 2015 


Mr. SMITH of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor Ozark Action for the 50 years 
of outstanding service that they have provided 
to Missourians. Ozark Action is a non-profit 
community action agency whose impact 
stretches across six counties in Missouri by 
providing life-saving services for people in 
need. 

Ozark Action was formed in 1965 to ensure 
that people had their basic needs met, includ- 
ing food and clothing. The agency is led by 
executive director Bryan Adcock and contains 
three main departments and ranges of serv- 
ices. Angie Berry directs the community serv- 
ices department, which conducts a range of 
important activities to provide direct assistance 
to our citizens. The Head Start program, led 
by Kathleen Simonson, is an integral compo- 
nent of Ozark Action that provides a pre- 
school experience to children from low-income 
families and children with disabilities. The 
Housing and Weather Department is super- 
vised by Terry Sanders, whose staff has as- 
sisted numerous people in our area to find af- 
fordable housing and improve the cost effi- 
ciency of their homes. 

It is my pleasure to recognize Ozark Action 
before the United States House of Represent- 


atives for improving the lives of others 
throughout Missouri. 
Í 


SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate of February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled and 
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any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 


As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the Congressional Record on 
Monday and Wednesday of each week. 


Meetings scheduled for Monday, No- 
vember 2, 2015 may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD. 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 
NOVEMBER 3 


9:30 a.m. 
Committee on Armed Services 
To hold hearings to examine the future 
of warfare. 
SD-G50 
Committee on Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tions of Deborah R. Malac, of Virginia, 
to be Ambassador to the Republic of 
Uganda, Lisa J. Peterson, of Virginia, 
to be Ambassador to the Kingdom of 
Swaziland, and H. Dean Pittman, of the 
District of Columbia, to be Ambassador 
to the Republic of Mozambique, all of 
the Department of State. 
SD-419 
2:30 p.m. 
Committee on Banking, 
Urban Affairs 
Business meeting to consider the nomi- 
nation of Adam J. Szubin, of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, to be Under Sec- 
retary for Terrorism and Financial 
Crimes, Department of the Treasury. 
SD-538 


Housing, and 


Committee on Foreign Relations 
Subcommittee on Europe and Regional Se- 
curity Cooperation 
To hold hearings to examine Putin’s in- 
vasion of Ukraine and the propaganda 
in Europe. 
SD-419 
Committee on the Judiciary 
Subcommittee on Privacy, Technology and 
the Law 
To hold hearings to examine data bro- 
kers, focusing on whether consumers’ 
information is secure. 


SD-226 
NOVEMBER 4 
10 a.m. 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation 


To hold hearings to examine how gagging 
honest reviews harms consumers and 
the economy. 

SR-253 
Committee on Foreign Relations 

To hold hearings to examine United 
States policy in North Africa. 

SD-419 
Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs 

To hold hearings to examine the value of 
education choices for low-income fami- 
lies, focusing on reauthorizing the D.C. 
Opportunity Scholarship Program. 

SD-342 
Committee on the Judiciary 

To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tion of Stuart F. Delery, of the District 
of Columbia, to be Associate Attorney 
General, Department of Justice. 

SD-226 
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10:30 a.m. 
Committee on the Budget 
To hold hearings to examine reforming 
the Federal budget process, focusing on 
a biennial approach to better budg- 
eting. 
SD-608 
2 p.m. 
Committee on the Judiciary 
Subcommittee on Oversight, Agency Ac- 
tion, Federal Rights and Federal 
Courts 
To hold hearings to examine the Amer- 
ican victims of Iranian and Palestinian 
terrorism. 
SH-216 
2:30 p.m. 
Joint Economic Committee 
To hold hearings to examine ensuring 
success for the Social Security Dis- 
ability Insurance program and its bene- 
ficiaries. 
SD-106 
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NOVEMBER 5 


9:30 a.m. 
Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs 
Subcommittee on Regulatory Affairs and 
Federal Management 
To hold hearings to examine agency 
progress in retrospective review of ex- 
isting regulations. 


SD-342 
10 a.m. 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry 


To hold hearings to examine wildfire, fo- 
cusing on stakeholder perspectives on 
budgetary impacts and threats to nat- 
ural resources on Federal, state, and 
private lands. 

SR-328A 
2 p.m. 
Commission on Security and Cooperation 
in Europe 

To hold hearings to examine the rule of 

law and civil society in Azerbaijan. 
CHOB-811 
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NOVEMBER 17 


10 a.m. 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources 
To hold hearings to examine past wild- 
fire seasons to inform and improve fu- 
ture Federal wildland fire management 


strategies. 
SD-366 
NOVEMBER 19 
10 a.m. 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources 


To hold an oversight hearing to examine 
the Well Control Rule and other regu- 
lations related to offshore oil and gas 
production. 

SD-366 
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SENATE—Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable TOM 
CoTTON, a Senator from the State of 
Arkansas. 


a 


PRAYER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s 
prayer will be offered by our guest 
Chaplain, Father Patrick J. Conroy, 
the Chaplain of the U.S. House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

The guest Chaplain offered the fol- 
lowing prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Loving God, we give You thanks for 
giving us another day. We thank You 
for Your ongoing presence and sus- 
taining grace in us all and Your con- 
cern for our Nation. 

Continue to bless and inspire the men 
and women who serve in the Senate. 
May they be encouraged by any move- 
ment that has occurred and may the 
hopes and prayers of the American peo- 
ple, and indeed the world, for healthy 
and productive legislation be met with 
results inspired by Your Spirit. 

Forgive our failures, our lack of 
faith. May the good intentions of all 
acting in this Chamber be rewarded by 
solutions to our struggles that benefit 
our Nation. 

May all that is done be for Your 
greater honor and glory. Amen. 


a 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The Presiding Officer led the Pledge 
of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


Se 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. HATCH). 

The legislative clerk read the fol- 
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, November 3, 2015. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable TOM COTTON, a Sen- 
ator from the State of Arkansas, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

ORRIN G. HATCH, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. COTTON thereupon assumed the 

Chair as Acting President pro tempore. 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 


— Ee 


FEDERAL WATER QUALITY 
PROTECTION BILL 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, two 
Federal courts have already found that 
the Obama administration’s plan to 
regulate the land around nearly every 
pothole and ditch is illegal. It is hardly 
a surprise. The administration’s so- 
called waters of the United States reg- 
ulation is a cynical and overbearing 
power grab dressed awkwardly as some 
clean water measure. It is not. Many 
argue it actually violates the Clean 
Water Act. 

The true aim of this massive regu- 
latory overreach is pretty clear. After 
all, if you are looking for an excuse to 
extend the reach of the Federal þu- 
reaucracy as widely and intrusively as 
possible, why not just issue a regula- 
tion giving bureaucrats dominion over 
land that has touched a pothole or a 
ditch or a puddle at some point? That 
would seem to be pretty much every- 
thing, and that is why the waters of 
the United States regulation is so wor- 
rying. It would force Americans who 
live near potholes and ditches and pud- 
dles to ask bureaucrats for permission 
to do just about anything on their own 
property. 

Want to spray some weeds? Fill out a 
permit. Want to put a small pond in 
your back yard? Ask Uncle Sam. Want 
to build a barn or just about anything 
else on the land you own? Good luck 
getting approval from the Feds on 
that. 

One court said that this regulation 
was so ridiculous it had to be the result 
“of a process that is inexplicable, arbi- 
trary, and devoid of a reasoned proc- 
ess.” That sounds about right. It cer- 
tainly wasn’t a process that appro- 
priately involved the untold number of 
stakeholders sure to be affected by 
such a wide-ranging regulation. Let me 
read you something I received from a 
constituent in West Liberty, KY. Here 
is what he wrote: 

I’m disappointed [that] small businesses 
like mine were not considered in this rule 
making process. Government regulations, 
like the proposed rule, are complicated, ex- 
pensive to navigate and a real obstacle to 
growing my business. This change, and its ri- 
diculous overreach and restrictions could de- 
crease land value and hinder my ability to 
expand, develop and use my own private 
land. 

“Please,” he said, ‘“‘support S. 1140, 
the Federal Water Quality Protection 
Act.”’ 


I have good news for this Kentuckian 
and for the many Americans who feel 
the same way. I do support the Federal 
Water Quality Protection Act. I actu- 
ally worked with Senator BARRASSO to 
introduce it and will take a vote to 
move the bipartisan bill forward this 
afternoon. 

A bipartisan majority of the Senate 
supports the Federal Water Quality 
Protection Act. What it says is pretty 
simple. If the administration is actu- 
ally serious about protecting water- 
ways and not just cynically using this 
regulation as a ploy to extend the bu- 
reaucracy’s reach, then it should follow 
the proper process to get to a balanced 
outcome. It should appropriately con- 
sult with the Americans who would be 
the most affected by the regulation, es- 
pecially farmers, ranchers, and small 
businesses, not to mention the home- 
builders, manufacturers, mine opera- 
tors, and utility providers that would 
be particularly impacted in my State. 
It should appropriately consult with 
the States. It should actually conduct 
the regulatory impact analyses re- 
quired of it. 

In short, what this bipartisan bill 
would do is require the administration 
to actually follow the balanced ap- 
proach it should have followed in the 
first place. It is commonsense, bipar- 
tisan legislation that would protect 
our waterways while protecting the 
American people from a heavy-handed 
regulation that threatens their prop- 
erty rights and their very livelihoods. 
A similar bill has already passed the 
House with bipartisan support. 

Americans in places like Eastern 
Kentucky have suffered enough from 
this administration’s regulatory on- 
slaught already. This latest regulation 
threatens to turn the screws even 
tighter for almost no benefit at all. 

I call on every colleague to join me 
in standing up for the middle class in- 
stead of defending cynical, job-crush- 
ing regulations. I ask them to join me 
in supporting the bipartisan Federal 
Water Quality Protection Act this 
afternoon. 

I thank my colleague from Iowa for 
her hard work on this issue. She has in- 
troduced a measure that would allow 
Congress to overturn this massive reg- 
ulation in its entirety. It is another av- 
enue the Senate can pursue as we seek 
to protect the middle class from this 
unfair regulatory attack. 

I know the Senator from Iowa is ac- 
tually with us on the floor right now. 
She is here for a different reason, 
which is the subject that I am turning 
to right now. 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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CONGRATULATING 
GRASSLEY ON 
12,000TH VOTE 


Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, last 
week the Senate marked two mile- 
stones. First, our colleague from 
Vermont cast vote No. 15,000. We all 
noted it at the time. And then our col- 
league from Iowa cast vote No. 12,000, 
and that is what we would like to note 
now. 

It is true that Senator GRASSLEY still 
has some catching up to do if he wants 
to overtake the Senator from Vermont, 
but there is more to this story than the 
top-line number. Out of those 12,000 
votes our colleague has taken, the last 
7,474 of them were taken consecutively. 
He hasn’t missed a single vote since 
1993. He has the second-longest con- 
secutive voting record in Senate his- 
tory, second place out of 1,963 Sen- 
ators. That is pretty impressive. 

Even so, we know our colleague never 
likes to settle for second. It is good for 
him, then, that he will soon grab gold 
in a different way. He is just a few 
months out from becoming the longest 
serving Senator in Iowa history, and 
yet he is one of the most energetic 
guys around here—a runner in every 
sense of the term. 

He has a lot of fans in Iowa too. I 
don’t think it is any great mystery 
why the people of Iowa keep sending 
him here. This is a Senator with a deep 
love for his State and a simple philos- 
ophy. When he is here in Washington, 
he is voting. When he is back in Iowa, 
he is out meeting Iowans. He makes a 
point to hold townhall-type events in 
each of Iowa’s 99 counties every single 
year. He hasn’t missed a single county 
in over three decades. No wonder he 
began his ascent into Twitter legend 
with four simple words: ‘‘Attending 
events in Iowa.” That tweet is hardly 
as infamous as ‘‘assume deer dead” or 
“staff has now informed me of what a 
Kardashian is, I’m only left with more 
questions.” It captures our colleague 
perfectly in less than 140 characters. 

Here is something that captures him 
in at least that many calories. At the 
end of every annual 99-county swing, 
Senator GRASSLEY has a ritual. He gets 
a Blizzard from Dairy Queen—some- 
times chocolate, sometimes vanilla, 
but always, always swirled with Snick- 
ers. This year, he got to DQ so early he 
had to wait in the parking lot for it to 
open, and of course since this is the 
senior Senator from Iowa, he tweeted 
about it. Here is what he said: “Pm at 
the Jefferson Iowa DairyQueen,”’ he 
wrote, doing “you know what!!!’ That 
is some tweet. But in this Dairy Queen 
story, you have the perfect metaphor 
for our colleague from Iowa—early 
riser, driven, devoted to tradition, open 
to change, and never afraid to mix it 
up. For this lover of dairy and devotee 
of his home State, it makes perfect 
sense. The people of Iowa are lucky to 
have him here fighting on their behalf. 


SENATOR 
CASTING HIS 
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Here is to another 99 counties. Here 
is to the 12,000-vote milestone the Sen- 
ator from Iowa crossed last week. 


Ee 


REMEMBERING FRED THOMPSON 


Mr. MCCONNELL. Finally, Mr. Presi- 
dent, on an entirely different and sad 
matter, there was never any doubt 
when our colleague from Tennessee was 
nearby—6 feet 6 inches tall, deep, 
booming voice, and a magnetic person- 
ality that lit up any room he was in. 
Fred Thompson may have towered over 
the Senate in a very literal sense, but 
he was one of the most down-to-earth 
guys you will ever meet. He was a true 
gentleman with a kind heart. 

This Senator, who lived life to the 
very fullest, the first in his family to 
ever attend college, never forgot where 
he came from. 

Now, in a weird twist of fate, it turns 
out that Fred and I actually came from 
the same place. We were both born in 
what was then known as the Colbert 
County Hospital in Sheffield, AL. But 
getting back to Fred’s humility, how 
many successful actors can you say 
that about? You see, Senator Thomp- 
son hardly fit the Hollywood stereo- 
type. Senator Thompson didn’t fit the 
political stereotype either. He was just 
Fred. He had one of the most inter- 
esting careers you could ever imagine— 
Senate colleague, Watergate lawyer, 
Presidential candidate, and radio per- 
sonality. And he was an icon of the sil- 
ver and small screen alike, one who 
didn’t just take on criminals as an 
actor but as a real-life prosecutor as 
well. That was Fred Thompson. That 
was the man many of us had the pleas- 
ure to serve with. 

I am reminded of some words shared 
recently by Fred’s friend of 50 years, a 
friend who succeeded him here in the 
Senate. ‘‘Very few people could light 
up a room the way that Fred Thompson 
did,” he said. “I will miss him great- 
ly.” 

I join the senior Senator from Ten- 
nessee in the same sentiment. I know 
the entire Senate does as well, just as 
the Senate joins together in sending 
condolences to Fred’s loved ones, Jeri 
and his children, in particular, in this 
very difficult time. 


EE 


RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 


pore. The Democratic leader is recog- 
nized. 


———— 


PAID FAMILY LEAVE 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, for many 
decades the American people have 
heard that their elected officials and 
political hopefuls taught family values, 
but right now we need more than talk. 
We need Members of Congress to step 
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up to the plate to help working fami- 
lies. 

Our country has fallen well behind 
the rest of the world when it comes to 
paid family leave. We are the only de- 
veloped country in the world that does 
not mandate paid medical leave for 
workers. Think about that. The most 
industrialized and successful country 
in the history of the world mandates 
less paid and protected family leave 
than Malta, Slovakia, and Estonia. 
What does this mean for working 
American families? It means parents 
can’t stay home and take care of their 
sick children. It means mothers need 
to rush back to work after giving birth 
to a child. It means working Americans 
have to choose between a paycheck and 
their family responsibilities. 

Right now the United States provides 
paid family leave for only 12 percent of 
its private sector workforce. We are 
one of three nations without paid ma- 
ternity leave: Papua New Guinea, 
Oman, and the United States. Those 
are the three nations without paid ma- 
ternity leave: America, Oman, and New 
Guinea. That is really unfair, and it 
doesn’t qualify as family values. 

I was pleased recently to learn that 
the new Speaker, PAUL RYAN, told 
House Republicans his family is off- 
limits. I don’t know if that means Fri- 
day afternoons or just Saturday and 
Sunday. He wants to spend more time 
with his family, and I applaud him for 
that. There were some people who 
mocked Congressman RYAN for that, 
and they are wrong. All parents should 
work to protect that time with their 
families. 

Here is the problem. For millions of 
Americans, the concept of work-family 
life balance is nothing more than a fan- 
tasy. For far too many Americans, 
more time at work and less time with 
family is the only way to put food on 
the table and a roof over their heads. 
Still, these hard-working families are 
falling behind. An unpaid day off is out 
of the question. 

Contrast that with the Senate. The 
Republican-controlled Senate doesn’t 
work 5-day weeks. Yet millions of 
Americans can’t get a day off when a 
loved one dies or a child is confined to 
a hospital bed. If you play baseball, the 
average salary is more than $2 million 
a year. If your wife has a baby, you 
take off. But they make millions of 
dollars a year. Middle-class Americans 
don’t make that. 

While Speaker RYAN insists on a fam- 
ily-friendly work schedule for himself, 
he is blocking legislation that would 
give the bare minimum in paid leave 
for hard-working Americans. Before we 
worry about ourselves, we should worry 
about the millions of Americans who 
can’t get a day off work to care for a 
sick child—can’t get a half day off 
work. That would be real family val- 
ues. 
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DRINKING WATER PROTECTIONS 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, this week 
the Senate will vote on two pieces of 
legislation that will nullify drinking 
water protections for 117 million Amer- 
icans. 

The Obama administration’s clean 
water rule will restore important safe- 
guards to protect American water 
sources from pollution and contamina- 
tion. This landmark rule from the 
Obama administration will finally re- 
solve years of confusion and provide 
regulatory certainty for businesses, 
farmers, local governments, and com- 
munities without creating any new 
permitting requirements and maintain- 
ing all previous exemptions and exclu- 
sions. 

The Republicans in Congress are in- 
tent on undermining these important 
protections. The Republican leader and 
his colleagues unfortunately are forc- 
ing the Senate to vote on legislation to 
roll back President Obama’s clean 
water rule. This legislation will fail, of 
course, and Republicans know it will 
fail. 

Last week, the junior Senator from 
Texas said this: 

[N]ext week we will have a show vote on 
the waters of the United States. Leadership 
is very happy. We will have a show vote. We 
will get to vote, and it will fail. 

Perhaps the junior Senator is right; 
this is another Republican charade. I 
hope not. If these bills were to pass, 
President Obama will veto them. Yet 
Republicans are content to waste the 
Senate’s time just so they can launch 
another attack on the environment. 
This is the first of a series of environ- 
mental attacks we expect this month 
from Republicans. They are also pre- 
paring to nullify the President’s rules 
to address climate change. They have 
no solutions and no plan to keep our 
water clean or address climate change. 
They are wasting valuable Senate time 
on these show votes. 


a 


CONGRATULATING 
GRASSLEY ON 
12,000TH VOTE 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, every year 
in the Senate we are sent to this dis- 
tinguished body for one reason: to rep- 
resent the people of our State and the 
people of this country. Our constitu- 
ents expect us to legislate. They expect 
us to be here on the Senate floor voting 
and representing their interests. In the 
Senate, there is no one better at up- 
holding that responsibility than the 
senior Senator from Iowa. 

Last Thursday, CHARLES GRASSLEY 
cast his 12,000th vote as a U.S. Senator. 
As remarkable as that is, as my friend 
the senior Senator from Kentucky said, 
it is even more impressive that he has 
cast almost 7,500 consecutive votes on 
the Senate floor. He hasn’t missed a 
vote since July 14, 1993. He holds the 
second longest consecutive vote streak 


SENATOR 
CASTING HIS 
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in Senate history, behind our colleague 
Senator William Proxmire of Wis- 
consin. That is a lot of votes. 

Senator GRASSLEY’s constancy and 
unwavering work ethic comes as no 
surprise to those of us who have known 
him and are acquainted with his back- 
ground. CHUCK GRASSLEY is a farmer. 
He is proud of that. He got started in 
politics when he was elected to the 
Iowa House in 1959. He served for 15 
years. In 1974, he ran for Congress and 
served three terms in the House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

He was elected to the Senate in 1980. 
Thirty-six years, 12,000 votes—that is 
remarkable, as is 17,474 consecutive 
votes. So I say congratulations to my 
friend CHUCK GRASSLEY on those in- 
credible milestones. 


EE 
REMEMBERING FRED THOMPSON 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, over the 
weekend, the people of Tennessee lost a 
member of their family. Senator Fred 
Thompson, whom my friend the Repub- 
lican leader has talked about, died 
after a recurring battle with lympho- 
ma. 

Those of us who served with him re- 
member that wonderful voice. His 
voice was so good that many people 
said he should be an actor. Well, he 
was. He was an actor. He had a beau- 
tiful voice that projected so very well, 
but he was good wherever he was—the 
floor of the Senate, movie studio, the 
town square of his home. 

He was a statesman in every sense of 
the word. His dedication to responsible 
public service fueled his commitment 
to bipartisanship and compromise. 
Fred Thompson was known for his cou- 
rageous heart and straightforward ap- 
proach to public service. 

I will miss him a great deal. He was 
always very kind and thoughtful and 
friendly to me, and the Senate is a bet- 
ter place for having had him here. 


EEE 
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 


Ee 


FEDERAL WATER QUALITY PRO- 
TECTION ACT—MOTION TO PRO- 
CEED 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will resume consideration of 
the motion to proceed to S. 1140, which 
the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 153, S. 
1140, a bill to require the Secretary of the 
Army and the Administrator of the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency to propose a regu- 
lation revising the definition of the term 
“waters of the United States,’’ and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the time until 12:30 
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p.m. will be equally divided between 
the two leaders or their designees. 

The Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR CHARLES GRASSLEY’S 

12,000TH VOTE 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have 
had the privilege of serving with sev- 
eral hundred Senators in this body over 
the years I have been here, and Senator 
GRASSLEY has been a very special 
friend during that time. He has rep- 
resented the voices of Iowans for near- 
ly three and a half decades. I think we 
have been friends for that three and a 
half decades. 

When I think of Senator GRASSLEY— 
12,000 votes, hundreds of hearings, 
countless tweets, and probably four 
dozen sweater vests later—he is the 
same down to earth Iowa farmer who 
visits every one of the State’s 99 coun- 
ties every year. He is also the Iowa 
farmer who, when Vermont was hit 
with terrible flooding a few years back, 
was the first person to contact me to 
say, “Vermont stood with Iowa when 
we were hit with a natural disaster. 
Iowa now stands with Vermont.” 

He and I have worked together, and 
we have had a productive relationship 
that spans those decades. On the Judi- 
ciary Committee, we take our leader- 
ship responsibilities seriously. We have 
both made sure that, both as chairman 
and ranking members, that every Sen- 
ator has a chance to be heard. We have 
found ways to come together on mean- 
ingful legislation. We enjoy each oth- 
er’s company. We are able to kid each 
other, as I did on his recent birthday. 
But more importantly, we do what I 
was told to do when I first came to the 
Senate, and I am sure what Senator 
GRASSLEY was told when he did—we 
keep our word. We have always kept 
our word to each other. 

It also helps that we both married 
above ourselves. His wonderful wife, 
Barbara, and my wife, Marcelle, are 
very close friends. They sometimes say 
that they belong to that special club 
that nobody wants to join, that of can- 
cer survivors. 

Senator GRASSLEY’s willingness to 
listen and hard work was most recently 
on display in the Judiciary Committee, 
as we hammered out an important 
compromise on sentencing reform 
which brought the left and the right 
together—both parties together. I 
think every single Senator com- 
plimented his leadership. 

And I must admit I was grateful for 
Senator GRASSLEY’s comments last 
week when I, too, crossed a voting 
milestone. He said we have been good 
friends and hoped we could cast many 
more votes together. I share that hope 
and congratulate my friend on this 
achievement. 
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I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Iowa. 

Mrs. ERNST. Mr. President, I rise 
today to congratulate my friend, col- 
league, and Iowa’s outstanding senior 
Senator on casting his 12,000th vote in 
the wee early hours of this last Friday 
morning. In fact, there are only 17 
other Senators in history who have 
cast more votes than Senator CHUCK 
GRASSLEY. On top of that, he has the 
longest existing voting streak in Con- 
gress. 

This farmer from Iowa serves as the 
chairman of the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee and is one of the highest rank- 
ing members in the Senate. But that 
has not gone to his head—not for 
CHUCK GRASSLEY. Back home in Iowa, 
he travels all 99 counties every single 
year, and he has done this every year 
for 35 wonderful years. Today his trav- 
els across the State to all 99 counties 
have a name. It is called ‘‘the full 
Grassley.” It is something that now 
our elected officials and even the Presi- 
dential candidates who visit Iowa try 
to complete as well. Senator GRASSLEY 
has set a high bar, and I am very glad 
that he has. 

Over the years I have learned quite a 
bit about my friend Senator CHUCK 
GRASSLEY. He is extremely thrifty. Be- 
cause of that, he is always looking out 
for our taxpayer dollars. He fights tire- 
lessly for accountability and trans- 
parency in Washington. I can always 
count on Senator GRASSLEY to stop by 
my office for doughnuts and coffee and 
to meet all of our wonderful Iowa con- 
stituents who happen to be visiting 
Washington, DC. He says he comes to 
visit the constituents. I actually think 
it is for the free doughnuts, but we are 
glad he stops by. 

Senator GRASSLEY is the epitome of 
the Iowa way, and he has faithfully 
upheld these values in the Senate. He 
is a workhorse and has dedicated his 
entire career to serving Iowans. Iowa 
has no greater friend than Senator 
CHUCK GRASSLEY. 

Congratulations, Senator, on your 
12,000th vote. Congratulations to Bar- 
bara, also. Get your Twitter ready be- 
cause at noon we are going to cele- 
brate. 

I thank the Acting President pro 
tempore. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
thank all my colleagues, in particular 
my colleague from Iowa but also the 
people who are very senior leaders of 
this body: Senator MCCONNELL, Sen- 
ator REID, and my friend on the Judici- 
ary Committee, Senator LEAHY, whom 
I have served with for 35 years. I thank 
them for their kind words and for what 
they said about my service to the peo- 
ple of Iowa as an elected representa- 
tive. 

I have interacted with tens of thou- 
sands of Iowans as their Senator, so I 
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have a feeling that I know each Iowan 
personally at this point. Of course, I 
don’t. I know that is technically im- 
possible, but one of the benefits of a 
State that is not especially big geo- 
graphically is that I have enough plan- 
ning that I can get to every county 
every year, aS has been said several 
times by my colleagues. 

Every year, Iowans in each county 
host me at a question-and-answer ses- 
sion at their factories, schools, or their 
service clubs. Most of these are my own 
town meetings that I set up. At each 
stop, I might get a dozen or so ques- 
tions on any topic under the sun, and 
that is as it should be in representative 
government because that is a two-way 
street. The electorate’s job is to ask 
the questions and my job is to answer 
them. If people are satisfied that I have 
answered their questions or that at 
least I have tried to answer them, then 
I hope I have demonstrated how much 
their participation means to the proc- 
ess of representative government and 
to casting my votes in Washington be- 
cause I bring the benefits of every com- 
ment, question, and criticism heard 
from Iowans to that vote. 

With these 12,000 votes, I think of the 
many conversations and pieces of cor- 
respondence behind each vote. Whether 
I am meeting with Iowans in the Hart 
Building in Washington or at the Uni- 
versity of Northern Iowa volleyball 
matches near my farm in New Hart- 
ford, the time that people take to visit 
with me is well spent for me, and I 
hope they consider it a time well spent 
for them. 

People ask me if I have any hobbies. 
I cannot say that I do, at least not in 
the way people usually think of hob- 
bies. Spending time with the people of 
Iowa is part of my work. I get paid to 
listen and make sure that is what I do. 
It is my pleasure to spend time with 
Iowans. When someone stops me at the 
Village Inn in Cedar Falls, where I go 
for Sunday brunch after church, to 
talk about cyber security or sentencing 
reform, I am glad to do it. 

What is important to the people of 
Iowa is my vocation. I am grateful for 
the opportunity to cast 12,000 votes. 
Thanks to the people of Iowa, thanks 
to my wife Barbara and the rest of my 
family who share my regard for what is 
important, representing the people of 
Iowa. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
thank the people of Iowa for sending us 
CHUCK GRASSLEY and want to say he 
does not just represent Iowa, he per- 
sonifies it. I know of no Senator who 
better personifies his State than the 
Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that I be recognized to say a few 
words about our departed colleague 
Fred Thompson and that following my 
remarks Senator CORKER be recog- 
nized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


16977 


REMEMBERING FRED THOMPSON 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, it 
is my sad duty, as was mentioned by 
our leaders this morning, to report 
that Fred Dalton Thompson, who 
served in this body from 1995 to 2003, 
representing our State of Tennessee, 
died in Nashville on Sunday. My wife, 
Honey, and I and the members of our 
family—every one of whom valued our 
friendship with Fred—as well as Mem- 
bers of the Senate, express to Fred’s 
family—his wife Jeri, their children, 
Hayden and Sammy, and his sons by 
his earlier marriage to Sarah, Tony 
and Dan, and his brother Ken—our 
pride in Fred’s life and our sympathy 
for his death. 

Very few people can light up the 
room the way Fred Thompson did. The 
truth is, most public figures have al- 
ways been a little jealous of Fred 
Thompson. His personality had a 
streak of magic that none of the rest of 
us have. That magic was on display 
when he was minority counsel to the 
Senate Watergate Committee in 1973, 
asking former White House aide Alex- 
ander Butterfield the famous question: 
“Mr. Butterfield, are you aware of the 
installation of any listening devices in 
the Oval Office of the President?” 
thereby publicly revealing the exist- 
ence of tape-recorded conversations 
within the White House. National Pub- 
lic Radio later called that session and 
the discovery of the Watergate tapes 
“a turning point in the investigation.” 

The Thompson magic was evident 
again in 1985, when Fred was asked to 
play himself in the movie ‘‘Marie.’’ In 
real life, Fred had been the attorney 
for Marie Ragghianti, the truth-telling 
chairman of the Tennessee Pardon and 
Parole Board during a scandal in our 
State when pardons were sold for cash. 

After that, Fred was cast in a number 
of movie roles as CIA Director, the 
head of Dulles Airport, an admiral, the 
President of NASCAR, three Presidents 
of the United States, and District At- 
torney Arthur Branch in the television 
series “Law and Order”. That same 
magic served him well when he ran for 
the United States Senate in 1994 for the 
last 2 years of Vice President Gore’s 
unexpired term. It was a good Repub- 
lican year and Fred’s red pickup truck 
attracted attention, but he defeated a 
strong opponent by more than 20 per- 
centage points, mostly because when 
he appeared on television, Tennesseans 
liked him, trusted him, and voted for 
him. Fred took on some big assign- 
ments during his time in the Senate, 
but sometimes he would become impa- 
tient with some of the foolishness 
around here. A Washington reporter 
once asked him if he missed making 
movies: “Yes,” he said, “Sometimes I 
miss the sincerity of Hollywood.” 

People ask me sometimes: How could 
an actor accomplish so much? In addi- 
tion to those things I have already 
mentioned, during the 1980s Fred was 
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invited twice to be special counsel to 
Senate investigative committees. 
When he retired from the Senate, he 
took over Paul Harvey’s radio show. In 
2008, he was a frontrunner for the Pres- 
idency of the United States. For the 
last several years, it has been hard to 
turn on the television without seeing 
Fred Thompson urging you to buy a re- 
verse mortgage. 

I believe there are three reasons his 
career was so extraordinary and so di- 
verse. First, he was authentic, genuine, 
and bona fide. So far as I know, he 
never had an acting lesson. As he did in 
“Marie” and as he did in most of his 
movie roles, he played himself. There 
was no pretense in Fred Thompson on 
or off the stage. Second, he was pur- 
poseful. In 1992, when I was Education 
Secretary, I invited Fred to lunch in 
the White House lunchroom. For years 
I had urged him to be a candidate for 
public office. I hoped he might run in 
1994. What struck me during our entire 
luncheon conversation was that not 
once did he raise any political con- 
cerns. His only question was: If I were 
to be elected, what do you suppose I 
could accomplish? 

When he was elected, he was serious 
and principled. He was a strict Fed- 
eralist, never a fan of Washington tell- 
ing Americans what to do, even if he 
thought it was something Americans 
should be doing. He was not afraid to 
cast votes that were unpopular with his 
constituents if he was convinced he 
was right. The third reason for Fred 
Thompson’s success was he worked 
hard. Saying that will come as some- 
thing of a surprise to many. 

He was notoriously easygoing. He 
grew up in modest circumstances in 
Lawrenceburg, Tennessee. His father 
Fletch was a car salesman. He was a 
double major in philosophy and polit- 
ical science at the University of Mem- 
phis. He did well enough to earn schol- 
arships to Tulane and Vanderbilt law 
schools. To pay for school he worked at 
a bicycle plant, a post office, and a 
motel. 

Before he was Watergate counsel, he 
was assistant U.S. attorney. The re- 
mainder of his busy life was filled with 
law practice, stage, and radio shows, 
counsel to Senate investigating com- 
mittees, more than 20 movies, tele- 
vision commercials, and 8 years as a 
Senator. I have attended a number of 
memorial services for prominent fig- 
ures. As a result, I have added a rule to 
“Tamar Alexander’s Little Plaid 
Book.” It is this: ‘‘When invited to 
speak at a funeral, be sure to mention 
the deceased as often as yourself.” 

I mentioned this rule last year when 
I spoke at Howard Baker’s funeral be- 
cause there came a point in my re- 
marks when I could not continue with- 
out mentioning my relationship with 
Senator Baker, and I therefore had to 
break my own rule. The same is true 
with Fred Thompson. We were friends 
for nearly 50 years. 
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In the late 1960s, both of us fresh out 
of law school were inspired by Senator 
Howard Baker to help build a two- 
party political system in Tennessee. 
Fred’s political debut was campaign 
manager for John Williams for Con- 
gress, against Ray Blanton in 1968. My 
first political foray was Howard 
Baker’s successful Senate campaign in 
1966. 

When Senator Baker ran for reelec- 
tion in 1972, I recruited Fred to be the 
Senator’s Middle Tennessee campaign 
manager. In 1973, Senator Baker asked 
me to be minority counsel to the Wa- 
tergate Committee. I suggested he ask 
Fred instead because as a former U.S. 
attorney Fred was much better 
equipped for the job. When I lost the 
Governor’s race in 1974, the Thompsons 
were one of two couples Honey and I in- 
vited to go to Florida to lick our 
wounds. 

When I was sworn in as Governor in 
1979, even without asking him, I an- 
nounced that Fred Thompson would fly 
back to Nashville from Washington, 
DC, to review more than 60 pardons and 
paroles that had allegedly been issued 
because someone had paid cash for 
them. I wanted the celebrated Water- 
gate personality to help restore con- 
fidence in Tennessee’s system of jus- 
tice. In the spring of 2002, Fred tele- 
phoned to say he would not run for re- 
election. So I sought and won the Sen- 
ate seat both he and Howard Baker had 
held. I have the same phone number 
today that both of them had when they 
were here. 

During my general election campaign 
in 2002, an opponent said: ‘‘Why, Fred 
and Lamar are both in Howard Baker’s 
stable.” Fred replied: ‘‘Stable hell, we 
are in the same stall.” 

Several times I got a dose of Fred 
Thompson’s magic during those hum- 
bling experiences when I asked him to 
campaign with me. Campaigning with 
Fred Thompson was a little like going 
to Dollywood with Dolly Parton. You 
can be sure no one is there to see you. 

We have a tradition of scratching our 
names in the drawers of the desks that 
we occupy on the floor of the Senate. 
When I arrived in 2003, I searched high 
and low until I found what I wanted: a 
desk occupied by two predecessors, my 
friend Fred Thompson and our mentor 
Howard Baker. During one of those 
late-night Senate budget sessions a few 
years ago, I scratched my name after 
theirs. I am proud it will remain there 
as long as this desk does: Baker, 
Thompson, ALEXANDER. 

Tennesseans and our country have 
been fortunate that public service at- 
tracted Fred Dalton Thompson. We will 
miss his common sense, his conserv- 
ative principles, and his big booming 
voice. We have lost one of our most 
able and attractive public servants, 
and my wife Honey and I have lost a 
dear friend. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Tennessee 
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Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, I rise to 
share my voice with LAMAR ALEX- 
ANDER’sS at the loss of a great Ten- 
nessean and a great American. I appre- 
ciate so much Senator ALEXANDER’S 
chronologically going through much of 
the great Senator Thompson’s life and 
talking about the personal experiences. 
Elizabeth and I, too, want to share our 
condolences with Jeri, Hayden, and 
Sammy, along with Tony and Dan, his 
sons by his first marriage with Sarah, 
and his brother Ken. 

I was able to talk to Tony last week 
as Fred was in hospice care. As you 
would expect, with Fred being the kind 
of person he was, never forgetting 
where he came from, they wanted to 
spend those last days together in quiet 
and didn’t want a lot of phone calls or 
a lot happening to make people aware 
of what was happening. Fred had 
reached his end. No doubt, again, Ten- 
nessee has lost a great son as has our 
Nation. 

Fred was one of those people, as 
LAMAR just mentioned, who had ex- 
traordinary talent. To me, what was so 
unique about him having that extraor- 
dinary talent is he also had the gift of 
knowing when and how to use it, from 
his extraordinary ability as a lawyer, 
as has been chronicled, to his ability 
when faced with a case that became 
something of national notoriety, to 
himself becoming an actor and playing 
a role that in this case he was in real 
life, and then to serving in the Senate 
in the way that he did. 

I, too, had the extraordinary privi- 
lege to also know Fred, as I have had in 
knowing someone like LAMAR ALEX- 
ANDER, who I think is one of the great 
public servants of our State, and How- 
ard Baker, who has been a mentor to 
all of us and had such an impact on me, 
LAMAR, and Fred. Back in 1994, as I was 
telling some  Tennesseans earlier 
today, I was also running for the Sen- 
ate in a race that no one remembers 
because of the results. As LAMAR men- 
tioned, everywhere you went, people 
wanted to see Fred. 

Fred had this extraordinary ability 
to capture people’s imaginations. Fred 
was unabashedly proud of our Nation 
and never an apologist for what our 
Nation has done around the world to 
make the world a better place. I was 
able to drive around and see hordes of 
people gather around Fred. People 
would pat Bill Frist, me, and the other 
folks running in the other primary on 
the head and say: Someday you, too, 
might be a Senator. 

Fred was somewhat criticized that 
year because of the way he was going 
about the race. Again, it reminds me of 
how much talent he had and his ability 
to know how to use it. He told people: 
Look, the first time I run a television 
ad, this race will be over. 

He did, and it was. AS LAMAR men- 
tioned, he went on to win by 20 points 
because of the way the people felt 
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about him, not only around our State 
but around our country. 

Fred was very impatient with serving 
in the Senate, and I had multiple con- 
versations with him about that. Actu- 
ally, serving here, one can understand 
with someone like Fred, who con- 
stantly wanted to make something 
happen, how that was a frustration. 
But I know for a fact from watching 
his early days—coming in, heading the 
homeland security committee, and 
doing the many things he did—that he 
affected our State and country in a 
very positive way, which is something 
all of us would hope to emulate. 

We will miss him. He was a rare tal- 
ent. He was one of those people who 
made you want to do better when you 
were around him. 

I thank him for his tremendous serv- 
ice to our country, I thank him for the 
tremendous and deep friendships he 
created all around our State, and I 
thank him for causing all of us to con- 
stantly remember where we came from. 

With that, I join Senator ALEXANDER 
in again expressing our deep condo- 
lences to his family and all who were 
around him, especially when the end 
came. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, first, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senator 
CARDIN manage our side. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am 
going to make a statement about S. 
1140, which is before us. 

Senator BARRASSO, may I make my 
statement, due to a hectic schedule? I 
won’t go very long. Is that all right 
with you. 

Thank you, my friend. 

I thank Senator BARRASSO. 

It is kind of commonplace here that 
it is another day and another attack on 
the environment. Today is no excep- 
tion. Today it is an attack on the 
Clean Water Act. That is what I believe 
S. 1140 does. 

The name of this bill is the Federal 
Water Quality Protection Act. I tell 
you, if we could sue for false adver- 
tising, we would have a great case be- 
cause this bill doesn’t protect any- 
thing. It allows for pollution of many 
bodies of water that provide drinking 
water to 117 million Americans, 1 in 3 
Americans. Their drinking water will 
be at risk if my friend’s bill passes. 
That is why I feel so strongly about it. 

We see it on this poster: 117 million 
Americans are served by public drink- 
ing water systems. That is 94 percent 
of public drinking water systems that 
rely on these headwater streams. It af- 
fects 1 in 3 Americans in 48 States. 

We are talking about a bill that is 
called the Federal Water Quality Pro- 
tection Act, but it is about pollution, 
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not protection. In a way, when we 
name these bills the opposite of what 
they are—remember, this is called the 
Federal Water Quality Protection Act 
when in fact it is going to lead to con- 
tamination of waterways. It reminds 
me of the book ‘‘1984’’ in which the 
government is making sure people be- 
lieve different things, and they have 
slogans like “war is peace,” and you 
think about it, and finally you cannot 
tell the difference between war and 
peace. 

Pollution is not protection, and this 
bill will lead to pollution because S. 
1140 blocks the final clean water rule 
that clearly protects these waters 
while exempting ditches and storm 
water collection and treatment sys- 
tems, artificial ponds, water-filled de- 
pressions, puddles, and recycled water 
facilities. 

What you will hear from the other 
side is, oh, the Obama administration 
has written a rule that is protecting 
puddles. That is nonsense. The fact is, 
the clean water rule is going to bring 
certainty to the Clean Water Act, and 
it is going to protect the drinking 
water of 117 million Americans. Yet my 
Republican friends want to stop it. The 
exemptions that are in there would be 
gone, not only the exemption from 
ditches, storm water collection, artifi- 
cial ponds, water-filled depressions, 
and recycled water facilities, but also 
the exemptions for agriculture and for- 
estry. So we are going to have a situa- 
tion where there is more chaos sur- 
rounding our water laws. It is going to 
lead to confusion for businesses and 
landowners, and it is going to take us 
back to square one to figure out a 
whole other rule. Following two Su- 
preme Court decisions, we shouldn’t 
pass legislation that would create even 
more uncertainty and invite years of 
new litigation. 

The other thing you hear from the 
other side is, oh, this clean water rule 
the Obama administration wrote—they 
didn’t listen to the public. Well, more 
than 1 million comments were received 
during a comment period that lasted 
over 200 days, and over 400 outreach 
meetings with stakeholders and State 
and local governments were conducted. 
So this bill—by sending us back to 
square one—ignores this robust out- 
reach, and it will wind up wasting mil- 
lions of taxpayer dollars, forcing EPA 
to go right back to square one. How 
many more comments do these friends 
of mine on the other side of the aisle 
want? My God, there were 400 outreach 
meetings over 200 days and more than 
1 million comments. It makes no sense 
to me. 

Nothing is more important than pro- 
tecting the lives of the American peo- 
ple, and when we weaken the Clean 
Water Act, that is what we do. 

I will show a photograph. This was 
the Cuyahoga River in Cleveland, OH, 
decades ago. It caught on fire. It 
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caught on fire because there was no 
regulation and there were all kinds of 
toxic substances on the waterway. Our 
lakes were dying. And this one—when 
the people saw it on fire, they said 
enough is enough. They demanded the 
Clean Water Act. We passed it—I 
wasn’t here then; it was 1972—by an 
overwhelmingly bipartisan majority. 
We have made tremendous progress. 
Today our rivers, lakes, and streams 
are far cleaner than they were, and the 
Clean Water Act has been one of our 
most successful laws. 

Let’s look at the support for the 
Clean Water Act. This is unbelievable, 
when you see this. This is over- 
whelming public support for the clean 
water rule that my friends on the other 
side of the aisle, the Republicans, want 
to stop in its tracks. 

Seventy-nine percent of voters think 
Congress should allow the clean water 
rule to move forward, and 80 percent of 
small business owners support protec- 
tions for upstream headwaters in the 
EPA’s new clean water rule. So some- 
body has to explain to me—and I am 
sure my friends will try to, and I look 
forward to hearing their reasoning— 
why they are going against 79 percent 
of the voters and 80 percent of small 
businesses. It makes no sense. 

The bill takes us in the wrong direc- 
tion. That is why over 80 scientists 
with expertise in the importance of 
streams and wetlands, as well as the 
Society for Freshwater Science, oppose 
this bill. I have received opposition let- 
ters from so many groups, I am going 
to read them to you. And think about 
these groups. These are objective 
groups. These are nonpartisan groups. 

Under public health, there is the 
American Public Health Association, 
the Physicians for Social Responsi- 
bility, and the Trust for America’s 
Health. 

Under scientists and legal experts, 
there are 82 scientists, 44 law profes- 
sors, and the American Fisheries Soci- 
ety. 

Under business, there is the Amer- 
ican Sustainable Business Council rep- 
resenting 200,000 businesses that oppose 
this bill, and there are 35 U.S. brew- 
eries. That is kind of interesting. The 
breweries count on clean water. They 
are very upset about the Barrasso bill. 
They oppose it. 

Under sportsmen, there is the Amer- 
ican Fly Fishing Trade Association. I 
thought my Republican friends support 
outdoor recreation. The Backcountry 
Hunters and Anglers, the Illinois Coun- 
cil of Trout Unlimited, the Inter- 
national Federation of Fly Fishers, the 
Izaak Walton League of America, the 
Florida Wildlife Federation, the Na- 
tional Wildlife Federation, the Theo- 
dore Roosevelt Conservation Partner- 
ship, and Trout Unlimited oppose this 
bill. 

Under environmental, there is the Al- 
liance for the Great Lakes, American 
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Canoe Association, American Rivers, 
and the BlueGreen Alliance. 

Mr. President, I am not going to go 
on that much longer. I am just going to 
finish reading this list because when I 
speak—OK, you know I am a strong en- 
vironmentalist. Iam wearing my green 
today on purpose. These groups are 
very concerned about the Barrasso bill, 
as are 79 percent of voters. 

Here are the other groups that 
weighed in: BlueStream Communica- 
tions, California River Watch, and Cen- 
tral Ohio Watershed Council. They 
know because they have algae blooms 
coming to their lakes. Continuing, 
there is Clean Water Action, Clean Up 
the River Environment, Coastal Envi- 
ronmental Rights Foundation, Defend- 
ers of Wildlife, Earthjustice, Endan- 
gered Habitats League, Environment 
America, Evangelical Environmental 
Network. Do you want to know why 
the Evangelical Environmental Net- 
work is here? Because they believe that 
with this bill we are harming God’s 
creation. That is why they are in- 
volved. Continuing, Greenpeace, Gulf 
Restoration Network, Kentucky Water- 
ways Alliance, Lake Champlain Inter- 
national, League of Conservation Vot- 
ers, Massachusetts River Alliance, Na- 
tional Parks Conservation Association, 
Natural Resources Defense Council, 
Nature Coast Conservation, New Jersey 
Audubon Society, Northwest Environ- 
mental Advocates, Ohio Environmental 
Council, Ohio River Foundation, Prai- 
rie Rivers Network, River Network, 
Roots & Shoots, University of Tampa, 
Sierra Club, Southern Environmental 
Law Center, Surfrider Foundation. 

Under rural development, there is the 
Center for Rural Affairs. 

There are reasons all these groups— 
scientists and biologists—have come 
together. They want to protect the wa- 
terways of the United States of Amer- 
ica. This bill will take us back to 
square one. This bill goes against the 
most incredible group of opponents. 
This bill ignores the will of the people. 
So I am very hopeful that we will have 
enough votes to stop the special inter- 
ests that want to keep dumping toxic 
material and dangerous material into 
our waterways. 

I know Senator BARRASSO and Sen- 
ator INHOFE would like time. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that when the first Republican 
speaker is done, it goes back to a Dem- 
ocrat, then back to a Republican, if 
that is OK with everybody. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I wish to 
do three things quickly. One is a re- 
quest, one is an apology, and one is the 
truth. The privileges of the floor re- 
quest will appear in another section of 
the RECORD. 
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Secondly, I have an apology. I am 
very fortunate I have had the same 
staff for 21 years in the Senate. They 
have never made a mistake. My staff 
never made a mistake until last Fri- 
day. Last Friday I was informed by my 
staff that we had two votes starting at 
1 o’clock in the morning—two votes, 
and yet there were three. So I am the 
guy who came down, thinking I had al- 
ready voted. So I apologize to the lead- 
er, I apologize to the staff who was 
working, and more than anything else, 
I apologize to the young people on the 
front row, our pages, who had to stay 
up another 15 minutes at 4 o’clock in 
the morning because of me. I apologize. 

On the truth side, first, let me put in 
the RECORD—my good friend from Cali- 
fornia was talking about all of the 
groups. I have five times as many 
groups now on record, many of which 
are from the State of California. I have 
a long list. I wish to make those 44 
groups from California a part of the 
RECORD. And then there are the 480 
very thoughtful groups nationally that 
are opposed to this rule. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the two lists of 
supporters. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CALIFORNIA ENTITIES SUPPORTING S. 1140 

California Cattlemen’s Association; Cali- 
fornia Chamber of Commerce; California Cot- 
ton Ginners Association; California Farm 
Bureau; Camarillo Chamber of Commerce; 
Central California Golf Course Superintend- 
ents Association; Chambers of Commerce Al- 
liance of Ventura & Santa Barbara Counties; 
Corona Chamber of Commerce; County of 
San Joaquin, California; Elk Grove Chamber 
of Commerce; Fresno Chamber of Commerce; 
Fullerton Chamber of Commerce; Goleta 
Valley Chamber of Commerce. 

Golf Course Superintendents Association 
of Southern California; Greater Bakersfield 
Chamber of Commerce; Greater Conejo Val- 
ley Chamber of Commerce; Greater Grass 
Valley Chamber of Commerce; Hi-Lo Desert 
Golf Course Superintendent Association; In- 
land Empire Golf Course Superintendents 
Association; Inland Empire Regional Cham- 
ber of Commerce; Long Beach Area Chamber 
of Commerce; Los Angeles Area Chamber of 
Commerce; Murrieta Chamber of Commerce; 
Oceanside Chamber of Commerce; Orange 
County Business Council; Oxnard Chamber of 
Commerce. 

Rancho Cordova Chamber of Commerce; 
Redondo Beach Chamber of Commerce; Rose- 
ville Chamber of Commerce; Rural County 
Representatives of California; Sacramento 
Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce; San 
Diego Regional Chamber of Commerce; San 
Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership; San 
Joaquin Valley Quality Cotton Growers As- 
sociation; Santa Clara Chamber of Com- 
merce and Convention-Visitors Bureau; 
Santa Clarita Valley Chamber of Commerce; 
Santa Maria Valley Chamber of Commerce; 
South Bay Association of Chambers of Com- 
merce; South Orange County Economic Coa- 
lition; Torrance Area Chamber of Commerce; 
Trinity Expanded Shale & Clay; Tuolumne 
County Chamber of Commerce; Western Ag- 
ricultural Processors Association; Willows 
Chamber of Commerce. 
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SUPPORTERS OF THE FEDERAL WATER QUALITY 
PROTECTION ACT 

U.S. Conference of Mayors; National Asso- 
ciation of Counties; National League of Cit- 
ies; National Association of Regional Coun- 
cils; Patrick Morrisey, West Virginia Attor- 
ney General; Doug Peterson, Nebraska At- 
torney General; Tim Fox, Montana Attorney 
General; Wayne Stenehjem, North Dakota 
Attorney General; Scott Pruitt, Oklahoma 
Attorney General; Michael DeWine, Ohio At- 
torney General; Peter Michael, Wyoming At- 
torney General; Alan Wilson, South Carolina 
Attorney General; Luther Strange, Alabama 
Attorney General; Brad Schimel, Wisconsin 
Attorney General; Mark Brnovich, Arizona 
Attorney General; Terry Branstad, Iowa 
Governor; Leslie Rutledge, Arkansas Attor- 
ney General; Phil Bryant, Mississippi Gov- 
ernor; Agricultural Council of Arkansas; Ag- 
ricultural Retailers Association; Agri-Mark, 
Inc.; Alabama Cattlemen’s Association; Ala- 
bama Chapter of Golf Course Superintend- 
ents Association; Alaska; Alaska State 
Chamber of Commerce; Albany-Colonie Re- 
gional Chamber of Commerce; American 
Agri-Women. 

American Exploration & Mining Associa- 
tion; American Farm Bureau Federation; 
American Forest & Paper Association; Amer- 
ican Gas Association; American Horse Coun- 
cil; American Petroleum Institute; American 
Public Power Association; American Public 
Works Association; American Road & Trans- 
portation Builders Association; American 
Society of Golf Course Architects; American 
Soybean Association; American Sugar Alli- 
ance; AmericanHort; Ames Chamber of Com- 
merce; Annapolis and Anne Arundel County 
Chamber of Commerce; Arctic Slope Re- 
gional Corporation; Area Development Part- 
nership—Greater Hattiesburg; Arizona Cat- 
tle Feeders’ Association; Arizona Cattle 
Growers’ Association; Arizona Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry; Arizona Farm Bu- 
reau Federation; Arizona Mining Associa- 
tion; Arizona Rock Products Association; 
Arkansas Cattlemen’s Association; Arkansas 
Pork Producers Association; Arkansas State 
Chamber of Commerce; Associated Builders 
& Contractors Associated Builders & Con- 
tractors Delaware Chapter. 

Associated Builders & Contractors Empire 
State Chapter; Associated Builders & Con- 
tractors Florida East Coast Chapter; Associ- 
ated Builders & Contractors Heart of Amer- 
ica Chapter; Associated Builders & Contrac- 
tors Illinois Chapter; Associated Builders & 
Contractors Mississippi Chapter; Associated 
Builders & Contractors New Orleans/Bayou 
Chapter; Associated Builders & Contractors 
Pelican Chapter; Associated Builders & Con- 
tractors Rocky Mountain Chapter; Associ- 
ated Builders & Contractors Western Michi- 
gan Chapter; Associated Builders and Con- 
tractors; Associated Industries of Arkansas, 
Inc.; Association of American Railroads; As- 
sociation of American Railroads; Association 
of Equipment Manufacturers (AEM); Asso- 
ciation of Oil Pipe Lines; Association of 
Texas Soil and Water; Baltimore Washington 
Corridor Chamber; Billings Chamber of Com- 
merce; Birmingham Business Alliance; Bis- 
marck-Mandan Chamber of Commerce; 
Buckeye Valley Chamber of Commerce; Buf- 
falo Niagara Partnership; Bullhead Area 
Chamber of Commerce; Business Council of 
Alabama; Cactus & Pine Golf Course Super- 
intendents Association; California Cattle- 
men’s Association; California Chamber of 
Commerce. 

California Cotton Ginners Association; 
California Farm Bureau; Calusa Golf Course 
Superintendents Association; Camarillo 
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Chamber of Commerce; Carson Valley Cham- 
ber of Commerce; Central California Golf 
Course Superintendents Association; Central 
Delaware Chamber of Commerce; Central 
Florida Golf Course Superintendents Asso- 
ciation; Central New York Golf Course Su- 
perintendents Association; Chamber of Reno, 
Sparks, and Northern Nevada; Chamber 
Southwest Louisiana; Chambers of Com- 
merce Alliance of Ventura & Santa Barbara 
Counties; Chicago Southland Chamber of 
Commerce; Cincinnati USA Regional Cham- 
ber; City of Central Chamber of Commerce; 
Cleveland-Bolivar County Chamber of Com- 
merce; Club Managers Association of Amer- 
ica; Coeur d’Alene Chamber of Commerce; 
Colorado Association of Commerce & Indus- 
try; Colorado Cattlemen’s Association; Colo- 
rado Competitive Council; Colorado Live- 
stock Association; Colorado Nursery and 
Greenhouse Association; Colorado Pork Pro- 
ducers Council. 

Columbia County Chamber of Commerce; 
Connecticut Association of Golf Super- 
intendents; Conservation Districts; Corn Re- 
finers Association; Corona Chamber of Com- 
merce; County of San Joaquin, California; 
CropLife America; Crowley Chamber of Com- 
merce; Dairy Producers of New Mexico; 
Dairy Producers of Utah; Dakota County Re- 
gional Chamber of Commerce; Darke County 
Chamber of Commerce; Dauphin Island 
Chamber of Commerce; Delaware State 
Chamber of Commerce; Delta Council; Den- 
ver Metro Chamber of Commerce; Develop- 
ment Association; Distribution Contractors 
Association; Dubuque Area Chamber of Com- 
merce; Durango Chamber of Commerce; 
Earthmoving Contractors Association of 
Texas; Economic Progress (FEEP); Edison 
Electric Institute; Elk Grove Chamber of 
Commerce; Energy Piping Systems Division; 
Everglades Golf Course Superintendents As- 
sociation; Exotic Wildlife Association. 

Fall River Area Chamber of Commerce & 
Industry; Federal Forest Resources Coali- 
tion; Florida Cattlemen’s Association; Flor- 
ida Chamber of Commerce; Florida Golf 
Course Superintendents Association; Florida 
Sugar Cane League; Florida West Coast Golf 
Course Superintendents Association; Fort 
Collins Area Chamber of Commerce; Founda- 
tion for Environmental and; Fred Weber, 
Inc.; Fresno Chamber of Commerce; Ful- 
lerton Chamber of Commerce; Georgia Agri- 
business Council; Georgia Cattlemen’s Asso- 
ciation; Georgia Chamber of Commerce; 
Georgia Cotton Commission; Georgia Golf 
Course Superintendents Association; Georgia 
Green Industry Association; Georgia Pork 
Producers Association; Glendale Chamber of 
Commerce; Goleta Valley Chamber of Com- 
merce; Golf Course Builders Association of 
America; Golf Course Superintendents Asso- 
ciation of America. 

Golf Course Superintendents Association 
of Cape Cod; Golf Course Superintendents 
Association of New Jersey; Golf Course Su- 
perintendents Association of Southern Cali- 
fornia; Grand Junction Area Chamber of 
Commerce; Grand Rapids Area Chamber of 
Commerce; Grant County Chamber of Com- 
merce & Tourism; Greater Bakersfield 
Chamber of Commerce; Greater Casa Grande 
Chamber of Commerce; Greater Cedar Valley 
Alliance & Chamber; Greater Conejo Valley 
Chamber of Commerce; Greater Elkhart 
Chamber of Commerce; Greater Fairbanks 
Chamber of Commerce; Greater Flagstaff 
Chamber of Commerce; Greater Grass Valley 
Chamber of Commerce; Greater Hall Cham- 
ber of Commerce; Greater Hernando County 
Chamber of Commerce; Greater Hyde County 
Chamber of Commerce; Greater Louisville 
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Inc.; Greater North Dakota Chamber of Com- 
merce; Greater Oak Brook Chamber of Com- 
merce and Economic Development Partner- 
ship; Greater Oklahoma City Chamber. 

Greater Omaha Chamber of Commerce; 
Greater Phoenix Chamber of Commerce; 
Greater Raleigh Chamber of Commerce; 
Greater Rome Chamber of Commerce; Green 
Valley Sahuarita Chamber of Commerce & 
Visitor Center; GROWMARK, Inc. Gulf Coun- 
ty Chamber of Commerce; Hastings Area 
Chamber of Commerce; Hawaii Cattlemen’s 
Council; Heart of America Golf Course Su- 
perintendents Association; Hi-Lo Desert Golf 
Course Superintendent Association; Holmes 
County Development Commission; Horseshoe 
Bend Area Chamber of Commerce; Houma- 
Terrebonne Chamber of Commerce; Idaho As- 
sociation of Commerce & Industry; Idaho 
Cattle Association; Idaho Dairymen’s Asso- 
ciation; Idaho Golf Course Superintendents 
Association; Illinois Association of Aggre- 
gate Producers; Illinois Beef Association; Il- 
linois Chamber of Commerce; Illinois Pork 
Producers Association; Independent Cattle- 
men’s Association of Texas; Indiana Beef 
Cattle Association. 

Indiana Chamber of Commerce; Indiana 
Pork Producers Association; Indianapolis 
Chamber of Commerce; Industrial Minerals 
Association—North America; Inland Empire 
Golf Course Superintendents Association; In- 
land Empire Regional Chamber of Com- 
merce; International Council of Shopping 
Centers; International Council of Shopping 
Centers (ICSC); International Liquid Termi- 
nals Association (ILTA); Interstate Natural 
Gas Association of America (INGAA); Iowa 
Association of Business and Industry; Iowa 
Cattlemen’s Association; Iowa Cattlemen’s 
Association; Iowa Chamber Alliance; Iowa 
Golf Course Superintendent Association; 
Iowa Pork Producers Association; Iowa Seed 
Association; Irrigation Association; JAX 
Chamber; Jeff Davis Chamber of Commerce; 
Juneau Chamber of Commerce; Kalispell 
Chamber of Commerce; Kansas Agribusiness 
Retailers Association; Kansas Chamber of 
Commerce. 

Kansas Farm Bureau; Kansas Grain and 
Feed Association; Kansas Livestock Associa- 
tion; Kansas Livestock Association; Kansas 
Pork Association; Kentucky Cattlemen’s As- 
sociation; Kentucky Chamber of Commerce; 
Kentucky Pork Producers Association; 
Lafourche Chamber of Commerce; Lake 
Havasu Area Chamber of Commerce; Leading 
Builders of America; Lima/Allen County 
Chamber of Commerce; Lincoln Chamber of 
Commerce; Litchfield Area Chamber of Com- 
merce; Long Beach Area Chamber of Com- 
merce; Los Angeles Area Chamber of Com- 
merce; Louisiana Association of Business 
and Industry; Louisiana Cattlemen’s Asso- 
ciation; Louisiana/Mississippi; Louisiana/ 
Mississippi Golf Course Superintendents As- 
sociation; Maine Arborist Association; Maine 
Landscape & Nursery Association; Marana 
Chamber of Commerce; McLean County 
Chamber of Commerce. 

Mesa Chamber of Commerce; Metro At- 
lanta Chamber of Commerce; Metro Denver 
Economic Development Corporation; Michi- 
gan Cattlemen’s Association; Michigan 
Cattlemen’s Association; Michigan Chamber 
of Commerce; Michigan Golf Course Super- 
intendents Association; Michigan Pork Pro- 
ducers Association; Mid-Atlantic Associa- 
tion of Golf Course Superintendents; 
MIDJersey Chamber of Commerce; Milk Pro- 


ducers Council; Minden-South Webster 
Chamber of Commerce; Minnesota 
AgriGrowth Council; Minnesota Agri- 


Women; Minnesota Crop Production Retail- 
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ers; Minnesota Golf Course Superintendents 
Association; Minnesota Pork Producers As- 
sociation; Minnesota State Cattlemen’s As- 
sociation; Minnesota State Cattlemen’s As- 
sociation; Mississippi Cattlemen’s Associa- 
tion; Missouri Agribusiness Association; Mis- 
souri Cattlemen’s Association; Missouri 
Cattlemen’s Association; Missouri Cattle- 
men’s Association. 

Missouri Corn Growers Association; Mis- 
souri Dairy Association; Missouri Pork Asso- 
ciation; Missouri Soybean Association; Mo- 
bile Area Chamber of Commerce; Molokai 
Chamber of Commerce; Monroe County 
Chamber of Commerce; Montana Chamber of 
Commerce; Montana Stockgrowers Associa- 
tion; Morris County Chamber of Commerce; 
Moultrie-Colquitt County Chamber of Com- 
merce; Mulzer Crushed Stone, Inc.; Munic- 
ipal and Industrial Division; Murrieta Cham- 
ber of Commerce; NAIOP, the Commercial 
Real Estate; Naperville Chamber of Com- 
merce; Natchitoches Area Chamber of Com- 
merce; National All-Jersey; National Asso- 
ciation of Home Builders; National Associa- 
tion of Manufacturers; National Association 
of REALTORS®; National Association of 
State Departments of Agriculture; National 
Association of Wheat Growers; National 
Black Chamber of Commerce; National 
Cattlemen’s Beef Association. 

National Chicken Council; National Club 
Association; National Corn Growers Associa- 
tion; National Cotton Council; National 
Council of Farmer Cooperatives; National 
Federation of Independent Business; Na- 
tional Golf Course Owners Association of 
America; National Industrial Sand Associa- 
tion; National Mining Association; National 
Multifamily Housing Council; National Oil- 
seed Processors Association; National Pork 
Producers Council; National Rural Electric 
Cooperative Association; National Sorghum 
Producers; National Stone, Sand and Gravel 
Association (NSSGA); National Turkey Fed- 
eration; National Water Resources Associa- 
tion; Nebraska Cattlemen; Nebraska Cattle- 
men Association; Nebraska Chamber of Com- 
merce and Industry; Nebraska Golf Course 
Superintendents Association; Nebraska Pork 
Producers Association, Inc; Nevada Cattle- 
men’s Association; New Hampshire Business 
and Industry Association; New Jersey State 
Chamber of Commerce. 

New Mexico Association of Commerce & 
Industry; New Mexico Cattle Growers Asso- 
ciation; New York Beef Producers’ Associa- 
tion; New York State Turfgrass Association; 
Norfolk Area Chamber of Commerce; North 


Carolina Aggregates Association; North 
Carolina Cattlemen’s Association; North 
Carolina Cattlemen’s Association; North 
Carolina Chamber; North Carolina Pork 
Council; North Country Chamber of Com- 


merce; North Dakota Stockmen’s Associa- 
tion; North Dakota Stockmen’s Association; 
North Florida Golf Course Superintendents 
Association; North Western Illinois Course 
Superintendents Association; Northeast 
Dairy Farmers Cooperatives; Northeastern 
Golf Course Superintendents Association; 
Northern Colorado Legislative Alliance; 
Northern Kentucky Chamber of Commerce; 
Northern Ohio Golf Course Superintendents 
Association; Oceanside Chamber of Com- 
merce; Ohio Aggregates & Industrial Min- 
erals Association; Ohio AgriBusiness Asso- 
ciation. 

Ohio Cattlemen’s Association; Ohio Cattle- 
men’s Association; Ohio Chamber of Com- 
merce; Oklahoma Cattlemen’s Association; 
Oklahoma Farm Bureau; Oklahoma Pork 
Council; Olive Branch Chamber of Com- 
merce; Opelika Chamber of Commerce; Or- 
ange County Business Council; Oregon 
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Cattlemen’s Association; Oregon Dairy 
Farmer’s Association; Orlando Regional 
Chamber of Commerce; Ottawa Area Cham- 
ber of Commerce; Oxnard Chamber of Com- 
merce; Palm Beach Golf Course Superintend- 
ents Association; Peaks & Prairies Golf 
Course Superintendents Association; Penn- 
sylvania Cattlemen’s Association; Pike 
County Chamber of Commerce; Plastic Pipe 
Institute; Pocatello-Chubbuck Chamber of 
Commerce Illinois; Portland Cement Asso- 
ciation; Power and Communications Con- 
tractors Association; Public Lands Council; 
Quad Cities Chamber of Commerce. 

Rancho Cordova Chamber of Commerce; 
Redondo Beach Chamber of Commerce; Re- 
hoboth Beach-Dewey Beach Chamber of 
Commerce Florida; Responsible Industry for 
a Sound Environment (RISE); Richland 
Chamber of Commerce; Ridge Golf Course 
Superintendents Association; Riverside & 
Landowners Protection Coalition; Roanoke 
Valley Chamber of Commerce; Rochester 
Area Chamber of Commerce; Rochester Busi- 
ness Alliance; Rocky Mountain Golf Course 
Superintendents Association; Rogers-Lowell 
Area Chamber of Commerce; Roseville 
Chamber of Commerce; Sacramento Metro- 
politan Chamber of Commerce; San Diego 
Regional Chamber of Commerce; San Gabriel 
Valley Economic Partnership; San Joaquin 
Valley Quality Cotton Growers Association; 
Santa Clara Chamber of Commerce and Con- 
vention-Visitors Bureau; Santa Clarita Val- 
ley Chamber of Commerce; Santa Maria Val- 
ley Chamber of Commerce; Savannah Area 
Chamber of Commerce; Scottsdale Area 
Chamber of Commerce. 

Select Milk Producers, Inc.; Shoals Cham- 
ber of Commerce; Silver City Grant County 
Chamber of Commerce; South Baldwin 
Chamber of Commerce; South Bay Associa- 
tion of Chambers of Commerce; South Caro- 
lina Cattlemen’s Association; South Dakota 
Cattlemen’s Association; South Dakota Pork 
Producers Council; South East Dairy Farm- 
ers Association; South Florida Golf Course 
Superintendents Association; South Orange 
County Economic Coalition; South Texans’ 
Property Rights Association; South Texas 
Cotton & Grain Association; Southeastern 
Lumber Manufacturers Association; South- 
ern Cotton Growers, Inc.; Southern Crop Pro- 
duction Association; Southwest Council of 
Agribusiness; Southwest Indiana Chamber; 
Sports Turf Managers Association; Springer 
Chamber of Commerce; Springfield Area 
Chamber of Commerce; St. Albans Coopera- 
tive Creamery Inc.; St. Johns County Cham- 
ber of Commerce. 

St. Joseph Chamber of Commerce; St. Jo- 
seph County Chamber of Commerce; Sugar 
Cane Growers Cooperative of Florida; 
Suncoast Golf Course Superintendents Asso- 
ciation; Tempe Chamber of Commerce; Ten- 
nessee Cattlemen’s Association; Texas & 
Southwestern Cattle Raisers Association; 
Texas Cattle Feeders Association; Texas Cat- 
tle Feeders Association; Texas Forestry As- 
sociation; Texas Pork Producers Associa- 
tion; Texas Pork Producers Association; 
Texas Poultry Federation; Texas Seed Trade 
Association; Texas Sheep & Goat Raisers As- 
sociation; Texas Wheat Producers Associa- 
tion; Texas Wildlife Association; Texas Wine 
and Grape Growers; The Associated General 
Contractors of America; The Business Coun- 
cil of New York State; The Fertilizer Insti- 
tute; The Independent Petroleum Associa- 
tion of America (IPAA); Thompson Contrac- 
tors, Inc.; Torrance Area Chamber of Com- 
merce. 

Treasure Coast Golf Course Superintend- 
ents Association; Treated Wood Council; 
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Trinity Expanded Shale & Clay; Tucson 
Metro Chamber; Tuolumne County Chamber 
of Commerce; Tuscola Stone Co.; U.S. 
Cattlemen’s Association; U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce; U.S. Poultry & Egg Association; 
United Egg Producers; USA Rice Federation; 
Utah Cattlemen’s Association; Virginia Agri- 
business Council; Virginia Cattlemen’s Asso- 
ciation; Virginia Pork Council, Inc.; Virginia 
Poultry Federation; Virginia State Dairy- 
men’s Association; Vocational Agriculture 
Teachers Association; Wabash County Cham- 
ber of Commerce; Washington Cattle Feeders 
Association; Washington Cattlemen’s Asso- 
ciation; Washington State Dairy Federation; 
Weldon Materials; West Virginia Cattlemen’s 
Association; Western Agricultural Proc- 
essors Association; Western DuPage Cham- 
ber of Commerce; Western Peanut Growers 
Association. 

Western United Dairymen; White Pine 
Chamber of Commerce; Wickenburg Chamber 
of Commerce; Willoughby Western Lake 
County Chamber of Commerce; Willows 
Chamber of Commerce; Wilmington Chamber 
of Commerce; Wisconsin Cattlemen’s Asso- 
ciation; Wisconsin Pork Association; Wyo- 
ming Ag-Business Association; Wyoming 
Crop Improvement Association; Wyoming 
Stock Growers Association; Wyoming Wheat 
Growers Association; Yuma County Chamber 
of Commerce. 

Mr. INHOFE. Now, the waters of the 
United States rule is not just another 
example of regulatory overreach. I 
chair the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. We have jurisdiction 
over the EPA, yet they do not want to 
even come in and testify when re- 
quested, and that is something I don’t 
think has ever happened before. 

This rule we are talking about now is 
illegal. It is not supported by the 
science, it is not supported by the tech- 
nical experience of the Corps of Engi- 
neers, and it is a political power grab. 
Thirty-one States—here is the chart— 
filed lawsuits against the WOTUS rule. 
If we don’t act to send this rule back, 
States, local governments, farmers, 
and landowners could face years of 
abuse by the EPA until the courts in- 
evitably strike the rule down. 

Believe me, it is inevitable that the 
rule will be overturned. I think we 
know that. That is not just my opin- 
ion. This is the conclusion of the two 
courts that have looked at this rule so 
far. 

On August 27, Judge Erickson of the 
District of North Dakota issued an in- 
junction that prevented the WOTUS 
rule from going into effect in 13 States. 
Oklahoma, my State, was not one of 
the 13 States. According to Judge 
Erickson—and this is her court—‘‘the 
rule allows EPA regulation of waters 
that do not bear any effect on the 
‘chemical, physical and biological in- 
tegrity of any navigable-in-fact 
water.” 

As a result, Judge Erickson con- 
cluded this rule is ‘“‘likely arbitrary 
and capricious.” That means it violates 
the law. That is what the judge said. 

Now, on October 9, the Sixth Circuit 
Court of Appeals reached the same con- 
clusion and issued a nationwide stay on 
the WOTUS rule. 
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My committee has conducted a lot of 
oversight. I believe we have had six 
hearings so far. We have memoranda 
from the Army Corps of Engineers that 
document the fact that EPA is claim- 
ing the authority to assert Federal 
control wherever they want no matter 
what the science says or what the tech- 
nical or legal experts of the Corps say. 
So what we have is a rule that is not 
developed based on science or technical 
expertise. Instead, it is based on a po- 
litical goal to call everything a water 
of the United States. 

If we look at the chart that is set up 
right now, it is imperative we have to 
act right away. This is what we have 
right now around the country. 

Let me make this comment. I am 
very much concerned about this. The 
ones who want this the most are the 
farmers and the ranchers, and a lot of 
other people too, but my State of Okla- 
homa is a farm State, and I can re- 
member not too long a guy named Tom 
Buchanan. He was the chairman of the 
Oklahoma Farm Bureau. He said that, 
historically, it has not been this way. 
But as it is right now, the major prob- 
lem farmers and ranchers have in my 
State of Oklahoma is not anything 
that is found in the farm bill, it is the 
overregulation of the EPA. Of all of the 
regulations of the EPA that are over- 
regulating and putting farmers out of 
business, the one that is the worst is 
the waters of the United States rule. 

Let me share this with you, Mr. 
President. Five years ago, the lib- 
erals—those who want all the power in 
Washington—made an effort to take 
the word innavigable out. Historically, 
this has always been in the jurisdiction 
of the States, except for navigable 
waters. I understand that, and every- 
one else does too. So Senator Feingold 
from the Senate and Congressman 
Oberstar from the House got together 
and introduced a bill to take the word 
navigable out and give all the power to 
the Federal Government. Not only did 
we defeat their legislation, but they 
were both defeated in the next election. 

So this is a huge issue. It is one of 
regulation. It is one we need to go 
ahead with, since the courts have de- 
cided what is going to happen eventu- 
ally. We need to go ahead and pass this 
legislation or we are going to be work- 
ing in a direction that is contrary to 
our court system. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, let me 
make it clear what this legislation 
would do. It is true it would stop the 
final rule on the waters of the United 
States that has been issued, but it 
would also change the underlying cri- 
teria in the Clean Water Act. So it not 
only blocks the rule from going for- 
ward, it weakens the Clean Water Act. 
So let me talk a little about both. 
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The final rule on the waters of the 
United States that has been issued re- 
stores clarity to the enforcement of the 
Clean Water Act. It restores it to what 
was commonly understood before a se- 
ries of Supreme Court cases that really 
raised questions as to which water bod- 
ies, in fact, can be regulated under the 
Clean Water Act. The worst possible 
outcome is the lack of clarity because 
you don’t know. You don’t know what 
the rules are. 

The final rule that has been pro- 
posed, and that now is final, would re- 
store that clarity to what was gen- 
erally understood to be waters of the 
United States. To say it in laymen’s 
terms, it is waters that lead to, in ef- 
fect, the water qualities of our streams 
and our waters and our lakes in Amer- 
ica. It affects public health. It affects 
public health directly by the health of 
our waters of the United States, as well 
as providing the source for safe drink- 
ing waters. 

So what is at risk? If this final rule 
is blocked and does not become law, 
over half of our Nation’s stream miles 
are at risk of not being regulated under 
the Clean Water Act. Twenty million 
acres of wetlands are at risk of not 
being adequately regulated under the 
Clean Water Act. The drinking source 
for water for one out of three Ameri- 
cans would be at risk. 

So this legislation would not only 
block the implementation of the final 
rule, it would also weaken the Clean 
Water Act. It would drastically narrow 
the historic scope of the Clean Water 
Act, arbitrarily putting in nonsci- 
entific standards for how the rules 
would be developed. 

Mr. President, since the enactment of 
the Clean Water Act, every Congress 
has tried to strengthen the Clean 
Water Act, not weaken it. The Clean 
Water Act was a piece of bipartisan 
legislation passed in 1972. As Senator 
BOXER pointed out, it was in response 
to rivers literally catching fire and 
dead zones being found in our lakes. 

In the Chesapeake Bay we had the 
first marine dead zone that we were 
trying to respond to. In San Francisco 
Bay we had PCBs at unacceptably high 
levels. That is why we passed the Clean 
Water Act. The legacy of every Con- 
gress should be to strengthen the Clean 
Water Act, to make sure we do have 
clean waters in the United States. If 
this legislation were to become law, 
the legacy of this Congress would be to 
weaken the Clean Water Act. I don’t 
think we want to do that. 

As I pointed out, this legislation not 
only rescinds the final clean water 
rule, but it really changes the goal of 
the Clean Water Act. Currently, the 
goal is to “restore and maintain the 
chemical, physical, and biological in- 
tegrity of the Nation’s waters.” That is 
science based. Instead, it would be 
changed to protect traditional navi- 
gable waters from pollution, which is a 
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far different standard than dealing 
with the health issues of the waters of 
the United States. 

The arbiter of this would be the De- 
partment of Agriculture on the 
hydrological science. They are not 
qualified to do that. It is not their 
field. As I will point out in detail, the 
regulatory structure for agriculture is 
not changed under this final Clean 
Water Act. And the bill would ignore 
hydrological science by requiring a 
continuous flow of water to be regu- 
lated, ignoring the fact that there are 
seasonal variations where you can have 
water flows that dry up for a period of 
time but which are still critically im- 
portant to the supply of clean water in 
the United States. It ignores the nexus 
test, which has been referred to in Su- 
preme Court cases, using adjacent 
water—next to navigable waters—with- 
out any definition of what ‘‘next to” 
means. It puts public health at risk. 

For all of those reasons, we don’t 
want to jeopardize and move back- 
wards on the Clean Water Act of 1972. 
We want to add to that. This piece of 
legislation would, in fact, move us in 
the wrong direction. 

I just want to, for one moment, talk 
about the Chesapeake Bay. The people 
of Maryland and the people of our re- 
gion know how important it is for our 
economy—the watermen who make 
their living off it and the recreational 
use of the bay. Millions of people every 
year depend upon the bay for their 
recreation. It is a way of life for our 
State and for our region. It is a na- 
tional treasure—the largest estuary in 
our hemisphere. And it depends upon 
receiving clean water supplies that 
come in from other States, not just 
Maryland. You can’t regulate the clean 
water of the Chesapeake Bay without 
having a national commitment to it 
because it knows no State boundary. 
That is why we need a strong Clean 
Water Act. 

I have heard my colleagues talk 
about agricultural farmers being 
against this. Well, farmers will not be 
harmed by the EPA’s final clean water 
rule. In fact, it actually is good for 
farmers because it provides certainty 
and clarity. In developing the rule, the 
EPA and the Army Corps of Engineers 
listened carefully to input from the ag- 
ricultural community, the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, and the State de- 
partments of agriculture. As Senator 
BOXER pointed out, there were over 400 
meetings with stakeholders across the 
country. 

The act requires a permit if a pro- 
tected water is going to be polluted or 
destroyed. However, agricultural ac- 
tivities such as planting, harvesting, 
and moving stock across streams have 
long been excluded from permitting, 
and that won’t change under the rule. 
In other words, farmers and ranchers 
won’t need a permit for normal agricul- 
tural activities to happen in or around 
those waters. 
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The rule does preserve agricultural 
exemptions from permitting, including 
normal farming, silviculture and 
ranching practices. Those activities in- 
clude plowing, seeding, cultivating 
minor drainage, and harvesting for pro- 
duction of food, fiber, and forest prod- 
ucts. Soil and water conservation prac- 
tices in dry land are preserved. As to 
agricultural storm water discharges, 
there are no changes. Return flows 
from irrigated agriculture, construc- 
tion, and maintenance of farm and 
stock ponds or irrigation ditches on 
dry land are not regulated under this 
bill. Maintenance of drainage ditches is 
not regulated. Construction or mainte- 
nance of farm, forest, and temporary 
mining roads are not regulated. It en- 
sures that fields flooded for rice are ex- 
empt and can be used for water storage 
and bird habitat. 

The rule also does preserve and ex- 
pand commonsense exclusions from ju- 
risdiction, including—this is ex- 
cluded—prior converted croplands, 
waste treatment systems, artificially 
irrigated areas that are otherwise dry 
land, artificial lakes or ponds con- 
structed in dry land, water-filled de- 
pressions created as a result of con- 
struction activities, and the list goes 
on and on. 

The rule does not—does not—protect 
any types of waters that have not his- 
torically been covered under the Clean 
Water Act. It does not add any new re- 
quirements for agriculture. It does not 
interfere with or change private prop- 
erty rights. It does not change policy 
on irrigation or water transfers. It does 
not address land use. It does not cover 
erosional features, such as gullies, 
rills, and nonwetland swells. 

In other words, we have maintained 
the historic exemptions for agriculture 
from the Clean Water Act. They are 
not expanded under this rule. 

So let me just cite a couple of quotes 
from people who are directly impacted 
by what is being done under the clean 
water rule and, of course, would be af- 
fected by the legislation before us. 

As to the small business community, 
I quote from David Levine, who is the 
CEO of the American Sustainable Busi- 
ness Council: 

The Clean Water Rule will give the busi- 
ness community more confidence that 
streams and rivers will be protected. This is 
good for the economy and vital for busi- 
nesses that rely on clean water for their suc- 
cess. . . . Business owners want a consistent 
regulatory system based on sound science. 
That’s what this rule provides. 

Ben Rainbolt, executive director of 
the Rocky Mountain Farmers Union: 

Water is critical to the livelihood of family 
farms and ranches. The rule employs a com- 
monsense rationale for both clarifying what 
bodies of water and activities should fall 
under the Clean Water Act, as well as main- 
taining the existing exemptions for agri- 
culture. This rule will result in cleaner, safer 
water for agriculture, rural communities, 
and all who count on healthy streams and 
rivers. 
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Andrew Lemley, government affairs 
representative, New Belgium Brewing: 

Our brewery and our communities depend 
on clean water. Beer is, after all, over 90 per- 
cent water and if something happens to our 
source water the negative affect on our busi- 
ness is almost unthinkable. ... We all rely 
on responsible regulations that limit pollu- 
tion and protect water at its source. Over the 
past 23 years we’ve learned that when smart 
regulations and clean water exists for all, 
business thrives. 

I particularly like that one because 
we have all seen the ads on television 
about clean water. It affects small 
businesses. It affects all of our busi- 
nesses. 

I will conclude with those who de- 
pend upon recreation, who strongly 
support the clean water rule and op- 
pose the legislation that is before us. 

I will quote from Andy Kurkulis, 
owner of Chicago Fly Fishing Outfit- 
ters and DuPage Fly Fishing Company: 

Anyone who has ever swam in our beau- 
tiful Great Lakes, or fished or boated on our 
abundant rivers and waters has benefited im- 
measurably. Now is the time to raise our 
voices in support of clean water—our econ- 
omy, and future generations of hunters and 
anglers, depend on it. 

I think the verdict is clear. The rule 
which has been proposed will add to the 
protections the public deserves for pub- 
lic health and their drinking water. It 
is a sensible regulation. It is clearly 
under the authority of the Clean Water 
Act. 

I urge my colleagues to reject this 
legislation and certainly the cloture 
motion so that we don’t reject the rule 
and weaken the Clean Water Act. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FLAKE). The Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ap- 
preciate the opportunity today to move 
this legislation. It is bipartisan, and it 
protects our environment and helps 
small businesses all across the country. 

S. 1140, the Federal Water Quality 
Protection Act, is legislation I intro- 
duced, along with a number of Demo- 
cratic Senators—Senators DONNELLY, 
HEITKAMP, and MANCHIN—and many 
other Senators. 

The Senator from California pre- 
viously spoke. I would point out that 
the California Chamber of Commerce 
supports my legislation and the Cali- 
fornia Farm Bureau supports my legis- 
lation because this legislation will pro- 
tect our Nation’s navigable waters and 
the streams and wetlands that help our 
navigable waters stay clean. This bill 
is a testament to the hard work both 
sides of the aisle have done in achiev- 
ing an agreement on an environmental 
protection bill. 

Our rivers, our lakes, our wetlands, 
and all other waterways are among 
America’s most treasured resources. In 
my home State of Wyoming, we have 
some of the most beautiful rivers in 
the world—the Snake River, the Wind 
River, and dozens of others. People 
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from around the world come to Wyo- 
ming to visit because we have an envi- 
ronmental landscape that is second to 
none. Anyone who has come to my 
State and experienced Yellowstone Na- 
tional Park, Grand Teton, and the Big 
Horn Mountains comes away with a 
sense that Wyoming is a pristine and 
beautiful place. It is what Wyoming 
sells, and it is what makes Wyoming so 
unique. 

The people of Wyoming are devoted 
to keeping our waterways safe. We 
want to preserve the water for our chil- 
dren and grandchildren. We understand 
there is a right way and a wrong way 
to do it. 

It is possible to have reasonable regu- 
lations to help preserve our waterways 
while respecting the difference between 
State waters and Federal waters. This 
is the environmental legacy that my 
constituents want, and it is a legacy 
they have earned for their decades of 
sound management. It is the people of 
Wyoming who have kept Wyoming’s 
waterways pristine and beautiful. 

The EPA has now released new rules. 
The new rule is called the waters of the 
United States rule, WOTUS. This rule 
doesn’t work for the people of Wyo- 
ming. It most likely doesn’t work for 
any of your constituents, either—cer- 
tainly not for those who have to put a 
shovel in the ground to make a living. 

The courts have begun to weigh in 
with their concerns about this WOTUS 
rule, and they have actually given Con- 
gress and stakeholders a necessary 
pause. That is why we are here today. 

In August of this year, Judge 
Erickson of the District of North Da- 
kota issued an injunction that blocked 
the waters of the United States rule in 
13 States. He did it because the rule- 
making record was, in the judge’s 
words, ‘‘inexplicable, arbitrary, and de- 
void of a reasoned process.” With re- 
gard to the rationale behind the EPA’s 
threshold for what is and is not Federal 
water, he stated: ‘‘On the record before 
the court, it appears that the standard 
is the right standard only because the 
Agencies say it is.” 

The U.S. Sixth Circuit Court of Ap- 
peals then put a nationwide stay on the 
rule on October 9 of this year. In grant- 
ing the stay, the court said, ‘The sheer 
breadth of the ripple effects caused by 
the Rule’s definitional changes counsel 
strongly in favor of maintaining the 
status quo for the time being.” So keep 
it as it is for the time being. The court 
added that “a stay temporarily si- 
lences the whirlwind of confusion that 
springs from uncertainty about the re- 
quirements of the new Rule and wheth- 
er they will survive legal testing.” 

So what the courts have basically 
done is said: Let Congress have time to 
act. 

We don’t have to sit on the sidelines 
and watch this rule slowly crumble 
under legal scrutiny. Contrary to some 
activist groups’ rhetoric, we are not 
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facing an immediate environmental 
water pollution crisis. In fact, in grant- 
ing the stay, the Sixth Court stated 
that ‘‘neither is there any indication 
that the integrity of the nation’s water 
will suffer imminent injury if the new 
scheme is not immediately imple- 
mented and enforced.” They even 
called it a “scheme.” 

We now have the opportunity to do 
better, and to do better, we must act 
now. That is why we must take this op- 
portunity to pass the legislation before 
us that will have EPA do a new rule 
under a specific set of principles out- 
lined by Congress. These are principles 
that protect navigable waters and adja- 
cent wetlands, as well as farmers, 
ranchers, and other landowners. 

I know some Senators gave the ad- 
ministration the benefit of the doubt 
with this rule despite concerns they 
heard from their constituents, and 
those Senators waited for the final re- 
sult before making a judgment to see if 
those concerns would be addressed. I 
am here to say that whatever conces- 
sions the EPA says they made to ad- 
dress some of these serious problems 
raised by their proposed rule, the EPA 
added new provisions in the final rule 
that greatly expand their authority. 
This is disappointing because I believe 
the great majority of Senators voiced 
concerns in the process, and those con- 
cerns fell on deaf ears. The EPA has 
produced a final rule worse than the 
one originally proposed. 

Here is an example. Instead of clari- 
fying the difference between a stream 
and an erosion on the land, the rule de- 
fines ‘‘tributaries’’ to include anyplace 
where EPA thinks—where EPA 
thinks—it sees an “ordinary high- 
water mark.” What looks like, not 
what is; what looks like, what they 
think is this ordinary high-water 
mark. Even worse, EPA proposes to 
make those decisions from sitting at 
their desks using aerial photographs, 
laser-generated images, claiming that 
a visit to the location is not necessary. 

Under the rule, the Environmental 
Protection Agency also has the power 
to regulate something as ‘‘waters of 
the United States” if it falls within a 
100-year floodplain or if it is within 
4,000 feet of a navigable water or a trib- 
utary and the EPA claims there is a 
“significant nexus.’’ What is a signifi- 
cant nexus? Under this rule, a ‘“‘signifi- 
cant nexus” can mean a water feature 
that provides ‘“‘life cycle dependent 
aquatic habitat” for a species. So if 
you are drawing 4,000-foot circles 
around anything the EPA defines or 
identifies as a tributary—remember, 
4,000 feet, so we are talking over 13 
football fields long, and everywhere 
there is a potential aquatic habitat. So 
essentially almost the entire United 
States, according to this, would be un- 
derwater. Actually, 100 percent of the 
State of Virginia is under this jurisdic- 
tion and 99.7 percent of the State of 
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Missouri falls within this area—under- 
water, if you will, according to the 
EPA guidelines. 

I would like to take a moment to 
talk about puddles because one of the 
previous speakers on the other side of 
the aisle talked about puddles. People 
know what they think about when they 
think about a puddle—like when it 
rains. The final rule does exempt pud- 
dles defined as ‘‘very small, shallow, 
and highly transitory pools of water 
that forms on pavement or uplands 
during or immediately after a rain- 
storm or similar precipitation event.” I 
guess that would mean like when the 
snow melts. The rule specifically does 
take control over other pools of water 
created by rain, like those we have all 
around Wyoming—prairie potholes, 
vernal pools—even if the land where 
these pools of water form is far away 
from any navigable water or even a 
tributary. Under this new regulation, 
nearly all of these pools of water cre- 
ated by rain will now be considered 
“waters of the United States,” giving 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
the power to regulate what you do on 
that land. These provisions are sweep- 
ing and will create uncertainty in com- 
munities all across the country. 

There is plenty that I have already 
outlined in the waters of the United 
States rule that is bad for agriculture, 
with the many methods it provides for 
federalizing previously State-con- 
trolled water. The States have made 
these decisions in the past. Now we are 
adding another level of government bu- 
reaucracy. 

This rule is bad for agriculture, for 
those people who produce our food. 
Farmers, ranchers, and others are used 
to working with their States to protect 
their land and water under their own 
stewardship. 

We heard from the Senator from 
California about groups opposing this, 
but 480 different groups support this 
bill, and they are major national 
groups: the American Farm Bureau, 
the Agricultural Retailers Association, 
the American Soybean Association, the 
American Sugar Alliance, the Milk 
Producers Council, the National Asso- 
ciation of Wheat Growers, the National 
Cattlemen’s Beef Association, the Na- 
tional Chicken Council, the National 
Corn Growers Association, the Na- 
tional Council of Farmer Cooperatives, 
the National Pork Producers Council, 
the National Turkey Federation, the 
U.S. Poultry and Egg Association, the 
United Egg Producers, the USA Rice 
Federation. I could go on and on. These 
are the food producers of America. 
They support the legislation in front of 
the Senate today. 

The point is, not one State, not a sin- 
gle State in this country is out there 
that doesn’t have a strong agriculture 
presence. We all do. So I urge all Sen- 
ators to make sure, as they prepare to 
vote on this motion to proceed, that 
they check with their folks at home. 
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I would also note that many indus- 
tries outside of agriculture are con- 
cerned with the rule as well. These in- 
clude manufacturers, homebuilders, 
small businesses—you name it. They 
are all very concerned with this rule, 
and they want Congress to act now. 

Action could mean Congress can pass 
a Congressional Review Act resolution, 
which will be considered possibly later 
in the process, but that would elimi- 
nate the WOTUS rule and prevent a 
substantially similar rule from being 
proposed. That would allow for a new 
rule as long as it was not substantially 
similar to the existing rule. We need to 
vote on this resolution. 

I believe S. 1140 is a better route, the 
one we have here today. This is a bipar- 
tisan compromise. This is the bill that 
has a number of Senators from the 
Democratic side of the aisle cospon- 
soring the legislation. Most impor- 
tantly, this piece of legislation on the 
floor today allows for Congress to es- 
tablish the principles—Congress to es- 
tablish the principles—of what the new 
EPA would look like. 

I know a number of Democrats have 
ideas to improve the legislation that is 
on the floor today specific for their 
own States. If my colleagues vote to 
proceed to the motion to proceed at 
2:30 this afternoon, we will have an 
open amendment process that would 
allow Members to improve S. 1140 in a 
bipartisan way. We are willing to work 
with anyone who wants to improve this 
rule in a bipartisan way. But let’s not 
sit on the sidelines anymore. 

Rather than support an EPA final 
rule that actually makes it worse and 
was worse than the proposed rule—a 
rule that will likely not survive legal 
scrutiny based on what we saw from 
the courts, a rule that doesn’t rep- 
resent the interests of our farmers, 
ranchers, families, small businesses, 
and communities—let’s move forward 
with the bipartisan Federal Water 
Quality Protection Act to ensure the 
public that we hear and we understand 
their concerns. 

At the same time, let’s give EPA and 
the Army Corps the certainty they 
need to confidently move forward with 
a new rule—a rule that truly reflects 
the needs of the constituents we rep- 
resent. Let’s protect our Nation’s wa- 
terways for the long term. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE: Mr. President, 
the famous Republican Senator from 
Rhode Island John Chafee, who was one 
of the authors of the Clean Water Act, 
would be sorry to see what has become 
of his party today and what is being 
done to the Clean Water Act that so 
many Republicans worked so hard on 
for over so many years. The pretense is 
that some evil bureaucratic force at 
the EPA has leapt out to take over 
American farmers and ranchers. That 
is not what has happened. 
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The Supreme Court made decisions 
about what the Clean Water Act says, 
defining the navigable waters of the 
United States, and the EPA had to fol- 
low the Supreme Court’s guidance, 
which they did. I believe they have 
been faithful to that Supreme Court 
guidance. They went through more 
than 1,000 peer-reviewed scientific pub- 
lications. They did 400 public meetings. 
They had over 1 million comments on 
the proposed rule. Guess what. The 
vast majority of those comments were 
in support of the rule. 

What we have here is not some DC 
bureaucratic evil presence against 
ranchers and farmers across the coun- 
try. What we have here is a fight be- 
tween upstream and downstream. 

As Senator BARRASSO very plainly 
said a moment ago, the big players in 
this are the big special interests in ag- 
riculture, the big pork producers with 
their ginormous manure lagoons, and 
the big commercial AG conglomerates. 
If you want to be with them fine, but 
let’s not pretend this is about pro- 
tecting little ranchers and farmers. 

This is about upstream versus down- 
stream. I come from Rhode Island. I am 
from a downstream State. I have to say 
that if I were in big agriculture and I 
saw this rule, instead of coming in here 
and whining and complaining and 
yanking people’s chains in order to get 
changes made, I would grab this rule 
and run like a bank robber because this 
bill does so much for upstream agri- 
culture at the expense of downstream 
fishermen, downstream aquaculture, 
and the downstream health of our riv- 
ers and bays. All agricultural exemp- 
tions and exclusions from Clean Water 
Act requirements that have existed for 
nearly 40 years have been retained. We 
have learned a little bit since then 
about what goes on. 

One place I recently went to was 
Ohio. I spent the weekend in Ohio 
doing one of my climate tours of the 
difficult States of the Union. In Ohio, I 
went to Port Clinton on Lake Erie. I 
was taken by the folks from Stone Lab- 
oratory and from some of the leading 
charter captains in this area off to the 
Bass Islands just offshore. They told 
me about the algal bloom that took 
place in the Toledo area. Technically, 
this was not an algal bloom. Tech- 
nically, it was cyanotic bacteria; it was 
a bacterial bloom. It was so thick that 
the fishing captains described how 
their boats slowed down in the muck. 
It was like running a powerboat 
through pudding. 

Toledo had to stop providing fresh- 
water to its citizens and spent millions 
of dollars having to import freshwater 
and provide bottled water. Lake Erie is 
2 percent of the water of all the Great 
Lakes with 50 percent of the fish. Two 
percent of the water and 50 percent of 
the fish in the Great Lakes are in Lake 
Erie. It has a robust fishing economy 
for walleyes and perch. The folks who 
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go out and make this their livelihood 
don’t think it is very funny because 
this whole watershed feeds down into 
Lake Erie. 

Because of climate change, phos- 
phorous has driven rain bursts. The 
rains have powered up in this area. So 
the phosphorous is washing off the 
farmers’ fields and is coming down, and 
that is what is creating the cyanotic 
bacterial bloom in Lake Erie. 

This upstream stuff makes a big dif- 
ference to people who are downstream. 
Wyoming doesn’t have a lot of down- 
stream. Wyoming is a landlocked 
State, so I appreciate why the Senator 
is so enthusiastic about this. But for 
those of us who are downstream, this is 
a rule that, frankly, is too weak. The 
fact that we have to stand here and 
fight it from getting even weaker— 
from putting our rivers and our bays at 
even more risk—is very unfortunate. It 
is not just phosphorous. Phosphorous is 
what happens to drive the bacteria 
growth in Lake Erie. It is insecticides, 
it is nitrogen, and they are doing im- 
mense damage in our waterways. 

I will conclude where I began. If you 
are Big Agriculture and this is your 
special interest bill, you ought to run 
for it. Don’t waste your time on this. 
Grab this existing Clean Water Act 
bill, and go for it like a bank robber 
with his money because you got away 
with being able to continue to do im- 
mense damage to downstream re- 
sources without any regulation at all. 
To now be here complaining—it is real- 
ly amazing to those of us who are rep- 
resenting downstream States, down- 
stream interests, downstream fisheries, 
downstream bays, and all the 
catchment areas such as Lake Erie 
that get clobbered as a result of pollut- 
ants that flow into our waters. 

I yield the floor. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I wish 
to join my colleagues in support of the 
clean water rule issued by the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency and the 
Army Corps of Engineers and in opposi- 
tion to efforts to derail this critical 
rule. 

Clean water is the lifeblood of our so- 
ciety and the basic foundation of good 
public health. Our rivers, streams, and 
wetlands connect communities near 
and far through a common resource. 
For decades, the Clean Water Act has 
protected our waters from pollution so 
that Americans can rely on safe drink- 
ing water, can enjoy outdoor recre- 
ation, and can live in an environment 
that supports wildlife and a healthy 
ecosystem. 

However, for the last 15 years uncer- 
tainty has muddied the Clean Water 
Act. The lack of clarity for which bod- 
ies of water are federally regulated has 
led the Army Corps of Engineers to a 
backlog of 18,000 requests from land- 
owners seeking help in complying with 
the Clean Water Act. The new clean 
water rule resolves this uncertainty for 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


our local governments, our businesses, 
and our farmers by clarifying which 
waters should be protected so that all 
Americans can rely on clean water. 
The rule restores historic coverage of 
the Clean Water Act for streams and 
wetlands that provide drinking water 
for one-third of Americans. 

As one who has experienced the many 
benefits of the Chesapeake Bay my 
whole life, I know just how important 
it is to preserve and protect the world 
around us for future generations. The 
clean water rule would restore protec- 
tions for more than half of Maryland’s 
streams and many of its wetlands. 
Clean water means healthy families, 
healthy marine life to support Mary- 
land watermen, and a healthy environ- 
ment. The clean water rule is crucial 
to the health of the Chesapeake Bay 
and to countless other bodies of water 
in the United States. Let’s stand up for 
our Nation’s clean water and reject 
these attempts to derail the clean 
water rule. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, today I 
join many of my colleagues in opposing 
S. 1140 and S.J. Res. 22. 

These measures would block or nul- 
lify the clean water rule, which seeks 
to safeguard our water and restore pro- 
tections to drinking water sources for 
one in three Americans, according to 
the EPA, under the authority of the 
Clean Water Act. 

The clean water rule helps to clarify 
ambiguities stemming from the 2001 
and 2006 Supreme Court decisions that 
made the scope of the Clean Water Act 
uncertain. 

This lack of protection has taken its 
toll, especially for wetlands and inter- 
mittent and headwater streams, slow- 
ing permitting decisions for respon- 
sible development, and reducing pro- 
tections for drinking water supplies 
and critical habitat. 

According to the National Parks 
Conservation Association, over 117 mil- 
lion Americans, including many visi- 
tors to national parks, get their drink- 
ing water from surface waters. 

This includes many Rhode Islanders 
who get their drinking water from 
sources that rely on small streams that 
are protected by the clean water rule. 

If Congress blocks the clean water 
rule, Rhode Island’s streams and mil- 
lions of acres of wetlands nationwide 
will again be at risk from pollution and 
degradation or destruction from devel- 
opment, oil and gas production, and 
other industrial activities. 

Blocking this rule would potentially 
imperil drinking water sources, as well 
as the small businesses and commu- 
nities that rely on clean water. 

Thousands of acres of wetlands that 
provide flood protection, recharge 
groundwater supplies, filter pollution, 
and provide essential wildlife habitat 
are safeguarded under the clean water 
rule, including many of Rhode Island’s 
streams, wetlands, waterways, and the 
bay. 
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Additionally, the clean water rule 
seeks to protect small streams and 
wetlands that support fish, wildlife, 
and recreational areas. 

We depend on clean water to drink, 
and our economy depends on clean 
water from manufacturing to farming 
to tourism to recreation to energy pro- 
duction and more to function and 
flourish. 

We must make clean water a priority 
throughout the nation. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
clean water rule and vote ‘‘no”’ on both 
S. 1140 and S.J. Res. 22. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of bipartisan legisla- 
tion to fix intrusive regulation that 
will hurt job growth and that threatens 
to place a large share of our Nation’s 
farmers, ranchers, and small businesses 
in the regulatory grip of the EPA. This 
burdensome regulation is the EPA and 
Army Corps’ final rule on the waters of 
the United States. The bill to fix it is 
called the Federal Water Quality Pro- 
tection Act. That is the bill we are 
seeking to proceed to today so that we 
can debate it, amend it, and pass it to 
deal with this onerous regulation. 

The burdensome regulation we are 
talking about, of course, is the EPA 
and Army Corps’ final rule on waters of 
the United States. The Federal Water 
Quality Protection Act is legislation to 
address it. It was authored by my good 
friend from Wyoming Senator BAR- 
RASSO, and I cosponsored this legisla- 
tion, along with many others on our 
side of the aisle. This is also a bipar- 
tisan bill with our colleagues from 
across the aisle as well. This is bipar- 
tisan legislation. It has had bipartisan 
input, and I encourage Members on 
both sides of the aisle to proceed to 
this legislation. Let’s have this very 
important debate on behalf of our 
farmers, ranchers, and so many other 
job creators across this country. As I 
say, let’s offer amendments and have 
our votes, but we need to deal with this 
very important legislation for the ben- 
efit of the American people. 

This waters of the United States 
final rule greatly expands the scope of 
the Clean Water Act regulation over 
America’s streams and wetlands. It isa 
real power grab by the EPA, and it ex- 
ceeds the statutory authority of the 
EPA. The Supreme Court has found 
that Federal jurisdiction under the 
Clean Water Act extends the ‘‘navi- 
gable waters.” I don’t think anyone is 
arguing about the EPA’s ability to reg- 
ulate navigable bodies of water like the 
Missouri River, in my State, but the 
Supreme Court has also made clear 
that not all bodies of water are under 
the EPA’s jurisdiction. Yet, under the 
administration’s final rule, all water 
located within 4,000 feet of any other 
water, or within the 100-year flood 
plain, is considered a water of the 
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United States as long as the EPA or 
the Army Corps of Engineers decides it 
has a ‘“‘significant nexus” to that navi- 
gable water in the opinion of either the 
Corps or the EPA. 

These agencies define significant 
nexus so that almost any body of water 
qualifies. For instance, if an area can 
hold rainwater or has water that can 
seep into ground water, which is al- 
most any water anywhere, then there 
is significant nexus, according the EPA 
or the Army Corps of Engineers, not to 
mention the fact that areas like the 
Prairie Pothole region in my State of 
North Dakota are specifically targeted 
as waters of the United States. The re- 
sult is that the vast majority of the 
Nation’s water features are located 
within 4,000 feet of a covered body of 
water. 

If this expansive rule sounds out of 
bounds to you, you are not alone. In 
fact, the waters of the United States 
rule is such an overreach by the EPA 
and the Corps that 31 States are suing 
to overturn it, including my State of 
North Dakota, which has led a lawsuit 
brought by 18 of those 31 States. 

When granting a preliminary injunc- 
tion against this rule, the North Da- 
kota Federal District Court stated that 
“the rule allows EPA regulation of 
waters that do not bear any effect on 
the ‘chemical, physical and biological 
integrity’ of any  navigable-in-fact 
water.” It went further to state that 
“the rule asserts jurisdiction over 
waters that are remote and intermit- 
tent waters. No evidence actually 
points to how these intermittent and 
remote wetlands have any nexus to 
navigable-in-fact water.” 

Meanwhile, the Sixth Circuit Court 
in Cincinnati, OH, issued a nationwide 
stay of the rule, citing that the EPA 
and the Corps did not identify ‘‘specific 
scientific support substantiating the 
reasonableness of the bright-line stand- 
ards they ultimately chose.”’ 

This waters of the United States rule 
is clearly flawed from a legal perspec- 
tive, but I think it is even more impor- 
tant to take a look at how this rule, if 
allowed to be implemented, will affect 
hard-working Americans with exces- 
sive regulation. 

For those of you who haven’t had the 
opportunity to visit with a farmer from 
my State of North Dakota, know that 
dealing with excess water is a common 
issue, a daily issue, to say the least. 
Those farmers can tell you that if 
there is water in a ditch or a field one 
week, it doesn’t mean there will be 
water there the next week. It certainly 
doesn’t make that water worthy of 
being treated the same as a river. 

A field with a low spot that has 
standing water during a rainy week 
and happens to be located near a ditch 
does not warrant Clean Water Act reg- 
ulation from a legal or, more impor- 
tantly, from a simple commonsense 
standpoint. 
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The Corps and EPA have responded 
to these concerns by saying they are 
exempting dozens of conservation prac- 
tices, but these exemptions cover farm- 
ers and ranchers only for changes made 
before 1977 or for changes that don’t 
disturb any water or land now consid- 
ered to be a water of the United States. 
In other words, if you need a new Clean 
Water Act permit, you are not going to 
qualify for the EPA’s exemption under 
this rule. Moreover, the exemption 
does not cover all Clean Water Act per- 
mits. 

Because of this rule, the farmer with 
the low spot in the field next to a 
ditch, described above, may now be 
sued under the Clean Water Act’s Sec- 
tion 402 National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System. This farmer now 
faces the risk of litigation costs for the 
United States of everyday weed control 
and fertilizer applicants, among other 
essential farming activities. 

Farmers and ranchers are far from 
the only job creators who will suffer 
under this rule. In fact, the Small Busi- 
ness Administration Office of Advocacy 
has expressed concern about the im- 
pact it will have on other small busi- 
nesses as well. 

I am so concerned about this rule 
that I have led the effort on our Appro- 
priations Committee to stop the rule in 
its tracks. We were successful in in- 
cluding language in the committee- 
passed Interior-EPA Appropriations 
bill to do just that. The Federal Water 
Quality Protection Act, however, offers 
a long-term solution by vacating the 
waters of the United States rule and 
sending the EPA and the Corps back to 
the drawing board to develop a new 
rule with instructions to consult with 
States, local governments, and small 
businesses. 

America’s farmers, ranchers, and en- 
trepreneurs go to work every day to 
build a stronger nation. Thanks to 
these hard-working men and women, 
we live in a country where there is af- 
fordable food at the grocery store and 
where a dynamic private sector offers 
Americans the opportunity to achieve 
a brighter future. The Federal Govern- 
ment should be doing all it can to em- 
power those who grow our food and cre- 
ate jobs. Yet, instead, regulators are 
stifling growth with burdensome regu- 
lations that generate cost and uncer- 
tainty. The final rule on the waters of 
the United States produced by the EPA 
and the Corps to regulate virtually 
every body of water—pretty much 
water anywhere in the United States— 
is not the way to go. Let’s stop this 
regulation. Please join me in voting to 
proceed to the Federal Water Quality 
Protection Act. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BAR- 
RASSO). The Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. President, I come 
before the Senate to talk about the 
waters of the United States rule and 
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the legislation pending before us, S. 
1140. I hope we can proceed to the bill. 
This is an important issue. Obviously, 
the definition of the waters of the 
United States sets the rules of the 
game of who is covered under the Clean 
Water Act. As has been stated, several 
Supreme Court decisions over the past 
decade and a half have created a lot of 
uncertainty for landowners and those 
who work the land who aren’t sure 
whether they will be regulated. Regu- 
lated entities need a rule that is con- 
sistent and that has some predict- 
ability. That is not what we are get- 
ting with this rule. 

The rule issued on June 29 defines ju- 
risdiction very broadly, as we heard, 
especially when it comes to streams 
that don’t flow year round, intermit- 
tent, ephemeral streams, of which Ari- 
zona has many. Several scientists who 
have been involved in the rulemaking 
process have told my staff that there is 
a disagreement between what the 
science says and what this rule says. 
Science says that some streams are 
strongly connected and others are not. 
There is a so-called spectrum of 
connectivity, but this rule assumes 
they are all strongly connected. 

Let me show a picture of a stream. 
This is Dan Bell, a rancher in southern 
Arizona, near the border of Santa Cruz 
County, standing on a streambed or a 
dry wash or arroyo that will likely be 
covered under this rule. Like Dan, I 
grew up on a ranch in northern Ari- 
zona. My whole life I have ridden 
through a 7-mile draw, a 9-mile wash. 
The topography of the land was named 
for some of these dry washes, but they 
only had water after a good rain which 
lasted a few minutes and that was it. 
Those will likely, under the definition 
of this new rule, be defined as waters of 
the United States. 

If you can imagine what ranchers and 
other agricultural users are feeling 
right now, thinking that the Federal 
Government, in regulating what goes 
on with these streambeds or these dry 
washes, is going to step in on other 
State regulations that already exist. 

On August 27, a Federal district 
court judge blocked the implementa- 
tion in 13 States, including Arizona, 
saying that ‘“‘it appears likely that the 
EPA has violated its congressional 
grant of authority in its promulgation 
of the rule at issue.” As we know, on 
October 9 the Sixth Circuit Court of 
Appeals stayed the rule nationwide. 
There is not consensus, obviously, on 
what this rule does or does not do. 

In internal memos, the Army Corps 
of Engineers assistant chief counsel of 
environmental and regulatory pro- 
grams highlighted a number of ‘“‘seri- 
ous areas of concern” with the rule, in- 
cluding the ‘‘assertion of jurisdiction 
over every stream bed,” which would 
have “the effect of asserting Clean 
Water Act jurisdiction over many 
thousands of miles of dry washes and 
arroyos in the desert southwest.” 
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When you hear people stand and say 
that it will not affect dry washes, that 
is not what the rule says. We need clar- 
ification. We need to pass this legisla- 
tion. We need to actually invoke clo- 
ture so we can debate it and ultimately 
pass it. This is a bipartisan measure 
that will address this issue and will ul- 
timately provide a new rule that has 
the consistency and uniformity that 
those who work the land really need. 
Arizona will benefit from it, and the 
entire country will benefit from it. 

With that, I yield back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FLAKE). The Senator from South Da- 
kota. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, Ameri- 
cans have had a tough time during the 
Obama administration with a sluggish 
economic recovery that is barely wor- 
thy of the name, stagnant wages for 
middle-class families, a health care law 
that ripped away millions of Ameri- 
cans’ preferred health care plans, and 
burdensome regulations that have 
made it more challenging for busi- 
nesses, large and small, to grow and 
create jobs. 

One Agency has done more than its 
fair share to make things difficult for 
Americans, and that is the Obama 
EPA. During the course of the Obama 
administration, this Agency has imple- 
mented one damaging rule after an- 
other—from a massive national back- 
door energy tax that threatens hun- 
dreds of thousands of jobs to unreal- 
istic new ozone standards that have the 
potential to devastate State econo- 
mies. Reputed rebukes from various 
Federal courts have done little to 
check the EPA’s enthusiasm for crip- 
pling, job-destroying regulations. 

This week, the Senate is taking up 
legislation introduced by my colleague 
from Wyoming Senator BARRASSO to 
address one of the EPA’s biggest over- 
reaches—the so-called waters of the 
United States regulation. The EPA has 
long had authority under the Clean 
Water Act to regulate ‘‘navigable 
waters,’ such as rivers, lakes, and 
major waterways. The inclusion of the 
term “navigable” in the Clean Water 
Act was deliberate. It was deliberate. 
The reason it was put there is because 
Congress intended to put limits—real 
limits—on the Federal Government’s 
authority to regulate water and to 
leave the regulation of smaller bodies 
of water to the States. Defining the 
waters to be regulated as navigable 
waters ensured that the Federal Gov- 
ernment’s authority would be limited 
to bodies of water of substantial size 
and would not infringe on minor bodies 
of water on private land, but over the 
last few years it became clear the EPA 
was eager to expand its reach. 

The waters of the United States regu- 
lation, which the EPA finalized this 
year, expands the EPA’s regulatory au- 
thority to waters such as small wet- 
lands, creeks, stock ponds, and 
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ditches—bodies of water that certainly 
don’t fit the definition of “navigable.” 
It specifically targets the prairie pot- 
hole region, which covers five States, 
including nearly all of eastern South 
Dakota. 

If we look at this chart, this is some- 
thing that is a very normal landscape 
in South Dakota. It is a field that one 
would see in South Dakota, and of 
course when it gets some rain, some of 
the low-lying areas get a little water in 
them, but this is basically a puddle. If 
we look at what the regulation would 
do to the way in which farmers and 
ranchers manage and are able to use 
their lands for production agriculture, 
it has some profound impacts. 

We are not talking about lakes and 
rivers. We are talking about small, iso- 
lated ponds that ranchers use to water 
their cattle or prairie potholes that are 
dry for most of the year but do collect 
some water after heavy rains and 
snows along the lines of what we see in 
this photo. Under this regulation, even 
dry creekbeds could be subject to the 
EPA’s regulatory authority. That is 
how far-reaching this regulation is. 

Let me talk about that authority for 
just a minute. When we talk about a 
body of water coming under the EPA’s 
regulatory authority, we are not talk- 
ing about having to follow a couple of 
basic rules and regulations. Waters 
that come under the EPA’s jurisdiction 
under the Clean Water Act are subject 
to a complex array of expensive and 
burdensome regulatory requirements, 
including permitting and reporting re- 
quirements, enforcement, mitigation, 
and citizen suits. Fines for failing to 
comply with any of these requirements 
and regulations, such as the one that is 
now being filed by the EPA, can accu- 
mulate at the rate of $37,500 per day. 

Under the EPA’s new waters of the 
United States rule, creeks and ditches 
would be subject to this complex array 
of regulations. The irrigation ditches 
in a farmer’s cornfield, for example— 
ditches where the water level rarely ex- 
ceeds a couple of inches—would be sub- 
ject to extensive regulatory require- 
ments, including costly permits and 
time-consuming reports. Needless to 
say, these kinds of requirements will 
hit farmers and ranchers hard. Agri- 
culture is a time-sensitive business, 
and these types of requirements would 
strain a farmer’s ability to fertilize, 
plant, and irrigate their crops when the 
seasons and weather conditions dic- 
tate. 

Farmers can’t afford to wait for a 
Federal permit before carrying out 
basic land and resource management 
decisions. I have received numerous 
letters from South Dakota farmers and 
ranchers, as well as local governments, 
expressing their concern with the 
EPA’s new rule. One constituent 
writes: 

We live in Deuel County, South Dakota, 
where we raise cattle and plant wheat, al- 
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falfa, corn, and soybeans. .. . Our land con- 
sists of rolling hills and many shallow low 
spots. .. . According to the new rules, our 
entire farm would be under the jurisdiction 
of the EPA.... 


That same constituent goes on to 
say: 

Mandatory laws by the EPA are just wrong 
and are often written and enforced by some- 
one who has never lived or worked on a farm 
and doesn’t understand how the forces of na- 
ture cannot be dictated. The weather is often 
extreme, and we must work with it. ... 
Under this rule, it will be more difficult to 
farm and ranch, or make changes to the land 
even if those changes would benefit the envi- 
ronment. 

That is from a constituent from my 
State of South Dakota. 

Another constituent, also from my 
home State, said: 

[OJur business is going to be put into acute 
peril if the EPA is not stopped. ... By re- 
moving the word ‘‘navigable’’ from the Clean 
Water Act, they will be in control of EVERY 
drop of water in the United States, which is 
disastrous for those of us engaged in farming 
and ranching. 

This is from the Pennington County 
Board of Commissioners in South Da- 
kota. Pennington County is the second 
largest county and home to our second 
largest city, Rapid City. They wrote: 

In addition to tourism, agriculture is a 
critical piece of our local economy... . This 
proposal would cause significant hardships 
to local farmers and ranchers by taking 
away local control of the land uses. The 
costs to the local agricultural community 
would be enormous. This would lead to food 
and cattle prices increasing significantly. 

The board also warned: 

If stormwater costs significantly increased 
due to this proposed rule, not only will it im- 
pact our ability to focus our available re- 
sources on real, priority water quality 
issues, but it may also require funds to be di- 
verted from other government services that 
we are required to provide such as law en- 
forcement, fire protection services, etc. 

I have received letter after letter like 
these from farmers, ranchers, business 
owners, and local governments across 
my State, and they are not alone. Con- 
cern is high across all of the United 
States. That is why 31 States have filed 
lawsuits against the EPA’s regulations, 
as have a number of industry groups. 
The courts have already granted them 
some temporary relief. Last month, the 
Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals ex- 
panded an earlier injunction and 
blocked implementation of the EPA’s 
rule in all 50 States, but a final deci- 
sion of the courts could be years away. 

To protect Americans affected by 
this rule from years of litigation and 
uncertainty, this week the Senate is 
taking up the Federal Water Quality 
Protection Act, introduced by Senator 
BARRASSO, which would require the 
EPA to return to the drawing board 
and write a new waters of the United 
States rule in consultation with 
States, local governments, agricultural 
producers, and small businesses. It 
seems only fitting that you actually 
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ought to consult with the people who 
are impacted by this. If that had hap- 
pened, maybe there wouldn’t be 31 
States that have already filed lawsuits 
against the Federal Government, and 
maybe we wouldn’t have all of these 
local governments, agricultural pro- 
ducers, small businesses, homeowners, 
and developers that are mortified 
about the impact this will have on 
them. 

In my time in Washington, I have 
never seen an issue that has so galva- 
nized opposition all across the country. 
Sometimes there might be an issue 
that might affect a specific area or in- 
dustry sector in our economy, such as 
agriculture. We talk a lot about those 
issues in my State because this is our 
No. 1 industry, but there is rarely an 
issue which generates opposition from 
so many sectors of our economy. That 
is how far-reaching this regulation is. 
Arguably, this is the largest Federal 
land grab in our Nation’s history. 

What the legislation also does is ex- 
plicitly prohibits the EPA from count- 
ing things like ditches, isolated ponds, 
and storm water as navigable waters 
that it can regulate under the Clean 
Water Act. It takes away these things 
we are talking about—the stock ponds, 
ditches, and frankly the puddles—from 
areas that the EPA can assert its juris- 
diction in and regulate. 

Everybody agrees on the importance 
of clean water. Farmers in my State 
depend on it, and the legislation we are 
considering today will ensure that the 
EPA retains the authority to make 
sure our lakes and rivers are clean and 
pollutant-free. Members of both parties 
should be able to agree that allowing 
the EPA to regulate what frequently 
amounts to seasonal puddles is taking 
things a step too far. The cost of this 
rule will be steep, and its burdens will 
be significant, impacting those who 
have an inherent interest in properly 
managing their water to protect their 
livelihoods and health. 

Back in March, a bipartisan group of 
59 Senators voted to limit the EPA’s 
waters of the United States power 
grab, and 3 Democratic Senators are 
cosponsors of the legislation before us 
today. It is my hope that more will 
join us to protect farmers, ranchers, 
small businesses, and homeowners from 
the consequences of the EPA’s dan- 
gerous new rule. 

Americans have suffered enough 
under the Obama EPA. It is time to 
start reining in this out-of-control bu- 
reaucracy. I hope we will have a big bi- 
partisan vote today in support of the 
legislation before the Senate. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Indiana. 

Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. President, 
whether you are a farmer or a small 
business owner, a Republican, a Demo- 
crat or someone who works at the EPA, 
we all want clean water. If we are 
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going to ensure that our clean water 
protections are effective, we need to 
work together and we need to use the 
feedback from the people who work 
with the land every single day. Unfor- 
tunately, the EPA’s waters of the 
United States rule was written without 
sufficient collaboration with some of 
the people who care about this rule the 
most—our farmers, our small business 
owners, our cities and States. As a re- 
sult, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
Sixth Circuit has blocked the imple- 
mentation of the waters of the United 
States rule, known as WOTUS, nation- 
wide. 

This ruling was in line with the con- 
cerns we have raised all along. When 
you write a rule without significant 
input from all of those impacted, in- 
cluding our farmers, ranchers, small 
business owners, and local govern- 
ments, legal challenges are inevitable. 
Instead of further lengthy and costly 
court battles, Congress should act to 
clarify the coverage of the Clean Water 
Act or the courts will do that job in- 
stead of us. It is time to roll up our 
sleeves and provide to our ag pro- 
ducers, conservationists, and county 
and local governments the regulatory 
certainty they need to continue efforts 
to improve water quality. 

That is why I was proud to help au- 
thor and introduce the Federal Water 
Quality Protection Act with a bipar- 
tisan group of Senators, including Sen- 
ator JOHN BARRASSO, a Republican 
from Wyoming, Senator HEIDI 
HEITKAMP, a Democrat from North Da- 
kota, and Senate Majority Leader 
MITCH MCCONNELL, a Republican from 
Kentucky. 

Most Hoosiers believe we can get 
more accomplished when we work to- 
gether, and I have worked across the 
aisle on what I believe is a very respon- 
sible solution. I hope today we will 
continue this debate. It will be dif- 
ficult, but we have the ability to get 
this right. If Congress fails to act, our 
ag community will be faced with con- 
tinued confusion and uncertainty, and 
we will not have strengthened our ef- 
forts to protect the waters of this 
country. 

The WOTUS rule is a perfect example 
of the disconnect between Washington 
and the Hoosier ag community, farm- 
ers and ranchers around our country, 
small businesses, and our families. No 
one wants cleaner water or healthier 
land more than the families who live 
on those farms and who work on our 
farms every single day right next to 
those waters—the same waters their 
children play and swim in and with 
which they work every day. That is 
why countless Hoosier farmers are 
frustrated that Washington bureau- 
crats are calling the shots rather than 
working together with our ag commu- 
nity and our families to develop sen- 
sible environmental protection. This 
can be done if it is done the right way. 
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In Indiana we are already leading in 
many agricultural conservation and 
environmental protection efforts. We 
have more farmers than ever before 
doing things such as planting cover 
crops and using no-till farming tech- 
niques that keep soil in the fields and 
keep the inputs in the fields. We are 
leading the Nation in cover crop ef- 
forts. It is voluntary, and it is part of 
a program to make sure our waters— 
our rivers and streams—are cleaner. 
This is being done by people, not by bu- 
reaucrats. 

Let’s have some faith and confidence 
in the people of this country and in the 
wisdom of our ag community in Indi- 
ana and in every other State. If we 
work with our friends and our neigh- 
bors, we can do even more to improve 
water quality. 

Listen to farmers such as Mike 
Shuter and Mark Legan. Mike is an In- 
diana Corn Growers Association mem- 
ber from Frankton, IN, who won the 
National Corn Growers Association 
Good Steward Award this year for sus- 
tainable corn farming practices. Mike 
said: 

I want clean drinking water for my wife, 
kids, and grandkids. We work hard to reduce 
the amount of pesticides, insecticides, and 
fertilizer on our farm. The EPA is going too 
far by attempting to unilaterally claim ju- 
risdiction over my farmland. 

Mark Legan is a farmer who received 
the American Soybean Association’s 
Conservation Legacy Award in 20138. 
Here is what he had to say: 

Farmers have been good stewards of the 
land for generations. We have found ways to 
produce more while using less pesticides and 
fertilizers. Waters of the U.S. gives the EPA 
one-sided jurisdiction over our ditches and 
fields, makes it more difficult to grow crops, 
and makes it harder to feed the world. 

After hearing these frustrations from 
Hoosier ag producers and from local 
and county governments about this 
rule, and because I am the hired help 
not only for Indiana but for our coun- 
try, we wrote the Federal Water Qual- 
ity Protection Act. The intention is to 
strike a reasonable, bipartisan com- 
promise—what a unique concept. It is 
the concept that our country has been 
built on. The legislation is simple: 
Focus on common science principles to 
shape a final rule and to require 
straightforward procedures that the 
EPA skipped the first time. These are 
steps the EPA should have done in the 
first place, such as reviewing economic 
and small business impacts. 

The bill is not designed to destroy or 
delay the rule. In fact, our bill asks the 
EPA to complete its rule by December 
31 of next year. There is no long hide- 
the-ball game being played here. We 
want to have this done by the end of 
next year. 

The legislation includes explicit pro- 
tections for waters that almost every- 
one agrees should be covered. If a body 
of water impacts the quality of the Wa- 
bash or Kankakee Rivers, the Great 
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Lakes or anything similar, our bill pro- 
tects those waters. It protects com- 
monsense exemptions for isolated 
ponds and agricultural or roadside 
ditches—most of which the EPA has in- 
dicated they never intended to cover. 

We require consultation with stake- 
holders such as States and the ag com- 
munity, including soil and water con- 
servation districts. Giving the EPA 
principles, procedure, and a clear dead- 
line this bipartisan effort is meant to 
be constructive. 

I urge my colleagues, Republican and 
Democrat, to allow us to consider the 
bipartisan Federal Water Quality Pro- 
tection Act. It is our obligation to de- 
bate this important issue. I am con- 
fident a bipartisan majority of my Sen- 
ate colleagues will support this com- 
monsense bipartisan bill. 

This much I promise: I will continue 
to push Congress to pass a permanent 
solution. We will never stop advocating 
on behalf of Indiana’s farmers and fam- 
ilies, ranchers and small businesses, 
and those of the entire country. 

I yield back my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, first of 
all I want to thank my colleague, who 
has been working so hard on this. It af- 
fects Indiana, West Virginia, and every 
State in the Union. I hope people real- 
ize what is going on. This isn’t a par- 
tisan issue. This is definitely a bipar- 
tisan issue, and it affects everybody in 
our State. 

I want to thank Senator MARKEY for 
allowing me to speak for a few min- 
utes. I have a funeral in Arlington to 
attend for one of our dear soldiers. 

I have spoken on the Senate floor 
many times before about the burdens 
the EPA has continued to impose on 
hard-working families and hard-work- 
ing people in West Virginia. Today, 
however, I am not speaking about the 
mining jobs I have spoken about so 
much. I am speaking about everyday 
West Virginians. If you have any prop- 
erty whatsoever, if you have a small 
business or a large business, if you 
come from any walk of life, if you are 
in agriculture or are a small farmer or 
are in large agriculture, this affects 
you. This allows the overreach of the 
government, as we have talked about 
so many times. 

If you are a government agency, if 
you are a city, a small town, if you are 
a county, any decisions you make will 
be affected or could be affected. If im- 
posed, the agency’s waters of the 
United States rule, known as WOTUS, 
would have a harmful impact all over 
this great country. Again, the WOTUS 
rule will not just impact certain indus- 
tries; it impacts everybody. The EPA 
wrote these rules without consulting 
some of the people who care about 
clean water the most—everyday West 
Virginians and Americans all across 
this great country. The WOTUS rule 
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would impose heavy financial penalties 
on all of us, including our small busi- 
ness owners, farmers, manufacturers, 
and property owners. 

If you have ever seen the terrain of 
West Virginia, we are the most moun- 
tainous State east of the Mississippi. 
There is very little flat land whatso- 
ever. So anything can be affected and 
everybody will be affected. Whether 
you build a home, have a small busi- 
ness or are a little city or community, 
you are going to be affected. If they 
can show on an aerial map that there 
used to be a river or stream of any 
kind, that comes under their jurisdic- 
tion. If anyone thinks differently—that 
it is not going to happen—this is ex- 
actly what is going to happen. That is 
why all of these small towns and the 
counties in rural America are totally 
opposed to this. 

There is nobody I know of who 
doesn’t want clean drinking water. 
With that, we are not saying that the 
Federal Government shouldn’t have 
oversight on all of our waters that are 
for drinking, are navigable and/or rec- 
reational. In fact, I live on the water, 
so I know what it is to have the clean 
waters in our streams and rivers. This 
is not what we are talking about. 

As my good friend from Indiana and 
my good friend from North Dakota are 
going to be talking about, this affects 
everybody. It affects every puddle, 
ditch, and every runoff—you name it; 
it affects it—and that means it affects 
all of our lives. They are going to say: 
Don’t worry. We are not going to do all 
that. We are going to exempt it. 

We have heard that one before—until 
it is something they don’t like, until 
basically it gives them a chance to 
shut down something. I have farmers 
who are concerned about basically the 
crops they grow, the wildlife, the poul- 
try and the livestock they have to care 
for. All of this could be affected. We 
fought this before. 

The Supreme Court instruction is to 
clarify the Clean Water Act jurisdic- 
tion over bodies of water in use. This 
proposal goes too far. In fact, the Su- 
preme Court has already ruled that not 
all bodies of water fall under the Clean 
Water Act regulations. So why are 
they expanding it? If they have already 
ruled on it, why are they expanding 
these rules? Why do they believe they 
can grab this? 

They claim they were not required to 
consult with local governments under 
the federalism Executive order, argu- 
ing the rule did not impact them. The 
EPA claims that even though it did not 
comply with the Executive order, it 
still reached out to local governments. 
That is not true. That is not true in 
West Virginia. I can tell you that. 

The EPA claims it addressed the con- 
cerns of local governments by pro- 
viding exemptions for public safety 
ditches and storm water control sys- 
tems. That is not true either. So that 
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being said, I can only tell you what my 
citizens, my communities, business 
owners, and local governments are 
being affected by and why they are 
concerned. 

The bottom line is it is completely 
unreasonable that our country’s 
ditches, puddles, and otherwise 
unnavigable waters be subjected to the 
same regulations of our greatest lakes 
and rivers. On that we all agree. 

The WOTUS rule exempts ditches 
only if the local government can prove 
that no part of the entire length of a 
ditch is located in an area where there 
used to be a stream. The WOTUS rule 
exempts storm water management sys- 
tems only if they were built on dry 
land. The WOTUS rule says EPA can 
rely on historical maps and historical 
aerial photographs to determine where 
the streams used to be—not where they 
are now. 

These provisions of the WOTUS rules 
should strike terror in the heart of 
every mayor, county commissioner, 
and manager of a city that was founded 
before the last century. This is how 
asinine this is. It is unbelievable that 
with a sweep of the pen, the EPA is 
trying to take us back to the days of 
Lewis and Clark. According to a memo 
written in April, not even the Corps of 
Engineers knows how it will determine 
which ditches are exempt and which 
are former streams. This is our own 
government. 

Morgantown, WV, was founded in 
1785. Wheeling, WV, was established in 
1795. To go back in time to determine 
where streams used to be would be near 
impossible. I don’t want West Virginia 
cities to have to worry about the sta- 
tus of their municipal infrastructure. 

There is no question that with the 
additional permitting and regulatory 
requirements, the implementation of 
this rule will place a significant burden 
on West Virginia’s economy, which is 
already hurting very badly. That in- 
cludes businesses, manufacturing, 
housing, and energy production. Many 
in my home State are already strug- 
gling to make ends meet. We are one of 
the highest unemployment States, 
have been hit harder than any other 
State. We are fighting like the dickens. 
We will continue to fight and per- 
severe. 

The new financial and regulatory 
burdens will set people up for failure in 
an already unstable economic climate 
which in large part is caused by harm- 
ful regulations the EPA and the admin- 
istration have established. We all want 
to drink clean water and breathe clean 
air, but we can achieve this without 
regulating hard-working Americans 
out of business. 

This rule represents broad overreach 
that has the force of law without con- 
gressional approval. I would say you 
cannot regulate what has not been leg- 
islated. Why are we here? Why are we 
elected to represent the people when 
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we cannot even do it, when we have to 
fight our own government to do the job 
we have been charged with doing? 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
motion to proceed to S. 1140. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, Bos- 
ton’s sports teams have had their share 
of great moments. After a win, you can 
hear the crowd celebrating by singing a 
song by the Standells that goes like 
this: 

Yeah, down by the river, 

Down by the banks of the river Charles. 
Well I love that dirty water, 

Oh, Boston, you’re my home. 

While dirty water signals a win for a 
Boston team when that is sung, the 
real victory has been beating the pollu- 
tion in the Charles River and Boston 
Harbor since the passage of the Clean 
Water Act. That victory is thanks to 
the implementation of that law, which 
protects sources of our drinking water 
from pollution and restores dirty 
waters back to health. 

We need to keep the Clean Water 
Act’s winning streak alive. Unfortu- 
nately, the bill the Senate may con- 
sider today could end the record of 
wins for the Clean Water Act. Its his- 
tory of success has made the Clean 
Water Act one of the greatest Amer- 
ican success stories. Before the Clean 
Water Act, there was no Federal au- 
thority to limit dumping, set national 
water quality standards, or enforce pol- 
lution rules. City and household waste 
flowed untreated into rivers and harm- 
ful chemicals were poured into wet- 
lands and streams from factories and 
powerplants. Back then, we were all on 
the honor system. Water supplies were 
managed by a patchwork of State laws 
and an appeal to the common good. 
The result: mass pollution on a historic 
scale, oozing rivers so toxic that they 
could ignite into flames, fish dead by 
the thousands. America’s riversides be- 
came a theater of public hazards and 
chemical death. 

In short, before the Clean Water Act 
and the Federal involvement that was 
necessary, America’s waterways were 
its sewers. Then, in 1969, a public 
firestorm was touched off by a Time 
magazine photo of the Cuyahoga River 
on fire in Ohio. With full-throated sup- 
port from the public, Congress mobi- 
lized and produced the Clean Water 
Act, one of the most important pieces 
of environmental law in the history of 
the United States. The ultimate goal of 
the Clean Water Act—making water- 
ways safe for the public and wildlife— 
was so popular that in 1972 a bipartisan 
Congress overrode a veto by Richard 
Nixon. 

The successes and the benefits yield- 
ed by the pursuit of the goal of clean 
waterways would prove tremendous in 
the years ahead. 

The Clean Water Act guards the Na- 
tion’s natural sources of drinking 
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water by guiding how we use them. It 
protects the wetlands, the streams, and 
other surface waters that ultimately 
provide us with drinking water. 

The Clean Water Act has slowed the 
loss of wetlands, known as the ‘‘kid- 
neys of the landscape” because of their 
ability to remove pollution from the 
water. They do this for free, making 
wetlands the most fiscally responsible 
water system in the world. The only al- 
ternative to this free service is to put 
our waters on dialysis by constructing 
filtration plants for billions of dollars 
in long-term maintenance and building 
costs. Our wetlands support the $6.6 
trillion coastal economy of the United 
States, which comprises about half of 
the Nation’s entire gross domestic pro- 
duction and includes our nearly $7 bil- 
lion annual fishery industry and $2.3 
billion recreational industry. 

The Clean Water Act has doubled the 
number of swimmable and fishable riv- 
ers in the United States. It has saved 
billions of tons of fertile soil from 
being washed off of our farms. It has 
fostered State and Federal collabora- 
tion, giving States a key role in man- 
aging poisonous runoffs from cities and 
farms. It established a permitting sys- 
tem to control what gets dumped into 
America’s waterways. It developed fair 
and objective technology-based pollu- 
tion control standards to help indus- 
tries plan their compliance invest- 
ments in advance. It sets science-based 
water quality standards and requires 
well-thought-out plans to meet them. 
Its environmental monitoring require- 
ments prevent rehabilitated waterways 
from backsliding into unusable condi- 
tion. It provides $2 billion annually in 
critical funding to States for water 
quality and infrastructure improve- 
ments. Among its most important con- 
tributions, it empowers citizens to en- 
force its provisions and actively guard 
the health of their families. 

For all of its benefits and successes, 
however, the Clean Water Act has still 
not reached it goal. One-third of our 
rivers still have too much pollution. 
When these drain into coastal waters, 
they add to the problems being caused 
by ocean acidification and warming. 
The pollution can cause dead zones off 
of our coasts and in the Great Lakes, 
putting drinking water supplies at risk 
and threatening sea life. While the act 
has slowed their loss, wetlands con- 
tinue to disappear, and gone with them 
are millions of wetland-dependent crea- 
tures, such as ducks and turtles and 
most of the species of fish we find on 
our plates. 

Clearly, clean water must be pre- 
served for the health of the public, the 
environment, and the economy. That is 
why the Environmental Protection 
Agency and the Army Corps have spent 
so much time developing the recently 
finalized clean water rule. The clean 
water rule clears up confusion caused 
by two U.S. Supreme Court rulings on 
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the reach of Federal water pollution 
laws and restores protections that were 
eliminated for thousands of wetlands 
by President George W. Bush in his ad- 
ministration. 

Specifically, the rule revises the defi- 
nition of ‘‘waters of the United 
States,” a term that identifies which 
waters and wetlands are protected 
under the Clean Water Act. The rule 
was written in response to requests for 
increased predictability and consist- 
ency of Clean Water Act permitting 
programs made by stakeholders such as 
the National Association of Home 
Builders and the National Stone, Sand 
& Gravel Association. 

The clean water rule restores clear 
protections to 60 percent of the Na- 
tion’s streams and millions of acres of 
wetlands that were stripped away 
under the previous Republican admin- 
istration. The EPA estimates that re- 
turning the clean water protections 
will provide roughly half a billion dol- 
lars in annual public benefits, includ- 
ing reducing flooding damage, filtering 
pollution, supporting over 6 million 
jobs in the over half-a-trillion-dollar 
outdoor recreation industry. 

The rule protects public health by 
closing pollution loopholes that threat- 
en drinking water supplies to one-third 
of Americans. In Massachusetts, the 
drinking water of nearly 3 in 4 people 
will now be protected. 

The rule enjoys broad support from 
local governments, small businesses, 
scientists, and the general public, who 
submitted over 800,000 favorable public 
comments. Eighty percent of Ameri- 
cans support the clean water rule, and 
when asked if Congress should allow it 
to go forward, they responded with a 
resounding yes. 

Despite public support for clean 
water and this commonsense rule, the 
Republicans want to bring a bill to the 
floor that would undermine the na- 
tional goals and policy written by the 
Clean Water Act. If enacted, this 
water-polluting bill would undermine 
the legal framework that protects our 
water. It would once again leave one- 
third of the Nation’s drinking water 
vulnerable to dangerous contamina- 
tion. It would set up a fight over tech- 
nical details that would prevent us 
from protecting the public health by 
preventing the dumping of toxic chemi- 
cals into natural public drinking water 
sources. 

The critics falsely claim that the 
clean water rule overreaches because it 
enables broader Federal jurisdiction 
than is consistent with law and 
science. 

So, ladies and gentlemen, I support 
the work the EPA and the Army Corps 
have done in putting together the clean 
water rule. It will continue the string 
of victories our Nation has enjoyed 
under the Clean Water Act. I urge my 
colleagues to oppose any legislative ef- 
forts to overturn the clean water rule. 
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We need to keep the Clean Water Act 
working for all of America. 

I want to make sure that the only 
place in Massachusetts people are talk- 
ing about dirty water is after one of 
our great Boston sports teams have 
chalked up another victory. That is the 
only time we should be singing about 
dirty water because otherwise the 
health and well-being not just of people 
in Massachusetts but all across our 
country will be harmed. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

Ms. HEITKAMP. Mr. President, lis- 
tening to this, you would think that 
people who want some commonsense 
regulation don’t believe in clean water. 
You would think that if we do this, 
somehow the Charles River or the Cuy- 
ahoga River, having been navigable the 
whole while here under the Clean 
Water Act jurisdiction, would suddenly 
not be navigable. That is not the case. 
That is not the case. I think it is really 
important that we ratchet down the 
emotion and we start looking at the 
facts. 

Let’s start with where we are right 
now with this idea of what are, in fact, 
jurisdictional waters under the Clean 
Water Act. This has been a debate for 
40 years. It has been in and out of the 
courts for 40 years. In 1985 the Court 
made a ruling. In 2001 the Court made 
a ruling. In 2006 the Court decided a 
case called Rapanos. What Rapanos 
said is—four Justices said EPA is right, 
four Justices said EPA is wrong, and 
one Justice said EPA may be right. As 
a result, we have created a system that 
has caused great uncertainty in Amer- 
ica today as it relates to how we use 
land. Acting on that uncertainty, EPA 
promulgated a rule. That rule is incon- 
sistent, in my opinion, with the direc- 
tion they were given by the Court. 
That rule has created an incredible 
amount of uncertainty. 

To suggest that all the major ag 
groups, all the groups that are out 
there, including the Association of 
Counties, including many of the Gov- 
ernors, are all wrong and they all love 
dirty water is absolutely insulting as 
we kind of move forward on this discus- 
sion. 

I am going to show you why North 
Dakota is concerned about this regula- 
tion. This is an aerial picture of my 
State. You may not think there is a lot 
of water in North Dakota. This is a pic- 
ture of my State and Devils Lake in 
the Devils Lake area. You might say: 
Oh she picked a picture that looks like 
this. 

I ask and invite any of you to come 
to North Dakota and I will fly you any- 
where in North Dakota. This is what 
North Dakota looks like. You see all 
this water here and you see all this 
water here and you see this. Do you see 
that? That is a pothole, what we call a 
prairie pothole. It used to be and sea- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


sonally is full of water. Sometimes it is 
farm, sometimes it is not. Is this 
waters of the United States? It is not 
connected to any navigable stream. It 
is not adjacent to any kind of navi- 
gable water, moving water. None of 
this is connected with any kind of 
cross-land connection. 

I will tell you under the rule that we 
have and under the interpretations of 
the Corps of Engineers—which we al- 
ways forget when we are talking about 
this—the Corps of Engineers and EPA, 
what they would say is: We don’t know. 
We would have to send biologists to 
take a look at this. We would have to 
spend hundreds of thousands of dollars, 
of taxpayer dollars, to determine 
whether in fact there is substantial 
nexus. 

We asked for a simple rule. First, 
just as a point of view, when the stat- 
ute says navigable water, that water 
ought to be moving someplace other 
than into the ground. All water in the 
world is interconnected. We know that. 
That is a matter of hydrology. That is 
a matter of science. Scientists would 
say there is no such thing as a discrete 
separation. 

But you know what. Legally there is. 
It did not say every drop of water is 
controlled by the Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency under the Clean Water 
Act, it said navigable water, and we 
have been in this fight for a lot of 
years, including 2006. 

Mr. President, I know we are in ex- 
cess of the time. I ask unanimous con- 
sent for just a little more time to con- 
clude my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. HEITKAMP. I want to make this 
point because it really is a question. 
The Senators who have come to the 
floor and talked about this rule talk 
about: Look, we are making progress. 
What they haven’t told you is that rule 
has absolutely no legal effect anywhere 
in this country today. Do you know 
why? Because the courts of the United 
States have stayed it. It is not in effect 
while we litigate yet another case. 

So when we looked at this problem 
and we looked at trying to give cer- 
tainty to farmers who own this land— 
by the way, this land is not owned by 
the people of this country. This land is 
owned by farmers who need certainty, 
who need to know. So we looked at this 
and we said: It is time for Congress to 
do what Congress ought to do, which is 
to legislate, which is to actually make 
a decision—to not just get on either 
side of a regulatory agency and yell 
about whether they are right or wrong 
but actually engage in a dialogue. 

That is why Senator DONNELLY, Sen- 
ator BARRASSO, Senator INHOFE, and I 
sat down and said: Look, this will con- 
tinue in perpetuity. We will spend mil- 
lions of dollars litigating this and 
never get an answer because chances 
are we are back to 441, and that is not 
an answer. 
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So we put together a piece of legisla- 
tion looking at how can we as legisla- 
tors, as Congress provide some param- 
eters on what this means. People who 
will vote no on a motion to proceed 
will tell you we want EPA to decide. I 
am telling you that people in this 
country expect Congress to decide. 
They expect Congress to make this de- 
cision, to step up, and resolve this con- 
troversy because 40 years and millions 
and millions of dollars spent in litiga- 
tion is not a path forward. 

As we look at this legislation simply 
on a motion to proceed on one of the 
most controversial issues in America 
today—which is waters of the United 
States—not voting to debate this issue, 
not voting to proceed on this issue is 
the wrong path forward. 

I urge my colleagues to open the de- 
bate and let’s talk about this map—not 
the Charles River and not the Cuya- 
hoga River because I will concede that 
they are navigable water. I want to 
know in what world is this navigable 
water of the United States, what world 
should EPA have jurisdiction over this 
pond, and in what world—when you are 
the farmer who owns it—do you think 
you have any certainty as we move for- 
ward? 

We are trying to give certainty to 
the American taxpayer. We are trying 
to give certainty to people who build 
roads and bridges. We are trying to ac- 
tually have a debate on an important 
issue of our time. 

I urge my colleagues to vote yes on 
the motion to proceed so we can have 
an open debate—it could be fun—as we 
talk about this issue. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for up to 2 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President we will 
have a chance at 2:15 p.m., I believe, for 
15 minutes to close the debate, and at 
2:30 p.m. we are going to have a vote on 
a cloture motion. I urge my colleagues 
to vote against the cloture motion. 

I agree with my friend Senator 
HEITKAMP that we need certainty. We 
have been debating this issue for a long 
time since the court cases. If this bill 
were to become law, you are not going 
to have certainty. It is going to be liti- 
gated. Whatever is done, it is going to 
be litigated. We know that. We have 
seen the litigious nature of what has 
happened over the course of the issues. 

Yes, I want Congress to speak on 
this. Congress has spoken on this. Con- 
gress has said very clearly that we 
want the test of the Clean Water Act to 
be to restore and maintain the chem- 
ical, physical, and biological integrity 
of our Nation’s waters. 
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I don’t want Congress to say: No, we 
don’t want that. We now want a prag- 
matic test that could very well jeop- 
ardize the Clean Water Act. The bot- 
tom line is each Congress should want 
to strengthen the Clean Water Act, not 
weaken it. This bill would weaken the 
Clean Water Act and prevent a rule 
that has been debated for a long time 
from becoming law. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the 
motion for cloture, and we will have a 
little bit more to say about this at 2:15 
p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for 2 additional 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the manda- 
tory quorum call under rule XXII be 
waived with respect to the cloture vote 
on the motion to proceed to S. 1140. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor. 


EE 
RECESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:37 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem- 
bled when called to order by the Pre- 
siding Officer (Mr. PORTMAN). 


EE 


FEDERAL WATER QUALITY PRO- 
TECTION ACT—MOTION TO PRO- 
CEED—Continued 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the time until 2:30 
p.m. will be equally divided in the 
usual form. 

The Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I rise 
today as the Senate considers an issue 
that is critically—critically—impor- 
tant to agriculture and to rural Amer- 
ica. 

It is my hope the Senate will advance 
landmark legislation that I, along with 
a bipartisan group of colleagues, have 
introduced in response to the U.S. En- 
vironmental Protection Agency’s final 
rule that redefines waters of the United 
States—commonly referred to in farm 
country as WOTUS, among other acro- 
nyms—under the Clean Water Act. I 
am proud to be an original cosponsor of 
S. 1140 and represent agriculture and 
rural America’s charge in pushing back 
against EPA’s egregious Federal over- 
regulation. 

EPA’s final WOTUS rule would ad- 
versely impact a vast cross-section of 
industries, including agriculture. As I 
have said before, I fear the sheer num- 
ber of regulations imposed by this ad- 
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ministration is causing the public to 
lose faith in our government. Too often 
I hear from my constituents that they 
feel “ruled? and not ‘‘governed.’’ S. 
1140 is in response to exactly that sen- 
timent. 

As chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry, I 
have heard directly from farmers, 
ranchers, State agency officials, and 
various industries in Kansas and all 
throughout our country that ulti- 
mately would be subject to these new 
burdensome and costly Federal require- 
ments. The message is unanimous and 
clear. This is the wrong approach and 
the wrong rule for agriculture, rural 
America, and our small communities. 

According to the Kansas Department 
of Agriculture, EPA’s final rule would 
expand the number of water bodies in 
Kansas classified as ‘‘waters of the 
United States,” subject to all—subject 
to all—Clean Water Act programs and 
requirements by 460 percent, totaling 
170,000 stream miles. This is just in- 
credulous. The expanded scope will fur- 
ther exacerbate the burden of duplica- 
tive pesticide permitting requirements 
and the other overregulation by this 
administration. This simply is not 
going to work and makes zero sense, 
especially in places such as arid west- 
ern Kansas. Furthermore, the final rule 
undercuts a State’s sovereign ability as 
the primary regulator of water re- 
sources, which administers and carries 
out Clean Water Act programs. 

Even more troubling, in recent 
months it has become apparent 
through the release of internal govern- 
ment documents between the EPA and 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers that 
there are serious concerns and ques- 
tions with regard to the legality of the 
EPA’s role and actions during the fa- 
mous or infamous public comment pe- 
riod to garner support for the final 
rule. The tactics employed by the EPA 
throughout this rulemaking process 
completely undermines the integrity of 
the interagency review process and the 
public’s trust. 

The EPA claims they have listened 
to farmers and ranchers about the con- 
cerns they have raised. EPA not only 
stacked the deck against farmers and 
ranchers, but EPA deliberately ignored 
them. This bill requires the EPA and 
the Army Corps of Engineers to with- 
draw the final rule and craft a new rule 
in meaningful consultation with stake- 
holders, State partners, and regulated 
entities, which are ready and waiting 
to work with EPA—if we can. 

All of us want to protect clean water. 
No one here—especially agriculture— 
wants to threaten such a valuable and 
integral natural resource that sustains 
our livelihood. It is our water. It is 
time the administration listened and 
developed a rule that is effective for 
farmers, ranchers, and rural America. 

This WOTUS regulation is the No. 1 
concern I hear about in farm country— 
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that the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry hears about— 
and over 90 agriculture groups—90— 
have signed a letter in support of this 
legislation. Additionally, the ongoing 
litigation, which involves 31 States 
challenging the final rule, only adds 
further confusion about the implemen- 
tation and applicability of the final 
rule across the rest of the country. 

It is time for Congress to intervene. I 
thank my colleagues who have joined 
me in this effort, especially the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming, and I urge all of 
my colleagues to support S. 1140 and 
vote yes. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I yield 3 
minutes to a real champion of clean 
water in the United States, Senator 
BOXER. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank 
very much my colleague and sub- 
committee ranking member, Senator 
BEN CARDIN, for taking the lead today 
on this opposition we are expressing to 
a very radical bill that will essentially, 
in my view, in many ways repeal the 
heart of the Clean Water Act. 

The Clean Water Act came about be- 
cause the Cuyahoga River in Ohio went 
up in flames because there was so much 
pollution and there were so many tox- 
ins in the water there, and people rec- 
ognized—this was in the 1970s—that we 
were endangering our families and the 
health of our families. So the Clean 
Water Act was written, and it basically 
said that if a river or a stream or a 
body of water found its way into a 
source of drinking water or a rec- 
reational body of water, the people who 
were dumping this stuff into this nat- 
ural environment had to get a permit 
and had to show us that it was safe. It 
is as simple as that. 

That is why we have overwhelming 
support. I had a chart, and now I don’t 
have it, reflecting 79 percent in support 
across this Nation for moving ahead 
with the clean water rule. Then comes 
the Barrasso bill, which has a beautiful 
name—protecting the waters of the 
United States—and it reminds me of 
the book ‘‘1984’’: War is peace, love is 
hate, and the rest. Big government is 
telling you what to think. 

Really, this is not a bill that protects 
our water. It is not. It is a bill that es- 
sentially protects polluters and endan- 
gers 117 million people who want to 
drink clean water. This is a right in 
our country. You don’t want to be 
frightened when your child swims in a 
stream or drinks water that might 
make him or her sick. 

So what we do with this bill, what 
Senator BARRASSO, my friend—and he 
is my really good friend—does here is 
essentially to take the Clean Water 
Act and stands it on its head. He says 
we are not going to worry about all of 
these bodies of water that feed into the 
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Nation’s drinking water supply for 117 
million people, and we are going to say 
you are free to dump into that water 
everything you want. 

In closing, I have often said that 
when I go home, people come right up 
to me and say: BARBARA, you need to 
do this; and, BARBARA, you have to 
fight for that. Never, in all my years in 
elected life—40 years since I started, 
which is hard to believe—has anyone 
come up to me and said: The water is 
too pure. The water is too clean. My 
drinking water is perfect, don’t make 
it safer. My air is pristine; don’t pass 
any more laws. It is the opposite. 

So what this would do today is take 
us back, back, back—back to the days 
when rivers caught on fire, back to the 
days when you worried a lot about 
drinking water. And as a person who 
wrote the law on protecting the quality 
of drinking water for children, this is a 
step backward. It is all about the farm 
bureau. And I get it, but I don’t think 
they really understand the rule that is 
coming out, where millions of people 
actually commented on the rule, where 
they had hundreds of meetings. This is 
an EPA that wants to work with the 
people. 

So I hope we will reject this and that 
we can move on and let this clean 
water rule work its way through the 
courts and become the law of the land. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, with 
this vote on the motion to proceed to 
S. 1140, the Federal Water Quality Pro- 
tection Act, the Senate really has a 
unique opportunity today to pass a 
strong bipartisan bill—a bill that will 
direct the EPA to write a reasonable 
rule to protect our navigable water- 
ways. 

As I mentioned before, I introduced 
this legislation with my Democratic 
colleagues Senators DONNELLY, HEIT- 
KAMP, and MANCHIN, as well as many of 
my Republican colleagues. I appreciate 
all my colleagues who spoke out in 
favor of this legislation. 

Let me just conclude this discussion 
with these thoughts. Our beautiful riv- 
ers and lakes deserve protection, and 
this bill does nothing to block legiti- 
mate efforts to safeguard the waters of 
the United States. By striking the 
right balance, we will restore Washing- 
ton’s attention to the country’s tradi- 
tional waterways, protecting these 
cherished natural resources. At the 
same time, we will give certainty to 
farmers, ranchers, and small business 
owners that they can use their prop- 
erty reasonably without fear of con- 
stant Washington intervention. 

The existing rule on waters of the 
United States is the poster child of 
EPA overreach. The courts have al- 
ready begun to weigh in with their con- 
cerns and have stayed the rule nation- 
ally. There is a great legal uncertainty 
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about whether this waters of the 
United States rule will survive these 
legal challenges. These challenges 
could take years. Meanwhile, a long- 
term viable solution to protecting our 
waterways will not be in place. 

Now, many of my colleagues, both 
Democratic and Republican—and par- 
ticularly those from rural States—have 
talked about their concern with this 
rule, so I urge them to join with us 
today by showing their constituents 
they are ready to do something about 
it. I urge them to vote for this motion 
to proceed to S. 1140 and to work with 
me through an open amendment proc- 
ess to create an even better bill—a bet- 
ter bipartisan bill and a bill that gives 
the EPA the certainty they need to 
craft a rule to protect our Nation’s wa- 
terways for the long term. 

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the motion to 
proceed to S. 1140. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, this leg- 
islation does two things. First, it stops 
the final rule on the waters of the 
United States, and second, it weakens 
the underlying Clean Water Act, some- 
thing I would hope none of us would 
want to do. I urge my colleagues to re- 
ject the motion to proceed. 

Let me tell you what is at risk here. 
What is at risk is about one-half of our 
Nation’s stream miles from being pro- 
tected under the Clean Water Act. 
Their water supply would not be pro- 
tected. What is at stake here? Twenty 
million acres of wetlands could go un- 
protected because of being denied pro- 
tection under the Clean Water Act. 
What is at risk here? The water supply 
for 117 million Americans—1 out of 
every 3 Americans. The source of their 
water could very well come from un- 
regulated supplies being exempt from 
the Clean Water Act. I don’t think we 
want to do that. 

I agree with my colleagues that we 
want to have certainty. That is why we 
want the rule to move forward. But it 
does more than that—the underlying 
bill. It also changes the standard that 
would be judged in deciding what is to 
be regulated waters. The current law 
says it is to “restore and maintain the 
chemical, physical, and biological in- 
tegrity of the Nation’s waters.”’ 

In other words, it is science-based. If 
we need to regulate in order to protect 
our water supply, we can regulate. 
That is what we are trying to achieve— 
regulating waters that end up in our 
streams, waters that end up in our 
water supply. If, on the other hand, we 
take what is being done under this leg- 
islation to protect traditional navi- 
gable waters from pollution, we are ex- 
empting so many of the waters that are 
critically important. I mentioned a lit- 
tle earlier that it has to have a contin- 
uous flow. Well, there are seasonal 
variations of what enters into our 
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water supply in this country. That 
would be exempt. 

I want to dispel two things. First, 
this bill would remove certainty, not 
give certainty. The Supreme Court 
cases caused us to lose our traditional 
definitions of what was covered under 
the Clean Water Act. We need that. It 
returns certainty, which I think is in 
everyone’s interest. The last point is— 
and I have said it many times, and the 
Department has confirmed this—this 
final rule on waters of the United 
States does not change the regulatory 
structure for permitting for agri- 
culture. There are no additional re- 
quirements. They are exempt. The ex- 
emptions that exist today will con- 
tinue to be exempt. The agency re- 
sponded to the concerns of the agricul- 
tural community as they should. 

The bottom line is that clean water 
and agriculture go together, and we all 
need to work together in that regard. 
So I urge my colleagues to allow this 
rule to go forward. I urge my col- 
leagues not to have a legacy of weak- 
ening our protections for clean water 
in America, and that is what this bill 
would do. 

I yield the floor. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to rule XXII, the Chair lays before the 
Senate the pending cloture motion, 
which the clerk will state. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the mo- 
tion to proceed to Calendar No. 153, S. 1140, 
a bill to require the Secretary of the Army 
and the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency to propose a regulation 
revising the definition of the term ‘‘waters of 
the United States,” and for other purposes. 

Mitch McConnell, Dean Heller, Jeff 
Flake, Steve Daines, Johnny Isakson, 
Mike Rounds, Ben Sasse, Roy Blunt, 
Daniel Coats, John Cornyn, John Booz- 
man, Richard Burr, Cory Gardner, 
Shelley Moore Capito, Richard C. 
Shelby, David Perdue, John Barrasso. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan- 
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the motion to 
proceed to S. 1140, a bill to require the 
Secretary of the Army and the Admin- 
istrator of the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency to propose a regulation re- 
vising the definition of the term 
“waters of the United States,” and for 
other purposes, shall be brought to a 
close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator 
is necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Utah (Mr. HATCH). 
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Further, if present and voting, the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH) would 
have voted “yea.” 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is nec- 
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 57, 
nays 41, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 295 Leg.] 


YEAS—57 
Alexander Ernst Moran 
Ayotte Fischer Murkowski 
Barrasso Flake Paul 
Blunt Gardner Perdue 
Boozman Graham Portman 
Burr Grassley Risch 
Capito Heitkamp Roberts 
Cassidy Heller Rounds 
Coats Hoeven Rubio 
Cochran Inhofe Sasse 
Collins Isakson Scott 
Corker Johnson Sessions 
Cornyn Kirk Shelby 
Cotton Lankford Sullivan 
Crapo Lee Thune 
Cruz Manchin Tillis 
Daines McCain Toomey 
Donnelly McCaskill Vitter 
Enzi McConnell Wicker 
NAYS—41 

Baldwin Heinrich Reed 
Bennet Hirono Rei 
Blumenthal Kaine Sanders 
Booker King Schatz 
Boxer Klobuchar Schumer 
Cantwell Leahy Shaheen 
Cardin Markey Stabenow 
Carper Menendez 
Casey Merkley cee 
Coons Mikulski 

A Warner 
Durbin Murphy 
Feinstein Murray Warren 
Franken Nelson Whitehouse 
Gillibrand Peters Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2 

Brown Hatch 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 57, the nays are 41. 

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho- 
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 

The majority leader. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
withdraw the motion to proceed to S. 
1140. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo- 
tion is withdrawn. 


EE 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP- 
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2016—MO- 


TION TO PROCEED 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
move to proceed to Calendar No. 118, 
H.R. 2685. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 118, 
H.R. 2685, a bill making appropriations for 
the Department of Defense for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2016, and for other pur- 
poses. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
send a cloture motion to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo- 
ture motion having been presented 
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under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the mo- 
tion to proceed to H.R. 2685, a bill making 
appropriations for the Department of De- 
fense for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2016, and for other purposes. 

Mitch McConnell, James M. Inhofe, John 
Hoeven, John Thune, Lamar Alex- 
ander, Richard Burr, Jerry Moran, 
John Cornyn, James E. Risch, Mike 
Crapo, Steve Daines, Jeff Flake, Cory 
Gardner, John Boozman, Thad Coch- 
ran, Pat Roberts, David Perdue. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the man- 
datory quorum call be waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Nebraska is recog- 
nized for his inaugural address. 

SENATE CULTURE 

Mr. SASSE. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak from the floor for the first time. 
I have never been in politics before, 
and I intentionally waited to speak 
here. 

I wish to talk about the historic pur- 
poses and uses of the Senate, about the 
decades-long decline of the legislature 
relative to the executive branch, and 
about what baby steps toward institu- 
tional recovery might look like. 

Before doing so, let me explain brief- 
ly why I chose to wait a year since 
election day before beginning to fully 
engage in floor debate. I have done two 
things in my adult work life. I am a 
historian by training and a strategy 
guy by vocation. Before becoming a 
college president, I helped over a dozen 
organizations through some very ugly 
strategic crises, and one important les- 
son I have learned again and again 
when you walk into any broken organi- 
zation is that there is a very delicate 
balance between expressing human em- 
pathy on the one hand and not becom- 
ing willing to passively sweep hard 
truths under the rug on the other. It is 
essential to listen first, to ask ques- 
tions first, and to learn how a broken 
institution got to where it is because 
there are reasons. People very rarely 
try to break special institutions that 
they inherit. Things fray and break for 
reasons. 

Still, empathy cannot change the re- 
ality that a bankrupt company is cost- 
ing more to produce its products than 
customers are willing to pay for them, 
that a college that has too few stu- 
dents is out not only of money but out 
of spirit. This is the two-part posture I 
have tried to adopt during my rookie 
year here. Because of this goal of em- 
pathetic listening first and inter- 
viewing first and because of a pledge I 
made to Nebraskans—in deference to 
an old Senate decision—last year I 
have waited. 
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Please do not misunderstand. Do not 
confuse a deliberate approach with pas- 
sivity. I ran because I think the public 
is right that we are not confronting the 
generational challenges we face. We do 
not have a foreign policy strategy for 
the age of jihad and cyber war, and our 
entitlement budgeting is entirely fake. 
We are entering an age where work and 
jobs will be more fundamentally dis- 
rupted than at any point in human his- 
tory since hunter-gatherers first set- 
tled in agrarian villages, and yet we do 
not have many plans. I think the pub- 
lic is right that the Congress is not 
adequately shepherding our Nation 
into the serious debates we should be 
having about the future of this great 
Nation. 

I will outline the key observations 
from my interviews with many of my 
Senate colleagues in summary form on 
another day, but for now let me flag 
just the painful top-line takeaway. I 
don’t think anyone in this body truly 
believes we are laser-focused on the 
greatest challenges our Nation faces— 
no one. Some of us lament this fact, 
some of us are angered by this fact, 
some of us are resigned to it, some try 
to dispassionately explain how we got 
to the place where we are, but I don’t 
think anyone actually disputes it. 

If I can be brutally honest for a mo- 
ment, Iam home basically every week- 
end, and what I hear every weekend, I 
think, are most of the same things 
most all of my colleagues hear every 
weekend, which is some version of this: 
a pox on both parties and all of your 
houses. We don’t believe that the poli- 
ticians are even trying to solve the 
great problems we face—the genera- 
tional problems. 

To the Republicans, those of us who 
would claim that the new majority is 
leading the way, few people believe it. 
To the grandstanders who would try to 
use this institution chiefly just as a 
platform for outside pursuits, few be- 
lieve that the country’s needs are as 
important to you as your own ambi- 
tions. 

To the Democrats who did this body 
great harm through nuclear tactics, 
few believe that bare-knuckled politics 
are a substitute for principled gov- 
erning. 

Who among us doubts that many— 
both on the right and on the left—are 
now salivating for more of these rad- 
ical tactics? The people despise us all. 

Why is this? Because we are not 
doing our job. We are not doing the pri- 
mary things that the people sent us 
here to do. We are not tackling the 
great national problems that worry our 
bosses at home. I therefore propose a 
thought experiment. If the Senate isn’t 
going to be the venue for addressing 
our biggest national problems, where 
should we tell people that venue is? 
Where should they look for long-term 
national prioritization if it doesn’t 
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happen on this floor? To ask it more di- 
rectly of ourselves, Would anything 
really be lost if the Senate didn’t exist? 

To be clear, this is a thought experi- 
ment, and I think that many great 
things would be lost if the Senate 
didn’t exist, if our Federal Government 
didn’t have the benefit of this body, 
but game out with me the question of 
why. What precisely would be lost if we 
only had a House of Representatives, a 
simple majoritarian body instead of 
both bodies? The growth of the admin- 
istrative state, the fourth branch of 
government, is increasingly hollowing 
out the Senate and the entire article I 
branch, the legislature. Oddly, many in 
the Congress have been complicit in 
this hollowing out of our own powers. 
Would anything really be lost if we 
doubled down on Woodrow Wilson’s ob- 
session and inclination toward greater 
efficiency in government, his desire to 
remove more of the clunkiness of the 
legislative process? What would be 
lost? We could approach this thought 
experiment from the inside out and 
ask: What is unique about the Senate? 
What can this body do particularly 
well? What are the essential character- 
istics of just this place, which has 
often been called the gem of the 
Founders’ structure. What was the 
Senate built for? Let’s consider its at- 
tributes. 

We have 6-year terms, not 2-year 
terms, and the Founders actually delib- 
erated about whether Senators should 
have lifetime appointments. We have 
proportional representation of States, 
not of census counts, reflecting a Fed- 
eralist concern that we would always 
maintain a distinction between perhaps 
agreeing that government has a re- 
sponsibility to address certain prob- 
lems and yet guarding against a rou- 
tinized assumption that only a central- 
ized, nationalized, one-size-fits-all gov- 
ernment could tackle X or Y. 

Third, we have rules designed to em- 
power individual Senators, not to the 
end of obstruction but for the purpose 
of ensuring full debate and engagement 
with dissenting points of views, for the 
Founders didn’t share Wilson’s concern 
with governmental efficiency, they 
were preoccupied with protecting mi- 
nority rights and culturally unpopular 
views in this big and diverse Nation. 

Fourth, we didn’t even have any 
rules in this body that recognized po- 
litical parties until the 1970s. There 
was merely an early 20th century con- 
vention that gave right of first recogni- 
tion in floor debate to the leaders of 
the two largest voting blocks. We have 
explicit constitutional duties related 
to providing the Executive with ad- 
vice—it is a pretty nebulous thing— 
about building his or her human cap- 
ital team and about the long-term for- 
eign policy trajectory of this Nation. 
Six-year terms, representation of 
States, not census counts, nearly limit- 
less debate to protect dissenting views, 
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almost no formal rules for political 
parties, what does all this add up to? 
What is the best answer to the ques- 
tion, What is the Senate for? 

Probably the best shorthand is this: 
to shield lawmakers from obsession 
with short-term popularity so we can 
focus on the biggest long-term chal- 
lenges we face. 

Why does the Senate’s character 
matter? Precisely because the Senate 
is built to insulate us from ‘‘short- 
termism.’’ That is the point of the Sen- 
ate. This is a place built to insulate us 
from opinion fads and from the bick- 
ering of 24-hour news cycles. That is 
the point of the Senate. The Senate is 
a place to focus on the biggest stuff. 
The Senate was built to be the antidote 
to sound bites. 

I have asked many of you what you 
think is wrong with the Senate. What 
is wrong with us? As in most struggling 
organizations, in private it is amazing 
how much common agreement there 
actually is. There is so much common 
agreement about what around here 
incentivizes short-term thinking and 
behavior over long-term thinking, be- 
having, and planning. 

The incessant fundraising, the ubiq- 
uity of cameras everywhere that we 
talk, the normalization over the last 
decade of using many Senate rules as 
just shirts-and-skins exercises, the con- 
stant travel—again, fundraising— 
meaning, sadly, many families around 
here get ripped up. That is one of the 
things we hear about most in private in 
this body. This is not to suggest that 
there is unanimity among you in these 
private conversations. The divergence 
is actually most pronounced at the 
question of what comes next and 
whether permanent institutional de- 
cline is inevitable in this body. Some 
of you are hopeful for a recovery of a 
vibrant institutional culture, but I 
think the majority of you, from my 
conversations, are pessimistic. The 
most common framing of this question 
or this worry is this: OK. So maybe 
this isn’t the high moment in the his- 
tory of the Senate, but isn’t the dys- 
function in here merely an echo of the 
broader political polarization out 
there? It is an important question. 
Isn’t the Senate broken merely because 
of a larger shattered consensus of 
shared belief across 320 million people 
in this land? Surely that is part of the 
story, but there is much more to say. 

First, the political polarization be- 
yond Washington is so often over- 
stated. We could talk about the elec- 
tion of 1800, the runup to the Civil War, 
the response to Catholic immigration 
waves at the beginning of the last cen- 
tury, the bloodiest summers of the 
Civil Rights movement, the experience 
of troops returning from Vietnam, if 
you want to mark some really high- 
water marks of political polarization 
in American life. 

Second, civic disengagement is argu- 
ably a much larger problem than polit- 
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ical polarization. It isn’t so much that 
most regular folks we run into back 
home are really locked into predict- 
ably Republican and predictably Demo- 
cratic positions on every issue, it is 
that they tuned us out altogether. De- 
spite the echo chambers of those of us 
who have these jobs, are we aware that 
according to the Pew Research Center, 
the 24-hour viewership of CNN, FOX, 
and MSNBC is about 2 million. That is 
it. 

Third, one of our jobs is to flesh out 
competing views with such seriousness 
and respect that we, the 100 of us, 
should be mitigating, not exacerbating, 
the polarization that does exist. This is 
one of the reasons we have a represent- 
ative rather than a direct democracy. 

Fourth, surveys reveal that the pub- 
lic is actually much more dissatisfied 
with us than they are even scared 
about the intractability of the big 
problems we face. Consider the con- 
trast. Somewhere between two-thirds 
and three-quarters of the country 
think the Nation is on a bad track; 
that the experiences of their kids and 
grandkids will be less than the experi- 
ence of their parents and grandparents. 
That is bad. Consider this: Only 1-in-10 
of them is comforted that we are here 
doing these jobs. 

Let’s be very clear what this means. 
If the American people were actually 
given a choice to decide whether to fire 
all 100 of us and all 535 people in the 
Congress, do any of us doubt at all 
what they would do? 

There are good and bad reasons to be 
unpopular. A good reason would be to 
suffer for waging an honorable fight for 
the long term that has near-term polit- 
ical downsides, like telling seniors the 
truth that the amount they have paid 
in for Social Security and Medicare is 
far less than they think and far less 
than they are currently receiving. That 
would be a good reason to be unpopu- 
lar, but deep down we all know the real 
reason the political class is unpopular 
is not because of our relentless truth- 
telling but because of politicians’ habit 
of regularized pandering to those who 
most easily already agree with us. 

The sound-bite culture, whether in 
our standups for 90-second TV in the 
Russell rotunda or our press releases or 
what we all experienced on our cam- 
paigns—both for and against—the 
sound-bite culture is everywhere 
around us. We understand that, but do 
we also understand and affirm in this 
body that this place was built ex- 
pressly to combat that kind of 
reductionism, that short-termism? 

The Senate is a word with two mean- 
ings. It is the 100 of us as a community, 
as a group, as a body—that is an impor- 
tant metaphor—and it is this room. 
This is the Chamber where we assemble 
supposedly to debate the really big 
things. What happens in this Chamber 
now is what is most disheartening to a 
newbie like me. As our constituents 
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know, something is awry here. We, in 
recent decades—again, this is a body 
and not just us but what we have inher- 
ited—have allowed short-termism and 
the sound-bite culture to invade this 
Chamber and to reduce so many of our 
debates to fact-free zones. 

I mentioned that I have done two 
kinds of work before coming here. I 
was a historian/college president and 
crisis turnaround guy. Although they 
sound very different, they actually 
have a lot of similarities because they 
are both driven by a kind of delibera- 
tion, a Socratic speech. 

Good history is good storytelling, 
and good storytelling demands empa- 
thy. It requires understanding different 
actors, differing motivations, and com- 
peting goals. Reducing everything im- 
mediately to good versus evil is bad 
history—not only because it isn’t true 
and because it is unpersuasive but be- 
cause it is really boring. Good history, 
on the other hand, demands that one be 
able to talk Socratically so you can 
present alternate viewpoints, not 
straw-man arguments, and explain how 
people got to where they are. 

Similarly, can you imagine a busi- 
ness strategist who presents just one 
idea and immediately announces that 
it is the only right idea, the only plau- 
sible idea, and every other idea is both 
stupid and wicked? How would compa- 
nies respond to such a strategist? They 
would fire him. A good strategist, by 
contrast, puts the best construction on 
a whole range of scenarios, outlines the 
best criticisms of each option, espe- 
cially including the option you plan to 
argue for most passionately, and then 
you assume that your competitors will 
upgrade their game in response to your 
opening moves. This is a kind of So- 
cratic speech. But bizarrely, we don’t 
do that very much around here. We 
don’t have many actual debates. 

This is a place that would be difficult 
today to describe as the greatest delib- 
erative body in the world, something 
that was true through much of our his- 
tory. Socrates said it is dishonorable to 
make the lesser argument appear the 
greater or to take someone else’s argu- 
ment and distort it so that you don’t 
have to engage their strongest points. 
Yet here, on this floor, we regularly de- 
volve into a bizarre politician speech. 
We hear the robotic recitation of talk- 
ing points. 

Well, guess what. Normal people 
don’t talk like this. They don’t like 
that we do, and more important than 
whether or not they like us, they don’t 
trust our government because we do. 

It is weird, because one-on-one, when 
the cameras are off, hardly anyone 
around here really thinks the Senators 
from the other party are evil or stupid 
or bribed. There is actually a great 
deal of human affection around here, 
but again, it is private, when the cam- 
eras aren’t on. 

Perhaps I should pause and acknowl- 
edge that I am really uncomfortable 
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with this as an opening speech. It is 
awkward, and I recognize that talking 
honestly about the recovery of more 
honest Socratic debate runs the risk of 
being written off as being overly ro- 
mantic and naively idealistic. To add 
to the discomfort, I am brand new to 
politics, 99th in seniority, and occa- 
sionally mistaken for a page. But talk- 
ing bluntly about what is not working 
in the Senate in recent decades—not 
just this year or last year—but talking 
bluntly about what is not working 
around here is not naive idealism; it is 
aspirational realism. Here is why. I 
think that a cultural recovery inside 
this body is a partial prerequisite for a 
national recovery. 

I don’t think that generational prob- 
lems such as the absence of a long-term 
strategy for combatting jihad and 
cyber war, such as telling the truth 
about entitlement overpromising, and 
such as developing new human capital 
and job retraining strategies for an era 
of much more rapid job change than 
our Nation has ever known—I don’t 
think that long-term problems such as 
these are solvable without a func- 
tioning Senate. And a functioning Sen- 


ate is a place that rejects short- 
termism, both in substance and in 
tone. 


The Senate has always had problems. 
This is a body made up of sinful human 
beings, but we haven’t always had to- 
day’s problems. There have been glo- 
rious high points in the Senate. There 
have been times when this place has 
flourished, and I believe a healthier 
Senate is possible again. But it will re- 
quire models and guides. 

To that end, I have been reflecting on 
three towering figures over the last 
half-century who used this floor quite 
differently than we usually use it 
today, and who thereby have much to 
teach us. Before naming them, let me 
clarify my purpose. I don’t think there 
is a magic bullet to the restoration of 
the Senate. My purpose in speaking 
today is really just to move into public 
conversations I have been having with 
lots of you in private as I try to define 
a personal strategy for how to use the 
floor. I want advice, and I am opening 
a conversation on how to contribute to 
the broader theme. There are many of 
you here who want an upgrading of our 
debate, of the culture, of the prioriti- 
zation, and of our seriousness of what 
are truly the biggest long-term chal- 
lenges we face. 

Two weeks ago, in a discussion with 
one of you about these problems, I was 
asked: So you are going to admit our 
institutional brokenness and issue a 
call for more civility? No. While I am 
in favor of more civility, my actual 
call here is for more substance. This is 
not a call for less fighting. This is a 
call for more meaningful fighting. This 
is a call for bringing our A game to the 
biggest debates about the biggest 
issues facing our people and with much 
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less regard for 24-month election cycles 
and 24-hour news cycles. This is a call 
to be for things that are big enough 
that you might risk your reelection 
over. 

So let’s name the three folks who 
have something on which to instruct us 
because they brought a larger approach 
to the floor. 

First, I sit quite intentionally at 
Daniel Patrick Moynihan’s desk. The 
New Yorker who cast a big shadow 
around here for a quarter century fa- 
mously cautioned that each of us is en- 
titled to our own opinions, but we are 
most certainly not entitled to our own 
set of facts. He read social science pro- 
lifically and sought constantly to bring 
data to bear on the debates in this 
Chamber. Like any genuinely curious 
person, he asked a lot of questions. So 
you couldn’t automatically know what 
policy he might ultimately advocate 
for because he asked hard questions of 
everyone. He had the capacity to sur- 
prise people. We should do that. 

Second, in a time when circling par- 
tisan wagons and castigating the op- 
posing party feels reflexively easy, we 
can all benefit from reading again Mar- 
garet Chase Smith’s heroic ‘‘Declara- 
tion of Conscience” speech on this floor 
in June of 1950. The junior Senator 
from Maine was a committed anti- 
Communist. She was also called the 
first female cold warrior in the Nation. 
For her, that meant not knee-jerk op- 
position to competing views but rather 
the full-throated defense of what she 
called ‘‘Americanism.’’ She defined it 
as ‘‘the right to criticize; the right to 
hold unpopular beliefs; the right to 
protest; and the right of independent 
thought.” Senator Smith was rightly 
worried about Alger Hiss and the infil- 
tration of the State Department by ac- 
tual Communist spies. This was actu- 
ally happening. So for her, grand- 
standing and lazy character smearing 
were not only dishonest, they were dis- 
tracting and therefore inherently dan- 
gerous. Thus, the freshman Senator— 
at this point she was the only woman 
in the body—came to the floor to de- 
mand publicly what she repeatedly 
sought unsuccessfully in private from 
Joe McCarthy. Was there any evidence 
for all of these scandalous claims? 
Think of that. As a committed truth- 
teller, she was willing to challenge 
someone not just in her own party but 
someone with whom she had lots of ide- 
ological alignment. She wanted to re- 
ject straw-man arguments and dis- 
ingenuous attacks. Because of that mo- 
ment, 4 years later the Senate would 
censure McCarthy and banish 
McCarthyist tactics from this floor. 

Finally, and for my purposes today 
most importantly, I would like us to 
recall Robert Byrd, one of the larger 
figures in the two-and-a-half-century 
history of this body. As a historian, I 
have long been a student of the West 
Virginian, troubled though he was. 
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We sometimes conceive of our role 
today here as merely policy advo- 
cates—as those who argue for our re- 
spective party’s position on short-term 
policy fights, and that is sometimes 
important, but that is only one of our 
roles, for we don’t have a parliamen- 
tary system and we don’t have one on 
purpose. With Moynihan and Margaret 
Chase Smith, we also need to 
contextualize our debates about our 
largest national challenges with facts 
and data. We need to agree on what 
problems we are trying to solve before 
we bicker about which programs would 
be more or less effective toward those 
ends. We need to challenge those in our 
own party not to construct straw-men 
arguments with those we are debating. 
But there is something else we need as 
well. 

Beyond policy advocating and policy 
clarifying, we need an overarching 
shared narrative of what America 
means. We need to pause to regularly 
recall the larger American principles 
that bind us together—our constitu- 
tional creed, our shared stories, and 
our exceptional American commitment 
to a dream of life, liberty, and the pur- 
suit of happiness for all 320 million of 
our country men and women. 

We all know in our marriages that 
sometimes the only way around a 
small disagreement is to pause to em- 
brace again our larger shared commit- 
ments and our history. We need more 
of that here. We need to be able to 
more often agree on some big things 
before we get to the work of honorably 
disagreeing about smaller things. 

One of the important legacies of Sen- 
ator Byrd—and again this is no com- 
mentary on other aspects of his messy 
past—but one of the important legacies 
of Senator Byrd is that he forced this 
Senate to grapple with our history, 
with the 100 of our specific duties, and 
with the unique place in the architec- 
ture of Madisonian separation of pow- 
ers that this body and this body alone 
sets. 

To return to our thought experiment, 
do we think the Founders would have 
regarded a 9-percent congressional ap- 
proval rating—a stunning level of dis- 
trust in representative government—do 
we think they would have regarded 
that as an existential crisis? Is it con- 
ceivable we can get away with just 
drifting along like this or must we fix 
it? Count me emphatically among 
those who think we need to fix it. We 
should not be OK with this. 

If we are going to restore this place, 
part of it will center on recovering the 
executive-legislative distinction. The 
American people should be demanding 
more of us as legislators, and they 
should be demanding more of the next 
President as a competent adminis- 
trator of the laws that we pass. This is 
possible only if we again recover a 
sense of our identity that has some 
connection not just to Republican and 
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Democrat but to the Constitution’s ar- 
ticle I legislative duties and some ten- 
sion on purpose with the duties of the 
article II executive branch. Everything 
cannot be simply Republican versus 
Democrat. We need Democrats who will 
stand up to a Democratic President 
who exceeds his or her power, and I 
promise you that I plan to speak up the 
next time a President of my party 
seeks to exceed his or her legitimate 
constitutional powers. 

Despite all of his other failings, Rob- 
ert Byrd labored hard to mark these 
nonpartisan lines, and we should too. 
To that end, in the coming months I 
plan a series of floor speeches on the 
historic growth of the administrative 
state. This will not be a partisan effort. 
It will not be a Republican Senator 
criticizing the current administration 
because it is Democratic. Rather, it 
will be a constructive attempt to try to 
understand how we got to the place 
where so much legislating now happens 
inside the executive branch. Our 
Founders wouldn’t be able to make 
sense of the system we are living right 
now. 

This kind of executive overreach 
came about partly because of a sym- 
biotic legislative underreach. Repub- 
licans and Democrats are both to 
blame for grabbing more power when 
they have the Presidency. Republicans 
and Democrats are both to blame in 
this legislature for not wanting to take 
on hard issues and to lead through hard 
votes but rather to sit back and let 
successive Presidents gobble up more 
and more power. We can and we must 
do better than this. 

A century-long look at the growth of 
executive branch legislating over the 
next many months will be an attempt 
to contribute to the efforts of all here, 
both Republicans and Democrats, who 
want to see the Senate recover some of 
its authorities and to recover some of 
its trustworthiness in the eyes of the 
people for whom we work. 

Each of us has an obligation to be 
able to answer this question: Why 
doesn’t Congress work and what is your 
plan for fixing the Senate? If your only 
answer to this question is to blame the 
other party, then you don’t get it, and 
the American people think you are 
part of the problem, not part of the so- 
lution. 

This institution wasn’t built for the 
two political parties, and this institu- 
tion wasn’t built just to advocate pol- 
icy X versus new policy Y for next 
month. We must serve as a forum for 
helping our Nation understand and 
navigate the hardest generational de- 
bates before us. Our ways of speaking 
should mitigate, not exacerbate, the 
polarization that does exist. AS was 
well said around here last week: 

We will not always agree—not all of us, not 
all of the time. But we should not hide our 
disagreements. We should embrace them. We 
have nothing to fear from honest differences 
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honestly stated .. . [for] I believe a greater 
clarity between us can lead to greater char- 
ity among us. 

Again, saying that we should be re- 
ducing polarization doesn’t mean we 
should be watering down our convic- 
tions. I mean quite the contrary. We do 
not need fewer conviction politicians 
around here; we need more. We don’t 
need more compromising of principles; 
we need a clearer articulation and un- 
derstanding of the competing prin- 
ciples so that we can actually make 
things work better and not merely 
paper over the deficits of vision that 
everyone in the country knows exist. 

We should be bored by lazy politician 
speech. We should be bored by knee- 
jerk certainties on every small issue. 
We should primarily be doing the hard- 
er work of trying to understand com- 
peting positions on the larger issues. 

Good teachers don’t shut down de- 
bate; they try to model Socratic seri- 
ousness by putting the best construc- 
tion on their arguments, even and espe- 
cially to those on which they don’t 
agree. Our goal should not be to attack 
straw men but rather to strengthen 
and clarify meaningful contests of 
ideas for the American people. 

Representative government will re- 
quire civic reengagement. Our people 
need to know that we in this body are 
up to the task of leading during a time 
of nearly universal angst about wheth- 
er this Nation is on a path of decline. 

A 6-year term is a terrible thing to 
waste. A 2-year term requires hamster- 
wheel frenzy; our jobs do not. I think 
we can do better, and I pledge to work 
with all of those who want to figure 
out how. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

(Applause, Senators rising.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
LANKFORD). The majority leader. 

CONGRATULATING SENATOR SASSE 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
would like to congratulate our new col- 
league, Senator SASSE. There was a 
good deal of suspense attached to won- 
dering what the junior Senator from 
Nebraska would have to say, as he 
chose to wait until the end of the year 
and to listen and begin to study the in- 
stitution. I expect most people would 
not have predicted that the best lesson 
we were to hear about what is wrong 
with the Senate and what needs to 
change would come from somebody 
who just got here. 

I think the fact that there were so 
many Senators on the floor to listen 
was a tribute to the great work the 
Senator has done here and the study he 
has put into this institution and what 
needs to be done on all of our parts to 
make it work better. 

On behalf of all of the Senate, I con- 
gratulate the junior Senator from Ne- 
braska on an extraordinary maiden 
speech. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Tennessee. 


(Mr. 
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Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, 
that was a wise speech. It was a speech 
that made me think of the comment 
someone once said—that the Senate 
was the one authentic piece of genius 
in the American political system. What 
Senator SASSE has done is put fresh 
eyes on a subject, and sometimes fresh 
eyes are the best eyes. 

What he has reminded us is to re- 
member what a privilege it is to serve 
here and that if we are temporarily en- 
trusted with the responsibility and op- 
portunity to give real meaning to the 
idea that this is the one authentic 
piece of genius in the American polit- 
ical system, we have some work to do. 

I am delighted he is here. I am de- 
lighted he took the time to wait, 
study, listen, and make his comments. 
I listened very carefully. I hope every 
single Member of the Senate did. I 
pledge to work with him toward the 
goal he set out. I look forward to serv- 
ing with him for a long time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, for 
the information of all Senators, we 
should expect a rollcall vote around 4 
o’clock on the motion to proceed to 
S.J. Res. 22, which is the Congressional 
Review Act on the waters of the United 
States. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mrs. ERNST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES RULE 

Mrs. ERNST. Mr. President, I rise 
today to talk about this ill-conceived 
and harmful waters of the United 
States rule—better known as WOTUS— 
and how its implementation threatens 
the livelihoods of many of my fellow 
Iowans. 

As the Presiding Officer knows, re- 
cent court decisions have forced this 
rule—EPA’s latest power grab—to 
come to a screeching halt across the 
country because of the likelihood that 
EPA has overstepped its authority. To 
be clear, it is not just me saying that; 
it is the court. 

As my colleague and friend, the sen- 
ior Senator from Iowa, CHUCK GRASS- 
LEY, often says, Washington is an is- 
land surrounded by reality. There is 
not a more perfect phrase to describe 
how the events and processes have un- 
folded surrounding this confusing rule. 
Only in Washington do unelected bu- 
reaucrats take 300 pages to simplify 
and provide clarity. This rule is so 
complex and so ambiguous that folks 
in my State are concerned that any 
low spot on a farmer’s field or a ditch 
or a puddle after a rainstorm may now 
fall under the EPA’s watch. 
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We all want clean water and clean 
air. That is not disputable. Time and 
again, I have emphasized that the air 
we breathe and the water we drink 
need to be clean and safe. Statements 
suggesting otherwise cannot be further 
from the truth. It is unfortunate that 
the EPA continues to fuel that line of 
false attack through their election- 
style tactics and controversial lob- 
bying efforts on social media. 

This rule and this debate are not 
about clean water. The heart of this de- 
bate is about how much authority the 
Federal Government and unelected bu- 
reaucrats should have to regulate what 
is done on private land. 

You can see the map behind me. 
Look at my State of Iowa. This rule 
would give the EPA extensive power to 
regulate water on 97 percent of the 
land in the State of Iowa—97 percent. If 
you compare that to Iowa’s Federal 
land percentage in acreage of 0.3 per- 
cent, it is quite a shift in the current 
makeup of Federal authority over the 
land in Iowa. 

I spent the weekend going back 
through letters my fellow Iowans have 
sent me on this issue. So many of them 
are frustrated with the lack of common 
sense coming out of Washington. They 
are taking this issue personally be- 
cause their livelihood depends on it. 
Many of the letters I get are from 
farmers who spend their days working 
land that has been in their families for 
generations, some going back over 100 
years. They have an incentive to take 
care of their land and conserve it for 
future generations. Caring for the land 
and conserving is a way of life in the 
heartland. It is as if the EPA turns a 
blind eye to that fact. 

One Iowan wrote: 

This proposed rule is so vague, long, and 
very unclear, that I feel they are wanting 
farmers to fail so a large fine can be as- 
sessed. Why am I taking this so personal? 
Because for me and my family, we live off 
this land. If we don’t take care of it, it will 
not take care of us. So I will do whatever I 
can to protect this land and water for my 
children. My family lives on well water. My 
cattle drink from the same wells. I don’t 
want either to get sick. 

That is what one Iowan wrote. I be- 
lieve the same exactly. 

This rule would give EPA the author- 
ity to expand its power over family 
farms, small businesses, ranches, and 
other landowners in our rural commu- 
nity. Iowans are so concerned about 
this rule because they know it will ac- 
tually create a negative impact on con- 
servation and it is contradictory to the 
commonsense and voluntary work that 
is taking place in communities across 
Iowa today. 

In Iowa, we have had a State-level 
clean water initiative in place for sev- 
eral years now. It is a partnership be- 
tween the State legislature, the De- 
partment of Natural Resources, the 
Iowa Department of Agriculture and 
Land Stewardship, Iowa State Univer- 
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sity, and a myriad of stakeholders 
across the State. 

The voluntary Nutrient Reduction 
Strategy is based on extensive research 
and provides a path forward for con- 
servation efforts that individual farm- 
ers can pursue with matching funds 
from the State. This science-based ap- 
proach provides incentives for farmers 
and other landowners to make sustain- 
able decisions on their own land rather 
than be forced to adhere to a one-size- 
fits-all regulation that would do far 
more harm than good. A farm in Iowa 
is not the same as one in Montana, and 
the rolling plains of Texas are very dif- 
ferent from the hills and valleys of 
Pennsylvania. This is simply one more 
reason this WOTUS rule is the wrong 
approach. A one-size-fits-all solution 
from inside the beltway could have dis- 
astrous effects nationwide. 

As I mentioned, I have heard from 
constituents across the State of Iowa 
who have grave concerns with the am- 
biguity of this rule. They are holding 
off on making conservation improve- 
ments to their land for fear of being 
later found out of compliance with this 
WOTUS rule and facing significant 
fines. Maybe it is because we are so 
“Towa nice”? that we are inclined to 
work together collaboratively rather 
than simply issuing more onerous regu- 
lations. 

Take the Middle Cedar Partnership, 
for example. This project in Eastern 
Iowa uses local dollars and State fund- 
ing, coupled with Federal grants from 
the USDA, to organize and advocate for 
land practices that improve water 
quality downstream. The coalition is 
made up of city, county, and State offi- 
cials, businesspeople, farmers, environ- 
mentalists, and other concerned citi- 
zens. Together they are making mean- 
ingful progress on multiple watershed 
projects within the Cedar River basin 
and sharing what they have learned. 
This approach is now being adopted by 
other municipalities within the State. 

Contrary to what some claim, Iowa 
has done all of this on its own, not at 
the behest of the EPA. In fact, the EPA 
has asked the leaders of Iowa’s efforts 
to come to DC and explain how they 
are able to get such grassroots buy-in 
on voluntary conservation projects and 
programs. The other States in the Mis- 
sissippi River Basin look to Iowa as a 
leader on water quality and are mod- 
eling their own State-level efforts after 
ours in the State of Iowa. While there 
are clear indications that this WOTUS 
rule is illegal and likely to be scrapped 
by the courts, that process could take 
years to play out—and all at the ex- 
pense of the average American. 

Let’s not wait around for the inevi- 
table and force our small farmers and 
businesses to operate in the dark while 
they wait. Let’s fix this now and give 
American families the certainty they 
deserve. We can do that by passing the 
legislation before us. 
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I have led the charge in the Senate 
on this joint resolution of disapproval 
which would scrap the rule entirely. 
My legislation is the necessary next 
step in pushing back against this bla- 
tant power grab by the EPA. We will 
send this to the President, and he will 
be forced to decide between the liveli- 
hood of our rural communities nation- 
wide and his unchecked Federal agen- 
cy. 

I also voted for S. 1140, which pro- 
vides the EPA with clear principles and 
directions on how best to craft a 
waters of the United States rule. It 
spells out steps they should have taken 
prior to finalizing this rule to guar- 
antee they can take into consideration 
the thoughtful comments from folks 
such as farmers, ranchers, small busi- 
nesses, and manufacturers. Congress is 
acting because it is evident that the 
EPA did not seriously consider the 
comments and perspective from those 
whom this rule will directly impact, 
and it is clear they are far outside the 
bounds of the congressional intent of 
the Clean Water Act. 

Iowa is bounded by rivers. The very 
shape of our State is dictated by the 
mighty Mississippi and Missouri Riv- 
ers. Take one look at commerce and 
recreation happening on them, and it is 
easy to see why these are considered 
navigable waters. When Congress 
passed the Clean Water Act, this was 
the type of water it intended to pro- 
tect, not a grass waterway running 
across a farmer’s field or a ditch bor- 
dering it. This rule ignores congres- 
sional intent and is nothing more than 
a power grab by the EPA. 

The EPA continues to run roughshod 
over Iowans, acting as if they are a leg- 
islative body—something they have no 
business doing. It is no wonder they 
have lost the trust of the American 
people and many in Congress. Every 
community wants clean water and to 
protect our Nation’s waterways, but we 
simply cannot allow mounting, unnec- 
essary regulations to overwhelm the 
commonsense voice of hard-working 
Americans, especially when they are 
not based on sound science. Again, it is 
not just me saying that, the courts and 
the Army Corps have both called the 
EPA on their shaky data, or lack 
thereof. Yet unelected bureaucrats re- 
mained committed to making a polit- 
ical decision instead of the right deci- 
sion. 

As Iowa’s U.S. Senator, it is my re- 
sponsibility to speak for the folks I 
represent and hold the Federal Govern- 
ment accountable when it is clear they 
have gone too far. And make no mis- 
take—they have here. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of this effort to turn 
back this rule. The rule has been well 
explained by the Senator from Iowa. 
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Her efforts are about all that Congress 
can currently do. Frankly, I would 
hope that we can figure out how to go 
further so that the Congress has to ap- 
prove every rule that is issued by every 
agency of government that has signifi- 
cant economic impact. 

It is, frankly, hard to imagine a rule 
that has a more wide-ranging impact 
or more economic impact than this one 
does. As has been well pointed out, the 
authority given to the EPA under the 
Clean Water Act was very consistent 
with Federal discussions and debates 
for 170 years. I think 1846 was the first 
time the term ‘‘navigable waters’’ was 
used in Federal law, in a bill that 
James Knox Polk—President Polk ac- 
tually vetoed the bill, but the term was 
understood, and it quickly came back 
into Federal law, and it meant exactly 
what it said: navigable waters of the 
United States. 

Why would that be a Federal respon- 
sibility? Because ‘‘navigable’’ means 
you can move something on it. ‘‘Mov- 
ing something on it’? means commerce, 
and one of the principal reasons for the 
Constitution was to regulate interstate 
commerce. So this is a long-established 
principle. Yes, there is some Federal 
responsibility for those avenues of 
commerce in the country—areas, riv- 
ers, waterways you can navigate. But, 
of course, that is not good enough for 
the EPA—170 years of Federal law, 
total and complete understanding 
around the country and, it appears, 
even on the part of Federal judges of 
what ‘‘navigable’’ means. 

There is a way to get expanded juris- 
diction if the EPA wanted expanded ju- 
risdiction, and that is to come to Con- 
gress and say: Give us not just respon- 
sibility over navigable waters but all 
the water that can run into all of the 
water that can run into any water that 
can run into any water that can run 
into navigable waters. 

If the EPA got this jurisdiction, you 
wouldn’t be able to come up with 
enough Federal bureaucrats to oversee 
this level of jurisdiction. In a map that 
is not nearly as large as the map we 
have on the poster but a map that the 
Missouri Farm Bureau put out in our 
State, this is how much of the State of 
Missouri would be under the jurisdic- 
tion of the EPA under this law. 

Even if you are standing very close 
to this map, you can’t see the non-red 
areas. The red area is the new Federal 
jurisdiction. The non-red area is three- 
tenths of 1 percent of the State. So 
anything that goes on in 99.7 percent of 
our State is really founded on the basis 
of the rivers that cut through the mid- 
dle of it, that bind it on the east, and 
would be, obviously, waters that are in 
most cases navigable and inarguably 
navigable, but all the water that runs 
into any water that could ever run into 
any water that runs into that water is 
clearly not navigable. 

That is why county commissioners 
all over our State are calling and say- 
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ing: If this passes, what does it mean? 
Can we mow the right-of-way without a 
Federal permit? 

There is no question that if this 
passes, every roadside ditch in the en- 
tire State of Missouri would be navi- 
gable waters. There is nowhere outside 
the offices of the EPA and the most ex- 
treme among us where anybody would 
want to argue that every ditch along 
every road and highway is navigable 
waters. The EPA wants jurisdiction 
they couldn’t exercise. 

This is a moment when Congress can 
stand and say: We do not want this rule 
to go into effect. We are going to pass 
a resolution that puts this on the 
President’s desk, and if the President 
is going to be for this no matter what 
the courts say, no matter what the 
Corps of Engineers says, no matter 
what the Congress says, the President 
has to take a position on this rule. It is 
his EPA; it is out of control on this 
rule. 

I hope my colleagues join the Sen- 
ator from Iowa and me and many oth- 
ers in saying we don’t want this rule to 
go into effect. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL 
DISAPPROVAL OF A RULE SUB- 
MITTED BY THE CORPS OF ENGI- 
NEERS AND THE ENVIRON- 
MENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY— 
MOTION TO PROCEED 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
pursuant to the provisions of the Con- 
gressional Review Act, I move to pro- 
ceed to S.J. Res. 22, a joint resolution 
providing the congressional dis- 
approval of the rule submitted by the 
Corps of Engineers and the EPA relat- 
ing to the definition of ‘‘waters of the 
United States’? under the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 286, S.J. 
Res. 22, a joint resolution providing for con- 
gressional disapproval under chapter 8 of 
title 5, United States Code, of the rule sub- 
mitted by the Corps of Engineers and the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency relating to 
the definition of ‘‘waters of the United 
States”? under the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 
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There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator 
is necessarily absent: the Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM). 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is nec- 
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
AYOTTE). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 55, 
nays 48, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 296 Leg.] 


YEAS—55 
Alexander Fischer Paul 
Ayotte Flake Perdue 
Barrasso Gardner Portman 
Blunt Grassley Risch 
Boozman Hatch Roberts 
Burr Heitkamp Rounds 
Capito Heller Rubio 
Cassidy Hoeven 
Coats Inhofe Sa 
Cochran Isakson Sessionis 
Corker Johnson 
Cornyn Kirk Shelby 
Cotton Lankford Sullivan 
Crapo Lee Thune 
Cruz Manchin Tillis 
Daines McCain Toomey 
Donnelly McConnell Vitter 
Enzi Moran Wicker 
Ernst Murkowski 
NAYS—43 
Baldwin Heinrich Reed 
Bennet Hirono Rei 
Blumenthal Kaine Sanders 
Booker King Schatz 
Boxer Klobuchar Schumer 
Cantwell Leahy Shaheen 
Cardin Markey Stabenow 
Carper McCaskill 
Casey Menendez Beg 
Collins Merkley Warner 
Coons Mikulski 
Durbin Murphy Warren 
Feinstein Murray Whitehouse 
Franken Nelson Wyden 
Gillibrand Peters 
NOT VOTING—2 
Brown Graham 
The motion was agreed to. 
Í 


PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL 
DISAPPROVAL OF A RULE SUB- 
MITTED BY THE CORPS OF ENGI- 
NEERS AND THE ENVIRON- 
MENTAL PROCTECTION AGENCY 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the joint resolution. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 22) providing 
for congressional disapproval under chapter 8 
of title 5, United States Code, of the rule 
submitted by the Corps of Engineers and the 
Environmental Protection Agency relating 
to the definition of ‘‘waters of the United 
States”? under the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to 5 USC 802(d)(2), there is 10 hours of 
debate, equally divided, on the joint 
resolution. 

The Senator from Iowa. 

Mrs. ERNST. Madam President, I 
wish to take a quick moment and 
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thank my friends, my colleagues for 
supporting this effort, and I look for- 
ward to some lively discussion on the 
EPA’s overreach and this WOTUS rule. 
I encourage my fellow Republicans and 
my fellow Democrats to carefully con- 
sider what this overreach by the EPA 
does to their home States. Just as it 
does in Iowa—it covers 97 percent of 
our land. I encourage them to listen to 
their constituents very carefully as we 
move forward on this debate and this 
vote. 

Again, I thank my colleagues for sup- 
porting this effort. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I 
wish to congratulate our friend and 
colleague, the Senator from Iowa, on 
this strong vote on the motion to pro- 
ceed to this congressional resolution of 
disapproval of this overreaching regu- 
lation issued by the Environmental 
Protection Agency. I want to talk a lit- 
tle bit about this rule, but I also want 
to talk about how symptomatic this is 
of the overreach we are seeing coming 
from the executive branch, particu- 
larly when it involves rulemaking. 

This rule is a response to a Supreme 
Court decision and a number of other 
decisions by the lower courts which 
held previously that the Federal Gov- 
ernment had overreached when it 
comes to trying to regulate so-called 
navigable waters of the United States. 

I think there is no real question in 
anybody’s mind that under the inter- 
state commerce provisions of the U.S. 
Constitution, the Federal Government 
has a responsibility when it comes to 
navigable waters, but, as the Sixth Cir- 
cuit Court of Appeals said in a decision 
it handed down on October 9, the plain- 
tiffs in the case against the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency and this 
particular rule established a substan- 
tial possibility of success on the merits 
of their claims where they said that 
the rule’s treatment of tributaries, ad- 
jacent waters, and waters having a sig- 
nificant nexus to navigable waters is at 
odds with the Supreme Court’s decision 
in the Rapanos case, which was handed 
down in 2006. It said also that the pro- 
visions of the rule make it unclear as 
to the distance limitations, whether it 
is harmonious with the decisions of the 
Supreme Court. So, for example, if you 
could say the tributary that feeds an- 
other body of water that feeds another 
body of water that then feeds another 
body of water that eventually gets into 
navigable water is subject to the rule- 
making authority of the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency is in con- 
flict with the decision in the Rapanos 
case, and I don’t believe it would ever 
withstand constitutional scrutiny. 

Moreover, the Sixth Circuit Court of 
Appeals said the rulemaking process by 
which the so-called distance limita- 
tions were adopted is suspect. They 
said it did not include any proposed 
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distance limitation in use of the terms 
such as ‘‘adjacent waters’’ or ‘‘signifi- 
cant nexus.” So under the opinion of 
the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals, a 
body of water could be far removed 
from that navigable water and still be 
determined as an adjacent water or 
have a significant nexus and be subject 
to the far-reaching provisions of the 
rule. 

The Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals 
also said that there was no scientific 
support for the distance limitations 
that were included in the final rule. 

The plaintiffs contended and the 
Sixth Circuit agreed that this rule is 
not the product of reasoned decision- 
making and is vulnerable to attack as 
impermissibly arbitrary or capricious 
under the Administrative Procedure 
Act. 

Ordinarily, the Court of Appeals for 
the Sixth Circuit said, they would not 
issue a stay pending the resolution of 
the challenge to the rule, but they said 
the sheer breadth of the ripple effect 
caused by the rule’s definitional 
changes counsel strongly in favor of 
maintaining the status quo for the 
time being. They also noted that the 
rule had already been stayed in 18 dif- 
ferent States where previous litigation 
had been filed and decided. So, as a re- 
sult, on October 9, the Sixth Circuit 
Court of Appeals issued a nationwide 
stay for the very rule that is the sub- 
ject of this Congressional Review Act 
vote that we just had and that we will 
have after 10 hours of debate. 

But beyond the arcane provisions of 
the Administrative Procedure Act and 
what is navigable water and what is ad- 
jacent water, what has a sufficient 
nexus and the like, I think what we 
need to recognize is that this rule rep- 
resents the single largest private prop- 
erty grab perhaps in American history 
because it claims as Federal jurisdic- 
tion private property that previously 
had not been thought of as having any 
nexus or connection with Federal au- 
thority or even interstate commerce— 
potholes, drainage ditches, culverts, 
stock ponds, things such as that that 
are arguably now within the ambit of 
this rule, and that cannot be the case. 

That is why so many of us have heard 
not just from our farmers, cattle rais- 
ers, and agriculture producers, but we 
have heard from people in the con- 
struction business, people who are con- 
cerned about this private property 
grab, and they said this cannot be the 
case. As I said, farmers and ranchers, 
homebuilders, manufacturers, utilities, 
the concrete industry—any entity that 
builds or develops on real estate will 
likely be impacted. 

I am very happy that under the lead- 
ership of the Senator from Iowa, we 
have gotten this far on this congres- 
sional resolution of disapproval, and I 
hope that after this debate—perhaps 
tomorrow—we will be in a position to 
send this to the President of the United 
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States stating views of the U.S. Senate 
and Congress that this rule simply is 
too broad and cannot stand. 

The Sixth Circuit Court’s opinion is 
not a substitute for what we do under 
the Congressional Review Act. It is 
part of our responsibility as Members 
of the U.S. Congress. 

In my State, as, I am sure, in other 
places around the country, farming and 
ranching is more than a job. It is a way 
of life. It is part of our culture and 
very definitely a family affair. In fact, 
about 98 percent of all farms and 
ranches in Texas are family-owned. 
When I am back home and have the 
chance to visit with those who provide 
the food and the fiber to feed and 
clothe us, they are very concerned 
about this legislation—as they should 
be—because it not only represents a 
threat to their way of life and their 
ability to provide for their families and 
for our States and our country, it is a 
power grab unprecedented in U.S. his- 
tory. 

In May, the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency released the final rule that 
is supposed to protect our water. Who 
could be opposed to that? Well, nobody 
if they had done it within the Constitu- 
tion and within the law. That sounds 
innocuous enough. But in reality, it 
acts as a Federal land grab, one which 
would add significant costs to our 
farmers and ranchers and which has 
the potential to greatly intrude on the 
private property of landowners. 

While we all can agree that clean 
water is a priority, the Obama adminis- 
tration has overstepped that goal and 
pitted the EPA and the Army Corps of 
Engineers against the hard-working 
farmers and ranchers in Texas and 
across the country. But it is not just 
the agriculture sector, as I mentioned 
a moment ago. I have been hearing 
from a lot of stakeholders back home 
who are incredibly concerned about the 
negative potential impact this rule will 
have on their business. This rule is 
such a vast expansion of Federal juris- 
diction that multiple sectors of our 
economy could be adversely affected— 
as I said, homebuilders, the oil and gas 
industry, mining companies, and man- 
ufacturers. 

This rule is not just some simple, 
straightforward provision to protect 
water; it is a veiled threat against the 
private sector and a blueprint for sti- 
fling economic growth in our country. 

In 2014 the economy in my State 
grew roughly 5.2 percent. We were 
among the most fortunate States in 
the Nation to see a lot of job growth 
and opportunity. That is why people 
are moving to Texas—because that is 
where the jobs are. Conversely, in 2014 
we saw across the country our econ- 
omy grow at roughly 2.2 percent. 

While we have been encouraged to see 
the unemployment rate tick down lit- 
tle by little, the truth is that when you 
start getting into the numbers, you re- 
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alize that the labor participation 
rate—the percentage of people actually 
actively looking for work—is at a 30- 
year low, thus making that lower un- 
employment rate look better than it 
really is. 

This is an important piece of legisla- 
tion, and I know a lot of people are 
paying attention to it back home and 
across the country because of its im- 
pact. I am frustrated we weren’t able 
to move the earlier legislation forward 
due to a filibuster by the minority, in 
this case, who are clearly trying to do 
everything they can to protect this ad- 
ministration and its overreach, but of 
course all of us are going to be held ac- 
countable at the ballot box, as we 
should be. Anyone who has voted 
against proceeding with this common- 
sense legislation to rein in an out-of- 
control Federal agency, I believe, will 
live to regret that decision. 

CONGRATULATING SENATOR GRASSLEY ON 

CASTING HIS 12,000TH VOTE 

Madam President, I just have one 
other thing to say on a different topic. 
It has sort of been the quiet after we 
celebrated the 15,000th vote by the Sen- 
ator from Vermont very publicly the 
other day. Our more reticent, and per- 
haps even occasionally shy, Mr. CHUCK 
GRASSLEY, the senior Senator from 
Iowa, celebrated his 12,000th vote in the 
Senate. 

Senator GRASSLEY is well known for 
his consistency and steadfast commit- 
ment to the people of Iowa. I have to 
say, I don’t know of any Senator who 
works harder to get and to keep the 
trust and confidence of the people he 
represents. This 12,000th vote should 
come as no surprise. He actually hasn’t 
even missed a vote since 1993. Every 
year for more than 30 years, Senator 
GRASSLEY has demonstrated his com- 
mitment to the people of Iowa by vis- 
iting every one of the State’s 99 coun- 
ties. 

I know he keeps his colleague, the 
junior Senator from Iowa, Mrs. ERNST, 
running just trying to keep up with 
him. That is an impressive record for 
anyone, and one that many—including 
our Presidential candidates—some- 
times need to try to duplicate. 

I will speak, for just a second, beyond 
statistics about Senator GRASSLEY be- 
cause I have the honor of serving with 
him on both the Finance and Judiciary 
Committees. He has worked tirelessly, 
not just for the people of Iowa but for 
all Americans. Indeed, my colleague 
shares my concern for creating a more 
open and transparent government. As 
somebody who is conservative by ide- 
ology and by nature, I was not sent by 
my constituents in Texas to pass more 
rules and regulations. I am here to hold 
the government, and particularly the 
bureaucracy, accountable. One way we 
can do that, without adding additional 
regulations, rules, and costs to the tax- 
payer, is by encouraging an open and 
more transparent government because 
with that comes accountability. 
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Senator GRASSLEY has used his role 
as chairman of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee to advance these values and to 
hold government and the bureaucracy 
accountable for the benefit of not just 
Iowans but for the benefit of the Amer- 
ican people. 

I thank the Senator from Iowa for 
the great example he sets for the rest 
of us and applaud him for casting his 
12,000th vote. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia. 

Mrs. CAPITO. Madam President, I 
rise to speak in support of the CRA, 
Congressional Review Act amendment 
on the waters of the United States, of 
my colleague from Iowa. West Virginia 
is no stranger to the crushing con- 
sequences of harmful regulations. Our 
unemployment rate is the largest in 
the Nation. Layoff notices keep coming 
and declining revenues from coal sever- 
ance taxes are eroding our State’s 
budget. I read an article earlier today 
saying that this far into the fiscal year 
in the State of West Virginia we have 
a deficit of $91 million. 

The EPA and the Army Corps of En- 
gineers waters of the United States 
rule, known as the WOTUS rule, is just 
the latest example of a regulatory en- 
vironment that threatens to put West 
Virginians and other Americans out of 
business. Everyone can agree—and the 
Senator from Texas just talked about 
this and I know the Senator from Iowa 
has talked about it frequently—that we 
must protect our drinking water re- 
sources, and we also must protect our 
precious natural resources, but a rule 
that subjects puddles and ditches to 
regulations just goes too far. The 
EPA’s unprecedented expansion of Fed- 
eral authority has very serious con- 
sequences, both in the State I rep- 
resent, West Virginia, and throughout 
the rest of the country. 

In my State of West Virginia, the 
steep mountainous terrain means that 
the EPA would have oversight over any 
land located in the valley or low-lying 
area. If you have been to West Vir- 
ginia, you know you are either on a 
mountain or in a valley in a low-lying 
area. There is very little flat land. 

The West Virginia Coal Association 
pointed out that the WOTUS rule 
would trigger ‘‘an alphabet soup of 
statutes, regulatory programs and fed- 
eral regulatory agencies” involved in 
traditionally nonregulated activities. 
Something as simple as digging a ditch 
on a farm or building a home on pri- 
vately owned property could be under 
the purview of the EPA and a failure to 
comply with that rule could result in 
fines as high as $37,500 a day. 

A county commissioner from 
Monongalia County recently wrote to 
my office expressing concerns that this 
WOTUS rule would impede the coun- 
ty’s attempt to create developable 
tracks of land needed to attract large 
employers in West Virginia. 
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I will remind everyone that develop- 
able land in a State like mine is very 
difficult to create because it is not nat- 
ural and it would create a lot of those 
low-lying areas, ditches, and puddles 
that this regulation goes way beyond 
to regulate. 

A small business owner in Scott 
Depot, WV, shared her concern that 
small businesses were not adequately 
considered in the WOTUS rule. She 
said: 

Government regulations, like the proposed 
rule, are complicated, expensive to navigate, 
and a real obstacle to my growing business. 
This change, and its ridiculous overreach 
and restrictions could decrease land value 
and hinder my ability to expand, develop and 
use my own private land. 

We talk a lot about creating jobs in 
this country. This is a quote from a 
small business owner who is concerned 
about her ability to control her own 
destiny with her own small business on 
her own privately owned land. I think 
this is the reason that 31 States, in- 
cluding West Virginia, are suing to 
overturn this misguided rule, and two 
courts have already found it likely ille- 
gal. 

Rather than incorporating thoughts 
from Congress and concerned Ameri- 
cans, this misguided rule doubles down 
on overreach and threatens to impede 
small businesses, agriculture, manufac- 
turing, coal, natural gas production, 
and many other vital sectors of the 
economy as the Senator from Texas 
just talked about. 

The decision by the Sixth Circuit 
Court of Appeals to block the imple- 
mentation of the WOTUS rule nation- 
wide confirms that WOTUS was the 
wrong approach to protecting our 
water resources and reinforces the need 
to rein in this administration’s unprec- 
edented and overreaching regulations. 

Along with colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle—just this afternoon at 2:30 
p.m.—I proudly supported Senator 
BARRASSO’s Federal Water Quality Pro- 
tection Act, which would have directed 
the EPA and the Corps of Engineers to 
withdraw this rule, go back to the 
drawing board, and issue an alternative 
approach that is crafted in consulta- 
tion with State and local governments 
and small businesses. 

The bill we voted on earlier today re- 
ceived bipartisan support from 57 Sen- 
ators but only partisan opposition. 
Both Republicans and Democrats sup- 
ported moving forward on the Federal 
Water Quality Protection Act because 
we wanted to offer a real solution that 
would bring clarity and common sense 
to the protection of our Nation’s 
waters. 

This legislation would have provided 
certainty to farmers, manufacturers, 
energy producers, State and local gov- 
ernments, and anyone seeking to do 
virtually anything on private land. Un- 
fortunately, 41 Democrats stopped a bi- 
partisan majority from considering 
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this bill. We must now consider other 
options to block the misguided WOTUS 
regulation issued by the EPA and 
Corps of Engineers. 

I am glad we will have the oppor- 
tunity to vote on a Congressional Re- 
view Act resolution of disapproval of- 
fered by the Senator from Iowa. This 
resolution would protect hard-working 
West Virginia families, small _ busi- 
nesses, energy producers, and others 
across the country who would be un- 
fairly burdened by this onerous and 
deeply flawed WOTUS rule. The 
WOTUS rule would lead to a massive 
expansion, again, of costly permitting 
requirements and hinder our already 
struggling economy, an outcome West 
Virginia and the Nation simply cannot 
afford. 

I urge my colleagues to join with me 
and the Senator from Iowa, who is 
leading the charge in such an admiral 
way in supporting this important effort 
to block the harmful WOTUS rule. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nebraska. 

FEDERAL WATER QUALITY PROTECTION BILL 

Mrs. FISCHER. Madam President, I 
rise not only in support of the critical 
bipartisan legislation that was before 
the Senate earlier today but also in 
support of the proposal of the Senator 
from Iowa that is before us now. While 
the measure failed to secure the nec- 
essary votes earlier today, the fight is 
not over. 

The Federal Water Quality Protec- 
tion Act would have enabled American 
citizens to maintain control over their 
water resources, and it would have 
stopped the administration’s WOTUS 
rule. Congress has already limited the 
Federal Government’s regulatory au- 
thority under the Clean Water Act to 
only navigable waterways, but instead 
of following the law, this administra- 
tion has broadened the definition of 
“waters of the United States” and ex- 
tended Federal authority far beyond 
the law’s original intent. 

The rule, which is commonly referred 
to as WOTUS, exponentially expands 
Federal jurisdiction over all water— 
from prairie potholes to ditches and ev- 
erything in between. Ultimately, this 
rule prevents State and local agencies 
from effectively regulating our water 
by placing control in the hands of 
Washington bureaucrats. 

I am proud to have worked with my 
colleagues on a bipartisan effort to 
overturn this dangerous rule and force 
both the EPA and the Army Corps of 
Engineers to go back to the drawing 
board. Our legislation, known as the 
Federal Water Quality Protection Act, 
would have required the administra- 
tion to consult with States and local 
stakeholders before imposing the Fed- 
eral regulations on our State-owned 
water resources. Additionally, the bill 
would have ensured a thorough eco- 
nomic analysis to make sure that was 
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conducted before restricting States 
from managing their own natural re- 
sources. 

The importance of allowing our 
States to manage these resources hit 
home during a Senate Environment 
and Public Works Committee field 
hearing that I chaired in Lincoln, NE, 
this past March. At the hearing, a wide 
variety of Nebraska stakeholders pro- 
vided personal accounts of how this 
will affect families, businesses, and 
communities all across our State. 

One witness from the Nebraska State 
Home Builders Association noted that 
25 percent of the current cost associ- 
ated with building a new home are due 
to existing regulations. Adding more 
Federal rules and regulations will only 
put that American dream of owning a 
home out of reach for most of us. That 
is not right, and that is not the kind of 
government people want. 

Additionally, the Common Sense Ne- 
braska Coalition noted that the sweep- 
ing impact of this rule would affect ev- 
eryone, from county officials trying to 
build a road to farmers trying to man- 
age that rainwater runoff. 

The WOTUS rule affects much more 
than rural America. Our municipalities 
are charged with wastewater, storm 
water, and flood control systems, as 
well as providing drinking water, elec- 
tricity, and natural gas to our citizens. 
Taxpayers will shoulder these added 
costs. We are going to pay more for 
road construction. We will pay more 
for levees that protect our drinking 
water. We will pay more for waste- 
water improvements, and that will cost 
our families. Those higher taxes will 
hurt our families. 

With the expanded definition of ‘‘nav- 
igable water” under this rule and our 
extensive aquifer system, the Federal 
Government can assert control over 
nearly all the water in the State of Ne- 
braska. Nebraskans take their role in 
protecting and conserving our natural 
resources very seriously. Responsible 
resource management, including the 
careful stewardship of our water, is the 
cornerstone of my State’s economy. 

We all also understand that the peo- 
ple closest to a resource are the ones 
who manage it best. That is a principle 
that is shared across this country. 
That is why I am committed to work- 
ing with my colleagues to manage re- 
sponsibly our Nation’s water for our 
current and future generations. I don’t 
believe the Federal Government should 
focus on ways to make life harder for 
people. That is not what we were sent 
to do. Instead we need to explore policy 
options that will promote growth and 
conservation. 

I am proud to be an original cospon- 
sor of the Federal Water Quality Pro- 
tection Act. This important bipartisan 
legislation would have set clear limits 
on the Federal regulation of water. I 
am disappointed the Obama adminis- 
tration would force this irresponsible, 
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overreaching rule on hard-working 
Americans. We have a duty to roll back 
this rule. We have a duty to prevent 
the harm it will inflict. 

I encourage all of my colleagues to 
come together on this so we can ensure 
that job creators, communities, and 
families from across the country can 
continue to prosper. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. GARDNER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GARDNER. Madam President, 
there is a saying by Thomas Hornsby 
Ferrill engraved on the walls of the 
Colorado State Capitol that reads, 
“Here is a land where life is written in 
water... .’’ Icome to the floor to talk 
about the most precious natural re- 
source in the West; that is, of course, 
our water. Water in the West has 
helped shape communities, agriculture, 
tourism, and industry. The manage- 
ment of that water has been tradition- 
ally controlled at the State and local 
level, not the Federal Government. 

Colorado is the State of origin for 
four major river basins: The Colorado, 
the Arkansas, the Platte, and the Rio 
Grande. These water basins help make 
for a robust agricultural economy 
throughout the State. According to the 
Colorado Department of Agriculture, 
this industry contributes nearly $41 
billion to the State economy and em- 
ploys nearly 173,000 people. Colorado 
has more than 35,000 farms and ranches 
and more than 31 million acres for 
farming and ranching. 

The State ranks in the top five na- 
tionwide for production of products 
ranging from potatoes and cantaloupes 
to sunflowers and wheat. Unfortu- 
nately, the Environmental Protection 
Agency has decided to put forth a rule 
that would endanger many of these 
farms as well as the jobs and local 
economies they help support. The 
waters of the United States rule, 
known as WOTUS, would significantly 
expand the definition of navigable 
waters under the Clean Water Act. 
With this rule, the EPA and the Army 
Corps of Engineers have unilaterally 
decided that isolated ponds and irriga- 
tion ditches may be subject to the 
same Federal oversight as the Mis- 
sissippi River. They are doing all of 
this based on authority passed by Con- 
gress more than 40 years ago. 

Instead, this rule could have signifi- 
cant negative impacts on agriculture, 
industry, local utilities, and water dis- 
tricts, merely by the uncertainty it 
creates with local entities trying to de- 
termine if their water is subject to 
Federal oversight. 
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According to the Colorado Farm Bu- 
reau, an additional 1.3 million acres of 
land and an additional 170,000 stream 
miles in Colorado alone could be sub- 
ject to Federal Government jurisdic- 
tion. It is important to point out that 
Colorado is a lower 48 State, one of the 
only lower 48 States that has all water 
flowing out of it and no water flowing 
into it. Farmers and ranchers would 
likely be subjected to increased per- 
mitting requirements under Section 404 
of the Clean Water Act to canals and 
ditches on their own land. Even if their 
land is exempted, as some would have 
you believe from the WOTUS rule 
under the proposed exclusions, there is 
already an air of uncertainty for these 
farmers and ranchers who will have to 
try and navigate the Federal bureauc- 
racy to determine if they have to apply 
for the increased permitting require- 
ments. 

It is no secret that the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency often works 
very slowly in the regulatory and per- 
mitting process. Two water projects in 
Colorado with bipartisan support, the 
Northern Integrated Supply Project 
and Gross Reservoir Expansion, have 
languished in the regulatory process 
for more than a decade. The waters of 
the United States rule is simply not 
the answer. 

The Federal Government should not 
be passing expansive new laws without 
the consent of Congress to regulate 
every drop of water. The EPA wants 
you to believe that the proposed 
WOTUS rule is not a major expansion 
of power and that this rule does not 
add any new requirements for agri- 
culture or interfere with private prop- 
erty rights or include the regulation of 
most irrigation ditches. 

Fortunately, our Nation maintains a 
separation of power. On October 9, the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth Cir- 
cuit issued a nationwide stay for the 
waters of the United States rule after a 
lawsuit was filed by 18 States, includ- 
ing the State of Colorado. The order of 
stay specifically states that the rule ef- 
fectively redraws the jurisdictional 
lines over our Nation’s waters and that 
the States and others would be harmed 
if the justice system did not act. 

I applaud the Sixth Circuit for their 
action and for the 18 States that moved 
forward to protect control of the water 
within their boundaries. Now I believe 
it is time for Congress to act. Unfortu- 
nately, yesterday we watched as a 
strictly partisan minority blocked S. 
1140, the Federal Water Quality Protec- 
tion Act authored by Senator BAR- 
RASSO of Wyoming. 

This legislation, which had moved 
through the Senate under regular order 
and in a bipartisan fashion, would seek 
to have the EPA and others make sig- 
nificant revisions to the WOTUS rule 
and would throw out the current rule. 
It calls for significant consultations 
with State and local governments who 
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actually control the water. I believe 
this consultation process is a signifi- 
cant step forward. 

I have heard from many water dis- 
tricts and utilities throughout Colo- 
rado. They all have major concerns 
with the WOTUS rule in its current 
form and the unintended consequences 
of the rule. But because of this par- 
tisan minority of Senators blocking 
the legislative vehicle to try to address 
the many shortcomings of the WOTUS 
rule, I believe we have no other choice 
but to move forward in disapproving of 
the rule in its entirety. I applaud my 
friend and colleague Senator ERNST of 
Iowa for her work in introducing S.J. 
Res. 22, which provides for Congres- 
sional disapproval of the waters of the 
United States rule. 

That is why I have come to the floor 
today, to urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on S.J. Res. 
22 because in Colorado, we know that 
we have to stick up for our water 
rights. In Colorado, we know we have 
to stand up for our water law. In Colo- 
rado, we know that we have to keep 
the Feds’ hands off our water rights. I 
urge the adoption of this measure. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GARDNER). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, I am 
here to actually address some of the re- 
cent developments on the Keystone XL 
Pipeline. Before going into that, I 
would like to take a minute, though, 
and mention the Congressional Review 
Act that is before us now and how im- 
portant it is that we pass it. 

I want to commend Senator ERNST 
for her diligence on this very impor- 
tant matter. The waters of the United 
States is a regulation issued by the 
EPA that goes far beyond their statu- 
tory authority, far beyond the statu- 
tory authority that Congress has given 
them under a legal theory referred to 
as ‘“‘significant nexus.” It is something 
I have worked on for a long time. In 
fact, I have included a bill that would 
defund the regulation as part of the 
EPA appropriations bill in our appro- 
priations, both at the subcommittee 
and the full committee level. 

So I certainly hope and feel that the 
good Senator from Iowa will be suc- 
cessful in this CRA effort, as far as get- 
ting it through Congress. I think it will 
go through in strong fashion in both 
the Senate and the House, thanks to 
her good work and, of course, the un- 
derlying importance of the issue. 

Of course, our challenge will be with 
the administration. I hope the adminis- 
tration will look at the strong support 
here in Congress and listen to the peo- 
ple of this great country, the farmers 
and ranchers across our country, and 
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the small business people across the 
country who know so well that WOTUS 
is a serious problem for them. I hope 
the President will consider them and 
not veto the legislation, but I am con- 
cerned that he will veto it. And if he 
does, then we will continue to work 
through the appropriations process to 
defund this legislation. 

Again, even if we are not able to de- 
authorize it through the CRA process, 
we will work to defund it. Of course, 
the disadvantage with defunding is 
that only goes for a year, but obviously 
that would take us through most of the 
balance of the Obama administration 
and hopefully get us to a fresh start. 

I think the key point, though, is that 
we rescind this onerous regulation. 
That can be through deauthorizing it, 
it can be through defunding it, and, in 
fact, it can be through litigation. I 
think in excess of 30 States have joined 
in litigation across the country push- 
ing back on this onerous regulation. In 
fact, the Federal district court in 
North Dakota stayed the regulation. 
That stay was upheld, that injunction 
was upheld by the Sixth Circuit Court 
of Appeals in Cincinnati, OH. So right 
now there is a national stay on this 
regulation, which I think just goes to 
show that we are on the right track 
here because we are coming at it from 
so many angles with so many people 
who are saying: Look, this is common 
sense. This is a big-time overreach by 
EPA. It adversely affects farmers, 
ranchers, small businesses, and prop- 
erty rights. In fact, in this great coun- 
try, it adversely affects property 
rights. So through deauthorization, 
defunding, and the legal process, we 
will work to rescind it. 

Again, I wish to echo the strong com- 
ments of my esteemed colleague from 
the great State of Colorado and also 
acknowledge and commend the good 
Senator from the State of Iowa on her 
efforts to lead the charge. 

KEYSTONE XL PIPELINE 

Mr. President, I wish to speak, as I 
said, for up to 10 minutes as in morning 
business on the subject of the Keystone 
XL Pipeline. 

Yesterday, after 7 years—7 years 
starting in September of 2008—the 
TransCanada company asked the U.S. 
State Department to pause or suspend 
its application to build the Keystone 
XL Pipeline. The company asked for 
that pause because it is working 
through an application process for 
route approval by the Public Service 
Commission in Nebraska. The Gov- 
ernor and the legislature in Nebraska 
actually approved the route for the 
pipeline in Nebraska, but after many 
lawsuits in the State of Nebraska and 
demonstrations, often led by movie 
stars and other celebrities, the com- 
pany has chosen what I would call a 
belt-and-suspenders approach. Essen- 
tially, they have decided that in spite 
of the fact that they have received ap- 
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proval from the Governor, the legisla- 
ture, and that that decision has been 
upheld by the Nebraska Supreme 
Court, they are going back and they 
are going through the process with the 
Nebraska Public Service Commission. 
So that is why I say it is really a belt- 
and-suspenders approach. Now they are 
going back, and in addition to the ap- 
provals they have already received, in 
addition to the decision by the Ne- 
braska Supreme Court, now they are 
going back through the Public Service 
Commission process in Nebraska as 
well. The thing about that is it will 
take about a year to do it. 

So now TransCanada is asking for 
forbearance from the Obama adminis- 
tration—not because the company 
hasn’t met all the legal and regulatory 
requirements. It has. It has met all of 
them and it spent millions of dollars 
doing so. But, rather, TransCanada is 
asking for forbearance on the project 
because the company is once again 
going through all of the requirements, 
all the regulations, and all the redtape 
to get every approval—State, local, and 
ultimately Federal—for the project. 
That is why I call it, as I said, the belt- 
and-suspenders approach. 

Now we will see what the Obama ad- 
ministration does with TransCanada’s 
request. Will they now hold off or wait 
on their denial decision, which the 
Obama administration obviously wants 
to make based on their environmental 
agenda, or will they honor 
TransCanada’s request to pause or sus- 
pend the project, just as they have 
made TransCanada wait now for 7 
years pending all of the administra- 
tion’s requirements, including the 
Obama administration’s adamant con- 
cern that the process in Nebraska be 
fully completed before the administra- 
tion render a decision. Remember, this 
administration made a big deal about 
waiting until the Nebraska process was 
fully completed before the administra- 
tion would make a decision. So let’s 
see what they do. As I have just out- 
lined, that process would probably take 
another year. 

So will they forbear on making a de- 
cision now after they held the process 
up 7 years? Will they honor the request 
by TransCanada to pause while the 
company completes this process in Ne- 
braska or will they say no, in spite of 
their concern that that be fully com- 
pleted? Will they go ahead and in es- 
sence reverse themselves on process 
and deny the project? Well, we will see. 
We will see what they do. But if they 
don’t grant this pause or suspend the 
application pending completion of the 
project in Nebraska, it seems to me 
like a double standard. On the one 
hand, they hold up the project for 7 
years and they say the company must 
go fully through the process in Ne- 
braska. So for them now to say ‘‘No, we 
are not going to provide the time to do 
that” seems, in fact, very much like a 
double standard. 
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As I have talked about in this Cham- 
ber before and as I think the adminis- 
tration is very well aware—and I think 
that is part of the reason they have 
held up on making a decision rather 
than turning down the project—this is 
a project which is overwhelmingly sup- 
ported by the American people. In poll 
after poll, there is 65 percent to 70 per- 
cent support by the American people. 
Also, it is supported by Congress. It 
passed overwhelmingly with more than 
60 votes in this Chamber. It passed 
with a big bipartisan majority in the 
House. 

Another consideration obviously now 
for the administration is, what about 
the new administration in Canada? The 
Trudeau administration is coming in, 
and the new Prime Minister in Canada 
supports the project. So what is the 
message to Canada if the administra- 
tion says ‘‘No, we are not going to 
honor that company’s request for a 
stay or a pause or an extension on the 
project now’’ and instead goes ahead 
and turns it down? 

The administration’s own Quadren- 
nial Energy Review dedicates a whole 
chapter to the benefits of integrating 
North American energy markets. The 
administration states that ‘‘energy 
system integration is in the long term 
interest of the United States, Canada, 
and Mexico, as it expands the size of 
energy markets, creates economies of 
scale to attract private investment, 
lowers capital costs, and reduces en- 
ergy costs for consumers.” That is 
right out of their own Quadrennial En- 
ergy Review, prepared by their own De- 
partment of Energy, which says we 
need to work with Canada on energy. 

So what will they do? In spite of all 
of that, will they turn down the project 
now or will they treat the company 
fairly and give them due process? 

Well, regardless of the decision the 
Obama administration makes, I think 
in the final analysis the project will be 
approved. It might take a year, it 
might take a little over a year, but I 
think in the final analysis this project 
will be approved. It should be approved 
because the people of this country 
overwhelmingly support it and recog- 
nize that it is in their interest and to 
their benefit. But what it really comes 
down to is the merits. In the final anal- 
ysis, a project should be approved or 
disapproved on the merits, right? And 
the merits are these, very simple: To 
build the kind of energy plan that we 
want for this country, where we are en- 
ergy secure—meaning we produce more 
energy than we consume—we have to 
build the energy infrastructure we need 
to move that energy safely and effi- 
ciently from where it is produced to 
where it is consumed. That means we 
need pipelines, we need transmission 
lines, we need rail, and we need road to 
move that energy as safely and cost-ef- 
fectively as possible. 

If you think about it, that doesn’t 
mean just oil and gas; that means all 
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types of energy. That means renew- 
ables too, right, to move those elec- 
trons through transmission lines. We 
need the energy infrastructure for the 
right kind of energy plan for this coun- 
try—energy from sources, traditional 
and renewable, to move that energy as 
safely and as cost-effectively as pos- 
sible. 

So what is the message here? The 
message is very simple: If we want 
companies to step up and invest the 
hundreds of millions and billions of 
dollars it takes to build that infra- 
structure, then we have to have a legal 
and regulatory process where they 
know that if they go through it and 
they meet all the requirements, they 
can then get approval for the hundreds 
of millions that they invest to get that 
done and to build these projects. 

That is energy infrastructure we 
need to build so that we don’t continue 
to rely on OPEC or let Russia dominate 
the energy markets or rely on coun- 
tries such as Venezuela, and ulti- 
mately, that is what the American peo- 
ple want. That energy security, that 
energy independence, if you will, work- 
ing with our closest friend and ally, 
like Canada, and developing energy in 
this country, is what the American 
people want. That is what the Amer- 
ican people want because it makes us 
strong and secure. 

This is just one project, but it is 
about all of the projects we need to 
build to make this Nation energy se- 
cure. That is why ultimately this 
project will be approved on the merits. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania. 

THE BUDGET 

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I wish 
to speak this evening a little bit about 
the budget deal that was recently en- 
acted. There are three parts of that I 
wish to address. One is the spending in- 
creases, another is the debt ceiling, and 
finally there is the Crime Victims 
Fund, which—I am very upset about 
this. 

Starting with spending, it shouldn’t 
be controversial—but of course it is— 
that we spend too much money here. 
We spend way too much money. There 
are any number of metrics that would 
confirm and demonstrate how much we 
overspend, but I think the most com- 
pelling is the size of the deficit that all 
this spending is creating, with record 
revenue. I want to underscore that. 
The Federal Treasury is taking in 
record amounts of tax revenue. So with 
alltime-record levels of revenue, we are 
still spending so much above and be- 
yond that that this year we are going 
to run about a $450 billion deficit. 

There are some people in this town 
who practically sprained their arms 
patting themselves on their backs be- 
cause it used to be a $1 trillion deficit. 
That is true, but $450 billion is still 
way too much. We have too much debt 
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now, and a $450 billion deficit this year 
is going to add $450 billion to a debt 
level that is already too big. And guess 
what. All forecasts, everybody’s fore- 
casts—liberal, conservative, Democrat, 
Republican, CBO, private sector—ev- 
erybody agrees the deficits are on path 
to get worse. So we are spending too 
much. Our deficits are too big. They 
are adding to a debt that is already too 
high, already doing damage to our 
economy, our ability to create jobs, be- 
cause of all the uncertainty and the 
risk that all this debt creates. And 
what happens? The only spending dis- 
cipline we have been able to achieve in 
recent years—the spending caps that 
were enacted in 2011—the President in- 
sists we have to bust them. 

Many of us believe we should be 
spending more on defense. If we are 
going to do that—I think part of our 
job is to prioritize spending. National 
security, defending our country, should 
be our No. 1 priority, and since we need 
to spend more there, you offset that 
with spending reductions somewhere 
else. That would be the prudent thing 
to do. But that is not what the Presi- 
dent insisted on. The President insisted 
that if we were going to spend any- 
thing more on defense, we had to 
match that dollar-for-dollar with in- 
creased spending elsewhere. So not 
only were we not offsetting the in- 
crease in defense spending, but we were 
compounding the spending by increas- 
ing the nondefense spending. So this 
deal busts the spending caps, and, in 
fact, the deficits will be larger than 
they otherwise would be. 

That leads me to the second point, 
and that is the debt ceiling. Let’s think 
about the context of where we are. 
When President Obama took office, the 
total amount of debt owed to the pub- 
lic—the amount of money the Treasury 
had borrowed because of previous defi- 
cits was less than $6 trillion. It was a 
very big number, but it was less than $6 
trillion. By the end of next year, it is 
going to be over $18 trillion. So this 
President, by the time he leaves office, 
will have more than doubled the total 
amount of debt we have borrowed to 
fund these deficits. Another way to 
think about it is that this President 
will have added to our debt burden by 
an amount greater than the sum total 
of every single one of his predecessors 
combined, from George Washington to 
George W. Bush. This is a staggering 
amount of debt that we have imposed 
on ourselves, our kids, our grandkids, 
our economy, and on our ability to be 
a productive country. 

And what did the President say in re- 
sponse to all this debt? Give me the au- 
thority to borrow more with no condi- 
tions. We are not even going to have a 
discussion or a negotiation about the 
underlying problem that is causing all 
of this debt. 

I think that is, frankly, outrageous, 
and it is extremely unusual because for 
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decades now American Presidents have 
met with Congress, and when we have 
had discussions in the past about the 
level of debt and what we are going to 
do about it—when the Presidents have 
said we need to increase our debt ceil- 
ing so that we can borrow more 
money—that has very typically in- 
cluded a discussion about dealing with 
the underlying problems. 

There are many examples of this. 
Back in 1985, during the Reagan admin- 
istration, it was in the context of a 
debt ceiling debate that we passed the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings measure, 
which was about limiting our deficits 
and reducing the amount of debt we 
would incur going forward. In 1990 
George Herbert Walker Bush nego- 
tiated with Congress the Budget En- 
forcement Act, which again was related 
to a debt ceiling increase at the time 
and which adopted measures to deal 
with the deficits of that day. In 1997, 
William Jefferson Clinton—President 
Clinton—with a Republican Congress 
sat down and negotiated a balanced 
budget agreement. And you know what 
happened? They balanced the budget. 
So President Clinton decided to work 
with Republicans in Congress to deal 
with this underlying problem, and 
within a few years we actually had bal- 
anced budgets. 

Then in 2011, in the context of the 
debt ceiling increase that was dis- 
cussed at the time and eventually 
raised, these spending caps were estab- 
lished as a way to at least do some- 
thing about this runaway spending and 
these excessive deficits and the debt. 
But this time the President had a dif- 
ferent view. His view was that he would 
not even have a discussion. There 
would be no negotiations, no consider- 
ation. We are not even going to talk 
about the underlying problem. He 
wanted to have unlimited authority to 
borrow more money through the end of 
his Presidency, and that is what is in 
this deal. 

So what can we expect? We can ex- 
pect a whole lot more debt. That is ex- 
actly what is going to happen. By the 
way, contrary to what some in the ad- 
ministration like to say, this has noth- 
ing to do with paying for past bills. We 
have paid for those bills. This is to en- 
able excessive spending going for- 
ward—the deficits we are going to 
incur because this President is insist- 
ing on this overspending. 

Let me get to the last point I wanted 
to stress today, which is one of the 
really disturbing things about this 
budget deal and what it has done with 
the Crime Victims Fund. By way of 
background, the Crime Victims Fund 
was a fund established in 1984. It con- 
sists exclusively of monies that are as- 
sessed to convicted criminals—cor- 
porate or individuals. As part of their 
punishment, they are made to pay a 
fine, and the fine goes into an account 
with the Federal Government. It actu- 
ally is quite substantial. Year in and 
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year out this ends up being actually 
billions of dollars. 

The statute requires, first of all, that 
all this money go to victims of crimes 
and their advocates, and specifically, it 
requires a priority for victims of child 
abuse, sexual assault, and domestic vi- 
olence and that those three categories 
of crimes be given a special priority. 
There are organizations that do won- 
derful work across Pennsylvania and 
across the country in helping people 
who are victims of these terrible, ter- 
rible crimes that are so difficult to re- 
cover from. There are groups of people 
who do great work in helping these vic- 
tims to recover. 

The whole idea of the Crime Victims 
Fund is to take these dollars from the 
criminals—not a penny of tax dollars— 
and give it to the victims of crimes and 
the people who are advocates for them. 
But what this budget deal does is it 
takes $1.5 billion out of the Crime Vic- 
tims Fund and it spends it on other 
things. 

I think this is outrageous. This is not 
taxpayer money in the first place. It is 
not as though we don’t have victims of 
crimes anymore. Obviously, we still do. 
And we have organizations that can do 
great work if they had the resources. 
But in the absence of resources, it 
means that children who are victims of 
child abuse don’t get the counseling 
and the care they need. It means a vic- 
tim of domestic violence doesn’t have a 
place to stay when she needs protec- 
tion from an abusing spouse. It means 
people who really need these services 
are going to go without because we are 
diverting this money that is supposed 
to be going to crime victims and we are 
spending it somewhere else. 

The most important thing I want to 
say tonight is that it is not too late to 
fix this. What the Congress passed and 
the President signed last week paves 
the way to misallocate this money 
from the Crime Victims Fund, but it 
doesn’t require that to happen. So I 
have a bill that will fix this problem. I 
have a bill called the Fairness for 
Crime Victims Act, and what it will do 
is it will require that the money go to 
the victims, as it was always intended. 

By the way, the idea that we should 
not be diverting the Crime Victims 
Fund to these other miscellaneous 
spending categories is a bipartisan 
idea. There is broad bipartisan support 
for the idea that the money in the 
Crime Victims Fund should go to vic- 
tims of crime. The Wall Street Journal 
ran an article on Sunday, and they 
quoted a crime advocate describing the 
budget deal saying, this deal ‘‘violates 
the integrity of a decades-old program 
that funds safe havens for domestic vi- 
olence victims, counseling for abused 
children and financial aid for murder 
victims’ families, among other pro- 
grams.”’ 

Josh Shapiro is the chairman of the 
Pennsylvania Commission on Crime 
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and Delinquency, and he wrote about 
this provision in the budget deal. He 
said that it ‘“‘puts in danger our com- 
mitment to victims of crime through- 
out our country.’’ Democratic members 
of the Pennsylvania State House agree 
with me that this money should not be 
diverted this way. They sent a letter, 
among other things, saying that the 
budget deal increases spending to ‘‘the 
detriment of current and future crime 
victims” and that this constitutes ‘‘a 
terrible precedent.” 

I couldn’t agree more, and that is 
why I hope we will pass my legislation, 
the Fairness for Crime Victims Act. It 
ends this injustice. Here is the way it 
works. It is very simple. It simply re- 
quires that Congress allocate to crime 
victims and their advocates an amount 
equal to the sum of the previous 3-year 
average that went into the fund. So the 
short way to think about it is that it 
means we are going to send to crime 
victims the money that comes in for 
crime victims, and we are not going to 
send it somewhere else. 

This means that victims of crime and 
their advocates are going to see a big 
increase in this funding, because for 
years Congress has refused to allocate 
all of the money that has been coming 
in. In the past, they just refused to al- 
locate it. There are budgetary gim- 
mickry reasons for doing that, and this 
needs to come to end. We certainly 
can’t continue diverting this fund for 
other purposes. 

We have had colleagues—Members of 
this body—come to the floor and make 
the point that we shouldn’t use Medi- 
care and Social Security funds as an 
ATM to fund other programs. I agree. 
We also shouldn’t use the Crime Vic- 
tims Fund, which is not a single dime 
of taxpayer money. We shouldn’t use 
that to fund other programs either. It 
is not too late to do the right thing for 
victims of some of the most heinous 
crimes that are committed anywhere. 

I urge my colleagues to help pass this 
piece of legislation. This was reported 
out of the Committee on the Budget 
unanimously. There was very broad bi- 
partisan support. What happened in 
this budget deal is an illustration of 
why my legislation is necessary. 
Money that is left around in a pot 
somewhere in this town gets spent 
pretty quickly by someone for some- 
thing. This money needs to go to crime 
victims. If we pass my legislation, that 
is where it will go. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alaska. 

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I 
want to talk about what we have been 
debating today on the Senate floor, the 
waters of the United States rule, and 
legislation that has received bipartisan 
support so far. We think it needs a lot 
more support on why this is so impor- 
tant for the country. 

I was a cosponsor of Senator BAR- 
RASSO’s bill. Unfortunately, that bill 
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didn’t get the 60 votes necessary, but 
Senator ERNST has a resolution that I 
think is going to be very important to 
pass that would stop this rule from 
being enacted by the EPA. Hopefully, 
we will see if the President, once this is 
put on his desk, has the common sense 
to sign it rather than veto it. 

I want to put this rule in a much 
broader context, to put the debate we 
are having on the waters of the United 
States rule into the broader context of 
actually what is happening in our 
country and how the EPA’s waters of 
the United States rule is actually a 
symbol for much broader problems that 
I think the vast majority of Americans 
recognize. 

The other night I went to a premiere 
of a short film on the Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline system, what we call in Alas- 
ka TAPS. It is Alaska’s 800-mile artery 
of steel that was done in the most re- 
sponsible manner, in terms of the envi- 
ronment, that brings much energy to 
our country. When it was built, it was 
actually one of the biggest private sec- 
tor construction projects ever in the 
history of our great Nation, and lit- 
erally directly and indirectly employed 
tens of thousands of Americans. It has 
carried almost 17 billion barrels of 
American oil to energy-thirsty Amer- 
ican markets and continues to provide 
thousands and thousands of jobs, not 
only in Alaska but throughout the 
country. It is certainly a technological 
and environmental marvel. Here is the 
thing: That kind of huge project was 
built in 3 years. 

Think about that, 800 miles of steel 
pipeline, crossing 3 mountain ranges, 
more than 30 major rivers and streams, 
and it took Americans 3 years to build 
it. Go to Alaska and it is functioning 
incredibly well today. We are reminded 
of how, when this Nation puts its mind 
to something, we can get great things 
done. In many ways, Congress played a 
critical role in making sure that in- 
credible energy infrastructure system 
happened. 

We are a great nation, but I must 
admit when I was watching this movie 
last week with a bunch of Alaskans— 
Senator MURKOWSKI, DON YOUNG, and 
others—I did feel a sense of unease, al- 
most a little nostalgia, when we were 
watching this film about this great 
project that Americans came together 
from all over the country to build. We 
all know we used to do great things 
here and built great things. Let me 
give a few examples. 

In Alaska is what is called the Alcan 
Highway, the Alaska-Canada Highway, 
through some of the world’s most rug- 
ged terrain, 1,700 miles, built in under 
1 year. We built the Empire State 
Building in 410 days. We built the Pen- 
tagon in 16 months, the Hoover Dam, 
the Interstate Highway System, put- 
ting a man on the Moon—I could go on 
and on and on. When we look at the 
history of this country, it is a history 
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of getting big things done, and it is not 
just getting big things done. These 
projects were a symbol of American 
pride, of American greatness, and they 
also created tens of thousands of jobs— 
great jobs, middle-class jobs, which 
gave workers a sense that what they 
were doing was very important in their 
daily lives and very important to their 
country. 

In Alaska still, when you talk to 
someone who worked on TAPS, who 
constructed this—for the country— 
they talk about it in terms of pride, in 
terms of what they were doing for their 
State but also what they were doing 
for America and how everybody came 
together to build this. 

Here is a sad fact: These kind of 
projects are not being built today. In- 
stead, we have become a redtape Na- 
tion. Instead of symbols of techno- 
logical wonder, national pride, and 
American ingenuity, we now hear story 
after story—and we have all heard 
them in the Senate—of delay and dis- 
cord and disappointment, all of which 
symbolizes a country that can’t get 
things done. The main culprit—the 
main culprit—is right here: Wash- 
ington, DC, the ‘‘Capital of Dysfunc- 
tion.” Whether it is the Keystone Pipe- 
line, transmission lines in California or 
bridges or highways or runways across 
the country, killing crucial develop- 
ment in infrastructure projects 
through permitting and regulatory 
delay and Federal agency overreach 
with new rules upon new rules—and all 
they do is stop development—this cer- 
tainly has been a hallmark of the 
Obama administration. The WOTUS 
rule—the EPA’s waters of the United 
States rule—is just the latest mani- 
festation of this. AS we know, this is 
happening all over the country. 

Frequently, because of the political 
risks, the President and members of his 
administration, like Gina McCarthy, 
will not openly oppose economic devel- 
opment projects. Instead, they will 
wrap them in redtape until they delay 
them to death. Let me give some exam- 
ples. 

In 2008, Shell acquired leases in the 
Arctic Ocean off the coast of Alaska for 
over $2 billion. That is a company 
going to the Federal Government. The 
Federal Government is saying: We 
want to lease this land to you. A com- 
pany says: We will give you billions in 
return—the Federal Government; that 
money has already been spent, the bil- 
lions—to develop natural resources. Of 
course, this was big news in Alaska. 
New production of oil would have filled 
up three-quarters of TAPS, which I 
talked about earlier. It would have cre- 
ated jobs, some estimates are in the 
tens of thousands of jobs, direct and in- 
direct jobs, and provided much needed 
State and local revenue and energy se- 
curity for our country. 

So what happened? Remember, the 
Federal Government is inviting a pri- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


vate sector company to do this. It 
didn’t take long for this project to run 
into a maddening array of often con- 
flicting and confusing permitting chal- 
lenges, drilling moratoriums, new regu- 
lations, environmental lawsuits, per- 
mitting confusions, that year after 
year kept the drill bit above the 
ground. 

Now, jump to 2015. What had once 
been a very robust exploration program 
has resulted in what happened this 
summer: The permission, finally, to 
drill one exploration well off the coast 
of Alaska where hundreds of wells have 
already been drilled safely. We have 
been doing this safely in Alaska for 
decades. 

Let me sum it up. It took 7 years, $7 
billion, to get permission to drill one 
exploration well in 100 feet of water; 7 
years, $7 billion, to finally get the Fed- 
eral Government’s permission to drill 
one single exploration well in 100 feet 
of water. No company in the world can 
endure that. This was a project that 
was meant to be delayed, delayed, de- 
layed until it was killed. 

Some of my colleagues have been 
celebrating this—celebrating this. I 
think that is sad because what they are 
really celebrating is the loss of very 
good jobs for Americans throughout 
the country. In many ways they are 
celebrating what is a symbol of Amer- 
ica’s decline. 

These resources in the Arctic are 
going to be developed one way or the 
other, and it is either going to be by 
countries like us who have the highest, 
most responsible standards on the envi- 
ronment or countries like Russia and 
China who don’t. So the Russians and 
Chinese are now going to be in charge. 
They are going to be producing the en- 
ergy, they are going to be getting the 
jobs, and they are not going to care at 
all about the environment. So instead 
of a win-win-win for the United States, 
this is a lose-lose-lose. Yet we have 
Members of this body celebrating this. 
Again, this is not a problem confined 
to my State or energy programs in 
terms of the delay, delay, delay. Let 
me provide a few examples. 

We had a recent Senate commerce 
committee hearing on aviation infra- 
structure. Everybody thinks aviation 
infrastructure is important. I certainly 
do. The manager of the Seattle airport 
was testifying. As part of his role as 
CEO of the American Association of 
Airport Executives, he talked about 
how it took almost 4 years to build the 
Seattle airport’s new runway. It seems 
like a fair amount of time. Maybe a 
construction project like that takes a 
fair amount of time. I had a question 
for him, which I didn’t know the an- 
swer to. I asked him: How long did it 
take to get the Federal permits, to go 
through the Federal permitting system 
to build this additional runway at the 
Seattle airport? 

His answer: 15 years—15 years to get 
the Federal permits to build a runway. 
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You could have heard—well, you did 
hear the whole committee, the whole 
audience. They gasped. Then he said: 
They built the Great Pyramids of 
Egypt faster than that. 

This is what is going on in our coun- 
try, and this town is to blame. It is 
happening all over the country. Ameri- 
cans need to know this. It only took 9 
years to permit a desalinization plan, 
which would provide much needed fresh 
water to drought-stricken California. 
Simply razing a bridge in New York— 
not building a new bridge, razing one— 
took 5 years and 20,000 pages of Federal 
permitting requirements. 

The average time it now takes in 
America to get Federal approval for a 
major highway project is more than 6 
years—again, not to build a highway 
but to get the Federal permission. It 
took almost 20 years, if you include the 
litigation, to get Federal permission to 
build a single gold mine in Alaska—20 
years. We had to take that all the way 
to the U.S. Supreme Court because the 
Federal Government was not sup- 
porting us. Now the Kensington mine 
employs over 300 people at an average 
wage of $100,000 per person. Those are 
great jobs. We have a Federal Govern- 
ment that wants to delay, delay, delay. 

Let’s talk about the Keystone Pipe- 
line. We had a debate here—7 years and 
counting to build a pipeline in terms of 
the Federal permits. Who is hurt by 
this? Our friends on the other side talk 
a lot about the companies and every- 
thing—TransCanada. The people who 
are hurt by this are American families, 
middle-class workers, union members. 

One of the most surprising things I 
saw as a freshman this year when we 
were debating the override of the Key- 
stone Pipeline—the State Department 
had predicted this would create as 
many as 30,000 jobs. These are good 
jobs—construction jobs, real jobs, real 
Americans working to build something 
important. I was presiding in the Chair 
like you, Mr. President, and some of 
the Members on the other side of the 
aisle started arguing that these aren’t 
real jobs because they are temporary, 
that this isn’t going to create 30,000 
jobs because they are temporary jobs. I 
about fell out of my chair. Construc- 
tion jobs aren’t real jobs? Since when 
is that the case? 

According to the President’s own 
Small Business Administration, the 
regulatory costs on small businesses in 
the United States are close to $2 tril- 
lion per year. That is $15,000 per fam- 
ily. The bottom line is, we know we 
can do better. We have to do better if 
we want to grow this country and cre- 
ate jobs. 

I believe there is a silver lining. I be- 
lieve things have gotten so bad that 
this delay is happening everywhere on 
projects that matter to us as a nation. 
Projects that are so weighted down 
under redtape are making Americans, 
regardless of party, start to take note. 
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I have seen a silver lining here. Both 
Democrats and Republicans are start- 
ing to demand change. They are de- 
manding bold and serious regulatory 
reform. 

I have had conversations with Mem- 
bers of both sides of the aisle here 
about how important this is for our 
economy, how important it is for jobs. 
That is why this debate today on the 
waters of the United States is so im- 
portant. 

Unfortunately, we didn’t get the 
number of bills. We did have a pretty 
strong bipartisan group. I think we 
would have gotten to 59—1 vote short 
to move forward. It is unfortunate that 
the other side couldn’t see the merits 
of this. But this rule will not help grow 
our economy. This rule will continue 
to stifle growth. This rule will cer- 
tainly continue to kill jobs. It takes 
what we all want—certainly, the whole 
idea of protecting our water, clean 
water. In my State of Alaska we have 
the cleanest water of any State in the 
country. We win awards every year for 
our clean, pristine water. It is not be- 
cause the EPA is making that happen; 
it is because Alaskans are making that 
happen. But it takes the Clean Water 
Act and somehow, through a rule that 
the EPA itself has devised, it gives the 
EPA the power to regulate not major 
rivers but water in our backyards, lit- 
erally. 

Almost certainly this rule doesn’t 
comport with Federal law. We have 
now had two courts say that. There is 
a stay on it nationally. The Sixth Cir- 
cuit has put a stay on this rule. Over 30 
States have sued to stop this rule—a 
bipartisan coalition of States—because 
it is almost certainly not legal. 

I asked Administrator McCarthy 
about the legal opinion, the legal basis 
they had for this rule. I have never got- 
ten an answer from the EPA Adminis- 
trator. Iam not sure they even care. In 
the last two Supreme Court terms, the 
EPA has lost two big cases in the U.S. 
Supreme Court. They have lost the 
Sixth Circuit case for now. Unfortu- 
nately, we had the Administrator of 
the EPA on TV a few months ago, on 
the eve of this Supreme Court case— 
EPA vs. Michigan. When asked if she 
was going to win the case, she said: We 
think we are going to win, but ulti- 
mately it doesn’t really matter because 
the companies have already had to 
comply with hundreds of millions of 
dollars. Think about that. Think about 
what she said. 

This rule is going to have a huge, 
profound impact on my State. Alaska 
has more waters under the jurisdiction 
of the Clean Water Act than any other 
State in the country. Over 50 percent of 
America’s wetlands are located in Alas- 
ka. 

I held multiple field hearings as a 
chairman of the subcommittee on fish- 
eries, water, and wildlife on the waters 
of the United States rule. It is clear to 
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me that Alaskans of vastly different 
backgrounds, ideologies, and different 
parts of the State are opposed to this 
rule. One group in my State said the 
rule would ‘‘straitjacket any develop- 
ment.” Another said that it would have 


negative impacts on ‘‘virtually any 
economic development project? in 
Alaska. 


One project we are very focused on in 
Alaska—we are having a special session 
right now in our State legislature—is 
the Alaska LNG Project, a very large- 
scale LNG project that, like TAPS, will 
be great for the country and create 
thousands of jobs and energy security 
for Americans and our allies. This rule, 
if left in its present form, will very 
negatively impact the cost and 
timeline of that project. 

Simply put, the waters of the United 
States is one of the largest land grabs 
in history, and it is an example of the 
kind of challenges we need to address 
here to get our economy moving again, 
to create good jobs for Americans. It is 
why this debate we are having is so im- 
portant. 

These are problems we can fix. We 
know we can fix them. Americans sent 
us here to fix these problems, and we 
need to start by stopping rules like the 
waters of the United States that under- 
mine our country’s future and the jobs 
that we need throughout this country. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
see a number of Senators on the floor. 
I don’t know if there is an order at this 
point that has been established. What 
is our manner of proceeding? Senator 
ISAKSON is here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
no time agreement. 

Mr. ISAKSON. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the Chair recognize Senator 
WHITEHOUSE from Rhode Island, fol- 
lowed by Senator ISAKSON, and then 
Senator DAINES. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Before that mat- 
ter is settled, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, I will be speaking for about 15 
minutes. If one of you is going to be 
quicker than that, particularly signifi- 
cantly quicker—not 14 minutes—I 
would be happy to yield and let some- 
body go first. 

Mr. ISAKSON. The Senator from 
Montana is going to preside at 6:30 
p.m., so I think he is the one who will 
need to go, and I will go after the Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Why doesn’t the 
Senator from Montana proceed with 
his remarks. 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Chair rec- 
ognize the Senator from Montana, Mr. 
DAINES, followed by Senator WHITE- 
HOUSE, followed by Senator ISAKSON. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 


17009 


The Senator from Montana. 

Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, today 
the Senate came a few votes shy of 
passing legislation to protect our farm- 
ers, ranchers, and small business own- 
ers from major new costs and regu- 
latory burdens. I appreciate the bipar- 
tisan support demonstrated today by 
four key Senate Democrats. I have to 
say, I am disappointed that others 
chose instead to put loyalty to Presi- 
dent Obama before the concerns of the 
constituents, the concerns of those 
people they represent. 

Montanans know that this power 
grab has more to do with controlling 
Montanans’ land-use decisions than en- 
suring access to clean water as the 
Clean Water Act intended. This is an 
ill-conceived rule that provides the 
EPA unprecedented power to regulate 
virtually any spot across Montana that 
is occasionally wet. This could have a 
devastating impact on Montana jobs, 
on Montana’s natural resources and ag 
industries, and on Montanans’ property 
rights. 

Don’t just take my word for it. PO- 
LITICO recently described it as having 
the potential to “give bureaucrats 
carte blanche to swoop in and penalize 
landowners every time a cow walks 
through a ditch.” The EPA’s own esti- 
mates show this rule will cost Ameri- 
cans between $158 million and $465 mil- 
lion a year. 

The New York Times describes how 
harrowing this situation is for Mon- 
tana farmers: ‘‘Farmers fear that the 
rule could impose major new costs and 
burdens, requiring them to pay fees for 
environmental assessments and obtain 
permits just to till the soil near gul- 
lies, ditches, or dry streambeds where 
water flows only when it rains.” 

In Montana, this rule has received a 
severe rebuke from our farmers, our 
ranchers, and our small businesses who 
simply can’t afford this overreach. The 
Montana chamber president and CEO, 
Webb Brown, said: 

If this rule stands, there will be tremen- 
dous cost to our states, our economies, and 
our employers, and their employees’ fami- 
lies. Under this unprecedented extension of 
federal power, land and water use decisions 
will be made in Washington, D.C., far from 
the affected local communities. 

Here is what Gene Curry of Valier, 
MT, from the Montana Stockgrowers 
Association says: ‘‘This rule is an un- 
wise and unwarranted expansion of 
EPA’s regulatory authority over Mon- 
tana’s waters, and would have a signifi- 
cant detrimental impact on Montana’s 
ranchers.” 

Listen to Charlie Bumgarner, presi- 
dent of the Montana Grain Growers. I 
met with Charlie a week ago in Mon- 
tana. Charlie says this: “If imple- 
mented, the final WOTUS rule would 
have a devastating impact on grain 
growers across the state.” 

Listen to Dustin Stewart with the 
Montana Homebuilders Association. I 
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grew up in the home building industry. 
My dad is a home builder. Here is what 
Dustin had to say: “The EPA’s waters 
of the U.S. regulation is an incurably 
flawed rule... .”’ 

Dave Galt, the executive director of 
the Montana Petroleum Association, 
said: 

The EPA’s new water rule is an unneces- 
sary expansion of jurisdiction for the Federal 
Government. The EPA’s rule will negatively 
impact all land-use industries including agri- 
culture and energy production. 

Yet, despite this broad opposition, 
President Obama is moving forward 
with yet another out-of-touch Wash- 
ington, DC, regulation. But already 
two Federal courts have issued a stay 
on this misguided rule, demonstrating 
the questionable legal ground this reg- 
ulation stands on. This is a rule issued 
by the same Federal Agency that has 
continued to perpetuate a war on 
American energy. In fact, earlier this 
year we saw the Supreme Court issue a 
severe rebuke of the EPA’s mercury 
and air toxic standards which would 
have a direct and lasting impact on our 
economy in Montana. This MATS rule, 
just like WOTUS, is just one of the 
new, burdensome regulations cooked 
up by the Obama administration and 
has the potential to eliminate good- 
paying jobs and devastate the liveli- 
hoods of hard-working Montana fami- 
lies and hard-working American fami- 
lies. 

Throughout my home State of Mon- 
tana, we have tremendous opportuni- 
ties to develop our State’s natural re- 
sources and create new jobs, and that 
is a good thing. Rather than hitting 
pause on our energy production, we 
need to encourage it. But the Obama 
administration is doing exactly the op- 


posite. 

President Obama’s full assault on 
American energy independence has 
most recently resulted in 


TransCanada’s decision to suspend its 
application to build the commonsense 
Keystone XL Pipeline, which, by the 
way, first enters Montana from Can- 
ada. This pipeline would have created 
new opportunities for good-paying jobs, 
helped advance American energy inde- 
pendence, and lowered American en- 
ergy prices. 

Well, the suspension on Keystone is 
bad news, but it is not the end of the 
line. We are going to keep fighting for 
this job-creating project that has the 
overwhelming bipartisan approval of 
Congress as well as the support of the 
American people because America can 
and America should power the world. 
But the Obama administration’s re- 
lentless attacks on affordable energy 
and good-paying union jobs, as well as 
tribal jobs, through this so-called 
Clean Power Plan continue to hinder 
innovation. Under the final so-called 
Clean Power Plan, the Colstrip power- 
plant in Montana will likely be shut- 
tered, putting thousands of jobs at 
risk. 
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Our farmers, ranchers, and local busi- 
ness owners should be empowered to 
drive local land use decisions, not a 
bunch of Washington, DC, bureaucrats 
who can’t even find Montana on a map. 
We can only do it if the Obama admin- 
istration steps back from its extreme 
overreach and allows American innova- 
tion to thrive once again. 

I look forward to casting my vote to- 
morrow to permanently stop this mis- 
guided waters of the United States 
rule. It is time to ditch this rule. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 

CLEAN POWER PLAN 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
guess in the order proceeding here, I 
am here to bring the opposing views. 
Every week we are here, I remind this 
body of the damage carbon pollution is 
doing to our atmosphere and to our 
oceans. I have traveled to Senator 
ISAKSON’s State to see what the Uni- 
versity of Georgia is measuring off of 
Sapelo Island, and I hope to have the 
chance to go west to continue this. 

We have to wake up to climate 
change, and we have to move toward a 
clean-energy economy and the jobs and 
innovation that support it. Clear meas- 
urements exist of the harm that is al- 
ready happening: climbing sea levels, 
we measure; climbing global tempera- 
tures, we measure; acidifying oceans, 
we measure. 

Virtually every respected scientific 
and academic institution agrees that 
climate change is happening and that 
human activities—specifically carbon 
emissions—are driving it. Carbon pollu- 
tion is affecting our economy, it is af- 
fecting agriculture and wildfires, and it 
is affecting storms and insurance costs. 

There are so many people—doctors 
and health professionals, military and 
security leaders, insurance and reinsur- 
ance industry folks, our major utili- 
ties, American corporations, and our 
faith leaders all agree that climate 
change is a serious challenge and an 
important priority. Yet here, despite 
the growing chorus around the country 
calling for climate action, we hear con- 
gressional Republicans, such as the 
majority leader, claim they are here to 
stand up for our people by blocking the 
President’s Clean Power Plan. 

As carbon pollution piles up in the 
atmosphere, who are they standing up 
for? Certainly not the American peo- 
ple. Highty-three percent of Americans, 
including 6 in 10 Republicans, want ac- 
tion to reduce carbon emissions. The 
Clean Power Plan delivers. 

For the first time, we have a national 
plan to reduce carbon pollution from 
the largest source of U.S. carbon emis- 
sions, which is powerplants. The 50 
dirtiest coal plants in America to- 
gether emit more carbon pollution 
than all of South Korea and more than 
all of Canada. Are we going to do noth- 
ing about that? 

Too often we hear on the Republican 
side folks who trumpet these industry- 
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backed, one-sided reports that point 
only to the cost of action. They don’t 
even measure or consider the cost of 
inaction. If you were an accountant 
and did the books that way, you would 
go to jail. Well, if you look at both 
sides of the ledger, the EPA shows that 
the projected health benefits of the 
Clean Power Plan will avoid 300,000 
missed work and school days, 1,700 
heart attacks, 90,000 asthma attacks, 
and 3,600 premature deaths every year. 
Every dollar invested through the 
Clean Power Plan will keep up to $4 in 
American families’ pockets. The sav- 
ings are also passed on to electricity 
consumers, with the average American 
family projected to save almost $85 per 
year on their electric bill by 2030. 


I am from New England. We have the 
Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative, 
RGGI, and it is proving that States 
grow their economies at the same time 
that they cut emissions. Putting a 
price on carbon and plowing that 
money back into clean energy products 
is saving us billions of dollars and help- 
ing to reduce carbon pollution. 


The EPA put the States in the driv- 
er’s seat to come up with plans that 
suit them. An analysis from the Union 
of Concerned Scientists shows that ‘‘31 
States are already on track to be more 
than halfway toward meeting their 2022 
Clean Power Plan benchmarks.” These 
States include both cap-and-trade 
States, such as California and the 
Northeast RGGI States, and coal-heavy 
States, such as Ohio and Kentucky. 


“We can meet it,” says Kentucky en- 
ergy and environment secretary Leon- 
ard Peters about the plan. ‘‘We can 
meet it.” In fact, Dr. Peters praised the 
EPA for working with States like Ken- 
tucky to build this rule. ‘‘The outreach 
they’ve done, I think, is incredible,’’ he 
said. The EPA had an ‘“‘open door pol- 
icy. You could call them, talk to them, 
meet with them.”’ 


The Kentucky experience was echoed 
around the country, as EPA listens 
closely to hundreds of concerns, holds 
hundreds of public meetings, and the 
final rule includes significant adjust- 
ments to accommodate individual 
State’s concerns. 


Even with all of this, the majority 
leader, the senior Senator from Ken- 
tucky, will brook no serious conversa- 
tion about climate change. We just 
never have that come up as a subject. 
The Republican leader, in a modern, 
massive resistance effort, wrote to all 
50 Governors urging defiance of Federal 
regulation, calling the regulations ‘‘ex- 
tremely burdensome and costly.” That 
might have been a more credible alle- 
gation about the regulations if he had 
not reached it months before the regu- 
lations were even finalized. 

The Clean Power Plan, says the ma- 
jority leader, is the latest battle in a 
great “War on Coal.” He says, ‘‘[W]e 
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have a depression in central Appa- 
lachia created because of the Presi- 
dent’s zeal to have an impact world- 
wide on the issue of climate.’’ It seems 
that the head of one of his region’s big- 
gest electric utilities doesn’t agree. 
Appalachian Power president and CEO 
Charles Patton told a meeting of en- 
ergy executives last week that coal can 
no longer compete against cheaper al- 
ternatives such as natural gas and 
wind power. Coal, he said, will continue 
to decline with or without the Clean 
Power Plan. It has nothing to do with 
the President. “If we believe we can 
just change administrations and this 
issue is going to go away,” Patton said, 
“were making a terrible mistake.” 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the article titled ‘‘Coal not 
coming back, Appalachian Power presi- 
dent says”? and editorial titled ‘‘Re- 
ality check on coal, future” be printed 
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

It says: 

With or without the Clean Power Plan, the 
economics of alternatives to fossil-based 
fuels are making end roads in the utility 
plan, companies are making decisions today 
where they are moving away from coal-fired 
generation. The debate largely at this time 
has been lost. 

Mr. Patton is not alone. In Sep- 
tember, financial giant Goldman Sachs 
released several bleak reports on the 
future of the global coal market. The 
latest report was in September, where 
they drew the conclusion that ‘‘[t]he 
industry does not require a new invest- 
ment given the ability of existing as- 
sets to satisfy flat demand, so prices 
will remain under pressure as the defla- 
tionary cycle continues.” In plain 
English, market forces are driving 
coal’s decline. I seriously doubt that 
any colleague would think Goldman 
Sachs is a bunch of liberal greenies 
who launched a war on coal. This is 
their clear economic thought. 

Since the clean power rule was final- 
ized in August, the massive resistance 
the majority leader sought has not en- 
sued. 

Kentucky Governor Steve Beshear 
has so far not heeded the majority 
leader’s call to rebel. 

Oklahoma Governor Mary Fallin, the 
first to publicly pledge to resist the 
President’s plan, recently hinted that 
Oklahoma would submit a compliance 
plan after all. 

Indeed, even while West Virginia 
leads the multistate lawsuit against 
EPA, Governor Earl Tomblin an- 
nounced last week that his administra- 
tion will begin working on a compli- 
ance plan. In the heart of coal country, 
in Charleston, WV, the newspaper, 
Gazette-Mail, praised the Governor’s 
move, writing on its editorial page: 

It is the right thing to do—both to de- 
crease emissions that contribute to human- 
caused climate change— 

Here is a newspaper in the heart of 
coal country conceding that emissions 
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contribute to human-caused climate 
change, and I don’t know why we can’t 
get over that in the Senate— 

and as the governor says, to make sure West 
Virginia’s interests are best represented in 
how the plan is carried out. 

They described Kentucky Senator 
MITCH MCCONNELL’s urge to rebel 
against the rule as petulant and fool- 
ish. That is from the heart of coal 
country. 

The coal industry, like an aging ship 
at sea, is taking on water. Between the 
costs of old, dirty powerplants and the 
competitive advantage of cheaper nat- 
ural gas, coal is struggling to stay 
afloat. As Mr. Patton from Appa- 
lachian Power pointed out, those cir- 
cumstances have nothing to do with 
whoever is sitting in the Oval office. 

For States that have relied on coal 
for generations, the Clean Power Plan 
is actually a lifeboat. It is a chance to 
kick-start new industries and innova- 
tive technologies and to choose the 
path forward that is best for your State 
and your citizens. It is a way off a 
sinking ship. 

Recognizing the costs of carbon pol- 
lution is another lifeboat. I know this 
sounds strange to my colleagues, but 
please bear with me. You can’t build 
the carbon capture plants that could 
keep coal plants operating if they are 
free to pollute. There is no economic 
value to a carbon capture plant if it is 
free to pollute. The truculent insist- 
ence on this market failure by Big Coal 
is ironically coal’s own undoing. Yet 
congressional Republicans won’t en- 
gage. They waste time with the useless 
Gingrich-era Congressional Review Act 
efforts to block carbon pollution con- 
trols on powerplants—controls that 
Americans overwhelmingly support. 

Beyond that, our Republican friends 
simply have no plan—nothing. There is 
no plan B to the President’s Clean 
Power Plan. If you have something 
else, please bring it forward. We can de- 
bate which is better, but you can’t just 
pretend this isn’t a problem. They have 
no plan to deal with climate change, no 
plan to help coal-reliant communities 
find safe passage to a more sustainable 
economic future. 

I ask my colleagues to please read 
what the CEO of Appalachian Power 
said. Please take it to heart. Please 
read the Charleston Gazette-Mail edi- 
torial. Please engage with us while we 
can still do some good because when 
the market completely collapses, when 
there is nothing left to do, when coal is 
priced out by solar and wind and nat- 
ural gas and other fuels, then it is too 
late to come back and say: Now we 
need help. When the market has acted 
and someone suffers as a result, they 
don’t get any sympathy in this build- 
ing. 

Now is the time when people who 
want to make this a smooth transition 
for coal economies need to come for- 
ward in the interests of their own peo- 
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ple, in the interests of their own min- 
ers who need their pensions filled and 
fixed, in the interests of communities 
that need transitions, in the interests 
of their economy. 

I thank the distinguished Senator 
from Georgia for his patience. 

I yield the floor. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Charleston Gazette-Mail, 
Oct. 27, 2015] 
COAL NOT COMING BACK, APPALACHIAN POWER 
PRESIDENT SAYS 


(By David Gutman) 


ROANOKE.—Coal consumption is not likely 
to increase, regardless of whether new fed- 
eral regulations on power plants go into ef- 
fect, and, from coal’s perspective, the na- 
tional debate on coal and climate change has 
largely been lost, the president of West Vir- 
ginia’s largest electric utility told a roomful 
of energy executives Tuesday. 

The Clean Power Plan, the Obama adminis- 
tration’s proposal to regulate greenhouse gas 
emissions from power plants, would cut coal 
consumption—but even if the regulations are 
blocked, coal consumption will not increase, 
Appalachian Power President Charles Patton 
said at the state Energy Summit at the 
Stonewall Resort. 

“You just can’t go with new coal [plants] 
at this point in time,” Patton said. “It is 
just not economically feasible to do so.” 

Patton acknowledged that entire commu- 
nities, particularly across Southern West 
Virginia, are being decimated by coal’s de- 
cline. However, he laid out a series of stark 
economic realities. 

By 2026, Patton said, Appalachian Power 
expects its use of coal power to be down 26 
percent, with or without the Clean Power 
Plan. 

That’s because of cheaper alternatives and 
already-imposed environmental regulations 
that make coal uncompetitive, Patton said. 

The cost of natural gas electricity, includ- 
ing construction of power plants and infra- 
structure, is about $73 per megawatt hour, 
Patton said. For a conventional coal plant, 
it’s $95 per megawatt hour. 

Even wind power, which is less dependable 
than coal, is still significantly cheaper, at 
$73 per megawatt hour, when a longstanding 
tax credit for wind energy production is 
factored in. 

An advanced coal power plant, with carbon 
capture and storage to lower emissions, costs 
nearly twice as much, at $144 per megawatt 
hour, Patton said. 

“With or without the Clean Power Plan, 
the economics of alternatives to fossil-based 
fuels are making inroads in the utility 
plan,” Patton said. ‘‘Companies are making 
decisions today where they are moving away 
from coal-fired generation.” 

What’s more, the debate over the ‘‘war on 
coal,” which sucks up so much of the polit- 
ical air in West Virginia, has largely been 
settled in other states, Patton said 

He said 72 percent of Americans believe the 
earth is getting warmer and that man-made 
causes are partly attributable. Nearly two- 
thirds of Americans favor stricter emissions 
limits on greenhouse gases, Patton said, 
with even larger majorities among young 
people. 

‘Americans believe there is a problem, and 
while we in West Virginia believe that’s ludi- 
crous and we have our view on coal, it’s real- 
ly important to understand, if you’re not in 
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a coal-producing state, your affinity for coal 
is not there,’ Patton said. ‘‘The debate 
largely, at this point in time, has been lost.” 

Patton reminded the audience that the 
closest the United States ever came to a car- 
bon tax was the cap-and-trade bill pushed by 
Sens. Joe Lieberman and John McCain. “I 
don’t see John McCain as a flaming liberal,” 
Patton said. 

He said he opposes the Clean Power Plan 
and said West Virginia should continue its 
lawsuit to block it. However, Gov. Earl Ray 
Tomblin said Tuesday that West Virginia 
will submit a plan to comply with the Clean 
Power Plan—despite Republican calls to boy- 
cott it—while those lawsuits play out. 

Patton said the federal regulations, in- 
tended to help stave off the worst effects of 
climate change, would cause a reduction in 
coal use, but even defeating the regulations 
won’t make the push to address climate 
change disappear. 

He urged the crowd to ‘‘think globally” 
and work to advance cleaner-burning coal 
technologies. 

“Tf we believe that we can just change ad- 
ministrations and this issue is going to go 
away,” Patton said, ‘‘we’re making a terrible 
mistake.” 


[From the Charleston Gazette-Mail, 
Oct. 30, 2015] 
GAZETTE EDITORIAL: REALITY CHECK ON COAL, 
FUTURE 

To his credit, Gov. Earl Ray Tomblin says 
West Virginia will participate in the federal 
Clean Power Plan by submitting its own pro- 
posal for cutting greenhouse gas emissions. 
He may be doing it with an air of resignation 
and distaste, but then again, no one likes the 
fact that West Virginians are struggling as 
market forces undercut an industry that has 
employed generations of people. 

It is the right thing to do—both to de- 
crease emissions that contribute to human- 
caused climate change, and as the governor 
says, to make sure West Virginia’s interests 
are best represented in how the plan is car- 
ried out. States that choose not to come up 
with their own plan, as Kentucky’s Sen. 
Mitch McConnell has petulantly and fool- 
ishly urged, will be handed one by the federal 
government. Gov. Tomblin is right. Better to 
have a say in how drastic changes will play 
out in your own state. 

Arguments against trying to head off the 
worst effects of climate change are hollow. 
Some elected officials (and their fossil fuel 
industry promoters) seem to think that be- 
cause China is a big polluter, for example, 
the United States should just shrug and give 
up. That is no way to be a world leader. That 
is no way to stimulate new technological de- 
velopments and industries. 

Indeed, the Clean Power Plan is part of the 
reason why China has committed to limiting 
its own carbon dioxide emissions. Where the 
United States goes, the world follows. 

The War on Coal public relations campaign 
has been a smashing success, convincing the 
most vulnerable working people and retirees 
that if only they could get the nasty federal 
government off their backs, all would right 
itself to some vague and misty perfection, 
circa 1955. West Virginians, in turn, convince 
their elected leaders to defend the status quo 
at all costs. 

Senators Joe Manchin and Shelley Moore 
Capito are steady on the job, clinging to the 
past, signing on to a resolution that seeks to 
block the Clean Power Plan. 

Of course, defeating efforts to further clean 
up the air locally won’t bring coal back. The 
people pushing the campaign know it. The 
rest of the country knows it. 
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Appalachian Power CEO Charles Patton, 
who buys more coal than anyone, knows it. 
Also speaking at the state Energy Summit 
at the Stonewall Resort this week, he reiter- 
ated a message he has shared before: Coal 
isn’t coming back, even without the Clean 
Power Plan, because of price. Coal is more 
expensive than wind or natural gas, partly 
because of existing environmental regula- 
tions, partly because natural gas is so cheap. 

The goal now is to manage this change, to 
help people into new livelihoods and mean- 
ingful work, to minimize the predictable suf- 


fering of families and communities. West 
Virginia has wasted enough time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 


DAINES). The Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ap- 
preciate the words of the distinguished 
Senator from Rhode Island, and I al- 
ways enjoy his speeches, whether I am 
on the floor or watching him back in 
my office. He is an articulate spokes- 
man for what he believes, which is one 
of the things that make this Senate an 
important body. While from time to 
time I differ in terms of carbon emis- 
sions because of nuclear energy, that is 
part of the solution to the problems of 
the future, and I will speak about that 
on another day. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
would be glad to speak with the Sen- 
ator from Georgia about that because 
he may find we agree more than we dis- 
agree. 

Mr. ISAKSON. I think we probably 
would, and that is why I brought it up, 
and I look forward to that. 

We are hear to talk about the rule for 
the waters of the United States under- 
taken by the EPA. 

When I started working this after- 
noon and preparing myself for what I 
would say to try to make my point and 
express myself, I listened at 3 p.m. to 
the speech by Senator BEN SASSE from 
Nebraska. Today he made his maiden 
speech on the floor of the Senate. Be- 
cause I had an important appointment 
to get to, I do know exactly how long 
he spoke. He spoke for 27 minutes—be- 
cause that is how late I was for my ap- 
pointment. But his speech was so good 
and so important and it affected so 
much this rule of the waters of the 
United States that I wanted to include 
it in my remarks tonight. 

What Senator SASSE said very simply 
is this: In his 1 year in the U.S. Senate, 
observing the Senate and how it oper- 
ates, how we all operate, he went back 
to his constituents and spoke to them. 
One thing he talked about is how we 
are moving more and more toward the 
government of an executive branch and 
a judicial branch and moving away 
from the legislative branch. We have 
administrations like the current ad- 
ministration which is trying to enforce 
the law through administrative rules 
and executive orders, not through leg- 
islation. He didn’t just point out that 
being a Democratic situation, it is Re- 
publican as well. 

If we look over the last 35 years, 
there has been a growth in the number 
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of edicts that have come down regu- 
latory-wise rather than legislatively. It 
is important for us to return the legis- 
lative branch of government to its ap- 
propriate place so we have a balance 
between legislative, executive, and ju- 
dicial. 

I use the waters of the U.S.A. rule to 
explain to my colleagues why that is so 
important. This is a horrible rule. It is 
a rule that is going to be litigated in 
court for the next 30 to 40 years. Why? 
Because the clean water bill, which is 
its predecessor, has been litigated for 
30 or 40 years, and eventually we have 
come to good water policies—not be- 
cause that is where we started, it is be- 
cause that is where we ended. 

I wish to take a few experiences that 
I had working on the Clean Water Act 
in the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s to make 
the point of why the waters of the 
United States bill is so dangerous. 

The Clean Water Act passed with al- 
most unanimous support. There was 
some opposition. Almost everybody 
said: I can’t be against clean water; ev- 
erybody wants clean water. But then 
there is the word ‘‘promulgate.’’ We 
passed a law that expressed the intent 
of Congress, and then we said it is up to 
the agencies responsible for promul- 
gating the laws, the rules, and regula- 
tions necessary to carry out the intent 
of the law. Therein lies the problem be- 
cause agencies like the EPA start pro- 
mulgating rules which take the force 
and effect of the law, which cause the 
wrong thing to happen. 

Let me tell my colleagues what is 
going to happen with the waters of the 
U.S.A. if it becomes a rule. We are 
going to give the power to the EPA 
that we have given under eminent do- 
main to cities and counties and States 
in the United States. Eminent domain 
is the way the government was allowed 
under the Constitution to take prop- 
erty but reimburse the owner of the 
property for the damage done by the 
government in the taking for road 
rights-of-way, sewer lines, water 
projects, and things of that nature. 
This is a grant for eminent domain to 
an agency without any requirement to 
compensate the person from whom 
they have taken the land or restricted 
the use of the land. 

The Presiding Officer mentioned that 
his father and family were in the home- 
building industry. I was in the home- 
building industry too and the land de- 
velopment industry. What we do is we 
add value to the land. We add value to 
its resources. We improve its drainage 
and use of water. But if we have a regu- 
latory agency that makes it too expen- 
sive to develop the land, we go out of 
business and the community goes out 
of business because there is no new 
housing. The effect of the rule is it 
shuts down the economy, growth, and 
opportunity; it doesn’t add to it. 

So it is very important to understand 
that when somebody says ‘‘We are 
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going to pass a waters of the U.S.A. 
rule that is going to improve the qual- 
ity of our water, and we are going to do 
so by delegating to the HPA—an 
unelected appointment agency—the 
power to tell you what you have to 
do,” they are in effect saying that they 
are giving the power of eminent do- 
main to the EPA without a require- 
ment that you as a landowner be com- 
pensated. 

The reason America is different from 
every other country on the face of this 
Earth is because we are a nation of in- 
dividual landowners. We own our coun- 
try, and we are still good stewards of 
our land, and we appreciate that oppor- 
tunity. In most countries around the 
world, people don’t have the oppor- 
tunity to own the land and have pri- 
vate ownership. They lease their little 
place in life and that is where they go. 
America is different, and that is what 
made us different. But if we are land- 
owners and we come under a waters of 
the U.S.A. rule and the EPA provides 
edicts that have the force and effect of 
law without the requirement to be 
compensated by an unjust agency that 
is enforcing a rule or regulation, we are 
becoming nothing better than a Buro- 
pean country or, worse than that, a 
country that no longer has the benefit 
of private ownership of land. 

So it is very important that we un- 
derstand that the quality of water is 
important, protecting our water is im- 
portant, but it is a balance, and it is a 
balance between the user, the land- 
owner, and the government. What we 
need to do is come together to develop 
policies that are necessary to see to it 
that we have a good quality of water 
and we have good use of our water but 
not a dictatorial agency in the Federal 
Government given the total priority to 
control our land and its use. 

I love this country. I love the oppor- 
tunity it has given to me and the op- 
portunity to serve in the U.S. Senate, 
to take my life experiences and try to 
add to the quality of legislation we 
pass here. I hope we will pass the Ernst 
legislation and stop the growth of the 
waters of the U.S.A. rule and get every- 
body—all the users—to come to the 
table and talk about positive ways to 
protect the quality of our water and 
the use and the management of our 
water but not the confiscation of our 
property and the dictates of an agency 
rather than an elected body. 

We do not need America to become a 
dictatorial country. We need to con- 
tinue to be a country of participation 
and negotiation, where everybody at 
the table has a stake and where in the 
end we work for the best interests of 
all, not just the interests of an agency 
or, worse than that, a central belief 
within that agency. 

This rule is a rule that is bad for 
farmers, developers, landowners, cities, 
counties, water authorities, waste- 
water authorities, sewer treatment 
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plants, 
water. 

I want to read what the EPA’s cov- 
erage is in this bill. It says: 

The flawed rule of the EPA to regulate 
nearly all water includes manmade water 
management systems, water that infiltrates 
into the ground or moves over land, and any 
other water the EPA decides has a signifi- 
cant nexus to downstream water based on 
the use by animals, insects, birds, and on 
water storage considerations. 

There is no other provision in there. 
It includes all water. It is the author- 
ity for EPA to regulate it. 

We have a farm bureau in Georgia 
that came up with the right slogan. 
They just simply said, after talking 
about the rule, after talking about 
waters in the U.S.A., there is only one 
thing we need to do: We need to ditch 
the rule. 

It is time tonight for the Senate to 
adopt the Ernst provision, ditch the 
rule, and go back to the table and pass 
laws that are partnership laws between 
landowners, land developers, the local 
communities, local city councils, local 
county commissions, the local States. 
Let’s not be a nation that edicts from 
the top down, but let’s have solutions 
from the bottom up that always pro- 
tect land ownership and land distribu- 
tion and never take control of the 
water out of the hands of the States 
and move it to Washington, DC, where 
there is no accountability. 

Last but not least, do not give the 
power of eminent domain—by that 
name or any other name—to the U.S. 
Government and take away the right 
to compensate because if you do, you 
become no better than a third-world 
nation, and it would be no good for the 
United States of America. 

I see the majority leader has come to 
the floor, and I am anxious to hear his 
remarks because I know his name was 
invoked a few moments ago, so I will 
yield back my time. I am sure the ma- 
jority leader would like to speak. 


— 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate be 
in a period of morning business, with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


——— EE 


REMEMBERING JOHN DAVID 
GOODLETTE 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
wish to pay tribute to a distinguished 
Kentuckian who is being honored by 
the Commonwealth and by the many 
people who know and respect his life’s 
work. The late John David Goodlette 
came from small town beginnings: he 
was born in Hazard, KY, in 1925 to Dud- 
ley and Lillian Goodlette. He would go 
on to become a highly respected rocket 


and anybody else who has 
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engineer who was instrumental in the 
Viking missions to land American 
spacecraft on the surface of the planet 
Mars. 

From a young age, John had a pas- 
sion for flight and aircraft. He would 
assemble model aircraft as a hobby, 
and this hobby soon grew to include pi- 
loting gliders and small aircraft. 
John’s interest in flight led him to 
study engineering, and after grad- 
uating from Hazard High School in 
1943, he would enroll at the University 
of Kentucky, where he studied mechan- 
ical engineering. His studies were in- 
terrupted by his service in the U.S. 
Army during World War II, when John 
served as a tugboat captain in the 
South Pacific. After resuming his stud- 
ies at UK, he graduated in 1949. 

The majority of John’s professional 
career was spent at the Martin Mari- 
etta Corp., now known as Lockheed 
Martin, where he worked for 39 years. 
His research initially focused on jet 
propulsion, heat transfer, and thermo- 
dynamics, but he soon found himself 
immersed in developing rocket pro- 
grams for the company. 

In 1956, John was selected to lead 
Martin Marietta’s Titan interconti- 
nental ballistic missile project. The 
project led him to increase his famili- 
arity with nuclear physics, high-speed 
gas dynamics, and electrical engineer- 
ing. 

Then came the project that would be 
the highlight of John’s career: the Vi- 
king project. John served as chief engi- 
neer on this project for 10 years, which 
culminated with the successful landing 
of two Viking spacecraft on the surface 
of Mars in July and September of 1976. 

“The Viking was one of those heart- 
in-the-mouth things,” John has been 
quoted as saying. ‘‘We never knew for 
sure it was going to work. That kept us 
going at a fever pitch to make sure all 
went right.” 

The Viking program was the most ex- 
pensive and ambitious mission to Mars 
to that point and resulted in the bulk 
of our knowledge of the Red Planet for 
the next several decades. They were 
highly successful missions for which 
John Goodlette rightfully deserves a 
large share of the credit. 

John is being inducted into the Ken- 
tucky Aviation Hall of Fame for his 
pioneering role in aviation and space 
exploration. Students and aviation en- 
thusiasts from all over the Common- 
wealth, but especially from Hazard, can 
be proud of what this son of Kentucky 
accomplished in a brilliant career de- 
voted to technology and science. 

John also serves as an inspiration at 
the Challenger Learning Center of Ken- 
tucky, which uses space exploration as 
a tool to excite and inspire students to 
learn science, technology, engineering, 
and mathematics. The Center is lo- 
cated in Hazard, John’s hometown. 

John would go on to serve as a vice 
president of Martin Marietta and retire 
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in 1991 after 39 years with the company. 
He has sadly passed on now and is un- 
able to witness this historic occasion 
in his honor, but members of his family 
will be present at the Kentucky Avia- 
tion Hall of Fame induction ceremony. 

I know John’s three children, Sarah, 
David, and Alice, must be proud of all 
their father accomplished in his re- 
markable career. John not only served 
his country in uniform, he also added 
greatly to the sum total of knowledge 
in the universe for the benefit of his 
country and all of mankind. 

On behalf of the Commonwealth of 
Kentucky, I want to thank the 
Goodlette family and express my admi- 
ration and respect for John David 
Goodlette’s life and work. We are truly 
grateful for his passion to exploration 
and his service. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING THE 125TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE ESTABLISHMENT 
OF YOSEMITE NATIONAL PARK 


Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask my 
colleagues to join me in celebrating 
the 125th anniversary of Yosemite Na- 
tional Park, a California treasure nes- 
tled against the stunning backdrop of 
the Sierra Nevada mountain range. 

In 1864, President Abraham Lincoln 
signed the Yosemite Grant Act, a land- 
mark bill granting 39,000 acres of Yo- 
semite Valley and the Mariposa Big 
Tree Grove to the State of California. 
This was the first time the United 
States had ever set aside land to pro- 
tect it for the public to enjoy. Three 
decades later, Yosemite became the 
Nation’s third national park—1,500 
square miles of stunning waterfalls, 
magnificent sequoia trees, breath- 
taking mountain peaks, and portions of 
ancestral homeland for several Amer- 
ican Indian tribes and groups. 

Over the years, Yosemite National 
Park has been a leader, becoming the 
first national park to hire a female law 
enforcement ranger, open a museum, 
and establish partnerships to help pre- 
serve Yosemite for future generations. 
Yosemite has also championed efforts 
to reduce waste and pollution by estab- 
lishing recycling programs in the 1970s 
and operating a fleet of hybrid electric 
shuttle buses. 

Since its earliest days, Yosemite Na- 
tional Park has provided sanctuary, 
comfort, and inspiration to millions of 
visitors from across the globe who 
come to experience its natural splen- 
dor, rich geologic history, and abun- 
dant wildlife. The timeless beauty of 
Yosemite National Park is a testament 
to the vision and commitment of 
countless dedicated people and institu- 
tions over the past 125 years. I want to 
express my deep gratitude to the staff, 
volunteers, and friends of Yosemite for 
all they do to protect this natural won- 
der, and I am pleased to join in hon- 
oring this special anniversary occasion. 
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OBSERVING ADOPTION 
AWARENESS MONTH 


Mr. KING. Mr. President, each No- 
vember we celebrate National Adoption 
Awareness Month to recognize the fam- 
ilies that choose to adopt and the orga- 
nizations that support them. During 
this month, we honor those who wel- 
come these children into their homes 
and hearts, help them to grow to their 
full potential, and give them a better 
future. Today I would like to draw at- 
tention to the importance of adoption 
and raise awareness about youth in fos- 
ter care programs, especially in Maine. 

There are over 400,000 children in the 
foster care system, many of them wait- 
ing and hoping that the right family 
will come to adopt them. While many 
of these children are successfully re- 
turned to their birth parents and rel- 
atives, almost half are left in the sys- 
tem to fend for themselves. The ab- 
sence of a stable family structure can 
be disastrous for children who are still 
developing psychologically and are try- 
ing to find their way in the world. 

This issue has very real impacts on 
the future of these children and our so- 
ciety as a whole. Young adults who age 
out of the foster care system before 
being placed with a family are at a sig- 
nificantly higher risk for homelessness, 
incarceration, and unemployment. Al- 
ternatively, children who are adopted 
from foster care are more likely to 
achieve academic success and emo- 
tional security than their counterparts 
who remain in foster care. Nearly 80 
percent of Americans, myself included, 
believe that more should be done to en- 
courage adoption; yet, each year, tens 
of thousands of available children re- 
main in the system, without families. 
Every child deserves to grow up in a 
permanent, safe, and loving home. This 
month, as we thank all those who have 
opened their hearts and homes to these 
children, we must acknowledge that 
there is still much work ahead of us. 

I am proud of the important roles 
Maine citizens have played in pro- 
moting adoption awareness. Adoptive 
& Foster Families of Maine, Inc., 
AFFM, has been instrumental in help- 
ing children find the security they de- 
serve and in providing support to the 
families who welcome them into their 
homes. Fostering or adopting a child 
can be an emotional process, and 
AFFM offers many services to all 
Maine adoptive families, including sup- 
port groups, resource mentors, mate- 
rial goods, and a referral database for 
legal matters and mental health sup- 
port. The adoption process is an emo- 
tional, transformative, and sometimes 
even stressful time for children and for 
their new families; therefore, the serv- 
ices provided by AFFM are an integral 
aspect of cultivating safe, joyful adop- 
tions across the State. I have witnessed 
their hard work in action, and I am 
proud of all they have done for families 
and children across Maine. 


November 3, 2015 


My wife, Mary, and I have been 
blessed with two adoptions. I know 
firsthand what an amazing process 
adoption can be. Our experience would 
not have been possible without the lov- 
ing support of our family, friends and 
community. Mary and I have been so 
fortunate with the joy all of our chil- 
dren bring to our lives every day, and 
Iam proud to celebrate National Adop- 
tion Awareness Month. 

I would like to recognize and thank 
Adoptive & Foster Families of Maine, 
Inc., and all others who facilitate adop- 
tions throughout the country and 
make it possible for children in foster 
care to find their forever homes. Self- 
less, caring individuals and programs 
like AFFM help bring children one step 
closer to their dreams. They offer the 
hope of love and security to future gen- 
erations, and for that, they deserve our 
immense gratitude. 


Í 
RECOGNIZING COWBOYS AGAINST 
CANCER 
Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, 


today I come to the floor to recognize 
one of Wyoming’s most generous 
groups, Cowboys Against Cancer. 
Founded in 1994 by cancer survivor 
Margaret Parry, Cowboys Against Can- 
cer raises funds for residents of Sweet- 
water County who have been diagnosed 
with cancer. Touched by those who 
aided and encouraged her during her 
own battle with cancer, Margaret cre- 
ated Cowboys Against Cancer in order 
to provide the same comfort to those 
battling this awful disease. Margaret’s 
mission—and that of Cowboys Against 
Cancer—is one of compassion and sup- 
port. From offering the comfort of a 
shoulder to lean on to awarding grants 
to support overburdened individuals 
and families, Cowboys Against Cancer 
has waged a tireless battle against can- 
cer. 

As a nonprofit volunteer organiza- 
tion, Cowboys Against Cancer is a 
proud group devoted exclusively to 
charity. The organization’s volunteers 
work without compensation, and Cow- 
boys Against Cancer employs no staff 
members. Without staff on the payroll, 
no office space, and very little over- 
head, the majority of the profits gen- 
erated are donated directly to those in 
need. Since the organization’s incep- 
tion, Cowboys Against Cancer has 
given hundreds of grants to local can- 
cer patients, including more than 150 
grants in 2015 alone. In addition to 
these grants, the group has also 
worked to fund the development of can- 
cer treatment infrastructure through- 
out Sweetwater County to better serve 
the regional population. 

This year marks the 21st and final 
Cowboys Against Cancer Annual Ben- 
efit and Banquet. Over 1,000 people will 
gather to both celebrate the memories 
of those who are no longer with us and 
recognize the exemplary courage and 
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determination exhibited by cancer sur- 
vivors. Including the donations raised 
from this capstone gala, Cowboys 
Against Cancer estimates that they 
will have awarded a total of $5 million 
of grants to folks in Wyoming. This is 
a remarkable achievement. 

Margaret has a tremendous team of 
volunteers who have helped her make 
this dream a reality. Over the years, 
dozens upon dozens of folks have 
worked for this great organization. I 
would like to recognize the current 
board of directors and the people who 
have volunteered for 10 years or more. 
The Cowboys Against Cancer board of 
directors are: Margaret Parry, presi- 
dent and founder; George Lemich, vice 
president and auction officer; Cindy 
Petersen, historian; Kristi Parry, sec- 
retary; Erika Kosher, banquet; Anita 
Punders, treasurer; Terry Warren, 
grant disbursements; Kathy Devoy, in- 
vitations and tickets; Cindy Rodriguez, 
advertising; and Geannie Berg, auction 
item data base. 

The kind, generous, and energetic 
volunteers who have lent a hand for 
over 10 years are Sandra DaRif, 
Danella ‘‘Prune’’ Devries, Pat Devoy, 
Debbie Gunn, Mary Hardy, Beth Ice, 
Mary Juel, Veldon Kraft, Don Melvin, 
Vance Petersen, Kyle and Patsy Ros- 
setti, Becky Sanchez, Kelly Shablo, 
Bess Stevenson, Liz Strannigan, Tim 
Warren, and Donald Wiggen. Students 
from Western Wyoming Community 
College, Rock Springs High School, and 
Green River High School have always 
been generous with their time. And, fi- 
nally, a special note of thanks to Al 
Harris who serves as the event’s master 
of ceremonies. 

Please join me in offering my heart- 
felt congratulations to Margaret Parry 
and her Cowboys Against Cancer team 
for their efforts toward creating a can- 
cer-free world. This organization has 
exemplified the nature of the cowboy 
spirit: tough, but neighborly. Sweet- 
water County—and Wyoming—are bet- 
ter, thanks to the selfless contribu- 
tions of Margaret Parry and Cowboys 
Against Cancer. 


ee 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE TO ASHLEY MITCHELL 


e Mr. CASSIDY. Mr. President, I wish 
to celebrate and congratulate the re- 
cent accomplishments of Ms. Ashley 
Mitchell. At only 4foot-9-inches tall 
and 94 pounds, Ashley holds the title of 
Weight Lifting World Champion. 

The daughter of Anticia S. Mitchell 
and a native of Alexandria, LA, Ashley 
is a hard-working honor roll senior 
with a 3.0 GPA at Alexandria Senior 
High School, ASH. In addition to her 
academic triumphs, Ashley is also a 
dynamic athlete. During Ashley’s 
freshman year of high school, ASH 
powerlifting coach Duane Urbina intro- 
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duced her to the sport. With her moth- 
er’s encouragement to take a risk and 
to try something new, Ashley em- 
braced the opportunity whole- 
heartedly. 

Ashley has achieved several impres- 
sive titles as a result of her hard work. 
Ashley is a three-time first place North 
Regional Champion, as well as the 
North Regional Most Outstanding Lift- 
er on the light-weight platform. Addi- 
tionally, Ashley broke the bench and 
deadlift records at North Regionals. 
Moreover, Ashley is a three-time first 
place Louisiana State Champion. Ash- 
ley has earned the Billy Jack Talton 
Award for Best Lifter in the State of 
Louisiana and has placed second at 
both the national meet in Killeen, TX, 
for 2013-2014 and the national meet in 
Milwaukee, WI, for 2014-2015. 

On May 15, 2015, Ashley earned first 
place at the Men’s and Women’s 
Powerlifting National Meet in San An- 
tonio, TX; Ashley’s first place award 
qualified her to join TEAM USA and to 
compete at the International Power- 
lifting Federation, IPF, Championship 
held in Prague, Czech Republic, on Au- 
gust 28-September 6, 2015. 

Talented competitors from 28 nations 
competed at the IPF Championship. 
Ashley rose to the challenge, receiving 
the gold medal in the 94.5 pound weight 
class for the Sub-Junior and Junior 
USA Team. Ashley earned the second 
place silver medal for squatting 275 
pounds, the first place gold medal for 
benching 159.5 pounds, and the first 
place gold medal for deadlifting 326.5 
pounds. Each lift event included three 
attempts. On Ashley’s second attempt 
for the deadlift, she broke the world 
record by lifting 309.1 pounds; Ashley 
immediately broke this record on her 
third attempt by lifting 326.5 pounds, 
now the new world record. Ashley also 
set the new world record for total 
weight lifted, by lifting a combined 761 
pounds during the squat, bench, and 
deadlift events. 

Powerlifting is both physically and 
mentally demanding, but not insur- 
mountable for Ashley, who finds sup- 
port in God, her family, her coach, and 
her powerlifting team. Through blood, 
sweat, and tears, Ashley welcomes the 
challenges and celebrates how the 
sport teaches her about how to over- 
come life’s obstacles. 

Ashley Mitchell makes our commu- 
nity, State, and country very proud. 
Today I join my colleagues in honoring 
this young woman’s tremendous effort 
and dedication.e 


EEE 


RECOGNIZING THE 366TH FIGHTER 
WING 
e Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I wish to 
honor Mountain Home Air Force Base’s 
366th Fighter Wing, which recently 
earned the Air Force Outstanding Unit 
Award. Congratulations to the skilled 
and dedicated men and women who 
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serve in the 366th Fighter Wing for 
their outstanding service to our Na- 
tion. 


The Outstanding Unit Award was cre- 
ated 61 years ago. According to the Air 
Force Personnel Center, it is awarded 
by the Secretary of the Air Force to 
units that ‘‘distinguished themselves 
by exceptionally meritorious service or 
outstanding achievement.” 


The 366th FW earned the award for 
the period of June 1, 2014, to May 31, 
2015, and is credited with 9,200 hours 
spent in the air. When making the 
nomination, U.S. Air Force Lt. Gen. 
Mark C. Nowland cited the fighter 
wing’s ‘‘determination and relentless 
pursuit of excellence.’’ He noted a num- 
ber of the wing’s accomplishments: the 
successful use of airpower during Re- 
public of Korea theater security pack- 
age operations; the Gunfighters ex- 
panded their airspace by 25 percent, 
supporting seven military branches 
from five countries during five major 
exercises; and the achievement of an 
impeccable personal training pass rate. 
Lieutenant General Nowland wrote, 
“Whether at home training for current 
and future contingencies or sending 
Airmen downrange to complete combat 
operations, the Gunfighters exemplify 
the Fly, Fight and Win ethos.” 


The more than 4,680 military and ci- 
vilian members and approximately 
4,590 family members of the 366th FW 
have a long history of excellence. It 
has been awarded the Air Force Out- 
standing Unit Award 17 times, dating 
back to its accomplishments in 1966 
and as recent as 2012. The work of the 
wing’s servicemembers also earned 
Meritorious Unit Awards in both 2008 
and 2009. These are just a few of its rec- 
ognitions. 


Various divisions of the wing have 
also received numerous awards. The 
wing’s maintenance group was ac- 
knowledged as ‘‘Outstanding Mainte- 
nance Unit” for their efforts during a 
massive aerial combat training exer- 
cise at Nellis Air Force Base in Nevada. 
The 366th Security Forces Squadron 
was also named ‘‘Most Outstanding Se- 
curity Forces Medium Unit in Air Com- 
bat Command.” The 366th Force Sup- 
port Squadron was selected as the best 
force support squadron in Air Combat 
Command, ACC, and the base’s medical 
group is the top rated in ACC. 


The commitment and dedication of 
the thousands of courageous and ac- 
complished Americans who call Idaho 
home is beyond impressive. We are 
blessed to have many knowledgeable 
and brave individuals and their fami- 
lies protecting our Nation. I congratu- 
late the 366th Fighter Wing on its 
many successes.@ 
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TRIBUTE TO DR. DONALD 
WILLIAMSON 


e Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, it is 
with great pleasure and the highest re- 
gard that I speak on the accomplish- 
ments of my valued constituent and 
friend, Dr. Donald Williamson. On Oc- 
tober 31, 2015, Dr. Williamson con- 
cluded 23 years as Alabama’s State 
health officer and 29 years of service in 
the Department of Public Health. 

Dr. Williamson has served the public 
health community for more than 30 
years, first in his home State of Mis- 
sissippi and in Alabama since 1986. He 
began his career in Alabama as the di- 
rector of the Division of Disease Con- 
trol from 1986 to 1988. He then served as 
the director of the Bureau of Preventa- 
tive Health Services from 1988 to 1992, 
when he was appointed as the State 
health officer and director of the Ala- 
bama Department of Public Health. 

Dr. Williamson received his medical 
degree, cum laude, from the University 
of Mississippi School of Medicine and 
completed a residency in internal med- 
icine at the University of Virginia Hos- 
pital. 

His devotion to health and public 
service has been recognized on numer- 
ous occasions. He received the 2011 Na- 
than Davis Award from the AMA for 
outstanding public service by a career 
public servant at the State level; the 
2009 Wallace Alexander Clyde Award 
from Children’s Hospital; the 2000 Ar- 
thur T. McCormack Award from the 
Association of State and Territorial 
Health Officials for dedication and ex- 
cellence in public health; the 1999 
Theodore R. Ervin Award from the 
Public Health Foundation; and the 1999 
Child Health Advocate Award from the 
American Academy of Pediatrics. He 
also was the recipient of the 1997 D.G. 
Gill Award from the Alabama Public 
Health Association for outstanding 
contribution to public health in Ala- 
bama and the 1998 Internist of the Year 
Award from the Alabama Society of In- 
ternal Medicine. In addition, he has 
held leadership roles in several na- 
tional and State organizations, includ- 
ing the Association of State and Terri- 
torial Health Officials. 

For the last 3 years, Dr. Williamson 
has held two of the largest jobs in 
State government, serving both as 
health officer and chairman of the Ala- 
bama Medicaid Transition Taskforce. 
Governor Robert Bentley appointed Dr. 
Williamson to serve as chairman of the 
transition taskforce at a time when the 
Medicaid Program was on the brink of 
failing. 

During his tenure, All Kids, Ala- 
bama’s public health insurance for 
children, was recognized nationally for 
its success in reducing the number of 
uninsured children. As the chairman of 
the Medicaid transition taskforce, he 
helped rescue the Alabama Medicaid 
Agency and restructured the Medicaid 
Program. Under his direction, the Med- 
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icaid Program will be transformed into 
Regional Care Organizations and Pa- 
tient Care Networks. This new struc- 
ture represents a shift from treating an 
illness or injury to focusing on overall 
health and well-being and will lead to 
improved health outcomes for many 
Alabamians. 

Dr. Williamson has demonstrated the 
ability to find solutions for seemingly 
insurmountable challenges and has 
been a calm, strong voice of reason and 
common sense in the most difficult of 
times. Throughout his career, he con- 
tinued to find new ways of making 
Medicaid work for its patients and the 
physicians who treat them. 

However, it is good to note that this 
is not the end of Dr. Williamson’s 
healthcare service. He will become the 
CEO and president of the Alabama Hos- 
pital Association in November. His tre- 
mendous knowledge of health care will 
continue to be a valuable resource to 
Alabama and to this critically impor- 
tant organization. 

I have known this able, energetic 
leader for many years. I share the 
views of the great majority of health 
professionals that he is a treasure for 
Alabama and the Nation. No one was 
surprised and all were pleased when 
Governor Bentley asked him to take 
over as chairman of the Medicaid tran- 
sition taskforce at a truly critical 
time. His reputation throughout the 
State, the awards he has received, and 
the sustained effort he has given for 
the betterment of the health of all Ala- 
bamians, especially the poor, truly sets 
him apart and makes him worthy of 
the highest accolades. 

In light of these and all of his many 
accomplishments, I want to congratu- 
late him on his outstanding career and 
to wish him the very best in his next 
important and challenging endeavor.e 


RECOGNIZING DONG PHUONG 
BAKERY & RESTAURANT 


e Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, Lou- 
isianians share a long history of tri- 
umph and resilience over hardship, and 
as a result, folks from all backgrounds 
pursue the American Dream with dedi- 
cation and commitment. This is par- 
ticularly true of the Vietnamese com- 
munity and local small businesses in 
southeast Louisiana who came to- 
gether to rebuild New Orleans East 
after Hurricane Katrina. In honor of 
National Women’s Small Business 
Month, I am proud to recognize Dong 
Phuong Bakery & Restaurant of New 
Orleans, LA, as this week’s Small Busi- 
ness of the Week. 

Amidst an intense postwar political 
climate following the end of the Viet- 
nam war, De and Huong Tran immi- 
grated to the United States in 1980 in 
search of a more peaceful life and 
greater opportunities for their young 
family. The Trans and their three 
young children settled in an area with 
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a fast-growing Vietnamese presence, 
the Versailles neighborhood of New Or- 
leans. Shortly after settling into their 
new community, De enrolled at the 
University of New Orleans and found 
work at a local grocery store. Given 
De’s busy class and work schedule, 
Huong cared for the young Tran chil- 
dren as they adjusted to their new 
home and culture. Searching for ways 
to reconnect with her beloved Viet- 
namese culture and provide extra in- 
come for her young family, Huong drew 
from her past working in her father’s 
bakery in Vietnam and began baking a 
variety of Vietnamese delicacies, sell- 
ing them to friends, family, and local 
shops in her community. Realizing 
they had a hit, Huong and De opened 
the Dong Phuong Oriental Bakery in 
1981, selling traditional Vietnamese 
pastries and items with a French flair. 

During the rebuilding process after 
Hurricane Katrina, De and Huong Tran 
provided support and hope to their 
community, and today the Dong 
Phuong Bakery & Restaurant remains 
in their original location in the Viet- 
namese neighborhood of Versailles, op- 
erating out of a 4,000-square-foot res- 
taurant space. Now under the owner- 
ship of Huong Tran and Linh Tran 
Garza, the bakery continues to prepare 
and sell traditional French-Vietnamese 
cuisine, aS well as their beloved fresh 
French bread to restaurants and cus- 
tomers across south Louisiana. 

Congratulations again to Dong 
Phuong Bakery & Restaurant for being 
Small Business of The Week and to 
Huong and Linh for their praiseworthy 
entrepreneurial spirit and for setting 
an example for women entrepreneurs 
across the Nation.e 


et 
TRIBUTE TO JOSEPH J. COX 


e Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, it 
is with gratitude and appreciation that 
I congratulate Joseph J. Cox of Vir- 
ginia on his retirement as president 
and chief executive officer of the 
Chamber of Shipping of America. 

Upon graduating from the U.S. Mer- 
chant Marine Academy in 1967, Mr. Cox 
served honorably as a deck officer on 
commercial ships in the Vietnam war. 
He worked for 8 years at the U.S. De- 
partment of Labor in the Marine 
Standards Office. In 1981, he joined the 
Chamber of Shipping of America, the 
association of American ship owners, 
operators, and charterers. He rose to 
president and CEO and led the organi- 
zation from 1997 until his retirement 
earlier this year. 

Mr. Cox is widely respected as a val- 
ued representative of the American 
maritime community. He has actively 
advocated for domestic legislation and 
regulation to advance the interests of 
the shipping and maritime industry. He 
has participated in the development of 
transnational treaties at the Inter- 
national Maritime Organization and 
the International Labor Organization. 
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At the helm of the Chamber of Ship- 
ping of America, he elevated the nearly 
100-year-old association to its re- 
spected status in the global maritime 
community. He will continue to serve 
as an adviser to the organization. 

I thank Joe Cox for his decades of 
service to his country and to the ma- 
rine trades, and I wish him and his 
family smooth sailing on the next leg 
of their voyage.e 


ES 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message from the President of the 
United States was communicated to 
the Senate by Mrs. Neimann, one of his 
secretaries. 


EE 


PRESIDENTIAL MESSAGE 


NOTIFICATION OF THE PRESI- 
DENT’S INTENT TO TERMINATE 
THE DESIGNATION OF THE RE- 
PUBLIC OF BURUNDI AS A BENE- 
FICIARY SUB-SAHARAN AFRICAN 
COUNTRY UNDER THE AFRICAN 
GROWTH AND OPPORTUNITY ACT 
(AGOA), RECEIVED DURING AD- 
JOURNMENT OF THE SENATE ON 
OCTOBER, 30, 2015—PM 31 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Finance: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

In accordance with section 
506A(a)(3)(B) of the African Growth and 
Opportunity Act, as amended (AGOA) 
(19 U.S.C. 2466a(a)(3)(B)), I am pro- 
viding notification of my intent to ter- 
minate the designation of the Republic 
of Burundi (Burundi) as a beneficiary 
sub-Saharan African country under 
AGOA. 

I am taking this step because I have 
determined that the Government of 
Burundi has not established or is not 
making continual progress toward es- 
tablishing the rule of law and political 
pluralism, as required by the AGOA eli- 
gibility requirements outlined in sec- 
tion 104 of the AGOA (19 U.S.C. 3703). In 
particular, the continuing crackdown 
on opposition members, which has in- 
cluded assassinations, extra-judicial 
killings, arbitrary arrests, and torture, 
have worsened significantly during the 
election campaign that returned Presi- 
dent Nkurunziza to power earlier this 
year. In addition, the Government of 
Burundi has blocked opposing parties 
from holding organizational meetings 
and campaigning throughout the elec- 
toral process. Police and armed youth 
militias with links to the ruling party 
have intimidated the opposition, con- 
tributing to nearly 200,000 refugees 
fleeing the country since April 2015. 
Accordingly, I intend to terminate the 
designation of Burundi as a beneficiary 
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sub-Saharan African country under 
AGOA as of January 1, 2016. 
BARACK OBAMA. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, October 30, 2015. 


ES 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
RECEIVED DURING ADJOURNMENT 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Under the authority of the order of 
the Senate of January 6, 2015, the Sec- 
retary of the Senate, on November 2, 
2015, during the adjournment of the 
Senate, received a message from the 
House of Representatives announcing 
that the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
MESSER) had signed the following en- 
rolled bills: 

H.R. 623. An act to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to authorize the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security to establish a so- 
cial media working group, and for other pur- 
poses. 

H.R. 1814. An act to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for a right to 
an administrative appeal relating to adverse 
determinations of tax-exempt status of cer- 
tain organizations. 


Under the authority of the order of 
the Senate of January 6, 2015, the en- 
rolled bills were signed on November 2, 
2015, during the adjournment of the 
Senate, by the Acting President pro 
tempore (Mr. COCHRAN). 


EE 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


At 2:15 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bills, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 


H.R. 1853. An act to direct the President to 
develop a strategy to obtain observer status 
for Taiwan in the International Criminal Po- 
lice Organization, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 2494. An act to support global anti- 
poaching efforts, strengthen the capacity of 
partner countries to counter wildlife traf- 
ficking, designate major wildlife trafficking 
countries, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 3361. An act to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to establish the Insider 
Threat Program, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 3503. An act to require an assessment 
of fusion center personnel needs, and for 
other purposes. 

H.R. 3505. An act to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to improve the manage- 
ment and administration of the security 
clearance processes throughout the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security, and for other 
purposes. 

H.R. 3598. An act to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to enhance the partner- 
ship between the Department of Homeland 
Security and the National Network of Fu- 
sion Centers, and for other purposes. 


EE 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 1853. An act to direct the President to 
develop a strategy to obtain observer status 
for Taiwan in the International Criminal Po- 


17017 


lice Organization, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

H.R. 2494. An act to support global anti- 
poaching efforts, strengthen the capacity of 
partner countries to counter wildlife traf- 
ficking, designate major wildlife trafficking 
countries, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

H.R. 3361. An act to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to establish the Insider 
Threat Program, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

H.R. 3503. An act to require an assessment 
of fusion center personnel needs, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Home- 
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

H.R. 3505. An act to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to improve the manage- 
ment and administration of the security 
clearance processes throughout the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Homeland Se- 
curity and Governmental Affairs. 

H.R. 3598. An act to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to enhance the partner- 
ship between the Department of Homeland 
Security and the National Network of Fu- 
sion Centers, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 


————— 


MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 


The following bill was read the first 
time: 

S. 2232. A bill to require a full audit of the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System and the Federal reserve banks by the 
Comptroller General of the United States, 
and for other purposes. 


EE 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC-3403. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Teflubenzuron; Pesticide Tolerances’’ 
(FRL No. 9933-25) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 27, 
2015; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry. 

EC-3404. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Methoxyfenozide; Pesticide Toler- 
ances” (FRL No. 9934-14) received in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on Octo- 
ber 27, 2015; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-3405. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Review Group, Farm 
Service Agency, Department of Agriculture, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Agriculture Priorities and 
Allocations System” (RIN0560-AH68)_ re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 28, 2015; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-3406. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Tech- 
nology and Logistics), transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, a report relative to the Long 
Range Strike Bomber (LRS-B) system or 
program (OSS-2015-1699); to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 
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EC-3407. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Defense Procurement and Acquisition 
Policy, Department of Defense, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Defense Federal Acquisition Regula- 
tion Supplement: New Designated Coun- 
tries—Montenegro and New Zealand” 
((RIN0750-AI71) (DFARS Case 2015-0049)) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 27, 2015; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

EC-3408. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Defense Procurement and Acquisition 
Policy, Department of Defense, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Defense Federal Acquisition Regula- 
tion Supplement: Removal of Cuba from the 
List of State Sponsors of Terrorism” 
((RIN0750—-AI67) (DFARS 2015-D032)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 27, 2015; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-3409. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Defense Procurement and Acquisition 
Policy, Department of Defense, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘Requirements Relating to Supply 
Chain Risk” ((RIN0750-AH96) (DFARS Case 
2012-D050)) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 27, 2015; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-3410. A communication from the Chief 
Counsel, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Department of Homeland Security, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Final Flood Elevation Deter- 
minations’” ((44 CFR Part 67) (Docket No. 
FEMA-2015-0001)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 28, 
2015; to the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs. 

EC-3411. A communication from the Gen- 
eral Counsel, Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Protection Sys- 
tem, Automatic Reclosing, and Sudden Pres- 
sure Relaying Maintenance Reliability 
Standard” (Docket No. RM15-9-000) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 27, 2015; to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Natural Resources. 

EC-3412. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Revisions to Air Plan; Arizona; Sta- 
tionary Sources; New Source Review” (FRL 
No. 9930-43-Region 9) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 27, 
2015; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC-3413. A communication from the Asso- 
ciate Administrator, Office of Congressional 
and Intergovernmental Relations, Environ- 
mental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report entitled ‘‘2015 Re- 
port to the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency Administrator’; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-3414. A communication from the Gen- 
eral Counsel, National Science Foundation, 
transmitting draft legislation entitled ‘‘Ant- 
arctic Environmental Liability Act of 2015” ; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub- 
lic Works. 

EC-3415. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Director, Centers for Medicare and Med- 
icaid Services, Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Medicaid 
Programs; Methods for Assuring Access to 
Covered Medicaid Services” (RIN0938-AQ54) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 29, 2015; to the Committee 
on Finance. 
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EC-3416. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Director, Centers for Medicare and Med- 
icaid Services, Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Medicaid 
Programs; Final Waivers in Connection With 
the Shared Savings Program’ (RIN0938- 
AR30) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 29, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

EC-3417. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Attorney General, Office of Legislative 
Affairs, Department of Justice, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, a report entitled ‘‘Re- 
port of the Attorney General to the Congress 
of the United States on the Administration 
of the Foreign Agents Registration Act of 
1938, as amended, for the six months ending 
December 31, 2014’; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

EC-3418. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De- 
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to section 36(c) of the 
Arms Export Control Act (DDTC 15-098); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-3419. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report prepared by the Department of 
State on progress toward a negotiated solu- 
tion of the Cyprus question covering the pe- 
riod June 1, 2015 through July 31, 2015; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-3420. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the 
Case-Zablocki Act, 1 U.S.C. 112b, as amended, 
the report of the texts and background state- 
ments of international agreements, other 
than treaties (List 2015-0117—2015-0133); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-3421. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary for Legislation, Department of 
Health and Human Services, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the Performance Report of 
the Food and Drug Administration’s Office of 
Combination Products for fiscal year 2014; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

EC-3422. A communication from the Prin- 
cipal Deputy Chief Financial Officer, Office 
of the Chief Financial Officer, Department of 
Labor, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Administrative Wage 
Garnishment Procedures” (RIN1290-AA27) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 19, 2015; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC-3423. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Merit System Accountability and 
Compliance, Office of Personnel Manage- 
ment, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Solicitation of Fed- 
eral Civilian and Uniformed Service Per- 
sonnel for Contributions to Private Vol- 
untary Organizations’? (RIN3206-AM68) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 28, 2015; to the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs. 

EC-3424. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Planning and Policy Analysis, Of- 
fice of Personnel Management, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Federal Employees Health Benefits Pro- 
gram: Enrollment Options Following the 
Termination of a Plan or Plan Option” 
(RIN3206-AN07) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 28, 2015; 
to the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC-3425. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Assistant Administrator, Drug Enforce- 
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ment Agency, Department of Justice, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Schedules of Controlled Sub- 
stances: Table of Excluded Nonnarcotic 
Products: Nasal Decongestant Inhaler/Vapor 
Inhaler” ((RIN1117-ZA30) (Docket No. DEA- 
409)) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 27, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

EC-3426. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Assistant Administrator, Drug Enforce- 
ment Agency, Department of Justice, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 


entitled ‘‘Schedules of Controlled Sub- 
stances: Table of Excluded Nonnarcotic 
Products: Vicks VapoInhaler’ ((RIN1117— 


AB39) (Docket No. DEA-867)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 27, 2015; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

EC-3427. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Assistant Administrator for Regulatory 
Programs, National Marine Fisheries Serv- 
ice, Department of Commerce, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and 
Plants; Final Rule to List the Dusky Sea 
Snake and Three Foreign Corals Under the 
Endangered Species Act’’ (RIN0648-XD370) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 27, 2015; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3428. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Assistant Administrator for Regulatory 
Programs, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, 
Department of Commerce, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘“Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation 
and Management Act Provisions; Fishery 
Management Council Freedom of Informa- 
tion Act Requests Regulations; Technical 
Amendments to Regulations’? (RIN0648— 
BE73) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 27, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

EC-3429. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Assistant Administrator for Regulatory 
Programs, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, 
Department of Commerce, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“International Fisheries; Western and Cen- 
tral Pacific Fisheries for Highly Migratory 
Species; Fishing Effort and Catch Limits and 
Other Restrictions and Requirements” 
(RIN0648-BE84) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 27, 2015; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC-3430. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Assistant Administrator for Regulatory 
Programs, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, 
Department of Commerce, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘“‘Magnuson-Stevens Act Provisions; Fish- 
eries Off West Coast States; Pacific Coast 
Groundfish Fishery; 2015-2016 Biennial Speci- 
fications and Management Measures; 
Amendment 24; Correction” (RIN0648-BE27) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 27, 2015; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-34381. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Assistant Administrator for Regulatory 
Programs, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, 
Department of Commerce, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“International Fisheries; Pacific Tuna Fish- 
eries; Establishment of Tuna Vessel Moni- 
toring System in the Eastern Pacific Ocean’’ 
(RIN0648-BD54) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 27, 2015; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 
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EC-3432. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Assistant Administrator for Regulatory 
Programs, National Marine Fisheries Serv- 
ice, Department of Commerce, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Fisheries of the Northeastern United 
States; Atlantic Sea Scallop Fishery; State 
Waters Exemption’ (RIN0648-BF20) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 27, 2015; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3483. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Assistant Administrator for Regulatory 
Programs, National Marine Fisheries Serv- 
ice, Department of Commerce, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Atlantic Highly Migratory Species; Atlan- 
tic Bluefin Tuna Quotas” (RIN0648-BE81) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 27, 2015; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3434. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Assistant Administrator for Regulatory 
Programs, National Marine Fisheries Serv- 
ice, Department of Commerce, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico, 
and South Atlantic; Snapper-Grouper Fish- 
ery Off the Southern Atlantic States; Regu- 
latory Amendment 22’’ (RIN0648-BE76) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 27, 2015; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3485. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Exchange of Flatfish in the Ber- 
ing Sea and Aleutian Islands Management 
Area” (RIN0648-XE223) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on October 27, 
2015; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3436. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Depart- 
ment of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Reef 
Fish Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico; 2015 Rec- 
reational Accountability Measures and Clo- 
sure for Gulf of Mexico Greater Amberjack”’ 
(RIN0648-XE182) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 27, 2015; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC-3437. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Pacific Ocean Perch in the West- 
ern Regulatory Area of the Gulf of Mexico” 
(RIN0648-XE168) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 27, 2015; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 


ee 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The following petitions and memo- 
rials were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM-102. A resolution adopted by the 
House of Representatives of the State of 
Michigan urging the President of the United 
States and the United States Congress to 
take action to halt the illegal dumping of 
foreign steel into the U.S. market; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 87 

Whereas, Steel is the backbone of the mod- 

ern economy, and it contributes to every 
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level of daily life. It supports our bridges, 
takes our buildings to new heights, and can 
be found in the everyday appliances in our 
homes. Michigan’s strong manufacturing 
sector, particularly our automotive indus- 
try, relies extensively on the metal, as does 
the energy sector’s domestic oil and gas ex- 
traction efforts. In fact, in 2014, Michigan 
and Minnesota shipped 93 percent of usable 
iron ore products in the United States; and 

Whereas, Iron ore mining and manufac- 
turing has been significantly undermined by 
low-price steel imports from foreign nations. 
Companies in places like China, South 
Korea, India, the Philippines, Vietnam, Thai- 
land, Taiwan, and Saudi Arabia are selling 
their products in the United States at preda- 
tory prices. Some estimates state that cer- 
tain Chinese steel firms retail their products 
in the United States at 75 percent of the do- 
mestic cost of production. A South Korean 
firm recently retailed its products even 
lower at 48 percent of the domestic cost of 
production. This unfair trade puts American 
mills, and the mines that feed them, at risk; 
and 

Whereas, The economic consequences of 
steel dumping have begun and will have a 
lasting detrimental impact on the Michigan 
economy and the entire nation. Across the 
Midwest, thousands of steelworkers have al- 
ready been laid off in recent years, and as 
mills continue to operate well below their 
operational capacity, more steelworkers and 
miners are at risk. As the percentage of for- 
eign steel used in the United States in- 
creases, the impacts on American manufac- 
turing will only increase. This could lead to 
the erosion of enterprises that are critical to 
our economy and national defense; and 

Whereas, The dumping of foreign steel into 
the United States is a violation of inter- 
national trade agreements and must be halt- 
ed, Article VI of the General Agreement on 
Tariffs and Trade 1994 states that products 
from another country shall not be intro- 
duced into the commerce of another country 
at a value less than the product’s normal 
price in the destination country. The Depart- 
ment of Commerce has used the provisions of 
this article to investigate and take anti- 
dumping measures against nations in the 
past. However, this process is slow. So, while 
nations and companies are being identified, 
investigated, and punished, American work- 
ers are being laid off. Action must be taken 
to more aggressively identify those violating 
international trade agreements and punish 
them accordingly: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives, 
That we urge the President and Congress of 
the United States to take action to halt the 
illegal dumping of foreign steel into the U.S. 
market; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States, the President of the United States 
Senate, the Speaker of the United States 
House of Representatives, and the members 
of the Michigan congressional delegation. 

POM-103. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California urging 
the President of the United States and the 
United States Congress to enact S. 664, the 
Foster Care Tax Credit Act, which would 
provide tax relief to short-term foster par- 
ents by helping to cover the actual costs of 
caring for a foster child; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION No. 17 

Whereas, Foster parents make a positive 
and tremendous difference in the lives of so 
many vulnerable children by opening their 
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hearts and homes, and yet California faces 
constant challenges in recruiting and retain- 
ing enough foster families to ensure each 
child is placed in a family-like setting; and 

Whereas, Caring for a child in foster care 
can be more expensive than caring for one’s 
own biological children. Children placed into 
foster care often have experienced signifi- 
cant emotional and physical trauma and 
have higher incidences of medical and behav- 
ioral health issues, resulting in additional 
costs to foster parents. On average, current 
foster care rates would have to increase al- 
most 40 percent nationwide to provide for 
basic care; and 

Whereas, Foster parents do not always 
begin full-time foster parenting imme- 
diately. It is not uncommon for foster par- 
ents to first provide shorter-term respite or 
emergency care before ‘graduating’? into 
more full-time foster parenthood. Likewise, 
foster parents may intend to be full-time; 
however, children placed with them may be 
reunified with their biological families after 
short lengths of time. Foster parents may 
have multiple placements for three to four 
months at a time. According to the Public 
Policy Institute of California, in California 
in 2010, 31 percent of children left foster care 
within three months; and 

Whereas, The shortage of foster homes has 
been widely reported. According to the Los 
Angeles Times in 2015, ‘‘Demand for foster 
beds exceeds supply by more than 30% na- 
tionally. Forty percent of parents withdraw 
during their first year, and an additional 20% 
say they want out, national studies show. 
Those families that remain are often stuck 
in deep poverty themselves’’; and 

Whereas, Encouraging individuals to be- 
come foster parents can contribute to a 
greater number of children being adopted 
from foster care. According to the United 
States Department of Health and Human 
Services, of the children adopted from foster 
care in 2012, 54 percent were adopted by 
former foster parents. In 2012, that would 
have equated to 27,358 children adopted by 
former foster parents; and 

Whereas, Senate Bill 664 of the 114th 
United States Congress, known as the federal 
Foster Care Tax Credit Act, would seek to 
help the many families who care for foster 
children for six months or less, who unlike 
longer term foster, families, are not eligible 
for tax credit assistance under the federal 
Child Tax Credit, to cover the actual cost of 
caring for foster children; and 

Whereas, The Foster Care Tax Credit Act 
provides tax relief to short-term foster par- 
ents and helps cover the actual costs of car- 
ing for a foster child by establishing an infla- 
tion-adjusted, refundable tax credit of up to 
$1,000 per year, per foster child, which is pro- 
rated by the number of months a foster child 
is in a family’s care; Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Assembly and the Senate of 
the State of California, jointly, That because 
foster parents make significant and mean- 
ingful contributions to the lives of so many 
vulnerable children by opening their hearts 
and homes, the Legislature urges the Presi- 
dent and the Congress of the United States 
to enact Senate Bill 664 of the 114th United 
States Congress, known as the Foster Care 
Tax Credit Act, which would provide tax re- 
lief to short term foster parents by helping 
to cover the actual costs of caring for a fos- 
ter child; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As- 
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the 
United States, the Speaker and Minority 
Leader of the House of Representatives, the 


17020 


Majority Leader and Minority Leader of the 
Senate, and each member of the California 
delegation to the United States Congress. 

POM-104. A resolution adopted by the Sen- 
ate of the State of Michigan urging the 
United States Congress to reject the U.S.-led 
nuclear agreement with Iran and press for a 
new agreement that will prevent all path- 
ways to an Iranian nuclear weapon; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

SENATE RESOLUTION No. 104 

Whereas, On July 14, 2015, a six-member co- 
alition of nations, including the govern- 
ments of Great Britain, France, Russia, 
China, and Germany and led by the United 
States, reached an agreement with the Is- 
lamic Republic of Iran. This agreement, for- 
mally known as the Joint Comprehensive 
Plan of Action, seeks to limit Iran’s capacity 
to refine, store, and use weapons-grade nu- 
clear material and develop nuclear weapons 
in exchange for international sanctions re- 
lief; and 

Whereas, The Joint Comprehensive Plan of 
Action, commonly referred to as the Iranian 
nuclear agreement, is not in the strategic in- 
terest of the United States and its allies. 
With the notable exception of the Arak 
heavy-water nuclear facility, this agreement 
leaves in place much of Iran’s nuclear infra- 
structure, including 5,060 centrifuges. More- 
over, this deal allows Iran to continue re- 
searching and developing advanced cen- 
trifuges capable of refining weapons-grade 
nuclear material for use in intercontinental 
ballistic missiles that can strike the United 
States and short-range missiles capable of 
hitting targets throughout the Middle East. 
This creates a direct threat to our national 
security at home and the national security 
interests of Israel and other allies; and 

Whereas, The Iranian nuclear agreement 
legitimizes Iran’s nuclear program and does 
not definitively block a path to a nuclear 
weapon. While the agreement restricts the 
amount of nuclear material Iran may store 
and allows for international inspections, 
these provisions will slow—but not halt—the 
advancement of Iran’s weapons program. The 
inspections also do not meet the ‘‘anytime, 
anywhere” standard needed in this case, but 
rather uses the ‘‘managed access” approach 
that is insufficient to ensure Iran is not de- 
veloping or hiding nuclear weaponry and 
weapon components. Given Iran’s history of 
deceiving the International Atomic Energy 
Agency and its refusal to recognize its nu- 
clear program’s military dimension, the 
international community will be challenged 
keeping Iran’s nuclear weapons program in 
line with the agreement. With some of the 
toughest restrictions ending in ten years, 
Iran is 15 years from manufacturing a nu- 
clear arsenal, which could sink the Middle 
East into a nuclear arms race; and 

Whereas, International sanctions relief 
would allow Iran to further support terrorist 
organizations. The Joint Comprehensive 
Plan of Action, if enacted, would unfreeze an 
estimated $150 billion in assets currently iso- 
lated in foreign banks almost immediately. 
These assets, alongside additional revenue 
from sanctions relief, could be redirected by 
the Iranian government to more substan- 
tially support terrorist organizations in Iraq, 
Syria, Yemen, Lebanon, Palestine, and oth- 
ers. Sanctions relief could also allow more 
money to support a domestic military build- 
up that could be used against area nations, 
like Israel, which Iran has long committed 
to destroying. This emboldens the autocratic 
state to continue its conflict with the United 
States, destabilize the region, and 
marginalize Iranian moderates; and 
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Whereas, The Joint Comprehensive Plan of 
Action is not the best agreement for the 
United States, the Middle East, and the 
world. The agreement fails to set free im- 
prisoned Michigan resident and former Ma- 
rine Amir Hekmati and other Americans. It 
fails to address Iran’s human rights situa- 
tion, a situation that, according to a 2015 
State Department report, continues to dete- 
riorate. The agreement does not allow the 
inspection of Iranian military installations, 
which are needed to ensure secret research is 
not conducted and weaponry and components 
are not hidden; and 

Whereas, Israel’s support of the Iranian nu- 
clear agreement is crucial to reaching long- 
term peace. However, the agreement does 
not have the support necessary to reach that 
goal. Repeated Israeli public opinion polls 
have shown a broad consensus, seemingly 
traversing conventional political divides, 
against the Iranian nuclear deal: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate, That we to urge the 
Congress of the United States to reject the 
U.S.-led nuclear agreement with Iran and 
press for a new agreement that will prevent 
all pathways to an Iranian nuclear weapon; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution he 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States Senate, the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, and the 
members of the Michigan congressional dele- 
gation. 


POM-105. A petition by a citizen from the 
State of Texas urging the United States 
Congress to propose an amendment to the 
United States Constitution which would re- 
quire both houses of Congress approve, by a 
three-fifths vote of all members elected and 
serving in each body, any declaration of mar- 
tial law, or suspension of the writ of habeas 
corpus, by the President of the United 
States, and further providing that such Con- 
gressionally-approved martial law declara- 
tion, or suspension of the writ of habeas cor- 
pus, not exceed 30 days duration, and clearly 
describe the geographic territory covered by 
such declaration or suspension; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. JOHNSON, from the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs, with an amendment in the nature of a 
substitute: 

S. 1550. A bill to amend title 31, United 
States Code, to establish entities tasked 
with improving program and project man- 
agement in certain Federal agencies, and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 114-162). 

By Mr. ISAKSON, from the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs: 

Report to accompany S. 1082, a bill to 
amend title 38, United States Code, to pro- 
vide for the removal or demotion of employ- 
ees of the Department of Veterans Affairs 
based on performance or misconduct, and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 114-163). 

By Mr. VITTER, from the Committee on 
Small Business and Entrepreneurship, with 
amendments: 

S. 2138. A bill to amend the Small Business 
Act to improve the review and acceptance of 
subcontracting plans, and for other purposes. 
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INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Ms. AYOTTE (for herself, Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE, Mrs. CAPITO, and Ms. 
KLOBUCHAR): 


S. 2226. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to reauthorize the residential 
treatment programs for pregnant and 
postpartum women and to establish a pilot 
program to provide grants to State sub- 
stance abuse agencies to promote innovative 
service delivery models for such women; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

By Mr. MANCHIN (for himself and Mr. 
WICKER): 

S. 2227. A bill to amend the National Tele- 
communications and Information Adminis- 
tration Organization Act to permit the Na- 
tional Telecommunications and Information 
Administration to authorize Federal agen- 
cies to accept certain payments related to 
spectrum efficiency and reallocation, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, Ms. 
STABENOW, Mr. CORNYN, and Mr. 
SCHUMER): 

S. 2228. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to permit review of cer- 
tain Medicare payment determinations for 
disproportionate share hospitals, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

By Mrs. SHAHEEN: 

S. 2229. A bill to require the Comptroller 
General of the United States to conduct au- 
dits relating to the timely access of veterans 
to hospital care, medical services, and other 
health care from the Department of Veterans 
Affairs; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. CRUZ: 

S. 2230. A bill to require the Secretary of 
State to submit a report to Congress on the 
designation of the Muslim Brotherhood as a 
foreign terrorist organization, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. DUR- 
BIN, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. MCCANN, Mr. 
REED, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. PETERS, Mr. RUBIO, 
Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. 
Coons, Mr. MARKEY, and Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN): 

S. 2231. A bill to express the sense of Con- 
gress that the Government of the Maldives 
should immediately release former President 
Mohamed Nasheed from prison and release 
all other political prisoners in the country, 
as well as guarantee due process for and re- 
spect the human rights of all of the people of 
the Maldives; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

By Mr. PAUL (for himself, Ms. AYOTTE, 
Mr. BARRASSO, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. Booz- 
MAN, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. 
Cruz, Mr. DAINES, Mr. GARDNER, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. HELLER, Mr. ISAKSON, 
Mr. LEE, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. 
PORTMAN, Mr. RISCH, Mr. RUBIO, Mr. 
TooMEY, Mr. VITTER, Mr. CORNYN, 
and Mr. SCOTT): 

S. 2232. A bill to require a full audit of the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System and the Federal reserve banks by the 
Comptroller General of the United States, 
and for other purposes; read the first time. 


November 3, 2015 


By Mr. VITTER: 

S. 2233. A bill to amend section 3716 of title 
31, United States Code, to reestablish the pe- 
riod of limitations for claims of the United 
States that may be collected by garnishing 
payments received from the Government; to 
the Committee on Finance. 


ES 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for himself, 
Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. QRA- 
HAM, Mr. BENNET, Mr. KIRK, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mr. RUBIO, Mr. SCHUMER, 
Mr. CORNYN, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Ms. 
MURKOWSKI, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. TOOMEY, 
Mr. PORTMAN, and Mr. HELLER): 

S. Res. 302. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate in support of Israel and 
in condemnation of Palestinian terror at- 
tacks; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

By Mr. ALEXANDER (for himself and 
Mr. MERKLEY): 

S. Res. 303. A resolution designating the 
week beginning November 8, 2015, as ‘‘Na- 
tional Nurse-Managed Health Clinic Week”; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. VITTER (for himself, Mrs. SHA- 
HEEN, Mr. RISCH, Mr. Coons, Mr. 
RUBIO, Mr. MARKEY, Mrs. FISCHER, 
Mr. PETERS, Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. CARDIN, 
Mr. ENZI, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. GARD- 
NER, Mr. BOOKER, Mr. SCOTT, Ms. 
HIRONO, Mrs. ERNST, Mr. SCHATZ, Mr. 
BooZMAN, Mr. HOEVEN, Mr. UDALL, 
Ms. HEITKAMP, Mr. KING, Mr. CRAPO, 
Mr. DAINES, Mr. INHOFE, Ms. MIKUL- 
SKI, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. TESTER, Mr. 
PORTMAN, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. ROBERTS, 
Mr. ISAKSON, and Mr. MANCHIN): 

S. Res. 304. A resolution recognizing No- 
vember 28, 2015, as ‘‘Small Business Satur- 
day? and supporting efforts to increase 
awareness of the value of locally owned 
small businesses; considered and agreed to. 


——— 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 123 

At the request of Mr. RUBIO, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro- 
lina (Mr. TILLIS) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 123, a bill to prevent a 
taxpayer bailout of health insurance 
issuers. 

S. 183 

At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
SULLIVAN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 183, a bill to repeal the annual fee on 
health insurance providers enacted by 
the Patient Protection and Affordable 
Care Act. 

S. 264 

At the request of Mr. PAUL, the name 
of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. ROB- 
ERTS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
264, a bill to require a full audit of the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Re- 
serve System and the Federal reserve 
banks by the Comptroller General of 
the United States, and for other pur- 
poses. 
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S. 265 

At the request of Mr. SCOTT, the 
name of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SESSIONS) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 265, a bill to expand oppor- 
tunity through greater choice in edu- 
cation, and for other purposes. 

S. 271 


At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from Missouri (Mr. 
BLUNT) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
271, a bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to permit certain retired 
members of the uniformed services who 
have a service-connected disability to 
receive both disability compensation 
from the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs for their disability and either re- 
tired pay by reason of their years of 
military service or Combat-Related 
Special Compensation, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 334 

At the request of Mr. PORTMAN, the 
names of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mrs. FISCHER), the Senator from Mon- 
tana (Mr. DAINES), the Senator from 
Missouri (Mr. BLUNT), the Senator from 
Texas (Mr. CORNYN), the Senator from 
Alaska (Ms. MURKOWSKI) and the Sen- 
ator from Utah (Mr. HATCH) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 334, a bill to amend 
title 31, United States Code, to provide 
for automatic continuing resolutions. 

S. 352 

At the request of Ms. AYOTTE, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. DAINES) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 352, a bill to amend section 5000A 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
provide an additional religious exemp- 
tion from the individual health cov- 
erage mandate, and for other purposes. 

S. 366 

At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
PORTMAN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 366, a bill to require Senate can- 
didates to file designations, state- 
ments, and reports in electronic form. 

S. 368 

At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the 
name of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SESSIONS) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 368, a bill to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to require that the 
Director of the Bureau of Prisons en- 
sure that each chief executive officer of 
a Federal penal or correctional institu- 
tion provides a secure storage area lo- 
cated outside of the secure perimeter 
of the Federal penal or correctional in- 
stitution for firearms carried by cer- 
tain employees of the Bureau of Pris- 
ons, and for other purposes. 

S. 391 

At the request of Mr. PAUL, the name 
of the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. COT- 
TON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 391, 
a bill to preserve and protect the free 
choice of individual employees to form, 
join, or assist labor organizations, or 
to refrain from such activities. 
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S. 439 
At the request of Mr. FRANKEN, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
KIRK) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
439, a bill to end discrimination based 
on actual or perceived sexual orienta- 
tion or gender identity in public 
schools, and for other purposes. 
S. 481 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. ALEXANDER) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 481, a bill to amend the 
Controlled Substances Act and the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
with respect to drug scheduling rec- 
ommendations by the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, and with 
respect to registration of manufactur- 
ers and distributors seeking to conduct 
clinical testing, and for other purposes. 
S. 488 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. COTTON) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 488, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to allow physi- 
cian assistants, nurse practitioners, 
and clinical nurse specialists to super- 
vise cardiac, intensive cardiac, and pul- 
monary rehabilitation programs. 
S. 540 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 540, a bill to amend the Rich- 
ard B. Russell National School Lunch 
Act to require the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to make loan guarantees and 
grants to finance certain improve- 
ments to school lunch facilities, to 
train school food service personnel, and 
for other purposes. 
S. 569 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 569, a bill to reauthorize the 
farm to school program, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 578 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 578, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to ensure more 
timely access to home health services 
for Medicare beneficiaries under the 
Medicare program. 
S. 586 
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
SULLIVAN) and the Senator from Iowa 
(Mrs. ERNST) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 586, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to foster more ef- 
fective implementation and coordina- 
tion of clinical care for people with 
pre-diabetes, diabetes, and the chronic 
diseases and conditions that result 
from diabetes. 
S. 624 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
his name was added as a cosponsor of 
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S. 624, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to waive coinsur- 
ance under Medicare for colorectal can- 
cer screening tests, regardless of 
whether therapeutic intervention is re- 
quired during the screening. 

At the request of Ms. HIRONO, her 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
624, supra. 

S. 681 

At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the name of the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts (Ms. WARREN) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 681, a bill to amend 
title 38, United States Code, to clarify 
presumptions relating to the exposure 
of certain veterans who served in the 
vicinity of the Republic of Vietnam, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 804 

At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. REED) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 804, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to specify coverage 
of continuous glucose monitoring de- 
vices, and for other purposes. 

S. 849 

At the request of Mr. ISAKSON, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. REED) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 849, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide for sys- 
tematic data collection and analysis 
and epidemiological research regarding 
Multiple Sclerosis (MS), Parkinson’s 
disease, and other neurological dis- 
eases. 

S. 862 

At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. CARPER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 862, a bill to amend the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938 to provide 
more effective remedies to victims of 
discrimination in the payment of 
wages on the basis of sex, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 865 

At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 865, a bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to improve the dis- 
ability compensation evaluation proce- 
dure of the Secretary of Veterans Af- 
fairs for veterans with mental health 
conditions related to military sexual 
trauma, and for other purposes. 

S. 898 

At the request of Mr. KIRK, the name 
of the Senator from New York (Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 898, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide for the 
participation of optometrists in the 
National Health Service Corps scholar- 
ship and loan repayment programs, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 928 

At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the names of the Senator from Alaska 
(Mr. SULLIVAN) and the Senator from 
Nebraska (Mrs. FISCHER) were added as 
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cosponsors of S. 928, a bill to reauthor- 
ize the World Trade Center Health Pro- 
gram and the September 11th Victim 
Compensation Fund of 2001, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 1079 
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. COTTON) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1079, a bill to amend titles XI and 
XVIII of the Social Security Act and 
title XXVII of the Public Health Serv- 
ice Act to improve coverage for 
colorectal screening tests under Medi- 
care and private health insurance cov- 
erage, and for other purposes. 
S. 1082 
At the request of Mr. RUBIO, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro- 
lina (Mr. SCOTT) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1082, a bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to provide for the 
removal or demotion of employees of 
the Department of Veterans Affairs 
based on performance or misconduct, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 1140 
At the request of Mr. DONNELLY, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mrs. MCCASKILL) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1140, a bill to require the 
Secretary of the Army and the Admin- 
istrator of the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency to propose a regulation re- 
vising the definition of the term 
“waters of the United States” , and for 
other purposes. 
S. 1149 
At the request of Mr. VITTER, the 
name of the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia (Mrs. CAPITO) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1149, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to re- 
quire reporting of certain data by pro- 
viders and suppliers of air ambulance 
services for purposes of reforming re- 
imbursements for such services under 
the Medicare program, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 1169 
At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the name of the Senator from Wash- 
ington (Mrs. MURRAY) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1169, a bill to reauthor- 
ize and improve the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 
1974, and for other purposes. 
S. 1555 
At the request of Ms. HIRONO, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
SULLIVAN), the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. WYDEN), the Senator from Min- 
nesota (Mr. FRANKEN), the Senator 
from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) and 
the Senator from California (Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN) were added as cosponsors of S. 
1555, a bill to award a Congressional 
Gold Medal, collectively, to the Fili- 
pino veterans of World War II, in rec- 
ognition of the dedicated service of the 
veterans during World War II. 
S. 1559 
At the request of Ms. AYOTTE, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
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(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1559, a bill to protect vic- 
tims of domestic violence, sexual as- 
sault, stalking, and dating violence 
from emotional and psychological 
trauma caused by acts of violence or 
threats of violence against their pets. 
S. 1711 
At the request of Mr. SCOTT, the 
names of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
RISCH) and the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. PERDUE) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 1711, a bill to provide for a tem- 
porary safe harbor from the enforce- 
ment of integrated disclosure require- 
ments for mortgage loan transactions 
under the Real Estate Settlement Pro- 
cedures Act of 1974 and the Truth in 
Lending Act, and for other purposes. 
S. 1714 
At the request of Mr. MANCHIN, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1714, a bill to amend the Surface Min- 
ing Control and Reclamation Act of 
1977 to transfer certain funds to the 
Multiemployer Health Benefit Plan 
and the 1974 United Mine Workers of 
America Pension Plan, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 1798 
At the request of Mr. RUBIO, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro- 
lina (Mr. SCOTT) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1798, a bill to reauthorize the 
United States Commission on Inter- 
national Religious Freedom, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 1831 
At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1831, a bill to revise sec- 
tion 48 of title 18, United States Code, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 1883 
At the request of Mr. REED, the 
names of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. BOXER) and the Senator from 
California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1883, a bill to maxi- 
mize discovery, and accelerate develop- 
ment and availability, of promising 
childhood cancer treatments, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 1885 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from New 
York (Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1885, a bill to amend title 
38, United States Code, to improve the 
provision of assistance and benefits to 
veterans who are homeless, at risk of 
becoming homeless, or occupying tem- 
porary housing, and for other purposes. 
S. 1926 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Ms. 
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1926, a bill to ensure access to 
screening mammography services. 
S. 1942 
At the request of Mr. GARDNER, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
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(Mr. BENNET) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1942, a bill to require a land con- 
veyance involving the Elkhorn Ranch 
and the White River National Forest in 
the State of Colorado, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 1970 
At the request of Mr. SANDERS, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1970, a bill to establish national 
procedures for automatic voter reg- 
istration for elections for Federal Of- 
fice. 
S. 1982 
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
names of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SESSIONS), the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) and the Sen- 
ator from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1982, a bill to au- 
thorize a Wall of Remembrance as part 
of the Korean War Veterans Memorial 
and to allow certain private contribu- 
tions to fund the Wall of Remem- 
brance. 
S. 2042 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
names of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. BOXER) and the Senator from 
New York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2042, a bill to 
amend the National Labor Relations 
Act to strengthen protections for em- 
ployees wishing to advocate for im- 
proved wages, hours, or other terms or 
conditions of employment and to pro- 
vide for stronger remedies for inter- 
ference with these rights, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 2044 
At the request of Mr. THUNE, the 
names of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) and the Senator 
from Missouri (Mrs. MCCASKILL) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2044, a bill to 
prohibit the use of certain clauses in 
form contracts that restrict the ability 
of a consumer to communicate regard- 
ing the goods or services offered in 
interstate commerce that were the sub- 
ject of the contract, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 2067 
At the request of Mr. WICKER, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
SULLIVAN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2067, a bill to establish EUREKA 
Prize Competitions to accelerate dis- 
covery and development of disease- 
modifying, preventive, or curative 
treatments for Alzheimer’s disease and 
related dementia, to encourage efforts 
to enhance detection and diagnosis of 
such diseases, or to enhance the qual- 
ity and efficiency of care of individuals 
with such diseases. 
S. 2103 
At the request of Mr. DONNELLY, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. FRANKEN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 2103, a bill to modify a provi- 
sion relating to adjustments of certain 
State apportionments for Federal high- 
way programs, and for other purposes. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


S. 2137 
At the request of Mr. BLUNT, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2137, a bill to amend title 
10, United States Code, to provide a pe- 
riod for the relocation of spouses and 
dependents of certain members of the 
Armed Forces undergoing a permanent 
change of station in order to ease and 
facilitate the relocation of military 
families. 
S. 2144 
At the request of Mr. GARDNER, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
PERDUE) was added as a cosponsor of 8. 
2144, a bill to improve the enforcement 
of sanctions against the Government of 
North Korea, and for other purposes. 
S. 2145 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
names of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. Coons), the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. MERKLEY) and the Senator from 
Washington (Ms. CANTWELL) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2145, a bill to 
make supplemental appropriations for 
fiscal year 2016. 
S. 2175 
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. COTTON) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2175, a bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to clarify the role 
of podiatrists in the Department of 
Veterans Affairs, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 2220 
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, her 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2220, a bill to amend title XXVII of the 
Public Health Service Act to provide 
for a special enrollment period for 
pregnant women, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 2221 
At the request of Mr. ROBERTS, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
PERDUE) was added as a cosponsor of 8. 
2221, a bill to preserve the companion- 
ship services exemption for minimum 
wage and overtime pay, and the live-in 
domestic services exemption for over- 
time pay, under the Fair Labor Stand- 
ards Act of 1938. 
S. 2223 
At the request of Mr. THUNE, the 
name of the Senator from South Da- 
kota (Mr. ROUNDS) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2223, a bill to transfer ad- 
ministrative jurisdiction over certain 
Bureau of Land Management land from 
the Secretary of the Interior to the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs for inclu- 
sion in the Black Hills National Ceme- 
tery, and for other purposes. 
S. RES. 282 
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the 
names of the Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. WARNER) and the Senator from 
Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) were added as 
cosponsors of S. Res. 282, a resolution 
supporting the goals and ideals of 
American Diabetes Month. 
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S. RES. 299 

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
names of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Ms. BALDWIN), the Senator from Colo- 
rado (Mr. BENNET), the Senator from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY), the Sen- 
ator from Ohio (Mr. BROWN), the Sen- 
ator from Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI), 
the Senator from Washington (Mrs. 
MURRAY), the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land (Mr. WHITEHOUSE), the Senator 
from New Mexico (Mr. HEINRICH) and 
the Senator from Washington (Ms. 
CANTWELL) were added as cosponsors of 
S. Res. 299, a resolution honoring the 
life, legacy, and example of former 
Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin 
on the twentieth anniversary of his 
death. 


EE 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. 
McCaIN, Mr. REED, Mr. WHITE- 
HOUSE, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. 
PETERS, Mr. RUBIO, Mr. MENEN- 
DEZ, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. COONS, 
Mr. MARKEY, and Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN): 

S. 2231. A bill to express the sense of 
Congress that the Government of the 
Maldives should immediately release 
former President Mohamed Nasheed 
from prison and release all other polit- 
ical prisoners in the country, as well as 
guarantee due process for and respect 
the human rights of all of the people of 
the Maldives; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, since 
January 2015, President Abdulla 
Yameen of the Maldives has increas- 
ingly cracked down on dissent within 
his own party and the political opposi- 
tion, presided over the erosion of judi- 
cial impartiality, and put increasing 
pressure on civil society. The arrest of 
former president Mohamed Nasheed, 
who was convicted in a widely con- 
demned trial that UN High Commis- 
sioner for Human Rights Zeid Ra’ad de- 
scribed as containing ‘‘flagrant irreg- 
ularities’’, and who remains imprisoned 
today, is indicative of the current situ- 
ation. 

That is why today I am introducing, 
together with a bipartisan coalition of 
13 other Senators, a bill expressing the 
sense of Congress that the Government 
of the Maldives should immediately re- 
lease former president Nasheed and all 
other political prisoners in the coun- 
try, and guarantee due process for, and 
respect the human rights of, all of the 
people of the Maldives. 

The United States and the Maldives 
have common interests in maritime se- 
curity, commerce, and addressing cli- 
mate change. But we also expect our 
partners to respect the fundamental 
rights of their people, including those 
who disagree with the government’s 
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policies, and to uphold the basic prin- 
ciples of justice. I thank the cosponsors 
of this legislation for their support. 


ee 


SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION 302—EX- 
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE IN SUPPORT OF ISRAEL 
AND IN CONDEMNATION OF PAL- 
ESTINIAN TERROR ATTACKS 


Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for himself, Ms. 
AYOTTE, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. 
BENNET, Mr. KIRK, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
RUBIO, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. CORNYN, Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mr. 
CARDIN, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr. PORTMAN, and 
Mr. HELLER) submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations: 

S. RES. 302 


Whereas Israel is a democratic ally and 
major strategic partner of the United States, 
as codified by the United States-Israel Stra- 
tegic Partnership Act of 2014 (Public Law 
113-296), and cooperation between Israel and 
the United States continues to increase in 
importance with a swiftly shifting security 
situation in the Middle East and North Afri- 
ca; 

Whereas Jerusalem is an undivided city, 
eternal capital of Israel, holiest city for the 
Jewish people, central to the worship of 
three monotheistic religions, and unique in 
the Middle East region as a city of religious 
tolerance where Israel guarantees access, se- 
curity, and respect for the three monothe- 
istic religions to worship in peace at holy 
sites; 

Whereas, upon Israel securing control of 
Jerusalem in 1967, it has maintained a policy 
of keeping the Haram Al Sharif specifically 
open for Muslim prayer, welcoming over 
3,500,000 regular worshipers annually; 

Whereas the Government of Israel upholds 
the 1994 Treaty of Peace Between the State 
of Israel and the Hashemite Kingdom of Jor- 
dan, which states in Article Nine that each 
party ‘‘will provide freedom of access to 
places of religious and historical signifi- 
cance,” as well as ‘‘act together to promote 
interfaith relations among the three mono- 
theistic religions, with the aim of working 
toward religious understanding, moral com- 
mitment, freedom of religious worship, and 
tolerance and peace”; 

Whereas Yasser Arafat, Chairman of the 
Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO), 
committed in his exchange of letters with 
Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin on 
September 9, 1993, that ‘‘the PLO renounces 
the use of terrorism and other acts of vio- 
lence and will assume responsibility over all 
PLO elements and personnel in order to as- 
sure their compliance,’’ and under the subse- 
quent 1995 Oslo II Accord, the Palestinians 
pledged to ‘‘abstain from incitement, includ- 
ing hostile propaganda ... [and to] take 
legal measures to prevent such incitement 
by any organizations, groups or individuals 
within their jurisdiction’’; 

Whereas the President of the Palestinian 
Authority, Mahmoud Abbas, wrongly an- 
nounced during the tenth anniversary of 
Yasser Arafat’s death in November 2014 that 
Israel has no claim to Jerusalem, that the 
Temple Mount will not be allowed to be 
“contaminated” by Jews, and that Jewish 
prayer on the Temple Mount would lead to a 
“devastating religious war’’; 
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Whereas President Abbas falsely claimed 
during his address to the United Nations 
General Assembly in September 2015 that the 
Government of Israel has used ‘‘brutal force 
to impose its plans to undermine the Islamic 
and Christian sanctities in Jerusalem” and 
announced that the Palestinian Authority is 
no longer bound by the Oslo Accords; 

Whereas Israel has in recent weeks been 
subjected to an alarming wave of terrorism 
directed against innocent civilians by Pal- 
estinians armed with knives, meat cleavers, 
guns, and cars; 

Whereas there have been approximately 69 
such attacks since the beginning of October 
2015, leaving 11 Israelis dead and another 145 
wounded; 

Whereas United States citizens have lost 
their lives as a result of these terrorist at- 
tacks, including Richard Lakin and Eitam 
Henkin; 

Whereas these random, gruesome attacks 
are intended to instill a sense of fear among 
the people of Israel leading their normal 
lives, and also destabilize security for both 
Palestinians and Israelis; 

Whereas Israel, Jordan, and the United 
States have reached an agreement regarding 
the installation of surveillance cameras on 
the Temple Mount in accordance with the re- 
spective responsibilities of the Israelis au- 
thorities and the Jordanian Waqf. 

Whereas President Abbas has helped to fuel 
the current violence in recent weeks by 
falsely casting Israel as the brutal aggressor 
in multiple public speeches, refusing to con- 
demn the lethal terror attacks, and failing 
to acknowledge Israel’s right to self-defense; 

Whereas President Abbas’ statements are 
part of a pattern of incitement among Pales- 
tinian leaders that includes denial of the 
Jewish heritage of Jerusalem, paying month- 
ly salaries to the families of imprisoned Pal- 
estinian terrorists, praising slain terrorists 
as martyrs, demonizing Jews in official Pal- 
estinian Authority media, and encouraging 
attacks on social media; and 

Whereas Palestinian leaders have repeat- 
edly threatened to suspend cooperation and 
further encouraged violence by blaming 
Israel for killing Palestinian perpetrators of 
these heinous crimes: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) condemns these brutal attacks in the 
harshest terms possible; 

(2) welcomes Israel’s commitment to the 
continued maintenance of the status quo on 
the Temple Mount; 

(3) urges the President and the inter- 
national community to join in forcefully 
condemning these Palestinian terror at- 
tacks; 

(4) clarifies that there is no justification 
for these types of attacks and that there is a 
direct correlation between the recent up- 
surge in violence and Arab incitement re- 
garding the Temple Mount; 

(5) stands with the people of Israel during 
these difficult days; 

(6) supports Israel’s right to self-defense 
and rejects any suggestion of the moral 
equivalence of Israeli security personnel pro- 
tecting its citizens from senseless violence 
and terrorists intent to deliberately take in- 
nocent lives; 

(7) supports the agreement reached to in- 
stall surveillance cameras on the Temple 
Mount according to the arrangements to be 
determined between the parties; 

(8) calls upon President Abbas to stop all 
incitement by Palestinian officials and by 
Palestinian media, to strongly and unequivo- 
cally demand an end to the violence, and to 
take all steps necessary to halt these at- 
tacks; 
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(9) expresses support and admiration for in- 
dividuals and organizations working to en- 
courage cooperation between Israelis and 
Palestinians; 

(10) encourages President Abbas to con- 
tinue strengthening and maintaining secu- 
rity cooperation with Israel; 

(11) reiterates that Palestinian political 
goals will never be achieved through vio- 
lence; and 

(12) calls on all parties to return to the ne- 
gotiating table immediately and without 
preconditions, as direct discussions remain 
the best avenue to ending the Israeli-Pales- 
tinian conflict. 


EE 


SENATE RESOLUTION 303—DESIG- 
NATING THE WEEK BEGINNING 
NOVEMBER 8, 2015, AS ‘“NA- 
TIONAL NURSE-MANAGED 
HEALTH CLINIC WEEK” 


Mr. ALEXANDER (for himself and 
Mr. MERKLEY) submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary: 

S. REs. 303 


Whereas a nurse-managed health clinic is a 
nonprofit community-based health care site 
that offers primary care and wellness serv- 
ices based on the nursing model; 

Whereas the nursing model emphasizes— 

(1) protection, promotion, and optimiza- 
tion of health; 

(2) prevention of illness; 

(8) alleviation of suffering; and 

(4) diagnosis and treatment of illness; 

Whereas an advanced practice nurse leads 
each nurse-managed health clinic and an 
interdisciplinary team of highly qualified 
health care professionals staffs each nurse- 
managed health clinic; 

Whereas each nurse-managed health clinic 
offers a broad scope of services, including— 

(1) treatment for acute and chronic ill- 
nesses; 

(2) routine physical exams; 

(3) immunizations for adults and children; 

(4) disease screenings; 

(5) health education; 

(6) prenatal care; 

(7) dental care; and 

(8) drug and alcohol treatment; 

Whereas, as of September 2015, approxi- 
mately 500 nurse-managed health clinics— 

(1) provided care in the United States; and 

(2) recorded more than 2,500,000 patient en- 
counters annually; 

Whereas nurse-managed health clinics 
serve a unique, dual role as healthcare safety 
net access points and health workforce de- 
velopment sites, because the majority of 
nurse-managed health clinics— 

(1) are affiliated with schools of nursing; 
and 

(2) serve as clinical education sites for stu- 
dents entering the health profession; 

Whereas nurse-managed health clinics 
strengthen the healthcare safety net by ex- 
panding access to primary care and chronic 
disease management services for vulnerable 
and medically under-served populations in 
diverse rural, urban, and suburban commu- 
nities; 

Whereas research has shown that— 

(1) nurse-managed health clinics experi- 
ence high rates of— 

(A) patient retention; and 
(B) patient satisfaction; and 

(2) nurse-managed health clinic patients, 
compared to patients of other similar safety 
net providers, experience— 
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(A) higher rates of generic medication 
fills; and 
(B) lower hospitalization rates; 

Whereas the 2013 Health Affairs article, 
“Nurse-Managed Health Centers And Pa- 
tient-Centered Medical Homes Could Miti- 
gate Expected Primary Care Physician 
Shortage”, highlights the ability of each 
nurse-managed health clinic to bring high- 
quality care to individuals who may not oth- 
erwise receive needed services; and 

Whereas each nurse-managed health clinic 
that offers primary care and wellness serv- 
ices provides quality care in a cost-effective 
manner: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) designates the week beginning Novem- 
ber 8, 2015, as ‘‘National Nurse-Managed 
Health Clinic Week’’; 

(2) supports the ideals and goals of Na- 
tional Nurse-Managed Health Clinic Week; 
and 

(3) encourages the continued support of 
nurse-managed health clinics so that nurse- 
managed health clinics may continue to 
serve as healthcare workforce development 
sites for the next generation of primary care 
providers. 


a 


SENATE RESOLUTION 304—RECOG- 
NIZING NOVEMBER 28, 2015, AS 
“SMALL BUSINESS SATURDAY” 
AND SUPPORTING EFFORTS TO 
INCREASE AWARENESS OF THE 
VALUE OF LOCALLY OWNED 
SMALL BUSINESSES 


Mr. VITTER (for himself, Mrs. SHA- 
HEEN, Mr. RISCH, Mr. Coons, Mr. RUBIO, 
Mr. MARKEY, Mrs. FISCHER, Mr. 
PETERS, Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. 
ENZI, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. GARDNER, Mr. 
BOOKER, Mr. SCOTT, Ms. HIRONO, Mrs. 
ERNST, Mr. SCHATZ, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. 
HOEVEN, Mr. UDALL, Ms. HEITKAMP, Mr. 
KING, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. DAINES, Mr. 
INHOFE, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mrs. MURRAY, 
Mr. TESTER, Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. WYDEN, 
Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. ISAKSON, and Mr. 
MANCHIN) submitted the following reso- 
lution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. REs. 304 

Whereas there are 28,448,856 small busi- 
nesses in the United States; 

Whereas small businesses represent 99.7 
percent of all businesses with employees in 
the United States; 

Whereas small businesses employ over 48.5 
percent of the employees in the private sec- 
tor in the United States; 

Whereas small businesses pay over 42 per- 
cent of the total payroll of the employees in 
the private sector in the United States; 

Whereas small businesses constitute 97.7 
percent of firms exporting goods; 

Whereas small businesses are responsible 
for more than 46 percent of private sector 
output; 

Whereas small businesses generated 63 per- 
cent of net new jobs created over the past 20 
years; 

Whereas 87 percent of consumers in the 
United States agree that the success of small 
businesses is critical to the overall economic 
health of the United States; 

Whereas 89 percent of consumers in the 
United States agree that small businesses 
contribute positively to local communities 
by supplying jobs and generating tax rev- 
enue; 
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Whereas 93 percent of consumers in the 
United States agree that it is important to 
support the small businesses in their com- 
munities; and 

Whereas November 28, 2015 is an appro- 
priate day to recognize ‘‘Small Business Sat- 
urday’’: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) recognizes and encourages the observ- 
ance of “Small Business Saturday” on No- 
vember 28, 2015; and 

(2) supports efforts— 

(A) to encourage consumers to shop lo- 
cally; and 

(B) to increase awareness of the value of 
locally owned small businesses and the im- 
pact of locally owned small businesses on the 
economy of the United States. 


EE 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 


SA 2762. Mr. FLAKE submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1140, to require the Secretary of the 
Army and the Administrator of the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency to propose a regu- 
lation revising the definition of the term 
“waters of the United States’’, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 


EE 


TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 2762. Mr. FLAKE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1140, to require the 
Secretary of the Army and the Admin- 
istrator of the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency to propose a regulation re- 
vising the definition of the term 
“waters of the United States”, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

Strike section 5 and insert the following: 
SEC. 5. SUPPLEMENTAL SCIENTIFIC REVIEW AND 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE. 

(a) SUPPLEMENTAL SCIENTIFIC 
PANEL.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary and 
the Administrator shall establish a panel, to 
be known as the ‘‘Supplemental Scientific 
Review Panel” (referred to in this subsection 
as the ‘‘Panel’’), to submit to the Secretary 
and the Administrator recommendations re- 
garding metrics, based on the best available 
scientific information, to quantify the de- 
gree of connectivity between any body of 
water or wetland and a traditionally navi- 
gable water. 

(2) MEMBERSHIP.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Panel shall be com- 
posed of 9 members, of whom— 

(i) 2 shall be appointed by the Majority 
Leader of the Senate; 

(ii) 2 shall be appointed by the Minority 
Leader of the Senate; 

(iii) 2 shall be appointed by the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives; 

(iv) 2 shall be appointed by the Minority 
Leader of the House of Representatives; and 

(v) 1 shall be appointed by the President of 
the National Academy of Engineering. 

(B) DATE OF APPOINTMENTS.—The appoint- 
ment of a member of the Panel shall be made 
not later than 45 days after the date of en- 
actment of this Act. 

(C) QUALIFICATIONS.—Each member of the 
Panel shall be appointed from among indi- 
viduals who possess— 

(i) expertise in a field of the biogeo- 
sciences, such as hydrology, ecology, or 
geomorphology; 
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(ii)(I) academic excellence, as determined 
in accordance with criteria including peer- 
reviewed journal publications and invited 
academic conference presentations; or 

(II) practical expertise demonstrated by a 
record of employment as a professional with 
equivalent experience as an academic sci- 
entist; and 

(iii) experience regarding collecting and in- 
terpreting field measurements of streams 
and wetlands. 

(D) REQUIREMENT.—In appointing members 
of the Panel, each appointing officer referred 
to in subparagraph (A) shall ensure that the 
Panel includes balanced representation of re- 
search expertise across all Level I ecoregions 
(as defined in section III of the 1997 publica- 
tion of the Commission for Environmental 
Cooperation publication entitled ‘‘Ecological 
Regions of North America Toward a Common 
Perspective’’). 

(E) CHAIRPERSON.—At the first meeting of 
the Panel, a majority of the members of the 
Panel present and voting shall elect the 
Chairperson of the Panel from among the 
members of the Panel. 

(F) VACANCIES.—A vacancy on the Panel— 

(i) shall not affect the powers of the Panel; 
and 

(ii) shall be filled in the same manner as 
the original appointment was made. 

(G) COMPENSATION.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—A member of the Panel— 

(I) shall not be considered to be a Federal 
employee for any purpose by reason of serv- 
ice on the Panel; and 

(II) shall serve without pay. 

(ii) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—A member of the 
Panel shall be allowed travel expenses, in- 
cluding per diem in lieu of subsistence, at 
rates authorized for an employee of an agen- 
cy under subchapter I of chapter 57 of title 5, 
United States Code, while away from the 
home or regular place of business of the 
member in the performance of the duties of 
the Panel. 

(H) INITIAL MEETING.—The Panel shall hold 
the initial meeting of the Panel by not later 
than 90 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

(I) MEETINGS.—The Panel shall meet at the 
call of a majority of the members of the 
Panel. 

(J) QUORUM.—Of the members of the Panel, 
5 shall constitute a quorum. 

(K) RULES OF PROCEDURE.—The Panel may 
establish rules for the conduct of business of 
the Panel, subject to the condition that 
those rules shall not be inconsistent with 
this Act or any other applicable law. 

(3) DUTIES.—The Panel shall— 

(A) recommend metrics, based on the best 
available scientific information and consid- 
ering the duration, magnitude, and fre- 
quency of flows, to quantify the degree of 
connectivity between any body of water or 
wetland and a traditionally navigable water; 

(B) ensure the recommended metrics ac- 
count for regional variability in all types of 
waterbodies and across all States, the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and other 
territories and possessions of the United 
States; and 

(C) not later than 1 year after the date on 
which the Panel first convenes, submit to 
the Secretary and Administrator a report de- 
scribing each recommendation of the Panel 
to which not fewer than 6 members have 
agreed. 

(4) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary and the 
Administrator shall provide to the Panel 
such staff and administrative services as 
may be necessary and appropriate for the 
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Panel to perform the duties under paragraph 
(8). 

(B) DETAIL OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EM- 
PLOYEES.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—An employee of the Fed- 
eral Government may be detailed to the 
Panel without reimbursement. 

(ii) CIVIL SERVICE STATUS.—The detail of 
the employee shall be without interruption 
or loss of civil service status or privilege. 

(5) FUNDING.—The Secretary and the Ad- 
ministrator shall provide to the Panel such 
funds as the Secretary and the Adminis- 
trator determine to be appropriate from 
amounts made available to the Secretary 
and the Administrator in appropriations 
Acts. 

(6) TERMINATION.. The Panel shall termi- 
nate on the earlier of— 

(A) the date that is 180 days after the date 
on which the report is submitted under para- 
graph (3)(C); and 

(B) the date that is 2 years after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

(7) APPLICABILITY OF FEDERAL ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE ACT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Federal Advisory 
Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) shall apply to 
the Panel. 

(B) PUBLIC MEETINGS AND RELEASE OF PUB- 
LIC VERSIONS OF REPORTS.—The Panel shall— 

(i) hold public hearings and meetings to 
the extent appropriate; and 

(ii) release public versions of the report re- 
quired under paragraph (3)(C). 

(C) PUBLIC HEARINGS.—Any public hearings 
of the Panel shall be conducted in a manner 
consistent with the protection of informa- 
tion provided to or developed for or by the 
Panel as required by any applicable law, reg- 
ulation, or Executive order. 

(b) EPHEMERAL AND INTERMITTENT STREAMS 
ADVISORY COMMISSION.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary and 
the Administrator shall establish a commis- 
sion, to be known as the “Ephemeral and 
Intermittent Streams Advisory Commis- 
sion” (referred to in this subsection as the 
““Commission’’), to develop criteria to define 
whether a waterbody or wetland has a sig- 
nificant nexus to a traditional navigable 
water using the metrics developed by the 
Panel. 

(2) MEMBERSHIP.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall be 
composed of 15 members, of whom— 

(i) 2 shall be appointed by the Majority 
Leader of the Senate; 

(ii) 2 shall be appointed by the Minority 
Leader of the Senate; 

(iii) 2 shall be appointed by the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives; 

(iv) 2 shall be appointed by the Minority 
Leader of the House of Representatives; and 

(v) 7 shall be appointed jointly by the Ad- 
ministrator and the Secretary. 

(B) DATE OF APPOINTMENTS.—The appoint- 
ment of a member of the Commission shall 
be made not later than the date that is 45 
days after the date on which the report of 
the Panel is submitted under subsection 
(a)(3)(C). 

(C) QUALIFICATIONS.—Hach member of the 
Commission shall be appointed from among 
individuals who possess— 

(i) experience regarding the permitting 
process under the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.); 

(ii) experience serving on the Panel; or 

(ii) expertise in a field of the biogeo- 
sciences, such as hydrology, ecology, or 
geomorphology; and 

(II) academic excellence, as determined in 
accordance with criteria including peer-re- 
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viewed journal publications and invited aca- 
demic conference presentations. 

(D) REQUIREMENTS.—In appointing mem- 
bers of the Commission, each appointing offi- 
cer referred to in subparagraph (A) shall en- 
sure that the Commission includes— 

(i) balanced representation of research ex- 
pertise across all Level I ecoregions (as de- 
fined in section III of the 1997 publication of 
the Commission for Environmental Coopera- 
tion publication entitled ‘‘Ecological Re- 
gions of North America Toward a Common 
Perspective’’); and 

(ii) equal representation of the following 
groups: 

(I) Individuals who represent— 

(aa) the interests of builders and devel- 
opers; 

(bb) agricultural interests; 

(cc) energy and mineral development; or 

(dd) the commercial timber industry. 

(II) Individuals who represent— 

(aa) nationally or regionally recognized en- 
vironmental organizations; 

(bb) sport, recreational, and commercial 
fishing interests; 

(cc) sportsman’s organizations; or 

(dd) municipal water supply interests. 

(IIT) Individuals who— 

(aa) hold a State, county, or local elected 
office; 

(bb) are employed by a State agency re- 
sponsible for the management of the envi- 
ronment or natural interests; or 

(cc) represent the affected public at-large. 

(E) CHAIRPERSON.—At the first meeting of 
the Commission, a majority of the members 
of the Commission present and voting shall 
elect the Chairperson of the Commission 
from among the members of the Commis- 
sion. 

(F) VACANCIES.—A vacancy on the Commis- 
sion— 

(i) shall not affect the powers of the Com- 
mission; and 

(ii) shall be filled in the same manner as 
the original appointment was made. 

(G) COMPENSATION.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—A member of the Commis- 
sion— 

(I) shall not be considered to be a Federal 
employee for any purpose by reason of serv- 
ice on the Commission; and 

(II) shall serve without pay. 

(ii) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—A member of the 
Commission shall be allowed travel expenses, 
including per diem in lieu of subsistence, at 
rates authorized for an employee of an agen- 
cy under subchapter I of chapter 57 of title 5, 
United States Code, while away from the 
home or regular place of business of the 
member in the performance of the duties of 
the Commission. 

(H) INITIAL MEETING.—The Commission 
shall hold the initial meeting of the Commis- 
sion not earlier than the date on which the 
report of the Panel is submitted under sub- 
section (a)(8)(C). 

(I) MEETINGS.—The Commission shall meet 
at the call of a majority of the members of 
the Commission. 

(J) QUORUM.—Of the members of the Com- 
mission, 9 shall constitute a quorum. 

(K) RULES OF PROCEDURE.—The Commis- 
sion may establish rules for the conduct of 
business of the Commission, subject to the 
condition that those rules shall not be incon- 
sistent with this Act or any other applicable 
law. 

(3) DUTIES.—The Commission shall— 

(A) develop criteria to define whether a 
waterbody or wetland has a significant nexus 
to traditional navigable water using the 
metrics developed by the Panel, including 
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the measures of flow described in paragraphs 
(2)(C) and (8)(E) of section 4(b); 

(B) ensure those criteria account for re- 
gional variability in all types of waterbodies 
and wetlands and across all States, the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and other 
territories and possessions of the United 
States; 

(C) not later than 180 days after the date 
on which the Commission holds the initial 
meeting under paragraph (2)(H), submit to 
the Secretary and the Administrator a draft 
report that— 

(i) describes the criteria developed by the 
Commission; and 

(ii) is subject to a 60-day period for public 
comment; and 

(D) after addressing the comments received 
during the 60-day comment period under sub- 
paragraph (C)(ii), submit to the Secretary 
and the Administrator a final report. 

(4) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary and the 
Administrator shall provide to the Commis- 
sion such staff and administrative services 
as may be necessary and appropriate for the 
Commission to perform the duties under 
paragraph (8). 

(B) DETAIL OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EM- 
PLOYEES.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—An employee of the Fed- 
eral Government may be detailed to the 
Commission without reimbursement. 

(ii) CIVIL SERVICE STATUS.—The detail of 
the employee shall be without interruption 
or loss of civil service status or privilege. 

(5) FUNDING.—The Secretary and the Ad- 
ministrator shall provide to the Commission 
such funds as the Secretary and the Admin- 
istrator determine to be appropriate from 
amounts made available to the Secretary 
and the Administrator in appropriations 
Acts. 

(6) TERMINATION.—The Commission shall 
terminate on the earlier of— 

(A) the date that is 180 days after the date 
on which the final report is submitted under 
paragraph (3)(D); and 

(B) the date that is 3 years after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

(7) APPLICABILITY OF FEDERAL ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE ACT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Federal Advisory 
Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) shall apply to 
the Commission. 

(B) PUBLIC MEETINGS AND RELEASE OF PUB- 
LIC VERSIONS OF REPORTS.—The Commission 
shall— 

(i) hold public hearings and meetings to 
the extent appropriate; and 

(ii) release public versions of the reports 
required under subparagraphs (C) and (D) of 
paragraph (8). 

(C) PUBLIC HEARINGS.—Any public hearings 
of the Commission shall be conducted in a 
manner consistent with the protection of in- 
formation provided to or developed for or by 
the Commission as required by any applica- 
ble law, regulation, or Executive order. 

(c) REVISED DEFINITION.—A revision to or 
guidance on a regulatory definition de- 
scribed in section 4(a) shall have no force or 
effect until after the Secretary and the Ad- 
ministrator carry out each action described 
in this section. 


EE 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
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Senate on November 3, 2015, at 9:30 
A.M. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 

AFFAIRS 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on No- 
vember 3, 2015, at 2:45 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on November 3, 2015, at 9:30 
a.m., to conduct a hearing entitled 
“Nominations.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on November 3, 2015, at 2:45 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EUROPE AND REGIONAL 

SECURITY COOPERATION 


Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations Sub- 


committee on Europe and Regional Se- 
curity Cooperation be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on November 3, 2015, at 2:30 p.m., to 
conduct a hearing entitled ‘‘Putin’s In- 
vasion of Ukraine and the Propaganda 
that Threatens Europe.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PRIVACY, TECHNOLOGY, AND 

THE LAW 


Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask 


unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, Sub- 
committee on Privacy, Technology, 


and the Law be authorized to meet dur- 
ing the session of the Senate on No- 
vember 3, 2015, at 2:30 p.m., in room 
SD-226 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building, to conduct a hearing entitled 
“Data Brokers—Is Consumers’ Infor- 
mation Secure?” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 


Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Chuck 
Podolack, a legislative fellow in Sen- 
ator FLAKE’s office, be granted floor 
privileges for the remainder of this 
year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. HEITKAMP. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Amy Crane, 
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an intern in my office, be granted floor 
privileges for the duration of today’s 
session of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 


EEE 
SMALL BUSINESS SATURDAY 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the consideration of S. 
Res. 304, submitted earlier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 304) recognizing No- 
vember 28, 2015, as “Small Business Satur- 
day? and supporting efforts to increase 
awareness of the value of locally owned 
small businesses. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the reso- 
lution be agreed to, the preamble be 
agreed to, and the motions to recon- 
sider be laid upon the table with no in- 
tervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

(The resolution, with its preamble, is 
printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub- 
mitted Resolutions.’’) 


EE 


MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—S. 2232 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
understand there is a bill at the desk, 
and I ask for its first reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the bill by title for the 
first time. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A bill (S. 2232) to require a full audit of the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System and the Federal reserve banks by the 
Comptroller General of the United States, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I now ask for a 
second reading and, in order to place 
the bill on the calendar under the pro- 
visions of rule XIV, I object to my own 
request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion having been heard, the bill will be 
read for the second time on the next 
legislative day. 


EE 


ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, 
NOVEMBER 4, 2015 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until 10 a.m., Wednesday, No- 
vember 4; that following the prayer and 
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pledge, the morning hour be deemed 
expired, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, and the time for the 
two leaders be reserved for their use 
later in the day; further, that following 
leader remarks, the Senate then re- 
sume consideration of S.J. Res. 22, with 
the time until 12 noon equally divided 
in the usual form; finally, that at 12 
noon, the Senate vote on passage of 
S.J. Res. 22. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be- 
fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that it stand adjourned under the 
previous order, following the remarks 
of Senator PORTMAN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Ohio. 


EE 
TAX CODE REFORM 


Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
this evening to talk about an issue 
that is critical to keeping jobs here in 
America and keeping investment in 
this country and not driving it over- 
seas. 

We had another reminder just last 
week of just how broken our Tax Code 
is when a huge company, Pfizer, a 
pharmaceutical company, decided it 
could no longer compete as a U.S. cor- 
poration. Instead it is seeking a merger 
with an Irish-based drugmaker called 
Allergan. They want to move their cor- 
porate headquarters to Ireland. It is 
another in a long line of companies 
that have made this decision because 
our Tax Code is broken. 

Unfortunately, these kinds of trans- 
actions are called inversions, where a 
U.S. company buys a smaller company 
overseas and merges with them to be- 
come a foreign company. That is just 
the tip of the iceberg. It is actually 
bigger than these inversions. It also 
has to do with foreign companies buy- 
ing U.S. companies because they can do 
so because they have a higher aftertax 
profit and pay a premium. These kinds 
of transactions are causing our jobs 
and investments to go overseas. 

Yesterday we had another indication 
of that. It was announced that the Irish 
drug company Shire is going to buy the 
Massachusetts-based biotech company 
Dyax for $6.5 billion. By the way, this 
isn’t the first acquisition Shire has 
made this year. In January they ac- 
quired a New Jersey-based company 
NPS Pharmaceuticals, and in August 
they bought a privately held company 
called Foresight Biotherapeutics. 

A foreign company coming in and 
buying U.S. companies and moving the 
headquarters overseas is an example of 
why what the Obama administration is 
doing to counter this is not working, 
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because their solution to this is not to 
reform the Tax Code but rather to 
change the way the tax laws are inter- 
preted and put out regulations they 
called a tax notice that tries to block 
these so-called inversions. This very 
company we are talking about, Shire, 
was the subject of an inversion. It is 
true that AbbVie, a company in Illi- 
nois, was going to merge with them 
and do one of these inversions. They 
chose not to because of the administra- 
tion’s new tax notice—these new regu- 
lations. What happened instead, Shire 
said: Fine, we will not merge with this 
U.S. company through an inversion. We 
will just buy U.S. companies—and they 
bought three this year. So this is only 
going to be solved if we actually reform 
the Tax Code. 

Interestingly, we have also seen this 
with another pharmaceutical company. 
It is called Salex. Salex wanted to do a 
merger—one of these inversions—and 
they were blocked from doing it by the 
regulations, so then they decided to be- 
come a target for a foreign takeover. 
Sure enough, a Canadian company, 
Valeant, which had already moved 
from the United States to Canada in a 
merger, in an inversion, came to the 
United States and bought, in this case, 
Salex, which is a North Carolina com- 
pany. This is happening just about 
every week we are hearing about an- 
other company that is leaving our 
shores because of our Tax Code. To the 
administration’s credit they haven’t 
just put out these regulations saying 
let’s slow down on inversions, they 
have just said we do need to reform the 
Tax Code. That is the truth. 

This town is not doing its work. We 
are not doing what the people have 
elected us to do, which is to fix prob- 
lems like this. We are letting this fes- 
ter. Again, every week we have another 
example of this. It is no secret why this 
is happening. At a combined 39-percent 
tax rate, the United States now has the 
highest business tax rate of any of the 
industrialized countries. It is a No. 1 
that you don’t want to be. 

Second, we don’t let companies that 
are American companies bring their 
profits back here without paying that 
prohibitively high tax, so they have 
locked up their profits overseas. You 
probably heard this, but they say there 
is about $2.5 trillion in earnings that 
are locked up overseas that could come 
back to create jobs right here, expand- 
ing plants and equipment and adding 
more employees. Instead, because of 
our Tax Code, it is not coming back— 
$2.5 trillion. 

Importantly, the burden of this falls 
on American workers—think about it— 
No. 1, because these companies in 
America are not as competitive as they 
should be because of our Tax Code. Ac- 
cording to the studies, wages are lower, 
benefits are lower, U.S. workers are 
caught. This is one reason among oth- 
ers that we have wage stagnation in 
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this country, because our Tax Code is 
so out of date. Just by fixing the Tax 
Code we could give the economy a shot 
in the arm and help lift up those wages. 
Instead, so many workers in my home 
State of Ohio and around this country 
are working hard, playing by the rules, 
and doing everything right. Yet their 
wages are flat—even, on average, de- 
clining. 

This is a new phenomenon for us in 
this country, but in the last 6 years 
wages have gone down, on average, not 
just stayed flat. By the way, expenses 
are up: health care, thanks to 
ObamaCare, tuition costs, energy 
costs, electricity bills, food costs. It is 
called the middle-class squeeze—flat 
wages, higher expenses. One way to fix 
that is to put forward pro-growth poli- 
cies that can actually make a dif- 
ference in getting this economy mov- 
ing. Specifically, we have an example 
where if we had a better Tax Code 
based on the economic analysis, it 
would result not just in more jobs but 
better jobs. It is a way we can help, not 
just to bring back the jobs but to bring 
back better jobs. 

Almost all of our competitors—think 
of the UK, Japan—have lowered their 
rates, and they have also gone to a 
competitive international tax code 
where their companies can bring their 
earnings back to invest in their coun- 
try. So they are beating us. America is 
falling behind because of this problem. 

American companies are much more 
valuable as foreign headquarters then 
they are in the hands of U.S. owners. It 
is the primary reason, by the way, that 
last year the number of acquisitions of 
U.S. companies by foreign companies 
doubled. 

Let me say that again. Last year 
there were twice as many foreign take- 
overs as there was the year before— 
twice as many. Something is happening 
here. By the way, this year the $275 bil- 
lion worth of takeovers we saw last 
year is likely to go to over $400 billion, 
we are told. So it is not quite a dou- 
bling this year but pretty darn close. 
Again, there is something happening. 

My concern is, if we don’t do some- 
thing about this, we are going to look 
back 4 or 5 years from now and say 
what happened, all these great U.S. 
companies have gone overseas. It is not 
just pharmaceutical companies, it is 
across the board. It is all kinds of in- 
dustries. Try to buy an American beer. 
The largest U.S. beer companies are 
now Sam Adams, with about 1.4 per- 
cent market share, and Yuengling, 
with about the same market share. All 
the rest are foreign-owned—all of 
them—because of our Tax Code. An- 
heuser-Busch went overseas. Miller is 
overseas. Coors is overseas. You go 
right down the line of American busi- 
nesses that are affected by this, and it 
is thousands and thousands of jobs. 

We did a little investigation of this 
in the subcommittee that I had, called 
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the Permanent Subcommittee on In- 
vestigations. I cochair it with CLAIRE 
MCCASKILL, who is a Democrat from 
Missouri. We looked into these issues, 
did some research, and said it was 
worth having a hearing to bring some 
of these facts to light. We did this a 
couple of months ago. This is what we 
found out. Having reviewed more than 
a dozen foreign acquisitions of U.S. 
companies and mergers where the 
headquarters end up being overseas, we 
found out that jobs are being lost, in- 
vestments are being lost—not a sur- 
prise. It is not just the headquarters 
that move, it is the people, the money. 

One prominent case study we looked 
at was the acquisition of this Valeant 
pharmaceutical company that I talked 
about earlier. Valeant is now a com- 
pany in Quebec. They merged with a 
company in Canada. When they went 
up there they decided: You know what. 
We are now going to start buying U.S. 
companies because we have such an ad- 
vantage. We can pay a premium. They 
have now managed to acquire more 
than a dozen U.S. companies worth 
more than $30 billion. 

We reviewed some of the key deal 
documents to understand how the tax 
advantages affected these acquisitions, 
specifically. How did it affect them? 
We were able to look at the 2013 sale of 
the New York-based eye care firm, 
Bausch & Lomb. Anybody who wears 
contact lenses has probably heard of 
them. We looked at the 2015 sale of this 
North Carolina company called Salex 
that I talked about a moment ago. In 
those two acquisitions alone, Valeant 
determined they could shave more than 
$3 billion off the tax bill just by inte- 
grating these companies into their Ca- 
nadian-based operations. Think about 
that. 

What do these deals mean to the 
American worker? Well, the three re- 
cent Valeant acquisitions we studied 
resulted in the loss of about 2,300 U.S. 
jobs, plus a loss of about $16 million per 
year of contract manufacturing that 
was moved from the United States to 
Canada—additional jobs being lost. 
Again, this is happening as we talk to- 
night. There are companies considering 
leaving our shores because our Tax 
Code is so outdated and so antiquated. 

We talked about the beer industry. 
The subcommittee took testimony 
from a guy named Jim Cook. Jim Cook 
is the founder and chairman of the Bos- 
ton Beer Company. You might know 
him as the maker of Sam Adams. The 
market share is about 1.4 percent. Mr. 
Cook testified that if we fail to reform 
our Tax Code, his company could be 
next. He explained that he regularly 
gets offers from investment bankers to 
facilitate a sale. He comes back to his 
office after being away for a week and 
what does he find in his inbox, a bunch 
of proposals from investment banking 
firms saying: Why don’t you go over- 
seas? We will show you how do it. We 
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will save you all kinds of money. Be- 
come a foreign corporation. This is 
happening all over the country. 

Mr. Cook, to his credit, is a real pa- 
triot. He doesn’t want to become a for- 
eign company. He has declined all 
these offers, but he also informed us 
that when he is gone he believes that 
company will be driven by financial 
pressure to become an overseas com- 
pany. He owns a majority of the com- 
pany’s voting shares. He is fortunate. 
Not all CEOs are in that position, of 
course. They can’t afford—because 
they have a fiduciary responsibility to 
their shareholders—to be able to with- 
stand this pressure to go overseas. 

So in our subcommittee hearing and 
in some of the dialogue on the floor 
and elsewhere, we heard a lot of criti- 
cism of these companies that have gone 
overseas. I will say the plain truth, 
which is, if there is any villain in this 
story, it is not those companies. I wish 
they would stay here, but it is not 
those companies. It is our Tax Code 
and it is Washington. 

Just another example, along with 
regulatory relief, as we talked about 
earlier tonight, along with expanding 
exporting and being sure imports are 
fairly traded, along with dealing with 
our education system and our worker 
retraining system at the Federal level 
that is not working—all of these things 
need to be changed. Our energy ap- 
proach to have a one-size-fits-all pol- 
icy, that is Washington that can and 
should do that. 

There are so many issues that we are 
not addressing in terms of the debt and 
the deficit, economic issues. This is an- 
other one and this one is just so obvi- 
ous. 

Mr. Cook is famous today, the found- 
er and chairman of Boston Beer Com- 
pany Sam Adams, because he was in a 
Wall Street Journal editorial. I com- 
mend that editorial to you. It talks 
about exactly what I mentioned ear- 
lier, which is because the aftertax prof- 
it is greater for a foreign company, 
they can pay a premium. It talks about 
the fact that as compared to being able 
to bring a dollar back from overseas as 
a U.S. company and having 39 percent 
of it taxed, with a foreign entity—for 
instance, what could happen with 
Pfizer—they can go overseas, become 
an Irish company, and only pay 12 per- 
cent. They can bring 88 cents of that 
dollar back to this country. What an 
irony. They can invest more in Amer- 
ica by being a foreign company. We 
would like them to be able to be an 
American company, bring that money 
back that is overseas, and build invest- 
ments, jobs, plants, equipment, and 
people. 

The Wall Street Journal editorial 
was wrong in one regard; that is, they 
said Jim Cook is a bearded brewer. He 
doesn’t have a beard, but he is a brew- 
er. They also said this is an issue that 
divides Democrats and Republicans. I 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


would say with respect, as a Repub- 
lican on this side of the aisle, it is not 
that simple. There are Democrats who 
actually think we should be reforming 
the Tax Code. There are a lot of Repub- 
licans who think that too. In the Presi- 
dential debate you can see a lot of Re- 
publicans talking about it. Hillary 
Clinton, on the other hand, doesn’t 
seem much interested in it. She wants 
to punish these companies that go 
overseas. That is not going to help. 
That will cause more companies to go 
overseas. They will vote with their 
feet, but I don’t believe this is a par- 
tisan issue. 

I actually believe there are people of 
good will on both sides of the aisle who 
get this. 

Senator SCHUMER and I did a report 
after a working group that we were 
asked to chair by our leadership where 
we came up with the conclusion that 
we had to fix this system. Senator 
SCHUMER is a Democrat and I am a Re- 
publican. We don’t agree on a lot of 
things. But we agreed on this because 
after hearing testimony from people, 
including CEOs of companies that were 
struggling with this decision, we real- 
ized we had to deal with it. We have to 
deal with it. I believe ultimately that 
what we have to do is to overhaul our 
entire Tax Code. We should deal with 
the individual side of the code, we 
should lower that rate and broaden the 
base, in other words, get rid of a lot of 
the preferences and loopholes. 

On the corporate side, we should do 
the same thing and get the corporate 
rate so it is competitive. A 25-percent 
rate rather than a 35-percent rate 
would make a big difference. 

The overhaul is necessary for us to be 
able to give the economy the real shot 
in the arm it deserves. But in the short 
term, we have a President who refuses 
to reform the taxes on the individual 
side without raising significant new 
revenues—in other words, increasing 
taxes dramatically, a couple of trillion 
dollars in his budget. We are not going 
to do that because that would hurt the 
economy too much. But even with a 
President who believes that on the in- 
dividual side, there does seem to be 
more consensus on this business issue— 
what to do with the business tax code— 
particularly as it relates to the inter- 
national tax code we talked about. So 
my feeling is, let’s take a first step. 
Let’s do what we can do on a bipartisan 
basis. Let’s build on that consensus 
that we have reached—that we have to 
fix this problem now or we are going to 
see more and more companies and jobs 
and investment go overseas. Let’s come 
up with something that addresses that 
specific problem. 

In July, in this report that Senator 
SCHUMER and I released, we suggested 
three things where we can find a con- 
sensus. One, let’s move to that inter- 
national tax system where we can 
allow people to bring their earnings 
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home. Let’s not lock those earnings up 
overseas. Let’s have what you would 
call a permanent repatriation and 
allow that money to come back. By the 
way, that money could be used for all 
kinds of things, including infrastruc- 
ture. So it could be tied to the highway 
bill. But it is important for me that we 
change the system to allow those funds 
to come back here and create jobs and 
opportunity in America. There is $2.5 
trillion locked up overseas. 

Second, we said we ought to have in- 
centives to be able to keep intellectual 
property, which is highly mobile, here 
in America, because a lot of countries 
around the world now are setting up 
what they call patent boxes or innova- 
tion boxes, and they are attracting our 
best and brightest. They are creating 
now a nexus between the lower rate 
you get if you move that intellectual 
property overseas and the researchers. 
In other words, they will give you a 
low tax rate, but you have to move the 
expertise there too. 

Again, we are going to look back a 
few years from now if we don’t deal 
with this and say: What happened? 
Some of our best researchers, some of 
our best colleges and universities here 
are now not doing the work anymore 
because it is being done overseas, be- 
cause they are providing the inventive 
and we are not. 

Third, we agree we do need to have 
some sensible base erosion protections 
that would discourage companies from 
shifting their income to low-tax juris- 
dictions, to tax havens, just for that 
purpose. By the way, the businesses 
that we talked to around the country 
agree with that. They would like to see 
a lower tax rate also. That is incred- 
ibly important. That is the obvious 
next step. But I do think there is an op- 
portunity for us to act and to act now 
to be able to help give the economy a 
shot in the arm, to bring back the tril- 
lions of dollars from overseas, and to 
help us stop this exodus of jobs and in- 
vestment in U.S. companies overseas. 

I also believe we could act this year 
on this. We know what to do. There 
have been plenty of reports and stud- 
ies. There is actually a tax proposal in- 
troduced by Dave Camp, who was the 
chairman of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee prior to PAUL RYAN. PAUL 
RYAN, who is now Speaker of the 
House, is very interested in this. He 
has done a lot of good work on this. 
The Ways and Means Committee and 
the Finance Committee have held lit- 
erally dozens of hearings. We know 
what to do. It is a question of political 
will to get it done. 

As we do that, we should also be sure 
to address the annual tax extenders. 
These are provisions for the Tax Code 
that are only in place for a short period 
of time. Right now they have already 
expired. The idea is that at the end of 
the year we might once again retro- 
actively extend these tax provisions. 
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Think of the R&D tax credit, for in- 
stance, or the research and develop- 
ment tax credit. That is very impor- 
tant. 

We think we should make those ex- 
tenders that are good policy perma- 
nent. If we did that and we did this tax 
reform we talked about earlier, which 
by the way would be revenue neutral, 
this is the one area where the Presi- 
dent of the United States and other 
Democrats are willing to say: Let’s not 
try to wring more taxes out of the sys- 
tem; let’s try to do this on a revenue- 
neutral basis. 

By the way, it is going to be so pro- 
growth that it will result in more rev- 
enue coming in, not because you raise 
taxes, but because it is the right thing 
to do to encourage jobs, investment, 
and opportunity. But if you did these 
tax extenders along with it, you would 
be making the policies permanent, 
which would provide a huge boost to 
the economy. The Joint Committee on 
Taxation found that the short-term ex- 
tenders that were passed by the Senate 
Finance Committee last month—this is 
just a short-term one for a 2-year ex- 
tension, would create $10.4 billion in 
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new tax revenue over the next 10 years. 
Think about that. That is just a short- 
term extension. Imagine the growth if 
those were made permanent. 


So we do have the opportunity here 
to do something good for our country, 
for our companies, and, most impor- 
tantly, for American workers, and one 
that is going to result in growth in the 
economy and, therefore, in revenue 
through growth, not through higher 
taxes but in fact by getting the tax 
rates down and having a competitive 
international tax system. 


The last thing we want to do is to 
look back a few years from now and 
say: We had this opportunity. In this 
area, at least, we have a President will- 
ing to work with us. We have some 
Democrats and Republicans willing to 
join hands and get something done. We 
missed the opportunity. Now we are 
seeing this unfortunate movement of 
more and more of our great American 
companies overseas. We are seeing the 
American tax base being eroded. We 
are seeing something that would take 
away the opportunity for us to help get 
this economy back on track for every- 
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body, for the shared prosperity that we 
all seek. 

If that happens, we will have no one 
to blame but ourselves here in this 
town. So I would encourage my col- 
leagues again: Look at what is hap- 
pening. Look at what happened with 
Pfizer last week, with Shire this week, 
and with yet another company I am 
sure next week. We need to wake up 
and realize that if we don’t act—and we 
alone can act because this requires a 
change in tax policy. It cannot happen 
through more regulations. It has to 
happen by changing the law. If we 
don’t act, we are not doing our duty to 
those who sent us here to represent 
them. 

I yield the floor. 


EE 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
adjourned until 10 a.m. tomorrow. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 7:18 p.m., 
adjourned until Wednesday, November 
4, 2015, at 10 a.m. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


The House met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. KELLY of Mississippi). 


Ee 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
November 3, 2015. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable TRENT 
KELLY to act as Speaker pro tempore on this 
day. 

PAUL D. RYAN, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


EE 


MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of Janu- 
ary 6, 2015, the Chair will now recog- 
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 

The Chair will alternate recognition 
between the parties, with each party 
limited to 1 hour and each Member 
other than the majority and minority 
leaders and the minority whip limited 
to 5 minutes, but in no event shall de- 
bate continue beyond 11:50 a.m. 


eee 


ADA EDUCATION AND REFORM 
ACT OF 2015 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. POE) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
Doughnuts to Go is a small, family- 
owned shop in California managed by 
Lee Ky. Like any small business, its 
success depends on the hard work and 
grit of the folks who own it. 

Lee’s success was threatened in 2012 
when Doughnuts to Go was sued by 
ADA trolls for alleged violations of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act. The 
lawsuit alleged minute violations, in- 
cluding—get this—a mislabeled table, 
door handles that were off by a few 
centimeters, and the trash can in the 
bathroom was in the wrong place. 

Lee was surprised by this lawsuit, es- 
pecially because she is disabled herself. 
Lee is confined to a wheelchair and 
runs her store that she believes is ADA 
compliant. Lee was targeted by a serial 
plaintiff who never set foot in the store 
and who also sued nearly 80 other busi- 
nesses in the area. 

Unfortunately, Lee’s not alone. Mr. 
Speaker, there is a whole industry 
made up of people who prey on and 


strong-arm small businesses in order to 
make money off of ADA lawsuits. To 
these trolls, it is about making money, 
not helping the disabled get access to 
businesses. 

In 1990, the Americans with Disabil- 
ities Act was signed into law. Now, 
after 25 years of progress and advance- 
ment, the integrity of this landmark 
legislation is being threatened by a 
handful of lawyers and plaintiffs. 

The vast majority of businesses 
strive to serve their customers to the 
best of their ability, relying on the 
ADA as another tool to help ensure 
that customers with disabilities can 
enjoy the services they provide. Most 
of these businessowners believe they 
are compliant with the ADA. Their 
businesses have even passed local and 
State inspections. However, despite 
their best attempts, certain attorneys 
and their pool of serial plaintiffs look 
for minor, easily correctible ADA in- 
fractions so they can file a lawsuit and 
make some cash off, I believe, the dis- 
abled. 

Faced with the threat of a lawsuit for 
minor infractions, small-business own- 
ers find themselves in a dilemma. They 
have few choices: settle out of court or 
spend time and money to go through 
the legal process. This becomes a lose- 
lose situation. 

At face value, these drive-by lawsuits 
are an easy way for both greedy plain- 
tiffs and attorneys to make a quick 
buck. In many cases, a single plaintiff 
signs onto multiple cases, alleging vio- 
lations at businesses and properties 
where the plaintiff has never set foot. 
In California, for example, one serial 
plaintiff filed over 250 separate law- 
suits. Another individual filed more 
than 800, and a third nearly 1,000. Some 
of these lawsuits are filed by plaintiffs 
that never have been in the business or 
even live in the State. The abuse is ob- 
vious. 

Unfortunately, these lawsuits are on 
the rise nationwide. In 2014 alone, there 
was a 63 percent increase in ADA law- 
suits for businesses open to the public, 
with more than 4,000 individual cases 
making their way to Federal courts. 

What’s more is that local and State 
courts across the country are finding 
themselves inundated by these drive-by 
lawsuits, and some have created special 
rules to deal with the sheer volume of 
these cases. Because of this, State leg- 
islatures have begun to take action. 

The Texas State Legislature has al- 
ready filed steps to curtail these prac- 
tices. The ADA, however, is Federal 
law, and as such, Congress must rem- 


This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 


edy this harmful practice of drive-by 
lawsuits targeting small businesses. 

This is why I am introducing the 
ADA Education and Reform Act of 2015, 
H.R. 3765. This legislation will provide 
businessowners with an opportunity to 
remedy the alleged ADA infractions be- 
fore being saddled with legal fees. 
Businessowners will have a 120-day 
window when given notice by the plain- 
tiff to make any necessary public ac- 
commodation corrections and update 
their business. If the businessowner 
fails to correct the infractions, the 
plaintiff retains all of their rights to 
pursue legal action under ADA. This 
legislation restores the purpose of the 
ADA, which is to provide access and ac- 
commodation to disabled Americans, 
not to fatten the wallets of ADA trolls. 

So I recommend to the House of Rep- 
resentatives that they sign onto this 
legislation, because the goal of this 
legislation is to make all businesses 
comply with the ADA, Mr. Speaker, 
not to be a cash cow for litigants that 
have never set foot in a Doughnuts to 
Go. 

And that is just the way it is. 


EE 
TRANSPORTATION BILL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
started last week in Dallas, Texas, 
working with people across the coun- 
try, but especially from Texas, dealing 
with transportation needs and their re- 
quirements for balanced transportation 
by pedestrians, streetcar, and espe- 
cially light rail. Dallas has the most 
extensive light-rail system in the coun- 
try. I ended my week in New York 
City, in Brooklyn, where this vast 
sprawling economic engine, home to 20 
million people in the metropolitan 
area, was dealing with their transpor- 
tation needs. 

Virtually all of these people, whether 
from Brooklyn, Texas, or around the 
country, are in agreement with what 
they need going forward, an important 
part of which is a renewal and 
strengthening of the Federal transpor- 
tation partnership. 

I was pleased to see that we are mov- 
ing ahead with discussion of the basic 
framework produced by our friends on 
the Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee. I commend Mr. SHUSTER 
and Mr. DEFAZIO for producing a bill 
that is quite strong under these dif- 
ficult circumstances. It does preserve 
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the basic framework and continue to 
make improvements not just around 
the edges. There are potential break- 
through provisions in technology in 
transportation that could truly be 
transformational. 

It is disappointing, however, that the 
bill flatlines important bike and pedes- 
trian funding, something that is vitally 
needed in Houston, Indianapolis, Se- 
attle, here in our Nation’s Capital, in 
suburban Maryland, and communities 
all across the country. 

The lack of balance in this transpor- 
tation funding is unfortunate. But Iam 
hoping, through the amendment proc- 
ess and the work between the two 
Chambers, if it proceeds, that we will 
be able to correct it. 

The basic problem is, of course, we 
continue to tiptoe around the obvious 
solution to our transportation funding 
crisis. Our transportation partnership 
is compromised with our State, local, 
and private sector partners because we 
pretend that we can meet 2015 trans- 
portation needs with 1993 dollars, the 
last time we raised the gas tax. The re- 
fusal to do what Ronald Reagan did in 
1982 and the refusal to do what six red 
Republican States have already done 
this year—Idaho, Utah, Nebraska, 
Iowa, South Dakota, Georgia—raising 
the gas tax, creates unnecessary dif- 
ficulties. 

The majority of States have raised 
their revenues over the last 4 years for 
transportation, and a review of the 
politicians involved with making these 
decisions found that those who voted 
for the revenue increases were actually 
reelected at a higher percentage than 
those who voted ‘‘no.”’ 

This bill is a well-intended statement 
with good structure and innovation; 
but until we have meaningful, long- 
term, predictable funding, it is only a 
well-intended statement. We continue 
the uncertainty that bedevils people 
at the State and local levels; and the 
big projects—multistate, multimodal, 
multiyear projects—need certainty. 

The minor cost increase of a few 
cents per day for families would be off- 
set by the dramatic plunge in gasoline 
prices and offset even more through 
the cost to families for damage to their 
vehicles of over $500 a year now be- 
cause of poor road conditions and al- 
most $1,000 a year lost due to conges- 
tion. These are real costs that we are 
inflicting on American families every 
day unnecessarily. 

Raising the gas tax and providing 
stable, meaningful funding for trans- 
portation will create millions of fam- 
ily-wage jobs all across the country 
while we get America unstuck and 
strengthen communities large and 
small. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the positive ele- 
ments in this bill that we are dis- 
cussing is Vision Zero, which asks us 
to plan for a world where there are no 
traffic fatalities, a goal that is so im- 
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portant to strive for as we continue to 
kill 32,000 people a year on our high- 
ways and countless more who are in- 
jured. 

Setting our goal high with Vision 
Zero is the sort of bold step we need, 
but we should not have a Vision Zero 
for new revenue. That is not bold. That 
is not courageous. That doesn’t get the 
job done. 

I look forward to this debate over the 
next couple of days. I look forward to 
having Members of Congress consider 
their alternatives. What are they going 
to do to make sure we can rebuild and 
renew this great country? 

This used to be an area of tremen- 
dous bipartisan cooperation, leader- 
ship, and accomplishment for Congress. 
I hope it can be so again as we turn to 
transportation this week. The Amer- 
ican public would welcome such a de- 
velopment, and certainly they deserve 
it. 

———— 


WASTE OF TAXPAYER MONEY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. JONES) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I continue 
to be amazed and disappointed that the 
Republican Party wants to keep put- 
ting money in a black hole. The black 
hole is known as Afghanistan. 

The story broke yesterday that the 
Pentagon spent $43 million on a single 
natural gas station in Afghanistan 
when it should have cost no more than 
$300,000. The Pentagon spent over $30 
million in overhead costs to build this 
one gas station, and the gas station 
was set up to service a kind of car that 
a huge majority of Afghans cannot af- 
ford. The Pentagon also will not an- 
swer any questions about this ridicu- 
lous waste of money. 

The $43 million gas station is one of 
the hundreds of examples of the waste 
of the taxpayers’ money in Afghani- 
stan. John Sopko has repeatedly writ- 
ten about the waste in Afghanistan. I 
don’t know why Congress has contin- 
ued to fund the waste and fraud in Af- 
ghanistan. 

Instead, last week, Congress passed a 
budget deal that increased defense 
spending over the next 2 years by over 
$80 billion a year. I did not vote for this 
bill. We already have a national debt of 
over $18 trillion, and I cannot, in good 
conscience, vote to add $1.5 trillion to 
the debt. 

The budget deal also puts $59 million 
into the Overseas Contingency Oper- 
ation fund, which is a slush fund for 
spending money in unauthorized wars 
in the Middle East. I am for rebuilding 
our military, but I am not in favor of 
the waste in Afghanistan. 

Mr. Speaker, enough is enough. 
President Obama signed us up for 9 
more years in Afghanistan when he 
signed the bilateral security agreement 
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last year. On Friday, he announced 
that he is putting American troops on 
the ground in Syria in an open-ended 
mission. This is a waste of money and 
a waste of lives. It needs to stop, and 
Congress has the power to stop it; but 
we will not use our constitutional au- 
thority to even debate what he is doing 
in the Middle East. 

Mr. Speaker, I bring with me posters 
from time to time. I look at the deaths 
of so many men and women in Iraq and 
Afghanistan who serve our Nation, and 
it breaks my heart. 

So to make my point before I close, 
Mr. Speaker, we still have Americans 
dying in Afghanistan, but it doesn’t 
make the papers anymore. We had a 
soldier from Fort Bragg—which is not 
in my district, but it is in North Caro- 
lina—who was killed in Iraq last week. 

Mr. Speaker, I bring this poster 
today because it tells the story much 
better than my words could ever tell 
the story about war. It is a lady hold- 
ing her little girl’s hand. The little girl 
has her finger in her mouth, and she is 
wondering why her daddy is in a flag- 
draped coffin. I don’t know what to tell 
that little girl. All I can tell that little 
girl is that Congress is indifferent to 
sending our young men and women to 
die in the Middle East. 

It is time for Congress to meet its 
constitutional responsibility and have 
a debate and a vote on the floor of the 
House. 


EE 
1015 


HONDURAS MUST END 
CORRUPTION AND IMPUNITY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, in 
September I visited Honduras as part 
of a delegation organized by the Wash- 
ington Office on Latin America. Last 
month I spoke about the violence and 
extreme poverty that force families 
and young people to flee the country. 
Today I want to focus on another ur- 
gent issue, namely, how to confront 
the pervasive corruption in Honduras. 

We heard about the problem of cor- 
ruption everywhere, from the U.N., the 
President of Honduras, and the U.S. 
Ambassador, to community leaders and 
NGOs with expertise in justice and 
human rights. Everyone wanted to talk 
about the seemingly intractable prob- 
lem of endemic corruption in Hon- 
duras. 

The roots of corruption in Honduras 
are deep and longstanding. They en- 
compass state actors, criminal net- 
works, and powerful political and eco- 
nomic interests. But after a scandal re- 
vealed that government officials had 
stolen more than $350 million from the 
country’s Social Security fund, which 
provides public health services as well 
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as old age pensions, and that some of 
the money had gone to the electoral 
campaign of the President’s political 
party, there has been a huge public 
outcry, demanding action to end wide- 
spread corruption. 

Tens of thousands of Hondurans have 
marched in the streets over the past 
months, calling for an international 
independent commission to investigate 
corruption and impunity, based on the 
model of the CICIG in Guatemala, but 
tailored to Honduran reality. This un- 
precedented movement is led by young 
people, organized on social media, and 
called the Indignados. 

Our delegation met with some of 
these young leaders. They are thought- 
ful, politically diverse, and united in 
their desire to see their country rid of 
corruption. They now face threats for 
what they are doing, and I hope that 
the Honduran Government is doing all 
it can to ensure their safety and their 
freedom of association and not turning 
a blind eye to the threats targeting 
them and their families. 

When we met with President Her- 
nandez, he argued that he had taken 
significant steps to go after corruption. 
I take the President seriously, and I 
look forward to seeing concrete results 
from the actions he has already an- 
nounced. I also met with NGOs, includ- 
ing the Association of Judges for De- 
mocracy, that work on judicial, legal, 
and transparency issues, who unani- 
mously felt much more must be done. 

At the height of the protest move- 
ment, President Hernandez called for a 
national dialogue on how to address 
the problem of corruption, asking the 
United Nations and the Organization of 
American States to help facilitate the 
process and develop a consensus of 
what needed to be done. 

So I was disappointed to learn that 
the dialogue process was not as inclu- 
sive as it could have been. The U.N. 
was sidelined, while the OAS carried 
out a quick series of discussions before 
developing a proposal for the Presi- 
dent. Many were concerned not only 
that the OAS hadn’t consulted widely 
enough, but that its actions fell short 
of the thoughtful and impartial medi- 
ation needed to generate confidence in 
any forthcoming proposal. 

On September 28, the OAS presented 
its proposal to President Hernandez. 
After studying this proposal, I have 
concluded that it is woefully inad- 
equate to addressing corruption and 
impunity, and reforming the weak judi- 
cial institutions of Honduras. This is 
not just my opinion. 

Last week, on October 28, a broad co- 
alition of Honduran civil society, the 
Coalition Against Impunity, issued a 
statement declaring that the mission 
proposed by the OAS and the govern- 
ment is, itself, an obstacle to creating 
a genuine independent commission 
that can truly tackle the rampant cor- 
ruption and impunity in Honduras. 
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Earlier, on October 4, the Indignados 
issued a similar critique, pointing out 
the weaknesses of the OAS proposal to 
independently investigate crimes of 
corruption and ensure their prosecu- 
tion. 

It is clear from my discussions in 
Honduras and recent statements by 
Honduran civil society that any such 
commission must be wholly inde- 
pendent from the government politi- 
cally and financially, that it must have 
the mandate and staffing to carry out 
investigations of crimes of corruption 
and impunity and the freedom to pur- 
sue those investigations wherever the 
evidence warrants. It must also have 
the mandate and ability to work inde- 
pendently with state prosecutors and 
investigators to bring such crimes to 
justice. 

Honduras does not need one more 
round of judicial studies and technical 
assistance or a board of international 
mentors, as proposed by the OAS. Such 
a limited proposal not only lacks the 
broad support and confidence of Hon- 
duran civil society, but it also falls far 
short of what is required to break the 
culture of impunity in Honduras. 

I hope the OAS proposal can be modi- 
fied and strengthened and its mandate 
expanded to establish an effective and 
truly independent mechanism that can 
fully investigate corruption and have a 
role in prosecutions or an alternative 
advanced that can meet these require- 
ments. I hope that a new proposal in- 
cludes close cooperation with the U.N. 

I further believe that U.S. and inter- 
national aid needs to be carefully cali- 
brated to link assistance to progress on 
human rights and ending corruption, 
including a truly independent commis- 
sion with the full power of investiga- 
tion into corruption and impunity and 
the ability to be part of the prosecu- 
tion of those charged with such crimes. 


EE 
RELIGIOUS LIBERTIES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
West Virginia (Mr. MOONEY) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to share a grow- 
ing concern in our country, which is 
that one of our founding principles, our 
freedom of religion, is being taken 
away. 

I have here a beautiful picture of the 
Constitutional Convention, the signing 
of the Constitution at Independence 
Hall in Philadelphia on September 17, 
1787. The very First Amendment to 
that Constitution, the very first one, 
our Founding Fathers solidified our 
citizens’ right to freedom of religion. 

The amendment says: ‘‘Congress 
shall make no law respecting an estab- 
lishment of religion, or prohibiting the 
free exercise thereof; or abridging the 
freedom of speech, or of the press; or 
the right of the people peaceably to as- 
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semble, and to petition the government 
for a redress of grievances.” 

Despite this freedom being explicitly 
laid out in our Constitution, we have 
seen Federal, State, and local govern- 
ments continue to violate our founding 
principles. 

One of the most notorious violations 
of religious liberty was recently re- 
highlighted by His Eminence Pope 
Francis. The Little Sisters of the Poor 
have been fighting an ongoing battle 
against ObamaCare’s contraception 
mandate. These Catholic nuns are 
forced under ObamaCare to provide 
contraception to their employees, even 
though their faith tells them that this 
is morally wrong. 

It is outrageous and offensive to 
force these nuns to violate their reli- 
gious liberties to comply with the will 
of the President and his allies. These 
are Catholic nuns trying to take care 
of poor people, and the government is 
getting in their way and imposing on 
their religious values. 

Another example is Kelvin Cochran, 
a resident of the city of Atlanta. Chief 
Cochran was appointed by President 
Obama in 2009 as the U.S. Fire Admin- 
istrator for the United States Fire Ad- 
ministration before returning to be- 
come the fire chief of Atlanta. He came 
under attack for his Christian beliefs. 

Chief Cochran is also a deacon at 
Elizabeth Baptist Church, where he 
leads a men’s Bible study. His faith in- 
spired him to write the book called 
“Who Told You That You Were 
Naked?’’, a book that explains and ex- 
amines the state of man since the fall 
of Adam. 

In his book, Chief Cochran briefly 
discusses the clear biblical teaching 
that sex is reserved for marriage be- 
tween a man and a woman. Kelvin had 
30 years of distinguished service, in- 
cluding under the Obama administra- 
tion, when he was fired for sharing his 
faith. 

Sadly, these types of religious free- 
dom violations are happening in my 
own district in the State of West Vir- 
ginia. 

Almost a year ago, a high school stu- 
dent who is a Christian, in Buck- 
hannon, West Virginia, was forced by 
his teachers in his public high school 
to attend a lesbian, gay, bisexual, 
transgender club, and then he was pun- 
ished for expressing that he did not 
want to attend the club on the grounds 
that it went against his religious be- 
liefs. 

The hypocrisy of those who claim to 
promote tolerance, yet display such an 
intolerance towards those with tradi- 
tional religious values, is stunning. 
These are just a few examples. These 
attacks know no boundaries. They are 
not based on political party, race, sex, 
or ethnicity. These attacks go after ev- 
eryone in America. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to let the citi- 
zens of our great country know that we 


17034 


disapprove of these continued infringe- 
ments on our religious freedom. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to join 
me in signing on to my resolution, 
which I plan to introduce tomorrow, to 
express the sense of the House of Rep- 
resentatives that Federal, State, and 
local governments should not infringe 
on the ability of citizens to act in ac- 
cordance with their sincerely held reli- 
gious beliefs. 


--—— 


CELEBRATING VETERANS DAY 
AND VETERANS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
California (Mr. CosTA) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, next week 
Americans throughout the country will 
celebrate Veterans Day. In cities and 
towns and hamlets, which all of us 
come from, we will take the time to 
thank and to honor those men and 
women who have served our Nation so 
nobly, to protect our freedoms and to 
keep this country safe, safe from all 
harm, foreign and domestic. 

Americans take a great deal of pride 
in their service to our country, and we 
must also remember those men and 
women who are today serving in Active 
Duty in harm’s way throughout the 
world. 

I want to take this opportunity to 
honor two veterans who passed away 
this last September, who I worked with 
closely and who were community lead- 
ers, Charlie Waters and Earl Watson, 
both gentlemen who exemplified what 
is the best and the brightest our Nation 
has to offer. 

Earl Watson, or as many like to call 
him, “Earl, the Pearl,” was a World 
War II veteran. After the war, he 
moved to Los Angeles, where he 
worked as a doorman in the famous 
Hotel Knickerbocker. During a dif- 
ficult time in our Nation’s history, 
during World War II, when segregation 
was still in many places the law of the 
land, Earl was most proud that he 
could serve his Nation. He wrote a bi- 
ography titled ‘‘Earl ‘The Pearl’ Wat- 
son: Doorman to the Stars.” But what 
he was most proud of was his service to 
our Nation. 

Earl loved people. He had a big smile, 
a friendly demeanor, and an eagerness 
to help those in need. Anytime a vet- 
eran ever came to him or a veterans or- 
ganization had a problem, he was there 
to be helpful. Earl told me, when we 
were able to retrieve his medals that 
he had earned during his service to our 
country, that the proudest moment of 
all the many things he had done in his 
life was his service to our country. 

Earl is survived by his wife of 71 
years, Melba; his children, Alan and 
Coleen; and grandchildren, Eric, Ash- 
ley, and Jonathan, who he was so, so 
very proud of. 

Another veterans’ advocate who we 
all miss in the San Joaquin Valley is 
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Charlie Waters, who served in the 
United States Marine Corps during the 
Korean war. Charlie, as he was affec- 
tionately known by all, never ever 
stopped fighting on behalf of veterans. 
I worked closely with him for many 
years, from working to get recognition 
for Hmong veterans to advocating for 
the funding of the opening of the vet- 
erans home that we successfully did 
that provides residence to those who 
deserve it. As a matter of fact, in Char- 
lie’s last days, he was able to stay 
there. 

He was a true champion of veterans 
not only throughout the Valley, but 
the Nation. But he did not stop there: 
supporting the Veterans Administra- 
tion Hospital in Fresno and providing 
support for their efforts; organizing 
and helping continue the Veterans Day 
parade, which is one of the largest vet- 
erans parades in the entire nation that 
is shown on Armed Services Television; 
and individuals. No problem was too 
big or too small, as long as a veteran 
was there who needed Charlie’s help. 

Therefore, we miss both Charlie and 
Earl very much for all that they have 
done and all that they exemplified in 
terms of honor, duty, and service to 
country. Charlie is survived by his 
wife, Cathy; and children, Charlie 
Waters, III, Karen, and Jennifer. 

Mr. Speaker, we want to take this 
time to recognize those leaders, those 
leaders who made a difference during 
their lives in serving our country. They 
are both shining examples of those who 
always—always—cared first and fore- 
most for our Nation. 

As we celebrate Veterans Day next 
week around the country, in towns and 
hamlets and cities throughout the Na- 
tion, we should think about all these 
veterans. We should think about the 
men and women who have served our 
Nation today in Active Duty. Never 
ever forget to say thank you for their 
service to a grateful Nation. 


re 
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COOPERATIVE MANAGEMENT OF 
MINERAL RIGHTS ACT OF 2015 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. THOMPSON) for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, since first being elected 
to serve the citizens of Pennsylvania’s 
Fifth Congressional District, I have 
had the honor to represent both the Al- 
legheny National Forest and Penn- 
sylvania’s historic Oil Region, where 
the commercial oil industry began in 
1859. This region of north central Penn- 
sylvania was built on our natural re- 
sources, and this legacy remains a deep 
part of our heritage. 

The Oil Region designation came 
about because of the city of Titusville, 
which has been aptly nicknamed ‘‘the 
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valley that changed the world.” It was 
there in 1859 that Colonel Edwin Drake 
drilled the world’s first commercial oil 
well, which set the wheels in motion 
for the worldwide commercial use of 
petroleum. Some 60 years following 
Colonel Drake’s historic well, the Alle- 
gheny National Forest was created in 
nearby Warren, Elk, Forest, and 
McKean Counties. 

Like so many areas of the West, this 
national forest is intrinsically con- 
nected to the prosperity of our commu- 
nities. A mixed use of oil and gas pro- 
duction, timbering, hardwood research, 
recreation, and tourism make the Alle- 
gheny National Forest unique to the 
East Coast and truly a treasure for the 
mid-Atlantic region. 

In the Allegheny, more than 90 per- 
cent of the mineral rights are owned by 
the private sector. With the long his- 
tory in oil and gas development in the 
region, private landowners had the 
foresight to reserve their mineral 
rights when the Federal Government 
acquired these surface lands. 

You see, Mr. Speaker, there is not a 
national government-run oil company. 
There has long been an understanding 
in our great country that, when it 
comes to resources, and specifically en- 
ergy development, the private sector 
does it better. For generations, this ar- 
rangement successfully operated with 
oil and gas development taking place 
in the Allegheny National Forest. 

Unfortunately, over the past decade, 
some opponents of production made at- 
tempts to mandate new regulations or 
limit access to the private mineral 
rights through numerous lawsuits. 
After years of litigation, a Federal 
court rightfully ruled in favor of the 
private landowners maintaining rea- 
sonable access to their property. 

Federal courts have consistently 
ruled that the United States Forest 
Service lacks regulatory authority 
over these private mineral rights. 
Similar rulings and new regulations 
that would seek to limit production 
have also been issued. 

Today, Iam introducing the Coopera- 
tive Management of Mineral Rights 
Act of 2015, and I ask my colleagues 
who believe in the importance of pri- 
vate property and private property 
rights to join me as cosponsors. We 
need to provide clarity and continue to 
respect the longstanding importance of 
private property rights in our country. 
This legislation will set the tone for 
addressing other cases dealing with 
these rights. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
protecting private property and private 
property rights by cosponsoring the 
Cooperative Management of Mineral 
Rights Act of 2015. 


ee 


LONG RANGE STRIKE BOMBER 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
California (Mr. KNIGHT) for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. KNIGHT. Mr. Speaker, today, I 
would like to address an issue of crit- 
ical importance to our Nation’s secu- 
rity: the Long Range Strike Bomber. 

Since World War II, our defense has 
relied on the ability to respond quickly 
to any threats to our national security 
anywhere in the world. The bedrock of 
this strategy has always been the stra- 
tegic bomber. 

This past week, it was announced 
that Northrop Grumman would be pro- 
ducing our next strategic bomber for 
future generations. Potential adver- 
saries are deterred because only the 
United States possesses the capability 
to strike any target in the world with 
precision weapons within 24 hours. 

Last week, the Secretary of Defense 
and the Secretary of the Air Force 
made the announcement that Northrop 
Grumman won the contract to build 
the Long Range Strike Bomber. This 
bomber will be produced in my district. 
The B-1, the B-2, and now the Long 
Range Strike Bomber will all follow in 
the same role of being built in the An- 
telope Valley in southern California. 

Congratulations to the Air Force and 
the men and women of Northrop Grum- 
man on this contract. I have seen first- 
hand the work that Northrop Grum- 
man employees do in support of our 
men and women in uniform at Plant 42 
in my district. I am here to congratu- 
late them on the opportunity to bring 
the expertise and commitment to the 
Long Range Strike Bomber. 

This means thousands of jobs to this 
country. It means thousands of jobs to 
southern California, in a much-needed 
area in my district where jobs are very 
scarce. Both Plant 42 and the many 
surrounding small businesses Northrop 
Grumman will have a contract with 
will have support in this area. 

The road that led to Tuesday’s an- 
nouncement was a long one paved with 
hard work by many people in our com- 
munity and State. The Antelope Valley 
has long since been the home to the 
aerospace industry and has built B-ls, 
B-2s, all of the space shuttles, and cur- 
rently builds the F-35. Naturally, it 
would be a good selection for the next 
bomber being built there. 

On any given day, the F-22, F-35, the 
F-16, B-1, or B-2 will be flying over the 
Antelope Valley in their test missions. 
I am confident that the Long Range 
Strike Bomber will help us continue 
this legacy, and I thank everyone who 
has helped bring its production to our 
community. 

The Air Force has called the Long 
Range Strike Bomber a top moderniza- 
tion priority, and there are sobering 
facts behind that. Today, only 10 per- 
cent of our Nation’s bomber force is ca- 
pable of penetrating sophisticated ad- 
versary air defense systems. The aver- 
age age of our bomber fleet is 32 years 
old, with most of our bombers more 
than 45 years old. Only the B-2 stealth 
bomber, proudly built, maintained, and 
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modernized in my district, can pene- 
trate advanced air defenses; however, 
we only have 20 B-2s. 

Given Northrop Grumman’s 35 years 
of expertise designing, building, deliv- 
ering, and modernizing the B-2 stealth 
bomber at Plant 42, I know the men 
and women who work there are incred- 
ibly qualified to build our Nation’s 
next long-range strike aircraft. 


EE 


WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LAMALFA) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, after a 
wave of strong bipartisan opposition, 
after being stayed by two Federal 
courts, the administration is still push- 
ing its flawed waters of the United 
States regulatory expansion. However, 
this week, the Senate will finally con- 
sider rejecting this regulatory over- 
reach. 

While the administration describes 
their plan as a minor clarification, it 
is, in fact, the most sweeping expan- 
sion of Federal regulatory authority in 
our Nation’s history. 

Mr. Speaker, this map of my home 
State of California demonstrates ex- 
actly how far the EPA’s proposal would 
reach. Fully 95 percent of California, 
depicted in black, would fall under 
EPA’s jurisdiction, though you will no- 
tice that the city of San Francisco, in 
white, does not. That is because San 
Francisco, the source of so much of 
this excessive regulatory mindset, long 
ago paved over every waterway in the 
city, and who knows what is in the run- 
off rainwater flowing off the streets of 
that city. 

It isn’t just farms that would be hurt 
by the EPA’s plan. Virtually every 
business and homeowner in the State 
would be faced with regulation at the 
whim of Federal bureaucrats under a 
rule written to ensure that the EPA 
has any jurisdiction anytime it wants. 

Do we really believe the Federal Gov- 
ernment should play a role in local 
land use decisions, even down to 
whether individual homes could be ex- 
panded? This is exactly the power the 
EPA claims that it needs. Dry 
streambeds, manmade ditches, even 
temporary puddles which exist only 
during rainstorms are all locations 
over which the EPA wishes to claim ju- 
risdiction. Even Imperial County, a 
desert with virtually no natural water- 
ways, would fall under the EPA’s con- 
trol with this plan. 

Perhaps the most concerning isn’t 
just that the EPA is seeking to expand 
its authority. That is the nature of any 
bureaucracy, and it is to be expected 
from this administration. Most con- 
cerning is that we can’t even trust the 
EPA with authority to regulate navi- 
gable waterways it already has or to 
respect exemptions included in the 
Clean Water Act. 
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In my northern California district, 
residents have experienced regulatory 
actions so ludicrous that we can’t 
make them up. In Tehama County, a 
farmer was fined for planting wheat in 
a manner that the government claimed 
damaged so-called navigable waters, 
which begs the question anyway: What 
is or what should be determined to be 
a navigable waterway? Is it a puddle or 
is it something you can actually run a 
boat up and down? 

Never mind that the farm I men- 
tioned has been recognized as a wheat 
allotment by the USDA for decades or 
that the farmer had simply been con- 
tinuing to farm the land exactly as it 
has been farmed for generations. In- 
stead, government bureaucrats wanted 
this activity stopped, and they used 
their power to prevent this farming ac- 
tivity. 

In another instance, the government 
used the Clean Water Act to attack a 
family farm for shifting to a more effi- 
cient irrigation system—yes, for shift- 
ing to more efficient irrigation system. 
One might think that is a laudable 
goal, especially during a drought pe- 
riod in California in the West, but the 
government claimed this activity 
would negatively impact the Sac- 
ramento River, which is a full 7 miles 
away from this farm and unconnected 
to that farm by any waterway. 

Of course, in both of these instances, 
the government sanctioned farmers for 
activities that are clearly exempt 
under the Clean Water Act as specified 
by Congress, who makes the laws. Even 
in the EPA’s only early draft, they ex- 
empted mud puddles, but they just 
couldn’t quite leave them out. They 
had to include them as well in their 
regulation. 

The ongoing efforts of the adminis- 
tration to ignore exemptions for nor- 
mal farming activities like planting 
crops and maintaining irrigation sys- 
tems are in clear violation of the Clean 
Water Act, as written by Congress. In 
fact, language I sponsored to defund 
this sort of regulation of exempt ac- 
tivities was passed by both Houses last 
year and signed into law in December, 
yet the EPA persists in its illegal ac- 
tivities. 

Mr. Speaker, when Congress can’t 
trust Federal agencies to judiciously 
use authority they already hold, when 
we can’t trust agencies to follow clear 
congressional direction, how can we 
possibly consider granting or allowing 
them even more power? 

It is time the Senate joined the 
House in rolling back this proposal and 
remind this administration that Con- 
gress writes the law, not bureaucrats. 


EE 


HONORING MAJOR JUSTIN FITCH 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. DUFFY) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DUFFY. Mr. Speaker, today, I 
rise to remember Major Justin Fitch. 
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A son of Hayward, Wisconsin, and a 
decorated Army officer, colon cancer 
took Justin’s life far too soon, but not 
before he made an incredible mark on 
his community and his fellow veterans. 

While serving in Iraq in 2007, Justin 
suffered thoughts of suicide. He actu- 
ally went so far as to put an M-4 rifle 
in his mouth. But, thank God, he never 
pulled the trigger. 

When he returned home, he claimed 
victory over his suicidal thoughts, but 
another battle was just beginning for 
Justin. He was diagnosed with colon 
cancer. He waged a 3-year battle fight- 
ing that disease. Despite a grim prog- 
nosis, he used his attention to shed 
light on a mounting issue that he knew 
all too well. At the time, on average, 22 
veterans were committing suicide a 
day. That is about 8,000 a year. 

Justin knew that something had to 
be done. And so in between his chemo- 
therapy treatments and surgeries, he 
took part in long ruck marches. He 
teamed up with veteran prevention or- 
ganizations and freely gave out his 
number to any soldier who approached 
him who also had thoughts of suicide. 
Major Fitch, fighting the battle of his 
life with cancer, was also giving his 
time to help save other veterans who 
were suffering with suicidal thoughts. 

Major Fitch passed away in his 
hometown of Pleasant Prairie, Wis- 
consin, on October 3. He was 33 years 
old. His personal battle may be over, 
but his fight marches on. As Justin 
would say: “It’s okay to seek help. You 
can get help. Look at me.”’ 

And so, to Major Fitch, on behalf of 
a grateful Nation, we are thankful for 
your service and your sacrifice and 
your commitment to our veterans. May 
God bless you. 


EE 


GREATER MIAMI JEWISH FEDERA- 
TION KRISTALLNACHT EVENT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 
this Monday, November 9, marks the 
77th anniversary of Kristallnacht, the 
Night of Broken Glass. 

The Greater Miami Jewish Federa- 
tion will be commemorating this tragic 
and horrible event with a community 
rally on Sunday, November 15, at 4 
p.m., at the Holocaust Memorial Miami 
Beach. 

Kristallnacht marked the beginning 
of one of humanity’s darkest periods: 
the Holocaust. It serves as a solemn re- 
minder of what can happen when peo- 
ple allow anti-Semitism, incitement to 
violence, and hatred to carry on 
unabated. 
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What happened on Kristallnacht, the 
Night of Broken Glass? 267 synagogues 
were destroyed. 17,500 Jewish-opened 
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businesses were looted and were van- 
dalized. Up to 30,000 Jews were ar- 
rested. Almost 100 Jews were killed, 
not to mention the untold number of 
violent attacks that took place that 
night. 

And the brutality and inhumanity 
only got worse from there, as Nazis 
would go on to murder 6 million Jews 
over the next few years because they 
were members of the Jewish faith. 

I plan on joining the Greater Miami 
Jewish Federation on Sunday, Novem- 
ber 15, to stand united with our com- 
munity to vow never again. 

HONORING THE DEPRESSION AND BIPOLAR SUP- 
PORT ALLIANCE OF KENDALL AND CORAL GA- 
BLES 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 

today I would like to honor the Depres- 

sion and Bipolar Support Alliance of 

Kendall and Coral Gables for sup- 

porting individuals who are suffering 

from these diseases in South Florida. 

The stigma that surrounds depres- 
sion and bipolar disorder is not only 
unfair, but it discourages people from 
seeking the help that they so des- 
perately need. 

In the United States alone, depres- 
sion impacts 21 million adults. It costs 
$23 billion in lost work productivity. 
Depression impacts our families, our 
coworkers, our neighbors, our friends. 

The Depression and Bipolar Support 
Alliance of Kendall and Coral Gables is 
a unique, peer-directed organization 
that pairs those afflicted with depres- 
sion with role models who have been 
down that road before to help them re- 
gain stability and focus. 

I want to thank everyone involved 
with the Depression and Bipolar Sup- 
port Alliance of Kendall and Coral Ga- 
bles for being valuable members of our 
community and for the important and 
inspiring work that each staff member 
and professional does. 


Ee 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until noon 
today. 

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 47 
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re- 
cess. 


EE 
1200 
AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker at 
noon. 


EEE 
PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick 
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer: 

Loving God, we give You thanks for 
giving us another day. 

We thank You for Your ongoing pres- 
ence and sustaining grace in us all, and 
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Your concern for our Nation. Continue 
to bless and inspire the men and 
women who serve in the _ people’s 
House. 

May they be encouraged by any 
movement that has occurred, and may 
the hopes and prayers of the American 
people, and indeed the world, for 
healthy and productive legislation be 
met with results inspired by Your spir- 
it. 

Forgive our failures, our lack of 
faith. May the good intentions of all 
acting in this Chamber be rewarded by 
solutions to our struggles that benefit 
our Nation. 

May all that is done be for Your 
greater honor and glory. 

Amen. 


— 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


—— 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. SAM JOHNSON) come 
forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas led the 
Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


——— 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 


The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter- 
tain up to 15 requests for 1-minute 
speeches on each side of the aisle. 


EEE 


CONGRESSIONAL VETERANS 
COMMENDATION CEREMONY 


(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, as Veterans Day approaches, 
it is my privilege to announce that, on 
Saturday, November 14, I will be 
hosting my annual Congressional Vet- 
erans Commendation Ceremony. 

At this special event, 12 Collin Coun- 
ty veterans will be recognized for their 
wartime sacrifices and peacetime com- 
munity involvement. These veterans 
were nominated by their peers and cho- 
sen by a selection board. Their stories 
will be passed on to future generations. 

The event starts around 1 p.m., and 
our keynote speaker is Major Heather 
Penney. She is one of two Air Force pi- 
lots who took to the skies on Sep- 
tember 11, 2001, on orders to take down 
Flight 93 with her own aircraft before 
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the 
D.C. 

I encourage folks to come out and 
show all our veterans how much we 
care in a tangible and personal way. I 
hope to see you all there. God bless 
America. 


terrorism reached Washington, 


EE 
EX-IM BANK REAUTHORIZATION 


(Mr. QUIGLEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Speaker, last 
week the House finally came to its 
senses and overwhelmingly passed the 
reauthorization of the Export-Import 
Bank. I am encouraged to see that it 
has been included in the long-term 
highway bill we will be considering this 
week. 

We know the Ex-Im Bank helps 
American businesses gain access to 
critical markets overseas and is a vital 
piece of our export strategy. But 
thanks to the vocal minority, the 
Bank’s charter expired for the first 
time in its history on July 1. 

This doesn’t just hurt the likes of 
Boeing or GE. It hurts small busi- 
nesses, many of which are minority- 
and women-owned. 

Last year nearly 90 percent of the Ex- 
Im transactions directly supported 
small businesses without costing tax- 
payers a penny. That is why I urge all 
313 Members who voted for Ex-Im reau- 
thorization to oppose any attempts in 
the highway bill that significantly 
weaken or eliminate the Bank. 

Now is the time for supporters to 
stop standing on the sidelines and start 
standing up for American workers and 
exporters. 


EE 


NOVEMBER IS DIABETES 
AWARENESS MONTH 


(Mr. DOLD asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. DOLD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
as a member of the Diabetes Caucus to 
recognize November as Diabetes 
Awareness Month. 

Approximately 29 million Americans 
suffer from diabetes. This disease is the 
seventh-leading cause of death in the 
United States. 

It is critically important that we 
help educate people to understand their 
risk factors and that we educate people 
on how to prevent the disease by living 
healthier lives. 

Although there are many treatments 
for diabetes, there is no cure. I was 
proud to help introduce the 21st Cen- 
tury Cures Act, which provides critical 
funding to the National Institutes of 
Health so that they can continue their 
innovative research into diabetes and 
other diseases. Mr. Speaker, we spend 
$330 billion each and every year treat- 
ing diabetes. We need to find a cure. 
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I am also proud to be a cosponsor of 
the Treat and Reduce Obesity Act, 
which will help seniors manage obe- 
sity, one of the leading causes of type 
2 diabetes. I look forward to working 
with my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle and advocates across the country 
to continue helping patients fight this 
disease. 


EE 


VETERANS AND CONSUMER 
PROTECTIONS 


(Ms. BONAMICI asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, next 
Wednesday is Veterans Day, and we 
will recognize and thank the millions 
of men and women who have put their 
lives on the line for our freedom. 

One way to honor those who have 
served is to make certain that our vet- 
erans—and all Americans—are_ pro- 
tected from predatory payday lenders, 
who leave them saddled with insur- 
mountable debt. That is why I am 
speaking out today to urge the Con- 
sumer Financial Protection Bureau to 
pass strong rules that protect veterans 
and all Americans from these harmful 
practices. 

In Oregon and around the country, 
predatory lenders prey on consumers 
who have fallen on hard times. When 
consumers cannot pay back the loans, 
with fees and interest rates that can 
dwarf the amount of the underlying 
loan, they find themselves in financial 
ruin. 

The CFPB must act quickly to de- 
velop rules to protect veterans and all 
Americans. 


— EE 


THANK YOU TO THE FRANKLIN 
FAMILY 


(Mr. ABRAHAM asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to thank an incredible American 
family in my district. The Franklin 
family of Richland Parish made a gen- 
erous donation to our Nation’s heroes. 
The family has given 50 acres of land to 
develop the Northeast Louisiana Vet- 
erans Cemetery. 

George Franklin, the patriarch of the 
family, was a veteran himself, a mem- 
ber of the Greatest Generation. In 
World War II, George served in the 
Highth Air Force, European Theater. 
He was a tail gunner. He flew over 35 
missions in a B-17. He earned six air 
medals, four battle stars, and a Presi- 
dential citation. 

The Franklin family represents a 
true American commitment to serve, 
and this gift from their family to the 
veterans is yet just another example of 
that service. The cemetery will offi- 
cially open next week—on time—with 
the first internment on Veterans Day. 

The Franklin family has given so 
much to Louisiana. I commend them 
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for this honorable contribution to 
those who gave so much for us. 


EE 


CHILD ABUSE IN MILITARY 
FAMILIES 


(Ms. GABBARD asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. GABBARD. Mr. Speaker, Talia 
Williams was just 5 years old when she 
was beaten to death by her own father 
after suffering months of abuse at 
home. Despite multiple reports to offi- 
cials at the Army base in Hawaii where 
Talia and her father lived, the system 
failed to protect her. 

Talia’s tragic story is just one of 
over 29,000 cases of child abuse and ne- 
glect in military homes over the last 
decade. This is a problem that demands 
better protections for our children in 
military families who are being abused 
and better support for military fami- 
lies facing the stresses of war, multiple 
deployments, and economic hardship. 

I have introduced Talia’s Law today, 
joined by Representative MARK TAKAI, 
which requires military officials to im- 
mediately report suspected cases of 
abuse to State child protective serv- 
ices. We owe it to our servicemembers, 
their families, and thousands of chil- 
dren like Talia to disrupt the status 
quo and stop another decade of pre- 
ventable child abuse. 


— EE 


CONGRATULATIONS TO THE 
NEWNAN-COWETA CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE 


(Mr. WESTMORELAND asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Speaker, 
I come today to honor the Newnan- 
Coweta Chamber of Commerce on being 
named the Nation’s Chamber of the 
Year by the Association of Chamber of 
Commerce Executives. 

The members, volunteers, leaders, 
and friends of this chamber are what 
makes this organization so successful 
and, in turn, allow our small businesses 
to continue to be successful. 

Because of this partnership, Coweta 
County is fortunate to have many 
businessowners who have achieved the 
American Dream by opening their own 
business. 

Our businesses are also examples of 
how investing in our local community 
and economy can have great impact 
throughout the area. And I mean not 
just the store owners, but the loyal 
customers who buy and source local 
goods and services. Healthy small busi- 
nesses mean a healthy local economy 
and stable jobs for our community. 

I thank the Newnan-Coweta Chamber 
for providing guidance, advocacy, and 
encouragement to our businesses as we 
fight our way out of a struggling econ- 
omy and back onto a path for pros- 
perity. 
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So, again, congratulations to the 
Newnan-Coweta Chamber on being the 
number one chamber of commerce as 
named by the ACCE’s Chamber of the 
Year, and I wish you the best for con- 
tinued success. 


——— 


U.N. CLIMATE CHANGE 
CONFERENCE 


(Mr. TONKO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to express my support and opti- 
mism for the U.N. Climate Change Con- 
ference, or COP 21, which will be held 
in Paris next month. 

In advance of the negotiations, 146 
parties submitted Intended Nationally 
Determined Contributions, laying out 
the actions they intend to take to re- 
duce greenhouse gas emissions. These 
pledges cover 86 percent of global emis- 
sions. 

We have seen major commitments 
from the United States, the European 
Union, China, and other major devel- 
oping nations. We have also seen in- 
credible support from the private sec- 
tor. 

Many companies, including dozens of 
Fortune 500 companies, have made 
commitments to the American Busi- 
ness Act on Climate Pledge. Many busi- 
nesses recognize that acting on climate 
change is not only the morally right 
thing to do, but the economically right 
thing to do, also. 

An agreement in Paris would be an 
incredible first step that could be built 
upon with even more ambitious goals 
in the coming years because the bot- 
tom line in climate change is too big to 
tackle alone. 

We need global cooperation from gov- 
ernments and businesses, and the 
United States must be a leader, de- 
manding bold action to take on the 
very real threats we face. 

An agreement in Paris is good for our 
national security, our economy, and 
our environment. I wish good luck to 
our negotiating team. 


u 


CONGRATULATIONS TO THE 
MASON HIGH SCHOOL MARCHING 
BAND 


(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to congratulate the Mason High 
School marching band, which was se- 
lected to participate in the Rose Bowl 
parade on New Year’s Day. Only 20 high 
school bands are selected from across 
the country each year to participate in 
this highly prestigious event. 

The Mason High School band has won 
four consecutive titles as the top high 
school band in all of Ohio. They also 
finished fifth in the national competi- 
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tion, becoming only the second band 
from southwest Ohio to ever play in 
the Rose Bowl parade. 

I know that the students in the band 
have put in a lot of hard work for this 
once-in-a-lifetime opportunity, and I 
have no doubt that they will perform 
magnificently. 

The Rose Bowl parade is televised 
around the world in 115 countries. So 
this is a great opportunity to show the 
world the talented students from 
southwest Ohio. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to wish the stu- 
dents, the parents, the teachers, and 
all of Mason High School the best as 
they travel and perform and make our 
community proud. Go, Comets. 


— 


CELEBRATING DIWALI 


(Mr. BERA asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BERA. Mr. Speaker, next week is 
Diwali. The annual festival of lights is 
celebrated by more than 2 million In- 
dian Americans and more than 1 billion 
people worldwide. 

Tomorrow more than a thousand In- 
dian Americans will descend on Capitol 
Hill to celebrate Diwali. It is an oppor- 
tunity to celebrate the accomplish- 
ments of the South Asian community, 
accomplishments in business, tech- 
nology, health care, and academics. 

All across this Nation, in commu- 
nities small and large, you will see 
those small-business owners, those aca- 
demics, those doctors. It is a chance to 
give back to a country that has pro- 
vided so much opportunity to immi- 
grants over the generations, including 
the Indian American community. 

For a community that has benefited 
so much, it is great to see them par- 
ticipating in the political process, cele- 
brating those accomplishments, and 
giving back to a country that means so 
much to us. 

Mr. Speaker, let’s celebrate. Let’s 
celebrate who we are as Americans. 
Let’s celebrate a dynasty of immi- 
grants, one successive generation after 
another, moving this country forward. 


EEE 
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CONGRATULATIONS TO EDINA 
GIRLS TENNIS 


(Mr. PAULSEN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PAULSEN. Mr. Speaker, if it is 
fall, it means it is time for another 
Edina High School girls tennis State 
title. For the 19th year in a row, the 
Hornets won the Minnesota State 
championship. This year concluded 
with a very hard-fought victory over 
Prior Lake. 

Despite Edina’s previous success, this 
year’s title was never a sure thing, as 
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the team needed to rebound from an 
early season loss. Led by strong per- 
formances in singles by Sophia Reddy 
and in doubles by Katie Engelking and 
Nicole Copeland, the Hornets came out 
with a 5-2 victory. 

Mr. Speaker, it is exciting to see the 
commitment from these athletes as 
they compete at a high level year in 
and year out while still excelling in 
school and setting aside time for fam- 
ily and other commitments. The par- 
ents, family members, friends, fans, 
and coaches are all very proud of what 
they have accomplished. 

Congratulations, again, to the Edina 
High School girls tennis team for win- 
ning the State championship. 


EE 


HONORING THE LIFE OF ROBERT 
E. STARR 


(Mr. VEASEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. VEASEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor the life of a beloved 
Fort Worth educator, veteran, and civil 
rights activist, Mr. Robert E. Starr. 

Mr. Starr attended I.M. Terrell High 
School and was the first in his family 
to attend college. While he was in col- 
lege, he was drafted into the military 
and served as a medic during World 
War II, a time when the Army was still 
segregated. There were two Armies: 
one Black and one White. Mr. Starr 
saw some things that he shared with us 
that I will never forget. 

After he completed his education at 
Texas College in Tyler, he got his mas- 
ter’s degree at Texas Southern Univer- 
sity. He worked in the Fort Worth 
schools. He became known as a civil 
rights activist that was passionate 
about issues in the community. Mr. 
Starr was also employed at the FAA as 
a diversity manager, worked for the 
City of Fort Worth as an affirmative 
action manager, and worked as an in- 
vestigator for the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission. Mr. Starr 
was also dedicated to the NAACP. 

Mr. Starr was a proud member of the 
Shiloh Missionary Baptist Church on 
the north side of Fort Worth. He was 
also a very proud resident of the north 
side of Fort Worth. 

Mr. Starr was preceded in death by 
his wife and daughter. He and his wife 
had a daughter that was severely dis- 
abled, and they were 100 percent dedi- 
cated to her. She died a few years ago. 

Mr. Starr will be sorely missed in the 
community. He was at every event and 
did so much for everyone. He was lit- 
erally a friend to everybody that he 
ever met. 

ESSE 
HONORING WOODY WOODSIDE 

(Mr. CARTER of Georgia asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak- 
er, I rise today to recognize Woody 
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Woodside for his outstanding service 
with the Brunswick-Golden Isles Cham- 
ber of Commerce. 

Over the last 30 years as president of 
the chamber of commerce, Woody has 
dedicated his life to the success of 
Brunswick and the Golden Iles, making 
countless trips to Washington, D.C., for 
the benefit of southeast Georgia. But 
his service and leadership go far be- 
yond his chamber presidency. 

Woody graduated from The Citadel in 
1970 and is a retired officer with 23 
years of service to the Georgia Na- 
tional Guard. In addition, he served as 
a congressional staff member for 14 
years to two of my predecessors, Con- 
gressman ‘‘Bo’’ Ginn and Congressman 
Lindsay Thomas. 

Woody has devoted his life to serving 
his country and his community. I am 
very lucky to call him a constituent, 
but I am luckier to call him a friend. 

I would like to thank Woody for his 
service to the Golden Isles, the First 
Congressional District of Georgia, the 
great State of Georgia, and our coun- 
try. 


EE 


VETERANS DAY AND MERCHANT 
MARINERS 


(Ms. HAHN asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. HAHN. Mr. Speaker, next week, 
Americans will celebrate Veterans Day 
and honor the sacrifices of the men and 
women who have served this Nation, 
but one group of veterans has gone un- 
recognized far too long. 

In World War II, more than 200,000 
merchant mariners braved troubled 
seas to deliver supplies to the battle- 
fields of Europe and the Pacific. They 
faced enemy attack and suffered a cas- 
ualty rate higher than any other uni- 
formed service. 

Unfortunately, the World War II Mer- 
chant Marine veterans were never eli- 
gible for benefits under the GI Bill and 
were long excluded even from Veterans 
Day celebrations. Many of these mer- 
chant mariners are now well into their 
eighties and nineties and have yet to 
receive the honor and appreciation 
they deserve. 

As Veterans Day approaches, I am 
calling once again on my colleagues to 
pass H.R. 563, legislation that will pro- 
vide the fewer than 5,000 surviving 
World War II Merchant Marine vet- 
erans with a one-time $25,000 payment 
as a token of this Nation’s apprecia- 
tion. 

When my colleagues are home in 
their districts celebrating Veterans 
Day, I hope that what I have said today 
will prick their conscience. Despite 
their sacrifice, despite their patriot- 
ism, one group of veterans has not been 
celebrated. Our merchant mariners de- 
serve so much more. It is time to pass 
H.R. 563. 
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HONORING THE LIFE OF FRED 
THOMPSON 


(Mrs. BLACKBURN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, 
today, I stand to remember a much- 
loved Tennesseean. 

Though Fred Thompson’s roots were 
in Tennessee, his service spanned far 
past the borders of our State and into 
the lives and homes of all Americans. 
To my family and to many in middle 
Tennessee, Fred Thompson was a 
neighbor, a friend, and a trusted polit- 
ical voice. 

His passing brings great sadness to 
all, especially those in his hometown of 
Lawrenceburg, Tennessee, a town he 
never forgot, a town and her people 
that he credited with teaching him life 
lessons and giving him the perspective 
he carried with him throughout life. 
Those small-town Tennessee lessons 
helped mold him into the incredible 
man that he was, with a legacy that 
will never be forgotten. I appreciate all 
he did on behalf of our State, our Na- 
tion, and the cause of freedom. 

My thoughts and prayers are with his 
wife, Jeri, and all the Thompson fam- 
ily. He will be missed. 


EE 


VETERANS SMALL BUSINESS 
WEEK 


(Mr. HIGGINS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, yester- 
day, I joined Lackawanna Mayor Geoff 
Szymanski, a United States Navy vet- 
eran, to recognize Veterans Small 
Business Week and promote startup 
workshops for veterans, hosted by the 
Small Business Administration. 

Every year, more than 200,000 serv- 
icemembers transition to the civilian 
workforce, and our Nation must make 
that transition as smooth as possible, 
not only out of gratitude, but because 
our veterans are some of the most in- 
dustrious and determined citizens, 
which gives them the ability to make 
an outsized contribution to our econ- 
omy. 

That is why I support Helmets to 
Hardhats, which connects veterans 
with apprenticeships in the building 
and construction trades; and that is 
why Congress must remove the expira- 
tion dates for GI Bill education bene- 
fits so that veterans can receive the ca- 
reer training they earned and deserve. 


R 


BREAST CANCER AWARENESS 
MONTH 


(Mr. GUINTA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Speaker, October 
was Breast Cancer Awareness Month, 
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and millions of Americans joined our 
fight against a disease that strikes one 
out of every eight women in our coun- 
try. 

This issue is personal to me and the 
thousands of Granite Staters who have 
family and friends suffering from 
breast cancer, or who suffer from it 
themselves. My mother is a breast can- 
cer survivor. Her courageous battle is 
my inspiration in Congress. 

I joined more than 180 Members to 
cosponsor legislation that would en- 
courage the government and private 
sector to work together to find a cure. 
Thanks to the hard work of Nancy 
Ryan and the New Hampshire Breast 
Cancer Coalition, which recently 
marked its 20th anniversary, that cure 
is even closer today. 

Breast cancer is the second leading 
cause of death among women in the 
United States. Every October, we 
honor and remember those who have 
died and those who are living with 
breast cancer. We acknowledge the 
hard work of the medical professionals 
and caregivers, and we recommit our- 
selves to finding a solution that will 
save lives. 


EE 


APPRENTICESHIP WEEK 


(Mr. LANGEVIN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to speak in recognition of the 
first National Apprenticeship Week. As 
always, it is an honor to join my good 
friend and colleague, Representative 
G.T. THOMPSON from Pennsylvania, 
who will be speaking next. I want to 
thank him for his bipartisan leadership 
on career and technical education 
issues. As co-chairs of the bipartisan 
Career and Technical Education Cau- 
cus, G.T. and I are committed to ex- 
panding apprenticeships so that every 
American has the skills necessary to 
succeed in their chosen career. 

While apprenticeships have been slow 
to grow in the United States, Germany 
and Switzerland have long been recog- 
nized as global leaders in this field. 
Last month, I convened a CTE Caucus 
field hearing in Rhode Island, bringing 
experts from German industry and edu- 
cation to help spread the best practices 
of a robust apprenticeship model. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleague from Pennsylvania and all of 
my colleagues in the House to expand 
these options for all students, not just 
in my home State, but across the en- 
tire country. 


EE 


NATIONAL APPRENTICESHIP WEEK 


(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my 
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good friend, co-chair of the Career and 
Technical Education Caucus, Mr. LAN- 
GEVIN from Rhode Island, for his lead- 
ership and his remarks. I also rise in 
recognition of National Apprenticeship 
Week, which runs through this Satur- 
day. 

Training and support for those look- 
ing to enter vocational fields is some- 
thing that is very important to me, as 
co-chairman of the bipartisan Career 
and Technical Education Caucus. It is 
essential that we give our workers the 
training and resources that they need 
to secure family-supporting jobs. 

Apprenticeships are a vital part of 
this effort to help workers prepare for 
the jobs of tomorrow, along with the 
in-demand positions that are currently 
going unfilled. According to the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics, the industries 
which rely on apprenticeship training 
are in demand, including a huge need 
for certified electricians, construction 
workers, and those in the health tech- 
nology fields. More than 430,000 Ameri- 
cans are currently participating in an 
apprenticeship program, gaining the 
knowledge to rise to the demands of to- 
day’s workforce. 

Mr. Speaker, these programs give 
workers hands-on experience and lead 
to much higher lifetime earnings for 
those that participate. 


ee 


VOTING RIGHTS ADVANCEMENT 
ACT 


(Mr. CLYBURN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, the 
right to cast an unfettered vote is cen- 
tral to our democracy. 

When the United States Supreme 
Court invalidated key provisions of the 
1965 Voting Rights Act, it invited Con- 
gress to update the formula that deter- 
mines which jurisdictions should be 
covered. Unfortunately, while Congress 
has failed to act, we have seen jurisdic- 
tion after jurisdiction all across this 
country attempting to erect impedi- 
ments to the right to vote. 

The Voting Rights Advancement Act, 
introduced in this body and the body 
across the Hall, responds to the Su- 
preme Court’s invitation. That is why 
we have labeled our legislative out- 
reach strategy #restorethevote; and be- 
cause elections are held on Tuesdays, 
today we are launching 
#restorationtuesday to organize Mem- 


ber activities online, on the House 
floor, and throughout our commu- 
nities. 
a 
1230 
HONORING OUR NATION’S 
VETERANS 
(Mr. MARCHANT asked and was 


given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 
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Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, in ad- 
vance of Veterans Day, I rise to honor 
all of those who have served in the de- 
fense of our great Nation. 

The 24th District of Texas is home to 
over 38,000 veterans. They come from 
many walks of life, but they all have 
one thing in common, they answered 
the call to serve when our Nation was 
in need. 

As part of my office’s commitment to 
serving north Texas veterans and their 
families, we will host our Fourth An- 
nual Veterans Fair this Saturday in 
Grapevine, Texas. 

This event is dedicated to informing 
veterans about the programs and serv- 
ices that are available to assist them 
and their families. It is also an oppor- 
tunity for our community to come to- 
gether and honor our Nation’s heroes. 

Thank you to all of our veterans and 
active military who have put the safe- 
ty of this Nation before their own. We 
are forever grateful for your service 
and sacrifice. 


eS 


HONORING OUR VETERANS ON 
VETERANS DAY 


(Ms. ADAMS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 


minute.) 
Ms. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, next 
Wednesday is Veterans Day, a day 


when we honor the brave men and 
women who served our great Nation. 

North Carolina is home to more than 
800,000 veterans, and I have the privi- 
lege of representing more than 37,000 of 
them who live in the 12th Congres- 
sional District. 

I am the proud daughter, grand- 
daughter, niece, and sister of veterans, 
so I understand the sacrifices that our 
veterans and their families make. 

No veteran should have to jump un- 
necessary hurdles to receive the bene- 
fits promised to them. That is why I in- 
troduced the Veterans Benefits Net- 
work Act. In the coming days, I will 
also be introducing legislation to help 
veterans get closer to achieving the 
American Dream of entrepreneurship. 

Our veterans risk their lives to pro- 
tect our freedom and our democracy, 
and we must all remain committed to 
make sure that they have the resources 
needed to make a successful transition 
into civilian life. 

Access to quality health care, afford- 
able education, and good-paying jobs 
should be guaranteed to all who serve 
honorably in our Armed Forces. 

This Veterans Day and every day, we 
honor the selfless service and sacrifices 
made by our veterans. It is my honor 
to be a voice for veterans in this Con- 
gress. 


EE 


NATIONAL FARM TO SCHOOL 
MONTH 


(Ms. STEFANIK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
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minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. STEFANIK. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to celebrate and recognize Na- 
tional Farm to School Month. 

The USDA Farm to School Program 
fosters lifelong learning and commu- 
nity building, while providing school 
children with fresh, healthy foods from 
local food producers. 

Just this year Watertown City 
School District and the Saranac Lake 
Central School District in the North 
Country were awarded grants for their 
Farm to School projects. These 
projects will encourage investment 
during the academic year on locally 
sourced foods, which will, in turn, sup- 
port our North Country farmers. I trust 
their projects will be a success, like so 
many others across Upstate New York 
and the country. 

We need to empower our Nation’s 
children and their families to make 
healthy food choices through education 
that not only introduces fresh produce, 
but also teaches children about the im- 
portance of our agricultural commu- 
nities. 
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WEAR RED WEDNESDAY 


(Ms. WILSON of Florida asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Ms. WILSON of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
tomorrow is Wear Red Wednesday to 
bring back our girls. 

Boko Haram, notorious for kidnap- 
ping nearly 300 Chibok girls almost 570 
days ago, has used heinous tactics to 
displace 2.2 million Nigerians and kill 
15,000 people in the region. 

While our government has con- 
demned these acts and offered noncom- 
bat support to the multinational joint 
tasks force fighting Boko Haram, we 
must do more. 

Mr. Speaker, that is why I have in- 
troduced H.R. 3833, to require the U.S. 
Government to develop a regional 
strategy to assist the multinational 
joint task force and address security 
issues for Nigerian school children, es- 
pecially girls. 

I urge my colleagues to join me as 
cosponsors to this important legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill was already 
passed in the Senate by Senator COL- 
LINS, S. 1632, and we now need to pass 
it in the House. 

Until these precious Chibok girls are 
returned, we will continue to wear red 
on Wednesdays, continue to tweet, 
tweet, tweet, #bringbackourgirls, 
#joinrepwilson. 


EE 


CONGRATULATING PARK MAGNET 
SCHOOL 


(Mr. WESTERMAN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 
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Mr. WESTERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to congratulate Park Mag- 
net School of Hot Springs, Arkansas, 
for being named by the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Education as a 2015 National 
Blue Ribbon School. 

This highest of educational honors is 
awarded yearly to both private and 
public elementary, middle, and high 
schools demonstrating overall aca- 
demic excellence or progress in closing 
students achievement gaps. 

Park Magnet School is 1 of only 5 
schools in Arkansas and only 335 in the 
Nation to be selected this year. Receipt 
of this award marks the second time 
that Park Magnet has been named a 
National Blue Ribbon School, the first 
time being in 2009. 

These achievements acknowledge and 
validate the hard work of students like 
Grace Shelor, faculty like Mrs. Carmen 
Binns, as well as families and commu- 
nities in creating a culture of excel- 
lence wherein students may reach their 
full, God-given potential. 

It is with great pride that I congratu- 
late Park Magnet School on their suc- 
cess today. 


Ee 


OBAMACARE MUST BE REPEALED 
AND REPLACED 


(Mr. OLSON asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, this week I 
read a story in the Houston Chronicle 
about Martha Gardenier. Martha is 59. 
She is a CPA. Two years ago, her bone 
marrow disease became leukemia. Her 
doctor said she should start end-of-life 
care. 

The best cancer center in our world, 
M.D. Anderson, put her into an experi- 
mental trial. Her cancer regressed to 
grade 1. Her drug cocktail costs $10,000 
per month. In September, she was told 
that her insurance plan was dropping 
her because of ObamaCare. 

President Obama told every Amer- 
ican that ‘if you like your healthcare 
plan, you can keep it.” Martha liked 
her healthcare plan, and she may die 
because she can’t keep it, another ex- 
ample of why ObamaCare must be re- 
pealed and replaced without broken 
promises and putting patients likes 
Martha first. 


a 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF SENATE AMENDMENTS TO 
H.R. 22, HIRE MORE HEROES ACT 


OF 2015; PROVIDING FOR PRO- 
CEEDINGS DURING THE PERIOD 
FROM NOVEMBER 6, 2015, 
THROUGH NOVEMBER 13, 2015; 


AND PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER- 

ATION OF MOTIONS TO SUSPEND 

THE RULES 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 507 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 
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The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 507 

Resolved, That at any time after adoption 
of this resolution the Speaker may, pursuant 
to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union for 
consideration of the Senate amendment to 
the text of the bill (H.R. 22) to amend the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to exempt em- 
ployees with health coverage under 
TRICARE or the Veterans Administration 
from being taken into account for purposes 
of determining the employers to which the 
employer mandate applies under the Patient 
Protection and Affordable Care Act. All 
points of order against consideration of the 
Senate amendment are waived. General de- 
bate shall be confined to the Senate amend- 
ment and shall not exceed one hour equally 
divided and controlled by the chair and rank- 
ing minority member of the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. After 
general debate, the Senate amendment shall 
be considered for amendment under the five- 
minute rule. The amendment printed in part 
A of the report of the Committee on Rules 
accompanying this resolution shall be con- 
sidered as adopted in the House and in the 
Committee of the Whole. 

SEC. 2. (a) No further amendment to the 
Senate amendment, as amended, shall be in 
order except for an amendment consisting of 
the text of Rules Committee Print 114-32, 
which shall be considered as pending, shall 
be considered as read, shall not be debatable, 
shall not be subject to amendment except as 
specified in subsection (b), and shall not be 
subject to a demand for division of the ques- 
tion in the House or in the Committee of the 
Whole. 

(b) No amendment to the further amend- 
ment referred to in subsection (a) shall be in 
order except those printed in part B of the 
report of the Committee on Rules accom- 
panying this resolution. Each such amend- 
ment may be offered only in the order print- 
ed in the report, may be offered only by a 
Member designated in the report, shall be 
considered as read, shall be debatable for the 
time specified in the report equally divided 
and controlled by the proponent and an op- 
ponent, shall not be subject to amendment, 
and shall not be subject to a demand for divi- 
sion of the question. 

(c) All points of order against amendments 
referred to in subsections (a) and (b) are 
waived. 

SEC. 3. At the conclusion of consideration 
of the amendments referred to in section 2(b) 
of this resolution, the Committee of the 
Whole shall rise without motion. No further 
consideration of the Senate amendment, as 
amended, shall be in order except pursuant 
to a subsequent order of the House. 

SEC. 4. On any legislative day during the 
period from November 6, 2015, through No- 
vember 13, 2015— 

(a) the Journal of the proceedings of the 
previous day shall be considered as approved; 
and 

(b) the Chair may at any time declare the 
House adjourned to meet at a date and time, 
within the limits of clause 4, section 5, arti- 
cle I of the Constitution, to be announced by 
the Chair in declaring the adjournment. 

SEC. 5. The Speaker may appoint Members 
to perform the duties of the Chair for the du- 
ration of the period addressed by section 4 of 
this resolution as though under clause 8(a) of 
rule I. 

SEC. 6. It shall be in order at any time on 
the legislative day of November 5, 2015, for 
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the Speaker to entertain motions that the 
House suspend the rules as though under 
clause 1 of rule XV, relating to a measure au- 
thorizing appropriations for fiscal year 2016 
for the Department of Defense. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DUNCAN of Tennessee). The gentleman 
from Georgia is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus- 
tomary 30 minutes to my friend from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN), pend- 
ing which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, House 
Resolution 507 is a structured rule for 
the consideration of H.R. 22. It provides 
an hour of general debate, and it makes 
in order 29 amendments. 

Now, you might say, Mr. Speaker, 
that 29 amendments seems like that 
ought to be the end of the conversa- 
tion. But my friend from Massachu- 
setts and I are not done with 29 amend- 
ments. There have been well over 250 
amendments submitted for this legisla- 
tion. We have included 29 in this base 
text, and we are going to come back 
and include more. 

This is the very first rule to come 
out of PAUL RYAN, Speaker, U.S. House 
of Representatives. 

When Speaker RYAN was speaking to 
the House last week, when he took the 
Speaker’s gavel into his hands, he said, 
“We need to let every Member con- 
tribute—not once they have earned 
their stripes, but right now.”’ 

He said, “I come at this job as a two- 
time committee chair. The committees 
should retake the lead in drafting all 
major legislation. If you know the 
issue, you should write the bill. We 
must open up the process. Let people 
participate. In other words, we need to 
return to regular order.” 

Mr. Speaker, I won’t tell it to you 
any way but straight. I am not sure 
what folks mean when they say a re- 
turn to regular order in this House. 

I love a free and spirited debate proc- 
ess. We are going to go deep into the 
night tonight, deep into the night to- 
morrow night, and well into the late 
hours on Thursday. I hope my col- 
leagues are still going to be as enthusi- 
astic about regular order when we are 
done as they are before we get started. 

But regular order doesn’t necessarily 
mean that you can use dilatory tactics 
to slow the House down. It doesn’t nec- 
essarily mean we need to see the same 
amendment 25 different times. 

What my friend from Massachusetts 
and I are doing in the Rules Com- 
mittee, Mr. Speaker, is going through 
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those amendments to make sure that 
the ideas and the recommendations 
brought by individual Members of this 
House have a chance to be heard, but 
heard once, not heard six different 
times. 

We are going to have a robust debate 
in the spirit of regular order over these 
next 3 days. But that will be from a pot 
of more than 260 amendments win- 
nowed down into those issues that need 
to be discussed, have an opportunity to 
be discussed, on the floor of this House. 
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Mr. Speaker, the transportation sys- 
tem in this country is over 4 million 
miles, 600,000 bridges, and 270,000 public 
transit route miles. The scope of the 
transportation system in this country 
is vast, and its importance is even 
more so. There is not a mayor in this 
country, Mr. Speaker, who doesn’t 
know that as goes their education in- 
frastructure and as goes their transpor- 
tation infrastructure, so goes the econ- 
omy of their community. 

Now, we are working on the Elemen- 
tary and Secondary Education Reau- 
thorization Act, Mr. Speaker, but that 
is not for today. Today is not edu- 
cation day. Today is transportation 
day, where we are bringing forward the 
first 6-year transportation reauthoriza- 
tion that this country has seen in more 
than a decade. We have been trying. It 
is not from a lack of trying, Mr. Speak- 
er. 

The ranking member, Mr. DEFAZIO, 
on the Transportation Committee and 
the chairman, Mr. SHUSTER, on the 
Transportation Committee have been 
working diligently not for days, not for 
weeks, and not for months, but for 
years to try to bring this piece of legis- 
lation to the floor. This rule today 
gives us that opportunity. 

Mr. Speaker, there are those items in 
the U.S. Constitution that are put upon 
the United States Government as re- 
sponsibilities that we must achieve to- 
gether. Postal roads are among those 
responsibilities. There are those who 
say that Republicans are the party of 
no government. I say nonsense. I say 
Republicans are the party of good gov- 
ernment. In fact, I don’t even think 
that should be a partisan issue. I think 
that should be a nonpartisan issue, 
something that we can all agree on, as 
Americans, as this body. 

This bill doesn’t just allocate the 
necessary dollars to the projects; it 
changes the process that allocates 
those dollars so that we get more value 
out of each and every one. 

I will tell you a story from back 
home, Mr. Speaker. In fact, it is going 
on this week. This week a year ago 
would have been election week. I rep- 
resent only two counties in the great 
State of Georgia. One of them is the 
single most conservative county in the 
State. 

They turned out on election day last 
year, Mr. Speaker; and while they had 
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rejected Federal tax increases in the 
past and while they had rejected State 
tax increases in the past, they got to- 
gether a year ago this week and voted 
to tax themselves—this small county 
in the great State of Georgia—to the 
tune of $200 million so they could ex- 
pand the major highway going through 
that county. They didn’t trust the gov- 
ernment here in Washington to get a 
dollar’s worth of value out of a dollar’s 
worth of taxes. They didn’t trust the 
State government to get a dollar’s 
worth of value out of a dollar’s worth 
of taxes. They trusted the locality to 
get a dollar’s worth of value out of a 
dollar’s worth of taxes. And here, this 
week, it will have been 1 year from 
election day and groundbreaking be- 
gins. 

Groundbreaking begins this week, 
just 1 year after the decision to move 
forward on a project. That is unheard 
of in Federal circles, Mr. Speaker, but 
this bill takes not bipartisan steps, but 
nonpartisan steps to improve upon that 
process. 

Mr. Speaker, I happen to serve on 
both the Rules Committee and the 
Transportation Committee. I am very 
proud of the base product that the 
Transportation Committee in this 
House reported. We didn’t just consider 
that bill for a day or for a week. We 
worked on that bill for months as well. 
We passed it out of committee on a 
voice vote, Mr. Speaker. We passed it 
out of committee unanimously. In fact, 
we passed the rule out of the Rules 
Committee last night on a voice vote 
to bring this resolution to the floor. 

This is an opportunity, Mr. Speaker, 
to show the American people what is 
best about this House. What is best 
about this House is not that we all 
agree on everything, because we don’t. 
What is best about this House is not 
that we all represent the same kinds of 
values and constituencies back home, 
because we don’t. What is best about 
this House is that we have an oppor- 
tunity to come together, express all of 
those issues, and let the chips fall 
where they may. 

If you look in these 29 amendments, 
Mr. Speaker, you will see most of them 
are bipartisan or nonpartisan amend- 
ments. But we have amendments made 
in order that are just brought by Re- 
publicans, and we have amendments 
made in order that are just brought by 
Democrats. The Rules Committee has 
the power to do whatever the Rules 
Committee would like to do. We are 
not using that power today to shut the 
voices out, Mr. Speaker. We are using 
the power today to bring the voices to- 
gether. 

I am very proud to bring this rule. I 
think it is worthy of all the Members’ 


support. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I 


thank the gentleman from Georgia 
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(Mr. WOODALL) for the customary 30 
minutes. 

I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, before I get into the 
subject matter that we are here to dis- 
cuss, I do want to respond to my friend 
from Georgia about Speaker RYAN’s 
call for regular order, which I think 
many on our side welcome. But we are 
not going to get too excited yet be- 
cause that same pledge was made when 
Speaker Boehner became Speaker of 
the House, and that pledge was broken 
over and over and over again. In fact, 
he presided over the most closed Con- 
gress in the history of our country, 
more closed rules than any other Con- 
gress in history. 

When my friend asked the question, 
“What does regular order mean?” well, 
it means that we don’t bypass commit- 
tees of jurisdiction. We let them do 
their work, and then we bring that bill 
to the Rules Committee, as opposed to 
having some committee staff write a 
bill in the back room someplace in the 
Capitol, present it, and then have the 
Rules Committee give it a closed rule. 
It means allowing for all sides to be 
heard. 

The Rules Committee has routinely 
blocked out amendments on legitimate 
issues because the Republican leader- 
ship didn’t want to deal with it. They 
didn’t want to have that debate. 

So it means a more open and trans- 
parent process. It means a process that 
is more fair and more respectful of all 
Members, not just Democrats, but to 
Republicans as well. I hope that when 
Speaker RYAN made that pledge, it is 
more than just words; that we will see, 
in the coming weeks and months, 
something different around here. 

I would also just say that I don’t 
mean to pick on Speaker Boehner be- 
cause we do have people on the Rules 
Committee on the Republican side who 
have routinely voted to shut this proc- 
ess down. I hope that there is a change 
of attitude in the Rules Committee, as 
well, for a more open and a more trans- 
parent process. 

So having said that, Mr. Speaker, to- 
day’s rule provides for the consider- 
ation of the Surface Transportation 
Reauthorization and Reform Act, a 6- 
year highway bill. After 35 short-term 
extensions—385 short-term extensions— 
this is a welcome step to providing the 
kind of certainty that our State and 
our local officials need. In fact, they 
have been clamoring for this for a very, 
very long time. 

Of the 284 amendments submitted to 
the Rules Committee for consideration, 
the rule we are talking about right now 
makes in order 29. We expect the com- 
mittee to meet later today to consider 
the remaining amendments. 

I want to thank Chairman SHUSTER, 
Ranking Member DEFAZIO, and Sub- 
committee on Highways and Transit 
Chairman SAM GRAVES and Ranking 
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Member ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON for 
all of their hard work to get us to this 
point. 

This isn’t the highway bill that I 
would have written, but the bottom 
line is that we need a long-term surface 
transportation authorization bill. 
States need to be able to count on Fed- 
eral funding for more than a month at 
a time. Large-scale infrastructure 
projects take years to complete. States 
need certainty, and this bill is a step 
forward in that direction. 

Mr. Speaker, our roads and our 
bridges are already in need of massive 
repairs. I tell my colleagues all the 
time that we have bridges in Massachu- 
setts that are older than most of your 
States. The underlying bill provides 
$325 billion in contract authority from 
the highway trust fund over 6 years for 
highway, transit, and safety programs. 
It would allow for automatic adjust- 
ments if more money comes into the 
highway trust fund. 

I am pleased to see that among the 
provisions in this bill is a reauthoriza- 
tion of the Export-Import Bank, which 
is the same language that the House 
passed with strong bipartisan support 
last week, notwithstanding the fact 
that we had to use a discharge petition 
because the way this place operates, 
the will of the majority was not re- 
spected. But we should vote against 
any amendments—any and all amend- 
ments—that would jeopardize this pro- 
vision. 

Not only will a long-term highway 
bill help our economy, but it will cre- 
ate and sustain thousands of American 
jobs, particularly in the construction 
and manufacturing industries that 
were hardest hit by the Great Reces- 
sion. 

In all candor, I can’t say that I am 
enamored with everything in this bill. 
I wish that it provided more robust 
funding levels. I am sorry to see that 
we are continuing to use guarantee fees 
as a pay-for on an unrelated transpor- 
tation bill. G-fees should be used to 
protect taxpayers from mortgage 
losses, not as an offset on a highway 
bill. 

I also have serious concerns about 
the use of private debt collection as an 
offset in this bill. Instead of raising 
money, if history is any indication, it 
is likely the use of private debt collec- 
tion agencies would result in the Fed- 
eral Government losing revenue. We 
know that because that has happened 
in the past. 

Moving forward, I would strongly, 
strongly caution against loading this 
bill up with controversial provisions. 
This rule makes in order an amend- 
ment by Congressman RIBBLE of Wis- 
consin to permit States to allow bigger 
and heavier trucks on our interstate 
highways, and I understand that sev- 
eral other amendments have been of- 
fered to increase truck size and truck 
weights. I think passing these kinds of 
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amendments is one of the most dan- 
gerous things that we can do, and I be- 
lieve it would seriously threaten this 
carefully crafted compromise. 

Despite what some in the trucking 
industry might have you believe, big- 
ger trucks have never resulted in fewer 
trucks on our road. Since 1982, when 
Congress last increased the gross vehi- 
cle weight limit, truck registrations 
have increased 90 percent. 

Now, some say if we allow bigger and 
heavier trucks on our Federal Inter- 
state Highway System, we can some- 
how alleviate their presence on local 
roads. That is a false argument because 
trucks still need to make deliveries 
and pickups at warehouses and busi- 
nesses, and local roads are the way 
they get there. So all the Ribble 
amendment would do is make more of 
our roads less safe. 

By the way, on the Interstate High- 
way System, these bigger and heavier 
trucks can drive faster, thereby endan- 
gering more and more of the others 
who are driving on these highways. 
Bigger truck crashes kill nearly 4,000 
people every year, and the reality is 
that most of those fatalities are those 
in passenger vehicles, not the trucker. 
Big trucks pay only a fraction of the 
true cost of the wear and tear they 
cause on our roads and bridges. State 
budgets are stretched to the brink as it 
is and can’t afford to make up for the 
multibillion-dollar underpayments. 

Mr. Speaker, Americans have said 
loud and clear over and over again that 
they don’t want bigger trucks. A Janu- 
ary 2015 nationwide survey by Harper 
Polling found that 76 percent of re- 
spondents oppose longer, heavier 
trucks, and a May 2013 public opinion 
poll by Lake Research Partners found 
that 68 percent of Americans opposed 
heavier trucks. That should be enough 
to give people who want to put bigger 
and heavier trucks on our roads some 
pause. But as I have learned serving in 
this Congress, usually this place does 
the opposite of what the American peo- 
ple want. 

Let me remind my colleagues that in 
MAP-21, the most recent long-term 
highway bill, Congress directed the De- 
partment of Transportation to conduct 
a comprehensive study on truck size 
and weight laws. After 2 years of care- 
ful study, DOT concluded that the cur- 
rent data limitations were so profound 
that no changes in truck size and 
weight laws in regulations should be 
considered until these data limitations 
could be overcome. So we asked DOT to 
do a study, and that is their rec- 
ommendation. Yet there are all these 
amendments to try to get around that. 

I would just say to my friends who 
are thinking of voting for some of 
these amendments to allow bigger, 
heavier, and more dangerous trucks on 
the road and on our Interstate Highway 
System to talk to some of the families 
of the victims. I have, on a regular 
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basis, talked to people who have lost 
their husbands, their wives, their kids, 
and their best friends to these senseless 
crashes. Think about them before you 
just go along with whatever particular 
special interest asks you to do. 

By the way, those who drive these 
trucks are opposed to this. They are 
opposed to this. Yet here we are with 
an attempt to try to kind of make our 
roads less safe. 

So loading this bill up with all kinds 
of exemptions to truck size and weight 
laws I think would be a huge mistake 
and would jeopardize the passage of the 
underlying bill. I urge my colleagues to 
reject the Ribble amendment and all 
these other amendments that may be 
made in order to put bigger, heavier, 
and more dangerous trucks on the 
road. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 
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Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, when we talk about the 
return to regular order and all of the 
amendments that we are going to con- 
sider today, it is not lost on me that 
just here in the Rules Committee de- 
bate, my friend from Massachusetts 
was able to talk about truck size and 
weight for longer than regular order 
would have allowed the proponent of an 
amendment to talk about that. Under 
the 5-minute rule, which is what we 
have here to conduct these issues, it is 
hard to grapple with some of these big 
issues in an amendment process. 

Some of these issues, as my friend 
from Massachusetts suggested, should 
be hashed out in committee, where 
there is no time limit, where we can 
work on these, where we can consider 
all of the studies, where we can go 
through all of the work. 

There is a role for the Rules Com- 
mittee to pick and choose amend- 
ments, those that have been considered 
enough, those that can be considered in 
a short period of time, and those that 
need to remain in committee and be 
hashed out there. 

As we grapple with what regular 
order means, I hope my colleagues will 
come down on the side of reserving the 
biggest of these issues for committee 
work and the more minor changes for 
here on the floor of the House. 

While I prefer to agree with my 
friend from Massachusetts, Mr. Speak- 
er, I have to disagree with him about 
the track record we put together in 
this body over the last 4⁄2 years. 

I came to Congress at the exact same 
time that John Boehner became Speak- 
er of the House. My first experience 
here in this Chamber, Mr. Speaker, was 
when John Boehner brought H.R. 1 to 
the floor. It turns out the Democratic 
Congress had not finished the budg- 
eting process the year before. 

So here we were. We were in the mid- 
dle of the fiscal year. No budget had 
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been passed. No appropriations bills 
had been passed. This brand-new Con- 
gress comes in, the biggest freshman 
class in American history. It was an 
exciting, exciting time, Mr. Speaker, 
as you will recall. 

One of the first bills out of the gate 
was a bill to fund $3.5 trillion worth of 
Federal Government. All these new 
Members here have all been sent with a 
mandate from their constituents back 
home. 

While history would have suggested 
that a Speaker would have closed down 
that process, said this is too important 
to put before the entire House, what 
Speaker John Boehner said is: Bring 
the bill to the floor and we will debate 
it for as long as it takes. 

Mr. Speaker, do you remember that? 
It was all night long, day in, day out, 
until we finished the job. Every Mem- 
ber on this floor had their voice. 

We can’t always do that, Mr. Speak- 
er. There is not enough daylight or 
darkness in the year to do that with 
every bill that comes to the floor of the 
House. But I cannot let it be said that 
Speaker Boehner presided over the 
most closed Congress in history. In 
fact, the opposite is true. 

If you track down my Democratic 
friends, they will tell you they offered 
more amendments in a John Boehner 
Speakership than they ever had a 
chance to offer in a Speaker PELOSI 
Speakership. I am not faulting the pre- 
vious Speaker, Mr. Speaker. I am only 
saying that openness is something you 
have to believe because it is hard. It is 
complicated. 

I listened to my friend from Massa- 
chusetts. He said: I want an open proc- 
ess. I just want to defeat all the 
amendments I don’t like that come to 
the floor of the House. 

Sometimes that is just the way it is. 
Sometimes you have to come down 
here to the floor of the House, you have 
to have the difficult debate, and you 
have to win on the merits. 

Mr. Speaker, we did ask the Depart- 
ment of Transportation to consider 
truck weights. We absolutely did. And 
we passed it in a bipartisan way. It was 
signed by the President of the United 
States. The date the report was due 
back to this Congress was last year. 

Last year is when this body spoke 
and said: You have to have this study 
back to us by the winter of 2014. 

The Department of Transportation 
said: Whatever. Whatever. We are 
working on it. It is really hard. I know 
Congress told us to. I know they are 
the boss. But whatever. We will get 
there. 

Here we are a year later and we still 
don’t have the report, Mr. Speaker. 
Don’t let it be said that we are suc- 
ceeding here at the Federal level. 

What does my friend from Wisconsin 
(Mr. RIBBLE) do? This is radical. I want 
to redescribe the radical amendment 
that my friend from Massachusetts 
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just spoke about. The radical idea that 
my friend from Wisconsin has is: Let’s 
let the State governments decide for 
themselves about what the truck 
weights should be on Federal highways 
in their system. 

I don’t dispute for a moment that 
there are going to be States that say: 
This is too dangerous. We don’t want 
heavier trucks on our road. I don’t 
doubt that for a minute. 

But don’t you doubt for a minute, 
Mr. Speaker, that there will be States 
that say: Today we allow those heavier 
trucks on our small two-lane curvy 
roads through north Georgia. 

If you really care about families that 
have been harmed by truck accidents, 
then you want those trucks off of those 
dangerous two-lane roads and you want 
them on the finest highway system 
known to man: the United States inter- 
state system. 

I trust States to make those deci- 
sions, Mr. Speaker. Don’t think for a 
moment—don’t think for a moment— 
that the collective wisdom of 485 peo- 
ple in this body is a good substitute for 
folks who sit back home in the great 
State of Georgia. I promise you, our 
judgment, the way we love on one an- 
other in Georgia is superior to any- 
thing this body could craft. 

That is the radical idea from my 
friend from Wisconsin (Mr. RIBBLE). 
Let States decide. Let the local people 
who have to deal with the con- 
sequences of action or inaction—let 
them decide. 

It feels right to me, Mr. Speaker. 
That is what is wonderful about this 
body. We are going to make these 
amendments in order. We are going to 
bring them to the floor of the House. 
We are going to have the debate. And 
then, lo and behold, at the end of the 
process, you are going to have to stick 
your card in the slot and vote “yes” or 
‘*no,.”’ 

Mr. Speaker, this is the way it is sup- 
posed to be. I don’t want a body where 
we all agree on everything all the time. 
I want a body where we are able to talk 
about those things that divide us and 
where we are able to unite around 
those things that unite us. 

One of those things, Mr. Speaker, is 
what my friend from Massachusetts 
said. We have been in a short-term ex- 
tension process for far too long. It has 
been a short-term extension process 
that has gone through both Republican 
and Democratic leaderships, Mr. 
Speaker. This is not a partisan prob- 
lem. This is an American problem. 

Today the Transportation Committee 
has crafted an American solution that, 
if we pass this rule, we will be able to 
consider. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I am now really worried 
about what Speaker RYAN meant when 
he said that we were going to return to 
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regular order, based on what my col- 
league, Mr. WOODALL, just said as he 
defended the Boehner Congress, which, 
by the way, is the most closed Congress 
in the history of our Congress—more 
closed rules, over 180 closed rules. If 
you want to defend that process, fine. 

Not only the closed rules, but on 
major amendments, important issues 
were not even allowed to be brought 
up. We tried to debate the war—we are 
at war—and the Rules Committee, with 
the blessing of the leadership, wouldn’t 
even allow us to bring that to the 
House floor. Important issues are rou- 
tinely denied here. 

If your idea of regular order is still 
“your way or the highway,’ then I 
don’t think that much is going to be 
changed, just maybe the same menu, a 
different waiter, I guess. That is about 
what we can expect. I hope that is not 
the case. 

I think the record, not only how the 
Republicans have treated the minority 
with regard to important bills, but also 
to a lot of people on your own side, has 
been lousy. It has been a bad record. 

I am hoping that the new Speaker 
understands that and believes that this 
place could be better served if we have 
a more inclusive process, more regular 
order, and we respected our commit- 
tees. 

By the way, speaking of committees, 
the Transportation Committee didn’t 
see fit to put in a provision for bigger 
truck sizes and heavier trucks. That is 
the committee of jurisdiction. They 
didn’t do that. 

Mr. RIBBLE has the right to bring his 
amendment. These other people have 
the right to bring their amendment. 
Members will have a whole 10 minutes 
to debate this. 

I would also say that not all amend- 
ments are created equally. Some are 
more important than others. I think 
this is an amendment that is more im- 
portant than some of the sense of Con- 
gress language that we are going to be 
debating in terms of amendments later. 

But a whole 10 minutes and we are 
going to let the States decide. That is 
the retort from my colleague from 
Georgia. I get it. 

There are people in this House, espe- 
cially on the Republican side, who 
think the States should control every- 
thing; that when it comes to civil 
rights or voting rights, let the States 
decide, and the Federal Government 
should have no role in guaranteeing 
that everybody in this country has 
their voting rights protected or their 
civil rights protected. I disagree with 
that. 

On this issue, it is an issue of safety. 
When the gentleman says that we are 
just trying to take these big trucks off 
these side roads, that is not true. These 
trucks still have to go on those small 
roads to do their deliveries. 

That is not going to change. They 
will still have to utilize those roads. On 
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those side roads, I wish there weren’t 
these big trucks, but at least they are 
going slower than they will on an 
interstate highway. 

Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD 
a letter from Andrew Matthews, chair- 
man of the National Troopers Coali- 
tion, representing 45,000 members, ask- 
ing us to oppose any amendment forc- 
ing States to allow heavier and longer 
trucks on our Nation’s highway. 

Every one of us here is saying please 
don’t do this, please don’t do this. We 
will have a whole 5 minutes to make 
the case against that amendment. 

NATIONAL TROOPERS COALITION, 
September 23, 2015. 
Hon. BILL SHUSTER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. PETER DEFAZIO, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN SHUSTER AND RANKING 
MEMBER DEFAZIO: On behalf of the National 
Troopers Coalition’s 45,000 members, we ask 
that you oppose any amendment forcing 
states to allow heavier and longer trucks on 
our nation’s highways when you consider the 
transportation reauthorization. Specifically, 
we urge you to vote against any amendments 
allowing the operation of 91,000 pound single 
tractor-trailers or double 33-foot tractor- 
trailers, replacing the twin 28-foot trailers in 
operation today. 

Troopers, every day, see the dangers these 
longer and heavier rigs pose to the motoring 
public and our officers. With heavier trucks, 
stopping distances increase threatening the 
motoring public and our Trooper members. 
And if “Twin 33s” become legal, this could 
ultimately replace 53-foot singles as one of 
the most commonly used configurations, 
adding a dangerous 17 feet in length to our 
already crowded highways. 

The transportation reauthorization bill 
should not include such a far-reaching policy 
change, especially following the release of 
the long-awaited USDOT truck size and 
weight study, which largely concluded that 
not enough data exists to make a clear rec- 
ommendation on changing any existing 
truck size and weight laws. 

The bottom line is bigger and heavier 
trucks make our roads and highways are un- 
safe due to, among other things, greater 
stopping distances and higher risk of roll- 
over. The National Troopers Coalition op- 
poses any changes to current truck size and 
weight laws and urges you to do the same. 
Should you have any questions or need any 
additional information, I can be reached. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
ANDREW MATTHEWS, ESQ., 
Chairman. 


Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, the 
Teamsters Union, which most of these 
truck drivers are Teamsters, sent us a 
letter strongly urging us to oppose the 
Ribble amendment. Law enforcement, 
the drivers, all these safety coalitions 
say no; but a special interest comes in 
here and says they would like an ex- 
emption, and everybody Clambers to 
try to help them out. Know what you 
are voting for before you vote for this. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from California (Mrs. 
CAPPS). 
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Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to call attention 
to an important safety provision in the 
Senate-passed DRIVE Act being consid- 
ered by the House this week. 

I am pleased the House is working in 
a bipartisan manner to fix our Nation’s 
critical highway infrastructure needs. I 
want to bring attention to a key provi- 
sion which is included in the DRIVE 
Act that passed the Senate earlier this 
year. 

In 2004, two young sisters, Raechel 
and Jacqueline Houck, were killed just 
outside my district when their rented 
Chrysler PT Cruiser caught fire and 
crashed due to a defective steering 
component. The vehicle was not 
grounded or fixed before it was rented 
to the Houck sisters, despite having a 
safety recall notice issued a month be- 
fore the tragic accident. 

While today Federal law prohibits 
car dealers from selling new cars sub- 
ject to a recall, there is no similar law 
prohibiting rental car companies from 
renting out vehicles under a safety re- 
call. 

That is why I am so pleased the Sen- 
ate included the text of my bill, H.R. 
2198, the Raechel and Jacqueline Houck 
Safe Rental Car Act, into the DRIVE 
Act. 

This legislation is nothing more than 
a commonsense fix. It modifies existing 
law to prohibit rental car companies 
from renting a vehicle under recall 
until it has been fixed. Pure and sim- 
ple, consumers must be protected from 
renting cars that are subject to a safe- 
ty recall. 

This key provision does not only 
have bipartisan support in the House, 
but it is also supported by the rental 
car industry, consumer safety groups, 
the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration, General Motors, and 
Honda. 

Furthermore, a change.org petition 
calling for passage of this bill was 
started by Raechel and Jacqueline’s 
mother, Cally Houck. It has received 
signatures from over 180,000 consumers 
nationwide. 

I am disappointed that there may be 
attempts to strike this critical vehicle 
safety language from this final high- 
way bill. I believe such actions are mis- 
guided and would seriously undermine 
the tireless effort by Cally Houck and 
the families who have lost loved ones 
due to this clear defect in our safety 
laws. 

Therefore, as the House debates the 
highway bill this week, I urge my col- 
leagues to oppose any amendments to 
weaken or undermine this important 
bipartisan language. 

Let us honor the lives of Raechel and 
Jacqueline Houck by working together 
to enact a simple, yet meaningful solu- 
tion that will surely save lives in the 
future. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 
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I certainly agree with my friend from 
Massachusetts that folks ought to 
know what they are talking about be- 
fore they come and vote on amend- 
ments. In fact, I think folks ought to 
know what they talk about when they 
even come down and talk about amend- 
ments. I think that ought to be part of 
the thing. There is no point of order to 
stipulate that, but I believe it is an im- 
portant provision. 

I serve on the Transportation Com- 
mittee, Mr. Speaker. So I have a vested 
interest in this. I have kind of a pride 
of authorship. We worked very hard on 
this. 

In my friend from Massachusetts’ 
opening statement, he thanked the 
chairman and the ranking member of 
the full committee and of the sub- 
committee. They call them the Big 
Four on that committee, Mr. Speaker, 
the Big Four. 

If you can get the Big Four to have 
an agreement, then you feel like you 
can get your amendment across the 
finish line because being a committee 
chairman means something. 
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Among the many amendments that 
we considered in committee were truck 
weight amendments, Mr. Speaker. I 
know this because I serve on that com- 
mittee. 

Did you know, today, Mr. Speaker, 
that we have first responder vehicles— 
fire trucks, for example—that are pro- 
hibited from getting on Federal high- 
ways because of this system? If you are 
in a crisis—if you are in a first re- 
sponder crisis—because of the wisdom 
of the Federal Government, the wisdom 
of this body, we have said: Do you 
know what? You probably shouldn’t get 
on the fastest and most direct route to 
respond to the crisis. We really need 
you to stay on the local roads. No 
interstate travel for you. 

That is just nonsense. That is abso- 
lute nonsense. 

Good news, Mr. Speaker. We have 
folks here in this body who care about 
ferreting out the nonsense and putting 
a stop to it. So we considered that 
amendment in committee, and we 
passed that amendment in committee. 
If we pass this rule today, Mr. Speaker, 
we can change the law of the land to 
make that difference for people. 

This is a new day in terms of House 
leadership, Mr. Speaker. It is a new 
day. I am going to be interested to see 
whether we spend more time litigating 
the past or planning for the future. I 
am about looking forward. I am opti- 
mistic about tomorrow. I know it is 
going to be better than yesterday no 
matter how good yesterday was. This is 
the opportunity we have here together. 

Unanimous out of committee. Voiced 
out of the Rules Committee. This is the 
bill. I don’t want anybody to be con- 
fused. There is no civil rights legisla- 
tion in this bill today. This is a trans- 
portation bill. I don’t want anybody to 


17046 


be confused. We are not rolling back 
anything for anyone here today. This is 
a bipartisan—even better, non- 
partisan—transportation funding bill. I 
don’t want anybody to be confused 
today. This is something that Demo- 
crats failed to get done when they ran 
the show, and it is something Repub- 
licans failed to get done when they ran 
the show. Now we are all here together, 
getting it done. I think that is worth 
celebrating. 

I urge all of my colleagues to pass 
this rule so we can get to it and then 
support the underlying bill as well. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Iam going to urge that we defeat the 
previous question. If we do, I will offer 
an amendment to the rule to bring up 
legislation that will restore and 
strengthen the Voting Rights Act of 
1965. 

We need to recommit ourselves to 
voter equality. This legislation would 
require Federal approval in some 
States for changes to voting practices 
that could be discriminatory. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to insert the text of the amend- 
ment in the RECORD, along with extra- 
neous material, immediately prior to 
the vote on the previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, you 
will notice many of us are wearing 
“Restore the Vote” pins here today be- 
cause we are, quite frankly, appalled 
by what is going on in certain States in 
terms of taking away people’s right to 
vote. We find that offensive, and we 
think that there is a Federal obligation 
to guarantee that right, that we just 
can’t leave it up to the States. All of us 
in this country should have equal pro- 
tections under the law when it comes 
to voting. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the 
distinguished gentlewoman from Ala- 
bama (Ms. SEWELL). 

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. Mr. Speak- 
er, I rise today in support of voting 
rights for all Americans. I was proud to 
stand alongside my fellow colleagues 
this morning to launch the Restore the 
Vote legislative strategy. 

This national effort will help mobi- 
lize support for H.R. 2867, the Voting 
Rights Advancement Act of 2015, a bill 
that I sponsored with Representatives 
JUDY CHU and LINDA SANCHEZ in order 
to restore critical Federal oversight to 
jurisdictions which have a recent his- 
tory of voter discrimination. 

Since elections are held on Tuesdays, 
every Tuesday that Congress is in ses- 
sion, we will declare it to be ‘‘Restora- 
tion Tuesday.” Members of Congress 
will wear a ‘‘Restore the Vote” ribbon 
pin and will speak on the House floor 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


about the importance of restoring and 
protecting voting rights for all Ameri- 
cans. Today is the first Restoration 
Tuesday, and I am honored to speak on 
behalf of H.R. 2867, the Voting Rights 
Advancement Act. 

Two years ago, Mr. Speaker, the Su- 
preme Court in the Shelby case struck 
down the Federal preclearance. The Su- 
preme Court issued a challenge to Con- 
gress to develop a modern-day coverage 
formula that looks at current discrimi- 
natory acts by States and political ju- 
risdiction. The Voting Rights Advance- 
ment Act answers that challenge. 

The bill restores and advances the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965 by looking at 
recent voter discrimination practices 
since 1990. An entire State can be cov- 
ered by preclearance if 15 or more vot- 
ing violations occur in a State in the 
most recent 25-year period. This up- 
dated coverage formula ensures that 13 
States, including my home State of 
Alabama, are required to obtain 
preclearance for changes in voting 
practices and laws. The 13 States that 
will be covered under this new formula 
include Alabama, Mississippi, Lou- 
isiana, Georgia, Florida, South Caro- 
lina, North Carolina, Arkansas, Ari- 
zona, Texas, New York, California, and 
Virginia. The bill also provides greater 
transparency in Federal elections by 
ensuring that voters get notice of 
changes in locations and of changes in 
voting practices. 

Put simply, the Voting Rights Ad- 
vancement Act offers more voter pro- 
tection to more people in more States. 

Mr. Speaker, old battles have become 
new again. Since the Shelby decision, 
33 States across this Nation have 
issued photo I.D. laws that have made 
it harder for vulnerable communities 
to vote, like our senior citizens, our 
young people, and the disabled. 

As a daughter of Selma, I am pain- 
fully aware that the injustices suffered 
on the Edmund Pettus Bridge 50 years 
ago have not been fully vindicated. 
Just recently, my constituents were 
dealt a very devastating blow when 
Alabama closed 31 DMVs—that’s right, 
driver’s license offices—a State that 
had recently adopted one of the Na- 
tion’s harsher photo I.D. laws. This de- 
cision is completely unacceptable. 
These closures render it almost impos- 
sible for so many of my constituents to 
get the most popular form of photo 
I.D., which is a driver’s license. 

This DMV closure decision is just one 
example of modern-day barriers to vot- 
ing. While we no longer have to count 
marbles in a jar or recite the names of 
all of the counties, there are still laws 
and decisions that make it harder for 
people to vote. ‘‘Injustice anywhere is 
a threat to justice everywhere,” Mar- 
tin Luther King once said. 

On March 7, 2015, I welcomed Presi- 
dent and Mrs. Obama as well as Presi- 
dent Bush and Mrs. Bush, along with 
100 Members of the House and the Sen- 
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ate, to my hometown of Selma, Ala- 
bama, to commemorate the 50th anni- 
versary of the voting rights march 
from Selma to Montgomery. Mr. 
Speaker, it was a “kumbaya” moment 
when Republicans and Democrats gath- 
ered together in recognition of how far 
our Nation had come in living up to its 
ideals of justice and equality for all. 

The 50th commemoration of the 
marches from Selma to Montgomery 
must be so much more than just one 
day of reflection, Mr. Speaker. A single 
moment filled with colorful language 
and wonderful speeches is nice, and 
walking hand in hand across the Ed- 
mund Pettus Bridge is nice; but gone 
should be the days of ‘‘feel good” mo- 
ments that, in and of themselves, lead 
to no clear path to action. The Voting 
Rights Advancement Act is that ac- 
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield the gentle- 
woman an additional 1 minute. 

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. Mr. Speak- 
er, we are asking our colleagues, Demo- 
crats and Republicans, to join with us 
in supporting the Voting Rights Ad- 
vancement Act as Congress must act 
now to protect the rights of all Ameri- 
cans. 

The fate of our democracy depends 
upon its citizens having the unfettered 
right to vote. Our vote is our voice, and 
no voices should be silenced. We are 
asking everyone to join us in our ef- 
forts to make sure that we restore the 
vote to the voices of the excluded. To 
restrict the ability of any American to 
vote is an assault on all Americans’ 
rights to participate equally in the 
electoral process. 

I ask my colleagues to support H.R. 
2867, the Voting Rights Advancement 
Act. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

It is easy on a big bill like this to get 
confused about what is in it and what 
is not in it. I would refer folks to trans- 
port.house.gov. That is not just for 
Members of Congress, Mr. Speaker. 
Anybody across the country can access 
that. 

What you are going to find—and, 
again, what is an extraordinary success 
story that we have on the floor today— 
are all of these national priorities that 
we share. The bill refocuses funding on 
national priorities. It gets us back to 
the core of the original highway trust 
fund. It reforms the program, again, in 
a bipartisan—even nonpartisan—way 
to get the dollars on the ground faster 
to make a difference in people’s lives. 

Time is money, Mr. Speaker, whether 
you are shipping goods or whether you 
are sitting in traffic. It promotes inno- 
vation to bring some new ideas into the 
transportation infrastructure. We are 
getting ready for next generation 
roads, and that language is here: roads 
and bridges, public transportation, 
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driver safety, truck and bus safety, 
hazardous materials. It is all in here. 

There are those bills in Congress 
where the more you read them, the 
more you think: ‘‘Man, what were 
those guys thinking?” This is one of 
those bills where the more you read it, 
you think: ‘‘How in the world did those 
guys get it done?’’ This is a success 
story, Mr. Speaker. It is worthy of all 
of my colleagues’ support. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

We need to pursue this in the manner 
we are doing it because, again, impor- 
tant issues like this don’t ever see the 
light of day in this House. We can’t 
talk about voting rights or vote on a 
bill to protect voting rights. We can’t 
vote on immigration reform because 
my friends are slaves to this majority 
rule on their side of the aisle. These 
are important issues, and we shouldn’t 
just leave them to the States in which 
people’s voting rights are being denied. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from North Carolina (Ms. 
ADAMS). 

Ms. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, August 6 
marked the 50th anniversary of the 
passage of the bipartisan Voting Rights 
Act of 1965, historic legislation that 
prevented State and local governments 
from denying any citizen the right to 
vote based on his race, ensuring equal 
voting rights for all. 

In 2013, the Supreme Court struck 
down a major provision of this law, se- 
verely limiting the Federal oversight 
of State voting laws. My home State of 
North Carolina passed the most egre- 
gious voting law in the Nation imme- 
diately after that decision, which 
slashed early voting, implemented 
strict voter I.D. requirements, and 
ended pre voter registration programs. 
Other States across the country fol- 
lowed suit and also implemented elec- 
tion laws that disenfranchised voters. 

All voters should be able to make 
their voices heard and elect leaders of 
their choice, and I am proud to join my 
colleagues today in renewing our call 
to repair America’s broken election 
system. 

I cosponsored the Voting Rights Ad- 
vancement Act to help restore Federal 
oversight to jurisdictions which have a 
recent history of voter discrimination. 
This bill updates the coverage formula 
to ensure that States like North Caro- 
lina are required to obtain pre- 
clearance for changes to voting prac- 
tices and procedures. It reaffirms our 
commitment to voter equality, and it 
creates additional pathways for voter 
access. Simply put, this bill protects 
the right to vote. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
important piece of legislation because 
every American deserves to have his 
voice heard. Every American deserves 
equal access to the ballot box, and 
every American deserves the right to 
vote. 
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Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Ohio (Mrs. BEATTY). 

Mrs. BEATTY. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, it is election day in 
Ohio. Right now, my constituents are 
casting ballots to decide their next 
local, State, and judicial elected offi- 
cials. Participating in our democratic 
process is not only a right, but it is a 
duty. Unfortunately, again, for many 
Americans, voting recently became 
more difficult in 2013. 

As you have heard my colleagues 
mention, Mr. Speaker, that is when the 
Supreme Court struck down key provi- 
sions of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 
in its Shelby v. Holder decision, mak- 
ing it easier for States and localities to 
disenfranchise voters in areas that 
have a history of voter suppression. 

We shouldn’t roll back voting rights 
protections. Instead, we should honor 
the progress our country has made to 
ensure equal rights and equal treat- 
ment. 

Congress should immediately bring 
H.R. 2867, the Voting Rights Advance- 
ment Act of 2015, to the floor so all 
Americans may cast ballots to choose 
their leaders and their public servants. 
I am a cosponsor—no. Let me say I am 
a proud cosponsor of this bill, and it 
enjoys bipartisan support and leader- 
ship support in both the House and the 
Senate. 

Mr. Speaker, voting rights restora- 
tion should happen now. On Tuesdays, I 
will proudly wear my pin for restoring 
the vote. Mr. Speaker, again, that is 
restoring the vote. 
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Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I would 
ask my colleague if he has any further 
speakers remaining. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. I am ready to close 
for our side. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, in a few moments, I am 
going to offer an amendment to the 
rule. It has been worked out collabo- 
ratively with the minority. I said when 
I began that we were making almost 30 
amendments in order, but we were no- 
where close to done. In fact, this 
amendment wants to make another 16 
amendments in order right now. 

We are still going to go back to the 
Rules Committee and meet at 3 p.m. 
We are still going to make even more 
amendments in order, but this amend- 
ment will make an additional 16 
amendments in order under this rule. 
It will make more time available for 
debate, Mr. Speaker. 

We want to make a technical fix to 
dispense with the reading of the Senate 
bill so that we can get directly into 
amendments. That is a standard proce- 
dure, but it was not in the base rule. 
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Mr. Speaker, this is only going to 
make this rule better. I look forward to 
offering that amendment here in just a 
few moments. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. How much time do 
I have left, Mr. Speaker? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts has 314 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me begin by reit- 
erating our call for Members to vote 
“no” on the previous question so that 
we can restore the vote. 

Only in this Republican-controlled 
House of Representatives is the notion 
of protecting everybody’s right to vote 
a radical idea. We see voter suppression 
efforts all across this country, and it is 
a Federal responsibility. It is a Federal 
responsibility, and we have got to live 
up to that responsibility. So I hope 
that my colleagues will vote ‘‘no,’’ so 
we can have this debate and we can 
have an up-or-down vote on this. 

Quite frankly, the committees of ju- 
risdiction should have ruled this bill to 
the floor, and we should be having that 
debate. But I guess for political reasons 
my colleagues don’t see the benefit in 
moving this important legislation to 
the floor. We have an opportunity to do 
that today. 

Secondly, Mr. Speaker, I again want 
to commend Chairman SHUSTER, Rank- 
ing Member DEFAZIO, and their entire 
team for bringing us here today with a 
carefully crafted compromise, 6-year 
highway bill, which, I think, is abso- 
lutely imperative. Our States, our cit- 
ies, and our towns have been demand- 
ing this for a long, long time, and we 
are very close to making some 
progress. 

I would urge, like I did in my opening 
statement, we ought not to screw it up 
with a whole bunch of controversial 
amendments because some special in- 
terest PAC thinks it is a good idea. 

I will again reiterate my strong oppo- 
sition, not only to the Ribble amend- 
ment, but to a whole bunch of other 
amendments that will allow bigger and 
heavier trucks on our Federal Inter- 
state Highway System. These are Fed- 
eral highways. Yes, it is a Federal re- 
sponsibility. It is a Federal responsi- 
bility. 

I would just remind my colleagues 
that the people who agree with me on 
this include the National Troopers As- 
sociation, the National Sheriffs’ Asso- 
ciation, the International Association 
of Chiefs of Police, the National Asso- 
ciation of Police Organizations, AAA, 
the National League of Cities, the Na- 
tional Association of Towns and Town- 
ships, the American Public Works As- 
sociation, The U.S. Conference of May- 
ors, Citizens for Reliable and Safe 
Highways, Road Safe America, Brain 
Injury Association of America, Parents 
Against Tired Truckers, Advocates for 
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Auto Safety, Trucking Alliance, the 
Teamsters, and the AFL-CIO. I can go 
on and on and on. 

The overwhelming opinion on this is 
that we should not go down the road of 
bigger and heavier trucks; yet we have 
got a special interest out there that 
says we should do it, and so all of a 
sudden Members are clamoring to do it. 
It would be a mistake. It would make 
our roads more dangerous. It will 
threaten the safety of passengers on 
our highways. It is a bad idea. 

Certainly, people ought to pay atten- 
tion to what they are voting on before 
they come here and vote for this. Un- 
fortunately, we are not going to have 
the time to debate it because it is 
going to be 5 minutes on each side. I 
think it would be a threat to this bill, 
and I think that would be a huge mis- 
take. 

Let us respect the great work that 
has been done by the Transportation 
Committee. Let’s not load it up with a 
bunch of controversial provisions. This 
is about safety on our highways, first 
and foremost. If my colleagues don’t 
believe that, they ought to talk to the 
families who have lost loved ones in ac- 
cidents due to bigger and heavier 
trucks. They ought to talk to the driv- 
ers. They ought to talk to people who 
know what they are talking about and 
not rely on a particular special inter- 
est. 

Mr. Speaker, again, I urge my col- 
leagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous 
question so we can have this debate 
and a vote on protecting voting rights 
in this country to restore the vote. 

Let’s respect the work that the com- 
mittee of jurisdiction has done here, 
but let’s vote ‘‘no’’ on these efforts to 
allow bigger and heavier trucks on our 
roads. For the sake of our constituents, 
for their safety, let us do the right 
thing and vote “no” on those amend- 
ments. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this is one of those days 
where I don’t think it is a rare moment 
of agreement; I think it is a typical 
moment of agreement. There are issues 
that divide us, and there are issues 
that unite us. Focusing on America’s 
infrastructure is one of those issues 
that unites us. 

I agreed with my friend from Massa- 
chusetts, Mr. Speaker, when he said he 
hoped in the new administration here 
in this House that we focused on fair- 
ness and respect. I think that is abso- 
lutely right. I think that is what the 
American people ask of us back home. 

I don’t particularly think that sug- 
gesting that there are folks in this 
body who are moving amendments to 
the floor based on the bidding of spe- 
cial interests moves us in the direction 
of respect. In fact, I think it moves us 
in the opposite direction, Mr. Speaker. 
I don’t think suggesting there are 
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those in this body who care about the 
individual safety of families in our dis- 
trict and those who don’t moves us in 
the direction of fairness or respect, Mr. 
Speaker. I think it moves us in the op- 
posite direction. That is the challenge 
that our new Speaker has. We are try- 
ing to get to regular order, trying to 
have all the voices heard, Mr. Speaker, 
but you have seen the complexity of 
that just here today. 

On the one hand, you have heard a 
passionate speech for why we shouldn’t 
be considering trucking amendments in 
a trucking bill; that there couldn’t pos- 
sibly be enough time to discuss truck- 
ing while dealing with trucks, why we 
shouldn’t possibly have an opportunity 
to bring experts together who have just 
passed a trucking bill to deal with 
more trucking issues. On the other 
hand, you heard a very passionate plea 
of why we should bring a Judiciary 
Committee legislative bill into the 
transportation bill. 

This bipartisan bill, this bill that has 
been worked out, this bill that has suc- 
ceeded where Congress after Congress 
after Congress has failed, you have 
heard a very passionate pitch to say, 
you know what, let’s take that trans- 
portation bill and let’s drop in a giant 
judiciary issue on top of it because 
that is regular order. It is not regular 
order. 

I don’t dispute that there is frustra- 
tion in this body for the pace at which 
legislation moves. I share it. Mr. 
Speaker, I instigate it for Pete’s sake. 
I came here in the class of 2010. I want 
to get things done. As soon as we come 
together and get this done, by golly, we 
can go back to poking or kicking or 
talking or whatever it is that folks 
need to get done, but that is not this 
bill. 

This bill is a success. This process is 
a success. The openness of this process 
is something that we can all be proud 
of. It doesn’t just happen because 
Chairman SESSIONS and Ranking Mem- 
ber SLAUGHTER come together in the 
Rules Committee, Mr. Speaker. It hap- 
pens because Chairman SHUSTER and 
Ranking Member DEFAZIO came to- 
gether in the Transportation Com- 
mittee. This is one of those moments 
that brings us together, not as a body, 
but as a nation, getting about the busi- 
ness that our constituents sent us here 
to do. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WOODALL 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to offer an amendment to the reso- 
lution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 2, line 11, insert after the period: 
“The first reading of the Senate amendment 
shall be dispensed with.’’. 

At the end of the first section, add the fol- 
lowing: ‘The Senate amendment, as amend- 
ed, shall be considered as read.’’. 

At the end of the resolution, add the fol- 
lowing: 
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“SEC. 7. The amendments specified in 
Rules Committee Print 114-33 shall be con- 
sidered as though printed in part B of House 
Report 114-325.’’. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Georgia. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, that is 
35 amendments now. There are 35 
amendments made in order by this 
rule. We will still go back at 3 o’clock 
this afternoon to find even more. That 
is the collaborative process that I am 
representing on the floor here today. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I urge strong 
support for the amendment, I urge 
strong support for the rule, and I urge 
strong support for the underlying reso- 
lution. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. MCGOVERN is as follows: 


AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 507 OFFERED BY 
MR. MCGOVERN OF MASSACHUSETTS 


At the end of the resolution, add the fol- 
lowing new sections: 

SEC. 7. Immediately upon adoption of this 
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to 
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House 
resolved into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for consider- 
ation of the bill (H.R. 2867) to amend the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965 to revise the cri- 
teria for determining which States and polit- 
ical subdivisions are subject to section 4 of 
the Act, and for other purposes. The first 
reading of the bill shall be dispensed with. 
All points of order against consideration of 
the bill are waived. General debate shall be 
confined to the bill and shall not exceed one 
hour equally divided and controlled by the 
chair and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. After general 
debate the bill shall be considered for 
amendment under the five-minute rule. All 
points of order against provisions in the bill 
are waived. At the conclusion of consider- 
ation of the bill for amendment the Com- 
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the 
House with such amendments as may have 
been adopted. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend- 
ments thereto to final passage without inter- 
vening motion except one motion to recom- 
mit with or without instructions. If the 
Committee of the Whole rises and reports 
that it has come to no resolution on the bill, 
then on the next legislative day the House 
shall, immediately after the third daily 
order of business under clause 1 of rule XIV, 
resolve into the Committee of the Whole for 
further consideration of the bill. 

SEC. 8. Clause l(c) of rule XIX shall not 
apply to the consideration of H.R. 2867. 

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 
IT REALLY MEANS 


This vote, the vote on whether to order the 
previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or- 
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Republican majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the Democratic minority to 
offer an alternative plan. It is a vote about 
what the House should be debating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives (VI, 308-811), de- 
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘ʻa motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.” To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
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opposition a chance to decide the subject be- 
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de- 
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition” 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of- 
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said: 
“The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz- 
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.” 

The Republican majority may say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution ... [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im- 
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the Repub- 
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative 
Process in the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s 
how the Republicans describe the previous 
question vote in their own manual: ‘‘Al- 
though it is generally not possible to amend 
the rule because the majority Member con- 
trolling the time will not yield for the pur- 
pose of offering an amendment, the same re- 
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre- 
vious question on the rule. . . When the mo- 
tion for the previous question is defeated, 
control of the time passes to the Member 
who led the opposition to ordering the pre- 
vious question. That Member, because he 
then controls the time, may offer an amend- 
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of 
amendment.”’ 

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House 
of Representatives, the subchapter titled 
“Amending Special Rules” states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend- 
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec- 
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘‘Upon re- 
jection of the motion for the previous ques- 
tion on a resolution reported from the Com- 
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem- 
ber leading the opposition to the previous 
question, who may offer a proper amendment 
or motion and who controls the time for de- 
bate thereon.”’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli- 
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Republican major- 
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter- 
native views the opportunity to offer an al- 
ternative plan. 


Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the 
amendment and on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question on the amendment and on the 
resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX, 
this 15-minute vote on ordering the 


on 


previous question will be followed by 5- 
minute votes on: 

Adoption of the amendment to House 
Resolution 507, if ordered; 

Adoption of House Resolution 507, if 
ordered; and 

The motion to suspend the rules on 
House Resolution 354. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 241, nays 
178, not voting 14, as follows: 

[Roll No. 583] 
YEAS—241 


Abraham Graves (LA) Noem 
Aderholt Graves (MO) Nugent 
Allen Griffith Nunes 
Amash Grothman Olson 
Amodei Guinta Palazzo 
Babin Guthrie Palmer 
Barletta Hanna Paulsen 
Barr Hardy Pearce 
Barton Harper Perry 
Benishek Harris Pittenger 
Bilirakis Hartzler Pitts 

Bishop (MI) Heck (NV) Poe (TX) 
Bishop (UT) Hensarling Poliquin 
Black Herrera Beutler Pompeo 
Blackburn Hice, Jody B. Posey 

Blum Hill Price, Tom 
Bost Holding Ratcliffe 
Boustany Hudson Reed 

Brady (TX) Huelskamp Reichert 
Brat Huizenga (MI) Renacci 
Bridenstine Hultgren Ribble 
Brooks (AL) Hunter Rice (SC) 
Brooks (IN) Hurd (TX) Rigell 
Buchanan Hurt (VA) Roby 

Buck Issa Roe (TN) 
Bucshon Jenkins (KS) Rogers (AL) 
Burgess Jenkins (WV) Rogers (KY) 
Byrne Johnson (OH) Rohrabacher 
Calvert Johnson, Sam Rokita 
Carter (GA) Jolly Rooney (FL) 
Carter (TX) Jordan Ros-Lehtinen 
Chabot Joyce Roskam 
Chaffetz Katko Ross 
Clawson (FL) Kelly (MS) Rothfus 
Coffman Kelly (PA) Rouzer 

Cole King (IA) Royce 
Collins (GA) King (NY) Russell 
Collins (NY) Kinzinger (IL) Salmon 
Comstock Kline Sanford 
Conaway Knight Scalise 
Cook Labrador Schweikert 
Costello (PA) LaHood Scott, Austin 
Cramer LaMalfa Sensenbrenner 
Crawford Lamborn Sessions 
Crenshaw Lance Shimkus 
Culberson Latta Shuster 
Curbelo (FL) LoBiondo Simpson 
Davis, Rodney Long Smith (MO) 
Denham Loudermilk Smith (NE) 
Dent Love Smith (NJ) 
DeSantis Lucas Smith (TX) 
DesJarlais Luetkemeyer Stefanik 
Diaz-Balart Lummis Stewart 
Dold MacArthur Stivers 
Donovan Marchant Stutzman 
Duffy Marino Thompson (PA) 
Duncan (SC) Massie Thornberry 
Duncan (TN) McCarthy Tiberi 
Emmer (MN) McCau. Tipton 
Farenthold McClintock Trott 
Fincher McHenry Turner 
Fitzpatrick McKinley Upton 
Fleischmann McMorris Valadao 
Fleming Rodgers Wagner 
Flores McSally Walberg 
Forbes Meadows Walden 
Fortenberry Meehan Walker 
Foxx Messer Walorski 
Franks (AZ) Mica Walters, Mimi 
Frelinghuysen Miller (FL) Weber (TX) 
Garrett Miller (MI) Webster (FL) 
Gibbs Moolenaar Wenstrup 
Gibson Mooney (WV) Westerman 
Goodlatte Mullin Westmoreland 
Gosar Mulvaney Whitfield 
Gowdy Murphy (PA) Williams 
Granger Neugebauer Wilson (SC) 
Graves (GA) Newhouse Wittman 
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Womack 
Woodall 
Yoho 


Adams 
Aguilar 
Ashford 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 


Brady (PA) 
Conyers 
Ellmers (NC) 
Fattah 
Gohmert 


Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 


NAYS—178 


Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
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Zeldin 
Zinke 


Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 


Perlmutter 

Peters 

Peterson 

Pingree 

Pocan 

Polis 

Price (NC) 

Quigley 

Rangel 

Rice (NY) 

Roybal-Allard 

Ruiz 

Ruppersberger 

Rush 

Ryan (OH) 

Sanchez, Linda 
T. 

Sanchez, Loretta 

Sarbanes 

Schakowsky 

Schiff 

Schrader 

Scott (VA) 

Scott, David 

Serrano 

Sewell (AL) 

Sherman 

Sinema 

Sires 

Slaughter 

Smith (WA) 

Swalwell (CA) 

Takano 

Thompson (CA) 

Thompson (MS) 

Titus 

Tonko 

Torres 

Tsongas 

Van Hollen 

Vargas 

Veasey 

Vela 

Velazquez 

Visclosky 

Walz 

Wasserman 
Schultz 

Waters, Maxine 

Watson Coleman 

Welch 

Wilson (FL) 


NOT VOTING—14 


Jackson Lee 
Jones 
Larson (CT) 
Meeks 
Richmond 
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Speier 
Takai 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 


Mrs. TORRES changed her vote from 
“yea” to “nay.” 


Messrs. 


LAMALFA and JODY B. 


HICE of Georgia changed their vote 
from “nay” to “yea.” 
So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. 


The 


question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
on the resolution, as 


question 
amended. 


is 


The 
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The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 248, nays 
171, not voting 14, as follows: 

[Roll No. 584] 


This 


YEAS—248 
Abraham Granger Mullin 
Aderholt Graves (GA) Mulvaney 
Allen Graves (LA) Murphy (PA) 
Amash Graves (MO) Newhouse 
Amodei Green, Gene Noem 
Babin Griffith Nugent 
Barletta Grothman Nunes 
Barr Guinta Olson 
Barton Guthrie Palazzo 
Benishek Hanna Palmer 
Bilirakis Hardy Paulsen 
Bishop (MI) Harper Pearce 
Bishop (UT) Harris Perry 
Black Hartzler Pittenger 
Blackburn Heck (NV) Pitts 
Blum Hensarling Poe (TX) 
Bos Herrera Beutler Poliquin 
Boustany Hice, Jody B. Pompeo 
Brady (TX) Hill Posey 
Bra Holding Price, Tom 
Bridenstine Hudson Ratcliffe 
Brooks (AL) Huelskamp Reed 
Brooks (IN) Huizenga (MI) Reichert 
Buchanan Hultgren Renacci 
Buck Hunter Ribble 
Bucshon Hurd (TX) Rice (NY) 
Burgess Hurt (VA) Rice (SC) 
Byrne Issa Rigell 
Calvert Jenkins (KS) Roby 
Carter (GA) Jenkins (WV) Roe (TN) 
Carter (TX) Johnson (OH) Rogers (AL) 
Chabot Johnson, Sam Rogers (KY) 
Chaffetz Jolly Rohrabacher 
Chu, Judy Jordan Rokita 
Clawson (FL) Joyce Rooney (FL) 
Coffman Katko Ros-Lehtinen 
Cole Kelly (MS) Roskam 
Collins (GA) Kelly (PA) Ross 
Collins (NY) King (IA) Rothfus 
Comstock King (NY) Rouzer 
Conaway Kinzinger (IL) Royce 
Cook Kline Ruiz 
Cooper Knight Russell 
Costello (PA) Labrador Salmon 
Cramer LaHood Sanford 
Crawford LaMalfa Scalise 
Crenshaw Lamborn Schweikert 
Culberson Lance Scott, Austin 
Curbelo (FL) Latta Sensenbrenner 
Davis, Rodney LoBiondo Sessions 
Denham Long Shimkus 
Dent Loudermilk Shuster 
DeSantis Love Simpson 
DesJarlais Lucas Sinema 
Diaz-Balart Luetkemeyer Smith (MO) 
Dold Lummis Smith (NE) 
Donovan MacArthur Smith (NJ) 
Duffy Maloney, Smith (TX) 
Duncan (SC) Carolyn Stefanik 
Duncan (TN) Marchant Stewart 
Emmer (MN) Marino Stivers 
Farenthold Massie Stutzman 
Fincher McCarthy Thompson (PA) 
Fitzpatrick McCaul Thornberry 
Fleischmann McClintock Tiberi 
Fleming McHenry Tipton 
Flores McKinley Trott 
Forbes McMorris Turner 
Fortenberry Rodgers Upton 
Foxx McSally Valadao 
Franks (AZ) Meadows Wagner 
Frelinghuysen Meehan Walberg 
Garrett Messer Walden 
Gibbs Mica Walker 
Gibson Miller (FL) Walorski 
Goodlatte Miller (MI) Walters, Mimi 
Gosar Moolenaar Waters, Maxine 


Gowdy 


Mooney (WV) 


Weber (TX) 
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Webster (FL) Wilson (SC) Young (IA) 
Wenstrup Wittman Young (IN) 
Westerman Womack Zeldin 
Westmoreland Woodall Zinke 
Whitfield Yoho 
Williams Young (AK) 
NAYS—171 

Adams Foster Murphy (FL) 
Aguilar Frankel (FL) Nadler 
Ashford Fudge Napolitano 
Bass Gabbard Neal 
Beatty Gallego Nolan 
Becerra Garamendi Norcross 
Bera Graham O’Rourke 
Beyer Grayson Pallone 
Bishop (GA) Green, Al Pascrell 
Blumenauer Grijalva Payne 
Bonamici Gutiérrez Pelosi 
Boyle, Brendan Hahn Perlmutter 

F. Hastings Peters 
Brown (FL) Heck (WA) Peterson 
Brownley (CA) Higgins Pingree 
Bustos Himes Pocan 
Butterfield Hinojosa Polis 
Capps Honda Price (NC) 
Capuano Hoyer Quigley 
Cárdenas Huffman Rangel 
Carney Israel Roybal-Allard 
Carson (IN) Jeffries Ruppersberger 
Cartwright Johnson (GA) Rush 
Castor (FL) Johnson, E. B. Ryan (OH) 
Castro (TX) Kaptur Sanchez, Linda 
Cicilline Keating E 
Clark (MA) Kelly (IL) Sanchez, Loretta 
Clarke (NY) Kennedy Sarbanes 
Clay Kildee Schakowsky 
Cleaver Kilmer Schiff 
Clyburn Kind Schrader 
Cohen Kirkpatrick Scott (VA) 
Connolly Kuster Scott, David 
Conyers Langevin Serrano 
Costa Larsen (WA) Sewell (AL) 
Courtney Lawrence Sherman 
Crowley Lee Sires 
Cuellar Levin Slaughter 
Cummings Lewis Smith (WA) 
Davis (CA) Lieu, Ted Swalwell (CA) 
Davis, Danny Lipinski Takano 
DeFazio Loebsack Thompson (CA) 
DeGette Lofgren Thompson (MS) 
Delaney Lowenthal Titus 
DeLauro Lowey Tonko 
DelBene Lujan Grisham Torres 
DeSaulnier (NM) Tsongas 
Deutch Luján, Ben Ray Van Hollen 
Dingell (NM) Vargas 
Doggett Lynch Veasey 
Doyle, Michael Maloney, Sean Vela 

F. Matsui Velázquez 
Duckworth McCollum Visclosky 
Edwards McDermott Walz 
Ellison McGovern Wasserman 
Engel McNerney Schultz 
Eshoo Meng Watson Coleman 
Esty Moore Welch 
Farr Moulton Wilson (FL) 

NOT VOTING—14 

Brady (PA) Jones Speier 
Ellmers (NC) Larson (CT) Takai 
Fattah Meeks Yarmuth 
Gohmert Neugebauer Yoder 
Jackson Lee Richmond 
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So the resolution, as amended, was 


agreed to. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 


the table. 


EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
HOUSE REGARDING SAFETY AND 
SECURITY OF EUROPEAN JEWISH 
COMMUNITIES 
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the resolution (H. Res. 354) expressing 
the sense of the House of Representa- 
tives regarding the safety and security 
of Jewish communities in Europe, as 
amended, on which the yeas and nays 
were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu- 
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SMITH) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, as 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on the mo- 
tion to suspend the rules and agree to 


amended. 


This is a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 418, nays 0, 
not voting 15, as follows: 


[Roll No. 585] 
YEAS—418 


Abraham Collins (GA) Gibbs 
Adams Collins (NY) Gibson 
Aderholt Comstock Goodlatte 
Aguilar Conaway Gosar 
Allen Connolly Gowdy 
Amash Conyers Graham 
Amodei Cook Granger 
Ashford Cooper Graves (GA) 
Babin Costa Graves (LA) 
Barletta Costello (PA) Graves (MO) 
Barr Courtney Grayson 
Barton Cramer Green, Al 
Bass Crawford Green, Gene 
Beatty Crenshaw Griffith 
Becerra Crowley Grijalva 
Benishek Cuellar Grothman 
Bera Culberson Guinta 
Beyer Cummings Guthrie 
Bilirakis Curbelo (FL) Gutiérrez 
Bishop (GA) Davis (CA) Hahn 
Bishop (MI) Davis, Danny Hanna 
Bishop (UT) Davis, Rodney Hardy 
Black DeFazio Harper 
Blackburn DeGette Harris 
Blum Delaney Hartzler 
Blumenauer DeLauro Hastings 
Bonamici DelBene Heck (NV) 
Bost Denham Heck (WA) 
Boustany Dent Hensarling 
Boyle, Brendan DeSantis Herrera Beutler 
E DeSaulnier Hice, Jody B. 
Brady (TX) DesJarlais Higgins 
Brat Deutch Hill 
Bridenstine Diaz-Balart Himes 
Brooks (AL) Dingell Hinojosa 
Brooks (IN) Doggett Holding 
Brown (FL) Dold Honda 
Brownley (CA) Donovan Hoyer 
Buchanan Doyle, Michael Hudson 
Buck F. Huelskamp 
Bucshon Duckworth Huffman 
Burgess Duffy Hultgren 
Bustos Duncan (SC) Hunter 
Butterfield Duncan (TN) Hurd (TX) 
Byrne Edwards Hurt (VA) 
Calvert Ellison Israel 
Capps Emmer (MN) Issa 
Capuano Engel Jeffries 
Cardenas Eshoo Jenkins (KS) 
Carney Esty Jenkins (WV) 
Carson (IN) Farenthold Johnson (GA) 
Carter (GA) Farr Johnson (OH) 
Carter (TX) Fincher Johnson, E. B. 
Cartwright Fitzpatrick Johnson, Sam 
Castor (FL) Fleischmann Jolly 
Castro (TX) Fleming Jones 
Chabot Flores Jordan 
Chaffetz Forbes Joyce 
Chu, Judy Fortenberry Kaptur 
Cicilline Foster Katko 
Clark (MA) Foxx Keating 
Clarke (NY) Frankel (FL) Kelly (IL) 
Clawson (FL) Franks (AZ) Kelly (MS) 
Clay Frelinghuysen Kelly (PA) 
Cleaver Fudge Kennedy 
Clyburn Gabbard Kildee 
Coffman Gallego Kilmer 
Cohen Garamendi Kind 
Cole Garrett King (IA) 
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King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Knight 
Kuster 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Latta 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lummis 
Lynch 
MacArthur 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Meng 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Moore 
Moulton 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 


Brady (PA) 
Ellmers (NC) 
Fattah 
Gohmert 
Huizenga (MI) 


Neal 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nolan 
Norcross 
Nugent 
Nunes 
O’Rourke 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Palmer 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Perry 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (NC) 
Price, Tom 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (NY) 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Russell 
Ryan (OH) 
Salmon 
Sánchez, Linda 
T: 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
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Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 

Sim: 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 


Titus 
lonko 
Torres 
Trott 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Welch 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 


NOT VOTING—15 


Jackson Lee 
Larson (CT) 
Meeks 
Neugebauer 
Richmond 
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Smith (NE) 
Speier 
Takai 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 


So (two-thirds being in the affirma- 
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
resolution, as amended, was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


A motion to reconsider was laid on 


the table. 


HIRE MORE HEROES ACT OF 2015 


GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material on the House amend- 
ment to the Senate amendment to H.R. 
22. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HARDY). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 507 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consider- 
ation of the Senate amendments to the 
bill, H.R. 22. 

The Chair appoints the gentleman 
from Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON) to preside 
over the Committee of the Whole. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 


itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
consideration of the Senate amend- 
ments to the bill (H.R. 22) to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to ex- 
empt employees with health coverage 
under TRICARE or the Veterans Ad- 
ministration from being taken into ac- 
count for purposes of determining the 
employers to which the employer man- 
date applies under the Patient Protec- 
tion and Affordable Care Act, with Mr. 
SIMPSON in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the 
Senate amendment is considered read 
the first time. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. SHUSTER) and the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) each will control 
30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 
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Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Today is an exciting day for me be- 
cause when I became chairman almost 
3 years ago of the Transportation and 
Infrastructure Committee, one of my 
highest priorities was passing a 
multiyear bill to improve our Nation’s 
road, bridges, and transit systems. So I 
am very pleased that today the House 
is considering the Surface Transpor- 
tation Reauthorization and Reform Act 
of 2015, the STRR Act. 

I want to thank Chairman SAM 
GRAVES and our Democratic counter- 
parts, Ranking Members DEFAZIO and 
NORTON, for helping to develop this bi- 
partisan bill. Thanks in part to their 
hard work and willingness to work to- 
gether, our committee unanimously 
approved the STRR Act 2 weeks ago. 

This bill is absolutely critical to 
America and our economy. Transpor- 
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tation, in particular our surface trans- 
portation system, has a direct impact 
on our day-to-day quality of life. It af- 
fects how we get to work, how we get 
our kids home from school, and how 
much time we can spend with our fami- 
lies and friends instead of sitting in 
traffic. Transportation allows our 
country and our businesses to be com- 
petitive. Transportation is about sup- 
ply chain, raw materials getting to the 
factories, products getting to markets, 
and what we pay for goods; and it is 
fundamentally what the STRR Act is 
all about. 

To help put this legislation together, 
Mr. Chairman, our committee traveled 
to communities across this country 
and talked to transportation and busi- 
ness leaders about the need for this 
bill. What we heard is that our States 
and communities all have a variety of 
needs and that certainty over multiple 
years is necessary to address those 
needs. The STRR Act is a multiyear 
bill that provides that certainty for 
States and local governments. This bill 
helps improve our Nation’s infrastruc- 
ture and maintains a strong commit- 
ment to safety, but it also provides im- 
portant reforms that will help us con- 
tinue to do the job more effectively. 

Key provisions in this bill will 
refocus—and that is important—our 
transportation programs on national 
priorities, promote innovation to make 
our surface transportation system and 
programs work better, provide greater 
flexibility for State and local govern- 
ments to address their needs, stream- 
line the Federal bureaucracy, accel- 
erate the project approval process, and 
facilitate the flow of freight and com- 
merce. The STRR Act continues the 
Federal role in providing a strong na- 
tional transportation system, enables 
our country to remain economically 
competitive, and helps ensure our qual- 
ity of life. 

This bill has widespread support. We 
have received nearly 300 letters of sup- 
port from throughout the stakeholder 
community, including Governors, may- 
ors, cities, counties, AASHTO, Cham- 
ber of Commerce, National Association 
of Manufacturers, agriculture, con- 
struction industry, shippers, and many, 
many others. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge my 
colleagues to support this legislation 
and look forward to working with the 
Senate to get a final measure to the 
President. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Well, this has been a long time com- 
ing, and I congratulate the full com- 
mittee chairman, the subcommittee 
chair, my ranking member, ELEANOR 
HOLMES NORTON, and all the members 
of the committee for moving forward a 
good, bipartisan product. None of us 
got everything we wanted in that bill, 
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but there is a lot of good policy in 
there. The funding still leaves a lot to 
be desired. 

It will begin to address the infra- 
structure crisis in America. Mr. Chair- 
man, 140,000 bridges need substantial 
repair or replacement, and 40 percent 
of the road surface on the National 
Highway System has deteriorated to 
the point where you have to dig up the 
roadbed and rebuild the road, not just 
resurface it, and on our major transit 
systems, our legacy transit systems, 
$84 billion to bring them up to a state 
of good repair—$84 billion. It is so bad 
that they are actually killing people 
here in Washington, D.C., because of 
the decrepit nature of the mass transit 
system. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill will begin to 
deal with those issues. It will give the 
States a 6-year planning horizon so 
they can plan longer term projects. 
Longer term projects mean more bang 
for the buck and more jobs will be cre- 
ated. 

The bill also increases the percentage 
for Buy America so we will create more 
jobs here in America in the area of 
transit. In fact, the strongest Buy 
America requirements for all Federal 
procurement—much stronger than the 
Pentagon—are in transportation. So 
these dollars recirculate in our econ- 
omy. They employ Americans, and 
they subcontract with American small 
businesses. Those moneys recirculate 
in our communities and can create real 
growth and wealth. 

But as I mentioned earlier, we are 
still not certain whether there will be 
amendments allowed, and a number of 
Members have contributed to the Rules 
Committee proposals to increase fund- 
ing with one form or another of user 
fee. User fee has been the tradition 
since Dwight David Eisenhower said 
that this will be a self-funded program 
funded by gas tax. The Federal gas tax 
hasn’t gone up since 1993—18.3 cents a 
gallon. There are many meritorious 
proposals to change that in different 
ways, to index it, to have a temporary 
increase with a commission, a barrel 
tax, and a straight-up increase in the 
gas tax to have it catch up with infla- 
tion. There is a myriad of them out 
there, and I hope that some are allowed 
and that this body is allowed to work 
its will. 

Hight all-red States have raised their 
gas tax in the last year, and not a sin- 
gle State representative or senator has 
been recalled or lost their election be- 
cause of it. The American people get it. 
If they don’t want to blow out their 
tires and break their rims in potholes, 
we need to invest. If they don’t want to 
be detoured around closed or weight- 
limited bridges, we need to invest. If 
they wonder whether they are going to 
get there alive or get there at all when 
they get on a mass transit system, we 
need to invest at every level. 

The investment is not what it should 
be in this bill, but there are many good 
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policies. There are new, national, first- 
time-ever major freight and highway 
projects of national and regional im- 
portance. We need a focus on moving 
our freight more efficiently in this 
country. As I mentioned earlier, we are 
getting an increase in Buy America. 
We also reform the workforce retrain- 
ing programs which will create career 
pathways for minorities, women, vet- 
erans, individuals with disabilities, and 
low-income workers. 

It boosts funding for railway-high- 
way grade crossings to save lives and 
improve safety, motor carrier safety 
grants, and National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration grants. It en- 
sures higher standards for transit safe- 
ty, protects bus driver safety, and en- 
courages States to provide mental 
health and substance abuse treatment 
for DUI offenders. 

It improves safety for the transport 
of hazardous materials and provides 
critical protections for crude-by-rail 
shipments. It will provide more infor- 
mation for State emergency respond- 
ers, and it will require comprehensive— 
it is amazing we don’t have that now— 
oil spill response plans, and it will in- 
crease the safety of oil tank cars by re- 
quiring thermal blankets and other im- 
provements. 

All in all, there is much, much to 
commend in this bill. It also looks to 
the future, and it would put in $115 mil- 
lion to allow States to test new ways of 
raising the money necessary to rebuild, 
maintain, and improve the efficiency of 
our national transportation system, 
whether it would be vehicle miles trav- 
eled or other, new innovative ideas, 
and that is what we have got to look 
toward in the future. We cannot con- 
tinue just on a gas and diesel tax for- 
ever. 

So I, again, applaud the chairman, 
the subcommittee chairman, and my 
colleagues on the committee. I look 
forward to a long, robust, and open de- 
bate over amendments. Hopefully the 
bill will come out of that process im- 
proved and not damaged and will get 
broad support here on the floor of the 
House. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. DENHAM), the subcommittee 
chairman on Railroads, Pipelines, and 
Hazardous Materials. 

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
Mr. DEFAZIO and Mr. CAPUANO for 
working with us on title VII of this 
bill, the Hazardous Materials Transpor- 
tation Safety Improvement Act of 2015. 

Hazardous materials are the back- 
bone of our industrial society, and 
these products are transported by all 
modes, used in every State, and distrib- 
uted worldwide. This title will signifi- 
cantly enhance the safety of moving 
these products. 

First, the title will significantly 
strengthen the safety of crude-by-rail 
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shipments. After pushing DOT for 
years to update their regulations to 
make these train movements safer, 
DOT finally issued final regulations in 
May. However, the rule fell short in 
several areas, and, therefore, we have 
included several provisions to fix their 
shortcomings. 

We require all new tank cars car- 
rying flammable liquids to have a ther- 
mal blanket, something DOT failed to 
do, something that is new in this bill. 
We also require the railroads to create 
oil spill emergency response plans 
similar to what pipeline operators are 
required to do. Additionally, we ensure 
that railroads continue to provide 
States and local emergency responders 
with information on crude-by-rail ship- 
ments within their States. 

Further, we included a provision at 
markup that fixes a loophole that 
would allow more than 35,000 legacy 
DOT-111 tank cars to remain in service 
in perpetuity. This provision will re- 
quire those cars be upgraded to in- 
crease the safety of our railroads. I be- 
lieve it will significantly improve the 
safety of hazardous materials transpor- 
tation, particularly the crude-by-rail 
shipments. 

Improving safety of crude-by-rail has 
been one of my top priorities as chair- 
man of the Railroads, Pipelines, and 
Hazardous Materials Subcommittee, 
and I am pleased to be moving these 
provisions forward. 

We also make significant improve- 
ments to DOT’s hazardous materials 
safety and grant programs. We stream- 
line and speed up the special permits 
and approvals process to give industry 
more certainty. We also reform an un- 
derutilized grant program to help 
States train more emergency respond- 
ers and better plan for incidents. 

Separately, this bill includes reforms 
that I have long championed and is 
based on legislation I authored, the 
NEPA Reciprocity Act. 

Local governments in States with en- 
vironmental laws equal to or more 
stringent than NEPA will have the 
ability to complete one comprehensive 
environmental review. This will elimi- 
nate duplicative environmental re- 
views and save millions of dollars and 
years in project delivery time while 
still ensuring appropriate steps are 
taken to mitigate the environmental 
impact. This reform is bipartisan and 
supported by the National Association 
of Counties. 

Finally, an amendment I offered in 
committee is included in this. It en- 
courages the development of pollinator 
habitat along roadsides and rights-of- 
way. Pollinators are essential to a vi- 
brant and productive farm industry 
and for the health and welfare of our 
Nation’s food supply. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the good, 
bipartisan reforms in this legislation. 
Again, I want to thank Chairman SHU- 
STER, Ranking Member DEFAZIO, and 
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Ranking Member CAPUANO for the 
many improvements to this bill. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia, ELEANOR HOLMES 
NORTON, the ranking member. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my good friend and—in this enter- 
prise—my partner, along with the in- 
formal partnership we made with our 
Republican chairs. And that is what it 
has been: an informal partnership with 
Members and also with staff. 

I want to recognize the countless 
hours of staff time that went into what 
is really, in many ways, a complicated 
bill. The four of us are cosponsors, 
original cosponsors, of this bill, indi- 
cating its bipartisan nature. 

Because Ranking Member DEFAZIO 
has gone down many of the important 
parts of the bill, I want to speak to 
three or four that I think are of par- 
ticular significance. 

Let’s start with funding. We under- 
stand that funding is at the core of any 
transportation, transit, and infrastruc- 
ture bill. We also understand that 
there may be barely enough funding to 
get through 2% years and that this is a 
6-year bill in name and intent only, but 
it does amount to a 6-year promise, and 
we must keep that promise. 

I appreciate that this bill is on the 
floor this week because States have so 
little money that they have virtually 
ceased beginning major projects, and 
those are the projects that they most 
need. The States will be disappointed 
that the funding is essentially the 
same as it was in the prior bill, MAP- 
21, except for inflation, which, of 
course, has been virtually nonexistent. 
But they will be grateful for what this 
bill provides for the immediate future, 
unlike our short-term reauthoriza- 
tions. 
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The shortcomings of this bill should 
not obscure what makes this Dill 
unique. It is genuinely bipartisan. It 
was approved unanimously in com- 
mittee. When does that happen in this 
Congress? Democrats and Republicans 
put aside their many differences, giv- 
ing up much of what they believe they 
need. I hope this bill will be a model 
for how to proceed in the future. 

Let me say a word about major 
projects. The administration had a 
“Projects of National Significance” 
section in its bill. We have a different 
major projects section, but it is some- 
what comparable. It is meant for trans- 
formational investments of the kind 
that are solely needed throughout the 
United States: megaprojects. Now 
States will compete for the funding. 

What is also important in this pro- 
gram of national significance is that it 
includes freight. For the first time, I 
think, this bill recognizes that what- 
ever we do with transportation and in- 
frastructure, we should have in mind 
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its intermodal connections, and freight 
is a very important part of those con- 
nections. 

I want to mention a 21st-century ap- 
proach to the highway trust fund, a 
provision I especially pressed for. I re- 
gard this provision as a provision of 
overriding importance. When I say a 
21st-century highway trust fund, I 
mean a trust fund that lasts or can last 
for 6 years. We are still in the throes of 
a 1950s highway trust fund. In the last 
authorization bill, we did nothing to 
move forward to update the trust fund. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gentle- 
woman has expired. 

Mr. DeFAZIO. I yield the gentle- 
woman an additional 2 minutes. 

Ms. NORTON. I thank my good friend 
for yielding. 

The States have done spade work, 
however, Oregon, Washington, Cali- 
fornia. So there is $20 million to en- 
courage them to do more. We know 
what some of these experiments are, 
vehicle miles, et cetera. Think of new 
ways. We need to encourage this exper- 
iment if we are to fund the trust fund 
in the future. 

Another one of my priorities which is 
relevant to every State is in this bill, 
and that is the takeover of the DC-MD-— 
VA Metrorail by the Department of 
Transportation. That was envisioned in 
MAP-21. It is not very unusual. 

In addition, this bill authorizes the 
so-called minority business contract 
DBE Program, which is available to ra- 
cial and ethnic minorities, women and 
service-disabled veterans. They are the 
only groups which under the Constitu- 
tion may obtain this special recogni- 
tion. The bill enhances Buy America. It 
has workforce development. It en- 
hances the safety of bus riders and of 
bus drivers. 

There is $40 million here to encour- 
age State-based efforts to combat ra- 
cial profiling and we have seen people 
in the streets for that one. I am so 
pleased that there was bipartisan sup- 
port for that and other provisions. 

I look forward to the continuation of 
the bipartisan partnership we have had 
as we go forward to the Senate to 
produce a comprehensive bipartisan, 
bicameral bill. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee (Mr. DUNCAN), the vice chairman 
of the full committee and the chair of 
two critical panels, the P3 panel and 
the freight movement panel, that de- 
veloped a lot of what is in this bill. I 
appreciate his work on that. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the chairman for 
yielding me this time. I want to con- 
gratulate and thank Chairman SHU- 
STER for his great leadership of our 
committee and especially his hard 
work on this legislation. I also want to 
thank my friend, Ranking Member 
DEFAZIO, for his great work on this 
bill. 
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I rise, Mr. Chairman, in strong sup- 
port of this very important legislation, 
this major legislation, that will reau- 
thorize our highway and transit pro- 
grams. 

We have spent megabillions rebuild- 
ing the Middle East over the last 15 
years, and I am so pleased that we are 
now doing major legislation to help re- 
build America. 

I want to thank the chairman and 
ranking member for including a num- 
ber of provisions in this bill that I have 
requested and I think are very impor- 
tant. 

First, I want to thank them for the 
environmental streamlining provisions 
that we have worked on for so long on 
our committee to try to speed up major 
projects and bring down their costs so 
that we can do more good things for 
this country. 

Secondly, I am very pleased that 
many of the recommendations from the 
special panels on freight transpor- 
tation and on public-private partner- 
ships, the panels that the chairman 
just mentioned that he gave me the 
privilege of chairing, were included in 
this bill. 

Third, I am pleased that this bill ex- 
tends the current provisions of law 
that prevent the use of Federal funds 
for red light cameras. Many local gov- 
ernments have used these cameras sim- 
ply as revenue measures without actu- 
ally making any improvements in safe- 


ty. 

Fourth, this bill directs the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Administration 
to conduct a study on the waiting 
times for skills testing for truck driv- 
ers after going through truck driving 
courses. 

In some States, these wait times 
have become very long, and most grad- 
uates cannot afford to wait a long time 
to take these tests. We already have a 
shortage of truck drivers. 

This part of the legislation will help 
improve or do something about that 
shortage that the trucking companies 
have so much difficulty with at this 
time finding adequate personnel. 

Finally, this bill includes provisions 
of legislation that I have introduced 
that clarifies hiring standards for 
freight brokers. I will have a technical 
amendment to this section later to 
make sure that small trucking compa- 
nies are not hurt and that they also 
will be helped by this provision. 

I simply want to close by saying that 
I support this legislation which will 
improve the safety of our highways, 
create thousands of jobs in this coun- 
try, and help reduce congestion all 
across this Nation. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. NADLER). 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Surface Transportation Reauthoriza- 
tion bill. 
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I want to thank Chairman SHUSTER 
and Ranking Member DEFAZIO for de- 
veloping a bipartisan bill that is gen- 
erally balanced and makes significant 
improvements in some key areas. 

I am concerned that the funding lev- 
els in the bill are simply not high 
enough. We have an almost $1 trillion 
backlog on our highways, bridges, rail, 
and transit system, yet this bill pro- 
vides flat funding of just $325 billion 
over 6 years. Finding bipartisan con- 
sensus on revenue is challenging, but I 
am confident that a majority in Con- 
gress would support funding higher- 
than-baseline levels with small in- 
creases for inflation. 

Despite the funding challenges, the 
bill makes a major improvement by 
creating the Nationally Significant 
Freight and Highway Projects pro- 
gram, which will provide guaranteed 
dedicated funding for large-scale 
multimodal projects critical to our re- 
gional and national economy. 

This was a key recommendation of 
the freight panel on which I was rank- 
ing member with Mr. DUNCAN as chair- 
man. It is essential that we assist 
projects that are too big or complex for 
States to address on their own. 

We made some progress in 
SAFETEA-LU and MAP-21, but this 
bill finally gets it right and corrects 
decades of neglect by providing guaran- 
teed funding for multimodal freight 
projects. 

There is an aggregate cap of $500 mil- 
lion on non-highway projects, which 
equals about 11 percent of the program. 
This seems arbitrarily low, given that 
25 to 30 percent of the bill is funded 
through general revenue. 

We should let all projects compete 
and not dilute the selection process 
with caps and set-asides. But the 
freight program created in this bill is a 
groundbreaking achievement. I thank 
Chairman SHUSTER and Ranking Mem- 
ber DEFAZIO for their commitment. 

On transit, there are good provisions 
in the bill on transit worker safety and 
workforce development. I oppose drop- 
ping the New Starts Federal share from 
80 percent to 50 percent. There is a 
similar provision dropping the Federal 
share to 50 percent in the freight grant 
program. 

This is a developing trend that is 
shifting the burden to States and local- 
ities and punishing them for our failure 
to adequately invest in infrastructure. 
There are provisions restricting the use 
for various transportation programs 
for transit projects, which we hope to 
correct through the amendment proc- 
ess later today. 

There are some objectionable provi- 
sions regarding environmental stream- 
lining and motor carrier safety, but I 
am pleased that the bill does not 
broadly increase truck size or weights. 
I will oppose any amendments to add 
such dangerous poison pills. 

Overall, this bill is balanced, and I 
support moving it forward. I thank 
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Chairman SHUSTER and Ranking Mem- 
ber DEFAZIO for working with us to de- 
fend and improve the bill as it moves 
through the process. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Mis- 
souri (Mr. GRAVES), the subcommittee 
chairman on Highways and Transit. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I want to commend the chairman 
and ranking member for their ability 
and, for that matter, all my colleagues 
on the committee for our ability to be 
able to work together and come up 
with what I think is a truly good bill. 

I rise in support of the Surface 
Transportation Reauthorization and 
Reform Act. 

The bill reauthorizes programs with- 
in the Federal Highway Administration 
and provides much-needed investments 
in our Nation’s highways and bridges. 

It also focuses existing funding to 
create a Nationally Significant Freight 
and Highway Projects program for 
large-scale projects while making a 
large number of reforms that will en- 
sure our transportation dollars are put 
to good use. 

These include streamlining the envi- 
ronmental review and permitting proc- 
ess, converting the Surface Transpor- 
tation Program to a block grant pro- 
gram, maximizing the flexibility for 
States and local governments, increas- 
ing the amount of funding that is dis- 
tributed to local governments, expand- 
ing funding for rural bridges or those 
bridges that are off the National High- 
way System, increasing transparency 
regarding how Federal highway dollars 
are being spent, increasing the focus on 
safety programs particularly of rural 
roads, and encouraging the installation 
of vehicle-to-infrastructure equipment 
designed to reduce congestion and im- 
prove safety on our roads. 

This legislation also reauthorizes 
Federal public transportation pro- 
grams and implements reforms that 
are going to ensure transit systems are 
safer and more efficient. 

The safety of our transportation sys- 
tem must always be at the top of our 
priority list. By giving States the flexi- 
bility to focus on the safety needs 
unique to each community, we can 
allow them to take advantage of new 
technologies that are going to reduce 
accidents and roadway fatalities across 
this country. We can maintain a focus 
on safety without imposing undue and 
duplicative regulatory burdens on 
States. 

This bill requires the Federal Motor 
Carrier Safety Administration to re- 
view regulations every 5 years to en- 
sure they are current, consistent, and 
uniformly enforced, allowing us to 
focus on policies that save lives and 
abandon those that do not. It also re- 
quires FMCSA to look into the effects 
of raising minimum insurance stand- 
ards for truck and bus drivers. 

I am proud to have been a part of the 
development of this bipartisan bill. I 
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look forward to moving forward and 
going to conference with the Senate. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Florida (Ms. BROWN). 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, first of all, I want to thank the 
committee leadership for developing a 
fair bill that addresses many of the 
most pressing needs of our country. 
Particularly, I want to thank Mr. SHU- 
STER and Mr. DEFAZIO. 

This important legislation includes a 
critical freight grant program, but we 
need to ensure that all modes of trans- 
portation are treated equally in the 
program and should remove any caps 
on funding for these entities. 

It also continues the Transportation 
Alternatives Program, TAP, and cre- 
ates a new non-motorized safety grant 
program, which is critical to my home 
State of Florida, where several cities 
have the highest pedestrian fatality 
rates in the Nation. 

Transportation is the backbone of 
our country. Unfortunately, without 
critically needed additional funding, 
we are robbing Peter to pay Paul and 
forcing our State and local transpor- 
tation agencies to pay more. 

Like most Members and stake- 
holders, I miss the past when our com- 
mittee developed long-term bills with 
dedicated funding that gave States, 
local governments, and other transpor- 
tation stakeholders some stability to 
plan for future transportation needs 
and make the investment in equipment 
and manpower needed to implement 
these projects. 

Transportation and infrastructure 
funding is absolutely critical to our 
Nation and, if properly funded, serves 
as a tremendous economic boost and 
job creator. In fact, Department of 
Transportation statistics show that for 
every billion dollars invested in trans- 
portation, it generates 44,000 perma- 
nent jobs and $6.2 billion in economic 
activity. 

We are no longer competing, as 
States; we are competing with China, 
Japan, and the European Union, all of 
whom are spending much more on 
transportation and infrastructure than 
the United States. We are the caboose, 
and they don’t even use cabooses any- 
more. 

Sadly, the Republican leadership 
lacks real vision. Without vision, the 
people perish. The traveling public is 
pleading with Congress to make trans- 
portation and infrastructure a priority. 
When this happens, we can put millions 
of hardworking Americans back to 
work fixing our Nation’s crumbling in- 
frastructure and preparing our country 
for the future. 


1500 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. HANNA), who, I believe, still 
has his CDL or Operating Engineering 
License. 
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Mr. HANNA. I thank the chairman. 

And I still have my union card. 

Mr. Chairman, this long-term bill 
represents years of work from the 
Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee, and it is a credit to the 
leadership of both Chairman SHUSTER 
and Ranking Member DEFAZIO. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to high- 
light two provisions: 

First, this bill restores the ability of 
States to use up to 10 percent of their 
funds to capitalize State Infrastructure 
Banks. These banks free up capital to 
invest in projects in smaller commu- 
nities where funding and resources are 
otherwise unavailable; 

Second, it authorizes a pilot program 
to allow younger CDL holders to drive 
across State lines. 

Every State but Hawaii allows 18- 
year-olds to obtain a CDL and drive a 
truck, but Federal law prevents them 
from crossing State borders. In New 
York, an 18-year-old can drive nearly 
500 miles from Buffalo to Long Island, 
yet cannot drive the 15 miles across the 
border from Binghamton to Pennsyl- 
vania. 

This provision will create opportuni- 
ties for good-paying jobs, and it sup- 
ports local economies while keeping 
our roads safe. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1% minutes to the gentleman from Ne- 
vada (Mr. HARDY). 

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, I stand 
to address the importance of long-term 
funding within the transportation sec- 
tor of our economy. 

As a former general contractor who 
built roads, bridges, and dams, I under- 
stand how uncertainty can derail the 
ability to plan and design. 

Transportation planning decisions 
are not made that cover the timeframe 
of a month, and transportation plan- 
ning decisions are not made for the 
timeframe that cover a year. Transpor- 
tation and infrastructure planning de- 
cisions are made to stretch out over 
years. I am talking about master plan- 
ning. These are decisions that reach 
out to 5, 10, and even 15 years. 

This bill addresses the long-term 
needs of our country. It speaks to the 
multiyear planners—the States that 
are planning years in advance for 
major infrastructure projects. We can’t 
operate on short-term fixes. We can’t 
continue to kick these important deci- 
sions down the road. We can’t operate 
on short-term patches. Jobs are not 
created through interim and stopgap 
bills. Our country needs this certainty. 
Our citizens deserve this certainty. 

This bill does just that: it plans for 
the future, and it provides for cer- 
tainty. It contains many great provi- 
sions: from the crucial extension of 
Interstate 11 from the city of Las 
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Vegas north to I-80 in northern Ne- 
vada, to returning flexibility to all 
States. 

This bill demonstrates the bipartisan 
nature of this body in Congress. This 
committee worked across the aisle to 
form solid language on issues that are, 
in nature, bipartisan. I hope we can 
continue this momentum well beyond 
the debate and bring certainty to this 
House, to our States, and to our coun- 
try. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Or- 
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUERR. I appreciate my 
colleague’s courtesy in permitting me 
to speak on this. 

Mr. Chairman, I do appreciate what 
the Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee is doing. I feel a bit empty 
in no longer being on the committee. 
That is why I try and show up as often 
as I can when you have things on the 
floor. There is a soft spot in my heart 
for the committee, and it is nice to see 
a SHUSTER again chairing the com- 
mittee. 

I appreciate your moving forward to 
try and call the question. Yours has 
been a difficult task because the com- 
mittee on which I sit, the Ways and 
Means Committee, has yet to address, 
in a comprehensive way, the long-term 
funding. Your job is made much more 
difficult because you are forced to deal 
with paying for 2015 infrastructure 
through 2021 with 1993 dollars, and it 
doesn’t much work. 

In a few minutes, I will be offering to 
the Rules Committee legislation that I 
have introduced that is supported by 
the AFL-CIO, the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce, truckers, AAA, bicyclists, 
engineers, local government—the 
widest array of alliances supporting a 
major piece of legislation here on Cap- 
itol Hill. I am not extremely confident 
that it will be made in order, but I 
think it is something that should. 

Unless and until we deal with adjust- 
ing the user fee, we are going to con- 
tinue dealing with cats and dogs, short- 
term fixes, having uncertainty, and de- 
stroying the principle of user pays, 
which has been undergirding transpor- 
tation finance in this country since Or- 
egon gave you the first gas tax dedi- 
cated to transportation in 1919. 

I must say that I appreciate the com- 
mittee looking at transportation for 
the future. At a time when the number 
one area of employment for American 
men is as drivers, we are about to see 
dramatic changes in technology, in uti- 
lization that is going to change the 
landscape. 

I appreciate the committee exploring 
areas of technological innovation. 
These are areas in which we must ac- 
celerate our work lest we be overcome 
by circumstances. It is a tremendous 
opportunity for us to get more value 
out of the transportation system with 
more safety, to get more efficient, and 
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to be able to open up a whole array of 
economic opportunities. If we don’t get 
ahead of it, it is going to be very dis- 
ruptive. 

I must say I am a little dismayed 
that the bill proposes flat funding for 
something near and dear, I think, to 
the hearts of a number of us in dealing 
with pedestrian and cycling activities. 
We can do better than that, and I hope, 
through the amendment process and 
the give-and-take between the House 
and the Senate, particularly if we are 
able to give you the funding you need, 
we can remedy that. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield the gentleman 
an additional 1 minute. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. In the mean- 
time, I appreciate what has been done, 
the manner in which it has been ap- 
proached, and the effort to try and 
bring people together. 

Historically, infrastructure was 
something that was bipartisan in na- 
ture, that made people feel good about 
the process; and it is, of course, the 
fastest way to put millions of Ameri- 
cans to work at family-wage jobs while 
they improve communities from coast 
to coast. I look forward to working 
with the committee as it works its way 
through the process to make it the best 
that we can for the multiple objectives 
that we all share. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from up- 
state New York (Mr. KATKO), a new 
member of the committee and one of 
our hardest working members. 

Mr. KATKO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to support 
the Surface Transportation Reform and 
Reauthorization Act. 

This legislation is a product of hard 
work, done in a bipartisan manner, and 
it will give State and local govern- 
ments some funding certainty for the 
first time in a long time. 

The bill makes important reforms 
that will speed up planning and permit- 
ting, that will give State and local gov- 
ernments increased control over trans- 
portation funds, that will help deal 
with freight bottlenecks, and that will 
provide new avenues’ to finance 
projects. After 35 short-term exten- 
sions to transportation programs since 
2009, this long-term bill is exactly what 
we need. 

I want to thank Chairman SHUSTER 
and Ranking Member DEFAZIO for the 
hard work they have put in to building 
a bipartisan consensus around this bill 
on the Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture Committee, and I hope the full 
House will join with us today to move 
this very important legislation for- 
ward. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from 
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southern California (Mrs. MIMI WAL- 
TERS), another new and hardworking 
Member. 

Mrs. MIMI WALTERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of H.R. 22. 

As a member of the House Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure Committee, I 
have had the pleasure of working with 
Chairman SHUSTER to put forth a fis- 
cally responsible, long-term bill that 
will fund our Nation’s transportation 
and infrastructure needs. 

This bill includes provisions which 
would make our highway system more 
efficient, direct more power and flexi- 
bility to States and local governments, 
cut through bureaucratic red tape, and 
maintain a strong commitment to safe- 
ty. 

The importance of our surface trans- 
portation system cannot be overstated. 
It is an integral part of our economic 
engine, and it is vital to our Nation’s 
movement of goods. In fact, a signifi- 
cant number of consumer goods move 
through my congressional district, 
which provides transportation 
connectivity between the Ports of Los 
Angeles and Long Beach and other cit- 
ies throughout the region. This bill 
will ensure the safe and efficient move- 
ment of freight throughout southern 
California and the rest of the country. 

I am pleased to stand before you 
today in support of this bill, which will 
ultimately improve the overall quality 
of life for all Americans. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from 
northern Virginia (Mrs. COMSTOCK). 

Mrs. COMSTOCK. I thank the chair- 
man. 

I would like to reiterate my thanks 
to the chairman and to everyone on the 
committee for working with so many 
Members on this bipartisan surface 
transportation reauthorization, which 
is very important legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, included in this bill is 
a provision that is vital not only to the 
entire national capital region but also 
to my district. It contains the text of 
the Protect Riders of Metrorail Public 
Transportation Act, which is the prod- 
uct of collaborative efforts between 
Ms. NORTON, Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland, 
and me. 

The language facilitates a necessary 
change to the safety oversight struc- 
ture of the Washington Metrorail sys- 
tem in the wake of recent accidents 
and incidents, safety problems, and 
problems in the reliability of the sys- 
tem. It does so by reinforcing and ex- 
panding the authority of the Secretary 
to use the Federal Transit Administra- 
tion to directly oversee Metro and to 
provide safety and reliability to our 
commuters. 

Our Metro is the second busiest tran- 
sit system in the country, and it must 
be the gold standard in safety as well 
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as in reliability because it serves our 
entire Federal workforce as well as our 
many visitors to this important na- 
tional capital region. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gentle- 
woman has expired. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I yield the gentle- 
woman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mrs. COMSTOCK. Again, I thank the 
chairman, and I thank everyone in- 
volved in this important legislation, of 
which I am happy to rise in support. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Indi- 
ana (Mr. ROKITA). 

Mr. ROKITA. I thank Chairman SHU- 
STER, Ranking Member DEFAZIO, and 
the chairmen and ranking members of 
the subcommittees for their excellent 
work on this. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the cer- 
tainty, flexibility, and power this legis- 
lation gives back to our States, and I 
look forward to supporting it. 

I would like to focus on a voluntary, 
multiple-use program that is in this 
bill. It is an innovative way to give 
States more flexibility that is com- 
mensurate with the design of this bill. 

Critical commerce corridors, other- 
wise known as CCCs, use our existing 
interstate system to provide for the 
physical separation of passenger vehi- 
cles from commercial motor vehicles, 
dedicated on-and-off ramps, and freight 
exchange centers for the movement of 
freight between and among modes of 
transportation. These lanes are con- 
structed with a physical separation of 
passenger and commercial motor 
freight, and they would be structurally 
enhanced to handle dedicated freight 
traffic. This promotes a greater level of 
safety while making the movement of 
freight traffic more efficient. 

Unfortunately, this very definition of 
“CCC” isn’t in the bill’s language, al- 
though committee staff have been 
working on it in a very bipartisan man- 
ner, and I thank them for it. 

Mr. Chairman, you have heard on 
multiple occasions what CCCs are. Is 
this program something that you and 
other leaders who have worked on this 
bill can support? 

I yield to the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania (Mr. SHUSTER). 

Mr. SHUSTER. I look forward to 
working with the gentleman on this 
language and moving it to conference. 

It sounds to me like you have put a 
lot of work into it, and I look forward 
to continuing that work in Congress. 

Mr. ROKITA. Reclaiming my time, I 
appreciate that, Mr. Chairman. 

It is important for Congress to give 
the term ‘‘critical commerce corridor’’ 
meaning. We have seen the dangers of 
leaving terms undefined and of relying 
on the agency to create a definition 
that could be nowhere near what Con- 
gress intended. 

Again, I thank the chairman and the 
ranking member for all of their hard 
work. 
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Indiana is known as the Crossroads of 
America, and the CCC concept actually 
comes from Indiana and, in part, Pur- 
due Universities. I thank the chairman 
for his commitment that the critical 
commerce corridor concept is defined 
appropriately in the legislation as we 
go through the process. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi- 
nois (Mr. HULTGREN). 

Mr. HULTGREN. I thank the chair- 
man. 

Mr. Chairman, first, I would like to 
acknowledge the difficult and chal- 
lenging job Chairman SHUSTER and the 
committee have had in crafting this 
bill. I commend his leadership and hard 
work on this critically important bill. 

This bill dedicates grant funding to 
freight and highway projects of na- 
tional significance. Though this pro- 
gram is of vital importance to projects 
in our districts, there appears to be a 
bias on how the vast majority of funds 
have been awarded by the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Transportation, and suburban 
projects appear to often be ignored. 

For instance, H.R. 3763 converts the 
Surface Transportation Program, or 
STP, to a grant program with the in- 
tention of allowing States added flexi- 
bility in receiving funding for local 
projects. I ask the chairman to be 
mindful of the distribution of such 
funding levels as it pertains to subur- 
ban projects. 

Understanding the difficult choices 
the chairman has had to make to get 
this bill through the House, I would 
ask that, as this bill moves to con- 
ference, we work together to find some 
level of equitable distribution of Fed- 
eral funds to suburban areas. 

I yield to the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania (Mr. SHUSTER). 

Mr. SHUSTER. I will continue to 
work with the gentleman on this issue 
as it moves to conference. 

Mr. HULTGREN. Reclaiming my 
time, I thank the chairman for his re- 
sponse and for his leadership on the 
committee, and I look forward to work- 
ing with him on this important issue. 
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Mr. DEFAZIO. I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chair, I don’t be- 
lieve we have any more speakers left. 

How many minutes do we each have? 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania has 9 minutes remaining. 
The gentleman from Oregon has 1014 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I am ready to close. 
So I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chair, as I said 
earlier, this bill at this point is an ex- 
cellent product policy-wise. We will 
vigorously debate improvements and 
potentially problematic amendments 
over the next 2 days and, hopefully, 
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have a similar or an improved product 

in the end. Whether or not we will be 

allowed to attempt to augment the 
funding remains to be seen. 

With that, we are off to a good start. 
I look forward to the coming debate. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
sure I can count on the gentleman from 
Oregon to continue his vigorous debate 
on the issues we have had for months. 

Again, the STRR Act is absolutely 
critical to America and to our econ- 
omy. It is a good bipartisan bill that 
has widespread support. 

Mr. Chairman, I encourage all Mem- 
bers to support this bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chair, | submit the following exchange 
of letters between myself and Chairman 
LAMAR SMITH. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM- 
MITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE, 

Washington, DC, October 30, 2015. 

Hon. LAMAR SMITH, 

Chairman, Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN SMITH: Thank you for your 
letter regarding H.R. 3763, the Surface Trans- 
portation Reauthorization and Reform Act 
of 2015. I appreciate your willingness to sup- 
port expediting the consideration of this leg- 
islation on the House floor. 

I acknowledge that by waiving consider- 
ation of this bill, the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology does not waive any 
future jurisdictional claim to provisions in 
this or similar legislation. In addition, 
should a conference on the bill be necessary, 
I would support your effort to seek appoint- 
ment of an appropriate number of conferees 
to any House-Senate conference involving 
provisions within this legislation on which 
the Committee on Science, Space, and Tech- 
nology has a valid jurisdictional claim. 

I will include our letters on H.R. 3763 in the 
Congressional Record during House floor 
consideration of the bill. I appreciate your 
cooperation regarding this legislation, and I 
look forward to working with the Committee 
on Science, Space, and Technology as the 
bill moves through the legislative process. 

Sincerely, 
BILL SHUSTER, 
Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM- 
MITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND 
TECHNOLOGY, 

Washington, DC, October 30, 2015. 

Hon. BILL SHUSTER, 

Chairman, Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I write to confirm our 
mutual understanding regarding H.R. 3763, 
the “Surface Transportation Reauthoriza- 
tion and Reform Act of 2015,” which your 
Committee ordered reported on October 23, 
2015. H.R. 3763 contains provisions within the 
Committee on Science, Space. and Tech- 
nology’s Rule X jurisdiction. However, in 
order to expedite floor consideration of this 
important legislation, the committee waives 
consideration of the bill. 

The Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology takes this action only with the 
understanding that the Committee’s juris- 
dictional interests over this and similar leg- 
islation are in no way diminished or altered, 
and with the understanding that an amend- 
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ment which includes provisions of H.R. 3585, 
the Surface Transportation Research and De- 
velopment Act of 2015, will be supported by 
you when it is submitted to the Rules Com- 
mittee and offered on the Floor. 

The Committee also reserves the right to 
seek appointment to any House-Senate con- 
ference on this legislation, with the under- 
standing that you will support such a re- 
quest. 

I would appreciate your response to this 
letter confirming this understanding, and 
would request that you include a copy of this 
letter and your response in the Congres- 
sional Record during the floor consideration 
of this bill. Thank you in advance for your 
cooperation. 

Sincerely, 
LAMAR SMITH, 
Chairman. 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Chair, | rise in 
support of the House amendment to the Sen- 
ate amendment to H.R. 22, the DRIVE Act. | 
believe many areas of this legislation still need 
improvement, and | am hopeful this will occur 
in conference. | will support the legislation in 
order to move the process forward and help 
provide greater certainty for the delivery of 
current and pending transportation projects 
across the country. 

The legislation only provides $325 billion 
over the course of six years. The funding level 
proposed in this legislation will not be suffi- 
cient if we truly want to improve our infrastruc- 
ture and keep our country competitive in the 
years to come. In addition, this six-year legis- 
lation is only paid for through the first three 
years. Congress needs to pay for all six years 
to ensure that the federal government can en- 
gage in new transportation projects with the 
states during the final three years of the legis- 
lation. As the legislation goes to conference, | 
will keep fighting to increase its funding. 

While | am concerned about several ele- 
ments in the legislation, | am glad that it in- 
cludes the reauthorization of the Export-Import 
Bank, which passed the House with bipartisan 
support last week. The Export-Import Bank 
supports millions of dollars in exports by busi- 
nesses in my district, and helps them to better 
compete in the global market. The reauthor- 
ization of the Export-Import Bank will strength- 
en American businesses and create American 
jobs. 

| look forward to continuing to work with my 
House colleagues to resolve the issues of 
concern in the Surface Transportation Reau- 
thorization. | encourage my colleagues to sup- 
port this legislation and help to move the proc- 
ess forward, for the sake of our economy and 
our national infrastructure. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Madam Chair, | support the 
Neugebauer amendment because it will force 
the Conference Committee to deal with the 
use of enterprise guarantee fees in the High- 
way Bill. | do not necessarily oppose the re- 
duction of dividends paid by the Federal Re- 
serve to the largest banks. 

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chair, a drivers license is 
not only a rite of passage for many youth but 
also a gateway to employment opportunities 
and to jobs that are increasingly located far 
from public transportation. 

In my district, the majority of job openings in 
the Milwaukee area are beyond the bus lines. 

Yet, vast disparities exist in access to this 
critical document needed for the world of 
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work, especially among minority youth who 
live in the poorest neighborhoods. 

According to a recent report, only 4% of 
over 6,500 sixteen-year-olds in some of Mil- 
waukee’s poorest zip codes have drivers li- 
censes in good standing. In contrast, in 
wealthier zip codes, over 30% of sixteen-year- 
olds have driver’s licenses in good standing. 

Less than 25 percent of the 19,000 black 
males age 16 to 24 in Milwaukee County had 
a driver’s license in good standing in 2015, 
compared to nearly half of the 32,000 white 
males in that age group. 

29% of African American females ages 16 
to 24 in Milwaukee County have a driver's li- 
cense in good standing, compared to 57% of 
the white females in that age cohort. 

Only 12% of 17-year-old African American 
males in Milwaukee Country have driver's li- 
censes in good standing. 

One reason for this disparity is that in the 
poorest neighborhoods, there are few families 
that are able to afford the costs of classroom 
and behind-the-wheel driving instruction now 
required for licensing of school-age youth. 

My state, Wisconsin, ended state support 
for driver education in March 2004 after the 
federal government stopped supporting driv- 
er’s-ed in schools. 

According to NHTSA, in the 1970s in all 
States and the District of Columbia, about 95 
percent of eligible students received driver 
education coursework, usually in their high 
schools. Now, there are minimal or no funds 
available for effective program management in 
States and jurisdictions and many programs, 
in whole or in part, have been removed from 
the schools altogether, or are only offered 
after school, on weekends, or during summer 
vacation. 

A number of other states have eliminated 
funding for drivers education in schools even 
as they are moving to Graduated Driver's li- 
censing requirements that impose additional 
costs on young people seeking to drive le- 

ally. 

3 Graduated Driving License systems often in- 
clude a learners permit period, followed by a 
provision license with nighttime restrictions 
during late night hours, limitations on the pas- 
sengers teens may carry, and prohibition of 
use of any electronic communication device 
while driving, followed by a period of time 
when teens may drive unsupervised without 
crashes or citations. They often include man- 
dated classroom instruction as well as behind 
the wheel time. 

Congress is incentivizing states to adopt 
GDL systems. 

As publicly funded drivers education de- 
clines, the only other way to get drivers train- 
ing is through paying private providers. How- 
ever, this becomes a barrier for low-income 
and low-resource teens who still need to com- 
ply with increasing GDL requirements. 

My amendment would allow the use of teen 
driving safety funds to support school based 
drivers education, especially to meet a state’s 
GDL requirements. States that choose to take 
advantage of this option will help driving safety 
among this high risk populace, reduce racial 
and economic disparities that exist between 
those who hold and do not hold a valid driv- 
er’s license, and help address lack of employ- 
ment opportunities for youth (limited by lack of 
transportation). 
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Improving access to quality drivers edu- 
cation classes can be an effective way to re- 
duce the crash risk for young drivers by focus- 
ing efforts on areas of teen driving that show 
the most promise for improving safety. 

Allowing for the use of federal funds to sup- 
port school-based drivers education will en- 
sure that more young drivers can meet the 
new requirements and be safer drivers. It 
would also help reduce unlicensed driving. 

A 2012 report by NHTSA (A Fresh Look at 
Driver Education in America) found that driver 
education appears to do a good job in pre- 
paring students to pass State licensing exami- 
nations and that expanding driver education 
training beyond the current classroom and be- 
hind-the-wheel training by integrating it with 
graduated driver licensing may have increased 
traffic safety benefits for young drivers, among 
other findings. 

| also want to talk about another reason for 
the wide gap in access to driver's licenses for 
low-income youth; the growing practice by 
state and local government of suspending li- 
censes for nonpayment of fines that have 
nothing to do with unsafe driving. My amend- 
ment initially addressed this issue but | 
dropped those provisions. | have introduced a 
bill, Young Adults Driving Safety Act of 2015 
(H.R. 3792) to address this second issue. 

Court-ordered suspension of driving privi- 
leges for low-income residents of all ages is 
increasingly being used to collect municipal 
fines, forfeitures and fees (including violations 
unrelated to driving). 

According to the American Association of 
Motor Vehicle Administrators, “what was origi- 
nally intended as a sanction to address poor 
driving behavior is now used as a mechanism 
to gain compliance with non-highway safety, 
or social non-conformance, reasons.” 

Suspending driver’s license mainly to collect 
outstanding municipal debt rather than for 
public safety reason disproportionately impacts 
the poorest neighborhoods. 

In my district, a review of four years of fail- 
ure to pay fines suspensions (from 2008 
through 2011) in Milwaukee County for those 
ages 16 through 19 found 8,700 teens re- 
ceived driver's license suspensions for failure 
to pay court fines and forfeitures. 

Most of them (85% of the total) did not have 
driver's licenses so a suspension added a two 
year wait to them becoming eligible for their li- 
cense unless they pay their outstanding mu- 
nicipal tickets and court fees. 

We need to address that issue as well as 
we work to ensure that more young adults, of 
every race, gender, and income bracket, have 
a fair chance to get the skills they need to 
safely operate a motor vehicle. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chair, | rise in support of 
the Lipinski-Nadler-Dold Amendment to re- 
store the ability of state and local agencies to 
use various transportation programs for transit 
projects. 

Under current law, highway and transit 
projects can receive up to 80% in federal 
funding. When it comes to transit Capital In- 
vestment Grants (also known as New Starts 
and Small Starts), it has become common 
practice for transit agencies to receive less 
than 80% from that account. Agencies often 
receive closer to 50%, in part because New 
Starts is funded through general revenue in 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


the appropriations bill, funding is stretched 
thin, and agencies “overmatch” to submit 
more competitive applications. 

Transit agencies are currently able to use 
CMAQ, STP, and TIFIA, to help fill the gap 
between whatever they receive in transit New 
Start funding and the 80% federal funding al- 
lowed under the law. 

H.R. 3763 does two things that harm New 
Starts projects. It codifies a reduction in the 
transit New Start federal share to 50%, and it 
prohibits the use of other federal transpor- 
tation dollars to fill the gap. 

Nothing in the bill reduces the amount these 
states and localities will receive, so this provi- 
sion does not reduce the cost of the bill, or 
shift funding from one state to another. It sim- 
ply ties the hands of local agencies and 
makes it harder, and potentially more expen- 
sive, to complete transit projects. 

The amendment we are offering today will 
restore the ability of local agencies to use 
CMAQ and TIFIA funding for New Starts. The 
amendment will also restore an 80% federal 
share for Small Starts and Core Capacity 
projects, which can continue to use CMAQ, 
STP and TIFIA funding toward project costs. 

This amendment is a compromise that is the 
result of Chairman SHUSTER’s commitment to 
work with us after we raised it during markup 
in committee. Under this compromise, New 
Starts remain at 50%, and will not be able to 
use STP funds. We still object to these restric- 
tions, but the use of CMAQ and TIFIA to fill 
the gap is restored. We will continue to fight 
in conference to restore STP funding for New 
Starts, and to ensure that highway and transit 
projects are treated equally. 

| thank the Chairman for working with us on 
this compromise, and for agreeing to correct 
at least part of the problem. | urge all of my 
colleagues to support the amendment, and to 
join with us in continuing to address this issue 
in the final product enacted into law. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Madam Chair, 
| rise today in support of the amendment. 

Today, the United States is awash in do- 
mestically produced natural gas. 

The Energy Information Agency (ETA) esti- 
mates that the U.S. has more than 354 trillion 
cubic feet of proven natural gas reserves. 

In Pennsylvania, Ohio, West Virginia and 
most importantly, Texas, we increased produc- 
tion by more than 4.2 billion cubic feet per 
day. 

While | am a big supporter of LNG exports, 
| also firmly believe we should consume as 
much natural gas here at home as possible. 

Natural gas has transformed our power sec- 
tor. 

Today, for the first time in history, we use 
more natural gas for power production than 
coal. 

Natural gas is expected to fulfill almost 40% 
of our power needs in the coming decades. 

Our producers have become so efficient, 
Henry Hub prices sit at approximately $2.89 
per BCF. 

We should drive demand for natural gas by 
encouraging natural gas vehicles. 

Our corporate and government fleets as well 
as our public transportation vehicles all run on 
natural gas but the largest segment of the 
market resides in personal vehicles. 

If we increase demand, we will resolve any 
environmental issues related to natural gas 
production. 
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First, producers will reduce natural gas flar- 
ing because that product will have a market. 

Second, natural gas burns cleaner than gas- 
oline which reduces carbon emissions. 

The EPA is tasked with protecting the envi- 
ronment and natural gas vehicles deserve the 
same opportunities as electric vehicles. 

| urge my colleagues to support this amend- 
ment. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chair, | would like to 
thank the Chairman and Ranking Member for 
accepting two of my amendments in the en 
bloc amendment to the Senate Amendment to 
H.R. 22, including an amendment exempting a 
narrow class of welders from the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Regulations. 

The amendment at hand is a bipartisan, 
compromise effort that clarifies that transit 
agencies starting New Starts projects can uti- 
lize Federal funds, like CMAQ and TIFIA, to 
match the 50% funding provided by their New 
Start grant. | appreciate the Chairman’s will- 
ingness to work with me on this issue and re- 
store the Core Capacity and Small Starts 
projects Federal match limit back to 80% and 
allowing local agencies to flex other Federal 
funds to these projects. 

Without these funds, local flexibility would 
be greatly diminished and agencies would be 
forced to scrounge for funds locally, delaying 
many, many projects, including Chicago’s Red 
& Purple Line Modernization. Still, this is a 
compromise amendment and this bill still re- 
stricts the use of STP funds for the remainder 
of the match and codifies the New Starts grant 
amount at 50%, both at the request of the ma- 
jority, and | strongly disagree with this and 
hope we can work on this in conference. In 
support of my amendment, | submit letters of 
support for this amendment from the Chicago 
Transit Authority, the Regional Transportation 
Authority, and the American Public Transpor- 
tation Association. 

CHICAGO TRANSIT AUTHORITY, 
Chicago, Illinois, November 3, 2015. 
Hon. DANIEL LIPINSKI, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC . 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN LIPINSKI: I am writing 
to you in support of the Lipinski-Nadler- 
Dold Amendment (#110) to Section 3005 of 
H.R. 3763, the Surface Transportation Reau- 
thorization and Reform Act of 2015. This 
amendment would strike provisions in the 
bill that prohibit certain U.S. Department of 
Transportation (DOT) funding and financing 
from being paired with Federal Transit Ad- 
ministration (FTA) 5309 Capital Investment 
Grants to construct New Starts, Small 
Starts, and Core Capacity Projects. Specifi- 
cally, provisions in Section 3005 would limit 
the use of DOT funding from programs such 
as Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
(CMAQ), Transportation Investment Gener- 
ating Economic Recovery (TIGER), and the 
Transportation Infrastructure Finance and 
Innovation Act (TIFIA) from being utilized 
on projects such as the CTA’s Red-Purple 
Modernization project or the Red Line Ex- 
tension to 130th Street. 

For decades many transit agencies nation- 
wide have been pairing various DOT funding 
with FTA Capital Investment Grant funding. 
This includes flexible funding from the 
CMAQ program that is allocated at the re- 
gional level by the Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO). Here in Chicago the 
MPO—known as the Chicago Metropolitan 
Agency for Planning (CMAP)—has a yearly 
competitive process for CMAQ funding that 
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is based on cost-benefit analysis with regard 
to a decrease in traffic congestion and an im- 
provement in air quality. In 2015 the CTA’s 
Red-Purple Modernization Core Capacity 
project was allocated $125 million in multi- 
year CMAQ funding, but H.R. 3763’s provi- 
sions would jeopardize that funding from 
being paired with future FTA funding. So in 
essence, the provision as currently written 
takes away local control over federal fund- 
ing that was already allocated to the region. 


The CTA also has a history of successfully 
tapping low-cost TIFIA loan financing for 
large projects such as the Your New Blue 
Program on the CTA’s Blue Line from down- 
town to O’Hare and the 95th Street Red Line 
Terminal Improvement project. To prohibit 
CTA from considering TIFIA financing for 
the aforementioned Red-Purple Moderniza- 
tion Project and Red Line Extension would 
take away an important and cost-effective 
tool in the financing toolbox and would lead 
to higher financing costs for these projects 
through traditional methods. 


Thank you for offering this very important 
amendment during Committee markup and 
for floor consideration. The CTA was heart- 
ened to hear Chairman SHUSTER offer to 
work with you and your colleagues during 
the Committee’s consideration of the bill, 
and the CTA and likely many transit agen- 
cies around the region and country will ben- 
efit from your efforts should your amend- 
ment be adopted into the bill. 

Sincerely, 
DORVAL R. CARTER, JT., 
President. 


AMERICAN PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 
ASSOCIATION, 
WASHINGTON, DC, NOVEMBER 3, 2015. 
Hon. DANIEL LIPINSKI, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN LIPINSKI: On behalf of 
the American Public Transportation Asso- 
ciation (APTA) and its more than 1,500 mem- 
ber organizations, we are writing in support 
of the Lipinski, Nadler, Dold amendment 
#110 to the transportation provisions of the 
House Surface Transportation Reauthoriza- 
tion and Reform (STRR) Act, which would 
restore the 80 percent federal share for core 
capacity and small starts projects, as well as 
allow New Starts projects to continue to use 
congestion mitigation and air quality im- 
provement program funds (CMAQ), transpor- 
tation infrastructure finance and innovation 
act (TIFIA) funds, and Transportation In- 
vestment Generating Economic Recovery 
(TIGER) grant funds as a part of the remain- 
ing Government share. 


While we are disappointed that surface 
transportation program (STP) funds con- 
tinue to be restricted for new starts projects 
only, we recognize that this amendment was 
compromise language and improves the 
House bill. However, notwithstanding our 
support of this compromise position to im- 
prove the House bill, we will continue to ad- 
vocate to preserve the current 80 percent 
Federal share for New Starts projects and 
the existing flexibility to use STP for the 
government share as the final position in a 
future conference between the House and the 
Senate. 


Thank you again for your leadership on 
this issue. We look forward to continuing to 
work with you on restoring the federal share 
to 80 percent federal share for new starts and 
restoring STP flexibility to the new starts 
program as the House bill moves to con- 
ference. If you have any questions, please 
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have your staff contact Brian Tynan of 
APTA’s Government Affairs Department. 
Sincerely, 
MICHAEL P. MELANIPHY, 
President & CEO. 


NOVEMBER 4, 2015. 

The Regional Transportation Authority 
(RTA) system provides more than two mil- 
lion rides per weekday. As the agency re- 
sponsible for fiscal oversight, as well as fi- 
nancial and regional planning for public 
transit in Northeastern Illinois, I am writing 
in strong support of amendment #110 to Sec- 
tion 3005 of H.R. 3763, the Surface Transpor- 
tation Reauthorization and Reform Act of 
2015. This amendment would restore the 80 
percent federal share for core capacity and 
small starts projects, as well as allow New 
Starts projects to continue to use congestion 
mitigation and air quality improvement pro- 
gram funds (CMAQ), transportation infra- 
structure finance and innovation act (TIFIA) 
funds, and Transportation Investment Gen- 
erating Economic Recovery (TIGER) grant 
funds as a part of the remaining Government 
share. 

Amendment #110 benefits all three of our 
region’s agencies—CTA, Metra and Pace—by 
allowing them to pair Capital Investment 
Grant funds with others federal program 
funds; a practice that has historically been 
allowed under federal programs. An example 
of the importance of this flexibility was seen 
when the CTA recently used a low-cost 
TIFIA loan as part of the project matching 
funds to finance the Your New Blue Program 
on the Blue Line from downtown to O’Hare 
and the 95th Street Red Line Terminal Im- 
provement project. To prohibit the CTA from 
having the flexibility to use TIFIA financ- 
ing, CMAQ dollars or TIGER funding as part 
of the local match for these projects would 
take away important and cost-effective fi- 
nancing and funding tools which could lead 
to higher costs if only left with other tradi- 
tional methods. 

In an era of scarce funding, the RTA and 
Service Boards try to creatively pursue all 
options from state, federal, and local sources 
for major projects. We appreciate Congress 
allowing local entities maximum flexibility 
to continue to do that. If you have any other 
questions or concerns, please feel free to con- 
tact me. 

Sincerely, 
LEANNE REDDEN, 

Executive Director, Regional Transportation 

Authority. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chair, it is a sad 
commentary on the state of this House that 
the highway bill we are considering is being 
called a victory, and that the mere act of 
bringing a bill to the floor is a major step for- 
ward. 

As a nation with a D+ grade on infrastruc- 
ture from the American Society for Civil Engi- 
neers, we need an ambitious plan to rebuild 
and modernize. We need to invest in transit, 
fix structurally-deficient bridges, connect peo- 
ple to jobs, and move goods across the coun- 
try. We need to put people to work in every 
community bringing our transportation system 
into the 21st century. That’s why | introduced 
a version of the Presidents GROW America 
Act that would have invested more in our in- 
frastructure. 

Instead, we are considering a very modest 
proposal. It’s a six year bill at current funding 
levels adjusted for inflation, with only three 
years of funding. The pay-fors include bad and 
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inefficient policies like hiring private debt col- 
lectors to harass taxpayers. It dramatically 
cuts the TIFIA loan program and fails to pro- 
vide adequate funding for transit. And it need- 
lessly erodes environmental and community 
review of projects. 

This bill does have some positive provisions 
providing resources for major projects, con- 
tinuing funding for bike-ped and Safe Routes 
to School, and strengthening Buy American 
requirements. | appreciate that my amendment 
to allow communities to protect consumers 
from predatory towing has been included in 
the bill. And | strongly support reauthorization 
of the Export-lmport Bank to open up inter- 
national markets for American goods. 

But | am disappointed that this bill does not 
go farther to improve and transform our trans- 
portation networks. As we begin conference 
negotiations with the Senate, we must signifi- 
cantly boost investments, eliminate problem- 
atic offsets, and restore meaningful project re- 
view. 

The CHAIR. All time for general de- 
bate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the Senate 
amendment shall be considered for 
amendment under the 5-minute rule. 

The amendment printed in part A of 
House Report 114-825 is adopted. The 
Senate amendment, as amended, shall 
be considered as read. 

The text of the Senate amendment, 
as amended, is as follows: 


Strike all after the enacting clause and 
insert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Developing a 
Reliable and Innovative Vision for the Economy 
Act” or the “DRIVE Act”. 

SEC. 2. ORGANIZATION OF ACT INTO DIVISIONS; 
TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) DIVISIONS.—This Act is organized into 9 
divisions as follows: 

(1) Division A-Federal-aid Highways and 
Highway Safety Construction Programs. 

(2) Division B-Public Transportation. 

(3) Division C-Comprehensive Transportation 
and Consumer Protection Act of 2015. 

(4) Division D-Freight and Major Projects. 

(5) Division E-Finance. 

(6) Division F-—Miscellaneous. 

(7) Division G-Surface Transportation Exten- 
sion. 

(8) Division H-Budgetary Effects. 

(9) Division I-Export-Import Bank of the 
United States. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents for this Act is as follows: 


Sec. 1. Short title. 

Sec. 2. Organization of Act into divisions; table 

of contents. 

Sec. 3. Definitions. 

Sec. 4. Effective date. 

DIVISION A—FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS 
AND HIGHWAY SAFETY CONSTRUCTION 
PROGRAMS 

TITLE I—FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS 
Subtitle A—Authorizations and Programs 

Sec. 11001. Authorization of appropriations. 

Sec. 11002. Obligation ceiling. 

Sec. 11003. Apportionment. 

Sec. 11004. Surface transportation program. 

Sec. 11005. Metropolitan transportation plan- 
ning. 

Statewide and  nonmetropolitan 
transportation planning. 

Highway use tax evasion projects. 


Sec. 11006. 


Sec. 11007. 
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Bundling of bridge projects. 

Flexibility for certain rural road and 
bridge projects. 

Construction of ferry boats and 
ferry terminal facilities. 

Highway safety improvement pro- 
gram. 

Data collection on unpaved public 
roads. 

Congestion mitigation and air qual- 
ity improvement program. 

Transportation alternatives. 

Consolidation of programs. 

State flexibility for National High- 
way System modifications. 

Toll roads, bridges, tunnels, and fer- 
ries. 

HOV facilities. 

Interstate system reconstruction and 
rehabilitation pilot program. 

Emergency relief for federally owned 
roads. 

Bridges requiring closure or load re- 
strictions. 

National electric vehicle charging 
and natural gas fueling corridors. 

Asset management. 

Tribal transportation 
amendment. 

Nationally significant Federal lands 
and Tribal projects program. 

Federal lands programmatic activi- 
ties. 

Federal lands transportation pro- 
gram. 

Innovative project delivery. 

Obligation and release of funds. 


program 
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driver commuting. 

Household goods consumer protec- 
tion working group. 

Interstate van operations. 

Report on design and implementa- 
tion of wireless roadside inspec- 
tion systems. 

Motorcoach hours of service study. 

GAO Review of school bus safety. 

Use of hair testing for preemploy- 
ment and random controlled sub- 
stances tests. 


TITLE XXXIII—HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 


Sec. 33101. Endorsements. 

Sec. 33102. Enhanced reporting. 

Sec. 33103. Hazardous material information. 

Sec. 33104. National emergency and disaster re- 
sponse. 

Sec. 33105. Authorization of appropriations. 

TITLE XXXIV—HIGHWAY AND MOTOR 

VEHICLE SAFETY 


Subtitle A—Highway Traffic Safety 
PART I—HIGHWAY SAFETY 


Authorization of appropriations. 

Highway safety programs. 

Grants for alcohol-ignition interlock 
laws and 24-7 sobriety programs. 

Repeat offender criteria. 

Study on the national roadside sur- 
vey of alcohol and drug use by 
drivers. 

Increasing public awareness of the 
dangers of drug-impaired driving. 

Improvement of data collection on 
child occupants in vehicle crash- 
es. 


PART II—STOP MOTORCYCLE CHECKPOINT 
FUNDING ACT 


Sec. 34121. Short title. 
Sec. 34122. Grant restriction. 


PART III—IMPROVING DRIVER SAFETY ACT OF 
2015 


Short title. 

Distracted driving incentive grants. 

Barriers to data collection report. 

Minimum requirements for State 
graduated driver licensing incen- 
tive grant program. 

PART IV—TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING 

AMENDMENTS 


Sec. 34141. Technical corrections to the Motor 
Vehicle and Highway Safety Im- 
provement Act of 2012. 


Subtitle B—Vehicle Safety 


Authorization of appropriations. 

Inspector General recommendations. 

Improvements in availability of re- 
call information. 

Recall process. 

Pilot grant program for State notifi- 
cation to consumers of motor vehi- 
cle recall status. 

Recall obligations 
ruptcy. 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 32603. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


32604. 
32605. 
Sec. 32606. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


32607. 
32608. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


32609. 
32610. 
32611. 


. 34101. 
. 34102. 
. 34103. 


. 34104. 
. 34105. 


. 34106. 


Sec. 34107. 


Sec. 34131. 
Sec. 34132. 
Sec. 34133. 
Sec. 34134. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


34201. 
34202. 
34203. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


34204. 
34205. 


Sec. 34206. under bank- 


Sec 


Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
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. 34207. Dealer requirement to check for open 
recall. 

34208. Extension of time period for remedy 
of tire defects. 

Rental car safety. 

Increase in civil penalties for viola- 
tions of motor vehicle safety. 

Electronic odometer disclosures. 

Corporate responsibility for NHTSA 
reports. 

Direct vehicle notification of recalls. 

Unattended children warning. 

Tire pressure monitoring system. 


34209. 
34210. 


34211. 
34212. 


34213. 
34214. 
34215. 


Subtitle C—Research and Development and 


Sec 


Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Vehicle Electronics 


. 34301. Report on operations of the Council 
for Vehicle Electronics, Vehicle 


Software, and Emerging Tech- 
nologies. 

34302. Cooperation with foreign govern- 
ments. 


Subtitle D—Miscellaneous Provisions 
PART I—DRIVER PRIVACY ACT OF 2015 
34401. Short title. 

34402. Limitations on data retrieval from 
vehicle event data recorders. 

34403. Vehicle event data recorder study. 

PART II—SAFETY THROUGH INFORMED 

CONSUMERS ACT OF 2015 

34421. Short title. 

34422. Passenger motor vehicle 
tion. 


informa- 


PART III—TIRE EFFICIENCY, SAFETY, AND 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


S 


Sec 
Sec 


Sec 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec 
Sec 


REGISTRATION ACT OF 2015 


34431. Short title. 

34432. Tire fuel efficiency minimum per- 
formance standards. 

Tire registration by 
sellers. 

34434. Tire recall database. 


TITLE XXXV—RAILROAD REFORM, 
ENHANCEMENT, AND EFFICIENCY 
35001. Short title. 
35002. Passenger 
tions. 
ubtitle A—Authorization of Appropriations 

. 35101. Authorization of grants to Amtrak. 

. 35102. National infrastructure and safety 

investments. 

. 35103. Authorization of appropriations for 
National Transportation Safety 
Board rail investigations. 

35104. Authorization of appropriations for 
Amtrak Office of Inspector Gen- 
eral. 

35105. National cooperative rail research 
program. 


Subtitle B—Amtrak Reform 


Amtrak grant process. 

5-year business line 
plans. 

State-supported route committee. 

Route and service planning deci- 
sions. 

Competition. 

Rolling stock purchases. 

Food and beverage policy. 

Local products and promotional 
events. 

Right-of-way leveraging. 

Station development. 

Amtrak debt. 

Amtrak pilot program for passengers 
transporting domesticated cats 
and dogs. 

Amtrak board of directors. 

Amtrak boarding procedures. 


34433. independent 


transportation; defini- 


35201. 
35202. and assets 
35203. 
35204. 


35205. 
35206. 
35207. 
35208. 


35209. 
35210. 
35211. 
35212. 


. 35213. 
. 35214. 


Subtitle C—Intercity Passenger Rail Policy 


Sec 
Sec 


. 35301. 
. 35302. 


Competitive operating grants. 
Federal-State partnership for state 
of good repair. 
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Large capital project requirements. 

Small business participation study. 

Gulf coast rail service working 
group. 

Integrated passenger rail working 
group. 

Shared-use study. 

Northeast Corridor Commission. 

Northeast Corridor through- 
ticketing and procurement effi- 
ciencies. 

Data and analysis. 

Performance-based proposals. 

Amtrak Inspector General. 

Miscellaneous provisions. 


Subtitle D—Rail Safety 
PART I—SAFETY IMPROVEMENT 


35401. Highway-rail grade crossing safety. 

35402. Speed limit action plans. 

35403. Signage. 

35404. Alerters. 

35405. Signal protection. 

35406. Technology implementation plans. 

35407. Commuter rail track inspections. 

35408. Emergency response. 

35409. Private highway-rail grade cross- 
ings. 

Repair and replacement of damaged 
track inspection equipment. 

Rail police officers. 

Operation deep dive; report. 

Post-accident assessment. 

Technical and conforming amend- 
ments. 

GAO study on use of locomotive 
horns at highway-rail grade 
crossings. 

Sec. 35416. Bridge inspection reports. 


PART II—CONSOLIDATED RAIL INFRASTRUCTURE 
AND SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS 


Sec. 35421. Consolidated rail infrastructure and 
safety improvements. 


PART III—HAZARDOUS MATERIALS BY RAIL 
SAFETY AND OTHER SAFETY ENHANCEMENTS 


Sec. 35431. Real-time emergency response infor- 
mation. 

Thermal blankets. 

Comprehensive oil 
plans. 

Hazardous materials by rail liability 
study. 

Study and testing of electronically- 
controlled pneumatic brakes. 

Recording devices. 

Rail passenger transportation liabil- 
ity. 

Modification reporting. 

Report on crude oil characteristics 
research study. 


PART IV—POSITIVE TRAIN CONTROL 


35441. Coordination of spectrum. 
35442. Updated plans. 

35443. Early adoption and interoperability. 
35444, Positive train control at grade cross- 
ings effectiveness study. 

Subtitle E—Project Delivery 
35501. Short title. 
35502. Preservation of public lands. 
35503. Efficient environmental reviews. 
35504. Advance acquisition. 
35505. Railroad rights-of-way. 
35506. Savings clause. 
35507. Transition. 


Subtitle F—Financing 


Short title; references. 
Definitions. 

Eligible applicants. 

Eligible purposes. 

Program administration. 
Loan terms and repayment. 
Credit risk premiums. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


35303. 
35304. 
35305. 
Sec. 35306. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


35307. 
35308. 
35309. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


35310. 
35311. 
35312. 
35313. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 35410. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


35411. 
35412. 
35413. 
35414. 


Sec. 35415. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


35432. 


35433. spill response 


Sec. 35434. 
Sec. 35435. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


35436. 
35437. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


35438. 
35439. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


35601. 
35602. 
35603. 
35604. 
35605. 
35606. 
35607. 


17062 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


35608. Master credit agreements. 

35609. Priorities and conditions. 

35610. Savings provision. 

DIVISION D—FREIGHT AND MAJOR 
PROJECTS 


TITLE XLI—FREIGHT POLICY 


41001. Establishment of freight chapter. 
41002. National multimodal freight policy. 
41003. National multimodal freight net- 
work. 
TITLE XLII —PLANNING 


National freight strategic plan. 
State freight advisory committees. 
State freight plans. 

42004. Freight data and tools. 

42005. Savings provision. 

TITLE XLUI—FORMULA FREIGHT 
PROGRAM 


43001. National highway freight program. 
TITLE XLIV—GRANTS 


Purpose; definitions; administration. 
Grants. 


DIVISION E—FINANCE 
Sec. 50001. Short title. 


TITLE LI—HIGHWAY TRUST FUND AND 
RELATED TAXES 


Subtitle A—Extension of Trust Fund 
Expenditure Authority and Related Taxes 


Sec. 51101. Extension of trust fund expenditure 
authority. 
Sec. 51102. Extension of highway-related taxes. 
Subtitle B—Additional Transfers to Highway 
Trust Fund 


Sec. 51201. Further additional transfers to trust 
fund. 

51202. Transfer to Highway Trust Fund of 
certain motor vehicle safety pen- 
alties. 

51203. Appropriation from Leaking Under- 
ground Storage Tank Trust Fund. 


TITLE LIIL —OFFSETS 
Subtitle A—Tazx Provisions 


52101. Consistent basis reporting between 
estate and person acquiring prop- 
erty from decedent. 

Revocation or denial of passport in 
case of certain unpaid taxes. 

Clarification of 6-year statute of lim- 
itations in case of overstatement 
of basis. 

Additional information on returns 
relating to mortgage interest. 

Return due date modifications. 

Reform of rules relating to qualified 
tax collection contracts. 

Special compliance personnel pro- 
gram. 

Transfers of excess pension assets to 
retiree health accounts. 

Subtitle B—Fees and Receipts 

52201. Extension of deposits of security 
service fees in the general fund. 

Adjustment for inflation of fees for 
certain customs services. 

Dividends and surplus funds of Re- 
serve banks. 

Strategic Petroleum Reserve draw- 
down and sale. 

Extension of enterprise guarantee 
fee. 

Subtitle C—Outlays 

52301. Interest on overpayment. 

DIVISION F—MISCELLANEOUS 

TITLE LXI—FEDERAL PERMITTING 

IMPROVEMENT 


61001. Definitions. 
61002. Federal Permitting 
Council. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


42001. 
42002. 
42003. 


Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


44001. 
44002. 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 52102. 


Sec. 52103. 


Sec. 52104. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


52105. 
52106. 
Sec. 52107. 


Sec. 52108. 


Sec. 
Sec. 52202. 
Sec. 52203. 
Sec. 52204. 


Sec. 52205. 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. Improvement 
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Sec. 61003. Permitting process improvement. 

Sec. 61004. Interstate compacts. 

Sec. 61005. Coordination of required reviews. 

Sec. 61006. Delegated State permitting pro- 
grams. 

Sec. 61007. Litigation, judicial review, and sav- 
ings provision. 

Sec. 61008. Report to Congress. 

Sec. 61009. Funding for governance, oversight, 
and processing of environmental 
reviews and permits. 

Sec. 61010. Application. 


Sec. 61011. GAO Report. 
TITLE LXII—ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS 

Sec. 62001. Hire More Heroes. 

DIVISION G—SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 

EXTENSION 

Sec. 70001. Short title. 

TITLE LXXI—EXTENSION OF FEDERAL-AID 

HIGHWAY PROGRAMS 


Sec. 71001. Extension of Federal-aid highway 
programs. 

Sec. 71002. Administrative expenses. 

TITLE LXXII—TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF 

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION PROGRAMS 

Sec. 72001. Formula grants for rural areas. 

Sec. 72002. Apportionment of appropriations for 
formula grants. 

Sec. 72003. Authorizations for public transpor- 


tation. 
Sec. 72004. Bus and bus facilities formula 
grants. 
TITLE LXXII—EXTENSION OF HIGHWAY 
SAFETY PROGRAMS 
Subtitle A—Extension of Highway Safety 
Programs 
Sec. 73101. Extension of National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration 


highway safety programs. 
Sec. 73102. Extension of Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Administration programs. 
Sec. 73103. Dingell-Johnson Sport Fish Restora- 
tion Act. 
Subtitle B—Hazardous Materials 
Sec. 73201. Authorization of appropriations. 
TITLE LXXIV—REVENUE PROVISIONS 


Sec. 74001. Extension of trust fund expenditure 
authority. 
DIVISION H—BUDGETARY EFFECTS 


Sec. 80001. Budgetary effects. 
Sec. 80002. Maintenance of highway trust fund 
cash balance. 
Sec. 80003. Prohibition on rescissions of certain 
contract authority. 
DIVISION I—EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF 
THE UNITED STATES 


Sec. 90001. Short title. 


TITLE XCI—TAXPAYER PROTECTION PRO- 
VISIONS AND INCREASED ACCOUNT- 
ABILITY 


Sec. 91001. Reduction in authorized amount of 
outstanding loans, guarantees, 
and insurance. 

91002. Increase in loss reserves. 

91003. Review of fraud controls. 

91004. Office of Ethics. 

91005. Chief Risk Officer. 

91006. Risk Management Committee. 

91007. Independent audit of bank portfolio. 

91008. Pilot program for reinsurance. 

TITLE XCII—PROMOTION OF SMALL 

BUSINESS EXPORTS 

Sec. 92001. Increase in small business lending 

requirements. 

Sec. 92002. Report on programs for small and 

medium-sized businesses. 
TITLE XCII—MODERNIZATION OF 
OPERATIONS 


Sec. 93001. Electronic payments and documents. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
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Sec. 93002. Reauthorization of 
technology updating. 


TITLE XCIV—GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Sec. 94001. Extension of authority. 
Sec. 94002. Certain updated loan terms and 
amounts. 
TITLE XCV—OTHER MATTERS 


Sec. 95001. Prohibition on discrimination based 
on industry. 

Sec. 95002. Negotiations to end export credit fi- 
nancing. 

Sec. 95003. Study of financing for information 
and communications technology 
systems. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 

(1) DEPARTMENT.—The term ‘‘Department”’ 
means the Department of Transportation. 

(2) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” means 
the Secretary of Transportation. 

SEC. 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as otherwise provided, divisions A, B, 

C, and D, including the amendments made by 

those divisions, take effect on October 1, 2015. 


DIVISION A—FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS 
AND HIGHWAY SAFETY CONSTRUCTION 
PROGRAMS 

TITLE I—FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS 

Subtitle A—Authorizations and Programs 

SEC. 11001. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The following sums are au- 
thorized to be appropriated out of the Highway 
Trust Fund (other than the Mass Transit Ac- 
count): 

(1) FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY PROGRAM.—For the 
national highway performance program under 
section 119 of title 23, United States Code, the 
surface transportation program under section 
133 of that title, the highway safety improve- 
ment program under section 148 of that title, the 
congestion mitigation and air quality improve- 
ment program under section 149 of that title, the 
national freight program under section 167 of 
that title, the transportation alternatives pro- 
gram under section 213 of that title, and to 
carry out section 134 of that title— 

(A) $39,579,500,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(B) $40,771 ,300,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

(C) $42,127,100,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

(D) $43,476,400,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

(E) $44,570,700,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(F) $45,691,900,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

(2) TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCE 
AND INNOVATION PROGRAM.—For credit assist- 
ance under the transportation infrastructure fi- 
nance and innovation program under chapter 6 
of title 23, United States Code, $300,000,000 for 
each of fiscal years 2016 through 2021. 

(3) FEDERAL LANDS AND TRIBAL TRANSPOR- 
TATION PROGRAMS.— 

(A) TRIBAL TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM.—For 
the tribal transportation program under section 
202 of title 23, United States Code— 

(i) $465,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(ii) $475,000,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

(iii) $485,000,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

(iv) $495,000,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

(v) $505,000,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(vi) $515,000,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

(B) FEDERAL LANDS TRANSPORTATION PRO- 
GRAM.— 

(i) AUTHORIZATION.—For the Federal lands 
transportation program under section 203 of title 
23, United States Code— 

(I) $305,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(II) $310,000,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

(IID) $315,000,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

(IV) $320,000,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

(V) $325,000,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(VI) $330,000,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

(ii) SPECIAL RULE.— 


information 
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(I) $240,000,000 of the amount made available 
for each fiscal year shall be the amount for the 
National Park Service; and 

(II) $30,000,000 of the amount made available 
for each fiscal year shall be the amount for the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service. 

(C) FEDERAL LANDS ACCESS PROGRAM.—For 
the Federal lands access program under section 
204 of title 23, United States Code— 

(i) $250,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(ii) $255,000,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

(iii) $260,000,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

(iv) $265,000,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

(v) $270,000,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(vi) $275,000,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

(4) TERRITORIAL AND PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY 
PROGRAM.—For the territorial and Puerto Rico 
highway program under section 165 of title 23, 
United States Code, $190,000,000 for each of fis- 
cal years 2016 through 2021. 

(5) ASSISTANCE FOR MAJOR PROJECTS PRO- 
GRAM.—For the assistance for major projects 
program under section 171 of title 23, United 
States Code— 

(A) $250,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(B) $300,000,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

(C) $350,000,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

(D) $400,000,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

(E) $400,000,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(F) $400,000,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

(b) RESEARCH, TECHNOLOGY, AND EDUCATION 
AUTHORIZATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The following sums are au- 
thorized to be appropriated out of the Highway 
Trust Fund (other than the Mass Transit Ac- 
count): 

(A) HIGHWAY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAM.—To carry out the highway research 
and development program under section 503(b) 
of title 23, United States Code, $130,000,000 for 
each of fiscal years 2016 through 2021. 

(B) TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION DEPLOY- 
MENT PROGRAM.—To carry out the technology 
and innovation deployment program under sec- 
tion 503(c) of title 23, United States Code, 
$62,500,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 through 
2021. 

(C) TRAINING AND EDUCATION.—To carry out 
training and education under section 504 of title 
23, United States Code, $24,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2016 through 2021. 

(D) INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS 
PROGRAM.—To carry out the intelligent trans- 
portation systems program under sections 512 
through 518 of title 23, United States Code, 
$100,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 through 
2021. 

(E) UNIVERSITY TRANSPORTATION CENTERS 
PROGRAM.—To carry out the university trans- 
portation centers program under section 5505 of 
title 49, United States Code, $72,500,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2016 through 2021. 

(2) BUREAU OF TRANSPORTATION STATISTICS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated out of 
the general fund of the Treasury to carry out 
chapter 63 of title 49, United States Code, 
$26,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 through 
2021. 

(3) ADMINISTRATION.—The Federal Highway 
Administration shall administer the programs 
described in subparagraphs (D) and (E) of para- 
graph (1). 

(4) APPLICABILITY OF TITLE 23, UNITED STATES 
CODE.—Funds authorized to be appropriated by 
paragraph (1) shall— 

(A) be available for obligation in the same 
manner as if those funds were apportioned 
under chapter 1 of title 23, United States Code; 

(B) remain available until erpended; and 

(C) not be transferable. 

(c) DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS ENTERPRISES.— 

(1) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(A) while significant progress has occurred 
due to the establishment of the disadvantaged 
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business enterprise program, discrimination and 
related barriers continue to pose significant ob- 
stacles for minority- and women-owned busi- 
nesses seeking to do business in federally as- 
sisted surface transportation markets across the 
United States; 

(B) the continuing barriers described in sub- 
paragraph (A) merit the continuation of the dis- 
advantaged business enterprise program; 

(C) Congress has received and reviewed testi- 
mony and documentation of race and gender 
discrimination from numerous sources, includ- 
ing congressional hearings and roundtables, sci- 
entific reports, reports issued by public and pri- 
vate agencies, news stories, reports of discrimi- 
nation by organizations and individuals, and 
discrimination lawsuits, which show that race- 
and gender-neutral efforts alone are insufficient 
to address the problem; 

(D) the testimony and documentation de- 
scribed in subparagraph (C) demonstrate that 
discrimination across the United States poses a 
barrier to full and fair participation in surface 
transportation-related businesses of women 
business owners and minority business owners 
and has impacted firm development and many 
aspects of surface transportation-related busi- 
ness in the public and private markets; and 

(E) the testimony and documentation de- 
scribed in subparagraph (C) provide a strong 
basis that there is a compelling need for the con- 
tinuation of the disadvantaged business enter- 
prise program to address race and gender dis- 
crimination in surface transportation-related 
business. 

(2) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection, the fol- 
lowing definitions apply: 

(A) SMALL BUSINESS CONCERN.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The term “small business 
concern” means a small business concern (as the 
term is used in section 3 of the Small Business 
Act (15 U.S.C. 632)). 

(ii) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘“‘small business 
concern” does not include any concern or group 
of concerns controlled by the same socially and 
economically disadvantaged individual or indi- 
viduals that have average annual gross receipts 
during the preceding 3 fiscal years in excess of 
$23,980,000, as adjusted annually by the Sec- 
retary for inflation. 

(B) SOCIALLY AND ECONOMICALLY DISADVAN- 
TAGED INDIVIDUALS.—The term ‘‘socially and 
economically disadvantaged individuals’’ has 
the meaning given the term in section 8(d) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 637(d)) and rel- 
evant subcontracting regulations issued pursu- 
ant to that Act, except that women shall be pre- 
sumed to be socially and economically disadvan- 
taged individuals for purposes of this sub- 
section. 

(3) AMOUNTS FOR SMALL BUSINESS CONCERNS.— 
Except to the extent that the Secretary deter- 
mines otherwise, not less than 10 percent of the 
amounts made available for any program under 
divisions A and B of this Act and section 403 of 
title 23, United States Code, shall be expended 
through small business concerns owned and 
controlled by socially and economically dis- 
advantaged individuals. 

(4) ANNUAL LISTING OF DISADVANTAGED BUSI- 
NESS ENTERPRISES.—Each State shall annually— 

(A) survey and compile a list of the small busi- 
ness concerns referred to in paragraph (2) in the 
State, including the location of the small busi- 
ness concerns in the State; and 

(B) notify the Secretary, in writing, of the 
percentage of the small business concerns that 
are controlled by— 

(i) women; 

(ii) socially and economically disadvantaged 
individuals (other than women); and 

(iii) individuals who are women and are oth- 
erwise socially and economically disadvantaged 
individuals. 


17063 


(5) UNIFORM CERTIFICATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish minimum uniform criteria for use by State 
governments in certifying whether a concern 
qualifies as a small business concern for the 
purpose of this subsection. 

(B) INCLUSIONS.—The minimum uniform cri- 
teria established under subparagraph (A) shall 
include, with respect to a potential small busi- 
ness concern— 

(i) on-site visits; 

(ii) personal interviews with personnel; 

(iii) issuance or inspection of licenses; 

(iv) analyses of stock ownership; 

(v) listings of equipment; 

(vi) analyses of bonding capacity; 

(vii) listings of work completed; 

(viii) examination of the resumes of principal 
owners; 

(ix) analyses of financial capacity; and 

(x) analyses of the type of work preferred. 

(6) REPORTING.—The Secretary shall establish 
minimum requirements for use by State govern- 
ments in reporting to the Secretary— 

(A) information concerning disadvantaged 
business enterprise awards, commitments, and 
achievements; and 

(B) such other information as the Secretary 
determines to be appropriate for the proper mon- 
itoring of the disadvantaged business enterprise 
program. 

(7) COMPLIANCE WITH COURT ORDERS.—Noth- 
ing in this subsection limits the eligibility of an 
individual or entity to receive funds made avail- 
able under divisions A and B of this Act and 
section 403 of title 23, United States Code, if the 
individual or entity is prevented, in whole or in 
part, from complying with paragraph (2) be- 
cause a Federal court issues a final order in 
which the court finds that a requirement or the 
implementation of paragraph (2) is unconstitu- 
tional. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1101(b) of MAP-21 (Public Law 112-141; 126 
Stat. 414) is repealed. 

SEC. 11002. OBLIGATION CEILING. 

(a) GENERAL LIMITATION.—Subject to sub- 
section (e), and notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, the obligations for Federal-aid 
highway and highway safety construction pro- 
grams shall not exceed— 

(1) $41,625,500,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(2) $42,896,300,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

(3) $44,331,100,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

(4) $45,759,400,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

(5) $46,882,700,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(6) $48,032,900,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—The limitations under sub- 
section (a) shall not apply to obligations under 
or for— 

(1) section 125 of title 23, United States Code; 

(2) section 147 of the Surface Transportation 
Assistance Act of 1978 (23 U.S.C. 144 note; 92 
Stat. 2714); 

(3) section 9 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act 
of 1981 (95 Stat. 1701); 

(4) subsections (b) and (j) of section 131 of the 
Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 
(96 Stat. 2119); 

(5) subsections (b) and (c) of section 149 of the 
Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation 
Assistance Act of 1987 (101 Stat. 198); 

(6) sections 1103 through 1108 of the Inter- 
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991 (105 Stat. 2027); 

(7) section 157 of title 23, United States Code 
(as in effect on June 8, 1998); 

(8) section 105 of title 23, United States Code 
(as in effect for fiscal years 1998 through 2004, 
but only in an amount equal to $639,000,000 for 
each of those fiscal years); 

(9) section 105 of title 23, United States Code 
(as in effect for fiscal years 2005 through 2012, 
but only in an amount equal to $639,000,000 for 
each of those fiscal years); 
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(10) Federal-aid highway programs for which 
obligation authority was made available under 
the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Cen- 
tury (112 Stat. 107) or subsequent Acts for mul- 
tiple years or to remain available until ex- 
pended, but only to the extent that the obliga- 
tion authority has not lapsed or been used; 

(11) section 1603 of SAFETEA-LU (23 U.S.C. 
118 note; 119 Stat. 1248), to the extent that funds 
obligated in accordance with that section were 
not subject to a limitation on obligations at the 
time at which the funds were initially made 
available for obligation; 

(12) section 119 of title 23, United States Code 
(as in effect for fiscal years 2013 through 2015, 
but only in an amount equal to $639,000,000 for 
each of those fiscal years); and 

(13) section 119 of title 23, United States Code 
(but, for each of fiscal years 2016 through 2021, 
only in an amount equal to $639,000,000 for each 
of those fiscal years). 

(c) DISTRIBUTION OF OBLIGATION AUTHOR- 
ITY.—For each of fiscal years 2016 through 2021, 
the Secretary shall— 

(1) not distribute obligation authority pro- 
vided by subsection (a) for the fiscal year for— 

(A) amounts authorized for administrative ex- 
penses and programs by section 104(a) of title 23, 
United States Code; and 

(B) amounts authorized for the Bureau of 
Transportation Statistics; 

(2) not distribute an amount of obligation au- 
thority provided by subsection (a) that is equal 
to the unobligated balance of amounts— 

(A) made available from the Highway Trust 
Fund (other than the Mass Transit Account) for 
Federal-aid highway and highway safety con- 
struction programs for previous fiscal years the 
funds for which are allocated by the Secretary 
(or apportioned by the Secretary under section 
202 or 204 of title 23, United States Code); and 

(B) for which obligation authority was pro- 
vided in a previous fiscal year; 

(3) determine the proportion that— 

(A) an amount equal to the difference be- 
tween— 

(i) the obligation authority provided by sub- 
section (a) for the fiscal year; and 

(ii) the aggregate amount not distributed 
under paragraphs (1) and (2); bears to 

(B) an amount equal to the difference be- 
tween— 

(i) the total of the sums authorized to be ap- 
propriated for the Federal-aid highway and 
highway safety construction programs (other 
than sums authorized to be appropriated for 
provisions of law described in paragraphs (1) 
through (12) of subsection (b) and sums author- 
ized to be appropriated for section 119 of title 23, 
United States Code, equal to the amount re- 
ferred to in subsection (b)(13) for the fiscal 
year); and 

(ii) the aggregate amount not distributed 
under paragraphs (1) and (2); 

(4) distribute the obligation authority pro- 
vided by subsection (a), less the aggregate 
amount not distributed under paragraphs (1) 
and (2), for each of the programs (other than 
programs to which paragraph (1) applies) that 
are allocated by the Secretary under this Act 
and title 23, United States Code, or apportioned 
by the Secretary under section 202 or 204 of that 
title, by multiplying— 

(A) the proportion determined under para- 
graph (3); by 

(B) the amounts authorized to be appropriated 
for each such program for the fiscal year; and 

(5) distribute the obligation authority pro- 
vided by subsection (a), less the aggregate 
amount not distributed under paragraphs (1) 
and (2) and the amounts distributed under 
paragraph (4), for Federal-aid highway and 
highway safety construction programs that are 
apportioned by the Secretary under title 23, 
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United States Code, (other than the amounts 
apportioned for the national highway perform- 
ance program under section 119 of title 23, 
United States Code, that are exempt from the 
limitation under subsection (b)(13) and the 
amounts apportioned under sections 202 and 204 
of that title) in the proportion that— 

(A) amounts authorized to be appropriated for 
the programs that are apportioned under title 
23, United States Code, to each State for the fis- 
cal year; bears to 

(B) the total of the amounts authorized to be 
appropriated for the programs that are appor- 
tioned under title 23, United States Code, to all 
States for the fiscal year. 

(d) REDISTRIBUTION OF UNUSED OBLIGATION 
AUTHORITY.—Notwithstanding subsection (c), 
the Secretary shall, after August 1 of each of 
fiscal years 2016 through 2021— 

(1) revise a distribution of the obligation au- 
thority made available under subsection (c) if 
an amount distributed cannot be obligated dur- 
ing that fiscal year; and 

(2) redistribute sufficient amounts to those 
States able to obligate amounts in addition to 
those previously distributed during that fiscal 
year, giving priority to those States having large 
unobligated balances of funds apportioned 
under sections 144 (as in effect on the day before 
the date of enactment of MAP-21 (126 Stat. 405)) 
and 104 of title 23, United States Code. 

(e) APPLICABILITY OF OBLIGATION LIMITA- 
TIONS TO TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH PRO- 
GRAMS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para- 
graph (2), obligation limitations imposed by sub- 
section (a) shall apply to contract authority for 
transportation research programs carried out 
under chapter 5 of title 23, United States Code. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—Obligation authority made 
available under paragraph (1) shall— 

(A) remain available for a period of 4 fiscal 
years; and 

(B) be in addition to the amount of any limi- 
tation imposed on obligations for Federal-aid 
highway and highway safety construction pro- 
grams for future fiscal years. 

(f) REDISTRIBUTION OF CERTAIN AUTHORIZED 
FUNDS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days after 
the date of distribution of obligation authority 
under subsection (c) for each of fiscal years 2016 
through 2021, the Secretary shall distribute to 
the States any funds (excluding funds author- 
ized for the program under section 202 of title 23, 
United States Code) that— 

(A) are authorized to be appropriated for the 
fiscal year for Federal-aid highway programs; 
and 

(B) the Secretary determines will not be allo- 
cated to the States (or will not be apportioned to 
the States under section 204 of title 23, United 
States Code), and will not be available for obli- 
gation, for the fiscal year because of the imposi- 
tion of any obligation limitation for the fiscal 
year. 

(2) RATIO.—Funds shall be distributed under 
paragraph (1) in the same proportion as the dis- 
tribution of obligation authority under sub- 
section (c)(5). 

(3) AVAILABILITY.—Funds distributed to each 
State under paragraph (1) shall be available for 
any purpose described in section 133(b) of title 
23, United States Code. 

SEC. 11003. APPORTIONMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 104 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1) by striking subpara- 
graphs (A) and (B) and inserting the following: 

“‘(A) $456,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(B) $465,000,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

“(C) $474,000,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

“(D) $483,000,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

“(E) $492,000,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 
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““(F) $501,000,000 for fiscal year 2021.’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by 
striking ‘‘and the congestion mitigation and air 
quality improvement program” and inserting 
“the congestion mitigation and air quality im- 
provement program, the national freight pro- 
gram’’; 

(B) in each of paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) by 
striking “paragraphs (4) and (5)’’ each place it 
appears and inserting ‘“‘paragraphs (4), (5), and 
(6), and section 213(a)’’; 

(C) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘63.7 per- 
cent” and inserting ‘‘65 percent”; 

(D) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘29.3 per- 
cent” and inserting ‘‘29 percent”; 

(E) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘7 percent” 
and inserting ‘‘6 percent’’; 

(F) in paragraph (4), in the matter preceding 
subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘determined for 
the State under subsection (c)? and inserting 
“remaining under subsection (c) after making 
the set-asides in accordance with paragraph (5) 
and section 213(a)’’; 

(G) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para- 
graph (6); 

(H) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(5) NATIONAL FREIGHT PROGRAM.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—For the national freight 
program under section 167, the Secretary shall 
set aside from the amount determined for a State 
under subsection (c) an amount determined for 
the State under subparagraphs (B) and (C). 

“(B) TOTAL AMOUNT.—The total amount set 
aside for the national freight program for all 
States shall be— 

““(i) $1,000,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

““(ii) $1,450,000,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

““(iti) $2,000,000,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

““(iv) $2,300,000,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

““(v) $2,400,000,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

““(vi) $2,500,000,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

“(C) STATE SHARE.—The Secretary shall dis- 
tribute among the States the total set-aside 
amount for the national freight program under 
subparagraph (B) so that each State receives an 
amount equal to the proportion that— 

“(i) the total apportionment determined under 
subsection (c) for a State; bears to 

“(ii) the total apportionments for all States. 

“(D) METROPOLITAN PLANNING.—Of the 
amount set aside under this paragraph for a 
State, the Secretary shall use to carry out sec- 
tion 134 an amount determined by multiplying 
the set-aside amount by the proportion that— 

“(i) the amount apportioned to the State to 
carry out section 134 for fiscal year 2009; bears 
to 

“(ii) the total amount of funds apportioned to 
the State for that fiscal year for the programs 
referred to in section 105(a)(2), except for the 
high priority projects program referred to in sec- 
tion 105(a)(2)(H) (as in effect on the day before 
the date of enactment of MAP-21 (Public Law 
112-141; 126 Stat. 405).’’; and 

(I) in paragraph (6) (as redesignated by sub- 
paragraph (G)), in the matter preceding sub- 
paragraph (A), by striking ‘‘determined for the 
State under subsection (c)’’ and inserting ‘‘re- 
maining under subsection (c) after making the 
set-asides in accordance with paragraph (5) and 
section 213(a)’’; and 

(3) in subsection (c) by adding at the end the 
following: 

“(3) FOR FISCAL YEARS 2016 THROUGH 2021.— 

“(A) STATE SHARE.—For each of fiscal years 
2016 through 2021, the amount for each State of 
combined apportionments for the national high- 
way performance program under section 119, the 
surface transportation program under section 
133, the highway safety improvement program 
under section 148, the congestion mitigation and 
air quality improvement program under section 
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149, the national freight program under section 
167, the transportation alternatives program 
under section 213, and to carry out section 134, 
shall be determined as follows: 

“(i) INITIAL AMOUNT.—The initial amount for 
each State shall be determined by multiplying 
the total amount available for apportionment by 
the share for each State, which shall be equal to 
the proportion that— 

“(I) the amount of apportionments that the 
State received for fiscal year 2014; bears to 

“(II) the amount of those apportionments re- 
ceived by all States for that fiscal year. 

“(i) ADJUSTMENTS TO AMOUNTS.—The initial 
amounts resulting from the calculation under 
clause (i) shall be adjusted to ensure that, for 
each State, the amount of combined apportion- 
ments for the programs shall not be less than 95 
percent of the estimated tax payments attrib- 
utable to highway users in the State paid into 
the Highway Trust Fund (other than the Mass 
Transit Account) in the most recent fiscal year 
for which data are available. 

“(B) STATE APPORTIONMENT.—For each of fis- 
cal years 2016 through 2021, on October 1, the 
Secretary shall apportion the sum authorized to 
be appropriated for expenditure on the national 
highway performance program under section 
119, the surface transportation program under 
section 133, the highway safety improvement 
program under section 148, the congestion miti- 
gation and air quality improvement program 
under section 149, the national freight program 
under section 167, the transportation alter- 
natives program under section 213, and to carry 
out section 134 in accordance with subpara- 
graph (A).”. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Section 104(d)(1)(A) of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘swbsection 
(b)(5)”” each place it appears and inserting 
“paragraphs (5)(D) and (6) of subsection (b)’’. 

(2) Section 120(c)(3) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), in the matter pre- 
ceding clause (i), by striking ‘‘or (5)’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘(5)(D), or (6); and 

(B) in subparagraph (C)(i), by striking “and 
(5) and inserting ‘‘(5)(D), and (6)’’. 

(3) Section 135(i) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘section 104(b)(5)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘paragraphs (5)(D) and (6) of sec- 
tion 104(b)’’. 

(4) Section 136(b) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended in the first sentence by strik- 
ing “paragraphs (1) through (5) of section 
104(b)”’ and inserting “paragraphs (1) through 
(6) of section 104(b)’’. 

(5) Section 141(b)(2) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking “paragraphs (1) 
through (5) of section 104(b)’’ and inserting 
“paragraphs (1) through (6) of section 104(b)’’. 

(6) Section 505(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended in the matter preceding para- 
graph (1) by striking ‘‘through (4)” and insert- 
ing ‘‘through (5)’’. 

SEC. 11004. SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PRO- 
GRAM. 

Section 133 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (10), by inserting ‘‘, includ- 
ing emergency evacuation plans”? after ‘‘pro- 
grams’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (13), by adding a period at 
the end; 

(2) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking the semicolon 
at the end and inserting ‘‘or for projects de- 
scribed in paragraphs (2), (4), (6), (7), (11), (20), 
(25), and (26) of subsection (b); and’’; 

(B) by striking paragraph (2); and 

(C) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (2); 
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(3) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A)— 

(I) in the matter preceding clause (i), by strik- 
ing “50 percent” and inserting ‘‘55 percent”; 
and 

(II) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘greater than 
5,000” and inserting ‘‘of 5,000 or more’’; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘50 per- 
cent” and inserting ‘‘45 percent”; and 

(B) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) by striking “paragraph (1)(A)(ii)”’ and in- 
serting “paragraph (1)(A)(iii)’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘greater than 5,000 and less 
than 200,000’ and inserting ‘‘of 5,000 to 
200,000’; 

(4) in subsection (f)(1)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘104(b)(3)” 
“104(b)(2)”’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘the period of fiscal years 2011 
through 2014” and inserting ‘‘each fiscal year”; 

(5) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub- 
section (i); 

(6) in subsection (g)— 

(A) by striking the subsection designation and 
heading and all that follows through paragraph 
(1) and inserting the following: 

“(g) BRIDGES OFF THE NATIONAL HIGHWAY 
SYSTEM.— 

“(1) DEFINITION OF OFF-NHS BRIDGE.—In this 
subsection, the term ‘off-NHS bridge’ means a 
highway bridge located on a public road, other 
than a bridge on the National Highway Sys- 
tem.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) by striking subparagraph (A) and inserting 
the following: 

“(A) SET-ASIDE.—Each State shall obligate for 
replacement (including replacement with fill ma- 
terial), rehabilitation, preservation, and protec- 
tion (including scour countermeasures, seismic 
retrofits, impact protection measures, security 
countermeasures, and protection against ex- 
treme events) for off-NHS bridges an amount 
equal to the greater of— 

“(i) 15 percent of the amount apportioned to 
the State under section 104(b)(2); and 

“Gi) an amount equal to at least 110 percent 
of the amount of funds set aside for bridges not 
on Federal-aid highways in the State for fiscal 
year 2014.’’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘off-sys- 
tem” and inserting “‘off-NHS’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(C) SET-ASIDE FOR CERTAIN OFF-NHS 
BRIDGES.—Each State shall obligate an amount 
equal to not less than 50 percent of the amount 
set aside under subparagraph (A) for off-NHS 
bridges located on public roads that are not 
Federal-aid highways.’’; and 

(C) by redesignating paragraph (3) as sub- 
section (h); 

(7) in subsection (h) (as so redesignated)— 

(A) by striking the heading and inserting 
“CREDIT FOR BRIDGES NOT ON THE NATIONAL 
HIGHWAY SYSTEM.—’’; 

(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) as paragraphs (1) and (2), respectively, and 
indenting appropriately; and 

(C) in the matter preceding paragraph (1) (as 
so redesignated)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘the replacement of a bridge or 
rehabilitation of’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘, and is determined by the 
Secretary upon completion to be no longer a de- 
ficient bridge’’; 

(8) in subsection (i)(1) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (5)), by striking “under subsection 
(d)(1)(A)(iti) for each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2014” and inserting “under subsection 
(d)(1)(A)(ii) for each fiscal year”; and 

(9) by adding at the end the following: 

““(j) BORDER STATES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—After consultation with rel- 
evant transportation planning organizations, 
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the Governor of a State that shares a land bor- 
der with Canada or Mexico may designate for 
each fiscal year not more than 5 percent of 
funds made available to the State under sub- 


section (d)(1)(B) for border infrastructure 
projects eligible under section 1303 of 
SAFETEA-LU (23 U.S.C. 101 note; Public Law 
109-59). 


“(2) USE OF FUNDS.—Funds designated under 
this subsection shall be available under the re- 
quirements of section 1303 of SAFETEA-LU (23 
U.S.C. 101 note; Public Law 109-59). 

“(3) CERTIFICATION.—Before making a des- 
ignation under paragraph (1), the Governor 
shall certify that the designation is consistent 
with transportation planning requirements 
under this title. 

“(4) NOTIFICATION.—Not later than 30 days 
after making a designation under paragraph (1), 
the Governor shall submit to the relevant trans- 
portation planning organizations within the 
border region a written notification of any sub- 
allocated or distributed amount of funds avail- 
able for obligation by jurisdiction. 

“(5) LIMITATION.—This subsection applies 
only to funds apportioned to a State after the 
date of enactment of the DRIVE Act. 

“(6) DEADLINE FOR DESIGNATION.—A designa- 
tion under paragraph (1) shall— 

“(A) be submitted to the Secretary not later 
than 30 days before the beginning of the fiscal 
year for which the designation is being made; 
and 

“(B) remain in effect for the funds designated 
under paragraph (1) for a fiscal year until the 
Governor of the State notifies the Secretary of 
the termination of the designation. 

“(7) UNOBLIGATED FUNDS AFTER TERMI- 
NATION.—On the date of a termination under 
paragraph (6)(B), all remaining wunobligated 
funds that were designated under paragraph (1) 
for the fiscal year for which the designation is 
being terminated shall be made available to the 
State for the purposes described in subsection 
(a)(1)(B).”’. 

SEC. 11005. METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION 
PLANNING. 

Section 134 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by inserting ‘‘resil- 
ient” before “surface transportation systems’’; 

(2) in subsection (c)(2), by striking ‘‘and bicy- 
cle transportation facilities” and inserting ‘‘, bi- 
cycle transportation facilities, intermodal facili- 
ties that support intercity transportation, in- 
cluding intercity buses and intercity bus facili- 
ties, and commuter vanpool providers”; 

(3) in subsection (d)— 

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through 
(6) as paragraphs (4) through (7), respectively; 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(3) REPRESENTATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Designation or selection of 
officials or representatives under paragraph (2) 
shall be determined by the metropolitan plan- 
ning organization according to the bylaws or 
enabling statute of the organization. 

“(B) PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION REPRESENTA- 
TIVE.—Subject to the bylaws or enabling statute 
of the metropolitan planning organization, a 
representative of a provider of public transpor- 
tation may also serve as a representative of a 
local municipality. 

“(C) POWERS OF CERTAIN OFFICIALS.—An offi- 
cial described in paragraph (2)(B) shall have re- 
sponsibilities, actions, duties, voting rights, and 
any other authority commensurate with other 
officials described in paragraph (2)(B).’’; and 

(C) in paragraph (5) (as redesignated by sub- 
paragraph (A)), by striking “paragraph (5)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘paragraph (6)’’; 

(4) in subsection (e)(4)(B), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (d)(5)”’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 


(d)(6)”’; 
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(5) in subsection (g)(3)(A), by inserting ‘‘nat- 
ural disaster risk reduction,” after ‘‘environ- 
mental protection,’’; 

(6) in subsection (h)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in subparagraph (G), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(ii) in subparagraph (H), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(I) improve the resilience and reliability of 
the transportation system.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘and in 
section 5301(c) of title 49” and inserting ‘‘and 
the general purposes described in section 5301 of 
title 49”; 

(7) in subsection (i)— 

(A) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A)(i), by striking ‘‘tran- 
sit” and inserting “public transportation facili- 
ties, intercity bus facilities’’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (G)— 

(I) by striking ‘‘and provide” and inserting ‘‘, 
provide”; and 

(II) by inserting “, and reduce vulnerability 
due to natural disasters of the existing transpor- 
tation infrastructure” before the period at the 
end; and 

(iii) in subparagraph (H), by inserting “, in- 
cluding consideration of the role that intercity 
buses may play in reducing congestion, pollu- 
tion, and energy consumption in a cost-effective 
manner and strategies and investments that pre- 
serve and enhance intercity bus systems, includ- 
ing systems that are privately owned and oper- 
ated” before the period at the end; 

(B) in paragraph (6)(A)— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘public ports,” before ‘‘freight 
shippers,’’; and 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘(including intercity bus op- 
erators and commuter vanpool providers)’’ after 
“private providers of transportation”; and 

(C) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘(2)(C)”’ 
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘(2)(E)’’; 

(8) in subsection (j)(5)(A), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (k)(4)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(k)(3)”’; 

(9) in subsection (k)— 

(A) by striking paragraph (3); and 

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and (5) as 
paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively; 

(10) in subsection (J)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by adding a period at 
the end; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)(D), by striking ‘‘of less 
than 200,000” and inserting “with a population 
of 200,000 or less’’; 

(11) by striking subsection (n); 

(12) by redesignating subsections (o) through 
(q) as subsections (n) through (p), respectively; 

(13) in subsection (0) (as so redesignated), by 
striking “‘set aside under section 104(f)’’ and in- 
serting “apportioned under paragraphs (5)(D) 
and (6) of section 104(b)”’ ; and 

(14) by adding at the end the following: 

“(q) TREATMENT OF LAKE TAHOE REGION.— 

“(1) DEFINITION OF LAKE TAHOE REGION.—In 
this subsection, the term ‘Lake Tahoe Region’ 
has the meaning given the term ‘region’ in sub- 
section (a) of Article II of the Lake Tahoe Re- 
gional Planning Compact (Public Law 96-551; 94 
Stat. 3234). 

“(2) TREATMENT.—For the purpose of this 
title, the Lake Tahoe Region shall be treated 
as— 

“(A) a metropolitan planning organization; 

“(B) a transportation management area under 
subsection (k); and 

“(C) an urbanized area, which is comprised of 
a population of 145,000 in the State of California 
and a population of 65,000 in the State of Ne- 
vada. 

(3) SUBALLOCATED FUNDING.— 

“(A) SECTION 133.—When determining the 
amount under subparagraph (A) of section 
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ce 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


133(a)(1) that shall be obligated for a fiscal year 
in the States of California and Nevada under 
clauses (i), (ii), and (iii) of that subparagraph, 
the Secretary shall, for each of those States— 

“G) calculate the population under each of 
those clauses; 

“(ii) decrease the amount under section 
133(a)(1)(A) (iti) by the population specified in 
paragraph (2) of this subsection for the Lake 
Tahoe Region in that State; and 

“(iii) increase the amount under section 
133(aA)(1)(A)(i) by the population specified in 
paragraph (2) of this subsection for the Lake 
Tahoe Region in that State. 

“(B) SECTION 213.—When determining the 
amount under paragraph (1) of section 213(c) 
that shall be obligated for a fiscal year in the 
States of California and Nevada under subpara- 
graphs (A), (B), and (C) of that paragraph, the 
Secretary shall, for each of those States— 

“G) calculate the population under each of 
those subparagraphs; 

“(ii) decrease the amount under section 
213(c)(1)(C) by the population specified in para- 
graph (2) of this subsection for the Lake Tahoe 
Region in that State; and 

“(iii) increase the amount under section 
213(c)(1)(A) by the population specified in para- 
graph (2) of this subsection for the Lake Tahoe 
Region in that State.’’. 

SEC. 11006. STATEWIDE AND NONMETROPOLITAN 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 135 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(2), by striking ‘‘and bicy- 
cle transportation facilities” and inserting ‘‘, bi- 
cycle transportation facilities, intermodal facili- 
ties that support intercity transportation, in- 
cluding intercity buses and intercity bus facili- 
ties, and commuter vanpool providers’’; 

(2) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in subparagraph (G), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(ii) in subparagraph (H), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

(I) improve the resilience and reliability of 
the transportation system.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘and in 
section 5301(c) of title 49” and inserting ‘‘and 
the general purposes described in section 5301 of 
title 49”; 

(3) in subsection (e)(1), by striking ‘‘subsection 
(m)” and inserting ‘“‘subsection (1)’’; 

(4) in subsection (f)— 

(A) in paragraph (2)(B)(i), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (m)” and inserting ‘‘subsection (1)’’; 

(B) in paragraph (3)(A)— 

(i) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘subsection (m)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘subsection (l)’’; and 

(ii) in clause (ii), by inserting ‘‘(including 
intercity bus operators and commuter vanpool 
providers)” after “private providers of transpor- 
tation’’; 

(C) in paragraph (7), in the matter preceding 
subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘should”’ and in- 
serting “shall”; and 

(D) in paragraph (8), by inserting ‘‘, including 
consideration of the role that intercity buses 
may play in reducing congestion, pollution, and 
energy consumption in a cost-effective manner 
and strategies and investments that preserve 
and enhance intercity bus systems, including 
systems that are privately owned and operated” 
before the period at the end; 

(5) in subsection (g)— 

(A) in paragraph (2)(B)(i), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (m)” and inserting ‘‘subsection (1)’’; 

(B) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) by inserting ‘public ports,” before ‘‘freight 
shippers’’; and 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘(including intercity bus op- 
erators),’’ after “private providers of transpor- 
tation’’; and 
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(C) in paragraph (6)(A), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (m)” and inserting ‘‘subsection (1)’’; 

(6) by striking subsection (j); and 

(7) by redesignating subsections (k) through 
(m) as subsections (j) through (l), respectively. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
134(b)(5) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘section 135(m)’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘section 1350)”. 

SEC. 11007. HIGHWAY USE TAX EVASION 
PROJECTS. 

Section 143(b) of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by striking paragraph (2)(A) and in- 
serting the following: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—From administrative funds 
made available under section 104(a), the Sec- 
retary shall deduct such sums as are necessary, 
not to exceed $4,000,000 for each fiscal year, to 
carry out this section.’’. 

SEC. 11008. BUNDLING OF BRIDGE PROJECTS. 

Section 144 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)(2)(A), by striking ‘‘the 
natural condition of the bridge’’ and inserting 
“the natural condition of the water’’; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (j) as sub- 
section (k); 

(3) by inserting after subsection (i) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(j) BUNDLING OF BRIDGE PROJECTS.— 

“(1) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this subsection 
is to save costs and time by encouraging States 
to bundle multiple bridge projects as 1 project. 

“(2) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—In this 
subsection, the term ‘eligible entity’ means an 
entity eligible to carry out a bridge project 
under section 119 or 133. 

“(3) BUNDLING OF BRIDGE PROJECTS.—An eli- 
gible entity may bundle 2 or more similar bridge 
projects that are— 

“(A) eligible projects under section 119 or 133; 

“(B) included as a bundled project in a trans- 
portation improvement program under section 
134(j) or a statewide transportation improvement 
program under section 135, as applicable; and 

“(C) awarded to a single contractor or con- 
sultant pursuant to a contract for engineering 
and design or construction between the con- 
tractor and an eligible entity. 

“(4) ~~ ITEMIZATION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law (including regulations), 
an eligible bridge project included in a bundle 
under this subsection may be listed as— 

“(A) 1 project for purposes of sections 134 and 
135; and 

“(B) a single project within the applicable 
bundle. 

“(5) FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS.—Projects 
bundled under this subsection shall have the 
same financial characteristics, including— 

“(A) the same funding category or sub- 
category; and 

“(B) the same Federal share.’’; and 

(4) in subsection (k)(2) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (2)), by striking ‘‘104(b)(3)’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘104(b)(2)”’. 

SEC. 11009. FLEXIBILITY FOR CERTAIN RURAL 
ROAD AND BRIDGE PROJECTS. 

(a) AUTHORITY.—With respect to rural road 
and rural bridge projects eligible for funding 
under title 23, United States Code, subject to the 
provisions of this section and on request by a 
State, the Secretary may— 

(1) exercise all existing flexibilities under and 
exceptions to— 

(A) the requirements of title 23, United States 
Code; and 

(B) other requirements administered by the 
Secretary, in whole or part; and 

(2) otherwise provide additional flexibility or 
expedited processing with respect to the require- 
ments described in paragraph (1). 

(b) TYPES OF PROJECTS.—A rural road or rural 
bridge project under this section shall— 
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(1) be located in a county that, based on the 
most recent decennial census— 

(A) has a population density of 80 or fewer 
persons per square mile of land area; or 

(B) is the county that has the lowest popu- 
lation density of all counties in the State; 

(2) be located within the operational right-of- 
way (as defined in section 1316(b) of MAP -21 (23 
U.S.C. 109 note; 126 Stat. 549)) of an existing 
road or bridge; and 

(3)(A) receive less than $5,000,000 of Federal 
funds; or 

(B) have a total estimated cost of not more 
than $30,000,000 and Federal funds comprising 
less than 15 percent of the total estimated 
project cost. 

(c) PROCESS TO ASSIST RURAL PROJECTS.— 

(1) ASSISTANCE WITH FEDERAL REQUIRE- 
MENTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—For projects under this sec- 
tion, the Secretary shall seek to provide, to the 
maximum extent practicable, regulatory relief 
and flexibility consistent with this section. 

(B) EXCEPTIONS, EXEMPTIONS, AND ADDI- 
TIONAL FLEXIBILITY.—Exceptions, exemptions, 
and additional flexibility from regulatory re- 
quirements may be granted if, in the opinion of 
the Secretary— 

(i) the project is not expected to have a signifi- 
cant adverse impact on the environment; 

(ii) the project is not expected to have an ad- 
verse impact on safety; and 

(iii) the assistance would be in the public in- 
terest for 1 or more reasons, including— 

(I) reduced project costs; 

(II) expedited construction, particularly in an 
area where the construction season is relatively 
short and not granting the waiver or additional 
flexibility could delay the project to a later con- 
struction season; or 

(III) improved safety. 

(2) MAINTAINING PROTECTIONS.—Nothing in 
this subsection— 

(A) waives the requirements of section 113 or 
138 of title 23, United States Code; 

(B) supersedes, amends, or modifies— 

(i) the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) or any other Federal 
environmental law; or 

(ii) any requirement of title 23, United States 
Code; or 

(C) affects the responsibility of any Federal 
officer to comply with or enforce any law or re- 
quirement described in this paragraph. 

SEC. 11010. CONSTRUCTION OF FERRY BOATS 
AND FERRY TERMINAL FACILITIES. 

(a) CONSTRUCTION OF FERRY BOATS AND 
FERRY TERMINAL FACILITIES.—Section 147 of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking “IN GEN- 
ERAL” and inserting ‘‘PROGRAM’’; 

(2) by striking subsections (d) through (g) and 
inserting the following: 

“(d) FORMULA.—Of the amounts allocated 
under subsection (c)— 

“(1) 35 percent shall be allocated among eligi- 
ble entities in the proportion that— 

“(A) the number of ferry passengers, includ- 
ing passengers in vehicles, carried by each ferry 
system in the most recent calendar year for 
which data is available; bears to 

“(B) the number of ferry passengers, includ- 
ing passengers in vehicles, carried by all ferry 
systems in the most recent calendar year for 
which data is available; 

“(2) 35 percent shall be allocated among eligi- 
ble entities in the proportion that— 

“(A) the number of vehicles carried by each 
ferry system in the most recent calendar year for 
which data is available; bears to 

“(B) the number of vehicles carried by all 
ferry systems in the most recent calendar year 
for which data is available; and 

“(3) 30 percent shall be allocated among eligi- 
ble entities in the proportion that— 
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“(A) the total route nautical miles serviced by 
each ferry system in the most recent calendar 
year for which data is available; bears to 

“(B) the total route nautical miles serviced by 
all ferry systems in the most recent calendar 
year for which data is available. 

“(e) REDISTRIBUTION OF 
AMOUNTS.—The Secretary shall— 

“(1) withdraw amounts allocated to an eligi- 
ble entity under subsection (c) that remain un- 
obligated by the end of the third fiscal year fol- 
lowing the fiscal year for which the amounts 
were allocated; and 

“(2) in the subsequent fiscal year, redistribute 
the funds referred to in paragraph (1) in accord- 
ance with the formula under subsection (d) 
among eligible entities for which no amounts 
were withdrawn under paragraph (1). 

“(f) MINIMUM AMOUNT.—Notwithstanding 
subsection (c), a State with an eligible entity 
that meets the requirements of this section shall 
receive not less than $100,000 under this section 
for a fiscal year. 

“(g) IMPLEMENTATION.— 

“(1) DATA COLLECTION.— 

“(A) NATIONAL FERRY DATABASE.—Amounts 
made available for a fiscal year under this sec- 
tion shall be allocated using the most recent 
data available, as collected and imputed in ac- 
cordance with the national ferry database es- 
tablished under section 1801(e) of SAFETEA-LU 
(23 U.S.C. 129 note; 119 Stat. 1456). 

“(B) ELIGIBILITY FOR FUNDING.—To be eligible 
to receive funds under subsection (c), data shall 
have been submitted in the most recent collec- 
tion of data for the national ferry database 
under section 1801(e) of SAFETEA-LU (23 
U.S.C. 129 note; 119 Stat. 1456) for at least 1 
ferry service within the State. 

“(2) ADJUSTMENTS.—On review of the data 
submitted under paragraph (1)(B), the Secretary 
may make adjustments to the data as the Sec- 
retary determines necessary to correct 
misreported or inconsistent data. 

“(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated out of 
the Highway Trust Fund (other than the Mass 
Transit Account) to carry out this section 
$80,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 through 
2021. 

“(i) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY.—Notwith- 
standing section 118(b), funds made available to 
carry out this section shall remain available 
until expended. 

“(j) APPLICABILITY.—All provisions of this 
chapter that are applicable to the National 
Highway System, other than provisions relating 
to apportionment formula and Federal share, 
shall apply to funds made available to carry out 
this section, except as determined by the Sec- 
retary to be inconsistent with this section.’’. 

(b) NATIONAL FERRY DATABASE.—Section 
1801(e)(4) of SAFETEA-LU (23 U.S.C. 129 note; 
119 Stat. 1456) is amended by striking subpara- 
graph (D) and inserting the following: 

(D) make available, from the amounts made 
available for each fiscal year to carry out chap- 
ter 63 of title 49, not more than $500,000 to main- 
tain the database.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 129(c) 
of title 23, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2), in the first sentence, by 
inserting “, or on a public transit ferry eligible 
under chapter 53 of title 49” after “Interstate 
System’’; 

(2) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(3) Such ferry” and inserting 
“(3)(A) The ferry”; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

“(B) Any Federal participation shall not in- 
volve the construction or purchase, for private 
ownership, of a ferry boat, ferry terminal facil- 
ity, or other eligible project under this section.’’; 

(3) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘and repair,” 
and inserting ‘‘repair,’’; and 
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(4) by striking paragraph (6) and inserting the 
following: 

“(6) The ferry service shall be maintained in 
accordance with section 116. 

“(7)(A) No ferry boat or ferry terminal with 
Federal participation under this title may be 
sold, leased, or otherwise disposed of, except in 
accordance with part 18 of title 49, Code of Fed- 
eral Regulations (as in effect on December 18, 
2014). 

“(B) The Federal share of any proceeds from 
a disposition referred to in subparagraph (A) 
shall be used for eligible purposes under this 
title.’’. 

SEC. 11011. HIGHWAY SAFETY IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM. 

Section 148 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (4)(B)— 

(i) in the matter preceding clause (i), by strik- 
ing “includes, but is not limited to,” and insert- 
ing “only includes”; and 

(ii) by adding at the end the following: 

(xxv) Installation of vehicle-to-infrastructure 
communication equipment. 

“(xxvi) Pedestrian hybrid beacons. 

(xxvii) Roadway improvements that provide 
separation between pedestrians and motor vehi- 
cles, including medians and pedestrian crossing 
islands. 

“(xxviii) An infrastructure safety project not 
described in clauses (i) through (xxvii).’’; and 

(B) by striking paragraph (10) and redesig- 
nating paragraphs (11) through (13) as para- 
graphs (10) through (12), respectively; 

(2) in subsection (c)(1)(A), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (a)(12)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(a)(11)”’; 

(3) in subsection (d)(2)(B)(i), by striking ‘‘sub- 


section (a)(12)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(a)(11)”’; and 

(4) in subsection (g)(1)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘increases’’ and inserting 


“does not decrease”; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘and exceeds the national fa- 
tality rate on rural roads,” after ‘‘available,’’. 
SEC. 11012. DATA COLLECTION ON UNPAVED PUB- 

LIC ROADS. 

Section 148 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(k) DATA COLLECTION ON UNPAVED PUBLIC 
ROADS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A State may elect not to 
collect fundamental data elements for the model 
inventory of roadway elements on public roads 
that are gravel roads or otherwise unpaved if— 

“(A)(i) more than 45 percent of the public 
roads in the State are gravel roads or otherwise 
unpaved; and 

“(ii) less than 10 percent of fatalities in the 
State occur on those unpaved public roads; or 

“(B)(i) more than 70 percent of the public 
roads in the State are gravel roads or otherwise 
unpaved; and 

“(ii) less than 25 percent of fatalities in the 
State occur on those unpaved public roads. 

“(2) CALCULATION.—The percentages de- 
scribed in paragraph (1) shall be based on the 
average for the 5 most recent years for which 
relevant data is available. 

“(3) USE OF FUNDS.—If a State elects not to 
collect data on a road described in paragraph 
(1), the State shall not use funds provided to 
carry out this section for a project on that road 
until the State completes a collection of the re- 
quired model inventory of roadway elements for 
the road.”’. 

SEC. 11013. CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR 
QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM. 

Section 149 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(A)(i)(D), by inserting ‘in 
the designated nonattainment area” after ‘‘air 
quality standard’’; 
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(B) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘or mainte- 
nance” after ‘‘likely to contribute to the attain- 
ment’’; 

(C) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘attainment 
of”? and inserting ‘‘attainment or maintenance 
of the area of’’; and 

(D) in paragraph (8)(A)(ii)— 

(i) in the matter preceding subclause (I), by 
inserting ‘‘or port-related freight operations” 
after ‘‘construction projects”; and 

(ii) in subclause (II), by inserting ‘‘or chapter 
53 of title 49” after ‘‘this title’’; 

(2) in subsection (c)(2), by inserting ‘(giving 
priority to corridors designated under section 
151)” after “at any location in the State”; 

(3) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A)— 

(I) in the matter preceding clause (i), by in- 
serting ‘‘would otherwise be eligible under sub- 
section (b) if the project were carried out in a 
nonattainment or maintenance area or’’ after 
“may use for any project that”; and 

(II) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘(excluding the 
amount of funds reserved under paragraph 
(1); and 

(ii) in subparagraph (B)(i), by striking ‘““MAP- 
21t” and inserting ‘‘MAP-21’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (3), by inserting “, in a 
manner consistent with the approach that was 
in effect on the day before the date of enactment 
of MAP-21,”’ after “the Secretary shall modify’’; 

(4) in subsection (g)— 

(A) in paragraph (2)(B), by striking ‘‘not later 
that” and inserting ‘‘not later than’’; 

(B) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘States and metropolitan” and 
inserting the following: 

(A) IN GENERAL.—States and metropolitan’’; 

(ii) by striking ‘‘are proven to reduce” and in- 
serting ‘‘reduce directly emitted’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(B) USE OF PRIORITY FUNDING.—To the max- 
imum extent practicable, PM2.5 priority funding 
shall be used on the most cost-effective projects 
and programs that are proven to reduce directly 
emitted fine particulate matter.’’; 

(5) in subsection (k)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking “that has a nonattainment or 
maintenance area” and inserting ‘‘that has 1 or 
more nonattainment or maintenance areas’’; 

(ii) by striking “a nonattainment or mainte- 
nance area that are” and inserting “the non- 
attainment or maintenance areas that are’’; 

(iii) by striking ‘‘such area” both places it ap- 
pears and inserting ‘‘such areas’’; and 

(iv) by striking ‘‘such fine particulate” and 
inserting ‘‘directly-emitted fine particulate”; 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking “highway 
construction” and inserting ‘‘transportation 
construction’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(3) PM2.5 NONATTAINMENT AND MAINTENANCE 
IN LOW POPULATION DENSITY STATES.— 

“(A) EXCEPTION.—In any State with a popu- 
lation density of 80 or fewer persons per square 
mile of land area, based on the most recent de- 
cennial census, the requirements under sub- 
section (g)(3) and paragraphs (1) and (2) of this 
subsection shall not apply to a nonattainment 
or maintenance area in the State if— 

“(i) the nonattainment or maintenance area 
does not have projects that are part of the emis- 
sions analysis of a metropolitan transportation 
plan or transportation improvement program; 
and 

“(ii) regional motor vehicle emissions are an 
insignificant contributor to the air quality prob- 
lem for PM2.5 in the nonattainment or mainte- 
nance area. 

“(B) CALCULATION.—If subparagraph (A) ap- 
plies to a nonattainment or maintenance area in 
a State, the percentage of the PM2.5 set-aside 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


under paragraph (1) shall be reduced for that 
State proportionately based on the weighted 
population of the area in fine particulate matter 
nonattainment. 

“(4) PORT-RELATED EQUIPMENT AND VEHI- 
CLES.—To meet the requirements under para- 
graph (1), a State or metropolitan planning or- 
ganization may elect to obligate funds to the 
most cost-effective projects to reduce emissions 
from port-related landside nonroad or on-road 
equipment that is operated within the bound- 
aries of a PM2.5 nonattainment or maintenance 
area.’’; 

(6) in subsection (1)(1)(B), by inserting “air 
quality and traffic congestion” before ‘‘perform- 
ance targets”; and 

(7) in subsection (m), by striking ‘‘section 
104(b)(2)”’ and inserting ‘‘section 104(b)(4)’’. 

SEC. 11014. TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 213 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting the 
following: 

“(a) RESERVATION OF FUNDS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—On October 1 of each fiscal 
year, the Secretary shall set aside from the 
amount determined for a State under section 
104(c) an amount determined for the State under 
paragraphs (2) and (3). 

“(2) TOTAL AMOUNT.—The total amount set 
aside for the program under this section shall be 
$850,000,000 for each fiscal year. 

“(3) STATE SHARE.—The Secretary shall dis- 
tribute among the States the total set-aside 
amount under paragraph (2) so that each State 
receives an amount equal to the proportion 
that— 

(A) the amount apportioned to the State for 
the transportation enhancements program for 
fiscal year 2009 under section 133(d)(2), as in ef- 
fect on the day before the date of enactment of 
MAP-21 (Public Law 112-141; 126 Stat. 405); 
bears to 

“(B) the total amount of funds apportioned to 
all States for that fiscal year for the transpor- 
tation enhancements program for fiscal year 
2009.’’; 

(2) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A), 
by striking “Of the funds” and all that follows 
through ‘“‘shall be obligated under this section” 
in subparagraph (A) and inserting “Funds re- 
served in a State under this section shall be obli- 
gated’’; 

(ii) by striking subparagraph (B); 

(iii) by redesignating clauses (i) through (iii) 
as subparagraphs (A) through (C), respectively; 

(iv) in subparagraph (B) (as so redesignated), 
by striking “greater than 5,000” and inserting 
“of 5,000 or more’’; and 

(v) in subparagraph (C) (as so redesignated), 
by striking ‘‘; and” and inserting a period; 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘“‘paragraph 
(1)(A)@W”’ and inserting “paragraph (1)(A)”’; 

(C) in paragraph (3)(A)— 

(i) by striking “Except as provided in para- 
graph (1)(B), the” and inserting “The”; and 

(ii) by striking “paragraph (1)(A)(i)”’ both 
places it appears and inserting ‘‘paragraph 
(1)(A)”; 

(D) in paragraph (4)(B)— 

(i) in clause (vi), by striking “and” at the 
end; 

(ii) by redesignating clause (vii) as clause 
(viii); and 

(iii) by inserting after clause (vi) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(vii) a nonprofit entity responsible for the 
administration of local transportation safety 
programs; and’’; and 

(E) in paragraph (5)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘For funds reserved” and in- 
serting the following: 
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“(A) IN GENERAL.—For funds reserved’’; 

(ii) by striking “paragraph (1)(A)(i)”’ and in- 
serting “paragraph (1)(A)’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(B) NO RESTRICTION ON SUBALLOCATION.— 
Nothing in this section prevents a metropolitan 
planning organization from further suballo- 
cating funds within the boundaries of the met- 
ropolitan planning area if a competitive process 
is implemented for the award of the suballocated 
funds.’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(h) ANNUAL REPORTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Each State or metropolitan 
planning organization responsible for carrying 
out the requirements of this section shall submit 
to the Secretary an annual report that de- 
scribes— 

“(A) the number of project applications re- 
ceived for each fiscal year, including— 

“(i) the aggregate cost of the projects for 
which applications are received; and 

“(ii) the types of project to be carried out (as 
described in subsection (b)), expressed as per- 
centages of the total apportionment of the State 
under subsection (a); and 

“(B) the number of projects selected for fund- 
ing for each fiscal year, including the aggregate 
cost and location of projects selected. 

“(2) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—The Secretary 
shall make available to the public, in a user- 
friendly format on the website of the Depart- 
ment, a copy of each annual report submitted 
under paragraph (1). 

“(i) EXPEDITING INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this subsection, the 
Secretary shall develop regulations or guidance 
relating to the implementation of this section 
that encourages the use of the programmatic ap- 
proaches to environmental reviews, expedited 
procurement techniques, and other best prac- 
tices to facilitate productive and timely expendi- 
ture for projects that are small, low-impact, and 
constructed within an existing built environ- 
ment. 

“(2) STATE PROCESSES.—The Secretary shall 
work with State departments of transportation 
to ensure that any regulation or guidance devel- 
oped under paragraph (1) is consistently imple- 
mented by States and the Federal Highway Ad- 
ministration to avoid unnecessary delays in im- 
plementing projects and to ensure the effective 
use of Federal dollars.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 126(b) 
of title 23, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘SET-ASIDES.—’’ and all that 
follows through “Funds that” in paragraph (1) 
and inserting ‘‘SET-ASIDES.—Funds that’’; 


(2) by striking ‘“‘sections 104(d) and 1334)” 
and inserting ‘‘sections 104(d), 133(d), and 
213(c)’’; and 


(3) by striking paragraph (2). 

SEC. 11015. CONSOLIDATION OF PROGRAMS. 

Section 1519(a) of MAP-21 (Public Law 112- 
141; 126 Stat. 574) is amended in the matter pre- 
ceding paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘fiscal years 
2013 and 2014” and inserting ‘‘fiscal years 2013 
through 2021”. 

SEC. 11016. STATE FLEXIBILITY FOR NATIONAL 
HIGHWAY SYSTEM MODIFICATIONS. 

(a) NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM FLEXI- 
BILITY.—Not later than 90 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall issue 
guidance relating to working with State depart- 
ments of transportation that request assistance 
from the division offices of the Federal Highway 
Administration— 

(1) to review roads classified as principal arte- 
rials in the State that were added to the Na- 
tional Highway System as of October 1, 2012, so 
as to comply with section 103 of title 23, United 
States Code; and 

(2) to identify any necessary functional classi- 
fication changes to rural and urban principal 
arterials. 


November 3, 2015 


(b) ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS.—The Secretary 
shall direct the division offices of the Federal 
Highway Administration to work with the appli- 
cable State department of transportation that 
requests assistance under this section— 

(1) to assist in the review of roads in accord- 
ance with guidance issued under subsection (a); 

(2) to expeditiously review and facilitate re- 
quests from States to reclassify roads classified 
as principal arterials; and 

(3) in the case of a State that requests the 
withdrawal of reclassified roads from the Na- 
tional Highway System under section 103(b)(3) 
of title 23, United States Code, to carry out that 
withdrawal if the inclusion of the reclassified 
road in the National Highway System is not 
consistent with the needs and priorities of the 
community or region in which the reclassified 
road is located. 

(c) NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM MODIFICATION 
REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall— 

(1) review the National Highway System modi- 
fication process described in appendix D of part 
470 of title 23, Code of Federal Regulations (or 
successor regulations); and 

(2) take any action necessary to ensure that a 
State may submit to the Secretary a request to 
modify the National Highway System by with- 
drawing a road from the National Highway Sys- 
tem. 

(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, and 
annually thereafter, the Secretary shall submit 
to the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works of the Senate and the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
of Representatives a report that includes a de- 
scription of— 

(1) each request for reclassification of Na- 
tional Highway System roads; 

(2) the status of each request; and 

(3) if applicable, the justification for the de- 
nial by the Secretary of a request. 

(e) MODIFICATIONS TO THE NATIONAL HIGHWAY 
SYSTEM.—Section 103(b)(3)(A) of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding clause (i)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘, including any modification 
consisting of a connector to a major intermodal 
terminal,’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘, including any modification 
consisting of a connector to a major intermodal 
terminal or the withdrawal of a road from that 
system,” after “the National Highway System”; 
and 

(2) in clause (ii)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(ii) enhances” and inserting 
“(ii)(D enhances’’; 

(B) by striking the period at the end and in- 
serting ‘‘; or”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(II) in the case of the withdrawal of a road, 
is reasonable and appropriate.’’. 

SEC. 11017. TOLL ROADS, BRIDGES, TUNNELS, 
AND FERRIES. 

Section 129(a) of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (B)— 

(i) by striking “(other than a highway on the 
Interstate System)’’; and 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘non-HOV”’ after ‘‘toll-free”’ 
each place it appears; 

(B) by striking subparagraph (C); and 


(C) by redesignating subparagraphs (D) 
through (I) as subparagraphs (C) through (H), 
respectively; 


(2) by striking paragraph (4) and paragraph 
(6); 

(3) by redesignating paragraphs (5), (7), (8), 
(9), and (10) as paragraphs (4), (5), (6), (7), and 
(9), respectively; 

(4) in paragraph (4)(B) (as so redesignated), 
by striking ‘‘the Federal-aid system” and insert- 
ing ‘‘Federal-aid highways”; and 
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(5) by inserting after paragraph (7) (as so re- 
designated) the following: 

“(8) EQUAL ACCESS FOR MOTORCOACHES.—A 
private motorcoach that serves the public shall 
be provided access to a toll facility under the 
same rates, terms, and conditions as public 
transportation buses in the State.’’. 

SEC. 11018. HOV FACILITIES. 

Section 166 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by striking paragraph (4) and inserting 
the following: 

““(4) HIGH OCCUPANCY TOLL VEHICLES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The State agency may 
allow vehicles not otherwise exempt under this 
subsection to use the HOV facility if the opera- 
tors of the vehicles pay a toll charged by the 
agency for use of the facility and the agency— 

‘“(i) establishes a program that addresses how 
motorists can enroll and participate in the toll 
program; 

“(ii) in the case of a high occupancy vehicle 
facility that affects a metropolitan area, submits 
to the Secretary a written statement that the 
metropolitan planning organization designated 
under section 134 for the area has been con- 
sulted concerning the placement and amount of 
tolls on the converted facility; 

“(iii) develops, manages, and maintains a sys- 
tem that will automatically collect the toll; and 

““iv) establishes policies and procedures— 

(I) to manage the demand to use the facility 
by varying the toll amount that is charged; 

“(II) to enforce violations of the use of the fa- 
cility; and 

(III) to ensure that private motorcoaches 
that serve the public are provided access to the 
facility under the same rates, terms, and condi- 
tions, as public transportation buses in the 
State. 

“(B) EXEMPTION FROM TOLLS.—In levying a 
toll on a facility under subparagraph (A), a 
State agency may— 

“(i) designate classes of vehicles that are ex- 
empt from the toll; and 

“(ii) charge different toll rates for different 
classes of vehicles.’’; 

(B) in paragraph (5), by striking subpara- 
graph (A) and inserting the following: 

“(A) INHERENTLY LOW EMISSION VEHICLE.—If 
a State agency establishes procedures for enforc- 
ing the restrictions on the use of a HOV facility 
by vehicles described in clauses (i) and (ii), the 
State agency may allow the use of the HOV fa- 
cility by— 

“(i) alternative fuel vehicles; and 

“(ii) any motor vehicle described in section 
30D(d)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986.’’; 

(2) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking “Tolls” and inserting ‘‘Not- 
withstanding section 301, tolls’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘notwithstanding section 301 
and, except as provided in paragraphs (2) and 
(3)”’; 

(B) by striking paragraph (2); and 

(C) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (2); 

(3) in subsection (d)(1), by striking subpara- 
graphs (D) and (E) and inserting the following: 

“(D) MAINTENANCE OF OPERATING PERFORM- 
ANCE.— 

“‘(i) SUBMISSION OF PLAN.—Not later than 180 
days after the date on which a facility is de- 
graded under paragraph (2), the State agency 
with jurisdiction over the facility shall submit to 
the Secretary for approval a plan that details 
the actions the State agency will take to bring 
the facility into compliance with the minimum 
average operating speed performance standard 
through changes to operation of the facility, in- 
cluding— 
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“(I) increasing the occupancy requirement for 
HOV lanes; 

“(II) varying the toll charged to vehicles al- 
lowed under subsection (b) to reduce demand; 

“(III) discontinuing allowing non-HOV vehi- 
cles to use HOV lanes under subsection (b); or 

“(IV) increasing the available capacity of the 
HOV facility. 

‘“(ii) NOTICE OF APPROVAL OR DISAPPROVAL.— 
Not later than 60 days after the date of receipt 
of a plan under clause (i), the Secretary shall 
provide to the State agency a written notice in- 
dicating whether the Secretary has approved or 
disapproved the plan based on a determination 
of whether the implementation of the plan will 
bring the HOV facility into compliance. 

(iti) BIANNUAL PROGRESS UPDATES.—Until the 
date on which the Secretary determines that the 
State agency has brought the HOV facility into 
compliance with this subsection, the State agen- 
cy shall submit biannual updates that de- 
scribe— 

“(I) the actions taken to bring the HOV facil- 
ity into compliance; and 

“(II) the progress made by those actions. 

“(E) COMPLIANCE.—The Secretary shall sub- 
ject the State to appropriate program sanctions 
under section 1.36 of title 23, Code of Federal 
Regulations (or successor regulations), until the 
performance is no longer degraded, if— 

“(i) the State agency fails to submit an ap- 
proved action plan under subparagraph (D) to 
bring a degraded facility into compliance; or 

“(ii) after the State submits and the Secretary 
approves an action plan under subparagraph 
(D), the Secretary determines that, on a date 
that is not earlier than 1 year after the approval 
of the action plan, the State agency is not mak- 
ing significant progress toward bringing the 
HOV facility into compliance with the minimum 
average operating speed performance stand- 
ard.’’; and 

(4) in subsection (f)(1), in the matter preceding 
subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘solely’’ before 
“operating’’. 

SEC. 11019. INTERSTATE SYSTEM RECONSTRUC- 
TION AND REHABILITATION PILOT 
PROGRAM. 

Section 1216(b) of the Transportation Equity 
Act for the 21st Century (Public Law 105-178; 
112 Stat. 212) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘the age, 
condition, and intensity of use of the facility” 
and inserting “an analysis demonstrating that 
the facility has a significant age, condition, or 
intensity of use to require expedited reconstruc- 
tion or rehabilitation’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (D)(iii), by inserting “‘, 
and that demonstrates the capability of that 
agency to perform or oversee the building, oper- 
ation, and maintenance of a toll expressway 
system meeting criteria for the Interstate Sys- 
tem’’ before the semicolon at the end; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(E) An analysis showing how the State plan 
for implementing tolls on the facility takes into 
account the interests and use of local, regional, 
and interstate travelers. 

“(F) An explanation of how the State will col- 
lect tolls using electronic toll collection, includ- 
ing at highway speeds, if practicable. 

“(G) A plan describing the proposed location 
for the collection of tolls on the facility, includ- 
ing any locations in proximity to a State border. 

“(H) Approved documentation that the 
project— 

“(i) has received a categorical exclusion, a 
finding of no significant impact, or a record of 
decision under the National Environmental Pol- 
icy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.); and 

“(ii) complies with the Uniform Relocation As- 
sistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 4601 et seq.).’’; 
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(2) by striking paragraphs (4) and (6); 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para- 
graph (4); 

(4) in paragraph (4)(as so redesignated)— 

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A), 
by striking “Before the Secretary may permit” 
and inserting “As a condition of permitting’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (A)— 

(i) in the matter preceding clause (i), by strik- 
ing ‘‘for—’’ and inserting ‘‘for permissible uses 
described in section 129(a)(3) of title 23, United 
States Code; and’’; and 

(ii) by striking clauses (i) through (iii); 

(5) by inserting after paragraph (4) (as so re- 
designated) the following: 

“(5) APPLICATION PROCESSING PROCEDURE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after receipt of an application under this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall provide to the appli- 
cant a written notice informing the applicant 
whether— 

“(i) the application is complete and meets all 
requirements under this subsection; or 

“(ii) additional information or materials are 
needed— 

“(I) to complete the application; or 

“(II) to meet the eligibility requirements under 
paragraph (3). 

“(B) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION OR MATE- 
RIALS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days after 
receipt of an application, the Secretary shall— 

“(I) identify any additional information or 
materials that are needed under subparagraph 
(A)(ii); and 

“(II) provide to the applicant written notice 
specifying the details of the additional required 
information or materials. 

‘“(ii) AMENDED APPLICATION.—Not later than 
60 days after receipt of the additional informa- 
tion under clause (i), the Secretary shall deter- 
mine if the amended application is complete and 
meets all requirements under this subsection. 

“(C) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—On the request 
of a State, the Secretary shall provide technical 
assistance to facilitate the development of a 
complete application under this paragraph that 
is likely to satisfy the eligibility criteria under 
paragraph (3). 

“(D) APPROVAL OF APPLICATION.—On written 
notice by the Secretary that the application is 
complete and meets all requirements of this sub- 
section, the project is considered approved and 
shall be permitted to participate in the program 
under this subsection. 

“(E) LIMITATION ON APPROVED APPLICATION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—For an application received 
under this subsection on or after the date of en- 
actment of the DRIVE Act for the reconstruc- 
tion or rehabilitation of a facility, a State 
shall— 

“(I) not later than 1 year after the date on 
which the application is approved, issue a solic- 
itation for a contract to provide for the recon- 
struction or rehabilitation of the facility; and 

“(II) not later than 2 years after the date on 
which the application is approved, execute a 
contract for the reconstruction or rehabilitation 
of the facility. 

“(ii) PRIOR APPLICATIONS.—For an applica- 
tion that received a conditional provisional ap- 
proval under this subsection before the date of 
enactment of the DRIVE Act, for the reconstruc- 
tion or rehabilitation of a facility, a State 
shall— 

“(I) not later than 1 year after the date of en- 
actment of the DRIVE Act, issue a solicitation 
for a contract to provide for the reconstruction 
or rehabilitation of the facility; and 

“(II) not later than 2 years after the date of 
enactment of the DRIVE Act, execute a contract 
for the reconstruction or rehabilitation of the 
facility. 

““(iti) CANCELLATION OR EXTENSION.—If an ap- 
plicable deadline under clause (i) or (ii) is not 
met, the Secretary shall— 
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“(D) cancel the application approval; or 

(II) grant an extension of not more than 1 
year for the applicable deadline, on the condi- 
tion that— 

“(aa) there has been demonstrable progress to- 
ward meeting the applicable requirements; and 

“(bb) the requirements are likely to be met 
within 1 year. 

“(6) LIMITATION ON THE USE OF NATIONAL 
HIGHWAY PERFORMANCE PROGRAM FUNDS.—Dur- 
ing the term of the pilot program, funds appor- 
tioned for the national highway performance 
program under section 104(b)(1) of title 23, 
United States Code, may not be used for a facil- 
ity for which tolls are being collected under the 
pilot program unless the funds are used for a 
maintenance purpose, as defined in section 
101(a) of title 23, United States Code.’’; 

(6) by redesignating paragraphs (7) and (8) as 
paragraphs (8) and (9), respectively; 

(7) by inserting after paragraph (6) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(7) WITHDRAWAL.—A State may elect to with- 
draw participation of the State in the pilot pro- 
gram at any time.’’; and 

(8) in paragraph (8) (as redesignated by para- 
graph (6)), by inserting ‘‘after the date of enact- 
ment of the DRIVE Act” after ‘‘10 years”. 

SEC. 11020. EMERGENCY RELIEF FOR FEDERALLY 
OWNED ROADS. 

(a) ELIGIBILITY.—Section 125(d)(3) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking 
the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(C) projects eligible for assistance under this 
section located on tribal transportation facili- 
ties, Federal lands transportation facilities, or 
other federally owned roads that are open to 
public travel (as defined in subsection (e)(1)).’’. 

(b) DEFINITION.—Section 125(e) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
paragraph (1) and inserting the following: 

“(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 

“(A) OPEN TO PUBLIC TRAVEL.—The term 
‘open to public travel’ means, with respect to a 
road, that, except during scheduled periods, ex- 
treme weather conditions, or emergencies, the 
road— 

““(i) is maintained; 

“(ii) is open to the general public; and 

“(Gii) can accommodate travel by a standard 
passenger vehicle, without restrictive gates or 
prohibitive signs or regulations, other than for 
general traffic control or restrictions based on 
size, weight, or class of registration. 

“(B) STANDARD PASSENGER VEHICLE.—The 
term ‘standard passenger vehicle’ means a vehi- 
cle with 6 inches of clearance from the lowest 
point of the frame, body, suspension, or dif- 
ferential to the ground.’’. 

SEC. 11021. BRIDGES REQUIRING CLOSURE OR 
LOAD RESTRICTIONS. 

Section 144(h) of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (6) and (7) as 
paragraphs (7) and (8), respectively; 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol- 
lowing: 

““(6) BRIDGES REQUIRING CLOSURE OR LOAD RE- 
STRICTIONS.— 

‘“(A) BRIDGES OWNED BY FEDERAL AGENCIES OR 
TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS.—If a Federal agency or 
tribal government fails to ensure that any high- 
way bridge that is open to public travel and lo- 
cated in the jurisdiction of the Federal agency 
or tribal government is properly closed or re- 
stricted to loads that the bridge can carry safe- 
ly, the Secretary— 

“(i) shall, on learning of the need to close or 
restrict loads on the bridge, require the Federal 
agency or tribal government to take action nec- 
essary— 
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“(I) to close the bridge within 48 hours; or 

“(II) within 30 days, to restrict public travel 
on the bridge to loads that the bridge can carry 
safely; and 

“(ii) may, if the Federal agency or tribal gov- 
ernment fails to take action required under 
clause (i), withhold all funding authorized 
under this title for the Federal agency or tribal 
government.’’. 

“(B) OTHER BRIDGES.—If a State fails to en- 
sure that any highway bridge, other than a 
bridge described in subparagraph (A), that is 
open to public travel and is located within the 
boundaries of the State is properly closed or re- 
stricted to loads the bridge can carry safely, the 
Secretary— 

“(i) shall, on learning of the need to close or 
restrict loads on the bridge, require the State to 
take action necessary— 

“(I) to close the bridge within 48 hours; or 

“(II) within 30 days, to restrict public travel 
on the bridge to loads that the bridge can carry 
safely; and 

“(ii) may, if the State fails to take action re- 
quired under clause (i), withhold approval for 
Federal-aid projects in that State.’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (8) (as redesignated by para- 


graph (1)), by striking ‘(6)’? and inserting 
“(7)”, 
SEC. 11022. NATIONAL ELECTRIC VEHICLE 


CHARGING AND NATURAL GAS FUEL- 
ING CORRIDORS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1 of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting after sec- 
tion 150 the following: 


“$151. National electric vehicle charging and 
natural gas fueling corridors 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of the DRIVE Act, the 
Secretary shall designate national electric vehi- 
cle charging and natural gas fueling corridors 
that identify the near- and long-term need for, 
and location of, electric vehicle charging infra- 
structure and natural gas fueling infrastructure 
at strategic locations along major national high- 
ways to improve the mobility of passenger and 
commercial vehicles that employ electric and 
natural gas fueling technologies across the 
United States. 

“(b) DESIGNATION OF CORRIDORS.—In desig- 
nating the corridors under subsection (a), the 
Secretary shall— 

“(1) solicit nominations from State and local 
officials for facilities to be included in the cor- 
ridors; 

“(2) incorporate existing electric vehicle 
charging and natural gas fueling corridors des- 
ignated by a State or group of States; and 

“(3) consider the demand for, and location of, 
existing electric vehicle charging and natural 
gas fueling infrastructure. 

“(c) STAKEHOLDERS.—In designating corridors 
under subsection (a), the Secretary shall in- 
volve, on a voluntary basis, stakeholders that 
include— 

“(1) the heads of other Federal agencies; 

“(2) State and local officials; 

“(3) representatives of— 

“(A) energy utilities; 

“(B) the electric and natural gas vehicle in- 
dustries; 

“(C) the freight and shipping industry; 

“(D) clean technology firms; 

“(E) the hospitality industry; 

“(F) the restaurant industry; and 

“(G) highway rest stop vendors; and 

“(4) such other stakeholders as the Secretary 
determines to be necessary. 

“(d) REDESIGNATION.—Not later than 5 years 
after the date of establishment of the corridors 
under subsection (a), and every 5 years there- 
after, the Secretary shall update and redesig- 
nate the corridors. 

“(e) REPORT.—During designation and redes- 
ignation of the corridors under this section, the 
Secretary shall issue a report that— 
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“(1) identifies electric vehicle charging and 
natural gas fueling infrastructure and stand- 
ardization needs for electricity providers, nat- 
ural gas providers, infrastructure providers, ve- 
hicle manufacturers, electricity purchasers, and 
natural gas purchasers; and 

“(2) establishes an aspirational goal of 
achieving strategic deployment of electric vehi- 
cle charging and natural gas fueling infrastruc- 
ture in those corridors by the end of fiscal year 
2021.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
of chapter 1 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by striking the item relating to section 
151 and inserting the following: 

“151. National Electric Vehicle Charging and 
Natural Gas Fueling Corridors.’’. 
SEC. 11023. ASSET MANAGEMENT. 

(a) Section 119 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (f)(2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘struc- 
turally deficient” and inserting ‘‘being in poor 
condition’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘struc- 
turally deficient” and inserting ‘‘being in poor 
condition”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(h) CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE.— 

“(1) DEFINITION OF CRITICAL INFRASTRUC- 
TURE.—In this subsection, the term ‘critical in- 
frastructure’ means those facilities the inca- 
pacity or failure of which would have a debili- 
tating impact on national or regional economic 
security, national or regional energy security, 
national or regional public health or safety, or 
any combination of those matters. 

“(2) DESIGNATION.—The asset management 
plan of a State developed pursuant to subsection 
(e) may include a designation of a critical infra- 
structure network of facilities from among those 
facilities in the State that are eligible under sub- 
section (c). 

“(3) RISK REDUCTION.—A State may use funds 
apportioned under this section for projects in- 
tended to reduce the risk of failure of facilities 
designated as being on the critical infrastruc- 
ture network of the State.’’. 

(b) Section 144 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1)(B), by striking ‘‘defi- 
cient”; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(5), by striking ‘‘each 
structurally deficient bridge” and inserting 
“each bridge in poor condition”. 

(c) Section 202(d) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘deficient’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2)(B), by striking ‘‘defi- 
cient”; and 

(3) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking the semi- 
colon at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘; and” 
at the end and inserting a period; and 

(C) by striking subparagraph (C). 

SEC. 11024. TRIBAL TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM 
AMENDMENT. 

Section 202 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(6), by striking ‘6 per- 
cent” and inserting ‘‘5 percent”; and 

(2) in subsection (d)(2), in the matter pre- 
ceding subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘2 per- 
cent” and inserting ‘‘3 percent”. 

SEC. 11025. NATIONALLY SIGNIFICANT FEDERAL 
LANDS AND TRIBAL PROJECTS PRO- 
GRAM. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The Secretary shall establish a 
nationally significant Federal lands and tribal 
projects program (referred to in this section as 
the “‘program’’) to provide funding to construct, 
reconstruct, or rehabilitate nationally signifi- 
cant Federal lands and tribal transportation 
projects. 
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(b) ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para- 
graph (2), entities eligible to receive funds under 
sections 201, 202, 203, and 204 of title 23, United 
States Code, may apply for funding under the 
program. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE.—A State, county, or unit of 
local government may only apply for funding 
under the program if sponsored by an eligible 
Federal land management agency or Indian 
tribe. 

(c) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.—An eligible project 
under the program shall be a single continuous 
project— 

(1) on a Federal lands transportation facility, 
a Federal lands access transportation facility, 
or a Tribal transportation facility (as those 
terms are defined in section 101 of title 23, 
United States Code), except that such facility is 
not required to be included on an inventory de- 
scribed in sections 202 or 203 of title 23, United 
States Code; 

(2) for which completion of activities required 
under the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) has been dem- 
onstrated through— 

(A) a record of decision with respect to the 
project; 

(B) a finding that the project has no signifi- 
cant impact; or 

(C) a determination that the project is cat- 
egorically excluded; and 

(3) having an estimated cost, based on the re- 
sults of preliminary engineering, equal to or ex- 
ceeding $25,000,0000, with priority consideration 
given to projects with an estimated cost equal to 
or exceeding $50,000,000. 

(d) ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), an 
eligible applicant receiving funds under the pro- 
gram may only use the funds for construction, 
reconstruction, and rehabilitation activities. 

(2) INELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES.—An eligible appli- 
cant may not use funds received under the pro- 
gram for activities relating to project design. 

(e) APPLICATIONS.—Eligible applicants shall 
submit to the Secretary an application at such 
time, in such form, and containing such infor- 
mation as the Secretary may require. 

(f) SELECTION CRITERIA.—In selecting a 
project to receive funds under the program, the 
Secretary shall consider the extent to which the 
project— 

(1) furthers the goals of the Department, in- 
cluding state of good repair, environmental sus- 
tainability, economic competitiveness, quality of 
life, and safety; 

(2) improves the condition of 
multimodal transportation facilities; 

(3) needs construction, reconstruction, or re- 
habilitation; 

(4) is included in or eligible for inclusion in 
the National Register of Historic Places; 

(5) enhances environmental ecosystems; 

(6) uses new technologies and innovations 
that enhance the efficiency of the project; 

(7) is supported by funds, other than the 
funds received under the program, to construct, 
maintain, and operate the facility; 

(8) spans 2 or more States; and 

(9) serves land owned by multiple Federal 
agencies or Indian tribes. 

(g) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of the 
cost of a project shall be 95 percent. 

(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out this section $150,000,000 for each of fiscal 
years 2016 through 2021, to remain available for 
a period of 3 fiscal years following the fiscal 
year for which the amounts were appropriated. 
SEC. 11026. FEDERAL LANDS PROGRAMMATIC AC- 

TIVITIES. 

Section 201(c) of title 23, United States Code, 

is amended— 


critical 
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(1) in paragraph (6)(A)— 

(A) by redesignating clauses (i) and (ii) as 
subclauses (I) and (ID), respectively; 

(B) in the matter preceding subclause (I) (as 
so redesignated), by striking “The Secretaries” 
and inserting the following: 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretaries’’; 

(C) by inserting a period after ‘‘tribal trans- 
portation program’’; and 

(D) by striking ‘‘in accordance with” and all 
that follows through “‘including—’’ and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(ii) REQUIREMENT.—Data collected to imple- 
ment the tribal transportation program shall be 
in accordance with the Indian Self-Determina- 
tion and Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 


450 et seq.). 

“(iti) INCLUSIONS.—Data collected under this 
paragraph includes—’’; and 

(2) by striking paragraph (7) and inserting the 
following— 


“(7) COOPERATIVE RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY 
DEPLOYMENT.—The Secretary may conduct co- 
operative research and technology deployment 
in coordination with Federal land management 
agencies, as determined appropriate by the Sec- 
retary. 

“(8) FUNDING.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—To carry out the activities 
described in this subsection for Federal lands 
transportation facilities, Federal lands access 
transportation facilities, and other federally 
owned roads open to public travel (as that term 
is defined in section 125(e)), the Secretary shall 
combine and use not greater than 5 percent for 
each fiscal year of the funds authorized for pro- 
grams under sections 203 and 204. 

“(B) OTHER ACTIVITIES.—In addition to the 
activities described in subparagraph (A), funds 
described under that subparagraph may be used 
for— 

“(i) bridge inspections on any federally owned 
bridge even if that bridge is not included on the 
inventory described under section 203; and 

“(ii) transportation planning activities carried 
out by Federal land management agencies eligi- 
ble for funding under this chapter.’’. 

SEC. 11027. FEDERAL LANDS TRANSPORTATION 
PROGRAM. 

Section 203 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘oper- 
ation” and inserting ‘‘capital, operations,’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘sub- 
paragraph (Aj(iv)’’ and inserting ‘‘subpara- 
graph (A)(iv)(1)”’; 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(B)— 

(i) in clause (iv), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; 

(ii) in clause (v), by striking the period at the 
end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

““(vi) the Bureau of Reclamation; and 

“(vii) independent Federal agencies with nat- 
ural resource and land management responsibil- 
ities.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)(B), in the matter pre- 
ceding clause (i), by inserting ‘‘performance 
management, including” after “support”; and 

(3) in subsection (c)(2)(B), by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(vi) The Bureau of Reclamation.’’. 

SEC. 11028. INNOVATIVE PROJECT DELIVERY. 

Section 120(c)(3) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A)(ii)— 

(A) by inserting ‘“‘engineering or design ap- 
proaches,” after ‘‘technologies,’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘or contracting” and inserting 
“or contracting or project delivery’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (B)(iii), by inserting “and 
alternative bidding’’ before the semicolon at the 
end. 
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11029. OBLIGATION AND RELEASE OF 
FUNDS. 

Section 118(c)(2) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A), 
by striking “Any funds” and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Any funds”; 

(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) as clauses (i) and (ii), respectively, and in- 
denting appropriately; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(B) SAME CLASS OF FUNDS NO LONGER AU- 
THORIZED.—If the same class of funds described 
in subparagraph (A)(i) is no longer authorized 
in the most recent authorizing law, the funds 
may be credited to a similar class of funds, as 
determined by the Secretary.’’. 

Subtitle B—Acceleration of Project Delivery 
SEC. 11101. CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION FOR 

PROJECTS OF LIMITED FEDERAL AS- 
SISTANCE. 

Section 1317 of MAP-21 (23 U.S.C. 109 note; 
Public Law 112-141) is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by 
striking “Not later than” and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(b) INFLATIONARY ADJUSTMENT.—The dollar 
amounts described in subsection (a) shall be ad- 
justed for inflation— 

“(1) effective October 1, 2015, to reflect 
changes since July 1, 2012, in the Consumer 
Price Index for All Urban Consumers published 
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Depart- 
ment of Labor; and 

“(2) effective October 1, 2016, and each suc- 
ceeding October 1, to reflect changes for the pre- 
ceding 12-month period in the Consumer Price 
Index for All Urban Consumers published by the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Department of 
Labor.’’. 

SEC. 11102. PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT TEM- 
PLATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1318 of MAP-21 (23 
U.S.C. 109 note; Public Law 112-141) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

““(e) PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT TEMPLATE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall develop 
a template programmatic agreement described in 
subsection (d) that provides for efficient and 
adequate procedures for evaluating Federal ac- 
tions described in section 771.117(c) of title 23, 
Code of Federal Regulations (as in effect on the 
date of enactment of this subsection). 

“(2) USE OF TEMPLATE.—The Secretary— 

“(A) on receipt of a request from a State, shall 
use the template programmatic agreement devel- 
oped under paragraph (1) in carrying out this 
section; and 

“(B) on consent of the applicable State, may 
modify the template as necessary to address the 
unique needs and characteristics of the State. 

“(3) OUTCOME MEASUREMENTS.—The Secretary 
shall establish a method to verify that actions 
described in section 771.117(c) of title 23, Code of 
Federal Regulations (as in effect on the date of 
enactment of this subsection), are evaluated and 
documented in a consistent manner by the State 
that uses the template programmatic agreement 
under this subsection.’’. 

(b) CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION DETERMINA- 
TIONS.—Not later than 30 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall revise 
section 771.117(g) of title 23, Code of Federal 
Regulations, to allow a programmatic agreement 
under this section to include responsibility for 
making categorical exclusion determinations— 

(1) for actions described in subsections (c) and 
(d) of section 771.117 of title 23, Code of Federal 
Regulations; and 

(2) that meet the criteria for a categorical ex- 
clusion under section 1508.4 of title 40, Code of 


SEC. 
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Federal Regulations (as in effect on the date of 
enactment of this Act), and are identified in the 
programmatic agreement. 

SEC. 11103. AGENCY COORDINATION. 

(a) ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITY OF LEAD AGEN- 
CY.—Section 139(c)(6) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(C) to consider and respond to comments re- 
ceived from participating agencies on matters 
within the special expertise or jurisdiction of the 
participating agencies.’’. 

(b) PARTICIPATING AGENCY RESPONSIBIL- 
ITIES.—Section 139(d) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“(8) PARTICIPATING AGENCY RESPONSIBIL- 
ITIES.—An agency participating in the collabo- 
rative environmental review process under this 
section shall— 

(A) provide comments, responses, studies, or 
methodologies on those areas within the special 
expertise or jurisdiction of the Federal partici- 
pating or cooperating agency; and 

“(B) use the process to address any environ- 
mental issues of concern to the participating or 
cooperating agency.’’. 

SEC. 11104. INITIATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL RE- 
VIEW PROCESS. 

Section 139 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking paragraph (6) 
and inserting the following: 

““(6) PROJECT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘project’ means 
any highway project, public transportation cap- 
ital project, or multimodal project that, if imple- 
mented as proposed by the project sponsor, 
would require approval by any operating ad- 
ministration or secretarial office within the De- 
partment. 

“(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—For purposes of this 
paragraph, the Secretary shall take into ac- 
count, if known, any sources of Federal funding 
or financing identified by the project sponsor, 
including discretionary grant, loan, and loan 
guarantee programs administered by the Depart- 
ment.’’; 

(2) in subsection (e)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘(including 
any additional information that the project 
sponsor considers to be important to initiate the 
process for the proposed project)” after ‘‘loca- 
tion of the proposed project’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

(3) REVIEW OF APPLICATION.—Not later than 
45 days after the date on which an application 
is received by the Secretary under this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall provide to the 
project sponsor a written response that, as ap- 
plicable— 

“(A) describes the determination of the Sec- 
retary— 

“(i) to initiate the environmental review proc- 
ess, including a timeline and an expected date 
for the publication in the Federal Register of the 
relevant notice of intent; or 

“(ii) to decline the application, including an 
explanation of the reasons for that decision; or 

“(B) requests additional information, and pro- 
vides to the project sponsor an accounting, re- 
garding what is necessary to initiate the envi- 
ronmental review process. 

(4) REQUEST TO DESIGNATE A LEAD AGENCY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Any project sponsor may 
submit a request to the Secretary to designate a 
specific operating administration or secretarial 
office within the Department of Transportation 
to serve as the Federal lead agency for a project. 

“(B) PROPOSED SCHEDULE.—A request under 
subparagraph (A) may include a proposed 
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schedule for completing the environmental re- 
view process. 

“(C) SECRETARIAL ACTION.— 

‘“(i) IN GENERAL.—If a request under subpara- 
graph (A) is received, the Secretary shall re- 
spond to the request not later than 45 days after 
the date of receipt. 

“(ii) REQUIREMENTS.—The response shall— 

“(D) approve the request; 

“(II) deny the request, with an explanation of 
the reasons; or 

“(IIT) require the submission of additional in- 
formation. 

“(@ii) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.—If addi- 
tional information is submitted in accordance 
with clause (ii)(II]), the Secretary shall respond 
to that submission not later than 45 days after 
the date of receipt.’’; and 

(3) in subsection (f)(4), by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘“(E) REDUCTION OF DUPLICATION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out this para- 
graph, the lead agency shall reduce duplication, 
to the maximum extent practicable, between— 

“(I) the evaluation of alternatives under the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.); and 

“(II) the evaluation of alternatives in the met- 
ropolitan transportation planning process under 
section 134 of title 23, United States Code, or an 
environmental review process carried out under 
State law (referred to in this subparagraph as a 
‘State environmental review process’). 

“(i) CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES.—The 
lead agency may eliminate from detailed consid- 
eration an alternative proposed in an environ- 
mental impact statement regarding a project if, 
as determined by the lead agency— 

“(I) the alternative was considered in a metro- 
politan planning process or a State environ- 
mental review process by a metropolitan plan- 
ning organization or a State or local transpor- 
tation agency, as applicable; 

“(II) the lead agency provided guidance to the 
metropolitan planning organization or State or 
local transportation agency, as applicable, re- 
garding analysis of alternatives in the metro- 
politan planning process or State environmental 
review process, including guidance on the re- 
quirements under the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and 
any other requirements of Federal law necessary 
for approval of the project; 

“(III) the applicable metropolitan planning 
process or State environmental review process 
included an opportunity for public review and 
comment; 

“(IV) the applicable metropolitan planning 
organization or State or local transportation 
agency rejected the alternative after considering 
public comments; 

“(V) the Federal lead agency independently 
reviewed the alternative evaluation approved by 
the applicable metropolitan planning organiza- 
tion or State or local transportation agency; and 

“(VI) the Federal lead agency has deter- 
mined— 

“(aa) in consultation with Federal partici- 
pating or cooperating agencies, that the alter- 
native to be eliminated from consideration is not 
necessary for compliance with the National En- 
vironmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et 
seq.); or 

“(bb) with the concurrence of Federal agen- 
cies with jurisdiction over a permit or approval 
required for a project, that the alternative to be 
eliminated from consideration is not necessary 
for any permit or approval under any other 
Federal law.’’. 

SEC. 11105. IMPROVING COLLABORATION FOR AC- 
CELERATED DECISION MAKING. 

(a) COORDINATION AND SCHEDULING.—Section 
139(g)(1)(B)() of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended— 
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(1) by striking “The lead agency” and insert- 
ing “For a project requiring an environmental 
impact statement or environmental assessment, 
the lead agency”; and 

(2) by striking “may” and inserting “shall”. 

(b) ISSUE IDENTIFICATION AND RESOLUTION.— 
Section 139(h) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (4)(C), by striking ‘“‘para- 
graph (5) and” and inserting “paragraph (5)’’; 

(2) in paragraph (5)(A)(ii)(D), by inserting “‘, 
including modifications to the project schedule” 
after “review process”; and 

(3) in paragraph (6)(B), by striking clause (ii) 
and inserting the following: 

“(ii) DESCRIPTION OF DATE.—The date referred 
to in clause (i) is 1 of the following: 

“(I) The date that is 30 days after the date for 
rendering a decision as described in the project 
schedule established pursuant to subsection 
(g)(1)(B). 

“(II) If no schedule exists, the later of— 

“(aa) the date that is 180 days after the date 
on which an application for the permit, license 
or approval is complete; or 

“(bb) the date that is 180 days after the date 
on which the Federal lead agency issues a deci- 
sion on the project under the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et 
seq.). 

“(III) A modified date consistent with sub- 

section (g)(1)(D).”’. 

SEC. 11106. ACCELERATED DECISIONMAKING IN 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEWS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 139 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(n) ACCELERATED DECISIONMAKING IN ENVI- 
RONMENTAL REVIEWS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In preparing a final envi- 
ronmental impact statement under the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 
et seq.), if the lead agency modifies the state- 
ment in response to comments that are minor 
and are confined to factual corrections or expla- 
nations regarding why the comments do not 
warrant additional agency response, the lead 
agency may write on errata sheets attached to 
the statement instead of rewriting the draft 
statement, subject to the condition that the er- 
rata sheets shall— 

“(A) cite the sources, authorities, or reasons 
that support the position of the lead agency; 
and 

“(B) if appropriate, indicate the circum- 
stances that would trigger agency reappraisal or 
further response. 

“(2) INCORPORATION.—To the maximum extent 
practicable, the lead agency shall expeditiously 
develop a single document that consists of a 
final environmental impact statement and a 
record of decision, unless— 

“(A) the final environmental impact statement 
makes substantial changes to the proposed ac- 
tion that are relevant to environmental or safety 
concerns; or 

“(B) there are significant new circumstances 
or information that— 

“(i) are relevant to environmental concerns; 
and 

“(ii) bear on the proposed action or the im- 
pacts of the proposed action.’’. 

(b) REPEAL.—Section 1319 of MAP-21 (42 
U.S.C. 4332a) is repealed. 

SEC. 11107. IMPROVING TRANSPARENCY IN ENVI- 
RONMENTAL REVIEWS. 

Section 139 of title 23, United States Code (as 
amended by section 11106(a)), is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“(0) REVIEWS, APPROVALS, AND PERMITTING 
PLATFORM.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of this subsection, the 
Secretary shall establish an online platform 
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and, in coordination with agencies described in 
paragraph (2), issue reporting standards to 
make publicly available the status of reviews, 
approvals, and permits required for compliance 
with the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) or other applicable 
Federal laws for projects and activities requiring 
an environmental assessment or an environ- 
mental impact statement. 

‘(2) FEDERAL AGENCY PARTICIPATION.—A Fed- 
eral agency of jurisdiction over a review, ap- 
proval, or permit described in paragraph (1) 
shall provide status information in accordance 
with the standards established by the Secretary 
under paragraph (1). 

(3) STATE RESPONSIBILITIES.—A State that is 
assigned and assumes responsibilities under sec- 
tion 326 or 327 shall provide applicable status 
information in accordance with standards estab- 
lished by the Secretary under paragraph (1).’’. 
SEC. 11108. INTEGRATION OF PLANNING AND EN- 

VIRONMENTAL REVIEW. 

Section 168 of title 23, United States Code, is 

amended to read as follows: 


“§ 168. Integration of planning and environ- 
mental review 


“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol- 
lowing definitions apply: 

“(1) ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS.—The 
term ‘environmental review process’ means the 
process for preparing for a project an environ- 
mental impact statement, environmental assess- 
ment, categorical exclusion, or other document 
prepared under the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). 

“(2) LEAD AGENCY.—The term ‘lead agency’ 
has the meaning given the term in section 
139(a). 

“(3) PLANNING PRODUCT.—The term ‘planning 
product’ means a decision, analysis, study, or 
other documented information that is the result 
of an evaluation or decisionmaking process car- 
ried out by a metropolitan planning organiza- 
tion or a State, as appropriate, during metro- 
politan or statewide transportation planning 
under section 134 or 135, respectively. 

“(4) PROJECT.—The term ‘project’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 139(a). 

‘“(b) ADOPTION OF PLANNING PRODUCTS FOR 
USE IN NEPA PROCEEDINGS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (d), 
the Federal lead agency for a project may adopt 
and use a planning product in proceedings re- 
lating to any class of action in the environ- 
mental review process of the project. 

“(2) IDENTIFICATION.—If the Federal lead 
agency makes a determination to adopt and use 
a planning product, the Federal lead agency 
shall identify the agencies that participated in 
the development of the planning products. 

‘“(3) PARTIAL ADOPTION OF PLANNING PROD- 
ucTs.—The Federal lead agency may— 

(A) adopt an entire planning product under 
paragraph (1); or 

“(B) select portions of a planning project 
under paragraph (1) for adoption. 

“(4) TIMING.—A determination under para- 
graph (1) with respect to the adoption of a plan- 
ning product may— 

(A) be made at the time the lead agencies de- 
cide the appropriate scope of environmental re- 
view for the project; or 

“(B) occur later in the environmental review 
process, as appropriate. 

““(c) APPLICABILITY.— 

“(1) PLANNING DECISIONS.—The lead agency in 
the environmental review process may adopt de- 
cisions from a planning product, including— 

“(A) whether tolling, private financial assist- 
ance, or other special financial measures are 
necessary to implement the project; 

“(B) a decision with respect to general travel 
corridor or modal choice, including a decision to 
implement corridor or subarea study recom- 
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mendations to advance different modal solutions 
as separate projects with independent utility; 

“(C) the purpose and the need for the pro- 
posed action; 

“(D) preliminary screening of alternatives and 
elimination of unreasonable alternatives; 

“(E) a basic description of the environmental 
setting; 

“(F) a decision with respect to methodologies 
for analysis; and 

“(G) an identification of programmatic level 
mitigation for potential impacts of transpor- 
tation projects, including— 

“(i) measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate 
impacts at a regional or national scale; 

“(ii) investments in regional ecosystem and 
water resources; and 

“(iii) a programmatic mitigation plan devel- 
oped in accordance with section 169. 

“(2) PLANNING ANALYSES.—The lead agency in 
the environmental review process may adopt 
analyses from a planning product, including— 

“(A) travel demands; 

“(B) regional development and growth; 

“(C) local land use, growth management, and 
development; 

“(D) population and employment; 

“(E) natural and built environmental condi- 
tions; 

“(F) environmental resources and environ- 
mentally sensitive areas; 

“(G) potential environmental effects, includ- 
ing the identification of resources of concern 
and potential indirect and cumulative effects on 
those resources; and 

“(H) mitigation needs for a proposed action, 
or for programmatic level mitigation, for poten- 
tial effects that the Federal lead agency deter- 
mines are most effectively addressed at a re- 
gional or national program level. 

““(d) CONDITIONS.—The lead agency in the en- 
vironmental review process may adopt and use a 
planning product under this section if the lead 
agency determines, with the concurrence of 
other participating agencies with relevant ex- 
pertise and project sponsors, as appropriate, 
that the following conditions have been met: 

“(1) The planning product was developed 
through a planning process conducted pursuant 
to applicable Federal law. 

“(2) The planning product was developed in 
consultation with appropriate Federal and State 
resource agencies and Indian tribes. 

“(3) The planning process included broad 
multidisciplinary consideration of systems-level 
or corridor-wide transportation needs and po- 
tential effects, including effects on the human 
and natural environment. 

“(4) The planning process included public no- 
tice that the planning products produced in the 
planning process may be adopted during a sub- 
sequent environmental review process in accord- 
ance with this section. 

“(5) During the environmental review process, 
the lead agency has— 

“(A) made the planning documents available 
for public review and comment; 

“(B) provided notice of the intention of the 
lead agency to adopt the planning product; and 

“(C) considered any resulting comments. 

“(6) There is no significant new information 
or new circumstance that has a reasonable like- 
lihood of affecting the continued validity or ap- 
propriateness of the planning product. 

“(7) The planning product has a rational 
basis and is based on reliable and reasonably 
current data and reasonable and scientifically 
acceptable methodologies. 

“(8) The planning product is documented in 
sufficient detail to support the decision or the 
results of the analysis and to meet requirements 
for use of the information in the environmental 
review process. 

“(9) The planning product is appropriate for 
adoption and use in the environmental review 
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process for the project and is incorporated in ac- 
cordance with the National Environmental Pol- 
icy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and sec- 
tion 1502.21 of title 40, Code of Federal Regula- 
tions (as in effect on the date of enactment of 
the DRIVE Act). 

“(e) EFFECT OF ADOPTION.—Any planning 
product adopted by the Federal lead agency in 
accordance with this section may be— 

“(1) incorporated directly into an environ- 
mental review process document or other envi- 
ronmental document; and 

“(2) relied on and used by other Federal agen- 
cies in carrying out reviews of the project. 

“(f) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—This section does not make 
the environmental review process applicable to 
the transportation planning process conducted 
under this title and chapter 53 of title 49. 

“(2) TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ACTIVITIES.— 
Initiation of the environmental review process 
as a part of, or concurrently with, transpor- 
tation planning activities does not subject trans- 
portation plans and programs to the environ- 
mental review process. 

“(3) PLANNING PRODUCTS.—This section does 
not affect the use of planning products in the 
environmental review process pursuant to other 
authorities under any other provision of law or 
restrict the initiation of the environmental re- 
view process during planning.’’. 

SEC. 11109. USE OF PROGRAMMATIC MITIGATION 
PLANS. 

Section 169(f) of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by striking “may use” and inserting ‘‘shall 
consider’’; and 

(2) by inserting “or other Federal environ- 
mental law’’ before the period at the end. 

SEC. 11110. ADOPTION OF DEPARTMENTAL ENVI- 
RONMENTAL DOCUMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting after section 306 the fol- 
lowing: 

“§307. Adoption of Departmental environ- 
mental documents 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—An operating administra- 
tion or secretarial office within the Department 
may adopt any draft environmental impact 
statement, final environmental impact state- 
ment, environmental assessment, or any other 
document issued under the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) 
by another operating administration or secre- 
tarial office within the Department— 

“(1) without recirculating the document (ex- 
cept that a final environmental impact state- 
ment shall be recirculated prior to adoption); 
and 

“(2) if the operating administration or secre- 
tarial office adopting the document certifies that 
the project is substantially the same as the 
project reviewed under the document to be 
adopted. 

“(b) COOPERATING AGENCY.—An adopting op- 
erating administration or secretarial office that 
was a cooperating agency and certifies that the 
project is substantially the same as the project 
reviewed under the document to be adopted and 
that its comments and suggestions have been ad- 
dressed may adopt a document described in sub- 
section (a) without recirculating the docu- 
ment.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 3 of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by striking the item relating to section 
307 and inserting the following: 

“Sec. 307. Adoption of Departmental environ- 
mental documents. ”. 
SEC. 11111. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR STATES. 

Section 326 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)— 
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(A) by redesignating paragraphs (2) through 
(4) as paragraphs (3) through (5), respectively; 
and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(2) ASSISTANCE TO STATES.—On request of a 
Governor of a State, the Secretary shall provide 
to the State technical assistance, training, or 
other support relating to— 

“(A) assuming responsibility under subsection 
(a); 

“(B) developing a memorandum of under- 
standing under this subsection; or 

“(C) addressing a responsibility in need of 
corrective action under subsection (d)(1)(B).’’; 
and 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking paragraph (1) 
and inserting the following: 

“(1) TERMINATION BY SECRETARY.—The Sec- 
retary may terminate the participation of any 
State in the program, if— 

“(A) the Secretary determines that the State is 
not adequately carrying out the responsibilities 
assigned to the State; 

“(B) the Secretary provides to the State— 

“G) a notification of the determination of 
noncompliance; 

“(ii) a period of not less than 120 days to take 
such corrective action as the Secretary deter- 
mines to be necessary to comply with the appli- 
cable agreement; and 

“(Gii) on request of the Governor of the State, 
a detailed description of each responsibility in 
need of corrective action regarding an inad- 
equacy identified under subparagraph (A); and 

“(C) the State, after the notification and pe- 
riod described in clauses (i) and (ii) of subpara- 
graph (B), fails to take satisfactory corrective 
action, as determined by the Secretary.’’. 

SEC. 11112. SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROJECT 
DELIVERY PROGRAM. 

Section 327(j) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by striking paragraph (1) and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(1) TERMINATION BY SECRETARY.—The Sec- 
retary may terminate the participation of any 
State in the program if— 

“(A) the Secretary determines that the State is 
not adequately carrying out the responsibilities 
assigned to the State; 

“(B) the Secretary provides to the State— 

“G) a notification of the determination of 
noncompliance; 

“(ii) a period of not less than 120 days to take 
such corrective action as the Secretary deter- 
mines to be necessary to comply with the appli- 
cable agreement; and 

“(Gii) on request of the Governor of the State, 
a detailed description of each responsibility in 
need of corrective action regarding an inad- 
equacy identified under subparagraph (A); and 

“(C) the State, after the notification and pe- 
riod provided under subparagraph (B), fails to 
take satisfactory corrective action, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary.’’. 

SEC. 11113. CATEGORICAL EXCLUSIONS FOR 
MULTIMODAL PROJECTS. 

(a) MULTIMODAL PROJECT DEFINED.—Section 
139(a) of title 23, United States Code, is amended 
by striking paragraph (5) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(5) MULTIMODAL  PROJECT.—The term 
‘multimodal project’ means a project that re- 
quires approval by more than 1 Department of 
Transportation operating administration or sec- 
retarial office.’’. 

(b) APPLICATION OF CATEGORICAL EXCLUSIONS 
FOR MULTIMODAL PROJECTS.—Section 304 of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘operating 
authority that is not the lead authority with re- 
spect to a project” and inserting ‘‘operating ad- 
ministration or secretarial office that has exper- 
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tise but is not the lead authority with respect to 
a proposed multimodal project”; and 

(B) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

“(2) LEAD AUTHORITY.—The term ‘lead au- 
thority’ means a Department of Transportation 
operating administration or secretarial office 
that has the lead responsibility for compliance 
with the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) for a proposed 
multimodal project.’’; 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘under this 
title” and inserting “by the Secretary of Trans- 
portation’’; 

(3) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking “a categorical exclusion des- 
ignated under the implementing regulations or” 
and inserting “a categorical exclusion des- 
ignated under the National Environmental Pol- 
icy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) imple- 
menting regulations or’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘other components of the” and 
inserting “ʻa proposed multimodal’’; and 

(B) by striking paragraphs (1) through (5) and 
inserting the following: 

“(1) the lead authority makes a determina- 
tion, in consultation with the cooperating au- 
thority, on the applicability of a categorical ex- 
clusion to a proposed multimodal project; 

“(2) the cooperating authority does not object 
to the determination of the lead authority of the 
applicability of a categorical exclusion; 

“(3) the lead authority determines that the 
component of the proposed multimodal project to 
be covered by the categorical exclusion of the 
cooperating authority has independent utility; 
and 

“(4) the lead authority determines that— 

“(A) the proposed multimodal project does not 
individually or cumulatively have a significant 
impact on the environment; and 

“(B) extraordinary circumstances do not exist 
that merit additional analysis and documenta- 
tion in an environmental impact statement or 
environmental assessment required under the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).”; and 

(4) by striking subsection (d) and inserting the 
following: 

“(d) COOPERATIVE AUTHORITY EXPERTISE.—A 
cooperating authority shall provide expertise to 
the lead authority on aspects of the multimodal 
project in which the cooperating authority has 
expertise.’’. 

SEC. 11114. MODERNIZATION OF THE ENVIRON- 
MENTAL REVIEW PROCESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall examine ways to modernize, sim- 
plify, and improve the implementation of the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 
U.S.C. 4231 et seq.) by the Department. 

(b) INCLUSIONS.—In carrying out subsection 
(a), the Secretary shall consider— 

(1) the use of technology in the process, such 
as— 

(A) searchable databases; 

(B) geographic information system mapping 
tools; 

(C) integration of those tools with fiscal man- 
agement systems to provide more detailed data; 
and 

(D) other innovative technologies; 

(2) ways to prioritize use of programmatic en- 
vironmental impact statements; 

(3) methods to encourage cooperating agencies 
to present analyses in a concise format; and 

(4) any other improvements that can be made 
to modernize process implementation. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall submit to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works of the Senate and the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure of 
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the House of Representatives a report describing 

the results of the review carried out under sub- 

section (a). 

SEC. 11115. SERVICE CLUB, CHARITABLE ASSO- 
CIATION, OR RELIGIOUS SERVICE 
SIGNS. 

Notwithstanding section 131 of title 23, United 
States Code, and part 750 of title 23, Code of 
Federal Regulations (or successor regulations), 
a State may allow the maintenance of a sign of 
a service club, charitable association, or reli- 
gious service that was erected as of the date of 
enactment of this Act, the area of which is less 
than or equal to 32 square feet, if the State noti- 
fies the Federal Highway Administration. 

SEC. 11116. SATISFACTION OF REQUIREMENTS 
FOR CERTAIN HISTORIC SITES. 

(a) HIGHWAYS.—Section 138 of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(c) SATISFACTION OF REQUIREMENTS FOR 
CERTAIN HISTORIC SITES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall— 

“(A) align, to the maximum extent prac- 
ticable, with the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4231 
et seq.) and section 306108 of title 54, including 
implementing regulations; and 

“(B) not later than 90 days after the date of 
enactment of this subsection, coordinate with 
the Secretary of the Interior and the Executive 
Director of the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (referred to in this subsection as 
the ‘Council’) to establish procedures to satisfy 
the requirements described in subparagraph (A) 
(including regulations). 

“(2) AVOIDANCE ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If, in an analysis required 
under the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4231 et seq.), the Secretary deter- 
mines that there is no feasible or prudent alter- 
native to avoid use of an historic site, the Sec- 
retary may— 

“(i) include the determination of the Secretary 
in the analysis required under that Act; 

“(ii) provide a notice of the determination to— 

“(I) each applicable State historic preserva- 
tion officer and tribal historic preservation offi- 
cer; 

“(II) the Council, if the Council is partici- 
pating in the consultation process under section 
306108 of title 54; and 

“(III) the Secretary of the Interior; and 

“(iti) request from the applicable preservation 
officer, the Council, and the Secretary of the In- 
terior a concurrence that the determination is 
sufficient to satisfy the requirement of sub- 
section (a)(1). 

“(B) CONCURRENCE.—If the applicable preser- 
vation officer, the Council, and the Secretary of 
the Interior each provide a concurrence re- 
quested under subparagraph (A)(iii), no further 
analysis under subsection (a)(1) shall be re- 
quired. 

“(C) PUBLICATION.—A notice of a determina- 
tion, together with each relevant concurrence to 
that determination, under subparagraph (A) 
shall be— 

“(i) included in the record of decision or find- 
ing of no significant impact of the Secretary; 
and 

“(ii) posted on an appropriate Federal website 
by not later than 3 days after the date of receipt 
by the Secretary of all concurrences requested 
under subparagraph (A)(iii). 

“(3) ALIGNING HISTORICAL REVIEWS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary, the appli- 
cable preservation officer, the Council, and the 
Secretary of the Interior concur that no feasible 
and prudent alternative exists as described in 
paragraph (2), the Secretary may provide to the 
applicable preservation officer, the Council, and 
the Secretary of the Interior notice of the intent 
of the Secretary to satisfy the requirements of 
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subsection (a)(2) through the consultation re- 
quirements of section 306108 of title 54. 

““(B) SATISFACTION OF CONDITIONS.—To satisfy 
the requirements of subsection (a)(2), each indi- 
vidual described in paragraph (2)(A)(ii) shall 
concur in the treatment of the applicable his- 
toric site described in the memorandum of agree- 
ment or programmatic agreement developed 
under section 306108 of title 54.’’. 

(b) PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION.—Section 303 of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c), in the matter preceding 
paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘subsection (d)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘subsections (d) and (e)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(e) SATISFACTION OF REQUIREMENTS FOR 
CERTAIN HISTORIC SITES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall— 

(A) align, to the maximum extent prac- 
ticable, the requirements of this section with the 
requirements of the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4231 et seq.) and 
section 306108 of title 54, including implementing 
regulations; and 

“(B) not later than 90 days after the date of 
enactment of this subsection, coordinate with 
the Secretary of the Interior and the Executive 
Director of the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (referred to in this subsection as 
the ‘Council’) to establish procedures to satisfy 
the requirements described in subparagraph (A) 
(including regulations). 

“(2) AVOIDANCE ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If, in an analysis required 
under the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4231 et seq.), the Secretary deter- 
mines that there is no feasible or prudent alter- 
native to avoid use of an historic site, the Sec- 
retary may— 

“(i) include the determination of the Secretary 
in the analysis required under that Act; 

“(ii) provide a notice of the determination to— 

(I) each applicable State historic preserva- 
tion officer and tribal historic preservation offi- 
cer; 

“(II) the Council, if the Council is partici- 
pating in the consultation process under section 
306108 of title 54; and 

“(III) the Secretary of the Interior; and 

“(iii) request from the applicable preservation 
officer, the Council, and the Secretary of the In- 
terior a concurrence that the determination is 
sufficient to satisfy the requirement of sub- 
section (c)(1). 

“(B) CONCURRENCE.—If the applicable preser- 
vation officer, the Council, and the Secretary of 
the Interior each provide a concurrence re- 
quested under subparagraph (A)(iii), no further 
analysis under subsection (a)(1) shall be re- 
quired. 

“(C) PUBLICATION.—A notice of a determina- 
tion, together with each relevant concurrence to 
that determination, under subparagraph (A) 
shall be— 

“‘(i) included in the record of decision or find- 
ing of no significant impact of the Secretary; 
and 

“(ii) posted on an appropriate Federal website 
by not later than 3 days after the date of receipt 
by the Secretary of all concurrences requested 
under subparagraph (A)(iii). 

(3) ALIGNING HISTORICAL REVIEWS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary, the appli- 
cable preservation officer, the Council, and the 
Secretary of the Interior concur that no feasible 
and prudent alternative exists as described in 
paragraph (2), the Secretary may provide to the 
applicable preservation officer, the Council, and 
the Secretary of the Interior notice of the intent 
of the Secretary to satisfy the requirements of 
subsection (c)(2) through the consultation re- 
quirements of section 306108 of title 54. 

“(B) SATISFACTION OF CONDITIONS.—To satisfy 
the requirements of subsection (c)(2), the appli- 
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cable preservation officer, the Council, and the 
Secretary of the Interior shall concur in the 
treatment of the applicable historic site de- 
scribed in the memorandum of agreement or pro- 
grammatic agreement developed under section 
306108 of title 54.”. 
SEC. 11117. BRIDGE EXEMPTION FROM CONSIDER- 
ATION UNDER CERTAIN’ PROVI- 
SIONS. 

(a) PRESERVATION OF PARKLANDS.—Section 
138 of title 23, United States Code, as amended 
by section 11116, is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(d) BRIDGE EXEMPTION FROM CONSIDER- 
ATION.—A common post-1945 concrete or steel 
bridge or culvert (as described in 77 Fed. Reg. 
68790) that is exempt from individual review 
under section 306108 of title 54, United States 
Code, shall be exempt from consideration under 
this section.’’. 

(b) POLICY ON LANDS, WILDLIFE AND WATER- 
FOWL REFUGES, AND HISTORIC SITES.—Section 
303 of title 49, United States Code, as amended 
by section 11116, is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(f) BRIDGE EXEMPTION FROM CONSIDER- 
ATION.—A common post-1945 concrete or steel 
bridge or culvert (as described in 77 Fed. Reg. 
68790) that is exempt from individual review 
under section 306108 of title 54, United States 
Code, shall be exempt from consideration under 
this section.’’. 

SEC. 11118. ELIMINATION OF BARRIERS TO IM- 
PROVE AT-RISK BRIDGES. 

(a) TEMPORARY AUTHORIZATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Until the Secretary of the 
Interior takes the action described in subsection 
(b), the take of nesting swallows to facilitate a 
construction project on a bridge eligible for 
funding under title 23, United States Code, with 
any component condition rating of 3 or less (as 
defined by the National Bridge Inventory Gen- 
eral Condition Guidance issued by the Federal 
Highway Administration) is authorized under 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703 et 
seq.) between April 1 and August 31. 

(2) MEASURES TO MINIMIZE IMPACTS.— 

(A) NOTIFICATION BEFORE TAKING.—Prior to 
the taking of nesting swallows authorized under 
paragraph (1), any person taking that action 
shall submit to the Secretary of the Interior a 
document that contains— 

(i) the name of the person acting under the 
authority of paragraph (1) to take nesting swal- 
lows; 

(ii) a list of practicable measures that will be 
undertaken to minimize or mitigate significant 
adverse impacts on the population of that spe- 
cies; 

(iii) the time period during which activities 
will be carried out that will result in the taking 
of that species; and 

(iv) an estimate of the number of birds, by spe- 
cies, to be taken in the proposed action. 

(B) NOTIFICATION AFTER TAKING.—Not later 
than 60 days after the taking of nesting swal- 
lows authorized under paragraph (1), any per- 
son taking that action shall submit to the Sec- 
retary of the Interior a document that contains 
the number of birds, by species, taken in the ac- 
tion. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF TAKE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Inte- 
rior, in consultation with the Secretary, shall 
promulgate a regulation under the authority of 
section 3 of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 
U.S.C. 704) authorizing the take of nesting swal- 
lows to facilitate bridge repair, maintenance, or 
construction— 

(A) without individual permit requirements; 
and 

(B) under terms and conditions determined to 
be consistent with treaties relating to migratory 
birds that protect swallow species occurring in 
the United States. 
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(2) TERMINATION.—On the effective date of a 
final rule under this subsection by the Secretary 
of the Interior, subsection (a) shall have no 
force or effect. 

(c) SUSPENSION OR WITHDRAWAL OF TAKE AU- 
THORIZATION.—If the Secretary of the Interior, 
in consultation with the Secretary, determines 
that taking of nesting swallows carried out 
under the authority provided in subsection 
(a)(1) is having a significant adverse impact on 
swallow populations, the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior may suspend that authority through publi- 
cation in the Federal Register. 

SEC. 11119. AT-RISK PROJECT PREAGREEMENT 
AUTHORITY. 

(a) DEFINITION OF PRELIMINARY ENGINEER- 
ING.—In this section, the term ‘‘preliminary en- 
gineering” means allowable preconstruction 
project development and engineering costs. 

(b) AT-RISK PROJECT PREAGREEMENT AUTHOR- 
ITY.—A recipient or subrecipient of Federal-aid 
funds under title 23, United States Code, may— 

(1) incur preliminary engineering costs for an 
eligible project under title 23, United States 
Code, before receiving project authorization 
from the State, in the case of a subrecipient, 
and the Secretary to proceed with the project; 
and 

(2) request reimbursement of applicable Fed- 
eral funds after the project authorization is re- 
ceived. 

(c) ELIGIBILITY.—The Secretary may reim- 
burse preliminary engineering costs incurred by 
a recipient or subrecipient under subsection 
(b)— 

(1) if the costs meet all applicable require- 
ments under title 23, United States Code, at the 
time the costs are incurred and the Secretary 
concurs that the requirements have been met; 

(2) in the case of a project located within a 
designated nonattainment or maintenance area 
for air quality, if the conformity requirements of 
the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.) have 
been met; and 

(3) if the costs would have been allowable if 
incurred after the date of the project authoriza- 
tion by the Department. 

(d) AT-RISK.—A recipient or subrecipient that 
elects to use the authority provided under this 
section shall— 

(1) assume all risk for preliminary engineering 
costs incurred prior to project authorization; 
and 

(2) be responsible for ensuring and dem- 
onstrating to the Secretary that all applicable 
cost eligibility conditions are met after the au- 
thorization is received. 

(e) RESTRICTIONS.—Nothing in this section— 

(1) allows a recipient or subrecipient to use 
the authority under this section to advance a 
project beyond preliminary engineering prior to 
the completion of the environmental review 
process; 

(2) waives the applicability of Federal require- 
ments to a project other than the reimbursement 
of preliminary engineering costs incurred prior 
to an authorization to proceed in accordance 
with this section; or 

(3) guarantees Federal funding of the project 
or the eligibility of the project for future Fed- 
eral-aid highway funding. 

Subtitle C—Miscellaneous 
SEC. 11201. CREDITS FOR UNTAXED TRANSPOR- 
TATION FUELS. 

(a) DEFINITION OF QUALIFIED REVENUES.—In 
this section, the term ‘‘qualified revenues” 
means any amounts— 

(1) collected by a State— 

(A) for the registration of a vehicle that oper- 
ates solely on a fuel that is not subject to a Fed- 
eral tax; and 

(B) not sooner than the second registration 
period following the purchase of the vehicle; 
and 
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(2) that do not exceed, for a vehicle described 
in paragraph (1), an annual amount determined 
by the Secretary to be equal to the annual 
amount paid for Federal motor fuels taxes on 
the fuel used by an average passenger car fueled 
solely by gasoline. 

(b) CREDIT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), if a 
State contributes qualified revenues to cover not 
less than 5 percent of the total cost of a project 
eligible for assistance under this title, the Fed- 
eral share payable for the project under this sec- 
tion may be increased by an amount that is— 

(A) equal to the percent of the total cost of the 
project from contributed qualified revenues; but 

(B) not more than 5 percent of the total cost 
of the project. 

(2) EXPIRATION.—The authorization of an in- 
creased Federal share for a project pursuant to 
paragraph (1) expires on September 30, 2023. 

(c) STUDY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Before the expiration date of 
the credit under subsection (b)(2), the Secretary, 
in coordination with other appropriate Federal 
agencies, shall submit to the Committee on Envi- 
ronment and Public Works of the Senate and 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives a re- 
port that describes the most efficient and equi- 
table means of taxing motor vehicle fuels not 
subject to a Federal tax as of the date of submis- 
sion of the report. 

(2) REQUIREMENT.—The means described in 
the report under paragraph (1) shall parallel, as 
closely as practicable, the structure of other 
Federal taxes on motor fuels. 

SEC. 11202. JUSTIFICATION REPORTS FOR AC- 
CESS POINTS ON THE INTERSTATE 
SYSTEM. 

Section 111(e) of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting ‘(including new or 
modified freeway-to-crossroad interchanges in- 
side a transportation management area)’’ after 
“the Interstate System”. 

SEC. 11203. EXEMPTIONS. 

Section 127 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“(m) NATURAL GAS VEHICLES.—A vehicle, if 
operated by an engine fueled primarily by nat- 
ural gas, may exceed any vehicle weight limit 
(up to a maximum gross vehicle weight of 82,000 
pounds) under this section by an amount that is 
equal to the difference between— 

“(1) the weight of the vehicle attributable to 
the natural gas tank and fueling system carried 
by that vehicle; and 

“(2) the weight of a comparable diesel tank 
and fueling system. 

““(n) EMERGENCY VEHICLES.— 

“(1) DEFINITION OF EMERGENCY VEHICLE.—In 
this subsection, the term ‘emergency vehicle’ 
means a vehicle designed to be used under emer- 
gency conditions— 

(A) to transport personnel and equipment; 
and 

“(B) to support the suppression of fires and 
mitigation of other hazardous situations. 

(2) EMERGENCY VEHICLE WEIGHT LIMIT.—Not- 
withstanding subsection (a), a State shall not 
enforce against an emergency vehicle a vehicle 
weight limit (up to a maximum gross vehicle 
weight of 86,000 pounds) of less than— 

“(A) 24,000 pounds on a single steering axle; 

“(B) 33,500 pounds on a single drive axle; 

“(C) 62,000 pounds on a tandem azle; or 

“(D) 52,000 pounds on a tandem rear drive 
steer axle. 

“(0) OPERATION OF CERTAIN SPECIALIZED VE- 
HICLES ON CERTAIN HIGHWAYS IN THE STATE OF 
ARKANSAS.—If any segment of United States 
Route 63 between the exits for highways 14 and 
75 in the State of Arkansas is designated as part 
of the Interstate System— 

“(1) a vehicle that could legally operate on 
the segment before the date of the designation at 
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the posted speed limit may continue to operate 
on that segment; and 

“(2) a vehicle that can only travel below the 
posted speed limit on the segment that could 
otherwise legally operate on the segment before 
the date of the designation may continue to op- 
erate on that segment during daylight hours.’’. 
SEC. 11204. HIGH PRIORITY CORRIDORS ON THE 

NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM. 

Section 1105 of the Intermodal Surface Trans- 
portation Efficiency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2031) 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c) (105 Stat. 2032; 112 Stat. 
190; 119 Stat. 1213)— 

(A) by striking paragraph (13) and inserting 
the following: 

“(13) Raleigh-Norfolk Corridor from Raleigh, 
North Carolina, through Rocky Mount, 
Williamston and Elizabeth City, North Carolina, 
to Norfolk, Virginia.’’; 

(B) in paragraph (18)(D)— 

(i) in clause (ii), by striking “and” at the end; 

(ii) in clause (iii), by striking the period at the 
end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(iv) include Texas State Highway 44 from 
United States Route 59 at Freer, Texas, to Texas 
State Highway 358.’’; and 

(C) by striking paragraph (68) and inserting 
the following: 

“(68) The Washoe County Corridor and the 
Intermountain West Corridor shall generally fol- 
low: 

“(A) in the case of the Washoe County Cor- 
ridor, along Interstate Route 580/United States 
Route 95/United States Route 95A, from Reno, 
Nevada, to Las Vegas, Nevada; and 

“(B) in the case of the Intermountain West 
Corridor, from the vicinity of Las Vegas extend- 
ing north along United States Route 95, termi- 
nating at Interstate Route 80.’’; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 

“(81) United States Route 117/Interstate Route 
795 from United States Route 70 in Goldsboro, 
Wayne County, North Carolina, to Interstate 
Route 40 west of Faison, Sampson County, 
North Carolina. 

“(82) United States Route 70 from its intersec- 
tion with Interstate Route 40 in Garner, Wake 
County, North Carolina, to the Port at More- 
head City, Carteret County, North Carolina. 

“(83) The Central Texas Corridor commencing 
at the logical terminus of Interstate 10, and gen- 
erally following portions of United States Route 
190 eastward passing in the vicinity Fort Hood, 
Killeen, Belton, Temple, Bryan, College Station, 
Huntsville, Livingston, Woodville, and to the 
logical terminus of Texas Highway 63 at the 
Sabine River Bridge at Burrs Crossing.’’; 

(2) in subsection (e)(5)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A) (109 Stat. 597; 118 
Stat. 293; 119 Stat. 1213), in the first sentence— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘subsection (c)(13),’’ after 
“subsection (c)(9),’’; 

(ii) by striking ‘‘subsections (c)(18)’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘(c)(36)”’ and inserting 
“subsection (c)(18), subsection (c)(20), subpara- 
graphs (A) and (B)(i) of subsection (c)(26), sub- 
section (c)(36)”’ ; and 

(iii) by striking “and subsection (c)(57)’’ and 
inserting “subsection (c)(57), subsection 
(c)(68)(B), subsection (c)(81), and subsection 
(c)(82)’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (C)(i) (109 Stat. 598; 126 
Stat. 427), by striking the last sentence and in- 
serting “The routes referred to in subpara- 
graphs (A) and (B)(i) of subsection (c)(26) and 
in subsection (c)(68)(B) are designated as Inter- 
state Route I-11.”’. 

SEC. 11205. REPEAT INTOXICATED DRIVER LAW. 

Section 164(a)(4) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended in the matter preceding sub- 
paragraph (A) by inserting ‘‘or combination of 
laws” after ‘‘means a State law”. 
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SEC. 11206. VEHICLE-TO-INFRASTRUCTURE 
EQUIPMENT. 

(a) NATIONAL HIGHWAY PERFORMANCE PRO- 
GRAM.—Section 119(d)(2)(L) of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘, includ- 
ing the installation of interoperable vehicle-to- 
infrastructure communication equipment’’ after 
“capital improvements”. 

(b) SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM.— 
Section 133(b)(16) of title 23, United States Code, 
by inserting ‘‘, including the installation of 
interoperable vehicle-to-infrastructure commu- 
nication equipment” after ‘‘capital improve- 
ments”. 

SEC. 11207. RELINQUISHMENT. 

A State transportation agency may relinquish 
park-and-ride lot facilities or portions of park- 
and-ride lot facilities to a local government 
agency for highway purposes if authorized to do 
so under State law. 

SEC. 11208. TRANSFER AND SALE OF TOLL CRED- 
ITS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, 
lowing definitions apply: 

(1) ELIGIBLE STATE.—The term “‘eligible State” 
means a State that— 

(A) is eligible to use a credit under section 
120(i) of title 23, United States Code; and 

(B) has been selected by the Secretary under 
subsection (d)(2). 

(2) RECIPIENT STATE.—The term ‘“‘recipient 
State” means a State that receives a credit by 
transfer or by sale under this section from an el- 
igible State. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF PILOT PROGRAM.—Not 
later than 1 year after the date of the establish- 
ment of a nationwide toll credit monitoring and 
tracking system under subsection (g), the Sec- 
retary shall establish and implement a toll credit 
marketplace pilot program in accordance with 
this section. 

(c) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the pilot pro- 
gram established under subsection (b) are— 

(1) to identify whether a monetary value can 
be assigned to toll credits; 

(2) to identify the discounted rate of toll cred- 
its for cash; 

(3) to determine if the purchase of toll credits 
by States provides the purchasing State budget 
flexibility to deal with funding issues, including 
off-system needs, transit systems with high oper- 
ating costs, or cash flow issues; and 

(4) to test the feasibility of expanding the toll 
credit market to allow all States to participate 
on a permanent basis. 

(d) SELECTION OF ELIGIBLE STATES.— 

(1) APPLICATION TO SECRETARY.—In order to 
participate in the pilot program established 
under subsection (b), a State shall submit to the 
Secretary an application at such time, in such 
manner, and containing such information as the 
Secretary may require. 

(2) SELECTION.—Of the States that submit an 
application under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
may select not more than 10 States to be des- 
ignated as an eligible State. 

(e) TRANSFER OR SALE OF CREDITS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out the pilot pro- 
gram established under subsection (b), the Sec- 
retary shall provide that an eligible State may 
transfer or sell to a recipient State a credit not 
used by the eligible State under section 120(i) of 
title 23, United States Code. 

(2) USE OF CREDITS BY TRANSFEREE OR PUR- 
CHASER.—A recipient State may use a credit re- 
ceived under paragraph (1) toward the non-Fed- 
eral share requirement for any funds made 
available to carry out title 23 or chapter 53 of 
title 49, United States Code. 

(3) CONDITION ON TRANSFER OR SALE OF CRED- 
ITS.—To receive a credit under paragraph (1), a 
recipient State shall enter into an agreement 
with the Secretary described in section 120(i) of 
title 23, United States Code. 
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(f) USE OF PROCEEDS FROM SALE OF CRED- 
ITS.—An eligible State shall use the proceeds 
from the sale of a credit under subsection (e)(1) 
for any project in the eligible State that is eligi- 
ble under the surface transportation program es- 
tablished under section 133 of title 23, United 
States Code. 

(g) TOLL CREDIT MONITORING AND TRACK- 
ING.—Not later than 180 days after the enact- 
ment of this section, the Secretary shall estab- 
lish a nationwide toll credit monitoring and 
tracking system that functions as a real-time 
database on the inventory and use of toll credits 
among all States (as defined in section 101(a) of 
title 23, United States Code). 

(h) NOTIFICATION.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date on which a credit is transferred or 
sold under subsection (e)(1), the eligible State 
shall submit to the Secretary in writing a notifi- 
cation of the transfer or sale. 

(i) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.— 

(1) INITIAL REPORT.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of establishment of the pilot pro- 
gram under subsection (b), the Secretary shall 
submit to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works of the Senate and the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure of the 
House of Representatives a report on the 
progress of the pilot program. 

(2) STATE REPORT.— 

(A) REPORT BY ELIGIBLE STATE.—Not later 
than 30 days after a purchase or sale under sub- 
section (e)(1), an eligible State shall submit to 
the Secretary a report that describes— 

(i) information on the transaction; 

(ii) the amount of cash received and the value 
of toll credits sold; 

(iii) the intended use of the cash; and 

(iv) an update on the remaining toll credit 
balance of the State. 

(B) REPORT BY RECIPIENT STATE.—Not later 
than 30 days after a purchase or sale under sub- 
section (e)(1), a recipient State shall submit to 
the Secretary a report that describes— 

(i) the value of toll credits purchased; 

(ii) the anticipated use of the toll credits; and 

(iii) plans for maintaining maintenance of ef- 
fort for spending on Federal-aid highways 
projects. 

(3) ANNUAL REPORT.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date on which the pilot program under 
subsection (b) is established and each year 
thereafter that the pilot program is in effect, the 
Secretary shall— 

(A) submit to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works of the Senate and the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure of 
the House of Representatives a report that— 

(i) determines whether a toll credit market- 
place is viable; 

(ii) describes the buying and selling activities 
of the pilot program; 

(iii) describes the monetary value of toll cred- 
its; 

(iv) determines whether the pilot program 
could be expanded to more States or all States; 
and 

(v) provides updated information on the toll 
credit balance accumulated by each State; and 

(B) make the report described in subpara- 
graph (A) publicly available on the website of 
the Department. 

(j) TERMINATION.—The Secretary may termi- 
nate the program established under this section 
or the participation of any State in the program 
if the Secretary determines that the program is 
not serving a public benefit. 

SEC. 11209. REGIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE ACCEL- 
ERATOR DEMONSTRATION PRO- 
GRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish a regional infrastructure demonstration 
program (referred to in this section as the ‘‘pro- 
gram’’) to assist entities in developing improved 
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infrastructure priorities and financing strategies 
for the accelerated development of a project that 
is eligible for funding under the TIFIA program 
under chapter 6 of title 23, United States Code. 

(b) DESIGNATION OF REGIONAL INFRASTRUC- 
TURE ACCELERATORS.—In carrying out the pro- 
gram, the Secretary may designate regional in- 
frastructure accelerators that will— 

(1) serve a defined geographic area; and 

(2) act as a resource in the geographic area to 
qualified entities in accordance with this sec- 
tion. 

(c) APPLICATION.—To be eligible for a designa- 
tion under subsection (b), a proposed regional 
infrastructure accelerator shall submit to the 
Secretary a proposal at such time, in such man- 
ner, and containing such information as the 
Secretary may require. 

(d) CRITERIA.—In evaluating a proposal sub- 
mitted under subsection (c), the Secretary shall 
consider— 

(1) the need for geographic diversity among 
regional infrastructure accelerators; and 

(2) the ability of the proposal to promote in- 
vestment in covered infrastructure projects, 
which shall include a plan— 

(A) to evaluate and promote innovative fi- 
nancing methods for local projects, including 
the use of the TIFIA program under chapter 6 
of title 23, United States Code; 

(B) to build capacity of State, local, and tribal 
governments to evaluate and structure projects 
involving the investment of private capital; 

(C) to provide technical assistance and infor- 
mation on best practices with respect to financ- 
ing the projects; 

(D) to increase transparency with respect to 
infrastructure project analysis and using inno- 
vative financing for public infrastructure 
projects; 

(E) to deploy predevelopment capital programs 
designed to facilitate the creation of a pipeline 
of infrastructure projects available for invest- 
ment; 

(F) to bundle smaller-scale and rural projects 
into larger proposals that may be more attrac- 
tive for investment; and 

(G) to reduce transaction costs for public 
project sponsors. 

(e) ANNUAL REPORT.—Not less frequently than 
once each year, the Secretary shall submit to 
Congress a report that describes the findings 
and effectiveness of the program. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out the program $12,000,000, of which the Sec- 
retary shall use— 

(1) $11,750,000 for initial grants to regional in- 
frastructure accelerators under subsection (b); 
and 

(2) $250,000 for administrative costs of car- 
rying out the program. 

SEC. 11210. SONORAN CORRIDOR INTERSTATE 
DEVELOPMENT. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that the des- 
ignation of the Sonoran Corridor Interstate con- 
necting Interstate 19 to Interstate 10 south of 
the Tucson International Airport as a future 
part of the Interstate System would— 

(1) enhance direct linkage between major 
trading routes connecting growing ports, agri- 
cultural regions, infrastructure and manufac- 
turing centers, and existing high priority cor- 
ridors of the National Highway System; and 

(2) significantly improve connectivity on the 
future Interstate 11 and the CANAMEX Cor- 
ridor, a route directly linking the United States 
with Mexico and Canada. 

(b) HIGH PRIORITY CORRIDORS ON NATIONAL 
HIGHWAY SYSTEM.—Section 1105(c) of the Inter- 
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991 (105 Stat. 2032; 119 Stat. 1210) (as amended 
by section 11204) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 
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““(84) State Route 410, the Sonoran Corridor 
connecting Interstate 19 to Interstate 10 south of 
the Tucson International Airport.’’. 

(c) FUTURE PARTS OF INTERSTATE SYSTEM.— 
Section 1105(e)(5)(A) of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 
2033; 119 Stat. 1213) (as amended by section 
11204) is amended in the first sentence by strik- 
ing “and subsection (c)(82) and inserting ‘‘sub- 
section (c)(82), and subsection (c)(84)”’. 

TITLE II—TRANSPORTATION INNOVATION 
Subtitle A—Research 
SEC. 12001. RESEARCH, TECHNOLOGY, AND EDU- 
CATION. 

(a) HIGHWAY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAM.—Section 503(b)(3) of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (C)— 

(A) in clause (xviii), by striking “and” at the 
end; 

(B) in clause (xix), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(xx) accelerated mobile, highway-speed, 
bridge inspection methods that provide quan- 
titative data-driven decisionmaking capabilities 
without requiring lane closures; and 

(xxi) innovative segmental wall technology 
for soil bank stabilization and roadway sound 
attenuation, and articulated technology for hy- 
draulic sheer-resistant erosion control.’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (D)(i), by inserting “and 
section 119(e)’’ after ‘‘this subparagraph”. 

(b) TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION DEPLOY- 
MENT PROGRAM.—Section 503(c) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), in the matter preceding 
subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘carry out” and 
inserting ‘‘establish and implement’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking clause (i) 
and inserting the following: 

“(i) use not less than 50 percent of the funds 
authorized to carry out this subsection to make 
grants to, and enter into cooperative agreements 
and contracts with, States, other Federal agen- 
cies, local governments, metropolitan planning 
organizations, institutions of higher education, 
private sector entities, and nonprofit organiza- 
tions to carry out demonstration programs that 
will accelerate the deployment and adoption of 
transportation research activities;’’; 

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as sub- 
paragraph (D); and 

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the 
following: 

“(C) INNOVATION GRANTS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out the program 
established under subparagraph (B)(i), the Sec- 
retary shall establish a transparent competitive 
process in which entities described in subpara- 
graph (B)(i) may submit an application to re- 
ceive a grant under this subsection. 

“(it) PUBLICATION OF APPLICATION PROCESS.— 
A description of the application process estab- 
lished by the Secretary shall— 

“(D) be posted on a public website; 

“(II) identify the information required to be 
included in the application; and 

“(III) identify the criteria by which the Sec- 
retary shall select grant recipients. 

““(iti) SUBMISSION OF APPLICATION.—To receive 
a grant under this paragraph, an entity de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B)(i) shall submit an 
application to the Secretary. 

“(iv) SELECTION AND APPROVAL.—The_ Sec- 
retary shall select and approve an application 
submitted under clause (iti) based on whether 
the project described in the application meets 
the goals of the program described in paragraph 
(G): and 

(3) in paragraph (3)(C), by striking ‘‘each of 
fiscal years 2013 through 2014” and inserting 
“each fiscal year”. 
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(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
505(c)(1) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘section 503(c)(2)(C)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘section 503 (c)(2)(D)’’. 

SEC. 12002. INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYS- 
TEMS. 

(a) INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS 
DEPLOYMENT.—Section 513 of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(d) SYSTEM OPERATIONS AND ITS DEPLOY- 
MENT GRANT PROGRAM.— 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish a competitive grant program to accel- 
erate the deployment, operation, systems man- 
agement, intermodal integration, and interoper- 
ability of the ITS program and ITS-enabled 
operational strategies— 

“(A) to measure and improve the performance 
of the surface transportation system; 

“(B) to reduce traffic congestion and the eco- 
nomic and environmental impacts of traffic con- 
gestion; 

“(C) to minimize fatalities and injuries; 

“(D) to enhance mobility of people and goods; 

“(E) to improve traveler information and serv- 
ices; and 

“(F) to optimize existing roadway capacity. 

“(2) APPLICATION.—To be eligible for a grant 
under this subsection, an eligible entity shall 
submit an application to the Secretary that in- 
cludes— 

“(A) a plan to deploy and provide for the 
long-term operation and maintenance of intel- 
ligent transportation systems to improve safety, 
efficiency, system performance, and return on 
investment, such as— 

“(i) autonomous vehicle communication tech- 
nologies; 

“(ii) vehicle-to-vehicle or vehicle-to-infra- 
structure communication technologies; 

“(Gii) real-time integrated traffic, transit, and 
multimodal transportation information; 

“(iv) advanced traffic, freight, parking, and 
incident management systems; 

“(v) advanced technologies to improve transit 
and commercial vehicle operations; 

“(vi) synchronized, adaptive, and transit pref- 
erential traffic signals; 

“(vti) advanced infrastructure condition as- 
sessment technologies; and 

““(viii) other technologies to improve system 
operations, including ITS applications nec- 
essary for multimodal systems integration and 
for achieving performance goals; 

(B) quantifiable system performance 
provements, including— 

“(i) reductions in traffic-related crashes, con- 
gestion, and costs; 

“(ii) optimization of system efficiency; and 

“(iii) improvement of access to transportation 
services; 

“(C) quantifiable safety, mobility, and envi- 
ronmental benefit projections, including data- 
driven estimates of the manner in which the 
project will improve the efficiency of the trans- 
portation system and reduce traffic congestion 
in the region; 

(D) a plan for partnering with the private 
sector, including telecommunications industries 
and public service utilities, public agencies (in- 
cluding multimodal and multijurisdictional enti- 
ties), research institutions, organizations rep- 
resenting transportation and technology lead- 
ers, and other transportation stakeholders; 

“(E) a plan to leverage and optimize existing 
local and regional ITS investments; and 

(F) a plan to ensure interoperability of de- 
ployed technologies with other tolling, traffic 
management, and intelligent transportation sys- 
tems. 

(3) SELECTION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Effective beginning not 
later than 1 year after the date of enactment of 
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the DRIVE Act, the Secretary may provide 
grants to eligible entities under this subsection. 

“(B) GEOGRAPHIC DIVERSITY.—In awarding a 
grant under this subsection, the Secretary shall 
ensure, to the maximum extent practicable, that 
grant recipients represent diverse geographical 
areas of the United States, including urban, 
suburban, and rural areas. 

“(C) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—In awarding a 
grant under the subsection, the Secretary shall 
give priority to grant recipients that dem- 
onstrate an ability to contribute a significant 
non-Federal share to the cost of carrying out 
the project for which the grant is received. 

“(4) ELIGIBLE USES.—Projects for which 
grants awarded under this subsection may be 
used include— 

“(A) the deployment of autonomous vehicle 
communication technologies; 

“(B) the deployment of vehicle-to-vehicle or 
vehicle-to-infrastructure communication tech- 
nologies; 

“(C) the establishment and implementation of 
ITS and ITS-enabled operations strategies that 
improve performance in the areas of— 

“(i) traffic operations; 

“(ii) emergency response to surface transpor- 
tation incidents; 

‘“(iii) incident management; 

“(iv) transit and commercial vehicle oper- 
ations improvements; 

“(v) weather event response management by 
State and local authorities; 

(vi) surface transportation network and fa- 
cility management; 

““(vii) construction and work zone manage- 
ment; 

““(viii) traffic flow information; 

(ix) freight management; and 

“(x) congestion management; 

“(D) carrying out activities that support the 
creation of networks that link metropolitan and 
rural surface transportation systems into an in- 
tegrated data network, capable of collecting, 
sharing, and archiving transportation system 
traffic condition and performance information; 

“(E) the implementation of intelligent trans- 
portation systems and technologies that improve 
highway safety through information and com- 
munications systems linking vehicles, infra- 
structure, mobile devices, transportation users, 
and emergency responders; 

“(F) the provision of services necessary to en- 
sure the efficient operation and management of 
ITS infrastructure, including costs associated 
with communications, utilities, rent, hardware, 
software, labor, administrative costs, training, 
and technical services; 

“(G) the provision of support for the estab- 
lishment and maintenance of institutional rela- 
tionships between transportation agencies, po- 
lice, emergency medical services, private emer- 
gency operators, freight operators, shippers, 
public service utilities, and telecommunications 
providers; 

“(H) carrying out multimodal and cross-juris- 
dictional planning and deployment of regional 
transportation systems operations and manage- 
ment approaches; and 

“(I) performing project evaluations to deter- 
mine the costs, benefits, lessons learned, and fu- 
ture deployment strategies associated with the 
deployment of intelligent transportation sys- 
tems. 

“(5) REPORT TO SECRETARY.—For each fiscal 
year that an eligible entity receives a grant 
under this subsection, not later than 1 year 
after receiving the grant, each recipient shall 
submit to the Secretary a report that describes 
how the project has met the expectations pro- 
jected in the deployment plan submitted with 
the application, including information on— 

“(A) how the program has helped reduce traf- 
fic crashes, congestion, costs, and other benefits 
of the deployed systems; 
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“(B) the effect of measuring and improving 
transportation system performance through the 
deployment of advanced technologies; 

“(C) the effectiveness of providing real-time 
integrated traffic, transit, and multimodal 
transportation information to the public that al- 
lows the public to make informed travel deci- 
sions; and 

“(D) lessons learned and recommendations for 
future deployment strategies to optimize trans- 
portation efficiency and multimodal system per- 
formance. 

“(6) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 2 
years after the date on which the first grant is 
awarded under this subsection and annually 
thereafter for each fiscal year for which grants 
are awarded under this subsection, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to Congress a report that de- 
scribes the effectiveness of the grant recipients 
in meeting the projected deployment plan goals, 
including data on how the grant program has— 

“(A) reduced traffic-related fatalities and in- 
juries; 

“(B) reduced traffic congestion and improved 
travel-time reliability; 

“(C) reduced transportation-related emissions; 

“(D) optimized multimodal system perform- 
ance; 

“(E) improved access to transportation alter- 
natives; 

“(F) provided the public with access to real- 
time integrated traffic, transit, and multimodal 
transportation information to make informed 
travel decisions; 

“(G) provided cost savings to transportation 
agencies, businesses, and the traveling public; 
and 

“(H) provided other benefits to transportation 
users and the general public. 

“(7) ADDITIONAL GRANTS.—If the Secretary de- 
termines, based on a report submitted under 
paragraph (5), that a grant recipient is not com- 
plying with the established grant criteria, the 
Secretary may— 

“(A) cease payment to the recipient of any re- 
maining grant amounts; and 

“(B) redistribute any remaining amounts to 
other eligible entities under this section. 

“(8) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share 
of the cost of a project for which a grant is pro- 
vided under this subsection shall not exceed 50 
percent of the cost of the project. 

“(9) FUNDING.—Of the funds made available 
each fiscal year to carry out the intelligent 
transportation system program under sections 
512 through 518, not less than $30,000,000 shall 
be used to carry out this subsection.’’. 

(b) INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS 
GOALS AND PURPOSES.—Section 514(a) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (4), by striking “and” at the 
end; and 

(2) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting the 
following: 

“(5) improvement of the ability of the United 
States to respond to security-related or other 
manmade emergencies and natural disasters; 
and 

“(6) enhancement of the freight system of the 
United States and support to freight policy goals 
by conducting heavy duty vehicle demonstration 
activities and accelerating adoption of ITS ap- 
plications in freight operations.’’. 

(c) ITS ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORT.—Sec- 
tion 515(h)(4) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A) by striking “February 1 of each year after 
the date of enactment of the Transportation Re- 
search and Innovative Technology Act of 2012” 
and inserting “May 1 of each year”. 

SEC. 12003. FUTURE INTERSTATE STUDY. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) a well-developed system of transportation 
infrastructure is critical to the economic well- 
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being, health, and welfare of the people of the 
United States; 

(2) the 47,000-mile national Interstate System 
is the backbone to that transportation infra- 
structure system; and 

(3) as of the date of enactment of this Act— 

(A) many segments of the approximately 60- 
year-old Interstate System are well beyond the 
50-year design life of the System and yet these 
aging facilities are central to the transportation 
infrastructure system, carrying 25 percent of the 
vehicle traffic of the United States on just 1 per- 
cent of the total public roadway mileage; 

(B) the need for ongoing maintenance, preser- 
vation, and reconstruction of the Interstate Sys- 
tem has grown due to increasing and changing 
travel demands; and 

(C) simple maintenance of the current condi- 
tion and configuration of the Interstate System 
is insufficient for the System to fully serve the 
transportation needs of the United States for the 
next 50 years. 

(b) FUTURE INTERSTATE SYSTEM STUDY.—Not 
later than 180 days after the date of enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary shall enter into an 
agreement with the Transportation Research 
Board of the National Academies to conduct a 
study on the actions needed to upgrade and re- 
store the Dwight D. Eisenhower National Sys- 
tem of Interstate and Defense Highways to its 
role as a premier system network that meets the 
growing and shifting demands of the 21st cen- 
tury and for the next 50 years (referred to in 
this section as the ‘‘study’’). 

(c) METHODOLOGIES.—In conducting the 
study, the Transportation Research Board shall 
build on the methodologies examined and rec- 
ommended in the report prepared for the Amer- 
ican Association of State Highway and Trans- 
portation Officials entitled ‘‘National Coopera- 
tive Highway Research Program Project 20- 
24(79): Specifications for a National Study of the 
Future 3R, 4R, and Capacity Needs of the Inter- 
state System” and dated December 2013. 

(da) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The study— 

(1) shall include specific recommendations re- 
garding the features, standards, capacity needs, 
application of technologies, and intergovern- 
mental roles to upgrade the Interstate System, 
including any revisions to law (including regu- 
lations) that the Transportation Research 
Board determines appropriate to achieve the 
goals; and 

(2) is encouraged to build on the robust insti- 
tutional knowledge in the highway industry in 
applying the techniques involved in imple- 
menting the study. 

(e) CONSIDERATIONS.—In carrying out the 
study, the Transportation Research Board shall 
determine the need for reconstruction and im- 
provement of the Interstate System by consid- 
ering— 

(1) future demands on transportation infra- 
structure determined for national planning pur- 
poses, including commercial and private traffic 
flows to serve future economic activity and 
growth; 

(2) the expected condition of the current Inter- 
state System over the next 50 years, including 
long-term deterioration and reconstruction 
needs; 

(3) those National Highway System routes 
that should be added to the existing Interstate 
System to more efficiently serve national traffic 
flows; 

(4) features that would take advantage of 
technological capabilities to address modern 
standards of construction, maintenance, and 
operations, for purposes of safety, and system 
management, taking into further consideration 
system performance and cost; and 

(5) the resources necessary to maintain and 
improve the Interstate System, including the re- 
sources required to upgrade those National 
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Highway System routes identified in paragraph 
(3) to Interstate standards. 

(f) CONSULTATION.—In carrying out the study, 
the Transportation Research Board— 

(1) shall convene and consult with a panel of 
national experts including current and future 
owners, operators, and users of the Interstate 
System and private sector stakeholders; and 

(2) is encouraged to consult with— 

(A) the Federal Highway Administration; 

(B) States; 

(C) planning agencies at the metropolitan, 
State, and regional levels; 

(D) the motor carrier industry; 

(E) freight shippers; 

(F) highway safety groups; and 

(G) other appropriate entities. 

(g9) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Transpor- 
tation Research Board shall submit to the Sec- 
retary, the Committee on Environment and Pub- 
lic Works of the Senate, and the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
of Representatives a report on the results of the 
study conducted under this section. 

(h) FUNDING.—From amounts authorized to 
carry out the Highway Research and Develop- 
ment Program, the Secretary shall use up to 
$5,000,000 for fiscal year 2016 to carry out this 
section. 

SEC. 12004. RESEARCHING SURFACE TRANSPOR- 
TATION SYSTEM FUNDING ALTER- 
NATIVES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall promote 
the research of user-based alternative revenue 
mechanisms that preserve a user fee structure to 
maintain the long-term solvency of the Highway 
Trust Fund. 

(b) OBJECTIVES.—The objectives of the re- 
search described in subsection (a) shall be— 

(1) to study uncertainties relating to the de- 
sign, acceptance, and implementation of 2 or 
more future wuser-based alternative revenue 
mechanisms; 

(2) to define the functionality of those user- 
based alternative revenue mechanisms; 

(3) to conduct or promote research activities to 
demonstrate and test those user-based alter- 
native revenue mechanisms, including by con- 
ducting field trials, by partnering with indi- 
vidual States, groups of States, or other appro- 
priate entities to conduct the research activities; 

(4) to conduct outreach to increase public 
awareness regarding the need for alternative 
funding sources for surface transportation pro- 
grams and provide information on possible ap- 
proaches; 

(5) to provide recommendations regarding 
adoption and implementation of those user- 
based alternative revenue mechanisms; and 

(6) to minimize the administrative cost of any 
potential user-based alternative revenue mecha- 
nisms. 

(c) GRANTS.—The Secretary shall provide 
grants to individual States, groups of States, or 
other appropriate entities to conduct research 
that addresses— 

(1) the implementation, interoperability, pub- 
lic acceptance, and other potential hurdles to 
the adoption of a user-based alternative revenue 
mechanism; 

(2) the protection of personal privacy; 

(3) the use of independent and private third- 
party vendors to collect fees and operate the 
user-based alternative revenue mechanism; 

(4) equity concerns, including the impacts of 
the user-based alternative revenue mechanism 
on differing income groups, various geographic 
areas, and the relative burdens on rural and 
urban drivers; 

(5) ease of compliance for different users of 
the transportation system; 

(6) the reliability and security of technology 
used to implement the user-based alternative 
revenue mechanism; 
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(7) the flexibility and choices of user-based al- 
ternative revenue mechanisms, including the 
ability of users to select from various technology 
and payment options; 

(8) the cost of administering the user-based al- 
ternative revenue mechanism; and 

(9) the ability of the administering entity to 
audit and enforce user compliance. 

(d) ADVISORY COUNCIL.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary, 
in consultation with the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, Shall establish and lead a Surface Trans- 
portation Revenue Alternatives Advisory Coun- 
cil (referred to in this subsection as the ‘‘Coun- 
cil”) to inform the selection and evaluation of 
user-based alternative revenue mechanisms. 

(2) MEMBERSHIP.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The members of the Council 
shall— 

(i) be appointed by the Secretary; and 

(ii) include, at a minimum— 

(I) representatives with experience in user- 
based alternative revenue mechanisms, of 
which— 

(aa) not fewer than 1 shall be from the De- 
partment; 

(bb) not fewer than 1 shall be from the De- 
partment of the Treasury; and 

(cc) not fewer than 2 shall be from State de- 
partments of transportation; 

(II) representatives from applicable users of 
the surface transportation system; and 

(III) appropriate technology and public pri- 
vacy experts. 

(B) GEOGRAPHIC CONSIDERATIONS.—The Sec- 
retary shall consider geographic diversity when 
selecting members under this paragraph. 

(3) FUNCTIONS.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date on which the Council is established, the 
Council shall, at a minimum— 

(A) define the functionality of 2 or more user- 
based alternative revenue mechanisms; 

(B) identify technological, administrative, in- 
stitutional, privacy, and other issues that— 

(i) are associated with the user-based alter- 
native revenue mechanisms; and 

(ii) may be researched through research ac- 
tivities; 

(C) conduct public outreach to identify and 
assess questions and concerns about the user- 
based alternative revenue mechanisms for future 
evaluation through research activities; and 

(D) provide recommendations to the Secretary 
on the process and criteria used for selecting re- 
search activities under subsection (c). 

(4) EVALUATIONS.—The Council shall conduct 
periodic evaluations of the research activities 
that have received assistance from the Secretary 
under this section. 

(5) APPLICABILITY OF FEDERAL ADVISORY COM- 
MITTEE ACT.—The Council shall not be subject 
to the Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. 
App.). 

(e) BIENNIAL REPORTS.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, and 
every 2 years thereafter until the completion of 
the research activities under this section, the 
Secretary shall submit to the Secretary of the 
Treasury, the Committee on Finance and the 
Committee on Environment and Public Works of 
the Senate, and the Committee on Ways and 
Means and the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure of the House of Representa- 
tives a report describing the progress of the re- 
search activities. 

(f) FINAL REPORT.—On the completion of the 
research activities under this section, the Sec- 
retary and the Secretary of the Treasury, acting 
jointly, shall submit to the Committee on Fi- 
nance and the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works of the Senate and the Committee 
on Ways and Means and the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
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of Representatives a report describing the results 
of the research activities and any recommenda- 
tions. 

(g) FUNDING.—Of the funds authorized to 
carry out section 503(b) of title 23, United States 
Code— 

(1) $15,000,000 shall be used to carry out this 
section in fiscal year 2016; and 

(2) $20,000,000 shall be used to carry out this 
section in each of fiscal years 2017 through 2021. 

Subtitle B—Data 
SEC. 12101. TRIBAL DATA COLLECTION. 

Section 201(c)(6) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“(C) TRIBAL DATA COLLECTION.—In addition 
to the data to be collected under subparagraph 
(A), not later than 90 days after the end of each 
fiscal year, any entity carrying out a project 
under the tribal transportation program under 
section 202 shall submit to the Secretary and the 
Secretary of Interior, based on obligations and 
expenditures under the tribal transportation 
program during the preceding fiscal year, the 
following data: 

“(i) The names of projects or activities carried 
out by the entity under the tribal transportation 
program during the preceding fiscal year. 

“(ii) A description of the projects or activities 
identified under clause (i). 

“(iii) The current status of the projects or ac- 
tivities identified under clause (i). 

‘“(iv) An estimate of the number of jobs cre- 
ated and the number of jobs retained by the 
projects or activities identified under clause 
Os 
SEC. 12102. PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT DATA 

SUPPORT PROGRAM. 

(a) PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT DATA SUP- 
PORT.—The Administrator of the Federal High- 
way Administration shall develop, use, and 
maintain data sets and data analysis tools to 
assist metropolitan planning organizations, 
States, and the Federal Highway Administra- 
tion in carrying out performance management 
analyses (including the performance manage- 
ment requirements under section 150 of title 23, 
United States Code). 

(b) INCLUSIONS.—The data analysis activities 
authorized under subsection (a) may include— 

(1) collecting and distributing vehicle probe 
data describing traffic on Federal-aid highways; 

(2) collecting household travel behavior data 
to assess local and cross-jurisdictional travel, 
including to accommodate external and through 
travel; 

(3) enhancing existing data collection and 
analysis tools to accommodate performance 
measures, targets, and related data, so as to bet- 
ter understand trip origin and destination, trip 
time, and mode; 

(4) enhancing existing data analysis tools to 
improve performance predictions and travel 
models in reports described in section 150(e) of 
title 23, United States Code; and 

(5) developing tools— 

(A) to improve performance analysis; and 

(B) to evaluate the effects of project invest- 
ments on performance. 

(c) FUNDING.—From amounts authorized to 
carry out the Highway Research and Develop- 
ment Program, the Administrator may use up to 
$10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 through 
2021 to carry out this section. 

Subtitle C—Transparency and Best Practices 
SEC. 12201. EVERY DAY COUNTS INITIATIVE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—It is in the national interest 
for the Department, State departments of trans- 
portation, and all other recipients of Federal 
transportation funds— 

(1) to identify, accelerate, and deploy innova- 
tion aimed at shortening project delivery, en- 
hancing the safety of the roadways of the 
United States, and protecting the environment; 
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(2) to ensure that the planning, design, engi- 
neering, construction, and financing of trans- 
portation projects is done in an efficient and ef- 
fective manner; 

(3) to promote the rapid deployment of proven 
solutions that provide greater accountability for 
public investments and encourage greater pri- 
vate sector involvement; and 

(4) to create a culture of innovation within 
the highway community. 

(b) EVERY DAY COUNTS INITIATIVE.—To ad- 
vance the policy described in subsection (a), the 
Administrator of the Federal Highway Adminis- 
tration (referred to in this section as the ‘‘Ad- 
ministrator’’) shall continue the Every Day 
Counts initiative to work with States, local 
transportation agencies, and industry stake- 
holders to identify and deploy proven innova- 
tive practices and products that— 

(1) accelerate innovation deployment; 

(2) shorten the project delivery process; 

(3) improve environmental sustainability; 

(4) enhance roadway safety; and 

(5) reduce congestion. 

(c) INNOVATION DEPLOYMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—At least every 2 years, the 
Administrator shall work collaboratively with 
stakeholders to identify a new collection of in- 
novations, best practices, and data to be de- 
ployed to highway stakeholders through case 
studies, webinars, and demonstration projects. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—In identifying a collec- 
tion described in paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall take into account market readiness, im- 
pacts, benefits, and ease of adoption of the in- 
novation or practice. 

(ad) PUBLICATION.—Each collection identified 
under subsection (c) shall be published by the 
Administrator on a publicly available website. 
SEC. 12202. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES. 

(a) PERFORMANCE MEASURES.—Not later than 
1 year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary, in coordination with the heads of 
other Federal agencies with responsibility for 
the review and approval of projects funded 
under title 23, United States Code, shall measure 
and report on— 

(1) the progress made toward aligning Federal 
reviews of projects funded under title 23, United 
States Code, and the improvement of project de- 
livery associated with those projects; and 

(2) as applicable, the effectiveness of the De- 
partment in achieving the goals described in sec- 
tion 150(b) of title 23, United States Code, 
through discretionary programs. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after the 
date of enactment of this Act and biennially 
thereafter, the Secretary shall submit to the 
Committee on Environment and Public Works of 
the Senate and the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure of the House of Rep- 
resentatives a report describing the results of the 
evaluation conducted under subsection (a). 

(c) INSPECTOR GENERAL REPORT.—Not later 
than 3 years after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Inspector General of the Department 
shall submit to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works of the Senate and the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure of 
the House of Representatives a report describing 
the results of the evaluation conducted under 
subsection (a). 

SEC. 12203. GRANT PROGRAM FOR ACHIEVEMENT 
IN TRANSPORTATION FOR PERFORM- 
ANCE AND INNOVATION. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The term ‘‘eligible enti- 
ty” includes— 

(A) a State; 

(B) a unit of local government; 

(C) a tribal organization (as defined in section 
4 of the Indian Self-Determination and Edu- 
cation Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b)); and 
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(D) a metropolitan planning organization. 

(2) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’? means— 

(A) a State; 

(B) the District of Columbia; 

(C) the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico; and 

(D) any other territory (as defined in section 
165(c)(1) of title 23, United States Code). 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—The Sec- 
retary shall establish a competitive grant pro- 
gram to reward— 

(1) achievement in transportation performance 
management; and 

(2) the implementation of strategies that 
achieve innovation and efficiency in surface 
transportation. 

(c) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the program 
under this section shall be to reward entities for 
the implementation of policies and procedures 
that— 

(1) support performance-based management of 
the surface transportation system and improve 
transportation outcomes; or 

(2) use innovative technologies and practices 
that improve the efficiency and performance of 
the surface transportation system. 

(d) APPLICATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—An eligible entity may sub- 
mit to the Secretary an application for a grant 
under this section. 

(2) CONTENTS.—An application under para- 
graph (1) shall indicate the means by which the 
eligible entity has met the requirements and 
purpose of the program under this section, in- 
cluding by— 

(A) establishing, and making progress toward 
achieving, performance targets that exceed the 
requirements of title 23, United States Code; 

(B) using innovative techniques and practices 
that enhance the effective movement of people, 
goods, and services, such as technologies that 
reduce construction time, improve operational 
efficiencies, and extend the service life of high- 
ways and bridges; and 

(C) employing transportation planning tools 
and procedures that improve transparency and 
the development of transportation investment 
strategies within the jurisdiction of the eligible 
entity. 

(e) EVALUATION CRITERIA.—In awarding a 
grant under this section, the Secretary shall 
take into consideration the extent to which the 
application of the applicable eligible entity 
under subsection (d)— 

(1) demonstrates performance in meeting the 
requirements of subsection (c); and 

(2) promotes the national goals described in 
section 150(b) of title 23, United States Code. 

(f) ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES.—Amounts made 
available to carry out this section shall be used 
for projects eligible for funding under— 

(1) title 23, United States Code; or 

(2) chapter 53 of title 49, United States Code. 

(g9) LIMITATION.—The amount of a grant 
under this section shall be not more than 
$15,000,000. 

(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be ap- 
propriated out of the general fund of the Treas- 
ury to carry out this section $150,000,000 for 
each of fiscal years 2016 through 2021, to remain 
available until expended. 

(2) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—The Secretary 
shall withhold a reasonable amount of funds 
made available under paragraph (1) for admin- 
istration of the program under this section, not 
to exceed 3 percent of the amount appropriated 
for each applicable fiscal year. 

(i) APPLICABILITY OF REQUIREMENTS.— 
Amounts made available under this section shall 
be administered as if the funds were appor- 
tioned under chapter 1 of title 23, United States 
Code. 
SEC. 12204. HIGHWAY TRUST FUND TRANS- 

PARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 104 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking sub- 
section (g) and inserting the following: 
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“(g) HIGHWAY TRUST FUND TRANSPARENCY 
AND ACCOUNTABILITY REPORT.— 

“(1) PUBLICLY AVAILABLE REPORT.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of enactment of the 
DRIVE Act and quarterly thereafter, the Sec- 
retary shall compile data in accordance with 
this subsection on the use of Federal-aid high- 
way program funds made available under this 
title. 

“(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary shall en- 
sure that the reports required under this sub- 
section are made available in a user-friendly 
manner on the public website of the Department 
of Transportation and can be searched and 
downloaded by users of the website. 

““(3) CONTENTS OF REPORT.— 

“(A) APPORTIONED AND ALLOCATED PRO- 
GRAMS.—For each fiscal year, the report shall 
include comprehensive data for each program, 
organized by State, that includes— 

“(i) the total amount of funds available for 
obligation, identifying the unobligated balance 
of funds available at the end of the preceding 
fiscal year and new funding available for the 
current fiscal year; 

“(Gi) the total amount of funding obligated 
during the current fiscal year; 

“(iii) the remaining amount of funds available 
for obligation; 

“(iv) changes in the obligated, uwnexpended 
balance during the current fiscal year, includ- 
ing the obligated, unexpended balance at the 
end of the preceding fiscal year and current fis- 
cal year expenditures; and 

“(v) the percentage of the total amount of ob- 
ligations for the current fiscal year used for 
construction and the total amount obligated 
during the current fiscal year for rehabilitation. 

“(B) PROJECT DATA.—To the maximum extent 
practicable, the report shall include project-spe- 
cific data, including data describing— 

“(i) the specific location of a project; 

“(ii) whether the project is located in an area 
of the State with a population of— 

“(D) less than 5,000 individuals; 

“(II) 5,000 or more individuals but less than 
50,000 individuals; or 

“(IID 50,000 or more individuals; 

“(iti) the total cost of the project; 

“(iv) the amount of Federal funding being 
used on the project; 

“(v) the 1 or more programs from which Fed- 
eral funds are obligated on the project; 

“(vi) the type of improvement being made, 
such as categorizing the project as— 

“(D) a road reconstruction project; 

(II) a new road construction project; 

“(CIID a new bridge construction project; 

“(IV) a bridge rehabilitation project; or 

(V) a bridge replacement project; and 

““(vti) the ownership of the highway or bridge. 

“(C) TRANSFERS BETWEEN PROGRAMS.—The re- 
port shall include a description of the amount of 
funds transferred between programs by each 
State under section 126.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 1503 of 
MAP-21 (23 U.S.C. 104 note; Public Law 112- 
141) is amended by striking subsection (c). 

SEC. 12205. REPORT ON HIGHWAY TRUST FUND 
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENDITURES. 

(a) INITIAL REPORT.—Not later than 150 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General of the United States shall 
submit to Congress a report describing the ad- 
ministrative expenses of the Federal Highway 
Administration funded from the Highway Trust 
Fund during the 3 most recent fiscal years. 

(b) UPDATES.—Not later than 5 years after the 
date on which the report is submitted under 
subsection (a) and every 5 years thereafter, the 
Comptroller General shall submit to Congress a 
report that updates the information provided in 
the report under that subsection for the pre- 
ceding 5-year period. 
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(c) INCLUSIONS.—Each report submitted under 
subsection (a) or (b) shall include a description 
of the— 

(1) types of administrative expenses of pro- 
grams and offices funded by the Highway Trust 
Fund; 

(2) tracking and monitoring of administrative 
expenses; 

(3) controls in place to ensure that funding for 
administrative expenses is used as efficiently as 
practicable; and 

(4) flexibility of the Department to reallocate 
amounts from the Highway Trust Fund between 
full-time equivalent employees and other func- 
tions. 

SEC. 12206. AVAILABILITY OF REPORTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall make 
available to the public on the website of the De- 
partment any report required to be submitted by 
the Secretary to Congress after the date of en- 
actment of this Act. 

(b) DEADLINE.—Each report described in sub- 
section (a) shall be made available on the 
website not later than 30 days after the report is 
submitted to Congress. 

SEC. 12207. PERFORMANCE PERIOD ADJUST- 
MENT. 

(a) NATIONAL HIGHWAY PERFORMANCE PRO- 
GRAM.—Section 119 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (e)(7), by striking ‘‘for 2 con- 
secutive reports submitted under this paragraph 
shall include in the next report submitted” and 
inserting ‘‘shall include as part of the perform- 
ance target report under section 150(e)’’; and 

(2) in subsection (f)(1)(A), by striking “If, 
during 2 consecutive reporting periods, the con- 
dition of the Interstate System, excluding 
bridges on the Interstate System, in a State 
falls” and inserting “If a State reports that the 
condition of the Interstate System, excluding 
bridges on the Interstate System, has fallen”. 

(b) HIGHWAY SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PRO- 
GRAM.—Section 148(i) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by 
striking ‘‘performance targets of the State estab- 
lished under section 150(d) by the date that is 2 
years after the date of the establishment of the 
performance targets” and inserting ‘‘safety per- 
formance targets of the State established under 
section 150(d)’’; and 

(2) in paragraphs (1) and (2), by inserting 
“safety” before ‘‘performance targets” each 
place it appears. 

SEC. 12208. DESIGN STANDARDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 109 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A), 
by striking “may take into account” and insert- 
ing ‘‘shall consider”; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘access 
for” and inserting ‘‘access and safety for”; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in subparagraph (C), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(ii) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as sub- 
paragraph (F); and 

(iii) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 
following: 

“(D) the publication entitled ‘Highway Safety 
Manual’ of the American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation Officials; 

‘“(E) the publication entitled ‘Urban Street 
Design Guide’ of the National Association of 
City Transportation Officials; and’’; 

(2) in subsection (f), by inserting ‘‘pedestrian 
walkways,” after ‘‘bikeways,’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(s) SAFETY FOR MOTORIZED AND NON- 
MOTORIZED USERS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of the enactment of this subsection, the 
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Secretary shall establish standards to ensure 
that the design of Federal surface transpor- 
tation projects provides for the safe and ade- 
quate accommodation (as determined by the 
State or other direct recipient of funds), in all 
phases of project planning, development, and 
operation, of all users of the transportation net- 
work, including motorized and nonmotorized 
users. 

“(2) WAIVER FOR STATE LAW OR POLICY.—The 
Secretary may waive the application of stand- 
ards established under paragraph (1) to a State 
that has adopted a law or policy that provides 
for the safe and adequate accommodation (as 
determined by the State or other direct recipient 
of funds), in all phases of project planning and 
development, of users of the transportation net- 
work on federally funded surface transportation 
projects. 

(3) COMPLIANCE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Each State department of 
transportation shall submit a report to the Sec- 
retary, at such time, in such manner, and con- 
taining such information as the Secretary shall 
require, that describes measures implemented by 
the State to comply with this subsection. 

“(B) DETERMINATION BY SECRETARY.—Upon 
the receipt of a report from a State under sub- 
paragraph (A), the Secretary shall determine 
whether the State is in compliance with this sec- 
tion. 

(b) DESIGN STANDARD FLEXIBILITY.—Notwith- 
standing section 109(0) of title 23, United States 
Code, a local jurisdiction may use a roadway 
design guide that is different from the roadway 
design guide used by the State in which the 
local jurisdiction is located for the design of 
projects on all roadways under the ownership of 
the local jurisdiction (other than a highway on 
the Interstate System) if— 

(1) the local jurisdiction is the project sponsor; 

(2) the roadway design guide— 

(A) is recognized by the Federal Highway Ad- 
ministration; and 

(B) is adopted by the local jurisdiction; and 

(3) the design complies with all other applica- 
ble Federal laws. 


TITLE HI—TRANSPORTATION INFRA- 
STRUCTURE FINANCE AND INNOVATION 
ACT OF 1998 AMENDMENTS 

SEC. 13001. TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE 

FINANCE AND INNOVATION ACT OF 
1998 AMENDMENTS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 601(a) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)— 

(A) by striking “In this chapter, the” and in- 
serting “The”; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘to sections 601 through 609” 
after “apply”; 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(D) capitalizing a rural projects fund using 
the proceeds of a secured loan made to a State 
infrastructure bank in accordance with sections 
602 and 603, for the purpose of making loans to 
sponsors of rural infrastructure projects in ac- 
cordance with section 610.’’; 

(3) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘this chap- 
ter” and inserting “the TIFIA program”; 

(4) in paragraph (10)— 

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A)— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘related’’ before ‘‘projects’’; 
and 

(ii) by striking “(which shall receive an in- 
vestment grade rating from a rating agency)’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘subject 
to the availability of future funds being made 
available to carry out this chapter;’’ and insert- 
ing ‘‘subject to— 
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“(i) the availability of future funds being 
made available to carry out the TIFIA program; 
and 

“(ii) the satisfaction of all of the conditions 
for the provision of credit assistance under the 
TIFIA program, including section 603(b)(1);’’; 
and 

(C) in subparagraph (D)— 

(i) by redesignating clauses (ii) and (iii) as 
clauses (iii) and (iv), respectively; 

(ii) by inserting after clause (i) the following: 

“(Gi) receiving an investment grade rating 
froma rating agency;”’; 

(iii) in clause (iii) (as so redesignated), by 
striking “‘section 602(c)’’ and inserting ‘‘includ- 
ing sections 602(c) and 603(b)(1)’’; and 

(iv) in clause (iv) (as so redesignated), by 
striking ‘‘this chapter” and inserting ‘‘the 
TIFIA program”; 

(5) in paragraph (12)— 

(A) in subparagraph (D)(iv), by striking the 
period at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

“(E) a project to improve or construct public 
infrastructure that is located within walking 
distance of, and accessible to, a fixed guideway 
transit facility, passenger rail station, intercity 
bus station, or intermodal facility, including a 
transportation, public utility, and capital 
project described in section 5302(3)(G)(v) of title 
49, and related infrastructure; 

“(F) a project for the acquisition of plant and 
wildlife habitat pursuant to a conservation plan 
that— 

“(i) has been approved by the Secretary of the 
Interior pursuant to section 10 of the Endan- 
gered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1539); and 

“(ii) as determined by the Secretary of the In- 
terior, would mitigate the environmental im- 
pacts of transportation infrastructure projects 
otherwise eligible for assistance under the 
TIFIA program; and 

(G) the capitalization of a rural projects 
fund by a State infrastructure bank with the 
proceeds of a secured loan made in accordance 
with sections 602 and 603, for the purpose of 
making loans to sponsors of rural infrastructure 
projects in accordance with section 610.’’; 

(6) in paragraph (15), by striking ‘‘means” 
and all that follows through the period at the 
end and inserting ‘‘means a surface transpor- 
tation infrastructure project located in an area 
that is outside of an urbanized area with a pop- 
ulation greater than 150,000 individuals, as de- 
termined by the Bureau of the Census.”’; 

(7) by redesignating paragraphs (16), (17), 
(18), (19), and (20) as paragraphs (17), (18), (20), 
(21), and (22), respectively; 

(8) by inserting after paragraph (15) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(16) RURAL PROJECTS FUND.—The term ‘rural 
projects fund’ means a fund— 

“(A) established by a State infrastructure 
bank in accordance with section 610(d)(4); 

“(B) capitalized with the proceeds of a se- 
cured loan made to the bank in accordance with 
sections 602 and 603; and 

“(C) for the purpose of making loans to spon- 
sors of rural infrastructure projects in accord- 
ance with section 610.’’; 

(9) by inserting after paragraph (18) (as redes- 
ignated) the following: 

“(19) STATE INFRASTRUCTURE BANK.—The term 
‘State infrastructure bank’ means an infrastruc- 
ture bank established under section 610.’’; and 

(10) in paragraph (22) (as redesignated), by 
inserting ‘“‘established under sections 602 
through 609” after “Department”. 

(b) DETERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY AND 
PROJECT SELECTION.—Section 602 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), in the matter preceding 
subparagraph (A), by striking “this chapter” 
and inserting ‘‘the TIFIA program’’; 
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(B) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘this 
chapter” and inserting “the TIFIA program”; 

(C) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘this chap- 
ter” and inserting “the TIFIA program”; 

(D) in paragraph (5)— 

(i) by striking the heading and inserting ‘‘ELI- 
GIBLE PROJECT COST PARAMETERS.—”’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (A)— 

(I) in the matter preceding clause (i), by strik- 
ing “subparagraph (B), to be eligible for assist- 
ance under this chapter, a project” and insert- 
ing “subparagraphs (B) and (C), a project 
under the TIFIA program”; 

(II) by striking clause (i) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

““(i) $50,000,000; and’’; and 

(III) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘assistance’’; 
and 

(iii) in subparagraph (B)— 

(1) by striking the subparagraph designation 
and heading and all that follows through “In 
the case” and inserting the following: 

“(B) EXCEPTIONS.— 

“(i) INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS.— 
In the case’’; and 

(II) by adding at the end the following: 

“i) TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT 
PROJECTS.—In the case of a project described in 
section 601(a)(12)(E), eligible project costs shall 
be reasonably anticipated to equal or exceed 
$10,000,000. 

“(iti) RURAL PROJECTS.—In the case of a rural 
infrastructure project or a project capitalizing a 
rural projects fund, eligible project costs shall be 
reasonably anticipated to equal or exceed 
$10,000,000, but not to exceed $100,000,000. 

“(iv) LOCAL INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS.—Eli- 
gible project costs shall be reasonably antici- 
pated to equal or exceed $10,000,000 in the case 
of projects or programs of projects— 

“(I) in which the applicant is a local govern- 
ment, public authority, or instrumentality of 
local government; 

“(II) located on a facility owned by a local 
government; or 

“(III) for which the Secretary determines that 
a local government is substantially involved in 
the development of the project.’’; 

(E) in paragraph (9), in the matter preceding 
subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘this chapter” 
and inserting “the TIFIA program’’; and 

(F) in paragraph (10)— 

(i) by striking “To be eligible” and inserting 
the following: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (B), to be eligible”; 

(ii) by striking ‘‘this chapter” each place it 
appears and inserting “the TIFIA program”; 

(iii) by striking ‘“‘not later than” and inserting 
“no later than’’; and 

(iv) by adding at the end the following: 

“(B) RURAL PROJECTS FUND.—In the case of a 
project capitalizing a rural projects fund, the 
State infrastructure bank shall demonstrate, not 
later than 2 years after the date on which a se- 
cured loan is obligated for the project under the 
TIFIA program, that the bank has executed a 
loan agreement with a borrower for a rural in- 
frastructure project in accordance with section 
610. After the demonstration is made, the bank 
may draw upon the secured loan. At the end of 
the 2-year period, to the extent the bank has not 
used the loan commitment, the Secretary may 
extend the term of the loan or withdraw the 
loan commitment.’’; 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking paragraph (2) 
and inserting the following: 

“(2) MASTER CREDIT AGREEMENTS.— 

“(A) PROGRAM OF RELATED PROJECTS.—The 
Secretary may enter into a master credit agree- 
ment for a program of related projects secured 
by a common security pledge on terms accept- 
able to the Secretary. 

“(B) ADEQUATE FUNDING NOT AVAILABLE.—If 
the Secretary fully obligates funding to eligible 
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projects for a fiscal year and adequate funding 
is not available to fund a credit instrument, a 
project sponsor of an eligible project may elect 
to enter into a master credit agreement and wait 
to execute a credit instrument until the fiscal 
year for which additional funds are available to 
receive credit assistance.’’; 

(3) in subsection (c)(1), in the matter pre- 
ceding subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘this 
chapter” and inserting “the TIFIA program”; 
and 

(4) in subsection (e), by striking ‘‘this chap- 
ter” and inserting “the TIFIA program”. 

(c) SECURED LOAN TERMS AND LIMITATIONS.— 
Section 603(b) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) by striking “The amount of’ and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (B), the amount of”; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

“(B) RURAL PROJECTS FUND.—In the case of a 
project capitalizing a rural projects fund, the 
maximum amount of a secured loan made to a 
State infrastructure bank shall be determined in 
accordance with section 602(a)(5)(B)(iii).’’; 

(2) in paragraph (3)(A)(j— 

(A) in subclause (III), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(B) in subclause (IV), by striking “and” at 
the end and inserting ‘‘or’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(V) in the case of a secured loan for a project 
capitalizing a rural projects fund, any other 
dedicated revenue sources available to a State 
infrastructure bank, including repayments from 
loans made by the bank for rural infrastructure 
projects; and’’; 

(3) in paragraph (4)(B)— 

(A) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘under this chap- 
ter” and inserting “or a rural projects fund 
under the TIFIA program’’; and 

(B) in clause (ii), by inserting “and rural 
project funds”? after “rural infrastructure 
projects”; 

(4) in paragraph (5)— 

(A) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) as clauses (i) and (ii), respectively, and in- 
denting appropriately; 

(B) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A), 
by striking “The final” and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (B), the final”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(B) RURAL PROJECTS FUND.—In the case of a 
project capitalizing a rural projects fund, the 
final maturity date of the secured loan shall not 
exceed 35 years after the date on which the se- 
cured loan is obligated.’’; 

(5) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘this chap- 
ter” and inserting “the TIFIA program’’; and 

(6) in paragraph (9)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘The total Federal assistance 
provided on a project receiving a loan under 
this chapter” and inserting the following: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The total Federal assist- 
ance provided for a project receiving a loan 
under the TIFIA program’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

“(B) RURAL PROJECTS FUND.—A project cap- 
italizing a rural projects fund shall satisfy 
clause (i) through compliance with the Federal 
share requirement described in section 
610(e)(3)(B).”’. 

(d) PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION.—Section 605 of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘this chapter” each place it 
appears and inserting “the TIFIA program”; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(f) ASSISTANCE TO SMALL PROJECTS.— 

“(1) RESERVATION OF FUNDS.—Of the funds 
made available to carry out the TIFIA program 
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for each fiscal year, and after the set-aside 
under section 608(a)(6), not less than $2,000,000 
shall be made available for the Secretary to use 
in lieu of fees collected under subsection (b) for 
projects under the TIFIA program having eligi- 
ble project costs that are reasonably anticipated 
not to equal or exceed $75,000,000. 

(2) RELEASE OF FUNDS.—Any funds not used 
under paragraph (1) shall be made available on 
October 1 of the following fiscal year to provide 
credit assistance to any project under the TIFIA 
program.’’. 

(e) STATE AND LOCAL PERMITS.—Section 606 of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended in the 
matter preceding paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘this 
chapter” and inserting “the TIFIA program”. 

(f) REGULATIONS.—Section 607 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘this 
chapter” and inserting “the TIFIA program”. 

(g) FUNDING.—Section 608 of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘this chapter” each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘the TIFIA program”; 
and 

(2) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (2), by inserting “of” after 
“S04(f)”’; 

(B) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘or rural 
projects funds”? after “rural infrastructure 
projects”; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘or 
rural projects funds” after ‘rural infrastructure 
projects”; 

(C) by striking paragraph (4) and redesig- 
nating paragraphs (5) and (6) as paragraphs (4) 
and (5), respectively; and 

(D) in paragraph (5) (as so redesignated), by 
striking ‘0.50 percent” and inserting ‘‘1.5 per- 
cent”. 

(h) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Section 609 of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended by strik- 
ing ‘‘this chapter (other than section 610)” each 
place it appears and inserting “the TIFIA pro- 
gram”. 

(i) STATE INFRASTRUCTURE BANK PROGRAM.— 
Section 610 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by adding at the end the 
following: 

“(11) RURAL INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT.—The 
term ‘rural infrastructure project’ has the mean- 
ing given the term in section 601. 

“(12) RURAL PROJECTS FUND.—The term ‘rural 
projects fund’ has the meaning given the term in 
section 601.’’; 

(2) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking ‘‘each of 
fiscal years” and all that follows through the 
end of subparagraph (A) and inserting ‘‘each 
fiscal year under each of paragraphs (1), (2), 
and (5) of section 104(b); and’’; 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘in each of 
fiscal years 2005 through 2009” and inserting 
“in each fiscal year’’; 

(C) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘in each of 
fiscal years 2005 through 2009” and inserting 
“in each fiscal year”; 

(D) by redesignating paragraphs (4) through 
(6) as paragraphs (5) through (7), respectively; 

(E) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(4) RURAL PROJECTS FUND.—Subject to sub- 
section (j), the Secretary may permit a State en- 
tering into a cooperative agreement under this 
section to establish a State infrastructure bank 
to deposit into the rural projects fund of the 
bank the proceeds of a secured loan made to the 
bank in accordance with section 602 and 603.’’; 
and 

(F) in paragraph (6) (as redesignated), by 
striking ‘‘section 133(d)(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘sec- 
tion 133(d)(1)(A)(i)”’; 

(3) by striking subsection (e) and inserting the 
following: 
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“(e) FORMS OF ASSISTANCE FROM STATE IN- 
FRASTRUCTURE BANKS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A State infrastructure bank 
established under this section may— 

“(A) with funds deposited into the highway 
account, transit account, or rail account of the 
bank, make loans or provide other forms of cred- 
it assistance to a public or private entity to 
carry out a project eligible for assistance under 
this section; and 

“(B) with funds deposited into the rural 
projects fund, make loans to a public or private 
entity to carry out a rural infrastructure 
project. 

‘(2) SUBORDINATION OF LOAN.—The amount of 
a loan or other form of credit assistance pro- 
vided for a project described in paragraph (1) 
may be subordinated to any other debt financ- 
ing for the project. 

“(3) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF ASSISTANCE.—A 
State infrastructure bank established under this 
section may— 

“(A) with funds deposited into the highway 
account, transit account, or rail account, make 
loans or provide other forms of credit assistance 
to a public or private entity in an amount up to 
100 percent of the cost of carrying out a project 
eligible for assistance under this section; and 

“(B) with funds deposited into the rural 
projects fund, make loans to a public or private 
entity in an amount not to exceed 80 percent of 
the cost of carrying out a rural infrastructure 
project. 

“(4) INITIAL ASSISTANCE.—Initial assistance 
provided with respect to a project from Federal 
funds deposited into a State infrastructure bank 
under this section may not be made in the form 
of a grant.’’; 

(4) in subsection (g)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘each ac- 
count” and inserting ‘‘the highway account, the 
transit account, and the rail account’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (4), by inserting ‘‘, except 
that any loan funded from the rural projects 
fund of the bank shall bear interest at or below 
the interest rate charged for the TIFIA loan 
provided to the bank under section 603” after 
“feasible”; and 

(5) in subsection (k), by striking “For each of 
fiscal years 2005 through 2009”’ and inserting 
“For each fiscal year”. 

TITLE IV—TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS 
SEC. 14001. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS. 

(a) Section 101(a)(29) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (B), by inserting a comma 
after ‘‘disabilities’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (F)(i), by 
“133(b)(11)”’ and inserting ‘‘133(b)(14)’’. 

(b) Section 119(d)(1)(A) of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘mobility,”’ 
and inserting ‘‘congestion reduction, system re- 
liability,’’. 

(c) Section 126(b) of title 23, United States 
Code (as amended by section 11014(b)), is 
amended by striking ‘‘133(d)’’ and inserting 
“133(a)(1)(A)’’. 

(d) Section 127(a)(3) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘118(b)(2) of this 
title” and inserting ‘‘118(b)’’. 

(e) Section 150(c)(3)(B) of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by striking the semi- 
colon at the end and inserting a period. 

(f) Section 153(h)(2) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking “paragraphs (1) 
through (3)’’ and inserting “paragraphs (1), (2), 
and (4)’’. 

(g) Section 163(f)(2) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘118(b)(2)”’ and in- 
serting ‘‘118(b)’’. 

(h) Section 165(c)(7) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking “paragraphs (2), 
(4), (7), (8), 14), and (19)”’ and inserting ‘‘para- 
graphs (2), (4), (6), (7), and (14)’’. 
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(i) Section 202(b)(3) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A)(i), in the matter pre- 
ceding subclause (I), by inserting ‘‘(a)(6),’’ after 
“subsections”; and 

(2) in subparagraph (C)(ii)(IV), by striking 
“(III).]” and inserting ‘‘(III).’’. 

(i) Section 217(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘104(b)(3)’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘104(b)(4)”’. 

(k) Section 327(a)(2)(B)(iti) of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘(42 U.S.C. 
13 4321 et seq.)’’ and inserting ‘(42 U.S.C. 4321 
et seq.)’’. 

(L Section 504(a)(4) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘104(b)(3)’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘104(b)(2)”’. 

(m) Section 515 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by striking ‘‘this chapter” each 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘sections 512 
through 518”. 

(n) Section 518(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘a report’’ after 
“House of Representatives”. 

(o) Section 6302(b)(3)(B)(vi)UIT) of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
6310” and inserting ‘‘6309’’. 

(p) Section 1301()(3) of SAFETEA-LU (23 
U.S.C. 101 note; Public Law 109-59) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in subparagraph (A)(i), by striking ‘‘com- 
plied” and inserting ‘‘compiled’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘para- 
graph (1)” and inserting “subparagraph (A)’’. 

(q) Section 4407 of SAFETEA-LU (Public Law 
109-59; 119 Stat. 1777), is amended by striking 
“hereby enacted into law” and inserting 
“granted”. 

(r) Section 51001 (a)(1) of the Transportation 
Research and Innovative Technology Act of 2012 
(126 Stat. 864) is amended by striking ‘‘sections 
503(b), 503(d), and 509” and inserting ‘‘section 
503(b)’’. 

TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS 
SEC. 15001. APPALACHIAN DEVELOPMENT HIGH- 
WAY SYSTEM. 

Section 1528 of MAP-21 (40 U.S.C. 14501 note; 
Public Law 112-141) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘2021’’ each place it appears 
and inserting ‘‘2050’’; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘shall be 100 percent” each 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘shall be up to 
100 percent, as determined by the State”. 

SEC. 15002. APPALACHIAN REGIONAL DEVELOP- 
MENT PROGRAM. 

(a) HIGH-SPEED BROADBAND DEVELOPMENT 
INITIATIVE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter I of chapter 145 
of subtitle IV of title 40, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 


“$ 14509. High-speed broadband deployment 
initiative 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Appalachian Regional 
Commission may provide technical assistance, 
make grants, enter into contracts, or otherwise 
provide amounts to individuals or entities in the 
Appalachian region for projects and activities— 

“(1) to increase affordable access to 
broadband networks throughout the Appa- 
lachian region; 

“(2) to conduct research, analysis, and train- 
ing to increase broadband adoption efforts in 
the Appalachian region; 

“(3) to provide technology assets, including 
computers, smartboards, and video projectors to 
educational systems throughout the Appa- 
lachian region; 

“(4) to increase distance learning opportuni- 
ties throughout the Appalachian region; 

“(5) to increase the use of telehealth tech- 
nologies in the Appalachian region; and 

“6) to promote e-commerce applications in the 
Appalachian region. 
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““(b) LIMITATION ON AVAILABLE AMOUNTS.—Of 
the cost of any activity eligible for a grant 
under this section— 

“(1) not more than 50 percent may be provided 
from amounts appropriated to carry out this 
section; and 

“(2) notwithstanding paragraph (1)— 

“(A) in the case of a project to be carried out 
in a county for which a distressed county des- 
ignation is in effect under section 14526, not 
more than 80 percent may be provided from 
amounts appropriated to carry out this section; 
and 

“(B) in the case of a project to be carried out 
in a county for which an at-risk designation is 
in effect under section 14526, not more than 70 
percent may be provided from amounts appro- 
priated to carry out this section. 

“(c) SOURCES OF ASSISTANCE.—Subject to sub- 
section (b), a grant provided under this section 
may be provided from amounts made available 
to carry out this section in combination with 
amounts made available— 

“(1) under any other Federal program; or 

“(2) from any other source. 

‘“(d) FEDERAL SHARE.—Notwithstanding any 
provision of law limiting the Federal share 
under any other Federal program, amounts 
made available to carry out this section may be 
used to increase that Federal share, as the Ap- 
palachian Regional Commission determines to be 
appropriate.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 145 of title 40, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting after the item relating to 
section 14508 the following: 

“14509. High-speed broadband deployment ini- 
tiative.’’. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec- 
tion 14703 of title 40, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(5), by striking ‘‘fiscal 
year 2012” and inserting ‘‘each of fiscal years 
2012 through 2021”; 

(2) by redesignating subsections (c) and (d) as 
subsections (d) and (e), respectively; and 

(3) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(c) HIGH-SPEED BROADBAND DEPLOYMENT 
INITIATIVE.—Of the amounts made available 
under subsection (a), $10,000,000 shall be used to 
carry out section 14509 for each of fiscal years 
2016 through 2021.’’. 

(c) TERMINATION.—Section 14704 of title 40, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
“2012” and inserting ‘‘2021’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section and the 
amendments made by this section take effect on 
October 1, 2015. 

SEC. 15003. WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCE 
AND INNOVATION. 

Section 3907(a) of title 33, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (5); and 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (6) and (7) as 
paragraphs (5) and (6), respectively. 

SEC. 15004. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS TO EN- 
COURAGE POLLINATOR’ HABITAT 
AND FORAGE ON TRANSPORTATION 
RIGHTS-OF-WAY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 319 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘(including 
the enhancement of habitat and forage for polli- 
nators)’’ before “adjacent”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

““(c) ENCOURAGEMENT OF POLLINATOR HABI- 
TAT AND FORAGE DEVELOPMENT AND PROTEC- 
TION ON TRANSPORTATION RIGHTS-OF-WAY.—In 
carrying out any program administered by the 
Secretary under this title, the Secretary shall, in 
conjunction with willing States, as appro- 
priate— 

“(1) encourage integrated vegetation manage- 
ment practices on roadsides and other transpor- 
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tation rights-of-way, including reduced mowing; 
and 

“(2) encourage the development of habitat 
and forage for Monarch butterflies, other native 
pollinators, and honey bees through plantings 
of native forbs and grasses, including 
noninvasive, native milkweed species that can 
serve as migratory way stations for butterflies 
and facilitate migrations of other pollinators.’’. 

(b) PROVISION OF HABITAT, FORAGE, AND MI- 
GRATORY WAY STATIONS FOR MONARCH BUTTER- 
FLIES, OTHER NATIVE POLLINATORS, AND HONEY 
BEES.—Section 329(a)(1) of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘provision 
of habitat, forage, and migratory way stations 
for Monarch butterflies, other native polli- 
nators, and honey bees,” before ‘‘and aesthetic 
enhancement”. 

SEC. 15005. STUDY ON 
BRIDGES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (c), the 
Administrator of the Federal Highway Adminis- 
tration (referred to in this section as the ‘‘Ad- 
ministrator’’) shall commission the Transpor- 
tation Research Board of the National Academy 
of Sciences to conduct a study on the perform- 
ance of bridges that received funding under the 
innovative bridge research and construction 
program (referred to in this section as the ‘‘pro- 
gram”) under section 503(b) of title 23, United 
States Code (as in effect on the day before the 
date of enactment of SAFETEA-LU (Public Law 
109-59; 119 Stat. 1144)) in meeting the goals of 
that program, which included— 

(1) the development of new, cost-effective in- 
novative material highway bridge applications; 

(2) the reduction of maintenance costs and 
lifecycle costs of bridges, including the costs of 
new construction, replacement, or rehabilitation 
of deficient bridges; 

(3) the development of construction techniques 
to increase safety and reduce construction time 
and traffic congestion; 

(4) the development of engineering design cri- 
teria for innovative products and materials for 
use in highway bridges and structures; 

(5) the development of cost-effective and inno- 
vative techniques to separate vehicle and pedes- 
trian traffic from railroad traffic; 

(6) the development of highway bridges and 
structures that will withstand natural disasters, 
including alternative processes for the seismic 
retrofit of bridges; and 

(7) the development of new nondestructive 
bridge evaluation technologies and techniques. 

(b) CONTENTS.—The study commissioned 
under subsection (a) shall include— 

(1) an analysis of the performance of bridges 
that received funding under the program in 
meeting the goals described in paragraphs (1) 
through (7) of subsection (a); 

(2) an analysis of the utility, compared to con- 
ventional materials and technologies, of each of 
the innovative materials and technologies used 
in projects for bridges under the program in 
meeting the needs of the United States in 2015 
and in the future for a sustainable and low 
lifecycle cost transportation system; 

(3) recommendations to Congress on how the 
installed and lifecycle costs of bridges could be 
reduced through the use of innovative materials 
and technologies, including, as appropriate, any 
changes in the design and construction of 
bridges needed to maximize the cost reductions; 
and 

(4) a summary of any additional research that 
may be needed to further evaluate innovative 
approaches to reducing the installed and 
lifecycle costs of highway bridges. 

(c) PUBLIC COMMENT.—Before commissioning 
the study under subsection (a), the Adminis- 
trator shall provide an opportunity for public 
comment on the study proposal. 

(d&a) DATA FROM STATES.—Each State that re- 
ceived funds under the program shall provide to 
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the Transportation Research Board any rel- 
evant data needed to carry out the study com- 
missioned under subsection (a). 

(e) DEADLINE.—The Administrator shall sub- 
mit to Congress the study commissioned under 
subsection (a) not later than 3 years after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 15006. SPORT FISH RESTORATION AND REC- 
REATIONAL BOATING SAFETY. 

Section 4 of the Dingell-Johnson Sport Fish 
Restoration Act (16 U.S.C. 777c), as amended by 
section 73103, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), in the matter preceding 
paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘2015’’ and inserting 
“2021”; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)(A) by striking ‘‘2015”’ 
and inserting ‘‘2021’’. 

DIVISION B—PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 
TITLE XXI—FEDERAL PUBLIC 
TRANSPORTATION ACT 

SEC. 21001. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the “Federal Public 
Transportation Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 21002. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 5302 of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(E), by striking ‘‘bicycle 
storage facilities and installing equipment” and 
inserting ‘‘bicycle storage shelters and parking 
facilities and the installation of equipment’’; 

(2) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) by striking subparagraph (F) and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(F) leasing equipment or a facility for use in 
public transportation;’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (G)— 

(i) in clause (iv), by adding ‘‘and’’ at the end; 

(ii) in clause (v), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; and 

(iii) by striking clause (vi); 

(C) in subparagraph (K), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; 

(D) in subparagraph (L), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(E) by adding at the end the following: 

“(M) associated transit improvements; or 

“(N) technological changes or innovations to 
modify low or no emission vehicles (as defined in 
section 5339(c)) or facilities.’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(24) VALUE CAPTURE.—The term ‘value cap- 
ture’ means recovering the increased value to 
property located near public transportation re- 
sulting from investments in public transpor- 
tation.’’. 

SEC. 21003. METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION 
PLANNING. 

Section 5303 of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by inserting ‘‘resil- 
ient” after “development of”; 

(2) in subsection (c)(2), by striking ‘‘and bicy- 
cle transportation facilities” and inserting ‘‘, bi- 
cycle transportation facilities, intermodal facili- 
ties that support intercity transportation, in- 
cluding intercity buses and intercity bus facili- 
ties, and commuter vanpool providers”; 

(3) in subsection (d)— 

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through 
(6) as paragraphs (4) through (7), respectively; 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(3) REPRESENTATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Designation or selection of 
officials or representatives under paragraph (2) 
shall be determined by the metropolitan plan- 
ning organization according to the bylaws or 
enabling statute of the organization. 

“(B) PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION REPRESENTA- 
TIVE.—Subject to the bylaws or enabling statute 
of the metropolitan planning organization, a 
representative of a provider of public transpor- 
tation may also serve as a representative of a 
local municipality. 
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“(C) POWERS OF CERTAIN OFFICIALS.—An offi- 
cial described in paragraph (2)(B) shall have re- 
sponsibilities, actions, duties, voting rights, and 
any other authority commensurate with other 
officials described in paragraph (2)(B).’’; and 

(C) in paragraph (5), as so redesignated, by 
striking “paragraph (5)’’ and inserting ‘‘para- 
graph (6)’’; 

(4) in subsection (e)(4)(B), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (da)(5)”’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(a)(6)”’; 

(5) in subsection (g)(3)(A), by inserting ‘‘nat- 
ural disaster risk reduction,” after ‘‘environ- 
mental protection,’’; 

(6) in subsection (h)(1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (G), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (H), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(I) improve the resilience and reliability of 
the transportation system.’’; 

(7) in subsection (i)— 

(A) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A)(i), by striking ‘‘tran- 
sit” and inserting ‘‘public transportation facili- 
ties, intercity bus facilities’’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (G)— 

(I) by striking “and provide” and inserting “‘, 
provide’’; and 

(II) by inserting before the period at the end 
the following: “, and reduce vulnerability due to 
natural disasters of the existing transportation 
infrastructure’’; and 

(iii) in subparagraph (H), by inserting before 
the period at the end the following: ‘‘, including 
consideration of the role that intercity buses 
may play in reducing congestion, pollution, and 
energy consumption in a cost-effective manner 
and strategies and investments that preserve 
and enhance intercity bus systems, including 
systems that are privately owned and oper- 
ated’’; 

(B) in paragraph (6)(A)— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘public ports,” before ‘‘freight 
shippers”; and 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘(including intercity bus op- 
erators and commuter vanpool providers)’’ after 
“orivate providers of transportation’’; and 

(C) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘paragraph 
(2)(C)”’ each place that term appears and insert- 
ing “paragraph (2)(E)’’; 

(8) in subsection (j)(5)(A), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (k)(4)” and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(k)(3)”’; 

(9) in subsection (k)— 

(A) by striking paragraph (3); and 

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and (5) as 
paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively; 

(10) in subsection (J— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by adding a period at 
the end; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)(D), by striking ‘“‘of less 
than 200,000” and inserting ‘‘with a population 
of 200,000 or less’’; 

(11) by striking subsection (n); 

(12) by redesignating subsections (0), (p), and 
(q) as subsections (n), (0), and (p), respectively; 

(13) in subsection (0), as so redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘set aside under section 104(f) of title 
23” and inserting ‘‘apportioned under para- 
graphs (5)(D) and (6) of section 104(b) of title 
23”; and 

(14) by adding at the end the following: 

“(q) TREATMENT OF LAKE TAHOE REGION.— 

“(1) DEFINITION OF LAKE TAHOE REGION.—In 
this subsection, the term ‘Lake Tahoe Region’ 
has the meaning given the term ‘region’ in sub- 
section (a) of Article II of the Lake Tahoe Re- 
gional Planning Compact (Public Law 96-551; 94 
Stat. 3234). 

“(2) TREATMENT.—For purposes of this title, 
the Lake Tahoe Region shall be treated as— 

(A) a metropolitan planning organization; 
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“(B) a transportation management area under 
subsection (k); and 

“(C) an urbanized area, which is comprised 
of— 

“(i) a population of 145,000 and 25 square 
miles of land area in the State of California; 
and 

“(Gi) a population of 65,000 and 12 square 
miles of land area in the State of Nevada.”’. 

SEC. 21004. STATEWIDE AND NONMETROPOLITAN 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5304 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(2), by striking ‘‘and bicy- 
cle transportation facilities” and inserting ‘‘, bi- 
cycle transportation facilities, intermodal facili- 
ties that support intercity transportation, in- 
cluding intercity buses and intercity bus facili- 
ties, and commuter vanpool providers”; 

(2) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in subparagraph (G), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(ii) in subparagraph (H), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(I) improve the resilience and reliability of 
the transportation system.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in subparagraph (B)(ii), by striking ‘‘ur- 
banized areas with a population of fewer than 
200,000 individuals, as calculated according to 
the most recent decennial census, and” and in- 
serting “areas”; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (C)— 

(I) by striking ‘‘title 23” and inserting ‘‘this 
chapter’’; and 

(II) by striking ‘‘urbanized areas with a popu- 
lation of fewer than 200,000 individuals, as cal- 
culated according to the most recent decennial 
census, and” and inserting ‘“‘areas’’; 

(3) in subsection (e)(1)— 

(A) by striking “In” and inserting “In”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘subsection (l)’’ and inserting 
“subsection (k)’’; 

(4) in subsection (f)— 

(A) in paragraph (2)(B)(i), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (l)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection (k)’’; 

(B) in paragraph (3)(A)— 

(i) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘subsection (D)? 
and inserting ‘‘subsection (k)’’; and 

(ii) in clause (ii), by inserting ‘‘(including 
intercity bus operators and commuter vanpool 
providers)” after ‘‘private providers of transpor- 
tation’’; 

(C) in paragraph (7), in the matter preceding 
subparagraph (A), by striking “should” and in- 
serting ‘‘shall’’; and 

(D) in paragraph (8), by inserting ‘‘, including 
consideration of the role that intercity buses 
may play in reducing congestion, pollution, and 
energy consumption in a cost-effective manner 
and strategies and investments that preserve 
and enhance intercity bus systems, including 
systems that are privately owned and operated”? 
before the period at the end; 

(5) in subsection (g)— 

(A) in paragraph (2)(B)(i), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (l1)” and inserting ‘‘subsection (k)’’; 

(B) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘public ports,” before ‘‘freight 
shippers”; and 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘(including intercity bus op- 
erators)’’ after “private providers of transpor- 
tation’’; and 

(C) in paragraph (6)(A), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (l1)” and inserting ‘‘subsection (k)’’; 

(6) by striking subsection (i); and 

(7) by redesignating subsections (j), (k), and 
(D as subsections (i), (i), and (k), respectively. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
5303(b)(5) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘section 5304(1)” and in- 
serting ‘‘section 5304(k)’’. 
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SEC. 21005. URBANIZED AREA FORMULA GRANTS. 

Section 5307 of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘or general 
public demand response service” before ‘‘dur- 
ing” each place that term appears; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

“(3) EXCEPTION TO SPECIAL RULE.—Notwith- 
standing paragraph (2), if a public transpor- 
tation system described in that paragraph exe- 
cutes a written agreement with 1 or more other 
public transportation systems within the urban- 
ized area to allocate funds for the purposes de- 
scribed in that paragraph by a method other 
than by measuring vehicle revenue hours, each 
public transportation system that is a party to 
the written agreement may follow the terms of 
the written agreement without regard to meas- 
ured vehicle revenue hours referred to in that 
paragraph. 

“(4) TEMPORARY AND TARGETED ASSISTANCE.— 

“(A) ELIGIBILITY.—The Secretary may make a 
grant under this section to finance the oper- 
ating cost of equipment and facilities to a recipi- 
ent for use in public transportation in an area 
that the Secretary determines has— 

“(i) a population of not fewer than 200,000 in- 
dividuals, as determined by the Bureau of the 
Census; and 

“(ii) a 3-month unemployment rate, as re- 
ported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, that 
is— 

“(D greater than 7 percent; and 

“(II) at least 2 percentage points greater than 
the lowest 3-month unemployment rate for the 
area during the 5-year period preceding the date 
of the determination. 

“(B) AWARD OF GRANT.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this subparagraph, the Secretary may 
make a grant under this paragraph for not more 
than 2 consecutive fiscal years. 

“(ii) ADDITIONAL YEAR.—If, at the end of the 
second fiscal year following the date on which 
the Secretary makes a determination under sub- 
paragraph (A) with respect to an area, the Sec- 
retary determines that the 3-month unemploy- 
ment rate for the area is at least 2 percentage 
points greater than the unemployment rate for 
the area at the time the Secretary made the de- 
termination under subparagraph (A), the Sec- 
retary may make a grant to a recipient in the 
area for 1 additional consecutive fiscal year. 

“(iti) EXCLUSION PERIOD.—Beginning on the 
last day of the last consecutive fiscal year for 
which a recipient receives a grant under this 
paragraph, the Secretary may not make a subse- 
quent grant under this paragraph to the recipi- 
ent for a number of fiscal years equal to the 
number of consecutive fiscal years in which the 
recipient received a grant under this paragraph. 

“(C) LIMITATION.— 

“(i) FIRST FISCAL YEAR.—For the first fiscal 
year following the date on which the Secretary 
makes a determination under subparagraph (A) 
with respect to an area, not more than 25 per- 
cent of the amount apportioned to a designated 
recipient under section 5336 for the fiscal year 
shall be available for operating assistance for 
the area. 

“(ii) SECOND AND THIRD FISCAL YEARS.—For 
the second and third fiscal years following the 
date on which the Secretary makes a determina- 
tion under subparagraph (A) with respect to an 
area, not more than 20 percent of the amount 
apportioned to a designated recipient under sec- 
tion 5336 for the fiscal year shall be available 
for operating assistance for the area. 

“(D) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY FOR OPERATING 
ASSISTANCE.—Operating assistance awarded 
under this paragraph shall be available for ex- 
penditure to a recipient in an area until the end 
of the second fiscal year following the date on 
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which the Secretary makes a determination 
under subparagraph (A) with respect to the 
area, after which time any unexpended funds 
shall be available to the recipient for other eligi- 
ble activities under this section. 

“(E) CERTIFICATION.—The Secretary may 
make a grant for operating assistance under this 
paragraph for a fiscal year only if the recipient 
certifies that— 

“(i) the recipient will maintain public trans- 
portation service levels at or above the current 
service level, which shall be demonstrated by 
providing an equal or greater number of vehicle 
hours of service in the fiscal year than the num- 
ber of vehicle hours of service provided in the 
preceding fiscal year; 

“Gi) any non-Federal entity that provides 
funding to the recipient, including a State or 
local governmental entity, will maintain the tax 
rate or rate of allocations dedicated to public 
transportation at or above the rate for the pre- 
ceding fiscal year; 

“(iii) the recipient has allocated the maximum 
amount of funding under this section for pre- 
ventive maintenance costs eligible as a capital 
expense necessary to maintain the level and 
quality of service provided in the preceding fis- 
cal year; and 

““(iv) the recipient will not use funding under 
this section for new capital assets except as nec- 
essary for the existing system to maintain or 
achieve a state of good repair, assure safety, or 
replace obsolete technology.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (c)(1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (C), by inserting ‘‘in a 
state of good repair” after “equipment and fa- 
cilities’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (J), by adding “and” at 
the end; 

(C) by striking subparagraph (K); and 

(D) by redesignating subparagraph (L) as sub- 
paragraph (K). 

SEC. 21006. FIXED GUIDEWAY CAPITAL INVEST- 
MENT GRANTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5309 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (3), by striking “and week- 
end days”; 

(B) in paragraph (6)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘, small 
start projects,” after “new fixed guideway cap- 
ital projects”; and 

(ii) by striking subparagraph (B) and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(B) 2 or more projects that are any combina- 
tion of new fixed guideway capital projects, 
small start projects, and core capacity improve- 
ment projects.’’; and 

(C) in paragraph (7)— 


(i) in subparagraph (A), by © striking 
“$75,000,000” and inserting ‘‘$100,000,000’’; and 
(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking 


“$250,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$300,000,000’’; 

(2) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(B), by striking ‘‘, policies 
and land use patterns that promote public 
transportation,’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)(A)— 

(i) in clause (iii), by adding “and” at the end; 

(ii) by striking clause (iv); and 

(iii) by redesignating clause (v) as clause (iv); 

(3) in subsection (g)(2)(A)(i), by striking ‘‘, the 
policies and land use patterns that support pub- 
lic transportation,’’; 

(4) in subsection (i)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘subsection 
(d) or (e)”’ and inserting ‘‘subsection (d), (e), or 
(h)”’; 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A), 
by inserting ‘‘new fired guideway capital 
project or core capacity improvement” after 
“federally funded’’; 
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(ii) by striking subparagraph (D) and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(D) the program of interrelated projects, 
when evaluated as a whole— 

“(i) meets the requirements of subsection 
(d)(2), subsection (e)(2), or paragraphs (3) and 
(4) of subsection (h), as applicable, if the pro- 
gram is comprised entirely of— 

“(I) new fixed guideway capital projects; 

“(II) core capacity improvement projects; or 

“(III) small start projects; or 

“(ii) meets the requirements of subsection 
(d)(2) if the program is comprised of any com- 
bination of new fixed guideway projects, small 
start projects, and core capacity improvement 
projects;’’; and 

(iii) in subparagraph (F), by inserting ‘‘or 
(h)(5), as applicable” after “subsection (f)’’; and 

(C) in paragraph (3), by striking subpara- 
graph (A) and inserting the following: 

“(A) PROJECT ADVANCEMENT.—A project re- 
ceiving a grant under this section that is part of 
a program of interrelated projects may not ad- 
vance— 

“(i) in the case of a small start project, from 
the project development phase to the construc- 
tion phase unless the Secretary determines that 
the program of interrelated projects meets the 
applicable requirements of this section and there 
is a reasonable likelihood that the program will 
continue to meet such requirements; or 

“(ii) in the case of a new fixed guideway cap- 
ital project or a core capacity improvement 
project, from the project development phase to 
the engineering phase, or from the engineering 
phase to the construction phase, unless the Sec- 
retary determines that the program of inter- 
related projects meets the applicable require- 
ments of this section and there is a reasonable 
likelihood that the program will continue to 
meet such requirements.’’; and 

(5) by adding at the end the following: 

“(p) JOINT PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION AND 
INTERCITY PASSENGER RAIL PROJECTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make 
grants for new fixed guideway capital projects 
and core capacity improvement projects that 
provide both public transportation and intercity 
passenger rail service. 

“(2) ELIGIBLE COSTS.—Eligible costs for a 
project under this subsection shall be limited to 
the net capital costs of the public transportation 
costs attributable to the project based on pro- 
jected use of the new segment or expanded ca- 
pacity of the project corridor, not including 
project elements designed to achieve or maintain 
a state of good repair, as determined by the Sec- 
retary under paragraph (4). 

“(3) PROJECT JUSTIFICATION AND LOCAL FINAN- 
CIAL COMMITMENT.—A project under this sub- 
section shall be evaluated for project justifica- 
tion and local financial commitment under sub- 
sections (d), (e), (f), and (h), as applicable to the 
project, based on— 

“(A) the net capital costs of the public trans- 
portation costs attributable to the project as de- 
termined under paragraph (4); and 

“(B) the share of funds dedicated to the 
project from sources other than this section in- 
cluded in the unified finance plan for the 
project. 

“(4) CALCULATION OF NET CAPITAL PROJECT 
cosT.—The Secretary shall estimate the net cap- 
ital costs of a project under this subsection 
based on— 

“(A) engineering studies; 

“(B) studies of economic feasibility; 

“(C) the expected use of equipment or facili- 
ties; and 

“(D) the public transportation costs attrib- 
utable to the project. 

“(5) GOVERNMENT SHARE OF NET CAPITAL 
PROJECT COST.— 
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“(A) GOVERNMENT SHARE.—The Government 
share shall not exceed 80 percent of the net cap- 
ital cost attributable to the public transpor- 
tation costs of a project under this subsection as 
determined under paragraph (4). 

“(B) NON-GOVERNMENT SHARE.—The remain- 
der of the net capital cost attributable to the 
public transportation costs of a project under 
this subsection shall be provided from an undis- 
tributed cash surplus, a replacement or depre- 
ciation cash fund or reserve, or new capital.’’. 

(b) EXPEDITED PROJECT DELIVERY FOR CAP- 
ITAL INVESTMENT GRANTS PILOT PROGRAM.— 

(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection, the fol- 
lowing definitions shall apply: 

(A) APPLICANT.—The term “applicant” means 
a State or local governmental authority that ap- 
plies for a grant under this subsection. 

(B) CAPITAL PROJECT; FIXED GUIDEWAY; LOCAL 
GOVERNMENTAL AUTHORITY; PUBLIC TRANSPOR- 
TATION; STATE; STATE OF GOOD REPAIR.—The 
terms ‘‘capital project”, “fixed guideway”, 
“local governmental authority”, “public trans- 
portation”, “State”, and ‘‘state of good repair” 
have the meanings given those terms in section 
5302 of title 49, United States Code. 

(C) CORE CAPACITY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT.— 
The term “‘core capacity improvement project’ — 

(i) means a substantial corridor-based capital 
investment in an existing fixed guideway system 
that increases the capacity of a corridor by not 
less than 10 percent; and 

(ii) may include project elements designed to 
aid the existing fixed guideway system in mak- 
ing substantial progress towards achieving a 
state of good repair. 

(D) CORRIDOR-BASED BUS RAPID TRANSIT 
PROJECT.—The term ‘‘corridor-based bus rapid 
transit project’? means a small start project uti- 
lizing buses in which the project represents a 
substantial investment in a defined corridor as 
demonstrated by features that emulate the serv- 
ices provided by rail fixed guideway public 
transportation systems— 

(i) including— 

(I) defined stations; 

(II) traffic signal priority for public transpor- 
tation vehicles; 

(III) short headway bidirectional services for 
a substantial part of weekdays; and 

(IV) any other features the Secretary may de- 
termine support a long-term corridor investment; 
and 

(ii) the majority of which does not operate in 
a separated right-of-way dedicated for public 
transportation use during peak periods. 

(E) ELIGIBLE PROJECT.—The term “‘eligible 
project” means a new fixed guideway capital 
project, a small start project, or a core capacity 
improvement project that has not entered into a 
full funding grant agreement with the Federal 
Transit Administration before the date of enact- 
ment of this Act. 

(F) FIXED GUIDEWAY BUS RAPID TRANSIT 
PROJECT.—The term ‘‘fixed guideway bus rapid 
transit project” means a bus capital project— 

(i) in which the majority of the project oper- 
ates in a separated right-of-way dedicated for 
public transportation use during peak periods; 

(ii) that represents a substantial investment in 
a single route in a defined corridor or subarea; 
and 

(iii) that includes features that emulate the 
services provided by rail fixed guideway public 
transportation systems, including— 

(I) defined stations; 

(II) traffic signal priority for public transpor- 
tation vehicles; 

(III) short headway bidirectional services for 
a substantial part of weekdays and weekend 
days; and 

(IV) any other features the Secretary may de- 
termine are necessary to produce high-quality 
public transportation services that emulate the 
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services provided by rail fired guideway public 
transportation systems. 

(G) NEW FIXED GUIDEWAY CAPITAL PROJECT.— 
The term “new fixed guideway capital project” 
means— 

(i) a fixed guideway project that is a minimum 
operable segment or extension to an existing 
fixed guideway system; or 

(ii) a fixed guideway bus rapid transit project 
that is a minimum operable segment or an exten- 
sion to an existing bus rapid transit system. 

(H) RECIPIENT.—The term ‘‘recipient’’ means 
a recipient of funding under chapter 53 of title 
49, United States Code. 

(I) SMALL START PROJECT.—The term “small 
start project” means a new fixed guideway cap- 
ital project, a fixed guideway bus rapid transit 
project, or a corridor-based bus rapid transit 
project for which— 

(i) the Federal assistance provided or to be 
provided under this subsection is less than 
$75,000,000; and 

(ii) the total estimated net capital cost is less 
than $300,000,000. 

(2) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—The Secretary may 
make grants under this subsection to States and 
local governmental authorities to assist in fi- 
nancing— 

(A) new fixed guideway capital projects or 
small start projects, including the acquisition of 
real property, the initial acquisition of rolling 
stock for the system, the acquisition of rights-of- 
way, and relocation, for projects in the ad- 
vanced stages of planning and design; and 

(B) core capacity improvement projects, in- 
cluding the acquisition of real property, the ac- 
quisition of rights-of-way, double tracking, sig- 
nalization improvements, electrification, ex- 
panding system platforms, acquisition of rolling 
stock associated with corridor improvements in- 
creasing capacity, construction of infill stations, 
and such other capacity improvement projects 
as the Secretary determines are appropriate to 
increase the capacity of an existing fixed guide- 
way system corridor by not less than 10 percent. 
Core capacity improvement projects do not in- 
clude elements to improve general station facili- 
ties or parking, or acquisition of rolling stock 
alone. 

(3) GRANT REQUIREMENTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make not 
more than 10 grants under this subsection for an 
eligible project if the Secretary determines 
that— 

(i) the eligible project is part of an approved 
transportation plan required under sections 5303 
and 5304 of title 49, United States Code; 

(ii) the applicant has, or will have— 

(I) the legal, financial, and technical capacity 
to carry out the eligible project, including the 
safety and security aspects of the eligible 
project; 

(II) satisfactory continuing control over the 
use of the equipment or facilities; 

(III) the technical and financial capacity to 
maintain new and existing equipment and facili- 
ties; and 

(IV) advisors providing guidance to the appli- 
cant on the terms and structure of the project 
that are independent from investors in the 
project; 

(iii) the eligible project is supported, or will be 
supported, in part, through a public-private 
partnership, provided such support is deter- 
mined by local policies, criteria, and decision- 
making under section 5306(a) of title 49, United 
States Code; 

(iv) the eligible project is justified based on 
findings presented by the project sponsor to the 
Secretary, including— 

(I) mobility improvements attributable to the 
project; 

(II) environmental benefits associated with 
the project; 
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(III) congestion relief associated with the 
project; 

(IV) economic development effects derived as a 
result of the project; and 

(V) estimated ridership projections; and 

(v) the eligible project is supported by an ac- 
ceptable degree of local financial commitment 
(including evidence of stable and dependable fi- 
nancing sources). 

(B) CERTIFICATION.—An applicant that has 
submitted the certifications required under sub- 
paragraphs (A), (B), (C), and (H) of section 
5307(c)(1) of title 49, United States Code, shall be 
deemed to have provided sufficient information 
upon which the Secretary may make the deter- 
minations required under this paragraph. 

(C) TECHNICAL CAPACITY.—The Secretary shall 
use an expedited technical capacity review proc- 
ess for applicants that have recently and suc- 
cessfully completed not less than 1 new fixed 
guideway capital project, small start project, or 
core capacity improvement project, if— 

(i) the applicant achieved budget, cost, and 
ridership outcomes for the project that are con- 
sistent with or better than projections; and 

(ii) the applicant demonstrates that the appli- 
cant continues to have the staff expertise and 
other resources necessary to implement a new 
project. 

(D) FINANCIAL COMMITMENT.— 

(i) REQUIREMENTS.—In determining whether 
an eligible project is supported by an acceptable 
degree of local financial commitment and shows 
evidence of stable and dependable financing 
sources for purposes of subparagraph (A)(v), the 
Secretary shall require that— 

(I) each proposed source of capital and oper- 
ating financing is stable, reliable, and available 
within the proposed eligible project timetable; 
and 

(II) resources are available to recapitalize, 
maintain, and operate the overall existing and 
proposed public transportation system, includ- 
ing essential feeder bus and other services nec- 
essary, without degradation to the existing level 
of public transportation services. 

(ii) CONSIDERATIONS.—In assessing the sta- 
bility, reliability, and availability of proposed 
sources of financing under clause (i), the Sec- 
retary shall consider— 

(1) the reliability of the forecasting methods 
used to estimate costs and revenues made by the 
applicant and the contractors to the applicant; 

(II) existing grant commitments; 

(III) the degree to which financing sources are 
dedicated to the proposed eligible project; 

(IV) any debt obligation that exists or is pro- 
posed by the applicant, for the proposed eligible 
project or other public transportation purpose; 
and 

(V) private contributions to the eligible 
project, including cost-effective project delivery, 
management or transfer of project risks, expe- 
dited project schedule, financial partnering, and 
other public-private partnership strategies. 

(E) LABOR STANDARDS.—The requirements 
under section 5333 of title 49, United States 
Code, shall apply to each recipient of a grant 
under this subsection. 

(4) PROJECT ADVANCEMENT.—An applicant 
that desires a grant under this subsection and 
meets the requirements of paragraph (3) shall 
submit to the Secretary, and the Secretary shall 
approve for advancement, a grant request that 
contains— 

(A) identification of an eligible project; 

(B) a schedule and finance plan for the con- 
struction and operation of the eligible project; 

(C) an analysis of the efficiencies of the pro- 
posed eligible project development and delivery 
methods and innovative financing arrangement 
for the eligible project, including any documents 
related to the— 

(i) public-private partnership required under 
paragraph (3)(A)(iii); and 
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(ii) project justification required under para- 
graph (3)(A)(iv); and 

(D) a certification that the existing public 
transportation system of the applicant or, in the 
event that the applicant does not operate a pub- 
lic transportation system, the public transpor- 
tation system to which the proposed project will 
be attached, is in a state of good repair. 

(5) WRITTEN NOTICE FROM THE SECRETARY.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days 
after the date on which the Secretary receives a 
grant request of an applicant under paragraph 
(4), the Secretary shall provide written notice to 
the applicant— 

(i) of approval of the grant request; or 

(ii) if the grant request does not meet the re- 
quirements under paragraph (4), of disapproval 
of the grant request, including a detailed expla- 
nation of the reasons for the disapproval. 

(B) CONCURRENT NOTICE.—The Secretary shall 
provide concurrent notice of an approval or dis- 
approval of a grant request under subparagraph 
(A) to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs of the Senate and the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure of the 
House of Representatives. 

(6) WAIVER.—The Secretary may grant a 
waiver to an applicant that does not comply 
with paragraph (4)(D) if— 

(A) the eligible project meets the definition of 
a core capacity improvement project; and 

(B) the Secretary certifies that the eligible 
project will allow the applicant to make sub- 
stantial progress in achieving a state of good re- 
pair. 

(7) SELECTION CRITERIA.—The Secretary may 
enter into a full funding grant agreement with 
an applicant under this subsection for an eligi- 
ble project for which an application has been 
submitted and approved for advancement by the 
Secretary under paragraph (4), only if the ap- 
plicant has completed the planning and activi- 
ties required under the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). 

(8) LETTERS OF INTENT AND FULL FUNDING 
GRANT AGREEMENTS.— 

(A) LETTERS OF INTENT.— 

(i) AMOUNTS INTENDED TO BE OBLIGATED.— 
The Secretary may issue a letter of intent to an 
applicant announcing an intention to obligate, 
for an eligible project under this subsection, an 
amount from future available budget authority 
specified in law that is not more than the 
amount stipulated as the financial participation 
of the Secretary in the eligible project. When a 
letter is issued for an eligible project under this 
subsection, the amount shall be sufficient to 
complete at least an operable segment. 

(ii) TREATMENT.—The issuance of a letter 
under clause (i) is deemed not to be an obliga- 
tion under section 1108(c), 1501, or 1502(a) of 
title 31, United States Code, or an administra- 
tive commitment. 

(B) FULL FUNDING GRANT AGREEMENTS.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in clause 
(v), an eligible project shall be carried out under 
this subsection through a full funding grant 
agreement. 

(ii) CRITERIA.—The Secretary shall enter into 
a full funding grant agreement, based the re- 
quirements of this subparagraph, with each ap- 
plicant receiving assistance for an eligible 
project that has received a written notice of ap- 
proval under paragraph (5)(A)(i). 

(iii) TERMS.—A full funding grant agreement 
shall— 

(I) establish the terms of participation by the 
Federal Government in the eligible project; 

(II) establish the maximum amount of Federal 
financial assistance for the eligible project; 

(III) include the period of time for completing 
construction of the eligible project, consistent 
with the terms of the public-private partnership 
agreement, even if that period extends beyond 
the period of an authorization; and 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


(IV) make timely and efficient management of 
the eligible project easier according to the law of 
the United States. 

(iv) SPECIAL FINANCIAL RULES.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—A full funding grant agree- 
ment under this subparagraph obligates an 
amount of available budget authority specified 
in law and may include a commitment, contin- 
gent on amounts to be specified in law in ad- 
vance for commitments under this subpara- 
graph, to obligate an additional amount from 
future available budget authority specified in 
law. 

(II) STATEMENT OF CONTINGENT COMMIT- 
MENT.—A full funding grant agreement shall 
state that the contingent commitment is not an 
obligation of the Federal Government. 

(III) INTEREST AND OTHER FINANCING COSTS.— 
Interest and other financing costs of efficiently 
carrying out a part of the eligible project within 
a reasonable time are a cost of carrying out the 
eligible project under a full funding grant agree- 
ment, except that eligible costs may not be more 
than the cost of the most favorable financing 
terms reasonably available for the eligible 
project at the time of borrowing. The applicant 
shall certify, in a way satisfactory to the Sec- 
retary, that the applicant has shown reasonable 
diligence in seeking the most favorable financ- 
ing terms. 

(IV) COMPLETION OF OPERABLE SEGMENT.— 
The amount stipulated in an agreement under 
this subparagraph for a new fixed guideway 
capital project, core capacity improvement 
project, or small start project shall be sufficient 
to complete at least an operable segment. 

(v) EXCEPTION.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, to the max- 
imum extent practicable, shall provide Federal 
assistance under this subsection for a small start 
project in a single grant. If the Secretary cannot 
provide such a single grant, the Secretary may 
execute an expedited grant agreement in order 
to include a commitment on the part of the Sec- 
retary to provide funding for the project in fu- 
ture fiscal years. 

(II) TERMS OF EXPEDITED GRANT AGREE- 
MENTS.—In executing an expedited grant agree- 
ment under this clause, the Secretary may in- 
clude in the agreement terms similar to those es- 
tablished under clause (iii). 

(C) LIMITATION ON AMOUNTS.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may enter into 
full funding grant agreements under this para- 
graph for eligible projects that contain contin- 
gent commitments to incur obligations in such 
amounts as the Secretary determines are appro- 
priate. 

(ii) APPROPRIATION REQUIRED.—An obligation 
may be made under this paragraph only when 
amounts are appropriated for obligation. 

(D) NOTIFICATION TO CONGRESS.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days before 
the date on which the Secretary issues a letter 
of intent or enters into a full funding grant 
agreement for an eligible project under this 
paragraph, the Secretary shall notify, in writ- 
ing, the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs and the Committee on Appropria- 
tions of the Senate and the Committee on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure and the Committee 
on Appropriations of the House of Representa- 
tives of the proposed letter of intent or full 
funding grant agreement. 

(ii) CONTENTS.—The written notification 
under clause (i) shall include a copy of the pro- 
posed letter of intent or full funding grant 
agreement for the eligible project. 

(9) GOVERNMENT SHARE OF NET CAPITAL 
PROJECT COST.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—A grant for an eligible 
project shall not exceed 25 percent of the net 
capital project cost. 

(B) REMAINDER OF NET CAPITAL PROJECT 
cosT.—The remainder of the net capital project 
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cost shall be provided from an undistributed 
cash surplus, a replacement or depreciation cash 
fund or reserve, or new capital. 

(C) LIMITATION ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC- 
TION.—Nothing in this subsection shall be con- 
strued as authorizing the Secretary to require a 
non-Federal financial commitment for a project 
that is more than 75 percent of the net capital 
project cost. 

(D) SPECIAL RULE FOR ROLLING STOCK 
cosTs.—In addition to amounts allowed pursu- 
ant to subparagraph (A), a planned extension to 
a fixed guideway system may include the cost of 
rolling stock previously purchased if the appli- 
cant satisfies the Secretary that only amounts 
other than amounts provided by the Federal 
Government were used and that the purchase 
was made for use on the extension. A refund or 
reduction of the remainder may be made only if 
a refund of a proportional amount of the grant 
of the Federal Government is made at the same 
time. 

(E) FAILURE TO CARRY OUT PROJECT.—If an 
applicant does not carry out an eligible project 
for reasons within the control of the applicant, 
the applicant shall repay all Federal funds 
awarded for the eligible project from all Federal 
funding sources, for all eligible project activi- 
ties, facilities, and equipment, plus reasonable 
interest and penalty charges allowable by law. 

(F) CREDITING OF FUNDS RECEIVED.—Any 
funds received by the Federal Government 
under this paragraph, other than interest and 
penalty charges, shall be credited to the appro- 
priation account from which the funds were 
originally derived. 

(10) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—An amount made available 
for an eligible project shall remain available to 
that eligible project for 5 fiscal years, including 
the fiscal year in which the amount is made 
available. Any amounts that are unobligated to 
the eligible project at the end of the 5-fiscal-year 
period may be used by the Secretary for any 
purpose under this subsection. 

(B) USE OF DEOBLIGATED AMOUNTS.—An 
amount available under this subsection that is 
deobligated may be used for any purpose under 
this subsection. 

(11) ANNUAL REPORT ON EXPEDITED PROJECT 
DELIVERY FOR CAPITAL INVESTMENT GRANTS.— 
Not later than the first Monday in February of 
each year, the Secretary shall submit to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af- 
fairs and the Committee on Appropriations of 
the Senate and the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure and the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Representatives 
a report that includes a proposed amount to be 
available to finance grants for anticipated 
projects under this subsection. 

(12) BEFORE AND AFTER STUDY AND REPORT.— 

(A) STUDY REQUIRED.—Each recipient shall 
conduct a study that— 

(i) describes and analyzes the impacts of the 
eligible project on public transportation services 
and public transportation ridership; 

(ii) describes and analyzes the consistency of 
predicted and actual benefits and costs of the 
innovative project development and delivery 
methods or innovative financing for the eligible 
project; and 

(iii) identifies reasons for any differences be- 
tween predicted and actual outcomes for the eli- 
gible project. 

(B) SUBMISSION OF REPORT.—Not later than 2 
years after an eligible project that is selected 
under this subsection begins revenue operations, 
the recipient shall submit to the Secretary a re- 
port on the results of the study conducted under 
subparagraph (A). 

(13) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
subsection shall be construed to— 

(A) require the privatization of the operation 
or maintenance of any project for which an ap- 
plicant seeks funding under this subsection; 
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(B) revise the determinations by local policies, 
criteria, and decisionmaking under section 
5306(a) of title 49, United States Code; 

(C) alter the requirements for locally devel- 
oped, coordinated, and implemented transpor- 
tation plans under sections 5303 and 5304 of title 
49, United States Code; or 

(D) alter the eligibilities or priorities for assist- 
ance under this subsection or section 5309 of 
title 49, United States Code. 

SEC. 21007. MOBILITY OF SENIORS AND INDIVID- 
UALS WITH DISABILITIES. 

(a) COORDINATION OF PUBLIC TRANSPOR- 
TATION SERVICES WITH OTHER FEDERALLY AS- 
SISTED LOCAL TRANSPORTATION SERVICES.— 

(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection— 

(A) the term “allocated cost model” means a 
method of determining the cost of trips by allo- 
cating the cost to each trip purpose served by a 
transportation provider in a manner that is pro- 
portional to the level of transportation service 
that the transportation provider delivers for 
each trip purpose, to the extent permitted by ap- 
plicable Federal requirements; and 

(B) the term “Council” means the Interagency 
Transportation Coordinating Council on Access 
and Mobility established under Executive Order 
13330 (49 U.S.C. 101 note). 

(2) COORDINATING COUNCIL ON ACCESS AND MO- 
BILITY STRATEGIC PLAN.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Council shall publish a strategic plan for the 
Council that— 

(A) outlines the role and responsibilities of 
each Federal agency with respect to local trans- 
portation coordination, including non-emer- 
gency medical transportation; 

(B) identifies a strategy to strengthen inter- 
agency collaboration; 

(C) addresses any outstanding recommenda- 
tions made by the Council in the 2005 Report to 
the President relating to the implementation of 
Executive Order 13330, including— 

(i) a cost-sharing policy endorsed by the 
Council; and 

(ii) recommendations to increase participation 
by recipients of Federal grants in locally devel- 
oped, coordinated planning processes; and 

(D) to the extent feasible, addresses rec- 
ommendations by the Comptroller General of the 
United States concerning local coordination of 
transportation services. 

(3) DEVELOPMENT OF COST-SHARING POLICY IN 
COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE FEDERAL RE- 
QUIREMENTS.—In establishing the cost-sharing 
policy required under paragraph (2), the Coun- 
cil may consider, to the extent practicable— 

(A) the development of recommended strate- 
gies for grantees of programs funded by members 
of the Council, including strategies for grantees 
of programs that fund non-emergency medical 
transportation, to use the cost-sharing policy in 
a manner that does not violate applicable Fed- 
eral requirements; and 

(B) optional incorporation of an allocated cost 
model to facilitate local coordination efforts 
that comply with applicable requirements of 
programs funded by members of the Council, 
such as— 

(i) eligibility requirements; 

(ii) service delivery requirements; and 

(iii) reimbursement requirements. 

(b) PILOT PROGRAM FOR INNOVATIVE COORDI- 
NATED ACCESS AND MOBILITY.— 

(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection— 

(A) the term “eligible project” has the mean- 
ing given the term ‘‘capital project” in section 
5302 of title 49, United States Code; and 

(B) the term “‘eligible recipient” means a re- 
cipient or subrecipient, as those terms are de- 
fined in section 5310 of title 49, United States 
Code. 

(2) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—The Secretary may 
make grants under this subsection to eligible re- 
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cipients to assist in financing innovative 
projects for the transportation disadvantaged 
that improve the coordination of transportation 
services and non-emergency medical transpor- 
tation services, including— 

(A) the deployment of coordination tech- 
nology; 

(B) projects that create or increase access to 
community One-Call/One-Click Centers; and 

(C) such other projects as determined by the 
Secretary. 

(3) APPLICATION.—An eligible recipient shall 
submit to the Secretary an application that, at 
aminimum, contains— 

(A) a detailed description of the eligible 
project; 

(B) an identification of all eligible project 
partners and their specific role in the eligible 
project, including— 

(i) private entities engaged in the coordination 
of non-emergency medical transportation serv- 
ices for the transportation disadvantaged; or 

(ii) nonprofit entities engaged in the coordina- 
tion of non-emergency medical transportation 
services for the transportation disadvantaged; 

(C) a description of how the eligible project 
would— 

(i) improve local coordination or access to co- 
ordinated transportation services; 

(ii) reduce duplication of service, if applicable; 
and 

(iii) provide innovative solutions in the State 
or community; and 

(D) specific performance measures the eligible 
project will use to quantify actual outcomes 
against expected outcomes. 

(4) GOVERNMENT SHARE OF COSTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Government share of 
the cost of an eligible project carried out under 
this subsection shall not exceed 80 percent. 

(B) NON-GOVERNMENT SHARE.—The non-Gov- 
ernment share of the cost of an eligible project 
carried out under this subsection may be derived 
from in-kind contributions. 

(5) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—For purposes of 
this subsection, non-emergency medical trans- 
portation services shall be limited to services eli- 
gible under Federal programs other than pro- 
grams authorized under chapter 53 of title 49, 
United States Code. 

(c) TECHNICAL CORRECTION.—Section 5310(a) 
of title 49, United States Code, is amended by 
striking paragraph (1) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(1) RECIPIENT.—The term ‘recipient’ means— 

(A) a designated recipient or a State that re- 
ceives a grant under this section directly; or 

“(B) a State or local governmental entity that 
operates a public transportation service.’’. 

SEC. 21008. FORMULA GRANTS FOR RURAL AREAS. 

Section 5311 of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)(1), as amended by divi- 
sion G, by striking subparagraphs (A) and (B) 
and inserting the following: 

“(A) $5,000,000 for each fiscal year shall be 
distributed on a competitive basis by the Sec- 
retary. 

“(B) $30,000,000 for each fiscal year shall be 
apportioned as formula grants, as provided in 
subsection (j).’’; and 

(2) in subsection (j)(1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A)(iii), by striking ‘‘(as 
defined by the Bureau of the Census)’’ and in- 
serting ‘(American Indian Areas, Alaska Native 
Areas, and Hawaiian Home Lands, as defined 
by the Bureau of the Census)’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(E) ALLOCATION BETWEEN MULTIPLE INDIAN 
TRIBES.—If more than 1 Indian tribe provides 
public transportation service on tribal lands in 
a single Tribal Statistical Area, and the Indian 
tribes do not determine how to allocate the 
funds apportioned under clause (iii) of subpara- 
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graph (A) between the Indian tribes, the Sec- 
retary shall allocate the funds such that each 
Indian tribe shall receive an amount equal to 
the total amount apportioned under such clause 
(iii) multiplied by the ratio of the number of an- 
nual unlinked passenger trips provided by each 
Indian tribe, as reported to the National Transit 
Database, to the total unlinked passenger trips 
provided by all the Indian tribes in the Tribal 
Statistical Area.’’. 
SEC. 21009. RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, DEM- 
ONSTRATION, AND DEPLOYMENT 
PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5312 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in the section heading, by 
“projects” and inserting “program”; 

(2) in subsection (a), in the subsection head- 
ing, by striking ‘‘PROJECTS’’ and inserting 
“PROGRAM”; 

(3) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A), 
by inserting ‘‘demonstration, deployment, or 
evaluation” before ‘‘project that’’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (A), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(iii) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; or”; and 

(iv) by adding at the end the following: 

“(C) the deployment of low or no emission ve- 
hicles, zero emission vehicles, or associated ad- 
vanced technology.’’; and 

(B) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting 
the following: 

“(5) PROHIBITION.—The Secretary may not 
make grants under this subsection for the dem- 
onstration, deployment, or evaluation of a vehi- 
cle that is in revenue service unless the Sec- 
retary determines that the project makes signifi- 
cant technological advancements in the vehicle. 

““(6) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection— 

“(A) the term ‘direct carbon emissions’ means 
the quantity of direct greenhouse gas emissions 
from a vehicle, as determined by the Adminis- 
trator of the Environmental Protection Agency; 

“(B) the term ‘low or no emission vehicle’ 
means— 

“(i) a passenger vehicle used to provide public 
transportation that the Secretary determines 
sufficiently reduces energy consumption or 
harmful emissions, including direct carbon emis- 
sions, when compared to a comparable standard 
vehicle; or 

“(ii) a zero emission vehicle used to provide 
public transportation; and 

“(C) the term ‘zero emission vehicle’ means a 
low or no emission vehicle that produces no car- 
bon or particulate matter.’’; 

(4) by redesignating subsections (e) and (f) as 
subsections (f) and (g), respectively; 

(5) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(e) LOW OR NO EMISSION VEHICLE COMPO- 
NENT ASSESSMENT.— 

“(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection— 

“(A) the term ‘covered institution of higher 
education’ means an institution of higher edu- 
cation with which the Secretary enters into a 
contract or cooperative agreement, or to which 
the Secretary makes a grant, under paragraph 
(2)(B) to operate a facility designated under 
paragraph (2)(A); 

“(B) the terms ‘direct carbon emissions’ and 
‘low or no emission vehicle’ have the meanings 
given those terms in subsection (d)(6); 

“(C) the term ‘institution of higher education’ 
has the meaning given the term in section 102 of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1002); and 

“(D) the term ‘low or no emission vehicle com- 
ponent’ means an item that is separately in- 
stalled in and removable from a low or no emis- 
sion vehicle. 
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‘“(2) ASSESSING LOW OR NO EMISSION VEHICLE 
COMPONENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall des- 
ignate not more than 2 facilities to conduct test- 
ing, evaluation, and analysis of low or no emis- 
sion vehicle components intended for use in low 
or no emission vehicles. 

“(B) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall enter 
into a contract or cooperative agreement with, 
or make a grant to, not more than 2 institutions 
of higher education to each operate and main- 
tain a facility designated under subparagraph 
(A). 

“(Gi) REQUIREMENTS.—An institution of higher 
education described in clause (i) shall have— 

“(I) previous experience with transportation- 
related advanced component and vehicle eval- 
uation; 

“(II) laboratories capable of testing and eval- 
uation; 

“(IIT) direct access to or a partnership with a 
testing facility capable of emulating real-world 
circumstances in order to test low or no emission 
vehicle components installed on the intended ve- 
hicle; 

“(IV) extensive knowledge of public-private 
partnerships in the transportation sector, with 
emphasis on development and evaluation of ma- 
terials, products, and components; 

“(V) the ability to reduce costs to partners by 
leveraging existing programs to provide com- 
plementary research, development, testing, and 
evaluation; and 

“(VI) the means to conduct performance as- 
sessments on low or no emission vehicle compo- 
nents based on industry standards. 

“(C) FEES.—A covered institution of higher 
education shall establish and collect fees, which 
shall be approved by the Secretary, for the as- 
sessment of low or no emission components at 
the applicable facility designated under sub- 
paragraph (A). 

“(D) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS TO PAY FOR 
ASSESSMENT.—The Secretary shall enter into a 
contract or cooperative agreement with, or make 
a grant to, each covered institution of higher 
education under which— 

“(i) the Secretary shall pay 50 percent of the 
cost of assessing a low or no emission vehicle 
component at the applicable facility designated 
under subparagraph (A) from amounts made 
available to carry out this section; and 

“(ii) the remaining 50 percent of such cost 
shall be paid from amounts recovered through 
the fees established and collected pursuant to 
subparagraph (C). 

“(E) VOLUNTARY TESTING.—A manufacturer of 
a low or no emission vehicle component is not 
required to assess the low or no emission vehicle 
component at a facility designated under sub- 
paragraph (A). 

“(F) COMPLIANCE WITH SECTION 5318.—Not- 
withstanding whether a low or no emission vehi- 
cle component is assessed at a facility des- 
ignated under subparagraph (A), each new bus 
model shall comply with the requirements under 
section 5318. 

“(G) SEPARATE FACILITY.—Each facility des- 
ignated under subparagraph (A) shall be sepa- 
rate and distinct from the facility operated and 
maintained under section 5318. 

“(3) LOW OR NO EMISSION VEHICLE COMPONENT 
PERFORMANCE REPORTS.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of the Federal Pub- 
lic Transportation Act of 2015, and annually 
thereafter, the Secretary shall issue a report on 
low or no emission vehicle component assess- 
ments conducted at each facility designated 
under paragraph (2)(A), which shall include in- 
formation related to the maintainability, reli- 
ability, performance, structural integrity, effi- 
ciency, and noise of those low or no emission ve- 
hicle components. 
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“(4) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY OF ASSESSMENTS.— 
Each assessment conducted at a facility des- 
ignated under paragraph (2)(A) shall be made 
publically available, including to affected in- 
dustries. 

“(5) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
subsection shall be construed to require— 

(A) a low or no emission vehicle component 
to be tested at a facility designated under para- 
graph (2)(A); or 

“(B) the development or disclosure of a pri- 
vately funded component assessment.’’; 

(6) in subsection (f), as so redesignated— 

(A) in paragraph (2), by striking “and” at the 
end; 

(B) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (4); 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(3) a list of any projects that returned nega- 
tive results in the preceding fiscal year and an 
analysis of such results; and’’; and 

(D) in paragraph (4), as so redesignated, by 
inserting before the period at the end the fol- 
lowing: ‘based on projects in the pipeline, ongo- 
ing projects, and anticipated research efforts 
necessary to advance certain projects to a subse- 
quent research phase’’; and 

(7) by adding at the end the following: 

“(h) COOPERATIVE RESEARCH PROGRAM.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish— 

(A) a public transportation cooperative re- 
search program under this subsection; and 

“(B) an independent governing board for the 
program, which shall recommend public trans- 
portation research, development, and tech- 
nology transfer activities the Secretary considers 
appropriate. 

“(2) FEDERAL ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary 
may make grants to, and cooperative agreements 
with, the National Academy of Sciences to carry 
out activities under this subsection that the Sec- 
retary determines appropriate. 

“(3) GOVERNMENT SHARE.—If there would be a 
clear and direct financial benefit to an entity 
under a grant or contract financed under this 
section, the Secretary shall establish a Govern- 
ment share consistent with that benefit.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.— 

(1) TITLE 49.—Chapter 53 of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by striking section 5313. 

(2) TABLE OF SECTIONS AMENDMENT.—The 
table of sections for chapter 53 of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by striking the items re- 
lating to sections 5312 and 5313 and inserting 
the following: 

“5312. Research, development, demonstration, 
and deployment program. 

“15313. Repealed.]’’. 

SEC. 21010. PRIVATE SECTOR PARTICIPATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5315 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(d) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
section shall be construed to alter— 

“(1) the eligibilities, requirements, or priority 
for assistance provided under this chapter; or 

“(2) the requirements of section 5306(a).’’. 

(b) MAP-21 TECHNICAL CORRECTION.—Section 
20013(d) of the Moving Ahead for Progress in 
the 21st Century Act (Public Law 112-141; 126 
Stat. 694) is amended by striking ‘‘5307(c)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘5307(b)’’. 

SEC. 21011. INNOVATIVE PROCUREMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 53 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 5315 the following: 


“§ 5316. Innovative procurement 


“(a) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘grantee’ means a recipient or subrecipient of 
assistance under this chapter. 
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“(b) COOPERATIVE PROCUREMENT .— 

““(1) DEFINITIONS; GENERAL RULES.— 

“(A) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection— 

“(i) the term ‘cooperative procurement con- 
tract’ means a contract— 

“(I) entered into between a State government 
or eligible nonprofit and 1 or more vendors; and 

“(II) under which the vendors agree to pro- 
vide an option to purchase rolling stock and re- 
lated equipment to multiple participants; 

“(ii) the term ‘eligible nonprofit entity’ 
means— 

“(I) a nonprofit entity that is not a grantee; 
or 

“(II) a consortium of entities described in sub- 
clause (I); 

“(iti) the terms ‘lead nonprofit entity’ and 
‘lead procurement agency’ mean an eligible non- 
profit entity or a State government, respectively, 
that acts in an administrative capacity on be- 
half of each participant in a cooperative pro- 
curement contract; 

““(iv) the term ‘participant’ means a grantee 
that participates in a cooperative procurement 
contract; and 

““(v) the term ‘participate’ means to purchase 
rolling stock and related equipment under a co- 
operative procurement contract using assistance 
provided under this chapter. 

“(B) GENERAL RULES.— 

“(i) PROCUREMENT NOT LIMITED TO INTRA- 
STATE PARTICIPANTS.—A grantee may partici- 
pate in a cooperative procurement contract 
without regard to whether the grantee is located 
in the same State as the parties to the contract. 

“(ii) VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION.—Participa- 
tion by grantees in a cooperative procurement 
contract shall be voluntary. 

“(ii) CONTRACT TERMS.—The lead procure- 
ment agency or lead nonprofit entity for a coop- 
erative procurement contract shall develop the 
terms of the contract. 

“(iv) DURATION.—A cooperative procurement 
contract— 

“(I) subject to subclauses (II) and (III), may 
be for an initial term of not more than 2 years; 

“(II) may include not more than 3 optional 
extensions for terms of not more than 1 year 
each; and 

“(IIT) may be in effect for a total period of not 
more than 5 years, including each extension au- 
thorized under subclause (II). 

“(v) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—A lead pro- 
curement agency or lead nonprofit entity, as ap- 
plicable, that enters into a cooperative procure- 
ment contract— 

“(I) may charge the participants in the con- 
tract for the cost of administering, planning, 
and providing technical assistance for the con- 
tract in an amount that is not more than 1 per- 
cent of the total value of the contract; and 

“(II) with respect to the cost described in sub- 
clause (I), may incorporate the cost into the 
price of the contract or directly charge the par- 
ticipants for the cost, but not both. 

“(2) STATE COOPERATIVE PROCUREMENT 
SCHEDULES.— 

“(A) AUTHORITY.—A State government may 
enter into a cooperative procurement contract 
with 1 or more vendors if— 

“(i) the vendors agree to provide an option to 
purchase rolling stock and related equipment to 
the State government and any other participant; 
and 

“(ii) the State government acts throughout the 
term of the contract as the lead procurement 
agency. 

“(B) APPLICABILITY OF POLICIES AND PROCE- 
DURES.—In procuring rolling stock and related 
equipment under a cooperative procurement 
contract under this subsection, a State govern- 
ment shall comply with the policies and proce- 
dures that apply to procurement by the State 
government when using non-Federal funds, to 
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the extent that the policies and procedures are 
in conformance with applicable Federal law. 

““(3) PILOT PROGRAM FOR NONPROFIT COOPERA- 
TIVE PROCUREMENTS.— 

“(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish and carry out a pilot program to dem- 
onstrate the effectiveness of cooperative pro- 
curement contracts administered by nonprofit 
entities. 

“(B) DESIGNATION.—In carrying out the pro- 
gram under this paragraph, the Secretary shall 
designate not less than 1 eligible nonprofit enti- 
ty to enter into a cooperative procurement con- 
tract under which the nonprofit entity acts 
throughout the term of the contract as the lead 
nonprofit entity. 

“(C) NUMBER OF ENTITIES.—The Secretary 
may designate not more than 3 geographically 
diverse eligible nonprofit entities under subpara- 
graph (B). 

“(D) NOTICE OF INTENT TO PARTICIPATE.—At a 
time determined appropriate by the lead non- 
profit entity, each participant in a cooperative 
procurement contract under this paragraph 
shall submit to the lead nonprofit entity a non- 
binding notice of intent to participate. 

“(c) LEASING ARRANGEMENTS.— 

“(1) CAPITAL LEASE DEFINED.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In this subsection, the term 
‘capital lease’ means any agreement under 
which a grantee acquires the right to use rolling 
stock or related equipment for a specified period 
of time, in exchange for a periodic payment. 

“(B) MAINTENANCE.—A capital lease may re- 
quire that the lessor provide maintenance of the 
rolling stock or related equipment covered by the 
lease. 

“(2) PROGRAM TO SUPPORT INNOVATIVE LEAS- 
ING ARRANGEMENTS.— 

“(A) AUTHORITY.—A grantee may use assist- 
ance provided under this chapter to enter into a 
capital lease if— 

“(i) the rolling stock or related equipment cov- 
ered under the lease is eligible for capital assist- 
ance under this chapter; and 

“(ii) there is or will be no Federal interest in 
the rolling stock or related equipment covered 
under the lease as of the date on which the 
lease takes effect. 

“(B) GRANTEE REQUIREMENTS.—A_ grantee 
that enters into a capital lease shall— 

“() maintain an inventory of the rolling stock 
or related equipment acquired under the lease; 
and 

“(ii) maintain on the accounting records of 
the grantee the liability of the grantee under the 
lease. 

“(C) ELIGIBLE LEASE COSTS.—The costs for 
which a grantee may use assistance under this 
chapter, with respect to a capital lease, in- 
clude— 

“(i) the cost of the rolling stock or related 
equipment; 

“(ii) associated financing costs, including in- 
terest, legal fees, and financial advisor fees; 

“(it) ancillary costs such as delivery and in- 
stallation charges; and 

“(iv) maintenance costs. 

“(D) TERMS.—A grantee shall negotiate the 
terms of any lease agreement that the grantee 
enters into. 

“(E) APPLICABILITY OF PROCUREMENT RE- 
QUIREMENTS.— 

“(i) LEASE REQUIREMENTS.—Part 639 of title 
49, Code of Federal Regulations, or any suc- 
cessor regulation, and implementing guidance 
applicable to leasing shall not apply to a capital 
lease. 

“(ii) BUY AMERICA.—The requirements under 
section 5323(j) shall apply to a capital lease. 

“(3) INCENTIVE PROGRAM FOR CAPITAL LEASING 
OF ROLLING STOCK.— 

“(A) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary shall carry 
out an incentive program for capital leasing of 
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rolling stock (referred to in this paragraph as 
the ‘program’). 

‘“(B) SELECTION OF PARTICIPANTS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall select 
not less than 6 grantees to participate in the 
program, which shall be— 

“(D) geographically diverse; and 

“(II) evenly distributed among grantees in ac- 
cordance with clause (ii). 

“(ii) POPULATION SIZE.—In selecting an even 
distribution of grantees under clause (i)(ID), the 
Secretary shall select not less than— 

“(D) 2 grantees that serve rural areas; 

(II) 2 grantees that serve urbanized areas 
with a population of fewer than 200,000 individ- 
uals, as determined by the Bureau of the Cen- 
sus; and 

“(III) 2 grantees that serve urbanized areas 
with a population of 200,000 or more individ- 
uals, as determined by the Bureau of the Cen- 
Sus. 

“(iit) WAIVER.—The Secretary may waive a re- 
quirement under clause (ii) if an insufficient 
number of eligible grantees of a particular popu- 
lation size apply to participate in the program. 

“(C) PARTICIPANT REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—A grantee that participates 
in the program shall— 

(I) enter into a capital lease for a period of 
not less than 5 years; and 

“(II) replace not less than 1⁄4 of the grantee’s 
fleet through the capital lease. 

“(it) VEHICLE REQUIREMENTS.—The_ vehicles 
replaced under clause (i)(II), with respect to the 
fleet as constituted on the day before the date 
on which the capital lease is entered into, 
shall— 

“(I) be the oldest vehicles in the fleet; or 

“(II) produce the highest quantity of direct 
greenhouse gas emissions relative to the other 
vehicles in the fleet, as determined by the Ad- 
ministrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

(iti) WAIVER OF FEDERAL INTEREST REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—If a grantee participating in the pro- 
gram seeks to replace vehicles that have a re- 
maining Federal interest, the Secretary shall— 

“(I) evaluate the economic and environmental 
benefits of waiving the Federal interest, as dem- 
onstrated by the grantee; 

“(II) if the grantee demonstrates a net eco- 
nomic or environmental benefit, grant an early 
disposition of the vehicles; and 

“(IIT) publish each evaluation and final de- 
termination of the Secretary under this clause 
in a conspicuous location on the website of the 
Federal Transit Administration. 

“(D) PARTICIPANT BENEFIT.—During the pe- 
riod during which a capital lease described in 
subparagraph (C)(i)(1), entered into by a grant- 
ee participating in the program, is in effect, the 
limit on the Government share of operating ex- 
penses under subsection (d)(2) of section 5307, 
subsection (d)(2) of section 5310, or subsection 
(g)(2) of section 5311 shall not apply with re- 
spect to any grant awarded to the grantee under 
the applicable section. 

“(E) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—Not later 
than 3 years after the date on which a grantee 
enters into a capital lease under the program, 
the grantee shall submit to the Secretary a re- 
port that contains— 

“(i) an evaluation of the overall costs and 
benefits of leasing rolling stock; 

“(ii) a cost comparison of leasing versus buy- 
ing rolling stock; 

“(iii) a comparison of the expected short-term 
and long-term maintenance costs of leasing 
versus buying rolling stock; and 

‘“(iv) a projected budget showing the changes 
in overall operating and capital expenses due to 
the capital lease that the grantee entered into 
under the program. 

““(4) INCENTIVE PROGRAM FOR CAPITAL LEASING 
OF CERTAIN ZERO EMISSION VEHICLE COMPO- 
NENTS.— 
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“(A) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph— 

“(i) the term ‘removable power source’— 

“(T) means a power source that is separately 
installed in, and removable from, a zero emission 
vehicle; and 

“(II) may include a battery, a fuel cell, an 
ultra-capacitor, or other advanced power source 
used in a zero emission vehicle; and 

“(ii) the term ‘zero emission vehicle’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 5339(c). 

“(B) LEASED POWER SOURCES.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, for pur- 
poses of this subsection, the cost of a removable 
power source that is necessary for the operation 
of a zero emission vehicle shall not be treated as 
part of the cost of the vehicle if the removable 
power source is acquired using a capital lease. 

“(C) ELIGIBLE CAPITAL LEASE.—A grantee may 
acquire a removable power source by itself 
through a capital lease.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.— 

(1) TABLE OF SECTIONS.—The table of sections 
for chapter 53 of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting after the item relating to 
section 5315 the following: 

“5316. Innovative procurement.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
5325(e)(2) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting after ‘‘this subsection” 
the following: ‘‘, section 5316,’’. 

SEC. 21012. HUMAN RESOURCES AND TRAINING. 

Section 5322 of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), in the paragraph head- 
ing, by striking ‘‘PROGRAM ESTABLISHED” and 
inserting ‘‘IN GENERAL’’; 

(B) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para- 
graph (3); 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(2) PROGRAMS.—A program eligible for assist- 
ance under subsection (a) shall— 

“(A) provide skills training, on-the-job train- 
ing, and work-based learning; 

“(B) offer career pathways that support the 
movement from initial or short-term employment 
opportunities to sustainable careers; 

“(C) address current or projected workforce 
shortages; 

“(D) replicate successful workforce develop- 
ment models; or 

“(E) respond to such other workforce needs as 
the Secretary determines appropriate.’’; 

(D) in paragraph (3), as so redesignated— 

(i) in subparagraph (G), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(ii) in subparagraph (H), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(I) give priority to minorities, women, indi- 
viduals with disabilities, veterans, low-income 
populations, and other underserved popu- 
lations.’’; and 

(E) by adding at the end the following: 

“(4) COORDINATION.—A recipient of assistance 
under this subsection shall— 

“(A) identify the workforce needs and com- 
mensurate training needs at the local level in 
coordination with entities such as local employ- 
ers, local public transportation operators, labor 
union organizations, workforce development 
boards, State workforce agencies, State appren- 
ticeship agencies (where applicable), university 
transportation centers, community colleges, and 
community-based organizations representing mi- 
norities, women, disabled individuals, veterans, 
and low-income populations; and 

“(B) to the extent practicable, conduct local 
training programs in coordination with existing 
local training programs supported by the Sec- 
retary, the Department of Labor (including reg- 
istered apprenticeship programs), and the De- 
partment of Education. 
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“(5) PROGRAM OUTCOMES.—A recipient of as- 
sistance under this subsection shall demonstrate 
outcomes for any program that includes skills 
training, on-the-job training, and work-based 
learning, including— 

“(A) the impact on reducing public transpor- 
tation workforce shortages in the area served; 

“(B) the diversity of training participants; 

“(C) the number of participants obtaining cer- 
tifications or credentials required for specific 
types of employment; 

“(D) employment outcomes, including job 
placement, job retention, and wages, using per- 
formance metrics established in consultation 
with the Secretary and the Secretary of Labor 
and consistent with metrics used by programs 
under the Workforce Innovation and Oppor- 
tunity Act (29 U.S.C. 3101 et seq.); and 

“(E) to the extent practical, evidence that the 
program did not preclude workers who are par- 
ticipating in skills training, on-the-job training, 
and work-based learning from being referred to, 
or hired on, projects funded under this chapter 
without regard to the length of time of their 
participation in the program.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking paragraph (4) 
and inserting the following: 

“(4) USE FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The 
Secretary may use not more than 1 percent of 
the amounts made available to carry out this 
section to provide technical assistance for activi- 
ties and programs developed, conducted, and 
overseen under this subsection. 

“(5) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not more than 0.5 percent 
of the amounts made available to a recipient 
under sections 5307, 5337, and 5339 is available 
for expenditure by the recipient, with the ap- 
proval of the Secretary, to pay not more than 80 
percent of the cost of eligible activities under 
this subsection. 

“(B) EXISTING PROGRAMS.—A recipient may 
use amounts made available under paragraph 
(A) to carry out existing local education and 
training programs for public transportation em- 
ployees supported by the Secretary, the Depart- 
ment of Labor, or the Department of Edu- 
cation.’’. 

SEC. 21013. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

Section 5323 of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (j)— 

(A) in paragraph (2), by striking subpara- 
graph (C) and inserting the following: 

“(C) when procuring rolling stock (including 
train control, communication, and traction 
power equipment, and rolling stock prototypes) 
under this chapter— 

“(i) the cost of components and subcompo- 
nents produced in the United States— 

“(I) for fiscal years 2016 and 2017, is more 
than 60 percent of the cost of all components of 
the rolling stock; 

“(II) for fiscal years 2018 and 2019, is more 
than 65 percent of the cost of all components of 
the rolling stock; and 

“(IIT) for fiscal year 2020 and each fiscal year 
thereafter, is more than 70 percent of the cost of 
all components of the rolling stock; and 

“(ii) final assembly of the rolling stock has oc- 
curred in the United States; or’’; 

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (5) through 
(9) as paragraphs (7) through (11), respectively; 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(5) ROLLING STOCK FRAMES OR CAR SHELLS.— 
In carrying out paragraph (2)(C) in the case of 
a rolling stock procurement receiving assistance 
under this chapter in which the average cost of 
a rolling stock vehicle in the procurement is 
more than $300,000, if rolling stock frames or car 
shells are not produced in the United States, the 
Secretary shall include in the calculation of the 
domestic content of the rolling stock the cost of 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


steel or iron used in the rolling stock frames or 
car shells if— 

(A) all manufacturing processes for the steel 
or iron occur in the United States; and 

“(B) the amount of steel or iron used in the 
rolling stock frames or car shells is significant. 

(6) CERTIFICATION OF DOMESTIC SUPPLY AND 
DISCLOSURE.— 

“(A) CERTIFICATION OF DOMESTIC SUPPLY.—If 
the Secretary denies an application for a waiver 
under paragraph (2), the Secretary shall provide 
to the applicant a written certification that— 

“(i) the steel, iron, or manufactured goods, as 
applicable, (referred to in this subparagraph as 
the ‘item’) is produced in the United States in a 
sufficient and reasonably available amount; 

“(ii) the item produced in the United States is 
of a satisfactory quality; and 

“(iii) includes a list of known manufacturers 
in the United States from which the item can be 
obtained. 

“(B) DISCLOSURE.—The Secretary shall dis- 
close the waiver denial and the written certifi- 
cation to the public in an easily identifiable lo- 
cation on the website of the Department of 
Transportation.’’; 

(D) in paragraph (8), as so redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘Federal Public Transportation Act of 
2012” and inserting ‘‘Federal Public Transpor- 
tation Act of 2015”; and 

(E) by inserting after paragraph (11), as so re- 
designated, the following: 

“(12) PRODUCTION IN UNITED STATES.—For 
purposes of this subsection, steel and iron may 
be considered produced in the United States if 
all the manufacturing processes, except met- 
allurgical processes involving refinement of steel 
additives, took place in the United States. 

*(13) DEFINITION OF SMALL PURCHASE.—For 
purposes of determining whether a purchase 
qualifies for a general public interest waiver 
under paragraph (2)(A) of this subsection, in- 
cluding under any regulation promulgated 
under that paragraph, the term ‘small purchase’ 
means a purchase of not more than $150,000.’’; 

(2) in subsection (q)(1), by striking the second 
sentence; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(s) VALUE CAPTURE REVENUE ELIGIBLE FOR 
LOCAL SHARE.—Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, a recipient of assistance under 
this chapter may use the revenue generated 
from value capture financing mechanisms as 
local matching funds for capital projects and 
operating costs eligible under this chapter. 

“(t) VALUE ENGINEERING.—Nothing in this 
chapter shall be construed to authorize the Sec- 
retary to mandate the use of value engineering 
in projects funded under this chapter.’’. 

SEC. 21014. PROJECT MANAGEMENT OVERSIGHT. 

Section 5327 of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘section 
5338(i)”’ and inserting ‘‘section 5338(h)’’; and 

(2) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘section 5338(i)’’ and inserting 
“section 5338(h)’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘and”’ at the end; and 

(B) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

“(2) a requirement that oversight— 

(A) begin during the project development 
phase of a project, unless the Secretary finds it 
more appropriate to begin the oversight during 
another phase of the project, to maximize the 
transportation benefits and cost savings associ- 
ated with project management oversight; and 

“(B) be limited to quarterly reviews of compli- 
ance by the recipient with the project manage- 
ment plan approved under subsection (b) unless 
the Secretary finds that the recipient requires 
more frequent oversight because the recipient 
has, for 2 consecutive quarterly reviews, failed 
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to meet the requirements of such plan and the 
project is at risk of going over budget or becom- 
ing behind schedule; and 

“(3) a process for recipients that the Secretary 
has found require more frequent oversight to re- 
turn to quarterly reviews for purposes of para- 
graph (2)(B).”’. 

SEC. 21015. PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION SAFETY 
PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5329 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (C), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as sub- 
paragraph (E); and 

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 
following: 

“(D) minimum safety standards to ensure the 
safe operation of public transportation systems 
that— 

“(i) are not related to performance standards 
for public transportation vehicles developed 
under subparagraph (C); and 

“(ii) to the extent practicable, take into con- 
sideration— 

“(I) relevant recommendations of the National 
Transportation Safety Board; 

“(II) best practices standards developed by the 
public transportation industry; 

“(III) any minimum safety standards or per- 
formance criteria being implemented across the 
public transportation industry; and 

“(IV) any additional information that the 
Secretary determines necessary and appropriate; 
and”; 

(2) in subsection (f)(2), by inserting after 
“public transportation system of a recipient” 
the following: ‘or the public transportation in- 
dustry generally”; and 

(3) in subsection (g)(1), in the matter pre- 
ceding subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘an eligi- 
ble State, as defined in subsection (e),’’ and in- 
serting ‘ʻa recipient”. 

(b) REVIEW OF PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION SAFE- 
TY STANDARDS.— 

(1) REVIEW REQUIRED.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall commence a review of the safety standards 
and protocols used in rail fixed guideway public 
transportation systems in the United States that 
examines the efficacy of existing standards and 
protocols. 

(B) CONTENTS OF REVIEW.—In conducting the 
review under this paragraph, the Secretary 
shall review— 

(i) minimum safety performance standards de- 
veloped by the public transportation industry; 

(ii) safety performance standards, practices, 
or protocols in use by rail fixed guideway public 
transportation systems, including— 

(I) written emergency plans and procedures 
for passenger evacuations; 

(II) training programs to ensure public trans- 
portation personnel compliance and readiness in 
emergency situations; 

(III) coordination plans with local emergency 
responders having jurisdiction over a rail fixed 
guideway public transportation system, includ- 
ing— 

(aa) emergency preparedness training, drills, 
and familiarization programs for those first re- 
sponders; and 

(bb) the scheduling of regular field exercises to 
ensure appropriate response and effective radio 
and public safety communications; 

(IV) maintenance, testing, and inspection pro- 
grams to ensure the proper functioning of— 

(aa) tunnel, station, and vehicle ventilation 
systems; 

(bb) signal and train control systems, track, 
mechanical systems, and other infrastructure; 
and 
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(cc) other systems as necessary; 

(V) certification requirements for train and 
bus operators and control center employees; 

(VI) consensus-based standards, practices, or 
protocols available to the public transportation 
industry; and 

(VID) any other standards, practices, or proto- 
cols the Secretary determines appropriate; and 

(iii) vehicle safety standards, practices, or 
protocols in use by public transportation sys- 
tems, concerning— 

(I) bus design and the workstation of bus op- 
erators, as it relates to— 

(aa) the reduction of blindspots that con- 
tribute to accidents involving pedestrians; and 

(bb) protecting bus operators from the risk of 
assault; and 

(II) scheduling fixed route bus service with 
adequate time and access for operators to use 
restroom facilities. 

(2) EVALUATION.—After conducting the review 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall, in 
consultation with representatives of the public 
transportation industry, evaluate the need to es- 
tablish Federal minimum public transportation 
safety standards, including— 

(A) standards governing worker safety; 

(B) standards for the operation of signals, 
track, on-track equipment, mechanical systems, 
and control systems; and 

(C) any other areas the Secretary, in con- 
sultation with the public transportation indus- 
try, determines require further evaluation. 

(3) REPORT.—Upon completing the review and 
evaluation required under paragraphs (1) and 
(2), respectively, and not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall submit to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate and 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the of House of Representatives a 
report that includes— 

(A) findings based on the review conducted 
under paragraph (1); 

(B) the outcome of the evaluation conducted 
under paragraph (2); 

(C) a comprehensive set of recommendations to 
improve the safety of the public transportation 
industry, including recommendations for legisla- 
tive changes where applicable; and 

(D) actions that the Secretary will take to ad- 
dress the recommendations provided under sub- 
paragraph (C), including, if necessary, the es- 
tablishment of Federal minimum public trans- 
portation safety standards. 

SEC. 21016. STATE OF GOOD REPAIR GRANTS. 

Section 5337 of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)— 

(A) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount authorized 
or made available for a fiscal year under section 
5338(a)(2)(L)— 

“(A) $100,000,000 shall be made available in 
accordance with this subsection; and 

“(B) 97.15 percent of the remainder shall be 
apportioned to recipients in accordance with 
this subsection.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)(B), by inserting ‘‘the 
provisions of” before ‘‘section 5336(b)(1)”’; 

(2) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘section 
5338(a)(2)(1), 2.85 percent” and inserting ‘‘sec- 
tion 5338(a)(2)(L), the remainder after the appli- 
cation of subsection (c)(1)’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

“(5) USE OF FUNDS.—Amounts apportioned 
under this subsection may be used for any 
project that is an eligible project under sub- 
section (b)(1).’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(e) GOVERNMENT SHARE OF COSTS.— 

“(1) CAPITAL PROJECTS.—A grant for a capital 
project under this section shall be for 80 percent 
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of the net project cost of the project. The recipi- 
ent may provide additional local matching 
amounts. 

“(2) REMAINING COSTS.—The remainder of the 
net project costs shall be provided from an un- 
distributed cash surplus, a replacement or de- 
preciation cash fund or reserve, or new cap- 
ital.’’. 

SEC. 21017. AUTHORIZATIONS. 

Section 5338 of title 49, United States Code, as 
amended by division G, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“§ 5338. Authorizations 

“(a) GRANTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—There shall be available 
from the Mass Transit Account of the Highway 
Trust Fund to carry out sections 5305, 5307, 
5310, 5311, 5312, 5314, 5318, 5322(b), 5322(d), 5335, 
5337, 5339, and 5340, section 20005(b) of the Fed- 
eral Public Transportation Act of 2012, and sec- 
tion 21007(b) of the Federal Public Transpor- 
tation Act of 2015— 

““(A) $9,184,747,400 for fiscal year 2016; 

“(B) $9,380,039,349 for fiscal year 2017; 

(C) $9,685,745,744 for fiscal year 2018; 

“(D) $10,101,051,238 for fiscal year 2019; 

“(E) $10,351,763,806 for fiscal year 2020; and 

“(F) $10,609,442,553 for fiscal year 2021. 

“(2) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—Of the amounts 
made available under paragraph (1)— 

“(A) $132,020,000 for fiscal year 2016, 
$134,934,342 for fiscal year 2017, $138,004,098 for 
fiscal year 2018, $141,328,616 for fiscal year 2019, 
$144,893,631 for fiscal year 2020, and $148,557,701 
for fiscal year 2021 shall be available to carry 
out section 5305; 

“(B) $10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 
through 2021 shall be available to carry out sec- 
tion 20005(b) of the Federal Public Transpor- 
tation Act of 2012; 

(C) $4,538,905,700 for fiscal year 2016, 
$4,639,102,043 for fiscal year 2017, $4,794,641,615 
for fiscal year 2018, $4,975,879,158 for fiscal year 
2019, $5,101,395,710 for fiscal year 2020, and 
$5,230,399,804 for fiscal year 2021 shall be allo- 
cated in accordance with section 5336 to provide 
financial assistance for urbanized areas under 
section 5307; 

“(D) $263,466,000 for fiscal year 2016, 
$269,282,012 for fiscal year 2017, $275,408,178 for 
fiscal year 2018, $288,264,292 for fiscal year 2019, 
$295,535,759 for fiscal year 2020, and $303,009,267 
for fiscal year 2021 shall be available to provide 
financial assistance for services for the en- 
hanced mobility of seniors and individuals with 
disabilities under section 5310; 

“(E) $2,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 
through 2021 shall be available for the pilot pro- 
gram for innovative coordinated access and mo- 
bility under section 21007(b) of the Federal Pub- 
lic Transportation Act of 2015; 

“(F) $619,956,000 for fiscal year 2016, 
$633,641 ,529 for fiscal year 2017, $648,056,873 for 
fiscal year 2018, $678,308,311 for fiscal year 2019, 
$695,418 ,638 for fiscal year 2020, and $713,004,385 
for fiscal year 2021 shall be available to provide 
financial assistance for rural areas under sec- 
tion 5311, of which not less than— 

““(i) $35,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 
through 2021 shall be available to carry out sec- 
tion 5311(c)(1); and 

“(ii) $20,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 
through 2021 shall be available to carry out sec- 
tion 5311(c)(2); 

“(G) $30,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 
through 2021 shall be available to carry out sec- 
tion 5312, of which— 

“(G) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 
through 2021 shall be available to carry out sec- 
tion 5312(e); and 

“(ii) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 
through 2021 shall be available to carry out sec- 
tion 5312(h); 

“(H) $4,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 
through 2021 shall be available to carry out sec- 
tion 5314; 
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“(I) $3,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 
through 2021 shall be available for bus testing 
under section 5318; 

“(J) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 
through 2021 shall be available for the national 
transit institute under section 5322(d); 

“(K) $4,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 
through 2021 shall be available to carry out sec- 
tion 5335; 

“(L) $2,428,342,500 for fiscal year 2016, 
$2,479,740,661 for fiscal year 2017, $2,533,879,761 
for fiscal year 2018, $2,592,511,924 for fiscal year 
2019, $2,655,385,537 for fiscal year 2020, and 
$2,720,006,127 for fiscal year 2021 shall be avail- 
able to carry out section 5337; 

“(M) $430,794,600 for fiscal year 2016, 
$440,304,391 for fiscal year 2017, $495,321,316 for 
fiscal year 2018, $585,851,498 for fiscal year 2019, 
$605,422,352 for fiscal year 2020, and $625,536,993 
for fiscal year 2021 shall be available for the bus 
and bus facilities program under section 5339(a); 

“(N) $180,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 
and 2017, $185,000,000 for fiscal year 2018, and 
$190,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2019 through 
2021 shall be available for bus and bus facilities 
competitive grants under section 5339(b) and no 
or low emission grants under section 5339(c), of 
which $55,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 
through 2021 shall be available to carry out sec- 
tion 5339(c); 

“(O) $533,262,600 for fiscal year 2016, 
$545,034,372 for fiscal year 2017, $557,433,904 for 
fiscal year 2018, $586,907,438 for fiscal year 2019, 
$601,712,178 for fiscal year 2020, and $616,928,276 
for fiscal year 2021 shall be allocated in accord- 
ance with section 5340 to provide financial as- 
sistance for urbanized areas under section 5307 
and rural areas under section 5311; and 

“(P) $4,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2019 
through 2021 shall be available to carry out sec- 
tion 5322(b). 

“(b) RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, DEMONSTRA- 
TION, AND DEPLOYMENT PROGRAM.—There are 
authorized to be appropriated to carry out sec- 
tion 5312, other than subsections (e) and (h) of 
that section, $20,000,000 for each of fiscal years 
2016 through 2021. 

“(c) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND STANDARDS 
DEVELOPMENT.—There are authorized to be ap- 
propriated to carry out section 5314, $7,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 2016 through 2021. 

“(d) HUMAN RESOURCES AND TRAINING.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out subsections (a), (b), (c), and (e) of section 
5322, $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 
through 2021. 

“(e) EMERGENCY RELIEF PROGRAM.—There are 
authorized to be appropriated such sums as are 
necessary to carry out section 5324. 

“(f) CAPITAL INVESTMENT GRANTS.—There are 
authorized to be appropriated to carry out sec- 
tion 5309 of this title and section 21006(b) of the 
Federal Public Transportation Act of 2015, 
$2,301,785,760 for fiscal year 2016, $2,352,597,681 
for fiscal year 2017, $2,406,119,278 for fiscal year 


2018, $2,464,082,691 for fiscal year 2019, 
$2,526,239,177 for fiscal year 2020, and 
$2,590,122,713 for fiscal year 2021, of which 


$276,214,291 for fiscal year 2016, $282,311,722 for 
fiscal year 2017, $288,734,313 for fiscal year 2018, 
$295,689,923 for fiscal year 2019, $303,148,701 for 
fiscal year 2020, and $310,814,726 for fiscal year 
2021 shall be available to carry out section 
21006(b) of the Federal Public Transportation 
Act of 2015. 

““(g) ADMINISTRATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be 
appropriated to carry out section 5334, 
$115,016,543 for fiscal year 2016, $117,555,533 for 
fiscal year 2017, $120,229,921 for fiscal year 2018, 
$123,126,260 for fiscal year 2019, $126,232,120 for 
fiscal year 2020, and $129,424,278 for fiscal year 
2021. 

“(2) SECTION 5329.—Of the amounts authorized 
to be appropriated under paragraph (1), not less 
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than $8,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 
through 2021 shall be available to carry out sec- 
tion 5329. 

“(3) SECTION 5326.—Of the amounts made 
available under paragraph (2), not less than 
$2,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 through 
2021 shall be available to carry out section 5326. 

“(h) OVERSIGHT .— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Of the amounts made avail- 
able to carry out this chapter for a fiscal year, 
the Secretary may use not more than the fol- 
lowing amounts for the activities described in 
paragraph (2): 

“(A) 0.5 percent of amounts made available to 
carry out section 5305. 

“(B) 0.75 percent of amounts made available 
to carry out section 5307. 

“(C) 1 percent of amounts made available to 
carry out section 5309. 

“(D) 1 percent of amounts made available to 
carry out section 601 of the Passenger Rail In- 
vestment and Improvement Act of 2008 (Public 
Law 110-432; 126 Stat. 4968). 

“(E) 0.5 percent of amounts made available to 
carry out section 5310. 

“(F) 0.5 percent of amounts made available to 
carry out section 5311. 

“(G) 1 percent of amounts made available to 
carry out section 5337, of which not less than 
0.25 percent shall be available to carry out sec- 
tion 5329. 

“(H) 0.75 percent of amounts made available 
to carry out section 5339. 

“(2) ACTIVITIES.—The activities described in 
this paragraph are as follows: 

“(A) Activities to oversee the construction of a 
major capital project. 

“(B) Activities to review and audit the safety 
and security, procurement, management, and fi- 
nancial compliance of a recipient or subrecipient 
of funds under this chapter. 

“(C) Activities to provide technical assistance 
generally, and to provide technical assistance to 
correct deficiencies identified in compliance re- 
views and audits carried out under this section. 

“(3) GOVERNMENT SHARE OF COSTS.—The Gov- 
ernment shall pay the entire cost of carrying out 
a contract under this subsection. 

“(4) AVAILABILITY OF CERTAIN FUNDS.—Funds 
made available under paragraph (1)(C) shall be 
made available to the Secretary before allo- 
cating the funds appropriated to carry out any 
project under a full funding grant agreement. 

“(i) GRANTS AS CONTRACTUAL OBLIGATIONS.— 

“(1) GRANTS FINANCED FROM HIGHWAY TRUST 
FUND.—A grant or contract that is approved by 
the Secretary and financed with amounts made 
available from the Mass Transit Account of the 
Highway Trust Fund pursuant to this section is 
a contractual obligation of the Government to 
pay the Government share of the cost of the 
project. 

“(2) GRANTS FINANCED FROM GENERAL FUND.— 
A grant or contract that is approved by the Sec- 
retary and financed with amounts appropriated 
in advance from the General Fund of the Treas- 
ury pursuant to this section is a contractual ob- 
ligation of the Government to pay the Govern- 
ment share of the cost of the project only to the 
extent that amounts are appropriated for such 
purpose by an Act of Congress. 

“(j) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—Amounts 
made available by or appropriated under this 
section shall remain available until expended.’’. 
SEC. 21018. GRANTS FOR BUS AND BUS FACILI- 

TIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 53 of title 49, 
United States Code, as amended by division G, 
is amended by striking section 5339 and insert- 
ing the following: 

“$5339. Grants for bus and bus facilities 

“(a) FORMULA GRANTS.— 

“(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection— 

“(A) the term ‘low or no emission vehicle’ has 
the meaning given that term in subsection (c)(1); 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


“(B) the term ‘State’ means a State of the 
United States; and 

“(C) the term ‘territory’ means the District of 
Columbia, Puerto Rico, the Northern Mariana 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the 
United States Virgin Islands. 

“(2) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—The Secretary may 
make grants under this subsection to assist eligi- 
ble recipients described in paragraph (4)(A) in 
financing capital projects— 

“(A) to replace, rehabilitate, and purchase 
buses and related equipment, including techno- 
logical changes or innovations to modify low or 
no emissions vehicles or facilities; and 

“(B) to construct bus-related facilities. 

“(3) GRANT REQUIREMENTS.—The requirements 
of— 
“(A) section 5307 shall apply to recipients of 
grants made in urbanized areas under this sub- 
section; and 

“(B) section 5311 shall apply to recipients of 
grants made in rural areas under this sub- 
section. 

“(4) ELIGIBLE RECIPIENTS AND SUBRECIPI- 
ENTS.— 

“(A) RECIPIENTS.—Eligible recipients under 
this subsection are— 

“(i) designated recipients that allocate funds 
to fixed route bus operators; or 

“(ii) State or local governmental entities that 
operate fixed route bus service. 

“(B) SUBRECIPIENTS.—A_ recipient that re- 
ceives a grant under this subsection may allo- 
cate amounts of the grant to subrecipients that 
are public agencies or private nonprofit organi- 
zations engaged in public transportation. 

“(5) DISTRIBUTION OF GRANT FUNDS.—Funds 
allocated under section 5338(a)(2)(M) shall be 
distributed as follows: 

(A) NATIONAL DISTRIBUTION.—$103,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 2016 through 2021 shall 
be allocated to all States and territories, with 
each State receiving $2,000,000 for each such fis- 
cal year and each territory receiving $500,000 for 
each such fiscal year. 

“(B) DISTRIBUTION USING POPULATION AND 
SERVICE FACTORS.—The remainder of the funds 
not otherwise distributed under subparagraph 
(A) shall be allocated pursuant to the formula 
set forth in section 5336 other than subsection 
(b). 
““(6) TRANSFERS OF APPORTIONMENTS.— 

“(A) TRANSFER FLEXIBILITY FOR NATIONAL 
DISTRIBUTION FUNDS.—The Governor of a State 
may transfer any part of the State’s apportion- 
ment under paragraph (5)(A) to supplement 
amounts apportioned to the State under section 
5311(c) of this title or amounts apportioned to 
urbanized areas under subsections (a) and (c) of 
section 5336 of this title. 

“(B) TRANSFER FLEXIBILITY FOR POPULATION 
AND SERVICE FACTORS FUNDS.—The Governor of 
a State may expend in an urbanized area with 
a population of less than 200,000 any amounts 
apportioned under paragraph (5)(B) that are 
not allocated to designated recipients in urban- 
ized areas with a population of 200,000 or more. 

“(7) GOVERNMENT SHARE OF COSTS.— 

“(A) CAPITAL PROJECTS.—A grant for a cap- 
ital project under this subsection shall be for 80 
percent of the net capital costs of the project. A 
recipient of a grant under this subsection may 
provide additional local matching amounts. 

“(B) REMAINING COSTS.—The remainder of the 
net project cost shall be provided— 

“(i) in cash from non-Government sources 
other than revenues from providing public 
transportation services; 

“(ii) from revenues derived from the sale of 
advertising and concessions; 

“(Gii) from an undistributed cash surplus, a 
replacement or depreciation cash fund or re- 
serve, or new capital; 

““iv) from amounts received under a service 
agreement with a State or local social service 
agency or private social service organization; or 
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“(v) from revenues generated from value cap- 
ture financing mechanisms. 

‘(8) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY TO RECIPIENTS.— 
Amounts made available under this subsection 
may be obligated by a recipient for 3 fiscal years 
after the fiscal year in which the amount is ap- 
portioned. Not later than 30 days after the end 
of the 3-fiscal-year period described in the pre- 
ceding sentence, any amount that is not obli- 
gated on the last day of that period shall be 
added to the amount that may be apportioned 
under this subsection in the next fiscal year. 

“(b) BUS AND BUS FACILITIES COMPETITIVE 
GRANTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make 
grants under this subsection to designated re- 
cipients to assist in the financing of bus and bus 
facilities capital projects, including— 

“(A) replacing, rehabilitating, purchasing, or 
leasing buses or related equipment; and 

“(B) rehabilitating, purchasing, constructing, 
or leasing bus-related facilities. 

“(2) GRANT CONSIDERATIONS.—In making 
grants under this subsection, the Secretary shall 
consider the age and condition of buses, bus 
fleets, related equipment, and bus-related facili- 
ties. 

“(3) STATEWIDE APPLICATIONS.—A State may 
submit a statewide application on behalf of a 
public agency or private nonprofit organization 
engaged in public transportation in rural areas 
or other areas for which the State allocates 
funds. The submission of a statewide applica- 
tion shall not preclude the submission and con- 
sideration of any application under this sub- 
section from other eligible recipients in an ur- 
banized area in a State. 

“(4) REQUIREMENTS FOR THE SECRETARY.—The 
Secretary shall— 

“(A) disclose all metrics and evaluation proce- 
dures to be used in considering grant applica- 
tions under this subsection upon issuance of the 
notice of funding availability in the Federal 
Register; and 

“(B) publish a summary of final scores for se- 
lected projects, metrics, and other evaluations 
used in awarding grants under this subsection 
in the Federal Register. 

“(5) RURAL PROJECTS.—Not less 10 percent of 
the amounts made available under this sub- 
section in a fiscal year shall be distributed to 
projects in rural areas. 

“(6) GRANT REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A grant under this sub- 
section shall be subject to the requirements of— 

““(i) section 5307 for recipients of grants made 
in urbanized areas; and 

“(ii) section 5311 for recipients of grants made 
in rural areas. 

“(B) GOVERNMENT SHARE OF COSTS.—The Gov- 
ernment share of the cost of an eligible project 
carried out under this subsection shall not ex- 
ceed 80 percent. 

“(7) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Any amounts 
made available to carry out this subsection— 

“(A) shall remain available for 2 fiscal years 
after the fiscal year for which the amount is 
made available; and 

“(B) that remain unobligated at the end of 
the period described in subparagraph (A) shall 
be added to the amount made available to an el- 
igible project in the following fiscal year. 

“(8) LIMITATION.—Of the amounts made 
available under this subsection, not more than 
15 percent may be awarded to a single grantee. 

“(c) LOW OR NO EMISSION GRANTS.— 

“(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection— 

“(A) the term ‘direct carbon emissions’ means 
the quantity of direct greenhouse gas emissions 
from a vehicle, as determined by the Adminis- 
trator of the Environmental Protection Agency; 

“(B) the term ‘eligible project’ means a project 
or program of projects in an eligible area for— 

“(i) acquiring low or no emission vehicles; 
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“(ii) leasing low or no emission vehicles; 

“(iti) acquiring low or no emission vehicles 
with a leased power source; 

“(iv) constructing facilities and related equip- 
ment for low or no emission vehicles; 

“(v) leasing facilities and related equipment 
for low or no emission vehicles; 

“(vi) constructing new public transportation 
facilities to accommodate low or no emission ve- 
hicles; or 

“(vii) rehabilitating or improving existing 
public transportation facilities to accommodate 
low or no emission vehicles; 

“(C) the term ‘leased power source’ means a 
removable power source, as defined in para- 
graph (4)(A) of section 5316(c), that is made 
available through a capital lease under that sec- 
tion; 

“(D) the term ‘low or no emission bus’ means 
a bus that is a low or no emission vehicle; 

“(E) the term ‘low or no emission vehicle’ 
means— 

“(i) a passenger vehicle used to provide public 
transportation that the Secretary determines 
sufficiently reduces energy consumption or 
harmful emissions, including direct carbon emis- 
sions, when compared to a comparable standard 
vehicle; or 

“(ii) a zero emission vehicle used to provide 
public transportation; 

“(F) the term ‘recipient’ means a designated 
recipient, a local governmental authority, or a 
State that receives a grant under this subsection 
for an eligible project; and 

“(G) the term ‘zero emission vehicle’ means a 
low or no emission vehicle that produces no car- 
bon or particulate matter. 

“(2) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—The Secretary may 
make grants to recipients to finance eligible 
projects under this subsection. 

“(3) GRANT REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A grant under this sub- 
section shall be subject to the requirements of 
section 5307. 

“(B) GOVERNMENT SHARE OF COSTS FOR CER- 
TAIN PROJECTS.—Section 5323(i) applies to eligi- 
ble projects carried out under this subsection, 
unless the recipient requests a lower grant per- 
centage. 

“(C) COMBINATION OF FUNDING SOURCES.— 

“(i) COMBINATION PERMITTED.—An eligible 
project carried out under this subsection may re- 
ceive funding under section 5307 or any other 
provision of law. 

“(i) GOVERNMENT SHARE.—Nothing in this 
subparagraph shall be construed to alter the 
Government share required under paragraph 
(7), section 5307, or any other provision of law. 

“(4) COMPETITIVE PROCESS.—The Secretary 
shall— 

“(A) not later than 30 days after the date on 
which amounts are made available for obliga- 
tion under this subsection for a full fiscal year, 
solicit grant applications for eligible projects on 
a competitive basis; and 

“(B) award a grant under this subsection 
based on the solicitation under subparagraph 
(A) not later than the earlier of— 

“(i) 75 days after the date on which the solici- 
tation expires; or 

“(ii) the end of the fiscal year in which the 
Secretary solicited the grant applications. 

“(5) CONSIDERATION.—In awarding grants 
under this subsection, the Secretary shall only 
consider eligible projects relating to the acquisi- 
tion or leasing of low or no emission buses 
that— 

“(A) make greater reductions in energy con- 
sumption and harmful emissions, including di- 
rect carbon emissions, than comparable stand- 
ard buses or other low or no emission buses; and 

“(B) are part of a long-term integrated fleet 
management plan for the recipient. 

“(6) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Any amounts 
made available to carry out this subsection— 
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“(A) shall remain available to an eligible 
project for 2 fiscal years after the fiscal year for 
which the amount is made available; and 

“(B) that remain unobligated at the end of 
the period described in subparagraph (A) shall 
be added to the amount made available to an el- 
igible project in the following fiscal year. 

(7) GOVERNMENT SHARE OF COSTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Federal share of the 
cost of an eligible project carried out under this 
subsection shall not exceed 80 percent. 

“(B) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Federal 
share of the cost of an eligible project carried 
out under this subsection may be derived from 
in-kind contributions.”’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENT.—The table of sections for chapter 53 of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended by strik- 
ing the item relating to section 5339 and insert- 
ing the following: 

“5339. Grants for bus and bus facilities.’’. 
SEC. 21019. SALARY OF FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMIN- 
ISTRATOR. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5313 of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“Federal Transit Administrator.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 5314 of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended by strik- 
ing “Federal Transit Administrator.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall take effect on the first day 
of the first pay period beginning on or after the 
first day of the first fiscal year beginning after 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 21020. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING 
AMENDMENTS. 

(a) CHAPTER 53 OF TITLE 49, UNITED STATES 
CODE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 53 of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(A) by striking section 5319; 

(B) in section 5325— 

(i) in subsection (e)(2), by striking ‘“‘at least 
two”; and 

(ii) in subsection (h), by striking ‘‘Federal 
Public Transportation Act of 2012” and insert- 
ing “Federal Public Transportation Act of 
2015”; 

(C) in section 5336— 

(i) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘subsection 
(h)(4)”’ and inserting ‘‘subsection (h)(5)’’; and 

(ii) in subsection (h), as amended by division 
G— 

(I) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting the 
following: 

“(1) $30,000,000 for each fiscal year shall be 
set aside to carry out section 5307(h);’’; and 

(II) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘1.5 per- 
cent” and inserting ‘‘2 percent’; and 

(D) in section 5340(b), by striking ‘‘section 
5338(b)(2)(M)”’ and inserting “section 
5338(a)(2)(O)’’. 

(2) TABLE OF SECTIONS.—The table of sections 
for chapter 53 of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by striking the item relating to section 
5319 and inserting the following: 


“[5319. Repealed.]’’. 

(b) CHAPTER 105 OF TITLE 49, UNITED STATES 
CoDE.—Section 10501(c) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A)(i), by striking ‘‘sec- 
tion 5302(a)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 5302”; and 

(B) in subparagraph (B)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘mass transportation” and in- 
serting ‘‘public transportation’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘section 5302(a)’’ and inserting 
“section 5302”; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘mass 
transportation” and inserting ‘‘public transpor- 
tation”. 
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DIVISION C—COMPREHENSIVE TRANS- 
PORTATION AND CONSUMER PROTEC- 
TION ACT OF 2015 

SEC. 31001. SHORT TITLE. 

This division may be cited as the ‘‘Com- 
prehensive Transportation and Consumer Pro- 
tection Act of 2015.” 

SEC. 31002. REFERENCES TO TITLE 49, UNITED 

STATES CODE. 

Except as otherwise expressly provided, wher- 
ever in this division an amendment or repeal is 
expressed in terms of an amendment to, or re- 
peal of, a section or other provision, the ref- 
erence shall be considered to be made to a sec- 
tion or other provision of title 49, United States 
Code. 

SEC. 31003. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Subtitle A of title XXXII, sections 33103, 
34101(g), 34105, 34106, 34107, 34133, 34141, 34202, 
34203, 34204, 34205, 34206, 34207, 34208, 34211, 
34212, 34213, 34214, 34215, subtitles C and D of 
title XXXIV, and title XXXV take effect on the 
date of enactment of this Act. 


TITLE XXXI—OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
Subtitle A—Accelerating Project Delivery 
SEC. 31101. DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1 is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 


“$116. Administrations; acting officers 


“No person designated to serve as the acting 
head of an administration in the department of 
transportation under section 3345 of title 5 may 
continue to perform the functions and duties of 
the office if the time limitations in section 3346 
of that title would prevent the person from con- 
tinuing to serve in a formal acting capacity.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents for chapter 1 is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 115 the fol- 
lowing: 

“116. Administrations; acting officers.’’. 

(c) APPLICATION.—The amendment under sub- 
section (a) shall apply to any applicable office 
with a position designated for a Senate con- 
firmed official. 

SEC. 31102. INFRASTRUCTURE PERMITTING IM- 
PROVEMENT CENTER. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter I of chapter 3, 
as amended by sections 31104 and 31106 of this 
Act, is further amended by adding after section 
311 the following: 


“§312. Interagency Infrastructure Permitting 
Improvement Center 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—There is established in the 
Office of the Secretary an Interagency Infra- 
structure Permitting Improvement Center (re- 
ferred to in this section as the ‘Center’). 

“(b) ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES.— 

“(1) GOVERNANCE.—The Center shall report to 
the chair of the Steering Committee described in 
paragraph (2) to ensure that the perspectives of 
all member agencies are represented. 

“(2) INFRASTRUCTURE PERMITTING STEERING 
COMMITTEE.—An Infrastructure Permitting 
Steering Committee (referred to in this section as 
the ‘Steering Committee’) is established to over- 
see the work of the Center. The Steering Com- 
mittee shall be chaired by the Federal Chief Per- 
formance Officer in consultation with the Chair 
of the Council on Environmental Quality and 
shall be comprised of Deputy-level representa- 
tives from the following departments and agen- 
cies: 

“(A) The Department of Defense. 

“(B) The Department of the Interior. 

“(C) The Department of Agriculture. 

“(D) The Department of Commerce. 

“(E) The Department of Transportation. 

“(F) The Department of Energy. 

“(G) The Department of Homeland Security. 

“(H) The Environmental Protection Agency. 
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“(I) The Advisory Council on Historic Preser- 
vation. 

“(J) The Department of the Army. 

“(K) The Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. 

“(L) Other agencies the Chair of the Steering 
Committee invites to participate. 

“(3) ACTIVITIES.—The Center shall support 
the Chair of the Steering Committee and under- 
take the following: 

“(A) Coordinate and support implementation 
of priority reform actions for Federal agency 
permitting and reviews for areas as defined and 
identified by the Steering Committee. 

“(B) Support modernization efforts at Federal 
agencies and interagency pilots for innovative 
approaches to the permitting and review of in- 
frastructure projects. 

“(C) Provide technical assistance and training 
to field and headquarters staff of Federal agen- 
cies on policy changes, innovative approaches to 
project delivery, and other topics as appro- 
priate. 

“(D) Identify, develop, and track metrics for 
timeliness of permit reviews, permit decisions, 
and project outcomes. 

“(E) Administer and expand the use of online 
transparency tools providing for— 

“(i) tracking and reporting of metrics; 

“(ii) development and posting of schedules for 
permit reviews and permit decisions; and 

“(iti) sharing of best practices related to effi- 
cient project permitting and reviews. 

“(F) Provide reporting to the President on 
progress toward achieving greater efficiency in 
permitting decisions and review of infrastruc- 
ture projects and progress toward achieving bet- 
ter outcomes for communities and the environ- 
ment. 

“(G) Meet not less frequently than annually 
with groups or individuals representing State, 
Tribal, and local governments that are engaged 
in the infrastructure permitting process. 

“(4) INFRASTRUCTURE SECTORS COVERED.—The 
Center shall support process improvements in 
the permitting and review of infrastructure 
projects in the following sectors: 

“(A) Surface transportation. 

“(B) Aviation. 

“(C) Ports and waterways. 

“(D) Water resource projects. 

“(E) Renewable energy generation. 

“(F) Electricity transmission. 

“(G) Broadband. 

“(H) Pipelines. 

“(I) Other sectors, as determined by the Steer- 
ing Committee. 

““(c) PERFORMANCE MEASURES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of the Comprehensive 
Transportation and Consumer Protection Act of 
2015, the Secretary, in coordination with the 
heads of other Federal agencies on the Steering 
Committee with responsibility for the review and 
approval of infrastructure projects sectors de- 
scribed in subsection (b)(4), shall evaluate and 
report on— 

“(A) the progress made toward aligning Fed- 
eral reviews of such projects and the improve- 
ment of project delivery associated with those 
projects; and 

“(B) the effectiveness of the Center in achiev- 
ing reduction of permitting time and project de- 
livery time. 

‘“(2) PERFORMANCE TARGETS.—Not later than 
180 days after the date on which the Secretary 
of Transportation establishes performance meas- 
ures in accordance with paragraph (1), the Sec- 
retary shall establish performance targets relat- 
ing to each of the measures and standards de- 
scribed in subparagraphs (A) and (B) of para- 
graph (1). 

“(3) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 2 
years after the date of enactment of the Com- 
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prehensive Transportation and Consumer Pro- 
tection Act of 2015 and biennially thereafter, the 
Secretary shall submit a report to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate and the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure of the House of Rep- 
resentatives that describes— 

“(A) the results of the evaluation conducted 
under paragraph (1); and 

“(B) the progress towards achieving the tar- 
gets established under paragraph (2). 

‘(4) INSPECTOR GENERAL REPORT.—Not later 
than 3 years after the date of enactment of the 
Comprehensive Transportation and Consumer 
Protection Act of 2015, the Inspector General of 
the Department of Transportation shall submit 
a report to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate and the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure of 
the House of Representatives that describes— 

“(A) the results of the evaluation conducted 
under paragraph (1); and 

“(B) the progress towards achieving the tar- 
gets established under paragraph (2).’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents of chapter 3, as amended by sections 
31104 and 31106 of this Act, is further amended 
by inserting after the item relating to section 311 
the following: 

“312. Interagency Infrastructure Permitting Im- 
provement Center.’’. 
SEC. 31103. ACCELERATED DECISION-MAKING IN 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEWS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter I of chapter 3 is 
amended by inserting after section 304 the fol- 
lowing: 

“§304a. Accelerated decision-making in envi- 
ronmental reviews 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—In preparing a final envi- 
ronmental impact statement under the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 
et seq.), if the Department of Transportation, 
when acting as lead agency, modifies the state- 
ment in response to comments that are minor 
and are confined to factual corrections or expla- 
nations of why the comments do not warrant 
additional Departmental response, the Depart- 
ment may write on errata sheets attached to the 
statement instead of rewriting the draft state- 
ment, subject to the condition that the errata 
sheets— 

“(1) cite the sources, authorities, or reasons 
that support the position of the Department; 
and 

“(2) if appropriate, indicate the circumstances 
that would trigger Departmental reappraisal or 
further response. 

“(b) INCORPORATION.—To the maximum extent 
practicable, the Department shall expeditiously 
develop a single document that consists of a 
final environmental impact statement and a 
record of decision, unless— 

“(1) the final environmental impact statement 
makes substantial changes to the proposed ac- 
tion that are relevant to environmental or safety 
concerns; or 

“(2) there are significant new circumstances 
or information relevant to environmental con- 
cerns and that bear on the proposed action or 
the impacts of the proposed action.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents of chapter 3 is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 304 the fol- 
lowing: 

‘304a. Accelerated decision-making in environ- 
mental reviews.”’. 

SEC. 31104. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW ALIGN- 
MENT AND REFORM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter I of chapter 3 is 
amended by inserting after section 309 the fol- 
lowing: 

“§310. Aligning Federal environmental re- 
views 

“(a) COORDINATED AND CONCURRENT ENVI- 
RONMENTAL REVIEWS.—Not later than 1 year 
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after the date of enactment of the Comprehen- 
sive Transportation and Consumer Protection 
Act of 2015, the Department of Transportation, 
in coordination with the Steering Committee de- 
scribed in section 312 of this title, shall develop 
a coordinated and concurrent environmental re- 
view and permitting process for transportation 
projects when initiating an environmental im- 
pact statement under the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) 
(referred to in this section as ‘NEPA’). The co- 
ordinated and concurrent environmental review 
and permitting process shall— 

“(1) ensure that the Department of Transpor- 
tation and Federal agencies of jurisdiction pos- 
sess sufficient information early in the review 
process to determine a statement of a transpor- 
tation project’s purpose and need and range of 
alternatives for analysis that the lead agency 
and agencies of jurisdiction will rely upon for 
concurrent environmental reviews and permit- 
ting decisions required for the proposed project; 

“(2) achieve early concurrence or issue resolu- 
tion during the NEPA scoping process on the 
Department of Transportation’s statement of a 
project’s purpose and need and during develop- 
ment of the environmental impact statement on 
the range of alternatives for analysis that the 
lead agency and agencies of jurisdiction will 
rely upon for concurrent environmental reviews 
and permitting decisions required for the pro- 
posed project absent circumstances that require 
reconsideration in order to meet an agency of 
jurisdiction’s legal obligations; and 

“(3) achieve concurrence or issue resolution in 
an expedited manner if circumstances arise that 
require a reconsideration of the purpose and 
need or range of alternatives considered during 
any Federal agency’s environmental or permit- 
ting review in order to meet an agency of juris- 
diction’s legal obligations. 

“(b) ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST.—The_ Sec- 
retary of Transportation and Federal agencies 
of jurisdiction likely to have substantive review 
or approval responsibilities on transportation 
projects, not later than 90 days after the date of 
enactment of the Comprehensive Transportation 
and Consumer Protection Act of 2015, shall 
jointly develop a checklist to help project spon- 
sors identify potential natural, cultural, and 
historic resources in the area of a proposed 
project. The purpose of the checklist is— 

“(1) to identify agencies of jurisdiction and 
cooperating agencies, 

“(2) to develop the information needed for the 
purpose and need and alternatives for analysis; 
and 

“(3) to improve interagency collaboration to 
help expedite the permitting process for the lead 
agency and Federal agencies of jurisdiction. 

“(c) INTERAGENCY COLLABORATION.—Con- 
sistent with Federal environmental statutes and 
the priority reform actions for Federal agency 
permitting and reviews defined and identified by 
the Steering Committee established under sec- 
tion 312, the Secretary shall facilitate annual 
interagency collaboration sessions at the appro- 
priate jurisdictional level to coordinate business 
plans and facilitate coordination of workload 
planning and workforce management. This en- 
gagement shall ensure agency staff is fully en- 
gaged and utilizing the flexibility of existing 
regulations, policies, and guidance and identi- 
fying additional actions to facilitate high qual- 
ity, efficient, and targeted environmental re- 
views and permitting decisions. The sessions 
and the interagency collaborations they gen- 
erate shall focus on how to work with State and 
local transportation entities to improve project 
planning, siting, and application quality and 
how to consult and coordinate with relevant 
stakeholders and Federal, tribal, State, and 
local representatives early in permitting proc- 
esses. 
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“(d) PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT.—Not later 
than 1 year after the date of enactment of the 
Comprehensive Transportation and Consumer 
Protection Act of 2015, the Secretary of Trans- 
portation, in coordination with the Steering 
Committee established under section 312 of this 
title, shall establish a program to measure and 
report on progress towards aligning Federal re- 
views as outlined in this section.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents of subchapter I of chapter 3 is amended 
by inserting after the item relating to section 309 
the following: 

“310. Aligning Federal environmental reviews.’’. 
SEC. 31105. MULTIMODAL CATEGORICAL EXCLU- 
SIONS. 

Section 304 is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘operating authority” and in- 
serting ‘‘operating administration or secretarial 
office’’; 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘has expertise but” before 
not the lead’’; and 

(iii) by inserting ‘proposed multimodal” be- 
fore “project”; 

(B) by amending paragraph (2) to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(2) LEAD AUTHORITY.—The term ‘lead au- 
thority’ means a Department of Transportation 
operating administration or secretarial office 
that has the lead responsibility for a proposed 
multimodal project.’’; and 

(C) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘“‘has the 
meaning given the term in section 139(a) of title 
23” and inserting ‘means an action by the De- 
partment of Transportation that involves exper- 
tise of 1 or more Department of Transportation 
operating administrations or secretarial offices’’; 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘under this 
title” and inserting “by the Secretary of Trans- 
portation”; 

(3) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘a categorical exclusion des- 
ignated under the implementing regulations or” 
and inserting ‘‘categorical exclusions designated 
under the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) implementing”; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘other components of the” and 
inserting “ʻa proposed multimodal’’; 

(B) by amending paragraphs (1) and (2) to 
read as follows: 

“(1) the lead authority makes a preliminary 
determination on the applicability of a categor- 
ical exclusion to a proposed multimodal project 
and notifies the cooperating authority of its in- 
tent to apply the cooperating authority categor- 
ical exclusion; 

“(2) the cooperating authority does not object 
to the lead authority’s preliminary determina- 
tion of its applicability;’’; 

(C) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘the lead authority determines 
that” before “the component of”; and 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘proposed multimodal’’ before 
“project to be covered’’; and 

(D) by amending paragraph (4) to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(4) the lead authority, with the concurrence 
of the cooperating authority— 

“(A) follows implementing regulations or pro- 
cedures under the National Environmental Pol- 
icy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.); 

“(B) determines that the proposed multimodal 
project does not individually or cumulatively 
have a significant impact on the environment; 
and 

“(C) determines that extraordinary cir- 
cumstances do not exist that merit additional 
analysis and documentation in an environ- 
mental impact statement or environmental as- 
sessment required under the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et 
seq.).”; and 
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(4) by amending subsection (d) to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(d) COOPERATING AUTHORITY EXPERTISE.—A 
cooperating authority shall provide expertise to 
the lead authority on aspects of the multimodal 
project in which the cooperating authority has 
expertise.’’. 

SEC. 31106. IMPROVING TRANSPARENCY IN ENVI- 
RONMENTAL REVIEWS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter I of chapter 3, 
as amended by section 31104 of this Act, is fur- 
ther amended by inserting after section 310 the 
following: 

“$311. Improving transparency in environ- 
mental reviews 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of the Comprehen- 
sive Transportation and Consumer Protection 
Act of 2015, the Secretary of Transportation 
shall establish an online platform and, in co- 
ordination with Federal agencies described in 
subsection (b), issue reporting standards to 
make publicly available the status and progress 
with respect to compliance with applicable re- 
quirements under the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and 
any other Federal approval required under ap- 
plicable laws for projects and activities requir- 
ing an environmental assessment or an environ- 
mental impact statement. 

“(b) FEDERAL AGENCY PARTICIPATION.—A 
Federal agency of jurisdiction over an approval 
required for a project under applicable laws 
shall provide information regarding the status 
and progress of the approval to the online plat- 
form, consistent with the standards established 
under subsection (a). 

“(c) ASSIGNMENT OF RESPONSIBILITIES.—An 
entity with assigned authority for responsibil- 
ities under the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), under section 
326 or section 327 of title 23 shall be responsible 
for supplying project development and compli- 
ance status for all applicable projects.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents of subchapter I of chapter 3, as amend- 
ed by section 31104 of this Act, is further amend- 
ed by inserting after the item relating to section 
310, the following: 

“311. Improving transparency in environmental 
reviews.’’. 
SEC. 31107. LOCAL TRANSPORTATION 
STRUCTURE PROGRAM. 

Section 610 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking subpara- 
graph (A) and inserting the following: 

“(A) 10 percent of the funds apportioned to 
the State for each of fiscal years 2016 through 
2021 under each of sections 104(b)(1), 104(b)(2), 
and 144; and’’; 
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(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘2005 
through 2009’’ and inserting ‘‘2016 through 
2021”; 

(C) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘2005 
through 2009”? and inserting ‘‘2016 through 
2021”; and 


(D) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘section 
133(a)(3)”’ and inserting ‘‘section 133(d)(4)’’; and 


(2) in subsection (k), by striking ‘‘2005 
through 2009’ and inserting ‘‘2016 through 
2021”. 


SEC. 31108. AUTHORIZATION OF GRANTS FOR 
POSITIVE TRAIN CONTROL. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There shall be available 
from the Mass Transit Account of the Highway 
Trust Fund to carry out this section $199,000,000 
for fiscal year 2016 to assist in financing the in- 
stallation of positive train control systems. 

(b) PROGRAMS.—The amounts made available 
under subsection (a) of this section may be used 
to assist in financing the installation of positive 
train control systems through— 
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(1) grants made under the rail safety tech- 
nology grants program under section 20158 of 
title 49, United States Code; 

(2) grants made under the consolidated rail 
infrastructure and safety improvements program 
under section 24408 of title 49, United States 
Code; and 

(3) funding the cost, including the subsidy 
cost or cost of credit risk premiums, of direct 
loans and loan guarantees under sections 502 
through 504 of the Railroad Revitalization and 
Regulatory Reform Act of 1976 (45 U.S.C. 801 et 
seq.). 

(c) ELIGIBLE RECIPIENTS.—The amounts made 
available under subsection (a) of this section 
may be used only to assist a recipient of funds 
under chapter 53 of title 49, United States Code, 
through the programs described in subsection 
(0). 

(d) PROJECT MANAGEMENT OVERSIGHT.—The 
Secretary may withhold up to 1 percent from the 
amounts made available under subsection (a) of 
this section for the costs of project management 
oversight of grants authorized under that sub- 
section. 

(e) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this section 
may be construed as authorizing the amounts 
appropriated under subsection (a) to be used for 
any purpose other than financing the installa- 
tion of positive train control systems. 

(f) GRANTS FINANCED FROM HIGHWAY TRUST 
FuUND.—A grant, contract, direct loan, or loan 
guarantee that is approved by the Secretary and 
financed with amounts made available from the 
Mass Transit Account of the Highway Trust 
Fund under this section is a contractual obliga- 
tion of the Government to pay the Government 
share of the cost of the project. 

(g) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—Notwith- 
standing subsection (h), amounts made avail- 
able under this section shall remain available 
until expended. 

(h) SUNSET.—The Secretary of Transportation 
shall provide the grants, direct loans, and loan 
guarantees under subsection (b) by September 
30, 2017. 

Subtitle B—Research 
SEC. 31201. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the followings findings: 

(1) Federal transportation research planning 
and coordination— 

(A) should occur within the Office of the Sec- 
retary; and 

(B) should be, to the extent practicable, multi- 
modal and not occur solely within the subagen- 
cies of the Department of Transportation. 

(2) Managing a multi-modal research portfolio 
within the Office of the Secretary will— 

(A) help identify opportunities where research 
could be applied across modes; and 

(B) prevent duplication of efforts and waste of 
limited Federal resources. 

(3) An ombudsman for research at the Depart- 
ment of Transportation will— 

(A) give stakeholders a formal opportunity to 
address concerns; 

(B) ensure unbiased research; and 

(C) improve the overall research products of 
the Department. 

(4) Increasing transparency of transportation 
research efforts will— 

(A) build stakeholder confidence in the final 
product; and 

(B) lead to the improved implementation of re- 
search findings. 

SEC. 31202. MODAL RESEARCH PLANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than June 15 of 
the year preceding the research fiscal year, the 
head of each modal administration and joint 
program office of the Department of Transpor- 
tation shall submit a comprehensive annual 
modal research plan to the Assistant Secretary 
for Research and Technology of the Department 
of Transportation (referred to in this subtitle as 
the ‘‘Assistant Secretary’’). 
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(b) REVIEW.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than October 1 of 
each year, the Assistant Secretary, for each 
plan submitted pursuant to subsection (a), 
shall— 

(A) review the scope of the research; and 

(B)(i) approve the plan; or 

(ii) request that the plan be revised. 

(2) PUBLICATIONS.—Not later than January 30 
of each year, the Secretary shall publish each 
plan that has been approved under paragraph 
(1)(B)() on a public website. 

(3) REJECTION OF DUPLICATIVE RESEARCH EF- 
FORTS.—The Assistant Secretary may not ap- 
prove any plan submitted by the head of a 
modal administration or joint program office 
pursuant to subsection (a) if such plan dupli- 
cates the research efforts of any other modal ad- 
ministration. 

(c) FUNDING LIMITATIONS.—No funds may be 
expended by the Department of Transportation 
on research that has not previously been ap- 
proved as part of a modal research plan ap- 
proved by the Assistant Secretary unless— 

(1) such research is required by an Act of Con- 
gress; 

(2) such research was part of a contract that 
was funded before the date of enactment of this 
Act; or 

(3) the Secretary of Transportation certifies to 
Congress that such research is necessary before 
the approval of a modal research plan. 

(ad) DUPLICATIVE RESEARCH.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para- 
graph (2), no funds may be expended by the De- 
partment of Transportation on research projects 
that the Secretary identifies as duplicative 
under subsection (b)(3). 

(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply to— 

(A) updates to previously commissioned re- 
search; 

(B) research commissioned to carry out an Act 
of Congress; or 

(C) research commissioned before the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

(e) CERTIFICATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall annu- 
ally certify to Congress that— 

(A) each modal research plan has been re- 
viewed; and 

(B) there is no duplication of study for re- 
search directed, commissioned, or conducted by 
the Department of Transportation. 

(2) CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN.—If the Sec- 
retary, after submitting a certification under 
paragraph (1), identifies duplication of research 
within the Department of Transportation, the 
Secretary shall— 

(A) notify Congress of the duplicative re- 
search; and 

(B) submit a corrective action plan to Con- 
gress that will eliminate such duplicative re- 
search. 

SEC. 31203. CONSOLIDATED RESEARCH PRO- 
SPECTUS AND STRATEGIC PLAN. 

(a) PROSPECTUS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall annu- 
ally publish, on a public website, a comprehen- 
sive prospectus on all research projects con- 
ducted by the Department of Transportation, in- 
cluding, to the extent practicable, research 
funded through University Transportation Cen- 
ters. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The prospectus 
under paragraph (1) shall— 

(A) include the consolidated modal research 
plans approved under section 1302; 

(B) describe the research objectives, progress, 
and allocated funds for each research project; 

(C) identify research projects with multi- 
modal applications; 

(D) specify how relevant modal administra- 
tions have assisted, will contribute to, or plan to 
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use the findings from the research projects iden- 
tified under paragraph (1); 

(E) identify areas in which multiple modal ad- 
ministrations are conducting research projects 
on similar subjects or subjects which have bear- 
ing on multiple modes; 

(F) describe the interagency and cross modal 
communication and coordination that has oc- 
curred to prevent duplication of research efforts 
within the Department of Transportation; 

(G) indicate how research is being dissemi- 
nated to improve the efficiency and safety of 
transportation systems; 

(H) describe how agencies developed their re- 
search plans; and 

(I) describe the opportunities for public and 
stakeholder input. 

(b) FUNDING REPORT.—In conjunction with 
each of the President’s annual budget requests 
under section 1105 of title 31, United States 
Code, the Secretary shall submit a report to ap- 
propriate committees of Congress that de- 
scribes— 

(1) the amount spent in the last completed fis- 
cal year on transportation research and devel- 
opment; and 

(2) the amount proposed in the current budget 
for transportation research and development. 

(c) PERFORMANCE PLANS AND REPORTS.—In 
the plans and reports submitted under sections 
1115 and 1116 of title 31, United States Code, the 
Secretary shall include— 

(1) a summary of the Federal transportation 
research and development activities for the pre- 
vious fiscal year in each topic area; 

(2) the amount spent in each topic area; 

(3) a description of the extent to which the re- 
search and development is meeting the expecta- 
tions set forth in subsection (d)(3)(A); and 

(4) any amendments to the strategic plan de- 
veloped under subsection (d). 

(da) TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH AND DEVELOP- 
MENT STRATEGIC PLAN.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall develop 
a 5-year transportation research and develop- 
ment strategic plan to guide future Federal 
transportation research and development activi- 
ties. 

(2) CONSISTENCY.—The strategic plan devel- 
oped under paragraph (1) shall be consistent 
with— 

(A) section 306 of title 5, United States Code; 

(B) sections 1115 and 1116 of title 31, United 
States Code; and 

(C) any other research and development plan 
within the Department of Transportation. 

(3) CONTENTS.—The strategic plan developed 
under paragraph (1) shall— 

(A) describe the primary purposes of the 
transportation research and development pro- 
gram, which shall include— 

(i) promoting safety; 

(ii) reducing congestion; 

(iii) improving mobility; 

(iv) preserving the existing transportation sys- 
tem; 

(v) improving the durability and extending the 
life of transportation infrastructure; and 

(vi) improving goods movement; 

(B) for each of the purposes referred to in sub- 
paragraph (A), list the primary research and de- 
velopment topics that the Department of Trans- 
portation intends to pursue to accomplish that 
purpose, which may include— 

(i) fundamental research in the physical and 
natural sciences; 

(ii) applied research; 

(iii) technology research; and 

(iv) social science research intended for each 
topic; and 

(C) for each research and development topic— 

(i) identify the anticipated annual funding 
levels for the period covered by the strategic 
plan; and 
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(ii) include any additional information the 
Department of Transportation expects to dis- 
cover at the end of the period covered by the 
strategic plan as a result of the research and de- 
velopment in that topic area. 

(4) CONSIDERATIONS.—The Secretary shall en- 
sure that the strategic plan developed under this 
section— 

(A) reflects input from a wide range of stake- 
holders; 

(B) includes and integrates the research and 
development programs of all the Department of 
Transportation’s modal administrations, includ- 
ing aviation, transit, rail, and maritime; and 

(C) takes into account how research and de- 
velopment by other Federal, State, private sec- 
tor, and nonprofit institutions— 

(i) contributes to the achievement of the pur- 
poses identified under paragraph (3)(A); and 

(ii) avoids unnecessary duplication of such ef- 
forts. 

(e) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.— 

(1) CHAPTER 5 OF TITLE 23.—Chapter 5 of title 
23, United States Code, is amended— 

(A) by striking section 508; 

(B) in the table of contents, by striking the 
item relating to section 508; 

(C) in section 502— 

(i) in subsection (a)(9), by striking ‘‘transpor- 
tation research and technology development 
strategic plan developed under section 508” and 
inserting ‘‘transportation research and develop- 
ment strategic plan under section 31203 of the 
Comprehensive Transportation and Consumer 
Protection Act of 2015”; and 

(ii) in subsection (b)(4), by striking ‘‘transpor- 
tation research and development strategic plan 
of the Secretary developed under section 508” 
and inserting ‘‘transportation research and de- 
velopment strategic plan under section 31203 of 
the Comprehensive Transportation and Con- 
sumer Protection Act of 2015”; and 

(D) in section 512(b), by striking ‘‘as part of 
the transportation research and development 
strategic plan developed under section 508”. 

(2) INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS.— 
Section 5205 of the Intelligent Transportation 
Systems Act of 1998 (23 U.S.C. 502 note) is 
amended— 

(A) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘as part of 
the Surface Transportation Research and Devel- 
opment Strategic Plan developed under section 
508 of title 23, United States Code’’ and insert- 
ing “as part of the transportation research and 
development strategic plan under section 31203 
of the Comprehensive Transportation and Con- 
sumer Protection Act of 2015”; and 

(B) in subsection (e)(2)(A), by striking ‘‘or the 
Surface Transportation Research and Develop- 
ment Strategic Plan developed under section 508 
of title 23, United States Code” and inserting 
“or the transportation research and develop- 
ment strategic plan under section 31203 of the 
Comprehensive Transportation and Consumer 
Protection Act of 2015”. 

(3) INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM RE- 
SEARCH.—Subtitle C of title V of the Safe, Ac- 
countable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation 
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (23 U.S.C. 512 
note) is amended— 

(A) in section 5305(h)(3)(A), by striking ‘‘the 
strategic plan under section 508 of title 23, 
United States Code” and inserting “the 5-year 
transportation research and development stra- 
tegic plan under section 31203 of the Com- 
prehensive Transportation and Consumer Pro- 
tection Act of 2015”; and 

(B) in section 5307(c)(2)(A), by striking ‘‘or the 
surface transportation research and develop- 
ment strategic plan developed under section 508 
of title 23, United States Code’’ and inserting 
“or the 5-year transportation research and de- 
velopment strategic plan under section 31203 of 
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the Comprehensive Transportation and Con- 
sumer Protection Act of 2015”. 
SEC. 31204. RESEARCH OMBUDSMAN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subdtitle III is amended by 
inserting after chapter 63 the following: 


“CHAPTER 65—RESEARCH OMBUDSMAN 


“Sec. 
“6501. Research ombudsman. 


“$6501. Research ombudsman 


“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The_ Assistant Sec- 
retary for Research and Technology shall ap- 
point a career Federal employee to serve as Re- 
search Ombudsman. This appointment shall not 
diminish the authority of peer review of re- 
search. 

“(b) QUALIFICATIONS.—The Research Ombuds- 
man appointed under subsection (a), to the ex- 
tent practicable— 

“(1) shall have a background in academic re- 
search and a strong understanding of sound 
study design; 

“(2) shall develop a working knowledge of the 
stakeholder communities and research needs of 
the transportation field; and 

“(3) shall not have served as a political ap- 
pointee of the Department. 

“(c) RESPONSIBILITIES.— 

“(1) ADDRESSING COMPLAINTS AND QUES- 
TIONS.—The Research Ombudsman shall— 

“(A) receive complaints and questions about— 

“(i) significant alleged omissions, impropri- 
eties, and systemic problems; and 

“(ii) excessive delays of, or within, a specific 
research project; and 

“(B) evaluate and address the complaints and 
questions described in subparagraph (A). 

“(2) PETITIONS.— 

“(A) REVIEW.—The Research Ombudsman 
shall review petitions relating to— 

““(i) conflicts of interest; 

“(ii) the study design and methodology; 

“(iti) assumptions and potential bias; 

“(iv) the length of the study; and 

“(v) the composition of any data sampled. 

“(B) RESPONSE TO PETITIONS.—The Research 
Ombudsman shall— 

“(i) respond to relevant petitions within a rea- 
sonable period; 

“(ii) identify deficiencies 
study design; and 

“(iti) propose a remedy for such deficiencies to 
the administrator of the modal administration 
responsible for completing the research project. 

“(C) RESPONSE TO PROPOSED REMEDY.—The 
administrator of the modal administration 
charged with completing the research project 
shall respond to the proposed research remedy. 

“(3) REQUIRED REVIEWS.—The Research Om- 
budsman shall evaluate the study plan for all 
statutorily required studies and reports before 
the commencement of such studies to ensure 
that the research plan has an appropriate sam- 
ple size and composition to address the stated 
purpose of the study. 

“(d) REPORTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Upon the completion of 
each review under subsection (c), the Research 
Ombudsman shall— 

“(A) submit a report containing the results of 
such review to— 

“(i) the Secretary; 

“(ii) the head of the relevant modal adminis- 
tration; and 

“(iti) the study or research leader; and 

“(B) publish such results on a public website, 
with the modal administration response required 
under subsection (c)(2)(C). 

“(2) INDEPENDENCE.—Each report required 
under this section shall be provided directly to 
the individuals described in paragraph (1) with- 
out any comment or amendment from the Sec- 
retary, the Deputy Secretary of Transportation, 
the head of any modal administration of the De- 
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partment, or any other officer or employee of 
the Department or the Office of Management 
and Budget. 

“(e) REPORT TO INSPECTOR GENERAL.—The 
Research Ombudsman shall submit any evidence 
of misfeasance, malfeasance, waste, fraud, or 
abuse uncovered during a review under this sec- 
tion to the Inspector General for further review. 

“(f) REMOVAL.—The Research Ombudsman 
shall be subject to adverse employment action 
for misconduct or good cause in accordance 
with the procedures and grounds set forth in 
chapter 75 of title 5.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENT.—The table of chapters for subtitle III is 
amended by inserting after the item relating to 
chapter 63 the following: 

“65. Research ombudsman 6501”. 
SEC. 31205. SMART CITIES TRANSPORTATION 
PLANNING STUDY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall conduct 
a study of digital technologies and information 
technologies, including shared mobility, data, 
transportation network companies, and on-de- 
mand transportation services— 

(1) to understand the degree to which cities 
are adopting these technologies; 

(2) to assess future planning, infrastructure 
and investment needs; and 

(3) to provide best practices to plan for smart 
cities in which information and technology are 
used— 

(A) to improve city operations; 

(B) to grow the local economy; 

(C) to improve response in times of emer- 
gencies and natural disasters; and 

(D) to improve the lives of city residents. 

(b) COMPONENTS.—The study conducted under 
subsection (a) shall— 

(1) identify broad issues that influence the 
ability of the United States to plan for and in- 
vest in smart cities, including barriers to col- 
laboration and access to scientific information; 
and 

(2) review how the expanded use of digital 
technologies, mobile devices, and information 
may— 

(A) enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of 
existing transportation networks; 

(B) optimize demand management services; 

(C) impact low-income and other disadvan- 
taged communities; 

(D) assess opportunities to share, collect, and 
use data; 

(E) change current planning and investment 
strategies; and 

(F) provide opportunities for enhanced coordi- 
nation and planning. 

(c) REPORTING.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall publish the report containing the 
results of the study required under subsection 
(a) to a public website. 

SEC. 31206. BUREAU OF TRANSPORTATION STA- 
TISTICS INDEPENDENCE. 

Section 6302 is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(d) INDEPENDENCE OF BUREAU.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall not be 
required— 

“(A) to obtain the approval of any other offi- 
cer or employee of the Department with respect 
to the collection or analysis of any information; 
or 

“(B) prior to publication, to obtain the ap- 
proval of any other officer or employee of the 
United States Government with respect to the 
substance of any statistical technical reports or 
press releases lawfully prepared by the Director. 

“(2) BUDGET AUTHORITY.—The Director shall 
have a significant role in the disposition and al- 
location of the Bureau’s authorized budget, in- 
cluding— 

“(A) all hiring, grants, cooperative agree- 
ments, and contracts awarded by the Bureau to 
carry out this section; and 
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“(B) the disposition and allocation of 
amounts paid to the Bureau for cost-reimburs- 
able projects. 

“(3) EXCEPTIONS.—The Secretary shall direct 
external support functions, such as the coordi- 
nation of activities involving multiple modal ad- 
ministrations. 

“(4) INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY.—The Depart- 
ment Chief Information Officer shall consult 
with the Director to ensure decisions related to 
information technology guarantee the protec- 
tion of the confidentiality of information pro- 
vided solely for statistical purposes, in accord- 
ance with the Confidential Information Protec- 
tion and Statistical Efficiency Act of 2002 (44 
U.S.C. 3501 note).’’. 

SEC. 31207. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) TITLE 49 AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) ASSISTANT SECRETARIES; GENERAL COUN- 
SEL.—Section 102(e) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking “5” and in- 
serting “6”; and 

(B) in paragraph (1)(A), by inserting “an As- 
sistant Secretary for Research and Tech- 
nology,” before “and an Assistant Secretary’’. 

(2) OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY OF THE DEPARTMENT 
OF TRANSPORTATION.—Section 112 is repealed. 

(3) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents of chapter 1 is amended by striking the 
item relating to section 112. 

(4) RESEARCH CONTRACTS.—Section 330 is 
amended— 

(A) in the section heading, by striking ‘‘con- 
tracts” and inserting ‘‘activities’’; 

(B) in subsection (a), by inserting “IN GEN- 
ERAL.—’’ before “The Secretary”; 

(C) in subsection (b), by inserting ‘‘RESPON- 
SIBILITIES.—’’ before ‘‘In carrying out”; 

(D) in subsection (c), by inserting ‘‘PUBLICA- 
TIONS.—’’ before “The Secretary”; and 

(E) by adding at the end the following: 

“(d) DUTIES.—The Secretary shall provide for 
the following: 

“(1) Coordination, facilitation, and review of 
the Department’s research and development pro- 
grams and activities. 

“(2) Advancement, and research and develop- 
ment, of innovative technologies, including in- 
telligent transportation systems. 

“(3) Comprehensive transportation statistics 
research, analysis, and reporting. 

“(4) Education and training in transportation 
and transportation-related fields. 

“(5) Activities of the Volpe National Trans- 
portation Systems Center. 

“(e) ADDITIONAL AUTHORITIES.—The 
retary may— 

“(1) enter into grants and cooperative agree- 
ments with Federal agencies, State and local 
government agencies, other public entities, pri- 
vate organizations, and other persons— 

“(A) to conduct research into transportation 
service and infrastructure assurance; and 

“(B) to carry out other research activities of 
the Department; 

“(2) carry out, on a cost-shared basis, collabo- 
rative research and development to encourage 
innovative solutions to multimodal transpor- 
tation problems and stimulate the deployment of 
new technology with— 

“(A) non-Federal entities, including State and 
local governments, foreign governments, institu- 
tions of higher education, corporations, institu- 
tions, partnerships, sole proprietorships, and 
trade associations that are incorporated or es- 
tablished under the laws of any State; 

“(B) Federal laboratories; and 

“(C) other Federal agencies; and 

“(3) directly initiate contracts, grants, cooper- 
ative research and development agreements (as 
defined in section 12 of the Stevenson-Wydler 
Technology Innovation Act of 1980 (15 U.S.C. 
3710a)), and other agreements to fund, and ac- 
cept funds from, the Transportation Research 
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Board of the National Research Council of the 
National Academy of Sciences, State depart- 
ments of transportation, cities, counties, institu- 
tions of higher education, associations, and the 
agents of those entities to carry out joint trans- 
portation research and technology efforts. 

“(f) FEDERAL SHARE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
the Federal share of the cost of an activity car- 
ried out under subsection (e)(3) shall not exceed 
50 percent. 

“(2) EXCEPTION.—If the Secretary determines 
that the activity is of substantial public interest 
or benefit, the Secretary may approve a greater 
Federal share. 

“(3) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—AIl costs directly 
incurred by the non-Federal partners, including 
personnel, travel, facility, and hardware devel- 
opment costs, shall be credited toward the non- 
Federal share of the cost of an activity described 
in paragraph (1). 

“(g) PROGRAM EVALUATION AND OVERSIGHT.— 
For fiscal years 2016 through 2021, the Secretary 
is authorized to expend not more than 1 and a 
half percent of the amounts authorized to be ap- 
propriated for necessary expenses for adminis- 
tration and operations of the Office of the As- 
sistant Secretary for Research and Technology 
for the coordination, evaluation, and oversight 
of the programs administered under this section. 

“(h) USE OF TECHNOLOGY.—The research, de- 
velopment, or use of a technology under a con- 
tract, grant, cooperative research and develop- 
ment agreement, or other agreement entered into 
under this section, including the terms under 
which the technology may be licensed and the 
resulting royalties may be distributed, shall be 
subject to the Stevenson-Wydler Technology In- 
novation Act of 1980 (15 U.S.C. 3701 et seq.). 

“(i) WAIVER OF ADVERTISING REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—Section 6101 of title 41 shall not apply 
to a contract, grant, or other agreement entered 
into under this section.’’. 

(5) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The item relating to 
section 330 in the table of contents of chapter 3 
is amended by striking ‘‘Contracts’’ and insert- 
ing ‘‘Activities’’. 

(6) BUREAU OF TRANSPORTATION STATISTICS.— 
Section 6302(a) is amended to read as follows: 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—There shall be within the 
Department the Bureau of Transportation Sta- 
tistics.’’. 

(b) TITLE 5 AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) POSITIONS AT LEVEL II.—Section 5313 of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended by strik- 
ing “Under Secretary of Transportation for Se- 
curity.’’. 

(2) POSITIONS AT LEVEL I1I.—Section 5314 of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended by strik- 
ing ‘‘Administrator, Research and Innovative 
Technology Administration.’’. 

(3) POSITIONS AT LEVEL IV.—Section 5315 of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended by strik- 
ing “(4)” in the undesignated item relating to 
Assistant Secretaries of Transportation and in- 
serting ‘‘(5)’’. 

(4) POSITIONS AT LEVEL V.—Section 5316 is 
amended by striking ‘‘Associate Deputy Sec- 
retary, Department of Transportation.’’. 

SEC. 31208. REPEAL OF OBSOLETE OFFICE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5503 is repealed. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents of chapter 55 is amended by striking the 
item relating to section 5503. 

Subtitle C—Port Performance Act 
SEC. 31301. SHORT TITLE. 

This subtitle may be cited as the “Port Per- 
formance Act”. 

SEC. 31302. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 

(1) America’s ports play a critical role in the 
Nation’s transportation supply chain network. 

(2) Reliable and efficient movement of goods 
through the Nation’s ports ensures that Amer- 
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ican goods are available to customers through- 
out the world. 

(3) Breakdowns in the transportation supply 
chain network, particularly at the Nation’s 
ports, can result in tremendous economic losses 
for agriculture, businesses, and retailers that 
rely on timely shipments. 

(4) A clear understanding of terminal and port 
productivity and throughput should help— 

(A) to identify freight bottlenecks; 

(B) to indicate performance and trends over 
time; and 

(C) to inform investment decisions. 

SEC. 31303. PORT PERFORMANCE FREIGHT STA- 
TISTICS PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 63 is amended by 

adding at the end the following: 


“$6314. Port performance freight statistics 
program 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall estab- 
lish, on behalf of the Secretary, a port perform- 
ance statistics program to provide nationally 
consistent measures of performance of, at a min- 
imum— 

(1) the Nation’s top 25 ports by tonnage; 

“(2) the Nation’s top 25 ports by 20-foot equiv- 
alent unit; and 

“(3) the Nation’s top 25 ports by dry bulk. 

““(b) ANNUAL REPORTS.— 

“(1) PORT CAPACITY AND THROUGHPUT.—Not 
later than January 15 of each year, the Director 
shall submit an annual report to Congress that 
includes statistics on capacity and throughput 
at the ports described in subsection (a). 

““(2) PORT PERFORMANCE MEASURES.—The Di- 
rector shall collect monthly port performance 
measures for each of the United States ports re- 
ferred to in subsection (a) that receives Federal 
assistance or is subject to Federal regulation to 
submit an annual report to the Bureau of 
Transportation Statistics that includes monthly 
statistics on capacity and throughput as appli- 
cable to the specific configuration of the port. 

“(A) MONTHLY MEASURES.—The Director shall 
collect monthly measures, including— 

“(i) the average number of lifts per hour of 
containers by crane; 

“(Gi) the average vessel turn time by vessel 
type; 

“(iti) the average cargo or container dwell 
time; 

“(iv) the average truck time at ports; 

““(v) the average rail time at ports; and 

“(vi) any additional metrics, as determined by 
the Director after receiving recommendations 
from the working group established under sub- 
section (c). 

“(B) MODIFICATIONS.—The Director may con- 
sider a modification to a metric under subpara- 
graph (A) if the modification meets the intent of 
the section. 

“(c) RECOMMENDATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall obtain 
recommendations for— 

“(A) specifications and data measurements for 
the port performance measures listed in sub- 
section (b)(2); 

(B) additionally needed data elements for 
measuring port performance; and 

“(C) a process for the Department of Trans- 
portation to collect timely and consistent data, 
including identifying safeguards to protect pro- 
prietary information described in subsection 
(b)(2). 

“(2) WORKING GROUP.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of the enactment of the Port Per- 
formance Act, the Director shall commission a 
working group composed of— 

“(A) operating administrations of the Depart- 
ment of Transportation; 

“(B) the Coast Guard; 

“(C) the Federal Maritime Commission; 

“(D) U.S. Customs and Border Protection; 

“(E) the Marine Transportation System Na- 
tional Advisory Council; 
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“(F) the Army Corps of Engineers; 

“(G) the Saint Lawrence Seaway Development 
Corporation; 

“(H) the Advisory Committee on Supply Chain 
Competitiveness; 

“(D) 1 representative from the rail industry; 

“(J) 1 representative from the trucking indus- 
try; 

“(K) 1 representative from the maritime ship- 
ping industry; 

“(L) 1 representative from a labor organiza- 
tion for each industry described in subpara- 
graphs (I) through (K); 

“(M) 1 representative from a port authority; 

“(N) 1 representative from a terminal oper- 
ator; 

“(O) representatives of the National Freight 
Advisory Committee of the Department; and 

“(P) representatives of the Transportation Re- 
search Board of the National Academies. 

“(3) RECOMMENDATIONS.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of the enactment of the Port 
Performance Act, the working group commis- 
sioned under this subsection shall submit its rec- 
ommendations to the Director. 

“(d) ACCESS TO DATA.—The Director shall en- 
sure that the statistics compiled under this sec- 
tion are readily accessible to the public, con- 
sistent with applicable security constraints and 
confidentiality interests.’’. 

(b) PROHIBITION ON CERTAIN DISCLOSURES.— 
Section 6307(b)(1) is amended by inserting ‘‘or 
section 6314(b)’’ after ‘‘section 6302(b)(3)(B)”’ 
each place it appears. 

(c) COPIES OF REPORTS.—Section 6307(b)(2)(A) 
is amended by inserting ‘‘or section 6314(b)”’ 
after ‘‘section 6302(b)(3)(B)’’. 

(a) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENT.—The table of contents for chapter 63 is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
“6314. Port performance freight statistics pro- 

gram.’’. 
TITLE XXXII—COMMERCIAL MOTOR 
VEHICLE AND DRIVER PROGRAMS 


Subtitle A—Compliance, Safety, and 
Accountability Reform 
SEC. 32001. CORRELATION STUDY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 
(referred to in this subtitle as the ‘‘Adminis- 
trator’’) shall commission the National Research 
Council of the National Academies to conduct a 
study of— 

(1) the Safety Measurement System (referred 
to in this subtitle as ‘“‘“SMS’’); and 

(2) the Compliance, Safety, Accountability 
program (referred to in this subtitle as the “CSA 
program”). 

(b) SCOPE OF STUDY.—In carrying out the 
study commissioned pursuant to subsection (a), 
the National Research Council— 

(1) shall analyze— 

(A) the accuracy with which the Behavior 
Analysis and Safety Improvement Categories 
(referred to in this subtitle as “BASIC”) safety 
measures used by SMS— 

(i) identify high risk drivers and carriers; and 

(ii) predict or be correlated with future crash 
risk, crash severity, or other safety indicators 
for individual drivers, motor carriers, and the 
highest risk carriers; 

(B) the methodology used to calculate BASIC 
percentiles and identify carriers for enforce- 
ment, including the weights assigned to par- 
ticular violations, and the tie between crash risk 
and specific regulatory violations, in order to 
accurately identify and predict future crash risk 
for motor carriers; 

(C) the relative value of inspection informa- 
tion and roadside enforcement data; 

(D) any data collection gaps or data suffi- 
ciency problems that may exist and the impact 
of those data gaps and insufficiencies on the ef- 
ficacy of the CSA program; and 
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(E) the accuracy of data processing; and 

(2) should consider— 

(A) whether the current SMS provides com- 
parable precision and confidence for SMS alerts 
and percentiles for the relative crash risk of in- 
dividual large and small motor carriers; 

(B) whether alternative systems would iden- 
tify high risk carriers or identify high risk driv- 
ers and motor carriers more accurately; and 

(C) the recommendations and findings of the 
Comptroller General of the United States and 
the Inspector General, and independent review 
team reports issued before the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Adminis- 
trator shall submit a report containing the re- 
sults of the completed study to— 

(1) the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate; 

(2) the Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure of the House of Representatives; 

(3) the Inspector General of the Department of 
Transportation; and 

(4) the Comptroller General of the United 
States. 

(d) CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days after 
the Administrator submits a report under sub- 
section (c) that identifies a deficiency or oppor- 
tunity for improvement in the CSA program or 
in any element of SMS, the Administrator shall 
submit a corrective action plan to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate and the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure of the House of Rep- 
resentatives that— 

(A) responds to the concerns highlighted by 
the report; 

(B) identifies how the Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Administration will address such con- 
cerns; and 

(C) provides an estimate of the cost, including 
changes in staffing, enforcement, and data col- 
lection necessary to implement the recommenda- 
tions. 

(2) PROGRAM REFORMS.—The corrective action 
plan submitted under paragraph (1) shall in- 
clude an implementation plan that— 

(A) includes benchmarks; 

(B) includes programmatic reforms, revisions 
to regulations, or proposals for legislation; and 

(C) shall be considered in any rulemaking by 
the Department of Transportation that relates 
to the CSA program, including the SMS data 
sets or analysis. 

(e) INSPECTOR GENERAL REVIEW.—Not later 
than 120 days after the Administrator issues a 
corrective action plan under subsection (d), the 
Inspector General of the Department of Trans- 
portation shall— 

(1) review the extent to which such plan im- 
plements— 

(A) recommendations contained in the report 
submitted under subsection (c); and 

(B) recommendations issued by the Comp- 
troller General or the Inspector General before 
the date of enactment of this Act; and 

(2) submit a report to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen- 
ate and the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representatives 
on the responsiveness of the corrective action 
plan to the recommendations described in para- 
graph (1). 

(f) FISCAL LIMITATION.—The Administrator 
shall carry out the study required under this 
section using amounts appropriated to the Fed- 
eral Motor Carrier Safety Administration and 
available for obligation and expenditure as of 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 32002. SAFETY IMPROVEMENT METRICS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall in- 

corporate a methodology into the CSA program 
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or establish a third-party process to allow rec- 
ognition, including credit, improved score, or by 
establishing a safety BASIC in SMS for safety 
technology, tools, programs, and systems ap- 
proved by the Administrator through the quali- 
fication process developed under subsection (b) 
that exceed regulatory requirements or are used 
to enhance safety performance, including— 

(1) the installation of qualifying advanced 
safety equipment, such as— 

(A) collision mitigation systems; 

(B) lane departure warnings; 

(C) speed limiters; 

(D) electronic logging devices; 

(E) electronic stability control; 

(F) critical event recorders; and 

(G) strengthening rear guards and sideguards 
for underride protection; 

(2) the use of enhanced driver fitness meas- 
ures that exceed current regulatory require- 
ments, such as— 

(A) additional new driver training; 

(B) enhanced and ongoing driver training; 
and 

(C) remedial driver training to address specific 
deficiencies as identified in roadside inspection 
or enforcement reports; 

(3) the adoption of qualifying administrative 
fleet safety management tools technologies, driv- 
er performance and behavior management tech- 
nologies, and programs; and 

(4) technologies and measures identified 
through the process described in subsection (c). 

(b) QUALIFICATION.—The Administrator, 
through a notice and comment process, shall de- 
velop technical or other performance standards 
for technology, advanced safety equipment, en- 
hanced driver fitness measures, tools, programs, 
or systems used by motor carriers that will qual- 
ify for credit under this section. 

(c) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—In modifying 
the CSA program under subsection (a), the Ad- 
ministrator, through notice and comment, shall 
develop a process for identifying and reviewing 
other technology, advanced safety equipment, 
enhanced driver fitness measures, tools, pro- 
grams, or systems used by motor carriers to im- 
prove safety performance that— 

(1) provides for a petition for reviewing tech- 
nology, advanced safety equipment, enhanced 
driver fitness measures, tools, programs, or sys- 
tems; 

(2) seeks input and participation from indus- 
try stakeholders, including drivers, technology 
manufacturers, vehicle manufacturers, motor 
carriers, enforcement communities, and safety 
advocates, and the Motor Carrier Safety Advi- 
sory Committee; and 

(3) includes technology, advanced safety 
equipment, enhanced driver fitness measures, 
tools, programs, or systems with a date certain 
for future statutory or regulatory implementa- 
tion. 

(a) SAFETY IMPROVEMENT METRICS USE AND 
VERIFICATION.—The Administrator, through no- 
tice and comment process, shall develop a proc- 
ess for— 

(1) providing recognition or credit within a 
motor carrier’s SMS score for the installation 
and use of measures in paragraphs (1) through 
(4) of subsection (a); 

(2) ensuring that the safety improvement 
metrics developed under this section are pre- 
sented with other SMS data; 

(3) verifying the installation or use of such 
technology, advanced safety equipment, en- 
hanced driver fitness measures, tools, programs, 
or systems; 

(4) modifying or removing recognition or credit 
upon verification of noncompliance with this 
section; 

(5) ensuring that the credits or recognition re- 
ferred to in paragraph (1) reflect the safety im- 
provement anticipated as a result of the instal- 


17101 


lation or use of the specific technology, ad- 
vanced safety equipment, enhanced driver fit- 
ness measure, tool, program, or system; 

(6) verifying the deployment and use of quali- 
fying equipment or management systems by a 
motor carrier through a certification from the 
vehicle manufacturer, the system or service pro- 
vider, the insurance carrier, or through docu- 
ments submitted by the motor carrier to the De- 
partment of Transportation; 

(7) annually reviewing the list of qualifying 
safety technology, advanced safety equipment, 
enhanced driver fitness measures, tools, pro- 
grams, or systems; and 

(8) removing systems mandated by law or reg- 
ulation, or if such systems demonstrate a lack of 
efficacy, from the list of qualifying technologies, 
advanced safety equipment, enhanced driver fit- 
ness measures, tools, programs, or systems eligi- 
ble for credit under the CSA program. 

(e) DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION.—The Ad- 
ministrator shall maintain a public website that 
contains information regarding— 

(1) the technology, advanced safety equip- 
ment, enhanced driver fitness measures, tools, 
programs, or systems eligible for credit and im- 
proved scores; 

(2) any petitions for study of the technology, 
advanced safety equipment, enhanced driver fit- 
ness measures, tools, programs, or systems; and 

(3) statistics and information relating to the 
use of such technology, advanced safety equip- 
ment, enhanced driver fitness measures, tools, 
programs, or systems. 

(f) PUBLIC REPORT.—Not later than 1 year 
after the establishment of the Safety Improve- 
ment Metrics System (referred to in this section 
as “SIMS’’) under this section, and annually 
thereafter, the Administrator shall publish, on a 
public website, a report that identifies— 

(1) the types of technology, advanced safety 
equipment, enhanced driver fitness measures, 
tools, programs, or systems that are eligible for 
credit; 

(2) the number of instances in which each 
technology, advanced safety equipment, en- 
hanced driver fitness measure, tool, program, or 
system is used; 

(3) the number of motor carriers, and a de- 
scription of the carrier’s fleet size, that received 
recognition or credit under the modified CSA 
program; and 

(4) the pre- and post-adoption safety perform- 
ance of the motor carriers described in para- 
graph (3). 

(g) IMPLEMENTATION AND OVERSIGHT RESPON- 
SIBILITY.—The Administrator shall ensure that 
the activities described in subsections (a) 
through (f) of this section are not required 
under section 31102 of title 49, United States 
Code, as amended by this Act. 

(h) EVALUATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years after 
the implementation of SIMS under this section, 
the Administrator shall conduct an evaluation 
of the effectiveness of SIMS by reviewing the im- 
pacts of SIMS on— 

(A) law enforcement, commercial drivers and 
motor carriers, and motor carrier safety; and 

(B) safety and adoption of new technologies. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 30 months after 
the implementation of the program, the Admin- 
istrator shall submit a report to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate and the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure of the House of Rep- 
resentatives that describes— 

(A) the results of the evaluation conducted 
under paragraph (1); and 

(B) the actions the Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Administration plans to take to modify 
the demonstration program based on such re- 
sults. 

(i) USE OF ESTIMATES OF SAFETY EFFECTS.—In 
conducting regulatory impact analyses for 
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rulemakings relating to the technology, ad- 
vanced safety equipment, enhanced driver fit- 
ness measures, tools, programs, or systems se- 
lected for credit under the CSA program, the 
Administrator, to the extent practicable, shall 
use the data gathered under this section and 
appropriate statistical methodology, including 
sufficient sample sizes, composition, and appro- 
priate comparison groups, including representa- 
tive motor carriers of all sizes, to estimate the ef- 
fects on safety performance and reduction in the 
number and severity of accidents with quali- 
fying technology, advanced safety equipment, 
tools, programs, and systems. 

(i) SAVINGS PROVISION.—Nothing in this sec- 
tion may be construed to provide the Adminis- 
trator with additional authority to change the 
requirements for the operation of a commercial 
motor vehicle. 

SEC. 32003. DATA CERTIFICATION. 

(a) LIMITATION.—Beginning not later than 1 
day after the date of enactment of this Act, 
none of the analysis of violation information, 
enforcement prioritization, not-at-fault crashes, 
alerts, or the relative percentile for each Behav- 
ioral Analysis and Safety Improvement Category 
developed through the CSA program may be 
made available to the general public, but viola- 
tion and inspection information submitted by 
the States may be presented, until the Inspector 
General of the Department of Transportation 
certifies that— 

(1) any deficiencies identified in the correla- 
tion study required under section 32001 have 
been addressed; 

(2) the corrective action plan has been imple- 
mented and the concerns raised by the correla- 
tion study under section 32001 have been ad- 
dressed; 

(3) the Administrator has fully implemented or 
satisfactorily addressed the issues raised in the 
February 2014 GAO report entitled ‘‘Modifying 
the Compliance, Safety, Accountability Program 
Would Improve the Ability to Identify High Risk 
Carriers” (GAO-14-114), which called into ques- 
tion the accuracy and completeness of safety 
performance calculations; 

(4) the study required under section 32001 has 
been published on a public website; and 

(5) the CSA program has been modified in ac- 
cordance with section 32002. 

(b) LIMITATION ON USE OF CSA ANALYSIS.— 
The enforcement prioritization, alerts, or the 
relative percentile for each Behavioral Analysis 
and Safety Improvement Category developed 
through the CSA program within the SMS sys- 
tem may not be used for safety fitness deter- 
minations until the requirements under sub- 
section (a) have been satisfied. 

(c) CONTINUED PUBLIC AVAILABILITY OF 
DATA.—Inspection and violation information 
submitted to the Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Administration by commercial motor vehicle in- 
spectors and qualified law enforcement officials 
shall remain available for public viewing. 

(d) EXCEPTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the limita- 
tions set forth in subsections (a) and (b)— 

(A) the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Adminis- 
tration and State and local commercial motor 
vehicle enforcement agencies may only use the 
information referred to in subsection (a) for pur- 
poses of investigation and enforcement priori- 
tization; 

(B) motor carriers and commercial motor vehi- 
cle drivers may access information referred to in 
subsection (a) that relates directly to the motor 
carrier or driver, respectively; and 

(C) the data analysis of motorcoach operators 
may be provided online, with a notation indi- 
cating that the ratings or alerts listed are not 
intended to imply any Federal safety rating of 
the carrier. 

(2) NOTATION.—The notation described under 
paragraph (1)(C) shall include: “Readers should 
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not draw conclusions about a carrier’s overall 
safety condition simply based on the data dis- 
played in this system. Unless a motor carrier has 
received an UNSATISFACTORY safety rating 
under part 385 of title 49, Code of Federal Regu- 
lations, or has otherwise been ordered to dis- 
continue operations by the Federal Motor Car- 
rier Safety Administration, it is authorized to 
operate on the Nation’s roadways.”’. 

(3) LIMITATION.—Nothing in subparagraphs 
(A) and (B) of paragraph (1) may be construed 
to restrict the official use by State enforcement 
agencies of the data collected by State enforce- 
ment personnel. 

(e) CERTIFICATION.—The certification process 
described in subsection (a) shall occur concur- 
rently with the implementation of SIMS under 
section 32002. 

(f) COMPLETION.—The Secretary shall modify 
the CSA program in accordance with section 
32002 not later than 1 year after the date of 
completion of the report described in section 
32001(c). 

SEC. 32004. DATA IMPROVEMENT. 

(a) FUNCTIONAL SPECIFICATIONS.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Administrator shall develop functional 
specifications to ensure the consistent and accu- 
rate input of data into systems and databases 
relating to the CSA program. 

(b) FUNCTIONALITY.—The specifications devel- 
oped pursuant to subsection (a)— 

(1) shall provide for the hardcoding and smart 
logic functionality for roadside inspection data 
collection systems and databases; and 

(2) shall be made available to public and pri- 
vate sector developers. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATA MANAGEMENT.—The Ad- 
ministrator shall ensure that internal systems 
and databases accept and effectively manage 
data using uniform standards. 

(d) CONSULTATION WITH THE STATES.—Before 
implementing the functional specifications de- 
scribed in subsection (a) or the standards de- 
scribed in subsection (c), the Administrator shall 
seek input from the State agencies responsible 
for enforcing section 31102 of title 49, United 
States Code. 

SEC. 32005. ACCIDENT REPORT INFORMATION. 

(a) REVIEW.—The Administrator shall initiate 
a demonstration program that allows motor car- 
riers and drivers to request a review of crashes, 
and the removal of crash data for use in the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration’s 
safety measurement system of crashes, and re- 
moval from any weighting, or carrier safety 
analysis, if the commercial motor vehicle was 
operated legally and another motorist in con- 
nection with the crash is found— 

(1) to have been driving under the influence; 

(2) to have been driving the wrong direction 
on a roadway; 

(3) to have struck the commercial motor vehi- 
cle in the rear; 

(4) to have struck the commercial motor vehi- 
cle which was legally stopped; 

(5) by the investigating officer or agency to 
have been responsible for the crash; or 

(6) to have committed other violations deter- 
mined by the Administrator. 

(b) DOCUMENTS.—As part of a request for re- 
view under subsection (a), the motor carrier or 
driver shall submit a copy of available police re- 
ports, crash investigations, judicial actions, in- 
surance claim information, and any related 
court actions submitted by each party involved 
in the accident. 

(c) SOLICITATION OF OTHER INFORMATION.— 
Following a notice and comment period, the Ad- 
ministrator may solicit other types of informa- 
tion to be collected under subsection (b) to fa- 
cilitate appropriate reviews under this section. 

(d) EVALUATION.—The Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Administration shall review the informa- 
tion submitted under subsections (b) and (c). 
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(e) RESULTS.—Subject to subsection (h)(2), the 
results of the review under subsection (a)— 

(1) shall be used to recalculate the motor car- 
rier’s crash BASIC percentile; 

(2) if the carrier is determined not to be re- 
sponsible for the crash incident, such informa- 
tion, shall be reflected on the website of the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration; 
and 

(3) shall not be admitted as evidence or other- 
wise used in a civil action. 

(f) FEE SYSTEM.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Administrator may 
establish a fee system, in accordance with sec- 
tion 9701 of title 31, United States Code, in 
which a motor carrier is charged a fee for each 
review of a crash requested by such motor car- 
rier under this section. 

(2) DISPOSITION OF FEES.—Fees 
under this section— 

(A) may be credited to the Department of 
Transportation appropriations account for pur- 
pose of carrying out this section; and 

(B) shall be used to fully fund the operation 
of the review program authorized under this sec- 
tion. 

(g) REVIEW AND REPORT.—Not earlier than 2 
years after the establishment of the demonstra- 
tion program under this section, the Adminis- 
trator shall— 

(1) conduct a review of the internal crash re- 
view program to determine if other crash types 
should be included; and 

(2) submit a report to Congress that de- 
scribes— 

(A) the number of crashes reviewed; 

(B) the number of crashes for which the com- 
mercial motor vehicle operator was determined 
not to be at fault; and 

(C) relevant information relating to the pro- 
gram, including the cost to operate the program 
and the fee structure established. 

(h) IMPLEMENTATION AND OVERSIGHT RESPON- 
SIBILITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall en- 
sure that the activities described in subsections 
(a) through (d) of this section are not required 
under section 31102 of title 49, United States 
Code, as amended by this Act. 

(2) REVIEWS INVOLVING FATALITIES.—If a re- 
view under subsection (a) involves a fatality, 
the Inspector General of the Department of 
Transportation shall audit and certify the re- 
view prior to making any changes under sub- 
section (e). 

SEC. 32006. POST-ACCIDENT REPORT REVIEW. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall convene a working group— 

(1) to review the data elements of post-acci- 
dent reports, for tow-away accidents involving 
commercial motor vehicles, that are reported to 
the Federal Government; and 

(2) to report to the Secretary its findings and 
any recommendations, including best practices 
for State post-accident reports to achieve the 
data elements described in subsection (c). 

(b) COMPOSITION.—Not less than 51 percent of 
the working group should be composed of indi- 
viduals representing the States or State law en- 
forcement officials. The remaining members of 
the working group shall represent industry, 
labor, safety advocates, and other interested 
parties. 

(c) CONSIDERATIONS.—The working group 
shall consider requiring additional data ele- 
ments, including— 

(1) the primary cause of the accident, if the 
primary cause can be determined; 

(2) the physical characteristics of the commer- 
cial motor vehicle and any other vehicle in- 
volved in the accident, including— 

(A) the vehicle configuration; 

(B) the gross vehicle weight if the weight can 
be readily determined; 
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(C) the number of axles; and 

(D) the distance between azles, if the distance 
can be readily determined; and 

(3) any data elements that could contribute to 
the appropriate consideration of requests under 
section 32005. 

(da) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall— 

(1) review the findings of the working group; 

(2) identify the best practices for State post- 
accident reports that are reported to the Federal 
Government, including identifying the data ele- 
ments that should be collected following a tow- 
away commercial motor vehicle accident; and 

(3) recommend to the States the adoption of 
new data elements to be collected following re- 
portable commercial motor vehicle accidents. 
SEC. 32007. RECOGNIZING EXCELLENCE IN SAFE- 

TY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall es- 
tablish a program to publicly recognize motor 
carriers and drivers whose safety records and 
programs exceed compliance with the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Administration’s safety 
regulations and demonstrate clear and out- 
standing safety practices. 

(b) RESTRICTION.—The program established 
under subsection (a) may not be deemed to be an 
endorsement of, or a preference for, motor car- 
riers or drivers recognized under the program. 
SEC. 32008. HIGH RISK CARRIER REVIEWS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—After the completion of the 
certification under section 32003 of this Act, and 
the establishment of the Safety Fitness Deter- 
mination program, the Secretary shall ensure 
that a review is completed on each motor carrier 
that demonstrates through performance data 
that it poses the highest safety risk. At a min- 
imum, a review shall be conducted whenever a 
motor carrier is among the highest risk carriers 
for 4 consecutive months. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after the 
completion of the certification under section 
32003 of this Act and the establishment of the 
Safety Fitness Determination program, the Sec- 
retary shall post on a public website a report on 
the actions the Secretary has taken to comply 
with this section, including the number of high 
risk carriers identified and the high risk carriers 
reviewed. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 4138 of 
the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Trans- 
portation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (49 
U.S.C. 31144 note) is repealed. 

Subtitle B—Transparency and Accountability 
SEC. 32201. PETITIONS FOR REGULATORY RELIEF. 

(a) APPLICATIONS FOR REGULATORY RELIEF.— 
Notwithstanding subpart C of part 381 of title 
49, Code of Federal Regulations, the Secretary 
shall allow an applicant representing a class or 
group of motor carriers to apply for a specific 
exemption from any provision of the regulations 
under part 395 of title 49, Code of Federal Regu- 
lations, for commercial motor vehicle drivers. 

(b) REVIEW PROCESS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall establish 
the procedures for the application for and the 
review of an exemption under subsection (a). 

(2) PUBLICATION.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date of receipt of an application for an 
exemption, the Secretary shall publish the appli- 
cation in the Federal Register and provide the 
public with an opportunity to comment. 

(3) PUBLIC COMMENT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Each application shall be 
available for public comment for a 30-day pe- 
riod, but the Secretary may extend the oppor- 
tunity for public comment for up to 60 days if it 
is a significant or complex request. 

(B) REVIEW.—Beginning on the date that the 
public comment period under subparagraph (A) 
ends, the Secretary shall have 60 days to review 
all of the comments received. 
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(4) DETERMINATION.—At the end of the 60-day 
period under paragraph (3)(B), the Secretary 
shall publish a determination in the Federal 
Register, including— 

(A) the reason for granting or denying the ap- 
plication; and 

(B) if the application is granted— 

(i) the specific class of persons eligible for the 
exemption; 

(ii) each provision of the regulations to which 
the exemption applies; and 

(iii) any conditions or limitations applied to 
the exemption. 

(5) CONSIDERATIONS.—In making a determina- 
tion whether to grant or deny an application for 
an exemption, the Secretary shall consider the 
safety impacts of the request and may provide 
appropriate conditions or limitations on the use 
of the exemption. 

(c) OPPORTUNITY FOR RESUBMISSION.—If an 
application is denied and the applicant can rea- 
sonably address the reason for the denial, the 
Secretary may allow the applicant to resubmit 
the application. 

(d) PERIOD OF APPLICABILITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para- 
graph (2) of this subsection and subsection (f), 
each exemption granted under this section shall 
be valid for a period of 5 years unless the Sec- 
retary identifies a compelling reason for a short- 
er exemption period. 

(2) RENEWAL.—At the end of the 5-year period 
under paragraph (1)— 

(A) the Secretary, at the Secretary’s discre- 
tion, may renew the exemption for an additional 
5-year period; or 

(B) an applicant may apply under subsection 
(a) for a permanent exemption from each appli- 
cable provision of the regulations. 

(e) LIMITATION.—No exemption under this sec- 
tion may be granted to or used by any motor 
carrier that has an unsatisfactory or condi- 
tional safety fitness determination. 

(f) PERMANENT EXEMPTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall make 
permanent the following limited exceptions: 

(A) Department of Defense Military Surface 
Deployment and Distribution Command trans- 
port of weapons, munitions, and sensitive classi- 
fied cargo as published in the Federal Register 
Volume 80 on April 16, 2015 (80 Fed. Reg. 20556). 

(B) Department of Energy transport of secu- 
rity-sensitive radioactive materials as published 
in the Federal Register Volume 80 on June 22, 
2015 (80 Fed. Reg. 35703). 

(C) Motor carriers that transport hazardous 
materials shipments requiring security plans 
under regulations of the Pipeline and Haz- 
ardous Materials Safety Administration as pub- 
lished in the Federal Register Volume 80 on May 
1, 2015 (80 Fed. Reg. 25004). 

(D) Perishable construction products as pub- 
lished in the Federal Register Volume 80 on 
April 2, 2015 (80 Fed. Reg. 17819). 

(E) Passenger vehicle record of duty status 
change as published in the Federal Register Vol- 
ume 80 on June 4, 2015 (80 Fed. Reg. 31961). 

(F) Transport of commercial bee hives as pub- 
lished in the Federal Register Volume 80 on 
June 19, 2018. (80 Fed. Reg. 35425). 

(G) Specialized carriers and drivers respon- 
sible for transporting loads requiring special 
permits as published in the Federal Register 
Volume 80 on June 18, 2015 (80 Fed. Reg. 34957). 

(H) Safe transport of livestock as published in 
the Federal Register Volume 80 on June 12, 2015 
(80 Fed. Reg. 33584). 

(2) ADDITIONAL EXEMPTIONS.—The Secretary 
may make any temporary exemption from any 
provision of the regulations under part 395 of 
title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, for com- 
mercial motor vehicle drivers that is in effect on 
the date of enactment of this Act permanent if 
the Secretary determines that the permanent ex- 
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emption will not degrade safety. The Secretary 
shall provide public notice and comment on a 
list of the additional temporary exemptions to be 
made permanent under this paragraph. 

(3) REVOCATION OF EXEMPTIONS.—The_ Sec- 
retary may revoke an exemption issued under 
this section if the Secretary can demonstrate 
that the exemption has had a negative impact 
on safety. 

SEC. 32202. INSPECTOR STANDARDS. 

Not later than 90 days after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Administrator of the Fed- 
eral Motor Carrier Safety Administration shall 
revise the regulations under part 385 of title 49, 
Code of Federal Regulations, as necessary, to 
incorporate by reference the certification stand- 
ards for roadside inspectors issued by the Com- 
mercial Vehicle Safety Alliance. 

SEC. 32203. TECHNOLOGY IMPROVEMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Govern- 
ment Accountability Office shall conduct a com- 
prehensive analysis on the Federal Motor Car- 
rier Safety Administration’s information tech- 
nology and data collection and management 
systems. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—The 
under subsection (a) shall— 

(1) evaluate the efficacy of the existing infor- 
mation technology, data collection, processing 
systems, and data management systems and pro- 
grams, including their interaction with each 
other and their efficacy in meeting user needs; 

(2) identify any redundancies among the sys- 
tems and programs described in paragraph (1); 

(3) explore the feasibility of consolidating data 
collection and processing systems; 

(4) evaluate the ability of the systems and pro- 
grams described in paragraph (1) to meet the 
needs of— 

(A) the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Adminis- 
tration, at both the headquarters and State 
level; 

(B) the State agencies that implement the 
Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program under 
section 31102 of title 49, United States Code; and 

(C) other users; 

(5) evaluate the adaptability of the systems 
and programs described in paragraph (1), in 
order to make necessary future changes to en- 
sure user needs are met in an easier, timely, and 
more cost efficient manner; 

(6) investigate and make recommendations re- 
garding— 

(A) deficiencies in existing data sets impacting 
program effectiveness; and 

(B) methods to improve any and all user inter- 
faces; and 

(7) evaluate the appropriate role the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Administration should 
take with respect to software and information 
systems design, development, and maintenance 
for the purpose of improving the efficacy of the 
systems and programs described in paragraph 
(1). 

Subtitle C—Trucking Rules Updated by 
Comprehensive and Key Safety Reform 
SEC. 32301. UPDATE ON STATUTORY REQUIRE- 

MENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, and every 90 
days thereafter until a final rule has been 
issued for each of the requirements described 
under paragraphs (1) through (5), the Adminis- 
trator of the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Ad- 
ministration shall submit to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate and the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure of the House of Representa- 
tives a report on the status of a final rule for— 

(1) the minimum entry-level training require- 
ments for an individual operating a commercial 
motor vehicle under section 31305(c) of title 49, 
United States Code; 
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(2) motor carrier safety fitness determinations; 

(3) visibility of agricultural equipment under 
section 31601 of division C of the Moving Ahead 
for Progress in the 21st Century Act (49 U.S.C. 
30111 note); 

(4) regulations to require commercial motor ve- 
hicles in interstate commerce and operated by a 
driver subject to the hours of service and record 
of duty status requirements under part 395 of 
title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, be 
equipped with an electronic control module ca- 
pable of limiting the maximum speed of the vehi- 
cle; and 

(5) any outstanding commercial motor vehicle 
safety regulation required by law and incom- 
plete for more than 2 years. 

(b) CONTENTS.—Each report under subsection 
(a) shall include a description of the work plan, 
an updated rulemaking timeline, current staff 
allocations, any resource constraints, and any 
other details associated with the development of 
the rulemaking. 

SEC. 32302. STATUTORY RULEMAKING. 

The Administrator of the Federal Motor Car- 
rier Safety Administration shall prioritize the 
use of Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administra- 
tion resources for the completion of each out- 
standing statutory requirement for a rulemaking 
before beginning any new rulemaking unless the 
Secretary certifies to Congress that there is a 
significant need to move forward with a new 
rulemaking. 

SEC. 32303. GUIDANCE REFORM. 

(a) GUIDANCE.— 

(1) POINT OF CONTACT.—Each guidance docu- 
ment, other than a regulatory action, issued by 
the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administra- 
tion shall have a date of publication or a date 
of revision, as applicable, and the name and 
contact information of a point of contact at the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 
who can respond to questions regarding the gen- 
eral applicability of the guidance. 

(2) PUBLIC ACCESSIBILITY.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Each guidance document 
and interpretation issued by the Federal Motor 
Carrier Safety Administration shall be published 
on the Department of Transportation’s public 
website on the date of issuance. 

(B) REDACTION.—The Administrator of the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 
may redact from a guidance document or inter- 
pretation under subparagraph (A) any informa- 
tion that would reveal investigative techniques 
that would compromise Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Administration enforcement efforts. 

(3) RULEMAKING.—Not later than 5 years after 
the date that a guidance document is published 
under paragraph (2) or during the comprehen- 
sive review under subsection (c), whichever is 
earlier, the Secretary, in consultation with the 
Administrator, shall revise the applicable regu- 
lations to incorporate the guidance document to 
the extent practicable. 

(4) REISSUANCE.—If a guidance document is 
not incorporated into the applicable regulations 
under paragraph (3), the Secretary shall— 

(A) reissue an updated guidance document; 
and 

(B) review and reissue an updated guidance 
document every 5 years during the comprehen- 
sive review process under subsection (c) until 
the date that the guidance document is removed 
or incorporated into the applicable regulations 
under paragraph (3) of this subsection. 

(b) UPDATE.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall review regulations, guidance, and enforce- 
ment policies published on the Department of 
Transportation’s public website to ensure the 
regulations, guidance, and enforcement policies 
are current, readily accessible to the public, and 
meet the standards under subsection (c)(1). 

(c) REVIEW.— 
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(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), not 
less than once every 5 years, the Administrator 
of the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administra- 
tion shall conduct a comprehensive review of its 
guidance and enforcement policies to determine 
whether— 

(A) the guidance and enforcement policies are 
consistent and clear; 

(B) the guidance is uniformly and consistently 
enforceable; and 

(C) the guidance is still necessary. 

(2) NOTICE AND COMMENT.—Prior to beginning 
the review, the Administrator shall publish in 
the Federal Register a notice and request for 
comment soliciting input from stakeholders on 
which regulations should be updated or elimi- 
nated. 

(3) PRIORITIZATION OF OUTSTANDING PETI- 
TIONS.—As part of the review under paragraph 
(1), the Administrator shall prioritize consider- 
ation of each outstanding petition (as defined in 
section 32304(b) of this Act) submitted by a 
stakeholder for rulemaking. 

(4) REPORT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days after 
the date that a review under paragraph (1) is 
complete, the Administrator shall publish on the 
Department of Transportation’s public website a 
report detailing the review and a full inventory 
of guidance and enforcement policies. 

(B) INCLUSIONS.—The report under subpara- 
graph (A) of this paragraph shall include a 
summary of the response of the Federal Motor 
Carrier Safety Administration to each comment 
received under paragraph (2) indicating each re- 
quest the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Adminis- 
tration is granting. 

SEC. 32304. PETITIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 
shall— 

(1) publish on the Department of Transpor- 
tation’s public website all petitions for regu- 
latory action submitted; 

(2) prioritize stakeholder petitions based on 
the likelihood of providing safety improvements; 

(3) formally respond to each petition by indi- 
cating whether the Administrator will accept, 
deny, or further review, the petition not later 
than 180 days after the date the petition is pub- 
lished under paragraph (1); 

(4) prioritize resulting actions consistent with 
an action’s potential to reduce crashes, improve 
enforcement, and reduce unnecessary burdens; 
and 

(5) not later than 60 days after the date of re- 
ceipt, publish, and update as necessary, on the 
Department of Transportation’s public website 
an inventory of the petitions described in para- 
graph (1), including any applicable disposition 
information for that petition. 

(b) DEFINITION OF PETITION.—In this section, 
the term ‘‘petition’’ means a request for new 
regulations, regulatory interpretations or clari- 
fications, or retrospective review of regulations 
to eliminate or modify obsolete, ineffective, or 
overly-burdensome rules. 

SEC. 32305. REGULATORY REFORM. 

(a) REGULATORY IMPACT ANALYSIS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Within each regulatory im- 
pact analysis of a proposed or final rule issued 
by the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administra- 
tion, the Secretary shall whenever practicable— 

(A) consider effects of the proposed or final 
rule on a carrier with differing characteristics; 
and 

(B) formulate estimates and findings on the 
best available science. 

(2) SCOPE.—To the extent feasible and appro- 
priate, and consistent with law, the analysis de- 
scribed in paragraph (1) shall— 

(A) use data generated from a representative 
sample of commercial vehicle operators, motor 
carriers, or both, that will be covered under the 
proposed or final rule; and 
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(B) consider effects on commercial truck and 
bus carriers of various sizes and types. 

(b) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Before promulgating a pro- 
posed rule under part B of subtitle VI of title 49, 
United States Code, if the proposed rule is likely 
to lead to the promulgation of a major rule the 
Secretary shall— 

(A) issue an advance notice of proposed rule- 
making; or 

(B) determine to proceed with a negotiated 
rulemaking. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—Each advance notice of 
proposed rulemaking issued under paragraph (1) 
shall— 

(A) identify the compelling public concern for 
a potential regulatory action, such as failures of 
private markets to protect or improve the safety 
of the public, the environment, or the well-being 
of the American people; 

(B) identify and request public comment on 
the best available science or technical informa- 
tion on the need for regulatory action and on 
the potential regulatory alternatives; 

(C) request public comment on the benefits 
and costs of potential regulatory alternatives 
reasonably likely to be included or analyzed as 
part of the notice of proposed rulemaking; and 

(D) request public comment on the available 
alternatives to direct regulation, including pro- 
viding economic incentives to encourage the de- 
sired behavior. 

(3) WAIVER.—This subsection shall not apply 
when the Secretary, for good cause, finds (and 
incorporates the finding and a brief statement of 
reasons for such finding in the proposed or final 
rule) an advance notice of proposed rulemaking 
impracticable, unnecessary, or contrary to the 
public interest. 

(c) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this section 
may be construed to limit the contents of any 
Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking. 

Subtitle D—State Authorities 
32401. EMERGENCY ROUTE WORKING 

GROUP. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall establish a working group to deter- 
mine best practices for expeditious State ap- 
proval of special permits for vehicles involved in 
emergency response and recovery. 

(2) MEMBERS.—The working group shall in- 
clude representatives from— 

(A) State highway transportation departments 
or agencies; 

(B) relevant modal agencies within the De- 
partment of Transportation; 

(C) emergency response or recovery experts; 

(D) relevant safety groups; and 

(E) persons affected by special permit restric- 
tions during emergency response and recovery 
efforts. 

(b) CONSIDERATIONS.—In determining best 
practices under subsection (a), the working 
group shall consider whether— 

(1) hurdles currently exist that prevent the ex- 
peditious State approval for special permits for 
vehicles involved in emergency response and re- 
covery; 

(2) it is possible to pre-identify and establish 
emergency routes between States through which 
infrastructure repair materials could be deliv- 
ered following a natural disaster or an emer- 
gency; 

(3) a State could pre-designate an emergency 
route identified under paragraph (1) as a cer- 
tified emergency route if a motor vehicle that ex- 
ceeds the otherwise applicable Federal and State 
truck length or width limits may safely operate 
along such route during period of emergency re- 
covery; and 

(4) an online map could be created to identify 
each wpre-designated emergency route under 
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paragraph (2), including information on specific 
limitations, obligations, and notification re- 
quirements along that route. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the working 
group shall submit to the Secretary a report of 
its findings under this section and any rec- 
ommendations for the implementation of the best 
practices for expeditious State approval of spe- 
cial permits for vehicles involved in emergency 
recovery. Upon receipt, the Secretary shall pub- 
lish the report on a public website. 

(da) FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACT EX- 
EMPTION.—The Federal Advisory Committee Act 
(5 U.S.C. App.) shall not apply to the working 
group established under this section. 

SEC. 32402. ADDITIONAL STATE AUTHORITY. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
not later than 180 days after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, any State impacted by section 
4006 of the Intermodal Surface Transportation 
Efficiency Act of 1991 (Public Law 102-240; 105 
Stat. 2148) shall be provided the option to up- 
date the routes listed in the final list as long as 
the update shifts routes to divided highways or 
does not increase centerline miles by more than 
5 percent and the change is expected to increase 
safety performance. 

SEC. 32403. COMMERCIAL DRIVER ACCESS. 

(a) INTERSTATE COMPACT PILOT PROGRAM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 
may establish a 6-year pilot program to study 
the feasibility, benefits, and safety impacts of 
allowing a licensed driver between the ages of 18 
and 21 to operate a commercial motor vehicle in 
interstate commerce. 

(2) INTERSTATE COMPACTS.—The_ Secretary 
shall allow States, including the District of Co- 
lumbia, to enter into an interstate compact with 
contiguous States to allow a licensed driver be- 
tween the ages of 18 and 21 to operate a motor 
vehicle across the applicable State lines. The 
Secretary shall approve as many as 3 interstate 
compacts, with no more than 4 States per com- 
pact participating in each interstate compact. 

(3) MUTUAL RECOGNITION OF LICENSES.—A 
valid intrastate commercial driver’s licenses 
issued by a State participating in an interstate 
compact under paragraph (2) shall be recog- 
nized as valid not more than 100 air miles from 
the border of the driver’s State of licensure in 
each State that is participating in that inter- 
state compact. 

(4) STANDARDS.—In developing an interstate 
compact under this subsection, participating 
States shall provide for minimum licensure 
standards acceptable for interstate travel under 
this section, which may include, for a licensed 
driver between the ages of 18 and 21 partici- 
pating in the pilot program— 

(A) age restrictions; 

(B) distance from origin (measured in air 
miles); 

(C) reporting requirements; or 

(D) additional hours of service restrictions. 

(5)  LIMITATIONS.—An_ interstate compact 
under paragraph (2) may not permit special con- 
figuration or hazardous cargo operations to be 
transported by a licensed driver under the age 


of 21. 
(6) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—The_ Sec- 
retary may— 


(A) prescribe such additional requirements, in- 
cluding training, for a licensed driver between 
the ages of 18 and 21 participating in the pilot 
program as the Secretary considers necessary; 
and 

(B) provide risk mitigation restrictions and 
limitations. 

(b) APPROVAL.—An interstate compact under 
subsection (a)(2) may not go into effect until it 
has been approved by the governor of each State 
(or the Mayor of the District of Columbia, if ap- 
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plicable) that is a party to the interstate com- 
pact, after consultation with the Secretary of 
Transportation and the Administrator of the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration. 

(c) DATA COLLECTION.—The Secretary shall 
collect and analyze data relating to accidents 
(as defined in section 390.5 of title 49, Code of 
Federal Regulations) in which a driver under 
the age of 21 participating in the pilot program 
is involved. 

(da) REPORT.—Beginning 3 years after the date 
the first compact is established and approved, 
the Secretary shall submit to Congress a report 
containing the data collection and findings of 
the pilot program, a determination of whether a 
licensed driver between the ages of 18 and 21 
can operate a commercial motor vehicle in inter- 
state commerce with an equivalent level of safe- 
ty, and the reasons for that determination. The 
Secretary may extend the air mileage require- 
ments under subsection (a)(3) to expand oper- 
ation areas and gather additional data for anal- 
ysis. 

(e) TERMINATION.—The Secretary may termi- 
nate the pilot program if the data collected 
under subsection (c) indicates that drivers under 
the age of 21 do not operate in interstate com- 
merce with an equivalent level of safety of those 
drivers age 21 and over. 


Subtitle E—Motor Carrier Safety Grant 
Consolidation 
SEC. 32501. DEFINITIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 31101 is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para- 
graph (5); and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(4) ‘Secretary’ means the Secretary of Trans- 
portation.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.—Section 31101, as amended by sub- 
section (a), is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(B), by inserting a comma 
after ‘‘passengers’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (1)(C), by striking ‘‘of Trans- 
portation”. 

SEC. 32502. GRANTS TO STATES. 

(a) MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY ASSISTANCE PRO- 
GRAM.—Section 31102 is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 


“§31102. Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Pro- 
gram 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall admin- 
ister a motor carrier safety assistance program 
funded under section 31104. 

“(b) GOAL.—The goal of the program is to en- 
sure that the Secretary, States, local govern- 
ments, other political jurisdictions, federally- 
recognized Indian tribes, and other persons 
work in partnership to establish programs to im- 
prove motor carrier, commercial motor vehicle, 
and driver safety to support a safe and efficient 
surface transportation system— 

“(1) by making targeted investments to pro- 
mote safe commercial motor vehicle transpor- 
tation, including the transportation of pas- 
sengers and hazardous materials; 

“(2) by investing in activities likely to gen- 
erate maximum reductions in the number and 
severity of commercial motor vehicle crashes and 
fatalities resulting from such crashes; 

(3) by adopting and enforcing effective motor 
carrier, commercial motor vehicle, and driver 
safety regulations and practices consistent with 
Federal requirements; and 

“(4) by assessing and improving statewide per- 
formance by setting program goals and meeting 
performance standards, measures, and bench- 
marks. 

“(c) STATE PLANS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pre- 
scribe procedures for a State to submit a mul- 
tiple-year plan, and annual updates thereto, 
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under which the State agrees to assume respon- 
sibility for improving motor carrier safety, 
adopting and enforcing compatible regulations, 
standards, and orders of the Federal Govern- 
ment on commercial motor vehicle safety and 
hazardous materials transportation safety. 

“(2) CONTENTS.—The Secretary shall approve 
a plan if the Secretary determines that the plan 
is adequate to comply with the requirements of 
this section, and the plan— 

“(A) implements performance-based activities, 
including deployment and maintenance of tech- 
nology to enhance the efficiency and effective- 
ness of commercial motor vehicle safety pro- 
grams; 

“(B) designates a lead State commercial motor 
vehicle safety agency responsible for admin- 
istering the plan throughout the State; 

“(C) contains satisfactory assurances that the 
lead State commercial motor vehicle safety agen- 
cy has or will have the legal authority, re- 
sources, and qualified personnel necessary to 
enforce the regulations, standards, and orders; 

“(D) contains satisfactory assurances that the 
State will devote adequate resources to the ad- 
ministration of the plan and enforcement of the 
regulations, standards, and orders; 

“(E) provides a right of entry and inspection 
to carry out the plan; 

“(F) provides that all reports required under 
this section be available to the Secretary on re- 
quest; 

“(G) provides that the lead State commercial 
motor vehicle safety agency will adopt the re- 
porting requirements and use the forms for rec- 
ordkeeping, inspections, and investigations that 
the Secretary prescribes; 

“(H) requires all registrants of commercial 
motor vehicles to demonstrate knowledge of ap- 
plicable safety regulations, standards, and or- 
ders of the Federal Government and the State; 

“(I) provides that the State will grant maz- 
imum reciprocity for inspections conducted 
under the North American Inspection Standards 
through the use of a nationally-accepted system 
that allows ready identification of previously 
inspected commercial motor vehicles; 

“(J) ensures that activities described in sub- 
section (h), if financed through grants to the 
State made under this section, will not diminish 
the effectiveness of the development and imple- 
mentation of the programs to improve motor car- 
rier, commercial motor vehicle, and driver safety 
as described in subsection (b); 

“(K) ensures that the lead State commercial 
motor vehicle safety agency will coordinate the 
plan, data collection, and information systems 
with the State highway safety improvement pro- 
gram required under section 148(c) of title 23; 

“(L) ensures participation in appropriate Fed- 
eral Motor Carrier Safety Administration infor- 
mation technology and data systems and other 
information systems by all appropriate jurisdic- 
tions receiving Motor Carrier Safety Assistance 
Program funding; 

“(M) ensures that information is exchanged 
among the States in a timely manner; 

“(N) provides satisfactory assurances that the 
State will undertake efforts that will emphasize 
and improve enforcement of State and local traf- 
fic safety laws and regulations related to com- 
mercial motor vehicle safety; 

“(O) provides satisfactory assurances in the 
plan that the State will address national prior- 
ities and performance goals, including— 

“(i) activities aimed at removing impaired 
commercial motor vehicle drivers from the high- 
ways of the United States through adequate en- 
forcement of regulations on the use of alcohol 
and controlled substances and by ensuring 
ready roadside access to alcohol detection and 
measuring equipment; 

“(ii) activities aimed at providing an appro- 
priate level of training to State motor carrier 
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safety assistance program officers and employ- 
ees on recognizing drivers impaired by alcohol 
or controlled substances; and 

“(iti) when conducted with an appropriate 
commercial motor vehicle inspection, criminal 
interdiction activities, and appropriate strate- 
gies for carrying out those interdiction activi- 
ties, including interdiction activities that affect 
the transportation of controlled substances (as 
defined under section 102 of the Comprehensive 
Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Act of 1970 
(21 U.S.C. 802) and listed in part 1308 of title 21, 
Code of Federal Regulations, as updated and re- 
published from time to time) by any occupant of 
a commercial motor vehicle; 

“(P) provides that the State has established 
and dedicated sufficient resources to a program 
to ensure that— 

“(i) the State collects and reports to the Sec- 
retary accurate, complete, and timely motor car- 
rier safety data; and 

“(ii) the State participates in a national motor 
carrier safety data correction system prescribed 
by the Secretary; 

(Q) ensures that the State will cooperate in 
the enforcement of financial responsibility re- 
quirements under sections 13906, 31138, and 
31139 of this title, and regulations issued under 
these sections; 

“(R) ensures consistent, effective, and reason- 
able sanctions; 

“(S) ensures that roadside inspections will be 
conducted at locations that are adequate to pro- 
tect the safety of drivers and enforcement per- 
sonnel; 

“(T) provides that the State will include in 
the training manuals for the licensing examina- 
tion to drive both noncommercial motor vehicles 
and commercial motor vehicles information on 
best practices for driving safely in the vicinity of 
noncommercial and commercial motor vehicles; 

“(U) provides that the State will enforce the 
registration requirements of sections 13902 and 
31134 of this title by prohibiting the operation of 
any vehicle discovered to be operated by a motor 
carrier without a registration issued under those 
sections or to be operated beyond the scope of 
the motor carrier’s registration; 

“(V) provides that the State will conduct com- 
prehensive and highly visible traffic enforce- 
ment and commercial motor vehicle safety in- 
spection programs in high-risk locations and 
corridors; 

“(W) except in the case of an imminent haz- 
ard or obvious safety hazard, ensures that an 
inspection of a vehicle transporting passengers 
for a motor carrier of passengers is conducted at 
a station, terminal, border crossing, mainte- 
nance facility, destination, or other location 
where adequate food, shelter, and sanitation fa- 
cilities are available for passengers, and reason- 
able accommodations are available for pas- 
sengers with disabilities; 

“(X) ensures that the State will transmit to its 
roadside inspectors the notice of each Federal 
exemption granted under section 31315(b) of this 
title and sections 390.23 and 390.25 of title 49 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations and provided to 
the State by the Secretary, including the name 
of the person granted the exemption and any 
terms and conditions that apply to the exemp- 
tion; 

“(Y) except as provided in subsection (d), pro- 
vides that the State— 

“(G) will conduct safety audits of interstate 
and, at the State’s discretion, intrastate new en- 
trant motor carriers under section 31144(g) of 
this title; and 

“(ii) if the State authorizes a third party to 
conduct safety audits under section 31144(g) on 
its behalf, the State verifies the quality of the 
work conducted and remains solely responsible 
for the management and oversight of the activi- 
ties; 
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“(Z) provides that the State agrees to fully 
participate in the performance and registration 
information system management under section 
31106(b) not later than October 1, 2020, by com- 
plying with the conditions for participation 
under paragraph (3) of that section; 

“(AA) provides that a State that shares a land 
border with another country— 

“(i) will conduct a border commercial motor 
vehicle safety program focusing on international 
commerce that includes enforcement and related 
projects; or 

“(Gi) will forfeit all funds calculated by the 
Secretary based on border-related activities if 
the State declines to conduct the program de- 
scribed in clause (i) in its plan; and 

“(BB) provides that a State that meets the 
other requirements of this section and agrees to 
comply with the requirements established in 
subsection (1)(3) may fund operation and main- 
tenance costs associated with innovative tech- 
nology deployment under subsection (1)(3) with 
Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program funds 
authorized under section 31104(a)(1). 

““(3) PUBLICATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), the Secretary shall publish each approved 
State multiple-year plan, and each annual up- 
date thereto, on the Department of Transpor- 
tation’s public website not later than 30 days 
after the date the Secretary approves the plan 
or update. 

“(B) LIMITATION.—Before posting an qap- 
proved State multiple-year plan or annual up- 
date under subparagraph (A), the Secretary 
shall redact any information identified by the 
State that, if disclosed— 

“(i) would reasonably be expected to interfere 
with enforcement proceedings; or 

“(ii) would reveal enforcement techniques or 
procedures that would reasonably be expected to 
risk circumvention of the law. 

“(d) EXCLUSION OF U.S. TERRITORIES.—The 
requirement that a State conduct safety audits 
of new entrant motor carriers under subsection 
(c)(2)(Y) does not apply to a territory of the 
United States unless required by the Secretary. 

“(e) INTRASTATE COMPATIBILITY.—The Sec- 
retary shall prescribe regulations specifying tol- 
erance guidelines and standards for ensuring 
compatibility of intrastate commercial motor ve- 
hicle safety laws, including regulations, with 
Federal motor carrier safety regulations to be 
enforced under subsections (b) and (c). To the 
extent practicable, the guidelines and standards 
shall allow for maximum flexibility while ensur- 
ing a degree of uniformity that will not diminish 
motor vehicle safety. 

“(f) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.— 

“(1) BASELINE.—Except as provided under 
paragraphs (2) and (3) and in accordance with 
section 32508 of the Comprehensive Transpor- 
tation and Consumer Protection Act of 2015, a 
State plan under subsection (c) shall provide 
that the total expenditure of amounts of the 
lead State commercial motor vehicle safety agen- 
cy responsible for administering the plan will be 
maintained at a level each fiscal year at least 
equal to— 

(A) the average level of that expenditure for 
fiscal years 2004 and 2005; or 

“(B) the level of that expenditure for the year 
in which the Secretary implements a new alloca- 
tion formula under section 32508 of the Com- 
prehensive Transportation and Consumer Pro- 
tection Act of 2015. 

‘“(2) ADJUSTED BASELINE AFTER FISCAL YEAR 
2017.—At the request of a State, the Secretary 
may evaluate additional documentation related 
to the maintenance of effort and may make rea- 
sonable adjustments to the maintenance of ef- 
fort baseline after the year in which the Sec- 
retary implements a new allocation formula 
under section 32508 of the Comprehensive Trans- 
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portation and Consumer Protection Act of 2015, 
and this adjusted baseline will replace the main- 
tenance of effort requirement under paragraph 
(1). 

“(3) WAIVERS.—At the request of a State, the 
Secretary may waive or modify the requirements 
of this subsection for 1 fiscal year if the Sec- 
retary determines that a waiver or modification 
is reasonable, based on circumstances described 
by the State, to ensure the continuation of com- 
mercial motor vehicle enforcement activities in 
the State. 

“(4) LEVEL OF STATE EXPENDITURES.—In esti- 
mating the average level of State expenditure 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary— 

“(A) may allow the State to exclude State ex- 
penditures for Federally-sponsored demonstra- 
tion and pilot programs and strike forces; 

“(B) may allow the State to exclude expendi- 
tures for activities related to border enforcement 
and new entrant safety audits; and 

“(C) shall require the State to exclude State 
matching amounts used to receive Federal fi- 
nancing under section 31104. 

“(g) USE OF UNIFIED CARRIER REGISTRATION 
FEES AGREEMENT.—Amounts generated under 
section 14504a of this title and received by a 
State and used for motor carrier safety purposes 
may be included as part of the State’s match re- 
quired under section 31104 of this title or main- 
tenance of effort required by subsection (f) of 
this section. 

“(h) USE OF GRANTS TO ENFORCE OTHER 
LAWS.—When approved in the States’ plan 
under subsection (c), a State may use Motor 
Carrier Safety Assistance Program funds re- 
ceived under this section— 

“(1) if the activities are carried out in con- 
junction with an appropriate inspection of a 
commercial motor vehicle to enforce Federal or 
State commercial motor vehicle safety regula- 
tions, for— 

“(A) enforcement of commercial motor vehicle 
size and weight limitations at locations, exclud- 
ing fixed weight facilities, such as near steep 
grades or mountainous terrains, where the 
weight of a commercial motor vehicle can sig- 
nificantly affect the safe operation of the vehi- 
cle, or at ports where intermodal shipping con- 
tainers enter and leave the United States; and 

“(B) detection of and enforcement actions 
taken as a result of criminal activity, including 
the trafficking of human beings, in a commer- 
cial motor vehicle or by any occupant, including 
the operator, of the commercial motor vehicle; 

“(2) for documented enforcement of State traf- 
fic laws and regulations designed to promote the 
safe operation of commercial motor vehicles, in- 
cluding documented enforcement of such laws 
and regulations relating to noncommercial 
motor vehicles when necessary to promote the 
safe operation of commercial motor vehicles, if— 

“(A) the number of motor carrier safety activi- 
ties, including roadside safety inspections, con- 
ducted in the State is maintained at a level at 
least equal to the average level of such activities 
conducted in the State in fiscal years 2004 and 
2005; and 

“(B) the State does not use more than 10 per- 
cent of the basic amount the State receives 
under a grant awarded under section 31104(a)(1) 
for enforcement activities relating to non- 
commercial motor vehicles necessary to promote 
the safe operation of commercial motor vehicles 
unless the Secretary determines that a higher 
percentage will result in significant increases in 
commercial motor vehicle safety; and 

“(3) for the enforcement of household goods 
regulations on intrastate and interstate carriers 
if the State has adopted laws or regulations 
compatible with the Federal household goods 
regulations. 

“(i) EVALUATION OF PLANS AND AWARD OF 
GRANTS.— 
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“(1) AWARDS.—The Secretary shall establish 
criteria for the application, evaluation, and ap- 
proval of State plans under this section. Subject 
to subsection (j), the Secretary may allocate the 
amounts made available under section 
31104(a)(1) among the States. 

“(2) OPPORTUNITY TO CURE.—If the Secretary 
disapproves a plan under this section, the Sec- 
retary shall give the State a written explanation 
of the reasons for disapproval and allow the 
State to modify and resubmit the plan for ap- 
proval. 

“(j) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, by regula- 
tion, shall prescribe allocation criteria for funds 
made available under section 31104(a)(1). 

“(2) ANNUAL ALLOCATIONS.—On October 1 of 
each fiscal year, or as soon as practicable there- 
after, and after making a deduction under sec- 
tion 31104(c), the Secretary shall allocate 
amounts made available in section 31104(a)(1) to 
carry out this section for the fiscal year among 
the States with plans approved under this sec- 
tion in accordance with the criteria under para- 
graph (1). 

“(3) ELECTIVE ADJUSTMENTS.—Subject to the 
availability of funding and notwithstanding 
fluctuations in the data elements used by the 
Secretary to calculate the annual allocation 
amounts, after the creation of a new allocation 
formula under section 32508 of the Comprehen- 
sive Transportation and Consumer Protection 
Act of 2015 the Secretary may not make elective 
adjustments to the allocation formula that de- 
crease a State’s Federal funding levels by more 
than 3 percent in a fiscal year. The 3 percent 
limit shall not apply to the withholding provi- 
sions of subsection (k). 

“(k) PLAN MONITORING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—On the basis of reports sub- 
mitted by the lead State agency responsible for 
administering an approved State plan and an 
investigation by the Secretary, the Secretary 
shall periodically evaluate State implementation 
of and compliance with the State plan. 

“(2) WITHHOLDING OF FUNDS.— 

“(A) DISAPPROVAL.—If, after notice and an 
opportunity to be heard, the Secretary finds 
that the State plan previously approved is not 
being followed or has become inadequate to en- 
sure enforcement of the regulations, standards, 
or orders, or the State is otherwise not in com- 
pliance with the requirements of this section, 
the Secretary may withdraw approval of the 
plan and notify the State. The plan is no longer 
in effect once the State receives notice, and the 
Secretary shall withhold all funding under this 
section. 

“(B) NONCOMPLIANCE WITHHOLDING.—In lieu 
of withdrawing approval of the plan, the Sec- 
retary may, after providing notice and an op- 
portunity to be heard, withhold funding from 
the State to which the State would otherwise be 
entitled under this section for the period of the 
State’s noncompliance. In exercising this option, 
the Secretary may withhold— 

“(i) up to 5 percent of funds during the fiscal 
year that the Secretary notifies the State of its 
noncompliance; 

“(ii) up to 10 percent of funds for the first full 
fiscal year of noncompliance; 

“(iti) up to 25 percent of funds for the second 
full fiscal year of noncompliance; and 

“(iv) not more than 50 percent of funds for the 
third and any subsequent full fiscal year of 
noncompliance. 

“(3) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—A State adversely af- 
fected by a determination under paragraph (2) 
may seek judicial review under chapter 7 of title 
5. Notwithstanding the disapproval of a State 
plan under paragraph (2)(A) or the withholding 
under paragraph (2)(B), the State may retain 
jurisdiction in an administrative or a judicial 
proceeding that commenced before the notice of 
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disapproval or withholding if the issues involved 
are not related directly to the reasons for the 
disapproval or withholding. 

“(l) HIGH PRIORITY FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall admin- 
ister a high priority financial assistance pro- 
gram funded under section 31104 for the pur- 
poses described in paragraphs (2) and (3). 

“(2) ACTIVITIES RELATED TO MOTOR CARRIER 
SAFETY.—The purpose of this paragraph is to 
make discretionary grants to and cooperative 
agreements with States, local governments, fed- 
erally-recognized Indian tribes, other political 
jurisdictions as necessary, and any person to 
carry out high priority activities and projects 
that augment motor carrier safety activities and 
projects planned in accordance with subsections 
(b) and (c), including activities and projects 
that— 

“(A) increase public awareness and education 
on commercial motor vehicle safety; 

(B) target unsafe driving of commercial 
motor vehicles and non-commercial motor vehi- 
cles in areas identified as high risk crash cor- 
ridors; 

“(C) support the enforcement of State house- 
hold goods regulations on intrastate and inter- 
state carriers if the State has adopted laws or 
regulations compatible with the Federal house- 
hold good laws; 

“(D) improve the safe and secure movement of 
hazardous materials; 

“(E) improve safe transportation of goods and 
persons in foreign commerce; 

“(F) demonstrate new technologies to improve 
commercial motor vehicle safety; 

(G) support participation in performance 
and registration information systems manage- 
ment under section 31106(b)— 

“i) for entities not responsible for submitting 
the plan under subsection (c); or 

“(ii) for entities responsible for submitting the 
plan under subsection (c)— 

“(I) before October 1, 2020, to achieve compli- 
ance with the requirements of participation; and 

“(CII) beginning on October 1, 2020, or once 
compliance is achieved, whichever is sooner, for 
special initiatives or projects that exceed routine 
operations required for participation; 

“(H) conduct safety data improvement 
projects— 

“i) that complete or exceed the requirements 
under subsection (c)(2)(P) for entities not re- 
sponsible for submitting the plan under sub- 
section (c); or 

“(ii) that exceed the requirements under sub- 
section (c)(2)(P) for entities responsible for sub- 
mitting the plan under subsection (c); and 

“(I) otherwise improve commercial motor vehi- 
cle safety and compliance with commercial 
motor vehicle safety regulations. 

‘“(3) INNOVATIVE TECHNOLOGY DEPLOYMENT 
GRANT PROGRAM.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish an innovative technology deployment grant 
program to make discretionary grants funded 
under section 31104(a)(2) to eligible States for 
the innovative technology deployment of com- 
mercial motor vehicle information systems and 
networks. 

“(B) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the program 
shall be— 

“(G) to advance the technological capability 
and promote the deployment of intelligent trans- 
portation system applications for commercial 
motor vehicle operations, including commercial 
motor vehicle, commercial driver, and carrier- 
specific information systems and networks; and 

“(Gi) to support and maintain commercial 
motor vehicle information systems and net- 
works— 

“(I) to link Federal motor carrier safety infor- 
mation systems with State commercial motor ve- 
hicle systems; 
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“(II) to improve the safety and productivity of 
commercial motor vehicles and drivers; and 

“(IIT) to reduce costs associated with commer- 
cial motor vehicle operations and Federal and 
State commercial vehicle regulatory require- 
ments. 

“(C) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible for a grant 
under this paragraph, a State shall— 

“(i) have a commercial motor vehicle informa- 
tion systems and networks program plan ap- 
proved by the Secretary that describes the var- 
ious systems and networks at the State level 
that need to be refined, revised, upgraded, or 
built to accomplish deployment of commercial 
motor vehicle information systems and networks 
capabilities; 

“(ii) certify to the Secretary that its commer- 
cial motor vehicle information systems and net- 
works deployment activities, including hard- 
ware procurement, software and system develop- 
ment, and infrastructure modifications— 

“(I) are consistent with the national intel- 
ligent transportation systems and commercial 
motor vehicle information systems and networks 
architectures and available standards; and 

“(II) promote interoperability and efficiency 
to the extent practicable; and 

“(iti) agree to execute interoperability tests de- 
veloped by the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Ad- 
ministration to verify that its systems conform 
with the national intelligent transportation sys- 
tems architecture, applicable standards, and 
protocols for commercial motor vehicle informa- 
tion systems and networks. 

“(D) USE OF FUNDS.—Grant funds may be 
used— 

“(i) for deployment activities and activities to 
develop new and innovative advanced tech- 
nology solutions that support commercial motor 
vehicle information systems and networks; 

“(ii) for planning activities, including the de- 
velopment or updating of program or top level 
design plans in order to become eligible or main- 
tain eligibility under subparagraph (C); and 

“(iii) for the operation and maintenance costs 
associated with innovative technology. 

‘“(E) SECRETARY AUTHORIZATION.—The Sec- 
retary is authorized to award a State funding 
for the operation, and maintenance costs associ- 
ated with innovative technology deployment 
with funds made available under both sections 
31104(a)(1) and 31104(a)(2) of this title.’’. 

(b) COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE OPERATORS 
GRANT PROGRAM.—Section 31103 is amended to 
read as follows: 


“§ 31103. Commercial Motor Vehicle Operators 
Grant Program 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall admin- 
ister a commercial motor vehicle operators grant 
program funded under section 31104. 

“(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the grant pro- 
gram is to train individuals in the safe oper- 
ation of commercial motor vehicles (as defined 
in section 31301).’’. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec- 
tion 31104 is amended to read as follows: 


“§ 31104. Authorization of appropriations 


“(a) FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.—The 
following sums are authorized to be appro- 
priated from the Highway Trust Fund for the 
following Federal Motor Carrier Safety Admin- 
istration Financial Assistance Programs: 

“(1) MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY ASSISTANCE PRO- 
GRAM.—Subject to paragraph (2) of this sub- 
section and subsection (c) of this section, to 
carry out section 31102— 

“(A) $295,636,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

“(B) $301,845,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

“(C) $308,183,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

“(D) $314,655,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

“(E) $321,263,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

“(2) HIGH PRIORITY ACTIVITIES FINANCIAL AS- 
SISTANCE PROGRAM.—Subject to subsection (c), 
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to make grants and cooperative agreements 
under section 31102(l) of this title, the Secretary 
may set aside from amounts made available 
under paragraph (1) of this subsection up to— 

“(A) $42,323,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

“(B) $43,212,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

“(C) $44,119,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

“(D) $45,046,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

“(E) $45,992,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

(3) COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE OPERATORS 
GRANT PROGRAM.—To carry out section 31103— 

“(A) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

“(B) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

“(C) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

“(D) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

“(E) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

““(4) COMMERCIAL DRIVER’S LICENSE PROGRAM 
IMPLEMENTATION FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE PRO- 
GRAM.—Subject to subsection (c), to carry out 
section 31313— 

“(A) $31,273,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

“(B) $31,930,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

“(C) $32,600,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

“(D) $33,285,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

“(E) $33,984,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

“(b) REIMBURSEMENT AND PAYMENT TO RE- 
CIPIENTS FOR GOVERNMENT SHARE OF COSTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Amounts made available 
under subsection (a) shall be used to reimburse 
financial assistance recipients proportionally for 
the Federal Government’s share of the costs in- 
curred. 

“(2) REIMBURSEMENT AMOUNTS.—The_ Sec- 
retary shall reimburse a recipient, in accordance 
with a financial assistance agreement made 
under section 31102, 31103, or 31313, an amount 
that is at least 85 percent of the costs incurred 
by the recipient in a fiscal year in developing 
and implementing programs under these sec- 
tions. The Secretary shall pay the recipient an 
amount not more than the Federal Government 
share of the total costs approved by the Federal 
Government in the financial assistance agree- 
ment. The Secretary shall include a recipient’s 
in-kind contributions in determining the reim- 
bursement. 

“(3) VOUCHERS.—Each recipient shall submit 
vouchers at least quarterly for costs the recipi- 
ent incurs in developing and implementing pro- 
grams under section 31102, 31103, or 31313. 

‘“(c) DEDUCTIONS FOR PARTNER TRAINING AND 
PROGRAM SUPPORT.—On October 1 of each fiscal 
year, or as soon after that date as practicable, 
the Secretary may deduct from amounts made 
available under paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of 
subsection (a) for that fiscal year not more than 
1.50 percent of those amounts for partner train- 
ing and program support in that fiscal year. 
The Secretary shall use at least 75 percent of 
those deducted amounts to train non-Federal 
Government employees and to develop related 
training materials in carrying out these pro- 
grams. 

“(d) GRANTS AND COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS 
AS CONTRACTUAL OBLIGATIONS.—The approval 
of a financial assistance agreement by the Sec- 
retary under section 31102, 31103, or 31313 is a 
contractual obligation of the Federal Govern- 
ment for payment of the Federal Government’s 
share of costs in carrying out the provisions of 
the grant or cooperative agreement. 

“(e) ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES.—The Secretary 
shall establish criteria for eligible activities to be 
funded with financial assistance agreements 
under this section and publish those criteria in 
a notice of funding availability before the finan- 
cial assistance program application period. 

“(f) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF FINANCIAL 
ASSISTANCE AGREEMENT FUNDS FOR RECIPIENT 
EXPENDITURES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The period of availability 
for a recipient to expend a grant or cooperative 
agreement authorized under subsection (a) is as 
follows: 
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“(A) For grants made for carrying out section 
31102, other than section 31102(1), for the fiscal 
year in which it is obligated and for the next 
fiscal year. 

“(B) For grants or cooperative agreements 
made for carrying out section 31102(1)(2), for the 
fiscal year in which it is obligated and for the 
next 2 fiscal years. 

“(C) For grants made for carrying out section 
31102(1)(3), for the fiscal year in which it is obli- 
gated and for the next 4 fiscal years. 

“(D) For grants made for carrying out section 
31103, for the fiscal year in which it is obligated 
and for the next fiscal year. 

“(E) For grants or cooperative agreements 
made for carrying out 31313, for the fiscal year 
in which it is obligated and for the next 4 fiscal 
years. 

“(2) REOBLIGATION.—Amounts not expended 
by a recipient during the period of availability 
shall be released back to the Secretary for re- 
obligation for any purpose under sections 31102, 
31103, 31104, and 31313 in accordance with sub- 
section (i) of this section. 

“(g) CONTRACT AUTHORITY; INITIAL DATE OF 
AVAILABILITY.—Amounts authorized from the 
Highway Trust Fund by this section shall be 
available for obligation on the date of their ap- 
portionment or allocation or on October 1 of the 
fiscal year for which they are authorized, 
whichever occurs first. 

“(h) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDING.—Amounts 
made available under this section shall remain 
available until expended. 

“() TRANSFER OF OBLIGATION AUTHORITY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Of the contract authority 
authorized for motor carrier safety grants, the 
Secretary shall have authority to transfer avail- 
able unobligated contract authority and associ- 
ated liquidating cash within or between Federal 
financial assistance programs authorized under 
this section and make new Federal financial as- 
sistance awards under this section. 

“(2) COST ESTIMATES.—Of the funds trans- 
ferred, the contract authority and associated 
liquidating cash or obligations and expenditures 
stemming from Federal financial assistance 
awards made with this contract authority shall 
not be scored as new obligations by the Office of 
Management and Budget or by the Secretary. 

“(3) NO LIMITATION ON TOTAL OF OBLIGA- 
TIONS.—Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, no limitation on the total of obligations for 
Federal financial assistance programs carried 
out by the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Admin- 
istration under this section shall apply to unob- 
ligated funds transferred under this sub- 
section.”’. 

(da) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.— 

(1) SAFETY FITNESS OF OWNERS AND OPERATOR; 
SAFETY REVIEWS OF NEW OPERATORS.—Section 
31144(g) is amended by striking paragraph (5). 

(2) INFORMATION SYSTEMS; PERFORMANCE AND 
REGISTRATION INFORMATION PROGRAM.—Section 
31106(b) is amended by striking paragraph (4). 

(3) BORDER ENFORCEMENT GRANTS.—Section 
31107 is repealed. 

(4) PERFORMANCE AND REGISTRATION INFORMA- 
TION SYSTEM MANAGEMENT.—Section 31109 is re- 
pealed. 

(5) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents of chapter 311 is amended— 

(A) by striking the items relating to 31107 and 
31109; and 

(B) by striking the items relating to sections 
31102, 31103, and 31104 and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

‘31102. Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Pro- 
gram. 

‘31103. Commercial Motor Vehicle Operators 
Grant Program. 

‘31104. Authorization of appropriations.’’. 

(6) GRANTS FOR COMMERCIAL DRIVER’S LICENSE 
PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION.—Section 31313(a), 
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as amended by section 32506 of this Act, is fur- 
ther amended by striking “The Secretary of 
Transportation shall administer a financial as- 
sistance program for commercial driver’s license 
program implementation for the purposes de- 
scribed in paragraphs (1) and (2)” and inserting 
“The Secretary of Transportation shall admin- 
ister a financial assistance program for commer- 
cial driver’s license program implementation 
funded under section 31104 of this title for the 
purposes described in paragraphs (1) and (2)’’. 

(7) COMMERCIAL VEHICLE INFORMATION SYS- 
TEMS AND NETWORKS DEPLOYMENT.—Section 4126 
of SAFETEA-LU (49 U.S.C. 31106 note) is re- 
pealed. 

(8) SAFETY DATA IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM.— 
Section 4128 of SAFETEA-LU (49 U.S.C. 31100 
note) is repealed. 

(9) GRANT PROGRAM FOR COMMERCIAL MOTOR 
VEHICLE OPERATORS.—Section 4134 of 
SAFETEA-LU (49 U.S.C. 31301 note) is repealed. 

(10) WINTER HOME HEATING OIL DELIVERY 
STATE FLEXIBILITY PROGRAM.—Section 346 of 
National Highway System Designation Act of 
1995 (49 U.S.C. 31166 note) is repealed. 

(11) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT AS CONDITION ON 
GRANTS TO STATES.—Section 103(c) of the Motor 
Carrier Safety Improvement Act of 1999 (49 
U.S.C. 31102 note) is repealed. 

(12) STATE COMPLIANCE WITH CDL REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—Section 103(e) of the Motor Carrier 
Safety Improvement Act of 1999 (49 U.S.C. 31102 
note) is repealed. 

(13) BORDER STAFFING STANDARDS.—Section 
218(d) of the Motor Carrier Safety Improvement 
Act of 1999 (49 U.S.C. 31133 note) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘under sec- 
tion 31104(f)(2)(B) of title 49, United States 
Code” and inserting ‘‘section 31104(a)(1) of title 
49, United States Code’’; and 

(B) by striking paragraph (3). 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall take effect on October 1, 
2016. 

(f) TRANSITION.—Notwithstanding the amend- 
ments made by this section, the Secretary shall 
carry out sections 31102, 31103, 31104 of title 49, 
United States Code, and any sections repealed 
under subsection (d) of this section, as nec- 
essary, as those sections were in effect on the 
day before October 1, 2016, with respect to appli- 
cations for grants, cooperative agreements, or 
contracts under those sections submitted before 
October 1, 2016. 

SEC. 32503. NEW ENTRANT SAFETY REVIEW PRO- 
GRAM STUDY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Office of 
Inspector General of the Department of Trans- 
portation shall report to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen- 
ate and the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure in the House of Representatives 
on its assessment of the new operator safety re- 
view program, required under section 31144(g) of 
title 49, United States Code, including the pro- 
gram’s effectiveness in reducing commercial 
motor vehicles involved in crashes, fatalities, 
and injuries, and in improving commercial motor 
vehicle safety. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after 
completion of the report under subsection (a), 
the Secretary shall submit to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate and the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure in the House of Representa- 
tives a report on the actions the Secretary will 
take to address any recommendations included 
in the study under subsection (a). 

(c) PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT OF 1995; EX- 
CEPTION.—The study and the Office of the In- 
spector General assessment shall not be subject 
to section 3506 or section 3507 of title 44, United 
States Code. 
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SEC. 32504. PERFORMANCE AND REGISTRATION 
INFORMATION SYSTEMS MANAGE- 
MENT. 


Section 31106(b) is amended in the heading by 


striking ‘“‘PROGRAM’’ and inserting ‘‘SYSTEMS 
MANAGEMENT”. 
SEC. 32505. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 


TIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter I of chapter 311 
is amended by adding at the end the following: 


“§ 31110. Authorization of appropriations 


“(a) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—There are 
authorized to be appropriated from the Highway 
Trust Fund (other than the Mass Transit Ac- 
count) for the Secretary of Transportation to 
pay administrative expenses of the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Administration— 

“(1) $264,439,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

““(2) $269,992,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

““(3) $275,662,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

““(4) $281,451,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

“(5) $287,361,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

““(6) $293,396,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

“(b) USE OF FUNDS.—The funds authorized by 
this section shall be used— 

“(1) for personnel costs; 

“(2) for administrative infrastructure; 

(3) for rent; 

“(4) for information technology; 

“(5) for programs for research and technology, 
information management, regulatory develop- 
ment, the administration of the performance 
and registration information systems manage- 
ment; 

“(6) for programs for outreach and education 
under subsection (d); 

“(7) to fund the motor carrier safety facility 
working capital fund established under sub- 
section (c); 

“(8) for other operating expenses; 

“(9) to conduct safety reviews of new opera- 
tors; and 

“(10) for such other expenses as may from 
time to time become necessary to implement stat- 
utory mandates of the Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Administration not funded from other 
sources. 

“(c) MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY FACILITY WORK- 
ING CAPITAL FUND.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may estab- 
lish a motor carrier safety facility working cap- 


ital fund. 
“(2) PURPOSE.—Amounts in the fund shall be 
available for modernization, construction, 


leases, and expenses related to vacating, occu- 
pying, maintaining, and expanding motor car- 
rier safety facilities, and associated activities. 

“(3) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts in the fund 
shall be available without regard to fiscal year 
limitation. 

“(4) FUNDING.—Amounts may be appropriated 
to the fund from the amounts made available in 
subsection (a). 

“(5) FUND TRANSFERS.—The Secretary may 
transfer funds to the working capital fund from 
the amounts made available in subsection (a) or 
from other funds as identified by the Secretary. 

“(d) OUTREACH AND EDUCATION PROGRAM.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may con- 
duct, through any combination of grants, con- 
tracts, cooperative agreements, or other activi- 
ties, an internal and external outreach and edu- 
cation program to be administered by the Ad- 
ministrator of the Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Administration. 

“(2) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
an outreach and education program for which a 
grant, contract, or cooperative agreement is 
made under this subsection may be up to 100 
percent of the cost of the grant, contract, or co- 
operative agreement. 

“(3) FUNDING.—From amounts made available 
in subsection (a), the Secretary shall make 
available such sums as are necessary to carry 
out this subsection each fiscal year. 
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“(e) CONTRACT AUTHORITY; INITIAL DATE OF 
AVAILABILITY.—Amounts authorized from the 
Highway Trust Fund by this section shall be 
available for obligation on the date of their ap- 
portionment or allocation or on October 1 of the 
fiscal year for which they are authorized, 
whichever occurs first. 

“(f) FUNDING AVAILABILITY.—Amounts made 
available under this section shall remain avail- 
able until expended. 

“(g) CONTRACTUAL OBLIGATION.—The qap- 
proval of funds by the Secretary under this sec- 
tion is a contractual obligation of the Federal 
Government for payment of the Federal Govern- 
ment’s share of costs.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.— 

(1) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES; AUTHORIZATION 
OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Section 31104 is amend- 
ed— 

(A) by striking subsection (i); and 

(B) by redesignating subsections (j) and (k) 
and subsections (i) and (j), respectively. 

(2) USE OF AMOUNTS MADE AVAILABLE UNDER 
SUBSECTION (I).—Section 4116(d) of SAFETEA- 
LU (49 U.S.C. 31104 note) is amended by striking 
“section 31104(i)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 31110”. 

(3) INTERNAL COOPERATION.—Section 31161 is 
amended by striking ‘‘31104(i)’’ and inserting 
“31110”’. 

(4) SAFETEA-LU; OUTREACH AND EDU- 
CATION.—Section 4127 of SAFETEA-LU (119 
Stat. 1741; Public Law 109-59) is repealed. 

(5) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents of subchapter I of chapter 311 is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

“31110. Authorization of appropriations.’’. 

SEC. 32506. COMMERCIAL DRIVER’S LICENSE PRO- 

GRAM IMPLEMENTATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 31313 is amended to 
read as follows: 

“§ 31313. Commercial driver’s license program 
implementation financial assistance pro- 
gram 
““(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Transpor- 

tation shall administer a financial assistance 

program for commercial driver’s license program 
implementation for the purposes described in 

paragraphs (1) and (2). 

“(1) STATE COMMERCIAL DRIVER’S LICENSE 
PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION GRANTS.—The Sec- 
retary of Transportation may make a grant to a 
State agency in a fiscal year— 

“(A) to comply with the requirements of sec- 
tion 31311; 

“(B) in the case of a State that is making a 
good faith effort toward substantial compliance 
with the requirements of section 31311, to im- 
prove its implementation of its commercial driv- 
er’s license program, including erpenses— 

“(i) for computer hardware and software; 

“(Gi) for publications, testing, personnel, 
training, and quality control; 

“(iti) for commercial driver’s license program 
coordinators; and 

‘“(iv) to implement or maintain a system to no- 
tify an employer of an operator of a commercial 
motor vehicle of the suspension or revocation of 
the operator’s commercial driver’s license con- 
sistent with the standards developed under sec- 
tion 32303(b) of the Commercial Motor Vehicle 
Safety Enhancement Act of 2012 (49 U.S.C. 31304 
note). 

“(2) PRIORITY ACTIVITIES.—The Secretary may 
make a grant or cooperative agreement in a fis- 
cal year to a State agency, local government, or 
any person for research, development or testing, 
demonstration projects, public education, or 
other special activities and projects relating to 
commercial driver’s licensing and motor vehicle 
safety that— 

“(A) benefit all jurisdictions of the United 
States; 

“(B) address national safety concerns and cir- 
cumstances; 
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“(C) address emerging issues relating to com- 
mercial driver’s license improvements; 

“(D) support innovative ideas and solutions to 
commercial driver’s license program issues; or 

“(E) address other commercial driver’s license 
issues, as determined by the Secretary. 

“(b) PROHIBITIONS.—A recipient may not use 
financial assistance funds awarded under this 
section to rent, lease, or buy land or buildings. 

“(c) REPORT.—The Secretary shall issue an 
annual report on the activities carried out 
under this section. 

“(d) APPORTIONMENT.—All amounts made 
available to carry out this section for a fiscal 
year shall be apportioned to a State or recipient 
described in subsection (a)(2) according to cri- 
teria prescribed by the Secretary.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.—The table of contents of chapter 313 is 
amended by striking the item relating to section 
31313 and inserting the following: 


“31313. Commercial driver’s license program im- 
plementation financial assistance 
program.’’. 

SEC. 32507. EXTENSION OF FEDERAL MOTOR CAR- 

RIER SAFETY PROGRAMS FOR FIS- 
CAL YEAR 2016. 

(a) MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY ASSISTANCE PRO- 
GRAM GRANT EXTENSION.—Section 31104(a) is 
amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by 
inserting “and, for fiscal year 2016, sections 
31102, 31107, and 31109 of this title and section 
4128 of SAFETEA-LU (49 U.S.C. 31100 note)” 
after ‘‘31102’’; 

(2) in paragraph (9), by striking “and” at the 
end; and 

(3) by striking paragraph (10) and inserting 
the following: 

““(10) $218 ,000,000 for fiscal year 2015; and 

(11) ‘$259,000,000 for fiscal year 2016.’’. 

(b) EXTENSION OF GRANT PROGRAMS.—Section 
4101(c) SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 1715; Public 
Law 109-59), is amended to read as follows: 

“(c) GRANT PROGRAMS FUNDING.—There are 
authorized to be appropriated from the Highway 
Trust Fund the following sums for the following 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 
programs: 

“(1) COMMERCIAL DRIVER’S LICENSE PROGRAM 
IMPROVEMENT GRANTS.—For carrying out the 
commercial driver’s license program improve- 
ment grants program under section 31313 of title 
49, United States Code, $30,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2016. 

“(2) BORDER ENFORCEMENT GRANTS.—From 
amounts made available under section 31104(a) 
of title 49, United States Code, for border en- 
forcement grants under section 31107 of that 
title, $32,000,000 for fiscal year 2016. 

“(3) PERFORMANCE AND REGISTRATION INFOR- 
MATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT GRANT PRO- 
GRAMS.—From amounts made available under 
section 31104(a) of title 49, United States Code, 
for the performance and registration informa- 
tion systems management grant program under 
section 31109 of that title, $5,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2016. 

“(4) COMMERCIAL VEHICLE INFORMATION SYS- 
TEMS AND NETWORKS DEPLOYMENT.—For car- 
rying out the commercial vehicle information 
systems and networks deployment program 
under section 4126 of this Act (the innovative 
technology deployment program), $25,000,000, 
for fiscal year 2016. 

“(5) SAFETY DATA IMPROVEMENT GRANTS.— 
From amounts made available under section 
31104(a) of title 49, United States Code, for safe- 
ty data improvement grants under section 4128 
of this Act, $3,000,000 for fiscal year 2016.’’. 

(c) HIGH-PRIORITY ACTIVITIES.—Section 
31104(j)(2), as redesignated by section 32505 of 
this Act is amended by striking ‘‘2015’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘2016’’. 
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(d) NEW ENTRANT AUDITS.—Section 
31144(g)(5)(B) is amended to read as follows: 

“(B) SET ASIDE.—The Secretary shall set aside 
from amounts made available by section 31104(a) 
up to $32,000,000 for fiscal year 2016 for audits 
of new entrant motor carriers conducted under 
this paragraph.’’. 

(e) GRANT PROGRAM FOR COMMERCIAL MOTOR 
VEHICLE OPERATORS.—Section 4134(c) of 
SAFETEA-LU (49 U.S.C. 31301 note) is amended 
to read as follows: 

“(c) FUNDING.—From amounts made available 
under section 31110 of title 49, United States 
Code, the Secretary shall make available, 
$1,000,000 for fiscal year 2016 to carry out the 
commercial motor vehicle operators grant pro- 
gram.’’. 

(f) COMMERCIAL VEHICLE INFORMATION SYS- 
TEMS AND NETWORKS DEPLOYMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 4126 of SAFETEA- 
LU (49 U.S.C. 31106 note; 119 Stat. 1738; Public 
Law 109-59) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (c)— 

(i) in paragraph (2), by adding at the end the 
following: “Funds deobligated by the Secretary 
from previous year grants shall not be counted 
towards the $2,500,000 maximum aggregate 
amount for core deployment.’’; and 

(ii) in paragraph (3), by adding at the end the 
following: “Funds may also be used for plan- 
ning activities, including the development or up- 
dating of program or top level design plans.’’; 
and 

(B) in subsection (d)(4), by adding at the end 
the following: “Funds may also be used for 
planning activities, including the development 
or updating of program or top level design 
plans.’’. 

(2) INNOVATIVE TECHNOLOGY DEPLOYMENT 
PROGRAM.—For fiscal year 2016, the commercial 
vehicle information systems and networks de- 
ployment program wunder section 4126 of 
SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 1738; Public Law 109- 
59) may also be referred to as the innovative 
technology deployment program. 

SEC. 32508. MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM ALLOCATION. 

(a) WORKING GROUP.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall establish a motor carrier safety as- 
sistance program formula working group (re- 
ferred to in this section as the “working group”. 

(2) MEMBERSHIP.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), the working group shall consist of rep- 
resentatives of the following: 

(i) The Federal Motor Carrier Safety Adminis- 
tration. 

(ii) The lead State commercial motor vehicle 
safety agencies responsible for administering the 
plan required by section 31102 of title 49, United 
States Code. 

(iii) An organization representing State agen- 
cies responsible for enforcing a program for in- 
spection of commercial motor vehicles. 

(iv) Such other persons as the Secretary con- 
siders necessary. 

(B) COMPOSITION.—Representatives of State 
commercial motor vehicle safety agencies shall 
comprise at least 51 percent of the membership. 

(3) NEW ALLOCATION FORMULA.—The working 
group shall analyze requirements and factors 
for a new motor carrier safety assistance pro- 
gram allocation formula. 

(4) RECOMMENDATION.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date the working group is established 
under paragraph (1), the working group shall 
make a recommendation to the Secretary regard- 
ing a new Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Pro- 
gram allocation formula. 

(5) FACA EXEMPTION.—The Federal Advisory 
Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) shall not apply to 
the working group established under this sub- 
section. 
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(6) PUBLICATION.—The Administrator of the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 
shall publish on a public website summaries of 
its meetings, and the final recommendation pro- 
vided to the Secretary. 

(b) NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING.—After 
receiving the recommendation under subsection 
(a)(4), the Secretary shall publish in the Federal 
Register a notice seeking public comment on a 
new allocation formula for the motor carrier 
safety assistance program under section 31102 of 
title 49, United States Code. 

(c) BASIS FOR FORMULA.—The Secretary shall 
ensure that the new allocation formula is based 
on factors that reflect, at a minimum— 

(1) the relative needs of the States to comply 
with section 31102 of title 49, United States 
Code; 

(2) the relative administrative capacities of 
and challenges faced by States in complying 
with section 31102 of title 49, United States 
Code; 

(3) the average of each State’s new entrant 
motor carrier inventory for the 3-year period 
prior to the date of enactment of this Act; 

(4) the number of international border inspec- 
tion facilities and border crossings by commer- 
cial vehicles in each State; and 

(5) any other factors the Secretary considers 
appropriate. 

(d) FUNDING AMOUNTS PRIOR TO DEVELOP- 
MENT OF A NEW ALLOCATION FORMULA.— 

(1) INTERIM FORMULA.—Prior to the develop- 
ment of the new allocation formula, the Sec- 
retary may calculate the interim funding 
amounts for the motor carrier safety assistance 
program in fiscal year 2017 (and later fiscal 
years, as necessary) under section 31104(a)(1) of 
title 49, United States Code, as amended by sec- 
tion 32502 of this Act, by the following method- 
ology: 

(A) The Secretary shall calculate the funding 
amount using the allocation formula the Sec- 
retary used to award motor carrier safety assist- 
ance program funding in fiscal year 2016 under 
section 2507 of this Act. 

(B) The Secretary shall average the funding 
awarded or other equitable amounts to a State 
in fiscal years 2013, 2014, and 2015 for border en- 
forcement grants awarded under section 32603(c) 
of MAP-21 (126 Stat. 807; Public Law 112-141) 
and new entrant audit grants awarded under 
that section, or other equitable amounts. 

(C) The Secretary shall add the amounts cal- 
culated in subparagraphs (A) and (B). 

(2) ADJUSTMENTS.—Subject to the availability 
of funding and notwithstanding fluctuations in 
the data elements used by the Secretary, the ini- 
tial amounts resulting from the calculation de- 
scribed in paragraph (1) shall be adjusted to en- 
sure that, for each State, the amount shall not 
be less than 97 percent of the average amount of 
funding received or other equitable amounts in 
fiscal years 2013, 2014, and 2015 for— 

(A) motor carrier safety assistance program 
funds awarded under section 32603(a) of MAP- 
21 (126 Stat. 807; Public Law 112-141); 

(B) border enforcement grants awarded under 
section 32603(a) of MAP-21 (126 Stat. 807; Public 
Law 112-141); and 

(C) new entrant audit grants awarded under 
section 32603(a) of MAP-21 (126 Stat. 807; Public 
Law 112-141). 

(3) IMMEDIATE RELIEF.—In developing the new 
allocation formula, the Secretary shall provide 
immediate relief for at least 3 fiscal years to all 
States currently subject to the withholding pro- 
visions of Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Pro- 
gram funds for matters of noncompliance. 

(4) FUTURE WITHHOLDINGS.—Beginning on the 
date that the new allocation formula is imple- 
mented, the Secretary shall impose all future 
withholdings in accordance with section 
31102(k) of title 49, United States Code, as 
amended by section 32502 of this Act. 
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(e) TERMINATION OF EFFECTIVENESS.—This 
section expires upon the implementation of a 
new Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program 
Allocation Formula. 

SEC. 32509. MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT CALCULA- 
TION. 

(a) BEFORE NEW ALLOCATION FORMULA.— 

(1) FISCAL YEAR 2017.—If a new allocation for- 
mula has not been established for fiscal year 
2017, then, for fiscal year 2017, the Secretary of 
Transportation shall calculate the maintenance 
of effort required under section 31102(f) of title 
49, United States Code, as amended by section 
32502 of this Act, by averaging the expenditures 
for fiscal years 2004 and 2005 required by section 
32601(a)(5) of MAP-21 (Public Law 112-141), as 
that section was in effect on the day before the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(2) SUBSEQUENT FISCAL YEARS.—The Secretary 
may use the methodology for calculating the 
maintenance of effort for fiscal year 2017 and 
each fiscal year thereafter if a new allocation 
formula has not been established. 

(b) BEGINNING WITH NEW ALLOCATION FORMA- 
TION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraphs (2) 
and (3)(B), beginning on the date that a new al- 
location formula is established under section 
2508, upon the request of a State, the Secretary 
may modify the baseline maintenance of effort 
required by section 31102(e) of title 49, United 
States Code, as amended by section 32502 of this 
Act, for the purpose of establishing a new base- 
line maintenance of effort if the Secretary deter- 
mines that a waiver or modification— 

(A) is equitable due to reasonable cir- 
cumstances; 

(B) will ensure the continuation of commercial 
motor vehicle enforcement activities in the State; 
and 

(C) is necessary to ensure that the total 
amount of State maintenance of effort and 
matching expenditures required under sections 
31102 and 31104 of title 49, United States Code, 
as amended by section 32502 of this Act, does 
not exceed a sum greater than the average of 
the total amount of State maintenance of effort 
and matching expenditures for the 3 fiscal years 
prior to the date of enactment of this Act. 

(2) ADJUSTMENT METHODOLOGY.—If requested 
by a State, the Secretary may modify the main- 
tenance of effort baseline according to the fol- 
lowing methodology: 

(A) The Secretary shall establish the mainte- 
nance of effort using the average of fiscal years 
2004 and 2005, as required by section 32601(a)(5) 
of MAP-21 (Public Law 112-141). 

(B) The Secretary shall calculate the average 
required match by a lead State commercial 
motor vehicle safety agency for fiscal years 2013, 
2014, and 2015 for motor carrier safety assistance 
grants established at 20 percent by section 31103 
of title 49, United States Code, as that section 
was in effect on the day before the date of en- 
actment of this Act. 

(C) The Secretary shall calculate the esti- 
mated match required under section 31104(b) of 
title 49, United States Code, as amended by sec- 
tion 32502 of this Act. 

(D) The Secretary will subtract the amount in 
subparagraph (B) from the amount in subpara- 
graph (C) and— 

(i) if the number is greater than 0, then the 
Secretary shall subtract the number from the 
amount in subparagraph (A); or 

(ii) if the number is not greater than 0, then 
the Secretary shall calculate the maintenance of 
effort using the methodology in subparagraph 
(A). 

(3) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT AMOUNT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use the 
amount calculated in paragraph (2) as the base- 
line maintenance of effort required in section 
31102(f) of title 49, United States Code, as 
amended by section 32502 of this Act. 
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(B) DEADLINE.—If a State does not request a 
waiver or modification under this subsection be- 
fore September 30 during the first fiscal year 
that the Secretary implements the new alloca- 
tion formula under section 32508, the Secretary 
shall calculate the maintenance of effort using 
the methodology in paragraph (2)(A) of this 
subsection. 

(4) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT DESCRIBED.—The 
maintenance of effort calculated under this sec- 
tion is the amount required under section 
31102(f) of title 49, United States Code, as 
amended by section 32502 of this Act. 

(c) TERMINATION OF EFFECTIVENESS.—The au- 
thority under this section terminates effective on 
the date that the new maintenance of effort is 
calculated based on the new allocation formula 
implemented under section 32508. 

Subtitle F—Miscellaneous Provisions 
SEC. 32601. WINDSHIELD TECHNOLOGY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall revise the regulations in section 
393.60(e) of title 49, Code of Federal Regulations 
(relating to the prohibition on obstructions to 
the driver’s field of view) to exempt from that 
section the voluntary mounting on a windshield 
of vehicle safety technology likely to achieve a 
level of safety that is equivalent to or greater 
than the level of safety that would be achieved 
absent the exemption. 

(b) DEFINITION OF VEHICLE SAFETY TECH- 
NOLOGY.—In this section, ‘vehicle safety tech- 
nology” includes fleet-related incident manage- 
ment system, performance or behavior manage- 
ment system, speed management system, lane de- 
parture warning system, forward collision warn- 
ing or mitigation system, active cruise control 
system, and any other technology that the Sec- 
retary considers applicable. 

(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—For purposes of 
this section, any windshield mounted tech- 
nology with a short term exemption under part 
381 of title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, on 
the day before the date of enactment of this Act, 
shall be considered likely to achieve a level of 
safety that is equivalent to or greater than the 
level of safety that would be achieved absent an 
exemption under subsection (a). 

SEC. 32602. ELECTRONIC LOGGING DEVICES RE- 
QUIREMENTS. 

Section 31137(b) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(C), by striking “apply to” 
and inserting “except as provided in paragraph 
(3), apply to”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(3) EXCEPTION.—A motor carrier, when 
transporting a motor home or recreation vehicle 
trailer within the definition of ‘driveaway- 
towaway operation’ (as defined in section 390.5 
of title 49, Code of Federal Regulations) may 
comply with the hours of service requirements 
by requiring each driver to use— 

“(A) a paper record of duty status form; or 

“(B) an electronic logging device.’’. 

SEC. 32603. LAPSE OF REQUIRED FINANCIAL SE- 
CURITY; SUSPENSION OF REGISTRA- 
TION. 

Section 13906(e) is amended by inserting 
suspend” after “revoke”. 

SEC. 32604. ACCESS TO NATIONAL DRIVER REG- 
ISTER. 

Section 30305(b) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

(13) The Administrator of the Federal Motor 
Carrier Safety Administration may request the 
chief driver licensing official of a State to pro- 
vide information under subsection (a) of this 
section about an individual in connection with 
a safety investigation under the Administrator’s 
jurisdiction.’’. 

SEC. 32605. STUDY ON COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHI- 
CLE DRIVER COMMUTING. 

(a) EFFECTS OF COMMUTING.—The Adminis- 

trator of the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Ad- 


ee 


or 
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ministration shall conduct a study of the effects 
of motor carrier operator commutes exceeding 
150 minutes commuting time on safety and com- 
mercial motor vehicle driver fatigue. 

(b) STUDY.—In conducting the study, the Ad- 
ministrator shall consider— 

(1) the prevalence of driver commuting in the 
commercial motor vehicle industry, including 
the number and percentage of drivers who com- 
mute; 

(2) the distances traveled, time zones crossed, 
time spent commuting, and methods of transpor- 
tation used; 

(3) research on the impact of excessive com- 
muting on safety and commercial motor vehicle 
driver fatigue; 

(4) the commuting practices of commercial 
motor vehicle drivers and policies of motor car- 
riers; 

(5) the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Adminis- 
tration regulations, policies, and guidance re- 
garding driver commuting; and 

(6) any other matters the Administrator con- 
siders appropriate. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Adminis- 
trator shall submit to Congress a report con- 
taining the findings under the study and any 
recommendations for legislative action con- 
cerning driver commuting. 

SEC. 32606. HOUSEHOLD GOODS CONSUMER PRO- 
TECTION WORKING GROUP. 

(a) WORKING GROUP.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish a working group for the purpose of de- 
veloping recommendations on how to best con- 
vey to inexperienced consumers the information 
such consumers need to know with respect to 
the Federal laws concerning the interstate 
transportation of household goods by motor car- 
rier. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The Secretary shall ensure 
that the working group is comprised of individ- 
uals with expertise in consumer affairs, edu- 
cators with expertise in how people learn most 
effectively, and representatives of the household 
goods moving industry. 

(c) RECOMMENDATIONS.— 

(1) CONTENTS.—The recommendations devel- 
oped by the working group shall include, at a 
minimum, recommendations on— 

(A) condensing publication ESA 03005 of the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 
into a format that is more easily used by con- 
sumers; 

(B) using state-of-the-art education tech- 
niques and technologies, including optimizing 
the use of the Internet as an educational tool; 
and 

(C) reducing and simplifying the paperwork 
required of motor carriers and shippers in inter- 
state transportation. 

(2) DEADLINE.—Not later than one year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the working 
group shall make the recommendations de- 
scribed in paragraph (1) which the Secretary 
shall publish on a public website. 

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date on which the working group makes its rec- 
ommendations, the Secretary shall issue a report 
to Congress on the implementation of such rec- 
ommendations. 

(e) FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACT EX- 
EMPTION.—The Federal Advisory Committee Act 
(5 U.S.C. App.) shall not apply to the working 
group established under this section. 

(f) TERMINATION.—The working group shall 
terminate 2 years after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

SEC. 32607. INTERSTATE VAN OPERATIONS. 

Section 4136 of SAFETEA-LU (Public Law 
109-59; 119 Stat. 1745; 49 U.S.C. 3116 note) is 
amended by inserting “with the exception of 
commuter vanpool operations, which shall re- 
main exempt” before the period at the end. 
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SEC. 32608. REPORT ON DESIGN AND IMPLEMEN- 
TATION OF WIRELESS ROADSIDE IN- 
SPECTION SYSTEMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen- 
ate and the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representatives a 
report regarding the design, development, test- 
ing, and implementation of wireless roadside in- 
spection systems. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report required under 
subsection (a) shall include a determination as 
to whether wireless roadside inspection sys- 
tems— 

(1) conflict with existing non-Federal elec- 
tronic screening systems, or create capabilities 
already available; 

(2) require additional statutory authority to 
incorporate generated inspection data into the 
safety measurement system or the safety fitness 
determinations program; and 

(3) provide appropriate restrictions to specifi- 
cally address privacy concerns of affected motor 
carriers and operators. 

SEC. 32609. MOTORCOACH HOURS OF SERVICE 
STUDY. 

(a) REQUIREMENT BEFORE IMPLEMENTING NEW 
RULES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may not 
amend, adjust, or revise the driver hours of serv- 
ice regulations for motor carriers of passengers, 
by rulemaking or any other means, until the 
Secretary conducts a formal study that properly 
accounts for operational differences and 
variances in crash data for drivers in intercity 
motorcoach service and interstate property car- 
rier operations and between segments of the 
intercity motorcoach industry. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The study required under 
paragraph (1) shall include— 

(A) the impact of the current hours of service 
regulations for motor carriers of passengers on 
fostering safe operation of intercity motor- 
coaches; 

(B) the separation of the failures of the cur- 
rent passenger carrier hours-of-service regula- 
tions and the lack of enforcement of the current 
regulations by Federal and State agencies; 

(C) the correlation of noncompliance with cur- 
rent passenger carrier hours of service rule to 
passenger carrier accidents using data from 2000 
through 2013; and 

(D) how passenger carrier crashes could have 
been mitigated by any changes to passenger car- 
rier hours of service rules. 

(b) EMERGENCY REGULATIONS.—Nothing in 
this section may be construed to affect the Sec- 
retary’s existing authority to provide relief from 
the hours of service regulations in the event of 
an emergency under section 390.232 of title 49, 
Code of Federal Regulations. 

SEC. 32610. GAO REVIEW OF SCHOOL BUS SAFETY. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Comptroller General of the 
United States shall submit, to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate and the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure of the House of Representa- 
tives, a review of the following: 

(1) Existing Federal and State rules and guid- 
ance, as of the date of the review, concerning 
school bus transportation of elementary school 
and secondary school students engaging in 
home-to-school transport or other transport de- 
termined by the Comptroller General to be a rou- 
tine part of kindergarten through grade 12 edu- 
cation, including regulations and guidance re- 
garding driver training programs, capacity re- 
quirements, programs for special needs students, 
inspection standards, vehicle age requirements, 
best practices, and public access to inspection 
results and crash records. 
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(2) Any correlation between public or private 
school bus fleet operators whose vehicles are in- 
volved in an accident as defined by section 390.5 
of title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, and 
each of the following: 

(A) A failure by those same operators of State 
or local safety inspections. 

(B) The average age or odometer readings of 
the school buses in the fleets of such operators. 

(C) Violations of Federal laws administered by 
the Department of Transportation, or of State 
law equivalents of such laws. 

(D) Violations of State or local law relating to 
illegal passing of a school bus. 

(3) A regulatory framework comparison of 
public and private school bus operations. 

(4) Expert recommendations on best practices 
for safe and reliable school bus transportation, 
including driver training programs, inspection 
standards, school bus age and odometer reading 
maximums for retirement, the percentage of 
buses in a local bus fleet needed as spare buses, 
and capacity levels per school bus for different 
age groups. 

SEC. 32611. USE OF HAIR TESTING FOR PRE- 
EMPLOYMENT AND RANDOM CON- 
TROLLED SUBSTANCES TESTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be cited 
as the “Drug Free Commercial Driver Act of 
2015”. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF HAIR TESTING AS AN 
ACCEPTABLE PROCEDURE FOR PREEMPLOYMENT 
AND RANDOM CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE TESTS.— 
Section 31306 is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(1)— 

(A) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as sub- 
paragraph (C); and 

(B) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘The 
regulations shall permit such motor carriers to 
conduct preemployment testing of such employ- 
ees for the use of alcohol.’’ and inserting the 
following: 

“(B) The regulations prescribed under sub- 
paragraph (A) shall permit motor carriers— 

“(i) to conduct preemployment testing of com- 
mercial motor vehicle operators for the use of al- 
cohol; and 

“(ii) to use hair testing as an acceptable alter- 
native to urinalysis— 

“(I) in conducting preemployment screening 
for the use of a controlled substance; and 

“(II) in conducting random screening for the 
use of a controlled substance by individuals who 
were subject to preemployment screening.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (c)(2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (C), by inserting “and” 
after the semicolon; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(D) laboratory protocols and cut-off levels 
for hair testing to detect the use of a controlled 
substance;’’. 

(c) EXEMPTION FROM MANDATORY URINAL- 
YSIS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Any motor carrier that dem- 
onstrates, to the satisfaction of the Adminis- 
trator of the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Ad- 
ministration, in consultation with the Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, that it can 
carry out an applicable hair testing program, 
consistent with generally accepted industry 
standards, to detect the use of a controlled sub- 
stance by commercial motor vehicle operators, 
may apply to the Administrator for an exemp- 
tion from the mandatory urinalysis testing re- 
quirements set forth in subpart C of part 382 of 
title 49, Code of Federal Regulations until a 
final rule is issued implementing the amend- 
ments made by subsection (b). 

(2) EVALUATION OF APPLICATIONS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—In evaluating applications 
for an exemption under paragraph (1), the Ad- 
ministrator, in consultation with the Depart- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


ment of Health and Human Services, shall deter- 
mine if the applicant’s testing program employs 
procedures and protections similar to fleets that 
have carried out hair testing programs for at 
least 1 year. 

(B) REQUIREMENTS.—A testing program may 
not receive an exemption under paragraph (1) 
unless the applicable testing laboratories— 

(i) have obtained laboratory accreditation spe- 
cific to hair testing from an accrediting body, 
compliant with international or other Federal 
standards, as appropriate, such as the College 
of American Pathologists; and 

(ii) utilize hair testing assays that have been 
cleared by the Food and Drug Administration 
under section 510(k) of the Federal Food, Drug 
and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 360(k)). 

(3) DEADLINE FOR DECISIONS.—Not later than 
90 days after receiving an application from a 
motor carrier under this subsection, the Admin- 
istrator, in consultation with the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, shall determine 
whether the motor carrier is exempt from the 
testing requirements described in paragraph (1). 

(4) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—Any motor car- 
rier that is granted an exemption under para- 
graph (1) shall submit records to the national 
clearinghouse established under section 31306a 
of title 49, United States Code, relating to all 
positive test results and test refusals from the 
hair testing program described in that para- 
graph. 

(d) GUIDELINES FOR HAIR TESTING.—Not later 
than 1 year after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall issue scientific and technical 
guidelines for hair testing as a method of detect- 
ing the use of a controlled substance for pur- 
poses of section 31306 of title 49, United States 
Code, as amended by subsection (b). When 
issuing the scientific and technical guidelines, 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
may consider differentiating between exposure 
to, and usage of, various controlled substances. 

(e) ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Sec- 
retary shall submit an annual report to Con- 
gress that— 

(1) summarizes the results of preemployment 
and random drug testing using both hair testing 
and urinalysis; 

(2) evaluates the efficacy of each method; and 

(3) determines which method provides the most 
accurate means of detecting the use of con- 
trolled substances over time. 

TITLE XXXIII—HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 


SEC. 33101. ENDORSEMENTS. 

(a) EXCLUSIONS.—Section 5117(d)(1) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in subparagraph (B), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (C), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(D) a service vehicle (as defined in section 
33101 of the Comprehensive Transportation and 
Consumer Protection Act of 2015) carrying diesel 
fuel in quantities of 3,785 liters (1,000 gallons) or 
less that is— 

“(i) driven by a class A commercial driver’s li- 
cense holder who is a custom harvester, an agri- 
cultural retailer, an agricultural business em- 
ployee, an agricultural cooperative employee, or 
an agricultural producer; and 

“(ii) clearly marked with a placard reading 
‘Diesel Fuel’.’’. 

(b) HAZARDOUS MATERIALS ENDORSEMENT EX- 
EMPTION.—The Secretary shall exempt all class 
A commercial driver’s license holders who are 
custom harvesters, agricultural retailers, agri- 
cultural business employees, agricultural coop- 
erative employees, or agricultural producers 
from the requirement to obtain a hazardous ma- 
terials endorsement under part 383 of title 49, 
Code of Federal Regulations, while operating a 
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service vehicle carrying diesel fuel in quantities 
of 3,785 liters (1,000 gallons) or less if the tank 
containing such fuel is clearly marked with a 
placard reading ‘‘Diesel Fuel”. 

(c) DEFINITION OF SERVICE VEHICLE.—In this 
section, the term ‘‘service vehicle” means a vehi- 
cle carrying diesel fuel that will be deductible as 
a profit-seeking activity— 

(1) under section 162 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 as a business expense; or 

(2) under section 212 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 as a production of income expense. 
SEC. 33102. ENHANCED REPORTING. 

Section 5121(h) is amended by striking ‘‘trans- 
mit to the Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate” and inserting 
“post on the Department of Transportation pub- 
lic website”. 

SEC. 33103. HAZARDOUS MATERIAL INFORMA- 
TION. 

(a) DERAILMENT DATA.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall revise the form for reporting a rail equip- 
ment accident or incident under section 225.21 of 
title 49, Code of Federal Regulations (Form FRA 
F 6180.54, Rail Equipment Accident/Incident Re- 
port), including to its instructions, to require 
additional data concerning rail cars carrying 
crude oil or ethanol that are involved in a re- 
portable rail equipment accident or incident 
under part 225 of that title. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The data under subsection (a) 
shall include— 

(A) the number of rail cars carrying crude oil 
or ethanol; 

(B) the number of rail cars carrying crude oil 
or ethanol damaged or derailed; and 

(C) the number of rail cars releasing crude oil 
or ethanol. 

(3) DIFFERENTIATION.—The data described in 
paragraph (2) shall be reported separately for 
crude oil and for ethanol. 

(b) DATABASE CONNECTIVITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall implement information management prac- 
tices to ensure that the Pipeline and Hazardous 
Materials Safety Administration Hazardous Ma- 
terials Incident Reports Database (referred to in 
this section as ‘Incident Reports Database’’) 
and the Federal Railroad Administration Rail- 
road Safety Information System contain accu- 
rate and consistent data on a reportable rail 
equipment accident or incident under part 225 of 
title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, involving 
the release of hazardous materials. 

(2) IDENTIFIERS.—The Secretary shall ensure 
that the Incident Reports Database uses a 
searchable Federal Railroad Administration re- 
port number, or other applicable unique identi- 
fier that is linked to the Federal Railroad Safety 
Information System, for each reportable rail 
equipment accident or incident under part 225 of 
title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, involving 
the release of hazardous materials. 

(c) EVALUATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Department of Trans- 
portation Inspector General shall— 

(A) evaluate the accuracy of information in 
the Incident Reports Database, including deter- 
mining whether any inaccuracies exist in— 

(i) the type of hazardous materials released; 

(ii) the quantity of hazardous materials re- 
leased; 

(iii) the location of hazardous materials re- 
leased; 

(iv) the damages or effects of hazardous mate- 
rials released; and 

(v) any other data contained in the database; 
and 

(B) considering the requirements in subsection 
(b), evaluate the consistency and accuracy of 
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data involving accidents or incidents reportable 
to both the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials 
Safety Administration and the Federal Railroad 
Administration, including whether the Incident 
Reports Database uses a searchable identifier 
described in subsection (b)(2). 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Depart- 
ment of Transportation Inspector General shall 
submit to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate and the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure of 
the House of Representatives a report of the 
findings under subparagraphs (A) and (B) of 
paragraph (1) and recommendations for resolv- 
ing any inconsistencies or inaccuracies. 

(d) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this section 
may be construed to prohibit the Secretary from 
requiring other commodity-specific information 
for any reportable rail equipment accident or in- 
cident under part 225 of title 49, Code of Federal 
Regulations. 

SEC. 33104. NATIONAL EMERGENCY AND DIS- 
ASTER RESPONSE. 

(a) PURPOSE.—Section 5101 is amended by in- 
serting and ‘‘and to facilitate the safe movement 
of hazardous materials during national emer- 
gencies’’ after “commerce”. 

(b) GENERAL REGULATORY AUTHORITY.—Sec- 
tion 5103 is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (c) and (d) as 
subsections (d) and (e), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘“(c) FEDERALLY DECLARED DISASTER AND 
EMERGENCY AREAS.—The Secretary, in consulta- 
tion with the Secretary of Homeland Security, 
may prescribe standards to facilitate the safe 
movement of hazardous materials into, from, 
and within a federally declared disaster area or 
a national emergency area.’’. 
SEC. 33105. AUTHORIZATION 

TIONS. 

Section 5128 is amended to read as follows: 

“§ 5128. Authorization of appropriations 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be 
appropriated to the Secretary to carry out this 
chapter (except sections 5107(e), 5108(g)(2), 5113, 
5115, 5116, and 5119)— 

““(1) $43,660,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

“(2) $44,577,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

“(3) $45,513,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

““(4) $46,469,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

“(5) $47,445,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

““(6) $48,441,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

“(b) HAZARDOUS MATERIALS EMERGENCY PRE- 
PAREDNESS FUND.—From the Hazardous Mate- 
rials Emergency Preparedness Fund established 
under section 5116(i), the Secretary may expend, 
during each of fiscal years 2016 through 2021— 

““(1) $188,000 to carry out section 5115; 

“(2) $21,800,000 to carry out subsections (a) 
and (b) of section 5116, of which not less than 
$13,650,000 shall be available to carry out sec- 
tion 5116(b); 

“(3) $150,000 to carry out section 5116(f); 

“(4) $625,000 to publish and distribute the 
Emergency Response Guidebook under section 
5116(i)(3); and 

“(5) $1,000,000 to carry out section 5116(j). 

“(c) HAZARDOUS MATERIALS TRAINING 
GRANTS.—From the Hazardous Materials Emer- 
gency Preparedness Fund established pursuant 
to section 5116(i), the Secretary may expend 
$4,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 2016 
through 2021 to carry out section 5107(e). 

“(d) CREDITS TO APPROPRIATIONS.— 

“(1) EXPENSES.—In addition to amounts oth- 
erwise made available to carry out this chapter, 
the Secretary may credit amounts received from 
a State, Indian tribe, or other public authority 
or private entity for expenses the Secretary in- 
curs in providing training to the State, author- 
ity, or entity. 


OF APPROPRIA- 
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“(2) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—Amounts 
made available under this section shall remain 
available until expended.’’. 


TITLE XXXIV—HIGHWAY AND MOTOR 
VEHICLE SAFETY 
Subtitle A—Highway Traffic Safety 
PART I—HIGHWAY SAFETY 
SEC. 34101. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The following sums are au- 
thorized to be appropriated out of the Highway 
Trust Fund (other than the Mass Transit Ac- 
count): 

(1) HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS.—For carrying 
out section 402 of title 23, United States Code— 

(A) $243,526,500 for fiscal year 2016; 

(B) $252,267,972 for fiscal year 2017; 

(C) $261,229,288 for fiscal year 2018; 

(D) $270,415,429 for fiscal year 2019; 

(E) $279,831 ,482 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(F) $289,482,646 for fiscal year 2021. 

(2) HIGHWAY SAFETY RESEARCH AND DEVELOP- 
MENT.—For carrying out section 403 of title 23, 
United States Code— 

(A) $137,835,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(B) $140,729,535 for fiscal year 2017; 

(C) $143,684,855 for fiscal year 2018; 

(D) $146,702,237 for fiscal year 2019; 

(E) $149,782,984 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(F) $152,928 ,427 for fiscal year 2021. 

(3) NATIONAL PRIORITY SAFETY PROGRAMS.— 
For carrying out section 405 of title 23, United 
States Code— 

(A) $274,720,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(B) $277,467,200 for fiscal year 2017; 

(C) $280,241 ,872 for fiscal year 2018; 

(D) $283,044,291 for fiscal year 2019; 

(E) $285,874,734 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(F) $288,733,481 for fiscal year 2021. 

(4) NATIONAL DRIVER REGISTER.—For the Na- 
tional Highway Traffic Safety Administration to 
carry out chapter 303 of title 49, United States 
Code— 

(A) $5,105,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(B) $5,212,205 for fiscal year 2017; 

(C) $5,321,661 for fiscal year 2018; 

(D) $5,433,416 for fiscal year 2019; 

(E) $5,547,518 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(F) $5,664,016 for fiscal year 2021. 

(5) HIGH VISIBILITY ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM.— 
For carrying out section 2009 of SAFETEA-LU 
(23 U.S.C. 402 note)— 

(A) $29,290,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(B) $29,582,900 for fiscal year 2017; 

(C) $29,878,729 for fiscal year 2018; 

(D) $30,177,516 for fiscal year 2019; 

(E) $30,479,291 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(F) $30,784,084 for fiscal year 2021. 

(6) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—For adminis- 
trative and related operating expenses of the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administra- 
tion in carrying out chapter 4 of title 23, United 
States Code, and this subtitle— 

(A) $25,755,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(B) $26,012,550 for fiscal year 2017; 

(C) $26,272,676 for fiscal year 2018; 

(D) $26,535,402 for fiscal year 2019; 

(E) $26,800,756 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(F) $27,068,764 for fiscal year 2021. 

(b) PROHIBITION ON OTHER USES.—Except as 
otherwise provided in chapter 4 of title 23, 
United States Code, in this subtitle, and in the 
amendments made by this subtitle, the amounts 
made available from the Highway Trust Fund 
(other than the Mass Transit Account) for a 
program under such chapter— 

(1) shall only be used to carry out such pro- 
gram; and 

(2) may not be used by States or local govern- 
ments for construction purposes. 

(c) APPLICABILITY OF TITLE 23.—Except as 
otherwise provided in chapter 4 of title 23, 
United States Code, and in this subtitle, 
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amounts made available under subsection (a) for 
fiscal years 2016 through 2021 shall be available 
for obligation in the same manner as if such 
funds were apportioned under chapter 1 of title 
23, United States Code. 

(d) REGULATORY AUTHORITY.—Grants award- 
ed under this subtitle shall be in accordance 
with regulations issued by the Secretary. 

(e) STATE MATCHING REQUIREMENTS.—If a 
grant awarded under this subtitle requires a 
State to share in the cost, the aggregate of all 
expenditures for highway safety activities made 
during any fiscal year by the State and its polit- 
ical subdivisions (exclusive of Federal funds) for 
carrying out the grant (other than planning 
and administration) shall be available for the 
purpose of crediting the State during such fiscal 
year for the non-Federal share of the cost of 
any project under this subtitle (other than plan- 
ning or administration) without regard to 
whether such expenditures were actually made 
in connection with such project. 

(f) GRANT APPLICATION AND DEADLINE.—To 
receive a grant under this subtitle, a State shall 
submit an application, and the Secretary shall 
establish a single deadline for such applications 
to enable the award of grants early in the next 
fiscal year. 

(9) TRANSFERS.—Section 405(a)(1)(G) of title 
23, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(G) TRANSFERS.—Notwithstanding subpara- 
graphs (A) through (F), the Secretary shall re- 
allocate, before the last day of any fiscal year, 
any amounts remaining available of the 
amounts allocated to carry out any of the ac- 
tivities described in subsections (b) through (g) 
to increase the amount made available to carry 
out section 402, in order to ensure, to the max- 
imum extent possible, that all such amounts are 
obligated during such fiscal year.’’. 

SEC. 34102. HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS. 

(a) RESTRICTION.—Section 402(g) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(g) RESTRICTION.—Nothing in this section 
may be construed to authorize the appropriation 
or expenditure of funds for highway construc- 
tion, maintenance, or design (other than design 
of safety features of highways to be incor- 
porated into guidelines).’’. 

(b) USE OF FUNDS.— 

(1) HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS.—Section 
402(c)(2) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting “A State may provide the 
funds apportioned under this section to a polit- 
ical subdivision of a State, including Indian 
tribal governments.” after “neighboring 
States.”’. 

(2) NATIONAL PRIORITY SAFETY PROGRAMS.— 
Section 405(a)(1) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(I) POLITICAL SUBDIVISIONS.—A State may 
provide the funds awarded under this section to 
a political subdivision of a State, including In- 
dian tribal governments. ”’. 

(c) TRACKING PROCESS.—Section 412 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

““(f) TRACKING PROCESS.—The Secretary shall 
develop a process to identify and mitigate pos- 
sible systemic issues across States and regional 
offices by reviewing oversight findings and rec- 
ommended actions identified in triennial State 
management reviews.’’. 

(d) HIGHWAY SAFETY PLANS.—Section 
402(k)(5)(A) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘60’’ and inserting “485”. 

(e) MAINTENANCE OF  EFFORT.—Section 
405(a)(1)(H) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(H) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT CERTIFI- 
CATION.—AS part of the grant application re- 
quired in section 402(k)(3)(F), a State receiving 
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a grant in any fiscal year under subsection (b), 
subsection (c), or subsection (d) of this section 
shall provide certification that the lead State 
agency responsible for programs described in 
any of those sections is maintaining aggregate 
expenditures at or above the average level of 
such expenditures in the 2 fiscal years prior to 
the date of enactment of the Comprehensive 
Transportation and Consumer Protection Act of 
2015.’’. 
SEC. 34103. GRANTS FOR ALCOHOL-IGNITION 
INTERLOCK LAWS AND 24-7 SOBRI- 
ETY PROGRAMS. 

Section 405(d) of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (6)— 

(A) by amending the heading to read as fol- 
lows: ‘‘ADDITIONAL GRANTS.—’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (A), by amending the 
heading to read as follows: ‘‘GRANTS TO STATES 
WITH ALCOHOL-IGNITION INTERLOCK LAWS.—’’; 

(C) by redesignating subparagraphs (B) 
through (D) as subparagraphs (C) through (E), 
respectively; 

(D) by inserting after subparagraph (A), the 
following: 

“(B) GRANTS TO STATES WITH 24-7 SOBRIETY 
PROGRAMS.—The Secretary shall make a sepa- 
rate grant under this subsection to each State 
that— 

“(i) adopts and is enforcing a law that re- 
quires all individuals convicted of driving under 
the influence of alcohol or of driving while in- 
toxicated to receive a restriction on driving 
privileges; and 

“(ii) provides a 24-7 sobriety program.’’; 

(E) in subparagraph (C), as redesignated, by 
inserting “and subparagraph (B)’’ after ‘‘sub- 
paragraph (A)’’; 

(F) in subparagraph (D), as redesignated, by 
inserting “and subparagraph (B)’’ after ‘‘sub- 
paragraph (A)’’; 

(G) by amending subparagraph (E), as redes- 
ignated, to read as follows: 

“(E) FUNDING.— 

“(i) FUNDING FOR GRANTS TO STATES WITH AL- 
COHOL-IGNITION INTERLOCK LAWS.—Not more 
than 12 percent of the amounts made available 
to carry out this subsection in a fiscal year shall 
be made available by the Secretary for making 
grants under subparagraph (A). 

“(i) FUNDING FOR GRANTS TO STATES WITH 24- 
7 SOBRIETY PROGRAMS.—Not more than 3 percent 
of the amounts made available to carry out this 
subsection in a fiscal year shall be made avail- 
able by the Secretary for making grants under 
subparagraph (B).’’; and 

(H) by adding at the end the following: 

“(F) EXCEPTIONS.—A State alcohol-ignition 
interlock law under subparagraph (A) may in- 
clude exceptions for the following cir- 
cumstances: 

“(i) The individual is required to operate an 
employer’s motor vehicle in the course and scope 
of employment and the business entity that 
owns the vehicle is not owned or controlled by 
the individual. 

“(ii) The individual is certified by a medical 
doctor as being unable to provide a deep lung 
breath sample for analysis by an ignition inter- 
lock device.’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (7)(A)— 

(A) in the matter preceding clause (i)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘or a State agency” and insert- 
ing “or an agency with jurisdiction’’; and 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘bond,’’ before “sentence”; 

(B) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘who plead 
guilty or” and inserting “who was arrested, 
plead guilty, or’’; and 

(C) in clause (ii), by inserting ‘‘at a testing lo- 
cation” after “per day”. 

SEC. 34104. REPEAT OFFENDER CRITERIA. 

Section 164(a) of title 23, United States Code, 

is amended— 
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(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through 
(4) as paragraphs (2) through (5), respectively; 

(2) by inserting before paragraph (2), as redes- 
ignated, the following: 

““(1) 24-7 SOBRIETY PROGRAM.—The term ‘24-7 
sobriety program’ has the meaning given the 
term in section 405(d)(7)(A).’’; 

(3) in paragraph (5), as redesignated— 

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A), 
by inserting ‘‘or combination of laws or pro- 
grams” after “State law”; and 

(B) by amending subparagraph (A) to read as 
follows: 

“(A) receive, for a period of not less than 1 
year— 

“(G) a suspension of all driving privileges; 

“(Gi) a restriction on driving privileges that 
limits the individual to operating only motor ve- 
hicles with an ignition interlock device in- 
stalled, unless a special exception applies; 

“(Gii) a restriction on driving privileges that 
limits the individual to operating motor vehicles 
only if participating in, and complying with, a 
24-7 sobriety program; or 

“(iv) any combination of clauses (i) through 
(iit);”; 

(C) by striking subparagraph (B); 

(D) by redesignating subparagraphs (C) and 
(D) as subparagraphs (B) and (C), respectively; 
and 

(E) in subparagraph (C), as redesignated— 

(i) in clause (i)— 

(I) in subclause (I), by striking ‘‘; or” and in- 
serting a semicolon; 

(II) in subclause (II), by striking “‘; and’’; and 
inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(III) by adding at the end the following: 

“(III) the State certifies that the general prac- 
tice is that such an individual will be incarcer- 
ated; and’’; and 

(ii) in clause (ii)— 

(I) in subclause (I), by striking ‘‘; or” and in- 
serting a semicolon; 

(II) in subclause (II), by striking “‘; and’’; and 
inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(III) by adding at the end the following: 

“(III) the State certifies that the general prac- 
tice is that such an individual will receive ap- 
proximately 10 days of incarceration.’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end— 

“(6) SPECIAL EXCEPTION.—The term ‘special 
exception’ means an exception under a State al- 
cohol-ignition interlock law for the following 
circumstances: 

“(A) The individual is required to operate an 
employer’s motor vehicle in the course and scope 
of employment and the business entity that 
owns the vehicle is not owned or controlled by 
the individual. 

“(B) The individual is certified by a medical 
doctor as being unable to provide a deep lung 
breath sample for analysis by an ignition inter- 
lock device.’’. 

SEC. 34105. STUDY ON THE NATIONAL ROADSIDE 
SURVEY OF ALCOHOL AND DRUG 
USE BY DRIVERS. 

Not later than 180 days after the date that the 
Comptroller General reviews and reports on the 
overall value of the National Roadside Survey to 
researchers and other public safety stake- 
holders, the differences between a National 
Roadside Survey site and typical law enforce- 
ment checkpoints, and the effectiveness of the 
National Roadside Survey methodology at pro- 
tecting the privacy of the driving public, as re- 
quested by the Committee on Appropriations of 
the Senate on June 5, 2014 (Senate Report 113- 
182), the Secretary shall report to Congress on 
the National Highway Traffic Safety Adminis- 
tration’s progress toward reviewing that report 
and implementing any recommendations made 
in that report. 

SEC. 34106. INCREASING PUBLIC AWARENESS OF 
THE DANGERS OF DRUG-IMPAIRED 
DRIVING. 

(a) ADDITIONAL ACTIONS.—The Administrator 

of the National Highway Traffic Safety Admin- 
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istration, in consultation with the White House 
Office of National Drug Control Policy, the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services, State 
highway safety offices, and other interested 
parties, as determined by the Administrator, 
shall identify and carry out additional actions 
that should be undertaken by the Administra- 
tion to assist States in their efforts to increase 
public awareness of the dangers of drug-im- 
paired driving, including the dangers of driving 
while under the influence of heroin or prescrip- 
tion opioids. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 60 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Administrator 
shall submit a report to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen- 
ate and the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representatives 
that describes the additional actions undertaken 
by the Administration pursuant to subsection 
(a). 

SEC. 34107. IMPROVEMENT OF DATA COLLECTION 
ON CHILD OCCUPANTS IN VEHICLE 
CRASHES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall revise the crash investigation data collec- 
tion system of the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration to include the collection 
of the following data in connection with vehicle 
crashes whenever a child restraint system was 
in use in a vehicle involved in a crash: 

(1) The type or types of child restraint systems 
in use during the crash in any vehicle involved 
in the crash, including whether a five-point 
harness or belt-positioning booster. 

(2) If a five-point harness child restraint sys- 
tem was in use during the crash, whether the 
child restraint system was forward-facing or 
rear-facing in the vehicle concerned. 

(b) CONSULTATION.—In implementing sub- 
section (a), the Secretary shall work with law 
enforcement officials, safety advocates, the med- 
ical community, and research organizations to 
improve the recordation of data described in 
subsection (a) in police and other applicable in- 
cident reports. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall submit to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate and 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce of the 
House of Representatives a report on child occu- 
pant crash data collection in the crash inves- 
tigation data collection system of the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration pursu- 
ant to the revision required by subsection (a). 

PART II—STOP MOTORCYCLE 
CHECKPOINT FUNDING ACT 
SEC. 34121. SHORT TITLE. 

This part may be cited as the ‘‘Stop Motor- 
cycle Checkpoint Funding Act’’. 

SEC. 34122. GRANT RESTRICTION. 

Notwithstanding section 153 of title 23, United 
States Code, the Secretary may not provide a 
grant or any funds to a State, county, town, 
township, Indian tribe, municipality, or other 
local government that may be used for any pro- 
gram— 

(1) to check helmet usage; or 

(2) to create checkpoints that specifically tar- 
get motorcycle operators or motorcycle pas- 
sengers. 

PART ITI—IMPROVING DRIVER SAFETY 

ACT OF 2015 
SEC. 34131. SHORT TITLE. 

This part may be cited as the ‘Improving 
Driver Safety Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 34132. DISTRACTED DRIVING INCENTIVE 
GRANTS. 

Section 405(e) of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘includes 
distracted driving issues as part of the State’s 
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driver’s license examination and’’ after 
State that’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(B) by amending subparagraph (C) to read as 
follows: 

“(C) establishes a minimum fine for a viola- 
tion of the statute; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(D) does not provide for an exception that 
specifically allows a driver to use a personal 
wireless communications device for texting while 
stopped in traffic.’’; 

(3) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) by amending subparagraph (A) to read as 
follows: 

“(A) prohibits the use of a personal wireless 
communications device while driving for driv- 
ers— 

“(i) younger than 18 years of age; or 

“(ii) in the learner’s permit and intermediate 
license stages;’’; and 

(B) by striking subparagraphs (C) and (D) 
and inserting the following: 

“(C) establishes a minimum fine for a viola- 
tion of the statute; and 

“(D) does not provide for an exception that 
specifically allows a driver to text through a 
personal wireless communications device while 
stopped in traffic.’’; and 

(4) in paragraph (4)— 

(A) in subparagraph (B)(ii), by striking “and” 
at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (C)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘section 31152” and inserting 
“section 31136”; and 

(ii) by striking the period at the end and in- 
serting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(D) any additional exceptions determined by 
the Secretary through the rulemaking process.’’; 

(5) by amending paragraph (6) to read as fol- 
lows: 

(6) ADDITIONAL 
GRANTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding para- 
graph (1), the Secretary shall use up to 50 per- 
cent of the amounts available for grants under 
this subsection to award grants to any State 
that— 

“(i) in fiscal year 2017— 

“(I) certifies that it has enacted a basic text 
messaging statute that— 

“(aa) is applicable to drivers of all ages; and 

“(bb) makes violation of the basic text mes- 
saging statute a primary offense or secondary 
enforcement action as allowed by State statute; 
and 

“(II) is otherwise ineligible for a grant under 
this subsection; and 

“(ii) in fiscal year 2018— 

“(I) meets the requirements under clause (i); 

“(II) imposes fines for violations; and 

“(IIT) has a statute that prohibits drivers who 
are younger than 18 years of age from using a 
personal wireless communications device while 
driving. 

““(B) USE OF GRANT FUNDS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding paragraph 
(5) and subject to clauses (ii) and (iii) of this 
subparagraph, amounts received by a State 
under subparagraph (A) may be used for activi- 
ties related to the enforcement of distracted 
driving laws, including for public information 
and awareness purposes. 

“(ii) FISCAL YEAR 2017.—In fiscal year 2017, up 
to 15 percent of the amounts received by a State 
under subparagraph (A) may be used for any el- 
igible project or activity under section 402. 

“(iti) FISCAL YEAR 2018.—In fiscal year 2018, 
up to 25 percent of the amounts received by a 
State under subparagraph (A) may be used for 
any eligible project or activity under section 
402.’’; and 
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(6) in paragraph (9)(A)(i), by striking ‘‘, in- 
cluding operation while temporarily stationary 
because of traffic, a traffic light or stop sign, or 
otherwise”. 

SEC. 34133. BARRIERS TO DATA COLLECTION RE- 
PORT. 

Not later than 180 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Administrator of the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administra- 
tion shall submit a report to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate, the Committee on Energy and Commerce 
of the House of Representatives, and the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure of 
the House of Representatives that— 

(1) identifies any legal and technical barriers 
to capturing adequate data on the prevalence of 
the use of wireless communications devices while 
driving; and 

(2) provides recommendations on how to ad- 
dress such barriers. 

SEC. 34134. MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE 
GRADUATED DRIVER LICENSING IN- 
CENTIVE GRANT PROGRAM. 

Section 405(g)(2) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘21” and 
inserting “18”; and 

(2) by amending subparagraph (B) to read as 
follows: 

“(B) LICENSING PROCESS.—A State is in com- 
pliance with the 2-stage licensing process de- 
scribed in this subparagraph if the State’s driv- 
er’s license laws include— 

“(i) a learner’s permit stage that— 

“(D is at least 6 months in duration; 

(II) contains a prohibition on the driver 
using a personal wireless communications device 
(as defined in subsection (e)) while driving ex- 
cept under an exception permitted under para- 
graph (4) of that subsection, and makes a viola- 
tion of the prohibition a primary offense; 

“(III) requires applicants to successfully pass 
a vision and knowledge assessment prior to re- 
ceiving a learner’s permit; 

“(IV) requires that the driver be accompanied 
and supervised at all times while the driver is 
operating a motor vehicle by a licensed driver 
who is at least 21 years of age or is a State-cer- 
tified driving instructor; 

(V) has a requirement that the driver— 

“(aa) complete a State-certified driver edu- 
cation or training course; or 

“(bb) obtain at least 50 hours of behind-the- 
wheel training, with at least 10 hours at night, 
with a licensed driver; 

“(VI) remains in effect until the driver— 

“(aa) reaches 16 years of age and enters the 
intermediate stage; or 

“(bb) reaches 18 years of age; 

“ii) an intermediate stage that— 

(I) commences immediately after the expira- 
tion of the learner’s permit stage and successful 
completion of a driving skills assessment; 

“(II) is at least 6 months in duration; 

“(III) prohibits the driver from using a per- 
sonal wireless communications device (as de- 
fined in subsection (e)) while driving except 
under an exception permitted under paragraph 
(4) of that subsection, and makes a violation of 
the prohibition a primary offense; 

“(IV) for the first 6 month of the intermediate 
stage, restricts driving at night between the 
hours of 10:00 p.m. and 5:00 a.m. when not su- 
pervised by a licensed driver 21 years of age or 
older, excluding transportation to work, school, 
religious activities, or emergencies; 

“(V) prohibits the driver from operating a 
motor vehicle with more than 1 nonfamilial pas- 
senger younger than 21 years of age unless a li- 
censed driver who is at least 21 years of age is 
in the motor vehicle; and 

“(VI) remains in effect until 
reaches 17 years of age; and 
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“(iti) a learner’s permit and intermediate 
stage that require, in addition to any other pen- 
alties imposed by State law, the granting of an 
unrestricted driver’s license be automatically de- 
layed for any individual who, during the learn- 
er’s permit or intermediate stage, is convicted of 
a driving-related offense during the first 6 
months, including— 

“(D) driving while intoxicated; 

“(II) misrepresentation of the 
age; 

“(III) reckless driving; 

“(CIV) driving without wearing a seat belt; 

“(V) speeding; or 

“(VI) any other driving-related offense, as de- 
termined by the Secretary.’’. 


PART IV—TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING 
AMENDMENTS 
SEC. 34141. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS TO THE 
MOTOR VEHICLE AND HIGHWAY 
SAFETY IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2012. 

(a) HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS.—Section 402 
of title 23, United States Code is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(1)(C), by striking ‘‘except 
as provided in paragraph (3),’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)(E)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘in which a State” and insert- 
ing ‘‘for which a State”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘subsection (f) and inserting 
“subsection (k)’’; and 

(3) in subsection (k)(4), by striking ‘‘para- 
graph (2)(A)’’ and inserting ‘paragraph 
(3)(A)”’. 

(b) HIGHWAY SAFETY RESEARCH AND DEVELOP- 
MENT.—Section 403(e) of title 23, United States 
Code is amended by inserting ‘‘of title 49” after 
“chapter 301”. 

(c) NATIONAL PRIORITY SAFETY PROGRAMS.— 
Section 405 of title 23, United States Code is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (d)(5), by striking ‘‘section 
402(c)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 402”; and 

(2) in subsection (f)(4)(A)(iv), by striking ‘‘de- 
veloped under subsection (g)’’. 

Subtitle B—Vehicle Safety 
SEC. 34201. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b), 
there is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary to carry out chapter 301 of title 49, 
and part C of subtitle VI of title 49, United 
States Code, amounts as follows: 

(1) $132,730,000 for fiscal year 2016. 

(2) $135,517,330 for fiscal year 2017. 

(3) $138,363,194 for fiscal year 2018. 

(4) $141,268,821 for fiscal year 2019. 

(5) $144,235,466 for fiscal year 2020. 

(6) $147,264,411 for fiscal year 2021. 

(b) ADDITIONAL AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO- 
PRIATIONS IF A CERTIFICATION IS MADE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to the amounts 
authorized to be appropriated under subsection 
(a) to carry out chapter 301 of title 49, and part 
C of subtitle VI of title 49, United States Code, 
if the certification described in paragraph (2) is 
made during a fiscal year there is authorized to 
be appropriated to the Secretary for that pur- 
pose for that fiscal year and subsequent fiscal 
years an additional amount as follows: 

(A) $46,270,000 for fiscal year 2016. 

(B) $51,537,670 for fiscal year 2017. 

(C) $57,296,336 for fiscal year 2018. 

(D) $62,999,728 for fiscal year 2019. 

(E) $69,837,974 for fiscal year 2020. 

(F) $76,656,407 for fiscal year 2021. 

(2) CERTIFICATION DESCRIBED.—The_ certifi- 
cation described in this paragraph is a certifi- 
cation made by the Secretary and submitted to 
Congress that the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration has implemented all of 
the recommendations in the Office of Inspector 
General Audit Report issued June 18, 2015 (ST- 
2015-063). As part of the certification, the Sec- 
retary shall review the actions the National 
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Highway Traffic Safety Administration has 
taken to implement the recommendations and 
issue a report to Congress detailing how the rec- 
ommendations were implemented. The Secretary 
shall not delegate or assign the responsibility 
under this paragraph. 

SEC. 34202. INSPECTOR GENERAL RECOMMENDA- 

TIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, and periodi- 
cally thereafter until the completion date, the 
Department of Transportation Inspector Gen- 
eral shall report to the appropriate committees 
of Congress on whether and what progress has 
been made to implement the recommendations in 
the Office of Inspector General Audit Report 
issued June 18, 2015 (ST-2015-063). 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS.—The Admin- 
istrator of the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration shall— 

(1) not later than 90 days after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, and periodically thereafter 
until the completion date, provide a briefing to 
the appropriate committees of Congress on the 
actions the Administrator has taken to imple- 
ment the recommendations in the audit report 
described in subsection (a), including a plan for 
implementing any remaining recommendations; 
and 

(2) not later than 1 year after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, issue a final report to the 
appropriate committees of Congress on the im- 
plementation of all of the recommendations in 
the audit report described in subsection (a). 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS.— 
The term “appropriate committees of Congress” 
means the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate and the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce of the House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

(2) COMPLETION DATE.—The term ‘‘completion 
date” means the date that the National High- 
way Traffic Safety Administration has imple- 
mented all of the recommendations in the Office 
of Inspector General Audit Report issued June 
18, 2015 (ST-2015-063). 

SEC. 34203. IMPROVEMENTS IN AVAILABILITY OF 
RECALL INFORMATION. 

(a) VEHICLE RECALL INFORMATION.—Not later 
than 2 years after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary shall implement current in- 
formation technology, web design trends, and 
best practices that will help ensure that motor 
vehicle safety recall information available to the 
public on the Federal website is readily acces- 
sible and easy to use, including— 


(1) by improving the organization, avail- 
ability, readability, and functionality of the 
website; 


(2) by accommodating high-traffic volume; 
and 

(3) by establishing best practices for sched- 
uling routine website maintenance. 

(b) GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE 
PUBLIC AWARENESS REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General 
shall study the current use by consumers, deal- 
ers, and manufacturers of the safety recall in- 
formation made available to the public, includ- 
ing the usability and content of the Federal and 
manufacturers’ websites and the National High- 
way Traffic Safety Administration’s efforts to 
publicize and educate consumers about safety 
recall information. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Comptroller 
General shall issue a report with the findings of 
the study under paragraph (1), including recom- 
mending any actions the Secretary can take to 
improve public awareness and use of the 
websites for safety recall information. 

(c) PROMOTION OF PUBLIC AWARENESS.—Sec- 
tion 31301(c) of the Moving Ahead for Progress 
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in the 21st Century Act (49 U.S.C. 30166 note) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(c) PROMOTION OF PUBLIC AWARENESS.—The 
Secretary shall improve public awareness of 
safety recall information made publicly avail- 
able by periodically updating the method of con- 
veying that information to consumers, dealers, 
and manufacturers, such as through public 
service announcements.’’. 

(d) CONSUMER GUIDANCE.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall make available to the public on 
the Internet detailed guidance for consumers 
submitting safety complaints, including— 

(1) a detailed explanation of what information 
a consumer should include in a complaint; and 

(2) a detailed explanation of the possible ac- 
tions the National Highway Traffic Safety Ad- 
ministration can take to address a complaint 
and respond to the consumer, including infor- 
mation on— 

(A) the consumer records, such as photo- 
graphs and police reports, that could assist with 
an investigation; and 

(B) the length of time a consumer should re- 
tain the records described in subparagraph (A). 

(e) VIN SEARCH.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in coordina- 
tion with industry, including manufacturers 
and dealers, shall study— 

(A) the feasibility of searching multiple vehi- 
cle identification numbers at a time to retrieve 
motor vehicle safety recall information; and 

(B) the feasibility of making the search mech- 
anism described under subparagraph (A) pub- 
licly available. 

(2) CONSIDERATIONS.—In conducting the study 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall con- 
sider the potential costs, and potential risks to 
privacy and security in implementing such a 
search mechanism. 

SEC. 34204. RECALL PROCESS. 

(a) NOTIFICATION IMPROVEMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 270 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall prescribe a final rule revising the regula- 
tions under section 577.7 of title 49, Code of Fed- 
eral Regulations, to include notification by elec- 
tronic means in addition to notification by first 
class mail. 

(2) DEFINITION OF ELECTRONIC MEANS.—In this 
subsection, the term “electronic means’’ includes 
electronic mail and may include such other 
means of electronic notification, such as social 
media or targeted online campaigns, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary. 

(b) NOTIFICATION BY MANUFACTURER.—Sec- 
tion 30118(c) is amended by inserting ‘‘or elec- 
tronic mail” after ‘‘certified mail’’. 

(c) RECALL COMPLETION RATES REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, and bienni- 
ally thereafter for 4 years, the Secretary shall— 

(A) conduct an analysis of vehicle safety re- 
call completion rates to assess potential actions 
by the National Highway Traffic Safety Admin- 
istration to improve vehicle safety recall comple- 
tion rates; and 

(B) submit to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate and 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce of the 
House of Representatives a report on the results 
of the analysis. 

(2) CONTENTS.—Each report shall include— 

(A) the annual recall completion rate by man- 
ufacturer, model year, component (such as 
brakes, fuel systems, and air bags), and vehicle 
type (passenger car, sport utility vehicle, pas- 
senger van, and pick-up truck) for each of the 
5 years before the year the report is submitted; 

(B) the methods by which the Secretary has 
conducted analyses of these recall completion 
rates to determine trends and identify risk fac- 
tors associated with lower recall rates; and 
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(C) the actions the Secretary has planned to 
improve recall completion rates based on the re- 
sults of this data analysis. 

(d) INSPECTOR GENERAL AUDIT OF VEHICLE 
RECALLS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Department of Trans- 
portation Inspector General shall conduct an 
audit of the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration’s management of vehicle safety 
recalls. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The audit shall include a de- 
termination of whether the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration— 

(A) appropriately monitors recalls to ensure 
the appropriateness of scope and adequacy of 
recall completion rates and remedies; 

(B) ensures manufacturers provide safe rem- 
edies, at no cost to consumers; 

(C) is capable of coordinating recall remedies 
and processes; and 

(D) can improve its policy on consumer notice 
to combat effects of recall fatigue. 

SEC. 34205. PILOT GRANT PROGRAM FOR STATE 
NOTIFICATION TO CONSUMERS OF 
MOTOR VEHICLE RECALL STATUS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than October 1, 
2016, the Secretary shall implement a 2-year 
pilot program to evaluate the feasibility and ef- 
fectiveness of a State process for informing con- 
sumers of open motor vehicle recalls at the time 
of motor vehicle registration in the State. 

(b) GRANTS.—To carry out this program, the 
Secretary may make a grant to each eligible 
State, but not more than 6 eligible States in 
total, that agrees to comply with the require- 
ments under subsection (c). Funds made avail- 
able to a State under this section shall be used 
by the State for the pilot program described in 
subsection (a). 

(c) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible for a grant, a 
State shall— 

(1) submit an application in such form and 
manner as the Secretary prescribes; 

(2) agree to notify, at the time of registration, 
each owner or lessee of a motor vehicle pre- 
sented for registration in the State of any open 
recall on that vehicle; 

(3) provide the open motor vehicle recall infor- 
mation at no cost to each owner or lessee of a 
motor vehicle presented for registration in the 
State; and 

(4) provide such other information as the Sec- 
retary may require. 

(d) AWARDS.—In Selecting an applicant for an 
award under this section, the Secretary shall 
consider the State’s methodology for deter- 
mining open recalls on a motor vehicle, for in- 
forming consumers of the open recalls, and for 
determining performance. 

(e) PERFORMANCE  PERIOD.—Each grant 
awarded under this section shall require a 2- 
year performance period. 

(f) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after the 
completion of the performance period under sub- 
section (e), a grantee shall provide to the Sec- 
retary a report of performance containing such 
information as the Secretary considers necessary 
to evaluate the extent to which open recalls 
have been remedied. 

(g) EVALUATION.—Not later than 180 days 
after the completion of the pilot program, the 
Secretary shall evaluate the extent to which 
open recalls identified have been remedied. 

(h) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) CONSUMER.—The term ‘‘consumer’’ 
cludes owner and lessee. 

(2) MOTOR VEHICLE.—The term ‘‘motor vehi- 
cle” has the meaning given the term under sec- 
tion 30102(a) of title 49, United States Code. 

(3) OPEN RECALL.—The term “‘open recall” 
means a recall for which a notification by a 
manufacturer has been provided under section 
30119 of title 49, United States Code, and that 
has not been remedied under section 30120 of 
that title. 
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(4) REGISTRATION.—The term ‘‘registration”’ 
means the process for registering motor vehicles 
in the State. 

(5) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ has the meaning 
given the term under section 101(a) of title 23, 
United States Code. 

SEC. 34206. RECALL OBLIGATIONS UNDER BANK- 
RUPTCY. 

Section 30120A is amended by striking ‘‘chap- 
ter 11 of title 11,” and inserting ‘‘chapter 7 or 
chapter 11 of title 11”. 

SEC. 34207. DEALER REQUIREMENT TO CHECK 
FOR OPEN RECALL. 

Section 30120(f) is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—”’ before “A 
manufacturer” and indenting appropriately; 

(2) in paragraph (1), as redesignated, by strik- 
ing the period at the end and inserting the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘if— 

“(A) at the time of providing service for each 
of the manufacturer’s motor vehicles it services, 
the dealer notifies the owner or the individual 
requesting the service of any open recall; and 

“(B) the notification requirement under sub- 
paragraph (A) is specified in a franchise, oper- 
ating, or other agreement between the dealer 
and the manufacturer.’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(2) DEFINITION OF OPEN RECALL.—In this 
subsection, the term ‘open recall’ means a recall 
for which a notification by a manufacturer has 
been provided under section 30119 and that has 
not been remedied under this section.’’. 

SEC. 34208. EXTENSION OF TIME PERIOD FOR 
REMEDY OF TIRE DEFECTS. 

Section 30120(b) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘60 days” 
and inserting ‘‘180 days’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘60-day”’ 
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘180-day’’. 
SEC. 34209. RENTAL CAR SAFETY. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be cited 
as the ‘‘Raechel and Jacqueline Houck Safe 
Rental Car Act of 2015”. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—Section 30102(a) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (10) and (11) 
as paragraphs (12) and (13), respectively; 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through 
(9) as paragraphs (2) through (10), respectively; 

(3) by inserting before paragraph (2), as redes- 
ignated, the following: 

“(1) ‘covered rental vehicle’ means a motor ve- 
hicle that— 

“(A) has a gross vehicle weight rating of 
10,000 pounds or less; 

“(B) is rented without a driver for an initial 
term of less than 4 months; and 

“(C) is part of a motor vehicle fleet of 5 or 
more motor vehicles that are used for rental pur- 
poses by a rental company.’’; and 

(4) by inserting after paragraph (10), as redes- 
ignated, the following: 

“(11) ‘rental company’ means a person who— 

“(A) is engaged in the business of renting cov- 
ered rental vehicles; and 

“(B) uses for rental purposes a motor vehicle 
fleet of 5 or more covered rental vehicles.’’. 

(c) REMEDIES FOR DEFECTS AND NONCOMPLI- 
ANCE.—Section 30120(i) is amended— 

(1) in the subsection heading, by adding ‘‘, OR 
RENTAL” at the end; 

(2) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(1) If notification” and in- 
serting the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—If notification’’; 

(B) by indenting subparagraphs (A) and (B) 
four ems from the left margin; 

(C) by inserting “or the manufacturer has 
provided to a rental company notification about 
a covered rental vehicle in the company’s pos- 
session at the time of notification” after ‘‘time 
of notification’’; 
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(D) by striking ‘‘the dealer may sell or lease,” 
and inserting ‘‘the dealer or rental company 
may sell, lease, or rent’’; and 

(E) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘sale or 
lease” and inserting ‘“‘sale, lease, or rental 
agreement’’; 

(3) by amending paragraph (2) to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
subsection may be construed to prohibit a dealer 
or rental company from offering the vehicle or 
equipment for sale, lease, or rent.’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

““(3) SPECIFIC RULES FOR RENTAL COMPANIES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided under this paragraph, a rental company 
shall comply with the limitations on sale, lease, 
or rental set forth in subparagraph (C) and 
paragraph (1) as soon as practicable, but not 
later than 24 hours after the earliest receipt of 
the notice to owner under subsection (b) or (c) 
of section 30118 (including the vehicle identifica- 
tion number for the covered vehicle) by the rent- 
al company, whether by electronic means or 
first class mail. 

“(B) SPECIAL RULE FOR LARGE VEHICLE 
FLEETS.—Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), if 
a rental company receives a notice to owner cov- 
ering more than 5,000 motor vehicles in its fleet, 
the rental company shall comply with the limi- 
tations on sale, lease, or rental set forth in sub- 
paragraph (C) and paragraph (1) as soon as 
practicable, but not later than 48 hours after the 
earliest receipt of the notice to owner under sub- 
section (b) or (c) of section 30118 (including the 
vehicle identification number for the covered ve- 
hicle) by the rental company, whether by elec- 
tronic means or first class mail. 

“(C) SPECIAL RULE FOR WHEN REMEDIES NOT 
IMMEDIATELY AVAILABLE.—If a notification re- 
quired under subsection (b) or (c) of section 
30118 indicates that the remedy for the defect or 
noncompliance is not immediately available and 
specifies actions to temporarily alter the vehicle 
that eliminate the safety risk posed by the defect 
or noncompliance, the rental company, after 
causing the specified actions to be performed, 
may rent (but may not sell or lease) the motor 
vehicle. Once the remedy for the rental vehicle 
becomes available to the rental company, the 
rental company may not rent the vehicle until 
the vehicle has been remedied, as provided in 
subsection (a). 

“(D)  INAPPLICABILITY TO JUNK AUTO- 
MOBILES.—Notwithstanding paragraph (1), this 
subsection does not prohibit a rental company 
from selling a covered rental vehicle if such ve- 
hicle— 

““(i) meets the definition of a junk automobile 
under section 201 of the Anti-Car Theft Act of 
1992 (49 U.S.C. 30501); 

“(ii) is retitled as a junk automobile pursuant 
to applicable State law; and 

“(iii) is reported to the National Motor Vehi- 
cle Information System, if required under sec- 
tion 204 of such Act (49 U.S.C. 30504).”’. 

(d) MAKING SAFETY DEVICES AND ELEMENTS 
INOPERATIVE.—Section 30122(b) is amended by 


inserting ‘‘rental company,” after ‘‘dealer,”’ 
each place such term appears. 
(e) INSPECTIONS, INVESTIGATIONS, AND 


RECORDS.—Section 30166 is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)(2), by striking ‘‘or dealer” 
each place such term appears and inserting 
“dealer, or rental company”; 

(2) in subsection (e), by striking “or dealer” 
each place such term appears and inserting 
“dealer, or rental company’’; and 

(3) in subsection (f), by striking “or to own- 
ers” and inserting ‘‘, rental companies, or other 
owners”. 

(f) RESEARCH AUTHORITY.—The Secretary of 
Transportation may conduct a study of— 

(1) the effectiveness of the amendments made 
by this section; and 
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(2) other activities of rental companies (as de- 
fined in section 30102(a)(11) of title 49, United 
States Code) related to their use and disposition 
of motor vehicles that are the subject of a notifi- 
cation required under section 30118 of title 49, 
United States Code. 

(g) STUDY.— 

(1) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT .—Section 
32206(b)(2) of the Moving Ahead for Progress in 
the 21st Century Act (Public Law 112-141; 126 
Stat. 785) is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (E), by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (F) as sub- 
paragraph (G); and 

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (E) the 
following: 

“(F) evaluate the completion of safety recall 
remedies on rental trucks; and’’. 

(2) REPORT.—Section 32206(c) of such Act is 
amended— 

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) as 
subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively; 

(B) by striking ‘‘REPORT.—Not later” and in- 
serting the following: 

““(c) REPORTS.— 

“(1) INITIAL REPORT.—Not later’’; 

(C) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘subsection 
(b)” and inserting “subparagraphs (A) through 
(E) and (G) of subsection (b)(2)’’; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 

“(2) SAFETY RECALL REMEDY REPORT.—Not 
later than 1 year after the date of the enactment 
of the ‘Raechel and Jacqueline Houck Safe 
Rental Car Act of 2015’, the Secretary shall sub- 
mit a report to the congressional committees set 
forth in paragraph (1) that contains— 

“(A) the findings of the study conducted pur- 
suant to subsection (b)(2)(F); and 

“(B) any recommendations for legislation that 
the Secretary determines to be appropriate.’’. 

(h) PUBLIC COMMENTS.—The Secretary shall 
solicit comments regarding the implementation 
of this section from members of the public, in- 
cluding rental companies, consumer organiza- 
tions, automobile manufacturers, and auto- 
mobile dealers. 

(i) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
section or the amendments made by this sec- 
tion— 

(1) may be construed to create or increase any 
liability, including for loss of use, for a manu- 
facturer as a result of having manufactured or 
imported a motor vehicle subject to a notifica- 
tion of defect or noncompliance under sub- 
section (b) or (c) of section 30118 of title 49, 
United States Code; or 

(2) shall supersede or otherwise affect the con- 
tractual obligations, if any, between such a 
manufacturer and a rental company (as defined 
in section 30102(a) of title 49, United States 
Code). 

(j) RULEMAKING.—The Secretary may promul- 
gate rules, as appropriate, to inplement this sec- 
tion and the amendments made by this section. 

(k) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall take effect on the date that 
is 180 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

SEC. 34210. INCREASE IN CIVIL PENALTIES FOR 
VIOLATIONS OF MOTOR VEHICLE 
SAFETY. 

(a) INCREASE IN CIVIL PENALTIES.—Section 
30165(a) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘$5,000’’ 
“$21,000”; and 

(B) by striking 
“*$105,000,000’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘$5,000’’ 
“$21,000”; and 

(B) by striking 
“*$105,000,000’’. 


and inserting 


““$35,000,000’’ and inserting 


and inserting 


“‘$35,000,000’’ and inserting 
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(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by subsection (a) of this section take effect on 
the date that the Secretary certifies to Congress 
that the National Highway Traffic Safety Ad- 
ministration has issued the final rule required 
by section 31203(b) of the Moving Ahead for 
Progress In the 21st Century Act (Public Law 
112-141; 126 Stat. 758; 49 U.S.C. 30165 note). 

(c) PUBLICATION OF EFFECTIVE DATE.—The 
Secretary shall publish notice of the effective 
date under subsection (b) of this section in the 
Federal Register. 

SEC. 34211. ELECTRONIC ODOMETER DISCLO- 
SURES. 

Section 32705(g) is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ before “Not later than” 
and indenting appropriately; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1) and sub- 
ject to paragraph (3), a State, without approval 
from the Secretary under subsection (d), may 
allow for written disclosures or notices and re- 
lated matters to be provided electronically if— 

“(A) in compliance with— 

“(i) the requirements of subchapter 1 of chap- 
ter 96 of title 15; or 

“(ii) the requirements of a State law under 
section 7002(a) of title 15; and 

“(B) the disclosures or notices otherwise meet 
the requirements under this section, including 
appropriate authentication and security meas- 
ures. 

“(3) Paragraph (2) ceases to be effective on 
the date the regulations under paragraph (1) be- 
come effective.’’. 

SEC. 34212. CORPORATE RESPONSIBILITY FOR 
NHTSA REPORTS. 

Section 30166(0) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking “may” and 
inserting ‘‘shall’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(3) DEADLINE.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of the Comprehensive 
Transportation and Consumer Protection Act of 
2015, the Secretary shall issue a final rule under 
paragraph (1).’’. 

SEC. 34213. DIRECT VEHICLE NOTIFICATION OF 
RECALLS. 

(a) RECALL NOTIFICATION REPORT.—Not later 
than 1 year after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary shall issue a report on the 
feasibility of a technical system that would op- 
erate in each new motor vehicle to indicate 
when the vehicle is subject to an open recall. 

(b) DEFINITION OF OPEN RECALL.—In this sec- 
tion the term ‘‘open recall’? means a recall for 
which a notification by a manufacturer has 
been provided under section 30119 of title 49, 
United States Code, and that has not been rem- 
edied under section 30120 of that title. 

SEC. 34214. UNATTENDED CHILDREN WARNING. 

Section 31504(a) of the Moving Ahead for 
Progress in the 21st Century Act (49 U.S.C. 30111 
note) is amended by striking “may” and insert- 
ing “shall”. 

SEC. 34215. TIRE PRESSURE MONITORING SYS- 
TEM. 

(a) PROPOSED RULE.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall publish a proposed rule that up- 
dates the standards pertaining to tire pressure 
monitoring systems to ensure that a tire pressure 
monitoring system that is installed in a new 
motor vehicle after the effective date of the re- 
vised standards cannot, to a level other than a 
safe pressure level, be— 

(1) overridden; 

(2) reset; or 

(3) recalibrated. 

(b) SAFE PRESSURE LEVEL.—For the purposes 
of subsection (a), the term “‘safe pressure level” 
shall mean a pressure level consistent with the 
TPMS detection requirements contained in 
S4.2(a) of section 571.138 of title 49, Code of Fed- 
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eral Regulations, or any corresponding similar 
regulation or ruling. 

(c) FINAL RULE.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, after pro- 
viding the public with sufficient opportunity for 
notice and comment on the proposed rule pub- 
lished under subsection (a), the Secretary shall 
issue a final rule on the subject described in 
subsection (a). 

Subtitle C—Research and Development and 

Vehicle Electronics 
SEC. 34301. REPORT ON OPERATIONS OF THE 
COUNCIL FOR VEHICLE ELEC- 
TRONICS, VEHICLE SOFTWARE, AND 
EMERGING TECHNOLOGIES. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Secretary shall submit to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate and the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce of the House of Rep- 
resentatives a report regarding the operations of 
the Council for Vehicle Electronics, Vehicle 
Software, and Emerging Technologies estab- 
lished under section 31401 of the Moving Ahead 
for Progress in the 21st Century Act (49 U.S.C. 
105 note). The report shall include information 
about the accomplishments of the Council, the 
role of the Council in integrating and aggre- 
gating electronic and emerging technologies ex- 
pertise across the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration, the role of the Council in 
coordinating with other Federal agencies, and 
the priorities of the Council over the next 5 
years. 

SEC. 34302. COOPERATION WITH FOREIGN GOV- 
ERNMENTS. 

(a) TITLE 49 AMENDMENT.—Section 30182(b) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (4), by striking “; and” and 
inserting a semicolon; 

(2) in paragraph (5), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(6) in coordination with Department of 
State, enter into cooperative agreements and 
collaborative research and development agree- 
ments with foreign governments.’’. 

(b) TITLE 23 AMENDMENT.—Section 403 of title 
23, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(2)(C), by inserting ‘‘for- 
eign government (in coordination with the De- 
partment of State)” after ‘“‘institution,’’; and 

(2) in subsection (c)(1)(A), by inserting ‘‘for- 
eign governments,” after “local governments,’’. 

(c) AUDIT.—The Department of Transpor- 
tation Inspector General shall conduct an audit 
of the Secretary of Transportation’s manage- 
ment and oversight of cooperative agreements 
and collaborative research and development 
agreements, including any cooperative agree- 
ments between the Secretary of Transportation 
and foreign governments under section 
30182(b)(6) of title 49, United States Code, and 
subsections (b)(2)(C) and (c)(1)(A) of title 23, 
United States Code. 

Subtitle D—Miscellaneous Provisions 

PART I—DRIVER PRIVACY ACT OF 2015 
SEC. 34401. SHORT TITLE. 

This part may be cited as the ‘‘Driver Privacy 
Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 34402. LIMITATIONS ON DATA RETRIEVAL 
FROM VEHICLE EVENT DATA RE- 
CORDERS. 

(a) OWNERSHIP OF DATA.—Any data retained 
by an event data recorder (as defined in section 
563.5 of title 49, Code of Federal Regulations), 
regardless of when the motor vehicle in which it 
is installed was manufactured, is the property of 
the owner, or, in the case of a leased vehicle, 
the lessee of the motor vehicle in which the 
event data recorder is installed. 

(b) PRIVACY.—Data recorded or transmitted by 
an event data recorder described in subsection 
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(a) may not be accessed by a person other than 
an owner or a lessee of the motor vehicle in 
which the event data recorder is installed un- 
less— 

(1) a court or other judicial or administrative 
authority having jurisdiction— 

(A) authorizes the retrieval of the data; and 

(B) to the extent that there is retrieved data, 
the data is subject to the standards for admis- 
sion into evidence required by that court or 
other administrative authority; 

(2) an owner or a lessee of the motor vehicle 
provides written, electronic, or recorded audio 
consent to the retrieval of the data for any pur- 
pose, including the purpose of diagnosing, serv- 
icing, or repairing the motor vehicle, or by 
agreeing to a subscription that describes how 
data will be retrieved and used; 

(3) the data is retrieved pursuant to an inves- 
tigation or inspection authorized under section 
1131(a) or 30166 of title 49, United States Code, 
and the personally identifiable information of 
an owner or a lessee of the vehicle and the vehi- 
cle identification number is not disclosed in con- 
nection with the retrieved data, except that the 
vehicle identification number may be disclosed 
to the certifying manufacturer; 

(4) the data is retrieved for the purpose of de- 
termining the need for, or facilitating, emer- 
gency medical response in response to a motor 
vehicle crash; or 

(5) the data is retrieved for traffic safety re- 
search, and the personally identifiable informa- 
tion of an owner or a lessee of the vehicle and 
the vehicle identification number is not dis- 
closed in connection with the retrieved data. 
SEC. 34403. VEHICLE EVENT DATA RECORDER 

STUDY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Adminis- 
trator of the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration shall submit to Congress a report 
that contains the results of a study conducted 
by the Administrator to determine the amount of 
time event data recorders installed in passenger 
motor vehicles should capture and record for re- 
trieval vehicle-related data in conjunction with 
an event in order to provide sufficient informa- 
tion to investigate the cause of motor vehicle 
crashes. 

(b) RULEMAKING.—Not later than 2 years after 
submitting the report required under subsection 
(a), the Administrator of the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration shall promulgate 
regulations to establish the appropriate period 
during which event data recorders installed in 
passenger motor vehicles may capture and 
record for retrieval vehicle-related data to the 
time necessary to provide accident investigators 
with vehicle-related information pertinent to 
crashes involving such motor vehicles. 

PART II—SAFETY THROUGH INFORMED 

CONSUMERS ACT OF 2015 
SEC. 34421. SHORT TITLE. 

This part may be cited as the “Safety 
Through Informed Consumers Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 34422. PASSENGER MOTOR VEHICLE INFOR- 
MATION. 

Section 32302 is amended by inserting after 
subsection (b) the following: 

“(c) CRASH AVOIDANCE.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of the Safety 
Through Informed Consumers Act of 2015, the 
Secretary shall promulgate a rule to ensure that 
crash avoidance information is indicated next to 
crashworthiness information on stickers placed 
on motor vehicles by their manufacturers.’’. 
PART ITI—TIRE EFFICIENCY, SAFETY, AND 

REGISTRATION ACT OF 2015 
SEC. 34431. SHORT TITLE. 

This part may be cited as the “Tire Efficiency, 
Safety, and Registration Act of 2015’’ or the 
“TESR Act”. 
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SEC. 34432. TIRE FUEL EFFICIENCY MINIMUM 
PERFORMANCE STANDARDS. 

Section 32304A is amended— 

(1) in the section heading, by inserting “AND 
STANDARDS” after “CONSUMER TIRE IN- 
FORMATION”; 

(2) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in the heading, by striking “RULE- 
MAKING” and inserting ‘CONSUMER TIRE INFOR- 
MATION’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘(referred 
to in this section as the ‘Secretary’)’’ after ‘‘Sec- 
retary of Transportation’’; 

(3) by redesignating subsections (b) through 
(e) as subsections (e) though (h), respectively; 
and 

(4) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(b) PROMULGATION OF REGULATIONS FOR 
TIRE FUEL EFFICIENCY MINIMUM PERFORMANCE 
STANDARDS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, after con- 
sultation with the Secretary of Energy and the 
Administrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, shall promulgate regulations for tire 
fuel efficiency minimum performance standards 
for— 

“(A) passenger car tires with a maximum 
speed capability equal to or less than 149 miles 
per hour or 240 kilometers per hour; and 

“(B) passenger car tires with a maximum 
speed capability greater than 149 miles per hour 
or 240 kilometers per hour. 

“(2) TIRE FUEL EFFICIENCY MINIMUM PER- 
FORMANCE STANDARDS.— 

“(A) STANDARD BASIS AND TEST PROCE- 
DURES.—The minimum performance standards 
promulgated under paragraph (1) shall be ex- 
pressed in terms of the rolling resistance coeffi- 
cient measured using the test procedure speci- 
fied in section 575.106 of title 49, Code of Federal 
Regulations (as in effect on the date of enact- 
ment of this Act). 

‘“(B) NO DISPARATE EFFECT ON HIGH PERFORM- 
ANCE TIRES.—The Secretary shall ensure that 
the minimum performance standards promul- 
gated under paragraph (1) will not have a dis- 
proportionate effect on passenger car high per- 
formance tires with a maximum speed capability 
greater than 149 miles per hour or 240 kilometers 
per hour. 

“(C) APPLICABILITY.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—This subsection applies to 
new pneumatic tires for use on passenger cars. 

“(ii) EXCEPTIONS.—This subsection does not 
apply to light truck tires, deep tread tires, win- 
ter-type snow tires, space-saver or temporary 
use spare tires, or tires with nominal rim diame- 
ters of 12 inches or less. 

“(c) PROMULGATION OF REGULATIONS FOR 
TIRE WET TRACTION MINIMUM PERFORMANCE 
STANDARDS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
mulgate regulations for tire wet traction min- 
imum performance standards to ensure that pas- 
senger tire wet traction capability is not reduced 
to achieve improved tire fuel efficiency. 

“(2) TIRE WET TRACTION MINIMUM PERFORM- 
ANCE STANDARDS.— 

“(A) BASIS OF STANDARD.—The minimum per- 
formance standards promulgated under para- 
graph (1) shall be expressed in terms of peak co- 
efficient of friction. 

‘“(B) TEST PROCEDURES.—Any test procedure 
promulgated under this subsection shall be con- 
sistent with any test procedure promulgated 
under subsection (a). 

“(C) BENCHMARKING.—The Secretary shall 
conduct testing to benchmark the wet traction 
performance of tire models available for sale in 
the United States as of the date of enactment of 
this Act to ensure that the minimum perform- 
ance standards promulgated under paragraph 
(1) are tailored to— 

“(i) tires sold in the United States; and 
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“(ii) the needs of consumers in the United 
States. 

“(D) APPLICABILITY.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—This subsection applies to 
new pneumatic tires for use on passenger cars. 

“(ii) EXCEPTIONS.—This subsection does not 
apply to light truck tires, deep tread tires, win- 
ter-type snow tires, space-saver or temporary 
use spare tires, or tires with nominal rim diame- 
ters of 12 inches or less. 

““(d) COORDINATION AMONG REGULATIONS.— 

“(1) COMPATIBILITY.—The Secretary shall en- 
sure that the test procedures and requirements 
promulgated under subsections (a), (b), and (c) 
are compatible and consistent. 

“(2) COMBINED EFFECT OF RULES.—The Sec- 
retary shall evaluate the regulations promul- 
gated under subsections (b) and (c) to ensure 
that compliance with the minimum performance 
standards promulgated under subsection (b) will 
not diminish wet traction performance of af- 
fected tires. 

“(3) RULEMAKING DEADLINES.—The Secretary 
shall promulgate— 

“(A) the regulations under subsections (b) and 
(c) not later than 24 months after the date of en- 
actment of this Act; and 

“(B) the regulations under subsection (c) not 
later than the date of promulgation of the regu- 
lations under subsection (b).’’. 

SEC. 34433. TIRE REGISTRATION BY INDE- 
PENDENT SELLERS. 

Section 30117(b) is amended by striking para- 
graph (3) and inserting the following: 

(3) RULEMAKING.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall ini- 
tiate a rulemaking to require a distributor or 
dealer of tires that is not owned or controlled by 
a manufacturer of tires to maintain records of— 

“(i) the name and address of tire purchasers 
and lessors and information identifying the tire 
that was purchased or leased; and 

“(ii) any additional records the Secretary con- 
siders appropriate. 

“(B) ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION.—The_ rule- 
making carried out under subparagraph (A) 
shall require a distributor or dealer of tires that 
is not owned or controlled by a manufacturer of 
tires to electronically transmit the records de- 
scribed in clauses (i) and (ii) of subparagraph 
(A) to the manufacturer of the tires or the des- 
ignee of the manufacturer by secure means at 
no cost to tire purchasers or lessors. 

“(C) SATISFACTION OF REQUIREMENTS.—A reg- 
ulation promulgated under subparagraph (A) 
may be considered to satisfy the requirements of 
paragraph (2)(B).’’. 

SEC. 34434. TIRE RECALL DATABASE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish a publicly available and searchable elec- 
tronic database of tire recall information that is 
reported to the Administrator of the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration. 

(b) TIRE IDENTIFICATION NUMBER.—The data- 
base established under subsection (a) shall be 
searchable by Tire Identification Number (TIN) 
and any other criteria that assists consumers in 
determining whether a tire is subject to a recall. 


TITLE XXXV—RAILROAD REFORM, 
ENHANCEMENT, AND EFFICIENCY 
SEC. 35001. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the “Railroad Re- 
form, Enhancement, and Efficiency Act’’. 
SEC. 35002. PASSENGER TRANSPORTATION; DEFI- 
NITIONS. 
Section 24102 is amended— 
(1) by redesignating paragraphs (5) through 
(9) as paragraphs (6) through (10), respectively; 
(2) by inserting after paragraph (4), the fol- 
lowing: 
“(5) ‘long-distance route’ means a route de- 
scribed in paragraph (6)(C).’’; 
(3) by amending paragraph (6)(A), as redesig- 
nated, to read as follows: 
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“(A) the Northeast Corridor main line between 
Boston, Massachusetts and the Virginia Avenue 
interlocking in the District of Columbia, and the 
facilities and services used to operate and main- 
tain that line;’’; 

(4) in paragraph (7), as redesignated, by strik- 
ing the period at the end and inserting ‘‘, except 
that the term ‘Northeast Corridor’ for the pur- 
poses of chapter 243 means the main line be- 
tween Boston, Massachusetts and the Virginia 
Avenue interlocking in the District of Columbia, 
and the facilities and services used to operate 
and maintain that line.’’; and 

(5) by adding at the end the following: 

“(11) ‘state-of-good-repair’ means a condition 
in which physical assets, both individually and 
as a system, are— 

“(A) performing at a level at least equal to 
that called for in their as-built or as-modified 
design specification during any period when the 
life cycle cost of maintaining the assets is lower 
than the cost of replacing them; and 

“(B) sustained through regular maintenance 
and replacement programs. 

“(12) ‘State-supported route’ means a route 
described in paragraph (6)(B) or paragraph 
(6)(D), or in section 24702(a).’’. 

Subtitle A—Authorization of Appropriations 
SEC. 35101. AUTHORIZATION OF GRANTS TO AM- 
TRAK. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be 
appropriated to the Secretary for the use of Am- 
trak for deposit into the accounts established 
under section 24319(a) of title 49, United States 
Code, the following amounts: 

(1) For fiscal year 2016, $1,450,000,000. 

(2) For fiscal year 2017, $1,550,000,000. 

(3) For fiscal year 2018, $1,700,000,000. 

(4) For fiscal year 2019, $1,900,000,000. 

(b) PROJECT MANAGEMENT OVERSIGHT.—The 
Secretary may withhold up to one half of 1 per- 
cent of the amount appropriated under sub- 
section (a) for the costs of management over- 
sight of Amtrak. 

(c) COMPETITION.—In administering grants to 
Amtrak under section 24318 of title 49, United 
States Code, the Secretary may withhold, from 
amounts that would otherwise be made avail- 
able to Amtrak, such sums as are necessary from 
the amount appropriated under subsection (a) of 
this section to cover the operating subsidy de- 
scribed in section 24711(b)(1)(E)(ii) of title 49, 
United States Code. 

(ad) STATE-SUPPORTED ROUTE COMMITTEE.— 
The Secretary may withhold up to $2,000,000 
from the amount appropriated in each fiscal 
year under subsection (a) of this section for the 
use of the State-Supported Route Committee es- 
tablished under section 24712 of title 49, United 
States Code. 

(e) NORTHEAST CORRIDOR COMMISSION.—The 
Secretary may withhold up to $5,000,000 from 
the amount appropriated in each fiscal year 
under subsection (a) of this section for the use 
of the Northeast Corridor Commission estab- 
lished under section 24905 of title 49, United 
States Code. 

SEC. 35102. NATIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE AND 
SAFETY INVESTMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be 
appropriated to the Secretary for grants under 
chapter 244 of title 49, United States Code, the 
following amounts: 

(1) For fiscal year 2016, $350,000,000. 

(2) For fiscal year 2017, $430,000,000. 

(3) For fiscal year 2018, $600,000,000. 

(4) For fiscal year 2019, $900,000,000. 

(b) PROJECT MANAGEMENT OVERSIGHT.—The 
Secretary may withhold up to 1 percent from the 
amount appropriated under subsection (a) of 
this section for the costs of project management 
oversight of grants carried out under chapter 
244 of title 49, United States Code. 
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SEC. 35103. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS FOR NATIONAL TRANSPOR- 
TATION SAFETY BOARD RAIL INVES- 
TIGATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, there are authorized to be ap- 
propriated to the National Transportation Safe- 
ty Board to carry out railroad accident inves- 
tigations under section 1131(a)(1)(C) of title 49, 
United States Code, the following amounts: 

(1) For fiscal year 2016, $6,300,000. 

(2) For fiscal year 2017, $6,400,000. 

(3) For fiscal year 2018, $6,500,000. 

(4) For fiscal year 2019, $6,600,000. 

(b) INVESTIGATION PERSONNEL.—Amounts ap- 
propriated under subsection (a) of this section 
shall be available to the National Transpor- 
tation Safety Board for personnel, in regional 
offices and in Washington, DC, whose duties in- 
volve railroad accident investigations. 

SEC. 35104. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS FOR AMTRAK OFFICE OF IN- 
SPECTOR GENERAL. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to the 
Office of Inspector General of Amtrak the fol- 
lowing amounts: 

(1) For fiscal year 2016, $20,000,000. 

(2) For fiscal year 2017, $20,500,000. 

(3) For fiscal year 2018, $21,000,000. 

(4) For fiscal year 2019, $21,500,000. 

SEC. 35105. NATIONAL COOPERATIVE RAIL RE- 
SEARCH PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 24910 is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (12), by striking “and”; 

(B) in paragraph (13), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(14) to improve the overall safety of intercity 
passenger and freight rail operations.’’; and 

(2) by amending subsection (e) to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(e) ALLOCATION.—At least $5,000,000 of the 
amounts appropriated to the Secretary for a fis- 
cal year to carry out railroad research and de- 
velopment programs shall be available to carry 
out this section.’’. 

Subtitle B—Amtrak Reform 
SEC. 35201. AMTRAK GRANT PROCESS. 

(a) REQUIREMENTS AND PROCEDURES.—Chap- 
ter 243 is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“§ 24317. Costs and revenues 


“(a) ALLOCATION.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of the Railroad Re- 
form, Enhancement, and Efficiency Act, Amtrak 
shall establish and maintain internal controls to 
ensure Amtrak’s costs, revenues, and other com- 
pensation are appropriately and proportionally 
allocated to its Northeast Corridor train services 
or infrastructure, its State-supported routes, its 
long-distance routes, and its other national net- 
work activities. 

“(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
section shall be construed to limit the ability of 
Amtrak to enter into an agreement with 1 or 
more States to allocate operating and capital 
costs under section 209 of the Passenger Rail In- 
vestment and Improvement Act of 2008 (49 
U.S.C. 24101 note). 


“§ 24318. Grant process 


“(a) PROCEDURES FOR GRANT REQUESTS.—Not 
later than 90 days after the date of enactment of 
the Railroad Reform, Enhancement, and Effi- 
ciency Act, the Secretary of Transportation 
shall establish and transmit to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation and the 
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate and 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure and the Committee on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives substantive and 
procedural requirements, including schedules, 
for grant requests under this section. 
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“(b) GRANT REQUESTS.—Amtrak shall transmit 
grant requests for Federal funds appropriated to 
the Secretary of Transportation for the use of 
Amtrak to— 

“(1) the Secretary; and 

““(2) the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation, the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, and the Committee on the Budget of the 
Senate and the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure, the Committee on Appro- 
priations, and the Committee on the Budget of 
the House of Representatives. 

“(c) CONTENTS.—A grant request under sub- 
section (b) shall— 

(1) describe projected operating and capital 
costs for the upcoming fiscal year for Northeast 
Corridor train services and infrastructure, Am- 
trak’s State-supported routes, and Amtrak’s 
long-distance routes, and Amtrak’s other na- 
tional network activities, as applicable, in com- 
parison to prior fiscal year actual financial per- 
formance; 

““(2) describe the capital projects to be funded, 
with cost estimates and an estimated timetable 
for completion of the projects covered by the re- 
quest; 

(3) assess Amtrak’s financial condition; 

“(4) be displayed on Amtrak’s Web site within 
a reasonable timeframe following its trans- 
mission under subsection (b); and 

“(5) describe how the funding requested in a 
grant will be allocated to the accounts estab- 
lished under section 24319(a), considering the 
projected operating losses or capital costs for 
services and activities associated with such ac- 
counts over the time period intended to be cov- 
ered by the grants. 

“(d) REVIEW AND APPROVAL.— 

“(1) THIRTY-DAY APPROVAL PROCESS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date that Amtrak submits a grant re- 
quest under this section, the Secretary of Trans- 
portation shall complete a review of the request 
and provide notice to Amtrak that— 

“(i) the request is approved; or 

“(ii) the request is disapproved, including the 
reason for the disapproval and an explanation 
of any incomplete or deficient items. 

“(B) GRANT AGREEMENT.—If a grant request is 
approved, the Secretary shall enter into a grant 
agreement with Amtrak that allocates the grant 
funding to 1 of the 4 accounts established under 
section 24319(a). 

‘“(2) FIFTEEN-DAY MODIFICATION PERIOD.—Not 
later than 15 days after the date of the notice 
under paragraph (1)(A)(ii), Amtrak shall submit 
a modified request for the Secretary’s review. 

(3) MODIFIED REQUESTS.—Not later than 15 
days after the date that Amtrak submits a modi- 
fied request under paragraph (2), the Secretary 
shall either approve the modified request, or, if 
the Secretary finds that the request is still in- 
complete or deficient, the Secretary shall iden- 
tify in writing to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation, the Committee on 
Appropriations, and the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate and the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure, the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, and the Committee on 
the Budget of the House of Representatives the 
remaining deficiencies and recommend a process 
for resolving the outstanding portions of the re- 
quest. 

““(e) PAYMENTS TO AMTRAK.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A grant agreement entered 
into under subsection (d) shall specify the oper- 
ations, services, and other activities to be fund- 
ed by the grant. The grant agreement shall in- 
clude provisions, consistent with the require- 
ments of this chapter, to measure Amtrak’s per- 
formance and ensure accountability in deliv- 
ering the operations, services, or activities to be 
funded by the grant. 

“(2) SCHEDULE.—Except as provided in para- 
graph (3), in each fiscal year for which amounts 
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are appropriated to the Secretary for the use of 
Amtrak, and for which the Secretary and Am- 
trak have entered into a grant agreement under 
subsection (d), the Secretary shall disburse 
grant funds to Amtrak on the following sched- 
ule: 

“(A) 50 percent on October 1. 

“(B) 25 percent on January 1. 

“(C) 25 percent on April 1. 

“(3) EXCEPTIONS.—The Secretary may make a 
payment to Amtrak of appropriated funds— 

“(A) more frequently than the schedule under 
paragraph (2) if Amtrak, for good cause, re- 
quests more frequent payment before the end of 
a payment period; or 

“(B) with a different frequency or in different 
percentage allocations in the event of a con- 
tinuing resolution or in the absence of an ap- 
propriations Act for the duration of a fiscal 
year. 

“(f) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS AND EARLY 
APPROPRIATIONS.—Amounts appropriated to the 
Secretary for the use of Amtrak shall remain 
available until expended. Amounts for capital 
acquisitions and improvements may be appro- 
priated for a fiscal year before the fiscal year in 
which the amounts will be obligated. 

“(g) LIMITATIONS ON USE.—Amounts appro- 
priated to the Secretary for the use of Amtrak 
may not be used to cross-subsidize operating 
losses or capital costs of commuter rail pas- 
senger or freight rail transportation. 


“§ 24319. Accounts 


“(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF ACCOUNTS.—Begin- 
ning not later than October 1, 2016, Amtrak, in 
consultation with the Secretary of Transpor- 
tation, shall define and establish— 

“(1) a Northeast Corridor investment account, 
including subaccounts for Amtrak train services 
and infrastructure; 

“(2) a State-supported account; 

“(3) a long-distance account; and 

“(4) an other national network activities ac- 
count. 

“(b) NORTHEAST CORRIDOR INVESTMENT AC- 
COUNT.— 

“(1) DEPOSITS.—Amtrak shall deposit in the 
Northeast Corridor investment account estab- 
lished under subsection (a)(1)— 

“(A) a portion of the grant funds appro- 
priated under the authorization in section 
35101(a) of the Railroad Reform, Enhancement, 
and Efficiency Act, or any subsequent Act ap- 
propriating funds for the use of Amtrak, as 
specified in a grant agreement entered into 
under section 24318; 

“(B) any compensation received from com- 
muter rail passenger transportation providers 
for such providers’ share of capital costs on the 
Northeast Corridor provided to Amtrak under 
section 24905(c); 

“(C) any operating surplus of the Northeast 
Corridor train services or infrastructure, as allo- 
cated under section 24317; and 

“(D) any other net revenue received in asso- 
ciation with the Northeast Corridor, including 
freight access fees, electric propulsion, and com- 
mercial development. 

““(2) USE OF NORTHEAST CORRIDOR INVESTMENT 
ACCOUNT.—Except as provided in subsection (f), 
amounts deposited in the Northeast Corridor in- 
vestment account shall be made available for the 
use of Amtrak for its share of— 

“(A) capital projects described in section 
24904(a)(2)(E)(i), and developed under the plan- 
ning process established under that section, to 
bring Northeast Corridor infrastructure to a 
state-of-good-repair; 

“(B) capital projects described in clauses (ii) 
and (iv) of section 24904(a)(2)(E) that are devel- 
oped under the planning process established 
under that section intended to increase corridor 
capacity, improve service reliability, and reduce 
travel time on the Northeast Corridor; 
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“(C) capital projects to improve safety and se- 
curity; 

“(D) capital projects to improve customer serv- 
ice and amenities; 

“(E) acquiring, rehabilitating, manufacturing, 
remanufacturing, overhauling, or improving 
equipment and associated facilities used for 
intercity rail passenger transportation by North- 
east Corridor train services; 

“(F) retirement of principal and payment of 
interest on loans for capital projects described in 
this paragraph or for capital leases for equip- 
ment and related to the Northeast Corridor; 

“(G) participation in public-private partner- 
ships, joint ventures, and other mechanisms or 
arrangements that result in the completion of 
capital projects described in this paragraph; and 

“(H) indirect, common, corporate, or other 
costs directly incurred by or allocated to the 
Northeast Corridor. 

“(c) STATE-SUPPORTED ACCOUNT.— 

“(1) DEPOSITS.—Amtrak shall deposit in the 
State-supported account established under sub- 
section (a)(2)— 

“(A) a portion of the grant funds appro- 
priated under the authorization in section 
35101(a) of the Railroad Reform, Enhancement, 
and Efficiency Act, or any subsequent Act ap- 
propriating funds for the use of Amtrak, as 
specified in a grant agreement entered into 
under section 24318; 

“(B) any compensation received from States 
provided to Amtrak under section 209 of the 
Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act 
of 2008 (42 U.S.C. 24101 note); and 

“(C) any operating surplus from its State-sup- 
ported routes, as allocated under section 24317. 

“(2) USE OF STATE-SUPPORTED ACCOUNT.—Ex- 
cept as provided in subsection (f), amounts de- 
posited in the State-supported account shall be 
made available for the use of Amtrak for capital 
expenses and operating costs, including indirect, 
common, corporate, or other costs directly in- 
curred by or allocated to State-supported routes, 
of its State-supported routes and retirement of 
principal and payment of interest on loans or 
capital leases attributable to its State-supported 
routes. 

“(d) LONG-DISTANCE ACCOUNT.— 

“(1) DEPOSITS.—Amtrak shall deposit in the 
long-distance account established under sub- 
section (a)(3)— 

“(A) a portion of the grant funds appro- 
priated under the authorization in section 
35101(a) of the Railroad Reform, Enhancement, 
and Efficiency Act, or any subsequent Act ap- 
propriating funds for the use of Amtrak, as 
specified in a grant agreement entered into 
under section 24318; 

“(B) any compensation received from States 
provided to Amtrak for costs associated with its 
long-distance routes; and 

“(C) any operating surplus from its long-dis- 
tance routes, as allocated under section 24317. 

“(2) USE OF LONG-DISTANCE ACCOUNT.—Except 
as provided in subsection (f), amounts deposited 
in the long-distance account shall be made 
available for the use of Amtrak for capital ex- 
penses and operating costs, including indirect, 
common, corporate, or other costs directly in- 
curred by or allocated to long-distance routes, of 
its long-distance routes and retirement of prin- 
cipal and payment of interest on loans or cap- 
ital leases attributable to the long-distance 
routes. 

“(e) OTHER NATIONAL NETWORK ACTIVITIES 
ACCOUNT.— 

“(1) DEPOSITS.—Amtrak shall deposit in the 
other national network activities account estab- 
lished under subsection (a)(4)— 

“(A) a portion of the grant funds appro- 
priated under the authorization in section 
35101(a) of the Railroad Reform, Enhancement, 
and Efficiency Act, or any subsequent Act ap- 
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propriating funds for the use of Amtrak, as 
specified in a grant agreement entered into 
under section 24318; 

“(B) any compensation received from States 
provided to Amtrak for costs associated with its 
other national network activities; and 

“(C) any operating surplus from its other na- 
tional network activities. 

(2) USE OF OTHER NATIONAL NETWORK ACTIVI- 
TIES ACCOUNT.—Except as provided in sub- 
section (f), amounts deposited into the other na- 
tional network activities account shall be made 
available for the use of Amtrak for capital and 
operating costs not allocated to the Northeast 
Corridor investment account, State-supported 
account, or long-distance account, and retire- 
ment of principal and payment of interest on 
loans or capital leases attributable to other na- 
tional network activities. 

““(f) TRANSFER AUTHORITY.— 

“(1) AUTHORITY.—Amtrak may transfer any 
funds appropriated under the authorization in 
section 35101(a) of the Railroad Reform, En- 
hancement, and Efficiency Act, or any subse- 
quent Act appropriating funds for the use of 
Amtrak for deposit into the accounts described 
in that section, or any surplus generated by op- 
erations, between the Northeast Corridor, State- 
supported, long-distance, and other national 
network activities accounts— 

(A) upon the expiration of 10 days after the 
date that Amtrak notifies the Amtrak Board of 
Directors, including the Secretary, of the 
planned transfer; and 

“(B) with the approval of the Secretary. 

“(2) REPORT.—Not later than 5 days after the 
date that Amtrak notifies the Amtrak Board of 
Directors of a planned transfer under para- 
graph (1), Amtrak shall transmit to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation and the Committee on Appropriations of 
the Senate and the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure and the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Representatives 
a report that includes— 

“(A) the amount of the transfer; and 

“(B) a detailed explanation of the reason for 
the transfer, including— 

“(i) the effects on Amtrak services funded by 
the account from which the transfer is drawn, 
in comparison to a scenario in which no transfer 
was made; and 

“(ii) the effects on Amtrak services funded by 
the account receiving the transfer, in compari- 
son to a scenario in which no transfer was 
made. 

(3) NOTIFICATIONS.— 

“(A) STATE-SUPPORTED ACCOUNT.—Not later 
than 5 days after the date that Amtrak notifies 
the Amtrak Board of Directors of a planned 
transfer under paragraph (1) of funds to or from 
the State-supported account, Amtrak shall 
transmit to each State that sponsors a State- 
supported route a letter that includes the infor- 
mation described under subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) of paragraph (2). 

“(B) NORTHEAST CORRIDOR ACCOUNT.—Not 
later than 5 days after the date that Amtrak no- 
tifies the Amtrak Board of Directors of a 
planned transfer under paragraph (1) of funds 
to or from the Northeast Corridor account, Am- 
trak shall transmit to the Northeast Corridor 
Commission a letter that includes the informa- 
tion described under subparagraphs (A) and (B) 
of paragraph (2). 

“(g) ENFORCEMENT.—The Secretary shall en- 
force the provisions of each grant agreement 
under section 24318(d), including any deposit 
into an account under this section. 

“(h) LETTERS OF INTENT.— 

“(1) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary may issue 
a letter of intent to Amtrak announcing an in- 
tention to obligate, for a major capital project 
described in clauses (ii) and (iv) of section 
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24904(a)(2)(E), an amount from future available 
budget authority specified in law that is not 
more than the amount stipulated as the finan- 
cial participation of the Secretary in the project. 

“(2) NOTICE TO CONGRESS.—At least 30 days 
before issuing a letter under paragraph (1), the 
Secretary shall notify in writing the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation and 
the Committee on Appropriations of the Senate 
and the Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure and the Committee on Appropria- 
tions of the House of Representatives of the pro- 
posed letter. The Secretary shall include with 
the notice a copy of the proposed letter, the cri- 
teria used for selecting the project for a grant 
award, and a description of how the project 
meets the criteria under this section. 

“(3) CONTINGENT NATURE OF OBLIGATION OR 
COMMITMENT.—An obligation or administrative 
commitment may be made only when amounts 
are appropriated. The letter of intent shall state 
that the contingent commitment is not an obli- 
gation of the Federal Government, and is sub- 
ject to the availability of appropriations under 
Federal law and to Federal laws in force or en- 
acted after the date of the contingent commit- 
ment.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The table of 
contents for chapter 243 is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

“24317. Costs and revenues. 
“24318. Grant process. 
“24319. Accounts.’’. 

(c) REPEALS.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF GRANT PROCESS.—Sec- 
tion 206 of the Passenger Rail Investment and 
Improvement Act of 2008 (49 U.S.C. 24101 note) 
and the item relating to that section in the table 
of contents of that Act are repealed. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec- 
tion 24104 and the item relating to that section 
in the table of contents of chapter 241 are re- 
pealed. 

SEC. 35202. 5-YEAR BUSINESS LINE AND ASSETS 
PLANS. 

(a) AMTRAK 5-YEAR BUSINESS LINE AND ASSET 
PLANS.—Chapter 243, as amended by section 
35201 of this Act, is further amended by insert- 
ing after section 24319 the following: 


“§ 24320. Amtrak 5-year business line and 
asset plans 

“(a) IN GENERAL.— 

“(1) FINAL PLANS.—Not later than February 
15 of each year, Amtrak shall submit to Con- 
gress and the Secretary final 5-year business 
line plans and 5-year asset plans prepared in 
accordance with this section. These final plans 
shall form the basis for Amtrak’s general and 
legislative annual report to the President and 
Congress required by section 24315(b). 

“(2) FISCAL CONSTRAINT.—Each plan prepared 
under this section shall be based on funding lev- 
els authorized or otherwise available to Amtrak 
in a fiscal year. In the absence of an authoriza- 
tion or appropriation of funds for a fiscal year, 
the plans shall be based on the amount of fund- 
ing available in the previous fiscal year, plus in- 
flation. Amtrak may include an appendix to the 
asset plan required in subsection (c) that de- 
scribes any capital funding requirements in ex- 
cess of amounts authorized or otherwise avail- 
able to Amtrak in a fiscal year for capital in- 
vestment. 

“(b) AMTRAK 5-YEAR BUSINESS LINE PLANS.— 

“(1) AMTRAK BUSINESS LINES.—Amtrak shall 
prepare a 5-year business line plan for each of 
the following business lines and services: 

“(A) Northeast Corridor train services. 

“(B) State-supported routes operated by Am- 
trak. 

“(C) Long-distance routes operated by Am- 
trak. 

“(D) Ancillary services operated by Amtrak, 
including commuter operations and other rev- 
enue generating activities as determined by the 
Secretary in consultation with Amtrak. 
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“(2) CONTENTS OF 5-YEAR BUSINESS LINE 
PLANS.—The 5-year business line plan for each 
business line shall include, at a minimum— 

“(A) a statement of Amtrak’s vision, goals, 
and service plan for the business line, coordi- 
nated with any entities that are contributing 
capital or operating funding to support pas- 
senger rail services within those business lines, 
and aligned with Amtrak’s Strategic Plan and 
5-year asset plans under subsection (c); 

“(B) all projected revenues and expenditures 
for the business line, including identification of 
revenues and expenditures incurred by— 

“(i) passenger operations; 

“(ii) non-passenger operations that are di- 
rectly related to the business line; and 

“(iti) governmental funding sources, including 
revenues and other funding received from 
States; 

“(C) projected ridership levels for all pas- 
senger operations; 

“(D) estimates of long-term and short-term 
debt and associated principal and interest pay- 
ments (both current and forecasts); 

(E) annual profit and loss statements and 
forecasts and balance sheets; 

“(F) annual cash flow forecasts; 

“(G) a statement describing the methodologies 
and significant assumptions underlying esti- 
mates and forecasts; 

“(H) specific performance measures that dem- 
onstrate year over year changes in the results of 
Amtrak’s operations; 

“(I) financial performance for each route 
within each business line, including descriptions 
of the cash operating loss or contribution and 
labor productivity for each route; 

“(J) specific costs and savings estimates re- 
sulting from reform initiatives; 

“(K) prior fiscal year and projected equipment 
reliability statistics; and 

“(L) an identification and explanation of any 
major adjustments made from previously-ap- 
proved plans. 

““(3) 5-YEAR BUSINESS LINE PLANS PROCESS.—In 
meeting the requirements of this section, Amtrak 
shall— 

“(A) coordinate the development of the busi- 
ness line plans with the Secretary; 

“(B) for the Northeast Corridor business line 
plan, coordinate with the Northeast Corridor 
Commission and transmit to the Commission the 
final plan under subsection (a)(1), and consult 
with other entities, as appropriate; 

“(C) for the State-supported route business 
line plan, coordinate with the State-Supported 
Route Committee established under section 
24712; 

“(D) for the long-distance route business line 
plan, coordinate with any States or Interstate 
Compacts that provide funding for such routes, 
as appropriate; 

“(E) ensure that Amtrak’s annual budget re- 
quest to Congress is consistent with the informa- 
tion in the 5-year business line plans; and 

“(F) identify the appropriate Amtrak officials 
that are responsible for each business line. 

“(4) STANDARDS TO PROMOTE FINANCIAL STA- 
BILITY.—In meeting the requirements under this 
subsection, Amtrak shall use the categories spec- 
ified in the financial accounting and reporting 
system developed under section 203 of the Pas- 
senger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 
2008 (49 U.S.C. 24101 note) when preparing its 5- 
year business line plans. 

“(c) AMTRAK 5- YEAR ASSET PLANS.— 

“(1) ASSET CATEGORIES.—Amtrak shall pre- 
pare a 5-year asset plan for each of the fol- 
lowing asset categories: 

“(A) Infrastructure, including all Amtrak- 
controlled Northeast Corridor assets and other 
Amtrak-owned infrastructure, and the associ- 
ated facilities that support the operation, main- 
tenance, and improvement of those assets. 
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“(B) Passenger rail equipment, including all 
Amtrak-controlled rolling stock, locomotives, 
and mechanical shop facilities that are used to 
overhaul equipment. 

“(C) Stations, including all Amtrak-controlled 
passenger rail stations and elements of other 
stations for which Amtrak has legal responsi- 
bility or intends to make capital investments. 

(D) National assets, including national res- 
ervations, security, training and training cen- 
ters, and other assets associated with Amtrak’s 
national passenger rail transportation system. 

“(2) CONTENTS OF 5-YEAR ASSET PLANS.—Each 
asset plan shall include, at a minimum— 

“(A) a summary of Amtrak’s 5-year strategic 
plan for each asset category, including goals, 
objectives, any relevant performance metrics, 
and statutory or regulatory actions affecting 
the assets; 

“(B) an inventory of existing Amtrak capital 
assets, to the extent practicable, including infor- 
mation regarding shared use or ownership, if 
applicable; 

“(C) a prioritized list of proposed capital in- 
vestments that— 

“(i) categorizes each capital project as being 
primarily associated with— 

(I) normalized capital replacement; 

“(II) backlog capital replacement; 

“(IIT) improvements to support service en- 
hancements or growth; 

“(IV) strategic initiatives that will improve 
overall operational performance, lower costs, or 
otherwise improve Amtrak’s corporate effi- 
ciency; or 

“(V) statutory, regulatory, or other legal man- 
dates; 

“(ii) identifies each project or program that is 
associated with more than 1 category described 
in clause (i); and 

“(iii) describes the anticipated business out- 
come of each project or program identified under 
this subparagraph, including an assessment of— 

(I) the potential effect on passenger oper- 
ations, safety, reliability, and resilience; 

“(CII) the potential effect on Amtrak’s ability 
to meet regulatory requirements if the project or 
program is not funded; and 

“(III) the benefits and costs; and 

(D) annual profit and loss statements and 
forecasts and balance sheets for each asset cat- 
egory. 

““(3) 5-YEAR ASSET PLAN PROCESS.—In meeting 
the requirements of this subsection, Amtrak 
shall— 

“(A) coordinate with each business line de- 
scribed in subsection (b)(1) in the preparation of 
each 5-year asset plan and ensure integration of 
each 5-year asset plan with the 5-year business 
line plans; 

“(B) as applicable, coordinate with the North- 
east Corridor Commission, the State-Supported 
Route Committee, and owners of assets affected 
by 5-year asset plans; and 

“(C) identify the appropriate Amtrak officials 
that are responsible for each asset category. 

“(4) EVALUATION OF NATIONAL ASSETS 
COSTS.—The Secretary shall— 

“(A) evaluate the costs and scope of all na- 
tional assets; and 

“(B) determine the activities and costs that 
are— 

“(i) required in order to ensure the efficient 
operations of a national passenger rail system; 

“(ii) appropriate for allocation to 1 of the 
other Amtrak business lines; and 

“(iii) extraneous to providing an efficient na- 
tional passenger rail system or are too costly rel- 
ative to the benefits or performance outcomes 
they provide. 

(5) DEFINITION OF NATIONAL ASSETS.—In this 
section, the term ‘national assets’ means the Na- 
tion’s core rail assets shared among Amtrak 
services, including national reservations, secu- 
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rity, training and training centers, and other 
assets associated with Amtrak’s national pas- 
senger rail transportation system. 

“(6) RESTRUCTURING OF NATIONAL ASSETS.— 
Not later than 1 year after the date of comple- 
tion of the evaluation under paragraph (4), the 
Administrator of the Federal Railroad Adminis- 
tration, in consultation with the Amtrak Board 
of Directors, the governors of each relevant 
State, and the Mayor of the District of Colum- 
bia, or their designees, shall restructure or re- 
allocate, or both, the national assets costs in ac- 
cordance with the determination under that sec- 
tion, including making appropriate updates to 
Amtrak’s cost accounting methodology and sys- 
tem.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The requirements for 
Amtrak to submit final 5-year business line 
plans and 5-year asset plans under section 24320 
of title 49, United States Code, shall take effect 
1 year after the date of enactment of this Act. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The table of 
contents for chapter 243, as amended by section 
35201 of this Act, is further amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

“24320. Amtrak 5-year business line and asset 
plans.’’. 

(d) REPEAL OF 5-YEAR FINANCIAL PLAN.—Sec- 
tion 204 of the Passenger Rail Investment and 
Improvement Act of 2008 (49 U.S.C. 24101 note), 
and the item relating to that section in the table 
of contents of that Act, are repealed. 

(e) IDENTIFICATION OF DUPLICATIVE REPORT- 
ING REQUIREMENTS.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall— 

(1) review existing Amtrak reporting require- 
ments and identify where the existing require- 
ments are duplicative with the business line and 
capital plans required by section 24320 of title 
49, United States Code; 

(2) if the duplicative reporting requirements 
are administrative, the Secretary shall eliminate 
the duplicative requirements; and 

(3) submit to Congress a report with any rec- 
ommendations for repealing any other duplica- 
tive Amtrak reporting requirements. 

SEC. 35203. STATE-SUPPORTED ROUTE COM- 
MITTEE. 

(a) AMENDMENT.—Chapter 247 is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“§ 24712. State-supported routes operated by 

Amtrak 


“(a) STATE-SUPPORTED ROUTE COMMITTEE.— 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of the Railroad Re- 
form, Enhancement, and Efficiency Act, the 
Secretary of Transportation shall establish the 
State-Supported Route Committee (referred to in 
this section as the ‘Committee’) to promote mu- 
tual cooperation and planning pertaining to the 
rail operations of Amtrak and related activities 
of trains operated by Amtrak on State-supported 
routes and to further implement section 209 of 
the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement 
Act of 2008 (49 U.S.C. 24101 note). 

‘(2) MEMBERSHIP.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Committee shall con- 
sist of— 

“(i) members representing Amtrak; 

“(ii) members representing the Department of 
Transportation, including the Federal Railroad 
Administration; and 

‘“(iii) members representing States. 

“(B) NON-VOTING MEMBERS.—The Committee 
may invite and accept other non-voting members 
to participate in Committee activities, as appro- 
priate. 

“(3) DECISIONMAKING.—The Committee shall 
establish a bloc voting system under which, at a 
minimum— 

“(A) there are 3 separate voting blocs to rep- 
resent the Committee’s voting members, includ- 
ing— 
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“(i) 1 voting bloc to represent the members de- 
scribed in paragraph (2)(A)(i); 

“(ii) 1 voting bloc to represent the members de- 
scribed in paragraph (2)(A)(ii); and 

“(iti) 1 voting bloc to represent the members 
described in paragraph (2)(A)(iii); 

“(B) each voting bloc has 1 vote; 

“(C) the vote of the voting bloc representing 
the members described in paragraph (2)(A)(iii) 
requires the support of at least two-thirds of 
that voting bloc’s members; and 

“(D) the Committee makes decisions by unani- 
mous consent of the 3 voting blocs. 

“(4) MEETINGS; RULES AND PROCEDURES.—The 
Committee shall convene a meeting and shall de- 
fine and implement the rules and procedures 
governing the Committee’s proceedings not later 
than 180 days after the date of establishment of 
the Committee by the Secretary. The rules and 
procedures shall— 

“(A) incorporate and further describe the de- 
cisionmaking procedures to be used in accord- 
ance with paragraph (3); and 

“(B) be adopted in accordance with such deci- 
sionmaking procedures. 

“(5) COMMITTEE DECISIONS.—Decisions made 
by the Committee in accordance with the Com- 
mittee’s rules and procedures, once established, 
are binding on all Committee members. 

““(6) COST ALLOCATION METHODOLOGY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), the Committee may amend the cost alloca- 
tion methodology required and previously ap- 
proved under section 209 of the Passenger Rail 
Investment and Improvement Act of 2008 (49 
U.S.C. 24101 note). 

“(B) PROCEDURES FOR CHANGING METHOD- 
OLOGY.—The rules and procedures implemented 
under paragraph (4) shall include procedures 
for changing the cost allocation methodology. 

“(C) REQUIREMENTS.—The cost allocation 
methodology shall— 

“(i) ensure equal treatment in the provision of 
like services of all States and groups of States; 
and 

“(ii) allocate to each route the costs incurred 
only for the benefit of that route and a propor- 
tionate share, based upon factors that reason- 
ably reflect relative use, of costs incurred for the 
common benefit of more than 1 route. 

“(b) INVOICES AND REPORTS.—Not later than 
February 15, 2016, and monthly thereafter, Am- 
trak shall provide to each State that sponsors a 
State-supported route a monthly invoice of the 
cost of operating such route, including fixed 
costs and third-party costs. The Committee shall 
determine the frequency and contents of the fi- 
nancial and performance reports that Amtrak 
shall provide to the States, as well as the plan- 
ning and demand reports that the States shall 
provide to Amtrak. 

“(c) DISPUTE RESOLUTION.— 

“(1) REQUEST FOR DISPUTE RESOLUTION.—If a 
dispute arises with respect to the rules and pro- 
cedures implemented under subsection (a)(4), an 
invoice or a report provided under subsection 
(b), inplementation or compliance with the cost 
allocation methodology developed under section 
209 of the Passenger Rail Investment and Im- 
provement Act of 2008 (49 U.S.C. 24101 note) or 
amended under subsection (a)(6) of this section, 
either Amtrak or the State may request that the 
Surface Transportation Board conduct dispute 
resolution under this subsection. 

“(2) PROCEDURES.—The Surface Transpor- 
tation Board shall establish procedures for reso- 
lution of disputes brought before it under this 
subsection, which may include provision of pro- 
fessional mediation services. 

“(3) BINDING EFFECT.—A decision of the Sur- 
face Transportation Board under this subsection 
shall be binding on the parties to the dispute. 

“(4) OBLIGATION.—Nothing in this subsection 
shall affect the obligation of a State to pay an 
amount not in dispute. 
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““(d) ASSISTANCE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may provide 
assistance to the parties in the course of nego- 
tiations for a contract for operation of a State- 
supported route. 

“(2) FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.—From among 
available funds, the Secretary shall— 

“(A) provide financial assistance to Amtrak or 
1 or more States to perform requested inde- 
pendent technical analysis of issues before the 
Committee; and 

“(B) reimburse Members for travel expenses, 
including per diem in lieu of subsistence, in ac- 
cordance with section 5703 of title 5. 

“(e) PERFORMANCE METRICS.—In negotiating 
a contract for operation of a State-supported 
route, Amtrak and the State or States that spon- 
sor the route shall consider including provisions 
that provide penalties and incentives for per- 
formance. 

“(f) STATEMENT OF GOALS AND OBJECTIVES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Committee shall de- 
velop a statement of goals, objectives, and asso- 
ciated recommendations concerning the future 
of State-supported routes operated by Amtrak. 
The statement shall identify the roles and re- 
sponsibilities of Committee members and any 
other relevant entities, such as host railroads, in 
meeting the identified goals and objectives, or 
carrying out the recommendations. The Com- 
mittee may consult with such relevant entities, 
as the Committee considers appropriate, when 
developing the statement. 

““(2) TRANSMISSION OF STATEMENT OF GOALS 
AND OBJECTIVES.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of the Railroad Reform, 
Enhancement, and Efficiency Act the Committee 
shall transmit the statement developed under 
paragraph (1) to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate and 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives. 

“(g) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—The decisions 
of the Committee— 

“(1) shall pertain to the rail operations of Am- 
trak and related activities of trains operated by 
Amtrak on State-sponsored routes; and 

“(2) shall not pertain to the rail operations or 
related activities of services operated by other 
rail passenger carriers on State-supported 
routes. 

“(h) FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACT.— 
The Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. 
App.) shall not apply to the Committee. 

“(i) DEFINITION OF STATE.—In this section, 
the term ‘State’ means any of the 50 States, the 
District of Columbia, or a public entity that 
sponsor the operation of trains by Amtrak on a 
State-supported route.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.—The table of contents for chapter 247 is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
‘24712. State-supported routes operated by Am- 

trak.”’. 
SEC. 35204. ROUTE AND SERVICE PLANNING DECI- 
SIONS. 

Section 208 of the Passenger Rail Investment 
and Improvement Act of 2008 (49 U.S.C. 24101 
note) is amended to read as follows: 

“SEC. 208. METHODOLOGIES FOR AMTRAK ROUTE 
AND SERVICE PLANNING DECISIONS. 

“(a) METHODOLOGY DEVELOPMENT.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of enactment of the 
Railroad Reform, Enhancement, and Efficiency 
Act, as a condition of receiving a grant under 
section 101 of that Act, Amtrak shall obtain the 
services of an independent entity to develop and 
recommend objective methodologies for Amtrak 
to use in determining what intercity rail pas- 
senger transportation routes and services it 
should provide, including the establishment of 
new routes, the elimination of existing routes, 
and the contraction or expansion of services or 
frequencies over such routes. 
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“(b) CONSIDERATIONS.—Amtrak shall require 
the independent entity, in developing the meth- 
odologies described in subsection (a), to con- 
sider— 

“(1) the current and expected performance 
and service quality of intercity rail passenger 
transportation operations, including cost recov- 
ery, on-time performance, ridership, on-board 
services, stations, facilities, equipment, and 
other services; 

“(2) the connectivity of a route with other 
routes; 

“(3) the transportation needs of communities 
and populations that are not well served by 
intercity rail passenger transportation service or 
by other forms of intercity transportation; 

“(4) the methodologies of Amtrak and major 
intercity rail passenger transportation service 
providers in other countries for determining 
intercity passenger rail routes and services; 

“(5) the financial and operational effects on 
the overall network, including the effects on in- 
direct costs; 

“(6) the views of States and the recommenda- 
tions described in State rail plans, rail carriers 
that own infrastructure over which Amtrak op- 
erates, Interstate Compacts established by Con- 
gress and States, Amtrak employee representa- 
tives, stakeholder organizations, and other in- 
terested parties; and 

“(7) the funding levels that will be available 
under authorization levels that have been en- 
acted into law. 

‘“(c) RECOMMENDATIONS.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of the Railroad 
Reform, Enhancement, and Efficiency Act, Am- 
trak shall transmit to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen- 
ate and the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representatives 
recommendations developed by the independent 
entity under subsection (a). 

““(d) CONSIDERATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS.— 
Not later than 90 days after the date the rec- 
ommendations are transmitted under subsection 
(c), Amtrak shall consider the adoption of each 
recommendation and transmit to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate and the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure of the House of Rep- 
resentatives a report explaining the reasons for 
adopting or not adopting each recommenda- 
tion.”’. 

SEC. 35205. COMPETITION. 

(a) ALTERNATE PASSENGER RAIL SERVICE 
PILOT PROGRAM.—Section 24711 is amended to 
read as follows: 

“§ 24711. Alternate passenger rail service pilot 
program 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of the Railroad Re- 
form, Enhancement, and Efficiency Act, the 
Secretary of Transportation shall promulgate a 
rule to implement a pilot program for competi- 
tive selection of rail carriers for long-distance 
routes (as defined in section 24102). 

“(b) PILOT PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The pilot program shall— 

“(A) allow a party described in paragraph (2) 
to petition the Secretary to provide intercity rail 
passenger transportation over a long-distance 
route in lieu of Amtrak for an operations period 
of 4 years from the date of commencement of 
service by the winning bidder and, at the option 
of the Secretary, consistent with the rule pro- 
mulgated under subsection (a), allow the con- 
tract to be renewed for an additional operations 
period of 4 years, but not to exceed a total of 3 
operations periods; 

“(B) require the Secretary to— 

“(i) notify the petitioner and Amtrak of re- 
ceipt of the petition under subparagraph (A) 
and to publish in the Federal Register a notice 
of receipt not later than 30 days after the date 
of receipt; and 
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“(ii) establish a deadline, of not more than 120 
days after the notice of receipt is published in 
the Federal Register under clause (i), by which 
both the petitioner and Amtrak, if Amtrak 
chooses to do so, would be required to submit a 
complete bid to provide intercity rail passenger 
transportation over the applicable route; 

“(C) require that each bid— 

“(i) describe the capital needs, financial pro- 
jections, and operational plans, including staff- 
ing plans, for the service, and such other factors 
as the Secretary considers appropriate; and 

“(ii) be made available by the winning bidder 
to the public after the bid award; 

“(D) for a route that receives funding from a 
State or States, require that for each bid re- 
ceived from a party described in paragraph (2), 
other than a State, the Secretary have the con- 
currence of the State or States that provide 
funding for that route; 

“(E) for a winning bidder that is not or does 
not include Amtrak, require the Secretary to 
execute a contract not later than 270 days after 
the deadline established under subparagraph 
(B)(ii) and award to the winning bidder— 

“(i) subject to paragraphs (3) and (4), the 
right and obligation to provide intercity rail 
passenger transportation over that route subject 
to such performance standards as the Secretary 
may require; and 

“(ii) an operating subsidy, as determined by 
the Secretary, for— 

“(I) the first year at a level that does not ex- 
ceed 90 percent of the level in effect for that spe- 
cific route during the fiscal year preceding the 
fiscal year in which the petition was received, 
adjusted for inflation; and 

“(II) any subsequent years at the level cal- 
culated under subclause (I), adjusted for infla- 
tion; and 

“(F) for a winning bidder that is or includes 
Amtrak, award to that bidder an operating sub- 
sidy, as determined by the Secretary, over the 
applicable route that will not change during the 
fiscal year in which the bid was submitted solely 
as a result of the winning bid. 

“(2) ELIGIBLE PETITIONERS.—The following 
parties are eligible to submit petitions under 
paragraph (1): 

“(A) A rail carrier or rail carriers that own 
the infrastructure over which Amtrak operates a 
long-distance route. 

“(B) A rail passenger carrier with a written 
agreement with the rail carrier or rail carriers 
that own the infrastructure over which Amtrak 
operates a long-distance route and that host or 
would host the intercity rail passenger transpor- 
tation. 

“(C) A State, group of States, or State-sup- 
ported joint powers authority or other sub-State 
governance entity responsible for provision of 
intercity rail passenger transportation with a 
written agreement with the rail carrier or rail 
carriers that own the infrastructure over which 
Amtrak operates a long-distance route and that 
host or would host the intercity rail passenger 
transportation. 

“(D) A State, group of States, or State-sup- 
ported joint powers authority or other sub-State 
governance entity responsible for provision of 
intercity rail passenger transportation and a 
rail passenger carrier with a written agreement 
with the rail carrier or rail carriers that own the 
infrastructure over which Amtrak operates a 
long-distance route and that host or would host 
the intercity rail passenger transportation. 

“(3) PERFORMANCE STANDARDS.—If the win- 
ning bidder under paragraph (1)(E)(i) is not or 
does not include Amtrak, the performance 
standards shall be consistent with the perform- 
ance required of or achieved by Amtrak on the 
applicable route during the last fiscal year. 

““(4) AGREEMENT GOVERNING ACCESS ISSUES.— 
Unless the winning bidder already has applica- 
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ble access agreements in place or includes a rail 
carrier that owns the infrastructure used in the 
operation of the route, the winning bidder 
under paragraph (1)(E)(i) shall enter into a 
written agreement governing access issues be- 
tween the winning bidder and the rail carrier or 
rail carriers that own the infrastructure over 
which the winning bidder would operate and 
that host or would host the intercity rail pas- 
senger transportation. 

“(c) ACCESS TO FACILITIES; EMPLOYEES.—If 
the Secretary awards the right and obligation to 
provide rail passenger transportation over a 
route under this section to an entity in lieu of 
Amtrak— 

“(1) the Secretary shall require Amtrak to pro- 
vide access to the Amtrak-owned reservation 
system, stations, and facilities directly related to 
operations of the awarded routes to the rail pas- 
senger carrier awarded a contract under this 
section, in accordance with subsection (g), as 
necessary to carry out the purposes of this sec- 
tion; 

“(2) an employee of any person, except for a 
freight railroad or a person employed or con- 
tracted by a freight railroad, used by such rail 
passenger carrier in the operation of a route 
under this section shall be considered an em- 
ployee of that rail passenger carrier and subject 
to the applicable Federal laws and regulations 
governing similar crafts or classes of employees 
of Amtrak; and 

“(3) the winning bidder shall provide hiring 
preference to qualified Amtrak employees dis- 
placed by the award of the bid, consistent with 
the staffing plan submitted by the bidder, and 
shall be subject to the grant conditions under 
section 24405. 

“(d) CESSATION OF SERVICE.—If a rail pas- 
senger carrier awarded a route under this sec- 
tion ceases to operate the service or fails to ful- 
fill an obligation under the contract required 
under subsection (b)(1)(E), the Secretary shall 
take any necessary action consistent with this 
title to enforce the contract and ensure the con- 
tinued provision of service, including— 

“(1) the installment of an interim rail pas- 
senger carrier; 

“(2) providing to the interim rail passenger 
carrier under paragraph (1) an operating sub- 
sidy necessary to provide service; and 

“(3) rebidding the contract to operate the rail 
passenger transportation. 

“(e) BUDGET AUTHORITY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall provide 
to a winning bidder that is not or does not in- 
clude Amtrak and that is selected under this 
section any appropriations withheld under sec- 
tion 35101(c) of the Railroad Reform, Enhance- 
ment, and Efficiency Act, or any subsequent ap- 
propriation for the same purpose, necessary to 
cover the operating subsidy described in sub- 
section (b)(1)(E)(ii). 

“(2) AMTRAK.—If the Secretary selects a win- 
ning bidder that is not or does not include Am- 
trak, the Secretary may provide to Amtrak an 
appropriate portion of the appropriations under 
section 35101(a) of the Railroad Reform, En- 
hancement, and Efficiency Act, or any subse- 
quent appropriation for the same purpose, to 
cover any cost directly attributable to the termi- 
nation of Amtrak service on the route and any 
indirect costs to Amtrak imposed on other Am- 
trak routes as a result of losing service on the 
route operated by the winning bidder. Any 
amount provided by the Secretary to Amtrak 
under this paragraph shall not be deducted from 
or have any effect on the operating subsidy de- 
scribed in subsection (b)(1)(E)(ii). 

“(f) DEADLINE.—If the Secretary does not pro- 
mulgate the final rule and implement the pro- 
gram before the deadline under subsection (a), 
the Secretary shall submit to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the 
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Senate and the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure of the House of Representa- 
tives a letter, signed by the Secretary and Ad- 
ministrator of the Federal Railroad Administra- 
tion, each month until the rule is complete, in- 
cluding— 

“(1) the reasons why the rule has not been 
issued; 

“(2) an updated staffing plan for completing 
the rule as soon as feasible; 

“(3) the contact information of the official 
that will be overseeing the execution of the 
staffing plan; and 

“(4) the estimated date of completion of the 
rule. 

“(g) DISPUTES.—If Amtrak and the rail pas- 
senger carrier awarded a route under this sec- 
tion cannot agree upon terms to carry out sub- 
section (c)(1), and the Surface Transportation 
Board finds that access to Amtrak’s facilities or 
equipment, or the provision of services by Am- 
trak, is necessary under subsection (c)(1) and 
that the operation of Amtrak’s other services 
will not be impaired thereby, the Surface Trans- 
portation Board shall issue an order that the fa- 
cilities and equipment be made available, and 
that services be provided, by Amtrak, and shall 
determine reasonable compensation, liability, 
and other terms for use of the facilities and 
equipment and provision of the services. 

“(h) LIMITATION.—Not more than 3 long-dis- 
tance routes may be selected under this section 
for operation by a winning bidder that is not or 
does not include Amtrak. 

“(i) PRESERVATION OF RIGHT TO COMPETITION 
ON STATE-SUPPORTED ROUTES.—Nothing in this 
section shall be construed as prohibiting a State 
from introducing competition for intercity rail 
passenger transportation or services on its 
State-supported route or routes.’’. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 4 years after the 
date of implementation of the pilot program 
under section 24711 of title 49, United States 
Code, and quadrennially thereafter until the 
pilot program is discontinued, the Secretary 
shall submit to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate and 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives a re- 
port on the results on the pilot program to date 
and any recommendations for further action. 
SEC. 35206. ROLLING STOCK PURCHASES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Prior to entering into any 
contract in excess of $100,000,000 for rolling 
stock and locomotive procurements Amtrak shall 
submit a business case analysis to the Secretary, 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation and the Committee on Appro- 
priations of the Senate and the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure and the 
Committee on Appropriations of the House of 
Representatives, on the utility of such procure- 
ments. 

(b) CONTENTS.—The business case analysis 
shall— 

(1) include a cost and benefit comparison that 
describes the total lifecycle costs and the antici- 
pated benefits related to revenue, operational ef- 
ficiency, reliability, and other factors; 

(2) set forth the total payments by fiscal year; 

(3) identify the specific source and amounts of 
funding for each payment, including Federal 
funds, State funds, Amtrak profits, Federal, 
State, or private loans or loan guarantees, and 
other funding; 

(4) include an explanation of whether any 
payment under the contract will increase Am- 
trak’s grant request, as required under section 
24318 of title 49, United States Code, in that par- 
ticular fiscal year; and 

(5) describe how Amtrak will adjust the pro- 
curement if future funding is not available. 

(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
section shall be construed as requiring Amtrak 
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to disclose confidential information regarding a 
potential vendor’s proposed pricing or other sen- 
sitive business information prior to contract exe- 
cution. 

SEC. 35207. FOOD AND BEVERAGE POLICY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 243, as amended in 
section 35202 of this Act, is further amended by 
adding after section 24320 the following: 

“§ 24321. Food and beverage reform 


“(a) PLAN.—Not later than 90 days after the 
date of enactment of the Railroad Reform, En- 
hancement, and Efficiency Act, Amtrak shall 
develop and begin implementing a plan to elimi- 
nate, not later than 4 years after the date of en- 
actment of that Act, the operating loss associ- 
ated with providing food and beverage service 
on board Amtrak trains. 

“(b) CONSIDERATIONS.—In developing and im- 
plementing the plan under subsection (a), Am- 
trak shall consider a combination of cost man- 
agement and revenue generation initiatives, in- 
cluding— 

“(1) scheduling optimization; 

“(2) onboard logistics; 

“(3) product development and supply chain 
efficiency; 

“(4) training, awards, and accountability; 

“(5) technology enhancements and process im- 
provements; and 

““(6) ticket revenue allocation. 

“(c) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Amtrak shall ensure 
that no Amtrak employee holding a position as 
of the date of enactment of the Railroad Reform, 
Enhancement, and Efficiency Act is involun- 
tarily separated because of— 

“(1) the development and implementation of 
the plan required under subsection (a); or 

“(2) any other action taken by Amtrak to im- 
plement this section. 

“(d) NO FEDERAL FUNDING FOR OPERATING 
LOSSES.—Beginning on the date that is 4 years 
after the date of enactment of the Railroad Re- 
form, Enhancement, and Efficiency Act, no Fed- 
eral funds may be used to cover any operating 
loss associated with providing food and bev- 
erage service on a route operated by Amtrak or 
an alternative passenger rail service provider 
that operates a route in lieu of Amtrak under 
section 24711. 

“(e) REPORT.—Not later than 120 days after 
the date of enactment of the Railroad Reform, 
Enhancement, and Efficiency Act, and annually 
thereafter for a period of 4 years, Amtrak shall 
transmit to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate and 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives a re- 
port on the plan developed under subsection (a) 
and a description of progress in the implementa- 
tion of the plan.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents for chapter 243, as amended in section 
35202 of this Act, is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“24321. Food and beverage reform.’’. 
SEC. 35208. LOCAL PRODUCTS AND PRO- 
MOTIONAL EVENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, Amtrak 
shall establish a pilot program for a State or 
States that sponsor a State-supported route op- 
erated by Amtrak to facilitate— 

(1) onboard purchase and sale of local food 
and beverage products; and 

(2) partnerships with local entities to hold 
promotional events on trains or in stations. 

(b) PROGRAM DESIGN.—The pilot program 
under paragraph (1) shall allow a State or 
States— 

(1) to nominate and select a local food and 
beverage products supplier or suppliers or local 
promotional event partner; 

(2) to charge a reasonable price or fee for local 
food and beverage products or promotional 
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events and related activities to help defray the 
costs of program administration and State-sup- 
ported routes; and 

(3) a mechanism to ensure that State products 
can effectively be handled and integrated into 
existing food and beverage services, including 
compliance with all applicable regulations and 
standards governing such services. 

(c) PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION.—The pilot pro- 
gram shall— 

(1) for local food and beverage products, en- 
sure the products are integrated into existing 
food and beverage services, including compli- 
ance with all applicable regulations and stand- 
ards; 

(2) for promotional events, ensure the events 
are held in compliance with all applicable regu- 
lations and standards, including terms to ad- 
dress insurance requirements; and 

(3) require an annual report that documents 
revenues and costs and indicates whether the 
products or events resulted in a reduction in the 
financial contribution of a State or States to the 
applicable State-supported route. 

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 4 years after the 
date of establishment of the pilot programs 
under this section, Amtrak shall report to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation of the Senate and the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
of Representatives on which States have partici- 
pated in the pilot programs under this section. 
The report shall summarize the financial and 
operational outcomes of the pilot programs. 

(e) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
subsection shall be construed as limiting Am- 
trak’s ability to operate special trains in accord- 
ance with section 216 of the Passenger Rail In- 
vestment and Improvement Act of 2008 (49 
U.S.C. 24308 note). 

SEC. 35209. RIGHT-OF-WAY LEVERAGING. 

(a) REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, Amtrak shall 
issue a Request for Proposals seeking qualified 
persons or entities to utilize right-of-way and 
real estate owned, controlled, or managed by 
Amtrak for telecommunications systems, energy 
distribution systems, and other activities consid- 
ered appropriate by Amtrak. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The Request for Proposals 
shall provide sufficient information on the 
right-of-way and real estate assets to enable re- 
spondents to propose an arrangement that will 
monetize or generate additional revenue from 
such assets through revenue sharing or leasing 
agreements with Amtrak, to the extent possible. 

(b) CONSIDERATION OF PROPOSALS.—Not later 
than 180 days following the deadline for the re- 
ceipt of proposals under subsection (a), Amtrak 
shall review and consider each qualified pro- 
posal. Amtrak may enter into such agreements 
as are necessary to implement any qualified pro- 
posal. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 270 days fol- 
lowing the deadline for the receipt of proposals 
under subsection (a), Amtrak shall transmit to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate and the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure of the 
House of Representatives a report on the Re- 
quest for Proposals required by this section, in- 
cluding summary information of any proposals 
submitted to Amtrak and any proposals accept- 
ed by Amtrak. 

(d) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this section 
shall be construed to limit Amtrak’s ability to 
utilize right-of-way or real estate assets that it 
currently owns, controls, or manages or con- 
strain Amtrak’s ability to enter into agreements 
with other parties to utilize such assets. 

SEC. 35210. STATION DEVELOPMENT. 

(a) REPORT ON DEVELOPMENT OPTIONS.—Not 

later than 1 year after the date of the enactment 
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of this Act, Amtrak shall submit a report to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation of the Senate and the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
of Representatives that describes— 

(1) options to enhance economic development 
and accessibility of and around Amtrak stations 
and terminals, for the purposes of— 

(A) improving station condition, functionality, 
capacity, and customer amenities; 

(B) generating additional investment capital 
and development-related revenue streams; 

(C) increasing ridership and revenue; 

(D) complying with the applicable sections of 
the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. 12101 et seq.) and the Rehabilitation Act 
of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 701 et seq.); and 

(E) strengthening multimodal connections, in- 
cluding transit, intercity buses, roll-on and roll- 
off bicycles, and airports, as appropriate; and 

(2) options for additional Amtrak stops that 
would have a positive incremental financial im- 
pact to Amtrak, based on Amtrak feasibility 
studies that demonstrate a financial benefit to 
Amtrak by generating additional revenue that 
exceeds any incremental costs. 

(b) REQUEST FOR INFORMATION.—Not later 
than 90 days after the date the report is trans- 
mitted under subsection (a), Amtrak shall issue 
a Request of Information for 1 or more owners 
of stations served by Amtrak to formally express 
an interest in completing the requirements of 
this section. 

(c) PROPOSALS.— 

(1) REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS.—Not later than 
180 days after the date the Request for Informa- 
tion is issued under subsection (a), Amtrak shall 
issue a Request for Proposals from qualified per- 
sons, including small business concerns owned 
and controlled by socially and economically dis- 
advantaged individuals and veteran-owned 
small businesses, to lead, participate, or partner 
with Amtrak, a station owner that responded 
under subsection (b), and other entities in en- 
hancing development in and around such sta- 
tions and terminals using applicable options 
identified under subsection (a) at facilities se- 
lected by Amtrak. 

(2) CONSIDERATION OF PROPOSALS.—Not later 
than 1 year after the date the Request for Pro- 
posals are issued under paragraph (1), Amtrak 
shall review and consider qualified proposals 
submitted under paragraph (1). Amtrak or a sta- 
tion owner that responded under subsection (b) 
may enter into such agreements as are necessary 
to implement any qualified proposal. 

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after the 
date of enactment of this Act, Amtrak shall 
transmit to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate and 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives a re- 
port on the Request for Proposals process re- 
quired under this section, including summary 
information of any qualified proposals sub- 
mitted to Amtrak and any proposals acted upon 
by Amtrak or a station owner that responded 
under subsection (b). 

(e) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the terms 
“small business concern”, ‘‘socially and eco- 
nomically disadvantaged individual’’, and ‘‘vet- 
eran-owned small business’’ have the meanings 
given the terms in section 304(c) of this Act. 

(f) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this section 
shall be construed to limit Amtrak’s ability to 
develop its stations, terminals, or other assets, to 
constrain Amtrak’s ability to enter into and 
carry out agreements with other parties to en- 
hance development at or around Amtrak sta- 
tions or terminals, or to affect any station devel- 
opment initiatives ongoing as of the date of en- 
actment of this Act. 

SEC. 35211. AMTRAK DEBT. 

Section 205 of the Passenger Rail Investment 
and Improvement Act of 2008 (49 U.S.C. 24101 
note) is amended— 
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(1) by striking ‘‘as of the date of enactment of 
this Act” each place it appears; 

(2) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘, to the extent provided in 
advance in appropriations Acts’’ after ‘‘Am- 
trak’s indebtedness’’; and 

(B) by striking the second sentence; 

(3) in subsection (b), by striking “The Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, in consultation” and in- 
serting “To the extent amounts are provided in 
advance in appropriations Acts, the Secretary of 
the Treasury, in consultation’’; 

(4) in subsection (d), by inserting ‘‘, to the ex- 
tent provided in advance in appropriations 
Acts” after ‘‘as appropriate”; 

(5) in subsection (e)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘by section 
102 of this division’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘by section 
102” and inserting ‘‘for Amtrak’’; 

(6) in subsection (g), by inserting ‘‘, unless 
that debt receives credit assistance, including 
direct loans and loan guarantees, under chapter 
6 of title 23, United States Code or title V of the 
Railroad Revitalization and Regulatory Act of 
1976 (45 U.S.C. 821 et seq.)’’ after “Secretary”; 
and 

(7) by striking subsection (h). 

SEC. 35212. AMTRAK PILOT PROGRAM FOR PAS- 
SENGERS TRANSPORTING DOMES- 
TICATED CATS AND DOGS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, Amtrak shall 
develop a pilot program that allows passengers 
to transport domesticated cats or dogs on cer- 
tain trains operated by Amtrak. 

(b) PET POLICY.—In developing the pilot pro- 
gram required under subsection (a), Amtrak 
shall— 

(1) in the case of a passenger train that is 
comprised of more than 1 car, designate, where 
feasible, at least 1 car in which a ticketed pas- 
senger may transport a domesticated cat or dog 
in the same manner as carry-on baggage if— 

(A) the cat or dog is contained in a pet ken- 
nel; 

(B) the pet kennel complies with Amtrak size 
requirements for carriage of carry-on baggage; 

(C) the passenger is traveling on a train oper- 
ating on a route described in subparagraph (A), 
(B), or (D) of section 24102(6) of title 49, United 
States Code; and 

(D) the passenger pays a fee described in 
paragraph (3); 

(2) allow a ticketed passenger to transport a 
domesticated cat or dog on a train in the same 
manner as cargo if— 

(A) the cat or dog is contained in a pet ken- 
nel; 

(B) the pet kennel is stowed in accordance 
with Amtrak requirements for cargo stowage; 

(C) the passenger is traveling on a train oper- 
ating on a route described in subparagraph (A), 
(B), or (D) of section 24102(6) of title 49, United 
States Code; 

(D) the cargo area is temperature controlled in 
a manner protective of cat and dog safety and 
health; and 

(E) the passenger pays a fee described in 
paragraph (3); and 

(3) collect fees for each cat or dog transported 
by a ticketed passenger in an amount that, in 
the aggregate and at a minimum, covers the full 
costs of the pilot program. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the 
pilot program required under subsection (a) is 
first implemented, Amtrak shall transmit to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation of the Senate and the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
of Representatives a report containing an eval- 
uation of the pilot program. 

(d) LIMITATION ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC- 
TION.— 


ee 
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(1) SERVICE ANIMALS.—The pilot program 
under subsection (a) shall be separate from and 
in addition to the policy governing Amtrak pas- 
sengers traveling with service animals. Nothing 
in this section may be interpreted to limit or 
waive the rights of passengers to transport serv- 
ice animals. 

(2) ADDITIONAL TRAIN CARS.—Nothing in this 
section may be interpreted to require Amtrak to 
add additional train cars or modify existing 
train cars. 

(3) FEDERAL FUNDS.—No Federal funds may 
be used to implement the pilot program required 
under this section. 

SEC. 35213. AMTRAK BOARD OF DIRECTORS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 24302(a) is amended 
to read as follows: 

““(a) COMPOSITION AND TERMS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Amtrak Board of Di- 
rectors (referred to in this section as the 
‘Board’) is composed of the following 9 directors, 
each of whom must be a citizen of the United 
States: 

“(A) The Secretary of Transportation. 

“(B) The President of Amtrak. 

“(C) 7 individuals appointed by the President 
of the United States, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, with general busi- 
ness and financial experience, experience or 
qualifications in transportation, freight and 
passenger rail transportation, travel, hospi- 
tality, or passenger air transportation busi- 
nesses, or representatives of employees or users 
of passenger rail transportation or a State gov- 
ernment. 

“(2) SELECTION.—In selecting individuals de- 
scribed in paragraph (1)(C) for nominations for 
appointments to the Board, the President shall 
consult with the Speaker of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, the minority leader of the House of 
Representatives, the majority leader of the Sen- 
ate, and the minority leader of the Senate. The 
individuals appointed to the Board under para- 
graph (1)(C) shall be composed of the following; 

“(A) 2 individuals from the Northeast Cor- 
ridor. 

“(B) 4 individuals from regions of the country 
outside of the Northeast Corridor and geo- 
graphically distributed with— 

“(i) 2 individuals from States with long-dis- 
tance routes operated by Amtrak; and 

“(i) 2 individuals from States with State-sup- 
ported routes operated by Amtrak. 

“(C) 1 individual from the Northeast Corridor 
or a State with long-distance or State-supported 
routes. 

(3) TERM.—An individual appointed under 
paragraph (1)(C) shall be appointed for a term 
of 5 years. The term may be extended until the 
individual’s successor is appointed and quali- 
fied. Not more than 4 individuals appointed 
under paragraph (1)(C) may be members of the 
same political party. 

““(4) CHAIRPERSON AND VICE CHAIRPERSON.— 
The Board shall elect a chairperson and vice 
chairperson, other than the President of Am- 
trak, from among its membership. The vice 
chairperson shall serve as chairperson in the ab- 
sence of the chairperson. 

“(5) SECRETARY’S DESIGNEE.—The Secretary 
may be represented at Board meetings by the 
Secretary’s designee.’’. 

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
section shall be construed as affecting the term 
of any director serving on the Amtrak Board of 
Directors under section 24302(a)(1)(C) of title 49, 
United States Code, on the day preceding the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 35214. AMTRAK BOARDING PROCEDURES. 

(a) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Amtrak 
Office of Inspector General shall submit a report 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate and the Committee 
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on Transportation and Infrastructure of the 
House of Representatives that— 

(1) evaluates Amtrak’s boarding procedures 
for passengers, including passengers using or 
transporting nonmotorized transportation, such 
as wheelchairs and bicycles, at its 15 stations 
through which the most people pass; 

(2) compares Amtrak’s boarding procedures 
to— 

(A) commuter railroad boarding procedures at 
stations shared with Amtrak; 

(B) international intercity passenger rail 
boarding procedures; and 

(C) fixed guideway transit boarding proce- 
dures; and 

(3) makes recommendations, as appropriate, in 
consultation with the Transportation Security 
Administration, to improve Amtrak’s boarding 
procedures, including recommendations regard- 
ing the queuing of passengers and free-flow of 
all station users and facility improvements need- 
ed to achieve the recommendations. 

(b) CONSIDERATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS.— 
Not later than 6 months after the report is sub- 
mitted under subsection (a), Amtrak shall con- 
sider each recommendation provided under sub- 
section (a)(3) for implementation at appropriate 
locations across the Amtrak system. 

Subtitle C—Intercity Passenger Rail Policy 
SEC. 35301. COMPETITIVE OPERATING GRANTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 244 is amended— 

(1) by striking section 24406; and 

(2) by inserting after section 24405 the fol- 
lowing: 

“§ 24406. Competitive operating grants 


“(a) APPLICANT DEFINED.—In this section, the 
term ‘applicant’ means— 

“(1) a State; 

“(2) a group of States; 

“(3) an Interstate Compact; 

“(4) a public agency or publicly chartered au- 
thority established by 1 or more States and hav- 
ing responsibility for providing intercity rail 
passenger transportation or commuter rail pas- 
senger transportation; 

“(5) a political subdivision of a State; 

“(6) Amtrak or another rail passenger carrier 
that provides intercity rail passenger transpor- 
tation; 

“(7) Any rail carrier in partnership with at 
least 1 of the entities described in paragraphs (1) 
through (5); and 

“(8) any combination of the entities described 
in paragraphs (1) through (7). 

“(b) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary of 
Transportation shall develop and implement a 
program for issuing 3-year operating assistance 
grants to applicants, on a competitive basis, for 
the purpose of initiating, restoring, or enhanc- 
ing intercity rail passenger service. 

“(c) APPLICATION.—An applicant for a grant 
under this section shall submit to the Sec- 
retary— 

“(1) a capital and mobilization plan that— 

“(A) describes any capital investments, service 
planning actions (such as environmental re- 
views), and mobilization actions (such as quali- 
fication of train crews) required for initiation of 
service; and 

“(B) includes the timeline for undertaking 
and completing each of the investments and ac- 
tions referred to in subparagraph (A); 

“(2) an operating plan that describes the 
planned operation of the service, including— 

“(A) the identity and qualifications of the 
train operator; 

“(B) the identity and qualifications of any 
other service providers; 

“(C) service frequency; 

“(D) the planned routes and schedules; 

“(E) the station facilities that will be utilized; 

“(F) projected ridership, revenues, and costs; 

“(G) descriptions of how the projections under 
subparagraph (F) were developed; 
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“(H) the equipment that will be utilized, how 
such equipment will be acquired or refurbished, 
and where such equipment will be maintained; 
and 

“(I) a plan for ensuring safe operations and 
compliance with applicable safety regulations; 

“(3) a funding plan that— 

“(A) describes the funding of initial capital 
costs and operating costs for the first 3 years of 
operation; 

“(B) includes a commitment by the applicant 
to provide the funds described in subparagraph 
(A) to the extent not covered by Federal grants 
and revenues; and 

“(C) describes the funding of operating costs 
and capital costs, to the extent necessary, after 
the first 3 years of operation; and 

““4) a description of the status of negotiations 
and agreements with— 

“(A) each of the railroads or regional trans- 
portation authorities whose tracks or facilities 
would be utilized by the service; 

“(B) the anticipated rail passenger carrier, if 
such entity is not part of the applicant group; 
and 

“(C) any other service providers or entities ex- 
pected to provide services or facilities that will 
be used by the service, including any required 
access to Amtrak systems, stations, and facilities 
if Amtrak is not part of the applicant group. 

“(d) PRIORITIES.—In awarding grants under 
this section, the Secretary shall give priority to 
applications— 

“(1) for which planning, design, any environ- 
mental reviews, negotiation of agreements, ac- 
quisition of equipment, construction, and other 
actions necessary for initiation of service have 
been completed or nearly completed; 

“(2) that would restore service over routes for- 
merly operated by Amtrak, including routes 
with international connections; 

“(3) that would provide daily or daytime serv- 
ice over routes where such service did not pre- 
viously exist; 

“(4) that include private funding (including 
funding from railroads), and funding or other 
significant participation by State, local, and re- 
gional governmental and private entities; 

“(5) that include a funding plan that dem- 
onstrates the intercity rail passenger service will 
be financially sustainable beyond the 3-year 
grant period; 

“(6) that would provide service to regions and 
communities that are underserved or not served 
by other intercity public transportation; 

“(7) that would foster economic development, 
particularly in rural communities and for dis- 
advantaged populations; 

“(8) that would provide other non-transpor- 
tation benefits; and 

“(9) that would enhance connectivity and ge- 
ographic coverage of the existing national net- 
work of intercity passenger rail service. 

“(e) LIMITATIONS.— 

“(1) DURATION.—Federal operating assistance 
grants authorized under this section for any in- 
dividual intercity rail passenger transportation 
route may not provide funding for more than 3 
years and may not be renewed. 

“(2) LIMITATION.—Not more than 6 of the op- 
erating assistance grants awarded pursuant to 
subsection (b) may be simultaneously active. 

“(3) MAXIMUM FUNDING.—Grants described in 
paragraph (1) may not erceed— 

“(A) 80 percent of the projected net operating 
costs for the first year of service; 

“(B) 60 percent of the projected net operating 
costs for the second year of service; and 

“(C) 40 percent of the projected net operating 
costs for the third year of service. 

“(f) USE WITH CAPITAL GRANTS AND OTHER 
FEDERAL FUNDING.—A recipient of an operating 
assistance grant under subsection (b) may use 
that grant in combination with other grants 
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awarded under this chapter or any other Fed- 
eral funding that would benefit the applicable 
service. 

“(g) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated 
for carrying out this section shall remain avail- 
able until expended. 

“(h) COORDINATION WITH AMTRAK.—If the 
Secretary awards a grant under this section to 
a rail passenger carrier other than Amtrak, Am- 
trak may be required under section 24711(c)(1) of 
this title to provide access to its reservation sys- 
tem, stations, and facilities that are directly re- 
lated to operations to such carrier, to the extent 
necessary to carry out the purposes of this sec- 
tion. The Secretary may award an appropriate 
portion of the grant to Amtrak as compensation 
for this access. 

““(i) CONDITIONS.— 

“(1) GRANT AGREEMENT.—The Secretary shall 
require grant recipients under this section to 
enter into a grant agreement that requires them 
to provide similar information regarding the 
route performance, financial, and ridership pro- 
jections, and capital and business plans that 
Amtrak is required to provide, and such other 
data and information as the Secretary deems 
necessary. 

““(2) INSTALLMENTS; TERMINATION.—The Sec- 
retary may— 

“(A) award grants under this section in in- 
stallments, as the Secretary considers appro- 
priate; and 

“(B) terminate any grant agreement upon— 

“‘(i) the cessation of service; or 

“(ii) the violation of any other term of the 
grant agreement. 

“(3) GRANT CONDITIONS.—Except as specifi- 
cally provided in this section, the use of any 
amounts appropriated for grants under this sec- 
tion shall be subject to the requirements under 
this chapter. 

“(j) REPORT.—Not later than 4 years after the 
date of enactment of the Railroad Reform, En- 
hancement, and Efficiency Act, the Secretary, 
after consultation with grant recipients under 
this section, shall submit a report to Congress 
that describes— 

“(1) the implementation of this section; 

“(2) the status of the investments and oper- 
ations funded by such grants; 

“(3) the performance of the routes funded by 
such grants; 

“(4) the plans of grant recipients for contin- 
ued operation and funding of such routes; and 

“(5) any legislative recommendations.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Chapter 244 
is amended— 

(1) in the table of contents, by inserting after 
the item relating to section 24405 the following: 


“24406. Competitive operating grants.’’; 

(2) in the chapter title, by striking ‘“INTER- 
CITY PASSENGER RAIL SERVICE COR- 
RIDOR CAPITAL” and inserting “RAIL CAP- 
ITAL AND OPERATING’; 

(3) in section 24401, by striking paragraph (1); 

(4) in section 24402, by striking subsection (j) 
and inserting the following: 

“(j) APPLICANT DEFINED.—In this section, the 
term ‘applicant’ means a State (including the 
District of Columbia), a group of States, an 
Interstate Compact, a public agency or publicly 
chartered authority established by 1 or more 
States and having responsibility for providing 
intercity rail passenger transportation, or a po- 
litical subdivision of a State.’’; and 

(5) in section 24405— 

(A) in subsection (b)— 

(i) by inserting “, or for which an operating 
grant is issued under section 24406,” after 
“chapter”; and 

(ii) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘(43’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘(45’’; 

(B) in subsection (d)(1), in the matter pre- 
ceding subparagraph (A), by inserting “or un- 
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less Amtrak ceased providing intercity passenger 
railroad transportation over the affected route 
more than 3 years before the commencement of 
new service” after ‘‘unless such service was pro- 
vided solely by Amtrak to another entity’’; 

(C) in subsection (f), by striking “under this 
chapter for commuter rail passenger transpor- 
tation, as defined in section 24012(4) of this 
title.” and inserting ‘‘under this chapter for 
commuter rail passenger transportation (as de- 
fined in section 24102(3)).’’; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 

(g) SPECIAL TRANSPORTATION CIR- 
CUMSTANCES.—In carrying out this chapter, the 
Secretary shall allocate an appropriate portion 
of the amounts available under this chapter to 
provide grants to States— 

“(1) in which there is no intercity passenger 
rail service, for the purpose of funding freight 
rail capital projects that are on a State rail plan 
developed under chapter 227 that provide public 
benefits (as defined in chapter 227), as deter- 
mined by the Secretary; or 

“(2) in which the rail transportation system is 
not physically connected to rail systems in the 
continental United States or may not otherwise 
qualify for a grant under this section due to the 
unique characteristics of the geography of that 
State or other relevant considerations, for the 
purpose of funding transportation-related cap- 
ital projects.’’. 

SEC. 35302. FEDERAL-STATE PARTNERSHIP FOR 
STATE OF GOOD REPAIR. 

(a) AMENDMENT.—Chapter 244 is amended by 
inserting after section 24406, as added by section 
5301 of this Act, the following: 

“§ 24407. Federal-State partnership for state 
of good repair 

“(qa) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 


“(1)  APPLICANT.—The term ‘applicant’ 
means— 

“(A) a State (including the District of Colum- 
bia); 


“(B) a group of States; 

(C) an Interstate Compact; 

“(D) a public agency or publicly chartered 
authority established by 1 or more States that 
has responsibility for providing intercity rail 
passenger transportation or commuter rail pas- 
senger transportation; 

“(E) a political subdivision of a State; 

“(F) Amtrak, acting on its own behalf or 
under a cooperative agreement with 1 or more 
States; or 

“(G) any combination of the entities described 
in subparagraphs (A) through (F). 

“(2) CAPITAL PROJECT.—The term 
project’ means— 

“(A) a project primarily intended to replace, 
rehabilitate, or repair major infrastructure as- 
sets utilized for providing intercity passenger 
rail service, including tunnels, bridges, stations, 
and other assets, as determined by the Sec- 
retary; or 

“(B) a project primarily intended to improve 
intercity passenger rail performance, including 
reduced trip times, increased train frequencies, 
higher operating speeds, and other improve- 
ments, as determined by the Secretary. 

““(3) NORTHEAST CORRIDOR.—The term ‘North- 
east Corridor’ means— 

“(A) the main rail line between Boston, Mas- 
sachusetts and the Virginia Avenue interlocking 
in the District of Columbia; and 

“(B) the branch rail lines connecting to Har- 
risburg, Pennsylvania, Springfield, Massachu- 
setts, and Spuyten Duyvil, New York. 

“(4) QUALIFIED RAILROAD ASSET.—The term 
‘qualified railroad asset’ means infrastructure, 
equipment, or a facility that— 

“(A) is owned or controlled by an eligible ap- 
plicant; and 

“(B) was not in a state of good repair on the 
date of enactment of the Railroad Reform, En- 
hancement, and Efficiency Act. 


‘capital 
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““(b) GRANT PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—The Sec- 
retary of Transportation shall develop and im- 
plement a program for issuing grants to appli- 
cants, on a competitive basis, to fund capital 
projects that reduce the state of good repair 
backlog on qualified railroad assets. 

“(c) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.—Projects eligible for 
grants under this section include capital 
projects to replace or rehabilitate qualified rail- 
road assets, including— 

“(1) capital projects to replace existing assets 
in-kind; 

“(2) capital projects to replace existing assets 
with assets that increase capacity or provide a 
higher level of service; and 

“(3) capital projects to ensure that service can 
be maintained while existing assets are brought 
to a state of good repair. 

“(d) PROJECT SELECTION CRITERIA.—In select- 
ing an applicant for a grant under this section, 
the Secretary shall— 

“(1) give preference to eligible projects— 

“(A) that are consistent with the goals, objec- 
tives, and policies defined in any regional rail 
planning document that is applicable to a 
project proposal; and 

“(B) for which the proposed Federal share of 
total project costs does not exceed 50 percent; 
and 

“(2) take into account— 

“(A) the cost-benefit analysis of the proposed 
project, including anticipated private and public 
benefits relative to the costs of the proposed 
project, including— 

“(i) effects on system and service performance; 

“(ii) effects on safety, competitiveness, reli- 
ability, trip or transit time, and resilience; 

“(iti) efficiencies from improved integration 
with other modes; and 

“(iv) ability to meet existing or anticipated de- 
mand; 

“(B) the degree to which the proposed 
project’s business plan considers potential pri- 
vate sector participation in the financing, con- 
struction, or operation of the proposed project; 

“(C) the applicant’s past performance in de- 
veloping and delivering similar projects, and 
previous financial contributions; 

“(D) whether the applicant has, 
have— 

“(i) the legal, financial, and technical capac- 
ity to carry out the project; 

“(ii) satisfactory continuing control over the 
use of the equipment or facilities; and 

“(iti) the capability and willingness to main- 
tain the equipment or facilities; 

“(E) if applicable, the consistency of the 
project with planning guidance and documents 
set forth by the Secretary or required by law; 
and 

“(F) any other relevant factors, as determined 
by the Secretary. 

“(e) PLANNING REQUIREMENTS.—A project is 
not eligible for a grant under this section unless 
the project is specifically identified— 

“(1) on a State rail plan prepared in accord- 
ance with chapter 227; or 

“(2) if the project is located on the Northeast 
Corridor, on the Northeast Corridor Capital In- 
vestment Plan developed pursuant to section 
24904(a). 

“(f) NORTHEAST CORRIDOR PROJECTS.— 

“(1) COMPLIANCE WITH USAGE AGREEMENTS.— 
Grant funds may not be provided under this sec- 
tion to an eligible recipient for an eligible 
project located on the Northeast Corridor unless 
Amtrak and the public authorities providing 
commuter rail passenger transportation on the 
Northeast Corridor are in compliance with sec- 
tion 24905(c)(2). 

“(2) CAPITAL INVESTMENT PLAN.—When select- 
ing projects located on the Northeast Corridor, 
the Secretary shall consider the appropriate se- 
quence and phasing of projects as contained in 


or will 
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the Northeast Corridor Capital Investment Plan 
developed pursuant to section 24904(a). 

“(g) FEDERAL SHARE OF TOTAL PROJECT 
COSTS.— 

“(1) TOTAL PROJECT COST.—The Secretary 
shall estimate the total cost of a project under 
this section based on the best available informa- 
tion, including engineering studies, studies of 
economic feasibility, environmental analyses, 
and information on the expected use of equip- 
ment or facilities. 

“(2) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
total costs for a project under this subsection 
shall not exceed 80 percent. 

(3) TREATMENT OF AMTRAK REVENUE.—If Am- 
trak or another rail passenger carrier is an ap- 
plicant under this section, Amtrak or the other 
rail passenger carrier, as applicable, may use 
ticket and other revenues generated from its op- 
erations and other sources to satisfy the non- 
Federal share requirements. 

“(h) LETTERS OF INTENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may issue a 
letter of intent to a grantee under this section 
that— 

“(A) announces an intention to obligate, for a 
major capital project under this section, an 
amount from future available budget authority 
specified in law that is not more than the 
amount stipulated as the financial participation 
of the Secretary in the project; and 

“(B) states that the contingent commitment— 

“(i) is not an obligation of the Federal Gov- 
ernment; and 

“(ii) is subject to the availability of appropria- 
tions under Federal law and to Federal laws in 
force or enacted after the date of the contingent 
commitment. 

““(2) CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days be- 
fore issuing a letter under paragraph (1), the 
Secretary shall submit written notification to— 

““(i) the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate; 

“(ii) the Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate; 

“(iti) the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representatives; 
and 

‘“(iv) the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives. 

“(B) CONTENTS.—The notification submitted 
pursuant to subparagraph (A) shall include— 

“(i) a copy of the proposed letter or agree- 
ment; 

“(ii) the criteria used under subsection (d) for 
selecting the project for a grant award; and 

“(Gii) a description of how the project meets 
such criteria. 

(3) APPROPRIATIONS REQUIRED.—An obliga- 
tion or administrative commitment may be made 
under this section only when amounts are ap- 
propriated for such purpose. 

“(i) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated for 
carrying out this section shall remain available 
until expended. 

“(j) GRANT CONDITIONS.—Except as specifi- 
cally provided in this section, the use of any 
amounts appropriated for grants under this sec- 
tion shall be subject to the requirements under 
this chapter.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents for chapter 244 is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 24406 the fol- 
lowing: 

“24407. Federal-State partnership for state of 
good repair.’’. 
SEC. 35303. LARGE CAPITAL PROJECT REQUIRE- 
MENTS. 

Section 24402 is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(m) LARGE CAPITAL PROJECT REQUIRE- 
MENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—For a grant awarded under 
this chapter for an amount in excess of 
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$1,000,000,000, the following conditions shall 
apply: 

“(A) The Secretary of Transportation may not 
obligate any funding unless the applicant dem- 
onstrates, to the satisfaction of the Secretary, 
that the applicant has committed, and will be 
able to fulfill, the non-Federal share required 
for the grant within the applicant’s proposed 
project completion timetable. 

“(B) The Secretary may not obligate any 
funding for work activities that occur after the 
completion of final design unless— 

“(i) the applicant submits a financial plan to 
the Secretary that generally identifies the 
sources of the non-Federal funding required for 
any subsequent segments or phases of the cor- 
ridor service development program covering the 
project for which the grant is awarded; 

“(ii) the grant will result in a useable seg- 
ment, a transportation facility, or equipment, 
that has operational independence or is finan- 
cially sustainable; and 

“(iti) the intercity passenger rail benefits an- 
ticipated to result from the grant, such as in- 
creased speed, improved on-time performance, 
reduced trip time, increased frequencies, new 
service, safety improvements, improved accessi- 
bility, or other significant enhancements, are 
detailed by the grantee and approved by the 
Secretary. 

“(C)(i) The Secretary shall ensure that the 
project is maintained to the level of utility that 
is necessary to support the benefits approved 
under subparagraph (B)(iti) for a period of 20 
years from the date on which the useable seg- 
ment, transportation facility, or equipment de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B)(ii) is placed in serv- 
ice. 

“(ii) If the project property is not maintained 
as required under clause (i) for a 12-month pe- 
riod, the grant recipient shall refund a pro-rata 
share of the Federal contribution, based upon 
the percentage remaining of the 20-year period 
that commenced when the project property was 
placed in service. 

“(2) EARLY WORK.—The Secretary may allow 
a grantee subject to this subsection to engage in 
at-risk work activities subsequent to the conclu- 
sion of final design if the Secretary determines 
that such work activities are reasonable and 
necessary.’’. 

SEC. 35304. SMALL BUSINESS PARTICIPATION 
STUDY. 

(a) STUDY.—The Secretary shall conduct a na- 
tionwide disparity and availability study on the 
availability and use of small business concerns 
owned and controlled by socially and economi- 
cally disadvantaged individuals and veteran- 
owned small businesses in publicly funded inter- 
city passenger rail service projects. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 4 years after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall submit a report containing the results of 
the study conducted under subsection (a) to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation of the Senate and the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
of Representatives. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) SMALL BUSINESS CONCERN.—The_ term 
“small business concern” has the meaning given 
such term in section 3 of the Small Business Act 
(15 U.S.C. 632), except that the term does not in- 
clude any concern or group of concerns con- 
trolled by the same socially and economically 
disadvantaged individual or individuals that 
have average annual gross receipts during the 
preceding 3 fiscal years in excess of $22,410,000, 
as adjusted annually by the Secretary for infla- 
tion. 

(2) SOCIALLY AND ECONOMICALLY DISADVAN- 
TAGED INDIVIDUAL.—The term ‘‘socially and eco- 
nomically disadvantaged individual” has the 
meaning given such term in section 8(d) of the 
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Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 637(d)) and rel- 
evant subcontracting regulations issued pursu- 
ant to such Act, except that women shall be pre- 
sumed to be socially and economically disadvan- 
taged individuals for purposes of this section. 

(3) VETERAN-OWNED SMALL BUSINESS.—The 
term ‘‘veteran-owned small business” has the 
meaning given the term ‘‘small business concern 
owned and controlled by veterans’’ in section 
3(q)(3) of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
632(q)(3)), except that the term does not include 
any concern or group of concerns controlled by 
the same veterans that have average annual 
gross receipts during the preceding 3 fiscal years 
in excess of $22,410,000, as adjusted annually by 
the Secretary for inflation. 

SEC. 35305. GULF COAST RAIL SERVICE WORKING 
GROUP. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall convene a working group to evaluate the 
restoration of intercity rail passenger service in 
the Gulf Coast region between New Orleans, 
Louisiana, and Orlando, Florida. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The working group con- 
vened pursuant to subsection (a) shall consist of 
representatives of— 

(1) the Federal Railroad Administration, 
which shall serve as chair of the working group; 

(2) Amtrak; 

(3) the States along the proposed route or 
routes; 

(4) regional transportation planning organiza- 
tions and metropolitan planning organizations, 
municipalities, and communities along the pro- 
posed route or routes, which shall be selected by 
the Administrator; 

(5) the Southern Rail Commission; 

(6) freight railroad carriers whose tracks may 
be used for such service; and 

(7) other entities determined appropriate by 
the Secretary, which may include independent 
passenger rail operators that express an interest 
in Gulf Coast service. 

(c) RESPONSIBILITIES —The working group 
shall— 

(1) evaluate all options for restoring intercity 
rail passenger service in the Gulf Coast region, 
including options outlined in the report trans- 
mitted to Congress pursuant to section 226 of the 
Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act 
of 2008 (division B of Public Law 110-432); 

(2) select a preferred option for restoring such 
service; 

(3) develop a prioritized inventory of capital 
projects and other actions required to restore 
such service and cost estimates for such projects 
or actions; and 

(4) identify Federal and non-Federal funding 
sources required to restore such service, includ- 
ing options for entering into public-private part- 
nerships to restore such service. 

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 9 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the working 
group shall submit a report to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate and the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure of the House of Representa- 
tives that includes— 

(1) the preferred option selected under sub- 
section (c)(2) and the reasons for selecting such 
option; 

(2) the information described in subsection 
(c)(3); 

(3) the funding sources identified under sub- 
section (c)(4); 

(4) the costs and benefits of restoring intercity 
rail passenger transportation in the region; and 

(5) any other information the working group 
determines appropriate. 

SEC. 35306. INTEGRATED PASSENGER RAIL WORK- 
ING GROUP. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
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retary shall convene a working group to review 
issues relating to— 

(1) the potential operation of State-supported 
routes by rail passenger carriers other than Am- 
trak; and 

(2) their role in establishing an integrated 
intercity passenger rail network in the United 
States. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The working group shall 
consist of a balanced representation of— 

(1) the Federal Railroad Administration, who 
shall chair the Working Group; 

(2) States that fund State-sponsored routes; 

(3) independent passenger rail operators, in- 
cluding those that carry at least 5,000,000 pas- 
sengers annually in United States or inter- 
national rail service; 

(4) Amtrak; 

(5) railroads that host intercity State-sup- 
ported routes; 

(6) employee representatives from railroad 
unions and building trade unions with substan- 
tial engagement in railroad rights of way con- 
struction and maintenance; and 

(7) other entities determined appropriate by 
the Secretary. 

(c) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The working group 
shall evaluate options for improving State-sup- 
ported routes and may make recommendations, 
as appropriate, regarding— 

(1) best practices for State or State authority 
governance of State-supported routes; 

(2) future sources of Federal and non-Federal 
funding sources for State-supported routes; 

(3) best practices in obtaining passenger rail 
operations and services on a competitive basis 
with the objective of creating the highest quality 
service at the lowest cost to the taxpayer; 

(4) ensuring potential interoperability of 
State-supported routes as a part of a national 
network with multiple providers providing inte- 
grated services including ticketing, scheduling, 
and route planning; and 

(5) the interface between State-supported 
routes and connecting commuter rail operations, 
including maximized intra-modal and inter- 
modal connections and common sources of fund- 
ing for capital projects. 

(d) MEETINGS.—Not later than 60 days after 
the establishment of the working group by the 
Secretary under subsection (a), the working 
group shall convene an organizational meeting 
outside of the District of Columbia and shall de- 
fine the rules and procedures governing the pro- 
ceedings of the working group. The working 
group shall hold at least 3 meetings per year in 
States that fund State-supported routes. 

(e) REPORTS.— 

(1) PRELIMINARY REPORT.—Not later than 1 
year after the date the working group is estab- 
lished, the working group shall submit a pre- 
liminary report to the Secretary, the Governors 
of States funding State-supported routes, the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation of the Senate, and the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
of Representatives that includes— 

(A) administrative recommendations that can 
be implemented by a State and State authority 
or by the Secretary; and 

(B) preliminary legislative recommendations. 

(2) FINAL LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS.— 
Not later than 2 years after the date the work- 
ing group is established, the working group 
shall submit a report to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen- 
ate and the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representatives 
that includes final legislative recommendations. 
SEC. 35307. SHARED-USE STUDY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary, 
in consultation with Amtrak, commuter rail au- 
thorities, and other passenger rail operators, 
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railroad carriers that own rail infrastructure 
over which both passenger and freight trains 
operate, States, the Surface Transportation 
Board, the Northeast Corridor Commission es- 
tablished under section 24905, the State-Sup- 
ported Route Committee established under sec- 
tion 24712, and groups representing rail pas- 
sengers and customers, as appropriate, shall 
complete a study that evaluates— 

(1) the shared use of right-of-way by pas- 
senger and freight rail systems; and 

(2) the operational, institutional, and legal 
structures that would best support improvements 
to the systems referred to in paragraph (1). 

(b) AREAS OF STUDY.—In conducting the 
study under subsection (a), the Secretary shall 
evaluate— 

(1) the access and use of railroad right-of-way 
by a rail carrier that does not own the right-of- 
way, such as passenger rail services that oper- 
ate over privately-owned right-of-way, includ- 
ing an analysis of— 

(A) access agreements; 

(B) costs of access; and 

(C) the resolution of disputes relating to such 
access or costs; 

(2) the effectiveness of existing contractual, 
statutory, and regulatory mechanisms for estab- 
lishing, measuring, and enforcing train perform- 
ance standards, including— 

(A) the manner in which passenger train 
delays are recorded; 

(B) the assignment of responsibility for such 
delays; and 

(C) the use of incentives and penalties for per- 
formance; 

(3) strengths and weaknesses in the existing 
mechanisms described in paragraph (2) and pos- 
sible approaches to address the weaknesses; 

(4) mechanisms for measuring and maintain- 
ing public benefits resulting from publicly fund- 
ed freight or passenger rail improvements, in- 
cluding improvements directed towards shared- 
use right-of-way by passenger and freight rail; 

(5) approaches to operations, capacity, and 
cost estimation modeling that— 

(A) allows for transparent decisionmaking; 
and 

(B) protects the proprietary interests of all 
parties; 

(6) liability requirements and arrangements, 
including— 

(A) whether to expand statutory liability lim- 
its to additional parties; 

(B) whether to revise the current statutory li- 
ability limits; 

(C) whether current insurance levels of pas- 
senger rail operators are adequate and whether 
to establish minimum insurance requirements for 
such passenger rail operators; and 

(D) whether to establish a liability regime 
modeled after section 170 of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2210); 

(7) the effect on rail passenger services, oper- 
ations, liability limits and insurance levels of 
the assertion of sovereign immunity by a State; 
and 

(8) other issues identified by the Secretary. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 60 days after the 
study under subsection (a) is complete, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen- 
ate and the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representatives a 
report that includes— 

(1) the results of the study; and 

(2) any recommendations for further action, 
including any legislative proposals consistent 
with such recommendations. 

(d) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Secretary shall in- 
tegrate the recommendations submitted under 
subsection (c) into its financial assistance pro- 
grams under subtitle V of title 49, United States 
Code, and section 502 of the Railroad Revital- 
ization and Regulatory Reform Act of 1976 (45 
U.S.C. 822), as appropriate. 
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SEC. 35308. NORTHEAST CORRIDOR COMMISSION. 

(a) COMPOSITION.—Section 24905(a) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A), 
by inserting “, infrastructure investments,” 
after “rail operations”; 

(B) by amending subparagraph (B) to read as 
follows: 

“(B) members representing the Department of 
Transportation, including the Office of the Sec- 
retary, the Federal Railroad Administration, 
and the Federal Transit Administration;’’; and 

(C) in subparagraph (D) by inserting “and 
commuter” after ‘‘freight’’; and 

(2) by amending paragraph (6) to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(6) The members of the Commission shall 
elect co-chairs consisting of 1 member described 
in paragraph (1)(B) and 1 member described in 
paragraph (1)(C).’’. 

(b) STATEMENT OF GOALS AND RECOMMENDA- 
TIONS.—Section 24905(b) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting “and peri- 
odically update” after ‘‘develop’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘beyond 
those specified in the state of good repair plan 
under section 211 of the Passenger Rail Invest- 
ment and Improvement Act of 2008’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(3) SUBMISSION OF STATEMENT OF GOALS, 
RECOMMENDATIONS, AND PERFORMANCE RE- 
PORTS.—The Commission shall submit to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation of the Senate and the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
of Representatives— 

“(A) any updates made to the statement of 
goals developed under paragraph (1) not later 
than 60 days after such updates are made; and 

“(B) annual performance reports and rec- 
ommendations for improvements, as appropriate, 
issued not later than March 31 of each year, for 
the prior fiscal year, which summarize— 

“(i) the operations and performance of com- 
muter, intercity, and freight rail transportation 
along the Northeast Corridor; and 

“(ii) the delivery of the capital plan described 
in section 24904.’’. 

(c) COST ALLOCATION 
24905(c) is amended— 

(1) in the subsection heading, by striking ‘‘AC- 
CESS COSTS” and inserting ‘‘ALLOCATION OF 
COSTS”; 

(2) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) in the paragraph heading, by striking 
“FORMULA” and inserting ‘‘POLICY’’; 

(B) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A), 
by striking “Within 2 years after the date of en- 
actment of the Passenger Rail Investment and 
Improvement Act of 2008, the Commission” and 
inserting “The Commission’’; 

(C) in subparagraph (A), by striking 
mula” and inserting ‘‘policy’’; and 

(D) by striking subparagraph (B) through (D) 
and inserting the following: 

“(B) develop a proposed timetable for imple- 
menting the policy; 

“(C) submit the policy and timetable devel- 
oped under subparagraph (B) to the Surface 
Transportation Board, the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen- 
ate, and the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representatives; 

“(D) not later than October 1, 2015, adopt and 
implement the policy in accordance with the 
timetable; and 

“(E) with the consent of a majority of its 
members, the Commission may petition the Sur- 
face Transportation Board to appoint a medi- 
ator to assist the Commission members through 
nonbinding mediation to reach an agreement 
under this section.’’; 

(3) in paragraph (2)— 


POLICY.—Section 


“for- 
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(A) by striking “formula proposed in” and in- 
serting ‘“‘policy developed under’’; and 

(B) in the second sentence— 

(i) by striking ‘‘the timetable, the Commission 
shall petition the Surface Transportation Board 
to” and inserting ‘‘paragraph (1)(D) or fail to 
comply with the policy thereafter, the Surface 
Transportation Board shall’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘amounts for such services in 
accordance with section 24904(c) of this title” 
and inserting “for such usage in accordance 
with the procedures and procedural schedule 
applicable to a proceeding under section 
24903(c), after taking into consideration the pol- 
icy developed under paragraph (1)(A), as appli- 
cable”; 

(4) in paragraph (3), by striking “formula” 
and inserting ‘‘policy’’; and 

(5) by adding at the end the following: 

“(4) REQUEST FOR DISPUTE RESOLUTION.—If a 
dispute arises with the implementation of, or 
compliance with, the policy developed under 
paragraph (1), the Commission, Amtrak, or pub- 
lic authorities providing commuter rail pas- 
senger transportation on the Northeast Corridor 
may request that the Surface Transportation 
Board conduct dispute resolution. The Surface 
Transportation Board shall establish procedures 
for resolution of disputes brought before it 
under this paragraph, which may include the 
provision of professional mediation services.’’. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 24905 
is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (d); 

(2) by redesignating subsections (e) and (f) as 
subsections (d) and (e), respectively; 

(3) in subsection (d), as redesignated, by strik- 
ing “to the Commission such sums as may be 
necessary for the period encompassing fiscal 
years 2009 through 2013 to carry out this sec- 
tion” and inserting ‘‘to the Secretary for the use 
of the Commission and the Northeast Corridor 
Safety Committee such sums as may be nec- 
essary to carry out this section during fiscal 
year 2016 through 2019, in addition to amounts 
withheld under section 35101(e) of the Railroad 
Reform, Enhancement, and Efficiency Act’’; and 

(4) in subsection (e)(2), as redesignated, by 
striking “on the main line.” and inserting “on 
the main line and meet annually with the Com- 
mission on the topic of Northeast Corridor safe- 
ty and security.’’. 

(e) NORTHEAST CORRIDOR PLANNING.— 

(1) AMENDMENT.—Chapter 249 is amended— 

(A) by redesignating section 24904 as section 
24903; and 

(B) by inserting after section 24903, as redesig- 
nated, the following: 

“§ 24904. Northeast Corridor planning 

“(a) NORTHEAST CORRIDOR CAPITAL INVEST- 
MENT PLAN.— 

“(1) REQUIREMENT.—Not later than May 1 of 
each year, the Northeast Corridor Commission 
established under section 24905 (referred to in 
this section as the ‘Commission’) shall— 

“(A) develop a capital investment plan for the 
Northeast Corridor main line between Boston, 
Massachusetts, and the Virginia Avenue inter- 
locking in the District of Columbia, and the 
Northeast Corridor branch lines connecting to 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, Springfield, Massa- 
chusetts, and Spuyten Duyvil, New York, in- 
cluding the facilities and services used to oper- 
ate and maintain those lines; and 

“(B) submit the capital investment plan to the 
Secretary of Transportation and the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate and the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure of the House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

“(2) CONTENTS.—The capital investment plan 
shall— 

“(A) reflect coordination and network optimi- 
zation across the entire Northeast Corridor; 
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“(B) integrate the individual capital and serv- 
ice plans developed by each operator using the 
methods described in the cost allocation policy 
developed under section 24905(c); 

“(C) cover a period of 5 fiscal years, beginning 
with the first fiscal year after the date on which 
the plan is completed; 

“(D) notwithstanding section 24902(b), iden- 
tify, prioritize, and phase the implementation of 
projects and programs to achieve the service 
outcomes identified in the Northeast Corridor 
service development plan and the asset condi- 
tion needs identified in the Northeast Corridor 
asset management plans, once available, and 
consider— 

“(i) the benefits and costs of capital invest- 
ments in the plan; 

“(ii) project and program readiness; 

“(iti) the operational impacts; and 

“(iv) funding availability; 

“(E) categorize capital projects and programs 
as primarily associated with; 

“(i) normalized capital replacement and basic 
infrastructure renewals; 

“(ii) replacement or rehabilitation of major 
Northeast Corridor infrastructure assets, includ- 
ing tunnels, bridges, stations, and other assets; 


“(iti) statutory, regulatory, or other legal 
mandates; 
“(iv) improvements to support service en- 


hancements or growth; or 

“(v) strategic initiatives that will improve 
overall operational performance or lower costs; 

“(F) identify capital projects and programs 
that are associated with more than 1 category 
described in subparagraph (E); 

“(G) describe the anticipated outcomes of each 
project or program, including an assessment of— 

“(i) the potential effect on passenger accessi- 
bility, operations, safety, reliability, and resil- 
iency; 

“(ii) the ability of infrastructure owners and 
operators to meet regulatory requirements if the 
project or program is not funded; and 

“(iti) the benefits and costs; and 

“(HD include a financial plan. 

“(3) FINANCIAL PLAN.—The financial plan 
under paragraph (2)(H) shall— 

“(A) identify funding sources and financing 
methods; 

“(B) identify the expected allocated shares of 
costs pursuant to the cost allocation policy de- 
veloped under section 24905(c); 

“(C) identify the projects and programs that 
the Commission expects will receive Federal fi- 
nancial assistance; and 

“(D) identify the eligible entity or entities 
that the Commission expects will receive the 
Federal financial assistance described under 
subparagraph (C). 

“(b) FAILURE TO DEVELOP A CAPITAL INVEST- 
MENT PLAN.—If a capital investment plan has 
not been developed by the Commission for a 
given fiscal year, then the funds assigned to the 
account established under section 24319(b) for 
that fiscal year may be spent only on— 

“(1) capital projects described in clause (i) or 
(iii) of subsection (a)(2)(E) of this section; or 

“(2) capital projects described in subsection 
(a)(2)(E)(iv) of this section that are for the sole 
benefit of Amtrak. 

“(c) NORTHEAST CORRIDOR ASSET MANAGE- 
MENT.— 

“(1) CONTENTS.—With regard to its infrastruc- 
ture, Amtrak and each State and public trans- 
portation entity that owns infrastructure that 
supports or provides for intercity rail passenger 
transportation on the Northeast Corridor shall 
develop an asset management system and de- 
velop and update, as necessary, a Northeast 
Corridor asset management plan for each service 
territory described in subsection (a) that— 

“(A) are consistent with the Federal Transit 
Administration process, as authorized under 
section 5326, when implemented; and 
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“(B) include, at a minimum— 

“(i) an inventory of all capital assets owned 
by the developer of the asset management plan; 

“(ii) an assessment of asset condition; 

“(iti) a description of the resources and proc- 
esses necessary to bring or maintain those assets 
in a state of good repair, including decision-sup- 
port tools and investment prioritization meth- 
ods; and 

“(iv) a description of changes in asset condi- 
tion since the previous version of the plan. 

“(2) TRANSMITTAL.—Each entity described in 
paragraph (1) shall transmit to the Commis- 
sion— 

“(A) not later than 2 years after the date of 
enactment of the Railroad Reform, Enhance- 
ment, and Efficiency Act, its Northeast Corridor 
asset management plan developed under para- 
graph (1); and 

“(B) at least biennial thereafter, an update to 
its Northeast Corridor asset management plan. 

“(d) NORTHEAST CORRIDOR SERVICE DEVELOP- 
MENT PLAN UPDATES.—Not less frequently than 
once every 10 years, the Commission shall up- 
date the Northeast Corridor service development 
plan.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) NOTE AND MORTGAGE.—Section 24907(a) is 
amended by striking ‘‘section 24904 of this title” 
and inserting ‘‘section 24903”. 

(B) TABLE OF CONTENTS AMENDMENT.—The 
table of contents for chapter 249 is amended— 

(i) by redesignating the item relating to sec- 
tion 24904 as relating to section 24903; and 

(ii) by inserting after the item relating to sec- 
tion 24903, as redesignated, the following: 
“24904. Northeast Corridor planning.’’. 

(3) REPEAL.—Section 211 of the Passenger Rail 
Investment and Improvement Act of 2008 (divi- 
sion B of Public Law 110-432; 49 U.S.C. 24902 
note) is repealed. 

SEC. 35309. NORTHEAST CORRIDOR THROUGH- 
TICKETING AND PROCUREMENT EF- 
FICIENCIES. 

(a) THROUGH-TICKETING STUDY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Northeast 
Corridor Commission established under section 
24905(a) of title 49, United States Code (referred 
to in this section as the ‘‘Commission’’), in con- 
sultation with Amtrak and the commuter rail 
passenger transportation providers along the 
Northeast Corridor shall complete a study on 
the feasibility of and options for permitting 
through-ticketing between Amtrak service and 
commuter rail services on the Northeast Cor- 
ridor. 

(2) CONTENTS.—In completing the study under 
paragraph (1), the Northeast Corridor Commis- 
sion shall— 

(A) examine the current state of intercity and 
commuter rail ticketing technologies, policies, 
and other relevant aspects on the Northeast 
Corridor; 

(B) consider and recommend technology, proc- 
ess, policy, or other options that would permit 
through-ticketing to allow intercity and com- 
muter rail passengers to purchase, in a single 
transaction, travel that utilizes Amtrak and 
connecting commuter rail services; 

(C) consider options to expand through- 
ticketing to include local transit services; 

(D) summarize costs, benefits, opportunities, 
and impediments to developing such through- 
ticketing options; and 

(E) develop a proposed methodology, includ- 
ing cost and schedule estimates, for carrying out 
a pilot program on through-ticketing on the 
Northeast Corridor. 

(3) REPORT.—Not later than 60 days after the 
date the study under paragraph (1) is complete, 
the Commission shall submit to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate and the Committee on Transpor- 
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tation and Infrastructure of the House of Rep- 
resentatives a report that includes— 

(A) the results of the study; and 

(B) any recommendations for further action. 

(b) JOINT PROCUREMENT STUDY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary, 
in cooperation with the Commission, Amtrak, 
and commuter rail transportation authorities on 
the Northeast Corridor shall complete a study of 
the potential benefits resulting from Amtrak and 
such authorities undertaking select joint pro- 
curements for common materials, assets, and 
equipment when expending Federal funds for 
such purchases. 

(2) CONTENTS.—In completing the study under 
paragraph (1), the Secretary shall consider— 

(A) the types of materials, assets, and equip- 
ment that are regularly purchased by Amtrak 
and such authorities that are similar and could 
be jointly procured; 

(B) the potential benefits of such joint pro- 
curements, including lower procurement costs, 
better pricing, greater market relevancy, and 
other efficiencies; 

(C) the potential costs of such joint procure- 
ments; 

(D) any significant impediments to under- 
taking joint procurements, including any nec- 
essary harmonization and reconciliation of Fed- 
eral and State procurement or safety regulations 
or standards and other requirements; and 

(E) whether to create Federal incentives or re- 
quirements relating to considering or carrying 
out joint procurements when expending Federal 
funds. 

(3) TRANSMISSION.—Not later than 60 days 
after completing the study required under this 
subsection, the Secretary shall submit to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation of the Senate and the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
of Representatives a report that includes— 

(A) the results of the study; and 

(B) any recommendations for further action. 

(c) NORTHEAST CORRIDOR.—In this section, 
the term “Northeast Corridor” means the North- 
east Corridor main line between Boston, Massa- 
chusetts, and the Virginia Avenue interlocking 
in the District of Columbia, and the Northeast 
Corridor branch lines connecting to Harrisburg, 
Pennsylvania, Springfield, Massachusetts, and 
Spuyten Duyvil, New York, including the facili- 
ties and services used to operate and maintain 
those lines. 

SEC. 35310. DATA AND ANALYSIS. 

(a) DATA.—Not later than 3 years after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary, in 
consultation with the Surface Transportation 
Board, Amtrak, freight railroads, State and 
local governments, and regional business, tour- 
ism and economic development agencies shail 
conduct a data needs assessment— 

(1) to support the development of an efficient 
and effective intercity passenger rail network; 

(2) to identify the data needed to conduct 
cost-effective modeling and analysis for intercity 
passenger rail development programs; 

(3) to determine limitations to the data used 
for inputs; 

(4) to develop a strategy to address such limi- 
tations; 

(5) to identify barriers to accessing existing 
data; 

(6) to develop recommendations regarding 
whether the authorization of additional data 
collection for intercity passenger rail travel is 
warranted; and 

(7) to determine which entities will be respon- 
sible for generating or collecting needed data. 

(b) BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS.—Not later than 
180 days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall enhance the usefulness of 
assessments of benefits and costs, for intercity 
passenger rail and freight rail projects— 
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(1) by providing ongoing guidance and train- 
ing on developing benefit and cost information 
for rail projects; 

(2) by providing more direct and consistent re- 
quirements for assessing benefits and costs 
across transportation funding programs, includ- 
ing the appropriate use of discount rates; 

(3) by requiring applicants to clearly commu- 
nicate the methodology used to calculate the 
project benefits and costs, including non-propri- 
etary information on— 

(A) assumptions underlying calculations; 

(B) strengths and limitations of data used; 
and 

(C) the level of uncertainty in estimates of 
project benefits and costs; and 

(4) by ensuring that applicants receive clear 
and consistent guidance on values to apply for 
key assumptions used to estimate potential 
project benefits and costs. 

(c) CONFIDENTIAL DATA.—The Secretary shall 
protect sensitive or confidential to the greatest 
extent permitted by law. Nothing in this section 
shall require any entity to provide information 
to the Secretary in the absence of a voluntary 
agreement. 

SEC. 35311. PERFORMANCE-BASED PROPOSALS. 

(a) SOLICITATION OF PROPOSALS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall issue a request for proposals for projects 
for the financing, design, construction, oper- 
ation, and maintenance of an intercity pas- 
senger rail system, including— 

(A) the Northeast Corridor; 

(B) the California Corridor; 

(C) the Empire Corridor; 

(D) the Pacific Northwest Corridor; 

(E) the South Central Corridor; 

(F) the Gulf Coast Corridor; 

(G) the Chicago Hub Network; 

(H) the Florida Corridor; 

(I) the Keystone Corridor; 

(J) the Northern New England Corridor; and 

(K) the Southeast Corridor. 

(2) SUBMISSION.—Proposals shall be submitted 
to the Secretary not later than 180 days after 
the publication of such request for proposals 
under paragraph (1). 

(3) PERFORMANCE STANDARD.—Proposals sub- 
mitted under paragraph (2) shall meet any 
standards established by the Secretary. For cor- 
ridors with existing intercity passenger rail serv- 
ice, proposals shall also be designed to achieve 
a reduction of existing minimum intercity rail 
service trip times between the main corridor city 
pairs by a minimum of 25 percent. In the case of 
a proposal submitted with respect to paragraph 
(1)(A), the proposal shall be designed to achieve 
a 2-hour or less express service between Wash- 
ington, District of Columbia, and New York 
City, New York. 

(4) CONTENTS.—A proposal submitted under 
this subsection shall include— 

(A) the names and qualifications of the per- 
sons submitting the proposal and the entities 
proposed to finance, design, construct, operate, 
and maintain the railroad, railroad equipment, 
and related facilities, stations, and infrastruc- 
ture; 

(B) a detailed description of the proposed rail 
service, including possible routes, required in- 
frastructure investments and improvements, 
equipment needs and type, train frequencies, 
peak and average operating speeds, and trip 
times; 

(C) a description of how the project would 
comply with all applicable Federal rail safety 
and security laws, orders, and regulations; 

(D) the locations of proposed stations, which 
maximize the usage of existing infrastructure to 
the extent possible, and the populations such 
stations are intended to serve; 

(E) the type of equipment to be used, includ- 
ing any technologies, to achieve trip time goals; 
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(F) a description of any proposed legislation 
needed to facilitate all aspects of the project; 

(G) a financing plan identifying— 

(i) projected revenue, and sources thereof; 

(ii) the amount of any requested public con- 
tribution toward the project, and proposed 
sources; 

(iii) projected annual ridership projections for 
the first 10 years of operations; 

(iv) annual operations and capital costs; 

(v) the projected levels of capital investments 
required both initially and in subsequent years 
to maintain a state-of-good-repair necessary to 
provide the initially proposed level of service or 
higher levels of service; 

(vi) projected levels of private investment and 
sources thereof, including the identity of any 
person or entity that has made or is expected to 
make a commitment to provide or secure funding 
and the amount of such commitment; and 

(vii) projected funding for the full fair market 
compensation for any asset, property right or 
interest, or service acquired from, owned, or 
held by a private person or Federal entity that 
would be acquired, impaired, or diminished in 
value as a result of a project, except as other- 
wise agreed to by the private person or entity; 

(H) a description of how the project would 
contribute to the development of the intercity 
passenger rail system and an intermodal plan 
describing how the system will facilitate conven- 
ient travel connections with other transpor- 
tation services; 

(I) a description of how the project will ensure 
compliance with Federal laws governing the 
rights and status of employees associated with 
the route and service, including those specified 
in section 24405 of title 49, United States Code; 

(J) a description of how the design, construc- 
tion, implementation, and operation of the 
project will accommodate and allow for future 
growth of existing and projected intercity, com- 
muter, and freight rail service; 

(K) a description of how the project would 
comply with Federal and State environmental 
laws and regulations, of what environmental 
impacts would result from the project, and of 
how any adverse impacts would be mitigated; 
and 

(L) a description of the project’s impacts on 
highway and aviation congestion, energy con- 
sumption, land use, and economic development 
in the service area. 

(b) DETERMINATION AND ESTABLISHMENT OF 
COMMISSIONS.—Not later than 90 days after re- 
ceipt of the proposals under subsection (a), the 
Secretary shall— 

(1) make a determination as to whether any 
such proposals— 

(A) contain the information required under 
paragraphs (3) and (4) of subsection (a); 

(B) are sufficiently credible to warrant further 
consideration; 

(C) are likely to result in a positive impact on 
the Nation’s transportation system; and 

(D) are cost-effective and in the public inter- 
est; 

(2) establish a commission under subsection (c) 
for each corridor with 1 or more proposals that 
the Secretary determines satisfy the require- 
ments of paragraph (1); and 

(3) forward to each commission established 
under paragraph (2) the applicable proposals for 
review and consideration. 

(c) COMMISSIONS.— 

(1) MEMBERS.—Each commission established 
under subsection (b)(2) shall include— 

(A) the governors of the affected States, or 
their respective designees; 

(B) mayors of appropriate municipalities with 
stops along the proposed corridor, or their re- 
spective designees; 

(C) a representative from each freight railroad 
carrier using the relevant corridor, if applicable; 
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(D) a representative from each transit author- 
ity using the relevant corridor, if applicable; 

(E) representatives of nonprofit employee 
labor organizations representing affected rail- 
road employees; and 

(F) the President of Amtrak or his or her des- 
ignee. 

(2) APPOINTMENT AND SELECTION.—The Sec- 
retary shall appoint the members under para- 
graph (1). In selecting each commission’s mem- 
bers to fulfill the requirements under subpara- 
graphs (B) and (E) of paragraph (1), the Sec- 
retary shall consult with the Chairperson and 
Ranking Member of the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen- 
ate and of the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representatives. 

(3) CHAIRPERSON AND VICE-CHAIRPERSON SE- 
LECTION.—The Chairperson and Vice-Chair- 
person shall be elected from among members of 
each commission. 

(4) QUORUM AND VACANCY.— 

(A) QUORUM.—A majority of the members of 
each commission shall constitute a quorum. 

(B) VACANCY.—Any vacancy in each commis- 
sion shall not affect its powers and shall be 
filled in the same manner in which the original 
appointment was made. 

(5) APPLICATION OF LAW.—Except where oth- 
erwise provided by this section, the Federal Ad- 
visory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) shall 
apply to each commission created under this 
section. 

(d) COMMISSION CONSIDERATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each commission established 
under subsection (b)(2) shall be responsible for 
reviewing the proposal or proposals forwarded 
to it under that subsection and not later than 90 
days after the establishment of the commission, 
shall transmit to the Secretary a report, includ- 
ing— 

(A) a summary of each proposal received; 

(B) services to be provided under each pro- 
posal, including projected ridership, revenues, 
and costs; 

(C) proposed public and private contributions 
for each proposal; 

(D) the advantages offered by the proposal 
over existing intercity passenger rail services; 

(E) public operating subsidies or assets needed 
for the proposed project; 

(F) possible risks to the public associated with 
the proposal, including risks associated with 
project financing, implementation, completion, 
safety, and security; 

(G) a ranked list of the proposals rec- 
ommended for further consideration under sub- 
section (e) in accordance with each proposal’s 
projected positive impact on the Nation’s trans- 
portation system; 

(H) an identification of any proposed Federal 
legislation that would facilitate implementation 
of the projects and Federal legislation that 
would be required to implement the projects; and 

(I) any other recommendations by the commis- 
sion concerning the proposed projects. 

(2) VERBAL PRESENTATION.—Proposers shall be 
given an opportunity to make a verbal presen- 
tation to the commission to explain their pro- 
posals. 

(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary for the use of each commission estab- 
lished under subsection (b)(2) such sums as are 
necessary to carry out this section. 

(e) SELECTION BY SECRETARY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days after 
receiving the recommended proposals of the com- 
missions established under subsection (b)(2), the 
Secretary shall— 

(A) review such proposals and select any pro- 
posal that provides substantial benefits to the 
public and the national transportation system, 
is cost-effective, offers significant advantages 
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over existing services, and meets other relevant 
factors determined appropriate by the Secretary; 
and 

(B) submit to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate and 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives a re- 
port containing any proposal with respect to 
subsection (a)(1)(A) that is selected by the Sec- 
retary under subparagraph (A) of this para- 
graph, all the information regarding the pro- 
posal provided to the Secretary under subsection 
(ad), and any other information the Secretary 
considers relevant. 

(2) SUBSEQUENT REPORT.—Following the sub- 
mission of the report under paragraph (1)(B), 
the Secretary shall submit to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate and the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure of the House of Representa- 
tives a report containing any proposal with re- 
spect to subparagraphs (B) through (K) of sub- 
section (a)(1) that are selected by the Secretary 
under paragraph (1) of this subsection, all the 
information regarding the proposal provided to 
the Secretary under subsection (d), and any 
other information the Secretary considers rel- 
evant. 

(3) LIMITATION ON REPORT SUBMISSION.—The 
report required under paragraph (2) shall not be 
submitted by the Secretary until the report sub- 
mitted under paragraph (1)(B) has been consid- 
ered through a hearing by the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate and the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure of the House of Representa- 
tives on the report submitted under paragraph 
(1)(B). 

(f) NO ACTIONS WITHOUT ADDITIONAL AU- 
THORITY.—No Federal agency may take any ac- 
tion to implement, establish, facilitate, or other- 
wise act upon any proposal submitted under 
this section, other than those actions specifi- 
cally authorized by this section, without explicit 
statutory authority enacted after the date of en- 
actment of this Act. 

(g) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) INTERCITY PASSENGER RAIL.—The_ term 
“intercity passenger rail”? means intercity rail 
passenger transportation as defined in section 
24102 of title 49, United States Code. 

(2) STATE.—The term “State” means any of 
the 50 States or the District of Columbia. 

SEC. 35312. AMTRAK INSPECTOR GENERAL. 

(a) AUTHORITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Inspector General of 
Amtrak shall have the authority available to 
other Inspectors General, as necessary in car- 
rying out the duties specified in the Inspector 
General Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.), to inves- 
tigate any alleged violation of sections 286, 287, 
371, 641, 1001, 1002 and 1516 of title 18, United 
States Code. 

(2) AGENCY.—For purposes of sections 286, 287, 
371, 641, 1001, 1002, and 1516 of title 18, United 
States Code, Amtrak and the Amtrak Office of 
Inspector General, shall be considered a cor- 
poration in which the United States has a pro- 
prietary interest as set forth in section 6 of that 
title. 

(b) ASSESSMENT.—The Inspector General of 
Amtrak shall— 

(1) not later than 60 days after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, initiate an assessment to de- 
termine whether current expenditures or pro- 
curements involving Amtrak’s fulfillment of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. 12101 et seq.) utilize competitive, market- 
driven provisions that are applicable throughout 
the entire term of such related expenditures or 
procurements; and 

(2) not later than 6 months after the date of 
enactment of this Act, transmit to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
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the Senate and the Committee on Transpor- 

tation and Infrastructure of the House of Rep- 

resentatives the assessment under paragraph 

(1). 

(c) LIMITATION.—The authority provided by 
subsections (a) and (b) shall be effective only 
with respect to a fiscal year for which Amtrak 
receives a Federal subsidy. 

SEC. 35313. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

(a) TITLE 49 AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) CONTINGENT INTEREST RECOVERIES.—Sec- 
tion 22106(b) is amended by striking ‘‘interest 
thereof” and inserting ‘‘interest thereon’’. 

(2) AUTHORITY.—Section 22702(b)(4) is amend- 
ed by striking “5 years for reapproval by the 
Secretary” and inserting ‘4 years for accept- 
ance by the Secretary’’. 

(3) CONTENTS OF STATE RAIL PLANS.—Section 
22705(a) is amended by striking paragraph (12). 

(4) MISSION.—Section 24101(b) is amended by 
striking “of subsection (d)’’ and inserting ‘‘set 
forth in subsection (c)’’. 

(5) TABLE OF CONTENTS AMENDMENT.—The 
table of contents for chapter 243 is amended by 
striking the item relating to section 24316 and 
inserting the following: 

“24316. Plans to address the needs of families of 
passengers involved in rail pas- 
senger accidents.’’. 

(6) UPDATE.—Section 24305(f)(3) is amended by 
striking ‘‘$1,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$5,000,000’’. 

(7) AMTRAK.—Chapter 247 is amended— 

(A) in section 24702(a), by striking ‘‘not in- 
cluded in the national rail passenger transpor- 
tation system’’; 

(B) in section 24706— 

(i) in subsection (a)— 

(I) in paragraph (1), by striking “a dis- 
continuance under section 24704 or or”; and 


(II) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘section 
24704 or”; and 
(ii) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘section 


24704 or’’; and 

(C) in section 24709, by striking “The Sec- 
retary of the Treasury and the Attorney Gen- 
eral,” and inserting “The Secretary of Home- 
land Security,’’. 

(b) PASSENGER RAIL INVESTMENT AND IM- 
PROVEMENT ACT AMENDMENTS.—Section 305(a) 
of the Passenger Rail Investment and Improve- 
ment Act of 2008 (49 U.S.C. 24101 note) is amend- 
ed by inserting ‘‘nonprofit organizations rep- 
resenting employees who perform overhaul and 
maintenance of passenger railroad equipment,” 
after “equipment manufacturers,’’. 

Subtitle D—Rail Safety 
PART I—SAFETY IMPROVEMENT 
SEC. 35401. HIGHWAY-RAIL GRADE CROSSING 
SAFETY. 

(a) MODEL STATE HIGHWAY-RAIL GRADE 
CROSSING ACTION PLAN.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall develop a model of a State-specific high- 
way-rail grade crossing action plan and dis- 
tribute the model plan to each State. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The plan developed under 
paragraph (1) shall include— 

(A) methodologies, tools, and data sources for 
identifying and evaluating highway-rail grade 
crossing safety risks, including the public safety 
risks posed by blocked highway-rail grade cross- 
ings due to idling trains; 

(B) best practices to reduce the risk of high- 
way-rail grade crossing accidents or incidents 
and to alleviate the blockage of highway-rail 
grade crossings due to idling trains, including 
strategies for— 

(i) education, including model stakeholder en- 
gagement plans or tools; 

(ii) engineering, including the benefits and 
costs of different designs and technologies used 
to mitigate highway-rail grade crossing safety 
risks; and 
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(iii) enforcement, including the strengths and 
weaknesses associated with different enforce- 
ment methods; 

(C) for each State, a customized list and data 
set of the highway-rail grade crossing accidents 
or incidents in that State over the past 3 years, 
including the location, number of deaths, and 
number of injuries for each accident or incident; 
and 

(D) contact information of a Department of 
Transportation safety official available to assist 
the State in adapting the model plan to satisfy 
the requirements under subsection (b). 

(b) STATE HIGHWAY-RAIL GRADE CROSSING AC- 
TION PLANS.— 

(1) REQUIREMENTS.—Not later than 18 months 
after the Secretary develops and distributes the 
model plan under subsection (a), the Secretary 
shall promulgate a rule that requires— 

(A) each State, except the 10 States identified 
under section 202 of the Rail Safety Improve- 
ment Act of 2008 (49 U.S.C. 22501 note), to de- 
velop and implement a State highway-rail grade 
crossing action plan; and 

(B) each State that was identified under sec- 
tion 202 of the Rail Safety Improvement Act of 
2008 (49 U.S.C. 22501 note), to update its State 
action plan under that section and submit to the 
Secretary the updated State action plan and a 
report describing what the State did to imple- 
ment its previous State action plan under that 
section and how it will continue to reduce high- 
way-rail grade crossing safety risks. 

(2) CONTENTS.—Each State plan 
under this subsection shall— 

(A) identify highway-rail grade crossings that 
have experienced recent highway-rail grade 
crossing accidents or incidents, or are at high- 
risk for accidents or incidents; 

(B) identify specific strategies for improving 
safety at highway-rail grade crossings, includ- 
ing highway-rail grade crossing closures or 
grade separations; and 

(C) designate a State official responsible for 
managing implementation of the State plan 
under subparagraph (A) or (B) of paragraph 
(1), as applicable. 

(3) ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary shall provide 
assistance to each State in developing and car- 
rying out, as appropriate, the State plan under 
this subsection. 

(4) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—Each State shall 
submit its final State plan under this subsection 
to the Secretary for publication. The Secretary 
shall make each approved State plan publicly 
available on an official Internet Web site. 

(5) CONDITIONS.—The Secretary may condition 
the awarding of a grant to a State under chap- 
ter 244 of title 49, United States Code, on that 
State submitting an acceptable State plan under 
this subsection. 

(6) REVIEW OF ACTION PLANS.—Not later than 
60 days after the date of receipt of a State plan 
under this subsection, the Secretary shall— 

(A) if the State plan is approved, notify the 
State and publish the State plan under para- 
graph (4); and 

(B) if the State plan is incomplete or deficient, 
notify the State of the specific areas in which 
the plan is deficient and allow the State to com- 
plete the plan or correct the deficiencies and re- 
submit the plan under paragraph (1). 

(7) DEADLINE.—Not later than 60 days after 
the date of a notice under paragraph (6)(B), a 
State shall complete the plan or correct the defi- 
ciencies and resubmit the plan. 

(8) FAILURE TO COMPLETE OR CORRECT PLAN.— 
If a State fails to meet the deadline under para- 
graph (7), the Secretary shall post on the Web 
site under paragraph (4) a notice that the State 
has an incomplete or deficient highway-rail 
grade crossing action plan. 

(c) RAILWAY-HIGHWAY CROSSINGS FUNDS.— 
The Secretary may use funds made available to 


required 
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carry out section 130 of title 23, United States 
Code, to provide States with funds to develop a 
State highway-rail grade crossing action plan 
under subsection (b)(1)(A) of this section or to 
update a State action plan under subsection 
(b)(1)(B) of this section. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) HIGHWAY-RAIL GRADE CROSSING.—The term 
“highway-rail grade crossing’’ means a location 
within a State, other than a location where 1 or 
more railroad tracks cross 1 or more railroad 
tracks at grade, where— 

(A) a public highway, road, or street, or a pri- 
vate roadway, including associated sidewalks 
and pathways, crosses 1 or more railroad tracks 
either at grade or grade-separated; or 

(B) a pathway explicitly authorized by a pub- 
lic authority or a railroad carrier that is dedi- 
cated for the use of non-vehicular traffic, in- 
cluding pedestrians, bicyclists, and others, that 
is not associated with a public highway, road, 
or street, or a private roadway, crosses 1 or more 
railroad tracks either at grade or grade-sepa- 
rated. 

(2) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means a State of 
the United States or the District of Columbia. 
SEC. 35402. SPEED LIMIT ACTION PLANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, each railroad 
carrier providing intercity rail passenger trans- 
portation or commuter rail passenger transpor- 
tation, in consultation with any applicable host 
railroad carrier, shall survey its entire system 
and identify each main track location where 
there is a reduction of more than 20 miles per 
hour from the approach speed to a curve or 
bridge and the maximum authorized operating 
speed for passenger trains at that curve or 
bridge. 

(b) ACTION PLANS.—Not later than 120 days 
after the date that the survey under subsection 
(a) is complete, a rail passenger carrier shall 
submit to the Secretary an action plan that— 

(1) identifies each main track location where 
there is a reduction of more than 20 miles per 
hour from the approach speed to a curve or 
bridge and the maximum authorized operating 
speed for passenger trains at that curve or 
bridge; 

(2) describes appropriate actions, including 
modification to automatic train control systems, 
if applicable, other signal systems, increased 
crew size, improved signage, or other practices, 
including increased crew communication, to en- 
able warning and enforcement of the maximum 
authorized speed for passenger trains at each lo- 
cation identified under paragraph (1); 

(3) contains milestones and target dates for 
implementing each appropriate action described 
under paragraph (2); and 

(4) ensures compliance with the maximum au- 
thorized speed at each location identified under 
paragraph (1). 

(c) APPROVAL.—Not later than 90 days after 
the date an action plan is submitted under sub- 
section (a), the Secretary shall approve, approve 
with conditions, or disapprove the action plan. 

(d) ALTERNATIVE SAFETY MEASURES.—The 
Secretary may exempt from the requirements of 
this section each segment of track for which op- 
erations are governed by a positive train control 
system certified under section 20157 of title 49, 
United States Code, or any other safety tech- 
nology or practice that would achieve an equiv- 
alent or greater level of safety in reducing de- 
railment risk. 

(e) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall submit a report to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate and the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure of the House of Representa- 
tives that describes— 

(1) the actions the railroad carriers have 
taken in response to Safety Advisory 2013-08, 
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entitled ‘‘Operational Tests and Inspections for 
Compliance With Maximum Authorized Train 
Speeds and Other Speed Restrictions”; 

(2) the actions the railroad carriers have 
taken in response to Safety Advisory 2015-03, 
entitled “Operational and Signal Modifications 
for Compliance with Maximum Authorized Pas- 
senger Train Speeds and Other Speed Restric- 
tions”; and 

(3) the actions the Federal Railroad Adminis- 
tration has taken to evaluate or incorporate the 
information and findings arising from the safety 
advisories referred to in paragraphs (1) and (2) 
into the development of regulatory action and 
oversight activities. 

(f) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this section 
shall prohibit the Secretary from applying the 
requirements of this section to other segments of 
track at high risk of overspeed derailment. 

SEC. 35403. SIGNAGE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall promul- 
gate such regulations as the Secretary considers 
necessary to require each railroad carrier pro- 
viding intercity rail passenger transportation or 
commuter rail passenger transportation, in con- 
sultation with any applicable host railroad car- 
rier, to install signs to warn train crews before 
the train approaches a location that the Sec- 
retary identifies as having high risk of over- 
speed derailment. 

(b) ALTERNATIVE SAFETY MEASURES.—The 
Secretary may exempt from the requirements of 
this section each segment of track for which op- 
erations are governed by a positive train control 
system certified under section 20157 of title 49, 
United States Code, or any other safety tech- 
nology or practice that would achieve an equiv- 
alent or greater level of safety in reducing de- 
railment risk. 

SEC. 35404. ALERTERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall promul- 
gate a rule to require a working alerter in the 
controlling locomotive of each passenger train in 
intercity rail passenger transportation (as de- 
fined in section 24102 of title 49, United States 
Code) or commuter rail passenger transportation 
(as defined in section 24102 of title 49, United 
States Code). 

(b) RULEMAKING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may promul- 
gate a rule to specify the essential 
functionalities of a working alerter, including 
the manner in which the alerter can be reset. 

(2) ALTERNATE PRACTICE OR TECHNOLOGY.— 
The Secretary may require or allow a tech- 
nology or practice in lieu of a working alerter if 
the Secretary determines that the technology or 
practice would achieve an equivalent or greater 
level of safety in enhancing or ensuring appro- 
priate locomotive control. 

SEC. 35405. SIGNAL PROTECTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall promul- 
gate regulations to require, not later than 18 
months after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, that on-track safety regulations, whenever 
practicable and consistent with other safety re- 
quirements and operational considerations, in- 
clude requiring implementation of redundant 
signal protection, such as shunting or other 
practices and technologies that achieve an 
equivalent or greater level of safety, for mainte- 
nance-of-way work crews who depend on a 
train dispatcher to provide signal protection. 

(b) ALTERNATIVE SAFETY MEASURES.—The 
Secretary may exempt from the requirements of 
this section each segment of track for which op- 
erations are governed by a positive train control 
system certified under section 20157 of title 49, 
United States Code, or any other safety tech- 
nology or practice that would achieve an equiv- 
alent or greater level of safety in providing ad- 
ditional signal protection. 

SEC. 35406. TECHNOLOGY IMPLEMENTATION 
S: 


Section 20156(e) is amended— 
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(1) in paragraph (4)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking “and” at 
the end; and 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(C) each railroad carrier required to submit 
such a plan, until the implementation of a posi- 
tive train control system by the railroad carrier, 
shall analyze and, as appropriate, prioritize 
technologies and practices to mitigate the risk of 
overspeed derailments.’’. 

SEC. 35407. COMMUTER RAIL TRACK INSPEC- 
TIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall evaluate 
track inspection regulations to determine if a 
railroad carrier providing commuter rail pas- 
senger transportation on high density commuter 
railroad lines should be required to inspect the 
lines in the same manner as currently required 
for other commuter railroad lines. 

(b) RULEMAKING.—Considering safety, includ- 
ing railroad carrier employee and contractor 
safety, and system capacity, the Secretary may 
promulgate a rule for high density commuter 
railroad lines. If, after the evaluation under 
subsection (a), the Secretary determines that it 
is necessary to promulgate a rule, the Secretary 
shall specifically consider the following regu- 
latory requirements for high density commuter 
railroad lines: 

(1) At least once every 2 weeks— 

(A) traverse each main line by vehicle; or 

(B) inspect each main line on foot. 

(2) At least once each month, traverse and in- 
spect each siding by vehicle or by foot. 

(c) REPORT.—If, after the evaluation under 
subsection (a), the Secretary determines it is not 
necessary to revise the regulations under this 
section, the Secretary, not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, shall 
transmit a report to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen- 
ate and the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representatives 
explaining the reasons for not revising the regu- 
lations. 

(d) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section 
may be construed to limit the authority of the 
Secretary to promulgate regulations or issue or- 
ders under any other law. 

SEC. 35408. EMERGENCY RESPONSE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in consulta- 
tion with railroad carriers, shall conduct a 
study to determine whether limitations or weak- 
nesses exist in the emergency response informa- 
tion carried by train crews transporting haz- 
ardous materials. 

(b) CONTENTS.—In conducting the study under 
subsection (a), the Secretary shall evaluate the 
differences between the emergency response in- 
formation carried by train crews transporting 
hazardous materials and the emergency re- 
sponse guidance provided in the Emergency Re- 
sponse Guidebook issued by the Department of 
Transportation. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall transmit to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate and 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives a re- 
port of the findings of the study under sub- 
section (a) and any recommendations for legisla- 
tive action. 

SEC. 35409. PRIVATE HIGHWAY-RAIL GRADE 
CROSSINGS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in consulta- 
tion with railroad carriers, shall conduct a 
study— 

(1) to determine whether limitations or weak- 
nesses exist regarding the availability and use- 
fulness for safety purposes of data on private 
highway-rail grade crossings; and 
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(2) to evaluate existing engineering practices 
on private highway-rail grade crossings. 

(b) CONTENTS.—In conducting the study under 
subsection (a), the Secretary shall make rec- 
ommendations as necessary to improve— 

(1) the utility of the data on private highway- 
rail grade crossings; and 

(2) the implementation of private highway-rail 
crossing safety measures, including signage and 
warning systems. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall transmit to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate and 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives a re- 
port of the findings of the study and any rec- 
ommendations for further action. 

SEC. 35410. REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT OF DAM- 
AGED TRACK INSPECTION EQUIP- 
MENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter I of chapter 201 
is amended by inserting after section 20120 the 
following: 

“§ 20121. Repair and replacement of damaged 
track inspection equipment 


“The Secretary of Transportation may receive 
and expend cash, or receive and utilize spare 
parts and similar items, from non-United States 
Government sources to repair damages to or re- 
place United States Government owned auto- 
mated track inspection cars and equipment as a 
result of third-party liability for such damages, 
and any amounts collected under this section 
shall be credited directly to the Railroad Safety 
and Operations account of the Federal Railroad 
Administration, and shall remain available until 
expended for the repair, operation, and mainte- 
nance of automated track inspection cars and 
equipment in connection with the automated 
track inspection program.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents for subchapter I of chapter 201 is 
amended by adding after section 21020 the fol- 
lowing: 

“20121. Repair and replacement of damaged 
track inspection equipment.’’. 
SEC. 35411. RAIL POLICE OFFICERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 28101 is amended— 

(1) by striking “employed by” each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘directly employed by or 
contracted by’’; 

(2) in subsection (b), by inserting “or agent, 
as applicable,” after “an employee”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(c) TRANSFERS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—If a railroad police officer 
directly employed by or contracted by a rail car- 
rier and certified or commissioned as a police of- 
ficer under the laws of a State transfers primary 
employment or residence from the certifying or 
commissioning State to another State or jurisdic- 
tion, the railroad police officer, not later than 1 
year after the date of transfer, shall apply to be 
certified or commissioned as a police office 
under the laws of the State of new primary em- 
ployment or residence. 

“(2) INTERIM PERIOD.—During the period be- 
ginning on the date of transfer and ending 1 
year after the date of transfer, a railroad police 
officer directly employed by or contracted by a 
rail carrier and certified or commissioned as a 
police officer under the laws of a State may en- 
force the laws of the new jurisdiction in which 
the railroad police officer resides, to the same 
extent as provided in subsection (a). 

“(d) TRAINING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A State shall recognize as 
meeting that State’s basic police officer certifi- 
cation or commissioning requirements for quali- 
fication as a rail police officer under this section 
any individual who successfully completes a 
program at a State-recognized police training 
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academy in another State or at a Federal law 
enforcement training center and who is certified 
or commissioned as a police officer by that other 
State. 

“(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
subsection shall be construed as superseding or 
affecting any unique State training require- 
ments related to criminal law, criminal proce- 
dure, motor vehicle code, or State-mandated 
comparative or annual in-service training acad- 
emy or Federal law enforcement training cen- 
ter.’’. 

(b) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall revise the regulations in part 207 of title 
49, Code of Federal Regulations (relating to rail- 
road police officers), to permit a railroad to des- 
ignate an individual, who is commissioned in 
the individual’s State of legal residence or State 
of primary employment and directly employed 
by or contracted by a railroad to enforce State 
laws for the protection of railroad property, per- 
sonnel, passengers, and cargo, to serve in the 
States in which the railroad owns property. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) AMTRAK RAIL POLICE.—Section 24305(e) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking ‘may employ” and inserting 
“may directly employ or contract with’’; 

(B) by striking ‘“‘employed by” and inserting 
“directly employed by or contracted by’’; and 

(C) by striking “employed without” and in- 
serting ‘‘directly employed or contracted with- 
out”. 

(2) SECURE GUN STORAGE OR SAFETY DEVICE; 
EXCEPTIONS.—Section 922(2)(2)(B) of title 18 is 
amended by striking “employed by” and insert- 
ing ‘‘directly employed by or contracted by”. 
SEC. 35412. OPERATION DEEP DIVE; REPORT. 

(a) PROGRESS REPORTS.—Not later than 60 
days after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and quarterly thereafter until the completion 
date, the Administrator of the Federal Railroad 
Administration shall submit a report to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation of the Senate and the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
of Representatives that describes the progress of 
Metro-North Commuter Railroad in imple- 
menting the directives and recommendations 
issued by the Federal Railroad Administration 
in its March 2014 report to Congress titled ‘‘Op- 
eration Deep Dive Metro-North Commuter Rail- 
road Safety Assessment”. 

(b) FINAL REPORT.—Not later than 30 days 
after the completion date, the Administrator of 
the Federal Railroad Administration shall sub- 
mit a final report on the directives and rec- 
ommendations to Congress. 

(c) DEFINED TERM.—In this section, the term 
“completion date” means the date on which 
Metro-North Commuter Railroad has completed 
all of the directives and recommendations re- 
ferred to in subsection (a). 

SEC. 35413. POST-ACCIDENT ASSESSMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Transpor- 
tation, in cooperation with the National Trans- 
portation Safety Board and the National Rail- 
road Passenger Corporation (referred to in this 
section as ‘‘Amtrak’’), shall conduct a post-acci- 
dent assessment of the Amtrak Northeast Re- 
gional Train #188 crash on May 12, 2015. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—The assessment conducted 
pursuant to subsection (a) shall include— 

(1) a review of Amtrak’s compliance with the 
plan for addressing the needs of the families of 
passengers involved in any rail passenger acci- 
dent, which was submitted pursuant to section 
24316 of title 49, United States Code; 

(2) a review of Amtrak’s compliance with the 
emergency preparedness plan required under 
section 239.101(a) of title 49, Code of Federal 
Regulations; 

(3) a determination of any additional action 
items that should be included in the plans re- 
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ferred to in paragraphs (1) and (2) to meet the 
needs of the passengers involved in the crash 
and their families, including— 

(A) notification of emergency contacts; 

(B) dedicated and trained staff to manage 
family assistance; 

(C) the establishment of a family assistance 
center at the accident locale or other appro- 
priate location; 

(D) a system for identifying and recovering 
items belonging to passengers that were lost in 
the crash; and 

(E) the establishment of a single customer 
service entity within Amtrak to coordinate the 
response to the needs of the passengers involved 
in the crash and their families; 

(4) recommendations for any additional train- 
ing needed by Amtrak staff to better implement 
the plans referred to in paragraphs (1) and (2), 
including the establishment of a regular sched- 
ule for training drills and exercises. 

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
Amtrak shall submit a report to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate and the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure of the House of Rep- 
resentatives that describes— 

(1) its plan to achieve the recommendations 
referred to in subsection (b)(4); and 

(2) steps that have been taken to address any 
deficiencies identified through the assessment. 
SEC. 35414. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING 

AMENDMENTS. 

(a) ASSISTANCE TO FAMILIES OF PASSENGERS 
INVOLVED IN RAIL PASSENGER ACCIDENTS.—Sec- 
tion 1139 is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by striking ‘‘phone 
number” and inserting ‘‘telephone number’’; 

(2) in subsection (a)(2), by striking ‘‘post trau- 
ma communication with families” and inserting 
“nost-trauma communication with families’’; 
and 

(3) in subsection (j), by striking “‘railroad pas- 
senger accident” each place it appears and in- 
serting ‘‘rail passenger accident’’. 

(b) SOLID WASTE RAIL TRANSFER FACILITY 
LAND-USE EXEMPTION.—Section 10909 is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in subsection (b), in the matter preceding 
paragraph (1), by striking “Clean Railroad Act 
of 2008” and inserting “Clean Railroads Act of 
2008”; and 

(2) in subsection (e), by striking “Upon the 
granting of petition from the State” and insert- 
ing “Upon the granting of a petition from the 
State”. 

(c) RULEMAKING PROCESS.—Section 20116 is 
amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(2)’’ before ‘‘the code, rule, 
standard, requirement, or practice has been sub- 
ject to notice and comment under a rule or order 
issued under this part.” and indenting accord- 
ingly; 

(2) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ before “unless” and in- 
denting accordingly; 

(3) in paragraph (1), as redesignated, by strik- 
ing “order, or” and inserting ‘‘order; or”; and 

(4) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), as 
redesignated, by striking ‘‘unless’’ and inserting 
“unless—’’. 

(d) ENFORCEMENT REPORT.—Section 20120(a) 
is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by 
striking ‘“‘website’’ and inserting ‘‘Web site’’; 

(2) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘accident 
and incidence reporting” and inserting ‘‘acci- 
dent and incident reporting’’; 

(3) in paragraph (2)(G), by inserting “and” at 
the end; and 

(4) in paragraph (5)(B), by striking ‘‘Adminis- 
trative Hearing Officer or Administrative Law 
Judge” and inserting ‘‘administrative hearing 
officer or administrative law judge”. 
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(e) RAILROAD SAFETY RISK REDUCTION PRO- 
GRAM.—Section 20156 is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c), by inserting a comma 
after “In developing its railroad safety risk re- 
duction program”; and 

(2) in subsection (g)(1)— 

(A) by inserting a comma after ‘‘good faith”; 
and 

(B) by striking 
“nonprofit”. 

(f) ROADWAY USER SIGHT DISTANCE AT HIGH- 
WAY-RAIL GRADE CROSSINGS.—Section 20159 is 
amended by striking ‘‘the Secretary” and insert- 
ing ‘‘the Secretary of Transportation”. 

(g) NATIONAL CROSSING INVENTORY.—Section 
20160 is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by striking ‘‘con- 
cerning each previously unreported crossing 
through which it operates or with respect to the 
trackage over which it operates’’ and inserting 
“concerning each previously unreported cross- 
ing through which it operates with respect to 
the trackage over which it operates”; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)(A), by striking ‘‘con- 
cerning each crossing through which it operates 
or with respect to the trackage over which it op- 
erates” and inserting ‘‘concerning each crossing 
through which it operates with respect to the 
trackage over which it operates”. 

(h) MINIMUM TRAINING STANDARDS AND 
PLANS.—Section 20162(a)(3) is amended by strik- 
ing “railroad compliance with Federal stand- 
ards” and inserting ‘‘railroad carrier compli- 
ance with Federal standards’’. 

(i) DEVELOPMENT AND USE OF RAIL SAFETY 
TECHNOLOGY.—Section 20164(a) is amended by 
striking ‘‘after enactment of the Railroad Safety 
Enhancement Act of 2008” and inserting ‘‘after 
the date of enactment of the Rail Safety Im- 
provement Act of 2008”. 

(i) RAIL SAFETY IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2008.— 

(1) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—Section 1(b) of divi- 
sion A of the Rail Safety Improvement Act of 
2008 (Public Law 110-432; 122 Stat. 4848) is 
amended— 

(A) in the item relating to section 307, by 
striking ‘‘website’’ and inserting “Web site”; 

(B) in the item relating to title VI, by striking 
“solid waste facilities” and inserting ‘‘solid 
waste rail transfer facilities”; and 

(C) in the item relating to section 602, by strik- 
ing ‘‘solid waste transfer facilities” and insert- 
ing ‘‘solid waste rail transfer facilities”. 

(2) DEFINITIONS.—Section 2(a)(1) of division A 
of the Rail Safety Improvement Act of 2008 
(Public Law 110-432; 122 Stat. 4849) is amended 
in the matter preceding subparagraph (A), by 
inserting a comma after ‘‘at grade”. 

(3) RAILROAD SAFETY STRATEGY.—Section 
102(a)(6) of title I of division A of the Rail Safe- 
ty Improvement Act of 2008 (49 U.S.C. 20101 
note) is amended by striking ‘‘Improving the 
safety of railroad bridges, tunnels, and related 
infrastructure to prevent accidents, incidents, 
injuries, and fatalities caused by catastrophic 
failures and other bridge and tunnel failures.” 
and inserting ‘‘Improving the safety of railroad 
bridges, tunnels, and related infrastructure to 
prevent accidents, incidents, injuries, and fa- 
talities caused by catastrophic and other fail- 
ures of such infrastructure.’’. 

(4) OPERATION LIFESAVER.—Section 206(a) of 
title II of division A of the Rail Safety Improve- 
ment Act of 2008 (49 U.S.C. 22501 note) is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘Public Service Announcements”? 
and inserting ‘‘public service announcements’’. 

(5) UPDATE OF FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINIS- 
TRATION’S WEB SITE.—Section 307 of title III of 
division A of the Rail Safety Improvement Act of 
2008 (49 U.S.C. 103 note) is amended— 

(A) in the heading by striking “FEDERAL 
RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION’S WEBSITE” 
and inserting ‘‘Federal Railroad Administration 
Web site’’; 


“non-profit” and inserting 
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(B) by striking ‘‘website’’ each place it ap- 
pears and inserting ‘‘Web site”; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘website’s’’ and 
“Web site’s’’. 

(6) ALCOHOL AND CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE 
TESTING FOR MAINTENANCE-OF-WAY EMPLOY- 
EES.—Section 412 of title IV of division A of the 
Rail Safety Improvement Act of 2008 (49 U.S.C. 
20140 note) is amended by striking ‘‘Secretary of 
Transportation” and inserting ‘‘Secretary’’. 

(7) TUNNEL INFORMATION.—Section 414 of title 
IV of division A of the Rail Safety Improvement 
Act of 2008 (49 U.S.C. 20103 note) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘“‘parts 171.8, 173.115” and in- 
serting ‘‘sections 171.8, 173.115”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘part 1520.5” and inserting 
“section 1520.5”. 

(8) SAFETY INSPECTIONS IN MEXICO.—Section 
416 of title IV of division A of the Rail Safety 
Improvement Act of 2008 (49 U.S.C. 20107 note) 
is amended— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by 
striking ‘‘Secretary of Transportation” and in- 
serting ‘‘Secretary’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘subsection”’ 
and inserting ‘‘section’’. 

(9) HEADING OF TITLE VI.—The heading of title 
VI of division A of the Rail Safety Improvement 
Act of 2008 (122 Stat. 4900) is amended by strik- 
ing “SOLID WASTE FACILITIES” and insert- 
ing “SOLID WASTE RAIL TRANSFER FA- 
CILITIES’’. 

(10) HEADING OF SECTION 602.—Section 602 of 
title VI of division A of the Rail Safety Improve- 
ment Act of 2008 (122 Stat. 4900) is amended by 
striking “SOLID WASTE TRANSFER FACILI- 
TIES” and inserting “SOLID WASTE RAIL 
TRANSFER FACILITIES”. 

SEC. 35415. GAO STUDY ON USE OF LOCOMOTIVE 
HORNS AT HIGHWAY-RAIL GRADE 
CROSSINGS. 

The Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit a report to Congress containing the 
results of a study evaluating the effectiveness of 
the Federal Railroad Administration’s final rule 
on the use of locomotive horns at highway-rail 
grade crossings, which was published in the 
Federal Register on August 17, 2006 (71 Fed. 
Reg. 47614). 

SEC. 35416. BRIDGE INSPECTION REPORTS. 
Section 417(d) of the Rail Safety Improvement 

Act of 2008 (49 U.S.C. 20103 note) is amended— 
(1) by striking “The Secretary” and inserting 

the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(2) AVAILABILITY OF BRIDGE INSPECTION RE- 
PORTS.—The Administrator of the Federal Rail- 
road Administration shall— 

“(A) maintain a copy of the most recent 
bridge inspection reports prepared in accordance 
with section (b)(5); and 

“(B) provide copies of the reports described in 
subparagraph (A) to appropriate State and local 
government transportation officials, upon re- 
quest.’’. 

PART II—CONSOLIDATED RAIL INFRA- 
STRUCTURE AND SAFETY IMPROVE- 
MENTS 

SEC. 35421. CONSOLIDATED RAIL INFRASTRUC- 
TURE AND SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 244, as amended by 
section 35302 of this Act, is further amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“§ 24408. Consolidated rail infrastructure and 
safety improvements 
“(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—The Secretary 

may make grants under this section to an eligi- 
ble recipient to assist in financing the cost of 
improving passenger and freight rail transpor- 
tation systems in terms of safety, efficiency, or 
reliability. 

“(b) ELIGIBLE RECIPIENTS.—The following en- 
tities are eligible to receive a grant under this 
section: 


inserting 
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“(1) A State. 

“(2) A group of States. 

“(3) An Interstate Compact. 

“(4) A public agency or publicly chartered au- 
thority established by 1 or more States and hav- 
ing responsibility for providing intercity rail 
passenger, commuter rail passenger, or freight 
rail transportation service. 

“(5) A political subdivision of a State. 

“(6) Amtrak or another rail passenger carrier 
that provides intercity rail passenger transpor- 
tation (as defined in section 24102) or commuter 
rail passenger transportation (as defined in sec- 
tion 24102). 

“(7) A Class II railroad or Class III railroad 
(as those terms are defined in section 20102). 

“(8) Any rail carrier or rail equipment manu- 
facturer in partnership with at least 1 of the en- 
tities described in paragraphs (1) through (5). 

“(9) Any entity established to procure, man- 
age, or maintain passenger rail equipment under 
section 305 of the Passenger Rail Investment 
and Improvement Act of 2008 (49 U.S.C. 24101 
note). 

“(10) An organization that is actively involved 
in the development of operational and safety-re- 
lated standards for rail equipment and oper- 
ations or the implementation of safety-related 
programs. 

“(11) The Transportation Research Board and 
any entity with which it contracts in the devel- 
opment of rail-related research, including coop- 
erative research programs. 

“(12) A University transportation center ac- 
tively engaged in rail-related research. 

“(13) A non-profit labor organization rep- 
resenting a class or craft of employees of rail- 
road carriers or railroad carrier contractors. 

“(c) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.—The following 
projects are eligible to receive grants under this 
section: 

“(1) Deployment of railroad safety tech- 
nology, including positive train control and rail 
integrity inspection systems. 

“(2) A capital project as defined in section 
24401, except that a project shall not be required 
to be in a State rail plan developed under chap- 
ter 227. 

(3) A capital project identified by the Sec- 
retary as being necessary to address congestion 
challenges affecting rail service. 

“(4) A highway-rail grade crossing improve- 
ment, including grade separations, private high- 
way-rail grade crossing improvements, and safe- 
ty engineering improvements to reduce risk in 
quiet zones or potential quiet zones. 

“(5) A rail line relocation project. 

“(6) A capital project to improve short-line or 
regional railroad infrastructure. 

“(7) Development of public education, aware- 
ness, and targeted law enforcement activities to 
reduce violations of traffic laws at highway-rail 
grade crossings and to help prevent and reduce 
injuries and fatalities along railroad rights-of- 
way. 

“(8) The preparation of regional rail and cor- 
ridor service development plans and cor- 
responding environmental analyses. 

“(9) Any project that the Secretary considers 
necessary to enhance multimodal connections or 
facilitate service integration between rail service 
and other modes, including between intercity 
rail passenger transportation and intercity bus 
service. 

“(10) The development of rail-related capital, 
operations, and safety standards. 

“(11) The implementation and operation of a 
safety program or institute designed to improve 
rail safety culture and rail safety performance. 

“(12) Any research that the Secretary con- 
siders necessary to advance any particular as- 
pect of rail-related capital, operations, or safety 
improvements. 

“(13) Workforce development activities, co- 
ordinated to the extent practicable with the ex- 
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isting local training programs supported by the 
Department of Transportation, Department of 
Labor, and Department of Education. 

“(d) APPLICATION PROCESS.—The Secretary 
shall prescribe the form and manner of filing an 
application under this section. 

““(e) PROJECT SELECTION CRITERIA.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In Selecting a recipient of a 
grant for an eligible project, the Secretary 
shall— 

“(A) give preference to a proposed project for 
which the proposed Federal share of total 
project costs does not exceed 50 percent; and 

“(B) after factoring in preference to projects 
under subparagraph (A), select projects that 
will maximize the net benefits of the funds ap- 
propriated for use under this section, consid- 
ering the cost-benefit analysis of the proposed 
project, including anticipated private and public 
benefits relative to the costs of the proposed 
project and factoring in the other considerations 
described in paragraph (2). 

“(2) OTHER CONSIDERATIONS.—The Secretary 
shall also consider the following: 

“(A) The degree to which the proposed 
project’s business plan considers potential pri- 
vate sector participation in the financing, con- 
struction, or operation of the project; 

“(B) The recipient’s past performance in de- 
veloping and delivering similar projects, and 
previous financial contributions; 

“(C) Whether the recipient has or will have 
the legal, financial, and technical capacity to 
carry out the proposed project, satisfactory con- 
tinuing control over the use of the equipment or 
facilities, and the capability and willingness to 
maintain the equipment or facilities; 

“(D) If applicable, the consistency of the pro- 
posed project with planning guidance and docu- 
ments set forth by the Secretary or required by 
law or State rail plans developed under chapter 
227; 

“(E) If applicable, any technical evaluation 
ratings that proposed project received under 
previous competitive grant programs adminis- 
tered by the Secretary; and 

“(F) Such other factors as the Secretary con- 
siders relevant to the successful delivery of the 
project. 

“(3) BENEFITS.—The benefits described in 
paragraph (1)(B) may include the effects on sys- 
tem and service performance, including meas- 
ures such as improved safety, competitiveness, 
reliability, trip or transit time, resilience, effi- 
ciencies from improved integration with other 
modes, and ability to meet existing or antici- 
pated demand. 

“(f) PERFORMANCE MEASURES.—The Secretary 
shall establish performance measures for each 
grant recipient to assess progress in achieving 
strategic goals and objectives. The Secretary 
may require a grant recipient to periodically re- 
port information related to such performance 
measures. 

“(g) RURAL AREAS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Of the amounts appro- 
priated under this section, at least 25 percent 
shall be available for projects in rural areas. 
The Secretary shall consider a project to be in a 
rural area if all or the majority of the project 
(determined by the geographic location or loca- 
tions where the majority of the project funds 
will be spent) is located in a rural area. 

“(2) DEFINITION OF RURAL AREA.—In this sub- 
section, the term ‘rural area’ means any area 
not in an urbanized area, as defined by the Cen- 
sus Bureau. 

“(h) FEDERAL SHARE OF TOTAL PROJECT 
COSTS.— 

“(1) TOTAL PROJECT COSTS.—The Secretary 
shall estimate the total costs of a project under 
this subsection based on the best available infor- 
mation, including engineering studies, studies of 
economic feasibility, environmental analyses, 
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and information on the expected use of equip- 

ment or facilities. 

“(2) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
total project costs under this subsection shall 
not exceed 80 percent. 

“(3) TREATMENT OF PASSENGER RAIL REV- 
ENUE.—If Amtrak or another rail passenger car- 
rier is an applicant under this section, Amtrak 
or the other rail passenger carrier, as applica- 
ble, may use ticket and other revenues gen- 
erated from its operations and other sources to 
satisfy the non-Federal share requirements. 

“(i) APPLICABILITY.—Except as specifically 
provided in this section, the use of any amounts 
appropriated for grants under this section shall 
be subject to the requirements of this chapter. 

“(j) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated for 
carrying out this section shall remain available 
until erpended.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents of chapter 244, as amended by section 
35302 of this Act, is amended by adding after the 
item relating to section 24407 the following: 
“24408. Consolidated rail infrastructure and 

safety improvements.’’. 

PART III—HAZARDOUS MATERIALS BY 
RAIL SAFETY AND OTHER SAFETY EN- 
HANCEMENTS 

SEC. 35431. REAL-TIME EMERGENCY RESPONSE 

INFORMATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary, 
in consultation with the Secretary of Homeland 
Security, shall promulgate regulations— 

(1) to require a Class I railroad transporting 
hazardous materials— 

(A) to generate accurate, real-time, and elec- 
tronic train consist information, including— 

(i) the identity, quantity, and location of haz- 
ardous materials on a train; 

(ii) the point of origin and destination of the 
train; 

(iii) any emergency response information or 
resources required by the Secretary; and 

(iv) an emergency response point of contact 
designated by the Class I railroad; and 

(B) to enter into a memorandum of under- 
standing with each applicable fusion center to 
provide that fusion center with secure and con- 
fidential access to the electronic train consist in- 
formation described in subparagraph (A) for 
each train transporting hazardous materials in 
that fusion center’s jurisdiction; 

(2) to require each applicable fusion center to 
provide the electronic train consist information 
described in paragraph (1)(A) to first respond- 
ers, emergency response officials, and law en- 
forcement personnel that are involved in the re- 
sponse to or investigation of an incident, acci- 
dent, or public health or safety emergency in- 
volving the rail transportation of hazardous ma- 
terials and that request such electronic train 
consist information; 

(3) upon the request of each State, political 
subdivision of a State, or public agency respon- 
sible for emergency response or law enforcement, 
to require each applicable fusion center to pro- 
vide advance notice for each high-hazard flam- 
mable train traveling through the jurisdiction of 
each State, political subdivision of a State, or 
public agency, which notice shall include the 
electronic train consist information described in 
paragraph (1)(A) for the high-hazard flammable 
train, and to the extent practicable, for request- 
ing States, political subdivisions, or public agen- 
cies, to ensure that the fusion center shall pro- 
vide at least 12 hours of advance notice for a 
high-hazard flammable train that will be trav- 
eling through the jurisdiction of the State, polit- 
ical subdivision of a State, or public agency, 
and include within the notice its best estimate of 
the time the train will enter the jurisdiction; 

(4) to prohibit any railroad, employee, or 
agent from withholding, or causing to be with- 
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held the train consist information from first re- 
sponders, emergency response officials, and law 
enforcement personnel described in paragraph 
(2) in the event of an incident, accident, or pub- 
lic health or safety emergency involving the rail 
transportation of hazardous materials; 

(5) to establish security and confidentiality 
protections to prevent the release of the elec- 
tronic train consist information to unauthorized 
persons; and 

(6) to allow each Class I railroad to enter into 
a memorandum of understanding with any 
Class II or Class III railroad that operates 
trains over the Class I railroad’s line to incor- 
porate the Class II or Class III railroad’s train 
consist information within the existing frame- 
work described in paragraph (1). 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) APPLICABLE FUSION CENTER.—The term 
“applicable fusion center” means a fusion cen- 
ter with responsibility for a geographic area in 
which a Class I railroad operates. 

(2) CLASS I RAILROAD.—The term ‘‘Class I rail- 
road” has the meaning given the term in section 
20102 of title 49, United States Code. 

(3) FUSION CENTER.—The term ‘‘fusion center” 
has the meaning given the term in section 
124h()j) of title 6, United States Code. 

(4) HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.—The term ‘‘haz- 
ardous materials” means material designated as 
hazardous by the Secretary of Transportation 
under chapter 51 of the United States Code. 

(5) HIGH-HAZARD FLAMMABLE TRAIN.—The 
term “‘high-hazard flammable train” means a 
single train transporting 20 or more tank cars 
loaded with a Class 3 flammable liquid in a con- 
tinuous block or a single train transporting 35 
or more tank cars loaded with a Class 3 flam- 
mable liquid throughout the train consist. 

(6) TRAIN CONSIST.—The term ‘‘train consist’’ 
includes, with regard to a specific train, the 
number of rail cars and the commodity trans- 
ported by each rail car. 

(c) SAVINGS CLAUSE.— 

(1) Nothing in this section may be construed 
to prohibit a Class I railroad from voluntarily 
entering into a memorandum of understanding, 
as described in subsection (a)(1)(B), with a State 
emergency response commission or an entity rep- 
resenting or including first responders, emer- 
gency response officials, and law enforcement 
personnel. 

(2) Nothing in this section may be construed 
to amend any requirement for a railroad to pro- 
vide a State Emergency Response Commission, 
for each State in which it operates trains trans- 
porting 1,000,000 gallons or more of Bakken 
crude oil, notification regarding the expected 
movement of such trains through the counties in 
the State. 

SEC. 35432. THERMAL BLANKETS. 

(a) REQUIREMENTS.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall promulgate such regulations as are 
necessary to require each tank car built to meet 
the DOT-117 specification and each non-jack- 
eted tank car modified to meet the DOT-117R 
specification— 

(1) to be equipped with a thermal blanket; or 

(2) to have sufficient thermal resistance so 
that there will be no release of any lading with- 
in the tank car, except release through the pres- 
sure relief device, when subjected to a pool fire 
for 200 minutes and a torch fire for 30 minutes. 

(b) DEFINITION OF THERMAL BLANKET.—In 
this section, the term “thermal blanket” means 
an insulating blanket that is applied between 
the outer surface of a tank car tank and the 
inner surface of a tank car jacket and that has 
thermal conductivity no greater than 2.65 Btu 
per inch, per hour, per square foot, and per de- 
gree Fahrenheit at a temperature of 2000 degrees 
Fahrenheit, plus or minus 100 degrees Fahr- 
enheit. 
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(c) SAVINGS CLAUSE.— 

(1) PRESSURE RELIEF DEVICES.—Nothing in 
this section may be construed to affect or pro- 
hibit any requirement to equip with appro- 
priately sized pressure relief devices a tank car 
built to meet the DOT-117 specification or a 
non-jacketed tank car modified to meet the 
DOT-117R specification. 

(2) HARMONIZATION.—Nothing in this section 
may be construed to require or allow the Sec- 
retary to prescribe an implementation deadline 
or authorization end date for the requirement 
under subsection (a) that is earlier than the ap- 
plicable implementation deadline or authoriza- 
tion end date for other tank car modifications 
necessary to meet the DOT-117R specification. 
SEC. 35433. COMPREHENSIVE OIL SPILL RE- 

SPONSE PLANS. 

(a) REQUIREMENTS.—Not later than 120 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall issue a notice of proposed rule- 
making to require each railroad carrier trans- 
porting a Class 3 flammable liquid to maintain 
a comprehensive oil spill response plan. 

(b) CONTENTS.—The regulations under sub- 
section (a) shall require each rail carrier de- 
scribed in that subsection— 

(1) to include in the comprehensive oil spill re- 
sponse plan procedures and resources for re- 
sponding, to the maximum extent practicable, to 
a worst-case discharge; 

(2) to ensure the comprehensive oil spill re- 
sponse plan is consistent with the National Con- 
tingency Plan and each applicable Area Contin- 
gency Plan; 

(3) to include in the comprehensive oil spill re- 
sponse plan appropriate notification and train- 
ing procedures; 

(4) to review and update its comprehensive oil 
spill response plan as appropriate; and 

(5) to provide the comprehensive oil spill re- 
sponse plan for acceptance by the Secretary. 

(c) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in the section 
may be construed as prohibiting the Secretary 
from promulgating different comprehensive oil 
response plan standards for Class I, Class II, 
and Class III railroads. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) AREA CONTINGENCY PLAN.—The term “Area 
Contingency Plan” has the meaning given the 
term in section 311(a) of the Federal Water Pol- 
lution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1321(a)). 

(2) CLASS 3 FLAMMABLE LIQUID.—The term 
“Class 3 flammable liquid’’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 173.120(a) of title 49, 
Code of Federal Regulations. 

(3) CLASS I RAILROAD, CLASS II RAILROAD, AND 
CLASS III RAILROAD.—The terms “Class I rail- 
road”, “Class II railroad” and ‘‘Class III rail- 
road” have the meanings given the terms in sec- 
tion 20102 of title 49, United States Code. 

(4) NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN.—The term 
“National Contingency Plan” has the meaning 
given the term in section 1001 of the Oil Pollu- 
tion Act of 1990 (33 U.S.C. 2701). 

(5) RAILROAD CARRIER.—The term ‘‘railroad 
carrier” has the meaning given the term in sec- 
tion 20102 of title 49, United States Code. 

(6) WORST-CASE  DISCHARGE.—The term 
“worst-case discharge” means a railroad car- 
rier’s calculation of its largest foreseeable dis- 
charge in the event of an accident or incident. 
SEC. 35434. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS BY RAIL LI- 

ABILITY STUDY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall initiate a study on the levels and structure 
of insurance for a railroad carrier transporting 
hazardous materials. 

(b) CONTENTS.—In conducting the study under 
subsection (a), the Secretary shall evaluate— 

(1) the level and structure of insurance, in- 
cluding self-insurance, available in the private 
market against the full liability potential for 
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damages arising from an accident or incident in- 
volving a train transporting hazardous mate- 
rials; 

(2) the level and structure of insurance that 
would be necessary and appropriate— 

(A) to efficiently allocate risk and financial 
responsibility for claims; and 

(B) to ensure that a railroad carrier trans- 
porting hazardous materials can continue to op- 
erate despite the risk of an accident or incident; 

(3) the potential applicability to trains trans- 
porting hazardous materials of— 

(A) a liability regime modeled after section 170 
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 2210); and 

(B) a liability regime modeled after subtitle 2 
of title XXI of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 300aa-10 et seq.). 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date the study under subsection (a) is initiated, 
the Secretary shall submit a report containing 
the results of the study and recommendations 
for addressing liability issues with rail transpor- 
tation of hazardous materials to— 

(1) the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate; and 

(2) the Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure of the House of Representatives. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) HAZARDOUS MATERIAL.—The term ‘“‘haz- 
ardous material” means a substance or material 
the Secretary designates under section 5103(a) of 
title 49, United States Code. 

(2) RAILROAD CARRIER.—The term ‘‘railroad 
carrier” has the meaning given the term in sec- 
tion 20102 of title 49, United States Code. 

SEC. 35435. STUDY AND TESTING OF ELECTRONI- 
CALLY-CONTROLLED PNEUMATIC 
BRAKES. 

(a) GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE 
STUDY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Government Account- 
ability Office shall complete an independent 
evaluation of ECP brake systems pilot program 
data and the Department of Transportation’s 
research and analysis on the effects of ECP 
brake systems. 

(2) STUDY ELEMENTS.—In completing the inde- 
pendent evaluation under paragraph (1), the 
Government Accountability Office shall examine 
the following issues related to ECP brake sys- 
tems: 

(A) Data and modeling results on safety bene- 
fits relative to conventional brakes and to other 
braking technologies or systems, such as distrib- 
uted power and 2-way end-of-train devices. 

(B) Data and modeling results on business 
benefits, including the effects of dynamic brak- 
ing. 

(C) Data on costs, including up-front capital 
costs and on-going maintenance costs. 

(D) Analysis of potential operational chal- 
lenges, including the effects of potential loco- 
motive and car segregation, technical reliability 
issues, and network disruptions. 

(E) Analysis of potential implementation chal- 
lenges, including installation time, positive train 
control integration complexities, component 
availability issues, and tank car shop capabili- 
ties. 

(F) Analysis of international experiences with 
the use of advanced braking technologies. 

(3) DEADLINE.—Not later than 18 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Govern- 
ment Accountability Office shall transmit to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation of the Senate and the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
of Representatives a report on the results of the 
independent evaluation under paragraph (1). 

(b) EMERGENCY BRAKING APPLICATION TEST- 
ING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Transpor- 
tation shall enter into an agreement with the 
NCRRP Board— 
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(A) to complete testing of ECP brake systems 
during emergency braking application, includ- 
ing more than 1 scenario involving the uncou- 
pling of a train with 70 or more DOT-117-speci- 
fication or DOT-117R-specification tank cars; 
and 

(B) to transmit, not later than 18 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation of the Senate and the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
of Representatives a report on the results of the 
testing. 

(2) INDEPENDENT EXPERTS.—In completing the 
testing under paragraph (1), the NCRRP Board 
may contract with 1 or more engineering or rail 
experts, as appropriate, with relevant experience 
in conducting railroad safety technology tests or 
similar crash tests. 

(3) TESTING FRAMEWORK.—In completing the 
testing under paragraph (1), the NCRRP Board 
and each contractor described in paragraph (2) 
shall ensure that the testing objectively, accu- 
rately, and reliably measures the performance of 
ECP brake systems relative to other braking 
technologies or systems, such as distributed 
power and 2-way end-of-train devices, including 
differences in— 

(A) the number of cars derailed; 

(B) the number of cars punctured; 

(C) the measures of in-train forces; and 

(D) the stopping distance. 

(4) FUNDING.—The Secretary shall require, as 
part of the agreement under paragraph (1), that 
the NCRRP Board fund the testing required 
under this section— 

(A) using such sums made available under sec- 
tion 24910 of title 49, United States Code; and 

(B) to the extent funding under subparagraph 
(A) is insufficient or unavailable to fund the 
testing required under this section, using such 
sums as are necessary from the amounts appro- 
priated to the Office of the Secretary. 

(5) EQUIPMENT.—The NCRRP Board and each 
contractor described in paragraph (2) may re- 
ceive or use rolling stock, track, and other 
equipment or infrastructure from a private enti- 
ty for the purposes of conducting the testing re- 
quired under this section. 

(c) EVIDENCE-BASED APPROACH.— 

(1) ANALYSIS.—The Secretary shall— 

(A) not later than 90 days after the report 
date, fully incorporate and reflect the findings 
from both reports into a draft updated regu- 
latory impact analysis of the effects of the ap- 
plicable ECP brake system requirements; 

(B) as soon as practicable after completion of 
the draft updated analysis under subparagraph 
(A), Solicit public comment on the analysis for a 
period of not more than 30 days; and 

(C) not later than 60 days after the end of the 
public comment period, post the final updated 
regulatory impact analysis on the Department 
of Transportation Web site. 

(2) DETERMINATION.—Not later than 180 days 
after the report date, the Secretary shall— 

(A) determine, based on whether the final reg- 
ulatory impact analysis described in paragraph 
(1)(C) demonstrates that the benefits, including 
safety benefits, of the applicable ECP brake sys- 
tem requirements exceed their costs, whether the 
applicable ECP brake system requirements are 
justified; and 

(B)(i) if the applicable ECP brake system re- 
quirements are justified, publish in the Federal 
Register the determination with the reasons for 
it; or 

(ii) if the Secretary does not publish the deter- 
mination under clause (i), repeal the applicable 
ECP brake system requirements. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) APPLICABLE ECP BRAKE SYSTEM REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—The term “applicable brake system re- 
quirements” means sections 174.310(a)(3)(ii), 
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174.310(a)(3)(tii), 174.310(a)(5)(v), 179.102-10, 
179.202-12(g), and 179.202-13(i) of title 49, Code 
of Federal Regulations, and any other regula- 
tion in effect on the date of enactment of this 
Act requiring the installation of ECP brakes or 
operation in ECP brake mode. 

(2) CLASS 3 FLAMMABLE LIQUID.—The term 
“Class 3 flammable liquid’’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 173.120(a) of title 49, 
Code of Federal Regulations. 

(3) ECP.—The term “ECP” means electroni- 
cally-controlled pneumatic when applied to a 
brake or brakes. 

(4) ECP BRAKE MODE.—The term “ECP brake 
mode” includes any operation of a rail car or an 
entire train using an ECP brake system. 

(5) ECP BRAKE SYSTEM.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term “ECP brake sys- 
tem” means a train power braking system actu- 
ated by compressed air and controlled by elec- 
tronic signals from the locomotive or an ECP- 
EOT to the cars in the consist for service and 
emergency applications in which the brake pipe 
is used to provide a constant supply of com- 
pressed air to the reservoirs on each car but does 
not convey braking signals to the car. 

(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term “ECP brake sys- 
tem” includes dual mode and stand-alone ECP 
brake systems. 

(6) HIGH-HAZARD FLAMMABLE UNIT TRAIN.— 
The term ‘“‘high-hazard flammable unit train’’ 
means a single train transporting 70 or more 
loaded tank cars containing Class 3 flammable 
liquid. 

(7) NCRRP BOARD.—The term ‘‘NCRRP 
Board” means the independent governing board 
of the National Cooperative Rail Research Pro- 
gram. 

(8) RAILROAD CARRIER.—The term ‘‘railroad 
carrier” has the meaning given the term in sec- 
tion 20102 of title 49, United States Code. 

(9) REPORT DATE.—The term “report date” 
means the date that both the report under sub- 
section (a)(3) and the report under subsection 
(b)(1)(B) have been transmitted under those sub- 
sections. 

SEC. 35436. RECORDING DEVICES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter 201 
is amended by adding after section 20167 the fol- 
lowing: 

“$ 20168. Installation of audio and image re- 
cording devices 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of the Railroad Re- 
form, Enhancement, and Efficiency Act, the 
Secretary of Transportation shall promulgate 
regulations to require each rail carrier that pro- 
vides regularly scheduled intercity rail pas- 
senger or commuter rail passenger transpor- 
tation to the public to install inward- and out- 
ward-facing image recording devices in all con- 
trolling locomotive cabs and cab car operating 
compartments in such passenger trains. 

“(b) DEVICE STANDARDS.—Each inward- and 
outward-facing image recording device shall— 

“(1) have a minimum 12-hour continuous re- 
cording capability; 

“(2) have crash and fire protections for any 
in-cab image recordings that are stored only 
within a controlling locomotive cab or cab car 
operating compartment; and 

“(3) have recordings accessible for review dur- 
ing an accident investigation. 

“(c) REVIEW.—The Secretary shall establish a 
process to review and approve or disapprove an 
inward- or outward-facing recording device for 
compliance with the standards described in sub- 
section (b). 

“(d) USES.—A rail carrier that has installed 
an inward- or outward-facing image recording 
device approved under subsection (c) may use 
recordings from that inward- or outward-facing 
image recording device for the following pur- 
poses: 
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“(1) Verifying that train crew actions are in 
accordance with applicable safety laws and the 
rail carrier’s operating rules and procedures. 

“(2) Assisting in an investigation into the 
causation of a reportable accident or incident. 

“(3) Carrying out efficiency testing and sys- 
tem-wide performance monitoring programs. 

“(4) Documenting a criminal act or moni- 
toring unauthorized occupancy of the control- 
ling locomotive cab or car operating compart- 
ment. 

“(5) Other purposes that the Secretary con- 
siders appropriate. 

“(e) VOLUNTARY IMPLEMENTATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Each rail carrier operating 
freight rail service may implement any inward- 
or outward-facing image recording devices ap- 
proved under subsection (c). 

“(2) AUTHORIZED USES.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, each rail carrier may use 
recordings from an inward- or outward-facing 
image recording device approved under sub- 
section (c) for any of the purposes described in 
subsection (d). 

“(f) DISCRETION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may— 

“(A) require in-cab audio recording devices 
for the purposes described in subsection (d); and 

“(B) define in appropriate technical detail the 
essential features of the devices required under 
subparagraph (A). 

“(2) EXEMPTIONS.—The Secretary may exempt 
any rail passenger carrier or any part of a rail 
passenger carrier’s operations from the require- 
ments under subsection (a) if the Secretary de- 
termines that the rail passenger carrier has im- 
plemented an alternative technology or practice 
that provides an equivalent or greater safety 
benefit or is better suited to the risks of the op- 
eration. 

“(g) TAMPERING.—A rail carrier may take ap- 
propriate enforcement or administrative action 
against any employee that tampers with or dis- 
ables an audio or inward- or outward-facing 
image recording device installed by the rail car- 
rier. 

“(h) PRESERVATION OF DATA.—Each rail pas- 
senger carrier subject to the requirements of sub- 
section (a) shall preserve recording device data 
for 1 year after the date of a reportable accident 
or incident. 

“(i) INFORMATION PROTECTIONS.—The_ Sec- 
retary may not disclose publicly any part of an 
in-cab audio or image recording or transcript of 
oral communications by or among train employ- 
ees or other operating employees responsible for 
the movement and direction of the train, or be- 
tween such operating employees and company 
communication centers, related to an accident 
investigated by the Secretary. However, the Sec- 
retary shall make public any part of a tran- 
script or any written depiction of visual infor- 
mation that the Secretary decides is relevant to 
the accident at the time a majority of the other 
factual reports on the accident are released to 
the public. 

“(j) PROHIBITED USE.—An in-cab audio or 
image recording obtained by a rail carrier under 
this section may not be used to retaliate against 
an employee. 

“(k) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this section 
may be construed as requiring a rail carrier to 
cease or restrict operations upon a technical 
failure of an inward- or outward-facing image 
recording device. Such rail carrier shall repair 
or replace the failed inward- or outward-facing 
image recording device as soon as practicable.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents for subchapter II of chapter 201 is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
“20168. Installation of audio and image record- 

ing devices.’’. 
SEC. 35437. RAIL PASSENGER TRANSPORTATION 
LIABILITY. 

(a) LIMITATIONS.—Section 28103(a) is amend- 

ed— 
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(1) in paragraph (2), by striking 
“$200,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$295,000,000, ex- 
cept as provided in paragraph (3).’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(3) The liability cap under paragraph (2) 
shall be adjusted every 5 years by the Secretary 
of Transportation to reflect changes in the Con- 
sumer Price Index-All Urban Consumers. 

(4) The Federal Government shall have no fi- 
nancial responsibility for any claims described 
in paragraph (2).’’. 

(b) DEFINITION OF RAIL PASSENGER TRANSPOR- 
TATION.—Section 28103(e) is amended— 

(1) in the heading, by striking ‘‘DEFINITION.— 
” and inserting ‘‘DEFINITIONS.—’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘; and” and 
inserting a semicolon; 

(3) in paragraph (3), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

“(4) the term ‘rail passenger transportation’ 
includes commuter rail passenger transportation 
(as defined in section 24102).’’. 

(c) PROHIBITION.—No Federal funds may be 
appropriated for the purpose of paying for the 
portion of an insurance premium attributable to 
the increase in allowable awards under the 
amendments made by subsection (a). 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by subsection (a) shall be effective for any pas- 
senger rail accident or incident occurring on or 
after May 12, 2015. 

SEC. 35438. MODIFICATION REPORTING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall implement a reporting requirement to mon- 
itor industry-wide progress toward modifying 
tank cars used in high-hazard flammable train 
service by the applicable deadlines or authoriza- 
tion end dates set in regulation. 

(b) TANK CAR DATA.—The Secretary shall col- 
lect data from shippers and tank car owners 
on— 

(1) the total number of tank cars modified to 
meet the DOT-117R specification, or equivalent, 
specifying— 

(A) the type or specification of each tank car 
before it was modified, including non-jacketed 
DOT-111, jacketed DOT-111, non-jacketed 
DOT-111 meeting the CPC-1232 standard, or 
jacketed DOT-111 meeting the CPC-1232 stand- 
ard; and 

(B) the identification number of each Class 3 
flammable liquid carried by each tank car in the 
past year; 

(2) the total number of tank cars built to meet 
the DOT-117 specification, or equivalent; and 

(3) the total number of tank cars used or like- 
ly to be used in high-hazard flammable train 
service that have not been modified, speci- 
fying— 

(A) the type or specification of each tank car 
not modified, including the non-jacketed DOT- 
111, jacketed DOT-111, non-jacketed DOT-111 
meeting the CPC-1232 standard, or jacketed 
DOT-111 meeting the CPC-1232 standard; and 

(B) the identification number of each Class 3 
flammable liquid carried by each tank car in the 
past year. 

(c) TANK CAR SHOP DATA.—The Secretary 
shall conduct a survey of tank car facilities 
modifying tank cars to the DOT-117R specifica- 
tion, or equivalent, or building new tank cars to 
the DOT-117 specification, or equivalent, to 
generate statistically-valid estimates of the ex- 
pected number of tank cars those facilities ex- 
pect to modify to DOT-117R. specification, or 
equivalent, or build to the DOT-117 specifica- 
tion, or equivalent. 

(d) FREQUENCY.—The Secretary shall collect 
the data under subsection (b) and conduct the 
survey under subsection (c) annually until May 
1, 2025. 

(e) INFORMATION PROTECTIONS.— 
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(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall only re- 
port data in industry-wide totals and shall treat 
company-specific information as confidential 
business information. 

(2) LEVEL OF CONFIDENTIALITY.—The Sec- 
retary shall ensure the data collected under sub- 
section (b) and the survey data under subsection 
(c) have the same level of confidentiality as con- 
tained in the Confidential Information Protec- 
tion and Statistical Efficiency Act of 2002 (44 
U.S.C. 3501 note), as administered by the Bu- 
reau of Transportation Statistics. 

(3) DESIGNEE.—The Secretary may designate 
the Director of the Bureau of Transportation 
Statistics to collect data under subsection (b) 
and the survey data under subsection (c) and 
direct the Director to ensure the confidentially 
of company-specific information to the maz- 
imum extent permitted by law. 

(f) REPORT.—Each year, not later than 60 
days after the date that both the collection of 
the data under subsection (b) and the survey 
under subsection (c) are complete, the Secretary 
shall report on the aggregate results, without 
company-specific information, to— 

(1) the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate; and 

(2) the Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure of the House of Representatives. 

(g) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) CLASS 3 FLAMMABLE LIQUID.—The term 
“Class 3 flammable liquid” has the meaning 
given the term in section 173.120(a) of title 49, 
Code of Federal Regulations. 

(2) HIGH-HAZARD FLAMMABLE TRAIN.—The 
term “‘high-hazard flammable train”? means a 
single train transporting 20 or more tank cars 
loaded with a Class 3 flammable liquid in a con- 
tinuous block or a single train transporting 35 
or more tank cars loaded with a Class 3 flam- 
mable liquid throughout the train consist. 

SEC. 35439. REPORT ON CRUDE OIL CHARACTER- 
ISTICS RESEARCH STUDY. 

Not later than 180 days after the research 
completion of the comprehensive Crude Oil 
Characteristics Research Sampling, Analysis, 
and Experiment (SAE) Plan study at Sandia 
National Laboratories, the Secretary of Energy, 
in cooperation with the Secretary of Transpor- 
tation, shall submit a report to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate, the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources of the Senate, the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
of Representatives, and the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce of the House of Representa- 
tives that contains— 

(1) the results of the comprehensive Crude Oil 
Characteristics Research Sampling, Analysis, 
and Experiment (SAE) Plan study; and 

(2) recommendations, based on the findings of 
the study, for— 

(A) regulations that should be prescribed by 
the Secretary of Transportation or the Secretary 
of Energy to improve the safe transport of crude 
oil; and 

(B) statutes that should be enacted by Con- 
gress to improve the safe transport of crude oil. 

PART IV—POSITIVE TRAIN CONTROL 
SEC. 35441. COORDINATION OF SPECTRUM. 

(a) ASSESSMENT.—The Secretary, in coordina- 
tion with the Chairman of the Federal Commu- 
nications Commission, shall assess spectrum 
needs and availability for implementing positive 
train control systems (as defined in section 
20157(i)(3) of title 49, United States Code). The 
Secretary and the Chairman may consult with 
external stakeholders in carrying out this sec- 
tion. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 120 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall submit a report to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen- 
ate and the Committee on Transportation and 
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Infrastructure of the House of Representatives 
that contains the results of the assessment con- 
ducted under subsection (a). 
SEC. 35442. UPDATED PLANS. 

(a) IMPLEMENTATION.—Section 20157(a) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(a) IMPLEMENTATION.— 

“(1) PLAN REQUIRED.—Each Class I railroad 
carrier and each entity providing regularly 
scheduled intercity or commuter rail passenger 
transportation shall develop and submit to the 
Secretary of Transportation a plan for imple- 
menting a positive train control system by De- 
cember 31, 2015, governing operations on— 

“(A) its main line over which intercity rail 
passenger transportation or commuter rail pas- 
senger transportation (as defined in section 
24102) is regularly provided; 

“(B) its main line over which poison- or toxic- 
by-inhalation hazardous materials (as defined 
in sections 171.8, 173.115, and 173.132 of title 49, 
Code of Federal Regulations) are transported; 
and 

“(C) such other tracks as the Secretary may 
prescribe by regulation or order. 

‘(2) INTEROPERABILITY AND PRIORITIZATION.— 
The plan shall describe how the railroad carrier 
or other entity subject to paragraph (1) will pro- 
vide for interoperability of the positive train 
control systems with movements of trains of 
other railroad carriers over its lines and shall, 
to the extent practical, implement the positive 
train control systems in a manner that addresses 
areas of greater risk before areas of lesser risk. 

“(3) SECRETARIAL REVIEW OF UPDATED 
PLANS.— 

“(A) SUBMISSION OF UPDATED PLANS.—Not- 
withstanding the deadline set forth in para- 
graph (1), not later than 90 days after the date 
of enactment of the Railroad Reform, Enhance- 
ment, and Efficiency Act, each Class I railroad 
carrier or other entity subject to paragraph (1) 
may submit to the Secretary an updated plan 
that amends the plan submitted under para- 
graph (1) with an updated implementation 
schedule (as described in paragraph (4)(B)) and 
milestones or metrics (as described in paragraph 
(4)(A)) that demonstrate that the railroad car- 
rier or other entity will implement a positive 
train control system as soon as practicable, if 
implementing in accordance with the updated 
plan will not introduce operational challenges 
or risks to full, successful, and safe implementa- 
tion. 

“(B) REVIEW OF UPDATED PLANS.—Not later 
than 150 days after receiving an updated plan 
under subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall re- 
view the updated plan and approve or dis- 
approve it. In determining whether to approve 
or disapprove the updated plan, the Secretary 
shall consider whether the railroad carrier or 
other entity submitting the plan— 

“Gi)(T) has encountered technical or pro- 
grammatic challenges identified by the Secretary 
in the 2012 report transmitted to Congress pur- 
suant to subsection (d); and 

“(II) the challenges referred to in subclause 
(I) have negatively affected the successful im- 
plementation of positive train control systems; 

“(ii) has demonstrated due diligence in its ef- 
fort to implement a positive train control system; 

“(iti) has included in its plan milestones or 
metrics that demonstrate the railroad carrier or 
other entity will implement a positive train con- 
trol system as soon as practicable, if imple- 
menting in accordance with the milestones or 
metrics will not introduce operational chal- 
lenges or risks to full, successful, and safe im- 
plementation; and 

““(iv) has set an implementation schedule in its 
plan that shows the railroad will comply with 
paragraph (7), if implementing in accordance 
with the implementation schedule will not intro- 
duce operational challenges or risks to full, suc- 
cessful, and safe implementation. 
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“(C) MODIFICATION OF UPDATED PLANS.—(i) If 
the Secretary has not approved an updated plan 
under subparagraph (B) within 60 days of re- 
ceiving the updated plan under subparagraph 
(A), the Secretary shall immediately— 

“(1) provide a written response to the railroad 
carrier or other entity that identifies the reason 
for not approving the updated plan and ex- 
plains any incomplete or deficient items; 

“(II) allow the railroad carrier or other entity 
to submit, within 30 days of receiving the writ- 
ten response under subclause (I), a modified 
version of the updated plan for the Secretary’s 
review; and 

“(CIID approve or issue final disapproval for a 
modified version of the updated plan submitted 
under subclause (II) not later than 60 days after 
receipt. 

“(Gi) During the 60-day period described in 
clause (i)(III), the railroad or other entity that 
has submitted a modified version of the updated 
plan under clause (i)(II) may make additional 
modifications, if requested by the Secretary, for 
the purposes of correcting incomplete or defi- 
cient items to receive approval. 

“(D) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—Not later than 30 
days after approving an updated plan under 
this paragraph, the Secretary shall make the 
updated plan available on the website of the 
Federal Railroad Administration. 

“(E) PENDING REVIEWS.—For an applicant 
that submits an updated plan under subpara- 
graph (A), the Secretary shall extend the dead- 
line for implementing a positive train control 
system at least until the date the Secretary ap- 
proves or issues final disapproval for the up- 
dated plan with an updated implementation 
schedule (as described in paragraph (4)(B)). 

“(F) DISAPPROVAL.—A railroad carrier or 
other entity that has its modified version of its 
updated plan disapproved by the Secretary 
under subparagraph (C)G)(III), and that has 
not implemented a positive train control system 
by the deadline in subsection (a)(1), is subject to 
enforcement action authorized under subsection 
(e). 
““(4) CONTENTS OF UPDATED PLAN.— 

“(A) MILESTONES OR METRICS.—Each updated 
plan submitted under paragraph (3) shall de- 
scribe the following milestones or metrics: 

“(i) The total number of components that will 
be installed with positive train control by the 
end of each calendar year until positive train 
control is fully implemented, with totals sepa- 
rated by each component category. 

“Gi) The number of employees that will re- 
ceive the training, as required under the appli- 
cable positive train control system regulations, 
by the end of each calendar year until positive 
train control is fully implemented. 

“(iii) The calendar year or years in which 
spectrum will be acquired and will be available 
for use in all areas that it is needed for positive 
train control implementation, if such spectrum 
is not already acquired and ready for use. 

“(B) IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE.—Each up- 
dated plan submitted under paragraph (3) shall 
include an implementation schedule that identi- 
fies the dates by which the railroad carrier or 
other entity will— 

“(i) fully implement a positive train control 
system; 

“(ii) complete all component installation, con- 
sistent with the milestones or metrics described 
in subparagraph (A)(i); 

“(iii) complete all employee training required 
under the applicable positive train control sys- 
tem regulations, consistent with the milestones 
or metrics described in subparagraph (A)(ii); 

“(iv) acquire all necessary spectrum, con- 
sistent with the milestones or metrics in sub- 
paragraph (A)(iii); and 

“(v) activate its positive train control system. 

“(C) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.—Each up- 
dated plan submitted under paragraph (3) shall 
include— 
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“(i) the total number of positive train control 
components required for implementation, with 
totals separated by each major component cat- 
egory; 

“(ii) the total number of employees requiring 
training under the applicable positive train con- 
trol system regulations; 

“(iii) a summary of the remaining challenges 
to positive train control system implementation, 
including— 

“(D) testing issues; 

“(IT) interoperability challenges; 

“(IIT) permitting issues; and 

“(IV) certification challenges. 

‘“(D) DEFINED TERM.—In this paragraph, the 
term ‘component’ means a locomotive apparatus, 
a wayside interface unit (including any associ- 
ated legacy signal system replacements), back 
office system hardware, a base station radio, a 
wayside radio, or a locomotive radio. 

“(5) PLAN IMPLEMENTATION.—The Class I rail- 
road carrier or other entity subject to paragraph 
(1) shall implement a positive train control sys- 
tem in accordance with its plan, including any 
amendments made to the plan by its updated 
plan approved by the Secretary under para- 
graph (3), and subject to section 35443 of the 
Railroad Reform, Enhancement, and Efficiency 
Act. 

““(6) PROGRESS REPORT.—Each Class I railroad 
carrier or other entity with an approved up- 
dated plan shall submit an annual report to the 
Secretary that describes the progress made on 
positive train control implementation, includ- 
ing— 

“(A) the extent to which the railroad carrier 
or other entity met or exceeded the metrics or 
milestones described in paragraph (4)(A); 

“(B) the extent to which the railroad carrier 
or other entity complied with its implementation 
schedule under paragraph (4)(B); and 

“(C) any update to the information provided 
under paragraph (4)(C). 

“(7) CONSTRAINT.—Each updated plan shall 
reflect that the railroad carrier or other entity 
subject to paragraph (1) will, not later than De- 
cember 31, 2018— 

“(A) complete component 
spectrum acquisition; and 

“(B) activate its positive train control system 
without undue delay.’’. 

(b) ENFORCEMENT.—Section 20157(e) is amend- 
ed to read as follows: 

““(e) ENFORCEMENT.—The Secretary is author- 
ized to assess civil penalties pursuant to chapter 
213 for the failure to submit or comply with a 
plan for implementing positive train control 
under subsection (a), including any amend- 
ments to the plan made by an updated plan (in- 
cluding milestones or metrics and an updated 
implementation schedule) approved by the Sec- 
retary under paragraph (3) of such subsection, 
subject to section 35443 of the Railroad Reform, 
Enhancement, and Efficiency Act.’’. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—Section 20157(i) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through 
(3) as paragraphs (2) through (4), respectively; 
and 

(2) by inserting before paragraph (2), as redes- 
ignated, the following: 

“(1) ACTIVATE.—The term ‘activate’ means to 
initiate the use of a positive train control system 
in every subdivision or district where the rail- 
road carrier or other entity is prepared to do so 
safely, reliably, and successfully, and proceed 
with revenue service demonstration as necessary 
for system testing and certification, prior to full 
implementation.’’. 

(d) CONFORMING 
20157(g) is amended— 

(1) by striking “The Secretary” and inserting 
the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary”; and 


installation and 


AMENDMENT.—Section 
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(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(2) CONFORMING REGULATORY AMEND- 
MENTS.—Immediately after the date of the en- 
actment of the Railroad Reform, Enhancement, 
and Efficiency Act, the Secretary— 

“(A) shall remove or revise any references to 
specified dates in the regulations or orders im- 
plementing this section to the extent necessary 
to conform with the amendments made by such 
Act; and 

“(B) may not enforce any such date-specific 
deadlines or requirements that are inconsistent 
with the amendments made by such Act.’’. 

(e) SAVINGS PROVISIONS.— 

(1) RESUBMISSION OF INFORMATION.—Nothing 
in the amendments made by this section may be 
construed to require a Class I railroad carrier or 
other entity subject to section 20157(a) of title 
49, United States Code, to resubmit in its up- 
dated plan information from its initial imple- 
mentation plan that is not changed or affected 
by the updated plan. The Secretary shall con- 
sider an updated plan submitted pursuant to 
paragraph (3) of that section to be an addendum 
that makes amendments to the initial implemen- 
tation plan. 

(2) SUBMISSION OF NEW PLAN.—Nothing in the 
amendments made by this section may be con- 
strued to require a Class I railroad carrier or 
other entity subject to section 20157(a) of title 
49, United States Code, to submit a new imple- 
mentation plan pursuant to the deadline set 
forth in that section. 

(3) APPROVAL.—A railroad carrier or other en- 
tity subject to section 20157(a) of title 49, United 
States Code, that has its updated plan, includ- 
ing a modified version of the updated plan, ap- 
proved by the Secretary under subparagraph (B) 
or subparagraph (C) of paragraph (3) of that 
section shall not be required to implement a 
positive train control system by the deadline 
under paragraph (1) of that section. 

SEC. 35443. EARLY ADOPTION AND INTEROPER- 
ABILITY. 

(a) EARLY ADOPTION.—During the 1-year pe- 
riod beginning on the date on which the last 
railroad carrier’s or other entity’s positive train 
control system, subject to section 20157(a) of title 
49, United States Code, is certified by the Sec- 
retary under subsection (h) of such section and 
implemented on all of that railroad carrier’s or 
other entity’s lines required to have operations 
governed by a positive train control system, any 
railroad carrier or other entity shall not be sub- 
ject to the operational restrictions set forth in 
subpart I of part 236 of title 49, Code of Federal 
Regulations, that would otherwise apply in the 
event of a positive train control system compo- 
nent failure. 

(b) INTEROPERABILITY PROCEDURE.—If mul- 
tiple railroad carriers operate on a single rail- 
road line through a trackage or haulage agree- 
ment, each railroad carrier operating on the 
railroad line shall not be subject to the oper- 
ating restrictions set forth in subpart I of part 
236 of title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, with 
respect to the railroad line, until the Secretary 
certifies that— 

(1) each Class I railroad carrier and each enti- 
ty providing regularly scheduled intercity or 
commuter rail passenger transportation that op- 
erates on the railroad line is in compliance with 
its positive train control requirements under sec- 
tion 20157(a) of title 49, United States Code; 

(2) each Class II or Class III railroad that op- 
erates on the railroad line is in compliance with 
the applicable regulatory requirements to equip 
locomotives operating in positive train control 
territory; and 

(3) the implementation of any and all positive 
train control systems are interoperable and 
operational on the railroad line in conformance 
with each approved implementation plan so that 
each freight and passenger railroad can operate 
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on the line with that freight or passenger rail- 
road’s positive train control equipment. 

(c) SMALL RAILROADS.—Not later than 120 
days after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall amend section 
236.1006(b)(4)(iti)(B) of title 49, Code of Federal 
Regulations (relating to equipping locomotives 
for applicable Class II and Class III railroads 
operating in positive train control territory) to 
extend each deadline by 3 years. 

(d) ENFORCEMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
nothing in subsection (a) may be construed to 
prohibit the Secretary from enforcing the metrics 
and milestones under section 20157(a)(4)(A) of 
title 49, United States Code, as amended by sec- 
tion 35442 of this Act. 

(2) ACTIVATION.—Beginning on the date in 
which a railroad carrier or other entity subject 
to section 20157(a) of title 49, United States 
Code, as amended by section 35442 of this Act, 
has activated its positive train control system, 
the railroad carrier or other entity shall not be 
in violation of its plan, including its updated 
plan, approved under this Act if implementing 
such plan introduces operational challenges or 
risks to full, successful, and safe implementa- 
tion. 

SEC. 35444. POSITIVE TRAIN CONTROL AT GRADE 
CROSSINGS EFFECTIVENESS STUDY. 

(a) STUDY.—After the Secretary certifies that 
each Class I railroad carrier and each entity 
providing regularly scheduled intercity or com- 
muter rail passenger transportation is in compli- 
ance with the positive train control require- 
ments under section 20157(a) of title 49, United 
States Code, the Secretary shall enter into an 
agreement with the National Cooperative Rail 
Research Program Board— 

(1) to conduct a study of the possible effective- 
ness of positive train control and related tech- 
nologies on reducing collisions at highway-rail 
grade crossings; and 

(2) to submit a report containing the results of 
the study conducted under paragraph (1) to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation of the Senate and the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
of Representatives. 

(b) FUNDING.—The Secretary may require, as 
part of the agreement under subsection (a), that 
the National Cooperative Rail Research Pro- 
gram Board fund the study required under this 
section using such sums as may be necessary out 
of the amounts made available under section 
24910 of title 49, United States Code. 

Subtitle E—Project Delivery 
SEC. 35501. SHORT TITLE. 

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Track, Rail- 
road, and Infrastructure Network Act”. 

SEC. 35502. PRESERVATION OF PUBLIC LANDS. 

(a) HIGHWAYS.—Section 138 of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(2)(A)(i), by inserting “‘, 
taking into consideration any avoidance, mini- 
mization, and mitigation or enhancement meas- 
ures incorporated into the program or project” 
after ‘“‘historic site’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(c) RAIL AND TRANSIT.—Improvements to, or 
the maintenance, rehabilitation, or operation of, 
railroad or rail transit lines or elements of such 
lines, with the exception of stations, that are in 
use or were historically used for the transpor- 
tation of goods or passengers, shall not be con- 
sidered a use of an historic site under subsection 
(a), regardless of whether the railroad or rail 
transit line or element of such line is listed on, 
or eligible for listing on, the National Register of 
Historic Places. ”. 

(b) TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS.—Section 303 is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘subsection 
(d)”’ and inserting ‘‘subsections (d) and (e)’’; 
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(2) in subsection (d)(2)(A)(i), by inserting “‘, 
taking into consideration any avoidance, mini- 
mization, and mitigation or enhancement meas- 
ures incorporated into the program or project” 
after “historic site”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(e) RAIL AND TRANSIT.—Improvements to, or 
the maintenance, rehabilitation, or operation of, 
railroad or rail transit lines or elements of such 
lines, with the exception of stations, that are in 
use or were historically used for the transpor- 
tation of goods or passengers, shall not be con- 
sidered a use of an historic site under subsection 
(c), regardless of whether the railroad or rail 
transit line or element of such line is listed on, 
or eligible for listing on, the National Register of 
Historic Places.’’. 

SEC. 35503. EFFICIENT ENVIRONMENTAL RE- 


VIEWS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 304 is amended— 
(1) in the heading, by striking “for 


multimodal projects” and inserting “and in- 
creasing the efficiency of environmental re- 
views”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(e) EFFICIENT ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEWS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Transpor- 
tation shall apply the project development pro- 
cedures, to the greatest extent feasible, described 
in section 139 of title 23, United States Code, to 
any rail project that requires the approval of 
the Secretary of Transportation under the Na- 
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). 

“(2) REGULATIONS AND PROCEDURES.—The 
Secretary of Transportation shall incorporate 
such project development procedures into the 
agency regulations and procedures pertaining to 
rail projects. 

“(f) APPLICABILITY OF NEPA DECISIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A Department of Transpor- 
tation operating administration may apply a 
categorical exclusion designated by another De- 
partment of Transportation operating adminis- 
tration under the National Environmental Pol- 
icy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). 

“(2) FINDINGS.—A Department of Transpor- 
tation operating administration may adopt, in 
whole or in part, another Department of Trans- 
portation operating administration’s Record of 
Decision, Finding of No Significant Impact, and 
any associated evaluations, determinations, or 
findings demonstrating compliance with any 
law related to environmental review or historic 
preservation.’’. 

SEC. 35504. ADVANCE ACQUISITION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 241 is amended by 

inserting after section 24105 the following— 


“§ 24106. Advance acquisition 


“(a) RAIL CORRIDOR PRESERVATION.—The 
Secretary may assist a recipient of funding in 
acquiring right-of-way and adjacent real prop- 
erty interests before or during the completion of 
the environmental reviews for any project re- 
ceiving funding under subtitle V of title 49, 
United States Code, that may use such property 
interests if the acquisition is otherwise permitted 
under Federal law, and the recipient requesting 
Federal funding for the acquisition certifies, 
with the concurrence of the Secretary, that— 

“(1) the recipient has authority to acquire the 
right-of-way or adjacent real property interest; 
and 

“(2) the acquisition of the right-of-way or ad- 
jacent real property interest— 

“(A) is for a transportation or transportation- 
related purpose; 

“(B) will not cause significant adverse envi- 
ronmental impact; 

“(C) will not limit the choice of reasonable al- 
ternatives for the proposed project or otherwise 
influence the decision of the Secretary on any 
approval required for the proposed project; 
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“(D) does not prevent the lead agency for the 
review process from making an impartial deci- 
sion as to whether to accept an alternative that 
is being considered; 

“(E) complies with other applicable Federal 
law, including regulations; 

“(F) will be acquired through negotiation and 
without the threat of condemnation; and 

“(G) will not result in the elimination or re- 
duction of benefits or assistance to a displaced 
person under the Uniform Relocation Assistance 
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970 (42 U.S.C. 4601 et seq.) and title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000d et seq.). 

“(b) ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEWS.— 

“(1) COMPLETION OF NEPA REVIEW.—Before 
authorizing any Federal funding for the acqui- 
sition of a real property interest that is the sub- 
ject of a grant or other funding under this sub- 
title, the Secretary shall complete, if required, 
the review process under the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) 
with respect to the acquisition. 

“(2) COMPLETION OF SECTION 106.—An acquisi- 
tion of a real property interest involving an his- 
toric site shall not occur unless the section 106 
process, if required, under the National Historic 
Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. 306108) is complete. 

“(3) TIMING OF ACQUISITIONS.—A real prop- 
erty interest acquired under subsection (a) may 
not be developed in anticipation of the proposed 
project until all required environmental reviews 
for the project have been completed.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents of chapter 241 is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 24105 the fol- 
lowing: 

“24106. Advance acquisition.’’. 
SEC. 35505. RAILROAD RIGHTS-OF-WAY. 

Section 306108 of title 54, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(b) OPPORTUNITY TO COM- 
MENT.—” before “The head of the Federal agen- 
cy shall afford’’ and indenting accordingly; 

(2) in the matter before subsection (b), by in- 
serting ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’’ before “The head 
of any Federal agency having direct” and in- 
denting accordingly; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(c) EXEMPTION FOR RAILROAD RIGHTS-OF- 
WAY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of the Track, Railroad, 
and Infrastructure Network Act, the Secretary 
of Transportation shall submit a proposed ex- 
emption of railroad rights-of-way from the re- 
view under this chapter to the Council for its 
consideration, consistent with the exemption for 
interstate highways approved on March 10, 2005 
(70 Fed. Reg. 11,928). 

“(2) FINAL EXEMPTION.—Not later than 180 
days after the date that the Secretary submits 
the proposed exemption under paragraph (1) to 
the Council, the Council shall issue a final ex- 
emption of railroad rights-of-way from review 
under this chapter, consistent with the exemp- 
tion for interstate highways approved on March 
10, 2005 (70 Fed. Reg. 11,928).’’. 

SEC. 35506. SAVINGS CLAUSE. 

Nothing in this title, or any amendment made 
by this title, shall be construed as superceding, 
amending, or modifying the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) 
or affect the responsibility of any Federal officer 
to comply with or enforce any such statute. 

SEC. 35507. TRANSITION. 

Nothing in this title, or any amendment made 
by this title, shall affect any existing environ- 
mental review process, program, agreement, or 
funding arrangement approved by the Secretary 
under title 49, United States Code, as that title 
was in effect on the day preceding the date of 
enactment of this subtitle. 
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Subtitle F—Financing 
SEC. 35601. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCES. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This subtitle may be cited 
as the “Railroad Infrastructure Financing Im- 
provement Act”. 

(b) REFERENCES TO THE RAILROAD REVITAL- 
IZATION AND REGULATORY REFORM ACT OF 
1976.—Except as otherwise expressly provided, 
wherever in this subtitle an amendment or re- 
peal is expressed in terms of an amendment to, 
or repeal of, a section or other provision, the 
reference shall be considered to be made to a 
section or other provision of the Railroad Revi- 
talization and Regulatory Reform Act of 1976, as 
amended (45 U.S.C. 801 et seq.). 

SEC. 35602. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 501 (45 U.S.C. 821) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraph (8) as para- 
graph (10); 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (6) and (7) as 
paragraphs (7) and (8), respectively; 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(6) The term ‘investment-grade rating’ means 
a rating of BBB minus, Baa 3, bbb minus, 
BBB(low), or higher assigned by a rating agen- 
CYL: 

(4) by inserting after paragraph (8), as redes- 
ignated, the following: 

“(9) The term ‘master credit agreement’ means 
an agreement to make 1 or more direct loans or 
loan guarantees at future dates for a program of 
related projects on terms acceptable to the Sec- 
retary.’’; and 

(5) by adding at the end the following: 

“(11) The term ‘project obligation’ means a 
note, bond, debenture, or other debt obligation 
issued by a borrower in connection with the fi- 
nancing of a project, other than a direct loan or 
loan guarantee under this title. 

“(12) The term ‘railroad’ has the meaning 
given the term ‘railroad carrier’ in section 20102 
of title 49, United States Code. 

“(13) The term ‘rating agency’ means a credit 
rating agency registered with the Securities and 
Exchange Commission as a nationally recog- 
nized statistical rating organization (as defined 
in section 3(a) of the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934 (15 U.S.C. 78c(a))). 

“(14) The term ‘substantial 
means— 

“(A) the opening of a project to passenger or 
freight traffic; or 

“(B) a comparable event, as determined by the 
Secretary and specified in the direct loan.’’. 
SEC. 35603. ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS. 

Section 502(a) (45 U.S.C. 822(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘one rail- 
road; and” and inserting ‘‘1 of the entities de- 
scribed in paragraph (1), (2), (3), (4), or (6);’’; 
and 

(2) by amending paragraph (6) to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(6) solely for the purpose of constructing a 
rail connection between a plant or facility and 
a rail carrier, limited option freight shippers 
that own or operate a plant or other facility; 
and”. 

SEC. 35604. ELIGIBLE PURPOSES. 

Section 502(b)(1) (45 U.S.C. 822(b)(1)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by inserting “, and 
costs related to these activities, including pre- 
construction costs” after “shops”; 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘sub- 
paragraph (A); or”? and inserting ‘‘subpara- 
graph (A) or (C);’’; 

(3) in subparagraph (C), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

“(D) reimburse planning and design expenses 
relating to projects described in subparagraph 
(A) or (C).”’. 
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SEC. 35605. PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION. 

(a) APPLICATION PROCESSING PROCEDURES.— 
Section 502(i) (45 U.S.C. 822(i)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(i) APPLICATION PROCESSING PROCEDURES.— 

“(1) APPLICATION STATUS NOTICES.—Not later 
than 30 days after the date that the Secretary 
receives an application under this section, the 
Secretary shall provide the applicant written 
notice as to whether the application is complete 
or incomplete. 

“(2) INCOMPLETE APPLICATIONS.—If the Sec- 
retary determines that an application is incom- 
plete, the Secretary shall— 

“(A) provide the applicant with a description 
of all of the specific information or material that 
is needed to complete the application; and 

“(B) allow the applicant to resubmit the infor- 
mation and material described under subpara- 
graph (A) to complete the application. 

“(3) APPLICATION APPROVALS 
APPROVALS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date the Secretary notifies an appli- 
cant that an application is complete under 
paragraph (1), the Secretary shall provide the 
applicant written notice as to whether the Sec- 
retary has approved or disapproved the applica- 
tion. 

“(B) ACTIONS BY THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 
AND BUDGET.—In order to enable compliance 
with the time limit under subparagraph (A), the 
Office of Management and Budget shall take 
any action required with respect to the applica- 
tion within that 60-day period. 

“(4) EXPEDITED PROCESSING.—The Secretary 
shall implement procedures and measures to 
economize the time and cost involved in obtain- 
ing an approval or a disapproval of credit as- 
sistance under this title. 

“(5) DASHBOARD.—The Secretary shall post on 
the Department of Transportation’s public Web 
site a monthly report that includes for each ap- 
plication— 

“(A) the name of the applicant or applicants; 

“(B) the location of the project; 

“(C) a brief description of the project, includ- 
ing its purpose; 

“(D) the requested direct loan or loan guar- 
antee amount; 

“(E) the date on which the Secretary provided 
application status notice under paragraph (1); 
and 

“(F) the date that the Secretary provided no- 
tice of approval or disapproval under paragraph 
B) 

(b) ADMINISTRATION OF DIRECT LOANS AND 
LOAN GUARANTEES.—Section 503 (45 U.S.C. 823) 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘, including a program 
guide and standard term sheet and specific time- 
tables.’’; 

(2) by redesignating subsections (c) through (1) 
as subsections (d) through (m), respectively; 

(3) by striking ‘‘(b) ASSIGNMENT OF LOAN 
GUARANTEES.—”’ and inserting ‘‘(c) ASSIGNMENT 
OF LOAN GUARANTEES.—’’; 

(4) in subsection (d), as redesignated— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘; and” and 
inserting a semicolon; 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(3) the modification cost has been covered 
under section 502(f).’’; and 

(5) by amending subsection (l), as redesig- 
nated, to read as follows: 

“(1) CHARGES AND LOAN SERVICING.— 

“(1) PURPOSES.—The Secretary may collect 
and spend from each applicant, obligor, or loan 
party a reasonable charge for— 

“(A) the cost of evaluating the application, 
amendments, modifications, and waivers, in- 
cluding for evaluating project viability, appli- 
cant creditworthiness, and the appraisal of the 
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value of the equipment or facilities for which 
the direct loan or loan guarantee is sought, and 
for making necessary determinations and find- 
ings; 

“(B) the cost of award management and 
project management oversight; 

“(C) the cost of services from expert firms, in- 
cluding counsel, and independent financial ad- 
visors to assist in the underwriting, auditing, 
servicing, and exercise of rights with respect to 
direct loans and loan guarantees; and 

“(D) the cost of all other expenses incurred as 
a result of a breach of any term or condition or 
any event of default on a direct loan or loan 
guarantee. 

“(2) STANDARDS.—The Secretary may charge 
different amounts under this subsection based 
on the different costs incurred under paragraph 
(1). 
“(3) SERVICER.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may appoint 
a financial entity to assist the Secretary in serv- 
icing a direct loan or loan guarantee under this 
section. 

‘“(B) DUTIES.—A_ servicer appointed under 
subparagraph (A) shall act as the agent of the 
Secretary in serving a direct loan or loan guar- 
antee under this section. 

“(C) FEES.—A servicer appointed under sub- 
paragraph (A) shall receive a servicing fee from 
the obligor or other loan party, subject to ap- 
proval by the Secretary. 

“(4) SAFETY AND OPERATIONS ACCOUNT.— 
Amounts collected under this subsection shall— 

“(A) be credited directly to the Safety and Op- 
erations account of the Federal Railroad Ad- 
ministration; and 

“(B) remain available until expended to pay 
for the costs described in this subsection.’’. 

SEC. 35606. LOAN TERMS AND REPAYMENT. 

(a) PREREQUISITES FOR ASSISTANCE.—Section 
502(g)(1) (45 U.S.C. 822(g)(1)) is amended by 
striking ‘35 years from the date of its execu- 
tion” and inserting ‘‘the lesser of 35 years after 
the date of substantial completion of the project 
or the estimated useful life of the rail equipment 
or facilities to be acquired, rehabilitated, im- 
proved, developed, or established”. 

(b) REPAYMENT SCHEDULES.—Section 502(j) (45 
U.S.C. 822(j)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘the sixth 
anniversary date of the original loan disburse- 
ment” and inserting ‘5 years after the date of 
substantial completion”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(3) DEFERRED PAYMENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If at any time after the 
date of substantial completion the project is un- 
able to generate sufficient revenues to pay the 
scheduled loan repayments of principal and in- 
terest on the direct loan, the Secretary, subject 
to subparagraph (B), may allow, for a maximum 
aggregate time of 1 year over the duration of the 
direct loan, the obligor to add unpaid principal 
and interest to the outstanding balance of the 
direct loan. 

“(B) INTEREST.—A payment deferred under 
subparagraph (A) shall— 

“(i) continue to accrue interest under para- 
graph (2) until the loan is fully repaid; and 

“(ii) be scheduled to be amortized over the re- 
maining term of the loan. 

““(4) PREPAYMENTS.— 

“(A) USE OF EXCESS REVENUES.—Any excess 
revenues that remain after satisfying scheduled 
debt service requirements on the project obliga- 
tions and direct loan and all deposit require- 
ments under the terms of any trust agreement, 
bond resolution, or similar agreement securing 
project obligations may be applied annually to 
prepay the direct loan without penalty. 

“(B) USE OF PROCEEDS OF REFINANCING.—The 
direct loan may be prepaid at any time without 
penalty from the proceeds of refinancing from 
non-Federal funding sources.’’. 
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(c) SALE OF DIRECT LOANS.—Section 502 (45 
U.S.C. 822) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“(k) SALE OF DIRECT LOANS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2) 
and as soon as practicable after substantial 
completion of a project, the Secretary, after no- 
tifying the obligor, may sell to another entity or 
reoffer into the capital markets a direct loan for 
the project if the Secretary determines that the 
sale or reoffering has a high probability of being 
made on favorable terms. 

“(2) CONSENT OF OBLIGOR.—In making a sale 
or reoffering under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
may not change the original terms and condi- 
tions of the secured loan without the prior writ- 
ten consent of the obligor”. 

(a) NONSUBORDINATION.—Section 502 (45 
U.S.C. 822), as amended in subsection (c), is fur- 
ther amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

““(l) NONSUBORDINATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para- 
graph (2)(B), a direct loan shall not be subordi- 
nated to the claims of any holder of project obli- 
gations in the event of bankruptcy, insolvency, 
or liquidation of the obligor. 

(2) PREEXISTING INDENTURES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may waive 
the requirement under paragraph (1) for a pub- 
lic agency borrower that is financing ongoing 
capital programs and has outstanding senior 
bonds under a preexisting indenture if— 

“(i) the direct loan is rated in the A category 
or higher; 

“(ii) the direct loan is secured and payable 
from pledged revenues not affected by project 
performance, such as a _ tax-based revenue 
pledge or a system-backed pledge of project reve- 
nues; and 

“(iii) the program share, under this title, of el- 
igible project costs is 50 percent or less. 

“(B) LIMITATION.—The Secretary may impose 
limitations for the waiver of the nonsubordina- 
tion requirement under this paragraph if the 
Secretary determines that such limitations 
would be in the financial interest of the Federal 
Government. ”. 

SEC. 35607. CREDIT RISK PREMIUMS. 

Section 502(f) (45 U.S.C. 822(f)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by amending the first 
sentence to read as follows: “In lieu of or in 
combination with appropriations of budget au- 
thority to cover the costs of direct loans and 
loan guarantees as required under section 
504(b)(1) of the Federal Credit Reform Act of 
1990 (2 U.S.C. 661c(b)(1)), including the cost of 
a modification thereof, the Secretary may accept 
on behalf of an applicant for assistance under 
this section a commitment from a non-Federal 
source, including a State or local government or 
agency or public benefit corporation or public 
authority thereof, to fund in whole or in part 
credit risk premiums and modification costs with 
respect to the loan that is the subject of the ap- 
plication or modification. ”; 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (D), by adding “and” 
after the semicolon; 

(B) by striking subparagraph (E); and 

(C) by redesignating subparagraph (F) as sub- 
paragraph (E); 

(3) by striking paragraph (4); 

(4) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (4); 

(5) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

(3) CREDITWORTHINESS.—An applicant may 
propose and the Secretary may accept as a basis 
for determining the amount of the credit risk 
premium under paragraph (2) any of the fol- 
lowing in addition to the value of any tangible 
asset: 

“(A) The net present value of a future stream 
of State or local subsidy income or other dedi- 
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cated revenues to secure the direct loan or loan 
guarantee. 

“(B) Adequate coverage requirements to en- 
sure repayment, on a non-recourse basis, from 
cash flows generated by the project or any other 
dedicated revenue source, including— 

“(i) tolls; 

““(ii) user fees; or 

“(iti) payments owing to the obligor under a 
public-private partnership. 

“(C) An investment-grade rating on the direct 
loan or loan guarantee, as applicable, except 
that if the total amount of the direct loan or 
loan guarantee is greater than $75,000,000, the 
applicant shall have an investment-grade rating 
from at least 2 rating agencies on the direct loan 
or loan guarantee.’’; and 

(6) in paragraph (4), as redesignated, by strik- 
ing “amounts” and inserting “amounts (and in 
the case of a modification, before the modifica- 
tion is executed), to the extent appropriations 
are not available to the Secretary to meet the 
costs of direct loans and loan guarantees, in- 
cluding costs of modifications thereof”. 

SEC. 35608. MASTER CREDIT AGREEMENTS. 

Section 502 (45 U.S.C. 822), as amended by 
subsections (c) and (d) of section 35606 of this 
Act, is further amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(m) MASTER CREDIT AGREEMENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to section 502(d) 
and paragraph (2) of this subsection, the Sec- 
retary may enter into a master credit agreement 
that is contingent on all of the conditions for 
the provision of a direct loan or loan guarantee, 
as applicable, under this title and other applica- 
ble requirements being satisfied prior to the 
issuance of the direct loan or loan guarantee. 

“(2) CONDITIONS.—Each master credit agree- 
ment shall— 

“(A) establish the maximum amount and gen- 
eral terms and conditions of each applicable di- 
rect loan or loan guarantee; 

“(B) identify 1 or more dedicated non-Federal 
revenue sources that will secure the repayment 
of each applicable direct loan or loan guar- 
antee; 

“(C) provide for the obligation of funds for 
the direct loans or loan guarantees contingent 
on and after all requirements have been met for 
the projects subject to the master credit agree- 
ment; and 

“(D) provide 1 or more dates, as determined by 
the Secretary, before which the master credit 
agreement results in each of the direct loans or 
loan guarantees or in the release of the master 
credit agreement.’’. 

SEC. 35609. PRIORITIES AND CONDITIONS. 

(a) PRIORITY PROJECTS.—Section 502(c) (45 
U.S.C. 822(c)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘, including 
projects for the installation of a positive train 
control system (as defined in section 20157(i) of 
title 49, United States Code)” after “public safe- 
ty”; 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (2) and (3) as 
paragraphs (3) and (2), respectively; 

(3) in paragraph (5), by inserting ‘‘or chapter 
227 of title 49” after ‘‘section 135 of title 23”; 

(4) by redesignating paragraphs (6) through 
(8) as paragraphs (7) through (9), respectively; 
and 

(5) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(6) improve railroad stations and passenger 
facilities and increase transit-oriented develop- 
ment;’’. 

(b) CONDITIONS OF  ASSISTANCE.—Section 
502(h) (45 U.S.C. 822(h)) is amended in para- 
graph (2), by inserting ‘‘, if applicable” after 
“project”. 

SEC. 35610. SAVINGS PROVISION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub- 

section (b), this subtitle, and the amendments 
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made by this subtitle, shall not affect any direct 
loan (or direct loan obligation) or an out- 
standing loan guarantee (or loan guarantee 
commitment) that was in effect prior to the date 
of enactment of this Act. Any such transaction 
entered into before the date of enactment of this 
Act shall be administered until completion under 
its terms as if this Act were not enacted. 

(b) MODIFICATION COSTS.—At the discretion of 
the Secretary, the authority to accept modifica- 
tion costs on behalf of an applicant under sec- 
tion 502(f) of the Railroad Revitalization and 
Regulatory Reform Act of 1976 (45 U.S.C. 822(f)), 
as amended by section 35607 of this Act, may 
apply with respect to any direct loan (or direct 
loan obligation) or an outstanding loan guar- 
antee (or loan guarantee commitment) that was 
in effect prior to the date of enactment of this 
Act. 


DIVISION D—FREIGHT AND MAJOR 
PROJECTS 
TITLE XLI—FREIGHT POLICY 
SEC. 41001. ESTABLISHMENT OF FREIGHT CHAP- 
TER. 

(a) FREIGHT.—Subdtitle III of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting after chap- 
ter 53 the following: 

“CHAPTER 54—FREIGHT 
Definitions. 
National multimodal freight policy. 
National multimodal freight network. 
National freight strategic plan. 
State freight advisory committees. 
State freight plans. 
Transportation investment planning and 

data tools. 

“5408. Savings provision. 
“5409. Assistance for freight projects. 
“§ 5401. Definitions 

“In this chapter: 

“(1) ECONOMIC COMPETITIVENESS.—The term 
‘economic competitiveness’ means the ability of 
the economy to efficiently move freight and peo- 
ple, produce goods, and deliver services, includ- 
ing— 

“(A) reductions in the travel time of freight; 

“(B) reductions in the congestion caused by 
the movement of freight; 

“(C) improvements to freight travel time reli- 
ability; and 

“(D) reductions in freight transportation costs 
due to congestion and insufficient infrastruc- 
ture. 

“(2) FREIGHT.—The term ‘freight’ means the 
commercial transportation of cargo, including 
agricultural, manufactured, retail, or other 
goods by vessel, vehicle, pipeline, or rail. 

“(3) FREIGHT TRANSPORTATION MODES.—The 
term ‘freight transportation modes’ means— 

“(A) the infrastructure supporting any mode 
of transportation that moves freight, including 
highways, ports, waterways, rail facilities, and 
pipelines; and 

“(B) any vehicles or equipment transporting 
goods on such infrastructure. 

““(4) NATIONAL HIGHWAY FREIGHT NETWORK.— 
The term ‘national highway freight network’ 
means the network established under section 167 
of title 23. 

“(5) NATIONAL MULTIMODAL FREIGHT NET- 
WORK.—The term ‘national multimodal freight 
network’ means the network established under 
section 5403. 

“(6) NATIONAL MULTIMODAL FREIGHT STRA- 
TEGIC PLAN.—The term ‘national multimodal 
freight strategic plan’ means the strategic plan 
developed under section 5404. 

“(7) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’ means 
the Secretary of Transportation. 

“(8) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means a State of 
the United States, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Common- 
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, Guam, 


“5401. 
“5402. 
“5403. 
“5404. 
“5405. 
“5406. 
“5407. 
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American Samoa, and the United States Virgin 
Islands.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENT.—The table of chapters for subtitle III of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended by in- 
serting after the item relating to chapter 53 the 
following: 

“54. Freight 5401”. 
SEC. 41002. NATIONAL MULTIMODAL FREIGHT 
POLICY. 

Chapter 54 of subtitle III of title 49, United 
States Code, as added by section 41001, is 
amended by adding after section 5401 the fol- 
lowing: 

“$5402. National multimodal freight policy 

“(a) POLICY.—It is the policy of the United 
States— 

“(1) to support investment to maintain and 
improve the condition and performance of the 
national multimodal freight network; 

(2) to ensure that the United States maxi- 
mizes its competitiveness in the global economy 
by increasing the overall productivity and 
connectivity of the national freight system; and 

“(3) to pursue the goals described in sub- 
section (b). 

(b) GOALS.—The national multimodal freight 
policy has the following goals: 

“(1) To enhance the economic competitiveness 
of the United States by investing in infrastruc- 
ture improvements and implementing oper- 
ational improvements on the freight network of 
the United States that achieve 1 or more of the 
following: 

“(A) Strengthen the contribution of the na- 
tional freight network to the economic competi- 
tiveness of the United States. 

“(B) Reduce congestion and relieve bottle- 
necks in the freight transportation system. 

“(C) Reduce the cost of freight transportation. 

“(D) Improve the reliability of freight trans- 
portation. 

“(E) Increase productivity, particularly for 
domestic industries and businesses that create 
jobs. 

“(2) To improve the safety, security, effi- 
ciency, and resiliency of freight transportation 
in rural and urban areas. 

“(3) To improve the condition of the national 
freight network. 

“(4) To use advanced technology to improve 
the safety and efficiency of the national freight 
network. 

“(5) To incorporate concepts of performance, 
innovation, competition, and accountability into 
the operation and maintenance of the national 
freight network. 

“(6) To improve the efficiency and produc- 
tivity of the national freight network. 

“(7) To pursue these goals in a manner that is 
not burdensome to State and local governments. 

“(c) STRATEGIES.—The United States may 
achieve the goals described in subsection (b) 
by— 

“(1) providing funding to maintain and im- 
prove freight infrastructure facilities; 

“(2) implementing appropriate safety, envi- 
ronmental, energy and other transportation 
policies; 

“(3) utilizing advanced technology and inno- 
vation; 

“(4) promoting workforce development; and 

“(5) using performance management activities. 

“(d) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Under Secretary 
for Policy, who shall be responsible for the over- 
sight and implementation of the national 
multimodal freight policy, shall— 

“(1) assist with the coordination of modal 
freight planning; 

“(2) ensure consistent, 
multimodal freight projects; 

“(3) review the project planning and approval 
processes at each modal administration to iden- 
tify modeling and metric inconsistencies, ap- 
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provals, and terminology differences that could 
hamper multimodal project approval; 

“(4) identify interagency data sharing oppor- 
tunities to promote freight planning and coordi- 
nation; 

“(5) identify multimodal efforts and connec- 
tions; 

“(6) designate the lead agency for multimodal 
freight projects; 

“(7) develop recommendations for State incen- 
tives for multimodal planning efforts, which 
may include— 

“(A) reducing the State cost share; or 

“(B) expediting the review of agreements for 
multimodal or freight specific projects; 

“(8) explore opportunities within existing 
legal authorities to reduce project delays by 
issuing categorical exclusions or allowing self- 
certifications of right-of-way acquisitions for 
freight projects; and 

“(9) submit a report to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation and the 
Committee on Environment and Public Works of 
the Senate and the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure of the House of Rep- 
resentatives that identifies required reports, 
statutory requirements, and other limitations on 
efficient freight project delivery that could be 
streamlined or consolidated.”’. 

SEC. 41003. NATIONAL MULTIMODAL FREIGHT 
NETWORK. 

Chapter 54 of subtitle III of title 49, United 
States Code, as amended by section 41002, is 
amended by adding after section 5402 the fol- 
lowing: 

“$5403. National multimodal freight network 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish a national freight network, in accordance 
with this section— 

“(1) to assist States in strategically directing 
resources toward improved system performance 
for the efficient movement of freight on trans- 
portation networks; 

“(2) to inform freight transportation plan- 
ning; 

“(3) to assist in the prioritization of Federal 
investment; and 

“(4) to assess and support Federal investments 
to achieve the national multimodal freight pol- 
icy goals described in section 5402(b) of this title 
and in section 150(b) of title 23. 

“(b) NETWORK COMPONENTS.—The national 
multimodal freight network established under 
this section shall consist of all connectors, cor- 
ridors, and facilities in all freight transportation 
modes that are the most critical to the current 
and future movement of freight, including the 
national highway freight network, to achieve 
the national multimodal freight policy goals de- 
scribed in section 5402(b) of this title and in sec- 
tion 150(b) of title 23. 

“(c) INITIAL DESIGNATION OF PRIMARY 
FREIGHT SYSTEM.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of the DRIVE Act, the 
Secretary, after soliciting input from stake- 
holders, including multimodal freight system 
users, transport providers, metropolitan plan- 
ning organizations, local governments, ports, 
airports, railroads, and States, through a public 
process to identify critical freight facilities and 
corridors that are vital to achieve the national 
multimodal freight policy goals described in sec- 
tion 5402(b) of this title and in section 150(b) of 
title 23, and after providing notice and oppor- 
tunity for comment on a draft system, shall des- 
ignate a primary freight system with the goal 


of— 

“(A) improving network and intermodal 
connectivity; and 

“(B) using measurable data as part of the as- 
sessment of the significance of freight move- 
ment, including the consideration of points of 
origin, destination, and linking components of 
domestic and international supply chains. 
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“(2) FACTORS.—In designating or redesig- 
nating a primary freight system, the Secretary 
shall consider— 

“(A) origins and destinations of freight move- 
ment within, to, and from the United States; 

“(B) volume, value, tonnage, and the strategic 
importance of freight; 

“(C) access to border crossings, airports, sea- 
ports, and pipelines; 

“(D) economic factors, including balance of 
trade; 

“(E) access to major areas for manufacturing, 
agriculture, or natural resources; 

“(F) access to energy exploration, develop- 
ment, installation, and production areas; 

“(G) intermodal links and intersections that 
promote connectivity; 

“(H) freight choke points and other impedi- 
ments contributing to significant measurable 
congestion, delay in freight movement, or ineffi- 
cient modal connections; 

“(I) impacts on all freight transportation 
modes and modes that share significant freight 
infrastructure; 

“(J) elements and transportation corridors 
identified by a multi-State coalition, a State, a 
State advisory committee, or a metropolitan 
planning organization, using national or local 
data, as having critical freight importance to 
the region; 

“(K) intermodal connectors, major distribu- 
tion centers, inland intermodal facilities, and 
first- and last-mile facilities; 

“(L) the annual average daily truck traffic on 
principal arterials; and 

“(M) the significance of goods movement, in- 
cluding consideration of global and domestic 
supply chains. 

“(3) REQUIREMENTS FOR DESIGNATION.—A des- 
ignation may be made under this subsection if 
the freight transportation facility or infrastruc- 
ture being considered— 

“(A) is in an urbanized area, regardless of 
population; 

“(B) has been designated under subsection (d) 
as a critical rural freight corridor; 

“(C) connects an intermodal facility to— 

“(i) the primary freight network; or 

“(ii) an intermodal freight facility; 

“(D)(i) is located within a corridor of a route 
on the primary freight network; and 

“(ii) provides an alternative option important 
to goods movement; 

“(E) serves a major freight generator, logistic 
center, agricultural region, or manufacturing, 
warehouse, or industrial land; or 

“(F) is important to the movement of freight 
within a State or metropolitan region, as deter- 
mined by the State or the metropolitan planning 
organization. 

“(4) CONSIDERATIONS.—In designating or re- 
designating the primary freight system under 
subsection (e), the Secretary shall— 

“(A) use, to the extent practicable, measurable 
data to assess the significance of goods move- 
ment, including the consideration of points of 
origin, destination, and linking components of 
the United States global and domestic supply 
chains; 

“(B) consider— 

““(i) the factors described in subsection (c)(2); 
and 

“(ii) any changes in the economy or freight 
transportation network demand; and 

“(C) provide the States with an opportunity to 
submit proposed designations in accordance 
with paragraph (5). 

“(5) STATE INPUT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Each State that proposes 
increased designations on the primary freight 
system shall— 

“(i) consider nominations for additional des- 
ignations from metropolitan planning organiza- 
tions and State freight advisory committees 
within the State; 
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“(ii) consider nominations for the additional 
designations from owners and operators of port, 
rail, pipeline, and airport facilities; and 

“(Gii) ensure that additional designations are 
consistent with the State Transportation Im- 
provement Program or freight plan. 

“(B) REVISIONS.—States may revise routes cer- 
tified under section 4006 of the Intermodal Sur- 
face Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (Pub- 
lic Law 102-240; 105 Stat. 2148) to conform with 
the designated freight system under this section. 

“(C) SUBMISSION AND CERTIFICATION.—Each 
State shall submit to the Secretary— 

“(i) a list of the additional designations added 
under this subsection; and 

“(ii) certification that— 

(I) the State has satisfied the requirements 
under subparagraph (A); and 

“(II) the designations referred to in clause (i) 
address the factors for redesignation described 
in subsection (c)(3). 

“(d) CRITICAL RURAL FREIGHT CORRIDORS.—A 
State may designate freight transportation in- 
frastructure or facilities within the borders of 
the State as a critical rural freight corridor if 
the public road or facility— 

“(1) is a rural principal arterial roadway or 
facility; 

“(2) provides access or service to energy explo- 
ration, development, installation, or production 
areas; 

“(3) provides access or service to— 

“(A) a grain elevator; 

“(B) an agricultural facility; 

“(C) a mining facility; 

“(D) a forestry facility; or 

(E) an intermodal facility; 

“(4) connects to an international port of 
entry; 

“(5) provides access to significant air, rail, 
water, or other freight facilities in the State; or 

“(6) has been determined by the State to be 
vital to improving the efficient movement of 
freight of importance to the economy of the 
State. 

“(e) REDESIGNATION OF PRIMARY FREIGHT 
SYSTEM.—Beginning on the date that is 5 years 
after the initial designation under subsection 
(c), and every 5 years thereafter, the Secretary, 
using the designation factors described in sub- 
section (c)(3), shall redesignate the primary 
freight system.’’. 

TITLE XLII—PLANNING 
SEC. 42001. NATIONAL FREIGHT STRATEGIC PLAN. 

Chapter 54 of subtitle III of title 49, United 
States Code (as amended by title XLI), is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 


“§ 5404. National freight strategic plan 


“(a) INITIAL DEVELOPMENT OF NATIONAL 
FREIGHT STRATEGIC PLAN.—Not later than 3 
years after the date of enactment of the DRIVE 
Act, the Secretary, in consultation with State 
departments of transportation, metropolitan 
planning organizations, and other appropriate 
public and private transportation stakeholders, 
shall develop, after providing opportunity for 
notice and comment on a draft national freight 
strategic plan, and post on the public website of 
the Department of Transportation a national 
freight strategic plan that includes— 

“(1) an assessment of the condition and per- 
formance of the national multimodal freight net- 
work; 

“2) an identification of bottlenecks on the 
national multimodal freight network that create 
significant freight congestion based on a quan- 
titative methodology developed by the Secretary, 
which shall, at a minimum, include— 

(A) information from the Freight Analysis 
Framework of the Federal Highway Administra- 
tion; and 

“(B) to the maximum extent practicable, an 
estimate of the cost of addressing each bottle- 
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neck and any operational improvements that 
could be implemented; 

“(3) a forecast of freight volumes, based on 
the most recent data available, for— 

“(A) the 5-year period beginning in the year 
during which the plan is issued; and 

“(B) if practicable, for the 10- and 20-year pe- 
riod beginning in the year during which the 
plan is issued; 

“(4) an identification of major trade gateways 
and national freight corridors that connect 
major economic corridors, population centers, 
trade gateways, and other major freight genera- 
tors for current and forecasted traffic and 
freight volumes, the identification of which 
shall be revised, as appropriate, in subsequent 
plans; 

“(5) an assessment of statutory, regulatory, 
technological, institutional, financial, and other 
barriers to improved freight transportation per- 
formance (including opportunities for over- 
coming the barriers); 

“(6) an identification of routes providing ac- 
cess to energy exploration, development, instal- 
lation, or production areas; 

“(7) routes for providing access to major areas 
for manufacturing, agriculture, or natural re- 
sources; 

“(8) best practices for improving the perform- 
ance of the national freight network; 

“(9) best practices to mitigate the impacts of 
freight movement on communities; 

“(10) a process for addressing multistate 
projects and encouraging jurisdictions to col- 
laborate on multistate projects; 

“(11) identification of locations or areas with 
congestion involving freight traffic, and strate- 
gies to address those issues; 

“(12) strategies to improve freight intermodal 
connectivity; and 

“(13) best practices for improving the perform- 
ance of the national multimodal freight network 
and rural and urban access to critical freight 
corridors. 

“(b) UPDATES TO NATIONAL FREIGHT STRA- 
TEGIC PLAN.—Not later than 5 years after the 
date of completion of the first national 
multimodal freight strategic plan under sub- 
section (a) and every 5 years thereafter, the Sec- 
retary shall update and repost on the public 
website of the Department of Transportation a 
revised national freight strategic plan.’’. 

SEC. 42002. STATE FREIGHT ADVISORY COMMIT- 
TEES. 


Chapter 54 of subtitle III of title 49, United 
States Code (as amended by section 42001), is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 


“$5405. State freight advisory committees 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—Each State shall establish 
a freight advisory committee consisting of a rep- 
resentative cross-section of public and private 
sector freight stakeholders, including represent- 
atives of ports, third party logistics providers, 
shippers, carriers, freight-related associations, 
the freight industry workforce, the transpor- 
tation department of the State, and local gov- 
ernments. 

“(b) ROLE OF COMMITTEE.—A freight advisory 
committee of a State described in subsection (a) 
shall— 

“(1) advise the State on freight-related prior- 
ities, issues, projects, and funding needs; 

“(2) serve as a forum for discussion for State 
transportation decisions affecting freight mobil- 
ity; 

“(3) communicate and coordinate regional pri- 
orities with other organizations; 

“(4) promote the sharing of information be- 
tween the private and public sectors on freight 
issues; and 

“(5) participate in the development of the 
freight plan of the State described in section 
5406.’’. 
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SEC. 42003. STATE FREIGHT PLANS. 


Chapter 54 of subtitle III of title 49, United 
States Code (as amended by section 42002), is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 


“$5406. State freight plans 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—Each State shall develop a 
freight plan that provides a comprehensive plan 
for the immediate and long-range planning ac- 
tivities and investments of the State with respect 
to freight. 

“(b) PLAN CONTENTS.—A freight plan de- 
scribed in subsection (a) shall include, at a min- 
imum— 

“(1) an identification of significant freight 
system trends, needs, and issues with respect to 
the State; 

“(2) a description of the freight policies, strat- 
egies, and performance measures that will guide 
the freight-related transportation investment de- 
cisions of the State; 

“(3) when applicable, a listing of critical rural 
and urban freight corridors designated within 
the State under section 5403 of this title or sec- 
tion 167 of title 23; 

“(4) a description of how the plan will im- 
prove the ability of the State to meet the na- 
tional freight goals established under section 
5402(b) of this title and section 150(b) of title 23; 

“(5) a description of how innovative tech- 
nologies and operational strategies, including 
freight intelligent transportation systems, that 
improve the safety and efficiency of freight 
movement, were considered; 

“(6) in the case of roadways on which travel 
by heavy vehicles (including mining, agricul- 
tural, energy cargo or equipment, and timber ve- 
hicles) is projected to substantially deteriorate 
the condition of roadways, a description of im- 
provements that may be required to reduce or 
impede the deterioration; 

“(7) an inventory of facilities with freight mo- 
bility issues, such as bottlenecks, within the 
State, and where the facilities are State owned 
or operated, a description of the strategies the 
State is employing to address those freight mo- 
bility issues; 

“(8) consideration of any significant conges- 
tion or delay caused by freight movements and 
any strategies to mitigate that congestion or 
delay; and 

“(9) a freight investment plan that, subject to 
subsection (c)(2), includes a list of priority 
projects and describes how funds made available 
to carry out section 167 of title 23 would be in- 
vested and matched. 

““(c) RELATIONSHIP TO LONG-RANGE PLAN.— 

“(1) INCORPORATION.—A State freight plan de- 
scribed in subsection (a) may be developed sepa- 
rately from or incorporated into the statewide 
strategic long-range transportation plan re- 
quired by section 135 of title 23. 

“(2) FISCAL CONSTRAINT.—The freight invest- 
ment plan component of a freight plan shall in- 
clude a project, or an identified phase of a 
project, only if funding for completion of the 
project can reasonably be anticipated to be 
available for the project within the time period 
identified in the freight investment plan. 

“(d) PLANNING PERIOD.—The freight plan 
shall address a 5-year forecast period. 

““(e) UPDATES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A State shall update the 
freight plan not less frequently than once every 
5 years. 

“(2) FREIGHT INVESTMENT PLAN.—A State may 
update the freight investment plan more fre- 
quently than is required under paragraph (1).’’. 
SEC. 42004. FREIGHT DATA AND TOOLS. 


Chapter 54 of subtitle III of title 49, United 
States Code (as amended by section 42003), is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
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“§5407. Transportation investment data and 
planning tools 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of the DRIVE Act, the 
Secretary shall— 

“(1) begin development of new tools and im- 
provement of existing tools to support an out- 
come-oriented, performance-based approach to 
evaluate proposed freight-related and other 
transportation projects, including— 

“(A) methodologies for systematic analysis of 
benefits and costs on a national or regional 
basis; 

“(B) tools for ensuring that the evaluation of 
freight-related and other transportation projects 
could consider safety, economic competitiveness, 
urban and rural access, environmental sustain- 
ability, and system condition in the project se- 
lection process; 

“(C) improved methods for data collection and 
trend analysis; 

“(D) encouragement of public-private partner- 
ships to carry out data sharing activities while 
maintaining the confidentiality of all propri- 
etary data; and 

(E) other tools to assist in effective transpor- 
tation planning; 

“(2) identify transportation-related model 
data elements to support a broad range of eval- 
uation methods and techniques to assist in mak- 
ing transportation investment decisions; and 

“(3) at a minimum, in consultation with other 
relevant Federal agencies, consider any im- 
provements to existing freight flow data collec- 
tion efforts that could reduce identified freight 
data gaps and deficiencies and help improve 
forecasts of freight transportation demand. 

“(b) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall con- 
sult with Federal, State, and other stakeholders 
to develop, improve, and implement the tools 
and collect the data described in subsection 
(a).”’. 

SEC. 42005. SAVINGS PROVISION. 

Chapter 54 of subtitle III of title 49, United 
States Code (as amended by section 42004), is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“§ 5408. Savings provision 

“Nothing in this chapter provides additional 
authority to regulate or direct private activity 
on freight networks designated by this chap- 
ter.”’. 

TITLE XLUI—FORMULA FREIGHT 
PROGRAM 
SEC. 43001. NATIONAL HIGHWAY FREIGHT PRO- 
GRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 167 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“§ 167. National highway freight program 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—It is the policy of the 
United States to improve the condition and per- 
formance of the national highway freight net- 
work to ensure that the national freight net- 
work provides the foundation for the United 
States to compete in the global economy and 
achieve each goal described in subsection (b). 

“(2) ESTABLISHMENT.—In support of the goals 
described in subsection (b), the Federal High- 
way Administrator (referred to in this section as 
the ‘Administrator’) shall establish a national 
highway freight program in accordance with 
this section to improve the efficient movement of 
freight on the national highway freight net- 
work. 

“(b) GOALS.—The goals of the national high- 
way freight program are— 

“(1) to invest in infrastructure improvements 
and to implement operational improvements on 
the highways of the United States that— 

“(A) strengthen the contribution of the na- 
tional highway freight network to the economic 
competitiveness of the United States; 
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“(B) reduce congestion and relieve bottlenecks 
in the freight transportation system; 

“(C) reduce the cost of freight transportation; 

“(D) improve the reliability of freight trans- 
portation; and 

“(E) increase productivity, particularly for 
domestic industries and businesses that create 
high-value jobs; 

“(2) to improve the safety, security, efficiency, 
and resiliency of freight transportation in rural 
and urban areas; 

“(3) to improve the state of good repair of the 
national highway freight network; 

“(4) to use advanced technology to improve 
the safety and efficiency of the national high- 
way freight network; 

“(5) to incorporate concepts of performance, 
innovation, competition, and accountability into 
the operation and maintenance of the national 
highway freight network; 

“(6) to improve the efficiency and productivity 
of the national highway freight network; and 

“(7) to reduce the environmental impacts of 
freight movement. 

‘“(c) ESTABLISHMENT OF A NATIONAL HIGHWAY 
FREIGHT NETWORK.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall es- 
tablish a national highway freight network in 
accordance with this section to assist States in 
strategically directing resources toward im- 
proved system performance for efficient move- 
ment of freight on highways. 

“(2) NETWORK COMPONENTS.—The national 
highway freight network shall consist of— 

“(A) the primary highway freight system, as 
designated under subsection (d); 

“(B) critical rural freight corridors established 
under subsection (e); 

“(C) critical urban freight corridors estab- 
lished under subsection (f); and 

“(D) the portions of the Interstate System not 
designated as part of the primary highway 
freight system, including designated future 
Interstate System routes as of the date of enact- 
ment of the DRIVE Act. 

“(d) DESIGNATION AND REDESIGNATION OF THE 
PRIMARY HIGHWAY FREIGHT SYSTEM.— 

“(1) INITIAL DESIGNATION OF PRIMARY HIGH- 
WAY FREIGHT SYSTEM.—The initial designation 
of the primary highway freight system shall 
be— 

“(A) the network designated by the Secretary 
under section 167(d) of title 23, United States 
Code, as in effect on the day before the date of 
enactment of the DRIVE Act; and 

“(B) all National Highway System freight 
intermodal connectors. 

“(2) REDESIGNATION OF PRIMARY HIGHWAY 
FREIGHT SYSTEM.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Beginning on the date that 
is 1 year after the date of enactment of the 
DRIVE Act and every 5 years thereafter, using 
the designation factors described in subpara- 
graph (E), the Administrator shall redesignate 
the primary highway freight system (including 
any additional mileage added to the primary 
highway freight system under this paragraph as 
of the date on which the redesignation process 
is effective). 

“(B) MILEAGE.— 

“(i) FIRST REDESIGNATION.—In redesignating 
the primary highway freight system on the date 
that is 1 year after the date of enactment of the 
DRIVE Act, the Administrator shall limit the 
system to 30,000 centerline miles, without regard 
to the connectivity of the primary highway 
freight system. 

“(ii) SUBSEQUENT REDESIGNATIONS.—Each re- 
designation after the redesignation described in 
clause (i), the Administrator may increase the 
primary highway freight system by up to 5 per- 
cent of the total mileage of the system, without 
regard to the connectivity of the primary high- 
way freight system. 
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“(C) CONSIDERATIONS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—In redesignating the pri- 
mary highway freight system, to the maximum 
extent practicable, the Administrator shall use 
measurable data to assess the significance of 
goods movement, including consideration of 
points of origin, destination, and linking compo- 
nents of the United States global and domestic 
supply chains. 

“(i) INTERMODAL CONNECTORS.—In redesig- 
nating the primary highway freight system, the 
Administrator shall include all National High- 
way System freight intermodal connectors. 

“(D) INPUT.—In addition to the process pro- 
vided to State freight advisory committees under 
paragraph (3), in redesignating the primary 
highway freight system, the Administrator shall 
provide an opportunity for State freight advi- 
sory committees to submit additional miles for 
consideration. 

“(E) FACTORS FOR REDESIGNATION.—In redes- 
ignating the primary highway freight system, 
the Administrator shall consider— 

“(i) the origins and destinations of freight 
movement in, to, and from the United States; 

“(ii) land and water ports of entry; 

“(iti) access to energy exploration, develop- 
ment, installation, or production areas; 

“(iv) proximity of access to other freight inter- 
modal facilities, including rail, air, water, and 
pipelines; 

“(v) the total freight tonnage and value 
moved via highways; 

““(vi) significant freight bottlenecks, as identi- 
fied by the Administrator; 

““(vii) the annual average daily truck traffic 
on principal arterials; and 

““(viii) the significance of goods movement on 
principal arterials, including consideration of 
global and domestic supply chains. 

“(3) STATE FLEXIBILITY FOR ADDITIONAL MILES 
ON PRIMARY HIGHWAY FREIGHT SYSTEM.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
each redesignation conducted by the Adminis- 
trator under paragraph (2), each State, under 
the advisement of the State freight advisory 
committee, as developed and carried out in ac- 
cordance with subsection (l1), may increase the 
number of miles designated as part of the pri- 
mary highway freight system in that State by 
not more than 10 percent of the miles designated 
in that State under this subsection if the addi- 
tional miles— 

“(i) close gaps between primary highway 
freight system segments; 

“(ii) establish connections of the primary 
highway freight system critical to the efficient 
movement of goods, including ports, inter- 
national border crossings, airports, intermodal 
facilities, logistics centers, warehouses, and ag- 
ricultural facilities; or 

“(iti) designate critical 
routes. 

“(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—Each State, under the 
advisement of the State freight advisory com- 
mittee that increases the number of miles on the 
primary highway freight system under subpara- 
graph (A) shall— 

“(i) consider nominations for the additional 
miles from metropolitan planning organizations 
within the State; 

“(ii) ensure that the additional miles are con- 
sistent with the freight plan of the State; and 

“(iti) review the primary highway freight sys- 
tem of the State designated under paragraph (1) 
and redesignate miles in a manner that is con- 
sistent with paragraph (2). 

“(C) SUBMISSION.—Each State, under the ad- 
visement of the State freight advisory committee 
shall— 

“(G) submit to the Administrator a list of the 
additional miles added under this subsection; 
and 

“(ii) certify that— 
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(I) the additional miles meet the require- 
ments of subparagraph (A); and 

“(II) the State, under the advisement of the 
State freight advisory committee, has satisfied 
the requirements of subparagraph (B). 

“(e) CRITICAL RURAL FREIGHT CORRIDORS.—A 
State may designate a public road within the 
borders of the State as a critical rural freight 
corridor if the public road— 

“(1) is a rural principal arterial roadway and 
has a minimum of 25 percent of the annual aver- 
age daily traffic of the road measured in pas- 
senger vehicle equivalent units from trucks 
(Federal Highway Administration vehicle class 8 
to 13); 

“(2) provides access to energy exploration, de- 
velopment, installation, or production areas; 

“(3) connects the primary highway freight 
system, a roadway described in paragraph (1) or 
(2), or the Interstate System to facilities that 
handle more than— 

“(A) 50,000 20-foot equivalent units per year; 
or 

“(B) 500,000 tons per year of bulk commod- 
ities; 

“(4) provides access to— 

“(A) a grain elevator; 

“(B) an agricultural facility; 

“(C) a mining facility; 

“(D) a forestry facility; or 

(E) an intermodal facility; 

“(5) connects to an international port of 
entry; 

“(6) provides access to significant air, rail, 
water, or other freight facilities in the State; or 

“(7) is, in the determination of the State, vital 
to improving the efficient movement of freight of 
importance to the economy of the State. 

“(f) CRITICAL URBAN FREIGHT CORRIDORS.— 

“(1) URBANIZED AREA WITH POPULATION OF 
500,000 OR MORE.—In an urbanized area with a 
population of 500,000 or more individuals, the 
representative metropolitan planning organiza- 
tion, in consultation with the State, may des- 
ignate a public road within the borders of that 
area of the State as a critical urban freight cor- 
ridor. 

*(2) URBANIZED AREA WITH A POPULATION 
LESS THAN 500,000.—In an urbanized area with a 
population of less than 500,000 individuals, the 
State, in consultation with the representative 
metropolitan planning organization, may des- 
ignate a public road within the borders of that 
area of the State as a critical urban freight cor- 
ridor. 

““(3) REQUIREMENTS FOR DESIGNATION.—A des- 
ignation may be made under paragraphs (1) or 
(2) if the public road— 

“(A) is in an urbanized area, regardless of 
population; and 

“(B)(i) connects an intermodal facility to— 

(I) the primary highway freight network; 

“(II) the Interstate System; or 

“(CIID an intermodal freight facility; 

“(ii) is located within a corridor of a route on 
the primary highway freight network and pro- 
vides an alternative highway option important 
to goods movement; 

“(iii) serves a major freight generator, logistic 
center, or manufacturing and warehouse indus- 
trial land; or 

‘“(iv) is important to the movement of freight 
within the region, as determined by the metro- 
politan planning organization or the State. 

“(g) DESIGNATION AND CERTIFICATION.— 

“(1) DESIGNATION.—States and metropolitan 
planning organizations may designate corridors 
under subsections (e) and (f) and submit the 
designated corridors to the Administrator on a 
rolling basis. 

(2) CERTIFICATION.—Each State or metropoli- 
tan planning organization that designates a 
corridor under subsection (e) or (f) shall certify 
to the Administrator that the designated cor- 
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ridor meets the requirements of the applicable 
subsection. 

“(h) HIGHWAY FREIGHT TRANSPORTATION CON- 
DITIONS AND PERFORMANCE REPORTS.—Not later 
than 2 years after the date of enactment of the 
DRIVE Act and biennially thereafter, the Ad- 
ministrator shall prepare and submit to Con- 
gress a report that describes the conditions and 
performance of the national highway freight 
network in the United States. 

“(i) USE OF APPORTIONED FUNDS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A State shall obligate funds 
apportioned to the State under section 104(b)(5) 
to improve the movement of freight on the na- 
tional highway freight network. 

“(2) FORMULA.—The Administrator shall cal- 
culate for each State the proportion that— 

“(A) the total mileage in the State designated 
as part of the primary highway freight system; 
bears to 

“(B) the total mileage of the primary highway 
freight system in all States. 

(3) USE OF FUNDS.— 

“(A) STATES WITH HIGH PRIMARY HIGHWAY 
FREIGHT SYSTEM MILEAGE.—If the proportion of 
a State under paragraph (2) is greater than or 
equal to 3 percent, the State may obligate funds 
apportioned to the State under section 104(b)(5) 
for projects on— 

“(i) the primary highway freight system; 

“(ii) critical rural freight corridors; and 

“(iti) critical urban freight corridors. 

‘“(B) STATES WITH LOW PRIMARY HIGHWAY 
FREIGHT SYSTEM MILEAGE.—If the proportion of 
a State under paragraph (2) is less than 3 per- 
cent, the State may obligate funds apportioned 
to the State under section 104(b)(5) for projects 
on any component of the national highway 
freight network. 

“(4) FREIGHT PLANNING.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, effective beginning 2 
years after the date of enactment of the DRIVE 
Act, a State may not obligate funds apportioned 
to the State under section 104(b)(5) unless the 
State has— 

“(A) established a freight advisory committee 
in accordance with section 5405 of title 49; and 

“(B) developed a freight plan in accordance 
with section 5406 of title 49, except that the 
multimodal component of the plan may be in- 
complete before an obligation may be made 
under this section. 

“(5) ELIGIBILITY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in this 
subsection, for a project to be eligible for fund- 
ing under this section the project shall— 

“(i) contribute to the efficient movement of 
freight on the national highway freight net- 
work; and 

“(ii) be consistent with a freight investment 
plan included in a freight plan of the State that 
is in effect. 

“(B) OTHER PROJECTS.—A State may obligate 
not more than 10 percent of the total apportion- 
ment of the State under section 104(b)(5) for 
projects— 

“(i) within the boundaries of public and pri- 
vate freight rail, water facilities (including 
ports), and intermodal facilities; and 

“(ii) that provide surface transportation in- 
frastructure necessary to facilitate direct inter- 
modal interchange, transfer, and access into 
and out of the facility. 

“(C) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.—Funds apportioned 
to the State under section 104(b)(5) for the na- 
tional highway freight program may be obli- 
gated to carry out 1 or more of the following: 

“(i) Development phase activities, including 
planning, feasibility analysis, revenue fore- 
casting, environmental review, preliminary engi- 
neering and design work, and other precon- 
struction activities. 

“(ii) Construction, reconstruction, rehabilita- 
tion, acquisition of real property (including 
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land relating to the project and improvements to 
land), construction contingencies, acquisition of 
equipment, and operational improvements di- 
rectly relating to improving system performance. 

“(iti) Intelligent transportation systems and 
other technology to improve the flow of freight, 
including intelligent freight transportation sys- 
tems. 

“(iv) Efforts to reduce the environmental im- 
pacts of freight movement. 

“(v) Environmental and community mitigation 
of freight movement. 

““(vi) Railway-highway grade separation. 

““(vii) Geometric improvements to interchanges 
and ramps. 

““(viii) Truck-only lanes. 

“(ix) Climbing and runaway truck lanes. 

“(x) Adding or widening of shoulders. 

“(xi) Truck parking facilities eligible for fund- 
ing under section 1401 of MAP-21 (23 U.S.C. 137 
note; Public Law 112-141). 

“(zii) Real-time traffic, truck parking, road- 
way condition, and multimodal transportation 
information systems. 

“(ziti) Electronic screening and credentialing 
systems for vehicles, including weigh-in-motion 
truck inspection technologies. 

“(ziv) Traffic signal optimization, including 
synchronized and adaptive signals. 

“(xv) Work zone management and information 
systems. 

(xvi) Highway ramp metering. 

‘““(xvii) Electronic cargo and border security 
technologies that improve truck freight move- 
ment. 

“(zvtii) Intelligent transportation systems that 
would increase truck freight efficiencies inside 
the boundaries of intermodal facilities. 

‘“(xix) Additional road capacity to address 
highway freight bottlenecks. 

(xx) A highway project, other than a project 
described in clauses (i) through (xix), to improve 
the flow of freight on the national highway 
freight network. 

“(xxi) Any other surface transportation 
project to improve the flow of freight into and 
out of a facility described in subparagraph (B). 

“(6) OTHER ELIGIBLE COSTS.—In addition to 
the eligible projects identified in paragraph (5), 
a State may use funds apportioned under sec- 
tion 104(b)(5) for— 

“(A) carrying out diesel retrofit or alternative 
fuel projects under section 149 for class 8 vehi- 
cles; and 

“(B) the necessary costs of— 

“(i) conducting analyses and data collection 
related to the national highway freight pro- 
gram; 

“(ii) developing and updating performance 
targets to carry out this section; and 

“(iti) reporting to the Administrator to comply 
with section 150. 

“(7) APPLICABILITY OF PLANNING REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—Programming and expenditure of funds 
for projects under this section shall be con- 
sistent with the requirements of sections 134 and 
135. 

“(i) STATE PERFORMANCE TARGETS.—If the 
Administrator determines that a State has not 
met or made significant progress toward meeting 
the performance targets related to freight move- 
ment of the State established under section 
150(d) by the date that is 2 years after the date 
of the establishment of the performance targets, 
until the date on which the Administrator deter- 
mines that the State has met or has made sig- 
nificant progress towards meeting the perform- 
ance targets, the State shall submit to the Ad- 
ministrator, on a biennial basis, a freight per- 
formance improvement plan that includes— 

“(1) an identification of significant freight 
system trends, needs, and issues within the 
State; 

“(2) a description of the freight policies and 
strategies that will guide the freight-related 
transportation investments of the State; 
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“(3) an inventory of freight bottlenecks within 
the State and a description of the ways in which 
the State is allocating the national highway 
freight program funds to improve those bottle- 
necks; and 

“(4) a description of the actions the State will 
undertake to meet the performance targets of 
the State. 

“(k) STUDY OF MULTIMODAL PROJECTS.—Not 
later than 2 years after the date of enactment of 
the DRIVE Act, the Administrator shall submit 
to Congress a report that contains— 

“(1) a study of freight projects identified in 
State freight plans under section 5406 of title 49; 
and 

“(2) an evaluation of multimodal freight 
projects included in the State freight plans, or 
otherwise identified by States, that are subject 
to the limitation of funding for such projects 
under this section. 

“(l) STATE FREIGHT ADVISORY COMMITTEES.— 
A State freight advisory committee shall be car- 
ried out as described in section 5405 of title 49. 

“(m) STATE FREIGHT PLANS.—A State freight 
plan shall be carried out as described in section 
5406 of title 49. 

“(n) INTELLIGENT FREIGHT TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEM.— 

“(1) DEFINITION OF INTELLIGENT FREIGHT 
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM.—In this section, the 
term ‘intelligent freight transportation system’ 
means— 

(A) an innovative or intelligent technological 
transportation system, infrastructure, or facili- 
ties, including electronic roads, driverless 
trucks, elevated freight transportation facilities, 
and other intelligent freight transportation sys- 
tems; and 

“(B) a communications or information proc- 
essing system used singly or in combination for 
dedicated intelligent freight lanes and convey- 
ances that improve the efficiency, security, or 
safety of freight on the Federal-aid highway 
system or that operate to convey freight or im- 
prove existing freight movements. 

“(2) LOCATION.—An intelligent freight trans- 
portation system shall be located— 

“(A)(i) along existing Federal-aid highways; 
or 

“(Gi) in a manner that connects ports-of-entry 
to existing Federal-aid highways; and 

“(B) in proximity to, or within, an existing 
right-of-way on a Federal-aid highway. 

“(3) OPERATING STANDARDS.—The Adminis- 
trator of the Federal Highway Administration 
shall determine the need for establishing oper- 
ating standards for intelligent freight transpor- 
tation systems. 

“(o) TREATMENT OF FREIGHT PROJECTS.—Not- 
withstanding any other provision of law, a 
freight project carried out under this section 
shall be treated as if the project were on a Fed- 
eral-aid highway.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) The analysis for chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“167. National highway freight program.” 

(2) Sections 1116, 1117, and 1118 of MAP -21 (23 
U.S.C. 167 note; Public Law 112-141) are re- 
pealed. 


TITLE XLIV—GRANTS 
SEC. 44001. PURPOSE; DEFINITIONS; ADMINISTRA- 
TION. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—The purpose of the grants 
described in the amendments made by section 
44002 is to assist in funding critical high-cost 
transportation infrastructure projects that— 

(1) are difficult to complete with existing Fed- 
eral, State, local, and private funds; and 

(2) will achieve 1 or more of— 

(A) generation of national or regional eco- 
nomic benefits and an increase in the global eco- 
nomic competitiveness of the United States; 
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(B) reduction of congestion and the impacts of 
congestion; 

(C) improvement of facilities vital to agri- 
culture, manufacturing, or national energy se- 
curity; 

(D) improvement of the efficiency, reliability, 
and affordability of the movement of freight; 

(E) improvement of transportation safety; 

(F) improvement of existing and designated 
future Interstate System routes; or 

(G) improvement of the movement of people 
through improving rural connectivity and met- 
ropolitan accessibility. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section and for pur- 
poses of the grant programs established under 
the amendments made by section 44002: 

(1) ELIGIBLE APPLICANT.—The term “‘eligible 
applicant’’ means— 

(A) a State (or a group of States); 

(B) a local government (or a group of local 
governments); 

(C) a tribal government (or a consortium of 
tribal governments); 

(D) a transit agency (or a group of transit 
agencies); 

(E) a special purpose district or a public au- 
thority with a transportation function; 

(F) a port authority (or a group of port au- 
thorities); 

(G) a political subdivision of a State or local 
government; 

(H) a Federal land management agency, joint- 
ly with the applicable State; or 

(I) a multistate or multijurisdictional group of 
entities described in subparagraphs (A) through 
(H). 
(2) RURAL AREA.—The term “rural area” 
means an area that is outside of an urbanized 
area with a population greater than 150,000 in- 
dividuals, as determined by the Bureau of the 
Census. 

(3) RURAL STATE.—The term “rural State” 
means a State that has a population density of 
80 or fewer persons per square mile, based on the 
most recent decennial census. 

(c) APPLICATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—An eligible applicant shall 
submit to the Secretary or the Federal Highway 
Administrator (referred to in this section as the 
“Administrator’’), as appropriate, an applica- 
tion in such form and containing such informa- 
tion as the Secretary or Administrator, as ap- 
propriate, determines necessary, including the 
total amount of the grant requested. 

(2) CONTENTS.—Each application submitted 
under this paragraph shall include data on the 
most recent system performance, to the extent 
practicable, and estimated system improvements 
that will result from completion of the eligible 
project, including projections for improvements 5 
and 10 years after completion of the project. 

(3) RESUBMISSION OF APPLICATIONS.—An eligi- 
ble applicant whose project is not selected may 
resubmit an application in a subsequent solicita- 
tion with an addendum indicating changes to 
the project application. 

(da) ACCOUNTABILITY MEASURES.—The Sec- 
retary and the Administrator shall establish ac- 
countability measures for the management of 
the grants described in this section— 

(1) to establish clear procedures for addressing 
late-arriving applications; 

(2) to publicly communicate decisions to ac- 
cept or reject applications; and 

(3) to document major decisions in the appli- 
cation evaluation and project selection process 
through a decision memorandum or similar 
mechanism that provides a clear rationale for 
decisions. 

(e) GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION.—In awarding 
grants, the Secretary or Administrator, as ap- 
propriate, shall take measures to ensure, to the 
maximum extent practicable— 

(1) an equitable geographic distribution of 
amounts; and 
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(2) an appropriate balance in addressing the 
needs of rural and urban communities. 

(f) REPORTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary or the Admin- 
istrator, as appropriate, shall make available on 
the website of the Department at the end of 
each fiscal year an annual report that lists each 
project for which a grant has been provided 
under this section during that fiscal year. 

(2) COMPTROLLER GENERAL.— 

(A) ASSESSMENT.—The Comptroller General of 
the United States shall conduct an assessment 
of the administrative establishment, solicitation, 
selection, and justification process with respect 
to the funding of grants described in this title. 

(B) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the 
initial awarding of grants described in this sec- 
tion, the Comptroller General of the United 
States shall submit to the Committee on Envi- 
ronment and Public Works of the Senate, the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation of the Senate, and the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
of Representatives a report that describes— 

(i) the adequacy and fairness of the process by 
which each project was selected, if applicable; 

(ii) the justification and criteria used for the 
selection of each project, if applicable. 

SEC. 44002. GRANTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1 of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“$171. Assistance for major projects program 


“(a) PURPOSE OF PROGRAM.—The purpose of 
the assistance for major projects program shall 
be the purpose described in section 44001 of the 
DRIVE Act. 

“(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

“(1) the terms defined in section 44001 of the 
DRIVE Act shall apply; and 

“(2) the following definitions shall apply: 

“(A) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘Adminis- 
trator’ means the Administrator of the Federal 
Highway Administration. 

“(B) ELIGIBLE PROJECT.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘eligible project’ 
means a surface transportation project, or a 
program of integrated surface transportation 
projects closely related in the function the 
projects perform, that— 

“(I) is a capital project that is eligible for Fed- 
eral financial assistance under— 

“(aa) this title; or 

“(bb) chapter 53 of title 49; and 

“(II) except as provided in clause (ii), has eli- 
gible project costs that are reasonably antici- 
pated to equal or exceed the lesser of— 

““(aa) $350,000,000; and 

“(bb)(AA) for a project located in a single 
State, 25 percent of the amount of Federal-aid 
highway funds apportioned to the State for the 
most recently completed fiscal year; 

“(BB) for a project located in a single rural 
State with a population density of 80 or fewer 
persons per square mile based on the most recent 
decennial census, 10 percent of the amount of 
Federal-aid highway funds apportioned to the 
State for the most recently completed fiscal year; 
or 

“(CC) for a project located in more than 1 
State, 75 percent of the amount of Federal-aid 
highway funds apportioned to the participating 
State that has the largest apportionment for the 
most recently completed fiscal year. 

“(it) FEDERAL LAND TRANSPORTATION FACIL- 
ITY.—In the case of a Federal land transpor- 
tation facility, the term ‘eligible project’ means 
a Federal land transportation facility that has 
eligible project costs that are reasonably antici- 
pated to equal or exceed $150,000,000. 

“(C) ELIGIBLE PROJECT COSTS.—The term ‘eli- 
gible project costs’ means the costs of— 

“(i) development phase activities, including 
planning, feasibility analysis, revenue fore- 
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casting, environmental review, preliminary engi- 
neering and design work, and other precon- 
struction activities; and 

“(ii) construction, reconstruction, rehabilita- 
tion, and acquisition of real property (including 
land related to the project and improvements to 
land), environmental mitigation, construction 
contingencies, acquisition of equipment directly 
related to improving system performance, and 
operational improvements. 

“(c) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—The Ad- 
ministrator shall establish a program in accord- 
ance with this section to provide grants for 
projects that will have a significant impact on a 
region or the Nation. 

““(d) SOLICITATIONS AND APPLICATIONS.— 

“(1) GRANT SOLICITATIONS.—The Adminis- 
trator shall conduct a transparent and competi- 
tive national solicitation process to review eligi- 
ble projects for funding under this section. 

“(2) APPLICATIONS.—An eligible applicant 
shall submit an application to the Administrator 
in such form as described in and in accordance 
with section 44001 of the DRIVE Act. 

“(e) CRITERIA FOR PROJECT EVALUATION AND 
SELECTION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may se- 
lect a project for funding under this section only 
if the Administrator determines that the 
project— 

“(A) is consistent with the national goals de- 
scribed in section 150(b); 

“(B) will significantly improve the perform- 
ance of the national surface transportation net- 
work, nationally or regionally; 

“(C) is based on the results of preliminary en- 
gineering; 

“(D) is consistent with the long-range state- 
wide transportation plan; 

“(E) cannot be readily and efficiently com- 
pleted without Federal financial assistance; 

(F) is justified based on the ability of the 
project to achieve 1 or more of— 

“(i) generation of national economic benefits 
that reasonably exceed the costs of the project; 

“Gi) reduction of long-term congestion, in- 
cluding impacts on a national, regional, and 
statewide basis; 

“(iii) an increase in the speed, reliability, and 
accessibility of the movement of people or 
freight; or 

“(iv) improvement of transportation safety, 
including reducing transportation accident and 
serious injuries and fatalities; and 

(G) is supported by a sufficient amount of 
non-Federal funding, including evidence of sta- 
ble and dependable financing to construct, 
maintain, and operate the infrastructure facil- 
ity. 
“(2) ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS.—In evalu- 
ating a project under this section, in addition to 
the criteria described in paragraph (1), the Ad- 
ministrator shall consider the extent to which 
the project— 

“(A) leverages Federal investment by encour- 
aging non-Federal contributions to the project, 
including contributions from public-private 
partnerships; 

“(B) is able to begin construction by the date 
that is not later than 18 months after the date 
on which the project is selected; 

“(C) incorporates innovative project delivery 
and financing to the maximum extent prac- 
ticable; 

“(D) helps maintain or protect the environ- 
ment; 

(E) improves roadways vital to national en- 
ergy security; 

“(F) improves or upgrades designated future 
Interstate System routes; 

“(G) uses innovative technologies, including 
intelligent transportation systems, that enhance 
the efficiency of the project; 

(H) helps to improve mobility and accessi- 
bility; and 
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“(I) address the impact of population growth 
on the movement of people and freight. 

“(f) GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION.—In awarding 
grants under this section, the Administrator 
shall take measures as described in section 44001 
of the DRIVE Act. 

“(g) FUNDING REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except in the case of 
projects described in paragraph (2), the amount 
of a grant under this section shall be at least 
$50,000,000. 

“(2) RURAL PROJECTS.—The amounts made 
available for a fiscal year under this section for 
eligible projects located in rural areas or in 
rural States shall not be— 

“(A) less than 20 percent of the amount made 
available for the fiscal year under this section; 
and 

“(B) subject to paragraph (1). 

“(3) LIMITATION OF FUNDS.—Not more than 20 
percent of the funds made available for a fiscal 
year to carry out this section shall be allocated 
for projects eligible under section 167(i)(5)(B) or 
chapter 53 of title 49. 

“(4) STATE CAP.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not more than 20 percent 
of the funds made available for a fiscal year to 
carry out this section may be awarded to 
projects in a single State. 

‘“(B) EXCEPTION FOR MULTISTATE PROJECTS.— 
For purposes of the limitation described in sub- 
paragraph (A), funds awarded for a multistate 
project shall be considered to be distributed 
evenly to each State. 

“(5) TIFIA PROGRAM.—On the request of an 
eligible applicant under this section, the Admin- 
istrator may use amounts awarded to the entity 
to pay subsidy and administrative costs nec- 
essary to provide the entity Federal credit as- 
sistance under chapter 6 with respect to the 
project for which the grant was awarded. 

“(h) GRANT REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(1) APPLICABILITY OF PLANNING REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—The programming and expenditure of 
funds for projects under this section shall be 
consistent with the requirements of sections 134 
and 135. 

“(2) DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE MODAL 
REQUIREMENTS.—If an eligible project that re- 
ceives a grant under this section has a 
crossmodal component, the Administrator— 

“(A) shall determine the predominant modal 
component of the project; and 

“(B) may apply the applicable requirements of 
that predominant modal component to the 
project. 

“(i) REPORT TO THE ADMINISTRATOR.—For 
each project funded under this section, the 
project sponsor shall evaluate system perform- 
ance and submit to the Administrator a report 
not later than 5, 10, and 20 years after comple- 
tion of the project to assess whether the project 
outcomes have met preconstruction projections. 

“(j) ADMINISTRATIVE SELECTION.—The Admin- 
istrator shall award grants to eligible projects in 
a fiscal year based on the criteria described in 
subsection (e). 

“(k) REPORTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 
provide an annual report as described in section 
44001 of the DRIVE Act. 

“(2) COMPTROLLER GENERAL.—The Comp- 
troller General of the United States shall con- 
duct an assessment as described in section 44001 
of the DRIVE Act.’’. 

(b) ASSISTANCE FOR FREIGHT PROJECTS.— 
Chapter 54 of subtitle III of title 49, United 
States Code, as amended by section 42005, is 
amended by adding after section 5408 the fol- 
lowing: 

“§ 5409. Assistance for freight projects 


“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish and implement an assistance for freight 
projects grant program for capital investments 
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in major freight transportation infrastructure 
projects to improve the movement of goods 
through the transportation network of the 
United States. 

“(b) CRITERIA FOR PROJECT EVALUATION AND 
SELECTION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may select a 
project for funding under this section only if the 
Secretary determines that the project— 

“(A) is consistent with the goals described in 
section 5402(b); 

“(B) will significantly improve the national or 
regional performance of the freight transpor- 
tation network; 

“(C) is based on the results of preliminary en- 
gineering; 

“(D) is consistent with the long-range state- 
wide transportation plan; 

“(E) cannot be readily and efficiently com- 
pleted without Federal financial assistance; 

“(F) is justified based on the ability of the 
project— 

“(i) to generate national economic benefits 
that reasonably exceed the costs of the project; 

“(ii) to reduce long-term congestion, including 
impacts on a regional and statewide basis; or 

“(iti) to increase the speed, reliability, and ac- 
cessibility of the movement of freight; and 

“(G) is supported by a sufficient amount of 
non-Federal funding, including evidence of sta- 
ble and dependable financing to construct, 
maintain, and operate the infrastructure facil- 
ity. 

“(2) ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS.—In evalu- 
ating a project under this section, in addition to 
the criteria described in paragraph (1), the Sec- 
retary shall consider the extent to which the 
project— 

“(A) leverages Federal investment by encour- 
aging non-Federal contributions to the project, 
including contributions from public-private 
partnerships; 

“(B) is able to begin construction by the date 
that is not later than 1 year after the date on 
which the project is selected; 

“(C) incorporates innovative project delivery 
and financing to the maximum extent prac- 
ticable; 

“(D) improves freight facilities vital to agri- 
cultural or national energy security; 

“(E) improves or upgrades current or des- 
ignated future Interstate System routes; 

“(F) uses innovative technologies, including 
intelligent transportation systems, that enhance 
the efficiency of the project; 

“(G) helps to improve mobility and accessi- 
bility; and 

“(H) improves transportation safety, includ- 
ing reducing transportation accident and seri- 
ous injuries and fatalities. 

“(c) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A project is eligible for a 
grant under this section if the project— 

“(A) is difficult to complete with existing Fed- 
eral, State, local, and private funds; 

“(B)(i) enhances the economic competitiveness 
of the United States; or 

“(ii) improves the flow of freight or reduces 
bottlenecks in the freight infrastructure of the 
United States; and 

“(C) will advance 1 or more of the following 
objectives: 

“(i) Generate regional or national economic 
benefits and an increase in the global economic 
competitiveness of the United States. 

“(ii) Improve transportation resources vital to 
agriculture or national energy security. 

“(iti) Improve the efficiency, reliability, and 
affordability of the movement of freight. 

“(iv) Improve existing freight infrastructure 
projects. 

“(v) Improve the movement of people by im- 
proving rural and metropolitan freight routes. 

“(2) EXAMPLES.—Eligible projects for grant 
funding under this section shall include— 
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(A) a freight intermodal facility, including— 

“(i) an intermodal facility serving a seaport; 

“(Gi) an intermodal or cargo access facility 
serving an airport; 

“(iii) an intermodal facility serving a port on 
the inland waterways; 

“(iv) a bulk intermodal/transload facility; or 

“(v) a highway/rail intermodal facility; 

(B) a highway or bridge project eligible 
under title 23; 

“(C) a public transportation project that re- 
duces congestion on freight corridors and is eli- 
gible under chapter 53; 

“(D) a freight rail transportation project (in- 
cluding rail-grade separations); and 

(E) a port infrastructure investment (includ- 
ing inland port infrastructure). 

““(d) REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(1) CONSIDERATIONS.—In Selecting projects to 
receive grant funding under this section, the 
Secretary shall— 

“(A) consider— 

“(i) projected freight volumes; and 

“(Gi) how projects will enhance economic effi- 
ciency, productivity, and competitiveness; 

“(Gii) population growth and the impact on 
freight demand; and 

“(B) give priority to projects dedicated to— 

“(i) improving freight infrastructure facilities; 

“(ii) reducing travel time for freight projects; 

“(Gii) reducing freight transportation costs; 
and 

“(iv) reducing congestion caused by rapid 
population growth on freight corridors. 

“(2) MULTIMODAL DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS.— 
In distributing funding for grants under this 
section, the Secretary shall take such measures 
as the Secretary determines necessary to ensure 
the investment in a variety of transportation 
modes. 

(3) AMOUNT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (B)(i), a grant under this section 
shall be in an amount that is not less than 
$10,000,000 and not greater than $100,000,000. 

“(B) PROJECTS IN RURAL AREAS.—If a grant 
awarded under this section is for a project lo- 
cated in a rural area— 

“(i) the amount of the grant shall be at least 
$1,000,000; and 

“(ii) the Secretary may increase the Federal 
share of costs to greater than 80 percent. 

“(4) FEDERAL SHARE.—Except as provided 
under paragraph (3)(B)(ii), the Federal share of 
the costs for a project receiving a grant under 
this section shall be up to 80 percent. 

“(5) PRIORITY.—The Secretary shall give pri- 
ority to projects that require a contribution of 
Federal funds in order to complete an overall fi- 
nancing package. 

“(6) RURAL AREAS.—Not less than 25 percent 
of the funding provided under this section shall 
be used to make grants for projects located in 
rural areas. 

“(7) NEW COMPETITION.—The Secretary shall 
conduct a new competition each fiscal year to 
select the grants and credit assistance awarded 
under this section. 

“(e) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall con- 
sult with the Secretary of Energy when consid- 
ering projects that facilitate the movement of 
energy resources. 

““(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 
appropriated from the general fund of the 
Treasury, $200,000,000 for each of fiscal years 
2016 through 2021 to carry out this section. 

‘(2) ADMINISTRATIVE AND OVERSIGHT COSTS.— 
The Secretary may retain up to 0.5 percent of 
the amounts appropriated pursuant to para- 
graph (1)— 

“(A) to administer the assistance for freight 
projects grant program; and 

“(B) to oversee eligible projects funded under 
this section. 
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“(3) ADMINISTRATION OF FUNDS.—Amounts 
appropriated pursuant to this subsection shall 
be available for obligation until expended. 

““(g) CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION.—Not later 
than 72 hours before public notification of a 
grant awarded under this section, the Secretary 
shall notify the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate, the 
Committee on Environment and Public Works of 
the Senate, the Committee on Banking, Hous- 
ing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate, the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations of the Senate, the 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture of the House of Representatives, and the 
Committee on Appropriations of the House of 
Representatives of such award. 

“(h) ACCOUNTABILITY MEASURES.—The_ Sec- 
retary shall provide to Congress documentation 
of major decisions in the application evaluation 
and project selection process, which shall in- 
clude a clear rationale for decisions— 

“(1) to advance for senior review applications 
other than those rated as highly recommended; 

“(2) to not advance applications rated as 
highly recommended; and 

“(3) to change the technical evaluation rating 
of an application.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 1 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
“171, Assistance for major projects program.’’. 

DIVISION E—FINANCE 
SEC. 50001. SHORT TITLE. 

This division may be cited as the ‘‘Transpor- 

tation Funding Act of 2015”. 


TITLE LI—HIGHWAY TRUST FUND AND 
RELATED TAXES 


Subtitle A—Extension of Trust Fund 
Expenditure Authority and Related Taxes 
SEC. 51101. EXTENSION OF TRUST FUND EXPEND- 

ITURE AUTHORITY. 

(a) HIGHWAY TRUST FUND.—Section 9503 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended 
by division G, is amended— 

(1) by striking “November 21, 2015” in sub- 
sections (b)(6)(B), (c)(1), and (e)(3) and insert- 
ing ‘“‘October 1, 2021”, and 

(2) by striking “Surface Transportation Ex- 
tension Act of 2015” in subsections (c)(1) and 
(e)(3) and inserting “Surface Transportation 
Reauthorization and Reform Act of 2015”. 

(b) SPORT FISH RESTORATION AND BOATING 
TRUST FUND.—Section 9504 of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 is amended— 

(1) by striking “Surface Transportation Ex- 
tension Act of 2015” each place it appears in 
subsection (b)(2) and inserting “Surface Trans- 
portation Reauthorization and Reform Act of 
2015”, and 

(2) by striking “November 21, 2015” in sub- 
section (d)(2) and inserting ‘‘October 1, 2021”. 

(c) LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK 
TRUST FUND.—Section 9508(e)(2) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by striking 
“November 21, 2015” and inserting ‘‘October 1, 
2021”. 

(da) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on Novem- 
ber 21, 2015. 

SEC. 51102. EXTENSION 
TAXES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) Each of the following provisions of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
striking ‘‘September 30, 2016” and inserting 
“September 30, 2023”: 

(A) Section 4041(a)(1)(C)(iti)(1). 

(B) Section 4041(m)(1)(B). 

(C) Section 4081(d)(1). 

(2) Each of the following provisions of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘October 1, 2016” 
and inserting ‘‘October 1, 2023”: 

(A) Section 4041(m)(1)(A). 
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(B) Section 4051(c). 

(C) Section 4071(d). 

(D) Section 4081(d)(3). 

(b) EXTENSION OF TAX, ETC., ON USE OF CER- 
TAIN HEAVY VEHICLES.—Each of the following 
provisions of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
is amended by striking ‘‘2017’’ each place it ap- 
pears and inserting ‘‘2024’’: 

(1) Section 4481(f). 

(2) Subsections (c)(4) and (d) of section 4482. 

(c) FLOOR STOCKS  REFUNDS.—Section 
6412(a)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
is amended— 

(1) by striking “October 1, 2016” each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘October 1, 2023”, 

(2) by striking “March 31, 2017” each place it 
appears and inserting “March 31, 2024”, and 

(3) by striking “January 1, 2017” and insert- 
ing ‘January 1, 2024”. 

(d) EXTENSION OF CERTAIN EXEMPTIONS.— 

(1) Section 4221(a) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 is amended by striking ‘‘October 1, 
2016” and inserting ‘‘October 1, 2023”. 

(2) Section 4483(i) of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘“‘October 1, 2017” and inserting ‘‘Octo- 
ber 1, 2024”. 

(e) EXTENSION OF TRANSFERS OF CERTAIN 
TAXES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 9503 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended— 

(A) in subsection (b)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘October 1, 2016” each place it 
appears in paragraphs (1) and (2) and inserting 
“October 1, 2023”, 

(ii) by striking ‘‘OCTOBER 1, 2016” in the head- 
ing of paragraph (2) and inserting ‘‘OCTOBER 1, 
2023”, 

(iii) by striking ‘‘September 30, 2016” in para- 
graph (2) and inserting “September 30, 2023”, 
and 

(iv) by striking ‘July 1, 2017” in paragraph 
(2) and inserting ‘‘July 1, 2024”, and 

(B) in subsection (c)(2), by striking ‘July 1, 
2017” and inserting ‘July 1, 2024”. 

(2) MOTORBOAT AND SMALL-ENGINE FUEL TAX 
TRANSFERS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Paragraphs (3)(A)(i) and 
(4)(A) of section 9503(c) of such Code are each 
amended by striking ‘‘October 1, 2016” and in- 
serting ‘‘October 1, 2023”. 

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO LAND AND 
WATER CONSERVATION FUND.—Section 200310 of 
title 54, United States Code, is amended— 

(i) by striking ‘‘October 1, 2017” each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘October 1, 2024”, and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘October 1, 2016” and inserting 
“October 1, 2023”. 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall take effect on October 1, 
2016. 


Subtitle B—Additional Transfers to Highway 
Trust Fund 
SEC. 51201. FURTHER ADDITIONAL TRANSFERS 
TO TRUST FUND. 

Subsection (f) of section 9503 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by redesig- 
nating paragraph (8) as paragraph (10) and in- 
serting after paragraph (7) the following new 
paragraphs: 

“(8) FURTHER TRANSFERS TO TRUST FUND.— 
Out of money in the Treasury not otherwise ap- 
propriated, there is hereby appropriated— 

“(A) $25,976,000,000 to the Highway Account 
(as defined in subsection (e)(5)(B)) in the High- 
way Trust Fund; and 

“(B) $9,000,000,000 to the Mass Transit Ac- 
count in the Highway Trust Fund. 

“(9) ADDITIONAL INCREASE IN FUND BAL- 
ANCE.—There is hereby transferred to the High- 
way Account (as defined in subsection (e)(5)(B)) 
in the Highway Trust Fund amounts appro- 
priated from the Leaking Underground Storage 
Tank Trust Fund under section 9508(c)(4).’’. 
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SEC. 51202. TRANSFER TO HIGHWAY TRUST FUND 
OF CERTAIN MOTOR VEHICLE SAFE- 
TY PENALTIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (5) of section 
9503(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended— 

(1) by striking “There are hereby” and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—There are hereby”, and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘“(B) PENALTIES RELATED TO MOTOR VEHICLE 
SAFETY.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—There are hereby appro- 
priated to the Highway Trust Fund amounts 
equivalent to covered motor vehicle safety pen- 
alty collections. 

“(it) COVERED MOTOR VEHICLE SAFETY PEN- 
ALTY COLLECTIONS.—For purposes of this sub- 
paragraph, the term ‘covered motor vehicle safe- 
ty penalty collections’ means any amount col- 
lected in connection with a civil penalty under 
section 30165 of title 49, United States Code, re- 
duced by any award authorized by the Sec- 
retary of Transportation to be paid to any per- 
son in connection with information provided by 
such person related to a violation of chapter 301 
of such title which is a predicate to such civil 
penalty.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply to amounts collected 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 51203. APPROPRIATION FROM LEAKING UN- 
DERGROUND STORAGE TANK TRUST 
FUND. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (c) of section 
9508 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

(4) ADDITIONAL TRANSFER TO HIGHWAY TRUST 
FUND.—Out of amounts in the Leaking Under- 
ground Storage Tank Trust Fund there is here- 
by appropriated— 

“(A) on the date of the enactment of the 
DRIVE Act, $100,000,000, 

“(B) on October 1, 2016, $100,000,000, and 

“(C) on October 1, 2017, $100,000,000, 
to be transferred under section 9503(f)(9) to the 
Highway Account (as defined in section 
9503(e)(5)(B)) in the Highway Trust Fund.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
9508(c)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
is amended by striking ‘‘paragraphs (2) and (3)”’ 
and inserting “paragraphs (2), (3), and (4)’’. 

TITLE LII—OFFSETS 
Subtitle A—Tax Provisions 


52102. REVOCATION OR DENIAL OF PASS- 
PORT IN CASE OF CERTAIN UNPAID 
TAXES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter D of chapter 75 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended 
by adding at the end the following new section: 
“SEC. 7345. REVOCATION OR DENIAL OF PASS- 

PORT IN CASE OF CERTAIN TAX DE- 
LINQUENCIES. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary receives 
certification by the Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue that any individual has a seriously de- 
linquent tax debt in an amount in excess of 
$50,000, the Secretary shall transmit such certifi- 
cation to the Secretary of State for action with 
respect to denial, revocation, or limitation of a 
passport pursuant to section 52102(d) of the 
Transportation Funding Act of 2015. 

“(b) SERIOUSLY DELINQUENT TAX DEBT.—For 
purposes of this section, the term ‘seriously de- 
linquent tax debt’ means an outstanding debt 
under this title for which a notice of lien has 
been filed in public records pursuant to section 
6323 or a notice of levy has been filed pursuant 
to section 6331, except that such term does not 
include— 

“(1) a debt that is being paid in a timely man- 
ner pursuant to an agreement under section 6159 
or 7122, and 


SEC. 


17151 


“(2) a debt with respect to which collection is 
suspended because a collection due process 
hearing under section 6330, or relief under sub- 
section (b), (c), or (f) of section 6015, is requested 
or pending. 

“(c) ADJUSTMENT FOR INFLATION.—In the case 
of a calendar year beginning after 2016, the dol- 
lar amount in subsection (a) shall be increased 
by an amount equal to— 

“(1) such dollar amount, multiplied by 

“(2) the cost-of-living adjustment determined 
under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar year, de- 
termined by substituting ‘calendar year 2015’ for 
‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B) there- 
of. 

If any amount as adjusted under the preceding 

sentence is not a multiple of $1,000, such amount 

shall be rounded to the next highest multiple of 
$1,000.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec- 
tions for subchapter D of chapter 75 of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following new item: 

“Sec. 7345. Revocation or denial of passport in 
case of certain tax delin- 
quencies.’’. 

(c) AUTHORITY FOR INFORMATION SHARING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (l) of section 6103 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended 
by adding at the end the following new para- 
graph: 

(23) DISCLOSURE OF RETURN INFORMATION TO 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE FOR PURPOSES OF PASS- 
PORT REVOCATION UNDER SECTION 7345.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall, upon 
receiving a certification described in section 
7345, disclose to the Secretary of State return in- 
formation with respect to a taxpayer who has a 
seriously delinquent tax debt described in such 
section. Such return information shall be limited 
to— 

“(i) the taxpayer identity information with re- 
spect to such taxpayer, and 

“(ii) the amount of such seriously delinquent 
tax debt. 

““(B) RESTRICTION ON DISCLOSURE.—Return in- 
formation disclosed under subparagraph (A) 
may be used by officers and employees of the 
Department of State for the purposes of, and to 
the extent necessary in, carrying out the re- 
quirements of section 52102(d) of the Transpor- 
tation Funding Act of 2015.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph (4) 
of section 6103(p) of such Code is amended by 
striking “‘or (22)’’ each place it appears in sub- 
paragraph (F)(ii) and in the matter preceding 
subparagraph (A) and inserting ‘‘(22), or (23)’’. 

(d) AUTHORITY TO DENY OR REVOKE PASS- 
PORT.— 

(1) DENIAL.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided under 
subparagraph (B), upon receiving a certification 
described in section 7345 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 from the Secretary of the Treasury, 
the Secretary of State shall not issue a passport 
to any individual who has a seriously delin- 
quent tax debt described in such section. 

(B) EMERGENCY AND HUMANITARIAN SITUA- 
TIONS.—Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), the 
Secretary of State may issue a passport, in emer- 
gency circumstances or for humanitarian rea- 
sons, to an individual described in such sub- 
paragraph. 

(2) REVOCATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State may 
revoke a passport previously issued to any indi- 
vidual described in paragraph (1)(A). 

(B) LIMITATION FOR RETURN TO UNITED 
STATES.—If the Secretary of State decides to re- 
voke a passport under subparagraph (A), the 
Secretary of State, before revocation, may— 

(i) limit a previously issued passport only for 
return travel to the United States; or 

(ii) issue a limited passport that only permits 
return travel to the United States. 


17152 


(3) HOLD HARMLESS.—The Secretary of the 
Treasury and the Secretary of State shall not be 
liable to an individual for any action with re- 
spect to a certification by the Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue under section 7345 of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986. 

(e) REVOCATION OR DENIAL OF PASSPORT IN 
CASE OF INDIVIDUAL WITHOUT SOCIAL SECURITY 
ACCOUNT NUMBER.— 

(1) DENIAL.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided under 
subparagraph (B), upon receiving an applica- 
tion for a passport from an individual that ei- 
ther— 

(i) does not include the social security account 
number issued to that individual, or 

(ii) includes an incorrect or invalid social se- 
curity number willfully, intentionally, neg- 
ligently, or recklessly provided by such indi- 
vidual, 
the Secretary of State is authorized to deny 
such application and is authorized to not issue 
a passport to the individual. 

(B) EMERGENCY AND HUMANITARIAN SITUA- 
TIONS.—Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), the 
Secretary of State may issue a passport, in emer- 
gency circumstances or for humanitarian rea- 
sons, to an individual described in subpara- 
graph (A). 

(2) REVOCATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State may 
revoke a passport previously issued to any indi- 
vidual described in paragraph (1)(A). 

(B) LIMITATION FOR RETURN TO UNITED 
STATES.—If the Secretary of State decides to re- 
voke a passport under subparagraph (A), the 
Secretary of State, before revocation, may— 

(i) limit a previously issued passport only for 
return travel to the United States; or 

(ii) issue a limited passport that only permits 
return travel to the United States. 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The provisions of, and 
amendments made by, this section shall take ef- 
fect on January 1, 2016. 

SEC. 52106. REFORM OF RULES RELATING TO 
QUALIFIED TAX COLLECTION CON- 
TRACTS. 

(a) REQUIREMENT TO COLLECT CERTAIN INAC- 
TIVE TAX RECEIVABLES UNDER QUALIFIED TAX 
COLLECTION CONTRACTS.—Section 6306 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by re- 
designating subsections (c) through (f) as sub- 
sections (d) through (g), respectively, and by in- 
serting after subsection (b) the following new 
subsection: 

“(c) COLLECTION OF INACTIVE TAX RECEIV- 
ABLES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary shall enter into 
one or more qualified tax collection contracts for 
the collection of all outstanding inactive tax re- 
ceivables. 

“(2) INACTIVE TAX RECEIVABLES.—For pur- 
poses of this section— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘inactive tax re- 
ceivable’ means any tax receivable if— 

“(i) at any time after assessment, the Internal 
Revenue Service removes such receivable from 
the active inventory for lack of resources or in- 
ability to locate the taxpayer, 

“(i) more than 1 of the period of the applica- 
ble statute of limitation has lapsed and such re- 
ceivable has not been assigned for collection to 
any employee of the Internal Revenue Service, 
or 

“(iii) in the case of a receivable which has 
been assigned for collection, more than 365 days 
have passed without interaction with the tax- 
payer or a third party for purposes of furthering 
the collection of such receivable. 

“(B) TAX RECEIVABLE.—The term ‘tax receiv- 
able’ means any outstanding assessment which 
the Internal Revenue Service includes in poten- 
tially collectible inventory.’’. 
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(b) CERTAIN TAX RECEIVABLES NOT ELIGIBLE 
FOR COLLECTION UNDER QUALIFIED TAX COL- 
LECTION CONTRACTS.—Section 6306 of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended by sub- 
section (a), is amended by redesignating sub- 
sections (d) through (g) as subsections (e) 
through (h), respectively, and by inserting after 
subsection (c) the following new subsection: 

“(d) CERTAIN TAX RECEIVABLES NOT ELIGIBLE 
FOR COLLECTION UNDER QUALIFIED TAX COL- 
LECTIONS CONTRACTS.—A tax receivable shall 
not be eligible for collection pursuant to a quali- 
fied tax collection contract if such receivable— 

“(1) is subject to a pending or active offer-in- 
compromise or installment agreement, 

“(2) is classified as an innocent spouse case, 

“(3) involves a taxpayer identified by the Sec- 
retary as being— 

“(A) deceased, 

“(B) under the age of 18, 

“(C) in a designated combat zone, or 

“(D) a victim of taz-related identity theft, 

“(4) is currently under examination, litiga- 
tion, criminal investigation, or levy, or 

“(5) is currently subject to a proper exercise of 
a right of appeal under this title.’’. 

(c) CONTRACTING PRIORITY.—Section 6306 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended 
by the preceding provisions of this section, is 
amended by redesignating subsection (h) as sub- 
section (i) and by inserting after subsection (g) 
the following new subsection: 

“(h) CONTRACTING PRIORITY.—In contracting 
for the services of any person under this section, 
the Secretary shall utilize private collection con- 
tractors and debt collection centers on the 
schedule required under section 3711(g) of title 
31, United States Code, including the technology 
and communications infrastructure established 
therein, to the extent such private collection 
contractors and debt collection centers are ap- 
propriate to carry out the purposes of this sec- 
tion.’’. 

(d) DISCLOSURE OF RETURN INFORMATION.— 
Section 6103(k) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

“(11) QUALIFIED TAX COLLECTION CONTRAC- 
TORS.—Persons providing services pursuant to a 
qualified tax collection contract under section 
6306 may, if speaking to a person who has iden- 
tified himself or herself as having the name of 
the taxpayer to which a tax receivable (within 
the meaning of such section) relates, identify 
themselves as contractors of the Internal Rev- 
enue Service and disclose the business name of 
the contractor, and the nature, subject, and rea- 
son for the contact. Disclosures under this para- 
graph shall be made only in such situations and 
under such conditions as have been approved by 
the Secretary.’’. 

(e) TAXPAYERS AFFECTED BY FEDERALLY DE- 
CLARED DISASTERS.—Section 6306 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986, as amended by the pre- 
ceding provisions of this section, is amended by 
redesignating subsection (i) as subsection (j) and 
by inserting after subsection (h) the following 
new subsection: 

“(i) TAXPAYERS IN PRESIDENTIALLY DECLARED 
DISASTER AREAS.—The Secretary may prescribe 
procedures under which a taxpayer determined 
to be affected by a Federally declared disaster 
(as defined by section 165(i)(5)) may request— 

“(1) relief from immediate collection measures 
by contractors under this section, and 

(2) a return of the inactive tax receivable to 
the inventory of the Internal Revenue Service to 
be collected by an employee thereof.’’. 

(f) REPORT TO CONGRESS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 6306 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986, as amended by the pre- 
ceding provisions of this section, is amended by 
redesignating subsection (j) as subsection (k) 
and by inserting after subsection (i) the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 
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“(j) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 90 
days after the last day of each fiscal year (be- 
ginning with the first such fiscal year ending 
after the date of the enactment of this sub- 
section), the Secretary shall submit to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Finance of 
the Senate a report with respect to qualified tax 
collection contracts under this section which 
shall include— 

“(1) annually, 
year— 

“(A) the total number and amount of tax re- 
ceivables provided to each contractor for collec- 
tion under this section, 

“(B) the total amounts collected (and amounts 
of installment agreements entered into under 
subsection (b)(1)(B)) with respect to each con- 
tractor and the collection costs incurred (di- 
rectly and indirectly) by the Internal Revenue 
Service with respect to such amounts, 

“(C) the impact of such contracts on the total 
number and amount of unpaid assessments, and 
on the number and amount of assessments col- 
lected by Internal Revenue Service personnel 
after initial contact by a contractor, 

“(D) the amount of fees retained by the Sec- 
retary under subsection (e) and a description of 
the use of such funds, and 

“(E) a disclosure safeguard report in a form 
similar to that required under section 6103(p)(5), 
and 

“(2) biannually (beginning with the second 
report submitted under this subsection)— 

“(A) an independent evaluation of contractor 
performance, and 

“(B) a measurement plan that includes a com- 
parison of the best practices used by the private 
collectors to the collection techniques used by 
the Internal Revenue Service and mechanisms to 
identify and capture information on successful 
collection techniques used by the contractors 
that could be adopted by the Internal Revenue 
Service.’’. 

(2) REPEAL OF EXISTING REPORTING REQUIRE- 
MENTS WITH RESPECT TO QUALIFIED TAX COLLEC- 
TION CONTRACTS.—Section 881 of the American 
Jobs Creation Act of 2004 is amended by striking 
subsection (e). 

(g) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 
subsections (a) and (b) shall apply to tax receiv- 
ables identified by the Secretary after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

(2) CONTRACTING PRIORITY.—The Secretary 
shall begin entering into contracts and agree- 
ments as described in the amendment made by 
subsection (c) within 3 months after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(3) DISCLOSURES.—The amendment made by 
subsection (d) shall apply to disclosures made 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(4) PROCEDURES; REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The 
amendments made by subsections (e) and (f) 
shall take effect on the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

SEC. 52107. SPECIAL COMPLIANCE PERSONNEL 
PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (e) of section 
6306 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as re- 
designated by section 52106, is amended by strik- 
ing ‘‘for collection enforcement activities of the 
Internal Revenue Service” in paragraph (2) and 
inserting ‘‘to fund the special compliance per- 
sonnel program account under section 6307”. 

(b) SPECIAL COMPLIANCE PERSONNEL PROGRAM 
ACCOUNT.—Subchapter A of chapter 64 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 
“SEC. 6307. SPECIAL COMPLIANCE PERSONNEL 

PROGRAM ACCOUNT. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF A SPECIAL COMPLI- 
ANCE PERSONNEL PROGRAM ACCOUNT.—The Sec- 
retary shall establish an account within the De- 
partment for carrying out a program consisting 


with respect to such fiscal 
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of the hiring, training, and employment of spe- 
cial compliance personnel, and shall transfer to 
such account from time to time amounts re- 
tained by the Secretary under section 6306(e)(2). 

“(b) RESTRICTIONS.—The program described in 
subsection (a) shall be subject to the following 
restrictions: 

“(1) No funds shall be transferred to such ac- 
count except as described in subsection (a). 

“(2) No other funds from any other source 
shall be expended for special compliance per- 
sonnel employed under such program, and no 
funds from such account shall be expended for 
the hiring of any personnel other than special 
compliance personnel. 

“(3) Notwithstanding any other authority, the 
Secretary is prohibited from spending funds out 
of such account for any purpose other than for 
costs under such program associated with the 
employment of special compliance personnel and 
the retraining and reassignment of current non- 
collections personnel as special compliance per- 
sonnel, and to reimburse the Internal Revenue 
Service or other government agencies for the 
cost of administering qualified tax collection 
contracts under section 6306. 

“(c) REPORTING.—Not later than March of 
each year, the Commissioner of Internal Rev- 
enue shall submit a report to the Committees on 
Finance and Appropriations of the Senate and 
the Committees on Ways and Means and Appro- 
priations of the House of Representatives con- 
sisting of the following: 

“(1) For the preceding fiscal year, all funds 
received in the account established under sub- 
section (a), administrative and program costs for 
the program described in such subsection, the 
number of special compliance personnel hired 
and employed under the program, and the 
amount of revenue actually collected by such 
personnel. 

“(2) For the current fiscal year, all actual and 
estimated funds received or to be received in the 
account, all actual and estimated administrative 
and program costs, the number of all actual and 
estimated special compliance personnel hired 
and employed under the program, and the ac- 
tual and estimated revenue actually collected or 
to be collected by such personnel. 

“(3) For the following fiscal year, an estimate 
of all funds to be received in the account, all es- 
timated administrative and program costs, the 
estimated number of special compliance per- 
sonnel hired and employed under the program, 
and the estimated revenue to be collected by 
such personnel. 

“(d) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion— 

“(1) SPECIAL COMPLIANCE PERSONNEL.—The 
term ‘special compliance personnel’ means indi- 
viduals employed by the Internal Revenue Serv- 
ice as field function collection officers or in a 
similar position, or employed to collect taxes 
using the automated collection system or an 
equivalent replacement system. 

“(2) PROGRAM COSTS.—The term ‘program 
costs’ means— 

“(A) total salaries (including locality pay and 
bonuses), benefits, and employment taxes for 
special compliance personnel employed or 
trained under the program described in sub- 
section (a), and 

“(B) direct overhead costs, salaries, benefits, 
and employment taxes relating to support staff, 
rental payments, office equipment and fur- 
niture, travel, data processing services, vehicle 
costs, utilities, telecommunications, postage, 
printing and reproduction, supplies and mate- 
rials, lands and structures, insurance claims, 
and indemnities for special compliance per- 
sonnel hired and employed under this section. 
For purposes of subparagraph (B), the cost of 
management and supervision of special compli- 
ance personnel shall be taken into account as 
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direct overhead costs to the extent such costs, 
when included in total program costs under this 
paragraph, do not represent more than 10 per- 
cent of such total costs.’’. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec- 
tions for subchapter A of chapter 64 of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by in- 
serting after the item relating to section 6306 the 
following new item: 


“Sec. 6307. Special compliance personnel pro- 
gram account.’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to amounts col- 
lected and retained by the Secretary after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

Subtitle B—Fees and Receipts 
SEC. 52202. ADJUSTMENT FOR INFLATION OF 
FEES FOR CERTAIN CUSTOMS SERV- 
ICES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 13031 of the Consoli- 
dated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1985 (19 U.S.C. 58c) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

““(l) ADJUSTMENT OF FEES FOR INFLATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Treas- 
ury shall adjust the fees established under sub- 
section (a), and the limitations on such fees 
under paragraphs (2), (3), (5), (6), (8), and (9) of 
subsection (b), on October 1, 2015, and annually 
thereafter, to reflect the percentage (if any) of 
the increase in the average of the Consumer 
Price Index for the preceding 12-month period 
compared to the Consumer Price Index for fiscal 
year 2014. 

‘“(2) SPECIAL RULES FOR CALCULATION OF AD- 
JUSTMENT.—In adjusting under paragraph (1) 
the amount of the fees established under sub- 
section (a), and the limitations on such fees 
under paragraphs (2), (3), (5), (6), (8), and (9) of 
subsection (b), the Secretary— 

“(A) shall round the amount of any increase 
in the Consumer Price Index to the nearest dol- 
lar; and 

(B) may ignore any such increase of less 
than 1 percent. 

‘“(3) CONSUMER PRICE INDEX DEFINED.—For 
purposes of this subsection, the term ‘Consumer 
Price Index’ means the Consumer Price Index 
for All Urban Consumers published by the Bu- 
reau of Labor Statistics of the Department of 
Labor.’’. 

(b) DEPOSITS INTO CUSTOMS USER FEE AC- 
COUNT.—Section 13031(f) of the Consolidated 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985 (19 
U.S.C. 58c(f)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), in the matter preceding 
subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘all fees collected 
under subsection (a)? and inserting ‘‘the 
amount of fees collected under subsection (a) 
(determined without regard to any adjustment 
made under subsection (1))’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (3)(A), in the matter pre- 
ceding clause (i)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘fees collected” and inserting 
“amount of fees collected’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘), each appropriation” and 
inserting “, and determined without regard to 
any adjustment made under subsection (U), 
each appropriation”. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 13031 
of the Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconcili- 
ation Act of 1985 (19 U.S.C. 58c), as amended by 
subsections (a) and (b), is further amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), in the matter preceding 
paragraph (1), by inserting ‘(subject to adjust- 
ment under subsection (l1))” after ‘‘following 
fees”; and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘(subject to 
adjustment under subsection (l))’’ after “in 
fees”; 

(B) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘(subject to 
adjustment under subsection (l))’’ after ‘‘in 
fees”; 


17153 


(C) in paragraph (5)(A), by inserting “(subject 
to adjustment under subsection (l))’’ after ‘“‘in 
fees”; 

(D) in paragraph (6), by inserting ‘‘(subject to 
adjustment under subsection (1))” after “in 
fees”; 

(E) in paragraph (8)(A)— 

(i) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘or (l)’’ after 
“subsection (a)(9)(B)’’; and 

(ii) in clause (ii), by inserting ‘‘(subject to ad- 
justment under subsection (l))’’ after “$3”; and 

(F) in paragraph (9)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A)— 

(I) in the matter preceding clause (i), by in- 
serting “and subject to adjustment under sub- 
section (l)’”’ after “Tariff Act of 1930’’; and 

(II) in clause (ii)(1), by inserting ‘‘(subject to 
adjustment under subsection (l1))” after “bill of 
lading’’; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (B)(i), by inserting ‘‘(sub- 
ject to adjustment under subsection (l))’’ after 
“bill of lading”. 

SEC. 52203. DIVIDENDS AND SURPLUS FUNDS OF 
RESERVE BANKS. 

Section 7(a)(1)(A) of the Federal Reserve Act 
(12 U.S.C. 289(a)(1)(A)) is amended by striking 
“6 percent” and inserting ‘6 percent (1.5 per- 
cent in the case of a stockholder having total 
consolidated assets of more than $1,000,000,000 
(determined as of September 30 of the preceding 
fiscal year))’’. 

SEC. 52204. STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE 
DRAWDOWN AND SALE. 

(a) DRAWDOWN AND SALE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 161 
of the Energy Policy and Conservation Act (42 
U.S.C. 6241), except as provided in subsections 
(b) and (c), the Secretary of Energy shall draw- 
down and sell from the Strategic Petroleum Re- 
serve— 

(A) the quantity of barrels of crude oil that 
the Secretary of Energy determines to be appro- 
priate to maximize the financial return to 
United States taxpayers for each of fiscal years 
2016 and 2017; 

(B) 4,000,000 barrels of crude oil during fiscal 


year 2018; 

(C) 5,000,000 barrels of crude oil during fiscal 
year 2019; 

(D) 8,000,000 barrels of crude oil during fiscal 
year 2020; 

(E) 8,000,000 barrels of crude oil during fiscal 
year 2021; 

(F) 10,000,000 barrels of crude oil during fiscal 
year 2022; 

(G) 16,000,000 barrels of crude oil during fiscal 
year 2023; 


(H) 25,000,000 barrels of crude oil during fiscal 
year 2024; and 

(I) 25,000,000 barrels of crude oil during fiscal 
year 2025. 

(2) DEPOSIT OF AMOUNTS RECEIVED FROM 
SALE.—Amounts received from a sale under 
paragraph (1) shall be deposited in the general 
fund of the Treasury during the fiscal year in 
which the sale occurs. 

(b) EMERGENCY PROTECTION.—In any 1 fiscal 
year described in subsection (a)(1), the Secretary 
of Energy shall not drawdown and sell crude oil 
under this section in quantities that would re- 
sult in a Strategic Petroleum Reserve that con- 
tains an inventory of petroleum products rep- 
resenting fewer than 90 days of emergency re- 
serves, based on the average daily level of net 
imports of crude oil and petroleum products in 
the calendar year preceding that fiscal year. 

(c) INCREASE; LIMITATION.— 

(1) INCREASE.—The Secretary of Energy may 
increase the drawdown and sales under sub- 
paragraphs (A) through (I) of subsection (a)(1) 
as the Secretary of Energy determines to be ap- 
propriate to maximize the financial return to 
United States taxpayers. 

(2) LIMITATION.—The Secretary of Energy 
shall not drawdown or conduct sales of crude 
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oil under this section after the date on which a 

total of $9,050,000,000 has been deposited in the 

general fund of the Treasury from sales author- 

ized under this section. 

SEC. 52205. EXTENSION OF ENTERPRISE GUAR- 
ANTEE FEE. 

Section 1327(f) of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1992 (12 U.S.C. 4547(f)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘October 1, 2021” and in- 
serting ‘‘October 1, 2025”. 

Subtitle C—Outlays 
SEC. 52301. INTEREST ON OVERPAYMENT. 

Section 111 of the Federal Oil and Gas Roy- 
alty Management Act of 1982 (30 U.S.C. 1721) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking subsections (h) and (i); 

(2) by redesignating subsections (j) through (L) 
as subsections (h) through (j), respectively; and 

(3) in subsection (h) (as so redesignated), by 
striking the fourth sentence. 


DIVISION F—MISCELLANEOUS 


TITLE LXI—FEDERAL PERMITTING 
IMPROVEMENT 
SEC. 61001. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 

(1) AGENCY.—The term ‘‘agency”’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 551 of title 5, 
United States Code. 

(2) AGENCY CERPO.—The term “agency 
CERPO”’ means the chief environmental review 
and permitting officer of an agency, as des- 
ignated by the head of the agency under section 
61002(b)(2)(A) (tii) (D). 

(3) AUTHORIZATION.—The term “‘authoriza- 
tion’’ means any license, permit, approval, find- 
ing, determination, or other administrative deci- 
sion issued by an agency that is required or au- 
thorized under Federal law in order to site, con- 
struct, reconstruct, or commence operations of a 
covered project, whether administered by a Fed- 
eral or State agency. 

(4) COOPERATING AGENCY.—The term ‘‘cooper- 
ating agency” means any agency with— 

(A) jurisdiction under Federal law; or 

(B) special expertise as described in section 
1501.6 of title 40, Code of Federal Regulations 
(as in effect on the date of enactment of this 
Act). 

(5) COUNCIL.—The term “Council” means the 
Federal Infrastructure Permitting Improvement 
Steering Council established under section 
61002(a). 

(6) COVERED PROJECT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘covered project” 
means any activity in the United States that re- 
quires authorization or environmental review by 
a Federal agency involving construction of in- 
frastructure for renewable or conventional en- 
ergy production, electricity transmission, sur- 
face transportation, aviation, ports and water- 
ways, water resource projects, broadband, pipe- 
lines, manufacturing, or any other sector as de- 
termined by a majority vote of the Council 
that— 

(i)(D) is subject to NEPA; 

(II) is likely to require a total investment of 
more than $200,000,000; and 

(III) does not qualify for abbreviated author- 
ization or environmental review processes under 
any applicable law; or 

(ii) is subject to NEPA and the size and com- 
plexity of which, in the opinion of the Council, 
make the project likely to benefit from enhanced 
oversight and coordination, including a project 
likely to require— 

(I) authorization from or environmental re- 
view involving more than 2 Federal agencies; or 

(II) the preparation of an environmental im- 
pact statement under NEPA. 

(B) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘‘covered project” 
does not include— 

(i) any project subject to section 139 of title 23, 
United States Code; or 
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(ii) any project subject to section 2045 of the 
Water Resources Development Act of 2007 (33 
U.S.C. 2348). 

(7) DASHBOARD.—The term “Dashboard” 
means the Permitting Dashboard required under 
section 61003(b). 

(8) ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT.—The term 
“environmental assessment” means a concise 
public document for which a Federal agency is 
responsible under section 1508.9 of title 40, Code 
of Federal Regulations (or successor regula- 
tions). 

(9) ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term “environmental 
document” means an environmental assessment, 
finding of no significant impact, notice of in- 
tent, environmental impact statement, or record 
of decision. 

(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term 
document” includes— 

(i) any document that is a supplement to a 
document described in subparagraph (A); and 

(ii) a document prepared pursuant to a court 
order. 

(10) ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT.— 
The term ‘environmental impact statement” 
means the detailed written statement required 
under section 102(2)(C) of NEPA. 

(11) ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW.—The term ‘‘en- 
vironmental review” means the agency proce- 
dures and processes for applying a categorical 
exclusion or for preparing an environmental as- 
sessment, an environmental impact statement, or 
other document required under NEPA. 

(12) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Execu- 
tive Director” means the Executive Director ap- 
pointed by the President under section 
61002(b)(1)(A). 

(13) FACILITATING AGENCY.—The term ‘‘facili- 
tating agency” means the agency that receives 
the initial notification from the project sponsor 
required under section 61003(a). 

(14) INVENTORY.—The_ term ‘“‘inventory”’ 
means the inventory of covered projects estab- 
lished by the Executive Director under section 
61002(c)(1)(A). 

(15) LEAD AGENCY.—The term ‘‘lead agency” 
means the agency with principal responsibility 
for an environmental review of a covered project 
under NEPA and parts 1500 through 1508 of title 
40, Code of Federal Regulations (or successor 
regulations). 

(16) NEPA.—The term “NEPA” means the Na- 
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). 

(17) PARTICIPATING AGENCY.—The term ‘‘par- 
ticipating agency” means an agency partici- 
pating in an environmental review or authoriza- 
tion for a covered project in accordance with 
section 61003. 

(18) PROJECT SPONSOR.—The term ‘‘project 
sponsor” means an entity, including any pri- 
vate, public, or public-private entity, seeking an 
authorization for a covered project. 

SEC. 61002. FEDERAL PERMITTING IMPROVEMENT 
COUNCIL. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established the 
Federal Permitting Improvement Steering Coun- 
cil. 

(b) COMPOSITION.— 

(1) CHAIR.—The Executive Director shall— 

(A) be appointed by the President; and 

(B) serve as Chair of the Council. 

(2) COUNCIL MEMBERS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.— 

(i) DESIGNATION BY HEAD OF AGENCY.—Each 
individual listed in subparagraph (B) shall des- 
ignate a member of the agency in which the in- 
dividual serves to serve on the Council. 

(ii) QUALIFICATIONS.—A councilmember de- 
scribed in clause (i) shall hold a position in the 
agency of deputy secretary (or the equivalent) 
or higher. 

(iit) SUPPORT.— 
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(I) IN GENERAL.—Consistent with guidance 
provided by the Director of the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget, each individual listed in 
subparagraph (B) shall designate 1 or more ap- 
propriate members of the agency in which the 
individual serves to serve as an agency CERPO. 

(II) REPORTING.—In carrying out the duties of 
the agency CERPO under this title, an agency 
CERPO shall report directly to a deputy sec- 
retary (or the equivalent) or higher. 

(B) HEADS OF AGENCIES.—The individuals that 
shall each designate a councilmember under this 
subparagraph are as follows: 

(i) The Secretary of Agriculture. 

(ii) The Secretary of the Army. 

(iii) The Secretary of Commerce. 

(iv) The Secretary of the Interior. 

(v) The Secretary of Energy. 

(vi) The Secretary of Transportation. 

(vii) The Secretary of Defense. 

(viti) The Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency. 

(ix) The Chairman of the Federal Energy Reg- 
ulatory Commission. 

(x) The Chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission. 

(xi) The Secretary of Homeland Security. 

(xii) The Secretary of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment. 

(xiii) The Chairman of the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation. 

(xiv) Any other head of a Federal agency that 
the Executive Director may invite to participate 
as a member of the Council. 

(3) ADDITIONAL MEMBERS.—In addition to the 
members listed in paragraphs (1) and (2), the 
Chairman of the Council on Environmental 
Quality and the Director of the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget shall also be members of 
the Council. 

(c) DUTIES.— 

(1) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.— 

(A) INVENTORY DEVELOPMENT.—The Executive 
Director, in consultation with the Council, 
shall— 

(i) not later than 180 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, establish an inventory of 
covered projects that are pending the environ- 
mental review or authorization of the head of 
any Federal agency; 

(ii)(1) categorize the projects in the inventory 
as appropriate, based on sector and project type; 
and 

(II) for each category, identify the types of 
environmental reviews and authorizations most 
commonly involved; and 

(iii) add a covered project to the inventory 
after receiving a notice described in section 
61003(a)(1). 

(B) FACILITATING AGENCY DESIGNATION.—The 
Executive Director, in consultation with the 
Council, shall— 

(i) designate a facilitating agency for each 
category of covered projects described in sub- 
paragraph (A)(ii); and 

(ii) publish the list of designated facilitating 
agencies for each category of projects in the in- 
ventory on the Dashboard in an easily acces- 
sible format. 

(C) PERFORMANCE SCHEDULES.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Executive 
Director, in consultation with the Council, shall 
develop recommended performance schedules, 
including intermediate and final completion 
dates, for environmental reviews and authoriza- 
tions most commonly required for each category 
of covered projects described in subparagraph 
(A)(ii). 

(ii) REQUIREMENTS.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The performance schedules 
shall reflect employment of the use of the most 
efficient applicable processes. 

(II) LIMIT.— 
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(aa) IN GENERAL.—The final completion dates 
in any performance schedule for the completion 
of an environmental review or authorization 
under clause (i) shall not exceed the average 
time to complete an environmental review or au- 
thorization for a project within that category. 

(bb) CALCULATION OF AVERAGE TIME.—The av- 
erage time referred to in item (aa) shall be cal- 
culated on the basis of data from the preceding 
2 calendar years and shall run from the period 
beginning on the date on which the Executive 
Director must make a specific entry for the 
project on the Dashboard under section 
61003(b)(2) (except that, for projects initiated be- 
fore that duty takes effect, the period beginning 
on the date of filing of a completed application), 
and ending on the date of the issuance of a 
record of decision or other final agency action 
on the review or authorization. 

(cc) COMPLETION DATE.—Each performance 
schedule shall specify that any decision by an 
agency on an environmental review or author- 
ization must be issued not later than 180 days 
after the date on which all information needed 
to complete the review or authorization (includ- 
ing any hearing that an agency holds on the 
matter) is in the possession of the agency. 

(iii) REVIEW AND REVISION.—Not later than 2 
years after the date on which the performance 
schedules are established under this subpara- 
graph, and not less frequently than once every 
2 years thereafter, the Executive Director, in 
consultation with the Council, shall review and 
revise the performance schedules. 

(D) GUIDANCE.—The Executive Director, in 
consultation with the Council, may recommend 
to the Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget or to the Council on Environmental 
Quality, as appropriate, that guidance be issued 
as necessary for agencies— 

(i) to carry out responsibilities under this title; 
and 

(ii) to effectuate the adoption by agencies of 
the best practices and recommendations of the 
Council described in paragraph (2). 

(2) COUNCIL.— 

(A) RECOMMENDATIONS.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The Council shall make rec- 
ommendations to the Executive Director with re- 
spect to the designations under paragraph 
(1)(B) and the performance schedules under 
paragraph (1)(C). 

(ii) UPDATE.—The Council may update the 
recommendations described in clause (i). 

(B) BEST PRACTICES.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, and not 
less frequently than annually thereafter, the 
Council shall issue recommendations on the best 
practices for— 

(i) enhancing early stakeholder engagement, 
including fully considering and, as appropriate, 
incorporating recommendations provided in pub- 
lic comments on any proposed covered project; 

(ii) ensuring timely decisions regarding envi- 
ronmental reviews and authorizations, includ- 
ing through the development of performance 
metrics; 

(iii) improving coordination between Federal 
and non-Federal governmental entities, includ- 
ing through the development of common data 
standards and terminology across agencies; 

(iv) increasing transparency; 

(v) reducing information collection require- 
ments and other administrative burdens on 
agencies, project sponsors, and other interested 
parties; 

(vi) developing and making available to appli- 
cants appropriate geographic information sys- 
tems and other tools; 

(vii) creating and distributing training mate- 
rials useful to Federal, State, tribal, and local 
permitting officials; and 

(viii) addressing other aspects of infrastruc- 
ture permitting, as determined by the Council. 
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(3) AGENCY CERPOS.—An agency CERPO 
shall— 

(A) advise the respective agency council- 
member on matters related to environmental re- 
views and authorizations; 

(B) provide technical support, when requested 
to facilitate efficient and timely processes for 
environmental reviews and authorizations for 
covered projects under the jurisdictional respon- 
sibility of the agency, including supporting 
timely identification and resolution of potential 
disputes within the agency or between the agen- 
cy and other Federal agencies; 

(C) analyze agency environmental review and 
authorization processes, policies, and authori- 
ties and make recommendations to the respective 
agency councilmember for ways to standardize, 
simplify, and improve the efficiency of the proc- 
esses, policies, and authorities, including by im- 
plementing guidance issued under paragraph 
(1)(D) and other best practices, including the 
use of information technology and geographic 
information system tools within the agency and 
across agencies, to the extent consistent with ex- 
isting law; and 

(D) review and develop training programs for 
agency staff that support and conduct environ- 
mental reviews or authorizations. 

(d) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT.—The Director 
of the Office of Management and Budget shall 
designate a Federal agency, other than an 
agency that carries out or provides support for 
projects that are not covered projects, to provide 
administrative support for the Executive Direc- 
tor, and the designated agency shall, as reason- 
ably necessary, provide support and staff to en- 
able the Executive Director to fulfill the duties 
of the Executive Director under this title. 

SEC. 61003. PERMITTING PROCESS IMPROVE- 
MENT. 

(a) PROJECT INITIATION AND DESIGNATION OF 
PARTICIPATING AGENCIES.— 

(1) NOTICE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—A project sponsor of a cov- 
ered project shall submit to the Executive Direc- 
tor and the facilitating agency notice of the ini- 
tiation of a proposed covered project. 

(B) DEFAULT DESIGNATION.—If, at the time of 
submission of the notice under subparagraph 
(A), the Executive Director has not designated a 
facilitating agency under section 61002(c)(1)(B) 
for the categories of projects noticed, the agency 
that receives the notice under subparagraph (A) 
shall be designated as the facilitating agency. 

(C) CONTENTS.—Each notice described in sub- 
paragraph (A) shall include— 

(i) a statement of the purposes and objectives 
of the proposed project; 

(ii) a concise description, including the gen- 
eral location of the proposed project and a sum- 
mary of geospatial information, if available, il- 
lustrating the project area and the locations, if 
any, of environmental, cultural, and historic re- 
sources; 

(iii) a statement regarding the technical and 
financial ability of the project sponsor to con- 
struct the proposed project; 

(iv) a statement of any Federal financing, en- 
vironmental reviews, and authorizations antici- 
pated to be required to complete the proposed 
project; and 

(v) an assessment that the proposed project 
meets the definition of a covered project under 
section 61001 and a statement of reasons sup- 
porting the assessment. 

(2) INVITATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 45 days after 
the date on which the Executive Director must 
make a specific entry for the project on the 
Dashboard under subsection (b)(2)(A), the fa- 
cilitating agency or lead agency, as applicable, 
shall— 

(i) identify all Federal and non-Federal agen- 
cies and governmental entities likely to have fi- 
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nancing, environmental review, authorization, 
or other responsibilities with respect to the pro- 
posed project; and 

(ii) invite all Federal agencies identified under 
clause (i) to become a participating agency or a 
cooperating agency, as appropriate, in the envi- 
ronmental review and authorization manage- 
ment process described in section 61005. 

(B) DEADLINES.—Each invitation made under 
subparagraph (A) shall include a deadline for a 
response to be submitted to the facilitating or 
lead agency, as applicable. 

(3) PARTICIPATING AND COOPERATING AGEN- 
CIES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—An agency invited under 
paragraph (2) shall be designated as a partici- 
pating or cooperating agency for a covered 
project, unless the agency informs the facili- 
tating or lead agency, as applicable, in writing 
before the deadline under paragraph (2)(B) that 
the agency— 

(i) has no jurisdiction or authority with re- 
spect to the proposed project; or 

(ii) does not intend to exercise authority re- 
lated to, or submit comments on, the proposed 
project. 

(B) CHANGED CIRCUMSTANCES.—On_ request 
and a showing of changed circumstances, the 
Executive Director may designate an agency 
that has opted out under subparagraph (A)(ii) 
to be a participating or cooperating agency, as 
appropriate. 

(4) EFFECT OF DESIGNATION.—The designation 
described in paragraph (3) shall not— 

(A) give the participating agency authority or 
jurisdiction over the covered project; or 

(B) expand any jurisdiction or authority a co- 
operating agency may have over the proposed 
project. 

(5) LEAD AGENCY DESIGNATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—On establishment of the lead 
agency, the lead agency shall assume the re- 
sponsibilities of the facilitating agency under 
this title. 

(B) REDESIGNATION OF FACILITATING AGEN- 
cy.—If the lead agency assumes the responsibil- 
ities of the facilitating agency under subpara- 
graph (A), the facilitating agency may be des- 
ignated as a cooperative or participating agen- 
cy. 
(6) CHANGE OF FACILITATING OR LEAD AGEN- 
CY.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—On the request of a partici- 
pating agency or project sponsor, the Executive 
Director may designate a different agency as the 
facilitating or lead agency, as applicable, for a 
covered project, if the facilitating or lead agency 
or the Executive Director receives new informa- 
tion regarding the scope or nature of a covered 
project that indicates that the project should be 
placed in a different category under section 
61002(c)(1)(B). 

(B) RESOLUTION OF DISPUTE.—The Executive 
Director shall resolve any dispute over designa- 
tion of a facilitating or lead agency for a par- 
ticular covered project. 

(b) PERMITTING DASHBOARD.— 

(1) REQUIREMENT TO MAINTAIN.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Executive Director, in 
coordination with the Administrator of General 
Services, shall maintain an online database to 
be known as the “Permitting Dashboard” to 
track the status of Federal environmental re- 
views and authorizations for any covered 
project in the inventory described in section 
61002(c)(1)(A). 

(B) SPECIFIC AND SEARCHABLE ENTRY.—The 
Dashboard shall include a specific and search- 
able entry for each covered project. 

(2) ADDITIONS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.— 

(i) EXISTING PROJECTS.—Not later than 14 
days after the date on which the Executive Di- 
rector adds a project to the inventory under sec- 
tion 61002(c)(1)(A), the Executive Director shall 
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create a specific entry on the Dashboard for the 
covered project. 

(ii) NEW PROJECTS.—Not later than 14 days 
after the date on which the Executive Director 
receives a notice under subsection (a)(1), the Ex- 
ecutive Director shall create a specific entry on 
the Dashboard for the covered project, unless 
the Executive Director, facilitating agency, or 
lead agency, as applicable, determines that the 
project is not a covered project. 

(B) EXPLANATION.—If the facilitating agency 
or lead agency, as applicable, determines that 
the project is not a covered project, the project 
sponsor may submit a further explanation as to 
why the project is a covered project not later 
than 14 days after the date of the determination 
under subparagraph (A). 

(C) FINAL DETERMINATION.—Not later than 14 
days after receiving an explanation described in 
subparagraph (B), the Executive Director 
shall— 

(i) make a final and conclusive determination 
as to whether the project is a covered project; 
and 

(ii) if the Executive Director determines that 
the project is a covered project, create a specific 
entry on the Dashboard for the covered project. 

(3) POSTINGS BY AGENCIES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—For each covered project 
added to the Dashboard under paragraph (2), 
the facilitating or lead agency, as applicable, 
and each cooperating and participating agency 
shall post to the Dashboard— 

(i) a hyperlink that directs to a website that 
contains, to the extent consistent with applica- 
ble law— 

(I) the notification submitted under subsection 
(a)(1); 

(II)(aa) where practicable, the application 
and supporting documents, if applicable, that 
have been submitted by a project sponsor for 
any required environmental review or author- 
ization; or 

(bb) a notice explaining how the public may 
obtain access to such documents; 

(III) a description of any Federal agency ac- 
tion taken or decision made that materially af- 
fects the status of a covered project; 

(IV) any significant document that supports 
the action or decision described in subclause 
(III); and 

(V) a description of the status of any litiga- 
tion to which the agency is a party that is di- 
rectly related to the project, including, if prac- 
ticable, any judicial document made available 
on an electronic docket maintained by a Fed- 
eral, State, or local court; and 

(ii) any document described in clause (i) that 
is not available by hyperlink on another 
website. 

(B) DEADLINE.—The information described in 
subparagraph (A) shall be posted to the website 
made available by hyperlink on the Dashboard 
not later than 5 business days after the date on 
which the Federal agency receives the informa- 
tion. 

(4) POSTINGS BY THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.— 
The Executive Director shall publish to the 
Dashboard— 

(A) the permitting timetable established under 
subparagraph (A) or (C) of subsection (c)(2); 

(B) the status of the compliance of each agen- 
cy with the permitting timetable; 

(C) any modifications of the permitting time- 
table; 

(D) an explanation of each modification de- 
scribed in subparagraph (C); and 

(E) any memorandum of understanding estab- 
lished under subsection (c)(3)(B). 

(c) COORDINATION AND TIMETABLES.— 

(1) COORDINATED PROJECT PLAN.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days after 
the date on which the Executive Director must 
make a specific entry for the project on the 
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Dashboard under subsection (b)(2)(A), the fa- 
cilitating or lead agency, as applicable, in con- 
sultation with each coordinating and partici- 
pating agency, shall establish a concise plan for 
coordinating public and agency participation 
in, and completion of, any required Federal en- 
vironmental review and authorization for the 
project. 

(B) REQUIRED INFORMATION.—The Coordi- 
nated Project Plan shall include the following 
information and be updated by the facilitating 
or lead agency, as applicable, at least once per 
quarter: 

(i) A list of, and roles and responsibilities for, 
all entities with environmental review or au- 
thorization responsibility for the project. 

(ii) A permitting timetable, as described in 
paragraph (2), setting forth a comprehensive 
schedule of dates by which all environmental re- 
views and authorizations, and to the maximum 
extent practicable, State permits, reviews and 
approvals must be made. 

(iii) A discussion of potential avoidance, mini- 
mization, and mitigation strategies, if required 
by applicable law and known. 

(iv) Plans and a schedule for public and tribal 
outreach and coordination, to the extent re- 
quired by applicable law. 

(C) MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING.—The 
coordinated project plan described in subpara- 
graph (A) may be incorporated into a memo- 
randum of understanding. 

(2) PERMITTING TIMETABLE.— 

(A) ESTABLISHMENT .— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—As part of the coordination 
project plan under paragraph (1), the facili- 
tating or lead agency, as applicable, in con- 
sultation with each cooperating and partici- 
pating agency, the project sponsor, and any 
State in which the project is located, shall es- 
tablish a permitting timetable that includes in- 
termediate and final completion dates for action 
by each participating agency on any Federal 
environmental review or authorization required 
for the project. 

(ii) CONSENSUS.—In establishing a permitting 
timetable under clause (i), each agency shall, to 
the maximum extent practicable, make efforts to 
reach a consensus. 

(B) FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION.—In estab- 
lishing the permitting timetable under subpara- 
graph (A), the facilitating or lead agency shall 
follow the performance schedules established 
under section 61002(c)(1)(C), but may vary the 
timetable based on relevant factors, including— 

(i) the size and complexity of the covered 
project; 

(ii) the resources available to each partici- 
pating agency; 

(iii) the regional or national economic signifi- 
cance of the project; 

(iv) the sensitivity of the natural or historic 
resources that may be affected by the project; 

(v) the financing plan for the project; and 

(vi) the extent to which similar projects in ge- 
ographic proximity to the project were recently 
subject to environmental review or similar proce- 
dures under State law. 

(C) DISPUTE RESOLUTION.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The Executive Director, in 
consultation with appropriate agency CERPOs 
and the project sponsor, shall, as necessary, me- 
diate any disputes regarding the permitting 
timetable established under subparagraph (A). 

(ii) DISPUTES.—If a dispute remains unre- 
solved 30 days after the date on which the dis- 
pute was submitted to the Executive Director, 
the Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget, in consultation with the Chairman of 
the Council on Environmental Quality, shall fa- 
cilitate a resolution of the dispute and direct the 
agencies party to the dispute to resolve the dis- 
pute by the end of the 60-day period beginning 
on the date of submission of the dispute to the 
Executive Director. 
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(iii) FINAL RESOLUTION.—Any action taken by 
the Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget in the resolution of a dispute under 
clause (ii) shall— 

(I) be final and conclusive; and 

(II) not be subject to judicial review. 

(D) MODIFICATION AFTER APPROVAL.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The facilitating or lead agen- 
cy, as applicable, may modify a permitting time- 
table established under subparagraph (A) only 
if— 

(I) the facilitating or lead agency, as applica- 
ble, and the affected cooperating agencies, after 
consultation with the participating agencies, 
agree to a different completion date; and 

(II) the facilitating agency or lead agency, as 
applicable, or the affected cooperating agency 
provides a written justification for the modifica- 
tion. 

(ii) COMPLETION DATE.—A completion date in 
the permitting timetable may not be modified 
within 30 days of the completion date. 

(E) CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER TIME PERIODS.— 
A permitting timetable established under sub- 
paragraph (A) shall be consistent with any 
other relevant time periods established under 
Federal law and shall not prevent any cooper- 
ating or participating agency from discharging 
any obligation under Federal law in connection 
with the project. 

(F) CONFORMING TO 
TABLES.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Each Federal agency shall 
conform to the completion dates set forth in the 
permitting timetable established under subpara- 
graph (A), or with any completion date modified 
under subparagraph (D). 

(ii) FAILURE TO CONFORM.—If a Federal agen- 
cy fails to conform with a completion date for 
agency action on a covered project or is at sig- 
nificant risk of failing to conform with such a 
completion date, the agency shall— 

(I) promptly submit to the Executive Director 
for publication on the Dashboard an expla- 
nation of the specific reasons for failing or sig- 
nificantly risking failing to conform to the com- 
pletion date and a proposal for an alternative 
completion date; 

(II) in consultation with the facilitating or 
lead agency, as applicable, establish an alter- 
native completion date; and 

(III) each month thereafter until the agency 
has taken final action on the delayed author- 
ization or review, submit to the Executive Direc- 
tor for posting on the Dashboard a status report 
describing any agency activity related to the 
project. 

(G) ABANDONMENT OF COVERED PROJECT.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—If the facilitating or lead 
agency, as applicable, has a reasonable basis to 
doubt the continuing technical or financial abil- 
ity of the project sponsor to construct the cov- 
ered project, the facilitating or lead agency may 
request the project sponsor provide an updated 
statement regarding the ability of the project 
sponsor to complete the project. 

(ii) FAILURE TO RESPOND.—If the project spon- 
sor fails to respond to a request described in 
clause (i) by the date that is 30 days after re- 
ceiving the request, the lead or facilitating 
agency, as applicable, shall notify the Executive 
Director, who shall publish an appropriate no- 
tice on the Dashboard. 

(iii) PUBLICATION TO DASHBOARD.—On publi- 
cation of a notice under clause (ii), the comple- 
tion dates in the permitting timetable shall be 
tolled and agencies shall be relieved of the obli- 
gation to comply with subparagraph (F) until 
such time as the project sponsor submits to the 
facilitating or lead agency, as applicable, an 
updated statement regarding the technical and 
financial ability of the project sponsor to con- 
struct the project. 

(3) COOPERATING STATE, LOCAL, OR TRIBAL 
GOVERNMENTS.— 
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(A) STATE AUTHORITY.—If the Federal envi- 
ronmental review is being implemented within 
the boundaries of a State, the State, consistent 
with State law, may choose to participate in the 
environmental review and authorization process 
under this subsection and to make subject to the 
process all State agencies that— 

(i) have jurisdiction over the covered project; 

(ii) are required to conduct or issue a review, 
analysis, opinion, or statement for the covered 
project; or 

(iii) are required to make a determination on 
issuing a permit, license, or other approval or 
decision for the covered project. 

(B) COORDINATION.—To the maximum extent 
practicable under applicable law, the facili- 
tating or lead agency, as applicable, shall co- 
ordinate the Federal environmental review and 
authorization processes under this subsection 
with any State, local, or tribal agency respon- 
sible for conducting any separate review or au- 
thorization of the covered project to ensure time- 
ly and efficient completion of environmental re- 
views and authorizations. 

(C) MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Any coordination plan be- 
tween the facilitating or lead agency, as appli- 
cable, and any State, local, or tribal agency 
shall, to the maximum extent practicable, be in- 
cluded in a memorandum of understanding. 

(ii) SUBMISSION TO EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—The 
facilitating or lead agency, as applicable, shall 
submit to the Executive Director each memo- 
randum of understanding described in clause 


(i). 

(d) EARLY CONSULTATION.—The facilitating or 
lead agency, as applicable, shall provide an ex- 
peditious process for project sponsors to confer 
with each cooperating and participating agency 
involved and, not later than 60 days after the 
date on which the project sponsor submits a re- 
quest under this subsection, to have each such 
agency provide to the project sponsor informa- 
tion concerning— 

(1) the availability of information and tools, 
including pre-application toolkits, to facilitate 
early planning efforts; 

(2) key issues of concern to each agency and 
to the public; and 

(3) issues that must be addressed before an en- 
vironmental review or authorization can be com- 
pleted. 

(e) COOPERATING AGENCY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—A lead agency may designate 
a participating agency as a cooperating agency 
in accordance with part 1501 of title 40, Code of 
Federal Regulations (or successor regulations). 

(2) EFFECT ON OTHER DESIGNATION.—The des- 
ignation described in paragraph (1) shall not af- 
fect any designation under subsection (a)(3). 

(3) LIMITATION ON DESIGNATION.—Any agency 
not designated as a participating agency under 
subsection (a)(3) shall not be designated as a co- 
operating agency under paragraph (1). 

(f) REPORTING STATUS OF OTHER PROJECTS ON 
DASHBOARD.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—On request of the Executive 
Director, the Secretary and the Secretary of the 
Army shall use best efforts to provide informa- 
tion for inclusion on the Dashboard on projects 
subject to section 139 of title 23, United States 
Code, and section 2045 of the Water Resources 
Development Act of 2007 (33 U.S.C. 2348) likely 
to require— 

(A) a total 
$200,000,000; and 

(B) an environmental impact statement under 
NEPA. 

(2) EFFECT OF INCLUSION ON DASHBOARD.—In- 
clusion on the Dashboard of information regard- 
ing projects subject to section 139 of title 23, 
United States Code, or section 2045 of the Water 
Resources Development Act of 2007 (33 U.S.C. 
2348) shall not subject those projects to any re- 
quirements of this title. 
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SEC. 61004. INTERSTATE COMPACTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The consent of Congress is 
given for 3 or more contiguous States to enter 
into an interstate compact establishing regional 
infrastructure development agencies to facilitate 
authorization and review of covered projects, 
under State law or in the exercise of delegated 
permitting authority described under section 
61006, that will advance infrastructure develop- 
ment, production, and generation within the 
States that are parties to the compact. 

(b) REGIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE.—For the pur- 
pose of this title, a regional infrastructure devel- 
opment agency referred to in subsection (a) 
shall have the same authorities and responsibil- 
ities of a State agency. 

SEC. 61005. COORDINATION OF REQUIRED RE- 
VIEWS. 

(a) CONCURRENT REVIEWS.—To integrate envi- 
ronmental reviews and authorizations, each 
agency shall, to the maximum extent prac- 
ticable— 

(1) carry out the obligations of the agency 
with respect to a covered project under any 
other applicable law concurrently, and in con- 
junction with, other environmental reviews and 
authorizations being conducted by other cooper- 
ating or participating agencies, including envi- 
ronmental reviews and authorizations required 
under NEPA, unless the agency determines that 
doing so would impair the ability of the agency 
to carry out the statutory obligations of the 
agency; and 

(2) formulate and implement administrative, 
policy, and procedural mechanisms to enable the 
agency to ensure completion of the environ- 
mental review process in a timely, coordinated, 
and environmentally responsible manner. 

(b) ADOPTION, INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE, 
AND USE OF DOCUMENTS.— 

(1) STATE ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS; SUP- 
PLEMENTAL DOCUMENTS.— 

(A) USE OF EXISTING DOCUMENTS.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—On the request of a project 
sponsor, a lead agency shall consider and, as 
appropriate, adopt or incorporate by reference, 
the analysis and documentation that has been 
prepared for a covered project under State laws 
and procedures as the documentation, or part of 
the documentation, required to complete an en- 
vironmental review for the covered project, if 
the analysis and documentation were, as deter- 
mined by the lead agency in consultation with 
the Council on Environmental Quality, pre- 
pared under circumstances that allowed for op- 
portunities for public participation and consid- 
eration of alternatives and environmental con- 
sequences that are substantially equivalent to 
what would have been available had the docu- 
ments and analysis been prepared by a Federal 
agency pursuant to NEPA. 

(ii) GUIDANCE BY CEQ.—The Council on Envi- 
ronmental Quality may issue guidance to carry 
out this subsection. 

(B) NEPA OBLIGATIONS.—An environmental 
document adopted under subparagraph (A) or a 
document that includes documentation incor- 
porated under subparagraph (A) may serve as 
the documentation required for an environ- 
mental review or a supplemental environmental 
review required to be prepared by a lead agency 
under NEPA. 

(C) SUPPLEMENTATION OF STATE DOCU- 
MENTS.—If the lead agency adopts or incor- 
porates analysis and documentation described 
in subparagraph (A), the lead agency shall pre- 
pare and publish a supplemental document if 
the lead agency determines that during the pe- 
riod after preparation of the analysis and docu- 
mentation and before the adoption or incorpora- 
tion— 

(i) a significant change has been made to the 
covered project that is relevant for purposes of 
environmental review of the project; or 
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(ii) there has been a significant circumstance 
or new information has emerged that is relevant 
to the environmental review for the covered 
project. 

(D) COMMENTS.—If a lead agency prepares 
and publishes a supplemental document under 
subparagraph (C), the lead agency shall solicit 
comments from other agencies and the public on 
the supplemental document for a period of not 
more than 45 days, beginning on the date on 
which the supplemental document is published, 
unless— 

(i) the lead agency, the project sponsor, and 
any cooperating agency agree to a longer dead- 
line; or 

(ii) the lead agency extends the deadline for 
good cause. 

(E) NOTICE OF OUTCOME OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
REVIEW.—A lead agency shall issue a record of 
decision or finding of no significant impact, as 
appropriate, based on the document adopted 
under subparagraph (A) and any supplemental 
document prepared under subparagraph (C). 

(c) ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS.— 

(1) PARTICIPATION.—AS early as practicable 
during the environmental review, but not later 
than the commencement of scoping for a project 
requiring the preparation of an environmental 
impact statement, the lead agency, in consulta- 
tion with each cooperating agency, shall deter- 
mine the range of reasonable alternatives to be 
considered for a covered project. 

(2) RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Following participation 
under paragraph (1) and subject to subpara- 
graph (B), the lead agency shall determine the 
range of reasonable alternatives for consider- 
ation in any document that the lead agency is 
responsible for preparing for the covered project. 

(B) ALTERNATIVES REQUIRED BY LAW.—In de- 
termining the range of alternatives under sub- 
paragraph (A), the lead agency shall include all 
alternatives required to be considered by law. 

(3) METHODOLOGIES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The lead agency shall deter- 
mine, in collaboration with each cooperating 
agency at appropriate times during the environ- 
mental review, the methodologies to be used and 
the level of detail required in the analysis of 
each alternative for a covered project. 

(B) ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW.—A cooperating 
agency shall use the methodologies referred to 
in subparagraph (A) when conducting any re- 
quired environmental review, to the extent con- 
sistent with existing law. 

(4) PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE.—With the con- 
currence of the cooperating agencies with juris- 
diction under Federal law and at the discretion 
of the lead agency, the preferred alternative for 
a project, after being identified, may be devel- 
oped to a higher level of detail than other alter- 
natives to facilitate the development of mitiga- 
tion measures or concurrent compliance with 
other applicable laws if the lead agency deter- 
mines that the development of the higher level 
of detail will not prevent— 

(A) the lead agency from making an impartial 
decision as to whether to accept another alter- 
native that is being considered in the environ- 
mental review; and 

(B) the public from commenting on the pre- 
ferred and other alternatives. 

(d) ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMENTS.— 

(1) COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IM- 
PACT STATEMENT.—For comments by an agency 
or the public on a draft environmental impact 
statement, the lead agency shail establish a 
comment period of not less than 45 days and not 
more than 60 days after the date on which a no- 
tice announcing availability of the environ- 
mental impact statement is published in the 
Federal Register, unless— 

(A) the lead agency, the project sponsor, and 
any cooperating agency agree to a longer dead- 
line; or 
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(B) the lead agency, in consultation with each 
cooperating agency, extends the deadline for 
good cause. 

(2) OTHER REVIEW AND COMMENT PERIODS.— 
For all other review or comment periods in the 
environmental review process described in parts 
1500 through 1508 of title 40, Code of Federal 
Regulations (or successor regulations), the lead 
agency shall establish a comment period of not 
more than 45 days after the date on which the 
materials on which comment is requested are 
made available, unless— 

(A) the lead agency, the project sponsor, and 
any cooperating agency agree to a longer dead- 
line; or 

(B) the lead agency extends the deadline for 
good cause. 

(e) ISSUE IDENTIFICATION AND RESOLUTION.— 

(1) COOPERATION.—The lead agency and each 
cooperating and participating agency shall 
work cooperatively in accordance with this sec- 
tion to identify and resolve issues that could 
delay completion of an environmental review or 
an authorization required for the project under 
applicable law or result in the denial of any ap- 
proval under applicable law. 

(2) LEAD AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The lead agency shall make 
information available to each cooperating and 
participating agency and project sponsor as 
early as practicable in the environmental review 
regarding the environmental, historic, and so- 
cioeconomic resources located within the project 
area and the general locations of the alter- 
natives under consideration. 

(B) SOURCES OF INFORMATION.—The informa- 
tion described in subparagraph (A) may be 
based on existing data sources, including geo- 
graphic information systems mapping. 

(3) COOPERATING AND PARTICIPATING AGENCY 
RESPONSIBILITIES.—Each cooperating and par- 
ticipating agency shall— 

(A) identify, as early as practicable, any 
issues of concern regarding any potential envi- 
ronmental impacts of the covered project, in- 
cluding any issues that could substantially 
delay or prevent an agency from completing any 
environmental review or authorization required 
for the project; and 

(B) communicate any issues described in sub- 
paragraph (A) to the project sponsor. 

(f) CATEGORIES OF PROJECTS.—The authorities 
granted under this section may be exercised for 
an individual covered project or a category of 
covered projects. 

SEC. 61006. DELEGATED STATE PERMITTING PRO- 
GRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—If a Federal statute permits 
a Federal agency to delegate to or otherwise au- 
thorize a State to issue or otherwise administer 
a permit program in lieu of the Federal agency, 
the Federal agency with authority to carry out 
the statute shall— 

(1) on publication by the Council of best prac- 
tices under section 61002(c)(2)(B), initiate a na- 
tional process, with public participation, to de- 
termine whether and the extent to which any of 
the best practices are generally applicable on a 
delegation- or authorization-wide basis to per- 
mitting under the statute; and 

(2) not later than 2 years after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, make model recommenda- 
tions for State modifications of the applicable 
permit program to reflect the best practices de- 
scribed in section 61002(c)(2)(B), as appropriate. 

(b) BEST PRACTICES.—Lead and cooperating 
agencies may share with State, tribal, and local 
authorities best practices involved in review of 
covered projects and invite input from State, 
tribal, and local authorities regarding best prac- 
tices. 

SEC. 61007. LITIGATION, JUDICIAL REVIEW, AND 
SAVINGS PROVISION. 
(a) LIMITATIONS ON CLAIMS.— 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, a claim arising under Federal 
law seeking judicial review of any authorization 
issued by a Federal agency for a covered project 
shall be barred unless— 

(A) the action is filed not later than 2 years 
after the date of publication in the Federal Reg- 
ister of the final record of decision or approval 
or denial of a permit, unless a shorter time is 
specified in the Federal law under which judi- 
cial review is allowed; and 

(B) in the case of an action pertaining to an 
environmental review conducted under NEPA— 

(i) the action is filed by a party that submitted 
a comment during the environmental review or a 
party that lacked a reasonable opportunity to 
submit a comment; and 

(ii) a party filed a sufficiently detailed com- 
ment so as to put the lead agency on notice of 
the issue on which the party seeks judicial re- 
view. 

(2) NEW INFORMATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The head of a lead agency 
or participating agency shall consider new in- 
formation received after the close of a comment 
period if the information satisfies the require- 
ments under regulations implementing NEPA. 

(B) SEPARATE ACTION.—If Federal law re- 
quires the preparation of a supplemental envi- 
ronmental impact statement or other supple- 
mental environmental document, the prepara- 
tion of such document shall be considered a sep- 
arate final agency action and the deadline for 
filing a claim for judicial review of the agency 
action shall be 2 years after the date on which 
a notice announcing the final agency action is 
published in the Federal Register, unless a 
shorter time is specified in the Federal law 
under which judicial review is allowed. 

(3) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
subsection creates a right to judicial review or 
places any limit on filing a claim that a person 
has violated the terms of an authorization. 

(b) PRELIMINARY INJUNCTIVE RELIEF.—In ad- 
dition to considering any other applicable equi- 
table factors, in any action seeking a temporary 
restraining order or preliminary injunction 
against an agency or a project sponsor in con- 
nection with review or authorization of a cov- 
ered project, the court shall— 

(1) consider the effects on public health, safe- 
ty, and the environment, the potential for sig- 
nificant job losses, and other economic harm re- 
sulting from an order or injunction; and 

(2) not presume that the harms described in 
paragraph (1) are reparable. 

(c) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—Except as provided in 
subsection (a), nothing in this title affects the 
reviewability of any final Federal agency action 
in a court of competent jurisdiction. 

(d) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this title— 

(1) supersedes, amends, or modifies any Fed- 
eral statute or affects the responsibility of any 
Federal officer to comply with or enforce any 
statute; or 

(2) creates a presumption that a covered 
project will be approved or favorably reviewed 
by any agency. 

(e) LIMITATIONS.—Nothing in this section pre- 
empts, limits, or interferes with— 

(1) any practice of seeking, considering, or re- 
sponding to public comment; or 

(2) any power, jurisdiction, responsibility, or 
authority that a Federal, State, or local govern- 
mental agency, metropolitan planning organiza- 
tion, Indian tribe, or project sponsor has with 
respect to carrying out a project or any other 
provisions of law applicable to any project, 
plan, or program. 

SEC. 61008. REPORT TO CONGRESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than April 15 of 
each year for 10 years beginning on the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Executive Director 
shall submit to Congress a report detailing the 
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progress accomplished under this title during 

the previous fiscal year. 

(b) CONTENTS.—The report described in sub- 
section (a) shall assess the performance of each 
participating agency and lead agency based on 
the best practices described in section 
61002(c)(2)(B). 

(c) OPPORTUNITY TO INCLUDE COMMENTS.— 
Each councilmember, with input from the re- 
spective agency CERPO, shall have the oppor- 
tunity to include comments concerning the per- 
formance of the agency in the report described 
in subsection (a). 

SEC. 61009. FUNDING FOR GOVERNANCE, OVER- 
SIGHT, AND PROCESSING OF ENVI- 
RONMENTAL REVIEWS AND PER- 
MITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The heads of agencies listed 
in section 61002(b)(2)(B), with the guidance of 
the Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget and in consultation with the Executive 
Director, may, after public notice and oppor- 
tunity for comment, issue regulations estab- 
lishing a fee structure for project proponents to 
reimburse the United States for reasonable costs 
incurred in conducting environmental reviews 
and authorizations for covered projects. 

(b) REASONABLE COSTS.—AS used in this sec- 
tion, the term ‘‘reasonable costs’’ shall include 
costs to implement the requirements and au- 
thorities required under sections 61002 and 
61003, including the costs to agencies and the 
costs of operating the Council. 

(c) FEE STRUCTURE.—The fee structure estab- 
lished under subsection (a) shall— 

(1) be developed in consultation with affected 
project proponents, industries, and other stake- 
holders; 

(2) exclude parties for which the fee would im- 
pose an undue financial burden or is otherwise 
determined to be inappropriate; and 

(3) be established in a manner that ensures 
that the aggregate amount of fees collected for 
a fiscal year is estimated not to exceed 20 per- 
cent of the total estimated costs for the fiscal 
year for the resources allocated for the conduct 
of the environmental reviews and authorizations 
covered by this title, as determined by the Direc- 
tor of the Office of Management and Budget. 

(d) ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW AND PERMITTING 
IMPROVEMENT FUND.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—AIl amounts collected pursu- 
ant to this section shall be deposited into a sep- 
arate fund in the Treasury of the United States 
to be known as the “Environmental Review Im- 
provement Fund’’ (referred to in this section as 
the ‘‘Fund’’). 

(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts in the Fund shall 
be available to the Executive Director, without 
appropriation or fiscal year limitation, solely for 
the purposes of administering, implementing, 
and enforcing this title, including the expenses 
of the Council. 

(3) TRANSFER.—The Executive Director, with 
the approval of the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget, may transfer amounts 
in the Fund to other agencies to facilitate timely 
and efficient environmental reviews and author- 
izations for proposed covered projects. 

(e) EFFECT ON PERMITTING.—The regulations 
adopted pursuant to subsection (a) shall ensure 
that the use of funds accepted under subsection 
(d) will not impact impartial decision-making 
with respect to environmental reviews or au- 
thorizations, either substantively or proce- 
durally. 

(f) TRANSFER OF APPROPRIATED FUNDS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The heads of agencies listed 
in section 61002(b)(2)(B) shall have the author- 
ity to transfer, in accordance with section 1535 
of title 31, United States Code, funds appro- 
priated to those agencies and not otherwise obli- 
gated to other affected Federal agencies for the 
purpose of implementing the provisions of this 
title. 
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(2) LIMITATION.—Appropriations under title 
23, United States Code and appropriations for 
the civil works program of the Army Corps of 
Engineers shall not be available for transfer 
under paragraph (1). 

SEC. 61010. APPLICATION. 

This title applies to any covered project for 
which— 

(1) a notice is filed under section 61003(a)(1); 
or 

(2) an application or other request for a Fed- 
eral authorization is pending before a Federal 
agency 90 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

SEC. 61011. GAO REPORT. 

Not later than 3 years after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Comptroller General of the 
United States shall submit to Congress a report 
that includes an analysis of whether the provi- 
sions of this title could be adapted to streamline 
the Federal permitting process for smaller 
projects that are not covered projects. 

TITLE LXII —ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS 
DIVISION G—SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 

EXTENSION 
SEC. 70001. SHORT TITLE. 

This division may cited as the 

Transportation Extension Act of 2015”. 


TITLE LXXI—EXTENSION OF FEDERAL-AID 
HIGHWAY PROGRAMS 

SEC. 71001. EXTENSION OF FEDERAL-AID HIGH- 
WAY PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1001 of the Highway 
and Transportation Funding Act of 2014 (Public 
Law 113-159; 128 Stat. 1840; 129 Stat. 219) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘July 31, 
2015” and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2015”; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘July 31, 2015” and inserting 
“September 30, 2015”; and 

(B) by striking ‘%°%6s’’ and inserting ‘67365; 
and 

(3) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking ‘July 31, 2015” and inserting 
“September 30, 2015”; and 

(ii) by striking ‘0465 and inserting ‘67365; 
and 

(B) in paragraph (2)(B), by striking ‘‘by this 
subsection”. 

(b) OBLIGATION CEILING.—Section 1102 of 
MAP-21 (23 U.S.C. 104 note; Public Law 112- 
141) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(3)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘$33,528,284,932”’ and inserting 
“*$40,256,000,000’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘July 31, 2015” and inserting 
“September 30, 2015”; 

(2) in subsection (b)(12)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘July 31, 2015” and inserting 
“September 30, 2015”; and 

(B) by striking ‘°%6s’’ and inserting ‘67365; 

(3) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by 
striking ‘July 31, 2015” and inserting ‘‘Sep- 
tember 30, 2015”; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) by striking ‘July 31, 2015” and inserting 
“September 30, 2015”; and 

(ii) by striking ‘9%6s’’ and inserting ‘367365; 
and 

(4) in subsection (f)(1), in the matter preceding 
subparagraph (A), by striking ‘July 31, 2015” 
and inserting ‘“‘September 30, 2015”. 

(c) TRIBAL HIGH PRIORITY PROJECTS PRO- 
GRAM.—Section 1123(h)(1) of MAP -21 (23 U.S.C. 
202 note; Public Law 112-141) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘$24,986,301’? and inserting 
“$30,000,000”; and 

(2) by striking “July 31, 2015” and inserting 
“September 30, 2015”. 

SEC. 71002. ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF CONTRACT AUTHOR- 

ITY.—Section 1002(a) of the Highway and 
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Transportation Funding Act of 2014 (Public 
Law 113-159; 128 Stat. 1842; 129 Stat. 220) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘$366,465,753’’ and inserting 
“$440,000,000’’; and 

(2) by striking “July 31, 2015” and inserting 
“September 30, 2015”. 

(b) CONTRACT AUTHORITY.—Section 1002(b)(2) 
of the Highway and Transportation Funding 
Act of 2014 (Public Law 113-159; 128 Stat. 1842; 
129 Stat. 220) is amended by striking “July 31, 
2015” and inserting “September 30, 2015”. 
TITLE LXXTI—TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF 

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION PROGRAMS 
SEC. 72001. FORMULA GRANTS FOR RURAL AREAS. 

Section 5311(c)(1) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘ending 
before” and all that follows through “July 31, 
2015,’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘ending 
before” and all that follows through ‘‘July 31, 
2015,”’. 

SEC. 72002. APPORTIONMENT OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS FOR FORMULA GRANTS. 

Section 5336(h)(1) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘before October 1, 
2014” and all that follows through ‘‘July 31, 
2015,” and inserting ‘‘before October 1, 2015”. 
SEC. 72003. AUTHORIZATIONS FOR PUBLIC 

TRANSPORTATION. 

(a) FORMULA GRANTS.—Section 5338(a) of title 
49, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘for fiscal 
year 2014” and all that follows and inserting 
“for fiscal year 2014, and $8,595,000,000 for fiscal 


year 2015.’’; 
(2) in paragraph (2)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking 


“$107,274,521 for the period beginning on Octo- 
ber 1, 2014, and ending on July 31, 2015,” and 
inserting ‘‘$128,800,000 for fiscal year 2015”; 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘2013 
and 2014 and $8,328,767 for the period beginning 
on October 1, 2014, and ending on July 31, 
2015,” and inserting ‘2013, 2014, and 2015”; 

(C) in subparagraph (C), by striking 
“$3,713,505,753 for the period beginning on Octo- 
ber 1, 2014, and ending on July 31, 2015,” and 
inserting ‘‘$4,458,650,000 for fiscal year 2015”; 

(D) in subparagraph (D), by striking 
‘$215,132,055 for the period beginning on Octo- 
ber 1, 2014, and ending on July 31, 2015,” and 
inserting ‘‘$258,300,000 for fiscal year 2015”; 

(E) in subparagraph (E)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘$506,222,466 for the period be- 
ginning on October 1, 2014, and ending on July 
31, 2015,” and inserting ‘‘$607,800,000 for fiscal 
year 2015”; 

(ii) by striking ‘$24,986,301 for the period be- 
ginning on October 1, 2014, and ending on July 
31, 2015,” and inserting ‘“‘$30,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2015”; and 

(iii) by striking ‘‘$16,657,534 for the period be- 
ginning on October 1, 2014, and ending on July 
31, 2015,” and inserting ‘“‘$20,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2015”; 

(F) in subparagraph (F), by striking ‘‘2013 
and 2014 and $2,498,630 for the period beginning 
on October 1, 2014, and ending on July 31, 
2015,” and inserting ‘‘2013, 2014, and 2015”; 

(G) in subparagraph (G), by striking ‘‘2013 
and 2014 and $4,164,384 for the period beginning 
on October 1, 2014, and ending on July 31, 
2015,” and inserting ‘‘2013, 2014, and 2015”; 

(H) in subparagraph (H), by striking ‘‘2013 
and 2014 and $3,206,575 for the period beginning 
on October 1, 2014, and ending on July 31, 
2015,” and inserting ‘2013, 2014, and 2015”; 

(I) in subparagraph (I), by © striking 
“$1,803,927,671 for the period beginning on Octo- 
ber 1, 2014, and ending on July 31, 2015,” and 
inserting ‘‘$2,165,900,000 for fiscal year 2015”; 

(J) in subparagraph (J), by © striking 
“$356,304,658 for the period beginning on Octo- 
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ber 1, 2014, and ending on July 31, 2015,” and 
inserting ‘‘$427,800,000 for fiscal year 2015”; and 

(K) in subparagraph (K), by striking 
“$438,009,863 for the period beginning on Octo- 
ber 1, 2014, and ending on July 31, 2015,” and 
inserting ‘‘$525,900,000 for fiscal year 2015”. 

(b) RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT DEMONSTRATION 
AND DEPLOYMENT PROJECTS.—Section 5338(b) of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended by strik- 
ing ‘$58,301,370 for the period beginning on Oc- 
tober 1, 2014, and ending on July 31, 2015” and 
inserting ‘‘$70,000,000 for fiscal year 2015”. 

(c) TRANSIT COOPERATIVE RESEARCH PRO- 
GRAM.—Section 5338(c) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘$5,830,137 for the 
period beginning on October 1, 2014, and ending 
on July 31, 2015” and inserting ‘‘$7,000,000 for 
fiscal year 2015”. 

(d) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND STANDARDS 
DEVELOPMENT.—Section 5338(d) of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
“$5,830,137 for the period beginning on October 
1, 2014, and ending on July 31, 2015” and insert- 
ing ‘‘$7,000,000 for fiscal year 2015”. 

(e) HUMAN RESOURCES AND TRAINING.—Sec- 
tion 5338(e) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘$4,164,384 for the period 
beginning on October 1, 2014, and ending on 
July 31, 2015” and inserting ‘‘$5,000,000 for fis- 
cal year 2015”. 

(f) CAPITAL INVESTMENT GRANTS.—Section 
5338(g) of title 49, United States Code, is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘$1,558,295,890 for the period be- 
ginning on October 1, 2014, and ending on July 
31, 2015” and inserting ‘‘$1,907,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2015”. 

(g9) ADMINISTRATION.—Section 5338(h) of title 
49, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘$86,619,178 
for the period beginning on October 1, 2014, and 
ending on July 31, 2015” and inserting 
“*$104,000,000 for fiscal year 2015”; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘2013 and 
2014 and not less than $4,164,384 for the period 
beginning on October 1, 2014, and ending on 
July 31, 2015,” and inserting ‘‘2013, 2014, and 
2015”; and 

(3) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘2013 and 
2014 and not less than $832,877 for the period be- 
ginning on October 1, 2014, and ending on July 
31, 2015,” and inserting ‘‘2013, 2014, and 2015”. 
SEC. 72004. BUS AND BUS FACILITIES FORMULA 

GRANTS. 

Section 5339(d)(1) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘2013 and 2014 and $54,553,425 
for the period beginning on October 1, 2014, and 
ending on July 31, 2015,” and inserting ‘‘2013, 
2014, and 2015”; 

(2) by striking “and $1,041,096 for such pe- 
riod”; and 

(3) by striking “and $416,438 for such period”. 

TITLE LXXIII —EXTENSION OF HIGHWAY 

SAFETY PROGRAMS 
Subtitle A—Extension of Highway Safety 
Programs 
73101. EXTENSION OF NATIONAL HIGHWAY 
TRAFFIC SAFETY ADMINISTRATION 
HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS. 

(a) EXTENSION OF PROGRAMS.— 

(1) HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS.—Section 
31101(a)(1)(C) of MAP-21 (126 Stat. 733) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(C) $235,000,000 for fiscal year 2015.”’. 

(2) HIGHWAY SAFETY RESEARCH AND DEVELOP- 
MENT.—Section 31101(a)(2)(C) of MAP-21 (126 
Stat. 733) is amended to read as follows: 

“(C) $113,500,000 for fiscal year 2015.’’. 

(3) NATIONAL PRIORITY SAFETY PROGRAMS.— 
Section 31101(a)(3)(C) of MAP-21 (126 Stat. 733) 
is amended to read as follows: 

“(C) $272,000,000 for fiscal year 2015.”’. 

(4) NATIONAL DRIVER REGISTER.—Section 
31101(a)(4)(C) of MAP-21 (126 Stat. 733) is 
amended to read as follows: 
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(C) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2015.’’. 

(5) HIGH VISIBILITY ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM.— 

(A) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec- 
tion 31101(a)(5)(C) of MAP-21 (126 Stat. 733) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(C) $29,000,000 for fiscal year 2015.’’. 

(B) LAW ENFORCEMENT CAMPAIGNS.—Section 
2009(a) of SAFETEA-LU (23 U.S.C. 402 note) is 
amended— 

(i) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘and 2014 
and in the period beginning on October 1, 2014, 
and ending on July 31, 2015” and inserting 
“through 2015”; and 

(ii) in the second sentence, by striking “and 
2014 and in the period beginning on October 1, 
2014, and ending on July 31, 2015,” and insert- 
ing “through 2015”. 

(6) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Section 
31101(a)(6)(C) of MAP-21 (126 Stat. 733) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(C) $25,500,000 for fiscal year 2015.’’. 

(b) COOPERATIVE RESEARCH AND EVALUA- 
TION.—Section 403(f)(1) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking “under subsection 
402(c) in each fiscal year ending before October 
1, 2014, and $2,082,192 of the total amount avail- 
able for apportionment to the States for high- 
way safety programs under section 402(c) in the 
period beginning on October 1, 2014, and ending 
on July 31, 2015,” and inserting ‘‘under section 
402(c) in each fiscal year ending before October 
1, 2015,”. 

(c) APPLICABILITY OF TITLE 23.—Section 
31101(c) of MAP-21 (126 Stat. 733) is amended by 
striking ‘‘fiscal years 2013 and 2014 and for the 
period beginning on October 1, 2014, and ending 
on July 31, 2015,” and inserting ‘‘each of fiscal 
years 2013 through 2015”. 

SEC. 73102. EXTENSION OF FEDERAL MOTOR CAR- 
RIER SAFETY ADMINISTRATION PRO- 
GRAMS. 

(a) MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY GRANTS.—Section 
31104(a)(10) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

““(10) $218,000,000 for fiscal year 2015.’’. 

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Section 
31104(i)(1)(J) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(J) 259,000,000 for fiscal year 2015.’’. 

(c) GRANT PROGRAMS.— 

(1) COMMERCIAL DRIVER’S LICENSE PROGRAM 
IMPROVEMENT GRANTS.—Section 4101(c)(1) of 
SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 1715) is amended by 
striking ‘‘each of fiscal years 2013 and 2014 and 
$24,986,301 for the period beginning on October 
1, 2014, and ending on July 31, 2015” and insert- 
ing ‘‘each of fiscal years 2013 through 2015”. 

(2) BORDER ENFORCEMENT GRANTS.—Section 
4101(c)(2) of SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 1715) is 
amended by striking ‘‘each of fiscal years 2013 
and 2014 and $26,652,055 for the period begin- 
ning on October 1, 2014, and ending on July 31, 
2015” and inserting ‘‘each of fiscal years 2013 
through 2015”. 

(3) PERFORMANCE AND REGISTRATION INFORMA- 
TION SYSTEM MANAGEMENT GRANT PROGRAM.— 
Section 4101(c)(3) of SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 
1715) is amended by striking ‘‘each of fiscal 
years 2013 and 2014 and $4,164,384 for the period 
beginning on October 1, 2014, and ending on 
July 31, 2015” and inserting ‘‘each of fiscal 
years 2013 through 2015”. 

(4) COMMERCIAL VEHICLE INFORMATION SYS- 
TEMS AND NETWORKS DEPLOYMENT PROGRAM.— 
Section 4101(c)(4) of SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 
1715) is amended by striking ‘‘each of fiscal 
years 2013 and 2014 and $20,821,918 for the pe- 
riod beginning on October 1, 2014, and ending 
on July 31, 2015” and inserting ‘‘each of fiscal 
years 2013 through 2015”. 

(5) SAFETY DATA IMPROVEMENT GRANTS.—Sec- 
tion 4101(c)(5) of SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 1715) 
is amended by striking ‘‘each of fiscal years 2013 
and 2014 and $2,498,630 for the period beginning 
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on October 1, 2014, and ending on July 31, 2015” 
and inserting ‘‘each of fiscal years 2013 through 
2015”. 

(da) HIGH-PRIORITY ACTIVITIES. —Section 
31104(k)(2) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘each of fiscal years 2006 
through 2014 and up to $12,493,151 for the period 
beginning on October 1, 2014, and ending on 
July 31, 2015,” and inserting “each of fiscal 
years 2006 through 2015”. 

(e) NEW ENTRANT AUDITS.—Section 
31144(g)(5)(B) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘per fiscal year and up to 
$26,652,055 for the period beginning on October 
1, 2014, and ending on July 31, 2015,” and in- 
serting “per fiscal year”. 

(f) OUTREACH AND EDUCATION.—Section 
4127(e) of SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 1741) is 
amended by striking ‘‘each of fiscal years 2013 
and 2014 and $3,331,507 to the Federal Motor 
Carrier Safety Administration for the period be- 
ginning on October 1, 2014, and ending on July 
31, 2015,” and inserting ‘‘each of fiscal years 
2013 through 2015”. 

(g) GRANT PROGRAM FOR COMMERCIAL MOTOR 
VEHICLE OPERATORS.—Section 4134(c) of 
SAFETEA-LU (49 U.S.C. 31301 note) is amended 
by striking ‘‘each of fiscal years 2005 through 
2014 and $832,877 for the period beginning on 
October 1, 2014, and ending on July 31, 2015” 
and inserting ‘‘each of fiscal years 2005 through 
2015”. 

SEC. 73103. DINGELL-JOHNSON SPORT FISH RES- 
TORATION ACT. 

Section 4 of the Dingell-Johnson Sport Fish 
Restoration Act (16 U.S.C. 777c) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), in the matter preceding 
paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘each fiscal year 
through 2014 and for the period beginning on 
October 1, 2014, and ending on July 31, 2015,” 
and inserting “each fiscal year through 2015”; 
and 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)(A) by striking ‘‘for 
each fiscal year ending before October 1, 2014, 
and for the period beginning on October 1, 2014, 
and ending on July 31, 2015,” and inserting ‘‘for 
each fiscal year ending before October 1, 2015”. 

Subtitle B—Hazardous Materials 
SEC. 73201. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5128(a)(3) of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

““(3) $42,762,000 for fiscal year 2015.’’. 

(b) HAZARDOUS MATERIALS EMERGENCY PRE- 
PAREDNESS FUND.—Section 5128(b)(2) of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(2) FISCAL YEAR 2015.—From the Hazardous 
Materials Emergency Preparedness Fund estab- 
lished under section 5116(i), the Secretary may 
expend during fiscal year 2015— 

““(A) $188,000 to carry out section 5115; 

“(B) $21,800,000 to carry out subsections (a) 
and (b) of section 5116, of which not less than 
$13,650,000 shall be available to carry out sec- 
tion 5116(b); 

“(C) $150,000 to carry out section 5116(f); 

“(D) $625,000 to publish and distribute the 
Emergency Response Guidebook under section 
5116(i)(3); and 

““(E) $1,000,000 to carry out section 5116(j).’’. 

(c) HAZARDOUS MATERIALS TRAINING 
GRANTS.—Section 5128(c) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘each of fis- 
cal years 2013 and 2014 and $3,331,507 for the pe- 
riod beginning on October 1, 2014, and ending 
on July 31, 2015,” and inserting ‘‘each of fiscal 
years 2013 through 2015”. 

TITLE LXXIV—REVENUE PROVISIONS 
DIVISION H—BUDGETARY EFFECTS 
SEC. 80001. BUDGETARY EFFECTS. 

The budgetary effects of this Act, for the pur- 

pose of complying with the Statutory Pay-As- 
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You-Go-Act of 2010, shall be determined by ref- 
erence to the latest statement titled ‘‘Budgetary 
Effects of PAYGO Legislation” for this Act, sub- 
mitted for printing in the Congressional Record 
by the Chairman of the Senate Budget Com- 
mittee, provided that such statement has been 
submitted prior to the vote on passage. 

SEC. 80002. MAINTENANCE OF HIGHWAY TRUST 

FUND CASH BALANCE. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) HIGHWAY ACCOUNT.—The term “Highway 
Account” has the meaning given the term in 
section 9503(e)(5)(B) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986. 

(2) HIGHWAY TRUST FUND.—The term ‘‘High- 
way Trust Fund” means the Highway Trust 
Fund established by section 9503(a) of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986. 

(3) MASS TRANSIT ACCOUNT.—The term ‘‘Mass 
Transit Account” means the Mass Transit Ac- 
count established by section 9503(e)(1) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986. 

(b) RESTRICTION ON OBLIGATIONS.—If the Sec- 
retary, in consultation with the Secretary of the 
Treasury, determines under the test or reevalua- 
tion described under subsection (c) or (d) that 
the projected cash balances of either the High- 
way Account or the Mass Transit Account of 
the Highway Trust Fund will fall below the lev- 
els described in subparagraph (A) or (B) of sub- 
section (c)(2) at any time during the fiscal year 
for which that determination applies, the Sec- 
retary shall not approve any obligation of funds 
authorized out of the Highway Account or the 
Mass Transit Account of the Highway Trust 
Fund during that fiscal year. 

(c) CASH BALANCE TEST.—On July 15 prior to 
the beginning of each of fiscal years 2019 
through 2021, the Secretary, in consultation 
with the Secretary of the Treasury, shall— 

(1) based on data available for the midsession 
review described under section 1106 of title 31, 
United States Code, estimate the projected cash 
balances of the Highway Account and the Mass 
Transit Account of the Highway Trust Fund for 
the upcoming fiscal year; and 

(2) determine if those cash balances— 

(A) are projected to fall below the amount of 
$4,000,000,000 at any time during that upcoming 
fiscal year in the Highway Account of the High- 
way Trust Fund; or 

(B) are projected to fall below the amount of 
$1,000,000,000 at any time during that upcoming 
fiscal year in the Mass Transit Account of the 
Highway Trust Fund. 

(a) REEVALUATION.—The Secretary shall con- 
duct the test described under subsection (c) 
again during a respective fiscal year— 

(1) if a law is enacted that provides additional 
revenues, deposits, or transfers to the Highway 
Trust Fund; or 

(2) when the President submits to Congress 
under section 1105(a) of title 31, United States 
Code, updated outlay estimates or revenue pro- 
jections related to the Highway Trust Fund. 

(e) NOTIFICATION.—Not later than 15 days 
after a determination is made under subsection 
(c) or (d), the Secretary shall provide notifica- 
tion of the determination to— 

(1) the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works of the Senate; 

(2) the Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure of the House of Representatives; 

(3) the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs of the Senate; 

(4) the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate; and 

(5) State transportation departments and des- 
ignated recipients. 

(f) EXCEPTIONS.—Notwithstanding subsection 
(b), the Secretary shall approve obligations in 
every fiscal year for— 

(1) administrative expenses of the Federal 
Highway Administration, including any admin- 
istrative expenses funded under— 
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(A) section 104(a) of title 23, United States 
Code; 

(B) the tribal transportation program under 
section 202(a)(6), of title 23, United States Code; 

(C) the Federal lands transportation program 
under section 203 of title 23, United States Code; 
and 

(D) chapter 6 of title 23, United States Code; 

(2) funds for the national highway perform- 
ance program under section 119 of title 23, 
United States Code, that are exempt from the 
limitation on obligations; 

(3) the emergency relief program under section 
125 of title 23, United States Code; 

(4) the administrative expenses of the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration in car- 
rying out chapter 4 of title 23, United States 
Code; 

(5) the highway safety programs under section 
402 of title 23, United States Code, and national 
priority safety programs under section 405 of 
title 23, United States Code; 

(6) the high visibility enforcement program 
under section 2009 of SAFETEA-LU (23 U.S.C. 
402 note; Public Law 109-59); 

(7) the highway safety research and develop- 
ment program under section 403 of title 23, 
United States Code; 

(8) the national driver register under chapter 
303 of title 49, United States Code; 

(9) the motor carrier safety assistance program 
under section 31102 of title 49, United States 
Code; 

(10) the administrative expenses of the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Administration under sec- 
tion 31110 of title 49, United States Code; and 

(11) the administrative expenses of the Federal 
Transit Administration funded under section 
5338(h) of title 49, United States Code, to carry 
out section 5329 of title 49, United States Code. 
SEC. 80003. PROHIBITION ON RESCISSIONS OF 

CERTAIN CONTRACT AUTHORITY. 

For purposes of the enforcement of a point of 
order established under the Congressional Budg- 
et Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 621 et seq.), the deter- 
mination of levels under the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 
U.S.C. 900 et seq.) or the Statutory Pay-As-You- 
Go Act of 2010 (2 U.S.C. 931 et seq.), and the en- 
forcement of a point of order established under 
or the determination of levels under a concur- 
rent resolution on the budget, the rescission of 
contract authority that is provided under this 
Act or an amendment made by this Act for fiscal 
year 2019, 2020, or 2021 shall not be counted. 


DIVISION I—EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF 
THE UNITED STATES 
SEC. 90001. SHORT TITLE. 
This division may be cited as the ‘‘Export-Im- 
port Bank Reform and Reauthorization Act of 
2015”. 


TITLE XCI—TAXPAYER PROTECTION PRO- 
VISIONS AND INCREASED ACCOUNT- 
ABILITY 

SEC. 91001. REDUCTION IN AUTHORIZED AMOUNT 

OF OUTSTANDING LOANS, GUARAN- 
TEES, AND INSURANCE. 

Section 6(a) of the Export-Import Bank Act of 
1945 (12 U.S.C. 635e(a)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (4); and 

(2) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting the 
following: 

‘“(2) APPLICABLE AMOUNT DEFINED.—In this 
subsection, the term ‘applicable amount’, for 
each of fiscal years 2015 through 2019, means 
$135,000,000,000. 

“(3) FREEZING OF LENDING CAP IF DEFAULT 
RATE IS 2 PERCENT OR MORE.—If the rate cal- 
culated under section 8(g)(1) is 2 percent or more 
for a quarter, the Bank may not exceed the 
amount of loans, guarantees, and insurance 
outstanding on the last day of that quarter 
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until the rate calculated under section 8(g)(1) is 
less than 2 percent.’’. 
SEC. 91002. INCREASE IN LOSS RESERVES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6 of the Export-Im- 
port Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635e) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub- 
section (c); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(b) RESERVE REQUIREMENT.—The Bank shall 
build to and hold in reserve, to protect against 
future losses, an amount that is not less than 5 
percent of the aggregate amount of disbursed 
and outstanding loans, guarantees, and insur- 
ance of the Bank.”’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall take effect on the date 
that is one year after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

SEC. 91003. REVIEW OF FRAUD CONTROLS. 

Section 17(b) of the Export-Import Bank Re- 
authorization Act of 2012 (12 U.S.C. 635a-6(b)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(b) REVIEW OF FRAUD CONTROLS.—Not later 
than 4 years after the date of the enactment of 
the Export-Import Bank Reform and Reauthor- 
ization Act of 2015, and every 4 years thereafter, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall— 

“(1) review the adequacy of the design and ef- 
fectiveness of the controls used by the Export- 
Import Bank of the United States to prevent, de- 
tect, and investigate fraudulent applications for 
loans and guarantees and the compliance by the 
Bank with the controls, including by auditing a 
sample of Bank transactions; and 

“(2) submit a written report regarding the 
findings of the review and providing such rec- 
ommendations with respect to the controls de- 
scribed in paragraph (1) as the Comptroller Gen- 
eral deems appropriate to— 

“(A) the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs and the Committee on Appropria- 
tions of the Senate; and 

“(B) the Committee on Financial Services and 
the Committee on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives.’’. 

SEC. 91004. OFFICE OF ETHICS. 

Section 3 of the Export-Import Bank Act of 
1945 (12 U.S.C. 635a) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“(k) OFFICE OF ETHICS.— 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established an 
Office of Ethics within the Bank, which shall 
oversee all ethics issues within the Bank. 

“(2) HEAD OF OFFICE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The head of the Office of 
Ethics shall be the Chief Ethics Officer, who 
shall report to the Board of Directors. 

“(B) APPOINTMENT.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of the Export- 
Import Bank Reform and Reauthorization Act 
of 2015, the Chief Ethics Officer shall be— 

“(i) appointed by the President of the Bank 
from among persons— 

(I) with a background in law who have expe- 
rience in the fields of law and ethics; and 

“(II) who are not serving in a position requir- 
ing appointment by the President of the United 
States before being appointed to be Chief Ethics 
Officer; and 

“(Gi) approved by the Board. 

“(C) DESIGNATED AGENCY ETHICS OFFICIAL.— 
The Chief Ethics Officer shall serve as the des- 
ignated agency ethics official for the Bank pur- 
suant to the Ethics in Government Act of 1978 (5 
U.S.C. App. 101 et seq.). 

“(3) DUTIES.—The Office of Ethics has juris- 
diction over all employees of, and ethics matters 
relating to, the Bank. With respect to employees 
of the Bank, the Office of Ethics shall— 

“(A) recommend administrative actions to es- 
tablish or enforce standards of official conduct; 
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“(B) refer to the Office of the Inspector Gen- 
eral of the Bank alleged violations of— 

“(i) the standards of ethical conduct applica- 
ble to employees of the Bank under parts 2635 
and 6201 of title 5, Code of Federal Regulations; 

“(ii) the standards of ethical conduct estab- 
lished by the Chief Ethics Officer; and 

“(iii) any other laws, rules, or regulations 
governing the performance of official duties or 
the discharge of official responsibilities that are 
applicable to employees of the Bank; 

“(C) report to appropriate Federal or State 
authorities substantial evidence of a violation of 
any law applicable to the performance of offi- 
cial duties that may have been disclosed to the 
Office of Ethics; and 

“(D) render advisory opinions regarding the 
propriety of any current or proposed conduct of 
an employee or contractor of the Bank, and 
issue general guidance on such matters as nec- 
essary.”’. 

SEC. 91005. CHIEF RISK OFFICER. 

Section 3 of the Export-Import Bank Act of 
1945 (12 U.S.C. 635a), as amended by section 
91004, is further amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(l) CHIEF RISK OFFICER.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—There shall be a Chief Risk 
Officer of the Bank, who shall— 

“(A) oversee all issues relating to risk within 
the Bank; and 

“(B) report to the President of the Bank. 

“(2) APPOINTMENT.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of the Export- 
Import Bank Reform and Reauthorization Act 
of 2015, the Chief Risk Officer shall be— 

“(A) appointed by the President of the Bank 
from among persons— 

“(i) with a demonstrated ability in the general 
management of, and knowledge of and extensive 
practical experience in, financial risk evalua- 
tion practices in large governmental or business 
entities; and 

“(ii) who are not serving in a position requir- 
ing appointment by the President of the United 
States before being appointed to be Chief Risk 
Officer; and 

“(B) approved by the Board. 

“(3) DUTIES.—The duties of the Chief Risk Of- 
ficer are— 

“(A) to be responsible for all matters related to 
managing and mitigating all risk to which the 
Bank is exposed, including the programs and 
operations of the Bank; 

“(B) to establish policies and processes for 
risk oversight, the monitoring of management 
compliance with risk limits, and the manage- 
ment of risk exposures and risk controls across 
the Bank; 

“(C) to be responsible for the planning and 
execution of all Bank risk management activi- 
ties, including policies, reporting, and systems 
to achieve strategic risk objectives; 

“(D) to develop an integrated risk manage- 
ment program that includes identifying, 
prioritizing, measuring, monitoring, and man- 
aging internal control and operating risks and 
other identified risks; 

“(E) to ensure that the process for risk assess- 
ment and underwriting for individual trans- 
actions considers how each such transaction 
considers the effect of the transaction on the 
concentration of exposure in the overall port- 
folio of the Bank, taking into account fees, 
collateralization, and historic default rates; and 

“(F) to review the adequacy of the use by the 
Bank of qualitative metrics to assess the risk of 
default under various scenarios.’’. 

SEC. 91006. RISK MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3 of the Export-Im- 
port Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635a), as 
amended by sections 91004 and 91005, is further 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“(m) RISK MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE.— 
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“(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a 
management committee to be known as the ‘Risk 
Management Committee’. 

“(2) MEMBERSHIP.—The membership of the 
Risk Management Committee shall be the mem- 
bers of the Board of Directors, with the Presi- 
dent and First Vice President of the Bank serv- 
ing as ex officio members. 

“(3) DUTIES.—The duties of the Risk Manage- 
ment Committee shall be— 

“(A) to oversee, in conjunction with the Office 
of the Chief Financial Officer of the Bank— 

“(i) periodic stress testing on the entire Bank 
portfolio, reflecting different market, industry, 
and macroeconomic scenarios, and consistent 
with common practices of commercial and multi- 
lateral development banks; and 

“(ii) the monitoring of industry, geographic, 
and obligor exposure levels; and 

“(B) to review all required reports on the de- 
fault rate of the Bank before submission to Con- 
gress under section 8(g).’’. 

(b) TERMINATION OF AUDIT COMMITTEE.—Not 
later than 180 days after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, the Board of Directors of the 
Export-Import Bank of the United States shall 
revise the bylaws of the Bank to terminate the 
Audit Committee established by section 7 of the 
bylaws. 

SEC. 91007. INDEPENDENT AUDIT OF BANK PORT- 
FOLIO. 

(a) AUDIT.—The Inspector General of the Ex- 
port-Import Bank of the United States shall 
conduct an audit or evaluation of the portfolio 
risk management procedures of the Bank, in- 
cluding a review of the implementation by the 
Bank of the duties assigned to the Chief Risk 
Officer under section 3(l) of the Export-Import 
Bank Act of 1945, as amended by section 91005. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than one year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, and not 
less frequently than every 3 years thereafter, the 
Inspector General shall submit to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the 
Senate and the Committee on Financial Services 
of the House of Representatives a written report 
containing all findings and determinations 
made in carrying out subsection (a). 

SEC. 91008. PILOT PROGRAM FOR REINSURANCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any provi- 
sion of the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945 (12 
U.S.C. 635 et seq.), the Export-Import Bank of 
the United States (in this section referred to as 
the ‘‘Bank’’) may establish a pilot program 
under which the Bank may enter into contracts 
and other arrangements to share risks associ- 
ated with the provision of guarantees, insur- 
ance, or credit, or the participation in the exten- 
sion of credit, by the Bank under that Act. 

(b) LIMITATIONS ON AMOUNT OF RISK-SHAR- 
ING.— 

(1) PER CONTRACT OR OTHER ARRANGEMENT.— 
The aggregate amount of liability the Bank may 
transfer through risk-sharing pursuant to a 
contract or other arrangement entered into 
under subsection (a) may not exceed 
$1,000,000,000. 

(2) PER YEAR.—The aggregate amount of li- 
ability the Bank may transfer through risk- 
sharing during a fiscal year pursuant to con- 
tracts or other arrangements entered into under 
subsection (a) during that fiscal year may not 
exceed $10,000,000,000. 

(c) ANNUAL REPORTS.—Not later than one 
year after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and annually thereafter through 2019, the Bank 
shall submit to Congress a written report that 
contains a detailed analysis of the use of the 
pilot program carried out under subsection (a) 
during the year preceding the submission of the 
report. 

(d) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
section shall be construed to affect, impede, or 
revoke any authority of the Bank. 
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(e) TERMINATION.—The pilot program carried 
out under subsection (a) shall terminate on Sep- 
tember 30, 2019. 

TITLE XCII—PROMOTION OF SMALL 
BUSINESS EXPORTS 
SEC. 92001. INCREASE IN SMALL BUSINESS LEND- 
ING REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2(b)(1)(E)(v) of the 
Export-Import Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 
635(b)(1)(E)(v)) is amended by striking ‘‘20 per- 
cent” and inserting ‘‘25 percent”. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall apply with respect to fis- 
cal year 2016 and each fiscal year thereafter. 
SEC. 92002. REPORT ON PROGRAMS FOR SMALL 

AND MEDIUM-SIZED BUSINESSES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 8 of the Export-Im- 
port Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635g) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following: 

“(k) REPORT ON PROGRAMS FOR SMALL AND 
MEDIUM-SIZED BUSINESSES.—The Bank shall in- 
clude in its annual report to Congress under 
subsection (a) a report on the programs of the 
Bank for United States businesses with less 
than $250,000,000 in annual sales.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall apply with respect to the 
report of the Export-Import Bank of the United 
States submitted to Congress under section 8 of 
the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 
635g) for the first year that begins after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

TITLE XCIII—MODERNIZATION OF 
OPERATIONS 
SEC. 93001. ELECTRONIC PAYMENTS AND DOCU- 
MENTS. 

Section 2(b)(1) of the Export-Import Bank Act 
of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635(b)(1)) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: 

“(M) Not later than 2 years after the date of 
the enactment of the Export-Import Bank Re- 
form and Reauthorization Act of 2015, the Bank 
shall implement policies— 

“(i) to accept electronic documents with re- 
spect to transactions whenever possible, includ- 
ing copies of bills of lading, certifications, and 
compliance documents, in such manner so as not 
to undermine any potential civil or criminal en- 
forcement related to the transactions; and 

“(ii) to accept electronic payments in all of its 
programs.’’. 

SEC. 93002. REAUTHORIZATION OF INFORMATION 
TECHNOLOGY UPDATING. 

Section 3(j) of the Export-Import Act of 1945 
(12 U.S.C. 635a(j)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), in the matter preceding 
subparagraph (A), by striking ‘2012, 2013, and 
2014” and inserting ‘‘2015 through 2019”; 

(2) in paragraph (2)(B), by striking ‘‘(I) the 
funds” and inserting ‘‘(i) the funds”; and 

(3) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘2012, 2013, 
and 2014” and inserting ‘‘2015 through 2019”. 

TITLE XCIV—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 94001. EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7 of the Export-Im- 
port Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635f) is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘2014’”’ and inserting ‘‘2019’’. 

(b) DUAL-USE EXPORTS.—Section 1(c) of Pub- 
lic Law 103-428 (12 U.S.C. 635 note) is amended 
by striking ‘‘September 30, 2014” and inserting 
“the date on which the authority of the Export- 
Import Bank of the United States expires under 
section 7 of the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945 
(12 U.S.C. 635f)’’. 

(c) SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA ADVISORY COM- 
MITTEE.—Section 2(b)(9)(B)(iii) of the Export- 


Import Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 
635(b)(9)(B)(iii)) is amended by striking ‘‘Sep- 
tember 30, 2014” and inserting ‘‘the date on 


which the authority of the Bank expires under 
section 7”. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall take effect on the earlier of 
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the date of the enactment of this Act or June 30, 

2015. 

SEC. 94002. CERTAIN UPDATED LOAN TERMS AND 
AMOUNTS. 

(a) LOAN TERMS FOR MEDIUM-TERM FINANC- 
ING.—Section 2(a)(2)(A) of the Export-Import 
Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635(a)(2)(A)) is 
amended— 

(1) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘; 
serting a semicolon; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(iti) with principal amounts of not more than 
$25,000,000; and’’. 

(b) COMPETITIVE OPPORTUNITIES RELATING TO 
INSURANCE.—Section 2(d)(2) of the Export-Im- 
port Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635(d)(2)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘$10,000,000’’ and inserting 
“$25,000,000”. 

(c) EXPORT AMOUNTS FOR SMALL BUSINESS 
LOANS.—Section 3(g)(3) of the Export-Import 
Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635a(g)(3)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘$10,000,000’’ and inserting 
“$25,000,000”. 

(d) CONSIDERATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EF- 
FECTS.—Section 11(a)(1)(A) of the Export-Import 
Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635i-5(a)(1)(A)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘$10,000,000 or more” and 
inserting the following: ‘‘$25,000,000 (or, if less 
than $25,000,000, the threshold established pur- 
suant to international agreements, including the 
Common Approaches for Officially Supported 
Export Credits and Environmental and Social 
Due Diligence, as adopted by the Organisation 
for Economic Co-operation and Development 
Council on June 28, 2012, and the risk-manage- 
ment framework adopted by financial institu- 
tions for determining, assessing, and managing 
environmental and social risk in projects (com- 
monly referred to as the ‘Equator Principles’)) 
or more”. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply with respect to fiscal 
year 2016 and each fiscal year thereafter. 

TITLE XCV—OTHER MATTERS 
SEC. 95001. PROHIBITION ON DISCRIMINATION 
BASED ON INDUSTRY. 

Section 2 of the Export-Import Bank Act of 
1945 (6 U.S.C. 635 et seq.) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

“(k) PROHIBITION ON DISCRIMINATION BASED 
ON INDUSTRY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in this 
Act, the Bank may not— 

“(A) deny an application for financing based 
solely on the industry, sector, or business that 
the application concerns; or 

“(B) promulgate or implement policies that 
discriminate against an application based solely 
on the industry, sector, or business that the ap- 
plication concerns. 

“(2) APPLICABILITY.—The prohibitions under 
paragraph (1) apply only to applications for fi- 
nancing by the Bank for projects concerning the 
exploration, development, production, or export 
of energy sources and the generation or trans- 
mission of electrical power, or combined heat 
and power, regardless of the energy source in- 
volved.’’. 

SEC. 95002. NEGOTIATIONS TO END EXPORT 
CREDIT FINANCING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 11 of the Export-Im- 
port Bank Reauthorization Act of 2012 (12 
U.S.C. 635a-5) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by 
striking ‘‘Secretary of the Treasury (in this sec- 
tion referred to as the ‘Secretary’)’’ and insert- 
ing ‘‘President’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking “(OECD)” and inserting “(in 
this section referred to as the ‘OECD’)’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘ultimate goal of eliminating” 
and inserting ‘‘possible goal of eliminating, be- 
fore the date that is 10 years after the date of 


and” and in- 
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the enactment of the Export-Import Bank Re- 
form and Reauthorization Act of 2015,’’; 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘Secretary”’ 
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘President’’; 
and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(c) REPORT ON STRATEGY.—Not later than 
180 days after the date of the enactment of the 
Export-Import Bank Reform and Reauthoriza- 
tion Act of 2015, the President shall submit to 
Congress a proposal, and a strategy for achiev- 
ing the proposal, that the United States Govern- 
ment will pursue with other major exporting 
countries, including OECD members and non- 
OECD members, to eliminate over a period of 
not more than 10 years subsidized export-financ- 
ing programs, tied aid, export credits, and all 
other forms of government-supported export sub- 
sidies. 

“(d) NEGOTIATIONS WITH NON-OECD MEM- 
BERS.—The President shall initiate and pursue 
negotiations with countries that are not OECD 
members to bring those countries into a multilat- 
eral agreement establishing rules and limitations 
on officially supported export credits. 

“(e) ANNUAL REPORTS ON PROGRESS OF NEGO- 
TIATIONS.—Not later than 180 days after the 
date of the enactment of the Export-Import 
Bank Reform and Reauthorization Act of 2015, 
and annually thereafter through calendar year 
2019, the President shall submit to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
of the Senate and the Committee on Financial 
Services of the House of Representatives a report 
on the progress of any negotiations described in 
subsection (d).’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection (a) shall 
apply with respect to reports required to be sub- 
mitted under section 11(b) of the Export-Import 
Bank Reauthorization Act of 2012 (12 U.S.C. 
635a-5(b)) after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

SEC. 95003. STUDY OF FINANCING FOR INFORMA- 
TION AND COMMUNICATIONS TECH- 
NOLOGY SYSTEMS. 

(a) ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION AND COMMU- 
NICATIONS TECHNOLOGY INDUSTRY USE OF BANK 
PRODUCTS.—The Export-Import Bank of the 
United States (in this section referred to as the 
“Bank’’) shall conduct a study of the extent to 
which the products offered by the Bank are 
available and used by companies that export in- 
formation and communications technology serv- 
ices and related goods. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—In conducting the study re- 
quired by subsection (a), the Bank shall exam- 
ine the following: 

(1) The number of jobs in the United States 
that are supported by the export of information 
and communications technology services and re- 
lated goods, and the degree to which access to 
financing will increase exports of such services 
and related goods. 

(2) The reduction in the financing by the 
Bank of exports of information and communica- 
tions technology services from 2003 through 
2014. 

(3) The activities of foreign export credit agen- 
cies to facilitate the export of information and 
communications technology services and related 
goods. 

(4) Specific proposals for how the Bank could 
provide additional financing for the exportation 
of information and communications technology 
services and related goods through risk-sharing 
with other export credit agencies and other 
third parties. 

(5) Proposals for new products the Bank could 
offer to provide financing for exports of infor- 
mation and communications technology services 
and related goods, including— 

(A) the extent to which the Bank is author- 
ized to offer new products; 
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(B) the extent to which the Bank would need 
additional authority to offer new products to 
meet the needs of the information and commu- 
nications technology industry; 

(C) specific proposals for changes in law that 
would enable the Bank to provide increased fi- 
nancing for exports of information and commu- 
nications technology services and related goods 
in compliance with the credit and risk standards 
of the Bank; 

(D) specific proposals that would enable the 
Bank to provide increased outreach to the infor- 
mation and communications technology indus- 
try about the products the Bank offers; and 

(E) specific proposals for changes in law that 
would enable the Bank to provide the financing 
to build information and communications tech- 
nology infrastructure, in compliance with the 
credit and risk standards of the Bank, to allow 
for market access opportunities for United 
States information and communications tech- 
nology companies to provide services on the in- 
frastructure being financed by the Bank. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Bank 
shall submit to Congress a report that contains 
the results of the study required by subsection 
(a). 

The CHAIR. No further amendment 
to the Senate amendment, as amended, 
shall be in order except for an amend- 
ment consisting of the text of Rules 
Committee Print 114-32, which shall be 
considered as pending, shall be consid- 
ered as read, shall not be debatable, 
shall not be subject to amendment ex- 
cept as specified in section 2(b) of 
House Resolution 507, and shall not be 
subject to a demand for division of the 
question. 

No amendment to the further amend- 
ment referred to in section 2(a) of 
House Resolution 507 shall be in order 
except those printed in part B of House 
Report 114-325. Each such amendment 
may be offered only in the order print- 
ed in the report, by a Member des- 
ignated in the report, shall be consid- 
ered read, shall be debatable for the 
time specified in the report equally di- 
vided and controlled by the proponent 
and an opponent, shall not be subject 
to amendment, and shall not be subject 
to a demand for division of the ques- 
tion. 

Pursuant to the rule, an amendment 
consisting of the text of Rules Com- 
mittee Print 114-32 is now pending. 

The Clerk will designate the amend- 
ment. 

The text of the House amendment to 
the Senate amendment, as amended, to 
the text is as follows; 

In the matter proposed to be inserted by 
the amendment of the Senate to the text of 
the bill, strike section 1 and all that follows 
through division B and insert the following: 


DIVISION A—SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the “Surface Transportation Reauthoriza- 
tion and Reform Act of 2015”. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents for this Act is as follows: 

DIVISION A—SURFACE 
TRANSPORTATION 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Definitions. 
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Sec. 3. Effective date. 

Sec. 4. References. 
TITLE I—FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS 

Subtitle A—Authorizations and Programs 

Sec. 1101. Authorization of appropriations. 

Sec. 1102. Obligation ceiling. 

Sec. 1103. Definitions. 

Sec. 1104. Apportionment. 

Sec. 1105. National highway performance 
program. 

Surface transportation 
grant program. 

Railway-highway grade crossings. 

Highway safety improvement pro- 
gram. 

Congestion mitigation and air 
quality improvement program. 

National highway freight policy. 

Nationally significant freight and 
highway projects. 

Territorial and Puerto Rico high- 
way program. 

Federal lands and tribal transpor- 
tation program. 

Tribal transportation program. 

Federal lands transportation pro- 
gram. 

Tribal transportation self-govern- 
ance program. 

Emergency relief. 

Highway use tax evasion projects. 

Bundling of bridge projects. 
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ferry terminal facilities. 


Subtitle B—Planning and Performance 
Management 

Sec. 1201. Metropolitan transportation plan- 

ning. 

Sec. 1202. Statewide and nonmetropolitan 

transportation planning. 

Subtitle C—Acceleration of Project Delivery 

Sec. 1301. Satisfaction of requirements for 

certain historic sites. 

Sec. 1302. Treatment of improvements to 
rail and transit under preserva- 
tion requirements. 

Clarification of transportation en- 
vironmental authorities. 

Treatment of certain 
under preservation 
ments. 

Efficient environmental reviews 
for project decisionmaking. 

Improving transparency in envi- 
ronmental reviews. 

Integration of planning and envi- 
ronmental review. 

Development of programmatic 
mitigation plans. 
Delegation of authorities. 
Categorical exclusion for projects 
of limited Federal assistance. 
Application of categorical exclu- 
sions for multimodal projects. 
Surface transportation project de- 
livery program. 

Program for eliminating duplica- 
tion of environmental reviews. 

Assessment of progress on accel- 
erating project delivery. 

Improving State and Federal agen- 
cy engagement in environ- 
mental reviews. 

Accelerated decisionmaking in en- 
vironmental reviews. 

Aligning Federal environmental 
reviews. 

Subtitle D—Miscellaneous 


. 1401. Tolling; HOV facilities; Interstate 
reconstruction and rehabilita- 
tion. 


. 1106. block 


. 1107. 
. 1108. 


. 1109. 


. 1110. 
. 1111. 


. 1112. 
. 1118. 


. 1114. 
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. 1116. 
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. 1118. 
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. 1120. 
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. 1312. 
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. 1316. 
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. 1402. Prohibition on the use of funds for 
automated traffic enforcement. 

. 1403. Minimum penalties for repeat of- 
fenders for driving while intoxi- 
cated or driving under the in- 
fluence. 

. 1404. Highway Trust Fund transparency 
and accountability. 

. 1405. High priority corridors on Na- 
tional Highway System. 

. 1406. Flexibility for projects. 

. 1407. Productive and timely expendi- 
ture of funds. 

. 1408. Consolidation of programs. 

. 1409. Federal share payable. 

. 1410. Elimination or modification of 
certain reporting requirements. 

. 1411. Technical corrections. 

. 1412. Safety for users. 

. 1418. Design standards. 

. 1414. Reserve fund. 

. 1415. Adjustments. 

. 1416. National electric vehicle charging, 
hydrogen, and natural gas fuel- 
ing corridors. 

. 1417. Ferries. 

. 1418. Study on performance of bridges. 

. 1419. Relinquishment of park-and-ride 
lot facilities. 

. 1420. Pilot program. 

. 1421. Innovative project delivery exam- 
ples. 

. 1422. Administrative provisions to en- 
courage pollinator habitat and 
forage on transportation rights- 
of-way. 

. 1423. Milk products. 

. 1424. Interstate weight limits for emer- 
gency vehicles. 

. 1425. Vehicle weight limitations—Inter- 
state System. 

. 1426. New national goal, performance 
measure, and performance tar- 
get. 

. 1427. Service club, charitable associa- 
tion, or religious service signs. 

. 1428. Work zone and guard rail safety 
training. 

. 1429. Motorcyclist advisory council. 

. 1430. Highway work zones. 

TITLE II—INNOVATIVE PROJECT 
FINANCE 

. 2001. Transportation Infrastructure Fi- 
nance and Innovation Act of 
1998 amendments. 


. 2002. State infrastructure bank pro- 
gram. 

. 2008. Availability payment concession 
model. 
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Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
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Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
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3001. Short title. 

8002. Definitions. 

3003. Metropolitan and statewide trans- 
portation planning. 

3004. Urbanized area formula grants. 

3005. Fixed guideway capital invest- 
ment grants. 

3006. Formula grants for enhanced mo- 
bility of seniors and individuals 
with disabilities. 

3007. Formula grants for rural areas. 

3008. Public transportation innovation. 

3009. Technical assistance and work- 
force development. 

3010. Bicycle facilities. 

3011. General provisions. 

3012. Public transportation safety pro- 
gram. 

3013. Apportionments. 

3014. State of good repair grants. 

8015. Authorizations. 

3016. Bus and bus facility grants. 

3017. Obligation ceiling. 


Sec 
Sec 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec 
Sec 


. 8018. Innovative procurement. 

. 8019. Review of public transportation 
safety standards. 

3020. Study on evidentiary protection 
for public transportation safety 
program information. 

3021. Mobility of seniors and individuals 
with disabilities. 

3022. Improved transit safety measures. 
3023. Paratransit system under FTA ap- 
proved coordinated plan. 

TITLE IV—HIGHWAY SAFETY 


4001. Authorization of appropriations. 
4002. Highway safety programs. 


4003. Highway safety research and de- 
velopment. 

4004. High-visibility enforcement pro- 
gram. 


4005. National priority safety programs. 

4006. Prohibition on funds to check hel- 
met usage or create related 
checkpoints for a motorcycle 
driver or passenger. 

4007. Marijuana-impaired driving. 

4008. National priority safety program 
grant eligibility. 

. 4009. Data collection. 

. 4010. Technical corrections. 


TITLE V—MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY 
Subtitle A—Motor Carrier Safety Grant 


Sec 
Sec 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec 


Consolidation 


. 5101. Grants to States. 

. 5102. Performance and registration in- 
formation systems manage- 
ment. 

5103. Authorization of appropriations. 

5104. Commercial driver’s license pro- 
gram implementation. 

5105. Extension of Federal motor car- 
rier safety programs for fiscal 
year 2016. 

5106. Motor carrier safety assistance 
program allocation. 

. 5107. Maintenance of effort calculation. 


Subtitle B—Federal Motor Carrier Safety 


Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec 


Sec. 


Administration Reform 
PART I—REGULATORY REFORM 


5201. Notice of cancellation of insur- 
ance. 
5202. Regulations. 
5203. Guidance. 
5204. Petitions. 
PART II—COMPLIANCE, SAFETY, 
ACCOUNTABILITY REFORM 


5221. Correlation study. 


5222. Beyond compliance. 
5223. Data certification. 


5224. Interim hiring standard. 
Subtitle C—Commercial Motor Vehicle 
Safety 
. 5801. Implementing safety require- 
ments. 
5302. Windshield mounted safety tech- 
nology. 
5303. Prioritizing statutory rulemak- 


Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 


ings. 

5304. Safety reporting system. 

5305. New entrant safety review pro- 
gram. 

5306. Ready mixed concrete trucks. 


Subtitle D—Commercial Motor Vehicle 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Drivers 


5401. Opportunities for veterans. 

5402. Drug-free commercial drivers. 

5403. Certified medical examiners. 

5404. Graduated commercial driver’s li- 
cense pilot program. 

5405. Veterans expanded trucking op- 
portunities. 

Subtitle E—General Provisions 


5501. Minimum financial responsibility. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
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5502. 
5503. 


5504. 
5505. 


5506. 
5507. 


. 5508. 
. 5509. 
. 5510. 
. 5511. 
. 5512. 


. 5518. 
. 5514. 


. 6001 
. 6002. 
. 6003. 
. 6004. 
. 6005. 
. 6006. 


. 6007. 


. 6008. 


. 6009. 
. 6010. 
. 6011. 


. 6012. 
. 6013. 
. 6014. 


. 6015. 
. 6016. 
. 6017. 
. 6018. 
. 6019. 
. 6020. 
. 6021. 
. 6022. 
. 6023. 
. 6024. 
. 6025. 


. 6026. 
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Delays in goods movement. 

Report on motor carrier financial 
responsibility. 

Emergency route working group. 

Household goods consumer protec- 
tion working group. 

Technology improvements. 

Notification regarding motor car- 
rier registration. 

Report on commercial driver’s li- 
cense skills test delays. 

Covered farm vehicles. 

Operators of hi-rail vehicles. 

Electronic logging device require- 
ments. 

Technical corrections. 

Automobile transporter. 

Ready mix concrete delivery vehi- 
cles. 


TITLE VI—INNOVATION 


. Short title. 

Authorization of appropriations. 

Advanced transportation and con- 
gestion management tech- 
nologies deployment. 

Technology and innovation de- 
ployment program. 

Intelligent transportation system 
goals. 

Intelligent transportation system 
program report. 

Intelligent transportation system 
national architecture and 
standards. 

Communication systems deploy- 
ment report. 

Infrastructure development. 

Departmental research programs. 

Research and Innovative Tech- 
nology Administration. 

Office of Intermodalism. 

University transportation centers. 

Bureau of Transportation Statis- 
tics. 

Surface transportation system 
funding alternatives. 

Future interstate study. 

Highway efficiency. 

Motorcycle safety. 

Hazardous materials research and 
development. 

Web-based training for emergency 
responders. 

Transportation technology policy 
working group. 

Collaboration and support. 

Prize competitions. 

GAO report. 

Intelligent transportation system 
purposes. 

Infrastructure integrity. 


TITLE VII—HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


7001. 
7002. 
7003. 
7004. 
7005. 
7006. 
. 7007. 
. 7008. 
. 7009. 
. 7010. 
. 7011. 
. 7012. 


. 7018. 


TRANSPORTATION 


Short title. 

Authorization of appropriations. 

National emergency and disaster 
response. 

Enhanced reporting. 

Wetlines. 

Improving publication of special 
permits and approvals. 

GAO study on acceptance of clas- 
sification examinations. 

Improving the effectiveness of 
planning and training grants. 

Motor carrier safety permits. 

Thermal blankets. 

Comprehensive oil spill response 
plans. 

Information on high-hazard flam- 
mable trains. 

Study and testing of electroni- 
cally controlled pneumatic 
brakes. 
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Sec. 7014. Ensuring safe implementation of 
positive train control systems. 

Sec. 7015. Phase-out of all tank cars used to 
transport Class 3 flammable liq- 


uids. 
TITLE VIII—MULTIMODAL FREIGHT 
TRANSPORTATION 
Sec. 8001. Multimodal freight transpor- 
tation. 


TITLE IX—NATIONAL SURFACE TRANS- 
PORTATION AND INNOVATIVE FINANCE 
BUREAU 


Sec. 9001. National Surface Transportation 
and Innovative Finance Bureau. 
Sec. 9002. Council on Credit and Finance. 


TITLE X—SPORT FISH RESTORATION 
AND RECREATIONAL BOATING SAFETY 


Sec. 10001. Allocations. 
Sec. 10002. Recreational boating safety. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act, the following definitions apply: 

(1) DEPARTMENT.—The term ‘‘Department’’ 
means the Department of Transportation. 

(2) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Transportation. 

SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as otherwise provided, this Act, in- 
cluding the amendments made by this Act, 
takes effect on October 1, 2015. 

SEC. 4. REFERENCES. 

Except as expressly provided otherwise, 
any reference to “this Act” contained in this 
division shall be treated as referring only to 
the provisions of this division. 

TITLE I—FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS 
Subtitle A—Authorizations and Programs 
SEC. 1101. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The following sums are 
authorized to be appropriated out of the 
Highway Trust Fund (other than the Mass 
Transit Account): 

(1) FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY PROGRAM.—For 
the national highway performance program 
under section 119 of title 23, United States 
Code, the surface transportation block grant 
program under section 133 of that title, the 
highway safety improvement program under 
section 148 of that title, the congestion miti- 
gation and air quality improvement program 
under section 149 of that title, and to carry 
out section 134 of that title— 

(A) $38,419,500,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(B) $39,113,500,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

(C) $39,927,500,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

(D) $40,764,000,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

(E) $41,623,000,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(F) $42,483,000,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

(2) TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE FI- 
NANCE AND INNOVATION PROGRAM.—For credit 
assistance under the transportation infra- 
structure finance and innovation program 
under chapter 6 of title 23, United States 
Code, $200,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 
through 2021. 

(3) FEDERAL LANDS AND TRIBAL TRANSPOR- 
TATION PROGRAMS.— 

(A) TRIBAL TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM.—For 
the tribal transportation program under sec- 
tion 202 of title 23, United States Code— 

(i) $465,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(ii) $475,000,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

(iii) $485,000,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

(iv) $490,000,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

(v) $495,000,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(vi) $500,000,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

(B) FEDERAL LANDS TRANSPORTATION PRO- 
GRAM.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—For the Federal lands 
transportation program under section 203 of 
title 23, United States Code— 

(I) $3825,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; 
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(II) $335,000,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

(III) $345,000,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

(IV) $350,000,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

(V) $375,000,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(VI) $400,000,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

(ii) ALLOCATION.—Of the amount made 
available for a fiscal year under clause (i)— 

(I) the amount for the National Park Serv- 
ice is— 

(aa) $260,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(bb) $268,000,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

(cc) $276,000,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

(dd) $280,000,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

(ee) $300,000,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(ff) $320,000,000 for fiscal year 2021; 

(II) the amount for the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service is $30,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2016 through 2021; and 

(III) the amount for the United States For- 
est Service is— 

(aa) $15,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(bb) $16,000,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

(cc) $17,000,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

(dd) $18,000,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

(ee) $19,000,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(ff) $20,000,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

(C) FEDERAL LANDS ACCESS PROGRAM.—For 
the Federal lands access program under sec- 
tion 204 of title 23, United States Code— 

(i) $250,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(ii) $255,000,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

(iii) $260,000,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

(iv) $265,000,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

(v) $270,000,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(vi) $275,000,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

(4) TERRITORIAL AND PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY 
PROGRAM.—For the territorial and Puerto 
Rico highway program under section 165 of 
title 23, United States Code, $200,000,000 for 
each of fiscal years 2016 through 2021. 

(5) NATIONALLY SIGNIFICANT FREIGHT AND 
HIGHWAY PROJECTS.—For nationally signifi- 
cant freight and highway projects under sec- 
tion 117 of title 23, United States Code— 

(A) $725,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(B) $735,000,000 for fiscal year 2017; and 

(C) $750,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2018 
through 2021. 

(b) DISADVANTAGED 
PRISES.— 

(1) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(A) while significant progress has occurred 
due to the establishment of the disadvan- 
taged business enterprise program, discrimi- 
nation and related barriers continue to pose 
significant obstacles for minority- and 
women-owned businesses seeking to do busi- 
ness in federally assisted surface transpor- 
tation markets across the United States; 

(B) the continuing barriers described in 
subparagraph (A) merit the continuation of 
the disadvantaged business enterprise pro- 
gram; 

(C) Congress has received and reviewed tes- 
timony and documentation of race and gen- 
der discrimination from numerous sources, 
including congressional hearings and 
roundtables, scientific reports, reports issued 
by public and private agencies, news stories, 
reports of discrimination by organizations 
and individuals, and discrimination lawsuits, 
which show that race- and gender-neutral ef- 
forts alone are insufficient to address the 
problem; 

(D) the testimony and documentation de- 
scribed in subparagraph (C) demonstrate 
that discrimination across the United States 
poses a barrier to full and fair participation 
in surface transportation-related businesses 
of women business owners and minority busi- 
ness owners and has impacted firm develop- 
ment and many aspects of surface transpor- 
tation-related business in the public and pri- 
vate markets; and 
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(E) the testimony and documentation de- 
scribed in subparagraph (C) provide a strong 
basis that there is a compelling need for the 
continuation of the disadvantaged business 
enterprise program to address race and gen- 
der discrimination in surface transportation- 
related business. 

(2) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection, the 
following definitions apply: 

(A) SMALL BUSINESS CONCERN.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘small business 
concern” means a small business concern (as 
the term is used in section 3 of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 682)). 

(ii) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘small business 
concern” does not include any concern or 
group of concerns controlled by the same so- 
cially and economically disadvantaged indi- 
vidual or individuals that have average an- 
nual gross receipts during the preceding 3 
fiscal years in excess of $23,980,000, as ad- 
justed annually by the Secretary for infla- 
tion. 

(B) SOCIALLY AND ECONOMICALLY DISADVAN- 
TAGED INDIVIDUALS.—The term ‘‘socially and 
economically disadvantaged individuals” has 
the meaning given the term in section 8(d) of 
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 637(d)) and 
relevant subcontracting regulations issued 
pursuant to that Act, except that women 
shall be presumed to be socially and eco- 
nomically disadvantaged individuals for pur- 
poses of this subsection. 

(3) AMOUNTS FOR SMALL BUSINESS CON- 
CERNS.—Except to the extent that the Sec- 
retary determines otherwise, not less than 10 
percent of the amounts made available for 
any program under titles I, II, III, and VI of 
this Act and section 403 of title 28, United 
States Code, shall be expended through small 
business concerns owned and controlled by 
socially and economically disadvantaged in- 
dividuals. 

(4) ANNUAL LISTING OF DISADVANTAGED BUSI- 
NESS ENTERPRISES.—Each State shall annu- 
ally— 

(A) survey and compile a list of the small 
business concerns referred to in paragraph 
(3) in the State, including the location of the 
small business concerns in the State; and 

(B) notify the Secretary, in writing, of the 
percentage of the small business concerns 
that are controlled by— 

(i) women; 

(ii) socially and economically disadvan- 
taged individuals (other than women); and 

(iii) individuals who are women and are 
otherwise socially and economically dis- 
advantaged individuals. 

(5) UNIFORM CERTIFICATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish minimum uniform criteria for use by 
State governments in certifying whether a 
concern qualifies as a small business concern 
for the purpose of this subsection. 

(B) INCLUSIONS.—The minimum uniform 
criteria established under subparagraph (A) 
shall include, with respect to a potential 
small business concern— 

(i) on-site visits; 

(ii) personal interviews with personnel; 

(iii) issuance or inspection of licenses; 

(iv) analyses of stock ownership; 

(v) listings of equipment; 

(vi) analyses of bonding capacity; 

(vii) listings of work completed; 

(viii) examination of the resumes of prin- 
cipal owners; 

(ix) analyses of financial capacity; and 

(x) analyses of the type of work preferred. 

(6) REPORTING.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish minimum requirements for use by State 
governments in reporting to the Secretary— 
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(A) information concerning disadvantaged 
business enterprise awards, commitments, 
and achievements; and 

(B) such other information as the Sec- 
retary determines to be appropriate for the 
proper monitoring of the disadvantaged busi- 
ness enterprise program. 

(7) COMPLIANCE WITH COURT ORDERS.—Noth- 
ing in this subsection limits the eligibility of 
an individual or entity to receive funds made 
available under titles I, II, III, and VI of this 
Act and section 403 of title 23, United States 
Code, if the entity or person is prevented, in 
whole or in part, from complying with para- 
graph (8) because a Federal court issues a 
final order in which the court finds that a re- 
quirement or the implementation of para- 
graph (8) is unconstitutional. 

SEC. 1102. OBLIGATION CEILING. 

(a) GENERAL LIMITATION.—Subject to sub- 
section (e), and notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the obligations for Federal- 
aid highway and highway safety construc- 
tion programs shall not exceed— 

(1) $40,867,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(2) $41,599,000,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

(3) $42,453,000,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

(4) $43,307,000,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

(5) $44,201,000,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(6) $45,096,000,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—The limitations under 
subsection (a) shall not apply to obligations 
under or for— 

(1) section 125 of title 23, United States 
Code; 

(2) section 147 of the Surface Transpor- 
tation Assistance Act of 1978 (23 U.S.C. 144 
note; 92 Stat. 2714); 

(3) section 9 of the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1981 (95 Stat. 1701); 

(4) subsections (b) and (j) of section 181 of 
the Surface Transportation Assistance Act 
of 1982 (96 Stat. 2119); 

(5) subsections (b) and (c) of section 149 of 
the Surface Transportation and Uniform Re- 
location Assistance Act of 1987 (101 Stat. 198); 

(6) sections 1103 through 1108 of the Inter- 
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act 
of 1991 (105 Stat. 2027); 

(7) section 157 of title 23, United States 
Code (as in effect on June 8, 1998); 

(8) section 105 of title 23, United States 
Code (as in effect for fiscal years 1998 
through 2004, but only in an amount equal to 
$639,000,000 for each of those fiscal years); 

(9) Federal-aid highway programs for 
which obligation authority was made avail- 
able under the Transportation Equity Act 
for the 21st Century (112 Stat. 107) or subse- 
quent Acts for multiple years or to remain 
available until expended, but only to the ex- 
tent that the obligation authority has not 
lapsed or been used; 

(10) section 105 of title 23, United States 
Code (as in effect for fiscal years 2005 
through 2012, but only in an amount equal to 
$639,000,000 for each of those fiscal years); 

(11) section 1603 of SAFETEA-LU (23 U.S.C. 
118 note; 119 Stat. 1248), to the extent that 
funds obligated in accordance with that sec- 
tion were not subject to a limitation on obli- 
gations at the time at which the funds were 
initially made available for obligation; 

(12) section 119 of title 23, United States 
Code (as in effect for fiscal years 2013 
through 2015, but only in an amount equal to 
$639,000,000 for each of those fiscal years); 
and 

(18) section 119 of title 23, United States 
Code (but, for fiscal years 2016 through 2021, 
only in an amount equal to $639,000,000 for 
each of those fiscal years). 

(c) DISTRIBUTION OF OBLIGATION AUTHOR- 
Iry.—For each of fiscal years 2016 through 
2021, the Secretary— 
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(1) shall not distribute obligation author- 
ity provided by subsection (a) for the fiscal 
year for— 

(A) amounts authorized for administrative 
expenses and programs by section 104(a) of 
title 23, United States Code; and 

(B) amounts authorized for the Bureau of 
Transportation Statistics; 

(2) shall not distribute an amount of obli- 
gation authority provided by subsection (a) 
that is equal to the unobligated balance of 
amounts— 

(A) made available from the Highway 
Trust Fund (other than the Mass Transit Ac- 
count) for Federal-aid highway and highway 
safety construction programs for previous 
fiscal years the funds for which are allocated 
by the Secretary (or apportioned by the Sec- 
retary under section 202 or 204 of title 23, 
United States Code); and 

(B) for which obligation authority was pro- 
vided in a previous fiscal year; 

(8) shall determine the proportion that— 

(A) the obligation authority provided by 
subsection (a) for the fiscal year, less the ag- 
gregate of amounts not distributed under 
paragraphs (1) and (2) of this subsection; 
bears to 

(B) the total of the sums authorized to be 
appropriated for the Federal-aid highway 
and highway safety construction programs 
(other than sums authorized to be appro- 
priated for provisions of law described in 
paragraphs (1) through (12) of subsection (b) 
and sums authorized to be appropriated for 
section 119 of title 23, United States Code, 
equal to the amount referred to in sub- 
section (b)(18) for the fiscal year), less the 
aggregate of the amounts not distributed 
under paragraphs (1) and (2) of this sub- 
section; 

(4) shall distribute the obligation author- 
ity provided by subsection (a), less the aggre- 
gate amounts not distributed under para- 
graphs (1) and (2), for each of the programs 
(other than programs to which paragraph (1) 
applies) that are allocated by the Secretary 
under this Act and title 23, United States 
Code, or apportioned by the Secretary under 
sections 202 or 204 of that title, by multi- 
plying— 

(A) the proportion determined under para- 
graph (3); by 

(B) the amounts authorized to be appro- 
priated for each such program for the fiscal 
year; and 

(5) shall distribute the obligation author- 
ity provided by subsection (a), less the aggre- 
gate amounts not distributed under para- 
graphs (1) and (2) and the amounts distrib- 
uted under paragraph (4), for Federal-aid 
highway and highway safety construction 
programs that are apportioned by the Sec- 
retary under title 23, United States Code 
(other than the amounts apportioned for the 
national highway performance program in 
section 119 of title 23, United States Code, 
that are exempt from the limitation under 
subsection (b)(13) and the amounts appor- 
tioned under sections 202 and 204 of that 
title) in the proportion that— 

(A) amounts authorized to be appropriated 
for the programs that are apportioned under 
title 23, United States Code, to each State 
for the fiscal year; bears to 

(B) the total of the amounts authorized to 
be appropriated for the programs that are 
apportioned under title 23, United States 
Code, to all States for the fiscal year. 

(d) REDISTRIBUTION OF UNUSED OBLIGATION 
AUTHORITY.—Notwithstanding subsection (c), 
the Secretary shall, after August 1 of each of 
fiscal years 2016 through 2021— 

(1) revise a distribution of the obligation 
authority made available under subsection 
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(c) if an amount distributed cannot be obli- 
gated during that fiscal year; and 

(2) redistribute sufficient amounts to those 
States able to obligate amounts in addition 
to those previously distributed during that 
fiscal year, giving priority to those States 
having large unobligated balances of funds 
apportioned under sections 144 (as in effect 
on the day before the date of enactment of 
MAP-21 (Public Law 112-141)) and 104 of title 
23, United States Code. 

(e) APPLICABILITY OF OBLIGATION LIMITA- 
TIONS TO TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH PRO- 
GRAMS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), obligation limitations im- 
posed by subsection (a) shall apply to con- 
tract authority for transportation research 
programs carried out under— 

(A) chapter 5 of title 23, United States 
Code; and 

(B) title VI of this Act. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—Obligation authority made 
available under paragraph (1) shall— 

(A) remain available for a period of 4 fiscal 
years; and 

(B) be in addition to the amount of any 
limitation imposed on obligations for Fed- 
eral-aid highway and highway safety con- 
struction programs for future fiscal years. 

(f) REDISTRIBUTION OF CERTAIN AUTHORIZED 
FUNDS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date of distribution of obligation 
authority under subsection (c) for each of fis- 
cal years 2016 through 2021, the Secretary 
shall distribute to the States any funds (ex- 
cluding funds authorized for the program 
under section 202 of title 28, United States 
Code) that— 

(A) are authorized to be appropriated for 
the fiscal year for Federal-aid highway pro- 
grams; and 

(B) the Secretary determines will not be 
allocated to the States (or will not be appor- 
tioned to the States under section 204 of title 
23, United States Code), and will not be 
available for obligation, for the fiscal year 
because of the imposition of any obligation 
limitation for the fiscal year. 

(2) RATIO.—Funds shall be distributed 
under paragraph (1) in the same proportion 
as the distribution of obligation authority 
under subsection (c)(5). 

(3) AVAILABILITY.—Funds distributed to 
each State under paragraph (1) shall be 
available for any purpose described in sec- 
tion 183(b) of title 23, United States Code. 
SEC. 1103. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 10l(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (29); 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (15) 
through (28) as paragraphs (16) through (29), 
respectively; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (14) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(15) NATIONAL HIGHWAY FREIGHT NET- 
WORK.—The term ‘National Highway Freight 
Network’ means the National Highway 
Freight Network established under section 
167.”’. 

SEC. 1104. APPORTIONMENT. 

(a) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Section 
104(a)(1) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 
appropriated from the Highway Trust Fund 
(other than the Mass Transit Account) to be 
made available to the Secretary for adminis- 
trative expenses of the Federal Highway Ad- 
ministration $440,000,000 for each of fiscal 
years 2016 through 2021.’’. 

(b) DIVISION AMONG PROGRAMS OF STATE’S 
SHARE OF BASE APPORTIONMENT.—Section 
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104(b) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in the subsection heading by striking 
‘DIVISION OF STATE APPORTIONMENTS AMONG 
PROGRAMS” and inserting ‘‘DIVISION AMONG 
PROGRAMS OF STATE’S SHARE OF BASE APPOR- 
TIONMENT”’; 

(2) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘of the base apportion- 
ment” after “the amount”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘surface transportation 
program” and inserting ‘‘surface transpor- 
tation block grant program”’; 

(3) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in the paragraph heading by striking 
‘SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM” and in- 
serting ‘‘SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BLOCK 
GRANT PROGRAM”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘surface transportation 
program” and inserting ‘‘surface transpor- 
tation block grant program”; and 

(4) in each of paragraphs (4) and (5), in the 
matter preceding subparagraph (A), by in- 
serting ‘“‘of the base apportionment” after 
“the amount”. 

(c) CALCULATION OF STATE AMOUNTS.—Sec- 
tion 104(c) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘*(¢) CALCULATION OF AMOUNTS.— 

“(1) STATE SHARE.—For each of fiscal years 
2016 through 2021, the amount for each State 
shall be determined as follows: 

“(A) INITIAL AMOUNTS.—The initial 
amounts for each State shall be determined 
by multiplying— 

“(i) each of— 

“(I) the base apportionment; 

“(II) supplemental funds reserved under 
subsection (h)(1) for the national highway 
performance program; and 

“(IIT) supplemental funds reserved under 
subsection (h)(2) for the surface transpor- 
tation block grant program; by 

“(ii) the share for each State, which shall 
be equal to the proportion that— 

“() the amount of apportionments that 
the State received for fiscal year 2015; bears 
to 

“(IT) the amount of those apportionments 
received by all States for that fiscal year. 

‘“(B) ADJUSTMENTS TO AMOUNTS.—The ini- 
tial amounts resulting from the calculation 
under subparagraph (A) shall be adjusted to 
ensure that each State receives an aggregate 
apportionment equal to at least 95 percent of 
the estimated tax payments attributable to 
highway users in the State paid into the 
Highway Trust Fund (other than the Mass 
Transit Account) in the most recent fiscal 
year for which data are available. 

‘(2) STATE APPORTIONMENT.—On October 1 
of fiscal years 2016 through 2021, the Sec- 
retary shall apportion the sums authorized 
to be appropriated for expenditure on the na- 
tional highway performance program under 
section 119, the surface transportation block 
grant program under section 133, the high- 
way safety improvement program under sec- 
tion 148, the congestion mitigation and air 
quality improvement program under section 
149, and to carry out section 134 in accord- 
ance with paragraph (1).’’. 

(d) SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS.—Section 104 of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘(h) SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS.— 

‘1) SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS FOR NATIONAL 
HIGHWAY PERFORMANCE PROGRAM.— 

“(A) AMOUNT.—Before making an appor- 
tionment for a fiscal year under subsection 
(c), the Secretary shall reserve for the na- 
tional highway performance program under 
section 119 for that fiscal year an amount 
equal to— 
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““(1) $53,596,122 for fiscal year 2019; 

““(ii) $66,717,816 for fiscal year 2020; and 

““(iii) $79,847,397 for fiscal year 2021. 

‘“(B) TREATMENT OF FUNDS.—Funds_ re- 
served under subparagraph (A) and appor- 
tioned to a State under subsection (c) shall 
be treated as if apportioned under subsection 
(b)(1), and shall be in addition to amounts 
apportioned under that subsection. 

‘(2) SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS FOR SURFACE 
TRANSPORTATION BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM.— 

“(A) AMOUNT.—Before making an appor- 
tionment for a fiscal year under subsection 
(c), the Secretary shall reserve for the sur- 
face transportation block grant program 
under section 133 for that fiscal year an 
amount equal to $819,900,000 pursuant to sec- 
tion 183(h), plus— 

““(i) $70,526,310 for fiscal year 2016; 

““(ii) $104,389,904 for fiscal year 2017; 

““(ii) $148,113,536 for fiscal year 2018; 

““(iv) $160,788,367 for fiscal year 2019; 

““(v) $200,153,448 for fiscal year 2020; and 

““(vi) $239,542,191 for fiscal year 2021. 

“(B) TREATMENT OF FUNDS.—Funds_ re- 
served under subparagraph (A) and appor- 
tioned to a State under subsection (c) shall 
be treated as if apportioned under subsection 
(b)(2), and shall be in addition to amounts 
apportioned under that subsection. 

“(i) BASE APPORTIONMENT DEFINED.—In 
this section, the term ‘base apportionment’ 
means— 

“(1) the combined amount authorized for 
appropriation for the national highway per- 
formance program under section 119, the sur- 
face transportation block grant program 
under section 133, the highway safety im- 
provement program under section 148, the 
congestion mitigation and air quality im- 
provement program under section 149, and to 
carry out section 134; minus 

“(2) supplemental funds reserved under 
subsection (h) for the national highway per- 
formance program and the surface transpor- 
tation block grant program.”’. 

SEC. 1105. NATIONAL HIGHWAY PERFORMANCE 
PROGRAM. 

Section 119 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (e)(7)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘this paragraph’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘section 150(e)’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘under section 150(e)’’ 
after ‘‘the next report submitted”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“ch) TIFIA PROGRAM.—Upon Secretarial 
approval of credit assistance under chapter 6, 
the Secretary, at the request of a State, may 
allow the State to use funds apportioned 
under section 104(b)(1) to pay subsidy and ad- 
ministrative costs necessary to provide an 
eligible entity Federal credit assistance 
under chapter 6 with respect to a project eli- 
gible for assistance under this section. 

“(i) ADDITIONAL FUNDING ELIGIBILITY FOR 
CERTAIN BRIDGES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Funds apportioned to a 
State to carry out the national highway per- 
formance program may be obligated for a 
project for the reconstruction, resurfacing, 
restoration, rehabilitation, or preservation 
of a bridge not on the National Highway Sys- 
tem, if the bridge is on a Federal-aid high- 
way. 

‘(2) LIMITATION.—A State required to make 
obligations under subsection (f) shall ensure 
such requirements are satisfied in order to 
use the flexibility under paragraph (1).’’. 

SEC. 1106. SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BLOCK 
GRANT PROGRAM. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) the benefits of the surface transpor- 
tation block grant program accrue prin- 
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cipally to the residents of each State and 
municipality where the funds are obligated; 

(2) decisions about how funds should be ob- 
ligated are best determined by the States 
and municipalities to respond to unique 
local circumstances and implement the most 
efficient solutions; and 

(3) reforms of the program to promote 
flexibility will enhance State and local con- 
trol over transportation decisions. 

(b) SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BLOCK GRANT 
PROGRAM.—Section 133 of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking subsections (a), (b), (c), and 
(d) and inserting the following: 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish a surface transportation block 
grant program in accordance with this sec- 
tion to provide flexible funding to address 
State and local transportation needs. 

“(b) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.—Funds appor- 
tioned to a State under section 104(b)(2) for 
the surface transportation block grant pro- 
gram may be obligated for the following: 

“(1) Construction of— 

“(A) highways, bridges, tunnels, including 
designated routes of the Appalachian devel- 
opment highway system and local access 
roads under section 14501 of title 40; 

“(B) ferry boats and terminal facilities eli- 
gible for funding under section 129(c); 

‘“(C) transit capital projects eligible for as- 
sistance under chapter 53 of title 49; 

“(D) infrastructure-based intelligent trans- 
portation systems capital improvements; 

“(E) truck parking facilities eligible for 
funding under section 1401 of MAP-21 (23 
U.S.C. 187 note); and 

‘“(F) border infrastructure projects eligible 
for funding under section 1303 of SAFETEA- 
LU (23 U.S.C. 101 note). 

‘(2) Operational improvements and capital 
and operating costs for traffic monitoring, 
management, and control facilities and pro- 
grams. 

“(3) Environmental measures eligible 
under sections 119(g), 328, and 329 and trans- 
portation control measures listed in section 
108(f)(1)(A) (other than clause (xvi) of that 
section) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 
7408(f)(1)(A)). 

“(4) Highway and transit safety infrastruc- 
ture improvements and programs, including 
railway-highway grade crossings. 

‘“(5) Fringe and corridor parking facilities 
and programs in accordance with section 137 
and carpool projects in accordance with sec- 
tion 146. 

‘(6) Recreational trails projects eligible 
for funding under section 206, pedestrian and 
bicycle projects in accordance with section 
217 (including modifications to comply with 
accessibility requirements under the Ameri- 
cans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
12101 et seq.)), and the safe routes to school 
program under section 1404 of SAFETEA-LU 
(23 U.S.C. 402 note). 

“(7) Planning, design, or construction of 
boulevards and other roadways largely in the 
right-of-way of former Interstate System 
routes or other divided highways. 

‘(8) Development and implementation of a 
State asset management plan for the Na- 
tional Highway System and a performance- 
based management program for other public 
roads. 

(9) Protection (including painting, scour 
countermeasures, seismic retrofits, impact 
protection measures, security counter- 
measures, and protection against extreme 
events) for bridges (including approaches to 
bridges and other elevated structures) and 
tunnels on public roads, and inspection and 
evaluation of bridges and tunnels and other 
highway assets. 
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‘“(10) Surface transportation planning pro- 
grams, highway and transit research and de- 
velopment and technology transfer pro- 
grams, and workforce development, training, 
and education under chapter 5 of this title. 

“(11) Surface transportation infrastructure 
modifications to facilitate direct intermodal 
interchange, transfer, and access into and 
out of a port terminal. 

‘(12) Projects and strategies designed to 
support congestion pricing, including elec- 
tronic toll collection and travel demand 
management strategies and programs. 

(13) At the request of a State, and upon 
Secretarial approval of credit assistance 
under chapter 6, subsidy and administrative 
costs necessary to provide an eligible entity 
Federal credit assistance under chapter 6 
with respect to a project eligible for assist- 
ance under this section. 

“(14) The creation and operation by a State 
of an office to assist in the design, imple- 
mentation, and oversight of public-private 
partnerships eligible to receive funding 
under this title and chapter 53 of title 49, and 
the payment of a stipend to unsuccessful pri- 
vate bidders to offset their proposal develop- 
ment costs, if necessary to encourage robust 
competition in public-private partnership 
procurements. 

“(15) Any type of project eligible under 
this section as in effect on the day before the 
date of enactment of the Surface Transpor- 
tation Reauthorization and Reform Act of 
2015, including projects described under sec- 
tion 101(a)(29) as in effect on such day. 

“(c) LOCATION OF PROJECTS.—A_ surface 
transportation block grant project may not 
be undertaken on a road functionally classi- 
fied as a local road or a rural minor collector 
unless the road was on a Federal-aid high- 
way system on January 1, 1991, except— 

“(1) for a bridge or tunnel project (other 
than the construction of a new bridge or tun- 
nel at a new location); 

‘(2) for a project described in paragraphs 
(4) through (11) of subsection (b); 

‘(3) for a project described in section 
101(a)(29), as in effect on the day before the 
date of enactment of the Surface Transpor- 
tation Reauthorization and Reform Act of 
2015; and 

‘“(4) as approved by the Secretary. 

“(d) ALLOCATIONS OF APPORTIONED FUNDS 
TO AREAS BASED ON POPULATION.— 

“(1) CALCULATION.—Of the funds appor- 
tioned to a State under section 104(b)(2) 
(after the reservation of funds under sub- 
section (h))— 

“(A) the percentage specified in paragraph 
(6) for a fiscal year shall be obligated under 
this section, in proportion to their relative 
shares of the population of the State— 

“(i) in urbanized areas of the State with an 
urbanized area population of over 200,000; 

“(ii) in areas of the State other than urban 
areas with a population greater than 5,000; 
and 

“(iii) in other areas of the State; and 

“(B) the remainder may be obligated in 
any area of the State. 

‘(2) METROPOLITAN AREAS.—Funds attrib- 
uted to an urbanized area under paragraph 
(1)(A)G) may be obligated in the metropoli- 
tan area established under section 134 that 
encompasses the urbanized area. 

‘(3) CONSULTATION WITH REGIONAL TRANS- 
PORTATION PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS.—For 
purposes of paragraph (1)(A)(ii), before obli- 
gating funding attributed to an area with a 
population greater than 5,000 and less than 
200,000, a State shall consult with the re- 
gional transportation planning organizations 
that represent the area, if any. 
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‘(4) DISTRIBUTION AMONG URBANIZED AREAS 
OF OVER 200,000 POPULATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the amount of funds that a 
State is required to obligate under paragraph 
(1)(A)(i) shall be obligated in urbanized areas 
described in paragraph (1)(A)(i) based on the 
relative population of the areas. 

‘“(B) OTHER FACTORS.—The State may obli- 
gate the funds described in subparagraph (A) 
based on other factors if the State and the 
relevant metropolitan planning organiza- 
tions jointly apply to the Secretary for the 
permission to base the obligation on other 
factors and the Secretary grants the request. 

“(5) APPLICABILITY OF PLANNING REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—Programming and expenditure of 
funds for projects under this section shall be 
consistent with sections 134 and 185. 

““(6) PERCENTAGE.—The percentage referred 
to in paragraph (1)(A) is— 

“(A) for fiscal year 2016, 51 percent; 

““(B) for fiscal year 2017, 52 percent; 

“(C) for fiscal year 2018, 53 percent; 

‘“(D) for fiscal year 2019, 54 percent; 

‘“(E) for fiscal year 2020, 55 percent; and 

“(F) for fiscal year 2021, 55 percent.”’; 

(2) by striking the section heading and in- 
serting ‘‘Surface transportation block grant 
program’’; 

(8) by striking subsection (e); 

(4) by redesignating subsections (f) through 
(h) as subsections (e) through (g), respec- 
tively; 

(5) in subsection (e)(1), as redesignated by 
this subsection— 

(A) by striking ‘“‘104(b)(8)° and inserting 
“104(b)(2); and 

(B) by striking ‘‘fiscal years 2011 through 
201?” and inserting ‘‘fiscal years 2016 through 
2021”; 

(6) in subsection (g)(1), as redesignated by 
this subsection, by striking ‘‘under sub- 
section (d)(1)(A)(iii) for each of fiscal years 
2013 through 2014” and inserting ‘‘under sub- 
section (d)(1)(A)(ii) for each of fiscal years 
2016 through 2021”; and 

(7) by adding at the end the following: 

“(h) STP SET-ASIDE.— 

“(1) RESERVATION OF FUNDS.—Of the funds 
apportioned to a State under section 104(b)(2) 
for each fiscal year, the Secretary shall re- 
serve an amount such that— 

“(A) the Secretary reserves a total of 
$819,900,000 under this subsection; and 

‘“(B) the State’s share of that total is de- 
termined by multiplying the amount under 
subparagraph (A) by the ratio that— 

“G) the amount apportioned to the State 
for the transportation enhancements pro- 
gram for fiscal year 2009 under section 
183(d)(2), as in effect on the day before the 
date of enactment of MAP-21; bears to 

“(i) the total amount of funds apportioned 
to all States for the transportation enhance- 
ments program for fiscal year 2009. 

“(2) ALLOCATION WITHIN A STATE.—Funds 
reserved for a State under paragraph (1) shall 
be obligated within that State in the manner 
described in subsection (d), except that, for 
purposes of this paragraph (after funds are 
made available under paragraph (5))— 

“(A) for each fiscal year, the percentage re- 
ferred to in paragraph (1)(A) of that sub- 
section shall be deemed to be 50 percent; and 

“(B) the following provisions shall not 
apply: 

““(j) Paragraph (3) of subsection (d). 

“(ii) Subsection (e). 

(3) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.—Funds reserved 
under this subsection may be obligated for 
projects or activities described in section 
101(a)(29) or 213, as such provisions were in 
effect on the day before the date of enact- 
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ment of the Surface Transportation Reau- 
thorization and Reform Act of 2015. 

“(4) ACCESS TO FUNDS.— 

‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A State or metropolitan 
planning organization required to obligate 
funds in accordance with paragraph (2) shall 
develop a competitive process to allow eligi- 
ble entities to submit projects for funding 
that achieve the objectives of this sub- 
section. A metropolitan planning organiza- 
tion for an area described in subsection 
(d)(1)(A)G) shall select projects under such 
process in consultation with the relevant 
State. 

‘(B) ELIGIBLE ENTITY DEFINED.—In this 
paragraph, the term ‘eligible entity’ means— 

“(i) a local government; 

“(ii) a regional transportation authority; 

“(iii) a transit agency; 

“(iv) a natural resource or public land 
agency; 

“(v) a school district, local education agen- 
cy, or school; 

“(vi) a tribal government; and 

“(vii) any other local or regional govern- 
mental entity with responsibility for or 
oversight of transportation or recreational 
trails (other than a metropolitan planning 
organization or a State agency) that the 
State determines to be eligible, consistent 
with the goals of this subsection. 

‘(5) CONTINUATION OF CERTAIN REC- 
REATIONAL TRAILS PROJECTS.—For each fiscal 
year, a State shall— 

“(A) obligate an amount of funds reserved 
under this section equal to the amount of 
the funds apportioned to the State for fiscal 
year 2009 under section 104(h)(2), as in effect 
on the day before the date of enactment of 
MAP-21, for projects relating to recreational 
trails under section 206; 

‘(B) return 1 percent of those funds to the 
Secretary for the administration of that pro- 
gram; and 

“(C) comply with the provisions of the ad- 
ministration of the recreational trails pro- 
gram under section 206, including the use of 
apportioned funds described in subsection 
(d)(3)(A) of that section. 

“(6) STATE FLEXIBILITY.— 

‘(A) RECREATIONAL TRAILS.—A State may 
opt out of the recreational trails program 
under paragraph (5) if the Governor of the 
State notifies the Secretary not later than 30 
days prior to apportionments being made for 
any fiscal year. 

‘(B) LARGE URBANIZED AREAS.—A metro- 
politan planning area may use not to exceed 
50 percent of the funds reserved under this 
subsection for an urbanized area described in 
subsection (d)(1)(A)(i) for any purpose eligi- 
ble under subsection (b). 

“(i) TREATMENT OF PROJECTS.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, projects 
funded under this section (excluding those 
carried out under subsection (h)(5)) shall be 
treated as projects on a Federal-aid highway 
under this chapter.’’. 

(c) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.— 

(1) SECTION 126.—Section 126(b)(2) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘section 213” and inserting 
“section 1383(h)’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘section 2138(c)(1)(B)’”’ and 
inserting ‘‘section 138(h)’’. 

(2) SECTION 213.—Section 213 of title 23, 
United States Code, is repealed. 

(3) SECTION 322.—Section 322(h)(3) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
“surface transportation program” and in- 
serting ‘‘surface transportation block grant 
program”. 

(4) SECTION 504.—Section 504(a)(4) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 
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(A) by striking ‘‘104(b)(3)’’ and inserting 
**104(b)(2)’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘surface transportation 
program” and inserting ‘‘surface transpor- 
tation block grant program”. 

(5) CHAPTER 1.—Chapter 1 of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘surface 
transportation program” each place it ap- 
pears and inserting ‘‘surface transportation 
block grant program”. 

(6) CHAPTER ANALYSES.— 

(A) CHAPTER 1.—The analysis for chapter 1 
of title 23, United States Code, is amended by 
striking the item relating to section 133 and 
inserting the following: 

‘133. Surface transportation block grant pro- 
gram.’’. 


(B) CHAPTER 2.—The item relating to sec- 
tion 213 in the analysis for chapter 2 of title 
23, United States Code, is repealed. 

(7) OTHER REFERENCES.—Any reference in 
any other law, regulation, document, paper, 
or other record of the United States to the 
surface transportation program under sec- 
tion 133 of title 23, United States Code, shall 
be deemed to be a reference to the surface 
transportation block grant program under 
such section. 

SEC. 1107. RAILWAY-HIGHWAY GRADE CROSS- 
INGS. 

Section 130(e)(1) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.— 

‘“(A) SET ASIDE.—Before making an appor- 
tionment under section 104(b)(3) for a fiscal 
year, the Secretary shall set aside, from 
amounts made available to carry out the 
highway safety improvement program under 
section 148 for such fiscal year, for the elimi- 
nation of hazards and the installation of pro- 
tective devices at railway-highway crossings 
at least— 

‘‘(i) $225,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

““(ii) $230,000,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

(iii) $235,000,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

““(iv) $240,000,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

““(v) $245,000,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

““(vi) $250,000,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

‘(B) INSTALLATION OF PROTECTIVE DE- 
VICES.—At least % of the funds set aside each 
fiscal year under subparagraph (A) shall be 
available for the installation of protective 
devices at railway-highway crossings. 

‘(C) OBLIGATION AVAILABILITY.—Sums set 
aside each fiscal year under subparagraph 
(A) shall be available for obligation in the 
same manner as funds apportioned under sec- 
tion 104(b)(1) of this title.’’. 

SEC. 1108. HIGHWAY SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PRO- 
GRAM. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 148(a) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (4)(B)— 

(i) in the matter preceding clause (i), by 
striking ‘‘includes, but is not limited to,” 
and inserting ‘‘only includes’’; and 

(ii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(xxv) Installation of vehicle-to-infrastruc- 
ture communication equipment. 

“(xxvi) Pedestrian hybrid beacons. 

“(xxvii) Roadway improvements that pro- 
vide separation between pedestrians and 
motor vehicles, including medians and pedes- 
trian crossing islands. 

“(xxvili) A physical infrastructure safety 
project not described in clauses (i) through 
(xxvii).’’; 

(B) by striking paragraph (10); and 

(C) by redesignating paragraphs (11) 
through (13) as paragraphs (10) through (12), 
respectively. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 148 
of title 23, United States Code, is amended— 
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(A) in subsection (c)(1)(A) by striking ‘‘sub- 
sections (a)(12)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsections 
(a)(11)’’; and 

(B) in subsection (d)(2)(B)(i) by striking 
“subsection (a)(12)’”> and inserting ‘‘sub- 
section (a)(11)’’. 

(b) DATA COLLECTION.—Section 148(f) of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

(3) PROCESS.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish a process to allow a State to cease to 
collect the subset referred to in paragraph 
(2)(A) for public roads that are gravel roads 
or otherwise unpaved if— 

“(A) the State does not use funds provided 
to carry out this section for a project on 
such roads until the State completes a col- 
lection of the required model inventory of 
roadway elements for the roads; and 

‘“(B) the State demonstrates that the State 
consulted with affected Indian tribes before 
ceasing to collect data with respect to such 
roads that are included in the National Trib- 
al Transportation Facility Inventory. 

“(4) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
paragraph (3) may be construed to allow a 
State to cease data collection related to seri- 
ous injuries or fatalities.’’. 

(c) RURAL ROAD SAFETY.—Section 148(g)(1) 
of title 23, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking “If the fatality rate” and 
inserting the following: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If the fatality rate”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(B) FATALITIES EXCEEDING THE MEDIAN 
RATE.—If the fatality rate on rural roads in 
a State, for the most recent 2-year period for 
which data is available, is more than the me- 
dian fatality rate for rural roads among all 
States for such 2-year period, the State shall 
be required to demonstrate, in the subse- 
quent State strategic highway safety plan of 
the State, strategies to address fatalities and 
achieve safety improvements on high risk 
rural roads.’’. 

(d) COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE SAFETY 
BEST PRACTICES.— 

(1) REVIEW.—The Secretary shall conduct a 
review of best practices with respect to the 
implementation of roadway safety infra- 
structure improvements that— 

(A) are cost effective; and 

(B) reduce the number or severity of acci- 
dents involving commercial motor vehicles. 

(2) CONSULTATION.—In conducting the re- 
view under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall 
consult with State transportation depart- 
ments and units of local government. 

(3) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works of the 
Senate, and make available on the public 
Internet Web site of the Department, a re- 
port describing the results of the review con- 
ducted under paragraph (1). 

SEC. 1109. CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR 
QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM. 

(a) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.—Section 149(b) of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (7) by striking “or” at the 
end; 

(2) in paragraph (8) by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

““(9) if the project or program is for the in- 
stallation of vehicle-to-infrastructure com- 
munication equipment.’’. 

(b) STATES FLEXIBILITY.—Section 149(d) of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(d) STATES FLEXIBILITY.— 
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(1) STATES WITHOUT A NONATTAINMENT 
AREA.—If a State does not have, and never 
has had, a nonattainment area designated 
under the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et 
seq.), the State may use funds apportioned to 
the State under section 104(b)(4) for any 
project in the State that— 

“(A) would otherwise be eligible under sub- 
section (b) if the project were carried out in 
a nonattainment or maintenance area; or 

‘(B) is eligible under the surface transpor- 
tation block grant program under section 
188. 

‘(2) STATES WITH A NONATTAINMENT AREA.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If a State has a non- 
attainment area or maintenance area and re- 
ceived funds in fiscal year 2009 under section 
104(b)(2)(D), as in effect on the day before the 
date of enactment of the MAP-21, above the 
amount of funds that the State would have 
received based on the nonattainment and 
maintenance area population of the State 
under subparagraphs (B) and (C) of section 
104(b)(2), as in effect on the day before the 
date of enactment of the MAP-21, the State 
may use, for any project that would other- 
wise be eligible under subsection (b) if the 
project were carried out in a nonattainment 
or maintenance area or is eligible under the 
surface transportation block grant program 
under section 133, an amount of funds appor- 
tioned to such State under section 104(b)(4) 
that is equal to the product obtained by mul- 


tiplying— 
“(i) the amount apportioned to such State 
under section 104(b)(4) (excluding the 


amounts reserved for obligation under sub- 
section (k)(1)); by 

“(ii) the ratio calculated under subpara- 
graph (B). 

‘“(B) RATIO.—For purposes of this para- 
graph, the ratio shall be calculated as the 
proportion that— 

“(i) the amount for fiscal year 2009 such 
State was permitted by section 149(c)(2), as 
in effect on the day before the date of enact- 
ment of the MAP-21, to obligate in any area 
of the State for projects eligible under sec- 
tion 133, as in effect on the day before the 
date of enactment of the MAP-21; bears to 

“(ii) the total apportionment to such State 
for fiscal year 2009 under section 104(b)(2), as 
in effect on the day before the date of enact- 
ment of the MAP-21. 

‘(3) CHANGES IN DESIGNATION.—If a new 
nonattainment area is designated or a pre- 
viously designated nonattainment area is re- 
designated as an attainment area in a State 
under the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et 
seq.), the Secretary shall modify, in a man- 
ner consistent with the approach that was in 
effect on the day before the date of enact- 
ment of MAP-21, the amount such State is 
permitted to obligate in any area of the 
State for projects eligible under section 
133.”. 

(c) PRIORITY CONSIDERATION. —Section 
149(g)(8) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘*(3) PRIORITY CONSIDERATION. — 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In distributing funds re- 
ceived for congestion mitigation and air 
quality projects and programs from appor- 
tionments under section 104(b)(4) in areas 
designated as nonattainment or maintenance 
for PM2.5 under the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 
7401 et seq.) and where regional motor vehi- 
cle emissions are not an insignificant con- 
tributor to the air quality problem for 
PM2.5, States and metropolitan planning or- 
ganizations shall give priority to projects, 
including diesel retrofits, that are proven to 
reduce direct emissions of PM2.5. 

“(B) USE OF FUNDING.—To the maximum 
extent practicable, funding used in an area 
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described in subparagraph (A) shall be used 
on the most cost-effective projects and pro- 
grams that are proven to reduce directly 
emitted fine particulate matter.’’. 

(d) PRIORITY FOR USE OF FUNDS IN PM2.5 
AREAS.—Section 149(k) of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘such fine 
particulate” and inserting ‘‘directly emitted 
fine particulate”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(3) PM2.5 NONATTAINMENT AND MAINTE- 
NANCE IN LOW POPULATION DENSITY STATES.— 

‘“(A) EXCEPTION.—For any State with a 
population density of 80 or fewer persons per 
square mile of land area, based on the most 
recent decennial census, subsection (g)(8) 
and paragraphs (1) and (2) of this subsection 
do not apply to a nonattainment or mainte- 
nance area in the State if— 

“(i) the nonattainment or maintenance 
area does not have projects that are part of 
the emissions analysis of a metropolitan 
transportation plan or transportation im- 
provement program; and 

“(ii) regional motor vehicle emissions are 
an insignificant contributor to the air qual- 
ity problem for PM2.5 in the nonattainment 
or maintenance area. 

‘“(B) CALCULATION.—If subparagraph (A) ap- 
plies to a nonattainment or maintenance 
area in a State, the percentage of the PM2.5 
set aside under paragraph (1) shall be re- 
duced for that State proportionately based 
on the weighted population of the area in 
fine particulate matter nonattainment.’’. 

(e) PERFORMANCE PLAN.—Section 
149(1)(1)(B) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting ‘‘emission and conges- 
tion reduction” after ‘‘achieving the”. 

SEC. 1110. NATIONAL HIGHWAY FREIGHT POLICY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 167 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“5 167. National highway freight policy 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—It is the policy of the 
United States to improve the condition and 
performance of the National Highway 
Freight Network established under this sec- 
tion to ensure that the Network provides a 
foundation for the United States to compete 
in the global economy and achieve the goals 
described in subsection (b). 

“(b) GOALS.—The goals of the national 
highway freight policy are— 

“(1) to invest in infrastructure improve- 
ments and to implement operational im- 
provements that— 

“(A) strengthen the contribution of the 
National Highway Freight Network to the 
economic competitiveness of the United 
States; 

“(B) reduce congestion and bottlenecks on 
the National Highway Freight Network; and 

‘(C) increase productivity, particularly for 
domestic industries and businesses that cre- 
ate high-value jobs; 

‘“(2) to improve the safety, security, and 
resilience of highway freight transportation; 

‘(3) to improve the state of good repair of 
the National Highway Freight Network; 

“(4) to use innovation and advanced tech- 
nology to improve the safety, efficiency, and 
reliability of the National Highway Freight 
Network; 

““5) to improve the economic efficiency of 
the National Highway Freight Network; 

‘(6) to improve the short and long distance 
movement of goods that— 

“(A) travel across rural areas between pop- 
ulation centers; and 

‘“(B) travel between rural areas and popu- 
lation centers; 

“(T) to improve the flexibility of States to 
support multi-State corridor planning and 
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the creation of multi-State organizations to 
increase the ability of States to address 
highway freight connectivity; and 

“(8) to reduce the environmental impacts 
of freight movement on the National High- 
way Freight Network. 

“(c) ESTABLISHMENT OF NATIONAL HIGHWAY 
FREIGHT NETWORK.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish a National Highway Freight Network 
in accordance with this section to strategi- 
cally direct Federal resources and policies 
toward improved performance of the Net- 
work. 

‘“(2) NETWORK COMPONENTS.—The National 
Highway Freight Network shall consist of— 

“(A) the Interstate System; 

‘“(B) non-Interstate highway segments on 
the 41,000-mile comprehensive primary 
freight network developed by the Secretary 
under section 167(d) as in effect on the day 
before the date of enactment of the Surface 
Transportation Reauthorization and Reform 
Act of 2015; and 

“(C) additional non-Interstate highway 
segments designated by the States under 
subsection (d). 

“(d) STATE ADDITIONS TO NETWORK.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of the Surface 
Transportation Reauthorization and Reform 
Act of 2015, each State, in consultation with 
the State freight advisory committee, may 
increase the number of miles designated as 
part of the National Highway Freight Net- 
work by not more than 10 percent of the 
miles designated in that State under sub- 
paragraphs (A) and (B) of subsection (c)(2) if 
the additional miles— 

“(A) close gaps between segments of the 
National Highway Freight Network; 

“(B) establish connections from the Na- 
tional Highway Freight Network to critical 
facilities for the efficient movement of 
freight, including ports, freight railroads, 
international border crossings, airports, 
intermodal facilities, warehouse and logis- 
tics centers, and agricultural facilities; or 

“(C) are part of critical emerging freight 
corridors or critical commerce corridors. 

“(2) SUBMISSION.—Each State shall— 

“(A) submit to the Secretary a list of the 
additional miles added under this subsection; 
and 

‘“(B) certify that the additional miles meet 
the requirements of paragraph (1). 

“(e) REDESIGNATION.— 

“(1) REDESIGNATION BY SECRETARY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Effective beginning 5 
years after the date of enactment of the Sur- 
face Transportation Reauthorization and Re- 
form Act of 2015, and every 5 years there- 
after, the Secretary shall redesignate the 
highway segments designated by the Sec- 
retary under subsection (c)(2)(B) that are on 
the National Highway Freight Network. 

“(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—In redesignating 
highway segments under subparagraph (A), 
the Secretary shall consider— 

“(i) changes in the origins and destinations 
of freight movements in the United States; 

“Gi) changes in the percentage of annual 
average daily truck traffic in the annual av- 
erage daily traffic on principal arterials; 

‘“(iii) changes in the location of key facili- 
ties; 

“(iv) critical emerging freight corridors; 
and 

“(v) network connectivity. 

(C) LIMITATION.—Each redesignation 
under subparagraph (A) may increase the 
mileage on the National Highway Freight 
Network designated by the Secretary by not 
more than 3 percent. 
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‘*(2) REDESIGNATION BY STATES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Effective beginning 5 
years after the date of enactment of the Sur- 
face Transportation Reauthorization and Re- 
form Act of 2015, and every 5 years there- 
after, each State may, in consultation with 
the State freight advisory committee, redes- 
ignate the highway segments designated by 
the State under subsection (c)(2)(C) that are 
on the National Highway Freight Network. 

“(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—In redesignating 
highway segments under subparagraph (A), 
the State shall consider— 

“(i) gaps between segments of the National 
Highway Freight Network; 

“(ii) needed connections from the National 
Highway Freight Network to critical facili- 
ties for the efficient movement of freight, in- 
cluding ports, freight railroads, inter- 
national border crossings, airports, inter- 
modal facilities, warehouse and logistics 
centers, and agricultural facilities; and 

“(iii) critical emerging freight corridors or 
critical commerce corridors. 

“(C) LIMITATION.—Each redesignation 
under subparagraph (A) may increase the 
mileage on the National Highway Freight 
Network designated by the State by not 
more than 3 percent. 

“(D) RESUBMISSION.—Hach State, under the 
advisement of the State freight advisory 
committee, shall— 

“(i) submit to the Secretary a list of the 
miles redesignated under this paragraph; and 

“(ii) certify that the redesignated miles 
meet the requirements of subsection (d)(1).’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 1 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by striking the item relating to 
section 167 and inserting the following: 

“167. National highway freight policy.’’. 
SEC. 1111. NATIONALLY SIGNIFICANT FREIGHT 
AND HIGHWAY PROJECTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting after section 
116 the following: 

“$117. Nationally significant freight and 
highway projects 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
a nationally significant freight and highway 
projects program to provide financial assist- 
ance for projects of national or regional sig- 
nificance that will— 

“(1) improve the safety, efficiency, and re- 
liability of the movement of freight and peo- 
ple; 

“(2) generate national or regional eco- 
nomic benefits and an increase in the global 
economic competitiveness of the United 
States; 

“(3) reduce highway congestion and bottle- 
necks; 

‘(4) improve connectivity between modes 
of freight transportation; or 

“(5) enhance the strength, durability, and 
serviceability of critical highway infrastruc- 
ture. 

‘“(b) GRANT AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
the program established in subsection (a), 
the Secretary may make grants, on a com- 
petitive basis, in accordance with this sec- 
tion. 

‘*(c) ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS.— 

‘*(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make 
a grant under this section to the following: 

“(A) A State or group of States. 

‘(B) A metropolitan planning organization 
that serves an urbanized area (as defined by 
the Bureau of the Census) with a population 
of more than 200,000 individuals. 

“(C) A unit of local government. 

‘(D) A special purpose district or public 
authority with a transportation function, in- 
cluding a port authority. 
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“(E) A Federal land management agency 
that applies jointly with a State or group of 
States. 

“(2) APPLICATIONS.—To be eligible for a 
grant under this section, an entity specified 
in paragraph (1) shall submit to the Sec- 
retary an application in such form, at such 
time, and containing such information as the 
Secretary determines is appropriate. 

‘(d) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (h), the Secretary may make a 
grant under this section only for a project 
that— 

“(A) is— 

“(i) a freight project carried out on the Na- 
tional Highway Freight Network established 
under section 167 of this title; 

“(Gi) a highway or bridge project carried 
out on the National Highway System; 

“(iii) an intermodal or rail freight project 
carried out on the National Multimodal 
Freight Network established under section 
70103 of title 49; or 

“(iv) a railway-highway grade crossing or 
grade separation project; and 

‘“(B) has eligible project costs that are rea- 
sonably anticipated to equal or exceed the 
lesser of— 

‘*(i) $100,000,000; or 

““(ii) in the case of a project— 

“(D) located in 1 State, 30 percent of the 
amount apportioned under this chapter to 
the State in the most recently completed fis- 
cal year; or 

‘“(II) located in more than 1 State, 50 per- 
cent of the amount apportioned under this 
chapter to the participating State with the 
largest apportionment under this chapter in 
the most recently completed fiscal year. 

‘*(2) LIMITATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not more than 
$500,000,000 of the amounts made available 
for grants under this section for fiscal years 
2016 through 2021, in the aggregate, may be 
used to make grants for projects described in 
paragraph (1)(A)(iii) and such a project may 
only receive a grant under this section if— 

“(i) the project will make a significant im- 
provement to freight movements on the Na- 
tional Highway Freight Network; and 

‘“(ii) the Federal share of the project funds 
only elements of the project that provide 
public benefits. 

“(B) EXCLUSIONS.—The limitation under 
subparagraph (A) shall— 

“(i) not apply to a railway-highway grade 
crossing or grade separation project; and 

“(i) with respect to a multimodal project, 
shall apply only to the non-highway portion 
or portions of the project. 

‘(e) ELIGIBLE PROJECT COSTS.—Grant 
amounts received for a project under this 
section may be used for— 

“(1) development phase activities, includ- 
ing planning, feasibility analysis, revenue 
forecasting, environmental review, prelimi- 
nary engineering and design work, and other 
preconstruction activities; and 

“(2) construction, reconstruction, rehabili- 
tation, acquisition of real property (includ- 
ing land related to the project and improve- 
ments to the land), environmental mitiga- 
tion, construction contingencies, acquisition 


of equipment, and operational improve- 
ments. 
‘(f) PROJECT REQUIREMENTS.—The Sec- 


retary may make a grant for a project de- 
scribed under subsection (d) only if the rel- 
evant applicant demonstrates that— 

“(1) the project will generate national or 
regional economic, mobility, or safety bene- 
fits; 

‘(2) the project will be cost effective; 
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“(3) the project will contribute to the ac- 
complishment of 1 or more of the national 
goals described under section 150 of this 
title; 

““(4) the project is based on the results of 
preliminary engineering; 

““(5) with respect to related non-Federal fi- 
nancial commitments— 

“(A) 1 or more stable and dependable 
sources of funding and financing are avail- 
able to construct, maintain, and operate the 
project; and 

‘“(B) contingency amounts are available to 
cover unanticipated cost increases; 

““(6) the project cannot be easily addressed 
using other funding available to the project 
sponsor under this chapter; and 

“(7) the project is reasonably expected to 
begin construction not later than 18 months 
after the date of obligation of funds for the 
project. 

‘(g) ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS.—In mak- 
ing a grant under this section, the Secretary 
shall consider— 

“(1) the extent to which a project utilizes 
nontraditional financing, innovative design 
and construction techniques, or innovative 
technologies; 

““(2) the amount and source of non-Federal 
contributions with respect to the proposed 
project; and 

(3) the need for geographic diversity 
among grant recipients, including the need 
for a balance between the needs of rural and 
urban communities. 

“(h) RESERVED AMOUNTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re- 
serve not less than 10 percent of the amounts 
made available for grants under this section 
each fiscal year to make grants for projects 
described in subsection (d)(1)(A)(i) that do 
not satisfy the minimum threshold under 
subsection (d)(1)(B). 

“(2) GRANT AMOUNT.—Each grant made 
under this subsection shall be in an amount 
that is at least $5,000,000. 

“(3) PROJECT SELECTION CONSIDERATIONS.— 
In addition to other applicable requirements, 
in making grants under this subsection the 
Secretary shall consider— 

“(A) the cost effectiveness of the proposed 
project; and 

‘“(B) the effect of the proposed project on 
mobility in the State and region in which 
the project is carried out. 

**(4) EXCESS FUNDING.—In any fiscal year in 
which qualified applications for grants under 
this subsection will not allow for the amount 
reserved under paragraph (1) to be fully uti- 
lized, the Secretary shall use the unutilized 
amounts to make other grants under this 
section. 

“(5) RURAL AREAS.—The Secretary shall re- 
serve not less than 20 percent of the amounts 
made available for grants under this section, 
including the amounts made available under 
paragraph (1), each fiscal year to make 
grants for projects located in rural areas. 

“(i) FEDERAL SHARE.— 

“*(1) IN GENERAL.—The Federal share of the 
cost of a project assisted with a grant under 
this section may not exceed 50 percent. 

‘“(2) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—Funds appor- 
tioned to a State under section 104(b)(1) or 
104(b)(2) may be used to satisfy the non-Fed- 
eral share of the cost of a project for which 
a grant is made under this section so long as 
the total amount of Federal funding for the 
project does not exceed 80 percent of project 
costs. 

“(j) AGREEMENTS TO COMBINE AMOUNTS.— 
Two or more entities specified in subsection 
(c)(1) may combine, pursuant to an agree- 
ment entered into by the entities, any part 
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of the amounts provided to the entities from 
grants under this section for a project for 
which the relevant grants were made if— 

“(1) the agreement will benefit each entity 
entering into the agreement; and 

“(2) the agreement is not in violation of a 
law of any such entity. 

‘“(k) TREATMENT OF FREIGHT PROJECTS.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
a freight project carried out under this sec- 
tion shall be treated as if the project is lo- 
cated on a Federal-aid highway. 

“(1) TIFIA PROGRAM.—At the request of an 
eligible applicant under this section, the 
Secretary may use amounts awarded to the 
entity to pay subsidy and administrative 
costs necessary to provide the entity Federal 
credit assistance under chapter 6 with re- 
spect to the project for which the grant was 
awarded. 

‘“(m) CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION.— 

‘(1) NOTIFICATION.—At least 60 days before 
making a grant for a project under this sec- 
tion, the Secretary shall notify, in writing, 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works of the Senate of the proposed 
grant. The notification shall include an eval- 
uation and justification for the project and 
the amount of the proposed grant award. 

‘(2) CONGRESSIONAL DISAPPROVAL.—The 
Secretary may not make a grant or any 
other obligation or commitment to fund a 
project under this section if a joint resolu- 
tion is enacted disapproving funding for the 
project before the last day of the 60-day pe- 
riod described in paragraph (1).’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 1 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting after the item relat- 
ing to section 116 the following: 

“117. Nationally significant freight and high- 
way projects.’’. 

(c) REPEAL.—Section 1301 of SAFETEA-LU 
(23 U.S.C. 101 note), and the item relating to 
that section in the table of contents in sec- 
tion 1(b) of such Act, are repealed. 

SEC. 1112. TERRITORIAL AND PUERTO RICO 
HIGHWAY PROGRAM. 

Section 165(a) of title 23, United States 

Code, is amended— 


(1) in paragraph (1) by striking 
‘*$150,000,000’" and inserting ‘‘$158,000,000’’; 
and 

(2) in paragraph (2) by striking 


‘*$40,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$42,000,000’’. 
SEC. 1113. FEDERAL LANDS AND TRIBAL TRANS- 
PORTATION PROGRAM. 

Section 201(c)(6) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘(C) TRIBAL DATA COLLECTION.—In addition 
to the data to be collected under subpara- 
graph (A), not later than 90 days after the 
last day of each fiscal year, any entity car- 
rying out a project under the tribal transpor- 
tation program under section 202 shall sub- 
mit to the Secretary and the Secretary of 
the Interior, based on obligations and ex- 
penditures under the tribal transportation 
program during the preceding fiscal year, the 
following data: 

“(i) The names of projects and activities 
carried out by the entity under the tribal 
transportation program during the preceding 
fiscal year. 

“(ii) A description of the projects and ac- 
tivities identified under clause (i). 

“(ii) The current status of the projects 
and activities identified under clause (i). 

“(iv) An estimate of the number of jobs 
created and the number of jobs retained by 
the projects and activities identified under 
clause (i).’’. 
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SEC. 1114. TRIBAL TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM. 

Section 202(a)(6) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘6 percent” and 
inserting ‘‘5 percent”. 

SEC. 1115. FEDERAL LANDS TRANSPORTATION 
PROGRAM. 

Section 203 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1)(B) by striking ‘‘op- 
eration’? and inserting ‘‘capital, oper- 
ations,’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(B)— 

(i) in clause (iv) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; 

(ii) in clause (v) by striking the period at 
the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(vi) the Bureau of Reclamation; and 

‘“(vii) independent Federal agencies with 
natural resource and land management re- 
sponsibilities.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)(B)— 

(i) in the matter preceding clause (i) by in- 
serting ‘‘performance management, includ- 
ing” after ‘‘support’’; and 

(ii) in clause (i)(II) by striking ‘‘, and” and 
inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) in subsection (c)(2)(B) by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(vi) The Bureau of Reclamation.’’. 

SEC. 1116. TRIBAL TRANSPORTATION SELF-GOV- 
ERNANCE PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 2 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 206 the following: 

“SEC. 207. TRIBAL TRANSPORTATION SELF-GOV- 
ERNANCE PROGRAM. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Subject to the re- 
quirements of this section, the Secretary 
shall establish and carry out a program to be 
known as the tribal transportation self-gov- 
ernance program. The Secretary may dele- 
gate responsibilities for administration of 
the program as the Secretary determines ap- 
propriate. 

‘*(b) ELIGIBILITY.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraphs (2) 
and (8), an Indian tribe shall be eligible to 
participate in the program if the Indian tribe 
requests participation in the program by res- 
olution or other official action by the gov- 
erning body of the Indian tribe, and dem- 
onstrates, for the preceding 3 fiscal years, fi- 
nancial stability and financial management 
capability, and transportation program man- 
agement capability. 

‘(2) CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING FINANCIAL 
STABILITY AND FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT CAPAC- 
Iry.—For the purposes of paragraph (1), evi- 
dence that, during the preceding 3 fiscal 
years, an Indian tribe had no uncorrected 
significant and material audit exceptions in 
the required annual audit of the Indian 
tribe’s self-determination contracts or self- 
governance funding agreements with any 
Federal agency shall be conclusive evidence 
of the required financial stability and finan- 
cial management capability. 

‘*(3) CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING TRANSPOR- 
TATION PROGRAM MANAGEMENT CAPABILITY.— 
The Secretary shall require an Indian tribe 
to demonstrate transportation program 
management capability, including the capa- 
bility to manage and complete projects eligi- 
ble under this title and projects eligible 
under chapter 53 of title 49, to gain eligi- 
bility for the program. 

‘*(¢) COMPACTS.— 

“(1) COMPACT REQUIRED.—Upon the request 
of an eligible Indian tribe, and subject to the 
requirements of this section, the Secretary 
shall negotiate and enter into a written com- 
pact with the Indian tribe for the purpose of 
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providing for the participation of the Indian 
tribe in the program. 

(2) CONTENTS.—A compact entered into 
under paragraph (1) shall set forth the gen- 
eral terms of the government-to-government 
relationship between the Indian tribe and 
the United States under the program and 
other terms that will continue to apply in 
future fiscal years. 

““(3) AMENDMENTS.—A compact entered into 
with an Indian tribe under paragraph (1) may 
be amended only by mutual agreement of the 
Indian tribe and the Secretary. 

‘“(d) ANNUAL FUNDING AGREEMENTS.— 

“(1) FUNDING AGREEMENT REQUIRED.—After 
entering into a compact with an Indian tribe 
under subsection (c), the Secretary shall ne- 
gotiate and enter into a written annual fund- 
ing agreement with the Indian tribe. 

‘(2) CONTENTS.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.— 

‘“(i) FORMULA FUNDING AND DISCRETIONARY 
GRANTS.—A funding agreement entered into 
with an Indian tribe shall authorize the In- 
dian tribe, as determined by the Indian tribe, 
to plan, conduct, consolidate, administer, 
and receive full tribal share funding, tribal 
transit formula funding, and funding to 
tribes from discretionary and competitive 
grants administered by the Department for 
all programs, services, functions, and activi- 
ties (or portions thereof) that are made 
available to Indian tribes to carry out tribal 
transportation programs and programs, serv- 
ices, functions, and activities (or portions 
thereof) administered by the Secretary that 
are otherwise available to Indian tribes. 

‘“(ii) TRANSFERS OF STATE FUNDS.— 

“(I) INCLUSION OF TRANSFERRED FUNDS IN 
FUNDING AGREEMENT.—A funding agreement 
entered into with an Indian tribe shall in- 
clude Federal-aid funds apportioned to a 
State under chapter 1 if the State elects to 
provide a portion of such funds to the Indian 
tribe for a project eligible under section 
202(a). 

‘“(II) METHOD FOR TRANSFERS.—If a State 
elects to provide funds described in sub- 
clause (I) to an Indian tribe, the State shall 
transfer the funds back to the Secretary and 
the Secretary shall transfer the funds to the 
Indian tribe in accordance with this section. 

“(III) RESPONSIBILITY FOR TRANSFERRED 
FUNDS.—Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, if a State provides funds de- 
scribed in subclause (I) to an Indian tribe— 

“(aa) the State shall not be responsible for 
constructing or maintaining a project car- 
ried out using the funds or for administering 
or supervising the project or funds during 
the applicable statute of limitations period 
related to the construction of the project; 
and 

““(bb) the Indian tribe shall be responsible 
for constructing and maintaining a project 
carried out using the funds and for admin- 
istering and supervising the project and 
funds in accordance with this section during 
the applicable statute of limitations period 
related to the construction of the project. 

‘“(B) ADMINISTRATION OF TRIBAL SHARES.— 
The tribal shares referred to in subparagraph 
(A) shall be provided without regard to the 
agency or office of the Department within 
which the program, service, function, or ac- 
tivity (or portion thereof) is performed. 

““(C) FLEXIBLE AND INNOVATIVE FINANCING.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—A funding agreement en- 
tered into with an Indian tribe under para- 
graph (1) shall include provisions pertaining 
to flexible and innovative financing if agreed 
upon by the parties. 

‘“(ii) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.— 

‘“(I) AUTHORITY TO ISSUE REGULATIONS.— 
The Secretary may issue regulations to es- 
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tablish the terms and conditions relating to 
the flexible and innovative financing provi- 
sions referred to in clause (i). 

“(II) TERMS AND CONDITIONS IN ABSENCE OF 
REGULATIONS.—If the Secretary does not 
issue regulations under subclause (I), the 
terms and conditions relating to the flexible 
and innovative financing provisions referred 
to in clause (i) shall be consistent with— 

“(aa) agreements entered into by the De- 
partment under— 

“(AA) section 202(b)(7); and 

‘“(BB) section 202(d)(5), as in effect before 
the date of enactment of MAP-21 (Public 
Law 112-141); or 

‘(bb) regulations of the Department of the 
Interior relating to flexible financing con- 
tained in part 170 of title 25, Code of Federal 
Regulations, as in effect on the date of en- 
actment of the Surface Transportation Reau- 
thorization and Reform Act of 2015. 

‘(3) TERMS.—A funding agreement shall set 
forth— 

“(A) terms that generally identify the pro- 
grams, services, functions, and activities (or 
portions thereof) to be performed or adminis- 
tered by the Indian tribe; and 

‘(B) for items identified in subparagraph 
(A)— 

“(i) the general budget category assigned; 

“(ii) the funds to be provided, including 
those funds to be provided on a recurring 
basis; 

“(iii) the time and method of transfer of 
the funds; 

“(iv) the responsibilities of the Secretary 
and the Indian tribe; and 

“(v) any other provision agreed to by the 
Indian tribe and the Secretary. 

‘*(4) SUBSEQUENT FUNDING AGREEMENTS.— 

‘(A) APPLICABILITY OF EXISTING AGREE- 
MENT.—Absent notification from an Indian 
tribe that the Indian tribe is withdrawing 
from or retroceding the operation of 1 or 
more programs, services, functions, or ac- 
tivities (or portions thereof) identified in a 
funding agreement, or unless otherwise 
agreed to by the parties, each funding agree- 
ment shall remain in full force and effect 
until a subsequent funding agreement is exe- 
cuted. 

‘(B) EFFECTIVE DATE OF SUBSEQUENT 
AGREEMENT.—The terms of the subsequent 
funding agreement shall be retroactive to 
the end of the term of the preceding funding 
agreement. 

‘(5) CONSENT OF INDIAN TRIBE REQUIRED.— 
The Secretary shall not revise, amend, or re- 
quire additional terms in a new or subse- 
quent funding agreement without the con- 
sent of the Indian tribe that is subject to the 
agreement unless such terms are required by 
Federal law. 

‘*“(e) GENERAL PROVISIONS.— 

‘*(1) REDESIGN AND CONSOLIDATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—An Indian tribe, in any 
manner that the Indian tribe considers to be 
in the best interest of the Indian community 
being served, may— 

“(i) redesign or consolidate programs, serv- 
ices, functions, and activities (or portions 
thereof) included in a funding agreement; 
and 

“(ii) reallocate or redirect funds for such 
programs, services, functions, and activities 
(or portions thereof), if the funds are— 

“(I) expended on projects identified in a 
transportation improvement program ap- 
proved by the Secretary; and 

“(II) used in accordance with the require- 
ments in— 

‘“(aa) appropriations Acts; 

‘““(pb) this title and chapter 53 of title 49; 
and 
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‘“(cc) any other applicable law. 

“(B) EXCEPTION.—Notwithstanding sub- 
paragraph (A), if, pursuant to subsection (d), 
an Indian tribe receives a discretionary or 
competitive grant from the Secretary or re- 
ceives State apportioned funds, the Indian 
tribe shall use the funds for the purpose for 
which the funds were originally authorized. 

‘*(2) RETROCESSION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.— 

‘(i) AUTHORITY OF INDIAN TRIBES.—An In- 
dian tribe may retrocede (fully or partially) 
to the Secretary programs, services, func- 
tions, or activities (or portions thereof) in- 
cluded in a compact or funding agreement. 

‘(ii) REASSUMPTION OF REMAINING FUNDS.— 
Following a retrocession described in clause 
(i), the Secretary may— 

“(I) reassume the remaining funding asso- 
ciated with the retroceded programs, func- 
tions, services, and activities (or portions 
thereof) included in the applicable compact 
or funding agreement; 

“(ID) out of such remaining funds, transfer 
funds associated with Department of Interior 
programs, services, functions, or activities 
(or portions thereof) to the Secretary of the 
Interior to carry out transportation services 
provided by the Secretary of the Interior; 
and 

“(JII) distribute funds not transferred 
under subclause (II) in accordance with ap- 
plicable law. 

‘(iii) CORRECTION OF PROGRAMS.—If the 
Secretary makes a finding under subsection 
(f)(2)(B) and no funds are available under 
subsection (f)(2)(A)(ii), the Secretary shall 
not be required to provide additional funds 
to complete or correct any programs, func- 
tions, services, or activities (or portions 
thereof). 

“(B) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Unless the Indian 
tribe rescinds a request for retrocession, the 
retrocession shall become effective within 
the timeframe specified by the parties in the 
compact or funding agreement. In the ab- 
sence of such a specification, the retroces- 
sion shall become effective on— 

“(i) the earlier of— 

“(I) 1 year after the date of submission of 
the request; or 

“(ID) the date on which the funding agree- 
ment expires; or 

“(ii) such date as may be mutually agreed 
upon by the parties and, with respect to De- 
partment of the Interior programs, func- 
tions, services, and activities (or portions 
thereof), the Secretary of the Interior. 

‘“(f) PROVISIONS RELATING TO SECRETARY.— 

‘(1) DECISIONMAKER.—A decision that re- 
lates to an appeal of the rejection of a final 
offer by the Department shall be made ei- 
ther— 

“(A) by an official of the Department who 
holds a position at a higher organizational 
level within the Department than the level 
of the departmental agency in which the de- 
cision that is the subject of the appeal was 
made; or 

‘“(B) by an administrative judge. 

‘(2) TERMINATION OF COMPACT OR FUNDING 
AGREEMENT .— 

‘(A) AUTHORITY TO TERMINATE.— 

‘“(j) PROVISION TO BE INCLUDED IN COMPACT 
OR FUNDING AGREEMENT.—A compact or fund- 
ing agreement shall include a provision au- 
thorizing the Secretary, if the Secretary 
makes a finding described in subparagraph 
(B), to— 

‘(IT) terminate the compact or funding 
agreement (or a portion thereof); and 

“(ID) reassume the remaining funding asso- 
ciated with the reassumed programs, func- 
tions, services, and activities included in the 
compact or funding agreement. 
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“Gi) TRANSFERS OF FUNDS.—Out of any 
funds reassumed under clause (i)(II), the Sec- 
retary may transfer the funds associated 
with Department of the Interior programs, 
functions, services, and activities (or por- 
tions thereof) to the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior to provide continued transportation 
services in accordance with applicable law. 

‘(B) FINDINGS RESULTING IN TERMINATION.— 
The finding referred to in subparagraph (A) 
is a specific finding of— 

“G) imminent jeopardy to a trust asset, 
natural resources, or public health and safe- 
ty that is caused by an act or omission of the 
Indian tribe and that arises out of a failure 
to carry out the compact or funding agree- 
ment, as determined by the Secretary; or 

“Gi) gross mismanagement with respect to 
funds or programs transferred to the Indian 
tribe under the compact or funding agree- 
ment, as determined by the Secretary in con- 
sultation with the Inspector General of the 
Department, as appropriate. 

(C) PROHIBITION.—The Secretary shall not 
terminate a compact or funding agreement 
(or portion thereof) unless— 

“G) the Secretary has first provided writ- 
ten notice and a hearing on the record to the 
Indian tribe that is subject to the compact 
or funding agreement; and 

‘“(ii) the Indian tribe has not taken correc- 
tive action to remedy the mismanagement of 
funds or programs or the imminent jeopardy 
to a trust asset, natural resource, or public 
health and safety. 

“(D) EXCEPTION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub- 
paragraph (C), the Secretary, upon written 
notification to an Indian tribe that is subject 
to a compact or funding agreement, may im- 
mediately terminate the compact or funding 
agreement (or portion thereof) if— 

““(T) the Secretary makes a finding of im- 
minent substantial and irreparable jeopardy 
to a trust asset, natural resource, or public 
health and safety; and 

“(II) the jeopardy arises out of a failure to 
carry out the compact or funding agreement. 

“Gi) HEARINGS.—If the Secretary termi- 
nates a compact or funding agreement (or 
portion thereof) under clause (i), the Sec- 
retary shall provide the Indian tribe subject 
to the compact or agreement with a hearing 
on the record not later than 10 days after the 
date of such termination. 

“(E) BURDEN OF PROOF.—In any hearing or 
appeal involving a decision to terminate a 
compact or funding agreement (or portion 
thereof) under this paragraph, the Secretary 
shall have the burden of proof in dem- 
onstrating by clear and convincing evidence 
the validity of the grounds for the termi- 
nation. 

“(g¢) COST PRINCIPLES.—In administering 
funds received under this section, an Indian 
tribe shall apply cost principles under the 
applicable Office of Management and Budget 
circular, except as modified by section 450j- 
1 of title 25, other provisions of law, or by 
any exemptions to applicable Office of Man- 
agement and Budget circulars subsequently 
granted by the Office of Management and 
Budget. No other audit or accounting stand- 
ards shall be required by the Secretary. Any 
claim by the Federal Government against 
the Indian tribe relating to funds received 
under a funding agreement based on any 
audit conducted pursuant to this subsection 
shall be subject to the provisions of section 
450j-1(f) of title 25. 

‘“(h) TRANSFER OF FUNDS.—The Secretary 
shall provide funds to an Indian tribe under 
a funding agreement in an amount equal to— 

“(1) the sum of the funding that the Indian 
tribe would otherwise receive for the pro- 
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gram, function, service, or activity in ac- 
cordance with a funding formula or other al- 
location method established under this title 
or chapter 53 of title 49; and 

“(2) such additional amounts as the Sec- 
retary determines equal the amounts that 
would have been withheld for the costs of the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs for administration 
of the program or project. 

‘*(i) CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMS.— 

‘(1) STANDARDS.—Construction projects 
carried out under programs administered by 
an Indian tribe with funds transferred to the 
Indian tribe pursuant to a funding agree- 
ment entered into under this section shall be 
constructed pursuant to the construction 
program standards set forth in applicable 
regulations or as specifically approved by 
the Secretary (or the Secretary’s designee). 

‘“(2) MONITORING.—Construction programs 
shall be monitored by the Secretary in ac- 
cordance with applicable regulations. 

‘*(j) FACILITATION.— 

‘(1) SECRETARIAL INTERPRETATION.—Except 
as otherwise provided by law, the Secretary 
shall interpret all Federal laws, Executive 
orders, and regulations in a manner that will 
facilitate— 

‘(A) the inclusion of programs, services, 
functions, and activities (or portions thereof) 
and funds associated therewith, in compacts 
and funding agreements; and 

‘(B) the implementation of the compacts 
and funding agreements. 

‘(2) REGULATION WAIVER.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—An Indian tribe may 
submit to the Secretary a written request to 
waive application of a regulation promul- 
gated under this section with respect to a 
compact or funding agreement. The request 
shall identify the regulation sought to be 
waived and the basis for the request. 

‘(B) APPROVALS AND DENIALS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of receipt of a written request 
under subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall 
approve or deny the request in writing. 

“(ii) REVIEW.—The Secretary shall review 
any application by an Indian tribe for a 
waiver bearing in mind increasing opportuni- 
ties for using flexible policy approaches at 
the Indian tribal level. 

“(iii) DEEMED APPROVAL.—If the Secretary 
does not approve or deny a request sub- 
mitted under subparagraph (A) on or before 
the last day of the 90-day period referred to 
in clause (i), the request shall be deemed ap- 
proved. 

“(iv) DENIALS.—If the application for a 
waiver is not granted, the agency shall pro- 
vide the applicant with the reasons for the 
denial as part of the written response re- 
quired in clause (i). 

‘(v) FINALITY OF DECISIONS.—A decision by 
the Secretary under this subparagraph shall 
be final for the Department. 

‘*(k) DISCLAIMERS.— 

“(1) EXISTING AUTHORITY.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, upon 
the election of an Indian tribe, the Secretary 
shall— 

‘(A) maintain current tribal transpor- 
tation program funding agreements and pro- 
gram agreements; or 

“(B) enter into new agreements under the 
authority of section 202(b)(7). 

‘(2) LIMITATION ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC- 
TION.—Nothing in this section may be con- 
strued to impair or diminish the authority of 
the Secretary under section 202(b)(7). 

“(1) APPLICABILITY OF INDIAN SELF-DETER- 
MINATION AND EDUCATION ASSISTANCE ACT.— 
Except to the extent in conflict with this 
section (as determined by the Secretary), the 
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following provisions of the Indian Self-Deter- 
mination and Education Assistance Act shall 
apply to compact and funding agreements 
(except that any reference to the Secretary 
of the Interior or the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services in such provisions shall 
be treated as a reference to the Secretary of 
Transportation): 

“(1) Subsections (a), (b), (d), (€), and (h) of 
section 506 of such Act (25 U.S.C. 458aaa-5), 
relating to general provisions. 

‘“(2) Subsections (b) through (e) and (g) of 
section 507 of such Act (25 U.S.C.458aaa-6), 
relating to provisions relating to the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services. 

“*(3) Subsections (a), (b), (d), (e), (8), (a), Gi), 
and (k) of section 508 of such Act (25 U.S.C. 
458aaa-7), relating to transfer of funds. 

“(4) Section 510 of such Act (25 U.S.C. 
458aaa-9), relating to Federal procurement 
laws and regulations. 

“(5) Section 511 of such Act (25 U.S.C. 
458aaa-10), relating to civil actions. 

“(6) Subsections (a)(1), (a)(2), and (c) 
through (f) of section 512 of such Act (25 
U.S.C. 458aaa-11), relating to facilitation, ex- 
cept that subsection (c)(1) of that section 
shall be applied by substituting ‘transpor- 
tation facilities and other facilities’ for 
‘school buildings, hospitals, and other facili- 
ties’. 

“(7) Subsections (a) and (b) of section 515 of 
such Act (25 U.S.C. 458aaa-14), relating to 
disclaimers. 

“(8) Subsections (a) and (b) of section 516 of 
such Act (25 U.S.C. 458aaa-—15), relating to ap- 
plication of title I provisions. 

“(9) Section 518 of such Act (25 U.S.C. 
458aaa-17), relating to appeals. 

‘“(m) DEFINITIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In this section, the fol- 
lowing definitions apply (except as otherwise 
expressly provided): 

“(A) COMPACT.—The term ‘compact’ means 
a compact between the Secretary and an In- 
dian tribe entered into under subsection (c). 

‘“(B) DEPARTMENT.—The term ‘Department’ 
means the Department of Transportation. 

‘(C) ELIGIBLE INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘eli- 
gible Indian tribe’ means an Indian tribe 
that is eligible to participate in the program, 
as determined under subsection (b). 

‘(D) FUNDING AGREEMENT.—The term 
‘funding agreement’ means a funding agree- 
ment between the Secretary and an Indian 
tribe entered into under subsection (d). 

‘(E) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘Indian tribe’ 
means any Indian or Alaska Native tribe, 
band, nation, pueblo, village, or community 
that the Secretary of the Interior acknowl- 
edges to exist as an Indian tribe under the 
Federally Recognized Indian Tribe List Act 
of 1994 (25 U.S.C. 479a). In any case in which 
an Indian tribe has authorized another In- 
dian tribe, an intertribal consortium, or a 
tribal organization to plan for or carry out 
programs, services, functions, or activities 
(or portions thereof) on its behalf under this 
part, the authorized Indian tribe, intertribal 
consortium, or tribal organization shall have 
the rights and responsibilities of the author- 
izing Indian tribe (except as otherwise pro- 
vided in the authorizing resolution or in this 
title). In such event, the term ‘Indian tribe’ 
as used in this part shall include such other 
authorized Indian tribe, intertribal consor- 
tium, or tribal organization. 

‘“(F) PROGRAM.—The term ‘program’ means 
the tribal transportation self-governance 
program established under this section. 

‘“(G) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’ 
means the Secretary of Transportation. 

‘(H) TRANSPORTATION PROGRAMS.—The 
term ‘transportation programs’ means all 
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programs administered or financed by the 
Department under this title and chapter 53 
of title 49. 

‘(2) APPLICABILITY OF OTHER DEFINITIONS.— 
In this section, the definitions set forth in 
sections 4 and 505 of the Indian Self-Deter- 
mination and Education Assistance Act (25 
U.S.C. 450b; 458aaa) apply, except as other- 
wise expressly provided in this section. 

“(n) REGULATIONS.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.— 

(A) PROMULGATION.—Not later than 90 
days after the date of enactment of the Sur- 
face Transportation Reauthorization and Re- 
form Act of 2015, the Secretary shall initiate 
procedures under subchapter III of chapter 5 
of title 5 to negotiate and promulgate such 
regulations as are necessary to carry out 
this section. 

‘“(B) PUBLICATION OF PROPOSED REGULA- 
TIONS.—Proposed regulations to implement 
this section shall be published in the Federal 
Register by the Secretary not later than 21 
months after such date of enactment. 

“(C) EXPIRATION OF AUTHORITY.—The au- 
thority to promulgate regulations under 
paragraph (1) shall expire 30 months after 
such date of enactment. 

‘“(D) EXTENSION OF DEADLINES.—A deadline 
set forth in paragraph (1)(B) or (1)(C) may be 
extended up to 180 days if the negotiated 
rulemaking committee referred to in para- 
graph (2) concludes that the committee can- 
not meet the deadline and the Secretary so 
notifies the appropriate committees of Con- 
gress. 

“(2) COMMITTEE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A negotiated rule- 
making committee established pursuant to 
section 565 of title 5 to carry out this sub- 
section shall have as its members only Fed- 
eral and tribal government representatives, 
a majority of whom shall be nominated by 
and be representatives of Indian tribes with 
funding agreements under this title. 

“(B) REQUIREMENTS.—The committee shall 
confer with, and accommodate participation 
by, representatives of Indian tribes, inter- 
tribal consortia, tribal organizations, and in- 
dividual tribal members. 

“(C) ADAPTATION OF PROCEDURES.—The 
Secretary shall adapt the negotiated rule- 
making procedures to the unique context of 
self-governance and the government-to-gov- 
ernment relationship between the United 
States and Indian tribes. 

““(3) EFFECT.—The lack of promulgated reg- 
ulations shall not limit the effect of this sec- 
tion. 

‘*(4) EFFECT OF CIRCULARS, POLICIES, MANU- 
ALS, GUIDANCE, AND RULES.—Unless expressly 
agreed to by the participating Indian tribe in 
the compact or funding agreement, the par- 
ticipating Indian tribe shall not be subject to 
any agency circular, policy, manual, guid- 
ance, or rule adopted by the Department, ex- 
cept regulations promulgated under this sec- 
tion.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for such chapter is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 206 the fol- 
lowing: 

‘207. Tribal transportation self-governance 
program.’’. 
SEC. 1117. EMERGENCY RELIEF. 

(a) ELIGIBILITY.—Section 125(d)(3) of title 
23, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (B) by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(C) projects eligible for assistance under 
this section located on Federal lands trans- 


November 3, 2015 


portation facilities or other federally owned 
roads that are open to public travel (as de- 
fined in subsection (e)).’’. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—Section 125(e) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
paragraph (1) and inserting the following: 

“(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection, the 
following definitions apply: 

‘(A) OPEN TO PUBLIC TRAVEL.—The term 
‘open to public travel’ means, with respect to 
a road, that, except during scheduled peri- 
ods, extreme weather conditions, or emer- 
gencies, the road— 

“(i) is maintained; 

“(ii) is open to the general public; and 

“(iii) can accommodate travel by a stand- 
ard passenger vehicle, without restrictive 
gates or prohibitive signs or regulations, 
other than for general traffic control or re- 
strictions based on size, weight, or class of 
registration. 

‘(B) STANDARD PASSENGER VEHICLE.—The 
term ‘standard passenger vehicle’ means a 
vehicle with 6 inches of clearance from the 
lowest point of the frame, body, suspension, 
or differential to the ground.’’. 

SEC. 1118. HIGHWAY USE TAX EVASION 
PROJECTS. 

Section 148(b) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (2)(A) and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—From administrative 
funds made available under section 104(a), 
the Secretary may deduct such sums as are 
necessary, not to exceed $6,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2016 through 2021, to carry out 
this section.’’; 

(2) in the heading for paragraph (8) by in- 
serting ‘“‘BLOCK GRANT” after ‘‘SURFACE 
TRANSPORTATION”; and 

(3) in paragraph (9) by inserting ‘‘, the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives, 
and the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works of the Senate” after ‘‘the Sec- 
retary”. 

SEC. 1119. BUNDLING OF BRIDGE PROJECTS. 

Section 144 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)(2)(A) by striking ‘‘the 
natural condition of the bridge” and insert- 
ing ‘‘the natural condition of the water’’; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (j) as sub- 
section (k); 

(3) by inserting after subsection (i) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(j) BUNDLING OF BRIDGE PROJECTS.— 

‘(1) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this sub- 
section is to save costs and time by encour- 
aging States to bundle multiple bridge 
projects as 1 project. 

‘(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITY DEFINED.—In this sub- 
section, the term ‘eligible entity’ means an 
entity eligible to carry out a bridge project 
under section 119 or 133. 

‘*(3) BUNDLING OF BRIDGE PROJECTS.—An eli- 
gible entity may bundle 2 or more similar 
bridge projects that are— 

“(A) eligible projects under section 119 or 

‘(B) included as a bundled project in a 
transportation improvement program under 
section 134(j) or a statewide transportation 
improvement program under section 135, as 
applicable; and 

“(C) awarded to a single contractor or con- 
sultant pursuant to a contract for engineer- 
ing and design or construction between the 
contractor and an eligible entity. 

“(4) ITEMIZATION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law (including regula- 
tions), a bundling of bridge projects under 
this subsection may be listed as— 
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“(A) 1 project for purposes of sections 134 
and 135; and 

‘“(B) a single project within the applicable 
bundle. 

‘(5) FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS.—Projects 
bundled under this subsection shall have the 
same financial characteristics, including— 

“(A) the same funding category or sub- 
category; and 

“(B) the same Federal share. 

‘(6) ENGINEERING COST REIMBURSEMENT.— 
The provisions of section 102(b) do not apply 
to projects carried out under this sub- 
section.’’; and 

(4) in subsection (k)(2), as redesignated by 
paragraph (2) of this section, by striking 
‘104(b)(8)” and inserting ‘‘104(b)(2)’’. 

SEC. 1120. TRIBAL HIGH PRIORITY PROJECTS 
PROGRAM. 

Section 1123(h)(1) of MAP-21 (23 U.S.C. 202 
note) is amended by striking ‘‘fiscal years” 
and all that follows through the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘fiscal years 2016 
through 2021.”’. 

SEC. 1121. CONSTRUCTION OF FERRY BOATS AND 
FERRY TERMINAL FACILITIES. 

Section 147(e) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘2013 and 2014” 
and inserting ‘‘2016 through 2021”. 

Subtitle B—Planning and Performance 
Management 
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION 
PLANNING. 

Section 134 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)(2), by striking ‘‘and bi- 
cycle transportation facilities” and inserting 
“. bicycle transportation facilities, and 
intermodal facilities that support intercity 
transportation, including intercity buses and 
intercity bus facilities’’; 

(2) in subsection (d)— 

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (3) 
through (6) as paragraphs (4) through (7), re- 
spectively; 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘*(3) REPRESENTATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Designation or selection 
of officials or representatives under para- 
graph (2) shall be determined by the metro- 
politan planning organization according to 
the bylaws or enabling statute of the organi- 
zation. 

‘(B) PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION REPRESENTA- 
TIVE.—Subject to the bylaws or enabling 
statute of the metropolitan planning organi- 
zation, a representative of a provider of pub- 
lic transportation may also serve as a rep- 
resentative of a local municipality. 

‘(C) POWERS OF CERTAIN OFFICIALS.—An of- 
ficial described in paragraph (2)(B) shall have 
responsibilities, actions, duties, voting 
rights, and any other authority commensu- 
rate with other officials described in para- 
graph (2).’’; and 

(C) in paragraph (5) as so redesignated by 
striking ‘‘paragraph (5)? and inserting 
“paragraph (6)’’; 

(3) in subsection (e)(4)(B), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (d)(5)° and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(d)(6)”’; 

(4) in subsection (g)(3)(A), by inserting 
“tourism, natural disaster risk reduction,”’ 
after ‘‘economic development,”’; 

(5) in subsection (h)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in subparagraph (G), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(ii) in subparagraph (H) by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting a semicolon; 
and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(T) improve the resilience and reliability 
of the transportation system; and 
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““(J) enhance travel and tourism.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)(A) by striking ‘‘and in 
section 5301(c) of title 49’’ and inserting ‘‘and 
the general purposes described in section 5301 
of title 49”; 

(6) in subsection (i)— 

(A) in paragraph (2)(A)(i) by striking 
“transit, and inserting ‘‘public transpor- 
tation facilities, intercity bus facilities,’’; 

(B) in paragraph (6)(A)— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘public ports,” 
“freight shippers,’’; and 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘(including intercity bus 
operators, employer-based commuting pro- 
grams, such as a carpool program, vanpool 
program, transit benefit program, parking 
cash-out program, shuttle program, or 
telework program)” after ‘‘private providers 
of transportation”; and 

(C) in paragraph (8) by striking ‘“‘paragraph 
(2)(C)”’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (2)(E)’’ each 
place it appears; 

(T) in subsection (k)(8)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A) by inserting ‘‘(in- 
cluding intercity bus operators, employer- 
based commuting programs such as a carpool 
program, vanpool program, transit benefit 
program, parking cash-out program, shuttle 
program, or telework program), job access 
projects,” after ‘‘reduction’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(C) CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PLAN.—A 
metropolitan planning organization with a 
transportation management area may de- 
velop a plan that includes projects and strat- 
egies that will be considered in the TIP of 
such metropolitan planning organization. 
Such plan shall— 

“(i) develop regional goals to reduce vehi- 
cle miles traveled during peak commuting 
hours and improve transportation connec- 
tions between areas with high job concentra- 
tion and areas with high concentrations of 
low-income households; 

“Gi) identify existing public transpor- 
tation services, employer-based commuter 
programs, and other existing transportation 
services that support access to jobs in the re- 
gion; and 

“Gii) identify proposed projects and pro- 
grams to reduce congestion and increase job 
access opportunities. 

“(D) PARTICIPATION.—In developing the 
plan under subparagraph (C), a metropolitan 
planning organization shall consult with em- 
ployers, private and nonprofit providers of 
public transportation, transportation man- 
agement organizations, and organizations 
that provide job access reverse commute 
projects or job-related services to low-in- 
come individuals.’’; 

(8) in subsection (1)— 

(A) by adding a period at the end of para- 
graph (1); and 

(B) in paragraph (2)(D) by striking ‘‘of less 
than 200,000’? and inserting ‘‘with a popu- 
lation of 200,000 or less’’; 

(9) in subsection (n)(1) by inserting ‘‘49’’ 
after ‘‘chapter 53 of title”; and 

(10) in subsection (p) by striking ‘‘Funds 
set aside under section 104(f)”’ and inserting 
“Funds apportioned under section 104(b)(5)’’. 
SEC. 1202. STATEWIDE AND NONMETROPOLITAN 

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING. 

Section 185 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(2) by striking ‘‘and bi- 
cycle transportation facilities’? and insert- 
ing, ‘‘, bicycle transportation facilities, and 
intermodal facilities that support intercity 
transportation, including intercity buses and 
intercity bus facilities”; 

(2) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 
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(i) in subparagraph (G) by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(ii) in subparagraph (H) by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting a semicolon; 
and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(ID) improve the resilience and reliability 
of the transportation system; and 

“(J) enhance travel and tourism.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘and in 
section 5301(c) of title 49° and inserting ‘‘and 
the general purposes described in section 5301 
of title 49’’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (B)(ii) by striking ‘‘ur- 
banized’’; and 

(iii) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘“‘ur- 
banized’’; and 

(3) in subsection (f)— 

(A) in paragraph (3)(A)(ii)— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘public ports,” 
“freight shippers,’’; and 

(ii) by inserting ‘(including intercity bus 
operators, employer-based commuting pro- 
grams, such as a carpool program, vanpool 
program, transit benefit program, parking 
cash-out program, shuttle program, or 
telework program)” after ‘‘private providers 
of transportation”; and 

(B) in paragraph (7), in the matter pre- 
ceding subparagraph (A), by striking 
“should” and inserting ‘‘shall’’. 

Subtitle C—Acceleration of Project Delivery 
SEC. 1301. SATISFACTION OF REQUIREMENTS 
FOR CERTAIN HISTORIC SITES. 

(a) HIGHWAYS.—Section 138 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘(c) SATISFACTION OF REQUIREMENTS FOR 
CERTAIN HISTORIC SITES.— 

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall— 

“(A) align, to the maximum extent prac- 
ticable, with the requirements of the Na- 
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 
U.S.C. 4231 et seq.) and section 306108 of title 
54, including implementing regulations; and 

‘“(B) not later than 90 days after the date of 
enactment of this subsection, coordinate 
with the Secretary of the Interior and the 
Executive Director of the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation (referred to in this 
subsection as the ‘Council’) to establish pro- 
cedures to satisfy the requirements described 
in subparagraph (A) (including regulations). 

‘(2) AVOIDANCE ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If, in an analysis re- 
quired under the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4231 et seq.), the 
Secretary determines that there is no fea- 
sible or prudent alternative to avoid use of a 
historic site, the Secretary may— 

“(i) include the determination of the Sec- 
retary in the analysis required under that 
Act; 

“(ii) provide a notice of the determination 
to— 

“(I) each applicable State historic preser- 
vation officer and tribal historic preserva- 
tion officer; 

“(IT) the Council, if the Council is partici- 
pating in the consultation process under sec- 
tion 306108 of title 54; and 

“(III) the Secretary of the Interior; and 

“(iii) request from the applicable preserva- 
tion officer, the Council, and the Secretary 
of the Interior a concurrence that the deter- 
mination is sufficient to satisfy the require- 
ment of subsection (a)(1). 

‘“(B) CONCURRENCE.—If the applicable pres- 
ervation officer, the Council, and the Sec- 
retary of the Interior each provide a concur- 
rence requested under subparagraph (A)(iii), 
no further analysis under subsection (a)(1) 
shall be required. 
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‘“(C) PUBLICATION.—A notice of a deter- 
mination, together with each relevant con- 
currence to that determination, under sub- 
paragraph (A) shall be— 

“(i) included in the record of decision or 
finding of no significant impact of the Sec- 
retary; and 

““ii) posted on an appropriate Federal Web 
site by not later than 3 days after the date of 
receipt by the Secretary of all concurrences 
requested under subparagraph (A)(iii). 

‘*(3) ALIGNING HISTORICAL REVIEWS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary, the ap- 
plicable preservation officer, the Council, 
and the Secretary of the Interior concur that 
no feasible and prudent alternative exists as 
described in paragraph (2), the Secretary 
may provide to the applicable preservation 
officer, the Council, and the Secretary of the 
Interior notice of the intent of the Secretary 
to satisfy the requirements of subsection 
(a)(2) through the consultation requirements 
of section 306108 of title 54. 

‘(B) SATISFACTION OF CONDITIONS.—To sat- 
isfy the requirements of subsection (a)(2), 
each individual described in paragraph 
(2)(A)(ii) shall concur in the treatment of the 
applicable historic site described in the 
memorandum of agreement or programmatic 
agreement developed under section 306108 of 
title 54.”. 

(b) PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION.—Section 303 
of title 49, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘(e) SATISFACTION OF REQUIREMENTS FOR 
CERTAIN HISTORIC SITES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall— 

“(A) align, to the maximum extent prac- 
ticable, the requirements of this section with 
the requirements of the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4231 et 
seq.) and section 306108 of title 54, including 
implementing regulations; and 

‘“(B) not later than 90 days after the date of 
enactment of this subsection, coordinate 
with the Secretary of the Interior and the 
Executive Director of the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation (referred to in this 
subsection as the ‘Council’) to establish pro- 
cedures to satisfy the requirements described 
in subparagraph (A) (including regulations). 

‘(2) AVOIDANCE ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If, in an analysis re- 
quired under the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4231 et seq.), the 
Secretary determines that there is no fea- 
sible or prudent alternative to avoid use of a 
historic site, the Secretary may— 

“(i) include the determination of the Sec- 
retary in the analysis required under that 
Act; 

“(ii) provide a notice of the determination 
to— 

‘(T) each applicable State historic preser- 
vation officer and tribal historic preserva- 
tion officer; 

“(IT) the Council, if the Council is partici- 
pating in the consultation process under sec- 
tion 306108 of title 54; and 

‘(III) the Secretary of the Interior; and 

“(iii) request from the applicable preserva- 
tion officer, the Council, and the Secretary 
of the Interior a concurrence that the deter- 
mination is sufficient to satisfy the require- 
ment of subsection (c)(1). 

‘(B) CONCURRENCE.—If the applicable pres- 
ervation officer, the Council, and the Sec- 
retary of the Interior each provide a concur- 
rence requested under subparagraph (A)(iii), 
no further analysis under subsection (a)(1) 
shall be required. 

‘“(C) PUBLICATION.—A notice of a deter- 
mination, together with each relevant con- 
currence to that determination, under sub- 
paragraph (A) shall be— 
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“(i) included in the record of decision or 
finding of no significant impact of the Sec- 
retary; and 

“(i) posted on an appropriate Federal Web 
site by not later than 3 days after the date of 
receipt by the Secretary of all concurrences 
requested under subparagraph (A)(iii). 

‘(3) ALIGNING HISTORICAL REVIEWS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary, the ap- 
plicable preservation officer, the Council, 
and the Secretary of the Interior concur that 
no feasible and prudent alternative exists as 
described in paragraph (2), the Secretary 
may provide to the applicable preservation 
officer, the Council, and the Secretary of the 
Interior notice of the intent of the Secretary 
to satisfy the requirements of subsection 
(c)(2) through the consultation requirements 
of section 306108 of title 54. 

‘(B) SATISFACTION OF CONDITIONS.—To sat- 
isfy the requirements of subsection (c)(2), 
the applicable preservation officer, the Coun- 
cil, and the Secretary of the Interior shall 
concur in the treatment of the applicable 
historic site described in the memorandum 
of agreement or programmatic agreement 
developed under section 306108 of title 54.’’. 
SEC. 1302. TREATMENT OF IMPROVEMENTS TO 

RAIL AND TRANSIT UNDER PRESER- 
VATION REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) TITLE 23 AMENDMENT.—Section 138 of 
title 23, United States Code, as amended by 
this Act, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(d) RAIL AND TRANSIT.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Improvements to, or the 
maintenance, rehabilitation, or operation of, 
railroad or rail transit lines or elements 
thereof that are in use or were historically 
used for the transportation of goods or pas- 
sengers shall not be considered a use of a his- 
toric site under subsection (a), regardless of 
whether the railroad or rail transit line or 
element thereof is listed on, or eligible for 
listing on, the National Register of Historic 
Places. 

‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply to— 

“(i) stations; or 

“(ii) bridges or tunnels located on— 

“(T) railroad lines that have been aban- 
doned; or 

‘(ID transit lines that are not in use. 

‘“(B) CLARIFICATION WITH RESPECT TO CER- 
TAIN BRIDGES AND TUNNELS.—The bridges and 
tunnels referred to in subparagraph (A)(ii) do 
not include bridges or tunnels located on 
railroad or transit lines— 

“(i) over which service has been discon- 
tinued; or 

“(ji) that have been railbanked or other- 
wise reserved for the transportation of goods 
or passengers.’’. 

(b) TITLE 49 AMENDMENT.—Section 303 of 
title 49, United States Code, as amended by 
this Act, is further amended— 

(1) in subsection (c), in the matter pre- 
ceding paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘subsection 
(d)? and inserting ‘‘subsections (d), (e), and 
(f)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(f) RAIL AND TRANSIT.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Improvements to, or the 
maintenance, rehabilitation, or operation of, 
railroad or rail transit lines or elements 
thereof that are in use or were historically 
used for the transportation of goods or pas- 
sengers shall not be considered a use of a his- 
toric site under subsection (c), regardless of 
whether the railroad or rail transit line or 
element thereof is listed on, or eligible for 
listing on, the National Register of Historic 
Places. 
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‘*(2) EXCEPTIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply to— 

“(i) stations; or 

“(ii) bridges or tunnels located on— 

“(I) railroad lines that have been aban- 
doned; or 

“(ID transit lines that are not in use. 

‘“(B) CLARIFICATION WITH RESPECT TO CER- 
TAIN BRIDGES AND TUNNELS.—The bridges and 
tunnels referred to in subparagraph (A)(ii) do 
not include bridges or tunnels located on 
railroad or transit lines— 

“(i) over which service has been discon- 
tinued; or 

“(ii) that have been railbanked or other- 
wise reserved for the transportation of goods 
or passengers.’’. 

SEC. 1303. CLARIFICATION OF TRANSPORTATION 
ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORITIES. 

(a) TITLE 23 AMENDMENT.—Section 138 of 
title 23, United States Code, as amended by 
this Act, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘“(e) REFERENCES TO PAST TRANSPORTATION 
ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORITIES.— 

‘(1) SECTION 4(F) REQUIREMENTS.—The re- 
quirements of this section are commonly re- 
ferred to as section 4(f) requirements (see 
section 4(f) of the Department of Transpor- 
tation Act (Public Law 89-670; 80 Stat. 934) as 
in effect before the repeal of that section). 

‘(2) SECTION 106 REQUIREMENTS.—The re- 
quirements of section 306108 of title 54 are 
commonly referred to as section 106 require- 
ments (see section 106 of the National His- 
toric Preservation Act of 1966 (Public Law 
89-665; 80 Stat. 915) as in effect before the re- 
peal of that section).’’. 

(b) TITLE 49 AMENDMENT.—Section 303 of 
title 49, United States Code, as amended by 
this Act, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(g) REFERENCES TO PAST TRANSPORTATION 
ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORITIES.— 

‘(1) SECTION 4(F) REQUIREMENTS.—The re- 
quirements of this section are commonly re- 
ferred to as section 4(f) requirements (see 
section 4(f) of the Department of Transpor- 
tation Act (Public Law 89-670; 80 Stat. 934) as 
in effect before the repeal of that section). 

‘(2) SECTION 106 REQUIREMENTS.—The re- 
quirements of section 306108 of title 54 are 
commonly referred to as section 106 require- 
ments (see section 106 of the National His- 
toric Preservation Act of 1966 (Public Law 
89-665; 80 Stat. 915) as in effect before the re- 
peal of that section).’’. 

SEC. 1304. TREATMENT OF CERTAIN 
UNDER PRESERVATION 
MENTS. 

(a) TITLE 23 AMENDMENT.—Section 188 of 
title 23, United States Code, as amended by 
this Act, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(f) BRIDGE EXEMPTION.—A common post- 
1945 concrete or steel bridge or culvert that 
is exempt from individual review under sec- 
tion 306108 of title 54 (as described in 77 Fed. 
Reg. 68790) shall be treated under this sec- 
tion as having a de minimis impact on an 
area.’’. 

(b) TITLE 49 AMENDMENT.—Section 303 of 
title 49, United States Code, as amended by 
this Act, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘“(h) BRIDGE EXEMPTION.—A common post- 
1945 concrete or steel bridge or culvert that 
is exempt from individual review under sec- 
tion 306108 of title 54 (as described in 77 Fed. 
Reg. 68790) shall be treated under this sec- 
tion as having a de minimis impact on an 
area.’’. 
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SEC. 1305. EFFICIENT ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEWS 
FOR PROJECT DECISIONMAKING. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 139(a) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting 
the following: 

‘(5) MULTIMODAL PROJECT.—The term 
‘multimodal project’ means a project that 
requires the approval of more than 1 Depart- 
ment of Transportation operating adminis- 
tration or secretarial office.’’; 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(9) SUBSTANTIAL DEFERENCE.—The term 
‘substantial deference’ means deference by a 
participating agency to the recommenda- 
tions and decisions of the lead agency unless 
it is not possible to defer without violating 
the participating agency’s statutory respon- 
sibilities.’’. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.—Section 1389(b)(3) of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A) in the matter pre- 
ceding clause (i) by striking ‘‘initiate a rule- 
making to”; and 

(2) by striking subparagraph (B) and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(B) REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying out sub- 
paragraph (A), the Secretary shall ensure 
that programmatic reviews— 

“(i) promote transparency, including the 
transparency of— 

“(I) the analyses and data used in the envi- 
ronmental reviews; 

“(ID) the treatment of any deferred issues 
raised by agencies or the public; and 

‘(III) the temporal and spatial scales to be 
used to analyze issues under subclauses (I) 
and (II); 

“(ii) use accurate and timely information, 
including through establishment of— 

“(I) criteria for determining the general 
duration of the usefulness of the review; and 

“(IT) a timeline for updating an out-of-date 
review; 

“(iii) describe— 

“(D) the relationship between any pro- 
grammatic analysis and future tiered anal- 
ysis; and 

“(IT) the role of the public in the creation 
of future tiered analysis; 

“(iv) are available to other relevant Fed- 
eral and State agencies, Indian tribes, and 
the public; and 

‘“(v) provide notice and public comment op- 
portunities consistent with applicable re- 
quirements.”’. 

(c) FEDERAL LEAD AGENCY.—Section 
139(c)(1)(A) of title 28, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting ‘‘, or an operating ad- 
ministration thereof designated by the Sec- 
retary,” after “Department of Transpor- 
tation”. 

(d) PARTICIPATING AGENCIES.— 

(1) INVITATION.—Section 139(d)(2) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
“The lead agency shall identify, as early as 
practicable in the environmental review 
process for a project,” and inserting ‘‘Not 
later than 45 days after the date of publica- 
tion of a notice of intent to prepare an envi- 
ronmental impact statement or the initi- 
ation of an environmental assessment, the 
lead agency shall identify”. 

(2) SINGLE NEPA DOCUMENT.—Section 139(d) 
of title 23, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘*(8) SINGLE NEPA DOCUMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as inconsistent 
with paragraph (7), to the maximum extent 
practicable and consistent with Federal law, 
all Federal permits and reviews for a project 
shall rely on a single environment document 
prepared under the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4821 et seq.) 
under the leadership of the lead agency. 
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“(B) USE OF DOCUMENT.— 

‘“(i) IN GENERAL.—To the maximum extent 
practicable, the lead agency shall develop an 
environmental document sufficient to sat- 
isfy the requirements for any Federal ap- 
proval or other Federal action required for 
the project, including permits issued by 
other Federal agencies. 

‘“(ii) COOPERATION OF PARTICIPATING AGEN- 
CIES.—Other participating agencies shall co- 
operate with the lead agency and provide 
timely information to help the lead agency 
carry out this subparagraph. 

“(C) TREATMENT AS PARTICIPATING AND CO- 
OPERATING AGENCIES.—A Federal agency re- 
quired to make an approval or take an ac- 
tion for a project, as described in subpara- 
graph (B), shall work with the lead agency 
for the project to ensure that the agency 
making the approval or taking the action is 
treated as being both a participating and co- 
operating agency for the project.’’. 

(e) PROJECT INITIATION.—Section 139(e) of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“(3) ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST.— 

“(A) DEVELOPMENT.—The lead agency for a 
project, in consultation with participating 
agencies, shall develop, as appropriate, a 
checklist to help project sponsors identify 
potential natural, cultural, and historic re- 
sources in the area of the project. 

‘“(B) PURPOSE.—The purposes of the check- 
list are— 

“(i) to identify agencies and organizations 
that can provide information about natural, 
cultural, and historic resources; 

“(i) to develop the information needed to 
determine the range of alternatives; and 

“(ii) to improve interagency collaboration 
to help expedite the permitting process for 
the lead agency and participating agencies.’’. 

(f) PURPOSE AND NEED.—Section 189(f) of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in the subsection heading by inserting 
‘; ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS” after “NEED”; 

(2) in paragraph (4)— 

(A) by striking subparagraph (A) and in- 
serting the following: 

“(A) PARTICIPATION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—AS early as practicable 
during the environmental review process, the 
lead agency shall seek the involvement of 
participating agencies and the public for the 
purpose of reaching agreement early in the 
environmental review process on a reason- 
able range of alternatives that will satisfy 
all subsequent Federal environmental review 
and permit requirements. 

“(ii) COMMENTS OF PARTICIPATING AGEN- 
cIES.—To the maximum extent practicable 
and consistent with applicable law, each par- 
ticipating agency receiving an opportunity 
for involvement under clause (i) shall— 

‘(D limit the agency’s comments to sub- 
ject matter areas within the agency’s special 
expertise or jurisdiction; and 

“(TI) afford substantial deference to the 
range of alternatives recommended by the 
lead agency. 

“Gii) EFFECT OF NONPARTICIPATION.—A par- 
ticipating agency that declines to partici- 
pate in the development of the purpose and 
need and reasonable range of alternatives for 
a project shall be required to comply with 
the schedule developed under subsection 
(g)(1)(B).””; and 

(B) in subparagraph (B)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘Following participation 
under paragraph (1)? and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(j) DETERMINATION.—Following participa- 
tion under subparagraph (A)’’; and 

(ii) by adding at the end the following: 
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“(i) USE.—To the maximum extent prac- 
ticable and consistent with Federal law, the 
range of alternatives determined for a 
project under clause (i) shall be used for all 
Federal environmental reviews and permit 
processes required for the project unless the 
alternatives must be modified— 

“(I) to address significant new information 
or circumstances, and the lead agency and 
participating agencies agree that the alter- 
natives must be modified to address the new 
information or circumstances; or 

‘(II) for the lead agency or a participating 
agency to fulfill its responsibilities under 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) in a timely man- 
ner.’’. 

(g) COORDINATION AND SCHEDULING.— 

(1) COORDINATION PLAN.—Section 139(g)(1) 
of title 28, United States Code, is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘The 
lead agency” and inserting “Not later than 
90 days after the date of publication of a no- 
tice of intent to prepare an environmental 
impact statement or the initiation of an en- 
vironmental assessment, the lead agency”; 
and 

(B) in subparagraph (B)(i) by striking 
“may establish’? and inserting ‘‘shall estab- 
lish”. 

(2) DEADLINES FOR DECISIONS UNDER OTHER 
LAWS.—Section 139(g)(8) of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

‘*(3) DEADLINES FOR DECISIONS UNDER OTHER 
LAWS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In any case in which a 
decision under any Federal law relating to a 
project (including the issuance or denial of a 
permit or license) is required by law, regula- 
tion, or Executive order to be made after the 
date on which the lead agency has issued a 
categorical exclusion, finding of no signifi- 
cant impact, or record of decision with re- 
spect to the project, any such later decision 
shall be made or completed by the later of— 

“(i) the date that is 180 days after the lead 
agency’s final decision has been made; or 

“(ii) the date that is 180 days after the date 
on which a completed application was sub- 
mitted for the permit or license. 

“(B) TREATMENT OF DELAYS.—Following 
the deadline established by subparagraph 
(A), the Secretary shall submit to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works of the Senate, and publish on the De- 
partment’s Internet Web site— 

“(i) as soon as practicable after the 180-day 
period, an initial notice of the failure of the 
Federal agency to make the decision; and 

“(ii) every 60 days thereafter, until such 
date as all decisions of the Federal agency 
relating to the project have been made by 
the Federal agency, an additional notice 
that describes the number of decisions of the 
Federal agency that remain outstanding as 
of the date of the additional notice.”’’. 

(3) ADOPTION OF DOCUMENTS; ACCELERATED 
DECISIONMAKING IN ENVIRONMENTAL RE- 
VIEWS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 139(g) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(i) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para- 
graph (5); and 

(ii) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(4) ACCELERATED DECISIONMAKING IN ENVI- 
RONMENTAL REVIEWS.— 

‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In preparing a final en- 
vironmental impact statement under the Na- 
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 
U.S.C. 4821 et seq.), if the lead agency modi- 
fies the statement in response to comments 
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that are minor and are confined to factual 
corrections or explanations of why the com- 
ments do not warrant additional agency re- 
sponse, the lead agency may write on errata 
sheets attached to the statement instead of 
rewriting the draft statement, subject to the 
condition that the errata sheets— 

“(i) cite the sources, authorities, and rea- 
sons that support the position of the agency; 
and 

“(Gi) if appropriate, indicate the cir- 
cumstances that would trigger agency re- 
appraisal or further response. 

“(B) SINGLE DOCUMENT.—To the maximum 
extent practicable, the lead agency shall ex- 
peditiously develop a single document that 
consists of a final environmental impact 
statement and a record of decision, unless— 

“(i) the final environmental impact state- 
ment makes substantial changes to the pro- 
posed action that are relevant to environ- 
mental or safety concerns; or 

“(ii) there is a significant new cir- 
cumstance or information relevant to envi- 
ronmental concerns that bears on the pro- 
posed action or the impacts of the proposed 
action.’’. 

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 1319 
of MAP-21 (42 U.S.C. 4832a), and the item re- 
lating to that section in the table of con- 
tents contained in section l(c) of that Act, 
are repealed. 

(h) ISSUE IDENTIFICATION AND RESOLU- 
TION.— 

(1) ISSUE RESOLUTION.—Section 189(h) of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended— 

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (4) 
through (7) as paragraphs (5) through (8), re- 
spectively; and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘*(4) ISSUE RESOLUTION.—Any issue resolved 
by the lead agency and participating agen- 
cies may not be reconsidered unless signifi- 
cant new information or circumstances 
arise.”’. 

(2) FAILURE TO ASSURE.—Section 
139(h)(5)(C) of title 23, United States Code, 
(as redesignated by paragraph (1)(A) of this 
subsection) is amended by striking ‘‘para- 
graph (5) and” and inserting ‘‘paragraph (6)’’. 

(3) ACCELERATED ISSUE RESOLUTION AND RE- 
FERRAL.—Section 1389(h)(6) of title 23, United 
States Code, (as redesignated by paragraph 
(1)(A) of this subsection) is amended by 
striking subparagraph (C) and inserting the 
following: 

‘(C) REFERRAL TO COUNCIL ON ENVIRON- 
MENTAL QUALITY.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—If issue resolution for a 
project is not achieved on or before the 30th 
day after the date of a meeting under sub- 
paragraph (B), the Secretary shall refer the 
matter to the Council on Environmental 
Quality. 

“(ii) MEETING.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date of receipt of a referral from 
the Secretary under clause (i), the Council 
on Environmental Quality shall hold an 
issue resolution meeting with— 

“(I) the head of the lead agency; 

“(II) the heads of relevant participating 
agencies; and 

‘“(III) the project sponsor (including the 
Governor only if the initial issue resolution 
meeting request came from the Governor). 

“(iii) RESOLUTION.—The Council on Envi- 
ronmental Quality shall work with the lead 
agency, relevant participating agencies, and 
the project sponsor until all issues are re- 
solved.”’. 

(4) FINANCIAL PENALTY PROVISIONS.—Sec- 
tion 189(h)(7)(B)Gi)() of title 23, United 
States Code, (as redesignated by paragraph 
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(1)(A) of this subsection) is amended by 
striking “under section 106(i) is required” 
and inserting ‘‘is required under subsection 
(h) or (i) of section 106”. 

(i) ASSISTANCE TO AFFECTED STATE AND 
FEDERAL AGENCIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 189(j)(1) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.— 

“(A) AUTHORITY TO PROVIDE FUNDS.—The 
Secretary may allow a public entity receiv- 
ing financial assistance from the Depart- 
ment of Transportation under this title or 
chapter 53 of title 49 to provide funds to Fed- 
eral agencies (including the Department), 
State agencies, and Indian tribes partici- 
pating in the environmental review process 
for the project or program. 

“(B) USE OF FUNDS.—Funds referred to in 
subparagraph (A) may be provided only to 
support activities that directly and meaning- 
fully contribute to expediting and improving 
permitting and review processes, including 
planning, approval, and consultation proc- 
esses for the project or program.’’. 

(2) ACTIVITIES ELIGIBLE FOR FUNDING.—Sec- 
tion 139(j)(2) of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting ‘‘activities directly 
related to the environmental review proc- 
ess,” before ‘‘dedicated staffing,’’. 

(3) AGREEMENT.—Section 139(j)(6) of title 
23, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

““(6) AGREEMENT.—Prior to providing funds 
approved by the Secretary for dedicated 
staffing at an affected agency under para- 
graphs (1) and (2), the affected agency and 
the requesting public entity shall enter into 
an agreement that establishes the projects 
and priorities to be addressed by the use of 
the funds.”’. 

(j) IMPLEMENTATION OF 
COMPLIANCE.— 

(1) RULEMAKING.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall complete a rulemaking to 
implement the provisions of section 139(b)(3) 
of title 23, United States Code, as amended 
by this section. 

(2) CONSULTATION.—Before initiating the 
rulemaking under paragraph (1), the Sec- 
retary shall consult with relevant Federal 
agencies, relevant State resource agencies, 
State departments of transportation, Indian 
tribes, and the public on the appropriate use 
and scope of the programmatic approaches. 

(8) REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying out this 
subsection, the Secretary shall ensure that 
the rulemaking meets the requirements of 
section 139(b)(8)(B) of title 23, United States 
Code, as amended by this section. 

(4) COMMENT PERIOD.—The 
shall— 

(A) allow not fewer than 60 days for public 
notice and comment on the proposed rule; 
and 

(B) address any comments received under 
this subsection. 

SEC. 1306. IMPROVING TRANSPARENCY IN ENVI- 
RONMENTAL REVIEWS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall— 

(1) maintain and use a searchable Internet 
Web site— 

(A) to make publicly available the status 
and progress of projects, as defined in section 
139 of title 23, United States Code, requiring 
an environmental assessment or an environ- 
mental impact statement with respect to 
compliance with applicable requirements of 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and any other 
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Federal, State, or local approval required for 
such projects; and 

(B) to make publicly available the names 
of participating agencies not participating in 
the development of a project purpose and 
need and range of alternatives under section 
139(f) of title 23, United States Code; and 

(2) in coordination with agencies described 
in subsection (b) and State agencies, issue 
reporting standards to meet the require- 
ments of paragraph (1). 

(b) FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL AGENCY 
PARTICIPATION.—A Federal, State, or local 
agency participating in the environmental 
review or permitting process for a project, as 
defined in section 139 of title 23, United 
States Code, shall provide to the Secretary 
information regarding the status and 
progress of the approval of the project for 
publication on the Internet Web site main- 
tained under subsection (a), consistent with 
the standards established under subsection 
(a). 

(c) STATES WITH DELEGATED AUTHORITY.— 
A State with delegated authority for respon- 
sibilities under the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) pur- 
suant to section 327 of title 23, United States 
Code, shall be responsible for supplying 
project development and compliance status 
to the Secretary for all applicable projects. 
SEC. 1307. INTEGRATION OF PLANNING AND EN- 

VIRONMENTAL REVIEW. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 168(a) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

“(1) ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS.—The 
term ‘environmental review process’ has the 
meaning given that term in section 139(a).’’; 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (2) through 
(4) as paragraphs (3) through (5), respec- 
tively; 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(2) LEAD AGENCY.—The term ‘lead agency’ 
has the meaning given that term in section 
139(a).’’; and 

(4) by striking paragraph (8) (as redesig- 
nated by paragraph (2) of this subsection) 
and inserting the following: 

‘(3) PLANNING PRODUCT.—The term ‘plan- 
ning product’ means a decision, analysis, 
study, or other documented information that 
is the result of an evaluation or decision- 
making process carried out by a metropoli- 
tan planning organization or a State, as ap- 
propriate, during metropolitan or statewide 
transportation planning under section 134 or 
section 135, respectively.’’. 

(b) ADOPTION OF PLANNING PRODUCTS FOR 
USE IN NEPA PROCEEDINGS.—Section 168(b) 
of title 23, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in the subsection heading by inserting 
“OR INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE” after 
‘‘ ADOPTION”; 

(2) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘the Fed- 
eral lead agency for a project may adopt” 
and inserting ‘‘and to the maximum extent 
practicable and appropriate, the lead agency 
for a project may adopt or incorporate by 
reference”’; 

(3) by striking paragraph (2) and redesig- 
nating paragraphs (3) and (4) as paragraphs 
(2) and (3), respectively; 

(4) by striking paragraph (2) (as so redesig- 
nated) and inserting the following: 

‘(2) PARTIAL ADOPTION OR INCORPORATION 
BY REFERENCE OF PLANNING PRODUCTS.—The 
lead agency may adopt or incorporate by ref- 
erence a planning product under paragraph 
(1) in its entirety or may select portions for 
adoption or incorporation by reference.’’; 
and 


November 3, 2015 


(5) in paragraph (3) (as so redesignated) by 
inserting ‘‘or incorporation by reference” 
after ‘‘adoption’’. 

(c) APPLICABILITY.— 

(1) PLANNING DECISIONS.—Section 168(c)(1) 
of title 23, United States Code, is amended— 

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A) by striking ‘‘adopted’’ and inserting 
“adopted or incorporated by reference by the 
lead agency”’; 

(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) 
through (E) as subparagraphs (B) through 
(F), respectively; 

(C) by inserting before subparagraph (B) 
(as so redesignated) the following: 

“(A) the project purpose and need;”’; 

(D) by striking subparagraph (B) (as so re- 
designated) and inserting the following: 

‘(B) the preliminary screening of alter- 
natives and elimination of unreasonable al- 
ternatives;’’; 

(E) in subparagraph (C) (as so redesignated) 
by inserting “and general travel corridor” 
after ‘‘modal choice”; 

(F) in subparagraph (E) (as so redesig- 
nated) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end; 

(G) in subparagraph (F) (as so redesig- 
nated)— 

(i) in the matter preceding clause (i) by 
striking ‘‘potential impacts” and all that 
follows through ‘‘resource agencies,” and in- 
serting ‘‘potential impacts of a project, in- 
cluding a programmatic mitigation plan de- 
veloped in accordance with section 169, that 
the lead agency”; and 

(ii) in clause (ii) by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(H) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(G) whether tolling, private financial as- 
sistance, or other special financial measures 
are necessary to implement the project.’’. 

(2) PLANNING ANALYSES.—Section 168(c)(2) 
of title 28, United States Code, is amended— 

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A) by striking ‘‘adopted’’ and inserting 
“adopted or incorporated by reference by the 
lead agency”’; 

(B) in subparagraph (G)— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘direct, indirect, and’’ be- 
fore “cumulative effects”; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘, identified as a result of 
a statewide or regional cumulative effects 
assessment’’; and 

(C) in subparagraph (H)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘proposed action” and in- 
serting ‘‘proposed project”; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘Federal lead agency’’ and 
inserting ‘‘lead agency”. 

(d) CONDITIONS.—Section 168(d) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1) 
by striking ‘‘Adoption and use” and all that 
follows through ‘‘Federal lead agency, that’’ 
and inserting ‘‘The lead agency in the envi- 
ronmental review process may adopt or in- 
corporate by reference and use a planning 
product under this section if the lead agency 
determines that’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2) by striking “by engag- 
ing in active consultation” and inserting ‘‘in 
consultation”’; 

(3) by striking paragraphs (4) and (5) and 
inserting the following: 

‘(4) The planning process included public 
notice that the planning products may be 
adopted or incorporated by reference during 
a subsequent environmental review process 
in accordance with this section. 

‘“(5) During the environmental review proc- 
ess, but prior to determining whether to rely 
on and use the planning product, the lead 
agency has— 

“(A) made the planning documents avail- 
able for review and comment by members of 
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the general public and Federal, State, local, 
and tribal governments that may have an in- 
terest in the proposed action; 

“(B) provided notice of the lead agency’s 
intent to adopt the planning product or in- 
corporate the planning product by reference; 
and 

““(C) considered any resulting comments.”’; 

(4) in paragraph (9)— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘or incorporation by ref- 
erence” after ‘‘adoption’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘and is sufficient to meet 
the requirements of the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4821 et 
seq.) after ‘‘for the project”; and 

(5) in paragraph (10) by striking ‘‘not later 
than 5 years prior to date on which the infor- 
mation is adopted”? and inserting ‘‘within 
the 5-year period ending on the date on 
which the information is adopted or incor- 
porated by reference’’. 

(e) EFFECT OF ADOPTION OR INCORPORATION 
BY REFERENCE.—Section 168(e) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in the subsection heading by inserting 
“OR INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE” after 
‘“‘ ADOPTION”; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘adopted by the Federal 
lead agency” and inserting ‘‘adopted or in- 
corporated by reference by the lead agency”. 
SEC. 1308. DEVELOPMENT OF PROGRAMMATIC 

MITIGATION PLANS. 

Section 169(f) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘may use” and 
inserting ‘‘shall give substantial weight to”. 
SEC. 1309. DELEGATION OF AUTHORITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use 
the authority under section 106(c) of title 23, 
United States Code, to the maximum extent 
practicable, to delegate responsibility to the 
States for project design, plans, specifica- 
tions, estimates, contract awards, and in- 
spection of projects, on both a project-spe- 
cific and programmatic basis. 

(b) SUBMISSION OF RECOMMENDATIONS.—Not 
later than 18 months after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Secretary, in coopera- 
tion with the States, shall submit to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works of the Senate recommenda- 
tions for legislation to permit the delegation 
of additional authorities to the States, in- 
cluding with respect to real estate acquisi- 
tion and project design. 

SEC. 1310. CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION FOR 
PROJECTS OF LIMITED FEDERAL AS- 
SISTANCE. 

(a) ADJUSTMENT FOR INFLATION.—Section 
1817 of MAP-21 (23 U.S.C. 109 note) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(A) by inserting ‘‘(as ad- 
justed annually by the Secretary to reflect 
any increases in the Consumer Price Index 
prepared by the Department of Labor)” after 
‘*$5,000,000’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (1)(B) by inserting ‘‘(as ad- 
justed annually by the Secretary to reflect 
any increases in the Consumer Price Index 
prepared by the Department of Labor)” after 
‘*$30,000,000’’. 

(b) RETROACTIVE APPLICATION.—The first 
adjustment made pursuant to the amend- 
ments made by subsection (a) shall— 

(1) be carried out not later than 60 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act; and 

(2) reflect the increase in the Consumer 
Price Index since July 1, 2012. 

SEC. 1311. APPLICATION OF CATEGORICAL EX- 
CLUSIONS FOR MULTIMODAL 
PROJECTS. 

Section 304 of title 49, United States Code, 

is amended— 
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(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘operating authority that” 
and inserting ‘‘operating administration or 
secretarial office that has expertise but’’; 
and 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘proposed multimodal’’ 
after ‘‘with respect to a”; and 

(B) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

“(2) LEAD AUTHORITY.—The term ‘lead au- 
thority’ means a Department of Transpor- 
tation operating administration or secre- 
tarial office that has the lead responsibility 
for compliance with the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4821 et 
seq.) with respect to a proposed multimodal 
project.”’; 

(2) in subsection (b) by inserting ‘‘or title 
23” after ‘‘under this title”; 

(3) by striking subsection (c) and inserting 
the following: 

‘(c) APPLICATION OF CATEGORICAL EXCLU- 
SIONS FOR MULTIMODAL PROJECTS.—In consid- 
ering the environmental impacts of a pro- 
posed multimodal project, a lead authority 
may apply categorical exclusions designated 
under the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) in imple- 
menting regulations or procedures of a co- 
operating authority for a proposed 
multimodal project, subject to the condi- 
tions that— 

“(1) the lead authority makes a determina- 
tion, with the concurrence of the cooper- 
ating authority— 

“(A) on the applicability of a categorical 
exclusion to a proposed multimodal project; 
and 

‘(B) that the project satisfies the condi- 
tions for a categorical exclusion under the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and this section; 

‘(2) the lead authority follows the cooper- 
ating authority’s implementing regulations 
or procedures under such Act; and 

‘(8) the lead authority determines that— 

“(A) the proposed multimodal project does 
not individually or cumulatively have a sig- 
nificant impact on the environment; and 

“(B) extraordinary circumstances do not 
exist that merit additional analysis and doc- 
umentation in an environmental impact 
statement or environmental assessment re- 
quired under such Act.’’; and 

(4) by striking subsection (d) and inserting 
the following: 

‘(d) COOPERATING AUTHORITY EXPERTISE.— 
A cooperating authority shall provide exper- 
tise to the lead authority on aspects of the 
multimodal project in which the cooperating 
authority has expertise.’’. 

SEC. 1312. SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROJECT 
DELIVERY PROGRAM. 

Section 327 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(2)(B)(iii) by striking 
‘(42 U.S.C. 13 4321 et seq.)’’? and inserting ‘‘(42 
U.S.C. 4821 et seq.)’’; 

(2) in subsection (c)(4) by inserting ‘“‘rea- 
sonably”’ before ‘‘considers necessary”; 

(3) in subsection (e) by inserting ‘‘and 
without further approval of” after ‘‘in lieu 
of”: 

(4) in subsection (g)— 

(A) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—To ensure compliance by 
a State with any agreement of the State 
under subsection (c) (including compliance 
by the State with all Federal laws for which 
responsibility is assumed under subsection 
(a)(2)), for each State participating in the 
program under this section, the Secretary 
shall— 
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“(A) not later than 6 months after execu- 
tion of the agreement, meet with the State 
to review implementation of the agreement 
and discuss plans for the first annual audit; 

“(B) conduct annual audits during each of 
the first 4 years of State participation; and 

‘“(C) ensure that the time period for com- 
pleting an annual audit, from initiation to 
completion (including public comment and 
responses to those comments), does not ex- 
ceed 180 days.’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

“(3) AUDIT TEAM.—An audit conducted 
under paragraph (1) shall be carried out by 
an audit team determined by the Secretary, 
in consultation with the State. Such con- 
sultation shall include a reasonable oppor- 
tunity for the State to review and provide 
comments on the proposed members of the 
audit team.’’; and 

(5) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(k) CAPACITY BUILDING.—The Secretary, 
in cooperation with representatives of State 
officials, may carry out education, training, 
peer-exchange, and other initiatives as ap- 
propriate— 

“(1) to assist States in developing the ca- 
pacity to participate in the assignment pro- 
gram under this section; and 

‘“(2) to promote information sharing and 
collaboration among States that are partici- 
pating in the assignment program under this 
section. 

“(1) RELATIONSHIP TO LOCALLY ADMINIS- 
TERED PROJECTS.—A State granted authority 
under this section may, as appropriate and 
at the request of a local government— 

“(1) exercise such authority on behalf of 
the local government for a locally adminis- 
tered project; or 

‘“(2) provide guidance and training on con- 
solidating and minimizing the documenta- 
tion and environmental analyses necessary 
for sponsors of a locally administered project 
to comply with the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4821 et seq.) and 
any comparable requirements under State 
law.’’. 

SEC. 1313. PROGRAM FOR ELIMINATING DUPLI- 
CATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL RE- 
VIEWS. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to eliminate duplication of environmental 
reviews and approvals under State and Fed- 
eral laws. 

(b) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 3 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“§ 330. Program for eliminating duplication of 
environmental reviews 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish a pilot program to authorize States 
that are approved to participate in the pro- 
gram to conduct environmental reviews and 
make approvals for projects under State en- 
vironmental laws and regulations instead of 
Federal environmental laws and regulations, 
consistent with the requirements of this sec- 
tion. 

(2) PARTICIPATING STATES.—The Secretary 
may select not more than 5 States to partici- 
pate in the program. 

‘(3) ALTERNATIVE REVIEW AND APPROVAL 
PROCEDURES.—In this section, the term ‘al- 
ternative environmental review and approval 
procedures’ means— 

“(A) substitution of 1 or more State envi- 
ronmental laws for— 

“(i) the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.); 

‘“(ii) such provisions of sections 109(h), 128, 
and 139 related to the application of that Act 
that are under the authority of the Sec- 
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retary, as the Secretary, in consultation 
with the State, considers appropriate; and 

‘“(iii) related regulations and Executive or- 
ders; and 

‘“(B) substitution of 1 or more State envi- 
ronmental regulations for— 

“(i) the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969; 

“Gi) such provisions of sections 109(h), 128, 
and 139 related to the application of that Act 
that are under the authority of the Sec- 
retary, as the Secretary, in consultation 
with the State, considers appropriate; and 

‘“(iii) related regulations and Executive or- 
ders. 

‘“(b) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to par- 
ticipate in the program, a State shall submit 
to the Secretary an application containing 
such information as the Secretary may re- 
quire, including— 

“(1) a full and complete description of the 
proposed alternative environmental review 
and approval procedures of the State; 

“(2) each Federal law described in sub- 
section (a)(3) that the State is seeking to 
substitute; 

(3) each State law and regulation that the 
State intends to substitute for such Federal 
law, Federal regulation, or Executive order; 

“(4) an explanation of the basis for con- 
cluding that the State law or regulation is 
substantially equivalent to the Federal law 
described in subsection (a)(3); 

‘“(5) a description of the projects or classes 
of projects for which the State anticipates 
exercising the authority that may be grant- 
ed under the program; 

‘“(6) verification that the State has the fi- 
nancial resources necessary to carry out the 
authority that may be granted under the 
program; 

“(7) evidence of having sought, received, 
and addressed comments on the proposed ap- 
plication from the public; and 

““(8) any such additional information as the 
Secretary, or, with respect to section 
(d)(1)(A), the Secretary in consultation with 
the Chair, may require. 

“(c) REVIEW OF APPLICATION.—In accord- 
ance with subsection (d), the Secretary 
shall— 

““(1) review an application submitted under 
subsection (b); 

‘“(2) approve or disapprove the application 
not later than 90 days after the date of re- 
ceipt of the application; and 

““(3) transmit to the State notice of the ap- 
proval or disapproval, together with a state- 
ment of the reasons for the approval or dis- 
approval. 

“(d) APPROVAL OF APPLICATION.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall ap- 
prove an application submitted under sub- 
section (b) only if— 

“(A) the Secretary, with the concurrence 
of the Chair, determines that the laws and 
regulations of the State described in the ap- 
plication are substantially equivalent to the 
Federal laws that the State is seeking to 
substitute; 

“(B) the Secretary determines that the 
State has the capacity, including financial 
and personnel, to assume the responsibility; 
and 

“(C) the State has executed an agreement 
with the Secretary, in accordance with sec- 
tion 327, providing for environmental review, 
consultation, or other action under Federal 
environmental laws pertaining to the review 
or approval of a specific project. 

““(2) EXCLUSION.—The National Environ- 
mental Policy Act of 1969 shall not apply to 
a decision by the Secretary to approve or 
disapprove an application submitted under 
this section. 
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“(e) JUDICIAL REVIEW.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The United States dis- 
trict courts shall have exclusive jurisdiction 
over any civil action against a State— 

“(A) for failure of the State to meet the re- 
quirements of this section; or 

“(B) if the action involves the exercise of 
authority by the State under this section 
and section 327. 

‘(2) STATE JURISDICTION.—A State court 
shall have exclusive jurisdiction over any 
civil action against a State if the action in- 
volves the exercise of authority by the State 
under this section not covered by paragraph 
a). 
‘“(f) ELECTION.—At its discretion, a State 
participating in the programs under this sec- 
tion and section 327 may elect to apply the 
National Environmental Protection Act of 
1969 instead of the State’s alternative envi- 
ronmental review and approval procedures. 

‘(¢) TREATMENT OF STATE LAWS AND REGU- 
LATIONS.—To the maximum extent prac- 
ticable and consistent with Federal law, 
other Federal agencies with authority over a 
project subject to this section shall use docu- 
ments produced by a participating State 
under this section to satisfy the require- 
ments of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969. 

‘(h) RELATIONSHIP TO LOCALLY ADMINIS- 
TERED PROJECTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A State with an ap- 
proved program under this section, at the re- 
quest of a local government, may exercise 
authority under that program on behalf of 
up to 10 local governments for locally admin- 
istered projects. 

‘(2) ScOPE.—For up to 10 local govern- 
ments selected by a State with an approved 
program under this section, the State shall 
be responsible for ensuring that any environ- 
mental review, consultation, or other action 
required under the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 or the State program, or 
both, meets the requirements of such Act or 
program. 

“(i) REVIEW AND TERMINATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A State program ap- 
proved under this section shall at all times 
be in accordance with the requirements of 
this section. 

‘“(2) REVIEW.—The Secretary shall review 
each State program approved under this sec- 
tion not less than once every 5 years. 

‘(3) PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT.—In con- 
ducting the review process under paragraph 
(2), the Secretary shall provide notice and an 
opportunity for public comment. 

‘(4) WITHDRAWAL OF APPROVAL.—If the Sec- 
retary, in consultation with the Chair, deter- 
mines at any time that a State is not admin- 
istering a State program approved under this 
section in accordance with the requirements 
of this section, the Secretary shall so notify 
the State, and if appropriate corrective ac- 
tion is not taken within a reasonable time, 
not to exceed 90 days, the Secretary shall 
withdraw approval of the State program. 

‘(5) EXTENSIONS AND TERMINATIONS.—At 
the conclusion of the review process under 
paragraph (2), the Secretary may extend for 
an additional 5-year period or terminate the 
authority of a State under this section to 
substitute that State’s laws and regulations 
for Federal laws. 

“(j) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
2 years after the date of enactment of this 
section, and annually thereafter, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works of the 
Senate a report that describes the adminis- 
tration of the program, including— 
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“(1) the number of States participating in 
the program; 

“(2) the number and types of projects for 
which each State participating in the pro- 
gram has used alternative environmental re- 
view and approval procedures; and 

“(3) any recommendations for modifica- 
tions to the program. 

“(k) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol- 
lowing definitions apply: 

“(1) CHAIR.—The term ‘Chair’ means the 
Chair of the Council on Environmental Qual- 
ity. 

“(2) MULTIMODAL PROJECT.—The term 
‘multimodal project’ has the meaning given 
that term in section 139(a). 

“(3) PROGRAM.—The term ‘program’ means 
the pilot program established under this sec- 
tion. 

‘(4) PROJECT.—The term ‘project’ means— 

“(A) a project requiring approval under 
this title, chapter 53 of subtitle III of title 49, 
or subtitle V of title 49; and 

‘“(B) a multimodal project.’’. 

(c) RULEMAKING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 270 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Transportation, in consultation 
with the Chair of the Council on Environ- 
mental Quality, shall promulgate regula- 
tions to implement the requirements of sec- 
tion 330 of title 23, United States Code, as 
added by this section. 

(2) DETERMINATION OF SUBSTANTIALLY 
EQUIVALENT.—As part of the rulemaking re- 
quired under this subsection, the Chair 
shall— 

(A) establish the criteria necessary to de- 
termine that a State law or regulation is 
substantially equivalent to a Federal law de- 
scribed in section 330(a)(3) of title 23, United 
States Code; 

(B) ensure that such criteria, at a min- 
imum— 

(i) provide for protection of the environ- 
ment; 

(ii) provide opportunity for public partici- 
pation and comment, including access to the 
documentation necessary to review the po- 
tential impact of a project; and 

(iii) ensure a consistent review of projects 
that would otherwise have been covered 
under Federal law. 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 3 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

‘330. Program for eliminating duplication of 
environmental reviews.’’. 
SEC. 1314. ASSESSMENT OF PROGRESS ON AC- 
CELERATING PROJECT DELIVERY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
shall assess the progress made under this 
Act, MAP-21 (Public Law 112-141), and 
SAFETEA-LU (Public Law 109-59), including 
the amendments made by those Acts, to ac- 
celerate the delivery of Federal-aid highway 
and highway safety construction projects 
and public transportation capital projects by 
streamlining the environmental review and 
permitting process. 

(b) CONTENTS.—The assessment required 
under subsection (a) shall evaluate— 

(1) how often the various streamlining pro- 
visions have been used; 

(2) which of the streamlining provisions 
have had the greatest impact on stream- 
lining the environmental review and permit- 
ting process; 

(3) what, if any, impact streamlining of the 
process has had on environmental protec- 
tion; 
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(4) how, and the extent to which, stream- 
lining provisions have improved and acceler- 
ated the process for permitting under the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act (83 
U.S.C. 1251 et seq.), the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), and other 
applicable Federal laws; 

(5) what impact actions by the Council on 
Environmental Quality have had on accel- 
erating Federal-aid highway and highway 
safety construction projects and public 
transportation capital projects; 

(6) the number and percentage of projects 
that proceed under a traditional environ- 
mental assessment or environmental impact 
statement, and the number and percentage 
of projects that proceed under categorical 
exclusions; 

(7) the extent to which the environmental 
review and permitting process remains a sig- 
nificant source of project delay and the 
sources of delays; and 

(8) the costs of conducting environmental 
reviews and issuing permits or licenses for a 
project, including the cost of contractors and 
dedicated agency staff. 

(c) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The assessment re- 
quired under subsection (a) shall include rec- 
ommendations with respect to— 

(1) additional opportunities for stream- 
lining the environmental review process, in- 
cluding regulatory or statutory changes to 
accelerate the processes of Federal agencies 
(other than the Department) with responsi- 
bility for reviewing Federal-aid highway and 
highway safety construction projects and 
public transportation capital projects with- 
out negatively impacting the environment; 
and 

(2) best practices of other Federal agencies 
that should be considered for adoption by the 
Department. 

(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Comptroller 
General of the United States shall submit to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works of the Senate a report con- 
taining the assessment and recommenda- 
tions required under this section. 

SEC. 1315. IMPROVING STATE AND FEDERAL 
AGENCY ENGAGEMENT IN ENVIRON- 
MENTAL REVIEWS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting after section 
306 the following: 

“$307. Improving State and Federal agency 
engagement in environmental reviews 

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.— 

“(1) REQUESTS TO PROVIDE FUNDS.—A public 
entity receiving financial assistance from 
the Department of Transportation for 1 or 
more projects, or for a program of projects, 
for a public purpose may request that the 
Secretary allow the public entity to provide 
funds to Federal agencies, including the De- 
partment, State agencies, and Indian tribes 
participating in the environmental planning 
and review process for the project, projects, 
or program. 

‘“(2) USE OF FUNDS.—The funds may be pro- 
vided only to support activities that directly 
and meaningfully contribute to expediting 
and improving permitting and review proc- 
esses, including planning, approval, and con- 
sultation processes for the project, projects, 
or program. 

‘“(b) ACTIVITIES ELIGIBLE FOR FUNDING.— 
Activities for which funds may be provided 
under subsection (a) include transportation 
planning activities that precede the initi- 
ation of the environmental review process, 
activities directly related to the environ- 
mental review process, dedicated staffing, 
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training of agency personnel, information 

gathering and mapping, and development of 

programmatic agreements. 

“(c) AMOUNTS.—Requests under subsection 
(a) may be approved only for the additional 
amounts that the Secretary determines are 
necessary for the Federal agencies, State 
agencies, or Indian tribes participating in 
the environmental review process to timely 
conduct their review. 

“(d) AGREEMENTS.—Prior to providing 
funds approved by the Secretary for dedi- 
cated staffing at an affected Federal agency 
under subsection (a), the affected Federal 
agency and the requesting public entity shall 
enter into an agreement that establishes a 
process to identify projects or priorities to 
be addressed by the use of the funds. 

‘*(e) RULEMAKING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Secretary shall initiate a rulemaking to 
implement this section. 

‘“(2) FACTORS.—As part of the rulemaking 
carried out under paragraph (1), the Sec- 
retary shall ensure— 

“(A) to the maximum extent practicable, 
that expediting and improving the process of 
environmental review and permitting 
through the use of funds accepted and ex- 
pended under this section does not adversely 
affect the timeline for review and permitting 
by Federal agencies, State agencies, or In- 
dian tribes of other entities that have not 
contributed funds under this section; 

‘“(B) that the use of funds accepted under 
this section will not impact impartial deci- 
sionmaking with respect to environmental 
reviews or permits, either substantively or 
procedurally; and 

“(C) that the Secretary maintains, and 
makes publicly available, including on the 
Internet, a list of projects or programs for 
which such review or permits have been car- 
ried out using funds authorized under this 
section. 

“(f) EXISTING AUTHORITY.—Nothing in this 
section may be construed to conflict with 
section 139(j) of title 23.”’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 3 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting after the item relat- 
ing to section 306 the following: 

‘307. Improving State and Federal agency 
engagement in environmental 
reviews.”’. 

SEC. 1316. ACCELERATED DECISIONMAKING IN 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEWS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting after section 
304 the following: 

“§304a. Accelerated decisionmaking in envi- 

ronmental reviews 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—In preparing a final en- 
vironmental impact statement under the Na- 
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 
U.S.C. 4821 et seq.), if the lead agency modi- 
fies the statement in response to comments 
that are minor and are confined to factual 
corrections or explanations of why the com- 
ments do not warrant additional agency re- 
sponse, the lead agency may write on errata 
sheets attached to the statement, instead of 
rewriting the draft statement, subject to the 
condition that the errata sheets— 

“(1) cite the sources, authorities, and rea- 
sons that support the position of the agency; 
and 

‘(2) if appropriate, indicate the cir- 
cumstances that would trigger agency re- 
appraisal or further response. 

“(b) SINGLE DOCUMENT.—To the maximum 
extent practicable, the lead agency shall ex- 
peditiously develop a single document that 
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consists of a final environmental impact 
statement and a record of decision, unless— 

“(1) the final environmental impact state- 
ment makes substantial changes to the pro- 
posed action that are relevant to environ- 
mental or safety concerns; or 

“(2) there is a significant new cir- 
cumstance or information relevant to envi- 
ronmental concerns that bears on the pro- 
posed action or the impacts of the proposed 
action. 

‘*“(¢) ADOPTION OF DOCUMENTS.— 

‘“(1) AVOIDING DUPLICATION.—To prevent du- 
plication of analyses and support expeditious 
and efficient decisions, the operating admin- 
istrations of the Department of Transpor- 
tation shall use adoption and incorporation 
by reference in accordance with this para- 
graph. 

‘(2) ADOPTION OF DOCUMENTS OF OTHER OP- 
ERATING ADMINISTRATIONS.—An operating ad- 
ministration or a secretarial office within 
the Department of Transportation may 
adopt a draft environmental impact state- 
ment, an environmental assessment, or a 
final environmental impact statement of an- 
other operating administration for the 
adopting operating administration’s use 
when preparing an environmental assess- 
ment or final environmental impact state- 
ment for a project without recirculating the 
document for public review, if— 

‘(A) the adopting operating administra- 
tion certifies that its proposed action is sub- 
stantially the same as the project considered 
in the document to be adopted; 

‘(B) the other operating administration 
concurs with such decision; and 

“(C) such actions are consistent with the 
requirements of the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). 

‘*(3) INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE.—An op- 
erating administration or secretarial office 
within the Department of Transportation 
may incorporate by reference all or portions 
of a draft environmental impact statement, 
an environmental assessment, or a final en- 
vironmental impact statement for the adopt- 
ing operating administration’s use when pre- 
paring an environmental assessment or final 
environmental impact statement for a 
project if— 

“(A) the incorporated material is cited in 
the environmental assessment or final envi- 
ronmental impact statement and the con- 
tents of the incorporated material is briefly 
described; 

‘(B) the incorporated material is reason- 
ably available for inspection by potentially 
interested persons within the time allowed 
for review and comment; and 

“(C) the incorporated material does not in- 
clude proprietary data that is not available 
for review and comment.”’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 3 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting after the item relat- 
ing to section 304 the following: 

‘304a. Accelerated decisionmaking in envi- 
ronmental reviews.’’. 
SEC. 1317. ALIGNING FEDERAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
REVIEWS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting after section 
309 the following: 

“$310. Aligning Federal environmental re- 
views 

‘“(a) COORDINATED AND CONCURRENT ENVI- 
RONMENTAL REVIEWS.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Department of Transportation, in coordi- 
nation with the heads of Federal agencies 
likely to have substantive review or approval 
responsibilities under Federal law, shall de- 
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velop a coordinated and concurrent environ- 
mental review and permitting process for 
transportation projects when initiating an 
environmental impact statement under the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.; in this section referred 
to as ‘NEPA’). 

(b) CONTENTS.—The coordinated and con- 
current environmental review and permit- 
ting process shall— 

“(1) ensure that the Department and agen- 
cies of jurisdiction possess sufficient infor- 
mation early in the review process to deter- 
mine a statement of a transportation 
project’s purpose and need and range of al- 
ternatives for analysis that the lead agency 
and agencies of jurisdiction will rely on for 
concurrent environmental reviews and per- 
mitting decisions required for the proposed 
project; 

‘“(2) achieve early concurrence or issue res- 
olution during the NEPA scoping process on 
the Department of Transportation’s state- 
ment of a project’s purpose and need, and 
during development of the environmental 
impact statement on the range of alter- 
natives for analysis, that the lead agency 
and agencies of jurisdiction will rely on for 
concurrent environmental reviews and per- 
mitting decisions required for the proposed 
project absent circumstances that require re- 
consideration in order to meet an agency of 
jurisdiction’s obligations under a statute or 
Executive order; and 

“*(8) achieve concurrence or issue resolu- 
tion in an expedited manner if circumstances 
arise that require a reconsideration of the 
purpose and need or range of alternatives 
considered during any Federal agency’s envi- 
ronmental or permitting review in order to 
meet an agency of jurisdiction’s obligations 
under a statute or Executive order. 

‘(c) ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Secretary of Transportation and Federal 
agencies of jurisdiction likely to have sub- 
stantive review or approval responsibilities 
on transportation projects shall jointly de- 
velop a checklist to help project sponsors 
identify potential natural, cultural, and his- 
toric resources in the area of a proposed 
project. 

‘“(2) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the check- 
list shall be to— 

“(A) identify agencies of jurisdiction and 
cooperating agencies; 

“(B) develop the information needed for 
the purpose and need and alternatives for 
analysis; and 

“(C) improve interagency collaboration to 
help expedite the permitting process for the 
lead agency and agencies of jurisdiction. 

“(d) INTERAGENCY COLLABORATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Consistent with Federal 
environmental statutes, the Secretary shall 
facilitate annual interagency collaboration 
sessions at the appropriate jurisdictional 
level to coordinate business plans and facili- 
tate coordination of workload planning and 
workforce management. 

‘“(2) PURPOSE OF COLLABORATION SES- 
SIONS.—The interagency collaboration ses- 
sions shall ensure that agency staff is— 

“(A) fully engaged; 

“(B) utilizing the flexibility of existing 
regulations, policies, and guidance; and 

“(C) identifying additional actions to fa- 
cilitate high quality, efficient, and targeted 
environmental reviews and permitting deci- 
sions. 

“(8) FOCUS OF COLLABORATION SESSIONS.— 
The interagency collaboration sessions, and 
the interagency collaborations generated by 
the sessions, shall focus on methods to— 
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“(A) work with State and local transpor- 
tation entities to improve project planning, 
siting, and application quality; and 

“(B) consult and coordinate with relevant 
stakeholders and Federal, tribal, State, and 
local representatives early in permitting 
processes. 

‘(e) PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT.—Not 
later than 1 year after the date of enactment 
of this section, the Secretary, in coordina- 
tion with relevant Federal agencies, shall es- 
tablish a program to measure and report on 
progress towards aligning Federal reviews as 
outlined in this section.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 3 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting after the item relat- 
ing to section 309 the following: 

‘310. Aligning Federal environmental re- 
views.’’. 
Subtitle D—Miscellaneous 
SEC. 1401. TOLLING; HOV FACILITIES; INTER- 
STATE RECONSTRUCTION AND RE- 
HABILITATION. 

(a) TOLLING.—Section 129(a) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (B) by striking “‘, 
bridge, or tunnel’’ each place it appears; 

(B) in subparagraph (C) by striking 
bridge, or tunnel” each place it appears; 

(C) by striking subparagraph (G); 

(D) by redesignating subparagraphs (H) and 
(I) as subparagraphs (G) and (H); and 

(E) in subparagraph (G) as redesignated— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘(HOV)”’ after “high occu- 
pancy vehicle’’; and 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘under section 166 of this 
title” after ‘‘facility”’; 

(2) in paragraph (3)(A)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘shall use” and inserting 
“shall ensure that’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘are used” after ‘‘toll fa- 
cility”’ the second place it appears; and 

(3) by striking paragraph (4) and redesig- 
nating paragraphs (5) through (10) as para- 
graphs (4) through (9), respectively. 

(b) HOV FACILITIES.—Section 166 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1)— 

(A) by striking the paragraph heading and 
inserting ‘‘AUTHORITY OF PUBLIC AUTHORI- 
TIES”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘State agency” and insert- 
ing ‘“‘public authority”; 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by striking “State agency” each place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘public authority”; 

(B) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) by striking “and” at the end of subpara- 
graph (A); 

(ii) by striking the period at the end of 
subparagraph (B) and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(iii) by inserting at the end the following: 

‘(C) provides equal access for all public 
transportation vehicles and over-the-road 
buses.’”’; and 

(C) in paragraph (5)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘2017”’ 
and inserting ‘‘2021’’; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (B) by striking ‘‘2017”’ 
and inserting ‘‘2021”’; 

(3) in subsection (c)— 

(A) by amending paragraph (1) to read as 
follows: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 
301, tolls may be charged under paragraphs 
(4) and (5) of subsection (b), subject to the re- 
quirements of section 129.’’; 

(B) by striking paragraph (2) and redesig- 
nating paragraph (3) as paragraph (2); and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (2), as re- 
designated, the following: 

‘(3) EXEMPTION FROM TOLLS.—In levying 
tolls on a facility under this section, a public 
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authority may designate classes of vehicles 
that are exempt from the tolls or charge dif- 
ferent toll rates for different classes of vehi- 
cles, if equal rates are charged for all public 
transportation vehicles and over-the-road 
buses, whether publicly or privately 
owned.’’; 

(4) in subsection (d)— 

(A) by striking “State agency” each place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘public authority”; 

(B) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by redesignating subparagraphs (D) and 
(EZ) as subparagraphs (E) and (F), respec- 
tively; and 

(ii) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 
following: 

‘(D) CONSULTATION OF MPO.—If the facility 
is on the Interstate System and located in a 
metropolitan planning area established in 
accordance with section 134, consulting with 
the metropolitan planning organization for 
the area concerning the placement and 
amount of tolls on the facility.’’; and 

(iii) in subparagraph (F), as redesignated— 

(I) by striking “State” the first place it ap- 
pears and inserting ‘‘public authority”; and 

(II) by striking ‘‘subparagraph (D)” and in- 
serting ‘‘subparagraph (E)’’; and 

(5) in subsection (f)— 

(A) in paragraph (4)(B)Gii) by striking 
“State agency” and inserting ‘‘public au- 
thority”; and 

(B) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting 
after paragraph (4) the following: 

“(5) OVER-THE-ROAD BUS.—The term ‘over- 
the-road bus’ means a vehicle as defined in 
section 301(5) of the Americans with Disabil- 
ities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12181(5)). 

‘6) PUBLIC AUTHORITY.—The term ‘public 
authority’ as used with respect to a HOV fa- 
cility, means a State, interstate compact of 
States, public entity designated by a State, 
or local government having jurisdiction over 
the operation of the facility.’’. 

(c) INTERSTATE SYSTEM RECONSTRUCTION 
AND REHABILITATION PILOT PROGRAM.—Sec- 
tion 1216(b) of the Transportation Equity Act 
for the 21st Century (Public Law 105-178) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (4)— 

(A) in subparagraph (D) by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (E) by striking the pe- 
riod and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(F) the State has approved enabling legis- 
lation required for the project to proceed.’’; 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (6) through 
(8) as paragraphs (8) through (10), respec- 
tively; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(6) REQUIREMENTS FOR PROJECT COMPLE- 
TION.— 

‘(A) GENERAL TERM FOR EXPIRATION OF 
PROVISIONAL APPLICATION.—An application 
provisionally approved by the Secretary 
under this subsection shall expire 3 years 
after the date on which the application was 
provisionally approved if the State has not— 

“(i) submitted a complete application to 
the Secretary that fully satisfies the eligi- 
bility criteria under paragraph (3) and the 
selection criteria under paragraph (4); 

“(ii) completed the environmental review 
and permitting process under the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 
4321 et seq.) for the pilot project; and 

“(iii) executed a toll agreement with the 
Secretary. 

“(B) EXCEPTIONS TO EXPIRATION.—Notwith- 
standing subparagraph (A), the Secretary 
may extend the provisional approval for not 
more than 1 additional year if the State 
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demonstrates material progress toward im- 
plementation of the project as evidenced 
by— 

““(i) substantial progress in completing the 
environmental review and permitting proc- 
ess for the pilot project under the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969; 

“Gi) funding and financing commitments 
for the pilot project; 

“(ii) expressions of support for the pilot 
project from State and local governments, 
community interests, and the public; and 

“(iv) submission of a facility management 
plan pursuant to paragraph (3)(D). 

“(C) CONDITIONS FOR PREVIOUSLY PROVISION- 
ALLY APPROVED APPLICATIONS.—A State with 
a provisionally approved application for a 
pilot project as of the date of enactment of 
the Surface Transportation Reauthorization 
and Reform Act of 2015 shall have 1 year 
after such date of enactment to meet the re- 
quirements of subparagraph (A) or receive an 
extension from the Secretary under subpara- 
graph (B), or the application will expire. 

““(7) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the 
term ‘provisional approval’ or ‘provisionally 
approved’ means the approval by the Sec- 
retary of a partial application under this 
subsection, including the reservation of a 
slot in the pilot program.’’. 

(d) APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS.—The Sec- 
retary may approve an application sub- 
mitted under section 1604(c) of SAFETEA- 
LU (Public Law 109-59; 119 Stat. 1253) if the 
application, or any part of the application, 
was submitted before the deadline specified 
in section 1604(c)(8) of that Act. 

SEC. 1402. PROHIBITION ON THE USE OF FUNDS 
FOR AUTOMATED TRAFFIC EN- 
FORCEMENT. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), for fiscal years 2016 through 
2021, funds apportioned to a State under sec- 
tion 104(b)(8) of title 23, United States Code, 
may not be used to purchase, operate, or 
maintain an automated traffic enforcement 
system. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) does not 
apply to an automated traffic enforcement 
system located in a school zone. 

(c) AUTOMATED TRAFFIC ENFORCEMENT SYS- 
TEM DEFINED.—In this section, the term 
“automated traffic enforcement system” 
means any camera that captures an image of 
a vehicle for the purposes of traffic law en- 
forcement. 

SEC. 1403. MINIMUM PENALTIES FOR REPEAT OF- 
FENDERS FOR DRIVING WHILE IN- 
TOXICATED OR DRIVING UNDER THE 
INFLUENCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 164(a)(4) of title 
23, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A) by inserting ‘‘, or a combination of State 
laws,” after ‘‘a State law”; and 

(2) by striking subparagraph (A) and in- 
serting the following: 

“(A) receive, for not less than 1 year— 

““(j) a suspension of all driving privileges; 

“Gi) a restriction on driving privileges 
that limits the individual to operating only 
motor vehicles with an ignition interlock 
system installed (allowing for limited excep- 
tions for circumstances when the individual 
is required to operate an employer’s motor 
vehicle in the course and scope of employ- 
ment and the business entity that owns the 
vehicle is not owned or controlled by the in- 
dividual); or 

‘“(iii) a combination of both clauses (i) and 
Gi);”. 

(b) APPLICATION.—The amendments made 

by this section shall apply with respect to 

fiscal years beginning after the date of en- 
actment of this Act. 
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HIGHWAY TRUST FUND TRANS- 
PARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 104 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
subsection (g) and inserting the following: 

“(g) HIGHWAY TRUST FUND TRANSPARENCY 
AND ACCOUNTABILITY REPORTS.— 

“(1) COMPILATION OF DATA.—The Secretary 
shall compile data in accordance with this 
subsection on the use of Federal-aid highway 
funds made available under this title. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary shall 
ensure that the reports required under this 
subsection are made available in a user- 
friendly manner on the public Internet Web 
site of the Department and can be searched 
and downloaded by users of the Web site. 

‘*(3) CONTENTS OF REPORTS.— 

‘(A) APPORTIONED AND ALLOCATED PRO- 
GRAMS.—On a semiannual basis, the Sec- 
retary shall make available a report on fund- 
ing apportioned and allocated to the States 
under this title that describes— 

“(i) the amount of funding obligated by 
each State, year-to-date, for the current fis- 
cal year; 

“(ii) the amount of funds remaining avail- 
able for obligation by each State; 

“(iii) changes in the obligated, unexpended 
balance for each State, year-to-date, during 
the current fiscal year, including the obli- 
gated, unexpended balance at the end of the 
preceding fiscal year and current fiscal year 
expenditures; 

“(iv) the amount and program category of 
unobligated funding, year-to-date, available 
for expenditure at the discretion of the Sec- 
retary; 

“(v) the rates of obligation on and off the 
National Highway System, year-to-date, for 
the current fiscal year of funds apportioned, 
allocated, or set aside under this section, ac- 
cording to— 

“(I) program; 

“(ID) funding category or subcategory; 

“(III) type of improvement; 

“(IV) State; and 

‘“(V) sub-State geographical area, includ- 
ing urbanized and rural areas, on the basis of 
the population of each such area; and 

“(vi) the amount of funds transferred by 
each State, year-to-date, for the current fis- 
cal year between programs under section 126. 

“(B) PROJECT DATA.—On an annual basis, 
the Secretary shall make available a report 
that, to the maximum extent possible, pro- 
vides project-specific data describing— 

“(i) for all projects funded under this title 
(excluding projects for which funds are 
transferred to agencies other than the Fed- 
eral Highway Administration)— 

““T) the specific location of the project; 

““(IT) the total cost of the project; 

“(JIT) the amount of Federal funding obli- 
gated for the project; 

‘“(IV) the program or programs from which 
Federal funds have been obligated for the 
project; 

‘“(V) the type of improvement being made; 
and 

‘“(VI) the ownership of the highway or 
bridge; and 

“(ii) for any project funded under this title 
(excluding projects for which funds are 
transferred to agencies other than the Fed- 
eral Highway Administration) with an esti- 
mated total cost as of the start of construc- 
tion in excess of $100,000,000, the data speci- 
fied under clause (i) and additional data de- 
scribing— 

“(D) whether the project is located in an 
area of the State with a population of— 

“(aa) less than 5,000 individuals; 

‘““(pb) 5,000 or more individuals but less 
than 50,000 individuals; 
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““ec) 50,000 or more individuals but less 
than 200,000 individuals; or 

““(dd) 200,000 or more individuals; 

“(IT) the estimated cost of the project as of 
the start of project construction, or the re- 
vised cost estimate based on a description of 
revisions to the scope of work or other fac- 
tors affecting project cost other than cost 
overruns; and 

“(JIT) the amount of non-Federal funds ob- 
ligated for the project.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 1503 
of MAP-21 (23 U.S.C. 104 note; Public Law 
112-141) is amended by striking subsection 
(c). 

SEC. 1405. HIGH PRIORITY CORRIDORS ON NA- 
TIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM. 

(a) IDENTIFICATION OF HIGH PRIORITY COR- 
RIDORS ON NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM.—Sec- 
tion 1105(c) of the Intermodal Surface Trans- 
portation Efficiency Act of 1991 is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (13) and inserting 
the following: 

“(13) Raleigh-Norfolk Corridor from Ra- 
leigh, North Carolina, through Rocky 
Mount, Williamston, and Elizabeth City, 
North Carolina, to Norfolk, Virginia.’’; 

(2) in paragraph (18)(D)— 

(A) in clause (ii) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; 

(B) in clause (iii) by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(iv) include Texas State Highway 44 from 
United States Route 59 at Freer, Texas, to 
Texas State Highway 358.’’; 

(3) by striking paragraph (68) and inserting 
the following: 

(68) The Washoe County Corridor and the 
Intermountain West Corridor, which shall 
generally follow— 

“(A) for the Washoe County Corridor, 
along Interstate Route 580/United States 
Route 95/United States Route 95A from Reno, 
Nevada, to Las Vegas, Nevada; and 

“(B) for the Intermountain West Corridor, 
from the vicinity of Las Vegas, Nevada, 
north along United States Route 95 termi- 
nating at Interstate Route 80.’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

“(81) United States Route 117/Interstate 
Route 795 from United States Route 70 in 
Goldsboro, Wayne County, North Carolina, 
to Interstate Route 40 west of Faison, Samp- 
son County, North Carolina. 

‘(82) United States Route 70 from its inter- 
section with Interstate Route 40 in Garner, 
Wake County, North Carolina, to the Port at 
Morehead City, Carteret County, North 
Carolina. 

(883) The Sonoran Corridor along State 
Route 410 connecting Interstate Route 19 and 
Interstate Route 10 south of the Tucson 
International Airport. 

“(84) The Central Texas Corridor com- 
mencing at the logical terminus of Inter- 
state Route 10, generally following portions 
of United States Route 190 eastward, passing 
in the vicinity Fort Hood, Killeen, Belton, 
Temple, Bryan, College Station, Huntsville, 
Livingston, and Woodville, to the logical ter- 
minus of Texas Highway 63 at the Sabine 
River Bridge at Burrs Crossing. 

“*(85) Interstate Route 81 in New York from 
its intersection with Interstate Route 86 to 
the United States-Canadian border.’’. 

(b) INCLUSION OF CERTAIN ROUTE SEGMENTS 
ON INTERSTATE SYSTEM.—Section 
1105(e)(5)(A) of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 is 
amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘subsection (c)(18),”’ 
“subsection (c)(9),”’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘subsections (c)(18)’”’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘subsection (c)(86)’’ and 


after 
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inserting ‘‘subsection (c)(18), subsection 
(c)(20), subparagraphs (A) and (B)(i) of sub- 
section (c)(26), subsection (c)(36)’’; and 

(3) by striking ‘‘and subsection (c)(57)”’ and 
inserting ‘‘subsection (c)(57), subsection 
(c)(68)(B), subsection (c)(81), subsection 
(c)(82), and subsection (c)(83)’’. 

(c) DESIGNATION.—Section 1105(e)(5)(C)(i) of 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991 is amended by striking the 
final sentence and inserting the following: 
“The routes referred to in subparagraphs (A) 
and (B)(i) of subsection (c)(26) and in sub- 
section (c)(68)(B) are designated as Interstate 
Route I-11.”’. 

(d) FUTURE INTERSTATE DESIGNATION.—Sec- 
tion 119(a) of the SAFETEA-LU Technical 
Corrections Act of 2008 is amended by strik- 
ing “and, as a future Interstate Route 66 
Spur, the Natcher Parkway in Owensboro, 
Kentucky” and inserting ‘‘between Hender- 
son, Kentucky, and Owensboro, Kentucky, 
and, as a future Interstate Route 65 and 66 
Spur, the William H. Natcher Parkway be- 
tween Bowling Green, Kentucky, and 
Owensboro, Kentucky”. 

SEC. 1406. FLEXIBILITY FOR PROJECTS. 

(a) AUTHORITY.—With respect to projects 
eligible for funding under title 23, United 
States Code, subject to subsection (b) and on 
request by a State, the Secretary may— 

(1) exercise all existing flexibilities under 
and exceptions to— 

(A) the requirements of title 23, United 
States Code; and 

(B) other requirements administered by 
the Secretary, in whole or part; and 

(2) otherwise provide additional flexibility 
or expedited processing with respect to the 
requirements described in paragraph (1). 

(b) MAINTAINING PROTECTIONS.—Nothing in 
this section— 

(1) waives the requirements of section 113 
or 138 of title 23, United States Code; 

(2) supersedes, amends, or modifies— 

(A) the National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4821 et seq.) or any other 
Federal environmental law; or 

(B) any requirement of title 23 or title 49, 
United States Code; or 

(8) affects the responsibility of any Federal 
officer to comply with or enforce any law or 
requirement described in this subsection. 
SEC. 1407. PRODUCTIVE AND TIMELY EXPENDI- 

TURE OF FUNDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall develop guidance that en- 
courages the use of programmatic ap- 
proaches to project delivery, expedited and 
prudent procurement techniques, and other 
best practices to facilitate productive, effec- 
tive, and timely expenditure of funds for 
projects eligible for funding under title 23, 
United States Code. 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Secretary shall 
work with States to ensure that any guid- 
ance developed under subsection (a) is con- 
sistently implemented by States and the 
Federal Highway Administration to— 

(1) avoid unnecessary delays in completing 
projects; 

(2) minimize cost overruns; and 

(8) ensure the effective use of Federal fund- 
ing. 

SEC. 1408. CONSOLIDATION OF PROGRAMS. 

Section 1519(a) of MAP-21 (126 Stat. 574) is 
amended by striking ‘‘From administrative 
funds” and all that follows through ‘‘shall be 
made available” and inserting “For each of 
fiscal years 2016 through 2021, before making 
an apportionment under section 104(b)(8) of 
title 23, United States Code, the Secretary 
shall set aside, from amounts made available 
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to carry out the highway safety improve- 
ment program under section 148 of such title 
for the fiscal year, $3,500,000”. 

SEC. 1409. FEDERAL SHARE PAYABLE. 

(a) INNOVATIVE PROJECT DELIVERY METH- 
oDs.—Section 120(c)(8)(A)~ii) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
“engineering or design approaches,” after 
“technologies,’’. 

(b) EMERGENCY RELIEF.—Section 120(e)(2) 
of title 23, United States Code, is amended by 
striking ‘‘Federal land access transportation 
facilities,” and inserting ‘‘other federally 
owned roads that are open to public travel,’’. 
SEC. 1410. ELIMINATION OR MODIFICATION OF 

CERTAIN REPORTING REQUIRE- 
MENTS. 

(a) FUNDAMENTAL PROPERTIES OF ASPHALTS 
REPORT.—Section 6016(e) of the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991 (105 Stat. 2183) is repealed. 

(b) EXPRESS LANES DEMONSTRATION PRO- 
GRAM REPORTS.—Section 1604(b)(7)(B) of 
SAFETEA-LU (23 U.S.C. 129 note) is re- 
pealed. 

SEC. 1411. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS. 

(a) TITLE 23.—Title 23, United States Code, 
is amended as follows: 

(1) Section 150(c)(3)(B) is amended by strik- 
ing the semicolon at the end and inserting a 
period. 

(2) Section 154(c) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (3)(A) by striking ‘‘trans- 
ferred” and inserting ‘‘reserved’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (5)— 

(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A) by inserting ‘‘or released” after ‘‘trans- 
ferred”; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (A) by striking “under 
section 104(b)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘under sec- 
tion 104(b)(1)’’. 

(3) Section 164(b) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (3)(A) by striking ‘‘trans- 
ferred” and inserting ‘‘reserved’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (5) by inserting ‘‘or re- 
leased” after ‘‘transferred’’. 

(b) MAP-21.—Effective as of July 6, 2012, 
and as if included therein as enacted, MAP- 
21 (Public Law 112-141) is amended as follows: 

(1) Section 1109(a)(2) (126 Stat. 444) is 
amended by striking ‘‘fourth’’ and inserting 
“fifth”. 

(2) Section 1203 (126 Stat. 524) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a) by striking ‘‘Section 
150 of title 23, United States Code, is amend- 
ed to read as follows” and inserting ‘‘Title 
23, United States Code, is amended by insert- 
ing after section 149 the following”; and 

(B) in subsection (b) by striking “by strik- 
ing the item relating to section 150 and in- 
serting’’ and inserting ‘‘by inserting after 
the item relating to section 149”. 

(3) Section 1318(a)(1) (126 Stat. 
amended to read as follows: 

“(1) in the section heading by striking 
‘pilot’; and’’. 

(4) Section 1314(b) (126 Stat. 549) is amend- 
ed— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘chapter 3 of” after ‘‘anal- 
ysis for’’; and 

(B) by inserting a period at the end of the 
matter proposed to be inserted. 

(5) Section 1519(c) (126 Stat. 575) is amend- 
ed— 

(A) by striking paragraph (8); 

(B) by  redesignating paragraphs (4) 
through (12) as paragraphs (8) through (11), 
respectively; 

(C) in paragraph (7), as redesignated by 
subparagraph (B) of this paragraph— 

(i) by striking the period at the end of the 
matter proposed to be struck; and 

(ii) by adding a period at the end; and 

(D) in paragraph (8)(A)(i)(I), as redesig- 
nated by subparagraph (B) of this paragraph, 


545) is 


November 3, 2015 


by striking ‘‘than rail” in the matter pro- 
posed to be struck and inserting “than on 
rail’. 

(6) Section 1528 is amended— 

(A) in subsection (b) by inserting ‘‘(or a 
lower percentage if so requested by a State 
with respect to a project)? after ‘‘100 per- 
cent’’; and 

(B) in subsection (c) by inserting ‘‘(or a 
lower percentage if so requested by a State 
with respect to a project)’ after ‘‘100 per- 
cent”. 

SEC. 1412. SAFETY FOR USERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall en- 
courage each State and metropolitan plan- 
ning organization to adopt standards for the 
design of Federal surface transportation 
projects that provide for the safe and ade- 
quate accommodation (as determined by the 
State) in all phases of project planning, de- 
velopment, and operation, of all users of the 
surface transportation network, including 
motorized and nonmotorized users. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of this section, the 
Secretary shall make available to the public 
a report cataloging examples of State law or 
State transportation policy that provides for 
the safe and adequate accommodation, in all 
phases of project planning, development, and 
operation of all users of the surface transpor- 
tation network. 

(c) BEST PRACTICES.—Based on the report 
required under subsection (b), the Secretary 
shall identify and disseminate examples of 
best practices where States have adopted 
measures that have successfully provided for 
the safe and adequate accommodation of all 
users of the transportation network in all 
phases of project development and operation. 
SEC. 1413. DESIGN STANDARDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 109 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘may take into account’’ 
and inserting ‘‘shall consider’’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (B) by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(iii) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as 
subparagraph (D); and 

(iv) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the 
following: 

“(C) cost savings by utilizing flexibility 
that exists in current design guidance and 
regulations; and’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(ii) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as 
subparagraph (F); and 

(iii) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 
following: 

‘(D) the publication entitled ‘Highway 
Safety Manual’ of the American Association 
of State Highway and Transportation Offi- 
cials; 

“(E) the publication entitled ‘Urban Street 
Design Guide’ of the National Association of 
City Transportation Officials; and’’; and 

(2) in subsection (f) by inserting ‘‘pedes- 
trian walkways,” after ‘‘bikeways,’’. 

(b) DESIGN STANDARD FLEXIBILITY.—Not- 
withstanding section 109(0) of title 23, United 
States Code, a State may allow a local juris- 
diction to use a roadway design publication 
that is different from the roadway design 
publication used by the State in which the 
local jurisdiction is located for the design of 
a project on a roadway under the ownership 
of the local jurisdiction (other than a high- 
way on the Interstate System) if— 

(1) the local jurisdiction is a direct recipi- 
ent of Federal funds for the project; 
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(2) the roadway design publication— 

(A) is recognized by the Federal Highway 
Administration; and 

(B) is adopted by the local jurisdiction; and 

(3) the design complies with all other ap- 
plicable Federal laws. 

SEC. 1414. RESERVE FUND. 

(a) LIMITATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding funding, 
authorizations of appropriations, and con- 
tract authority described in sections 1101, 
1102, 3017, 4001, 5101, and 6002 of this Act, in- 
cluding the amendments made by such sec- 
tions, sections 125 and 147 of title 23, United 
States Code, and section 53388(a) of title 49, 
United States Code, no funding, authoriza- 
tion of appropriations, and contract author- 
ity described in those sections for fiscal 
years 2019 through 2021 shall exist unless and 
only to the extent that a subsequent Act of 
Congress causes additional monies to be de- 
posited in the Highway Trust Fund. 

(2) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—The limita- 
tion on funds provided in paragraph (1) shall 
not apply to— 

(A) administrative expenses of the Federal 
Highway Administration under sections 
104(a) and 608(a)(6) of title 23, United States 
Code; 

(B) administrative expenses of the Na- 
tional Highway Traffic Safety Administra- 
tion under section 4001(a)(6) of this Act; 

(C) administrative expenses of the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Administration under 
section 5103 of this Act; and 

(D) administrative expenses of the Federal 
Transit Administration under section 5338(h) 
of title 49, United States Code. 

(b) ADJUSTMENTS TO CONTRACT AUTHOR- 
ITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 104 the following: 

“$105. Adjustments to contract authority 

“(a) CALCULATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The President shall in- 
clude in each of the fiscal year 2017 through 
2021 budget submissions to Congress under 
section 1105(a) of title 31, for each of the 
Highway Account and the Mass Transit Ac- 
count, a calculation of the difference be- 
tween— 

“(A) the actual level of monies deposited 
in that account for the most recently com- 
pleted fiscal year; and 

“(B) the estimated level of receipts for 
that account for the most recently com- 
pleted fiscal year, as specified in paragraph 
(2). 

‘“(2) ESTIMATE.—The estimated level of re- 
ceipts specified in this paragraph are— 

“(A) for the Highway Account— 

“(i) for fiscal year 2015, $35,740,259,248; 

“(i) for fiscal year 2016, $35,498,000,000; 

“(ii) for fiscal year 2017, $35,879,000,000; 

““(iv) for fiscal year 2018, $36,084,000,000; and 

“(v) for fiscal year 2019, $36,117,000,000; and 

‘“(B) for the Mass Transit Account— 

““(i) for fiscal year 2015, $5,048,527,972; 

“(i) for fiscal year 2016, $5,020,000,000; 

“(ii) for fiscal year 2017, $5,024,000,000; 

“(iv) for fiscal year 2018, $5,011,000,000; and 

“(v) for fiscal year 2019, $4,981,000,000. 

““(3) TECHNICAL CORRECTION.—For purposes 
of paragraph (1)(A), the term ‘actual level of 
monies deposited in that account’ shall not 
include funding of the Highway Trust Fund 
provided by section 2002 of Public Law 114-41. 

“(b) ADJUSTMENTS TO CONTRACT AUTHOR- 
ITY.— 

“(1) ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS.—If the dif- 
ference determined in a budget submission 
under subsection (a) for a fiscal year for the 
Highway Account or the Mass Transit Ac- 
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count is greater than zero, the Secretary 
shall on October 1 of the budget year of that 
submission— 

“(A) make available for programs author- 
ized from such account for the budget year a 
total amount equal to— 

“(i) the amount otherwise authorized to be 
appropriated for such programs for such 
budget year; plus 

“(ii) an amount equal to such difference; 
and 

“(B) distribute the additional amount 
under subparagraph (A)(ii) to each of such 
programs in accordance with subsection (c). 

‘(2) REDUCTION.—If the difference deter- 
mined in a budget submission under sub- 
section (a) for a fiscal year for the Highway 
Account or the Mass Transit Account is less 
than zero, the Secretary shall on October 1 
of the budget year of that submission— 

“(A) make available for programs author- 
ized from such account for the budget year a 
total amount equal to— 

“(i) the amount otherwise authorized to be 
appropriated for such programs for such 
budget year; minus 

“(ii) an amount equal to such difference; 
and 

‘(B) apply the total adjustment under sub- 
paragraph (A)(ii) to each of such programs in 
accordance with subsection (c). 

“(c) DISTRIBUTION OF ADJUSTMENT AMONG 
PROGRAMS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In making an adjust- 
ment for the Highway Account or the Mass 
Transit Account for a budget year under sub- 
section (b), the Secretary shall— 

“(A) determine the ratio that— 

“(i) the amount authorized to be appro- 
priated for a program from the account for 
the budget year; bears to 

“(ii) the total amount authorized to be ap- 
propriated for such budget year for all pro- 
grams under such account; 

‘(B) multiply the ratio determined under 
subparagraph (A) by the applicable dif- 
ference calculated under subsection (a); and 

‘(C) adjust the amount that the Secretary 
would otherwise have allocated for the pro- 
gram for such budget year by the amount 
calculated under subparagraph (B). 

‘(2) FORMULA PROGRAMS.—For a program 
for which funds are distributed by formula, 
the Secretary shall add or subtract the ad- 
justment to the amount authorized for the 
program but for this section and make avail- 
able the adjusted program amount for such 
program in accordance with such formula. 

*3) AVAILABILITY FOR OBLIGATION.—Ad- 
justed amounts under this subsection shall 
be available for obligation and administered 
in the same manner as other amounts made 
available for the program for which the 
amount is adjusted. 

‘(d) EXCLUSION OF EMERGENCY RELIEF PRO- 
GRAM AND COVERED ADMINISTRATIVE EX- 
PENSES.—The Secretary shall exclude the 
emergency relief program under section 125 
and covered administrative expenses from— 

“(1) an adjustment of funding under sub- 
section (c)(1); and 

“(2) any calculation under subsection (b) or 
(c) related to such an adjustment. 

‘(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated from 
the appropriate account or accounts of the 
Highway Trust Fund an amount equal to the 
amounts calculated under subsection (a) for 
each of fiscal years 2017 through 2021. 

‘“(f) REVISION TO OBLIGATION LIMITATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary makes 
an adjustment under subsection (b) for a fis- 
cal year to an amount subject to a limita- 
tion on obligations imposed by section 1102 
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or 3017 of the Surface Transportation Reau- 
thorization and Reform Act of 2015— 

“(A) such limitation on obligations for 
such fiscal year shall be revised by an 
amount equal to such adjustment; and 

“(B) the Secretary shall distribute such 
limitation on obligations, as revised under 
subparagraph (A), in accordance with such 
sections. 

‘*(2) EXCLUSION OF COVERED ADMINISTRATIVE 
EXPENSES.—The Secretary shall exclude cov- 
ered administrative expenses from— 

“(A) any calculation relating to a revision 
of a limitation on obligations under para- 
graph (1)(A); and 

“(B) any distribution of a revised limita- 
tion on obligations under paragraph (1)(B). 

“(g) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol- 
lowing definitions apply: 

“(1) BUDGET YEAR.—The term ‘budget year’ 
means the fiscal year for which a budget sub- 
mission referenced in subsection (a)(1) is sub- 
mitted. 

‘(2) COVERED ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.— 
The term ‘covered administrative expenses’ 
means the administrative expenses of— 

“(A) the Federal Highway Administration, 
as authorized under section 104(a); 

“(B) the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration, as authorized under section 
4001(a)(6) of the Surface Transportation Re- 
authorization and Reform Act of 2015; and 

“(C) the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Ad- 
ministration, as authorized under section 
31110 of title 49. 

‘(3) HIGHWAY ACCOUNT.—The term ‘High- 
way Account’ means the portion of the High- 
way Trust Fund that is not the Mass Transit 
Account. 

‘(4) MASS TRANSIT ACCOUNT.—The term 
‘Mass Transit Account’ means the Mass 
Transit Account of the Highway Trust Fund 
established under section 9503(e)(1) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986.’’. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis for 
chapter 1 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 104 the following: 

“105. Adjustments to contract authority.’’. 
SEC. 1415. ADJUSTMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—On July 1, 2018, of the un- 
obligated balances of funds apportioned 
among the States under chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code, a total of $6,000,000,000 is 
permanently rescinded. 

(b) EXCLUSIONS FROM RESCISSION.—The re- 
scission under subsection (a) shall not apply 
to funds distributed in accordance with— 

(1) sections 104(b)(3) and 130(f) of title 23, 
United States Code; 

(2) sections 133(d)(1)(A) of such title; 

(3) the first sentence of section 133(d)(8)(A) 
of such title, as in effect on the day before 
the date of enactment of MAP-21 (Public 
Law 112-141); 

(4) sections 133(d)(1) and 163 of such title, 
as in effect on the day before the date of en- 
actment of SAFETEA-LU (Public Law 109- 
59); and 

(5) section 104(b)(5) of such title, as in ef- 
fect on the day before the date of enactment 
of MAP-21 (Public Law 112-141). 

(c) DISTRIBUTION AMONG STATES.—The 
amount to be rescinded under this section 
from a State shall be determined by multi- 
plying the total amount of the rescission in 
subsection (a) by the ratio that— 

(1) the unobligated balances subject to the 
rescission as of September 30, 2017, for the 
State; bears to 

(2) the unobligated balances subject to the 
rescission as of September 30, 2017, for all 
States. 

(d) DISTRIBUTION WITHIN EACH STATE.—The 
amount to be rescinded under this section 
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from each program to which the rescission 

applies within a State shall be determined by 

multiplying the required rescission amount 
calculated under subsection (c) for such 

State by the ratio that— 

(1) the unobligated balance as of Sep- 
tember 30, 2017, for such program in such 
State; bears to 

(2) the unobligated balances as of Sep- 
tember 30, 2017, for all programs to which the 
rescission applies in such State. 

SEC. 1416. NATIONAL ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARG- 

ING, HYDROGEN, AND NATURAL GAS 
FUELING CORRIDORS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 150 the following: 

“$151. National electric vehicle charging, hy- 
drogen, and natural gas fueling corridors 
“(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 

after the date of enactment of the Surface 
Transportation Reauthorization and Reform 
Act of 2015, the Secretary shall designate na- 
tional electric vehicle charging, hydrogen, 
and natural gas fueling corridors that iden- 
tify the near- and long-term need for, and lo- 
cation of, electric vehicle charging infra- 
structure, hydrogen infrastructure, and nat- 
ural gas fueling infrastructure at strategic 
locations along major national highways to 
improve the mobility of passenger and com- 
mercial vehicles that employ electric, hydro- 
gen fuel cell, and natural gas fueling tech- 
nologies across the United States. 

“(b) DESIGNATION OF CORRIDORS.—In desig- 
nating the corridors under subsection (a), 
the Secretary shall— 

“(1) solicit nominations from State and 
local officials for facilities to be included in 
the corridors; 

‘“(2) incorporate existing electric vehicle 
charging, hydrogen fueling stations, and nat- 
ural gas fueling corridors designated by a 
State or group of States; and 

(3) consider the demand for, and location 
of, existing electric vehicle charging, hydro- 
gen fueling stations, and natural gas fueling 
infrastructure. 

““(c) STAKEHOLDERS.—In designating cor- 
ridors under subsection (a), the Secretary 
shall involve, on a voluntary basis, stake- 
holders that include— 

“(1) the heads of other Federal agencies; 

‘(2) State and local officials; 

“*(3) representatives of— 

“(A) energy utilities; 

“(B) the electric, fuel cell electric, and 
natural gas vehicle industries; 

“(C) the freight and shipping industry; 

‘“(D) clean technology firms; 

‘“(E) the hospitality industry; 

“(F) the restaurant industry; 

“(G) highway rest stop vendors; and 

‘“(H) industrial gas and hydrogen manufac- 
turers; and 

““(4) such other stakeholders as the Sec- 
retary determines to be necessary. 

“(d) REDESIGNATION.—Not later than 5 
years after the date of establishment of the 
corridors under subsection (a), and every 5 
years thereafter, the Secretary shall update 
and redesignate the corridors. 

“(e) REPORT.—During designation and re- 
designation of the corridors under this sec- 
tion, the Secretary shall issue a report 
that— 

“(1) identifies electric vehicle charging, 
hydrogen infrastructure, and natural gas 
fueling infrastructure and standardization 
needs for electricity providers, industrial gas 
providers, natural gas providers, infrastruc- 
ture providers, vehicle manufacturers, elec- 
tricity purchasers, and natural gas pur- 
chasers; and 
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‘“(2) establishes an aspirational goal of 
achieving strategic deployment of electric 
vehicle charging, hydrogen infrastructure, 
and natural gas fueling infrastructure in 
those corridors by the end of fiscal year 
2021.”’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 1 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting after the item relat- 
ing to section 150 the following: 

“151. National electric vehicle charging, hy- 
drogen, and natural gas fueling 
corridors.’’. 

SEC. 1417. FERRIES. 

Section 147 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(h) REDISTRIBUTION OF UNOBLIGATED 
AMOUNTS.—The Secretary shall— 

“(1) withdraw amounts allocated to eligi- 
ble entities under this section that remain 
unobligated by the end of the third fiscal 
year following the fiscal year for which the 
amounts were allocated; and 

‘“(2) in the fiscal year beginning after a fis- 
cal year in which a withdrawal is made 
under paragraph (1), redistribute the funds 
withdrawn, in accordance with the formula 
specified under subsection (d), among eligi- 
ble entities with respect to which no 
amounts were withdrawn under paragraph 
d).”. 
SEC. STUDY ON PERFORMANCE OF 
BRIDGES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (c), 
the Administrator of the Federal Highway 
Administration shall commission the Trans- 
portation Research Board of the National 
Academy of Sciences to conduct a study on 
the performance of bridges that are at least 
15 years old and received funding under the 
innovative bridge research and construction 
program (in this section referred to as the 
‘“program”) under section 503(b) of title 23, 
United States Code (as in effect on the day 
before the date of enactment of SAFETEA- 
LU (Public Law 109-59) in meeting the goals 
of that program, which included— 

(1) the development of new, cost-effective 
innovative material highway bridge applica- 
tions; 

(2) the reduction of maintenance costs and 
lifecycle costs of bridges, including the costs 
of new construction, replacement, or reha- 
bilitation of deficient bridges; 

(3) the development of construction tech- 
niques to increase safety and reduce con- 
struction time and traffic congestion; 

(4) the development of engineering design 
criteria for innovative products and mate- 
rials for use in highway bridges and struc- 
tures; 

(5) the development of cost-effective and 
innovative techniques to separate vehicle 
and pedestrian traffic from railroad traffic; 

(6) the development of highway bridges and 
structures that will withstand natural disas- 
ters, including alternative processes for the 
seismic retrofit of bridges; and 

(7) the development of new nondestructive 
bridge evaluation technologies and tech- 
niques. 

(b) CONTENTS.—The study commissioned 
under subsection (a) shall include— 

(1) an analysis of the performance of 
bridges that received funding under the pro- 
gram in meeting the goals described in para- 
graphs (1) through (7) of subsection (a); 

(2) an analysis of the utility, compared to 
conventional materials and technologies, of 
each of the innovative materials and tech- 
nologies used in projects for bridges under 
the program in meeting the needs of the 
United States in 2015 and in the future for a 


1418. 


November 3, 2015 


sustainable and low lifecycle cost transpor- 
tation system; 

(3) recommendations to Congress on how 
the installed and lifecycle costs of bridges 
could be reduced through the use of innova- 
tive materials and technologies, including, 
as appropriate, any changes in the design 
and construction of bridges needed to maxi- 
mize the cost reductions; and 

(4) a summary of any additional research 
that may be needed to further evaluate inno- 
vative approaches to reducing the installed 
and lifecycle costs of highway bridges. 

(c) PUBLIC COMMENT.—Before commis- 
sioning the study under subsection (a), the 
Administrator shall provide an opportunity 
for public comment on the study proposal. 

(d) DATA FROM STATES.—Each State that 
received funds under the program shall pro- 
vide to the Transportation Research Board 
any relevant data needed to carry out the 
study commissioned under subsection (a). 

(e) DEADLINE.—The Administrator shall 
submit to Congress a report on the results of 
the study commissioned under subsection (a) 
not later than 3 years after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act. 

SEC. 1419. RELINQUISHMENT OF PARK-AND-RIDE 
LOT FACILITIES. 

A State transportation agency may relin- 
quish park-and-ride lot facilities or portions 
of park-and-ride lot facilities to a local gov- 
ernment agency for highway purposes if au- 
thorized to do so under State law if the 
agreement providing for the relinquishment 
provides that— 

(1) rights-of-way on the Interstate System 
will remain available for future highway im- 
provements; and 

(2) modifications to the facilities that 
could impair the highway or interfere with 
the free and safe flow of traffic are subject to 
the approval of the Secretary. 

SEC. 1420. PILOT PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may estab- 
lish a pilot program that allows a State to 
utilize innovative approaches to maintain 
the right-of-way of Federal-aid highways 
within such State. 

(b) LIMITATION.—A pilot program estab- 
lished under subsection (a) shall— 

(1) terminate after not more than 6 years; 

(2) include not more than 5 States; and 

(3) be subject to guidelines published by 
the Secretary. 

(c) REPORT.—If the Secretary establishes a 
pilot program under subsection (a), the Sec- 
retary shall, not more than 1 year after the 
completion of the pilot program, submit to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works of the Senate a report on the 
results of the pilot program. 

SEC. 1421. INNOVATIVE PROJECT DELIVERY EX- 
AMPLES. 

Section 120(c)(8)(B) of title 23, United 

States Code, is amended— 


(1) in clause (iv) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(2) by redesignating clause (v) as clause 
(vi); and 


(3) by inserting after clause (iv) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘“(v) innovative pavement materials that 
have a demonstrated life cycle of 75 or more 
years, are manufactured with reduced green- 
house gas emissions, and reduce construc- 
tion-related congestion by rapidly curing; 
gr”; 

SEC. 1422. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS TO EN- 
COURAGE POLLINATOR HABITAT 
AND FORAGE ON TRANSPORTATION 
RIGHTS-OF-WAY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 319 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 
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(1) in subsection (a) by inserting ‘‘(includ- 
ing the enhancement of habitat and forage 
for pollinators)” before ‘‘adjacent’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(c) ENCOURAGEMENT OF POLLINATOR HABI- 
TAT AND FORAGE DEVELOPMENT AND PROTEC- 
TION ON TRANSPORTATION RIGHTS-OF-WAY.—In 
carrying out any program administered by 
the Secretary under this title, the Secretary 
shall, in conjunction with willing States, as 
appropriate— 

“(1) encourage integrated vegetation man- 
agement practices on roadsides and other 
transportation rights-of-way, including re- 
duced mowing; and 

““(2) encourage the development of habitat 
and forage for Monarch butterflies, other na- 
tive pollinators, and honey bees through 
plantings of native forbs and grasses, includ- 
ing noninvasive, native milkweed species 
that can serve as migratory way stations for 
butterflies and facilitate migrations of other 
pollinators.’’. 

(b) PROVISION OF HABITAT, FORAGE, AND MI- 
GRATORY WAY STATIONS FOR MONARCH BUT- 
TERFLIES, OTHER NATIVE POLLINATORS, AND 
HONEY BEES.—Section 329(a)(1) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
“provision of habitat, forage, and migratory 
way stations for Monarch butterflies, other 
native pollinators, and honey bees,” before 
“and aesthetic enhancement’’. 

SEC. 1423. MILK PRODUCTS. 

Section 127(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

(13) MILK PRODUCTS.—A vehicle carrying 
fluid milk products shall be considered a 
load that cannot be easily dismantled or di- 
vided.’’. 

SEC. 1424. INTERSTATE WEIGHT LIMITS FOR 
EMERGENCY VEHICLES. 

Section 127(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, as amended by this Act, is further 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“(14) EMERGENCY VEHICLES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—With respect to an 
emergency vehicle, the following weight lim- 
its shall apply in lieu of the maximum and 
minimum weight limits specified in this sub- 
section: 

‘“(i) 24,000 pounds on a single steering axle. 

““(ii) 33,500 pounds on a single drive axle. 

‘“(iii) 62,000 pounds on a tandem axle. 

“(iv) A maximum gross vehicle weight of 
86,000 pounds. 

“(B) EMERGENCY VEHICLE DEFINED.—In this 
paragraph, the term ‘emergency vehicle’ 
means a vehicle designed— 

“(i) to be used under emergency conditions 
to transport personnel and equipment; and 

““(i) to support the suppression of fires and 
mitigation of other hazardous situations.’’. 
SEC. 1425. VEHICLE WEIGHT LIMITATIONS— 

INTERSTATE SYSTEM. 

Section 127 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“(m) COVERED HEAVY-DUTY TOW AND RE- 
COVERY VEHICLES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The vehicle weight limi- 
tations set forth in this section do not apply 
to a covered heavy-duty tow and recovery 
vehicle. 

‘(2) COVERED HEAVY-DUTY TOW AND RECOV- 
ERY VEHICLE DEFINED.—In this subsection, 
the term ‘covered heavy-duty tow and recov- 
ery vehicle’ means a vehicle that— 

“(A) is transporting a disabled vehicle 
from the place where the vehicle became dis- 
abled to the nearest appropriate repair facil- 
ity; and 

“(B) has a gross vehicle weight that is 
equal to or exceeds the gross vehicle weight 
of the disabled vehicle being transported.’’. 
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SEC. 1426. NEW NATIONAL GOAL, PERFORMANCE 
MEASURE, AND PERFORMANCE TAR- 
GET. 

(a) NATIONAL GOAL.—Section 150(b) of title 
23, United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

‘(8) INTEGRATED ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT.— 
To improve road conditions in economically 
distressed urban communities and increase 
access to jobs, markets, and economic oppor- 
tunities for people who live in such commu- 
nities.’’. 

(b) PERFORMANCE MEASURE.—Section 150(c) 
of such title is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘(7) INTEGRATED ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT.— 
The Secretary shall establish measures for 
States to use to assess the conditions, acces- 
sibility, and reliability of roads in economi- 
cally distressed urban communities.’’. 

(c) PERFORMANCE TARGET.—Section 
150(d)(1) of such title is amended by striking 
“and (6)? and inserting ‘‘(6), and (7)’’. 

SEC. 1427. SERVICE CLUB, CHARITABLE ASSOCIA- 
TION, OR RELIGIOUS SERVICE 
SIGNS. 

Notwithstanding section 131 of title 23, 
United States Code, and part 750 of title 23, 
Code of Federal Regulations (or successor 
regulations), a State may allow the mainte- 
nance of a sign of a service club, charitable 
association, or religious service that was 
erected as of the date of enactment of this 
Act and the area of which is less than or 
equal to 32 square feet, if the State notifies 
the Federal Highway Administration. 

SEC. 1428. WORK ZONE AND GUARD RAIL SAFETY 
TRAINING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1409 of 
SAFETEA-LU (23 U.S.C. 401 note) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by striking the section heading and in- 
serting ‘‘WORK ZONE AND GUARD RAIL SAFETY 
TRAINING’’; and. 

(2) in subsection (b) by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(4) Development, updating, and delivery 
of training courses on guard rail installa- 
tion, maintenance, and inspection.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1(b) of such Act is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
section 1409 and inserting the following: 
“Sec. 1409. Work zone and guard rail safety 

training.’’. 
SEC. 1429. MOTORCYCLIST ADVISORY COUNCIL. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting 
through the Administrator of the Federal 
Highway Administration, and in consulta- 
tion with the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Environ- 
ment and Public Works of the Senate, shall 
appoint a Motorcyclist Advisory Council to 
coordinate with and advise the Adminis- 
trator on infrastructure issues of concern to 
motorcyclists, including— 

(1) barrier design; 

(2) road design, construction, and mainte- 
nance practices; and 

(3) the architecture and implementation of 
intelligent transportation system tech- 
nologies. 

(b) COMPOSITION.—The Council shall con- 
sist of not more than 10 members of the 
motorcycling community with professional 
expertise in national motorcyclist safety ad- 
vocacy, including— 

(1) at least— 

(A) 1 member recommended by a national 
motorcyclist association; 

(B) 1 member recommended by a national 
motorcycle riders foundation; 

(C) 1 representative of the National Asso- 
ciation of State Motorcycle Safety Adminis- 
trators; 
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(D) 2 members of State motorcyclists’ or- 
ganizations; 

(E) 1 member recommended by a national 
organization that represents the builders of 
highway infrastructure; 

(F) 1 member recommended by a national 
association that represents the traffic safety 
systems industry; and 

(G) 1 member of a national safety organiza- 
tion; and 

(2) at least 1, but not more than 2, motor- 
cyclists who are traffic system design engi- 
neers or State transportation department of- 
ficials. 

SEC. 1430. HIGHWAY WORK ZONES. 

It is the sense of the House of Representa- 
tives that the Federal Highway Administra- 
tion should— 

(1) do all within its power to protect work- 
ers in highway work zones; and 

(2) move rapidly to finalize regulations, as 
directed in section 1405 of MAP -21 (126 Stat. 
560), to protect the lives and safety of con- 
struction workers in highway work zones 
from vehicle intrusions. 

TITLE II—INNOVATIVE PROJECT FINANCE 

SEC. 2001. TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE 
FINANCE AND INNOVATION ACT OF 
1998 AMENDMENTS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.— 

(1) MASTER CREDIT AGREEMENT.—Section 
601(a)(10) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘10) MASTER CREDIT AGREEMENT.—The 
term ‘master credit agreement’ means a con- 
ditional agreement to extend credit assist- 
ance for a program of related projects se- 
cured by a common security pledge (which 
shall receive an investment grade rating 
from a rating agency prior to the Secretary 
entering into such master credit agreement) 
under section 602(b)(2)(A), or for a single 
project covered under section 602(b)(2)(B) 
that does not provide for a current obliga- 
tion of Federal funds, and that would— 

“(A) make contingent commitments of 1 or 
more secured loans or other Federal credit 
instruments at future dates, subject to the 
availability of future funds being made 
available to carry out this chapter and sub- 
ject to the satisfaction of all the conditions 
for the provision of credit assistance under 
this chapter, including section 603(b)(1); 

“(B) establish the maximum amounts and 
general terms and conditions of the secured 
loans or other Federal credit instruments; 

“(C) identify the 1 or more dedicated non- 
Federal revenue sources that will secure the 
repayment of the secured loans or secured 
Federal credit instruments; 

‘(D) provide for the obligation of funds for 
the secured loans or secured Federal credit 
instruments after all requirements have been 
met for the projects subject to the master 
credit agreement, including— 

“(i) completion of an environmental im- 
pact statement or similar analysis required 
under the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.); 

“(ii) compliance with such other require- 
ments as are specified in this chapter, in- 
cluding sections 602(c) and 603(b)(1); and 

“(iii) the availability of funds to carry out 
this chapter; and 

(E) require that contingent commitments 
result in a financial close and obligation of 
credit assistance not later than 3 years after 
the date of entry into the master credit 
agreement, or release of the commitment, 
unless otherwise extended by the Sec- 
retary.’’. 

(2) RURAL INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT.—Sec- 
tion 601(a)(15) of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 
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(15) RURAL INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT.— 
The term ‘rural infrastructure project’ 
means a surface transportation infrastruc- 
ture project located outside of a Census-Bu- 
reau-defined urbanized area.’’. 

(b) MASTER CREDIT AGREEMENTS.—Section 
602(b)(2) of title 23, United States Code is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘(2) MASTER CREDIT AGREEMENTS.— 

“(A) PROGRAM OF RELATED PROJECTS.—The 
Secretary may enter into a master credit 
agreement for a program of related projects 
secured by a common security pledge on 
terms acceptable to the Secretary. 

“(B) ADEQUATE FUNDING NOT AVAILABLE.—If 
the Secretary fully obligates funding to eli- 
gible projects in a fiscal year, and adequate 
funding is not available to fund a credit in- 
strument, a project sponsor of an eligible 
project may elect to enter into a master 
credit agreement and wait to execute a cred- 
it instrument until the fiscal year during 
which additional funds are available to re- 
ceive credit assistance.’’. 

(c) ELIGIBLE PROJECT CostTs.—Section 
602(a)(5) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A) by inserting “and 
(C)” after ‘‘(B)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(C) LOCAL INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS.—El- 
igible project costs shall be reasonably an- 
ticipated to equal or exceed $10,000,000 in the 
case of a project or program of projects— 

““(j) in which the applicant is a local gov- 
ernment, public authority, or instrumen- 
tality of local government; 

‘“(ii) located on a facility owned by a local 
government; or 

“(iii) for which the Secretary determines 
that a local government is substantially in- 
volved in the development of the project.’’. 

(d) LIMITATION ON REFINANCING OF INTERIM 
CONSTRUCTION FINANCING.—Section 603(a)(2) 
of title 23, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘(2) LIMITATION ON REFINANCING OF INTERIM 
CONSTRUCTION FINANCING.—A loan under 
paragraph (1) shall not refinance interim 
construction financing under paragraph 
(1)(B)— 

“(A) if the maturity of such interim con- 
struction financing is later than 1 year after 
the substantial completion of the project; 
and 

‘“(B) later than 1 year after the date of sub- 
stantial completion of the project.’’. 

(e) FUNDING.—Section 608(a) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (4)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘Be- 
ginning in fiscal year 2014, on April 1 of each 
fiscal year” and inserting ‘‘Beginning in fis- 
cal year 2016, on August 1 of each fiscal 
year’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

“(D) LIMITATIONS.—The Secretary may not 
carry out a redistribution under this para- 
graph— 

“(i) for any fiscal year in which such redis- 
tribution would adversely impact the receipt 
of credit assistance by a qualified project 
within such fiscal year; or 

‘“(ii) if the budget authority determined to 
be necessary to cover all requests for credit 
assistance pending before the Department of 
Transportation on August 1 would reduce the 
uncommitted balance of funds below the 
threshold established in subparagraph (A).”’; 
and 

(2) by striking paragraph (6) and inserting 
the following: 

‘“(6) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—Of the 
amounts made available to carry out this 
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chapter, the Secretary may use not more 
than $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2016, $5,150,000 
for fiscal year 2017, $5,304,500 for fiscal year 
2018, $5,463,500 for fiscal year 2019, $5,627,500 
for fiscal year 2020, and $5,760,500 for fiscal 
year 2021 for the administration of this chap- 
ter.’’. 

SEC. 2002. STATE INFRASTRUCTURE BANK PRO- 

GRAM. 


Section 610 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (1) by striking subpara- 
graph (A) and inserting the following: 

‘(A) 10 percent of the funds apportioned to 
the State for each of fiscal years 2016 
through 2021 under each of sections 104(b)(1) 
and 104(b)(2); and’’; 

(B) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘fiscal 
years 2005 through 2009” and inserting ‘‘fiscal 
years 2016 through 2021”; 

(C) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘fiscal 
years 2005 through 2009” and inserting ‘‘fiscal 
years 2016 through 2021”; and 

(D) in paragraph (5) by striking ‘“‘section 
133(d)(8)’’ and inserting “section 
188(d)(1)(A)@)”’; and 

(2) in subsection (k) by striking ‘‘fiscal 
years 2005 through 2009” and inserting ‘‘fiscal 
years 2016 through 2021”. 

SEC. 2003. AVAILABILITY PAYMENT CONCESSION 
MODEL. 

(a) PAYMENT TO STATES FOR CONSTRUC- 
TION.—Section 121(a) of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘(in- 
cluding payments made pursuant to a long- 
term concession agreement, such as avail- 
ability payments)” after ‘‘a project”. 

(b) PROJECT APPROVAL AND OVERSIGHT.— 
Section 106(b)(1) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘(including 
payments made pursuant to a long-term con- 
cession agreement, such as availability pay- 
ments)” after ‘‘construction of the project”. 

TITLE III—PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 
SEC. 3001. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Federal 
Public Transportation Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 3002. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 5302 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(C) by striking ‘‘land- 
scaping and’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

(24) VALUE CAPTURE.—The term ‘value 
capture’ means recovering the increased 
property value to property located near pub- 
lic transportation resulting from invest- 
ments in public transportation. 

(25) BASE-MODEL BUS.—The term ‘base- 
model bus’ means a heavy-duty public trans- 
portation bus manufactured to meet, but not 
exceed, transit-specific minimum perform- 
ance criteria developed by the Secretary.’’. 
SEC. 3003. METROPOLITAN AND STATEWIDE 

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5303 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)(2) by striking ‘‘and bi- 
cycle transportation facilities” and inserting 
“, bicycle transportation facilities, and 
intermodal facilities that support intercity 
transportation, including intercity buses and 
intercity bus facilities’’; 

(2) in subsection (d)— 

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (3) 
through (6) as paragraphs (4) through (7), re- 
spectively; and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘*(3) REPRESENTATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Designation or selection 
of officials or representatives under para- 
graph (2) shall be determined by the metro- 
politan planning organization according to 
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the bylaws or enabling statute of the organi- 
zation. 

‘(B) PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION REPRESENTA- 
TIVE.—Subject to the bylaws or enabling 
statute of the metropolitan planning organi- 
zation, a representative of a provider of pub- 
lic transportation may also serve as a rep- 
resentative of a local municipality. 

‘“(C) POWERS OF CERTAIN OFFICIALS.—An of- 
ficial described in paragraph (2)(B) shall have 
responsibilities, actions, duties, voting 
rights, and any other authority commensu- 
rate with other officials described in para- 
graph (2).’’; and 

(C) in paragraph (5), as so redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘paragraph (5)? and inserting 
“paragraph (6)’’; 

(3) in subsection (e)(4)(B) by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (d)(5)° and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(d)(6)”’; 

(4) in subsection (g)(3)(A) by inserting 
“tourism, natural disaster risk reduction,”’ 
after ‘‘economic development,”’; 

(5) in subsection (h)(1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (G) by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (H) by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(D) improve the resilience and reliability 
of the transportation system.”’; 

(6) in subsection (i)— 

(A) in paragraph (2)(A)(i) by striking 
“transit”? and inserting ‘‘public transpor- 
tation facilities, intercity bus facilities’’; 

(B) in paragraph (6)(A)— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘public ports,” 
“freight shippers,’’; and 

(ii) by inserting ‘(including intercity bus 
operators, employer-based commuting pro- 
grams, such as a carpool program, vanpool 
program, transit benefit program, parking 
cash-out program, shuttle program, or 
telework program)” after ‘‘private providers 
of transportation”; and 

(C) in paragraph (8) by striking ‘‘paragraph 
(2)(C)”? each place it appears and inserting 
“paragraph (2)(E)”’; 

(7) in subsection (k)(3)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A) by inserting ‘‘(in- 
cluding intercity bus operators, employer- 
based commuting programs, such as a car- 
pool program, vanpool program, transit ben- 
efit program, parking cash-out program, 
shuttle program, or telework program), job 
access projects,” after “reduction”; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(C) CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PLAN.—A 
metropolitan planning organization with a 
transportation management area may de- 
velop a plan that includes projects and strat- 
egies that will be considered in the TIP of 
such metropolitan planning organization. 
Such plan shall— 

“(i) develop regional goals to reduce vehi- 
cle miles traveled during peak commuting 
hours and improve transportation connec- 
tions between areas with high job concentra- 
tion and areas with high concentrations of 
low-income households; 

“(i) identify existing public transpor- 
tation services, employer-based commuter 
programs, and other existing transportation 
services that support access to jobs in the re- 
gion; and 

“(iii) identify proposed projects and pro- 
grams to reduce congestion and increase job 
access opportunities. 

‘(D) PARTICIPATION.—In developing the 
plan under subparagraph (C), a metropolitan 
planning organization shall consult with em- 
ployers, private and non-profit providers of 
public transportation, transportation man- 
agement organizations, and organizations 
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that provide job access reverse commute 
projects or job-related services to low-in- 
come individuals.’’; 

(8) in subsection (1)— 

(A) by adding a period at the end of para- 
graph (1); and 

(B) in paragraph (2)(D) by striking ‘‘of less 
than 200,000’? and inserting ‘‘with a popu- 
lation of 200,000 or less”; and 

(9) in subsection (p) by striking ‘‘Funds set 
aside under section 104(f)’” and inserting 
“Funds apportioned under section 104(b)(5)’’. 

(b) STATEWIDE AND NONMETROPOLITAN 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING.—Section 5304 of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(2) by striking ‘‘and bi- 
cycle transportation facilities” and inserting 
“bicycle transportation facilities, and 
intermodal facilities that support intercity 
transportation, including intercity buses and 
intercity bus facilities”; 

(2) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in subparagraph (G) by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(ii) in subparagraph (H) by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(I) improve the resilience and reliability 
of the transportation system.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in subparagraph (B)(ii) by striking ‘‘ur- 
banized’’; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘urban- 
ized”; and 

(8) in subsection (f)(3)(A)Gi)— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘public ports,” 
“freight shippers,’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘(including intercity bus 
operators, employer-based commuting pro- 
grams, such as a carpool program, vanpool 
program, transit benefit program, parking 
cash-out program, shuttle program, or 
telework program)” after ‘‘private providers 
of transportation”. 


SEC. 3004. URBANIZED AREA FORMULA GRANTS. 


Section 5307 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) 
as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively; 

(B) by inserting before paragraph (2) (as so 
redesignated) the following: 

“(1) RECIPIENT DEFINED.—In this section, 
the term ‘recipient’ means a designated re- 
cipient, State, or local governmental author- 
ity that receives a grant under this section 
directly from the Government.’’; 

(C) in paragraph (8) (as so redesignated) by 
inserting ‘‘or general public demand response 
service” before ‘‘during’’ each place it ap- 
pears; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(4) EXCEPTION TO THE SPECIAL RULE.—Not- 
withstanding paragraph (3), if a public trans- 
portation system described in such para- 
graph executes a written agreement with 1 
or more other public transportation systems 
to allocate funds under this subsection, 
other than by measuring vehicle revenue 
hours, each of the public transportation sys- 
tems to the agreement may follow the terms 
of such agreement without regard to the per- 
centages or the measured vehicle revenue 
hours referred to in such paragraph.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (c)(1)(K)(i) by striking ‘‘1 
percent”? and inserting ‘‘one-half of 1 per- 
cent”. 

SEC. 3005. FIXED GUIDEWAY CAPITAL INVEST- 
MENT GRANTS. 

Section 5309 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(6)— 


before 
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(A) in subparagraph (A) by inserting 
small start projects,” after ‘‘new fixed guide- 
way capital projects”; and 

(B) by striking subparagraph (B) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘(B) 2 or more projects that are any com- 
bination of new fixed guideway capital 
projects, small start projects, and core ca- 
pacity improvement projects.’’; 

(2) in subsection (h)(6)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘In carrying out’’ and in- 
serting the following: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out”; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(B) OPTIONAL EARLY RATING.—At the re- 
quest of the project sponsor, the Secretary 
shall evaluate and rate the project in accord- 
ance with paragraphs (4) and (5) and subpara- 
graph (A) of this paragraph upon completion 
of the analysis required under the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 
4321 et seq.).”’; 

(3) in subsection (i)— 

(A) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (d) or (e)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(d), (e), or (h)”’; 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A) by inserting ‘‘new fixed guideway capital 
project or core capacity improvement” after 
“federally funded”’; 

(ii) by striking subparagraph (D) and in- 
serting the following: 

‘“(D) the program of interrelated projects, 
when evaluated as a whole— 

“(i) meets the requirements of subsection 
(d)(2), subsection (e)(2), or paragraphs (38) and 
(4) of subsection (h), as applicable, if the pro- 
gram is comprised entirely of— 

“(I) new fixed guideway capital projects; 

“(IT) core capacity improvement projects; 
or 

“(IIT) small start projects; or 

“(ii) meets the requirements of subsection 
(d)(2) if the program is comprised of any 
combination of new fixed guideway projects, 
small start projects, and core capacity im- 
provement projects.’’; 

(C) by striking paragraph (3)(A) and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(A) PROJECT ADVANCEMENT.—A project re- 
ceiving a grant under this section that is 
part of a program of interrelated projects 
may not advance— 

“(i) in the case of a small start project, 
from the project development phase to the 
construction phase unless the Secretary de- 
termines that the program of interrelated 
projects meets the applicable requirements 
of this section and there is a reasonable like- 
lihood that the program will continue to 
meet such requirements; or 

“(ii) in the case of a new fixed guideway 
capital project or a core capacity improve- 
ment project, from the project development 
phase to the engineering phase, or from the 
engineering phase to the construction phase, 
unless the Secretary determines that the 
program of interrelated projects meets the 
applicable requirements of this section and 
there is a reasonable likelihood that the pro- 
gram will continue to meet such require- 
ments.”’; 

(4) in subsection (1)— 

(A) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Based on engineering 
studies, studies of economic feasibility, and 
information on the expected use of equip- 
ment or facilities, the Secretary shall esti- 
mate the net capital project cost. A grant for 
a new fixed guideway project shall not ex- 
ceed 50 percent of the net capital project 
cost. A grant for a core capacity project 
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shall not exceed 80 percent of the net capital 
project cost of the incremental cost of in- 
creasing the capacity in the corridor. A 
grant for a small start project shall not ex- 
ceed 80 percent.’’; and 

(B) by striking paragraph (4) and inserting 
the following: 

“(4) REMAINING COSTS.—The remainder of 
the net project costs shall be provided— 

“(A) in cash from non-Government sources 
other than revenues from providing public 
transportation services; 

“(B) from revenues from the sale of adver- 
tising and concessions; 

‘(C) from an undistributed cash surplus, a 
replacement or depreciation cash fund or re- 
serve, or new capital; or 

‘(D) from amounts appropriated or other- 
wise made available to a department or 
agency of the Government (other than the 
Department of Transportation) that are eli- 
gible to be expended for transportation.”’; 

(5) by striking subsection (n) and redesig- 
nating subsection (0) as subsection (n); and 

(6) by adding at the end the following: 

“(o) SPECIAL RULE.—For the purposes of 
calculating the cost effectiveness of a 
project described in subsection (d) or (e), the 
Secretary shall not reduce or eliminate the 
capital costs of art and landscaping elements 
from the annualized capital cost calcula- 
tion.’’. 

SEC. 3006. FORMULA GRANTS FOR ENHANCED 
MOBILITY OF SENIORS AND INDIVID- 
UALS WITH DISABILITIES. 

Section 5310 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“(i) BEST PRACTICES.—The Secretary shall 
collect from, review, and disseminate to pub- 
lic transit agencies innovative practices, 
program models, new service delivery op- 
tions, findings from activities under sub- 
section (h), and transit cooperative research 
program reports.”’. 

SEC. 3007. FORMULA GRANTS FOR RURAL AREAS. 

Section 5311(g)(3) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) 
through (D) as subparagraphs (C) through 
(F), respectively; 

(2) by inserting before subparagraph (C) (as 
so redesignated) the following: 

“(A) may be provided in cash from non- 
Government sources other than revenues 
from providing public transportation serv- 
ices; 

‘“(B) may be provided from revenues from 
the sale of advertising and concessions;’’; 
and 

(3) in subparagraph (F) (as so redesignated) 
by inserting ‘‘, including all operating and 
capital costs of such service whether or not 
offset by revenue from such service,” after 
“the costs of a private operator for the un- 
subsidized segment of intercity bus service”. 
SEC. 3008. PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION INNOVA- 

TION. 

(a) CONSOLIDATION OF PROGRAMS.—Section 
5312 of title 49, United States Code, is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by striking the section designation and 
heading and inserting the following: 


“§ 5312. Public transportation innovation”; 


(2) by redesignating subsections (a) 
through (f) as subsections (b) through (g), re- 
spectively; 


(3) by inserting before subsection (b) (as so 
redesignated) the following: 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide assistance for projects and activities to 
advance innovative public transportation re- 
search and development in accordance with 
the requirements of this section.’’; 
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(4) in subsection (e)(5) (as so redesig- 
nated)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A) by striking clause 
(vi) and redesignating clause (vii) as clause 
(vi); 

(B) in subparagraph (B) by striking ‘‘recipi- 
ents” and inserting “participants”; 

(C) in subparagraph (C) by striking clause 
(ii) and inserting the following: 

‘“(ii) GOVERNMENT SHARE OF COSTS FOR CER- 
TAIN PROJECTS.—A grant for a project carried 
out under this paragraph shall be 80 percent 
of the net project cost of the project unless 
the grant recipient requests a lower grant 
percentage.’’; and 

(D) by striking subparagraph (G); 

(5) in subsection (f) (as so redesignated)— 

(A) by striking ‘(f)’ and all that follows 
before paragraph (1) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(f) ANNUAL REPORT ON RESEARCH.—Not 
later than the first Monday in February of 
each year, the Secretary shall make avail- 
able to the public on the Web site of the De- 
partment of Transportation, a report that 
includes—”’; 

(B) in paragraph (1) by adding ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; 

(C) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘; and’’ and 
inserting a period; and 

(D) by striking paragraph (8); and 

(6) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(h) TRANSIT COOPERATIVE RESEARCH PRO- 
GRAM.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—The amounts made avail- 
able under section 5338(b) are available for a 
public transportation cooperative research 
program. 

‘(2) INDEPENDENT GOVERNING BOARD.— 

“(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish an independent governing board for 
the program under this subsection. 

‘“(B) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The board shall 
recommend public transportation research, 
development, and technology transfer activi- 
ties the Secretary considers appropriate. 

“(3) FEDERAL ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary 
may make grants to, and enter into coopera- 
tive agreements with, the National Academy 
of Sciences to carry out activities under this 
subsection that the Secretary considers ap- 
propriate. 

(4) GOVERNMENT’S SHARE.—If there would 
be a clear and direct financial benefit to an 
entity under a grant or contract financed 
under this subsection, the Secretary shall es- 
tablish a Government share consistent with 
that benefit. 

“(5) LIMITATION ON APPLICABILITY.—Sub- 
sections (f) and (g) shall not apply to activi- 
ties carried out under this subsection.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
5312 of such title (as amended by subsection 
(a) of this section) is further amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)(1) by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (a)(2)’> and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(b)(2)”’; 

(2) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (a)(2)’? and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(b)(2)””; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)(A) by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (b)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection (c)’’; 

(8) in subsection (e)(2) in each of subpara- 
graphs (A) and (B) by striking ‘‘subsection 
(a)(2)”° and inserting ‘‘subsection (b)(2)’’; and 

(4) in subsection (f)(2) by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (d)(4)’> and inserting ‘‘subsection 
eD”. 

(c) REPEAL.—Section 5313 of such title, and 
the item relating to that section in the anal- 
ysis for chapter 53 of such title, are repealed. 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 53 of such title is amended by 
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striking the item relating to section 5312 and 

inserting the following: 

‘5312. Public transportation innovation.” . 

SEC. 3009. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND WORK- 
FORCE DEVELOPMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5314 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“55314. Technical assistance and workforce 
development 

“(a) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND STAND- 
ARDS.— 

‘(1) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND STANDARDS 
DEVELOPMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make grants and enter into contracts, coop- 
erative agreements, and other agreements 
(including agreements with departments, 
agencies, and instrumentalities of the Gov- 
ernment) to carry out activities that the 
Secretary determines will assist recipients 
of assistance under this chapter to— 

“(i) more effectively and efficiently pro- 
vide public transportation service; 

“(ii) administer funds received under this 
chapter in compliance with Federal law; and 

‘“(iii) improve public transportation. 

‘“(B) ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES.—The activities 
carried out under subparagraph (A) may in- 
clude— 

“(i) technical assistance; and 

“(ii) the development of voluntary and 
consensus-based standards and best practices 
by the public transportation industry, in- 
cluding standards and best practices for safe- 
ty, fare collection, intelligent transportation 
systems, accessibility, procurement, secu- 
rity, asset management to maintain a state 
of good repair, operations, maintenance, ve- 
hicle propulsion, communications, and vehi- 
cle electronics. 

‘(2) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Sec- 
retary, through a competitive bid process, 
may enter into contracts, cooperative agree- 
ments, and other agreements with national 
nonprofit organizations that have the appro- 
priate demonstrated capacity to provide pub- 
lic-transportation-related technical assist- 
ance under this subsection. The Secretary 
may enter into such contracts, cooperative 
agreements, and other agreements to assist 
providers of public transportation to— 

“(A) comply with the Americans with Dis- 
abilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101 et seq.) 
through technical assistance, demonstration 
programs, research, public education, and 
other activities related to complying with 
such Act; 

‘(B) comply with human services transpor- 
tation coordination requirements and to en- 
hance the coordination of Federal resources 
for human services transportation with 
those of the Department of Transportation 
through technical assistance, training, and 
support services related to complying with 
such requirements; 

“(C) meet the transportation needs of el- 
derly individuals; 

‘(D) increase transit ridership in coordina- 
tion with metropolitan planning organiza- 
tions and other entities through develop- 
ment around public transportation stations 
through technical assistance and the devel- 
opment of tools, guidance, and analysis re- 
lated to market-based development around 
transit stations; 

“(E) address transportation equity with re- 
gard to the effect that transportation plan- 
ning, investment, and operations have for 
low-income and minority individuals; 

‘(F) facilitate best practices to promote 
bus driver safety; 

‘(G) meet the requirements of sections 
5323(j) and 5323(m); 
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‘“(H) assist with the development and de- 
ployment of zero emission transit tech- 
nologies; and 

“(I) any other technical assistance activity 
that the Secretary determines is necessary 
to advance the interests of public transpor- 
tation. 

‘(3) ANNUAL REPORT ON TECHNICAL ASSIST- 
ANCE.—Not later than the first Monday in 
February of each year, the Secretary shall 
submit to the Committee on Banking, Hous- 
ing, and Urban Affairs and the Committee on 
Appropriations of the Senate and the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture, the Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology, and the Committee on Appro- 
priations of the House of Representatives a 
report that includes— 

“(A) a description of each project that re- 
ceived assistance under this subsection dur- 
ing the preceding fiscal year; 

“(B) an evaluation of the activities carried 
out by each organization that received as- 
sistance under this subsection during the 
preceding fiscal year; 

‘(C) a proposal for allocations of amounts 
for assistance under this subsection for the 
subsequent fiscal year; and 

‘“(D) measurable outcomes and impacts of 
the programs funded under subsections (b) 
and (c). 

‘*(4) GOVERNMENT SHARE OF COSTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Government share 
of the cost of an activity carried out using a 
grant under this subsection may not exceed 
80 percent. 

‘(B) NON-GOVERNMENT SHARE.—The non- 
Government share of the cost of an activity 
carried out using a grant under this sub- 
section may be derived from in-kind con- 
tributions. 

‘(b) HUMAN RESOURCES AND TRAINING.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may un- 
dertake, or make grants and contracts for, 
programs that address human resource needs 
as they apply to public transportation ac- 
tivities. A program may include— 

“(A) an employment training program; 

‘“(B) an outreach program to increase vet- 
eran, minority, and female employment in 
public transportation activities; 

‘“(C) research on public transportation per- 
sonnel and training needs; 

“(D) training and assistance for veteran 
and minority business opportunities; and 

“(E) consensus-based national training 
standards and certifications in partnership 
with industry stakeholders. 

‘(2) INNOVATIVE PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 
FRONTLINE WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT PRO- 
GRAM.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish a competitive grant program to as- 
sist the development of innovative activities 
eligible for assistance under subparagraph 
d). 

‘(B) ELIGIBLE PROGRAMS.—A program eligi- 
ble for assistance under subsection (a) 
shall— 

“(i) develop apprenticeships for transit 
maintenance and operations occupations, in- 
cluding hands-on, peer trainer, classroom 
and on-the-job training as well as training 
for instructors and on-the-job mentors; 

“(ii) build local, regional, and statewide 
transit training partnerships in coordination 
with entities such as local employers, local 
public transportation operators, labor union 
organizations, workforce development 
boards, State workforce agencies, State ap- 
prenticeship agencies (where applicable), and 
community colleges and university transpor- 
tation centers, to identify and address work- 
force skill gaps and develop skills needed for 
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delivering quality transit service and sup- 
porting employee career advancement; 

“(ii) provide improved capacity for safety, 
security, and emergency preparedness in 
local transit systems through— 

“(I) developing the role of the frontline 
workforce in building and sustaining safety 
culture and safety systems in the industry 
and in individual public transportation sys- 
tems; 

“(II) specific training, in coordination with 
the National Transit Institute, on security 
and emergency preparedness, including pro- 
tocols for coordinating with first responders 
and working with the broader community to 
address natural disasters or other threats to 
transit systems; and 

‘“(III) training to address frontline worker 
roles in promoting health and safety for 
transit workers and the riding public, and 
improving communication during emer- 
gencies between the frontline workforce and 
the riding public; 

“(iv) address current or projected work- 
force shortages by developing career path- 
way partnerships with high schools, commu- 
nity colleges, and other community organi- 
zations for recruiting and training underrep- 
resented populations, including minorities, 
women, individuals with disabilities, vet- 
erans, and low-income populations as suc- 
cessful transit employees who can develop 
careers in the transit industry; or 

“(v) address youth unemployment by di- 
recting the Secretary to award grants to 
local entities for work-based training and 
other work-related and educational strate- 
gies and activities of demonstrated effective- 
ness to provide unemployed, low-income 
young adults and low-income youth with 
skills that will lead to employment. 

‘(C) SELECTION OF RECIPIENTS.—To the 
maximum extent feasible, the Secretary 
shall select recipients that— 

““(j) are geographically diverse; 

‘“(ii) address the workforce and human re- 
sources needs of large public transportation 
providers; 

“(iii) address the workforce and human re- 
sources needs of small public transportation 
providers; 

‘“(iv) address the workforce and human re- 
sources needs of urban public transportation 
providers; 

“(v) address the workforce and human re- 
sources needs of rural public transportation 
providers; 

“(vi) advance training related to mainte- 
nance of alternative energy, energy effi- 
ciency, or zero emission vehicles and facili- 
ties used in public transportation; 

“(vii) target areas with high rates of unem- 
ployment; 

“(viii) address current or projected work- 
force shortages in areas that require tech- 
nical expertise; and 

“(ix) advance opportunities for minorities, 
women, veterans, individuals with disabil- 
ities, low-income populations, and other un- 
derserved populations. 

“(D) PROGRAM OUTCOMES.—A recipient of 
assistance under this subsection shall dem- 
onstrate outcomes for any program that in- 
cludes skills training, on-the-job training, 
and work-based learning, including— 

“G) the impact on reducing public trans- 
portation workforce shortages in the area 
served; 

“(i) the diversity of training participants; 
and 

“(ii) the number of participants obtaining 
certifications or credentials required for spe- 
cific types of employment. 

‘(3) GOVERNMENT’S SHARE OF COSTS.—The 
Government share of the cost of a project 
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carried out using a grant under paragraph (1) 
or (2) shall be 50 percent. 

‘(4) USE FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The 
Secretary may use not more than 1 percent 
of amounts made available to carry out this 
section to provide technical assistance for 
activities and programs developed, con- 
ducted, and overseen under paragraphs (1) 
and (2). 

‘(c) NATIONAL TRANSIT INSTITUTE.— 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish a national transit institute and 
award grants to a public, 4-year institution 
of higher education, as defined in section 
101(a) of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 1001(a)), in order to carry out the du- 
ties of the institute. 

‘*(2) DUTIES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In cooperation with the 
Federal Transit Administration, State trans- 
portation departments, public transpor- 
tation authorities, and national and inter- 
national entities, the institute established 
under paragraph (1) shall develop and con- 
duct training and educational programs for 
Federal, State, and local transportation em- 
ployees, United States citizens, and foreign 
nationals engaged or to be engaged in Gov- 
ernment-aid public transportation work. 

“(B) TRAINING AND EDUCATIONAL PRO- 
GRAMS.—The training and educational pro- 
grams developed under subparagraph (A) 
may include courses in recent developments, 
techniques, and procedures related to— 

“(i) intermodal and public transportation 
planning; 

(ii) management; 

“(iii) environmental factors; 

“(iv) acquisition and joint-use rights-of- 
way; 

“(v) engineering and architectural design; 

“(vi) procurement strategies for public 
transportation systems; 

‘“(vii) turnkey approaches to delivering 
public transportation systems; 

“(viii) new technologies; 

“(ix) emission reduction technologies; 

“(x) ways to make public transportation 
accessible to individuals with disabilities; 

“(xi) construction, construction manage- 
ment, insurance, and risk management; 

“(xii) maintenance; 

“(xiii) contract administration; 

‘“(xiv) inspection; 

“(xv) innovative finance; 

“(xvi) workplace safety; and 

“(xvii) public transportation security. 

‘(3) PROVIDING EDUCATION AND TRAINING.— 
Education and training of Government, 
State, and local transportation employees 
under this subsection shall be provided— 

“(A) by the Secretary at no cost to the 
States and local governments for subjects 
that are a Government program responsi- 
bility; or 

“(B) when the education and training are 
paid under paragraph (4), by the State, with 
the approval of the Secretary, through 
grants and contracts with public and private 
agencies, other institutions, individuals, and 
the institute. 

“(4) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—Not more 
than 0.5 percent of the amounts made avail- 
able for a fiscal year beginning after Sep- 
tember 30, 1991, to a State or public transpor- 
tation authority in the State to carry out 
sections 5307 and 5309 is available for expend- 
iture by the State and public transportation 
authorities in the State, with the approval of 
the Secretary, to pay not more than 80 per- 
cent of the cost of tuition and direct edu- 
cational expenses related to educating and 
training State and local transportation em- 
ployees under this subsection.’’. 
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(b) REPEAL.—Section 5322 of such title, and 
the item relating to that section in the anal- 
ysis for chapter 53 of such title, are repealed. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 53 of such title is amended by 
striking the item relating to section 5314 and 
inserting the following: 


‘5314. Technical assistance and workforce 
development.’’. 
SEC. 3010. BICYCLE FACILITIES. 

Section 5319 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘90 percent” and inserting 
‘80 percent”; and 

(2) by striking ‘“‘95 percent” and inserting 
‘80 percent”. 

SEC. 3011. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

Section 5323 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (h)— 

(A) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(B) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para- 
graph (3); and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(2) pay incremental costs of incorporating 
art or landscaping into facilities, including 
the costs of an artist on the design team; 
or”: 

(2) in subsection (i) by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘*(3) ACQUISITION OF BASE-MODEL BUSES.—A 
grant for the acquisition of a base-model bus 
for use in public transportation may be not 
more than 85 percent of the net project 
cost.”’; 

(3) in subsection (j)(2) by striking subpara- 
graph (C) and inserting the following: 

‘(C) when procuring rolling stock (includ- 
ing train control, communication, and trac- 
tion power equipment) under this chapter— 

“(i) the cost of components and subcompo- 
nents produced in the United States— 

“(I) for fiscal years 2016 and 2017, is more 
than 60 percent of the cost of all components 
of the rolling stock; 

“(II) for fiscal years 2018 and 2019, is more 
than 65 percent of the cost of all components 
of the rolling stock; and 

‘“(III) for fiscal year 2020 and each fiscal 
year thereafter, is more than 70 percent of 
the cost of all components of the rolling 
stock; and 

“(ii) final assembly of the rolling stock has 
occurred in the United States; or”; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

“(s) VALUE CAPTURE REVENUE ELIGIBLE FOR 
LOCAL SHARE.—A recipient of assistance 
under this chapter may use the revenue gen- 
erated from value capture financing mecha- 
nisms as local matching funds for capital 
projects and operating costs eligible under 
this chapter. 

“(t) SPECIAL CONDITION ON CHARTER BUS 
TRANSPORTATION SERVICE.—If, in a fiscal 
year, the Secretary is prohibited by law from 
enforcing regulations related to charter bus 
service under part 604 of title 49, Code of Fed- 
eral Regulations, for any transit agency that 
during fiscal year 2008 was both initially 
granted a 60-day period to come into compli- 
ance with such part 604, and then was subse- 
quently granted an exception from such 
part— 

“(1) the transit agency shall be precluded 
from receiving its allocation of urbanized 
area formula grant funds for that fiscal year; 
and 

“(2) any amounts withheld pursuant to 
paragraph (1) shall be added to the amount 
that the Secretary may apportion under sec- 
tion 5336 in the following fiscal year.’’. 
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SEC. 3012. PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION SAFETY 
PROGRAM. 

Section 5329 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘and’”’ 
at the end; 

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as 
subparagraph (E); and 

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 
following: 

“(D) minimum safety standards to ensure 
the safe operation of public transportation 
systems that— 

“(G) are not related to performance stand- 
ards for public transportation vehicles devel- 
oped under subparagraph (C); and 

“Gi) to the extent practicable, take into 
consideration— 

“(T) relevant recommendations of the Na- 
tional Transportation Safety Board; 

‘“(II) best practices standards developed by 
the public transportation industry; 

“(TIT) any minimum safety standards or 
performance criteria being implemented 
across the public transportation industry; 

‘“(IV) relevant recommendations from the 
report under section 3018 of the Surface 
Transportation Reauthorization and Reform 
Act of 2015; and 

“(V) any additional information that the 
Secretary determines necessary and appro- 
priate;”’; 

(2) by striking subsection (f) and inserting 
the following: 

“(f) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out this sec- 
tion, the Secretary may— 

“(A) conduct inspections, investigations, 
audits, examinations, and testing of the 
equipment, facilities, rolling stock, and op- 
erations of the public transportation system 
of a recipient; 

‘“(B) make reports and issue directives 
with respect to the safety of the public 
transportation system of a recipient or the 
public transportation industry generally; 

“(C) in conjunction with an accident inves- 
tigation or an investigation into a pattern or 
practice of conduct that negatively affects 
public safety, issue a subpoena to, and take 
the deposition of, any employee of a recipi- 
ent or a State safety oversight agency, if— 

““(i) before the issuance of the subpoena, 
the Secretary requests a determination by 
the Attorney General as to whether the sub- 
poena will interfere with an ongoing crimi- 
nal investigation; and 

“(ii) the Attorney General— 

“(I) determines that the subpoena will not 
interfere with an ongoing criminal investiga- 
tion; or 

‘“(ID) fails to make a determination under 
clause (i) before the date that is 30 days after 
the date on which the Secretary makes a re- 
quest under clause (i); 

“(D) require the production of documents 
by, and prescribe recordkeeping and report- 
ing requirements for, a recipient or a State 
safety oversight agency; 

“(E) investigate public transportation ac- 
cidents and incidents and provide guidance 
to recipients regarding prevention of acci- 
dents and incidents; 

“(F) at reasonable times and in a reason- 
able manner, enter and inspect relevant 
records of the public transportation system 
of a recipient; and 

““(G) issue rules to carry out this section. 

‘(2) ADDITIONAL AUTHORITY.— 

‘“(A) ADMINISTRATION OF STATE SAFETY 
OVERSIGHT ACTIVITIES.—If the Secretary finds 
that a State safety oversight agency that 
oversees a rail fixed guideway system oper- 
ating in more than 2 States has become in- 


November 3, 2015 


capable of providing adequate safety over- 
sight of such system, the Secretary may ad- 
minister State safety oversight activities for 
such rail fixed guideway system until the 
States develop a State safety oversight pro- 
gram certified by the Secretary in accord- 
ance with subsection (e). 

‘(B) FUNDING.—To carry out administra- 
tive and oversight activities authorized by 
this paragraph, the Secretary may use grant 
funds apportioned to an eligible State under 
subsection (e)(6) to develop or carry out a 
State safety oversight program.”’; 

(3) in subsection (g)(1)— 

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A) by striking ‘‘an eligible State, as defined 
in subsection (e),’’ and inserting ‘ʻa recipi- 
ent”; 

(B) in subparagraph (C) by striking “and” 
at the end; 

(C) in subparagraph (D) by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; or”; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 

“(E) withholding not more than 25 percent 
of financial assistance under section 5307.”; 
and 

(4) in subsection (g)(2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A)— 

(i) by inserting after ‘‘funds’’ the following: 
“or withhold funds”; and 

Gi) by inserting “or (1)(E)” after ‘“‘para- 
graph (1)(D)”’; 

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as 
subparagraph (C); and 

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following: 

“(B) LIMITATION.—The Secretary may only 
withhold funds in accordance with paragraph 
(1)(E), if enforcement actions under subpara- 
graph (A), (B), (C), or (D) did not bring the 
recipient into compliance.’’. 

SEC. 3013. APPORTIONMENTS. 

Section 5336 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a) in the matter pre- 
ceding paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘subsection 
(h)(4)’”’ and inserting ‘‘subsection (g)(5)’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(2)(E) by striking ‘‘22.27 
percent” and inserting ‘‘27 percent”; 

(3) by striking subsection (g) and redesig- 
nating subsections (h), (i), and (j) as sub- 
sections (g), (h), and (i), respectively; 

(4) in subsection (g) (as so redesignated)— 

(A) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (j)? and inserting ‘‘subsection (i)’’; 
and 

(B) by striking paragraph (8) and inserting 
the following: 

“(3) of amounts not apportioned under 
paragraphs (1) and (2)— 

‘(A) for fiscal years 2016 through 2018, 1.5 
percent shall be apportioned to urbanized 
areas with populations of less than 200,000 in 
accordance with subsection (h); and 

‘(B) for fiscal years 2019 through 2021, 2 
percent shall be apportioned to urbanized 
areas with populations of less than 200,000 in 
accordance with subsection (h);’’; 

(5) in subsection (h)(2)(A) (as so redesig- 
nated) by striking ‘‘subsection (h)(8)” and in- 
serting ‘‘subsection (g)(8)’’; and 

(6) in subsection (i) (as so redesignated) by 
striking ‘‘subsection (h)(2)’’ and inserting 
“subsection (g)(2)’’. 

SEC. 3014. STATE OF GOOD REPAIR GRANTS. 

Section 5387 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘on a facil- 
ity with access for other high-occupancy ve- 
hicles” and inserting ‘‘on high-occupancy ve- 
hicle lanes during peak hours’’; 

(B) in paragraph (2) by inserting ‘‘vehicle’’ 
after ‘‘motorbus’’; and 
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(C) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(5) USE OF FUNDS.—A recipient in an ur- 
banized area may use any portion of the 
amount apportioned to the recipient under 
this subsection for high intensity fixed 
guideway state of good repair projects under 
subsection (c) if the recipient demonstrates 
to the satisfaction of the Secretary that the 
high intensity motorbus public transpor- 
tation vehicles in the urbanized area are ina 
state of good repair.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(e) GOVERNMENT SHARE OF CosTs.— 

‘“(1) CAPITAL PROJECTS.—A grant for a cap- 
ital project under this section shall be for 80 
percent of the net project cost of the project. 
The recipient may provide additional local 
matching amounts. 

“(2) REMAINING COSTS.—The remainder of 
the net project cost shall be provided— 

“(A) in cash from non-Government sources 
other than revenues from providing public 
transportation services; 

“(B) from revenues derived from the sale of 
advertising and concessions; 

‘(C) from an undistributed cash surplus, a 
replacement or depreciation cash fund or re- 
serve, or new capital; or 

‘“(D) from amounts appropriated or other- 
wise made available to a department or 
agency of the Government (other than the 
Department of Transportation) that are eli- 
gible to be expended for transportation.’’. 
SEC. 3015. AUTHORIZATIONS. 

Section 5338 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

“§ 5338. Authorizations 

‘*(a) FORMULA GRANTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—There shall be available 
from the Mass Transit Account of the High- 
way Trust Fund to carry out sections 5305, 
5307, 5310, 5311, 5314(c), 5318, 5335, 5337, 5339, 
and 5340, and section 20005(b) of the Federal 
Public Transportation Act of 2012— 

“(A) $8,723,925,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

‘“(B) $8,879,211,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

““(C) $9,059,459,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

““(D) $9,240,648,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

‘(E) $9,429,000,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

““(F) $9,617,580,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

*(2) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.— 

“(A) SECTION 5305.—Of the amounts made 
available under paragraph (1), there shall be 
available to carry out section 53805— 

‘‘(i) $128,800,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

““(ii) $128,800,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

““(iii) $181,415,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

““(iv) $134,043,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

““(v) $136,775,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

““(vi) $139,511,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

‘(B) PILOT PROGRAM.—$10,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2016 through 2021, shall be 
available to carry out section 20005(b) of the 
Federal Public Transportation Act of 2012; 

‘(C) SECTION 5307.—Of the amounts made 
available under paragraph (1), there shall be 
allocated in accordance with section 5336 to 
provide financial assistance for urbanized 
areas under section 5307— 

““(i) $4,458,650,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

““(ii) $4,458,650,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

““(iii) $4,549,161,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

““(iv) $4,640,144,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

““(v) $4,734,724,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

““(vi) $4,829,418,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

“(D) SECTION 5310.—Of the amounts made 
available under paragraph (1), there shall be 
available to provide financial assistance for 
services for the enhanced mobility of seniors 
and individuals with disabilities under sec- 
tion 5310— 

‘‘(i) $262,175,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

““(ii) $266,841,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

““(iii) $272,258,000 for fiscal year 2018; 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


““(iv) $277,703,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

““(v) $283,364,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

“*(vi) $289,031,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

“(E) SECTION 5311.— 

“(j) IN GENERAL.—Of the amounts made 
available under paragraph (1), there shall be 
available to provide financial assistance for 
rural areas under section 5311— 

“*(T) $607,800,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

““(IT) $607,800,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

““(ITT) $620,1388,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

““(IV) $632,541,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

“(V) $645,434,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

““(VI) $658,343,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

“(ii) SUBALLOCATION.—Of the amounts 
made available under clause (i)— 

‘“(ID) there shall be available to carry out 
section 5311(c)(1) not less than $30,000,000 for 
each of fiscal years 2016 through 2021; and 

‘“(IID) there shall be available to carry out 
section 5311(c)(2) not less than $20,000,000 for 
each of fiscal years 2016 through 2021. 

(F) SECTION 5314(c).—Of the amounts made 
available under paragraph (1), there shall be 
available for the national transit institute 
under section 5314(c) $5,000,000 for each of fis- 
cal years 2016 through 2021. 

“(G) SECTION 5318.—Of the amounts made 
available under paragraph (1), there shall be 
available for bus testing under section 5318 
$3,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 through 
2021. 

‘“(H) SECTION 5335.—Of the amounts made 
available under paragraph (1), there shall be 
available to carry out section 5335 $3,850,000 
for each of fiscal years 2016 through 2021. 

“(I) SECTION 5337.—Of the amounts made 
available under paragraph (1), there shall be 
available to carry out section 5337— 

“*(1) $2,198 ,389,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

““(ii) $2,237,520,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

““(iii) $2,282,941,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

““(iv) $2,328,600,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

““(v) $2,376,064,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

““(vi) $2,423,585,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

“*(J) SECTION 5339(c).—Of the amounts made 
available under paragraph (1), there shall be 
available for bus and bus facilities programs 
under section 5339(c)— 

“*(1) $430,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

“*(ii) $431,850,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

““(iii) $445,120,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

““(iv) $458,459,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

““(v) $472,326,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

““(vi) $486,210,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

““(K) SECTION 5339(d).—Of the amounts made 
available under paragraph (1), there shall be 
available for bus and bus facilities competi- 
tive grants under 5339(d)— 

“*(i) $90,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; and 

“*(ii) $200,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2017 
through 2021. 

“(L) SECTION 5340.—Of the amounts made 
available under paragraph (1), there shall be 
allocated in accordance with section 5340 to 
provide financial assistance for urbanized 
areas under section 5307 and rural areas 
under section 5311— 

“*(1) $525,900,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

““(ii) $525,900,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

““(iii) $536,576,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

““(iv) $547,307,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

““(v) $558,463,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

““(vi) $569,632,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

“(b) RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT DEMONSTRA- 
TION AND DEPLOYMENT PROJECTS.—There are 
authorized to be appropriated to carry out 
section 5312— 

“*(1) $33,495,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

“*(2) $34,091,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

“*(3) $34,783,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

“*(4) $35,479,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

“*(5) $36,202,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

“*(6) $36,926,000 for fiscal year 2021. 
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‘(c) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, STANDARDS, 
AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT.—There are 
authorized to be appropriated to carry out 
section 5314— 

“(1) $6,156,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

““(2) $8,152,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

“*(3) $10,468,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

‘*(4) $12,796,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

**(5) $15,216,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(6) $17,639,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

‘(d) CAPITAL INVESTMENT GRANTS.—There 
are authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out section 5309— 

(1) $2,029,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(2) $2,065,000,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

“*(3) $2,106,000,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

‘*(4) $2,149,000,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

(5) $2,193,000,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

‘*(6) $2,237,000,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

‘“(e) ADMINISTRATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated to carry out section 5334, 
$105,933,000 for fiscal years 2016 through 2021. 

“(2) SECTION 5329.—Of the amounts author- 
ized to be appropriated under paragraph (1), 
not less than $4,500,000 for each of fiscal 
years 2016 through 2021 shall be available to 
carry out section 5329. 

(3) SECTION 5326.—Of the amounts made 
available under paragraph (1), not less than 
$1,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 through 
2021 shall be available to carry out section 
5326. 

‘“(f) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY.—Amounts 
made available by or appropriated under this 
section shall remain available for obligation 
for a period of 3 years after the last day of 
the fiscal year for which the funds are au- 
thorized. 

“(g) GRANTS AS CONTRACTUAL OBLIGA- 
TIONS.— 

‘(1) GRANTS FINANCED FROM HIGHWAY TRUST 
FUND.—A grant or contract that is approved 
by the Secretary and financed with amounts 
made available from the Mass Transit Ac- 
count of the Highway Trust Fund pursuant 
to this section is a contractual obligation of 
the Government to pay the Government 
share of the cost of the project. 

‘(2) GRANTS FINANCED FROM GENERAL 
FUND.—A grant or contract that is approved 
by the Secretary and financed with amounts 
appropriated in advance from the general 
fund of the Treasury pursuant to this section 
is a contractual obligation of the Govern- 
ment to pay the Government share of the 
cost of the project only to the extent that 
amounts are appropriated for such purpose 
by an Act of Congress. 

‘(h) OVERSIGHT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Of the amounts made 
available to carry out this chapter for a fis- 
cal year, the Secretary may use not more 
than the following amounts for the activities 
described in paragraph (2): 

“(A) 0.5 percent of amounts made available 
to carry out section 5305. 

‘“(B) 0.75 percent of amounts made avail- 
able to carry out section 5307. 

‘“(C) 1 percent of amounts made available 
to carry out section 5309. 

‘(D) 1 percent of amounts made available 
to carry out section 601 of the Passenger Rail 
Investment and Improvement Act of 2008 
(Public Law 110-432; 122 Stat. 4968). 

(E) 0.5 percent of amounts made available 
to carry out section 5310. 

‘“(F) 0.5 percent of amounts made available 
to carry out section 5311. 

‘“(G) 0.75 percent of amounts made avail- 
able to carry out section 53387(c), of which not 
less than 0.25 percent shall be available to 
carry out section 5329. 

‘“(H) 0.75 percent of amounts made avail- 
able to carry out section 5339. 
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(2) ACTIVITIES.—The activities described 
in this paragraph are as follows: 

“(A) Activities to oversee the construction 
of a major capital project. 

“(B) Activities to review and audit the 
safety and security, procurement, manage- 
ment, and financial compliance of a recipi- 
ent or subrecipient of funds under this chap- 
ter. 

‘(C) Activities to provide technical assist- 
ance generally, and to provide technical as- 
sistance to correct deficiencies identified in 
compliance reviews and audits carried out 
under this section. 

“(3) GOVERNMENT SHARE OF COSTS.—The 
Government shall pay the entire cost of car- 
rying out a contract under this subsection. 

“(4) AVAILABILITY OF CERTAIN FUNDS.— 
Funds made available under paragraph (1)(C) 
shall be available to the Secretary before al- 
locating the funds appropriated to carry out 
any project under a full funding grant agree- 
ment.”’. 

SEC. 3016. BUS AND BUS FACILITY GRANTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5339 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 


“$5339. Bus and bus facility grants 


“(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—The Secretary 
may make grants under this section to assist 
eligible recipients described in subsection 
(b)(1) in financing capital projects— 

“(1) to replace, rehabilitate, and purchase 
buses and related equipment; and 

‘(2) to construct bus-related facilities. 

“(b) ELIGIBLE RECIPIENTS AND SUBRECIPI- 
ENTS.— 

“(1) RECIPIENTS.—Eligible recipients under 
this section are designated recipients that 
operate fixed route bus service or that allo- 
cate funding to fixed route bus operators. 

‘(2) SUBRECIPIENTS.—A designated recipi- 
ent that receives a grant under this section 
may allocate amounts of the grant to sub- 
recipients that are public agencies or private 
nonprofit organizations engaged in public 
transportation. 

‘(c) FORMULA GRANT DISTRIBUTION OF 
FUNDS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Funds made available for 
making grants under this subsection shall be 
distributed as follows: 

“(A) NATIONAL DISTRIBUTION.—$65,500,000 
for each of fiscal years 2016 through 2021 
shall be allocated to all States and terri- 
tories, with each State receiving $1,250,000, 
and each territory receiving $500,000, for each 
such fiscal year. 

‘(B) DISTRIBUTION USING POPULATION AND 
SERVICE FACTORS.—The remainder of the 
funds not otherwise distributed under para- 
graph (1) shall be allocated pursuant to the 
formula set forth in section 5336 (other than 
subsection (b) of that section). 

‘(2) TRANSFERS OF APPORTIONMENTS.— 

‘(A) TRANSFER FLEXIBILITY FOR NATIONAL 
DISTRIBUTION FUNDS.—The Governor of a 
State may transfer any part of the State’s 
apportionment under subparagraph (A) to 
supplement— 

“(i) amounts apportioned to the State 
under section 5311(c); or 

“(ii) amounts apportioned to urbanized 
areas under subsections (a) and (c) of section 
5336. 

‘(B) TRANSFER FLEXIBILITY FOR POPU- 
LATION AND SERVICE FACTORS FUNDS.—The 
Governor of a State may expend in an urban- 
ized area with a population of less than 
200,000 any amounts apportioned under para- 
graph (1)(B) that are not allocated to des- 
ignated recipients in urbanized areas with a 
population of 200,000 or more. 
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‘“(3) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY TO RECIPI- 
ENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Amounts made avail- 
able under this subsection may be obligated 
by a recipient for 3 years after the fiscal year 
in which the amount is apportioned. 

“(B) REAPPORTIONMENT OF UNOBLIGATED 
AMOUNTS.—Not later than 30 days after the 
end of the 3-year period described in subpara- 
graph (A), any amount that is not obligated 
on the last day of that period shall be added 
to the amount that may be apportioned 
under this subsection in the next fiscal year. 

“(4) PILOT PROGRAM FOR COST-EFFECTIVE 
CAPITAL INVESTMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—For each of fiscal years 
2016 through 2021, the Secretary shall carry 
out a pilot program under which an eligible 
designated recipient (as described in sub- 
section (c)(1)) in an urbanized area with pop- 
ulation of not less than 200,000 and not more 
than 999,999 may elect to participate in a 
State pool in accordance with this para- 
graph. 

‘“(B) PURPOSE OF STATE POOLS.—The pur- 
pose of a State pool shall be to allow for 
transfers of formula grant funds made avail- 
able under this subsection among the des- 
ignated recipients participating in the State 
pool in a manner that supports the transit 
asset management plans of the designated 
recipients under section 5326. 

“(C) REQUESTS FOR PARTICIPATION.—A 
State, and designated recipients in the State 
described in subparagraph (A), may submit 
to the Secretary a request for participation 
in the program under procedures to be estab- 
lished by the Secretary. A designated recipi- 
ent for a multistate area may participate in 
only 1 State pool. 

“(D) ALLOCATIONS TO PARTICIPATING 
STATES.—For each fiscal year, the Secretary 
shall allocate to each State participating in 
the program the total amount of funds that 
otherwise would be allocated to the urban- 
ized areas of the designated recipients par- 
ticipating in the State’s pool for that fiscal 
year pursuant to the formula referred to in 
paragraph (1). 

‘“(E) ALLOCATIONS TO DESIGNATED RECIPI- 
ENTS IN STATE POOLS.—A State shall dis- 
tribute the amount that is allocated to the 
State for a fiscal year under subparagraph 
(D) among the designated recipients partici- 
pating in the State’s pool in a manner that 
supports the transit asset management plans 
of the recipients under section 5326. 

“(F) ALLOCATION PLANS.—A State partici- 
pating in the program shall develop an allo- 
cation plan for the period of fiscal years 2016 
through 2021 to ensure that a designated re- 
cipient participating in the State’s pool re- 
ceives under the program an amount of funds 
that equals the amount of funds that would 
have otherwise been available to the des- 
ignated recipient for that period pursuant to 
the formula referred to in paragraph (1). 

“(G) GRANTS.—The Secretary shall make 
grants under this subsection for a fiscal year 
to a designated recipient participating in a 
State pool following notification by the 
State of the allocation amount determined 
under subparagraph (E). 

“(d) COMPETITIVE GRANTS FOR BUS STATE 
OF GOOD REPAIR.— 

**(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make 
grants under this subsection to eligible re- 
cipients described in subsection (b)(1) to as- 
sist in financing capital projects described in 
subsection (a). 

“(2) GRANT CONSIDERATIONS.—In making 
grants under this subsection, the Secretary 
shall consider the age and condition of buses, 
bus fleets, related equipment, and bus-re- 
lated facilities of an eligible recipient. 
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‘(3) STATEWIDE APPLICATIONS.—A_ State 
may submit a statewide application on be- 
half of a public agency or private nonprofit 
organization engaged in public transpor- 
tation in rural areas or other areas for which 
the State allocates funds. The submission of 
a statewide application shall not preclude 
the submission and consideration of any ap- 
plication under this subsection from other 
eligible recipients in an urbanized area in a 
State. 

‘(4) REQUIREMENTS FOR SECRETARY.—The 
Secretary shall— 

“(A) disclose all metrics and evaluation 
procedures to be used in considering grant 
applications under this subsection upon 
issuance of the notice of funding availability 
in the Federal Register; and 

‘“(B) publish a summary of final scores for 
selected projects, metrics, and other evalua- 
tions used in awarding grants under this sub- 
section in the Federal Register. 

“(5) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Any amounts 
made available to carry out this subsection— 

“(A) shall remain available for 2 fiscal 
years after the fiscal year for which the 
amount is made available; and 

‘(B) following the period of availability 
shall be made available to be apportioned 
under subsection (c) for the following fiscal 
year. 

“(6) LIMITATION.—Of the amounts made 
available under this subsection, not more 
than 15 percent in fiscal year 2016 and not 
more than 5 percent in each of fiscal years 
2017 through 2021 may be awarded to a single 
recipient. 

“(7) GRANT FLEXIBILITY.—If the Secretary 
determines that there are not sufficient 
grant applications that meet the metrics de- 
scribed in paragraph (4)(A) to utilize the full 
amount of funds made available to carry out 
this subsection for a fiscal year, the Sec- 
retary may use the remainder of the funds 
for making apportionments under sections 
5307 and 5311. 

‘*“(e) GENERALLY APPLICABLE PROVISIONS.— 

“(1) GRANT REQUIREMENTS.—A grant under 
this section shall be subject to the require- 
ments of— 

“(A) section 5307 for recipients of grants 
made in urbanized areas; and 

‘(B) section 5311 for recipients of grants 
made in rural areas. 

‘*(2) GOVERNMENT’S SHARE OF COSTS.— 

‘“(A) CAPITAL PROJECTS.—A grant for a cap- 
ital project under this section shall be for 80 
percent of the net capital costs of the 
project. A recipient of a grant under this sec- 
tion may provide additional local matching 
amounts. 

“(B) REMAINING COSTS.—The remainder of 
the net project cost shall be provided— 

“(i) in cash from non-Government sources 
other than revenues from providing public 
transportation services; 

“(ii) from revenues derived from the sale of 
advertising and concessions; 

“(iii) from an undistributed cash surplus, a 
replacement or depreciation cash fund or re- 
serve, or new capital; or 

“(iv) from amounts received under a serv- 
ice agreement with a State or local social 
service agency or private social service orga- 
nization. 

“(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol- 
lowing definitions apply: 


(1) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means a 
State of the United States. 
“(2) TERRITORY.—The term ‘territory’ 


means the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, 
the Northern Mariana Islands, Guam, Amer- 
ican Samoa, and the United States Virgin Is- 
lands.’’. 
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(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 53 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by striking the item relating to 
section 5339 and inserting the following: 
‘5339. Bus and bus facility grants.’’. 

SEC. 3017. OBLIGATION CEILING. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the total of all obligations from 
amounts made available from the Mass Tran- 
sit Account of the Highway Trust Fund by 
subsection (a) of section 5338 of title 49, 
United States Code, shall not exceed— 

(1) $8,724,000,000 in fiscal year 2016; 

(2) $8,879,000,000 in fiscal year 2017; 

(3) $9,059,000,000 in fiscal year 2018; 

(4) $9,240,000,000 in fiscal year 2019; 

(5) $9,429,000,000 in fiscal year 2020; and 

(6) $9,618,000,000 in fiscal year 2021. 

SEC. 3018. INNOVATIVE PROCUREMENT. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol- 
lowing definitions apply: 

(1) COOPERATIVE PROCUREMENT CONTRACT.— 
The term ‘‘cooperative procurement con- 
tract” means a contract— 

(A) entered into between a State govern- 
ment and 1 or more vendors; and 

(B) under which the vendors agree to pro- 
vide an option to purchase rolling stock and 
related equipment to multiple participants. 

(2) LEAD PROCUREMENT AGENCY.—The term 
“lead procurement agency” means a State 
government that acts in an administrative 
capacity on behalf of each participant in a 
cooperative procurement contract. 

(3) PARTICIPANT.—The term ‘‘participant’’ 
means a grantee that participates in a coop- 
erative procurement contract. 

(4) PARTICIPATE.—The term ‘‘participate’’ 
means to purchase rolling stock and related 
equipment under a cooperative procurement 
contract using assistance provided under 
chapter 53 of title 49, United States Code. 

(5) GRANTEE.—The term ‘‘grantee’’ means a 
recipient and subrecipient of assistance 
under chapter 53 of title 49, United States 
Code. 

(b) COOPERATIVE PROCUREMENT.— 

(1) GENERAL RULES.— 

(A) PROCUREMENT NOT LIMITED TO INTRA- 
STATE PARTICIPANTS.—A grantee may partici- 
pate in a cooperative procurement contract 
without regard to whether the grantee is lo- 
cated in the same State as the parties to the 
contract. 

(B) VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION.—Participa- 
tion by grantees in a cooperative procure- 
ment contract shall be voluntary. 

(2) AUTHORITY.—A State government may 
enter into a cooperative procurement con- 
tract with 1 or more vendors if the vendors 
agree to provide an option to purchase roll- 
ing stock and related equipment to the lead 
procurement agency and any other partici- 
pant. 

(3) APPLICABILITY OF POLICIES AND PROCE- 
DURES.—In procuring rolling stock and re- 
lated equipment under a cooperative pro- 
curement contract under this subsection, a 
lead procurement agency shall comply with 
the policies and procedures that apply to 
procurement by the State government when 
using non-Federal funds, to the extent that 
the policies and procedures are in conform- 
ance with applicable Federal law. 

(c) JOINT PROCUREMENT CLEARINGHOUSE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish a clearinghouse for the purpose of allow- 
ing grantees to aggregate planned rolling 
stock purchases and identify joint procure- 
ment participants. 

(2) INFORMATION ON PROCUREMENTS.—The 
clearinghouse may include information on 
bus size, engine type, floor type, and any 
other attributes necessary to identify joint 
procurement participants. 
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(3) LIMITATIONS.— 

(A) AccCESS.—The clearinghouse shall only 
be accessible to the Federal Transit Admin- 
istration and grantees. 

(B) PARTICIPATION.—No grantees shall be 
required to submit procurement information 
to the database. 

SEC. 3019. REVIEW OF PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 
SAFETY STANDARDS. 

(1) REVIEW REQUIRED.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall begin a review of the safety 
standards and protocols used in public trans- 
portation systems in the United States that 
examines the efficacy of existing standards 
and protocols. 

(B) CONTENTS OF REVIEW.—In conducting 
the review under this paragraph, the Sec- 
retary shall review— 

(i) minimum safety performance standards 
developed by the public transportation in- 
dustry; 

(ii) safety performance standards, prac- 
tices, or protocols in use by rail fixed guide- 
way public transportation systems, includ- 
ing— 

(I) written emergency plans and procedures 
for passenger evacuations; 

(II) training programs to ensure public 
transportation personnel compliance and 
readiness in emergency situations; 

(III) coordination plans approved by recipi- 
ents with local emergency responders having 
jurisdiction over a rail fixed guideway public 
transportation system, including— 

(aa) emergency preparedness training, 
drills, and familiarization programs for the 
first responders; and 

(bb) the scheduling of regular field exer- 
cises to ensure appropriate response and ef- 
fective radio and public safety communica- 
tions; 

(IV) maintenance, testing, and inspection 
programs to ensure the proper functioning 
of— 

(aa) tunnel, station, and vehicle ventila- 
tion systems; 

(bb) signal and train control systems, 
track, mechanical systems, and other infra- 
structure; and 

(cc) other systems as necessary; 

(V) certification requirements for train 
and bus operators and control center em- 
ployees; 

(VI) consensus-based standards, practices, 
or protocols available to the public transpor- 
tation industry; and 

(VII) any other standards, practices, or 
protocols the Secretary determines appro- 
priate; and 

(iii) rail and bus safety standards, prac- 
tices, or protocols in use by public transpor- 
tation systems, regarding— 

(D) rail and bus design and the workstation 
of rail and bus operators, as it relates to— 

(aa) the reduction of blindspots that con- 
tribute to accidents involving pedestrians; 
and 

(bb) protecting rail and bus operators from 
the risk of assault; 

(I) scheduling fixed route rail and bus 
service with adequate time and access for op- 
erators to use restroom facilities; 

(IIT) fatigue management; and 

(IV) crash avoidance and worthiness. 

(2) EVALUATION.—After conducting the re- 
view under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall, in consultation with representatives of 
the public transportation industry, evaluate 
the need to establish additional Federal min- 
imum public transportation safety stand- 
ards. 

(3) REPORT.—After completing the review 
and evaluation required under paragraphs (1) 
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and (2), but not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall make available on a publicly accessible 
Web site, a report that includes— 

(A) findings based on the review conducted 
under paragraph (1); 

(B) the outcome of the evaluation con- 
ducted under paragraph (2); 

(C) a comprehensive set of recommenda- 
tions to improve the safety of the public 
transportation industry, including rec- 
ommendations for statutory changes if appli- 
cable; and 

(D) actions that the Secretary will take to 
address the recommendations provided under 
subparagraph (C), including, if necessary, the 
authorities under section 53829(b)(2)(D) of 
chapter 53 of title 49, United States Code. 
SEC. 3020. STUDY ON EVIDENTIARY PROTECTION 

FOR PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 
SAFETY PROGRAM INFORMATION. 

(a) STuDy.—The Comptroller General shall 
complete a study to evaluate whether it is in 
the public interest, including public safety 
and the legal rights of persons injured in 
public transportation accidents, to withhold 
from discovery or admission into evidence in 
a Federal or State court proceeding any 
plan, report, data, or other information or 
portion thereof, submitted to, developed, 
produced, collected, or obtained by the Sec- 
retary or the Secretary’s representative for 
purposes of complying with the requirements 
under section 5329 of chapter 53 of title 49, 
United States Code, including information 
related to a recipient’s safety plan, safety 
risks, and mitigation measures. 

(b) INPUT.—In conducting the study under 
subsection (a), the Comptroller General shall 
solicit input from the public transportation 
recipients, public transportation nonprofit 
employee labor organizations, and impacted 
members of the general public. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Comptroller General shall issue a report, 
with the findings of the study under sub- 
section (a), including any recommendations 
on statutory changes regarding evidentiary 
protections that will increase transit safety. 
SEC. 3021. MOBILITY OF SENIORS AND INDIVID- 

UALS WITH DISABILITIES. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol- 
lowing definitions apply: 

(1) ALLOCATED COST MODEL.—The term ‘‘al- 
located cost model’? means a method of de- 
termining the cost of trips by allocating the 
cost to each trip purpose served by a trans- 
portation provider in a manner that is pro- 
portional to the level of transportation serv- 
ice that the transportation provider delivers 
for each trip purpose, to the extent per- 
mitted by applicable Federal laws. 

(2) COUNCIL.—The term ‘‘Council’? means 
the Interagency Transportation Coordi- 
nating Council on Access and Mobility estab- 
lished under Executive Order 13330 (49 U.S.C. 
101 note). 

(b) STRATEGIC PLAN.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Council shall publish a strategic plan for the 
Council that— 

(1) outlines the role and responsibilities of 
each Federal agency with respect to local 
transportation coordination, including non- 
emergency medical transportation; 

(2) identifies a strategy to strengthen 
interagency collaboration; 

(8) addresses any outstanding recommenda- 
tions made by the Council in the 2005 Report 
to the President relating to the implementa- 
tion of Executive Order 13330, including— 

(A) a cost-sharing policy endorsed by the 
Council; and 
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(B) recommendations to increase participa- 
tion by recipients of Federal grants in lo- 
cally developed, coordinated planning proc- 
esses; 

(4) to the extent feasible, addresses rec- 
ommendations by the Comptroller General 
of the United States concerning local coordi- 
nation of transportation services; 

(5) examines and proposes changes to Fed- 
eral regulations that will eliminate Federal 
barriers to local transportation coordina- 
tion, including non-emergency medical 
transportation; and 

(6) recommends to Congress changes to 
Federal laws, except chapter 53 of title 49, 
United States Code, that will eliminate Fed- 
eral barriers to local transportation coordi- 
nation, including nonemergency medical 
transportation. 

(c) DEVELOPMENT OF COST-SHARING POLICY 
IN COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE FEDERAL 
LAwS.—In establishing the cost-sharing pol- 
icy required under subsection (b), the Coun- 
cil may consider, to the extent practicable— 

(1) the development of recommended strat- 
egies for grantees of programs funded by 
members of the Council, including strategies 
for grantees of programs that fund non- 
emergency medical transportation, to use 
the cost-sharing policy in a manner that 
does not violate applicable Federal laws; and 

(2) incorporation of an allocated cost 
model to facilitate local coordination efforts 
that comply with applicable requirements of 
programs funded by members of the Council, 
such as— 

(A) eligibility requirements; 

(B) service delivery requirements; and 

(C) reimbursement requirements. 
SEC. 3022. IMPROVED TRANSIT SAFETY 

URES. 

(a) REQUIREMENTS.—Not later than 90 days 
after publication of the report required in 
section 3019, the Secretary shall issue a no- 
tice of proposed rulemaking on protecting 
transit operators from the risk of assault. 

(b) CONSIDERATION.—In the proposed rule- 
making the Secretary shall consider— 

(1) different safety needs of drivers of dif- 
ferent modes; 

(2) differences in operating environments; 

(8) the use of technology to mitigate driver 
assault risks; 

(4) existing experience, from both agencies 
and operators who already are using or test- 
ing driver assault mitigation infrastructure; 
and 

(5) the impact of the rule on future rolling 
stock procurements and vehicles currently 
in revenue service. 

(c) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this sec- 
tion may be construed as prohibiting the 
Secretary from issuing different comprehen- 
sive worker protections, including standards 
for mitigating assaults. 

SEC. 3023. PARATRANSIT SYSTEM UNDER FTA AP- 
PROVED COORDINATED PLAN. 

Notwithstanding the provisions of part 
37.131(c) of title 49, Code of Federal Regula- 
tions, any paratransit system currently co- 
ordinating complementary paratransit serv- 
ice for more than 40 fixed route agencies 
shall be permitted to continue using an ex- 
isting tiered, distance-based coordinated 
paratransit fare system. 

TITLE IV—HIGHWAY SAFETY 
SEC. 4001. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The following sums are 
authorized to be appropriated out of the 
Highway Trust Fund (other than the Mass 
Transit Account): 

(1) HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS.—For car- 
rying out section 402 of title 23, United 
States Code— 
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(A) $260,274,200 for fiscal year 2016; 

(B) $265,935,829 for fiscal year 2017; 

(C) $271,787,002 for fiscal year 2018; 

(D) $278,090,300 for fiscal year 2019; 

(E) $284,874,829 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(F) $291,195,558 for fiscal year 2021. 

(2) HIGHWAY SAFETY RESEARCH AND DEVEL- 
OPMENT.—For carrying out section 403 of 
title 23, United States Code— 

(A) $115,951,600 for fiscal year 2016; 

(B) $118,398,179 for fiscal year 2017; 

(C) $121,665,968 for fiscal year 2018; 

(D) $124,926,616 for fiscal year 2019; 

(E) $128,187,201 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(F) $131,455,975 for fiscal year 2021. 

(3) NATIONAL PRIORITY SAFETY PROGRAMS.— 
For carrying out section 405 of title 23, 
United States Code— 

(A) $275,862,400 for fiscal year 2016; 

(B) $281,186,544 for fiscal year 2017; 

(C) $286,500,970 for fiscal year 2018; 

(D) $292,316,940 for fiscal year 2019; 

(E) $298,601,754 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(F) $304,394,628 for fiscal year 2021. 

(4) NATIONAL DRIVER REGISTER.—For the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Adminis- 
tration to carry out chapter 303 of title 49, 
United States Code— 

(A) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(B) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

(C) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

(D) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

(E) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(F) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

(5) HIGH-VISIBILITY ENFORCEMENT PRO- 
GRAM.—For carrying out section 404 of title 
23, United States Code— 

(A) $29,411,800 for fiscal year 2016; 

(B) $29,979,448 for fiscal year 2017; 

(C) $30,546,059 for fiscal year 2018; 

(D) $31,166,144 for fiscal year 2019; 

(E) $31,836,216 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(F) $32,453,839 for fiscal year 2021. 

(6) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—For admin- 
istrative and related operating expenses of 
the National Highway Traffic Safety Admin- 
istration in carrying out chapter 4 of title 23, 
United States Code, and this title— 

(A) $25,500,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(B) $25,500,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

(C) $25,500,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

(D) $25,500,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

(E) $25,500,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(F) $25,500,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

(b) PROHIBITION ON OTHER USES.—Except as 
otherwise provided in chapter 4 of title 23, 
United States Code, and chapter 303 of title 
49, United States Code, the amounts made 
available from the Highway Trust Fund 
(other than the Mass Transit Account) for a 
program under such chapters— 

(1) shall only be used to carry out such pro- 
gram; and 

(2) may not be used by States or local gov- 
ernments for construction purposes. 

(c) APPLICABILITY OF TITLE 23.—Except as 
otherwise provided in chapter 4 of title 23, 
United States Code, and chapter 303 of title 
49, United States Code, amounts made avail- 
able under subsection (a) for fiscal years 2016 
through 2021 shall be available for obligation 
in the same manner as if such funds were ap- 
portioned under chapter 1 of title 23, United 
States Code. 

(d) STATE MATCHING REQUIREMENTS.—If a 
grant awarded under chapter 4 of title 23, 
United States Code, requires a State to share 
in the cost, the aggregate of all expenditures 
for highway safety activities made during a 
fiscal year by the State and its political sub- 
divisions (exclusive of Federal funds) for car- 
rying out the grant (other than planning and 
administration) that are in excess of the 
amount required under Federal law shall be 
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available for the purpose of crediting the 
State during such fiscal year for the non- 
Federal share of the cost of any other project 
carried out under chapter 4 of title 23, United 
States Code (other than planning or adminis- 
tration), without regard to whether such ex- 
penditures were made in connection with 
such project. 

(e) GRANT APPLICATION AND DEADLINE.—To 
receive a grant under chapter 4 of title 23, 
United States Code, a State shall submit an 
application, and the Secretary shall estab- 
lish a single deadline for such applications to 
enable the award of grants early in the next 
fiscal year. 

SEC. 4002. HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS. 

Section 402 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(2)(A)— 

(A) in clause (vi) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; 

(B) in clause (vii) by inserting ‘‘and’’ after 
the semicolon; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(viii) to increase driver awareness of com- 
mercial motor vehicles to prevent crashes 
and reduce injuries and fatalities;’’; 

(2) in subsection (c)(4), by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘(C) SURVEY.—A State shall expend funds 
apportioned to that State under this section 
to conduct a biennial survey that the Sec- 
retary shall make publicly available through 
the Internet Web site of the Department of 
Transportation that includes— 

“(i) a list of automated traffic enforcement 
systems in the State; 

“(ii) adequate data to measure the trans- 
parency, accountability, and safety at- 
tributes of each automated traffic enforce- 
ment system; and 

“(iii) a comparison of each automated traf- 
fic enforcement system with— 

“(D) Speed Enforcement Camera Systems 
Operational Guidelines (DOT HS 810 916, 
March 2008); and 

“(II) Red Light Camera Systems Oper- 
ational Guidelines (FHWA-SA-05-002, Janu- 
ary 2005).”’; 

(3) by striking subsection (g) and inserting 
the following: 

“(g) RESTRICTION.—Nothing in this section 
may be construed to authorize the appropria- 
tion or expenditure of funds for highway con- 
struction, maintenance, or design (other 
than design of safety features of highways to 
be incorporated into guidelines).’’; 

(4) in subsection (k)— 

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (3) 
through (5) as paragraphs (4) through (6), re- 
spectively; and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(3) ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION.—The Sec- 
retary, in coordination with the Governors 
Highway Safety Association, shall develop 
procedures to allow States to submit high- 
way safety plans under this subsection, in- 
cluding any attachments to the plans, in 
electronic form.’’; and 

(5) in subsection (m)(2)(A)— 

(A) in clause (iv) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

“(vi) increase driver awareness of commer- 
cial motor vehicles to prevent crashes and 
reduce injuries and fatalities; and”. 

SEC. 4003. HIGHWAY SAFETY RESEARCH AND DE- 
VELOPMENT. 

Section 403 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (E) by striking “and” 
at the end; 
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(B) by redesignating subparagraph (F) as 
subparagraph (G); 

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (E) the 
following: 

“(F) the installation of ignition interlocks 
in the United States; and’’; and 

(D) in subparagraph (G), as so redesig- 
nated, by striking ‘‘in subparagraphs (A) 
through (E)? and inserting ‘“‘in subpara- 
graphs (A) through (F)’’; 

(2) in subsection (h) by striking paragraph 
(2) and inserting the following: 

“(2) FUNDING.—The Secretary shall obli- 
gate for each of fiscal years 2016 through 
2021, from funds made available to carry out 
this section, except that the total obligated 
for the period covering fiscal years 2016 
through 2021 may not exceed $32,000,000, to 
conduct the research described in paragraph 
(1).’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(i) LIMITATION ON DRUG AND ALCOHOL SUR- 
VEY DaTA.—The Secretary shall establish 
procedures and guidelines to ensure that any 
person participating in a program or activity 
that collects data on drug or alcohol use by 
drivers of motor vehicles and is carried out 
under this section is informed that the pro- 
gram or activity is voluntary. 

‘(j) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
the cost of any project or activity carried 
out under this section may be not more than 
100 percent.’’. 

SEC. 4004. HIGH-VISIBILITY ENFORCEMENT PRO- 
GRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 404 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“§ 404. High visibility enforcement program 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of 
the National Highway Traffic Safety Admin- 
istration shall establish and administer a 
program under which not less than 3 cam- 
paigns will be carried out in each of fiscal 
years 2016 through 2021. 

‘“(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of each cam- 
paign carried out under this section shall be 
to achieve outcomes related to not less than 
1 of the following objectives: 

“(1) Reduce alcohol-impaired or drug-im- 
paired operation of motor vehicles. 

‘(2) Increase use of seatbelts by occupants 
of motor vehicles. 

“(3) Reduce distracted driving of motor ve- 
hicles. 

“(c) ADVERTISING.—The Administrator may 
use, or authorize the use of, funds available 
to carry out this section to pay for the devel- 
opment, production, and use of broadcast 
and print media advertising and Internet- 
based outreach in carrying out campaigns 
under this section. Consideration shall be 
given to advertising directed at non-English 
speaking populations, including those who 
listen to, read, or watch nontraditional 
media. 

‘(d) COORDINATION WITH STATES.—The Ad- 
ministrator shall coordinate with States in 
carrying out the campaigns under this sec- 
tion, including advertising funded under sub- 
section (c), with consideration given to— 

“(1) relying on States to provide law en- 
forcement resources for the campaigns out of 
funding available under sections 402 and 405; 
and 

‘“(2) providing out of National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration resources 
most of the means necessary for national ad- 
vertising and education efforts associated 
with the campaigns. 

“(e) USE OF FUNDS.—Funds made available 
to carry out this section may only be used 
for activities described in subsection (c). 

‘(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol- 
lowing definitions apply: 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


“(1) CAMPAIGN.—The term ‘campaign’ 
means a high-visibility traffic safety law en- 
forcement campaign. 

“(2) STATE.—The term ‘State’ has the 
meaning such term has under section 401.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 4 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by striking the item relating to 
section 404 and inserting the following: 

‘404. High-visibility enforcement program.”’. 
SEC. 4005. NATIONAL PRIORITY SAFETY PRO- 
GRAMS. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—Section 405(a) of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

““(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—Subject to the 
requirements of this section, the Secretary 
of Transportation shall manage programs to 
address national priorities for reducing high- 
way deaths and injuries. Funds shall be allo- 
cated according to the following: 

‘“(1) OCCUPANT PROTECTION.—In each fiscal 
year, 13 percent of the funds provided under 
this section shall be allocated among States 
that adopt and implement effective occupant 
protection programs to reduce highway 
deaths and injuries resulting from individ- 
uals riding unrestrained or improperly re- 
strained in motor vehicles (as described in 
subsection (b)). 

“(2) STATE TRAFFIC SAFETY INFORMATION 
SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS.—In each fiscal year, 
14.5 percent of the funds provided under this 
section shall be allocated among States that 
meet requirements with respect to State 
traffic safety information system improve- 
ments (as described in subsection (c)). 

“(3) IMPAIRED DRIVING COUNTERMEASURES.— 
In each fiscal year, 52.5 percent of the funds 
provided under this section shall be allo- 
cated among States that meet requirements 
with respect to impaired driving counter- 
measures (as described in subsection (d)). 

‘“(4) DISTRACTED DRIVING.—In each fiscal 
year, 8.5 percent of the funds provided under 
this section shall be allocated among States 
that adopt and implement effective laws to 
reduce distracted driving (as described in 
subsection (e)). 

(5) MOTORCYCLIST SAFETY.—In each fiscal 
year, 1.5 percent of the funds provided under 
this section shall be allocated among States 
that implement motorcyclist safety pro- 
grams (as described in subsection (f)). 

“(6) STATE GRADUATED DRIVER LICENSING 
LAWS.—In each fiscal year, 5 percent of the 
funds provided under this section shall be al- 
located among States that adopt and imple- 
ment graduated driver licensing laws (as de- 
scribed in subsection (g)). 

“*(7) NONMOTORIZED SAFETY.—In each fiscal 
year, 5 percent of the funds provided under 
this section shall be allocated among States 
that meet requirements with respect to non- 
motorized safety (as described in subsection 
(h)). 

“(8) TRANSFERS.—Notwithstanding para- 
graphs (1) through (7), the Secretary may re- 
allocate, before the last day of any fiscal 
year, any amounts remaining available to 
carry out any of the activities described in 
subsections (b) through (h) to increase the 
amount made available under section 402, in 
order to ensure, to the maximum extent pos- 
sible, that all such amounts are obligated 
during such fiscal year. 

“(9) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.— 

“(A) REQUIREMENTS.—No grant may be 
made to a State in any fiscal year under sub- 
section (b), (c), or (d) unless the State enters 
into such agreements with the Secretary as 
the Secretary may require to ensure that the 
State will maintain its aggregate expendi- 
tures from all State and local sources for 
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programs described in those subsections at 
or above the average level of such expendi- 
tures in the 2 fiscal years preceding the date 
of enactment of this paragraph. 

‘“(B) WAIVER.—Upon the request of a State, 
the Secretary may waive or modify the re- 
quirements under subparagraph (A) for not 
more than 1 fiscal year if the Secretary de- 
termines that such a waiver would be equi- 
table due to exceptional or uncontrollable 
circumstances.’’. 

(b) HIGH SEATBELT USE RATE.—Section 
405(b)(4)(B) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘75 percent” and insert- 
ing ‘‘100 percent”. 

(c) IMPAIRED DRIVING COUNTERMEASURES.— 
Section 405(d) of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (4) and inserting 
the following: 

‘*(4) USE OF GRANT AMOUNTS.— 

“(A) REQUIRED PROGRAMS.—High-range 
States shall use grant funds for— 

“(i) high-visibility enforcement efforts; 
and 

“(ii) any of the activities described in sub- 
paragraph (B) if— 

“(I) the activity is described in the state- 
wide plan; and 

“(II) the Secretary approves the use of 
funding for such activity. 

‘(B) AUTHORIZED PROGRAMS.—Medium- 
range and low-range States may use grant 
funds for— 

“(i) any of the purposes described in sub- 
paragraph (A); 

“(i) hiring a full-time or part-time im- 
paired driving coordinator of the State’s ac- 
tivities to address the enforcement and adju- 
dication of laws regarding driving while im- 
paired by alcohol, drugs, or the combination 
of alcohol and drugs; 

“(iii) court support of high-visibility en- 
forcement efforts, training and education of 
criminal justice professionals (including law 
enforcement, prosecutors, judges, and proba- 
tion officers) to assist such professionals in 
handling impaired driving cases, hiring traf- 
fic safety resource prosecutors, hiring judi- 
cial outreach liaisons, and establishing driv- 
ing while intoxicated courts; 

‘“(iv) alcohol ignition interlock programs; 

‘“(v) improving blood-alcohol concentra- 
tion testing and reporting; 

‘““(vi) paid and earned media in support of 
high-visibility enforcement efforts, con- 
ducting standardized field sobriety training, 
advanced roadside impaired driving evalua- 
tion training, and drug recognition expert 
training for law enforcement, and equipment 
and related expenditures used in connection 
with impaired driving enforcement in ac- 
cordance with criteria established by the Na- 
tional Highway Traffic Safety Administra- 
tion; 

“(vii) training on the use of alcohol and 
drug screening and brief intervention; 

“(viii) training for and implementation of 
impaired driving assessment programs or 
other tools designed to increase the prob- 
ability of identifying the recidivism risk of a 
person convicted of driving under the influ- 
ence of alcohol, drugs, or a combination of 
alcohol and drugs and to determine the most 
effective mental health or substance abuse 
treatment or sanction that will reduce such 
risk; 

“(ix) developing impaired driving informa- 
tion systems; and 

“(x) costs associated with a 24-7 sobriety 
program. 

“(C) OTHER PROGRAMS.—Low-range States 
may use grant funds for any expenditure de- 
signed to reduce impaired driving based on 
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problem identification and may use not more 
than 50 percent of funds made available 
under this subsection for any project or ac- 
tivity eligible for funding under section 402. 
Medium- and high-range States may use 
funds for any expenditure designed to reduce 
impaired driving based on problem identi- 
fication upon approval by the Secretary.’’; 
and 

(2) by striking paragraph (6)(A) and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make a separate grant under this subsection 
to each State that adopts and is enforcing a 
law that requires any individual convicted of 
driving under the influence of alcohol or of 
driving while intoxicated to receive a re- 
striction on driving privileges that limits 
the individual to operating only motor vehi- 
cles with an ignition interlock installed. 
Such law may provide limited exceptions for 
circumstances when— 

“(i) a State-certified ignition interlock 
provider is not available within 100 miles of 
the individual’s residence; 

“(ii) the individual is required to operate 
an employer’s motor vehicle in the course 
and scope of employment and the business 
entity that owns the vehicle is not owned or 
controlled by the individual; or 

“(iii) the individual is certified by a med- 
ical doctor as being unable to provide a deep 
lung breath sample for analysis by an igni- 
tion interlock device.’’. 

(d) DISTRACTED DRIVING GRANTS.—Section 
405(e) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘“(e) DISTRACTED DRIVING GRANTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
award a grant under this subsection to any 
State that includes distracted driving aware- 
ness as part of the State’s driver’s license ex- 
amination, and enacts and enforces a law 
that meets the requirements set forth in 
paragraphs (2) and (3). 

‘(2) PROHIBITION ON TEXTING WHILE DRIVING 
OR STOPPED IN TRAFFIC.—A State law meets 
the requirements set forth in this paragraph 
if the law— 

‘(A) prohibits a driver from texting 
through a personal wireless communications 
device while driving or stopped in traffic; 

‘“(B) makes violation of the law a primary 
offense; and 

“(C) establishes a minimum fine for a vio- 
lation of the law. 

‘(3) PROHIBITION ON YOUTH CELL PHONE USE 
WHILE DRIVING OR STOPPED IN TRAFFIC.—A 
State law meets the requirements set forth 
in this paragraph if the law— 

“(A) prohibits a driver from using a per- 
sonal wireless communications device while 
driving or stopped in traffic— 

“(i) younger than 18 years of age; or 

“(ii) in the learner’s permit and inter- 
mediate license stages set forth in sub- 
section (g)(2)(B); 

‘“(B) makes violation of the law a primary 
offense; and 

“(C) establishes a minimum fine for a first 
violation of the law. 

‘(4) PERMITTED EXCEPTIONS.—A law that 
meets the requirements set forth in para- 
graph (2) or (8) may provide exceptions for— 

“(A) a driver who uses a personal wireless 
communications device to contact emer- 
gency services; 

‘“(B) emergency services personnel who use 
a personal wireless communications device 
while— 

“(i) operating an emergency services vehi- 
cle; and 

“(ii) engaged in the performance of their 
duties as emergency services personnel; 
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“(C) an individual employed as a commer- 
cial motor vehicle driver or a school bus 
driver who uses a personal wireless commu- 
nications device within the scope of such in- 
dividual’s employment if such use is per- 
mitted under the regulations promulgated 
pursuant to section 31136 of title 49; and 

“(D) any additional exceptions determined 
by the Secretary through a rulemaking proc- 
ess. 

“(5) USE OF GRANT FUNDS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), amounts received by a 
State under this subsection shall be used— 

“(i) to educate the public through adver- 
tising containing information about the dan- 
gers of texting or using a cell phone while 
driving; 

“(i) for traffic signs that notify drivers 
about the distracted driving law of the 
State; or 

‘“(iii) for law enforcement costs related to 
the enforcement of the distracted driving 
law. 

“(B) FLEXIBILITY.— 

“G) Not more than 50 percent of amounts 
received by a State under this subsection 
may be used for any eligible project or activ- 
ity under section 402. 

“Gi) Not more than 75 percent of amounts 
received by a State under this subsection 
may be used for any eligible project or activ- 
ity under section 402 if the State has con- 
formed its distracted driving data to the 
most recent Model Minimum Uniform Crash 
Criteria published by the Secretary. 

“(6) ALLOCATION TO SUPPORT STATE DIS- 
TRACTED DRIVING LAWS.—Of the amounts 
available under this subsection in a fiscal 
year for distracted driving grants, the Sec- 
retary may expend not more than $5,000,000 
for the development and placement of broad- 
cast media to reduce distracted driving of 
motor vehicles, including to support cam- 
paigns related to distracted driving that are 
funded under section 404. 

“(7) GRANT AMOUNT.—The allocation of 
grant funds to a State under this subsection 
for a fiscal year shall be in proportion to the 
State’s apportionment under section 402 for 
fiscal year 2009. 

““(8) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection, the 
following definitions apply: 

“(A) DRIVING.—The term ‘driving’— 

“G) means operating a motor vehicle on a 
public road, including operation while tem- 
porarily stationary because of traffic, a traf- 
fic light or stop sign, or otherwise; and 

“(Gi) does not include operating a motor ve- 
hicle when the vehicle has pulled over to the 
side of, or off, an active roadway and has 
stopped in a location where it can safely re- 
main stationary. 

‘“(B) PERSONAL WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS 
DEVICE.—The term ‘personal wireless com- 
munications device’— 

““(j) means a device through which personal 
wireless services (as defined in section 
332(c)(7)(C)(i) of the Communications Act of 
1934 (47 U.S.C. 332(c)(7)(C)(i))) are trans- 
mitted; and 

“(ii) does not include a global navigation 
satellite system receiver used for posi- 
tioning, emergency notification, or naviga- 
tion purposes. 

“(C) PRIMARY OFFENSE.—The term ‘pri- 
mary offense’ means an offense for which a 
law enforcement officer may stop a vehicle 
solely for the purpose of issuing a citation in 
the absence of evidence of another offense. 

‘“(D) PUBLIC ROAD.—The term ‘public road’ 
has the meaning given such term in section 
402(c). 

“(E) TEXTING.—The term ‘texting’ means 
reading from or manually entering data into 
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a personal wireless communications device, 
including doing so for the purpose of SMS 
texting, emailing, instant messaging, or en- 
gaging in any other form of electronic data 
retrieval or electronic data communica- 
tion.’’. 

(e) MOTORCYCLIST SAFETY.—Section 405(f) 
of title 28, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

“(2) GRANT AMOUNT.—The allocation of 
grant funds to a State under this subsection 
for a fiscal year shall be in proportion to the 
State’s apportionment under section 402 for 
fiscal year 2009, except that the amount of a 
grant awarded to a State for a fiscal year 
may not exceed 25 percent of the amount ap- 
portioned to the State under such section for 
fiscal year 2009.”’; 

(2) in paragraph (4) by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘“(C) FLEXIBILITY.—Not more than 50 per- 
cent of grant funds received by a State under 
this subsection may be used for any eligible 
project or activity under section 402 if the 
State is in the lowest 25 percent of all States 
for motorcycle deaths per 10,000 motorcycle 
registrations based on the most recent data 
that conforms with criteria established by 
the Secretary.’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(6) SHARE-THE-ROAD MODEL LANGUAGE.— 
Not later than 1 year after the date of enact- 
ment of this paragraph, the Secretary shall 
update and provide to the States model lan- 
guage for use in traffic safety education 
courses, driver’s manuals, and other driver 
training materials that provides instruction 
for drivers of motor vehicles on the impor- 
tance of sharing the road safely with motor- 
cyclists.’’. 

(f) STATE GRADUATED DRIVER LICENSING IN- 
CENTIVE GRANT.—Section 405(g) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘(¢) STATE GRADUATED DRIVER LICENSING 
INCENTIVE GRANT.— 

‘(1) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—Subject to the 
requirements under this subsection, the Sec- 
retary shall award grants to States that 
adopt and implement graduated driver li- 
censing laws in accordance with the require- 
ments set forth in paragraph (2). 

‘*(2) MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A State meets the re- 
quirements set forth in this paragraph if the 
State has a graduated driver licensing law 
that requires novice drivers younger than 18 
years of age to comply with the 2-stage li- 
censing process described in subparagraph 
(B) before receiving an unrestricted driver’s 
license. 

‘(B) LICENSING PROCESS.—A State is in 
compliance with the 2-stage licensing proc- 
ess described in this subparagraph if the 
State’s driver’s license laws comply with the 
additional requirements under subparagraph 
(C) and includes— 

“(i) a learner’s permit stage that— 

“(I) is not less than 6 months in duration 
and remains in effect until the driver reaches 
not less than 16 years of age; 

“(IT) contains a prohibition on the driver 
using a personal wireless communications 
device (as defined in subsection (e)) while 
driving except under an exception permitted 
under subsection (e)(4); 

‘“(IIT) requires that the driver be accom- 
panied and supervised at all times while op- 
erating a motor vehicle by a licensed driver 
who is— 

“(aa) not less than 21 years of age; 

‘(bb) the driver’s parent or guardian; or 

“(cc) a State-certified driving instructor; 
and 
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‘“(IV) complies with the additional require- 
ments for a learner’s permit stage set forth 
in subparagraph (C)(i); and 

“(ii) an intermediate stage that— 

“(I) is not less than 6 months in duration; 

“(IT) contains a prohibition on the driver 
using a personal wireless communications 
device (as defined in subsection (e)) while 
driving except under an exception permitted 
under subsection (e)(4); 

“(JIT) for the first 6 months of such stage, 
restricts driving at night when not super- 
vised by a licensed driver described in clause 
(DUID, excluding transportation to work, 
school, or religious activities, or in the case 
of an emergency; 

‘“(IV) for a period of not less than 6 
months, prohibits the driver from operating 
a motor vehicle with more than 1 non- 
familial passenger under 21 years of age un- 
less a licensed driver described in clause 
GAID) is in the vehicle; and 

‘“(V) complies with the additional require- 
ments for an intermediate stage set forth in 
subparagraph (C)(ii). 

“(C) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS .— 

“(i) LEARNER’S PERMIT STAGE.—In addition 
to the requirements of subparagraph (B)(i), a 
learner’s permit stage shall include not less 
than 2 of the following requirements: 

“(I) Passage of a vision and knowledge as- 
sessment by a learner’s permit applicant 
prior to receiving a learner’s permit. 

‘(II) The driver completes— 

“(aa) a State-certified driver education or 
training course; or 

‘“(bb) not less than 40 hours of behind-the- 
wheel training with a licensed driver de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B)(i)(III). 

“(III) In addition to any other penalties 
imposed by State law, the grant of an unre- 
stricted driver’s license or advancement to 
an intermediate stage be automatically de- 
layed for any individual who, during the 
learner’s permit stage, is convicted of a driv- 
ing-related offense, including— 

“(aa) driving while intoxicated; 

‘“(bb) misrepresentation of the individual’s 
age; 

““(cc) reckless driving; 

“(dd) driving without wearing a seatbelt; 

““(ee) speeding; or 

“(ff) any other driving-related offense, as 
determined by the Secretary. 

‘“(ii) INTERMEDIATE STAGE.—In addition to 
the requirements of subparagraph (B)(ii), an 
intermediate stage shall include not less 
than 2 of the following requirements: 

“(I) Commencement of such stage after the 
successful completion of a driving skills test. 

“(ID That such stage remain in effect until 
the driver reaches the age of not less than 17. 

“(III) In addition to any other penalties 
imposed by State law, the grant of an unre- 
stricted driver’s license be automatically de- 
layed for any individual who, during the 
learner’s permit stage, is convicted of a driv- 
ing-related offense, including those described 
in clause (i)(III). 

“(3) EXCEPTION.—A State that otherwise 
meets the minimum requirements set forth 
in paragraph (2) shall be deemed by the Sec- 
retary to be in compliance with the require- 
ment set forth in paragraph (2) if the State 
enacted a law before January 1, 2011, estab- 
lishing a class of license that permits licens- 
ees or applicants younger than 18 years of 
age to drive a motor vehicle— 

“(A) in connection with work performed 
on, or for the operation of, a farm owned by 
family members who are directly related to 
the applicant or licensee; or 

‘(B) if demonstrable hardship would result 
from the denial of a license to the licensees 
or applicants. 
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“*(4) ALLOCATION.—Grant funds allocated to 
a State under this subsection for a fiscal 
year shall be in proportion to the State’s ap- 
portionment under section 402 for fiscal year 
2009. 

“(5) USE OF FUNDS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), grant funds received by a 
State under this subsection shall be used 
for— 

“(i) enforcing a 2-stage licensing process 
that complies with paragraph (2); 

“Gi) training for law enforcement per- 
sonnel and other relevant State agency per- 
sonnel relating to the enforcement described 
in clause (i); 

“(ii) publishing relevant educational ma- 
terials that pertain directly or indirectly to 
the State graduated driver licensing law; 

“(iv) carrying out other administrative ac- 
tivities that the Secretary considers rel- 
evant to the State’s 2-stage licensing proc- 
ess; or 

“(v) carrying out a teen traffic safety pro- 
gram described in section 402(m). 

“(B) FLEXIBILITY.— 

“G) Not more than 75 percent of grant 
funds received by a State under this sub- 
section may be used for any eligible project 
or activity under section 402. 

“Gi) Not more than 100 percent of grant 
funds received by a State under this sub- 
section may be used for any eligible project 
or activity under section 402, if the State is 
in the lowest 25 percent of all States for the 
number of drivers under age 18 involved in 
fatal crashes in the State per the total num- 
ber of drivers under age 18 in the State based 
on the most recent data that conforms with 
criteria established by the Secretary.’’. 


(g) NONMOTORIZED SAFETY.—Section 405 of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 


“(h) NONMOTORIZED SAFETY.— 

“(1) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—Subject to the 
requirements under this subsection, the Sec- 
retary shall award grants to States for the 
purpose of decreasing pedestrian and bicycle 
fatalities and injuries that result from crash- 
es involving a motor vehicle. 

‘“(2) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
the cost of a project carried out by a State 
using amounts from a grant awarded under 
this subsection may not exceed 80 percent. 

(3) ELIGIBILITY.—A State shall receive a 
grant under this subsection in a fiscal year if 
the annual combined pedestrian and bicycle 
fatalities in the State exceed 15 percent of 
the total annual crash fatalities in the 
State, based on the most recently reported 
final data from the Fatality Analysis Re- 
porting System. 

“(4) USE OF GRANT AMOUNTS.—Grant funds 
received by a State under this subsection 
may be used for— 

“(A) training of law enforcement officials 
on State laws applicable to pedestrian and 
bicycle safety; 

“(B) enforcement mobilizations and cam- 
paigns designed to enforce State traffic laws 
applicable to pedestrian and bicycle safety; 
and 

“(C) public education and awareness pro- 
grams designed to inform motorists, pedes- 
trians, and bicyclists of State traffic laws 
applicable to pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

“(5) GRANT AMOUNT.—The allocation of 
grant funds to a State under this subsection 
for a fiscal year shall be in proportion to the 
State’s apportionment under section 402 for 
fiscal year 2009.’’. 


17199 


SEC. 4006. PROHIBITION ON FUNDS TO CHECK 
HELMET USAGE OR CREATE RE- 
LATED CHECKPOINTS FOR A MO- 
TORCYCLE DRIVER OR PASSENGER. 


The Secretary may not provide a grant or 
otherwise make available funding to a State, 
Indian tribe, county, municipality, or other 
local government to be used for a program or 
activity to check helmet usage, including 
checkpoints related to helmet usage, with 
respect to a motorcycle driver or passenger. 


SEC. 4007. MARIJUANA-IMPAIRED DRIVING. 


(a) STUDY.—The Secretary, in consultation 
with the heads of other Federal agencies as 
appropriate, shall conduct a study on mari- 
juana-impaired driving. 

(b) ISSUES To BE EXAMINED.—In conducting 
the study, the Secretary shall examine, at a 
minimum, the following: 

(1) Methods to detect marijuana-impaired 
driving, including devices capable of meas- 
uring marijuana levels in motor vehicle op- 
erators. 

(2) A review of impairment standard re- 
search for driving under the influence of 
marijuana. 

(3) Methods to differentiate the cause of a 
driving impairment between alcohol and 
marijuana. 

(4) State-based policies on marijuana-im- 
paired driving. 

(5) The role and extent of marijuana im- 
pairment in motor vehicle accidents. 


(c) REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary, in cooperation with other Federal 
agencies as appropriate, shall submit to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate a report on 
the results of the study. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The report shall include, at 
a minimum, the following: 

(A) FINDINGS.—The findings of the Sec- 
retary based on the study, including, at a 
minimum, the following: 

(i) An assessment of methodologies and 
technologies for measuring driver impair- 
ment resulting from the use of marijuana, 
including the use of marijuana in combina- 
tion with alcohol. 

(ii) A description and assessment of the 
role of marijuana as a causal factor in traffic 
crashes and the extent of the problem of 
marijuana-impaired driving. 

(iii) A description and assessment of cur- 
rent State laws relating to marijuana-im- 
paired driving. 

(iv) A determination whether an impair- 
ment standard for drivers under the influ- 
ence of marijuana is feasible and could re- 
duce vehicle accidents and save lives. 

(B) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The recommenda- 
tions of the Secretary based on the study, in- 
cluding, at a minimum, the following: 

(i) Effective and efficient methods for 
training law enforcement personnel, includ- 
ing drug recognition experts, to detect or 
measure the level of impairment of a motor 
vehicle operator who is under the influence 
of marijuana by the use of technology or 
otherwise. 

(ii) If feasible, an impairment standard for 
driving under the influence of marijuana. 

(iii) Methodologies for increased data col- 
lection regarding the prevalence and effects 
of marijuana-impaired driving. 

(d) MARIJUANA DEFINED.—In this section, 
the term ‘“marijuana’’ includes all sub- 
stances containing tetrahydrocannabinol. 
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SEC. 4008. NATIONAL PRIORITY SAFETY PRO- 
GRAM GRANT ELIGIBILITY. 

Not later than 60 days after the date on 
which the Secretary of Transportation 
awards grants under section 405 of title 23, 
United States Code, the Secretary shall 
make available on a publicly available Inter- 
net Web site of the Department of Transpor- 
tation— 

(1) an identification of— 

(A) the States that were awarded grants 
under such section; 

(B) the States that applied and were not 
awarded grants under such section; and 

(C) the States that did not apply for a 
grant under such section; and 

(2) a list of deficiencies that made a State 
ineligible for a grant under such section for 
each State under paragraph (1)(B). 

SEC. 4009. DATA COLLECTION. 

Section 1906 of SAFETEA-LU (23 U.S.C. 402 
note) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(A) has enacted” and all 
that follows through ‘‘(B) is maintaining” 
and inserting ‘‘is maintaining”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘and any passengers”; 

(2) by striking subsection (b) and inserting 
the following: 

“(b) USE OF GRANT FUNDS.—A grant re- 
ceived by a State under subsection (a) shall 
be used by the State for the costs of— 

“(1) collecting and maintaining data on 
traffic stops; and 

“(2) evaluating the results of the data.’’; 

(3) by striking subsection (c) and redesig- 
nating subsections (d) and (e) as subsections 
(c) and (d), respectively; 

(4) in subsection (c)(2), as so redesignated, 
by striking “A State” and inserting ‘‘On or 
after October 1, 2015, a State”; and 

(5) in subsection (d), as so redesignated— 

(A) in the subsection heading by striking 
“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS” and in- 
serting ‘‘FUNDING’’; 

(B) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—From funds made avail- 
able under section 403 of title 23, United 
States Code, the Secretary shall set aside 
$7,500,000 for each of the fiscal years 2016 
through 2021 to carry out this section.’’; and 

(C) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘authorized by” and insert- 
ing ‘made available under”; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘percent,’’ and all that fol- 
lows through the period at the end and in- 
serting ‘‘percent.’’. 

SEC. 4010. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS. 

Title 23, United States Code, is amended as 
follows: 

(1) Section 402 is amended— 

(A) in subsection (b)(1)— 

(i) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘para- 
graph (3) and inserting ‘‘paragraph (2)’’; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (E)— 

(I) by striking “in which” and inserting 
“for which”; and 

(II) by striking ‘‘under subsection (f) and 
inserting ‘‘under subsection (k)’’; and 

(B) in subsection (k)(5), as redesignated by 


this Act, by striking ‘‘under paragraph 
(2)(A)” and inserting ‘“‘under paragraph 
BDA”. 


(2) Section 403(e) is amended by striking 
“chapter 301” and inserting ‘‘chapter 301 of 
title 49”. 

(3) Section 405 is amended— 

(A) in subsection (d)— 

(i) in paragraph (5) by striking ‘‘under sec- 
tion 402(c)’’ and inserting ‘‘under section 
402”; and 

(ii) in paragraph (6)(C) by striking ‘‘on the 
basis of the apportionment formula set forth 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


in section 402(c)’’ and inserting ‘‘in propor- 
tion to the State’s apportionment under sec- 
tion 402 for fiscal year 2009”; and 

(B) in subsection (f)(4)(A)(iv)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘such as the” and inserting 
“including’’; and 

di) by striking 
section (g)’’. 

TITLE V—MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY 


Subtitle A—Motor Carrier Safety Grant 
Consolidation 
SEC. 5101. GRANTS TO STATES. 

(a) MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM.—Section 31102 of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

“§ 31102. Motor carrier safety assistance pro- 
gram 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Trans- 
portation shall administer a motor carrier 
safety assistance program funded under sec- 
tion 31104. 

““(b) GOAL.—The goal of the program is to 
ensure that the Secretary, States, local gov- 
ernments, other political jurisdictions, fed- 
erally recognized Indian tribes, and other 
persons work in partnership to establish pro- 
grams to improve motor carrier, commercial 
motor vehicle, and driver safety to support a 
safe and efficient surface transportation sys- 
tem by— 

“(1) making targeted investments to pro- 
mote safe commercial motor vehicle trans- 
portation, including the transportation of 
passengers and hazardous materials; 

(2) investing in activities likely to gen- 
erate maximum reductions in the number 
and severity of commercial motor vehicle 
crashes and in fatalities resulting from such 
crashes; 

““(3) adopting and enforcing effective motor 
carrier, commercial motor vehicle, and driv- 
er safety regulations and practices con- 
sistent with Federal requirements; and 

“(4) assessing and improving statewide per- 
formance by setting program goals and 
meeting performance standards, measures, 
and benchmarks. 

“(c) STATE PLANS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out the pro- 
gram, the Secretary shall prescribe proce- 
dures for a State to submit a multiple-year 
plan, and annual updates thereto, under 
which the State agrees to assume responsi- 
bility for improving motor carrier safety by 
adopting and enforcing State regulations, 
standards, and orders that are compatible 
with the regulations, standards, and orders 
of the Federal Government on commercial 
motor vehicle safety and hazardous mate- 
rials transportation safety. 

“(2) CONTENTS.—The Secretary shall ap- 
prove a State plan if the Secretary deter- 
mines that the plan is adequate to comply 
with the requirements of this section, and 
the plan— 

“(A) implements performance-based activi- 
ties, including deployment and maintenance 
of technology to enhance the efficiency and 
effectiveness of commercial motor vehicle 
safety programs; 

“(B) designates a lead State commercial 
motor vehicle safety agency responsible for 
administering the plan throughout’ the 
State; 

“(C) contains satisfactory assurances that 
the lead State commercial motor vehicle 
safety agency has or will have the legal au- 
thority, resources, and qualified personnel 
necessary to enforce the regulations, stand- 
ards, and orders; 

“(D) contains satisfactory assurances that 
the State will devote adequate resources to 
the administration of the plan and enforce- 


“developed under sub- 
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ment of the regulations, standards, and or- 
ders; 

“(E) provides a right of entry and inspec- 
tion to carry out the plan; 

‘(F) provides that all reports required 
under this section be available to the Sec- 
retary on request; 

‘(G) provides that the lead State commer- 
cial motor vehicle safety agency will adopt 
the reporting requirements and use the 
forms for recordkeeping, inspections, and in- 
vestigations that the Secretary prescribes; 

‘“(H) requires all registrants of commercial 
motor vehicles to demonstrate knowledge of 
applicable safety regulations, standards, and 
orders of the Federal Government and the 
State; 

“(D) provides that the State will grant 
maximum reciprocity for inspections con- 
ducted under the North American Inspection 
Standards through the use of a nationally 
accepted system that allows ready identi- 
fication of previously inspected commercial 
motor vehicles; 

“(J) ensures that activities described in 
subsection (h), if financed through grants to 
the State made under this section, will not 
diminish the effectiveness of the develop- 
ment and implementation of the programs to 
improve motor carrier, commercial motor 
vehicle, and driver safety as described in sub- 
section (b); 

“(K) ensures that the lead State commer- 
cial motor vehicle safety agency will coordi- 
nate the plan, data collection, and informa- 
tion systems with the State highway safety 
improvement program required under sec- 
tion 148(c) of title 23; 

“(L) ensures participation in appropriate 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administra- 
tion information technology and data sys- 
tems and other information systems by all 
appropriate jurisdictions receiving motor 
carrier safety assistance program funding; 

“(M) ensures that information is ex- 
changed among the States in a timely man- 
ner; 

‘“(N) provides satisfactory assurances that 
the State will undertake efforts that will 
emphasize and improve enforcement of State 
and local traffic safety laws and regulations 
related to commercial motor vehicle safety; 

“(O) provides satisfactory assurances that 
the State will address national priorities and 
performance goals, including— 

“(i) activities aimed at removing impaired 
commercial motor vehicle drivers from the 
highways of the United States through ade- 
quate enforcement of regulations on the use 
of alcohol and controlled substances and by 
ensuring ready roadside access to alcohol de- 
tection and measuring equipment; 

“(ii) activities aimed at providing an ap- 
propriate level of training to State motor 
carrier safety assistance program officers 
and employees on recognizing drivers im- 
paired by alcohol or controlled substances; 
and 

“(iii) when conducted with an appropriate 
commercial motor vehicle inspection, crimi- 
nal interdiction activities, and appropriate 
strategies for carrying out those interdiction 
activities, including interdiction activities 
that affect the transportation of controlled 
substances (as defined in section 102 of the 
Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and 
Control Act of 1970 (21 U.S.C. 802) and listed 
in part 1308 of title 21, Code of Federal Regu- 
lations, as updated and republished from 
time to time) by any occupant of a commer- 
cial motor vehicle; 

‘(P) provides that the State has estab- 
lished and dedicated sufficient resources to a 
program to ensure that— 
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“(i) the State collects and reports to the 
Secretary accurate, complete, and timely 
motor carrier safety data; and 

“(ii) the State participates in a national 
motor carrier safety data correction system 
prescribed by the Secretary; 

“(Q) ensures that the State will cooperate 
in the enforcement of financial responsi- 
bility requirements under sections 13906, 
31138, and 31139 and regulations issued under 
those sections; 

“(R) ensures consistent, effective, and rea- 
sonable sanctions; 

‘“(S) ensures that roadside inspections will 
be conducted at locations that are adequate 
to protect the safety of drivers and enforce- 
ment personnel; 

‘(T) provides that the State will include in 
the training manuals for the licensing exam- 
ination to drive noncommercial motor vehi- 
cles and commercial motor vehicles informa- 
tion on best practices for driving safely in 
the vicinity of noncommercial and commer- 
cial motor vehicles; 

‘“(U) provides that the State will enforce 
the registration requirements of sections 
13902 and 31134 by prohibiting the operation 
of any vehicle discovered to be operated by a 
motor carrier without a registration issued 
under those sections or to be operated be- 
yond the scope of the motor carrier’s reg- 
istration; 

‘“(V) provides that the State will conduct 
comprehensive and highly visible traffic en- 
forcement and commercial motor vehicle 
safety inspection programs in high-risk loca- 
tions and corridors; 

“(W) except in the case of an imminent 
hazard or obvious safety hazard, ensures that 
an inspection of a vehicle transporting pas- 
sengers for a motor carrier of passengers is 
conducted at a bus station, terminal, border 
crossing, maintenance facility, destination, 
or other location where a motor carrier may 
make a planned stop (excluding a weigh sta- 
tion); 

“(X) ensures that the State will transmit 
to its roadside inspectors notice of each Fed- 
eral exemption granted under section 
31315(b) of this title and sections 390.23 and 
390.25 of title 49, Code of Federal Regula- 
tions, and provided to the State by the Sec- 
retary, including the name of the person 
that received the exemption and any terms 
and conditions that apply to the exemption; 

“(Y) except as provided in subsection (d), 
provides that the State— 

“(i) will conduct safety audits of interstate 
and, at the State’s discretion, intrastate new 
entrant motor carriers under section 
31144(g); and 

“(ii) if the State authorizes a third party 
to conduct safety audits under section 
31144(g¢) on its behalf, the State verifies the 
quality of the work conducted and remains 
solely responsible for the management and 
oversight of the activities; 

“(Z) provides that the State agrees to fully 
participate in the performance and registra- 
tion information systems management under 
section 31106(b) not later than October 1, 
2020, by complying with the conditions for 
participation under paragraph (3) of that sec- 
tion, or demonstrates to the Secretary an al- 
ternative approach for identifying and im- 
mobilizing a motor carrier with serious safe- 
ty deficiencies in a manner that provides an 
equivalent level of safety; 

“(AA) in the case of a State that shares a 
land border with another country, provides 
that the State— 

“(i) will conduct a border commercial 
motor vehicle safety program focusing on 
international commerce that includes en- 
forcement and related projects; or 
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“(ii) will forfeit all funds calculated by the 
Secretary based on border-related activities 
if the State declines to conduct the program 
described in clause (i) in its plan; and 

‘“(BB) in the case of a State that meets the 
other requirements of this section and agrees 
to comply with the requirements established 
in subsection (1)(8), provides that the State 
may fund operation and maintenance costs 
associated with innovative technology de- 
ployment under subsection (1)(3) with motor 
carrier safety assistance program funds au- 
thorized under section 31104(a)(1). 

(3) PUBLICATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), the Secretary shall publish each ap- 
proved State multiple-year plan, and each 
annual update thereto, on a publically acces- 
sible Internet Web site of the Department of 
Transportation not later than 30 days after 
the date the Secretary approves the plan or 
update. 

‘“(B) LIMITATION.—Before publishing an ap- 
proved State multiple-year plan or annual 
update under subparagraph (A), the Sec- 
retary shall redact any information identi- 
fied by the State that, if disclosed— 

“(G) would reasonably be expected to inter- 
fere with enforcement proceedings; or 

“Gi) would reveal enforcement techniques 
or procedures that would reasonably be ex- 
pected to risk circumvention of the law. 

“(d) EXCLUSION OF U.S. TERRITORIES.—The 
requirement that a State conduct safety au- 
dits of new entrant motor carriers under sub- 
section (c)(2)(Y) does not apply to a territory 
of the United States unless required by the 
Secretary. 

“(e) INTRASTATE COMPATIBILITY.—The Sec- 
retary shall prescribe regulations specifying 
tolerance guidelines and standards for ensur- 
ing compatibility of intrastate commercial 
motor vehicle safety laws, including regula- 
tions, with Federal motor carrier safety reg- 
ulations to be enforced under subsections (b) 
and (c). To the extent practicable, the guide- 
lines and standards shall allow for maximum 
flexibility while ensuring a degree of uni- 
formity that will not diminish motor vehicle 
safety. 

“(f) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.— 

“(1) BASELINE.—Except as provided under 
paragraphs (2) and (3) and in accordance with 
section 5106 of the Surface Transportation 
Reauthorization and Reform Act of 2015, a 
State plan under subsection (c) shall provide 
that the total expenditure of amounts of the 
lead State commercial motor vehicle safety 
agency responsible for administering the 
plan will be maintained at a level each fiscal 
year that is at least equal to— 

“(A) the average level of that expenditure 
for fiscal years 2004 and 2005; or 

“(B) the level of that expenditure for the 
year in which the Secretary implements a 
new allocation formula under section 5106 of 
the Surface Transportation Reauthorization 
and Reform Act of 2015. 

‘(2) ADJUSTED BASELINE AFTER FISCAL YEAR 
2017.—At the request of a State, the Secretary 
may evaluate additional documentation re- 
lated to the maintenance of effort and may 
make reasonable adjustments to the mainte- 
nance of effort baseline after the year in 
which the Secretary implements a new allo- 
cation formula under section 5106 of the Sur- 
face Transportation Reauthorization and Re- 
form Act of 2015, and this adjusted baseline 
will replace the maintenance of effort re- 
quirement under paragraph (1). 

“(8) WAIVERS.—At the request of a State, 
the Secretary may waive or modify the re- 
quirements of this subsection for a total of 1 
fiscal year if the Secretary determines that 
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the waiver or modification is reasonable, 
based on circumstances described by the 
State, to ensure the continuation of com- 
mercial motor vehicle enforcement activi- 
ties in the State. 

‘(4) LEVEL OF STATE EXPENDITURES.—In es- 
timating the average level of a State’s ex- 
penditures under paragraph (1), the Sec- 
retary— 

“(A) may allow the State to exclude State 
expenditures for federally sponsored dem- 
onstration and pilot programs and strike 
forces; 

“(B) may allow the State to exclude ex- 
penditures for activities related to border 
enforcement and new entrant safety audits; 
and 

‘(C) shall require the State to exclude 
State matching amounts used to receive 
Federal financing under section 31104. 

“(g) USE OF UNIFIED CARRIER REGISTRATION 
FEES AGREEMENT.—Amounts generated 
under section 14504a and received by a State 
and used for motor carrier safety purposes 
may be included as part of the State’s match 
required under section 31104 or maintenance 
of effort required by subsection (f). 

‘(h) USE OF GRANTS TO ENFORCE OTHER 
LAws.—When approved as part of a State’s 
plan under subsection (c), the State may use 
motor carrier safety assistance program 
funds received under this section— 

“(1) if the activities are carried out in con- 
junction with an appropriate inspection of a 
commercial motor vehicle to enforce Federal 
or State commercial motor vehicle safety 
regulations, for— 

“(A) enforcement of commercial motor ve- 
hicle size and weight limitations at loca- 
tions, excluding fixed-weight facilities, such 
as near steep grades or mountainous ter- 
rains, where the weight of a commercial 
motor vehicle can significantly affect the 
safe operation of the vehicle, or at ports 
where intermodal shipping containers enter 
and leave the United States; and 

“(B) detection of and enforcement actions 
taken as a result of criminal activity, in- 
cluding the trafficking of human beings, in a 
commercial motor vehicle or by any occu- 
pant, including the operator, of the commer- 
cial motor vehicle; and 

“(2) for documented enforcement of State 
traffic laws and regulations designed to pro- 
mote the safe operation of commercial 
motor vehicles, including documented en- 
forcement of such laws and regulations relat- 
ing to noncommercial motor vehicles when 
necessary to promote the safe operation of 
commercial motor vehicles, if— 

“(A) the number of motor carrier safety 
activities, including roadside safety inspec- 
tions, conducted in the State is maintained 
at a level at least equal to the average level 
of such activities conducted in the State in 
fiscal years 2004 and 2005; and 

‘“(B) the State does not use more than 10 
percent of the basic amount the State re- 
ceives under a grant awarded under section 
31104(a)(1) for enforcement activities relating 
to noncommercial motor vehicles necessary 
to promote the safe operation of commercial 
motor vehicles unless the Secretary deter- 
mines that a higher percentage will result in 
significant increases in commercial motor 
vehicle safety. 

“(i) EVALUATION OF PLANS AND AWARD OF 
GRANTS.— 

“(1) AWARDS.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish criteria for the application, evaluation, 
and approval of State plans under this sec- 
tion. Subject to subsection (j), the Secretary 
may allocate the amounts made available 
under section 31104(a)(1) among the States. 
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‘(2) OPPORTUNITY TO CURE.—If the Sec- 
retary disapproves a plan under this section, 
the Secretary shall give the State a written 
explanation of the reasons for disapproval 
and allow the State to modify and resubmit 
the plan for approval. 

‘*(j) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, by regu- 
lation, shall prescribe allocation criteria for 
funds made available under section 
31104(a)(1). 

‘(2) ANNUAL ALLOCATIONS.—On October 1 of 
each fiscal year, or as soon as practicable 
thereafter, and after making a deduction 
under section 31104(c), the Secretary shall al- 
locate amounts made available under section 
31104(a)(1) to carry out this section for the 
fiscal year among the States with plans ap- 
proved under this section in accordance with 
the criteria prescribed under paragraph (1). 

‘(3) ELECTIVE ADJUSTMENTS.—Subject to 
the availability of funding and notwith- 
standing fluctuations in the data elements 
used by the Secretary to calculate the an- 
nual allocation amounts, after the creation 
of a new allocation formula under section 
5106 of the Surface Transportation Reauthor- 
ization and Reform Act of 2015, the Secretary 
may not make elective adjustments to the 
allocation formula that decrease a State’s 
Federal funding levels by more than 3 per- 
cent in a fiscal year. The 3 percent limit 
shall not apply to the withholding provisions 
of subsection (k). 

‘(k) PLAN MONITORING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—On the basis of reports 
submitted by the lead State agency respon- 
sible for administering a State plan approved 
under this section and an investigation by 
the Secretary, the Secretary shall periodi- 
cally evaluate State implementation of and 
compliance with the State plan. 

‘*(2) WITHHOLDING OF FUNDS.— 

“(A) DISAPPROVAL.—If, after notice and an 
opportunity to be heard, the Secretary finds 
that a State plan previously approved under 
this section is not being followed or has be- 
come inadequate to ensure enforcement of 
State regulations, standards, or orders de- 
scribed in subsection (c)(1), or the State is 
otherwise not in compliance with the re- 
quirements of this section, the Secretary 
may withdraw approval of the State plan and 
notify the State. Upon the receipt of such 
notice, the State plan shall no longer be in 
effect and the Secretary shall withhold all 
funding to the State under this section. 

‘(B) NONCOMPLIANCE WITHHOLDING.—In lieu 
of withdrawing approval of a State plan 
under subparagraph (A), the Secretary may, 
after providing notice to the State and an 
opportunity to be heard, withhold funding 
from the State to which the State would oth- 
erwise be entitled under this section for the 
period of the State’s noncompliance. In exer- 
cising this option, the Secretary may with- 
hold— 

“(i) up to 5 percent of funds during the fis- 
cal year that the Secretary notifies the 
State of its noncompliance; 

“(ii) up to 10 percent of funds for the first 
full fiscal year of noncompliance; 

““(iii) up to 25 percent of funds for the sec- 
ond full fiscal year of noncompliance; and 

“(iv) not more than 50 percent of funds for 
the third and any subsequent full fiscal year 
of noncompliance. 

‘(3) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—A State adversely 
affected by a determination under paragraph 
(2) may seek judicial review under chapter 7 
of title 5. Notwithstanding the disapproval of 
a State plan under paragraph (2)(A) or the 
withholding of funds under paragraph (2)(B), 
the State may retain jurisdiction in an ad- 
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ministrative or a judicial proceeding that 
commenced before the notice of disapproval 
or withholding if the issues involved are not 
related directly to the reasons for the dis- 
approval or withholding. 

“(1) HIGH PRIORITY PROGRAM.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall ad- 
minister a high priority program funded 
under section 31104 for the purposes de- 
scribed in paragraphs (2) and (3). 

‘(2) ACTIVITIES RELATED TO MOTOR CARRIER 
SAFETY.—The Secretary may make discre- 
tionary grants to and enter into cooperative 
agreements with States, local governments, 
federally recognized Indian tribes, other po- 
litical jurisdictions as necessary, and any 
person to carry out high priority activities 
and projects that augment motor carrier 
safety activities and projects planned in ac- 
cordance with subsections (b) and (c), includ- 
ing activities and projects that— 

“(A) increase public awareness and edu- 
cation on commercial motor vehicle safety; 

“(B) target unsafe driving of commercial 
motor vehicles and noncommercial motor 
vehicles in areas identified as high risk crash 
corridors; 

“(C) improve the safe and secure move- 
ment of hazardous materials; 

“(D) improve safe transportation of goods 
and persons in foreign commerce; 

(E) demonstrate new technologies to im- 
prove commercial motor vehicle safety; 

“(F) support participation in performance 
and registration information systems man- 
agement under section 31106(b)— 

“(i) for entities not responsible for submit- 
ting the plan under subsection (c); or 

“(i) for entities responsible for submitting 
the plan under subsection (c)— 

““(I) before October 1, 2020, to achieve com- 
pliance with the requirements of participa- 
tion; and 

“(II) beginning on October 1, 2020, or once 
compliance is achieved, whichever is sooner, 
for special initiatives or projects that exceed 
routine operations required for participa- 
tion; 

“(G) conduct safety data 
projects— 

“G) that complete or exceed the require- 
ments under subsection (c)(2)(P) for entities 
not responsible for submitting the plan 
under subsection (c); or 

“Gi) that exceed the requirements under 
subsection (c)(2)(P) for entities responsible 
for submitting the plan under subsection (c); 
and 

“(H) otherwise improve commercial motor 
vehicle safety and compliance with commer- 
cial motor vehicle safety regulations. 

‘(3) INNOVATIVE TECHNOLOGY DEPLOYMENT 
GRANT PROGRAM.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish an innovative technology deploy- 
ment grant program to make discretionary 
grants funded under section 31104(a)(2) to eli- 
gible States for the innovative technology 
deployment of commercial motor vehicle in- 
formation systems and networks. 

““(B) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the pro- 
gram shall be— 

“(i) to advance the technological capa- 
bility and promote the deployment of intel- 
ligent transportation system applications for 
commercial motor vehicle operations, in- 
cluding commercial motor vehicle, commer- 
cial driver, and carrier-specific information 
systems and networks; and 

“Gi) to support and maintain commercial 
motor vehicle information systems and net- 
works— 

“(T) to link Federal motor carrier safety 
information systems with State commercial 
motor vehicle systems; 
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“(II) to improve the safety and produc- 
tivity of commercial motor vehicles and 
drivers; and 

“(III) to reduce costs associated with com- 
mercial motor vehicle operations and Fed- 
eral and State commercial motor vehicle 
regulatory requirements. 

“(C) EQLIGIBILITY.—To be eligible for a 
grant under this paragraph, a State shall— 

“(i) have a commercial motor vehicle in- 
formation systems and networks program 
plan approved by the Secretary that de- 
scribes the various systems and networks at 
the State level that need to be refined, re- 
vised, upgraded, or built to accomplish de- 
ployment of commercial motor vehicle infor- 
mation systems and networks capabilities; 

“(ii) certify to the Secretary that its com- 
mercial motor vehicle information systems 
and networks deployment activities, includ- 
ing hardware procurement, software and sys- 
tem development, and infrastructure modi- 
fications— 

“(I) are consistent with the national intel- 
ligent transportation systems and commer- 
cial motor vehicle information systems and 
networks architectures and available stand- 
ards; and 

‘“(II) promote interoperability and effi- 
ciency to the extent practicable; and 

“(iii) agree to execute interoperability 
tests developed by the Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Administration to verify that its sys- 
tems conform with the national intelligent 
transportation systems architecture, appli- 
cable standards, and protocols for commer- 
cial motor vehicle information systems and 
networks. 

‘“(D) USE OF FUNDS.—Grant funds received 
under this paragraph may be used— 

“(i) for deployment activities and activi- 
ties to develop new and innovative advanced 
technology solutions that support commer- 
cial motor vehicle information systems and 
networks; 

“(ii) for planning activities, including the 
development or updating of program or top 
level design plans in order to become eligible 
or maintain eligibility under subparagraph 
(C); and 

“(iii) for the operation and maintenance 
costs associated with innovative technology. 

‘(H) SECRETARY AUTHORIZATION.—The Sec- 
retary is authorized to award a State fund- 
ing for the operation and maintenance costs 
associated with innovative technology de- 
ployment with funds made available under 
sections 31104(a)(1) and 31104(a)(2).’’. 

(b) COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE OPERATORS 
GRANT PROGRAM.—Section 31103 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 


“§ 31103. Commercial motor vehicle operators 
grant program 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall ad- 
minister a commercial motor vehicle opera- 
tors grant program funded under section 
31104. 

‘“(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the grant 
program is to train individuals in the safe 
operation of commercial motor vehicles (as 
defined in section 31301). 

“(c) VETERANS.—In administering grants 
under this section, the Secretary shall award 
priority to grant applications for programs 
to train former members of the armed forces 
(as defined in section 101 of title 10) in the 
safe operation of such vehicles.’’. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 31104 of title 49, United States Code, 
as amended by this Act, is further amended 
on the effective date set forth in subsection 
(f) to read as follows: 
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“§ 31104. Authorization of appropriations 

“(a) FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.— 
The following sums are authorized to be ap- 
propriated from the Highway Trust Fund 
(other than the Mass Transit Account): 

‘(1) MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM.—Subject to paragraph (2) and sub- 
section (c), to carry out section 31102— 

““(A) $278,242,684 for fiscal year 2017; 

““(B) $293,685,550 for fiscal year 2018; 

“(C) $308,351,227 for fiscal year 2019; 

““(D) $323,798,553 for fiscal year 2020; and 

‘“(E) $339,244,023 for fiscal year 2021. 

‘(2) HIGH PRIORITY ACTIVITIES PROGRAM.— 
Subject to subsection (c), to make grants 
and cooperative agreements under section 
311021), the Secretary may set aside from 
amounts made available under paragraph (1) 
up to— 

“(A) $40,798,780 for fiscal year 2017; 

““(B) $41,684,114 for fiscal year 2018; 

““(C) $42,442,764 for fiscal year 2019; 

“(D) $43,325,574 for fiscal year 2020; and 

‘(E) $44,209,416 for fiscal year 2021. 

‘*(3) COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE OPERATORS 
GRANT PROGRAM.—To carry out section 
31103— 

“(A) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

““(B) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

““(C) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

‘(D) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

‘(E) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

“(4) COMMERCIAL DRIVER’S LICENSE PRO- 
GRAM IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM.—Subject to 
subsection (c), to carry out section 31313— 

“(A) $30,958,536 for fiscal year 2017; 

‘“(B) $31,630,336 for fiscal year 2018; 

““(C) $32,206,008 for fiscal year 2019; 

““(D) $32,875,893 for fiscal year 2020; and 

‘(E) $33,546,562 for fiscal year 2021. 

“(b) REIMBURSEMENT AND PAYMENT TO RE- 
CIPIENTS FOR GOVERNMENT SHARE OF COSTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Amounts made available 
under subsection (a) shall be used to reim- 
burse financial assistance recipients propor- 
tionally for the Federal Government’s share 
of the costs incurred. 

‘((2) REIMBURSEMENT AMOUNTS.—The Sec- 
retary shall reimburse a recipient, in accord- 
ance with a financial assistance agreement 
made under section 31102, 31103, or 31313, an 
amount that is at least 85 percent of the 
costs incurred by the recipient in a fiscal 
year in developing and implementing pro- 
grams under such sections. The Secretary 
shall pay the recipient an amount not more 
than the Federal Government share of the 
total costs approved by the Federal Govern- 
ment in the financial assistance agreement. 
The Secretary shall include a recipient’s in- 
kind contributions in determining the reim- 
bursement. 

‘(3) VOUCHERS.—Each recipient shall sub- 
mit vouchers at least quarterly for costs the 
recipient incurs in developing and imple- 
menting programs under sections 31102, 
31103, and 31313. 

“(c) DEDUCTIONS FOR PARTNER TRAINING 
AND PROGRAM SUPPORT.—On October 1 of 
each fiscal year, or as soon after that date as 
practicable, the Secretary may deduct from 
amounts made available under paragraphs 
(1), (2), and (4) of subsection (a) for that fis- 
cal year not more than 1.50 percent of those 
amounts for partner training and program 
support in that fiscal year. The Secretary 
shall use at least 75 percent of those de- 
ducted amounts to train non-Federal Gov- 
ernment employees and to develop related 
training materials in carrying out such pro- 
grams. 

‘(d) GRANTS AND COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS 
AS CONTRACTUAL OBLIGATIONS.—The approval 
of a financial assistance agreement by the 
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Secretary under section 31102, 31103, or 31313 
is a contractual obligation of the Federal 
Government for payment of the Federal Gov- 
ernment’s share of costs in carrying out the 
provisions of the grant or cooperative agree- 
ment. 

“(e) ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES.—The Secretary 
shall establish criteria for eligible activities 
to be funded with financial assistance agree- 
ments under this section and publish those 
criteria in a notice of funding availability 
before the financial assistance program ap- 
plication period. 

‘“(f) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF FINANCIAL 
ASSISTANCE AGREEMENT FUNDS FOR RECIPI- 
ENT EXPENDITURES.—The period of avail- 
ability for a recipient to expend funds under 
a grant or cooperative agreement authorized 
under subsection (a) is as follows: 

“(1) For grants made for carrying out sec- 
tion 31102, other than section 31102(1), for the 
fiscal year in which the Secretary approves 
the financial assistance agreement and for 
the next fiscal year. 

““(2) For grants made or cooperative agree- 
ments entered into for carrying out section 
31102(1)(2), for the fiscal year in which the 
Secretary approves the financial assistance 
agreement and for the next 2 fiscal years. 

“(3) For grants made for carrying out sec- 
tion 31102(1)(3), for the fiscal year in which 
the Secretary approves the financial assist- 
ance agreement and for the next 4 fiscal 
years. 

“(4) For grants made for carrying out sec- 
tion 31108, for the fiscal year in which the 
Secretary approves the financial assistance 
agreement and for the next fiscal year. 

““(5) For grants made or cooperative agree- 
ments entered into for carrying out section 
31313, for the fiscal year in which the Sec- 
retary approves the financial assistance 
agreement and for the next 4 fiscal years. 

‘“(g) CONTRACT AUTHORITY; INITIAL DATE OF 
AVAILABILITY.—Amounts authorized from 
the Highway Trust Fund (other than the 
Mass Transit Account) by this section shall 
be available for obligation on the date of 
their apportionment or allocation or on Oc- 
tober 1 of the fiscal year for which they are 
authorized, whichever occurs first. 

“(h) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDING.—Amounts 
made available under this section shall re- 
main available until expended.’’. 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 311 of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by striking the items relat- 
ing to sections 31102, 31103, and 31104 and in- 
serting the following: 

‘31102. Motor carrier safety assistance pro- 
gram. 

‘31103. Commercial motor vehicle operators 
grant program. 

‘31104. Authorization of appropriations.”’. 

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) SAFETY FITNESS OF OWNERS AND OPER- 
ATOR; SAFETY REVIEWS OF NEW OPERATORS.— 
Section 31144(g) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by striking paragraph (5). 

(2) INFORMATION SYSTEMS; PERFORMANCE 
AND REGISTRATION INFORMATION PROGRAM.— 
Section 31106(b) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by striking paragraph (4). 

(3) BORDER ENFORCEMENT GRANTS.—Section 
31107 of title 49, United States Code, and the 
item relating to that section in the analysis 
for chapter 311 of that title, are repealed. 

(4) PERFORMANCE AND REGISTRATION INFOR- 
MATION SYSTEM MANAGEMENT.—Section 31109 
of title 49, United States Code, and the item 
relating to that section in the analysis for 
chapter 311 of that title, are repealed. 

(5) COMMERCIAL VEHICLE INFORMATION SYS- 
TEMS AND NETWORKS DEPLOYMENT.—Section 
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4126 of SAFETEA-LU (49 U.S.C. 31106 note), 
and the item relating to that section in the 
table of contents contained in section 1(b) of 
that Act, are repealed. 

(6) SAFETY DATA IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM.— 
Section 4128 of SAFETEA-LU (49 U.S.C. 31100 
note), and the item relating to that section 
in the table of contents contained in section 
1(b) of that Act, are repealed. 

(7) GRANT PROGRAM FOR COMMERCIAL MOTOR 
VEHICLE OPERATORS.—Section 4134 of 
SAFETEA-LU (49 U.S.C. 31301 note), and the 
item relating to that section in the table of 
contents contained in section 1(b) of that 
Act, are repealed. 

(8) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT AS CONDITION 
ON GRANTS TO STATES.—Section 103(c) of the 
Motor Carrier Safety Improvement Act of 
1999 (49 U.S.C. 31102 note) is repealed. 

(9) STATE COMPLIANCE WITH CDL REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—Section 103(e) of the Motor Carrier 
Safety Improvement Act of 1999 (49 U.S.C. 
31102 note) is repealed. 

(10) BORDER STAFFING STANDARDS.—Section 
218(d) of the Motor Carrier Safety Improve- 
ment Act of 1999 (49 U.S.C. 31133 note) is 
amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘“‘section 
31104(f)(2)(B) of title 49, United States Code” 
and inserting ‘‘section 31104(a)(1) of title 49, 
United States Code”; and 

(B) by striking paragraph (3). 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2016. 

(g) TRANSITION.—Notwithstanding the 
amendments made by this section, the Sec- 
retary shall carry out sections 31102, 31108, 
31104 of title 49, United States Code, and any 
sections repealed under subsection (e), as 
necessary, as those sections were in effect on 
the day before October 1, 2016, with respect 
to applications for grants, cooperative agree- 
ments, or contracts under those sections 
submitted before October 1, 2016. 

SEC. 5102. PERFORMANCE AND REGISTRATION 
INFORMATION SYSTEMS MANAGE- 
MENT. 

Section 31106(b) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended in the subheading by strik- 
ing ‘‘PROGRAM’’ and inserting ‘SYSTEMS 
MANAGEMENT”. 

SEC. 5103. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter I of chapter 
311 of title 49, United States Code, is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following: 

“§ 31110. Authorization of appropriations 

“(a) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—There is 
authorized to be appropriated from the High- 
way Trust Fund (other than the Mass Tran- 
sit Account) for the Secretary of Transpor- 
tation to pay administrative expenses of the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administra- 
tion— 

“*(1) $259,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

‘‘(2) $259,000,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

“*(3) $259,000,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

“*(4) $259,000,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

**(5) $259,000,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

“*(6) $259,000,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

‘(b) USE OF FUNDS.—The funds authorized 
by this section shall be used for— 

‘*(1) personnel costs; 

‘(2) administrative infrastructure; 

(3) rent; 

‘*(4) information technology; 

‘(5) programs for research and technology, 
information management, regulatory devel- 
opment, and the administration of perform- 
ance and registration information systems 
management under section 31106(b); 

‘6) programs for outreach and education 
under subsection (c); 

“(7) other operating expenses; 
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“(8) conducting safety reviews of new oper- 
ators; and 

“(9) such other expenses as may from time 
to time become necessary to implement stat- 
utory mandates of the Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Administration not funded from other 
sources. 

‘(c) OUTREACH AND EDUCATION PROGRAM.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may con- 
duct, through any combination of grants, 
contracts, cooperative agreements, and other 
activities, an internal and external outreach 
and education program to be administered 
by the Administrator of the Federal Motor 
Carrier Safety Administration. 

(2) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
an outreach and education project for which 
a grant, contract, or cooperative agreement 
is made under this subsection may be up to 
100 percent of the cost of the project. 

“(3) FUNDING.—From amounts made avail- 
able under subsection (a), the Secretary shall 
make available not more than $4,000,000 each 
fiscal year. 

‘(d) CONTRACT AUTHORITY; INITIAL DATE OF 
AVAILABILITY.—Amounts authorized from 
the Highway Trust Fund (other than the 
Mass Transit Account) by this section shall 
be available for obligation on the date of 
their apportionment or allocation or on Oc- 
tober 1 of the fiscal year for which they are 
authorized, whichever occurs first. 

‘(e) FUNDING AVAILABILITY.—Amounts 
made available under this section shall re- 
main available until expended. 

‘(f) CONTRACTUAL OBLIGATION.—The ap- 
proval of funds by the Secretary under this 
section is a contractual obligation of the 
Federal Government for payment of the Fed- 
eral Government’s share of costs.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 311 of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end of the 
items relating to subchapter I the following: 


‘31110. Authorization of appropriations.”’. 


(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES; AUTHORIZA- 
TION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Section 31104 of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended— 

(A) by striking subsection (i); and 

(B) by redesignating subsections (j) and (k) 
as subsections (i) and (j), respectively. 

(2) USE OF AMOUNTS MADE AVAILABLE UNDER 
SUBSECTION (i). Section 4116(d) of 
SAFETEA-LU (49 U.S.C. 381104 note) is 
amended by striking ‘‘section 31104(i)’? and 
inserting ‘‘section 31110”. 

(3) INTERNAL COOPERATION.—Section 31161 
of title 49, United States Code, is amended by 
striking ‘‘section 31104(i)”’ and inserting 
“section 31110”. 

(4) SAFETEA-LU; OUTREACH AND EDU- 
CATION.—Section 4127 of SAFETEA-LU (119 
Stat. 1741; Public Law 109-59), and the item 
relating to that section in the table of con- 
tents contained in section 1(b) of that Act, 
are repealed. 

SEC. 5104. COMMERCIAL DRIVER’S LICENSE PRO- 

GRAM IMPLEMENTATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 31313 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“§ 31313. Commercial driver’s license pro- 
gram implementation financial assistance 
program 
“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Trans- 

portation shall administer a financial assist- 

ance program for commercial driver’s license 
program implementation for the purposes 

described in paragraphs (1) and (2). 

“(1) STATE COMMERCIAL DRIVER’S LICENSE 
PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION GRANTS.—In car- 
rying out the program, the Secretary may 
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make a grant to a State agency in a fiscal 

year— 

“(A) to assist the State in complying with 
the requirements of section 313811; 

‘“(B) in the case of a State that is making 
a good faith effort toward substantial com- 
pliance with the requirements of section 
31311, to improve the State’s implementation 
of its commercial driver’s license program, 
including expenses— 

““(j) for computer hardware and software; 

“(i) for publications, testing, personnel, 
training, and quality control; 

“Gii) for commercial driver’s license pro- 
gram coordinators; and 

“(iv) to implement or maintain a system 
to notify an employer of an operator of a 
commercial motor vehicle of the suspension 
or revocation of the operator’s commercial 
driver’s license consistent with the stand- 
ards developed under section 32303(b) of the 
Commercial Motor Vehicle Safety Enhance- 
ment Act of 2012 (49 U.S.C. 31304 note). 

‘“(2) PRIORITY ACTIVITIES.—The Secretary 
may make a grant to or enter into a coopera- 
tive agreement with a State agency, local 
government, or any person in a fiscal year 
for research, development and testing, dem- 
onstration projects, public education, and 
other special activities and projects relating 
to commercial drivers licensing and motor 
vehicle safety that— 

“(A) benefit all jurisdictions of the United 
States; 

‘“(B) address national safety concerns and 
circumstances; 

“(C) address emerging issues relating to 
commercial driver’s license improvements; 

“(D) support innovative ideas and solu- 
tions to commercial driver’s license program 
issues; or 

‘“(E) address other commercial driver’s li- 
cense issues, as determined by the Secretary. 

‘“(b) PROHIBITIONS.—A recipient may not 
use financial assistance funds awarded under 
this section to rent, lease, or buy land or 
buildings. 

‘“(c) REPORT.—The Secretary shall issue an 
annual report on the activities carried out 
under this section. 

‘“(d) APPORTIONMENT.—All amounts made 
available to carry out this section for a fis- 
cal year shall be apportioned to a recipient 
described in subsection (a)(2) according to 
criteria prescribed by the Secretary. 

““(e) FUNDING.—For fiscal years beginning 
after September 30, 2016, this section shall be 
funded under section 31104.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 313 of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by striking the item relat- 
ing to section 31313 and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

‘31313. Commercial driver’s license program 
implementation financial as- 
sistance program.”’. 

SEC. 5105. EXTENSION OF FEDERAL MOTOR CAR- 

RIER SAFETY PROGRAMS FOR FIS- 
CAL YEAR 2016. 

(a) MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM GRANT EXTENSION.—Section 
31104(a) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by striking paragraphs (10) and (11) 
and inserting the following: 

“*(10) $218,000,000 for fiscal year 2015; and 

‘‘(11) $241,480,000 for fiscal year 2016.”’. 

(b) EXTENSION OF GRANT PROGRAMS.—Sec- 
tion 4101(c) of SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 1715; 
Public Law 109-59) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

‘“(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
The following sums are authorized to be ap- 
propriated from the Highway Trust Fund 
(other than the Mass Transit Account): 
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“(1) COMMERCIAL DRIVER’S LICENSE PRO- 
GRAM IMPROVEMENT GRANTS.—For carrying 
out the commercial driver’s license program 
improvement grants program under section 
31313 of title 49, United States Code, 
$30,480,000 for fiscal year 2016. 

‘(2) BORDER ENFORCEMENT GRANTS.—For 
border enforcement grants under section 
31107 of that title $32,512,000 for fiscal year 
2016. 

‘(3) PERFORMANCE AND REGISTRATION IN- 
FORMATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT GRANT PRO- 
GRAM.—For the performance and registration 
information systems management grant pro- 
gram under section 31109 of that title 
$5,080,000 for fiscal year 2016. 

‘*(4) COMMERCIAL VEHICLE INFORMATION SYS- 
TEMS AND NETWORKS DEPLOYMENT.—For car- 
rying out the commercial vehicle informa- 
tion systems and networks deployment pro- 
gram under section 4126 of this Act $25,400,000 
for fiscal year 2016. 

‘(5) SAFETY DATA IMPROVEMENT GRANTS.— 
For safety data improvement grants under 
section 4128 of this Act $3,048,000 for fiscal 
year 2016.’’. 

(c) HIGH-PRIORITY ACTIVITIES.—Section 
31104(j)(2) of title 49, United States Code, as 
redesignated by this subtitle, is amended by 
striking ‘‘2015”’ the first place it appears and 
inserting ‘‘2016’’. 

(d) NEW ENTRANT AUDITS.—Section 
31144(g¢)(5)(B) of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

‘(B) SET ASIDE.—The Secretary shall set 
aside from amounts made available under 
section 31104(a) up to $32,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2016 for audits of new entrant motor 
carriers conducted under this paragraph.’’. 

(e) GRANT PROGRAM FOR COMMERCIAL 
MOTOR VEHICLE OPERATORS.—Section 4134(c) 
of SAFETEA-LU (49 U.S.C. 31301 note) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(c) FUNDING.—From amounts made avail- 
able under section 31110 of title 49, United 
States Code, the Secretary shall make avail- 
able, $1,000,000 for fiscal year 2016 to carry 
out this section.”’. 

(£) COMMERCIAL VEHICLE INFORMATION SYS- 
TEMS AND NETWORKS DEPLOYMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 4126 of SAFETEA- 
LU (49 U.S.C. 31106 note; 119 Stat. 1738; Pub- 
lic Law 109-59) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (c)— 

(i) in paragraph (2) by adding at the end 
the following: ‘‘Funds deobligated by the 
Secretary from previous year grants shall 
not be counted toward the $2,500,000 max- 
imum aggregate amount for core deploy- 
ment.’’; and 

(ii) in paragraph (3) by adding at the end 
the following: ‘‘Funds may also be used for 
planning activities, including the develop- 
ment or updating of program or top level de- 
sign plans.’’; and 

(B) in subsection (d)(4) by adding at the 
end the following: ‘‘Funds may also be used 
for planning activities, including the devel- 
opment or updating of program or top level 
design plans.’’. 

(2) INNOVATIVE TECHNOLOGY DEPLOYMENT 
PROGRAM.—For fiscal year 2016, the commer- 
cial vehicle information systems and net- 
works deployment program under section 
4126 of SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 1738; Public 
Law 109-59) may also be referred to as the in- 
novative technology deployment program. 
SEC. 5106. MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY ASSISTANCE 

PROGRAM ALLOCATION. 

(a) WORKING GROUP.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall establish a motor carrier 
safety assistance program formula working 
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group (in this section referred to as the 
“working group”). 

(2) MEMBERSHIP.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), the working group shall consist of rep- 
resentatives of the following: 

(i) The Federal Motor Carrier Safety Ad- 
ministration. 

(ii) The lead State commercial motor vehi- 
cle safety agencies responsible for admin- 
istering the plan required by section 31102 of 
title 49, United States Code. 

Gii) An organization representing State 
agencies responsible for enforcing a program 
for inspection of commercial motor vehicles. 

(iv) Such other persons as the Secretary 
considers necessary. 

(B) COMPOSITION.—Representatives of State 
commercial motor vehicle safety agencies 
shall comprise at least 51 percent of the 
membership. 

(3) NEW ALLOCATION FORMULA.—The work- 
ing group shall analyze requirements and 
factors for the establishment of a new alloca- 
tion formula for the motor carrier assistance 
program under section 31102 of title 49, 
United States Code. 

(4) RECOMMENDATION.—Not later than 1 
year after the date the working group is es- 
tablished under paragraph (1), the working 
group shall make a recommendation to the 
Secretary regarding a new allocation for- 
mula for the motor carrier assistance pro- 
gram. 

(5) EXEMPTION.—The Federal Advisory 
Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) shall not 
apply to the working group established 
under this subsection. 

(6) PUBLICATION.—The Administrator of the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administra- 
tion shall publish on a publicly accessible 
Internet Web site of the Federal Motor Car- 
rier Safety Administration— 

(A) summaries of the meetings of the 
working group; and 

(B) the final recommendation of the work- 
ing group provided to the Secretary. 

(b) NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING.— 
After receiving the recommendation of the 
working group under subsection (a)(4), the 
Secretary shall publish in the Federal Reg- 
ister a notice seeking public comment on the 
establishment of a new allocation formula 
for the motor carrier safety assistance pro- 
gram. 

(c) BASIS FOR FORMULA.—The Secretary 
shall ensure that the new allocation formula 
for the motor carrier assistance program is 
based on factors that reflect, at a min- 
imum— 

(1) the relative needs of the States to com- 
ply with section 31102 of title 49, United 
States Code; 

(2) the relative administrative capacities 
of and challenges faced by States in com- 
plying with that section; 

(8) the average of each State’s new entrant 
motor carrier inventory for the 3-year period 
prior to the date of enactment of this Act; 

(4) the number of international border in- 
spection facilities and border crossings by 
commercial vehicles in each State; and 

(5) any other factors the Secretary con- 
siders appropriate. 

(d) FUNDING AMOUNTS PRIOR TO DEVELOP- 
MENT OF NEW ALLOCATION FORMULA.— 

(1) INTERIM FORMULA.—Prior to the devel- 
opment of the new allocation formula for the 
motor carrier assistance program, the Sec- 
retary may calculate the interim funding 
amounts for that program in fiscal year 2017 
(and later fiscal years, as necessary) under 
section 31104(a)(1) of title 49, United States 
Code, as amended by this subtitle, by using 
the following methodology: 
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(A) The Secretary shall calculate the fund- 
ing amount to a State using the allocation 
formula the Secretary used to award motor 
carrier safety assistance program funding in 
fiscal year 2016 under section 31102 of title 49, 
United States Code. 

(B) The Secretary shall average the fund- 
ing awarded or other equitable amounts to a 
State in fiscal years 2018, 2014, and 2015 for— 

(i) border enforcement grants under sec- 
tion 31107 of title 49, United States Code; and 

(ii) new entrant audit grants under section 
31144(g¢)(5) of that title. 

(C) The Secretary shall add the amounts 
calculated in subparagraphs (A) and (B). 

(2) ADJUSTMENTS.—Subject to the avail- 
ability of funding and notwithstanding fluc- 
tuations in the data elements used by the 
Secretary, the initial amounts resulting 
from the calculation described in paragraph 
(1) shall be adjusted to ensure that, for each 
State, the amount shall not be less than 97 
percent of the average amount of funding re- 
ceived or other equitable amounts in fiscal 
years 2013, 2014, and 2015 for— 

(A) motor carrier safety assistance pro- 
gram funds awarded to the State under sec- 
tion 31102 of title 49, United States Code; 

(B) border enforcement grants awarded to 
the State under section 31107 of title 49, 
United States Code; and 

(C) new entrant audit grants awarded to 
the State under section 31144(g)(5) of title 49, 
United States Code. 

(3) IMMEDIATE RELIEF.—In developing the 
new allocation formula, the Secretary shall 
terminate the withholding of motor carrier 
assistance program funds from a State for at 
least 3 fiscal years if the State was subject 
to the withholding of such funds for matters 
of noncompliance immediately prior to the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(4) FUTURE WITHHOLDINGS.—Beginning on 
the date that the new allocation formula for 
the motor carrier assistance program is im- 
plemented, the Secretary shall impose all fu- 
ture withholdings in accordance with section 
31102(k) of title 49, United States Code, as 
amended by this subtitle. 

(e) TERMINATION OF WORKING GROUP.—The 
working group established under subsection 
(a) shall terminate on the date of the imple- 
mentation of a new allocation formula for 
the motor carrier safety assistance program. 
SEC. 5107. MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT CALCULA- 

TION. 

(a) BEFORE NEW ALLOCATION FORMULA.— 

(1) FISCAL YEAR 2017.—If a new allocation 
formula for the motor carrier safety assist- 
ance program has not been established under 
this subtitle for fiscal year 2017, the Sec- 
retary shall calculate for fiscal year 2017 the 
maintenance of effort baseline required 
under section 31102(f) of title 49, United 
States Code, as amended by this subtitle, by 
averaging the expenditures for fiscal years 
2004 and 2005 required by section 31102(b)(4) of 
title 49, United States Code, as that section 
was in effect on the day before the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

(2) SUBSEQUENT FISCAL YEARS.—The Sec- 
retary may use the methodology for calcu- 
lating the maintenance of effort baseline 
specified in paragraph (1) for fiscal year 2018 
and subsequent fiscal years if a new alloca- 
tion formula for the motor carrier safety as- 
sistance program has not been established 
for that fiscal year. 

(b) BEGINNING WITH NEW ALLOCATION FOR- 
MATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraphs (2) 
and (3)(B), beginning on the date that a new 
allocation formula for the motor carrier 
safety assistance program is established 
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under this subtitle, upon the request of a 
State, the Secretary may waive or modify 
the baseline maintenance of effort required 
of the State by section 31102(e) of title 49, 
United States Code, as amended by this sub- 
title, for the purpose of establishing a new 
baseline maintenance of effort if the Sec- 
retary determines that a waiver or modifica- 
tion— 

(A) is equitable due to reasonable cir- 
cumstances; 

(B) will ensure the continuation of com- 
mercial motor vehicle enforcement activi- 
ties in the State; and 

(C) is necessary to ensure that the total 
amount of State maintenance of effort and 
matching expenditures required under sec- 
tions 31102 and 31104 of title 49, United States 
Code, as amended by this subtitle, does not 
exceed a sum greater than the average of the 
total amount of State maintenance of effort 
and matching expenditures required under 
those sections for the 3 fiscal years prior to 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(2) ADJUSTMENT METHODOLOGY.—If _ re- 
quested by a State, the Secretary may mod- 
ify the maintenance of effort baseline re- 
ferred to in paragraph (1) for the State ac- 
cording to the following methodology: 

(A) The Secretary shall establish the main- 
tenance of effort baseline for the State using 
the average baseline of fiscal years 2004 and 
2005, as required by section 31102(b)(4) of title 
49, United States Code, as that section was in 
effect on the day before the date of enact- 
ment of this Act. 

(B) The Secretary shall calculate the aver- 
age required match by a lead State commer- 
cial motor vehicle safety agency for fiscal 
years 2018, 2014, and 2015 for motor carrier 
safety assistance grants established at 20 
percent by section 31103 of title 49, United 
States Code, as that section was in effect on 
the day before the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

(C) The Secretary shall calculate the esti- 
mated match required under section 31104(b) 
of title 49, United States Code, as amended 
by this subtitle. 

(D) The Secretary shall subtract the 
amount in subparagraph (B) from the 
amount in subparagraph (C) and— 

(i) if the number is greater than 0, the Sec- 
retary shall subtract the number from the 
amount in subparagraph (A); or 

(ii) if the number is not greater than 0, the 
Secretary shall calculate the maintenance of 
effort using the methodology in subpara- 
graph (A). 

(3) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT AMOUNT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use 
the amount calculated under paragraph (2) 
as the baseline maintenance of effort re- 
quired under section 31102(f) of title 49, 
United States Code, as amended by this sub- 
title. 

(B) DEADLINE.—If a State does not request 
a waiver or modification under this sub- 
section before September 30 during the first 
fiscal year that the Secretary implements a 
new allocation formula for the motor carrier 
safety assistance program under this sub- 
title, the Secretary shall calculate the main- 
tenance of effort using the methodology de- 
scribed in paragraph (2)(A). 

(4) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT DESCRIBED.— 
The maintenance of effort calculated under 
this section is the amount required under 
section 31102(f) of title 49, United States 
Code, as amended by this subtitle. 

(c) TERMINATION OF HFFECTIVENESS.—The 
authority of the Secretary under this section 
shall terminate effective on the date that a 
new maintenance of effort baseline is cal- 
culated based on a new allocation formula 
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for the motor carrier safety assistance pro- 
gram implemented under section 31102 of 
title 49, United States Code. 


Subtitle B—Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Administration Reform 
PART I—REGULATORY REFORM 
SEC. 5201. NOTICE OF CANCELLATION OF INSUR- 
ANCE. 

Section 13906(e) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘or suspend” 
after “revoke”. 

SEC. 5202. REGULATIONS. 

Section 31186 of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub- 
section (g) and transferring such subsection 
to appear at the end of section 31315 of such 
title; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(f) REGULATORY IMPACT ANALYSIS.—With- 
in each regulatory impact analysis of a pro- 
posed or final rule issued by the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Administration, the 
Secretary shall, whenever practicable— 

“(1) consider the effects of the proposed or 
final rule on different segments of the motor 
carrier industry; 

“(2) formulate estimates and findings 
based on the best available science; and 

‘“(3) utilize available data specific to the 
different types of motor carriers, including 
small and large carriers, and drivers that 
will be impacted by the proposed or final 
rule. 

“(g) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—If a proposed rule pro- 
mulgated under this part is likely to lead to 
the promulgation of a major rule, the Sec- 
retary, before promulgating such proposed 
rule, shall— 

“(A) issue an advance notice of proposed 
rulemaking; or 

‘(B) proceed with a negotiated rule- 
making. 

“(2) REQUIREMENTS.—Each advance notice 
of proposed rulemaking issued under para- 
graph (1) shall— 

“(A) identify the need for a potential regu- 
latory action; 

‘(B) identify and request public comment 
on the best available science or technical in- 
formation relevant to analyzing potential 
regulatory alternatives; 

‘“(C) request public comment on the avail- 
able data and costs with respect to regu- 
latory alternatives reasonably likely to be 
considered as part of the rulemaking; and 

‘“(D) request public comment on available 
alternatives to regulation. 

“(3) WAIVER.—This subsection does not 
apply to a proposed rule if the Secretary, for 
good cause, finds (and incorporates the find- 
ing and a brief statement of reasons for such 
finding in the proposed or final rule) that an 
advance notice of proposed rulemaking is 
impracticable, unnecessary, or contrary to 
the public interest. 

“(h) REVIEW OF RULES.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—Once every 5 years, the 
Secretary shall conduct a review of regula- 
tions issued under this part. 

““(2) SCHEDULE.—At the beginning of each 
5-year review period, the Secretary shall 
publish a schedule that sets forth the plan 
for completing the review under paragraph 
(1) within 5 years. 

‘(3) NOTIFICATION OF CHANGES.—During 
each review period, the Secretary shall ad- 
dress any changes to the schedule published 
under paragraph (2) and notify the public of 
such changes. 

‘(4) CONSIDERATION OF PETITIONS.—In con- 
ducting a review under paragraph (1), the 
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Secretary shall consider petitions for regu- 
latory action under this part received by the 
Administrator of the Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Administration. 

‘“(5) ASSESSMENT.—At the conclusion of 
each review under paragraph (1), the Sec- 
retary shall publish on a publicly accessible 
Internet Web site of the Department of 
Transportation an assessment that in- 
cludes— 

“(A) an inventory of the regulations issued 
during the 5-year period ending on the date 
on which the assessment is published; 

“(B) a determination of whether the regu- 
lations are— 

“(i) consistent and clear; 

“(i) current with the operational realities 
of the motor carrier industry; and 

“(iii) uniformly enforced; and 

“(C) an assessment of whether the regula- 
tions continue to be necessary. 

“(6) RULEMAKING.—Not later than 2 years 
after the completion of each review under 
this subsection, the Secretary shall initiate 
a rulemaking to amend regulations as nec- 
essary to address the determinations made 
under paragraph (5)(B) and the results of the 
assessment under paragraph (5)(C). 

“(i) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
subsection (f) or (g) may be construed to 
limit the contents of an advance notice of 
proposed rulemaking.’’. 

SEC. 5203. GUIDANCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) DATE OF ISSUANCE AND POINT OF CON- 
TACT.—Each guidance document issued by 
the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Adminis- 
tration shall have a date of issuance or a 
date of revision, as applicable, and shall in- 
clude the name and contact information of a 
point of contact at the Administration who 
can respond to questions regarding the guid- 
ance. 

(2) PUBLIC ACCESSIBILITY.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Each guidance document 
issued or revised by the Federal Motor Car- 
rier Safety Administration shall be pub- 
lished on a publicly accessible Internet Web 
site of the Department on the date of 
issuance or revision. 

(B) REDACTION.—The Administrator of the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administra- 
tion may redact from a guidance document 
published under subparagraph (A) any infor- 
mation that would reveal investigative tech- 
niques that would compromise Administra- 
tion enforcement efforts. 

(3) INCORPORATION INTO REGULATIONS.—Not 
later than 5 years after the date on which a 
guidance document is published under para- 
graph (2) or during an applicable review 
under subsection (c), whichever is earlier, 
the Secretary shall revise regulations to in- 
corporate the guidance document to the ex- 
tent practicable. 

(4) REISSUANCE.—If a guidance document is 
not incorporated into regulations in accord- 
ance with paragraph (3), the Administrator 
shall— 

(A) reissue an updated version of the guid- 
ance document; and 

(B) review and reissue an updated version 
of the guidance document every 5 years until 
the date on which the guidance document is 
removed or incorporated into applicable reg- 
ulations. 

(b) INITIAL REVIEW.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator shall review all guidance doc- 
uments published under subsection (a) to en- 
sure that such documents are current, are 
readily accessible to the public, and meet 
the standards specified in subparagraphs (A), 
(B), and (C) of subsection (c)(1). 
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(c) REGULAR REVIEW.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
not less than once every 5 years, the Admin- 
istrator shall conduct a comprehensive re- 
view of the guidance documents issued by 
the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Adminis- 
tration to determine whether such docu- 
ments are— 

(A) consistent and clear; 

(B) uniformly and consistently enforced; 
and 

(C) still necessary. 

(2) NOTICE AND COMMENT.—Prior to begin- 
ning a review under paragraph (1), the Ad- 
ministrator shall publish in the Federal Reg- 
ister a notice and request for comment that 
solicits input from stakeholders on which 
guidance documents should be updated or 
eliminated. 

(3) REPORT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date on which a review under para- 
graph (1) is completed, the Administrator 
shall publish on a publicly accessible Inter- 
net Web site of the Department a report de- 
tailing the review and a full inventory of the 
guidance documents of the Administration. 

(B) CONTENTS.—A report under subpara- 
graph (A) shall include a summary of the re- 
sponse of the Administration to each com- 
ment received under paragraph (2). 

(d) GUIDANCE DOCUMENT DEFINED.—In this 
section, the term ‘‘guidance document’’ 
means a document issued by the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Administration that— 

(1) provides an interpretation of a regula- 
tion of the Administration; or 

(2) includes an enforcement policy of the 
Administration. 

SEC. 5204. PETITIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administra- 
tion shall— 

(1) publish on a publicly accessible Inter- 
net Web site of the Department a summary 
of all petitions for regulatory action sub- 
mitted to the Administration; 

(2) prioritize the petitions submitted based 
on the likelihood of safety improvements re- 
sulting from the regulatory action re- 
quested; 

(3) not later than 180 days after the date a 
summary of a petition is published under 
paragraph (1), formally respond to such peti- 
tion by indicating whether the Adminis- 
trator will accept, deny, or further review 
the petition; 

(4) prioritize responses to petitions con- 
sistent with a response’s potential to reduce 
crashes, improve enforcement, and reduce 
unnecessary burdens; and 

(5) not later than 60 days after the date of 
receipt of a petition, publish on a publicly 
accessible Internet Web site of the Depart- 
ment an updated inventory of the petitions 
described in paragraph (1), including any ap- 
plicable disposition information for those pe- 
titions. 

(b) PETITION DEFINED.—In this section, the 
term ‘‘petition’’ means a request for a new 
regulation, a regulatory interpretation or 
clarification, or a review of a regulation to 
eliminate or modify an obsolete, ineffective, 
or overly burdensome regulation. 

PART II—COMPLIANCE, SAFETY, 
ACCOUNTABILITY REFORM 
SEC. 5221. CORRELATION STUDY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administra- 
tion (referred to in this part as the ‘‘Admin- 
istrator’’) shall commission the National Re- 
search Council of the National Academies to 
conduct a study of— 
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(1) the Compliance, Safety, Accountability 
program of the Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Administration (referred to in this part as 
the ‘‘CSA program”); and 

(2) the Safety Measurement System uti- 
lized by the CSA program (referred to in this 
part as the ‘‘SMS’’). 

(b) SCOPE OF STUDY.—In carrying out the 
study commissioned pursuant to subsection 
(a), the National Research Council— 

(1) shall analyze— 

(A) the accuracy with which the Behavior 
Analysis and Safety Improvement Categories 
(referred to in this part as ‘‘BASIC’’)— 

(i) identify high risk carriers; and 

(ii) predict or are correlated with future 
crash risk, crash severity, or other safety in- 
dicators for motor carriers; 

(B) the methodology used to calculate 
BASIC percentiles and identify carriers for 
enforcement, including the weights assigned 
to particular violations and the tie between 
crash risk and specific regulatory violations, 
with respect to accurately identifying and 
predicting future crash risk for motor car- 
riers; 

(C) the relative value of inspection infor- 
mation and roadside enforcement data; 

(D) any data collection gaps or data suffi- 
ciency problems that may exist and the im- 
pact of those gaps and problems on the effi- 
cacy of the CSA program; 

(E) the accuracy of safety data, including 
the use of crash data from crashes in which 
a motor carrier was free from fault; 

(F) whether BASIC percentiles for motor 
carriers of passengers should be calculated 
differently than for motor carriers of freight; 

(G) the differences in the rates at which 
safety violations are reported to the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Administration for in- 
clusion in the SMS by various enforcement 
authorities, including States, territories, 
and Federal inspectors; and 

(H) how members of the public use the 
SMS and what effect making the SMS infor- 
mation public has had on reducing crashes 
and eliminating unsafe motor carriers from 
the industry; and 

(2) shall consider— 

(A) whether the SMS provides comparable 
precision and confidence, through SMS 
alerts and percentiles, for the relative crash 
risk of individual large and small motor car- 
riers; 

(B) whether alternatives to the SMS would 
identify high risk carriers more accurately; 
and 

(C) the recommendations and findings of 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
and the Inspector General of the Depart- 
ment, and independent review team reports, 
issued before the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator shall submit a report con- 
taining the results of the study commis- 
sioned pursuant to subsection (a) to— 

(1) the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate; 

(2) the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representa- 
tives; and 

(3) the Inspector General of the Depart- 
ment. 

(d) CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days 
after the Administrator submits the report 
under subsection (c), if that report identifies 
a deficiency or opportunity for improvement 
in the CSA program or in any element of the 
SMS, the Administrator shall submit to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
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Transportation of the Senate and the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure 
of the House of Representatives a corrective 
action plan that— 

(A) responds to the deficiencies or opportu- 
nities identified by the report; 

(B) identifies how the Federal Motor Car- 
rier Safety Administration will address such 
deficiencies or opportunities; and 

(C) provides an estimate of the cost, in- 
cluding with respect to changes in staffing, 
enforcement, and data collection, necessary 
to address such deficiencies or opportunities. 

(2) PROGRAM REFORMS.—The corrective ac- 
tion plan submitted under paragraph (1) 
shall include an implementation plan that— 

(A) includes benchmarks; 

(B) includes programmatic reforms, revi- 
sions to regulations, or proposals for legisla- 
tion; and 

(C) shall be considered in any rulemaking 
by the Department that relates to the CSA 
program, including the SMS. 

(e) INSPECTOR GENERAL REVIEW.—Not later 
than 120 days after the Administrator sub- 
mits a corrective action plan under sub- 
section (d), the Inspector General of the De- 
partment shall— 

(1) review the extent to which such plan 
implements— 

(A) recommendations contained in the re- 
port submitted under subsection (c); and 

(B) relevant recommendations issued by 
the Comptroller General or the Inspector 
General before the date of enactment of this 
Act; and 

(2) submit to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate 
and the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representa- 
tives a report on the responsiveness of the 
corrective action plan to the recommenda- 
tions described in paragraph (1). 

SEC. 5222. BEYOND COMPLIANCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator shall incorporate into the 
CSA program a methodology to allow rec- 
ognition and an improved SMS score for— 

(1) the installation of advanced safety 
equipment; 

(2) the use of enhanced driver fitness meas- 
ures; 

(3) the adoption of fleet safety manage- 
ment tools, technologies, and programs; or 

(4) other metrics as determined appro- 
priate by the Administrator. 

(b) QUALIFICATION.—The Administrator, 
after providing notice and an opportunity for 
comment, shall develop technical or other 
performance standards with respect to ad- 
vanced safety equipment, enhanced driver 
fitness measures, fleet safety management 
tools, technologies, and programs, and other 
metrics for purposes of subsection (a). 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months 
after the incorporation of the methodology 
under subsection (a), the Administrator shall 
submit to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate a report on the number of motor car- 
riers receiving recognition and improved 
scores under such methodology and the safe- 
ty performance of such carriers. 

SEC. 5223. DATA CERTIFICATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—On and after the date 
that is 1 day after the date of enactment of 
this Act, no information regarding analysis 
of violations, crashes in which a determina- 
tion is made that the motor carrier or the 
commercial motor vehicle driver is not at 
fault, alerts, or the relative percentile for 
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each BASIC developed under the CSA pro- 
gram may be made available to the public 
(including through requests under section 552 
of title 5, United States Code) until the In- 
spector General of the Department certifies 
that— 

(1) the report required under section 5221(c) 
has been submitted in accordance with that 
section; 

(2) any deficiencies identified in the report 
required under section 5221(c) have been ad- 
dressed; 

(3) if applicable, the corrective action plan 
under section 5221(d) has been implemented; 

(4) the Administrator of the Federal Motor 
Carrier Safety Administration has fully im- 
plemented or satisfactorily addressed the 
issues raised in the report titled ‘‘Modifying 
the Compliance, Safety, Accountability Pro- 
gram Would Improve the Ability to Identify 
High Risk Carriers” of the Government Ac- 
countability Office and dated February 2014 
(GAO-14-114); and 

(5) the CSA program has been modified in 
accordance with section 5222. 

(b) LIMITATION ON THE USE OF CSA ANAL- 
YsiIs.—Information regarding alerts and the 
relative percentile for each BASIC developed 
under the CSA program may not be used for 
safety fitness determinations until the In- 
spector General of the Department makes 
the certification under subsection (a). 

(c) CONTINUED PUBLIC AVAILABILITY OF 
DATA.—Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this section, inspection and violation in- 
formation submitted to the Federal Motor 
Carrier Safety Administration by commer- 
cial motor vehicle inspectors and qualified 
law enforcement officials, out-of-service 
rates, and absolute measures shall remain 
available to the public. 

(d) EXCEPTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding 
other provision of this section— 

(A) the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Ad- 
ministration and State and local commercial 
motor vehicle enforcement agencies may use 
the information referred to in subsection (a) 
for purposes of investigation and enforce- 
ment prioritization; and 

(B) a motor carrier and a commercial 
motor vehicle driver may access information 
referred to in subsection (a) that relates di- 
rectly to the motor carrier or driver, respec- 
tively. 

(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
section may be construed to restrict the offi- 
cial use by State enforcement agencies of 
the data collected by State enforcement per- 
sonnel. 

SEC. 5224. INTERIM HIRING STANDARD. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol- 
lowing definitions apply: 

(1) ENTITY.—The term ‘‘entity’’ means a 
person acting as— 

(A) a shipper, other than an individual 
shipper (as that term is defined in section 
13102 of title 49, United States Code), or a 
consignee; 

(B) a broker or a freight forwarder (as such 
terms are defined in section 18102 of title 49, 
United States Code); 

(C) a non-vessel-operating common carrier, 
an ocean freight forwarder, or an ocean 
transportation intermediary (as such terms 
are defined in section 40102 of title 46, United 
States Code); 

(D) an indirect air carrier authorized to op- 
erate under a Standard Security Program 
approved by the Transportation Security Ad- 
ministration; 

(E) a customs broker licensed in accord- 
ance with section 111.2 of title 19, Code of 
Federal Regulations; 
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(F) an interchange motor carrier subject to 
paragraphs (1)(B) and (2) of section 13902(i) of 
title 49, United States Code; or 

(G) a warehouse (as defined in section 7- 
102(13) of the Uniform Commercial Code). 

(2) MOTOR CARRIER.—The term ‘“‘motor car- 
rier” means a motor carrier (as that term is 
defined in section 13102 of title 49, United 
States Code) that is subject to Federal motor 
carrier financial responsibility and safety 
regulations. 

(b) HIRING STANDARD.—Subsection (c) shall 
only be applicable to entities who, before 
tendering a shipment, but not more than 35 
days before the pickup of the shipment by 
the hired motor carrier, verify that the 
motor carrier, at the time of such 
verification— 

(1) is registered with and authorized by the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administra- 
tion to operate as a motor carrier, if applica- 
ble; 

(2) has the minimum insurance coverage 
required by Federal law; and 

(3) has a satisfactory safety fitness deter- 
mination issued by the Federal Motor Car- 
rier Safety Administration in force. 

(c) INTERIM USE OF DATA.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—With respect to an entity 
who completed a verification under sub- 
section (b), only information regarding the 
entity’s compliance or noncompliance with 
subsection (b) may be admitted as evidence 
or otherwise used against the entity in a 
civil action for damages resulting from a 
claim of negligent selection or retention of a 
motor carrier. 

(2) EXCLUDED EVIDENCE.—With respect to 
an entity who completed a verification under 
subsection (b), motor carrier data (other 
than the information described in paragraph 
(1)) created or maintained by the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Administration, in- 
cluding SMS data or analysis of such data, 
may not be admitted into evidence in a case 
or proceeding in which it is asserted or al- 
leged that the entity’s selection or retention 
of a motor carrier was negligent. 

(d) SUNSET.—This section shall cease to be 
effective on the date on which the Inspector 
General of the Department makes the cer- 
tification under section 5223(a). 

Subtitle C—Commercial Motor Vehicle Safety 
SEC. 5301. IMPLEMENTING SAFETY REQUIRE- 
MENTS. 

(a) NATIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE FOR CON- 
TROLLED SUBSTANCE AND ALCOHOL TEST RE- 
SULTS OF COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE OPER- 
ATORS.—If the deadline established under 
section 31306a(a)(1) of title 49, United States 
Code, has not been met, not later than 30 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Transportation shall submit 
to the Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate written no- 
tification that— 

(1) explains why such deadline has not been 
met; and 

(2) establishes a new deadline for comple- 
tion of the requirements of such section. 

(b) ELECTRONIC LOGGING DEVICES.—If the 
deadline established under section 31187(a) of 
title 49, United States Code, has not been 
met, not later than 30 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall 
submit to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate written notification that— 

(1) explains why such deadline has not been 
met; and 
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(2) establishes a new deadline for comple- 
tion of the requirements of such section. 

(c) STANDARDS FOR TRAINING.—If the dead- 
line established under section 31305(c) of title 
49, United States Code, has not been met, not 
later than 30 days after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Secretary shall submit 
to the Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate written no- 
tification that— 

(1) explains why such deadline has not been 
met; and 

(2) establishes a new deadline for comple- 
tion of the requirements of such section. 

(d) FURTHER RESPONSIBILITIES.—If the Sec- 
retary determines that a deadline estab- 
lished under subsection (a)(2), (b)(2), or (c)(2) 
cannot be met, not later than 30 days after 
the date on which such determination is 
made, the Secretary shall submit to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate written no- 
tification that— 

(1) explains why such deadline cannot be 
met; and 

(2) establishes a new deadline for comple- 
tion of the relevant requirements. 

SEC. 5302. WINDSHIELD MOUNTED SAFETY TECH- 
NOLOGY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall issue regulations to modify 
section 393.60(e)(1) of title 49, Code of Federal 
Regulations, to permanently allow the vol- 
untary mounting on the inside of a vehicle’s 
windshield, within the area swept by wind- 
shield wipers, of vehicle safety technologies, 
if the Secretary determines that such 
mounting is likely to achieve a level of safe- 
ty that is equivalent to, or greater than, the 
level of safety that would be achieved with- 
out such mounting. 

(b) VEHICLE SAFETY TECHNOLOGY DE- 
FINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘vehicle 
safety technology” includes lane departure 
warning systems, collision avoidance sys- 
tems, on-board video event recording de- 
vices, and any other technology determined 
appropriate by the Secretary. 

(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section may be construed to alter the 
terms of a short-term exemption from sec- 
tion 393.60(e) of title 49, Code of Federal Reg- 
ulations, granted and in effect as of the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 5303. PRIORITIZING 
RULEMAKINGS. 

The Administrator of the Federal Motor 
Carrier Safety Administration shall 
prioritize the completion of each out- 
standing rulemaking required by statute be- 
fore beginning any other rulemaking, unless 
the Secretary determines that there is a sig- 
nificant need for such other rulemaking. 

SEC. 5304. SAFETY REPORTING SYSTEM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate and the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure of the House of 
Representatives a report on the cost and fea- 
sibility of establishing a self-reporting sys- 
tem for commercial motor vehicle drivers or 
motor carriers with respect to en route 
equipment failures. 

(b) CONTENTS.—The report required under 
subsection (a) shall include— 

(1) an analysis of— 
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(A) alternatives for the reporting of equip- 
ment failures in real time, including an 
Internet Web site or telephone hotline; 

(B) the ability of a commercial motor vehi- 
cle driver or a motor carrier to provide to 
the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Adminis- 
tration proof of repair of a self-reported 
equipment failure; 

(C) the ability of the Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Administration to ensure that self-re- 
ported equipment failures proven to be re- 
paired are not used in the calculation of Be- 
havior Analysis and Safety Improvement 
Category scores; 

(D) the ability of roadside inspectors to ac- 
cess self-reported equipment failures; 

(E) the cost to establish and administer a 
self-reporting system; 

(F) the ability for a self-reporting system 
to track individual commercial motor vehi- 
cles through unique identifiers; and 

(G) whether a self-reporting system would 
yield demonstrable safety benefits; 

(2) an identification of any regulatory or 
statutory impediments to the implementa- 
tion of a self-reporting system; and 

(3) recommendations on implementing a 
self-reporting system. 

SEC. 5305. NEW ENTRANT SAFETY REVIEW PRO- 
GRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con- 
duct an assessment of the new operator safe- 
ty review program under section 31144(g) of 
title 49, United States Code, including the 
program’s effectiveness in reducing crashes, 
fatalities, and injuries involving commercial 
motor vehicles and improving commercial 
motor vehicle safety. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall publish on a publicly accessible 
Internet Web site of the Department and 
submit to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate 
and the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representa- 
tives a report on the results of the assess- 
ment conducted under subsection (a), includ- 
ing any recommendations for improving the 
effectiveness of the program (including rec- 
ommendations for legislative changes). 

SEC. 5306. READY MIXED CONCRETE TRUCKS. 

A driver of a ready mixed concrete mixer 
truck is exempt from section 3(a)(8)(ii) of 
part 395 of title 49, Code of Federal Regula- 
tions, if the driver is in compliance with 
clauses (i), (iii), (iv), and (v) of subsection 
(e)(1) of section 1 of part 395 of such title (re- 
garding the 100 air-mile logging exemption). 

Subtitle D—Commercial Motor Vehicle 
Drivers 
SEC. 5401. OPPORTUNITIES FOR VETERANS. 

(a) STANDARDS FOR TRAINING AND TESTING 
OF VETERAN OPERATORS.—Section 31305 of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘(d) STANDARDS FOR TRAINING AND TESTING 
OF VETERAN OPERATORS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than December 
31, 2016, the Secretary shall modify the regu- 
lations prescribed under subsections (a) and 
(c) to— 

“(A) exempt a covered individual from all 
or a portion of a driving test if the covered 
individual had experience in the armed 
forces or reserve components driving vehi- 
cles similar to a commercial motor vehicle; 

“(B) ensure that a covered individual may 
apply for an exemption under subparagraph 
(A) during, at least, the 1-year period begin- 
ning on the date on which such individual 
separates from service in the armed forces or 
reserve components; and 
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“(C) credit the training and knowledge a 
covered individual received in the armed 
forces or reserve components driving vehi- 
cles similar to a commercial motor vehicle 
for purposes of satisfying minimum stand- 
ards for training and knowledge. 

(2) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection, the 
following definitions apply: 

“(A) ARMED FORCES.—The term ‘armed 
forces’ has the meaning given that term in 
section 101(a)(4) of title 10. 

“(B) COVERED INDIVIDUAL.—The term ‘cov- 
ered individual’ means— 

“(i) a former member of the armed forces; 
or 

“(ii) a former member of the reserve com- 
ponents. 

‘(C) RESERVE COMPONENTS.—The term ‘re- 
serve components’ means— 

“(i) the Army National Guard of the 
United States; 

“(ii) the Army Reserve; 

“(iii) the Navy Reserve; 

“(iv) the Marine Corps Reserve; 

“(v) the Air National Guard of the United 
States; 

“(vi) the Air Force Reserve; and 

“(vii) the Coast Guard Reserve.’’. 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MILITARY COM- 
MERCIAL DRIVER’S LICENSE ACT.—Not later 
than December 31, 2015, the Secretary shall 
issue final regulations to implement the ex- 
emption to the domicile requirement under 
section 31811(a)(12)(C) of title 49, United 
States Code. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
31311(a)(12)(C)(ii) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

“(ii) is an active duty member of— 

“(I) the armed forces (as that term is de- 
fined in section 101(a)(4) of title 10); or 

‘(II) the reserve components (as that term 
is defined in section 31305(d)(2)(C) of this 
title); and’’. 

SEC. 5402. DRUG-FREE COMMERCIAL DRIVERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 31306 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(1)— 

(A) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as 
subparagraph (C); 

(B) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘The 
regulations shall permit such motor carriers 
to conduct preemployment testing of such 
employees for the use of alcohol.’’; and 

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following: 

‘“(B) The regulations prescribed under sub- 
paragraph (A) shall permit motor carriers— 

“(i) to conduct preemployment testing of 
commercial motor vehicle operators for the 
use of alcohol; and 

“(ii) to use hair testing as an acceptable 
alternative to urine testing— 

“(D) in conducting preemployment testing 
for the use of a controlled substance; and 

“(ID) in conducting random testing for the 
use of a controlled substance if the operator 
was subject to hair testing for preemploy- 
ment testing.’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (B) by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(C) shall provide an exemption from hair 
testing for commercial motor vehicle opera- 
tors with established religious beliefs that 
prohibit the cutting or removal of hair.”’; 
and 

(3) in subsection (c)(2)— 

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A) by inserting ‘‘for urine testing, and tech- 
nical guidelines for hair testing,” before ‘‘in- 
cluding mandatory guidelines”; 
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(B) in subparagraph (B) by striking “and” 
at the end; 

(C) in subparagraph (C) by inserting ‘‘and’’ 
after the semicolon; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(D) laboratory protocols and cut-off levels 
for hair testing to detect the use of a con- 
trolled substance;’’. 

(b) GUIDELINES.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall issue scientific and technical guidelines 
for hair testing as a method of detecting the 
use of a controlled substance for purposes of 
section 31306 of title 49, United States Code. 
SEC. 5403. CERTIFIED MEDICAL EXAMINERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 31315(b)(1) of title 
49, United States Code, is amended by strik- 
ing “or section 31136” and inserting ‘‘, sec- 
tion 31136, or section 31149(d)(8)’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
81149(d)(8) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting ‘‘, unless the person 
issuing the certificate is the subject of an ex- 
emption issued under section 31315(b)(1)”’ be- 
fore the semicolon. 

SEC. 5404. GRADUATED COMMERCIAL DRIVER’S 
LICENSE PILOT PROGRAM. 

(a) TASK FORCE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con- 
vene a task force to evaluate and make rec- 
ommendations to the Secretary on elements 
for inclusion in a graduated commercial 
driver’s license pilot program that would 
allow a novice licensed driver between the 
ages of 19 years and 6 months and 21 years to 
safely operate a commercial motor vehicle in 
a limited capacity in interstate commerce 
between States that enter into a bi-State 
agreement. 

(2) MEMBERSHIP.—The task force convened 
under paragraph (1) shall include representa- 
tives of State motor vehicle administrators, 
motor carriers, labor organizations, safety 
advocates, and other stakeholders deter- 
mined appropriate by the Secretary. 

(8) CONSIDERATIONS.—The task force con- 
vened under paragraph (1) shall evaluate and 
make recommendations on the following ele- 
ments for inclusion in a graduated commer- 
cial driver’s license pilot program: 

(A) A specified length of time for a learn- 
er’s permit stage. 

(B) A requirement that drivers under the 
age of 21 years be accompanied by experi- 
enced drivers over the age of 21 years. 

(C) A restriction on travel distances. 

(D) A restriction on maximum allowable 
driving hours. 

(E) Mandatory driver training that exceeds 
the requirements for drivers over the age of 
21 years issued by the Secretary under sec- 
tion 31305(c) of title 49, United States Code. 

(F) Use of certain safety technologies in 
the vehicles of drivers under the age of 21 
years. 

(G) Any other element the task force con- 
siders appropriate. 

(4) RECOMMENDATIONS.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the task force convened under paragraph (1) 
shall recommend to the Secretary the ele- 
ments the task force has determined appro- 
priate for inclusion in a graduated commer- 
cial driver’s license pilot program. 

(b) PILOT PROGRAM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
receiving the recommendations of the task 
force under subsection (a), the Secretary 
shall establish a graduated commercial driv- 
er’s license pilot program in accordance with 
such recommendations and section 313815(c) of 
title 49, United States Code. 

(2) PRE-ESTABLISHMENT REQUIREMENTS.— 
Prior to the establishment of the pilot pro- 
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gram under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall— 

(A) submit to Congress a report outlining 
the recommendations of the task force re- 
ceived under subsection (a); and 

(B) publish in the Federal Register, and 
provide sufficient notice of and an oppor- 
tunity for public comment on, the— 

(i) proposed requirements for State and 
driver participation in the pilot program, 
based on the recommendations of the task 
force and consistent with paragraph (3); 

(ii) measures the Secretary will utilize 
under the pilot program to ensure safety; 
and 

(iii) standards the Secretary will use to 
evaluate the pilot program, including to de- 
termine any changes in the level of motor 
carrier safety as a result of the pilot pro- 
gram. 

(3) PROGRAM ELEMENTS.—The pilot program 
established under paragraph (1)— 

(A) may not allow an individual under the 
age of 19 years and 6 months to participate; 

(B) may not allow a driver between the 
ages of 19 years and 6 months and 21 years 
to— 

(i) operate a commercial motor vehicle in 
special configuration; or 

(ii) transport hazardous cargo; 

(C) shall be carried out in a State (includ- 
ing the District of Columbia) only if the Gov- 
ernor of the State (or the Mayor of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, if applicable) approves an 
agreement with a contiguous State to allow 
a licensed driver under the age of 21 years to 
operate a commercial motor vehicle across 
both States in accordance with the pilot pro- 
gram; 

(D) may not recognize more than 6 agree- 
ments described in subparagraph (C); 

(Œ) may not allow more than 10 motor car- 
riers to participate in the pilot program 
under each agreement described in subpara- 
graph (C); 

(F) shall require each motor carrier par- 
ticipating in the pilot program under an 
agreement described in subparagraph (C) to— 

(i) have in effect a satisfactory safety fit- 
ness determination that was issued by the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administra- 
tion during the 2-year period preceding the 
date of the Federal Register publication re- 
quired under paragraph (2)(B); and 

(ii) agree to have its safety performance 
monitored by the Secretary during participa- 
tion in the pilot program; 

(G) shall allow for the revocation of a 
motor carrier’s participation in the pilot 
program if a State or the Secretary deter- 
mines that the motor carrier violated the re- 
quirements, including safety requirements, 
of the pilot program; and 

(H) shall ensure that a valid graduated 
commercial driver’s license issued by a State 
that has entered into an agreement described 
in subparagraph (C) and is approved by the 
Secretary to participate in the pilot program 
is recognized as valid in both States that are 
participating in the agreement. 

(c) INSPECTOR GENERAL REPORT.— 

(1) MONITORING.—The Inspector General of 
the Department of Transportation shall 
monitor and review the implementation of 
the pilot program established under sub- 
section (b). 

(2) REPORT.—The Inspector General shall 
submit to Congress and the Secretary— 

(A) not later than 1 year after the estab- 
lishment of the pilot program under sub- 
section (b), an interim report on the results 
of the review conducted under paragraph (1); 
and 

(B) not later than 60 days after the conclu- 
sion of the pilot program, a final report on 
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the results of the review conducted under 
paragraph (1). 

(3) ADDITIONAL CONTENTS.— 

(A) INTERIM REPORT.—The interim report 
required under paragraph (2)(A) shall address 
whether the Secretary has established suffi- 
cient mechanisms and generated sufficient 
data to determine if the pilot program is 
having any adverse effects on motor carrier 
safety. 

(B) FINAL REPORT.—The final report re- 
quired under paragraph (2)(B) shall address 
the impact of the pilot program on— 

(i) safety; and 

(ii) the number of commercial motor vehi- 
cle drivers available for employment. 

SEC. 5405. VETERANS EXPANDED TRUCKING OP- 
PORTUNITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a physi- 
cian-approved veteran operator, the qualified 
physician of such operator may, subject to 
the requirements of subsection (b), perform a 
medical examination and provide a medical 
certificate for purposes of compliance with 
the requirements of section 31149 of title 49, 
United States Code. 

(b) CERTIFICATION.—The certification de- 
scribed under subsection (a) shall include— 

(1) assurances that the physician per- 
forming the medical examination meets the 
requirements of a qualified physician under 
this section; and 

(2) certification that the physical condi- 
tion of the operator is adequate to enable 
such operator to operate a commercial 
motor vehicle safely. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol- 
lowing definitions apply: 

(1) PHYSICIAN-APPROVED VETERAN OPER- 
ATOR.—The term ‘‘physician-approved vet- 
eran operator” means an operator of a com- 
mercial motor vehicle who— 

(A) is a veteran who is enrolled in the 
health care system established under section 
1705(a) of title 38, United States Code; and 

(B) is required to have a current valid med- 
ical certificate pursuant to section 31149 of 
title 49, United States Code. 

(2) QUALIFIED PHYSICIAN.—The term ‘‘quali- 
fied physician’’ means a physician who— 

(A) is employed in the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs; 

(B) is familiar with the standards for, and 
physical requirements of, an operator cer- 
tified pursuant to section 31149 of title 49, 
United States Code; and 

(C) has never, with respect such section, 
been found to have acted fraudulently, in- 
cluding by fraudulently awarding a medical 
certificate. 

(3) VETERAN.—The term ‘‘veteran’’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 101 of 
title 38, United States Code. 

(d) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to change any 
statutory penalty associated with fraud or 
abuse. 

Subtitle E—General Provisions 
5501. MINIMUM FINANCIAL RESPONSI- 

BILITY. 

(a) TRANSPORTING PROPERTY.—If the Sec- 
retary proceeds with a rulemaking to deter- 
mine whether to increase the minimum lev- 
els of financial responsibility required under 
section 31139 of title 49, United States Code, 
the Secretary shall consider, prior to issuing 
a final rule— 

(1) the rulemaking’s potential impact on— 

(A) the safety of motor vehicle transpor- 
tation; and 

(B) the motor carrier industry, including 
small and minority motor carriers and inde- 
pendent owner-operators; 

(2) the ability of the insurance industry to 
provide the required amount of insurance; 
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(3) the extent to which current minimum 
levels of financial responsibility adequately 
cover— 

(A) medical care; 

(B) compensation; 

(C) attorney fees; and 

(D) other identifiable costs; 

(4) the frequency with which insurance 
claims exceed current minimum levels of fi- 
nancial responsibility in fatal accidents; and 

(5) the impact of increased levels on motor 
carrier safety and accident reduction. 

(b) TRANSPORTING PASSENGERS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Prior to initiating a rule- 
making to change the minimum levels of fi- 
nancial responsibility under section 31138 of 
title 49, United States Code, the Secretary 
shall complete a study specific to the min- 
imum financial responsibility requirements 
for motor carriers of passengers. 

(2) STUDY CONTENTS.—A study under para- 
graph (1) shall include— 

(A) a review of accidents, injuries, and fa- 
talities in the over-the-road bus and school 
bus industries; 

(B) a review of insurance held by over-the- 
road bus and public and private school bus 
companies, including companies of various 
sizes, and an analysis of whether such insur- 
ance is adequate to cover claims; 

(C) an analysis of whether and how insur- 
ance affects the behavior and safety record 
of motor carriers of passengers, including 
with respect to crash reduction; and 

(D) an analysis of the anticipated impacts 
of an increase in financial responsibility on 
insurance premiums for passenger carriers 
and service availability. 

(3) CONSULTATION.—In conducting a study 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall con- 
sult with— 

(A) representatives of the over-the-road 
bus and private school bus transportation in- 
dustries, including representatives of bus 
drivers; and 

(B) insurers of motor carriers of pas- 
sengers. 

(4) REPORT.—If the Secretary undertakes a 
study under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall submit to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate a report on the results of the study. 
SEC. 5502. DELAYS IN GOODS MOVEMENT. 

(a) REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the In- 
spector General of the Department shall sub- 
mit to the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate a 
report on the average length of time that op- 
erators of commercial motor vehicles are de- 
layed before the loading and unloading of 
such vehicles and at other points in the pick- 
up and delivery process. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The report under paragraph 
(1) shall include— 

(A) an assessment of how delays impact— 

(i) the economy; 

(ii) the efficiency of the transportation 
system; 

(iii) motor carrier safety, including the ex- 
tent to which delays result in violations of 
motor carrier safety regulations; and 

(iv) the livelihood of motor carrier drivers; 
and 

(B) recommendations on how delays could 
be mitigated. 

(b) COLLECTION OF DATA.—Not later than 2 
years after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary shall establish by regula- 
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tion a process to collect data on delays expe- 

rienced by operators of commercial motor 

vehicles before the loading and unloading of 

such vehicles and at other points in the pick- 

up and delivery process. 

SEC. 5503. REPORT ON MOTOR CARRIER FINAN- 
CIAL RESPONSIBILITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than April 1, 
2016, the Secretary shall publish on a pub- 
licly accessible Internet Web site of the De- 
partment a report on the minimum levels of 
financial responsibility required under sec- 
tion 31139 of title 49, United States Code. 

(b) CONTENTS.—The report required under 
subsection (a) shall include an analysis of— 

(1) the differences between State insurance 
requirements and Federal requirements; 

(2) the extent to which current minimum 
levels of financial responsibility adequately 
cover— 

(A) medical care; 

(B) compensation; 

(C) attorney fees; and 

(D) other identifiable costs; and 

(3) the frequency with which insurance 
claims exceed the current minimum levels of 
financial responsibility. 

SEC. 5504. EMERGENCY ROUTE WORKING GROUP. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall establish a working group to 
determine best practices for expeditious 
State approval of special permits for vehicles 
involved in emergency response and recov- 
ery. 

(2) MEMBERS.—The working group shall in- 
clude representatives from— 

(A) State highway transportation depart- 
ments or agencies; 

(B) relevant modal agencies within the De- 
partment; 

(C) emergency response or recovery ex- 
perts; 

(D) relevant safety groups; and 

(E) entities affected by special permit re- 
strictions during emergency response and re- 
covery efforts. 

(b) CONSIDERATIONS.—In determining best 
practices under subsection (a), the working 
group shall consider whether— 

(1) impediments currently exist that pre- 
vent expeditious State approval of special 
permits for vehicles involved in emergency 
response and recovery; 

(2) it is possible to pre-identify and estab- 
lish emergency routes between States 
through which infrastructure repair mate- 
rials could be delivered following a natural 
disaster or emergency; 

(3) a State could pre-designate an emer- 
gency route identified under paragraph (2) as 
a certified emergency route if a motor vehi- 
cle that exceeds the otherwise applicable 
Federal and State truck length or width lim- 
its may safely operate along such route dur- 
ing periods of declared emergency and recov- 
ery from such periods; and 

(4) an online map could be created to iden- 
tify each pre-designated emergency route 
under paragraph (8), including information 
on specific limitations, obligations, and noti- 
fication requirements along that route. 

(c) REPORT.— 

(1) SUBMISSION.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the work- 
ing group shall submit to the Secretary a re- 
port on its findings under this section and 
any recommendations for the implementa- 
tion of best practices for expeditious State 
approval of special permits for vehicles in- 
volved in emergency response and recovery. 

(2) PUBLICATION.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date the Secretary receives the re- 
port under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall 


November 3, 2015 


publish the report on a publicly accessible 
Internet Web site of the Department. 

(d) NOTIFICATION.—Not later than 6 months 
after the date the Secretary receives the re- 
port under subsection (c)(1), the Secretary 
shall notify the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate on the actions the Secretary and the 
States have taken to implement the rec- 
ommendations included in the report. 

(e) EXEMPTION.—The Federal Advisory 
Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) shall not 
apply to the working group. 

(£) TERMINATION.—The working group shall 
terminate 1 year after the date the Secretary 
receives the report under subsection (c)(1). 
SEC. 5505. HOUSEHOLD GOODS CONSUMER PRO- 

TECTION WORKING GROUP. 

(a) WORKING GROUP.—The Secretary shall 
establish a working group for the purpose of 
developing recommendations on how to best 
convey to inexperienced consumers the in- 
formation such consumers need to know 
with respect to the Federal laws concerning 
the interstate transportation of household 
goods by motor carrier. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The Secretary shall en- 
sure that the working group is comprised of 
individuals with expertise in consumer af- 
fairs, educators with expertise in how people 
learn most effectively, and representatives 
of the household goods moving industry. 

(c) RECOMMENDATIONS.— 

(1) CONTENTS.—The recommendations de- 
veloped by the working group shall include 
recommendations on— 

(A) condensing publication ESA 03005 of 
the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Adminis- 
tration into a format that is more easily 
used by consumers; 

(B) using state-of-the-art education tech- 
niques and technologies, including opti- 
mizing the use of the Internet as an edu- 
cational tool; and 

(C) reducing and simplifying the paper- 
work required of motor carriers and shippers 
in interstate transportation. 

(2) DEADLINE.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act— 

(A) the working group shall make the rec- 
ommendations described in paragraph (1); 
and 

(B) the Secretary shall publish the rec- 
ommendations on a publicly accessible Inter- 
net Web site of the Department. 

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date on which the working group makes 
its recommendations under subsection (c)(2), 
the Secretary shall issue a report to Con- 
gress on the implementation of such rec- 
ommendations. 

(e) EXEMPTION.—The Federal Advisory 
Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) shall not 
apply to the working group. 

(£) TERMINATION.—The working group shall 
terminate 1 year after the date the working 
group makes its recommendations under 
subsection (c)(2). 

SEC. 5506. TECHNOLOGY IMPROVEMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
shall conduct a comprehensive analysis of 
the information technology and data collec- 
tion and management systems of the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Administration. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—The study conducted 
under subsection (a) shall— 

(1) evaluate the efficacy of the existing in- 
formation technology, data collection, proc- 
essing systems, data correction procedures, 
and data management systems and pro- 
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grams, including their interaction with each 
other and their efficacy in meeting user 
needs; 

(2) identify any redundancies among the 
systems, procedures, and programs described 
in paragraph (1); 

(8) explore the feasibility of consolidating 
data collection and processing systems; 

(4) evaluate the ability of the systems, pro- 
cedures, and programs described in para- 
graph (1) to meet the needs of— 

(A) the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Ad- 
ministration, at both the headquarters and 
State levels; 

(B) the State agencies that implement the 
motor carrier safety assistance program 
under section 31102 of title 49, United States 
Code; and 

(C) other users; 

(5) evaluate the adaptability of the sys- 
tems, procedures, and programs described in 
paragraph (1), in order to make necessary fu- 
ture changes to ensure user needs are met in 
an easier, timely, and more cost-efficient 
manner; 

(6) investigate and make recommendations 
regarding— 

(A) deficiencies in existing data sets im- 
pacting program effectiveness; and 

(B) methods to improve user interfaces; 
and 

(7) identify the appropriate role the Fed- 
eral Motor Carrier Safety Administration 
should take with respect to software and in- 
formation systems design, development, and 
maintenance for the purpose of improving 
the efficacy of the systems, procedures, and 
programs described in paragraph (1). 
SEC. 5507. NOTIFICATION REGARDING 

CARRIER REGISTRATION. 

Not later than 30 days after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the Secretary shall sub- 
mit to the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate 
written notification of the actions the Sec- 
retary is taking to ensure, to the greatest 
extent practicable, that each application for 
registration under section 13902 of title 49, 
United States Code, is processed not later 
than 30 days after the date on which the ap- 
plication is received by the Secretary. 

SEC. 5508. REPORT ON COMMERCIAL DRIVER’S 
LICENSE SKILLS TEST DELAYS. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, and each year there- 
after, the Administrator of the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Administration shall 
submit to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate 
and the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representa- 
tives a report that— 

(1) describes, for each State, the status of 
skills testing for applicants for a commercial 
driver’s license, including— 

(A) the average wait time, by month and 
location, from the date an applicant requests 
to take a skills test to the date the applicant 
completes such test; 

(B) the average wait time, by month and 
location, from the date an applicant, upon 
failure of a skills test, requests a retest to 
the date the applicant completes such retest; 

(C) the actual number of qualified commer- 
cial driver’s license examiners, by month and 
location, available to test applicants; and 

(D) the number of testing sites available 
through the State department of motor vehi- 
cles and whether this number has increased 
or decreased from the previous year; and 

(2) describes specific steps that the Admin- 
istrator is taking to address skills testing 
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delays in States that have average skills test 
or retest wait times of more than 7 days 
from the date an applicant requests to test 
or retest to the date the applicant completes 
such test or retest. 

SEC. 5509. COVERED FARM VEHICLES. 

Section 32934(b)(1) of MAP-21 (49 U.S.C. 
31186 note) is amended by striking ‘‘from’’ 
and all that follows through the period at 
end and inserting the following: ‘‘from— 

“(A) a requirement described in subsection 
(a) or a compatible State requirement; or 

‘(B) any other minimum standard provided 
by a State relating to the operation of that 
vehicle.’’. 

SEC. 5510. OPERATORS OF HI-RAIL VEHICLES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a commer- 
cial motor vehicle driver subject to the 
hours of service requirements in part 395 of 
title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, who is 
driving a hi-rail vehicle, the maximum on 
duty time under section 395.3 of such title for 
such driver shall not include time in trans- 
portation to or from a duty assignment if 
such time in transportation— 

(1) does not exceed 2 hours per calendar 
day or a total of 30 hours per calendar 
month; and 

(2) is fully and accurately accounted for in 
records to be maintained by the motor car- 
rier and such records are made available 
upon request of the Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Administration or the Federal Rail- 
road Administration. 

(b) EMERGENCY.—In the case of a train ac- 
cident, an act of God, a train derailment, or 
a major equipment failure or track condition 
that prevents a train from advancing, a driv- 
er described in subsection (a) may complete 
a run without being in violation of the provi- 
sions of part 395 of title 49, Code of Federal 
Regulations. 

(c) HI-RAIL VEHICLE DEFINED.—In this sec- 
tion, the term ‘‘hi-rail vehicle”? has the 
meaning given the term in section 214.7 of 
title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, as in 
effect on the date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 5511. ELECTRONIC LOGGING DEVICE RE- 

QUIREMENTS. 

Section 31137(b) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(C) by striking ‘‘apply 
to”? and inserting ‘‘except as provided in 
paragraph (3), apply to”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(3) EXCEPTION.—A motor carrier, when 
transporting a motor home or recreation ve- 
hicle trailer within the definition of the 
term ‘driveaway-towaway operation’ (as de- 
fined in section 390.5 of title 49, Code of Fed- 
eral Regulations), may comply with the 
hours of service requirements by requiring 
each driver to use— 

“(A) a paper record of duty status form; or 

“(B) an electronic logging device.’’. 

SEC. 5512. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS. 

(a) TITLE 49.—Title 49, United States Code, 
is amended as follows: 

(1) Section 13902(i)(2) is amended by insert- 
ing ‘‘except as” before ‘‘described’’. 

(2) Section 13903(d) is amended by striking 
“(d) REGISTRATION AS MOTOR CARRIER RE- 
QUIRED.—’’ and all that follows through ‘‘(1) 
IN GENERAL.—A freight forwarder” and in- 
serting ‘‘(d) REGISTRATION AS MOTOR CARRIER 
REQUIRED.—A freight forwarder’’. 

(3) Section 13905(d)(2)(D) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘the Secretary finds that— 
” and all that follows through ‘‘(i) the motor 
carrier,” and inserting ‘‘the Secretary finds 
that the motor carrier,’’; and 

(B) by adding a period at the end. 

(4) Section 14901(h) is amended by striking 
‘‘ HOUSEHOLD GOODS’”’ in the heading. 
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(5) Section 14916 is amended by striking the 
section designation and heading and insert- 
ing the following: 

“§ 14916. Unlawful brokerage activities”. 

(b) MAP-21.—Effective as of July 6, 2012, 
and as if included therein as enacted, MAP- 
21 (Public Law 112-141) is amended as follows: 

(1) Section 32108(a)(4) (126 Stat. 782) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘for’’ before ‘‘each ad- 
ditional day” in the matter proposed to be 
struck. 

(2) Section 32301(b)(8) (126 Stat. 786) is 
amended by striking ‘“‘by amending (a) to 
read as follows:’’ and inserting ‘‘by striking 
subsection (a) and inserting the following:’’. 

(3) Section 32302(c)(2)(B) (126 Stat. 789) is 
amended by striking ‘‘section 32303(c)(1)” 
and inserting ‘‘section 32302(c)(1)’’. 

(4) Section 32921(b) (126 Stat. 828) is amend- 
ed, in the matter to be inserted, by striking 
“(A) In addition” and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In addition”. 

(5) Section 32931(c) (126 Stat. 829) is amend- 
ed— 

(A) by striking ‘‘Secretary’’ and inserting 
“Secretary of Transportation” in the matter 
to be struck; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘Secretary’’ and inserting 
“Secretary of Transportation” in the matter 
to be inserted. 

(c) MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY IMPROVEMENT 
ACT OF 1999.—Section 229(a)(1) of the Motor 
Carrier Safety Improvement Act of 1999 (49 
U.S.C. 31186 note) is amended by inserting 
“of title 49, United States Code,” after ‘‘sec- 
tions 31186 and 31502”. 

SEC. 5513. AUTOMOBILE TRANSPORTER. 

Section 31111(b)(1) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (E) by striking “or” at 
the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (F) by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(G) imposes a vehicle length limitation of 
less than 80 feet on a stinger-steered auto- 
mobile transporter with a front overhang of 
less than 4 feet and a rear overhang of less 
than 6 feet.’’. 

SEC. 5514. READY MIX CONCRETE DELIVERY VE- 
HICLES. 

Section 31502 of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘“(f) READY MIXED CONCRETE DELIVERY VE- 
HICLES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, regulations issued 
under this section or section 31186 (including 
section 1(e)(1)(ii) of part 395 of title 49, Code 
of Federal Regulations) regarding reporting, 
recordkeeping, or documentation of duty 
status, shall not apply to any driver of a 
ready mixed concrete delivery vehicle if— 

“(A) the driver operates within a 100 air- 
mile radius of the normal work reporting lo- 
cation; 

‘(B) the driver returns to the work report- 
ing location and is released from work with- 
in 14 consecutive hours; 

‘“(C) the driver has at least 10 consecutive 
hours off duty following each 14 hours on 
duty; 

“(D) the driver does not exceed 11 hours 
maximum driving time following 10 consecu- 
tive hours off duty; and 

“(E) the motor carrier that employs the 
driver maintains and retains for a period of 
6 months accurate and true time records 
that show— 

“(i) the time the driver reports for duty 
each day; 

“(ii) the total number of hours the driver 
is on duty each day; 
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“(iii) the time the driver is released from 
duty each day; and 

““(iv) the total time for the preceding driv- 
ing week the driver is used for the first time 
or intermittently. 

‘(2) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘driver of ready mixed concrete delivery ve- 
hicle’ means a driver of a vehicle designed to 
deliver ready mixed concrete on a daily basis 
and is equipped with a mechanism under 
which the vehicle’s propulsion engine pro- 
vides the power to operate a mixer drum to 
agitate and mix the product en route to the 
delivery site.’’. 

TITLE VI—INNOVATION 
SEC. 6001. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Transpor- 
tation for Tomorrow Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 6002. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The following amounts 
are authorized to be appropriated out of the 
Highway Trust Fund (other than the Mass 
Transit Account): 

(1) HIGHWAY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAM.—To carry out section 503(b) of 
title 23, United States Code, $125,000,000 for 
each of fiscal years 2016 through 2021. 

(2) TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION DEPLOY- 
MENT PROGRAM.—To carry out section 503(c) 
of title 23, United States Code— 

(A) $67,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(B) $67,500,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

(C) $67,500,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

(D) $67,500,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

(E) $67,500,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(F) $67,500,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

(8) TRAINING AND EDUCATION.—To carry out 
section 504 of title 23, United States Code 
$24,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 
through 2021. 

(4) INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS 
PROGRAM.—To carry out sections 512 through 
518 of title 23, United States Code $100,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 2016 through 2021. 

(5) UNIVERSITY TRANSPORTATION CENTERS 
PROGRAM.—To carry out section 5505 of title 
49, United States Code— 

(A) $72,500,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

(B) $75,000,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

(C) $75,000,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

(D) $77,500,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

(E) $77,500,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

(F) $77,500,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

(6) BUREAU OF TRANSPORTATION STATIS- 
TIcS.—To carry out chapter 63 of title 49, 
United States Code, $26,000,000 for each of fis- 
cal years 2016 through 2021. 

(b) APPLICABILITY OF TITLE 23, UNITED 
STATES CoDE.—Funds authorized to be appro- 
priated by subsection (a) shall— 

(1) be available for obligation in the same 
manner as if those funds were apportioned 
under chapter 1 of title 23, United States 
Code, except that the Federal share of the 
cost of a project or activity carried out using 
those funds shall be 80 percent, unless other- 
wise expressly provided by this Act (includ- 
ing the amendments by this Act) or other- 
wise determined by the Secretary; and 

(2) remain available until expended and not 
be transferable, except as otherwise provided 
in this Act. 

SEC. 6003. ADVANCED TRANSPORTATION AND 
CONGESTION MANAGEMENT TECH- 
NOLOGIES DEPLOYMENT. 

Section 503(c) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“(4) ADVANCED TRANSPORTATION TECH- 
NOLOGIES DEPLOYMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this para- 
graph, the Secretary shall establish an ad- 
vanced transportation and congestion man- 
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agement technologies deployment initiative 
to provide grants to eligible entities to de- 
velop model deployment sites for large scale 
installation and operation of advanced trans- 
portation technologies to improve safety, ef- 
ficiency, system performance, and infra- 
structure return on investment. 

‘“(B) CRITERIA.—The Secretary shall de- 
velop criteria for selection of an eligible en- 
tity to receive a grant under this paragraph, 
including how the deployment of technology 
will— 

“(i) reduce costs and improve return on in- 
vestments, including through the enhanced 
use of existing transportation capacity; 

“(ii) deliver environmental benefits that 
alleviate congestion and streamline traffic 
flow; 

“(iii) measure and improve the operational 
performance of the applicable transportation 
network; 

“(iv) reduce the number and severity of 
traffic crashes and increase driver, pas- 
senger, and pedestrian safety; 

“(v) collect, disseminate, and use real-time 
traffic, transit, parking, and other transpor- 
tation-related information to improve mobil- 
ity, reduce congestion, and provide for more 
efficient and accessible transportation; 

“(vi) monitor transportation assets to im- 
prove infrastructure management, reduce 
maintenance costs, prioritize investment de- 
cisions, and ensure a state of good repair; 

“(vii) deliver economic benefits by reduc- 
ing delays, improving system performance, 
and providing for the efficient and reliable 
movement of goods and services; or 

“(viii) accelerate the deployment of vehi- 
cle-to-vehicle, vehicle-to-infrastructure, au- 
tonomous vehicles, and other technologies. 

*(C) APPLICATIONS.— 

“(i) REQUEST.—Not later than 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this para- 
graph, and for every fiscal year thereafter, 
the Secretary shall request applications in 
accordance with clause (ii). 

“(ii) CONTENTS.—An application submitted 
under this subparagraph shall include the 
following: 

“(D PLAN.—A plan to deploy and provide 
for the long-term operation and maintenance 
of advanced transportation and congestion 
management technologies to improve safety, 
efficiency, system performance, and return 
on investment. 

“(II) OBJECTIVES.—Quantifiable 
performance improvements, such as— 

“(aa) reducing traffic-related crashes, con- 
gestion, and costs; 

‘(bb) optimizing system efficiency; and 

“(cc) improving access to transportation 
services. 

‘“(III) RESULTS.—Quantifiable safety, mo- 
bility, and environmental benefit projections 
such as data-driven estimates of how the 
project will improve the region’s transpor- 
tation system efficiency and reduce traffic 
congestion. 

“(IV) PARTNERSHIPS.—A plan for 
partnering with the private sector or public 
agencies, including multimodal and multi- 
jurisdictional entities, research institutions, 
organizations representing transportation 
and technology leaders, or other transpor- 
tation stakeholders. 

‘“(V) LEVERAGING.—A plan to leverage and 
optimize existing local and regional ad- 
vanced transportation technology invest- 
ments. 

‘(D) GRANT SELECTION.— 

“(i) GRANT AWARDS.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this para- 
graph, and for every fiscal year thereafter, 
the Secretary shall award grants to not less 
than 5 and not more than 8 eligible entities. 
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‘“(ii) GEOGRAPHIC DIVERSITY.—In awarding 
a grant under this paragraph, the Secretary 
shall ensure, to the extent practicable, that 
grant recipients represent diverse geographic 
areas of the United States. 

“(E) USE OF GRANT FUNDS.—A grant recipi- 
ent may use funds awarded under this para- 
graph to deploy advanced transportation and 
congestion management technologies, in- 
cluding— 

“(i) advanced traveler information sys- 
tems; 

“(ii) advanced transportation management 
technologies; 

“(iii) infrastructure maintenance, 
toring, and condition assessment; 

“(iv) advanced public transportation sys- 
tems; 

‘“(v) transportation system performance 
data collection, analysis, and dissemination 
systems; 

“(vi) advanced safety systems, including 
vehicle-to-vehicle and vehicle-to-infrastruc- 
ture communications, technologies associ- 
ated with autonomous vehicles, and other 
collision avoidance technologies, including 
systems using cellular technology; 

‘“(vii) integration of intelligent transpor- 
tation systems with the Smart Grid and 
other energy distribution and charging sys- 
tems; 

“(viii) electronic pricing and payment sys- 
tems; or 

“(ix) advanced mobility and access tech- 
nologies, such as dynamic ridesharing and 
information systems to support human serv- 
ices for elderly and disabled individuals. 

‘(F) REPORT TO SECRETARY.—Not later 
than 1 year after an eligible entity receives 
a grant under this paragraph, and each year 
thereafter, the entity shall submit a report 
to the Secretary that describes— 

“(i) deployment and operational costs of 
the project compared to the benefits and sav- 
ings the project provides; and 

“(ii) how the project has met the original 
expectations projected in the deployment 
plan submitted with the application, such 
as— 

“(D) data on how the project has helped re- 
duce traffic crashes, congestion, costs, and 
other benefits of the deployed systems; 

“(ID) data on the effect of measuring and 
improving transportation system perform- 
ance through the deployment of advanced 
technologies; 

“(III) the effectiveness of providing real- 
time integrated traffic, transit, and 
multimodal transportation information to 
the public to make informed travel deci- 
sions; and 

“(IV) lessons learned and recommendations 
for future deployment strategies to optimize 
transportation efficiency and multimodal 
system performance. 

“(G) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after 
the date that the first grant is awarded 
under this paragraph, and each year there- 
after, the Secretary shall make available to 
the public on an Internet Web site a report 
that describes the effectiveness of grant re- 
cipients in meeting their projected deploy- 
ment plans, including data provided under 
subparagraph (F) on how the program has— 

“(i) reduced traffic-related fatalities and 
injuries; 

“(ii) reduced traffic congestion and im- 
proved travel time reliability; 

“(iii) reduced transportation-related emis- 
sions; 

“(iv) optimized multimodal system per- 
formance; 

‘“(v) improved access to transportation al- 
ternatives; 
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“(vi) provided the public with access to 
real-time integrated traffic, transit, and 
multimodal transportation information to 
make informed travel decisions; 

“(vii) provided cost savings to transpor- 
tation agencies, businesses, and the trav- 
eling public; or 

‘“(viii) provided other benefits to transpor- 
tation users and the general public. 

“(H) ADDITIONAL GRANTS.—The Secretary 
may cease to provide additional grant funds 
to a recipient of a grant under this para- 
graph if— 

“(i) the Secretary determines from such re- 
cipient’s report that the recipient is not car- 
rying out the requirements of the grant; and 

“Gi) the Secretary provides written notice 
60 days prior to withholding funds to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works of the Senate. 

“(I) FUNDING.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—From funds made avail- 
able to carry out section 503(b), this sub- 
section, and sections 512 through 518, the 
Secretary shall set aside for grants awarded 
under subparagraph (D) $75,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2016 through 2021. 

“(ii) EXPENSES FOR THE SECRETARY.—Of the 
amounts set aside under clause (i), the Sec- 
retary may set aside $2,000,000 each fiscal 
year for program reporting, evaluation, and 
administrative costs related to this para- 
graph. 

“(J) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
the cost of a project for which a grant is 
awarded under this subsection shall not ex- 
ceed 50 percent of the cost of the project. 

“(K) GRANT LIMITATION.—The Secretary 
may not award more than 20 percent of the 
amount described under subparagraph (I) in 
a fiscal year to a single grant recipient. 

‘“(L) EXPENSES FOR GRANT RECIPIENTS.—A 
grant recipient under this paragraph may 
use not more than 5 percent of the funds 
awarded each fiscal year to carry out plan- 
ning and reporting requirements. 

“(M) GRANT FLEXIBILITY.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—If, by August 1 of each 
fiscal year, the Secretary determines that 
there are not enough grant applications that 
meet the requirements described in subpara- 
graph (C) to carry out this section for a fis- 
cal year, the Secretary shall transfer to the 
programs specified in clause (ii)— 

““(T) any of the funds reserved for the fiscal 
year under subparagraph (I) that the Sec- 
retary has not yet awarded under this para- 
graph; and 

“(JT) an amount of obligation limitation 
equal to the amount of funds that the Sec- 
retary transfers under subclause (I). 

“(i) PROGRAMS.—The programs referred to 
in clause (i) are— 

“(I) the program under section 503(b); 

‘“(II) the program under section 503(c); and 

“(III) the programs under sections 512 
through 518. 

‘“(iii) DISTRIBUTION.—Any transfer of funds 
and obligation limitation under clause (i) 
shall be divided among the programs referred 
to in that clause in the same proportions as 
the Secretary originally reserved funding 
from the programs for the fiscal year under 
subparagraph (I). 

“(N) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph, the 
following definitions apply: 

“(i) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The term ‘eligible 
entity’ means a State or local government, a 
transit agency, metropolitan planning orga- 
nization representing a population of over 
200,000, or other political subdivision of a 
State or local government or a multijuris- 
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dictional group or a consortia of research in- 
stitutions or academic institutions. 

“(ii) ADVANCED AND CONGESTION MANAGE- 
MENT TRANSPORTATION TECHNOLOGIES.—The 
term ‘advanced transportation and conges- 
tion management technologies’ means tech- 
nologies that improve the efficiency, safety, 
or state of good repair of surface transpor- 
tation systems, including intelligent trans- 
portation systems. 

“(iii) MULTIJURISDICTIONAL GROUP.—The 
term ‘multijurisdictional group’ means a any 
combination of State governments, locals 
governments, metropolitan planning agen- 
cies, transit agencies, or other political sub- 
divisions of a State for which each member 
of the group— 

“(I) has signed a written agreement to im- 
plement the advanced transportation tech- 
nologies deployment initiative across juris- 
dictional boundaries; and 

“(IT) is an eligible entity under this para- 
graph.’’. 

SEC. 6004. TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION DE- 
PLOYMENT PROGRAM. 

Section 503(c)(8) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘2013 
through 2014” and inserting ‘2016 through 
2021”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(D) PUBLICATION.—The Secretary shall 
make available to the public on an Internet 
Web site on an annual basis a report on the 
cost and benefits from deployment of new 
technology and innovations that substan- 
tially and directly resulted from the pro- 
gram established under this paragraph. The 
report may include an analysis of— 

“(i) Federal, State, and local cost savings; 

““(ii) project delivery time improvements; 

“(iii) reduced fatalities; and 

‘“(iv) congestion impacts.’’. 

SEC. 6005. INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYS- 
TEM GOALS. 

Section 514(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (4) by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (5) by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(6) enhancement of the national freight 
system and support to national freight pol- 
icy goals by conducting heavy duty vehicle 
demonstration activities and accelerating 
adoption of intelligent transportation sys- 
tem applications in freight operations.”’. 

SEC. 6006. INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYS- 
TEM PROGRAM REPORT. 

Section 515(h)(4) of title 28, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘February 1 of each year 
after the date of enactment of the Transpor- 
tation Research and Innovative Technology 
Act of 2012” and inserting ‘May 1 of each 
year’’; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘submit to Congress” and 
inserting ‘‘make available to the public on a 
Department of Transportation Web site’’. 
SEC. 6007. INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYS- 

TEM NATIONAL ARCHITECTURE AND 
STANDARDS. 

Section 517(a)(3) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘memberships 
are comprised of, and represent,’’ and insert- 


ing ‘“‘memberships include representatives 
of”. 
SEC. 6008. COMMUNICATION SYSTEMS DEPLOY- 


MENT REPORT. 

Section 518(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘Not later than 
3’? and all that follows through ‘‘House of 
Representatives’? and inserting ‘‘Not later 
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than July 6, 2016, the Secretary shall make 
available to the public on a Department of 
Transportation Web site a report’’. 

SEC. 6009. INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 5 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“$519. Infrastructure development 

“Funds made available to carry out this 
chapter for operational tests— 

“(1) shall be used primarily for the devel- 
opment of intelligent transportation system 
infrastructure, equipment, and systems; and 

“(2) to the maximum extent practicable, 
shall not be used for the construction of 
physical surface transportation infrastruc- 
ture unless the construction is incidental 
and critically necessary to the implementa- 
tion of an intelligent transportation system 
project.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.— 

(1) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis for 
chapter 5 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new item: 

‘519. Infrastructure development.’’. 


(2) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—The item re- 
lating to section 512 in the analysis for chap- 
ter 5 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘512. National ITS program plan.’’. 
SEC. 6010. DEPARTMENTAL RESEARCH PRO- 
GRAMS. 

(a) ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR RESEARCH 
AND TECHNOLOGY.—Section 102(e) of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘5’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘6’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (1)(A) by inserting ‘‘an As- 
sistant Secretary for Research and Tech- 
nology,” after ‘‘Governmental Affairs,’’. 

(b) RESEARCH ACTIVITIES.—Section 330 of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in the section heading by striking ‘‘con- 
tracts” and inserting ‘‘activities’’; 

(2) in subsection (a) by striking ‘‘The Sec- 
retary of’? and inserting ‘‘IN GENERAL.—The 
Secretary of”; 

(3) in subsection (b) by striking ‘‘In car- 
rying’’ and inserting ‘‘RESPONSIBILITIES.—In 
carrying”; 

(4) in subsection (c) by striking ‘‘The Sec- 
retary” and inserting ‘‘PUBLICATIONS.—The 
Secretary”; and 

(5) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(d) DUTIES.—The Secretary shall provide 
for the following: 

“(1) Coordination, facilitation, and review 
of Department of Transportation research 
and development programs and activities. 

“(2) Advancement, and research and devel- 
opment, of innovative technologies, includ- 
ing intelligent transportation systems. 

(3) Comprehensive transportation statis- 
tics research, analysis, and reporting. 

“(4) Education and training in transpor- 
tation and transportation-related fields. 

“(5) Activities of the Volpe National 
Transportation Systems Center. 

“6) Coordination in support of multimodal 
and multidisciplinary research activities. 

“(e) ADDITIONAL AUTHORITIES.—The Sec- 
retary may— 

“(1) enter into grants and cooperative 
agreements with Federal agencies, State and 
local government agencies, other public enti- 
ties, private organizations, and other persons 
to conduct research into transportation serv- 
ice and infrastructure assurance and to carry 
out other research activities of the Depart- 
ment of Transportation; 

“(2) carry out, on a cost-shared basis, col- 
laborative research and development to en- 
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courage innovative solutions to multimodal 
transportation problems and stimulate the 
deployment of new technology with— 

“(A) non-Federal entities, including State 
and local governments, foreign governments, 
institutions of higher education, corpora- 
tions, institutions, partnerships, sole propri- 
etorships, and trade associations that are in- 
corporated or established under the laws of 
any State; 

‘“(B) Federal laboratories; and 

‘“(C) other Federal agencies; and 

‘“(3) directly initiate contracts, grants, co- 
operative research and development agree- 
ments (as defined in section 12 of the Steven- 
son-Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 
1980 (15 U.S.C. 3710a)), and other agreements 
to fund, and accept funds from, the Trans- 
portation Research Board of the National 
Academies, State departments of transpor- 
tation, cities, counties, institutions of high- 
er education, associations, and the agents of 
those entities to carry out joint transpor- 
tation research and technology efforts. 

““(f) FEDERAL SHARE.— 

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
the Federal share of the cost of an activity 
carried out under subsection (e)(8) shall not 
exceed 50 percent. 

‘““(2) EXCEPTION.—If the Secretary deter- 
mines that the activity is of substantial pub- 
lic interest or benefit, the Secretary may ap- 
prove a greater Federal share. 

‘(3) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—All costs di- 
rectly incurred by the non-Federal partners, 
including personnel, travel, facility, and 
hardware development costs, shall be cred- 
ited toward the non-Federal share of the cost 
of an activity described in subsection (e)(3). 

‘“(g) PROGRAM EVALUATION AND OVER- 
SIGHT.—For each of fiscal years 2016 through 
2021, the Secretary is authorized to expend 
not more than 1 and a half percent of the 
amounts authorized to be appropriated for 
the coordination, evaluation, and oversight 
of the programs administered by the Office 
of the Assistant Secretary for Research and 
Technology. 

“(h) USE OF TECHNOLOGY.—The research, 
development, or use of a technology under a 
contract, grant, cooperative research and de- 
velopment agreement, or other agreement 
entered into under this section, including 
the terms under which the technology may 
be licensed and the resulting royalties may 
be distributed, shall be subject to the Ste- 
venson-Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 
1980 (15 U.S.C. 3701 et seq.). 

“) WAIVER OF ADVERTISING REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—Section 6101 of title 41 shall not 
apply to a contract, grant, or other agree- 
ment entered into under this section.’’. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The item relat- 
ing to section 330 in the analysis of chapter 
3 of title 49, United States Code, is amended 
to read as follows: 


‘330. Research activities.’’. 


(d) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.— 

(1) TITLE 5 AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) POSITIONS AT LEVEL I1.—Section 5313 of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended by 
striking ‘“‘The Under Secretary of Transpor- 
tation for Security.’’. 

(B) POSITIONS AT LEVEL Iv.—Section 5315 of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended in the 
undesignated item relating to Assistant Sec- 
retaries of Transportation by striking “(4)” 
and inserting ‘‘(5)’’. 

(C) POSITIONS AT LEVEL v.—Section 5316 of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended by 
striking ‘“‘Associate Deputy Secretary, De- 
partment of Transportation.’’. 
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(2) BUREAU OF TRANSPORTATION STATIS- 
TIcS.—Section 6302(a) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—There shall be within 
the Department of Transportation the Bu- 
reau of Transportation Statistics.’’. 

SEC. 6011. RESEARCH AND INNOVATIVE TECH- 
NOLOGY ADMINISTRATION. 

(a) REPEAL.—Section 112 of title 49, United 
States Code, is repealed. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 1 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by striking the item relating to 
section 112. 

SEC. 6012. OFFICE OF INTERMODALISM. 


(a) REPEAL.—Section 5503 of title 49, 
United States Code, is repealed. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 55 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by striking the item relating to 
section 5503. 

SEC. 6013. UNIVERSITY TRANSPORTATION CEN- 
TERS. 

Section 5505 of title 49, United States Code, 

is amended to read as follows: 


“55505. University transportation centers 
program 

‘“(a) UNIVERSITY TRANSPORTATION CENTERS 
PROGRAM.— 

‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT AND OPERATION.—The 
Secretary shall make grants under this sec- 
tion to eligible nonprofit institutions of 
higher education to establish and operate 
university transportation centers. 

“(2) ROLE OF CENTERS.—The role of each 
university transportation center referred to 
in paragraph (1) shall be— 

‘(A) to advance transportation expertise 
and technology in the varied disciplines that 
comprise the field of transportation through 
education, research, and technology transfer 
activities; 

‘(B) to provide for a critical transpor- 
tation knowledge base outside of the Depart- 
ment of Transportation; and 

“(C) to address critical workforce needs 
and educate the next generation of transpor- 
tation leaders. 

‘(b) COMPETITIVE SELECTION PROCESS.— 

“(1) APPLICATIONS.—To receive a grant 
under this section, a consortium of nonprofit 
institutions of higher education shall submit 
to the Secretary an application that is in 
such form and contains such information as 
the Secretary may require. 

“(2) LIMITATION.—A lead institution of a 
consortium of nonprofit institutions of high- 
er education, as applicable, may only submit 
1 grant application per fiscal year for each of 
the transportation centers described under 
paragraphs (2), (8), and (4) of subsection (c). 

‘(3) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall 
solicit grant applications for national trans- 
portation centers, regional transportation 
centers, and Tier 1 university transportation 
centers with identical advertisement sched- 
ules and deadlines. 

‘*(4) GENERAL SELECTION CRITERIA.— 

‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided by this section, the Secretary shall 
award grants under this section in nonexclu- 
sive candidate topic areas established by the 
Secretary that address the research prior- 
ities identified in section 503 of title 23. 

‘(B) CRITERIA.—The Secretary, in con- 
sultation with the Assistant Secretary for 
Research and Technology and the Adminis- 
trator of the Federal Highway Administra- 
tion, shall select each recipient of a grant 
under this section through a competitive 
process based on the assessment of the Sec- 
retary relating to— 
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“(i) the demonstrated ability of the recipi- 
ent to address each specific topic area de- 
scribed in the research and strategic plans of 
the recipient; 

“(ii) the demonstrated research, tech- 
nology transfer, and education resources 
available to the recipient to carry out this 
section; 

“(iii) the ability of the recipient to provide 
leadership in solving immediate and long- 
range national and regional transportation 
problems; 

“(iv) the ability of the recipient to carry 
out research, education, and technology 
transfer activities that are multimodal and 
multidisciplinary in scope; 

“(v) the demonstrated commitment of the 
recipient to carry out transportation work- 
force development programs through— 

(D) degree-granting programs or programs 
that provide other industry-recognized cre- 
dentials; and 

“(ID) outreach activities to attract new en- 
trants into the transportation field, includ- 
ing women and underrepresented popu- 
lations; 

“(vi) the demonstrated ability of the re- 
cipient to disseminate results and spur the 
implementation of transportation research 
and education programs through national or 
statewide continuing education programs; 

“(vii) the demonstrated commitment of 
the recipient to the use of peer review prin- 
ciples and other research best practices in 
the selection, management, and dissemina- 
tion of research projects; 

‘“(viii) the strategic plan submitted by the 
recipient describing the proposed research to 
be carried out by the recipient and the per- 
formance metrics to be used in assessing the 
performance of the recipient in meeting the 
stated research, technology transfer, edu- 
cation, and outreach goals; and 

“(ix) the ability of the recipient to imple- 
ment the proposed program in a cost-effi- 
cient manner, such as through cost sharing 
and overall reduced overhead, facilities, and 
administrative costs. 

‘**(5) TRANSPARENCY .— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide to each applicant, upon request, any 
materials, including copies of reviews (with 
any information that would identify a re- 
viewer redacted), used in the evaluation 
process of the proposal of the applicant. 

“(B) REPORTS.—The Secretary shall submit 
to the Committees on Transportation and In- 
frastructure and Science, Space, and Tech- 
nology of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works of the Senate a report describing the 
overall review process under paragraph (3) 
that includes— 

“(i) specific criteria of evaluation used in 
the review; 

“(ii) descriptions of the review process; and 

‘“(iii) explanations of the selected awards. 

‘(6) OUTSIDE STAKEHOLDERS.—The Sec- 
retary shall, to the maximum extent prac- 
ticable, consult external stakeholders such 
as the Transportation Research Board of the 
National Research Council of the National 
Academies to evaluate and competitively re- 
view all proposals. 

““(c) GRANTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Secretary, Assistant Secretary for Re- 
search and Technology, and the Adminis- 
trator of the Federal Highway Administra- 
tion shall select grant recipients under sub- 
section (b) and make grant amounts avail- 
able to the selected recipients. 

‘(2) NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION CENTERS.— 
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‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), the Secretary shall provide grants to 5 
consortia that the Secretary determines best 
meet the criteria described in subsection 
(b)(4). 

“(B) RESTRICTIONS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—For each fiscal year, a 
grant made available under this paragraph 
shall be not greater than $4,000,000 and not 
less than $2,000,000 per recipient. 

““(ji) FOCUSED RESEARCH.—A consortium re- 
ceiving a grant under this paragraph shall 
focus research on 1 of the transportation 
issue areas specified in section 508(a)(2) of 
title 23. 

“(C) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.— 

‘“(i) IN GENERAL.—As a condition of receiv- 
ing a grant under this paragraph, a grant re- 
cipient shall match 100 percent of the 
amounts made available under the grant. 

‘“(ii) SoURCES.—The matching amounts re- 
ferred to in clause (i) may include amounts 
made available to the recipient under— 

““(I) section 504(b) of title 23; or 

“(IT) section 505 of title 23. 

“(3) REGIONAL UNIVERSITY TRANSPORTATION 
CENTERS.— 

“(A) LOCATION OF REGIONAL CENTERS.—One 
regional university transportation center 
shall be located in each of the 10 Federal re- 
gions that comprise the Standard Federal 
Regions established by the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget in the document entitled 
‘Standard Federal Regions’ and dated April 
1974 (circular A-105). 

(B) SELECTION CRITERIA.—In conducting a 
competition under subsection (b), the Sec- 
retary shall provide grants to 10 consortia on 
the basis of— 

“(i) the criteria described in subsection 
(b)(4); 

‘“(ii) the location of the lead center within 
the Federal region to be served; and 

‘“(iii) whether the consortium of institu- 
tions demonstrates that the consortium has 
a well-established, nationally recognized 
program in transportation research and edu- 
cation, as evidenced by— 

“(I) recent expenditures by the institution 
in highway or public transportation re- 
search; 

‘“(ID) a historical track record of awarding 
graduate degrees in professional fields close- 
ly related to highways and public transpor- 
tation; and 

““(IIT) an experienced faculty who specialize 
in professional fields closely related to high- 
ways and public transportation. 

““(C) RESTRICTIONS.—For each fiscal year, a 
grant made available under this paragraph 
shall be not greater than $3,000,000 and not 
less than $1,500,000 per recipient. 

“(D) MATCHING REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—As a condition of receiv- 
ing a grant under this paragraph, a grant re- 
cipient shall match 100 percent of the 
amounts made available under the grant. 

‘“(ii) SoURCES.—The matching amounts re- 
ferred to in clause (i) may include amounts 
made available to the recipient under— 

““(I) section 504(b) of title 23; or 

“(IT) section 505 of title 23. 

‘“(E) FOCUSED RESEARCH.—The Secretary 
shall make a grant to 1 of the 10 regional 
university transportation centers estab- 
lished under this paragraph for the purpose 
of furthering the objectives described in sub- 
section (a)(2) in the field of comprehensive 
transportation safety. 

“(4) TIER 1 UNIVERSITY TRANSPORTATION 
CENTERS.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide grants of not greater than $2,000,000 and 
not less than $1,000,000 to not more than 20 
recipients to carry out this paragraph. 
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‘(B) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—As a condition of receiv- 
ing a grant under this paragraph, a grant re- 
cipient shall match 50 percent of the 
amounts made available under the grant. 

“(ii) SOURCES.—The matching amounts re- 
ferred to in clause (i) may include amounts 
made available to the recipient under— 

““(T) section 504(b) of title 23; or 

“(IT) section 505 of title 23. 

“(C) FOCUSED RESEARCH.—In awarding 
grants under this section, consideration 
shall be given to minority institutions, as 
defined by section 365 of the Higher Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1067k), or con- 
sortia that include such institutions that 
have demonstrated an ability in transpor- 
tation-related research. 

“(d) PROGRAM COORDINATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall— 

“(A) coordinate the research, education, 
and technology transfer activities carried 
out by grant recipients under this section; 
and 

“(B) disseminate the results of that re- 
search through the establishment and oper- 
ation of a publicly accessible online informa- 
tion clearinghouse. 

‘(2) ANNUAL REVIEW AND EVALUATION.—Not 
less frequently than annually, and consistent 
with the plan developed under section 508 of 
title 23, the Secretary shall— 

“(A) review and evaluate the programs car- 
ried out under this section by grant recipi- 
ents; and 

“(B) submit to the Committees on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure and Science, 
Space, and Technology of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Environ- 
ment and Public Works of the Senate a re- 
port describing that review and evaluation. 

“(8) PROGRAM EVALUATION AND OVER- 
SIGHT.—For each of fiscal years 2016 through 
2021, the Secretary shall expend not more 
than 1 and a half percent of the amounts 
made available to the Secretary to carry out 
this section for any coordination, evalua- 
tion, and oversight activities of the Sec- 
retary under this section. 

“(e) LIMITATION ON AVAILABILITY OF 
AMOUNTS.—Amounts made available to the 
Secretary to carry out this section shall re- 
main available for obligation by the Sec- 
retary for a period of 3 years after the last 
day of the fiscal year for which the amounts 
are authorized. 

‘(f) INFORMATION COLLECTION.—Any sur- 
vey, questionnaire, or interview that the 
Secretary determines to be necessary to 
carry out reporting requirements relating to 
any program assessment or evaluation activ- 
ity under this section, including customer 
satisfaction assessments, shall not be subject 
to chapter 35 of title 44.”. 

SEC. 6014. BUREAU OF TRANSPORTATION STATIS- 
TICS. 

(a) BUREAU OF TRANSPORTATION STATIS- 
TICS.—Section 6302(b)(3)(B) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in clause (vi)(III) by striking ‘‘section 
6310” and inserting ‘‘section 6309; 

(2) by redesignating clauses (vii), (viii), 
(ix), and (x) as clauses (x), (xi), (xii), and 
(xiii), respectively; and 

(3) by inserting after clause (vi) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘““(vii) develop and improve transportation 
economic accounts to meet demand for 
methods for estimating the economic value 
of transportation infrastructure, investment, 
and services; 

“(viii) not be required to obtain the ap- 
proval of any other officer or employee of 
the Department in connection with the col- 
lection or analysis of any information; 
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“(ix) not be required, prior to publication, 
to obtain the approval of any other officer or 
employee of the Federal Government with 
respect to the substance of any statistical 
technical reports or press releases that the 
Director has prepared in accordance with the 
law;”. 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 6311(5) 
of title 49, United States Code, is amended by 
striking ‘‘section 6310” and inserting ‘‘sec- 
tion 6309”. 

SEC. 6015. SURFACE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 
FUNDING ALTERNATIVES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish a program to provide grants to 
States to demonstrate user-based alternative 
revenue mechanisms that utilize a user fee 
structure to maintain the long-term sol- 
vency of the Highway Trust Fund. 

(b) APPLICATION.—To be eligible for a grant 
under this section, a State or group of States 
shall submit to the Secretary an application 
in such form and containing such informa- 
tion as the Secretary may require. 

(c) OBJECTIVES.—The Secretary shall en- 
sure that the activities carried out using 
funds provided under this section meet the 
following objectives: 

(1) To test the design, acceptance, and im- 
plementation of 2 or more future user-based 
alternative revenue mechanisms. 

(2) To improve the functionality of such 
user-based alternative revenue mechanisms. 

(3) To conduct outreach to increase public 
awareness regarding the need for alternative 
funding sources for surface transportation 
programs and to provide information on pos- 
sible approaches. 

(4) To provide recommendations regarding 
adoption and implementation of user-based 
alternative revenue mechanisms. 

(5) To minimize the administrative cost of 
any potential user-based alternative revenue 
mechanisms. 

(d) USE OF FUNDS.—A State or group of 
States receiving funds under this section to 
test the design, acceptance, and implementa- 
tion of a user-based alternative revenue 
mechanism— 

(1) shall address— 

(A) the implementation, interoperability, 
public acceptance, and other potential hur- 
dles to the adoption of the user-based alter- 
native revenue mechanism; 

(B) the protection of personal privacy; 

(C) the use of independent and private 
third-party vendors to collect fees and oper- 
ate the user-based alternative revenue mech- 
anism; 

(D) market-based congestion mitigation, if 
appropriate; 

(E) equity concerns, including the impacts 
of the user-based alternative revenue mecha- 
nism on differing income groups, various ge- 
ographic areas, and the relative burdens on 
rural and urban drivers; 

(F) ease of compliance for different users of 
the transportation system; and 

(G) the reliability and security of tech- 
nology used to implement the user-based al- 
ternative revenue mechanism; and 

(2) may address— 

(A) the flexibility and choices of user-based 
alternative revenue mechanisms, including 
the ability of users to select from various 
technology and payment options; 

(B) the cost of administering the user- 
based alternative revenue mechanism; and 

(C) the ability of the administering entity 
to audit and enforce user compliance. 

(e) CONSIDERATION.—The Secretary shall 
consider geographic diversity in awarding 
grants under this section. 

(f) LIMITATIONS ON REVENUE COLLECTED.— 
Any revenue collected through a user-based 
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alternative revenue mechanism established 
using funds provided under this section shall 
not be considered a toll under section 301 of 
title 28, United States Code. 

(g) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
the cost of an activity carried out under this 
section may not exceed 50 percent of the 
total cost of the activity. 

(h) REPORT TO SECRETARY.—Not later than 
1 year after the date on which the first eligi- 
ble entity receives a grant under this sec- 
tion, and each year thereafter, each recipient 
of a grant under this section shall submit to 
the Secretary a report that describes— 

(1) how the demonstration activities car- 
ried out with grant funds meet the objectives 
described in subsection (c); and 

(2) lessons learned for future deployment of 
alternative revenue mechanisms that utilize 
a user fee structure. 

(i) BIENNIAL REPORTS.—Not later than 2 
years after the date of enactment of this 
Act, and every 2 years thereafter until the 
completion of the demonstration activities 
under this section, the Secretary shall make 
available to the public on an Internet Web 
site a report describing the progress of the 
demonstration activities. 

(j) FUNDING.—Of the funds authorized to 
carry out section 503(b) of title 23, United 
States Code— 

(1) $15,000,000 shall be used to carry out this 
section for fiscal year 2016; and 

(2) $20,000,000 shall be used to carry out this 
section for each of fiscal years 2017 through 
2021. 

(K) GRANT FLEXIBILITY.—If, by August 1 of 
each fiscal year, the Secretary determines 
that there are not enough grant applications 
that meet the requirements of this section 
for a fiscal year, Secretary shall transfer to 
the program under section 503(b) of title 23, 
United States Code— 

(1) any of the funds reserved for the fiscal 
year under subsection (j) that the Secretary 
has not yet awarded under this section; and 

(2) an amount of obligation limitation 
equal to the amount of funds that the Sec- 
retary transfers under paragraph (1). 

SEC. 6016. FUTURE INTERSTATE STUDY. 

(a) FUTURE INTERSTATE SYSTEM STUDY.— 
Not later than 180 days after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the Secretary shall 
enter into an agreement with the Transpor- 
tation Research Board of the National Acad- 
emies to conduct a study on the actions 
needed to upgrade and restore the Dwight D. 
Eisenhower National System of Interstate 
and Defense Highways to its role as a pre- 
mier system that meets the growing and 
shifting demands of the 21st century. 

(b) METHODOLOGIES.—In conducting the 
study, the Transportation Research Board 
shall build on the methodologies examined 
and recommended in the report prepared for 
the American Association of State Highway 
and Transportation Officials titled ‘‘Na- 
tional Cooperative Highway Research Pro- 
gram Project 20-24(79): Specifications for a 
National Study of the Future 3R, 4R, and Ca- 
pacity Needs of the Interstate System’’, 
dated December 2013. 

(c) CONTENTS OF STUDY.—The study— 

(1) shall include specific recommendations 
regarding the features, standards, capacity 
needs, application of technologies, and inter- 
governmental roles to upgrade the Interstate 
System, including any revisions to law (in- 
cluding regulations) that the Transportation 
Research Board determines appropriate; and 

(2) is encouraged to build on the institu- 
tional knowledge in the highway industry in 
applying the techniques involved in imple- 
menting the study. 
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(d) CONSIDERATIONS.—In carrying out the 
study, the Transportation Research Board 
shall determine the need for reconstruction 
and improvement of the Interstate System 
by considering— 

(1) future demands on transportation infra- 
structure determined for national planning 
purposes, including commercial and private 
traffic flows to serve future economic activ- 
ity and growth; 

(2) the expected condition of the current 
Interstate System over the period of 50 years 
beginning on the date of enactment of this 
Act, including long-term deterioration and 
reconstruction needs; 

(3) features that would take advantage of 
technological capabilities to address modern 
standards of construction, maintenance, and 
operations, for purposes of safety, and sys- 
tem management, taking into further con- 
sideration system performance and cost; and 

(4) the resources necessary to maintain and 
improve the Interstate System. 

(e) CONSULTATION.—In carrying out the 
study, the Transportation Research Board— 

(1) shall convene and consult with a panel 
of national experts, including operators and 
users of the Interstate System and private 
sector stakeholders; and 

(2) is encouraged to consult with— 

(A) the Federal Highway Administration; 

(B) States; 

(C) planning agencies at the metropolitan, 
State, and regional levels; 

(D) the motor carrier industry; 

(E) freight shippers; 

(F) highway safety groups; and 

(G) other appropriate entities. 

(f) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Trans- 
portation Research Board shall make avail- 
able to the public on an Internet Web site 
the results of the study conducted under this 
section. 

(g) FUNDING.—From funds made available 
to carry out section 503(b) of title 23, United 
States Code, the Secretary may use to carry 
out this section up to $5,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2016. 

SEC. 6017. HIGHWAY EFFICIENCY. 

(a) STUDY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 
of Transportation for Research and Tech- 
nology may examine the impact of pavement 
durability and sustainability on vehicle fuel 
consumption, vehicle wear and tear, road 
conditions, and road repairs. 

(2) METHODOLOGY.—In carrying out the 
study, the Assistant Secretary shall— 

(A) conduct a thorough review of relevant 
peer-reviewed research published during at 
least the past 5 years; 

(B) analyze impacts of different types of 
pavement on all motor vehicle types, includ- 
ing commercial vehicles; 

(C) specifically examine the impact of 
pavement deformation and deflection; and 

(D) analyze impacts of different types of 
pavement on road conditions and road re- 
pairs. 

(3) CONSULTATION.—In carrying out the 
study, the Assistant Secretary shall consult 
with— 

(A) experts from the different modal ad- 
ministrations of the Department and from 
other Federal agencies, including the Na- 
tional Institute of Standards and Tech- 
nology; 

(B) State departments of transportation; 

(C) local government engineers and public 
works professionals; 

(D) industry stakeholders; and 

(E) appropriate academic experts active in 
the field. 
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(b) REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Assist- 
ant Secretary shall publish on a public Web 
site the results of the study. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The report shall include— 

(A) a summary of the different types of 
pavements analyzed in the study and the im- 
pacts of pavement durability and sustain- 
ability on vehicle fuel consumption, vehicle 
wear and tear, road conditions, and road re- 
pairs; and 

(B) recommendations for State and local 
governments on best practice methods for 
improving pavement durability and sustain- 
ability to maximize vehicle fuel economy, 
ride quality, and road conditions and to min- 
imize the need for road and vehicle repairs. 
SEC. 6018. MOTORCYCLE SAFETY. 

(a) STupy.—The Assistant Secretary for 
Research and Technology of the Department 
of Transportation may enter into an agree- 
ment, within 45 days after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, with the National Academy 
of Sciences to conduct a study on the most 
effective means of preventing motorcycle 
crashes. 

(b) PUBLICATION.—The Assistant Secretary 
may make available the findings on a public 
Web site within 30 days after receiving the 
results of the study from the National Acad- 
emy of Sciences. 

SEC. 6019. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS RESEARCH 
AND DEVELOPMENT. 

Section 5118 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (B) by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(C) coordinate, as appropriate, with other 
Federal agencies.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘*(¢) COOPERATIVE RESEARCH.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—As part of the program 
established in subsection (a), the Secretary 
may carry out cooperative research on haz- 
ardous materials transport. 

“(2) NATIONAL ACADEMIES.—The Secretary 
may enter into an agreement with the Na- 
tional Academies to support such research. 

‘(3) RESEARCH.—Research conducted under 
this subsection may include activities re- 
lated to— 

“(A) emergency planning and response, in- 
cluding information and programs that can 
be readily assessed and implemented in local 
jurisdictions; 

‘“(B) risk analysis and perception and data 
assessment; 

“(C) commodity flow data, including vol- 
untary collaboration between shippers and 
first responders for secure data exchange of 
critical information; 

“(D) integration of safety and security; 

“(E) cargo packaging and handling; 

‘“(F) hazmat release consequences; and 

‘“(G) materials and equipment testing.’’. 
SEC. 6020. WEB-BASED TRAINING FOR EMER- 


GENCY RESPONDERS. 
Section 5115(a) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘, including 


online curriculum as appropriate,” after “a 

current curriculum of courses”. 

SEC. 6021. TRANSPORTATION TECHNOLOGY POL- 
ICY WORKING GROUP. 

To improve the scientific pursuit and re- 
search procedures concerning transpor- 
tation, the Assistant Secretary for Research 
and Technology may convene an interagency 
working group to— 
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(1) develop within 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this Act a national transpor- 
tation research framework; 

(2) identify opportunities for coordination 
between the Department and universities 
and the private sector, and prioritize these 
opportunities; 

(3) identify and develop a plan to imple- 
ment best practices for moving transpor- 
tation research results out of the laboratory 
and into application; and 

(4) identify and develop a plan to address 
related workforce development needs. 

SEC. 6022. COLLABORATION AND SUPPORT. 

The Secretary may solicit the support of, 
and identify opportunities to collaborate 
with, other Federal research agencies and 
national laboratories to assist in the effec- 
tive and efficient pursuit and resolution of 
research challenges identified by the Sec- 
retary. 

SEC. 6023. PRIZE COMPETITIONS. 

Section 502(b)(7) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (D)— 

(A) by inserting “(such as 
www.challenge.gov)’’ after ‘‘public website”; 

(B) by redesignating clauses (iii) and (iv) as 
clauses (iv) and (v), respectively; 

(C) by inserting after clause (ii) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(ii) the process for participants to reg- 
ister for the competition;’’; and 

(D) in clause (iv) (as redesignated by sub- 
paragraph (B)) by striking ‘‘prize’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘cash prize purse”’; 

(2) in subparagraph (E) by striking ‘‘prize’’ 
both places it appears and inserting ‘‘cash 
prize purse”’; 

(3) by redesignating subparagraphs (F) 
through (K) as subparagraphs (G) through 
(L), respectively; 

(4) by inserting after subparagraph (E) the 
following: 

“(F) USE OF FEDERAL FACILITIES; CONSULTA- 
TION WITH FEDERAL EMPLOYEES.—An indi- 
vidual or entity is not ineligible to receive a 
cash prize purse under this paragraph as a re- 
sult of the individual or entity using a Fed- 
eral facility or consulting with a Federal 
employee related to the individual or enti- 
ty’s participation in a prize competition 
under this paragraph unless the same facil- 
ity or employee is made available to all indi- 
viduals and entities participating in the 
prize competition on an equitable basis.”’; 

(5) in subparagraph (G) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (3) of this section)— 

(A) in clause (i)(I) by striking ‘‘competi- 
tion” and inserting ‘‘prize competition under 
this paragraph’’; 

(B) in clause (ii)(1)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘participation in a competi- 
tion” and inserting ‘“‘participation in a prize 
competition under this paragraph”; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘competition activities” 
and inserting ‘‘prize competition activities”; 
and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(iii) INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY.— 

‘“(I) PROHIBITION ON REQUIRING WAIVER.— 
The Secretary may not require a participant 
to waive claims against the Department aris- 
ing out of the unauthorized use or disclosure 
by the Department of the intellectual prop- 
erty, trade secrets, or confidential business 
information of the participant. 

‘“(II) PROHIBITION ON GOVERNMENT ACQUISI- 
TION OF INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS.— 
The Federal Government may not gain an in- 
terest in intellectual property developed by 
a participant for a prize competition under 
this paragraph without the written consent 
of the participant. 
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“(JIT) LICENSES.—The Federal Government 
may negotiate a license for the use of intel- 
lectual property developed by a participant 
for a prize competition under this para- 
graph.”’; 

(6) in subparagraph (H)(i) (as redesignated 
by paragraph (3) of this section) by striking 
“subparagraph (H)’’ and inserting ‘‘subpara- 
graph (1)”’; 

(7) in subparagraph (I) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (3) of this section) by striking ‘‘an 
agreement with a private, nonprofit entity” 
and inserting ‘‘a grant, contract, cooperative 
agreement, or other agreement with a pri- 
vate sector for-profit or nonprofit entity”; 

(8) in subparagraph (J) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (3) of this section)— 

(A) in clause (i)— 

(i) in subclause (I) by striking ‘‘the private 
sector” and inserting ‘“‘private sector for- 
profit and nonprofit entities, to be available 
to the extent provided by appropriations 
Acts”; 

(ii) in subclause (II) by striking “and met- 
ropolitan planning organizations’? and in- 
serting ‘‘metropolitan planning organiza- 
tions, and private sector for-profit and non- 
profit entities”; and 

(iii) in subclause (III) by inserting ‘‘for- 
profit or nonprofit” after ‘‘private sector”; 

(B) in clause (ii) by striking ‘‘prize awards” 
and inserting ‘‘cash prize purses”; 

(C) in clause (iv)— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘competition’’ 
prize”; and 

(ii) by striking “the prize” and inserting 
“the cash prize purse”; 

(D) in clause (v)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘amount of a prize” and in- 
serting ‘amount of a cash prize purse”; 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘competition” after ‘‘an- 
nouncement of the prize”; and 

(iii) in subclause (I) by inserting ‘‘competi- 
tion” after ‘“‘prize’’; 

(E) in clause (vi) by striking ‘‘offer a prize” 
and inserting ‘‘offer a cash prize purse”; and 

(F) in clause (vii) by striking ‘‘cash prizes” 
and inserting ‘‘cash prize purses”; 

(9) in subparagraph (K) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (3) of this section) by striking ‘‘or 
providing a prize” and inserting ‘‘a prize 
competition or providing a cash prize purse’’; 
and 

(10) in subparagraph (L)(ii) (as redesig- 
nated by paragraph (3) of this section)— 

(A) in subclause (I) by striking ‘‘The Sec- 
retary” and inserting ‘‘Not later than March 
1 of each year, the Secretary’’; and 

(B) in subclause (II)— 

(i) in item (cc) by striking ‘‘cash prizes” 
both places it appears and inserting ‘‘cash 
prize purses”; and 

(ii) in item (ee) by striking “agency” and 
inserting ‘‘Department’’. 

SEC. 6024. GAO REPORT. 

Not later than 2 years after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the Comptroller General 
of the United States shall make available to 
the public a report that— 

(1) assesses the status of autonomous 
transportation technology policy developed 
by public entities in the United States; 

(2) assesses the organizational readiness of 
the Department to address autonomous vehi- 
cle technology challenges; and 

(3) recommends implementation paths for 
autonomous transportation technology, ap- 
plications, and policies that are based on the 
assessment described in paragraph (2). 

SEC. 6025. INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYS- 
TEM PURPOSES. 

Section 514(b) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (8) by striking “and” at 
the end; 


after “A 
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(2) in paragraph (9) by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(10) to assist in the development of cyber- 
security standards in cooperation with rel- 
evant modal administrations of the Depart- 
ment of Transportation and other Federal 
agencies to help prevent hacking, spoofing, 
and disruption of connected and automated 
transportation vehicles.”’. 

SEC. 6026. INFRASTRUCTURE INTEGRITY. 

Section 503(b)(3)(C) of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in clause (xviii) by striking “and” at 
the end; 

(2) in clause (xix) by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; and” ; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(xx) corrosion prevention measures for 
the structural integrity of bridges.’’. 

TITLE VII—HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
TRANSPORTATION 
SEC. 7001. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Hazardous 
Materials Transportation Safety Improve- 
ment Act of 2015”. 

SEC. 7002. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 5128 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

“§ 5128. Authorization of appropriations 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated to the Secretary to carry 
out this chapter (except sections 5107(e), 
5108(g)(2), 5118, 5115, 5116, and 5119)— 

‘(1) $53,000,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

“*(2) $55,000,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

“*(3) $57,000,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

“*(4) $58,000,000 for fiscal year 2019; 

“*(5) $60,000,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 

“*(6) $62,000,000 for fiscal year 2021. 

“(b) HAZARDOUS MATERIALS EMERGENCY 
PREPAREDNESS FUND.—From the Hazardous 
Materials Emergency Preparedness Fund es- 
tablished under section 5116(h), the Sec- 
retary may expend, for each of fiscal years 
2016 through 2021— 

‘(1) $21,988,000 to carry out section 5116(a); 

““(2) $150,000 to carry out section 5116(e); 

‘(3) $625,000 to publish and distribute the 
Emergency Response Guidebook under sec- 
tion 5116(h)(3); and 

“*(4) $1,000,000 to carry out section 5116(i). 

“(c) HAZARDOUS MATERIALS TRAINING 
GRANTS.—From the Hazardous Materials 
Emergency Preparedness Fund established 
pursuant to section 5116(h), the Secretary 
may expend $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 
2016 through 2021 to carry out section 5107(e). 

‘“(d) CREDITS TO APPROPRIATIONS.— 

“(1) EXPENSES.—In addition to amounts 
otherwise made available to carry out this 
chapter, the Secretary may credit amounts 
received from a State, Indian tribe, or other 
public authority or private entity for ex- 
penses the Secretary incurs in providing 
training to the State, Indian tribe, author- 
ity, or entity. 

‘(2) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—Amounts 
made available under this section shall re- 
main available until expended.’’. 

SEC. 7003. NATIONAL EMERGENCY AND DISASTER 
RESPONSE. 

Section 5103 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (c) and (d) 
as subsections (d) and (e), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(c) FEDERALLY DECLARED DISASTERS AND 
EMERGENCIES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may by 
order waive compliance with any part of an 
applicable standard prescribed under this 
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chapter without prior notice and comment 
and on terms the Secretary considers appro- 
priate if the Secretary determines that— 

“(A) it is in the public interest to grant 
the waiver; 

“(B) the waiver is not inconsistent with 
the safety of transporting hazardous mate- 
rials; and 

‘“(C) the waiver is necessary to facilitate 
the safe movement of hazardous materials 
into, from, and within an area of a major dis- 
aster or emergency that has been declared 
under the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief 
and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
5121 et seq.). 

‘“(2) PERIOD OF WAIVER.—A waiver under 
this subsection may be issued for a period of 
not more than 60 days and may be renewed 
upon application to the Secretary only after 
notice and an opportunity for a hearing on 
the waiver. The Secretary shall immediately 
revoke the waiver if continuation of the 
waiver would not be consistent with the 
goals and objectives of this chapter. 

‘“(3) STATEMENT OF REASONS.—The Sec- 
retary shall include in any order issued 
under this section the reason for granting 
the waiver.”’. 

SEC. 7004. ENHANCED REPORTING. 


Section 5121(h) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘transmit to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate” and in- 
serting ‘‘make available to the public on the 
Department of Transportation’s Internet 
Web site”. 

SEC. 7005. WETLINES. 

(a) WITHDRAWAL.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall withdraw the proposed rule 
described in the notice of proposed rule- 
making issued on January 27, 2011, entitled 
“Safety Requirements for External Product 
Piping on Cargo Tanks Transporting Flam- 
mable Liquids” (76 Fed. Reg. 4847). 

(b) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this sec- 
tion shall prohibit the Secretary from 
issuing standards or regulations regarding 
the safety of external product piping on 
cargo tanks transporting flammable liquids 
after the withdrawal is carried out pursuant 
to subsection (a). 

SEC. 7006. IMPROVING PUBLICATION OF SPECIAL 
PERMITS AND APPROVALS. 

Section 5117 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘an application for a spe- 
cial permit” and inserting ‘‘an application 
for a new special permit or a modification to 
an existing special permit”; and 

(B) by inserting after the first sentence the 
following: ‘‘The Secretary shall make avail- 
able to the public on the Department of 
Transportation’s Internet Web site any spe- 
cial permit other than a new special permit 
or a modification to an existing special per- 
mit and shall give the public an opportunity 
to inspect the safety analysis and comment 
on the application for a period of not more 
than 15 days.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (c)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘publish’’ and inserting 
“make available to the public”; 

(B) by striking ‘‘in the Federal Register’’; 

(C) by striking ‘‘180’’ and inserting ‘‘120’’; 
and 

(D) by striking ‘‘the special permit” each 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘a special per- 
mit or approval”; and 

(8) by adding at the end the following: 


November 3, 2015 


“(g) DISCLOSURE OF FINAL ACTION.—The 
Secretary shall periodically, but at least 
every 120 days— 

“(1) publish in the Federal Register notice 
of the final disposition of each application 
for a new special permit, modification to an 
existing special permit, or approval during 
the preceding quarter; and 

“(2) make available to the public on the 
Department of Transportation’s Internet 
Web site notice of the final disposition of 
any other special permit during the pre- 
ceding quarter.’’. 

SEC. 7007. GAO STUDY ON ACCEPTANCE OF CLAS- 
SIFICATION EXAMINATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
shall evaluate and transmit to the Sec- 
retary, the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, and the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate, a report on the standards, metrics, 
and protocols that the Secretary uses to reg- 
ulate the performance of persons approved to 
recommend hazard classifications pursuant 
to section 173.56(b) of title, 49, Code of Fed- 
eral Regulations (commonly referred to as 
“third-party labs’’). 

(b) EVALUATION.—The evaluation required 
under subsection (a) shall— 

(1) identify what standards and protocols 
are used to approve such persons, assess the 
adequacy of such standards and protocols to 
ensure that persons seeking approval are 
qualified and capable of performing classi- 
fications, and make recommendations to ad- 
dress any deficiencies identified; 

(2) assess the adequacy of the Secretary’s 
oversight of persons approved to perform the 
classifications, including the qualification of 
individuals engaged in the oversight of ap- 
proved persons, and make recommendations 
to enhance oversight sufficiently to ensure 
that classifications are issued as required; 

(3) identify what standards and protocols 
exist to rescind, suspend, or deny approval of 
persons who perform such classifications, as- 
sess the adequacy of such standards and pro- 
tocols, and make recommendations to en- 
hance such standards and protocols if nec- 
essary; and 

(4) include annual data for fiscal years 2005 
through 2015 on the number of applications 
received for new classifications pursuant to 
section 173.56(b) of title 49, Code of Federal 
Regulations, of those applications how many 
classifications recommended by persons ap- 
proved by the Secretary were changed to an- 
other classification and the reasons for the 
change, and how many hazardous materials 
incidents have been attributed to a classi- 
fication recommended by such approved per- 
sons in the United States. 

(c) ACTION PLAN.—Not later than 120 days 
after receiving the report required under 
subsection (a), the Secretary shall make 
available to the public a plan describing any 
actions the Secretary will take to establish 
standards, metrics, and protocols based on 
the findings and recommendations in the re- 
port to ensure that persons approved to per- 
form classification examinations required 
under section 173.56(b) of title 49, Code of 
Federal Regulations, can sufficiently per- 
form such examinations in a manner that 
meets the hazardous materials regulations. 

(d) REGULATIONS.—If the report required 
under subsection (a) recommends new regu- 
lations in order for the Secretary to have 
confidence in the accuracy of classification 
recommendations rendered by persons ap- 
proved to perform classification examina- 
tions required under section 173.56(b) of title 


November 3, 2015 


49, Code of Federal Regulations, the Sec- 
retary shall issue such regulations not later 
than 24 months after the date of enactment 
of this Act. 
SEC. 7008. IMPROVING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF 
PLANNING AND TRAINING GRANTS. 
(a) PLANNING AND TRAINING GRANTS.—Sec- 
tion 5116 of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended— 


(1) by redesignating subsections (c) 
through (k) as subsections (b) through (j), re- 
spectively, 


(2) by striking subsection (b); and 

(3) by striking subsection (a) and inserting 
the following: 

‘“(a) PLANNING AND TRAINING GRANTS.—(1) 
The Secretary shall make grants to States 
and Indian tribes— 

“(A) to develop, improve, and carry out 
emergency plans under the Emergency Plan- 
ning and Community Right-To-Know Act of 
1986 (42 U.S.C. 11001 et seq.), including 
ascertaining flow patterns of hazardous ma- 
terial on lands under the jurisdiction of a 
State or Indian tribe, and between lands 
under the jurisdiction of a State or Indian 
tribe and lands of another State or Indian 
tribe; 

“(B) to decide on the need for regional haz- 
ardous material emergency response teams; 
and 

‘(C) to train public sector employees to re- 
spond to accidents and incidents involving 
hazardous material. 

“(2) To the extent that a grant is used to 
train emergency responders under paragraph 
(1)(C), the State or Indian tribe shall provide 
written certification to the Secretary that 
the emergency responders who receive train- 
ing under the grant will have the ability to 
protect nearby persons, property, and the en- 
vironment from the effects of accidents or 
incidents involving the transportation of 
hazardous material in accordance with exist- 
ing regulations or National Fire Protection 
Association standards for competence of re- 
sponders to accidents and incidents involv- 
ing hazardous materials. 

“(3) The Secretary may make a grant to a 
State or Indian tribe under paragraph (1) of 
this subsection only if— 

“(A) the State or Indian tribe certifies that 
the total amount the State or Indian tribe 
expends (except amounts of the Federal Gov- 
ernment) for the purpose of the grant will at 
least equal the average level of expenditure 
for the last 5 years; and 

‘“(B) any emergency response training pro- 
vided under the grant shall consist of— 

“(i) a course developed or identified under 
section 5115 of this title; or 

“(ii) any other course the Secretary deter- 
mines is consistent with the objectives of 
this section. 

“(4) A State or Indian tribe receiving a 
grant under this subsection shall ensure that 
planning and emergency response training 
under the grant is coordinated with adjacent 
States and Indian tribes. 

“(5) A training grant under paragraph 
(1)(C) may be used— 

“(A) to pay— 

“(i) the tuition costs of public sector em- 
ployees being trained; 

“(ii) travel expenses of those employees to 
and from the training facility; 

“(iii) room and board of those employees 
when at the training facility; and 

“(iv) travel expenses of individuals pro- 
viding the training; 

‘(B) by the State, political subdivision, or 
Indian tribe to provide the training; and 

“(C) to make an agreement with a person 
(including an authority of a State, a polit- 
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ical subdivision of a State or Indian tribe, or 
a local jurisdiction), subject to approval by 
the Secretary, to provide the training— 

“(i) if the agreement allows the Secretary 
and the State or Indian tribe to conduct ran- 
dom examinations, inspections, and audits of 
the training without prior notice; 

““(ii) the person agrees to have an auditable 
accounting system; and 

‘“(iii) if the State or Indian tribe conducts 
at least one on-site observation of the train- 
ing each year. 

‘“(6) The Secretary shall allocate amounts 
made available for grants under this sub- 
section among eligible States and Indian 
tribes based on the needs of the States and 
Indian tribes for emergency response train- 
ing. In making a decision about those needs, 
the Secretary shall consider— 

“(A) the number of hazardous material fa- 
cilities in the State or on land under the ju- 
risdiction of the Indian tribe; 

“(B) the types and amounts of hazardous 
material transported in the State or on such 
land; 

“(C) whether the State or Indian tribe im- 
poses and collects a fee on transporting haz- 
ardous material; 

“(D) whether such fee is used only to carry 
out a purpose related to transporting haz- 
ardous material; 

‘“(E) the past record of the State or Indian 
tribe in effectively managing planning and 
training grants; and 

“(F) any other factors the Secretary deter- 
mines are appropriate to carry out this sub- 
section.”’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.— 

(1) Section 5108(g) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘5116(i)’? each 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘5116(h)’’. 

(2) Section 5116 of such title is amended— 

(A) in subsection (d), as redesignated by 
this section, by striking ‘‘subsections 
(a)(2)(A) and (b)(2)(A)’? and inserting ‘‘sub- 
section (a)(3)(A)”’; 

(B) in subsection (h), as redesignated by 
this section— 

(i) in paragraph (1) by inserting ‘and sec- 
tion 5107(e)”’ after ‘‘section’’; 

(ii) in paragraph (2) by striking “(f)” and 
inserting ‘(e)’; and 

(iii) in paragraph (4) by striking ‘‘5108(g)(2) 
and 5115’ and inserting ‘‘5107(e) and 
5108(g)(2)”’; 

(C) in subsection (i), as redesignated by 
this section, by striking ‘‘subsection (b)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘subsection (a)’’; and 

(D) in subsection (j), as redesignated by 
this section— 

(i) by striking ‘‘planning grants allocated 
under subsection (a), training grants under 
subsection (b), and grants under subsection 
(j)? and inserting ‘‘planning and training 
grants under subsection (a) and grants under 
subsection (i)’’; and 

(ii) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) 
through (D) as paragraphs (1) through (4), re- 
spectively. 

(c) ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL.—Section 
5107(e) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting ‘‘, State and local per- 
sonnel responsible for enforcing the safe 
transportation of hazardous materials, or 
both” after “hazmat employees” each place 
it appears. 

SEC. 7009. MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY PERMITS. 

Section 5109(h) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

‘“(h) LIMITATION ON DENIAL.—The Secretary 
may not deny a non-temporary permit held 
by a motor carrier pursuant to this section 
based on a comprehensive review of that car- 
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rier triggered by safety management system 
scores or out-of-service disqualification 
standards, unless— 

“(1) the carrier has the opportunity, prior 
to the denial of such permit, to submit a 
written description of corrective actions 
taken and other documentation the carrier 
wishes the Secretary to consider, including a 
corrective action plan; and 

“(2) the Secretary determines the actions 
or plan is insufficient to address the safety 
concerns identified during the course of the 
comprehensive review.”’. 

SEC. 7010. THERMAL BLANKETS. 

(a) REQUIREMENTS.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall issue such regulations as are 
necessary to require that each tank car built 
to meet the DOT-117 specification and each 
non-jacketed tank car modified to meet the 
DOT-117R specification be equipped with an 
insulating blanket with at least 12-inch- 
thick material that has been approved by the 
Secretary pursuant to section 179.18(c) of 
title 49, Code of Federal Regulations. 

(b) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this sec- 
tion shall prohibit the Secretary from ap- 
proving new or alternative technologies or 
materials as they become available that pro- 
vide a level of safety at least equivalent to 
the level of safety provided for under sub- 
section (a). 
SEC. 7011. COMPREHENSIVE OIL SPILL RE- 
SPONSE PLANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 51 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 5110 the following: 

“S5111. Comprehensive oil spill response 
plans 

“(a) REQUIREMENTS.—Not later than 120 
days after the date of enactment of this sec- 
tion, the Secretary shall issue such regula- 
tions as are necessary to require any rail- 
road carrier transporting a Class 3 flam- 
mable liquid to maintain a comprehensive 
oil spill response plan. 

“(b) CONTENTS.—The regulations under 
subsection (a) shall require each railroad 
carrier described in that subsection to— 

“(1) include in the comprehensive oil spill 
response plan procedures and resources, in- 
cluding equipment, for responding, to the 
maximum extent practicable, to a worst-case 
discharge; 

‘(2) ensure that the comprehensive oil spill 
response plan is consistent with the National 
Contingency Plan and each applicable Area 
Contingency Plan; 

“(3) include in the comprehensive oil spill 
response plan appropriate notification and 
training procedures and procedures for co- 
ordinating with Federal, State, and local 
emergency responders; 

“(4) review and update its comprehensive 
oil spill response plan as appropriate; and 

‘“(5) provide the comprehensive oil spill re- 
sponse plan for acceptance by the Secretary. 

“(c) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in the sec- 
tion may be construed to prohibit the Sec- 
retary from promulgating differing com- 
prehensive oil response plan standards for 
Class I railroads, Class II railroads, and Class 
III railroads. 

‘(d) RESPONSE PLANS.—The 
shall— 

“(1) maintain on file a copy of the most re- 
cent comprehensive oil spill response plans 
prepared by a railroad carrier transporting a 
Class 3 flammable liquid; and 

‘“(2) provide to a person, upon written re- 
quest, a copy of the plan, which may exclude, 
as the Secretary determines appropriate— 

“(A) proprietary information; 

“(B) security-sensitive information, in- 
cluding information described in section 
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1520.5(a) of title 49, Code of Federal Regula- 
tions; 

‘(C) specific response resources and tac- 
tical resource deployment plans; and 

‘(D) the specific amount and location of 
worst-case discharges, including the process 
by which a railroad carrier determines the 
worst-case discharge. 

“(e) RELATIONSHIP TO FOIA.—Nothing in 
this section may be construed to require dis- 
close of information or records that are ex- 
empt from disclosure under section 552 of 
title 5. 

‘“(f) DEFINITIONS.— 

“(1) AREA CONTINGENCY PLAN.—The term 
‘Area Contingency Plan’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 311(a) of the Fed- 
eral Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 
1321(a)). 

‘(2) CLASS 3 FLAMMABLE LIQUID.—The term 
‘Class 3 flammable liquid’ has the meaning 
given the term flammable liquid in section 
173.120 of title 49, Code of Federal Regula- 
tions. 

‘(3) CLASS I RAILROAD; CLASS II RAILROAD; 
AND CLASS III RAILROAD.—The terms ‘Class I 
railroad’, ‘Class II railroad’, and ‘Class III 
railroad’ have the meaning given those 
terms in section 20102. 

‘(4) NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN.—The 
term ‘National Contingency Plan’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 1001 of the 
Oil Pollution Act of 1990 (33 U.S.C. 2701). 

“(5) RAILROAD CARRIER.—The term ‘rail- 
road carrier’ has the meaning given the term 
in section 20102. 

‘(6) WORST-CASE DISCHARGE.—The term 
‘worst-case discharge’ means the largest 
foreseeable discharge of oil in the event of an 
accident or incident, as determined by each 
railroad carrier in accordance with regula- 
tions issued under this section.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 51 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting after the item relat- 
ing to section 5110 the following: 


‘5111. Comprehensive oil spill response 
plans.’’. 
SEC. 7012. INFORMATION ON HIGH-HAZARD 


FLAMMABLE TRAINS. 

(a) INFORMATION ON HIGH-HAZARD FLAM- 
MABLE TRAINS.—Not later than 90 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall issue regulations to require each 
applicable railroad carrier to provide infor- 
mation on high-hazard flammable trains to 
State emergency response commissions con- 
sistent with Emergency Order Docket No. 
DOT-OST-2014-0067, and include appropriate 
protections from public release of propri- 
etary information and security-sensitive in- 
formation, including information described 
in section 1520.5(a) of title 49, Code of Federal 
Regulations. 

(b) HIGH-HAZARD FLAMMABLE TRAIN.—The 
term ‘“‘high-hazard flammable train’’ means 
a single train transporting 20 or more tank 
cars loaded with a Class 3 flammable liquid, 
as such term is defined in section 173.120 of 
title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, in a 
continuous block or a single train trans- 
porting 35 or more tank cars loaded with a 
Class 3 flammable liquid throughout the 
train consist. 

SEC. 7013. STUDY AND TESTING OF ELECTRONI- 
CALLY CONTROLLED PNEUMATIC 
BRAKES. 

(a) GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE 
STUDY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General 
of the United States shall conduct an inde- 
pendent evaluation of ECP brake systems, 
pilot program data, and the Department’s re- 
search and analysis on the costs, benefits, 
and effects of ECP brake systems. 
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(2) STUDY ELEMENTS.—In completing the 
independent evaluation under paragraph (1), 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall examine the following issues related to 
ECP brake systems: 

(A) Data and modeling results on safety 
benefits relative to conventional brakes and 
to other braking technologies or systems, 
such as distributed power and 2-way end-of- 
train devices. 

(B) Data and modeling results on business 
benefits, including the effects of dynamic 
braking. 

(C) Data on costs, including up-front cap- 
ital costs and on-going maintenance costs. 

(D) Analysis of potential operational bene- 
fits and challenges, including the effects of 
potential locomotive and car segregation, 
technical reliability issues, and network dis- 
ruptions. 

(E) Analysis of potential implementation 
challenges, including installation time, posi- 
tive train control integration complexities, 
component availability issues, and tank car 
shop capabilities. 

(F) Analysis of international experiences 
with the use of advanced braking tech- 
nologies. 

(3) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
shall transmit to the Committee on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate a report on the results of the inde- 
pendent evaluation under paragraph (1). 

(b) EMERGENCY BRAKING APPLICATION TEST- 
ING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall enter 
into an agreement with the National Acad- 
emy of Sciences to— 

(A) complete testing of ECP brake systems 
during emergency braking application, in- 
cluding more than 1 scenario involving the 
uncoupling of a train with 70 or more DOT- 
117-specification or DOT-117R-specification 
tank cars; and 

(B) transmit, not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate a report on 
the results of the testing. 

(2) INDEPENDENT EXPERTS.—In completing 
the testing under paragraph (1)(A), the Na- 
tional Academy of Sciences may contract 
with 1 or more engineering or rail experts, as 
appropriate, that— 

(A) are not railroad carriers, entities fund- 
ed by such carriers, or entities directly im- 
pacted by the final rule issued on May 8, 
2015, entitled ‘‘Enhanced Tank Car Standards 
and Operational Controls for High-Hazard 
Flammable Trains’’ (80 Fed. Reg. 26643); and 

(B) have relevant experience in conducting 
railroad safety technology tests or similar 
crash tests. 

(3) TESTING FRAMEWORK.—In completing 
the testing under paragraph (1), the National 
Academy of Sciences and each contractor de- 
scribed in paragraph (2) shall ensure that the 
testing objectively, accurately, and reliably 
measures the performance of ECP brake sys- 
tems relative to other braking technologies 
or systems, such as distributed power and 2- 
way end-of-train devices, including dif- 
ferences in— 

(A) the number of cars derailed; 

(B) the number of cars punctured; 

(C) the measures of in-train forces; and 

(D) the stopping distance. 

(4) FUNDING.—The Secretary shall provide 
funding, as part of the agreement under 
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paragraph (1), to the National Academy of 
Sciences for the testing required under this 
section— 

(A) using sums made available to carry out 
sections 20108 and 5118 of title 49, United 
States Code; and 

(B) to the extent funding under subpara- 
graph (A) is insufficient or unavailable to 
fund the testing required under this section, 
using such sums as are necessary from the 
amounts appropriated to the Secretary, the 
Federal Railroad Administration, or the 
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Ad- 
ministration, or a combination thereof. 

(5) EQUIPMENT.—The National Academy of 
Sciences and each contractor described in 
paragraph (2) may receive or use rolling 
stock, track, and other equipment or infra- 
structure from a private entity for the pur- 
poses of conducting the testing required 
under this section. 

(c) EVIDENCE-BASED APPROACH.— 

(1) ANALYSIS.—The Secretary shall— 

(A) not later than 90 days after the report 
date, fully incorporate and update the regu- 
latory impact analysis of the final rule de- 
scribed in subsection (b)(2)(A) of the costs, 
benefits, and effects of the applicable ECP 
brake system requirements; 

(B) as soon as practicable after completion 
of the updated analysis under subparagraph 
(A), solicit public comment on the analysis 
for a period of not more than 30 days; and 

(C) not later than 60 days after the end of 
the public comment period under subpara- 
graph (B), post the final updated regulatory 
impact analysis on the Department of Trans- 
portation’s Internet Web site. 

(2) DETERMINATION.—Not later than 180 
days after the report date, the Secretary 
shall— 

(A) determine, based on whether the final 
regulatory impact analysis described in 
paragraph (1)(C) demonstrates that the bene- 
fits, including safety benefits, of the applica- 
ble ECP brake system requirements exceed 
the costs of such requirements, whether the 
applicable ECP brake system requirements 
are justified; 

(B) if the applicable ECP brake system re- 
quirements are justified, publish in the Fed- 
eral Register the determination and reasons 
for such determination; and 

(C) if the Secretary does not publish the 
determination under subparagraph (B), re- 
peal the applicable ECP brake system re- 
quirements. 

(3) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this sec- 
tion shall be construed to prohibit the Sec- 
retary from implementing the final rule de- 
scribed under subsection (b)(2)(A) prior to 
the determination required under subsection 
(c)(2) of this section, or require the Secretary 
to promulgate a new rulemaking on the pro- 
visions of such final rule, other than the ap- 
plicable ECP brake system requirements, if 
the Secretary determines that the applicable 
ECP brake system requirements are not jus- 
tified pursuant to this subsection. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol- 
lowing definitions apply: 

(1) APPLICABLE ECP BRAKE SYSTEM REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—The term ‘‘applicable ECP brake 
system requirements” means sections 
174.310(a)(3)(i), 174.310(a)(3)Gii), 
174.310(a)(5)(v), 179.202-12(¢), and 179.202-18(i) 
of title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, and 
any other regulation in effect on the date of 
enactment of this Act requiring the installa- 
tion of ECP brakes or operation in ECP 
brake mode. 

(2) CLASS 3 FLAMMABLE LIQUID.—The term 
“Class 3 flammable liquid” has the meaning 
given the term flammable liquid in section 
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173.120(a) of title 49, Code of Federal Regula- 
tions. 

(3) ECP.—The term “ECP” means elec- 
tronically controlled pneumatic when ap- 
plied to a brake or brakes. 

(4) ECP BRAKE MODE.—The term “ECP 
brake mode” includes any operation of a rail 
car or an entire train using an ECP brake 
system. 

(5) ECP BRAKE SYSTEM.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term “ECP brake 
system” means a train power braking sys- 
tem actuated by compressed air and con- 
trolled by electronic signals from the loco- 
motive or an ECP-EOT to the cars in the 
consist for service and emergency applica- 
tions in which the brake pipe is used to pro- 
vide a constant supply of compressed air to 
the reservoirs on each car but does not con- 
vey braking signals to the car. 

(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘ECP brake sys- 
tem” includes dual mode and stand-alone 
ECP brake systems. 

(6) RAILROAD CARRIER.—The term ‘‘railroad 
carrier” has the meaning given the term in 
section 20102 of title 49, United States Code. 

(7) REPORT DATE.—The term ‘“‘report date” 
means the date that the reports under sub- 
sections (a)(3) and (b)(1)(B) are required to be 
transmitted pursuant to those subsections. 
SEC. 7014. ENSURING SAFE IMPLEMENTATION OF 

POSITIVE TRAIN CONTROL SYSTEMS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘Positive Train Control Enforce- 
ment and Implementation Act of 2015”. 

(b) IN GENERAL.—Section 20157 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1)— 

(A) by striking ‘18 months after the date 
of enactment of the Rail Safety Improve- 
ment Act of 2008’? and inserting ‘‘90 days 
after the date of enactment of the Positive 
Train Control Enforcement and Implementa- 
tion Act of 2015”; 

(B) by striking ‘‘develop and’’; 

(C) by striking “a plan for implementing” 
and inserting ‘‘a revised plan for imple- 
menting’’; 

(D) by striking ‘‘December 31, 2015” and in- 
serting ‘‘December 31, 2018”; and 

(E) in subparagraph (B) by striking ‘‘parts’’ 
and inserting ‘‘sections’’; 

(2) by striking subsection (a)(2) and insert- 
ing the following: 

‘*(2) IMPLEMENTATION.— 

‘(A) CONTENTS OF REVISED PLAN.—A re- 
vised plan required under paragraph (1) 
shall— 

“(i) describe— 

“(D) how the positive train control system 
will provide for interoperability of the sys- 
tem with the movements of trains of other 
railroad carriers over its lines; and 

‘(II) how, to the extent practical, the posi- 
tive train control system will be imple- 
mented in a manner that addresses areas of 
greater risk before areas of lesser risk; 

“(ii) comply with the positive train control 
system implementation plan content re- 
quirements under section 236.1011 of title 49, 
Code of Federal Regulations; and 

“(iii) provide— 

“(I) the calendar year or years in which 
spectrum will be acquired and will be avail- 
able for use in each area as needed for posi- 
tive train control system implementation, if 
such spectrum is not already acquired and 
available for use; 

‘“(II) the total amount of positive train 
control system hardware that will be in- 
stalled for implementation, with totals sepa- 
rated by each major hardware category; 

“(ITI) the total amount of positive train 
control system hardware that will be in- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


stalled by the end of each calendar year until 
the positive train control system is imple- 
mented, with totals separated by each hard- 
ware category; 

“(IV) the total number of employees re- 
quired to receive training under the applica- 
ble positive train control system regula- 
tions; 

“(V) the total number of employees that 
will receive the training, as required under 
the applicable positive train control system 
regulations, by the end of each calendar year 
until the positive train control system is im- 
plemented; 

“(VI) a summary of any remaining tech- 
nical, programmatic, operational, or other 
challenges to the implementation of a posi- 
tive train control system, including chal- 
lenges with— 

““(aa) availability of public funding; 

““(bb) interoperability; 

“(cc) spectrum; 

““(dd) software; 

““(ee) permitting; and 

“(ff) testing, demonstration, and certifi- 
cation; and 

““(VII) a schedule and sequence for imple- 
menting a positive train control system by 
the deadline established under paragraph (1). 

‘“(B) ALTERNATIVE SCHEDULE AND SE- 
QUENCE.—Notwithstanding the implementa- 
tion deadline under paragraph (1) and in lieu 
of a schedule and sequence under paragraph 
(2)(A)Gii)(VII), a railroad carrier or other en- 
tity subject to paragraph (1) may include in 
its revised plan an alternative schedule and 
sequence for implementing a positive train 
control system, subject to review under 
paragraph (3). Such schedule and sequence 
shall provide for implementation of a posi- 
tive train control system as soon as prac- 
ticable, but not later than the date that is 24 
months after the implementation deadline 
under paragraph (1). 

“(C) AMENDMENTS.—A railroad carrier or 
other entity subject to paragraph (1) may 
file a request to amend a revised plan, in- 
cluding any alternative schedule and se- 
quence, as applicable, in accordance with 
section 236.1021 of title 49, Code of Federal 
Regulations. 

“(D) COMPLIANCE.—A railroad carrier or 
other entity subject to paragraph (1) shall 
implement a positive train control system in 
accordance with its revised plan, including 
any amendments or any alternative schedule 
and sequence approved by the Secretary 
under paragraph (8). 

‘(3) SECRETARIAL REVIEW.— 

“(A) NOTIFICATION.—A railroad carrier or 
other entity that submits a revised plan 
under paragraph (1) and proposes an alter- 
native schedule and sequence under para- 
graph (2)(B) shall submit to the Secretary a 
written notification when such railroad car- 
rier or other entity is prepared for review 
under subparagraph (B). 

“(B) CRITERIA.—Not later than 90 days 
after a railroad carrier or other entity sub- 
mits a notification under subparagraph (A), 
the Secretary shall review the alternative 
schedule and sequence submitted pursuant to 
paragraph (2)(B) and determine whether the 
railroad carrier or other entity has dem- 
onstrated, to the satisfaction of the Sec- 
retary, that such carrier or entity has— 

““(j) installed all positive train control sys- 
tem hardware consistent with the plan con- 
tents provided pursuant to paragraph 
(2)(A)Gii)dI) on or before the implementa- 
tion deadline under paragraph (1); 

“Gi) acquired all spectrum necessary for 
implementation of a positive train control 
system, consistent with the plan contents 
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provided pursuant to paragraph (2)(A)(iii)(1) 
on or before the implementation deadline 
under paragraph (1); 

“(iii) completed employee training re- 
quired under the applicable positive train 
control system regulations; 

“(iv) included in its revised plan an alter- 
native schedule and sequence for imple- 
menting a positive train control system as 
soon as practicable, pursuant to paragraph 
(2)(B); 

“(v) certified to the Secretary in writing 
that it will be in full compliance with the re- 
quirements of this section on or before the 
date provided in an alternative schedule and 
sequence, subject to approval by the Sec- 
retary; 

“(vi) in the case of a Class I railroad car- 
rier and Amtrak, implemented a positive 
train control system or initiated revenue 
service demonstration on the majority of 
territories, such as subdivisions or districts, 
or route miles that are owned or controlled 
by such carrier and required to have oper- 
ations governed by a positive train control 
system; and 

“(vii) in the case of any other railroad car- 
rier or other entity not subject to clause 
(vi)— 

“(I) initiated revenue service demonstra- 
tion on at least 1 territory that is required 
to have operations governed by a positive 
train control system; or 

“(ID met any other criteria established by 
the Secretary. 

“(C) DECISION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the receipt of the notification from a 
railroad carrier or other entity under sub- 
paragraph (A), the Secretary shall— 

“(I) approve an alternative schedule and 
sequence submitted pursuant to paragraph 
(2)(B) if the railroad carrier or other entity 
meets the criteria in subparagraph (B); and 

“(JI) notify in writing the railroad carrier 
or other entity of the decision. 

“(ii) DEFICIENCIES.—Not later than 45 days 
after the receipt of the notification under 
subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall pro- 
vide to the railroad carrier or other entity a 
written notification of any deficiencies that 
would prevent approval under clause (i) and 
provide the railroad carrier or other entity 
an opportunity to correct deficiencies before 
the date specified in such clause. 

‘(D) REVISED DEADLINES.— 

“(i) PENDING REVIEWS.—For a railroad car- 
rier or other entity that submits a notifica- 
tion under subparagraph (A), the deadline for 
implementation of a positive train control 
system required under paragraph (1) shall be 
extended until the date on which the Sec- 
retary approves or disapproves the alter- 
native schedule and sequence, if such date is 
later than the implementation date under 
paragraph (1). 

‘“(ii) ALTERNATIVE SCHEDULE AND SEQUENCE 
DEADLINE.—If the Secretary approves a rail- 
road carrier or other entity’s alternative 
schedule and sequence under subparagraph 
(C)(i), the railroad carrier or other entity’s 
deadline for implementation of a positive 
train control system required under para- 
graph (1) shall be the date specified in that 
railroad carrier or other entity’s alternative 
schedule and sequence. The Secretary may 
not approve a date for implementation that 
is later than 24 months from the deadline in 
paragraph (1).”’; 

(3) by striking subsections (c), (d), and (e) 
and inserting the following: 

‘*(c) PROGRESS REPORTS AND REVIEW.— 

“(1) PROGRESS REPORTS.—EHach railroad 
carrier or other entity subject to subsection 
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(a) shall, not later than March 31, 2016, and 
annually thereafter until such carrier or en- 
tity has completed implementation of a posi- 
tive train control system, submit to the Sec- 
retary a report on the progress toward im- 
plementing such systems, including— 

“(A) the information on spectrum acquisi- 


tion provided pursuant to subsection 
(a)(2)(A)Gii)(D; 

‘(B) the totals provided pursuant to sub- 
clauses (III) and (V) of subsection 


(a)(2)(A)Gii), by territory, if applicable; 

“(C) the extent to which the railroad car- 
rier or other entity is complying with the 
implementation schedule under subsection 
(a)(2)(A)(iii)(VIT) or subsection (a)(2)(B); 

‘(D) any update to the information pro- 
vided under subsection (a)(2)(A)(iii)(VI); 

“(E) for each entity providing regularly 
scheduled intercity or commuter rail pas- 
senger transportation, a description of the 
resources identified and allocated to imple- 
ment a positive train control system; 

“(F) for each railroad carrier or other enti- 
ty subject to subsection (a), the total num- 
ber of route miles on which a positive train 
control system has been initiated for rev- 
enue service demonstration or implemented, 
as compared to the total number of route 
miles required to have a positive train con- 
trol system under subsection (a); and 

‘(G) any other information requested by 
the Secretary. 

“(2) PLAN REVIEW.—The Secretary shall at 
least annually conduct reviews to ensure 
that railroad carriers or other entities are 
complying with the revised plan submitted 
under subsection (a), including any amend- 
ments or any alternative schedule and se- 
quence approved by the Secretary. Such rail- 
road carriers or other entities shall provide 
such information as the Secretary deter- 
mines necessary to adequately conduct such 
reviews. 

‘(3) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—Not later than 
60 days after receipt, the Secretary shall 
make available to the public on the Internet 
Web site of the Department of Transpor- 
tation any report submitted pursuant to 
paragraph (1) or subsection (d), but may ex- 
clude, as the Secretary determines appro- 
priate— 

“(A) proprietary information; and 

“(B) security-sensitive information, in- 
cluding information described in section 
1520.5(a) of title 49, Code of Federal Regula- 
tions. 

“(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
July 1, 2018, the Secretary shall transmit to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate a report on 
the progress of each railroad carrier or other 
entity subject to subsection (a) in imple- 
menting a positive train control system. 

““(e) ENFORCEMENT.—The Secretary is au- 
thorized to assess civil penalties pursuant to 
chapter 213 for— 

“(1) a violation of this section; 

‘“(2) the failure to submit or comply with 
the revised plan required under subsection 
(a), including the failure to comply with the 
totals provided pursuant to subclauses (III) 
and (V) of subsection (a)(2)(A)(iii) and the 
spectrum acquisition dates provided pursu- 
ant to subsection (a)(2)(A)(iii)(1); 

“(3) failure to comply with any amend- 
ments to such revised plan pursuant to sub- 
section (a)(2)(C); and 

“(4) the failure to comply with an alter- 
native schedule and sequence submitted 
under subsection (a)(2)(B) and approved by 
the Secretary under subsection (a)(8)(C).’’; 
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(4) in subsection (h)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘The Secretary” and in- 
serting the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary”; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(2) PROVISIONAL OPERATION.—Notwith- 
standing the requirements of paragraph (1), 
the Secretary may authorize a railroad car- 
rier or other entity to commence operation 
in revenue service of a positive train control 
system or component to the extent nec- 
essary to enable the safe implementation 
and operation of a positive train control sys- 
tem in phases.’’; 

(5) in subsection (i)— 

(A) by  redesignating paragraphs (1) 
through (8) as paragraphs (3) through (5), re- 
spectively; and 

(B) by inserting before paragraph (3) (as so 
redesignated) the following: 

“(1) EQUIVALENT OR GREATER LEVEL OF 
SAFETY.—The term ‘equivalent or greater 
level of safety’ means the compliance of a 
railroad carrier with— 

“(A) appropriate operating rules in place 
immediately prior to the use or implementa- 
tion of such carrier’s positive train control 
system, except that such rules may be 
changed by such carrier to improve safe op- 
erations; and 

“(B) all applicable safety regulations, ex- 
cept as specified in subsection (j). 

(2) HARDWARE.—The term ‘hardware’ 
means a locomotive apparatus, a wayside 
interface unit (including any associated leg- 
acy signal system replacements), switch po- 
sition monitors needed for a positive train 
control system, physical back office system 
equipment, a base station radio, a wayside 
radio, a locomotive radio, or a communica- 
tion tower or pole.’’; and 

(6) by adding at the end the following: 

“*(j) EARLY ADOPTION.— 

“(1) OPERATIONS.—From the date of enact- 
ment of the Positive Train Control Enforce- 
ment and Implementation Act of 2015 
through the 1-year period beginning on the 
date on which the last Class I railroad car- 
rier’s positive train control system subject 
to subsection (a) is certified by the Secretary 
under subsection (h)(1) of this section and is 
implemented on all of that railroad carrier’s 
lines required to have operations governed 
by a positive train control system, any rail- 
road carrier, including any railroad carrier 
that has its positive train control system 
certified by the Secretary, shall not be sub- 
ject to the operational restrictions set forth 
in sections 236.567 and 236.1029 of title 49, 
Code of Federal Regulations, that would 
apply where a controlling locomotive that is 
operating in, or is to be operated in, a posi- 
tive train control-equipped track segment 
experiences a positive train control system 
failure, a positive train control operated 
consist is not provided by another railroad 
carrier when provided in interchange, or a 
positive train control system otherwise fails 
to initialize, cuts out, or malfunctions, pro- 
vided that such carrier operates at an equiv- 
alent or greater level of safety than the level 
achieved immediately prior to the use or im- 
plementation of its positive train control 
system. 

“(2) SAFETY ASSURANCE.—During the period 
described in paragraph (1), if a positive train 
control system that has been certified and 
implemented fails to initialize, cuts out, or 
malfunctions, the affected railroad carrier or 
other entity shall make reasonable efforts to 
determine the cause of the failure and ad- 
just, repair, or replace any faulty component 
causing the system failure in a timely man- 
ner. 
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“(3) PLANS.—The positive train control 
safety plan for each railroad carrier or other 
entity shall describe the safety measures, 
such as operating rules and actions to com- 
ply with applicable safety regulations, that 
will be put in place during any system fail- 
ure. 

‘(4) NOTIFICATION.—During the period de- 
scribed in paragraph (1), if a positive train 
control system that has been certified and 
implemented fails to initialize, cuts out, or 
malfunctions, the affected railroad carrier or 
other entity shall submit a notification to 
the appropriate regional office of the Federal 
Railroad Administration within 7 days of the 
system failure, or under alternative location 
and deadline requirements set by the Sec- 
retary, and include in the notification a de- 
scription of the safety measures the affected 
railroad carrier or other entity has in place. 

“(k) SMALL RAILROADS.—Not later than 120 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary shall amend section 
236.1006(b)(4)(iii)(B) of title 49, Code of Fed- 
eral Regulations (relating to equipping loco- 
motives for applicable Class II and Class III 
railroads operating in positive train control 
territory) to extend each deadline under such 
section by 3 years. 

“(1) REVENUE SERVICE DEMONSTRATION.— 
When a railroad carrier or other entity sub- 
ject to (a)(1) notifies the Secretary it is pre- 
pared to initiate revenue service demonstra- 
tion, it shall also notify any applicable ten- 
ant railroad carrier or other entity subject 
to subsection (a)(1).’’. 

(c) CONFORMING 
20157(g), is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘The Secretary” and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(2) CONFORMING REGULATORY AMEND- 
MENTS.—Immediately after the date of the 
enactment of the Positive Train Control En- 
forcement and Implementation Act of 2015, 
the Secretary— 

“(A) shall remove or revise the date-spe- 
cific deadlines in the regulations or orders 
implementing this section to the extent nec- 
essary to conform with the amendments 
made by such Act; and 

‘(B) may not enforce any such date-spe- 
cific deadlines or requirements that are in- 
consistent with the amendments made by 
such Act. 

“(3) REVIEW.—Nothing in the Positive 
Train Control Enforcement and Implementa- 
tion Act of 2015, or the amendments made by 
such Act, shall be construed to require the 
Secretary to issue regulations to implement 
such Act or amendments other than the reg- 
ulatory amendments required by paragraph 
(2) and subsection (k).’’. 

SEC. 7015. PHASE-OUT OF ALL TANK CARS USED 
TO TRANSPORT CLASS 3 FLAM- 
MABLE LIQUIDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided for in 
subsection (b), beginning on the date of en- 
actment of this Act, all railroad tank cars 
used to transport Class 3 flammable liquids 
shall meet the DOT-117 or DOT-117R speci- 
fications in part 179 of title 49, Code of Fed- 
eral Regulations, regardless of train com- 
position. 

(b) PHASE-OUT SCHEDULE.—Certain tank 
cars not meeting DOT-117 or DOT-117R spec- 
ifications on the date of enactment of this 
Act may be used, regardless of train com- 
position, until the following end-dates: 

(1) For transport of unrefined petroleum 
products in Class 3 flammable service, in- 
cluding crude oil— 

(A) January 1, 2018, for non-jacketed DOT- 
111 tank cars; 
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(B) March 1, 2018, for jacketed DOT-111 
tank cars; 

(C) April 1, 2020, for non-jacketed CPC-1232 
tank cars; and 

(D) May 1, 2025, for jacketed CPC-1232 tank 
cars. 

(2) For transport of ethanol— 

(A) May 1, 2028, for non-jacketed and jack- 
eted DOT -111 tank cars; 

(B) July 1, 2023, for non-jacketed CPC-1232 
tank cars; and 

(C) May 1, 2025, for jacketed CPC-1232 tank 
cars. 

(3) For transport of Class 3 flammable liq- 
uids in Packing Group I, other than Class 3 
flammable liquids specified in paragraphs (1) 
and (2), May 1, 2025. 

(4) For transport of Class 3 flammable liq- 
uids in Packing Groups II and III, other than 
Class 3 flammable liquids specified in para- 
graphs (1) and (2), May 1, 2029. 

(c) RETROFITTING SHOP CAPACITY.—The 
Secretary may extend the deadlines estab- 
lished under paragraphs (3) and (4) of sub- 
section (b) for a period not to exceed 2 years 
if the Secretary determines that insufficient 
retrofitting shop capacity will prevent the 
phase-out of tank cars not meeting the DOT- 
117 or DOT-117R specifications by the dead- 
lines set forth in such paragraphs. 

(d) IMPLEMENTATION.—Nothing in this sec- 
tion shall be construed to require the Sec- 
retary to issue regulations to implement this 
section. 

(e) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this sec- 
tion shall be construed to prohibit the Sec- 
retary from implementing the final rule 
issued on May 08, 2015, entitled ‘‘Enhanced 
Tank Car Standards and Operational Con- 
trols for High-Hazard Flammable Trains” (80 
Fed. Reg. 26643), other than the provisions of 
the final rule that are inconsistent with this 
section. 

(f) CLASS 3 FLAMMABLE LIQUID DEFINED.— 
In this section, the term ‘‘Class 3 flammable 
liquid? has the meaning given the term 
flammable liquid in section 173.120(a) of title 
49, Code of Federal Regulations. 

TITLE VIII—MULTIMODAL FREIGHT 
TRANSPORTATION 
SEC. 8001. MULTIMODAL FREIGHT TRANSPOR- 
TATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle IX of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“Subtitle IX—Multimodal Freight 
Transportation 


“Chapter Sec 
“701. Multimodal freight policy ........ 70101 
“702. Multimodal freight transpor- 

tation planning and information 70201 


“CHAPTER 701—MULTIMODAL FREIGHT 
POLICY 


“Sec. 

‘70101. National multimodal freight policy. 

“70102. National freight strategic plan. 

“70103. National Multimodal Freight Net- 
work. 


“$70101. National multimodal freight policy 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—It is the policy of the 
United States to maintain and improve the 
condition and performance of the National 
Multimodal Freight Network established 
under section 70103 to ensure that the Net- 
work provides a foundation for the United 
States to compete in the global economy and 
achieve the goals described in subsection (b). 

“(b) GOALS.—The goals of the national 
multimodal freight policy are— 

“(1) to identify infrastructure improve- 
ments, policies, and operational innovations 
that— 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


“(A) strengthen the contribution of the 
National Multimodal Freight Network to the 
economic competitiveness of the United 
States; 

‘“(B) reduce congestion and eliminate bot- 
tlenecks on the National Multimodal 
Freight Network; and 

““(C) increase productivity, particularly for 
domestic industries and businesses that cre- 
ate high-value jobs; 

‘“(2) to improve the safety, security, effi- 
ciency, and resiliency of multimodal freight 
transportation; 

“(8) to achieve and maintain a state of 
good repair on the National Multimodal 
Freight Network; 

‘“(4) to use innovation and advanced tech- 
nology to improve the safety, efficiency, and 
reliability of the National Multimodal 
Freight Network; 

‘“(5) to improve the economic efficiency of 
the National Multimodal Freight Network; 

(6) to improve the short- and long-dis- 
tance movement of goods that— 

“(A) travel across rural areas between pop- 
ulation centers; 

‘“(B) travel between rural areas and popu- 
lation centers; and 

“(C) travel from the Nation’s ports, air- 
ports, and gateways to the National 
Multimodal Freight Network; 

““(7) to improve the flexibility of States to 
support multi-State corridor planning and 
the creation of multi-State organizations to 
increase the ability of States to address 
multimodal freight connectivity; and 

“(8) to reduce the adverse environmental 
impacts of freight movement on the National 
Multimodal Freight Network. 

“5 70102. National freight strategic plan 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Secretary of Transportation shall— 

“(1) develop a national freight strategic 
plan in accordance with this section; and 

‘“(2) publish the plan on the public Internet 
Web site of the Department of Transpor- 
tation. 

‘“(b) CONTENTS.—The national freight stra- 
tegic plan shall include— 

“(1) an assessment of the condition and 
performance of the National Multimodal 
Freight Network; 

‘“(2) forecasts of freight volumes for the 
succeeding 5-, 10-, and 20-year periods; 

“(3) an identification of major trade gate- 
ways and national freight corridors that con- 
nect major population centers, trade gate- 
ways, and other major freight generators; 

‘“(4) an identification of bottlenecks on the 
National Multimodal Freight Network that 
create significant freight congestion, based 
on a quantitative methodology developed by 
the Secretary, which shall, at a minimum, 
include— 

“(A) information from the Freight Anal- 
ysis Framework of the Federal Highway Ad- 
ministration; and 

“(B) to the maximum extent practicable, 
an estimate of the cost of addressing each 
bottleneck and any operational improve- 
ments that could be implemented; 

“(5) an assessment of statutory, regu- 
latory, technological, institutional, finan- 
cial, and other barriers to improved freight 
transportation performance, and a descrip- 
tion of opportunities for overcoming the bar- 
riers; 

(6) an identification of best practices for 
improving the performance of the National 
Multimodal Freight Network; 

“(7) a process for addressing multistate 
projects and encouraging jurisdictions to 
collaborate; and 
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‘(8) strategies to improve freight inter- 
modal connectivity. 

“(c) UPDATES.—Not later than 5 years after 
the date of completion of the national 
freight strategic plan under subsection (a), 
and every 5 years thereafter, the Secretary 
shall update the plan and publish the up- 
dated plan on the public Internet Web site of 
the Department of Transportation. 

“(d) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall 
develop and update the national freight stra- 
tegic plan in consultation with State depart- 
ments of transportation, metropolitan plan- 
ning organizations, and other appropriate 
public and private transportation stake- 
holders. 


“$70103. National Multimodal Freight Net- 
work 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Secretary of Transportation shall estab- 
lish the National Multimodal Freight Net- 
work in accordance with this section— 

“(1) to focus Federal policy on the most 
strategic freight assets; and 

“(2) to assist in strategically directing re- 
sources and policies toward improved per- 
formance of the National Multimodal 
Freight Network. 

‘“(_b) NETWORK COMPONENTS.—The National 
Multimodal Freight Network shall include— 

“(1) the National Highway Freight Net- 
work, as established under section 167 of 
title 23; 

“(2) the freight rail systems of Class I rail- 
roads, as designated by the Surface Trans- 
portation Board; 

‘“(3) the public ports of the United States 
that have total annual foreign and domestic 
trade of at least 2,000,000 short tons, as iden- 
tified by the Waterborne Commerce Statis- 
tics Center of the Army Corps of Engineers, 
using the data from the latest year for which 
such data is available; 

“(4) the inland and intracoastal waterways 
of the United States, as described in section 
206 of the Inland Waterways Revenue Act of 
1978 (33 U.S.C. 1804); 

“(5) the Great Lakes, the St. Lawrence 
Seaway, and coastal routes along which do- 
mestic freight is transported; 

““6) the 50 airports located in the United 
States with the highest annual landed 
weight, as identified by the Federal Aviation 
Administration; and 

“(7) other strategic freight assets, includ- 
ing strategic intermodal facilities and 
freight rail lines of Class II and Class III rail- 
roads, designated by the Secretary as crit- 
ical to interstate commerce. 

‘(c) OTHER STRATEGIC FREIGHT ASSETS.—In 
determining network components in sub- 
section (b), the Secretary may consider stra- 
tegic freight assets identified by States, in- 
cluding public ports if such ports do not 
meet the annual tonnage threshold, for in- 
clusion on the National Multimodal Freight 
Network. 

‘(d) REDESIGNATION.—Not later than 5 
years after the date of establishment of the 
National Multimodal Freight Network under 
subsection (a), and every 5 years thereafter, 
the Secretary shall update the National 
Multimodal Freight Network. 

“(e) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall 
establish and update the National 
Multimodal Freight Network in consultation 
with State departments of transportation 
and other appropriate public and private 
transportation stakeholders. 

‘(f) LANDED WEIGHT DEFINED.—In this sec- 
tion, the term ‘landed weight’ means the 
weight of an aircraft transporting only cargo 
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in intrastate, interstate, or foreign air trans- 
portation, as such terms are defined in sec- 
tion 40102(a). 


“CHAPTER 702—MULTIMODAL FREIGHT 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AND IN- 
FORMATION 

“Sec. 


‘70201. State freight advisory committees. 
“70202. State freight plans. 

‘70203. Data and tools. 

“§ 70201. State freight advisory committees 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Trans- 
portation shall encourage each State to es- 
tablish a freight advisory committee con- 
sisting of a representative cross-section of 
public and private sector freight stake- 
holders, including representatives of ports, 
freight railroads, shippers, carriers, freight- 
related associations, third-party logistics 
providers, the freight industry workforce, 
the transportation department of the State, 
and local governments. 

‘(_b) ROLE OF COMMITTEE.—A freight advi- 
sory committee of a State described in sub- 
section (a) shall— 

“(1) advise the State on freight-related pri- 
orities, issues, projects, and funding needs; 

“(2) serve as a forum for discussion for 
State transportation decisions affecting 
freight mobility; 

“(3) communicate and coordinate regional 
priorities with other organizations; 

(4) promote the sharing of information be- 
tween the private and public sectors on 
freight issues; and 

‘“(5) participate in the development of the 
freight plan of the State described in section 
70202. 

“S 70202. State freight plans 


‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—Each State shall develop 
a freight plan that provides a comprehensive 
plan for the immediate and long-range plan- 
ning activities and investments of the State 
with respect to freight. 

‘“(b) PLAN CONTENTS.—A freight plan de- 
scribed in subsection (a) shall include, at a 
minimum— 

“(1) an identification of significant freight 
system trends, needs, and issues with respect 
to the State; 

‘“(2) a description of the freight policies, 
strategies, and performance measures that 
will guide the freight-related transportation 
investment decisions of the State; 

‘“(3) a description of how the plan will im- 
prove the ability of the State to meet the na- 
tional freight goals described in section 
70101; 

“(4) evidence of consideration of innova- 
tive technologies and operational strategies, 
including intelligent transportation systems, 
that improve the safety and efficiency of 
freight movement; 

“(5) in the case of routes on which travel 
by heavy vehicles (including mining, agricul- 
tural, energy cargo or equipment, and timber 
vehicles) is projected to substantially dete- 
riorate the condition of roadways, a descrip- 
tion of improvements that may be required 
to reduce or impede the deterioration; and 

“(6) an inventory of facilities with freight 
mobility issues, such as truck bottlenecks, 
within the State, and a description of the 
strategies the State is employing to address 
those freight mobility issues. 

‘(¢) RELATIONSHIP TO STATE PLANS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A freight plan described 
in subsection (a) may be developed sepa- 
rately from or incorporated into the state- 
wide transportation plans required by sec- 
tion 185 of title 23. 

‘(2) UPDATES.—If the freight plan described 
in subsection (a) is developed separately 
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from the State transportation improvement 

program, the freight plan shall be updated at 

least every 5 years. 

“§ 70203. Data and tools 
“(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 

after the date of enactment of this section, 

the Secretary shall— 

““(1) begin development of new tools or im- 
prove existing tools to support an outcome- 
oriented, performance-based approach to 
evaluate proposed freight-related and other 
transportation projects, including— 

*“*(A) methodologies for systematic analysis 
of benefits and costs; 

‘“(B) tools for ensuring that the evaluation 
of freight-related and other transportation 
projects may consider safety, economic com- 
petitiveness, environmental sustainability, 
and system condition in the project selection 
process; and 

“(C) other elements to assist in effective 
transportation planning; 

““(2) identify transportation-related freight 
travel models and model data elements to 
support a broad range of evaluation methods 
and techniques to assist in making transpor- 
tation investment decisions; and 

(3) at a minimum, in consultation with 
other relevant Federal agencies, consider 
any improvements to existing freight flow 
data collection efforts, including improved 
methods to standardize and manage the 
data, that could reduce identified freight 
data gaps and deficiencies and help improve 
forecasts of freight transportation demand. 

“(b) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall 
consult with Federal, State, and other stake- 
holders to develop, improve, and implement 
the tools and collect the data described in 
subsection (a).’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis of 
subtitles for title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
subtitle IX and inserting the following: 

“IX. Multimodal Freight Transpor- 

tation 

(c) REPEALS.—Sections 1117 and 1118 of 
MAP-21 (Public Law 112-141), and the items 
relating to such sections in the table of con- 
tents in section 1(c) of such Act, are re- 
pealed. 

TITLE IX—NATIONAL SURFACE TRANS- 
PORTATION AND INNOVATIVE FINANCE 
BUREAU 

SEC. 9001. NATIONAL SURFACE TRANSPOR- 

TATION AND INNOVATIVE FINANCE 

BUREAU. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“$116. National Surface Transportation and 
Innovative Finance Bureau 
“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary of 

Transportation shall establish a National 

Surface Transportation and Innovative Fi- 

nance Bureau in the Department. 

‘“(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the Bu- 
reau shall be— 

“(1) to administer the application proc- 
esses for programs within the Department in 
accordance with subsection (d); 

“(2) to promote innovative financing best 
practices in accordance with subsection (e); 

(3) to reduce uncertainty and delays with 
respect to environmental reviews and per- 
mitting in accordance with subsection (f); 

“(4) to reduce costs and risks to taxpayers 
in project delivery and procurement in ac- 
cordance with subsection (g); and 

‘“(5) to carry out subtitle IX of this title. 

‘(c) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.— 

‘“(1) APPOINTMENT.—The Bureau shall be 
headed by an Executive Director, who shall 
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be appointed in the competitive service by 
the Secretary, with the approval of the 
President. 

‘(2)  DUTIES.—The 
shall— 

“(A) report to the Under Secretary of 
Transportation for Policy; 

‘(B) be responsible for the management 
and oversight of the daily activities, deci- 
sions, operations, and personnel of the Bu- 
reau; 

‘“(C) support the Council on Credit and Fi- 
nance established under section 117 in ac- 
cordance with this section; and 

“(D) carry out such additional duties as 
the Secretary may prescribe. 

‘(d) ADMINISTRATION OF CERTAIN APPLICA- 
TION PROCESSES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Bureau shall admin- 
ister the application processes for the fol- 
lowing programs: 

‘(A) The infrastructure finance programs 
authorized under chapter 6 of title 23. 

“(B) The railroad rehabilitation and im- 
provement financing program authorized 
under sections 501 through 503 of the Rail- 
road Revitalization and Regulatory Reform 
Act of 1976 (45 U.S.C. 821-823). 

“(C) Amount allocations authorized under 
section 142(m) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986. 

“(D) The nationally significant freight and 
highway projects program under section 117 
of title 23. 

‘(2) CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION.—The 
Secretary shall ensure that the congres- 
sional notification requirements for each 
program referred to in paragraph (1) are fol- 
lowed in accordance with the statutory pro- 
visions applicable to the program. 

(3) REPORTS.—The Secretary shall ensure 
that the reporting requirements for each 
program referred to in paragraph (1) are fol- 
lowed in accordance with the statutory pro- 
visions applicable to the program. 

“(4) COORDINATION.—In administering the 
application processes for the programs re- 
ferred to in paragraph (1), the Executive Di- 
rector of the Bureau shall coordinate with 
appropriate officials in the Department and 
its modal administrations responsible for ad- 
ministering such programs. 

‘(5) STREAMLINING APPROVAL PROCESSES.— 
Not later than 1 year after the date of enact- 
ment of this section, the Secretary shall sub- 
mit to the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation, the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, and 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works of the Senate a report that— 

“(A) evaluates the application processes 
for the programs referred to in paragraph (1); 

“(B) identifies administrative and legisla- 
tive actions that would improve the effi- 
ciency of the application processes without 
diminishing Federal oversight; and 

“(C) describes how the Secretary will im- 
plement administrative actions identified 
under subparagraph (B) that do not require 
an Act of Congress. 

‘(6) PROCEDURES AND TRANSPARENCY.— 

“(A) PROCEDURES.—The Secretary shall, 
with respect to the programs referred to in 
paragraph (1)— 

“(i) establish procedures for analyzing and 
evaluating applications and for utilizing the 
recommendations of the Council on Credit 
and Finance; 

“(ii) establish procedures for addressing 
late-arriving applications, as applicable, and 
communicating the Bureau’s decisions for 
accepting or rejecting late applications to 
the applicant and the public; and 
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“(iii) document major decisions in the ap- 
plication evaluation process through a deci- 
sion memorandum or similar mechanism 
that provides a clear rationale for such deci- 
sions. 

‘(B) REVIEW.— 

““(j) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General 
of the United States shall review the compli- 
ance of the Secretary with the requirements 
of this paragraph. 

“(ii) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The Comptroller 
General may make recommendations to the 
Secretary in order to improve compliance 
with the requirements of this paragraph. 

“(iii) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after 
the date of enactment of this section, the 
Comptroller General shall submit to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works and the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate a report on the results of the review 
conducted under clause (i), including find- 
ings and recommendations for improvement. 

‘(e) INNOVATIVE FINANCING BEST PRAC- 
TICES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Bureau shall work 
with the modal administrations within the 
Department, the States, and other public 
and private interests to develop and promote 
best practices for innovative financing and 
public-private partnerships. 

“(2) ACTIVITIES.—The Bureau shall carry 
out paragraph (1)— 

“(A) by making Federal credit assistance 
programs more accessible to eligible recipi- 
ents; 

‘(B) by providing advice and expertise to 
State and local governments that seek to le- 
verage public and private funding; 

“(C) by sharing innovative financing best 
practices and case studies from State and 
local governments with other State and local 
governments that are interested in utilizing 
innovative financing methods; and 

‘(D) by developing and monitoring— 

“(i) best practices with respect to stand- 
ardized State public-private partnership au- 
thorities and practices, including best prac- 
tices related to— 

‘(T) accurate and reliable assumptions for 
analyzing public-private partnership pro- 
curements; 

“(II) procedures for the handling of unso- 
licited bids; 

‘(III) policies with respect to noncompete 
clauses; and 

‘“(IV) other significant terms of public-pri- 
vate partnership procurements, as deter- 
mined appropriate by the Bureau; 

“(ii) standard contracts for the most com- 
mon types of public-private partnerships for 
transportation facilities; and 

“(iii) analytical tools and other techniques 
to aid State and local governments in deter- 
mining the appropriate project delivery 
model, including a value for money analysis. 

(3) TRANSPARENCY.—The Bureau shall— 

“(A) ensure transparency of a project re- 
ceiving credit assistance under a program 
identified in subsection (d)(1) and procured 
as a public-private partnership by— 

“(i) requiring the project sponsor of such 
project to undergo a value for money anal- 
ysis or a comparable analysis prior to decid- 
ing to advance the project as a public-private 
partnership; 

“(ii) requiring the analysis required under 
subparagraph (A) and other key terms of the 
relevant public-private partnership agree- 
ment, to be made publicly available by the 
project sponsor at an appropriate time; 

“(iii) not later than 3 years after the com- 
pletion of the project, requiring the project 
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sponsor of such project to conduct a review 
regarding whether the private partner is 
meeting the terms of the relevant public pri- 
vate partnership agreement for the project; 
and 

“(iv) providing a publicly available sum- 
mary of the total level of Federal assistance 
in such project; and 

“(B) develop guidance to implement this 
paragraph that takes into consideration 
variations in State and local laws and re- 
quirements related to public-private partner- 
ships. 

“(4) SUPPORT TO PROJECTS SPONSORS.—At 
the request of a State or local government, 
the Bureau shall provide technical assistance 
to the State or local government regarding 
proposed public-private partnership agree- 
ments for transportation facilities, including 
assistance in performing a value for money 
analysis or comparable analysis. 

‘(5) FIXED GUIDEWAY TRANSIT PROCEDURES 
REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the date 
of enactment of this section, the Secretary 
shall submit to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the 
Senate a report that— 

“(A) evaluates the differences between tra- 
ditional design-bid-build, design-build, and 
public-private partnership procurements for 
projects carried out under the fixed guide- 
way capital investment program authorized 
under section 5309; 

““(B) identifies, for project procured as pub- 
lic-private partnerships whether the review 
and approval process under the program re- 
quires modification to better suit the unique 
nature of such procurements; and 

‘“(C) describes how the Secretary will im- 
plement any administrative actions identi- 
fied under subparagraph (B) that do not re- 
quire an Act of Congress. 

“(f) ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW AND PERMIT- 
TING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Bureau shall take 
such actions as are appropriate and con- 
sistent with the goals and policies set forth 
in this title and title 23, including with the 
concurrence of other Federal agencies as re- 
quired under this title and title 23, to im- 
prove delivery timelines for projects. 

““(2) ACTIVITIES.—The Bureau shall carry 
out paragraph (1)— 

“(A) by serving as the Department’s liai- 
son to the Council on Environmental Qual- 
ity; 

“(B) by coordinating Department-wide ef- 
forts to improve the efficiency and effective- 
ness of the environmental review and per- 
mitting process; 

“(C) by coordinating Department efforts 
under section 139 of title 23; 

“(D) by supporting modernization efforts 
at Federal agencies to achieve innovative ap- 
proaches to the permitting and review of 
projects; 

(E) by providing technical assistance and 
training to field and headquarters staff of 
Federal agencies on policy changes and inno- 
vative approaches to the delivery of projects; 

“(F) by identifying, developing, and track- 
ing metrics for permit reviews and decisions 
by Federal agencies for projects under the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969; 
and 

“(G) by administering and expanding the 
use of Internet-based tools providing for— 

““(i) the development and posting of sched- 
ules for permit reviews and permit decisions 
for projects; and 

“Gi) the sharing of best practices related 
to efficient permitting and reviews for 
projects. 
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‘(3) SUPPORT TO PROJECT SPONSORS.—At 
the request of a State or local government, 
the Bureau, in coordination with the other 
appropriate modal agencies within the De- 
partment, shall provide technical assistance 
with regard to the compliance of a project 
sponsored by the State or local government 
with the requirements of the National Envi- 
ronmental Policy Act 1969 and relevant Fed- 
eral environmental permits. 

‘(g) PROJECT PROCUREMENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Bureau shall pro- 
mote best practices in procurement for a 
project receiving assistance under a program 
identified in subsection (d)(1) by developing, 
in coordination with the Federal Highway 
Administration and other modal agencies as 
appropriate, procurement benchmarks in 
order to ensure accountable expenditure of 
Federal assistance over the life cycle of such 
project. 

‘(2) PROCUREMENT BENCHMARKS.—The pro- 
curement benchmarks developed under para- 
graph (1) shall, to the maximum extent prac- 
ticable— 

“(A) establish maximum thresholds for ac- 
ceptable project cost increases and delays in 
project delivery; 

“(B) establish uniform methods for States 
to measure cost and delivery changes over 
the life cycle of a project; and 

“(C) be tailored, as necessary, to various 
types of project procurements, including de- 
sign-bid-build, design-build, and public pri- 
vate partnerships. 

‘“(h) ELIMINATION AND CONSOLIDATION OF 
DUPLICATIVE OFFICES.— 

“(1) ELIMINATION OF OFFICES.—The Sec- 
retary may eliminate any office within the 
Department if the Secretary determines that 
the purposes of the office are duplicative of 
the purposes of the Bureau, and the elimi- 
nation of such office shall not adversely af- 
fect the obligations of the Secretary under 
any Federal law. 

‘(2) CONSOLIDATION OF OFFICES.—The Sec- 
retary may consolidate any office within the 
Department into the Bureau that the Sec- 
retary determines has duties, responsibil- 
ities, resources, or expertise that support the 
purposes of the Bureau. 

‘(3) STAFFING AND 
SOURCES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall en- 
sure that the Bureau is adequately staffed 
and funded. 

“(B) STAFFING.—The Secretary may trans- 
fer to the Bureau a position within the De- 
partment from any office that is eliminated 
or consolidated under this subsection if the 
Secretary determines that the position is 
necessary to carry out the purposes of the 
Bureau. 

‘(C) BUDGETARY RESOURCES.— 

“(i) TRANSFER OF FUNDS FROM ELIMINATED 
OR CONSOLIDATED OFFICES.—The Secretary 
may transfer to the Bureau funds allocated 
to any office that is eliminated or consoli- 
dated under this subsection to carry out the 
purposes of the Bureau. 

‘“(ii) TRANSFER OF FUNDS ALLOCATED TO AD- 
MINISTRATIVE COSTS.—The Secretary shall 
transfer to the Bureau funds allocated to the 
administrative costs of processing applica- 
tions for the programs referred to in sub- 
section (d)(1). 

(4) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this section, the 
Secretary shall submit to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works and the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate a report that— 
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“(A) lists the offices eliminated under 
paragraph (1) and provides the rationale for 
elimination of the offices; 

“(B) lists the offices consolidated under 
paragraph (2) and provides the rationale for 
consolidation of the offices; and 

“(C) describes the actions taken under 
paragraph (3) and provides the rationale for 
taking such actions. 

“(i) SAVINGS PROVISIONS.— 

‘(1) LAWS AND REGULATIONS.—Nothing in 
this section may be construed to change a 
law or regulation with respect to a program 
referred to in subsection (d)(1). 

‘(2) RESPONSIBILITIES.—Nothing in this 
section may be construed to abrogate the re- 
sponsibilities of an agency, operating admin- 
istration, or office within the Department 
otherwise charged by a law or regulation 
with other aspects of program administra- 
tion, oversight, and project approval or im- 
plementation for the programs and projects 
subject to this section. 

“(j) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol- 
lowing definitions apply: 

“(1) BUREAU.—The term ‘Bureau’ means 
the National Surface Transportation and In- 
novative Finance Bureau of the Department. 

‘(2) DEPARTMENT.—The term ‘Department’ 
means the Department of Transportation. 

‘(3) MULTIMODAL PROJECT.—The term 
‘multimodal project’ means a project involv- 
ing the participation of more than one modal 
administration or secretarial office within 
the Department. 

‘(4) PROJECT.—The term ‘project’ means a 
highway project, public transportation cap- 
ital project, freight or passenger rail project, 
or multimodal project.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 


“116. National Surface Transportation and 
Innovative Finance Bureau.’’. 
SEC. 9002. COUNCIL ON CREDIT AND FINANCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1 of title 49, 
United States Code, as amended by this Act, 
is further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 


“§ 117. Council on Credit and Finance 


“(a) HESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary of 
Transportation shall establish a Council on 
Credit and Finance in accordance with this 
section. 

‘*(b) MEMBERSHIP.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Council shall be 
composed of the following members: 

‘(A) The Under Secretary of Transpor- 
tation for Policy. 

“(B) The Chief Financial Officer and As- 
sistant Secretary for Budget and Programs. 

“(C) The General Counsel of the Depart- 
ment of Transportation. 

‘(D) The Assistant Secretary for Transpor- 
tation Policy. 

“(E) The Administrator of the Federal 
Highway Administration. 

“(F) The Administrator of the Federal 
Transit Administration. 

“(G) The Administrator of the Federal 
Railroad Administration. 

(2) ADDITIONAL MEMBERS.—The Secretary 
may designate up to 3 additional officials of 
the Department to serve as at-large members 
of the Council. 

‘*(3) CHAIRPERSON AND VICE CHAIRPERSON.— 

“(A) CHAIRPERSON.—The Under Secretary 
of Transportation for Policy shall serve as 
the chairperson of the Council. 

‘(B) VICE CHAIRPERSON.—The Chief Finan- 
cial Officer and Assistant Secretary for 
Budget and Programs shall serve as the vice 
chairperson of the Council. 
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““(4) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—The Executive 
Director of the National Surface Transpor- 
tation and Innovative Finance Bureau shall 
serve as a nonvoting member of the Council. 

“(e) DUTIES.—The Council shall— 

““(1) review applications for assistance sub- 
mitted under the programs referred to in sec- 
tion 116(d)(1); 

“(2) make recommendations to the Sec- 
retary regarding the selection of projects to 
receive assistance under the programs re- 
ferred to in section 116(d)(1); 

(3) review, on a regular basis, projects 
that received assistance under the programs 
referred to in section 116(d)(1); and 

‘“(4) carry out such additional duties as the 
Secretary may prescribe.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for such chapter is further amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: 

‘117. Council on Credit and Finance.’’. 
TITLE X—SPORT FISH RESTORATION AND 
RECREATIONAL BOATING SAFETY 

SEC. 10001. ALLOCATIONS. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—Section 3 of the Din- 
gell-Johnson Sport Fish Restoration Act (16 
U.S.C. 777b) is amended by striking ‘‘57 per- 
cent” and inserting ‘‘58.012 percent”. 

(b) IN GENERAL.—Section 4 of the Dingell- 
Johnson Sport Fish Restoration Act (16 
U.S.C. 777c) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘For each” and all that fol- 
lows through ‘‘the balance” and inserting 
“For each fiscal year through fiscal year 
2021, the balance”; and 

(ii) by striking ‘“‘multistate conservation 
grants under section 14” and inserting ‘‘ac- 
tivities under section 14(e)’’; 

(B) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘18.5’’ per- 
cent and inserting ‘‘18.673 percent’’; 

(C) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘18.5 per- 
cent” and inserting ‘‘17.315 percent”; 

(D) by striking paragraphs (8) and (4); 

(E) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para- 
graph (4); and 

(F) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

(3) BOATING 
MENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—An amount equal to 4 
percent to the Secretary of the Interior for 
qualified projects under section 5604(c) of the 
Clean Vessel Act of 1992 (33 U.S.C. 1822 note) 
and section 7404(d) of the Sportfishing and 
Boating Safety Act of 1998 (16 U.S.C. 777g— 
1(d)). 

“(B) LIMITATION.—Not more than 75 per- 
cent of the amount under subparagraph (A) 
shall be available for projects under either of 
the sections referred to in subparagraph 
(A).”; 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(A) by striking ‘‘for 
each” and all that follows through ‘‘the Sec- 
retary” and inserting ‘‘for each fiscal year 
through fiscal year 2021, the Secretary”; 

(B) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para- 
graph (3); 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(2) SET-ASIDE FOR COAST GUARD ADMINIS- 
TRATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—From the annual appro- 
priation made in accordance with section 3, 
for each of fiscal years 2016 through 2021, the 
Secretary of the department in which the 
Coast Guard is operating may use no more 
than the amount specified in subparagraph 
(B) for the fiscal year for the purposes set 
forth in section 13107(c) of title 46, United 
States Code. The amount specified in sub- 
paragraph (B) for a fiscal year may not be in- 
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cluded in the amount of the annual appro- 
priation distributed under subsection (a) for 
the fiscal year. 

“(B) AVAILABLE AMOUNTS.—The available 
amount referred to in subparagraph (A) is— 

“(i) for fiscal year 2016, $7,800,000; 

“(ii) for fiscal year 2017, $7,900,000; 

‘(iii) for fiscal year 2018, $8,000,000; 

‘(iv) for fiscal year 2019, $8,100,000; 

‘(v) for fiscal year 2020, $8,200,000; and 

‘“(vi) for fiscal year 2021, $8,300,000.’’; and 

(D) in paragraph (3), as so redesignated— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘until 
the end of the fiscal year.” and inserting 
“until the end of the subsequent fiscal 
year.’’; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (B) by striking “under 
subsection (e)? and inserting ‘‘under sub- 
section (c)”’; 

(3) in subsection (c)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(c) The Secretary” and in- 
serting ‘‘(c)(1) The Secretary,”’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘grants under section 14 of 
this title” and inserting ‘‘activities under 
section 14(e)’’; 

(C) by striking ‘‘57 percent” and inserting 
‘58.012 percent”; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 

“(2) The Secretary shall deduct from the 
amount to be apportioned under paragraph 
(1) the amounts used for grants under section 
14(a).’’; and 

(4) in subsection (e)(1), by striking ‘‘those 
subsections,’ and inserting ‘‘those para- 
graphs,’’. 

(c) SUBMISSION AND APPROVAL OF PLANS 
AND PROJECTS.—Section 6(d) of the Dingell- 
Johnson Sport Fish Restoration Act (16 
U.S.C. 777e(d)) is amended by striking ‘‘for 
appropriations” and inserting ‘‘from appro- 
priations’’. 

(d) UNEXPENDED OR UNOBLIGATED FUNDS.— 
Section 8(b)(2) of the Dingell-Johnson Sport 
Fish Restoration Act (16 U.S.C. 777g(b)(2)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘57 percent” and insert- 
ing ‘‘58.012 percent”. 

(e) COOPERATION.—Section 12 of the Din- 
gell-Johnson Sport Fish Restoration Act (16 
U.S.C. 777k) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘57 percent” and inserting 
‘58.012 percent”; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘under section 4(b)’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘under section 4(c)’’. 

(f) OTHER ACTIVITIES.—Section 14 of the 
Dingell-Johnson Sport Fish Restoration Act 
(16 U.S.C. 777m) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by striking ‘‘of each 
annual appropriation made in accordance 
with the provisions of section 3”; and 

(2) in subsection (e)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1) 
by striking “Of amounts made available 
under section 4(b) for each fiscal year—’’ and 
inserting ‘‘Not more than $1,200,000 of each 
annual appropriation made in accordance 
with the provisions of section 3 shall be dis- 
tributed to the Secretary of the Interior for 
use as follows:’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (1)(D) by striking ‘‘; and” 
and inserting a period. 

(g) REPEAL.—The Dingell-Johnson Sport 
Fish Restoration Act (16 U.S.C. 777 et seq.) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking section 15; and 

(2) by redesignating section 16 as section 
15. 

SEC. 10002. RECREATIONAL BOATING SAFETY. 


Section 13107 of title 46, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(1) Subject to paragraph 
(2) and subsection (c),’’ and inserting ‘‘Sub- 
ject to subsection (c),”’; 
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(B) by striking ‘‘the sum of (A) the amount 
made available from the Boat Safety Ac- 
count for that fiscal year under section 15 of 
the Dingell-Johnson Sport Fish Restoration 
Act and (B)’’; and 

(C) by striking paragraph (2); and 

(2) in subsection (c)— 

(A) by striking the subsection designation 
and paragraph (1) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

““(c)(1)(A) The Secretary may use amounts 
made available each fiscal year under sec- 
tion 4(b)(2) of the Dingell-Johnson Sport 
Fish Restoration Act (16 U.S.C. 777c(b)(2)) for 
payment of expenses of the Coast Guard for 
investigations, personnel, and activities di- 
rectly related to— 

“(i) administering State recreational boat- 
ing safety programs under this chapter; or 

“(ii) coordinating or carrying out the na- 
tional recreational boating safety program 
under this title. 

‘(B) Of the amounts used by the Secretary 
each fiscal year under subparagraph (A)— 

“(i) not less than $2,000,000 is available to 
ensure compliance with chapter 43 of this 
title; and 

“(ii) not more than $1,500,000 is available to 
conduct a survey of levels of recreational 
boating participation and related matters in 
the United States.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘No funds” and inserting 
“On and after October 1, 2016, no funds”; and 

(ii) by striking “traditionally”. 

In such matter, strike division C, except— 

(1) the division designation and heading; 
and 

(2) in title XXXIV— 

(A) the title designation and heading; and 

(B) subtitles B, C, and D. 

In such matter, strike divisions D, G, and 
H. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. SHUSTER 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 1 printed in part 
B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 62, line 19, before the semicolon insert 
“and critical commerce corridors”. 

Page 77, strike lines 6 and 7 and insert the 
following: 

“§207. Tribal transportation self-governance 
program 

Page 218, beginning on line 6, amend the 
heading for section 1416 to read as follows: 
SEC. 1416. NATIONAL ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARG- 

ING, HYDROGEN, PROPANE, AND 
NATURAL GAS FUELING CORRIDORS. 

Page 218, line 12, insert ‘‘propane,’’ after 
‘“‘hydrogen,’’. 

Page 218, line 17, insert ‘‘propane, 
“hydrogen,’’. 

Page 218, line 20, insert ‘“‘propane fueling 
infrastructure,” after ‘hydrogen infrastruc- 
ture,”. 

Page 218, line 24, insert ‘‘propane, 
“fuel cell,’’. 

Page 219, lines 5 and 6, insert ‘‘stations”’ 
after ‘‘electric vehicle charging”. 

Page 219, line 6, insert ‘‘propane fueling 
stations,’ after ‘‘hydrogen fueling sta- 
tions,’’. 

Page 219, line 10, insert ‘‘stations’’ after 
“electric vehicle charging’’. 

Page 219, line 11, insert ‘“‘propane fueling 
stations,” after ‘‘stations,’’. 


” 


after 


” 


after 
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Page 219, line 19, insert ‘‘propane,’’ after 
“fuel cell electric,’’. 

Page 220, line 12, insert ‘‘infrastructure”’ 
after ‘‘electric vehicle charging”. 

Page 220, line 18, insert ‘‘propane fueling 
infrastructure,” after ‘‘infrastructure,’’. 

Page 220, line 20, insert ‘‘infrastructure”’ 
after ‘‘electric vehicle charging”. 

Page 220, line 21, insert ‘‘propane fueling 
infrastructure,” after “hydrogen infrastruc- 
ture,”. 

Page 221, amend the matter following line 
2 to read as follows: 

“151. National electric vehicle charging, hy- 
drogen, propane, and natural 
gas fueling corridors.” . 

Page 276, line 14, strike the first semicolon 
and insert ‘‘; and”. 

Page 324, line 1, strike “High visibility” 
and insert ‘‘High-visibility’’. 

Page 393, line 23, add “and” at the end. 

Page 537, line 15, before the period insert 
“and planning”. 

Page 543, line 11, strike ‘“‘disclose” and in- 
sert ‘‘disclosure’’. 

Page 553, strike line 11 and all that follows 
through line 2 on page 571. 

Page 604, line 8, strike 
quotation marks. 

Page 604, line 9, insert closing quotation 
marks after ‘‘percent’’. 

Page 606, strike lines 5 through 12 and in- 
sert the following: 

“(i) for fiscal year 2016, $7,300,000; 

“(i) for fiscal year 2017, $7,400,000; 

“(ii) for fiscal year 2018, $7,500,000; 

“(iv) for fiscal year 2019, $7,600,000; 

““(v) for fiscal year 2020, $7,700,000; and 

““(vi) for fiscal year 2021, $7,800,000.’’; and 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 507, the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania (Mr. SHUSTER) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, the 
manager’s amendment that I am offer- 
ing makes technical and conforming 
changes to the Rules Committee Print. 

This amendment was developed in co- 
operation with Ranking Member DEFA- 
ZIO. So I would urge all Members to 
support my amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. SWALWELL 
OF CALIFORNIA 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 2 printed in part 
B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. SWALWELL of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk made in order under the rule. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 26, after line 2, insert the following: 

“(4) by adding at the end the following: 

‘ (35) SGHARED-USE PROGRAMS & TECH- 
NOLOGIES.—The term ‘‘Shared-Use Programs 
& Technologies” refers to projects and pro- 
grams that utilize innovative mobility tech- 
nologies to provide alternatives to driving 
alone, including, but not limited to, 
carshare, Bikeshare, carpool/vanpool, trans- 
portation network companies, multimodal 


the closing 
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fare payment system, app based mobility 
providers, and other innovative projects. °.” 

Page 53, line 3, strike the period and insert 
“eor? 

Page 53, after line 3, insert the following 
new paragraph: 

“(10) shared-Use Programs & Technologies 
that have a demonstrated ability to reduce 
vehicle miles traveled or improve air quality 
as determined by the Secretary.”. 

Page 241, strike lines 9 through 10 and in- 
sert the following: 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘land- 
scaping”’; 

(B) in subparagraph (F) by striking ‘‘or’’; 

(C) in subparagraph (G) by striking period 
and inserting ‘‘; or”; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 

“(H) Transit Oriented Shared-Use Pro- 
grams and Technologies.’’. 

Page 241, after line 20, add the following: 

‘(26) TRANSIT ORIENTED SHARED-USE PRO- 
GRAMS & TECHNOLOGIES.—The term ‘Transit 
Oriented Shared-Use Programs & Tech- 
nologies’ refers to projects and programs 
that utilize innovative mobility technologies 
to better connect users with a transit system 
including, but not limited to, carshare, 
Bikeshare, carpool/vanpool, transportation 
network companies, multimodal fare pay- 
ment system, app based mobility providers, 
and other innovative projects that help con- 
nect users to transit.’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 507, the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. SWALWELL) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. SWALWELL of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chair, I rise to offer a bipartisan 
amendment with the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. SCHWEIKERT) that would 
make it easier for public entities to 
better utilize the benefits of new and 
innovative technologies to deliver 
more and better transportation out- 
comes. 

I thank my friend, Congressman 
SCHWEIKERT, for cosponsoring this im- 
portant amendment. I also thank the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ROKITA) 
for his work in the subcommittee on a 
similar issue. 

In recent years, the Internet, new 
technologies, and shared-use programs 
have revolutionized the way we travel. 
Our Federal transportation policies, 
however, must take advantage of these 
new technologies and shared programs 
to help reduce traffic congestion, help 
improve air quality, and better connect 
users with mass transportation op- 
tions. 

My amendment is simple. It would 
make eligible projects and programs 
that utilize innovative mobility tech- 
nologies to provide alternatives to 
driving alone under the Congestion 
Mitigation and Air Quality Improve- 
ment Program, also known as CMAQ, 
and the associated transit improve- 
ment program to better connect users 
to mass transit systems. 

Allowing States and cities to have 
the flexibility to choose how to better 
improve transportation outcomes 
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under CMAQ and associated transit im- 
provement programs can help spur in- 
novation to create better results for 
transit users, ultimately allowing peo- 
ple to spend less time in their car and 
more time at home with their families. 

I know from driving in my district, 
California’s 15th Congressional Dis- 
trict, the East Bay, where traffic con- 
gestion is among the worst in our 
country, we need to give our States 
and local governments every oppor- 
tunity to utilize new technologies and 
shared programs to reduce traffic. 

Under both CMAQ and associated 
transit improvement programs, State 
and local entities are already able to 
partner with private companies. Why 
not include these new technologies and 
shared programs to achieve these 
goals? 

Let me be clear, Mr. Chair. This 
amendment does not mandate that any 
funding go to any entity, and this 
amendment does not increase Federal 
spending by a dime. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chair, while this 
amendment is well intended, the 
amendment would dilute the eligi- 
bilities currently available to States to 
combat congestion and air. 

We have not had adequate time to de- 
termine if there are any unintended 
consequences of providing eligibility 
for broadly expanding the eligibilities 
to include things like car share, bike 


share, and transportation network 
companies. 
Additionally, this amendment in- 


cludes these new eligibilities in the as- 
sociated transit improvement man- 
date. The mandate hurts local flexi- 
bility and could have serious unin- 
tended consequences. 

Our bill worked to reform this man- 
date. So I reluctantly urge all Members 
to oppose this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SWALWELL of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself 2 minutes. 

My amendment also would allow 
States and local governments to part- 
ner with innovative technologies that 
best serve transit systems. For exam- 
ple, by explicitly including car-sharing 
and bike-sharing companies, like Lyft, 
a California-based company, we can 
both reduce congestion and improve air 
quality while ensuring people have ac- 
cess to mass transportation. 

According to a research done by UC 
Berkeley, there are 32 car-sharing oper- 
ators in the United States with over 1.1 
million members and 16,754 vehicles. 
These car-sharing and bike-sharing ex- 
amples are just a few of the many op- 
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portunities that would be explicitly 
available to States and local govern- 
ments. 

Thirty cities have bike-sharing sys- 
tems with over 17,000 bikes available. 
In 2013, a survey of Capital Bikeshare 
here in the Capital City found that 
users drove 4.4 million fewer miles to 
access this program. 

Also, it is important to note that 
these technologies and shared pro- 
grams are already being implemented 
by cities across the country. Compa- 
nies like Lyft and Uber are working in 
coordination with city governments to 
better connect workers to transit op- 
tions. Lyft, for one, is now integrated 
in the Dallas Area Rapid Transit app, 
offering riders another option to start 
or end their transit trips. 

This amendment makes an important 
step toward using technology and 
shared programs to create a fully inte- 
grated transit system and improve its 
effectiveness. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield to 


the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
SCHWEIKERT). 
Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chair, I 


thank my friend from California and 
my fellow Members who I just pushed 
out of the way. 

Look, I know that we are discussing 
a transportation bill. But if you look 
at an amendment like this, the under- 
standing of what is coming at us tech- 
nology-wise, information, its ability to 
change how we look at moving our- 
selves, moving people, moving goods, 
moving freight, the amendment just 
basically directs the embracing of the 
information age and the opportunity 
that provides to actually deal with 
crowded roads, deal with congestion, 
and actually provide us some 
optionality out there. 

That is one of the reasons I stand be- 
hind this microphone and actually sort 
of stand behind my friend’s amend- 
ment. 

Mr. SWALWELL of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chair, 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California (Mr. SWALWELL). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. SWALWELL of California. Mr. 
Chair, I demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. WALDEN 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 3 printed in part 
B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
my amendment. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 


I yield 
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The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 67, strike lines 1 and 2 and insert the 
following: 

“(Gi) a highway or bridge project carried 
out on the National Highway System, in- 
cluding— 

“(I) a project to add capacity to the Inter- 
state System to improve mobility; and 

“(IT) a project in a national scenic area; 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 507, the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. WALDEN) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oregon. 

Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Chair, I rise today 
in support of this bipartisan amend- 
ment, which clarifies the eligibility of 
projects within national scenic areas 
under the nationally significant freight 
and highway project section of this leg- 
islation. 

I thank Representatives JAIME HER- 
RERA BEUTLER, EARL BLUMENAUER, and 
GARRET GRAVES for cosponsoring this 
important amendment with me. I 
thank Chairman SHUSTER, Ranking 
Member DEFAZIO, Chairman GRAVES, 
and Ranking Member HOLMES NORTON 
for their support as well. 

Across the Nation, there are 12 na- 
tional scenic areas in 8 States, includ- 
ing the Columbia River Gorge National 
Scenic Area, which is the largest scenic 
area in the United States. 

This Federal overlay consists of 
292,500 acres along 85 miles of the Co- 
lumbia River in Oregon and Wash- 
ington, encompassing 6 counties in 13 
different communities and subjecting 
the area to unique land use develop- 
ment restrictions. Ninety percent of 
the scenic area is subject to strict land 
use and development restrictions, in- 
cluding 114,600 acres of special manage- 
ment area and 71,000 acres of national 
forestlands. 

While scenic areas like the Columbia 
Gorge provide tourist opportunities to 
thousands of visiting Americans from 
all across the country, this unique Fed- 
eral involvement provides distinct 
challenges in promoting growth of the 
local economy while conserving nat- 
ural beauty of the lands within the 
gorge. 
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Transportation infrastructure is an 
essential component to efficiently 
serve the interests of both local resi- 
dents and visitors to the scenic area. 

There is a strong need for regional 
transportation planning and improve- 
ment to major transportation ele- 
ments. That would include things such 
as the Hood River interstate bridge and 
the Bridge of the Gods at Cascade 
Locks. Together these amount to 5.2 
million bridge crossings each year and 
the transfer of $110 million in goods, 
but they are deteriorating and defi- 
cient, and they are in need of major 
improvements. In fact, one of the 
bridges, the Hood River interstate 
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bridge, was recently hit by a barge, 
which has caused some consternation 
about the damage that may have oc- 
curred there. 

Clarifying the eligibility of the sce- 
nic areas throughout the Nation for 
transportation grant funding would 
help ensure that these areas are eligi- 
ble for meaningful funding opportuni- 
ties to enhance infrastructure within 
these unique federally managed areas. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of this 
amendment to ensure that federally 
designated scenic areas like the Colum- 
bia River Gorge are eligible for these 
funds. 

I yield to the gentleman from Lou- 
isiana (Mr. GRAVES), the coauthor of 
this amendment, for his comments. 

Mr. GRAVES of Louisiana. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to thank Chairman 
SHUSTER, Ranking Member DEFAZIO, 
Congressman WALDEN, Congresswoman 
HERRERA BEUTLER, Congressman BLU- 
MENAUER, and others who worked to 
get to a point where we all could come 
to common agreement on this. 

The chairman included in this bill an 
important program called the Nation- 
ally Significant Freight and Highway 
Projects program. This program estab- 
lishes a competitive grant opportunity 
for States, for metropolitan planning 
organizations, and for local govern- 
ments to the tune of over $740 million 
annually. 

Mr. Chairman, this recognizes the 
fact that we have massive needs in 
transportation infrastructure that re- 
main unaddressed. In my home city of 
Baton Rouge, you can see right here on 
this poster board, Mr. Chairman, that, 
for a midsized city, we have the worst 
traffic in the Nation. This is a snapshot 
of Google Maps taken just a few hours 
ago showing all the extraordinary traf- 
fic. 

Right here is one place in the Nation 
where the interstate going from Cali- 
fornia to Florida drops down to one 
lane. It shouldn’t be a surprise to any- 
one that it is all red and shows extraor- 
dinarily backed-up traffic. An average 
of 47 hours a year folks from this re- 
gion sit in traffic. 

What this amendment does is it actu- 
ally provides criteria for the United 
States Department of Transportation 
to consider when awarding grants 
under this competitive program. One of 
the criteria is ensuring mobility for ad- 
dressing bottlenecks like this in sub- 
standard interstate systems to ensure 
the flow of traffic, to give back those 47 
hours to the folks from the capital re- 
gion of Louisiana so they can spend 
time with their families, so they can 
spend more time at work, so they can 
be more productive citizens, and so we 
can have lower emissions. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank 
Chairman SHUSTER and Ranking Mem- 
ber DEFAZIO for working with us on 
this amendment. I urge adoption of 
this amendment. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, al- 
though I am not opposed to the amend- 
ment, I ask unanimous consent to 
claim the time in opposition so I may 
comment. 

The CHAIR. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from Or- 
egon is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I 
strongly support this amendment and 
both its objectives, the Nationally Sig- 
nificant Freight and Highway Projects, 
under section 1111 of the rules, and the 
National Scenic Areas. I am quite fa- 
miliar with the area mentioned by Rep- 
resentative WALDEN and the very sce- 
nic $1 tolled one-way Bridge of the 
Gods. It is a critical link. If it is not re- 
paired or replaced, it is quite a long 
drive in either direction. This eligi- 
bility is potentially critical to getting 
Federal partnership in that project. 
There are other areas around the coun- 
try which suffer from similar problems. 
I recommend this amendment to my 
colleagues. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank my colleague from southern 
Oregon. I appreciate his support and 
that of my other colleagues in the 
Northwest and the chairman of the 
committee. I would urge adoption of 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. WALDEN). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 4 printed in part 
B of House Report 114-325. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. GOSAR 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 5 printed in part 
B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 144, line 6, before the semicolon insert 
the following: ‘‘(to include, at a minimum, 
the total number of environmental reviews 
initiated through a notice of intent, the 
total average cost for environmental reviews 
to taxpayers and contractors, and the total 
average time it takes agencies to get from a 
notice of intent to publication of a final en- 
vironmental review)”. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 507, the gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. GOSAR) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to offer a commonsense amend- 
ment to this transportation bill. This 


17229 


simple amendment requires the Fed- 
eral Government to start keeping 
track of costs and time required for an 
environmental review undertaken for 
transportation projects in the new on- 
line database established by this bill. 

Last year GAO released a comprehen- 
sive audit of NEPA and found that 
there is currently no system in place 
for the Federal Government to track 
such information. It defies common 
sense that the Federal Government has 
no idea how long environmental re- 
views take or how much these reviews 
actually cost taxpayers and job cre- 
ators. 

While scant information on this mat- 
ter is available, GAO was able to iden- 
tify that, within the Department of En- 
ergy, the average cost paid for a NEPA 
review was $6.6 million and that, 
shockingly, some environmental re- 
views cost nearly $90 million. 

In addition to the GAO report, a new 
report issued by the National Associa- 
tion of Environmental Professionals re- 
leased just last week found that: 

It took agencies an average of 1,709 days to 
get from a notice of intent, the first step in 
preparing an EIS, to publication of a final 
EIS. That is 4 days longer than the previous 
record set in 2013 and up from fewer than 
1,200 days in 2000. 

The report found that it takes the 
National Highway Administration 614 
years to complete an environmental 
study, 64% years before we can start 
work on construction projects. But the 
Federal Government can’t even verify 
or dispute that number because they 
don’t even track that information. 
These unnecessary delays would make 
Buzz Lightyear from ‘‘Toy Story” 
blush. His time mantra, ‘‘to infinity 
and beyond,” is inappropriate for 
NEPA. NEPA studies should not be al- 
lowed to linger in perpetuity. 

Contractors and folks in the con- 
struction industry are sitting on the 
sidelines losing time and money. Some 
have reported waiting as long as 10 
years on environmental studies before 
beginning work. The current system 
fails to provide certainty, and the cur- 
rent bureaucracy associated with this 
process is killing jobs. 

While the Federal Government 
doesn’t seem to care to track this in- 
formation, these reports confirm what 
exasperated contractors and frustrated 
taxpayers have known for years: the 
average time it takes to conduct an en- 
vironmental review is growing. Each 
year more than a month is added to the 
average time it takes to complete 
these studies. 

My amendment will increase trans- 
parency for this process by requiring 
the Federal Government to start keep- 
ing track of the time, cost, and number 
of environmental studies conducted for 
transportation projects. 

This amendment is a responsible, 
commonsense step that a government 
accountable to the people should take 
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to show proper stewardship of the 
public’s dollar, time, and resources. If 
you support government account- 
ability and transparency, you should 
support this amendment. 

I thank the chair and the ranking 
member for their tireless efforts to find 
a long-term transportation solution. I 
urge my colleagues to support my 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from Or- 
egon is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, we are 
still in the process of implementing en- 
vironmental streamlining from MAP- 
21, and yet this bill contains additional 
environmental streamlining that I 
think will yield great results. We al- 
ready have an accountability section 
at DOT with the Dashboard, and I 
would argue, given the fact that an- 
other section of this bill does further 
environmental streamlining on top of 
that which is still pending to be imple- 
mented, that it is unnecessary and, in 
fact, would be perhaps contradictory to 
the intent of the gentleman because of 
the time involved. It would essentially 
be like a billing in the private sector 
where every 15 minutes you are writing 
down that you had to call this agency 
to talk about this or you had to review 
this letter or this document, and that 
is attributable to the environmental 
review versus some other part of the 
review. I think it would be problem- 
atic. 

I would urge Members to oppose this 
amendment and to support the bill be- 
cause of the environmental stream- 
lining that is in there. Let that envi- 
ronmental streamlining take effect; 
and a year or two down the road, if we 
feel that there are unaccountable 
delays, then we can look at ways to 
track that better. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chairman, I would 
ask my colleagues to vote for this 
amendment in the fact that trans- 
parency doesn’t hurt anybody. We need 
to look back at the process, and that 
should be for everybody—for the tax- 
payer, for the construction companies, 
for the States in which this is occur- 
ring. Transparency will show it all and 
leave nothing behind. It is great to im- 
plement this at the start of the proc- 
ess, not later on in the implementa- 
tion. That is where common sense be- 
leaguers me. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask everybody to 
vote for this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I would 
urge my colleagues to oppose the 
amendment as it is unnecessary and, 
actually, time consuming, given the 
environmental streamlining in the bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
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The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. GOSAR). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Arizona will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. BABIN 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 6 printed in part 
B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. BABIN. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 198, line 24, after the first period in- 
sert the following: ‘‘The route referred to in 
subsection (c)(84) is designated as Interstate 
Route I-14.’’. 


The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 507, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BABIN) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. BABIN. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to begin by thanking Chairman 
SHUSTER and Ranking Member DEFA- 
ZIO and their staffs for their coopera- 
tion and assistance in moving this 
amendment forward. I would also like 
to thank the commissioners and the 
staff of the Texas Department of 
Transportation. 

I insert in the RECORD a letter of sup- 
port for these efforts from Retired 
Lieutenant General Joe Weber. 

TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION, 
Austin, TX, October 29, 2015. 
Re High Priority Corridors on the National 
Highway System in Texas 
Hon. BILL SHUSTER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. PETER DEFAZIO, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN SHUSTER AND RANKING 
MEMBER DEFAZIO: The Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) is supportive of 
Congressional action to enhance the highway 
system in Texas and designate additional 
portions of that system as high priority cor- 
ridors and future interstates. 

TxDOT has facilitated communication 
with affected communities and interested 
parties along the Central Texas Corridor and 
U.S. 190, which is proposed to be a future sec- 
tion of the interstate 14 corridor. The route 
is important for east-west connectivity with- 
in the state and provides an important link 
to military facilities, to metropolitan areas, 
and Texas’ existing and future interstate 
system. 

If I can be of additional assistance, please 
contact me or your staff may contact Me- 
lissa Meyer in the TxDOT Federal Affairs 
Section. 

Sincerely, 
LTGEN J.F. WEBER, USMC (RET), 
Executive Director. 
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Mr. BABIN. Mr. Chairman, I am hon- 
ored to offer on behalf of my State of 
Texas, our military, and all Americans 
this amendment to designate the cen- 
tral Texas corridor as the first segment 
of what I truly believe will be Amer- 
ica’s next great highway, Interstate 14. 

As Supreme Allied Commander of Eu- 
rope, General Dwight D. Eisenhower 
understood the critical importance of a 
reliable system of high-speed, high-ca- 
pacity roadways to move across great 
distances the hardware and personnel 
that a modern military requires. 

As Commander in Chief, President 
Eisenhower applied these same prin- 
ciples to his domestic agenda with his 
championing of the Interstate Highway 
System. This allows our military to 
maintain maximum effectiveness and 
readiness, both in times of peace and in 
times of crisis. But even President Ei- 
senhower could not have foreseen the 
incredible impact that the interstate 
system has had for almost every Amer- 
ican family and business on a daily 
basis. 

Congress should not be in the busi- 
ness of designating a new interstate 
just because it can. A new interstate 
should truly serve the national inter- 
ests on a number of levels. I am pleased 
to say, though, that the proposal of I- 
14 does not just meet these require- 
ments; it far exceeds them. There is a 
reason this interstate already has a 
nickname, ‘‘Forts to Ports,” as it pro- 
vides either direct or very close access 
for some of our country’s most strate- 
gically important military and ship- 
ping assets. 

I want to be very clear to my col- 
leagues that this amendment that I am 
offering today only impacts my State 
of Texas and is just the first step in a 
long process for establishing a new 
interstate highway. Even one that 
builds upon many roadways that are 
already interstate grade is no small 
task. It requires buy-in from all the 
States involved, and the Interstate 14 
coalition is working to get the con- 
sensus and the support that we have in 
Texas from all of these State DOT's and 
other stakeholders. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to adopt my amendment. 

I yield the balance of my time to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. WILLIAMS), 
my friend and colleague, a strong sup- 
porter of this amendment and former 
member of the Committee on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure whose 
work in years past on this issue has 
helped lead us to where we are today. 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of Mr. BABIN’s amend- 
ment to designate 30 miles of existing 
freeway from Copperas Cove, Texas, to 
I-35 in Belton as U.S. Interstate 14. 

As the Texas Department of Trans- 
portation has previously acknowl- 
edged, the route is important for east- 
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west connectivity and provides an im- 
portant link to military facilities, met- 
ropolitan areas, and Texas’ existing 
and future interstate systems. 

This highway will connect two of the 
Nation’s largest military bases: Fort 
Bliss and Fort Hood. U.S. 190, the free- 
way from the front gate of Fort Hood 
to I-35 is already at interstate stand- 
ards. 

Mr. Chairman, we are seeking Fed- 
eral statutory designation as a high- 
priority corridor and future interstate 
highway in order to save travel time, 
make this route the heart of a con- 
nector for freight, and link Army in- 
stallations and strategic ports. 

In God we trust. 

Mr. BABIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. BABIN). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. MASSIE 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 7 printed in part 
B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. MASSIE. Mr. Chair, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 221, before line 3, insert the following 
new subsection: 

(c) OPERATION OF BATTERY RECHARGING 
STATIONS IN PARKING AREAS USED BY FED- 
ERAL EMPLOYEES.— 

(1) AUTHORIZATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of 
General Services may install, construct, op- 
erate, and maintain on a reimbursable basis 
a battery recharging station in a parking 
area that is in the custody, control, or ad- 
ministrative jurisdiction of the General 
Services Administration for the use of only 
privately owned vehicles of employees of the 
General Services Administration, tenant 
Federal agencies, and others who are author- 
ized to park in such area to the extent such 
use by only privately owned vehicles does 
not interfere with or impede access to the 
equipment by Federal fleet vehicles. 

(B) DELEGATION.—The Administrator of 
General Services may install, construct, op- 
erate, and maintain on a reimbursable basis 
a battery recharging station in a parking 
area that is in the custody, control, or ad- 
ministrative jurisdiction of another Federal 
agency, at the request of such agency, or del- 
egate such authority to another Federal 
agency to the extent such use by only pri- 
vately owned vehicles does not interfere with 
or impede access to the equipment by Fed- 
eral fleet vehicles. 

(C) USE OF VENDORS.—The Administrator of 
General Services, with respect to subpara- 
graphs (A) and (B), or the head of a Federal 
agency delegated authority, with respect to 
subparagraph (B), may carry such subpara- 
graph through a contract with a vendor, 
under such terms and conditions (including 
terms relating to the allocation between the 
Federal agency and the vendor of the costs of 
carrying out the contract) as the Adminis- 
trator or the head of the Federal agency, as 
the case may be, and the vendor may agree 
to. 

(2) IMPOSITION OF FEES TO COVER COSTS.— 
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(A) FEES.—The Administrator of General 
Services or the head of the Federal agency 
delegated authority under paragraph (1)(B) 
shall charge fees to the individuals who use 
the battery recharging station in such 
amount as is necessary to ensure that the re- 
spective agency recovers all of the costs such 
agency incurs in installing, constructing, op- 
erating, and maintaining the station. 

(B) DEPOSIT AND AVAILABILITY OF FEES.— 
Any fees collected by the Administrator of 
General Services or the Federal agency, as 
the case may be, under this paragraph shall 
be— 

(i) deposited monthly in the Treasury to 
the credit of the respective agency’s appro- 
priations account for the operations of the 
building where the battery recharging sta- 
tion is located; and 

(ii) available for obligation without further 
appropriation during— 

(1) the fiscal year collected; and 

(II) the fiscal year following the fiscal year 
collected. 

(3) NO EFFECT ON EXISTING PROGRAMS FOR 
HOUSE AND SENATE.—Nothing in this sub- 
section may be construed to affect the in- 
stallation, construction, operation, or main- 
tenance of battery recharging stations by 
the Architect of the Capitol— 

(A) under Public Law 112-170 (2 U.S.C. 2171), 
relating to employees of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and individuals authorized to 
park in any parking area under the jurisdic- 
tion of the House of Representatives on the 
Capitol Grounds; or 

(B) under Public Law 112-167 (2 U.S.C. 2170), 
relating to employees of the Senate and indi- 
viduals authorized to park in any parking 
area under the jurisdiction of the Senate on 
the Capitol Grounds. 

(4) NO EFFECT ON SIMILAR AUTHORITIES.— 
Nothing in this subsection may be construed 
as repealing or limiting any existing au- 
thorities of a Federal agency to install, con- 
struct, operate, or maintain battery re- 
charging stations. 

(5) ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later 
than 2 years after the date of enactment of 
this Act, and annually thereafter for 10 
years, the Administrator of General Services 
shall submit to the House Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure and the 
Senate Committee on Environment and Pub- 
lic Works a report describing— 

(A) the number of battery recharging sta- 
tions installed by the Administrator on its 
own initiative under this subsection; 

(B) requests from other Federal agencies to 
install battery recharging stations; 

(C) delegations of authority to other Fed- 
eral agencies under this subsection; and 

(D) the status and disposition of requests 
from other Federal agencies. 

(6) FEDERAL AGENCY DEFINED.—In this sub- 
section, the term ‘‘Federal agency” has the 
meaning given that term in section 102 of 
title 40, United States Code. 

(7) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This subsection shall 
apply with respect to fiscal year 2016 and 
each succeeding fiscal year. 


The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 507, the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky (Mr. MASSIE) and a Member op- 
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. MASSIE. Mr. Chair, I am hon- 
ored to offer this amendment today 
with my Democrat colleagues from 
California, Ms. LOFGREN and Ms. 
ESHOO. 
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This amendment would allow the 
General Services Administration, or 
the GSA, to construct, install, and op- 
erate electric vehicle charging stations 
for private vehicle use at Federal fa- 
cilities at no cost to the taxpayer. 

In 2012, Congress passed legislation 
with broad bipartisan support to allow 
Members of Congress and their staff to 
access EV charging stations on Capitol 
grounds for a fee. Federal agencies cur- 
rently lack the authority to install and 
operate electric vehicle charging sta- 
tions. So Federal employees are unable 
to charge their electric vehicles while 
at work. 

I yield 4 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. LOFGREN). 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased that we are considering this 
amendment today. In fact, the genesis 
of this idea came to me in a con- 
stituent letter in February 2014. I was 
contacted by a constituent who works 
at a local Federal facility who was sur- 
prised and dismayed that he was un- 
able to charge his electric car at work. 

We found that, due to a quirk in the 
reading of current law, Federal agen- 
cies were prevented from providing EV 
charging facilities for personal use by 
their employees. 

Thanks to this constituent’s sugges- 
tions, I introduced a bill last Congress, 
the EV-COMUTE Act, to allow Federal 
agencies to provide charging stations 
for their employees at no cost to the 
taxpayer. 

I am grateful to my colleagues, Mr. 
MASSIE and Ms. ESHOO, for joining me 
in this effort, both as cosponsors of the 
EV-COMUTE and of this amendment. 

This story is a great example of de- 
mocracy at work and the power of cit- 
izen participation in generating ideas. 
After two Congresses of introducing 
the EV-COMUTE, I am happy to sup- 
port this amendment here today. 

It is a straightforward amendment 
that will make Federal workplaces 
more efficient, flexible, and innovative 
by allowing the GSA to install and op- 
erate electric car charging stations at 
Federal facilities for use by employees 
at no cost to the taxpayer, fully cov- 
ered by user fees. 

Currently, if Members of Congress 
and their staff choose to drive an elec- 
tric vehicle to work at the U.S. Cap- 
itol, we have the option to pay a fee to 
plug in our vehicle so that it will be 
fully charged and ready to go when we 
leave. But our constituents that work 
at Federal agencies outside the Capitol 
don’t have the option. 

My district in Silicon Valley con- 
tinues to lead in advancing innovation 
in the EV charging industry. Yet, near- 
ly 5,000 Federal employees in my dis- 
trict do not have access to charging fa- 
cilities at work. 

Congress approved electric vehicle 
recharging at the U.S. Capitol complex 
with strong bipartisan support in the 
House and Senate. This amendment 
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corrects the disparity and allows Fed- 
eral employees more choices in how 
they commute; gives the GSA and 
agencies flexibility on whether to pro- 
vide charging, how to provide it, in- 
cluding through contractors; improves 
air quality while reducing reliance on 
foreign oil; and does so at no cost to 
the taxpayer. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment to expand workplace 
charging and transportation options. I 
thank Mr. MASSIE for being my partner 
in supporting and pursuing this innova- 
tion. 

Mr. MASSIE. Mr. Chair, American 
companies are leading the world in de- 
velopment of electric vehicle tech- 
nology. All we are asking for in this 
amendment is to enable the infrastruc- 
ture to be built at no cost to the tax- 
payer. 

Providing access to electric vehicle 
charging stations will give Federal em- 
ployees enhanced flexibility in pur- 
chasing vehicles and more options in 
their commute. The construction, in- 
stallation, and operation of the charg- 
ing stations would be covered by user 
fees. So taxpayers would incur no cost. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for this 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chair, this amendment 
makes a very simple change to existing law 
that will allow federal employees to plug in 
their electric vehicles at work. 

| was surprised to learn last year that my 
constituents who work and volunteer at federal 
facilities cannot charge their electric vehicle 
(EV) at their workplace. As the nation’s largest 
employer, the federal government should lead 
by example in terms of offering workplace 
charging. However, a quirk in existing law pro- 
hibits federal agencies from constructing 
charging stations or even entering into con- 
tracts with third parties to build charging infra- 
structure. 

This amendment would simply authorize the 
federal government to install EV charging sta- 
tions at federal facilities. It is based on the text 
of the bipartisan H.R. 3509, which | introduced 
together with Representatives MASSIE, LOF- 
GREN, and WOODALL, and it was recently ap- 
proved by the Energy and Commerce Com- 
mittee by voice vote as an amendment to H.R. 
8. 

This straightforward amendment does not 
contain any mandates or new spending, it sim- 
ply allows federal agencies to offer EV charg- 
ing stations and charge a fee for their use. 
The amendment is modeled after a successful 
initiative here at the U.S. Capitol. It requires 
stations to be installed and operated with 
funds collected from the use of the stations. 
This small but commonsense change to the 
law will ensure the U.S. remains a leader in 
clean energy deployment and would expand 
transportation options for many of our constitu- 
ents at no cost to the taxpayer. 

| urge my colleagues to support this simple, 
bipartisan amendment. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Kentucky (Mr. MASSIE). 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. 
FLEISCHMANN 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 8 printed in part 
B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Add at the end of subtitle D of title I of di- 
vision A the following new section: 

SEC. 1431. USE OF DURABLE, RESILIENT, AND 
SUSTAINABLE MATERIALS AND 
PRACTICES. 

To the extent practicable, the Secretary 
shall encourage the use of durable, resilient, 
and sustainable materials and practices, in- 
cluding the use of geosynthetic materials 
and other innovative technologies, in car- 
rying out the activities of the Federal High- 
way Administration. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 507, the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee (Mr. FLEISCHMANN) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of this amendment, 
which will support the geosynthetic 
materials industry in this country. 

My amendment encourages the Fed- 
eral Highway Administration to use 
geosynthetic material. Similar lan- 
guage, Mr. Chairman, encouraging the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers was in 
the WRRDA bill and has been passed 
into law. 

If I may, Mr. Chairman, geosyn- 
thetics are a family of civil engineer- 
ing solutions used in our national in- 
frastructure. Since their introduction 
in the 1960s, geosynthetics are a proven 
versatile and cost-effective roadway re- 
inforcement solution to our transpor- 
tation needs. 

Their use has expanded into nearly 
all areas of civil and environmental en- 
gineering. This is a complementary 
material to traditional roadway and 
provides an alternative to traditional 
methods. 

If I may, the cost savings are tremen- 
dous. Geosynthetics are less costly to 
produce, transport, and install than 
comparable products and involves cost 
savings to the United States taxpayer. 

Reduced maintenance costs over time 
of the roadway have been proven with 
geosynthetic use. In addition, they 
have rapid construction and deploy- 
ment. It is very flexible and quick to 
employ, including in inclement weath- 
er. 
Most of all, Mr. Chairman, this is an 
American jobs amendment. Over 40 
manufacturers in North America 
produce geosynthetic materials. Also, 
13,200 American jobs are involved in 
this. It is cost-effective, and it in- 
creases American jobs. This is some- 
thing Members from both sides of the 
aisle support. 
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I respectfully urge my colleagues to 
support this amendment to this trans- 
portation bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I claim 
time in opposition, although I am not 
opposed to the amendment. 

The CHAIR. Without objection, the 
gentleman from Oregon is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chair, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

In the base bill, we have included 
measures to encourage States to build 
smart or right-size projects for prac- 
tical design, and this amendment com- 
plements those efforts. 

Specifically, it mentions the use of 
geosynthetic materials, which the Fed- 
eral Highway Administration has been 
promoting to speed up and reduce the 
cost of bridge construction as part of 
its Every Day Counts initiative. 

Use of geosynthetic fabrics to rein- 
force soil can reduce erosion at the 
point where bridge and road meet, 
which reduces maintenance costs and 
provides environmental benefits. 

All of these approaches help ensure 
that we are able to stretch the limited 
dollars we have to make meaningful 
improvements to our roads and bridges. 
It is a meritorious amendment by the 
gentleman. I urge my colleagues to 
support it. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. I want to thank 
my colleague. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. FLEISCHMANN). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. GIBBS 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 9 printed in part 
B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. GIBBS. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 238, after line 17, insert the following: 
SEC. 1431. STUDY ON STATE PROCUREMENT OF 

CULVERT AND STORM SEWER MATE- 
RIALS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
evaluate the methods in which States pro- 
cure culvert and storm sewer materials and 
the impact of those methods on project 
costs, including the extent to which such 
methods take into account environmental 
principles, engineering principles, and the 
varying needs of projects based on geo- 
graphic location. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works of the 
Senate a report on the findings of the study 
conducted under subsection (a). 


The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 507, the gentleman from Ohio 
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(Mr. GIBBS) and a Member opposed each 
will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. GIBBS. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
also congratulate Chairman SHUSTER 
and Ranking Member DEFAzIo for 
bringing this important bill to the 
floor. 

I am pleased to offer this bipartisan 
amendment with my colleague from 
California (Mrs. NAPOLITANO) to study 
culvert and storm sewer procurement 
methods. 

Culvert and storm sewer materials 
have been subject to a unique procure- 
ment process in recent years. In pre- 
vious legislation, SAFETEA-LU, 
States were instructed to provide for 
competition in culvert procurement 
similar to the process for other con- 
struction materials used in highway 
projects. In MAP-21, States were given 
full autonomy, accounting for engi- 
neering principles. 

My simple amendment instructs the 
Secretary of Transportation to study 
methods used by States to procure cul- 
vert and storm sewer materials and re- 
port their findings to the Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure Committee. 
This study will enable us to better un- 
derstand how costs, environmental and 
engineering principles, and other 
unique factors impact the States’ pro- 
curement process. 

I yield to the gentlewoman from 
California (Mrs. NAPOLITANO) to speak 
in support of the amendment. 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Chairman, I 
certainly want to thank my colleague, 
Mr. GIBBS, for introducing this very 
important amendment. 

I do strongly support this amend- 
ment that requests a DOT study re- 
garding the federally funded materials 
used by the States for culvert and 
stormwater pipes. 

This issue was brought to my atten- 
tion in my area in Los Angeles by com- 
panies that were being forced out of 
competition for federally funded trans- 
portation projects. The States were 
having a little problem and were the 
local governments that sole-sourced 
materials. 

State and local governments should 
be allowed to have open and fair com- 
petition on the best products available 
for use in these sewer and culvert sys- 
tems. 

Mr. GIBBS’ amendment, which I am 
happy to cosponsor, requires the De- 
partment again to study and report to 
Congress on these materials in order to 
ensure that taxpayer funds are being 
spent in a most cost-effective and effi- 
cient way. 

I am very grateful to my colleague. I 
thank him for allowing me to co-offer 
this amendment. I urge my colleagues 
to support it. 

Mr. GIBBS. I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. GIBBS). 
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The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. GIBSON 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 10 printed in part 
B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. GIBSON. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title I of divi- 
sion A, insert the following new section: 


SEC. 1431. STRATEGY TO ADDRESS STRUC- 
TURALLY DEFICIENT BRIDGES. 


The Secretary shall develop a comprehen- 
sive strategy to address structurally defi- 
cient and functionally obsolete bridges, as 
defined by the National Bridge Inventory, to 
identify the unique challenges posed by 
bridges in each of these respective cat- 
egories, and to address such separate chal- 
lenges and improve the condition of such 
bridges. Not later than 180 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall transmit a report containing initial 
recommendations to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
of the Senate. Not later than 1 year after 
such date of enactment, the Secretary shall 
transmit to such committees the final strat- 
egy required by this section. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 507, the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. GIBSON) and a Member op- 
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. GIBSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of an amendment I of- 
fered along with my fellow colleagues 
from New York, Representative SEAN 
PATRICK MALONEY, JOHN KATKO, and 
JERRY NADLER. This amendment will 
improve the safety of bridges across 
New York State and, indeed, across the 
Nation. 

As you are aware, Mr. Chairman, our 
national bridges are in desperate need 
of repair. In New York, this is espe- 
cially true. In 2015, the American Soci- 
ety of Civil Engineers graded New 
York’s network of bridges as a dismal 
D-plus. New York ranks second worst 
in the Nation in functionally obsolete 
bridges and 12th worst when it comes 
to structurally deficient bridges. 

This is not an issue limited to New 
York. Across the Nation, more than 
one in nine bridges are graded as struc- 
turally deficient, and more than 84,000 
functionally obsolete bridges are still 
in use. 

Mr. Chairman, our amendment does 
something positive and constructive 
about it by directing the DOT to de- 
velop a strategy to address struc- 
turally deficient and functionally obso- 
lete bridges. 


1600 


Notably, these two categories require 
different policy solutions but too often 
they are treated the same. By requir- 
ing this strategy, we will allow for ef- 
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fective oversight by the people through 
their Representatives here in the U.S. 
House. 

I want to thank Chairman SHUSTER 
and Ranking Member DEFAZIO for their 
strong work in the committee. I urge 
support of this amendment so we can 
develop a strategy to address the qual- 
ity of bridges across this Nation which 
will help keep our people safe and help 
strengthen our economy. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I claim 
time in opposition to the amendment, 
although I am not opposed to it. 

The CHAIR. Without objection, the 
gentleman from Oregon is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chair, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

I really appreciate the gentleman’s 
work here in pointing out the problem 
with our bridges, not just in New York, 
but nationwide, 147,000 deficient 
bridges. In fact, as one of the few 
Democrats who opposed the so-called 
stimulus bill, I said at the time we 
would have been better served had we 
invested that money in projects, real 
projects, as opposed to tax cuts. 

One thing I suggested was how about 
a plan to rebuild all of the deficient 
bridges in America, put a million or so 
people to work, and solve a long-term 
problem. That wasn’t to be, but this 
brings new focus to the issue, and, 
hopefully, we will get around to deal- 
ing with this issue in the near future 
with the information to be gleaned 
from this report. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. GIBSON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. GUINTA 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 11 printed in part 
B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title I of divi- 
sion A, add the following: 

SEC. 1431. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OF- 
FICE STUDY ON COST OF COMPLI- 
ANCE. 

Not later than 90 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States shall submit to 
Congress a report that describes the cost to 
the Federal Highway Administration of com- 
pliance with Federal statutes and regula- 
tions as a percentage of the overall spending 
by such Administration. 


The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 507, the gentleman from New 
Hampshire (Mr. GUINTA) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Hampshire. 
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Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of my amendment to 
the bipartisan Surface Transportation 
Reauthorization and Reform Act. 

Each year, we authorize funding for 
highway projects all across America. 
The underlying bill we are discussing 
today provides both much-needed Fed- 
eral funding, but also necessary long- 
term certainty for planning transpor- 
tation projects. 

The funds provided are critical for 
maintaining our current roads and 
highways, improving our infrastruc- 
ture, and creating new infrastructure 
across the country, something that is 
especially important for many rural 
areas like those in the Granite State. 
But like many projects that use tax- 
payer dollars, burdensome regulations 
and inefficiencies often drive up the 
cost of projects and cause delays in the 
final project. 

My amendment is simple. It would 
require the Government Account- 
ability Office to conduct a study to un- 
derstand the purchasing power of the 
Federal highway dollars and quantify 
the things that weaken it, such as 
these burdensome regulations. 

At a time when we face immense 
budgetary constraints, we should be ex- 
amining how each and every dollar is 
being spent. Granite Staters sent me to 
Washington to shed light on how we 
spend their tax dollars, and this 
amendment achieves just that. 

There is no doubt that these highway 
projects are beneficial and necessary 
for millions of Americans, but even the 
necessary and important projects 
should have proper oversight. It is just 
simply about good government. 

Hardworking Granite Staters know 
how to stretch a dollar, and it should 
be no different for the Federal Govern- 
ment. This amendment allows us to 
identify the true cost of infrastructure 
projects. We should be doing all we can 
to ensure our tax dollars are being 
spent wisely and efficiently so these 
projects are completed on time and on 
budget. 

I want to thank the chair and the 
ranking member, and I urge my col- 
leagues to support my amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Chair, I claim 
the time in opposition to the amend- 
ment. 

The Acting CHAIR (Ms. Ros- 
LEHTINEN). The gentleman from Oregon 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Chair, I agree 
that regulations often need scrutiny 
and revision and sometimes elimi- 
nation, but this bill undertakes a good 
deal of streamlining, both in the envi- 
ronmental area and in other processes. 

So, if we were to go down the road of 
a study looking at these programs, I 
would say a study that is a little 
broader, which would look at both the 
costs and benefits of regulation, would 
be useful. I don’t think this one-sided 
study would be particularly useful. 
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If we want to understand the pur- 
chasing power of our highway dollars, 
we only need to look at the fact that 
Congress has failed to increase the gas 
tax since 1993, during which time the 
purchasing power, due to inflation and 
construction costs, has diminished by a 
good 40 percent or more. Whether or 
not we will be allowed to take action 
on significant revenues under this bill 
is still being deliberated upstairs in the 
Rules Committee with amendments 
that might or might not be allowed to 
be offered. 

I urge opposition to the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New Hampshire (Mr. 
GUINTA). 

The amendment was rejected. 

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. HANNA 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 12 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-825. 

Mr. HANNA. Madam Chair, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title I of divi- 
sion A, add the following new section: 

SEC. 1431. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that the Na- 
tion’s engineering industry continues to pro- 
vide critical technical expertise, innovation, 
and local knowledge to Federal and State 
agencies in order to efficiently deliver sur- 
face transportation projects to the public, 
and Congress recognizes the valuable con- 
tributions made by the Nation’s engineering 
industry and urges the Secretary to rein- 
force those partnerships by encouraging 
State and local agencies to take full advan- 
tage of engineering industry capabilities to 
strengthen project performance, improve do- 
mestic competitiveness, and create jobs. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. HANNA) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. HANNA. Madam Chairman, this 
bipartisan amendment presents a sim- 
ple, nonbinding sense of Congress rec- 
ognizing the value of private sector en- 
gineering services in delivering road, 
bridge, and public transportation 
projects of all natures. Nearly identical 
language was included in the Water Re- 
sources Reform and Development Act 
last year, which we adopted with over- 
whelming support on both sides of the 
aisle. 

Local engineering firms in each of 
our districts play an important role in 
partnering with State and local agen- 
cies to deliver transportation projects. 
Just as States use private contractors 
to build roads and bridges, they utilize 
private engineering companies to de- 
sign them. 

While many DOT's partner well with 
private engineering firms, some States 
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do not take advantage of the services 
and expertise available. Local firms are 
essentially shut out from competing 
for federally funded projects. 

There is no one-size-fits-all approach 
to balancing private and public sector 
engineering expertise. But let me be 
clear: This amendment is not about 
privatization; it is about options. 

Private firms will be the first to 
argue that we must have trained and 
experienced engineers within the DOTs 
to manage, design, and oversee the 
many programs. This is about encour- 
aging States to strike the balance that 
works best for them. Collaboration be- 
tween public and private engineers is 


essential in delivering the highest 
quality and most cost-effective 
projects. 


I urge my colleagues to support this 
commonsense, bipartisan bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Madam Chair, I 
claim time in opposition to the amend- 
ment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from California is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Madam Chair, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment 
because it does encourage State DOT's 
to utilize the private sector for engi- 
neering and design services. The States 
deserve that flexibility to decide 
whether it is more cost effective and 
efficient to utilize their own staff or to 
contract with the private sector to de- 
liver such transportation projects. 

The adoption of this language will 
encourage outsourcing and will waste 
already scarce transportation dollars. 
Countless studies from across the Na- 
tion confirm that outsourcing engi- 
neering and design services on trans- 
portation projects is more expensive 
than using publicly owned engineers 
and does not speed up project delivery. 

In California alone, they spend 
$237,000 per outsourced engineer per 
year, compared to $116,000 per State- 
employed engineer, according to the 
2014 State budget. 

Louisiana spends $197,942 per 
outsourced engineer per year, com- 
pared to $82,364 for a State-employed 
engineer, according to the consulting 
firm contracted by the State in 2014 to 
recommend cost-savings measures. 

Tennessee DOT found they could save 
15 percent if it brought in more in- 
house engineers. 

Colorado DOT also studied the issue, 
and they saved 29 percent by bringing 
the engineering and design services in- 
house. 

Adding this language into Federal 
law would be a first step toward 
incentivizing, or even mandating, the 
use of private sector for engineering 
and design services. 

States should be allowed to use pub- 
lic engineers if they believe that the 
public engineers are the most effective 
at, one, protecting the public interest, 
and two, ensuring public safety. 
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I would like to mention that the pro- 
fessional engineers in California and 
the Governor are opposed, as are the 
transportation trades. 

Madam Chair, I ask my colleagues to 
oppose this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. HANNA. Madam Chair, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 


SHUSTER), the chairman of the full 
committee. 
Mr. SHUSTER. I thank the gen- 


tleman, and I support this bipartisan 
amendment. 

It presents a simple sense of Congress 
on the value of utilizing private sector 
engineering and design services for en- 
hanced project delivery, so I commend 
Mr. HANNA and Mr. SEAN PATRICK 
MALONEY from New York. 

There was identical language in 
WRRDA last year, so I urge all Mem- 
bers to support this amendment. 

Mr. HANNA. Madam Chair, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. HANNA). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. MULLIN 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 13 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. MULLIN. Madam Chair, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title I of Divi- 
sion A of the bill, insert the following: 

SEC. . ELIMINATION OF BARRIERS TO IM- 
PROVE AT-RISK BRIDGES. 

(a) TEMPORARY AUTHORIZATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Until the Secretary of the 
Interior takes the action described in sub- 
section (b), the take of nesting swallows to 
facilitate a construction project on a bridge 
eligible for funding under title 23, United 
States Code, with any component condition 
rating of 3 or less (as defined by the National 
Bridge Inventory General Condition Guid- 
ance issued by the Federal Highway Admin- 
istration) is authorized under the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.) be- 
tween April 1 and August 31. 

(2) MEASURES TO MINIMIZE IMPACTS.— 

(A) NOTIFICATION BEFORE TAKING.—Prior to 
the taking of nesting swallows authorized 
under paragraph (1), any person taking that 
action shall submit to the Secretary of the 
Interior a document that contains— 

(i) the name of the person acting under the 
authority of paragraph (1) to take nesting 
swallows; 

(ii) a list of practicable measures that will 
be undertaken to minimize or mitigate sig- 
nificant adverse impacts on the population 
of that species; 

(iii) the time period during which activi- 
ties will be carried out that will result in the 
taking of that species; and 

(iv) an estimate of the number of birds, by 
species, to be taken in the proposed action. 

(B) NOTIFICATION AFTER TAKING.—Not later 
than 60 days after the taking of nesting swal- 
lows authorized under paragraph (1), any per- 
son taking that action shall submit to the 
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Secretary of the Interior a document that 
contains the number of birds, by species, 
taken in the action. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF TAKE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Inte- 
rior, in consultation with the Secretary, 
shall promulgate a regulation under the au- 
thority of section 3 of the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 704) authorizing the 
take of nesting swallows to facilitate bridge 
repair, maintenance, or construction— 

(A) without individual permit require- 
ments; and 

(B) under terms and conditions determined 
to be consistent with treaties relating to mi- 
gratory birds that protect swallow species 
occurring in the United States. 

(2) TERMINATION.—On the effective date of 
a final rule under this subsection by the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, subsection (a) shall 
have no force or effect. 

(c) SUSPENSION OR WITHDRAWAL OF TAKE 
AUTHORIZATION.—If the Secretary of the In- 
terior, in consultation with the Secretary, 
determines that taking of nesting swallows 
carried out under the authority provided in 
subsection (a)(1) is having a significant ad- 
verse impact on swallow populations, the 
Secretary of the Interior may suspend that 
authority through publication in the Federal 
Register. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentleman 
from Oklahoma (Mr. MULLIN) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MULLIN. Madam Chair, I rise 
today to offer an amendment that is 
critical to the safety of our traveling 
public. 

Over 2 million trips are taken every 
day across failing bridges in the United 
States. This is unacceptable. We need 
to make sure repairs are made in a 
timely and efficient manner so human 
lives can be protected. We can start by 
removing unnecessary and overly bur- 
densome barriers to maintenance. 

Barn or cliff swallows, whichever you 
want to call them, nest under bridges, 
sometimes in the thousands. Their 
nesting period can last from April to 
August, which is prime construction 
season. These birds are not endangered, 
but they are protected under the Mi- 
gratory Bird Treaty Act. Because of 
this law, the birds cannot be disturbed, 
and State Departments of Transpor- 
tation must develop plans for dealing 
with the birds in every bridge mainte- 
nance, repair, rehab, or replacement 
project. 

Because these plans are so burden- 
some, contractors often delay their 
work until after the nesting period so 
they don’t have to risk violating the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and face 
Federal prosecution. Delaying the 
work puts the safety of the traveling 
public at risk. 

My amendment allows the bridge 
work to be done, despite the presence 
of swallows, if the bridge has a condi- 
tion rating of 3 or less until the issue is 
addressed by the Department of the In- 
terior. A condition rating of 3 means 
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that the bridge is in serious need of re- 
pair: sections can be lost, the primary 
structural components have been dam- 
aged, and there are cracks in the steel 
or concrete. 

My amendment also directs the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to start the proc- 
ess for developing a rule to allow for 
the bridge work under the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act. This amendment has 
already been negotiated and included 
in the Senate’s DRIVE Act. 

This is a commonsense amendment 
that puts the safety of the public first, 
and I urge my colleagues to support it. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Madam Chair, I 
claim time in opposition to the amend- 
ment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from California is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Madam Chair, I 
rise in opposition to this amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Okla- 
homa (Mr. MULLIN). 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act, first 
enacted in 1918, makes it unlawful to 
take, kill, or capture any migratory 
bird. This landmark legislation is the 
product of treaties with Canada, with 
Mexico, and with Japan, and is credited 
with protecting over 800 species of en- 
dangered birds. 

The amendment’s supporters claim 
that it is a waiver of the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act solely for emergency 
situations. However, the amendment is 
overly broad and would act as a blan- 
ket waiver to allow the taking of swal- 
lows for any bridge construction, any 
repair, or any maintenance without a 
permit if certain conditions are met. 

Further, the amendment is unneces- 
sary, as section 704(a) of the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act already provides the 
Secretary of the Interior with the au- 
thority to allow the taking of migra- 
tory birds, including swallows, if cer- 
tain conditions are met, and it also di- 
rects the Secretary of the Interior to 
promulgate regulations allowing the 
taking in those circumstances. 

AS a waiver process already exists al- 
lowing for the taking of the migratory 
birds in emergency situations, I cannot 
support this amendment. I ask my col- 
leagues to join me in opposing this 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. MULLIN. Madam Chair, I en- 
courage my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. MULLIN). 

The amendment was rejected. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR. RIBBLE 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 14 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. RIBBLE. Madam Chair, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 
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The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title I of Divi- 
sion A, add the following: 

SEC. . MODERNIZED WEIGHT LIMITATIONS 
FOR CERTAIN VEHICLES. 

Section 127 of title 23, United States Code, 
is further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘(n) ADDITIONAL EXCEPTION TO WEIGHT RE- 
QUIREMENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub- 
section (a), a State may authorize a vehicle 
with a maximum gross weight, including all 
enforcement tolerances, that exceeds the 
maximum gross weight otherwise applicable 
under subsection (a) to operate on Interstate 
System routes in the State, if— 

“(A) the vehicle is equipped with at least 6 
axles; 

“(B) the weight of any single axle on the 
vehicle does not exceed 20,000 pounds, includ- 
ing enforcement tolerances; 

“(C) the weight of any tandem axle on the 
vehicle does not exceed 34,000 pounds, includ- 
ing enforcement tolerances; 

‘(D) the weight of any group of 3 or more 
axles on the vehicle does not exceed 45,000 
pounds, including enforcement tolerances; 

“(E) the gross weight of the vehicle does 
not exceed 91,000 pounds, including enforce- 
ment tolerances; and 

‘“(F) the vehicle complies with the bridge 
formula in subsection (a)(2) of this section. 

‘*(2) SPECIAL RULES.— 

‘(A) OTHER EXCEPTIONS NOT AFFECTED.— 
This subsection shall not restrict— 

“(i) a vehicle that may operate under any 
other provision of this section or another 
Federal law; or 

“(ii) a State’s authority with respect to a 
vehicle that may operate under any other 
provision of this section or another Federal 
law. 

‘(B) MEANS OF IMPLEMENTATION.—A State 
may implement this subsection by any 
means, including statute or rule of general 
applicability, by special permit, or other- 
wise. 

‘*(3) ADDITIONAL EQUIPMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
issue such regulations as are necessary to re- 
quire a vehicle operating pursuant to this 
subsection to include 1 item of additional 
equipment not otherwise required by law. 
The Secretary may issue such regulations 
only if the equipment item to be required is 
available at the time a rule is proposed. 

‘“(B) COMMENT.—In issuing regulations pur- 
suant to this paragraph, the Secretary shall 
invite comment on the effective date of any 
proposed equipment requirement. 

““(C) LIMITED AUTHORITY.—The authority to 
issue regulations pursuant to this paragraph 
applies only to a rule that is published as a 
final rule in the Federal Register not later 
than the date that is 6 months after the date 
of enactment of this subsection. 

‘*(4) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.— 

‘“(A) TRIENNIAL REPORT.—If a State, pursu- 
ant to paragraph (1), authorizes vehicles de- 
scribed in such paragraph to operate on 
Interstate System routes in the State, the 
State shall submit to the Secretary a tri- 
ennial report containing— 

“(i) an identification of highway routes in 
the State, including routes not on the Inter- 
state System, on which the State so author- 
izes such vehicles to operate; 

“(ii) a description of any gross vehicle 
weight limit applicable to such vehicles so 
authorized and of any operating require- 
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ments applicable to such vehicles that are in 
addition to requirements applicable to all 
commercial motor vehicles; 

“(iii) the number of crashes that occurred 
in the State involving such vehicles so au- 
thorized on the Interstate System, the num- 
ber of such crashes involving fatalities, and 
the number of such crashes involving non- 
fatal injuries; 

“(iv) estimated vehicle miles traveled on 
the Interstate System in the State by such 
vehicles so authorized; and 

“(v) other information, such as the gross 
vehicle weight of a vehicle operating pursu- 
ant to the authority of this subsection at the 
time of a crash, as the Secretary and the 
State jointly determine necessary. 

‘“(B) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—The Secretary 
shall make all information required under 
subparagraph (A) available to the public. 

‘(5) TERMINATION AS TO ROUTE SEGMENT.— 
The Secretary may terminate the operation 
of vehicles authorized by a State under this 
subsection on a specific Interstate System 
route segment if, after the effective date of a 
decision of a State to allow vehicles to oper- 
ate pursuant to paragraph (1), the Secretary 
determines that such operation poses an un- 
reasonable safety risk based on an engineer- 
ing analysis of the route segment or an anal- 
ysis of safety or other applicable data from 
the route segment. 

“(6) WAIVER OF HIGHWAY FUNDING REDUC- 
TION.—Notwithstanding subsection (a), the 
total amount of funds apportioned to a State 
under section 104(b)(1) for any period may 
not be reduced under subsection (a) if the 
State authorizes a vehicle described in para- 
graph (1) to operate on the Interstate Sys- 
tem in the State in accordance with this sub- 
section. 

“(7) PRESERVING STATE AND LOCAL AUTHOR- 
ITY REGARDING NON-INTERSTATE SYSTEM HIGH- 
WAYS.—Subsection (b) of this section shall 
not apply to motor vehicles operating on the 
Interstate System solely under the authority 
provided by this subsection.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. RIBBLE) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. RIBBLE. Madam Chair, I include 
in the RECORD a letter dated last Fri- 
day, October 30, from the Federal High- 
way Administration. This letter states 
that the configuration I am proposing 
today is compliant with the federal 
bridge formula. 

The second letter is from Peter 
Rogoff, Under Secretary for the De- 
partment of Transportation, to Chair- 
man SHUSTER. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION, FEDERAL 
HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, DC, October 30, 2015. 
Hon. REID J. RIBBLE, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN RIBBLE: I am writing 
to provide a technical correction to my let- 
ter of April 24 (copy enclosed) which re- 
sponded to your inquiry regarding the Com- 
prehensive Truck Size and Weight Limits 
Study (CTSWLS) required by Section 32801 of 
the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st 
Century Act (MAP-21) P.L. 112-141. 

In your letter, you asked whether the 
91,000-pound gross vehicle weight six-axle 
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configuration under analysis as part of the 

CTSWLS is in compliance with the Federal 

bridge formula set forth in 23 U.S.C. 127. The 

Federal Highway Administration recently 

revisited the question of whether the 91,000- 

pound, six-axle configuration used in the 

CTSWLS was in compliance with the Federal 

bridge formula (FBF). 

Our letter of April 24 confirmed that the 
configuration met the FBF, which was our 
understanding at the time of the CTSWLS 
based on a review of three standard tests of 
weight and axle spacing. However, we have 
discovered that the placement of axles and 
loading of the tridem for the specific type 
studied in the CTSWLS did not meet a 
fourth test for compliance. There is more 
than one way to design and load a six-axle 
vehicle; the variations can affect whether 
the vehicle is fully FBF-compliant. In order 
for a vehicle to meet all tests of the FBF and 
be designed for safe and practical operation, 
the maximum tridem axle weight would need 
to be not more than 45,000 pounds in conjunc- 
tion with 12-foot spacing between the 4th and 
6th axles. 

I have sent similar letters to the cosigners 
of your original letter. If you have additional 
questions about the Study, please contact 
Mr. David Kim of the Federal Highway Ad- 
ministration. 

Sincerely, 
GREGORY G. NADEAU, 
Administrator. 
Enclosure. 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR- 
TATION, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
OF TRANSPORTATION, 
Washington, DC, June 5, 2015. 

Hon. BILL SHUSTER, 

Chairman, Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN SHUSTER: The U.S. Depart- 
ment of Transportation is releasing for pub- 
lic comment and peer review the technical 
reports of the Federal Highway Administra- 
tion’s (FHWA) comprehensive study of cer- 
tain safety, infrastructure, and efficiency 
impacts surrounding potential changes to 
the Federal truck size and weight (TS&W) 
limits. This study is required by the Moving 
Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act 
(MAP-21; P.L. 112-141, §32801) which dictated 
very precise parameters for the study’s 
scope. The FHWA will consider any com- 
ments from the peer review of the study to 
be conducted by the Transportation Re- 
search Board (TRB) and the public for the 
final report that we expect to deliver to Con- 
gress later this year. 

FHWA’s technical work was able to employ 
the latest modeling techniques in the areas 
of truck stability and control performance as 
well as in bridge and pavement structural 
impacts. It also featured the first-ever ac- 
counting of violations and citations by truck 
configuration in a study of this kind. Even 
so, the research also revealed very signifi- 
cant data limitations that severely ham- 
pered FHWA’s efforts to conclusively study 
the effects of the size and weight of various 
truck configurations. These limitations are 
discussed below. 

Among the data issues is the lack of de- 
scriptive information in crash reports in- 
volving trucks—especially the weight of the 
vehicle at the time of an incident—which un- 
dermines our ability to conduct adequate 
highway safety and truck crash analyses. So, 
while FHWA was able to identify signifi- 
cantly higher crash rates in six-axle trucks 
compared to five-axle trucks in the State of 
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Washington, the lack of available and con- 
sistently reported data from other states 
prevented the Department from drawing na- 
tional conclusions on the crash rates of this 
and other truck configurations. We also were 
constrained in fully accounting for modal 
shift of freight traffic to short line and re- 
gional railroads due to the absence of pub- 
licly available data in this area. Our mod- 
eling did suggest one potentially important 
finding: that the expected Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT) reductions that might result 
from heavier or larger trucks would be rel- 
atively small, resulting in little noticeable 
impact to real freight VMT. 

Other data limitations, which are fully ex- 
plored in the attached technical studies, in- 
clude: 

The profound absence of weight data in 
crash reporting, which prevents us from 
knowing whether trucks were fully loaded, 
at legal capacity for their axle configura- 
tions, had unevenly distributed weight, or 
were running overweight prior to a crash. 

The lack of acceptable models that can 
predict bridge deck deterioration over time, 
which makes it difficult to extrapolate long- 
term maintenance costs over time. 

Difficulty separating truck weight enforce- 
ment program costs from overall truck safe- 
ty enforcement costs. 

These findings were anticipated. The 
TRB’s April 2014 peer review report acknowl- 
edged weaknesses in the available methods 
and data; however and notably, the TRB 
panel was not able to identify better mod- 
eling approaches or data sets that FHWA 
could employ. Additionally, a 2000 FHWA 
“Comprehensive Truck Size and Weight” re- 
port also identified many of these same 
insufficiencies. 

The Department sought the input of the 
public and subject matter experts, including 
members of academia in an effort to over- 
come these limitations and provide expertise 
and objective analysis. We held several pub- 
lic meetings and webinars to solicit feedback 
on the data, methodology, and prior work, as 
well as to share the status of the study ef- 
fort. Additionally, we made information on 
the project plans available on our website, 
and invited comments from the public. We 
used only data available to the public to 
maximize the transparency of the Depart- 
ment’s work. Despite our efforts, these data 
weaknesses could not be overcome as the 
study progressed. The study will now be sub- 
jected to peer review and public comment. 
At this time, the Department believes that 
the current data limitations are so profound 
that the results cannot accurately be extrap- 
olated to predict national impacts. As such, 
the Department believes that no changes in 
the relevant truck size and weight laws and 
regulations should be considered until these 
data limitations are overcome. 

To make a genuine, measurable improve- 
ment in the knowledge needed for these 
study areas, a more robust study effort 
should start with the design of a research 
program that can identify the areas, mecha- 
nisms and practices needed to establish new 
data sets and models to advance the state of 
practice. This research plan could be devel- 
oped by an expert panel, such as the TRB, 
and should include a realistic estimation of 
timelines and costs. 

As stated above, we are providing the tech- 
nical reports from the study effort for peer 
review and public comment. FHWA will pro- 
vide you with a final report once it incor- 
porates these additional observations into 
the Study. In addition to the technical re- 
ports, attached is a summary sheet of the 
steps with the findings of this study. 
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Please feel free to contact me should you 
have any questions. 
Sincerely, 
PETER M. ROGOFF, 
Under Secretary. 

Mr. RIBBLE. Madam Chair, we are 
facing a capacity crunch in the United 
States today. Overall freight tonnage 
is projected to increase by 25 percent 
over the next decade. Our Federal 
truck weight policy is two decades old, 
and it must be updated if we are going 
to stay competitive with our trading 
partners, especially those in this hemi- 
sphere. 

My bipartisan amendment would give 
States the option of increasing truck 
weight limits on their interstate high- 
ways from 80,000 pounds to 91,000 
pounds if those trucks add a sixth axle. 
I want to remind everyone it is an op- 
tion, not a mandate, and it does not 
govern weight limits on State and local 
roads. 

Twenty-five of the 50 States, includ- 
ing my home State of Wisconsin, al- 
ready allow heavier trucks on their 
State or local roads. So here we have 
an opportunity to move those trucks 
over to the interstate system, the 
safest place for trucks to travel. 

Under current laws, in many States, 
heavier trucks are forced to share 
smaller roads with moms and dads 
driving to work or taking their kids to 
school rather than on the interstate 
where they belong. 

The U.S. Department of Transpor- 
tation found numerous safety and effi- 
ciency benefits for this configuration 
in their technical report of its truck 
size and weight study. Four main find- 
ings of the DOT report are, first, a 
91,000-pound, six-axle truck would actu- 
ally stop faster than trucks currently 
allowed on the highways; second, this 
configuration would reduce life-cycle 
pavement costs by up to 4 percent rel- 
ative to trucks currently on the road; 
third, this configuration would reduce 
truck vehicle miles traveled and would 
lead to reduced fuel costs and carbon 
dioxide emissions. 

Finally, Madam Chairman, this con- 
figuration would result in no addi- 
tional onetime rehabilitation costs for 
bridges on the Interstate Highway Sys- 
tem. I repeat, no additional onetime 
rehab costs for the interstate system 


bridges. 
Madam Chair, I urge Members to 
vote “yes” on my amendment to sup- 


port transportation safety and effi- 
ciency. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CAPUANO. Madam Chair, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. CAPUANO. Madam Chair, this is 
all well and good, but that presumes 
that moms, dads, and kids don’t use 
the Interstate Highway System to go 
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to school. Well, in my district they do, 
and especially in urban districts they 
do. 

When it comes to these humongously 
long trucks, what are we talking 
about? We are talking about a 14 per- 
cent increase in weight in a truck that 
is up to 100 feet long. 

Now, if you want your moms, dads, 
and kids to be driving next to them, 
that is your prerogative in your State. 
I don’t want them in my State, and 
that is up to us. AS a Member of Con- 
gress, I don’t want them on the Inter- 
state Highway System. 

By the way, if we are going to talk 
about the DOT study, let’s be sure we 
understand the conclusion of that 
study, which basically says, ‘‘At this 
time, the Department believes that the 
current data limitations are so pro- 
found that the results cannot accu- 
rately be extrapolated to predict na- 
tional impacts. As such, the Depart- 
ment believes that no changes in the 
relevant truck size and weight laws 
and regulations should be considered.” 

That is their conclusion after the 
study that they did that was just cited. 

I will end on this particular note. We 
have to understand who else is with us 
who opposes this at this time. The Na- 
tional Troopers Association, the Na- 
tional Sheriffs’ Association, the Inter- 
national Association of Chiefs of Po- 
lice, the National Association of Police 
Organizations, the AAA organization, 
the United States Conference of May- 
ors, the Advocates for Auto Safety, and 
the Teamsters Union. 

Madam Chair, I think those all speak 
for themselves who is on the side of 
safety and who is not on the side of 
safety. I hope that this amendment is 
not adopted. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. RIBBLE. Madam Chair, I appre- 
ciate the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts’ comments, although my amend- 
ment doesn’t address truck size what- 
soever. My amendment doesn’t include 
any change in configuration to the 
truck size. It does take existing truck 
sizes, and it requires the additional 
axle to that. 

I also find it a tad bit striking that 
someone from Massachusetts would be 
challenging a  91,000-pound truck 
weight when their own State allows 
99,000 pounds on State roads and coun- 
ty roads in certain types of trucks. 

What I am trying to do, rather than 
having those trucks driving on a two- 
lane highway, is to get them on a sepa- 
rated highway where everyone is mov- 
ing in the same direction and moving 
them off of the smaller roads. 

I also would like to talk about the 
policy recommendations. What the 
gentleman from Massachusetts just re- 
ferred to was a cover letter on the 
study, but not the study itself. I am re- 
ferring to the actual study. 

The scientists that actually did the 
study came to the conclusions that I 
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mentioned before. I’m not speaking of 
a political cover letter by the adminis- 
tration who opposes this. 

If we want to talk about agencies and 
organizations that support my amend- 
ment, there are over 80 of those. We 
could go on and on, but time does not 
allow. 

I would emphasize once again that 
my amendment is compliant with the 
Federal Bridge Formula. I would also 
note that my amendment gives the 
DOT the flexibility to prevent the oper- 
ation of heavier trucks on certain 
roads if DOT determines that there is a 
safety risk. It also allows the States to 
opt out. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CAPUANO. Madam Chair, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania (Mr. BARLETTA). 

Mr. BARLETTA. Madam Chairman, I 
rise today to strongly oppose the 
amendment. This is bad policy because 
our local communities cannot afford to 
spend billions in new damages to our 
local roads and bridges. 

As a former mayor, I stand with the 
mayors, cities, and counties in opposi- 
tion. When heavy trucks get off the 
highway to fuel up their tanks or to 
make their deliveries, they end up on 
roads and bridges paid for by the coun- 
ties, the cities, and the States. 

More than 25 percent of the Nation’s 
bridges are structurally deficient, and 
a majority of these are locally owned. 
In Pennsylvania alone, we have over 
5,000 structurally deficient bridges. It 
doesn’t matter how many axles are on 
that truck. 

Additionally, Madam Chairman, I 
worked in the construction industry 
building roads and bridges. A local 
street only has a few inches of asphalt 
while the interstates have over a foot 
of concrete. Our local roads are not de- 
signed for the increased damage, and 
our local communities cannot afford 
billions in new maintenance costs. 

This is not just fiscally irresponsible; 
it is indefensible. It is wrong to force 
our mayors and county commissioners 
to subsidize this special perk, a perk 
that many truck drivers are afraid to 
take on. This weight increase is strong- 
ly opposed by truck drivers and compa- 
nies. 

There are serious safety concerns, 
such as braking problems and increased 
crash rates. That is why I stand with 
the troopers, the sheriffs, and the first 
responders. Please vote ‘‘no’’ on this 
amendment. 

Mr. RIBBLE. Madam Chair, 
much time is remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin has 1% minutes re- 
maining. 

Mr. RIBBLE. Madam Chair, I con- 
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. CAPUANO. Madam Chair, how 
much time do I have remaining? 


how 
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The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts has 2 minutes re- 
maining. 

Mr. CAPUANO. I yield 1% minutes to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
NADLER), my friend. 

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the Ribble amend- 
ment to allow heavier and bigger 
trucks on the Nation’s highways. 

Every time we move a transportation 
bill, proponents of bigger trucks on be- 
half of certain industries try to weaken 
the restrictions Congress has put in 
place to protect the safety of the trav- 
eling public and to reduce wear and 
tear on the highways. 

According to DOT, there is an $800 
billion backlog of investment needs on 
highways and bridges, including $480 
billion in critical repair work. The un- 
derlying bill does not provide any in- 
crease in funding. If this amendment 
passes, heavier trucks will further 
damage our roadways and add to the 
backlog, burdening our transportation 
agencies. 

In MAP-21, rather than consider an 
increase in truck weight, we required 
DOT to conduct a study. The DOT 
found there is insufficient data to sup- 
port an increase in truck size or 
weight. But we do know that bigger 
trucks are damaging and dangerous. 

The DOT study found that 91,000- 
pound trucks would damage thousands 
of bridges and divert more than 2% mil- 
lion tons of freight from rail to truck, 
further congesting our roadways, fur- 
ther damaging our roadways, and fur- 
ther contaminating our air, since 
trucks are three times less energy effi- 
cient and more emissions-polluting 
than rail. 

It is also well known that heavier 
trucks aren’t safe. In 2013, there were 
over 134,000 accidents involving large 
trucks, resulting in 4,000 fatalities. The 
DOT study found that 91,000-pound 
trucks resulted in a 47 percent higher 
crash rate when compared to 80,000- 
pound trucks in State testing. 

That is why the public is overwhelm- 
ingly opposed to bigger trucks. That is 
why the National Association of Police 
Organizations, the National Sheriffs’ 
Association, and other law enforce- 
ment organizations oppose this pro- 
posed increase in truck weight. That is 
why we should oppose this increase in 
truck weight and this amendment. 

Mr. RIBBLE. Madam Chair, in re- 
sponse to the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania earlier, Pennsylvania doesn’t 
have to adopt this policy. It is totally 
optional for that State to do so. 

I find it interesting that the gen- 
tleman from New York is concerned 
about this while the State of New York 
already allows these heavier trucks on 
their roads in their State, as does the 
State of Wisconsin. 

The study supports the fact that this 
configuration would actually reduce 
life-cycle payment costs. That is in the 
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study by the scientists, not the cover 
letter. 

So we have this dichotomy where 25 
States already are running these heav- 
ier trucks. All my bill would do is 
allow them to move toward the inter- 
state system. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CAPUANO. Madam Chair, again, 
just two points. I think everything has 
been said. I do want to add that I have 
been informed that the independent 
owners and operators of trucking, 
which represents 90 percent of the own- 
ers of trucks in this country, oppose 
this bill. 

This bill will help only the largest 
truckers in the company. It will hurt 
the little guy. It will hurt the drivers 
of trucks. It will put my family and 
other families in danger for virtually 
no advancement in the economy. 

It is a bad proposal. I understand the 
desire. I know that some States have 
done it. And, God forbid, if they have 
done it, that is their prerogative. But 
they are the ones who are going to 
have to answer to their increased 
deaths and damages on the highways. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. RIBBLE. Madam Chair, I will 
wrap this up. I appreciate this debate. 
I will say this: I am not interested in 
whether truckers make more money or 
rails make more money. 

I am interested in the poor family 
that has to pay higher prices for food, 
for clothing, for goods and services, 
and for electricity because of this 
weight restriction. 

I also am concerned about the States 
that already are allowing these 
trucks—25 of them—but we can’t drive 
them on the interstate system, which 
makes no sense whatsoever. 

I also want to remind everyone that 
any State can choose not to do this if 
they don’t want to. This would just 
allow the ones that would like to be 
able to do that. It is in full compliance 
with the study. 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. PETERSON. Madam Chair, | rise in 
support of the Ribble-Schrader-Rouzer-Peter- 
son amendment that would give states the op- 
tion of allowing more productive trucks on the 
road if they are equipped with a sixth-axle. 

In rural America, this amendment will mean 
that farmers will be able to get their harvest to 
market more efficiently, with fewer trips on the 
road. 

Fewer trips back and forth from the field 
saves fuel and saves time, which is especially 
important when farmers are racing the clock 
during the busy harvest season. 

Unlike other businesses, farmers can’t just 
pass along the cost of transporting their crops 
to market. 

Staying competitive means that we need to 
take advantage of safe transportation options, 
like the one that would be allowed by the 
amendment we are considering today. 

This amendment has the support of a broad 
coalition of agriculture organizations including 
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the American Farm Bureau Federation, the 
National Council of Farmer Cooperatives, the 
National Milk Producers Federation and the 
American Soybean Association to name a few. 

This amendment, as part of a long-term re- 
authorization bill, is a necessary step towards 
modernizing our transportation system, and | 
urge my colleague to vote in support of this 
commonsense amendment. 

Again, Madam Chair, | strongly support the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RIBBLE). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. RIBBLE. Madam Chair, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Wisconsin will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MS. BROWN OF 
FLORIDA 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 15 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Madam 
Chair, I have amendment No. 15 at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title I of divi- 
sion A, add the following: 

SEC. __ . NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON 
TRAVEL AND TOURISM INFRASTRUC- 
TURE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) 1 out of every 9 jobs in the United 
States depends on travel and tourism, and 
the industry supports 15,000,000 jobs in the 
United States; 

(2) the travel and tourism industry em- 
ploys individuals in all 50 States, the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and all of the territories 
of the United States; 

(3) international travel to the United 
States is the single largest export industry 
in the Nation, generating a trade surplus 
balance of approximately $74,000,000,000; 

(4) travel and tourism provide significant 
economic benefits to the United States by 
generating nearly $2,100,000,000,000 in annual 
economic output; and 

(5) the United States intermodal transpor- 
tation network facilitates the large-scale 
movement of business and leisure travelers, 
and is the most important asset of the travel 
industry. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall establish an advisory 
committee to be known as the National Ad- 
visory Committee on Travel and Tourism In- 
frastructure (in this section referred to as 
the ‘‘Committee’’) to provide information, 
advice, and recommendations to the Sec- 
retary on matters relating to the role of 
intermodal transportation in facilitating 
mobility related to travel and tourism ac- 
tivities. 

(c) MEMBERSHIP.—The Committee shall— 

(1) be composed of members appointed by 
the Secretary for terms of not more than 3 
years; and 

(2) include a representative cross-section of 
public and private sector stakeholders in- 
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volved in the travel and tourism industry, 
including representatives of— 

(A) the travel and tourism industry, prod- 
uct and service providers, and travel and 
tourism-related associations; 

(B) travel, tourism, and destination mar- 
keting organizations; 

(C) the travel and tourism-related work- 
force; 

(D) State tourism offices; 

(E) Sate departments of transportation; 

(F) regional and metropolitan planning or- 
ganizations; and 

(G) local governments. 

(d) ROLE OF COMMITTEE.—The Committee 
shall— 

(1) advise the Secretary on current and 
emerging priorities, issues, projects, and 
funding needs related to the use of the Na- 
tion’s intermodal transportation network to 
facilitate travel and tourism; 

(2) serve as a forum for discussion for trav- 
el and tourism stakeholders on transpor- 
tation issues affecting interstate and inter- 
regional mobility of passengers; 

(3) promote the sharing of information be- 
tween the private and public sectors on 
transportation issues impacting travel and 
tourism; 

(4) gather information, develop technical 
advise, and make recommendations to the 
Secretary on policies that improve the con- 
dition and performance of an integrated na- 
tional transportation system that is safe, ec- 
onomical, and efficient, and that maximizes 
the benefits to the Nation generated through 
the United States travel and tourism indus- 
try; 

(5) identify critical transportation facili- 
ties and corridors that facilitate and support 
the interstate and interregional transpor- 
tation of passengers for tourism, commer- 
cial, and recreational activities; 

(6) provide for development of measures of 
condition, safety, and performance for trans- 
portation related to travel and tourism; 

(7) provide for development of transpor- 
tation investment, data, and planning tools 
to assist Federal, State, and local officials in 
making investment decisions relating to 
transportation projects that improve travel 
and tourism; and 

(8) address other issues of transportation 
policy and programs impacting the move- 
ment of travelers for tourism and rec- 
reational purposes, including by making leg- 
islative recommendations. 

(e) NATIONAL TRAVEL AND TOURISM INFRA- 
STRUCTURE STRATEGIC PLAN.— 

(1) INITIAL DEVELOPMENT OF NATIONAL 
TRAVEL AND TOURISM INFRASTRUCTURE STRA- 
TEGIC PLAN.—Not later than 3 years after the 
date of enactment of this act, the Secretary 
shall, in consultation with the Committee, 
State departments of transportation, and 
other appropriate public and private trans- 
portation stakeholders, develop and post on 
the Department’s public Internet Web site a 
national travel and tourism infrastructure 
strategic plan that includes— 

(A) an assessment of the condition and per- 
formance of the national transportation net- 
work; 

(B) an identification of the issues on the 
national transportation network that create 
significant congestion problems and barriers 
to long-haul passenger travel and tourism, 

(C) forecasts of long-haul passenger travel 
and tourism volumes for the 20-year period 
beginning in the year during which the plan 
is issued; 

(D) an identification of the major transpor- 
tation facilities and corridors for current 
and forecasted long-haul travel and tourism 
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volumes, the identification of which shall be 
revised, as appropriate, in subsequent plans; 

(E) an assessment of statutory, regulatory, 
technological, institutional, financial, and 
other barriers to improved long-haul pas- 
senger travel performance (including oppor- 
tunities for overcoming the barriers); 

(F) best practices for improving the per- 
formance of the national transportation net- 
work; and 

(G) strategies to improve intermodal 
connectivity for long-haul passenger travel 
and tourism. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentlewoman 
from Florida (Ms. BROWN) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from Florida. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Madam 
Chair, the amendment I am offering 
with my colleagues, Representatives 
TITUS and RICE of South Carolina, sim- 
ply creates a national advisory com- 
mittee on travel and tourism infra- 
structure. 

The committee will advise the Sec- 
retary on current and emerging prior- 
ities and funding needs related to the 
use of the Nation’s transportation sys- 
tem to help facilitate travel and tour- 
ism. 

The advisory committee will gather 
information, develop technical advice, 
and make recommendations to the Sec- 
retary on policies that maximize the 
benefits to the Nation that are gen- 
erated through the United States trav- 
el and tourism industry. 

The committee will then share this 
information with Federal, State, and 
local officials making investment deci- 
sions relating to transportation 
projects that improve travel and tour- 
ism. 

Advisory committee members will be 
appointed by the Secretary of Trans- 
portation and will include representa- 
tives from public and private sector 
stakeholders involved in the travel and 
tourism industry. The travel industry 
generates $1.8 trillion in economic out- 
put and supports 14.1 million jobs. 

I represent central Florida, which in- 
cludes Disney World, Universal Stu- 
dios, SeaWorld, NASA, the Citrus 
Bowl, world famous beaches, and hun- 
dreds of other tourist attractions with 
over 50 million visitors each year. 
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Not only is it critical to ensure the 
best infrastructure for the efficient 
flow of these visitors, but ensuring best 
practices and sharing information will 
help move people out of harm’s way in 
case of a manmade or natural disaster. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
this bipartisan amendment, and I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 
minutes. 
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Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, in the 
interest of the amendment’s sponsors, 
it is already directly addressed in the 
bill by section 1201 and section 1202. 
They specifically add travel and tour- 
ism as considerations in the metropoli- 
tan and State planning process. 

I appreciate the importance of travel 
and tourism to local economies. In 
fact, in Pennsylvania, it is one of the 
most important in the Pennsylvania 
economy. 

A national advisory committee does 
not need to be mandated by Congress, 
in my view. The stakeholder commu- 
nity will now be able to address travel 
and tourism in the development of 
State and metropolitan transportation 
plans. 

Further, there is nothing to prevent 
public and private interests from co- 
ordinating their efforts to promote 
tourism and travel in the absence of a 
national advisory committee. 

I urge all Members to oppose this. 
This is redundant. We already have it 
in the bill. I think it stands on its own 
merits in the bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 


Ms. BROWN of Florida. Madam 
Chair, how much time do I have re- 
maining? 


The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Florida has 3424 minutes remain- 
ing. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Madam 
Chair, I yield 1% minutes to the gentle- 
woman from Nevada (Ms. TITUS). 

Ms. TITUS. Madam Chair, I thank 
my colleague for yielding. 

I rise in support of the Brown-Titus- 
Rice amendment to establish a na- 
tional travel infrastructure strategy 
and advisory committee, and I urge all 
of my colleagues to do the same. 

I represent the heart of the Las 
Vegas Valley, where more than 42 mil- 
lion travelers board planes, buses, and 
cars to come and enjoy some holiday 
time and bask in the sun and the 
bright lights of the Las Vegas Strip. 
Others come to attend some of the 
largest professional and business meet- 
ings in the country. 

Like so many places, our economy is 
built on the hospitality industry, and 
its success depends on a strong trans- 
portation network to bring and move 
those millions of visitors around, as 
well as the freight needed to serve 
those visitors. That is why I was proud 
to work with my colleague from Flor- 
ida (Mr. WEBSTER) on an amendment 
just referenced to ensure that State 
and local planning processes would 
consider the needs of the traveler as 
part of the long-term planning process. 
This amendment was approved by voice 
vote just 2 weeks ago in the com- 
mittee. 

Today, we are here with a similar bi- 
partisan amendment that ensures that 
travel and tourism are part of our na- 
tional policy for transportation. Our 
policies are enhanced when we consult 
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and collaborate with leaders who rely 
on our transportation networks. Their 
guidance and experience can ensure 
that our DOT decisionmakers are 
aware of the changing needs and trends 
in travel and tourism, and can tailor 
investments and strategies to meet 
those needs. 

We often hear people in this very 
body rail against Washington bureau- 
crats not knowing what is going on 
back home. This amendment would ad- 
dress that. I urge your support. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, I con- 
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Madam 
Chair, I yield the balance of my time to 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. RICE). 

Mr. RICE of South Carolina. Madam 
Chair, I thank the gentlewoman for 
yielding. 

I certainly appreciate and respect the 
chairman’s hard work in gathering up 
this bill. While I respectfully disagree 
with him that the bill adequately ad- 
dresses tourism, I think a national 
committee reporting directly to the 
Secretary of Transportation, similar to 
other aspects of the travel industry, 
like freight, trucking, and other 
things, would certainly benefit the 
tourism industry and give a more bal- 
anced perspective. 

I rise in support of this amendment. 
It is important for the Department of 
Transportation not to lose focus on the 
movement of people in their strategic 
planning of our Federal network. Con- 
gestion is at an all-time high, and new 
construction is at an all-time low. To 
best address these issues, the Depart- 
ment of Transportation should consult 
with experts in moving people effi- 
ciently: the travel and tourism indus- 
try. 

Creating a national advisory com- 
mittee on travel and tourism will en- 
sure that most knowledgeable private 
sector stakeholders have a role in the 
planning of our most important cor- 
ridors. 

Travel and tourism supports 15 mil- 
lion jobs in the United States and is 
important to every region of the coun- 
try. Establishing a forum to collabo- 
rate, strategize, and develop infrastruc- 
ture that allows the industry to exist is 
necessary to ensuring America’s com- 
petitiveness in the tourism global mar- 
ket. 

Determining a long-term plan for 
anything is rare here in Washington. 
That is exactly what this amendment 
does; it determines a long-term stra- 
tegic plan for the travel and tourism 
industry. 

Madam Chair, in my district in 
South Carolina, Myrtle Beach wel- 
comes over 16 million visitors annu- 
ally. Tourism is the driver of our econ- 
omy in the Grand Strand. We are one 
of the most visited destinations in the 
country and do not have interstate ac- 
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cess. In fact, we are the most visited 
destination that does not have inter- 
state access. If a destination attracts 
16 million visitors without an inter- 
state, imagine what areas like ours 
could do with one. 

The national advisory committee on 
travel and tourism will identify, 
prioritize, and make recommendations 
to the DOT on areas in need of infra- 
structure advances, like Myrtle Beach, 
South Carolina. That is why I am a co- 
sponsor of this important amendment. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, again, 
I continue to oppose the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Myrtle 
Beach, the gentlewoman from Las 
Vegas, and the gentlewoman from cen- 
tral Florida. I understand completely 
their concern with tourism. 

As I pointed out earlier, this is al- 
ready in the bill. I believe Ms. TITUS 
and Mr. WEBSTER got it into the bill in 
markup. So, again, this is redundant. 
This is not necessary. Section 1201 and 
section 1202 specifically add travel and 
tourism, so I believe it is in the bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Madam 
Chair, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. BROWN). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. 
Chair, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Florida will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 16 OFFERED BY MR. 
DE SAULNIER 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 16 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. DESAULNIER. Madam Chair, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title I of divi- 
sion A, add the following: 

SEC. _. IDENTIFICATION OF ROADSIDE HIGH- 
WAY SAFETY HARDWARE DEVICES. 

(a) STUDY.—The Secretary shall conduct a 
study on methods for identifying roadside 
highway safety hardware devices to improve 
the data collected on the devices, as nec- 
essary for in-service evaluation of the de- 
vices. 

(b) CONTENTS.—In conducting the study, 
the Secretary shall evaluate identification 
methods based on the ability of the method 
to— 

(1) convey information on the devices, in- 
cluding manufacturing date, factory of ori- 
gin, product brand, and model; 

(2) withstand roadside conditions; and 

(3) connect to State and regional inven- 
tories of similar devices. 

(c) IDENTIFICATION METHODS.—The identi- 
fication methods to be studied under this 
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section include stamped serial numbers, 
radio-frequency identification, and such 
other methods as the Secretary determines 
appropriate. 

(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
January 1, 2018, the Secretary shall submit 
to Congress a report on the results of the 
study. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. DESAULNIER) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. DESAULNIER. Madam Chair, 
this commonsense amendment directs 
the U.S. Department of Transportation 
to study ways to improve data collec- 
tion on highway safety hardware de- 
vices. Today, these devices, which in- 
clude guardrails, barriers, terminals, 
and railings, are critical to the safety 
of our roadways yet are often taken for 
granted. 

In November of last year, Darryl 
Blackmon, a 24-year-old San Francisco 
Bay Area resident, a beloved family 
member who supported his mom, 
amongst other family members, com- 
munity volunteer, and football star at 
Kansas State University, was killed in 
a collision with a guardrail that 40 
States and the District of Columbia 
have stopped installing due to safety 
concerns. 

In response to tragedies like Darryl 
Blackmon’s death and thanks to a 
whistleblower who highlighted the 
fraudulent actions taken by this par- 
ticular guardrail manufacturer, earlier 
this year, a Federal judge handed down 
a $663 million judgment against the 
manufacturer for failing to disclose in- 
formation to Federal and State regu- 
lators about modifications made to 
their guardrail specifications after 
they were approved by the Federal 
Highway Administration. 

Despite Federal tests dating back to 
2005, suggesting these guardrails are 
safe, just last month, Virginia’s attor- 
ney general said that the guardrails 
tested by the Virginia Department of 
Transportation ‘‘failed miserably.” Ac- 
cording to media reports, more than 
200,000 of these particular guardrails 
may still be in service on our Nation’s 
highways. Unfortunately, there is no 
existing mechanism to accurately 
verify this number or locate all the 
guardrails. That is why this amend- 
ment is critically important. Without a 
practical mechanism for identifying 
defective guardrails, many States are 
still assessing their ability to remove 
defective products from our roadways 
and incurring additional liability. 

Unfortunately, these events have 
highlighted the need to reform our cur- 
rent system of identifying and 
inventorying our highway hardware. 
This amendment makes progress to- 
wards reassessing FHWA’s hardware re- 
view process to enhance account- 
ability, promote transparency, and im- 
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prove responsiveness to future safety 
concerns. 

It is critical to the safety of the trav- 
eling public that products installed on 
our roadways and using Federal dollars 
are properly evaluated and accounted 
for when safety concerns arise. Madam 
Chair, I urge my colleagues to support 
this commonsense amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, I claim 
the time in opposition, although I am 
not opposed to it. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, I sup- 
port the gentleman’s amendment. It is 
a thoughtful amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. DESAULNIER. Madam Chair, I 
thank the chairman. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. 
DESAULNIER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 17 OFFERED BY MR. SCOTT OF 
VIRGINIA 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 17 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 
Chair, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title I of divi- 
sion A, add the following: 


SEC. . USE OF MODELING AND SIMULATION 
TECHNOLOGY. 


It is the sense of Congress that the Depart- 
ment should utilize, to the fullest and most 
economically feasible extent practicable, 
modeling and simulation technology to ana- 
lyze highway and public transportation 
projects authorized by this Act to ensure 
that these projects— 

(1) will increase transportation capacity 
and safety, alleviate congestion, and reduce 
travel time and environmental impacts; and 

(2) are as cost effective as practicable. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. ScoTT) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 
Chair, this is a fairly simple amend- 
ment that I offer with my Virginia col- 
league, RANDY FORBES. It simply en- 
courages the use of modeling and sim- 
ulation technology in designing and 
analyzing federally funded transpor- 
tation projects so that those projects 
can be most efficient and save money 
in the process. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, I claim 
the time in opposition, although I am 
not opposed to it. 
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The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, the 
gentleman’s amendment is a smart, 
thoughtful amendment, and I support 
the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 
Chair, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 18 OFFERED BY MS. EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON OF TEXAS 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 18 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Madam Chair, I have an amend- 
ment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 238, strike line 10 and all that follows 
through page 239, line 5, and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

(1) by striking paragraph (4); and 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN- 
SON) and a Member opposed each will 
control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from Texas. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Madam Chair, my amendment 
represents an important effort to pre- 
serve the existing budget authority for 
the Transportation Infrastructure Fi- 
nance and Innovation Act, TIFIA, pro- 
gram. In essence, this simple amend- 
ment would strike DOT’s ability to re- 
allocate budget authority for TIFIA, 
ensuring that this authority remains 
available for the TIFIA program. 

The TIFIA program was first author- 
ized by Congress in 1998 to fill a critical 
gap in financing for large-scale trans- 
portation projects. Since that time, the 
Department of Transportation has pro- 
vided low-interest credit assistance to 
State and local governments in order 
to help finance projects of regional and 
national significance. Current law di- 
rects the Department of Transpor- 
tation to redistribute uncommitted 
budget authority for TIFIA to States 
for use by their formula programs. 

Due to unforeseen delays in allo- 
cating budget authority, DOT redis- 
tributed approximately $640 million of 
budget authority for TIFIA as recently 
as April of this year. This reduced ca- 
pacity for project financing will have 
serious consequences. Texas alone, for 
example, has more than $1 billion in 
potential projects that will utilize the 
TIFIA program. 

Make no mistake, this funding capac- 
ity has been lost not because of a lack 
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of demand for the program, but because 
of the inability to commit budget au- 
thority in a timely manner. 


1645 


Unfortunately, the highway bill 
being considered on the floor also cuts 
TIFIA drastically from the current 
level of $1 billion per year to just over 
$200 million per year. Allowing a redis- 
tribution clause to remain in place 
could result in further cuts to the pro- 
gram. My amendment would simply 
protect what has proven to be an in- 
valuable financing tool for State and 
local governments. 

I urge the adoption of this amend- 
ment so that we can preserve the loan 
capacity for this time-tested program. 

I want to express my appreciation to 
Chairman SHUSTER and Ranking Mem- 
ber DEFAZIO for supporting this amend- 
ment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman, I 
claim the time in opposition, although 
I am not opposed. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman, 
the gentlewoman from Texas has been 
a long-term member of the committee, 
and she has thought this through well. 
We appreciate her bringing this amend- 
ment to the floor, and we support it. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Madam Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia (Mrs. NAPOLITANO). 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. I thank my col- 
league for yielding. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of the Johnson amendment, 
and I thank my colleague from Texas 
for offering it. 

This amendment would allow unused 
TIFIA funds to be reprogrammed into— 
in other words, to be put back into— 
the TIFIA account. 

The L.A. Metro, in my region, is one 
of the biggest recipients of the financ- 
ing from TIFIA. TIFIA is an incredibly 
important tool in Los Angeles County 
that allows us to use our two transpor- 
tation sales tax measures to complete 
projects in 10 years instead of 30 years. 
Speeding up project construction saves 
money in the long run, and it allows 
our transportation users the benefits of 
an improved multimodal system. 

I understand the need to reduce 
TIFIA from $1 billion to $200 million 
for transportation funding in the un- 
derlying bill in order to provide for 
other important programs, such as a 
freight program. This amendment 
would help reduce the burden that de- 
creased TIFIA funding will have on 
local communities. 

Madam Chairman, 
Johnson amendment. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Madam Chairman, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 


I support the 
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The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BER- 
NICE JOHNSON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 19 OFFERED BY MR. WELCH 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 19 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. WELCH. Madam Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Strike section 3010 of division A. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentleman 
from Vermont (Mr. WELCH) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Vermont. 

Mr. WELCH. Madam Chairman, one 
of the major challenges for a com- 
prehensive transportation bill is to 
have it facilitate the creation of liv- 
able communities, and we have, across 
this country, more and more commu- 
nities that, as part of creating that 
space for good transportation, want to 
include and have included bike paths. 

Biking transportation has become a 
real attraction for younger people who 
are moving into urban areas. It is 
something that has taken cars off the 
road and has put people on bikes. Peo- 
ple are getting exercise and are finding 
beautiful ways to get around their 
communities. It is something that adds 
to the overall quality of life in commu- 
nities across the country. It used to be 
that biking was seen as something that 
just individuals would do. It is now 
seen, as a result of transportation pol- 
icy, as integral to a livable community 
approach. 

In the current legislation before us, 
the Federal match would be reduced 
from 90 and 95 percent to 80 percent. 
This amendment would propose to keep 
the status quo, keeping that Federal 
contribution at 90 to 95 percent. It 
makes a huge difference in our commu- 
nities to get that extra boost as it 
makes a difference as to whether or not 
they can proceed on some bikeway im- 
provements. So let’s keep what we 
have. We have a good thing going. With 
this amendment, the ability to keep it 
going will be even stronger. 

In Vermont, bike commuting has in- 
creased by over 70 percent from 2005 to 
2014. Vermont has 19 bike and pedes- 
trian facility projects across the State, 
totaling $38.9 million. There is a lot of 
local money in that. By the way, the 
young and old and middle-aged are all 
getting out, taking advantage of those 
things. Burlington has proposed a fully 
integrated bike network, and this 
amendment would help that city in 
Vermont complete that goal. 

The benefits to biking are tremen- 
dous. It is good for the environment. It 
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is good for us when we get on bikes and 
get a little exercise. It is a good 
healthcare benefit. It is good for taking 
cars and congestion off the road. There 
are incidental benefits and economic. 
It has been demonstrated in Vermont 
that there are significant revenue 
gains to local businesses by having as 
robust a bike system as we can have. 

In summary, biking is integral in 
Vermont and in the Nation. EARL BLU- 
MENAUER is the patron of biking in this 
country. It is a really big, important 
component, and I urge the passage of 
this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman, I 
claim the time in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman, 
unfortunately, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment by my good friend 
from Vermont. I know there are a lot 
of health benefits and other benefits to 
this. The main reason that I rise in op- 
position is that, with the gentleman’s 
amendment, there will be less money 
being invested in transit. 

The higher Federal share means that 
a bike project can eat up the funds the 
transit agencies need to address their 
needs. In addition, this amendment 
would mean that a bicycle project gets 
a higher Federal share than the acqui- 
sition of an ADA-compliant vehicle, 
which will support mobility for dis- 
abled individuals. 

Almost every other type of project 
we authorize in this bill—roads, 
bridges, bus stations—requires a part- 
nership of up to 80 percent Federal, 20 
percent non-Federal. These bike 
projects shouldn’t be the exception; so 
I would urge all Members to oppose 
this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. WELCH. Madam Chairman, may 
I inquire as to my remaining time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Vermont has 2⁄2 minutes remain- 
ing. 

Mr. WELCH. Madam Chairman, I 
have one comment. 

We have a budgetary issue because 
we don’t have as robustly funded a 
transportation bill as we need. I appre- 
ciate the comments of the chairman of 
the committee, but that problem is 
something that is going to be 
hamstringing every activity we do, 
whether it is mass transit or bikes. My 
hope is that, by the end of this process, 
we are finally going to put the money 
into our infrastructure—every compo- 
nent of it that we need. 

I yield 14% minutes to the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER), my 
friend, who we all know in the United 
States House of Representatives is the 
champion of bikers everywhere. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I appreciate the 
gentleman’s courtesy in permitting me 
to speak and for his raising this issue. 
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Madam Chairman, it is important 
that we have a balanced transportation 
system, and there are already problems 
in terms of being able to promote non- 
motorized transportation in terms of 
bike and pedestrian. Being able to 
maintain the ability for the Federal 
funding, I think, is important. I don’t 
think we should relegate this to being 
a second-class type of transportation. 

I was in Brooklyn on Friday night, 
and people were engaged in their ini- 
tiatives with cycling. I started the 
week in Dallas. Texas cities are incor- 
porating these mechanisms into their 
basic approach to transportation. 

This is not the end of the world, but 
I think it is ill-advised, and it is the 
wrong signal for us to be sending. 
There are several dozen women from 
the bicycle industry here—executives 
from companies—who are involved 
with hundreds of millions of dollars of 
economic activity. This is something 
that does not deserve to be down- 
graded. This is not going to upset the 
apple cart by any stretch of the imagi- 
nation. 

I appreciate my colleague for putting 
the spotlight on this. We are watching 
cycling explode from Washington, D.C., 
to Seattle, to Rochester, New York, to 
Indianapolis, Indiana. This is a small 
but important step backwards. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman, I 
continue to oppose, and I urge all Mem- 
bers to oppose the gentleman’s amend- 
ment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. WELCH. I thank the gentleman 
from Oregon, and I reiterate his strong 
arguments. 

Madam Chairman, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Vermont (Mr. WELCH). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT NO. 20 OFFERED BY MS. SEWELL OF 

ALABAMA 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 20 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. Madam 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. . REPORT ON PARKING SAFETY. 

(a) REPORT.—Not later than 8 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall submit a report to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate regarding the 
safety of certain facilities and locations, fo- 
cusing on any property damage, injuries or 
deaths, and other incidents that occur or 
originate at locations intended to encourage 
public use of alternative transportation, in- 
cluding— 

(1) car pool lots; 
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(2) mass transit lots; 

(8) local, State, or regional rail stations; 

(4) rest stops; 

(5) college or university lots; 

(6) bike paths or walking trails; and 

(7) any other locations that the Secretary 
considers appropriate. 

(b) RECOMMENDATIONS.—Included with the 
report, the Secretary shall make rec- 
ommendations to Congress on the best ways 
to use innovative technologies to increase 
safety and ensure a better response by tran- 
sit security, local, State, and Federal law en- 
forcement to address threats to public safe- 
ty. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentlewoman 
from Alabama (Ms. SEWELL) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes 
woman from Alabama. 

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. Madam 
Chairman, I am offering this amend- 
ment on behalf of myself and as the 
designee of the gentlewoman from 
Texas, Congresswoman SHEILA JACKSON 
LEE. 

I wish to thank the chair and the 
ranking member of the Rules Com- 
mittee for making this amendment in 
order. 

I want to thank the Transportation 
and Infrastructure chairman, BILL 
SHUSTER, as well as the ranking mem- 
ber, PETER DEFAZIO, for their efforts to 
bring the Surface Transportation Re- 
authorization and Reform Act to the 
floor. I thank them for this oppor- 
tunity to explain the Jackson Lee-Se- 
well amendment, which makes a good 
bill even better by ensuring that the 
national goals of strengthening our Na- 
tion’s transportation and infrastruc- 
ture is aided by innovation. 

The Jackson Lee-Sewell amendment 
improves this good bill by ensuring 
that the goals of improving transpor- 
tation efficiency and safety take into 
consideration the topic of rest stop and 
other parking and the topic of public 
safety. 

This amendment seeks a public safe- 
ty report to be provided to the House 
and the Senate Transportation Com- 
mittees on the security of locations 
that are intended to encourage the 
public use of alternative transpor- 
tation as well as personal transpor- 
tation parking areas. More than 1 in 10 
property crimes occurs in parking lots 
or in garages, and this study will pro- 
vide an opportunity for Congress to do 
more to enhance the safety of parking 
areas that are used by the most vulner- 
able in our communities: students, 
women, seniors, the disabled, and other 
vulnerable members of the public. 

The Jackson Lee-Sewell amendment 
will make surface transportation trav- 
el safer. More importantly, it will in- 
crease safety for the traveling public, 
especially for women, seniors, stu- 
dents, disabled persons, and children. 

Madam Chairman, I ask my col- 
leagues to support the Jackson Lee-Se- 
well amendment. 


the gentle- 
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I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman, I 
claim the time in opposition, although 
Iam not opposed. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman, I 
think the gentlewoman from Alabama 
offers a sound safety provision, and I 
support the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. I thank 
the chairman for his agreeing to the 
Jackson Lee-Sewell amendment. 

Madam Chairman, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Madam Chair, | am of- 
fering this amendment on behalf of Congress- 
woman SEWELL and myself. 

| wish to thank the Chair and Ranking Mem- 
ber of the Rules Committee for making this 
Amendment in order. 

| thank Transportation and Infrastructure 
Chairman BILL SHUSTER and Ranking Member 
PETER A. DEFAZIO for their efforts to bring the 
Surface Transportation Reauthorization and 
Reform Act to the floor. 

| thank them all for this opportunity to ex- 
plain the Jackson Lee/Sewell Amendments, 
which makes a good bill even better by ensur- 
ing that the national goals of strengthening our 
nation’s transportation and infrastructure is 
aided by innovation. 

The work of the Transportation and Infra- 
structure Committee in bringing this bipartisan 
forward thinking bill to the floor is appreciated. 

This Jackson Lee/Sewell amendment im- 
proves this good bill by ensuring that the goals 
of improving transportation efficiency and safe- 
ty take into consideration the topic of rest 
stop, and other parking and the topic of public 
safety. 

This Amendment seeks a public safety re- 
port to be provided to the House and Senate 
Transportation Committees on the security of 
locations that are intended to encourage pub- 
lic use of alternative transportation, as well as 
personal transportation parking areas. 

An essential part of the success of public 
transportation usage is the ability of auto- 
mobile drivers to park their vehicles in safety. 

More than 1 in 10 property crimes occur in 
parking lots or garages. 

The report will provide an opportunity for 
Congress to do more to enhance the safety of 
parking areas that are used by students, 
women, seniors, disabled, and other vulner- 
able members of the public. 

The Bureau of Justice Statistics provides a 
detailed report on the place of occurrence for 
violent and property crimes from 2004 through 
2008. 

For example, purse snatchings and pocket 
pickings typically occur away from home. 

According to Bureau of Justice Statistics 
28.2% of purses snatched occur in open areas 
such as the street or on public transportation. 

This amendment will lead to enhanced safe- 
ty of car pool parking lots, mass transit park- 
ing; local, state, and regional rail station park- 
ing; college or university parking; bike paths, 
walking trails, and other locations the Sec- 
retary deems appropriate. 
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The Bureau of Justice Statistics reports that 
victimization and property crimes occurring be- 
tween 2004 and 2008 in parking lots and ga- 
rages include: 213,540 victimization crimes 
that occurred in noncommercial parking lots 
and garages; and 864,190 property crimes. 

The Bureau’s report on victimization crimes 
that occur at public transportation or in sta- 
tions was 49,910 and property crimes was 
132,190. 

The Jackson Lee/Sewell Amendment will 
make surface transportation travel safer. 

More importantly, it will increase Safety of 
the traveling public, especially women, sen- 
iors, students, disabled persons, and children. 

Madam Chair, | ask my colleagues to sup- 
port the Jackson Lee/Sewell amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from Alabama (Ms. SEWELL). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 21 OFFERED BY MS. SEWELL OF 

ALABAMA 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 21 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. Madam 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 315, after line 20, insert the following: 


SEC. 3024. REPORT ON POTENTIAL OF INTERNET 
OF THINGS. 


Not later than 180 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Transportation shall submit to Congress a 
report on the potential of the Internet of 
Things to improve transportation services in 
rural, suburban, and urban areas. Such re- 
port shall include— 

(1) a survey of the communities, cities, and 
States that are using innovative transpor- 
tation systems to meet the needs of ageing 
populations; 

(2) best practices to protect privacy and se- 
curity determined as a result of such survey; 

(3) recommendations with respect to the 
potential of the Internet of Things to assist 
local, State, and Federal planners to develop 
more efficient and accurate projections of 
the transportation needs of rural, suburban, 
and urban communities. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentlewoman 
from Alabama (Ms. SEWELL) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from Alabama. 

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. Madam 
Chairman, I am offering this amend- 
ment on behalf of myself and as the 
designee of the gentlewoman from 
Texas, Congresswoman SHEILA JACKSON 
LEE. 

Once again, I want to thank the chair 
and ranking member of the Rules Com- 
mittee for making this amendment in 
order. 

I thank the Transportation and In- 
frastructure Committee chairman, 
BILL SHUSTER, as well as the ranking 
member, PETER DEFAZIO, for their bi- 
partisan work in bringing the Surface 
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Transportation Reauthorization and 
Reform Act to the floor. 

This Jackson Lee-Sewell amendment 
provides a report to Congress from the 
Secretary of the Department of Trans- 
portation on the Internet of Things, 
IoT, as to its potential to improve 
transportation services to the elderly 
and persons with disabilities as well as 
to assist local, State, and Federal 
transportation planners in achieving 
better efficiencies and cost savings by 
protecting privacy and the security of 
persons who use IoT technology. 

The IoT refers to the wireless envi- 
ronment that will support the net- 
working of physical objects—or 
things—embedded with wireless elec- 
tronic components, software sensors, 
and network connectivity. The IoT will 
introduce the functionality of com- 
puting into physical space as com- 
puting technology is integrated into 
devices and systems. 

This Jackson Lee-Sewell amendment 
will allow Congress to take into consid- 
eration how IoT technologies can be 
used to make public transportation 
safer and more convenient to the elder- 
ly and to the disabled and how it may 
improve mass personal transportation 
efficiencies. 
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This Jackson Lee-Sewell amendment 
will help ensure that we harness the 
benefit of the Internet of things for the 
traveling public and minimize the 
threats to privacy and cybersecurity 
presented by this new technology. 

I include in the RECORD, first, an ar- 
ticle entitled ‘How the Internet of 
Things is Improving Transportation 
and Logistics” and, secondly, an arti- 
cle entitled, ‘‘Mapping IoT into To- 
day’s Urban Transportation Systems.” 

[From SupplyChain247, Sept. 9, 2015] 

How THE INTERNET OF THINGS IS IMPROVING 

TRANSPORTATION AND LOGISTICS 

Whether by air, ground or sea, transpor- 
tation and logistics are essential components 
to many enterprises’ productivity, and ac- 
cess to real-time data is critical. 

Many businesses have already discovered 
the advantages of using mobile technologies; 
however, the unpredictable nature of fuel 
costs, rising labor rates, increased traffic 
and a changing regulatory environment, con- 
tinue to make operations challenging. 

What’s more, inefficiencies caused by a 
lack of visibility create considerable costs. 

As industry regulations force transpor- 
tation and logistics organizations to do more 
with less, profitability is threatened. How- 
ever, with visibility into personnel, equip- 
ment and transactions, enterprises can bet- 
ter support peak operations in real time— 
improving operational efficiency and per- 
formance. 

With the advent of today’s mobile tech- 
nologies and the Internet of Things (IoT), en- 
terprises can accelerate productivity, profit- 
ability and operations with solutions de- 
signed specifically for their processes. With 
the right IoT solution in place, enterprises 
can connect all devices across a centralized 
cloud network, and capture and share their 
mission-critical data, allowing them to gain 
real-time visibility of their operations. 
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This actionable insight is what provides 
organizations the Enterprise Asset Intel- 
ligence they need to make improvements. 
This enhanced business knowledge can be 
gained through a set of enabling tech- 
nologies in the areas of asset management, 
cloud, mobile and Big Data. 

By leveraging Enterprise Asset Intel- 
ligence, transportation and logistics can dra- 
matically improve the following areas: 

I. END-TO-END VISIBILITY 


Transportation and logistics businesses 
around the globe are focused on maximizing 
supply chain efficiency in order to sustain 
profitability and viability. 

However, to reach this level of perform- 
ance, they need to make end-to-end improve- 
ments. Complete visibility facilitates more 
effective, timely decisions and reduces 
delays through quicker detection of issues. 

Mobile devices, such as radio frequency 
identification (RFID), barcode scanners and 
mobile computers, have become a major in- 
fluence in supply chain visibility and oper- 
ations. Many transportation and logistics 
companies using RFID today are reaching 
nearly 100 percent shipping and receiving ac- 
curacy, 99.5 percent inventory accuracy, 30 
percent faster order processing and 30 per- 
cent reduction in labor costs. 

Mobile technologies provide businesses line 
of sight into equipment, inventory and busi- 
ness processes. This asset intelligence allows 
organizations to increase their efficiency by 
providing them real-time data across their 
entire supply chain. 

Though these types of solutions have al- 
ready helped transportation and logistics 
businesses make improvements over the 
years, leveraging them with enabling tech- 
nologies like the IoT can deliver even more 
asset intelligence, leading to more informed 
decisions. 

II. WAREHOUSE AND YARD MANAGEMENT 


The warehouse and/or yard are at the core 
of transportation and logistics businesses. 
Their efficiency directly impacts the cost of 
doing business and the ability to compete. 
With IoT-enabled mobile devices designed to 
track inventory data, equipment and vehi- 
cles, enterprises can give their physical as- 
sets a digital voice. 

By converting the physical to digital, 
transportation and logistics warehouses can 
capture and share their mission-critical data 
across the cloud, ensuring they have the 
right products in the right place at the right 
time. 

Yard personnel are frequently moving 
around on foot or in vehicles, manually con- 
ducting their routine tasks. This process is 
time intensive and prone to error which 
causes a number of visibility-related prob- 
lems including redundant trailer moves, yard 
gate congestion, product shrinkage, wasted 
fuel and lost time. To address these issues, 
organizations across the supply chain imple- 
ment RFID systems that automate asset 
tracking and location. 

By reducing human intervention and ena- 
bling more machine-to-machine information 
sharing, enterprises can greatly increase ef- 
ficiency and accuracy. 

III. FLEET MANAGEMENT 


When it comes to transportation and logis- 
tics, fleet management plays a critical role 
in managing maintenance schedules, every- 
day vehicle usage and service routes. In 
order to maximize productivity and oper- 
ational efficiency, fleet downtime must be 
minimized. With mobile scanners, computers 
and RFID systems alone, enterprises can 
gain visibility into their assets and better 
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streamline operations to keep their fleet 
moving. 

By replacing manual and hard-copy work 
orders with mobile devices, technicians save 
time and increase data accuracy. Further- 
more, with realtime, accurate insight into 
maintenance history, parts availability and 
inventory records, technicians can relay in- 
formation back to their central database. 

By leveraging connected, mobile devices, 
enterprises can capture, share and manage 
data around their moving assets across the 
enterprise. Connectivity also enables enter- 
prises to communicate with their techni- 
cians (drivers) anytime, anywhere, allowing 
them to be proactive with in-field repairs, 
maintenance, etc. With real-time updates on 
certain conditions such as bad weather or 
traffic, fleet technicians can better respond 
and/or prepare. 

For field technicians, real-time visibility 
into driver and vehicle performance is crit- 
ical. This visibility can be used to increase 
the safety of technicians, reduce damaged in- 
ventory and decrease insurance-related costs 
all of which are critical to an enterprise’s 
bottom line. Additionally, with real-time in- 
sight, technicians and drivers can respond to 
customer service inquiries in a timely man- 
ner. This helps personnel know when and 
where to allocate their time—improving the 
organization’s overall performance and cus- 
tomer service. 

Furthermore, with the ability to securely 
monitor their equipment and environment in 
real time, field service technicians can take 
action before problems arise. With the IoT, 
companies can gain intelligence remotely 
around their assets in the field, allowing 
them to facilitate needbased maintenance 
and eliminating unnecessary and/or reactive 
responses. 

Advances in mobile technology and the IoT 
are dramatically improving the way trans- 
portation and logistics businesses operate. 
The Enterprise Asset Intelligence delivered 
through these solutions is what enables or- 
ganizations to pinpoint inefficiencies in real 
time, improving throughput and helping 
them build progressive plans to move toward 
innovation. 

[From MassTransitMag.com, Nov. 2, 2015] 
MAPPING IOT INTO TODAY’S URBAN 
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS 
(By Ashwini Chharia) 

Today, more than 54 percent of the world’s 
population lives in urban areas, a number 
that is expected to increase to 66 percent in 
the coming decades. This results initially in 
higher urban density, followed by urban 
sprawl as people and businesses expand be- 
yond the initial city boundaries. Such urban 
growth and sprawl results in a society with 
considerably more vehicles on the roads, 
amidst an increasing demand from com- 
muters for faster and alternate transpor- 
tation channels. We can all relate to experi- 
encing more congestion, increased accidents 
and road construction, all of which are also 
resulting in safety issues and increase the 
amount of time the average person spends 
commuting. Traffic congestion wastes en- 
ergy, contributes to global warming and 
costs individuals and businesses time and 
money. 

Using mobile applications, users are prom- 
ised real-time travel information in order to 
reach a destination in an efficient amount of 
time. Yet, even using map applications many 
people still find themselves spending an inor- 
dinate amount of time in commute due to 
traffic, accidents and other disruptions. Cit- 
ies are also increasingly forced to compete 
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amongst themselves to attract residents and 
businesses and be considered a more desir- 
able place to live and work. A city’s trans- 
portation and communication infrastructure 
is an important consideration that has direct 
and indirect economic impacts for govern- 
ment, businesses and residents. 

To meet rising demand, cities require in- 
frastructures and systems that are con- 
nected, energy-conscious and intelligent 
enough to quickly react to everyday traffic 
situations. This includes supporting ma- 
chine-to-machine interactions that allow 
travelers to quickly reroute their trip or 
plan to take alternate transportation, should 
a disruption arise. Critical to achieving this 
is a strong foundation of information and 
communications technology (ICT), and re- 
source management systems that operate 
under a supportive policy framework and en- 
able an expanded public-private cooperation. 
This communication infrastructure needs to 
support reliable high-speed transmission of 
vast amounts of data and enable communica- 
tion across people, organizations and sys- 
tems. For example, intelligent traffic man- 
agement systems that use wirelessly man- 
aged traffic lights at interchanges to help re- 
duce congestion require a robust infrastruc- 
ture that permits them to transmit large 
volumes of signal and video data to traffic 
control centers. 

Mobile technologies today are already ena- 
bling residents to quickly inform and be in- 
formed of traffic situations and patterns 
that are emerging during their commute. In 
a traffic incident or natural catastrophe sit- 
uation, mobile technologies provide a means 
for interactive exchange of information and 
quick guidance and action from other par- 
ties, such as medical and law enforcement 
organizations and insurance companies. With 
intelligent transportation systems that can 
be used for traffic management and are 
available on a cloud platform, even 
smartphones can be used to manage the traf- 
fic system at any time. 

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, I claim 
the time in opposition, although I do 
not oppose the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentlewoman has a solid, sound amend- 
ment, and I support it. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Madam Chair, | am of- 
fering this amendment on behalf of Congress- 
woman SEWELL and myself. 

Once again, | wish to thank the Chair and 
Ranking Member of the Rules Committee for 
making this Amendment in order. 

| thank the Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee Chairman BILL SHUSTER and Rank- 
ing Member PETER A. DEFAZIO for their bipar- 
tisan work to bring the Surface Transportation 
Reauthorization and Reform Act to the floor. 

This Jackson Lee/Sewell Amendment pro- 
vides a report to Congress from the Secretary 
of the Department of Transportation on the 
“Internet of Things” (loT) and its potential to 
improve transportation services to the elderly 
and persons with disabilities as well as assist 
local, state and federal transportation planners 
in achieving better inefficiencies and cost ef- 
fectiveness, while protecting privacy and secu- 
rity of persons who use IoT technology. 
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The loT refers to the wireless environment 
that will support networking of physical objects 
or “things” embedded with wireless electronic 
components, software, sensors, and network 
connectivity technology, which enables these 
objects to collect and exchange data on peo- 
ple, places and things. 

The loT will introduce the functionality of 
computing into physical space as computing 
technology is integrated into devices and sys- 
tems. 

It will also challenge the privacy and secu- 
rity of users of the technology if precautions 
are not taken to ensure that information on 
these devices is not protected. 

This Jackson Lee/Sewell amendment will 
allow Congress to take into consideration how 
loT technologies can be used to make public 
transportation, safer, more convenient to the 
elderly and disabled, and how it may improve 
mass and personal transportation efficiency. 

The ability to include wireless technology 
into physical things or support communication 
among digital devices that may be nearby or 
at distances will offer many benefits to con- 
sumers. 

loT products are already being deployed for 
personal, recreational, city planning, public 
safety, energy consumption management, 
healthcare, and many other applications. 

Today, local governments are working to in- 
corporate loT services into transportation; gar- 
bage pickup, as well as the provision of wire- 
less connectivity for their residents. 

The Jackson Lee/Sewell Amendment will 
help ensure that we harness the benefits of 
the “Internet of Things” for the traveling public 
and minimize the threats to privacy and cyber- 
security presented by this new and exciting 
technology. 

| urge support for the Jackson Lee/Sewell 
Amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from Alabama (Ms. SEWELL). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 22 OFFERED BY MR. 
BLUMENAUER 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 22 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I have 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 326, line 10, strike ‘‘13 percent” and 
insert ‘‘11 percent”. 

Page 3826, beginning line 18, strike 
percent” and insert ‘‘13.5 percent”. 

Page 326, line 25, strike ‘‘52.5 percent” and 
insert ‘‘50.5 percent”. 

Page 327, line 20, strike ‘‘5 percent” and in- 
sert ‘‘10 percent’’. 

Page 348, line 17, strike ‘‘15 percent” and 
insert ‘‘2 percent’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oregon. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Chair, I 
appreciate the work that has been done 


an 
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in this underlying legislation to put 
more national priority dealing with 
nonmotorized safety. 

This new program gives States fund- 
ing for Vision-Zero-type activities that 
are on the forefront of what is hap- 
pening in communities around the 
country that are not accepting the car- 
nage on the highways for pedestrians 
and cyclists being able to use these 
tools, to be able to re-engineer and to 
enforce and protect some of our most 
vulnerable citizens. 

Being struck by a motor vehicle is 
the leading cause of injury-related 
death for children under 14, and being 
struck by a motor vehicle is the sec- 
ond-leading cause of injury-related 
death for senior citizens. This is our 
young and our old. 

In low-income neighborhoods, there 
is a much higher pedestrian fatality 
rate than in higher income areas. Fa- 
talities on our roadways have declined 
overall, but the number of pedestrians 
killed annually rose 16 percent over the 
course of the last 5 years. 

We spend billions of dollars on sur- 
face transportation every year, not as 
much as we should, but a significant 
amount of money. Yet, we are spending 
less than a billion on critical bike and 
pedestrian Federal projects. 

That is why I strongly support the 
new nonmotorized public safety pro- 
gram. However, I have one modest con- 
cern. Only States where 15 percent or 
more of the traffic fatalities are non- 
motorized are eligible for this funding. 
My reckoning is that only 20 States 
and the District of Columbia would 
qualify. This seems backwards to me. 

When we have this carnage occurring 
in communities large and small across 
the country, this provision would actu- 
ally reward States with Federal money 
that are more dangerous for bicyclists 
and pedestrians and doesn’t provide in- 
centives for those States who have low- 
ered the number of bike and pedestrian 
incidents and are working to move for- 
ward. 

I have introduced this legislation 
with my colleague, Congressman 
BUCHANAN of Florida, who is the co- 
chair of the Bike Caucus, to make this 
funding available to virtually every 
State by lowering the eligibility 
threshold to 2 percent of the fatalities 
and double the funding for a non- 
motorized safety program. 

Madam Chair, this is serious busi- 
ness. I have encountered people from 
around the country who are part of this 
revolution in terms of enhancing bike 
and pedestrian facilities. This Congress 
has been in the forefront of moving it 
forward. I think extending the eligi- 
bility of this program would be in 
keeping with this record of accomplish- 
ment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, I claim 
time in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 
minutes. 
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Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, I do 
oppose this amendment. 

In this bill, we have created a com- 
petitive grant program for non- 
motorized users. In this program, it 
stood up for the first time. We should 
let NHTSA stand this program up be- 
fore we judge the success and before we 
award it more funding. 

This amendment would cut funding 
for critical safety programs that keep 
drunk drivers off our highways, encour- 
age seat belt use, and improve State 
safety data programs. The funds would 
be reallocated in a new program cre- 
ated in this bill, as I mentioned, to 
focus on bike and pedestrian safety. 

I commend the gentleman for his pas- 
sion and commitment to cyclists and 
their safety, but this is a new program 
that has been set up. So I would just 
urge that we should let NHTSA stand 
the program up and then judge its suc- 
cess and whether we should allocate 
more money or not. 

I oppose the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Chair, I 
appreciate what the committee has 
done putting this new program in. I 
think it is important. I look forward to 
its success. 

Since it is a competitive grant pro- 
gram, allowing most States to be eligi- 
ble doesn’t take that away. 

The other areas that the gentleman 
is talking about have much more gen- 
erous funding than programs that hit 
our youth and our senior citizens in 
term of bike and pedestrian. 

I think, by any rational reallocation, 
we would be putting more in. This is a 
drop in the bucket, $28 million overall. 
It would be money well spent and 
would allow the program to be able to 
evaluate which programs are the best, 
particularly some that have success- 
fully lowered their accident rate a lit- 
tle bit below the 15 percent threshold. 
Maybe they have got something going. 
Maybe they have got something that 
we could use for national applications. 

I respectfully request that the 
amendment be approved. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Oregon (Mr. BLU- 
MENAUER). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT NO. 23 OFFERED BY MRS. 
KIRKPATRICK 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 23 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Madam Chair, I 
have an amendment at the desk made 
in order under the rule. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 333, line 18, strike ‘‘OR STOPPED IN 
TRAFFIC”. 

Page 333, line 22, strike ‘‘or stopped in traf- 
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Page 333, line 24, strike “and”. 

Page 334, line 2, strike the period and in- 
sert ‘‘; and’’. 

Page 334, after line 2, insert the following: 

‘(D) does not provide for an exemption 
that specifically allows a driver to text 
through a personal wireless communication 
device while stopped in traffic.’’. 

Page 334, line 9, strike ‘‘or stopped in traf- 
fic” and insert ‘‘if the driver is”. 

Page 334, line 15, strike ‘‘and’’ 

Page 334, line 16, strike ‘‘first’’. 

Page 334, line 17, strike the period and in- 
sert ‘‘; and’’. 

Page 334, after line 17, insert the following: 

‘(D) does not provide for an exemption 
that specifically allows a driver to text 
through a personal wireless communication 
device while stopped in traffic.’’. 

Page 337, beginning on line 14, strike ‘‘, in- 
cluding operation while temporarily sta- 
tionary because of traffic, a traffic light or 
stop sign, or otherwise”. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentlewoman 
from Arizona (Mrs. KIRKPATRICK) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from Arizona. 

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Madam Chair, I 
thank Chairman SHUSTER, Ranking 
Member DEFAZIO, Subcommittee Chair 
GRAVES, and Subcommittee Ranking 
Member HOLMES NORTON for accepting 
my amendment on distracted driving. 

Madam Chair, texting is an ex- 
tremely dangerous activity as it re- 
quires drivers to take their eyes, 
hands, and minds off the task of driv- 
ing. Drivers aged 16 to 24 have the 
highest propensity to text while driv- 
ing. Cell phone conversations with 
handheld or hands-free devices are dan- 
gerous as well, especially for young, 
novice drivers. 

A Carnegie Mellon University study 
of MRIs shows that the area of the 
brain responsible for processing mov- 
ing visual information, a vital part of 
driving, has 37 percent less capacity 
when talking on the phone. A driver 
texting may miss seeing up to 50 per- 
cent of his or her driving environment, 
even when looking through the wind- 
shield. This includes stop signs, pedes- 
trians, and red lights, according to the 
University of Utah Applied Cognition 
Laboratory. 

This simple, commonsense amend- 
ment ensures that States that have en- 
acted texting and teen cell phone bans 
qualify for incentive grant funding. 
This amendment will also allow addi- 
tional States to qualify for distracted 
driving incentive grant funding while 
maintaining the core safety require- 
ment of the grant. 

The amendment has the support of 
AAA, Advocates for Highway and Auto 
Safety, Governors Highway Safety As- 
sociation, MADD, the National Safety 
Council, and Safe Kids Worldwide. 

We want to ensure that States that 
make necessary improvements to their 
distracted driving laws qualify for in- 
centive grant funding. 
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I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, I claim 
the time in opposition, although I do 
not oppose the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, this 
amendment makes an important 
change to the distracted driver incen- 
tive grant program that will ensure 
more States can qualify for funding. 

It is a good amendment. I urge its 
adoption. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Madam Chair, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from Arizona (Mrs. KIRK- 
PATRICK). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 24 OFFERED BY MISS RICE OF 
NEW YORK 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 24 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Miss RICE of New York. Madam 
Chair, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 340, strike line 9 and all that follows 
through page 347, line 25, and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

(f) STATE GRADUATED DRIVER LICENSING IN- 
CENTIVE GRANT.—Section 405(g)(2) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘21’’ 
and inserting ‘‘18’’; and 

(2) by striking subparagraph (B) and insert- 
ing the following: 

‘(B) LICENSING PROCESS.—A State is in 
compliance with the 2-stage licensing proc- 
ess described in this subparagraph if the 
State’s driver’s license laws include— 

“(i) a learner’s permit stage that— 

“(I) is at least 6 months in duration; 

“(IT) contains a prohibition on the driver 
using a personal wireless communications 
device (as defined in subsection (e)) while 
driving except under an exception permitted 
under paragraph (4) of that subsection, and 
makes a violation of the prohibition a pri- 
mary offense; 

“(III) requires applicants to successfully 
pass a vision and knowledge assessment 
prior to receiving a learner’s permit; 

‘“(IV) requires that the driver be accom- 
panied and supervised at all times while the 
driver is operating a motor vehicle by a li- 
censed driver who is at least 21 years of age 
or is a State-certified driving instructor; 

‘“(V) has a requirement that the driver— 

“(aa) complete a State-certified driver edu- 
cation or training course; or 

‘“(bb) obtain at least 50 hours of behind- 
the-wheel training, with at least 10 hours at 
night, with a licensed driver; and 

“(VI) remains in effect until the driver— 

“(aa) reaches 16 years of age and enters the 
intermediate stage; or 

““(bb) reaches 18 years of age; 

“(ii) an intermediate stage that— 

“(I) commences immediately after the ex- 
piration of the learner’s permit stage and 
successful completion of a driving skills as- 
sessment; 
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“(ID is at least 6 months in duration; 

“(III) prohibits the driver from using a per- 
sonal wireless communications device (as de- 
fined in subsection (e)) while driving except 
under an exception permitted under para- 
graph (4) of that subsection, and makes a 
violation of the prohibition a primary of- 
fense; 

“(IV) for the first 6 month of the inter- 
mediate stage, restricts driving at night be- 
tween the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 5:00 a.m. 
when not supervised by a licensed driver 21 
years of age or older, excluding transpor- 
tation to work, school, religious activities, 
or emergencies; 

“(V) prohibits the driver from operating a 
motor vehicle with more than 1 nonfamilial 
passenger younger than 21 years of age un- 
less a licensed driver who is at least 21 years 
of age is in the motor vehicle; and 

“(VI) remains in effect until the driver 
reaches 17 years of age; and 

“(ii) a learner’s permit and intermediate 
stage that require, in addition to any other 
penalties imposed by State law, the granting 
of an unrestricted driver’s license be auto- 
matically delayed for any individual who, 
during the learner’s permit or intermediate 
stage, is convicted of a driving-related of- 
fense during the first 6 months, including— 

“(D driving while intoxicated; 

“(II) misrepresentation of the individual’s 
age; 

“(III) reckless driving; 

“(IV) driving without wearing a seat belt; 

“(V) speeding; or 

“(VI) any other driving-related offense, as 
determined by the Secretary.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentlewoman 
from New York (Miss RICE) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes 
woman from New York. 

Miss RICE of New York. Madam 
Chairwoman, over the course of my ca- 
reer, one issue that has taken on tre- 
mendous importance to me is reducing 
the number of traffic fatalities that 
occur on our roads and highways. 

One of the ways we can keep making 
progress in this area is by focusing on 
young drivers. As any parent with a 
teenaged child can tell you, young peo- 
ple do not have the knowledge, experi- 
ence, and maturity to drive safely 100 
percent of the time, and that can have 
deadly consequences for themselves 
and for others. 

In 2013, more than 4,000 people were 
killed in crashes involving teen driv- 
ers. For drivers aged 16 to 19, the fatal 
crash risk is three times higher than 
for drivers over age 20. 

My amendment will help reduce 
those risks by encouraging all 50 
States to adopt core graduated driver’s 
license requirements that we know will 
help keep teens safe as they learn to 
drive. 

This amendment encourages States 
to enact meaningful requirements to 
help keep everyone safe on our roads. 
The amendment would require young 
drivers to go through two stages of li- 
censing, a learner’s permit followed by 
an intermediate stage. 

Drivers must have a learner’s permit 
for at least 6 months. They have to 
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pass vision and knowledge tests. They 
have to be supervised when they drive. 
They have to gain 50 hours of experi- 
ence behind the wheel, with 10 of those 
hours at night. 

They must be strictly prohibited 
from using a cell phone or other device 
while driving, as all drivers should be, 
regardless of age, because even the 
most experienced driver in the world 
becomes dangerous when they are 
texting or taking selfies behind the 
wheel of a car. 

A learner who passes a driving test 
advances to the intermediate stage, 
which lasts at least another 6 months. 
The cell phone ban remains in place, 
and violating that restriction must be 
a primary offense. 

Intermediate drivers cannot drive 
after 10 p.m., with reasonable excep- 
tions. Eighty percent of crashes involv- 
ing 16- and 17-year-old drivers happen 
between 9 o’clock at night and mid- 
night, and this restriction reduces 
crashes by up to 60 percent during the 
overnight hours. 

Intermediate drivers cannot have any 
drunk driving violations, fake ID viola- 
tions, reckless driving, failure to wear 
a seat belt, speeding, or other viola- 
tions. 

These are some of the very basic re- 
quirements that we know are necessary 
to help keep young people safe as they 
learn how to drive. This should be the 
law in every American State. 

My amendment helps move us toward 
that goal by providing grant funding to 
States that adopt and implement these 
requirements in full. 

I want to note that this amendment 
is supported by the National Safety 
Council, as well as AAA, Advocates for 
Highway and Auto Safety, the Gov- 
ernors Highway Safety Association, 
Mothers Against Drunk Driving, and 
Safe Kids Worldwide. 

The language in this amendment is 
the same as the language in the DRIVE 
Act, which passed in the Senate with 
overwhelming bipartisan support. 

I believe it deserves the same bipar- 
tisan support in the House. I urge my 
colleagues to vote for this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
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Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, this 
amendment would actually gut the re- 
forms in this bill that ensures more 
States with graduated driver’s license 
programs can qualify for these impor- 
tant safety grant funding programs. 

MAP-21 established an incentive 
grant program to improve teen driver 
safety by encouraging States to adopt 
graduated driver’s license programs. 
Unfortunately, the Federal require- 
ments for the program were too pre- 
scriptive, which happens so many 
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times we put out something. As a re- 
sult, over 40 States have graduated 
driver’s license programs in place 
today. None of them qualified for grant 
funds in 2014. 

The STRR Act reforms the Federal 
requirements and ensures more States 
will qualify for funding. 

This amendment does little to reform 
the Federal requirements. Few, if any, 
States will qualify for funds if this 
amendment passes. 

I urge all my colleagues to oppose 
this amendment. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Miss RICE of New York. Madam 
Chairwoman, I ask the Chairman if he 
would be willing to work with us in 
conference on this. 

I yield to the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, I 
would be glad to continue to work with 
the gentlewoman on this. The issue is 
important. Again, I think we have re- 
forms in here. We would love to work 
with the gentlewoman and move this 
forward to make sure that these re- 
forms get into place when we have a 
final bill on the floor. 

Miss RICE of New York. Madam 
Chair, I ask unanimous consent to 
withdraw this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from New York? 

There was no objection. 

The Acting CHAIR. The amendment 
is withdrawn. 

The Chair understands that amend- 
ment No. 25 will not be offered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 26 OFFERED BY MR. DUNCAN OF 

TENNESSEE 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 26 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Madam 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of title V, add the following: 


SEC. . SAFETY STUDY REGARDING DOUBLE- 
DECKER MOTORCOACHES. 

(a) STuDy.—The Secretary of Transpor- 
tation, in consultation with State transpor- 
tation safety officials, shall conduct a study 
regarding the safety operations, fire suppres- 
sion capability, tire loads, and pavement im- 
pacts of operating a double-decker motor- 
coach equipped with a device designed by the 
motorcoach manufacturer to attach to the 
rear of the motorcoach for use in trans- 
porting passenger baggage. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall submit a report containing the 
results of the study to— 

(1) the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representa- 
tives; and 

(2) the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate. 


The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentleman 
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from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Madam 
Chairman, my amendment requires the 
Department of Transportation to con- 
duct a study on the operations of a 
double-decker motorcoach equipped 
with a luggage carrier on the rear of 
the vehicle. The Department of Trans- 
portation will be required to report its 
findings back to the Congress 60 days 
after the enactment of the bill. 

Federal law does not limit the length 
of buses but provides that States can- 
not limit buses to less than 45 feet. A 
majority, but not all, States adopted 
laws providing for a 45-foot maximum 
limit for buses years ago when all 
intercity buses were no longer than 
that length. However, the 45-foot limits 
in these States effectively precludes 
the attachment of a luggage carrier, 
known commonly as a luggage box, to 
the back of modern double-decker 
intercity motorcoaches of the sort now 
used by several intercity bus compa- 
nies because the luggage boxes extend 
the bus by about 2 feet and several 
inches over the 45-foot limit. 

Luggage boxes have been in use, 
Madam Chairwoman, for many years in 
Europe, where they are used by over 600 
bus operators. They are also currently 
in use in Florida and Georgia, neither 
of which State has a 45-foot bus length 
limit. Even with the luggage box, these 
buses are much shorter than most 
truck-trailer combinations. 

Further, an intensive study under- 
taken by two respected ex-NHTSA en- 
gineers last year has confirmed that 
the luggage box poses no hazard to the 
bus, its passengers, or highway safety. 
In fact, no Federal or State vehicle 
safety agency has raised any objection 
to the use of the luggage box. 

While there is no evidence that the 
use of these luggage boxes is unsafe, I 
do think we would benefit from an 
independent study by the Department 
of Transportation so everyone will be 
completely assured that there is no 
safety risk involved in these luggage 
boxes at all. 

I hope my colleagues will support 
this very minor amendment to have 
the Department of Transportation con- 
duct this study. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Chairman, I 
claim the time in opposition to the 
amendment, although I am not opposed 
to it. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the gentleman from Oregon is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Chair, I con- 
gratulate the gentleman on his amend- 
ment. I think that this will help pro- 
vide us with more factual knowledge in 
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terms of looking at any future changes 
as might relate to these sorts of buses 
and also will provide useful informa- 
tion to consumers. I think it is very 
well thought out, and I congratulate 
the gentleman. I urge support of the 
amendment. 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Madam 
Chair, I certainly appreciate that sup- 
port from the ranking member, Mr. 
DEFAZIO. I urge passage of this amend- 
ment. 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 27 OFFERED BY MRS. COMSTOCK 


The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 27 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Mrs. COMSTOCK. Madam Chair, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 


Page 494, lines 18 through 18, amend para- 
graph (2) to read as follows: 

‘*(2) RESTRICTION.— 

“(A) LIMITATION.—A lead institution of a 
consortium of nonprofit institutions of high- 
er education, as applicable, may only submit 
1 grant application per fiscal year for each of 
the transportation centers described under 
paragraphs (2), (3), and (4) of subsection (c). 

‘(B) EXCEPTION FOR CONSORTIUM MEMBERS 
THAT ARE NOT LEAD INSTITUTIONS.—Subpara- 
graph (A) shall not apply to a nonprofit in- 
stitution of higher education that is a mem- 
ber of a consortium of nonprofit institutions 
of higher education but not the lead institu- 
tion of such consortium. 

Page 502, line 10, insert ‘‘, congestion, con- 
nected vehicles, connected infrastructure, 
and autonomous vehicles” after ‘‘transpor- 
tation safety”. 

Page 525, after line 16, insert the following: 
SEC. 6027. TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH AND DE- 

VELOPMENT 5-YEAR STRATEGIC 
PLAN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall de- 
velop a 5-year transportation research and 
development strategic plan for fiscal years 
2018 through 2022 to guide future Federal 
transportation research and development ac- 
tivities. 

(b) CONSISTENCY.—The strategic plan devel- 
oped under subsection (a) shall be consistent 
with— 

(1) section 306 of title 5, United States 
Code; 

(2) sections 1115 and 1116 of title 31, United 
States Code; 

(3) section 508 of title 23, United States 
Code; and 

(4) any other research and development 
plan within the Department. 

(c) CONTENTS.—The strategic plan devel- 
oped under subsection (a) shall— 

(1) describe the primary purposes of the 
transportation research and development 
program; 

(2) list the proposed research and develop- 
ment activities that the Department intends 
to pursue to accomplish under the strategic 
plan, which may include— 
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(A) fundamental research pertaining to the 
applied physical and natural sciences; 

(B) applied science and research; 

(C) technology development research; and 

(D) social science research; and 

(3) for each research and development ac- 
tivity— 

(A) identify the anticipated annual funding 
levels for the period covered by the strategic 
plan; and 

(B) describe the research findings the De- 
partment expects to discover at the end of 
the period covered by the strategic plan. 

(d) CONSIDERATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
ensure that the strategic plan developed 
under this section— 

(1) reflects input from external stake- 
holders; 

(2) includes and integrates the research 
and development programs of all of the De- 
partment’s modal administrations and joint 
programs; 

(3) takes into account research and devel- 
opment by other Federal, State, local, pri- 
vate sector, and nonprofit institutions; and 

(4) is published on a public website by De- 
cember 31, 2016. 

(e) REPORT.— 

(1) NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL REVIEW.— 
The Secretary shall enter into an agreement 
with the National Research Council for a re- 
view and analysis of the Department’s 5-year 
research and development strategic plan de- 
scribed in this section. By March 31, 2017, the 
Secretary shall publish on a public website 
the National Research Council’s analysis of 
the Department’s plan. 

(2) INTERIM REPORT.—By June 30, 2019, the 
Secretary shall publish on a public website 
an interim report that— 

(A) provides an assessment of the Depart- 
ment’s 5-year research and development 
strategic plan described in this section that 
includes a description of the extent to which 
the research and development is or is not 
successfully meeting the purposes described 
under subsection (c)(1); and 

(B) addresses any concerns and identifies 
any gaps that may have been raised by the 
National Research Council analysis under 
paragraph (1), including how the plan is or is 
not responsive to the National Research 
Council review. 

SEC. 6028. TRAFFIC CONGESTION. 

(a) CONGESTION RESEARCH.—The Assistant 
Secretary may conduct research on the re- 
duction of traffic congestion. 

(b) CONSIDERATION.—The Assistant Sec- 
retary shall— 

(1) recommend research to accelerate the 
adoption of transportation management sys- 
tems that allow traffic to flow in the safest 
and most efficient manner possible while al- 
leviating current and future traffic conges- 
tion challenges; 

(2) assess and analyze traffic, transit, and 
freight data from various sources relevant to 
efforts to reduce traffic congestion so as to 
maximize mobility, efficiency, and capacity 
while decreasing congestion and travel 
times; 

(3) examine the use and integration of mul- 
tiple data types from multiple sources and 
technologies, including road weather data, 
private vehicle (including Global Positioning 
System) data, arterial and highway traffic 
conditions, transit vehicle arrival and depar- 
ture times, real time navigation routing, 
construction zone information, and reports 
of incidents, to suggest improvements in ef- 
fective communication of such data and in- 
formation in real time; 

(4) develop and disseminate suggested 
strategies and solutions to reduce congestion 
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for high-density traffic regions and to pro- 
vide mobility in the event of an emergency 
or natural disaster; and 

(5) collaborate with other relevant Federal 
agencies, State and local agencies, industry 
and industry associations, and university re- 
search centers to fulfill goals and objectives 
under this section. 

(c) IDENTIFYING INFORMATION.—The Assist- 
ant Secretary shall ensure that information 
used pursuant to this section does not con- 
tain identifying information of any indi- 
vidual. 

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Assist- 
ant Secretary shall make available on a pub- 
lic website a report on its activities under 
this section. 

SEC. 6029. RAIL SAFETY. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the Assistant Secretary 
of Transportation for Research and Tech- 
nology may transmit to Congress a report 
containing— 

(1) the results of a study to examine the 
state of rail safety technologies and an anal- 
ysis of whether the passenger, commuter, 
and transit rail transportation industries are 
keeping up with innovations in technologies 
to make rail cars safer for passengers and 
transport of commerce; and 

(2) a determination of how much additional 
time and public and private resources will be 
required for railroad carriers to meet the 
positive train control system implementa- 
tion requirements under section 20157 of title 
49, United States Code. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentlewoman 
from Virginia (Mrs. COMSTOCK) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes 
woman from Virginia. 

Mrs. COMSTOCK. Madam Chair, I 
rise today in support of my amend- 
ment, which incorporates important 
provisions from a bill of mine, H.R. 
3585, the Surface Transportation Re- 
search and Development Act of 2015. 

I appreciate that I serve on two com- 
mittees that are very important to my 
district: the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure and the Com- 
mittee on Science, Space, and Tech- 
nology. I am also honored to chair the 
Subcommittee on Research and Tech- 
nology, which came together to pass 
this measure. 

This amendment, which consists of 
parts of this bill, is common sense and 
bipartisan. It provides for more and 
better solutions to ease traffic conges- 
tion and provide key research for 
transportation. 

The first part of the amendment fur- 
ther clarifies language in the under- 
lying bill regarding universities’ abili- 
ties to submit grant applications for 
the University Transportation Centers 
program as either the lead or 
partnering applicant. This provides 
more universities the opportunity to 
seek these funds. 

The second part directs the Secretary 
of Transportation to develop a 5-year 
Strategic Plan for Transportation Re- 
search and Development. 

The third part of the amendment 
covers an issue that will be appreciated 


the gentle- 
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by Members representing urban and 
suburban areas of the country, and 
that is traffic congestion. It provides 
authority for the Transportation As- 
sistant Secretary for Research and 
Technology to conduct research to re- 
duce traffic congestion. 

That research would ask the Assist- 
ant Secretary to: 

First, help accelerate the adoption of 
transportation management systems 
that allow traffic better to flow in safe 
and more efficient ways; 

Second, to assess traffic, transit, and 
freight data from various sources; 

Third, develop and disseminate strat- 
egies to reduce congestion for high- 
density traffic regions; and 

Fourth, to collaborate with other 
Federal, State, and local governments 
as well as industry and universities. 

The fourth and final part of this 
amendment authorizes the Assistant 
Secretary to transmit a report to Con- 
gress on rail safety issues. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bipartisan amendment. 

Madam Chair, I yield 2⁄2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH), 
the chairman of the House Science, 
Space, and Technology Committee. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair, I 
support the amendment sponsored by 
Representative BARBARA COMSTOCK, 
chair of the Subcommittee on Research 
and Technology of the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology, and 
the subcommittee’s ranking minority 
member, DAN LIPINSKI. 

The Committee on Science, Space, 
and Technology has jurisdiction over 
research, development, and technology 
programs at the Department of Trans- 
portation. In anticipation of a House 
surface transportation authorization 
bill, the committee exercised its juris- 
diction with a transportation research 
and development hearing in June. In 
September the Subcommittee on Re- 
search and Technology marked up H.R. 
3585, the Surface Transportation Re- 
search and Development Act of 2015. 

It is essential that we find a way to 
maintain a healthy, substantive re- 
search base for America’s transpor- 
tation initiatives. We have to ensure 
that Congress gets its priorities right 
and that taxpayers receive maximum 
value for their hard-earned tax dollars. 
H.R. 3585 does just that. This makes 
the Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology’s jurisdiction over R&D 
programs at the Department of Trans- 
portation particularly relevant. 

Since the introduction and subse- 
quent markup of the underlying bill, 
members and staff of the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology have 
worked closely with our counterparts 
on the House Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure to ensure in- 
clusion of some of the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology’s pri- 
orities into the highway bill. 

I want to thank Chairman SHUSTER 
for working with Congresswoman COM- 
STOCK and me in this venture. 
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I look forward to further discussions 
after the House passes this bill, as we 
continue to work cooperatively on pol- 
icy deliberations and resolution of in- 
dividual R&D provisions during the 
House-Senate conference. 

Again, I thank Chairman SHUSTER for 
his support of this amendment, and I 
thank the gentlewoman from Virginia 
for introducing the underlying bill that 
has been put into this underlying bill 
as well. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Chair, I claim 
the time in opposition, although I am 
not opposed to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the gentleman from Oregon is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Chair, I yield 
myself such time as I consume. I actu- 
ally rise in support of the amendment, 
and I particularly want to congratulate 
my colleague, DAN LIPINSKI, who serves 
on both the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology and the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure, for his work on this amend- 
ment. 

I yield such time as he may consume 
to the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
LIPINSKI). 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Madam Chair, I thank 
the ranking member for his support of 
this amendment. I thank Chairwoman 
Comstock and Chairman SMITH for 
working with me and working together 
on this amendment. 

The piece of the amendment that I 
want to address is the language based 
on a small piece of the Future TRIP 
Act, which I introduced, cosponsored 
by Chairwoman COMSTOCK, and that we 
passed in the Subcommittee on Re- 
search and Technology of the Com- 
mittee on Science, Space, and Tech- 
nology. The gentlewoman is chair of 
that committee. I am ranking member 
on that subcommittee. 

The language in this amendment 
from my bill calls for a regional trans- 
portation center on connected vehicles 
and connected infrastructure. Con- 
nected and autonomous vehicles hold 
enormous promise for safe, efficient 
transportation. This research center 
could play a big part in developing new 
technologies in this area, so I am very 
pleased to have it included in this 
amendment. 

The amendment also contains lan- 
guage from my bill in regard to Univer- 
sity Transportation Centers. It allows 
universities to lead one proposal for 
each type of center. It also permits 
universities to collaborate on as many 
awards as they like, as long as they are 
not leading the proposal. This gives in- 
creased flexibility to those universities 
that have special expertise in this area. 

I want to thank Chairman SHUSTER 
and Ranking Member DEFAZIO for their 
support in working with us. 

I urge my colleagues to support this. 

Mrs. COMSTOCK. Madam Chairman, 
I thank Chairman SMITH, and I thank 
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Ranking Member LIPINSKI for their 
support. I also thank Chairman SHU- 
STER and our ranking member for 
working with us on this amendment. I 
urge passage of this amendment that 
will help bring our transportation sys- 
tem into the 21st century. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Chair, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 


tlewoman from Virginia (Mrs. COM- 
STOCK). 
The amendment was agreed to. 


1730 


AMENDMENT NO. 28 OFFERED BY MR. BARLETTA 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 28 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. BARLETTA. Madam Chair- 
woman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of title VII, add the following: 
SEC. __ . MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS FOR TOP 

FITTINGS PROTECTION FOR CLASS 
DOT-117R TANK CARS. 

(a) PROTECTIVE HOUSING.—Except as pro- 
vided in subsections (b) and (c), top fittings 
on DOT specification 117R tank cars shall be 
located inside a protective housing not less 
than 12-inch in thickness and constructed of 
a material having a tensile strength not less 
than 65 kilopound per square inch and con- 
form to the following specifications: 

(1) The protective housing shall be as tall 
as the tallest valve or fitting involved and 
the height of a valve or fitting within the 
protective housing must be kept to the min- 
imum compatible with their proper oper- 
ation. 

(2) The protective housing or cover may 
not reduce the flow capacity of the pressure 
relief device below the minimum required. 

(3) The protective housing shall provide a 
means of drainage with a minimum flow area 
equivalent to six 1-inch diameter holes. 

(4) When connected to the nozzle or fittings 
cover plate and subject to a horizontal force 
applied perpendicular to and uniformly over 
the projected plane of the protective hous- 
ing, the tensile connection strength of the 
protective housing shall be designed to be— 

(A) no greater than 70 percent of the nozzle 
to tank tensile connection strength; 

(B) no greater than 70 percent of the cover 
plate to nozzle connection strength; and 

(C) no less than either 40 percent of the 
nozzle to tank tensile connection strength or 
the shear strength of twenty 12-inch bolts. 

(b) PRESSURE RELIEF DEVICES.— 

(1) The pressure relief device shall be lo- 
cated inside the protective housing, unless 
space does not permit. If multiple pressure 
relief devices are equipped, no more than 1 
may be located outside of a protective hous- 
ing. 

(2) The highest point on any pressure relief 
device located outside of a protective hous- 
ing may not be more than 12 inches above 
the tank jacket. 

(3) The highest point on the closure of any 
unused pressure relief device nozzle may not 
be more than 6 inches above the tank jacket. 

(c) ALTERNATIVE PROTECTION.—As an alter- 
native to the protective housing require- 
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ments in subsection (a) of this section, the 
tank car may be equipped with a system that 
prevents the release of product from any top 
fitting in the case of an incident where any 
top fitting would be sheared off. 

(d) IMPLEMENTATION.—Nothing in this sec- 
tion shall be construed to require the Sec- 
retary to issue regulations to implement this 
section. 

(e) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this sec- 
tion shall prohibit the Secretary from ap- 
proving new technologies, methods or re- 
quirements that provide a level of safety 
equivalent to or greater than the level of 
safety provided for in this section. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. BARLETTA) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. BARLETTA. Madam Chair- 
woman, I am offering an amendment to 
make the transportation of crude oil 
by railroads safer. 

My amendment would require all 
tank cars moving flammable liquids to 
be retrofitted with new safety equip- 
ment. This is in addition to the strong 
safety measures included in the Fed- 
eral Rail Administration’s recent tank 
car rule. 

The safety measures would place top- 
fitting protections on the tank car. 
These top fittings protect the pressure 
relief valve, which protects the integ- 
rity of a tank car. 

The valve can slowly release the 
gases in the unlikely event that the 
tank car is exposed to pressure buildup 
in a fire as a result of a derailment. 
This decreases the likelihood of a 
major incident and provides first re- 
sponders additional time. 

The newer tank cars have this type 
of protection, but the majority of DOT 
111 legacy tank cars do not have this 
enhanced protection. That is about 50 
percent of the expected retrofit tank 
car fleet, making this reform very im- 
portant. A similar requirement was 
considered and rejected during the 
tank car rulemaking process due to 
cost-benefit concerns. 

This proposal is a less costly option 
that is supported by the Association of 
American Railroads, the American 
Chemistry Council, the Railway Supply 
Institute, the American Petroleum In- 
stitute, and the Renewable Fuels Asso- 
ciation. 

I am proud to offer this amendment 
to improve the safety of moving crude 
oil by rail. This is an issue that is very 
important to Pennsylvania. 

I thank Chairman SHUSTER and 
Ranking Member DEFAZIO for working 
with me on this amendment. I also 
thank Mr. LIPINSKI for cosponsoring 
the amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Chair, I rise to 
claim the time in opposition, although 
Iam not in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the gentleman from Oregon is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 
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There was no objection. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Chair, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I thank the two gentlemen involved 
for noting this deficiency in the rule. It 
is inexplicable to me that, although 
they certainly noted the need in the 
new design to have a protective hous- 
ing around the pressure relief valve so 
they wouldn’t shear off in a rollover 
accident, they did not extend that to 
retrofitted cars. This amendment en- 
sures that they will meet those strong- 
er standards. I think this amendment 
has tremendous merit. 

I yield such time as he may consume 
to the gentleman from [Illinois (Mr. 
LIPINSKI), the Democratic sponsor of 
the amendment. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. I thank the ranking 
member for yielding, and I thank the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
BARLETTA) for all his work on this 
amendment. I rise in support of this 
amendment and ask my colleagues to 
support it. 

Madam Chair, this amendment is 
common sense and will strengthen the 
Department of Transportation’s tank 
car rule by providing all legacy tank 
cars retrofitted for class III flammable 
liquid service to include enhanced top 
fittings protections for pressure relief 
valves. 

The pressure relief valve on a new 
tank car standard allows tank cars to 
vent gases to reduce the chance of a 
tank car rupturing from vapor pres- 
sure, which can happen if it is heated 
after a derailment or an accident. How- 
ever, this pressure relief valve is sus- 
ceptible to damage in the event of an 
accident, as it can easily be torn off, 
thus eliminating any safety benefit. 

To mitigate this issue, this amend- 
ment would require the installation of 
a small, protective device that will 
help keep this valve in place after an 
accident and save lives in the process. 

This amendment is supported by the 
American Petroleum Institute, Asso- 
ciation of American Railroads, the 
American Chemistry Council, and Re- 
newable Fuels Association, and is 
something that has been called for by 
first responders who have a lot of these 
trains going through these districts. 

I know it is very important to me in 
my district in the Chicagoland area. 
We are the rail hub of the Nation, with 
nearly 40 percent of America’s rail traf- 
fic flowing through, and my district is 
host to track owned by six out of the 
seven class I railroads. 

More crude oil passes through Chi- 
cago than anywhere else in the Nation, 
with upwards of 40-mile-long unit 
trains snaking through neighborhoods 
in the region each week, making them 
a common sight at the 195 at-grade 
crossings in my district, a few of which 
are as close to within a mile of my own 
home. 

While the energy renaissance has 
brought relief to many in the form of 
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lower gas prices, it requires the use of 
rail to ensure that this commodity is 
transported in the safest possible man- 
ner. This amendment makes it even 
safer. 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. BARLETTA. Madam Chair- 
woman, I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
BARLETTA). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 29 OFFERED BY MR. LYNCH 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 29 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. LYNCH. Madam Chair, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 573, after line 11, insert the following: 


SEC. 7016. SAFETY OF PIPELINE TRANSPOR- 
TATION INFRASTRUCTURE 
PROJECTS. 


The Secretary shall, at the request of a 
State or tribal government, conduct a review 
of the safety and safety-related aspects of a 
pipeline transportation infrastructure 
project. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. LYNCH) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. LYNCH. Madam Chair, first of 
all, I want to come to the floor and say 
thank you to Chairman SHUSTER and 
Ranking Member DEFAzIo for their 
great work in bringing a long-term 
transportation bill to the floor. 

They need to really be congratulated 
on the work that they have done in ne- 
gotiating the finer points of this bill, 
which I think is nearly perfect, with 
one small flaw, which I will attempt to 
cure with my amendment. 

Madam Chair, in my district and in 
many districts across the United 
States, we are dealing with a situation 
where high-pressure natural gas lines 
are being extended and expanded in 
some urban areas and some rural areas. 

I have three areas in my district that 
are impacted severely in some respects: 
the town of Dedham, the town of Wey- 
mouth, and the neighborhood of West 
Roxbury. I think the neighborhood of 
West Roxbury offers the most clear ex- 
ample of what my concern is. 

In the neighborhood of West 
Roxbury, we have an active gravel 
quarry. It is located a matter of yards 
away from a residential area. You 
could throw a baseball from the blast- 
ing zone of the quarry to the residen- 
tial homes next door. You have got 
kids there. You have got schools there. 
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It is a densely settled population there 
and is a beautiful neighborhood. 

FERC, in its wisdom, has authorized 
the placement of a high-pressure gas 
line that runs through the active blast 
zone adjacent to the residential area 
where my constituents live and are 
raising their families, where their kids 
go to bed at night. We cannot get en- 
trance into the process because FERC 
controls the whole process. They make 
their decision, and then, in your ap- 
peal, they get to review their own deci- 
sion. 

So what this amendment would do in 
those situations—like the West 
Roxbury situation where you have a 
pipeline company putting in a high- 
pressure gas line through an active 
blast zone next to a residential area— 
is to have an appeal process where the 
public safety officers of the State could 
ask for a review on public safety 
grounds of that decision of where to 
place that pipeline. 

In all fairness to the community, 
they are just asking them to relocate 
the pipeline out of the blast zone. It 
would seem to make sense that that 
would be a reasonable request. But I 
think, obviously, the pipeline company 
is interested in reducing costs and de- 
livering their product. 

I am trying to intervene, as any 
Member of Congress would, just to get 
them to take a good, hard second look 
at this, a fresh set of eyes on the re- 
quest that the pipeline company has 
made and FERC has authorized. 

So that is the purpose of my amend- 
ment here. I am just trying to get a 
fair hearing on this decision, which I 
think is a horrendous decision and may 
result in the loss of life here, if they 
are not careful. We don’t have much of 
a buffer zone between the pipeline, the 
quarry, and the homes where the peo- 
ple live. 

That is the purpose of my amend- 
ment. I am urging my colleagues here 
to consider themselves being in my po- 
sition, trying to defend your constitu- 
ents from a palpable danger, hoping 
that this body would recognize the wis- 
dom in having a real appeal process. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, I claim 
the time in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, I cer- 
tainly understand where the gentleman 
from Massachusetts is coming from. I 
don’t know all the details, but it 
sounds troubling. 

His amendment, as it is written, 
would go far beyond the mandate by in- 
serting PHMSA into the approval proc- 
ess to construct a pipeline at the re- 
quest of a State or tribe. This could 
significantly slow down construction 
to complete some of these pipelines 
around the country or even to start 
them. 
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Pipelines are extremely safe. Again, I 
understand and empathize with the 
gentleman and the situation he is talk- 
ing about, but pipelines carry 99.997 
percent of all hazardous material safe- 
ly to their destination. Again, we need 
to make sure PHMSA’s scarce re- 
sources are focused on its mission to 
ensure pipelines are operated and 
maintained safely. 

This is a time where the country des- 
perately needs to get more pipeline. 
The gentleman’s amendment is just too 
broadly written, and the unintended 
consequences would go far beyond what 
he is talking about. 

So I would have to vote in opposition 
to his amendment, but I certainly 
would like to help the gentleman, if I 
can, if it is a situation where we can be 
of any help to him. But this amend- 
ment is too broadly written. So I would 
oppose it. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LYNCH. Madam Chair, can I ask 
how much time I have remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 


from Massachusetts has 1 minute re- 
maining. 
Mr. LYNCH. Madam Chair, we do 


have a pipeline safety bill that is com- 
ing up later in the session. So I would 
appreciate the opportunity to work 
with the chairman to try to address 
that. 

But I do want to remind him that 
these are very, very unique situations. 
You don’t have many cases where you 
have a high-pressure gas line being put 
through a blast zone adjacent to resi- 
dential homes. 

So this is a special danger, and it 
would require that special danger to 
exist before the State could take ac- 
tion. We are only asking for extra re- 
view. 

I would remind the Members that 
there was a tragic incident in 2010 in 
San Bruno, California, where 8 people 
were killed and 38 homes were de- 
stroyed during a Pacific Gas and Elec- 
tric natural gas line pipe explosion. 
That is what Iam trying to prevent. 

This is a rare situation. I realize you 
have got to build pipelines, but I think 
you ought to be able to do it without, 
as I have said before multiple times, 
putting a pipeline through a blast zone 
adjacent to residential homes. I think 
you can find another route that 
wouldn’t go through that blast zone. It 
is the one quarry I have got in my dis- 
trict, and they chose to go right 
through it. 

I know the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania. I know the hard work he has put 
into this bill. I am just looking for 
some relief for people that I care about. 
Iam very fearful of the consequences if 
this is allowed to continue. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
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tleman from Massachusetts 
LYNCH). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. LYNCH. Madam Chair, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Massachusetts will 
be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 30 OFFERED BY MR. LEWIS 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 30 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. LEWIS. Madam Chair, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 36, after line 23, insert the following 
(and redesignate accordingly): 

**(12) Planning, design, or construction of a 
Type II noise barrier (as described in section 
772.5 of title 23, Code of Federal Regula- 
tions).’’. 

Page 38, line 7, strike ‘‘(11)’’ and insert 
“(12)”. 

Page 47, after line 10, insert the following: 

(8) NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM DESIGNATION 
ACT.—Section 339 of the National Highway 
System Designation Act of 1995 (23 U.S.C. 106 
note) is amended— 

(A) by striking subsection (b); and 

(B) by redesignating subsections (c) 
through (j) as subsections (b) through (i), re- 
spectively. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Georgia. 


(Mr. 
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Mr. LEWIS. Madam Chair, I appre- 
ciate the chairman and the ranking 
member’s hard work on this bill. 

I rise to offer an amendment that is 
very important to the people of metro 
Atlanta. My amendment would allow 
Federal funds from the Surface Trans- 
portation Block Grant Program to be 
used to construct type II noise bar- 
riers. These are barriers built to cut 
down noise along existing highways. 

Current Federal law ties the hands of 
State transportation agencies. It limits 
their ability to address key quality-of- 
life concerns in the planning process. 

Madam Chair, my office has been 
working with the Georgia Department 
of Transportation for years to address 
these concerns. Many communities in 
metro Atlanta are tired of the noise 
and just want some peace and quiet. 
We are ready to move forward, but we 
need Congress to untie our hands. 

My amendment does not cost one 
cent, not one dime. If anything, it im- 
proves the effectiveness of the money 
we already send to the States. 

It does not require that States build 
these barriers; instead, it allows them 
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the flexibility they need to minimize 
Federal funds, to raise property values, 
and to improve the quality of life in 
frustrated communities across Amer- 
ica. Madam Chair, we have the oppor- 
tunity to do something that would 
make our citizens’ lives better. 

Living next to a loud highway can be 
a headache. When you have a good and 
quiet neighborhood, when you can get 
some sleep, you can be happy. I urge 
the adoption of my amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment. 

The prohibition on installing noise 
barriers on existing roads is put in 
place for a reason. Residents and busi- 
nesses that have coexisted with high- 
ways for years, or even decades, should 
not be entitled to noise barriers. Peo- 
ple built their houses, built their busi- 
nesses. 

I understand there is increased traf- 
fic, certainly here in the Washington, 
D.C., area; but these noise barriers 
should be reserved for new highways or 
a significant highway expansion as a 
result of changing conditions in the 
neighborhoods. 

Again, if a homebuilder is willing to 
build his house next to a highway or an 
airport, they know what the con- 
sequences are; and to have to put this 
burden on the taxpayers just is some- 
thing that I don’t believe is fair. Given 
that we have limited resources, funding 
should be reserved for highway and 
bridge construction, and not used for 
noise barriers on existing roads. 

Again, if people have been there, then 
it is up to the local folks, it is up to 
the developer if they are building a de- 
velopment along that road to pay that 
bill, and again, not the taxpayer. So I 
oppose this amendment. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SHUSTER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Oregon. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Chair, I would 
suggest that I would like to continue 
the discussion. I think there are dif- 
ferent conditions. 

Certainly if a developer buys a large 
tract of land next to an existing inter- 
state and then expects the taxpayers to 
pay for sound protection, that is not 
right. But I think there are cases 
where you have found that a lot of 
interstates were built in areas where 
there wasn’t a lot of traffic. The houses 
have been there for quite some time, 
and now the traffic has grown phe- 
nomenally, particularly truck traffic 
and things that create more noise. I 
think there may be a way to do it in 
certain circumstances where it is mer- 
ited, where it isn’t due to new develop- 
ment but due to growth and traffic and 
noise and that. 
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I don’t know if the chairman has con- 
sidered that. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I think the gen- 
tleman from Oregon has a reasonable 
argument. I think those things do 
occur, and that would be something I 
would continue to work with him and 
work in the future on as we move for- 
ward on this. 

As the amendment stands right now, 
I would have to oppose it. But I am 
fully willing to accept what the gen- 
tleman from Oregon says and work 
with him, and I have great respect for 
the gentleman from Georgia. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LEWIS. Madam Chair, with the 
discussion and the words of the chair- 
man and the ranking member, I ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

The Acting CHAIR. The amendment 
is withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 31 OFFERED BY MR. TAKANO 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 31 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. TAKANO. Madam Chair, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 68, after line 21, insert the following: 

“(3) SPECIAL RULE.—The Secretary may 
treat a program of eligible projects as a sin- 
gle project for purposes of meeting the re- 
quirement of paragraph (1)(B)(i). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. TAKANO) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. TAKANO. Madam Chair, the Na- 
tionally Significant Freight and High- 
way Projects program in this bill will 
address critical infrastructure needs 
that will improve America’s economic 
competitiveness, but will also bring 
tremendous benefit to our commu- 
nities, especially districts like mine, 
which is the epicenter of the inter- 
national supply chain flowing through 
the Ports of L.A. and Long Beach. 

Freight corridors that run through 
districts such as mine, and those in 
Chicago, Houston, Florida, Charleston, 
New York, New Jersey, and Seattle, 
bring jobs and spur economic growth. 
However, they also create congestion, 
pollution, and safety concerns. 

One of the primary strategies to al- 
leviate these issues—congestion, air 
pollution, and accidents—is to build 
rail grade separations that allow trains 
and cars to flow freely. In fact, grade 
separations are explicitly mentioned in 
the bill as eligible to receive funding 
from the Nationally Significant 
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Freight and Highway Projects pro- 
gram. However, the $100 million thresh- 
old far exceeds the cost of most grade 
separation projects. 

To better achieve the intent of this 
bill, my amendment simply clarifies 
that a program of eligible projects, 
such as a corridor of grade separations, 
be eligible to receive funding from this 
program. 

There is ample legislative precedent 
for ‘‘programs of projects”? to be eligi- 
ble for funding, most notably, in the 
TIFIA loan program, the National 
Highway Performance Program, and 
Highway Safety and Improvement Pro- 
gram. 

This amendment recognizes that ad- 
dressing nationally significant trans- 
portation challenges are not always 
best addressed through one major 
project but, instead, a comprehensive 
package of related projects that 
achieve a meaningful national objec- 
tive. 

An example of this type of project is 
the Alameda Corridor-East, which was 
first recognized 10 years ago by this 
House in SAFETEA-LU. The Alameda 
Corridor-East was designated as a 
Project of National and Regional Sig- 
nificance, spanning four counties in the 
Nation’s largest urban area, stretching 
over 100 miles of rail. 

In my county alone, Riverside Coun- 
ty, this Federal funding, in partnership 
with local self-help tax dollars, has 
made possible nearly a half billion dol- 
lars in freight projects that are clean- 
ing our air, making our constituents 
safer, and making the national econ- 
omy more efficient. However, of these 
16 projects on the same corridor, the 
highest cost project was $67 million. 
Yet, together, they have had a tremen- 
dous impact on the transportation sys- 
tem. 

My amendment ensures that this mo- 
mentum can continue, not just in my 
district, but in all communities that 
are impacted by our national freight 
system. This is an easy technical fix, 
and I urge my colleagues to support 
this amendment. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. SHUSTER. The Nationally Sig- 
nificant Freight and Highway Projects 
program is the core reform, a new pro- 
gram in this bill. It is fundamental to 
this bill’s redirecting us back to our 
national interests on these freight cor- 
ridors and these major projects. 

Allowing a group of small projects to 
count toward the $100 million threshold 
for eligibility would actually destroy 
the very purpose of the program, to 
provide funding for large-scale 
projects, that is, large-scale projects 
that States cannot fund with their $4 
million that they get. 
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In our bill, it is very different from 
what the Senate bill does. The Senate 
bill puts it out in formula. That is not 
going to solve the problem. This pro- 
gram will solve some of those problems 
that States cannot fund with, again, 
the money that is coming from their 
formulas. 

Many bridge projects, for example, 
fall under this category, as do large 
highway expansion projects. The only 
exception is a 10 percent set-aside for 
smaller freight projects with an impact 
on interstate commerce. 

Again, the Nationally Significant 
Freight and Highway Projects program 
in this bill was carefully crafted and 
negotiated with our ranking member 
and the folks on the other side of the 
aisle, and we believe the program is 
properly structured. So, again, I would 
oppose this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. TAKANO. Madam Chair, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. AGUILAR). 

Mr. AGUILAR. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Madam Chair, today I rise in support 
of my fellow Inland Empire colleague, 
Mr. TAKANO’s amendment to the sur- 
face transportation bill, which would 
clarify project eligibility under the Na- 
tionally Significant Freight and High- 
way Projects program. 

Improving our roads, rails, and 
bridges is crucial for the Inland Em- 
pire, a region of San Bernardino and 
Riverside Counties that Congressman 
TAKANO and I represent. 

Working families need reliable trans- 
portation and infrastructure to get to 
and from work, to get their children to 
school, and to have the ability to play 
a role in our regional, State, and na- 
tional economies. 

This amendment would allow more 
local projects to meet that $100 million 
threshold to qualify for the Nationally 
Significant Freight and Highway 
Projects program that otherwise 
wouldn’t meet the requirements and 
would be excluded from Federal fund- 
ing. 

The Valley Boulevard grade separa- 
tion in Colton is just one program in 
San Bernardino County that would 
benefit directly from this project, one 
of many throughout California and the 
Nation. 

This amendment would help San 
Bernardino and Riverside County resi- 
dents, as well as millions of working 
families and public safety officials who 
require the grade separations through- 
out our country, who rely on transpor- 
tation and infrastructure each and 
every day. 

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor 
of the amendment. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, I will 
just again say I know where the gentle- 
men are coming from. I have not been 
there once. I have not been there twice. 
I have been there several times. 
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Southern California has got every 
known problem in the transportation 
world because of the congestion, your 
ports. It is an important part of the 
country, but, again, this Nationally 
Significant Freight and Highway 
Projects program was carefully crafted 
to make sure that there are other 
places in the country that we can get 
those projects. 

Cobbling together a couple of smaller 
ones is really going to take away from 
the focus of this program and the focus 
of this bill, to try to get us looking 
back at what our national priorities 
are, when that has to be moving 
freight. 

One of those key places is the Port of 
Los Angeles, Long Beach, but there are 
places around the country, and we 
think this program is going to be able 
to address those with large sums of 
money, not bits and pieces flowing out 
there. 

So again, at this time, I understand 
where you are coming from. I have 
been there. I understand the problems 
in southern California, but I would 
have to oppose this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. TAKANO. Madam Chair, I appre- 
ciate the sentiment of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, that he has been to 
our region and understands the impor- 
tance of making sure that freight 
through rail is moved expeditiously. 

I do urge my colleagues to support 
this amendment. I wish that the gen- 
tleman would have a change of heart. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. TAKANO). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. TAKANO. Madam Chair, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 32 OFFERED BY MS. BROWNLEY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 32 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Ms. BROWNLEY of California. 
Madam Chair, I have an amendment at 
the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 70, line 24, strike ‘‘10 percent” and in- 
sert ‘‘20 percent”. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. BROWNLEY) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from California. 

Ms. BROWNLEY of California. 
Madam Chair, I would like to begin by 
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thanking the chairmen and ranking 
members of the full committee and the 
subcommittee for their work on this 
bipartisan bill. 

I worked very hard to become a mem- 
ber of the Transportation and Infra- 
structure Committee because I wanted 
very much to be part of a team that 
gets things done. 
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When I first joined the committee, 
many of my constituents back in Ven- 
tura County questioned whether the 
114th Congress could get a surface 
transportation bill through the House. 

The progress that we have made so 
far on the bill is a testament to the 
good work that Congress can do when 
we work together in a bipartisan way, 
through the committee process, to get 
things done for the American people. I 
am also very appreciative of the Rules 
Committee for making my amendment 
in order this evening. 

Madam Chair, my amendment would 
fix a small problem with the new 
freight program and would allow small- 
and mid-sized communities an oppor- 
tunity to compete for a slightly larger 
piece of the pie. 

I agree with many of my colleagues 
that we absolutely must address capac- 
ity issues along long-haul routes and 
freight corridors. We must address the 
costly and time-consuming bottlenecks 
within congested metropolitan areas. 
We must also address the first- and 
last-mile connections to our ports, 
freight yards, and other job centers in 
our communities. 

However, Madam Chair, I am con- 
cerned that the freight program cre- 
ated in this bill includes a minimum 
project threshold of $100 million. Let 
me repeat: $100 million is the minimum 
threshold. Many of us represent small- 
and mid-sized communities. 

In my district of Ventura County, we 
have struggled over the past few years 
to address freight bottlenecks in our 
community, including along Rice Ave- 
nue, where we have seen far too many 
deadly accidents in recent years. 

But as this bill is currently drafted, 
Ventura County and many other small- 
and mid-sized communities across the 
country won’t be able to fully compete 
for the freight program. We just don’t 
have the resources back home to com- 
pete with these large projects. 

But that doesn’t mean that we don’t 
have freight bottlenecks. All that I am 
seeking is to ensure that small- and 
mid-sized communities like my county, 
Ventura County, can better compete. 

Madam Chairman, my simple amend- 
ment would increase the small project 
set-aside from 10 percent to 20 percent 
of the available resources to allow 
more communities across the country 
to compete for these limited resources. 
The small project threshold is $5 mil- 
lion or more. 

My amendment will still leave 80 per- 
cent of the money for larger projects. 
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Increasing the small project set-aside 
will not guarantee funds for any spe- 
cific project, but it will give many of 
our districts at least a fighting chance 
to compete for one-fifth of the funds 
under the new freight program. 

Madam Chairman, I urge my col- 
leagues to support the amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, let me 
say first to the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia thank you for your valuable con- 
tribution in putting this bill together 
and your hard work in committee. We 
thank you for that. You played an im- 
portant role in developing this bill. 

Once again, the Nationally Signifi- 
cant Freight and Highways Projects 
program in the bill was carefully craft- 
ed. We do have a 10 percent set-aside, 
as you mentioned, for some of these 
smaller programs and projects, but the 
idea is to really have these large 
projects. Let’s focus on them. 

Once again, in southern California 
and that region, you have numerous 
projects there that are going to far ex- 
ceed $100 million. Around the country, 
whether it is in Texas or in New Jersey 
or in New York, we have got these 
projects. We believe that we have craft- 
ed this to be able to really get those 
dollars to those projects to be able to 
move them forward. 

Again, just like the last amendment, 
if you cobble together a couple of 
smaller ones, then you take away 
money for smaller projects. Then we 
are not going to get the impact that we 
need. 

So, again, I appreciate the gentle- 
woman’s passion, and I appreciate her 
work on the committee. But at this 
time, I have to oppose the amendment. 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Ms. BROWNLEY of California. 
Madam Chair, I will close. I just would 
like to reiterate that my amendment 
will simply increase the small project 
set-aside, which will leave 80 percent of 
the limited funds in the program for 
large projects. 

This is allowing the large projects to 
win. A small project may not win at 
all, but it is just giving us, the small- 
and mid-sized communities, an oppor- 
tunity to compete. 

Again, for many, many districts, $100 
million is just an insurmountable sum, 
but we can and want to compete under 
the freight program for very important 
projects. 

Again, I thank the chairman for all 
of his work on this important bill. I 
urge my colleagues to vote “yes.” 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from California (Ms. 
BROWNLEY). 


November 3, 2015 


The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 


Ms. BROWNLEY of California. 
Madam Chair, I demand a recorded 
vote. 


The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from California will 
be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 33 OFFERED BY MR. COSTELLO 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 33 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania. 
Madam Chair, I have an amendment at 
the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 71, line 2, strike “(i)”. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. COSTELLO) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania. 
Madam Chair, I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Madam Chair, I rise to ask for a sim- 
ple bipartisan amendment along with 
my fellow Transportation and Infra- 
structure Committee member, Rep- 
resentative DAN LIPINSKI of Illinois. 

This amendment would make a 
minor modification to the Nationally 
Significant Freight and Highway 
Projects grant program. This amend- 
ment would not change any dollar 
threshold or increase funding to the 
program, nor would it increase the cost 
of the overall bill. 

Under the program set forth in the 
bill, large grants, as they are defined, 
meaning those in excess of $100 million, 
are eligible for four types of programs: 
one, freight projects on the National 
Highway Freight Network; two, high- 
way or bridge projects on the National 
Highway System; three, intermodal or 
freight rail projects on the National 
Multimodal Freight Network; and, 
four, railway-highway grade crossings 
and grade separations. 

However, the bill sets aside 10 per- 
cent of program funding for small 
projects defined as those projects that 
are less than $100 million. However, the 
bill only allows one of the previously 
mentioned four programs, freight 
projects on the National Highway 
Freight Network, to be eligible for this 
reserved small project funding. 

Madam Chair, in my home State of 
Pennsylvania, the structural integrity 
of our aging bridges and roadways is a 
major concern of my constituents and 
a personal priority of mine. I seek to 
add the other three programs to be eli- 
gible under the small projects defini- 
tion. 
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So I ask: Should a $50 or $95 million 
project to restore a crumbling bridge 
have less of a shot at program funding 
than a $100 million project? Or for the 
55 short-line railroads in Pennsylvania, 
including three in my district, if they 
would otherwise be eligible for pro- 
gram funding to improve roadway 
grade separations, why should they not 
be eligible to compete for those dollars 
set forth for small projects? 

Madam Chair, this amendment ad- 
dresses this discrepancy. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Chair, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim the time 
in opposition, although I am not op- 
posed to it. 

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman? 

There was no objection. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Oregon is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Chair, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Madam Chair, this is a very meri- 
torious amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman. It provides flexibility for small 
projects under the Nationally Signifi- 
cant Freight and Highways Projects 
program. 

Rather than only highway freight, 
States and localities will be able to 
apply for funds to carry out a variety 
of project types, such as highways, 
bridges, intermodal, freight rail, and 
grade crossings. 

This is giving more control to local 
governments to do the most cost-effec- 
tive solutions to their problems that 
they know best. So I think it has great 
merit. I support it and recommend our 
colleagues support it. 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania. 
Madam Chair, I urge support for this 
meritorious amendment. 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. Cos- 
TELLO). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 34 OFFERED BY MRS. 
RADEWAGEN 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 34 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Mrs. RADEWAGEN. Madam Chair, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 74, after line 15, insert the following 
new section: 

SEC. 1112A. TERRITORIAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM. 

Section 165(c) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“(8) DIVISION OF FUNDS BETWEEN TERRI- 
TORIES.—In carrying out this subsection, the 
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Secretary shall allocate the funds made 
available to the territories each fiscal year 
among the territories according to quantifi- 
able measures that are indicative of the sur- 
face transportation requirements of each of 
the territories, which may include the use of 
population, land area, roadway mileage, or 
another measure determined appropriate by 
the Secretary.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentlewoman 
from American Samoa (Mrs. 
RADEWAGEN) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from American Samoa. 

Mrs. RADEWAGEN. Madam Chair, 
the amendment that I am offering to- 
gether with my colleague from the 
Northern Mariana Islands (Mr. SABLAN) 
brings rationality and logic to the allo- 
cation of Territorial Highway Program 
funds among the four smaller U.S. ter- 
ritories. At present, these funds are 
simply allocated as the Department of 
Transportation sees fit using a formula 
set back in 1992, I understand. 

That system may have been okay for 
the last 28 years, but now that I am 
representing the people of American 
Samoa, I want to be sure that Federal 
funds are distributed among the terri- 
tories in a way that has some rational 
basis. 

I cannot say to my constituents that 
we just have to live with the way 
things have always been done. I want 
to say to them that the assistance we 
get from the Federal Government is 
based on our real needs. 

Madam Chair, I also believe that my 
constituents deserve to have their 
elected representative participate in 
decisions like the distribution of high- 
way funds. We elected no one at the 
Department of Transportation where 
the decision is now made. 

The amendment that I am offering, 
however, does not override the experts 
at the Department. The amendment 
simply instructs the experts to use the 
data they have to set up an allocation 
based on objective, quantifiable meas- 
ures that apply to all the territories. 

If it turns out that American Samoa 
gets less as a result of that, so be it. 
Whether it is road distance or traffic 
volume—whatever it may be—let the 
Department ground its decision in 
some transportation reality. That 
would be a responsible use of Federal 
dollars. 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Chair, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Oregon is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Chair, I cer- 
tainly am sympathetic. I have heard 
from all of the territories throughout 
this process, and because of the paucity 
of funding in this bill, the funding to 
the territories, no matter what for- 
mula you use, is inadequate to the 
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growth and the problems that they are 
experiencing. 

I am not opposed to the idea of devel- 
oping and updating statistical meas- 
ures to target the limited funds. My 
preference would be there would be 
more funds. 

This funding formula was set in 1992 
by the Federal Highway Administra- 
tion. They included consideration of 
population, land area, and road mileage 
of each of the four covered territories. 

Based on that review, they came up 
with these allocations—obviously, that 
was 23 years ago—40 percent each to 
Guam and the U.S. Virgin Islands and 
10 percent to American Samoa and 
Northern Mariana Islands. 

Before we unilaterally take steps to 
change the formula that has been in 
place for two decades, I think we need 
to hear from the delegates of all four. 
I have been contacted by the other two 
territories that would be impacted who 
are strongly opposed, and I would cer- 
tainly like to work with the gentle- 
woman and all of the delegates to see 
what we could do to have a fair and 
balanced update of the formula. 

Again, formulas are some of the most 
tricky things around here. You change 
just one factor and you get dramatic 
differences at the other end. So we 
would have to first agree on criteria 
and proper factors and then direct the 
FHWA to run those numbers. 

So, Madam Chair, I reluctantly rise 
in opposition and urge my colleagues 
to oppose the amendment. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mrs. RADEWAGEN. Madam Chair- 
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from the Northern Mariana Is- 
lands (Mr. SABLAN). 

Mr. SABLAN. Madam Chair, let me 
make one thing very clear. The amend- 
ment that the distinguished lady from 
American Samoa and I have introduced 
does not change the formula. 

But I also want to take the time to 
thank Chairman SHUSTER and Ranking 
Member DEFAZIO and all the com- 
mittee members who worked together 
successfully to bring this bipartisan 
bill to the floor. 
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I want to thank the committee, also, 
for deciding to increase funding for the 
Territorial Highway Program from $40 
million to $42 million per year. 

The territories are some of the poor- 
est parts of our country. We face a fi- 
nancial challenge providing transpor- 
tation on separate islands and from one 
island to another island. I think the 
only territory that doesn’t have to do 
that is the southernmost territory in 
the Mariana Islands. 

We are grateful for the assistance we 
receive from our fellow Americans. It 
is in the spirit of bipartisanship and 
with a deep respect for the wise use of 
Federal funds that Congressman 
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RADEWAGEN of American Samoa and I 
are offering the amendment at the 
desk. 

The amendment simply requires the 
Department of Transportation to use 
some rational basis for allocating the 
Territorial Highway Program funds 
among the territories. 

Currently, the Department is on 
autopilot. It uses a fixed allocation it 
devised back in 1992 and has continued 
to use ever since, without thinking 
about any changes that have occurred 
in the last 23 years. 

I believe that Federal dollars should 
not be spent willy-nilly. There should 
be some connection with the needs on 
the ground. 

I would like to make clear that this 
amendment does not slice up the pie to 
take money from one area and give it 
to another. In fact, thanks to the 
Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee, the pie is actually getting 
a little larger. 

Our amendment does not even specify 
what objective measures the Depart- 
ment uses in allocating the territorial 
funds. It could be road distance, traffic 
volume, population, land area, or a 
combination, as long as the decision is 
based on some concrete reality related 
to highways. 

We think that linking the dollars to 
the need is simply good stewardship of 
Federal resources and American tax- 
payers’ money. We hope that the House 
agrees to this responsible approach and 
agrees to this bipartisan amendment. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Chair, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mrs. RADEWAGEN. Madam Chair, I 
want to thank the chairman and the 
committee for their consideration. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from American Samoa (Mrs. 
RADEWAGEN). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mrs. RADEWAGEN. Madam Chair, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from American 
Samoa will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 35 OFFERED BY MS. EDWARDS 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 35 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Ms. EDWARDS. Madam Chair, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 110, strike lines 3 and 4 and insert the 
following: 

“(I) improve the reliance and reliability of 
the transportation system and reduce or 
mitigate stormwater impacts of surface 
transportation; and’’. 
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Page 113, strike lines 22 and 23 and insert 
the following: 

“(ID) improve the reliance and reliability of 
the transportation system and reduce or 
mitigate stormwater impacts of surface 
transportation; and’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentlewoman 
from Maryland (Ms. EDWARDS) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from Maryland. 

Ms. EDWARDS. Madam Chair, the 
amendment at the desk is consistent 
with the streamlining effort that has 
already been underway in this bill. 

I want to thank Chairman SHUSTER 
and Ranking Member DEFAZIO because 
they have put in yeoman’s work to 
make this a bipartisan effort. 

Ultimately, my amendment will re- 
duce the overall cost of projects and 
the need for mitigation. If imple- 
mented, it will save money. 

As we know all too well, highway 
storm water is a growing threat to 
water quality, aquatic ecosystems, and 
the fish and wildlife that depend on the 
health of these ecosystems. Moreover, 
the high volumes and rapid flow of 
storm water runoff from highways and 
roads poses a serious threat to the con- 
dition of our Nation’s water and trans- 
portation infrastructure. 

Impervious surfaces create rapidly 
moving high volumes of untreated pol- 
luted storm water that rush off road 
surfaces, erode unnatural channels 
next to and ultimately underneath 
roadways compromising the integrity 
of roadway infrastructure, and increase 
the stress on storm water sewer sys- 
tems, shortening the life of all of this 
infrastructure. 

The total coverage of impervious sur- 
faces in an area is usually expressed as 
a percentage of the total land area. Ac- 
cording to the Chesapeake Bay pro- 
gram, impervious surfaces compose 
roughly 17 percent of all urban and sub- 
urban lands in the Chesapeake Bay wa- 
tershed. The greatest concentration of 
impervious surfaces in the bay water- 
shed is the Baltimore-Washington met- 
ropolitan areas of D.C., Maryland, and 
Virginia. In fact, the Virginia Tide- 
water area, Philadelphia’s western sub- 
urbs, and Lancaster, Pennsylvania, are 
also regions in our watershed where 
impervious surfaces are greater than 10 
percent of the total land area. 

While there are serious water quality 
concerns with not adequately control- 
ling roadway infrastructure runoff, 
there are also serious infrastructure 
costs that are ultimately passed on to 
taxpayers and ratepayers. These can be 
avoided if transportation authorities 
do more to control and manage storm 
water runoff with the infrastructure 
assets they plan and manage. 

The aim of the amendment, of 
course, is to improve highway design to 
better manage storm water to avoid 
the costly damage that poorly man- 
aged storm water causes, and to move 
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this up in the planning process so that 
thought goes in at the beginning how 
best to plan, design, and construct ef- 
fectively, while also reducing costs. 
Now, that work is done near the end of 
the process, where mitigation is often 
used and costs are much higher. 

My amendment would simply move 
up the consideration of storm water 
issues in statewide and metropolitan 
planning. Specifically, it would require 
consideration of projects and strategies 
that will improve the resiliency and re- 
liability of the transportation system 
and reduce or mitigate storm water im- 
pacts on surface transportation. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment to address the problem 
that is facing America’s waterways and 
infrastructure, and to do that early in 
the planning, which is more efficient 
and less costly. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, I claim 
the time in opposition, even though I 
am not opposed to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chair, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Ms. EDWARDS. Madam Chair, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from Maryland (Ms. 
EDWARDS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 36 OFFERED BY MR. CALVERT 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 36 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. CALVERT. Madam Chair, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 164, line 8, strike ‘‘up to 10” and in- 
sert ‘‘up to 25”. 

Page 164, line 10, strike “up to 10” and in- 
sert ‘‘up to 25”. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. CALVERT) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. CALVERT. Madam Chair, the 
highway bill, crafted by my friends, 
Chairman BILL SHUSTER and Ranking 
Member PETER DEFAZIO and the rest of 
our colleagues on the Transportation 
and Infrastructure Committee, con- 
tains a number of important reforms to 
our highway programs that will benefit 
commuters across this country. 

One of those provisions, section 1313, 
establishes a pilot program that would 
allow States to conduct environmental 
reviews and make approvals for 
projects under State environmental 
laws and regulations instead of Federal 


laws and regulations. It is expected 
that this pilot program will save high- 
way projects time and money, while 
maintaining the same environmental 
standards. 

The bill permits the State to des- 
ignate 10 local governments to admin- 
ister local projects under the new pilot 
program. However, for large States like 
California, New York, Texas, and Flor- 
ida, limiting the program to 10 local- 
ities is simply not enough. My amend- 
ment would increase the allowable 
number of localities to 25 in order to 
allow more communities to take ad- 
vantage of bringing down the cost and 
shrinking the amount of time required 
to complete highway projects. 

The amendment is supported by the 
California State Association of Coun- 
ties, local transit authorities, and 
CalTrans is not opposed. 

We are well aware that our need for 
highway infrastructure continues to 
outpace the resources we have avail- 
able. That is exactly why we need to 
support efforts like my amendment 
that can make more highway projects 
a reality by bringing their costs down 
and completing them more quickly. 

I urge all my colleagues to support 
the amendment which will help our 
communities, counties, and com- 
muters. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. CALVERT). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on those amendments 
printed in part B of House Report 114- 
325 on which further proceedings were 
postponed, in the following order: 

Amendment No. 2 by Mr. SWALWELL 
of California. 

Amendment No. 5 by Mr. GOSAR of 
Arizona. 

Amendment No. 14 by Mr. RIBBLE of 
Wisconsin. 

Amendment No. 15 by Ms. BROWN of 
Florida. 

Amendment No. 29 by Mr. LYNCH of 
Massachusetts. 

Amendment No. 31 by Mr. TAKANO of 
California. 

Amendment No. 32 by Ms. BROWNLEY 
of California. 

Amendment No. 34 by 
RADEWAGEN of American Samoa. 

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes 
the minimum time for any electronic 
vote after the first vote in this series. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. SWALWELL 

OF CALIFORNIA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
SWALWELL) on which further pro- 
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 


Mrs. 


the 
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The Clerk redesignated the amend- 


ment. 


RECORDED VOTE 


The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 181, noes 237, 
not voting 15, as follows: 


Adams 
Aguilar 
Amodei 
Ashford 
Bass 
Beatty 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brooks (IN) 
Brown (FL) 
Buck 
Bustos 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Costello (PA) 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Rodney 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fitzpatrick 
Fortenberry 
Foster 


Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 


[Roll No. 586] 
AYES—181 


Frankel (FL) 
Franks (AZ) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gibson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Herrera Beutler 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Joyce 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kuster 
LaMalfa 
Langevin 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
McSally 
Meehan 
Meng 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Napolitano 


NOES—237 


Blum 

Bost 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Butterfield 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 


Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Ribble 
Rice (NY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 
Ty: 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schiff 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stefanik 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Tipton 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 


Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Cole 

Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Cramer 
Crawford 
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Crenshaw King (IA) Richmond 
Cuellar King (NY) Rigell 
Culberson Kinzinger (IL) Roby 
Davis, Danny Kirkpatrick Roe (TN) 
DeFazio Kline Rogers (AL) 
DeLauro Knight Rogers (KY) 
DeSantis Labrador Rooney (FL) 
DesJarlais LaHood Roskam 
Diaz-Balart Lamborn Ross 
Donovan Lance 
Duffy Larsen (WA) Spates 
ouzer 

Duncan (SC) Latta Royce 
Duncan (TN) LoBiondo 

Russell 
Edwards Long Salmon 
Emmer (MN) Loudermilk 
Farenthold Love Sanford 
Fincher Lowey Scalise 
Fleischmann Lucas Schakowsky 
Fleming Luetkemeyer Schrader A 
Flores Lummis Scott, Austin 
Forbes MacArthur Sensenbrenner 
Foxx Marchant Sessions 
Frelinghuysen Marino Shimkus 
Garrett Massie Shuster 
Gibbs McCarthy Simpson 
Goodlatte McCaul Smith (MO) 
Gosar McClintock Smith (NE) 
Gowdy McCollum Smith (NJ) 
Graham McHenry Smith (TX) 
Granger McKinley Stewart 
Graves (GA) McMorris Stivers 
Graves (LA) Rodgers Stutzman 
Graves (MO) Meadows Thompson (MS) 
Grayson Messer Thompson (PA) 
Grothman Mica Thornberry 
Guinta Miller (FL) Tiberi 
Guthrie Miller (MI) Trott 
Hanna Moolenaar Turner 
Hardy Mooney (WV) Upton 
Harper Mullin Valadao 
Harris Mulvaney Vela 
Hartzler Murphy (PA) Wagner 
Heck (NV) Neugebauer Walberg 
Hensarling Newhouse Walden 
Hice, Jody B. Noem Walker 
Higgins Nugent Walorski 
Hill Nunes Walters, Mimi 
Holding Olson Walz £ 
Hudson Palazzo Weber (TX) 
Huelskamp Palmer 
Huizenga (MI) Paulsen Webster (FL) 
Hultgren Pearce Wenstrup 
Hunter Perry Westerman 
Hurd (TX) Peterson Westmoreland 
Hurt (VA) Pittenger Whitfield 
Issa Pitts Williams 
Jenkins (KS) Poe (TX) Wilson (SC) 
Jenkins (WV) Poliquin Wittman 
Johnson (OH) Pompeo Womack 
Johnson, Sam Posey Woodall 
Jones Price, Tom Yoho 
Jordan Ratcliffe Young (AK) 
Kaptur Reed Young (IA) 
Kelly (MS) Renacci Zeldin 
Kelly (PA) Rice (SC) Zinke 

NOT VOTING—15 
Brady (PA) Jolly Takai 
Ellmers (NC) Larson (CT) Van Hollen 
Fattah Meeks Yarmuth 
Gohmert Moore Yoder 
Jackson Lee Nadler Young (IN) 
1855 


Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, Ms. KAPTUR, 
Messrs. GRAVES of Georgia, 
POLIQUIN, WITTMAN, Miles. 
McCOLLUM and EDWARDS, and Mr. 
WALZ changed their votes from “aye” 
to “no.” 

Mr. ROHRABACHER, Ms. HAHN, 
Messrs. HASTINGS, CARSON of Indi- 
ana, CONYERS, CAPUANO, DENT, Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN, Messrs. DENHAM, 
NOLAN, CLEAVER, MEEHAN, and 
TIPTON changed their votes from “no” 
to “aye.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated for: 


Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No. 586, 
had | been present, | would have voted “yes.” 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chair, on the 
evening of November 3, 2015, | was unavoid- 
ably detained and missed rollcall vote 586. 
Had | been present, | would have voted “yea.” 
(By unanimous consent, Mr. McCAR- 
THY was allowed to speak out of order.) 
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, we 
are in the middle of a healthy and bi- 
partisan debate on the highway bill. 
This is an important process, and I am 
encouraged by the enthusiasm of all 
Members’ participation. 

Iam encouraged, all right. 

While we rarely schedule votes later 
than 7 p.m., Members are advised that 
due to the number of amendments ex- 
pected to be considered, it is likely we 
will need to vote late tomorrow 
evening. Members should be prepared 
for both late and multiple votes series 
tomorrow night. 

Members are further advised to ex- 
pect a full day on Thursday as we will 
not leave until the House completes its 
work for the week. 

Mr. HOYER. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

As a former majority leader, I want 
to tell my friend that the enthusiasm 
of the Members for late nights has a 
very short fuse, but I appreciate his ef- 
forts. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Well, I do thank the 
gentleman from Maryland. We are into 
the process of regular order and giving 
feedback for everybody having an 
amendment. 

Tonight’s work has gone very fast, 
faster than we expected. I did not want 
to keep people too late, but I do expect 
tomorrow night will very likely be a 
late night and a multiple series. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. GOSAR 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. COLLINS of 
Georgia). Without objection, 2-minute 
voting will continue. 

There was no objection. 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. GOSAR) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the ayes pre- 
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


redesignate the 


RECORDED VOTE 


The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 196, noes 225, 
not voting 12, as follows: 


Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blum 

Bos 
Brady (TX) 
Bra 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 


Collins (GA) 
Conaway 
Cook 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Culberson 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 

Den 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hardy 
Harris 


Abraham 
Adams 
Aguilar 
Ashford 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (MI) 
Black 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boustany 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Byrne 
Capps 
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[Roll No. 587] 


AYES—196 


Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Latta 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 


NOES—225 


Capuano 
Cardenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clawson (FL) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Courtney 


Perry 
Pittenger 
Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Renacci 
Ribble 

Rice (SC) 
Rigell 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Russell 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thornberry 
Tipton 
Valadao 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Weber (TX) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 


Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
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Engel Levin Ruiz 
Eshoo Lewis Ruppersberger 
Esty Lieu, Ted Rush 
Farr Lipinski Ryan (OH) 
Foster LoBiondo Sanchez, Linda 
Frankel (FL) Loebsack T. 
eo ese i Sanchez, Loretta 
udge owentha. Sarbanes 
Gabbard Lowey f Schakowsky 
Ca “i mor one Schiff 
aramendi 
Gibson Luján, Ben Ray N 
Graham (NM) s : 
cott, David 
Granger Lynch Sovran 
Graves (MO) MacArthur Sewell (AL) 
Grayson Maloney, 
Green, Al Carolyn Sherman 
Green, Gene Maloney, Sean Shuster 
Grijalva Matsui Simpson 
Gutiérrez McCollum Sires 
Hahn McDermott Slaughter 
Hanna McGovern Smith (NJ) 
Harper McNerney Smith (WA) 
Hastings Meng Speier 
Heck (WA) Messer Stefanik 
Higgins Moore Swalwell (CA) 
Himes Moulton Takano 
Hinojosa Murphy (FL) Thompson (CA) 
Honda Murphy (PA) Thompson (MS) 
Hoyer Nadler Thompson (PA) 
Huffman Napolitano ie, 
Israel Neal Titus 
Jeffries Nolan Tonko 
Jenkins (KS) Norcross Torres 
Johnson (GA) Nunes Trott 
Johnson, E. B. O’Rourke m, 
Jolly Pallone - POngaS 
Kaptur Pascrell bess 
Upton 
Katko Payne Van Hollen 
Keating Pelosi 
Kelly (IL) Perlmutter Vargas 
Kennedy Peters Veasey 
Kildee Peterson Vela 
Kilmer Pingree Velazquez 
Kind Pocan Visclosky 
King (NY) Polis Wagner 
Kirkpatrick Price (NC) Walters, Mimi 
Kline Quigley Walz 
Kuster Rangel Wasserman 
Lance Reichert Schultz 
Langevin Rice (NY) Waters, Maxine 
Larsen (WA) Richmond Watson Coleman 
Lawrence Ros-Lehtinen Welch 
Lee Roybal-Allard Wilson (FL) 
NOT VOTING—12 
Brady (PA) Gohmert Takai 
Ellmers (NC) Jackson Lee Webster (FL) 
Fattah Larson (CT) Yarmuth 
Franks (AZ) Meeks Yoder 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 


There is 1 minute 


1901 


remaining. 


So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR. RIBBLE 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 187, noes 236, 
not voting 10, as follows: 


[Roll No. 588] 


The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
RIBBLE) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This 
minute vote. 


is a 2- 


AYES—187 
Abraham Hardy Polis 
Aderholt Hartzler Pompeo 
Allen Hensarling Posey 
Amash Herrera Beutler Price, Tom 
Amodei Hice, Jody B. Ratcliffe 
Babin Hill Reed 
Benishek Hinojosa Renacci 
Bishop (GA) Holding Ribble 
Bishop (MI) Hudson Rice (SC) 
Bishop (UT) Huelskamp Roby 
Black Huizenga (MI) Roe (TN) 
faa i (VA) Rogers (AL) 
Brady (TX) Jenkins (KS) ore gener 
Brat / Johnson (OH) Rooney (FL) 
Bridenstine Jolly Roskam 
Brooks (AL) Jordan Ross 
Brooks (IN) Katko 
Buchanan Kind Roe 
Buck King (IA) Ruiz 
Byrne Kline Sanford 
Calvert Knight Scalise 
Carter (GA) Kuster Schrader 
Castro (TX) Labrador Schweikert 
Chabot LaHood Scott. Austin 
Chaffetz LaMalfa Sessions 
Clawson (FL) Lamborn Sewell (AL) 
Coffman Lance Simpson 
Collins (GA) Latta z 
C : Sinema 
Collins (NY) LoBiondo E 
Comstock Long Smith (MO) 
Conaway Loudermilk Smith (NE) 
Costa Love gmit (TX) 
Cramer Lucas Smith (WA) 
Crawford Lummis Stefanik 
Cuellar Marino Stewart 
Culberson Massie Stivers 
Curbelo (FL) McCarthy Stutzman 
Davis, Rodney McCaul Thompson (PA) 
Dent McClintock Thornberry 
DeSantis McMorris Tipton 
DesJarlais Rodgers Trott 
Duffy McSally Valadao 
Duncan (SC) Messer Vela 
Emmer (MN) Miller (FL) Wagner 
Fincher Moolenaar Walberg 
Fleischmann Mooney (WV) Walden 
Flores Mullin Walker 
Forbes Mulvaney Walz 
Fortenberry Neugebauer Weber (TX) 
Foxx Newhouse Webster (FL) 
Franks (AZ) Noem Wenstrup 
Fudge Nunes Westerman 
Garrett Palmer Westmoreland 
Gibbs Paulsen Wilson (SC) 
Gowdy Payne Wittman 
Graham Pearce Womack 
Graves (GA) Perry Woodall 
Griffith Peterson Yoho 
Grothman Pittenger Young (AK) 
Guinta Pitts Young (IA) 
Guthrie Poe (TX) Young (IN) 
Hanna Poliquin Zinke 
NOES—236 

Adams Butterfield Courtney 
Aguilar Capps Crenshaw 
Ashford Capuano Crowley 
Barletta Cardenas Cummings 
Barr Carney Davis (CA) 
Barton Carson (IN) Davis, Danny 
Bass Carter (TX) DeFazio 
Beatty Cartwright DeGette 
Becerra Castor (FL) Delaney 
Bera Chu, Judy DeLauro 
Beyer Cicilline DelBene 
Bilirakis Clark (MA) Denham 
Blumenauer Clarke (NY) DeSaulnier 
Bonamici Clay Deutch 
Bost Cleaver Diaz-Balart 
Boustany Clyburn Dingell 
Boyle, Brendan Cohen Doggett 

F. Cole Dold 
Brown (FL) Connolly Donovan 
Brownley (CA) Conyers Doyle, Michael 
Bucshon Cook F. 
Burgess Cooper Duckworth 
Bustos Costello (PA) Duncan (TN) 
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Edwards Kirkpatrick Rangel 

Ellison Langevin Reichert 

Engel Larsen (WA) Rice (NY) 
Eshoo Lawrence Richmond 
Esty Lee Rigell 
Farenthold Levin Rogers (KY) 
Farr Lewis Ros-Lehtinen 
Fitzpatrick Lieu, Ted Roybal-Allard 
Fleming Lipinski Royce 

Foster Loebsack Ruppersberger 
Frankel (FL) Lofgren Rush 
Frelinghuysen Lowenthal Russell 
Gabbard Lowey Ryan (OH) 
Gallego Luetkemeyer Salmon 
Garamendi Lujan Grisham Sanchez, Linda 
Gibson (NM) T 

Goodlatte Luján, Ben Ray Sanchez, Loretta 
Gosar (NM) Sarbanes 
Granger Lynch Schakowsky 
Graves (LA) MacArthur Schiff 

Graves (MO) Maloney, Scott (VA) 
Grayson Carolyn Scott, David 
Green, Al Maloney, Sean Sensenbrenner 
Green, Gene Marchant Serrano 
Grijalva Matsui Sherman 
Gutiérrez McCollum Shimkus 

Hahn McDermott Shuster 
Harper McGovern Sires 

Harris McHenry Slaughter 
Hastings McKinley Smith (NJ) 
Heck (NV) McNerney Speier 

Heck (WA) Meadows Swalwell (CA) 
Higgins Meehan Takano 

Himes Meng Thompson (CA) 
Honda Mica Thompson (MS) 
Hoyer Miller (MI) Tiberi 
Huffman Moore Titus 

Hultgren Moulton Tonko 

Hunter Murphy (FL) Torres 

Hurd (TX) Murphy (PA) Tsongas 

Israel Nadler Turner 

Jeffries Napolitano Upton 

Jenkins (WV) Neal Van Hollen 
Johnson (GA) Nolan Vargas 
Johnson, E. B. Norcross Veasey 
Johnson, Sam Nugent Velazquez 
Jones O’Rourke Visclosky 
Joyce Olson Walorski 
Kaptur Palazzo Walters, Mimi 
Keating Pallone Wasserman 
Kelly (IL) Pascrell Schultz 
Kelly (MS) Pelosi Waters, Maxine 
Kelly (PA) Perlmutter Watson Coleman 
Kennedy Peters Welch 

Kildee Pingree Whitfield 
Kilmer Pocan Williams 

King (NY) Price (NC) Wilson (FL) 
Kinzinger (IL) Quigley Zeldin 


NOT VOTING—10 


Brady (PA) Jackson Lee Yarmuth 
Ellmers (NC) Larson (CT) Yoder 
Fattah Meeks 

Gohmert Takai 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 


1905 


Mr. CARSON of Indiana changed his 
vote from “aye” to “no.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MS. BROWN OF 

FLORIDA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. BROWN) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre- 
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


redesignate the 
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RECORDED VOTE 
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This 
minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 216, noes 207, 


is a 2- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


November 3, 2015 


The Clerk will the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


redesignate 


RECORDED VOTE 


The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 


not voting 10, as follows: 


[Roll No. 589] 


AYES—216 

Adams Gibson Pearce 
Aguilar Grayson Pelosi 
Amodei Green, Al Perlmutter 
Ashford Green, Gene Perry 
Bass Grijalva Peters 
Beatty Guinta Peterson 
Becerra Gutiérrez Pingree 
Bera Hahn Pocan 
Beyer Harris Poliquin 
Bilirakis Hastings Polis 
Bishop (GA) Heck (NV) Price (NC) 
Blumenauer Heck (WA) Quigley 
Bonamici Higgins Rangel 
Bos Hill Reed 
poy e, Brendan Hie N Rice (NY) 
Brown (FL) Honda SAA a 
Brownley (CA) Hoyer Roe (TN) 
Bustos Huffman Rogers (AL) 
Butterfield Israel Rooney (FL) 
Byrne Jeffries y y 
Capps Johnson (GA) Ros-Lehtinen 
Capuano Johnson, E. B. Ross 
Cardenas Jolly Rouzer 
Carney Kaptur Roybal-Allard 
Carson (IN) Keating Ruiz 
Cartwright Kelly (IL) Ruppersberger 
Castor (FL) Kennedy Rush 
Castro (TX) Kildee Ryan (OH) 
Chu, Judy Kilmer ceca Linda 
Cicilline Kind i 
Clark (MA) Kuster Sanchez, Loretta 
Clarke (NY) Lance Sarbanes 
Clay Langevin Schakowsky 
Cleaver Larsen (WA) Schiff 
Clyburn Lawrence Schrader 
Cohen Lee Scott (VA) 
Comstock Levin Scott, David 
Connolly Lewis Serrano 
Conyers Lieu, Ted Sewell (AL) 
Cooper Lipinski Sherman 
Courtney LoBiondo Shimkus 
Crowley Loebsack Sinema 
Cuellar Lofgren Sires 
Cummings Long Slaughter 
Curbelo (FL) Lowenthal Smith (WA) 
Davis (CA) Lowey i Speier 
Davis, Danny Lujan Grisham Stefanik 
Davis, Rodney (NM) Swalwell (CA) 
DeGette Lujan, Ben Ray Takano 
oe Pe Thompson (CA) 
DelBene MacArthur pana ae 
Dent Maloney, Titus 
DeSaulnier Carolyn Tonko 
Deutch Maloney, Sean Torres 
Diaz-Balart Matsui Tsongas 
Dingell McCollum pate rile 
Doggett McDermott 
Doyle, Michael McGovern Vargas 

F. McNerney Veasey 
Duckworth Meehan Vela 
Edwards Meng Velazquez 
Ellison Moore Visclosky 
Engel Moulton Walz 
Eshoo Murphy (FL) Wasserman 
Esty Nadler Schultz : 
Farr Napolitano Waters, Maxine 
Fitzpatrick Neal Watson Coleman 
Foster Nolan Webster (FL) 
Frankel (FL) Norcross Welch 
Fudge O’Rourke Wilson (FL) 
Gabbard Pallone Wilson (SC) 
Gallego Pascrell Womack 
Garamendi Payne Zinke 

NOES—207 

Abraham Babin Benishek 
Aderholt Barletta Bishop (MI) 
Allen Barr Bishop (UT) 
Amash Barton Black 


Blackburn Hartzler Palazzo 
Blum Hensarling Palmer 
Boustany Herrera Beutler Paulsen 
Brady (TX) Hice, Jody B. Pittenger 
Brat Holding Pitts 
Bridenstine Hudson Poe (TX) 
Brooks (AL) Huelskamp Pompeo 
Brooks (IN) Huizenga (MI) Posey 
lees ass Price, Tom 
uc. unter A 
Bucshon Hurd (TX) pee 
Burgess Hurt (VA) Renacci 
Calvert Issa Ribble 
Carter (GA) Jenkins (KS) Rigell 
Carter (TX) Jenkins (WV) PS 
Chabot Johnson (OH) Roby 
Chaffetz Johnson, Sam Rogers (KY) 
Clawson (FL) Jones Rohrabacher 
Coffman Jordan Rokita 
Cole Joyce Roskam 
Collins (GA) Katko Rothfus 
Collins (NY) Kelly (MS) Royce 
Conaway Kelly (PA) Russell 
Cook King (IA) Salmon 
Costa King (NY) Sanford 
Costello (PA) Kinzinger (IL) Scalise 
Cramer Kirkpatrick Schweikert 
Crawford Kline Scott, Austin 
Crenshaw Knight Sensenbrenner 
Culberson Labrador Sessions 
DeFazio LaHood Shuster 
Denham LaMalfa Simpson 
DeSantis Lamborn Smith (MO) 
DesJarlais Latta Smith (NE) 
Dold Loudermilk Smith (NJ) 
Donovan Love Smith (TX) 
Duffy Lucas Stewart 
Duncan (SC) Luetkemeyer Stivers 
Duncan (TN) Lummis Stutzman 
Emmer (MN) Marchant Thornberry 
Farenthold Marino Tiberi 
Fincher Massie Tipton 
Fleischmann McCarthy Trott 
Fleming McCaul Turner 
Flores McClintock Upton 
Forbes McHenry Valadao 
Fortenberry McKinley Wagner 
Foxx McMorris Walberg 
Franks (AZ) Rodgers Walden 
Frelinghuysen McSally 
Garrett Meadows Walker E 
Gibbs Messer Walorski ae 
Goodlatte Mica Walters, Mimi 
Gosar Miller (FL) Weber (TX) 
Gowdy Miller (MI) Wenstrup 
Graham Moolenaar Westerman 
Granger Mooney (WV) Westmoreland 
Graves (GA) Mullin Whitfield 
Graves (LA) Mulvaney Williams 
Graves (MO) Murphy (PA) Wittman 
Griffith Neugebauer Woodall 
Grothman Newhouse Yoho 
Guthrie Noem Young (AK) 
Hanna Nugent Young (IA) 
Hardy Nunes Young (IN) 
Harper Olson Zeldin 
NOT VOTING—10 
Brady (PA) Jackson Lee Yarmuth 
Ellmers (NC) Larson (CT) Yoder 
Fattah Meeks 
Gohmert Takai 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 


1909 


Mr. CONYERS changed his vote from 
“no” to “aye.” 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 29 OFFERED BY MR. LYNCH 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
LYNCH) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 


A recorded vote was ordered. 


The Acting CHAIR. This 
minute vote. 


is a 2- 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 160, noes 263, 
not voting 10, as follows: 


[Roll No. 590] 


AYES—160 

Adams Garamendi Nolan 
Aguilar Gibson O’Rourke 
Ashford Grayson Pallone 
Bass Grijalva Pascrell 
Beatty Gutiérrez Payne 
Becerra Hahn Pelosi 
Bera Hastings Pingree 
Beyer Heck (WA) Pocan 
Bishop (GA) Higgins Polis 
Blumenauer Hinojosa Price (NC) 
Bonamici Honda Quigley 
Brown (FL) Hoyer Rangel 
Brownley (CA) Huffman H 

Rice (NY) 
Bustos Hurt (VA) Richmond 
Capps Israel 
Capuano Jeffries Roybal-Allard 
Cárdenas Johnson (GA) Ruppersberger 
Carney Johnson, E. B. Rush 
Carson (IN) Jones Ryan (OH) . 
Cartwright Kaptur Sanchez, Linda 
Castor (FL) Keating T. 
Castro (TX) Kelly (IL) Sanchez, Loretta 
Chu, Judy Kennedy Sarbanes 
Cicilline Kildee Schakowsky 
Clark (MA) Kilmer Schiff 
Clarke (NY) Kind Scott (VA) 
Clay Kuster Scott, David 
Cleaver Lance Serrano 
Clyburn Langevin Sewell (AL) 
Cohen Larsen (WA) Sherman 
Connolly Lawrence Slaughter 
Cooper Lee Smith (WA) 
Costello (PA) Levin Speier 
CA aN Swalwell (CA) 
Davis (CA) Loebsack pated (CA) 
Davis, Danny Lofgren Thompson (MS) 
DeGette Lowenthal r 

Titus 
Delaney Lowey Tonko 
DelBene Lynch 
DeSaulnier Maloney, Torres 
Deutch Carolyn Tsongas 
Dingell Maloney, Sean Van Hollen 
Doggett Matsui Vargas 
Duckworth McCollum Vela 
Edwards McDermott Velazquez 
Ellison McGovern Visclosky 
Eshoo McNerney Walker 
Farr Meng Walz 
Fitzpatrick Moore Wasserman 
Foster Moulton Schultz 
Frankel (FL) Murphy (FL) Waters, Maxine 
Fudge Nadler Watson Coleman 
Gabbard Napolitano Welch 
Gallego Nea Wilson (FL) 

NOES—263 

Abraham Boyle, Brendan Clawson (FL) 
Aderholt F. Coffman 
Allen Brady (TX) Cole 
Amash Brat Collins (GA) 
Amodei Bridenstine Collins (NY) 
Babin Brooks (AL) Comstock 
Barletta Brooks (IN) Conaway 
Barr Buchanan Conyers 
Barton Buck Cook 
Benishek Bucshon Costa 
Bilirakis Burgess Courtney 
Bishop (MI) Butterfield Cramer 
Bishop (UT) Byrne Crawford 
Black Calvert Crenshaw 
Blackburn Carter (GA) Cuellar 
Blum Carter (TX) Culberson 
Bost Chabot Curbelo (FL) 
Boustany Chaffetz Davis, Rodney 
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DeFazio King (IA) Ribble 
DeLauro King (NY) Rice (SC) 
Denham Kinzinger (IL) Rigell 
Dent Kirkpatrick Roby 
DeSantis Kline Roe (TN) 
DesJarlais Knight Rogers (AL) 
Diaz-Balart Labrador Rogers (KY) 
Dold LaHood Rohrabacher 
Donovan LaMalfa Rokita 
Doyle, Michael Lamborn Rooney (FL) 

F. Latta Ros-Lehtinen 
Duffy Lipinski Roskam 
Duncan (SC) LoBiondo Ross 
Duncan (TN) Long Rothfus 
Emmer (MN) Loudermilk Rouzer 
Engel Love Royce 
Esty Lucas Ruiz 
Farenthold Luetkemeyer Russell 
Fincher Lujan Grisham Salmon 
Fleischmann (NM) 
Fleming Lujan, Ben Ray Sanford 
Flores (NM) Scalise 
Forbes Lummis Schrader 
Fortenberry MacArthur Schweikert 
Foxx Marchant Scott, Austin 
Franks (AZ) Marino Sensenbrenner 
Frelinghuysen Massie Sessions 
Garrett McCarthy Shimkus 
Gibbs McCaul Shuster 
Goodlatte McClintock Simpson 
Gosar McHenry Sinema 
Gowdy McKinley Sires 
Graham MeMorris Smith (MO) 
Granger Rodgers Smith (NE) 
Graves (GA) McSally Smith (NJ) 
Graves (LA) Meadows Smith (TX) 
Graves (MO) Meehan Stefanik 
Green, Al Messer Stewart 
Green, Gene Mica Stivers 
Griffith Miller (FL) Stutzman 
Grothman Miller (MI) Thompson (PA) 
Guinta Moolenaar Thornberry 
Guthrie Mooney (WV) Tiberi 
Hanna Mullin Tipton 
Hardy Mulvaney Trott 
Harper Murphy (PA) Turner 
Harris Neugebauer Upton 
eae salad Valadao 

ec oem 
Hensarling Norcross Ses 
Herrera Beutler Nugent Walberg 
Hice, Jody B. Nunes Walden 
Hill Olson Walorski 
Himes Palazzo Walters, Mimi 
Holding Palmer Weber (TX) 
Hudson Paulsen 
Huelskamp Pearce Webster (FL) 
Huizenga (MI) Perlmutter Wenstrup 
Hultgren Perry Westerman 
Hunter Peters Westmoreland 
Hurd (TX) Peterson Whitfield 
Issa Pittenger Williams 
Jenkins (KS) Pitts Wilson (SC) 
Jenkins (WV) Poe (TX) Wittman 
Johnson (OH) Poliquin Womack 
Johnson, Sam Pompeo Woodall 
Jolly Posey Yoho 
Jordan Price, Tom Young (AK) 
Joyce Ratcliffe Young (IA) 
Katko Reed Young (IN) 
Kelly (MS) Reichert Zeldin 
Kelly (PA) Renacci Zinke 

NOT VOTING—10 

Brady (PA) Jackson Lee Yarmuth 
Ellmers (NC) Larson (CT) Yoder 
Fattah Meeks 
Gohmert Takai 


gentleman from California (Mr. 
TAKANO) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 174, noes 248, 
not voting 11, as follows: 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 


1913 


Mr. CONYERS changed his vote from 
“aye” to a e a NAA 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 31 OFFERED BY MR. TAKANO 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 


[Roll No. 591] 


AYES—174 
Adams Frankel (FL) Neal 
Aguilar Fudge Norcross 
Ashford Gabbard O'Rourke 
Bass Gallego Pallone 
Beatty Garamendi Payne 
Becerra Grayson Pelosi 
Bera Green, Al Perlmutter 
Beyer Green, Gene Peters 
Bishop (GA) Grijalva Peterson 
Blumenauer Gutierrez Pingree 
Bonamici Hahn P. 
; ocan 
Boyle, Brendan Hastings Poliqui 
Wer oliquin 
F. Higgins E 
i Polis 
Brown (FL) Himes Price (NC) 
Brownley (CA) Hinojosa a 
Bustos Honda Quigley 
Butterfield Hoyer Rangel 
Calvert Hunter Richmond 
Capps Israel Roybal-Allard 
Capuano Issa Royce 
Cardenas Jeffries Ruiz 
Carney Jenkins (WV) Ruppersberger 
Cartwright Johnson (GA) Rush 
Castor (FL) Johnson, E. B. Ryan (OH) 
Castro (TX) Jolly Sanchez, Linda 
Chu, Judy Jones ae 
Cicilline Kaptur Sarbanes 
Clark (MA) Keating Schakowsky 
Clarke (NY) Kelly (IL) Schiff 
Clawson (FL) Kennedy Scott (VA) 
Clay Kildee Scott, David 
Cleaver Kind Serrano 
Clyburn Knight Sewell (AL) 
Cohen Kuster . Sherman 
Connolly Langevin Sinema 
Conyers Larsen (WA) Slaughter 
Cook Lawrence Smith (WA) 
Cooper Lee Spei 
: peier 
Conta pen Swalwell (CA) 
Courtney Lewis Tak 
Cuellar Lieu, Ted aan. 
Cummings Lipinski Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Curbelo (FL) Loebsack Titus 
Davis (CA) Lofgren 
Davis, Danny Lujan Grisham Tonko 
DeGette (NM) Torres 
Delaney Lujan, Ben Ray Tsongas 
DeLauro (NM) Van Hollen 
DelBene Lynch Vargas 
DeSaulnier Maloney, Veasey 
Deutch Carolyn Vela 
Dingell Maloney, Sean Velazquez 
Doggett Matsui Visclosky 
Doyle, Michael McCollum Walz 
F, McGovern Wasserman 
Duckworth McNerney Schultz 
Edwards Mooney (WV) Waters, Maxine 
Ellison Moore Watson Coleman 
Eshoo Moulton Welch 
Esty Murphy (FL) Wilson (FL) 
Farr Napolitano Zinke 
NOES—248 
Abraham Barton Blum 
Aderholt Benishek Bost 
Allen Bilirakis Boustany 
Amash Bishop (MI) Brady (TX) 
Babin Bishop (UT) Brat 
Barletta Black Bridenstine 
Barr Blackburn Brooks (AL) 
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Brooks (IN) Hudson Poe (TX) 
Buchanan Huelskamp Pompeo 
Buck Huffman Posey 
Bucshon Huizenga (MI) Price, Tom 
Burgess Hultgren Ratcliffe 
Byrne Hurd (TX) Reed 
Carson (IN) Hurt (VA) Reichert 
Carter (GA) Jenkins (KS) Renacci 
Carter (TX) Johnson (OH) Ribble 
Chabot Johnson, Sam Rice (NY) 
Chaffetz Jordan Rice (SC) 
Coffman Joyce Rigell 
Cole Katko Roby 
Collins (GA) Kelly (MS) Roe (TN) 
Collins (NY) Kelly (PA) Rogers (AL) 
Comstock Kilmer Rogers (KY) 
Conaway King (IA) Rohrabacher 
Costello (PA) King (NY) Rokita 
Cramer Kinzinger (IL) Rooney (FL) 
Crawford Kirkpatrick Ros-Lehtinen 
Crenshaw Kline Roskam 
Crowley Labrador Ross 
Culberson LaHood Rothfus 
Davis, Rodney LaMalfa Rouzer 
DeFazio Lamborn Russell 
Denham Lance Salmon 
Dent Latta Sanchez, Loretta 
DeSantis LoBiondo Sanford 
DesJarlais Long Scalise 
Diaz-Balart Loudermilk Schrader 
Dold Love Schweikert 
Donovan Lowenthal Scott, Austin 
Duffy Lowey Sensenbrenner 
Duncan (SC) Lucas Sessions 
Duncan (TN) Luetkemeyer Shimkus 
Emmer (MN) Lummis Shuster 
Engel MacArthur Simpson 
Farenthold Marchant Sires 
Fincher Marino Smith (MO) 
Fitzpatrick Massie Smith (NE) 
Fleischmann McCarthy Smith (NJ) 
Fleming McCaul Smith (TX) 
Flores McClintock Stefanik 
Forbes McDermott Stewart 
Fortenberry McHenry Stivers 
Foster McKinley Stutzman 
Foxx McMorris Thompson (PA) 
Franks (AZ) Rodgers Thornberry 
Frelinghuysen McSally Tiberi 
Garrett Meadows Tipton 
Gibbs Meehan Trott 
Gibson Meng Turner 
Goodlatte Messer Upton 
Gosar Mica Valadao 
Gowdy Miller (FL) Wagner 
Graham Miller (MI) Walberg 
Granger Moolenaar Walden 
Graves (GA) Mullin Walker 
Graves (LA) Mulvaney Walorski 
Graves (MO) Murphy (PA) Walters, Mimi 
Griffith Nadler Weber (TX) 
Grothman Neugebauer Webster (FL) 
Guinta Newhouse Wenstrup 
Guthrie Noem Westerman 
Hanna Nolan Westmoreland 
Hardy Nugent Whitfield 
Harper Nunes Williams 
Harris Olson Wilson (SC) 
Hartzler Palazzo Wittman 
Heck (NV) Palmer Womack 
Heck (WA) Pascrell Woodall 
Hensarling Paulsen Yoho 
Herrera Beutler Pearce Young (AK) 
Hice, Jody B. Perry Young (IA) 
Hill Pittenger Young (IN) 
Holding Pitts Zeldin 
NOT VOTING—11 
Amodei Gohmert Takai 
Brady (PA) Jackson Lee Yarmuth 
Ellmers (NC) Larson (CT) Yoder 
Fattah Meeks 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 


1916 


Mr. ROYCE changed his vote from 
“no”? to “aye.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 32 OFFERED BY MS. BROWNLEY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 

business is the demand for a recorded 

vote on the amendment offered by the 


gentlewoman 
BROWNLEY) 


from California 
on which further 


(Ms. 
pro- 


ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 


The 


Clerk will 
amendment. 


redesignate 


the 


The Clerk redesignated the amend- 


ment. 


RECORDED VOTE 


The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 


The Acting CHAIR. This 
minute vote. 


is a 2- 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 160, noes 263, 
not voting 10, as follows: 


[Roll No. 592] 


AYES—160 
Adams Fudge Norcross 
Aguilar Gabbard O’Rourke 
Ashford Gallego Pallone 
Bass Garamendi Payne 
Beatty Graves (LA) Pelosi 
Becerra Grayson Perlmutter 
Benishek Green, Al Peters 
Bera Grijalva Peterson 
Beyer Hahn Pingree 
Bishop (GA) Hastings Poca 
Blumenauer Heck (WA) Poliquin 
Bonamici Herrera Beutler Poli 
n i olis 
Brown (FL) Higgins : 
Brownley (CA) Himes Price (NC) 
Bustos Hinojosa Quigley 
Butterfield Honda Richmond 
Calvert Hoyer Roybal-Allard 
Capps Israel Ruiz 
Capuano Jeffries Ruppersberger 
Cardenas Johnson (GA) Russell 
Carney Johnson, E. B. Ryan (OH) 
Cartwright Jones Sanchez, Linda 
Chu, Judy Kaptur T. 
Cicilline Keating Sanchez, Loretta 
Clark (MA) Kelly (IL) Sarbanes 
Clarke (NY) Kennedy Schakowsky 
Clay Kildee Schiff 
Cleaver Kilmer Schrader 
Clyburn Kind Scott, David 
Cohen Kuster Serrano 
Connolly Larsen (WA) Sewell (AL) 
Conyers Lawrence Sherman 
Cook Lee Slaughter 
Cooper Levin Smith (WA) 
Courtney Lewis Speier 
Cuellar Tapu, Toa Swalwell (CA) 
Cummings Lipinski Takano 
Davis (CA) Loebsack 
Davis, Danny Lofgren Thompson (CA) 
: ` A Thompson (MS) 
Davis, Rodney Lujan Grisham Pp 
DeGette (NM) Tonko 
Delaney Lujan, Ben Ray Torres 
DeLauro (NM) Tsongas 
DelBene Lynch Van Hollen 
DeSaulnier Maloney, Vargas 
Deutch Carolyn Veasey 
Dingell Maloney, Sean Vela 
Doyle, Michael Matsui Velazquez 
F. McGovern Visclosky 
Duckworth McNerney Wasserman 
Edwards Moore Schultz 
Ellison Moulton Waters, Maxine 
Eshoo Murphy (FL) Watson Coleman 
Esty Neal Welch 
Farr Noem Wilson (FL) 
Frankel (FL) Nolan Zinke 
NOES—263 
Abraham Barletta Black 
Aderholt Barr Blackburn 
Allen Barton Blum 
Amash Bilirakis Bost 
Amodei Bishop (MI) Boustany 
Babin Bishop (UT) 


Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Carson (IN) 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
DeFazio 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donovan 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Emmer (MN) 
Engel 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Gutiérrez 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 


Brady (PA) 
Ellmers (NC) 
Fattah 
Gohmert 


Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huffman 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Katko 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaw. 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Meng 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
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Pittenger 
Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price, Tom 
Rangel 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 

Rice (NY) 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 

Rush 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Sires 

Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Titus 

Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 

Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoho 

Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 


NOT VOTING—10 


Jackson Lee 
Larson (CT) 
Meeks 
Takai 


Yarmuth 
Yoder 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 


There is 1 minute remaining. 
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Messrs. ELLISON and JOHNSON of 
Georgia changed their vote from “no” 
to “aye.” > 

Mr. GUTIERREZ changed his vote 
from “aye” to “no.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 34 OFFERED BY MRS. 
RADEWAGEN 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from American Samoa 
(Mrs. RADEWAGEN) on which further 
proceedings were postponed and on 
which the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 113, noes 310, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 593] 


is a 2- 


AYES—113 
Aderholt Gibson Murphy (FL) 
Aguilar Goodlatte Newhouse 
Ashford Graves (GA) Paulsen 
Barr Graves (LA) Pearce 
Bass Grayson Peters 
Benishek Griffith Pingree 
Bilirakis Guthrie Pitts 
Bishop (UT) Gutiérrez Polis 
Black Hardy Posey 
Bost Hartzler Price (NC) 
Brat Hensarling Price, Tom 
Buck Hice, Jody B. Quigley 
Bucshon Hinojosa Ros-Lehtinen 
Burgess Honda Ross 
Cardenas Huffman Rouzer 
Carney Hultgren Ruiz 
Chabot Hurt (VA) Ruppersberger 
Chu, Judy Jeffries R 
ussell 

Cohen Johnson (GA) 
Cole Katko Sanchez, Loretta 

; : Scalise 
Collins (GA) Kins 
Comstock Kline Serrano 
Conyers Kuster Sessions 
Cook LaMalfa Sinema 
Costello (PA) Lamborn Smith (MO) 
Cuellar Lewis Speier 
Curbelo (FL) Lieu, Ted Stivers 
Davis, Rodney Lofgren Takano 
Delaney Loudermilk Vargas 
Dent Luetkemeyer Velazquez 
Dingell Lynch Visclosky 
Duncan (TN) Maloney, Sean Webster (FL) 
Emmer (MN) McCarthy Westmoreland 
Eshoo McHenry Wilson (SC) 
Farr Mica Woodall 
Foxx Miller (FL) Young (AK) 
Franks (AZ) Mooney (WV) Young (IA) 
Gabbard Mullin Zinke 

NOES—310 

Abraham Beyer Bridenstine 
Adams Bishop (GA) Brooks (AL) 
Allen Bishop (MI) Brooks (IN) 
Amash Blackburn Brown (FL) 
Amodei Blum Brownley (CA) 
Babin Blumenauer Buchanan 
Barletta Bonamici Bustos 
Barton Boustany Butterfield 
Beatty Boyle, Brendan Byrne 
Becerra F. Calvert 
Bera Brady (TX) Capps 
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Capuano 
Carson (IN) 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chaffetz 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clawson (FL) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coffman 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 
Connolly 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
DeSantis 
DeSaulnier 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Esty 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Hahn 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hastings 
Heck (NV) 
Heck (WA) 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Holding 
Hoyer 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hunter 


Hurd (TX) 
Israel 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaHood 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Latta 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Long 
Love 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
Matsui 
McCau 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Meng 
Messer 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Moore 
Moulton 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nolan 
Norcross 
Nugent 
Nunes 
O’Rourke 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Palmer 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Perry 
Peterson 
Pittenger 
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Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Rangel 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (NY) 
Rice (SC) 


Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 

Rooney (FL) 
Roskam 
Rothfus 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 

Rush 

Ryan (OH) 
Salmon 
Sánchez, Linda 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stutzman 
Swalwell (CA) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 


Titus 
lonko 
Torres 
Trott 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Van Hollen 
Veasey 
Vela 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Weber (TX) 
Welch 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (FL) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Yoho 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 


NOT VOTING—10 


Brady (PA) Jackson Lee Yarmuth 
Ellmers (NC) Larson (CT) Yoder 
Fattah Meeks 

Gohmert Takai 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 
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Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California 
changed her vote from ‘‘aye’’ to “no.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 37 OFFERED BY MRS. HARTZLER 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. STEWART). It 
is now in order to consider amendment 
No. 37 printed in part B of House Re- 
port 114-325. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. Mr. Chair, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 226, strike line 13 and all that follows 
through ‘‘HONEY BEES.—’’ on line 13 of page 
227. 

At the end of subtitle D of title I of divi- 
sion A, add the following: 

SEC. . LANDSCAPING AND SCENIC ENHANCE- 
MENT FUNDING DISCONTINUED. 

(a) REPEAL.—Section 319 of title 23, United 
States Code, and the item relating to that 
section in the analysis for chapter 1 of such 
title, are repealed. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 319 of title 
23, United States Code, as in effect on the 
day before the date of enactment of this Act, 
shall apply to landscape and roadside devel- 
opment as part of a construction project of 
Federal-aid highways if funds were obligated 
for the project before such date of enact- 
ment. 


The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentlewoman 
from Missouri (Mrs. HARTZLER) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes 
woman from Missouri. 

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT OFFERED BY 

MRS. HARTZLER 

Mrs. HARTZLER. Mr. Chair, I ask 
unanimous consent that my amend- 
ment be modified in the form I have 
placed at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Modification to amendment offered 
by Mrs. HARTZLER: 

Page 226, strike lines 13 through 21 and in- 
sert the following: 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) USE OF FUNDS UNDER CHAPTER 1 PRO- 
GRAMS.—Section 319 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

“$319. Encouragement of pollinator habitat 
and forage development and protection on 
transportation rights-of-way 
“In carrying out any 
Page 227, after line 10, insert the following: 
(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 319 of title 23, 

United States Code, as in effect on the day 

before the date of enactment of this Act, 

shall apply to landscape and roadside devel- 


the gentle- 
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opment as part of a construction project of 

Federal-aid highways if funds were obligated 

for the project before such date of enact- 

ment. 

(3) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis for 
chapter 1 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
section 319 and inserting the following: 

‘319. Encouragement of pollinator habitat 
and forage development and 
protection on transportation 
rights-of-way.’’. 

Mrs. HARTZLER (during the read- 
ing). Mr. Chair, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to dispense with the reading of the 
modification. 

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the amendment is modified. 

There was no objection. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentlewoman from Missouri. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. Mr. Chair, my 
amendment gets our priorities right in 
our highway funding by prohibiting 
Federal funds from being used for land- 
scaping and scenic beautification on 
highway projects. 
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We should spend our Federal highway 
dollars to improve our roads and 
bridges, not plant flowers. 

From 1992 to 2013, over $1.3 billion 
was spent on landscaping and scenic 
beautification. With data showing over 
61,000 bridges classified as structurally 
deficient and 65 percent of the roads in 
the United States in less-than-good 
condition, this is outrageous. 

I appreciate roadside landscaping, 
but given today’s limited highway dol- 
lars, these initiatives are best left to 
volunteer organizations such as the 
popular Adopt-a-Highway program. 

We must ensure that Federal funds 
are applied where they are needed 
most, and that is upgrading and im- 
proving our National infrastructure. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chair, I claim 
time in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Oregon is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chair, I appreciate 
the gentlewoman’s concern about the 
condition of our bridges, and I have 
spent, as I spoke earlier tonight, a lot 
of time on that issue and, in fact, op- 
posed the so-called stimulus bill be- 
cause of the lack of investment in in- 
frastructure, particularly bridges. 

But in this case, I think perhaps 
there are some drafting errors in the 
amendment because it would preclude 
using these funds for rest areas, which 
I think is problematic. 

We have a crisis in terms of safe 
places for people to pull over, both 
commercial truck drivers and individ- 
uals. So I assume that the gentle- 
woman did not mean to preclude the 
use for rest areas. 
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Also, I don’t know Missouri well, but 
I know in the West, actually, we have 
used these landscaping funds when we 
do new construction or significant con- 
struction to reduce maintenance costs 
because we have high wildfire danger in 
the West and, if you can plant, basi- 
cally, natives that will dominate, that 
are not tall, are not fire-prone, then 
you don’t have to go in and mow two or 
three times a year in case some idiot 
throws their cigarette or cigar out of 
the car and starts a catastrophic forest 
fire. 

So, actually, leaving the discretion 
to the States to use these funds in that 
way, depending upon their conditions, I 
think is important. 

There have been a couple of instances 
in past bills where they went overboard 
with this kind of stuff. I think the cur- 
rent restrictions on the program are 
such—and there is no mandate for the 
projects like resurfacing or anything 
else that is new construction. And 
doing it, as appropriate, to state ‘‘and 
including rest areas.” 

I think, because of all those things, I 
reluctantly oppose the gentlewoman’s 
amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. Mr. Chair, I appre- 
ciate the gentleman’s concerns. I, too, 
share his concern. I want to make sure 
that rest areas are still allowed. 

In fact, there is another provision in 
the code that does still allow and per- 
mit rest areas, for States to be able to 
build them. This amendment does not 
address that section. So there still 
would be that option. 

My amendment simply wants to 
make sure our highway tax dollars go 
where they are needed. This picture 
points out where they are needed and 
that 65 percent of our road system in 
our country now is in failing or is in 
bad condition. 

In fact, there are many, many deaths 
caused every year due to the crumbling 
of our highways. We also have 61,000 
bridges that are considered struc- 
turally deficient. 

So this makes sure that our dollars 
that the people spend every time they 
go fill up their car with gas—that those 
highway road dollars will go to roads 
and they are not going to go to high- 
way beautification. 

I ask for the support of my col- 
leagues. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chair, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Unfortunately, the Department of 
Transportation disagrees. We sent this 
language to them, and they said, yes, it 
appears, by repealing 23 USC 319, the 
amendment would remove the Sec- 
retary’s authority to approve, as part 
of the construction of Federal aid high- 
ways, the costs of landscape and road- 
side development, including acquisi- 
tion and development of publicly 
owned and controlled rest and recre- 
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ation areas and sanitary and other fa- 
cilities reasonably necessary to accom- 
modate the traveling public. 

So I am pleased that it was not her 
intention. But, according to DOT, this 
amendment would do that, and that 
would be very deleterious to the trav- 
eling public. So I would oppose the 
amendment, as drafted. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from Missouri (Mrs. 
HARTZLER), as modified. 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. Mr. Chair, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Missouri will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 38 OFFERED BY MR. 
FARENTHOLD 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 38 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 229, line 23, strike the 
quotation marks and final period. 

Page 229, after line 23, insert the following: 

“(n) OPERATION OF VEHICLES ON CERTAIN 
TEXAS HIGHWAYS.—If any segment in Texas 
of United States Route 59, United States 
Route 77, United States Route 281, United 
States Route 84, Texas State Highway 44, or 
another roadway is designated as Interstate 
Route 69, a vehicle that could operate legally 
on that segment before the date of such des- 
ignation may continue to operate on that 
segment, without regard to any requirement 
under this section.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. FARENTHOLD) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 90 seconds. 

This bipartisan amendment would 
allow trucks with current weight ex- 
emptions to be allowed to continue to 
operate at those higher weight exemp- 
tions after certain segments of high- 
ways in Texas are reclassified and re- 
designate as Interstate 69. 

This language will not increase truck 
weights, nor will it allow for weight ex- 
emptions for new trucks. This is a nar- 
row amendment that does not include 
new trucks. It only allows those that 
are currently operating to continue to 
operate. 

In the last omnibus, the State of 
Kentucky was able to include this 
exact language for their State whose 
industries were facing this exact prob- 
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lem. This amendment models Ken- 
tucky’s language, except that it in- 
cludes Texas highways. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
claim the time in opposition, although 
I do not oppose the bill. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I support the amend- 
ment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. BABIN). 

Mr. BABIN. Mr. Chairman, every one 
of us on the Transportation and Infra- 
structure Committee hears a lot about 
trucks, bigger trucks and heavier 
trucks. I think by now it is safe to say 
that all 435 of us have heard a lot about 
trucks. It is a tough issue with strong 
feelings on both sides. 

But this amendment isn’t talking 
about bigger trucks or heavier trucks, 
as my colleague, Mr. FARENTHOLD, 
said. All we are talking about here is 
allowing the State of Texas, through a 
rigorous licensing and approval proc- 
ess, to keep the same weight limits 
that are in place right now for certain 
trucks on certain stretches of our road, 
not bigger, not heavier, but the same. 

Unless we get this amendment adopt- 
ed, the new blue signs for Interstate 69 
in East Texas won’t just mean a new 
interstate. It could mean financial ruin 
for our loggers who already have a very 
thin profit margin and a very tough 
time for our timber industry. 

It will mean a dramatic decrease in 
the amount of weight that all the 
loggers can haul on their trucks, which 
they have been doing safely and effec- 
tively on these roads for generations, 
even back when these same Texas 
counties were represented by our color- 
ful Texas Democrat Congressman, Tim- 
ber Charlie Wilson. 

I am asking all of my colleagues, no 
matter where you stand on bigger 
trucks, to join me, Congressman 
FARENTHOLD, and Congressman GENE 
GREEN in supporting this bipartisan 
amendment to allow the State of Texas 
to be treated in the exact same way 
that this same body treated the States 
of Kentucky and Mississippi just last 
year and help save these jobs. 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to add it is not just the for- 
estry industry as well. Various farm 
and ranch, cotton industries, in certain 
areas, especially in south Texas, as 
U.S. Highways 77 and 281 are becoming 
Interstate 69, is making it very dif- 
ficult for the very concrete trucks nec- 
essary to make improvements to those 
roads to travel on that road. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
this amendment. I thank Chairman 
SHUSTER for his work on this bill and 
his not opposing this amendment. 
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I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. FARENTHOLD). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 39 OFFERED BY MR. ROONEY 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 39 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. ROONEY of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of title I of division A, insert 
the following: 


SEC. . VEHICLE WEIGHT LIMITATIONS FOR 
INTERSTATE SYSTEM HIGHWAYS. 


Section 127(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, aS amended by this Act, is further 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

(15) HAULING OF LIVESTOCK.—A State may 
allow, by special permit, the operation of ve- 
hicles with a gross vehicle weight of up to 
95,000 pounds for the hauling of livestock. 
The cost of a special permit issued under this 
paragraph may not exceed $200 per year for a 
livestock trailer.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. ROONEY) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. ROONEY of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise today to ask my colleagues 
to support my amendment to H.R. 22, 
which would allow for States to give 
ranchers the flexibility they need in 
transporting livestock by truck. 

Today Florida is home to more than 
1.7 million head of cattle. Of that, 
there are nearly 1 million head of beef 
cattle cared for by the 15,000 beef pro- 
ducers across the State. 

Nationally, Florida comes in ninth 
place in overall cattle numbers. In 
fact, the top three ranking counties for 
cattle in my State are in my backyard, 
Okeechobee, Highlands, and Osceola 
Counties. 

Florida is what is referred to in the 
cattle industry as a cow-calf operation 
State. This means cows are bred and 
calved in Florida, but the calves are 
then shipped out West for development 
and processing. Because of this, our 
cattle ranchers and beef producers rely 
on the shipping of cattle through the 
State and across the country in order 
to succeed. 

Unlike most goods shipped by truck 
or rail, livestock needs special atten- 
tion. That is why shipments are care- 
fully organized to consider the needs 
and welfare of the animals being 
shipped. The livestock industry’s goal 
is to move the cattle between locations 
safely and as fast as possible to mini- 
mize the stress on the animals. 

Unfortunately, this is where Wash- 
ington regulations get in the way. The 
current gross weight limit restriction 
for all trucks on Federal highways is 
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80,000 pounds, which limits how many 
cows can be hauled in one load. This re- 
striction results in a partially empty 
livestock trailer, increasing the needs 
for more shipments, and ends up put- 
ting more trucks on the road. 

The patchwork of State and national 
truck weight laws creates inefficien- 
cies and forces livestock transporters 
to take indirect and longer routes. 

For cow-calf operations that rely on 
shipping their hauls nationwide, these 
constraints reduce the efficiency of 
their operation and reduce the slim 
profits for our hardworking ranchers. 

My amendment allows States to 
issue special permits for the transpor- 
tation of livestock on trailers for up to 
95,000 pounds. Focusing only on live- 
stock shipping and allowing States to 
opt in to this program, my amendment 
would greatly benefit not only ranch- 
ers, but all American producers and 
consumers. 

This amendment means fewer trucks 
on the road and lower costs for trans- 
porting livestock. I encourage my col- 
leagues to support my amendment and 
take overly restrictive government red 
tape out of the equation of beef produc- 
tion. 

My amendment is supported by the 
National Cattlemen’s Beef Association, 
the oldest and largest national trade 
association supporting America’s cat- 
tle producers. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
this amendment and make Washington 
work for America’s cattle ranchers in- 
stead of the other way around. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Oregon is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Earlier this evening, an amendment 
was defeated to go to 90,000 pounds. 
This would go to 95,000. At least the 
amendment on 90,000 had an additional 
axle, which made it compliant with the 
Federal bridge formula that is not 
causing undue damage every time a 
truck went over a bridge. This amend- 
ment does not require an additional 
axle and goes even 5,000 pounds higher. 
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So it would violate the Federal 
Bridge Formula, and Federal Highway 
says that it has estimated that a truck 
at this weight with the number of axles 
they have is currently paying about 43 
percent of the cost of the damage they 
cause to the system, and that is an un- 
derpayment of about $6,000 a year. The 
bill does allow them to be charged an- 
other $200 a year, but that is a pretty 
big deficit with an already substan- 
tially deteriorated system. 

Raising truck weights is always a 
very controversial and difficult propo- 
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sition because we have to look out for 
the taxpayers in terms of undue wear 
and tear to an already fragile and dete- 
riorated system. 140,000 bridges, as we 
mentioned numerous times already, 
need repair or replacement, and, unfor- 
tunately, I believe this would accel- 
erate that problem. So I appreciate the 
gentleman’s advocacy for a significant 
industry in his district, but I would 
have to oppose that increase. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. ROONEY of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I would just say in response that, 
yes, the amendment increases the cap 
of weight on these trucks; but if we 
look at it from the standpoint of each 
individual State, including my own, we 
have to think about things like trucks 
hiding on local roads, and some of 
those bridges you were talking about 
that are most vulnerable are on those 
local roads. We also allow for States to 
be able to charge a small yearly fee to 
livestock haulers so that they can 
more efficiently transport their loads. 

So when we talk about actually re- 
ducing the number of trucks on the 
roads, getting them from outside of the 
shadows of these small, local county 
and municipal roads so that they are 
avoiding the interstates, plus the fee 
that we will be able to charge, I think 
that the overall result will be actual 
safer roadways. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, my State is unique. 
We actually have a weight mile for- 
mula we charge to the trucking indus- 
try. Federally, when I first served here, 
the industry tried to preempt it a num- 
ber of times and never did. It is now 
widely recognized as one of the fairer 
systems in the States because it appor- 
tions according to scientifically based 
research, much of it done at Oregon 
State University in the labs there, the 
impacts of individual vehicles. 

In this case, DOT says that these ve- 
hicles would cause an additional $6,000- 
per-vehicle per-year damage on the 
Federal system, and they would be 
charged $200. I don’t think that is a fair 
return to the taxpayer, and I urge 
Members to oppose the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. ROONEY of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Florida (Mr. ROONEY). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. ROONEY of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Florida will be 
postponed. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 40 OFFERED BY MR. ROTHFUS 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 40 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title I of Divi- 
sion A, add the following: 

SEC. . EMERGENCY EXEMPTIONS. 

Any road, highway, railway, bridge, or 
transit facility that is damaged by an emer- 
gency that is declared by the Governor of the 
State and concurred in by the Secretary of 
Homeland Security or declared as an emer- 
gency by the President pursuant to the Rob- 
ert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer- 
gency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.) 
and that is in operation or under construc- 
tion on the date on which the emergency oc- 
curs— 

(1) may be reconstructed in the same loca- 
tion with the same capacity, dimensions, and 
design as before the emergency; and 

(2) shall be exempt from any environ- 
mental reviews, approvals, licensing, and 
permit requirements under— 

(A) the National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4821 et seq.); 

(B) sections 402 and 404 of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1342, 
1344); 

(C) division A of subtitle III of title 54, 
United States Code; 

(D) the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 
U.S.C. 703 et seq.); 

(E) the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 
U.S.C. 1271 et seq.); 

(F) the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
(16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.); 

(G) the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), except when the recon- 
struction occurs in designated critical habi- 
tat for threatened and endangered species; 

(H) Executive Order 11990 (42 U.S.C. 4821 
note; relating to the protection of wetland); 
and 

(I) any Federal law (including regulations) 
requiring no net loss of wetland. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. ROTHFUS) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to discuss 
the need to help communities impacted 
by a national disaster get back on their 
feet without facing unnecessary regu- 
latory obstacles. Families, businesses, 
and all members of the community 
may face significant challenges when 
the roads, bridges, transit, and other 
infrastructure they use on a daily basis 
are not acceptable and not repaired in 
a timely manner. 

We can all agree that we should do 
what we can to protect the environ- 
ment from harm. However, we should 
carefully consider regulations cur- 
rently in place that delay transpor- 
tation infrastructure projects and re- 
move or reform regulations that are in- 
efficient, redundant, or harmful. 
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I would include the redundant and 
time-consuming environmental reviews 
required for rebuilding disaster-dam- 
aged infrastructure in this category. 
Those who might argue there is al- 
ready enough flexibility in current law, 
in communities to efficiently restore 
their critical infrastructure after a 
natural disaster or during a state of 
emergency should consider the fol- 
lowing information from the Federal 
Highway Administration: 

FHA estimates that it takes an aver- 
age of 58 months—that is almost 5 
years—for transportation projects to 
complete the NEPA process, and, since 
2010, Federal permitting holdups have 
delayed at least nine transportation 
projects in my State of Pennsylvania 
by more than a year. 

At the very least, we should consider 
removing reconstruction projects for 
critical disaster-damaged infrastruc- 
ture from this drawn-out process. No 
community trying to rebuild and re- 
store its critical infrastructure after a 
natural disaster should have to endure 
such a long delay simply to rebuild in- 
frastructure that has already been 
built before. 

My amendment, which was inspired 
by legislation introduced by Senator 
TOOMEY in the last Congress and Demo- 
cratic Senator Ben Nelson before him, 
is intended to speed up reconstruction 
efforts. My proposal would exempt 
projects to rebuild any road, highway, 
railway, bridge, or transit facility that 
is damaged in a declared emergency 
from additional environmental permit- 
ting. 

Mr. Chairman, it is important to 
note that my amendment may only 
apply to projects where the same struc- 
ture its being rebuilt. In other words, 
damaged infrastructure would need to 
be reconstructed in the same location 
and with the same capacity, dimen- 
sions, and design as before the emer- 
gency. 

It should be common sense that addi- 
tional environmental reviews of this 
sort aren’t a good use of taxpayer 
money and aren’t helpful to disaster 
victims. Some commonsense stream- 
lining is appropriate in these chal- 
lenging cases. Because of this, this pro- 
posal has been supported by a number 
of groups, including CamTran, the 
transit agency for Cambria County, 
Pennsylvania; the National Associa- 
tion of Counties; the Pennsylvania As- 
sociation of Township Supervisors; the 
Pennsylvania State Association of Bor- 
oughs; the County Commissioners As- 
sociation of Pennsylvania; Southeast 
Pennsylvania Transit Authority; and 
National Stone, Sand & Gravel; as well 
as Americans for Prosperity. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge all my col- 
leagues to advance this commonsense 
reform and help communities recover 
after natural disasters by voting “yea” 
on my amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 
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Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Oregon is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Actually, Mr. Chairman, most of the 
statutes that the gentleman is talking 
about already specifically have waivers 
and exceptions for natural disasters for 
emergency reconstruction under the 
Clean Water Act, under the Endangered 
Species Act, under NEPA just enacted 
3 years ago in MAP-21, so this seems 
perhaps to be broader. I don’t fully un- 
derstand the implications. But if you 
look at the Minnesota bridge collapse, 
you look at the reconstruction of 
Vermont after the catastrophic hurri- 
cane flooding a few years ago, if you 
look at work in Louisiana, all these 
waivers were put into effect, and the 
projects were not unnecessarily de- 
layed. 

This seems to be a broader and more 
general grant, and I don’t fully under- 
stand the implications and feel it could 
potentially usurp necessary review, so 
I would oppose the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Chairman, this is 
a simple remedy to follow after a nat- 
ural disaster. Again, I look at my State 
of Pennsylvania with its many valleys 
and riverbeds, and I look at the people 
supporting or who have supported this 
type of proposal before: again, the Na- 
tional Association of Counties, Penn- 
sylvania Association of Township Su- 
pervisors, and Southeast Pennsylvania 
Transit Authority. 

We need to make sure that our com- 
munities have a robust capacity and 
ability to respond in the event of a dis- 
aster, and that is what the point of this 
amendment is. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
ROTHFUS). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania will 
be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 41 OFFERED BY MR. 
DE SAULNIER 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 41 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. DESAULNIER. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 
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At the end of subtitle D of title I of Divi- 
sion A, add the following: 


SEC. . ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR 
CERTAIN TRANSPORTATION 
PROJECTS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 106 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘(k) MEGAPROJECTS.— 

“(1) MEGAPROJECT DEFINED.—In this sub- 
section, the term ‘megaproject’ means a 
project that has an estimated total cost of 
$2,500,000,000 or more, and such other projects 
as may be identified by the Secretary. 

“(2) COMPREHENSIVE RISK MANAGEMENT 
PLAN.—A recipient of Federal financial as- 
sistance under this title for a megaproject 
shall, in order to be authorized for construc- 
tion, submit to the Secretary a comprehen- 
sive risk management plan that contains— 

“(A) a description of the process by which 
the recipient will identify, quantify, and 
monitor the risks that might result in cost 
overruns, project delays, reduced construc- 
tion quality, or reductions in benefits with 
respect to the megaproject; 

‘“(B) examples of mechanisms the recipient 
will use to track risks identified pursuant to 
subparagraph (A); 

‘“(C) a plan to control such risks; and 

“(D) such assurances as the Secretary con- 
siders appropriate that the recipient will, 
with respect to the megaproject— 

“(i) regularly submit to the Secretary up- 
dated cost estimates; and 

“(ii) maintain and regularly reassess finan- 
cial reserves for addressing known and un- 
known risks. 

‘*(3) PEER REVIEW GROUP.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A recipient of Federal 
financial assistance under this title for a 
megaproject shall, not later than 90 days 
after the date when such megaproject is au- 
thorized for construction, establish a peer re- 
view group for such megaproject that con- 
sists of at least 5 individuals (including at 
least 1 individual with project management 
experience) to give expert advice on the sci- 
entific, technical, and project management 
aspects of the megaproject. 

‘“(B) MEMBERSHIP.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall establish guide- 
lines describing how a recipient described in 
subparagraph (A) shall— 

“(i) recruit and select members for a peer 
review group established under such subpara- 
graph; 

“(ii) ensure that no member of the peer 
group has a conflict of interest relating to 
the project; and 

“(iii) make publicly available the criteria 
for such selection and the identity of mem- 
bers so selected. 

‘(C) TASKS.—A peer review group estab- 
lished under subparagraph (A) by a recipient 
of Federal financial assistance for a 
megaproject shall— 

“(i) meet annually until completion of the 
megaproject; 

“(ii) not later than 90 days after the date of 
the establishment of the peer review group 
and not later than 90 days after the date of 
any significant change, as determined by the 
Secretary, to the scope, schedule, or budget 
of the megaproject, review the scope, sched- 
ule, and budget of the megaproject, including 
planning, engineering, financing, and any 
other elements determined appropriate by 
the Secretary; and 

“(ii) submit a report on the findings of 
each review under clause (ii) to the Sec- 
retary, Congress, and the recipient. 

‘“(4) TRANSPARENCY.—A recipient of Fed- 
eral financial assistance under this title for 
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a megaproject shall publish on the Internet 
Web site of such recipient— 

““(A) the name, license number, and license 
type of each engineer supervising an aspect 
of the megaproject; and 

““(B) the report submitted under paragraph 
(8)(C)Gii), not later than 90 days after such 
submission.”’. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) applies with respect to 
projects that are authorized for construction 
on or after the date that is 1 year after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. DESAULNIER) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. DESAULNIER. Mr. Chairman, 
this bipartisan amendment establishes 
an independent peer review group to 
assess the quality assurance, cost con- 
tainment, and risk management and, 
in addition, creates a stricter cost 
management plan for Federal transpor- 
tation projects that cost over $2.5 bil- 
lion. So it is only Federal projects over 
$2.5 billion. It doesn’t apply to any- 
thing below $2.5 billion. 

As we all know, large infrastructure 
projects are vital to our country’s de- 
velopment and its economic growth. 
Unfortunately, 9 out of every 10 
megaprojects experience cost overruns 
and suffer significant delays. This is 
according to an extensive research 
project out of Cambridge University in 
England. Current law already requires 
financial reporting for projects costing 
more than $500 million, but no addi- 
tional oversight, such as what we have 
in this bill, exists for the largest and 
most complex megaprojects. 

Projects like the San Francisco-Oak- 
land Bay Bridge, the I-265 bridge be- 
tween Kentucky and Indiana, the Big 
Dig in Boston, the Tappan Zee Bridge 
in New York, and Denver International 
Airport—all of these projects would 
have benefited greatly from a com- 
prehensive risk management plan and 
an independent peer review group, ac- 
cording to the experts. 

Mr. Chairman, the public deserves a 
system that manages costs, foresees 
risks, and holds decisionmakers ac- 
countable. In my prior life as a member 
of the California State Legislature and 
the State senate, we had a bipartisan 
investigation and public hearings as to 
what went wrong and what lessons 
could be learned from our overruns on 
the Oakland-San Francisco Bay Bridge 
replacement that was replaced, a 
project that was $5 billion overbudget 
and 10 years late. 

The project started, unfortunately, 
in 1989 because of the Loma Prieta 
earthquake. The idea in this bipartisan 
review was just to learn what we could 
from our experience and not to cast 
any judgments. Amongst the most sig- 
nificant things we were told were the 
implementation of a rigorous, with the 
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least conflict of interest possible, peer 
review group and a more rigorous cost 
assessment and cost review process. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment es- 
tablishes that independent peer review 
group consisting of at least five indi- 
viduals, without conflicts of interest, 
tasked with giving expert advice on 
scientific, technical, and management 
aspects of the megaproject. The 
amendment saves taxpayer dollars and 
reduces project timelines by requiring 
a comprehensive risk management 
plan that includes a description of 
identified risks associated with the 
project, proposed mechanisms to man- 
age such risks, and updated cost esti- 
mates, among others. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
commonsense bipartisan amendment. 

Mr. Chair, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
LAMALFA). 

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to join my colleague from Cali- 
fornia to support this effort to rein in 
cost overruns on large, complex 
projects that end up costing taxpayers 
far more than original estimates. 

Too often, extremely large projects 
suffer from extreme cost overruns that 
not only fail to provide good value to 
taxpayers, but damage other infra- 
structure by absorbing funds that 
could support other transportation 
projects. 

In California, for example, the 
State’s high-speed rail proposal is esti- 
mated to cost over twice what voters 
were promised, and no honest observer 
actually believes that estimate is even 
high enough at twice. The project’s 
growing costs threaten funding for 
every other aspect of California’s 
transportation system, including key 
infrastructure that people are demand- 
ing like roads and highways, or in this 
time of record drought in California, 
with unlimited funds, maybe even for 
water storage projects in that area. 

Mr. Chairman, if this amendment 
were in place today, Congress would 
have the benefit of an independent peer 
review analysis when determining 
whether to provide funding, and the 
project would have prepared a detailed 
risk management plan to control 
costs—very similar to when I was a 
State senator in California, S. 22, to do 
this very same thing similarly on high- 
speed rail at the time. 
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Policymakers need accurate and par- 
tial information to make decisions, 
and this amendment will ensure that 
information is available. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge support for this 
amendment. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment, I believe, is unnecessary. 
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Special requirements and protections 
are already in place for any project 
costing more than $500 million, a much 
lower threshold than proposed by the 
gentleman’s amendment. 

Each project must have a project 
management plan that documents pro- 
cedures to manage the scope, costs, 
schedules, and Federal requirements 
applicable to the project. The plan 
must also document the role of the 
agency’s leadership and the project 
management team in delivering the 
project. 

Each major project must have in 
place an annual financial plan that 
provides detailed estimates of the cost 
to complete the project, including fu- 
ture increases in the cost of the 
project. 

Again, it is already in the bill. It is 
at a much lower threshold than the 
gentleman’s amendment. 

I urge all Members to oppose the 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. DESAULNIER. Mr. Chairman, 
how much time do I have remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. CHAFFETZ). 
The gentleman from California has 30 
seconds remaining. 

Mr. DESAULNIER. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to thank the chairman. I also 
want to thank him for his coaching and 
helping me through a prospective 
working mistake. 

With all due respect—and, of course, 
the chairman is much more knowledge- 
able than I am—it is the intention at 
least of the author that this would be 
in addition to. 

I would respectfully ask for an ‘‘aye’’ 
vote. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. 
DESAULNIER). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. DESAULNIER. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 42 OFFERED BY MR. BEYER 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 42 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. BEYER. Mr. Chairman, I rise as 
the designee of the gentleman from 
Maryland. I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title I of Divi- 
sion A, add the following: 


SEC. . REGULATION OF MOTOR CARRIERS 
OF PROPERTY. 


Section 14501(c)(2)(C) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘the 
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price of’ and all that follows through 
“transportation is’’ and inserting ‘‘the regu- 
lation of tow truck operations’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. BEYER) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. BEYER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to begin by thanking Chairman 
SHUSTER and Ranking Member DEFA- 
ZIO for their hard work on the under- 
lying bill and for considering Congress- 
man VAN HOLLEN’s and my amend- 
ment. 

Our amendment is simple. It would 
merely restore the ability of State and 
local governments to regulate the tow 
truck industry. 

Through a provision slipped into the 
Federal Aviation Administration Act 
of 1994 that defined the tow truck in- 
dustry as an interstate carrier, State 
and local regulation of tow truck oper- 
ations has been preempted. 

But the very next year, passage of 
the Interstate Commerce Termination 
Act struck down the Federal regu- 
latory body that was overseeing the 
towing industry. So it essentially left 
it without any oversight despite widely 
reported consumer abuses. 

In the years since, a number of con- 
flicting court rulings have been made 
on cases between tow operators and lo- 
calities. Some decisions have upheld 
some aspects of local regulations and 
others have stayed silent. 

With no Federal regulator and a con- 
fusing patchwork of Federal preemp- 
tion and judicial rulings, no level of 
government has been able to ade- 
quately regulate the towing industry. 

This lack of regulatory authority has 
led to more than two decades of major 
misconduct by some unscrupulous tow- 
ing companies, and these bad operators 
continue to taint an otherwise much- 
needed and respectable profession. 

State and localities are the logical 
towing regulators. They have an estab- 
lished body of law in place to do so. 

Mr. Chairman, in my family auto- 
mobile business, we have long run our 
own tow trucks. We have contracted 
with independent tow truck companies 
for decades. Most of them are hard- 
working, honest, small businesses. 
They work long days and nights, week- 
ends, in all kinds of weather, but they 
are given a bad name by the few, but 
real, irresponsible operators in the in- 
dustry. 

I would just like to note our amend- 
ment is supported by the largest trade 
association representing small business 
trucking professionals and professional 
truck drivers, the Owner-Operator 
Independent Drivers Association. 

In their letter of support, they talk 
about nonconsensual tows and say: 

These are situations where there is 
no opportunity for motorists to nego- 
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tiate services or compare prices among 
multiple towing operators. So it is crit- 
ical that States have the ability to 
enact important consumer protections. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment and end unnecessary and 
impractical Federal overreach. Return 
this important authority to the States 
and help end our constituents’ frustra- 
tions with abusive towing practices. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
claim the time in opposition, even 
though I am not opposed to the amend- 
ment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I be- 
lieve the gentleman’s amendment is a 
sound amendment. I support it. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. BEYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the chair. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Virginia (Mr. BEYER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 43 OFFERED BY MR. MICA 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 43 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 229, after line 7, insert the following: 

“(m) OPERATION OF CERTAIN SPECIALIZED 
HAULING VEHICLES ON THE INTERSTATE.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—A State may not pro- 
hibit the operation of an automobile trans- 
porter with a gross weight of 84,000 pounds or 
less on— 

“(A) any segment of the Interstate System 
(except a segment exempted under section 
31111(f) of title 49); or 

‘“(B) those classes of qualifying Federal-aid 
primary highways designated by the Sec- 
retary under section 31111(e) of title 49. 

‘*(2) REASONABLE ACCESS.—A state may not 
enact or enforce a law denying reasonable 
access to automobile transporters, to and 
from highways described in paragraph (1), to 
loading or unloading points or facilities for 
food, fuel, repair, or rest. 

“(3) AXLE WEIGHT TOLERANCE.—A State 
shall allow an automobile transporter a tol- 
erance of no more than 5 percent on axle 
weight limitations set forth in subsection 
(a). 
““(4) AUTOMOBILE TRANSPORTER DEFINED.— 
In this subsection, the term ‘automobile 
transporter’ has the meaning given that 
term in section 31111(a) of title 49.”. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MICA) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, my col- 
leagues, I know the chairman and the 
ranking member have done yeoman’s 
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work in bringing this bill forward, and 
the staff have also done great work. 

This is a special achievement. I have 
been there and tried to do this, done it, 
and it is very difficult. Sometimes you 
try not to interfere in the process, but 
from time to time an issue comes up 
that you try to negotiate and make 
sense out of. 

My amendment is pretty simple. In 
the committee bill, the bill before us, 
the committee has already allowed for 
a very limited number of automobile 
transporter vehicles to increase their 
length from 75 to 80 feet, some 5 feet, 
which will accommodate approxi- 
mately one more vehicle. 

However, there is no consideration 
for the way to correspondingly provide 
for, again, the increase in the length. I 
have tried to negotiate between the in- 
dustry. I do not support 91,000 pounds. 
I do not support 88,000 pounds. I do not 
support 86,000 pounds. 

What I said is: What would it take to 
transport one more vehicle? There are 
12,000 of these vehicles across the coun- 
try. About what weight would it take 
to add one more vehicle to the length 
that is already in this bill? And it is 
about 4,000 pounds. 

This amendment is simple. It says we 
would allow in this limited instance to 
go to 4,000 pounds because the com- 
mittee draft and bill before us has, 


again, a provision to increase and 
allow, again, the additional 5-foot 
length. 


Forty percent of these carriers travel 
empty. We could actually force more 
vehicles on the road by not allowing 
this amendment. Actually, giving them 
the length, but not the capacity to 
carry, doesn’t make sense. So that is 
my amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Chairman, I 
claim the time in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from California is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to this particular 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MICA). 

This amendment would raise the al- 
lowable gross vehicle weight of auto- 
mobile transporters to 84,000 pounds, as 
was stated. It would also allow higher 
allowable axle weight, up to 5 percent 
above levels set in current law. 

We have agreed in the base bill to 
provide an exemption for the extra 
length to allow additional vehicles to 
be added to an automobile transporter. 

Amendments to raise truck weights 
are very controversial and have the po- 
tential to weaken support for an other- 
wise carefully negotiated bill. 

I ask my colleagues to vote ‘‘no.’’ 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I am very 
disappointed that the other side of the 
aisle would not consider this a well- 
thought-out, reasonable amendment. 
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The underlying bill does allow, again, 
5 additional feet. It would accommo- 
date another vehicle, but no accommo- 
dation for weight. That just does not 
make sense. We are talking about a 
very limited number of transporting 
vehicles. 

So even having offered on many occa- 
sions folks on the other side to present 
reasonable amendments and given that 
opportunity and not being allowed that 
tonight, Mr. Chairman, I ask unani- 
mous consent to withdraw my amend- 
ment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

The Acting CHAIR. The amendment 
is withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 44 OFFERED BY MS. DEL BENE 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 44 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-825. 

Ms. DELBENE. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 268, after line 17, insert the following: 

“(E) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary 
shall make publically available a report on 
the Frontline Workforce Development Pro- 
gram for each fiscal year, not later than De- 
cember 31 of the year in which that fiscal 
year ends. The report shall include a detailed 
description of activities carried out under 
this paragraph, an evaluation of the pro- 
gram, and policy recommendations to im- 
prove program effectiveness. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentlewoman 
from Washington (Ms. DELBENE) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes 
woman from Washington. 

Ms. DELBENE. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to thank Chairman SHUSTER 
and Ranking Member DEFAZIO as well 
as subcommittee Chairman GRAVES 
and Ranking Member HOLMES NORTON 
for their work on this important bill. I 
would also like to thank Congress- 
woman Foxx for cosponsoring this 
amendment. 

This amendment is bipartisan, 
straightforward, and will ensure the 
Federal Government is getting the best 
return on our investment while helping 
the greatest number of people. 

The underlying bill provides grants 
through an innovative frontline work- 
force development program to train 
and recruit underrepresented popu- 
lations for career pathways in transit 
maintenance and operations. 

By establishing apprenticeships and 
forging local and regional training 
partnerships, these grants will provide 
targeted, hands-on training for workers 
across the country. This is critical for 
identifying potential workforce short- 
ages in the future and filling those 
gaps with skilled workers. 


the gentle- 
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Workforce development programs are 
often referred to as ladders of oppor- 
tunity. Helping people find good-pay- 
ing, long-term employment is the best 
way to ensure everyone has access to 
economic opportunities. 

The program included in today’s bill 
is a great example of this. It will help 
low-income Americans become self-suf- 
ficient by giving them specialized 
training to secure a career in the tran- 
sit field and increase their earning po- 
tential, and it will identify the best 
ways to help the most people succeed. 

My amendment would simply require 
a report on the frontline workforce de- 
velopment program for each fiscal 
year. The report would include an eval- 
uation of the overall program and 
would include policy recommendations 
to improve the program’s effectiveness. 

The amendment would not affect di- 
rect spending or revenue and is budget- 
neutral, according to the Congressional 
Budget Office. 

I firmly believe that this amendment 
improves the underlying bill, which 
will inject a sorely needed boost to our 
Nation’s infrastructure and economy. I 
urge my colleagues to support this bi- 
partisan amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
claim the time in opposition, even 
though I do not oppose the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I ap- 
preciate the gentlewoman’s work on 
the amendment, and I support her 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. DELBENE. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for his support of 
the amendment and encourage others 
to support it. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from Washington (Ms. 
DELBENE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 45 OFFERED BY MRS. 
NAPOLITANO 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 45 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-325. 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 184, line 22, strike ‘‘and’’ at the end. 

Page 185, line 7, strike “and” at the end. 

Page 185, after line 15, insert the following: 

(iv) by adding at the end the following: 

“(G) WAIVER.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Upon the request of a 
public authority, the Secretary may waive 
the requirements of subparagraph (E) for a 
facility, and the corresponding program 
sanctions under subparagraph (F), if the Sec- 
retary determines that— 
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“(I) the waiver is in the best interest of the 
traveling public; and 

‘(II) the public authority has made a good 
faith effort to improve the performance of 
the facility. 

“(ii) CONDITION.—The Secretary may re- 
quire, as a condition of issuance of a waiver 
under this subparagraph, that a public au- 
thority take additional actions, determined 
by the Secretary, to improve the perform- 
ance of the facility.’’; and 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 507, the gentlewoman 
from California (Mrs. NAPOLITANO) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from California. 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Chairman, I, 
too, want to give thanks to both Mr. 
SHUSTER and Mr. DEFAZIO for their 
great work on this bill. It is absolutely 
amazing. Thank you so very much. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a bipartisan 
amendment with Mr. ROYCE and Mr. 
CALVERT and would allow a State or 
local transportation agency to apply 
for a waiver from the current HOV deg- 
radation standard if the Secretary of 
Transportation determines that a 
waiver is in the best interest of the 
traveling public and that the State or 
local agency has made a good faith ef- 
fort to improve the performance of the 
HOV lane. 


2015 


The Secretary may require the public 
authority to take additional actions to 
improve the HOV lane. 

The current HOV degradation stand- 
ard requires HOV lanes to maintain an 
average speed above 45 miles per hour 
90 percent of the time during peak 
hours. I repeat: during peak hours. This 
arbitrary standard does not take into 
consideration or account the specific 
transportation concerns of each State. 

Over 60 percent of California’s high- 
ways are noncompliant by this Federal 
degradation standard, which means 
that California will be forced to spend 
limited resources on transportation 
projects that do not meet the needs of 
the general public. California will also 
have to reduce the amount of energy- 
efficient vehicles that it allows in the 
HOV lane. 

In California, we have studied the 
issue and have found that they do not 
meet the minimum driving speed 
standard because of accidents, weather 
events, and other unpredictable events. 
The degradation standard is supposed 
to address manageable recurring con- 
gestion, but California is noncompliant 
in the standard based on manageable 
traffic events. 

This amendment would allow the 
DOT to recognize that there are special 
circumstances in each State that lead 
to lane degradation and that they do 
not always include recurring conges- 
tion. The amendment would allow the 
DOT to grant waivers to States and 
local agencies that apply based on 
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their local congestion concerns. It 
would protect States against a one- 
size-fits-all Federal policy that does 
not work for each State. 

I ask for the support of my amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
claim the time in opposition, although 
I am not opposed. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I thank the gentle- 
woman from California. 

Mr. Chairman, I understand that 
California has unique issues with HOV 
degradation, and I believe a waiver 
process is appropriate. One size does 
not fit all. I think this is another ex- 
ample we can all learn from. California 
is different from Pennsylvania. Penn- 
sylvania is different from Minnesota. 

I appreciate the gentlewoman for 
continuing to fight for this amend- 
ment. I know that Mrs. MIMI WALTERS, 
from southern California, was also an 
advocate for this. We went back and 
forth on the negotiations as it was in 
one minute and out the next; but I ap- 
preciate your perseverance and Mrs. 
MIMI WALTERS’ perseverance in that we 
were finally able to get this amend- 
ment to the floor and come to agree- 
ment on it. I support this amendment, 
and I think it is the right thing to do. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. I thank the 
chairman for those kind words. I thank 
Mrs. MIMI WALTERS and Messrs. ROYCE 
and CALVERT for their support of this 
amendment. 

I certainly look forward to con- 
tinuing to work on transportation, and 
I thank the gentleman for hanging in 
there this late in the evening. I look 
forward to working with the gentleman 
and with Ranking Member DEFAZIO on 
this issue during the conference. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from California (Mrs. 
NAPOLITANO). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
MCHENRY) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. CHAFFETZ, Acting Chair of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider- 
ation the Senate amendments to the 
bill (H.R. 22) to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to exempt em- 
ployees with health coverage under 
TRICARE or the Veterans Administra- 
tion from being taken into account for 
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purposes of determining the employers 
to which the employer mandate applies 
under the Patient Protection and Af- 
fordable Care Act, had come to no reso- 
lution thereon. 


SEE 


COMMUNICATION FROM COUNSEL, 
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, 
AND TECHNOLOGY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from Aaron T. Weston, coun- 
sel, of the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM- 
MITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND 
TECHNOLOGY, 

Washington, DC, November 3, 2015. 
Hon. PAUL D. RYAN, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington, 

DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you, 
pursuant to rule VIII of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives, that I have re- 
ceived a subpoena issued by the United 
States Merit Systems Protection Board. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen- 
eral Counsel regarding the subpoena, I will 
make the determinations required under 
Rule VIII. 

Sincerely, 
AARON T. WESTON, 
Counsel, Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology. 


aE 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 8 o’clock and 20 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 


EE 
2323 


AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Ms. Foxx) at 11 o’clock and 23 
minutes p.m. 


EE 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO- 
VIDING FOR FURTHER CONSID- 
ERATION OF SENATE AMEND- 
MENTS TO H.R. 22, HIRE MORE 
HEROES ACT OF 2015 


Mr. WOODALL, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 114-826) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 512) providing for further consider- 
ation of the Senate amendments to the 
bill (H.R. 22) to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to exempt em- 
ployees with health coverage under 
TRICARE or the Veterans Administra- 
tion from being taken into account for 
purposes of determining the employers 
to which the employer mandate applies 
under the Patient Protection and Af- 
fordable Care Act, which was referred 
to the House Calendar and ordered to 
be printed. 
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut (at the re- 
quest of Ms. PELOSI) for today. 

Mr. TAKAI (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for November 2 and the balance 
of the week. 


ee 


PUBLICATION OF BUDGETARY 
MATERIAL 


REVISIONS TO THE AGGREGATES AND ALLOCA- 
TIONS OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2016 BUDGET RESO- 
LUTION RELATED TO THE SENATE AMENDMENT 
TO H.R. 22 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET, 
Washington, DC, November 3, 2015. 
Mr. Speaker, I hereby submit for printing 
in the Congressional Record revisions to the 
budget allocations and aggregates of the Fis- 
cal Year 2016 Concurrent Resolution on the 
Budget, S. Con. Res. 11, pursuant to section 


TABLE 2.—REVISION TO COMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS—AUTHORIZING COMMITTEE 302(a) ALLOCATIONS 
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4509, a deficit-neutral reserve fund for trans- 
portation. For purposes of budget enforce- 
ment, this adjustment is made pursuant to 
section 3110, which prohibits the use of guar- 
antee fees as an offset in legislation, and sec- 
tion 3302, which requires transfers from the 
general fund of the Treasury to the Highway 
Trust Fund to be counted as new budget au- 
thority and outlays equal to the amount of 
the transfer in the fiscal year in which such 
transfer occurs, of such concurrent resolu- 
tion. These revisions are designated for the 
Senate amendment to H.R. 22, the DRIVE 
Act, as amended by H. Res. 507. Cor- 
responding tables are attached. 


This revision represents an adjustment for 
purposes of budgetary enforcement. These 
revised allocations and aggregates are to be 
considered as the aggregates and allocations 
included in the budget resolution, pursuant 
to S. Con. Res. 11, as adjusted. Pursuant to 
section 3403 of such concurrent resolution, 
this revision to the allocations and aggre- 
gates shall apply only while the Senate 


[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars] 
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amendment to H.R. 22, as amended, is under 
consideration or upon its enactment. 
Sincerely, 
TOM PRICE, M.D., 
Chairman, 
Committee on the Budget. 


TABLE 1.—REVISION TO ON-BUDGET AGGREGATES— 
BUDGET AGGREGATES 


[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars] 


Fiscal Year 
2016 2016-2025 
Current Aggregates: 
Budget Authori 3,040,743 1 
Outlays .. 3,092,541 1 
Revenues 2,675,967 -32,233,099 
Adjustment for 
Budget Au 35,672 1 
Outlays .. 34,998 1 
Revenues 1,155 25,289 
Revised Aggreg: 
Budget Au 3,076,415 1 
Outlays .. 3,127,539 1 
Revenues 2,677,122 32,258,388 
Not applicable because annual appropriations acts for fiscal years 
2017-2025 will not be considered until future sessions of Congress. 


2016 2016-2025 total 
House Committee on Ways and Means 
Budget Budget 
Authority Outlays Authority Outlays 
Current Allocation 963,250 962,255 13,218,695 13,217,578 
Adjustment for SA to H.R. 22, the DRIVE Act 22 22 —3,216 — 3,216 
Revised Allocation 963,272 962,277 13,215,479 13,214,362 
TABLE 3.—REVISION TO COMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS—AUTHORIZING COMMITTEE 302(a) ALLOCATIONS 
[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars] 
2016 2016-2025 total 
House Committee on Energy & Commerce Bud 
get Budget 
Authority Outlays Authority Outlays 
Current Allocation 389,635 392,001 4,341,991 4,346,043 
Adjustment for SA to H.R. 22, the DRIVE Act 0 0 — 9,050 — 9,050 
Revised Allocation 389,635 392,001 4,332,941 4,336,993 
TABLE 4.—REVISION TO COMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS—AUTHORIZING COMMITTEE 302(a) ALLOCATIONS 
[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars] 
2016 2016-2025 total 
House Committee on Transportation & Infrastructure 
Budget Budget 
Authority Outlays Authority Outlays 
Current Allocation 57,975 16,407 520,762 184,208 
Adjustment for SA to H.R. 22, the DRIVE Act 35,650 34,976 — 319,429 35,196 
Revised Allocation 93,625 51,383 201,333 219,404 
TABLE 5.—REVISION TO COMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS—AUTHORIZING COMMITTEE 302(a) ALLOCATIONS 
[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars] 
2016 2016-2025 total 
House Committee on Natural Resources 
Budget Budget 
Authority Outlays Authority Outlays 
Current Allocation 4,823 5,759 25,492 27,975 
Adjustment for SA to H.R. 22, the DRIVE A 0 0 — 320 — 320 
Revised Allocation 4,823 5,759 25,172 27,655 


———————EEE ee 


BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 


Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House, 
reported that on November 2, 2015, she 
presented to the President of the 
United States, for his approval, the fol- 
lowing bills: 

H.R. 1314. To amend the Internal Revenue 


Code of 1986 to provide for a right to an ad- 
ministrative appeal relating to adverse de- 


terminations of tax-exempt status of certain 
organizations. 


H.R. 623. To amend the Homeland Security 
Act of 2002 to authorize the Department of 
Homeland Security to establish a social 
media working group, and for other pur- 
poses. 


RESIGNATION FROM THE HOUSE 
OF REPRESENTATIVES 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
October 29, 2015. 
Hon. JOHN R. KASICH, 
Governor of Ohio, Columbus, Ohio. 


DEAR GOVERNOR KASICH: I am writing to 
inform you that I will resign my congres- 
sional seat in the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives, effective 11:59 p.m. October 31, 2015. 
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Some 25 years ago, I asked the people of 
Ohio’s Eighth District to send me to Wash- 
ington on a mission to help build a smaller, 
less costly, and more accountable govern- 
ment. First and foremost, that has meant 
helping constituents and local officials cut 
through gridlock and navigate the bureau- 
cratic maze to get things done. In Hamilton, 
we brought together the Army Corps of Engi- 
neers and local officials to get the Meldahl 
Lock and Dam power plant off the ground. In 
Butler County, we worked with officials at 
all levels to keep the veterans highway and 
Union Centre Blvd. projects on track. We 
made sure that Wright Patterson Air Force 
Base and the Springfield Air National Guard 
Base had the resources they need to support 
our men and women in uniform. And not to 
mention the tens of thousands of constitu- 
ents we helped through casework, letters, 
phone calls, my open door program, and of 
course, Farm Forum. None of this would 
have been possible without the hard work of 
my staff, which has been first-rate from 
start to finish. Together, we did the right 
things for the right reasons and good things 
happened. 

It has been an honor to serve. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN A. BOEHNER. 


EE 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. WOODALL. Madam Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 24 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, November 4, 2015, at 10 
a.m. for morning-hour debate. 


Ee 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


3364. A letter from the Counsel, Legal Divi- 
sion, Bureau of Consumer Financial Protec- 
tion, transmitting the Bureau’s Major final 
rule — Home Mortgage Disclosure (Regula- 
tion C) [Docket No.: CFPB-2014-0019] (RIN: 
3170-AA10) received November 2, 2015, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public 
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

3365. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation, 
transmitting the Corporation’s final rule — 
Benefits Payable in Terminated Single-Em- 
ployer Plans; Interest Assumptions for Pay- 
ing Benefits received November 2, 2015, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Pub- 
lic Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce. 

3366. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Government Relations, VISTA, Corporation 
for National and Community Service, trans- 
mitting the Corporation’s final rule — Vol- 
unteers in Service to America (RIN: 3045- 
AA86) received November 2, 2015, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Edu- 
cation and the Workforce. 

3367. A letter from the Archivist of the 
United States, National Archives and 
Records Administration, transmitting the 
Administration’s FY 2015 report on Inven- 
tories of Commercial and Inherently Govern- 
mental Activities, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 501 
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note; Public Law 105-270, Sec. 2(c); to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

3368. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s IRB only 
rule — Transaction of Interest Notice for 
Basket Contracts [Notice 2015-74] (NOT- 
127221-15) received November 2, 2015, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public 
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

3369. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s IRB only 
rule — 2016 Cost-of-Living Adjustments to 
the Internal Revenue Code Tax Tables and 
Other Items (Rev. Proc. 2015-53) received No- 
vember 2, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

3370. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
ODRM, Department of Health and Human 
Services, transmitting the Department’s 
Major final rule — Medicare Program; End- 
Stage Renal Disease Prospective Payment 
System, and Quality Incentive Program 
[CMS-1628-F] (RIN: 0938-A S48) received Octo- 
ber 30, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; jointly 
to the Committees on Energy and Commerce 
and Ways and Means. 

3371. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
ODRM, Department of Health and Human 
Services, transmitting the Department’s 
Major final rule — Medicare and Medicaid 
Programs; CY 2016 Home Health Prospective 
Payment System Rate Update; Home Health 
Value-Based Purchasing Model; and Home 
Health Quality Reporting Requirements 
[CMS-1625-F] (RIN: 0938-AS46) received Octo- 
ber 30, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; jointly 
to the Committees on Energy and Commerce 
and Ways and Means. 


EE 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. WOODALL: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 512. Resolution providing 
for further consideration of the Senate 
amendments to the bill (H.R. 22) to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to exempt 
employees with health coverage under 
TRICARE or the Veterans Administration 
from being taken into account for purposes 
of determining the employers to which the 
employer mandate applies under the Patient 
Protection and Affordable Care Act (Rept. 
114-326). Referred to the House Calendar. 


— 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. O'ROURKE (for himself and Mr. 


COFFMAN): 

H.R. 3879. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide for covered agree- 
ments and contracts between the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs and eligible academic af- 
filiates for the mutually beneficial coordina- 
tion, use, or exchange of health-care re- 
sources, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs. 
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By Mr. PALMER (for himself, Mr. 
MooNEY of West Virginia, Mr. BARR, 
Mr. HARRIS, Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of 
Georgia, Mr. LOUDERMILK, Mr. FLO- 
RES, Mr. FARENTHOLD, Mr. GIBBS, Mr. 
WENSTRUP, Mr. BYRNE, Mr. BABIN, 
Mr. WESTERMAN, Mrs. MILLER of 
Michigan, Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. HARDY, 
Mrs. LUMMIS, Mr. BENISHEK, Mr. 
NEWHOUSE, Mr. BRAT, Mr. MCKINLEY, 
Mr. ROUZER, Mr. SCHWEIKERT, Mr. 
VALADAO, Mr. Ross, Mr. NUNES, Mrs. 
BLACK, Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, Mr. 
LAMALFA, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. CARTER 
of Georgia, Mr. JENKINS of West Vir- 
ginia, Mr. Lucas, Mr. HILL, Mr. 
GROTHMAN, Mr. CHAFFETZ, Mr. SMITH 
of Missouri, Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. 
DUNCAN of South Carolina, Mr. MIL- 
LER of Florida, Mr. BRIDENSTINE, Mr. 
JORDAN, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. 
DUNCAN of Tennessee, Mr. JODY B. 
HICE of Georgia, Mr. BARTON, Mr. 
PITTS, Mr. CARTER of Texas, Mr. 
FLEMING, Mr. RATCLIFFE, Mr. 
ROTHFUS, Mr. Buck, Mr. MARCHANT, 
Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr. YODER, Mr. 
SMITH of Texas, Mr. BARLETTA, Mr. 
GOHMERT, Mr. AMODEI, Mr. WALKER, 
Mr. MULLIN, Mr. STUTZMAN, Mrs. 
BLACKBURN, Mrs. RoBy, Mr. SALMON, 
Mrs. Love, Mr. McCauL, Mr. 
MULVANEY, Mr. KELLY of Pennsyl- 
vania, Mr. ROGERS of Alabama, Mr. 
BROOKS of Alabama, Mr. GOSAR, Mr. 
OLSON, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. ROE of Ten- 
nessee, Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mr. WEBER 
of Texas, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. LAB- 
RADOR, Mr. RIBBLE, Mrs. ELLMERS of 
North Carolina, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. 
WOODALL, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. WIL- 
LIAMS, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, 
Mr. DESJARLAIS, Mr. GARRETT, Mr. 
PERRY, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. KING of 
Iowa, Mr. KNIGHT, Mr. PALAZZO, Mr. 
PoE of Texas, Mr. YOHO, Mr. MASSIE, 
Mr. HUELSKAMP, Mr. WALBERG, Mr. 
ROKITA, Mr. COLE, Mr. MCCLINTOCK, 
Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia, Mr. RICE 
of South Carolina, Mr. FRANKS of Ar- 
izona, Mr. KELLY of Mississippi, Mrs. 
HARTZLER, Mr. JONES, and Mr. HURD 
of Texas): 


H.R. 3880. A bill to prevent the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency from exceeding 
its statutory authority in ways that were 
not contemplated by the Congress; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, and in 
addition to the Committees on Natural Re- 
sources, Transportation and Infrastructure, 
and Agriculture, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania 
(for himself and Mr. LAMALFA): 


H.R. 3881. A bill to amend the Mineral 
Leasing Act to repeal provisions relating 
only to the Allegheny National Forest; to 
the Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. GRIJALVA: 


H.R. 3882. A bill to designate the Greater 
Grand Canyon Heritage National Monument 
in the State of Arizona, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. 

By Mr. WITTMAN: 


H.R. 3883. A bill to improve the provision 
of health care by the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 
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By Mr. WITTMAN: 

H.R. 3884. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to carry out a pilot pro- 
gram to promote and encourage collabora- 
tion between the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs and nonprofit organizations and insti- 
tutions of higher learning that provide ad- 
ministrative assistance to veterans; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. WITTMAN: 

H.R. 3885. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to include a single comprehen- 
sive disability examination as part of the re- 
quired Department of Defense physical ex- 
amination for separating members of the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Armed Services, and in addi- 
tion to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider- 
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju- 
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Ms. BONAMICI (for herself and Ms. 
STEFANIK): 

H.R. 3886. A bill to amend the Richard B. 
Russell National School Lunch Act to im- 
prove the child and adult care food program, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. CHABOT: 

H.R. 3887. A bill to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to increase certain penalties re- 
lating to commercial motor vehicle safety, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. RUSH: 

H.R. 3888. A bill to provide for the imple- 
mentation of a system of licensing for pur- 
chasers of certain firearms and for a record 
of sale system for those firearms, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Ms. CLARKE of New York: 

H.R. 3889. A bill to require certain practi- 
tioners authorized to prescribe controlled 
substances to complete continuing edu- 
cation; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, and in addition to the Committee 
on the Judiciary, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. CLAWSON of Florida: 

H.R. 3890. A bill to exempt safe and sound 
depository institutions, credit unions, and 
depository institution holding companies 
from certain titles of the Dodd-Frank Wall 
Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

By Mr. CLAWSON of Florida: 

H.R. 3891. A bill to amend the Sarbanes- 
Oxley Act of 2002 to exempt issuers with a 
total market capitalization of less than 
$2,000,000,000 from the auditor attestation re- 
quirement for internal control assessments; 
to the Committee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. DIAZ-BALART (for himself, 
Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. WEBER of Texas, 
Mrs. BLACK, and Mr. POMPEO): 

H.R. 3892. A bill to require the Secretary of 
State to submit a report to Congress on the 
designation of the Muslim Brotherhood as a 
foreign terrorist organization, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

By Ms. GABBARD (for herself, Ms. PIN- 
GREE, Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. MCNER- 
NEY, and Mr. PIERLUISI): 

H.R. 3893. A bill to amend the Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Education Reform 
Act of 1998 with respect to grants for certain 
areawide integrated pest management 
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projects, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 
By Ms. GABBARD (for herself and Mr. 
TAKAI): 

H.R. 3894. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to require the prompt notifica- 
tion of State Child Protective Services by 
military and civilian personnel of the De- 
partment of Defense required by law to re- 
port suspected instances of child abuse and 
neglect; to the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3895. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend for two years the 
credit for combined heat and power system 
property; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3896. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend for two years the 
credit for qualified fuel cell property; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3897. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend for two years the 
credit for qualified microturbine property; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3898. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend for two years the 
credit for qualified small wind energy prop- 
erty; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3899. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend for two years the 
credit for residential energy efficient prop- 
erty; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3900. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend for two years the 
credit for solar energy property; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3901. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend for two years the 
credit for thermal energy property; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3902. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend for one year the 
credit for combined heat and power system 
property; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3903. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend for one year the 
credit for qualified fuel cell property; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3904. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend for one year the 
credit for qualified microturbine property; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3905. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend for one year the 
credit for qualified small wind energy prop- 
erty; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3906. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend for one year the 
credit for residential energy efficient prop- 
erty; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3907. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend for one year the 
credit for solar energy property; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3908. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend for one year the 
credit for thermal energy property; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 
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By Mr. GUINTA: 

H.R. 3909. A bill to amend the Veterans Ac- 
cess, Choice, and Accountability Act of 2014 
to expand the Veterans Choice Program, to 
amend title 38, United States Code, to pro- 
vide for the removal or demotion of employ- 
ees of the Department of Veterans Affairs 
based on performance or misconduct, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Vet- 
erans’ Affairs, and in addition to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form, for a period to be subsequently deter- 
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con- 
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. ISRAEL (for himself, Mr. LAR- 
SON of Connecticut, Ms. SLAUGHTER, 
Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. GARAMENDI, and 
Mr. HASTINGS): 

H.R. 3910. A bill to change the date for reg- 
ularly scheduled Federal elections and estab- 
lish polling place hours; to the Committee on 
House Administration. 

By Mrs. KIRKPATRICK: 

H.R. 3911. A bill to make technical amend- 
ments to the Act of December 22, 1974, relat- 
ing to lands of the Navajo Tribe, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

By Ms. KUSTER: 

H.R. 3912. A bill to amend the Small Busi- 
ness Jobs Act of 2010 to extend and expand 
the State Trade and Export Promotion 
(STEP) Grant Program; to the Committee on 
Small Business. 

By Mr. LANGEVIN (for himself and 
Mr. HARPER): 

H.R. 3918. A bill to amend title XXIX of the 
Public Health Service Act to reauthorize the 
program under such title relating to lifespan 
respite care; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

By Mr. ROUZER: 

H.R. 3914. A bill to require that the United 
States flag be flown at half-staff in honor of 
members of the Armed Forces who die in the 
line of duty in the United States; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SCHRADER: 

H.R. 3915. A bill to ensure that United 
States Government personnel, including 
members of the Armed Forces and contrac- 
tors, assigned to United States diplomatic 
missions are given the opportunity to des- 
ignate next-of-kin for certain purposes in the 
event of the death of the personnel; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Ms. TSONGAS: 

H.R. 3916. A bill to prohibit entities from 
using Federal funds to contribute to political 
campaigns or participate in lobbying activi- 
ties; to the Committee on the Judiciary, and 
in addition to the Committee on House Ad- 
ministration, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Indiana (for himself, 
Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California, 
Mr. NUNES, Mr. TIBERI, Mr. REICHERT, 
Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
RENACCI, Mr. PAULSEN, Mr. ROSKAM, 
Mr. REED, Mr. BoustTany, Mrs. NOEM, 
Mrs. BLACK, Mr. KIND, Mr. THOMPSON 
of California, Mr. LARSON of Con- 
necticut, Mr. NEAL, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. PAs- 
CRELL, and Mr. BLUMENAUER): 

H.R. 3917. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to modify the substan- 
tiation rules for the donation of vehicles val- 
ued between $500 and $2,500; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 
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By Mrs. HARTZLER (for herself, Mr. 
FLEMING, Mr. HUELSKAMP, and Mr. 
PITTS): 

H. Res. 510. A resolution supporting the 
designation of the week beginning November 
8, 2015, as “National Pregnancy Center 
Week” to recognize the vital role that preg- 
nancy care and resource centers play in sav- 
ing lives and serving women and men faced 
with difficult pregnancy decisions; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. CHABOT (for himself, Mr. 
PETERS, Mr. HARDY, Mr. KIND, Ms. 
VELAZQUEZ, Mr. HANNA, Mr. CURBELO 
of Florida, Mr. Bost, Mr. JOYCE, Mr. 
KNIGHT, Mr. LUETKEMEYER, Mr. 
MARINO, Mr. RENACCI, Mr. KELLY of 
Mississippi, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mrs. 
BROOKS of Indiana, Mrs. BLACKBURN, 
Mr. CRAMER, Mr. BUCHANAN, Mrs. 
BLACK, Mr. McCAuL, Mr. GIBSON, Mr. 
KING of Iowa, Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. HEN- 
SARLING, Mrs. RADEWAGEN, Mr. BRAT, 
Ms. BROWNLEY of California, Mr. HAS- 
TINGS, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Mr. LARSEN 
of Washington, Mr. HONDA, Mr. 
TAKAI, Ms. JuDY CHU of California, 
Mrs. LAWRENCE, Mr. MOULTON, Ms. 
DELBENE, Ms. KUSTER, Ms. JACKSON 
LEE, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. TONKO, 
Ms. TSONGAS, Mr. VARGAS, Ms. HAHN, 
Mrs. DAVIS of California, Ms. MENG, 
and Ms. ADAMS): 

H. Res. 511. A resolution expressing support 
for designation of the third Tuesday in No- 
vember as ‘‘National Entrepreneurs’ Day”; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. ENGEL (for himself, Ms. Ros- 
LEHTINEN, and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY): 

H. Res. 518. A resolution honoring the life, 
legacy, and example of Israeli Prime Min- 
ister Yitzhak Rabin on the twentieth anni- 
versary of his death; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 


ee 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows: 

146. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 
of the House of Representatives of the State 
of Michigan, relative to House Resolution 
No. 156, urging the United States Congress 
and the U.S. Department of the Army to ac- 
celerate federal funding to improve military 
vehicle safety from rollover accidents; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

147. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the 
State of Michigan, relative to Senate Reso- 
lution No. 104, urging the Congress of the 
United States to reject the U.S.-led nuclear 
agreement with Iran and press for a new 
agreement that will prevent all pathways to 
an Iranian nuclear weapon; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 


EE 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. O’ROURKE: 

H.R. 3879. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 18 of Section 8 of Article 1 of the 
Constitution of the United States 
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By Mr. PALMER: 

H.R. 3880. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18: The Con- 
gress shall have Power * * * To make all 
Laws which shall be necessary and propoer 
for carrying into Execution the foregoing 
Powers, and all other Powers vested by the 
Constitution in the Government of the 
United States, or in any Department or Offi- 
cer thereof. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania: 

H.R. 3881. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8 of the United States Constitution which 
gives Congress the power ‘‘to regulate Com- 
merce with foreign Nations, and among the 


several states, and within the Indian 
Tribes.” 

By Mr. GRIJALVA: 
H.R. 3882. 


Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

U.S. Const. art. I, sec. 8, cl. 3 

To regulate Commerce with foreign Na- 
tions, and among the several States, and 
with the Indian tribes; 

U.S. Cont. art. IV, sec. 3, cl. 2, sen. a 

The Congress shall have Power to dispose 
of and make all needful Rules and Regula- 
tions respecting the Territory or other Prop- 
erty belonging to the United States; 

By Mr. WITTMAN: 

H.R. 3883. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 and Clause 18 
of the United States Constitution 

By Mr. WITTMAN: 

H.R. 3884. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 and Clause 18 
of the United States Constitution 

By Mr. WITTMAN: 

H.R. 3885. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

By Article 1, Section 8 of the United States 
Constitution (clause 14), which grants Con- 
gress the power to make rules for the gov- 
ernment and regulation of the land and 
naval forces and by Article I, Section 8, 
Clause 1 and Clause 18. 

By Ms. BONAMICI: 

H.R. 3886. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Section 8 of Article I of the Constitution 

By Mr. CHABOT: 

H.R. 3887. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, section 8, clause 3 and Article I, 
section 8, clause 18 

By Mr. RUSH: 

H.R. 3888. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Art. 1, §8, Cl. 1: “The Congress shall have 
Power To ... provide for the ... general 
Welfare of the United States;” 

Art. 1, §8, Cl. 3: “To regulate Commerce 

. . among the several States...” 

Art. 1, §8, C1. 18: “To make all Laws which 
shall be necessary and proper for carrying 
into Execution the foregoing powers.. .”’ 

By Ms. CLARKE of New York: 

H.R. 3889. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
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Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the power granted to Con- 
gress under Article I of the United States 
Constitution and its subsequent amend- 
ments, and further clarified and interpreted 
by the Supreme Court of the United States. 

By Mr. CLAWSON of Florida: 

H.R. 3890. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 

By Mr. CLAWSON of Florida: 

H.R. 3891. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 

By Mr. DIAZ-BALART: 

H.R. 3892. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Sec. 8, Clause 3 and Article I, 
Sec8, Clause 18 

By Ms. GABBARD: 

H.R. 3893. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The U.S. Constitution including Article 1, 
Section 8. 

By Ms. GABBARD: 

H.R. 3894. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The U.S. Constitution including Article 1, 
Section 8. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3895. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3896. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3897. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3898. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3899. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3900. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3901. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3902. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3903. 
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Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3904. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3905. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3906. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3907. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 

H.R. 3908. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. GUINTA: 

H.R. 3909. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section VIII, Clause 18. The Con- 
gress shall have power... to make all laws 
which shall be necessary and proper for car- 
rying into execution the foregoing powers, 
and all other powers vested by this constitu- 
tion in the government of the United States 

By Mr. ISRAEL: 

H.R. 3910. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the powers 
granted to the Congress by Article I, Section 
4, Clause 1 of the United States Constitution 

By Mrs. KIRKPATRICK: 

H.R. 3911. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 (18) To make all Laws 
which shall be necessary and proper for car- 
rying into Executive the foregoing Powers, 
and all other Powers vested by this Constitu- 
tion in the Government of the United States, 
or in any Department of Officer therefore. 

By Ms. KUSTER: 

H.R. 3912. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 (relating to 
the power to lay and collect taxes, duties, 
imposts and excises, to pay the debts and 
provide for the common defense and general 
welfare of the United States), and Article 1, 
Section 8, Clause 3 (relating to the power to 
regulate Commerce with foreign Nations, 
and among the several States, and with the 
Indian Tribes) of the United States Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. LANGEVIN: 

H.R. 3913. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, section 8, clause 3 

By Mr. ROUZER: 

H.R. 3914. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
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Article 1, Section 8, Clause 14 of the United 
States Constitution. To make Rules for the 
Government and Regulation of the land and 
naval forces. 

By Mr. SCHRADER: 

H.R. 3915. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under: 

U.S. Const. art. 1, §1; and 

U.S. Const. art. 1, §8, cl. 18. 

By Ms. TSONGAS: 

H.R. 3916. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article 1 of the 
United States Constitution. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Indiana: 

H.R. 3917. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1: The Congress 
shall have the Power to lay and collect 
Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay 
the Debt and provide for the common De- 
fense and general Welfare of the United 
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises 
shall be uniform throughout the United 
States. 


Ea 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions, as follows: 


. 170: Mr. HUELSKAMP. 

. 303: Mr. RATCLIFFE. 

. 344: Mr. GUTIERREZ, 

. 853: Mr. POE of Texas. 

. 881: Mr. FATTAH. 

. 456: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 


. 472: 
. 548: 
. 546: 
. 556: 
. 563: 
. 592: 
. 600: 
. 674: 
. 699: 
. 704: 


. COLE. 

. FLEMING. 

. MCGOVERN. 

. KILDEE. 

. COLE. 

. SMITH of Texas. 

. REICHERT. 

. KUSTER. 

. PAYNE and Mr. WALBERG. 
. BRIDENSTINE. 

. 815: . HARDY. 

. 824: . FLEMING. 

.R. 836: Mr. FLEMING and Mr. CLAWSON of 
Florida. 

H.R. 840: Mr. KEATING, Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. 
MCNERNEY, and Ms. BROWNLEY of California. 
H.R. 842: Mrs. WALORSKI and Mr. PEARCE. 
H.R. 863: Mr. BOUSTANY and Mr. HARPER. 

H.R. 921: Mr. FLEMING. 

H.R. 953: Mr. LEVIN and Mr. WELCH. 

H.R. 964: Mr. RANGEL. 

H.R. 985: Mr. WOMACK and Ms. EDWARDS. 

H.R. 990: Mr. TONKO and Mr. RUPPERS- 
BERGER. 

H.R. 1057: Mr. PETERSON. 

H.R. 1197: Mr. SIRES. 

H.R. 1220: Mr. WENSTRUP and Mr. HUIZENGA 
of Michigan. 

H.R. 1271: Mr. KING of New York. 

H.R. 1288: Mr. ROSKAM, Mr. LATTA, and Ms. 
LORETTA SANCHEZ of California. 

H.R. 1301: Mr. KIND. 

H.R. 1312: Ms. BONAMICI. 

H.R. 1340: Mr. LEVIN. 

H.R. 1343: Mr. SHUSTER and Mr. SMITH of 
Texas. 

H.R. 1401: Mr. HILL and Mr. RICE of South 
Carolina. 

H.R. 1423: Mr. BARLETTA. 

H.R. 1453: Mr. POMPEO and Mrs. WALORSKI. 
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H.R. 1454: Ms. TSONGAS. 

H.R. 1475: Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. 

H.R. 1516: Mr. ToM PRICE of Georgia. 

H.R. 1533: Ms. ESTY. 

H.R. 1538: Mr. RICE of South Carolina and 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. 
H.R. 1545: Mr. RIBBLE and Mr. GROTHMAN. 

H.R. 1550: Mr. FOSTER and Mrs. LOVE. 

H.R. 1559: Mr. JEFFRIES. 

H.R. 1567: Mr. ROONEY of Florida, Ms. NoR- 
TON, Ms. JENKINS of Kansas, and Mr. COHEN. 

H.R. 1571: Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. FARR, Ms. NOR- 
TON, Mr. SWALWELL of California, Mr. 
DELANEY, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, and 
Ms. MOORE. 

H.R. 1625: Ms. TITUS. 

H.R. 1627: Mr. POSEY and Mr. DUNCAN of 
South Carolina. 

H.R. 1631: Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 1671: Mr. BucsHON, Mr. HUDSON, Mr. 
CRENSHAW, and Mr. BRIDENSTINE. 

H.R. 1726: Mr. JEFFRIES. 

H.R. 1787: Mr. FARR. 

H.R. 1763: Mr. KENNEDY, Ms. DELBENE, Ms. 
SINEMA, Mr. KEATING, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Ms. 
MOORE, and Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts. 

H.R. 1786: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN and Mr. 
AMODEI. 

H.R. 1814: Mr. HANNA. 

H.R. 1859: Mr. ZELDIN. 

H.R. 1902: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. 

H.R. 1921: Mr. BROOKS of Alabama. 

H.R. 1942: Mr. GALLEGO and Ms. LINDA T. 
SANCHEZ of California 

H.R. 1969: Mr. CICILLINE, Ms. LORETTA SAN- 
CHEZ of California, Mr. DEFAZIO, and Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey. 

H.R. 1986: Mr. CRAWFORD. 

H.R. 2017: Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois and Mr. 
MCKINLEY. 

H.R. 2050: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania 
and Mr. VALADAO. 

H.R. 2144: Mrs. BRooks of Indiana. 

H.R. 2264: Mr. ROE of Tennessee and Mr. 
YOUNG of Iowa. 

H.R. 2285: Mrs. LOWEY. 

H.R. 2307: Ms. TITUS. 

H.R. 2403: Mrs. KIRKPATRICK, Mrs. WATSON 
COLEMAN, and Mr. CARSON of Indiana. 

H.R. 2450: Mr. AGUILAR. 

H.R. 2515: Mr. ROONEY of Florida and Mr. 
SWALWELL of California. 

H.R. 2536: Mr. HASTINGS. 

H.R. 2540: Mr. MICHAEL F. DOYLE of Penn- 
sylvania. 

H.R. 2627: Ms. PINGREE. 

H.R. 2641: Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts and 
Ms. PINGREE. 

H.R. 2646: Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. ABRAHAM, 
and Mr. EMMER of Minnesota. 

H.R. 2654: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. CASTRO 
of Texas, and Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. 

. 2699: Ms. TSONGAS. 

. 2710: Mr. RATCLIFFE and Mr. JORDAN. 
. 2715: Mr. AGUILAR. 

. 2716: Mr. LAMALFA. 

. 2758: Mr. ABRAHAM. 

.R. 2844: Mr. GRAYSON. 

H.R. 2867: Ms. KUSTER, Ms. LORETTA SAN- 
CHEZ of California, Mrs. DAVIS of California, 
and Mr. SMITH of Washington. 

H.R. 2871: Ms. TSONGAS. 

H.R. 2880: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 

H.R. 2894: Mr. KENNEDY. 

H.R. 2902: Mr. NOLAN, Mr. GRAYSON, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
CONYERS, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia, Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, Mr. BISHOP of 
Georgia, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. 
HIGGINS, Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, Mr. JOHN- 
SON of Georgia, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 
of Texas, Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New 
York, Mr. BERA, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, 
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Mr. KILDEE, Mr. JEFFRIES, Mr. RUSH, and Mr. 
VEASEY. 

H.R. 2903: Mr. MURPHY of Florida and Mr. 
LATTA. 

H.R. 2915: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. 

H.R. 3036: Mr. COLE. 

H.R. 3051: Ms. TSONGAS. 

H.R. 3063: Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of 
New Mexico. 

H.R. 3095: Mr. GARAMENDI. 

H.R. 3229: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina, 
Mr. KING of New York, Mr. TOM PRICE of 
Georgia, and Ms. PINGREE. 

H.R. 3263: Mr. SCHIFF and Ms. CASTOR of 
Florida. 

H.R. 3314: Mr. CARTER of Texas, Mr. RICE of 
South Carolina, Mr. GRAVES of Louisiana, 
and Mr. McKINLEY. 

H.R. 3326: Ms. JENKINS of Kansas. 

H.R. 3356: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. 

H.R. 3410: Mr. LOWENTHAL and Mr. TED 
LIEU of California. 

H.R. 3411: Mr. NADLER, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. GALLEGO, Ms. 
EDWARDS, Mr. CONNOLLY, Ms. BROWNLEY of 


California, Mrs. LoWEy, Mr. LIPINSKI, and 
Mr. TAKANO. 

H.R. 3423: Mrs. KIRKPATRICK and Mr. 
VALADAO. 


H.R. 3459: Mr. CALVERT, Mr. MULVANEY, 
Mr. DOLD, Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. HURD of Texas, 
Mr. POSEY, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. NUGENT, Mr. 
ZINKE, Mrs. ELLMERS of North Carolina, Mr. 
GIBBS, Mr. STEWART, Mr. MACARTHUR, Mr. 
STIVERS, Mr. TIPTON, Mr. CULBERSON, and 
Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 3488: Mr. STUTZMAN. 
H.R. 3516: Mrs. WALORSKI. 
H.R. 3522: Mr. LEVIN. 
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H.R. 3558: Mr. LEVIN. 

H.R. 3630: Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. 

H.R. 3651: Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. PALAZZO, Mr. 
KILDEE, Mr. POLIQUIN, Mr. SMITH of Texas, 
Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia, and Mr. JOHN- 
SON of Ohio. 

H.R. 3652: 
. 3666: 
. 8684: 
. 3686: 
. 3687: 
. 8706: 
. 3733: 


CÁRDENAS. 
Mr. WELCH. 
Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. 
. BOUSTANY. 
. WEBER of Texas. 
. KILMER and Mr. RIBBLE. 
. QUIGLEY. 
. 3741: . CARNEY. 
H.R. 3756: Mr. JOLLY. 
H.R. 3766: Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr. MEADOWS, 
Mr. YOHO, Mr. RIBBLE, Mr. WEBER of Texas, 


Mr. 


Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. DONOVAN, Mr. BLU- 
MENAUER, Mr. PERRY, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, and 
Mr. CHABOT. 


H.R. 3780: Mrs. LOVE. 

H.R. 3782: Mr. MCGOVERN. 

H.R. 3783: Mr. MCGOVERN and Ms. SLAUGH- 
TER. 

H.R. 3799: Mr. WOMACK. 

H.R. 3801: Mr. HUFFMAN and Mr. YARMUTH. 

H.R. 3802: Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia, Mr. 
CRENSHAW, Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia, and 
Mrs. WALORSKI. 

H.R. 3806: Mr. MCDERMOTT. 

H.R. 3815: Miss RICE of New York. 

H.R. 3841: Ms. NoRTON, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. HASTINGS, 
and Ms. JUDY CHU of California. 

H.R. 3842: Mr. LOUDERMILK. 

H.R. 3845: Ms. JENKINS of Kansas and Mr. 
Bost. 

H.R. 3856: Mr. PETERS and Mr. PASCRELL. 

H.R. 3859: Mr. LOUDERMILK. 

H.R. 3863: Mr. MEEKS. 
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H.R. 3865: Mr. VALADAO and Mr. EMMER of 
Minnesota. 

H.J. Res. 50: Mr. PITTENGER. 

H.J. Res. 70: Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana and 
Mr. MooNngEY of West Virginia. 

H. Con. Res. 28: Mrs. ELLMERS of North 
Carolina. 

H. Con. Res. 50: Ms. BORDALLO. 

H. Res. 28: Mr. RENACCI and Mr. COSTELLO 
of Pennsylvania. 

H. Res. 32: Ms. ESHOO, Mr. AL GREEN of 
Texas, and Mr. MURPHY of Florida. 

H. Res. 54: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 

H. Res. 56: Mr. ROSKAM. 

H. Res. 112: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. POCAN, and 
Mr. WILLIAMS. 

H. Res. 194: Ms. KELLY of Illinois. 

H. Res. 502: Mr. LOWENTHAL, Mr. SMITH of 
Washington, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. MOORE, 
Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, Mr. RUSH, and Ms. 
LEE. 

H. Res. 508: Ms. LEE. 


——— 


CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM- 
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM- 
ITED TARIFF BENEFITS 


Under clause 9 of rule XXI, lists or 
statements on congressional earmarks, 
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff 
benefits were submitted as follows: 

The amendment to Rules Committee Print 
114-32 offered by Mr. SHUSTER of Pennsyl- 
vania does not contain any congressional 
earmarks, limited tax benefits, or limited 
tariff benefits as defined in clause 9 of rule 
XXI. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


RECOGNIZING VALPARAISO 
UNIVERSITY’S HONORS COLLEGE 


HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to commemorate the 50th anniversary of the 
National Collegiate Honors Council (NCHC). 
For the past 50 years, the NCHC has been 
committed to excellence in honors education. 

In particular, | rise to honor Valparaiso Uni- 
versity’s honors college, Christ College, an 
NCHC member located in Indiana’s First Con- 
gressional District, for its commitment to 
teaching America’s finest students. Dedicated 
to the cultivation of intellectual, moral, and 
spiritual virtues, Christ College seeks to em- 
phasize history, literature, art, philosophy, and 
religious studies. Small discussion-centered 
classes offer stimulating interdisciplinary study 
with master teacher-scholars appointed full- 
time to the honors college. The students en- 
rolled in the honors program not only take rig- 
orous honors coursework, but are concurrently 
enrolled in one of Valparaiso University’s other 
excellent colleges from which they earn their 
degrees. 

Prominent Christ College alumni include 
federal district court judge Rebecca R. 
Pallmeyer, class of 1976, and the Principal 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for the 
Bureau of Energy Resources, Mary Burce 
Warlick. These outstanding examples, and the 
many other successful alumni of the honors 
program, are a testament to the dedication 
that Valparaiso University’s Christ College has 
towards its students. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask you and my other distin- 
guished colleagues to join me in congratu- 
lating the National Collegiate Honors Council 
on its 50th anniversary and in recognizing the 
exemplary commitment to education at Christ 
College. For its passionate dedication to the 
institute of education, the NCHC and Christ 
College are worthy of the highest praise. 
Founded in 1859, Valparaiso University has 
been a true asset to Northwest Indiana since 
its inception, and its faculty, staff, and stu- 
dents are a source of pride for the First Con- 
gressional District. 


EE 
IN RECOGNITION OF BERWICK 


AREA HIGH SCHOOL FOOTBALL 
COACH ON HIS RETIREMENT 


HON. LOU BARLETTA 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, November 3, 2015 
Mr. BARLETTA. Mr. Speaker, it is my honor 
to recognize retiring Berwick Area High School 
football coach, George Curry, as he concludes 


a highly successful career. George is the 
winningest coach in Pennsylvania high school 
history, and has had a tremendously positive 
impact on countless student athletes in my 
district. 

For the past 46 years, George has em- 
barked on a career underpinned by 450 wins 
and six Pennsylvania State Championships. 
He was twice named National Coach of the 
Year by USA TODAY, and his teams were se- 
lected as National Champions by that same 
newspaper three times. 

It should also be noted that George was not 
just interested in procuring a prolific number of 
wins. Rather, he was focused on the develop- 
ment of his players, both academically and 
personally. Many of George’s players believe 
that they would never have had access to 
such world-class educations if they had not 
counted him as a mentor and coach—and 
more than 700 of George’s players went on to 
collegiate careers. Further, over 200 landed 
scholarships to top Division | programs in 
Pennsylvania and elsewhere. The fact that 
George would spend hours putting together 
promotional packages for college recruiters on 
behalf of players who did not even attend Ber- 
wick Area High School is a testament to his 
utter dedication and commitment to the devel- 
opment of our community’s youth, and is a 
practice that should be commended. 

It is no secret that George’s players have 
enjoyed tremendous athletic success as a re- 
sult of his leadership. But still others never 
played a single down of football beyond high 
school, and went right into careers, or trades, 
or into the military, and took with them lessons 
about life that only George could have instilled 
in them. They have raised, are raising, or 
soon will raise families that will become part of 
the expanding fabric of our community, and for 
this, we have George to thank. 

Mr. Speaker, | am immensely proud to help 
commemorate George Curry’s phenomenal 
career, and am forever grateful for the futures 
he has shaped, and the lives he has touched. 
This is the true measure of a great high 
school football coach and mentor, and | hope 
that George will celebrate the culmination of 
an impactful career in the company of his fam- 
ily and friends. 


EE 
THE 70TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
GREAT BAY COMMUNITY COL- 
LEGE IN PORTSMOUTH, NEW 
HAMPSHIRE 


HON. FRANK C. GUINTA 


OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, November 3, 2015 

Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the 70th anniversary of Great Bay 
Community College in Portsmouth, New 
Hampshire. | am pleased to join with the Com- 


munity College System of New Hampshire in 
recognizing this great milestone for the col- 
lege. Great Bay Community College first 
opened its doors in 1945 in Portsmouth as the 
State Trade School; its primary mission was to 
provide trade school facilities for veterans de- 
mobilized from the Armed Services. 


Since the first class of 130 veterans in 
1945, the school has grown and evolved to 
offer over 50 degree and certificate programs. 
The courses offered over the years have 
changed, ranging from machine tooling, sheet 
metal work, auto mechanics, electronics and 
refrigeration to nursing, added in 1966, to 
today where degrees range from biotech- 
nologies, criminology, management and mar- 
keting, to advanced composite manufacturing. 


As we celebrate Great Bay Community Col- 
lege’s 70th anniversary, it continues to grow 
having just added a 20,000 square foot stu- 
dent center to its facilities. This new addition 
is a testament to the dedication the school has 
to its students and the growing need for rea- 
sonable and affordable higher education. | am 
proud to join with my fellow Granite Staters in 
recognizing the 70th anniversary of Great Bay 
Community College, and wish them all the 
best in their future years. 


EEE 


HONORING THE 90TH BIRTHDAY OF 
DR. PAUL W. WHEAR 


HON. EVAN H. JENKINS 


OF WEST VIRGINIA 


IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise today to recognize the accomplishments 
of Dr. Paul W. Whear on the occasion of his 
90th birthday. Today in my hometown of Hun- 
tington, West Virginia, friends and family of Dr. 
Whear will gather at the Huntington Museum 
of Art to celebrate the remarkable accomplish- 
ments of a distinguished American composer. 
Dr. Whear’s works have been performed by 
many distinguished institutions around the 
globe, and he is known in my district for his 
time as composer emeritus at Marshall Univer- 
sity and conductor emeritus of the Huntington 
Chamber Orchestra. 


Dr. Whear also served our nation during 
World War II as a naval officer, where he 
wrote several compositions for the U.S. Navy 
Band and Naval Academy Band, the West 
Point Academy Band, the U.S. Army Band 
and U.S. Marine band. 


Dr. Whear is one of the finest musical tal- 
ents to come out of the great state of West 
Virginia, and | along with many others wish 
him a very happy birthday. 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 


Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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HONORING ANTWAN CLARK 


HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak- 
er, | rise today to honor a remarkable public 
servant, Mr. Antwan Clark. 

Antwan Clark was born March 26, 1980 to 
the proud parents of Sylvester and Jeanette 
Clark of Lexington, Mississippi. He has two 
sisters, Kadisha and Abbie. 

Antwan is the epitome of the phrase 
“strength through adversity”. After being left 
paralyzed after a car accident during his junior 
year of high school, Antwan persevered. His 
determination to attain success motivated him 
to graduate from J.J. McClain High School in 
1998 with honors. After graduating with honors 
from JJMHS, Antwan attended Holmes Com- 
munity College and majored in Business and 
Office Technology. To continue pursuing his 
goals, he then enrolled in Antonelli College 
where he earned a degree in Computer Tech- 
nical Support and Networking, maintaining a 
3.9 grade-point average. In 2007, the Career 
College Association invited Antwan to Wash- 
ington, D.C., where he was awarded for his 
achievements. 

Antwan is currently employed by the Com- 
munity Students Learning Center (CSLC) in 
Lexington, MS as an Information Technology 
Specialist and Website Developer. He also 
uses his knowledge and technical skills to 
tutor and teach computer classes at CSLC. 
Antwan also has a home-based computer re- 
pair business called “Top Quality Computer 
Services” located at 1131 Busy Bee Road, 
Lexington, MS 39095. His business special- 
izes in issues regarding: computer repair, soft- 
ware applications, computer networking, virus/ 
spyware removal, and website design. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in recognizing Mr. Antwan Clark for his dedi- 
cation and support to the Holmes County 
Community. 


ee 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. LUIS V. GUTIERREZ 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, November 3, 2015 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, | was un- 
avoidably absent in the House chamber for 
votes on Monday, November 2, 2015. Had | 


been present, | would have voted “yea” on roll 
call vote 582. 


Ee 


RECOGNIZING REAL SCHOOL GAR- 
DENS’ 100TH LEARNING GARDEN 
IN TEXAS 


HON. KENNY MARCHANT 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to recognize REAL School Gardens’ 100th 
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learning garden at Jerry Junkins Elementary 
School, which will be the fifth REAL School 
Garden in the 24th district of Texas. REAL 
School Gardens is a nonprofit organization 
that has been creating outdoor learning gar- 
dens in low-income elementary schools since 
2003. Once this 100th outdoor classroom is 
completed, the organization will have engaged 
more than 100,000 students in Texas in 
hands-on curricula integrating science with 
language arts. 

REAL School Gardens’ strong commitment 
to having local communities invested in the 
design, build, and use of the school gardens 
is truly impressive. Each REAL School Garden 
involves a partnership between students and 
their parents, the school, and private funders. 
Once a school is selected, REAL School Gar- 
dens works with the principal and teachers to 
host a student design challenge. The commu- 
nity then comes together for a “Design and 
Dine” dinner to tailor the garden plan to the 
school’s culture and learning objectives. 

Once the design is finalized, everyone, in- 
cluding corporate partners such as Mercedes 
Benz Financial Services, Blue Cross and Blue 
Shield of Texas, and Wells Fargo, participates 
in the “Big Dig’—an event when the commu- 
nity builds the garden in just one day. The re- 
sults have been remarkable. In my district, 
there are outdoor learning gardens with earth 
science stations, drip irrigation systems, 
weather data stations, and wildlife habitats 
that serve as learning tools that have helped 
participating schools in Texas have standard- 
ized test score pass rates jump 12 to 15 per- 
cent. 

Mr. Speaker, it is an honor to congratulate 
REAL School Gardens on this achievement 
and wish the organization the best with the 
next 100 REAL School Gardens. | ask all of 
my distinguished colleagues to join me in cele- 
brating such an accomplishment. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING THE EFFORTS OF 
PROJECT BLUE NOVEMBER IN 
WEST VIRGINIA 


HON. EVAN H. JENKINS 


OF WEST VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise to recognize the efforts of those in my 
district who are promoting Project Blue No- 
vember, which seeks to raise awareness of 
Type 1 Diabetes. Diabetes is prevalent in mil- 
lions of people of all ages in the United 
States, including approximately 200,000 peo- 
ple under the age of 20 that have been diag- 
nosed with Type 1 Diabetes. It is because of 
children like seven-year-old Ainsley Jackson of 
Milton, West Virginia, who was diagnosed with 
Type 1 Diabetes at an early age, that we must 
do all we can to combat this disease. 

Increasing awareness within our commu- 
nities of the symptoms and risk factors related 
to diabetes improve the chances that those 
with the condition will get the care and atten- 
tion they need before the severe complications 
of diabetes develop. That is why the actions of 
those promoting the goals of Project Blue No- 
vember are critically important to spread 
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throughout our communities in West Virginia 
and the United States. 

With the promotion efforts of those like the 
Milton City Council in my district, | am certain 
Project Blue Novembers goal of raising 
awareness of Type 1 Diabetes will be suc- 
cessful in having a positive impact on the lives 
of many families in West Virginia. 


—— 


HONORING MRS. LATONYA 
WILLIAMS-BRADLEY 


HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak- 
er, | rise today to honor a remarkable entre- 
preneur, Mrs. LaTonya Williams-Bradley. 

Strands of long, black locks fell effortlessly 
onto the floor as a pair of young eyes looked 
on eagerly—carefully observing the technique 
of the hands behind the shears that snipped 
away to create a new, edgy look. 

Mrs. Williams-Bradley of Cleveland watched 
intently as her mother cut, washed and curled 
mane after mane, building a strong clientele at 
her Rosedale salon. 

She remembers while sitting and observing 
her mother at her salon as a child, that she 
desired to follow in her mother’s footsteps and 
become a hair stylist. 

But, what she didn’t know was that she 
would also become an agent, to help others 
do the same, as owner and CEO of Goshen 
School of Cosmetology in Cleveland, Mis- 
sissippi. 

As a single parent Mrs. Williams-Bradley re- 
ceived her cosmetology education at 
Coahoma Community College in Clarksdale, 
Mississippi, where she graduated in 2006. 

After passing the state licensure to become 
a licensed cosmetologist, Mrs. Williams-Brad- 
ley returned to Coahoma Community College 
to further her cosmetology career to become a 
cosmetology instructor and completed that 
course of study in 2009. She was immediately 
offered the opportunity to become a cosme- 
tology instructor at Coahoma Community Col- 
lege. 

After working at Coahoma Community Col- 
lege she worked at Blue Cliff College in Gulf- 
port, Mississippi as a cosmetology instructor. 

During her tenure as an instructor she de- 
cided that it was time to pursue her dream of 
owning her salon and began researching en- 
trepreneurship practices and opportunities, 
eventually, deciding it was time to pursue her 
dream of one day opening her own salon. In 
2011 she opened Goshen Salon and Boutique 
in Cleveland, Mississippi. She chose the bib- 
lical name Goshen because it is a land of 
plenty, comfort and growth in Egypt. On July 
29, 2013 she opened Goshen School of Cos- 
metology with a core curriculum and institution 
designed to promote growth, increase and 
comfort. 

Now, what was once the dream of a little 
girl has become a reality. Mrs. Williams-Brad- 
ley has enjoyed substantial success in the ex- 
citing field of cosmetology. Where over the 
last nine years she owned and managed two 
successful hair salons while teaching at two 
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colleges, inspired numerous students to strive 
for excellence and to achieve their maximum 
potential. 

The motto she shares with others is “What- 
ever is your passion and your heart’s desire— 
pursue it and be the best at it and believe that 
there is nothing too hard for God.” 

Mrs. Williams-Bradley is married to Tony 
Bradley and has four children: Teara, 
Tamaryea, Zira and Lauren. She is the daugh- 
ter of Freddie and Barbara Graham and has 
two (2) siblings: Erica Jackson and Beauty 
Graham. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in recognizing an amazing entrepreneur. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. CHELLIE PINGREE 


OF MAINE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


Ms. PINGREE. Mr. Speaker, | was unable 
to vote during the first vote of the last vote se- 
ries on September 30, 2015. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “No” on Roll Call 
Vote 527, which was the Adoption of H. Con. 
Res. 79, directing the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives to make corrections in the en- 
rollment of the Senate amendment to H.R. 
719. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. ROBERT HURT 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


Mr. HURT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | was 
not present for Roll Call vote No. 582, a re- 


corded vote on H.R. 1853. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “yes.” 
a 
RECOGNIZING THE CAREER OF 
T SANTORA 


HON. LUCILLE ROYBAL-ALLARD 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to congratulate T Santora on his long 
career as a Los Angeles labor leader, and as 
an influential activist for the rights of lesbian, 
gay, bisexual and transgender (LGBT) individ- 
uals. 

T has dedicated decades of his professional 
life to the Communications Workers of Amer- 
ica, a union that protects the interests of thou- 
sands of L.A. workers. He has spent 35 years 
as a full-time CWA representative, working in 
both local and national positions. 

Today, T is President Emeritus of CWA 
Local 9003, which represents a diverse mem- 
bership of approximately 2,500 workers in the 
greater Los Angeles metropolitan area. He 
also chairs the Legislative-Political Committee 
of the CWA Southern California Council, rep- 
resenting 27,000 CWA members in Southern 
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California. And he serves as National Co- 
Chair of the CWA Telecom Ad Hoc Com- 
mittee, which regularly convenes workplace 
leaders in the telecommunications industry 
from the U.S., Canada, and Puerto Rico. 

T is also a leader in the LGBT rights move- 
ment, and a powerful voice for the needs of 
LGBT laborers. From 1998 to 2005, he served 
as National Co-President of Pride at Work, the 
AFL-CIO’s LGBT constituency group. In addi- 
tion, he represented CWA on the Executive 
Board of The Leadership Conference on Civil 
and Human Rights, and on the Coalition of 
Labor Union Women’s HIV/AIDS Advisory 
Board. 

T believes in the need to make Los Ange- 
les’ workforce the best it can be. Last year, 
L.A. Mayor Eric Garcetti appointed T to the 
L.A. Workforce Development Board, where he 
serves on the Board’s Executive Committee 
and chairs the Ad Hoc Committee on Expand- 
ing Apprenticeship Opportunities. 

Finally, T cares deeply about the youth of 
Los Angeles. He is the Founder and an Exec- 
utive Board Member of the CWA 9003 Chil- 
dren’s Fund, a non-profit charitable organiza- 
tion which serves the needs of L.A.’s under- 
privileged and homeless children. 

The L.A. City Council recently issued a res- 
olution honoring T for his 30 years of commu- 
nity service. That honor was greatly deserved. 
In public life and the private sector, T Santora 
has been an Angeleno to admire. As he takes 
a well-earned retirement, | ask my colleagues 
to join me in saluting him on a magnificent ca- 
reer, and to wish him every health and happi- 
ness. 


— 


HONORING HOSKINS LEARNING 
CENTER 


HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak- 
er, | rise today to honor the Hoskins Learning 
Center of Batesville, MS. 

Mrs. Lillie L. Hoskins, a woman of favor and 
faith, is a native of Batesville, MS. She has 
been an educator and Daycare Provider for 
over 35 years and is currently the owner and 
operator of the Hoskins Learning Center. 

She graduated from South Panola High 
School in 1973 and later obtained a secretarial 
degree from Northwest Community College. In 
2000, she obtained State credentials as an 
Early Childhood Education Director. 

Mrs. Hoskins was born into a family where 
she was rooted in her faith in Christ. She is 
the daughter of the late George and Audrey 
Leland and the youngest girl of eight (8) chil- 
dren, but even as a young girl she knew, she 
would someday spend her life working with 
children. 

Mrs. Hoskins is the mother of two children, 
a daughter-in-law and has two grandchildren. 
Over the course of forty-two (42) years of mar- 
riage, Lawrence and Lillie have traveled and 
touched the lives of many people. 

In 1979, Mrs. Hoskins prayed to God 
through faith and opened the first daycare, 
Magnolia Kindergarten, which she owned and 
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operated until 2003. In 2003, she expanded 
her business to include infants and early tod- 
dlers. At this time she also changed the oper- 
ating name to Hoskins Learning Center, as it 
is known today. 

Mrs. Hoskins has touched the community 
and the lives of children in the city of Bates- 
ville in many ways, by opening her house and 
heart to train and tutor our children. 

As owner and operator of Hoskins Learning 
Center, her goal has been to serve the chil- 
dren of Batesville and Panola County, pre- 
paring them all to be productive and respon- 
sible adults in a rapidly changing world. Since 
1979, the daycare has had a 96% high school 
graduation rate, including several valedic- 
torians, salutatorians and honor roll students, 
one of which went on to play football in the 
NFL. 

For all of her outstanding accomplishments, 
Mrs. Hoskins is recognized as a trailblazer in 
Early Childhood Education, in the great State 
of Mississippi. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in recognizing Hoskins Learning Center for 
their commitment and dedication to the com- 
munity. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. MARK TAKAI 


OF HAWAII 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


Mr. TAKAI. Mr. Speaker, on Monday, No- 
vember 2, 2015, | was absent from the House 
due to illness. Due to my absence, | am not 
recorded on any legislative measures for the 
day. | would like to reflect how | would have 
voted had | been present for legislative busi- 
ness. 

Had | been present, | would have voted 
“yea” on Roll Call 582, to direct the President 
to develop a strategy to obtain observer status 
for Taiwan in the International Criminal Police 
Organization, and for other purposes. 


Ee 


IN RECOGNITION OF TREVOR G. 
BROWNE HIGH SCHOOL 


HON. RUBEN GALLEGO 


OF ARIZONA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


Mr. GALLEGO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of the staff and students of Trevor 
G. Browne High School in Phoenix, Arizona, 
who went above and beyond in supporting my 
office’s community-wide citizenship fair. 

The largest school in the Phoenix Union 
High School District, Trevor Browne High 
School currently serves over 3000 students. 
The school’s mission is to work with families 
and the community to provide a comprehen- 
sive education to all students, a commitment 
they fulfill by offering a variety of learning op- 
portunities both within and outside of the reg- 
ular school day calendar. The principal, Dr. 
Gabe Trujillo, and the teachers work tirelessly 
to meet each student’s unique needs, and stu- 
dents’ love of their school is clear in the num- 
ber of graduates who return as faculty mem- 
bers. 
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Trevor Browne High School did not merely 
provide the space for my office’s citizenship 
fair—the staff and students went above and 
beyond to assist those seeking help with their 
citizenship paperwork. Dr. Trujillo and mem- 
bers of the school community provided invalu- 
able support for the event, serving as volun- 
teers and helping ensure that we could serve 
as many individuals as possible. Thanks to 
their hard work, we were able to aid over 150 
Arizona residents in navigating the path to 
U.S. citizenship. 

| truly appreciate the assistance of Dr. Tru- 
jillo and everyone from Trevor Browne High 
School, whose selfless dedication was vital to 
making our citizenship fair a success. 


ES 


RECOGNIZING MR. JAMES VERNON 
OF MORTON, ILLINOIS 


HON. DARIN LaHOOD 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, | commemorate 
the heroic acts of Mr. James Vernon of Mor- 
ton, Illinois. Mr. Vernon, now 75 years old, put 
himself between 16 terrified children and a 
knife-wielding teen determined to cause harm 
at an Illinois public library. 

Mr. Vernon was leading a chess club meet- 
ing with local children when the attacker en- 
tered the library holding a knife in each hand. 
Vernon, a retired Caterpillar technology worker 
and Army veteran, averted the attacker's at- 
tention away from the children, ages 7 to 13, 
allowing time for the students to exit the li- 
brary. Vernon attempted to talk the attacker 
down before any advances were made. During 
his discussion with the teen, Vernon used the 
diversion to deduce that the attacker was 
right-hand dominant, which would help if he 
needed to subdue the attacker. 

Despite the efforts of Vernon to calm the 
attacker, the teen once again became aggres- 
sive. Recalling the Army training he received 
nearly half a century ago, Vernon blocked one 
blade with his left hand and threw the attacker 
onto a table. Mr. Vernon suffered lacerations 
to his hand as he subdued the attacker before 
the authorities arrived. 

All children escaped the library without harm 
thanks to Mr. Vernon’s courageous act. | feel 
it is most appropriate to commend James 
Vernon today and thank him for his years of 
service to the community and to this country. 


——— 


HONORING UPPER KUTZ BARBER 
& STYLE COLLEGE 


HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak- 
er, | rise today to honor a remarkable busi- 
ness, Upper Kutz Barber & Style College. 

Upper Kutz Barber & Style College main- 
tains the philosophy that their students come 
to them for; education, skill development, and 
career advancement. They believe in equal 
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opportunity for all students, reinforced with 
training. Placement assistance has helped 
their students to become enterprising profes- 
sionals. 

The school has an orderly, purposeful, busi- 
nesslike atmosphere which is free from threat 
of physical harm. The school climate is not op- 
pressive and is conducive to teaching and 
learning. The school has an atmosphere of ex- 
patiation in which the staff believes and dem- 
onstrates that all students can attain mastery 
of the essential barber cultural skills and that 
they have the capability to help all students at- 
tain that mastery. 

The mission of Upper Kutz Barber & Style 
College is to train men and women: 1. To fa- 
miliarize and instruct students in the proper 
and most current methods in all phases of 
barbering; 2. To make a living in the business 
world; 3. To become good citizens on both 
local and national levels; 4. To be able to rec- 
ognize problems and procedures in business 
and industry from the view-point of both pro- 
ducer and consumer; 5. To assist students in 
suitable job placement; 6. To provide assist- 
ance and counseling to graduates; 7. To de- 
velop self-discipline, self-reliance, and self-di- 
rection and; 8. To enter the national work 
force as productive individuals. 

Furthermore, the school has at least 1200 
square feet of floor space, composed of two 
separate areas: The class room and lecture 
area and the clinical/lab area, where services 
are practiced on school patrons. The clinical 
area is equipped with at least 10 modern built 
in-stations, 10 mirrors, 10 hydraulic chairs, 3 
sinks, 3 dryer chairs, a dispensing area, and 
a reception area. This salon environment pre- 
pares students for professional operation in 
the career field. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in recognizing Upper Kutz Barber & Style Col- 
lege for its dedication to serving and giving 
back to the community. 


CAMP LOGAN, TEXAS: 1917 
HON. TED POE 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, Memorial 
Park is to Houston what Central Park is to 
New York City. It is our haven in the woods 
in the heart of Houston, Texas. Many joggers, 
runners and walkers hit the park’s trail daily to 
make the three mile loop. | know this park 
well. In my past life as a criminal court judge, 
| took to the gravel trail for my daily run, as 
later did my kids. But what people may not 
know is the rich history that lies beneath their 
feet. Much of Memorial Park is located on the 
grounds of a historical WWI military facility— 
Camp Logan. 

Camp Logan was an emergency training 
center that was established when the U.S. en- 
tered WWI. 

After declaring war on Germany, The War 
Department, now known as the Department of 
Defense, sought out Harris County, Texas for 
its moderate climate and Houston’s newly 
opened ship channel. 

These elements made it a prime spot to 
train young American “doughboys” to go “over 
there” to fight in the Great WWI in Europe. 
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Two military installations were built: Camp 
Logan for the Army and Ellington Field for the 
Army Air Service. The camp provided shelter 
and training to thousands of soldiers from all 
over America from 1917-1919. 

Set up like many other army camps in the 
United States, Camp Logan’s primary function 
was turning young American boys into fighting 
men. 

Tens of thousands of National Guard sol- 
diers were trained for duty in France. The sol- 
diers that trained at Camp Logan entered 
camp straight out of civilian life and found 
themselves in intense combat preparation. 

Tear gas and explosives were used to simu- 
late the conditions on the front lines. But a 
new type of warfare was harder for the sol- 
diers to imagine—trench warfare. The trench- 
es were bloody, muddy, cruel and under con- 
stant attack. History shows how brutal and 
costly the trench war was. 

Even with all the training at Camp Logan, 
soldiers were not fully prepared for life in the 
trenches. 

To help the soldiers cope with the wounds 
and harsh reality of war, the commission on 
Training Camp Activities enlisted the help of 
several nationwide service organizations like 
the YMCA, Red Cross, American Library As- 
sociation, Knights of Columbus, Jewish Board 
of Welfare and others. Through these private 
organizations the soldiers had entertainment, 
counseling, religious services, athletic pro- 
grams and more. 

The kindness of the local Houston commu- 
nity surrounding the camp did a lot to support 
the men of Camp Logan as well. 

With the thousands of men at Camp Logan, 
the Camp was not without its problems. A 
conflict by soldiers with local police in 1917 re- 
sulted in the death of four police officers, three 
African American soldiers and ten local civil- 
ians after a riot. 

After the war, the Camp continued to serve 
vital functions. In 1919, it was used as a hos- 
pital for wounded soldiers coming back from 
Europe. It also served as a unit of the City of 
Houston’s health care system until 1923. After 
that, the Camp remained deserted until 1942. 

Catherine Mary Emmott wrote to the Hous- 
ton Chronicle advising the city to “buy some of 
the land and turn it into a park in memory of 
the boys.” Her efforts led the way in turning 
the land into a park. Thus Memorial Park—a 
memorial to the ones who were trained in 
Texas to fight in Europe. 

Emmott’s efforts did not fall upon deaf ears. 
William C. Hogg, son of Texas Governor Jim 
Hogg, bought two tracts of the former Camp 
Logan site and sold it to the City of Houston. 
That May, the City of Houston officially estab- 
lished a park in remembrance of the WWI sol- 
diers who trained there. 

Today, Memorial Park includes a_ golf 
course, bike paths, tennis courts, baseball 
fields and a nature center. It is an attraction 
for runners, walkers and joggers of all ages. 
The grounds are now a training area for ath- 
letes rather than a training area for soldiers. 

It is estimated that almost 1,000 Camp 
Logan soldiers gave their lives during the 
Great WWI and over 6,200 were wounded. 

The Logan soldiers served with distinction in 
combat in the forest and trenches of Europe. 
Seventy-five of the African American soldiers 
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trained at Camp Logan from the 370th Infantry 
were awarded the French Croix de Guerre 
and 12 received the U.S. Army’s Distinguished 
Service Crosses for their acts of valor. 

Memorial Park, as it is appropriately named, 
has begun a project to commemorate the 
doughboys who trained at Camp Logan by 
planting trees in their honor. 

The series of trees will be lined up like col- 
umns of soldiers in an area called “Memorial 
Groves.” This section of the park contains the 
highest number of Camp Logan remnants, ar- 
tifacts and WWI memorabilia. 

It is vital that communities know their his- 
tory. 

The work being done for “Memorial Groves” 
at the park is an appropriate way to see that 
history and honor the memory of Camp Logan 
and the young warriors it produced. 

Texas has had a long history of supporting 
and uplifting America’s military. The history of 
Camp Logan is our own. Camp Logan should 
be remembered just as it is—a memorial for 
the soldiers who trained on Texas soil before 
they fought on foreign soil 100 years ago. 

Of the Logan soldiers, some served and re- 
turned, some served and returned with the 
wounds of war and some served and did not 
return. Memorial Park is a memorial for them 
all. As we approach November 11th—Armi- 
stice Day, now Veterans Day—the end of 
WWI, it is with deep gratitude that we honor 
the men of Camp Logan, Texas. 

And that’s just the way it is. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. KEVIN YODER 


OF KANSAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


Mr. YODER. Mr. Speaker, on Roll Call 
Number 582 on the motion to suspend the 
rules and pass H.R. 1853, to direct the Presi- 
dent to develop a strategy to obtain observer 
status for Taiwan in the International Criminal 
Police Organization (INTERPOL), and for 
other purposes, | am not recorded because | 
was absent due to the birth of my daughter. 
Had | been present, | would have voted Aye. 


HONORING DAMIAN MURRIEL 


HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak- 
er, | rise today to honor Mr. Damian Mutrriel. 

It sounds strange, but owning and operating 
a funeral home has been a childhood dream 
for Mr. Damian Murriel—at least it has been 
ever since he started working in the business. 

Damian Murriel began his first job in a fu- 
neral home at the age of 16. Then a sopho- 
more in high school, Damian Murriel per- 
formed various custodial services at Cook’s 
Funeral Home. When he graduated from For- 
est Hill High School in 1994 he left for 
Gupton-Jones School of Mortuary Science. 
Two years later after he completed his school- 
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ing and became a licensed funeral director 
and embalmer, he began traveling, doing in- 
ternships and apprenticeships in other states, 
including brief stints in Illinois and Indiana. In 
2000 he left for a job as funeral director of 
Gregory B. Levett and Sons Funeral Home in 
Atlanta, Georgia, where the wake for TLC’s 
Lisa “Left Eye” Lopes was held. 

On April 17, 2003 Damian Murriel’s life-long 
dream to own and operate a funeral home be- 
came a reality. “I never lost sight of what | 
was pursuing.” Damian Murriel said “I want to 
clean up the area and enhance the community 
with the funeral home.” Murriel said. Murriel’s 
motto is: “Serving Families in Their Time of 
Need.” He is a member of the Mississippi Fu- 
neral Directors and Morticians Association. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in recognizing Mr. Damian Murriel. 


Ea 


RECOGNIZING THE JOLIET REGION 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE AND 
INDUSTRY’S 2015 CELEBRATION 
OF SUCCESS HONOREES 


HON. BILL FOSTER 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the honorees of the Joliet Region 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry’s 2015 
Celebration of Success. 

Every year, the Joliet Region Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry honors businesses, 
non-profit organizations, and individuals who 
have made an impact in our community. This 
year, the Chamber is recognizing Joseph 
Adler and Robert Stephen with Lifetime 
Achievement Awards for their contributions to 
our community through Habitat for Humanity. 
Mr. Adler and Mr. Stephen have built 58 
homes for families in the Joliet area and have 
made a lasting impact through their volunteer 
work. 

Additionally, the Chamber will be recog- 
nizing CARCARE Collision Centers, Advanced 
Family Dental & Orthodontics, Newsome 
Home Health Care Agency, Providence Bank, 
David Nelson Exquisite Jewelry, and Breast 
Intentions of Illinois. 

| would like to congratulate the honorees of 
the Joliet Region Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry’s 2015 Celebration of Success and 
thank the Chamber for recognizing success in 
our community. 


EE 


IN TRIBUTE TO BARBARA R. 
ARNWINE 


HON. SHEILA JACKSON LEE 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
great honor that | rise to pay tribute to a dedi- 
cated champion and pivotal civil and human 
rights leader, Barbara R. Arnwine. 

On this important Election Day, where mil- 
lions of Americans exercise their fundamental 
right to vote, it is exceptionally meaningful to 
applaud this remarkable hero. 
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Barbara Arnwine has dedicated her life to 
making our world a better place, and because 
of her lifetime of achievements and victories, 
our history will be forever marked with con- 
firmation that we have and continue to ad- 
vance to a better place. 

Throughout her 25 years of service as the 
Executive Director of the Lawyers’ Committee 
for Civil Rights Under Law, and nearly 10 
years of prior service at the Boston Lawyers’ 
Committee for Civil Rights and legal aid to the 
public of North Carolina, we have all benefited 
from her tireless advocacy and fight for justice. 

From the passage of the Civil Rights Act of 
1991, the reauthorization of the Voting Rights 
Act in 2006, the development and expansion 
of Election Protection from 2004 through 2008, 
and steadfastly giving voice to those 
disenfranchised for criminal convictions and 
discriminatory practices nationwide, Barbara 
Arnwine has never backed down but continues 
to this day to lay the foundation for freedom 
and justice for every citizen. 

Not only in the critically important area of 
voting rights, Barbara Arnwine has left a beau- 
tiful and exemplary footprint on all necessary 
aspects of social justice, including community 
development, housing and lending, employ- 
ment law, women’s and immigration rights, 
criminal justice reform, racial profiling, affirma- 
tive action, healthcare, LGBTQ rights, environ- 
mental justice, and breaking down inter- 
national barriers of racial oppression, discrimi- 
nation and xenophobia in Africa and Asia. 

Barbara Arnwine is not only a phenomenal 
woman, she is a worldly warrior. 

It is with great pleasure that | thank Barbara 
Arnwine for her service to the cause of justice 
and wish her well as she embarks on her new 
journey in the continuing struggle for social 
justice and equal opportunity for all persons. 


EE 


HONORING PASTOR LINDA 
SWEEZER 


HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak- 
er, | rise today to honor a driven and ambi- 
tious woman, Pastor Linda Sweezer. Pastor 
Sweezer has shown what can be done 
through hard work, dedication and a desire to 
make a positive difference in doing God's will 
and spreading his Word. 

Linda Sweezer was born the youngest child 
in a family of ten to Bessie Dillard and the late 
Alfred Dillard, Jr. in Vicksburg, Mississippi. 
She was saved at the tender age of ten. 

She is a 1978 graduate of Vicksburg High 
School and attended and graduated from 
Milsaps College, Jackson, MS in 1982. She 
worked at Vicksburg Family Development 
Service for 19 years—fourteen of those years 
as the Co-Director. 

She was called into the Gospel Ministry on 
February 5, 1995, ordained in 1997 and again 
in 2006 by Bishop T.D. Jakes of Dallas, Texas 
at The Potter’s House International. She was 
called to pastor and founded The House of 
Peace Worship Church in December 2001. It 
is known as: “The Church Where the Holy 
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Spirit is in Charge.” In May 2006, the Holy 
Spirit led Pastor Sweezer to begin another 
church in the Rolling Fork area; it is known as 
The House of Peace Worship Church Inter- 
national/Delta. 

Apostle Linda Sweezer is also a playwright 
and has written, produced and directed fifteen 
major productions, which were performed in 
the theater in the surrounding areas of Vicks- 
burg, Rolling Fork and Fayette, Mississippi 
and Texarkana, TX. 

She is the author of a book entitled, “Eating 
Along the Way!—A Survivors Guide for Peo- 
ple Who Are Serious About Hearing God’s 
Call.” In addition, she was the co-owner of a 
Christian bookstore. 

She was affirmed into the Apostolic calling 
on July 29th, 2011. The Affirmation Ceremony 
was conducted by Apostle Michael O. Exum, 
Executive Director of The Potter's House Inter- 
national Pastoral Alliance and Apostle Eyvone 
Smith of His Harvest Ministries, Oxford, Mis- 
sissippi. 

Some other achievements include: ap- 
pointed Board Member of the United Way of 
West Central Mississippi (2011-2014); Direc- 
tor of The House of Peace Substance Abuse 
Prevention Program; appointed for a second 
term to the Election Commission (2009-2012); 
appointed to the Election Commission (2005— 
2009); appointed twice to the City of Vicksburg 
Civil Service Commission. Pastor Sweezer 
was honored as a Local Recipient of 100 
Black Women; recognized as a Distinguished 
African American by St. Mark Freewill Baptist 
Church; nominated as one of the 50 Leading 
Business Women of America. 

Alpha Phi Alpha Fraternity, Inc. named a 
scholarship in Pastor Linda Sweezer’s name 
at the Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Breakfast 
and she was appointed to the Vicksburg-War- 
ren School District Advisory Council to de- 
velop plans for building Mega Schools. She 
also has received several awards and recogni- 
tions. She was selected by the lvyettes of 
Alpha Kappa Alpha Sorority, Inc. as one of the 
Religious Role Models; Outstanding Young 
Women of America; Woman of Excellence 
Award in Art and Literature; Sower of the Lord 
Award and Peacemaker Award given by the 
Flying High for Jesus Outreach. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in recognizing Pastor Linda Sweezer for her 
passion and dedication to spread the word of 
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God and desire to make a difference in the 
lives of others. 


OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 


HON. MIKE COFFMAN 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


Mr. COFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, on January 
20, 2009, the day President Obama took of- 
fice, the national debt was 
$10,626,877,048,913.08. 

Today, it is $18,152,981,685,747.52. We've 
added $7,526,104,636,834.44 to our debt in 6 
years. This is over $7.5 trillion in debt our na- 
tion, our economy, and our children could 
have avoided with a balanced budget amend- 
ment. 


EE 


IN CELEBRATION OF ROLLS- 
ROYCE’S CENTENNIAL ANNIVER- 
SARY 


HON. SUSAN W. BROOKS 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, November 3, 2015 


Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to pay tribute to Rolls-Royce Indian- 
apolis in celebration of its 100th anniversary. 
The company has made significant contribu- 
tions to the city of Indianapolis, but its accom- 
plishments can be seen globally. It is my privi- 
lege to honor this strong Hoosier company as 
it celebrates 100 years of excellence. 

The company’s Indiana roots took hold in 
1915, when Indianapolis businessman James 
Allison founded his engine shop. Within the 
first years of business, Allison entered the rap- 
idly growing aerospace industry and began 
collaborating with Rolls-Royce on several 
aerospace ventures. After decades of collabo- 
ration and partnership, Rolls-Royce purchased 
what had been the Allison Engine Company in 
1995, and has been serving the aerospace 
and marine industries with innovative, cus- 
tomer-focused products ever since. This anni- 
versary is especially historical for Rolls-Royce 
as it not only marks 100 years of operations 
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in Indianapolis, but it also marks 20 years 
since the company purchased the enterprise 
which Allison created. 

Today, Rolls-Royce is a trusted leader for 
land, sea, and air power solutions worldwide 
with a significant and growing presence. The 
Rolls-Royce facility in Indianapolis is home to 
the largest Rolls-Royce manufacturing location 
in North America and is one of the largest em- 
ployers in Indianapolis. Rolls-Royce employs 
the best and the brightest engineers who are 
committed to maintaining Rolls-Royce’s long- 
standing reputation of excellence. The com- 
pany has 4,600 employees who contribute to 
designing and producing engines for a wide 
range of military and commercial aircraft as 
well as marine propulsion systems. More 
Rolls-Royce products are built in Indianapolis 
than anywhere else in the world. Many innova- 
tive and legendary aircraft are powered by en- 
gines built in the Indianapolis facility, such as 
the P-51 and P-38 aircrafts flown in World 
War Il. Current examples include the F-35B 
Lightning Il, C—130J Super Hercules, V-22 
Osprey, and Global Hawk and Triton UAVs, 
which are used to power Department of De- 
fense aircraft, civil helicopters, regional and 
business jets, and power systems for U.S. 
Naval vessels. 

In addition to all of Rolls-Royce’s achieve- 
ments in the manufacturing world, they also 
have a commitment to Indiana. The company 
recently announced Rolls-Royce will invest in 
the Purdue Research Park Aerospace District 
in West Lafayette, Indiana. Rolls-Royce is the 
first company to announce it will move into the 
research park. Additionally, the company re- 
cently announced exciting news that it is mak- 
ing a nearly $600 million investment to mod- 
ernize manufacturing operations in Indianap- 
olis and conduct technology research. It is the 
largest investment by the company in Indian- 
apolis since its original purchase here in 1995. 
This investment contributes to the company’s 
commitment to Indiana for many decades to 
come. 

On behalf of the citizens of Indiana’s Fifth 
Congressional District, | would like to con- 
gratulate Rolls-Royce on the celebration its 
centennial anniversary. | am proud to rep- 
resent a city that is home to exemplary busi- 
nesses such as this one. | wish Rolls-Royce 
all the best as it embarks on its next 100 
years of excellence. 
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SENATE—Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. HATCH). 


EE 
PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Lord of us all, everything belongs to 
You. Use our lawmakers today to ac- 
complish Your will. As they strive to 
be Your peacemakers, remind them 
that no evil can stop the unfolding of 
Your purposes and providence. 

Lord, show them how to use this 
day’s fleeting minutes for Your glory. 
Sanctify their thoughts, words, and 
deeds throughout this day and in all 
the days of their lives. Bless those who 
support them in their work, rewarding 
faithfulness with Your Divine approba- 
tion. 

We pray in Your great Name. Amen. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The President pro tempore led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


=e 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CoT- 
TON). The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 


EE 


CONGRATULATING KENTUCKY’S 
GOVERNOR-ELECT AND AD- 
DRESSING THE WATERS OF THE 
UNITED STATES REGULATION 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, let 
me begin this morning by congratu- 
lating Kentucky’s Governor-elect and 
the entire Republican ticket on a big 
win at home last night. I remember 
when the Republican nomination was 
hardly worth having in Kentucky. We 
used to have to beg people to run. So it 
says something when we see spirited 
competition for it, which we had in the 
primary back in May. 

The Governor-elect and I certainly 
are no strangers to spirited competi- 
tion, but we are also conservative Ken- 
tuckians happy to see some change 
coming to Frankfort. 

Yesterday’s election was a statement 
about where the people of my State 
want to see us headed, and it is not 
down the road of government control 
and Big Labor. They want fresh ideas, 
growth, innovation, opportunity, and 


greater control over their lives and 
destinies. They want a change in direc- 
tion. Here is something they certainly 
don’t want: more of this administra- 
tion’s top-down, Washington-knows- 
best approach to everything from 
health care to how best to use our nat- 
ural resources. 

Washington overreach is just what I 
will discuss further right now. The ad- 
ministration’s so-called waters of the 
United States regulation would grant 
Federal bureaucrats domination over 
nearly every piece of land that has ever 
touched a pothole, ditch or puddle at 
some point. It would force the Ameri- 
cans who live there to ask Federal bu- 
reaucrats for permission to do just 
about anything on their own property. 
We are not talking about just a few 
acres falling under bureaucratic con- 
trol here and there. According to anal- 
ysis by the American Farm Bureau, we 
are talking about centralized Federal 
control extending to nearly 92 percent 
of Wisconsin, 95 percent of California, 
98 percent of New York, 99 percent of 
Pennsylvania, and, if you can believe 
this, 100 percent of Virginia—the entire 
State. This isn’t some clean water reg- 
ulation. It is an unprecedented Federal 
power grab that clumsily and poorly 
pretends to masquerade as one. 

It is obvious why waters of the 
United States would be a leftwinger’s 
dream. It is equally obvious why Demo- 
cratic leaders would want to pretend 
this rule is about clean water rather 
than admit what it is really about, be- 
cause the true purpose and scope of 
this regulation is basically indefen- 
sible. So 31 States have already filed 
suit against it, 2 Federal courts have 
already ruled that it is likely illegal, 
and 1 court found that the rule was so 
flawed that it had to be the result of ‘‘a 
process that is inexplicable, arbitrary, 
and devoid of a reasoned process.” That 
is why we considered the bipartisan 
Federal Water Quality Protection Act 
yesterday. 

The legislation is bipartisan, and it is 
simple. It says that the EPA’s re- 
sources should be used to actually pro- 
tect the lakes and rivers we all cherish 
rather than for the administration to 
launch arbitrary ideological attacks on 
middle-class homeowners and family 
farms. This bipartisan legislation 
would have required America’s clean 
water rules to be based on the kind of 
scientific, collaborative process the 
American people expect, not some arbi- 
trary or inflexible process that is de- 
void of reason such as we had with 
WOTUS but a balanced process that ac- 
tually takes the views of those it af- 
fects into serious consideration. 


I thank the Senator from Wyoming, 
Mr. BARRASSO, for his impressive work 
on the bill. A bipartisan majority of 
the Senate voted to support it, but 
most Democrats chose an ideological 
power grab over sensible clean water 
rules yesterday. To many Kentuckians, 
this regulation feels a lot like the lat- 
est in a sustained Obama administra- 
tion regulatory assault on their fami- 
lies. 

The Senate is going to pursue an- 
other avenue today to protect the mid- 
dle class from this unfair regulatory 
attack. Our colleague from Iowa, Sen- 
ator ERNST, has introduced a measure 
that would allow Congress to move for- 
ward despite the Democratic filibuster. 
It would overturn the regulation in its 
entirety. A majority of the Senate 
voted to support this bill just yester- 
day. We will vote on final passage later 
today. And because this measure can- 
not be filibustered, we expect it to 
pass. 

I ask my colleagues who voted 
against bipartisan commonsense clean 
water legislation yesterday to think 
differently today. Work with us to pro- 
tect the middle class instead of defend- 
ing ‘inexplicable, arbitrary” regula- 
tion that is probably illegal and almost 
certainly violates the Clean Water Act. 


EE 
SUPPORTING OUR TROOPS 


Mr. McCONNELL. Now, on another 
matter, Mr. President, we live in a 
time of diverse and challenging global 
threats. It is a time when we see ISIL 
consolidating its gains in both Iraq and 
Syria. It is a time when we see the 
forces of Assad marching alongside Ira- 
nian soldiers and Hezbollah militias. It 
is a time when we see Russian aircraft 
flying above them in support, and it is 
a time when commanders tell us that 
additional resources are required to en- 
sure the safety and preparedness of our 
troops. I think it is time to finally sup- 
port the men and women who volunteer 
to protect us. The last excuse not to do 
so—the setting of a top-line budget 
number—has been cleared away. We 
fixed that. There is no reason that our 
colleagues shouldn’t join us in moving 
forward now. 

These brave men and women aren’t 
poker chips in some Washington polit- 
ical game. They are the sisters, fa- 
thers, daughters, and neighbors who 
voluntarily and selflessly put them- 
selves in harm’s way so that we might 
live free. These are the men and women 
we will salute this month on Veterans 
Day. It is not enough just to support 
those who defend us then; we need to 
support them right now. 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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MEASURE PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR—S. 2232 


Mr. McCONNELL. Finally, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I understand there is a bill at the 
desk due for a second reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the bill by title for the 
second time. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 2232) to require a full audit of the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System and the Federal reserve banks by the 
Comptroller General of the United States, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. McCONNELL. In order to place 
the bill on the calendar under the pro- 
visions of rule XIV, I object to further 
proceedings. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion having been heard, the bill will be 
placed on the calendar. 


ee 


RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader is recognized. 


EE 


CLEAN WATER REGULATION 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, here is just 
a brief word on the Republican attack 
on the Clean Water Act. The bottom 
line is that the administration’s clean 
water regulation will protect 117 mil- 
lion people. The cries about this legis- 
lation fly in the face of facts. As I said, 
117 million Americans are being pro- 
tected. 


a 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS BILL 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, yesterday 
the Republican leader once again filed 
a motion to invoke cloture on the De- 
partment of Defense appropriations 
bill. This is another example of the Re- 
publican leader wasting the Senate’s 
time on repeated cloture votes that he 
knows will fail. Republicans have tried 
this piecemeal approach already, and it 
didn’t work. We came within hours of 
defaulting and not extending the full 
faith and credit of the United States 
and came within days of shutting down 
the government. 

Even though two-thirds of Repub- 
licans in the House and Senate voted to 
close the government and default on 
our debt, we were able to craft a budget 
agreement that funds both the middle 
class and the Pentagon. Now it is time 
to move on and pass an omnibus appro- 
priations bill that addresses both de- 
fense and the needs of the middle class 
in keeping with the budget agreement 
that passed last week. 

There is no reason we can’t get an 
omnibus bill to fund all the govern- 
ment by December 11, which is the 
deadline. If the Republicans balk, the 
government will close. Again, remem- 
ber, two-thirds of the Republicans in 
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Congress already voted no. They voted 
to default on the debt of this country 
and to close the government. That 
should give everyone pause. 


EE 


THE KOCH BROTHERS 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, over the 
last several months, the Koch brothers 
have been on a public relations cam- 
paign. This Koch propaganda campaign 
has accelerated over the past few 
weeks. Charles and David Koch have 
been going to great lengths to convince 
the American people that they are not 
just a couple of billionaires who are 
trying to dismantle Social Security 
and who closed the Export-Import 
Bank, putting 165,000 Americans out of 
work and costing the government bil- 
lions of dollars. These two men fought 
a zoo in Ohio, and they fought a Repub- 
lican mayor of Colorado Springs, CO, 
as he tried to fix the city’s potholes. 
They stopped both from happening. 

The Kochs want everyone to believe 
they are not the ones rigging the sys- 
tem to benefit themselves and their 
wealthy friends. The Koch brothers are 
spending their vast wealth holding 
newspaper and television interviews on 
their propaganda campaign. In spite of 
all their efforts, this Koch media tour 
has failed to bury the one simple truth: 
The Koch brothers are trying to buy 
America. 

During an interview yesterday, the 
scales fell away once again and re- 
vealed the Koch brothers’ true inten- 
tions. In justifying his and his broth- 
er’s efforts to inject hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars into conservative polit- 
ical campaigns, Charles Koch said: “I 
expect something in return.” 

The Koch brothers are getting plenty 
in return. So far they have bought a 
Republican House, a Republican Sen- 
ate, a government shutdown, an ousted 
Speaker of the House, a shuttered Ex- 
port-Import Bank, and a Republican 
Presidential field where nearly every 
candidate kowtows to these billion- 
aires. But that is not all. The Kochs 
have procured a media that is intimi- 
dated by their billions—too intimi- 
dated to hold them accountable. 

Consider yesterday’s interview on 
MSNBC’s ‘‘Morning Joe” show. This is 
classic. Here are some of the questions 
that Joe and Mika asked the Koch 
brothers. 

Joe Scarborough asked: “It’s hard to 
find people in New York, liberals, we 
were talking about this before, liberals 
or conservative alike, who haven’t been 
touched by your graciousness, whether 
it is towards the arts or cancer re- 
search. Do you think you got that in- 
stinct from your mom?” 

Mika asked: ‘“‘Sitting here in your 
childhood home’’—they were doing this 
interview in Topeka, KS—‘‘we have the 
Koch brothers. Which was the good 
brother?” That was another tough 
question. 
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Joe then asked: “You guys both play 
rugby together, right?’’ 

Sometimes—most of the time—they 
weren’t even questions; they were just 
compliments. 

At one point, here is what he said: 
“You sound like my dad. That’s very 
diplomatic. That’s very good.” 

Wow. Those were some really tough 
questions asked by the host of ‘‘Morn- 
ing Joe.” That is tough journalism. 

Those questions are so easy; they 
may even qualify them to moderate the 
next Republican Presidential debate. 

It seems that some journalists are 
determined not to get on the wrong 
side of the Koch brothers and their bil- 
lions. After all, we have seen how the 
Koch empire targets people, cities, and 
States that do anything that conflicts 
with the Koch brothers’ radical agenda. 
When the media rolls over for these 
modern-day robber barons, as it is 
doing now, our country is in trouble. 

As Charles Koch himself said, he and 
his brother are not spending this 
money for altruistic reasons; they are 
doing it for one reason and one reason 
only—for the profits of themselves and 
fellow billionaires who have rigged the 
system against the middle class. They 
said it themselves. They want some- 
thing in return, and what they want is 
profit for their corporations. Their own 
publicist once explained why the Koch 
brothers are trying to buy a new gov- 
ernment: “It’s because we can make 
more profit, OK?’’ 

That is what this is all about for 
Charles and David Koch: bigger profits, 
more money because $100 billion or 
more isn’t enough for them. 

By their own admission, the Kochs 
will spend and spend and spend until 
they get the government they want—a 
government that lets Koch Industries 
do what it wants, a government whose 
sole goal is to make these billionaires 
even richer. 

Unfortunately for the United States, 
the Supreme Court has constructed a 
political system that allows them to do 
just that. The Citizens United case, de- 
cided in January 2010, has effectively 
put the U.S. Government up for sale to 
the highest bidder, and right now the 
Koch brothers are the highest bidder. 
Right now our country has no real re- 
strictions on how much money a bil- 
lionaire or a millionaire can spend to 
buy the government they want. All the 
power is with the wealthy, and that 
puts middle-class Americans at a sig- 
nificant disadvantage. 

So we can’t stand idly by while the 
government sits on an auction block 
and neither should any American sit 
idly by. Instead, we should be working 
to rid the system of the Koch brothers’ 
dark money, but this cannot and will 
not happen if reporters and journalists 
refuse to ask Charles and David Koch 
questions—maybe even probing ques- 
tions. Otherwise no one is holding 
these two oil barons accountable for 
their nefarious actions. 
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Mr. President, I yield the floor. 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 


—— 


PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL 
DISAPPROVAL OF A RULE SUB- 
MITTED BY THE CORPS OF ENGI- 
NEERS AND THE ENVIRON- 
MENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
sume consideration of S.J. Res. 22, 
which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 22) providing 
for congressional disapproval under chapter 8 
of title 5, United States Code, of the rule 
submitted by the Corps of Engineers and the 
Environmental Protection Agency relating 
to the definition of ‘‘waters of the United 
States”? under the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the time until 12 
noon will be equally divided in the 
usual form. 

The Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HELLER. I will yield. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at the conclu- 
sion of the remarks of the Senator 
from Nevada I be recognized, unless an 
intervening minority Member should 
come in, in which case that I be recog- 
nized after that minority Member. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak on an issue that will impact 
every single one of my constituents 
and probably all of the constituents of 
my colleagues in this body; namely, 
the Environmental Protection Agen- 
cy’s and the Army Corps of Engineers’ 
new definition for ‘‘navigable waters.” 

Also known as waters of the United 
States, this overreaching and burden- 
some regulation is bad for Nevada and 
frankly it is bad for the Nation. My 
home State of Nevada is one of the dri- 
est in the Nation, and the water of 
course is a very precious resource. The 
only thing more scarce than water in 
the Silver State is probably private 
property, and the implementation of 
this waters of the United States rule 
will only do more harm for both of 
these. 

Since coming to Congress, one of my 
primary goals has been to promote job- 
creating policies that grow Nevada’s 
economy, and the key to promoting 
these types of policies is to cut redtape 
regulations handed down by Wash- 
ington bureaucrats. Unfortunately, 
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time and time again, this administra- 
tion is bound and determined to issue 
overly burdensome regulations that 
damage the economy and stifle job cre- 
ation. The latest edict from Wash- 
ington bureaucrats is no different. 

After years of failed legislative at- 
tempts to change the scope of regu- 
latory authority over water, this ad- 
ministration has overturned both con- 
gressional intent and multiple Su- 
preme Court decisions to further over- 
regulate hard-working Nevadans. I 
have long been an outspoken advocate 
and a cosponsor of Senator BARRASSO’s 
legislation, the Federal Water Quality 
Protection Act, that would make the 
EPA and the Army Corps of Engineers 
redo this rule and consider stakeholder 
input—something they completely ig- 
nored the last time around. Consid- 
ering that nearly 87 percent of my 
home State is managed by the Federal 
Government—which I often refer to as 
our Federal landlords—it is easy to see 
why this rule is thought of by many 
back home as yet another Federal land 
grab. 

I have heard from many of my con- 
stituents who have shared with me 
their staunch opposition to this rule, 
like Marlow from Ruby Valley and 
Darryl from Yerington. They write 
about the rule that it ‘‘creates confu- 
sion and risk by providing the Agencies 
with almost unlimited authority to 
regulate, at their discretion, any low 
spot where rainwater collects, includ- 
ing farm ditches, ephemeral drainages, 
agricultural ponds and isolated wet- 
lands found in and near farms and 
ranching.” 

The EPA may tell us that farmers 
and ranchers are protected from this 
regulation by exemptions under the 
Clean Water Act. The problem with 
this so-called exemption is that if a 
landowner made any changes on their 
farmland or their ranch since 1977 that 
impacts any land or any water on their 
property, they do not qualify for an ex- 
emption. Think about it again. Since 
1977, if a landowner made any changes 
on their ranch land or on their farm 
that impacts water or land, they don’t 
qualify for this exemption. So under 
this new rule, almost everyone would 
be regulated. 

Ranching is the backbone of Nevada’s 
rural economy. Implementation of this 
rule will devastate Nevada’s land- 
owners and businesses. Like Marlow 
and Darryl, I believe this rule needs to 
be redone with significant input from 
local stakeholders and in a way that 
will not impact the ability of Nevada 
ranchers to provide food for Americans. 

Unfortunately, the Senate was not 
even able to proceed to this measure 
and debate legislation to exert some 
much needed oversight over the EPA 
due to the left’s circle-the-wagon men- 
tality of the Obama agenda. Although I 
was sad to see this vote fail, today I am 
proud to stand in support of Senator 
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ERNST’s resolution of disapproval, 
which will send this regulation back to 
the administration and send a clear 
message that Congress doesn’t accept 
overreaching regulations created by 
Washington bureaucrats. 

The fact is, the implementation of 
this rule has already been halted by 
the Federal courts. I strongly believe 
that at the end of the day, the courts 
will decide to overturn this onerous 
regulation. That is why I stand here 
today to urge my colleagues to support 
this resolution of disapproval. Instead 
of waiting years for the courts to de- 
cide, Congress needs to take immediate 
action to show this administration 
that we will not stand for any more 
regulations that kill jobs and stifle 
economic growth. 

Good stewardship of our natural re- 
sources is part of Nevada’s character 
that makes it so unique. This is not 
about dirty water or a rollback of the 
Clean Water Act. This is about Federal 
regulations that severely limit land 
use, infringe on property rights, and di- 
minish economic activity in Nevada 
and nationwide. This is about Federal 
regulatory overreach by an agency 
that is using the Clean Water Act as a 
means to greatly increase its author- 
ity. At a time when the American pub- 
lic is still waiting for answers on the 
Animas River spill in Colorado, I find 
it greatly disturbing that this Agency 
is using clean drinking water as an ex- 
cuse to gain authority over all waters 
of the United States. Enough is enough 
with these power trips. 

Should we really trust the ‘‘Environ- 
mental Pollution Agency” with this? 

As a sportsman, I grew up under- 
standing the importance of being a 
good steward of our environment. I 
support efforts that balance conserva- 
tion and economic growth, and that is 
why I urge my colleagues to stand with 
me against this administration’s 
heavyhanded mandates. 

Mr. President, thank you, and I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, yester- 
day 41 Senators refused to have a sub- 
stantive debate on an issue that is 
critically important to all of our con- 
stituents—the scope of Federal author- 
ity under the Clean Water Act—and 
voted against a motion to proceed to 
Senator BARRASSO’s bipartisan Federal 
Water Quality Protection Act, S. 1140. 

Later in the day I was extremely dis- 
appointed to learn that 11 of those 41 
Senators agreed that the EPA’s rule is 
flawed, but instead of doing their job to 
provide legislative clarity to the EPA 
on the regulation of our Nation’s 
waters, they wrote a letter. In this let- 
ter they told the EPA that they have 
concerns with the rule, but instead of 
acting now they reserve the right to do 
their jobs simply at a later time. 

If only 3—only 3—of these 11 Sen- 
ators who signed this letter would have 
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voted to proceed to the bill, we could 
have worked with them to resolve their 
concerns and ours about the WOTUS 
rule disapproval. 

As Senator SASSE so eloquently re- 
minded us yesterday in his maiden 
speech, what are we here for if not to 
have a substantive debate on issues? 
No wonder the American people think 
Congress is not looking out for their 
interests. 

Instead of doing their jobs, 11 Sen- 
ators asked the EPA to change the 
final rule through guidance. That can’t 
happen. EPA can’t do that. That would 
be a violation of the Administrative 
Procedure Act, and I think most of us 
know that. These 11 Senators also 
asked the EPA to enforce the rule in a 
way that will protect people who are 
not regulated today. That also will not 
happen. The WOTUS rule is on the 
books. Even if the EPA doesn’t bring 
enforcement action against someone, 
some activist, environmentalist com- 
munity is going to file a lawsuit, and 
we know what the result of that would 
be. 

In the letter I am referring to, the 11 
Democrats agreed that the EPA did not 
provide clarity in its final WOTUS rule 
to protect American landowners, but 
instead of voting to debate a bipartisan 
bill that would have forced EPA to pro- 
vide that clarity and to offer perfecting 
amendments, if they wished to do so, 
they wrote a letter. I know I am sound- 
ing very critical, and in a minute I will 
tell my colleagues why, because this 
happens to be the No. 1 issue of the 
farmers and ranchers in my rural State 
of Oklahoma. It is a big deal. 

The EPA’s entire rulemaking proc- 
ess, and now the lack of debate in the 
Senate, is an example of Washington at 
its worst. This is a long and sordid 
story that dates back to 2009. EPA 
wanted to be able to control isolated 
ponds, wetlands, and dry channels 
water only when it rains, but they were 
blocked because the Supreme Court 
said the Clean Water Act is based on 
the authority over navigable waters. I 
think everybody understands that the 
State has always had the authority, 
but certainly if they are navigable 
waters, I agree, the Federal Govern- 
ment should be involved. 

First, the EPA backed legislation— 
and this is the legislation I referred to 
yesterday by Senator Feingold, 5 years 
ago, and Congressman Oberstar in the 
House—to take the word “navigable” 
out. If we take the word ‘‘navigable’’ 
out, everything is then in the author- 
ity of the Federal Government. 

To support this legislation, EPA cre- 
ated a propaganda message that action 
was needed to protect drinking water. 
The EPA spread this propaganda, even 
though they know that all sources of 
drinking water are already regulated. 
That is already done. That is a done 
deal. It should have been done and it 
was done, but the American people 
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were not fooled. The bills were so un- 
popular with the American people that 
even though Senator Feingold’s party 
held the Senate, the White House, and 
the House—everything was on their 
side—the bill never reached the Senate 
floor and Congressman Oberstar did 
not even try to move his bill through 
the committee he chaired. 

So the American people held them 
accountable. Both of them, I might 
add, lost their elections for reelection 
to office in 2010. After that election, 
EPA changed its strategy. Even though 
in 2009 the EPA said they needed legis- 
lation to expand Federal control after 
Congress rejected their attempt to 
take the word ‘‘navigable’’ out of the 
clean Clean Water Act, they tried to do 
the same thing through regulation. 

This is exactly what this administra- 
tion has been doing. Every time they 
try to pass something legislatively and 
they can’t do it, they get a regulation. 
That is what they are doing. How many 
times did we vote on the global warm- 
ing and the cap-and-trade bills, and 
each time it went down resoundingly in 
the Senate. Well, it happened over and 
over again. So what did they do? They 
said if we can’t do it legislatively, we 
will do it through regulation. 

In this new regulation, EPA tried to 
dodge the Supreme Court rulings by 
pretending that all water has a connec- 
tion to navigable water. EPA also 
cranked up its propaganda machine. On 
May 19, the New York Times said: ‘‘In 
a campaign that tests the limits of fed- 
eral lobbying law, the agency orches- 
trated a drive to counter political op- 
position from Republicans and enlist 
public support in concert with liberal 
environmental groups and a grass-roots 
organization aligned with President 
Obama.” 

That was in the New York Times. 
They created social media messages 
and asked people to send these EPA-di- 
rected messages of support back to 
EPA—a true echo chamber going back 
and forth. 

After soliciting comments using its 
propaganda machine, the EPA claimed 
that 90 percent of the comments sup- 
ported the rule and that every com- 
ment is meaningful to the EPA. How- 
ever, the Corps of Engineers told my 
committee—the committee that I 
chair, the Environment and Public 
Works Committee—that only 39 per- 
cent of unique comments supported the 
rule, and 60 percent were opposed. 

The difference is that EPA is count- 
ing each email address on a list as a 
separate meaningful comment. For ex- 
ample, EPA counts a list of nearly 
70,000 email addresses sent in by Orga- 
nizing for Action, President Obama’s 
political campaign arm, as 70,000 com- 
ments. It is actually only one. Appar- 
ently the EPA considers an email ad- 
dress more meaningful than sub- 
stantive comments submitted by 
States and by local governments, by 
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farmers, ranchers, and property own- 
ers. The EPA has ignored the signifi- 
cant concerns raised by these groups, 
and they should not have. 

I am sure that every Member of this 
body has heard from someone com- 
parable to Tom Buchanan in my State 
of Oklahoma. Tom Buchanan is the 
president of the Oklahoma Farm Bu- 
reau. He speaks for a lot of farmers and 
ranchers, and we are a rural State. He 
says of all the problems that farmers 
and ranchers have in Oklahoma, these 
issues are not found in the farm bill, 
and they are not in the ag bill. They 
are the overregulations of the EPA. He 
is talking about endangered species, 
where you can plow your fields and 
where you can’t. But of all the regula- 
tions of the EPA, the most onerous are 
the water regulations because they will 
allow the Federal Government to have 
an army of bureaucrats crawling over 
every farm and every ranch, not just in 
my State of Oklahoma but throughout 
America. 

Two courts have already said it is il- 
legal. It will be overturned. We don’t 
have to stand for this. We don’t have to 
endure years of confusion before the 
courts act. They are going to act, but 
it could take a long, long time. In the 
meantime they will go forward, and the 
overregulations will continue. 

We have only one way to stop the 
rule right now, and that is coming up. 
It is through the CRA offered by Sen- 
ator ERNST. A lot of people don’t know 
what a CRA is, but it forces responsi- 
bility on Members of the Senate. There 
are a lot of Senators who want over- 
regulation; the liberal ones do. So they 
would rather go ahead and go home, 
and when people complain, they can 
say: Hey, it wasn’t us who did that; it 
was an unelected bureaucracy that did 
that. A CRA will not let them get by 
with that. 

The President can veto it, which he 
will, and it will come back for a vote to 
override the veto, and we will know 
and our constituents throughout Amer- 
ica will know just how their Senator is 
voting. Senator ERNST’s CRA would do 
that. I certainly urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote, not 
just for me but for all my farmers and 
ranchers in Oklahoma. 

After vacating this rule, if any Sen- 
ator wants to work with my committee 
on substantive issues around the scope 
of Federal authority under the Clean 
Water Act, I stand ready to work with 
them. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that all time spent in a quorum 
call before the 12 noon vote be charged 
equally against both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 
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Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague from Iowa who has 
led the effort this morning as we speak 
about the waters of the United States 
rule that would lead to a resolution of 
disapproval on this very wrong-headed 
rule. 

I also want to acknowledge the good 
work of my colleague from Wyoming, 
Senator BARRASSO, who had the oppor- 
tunity yesterday to discuss the dev- 
astating impact of the WOTUS rule, as 
we lovingly refer to it. It was a com- 
bined effort to address the concerns 
that so many of us have across the 
country about the waters of the United 
States rule that has stemmed from the 
EPA and Army Corps of Engineers. 

This WOTUS rule that so many of us 
speak to is not only an overreach, it is 
a significant overreach that will allow 
for a dramatic expansion of the Federal 
Government’s ability to regulate our 
land and regulate our waters and will 
harm the people in the State of Alaska 
and other States across the Nation. 
They have said in no uncertain terms 
that this rule could have as damaging 
an impact on our State and our State’s 
ability to engage in any level of devel- 
opment—this rule would have greater 
impact than most anything we have 
seen before. 

So I am here to urge my colleagues 
in the Senate to support the resolution 
of disapproval that we now have pend- 
ing, which we will have an opportunity 
to vote on in just a little over an hour. 

I have had dozens of meetings—meet- 
ings with constituents, meetings with 
people across the country who have 
raised this as an issue. We have sent 
letters, and we have questioned the 
EPA Administrator about the impact 
of the rule. 

I had an opportunity to have a field 
hearing in Alaska earlier this year, 
joined by Senator SULLIVAN, focusing 
on those areas we would consider to be 
Federal overreach, those areas that 
hold our State back from any level of 
economic activity and development. 
Time after time, the concern was 
whether this waters of the United 
States—again, this expansive interpre- 
tation of the Clean Water Act literally 
designed by the EPA, a concern about 
how its negative impact on our State 
will be felt. 

In addition to many of the legislative 
efforts that are out there, as chairman 
of the Appropriations interior sub- 
committee, I included a provision with- 
in the Interior appropriations bill to 
halt the implementation of the waters 
of the United States rule. I am a co- 
sponsor of the bill we tried to advance 
yesterday. Unfortunately, it was 
blocked. I am also a cosponsor of the 
disapproval resolution that is being of- 
fered by our colleague from Iowa. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


My position on this is pretty simple: 
The WOTUS rule cannot be allowed to 
stand. The agencies have to go back to 
the drawing board. I am not alone in 
this view. It is a highly controversial 
rule. It stands out among many of the 
rules we have seen finalized by this ad- 
ministration. Of the controversial ones 
that are out there, I would argue that 
if this is not in the top tier, if it is not 
the top, it is certainly No. 2. 

It is a rule that is controversial 
enough that it draws bipartisan opposi- 
tion as well. We have a large majority, 
a bipartisan majority of the House that 
opposes it. When we look to how this 
has been addressed by the States, some 
31 States, including the State of Alas- 
ka, have sued to block it. A wide range 
of local governments and business 
groups have done the same. Just last 
month, the Sixth Circuit Court of Ap- 
peals issued a nationwide injunction to 
prevent the implementation of this 
rule. 

I welcome what the courts have done 
so far, but I do not think Congress 
should sit back on this and hope we get 
the right legal outcome. We should not 
just be sitting back because that right 
legal outcome may come. It may come 
in months, it may come years from 
now, or it may not be the right out- 
come. Our opinions here in the Con- 
gress are not based solely on what the 
courts say. We have to look to the 
reach, to the impact of this rule, and 
then determine whether it is appro- 
priate. Again, my answer to this is 
pretty simple: It is no. It is just not ap- 
propriate. 

The agencies are claiming the 
WOTUS rule is somehow or other just a 
clarification. They have gone one step 
further and they renamed it. They are 
calling it the clean water rule because 
who out there is going to oppose clean 
water? Nobody opposes clean water. We 
all strive for cleaner water, cleaner air. 
This is something we all should be 
working to. But just changing the 
name on this rule does not make it so. 
In fact, this rule is really just mud- 
dying the waters. Excuse the pun, but 
that is what EPA is doing. They are 
creating confusion. They are certainly 
creating greater uncertainty. It opens 
the door to higher regulatory costs and 
delays for projects all over the coun- 
try. 

There have been many colleagues 
who have come to the floor and talked 
about kind of the mechanics of the 
WOTUS rule. Unfortunately, they are 
pretty complicated. When you start 
talking about ‘‘categorically jurisdic- 
tional waters,” when you try to explain 
the ‘‘significant nexus” analysis, the 
only people in the room who are really 
captivated by what you are talking 
about are the lawyers who might be in 
a position to gain some benefit because 
they are working these cases. But most 
farmers in Iowa and most miners in 
Alaska are not thinking about what a 
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categorically jurisdictional water is 
and whether there is a significant 
nexus from my little plaster mining op- 
eration to a body of water. That is not 
what people are thinking about. 

I want to use a little bit of my time 
this morning to speak to how, in the 
State of Alaska, people will be harmed 
by application of this rule. 

To understand the reach of the rule 
in the State, take a look at this map of 
the State of Alaska. It is so big, we 
cannot even fit it all on one floor chart 
because really we need to go all of the 
way out to the Aleutian Chain and we 
do not have all of the southeastern 
part of the State in it, but we have the 
bulk here. Alaska, plain and short, is 
covered in water. It is just wet. Accord- 
ing to our State government, Alaska 
has more than 40 percent of the Na- 
tion’s surface water resources. Think 
about that. Think about the entire 
United States of America, and then ap- 
preciate that in one State, in my 
State, we have more than 40 percent of 
the Nation’s entire surface water re- 
sources. So we are talking over 3 mil- 
lion lakes, over 12,000 rivers. We have 
approximately 174 million acres of wet- 
lands. There are more wetlands in the 
State of Alaska than in the entire rest 
of the country combined. 

So all you colleagues, all you folks in 
the 49 other States who are concerned 
about the impact of this rule, I don’t 
mean to diminish your problems, but 
think about what this rule would do in 
Alaska. 

We have more wetlands in the State 
of Alaska than in all of the rest of the 
country combined. Out of 283 commu- 
nities in the State, 215 of these commu- 
nities are located within either 2 miles 
of the coast or a navigable waterway. 
We live on the water, even in the in- 
land part of the state, where I was 
raised and went to high school—the 
lakes, the rivers, up in the north coun- 
try here, where you have just a small 
lake. Out in the whole southwest of 
Alaska—when you fly over it, you look 
at it, and it is dotted with small lakes 
and bodies of water. Plainly said, it is 
wet in Alaska. 

Surprise—if it is not wet, it is frozen. 
Think about the permafrost we have 
there. How do you deal with the perma- 
frost? How is that considered in this 
proposed rule, in this waters of the 
United States? If it is frozen, is it 
waters of the United States? Well, you 
know, we don’t know because the rule 
is unclear, but we are going to go 
ahead and just assume that it is going 
to be covered. 

We have a map here where what you 
see is blue. The reason it is blue is be- 
cause all of it is water. 

This is the National Hydrography 
Dataset, Streams, Rivers and Bodies 
for the State of Alaska, September 
2015. 

EPA has produced maps of the waters 
and wetlands in each of our 50 States. 
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Our colleagues in the House actually 
had to force the Agency to release 
these maps last year. Almost the full 
State of Alaska is shaded in. That is 
what the EPA wants to be able to regu- 
late under this rule. So what exactly 
could that cover? What are we talking 
about? 

It could be out here in Bristol Bay, 
where it is all about fishing. It could be 
a new runway project there that would 
be subject to regulation or a seafood 
processing plant out there in Bristol 
Bay. 

Up here in the interior of Alaska, in 
Fairbanks, it could be a new neighbor- 
hood they want to accommodate to 
deal with the growing population there 
that would be subject to regulation. 

It could be a parcel of land awarded 
under the Native Land Claims Settle- 
ment Act that just so happens to be in 
a wetlands area or have a small river 
present. But the fact that it was a con- 
veyance of land under the Native 
Claims Settlement Act does not get 
you beyond regulation through the 
EPA. 

It could be the new industrial park in 
Anchorage that wants to diversify, 
wants to help expand the economy 
there. 

It could be an energy project up on 
the North Slope that the Arctic Slope 
Regional Corporation wants to pursue. 
But, again, it is either wetlands or it is 
clearly permafrost up there. 

It could be Alaska’s proposed gas 
line. We are hoping to run a gas line 
from the Slope all of the way down to 
tidewater in Valdez. This is a major 
project our State’s legislature is work- 
ing on. Right now they are in the midst 
of a special session. It is going to run 
across—if you want to talk about wet- 
lands and rivers and areas that will be 
subject to this permitting requirement, 
it could be any of those. It could be 
many more. 

That brings us to the potential im- 
pact under the WOTUS rule. I am not 
certain that the agencies will try to 
stop every project in the State—that is 
too much even for them—but I recog- 
nize that they could use this rule to 
stop any project that they want, when- 
ever they want, and for as long as they 
may want. So maybe not every project 
will be affected, but any project could 
be targeted. Think about that. If you 
are trying to make an investment deci- 
sion, if you are a business that is seek- 
ing to expand but you have that level 
of uncertainty because you don’t know 
if you are going to be targeted, that is 
tough. It is tough to make these deci- 
sions. 

We know these agencies have cast an 
extremely wide net with this rule. We 
know from Keystone XL and from our 
experiences in Alaska that regulatory 
decisions are not always fair or impar- 
tial or even logical within this admin- 
istration. We know that almost every- 
thing in Alaska is either near water, it 
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is wetlands, or it is permafrost. You 
add it all up, folks, and almost every 
project in Alaska could suddenly be 
subject to Federal permitting under 
the Clean Water Act. That, in turn, 
means most projects in our State will 
end up costing more, taking longer, or 
being indefinitely delayed. 

I would remind friends that the cost 
of securing a section 404 permit can 
easily run $300,000 and take over 2 
years to do. So you are adding cost and 
you are adding delay. The delay adds to 
further cost. Some developers just give 
up. They raise the white flag and they 
say: I am tired. I am frustrated. I just 
cannot run this regulatory gauntlet. 

They give up. All of this would be in 
addition to the significant regulatory 
burdens Alaska is already facing. 

One last example I will leave you 
with comes from Craig, AK, down here 
in the southeast. This is a small town 
of about 1,200 people. We have a local 
tribal organization that wants to con- 
struct a 16-unit affordable housing 
project. The Army Corps required a 
$46,000 downpayment to a mitigation 
bank prior to permitting. Again, this is 
for a small project in a community of 
1,200 people. It is a tribal organization 
trying to bring in some low-income 
housing units, and they are going to 
have to spend $46,000 just to get start- 
ed. Think about what they could have 
done if they could have put those dol- 
lars toward that project. Imagine 
then—a town like Craig—when you 
scale this up to communities such as 
Anchorage and Fairbanks, what do 
those costs mean to you? There is just 
too much at stake. 

Again, I strongly oppose the WOTUS 
rule because of the uncertainty it will 
create, the delays it will deliver, the 
costs it will impose, because Alaska is 
the only State that has permafrost and 
we still have no idea whether or under 
what circumstances these areas will be 
regulated and, further, because this 
rule could dampen our efforts to begin 
new resource-extraction projects, 
which we depend upon for a majority of 
our State’s budget. 

Finally, I oppose the WOTUS rule be- 
cause it is yet another regulatory bur- 
den for Alaskans, for people all over 
the country. This is on top of all of the 
other regulations we have seen in our 
State and from the Interior Depart- 
ment’s anti-energy decisions to EPA’s 
quest for project veto authority before, 
during, and after the permitting proc- 
ess. It gets to a point where it is just 
too much. It is just too much, and this 
is where we must come together and 
stand to stop it. 

I thank my colleagues for their lead- 
ership and look forward to the oppor- 
tunity to support the disapproval reso- 
lution that is pending before the body. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SUL- 
LIVAN). The Senator from Michigan. 
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THE BUDGET 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, just 
a week ago the American people were 
able to breathe a collective sigh of re- 
lief—and I think all of us did in this 
Chamber as well—as Republicans and 
Democrats in the House and Senate fi- 
nally pulled back from what would 
have been a financial catastrophe. We 
had a potential default of our country’s 
bills. There was a potential govern- 
ment shutdown, but that was averted, 
and we passed a budget with no time to 
spare. It was a good thing to do on a bi- 
partisan basis, to be able to show that 
we could work together, develop a bi- 
partisan budget. 

I believe it was 3 a.m. when we had 
the final vote on early Friday morning, 
but we put that in place and had some 
confidence at that moment that we 
were going to be moving forward with 
a comprehensive budget—a compre- 
hensive appropriations process—that 
would allow us to say to the American 
people that we were addressing all of 
the needs they care about: security, 
growing the economy, making sure we 
are investing in middle-class families, 
strengthening our defense, and so on. 

Now, not even a week later, Repub- 
lican leaders are back to their old 
tricks again. We are quite shocked to 
see that rather than giving the appro- 
priators the opportunity to put to- 
gether a comprehensive appropriations 
process, a comprehensive budget to be 
able to move forward on all of the 
needs of the country, what we are see- 
ing is potentially a trick to undo the 
bipartisan budget agreement through 
the backdoor. We have seen this movie 
before, a few years ago, passing the De- 
partment of Defense appropriations 
and then forcing everything else into a 
long-term continuing resolution. 

We are not going down this road 
again. We are operating under the basis 
that we have a bipartisan agreement. A 
lot of folks on both sides of the aisle 
deserve credit for that, but we want to 
stick to that and a comprehensive 
budget moving forward—no tricks to 
undo the bipartisan budget agreement. 

Frankly, our families deserve a budg- 
et that grows the economy and invests 
in our middle-class families. How many 
of us have said the issue is that folks 
don’t have money in their pocket, 
good-paying jobs, and can’t do what 
they need to do to be able to put food 
on the table, send the kids to school, 
pay the mortgage, be able to support 
their families in a way that we always 
have in America, and be able to grow 
the economy with a strong, vibrant 
middle class. 

We also need to strengthen our na- 
tional defense—our national security— 
broadly. If we only move forward on 
Department of Defense, as we know, we 
are leaving out a whole range of things 
that are part of our national security. 

I can say that as a border State in 
Michigan, we need to be concerned. We 
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hear a lot of debate and discussion 
about border security. We need to 
make sure we are adequately funding 
border security. Cyber security, for us 
it means things such as the Coast 
Guard. When we look at other areas of 
security, it includes food security ef- 
forts that people care about. It in- 
cludes first responders, police, and fire- 
fighters. It includes airports—a whole 
range of things that need to be looked 
at comprehensively. 

We want to see the whole budget, not 
just the Department of Defense. We 
want to see the agreement on the 
whole budget so we know there aren’t 
going to be any tricks. If there aren’t 
going to be any tricks, what are folks 
trying to hide? Let’s just develop the 
whole budget and then move the whole 
budget. 

We also know people care deeply 
about growing the economy and jobs, 
and that means supporting small busi- 
ness. It means investing, making 
things, and growing things, which I 
talk a lot about in Michigan. That is 
what we do; we make things and grow 
things. There are efforts to support 
that that we need to do. 

Frankly, some of that is in critical 
partnerships with the private sector 
and job training. The No. 1 thing I hear 
from manufacturers today—in fact, the 
National Association of Manufacturers 
tells us there are 600,000 unfilled jobs 
today because we don’t have people 
with the right skills for the right job. 
That is something we need to address 
in our budget: job training, education, 
and college affordability. 

How many times have we heard 
about young people or in our own fami- 
lies know people who have come out of 
college, they did everything we told 
them to do: Go to college, get good 
grades. They graduate, and then they 
come out with more debt than if they 
were trying to buy a big house. In fact, 
the realtors tell us now they can’t 
qualify young couples to buy a house 
because of their college debt. That is 
part of this debate on the budget: edu- 
cation, access to college, job training, 
support for small businesses, and sup- 
port for our manufacturers and our 
farmers, large and small. 

Another critical area in our budget 
that we want to make sure is ade- 
quately funded is our ability to save 
lives through medical research, such as 
new treatments, new cures that we all 
have heard so much about that we are 
excited about. The whole effort now— 
finally, we are doing research on the 
brain, the least researched organ in the 
body. That impacts Alzheimer’s; $1 out 
of every $5 Medicare dollars is spent on 
Alzheimer’s disease and dementias, 
Parkinson’s, mental illness, and addic- 
tions. That doesn’t count what needs to 
happen with cancers. It doesn’t count 
how close we are if we were to double 
down on our medical research in this 
country. Juvenile diabetes—we could 
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go on and on. That is part of this budg- 
et. 

We want to see what is being funded 
on medical research in the National In- 
stitutes of Health before we move for- 
ward on only one piece of this, as we 
are very late in the game to debate 
this. This might have been a strategy 
we could do last spring. Now what we 
need to have is a look at the entire 
budget: mental health, substance 
abuse, services for veterans. Whether it 
is veterans and job training, whether it 
is providing veterans an opportunity to 
have a home and live in dignity, wheth- 
er it is mental health substance abuse 
services, that is in this budget. We 
need a comprehensive budget. We need 
to know, the American people need to 
know the whole budget and that there 
are not going to be tricks in this proc- 
ess. 

Protecting our natural resources. For 
us around the Great Lakes, 20 percent 
of the world’s freshwater, it is incred- 
ibly important for us that we know 
how the Great Lakes Restoration Ini- 
tiative is funded; how we are sup- 
porting our clean air, clean water, and 
land initiatives. 

We have new challenges in out- 
rageous things such as what is hap- 
pening in Flint, MI, where there is very 
high lead found in the water and we 
need pipes changed. We need to be sup- 
porting infrastructure around not only 
roads and bridges, which are critically 
important, but aging pipes that have 
been there for 60 years, 70 years, 80 
years, 100 years that we are now see- 
ing—and multiplied by a series of er- 
rors and incredibly bad misjudgments 
at the State level, at the minimum. We 
are seeing situations where we are 
going to need to support efforts on 
making sure we can upgrade our pipes, 
our water pipes, water and sewer, and 
so on. That is all part of this budget. 

So when we look at moving forward, 
last week at the end of the week was a 
good time because it was an oppor- 
tunity to come together in a bipartisan 
way, avert disaster, and actually come 
together as the American people want 
us to do every day. People in Michigan 
ask: Can’t you guys just get something 
done? Can’t you just work together? 

Well, at the end of last week we actu- 
ally did that. We actually came to- 
gether and developed a plan, a 2-year 
overall budget process, and now it is 
implementing it through appropria- 
tions. What we as Democrats are com- 
mitted to doing is implementing the 
agreement in total. We are not going to 
support going back to where we were 
before, where we move one budget—the 
budget that has the most interest 
among Republican colleagues, the De- 
partment of Defense—and then poten- 
tially see all of these other needs go 
unaddressed in a fair and responsible 
way in terms of what American fami- 
lies are asking us to do. We just want 
to know that we are truly working to 


17289 


implement a bipartisan budget that we 
voted on—no backdoor tricks. Unfortu- 
nately, we have seen this movie be- 
fore—no backdoor tricks to undermine 
critical needs for jobs, the economy, 
quality of life, protecting our natural 
resources, our broad security needs as 
a country. Let’s put that strategy aside 
rather than trying to have a vote on 
only moving forward on the Defense 
appropriations. 

I urge that Republican leadership put 
that strategy aside, give the appropri- 
ators the time they need—we have 
good people on both sides of the aisle 
who can work together as appropri- 
ators—and provide us a balanced, re- 
sponsible budget for the United States 
of America that will in fact grow the 
economy, invest in our middle-class 
families, and strengthen our national 
defense. I am hopeful that in the end 
that is what will happen. 

Thank you. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I had a 
few minutes yesterday before the 
vote—the Congressional Review Act 
vote on this truly terrible EPA rule on 
water—to talk about the reasons EPA 
shouldn’t do this, the long-term under- 
standing of what ‘‘navigable waters” 
meant, the ability for EPA—if they 
wanted to change the law—to come and 
ask the Congress to change the law, 
but of course they don’t want to do any 
of that. In fact, I had a small version of 
this map yesterday that shows the 
Farm Bureau projection—that I believe 
other projections agree with—of how 
much of our State is covered by this 
new jurisdiction by the Federal Gov- 
ernment over essentially all the waters 
of the country. If you will notice, the 
only part of Missouri that would be 
covered under the so-called waters of 
the United States rule is just the part 
in red. Only 99.7 percent of the State 
would be under this new jurisdiction 
that the EPA would ask for. Surely, 
nobody believes the EPA could ever ex- 
ercise this jurisdiction. And uniquely, 
as it relates to this rule—I think 
“uniquely” is the right word to say 
here—Federal agency after Federal 
agency opposed the EPA going forward 
with this rule. This is basically not 
just the EPA versus a few people who 
are concerned about it. It is the EPA 
versus anybody who has looked at it. 

According to the Small Business Ad- 
ministration—by the way, another 
agency of the Federal Government 
headed by someone else who is ap- 
pointed by the President—they have a 
number of concerns. One is that utility 
companies would have a hard time 
complying with the law in a way that 
allowed the power grid to continue to 
be utilized. Of course, anything that 
raises utility company power costs 
raises the cost to the consumer. There 
is no mythical way anybody else pays 
for that except the people who get util- 
ity bills, which almost every person in 
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America or at least the family of al- 
most every person in America does. 

The Home Builders Association of St. 
Louis believes that if this rule goes 
into effect, on average, the increased 
cost for permitting to build a home 
would go from a little under $30,000— 
right now the average cost, at least for 
St. Louis home builders to get all the 
permitting necessary, is $28,915—and 
would increase by 10 times. So the av- 
erage permit to build a home, if this 
silly waters of the United States thing 
is allowed to happen, would go from a 
little under $30,000 to $271,596, and the 
wait time would go from a little less 
than 1 year to more than 2 years, just 
to get the permitting you need to build 
a home. 

Now, the SBA also says the rule will 
increase permitting costs generally by 
$52 million in the country, just for per- 
mitting costs generally, and environ- 
mental mitigation costs by $113 million 
every year. With the addition of the 
power rule the EPA also has out, I 
think you would be hard pressed to 
come up with a third rule that would 
do anywhere as much damage as the 
two rules they already have out there 
do to the American economy. 

In April of 2015, a memo from MG 
John Peabody to Assistant Secretary 
Darcy of the Corps of Engineers, states 
that ‘‘in the Corps’ judgment, the docu- 
ments contain numerous inappropriate 
assumptions with no connection to the 
data provided . . and logical incon- 
sistencies.’’ This is the view of the 
Corps of Engineers—not necessarily my 
favorite Federal agency—on the EPA 
rule. 

This rule would also mean that Fed- 
eral bureaucrats, assuming you could 
ever assemble enough of them to do the 
job the EPA says they like here, can 
decide what falls under the jurisdic- 
tion, and they would be deciding from 
a long way away. This kind of author- 
ity is barely able to be exercised by the 
local city or county. It becomes even 
more complicated when the State de- 
partment of natural resources gets in- 
volved. It would be impossible to do 
and will slow down both the economy 
and add cost to families. 

Thirty-one States, including mine— 
including this State here, where again 
only the red part is covered by the 
waters of the United States rule—have 
sued the EPA to overturn the rule, and 
the courts appear to be listening. The 
district court that covers our district 
and North Dakota issued an injunction 
for 13 States. Then in early October, 
the Sixth Circuit issued a nationwide 
stay on the rule. 

So not only is the Congress con- 
cerned and involved, or a majority of 
the Congress—unfortunately, only 59 
Senators were concerned with some- 
thing that 60 Senators could have 
solved—but so is Federal agency after 
Federal agency, and the courts them- 
selves are saying this should not be al- 
lowed to happen. 
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I hope we see the Congressional Re- 
view Act put this issue exactly where 
it deserves to be—on the President’s 
desk. He appointed the head of the 
EPA. The Senate confirmed the head of 
the EPA. I didn’t vote to confirm the 
head of the EPA. In fact, I held that 
nomination back as long as I could pos- 
sibly hold the nomination back, hoping 
the new nominee would suggest they 
were going to be better than the person 
who had been holding the job before. 
This rule indicates the EPA doesn’t 
really have the best interest of the 
country at heart. They do not have a 
reasonable way to enforce the author- 
ity they say they would like to have. 
So I look forward to the President hav- 
ing to deal directly with this issue and 
that the American people will pay at- 
tention, as we all do, to the job we are 
sent here to do. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York. 

THE BUDGET 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, first 
let me thank my colleague from Michi- 
gan for her outstanding remarks. I too 
want to talk about the budget. We have 
agreed to a bipartisan budget frame- 
work, and that has been very good. We 
have avoided a shutdown, and we have 
avoided defaulting on our debt. I am 
glad the brinkmanship that some on 
the other side of the aisle wanted to 
play did not prevail. That is a very 
good thing. 

Now we have to move forward. I want 
to join my colleagues to ask our 
friends on the other side of the aisle to 
engage in a fair process on the omnibus 
that must follow. The budget, after all, 
is only a blueprint. Now it is up to 
Democrats and Republicans to fill in 
all the details and honor the agree- 
ments that both sides worked to pass 
together. Already we have some on the 
other side of the aisle threatening to 
insert policy riders that should have no 
business in an appropriations process, 
particularly a delicate one like this. 

So first things first—let us be crystal 
clear. If folks on the other side of the 
aisle insist on inserting poison pill rid- 
ers into the omnibus bill and the Re- 
publican leadership on either the House 
or Senate side goes along, they will be 
dragging us into another government 
shutdown. We are happy to debate any 
of these so-called poison pill riders but 
not to use the whole budget process as 
a hostage. 

The only reason that our colleagues 
who want these riders want to use the 
budget process and hold, in fact, the 
whole rest of the American people hos- 
tage is because they know they can’t 
win on their own. They can only do it 
by hostage-taking, by saying we won’t 
fund the government or this part of the 
government unless we get our way on 
these nonrelated riders. Well, we 
Democrats, on both sides of the Cap- 
itol, at both ends of Pennsylvania Ave- 
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nue, are totally united on preventing 
poison pill riders in riding along on an 
omnibus. 

Yesterday, I was disappointed to hear 
Speaker RYAN, who I think is a fair 
man—and I have worked with him on a 
number of issues—say that he expects 
to use the power of the purse to push 
riders. Again, the power of the purse 
does not give anyone the right to jam 
through ideological riders that can’t 
stand on their own merits. The power 
of the purse doesn’t give anyone the 
right to hold government hostage until 
we repeal parts of Dodd-Frank or 
defund Planned Parenthood. That 
doesn’t make any sense. 

The power of the purse means, and 
has always meant in this grand Repub- 
lic in our history, that Democrats and 
Republicans, House and Senate, work 
together to produce a fair budget that 
strengthens our national and economic 
security, free of poison pill riders. 

Second, with respect to the timetable 
for these bills, I want to echo my friend 
Senator STABENOW in saying we have 
to see the whole funding picture up 
front before we move to any com- 
prehensive funding legislation. 

I understand our colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle want to do De- 
fense first—sure. Then what about the 
rest of the budget? In 2010, we did De- 
fense and then did a CR for the rest of 
the budget. And then it leaves the fight 
on riders undone. 

Now, they say they need a vehicle. It 
is true. There are lots of vehicles. You 
don’t need the Defense bill for a vehi- 
cle, No. 1, and, No. 2, you don’t have to 
do that vehicle now. What should be 
happening now is the House and Sen- 
ate, Democrats and Republicans, 
should be negotiating the whole pic- 
ture, the whole omnibus. When they 
come to an agreement, we can then 
move them on the floor of the House 
and the Senate. 

So we all agree the Nation breathed a 
sigh of relief when we agreed to a bal- 
anced framework that would see us lift 
the sequester caps for domestic as well 
as defense spending. We can’t be goaded 
into passing an increase in defense 
spending without seeing the rest of the 
omnibus to make sure both sides are 
part of it, because 50-50 was always 
part of the deal. Let us see the 50-50, 
and let us see the details. 

What we also believe has to be part of 
the deal is no poison pill riders, wheth- 
er they be Democratic or Republican. 
Those should be for another day and 
not risk a government shutdown, 
which is still a very real possibility if 
some of the ideologues have their way 
and say it is my way or no way. 

So for this budget agreement to 
work, we need to see each piece of the 
appropriations puzzle before we move 
forward on defense spending. That is 
not too much to ask. Democrats want a 
simple, fair process to fill in the blue- 
print we agreed on in the budget—no 
poison pill, no sleight of hand. 
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I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, what is 
the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending business is S.J. Res. 22. 

Mr. WICKER. And that deals with the 
waters of the United States rule; is 
that correct, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. WICKER. If I could, I would also 
like to ask that Senator BLUNT’s poster 
be placed back on the easel, because I 
agree with what the Senator from Mis- 
souri had to say about the so-called 
waters of the United States rule. Itisa 
massive Federal overreach, a massive 
Federal land grab with hardly any en- 
vironmental benefit, if at all. The map 
behind me of my neighboring State of 
Missouri points this out. Everything in 
red would be subject to regulation 
under the Clean Water Act. Almost 
every square inch of the State of Mis- 
souri and other States would be subject 
to this massive overreach of a statute 
that was never intended to do that. 

So I was pleased just a few weeks ago 
when the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
Sixth Circuit pretty much agreed with 
us, on a temporary basis at least. They 
ordered a nationwide stay of the 
Obama administration’s wholly unnec- 
essary waters of the United States 
rule. I agree with the court’s action. I 
agree with the 31 States that have filed 
lawsuits against this rule. I agree with 
the efforts in this Chamber to overturn 
it. 

I appreciate Senator BARRASSO’s leg- 
islation entitled the Federal Water 
Quality Protection Act, and I certainly 
appreciate the efforts of the junior 
Senator from Iowa, Senator ERNST, and 
will be supporting her efforts when we 
vote at the top of the hour. 

The waters rule is an unlawful—un- 
lawful—attempt by the EPA and the 
Army Corps of Engineers to wield enor- 
mous power over our Nation’s land 
mass, as this chart points out very dra- 
matically. Americans are concerned— 
and Americans are right to be con- 
cerned—by this Federal overreach. The 
rule could have far-reaching effects on 
our lives and on our private property. 

I am particularly concerned about 
what this rule could mean to our Na- 
tion’s farmers and ranchers, especially 
in States such as Mississippi, where ag- 
riculture is one of the leading indus- 
tries. The administration’s attempt to 
expand the scope of waters of the 
United States under the Clean Water 
Act would lead to unprecedented regu- 
latory authority—unprecedented regu- 
latory authority—and everything from 
property rights to economic develop- 
ment could be affected. Small ponds, 
even ditches would be subject to the 
decisions of Washington bureaucrats. 

This expansion of Federal regulation 
could also adversely affect conserva- 
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tion efforts that are working at the 
State level in States such as Mis- 
sissippi. We have begun considerable 
work with farm drainage ditches to en- 
hance conservation. The waters rule 
threatens to undermine this important 
work. So it actually puts us back a 
step in terms of conservation. 

Moreover, this rule makes States, 
cities, counties, and private citizens 
vulnerable to confusing and expensive 
legal challenges. 

Just get ready for the Federal Gov- 
ernment to come in with legal chal- 
lenges. Because of the regulation’s lack 
of clarity, the Federal Government 
could declare jurisdiction over almost 
any kind of land or water, as this map 
of Missouri points out. Even areas that 
may have been streams or wetlands 
more than a century ago could come 
under the rule of this expansive regula- 
tion. The rule’s exemptions do not 
make clear whether water in tile 
drains, for example, or erosion features 
on farmlands could fall under Federal 
control. At the very least, these flaws 
should be fixed before the rule is fully 
implemented, and I do appreciate the 
efforts of the Senator from Iowa in 
challenging this. 

Americans should worry and Ameri- 
cans should be concerned that the 
Obama administration has pushed for- 
ward with this rule despite these legiti- 
mate concerns being voiced over and 
over again by 31 States. State and local 
governments, farmers, small business 
owners, and landowners are worried 
about how this unilateral expansion 
could lead to substantial compliance 
costs, fines, legal battles, and permit- 
ting requirements—very expensive to 
job-creating agriculture and agri- 
business. 

As they do with many of the adminis- 
tration’s other onerous rules, Ameri- 
cans are asking: What is the benefit? 
What is the environmental benefit 
here? No one is arguing that our waters 
should not be protected, but water 
sources such as isolated ponds and 
ditches that do not threaten to pollute 
navigable waters should not become a 
regulatory burden for States, for mu- 
nicipalities, or for private citizens. 

I am a member of the Environment 
and Public Works Committee. I partici- 
pated in a number of hearings on the 
WOTUS rule this year. It is clear the 
rule should be revised in a way that 
protects the rights of farmers, ranch- 
ers, and landowners—and the American 
public, for that matter. 

Senator ERNST is absolutely correct. 
Her resolution of disapproval would 
allow us to send this message to the 
EPA and the administration: Ameri- 
cans do not deserve this unnecessary 
confusion and job-killing redtape. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, in a few 
moments we will have an opportunity 
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to vote on the Congressional Review 
Act, on the final rule under the Clean 
Water Act on waters of the United 
States. Yesterday, I thought we had a 
rather robust discussion and debate 
about this, the Barrasso bill, which 
would have not only prevented the 
final rule from going forward but also 
would have changed the underlying 
bill. Cloture was not invoked. 

Now we are on the CRA—the Con- 
gressional Review Act—that would 
stop the rule from going forward. Yes- 
terday on the floor of the Senate, I ex- 
plained to my colleagues why I hope 
they will reject this motion and allow 
this rule to go forward. My main rea- 
son for saying that is that since 1972, 
Congress has had a proud record on be- 
half of public health, on behalf of our 
environment and protecting the people 
of this country from the dangers of 
dirty water. Before the Clean Water 
Act, we saw rivers that caught fire. In 
the Chesapeake Bay, we had the first 
marine dead zones reported. We made a 
commitment as a nation that we were 
going to do something about clean 
water, and Congress in a very bipar- 
tisan way passed the Clean Water Act 
as a commitment to the people of this 
country that we would take steps to 
protect their drinking water, to pro- 
tect their public health, and to protect 
their environment so that the legacy 
would be cleaner water for future gen- 
erations. 

This Clean Water Act—the reason 
why we have this rule is because of a 
couple of Supreme Court decisions 
which basically unsettled what most 
people understood to be regulated 
waters. By a 5-to-4 decision in Rapanos, 
the Supreme Court’s ruling sent it 
back to EPA to come up with addi- 
tional regulatory guidance, throwing 
into question the well-established 
thoughts that waters generally that 
flow into our streams, into our wet- 
lands, and into our water supply were 
regulated waters. So this final rule is a 
response to the Supreme Court deci- 
sions in order to give clarity to those 
who are affected by the Clean Water 
Act. So if we reject the rule, we are, in 
fact, removing clarity and we will go 
back to the stage where people don’t 
know whether a particular water is 
regulated under the Clean Water Act. 

I was listening to my colleagues on 
the floor give examples of where they 
say regulation will take place, when, in 
fact, in agriculture, there is basically 
no change in the regulatory structure. 
There are no new permitting require- 
ments for agricultural activities. 

If we don’t go forward with the regu- 
lation, the risk factor is that approxi- 
mately one-half of the stream miles in 
this country will not be fully pro- 
tected. That is a huge risk to the pub- 
lic health of the people of this country. 

Approximately 20 million acres of 
wetlands will not be regulated. Wet- 
lands are the last frontier to filter 
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water before it enters our water sys- 
tems, our streams, our drinking water 
supplies. Do we really want to call into 
question that type of deregulation of 
clean water, which is critically impor- 
tant to public health and the drinking 
water supplies of Americans? 

If this rule does not go forward, the 
source of the drinking water of ap- 
proximately 117 million Americans will 
be compromised. One-third of the peo- 
ple of this country will see that we are 
not fully protecting their drinking 
water, and if we have an episode, they 
will be asking what did we do in order 
to protect their basic health. They ex- 
pect us to make sure that when they 
turn their tap on, they get safe drink- 
ing water, and that when they bathe, 
they have safe water in order to bathe, 
and we are not doing everything we can 
to do that if, in fact, we block this rule 
from going forward. 

In reality, what we are doing is say- 
ing: No, we are not going to let science 
guide what goes forward; Congress is 
going to tell us whether the EPA can 
regulate our water based upon science. 
I don’t think we want this to be a polit- 
ical decision; I think we want this to 
be a scientific decision. 

As I said earlier, agriculture prac- 
tices are not changed under this final 
rule. Many have mentioned the court 
challenge. Any regulation coming up 
by EPA is going to be subject to court 
challenge. We know that. And the 
courts have not been helpful. The 5-to- 
4 decision left a lot in question. Ulti- 
mately, we are going to have to rely 
upon a court decision. Let’s get there 
sooner rather than later and not go 
back to the drawing board and delay 
the necessary regulations for our coun- 
try. 

Yesterday on the floor, I quoted from 
business leaders, environment leaders, 
small business leaders. Let me share a 
couple other quotes about why it is im- 
portant for us to allow this rule to go 
forward. Let me talk about a business 
concern. This is a quote from Travis 
Campbell, president and CEO of Far 
Banks Enterprises, an integrated man- 
ufacturer and distributor of fly fishing 
products. He says: 

My company depends on people enjoying 
their time recreating outside, especially in 
or near watersheds. Clarifying which water- 
ways are protected under Clean Water Act 
isn’t a nice-to-have, it is a business impera- 
tive. 

Allowing this rule to go forward 
helps America’s businesses, helps our 
economy. 

I will give two quotes on the health 
issue. 

This is from Dr. Alan Peterson, a 
family physician in Lancaster County, 
PA. He said: 

Because it would protect the streams that 
are the headwaters of drinking water sup- 
plies for 1 in 3 U.S. residents, this rule is a 
health imperative. 

Lastly, a person who used to be our 
health secretary in Maryland, Dr. 
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Georges Benjamin, executive director 
of the American Public Health Associa- 
tion, stated: 

Our nation relies on clean water for basic 
survival—it’s essential for daily activities 
including drinking, cooking, bathing, and 
recreational use. When that water is pol- 
luted, Americans are at risk of exposure to a 
number of harmful contaminants. We are 
pleased that EPA has moved forward with 
this strong, evidence-based rule that will be 
vital to protecting the public from water pol- 
lution and keeping our nation healthy. 

For the sake of our public health and 
the sake of our environment, for the 
sake of our economy, and for the leg- 
acy of this Congress to protect the peo- 
ple of this Nation, I urge my colleagues 
to reject the motion that would stop 
the final waters of the United States 
rule from going into effect. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mrs. ERNST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. ERNST. I ask unanimous con- 
sent to speak for 5 minutes on the joint 
resolution that is before us. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. ERNST. Mr. President, we have 
a choice today to stand with our farm- 
ers, ranchers, small businesses, manu- 
facturers, and homebuilders, or stand 
with an overreaching Federal agency 
pushing an illegal rule greatly expand- 
ing its power. That is an easy choice 
for me. I am standing with my con- 
stituents. Iam standing with Iowans. 

Rolling back this harmful WOTUS 
rule is hugely important to my State 
and, I know, to many others. I espe- 
cially wish to thank the junior Senator 
from Wyoming and the senior Senator 
from Oklahoma for all their hard work 
on this issue. I also wish to thank 
those from the other side of the aisle 
who recognize the harm this rule will 
have and are supporting this bipartisan 
effort to halt an expanded WOTUS. 

I am proud to stand with them and 
all of my other colleagues who have de- 
cided to act today to push back against 
yet another power grab by the EPA. 
This is what the American people ex- 
pect. They expect us to take the votes 
and debate the issues of the day, not 
simply put in writing how we may do 
our job tomorrow when it is more con- 
venient or wait for the courts to solve 
a clear problem. 

Every community wants to have 
clean water and to protect our Nation’s 
waterways. No one is disputing that. I 
grew up on well water. I understand 
that clean water is essential, but that 
is not what this vote today is about. 

To build on what the junior Senator 
from North Dakota, my colleague from 
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across the aisle, said yesterday, to sug- 
gest that 31 States, agricultural 
groups, the Association of Counties, 
our Governors, municipalities—that we 
are all wrong is absolutely insulting. 

Look at this grass waterway behind 
me. This is from Iowa. This was taken 
by one of my staff members as he was 
out on RAGBRAI, the Register’s An- 
nual Great Bicycle Ride Across Iowa. 
This is what we are debating. This is 
what the rule is about. Should Wash- 
ington, DC, bureaucrats control the 
land in this farmer’s field? The clear 
answer is no, they should not. 

As so many of my colleagues men- 
tioned yesterday and this morning, 
this confusing WOTUS rule threatens 
the livelihoods of rural communities 
and middle-class Americans. It threat- 
ens to impede small businesses and 
manufacturing. It impacts middle-class 
Americans. These people are the back- 
bone of this country. How can these in- 
dustries flourish when under this rule 
they will be faced with excessive per- 
mitting requirements that will delay 
future projects and conservation ef- 
forts? They can’t. 

Yesterday we saw many of our col- 
leagues across the aisle block a com- 
monsense bipartisan measure designed 
to stop the harmful impacts of this 
rule. They claimed this rule is ground- 
ed in science and the law. Science and 
the law? Really? The Army Corps’ 
memos show that the science was bla- 
tantly ignored by the EPA in favor of 
politics, and two Federal courts have 
already called into serious question the 
legality of this WOTUS rule and the 
science behind it. 

This claim is in spite of the fact that 
Members on the other side voted for 
Senator BARRASSO’s legislation yester- 
day. This is in spite of the fact that 
Members of the other side also support 
this legislation, and this is in spite of 
the fact that 11 Democrats sent a letter 
to the EPA yesterday stating their 
concern over serious issues with this 
rule. Yet this administration continues 
to unilaterally enforce its harmful 
agenda on the American people. 

We must take a stand, put our con- 
stituents first, put American jobs first, 
and say: No more, Mr. President. It is 
time to put politics and ideology aside 
and start listening to the commonsense 
voices of the American people. I urge 
my colleagues to support this bill. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I haven’t 
talked about the popularity of the 
Clean Water Act, but every poll has 
shown that the overwhelming majority 
of Americans support what EPA is 
doing in protecting our water supply. 
They are for this rule. They are for a 
commonsense, science-based way to 
protect their drinking water. They are 
for a scientifically based, commonsense 
way to make sure that their rivers are 
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clean. Whether it is because of their 
concern for the environment and their 
children and grandchildren’s health or 
whether it is their concern about our 
economy, recognizing that clean water 
is necessary for agriculture and for our 
activities—recreational activities 
along our waterways which are critical 
to our economy—for all of those rea- 
sons they support the Clean Water Act. 

I urge my colleagues to look at the 
rule. It doesn’t regulate new activities 
in agriculture. It doesn’t require any- 
thing different than has been histori- 
cally the role of the Clean Water Act in 
protecting our waters. It deals with 
waters that are affecting our water 
supply. It doesn’t deal with isolated 
ponds. It doesn’t deal with ditches. 
They are not regulated under this law 
any differently than they were in the 
past. 

I urge my colleagues to look at what 
is in this regulation, not the claims 
that have been made. The EPA listened 
to the different interest groups. There 
were over 400 meetings with stake- 
holders across the country to provide 
information, hear concerns, and answer 
their questions. EPA officials visited 
farms in Arizona, Colorado, my home 
State of Maryland, Mississippi, Mis- 
souri, New York, Pennsylvania, Texas, 
and Vermont. 

The 207-day public comment period 
on the proposed rule resulted in more 
than 1 million comments. All of this 
public input helped to shape the final 
clean water rule. The act does not re- 
quire any new permitting from the ag- 
ricultural community. There is an ex- 
emption under the existing Clean 
Water Act, which is preserved by this 
final rule. Normal farming, silvi- 
culture, and ranching practices—those 
activities that include plowing, seed- 
ing, cultivating, minor drainage, and 
harvesting for production of food, fiber, 
and forest products—are exempt. They 
are not covered under this final Clean 
Water Act. Soil and water conservation 
practices and dry land are exempt. Ag- 
ricultural storm water discharges are 
exempt. Return flows from irrigated 
agriculture, construction, and mainte- 
nance of farm or stock ponds or irriga- 
tion ditches on dry land are not cov- 
ered under the rule. Maintenance of 
draining ditches is not covered under 
the rule. Construction or maintenance 
of farm, forest, and temporary mining 
roads are not covered. 

When my colleagues come in and say 
that this ditch is being regulated under 
the Clean Water Act, it is not the case. 
Only those flows of water that directly 
impact our streams, impact our wet- 
lands—those you want to make sure we 
cover because they affect our drinking 
water supply for one out of every three 
Americans, because they affect our 
public health for those of us who swim 
in our streams and our lakes, and be- 
cause they affect those of us who enjoy 
the recreation of clean water. That is 
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why we have small business owners. 
That is why we have the businesses 
that depend upon clean water. That is 
why we have a lot of people around the 
country saying: Look, it is in our eco- 
nomic interest to make sure this rule 
goes forward. 

The bottom line is, the stakeholders 
need clarity. This rule will allow that 
process to go forward so that we can 
get clarity in the implementation of 
the Clean Water Act, which was jeop- 
ardized not by Congress and not by 
EPA but by the Supreme Court’s deci- 
sions. It is our responsibility to make 
sure that clarity exists. 

If Congress blocks this clean water 
rule from going forward, we are adding 
to the uncertainty that is in no one’s 
interest, whether it is a person who de- 
pends upon safe drinking water or the 
safe environment or a farmer who 
wants to know what is regulated and 
what is not. All of that very much de- 
pends upon clarity moving forward. 

EPA listened to all the stakeholders, 
and it is important to allow this rule 
to go forward. I urge my colleagues to 
reject this effort to stop the final act 
from going forward. Let our legacy to 
our children and grandchildren be safe, 
clean water for drinking and rec- 
reational purposes for our economy. 
Since 1972, we have had a proud history 
of allowing and building upon safe and 
clean water. I urge my colleagues to re- 
ject this effort to stop this rule from 
going forward. 

I yield the floor. 

I yield back my time. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading and 
was read the third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SASSE). The joint resolution having 
been read the third time, the question 
is, Shall the joint resolution pass? 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM), the 
Senator from Florida (Mr. RUBIO), and 
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. VIT- 
TER). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 53, 
nays 44, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 297 Leg.] 


YEAS—53 
Alexander Capito Cotton 
Ayotte Cassidy Crapo 
Barrasso Coats Cruz 
Blunt Cochran Daines 
Boozman Corker Donnelly 
Burr Cornyn Enzi 
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Ernst Kirk Roberts 
Fischer Lankford Rounds 
Flake Lee Sasse 
Gardner Manchin Scott 
Grassley McCain Sessions 
Hatch McConnell Shelby 
Heitkamp Moran ; Sullivan 
Heller Murkowski Thune 
Hoeven Paul Tillis 
Inhofe Perdue Toomey 
Isakson Portman : 
Johnson Risch Wicker 
NAYS—44 
Baldwin Gillibrand Peters 
Bennet Heinrich Reed 
Blumenthal Hirono Reid 
Booker Kaine Sanders 
Boxer King Schatz 
Brown Klobuchar Schumer 
Cardin Markey Saanen 
Carper McCaskill chad 
Casey Menendez BOr, 

; Udall 
Collins Merkley Warner 
Coons Mikulski 
Durbin Murphy Warren 
Feinstein Murray Whitehouse 
Franken Nelson Wyden 

NOT VOTING—3 
Graham Rubio Vitter 


The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 22) 

was passed, as follows: 
S.J. RES. 22 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That Congress dis- 
approves the rule submitted by the Corps of 
Engineers and the Environmental Protection 
Agency relating to ‘‘Clean Water Rule: Defi- 
nition of ‘Waters of the United States’” (80 
Fed. Reg. 37054; June 29, 2015), and such rule 
shall have no force or effect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 


——— 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP- 
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2016—MO- 


TION TO PROCEED 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
move to proceed to H.R. 2685. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 118, 
H.R. 2685, a bill making appropriations for 
the Department of Defense for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2016, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 2193 

Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, our coun- 
try does many things well, but our gov- 
ernment in Washington often fails the 
people whom it exists to protect. One 
of the best examples is the Obama ad- 
ministration’s failure to enforce our 
Nation’s immigration laws, despite the 
American people’s continued demands 
that the Federal Government follow its 
duty to do so. 

It is worth noting that just yesterday 
the voters of San Francisco voted to 
replace the sheriff who had defended 
the sanctuary city policy. That is a 
striking statement of where the Amer- 
ican people are on this issue. 

Unfortunately, the Democrats in the 
Nation’s Capitol refuse to listen to the 
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American people. Just 2 weeks ago, 
Senate Democrats blocked a bill that 
would have imposed a 5-year minimum 
mandatory sentence on criminal aliens 
who have illegally reentered the coun- 
try. This issue is too important to give 
up and this fight is far from over. That 
is why I intend to call up Kate’s Law 
for its urgent and immediate passage 
in the Senate. This bill is named in 
honor of Kate Steinle, who died trag- 
ically in the arms of her father on a 
San Francisco pier after being fatally 
shot by an illegal alien who had been 
deported from the United States mul- 
tiple times. 

When it comes to stopping sanctuary 
cities and protecting our safety, we 
need governing, we need leadership, 
and we need elected officials in Wash- 
ington to listen to the people we are 
elected to represent. We need to actu- 
ally fix the problem. Enough hot air, 
let’s demonstrate we can come to- 
gether and solve this problem. This 
ought to be a clear choice. With whom 
do you stand? Do you stand with vio- 
lent criminal illegal aliens or do you 
stand with American citizens? Do you 
stand with our sons and daughters and 
those at risk of violent crime? I hope 
my colleagues in the Senate will come 
together and stand in bipartisan sup- 
port that we stand with the American 
people. 

I will note that Bill O’Reilly has been 
tremendous, calling over and over 
again on leaders of this body simply to 
pass Kate’s Law. This is not a partisan 
issue, at least it should not be. We 
should stand with American citizens. I 
am reminded of the heartbreaking 
words of Kate Steinle as she lay in her 
father’s arms. She simply said: ‘‘Dad, 
help me.” Well, we have an opportunity 
to determine if we are willing to listen 
to her dying words, if we are willing to 
stand with her. I would note, by the 
way, this should not be a red State- 
blue State issue. 

For the people of San Francisco to 
throw out of office the sheriff respon- 
sible for the policies that led directly 
to Kate Steinle’s murder indicates that 
even in the bluest of blue cities and the 
bluest of blue States, the American 
people are tired of politicians standing 
with violent criminal illegal aliens. 
This should bring us together. We 
should stand together and say we will 
protect the American citizens. 

I will tell you, the Obama adminis- 
tration’s record on this is shocking. In 
2013, the Obama administration re- 
leased from detention roughly 36,000 
convicted criminal aliens who were 
awaiting the outcomes of deportation 
proceedings. These criminal aliens 
were responsible for 193 homicide con- 
victions. They were responsible for 426 
sexual assault convictions. They were 
responsible for 303 kidnapping convic- 
tions. They were responsible for 1,075 
aggravated assault convictions. They 
were responsible for 16,070 drunk driv- 
ing convictions. 
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On top of that, the Obama adminis- 
tration had another 68,000 illegal immi- 
grants with criminal convictions whom 
the Federal Government encountered 
but never even bothered to take into 
custody for deportation. That is over 
104,000 criminal illegal aliens the 
Obama administration is responsible 
for releasing to the public. 

I ask my friends on the Democratic 
side of the aisle how you look in the 
eyes of a father or mother who has lost 
their loved one because of a violent 
criminal illegal alien, who has mur- 
dered, who has raped, who has as- 
saulted, who has kidnapped, who has 
brutalized your child? We are respon- 
sible for the consequences of our ac- 
tions. Kate’s Law is commonsense leg- 
islation. It is legislation that says: If a 
criminal illegal alien who is an aggra- 
vated felon—who is the worst of the 
worst—illegally reenters this country, 
comes in a second time, that criminal 
illegal alien will face a mandatory 
minimum of 5 years in prison. 

If Kate’s Law had been passed 5 years 
ago, Kate Steinle would still be alive. 
That means every Democrat who 
stands up and blocks Kate’s Law needs 
to be prepared to explain why standing 
with violent criminal illegal aliens is 
more important than protecting Amer- 
ican citizens. 

I am proud to have joining me as co- 
sponsors of Kate’s Law Senator GRASS- 
LEY, Senator VITTER, Senator RUBIO, 
and Senator PERDUE. They are all com- 
ing together in what should be bipar- 
tisan leadership to protect the Amer- 
ican citizens. 

Mr. President, accordingly, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of S. 2193; further, that the bill be 
read a third time and passed and the 
motion to reconsider be made and laid 
upon the table with no intervening ac- 
tion or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

A unanimous consent request is 
pending before the body. Is there objec- 
tion? 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the new 
mandatory minimum sentences this 
bill would create would have a crip- 
pling financial effect—that is an under- 
statement—with no evidence that they 
would actually deter future violations 
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of law. This legislation would require 
about 20,000 new prison beds—20,000—12 
new prisons and cost over $3 billion. 

This is yet another attack on the im- 
migrant. The reason this bill did not go 
through the Judiciary Committee is 
because Republican Senators objected 
to it going through the committee. In 
the House, Speaker RYAN said he can- 
not trust the President to do immigra- 
tion reform. In the Senate, after pass- 
ing a bipartisan bill in 2013, all we have 
seen from Republican leaders and their 
caucus are bills to attack immigrants 
and to tear families apart. So I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, you know I 
will tell you it is sad that the Demo- 
cratic leader chooses to stand with vio- 
lent criminal illegal aliens instead of 
American citizens, but even sadder is 
that he impugns legal immigrants. 
When the Democratic leader suggests 
that incarcerating aggravated felons, 
murderers, and rapists who illegally 
enter the country is somehow a slight 
to immigrants—I am the son of an im- 
migrant who came legally from Cuba. 
There is no one in this Chamber who 
will stand and fight harder for legal 
immigrants than I will. For the Demo- 
cratic leader to cynically suggest that 
somehow immigrants should be lumped 
into the same bucket as murderers and 
rapists, it demonstrates the cynicism 
of the modern Democratic Party, it 
demonstrates just how out of touch the 
modern Democratic Party is. 

You know who does not agree with 
the Democratic leader? The voters of 
San Francisco—I would venture to say 
almost all of whom consider them- 
selves Democrats. Yet they just voted 
out the sheriff for saying basically the 
same thing the Democratic leader did, 
for saying that the Democratic Party 
stands with violent felon illegal immi- 
grants instead of the American citi- 
zens. 

Let’s listen to what the Democratic 
leader just said: Gosh, it would cost too 
much to incarcerate aggravated felons 
who illegally reenter the country. If it 
costs too much to lock up murderers, 
rapists, kidnappers, then you know 
what, we need to spend the money it 
needs to lock up every single murderer 
we can. I am sorry the Democratic 
Party does not want to spend the 
money to lock up murderers, and in- 
stead apparently it is cheaper to lose 
our sons and daughters. I think we 
have the resources to lock up mur- 
derers. There should be no confusion 
where the parties stand. 

The Democratic leader suggested 
that locking up aggravated felons is 
somehow disrespectful to immigrants. 
With all respect, as the son of an immi- 
grant, I believe immigrants who come 
here legally, who are not criminals, 
should be treated markedly different 
from murderers and rapists. Yet the 
Democratic Party chooses to stand 
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with the murderers, rapists, and vio- 
lent criminals. That is unfortunate, in- 
deed. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. RES. 224 

Mr. President, I would now like to 
turn to a second matter. This is a mat- 
ter I have raised a number of times on 
the Senate floor and intend to continue 
raising. It is the matter of the human 
rights abuses in the People’s Republic 
of China. I would like to talk about 
some specific examples, starting with 
the one-child policy. I want to talk to 
you about Feng Jianmei. 

PRC officials forced Feng Jianmei, 
who was 7 months pregnant with her 
second daughter, to undergo an abor- 
tion. While her husband Deng Jiyuan 
was at work, five family planning offi- 
cials abducted Ms. Feng on June 2, 
2012. When she could not pay the fine of 
40,000 RMB, they restrained her and 
forcibly aborted her daughter. 

As her husband recounted, “At the 
hospital, they held her down. They cov- 
ered her head with a pillowcase. She 
could not do anything because they 
were restraining her.” The so-called 
‘“‘medics’’ forced her to “sign” an abor- 
tion consent form by inking her thumb 
and pressing it against the paper. Then 
they proceeded to inject toxins into the 
brain of her unborn daughter. 

After the injection, Jianmei suffered 
excruciating contractions until 3 a.m. 
on June 4. Then, having received no an- 
esthesia, she gave birth to her deceased 
child. Jianmei said: 

I could feel the baby jumping around inside 
me all the time, but then she went still. It 
was much more painful than my first child- 
birth. The baby was lifeless. She was all pur- 
ple and blue. 

In an act of heartlessness that is dif- 
ficult to comprehend, the so-called doc- 
tors who performed this abortion left 
the lifeless body of Feng’s 7-month-old 
baby on her bed beside her, leaving a 
bereaved mother with nothing but the 
sight of what could have been. Feng 
Jianmei’s father-in-law rushed to the 
hospital, but family planning officials 
prevented him from seeing Jianmei 
until after the abortion. 

After seeing her mother for the first 
time after her forced abortion, Feng’s 
elder daughter innocently inquired, 
“What happened to your tummy? 
Where did the baby g0?” 

Reggie Littlejohn, a world-renowned 
human rights activist who broke this 
story in the United States, stated in 
the wake of this tragic story: ‘‘This is 
an outrage. No legitimate government 
would commit or tolerate such an act.” 

China is among the leading nations 
in suicide rates. It is the only nation 
where more women commit suicide 
than men. A large contributing factor 
to this morose distinction is the totali- 
tarian one-child policy. 

Another example is the crackdown on 
lawyers. When the United States en- 
gages with China in any sort of bilat- 
eral negotiation or agreement, we have 
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to understand that the rule of law is 
not a reality in the PRC. Despite laws 
duly passed by the National People’s 
Congress, and a supposed Constitution, 
the reality since 1949 remains un- 
changed: China has a ‘rule of the 
party’’—the Communist Party—and it 
is ready to punish anyone who chal- 
lenges its violation of the law within 
the legal system. 

The latest example is human rights 
lawyer Pu Zhiquiang. In early May 
2014, Pu attended a small, private sem- 
inar where the participants discussed 
the Tiananmen Square Massacre and 
the party’s violent suppression of stu- 
dents. Pu was a student leader during 
the infamous 1989 protests, so marking 
the auspicious occasion was no doubt 
of personal importance to him. 

The following month Pu was arrested 
and charged with ‘“‘illegally obtaining 
personal information of citizens” and 
‘picking quarrels and provoking trou- 
ble.” As the year progressed, PRC au- 
thorities added additional charges ‘‘in- 
citing splittism’’ and ‘‘inciting ethnic 
hatred.” In May 2015, a Beijing court 
officially indicted Pu on two of these 
charges, and he remains in custody 
today. 

While legal officials cited Pu’s criti- 
cisms of the PRC’s treatment of the 
Uighur ethnic minorities, his real of- 
fenses were taking cases and rep- 
resenting victims of forced eviction 
and shining a light on China’s labor 
camps. His defendants included a who’s 
who of China’s prominent political dis- 
sidents, including Liu Xiaobo—a brave, 
selfless action that undoubtedly paint- 
ed a target on Pu’s back. 

Prior to his arrest, the PRC praised 
Pu as a paragon of social justice. The 
state-run China Newsweek magazine 
named Mr. Pu the most influential per- 
son in promoting the rule of law in 
2013. This is a microcosm of life in au- 
thoritarian China: Compliance with the 
party and compliance with the law are 
often at odds, and the party always 
wins. 

In the past year, Beijing has detained 
and jailed hundreds of activists stand- 
ing for the rule of law, ideals the party 
ostensibly espouses. Words are one 
thing; public embarrassment of public 
officials is quite another. Xi Jinping 
and his cohorts cannot abide the ero- 
sion of their credibility or anything 
that would threaten their legitimacy. 

A third example is Pastor Zhang 
Shaojie. Under President Xi, the athe- 
ist Communist Party of China has tar- 
geted Christianity for special oppres- 
sion. Using a campaign in Zhejiang—a 
province which President Xi ran earlier 
in his career—to forcibly remove 
crosses from churches, in some cases, 
the PRC has gone on to bulldoze entire 
churches and to arrest pastors and 
congregants for standing boldly for 
their faith. 

Persecution of Christianity is not 
confined to Zhejiang. One such victim 
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of this crackdown is Pastor Zhang 
Shaojie. On July 24, 2014, the Nanle 
County People’s Court, ignoring do- 
mestic and international due process 
provisions, sentenced Pastor Zhang 
Shaojie to 12 years in prison on a count 
of “fraud” and ‘‘gathering a crowd to 
disrupt public order.” 

Again, arrest charges in China do not 
reflect reality. Prior to his arrest, Pas- 
tor Zhang was defending the rights of 
his church in regard to the land they 
had purchased. Pastor Zhang and his 
parishioners traveled to Beijing three 
times in November 2013 seeking resolu- 
tion of the land dispute. Maybe this is 
what the People’s Court meant by 
“fraud.” According to his congregants, 
the minister also had a ministry of 
helping victims of legal injustice seek 
restitution. Perhaps this is what the 
Communist Party referred to in its 
charge of ‘‘disrupting public order.”’ 

The following month, the Puyang 
Municipality Intermediate People’s 
Court rejected Zhang’s appeal. 

In October, the Nanle County Court 
threatened to auction off Zhang’s 
house to pay for a court-ordered fine, 
ordering Zhang’s family to leave the 
house by October 26. In response, 
Zhang’s mother physically stood be- 
tween the Chinese officials and her 
home, holding gasoline in one hand and 
a lighter in the other. 

It is a sad reflection of China’s sup- 
posed progress on human rights when a 
citizen feels her only recourse against 
a dictatorial regime is the threat of 
self-immolation. 

His sister, having been detained, 
along with several of Pastor Zhang’s 
parishioners, suffered in one of China’s 
most infamous black prisons for 14 
years. Her words, penned in this letter, 
require no substitute: 

Iam Zhang Cuijian, one of the Nanle Coun- 
ty Christian Church members detained in 
2013. When my brother was kidnapped, I went 
with other church members to the public se- 
curity bureau for information about his de- 
tention. Unexpectedly, I became the target 
of arrest, aS well as more than a dozen other 
church members. We became prisoners who 
were unprepared and innocent. The prison 
was hell on earth; no other words can de- 
scribe it. 

In prison, I was very grateful. I truly felt 
that God was with me, even though I suffered 
punishment in prison. I had a thankful 
heart; I had joy from God. I deeply know my 
true and living God. While my body suffered, 
my heart was free. God let me learn different 
life lessons. I know that the more persecu- 
tion I endure, the greater the blessing. 

In America, we should stand with 
victims of oppression. In America, we 
should stand with Christians being per- 
secuted by the brutal Communist to- 
talitarian dictatorship. In America, we 
should stand for women’s rights. 
Women being forced to have abortions 
are horrific acts of brutality. They are 
inhumane. They are contrary not only 
to American values but to human 
rights across the globe, and they are 
carried out as a matter of policy in the 
People’s Republic of China. 


17296 


When it comes to Chinese oppression, 
when it comes to Communist oppres- 
sion, this is not an abstract or aca- 
demic matter for me. My family has 
been tortured at the hands of Com- 
munists in Cuba. My father was impris- 
oned and tortured by Batista in Cuba, 
and my aunt was imprisoned and tor- 
tured by Castro’s Communist goons in 
Cuba. 

Communist oppression is real, and we 
have a powerful example of what Amer- 
ica could do. When the Soviet Union 
was in power, this body renamed the 
street in front of the Soviet Embassy 
“Sakharov Plaza.” Renaming that was 
done by President Reagan. 

Iowa Senator CHUCK GRASSLEY intro- 
duced the resolution in this body. 
Every day the Soviet officials had to 
write on the address of their Embassy: 
“Sakharov Plaza,” honoring the im- 
prisoned dissident. This resolution is to 
use the same power of moral clarity, 
the same power of shaming, and the 
same power of speaking the truth to 
shine a light on the oppression in 
China. 

When Senator GRASSLEY took the 
lead with Sakharov Plaza, that helped 
shame the Soviet Union into changing 
their conduct. We should use the same 
moral authority with respect to the 
People’s Republic of China. 

My resolution is cosponsored by Sen- 
ator RUBIO, Senator TOOMEY, and Sen- 
ator SASSE. It was on a path to being 
unanimously approved in this body. 
Every Republican had signed off on it 
and initially every Democrat had as 
well. Yet moments before it was about 
to pass the Senate, unfortunately the 
senior Senator from California decided 
to come to the floor and object. 

After objecting, after blocking its 
passage, Senator FEINSTEIN put out a 
press release, a press release with 
which I agree emphatically. Senator 
FEINSTEIN observed, powerfully, that 
“we urgently request the Chinese gov- 
ernment to allow Liu Xia to seek med- 
ical treatment abroad and release Liu 
Xiabo, the world’s only jailed Nobel 
Peace Prize laureate.”’ 

Senator FEINSTEIN was exactly right. 
If anything should bring us together in 
bipartisan agreement, it should be 
against the Communist Party’s wrong- 
ful imprisonment and oppression of a 
Nobel Peace laureate. Yet sadly, each 
time I have attempted to follow the 
successful pattern of Sakharov Plaza, 
to rename the street in front of the 
Chinese Embassy “Liu Xiabo Plaza,” 
the senior Senator from California 
stood and objected. 

For the life of me I cannot under- 
stand why any Member of this body 
would choose to stand with Communist 
Party oppressors against dissidents, 
against human rights, against women’s 
rights, against the rights of those 
standing to speak for freedom. 

Yes, we have to negotiate with the 
Chinese. Yes, we have to talk to them. 
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Just like in the Cold War, we nego- 
tiated at Reykjavik with Gorbachev, 
but we did it from moral authority and 
truth. 

If we are afraid of even embarrassing 
the Communist Party, if their conduct 
doesn’t embarrass them, we shouldn’t 
shy away from speaking the truth. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs Committee be 
discharged from further consideration 
of and the Senate now proceed to the 
consideration of S. Res. 224. I ask unan- 
imous consent that the resolution be 
agreed to, the preamble be agreed to, 
and the motions to reconsider be laid 
upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
PERDUE). Is there objection? 

The Senator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, and this is 
the first time I will have objected, I 
would like—since my name was raised 
and a communication of mine was 
read—to explain the circumstances. 

Yes, this is a press release that I 
wrote, and, yes, I do feel that the wife 
of this man should be released from 
house arrest and the man himself, the 
Nobel laureate, should be released by 
the Chinese. He has certainly served 
time for a substantial period, and more 
than that I do not believe it works to 
the benefit of China, the family, human 
rights or the progress of the country. 

Unlike the Senator from Texas, I 
have had a long experience with the 
Chinese, going back more than 30 
years. I know what can convince them 
to move toward a goal and I know what 
will become a real stumbling block and 
a point of opposition. To change the 
name of a street on which the Chinese 
Embassy in the United States rests 
will only be a greater stumbling block 
to achieving this goal, so I will object 
to that. 

Since my name was also raised—or 
San Francisco’s name was raised in his 
prior discussion, I would respectfully 
ask if I could make a few remarks 
about Kate Steinle and the situation 
the Senator from Texas has raised. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank you very 
much. 

Respectfully, Senator, I do not be- 
lieve that you know much about San 
Francisco. I am a lifelong San Francis- 
can. I served the city as a mayor for 9 
years, president of the board of super- 
visors for 7 years, and another 8 years 
as supervisor. I believe I know some- 
thing about the city of my birth, my 
education. 

The reason for the defeat of the sher- 
iff is multifaceted. It doesn’t just begin 
with one thing, and I want you to know 
that. 

With respect to the situation we 
spoke about, which is whether a local 
sheriff should in fact respond to a Fed- 
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eral Government request, if that re- 
quest is for a detainer, if that request 
is for a communication, I believe very 
strongly that sheriff should do that. 
And was that part of the campaign of 
the sheriff that is going to be the sher- 
iff-elect? I can’t say with any speci- 
ficity, but I can say that is my belief. 

I think going overboard and pun- 
ishing everybody makes very little 
sense. So I am hopeful the Department 
of Homeland Security, through its ef- 
forts with the PEP program, will be 
able to secure cooperation from the 
city and county of San Francisco. If it 
does not, then that is another story. 
But I believe the Department is mak- 
ing headway in discussions with other 
communities that are in fact sanctuary 
cities. 

Since we are on the subject, in 1985, 
as mayor of the city, I was the first 
person to be sought out by the arch- 
bishop who asked for a brief reprieve or 
a reprieve for nuns from El Salvador, 
and that was the first piece of legisla- 
tion. It was small and it was restricted 
to a country that was in a civil war 
with some terrible things happening. 
Since that time, the sanctuary concept 
has expanded considerably and, to 
some extent, I think far beyond what it 
should be. But I think the way to do 
this is through hearings and discussion 
among the Members and not with over- 
the-top rhetoric that moves visceral 
impulses—because we have to live, 
Senator, by the public policy we 
espouse, and we have to know that it is 
wise and prudent. I deeply believe that. 

So I just wanted to clarify the 
record, and I thank the Senator for al- 
lowing me to do so. 

I yield the floor, and I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Texas. 

Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, I would 
note with regard to Kate’s Law, the 
senior Senator from California just 
said that going overboard and pun- 
ishing everyone is not something we 
should do. This is reprising the same 
thing the Democratic leader said—that 
somehow incarcerating aggravated fel- 
ons is punishing everybody. 

As the son of an immigrant, I take 
offense at the suggestion from the 
Democratic Party that every immi- 
grant is somehow an aggravated felon. 
Incarcerating murderers and rapists is 
not punishing everybody. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Will the Senator 
allow a question? 

Mr. CRUZ. I will be happy to. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I don’t believe 
there is anything I said that related to 
our letting aggravated murderers and 
others who would reap great harm to 
our society. I do not favor that, and I 
would like the record to clearly reflect 
that. 

Mr. CRUZ. I would note the senior 
Senator from California characterized 
Kate’s Law—and this is a verbatim 
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quote—as ‘‘going overboard and pun- 
ishing everyone.” Kate’s Law is tar- 
geted only to aggravated felons. It is 
only murderers and rapists and other 
violent criminals—those who have 
committed aggravated felonies and 
have reentered the country illegally. 

So what the Democratic Party has 
attempted to do, what the Democratic 
leader has attempted to do is to sug- 
gest that incarcerating illegal immi- 
grants who are murderers and rapists is 
somehow maligning or impugning im- 
migrants. To the contrary, it is tar- 
geting violent criminals. I do not be- 
lieve the millions of legal immigrants 
who followed the rules, like my father 
did, are in any way swept into a law 
that is targeting aggravated felons. 

Aggravated felons is a discreet cat- 
egory. Had Kate’s Law passed 5 years 
ago, Kate Steinle would still be alive 
today. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. If I might re- 
spond—I think the Senator from Texas 
is a member of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee, Iam a member of the Judiciary 
Committee, and the chairman of the 
Judiciary Committee is on the floor. It 
is something we ought to take a look 
at. I haven’t reviewed the case law, I 
don’t think ever on this specific point, 
and I would like an opportunity to do 
so. But what I really bristle to is the 
extreme rhetoric and throwing every- 
body into the same basket as somebody 
who is a violent criminal, because the 
immigrants whom I know in California 
by and large are not violent criminals. 
They are family people. They sustain 
the No. 1 agricultural industry in 
America. They work hard, they pay 
their taxes, they get in line for legal- 
ization, they are good citizens, and our 
economy is better for them, not worse. 
So I don’t want to impugn everybody, 
which your broad, sweeping language, 
candidly, does. 

Mr. CRUZ. With respect, I would note 
that the only overreaching rhetoric 
that has been heard on this floor has 
come from the Democratic leader, sug- 
gesting somehow that targeting violent 
criminals is targeting all immigrants. 

It is worth noting that Kate’s Law 
addresses only aggravated felons. So 
the suggestion of the senior Senator 
from California that we should not as- 
sume aggravated felons are criminals 
is a statement that, on its face, makes 
no sense. They are by definition. It is 
only the violent criminals—the aggra- 
vated felons—that this is targeted to. 

I will say I am encouraged, though, 
that the senior Senator from California 
stated she would become interested in 
the Judiciary Committee taking this 
up. As she noted, the chairman of the 
Judiciary Committee is here. There is 
unanimous support on the Republican 
side of the aisle, and it would truly be 
significant if the senior Senator from 
California were willing to join with Re- 
publicans in targeting actual agegra- 
vated felons, which is what Kate’s Law 
does. 
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The Senator from California says she 
doesn’t want overheated rhetoric. The 
rhetoric has been coming from the 
Democratic side. What I have been say- 
ing is we should not be releasing vio- 
lent criminal illegal aliens. That is a 
commonsense proposition that the 
overwhelming majority of the Amer- 
ican people agree with. 

Let me also make a point about the 
objection of the senior Senator from 
California—for the third time now—to 
my effort to stand up to Communist 
Chinese oppression. It is one thing for 
Members of this body to give a good 
speech, to send a letter, and to put out 
a press release. That is something 
Washington does a lot. It is something 
we are really quite good at. It is an- 
other thing to act. We should be act- 
ing. We should be leading. 

Now, the Senator suggested this 
would be counterproductive. I would 
note that the senior Senator from Cali- 
fornia did not address the fact that 
when we followed the exact same strat- 
egy in the 1980s under President 
Reagan, with Senator GRASSLEY’s lead- 
ership, in renaming the street in front 
of the Soviet Embassy Sakharov Plaza, 
it had a very positive effect. Now, the 
Soviets didn’t like it. They howled 
mightily. But the heat and light and 
attention of world scrutiny helped to 
change their behavior and helped to 
win the Cold War. 

To Liu Xiaobo, to Liu Xia, to all the 
human rights dissidents imprisoned in 
China, to the mothers who faced forc- 
ible abortions, I hope my words pene- 
trate the dark prisons in which they 
are sitting. I hope my words serve as 
light and encouragement to each of 
them. 

I think back to when my father and 
my aunt were in Cuban prisons, and 
how much I would have liked leader- 
ship in the United States to shine a 
light of hope and encouragement. 

Some months ago, I met with Natan 
Sharansky in Jerusalem. He described 
how, in the dark of a Soviet gulag, 
President Ronald Reagan’s words 
shined into that darkness and prisoners 
passed from cell to cell: Did you hear 
what President Reagan said? Evil em- 
pire, ash heap of history, tear down 
this wall. Those words, that moral 
clarity, that American leadership for 
human rights changed the world. If we 
stand together, we can do the same 
thing with regard to China. 

As much as I hope my words pene- 
trate those cells, I pray the words and 
actions of the senior Senator from 
California do not penetrate those cells. 
It saddens me that, in the face of un- 
speakable brutality and evil, the 
Democratic Senator chooses to align 
herself with the Communist Party dic- 
tators rather than a Nobel Peace lau- 
reate. 

My hope is that time and reflection 
will cause the senior Senator from 
California to recognize that we should 
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be united in a bipartisan manner in 
support of human rights. It is my hope 
that we stand together. 

I intend to continue to submit this 
resolution over and over and over, be- 
cause every time the light is shined on 
the grotesque evil of what China is 
doing, we are vindicating our values of 
who we are as Americans. It is my 
hope, as I speak out to the Chinese 
American citizens in California, in 
Texas, and across this country, that 
their voices are heard by their senior 
Senator from California, that the Chi- 
nese American citizens ask their senior 
Senator: Why is it that you are stand- 
ing and defending the Communist Gov- 
ernment in China for its human rights 
abuses? 

That is not a question I would want 
to answer to my constituents whom I 
am charged with representing. It is my 
hope that all of us say: Listen, we can 
disagree on all sorts of political mat- 
ters. We can disagree on marginal tax 
rates. But when it comes to forced 
abortions, when it comes to impris- 
oning and mistreating and torturing 
political prisoners, including a Nobel 
Peace laureate, the United States Sen- 
ate stands in unanimity, 100 to noth- 
ing. That is my hope—that, in time, 
truth will prevail. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Before I speak on 
the main subject for which I came to 
the floor, I want to compliment the 
Senator from Texas for both of the 
points he has made about the renaming 
of the street by the Chinese Embassy 
and also for what he has done in regard 
to Kate’s Law today. 

Maybe something good has come out 
of his presentation on the floor, even 
though he wasn’t able to proceed, in 
that if there is a real desire in the Ju- 
diciary Committee, which I chair, for a 
bipartisan approach to getting manda- 
tory sentences for criminal felons who 
have been deported and have come 
back into the country, so that we don’t 
have 121 people murdered in the future, 
as we have had in the last 5 years—be- 
cause of mandatory sentencing under 
Kate’s Law—I would be glad to pursue 
that. 

The reason this bill didn’t go through 
the committee in the first place is that 
we felt there would be every effort to 
stop it from getting out of committee. 

INSPECTOR GENERAL EMPOWERMENT ACT 

Before I go to my full prepared re- 
marks, I want to tell my colleagues 
why we ought to pass the legislation I 
am going to refer to. I will summarize 
by saying that the 1978 inspectors gen- 
eral law says that an inspector general 
is entitled to all material he needs in 
each agency to do the work that he has 
to do. 

Well, about 3 months ago, probably 
at the behest of the FBI, a single per- 
son in the Justice Department, in the 
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Office of Legal Counsel, issued an opin- 
ion that said ‘‘all’’ doesn’t mean all. So 
that means an inspector general has to 
go through a lot of redtape in order to 
get the material he or she needs to do 
their job. 

I don’t need to tell my colleagues 
how important inspectors general are. 
They are important because they help 
us do our congressional job of oversight 
to ferret out waste, fraud, and mis- 
management. 

Americans have a right to know 
when our government is misbehaving 
or wasting taxpayer dollars. To ensure 
accountability and transparency in 
government, Congress created inspec- 
tors general, sometimes referred to as 
IGs, as their eyes and ears within the 
executive branch. 

Those independent watchdogs are 
uniquely positioned to help Congress 
and the public fight waste, fraud, and 
abuse in government. But IGs cannot 
do their job without timely and with- 
out independent access to all agency 
records. That is why ‘‘all’’ means all. 

Agencies cannot be trusted to re- 
strict the flow of potentially embar- 
rassing documents to the IGs who over- 
see them. Watchdogs need access to 
those documents to do their job. They 
are mandated by law to keep Congress 
fully informed about waste, fraud, and 
abuse problems. If the agencies can 
keep IGs in the dark, then this Con- 
gress will be kept in the dark as well. 
If given the chance, agencies will al- 
most always choose to hide their prob- 
lems from scrutiny. In other words, the 
public’s business that ought to be pub- 
lic sometimes does not become public 
and there is less accountability. 

Getting back to the 1978 act, when 
Congress passed this act, we very ex- 
plicitly said that IGs should have ac- 
cess to all agency records. Let’s get 
back to what happened. What happened 
was one person in the Department of 
Justice said that “all” doesn’t mean 
all. Does it make sense to have one per- 
son out of the entire bureaucracies of 
the United States make a ruling that 
when Congress says ‘‘all’? means all, all 
of a sudden ‘‘all’’ doesn’t mean all? 

If inspectors general deem a docu- 
ment necessary to do their job, then 
the agency should turn it over imme- 
diately. Inspectors General are de- 
signed to be very independent but also 
to be a part of the agency. They are in- 
side so they can see when the laws 
aren’t being followed, when the money 
isn’t being spent according to law. 
They are there to help agency leader- 
ship identify and correct waste, fraud, 
and abuse. I would hope every agency 
head appreciates a person whose main 
responsibility is to help see that the 
law is followed. 

Fights between an agency and its 
own inspector general over access to 
documents are a waste of time and a 
waste of taxpayers’ money. The law of 
1978 requires that inspectors general 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


have access to all agency records pre- 
cisely to avoid these costly and time- 
consuming disputes. However, since 
2010 a handful of agencies—led by the 
FBI, the law enforcement agency of the 
U.S. Government—has refused to com- 
ply with this legal obligation that 
“all” means all. Agencies started to 
withhold documents and argued that 
IGs are not entitled to ‘‘all records” 
even though that is exactly what the 
law says. 

In other words, it is pretty simple: 
“All” means all. But on this island of 
DC, surrounded by reality, maybe com- 
mon sense doesn’t prevail and maybe 
“all” doesn’t mean all. The law was 
written to ensure that agencies cannot 
pick and choose when to cooperate 
with the IGs and when to withhold 
records. Unfortunately, that is pre- 
cisely what several agencies started 
doing after this single person in the 
Department of Justice made this rul- 
ing. 

The Justice Department claimed that 
the inspector general could not access 
certain records until Department lead- 
ership gave them permission. Requir- 
ing prior approval from any agency 
leadership for access to agency infor- 
mation undermines the inspector gen- 
eral’s responsibilities and, most often, 
his independence. That is bad enough, 
but it also causes wasteful delays. It ef- 
fectively thwarts inspector general 
oversight. This is exactly the very op- 
posite of the way the law is supposed to 
work. 

After this access problem came to 
light, Congress took action. The 2015 
Department of Justice Appropriations 
Act declares that ‘‘no funds provided in 
this Act shall be used to deny the In- 
spector General of the Department of 
Justice timely access to all records, 
documents, and other materials... .” 

The new law also directed the inspec- 
tor general to report to Congress with- 
in 5 days whenever there was failure to 
comply with that statutory require- 
ment. In other words, these people take 
an oath to uphold the laws. The law 
says “all” means all, and somehow 
they can ignore it. 

In February alone, the Justice De- 
partment’s inspector general notified 
Congress on three separate occasions in 
which the FBI failed to provide access 
to records requested for oversight in- 
vestigations. IGs for the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency, for the De- 
partment of Commerce, and for the 
Peace Corps have experienced similar 
stonewalling. Then, in July, the Jus- 
tice Department’s Office of Legal 
Counsel released a memo arguing that 
we did not really mean all records 
when we put those words in the law of 
the United States of America. That is 
the one person I am talking about. The 
Office of Legal Counsel released this 
memo that says ‘“‘all’’? doesn’t mean all 
even though the law says “all” means 
all. So let me be clear. We meant what 
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we said in the IG Act: All records real- 
ly means, pretty simply, all records. 

In early August, I chaired a hearing 
on this opinion and the devastating im- 
pact it is already having on the work of 
inspectors general across government. 
Multiple witnesses described how the 
opinion handcuffed inspectors general 
and brought their important work to a 
standstill. In fact, the Internal Rev- 
enue Service had already cited the mis- 
guided Office of Legal Counsel opinion 
in order to justify stiff-arming its IG 
access to all records. 

Even the Justice Department’s wit- 
ness disagreed—get this—we had a Jus- 
tice Department official testify, and 
that witness disagreed with the results 
of the Office of Legal Counsel opinion 
and directly told us that we ought to 
support and initiate legislative action 
to solve the problem. 

Now, here is a high-level person, 
above the Office of Legal Counsel, say- 
ing we ought to pass a bill to correct 
what that agency says had had an im- 
pact that wasn’t surmised would hap- 
pen—that we ought to pass a bill when 
they could just withdraw the Office of 
Legal Counsel ruling. 

As a result of that testimony, fol- 
lowing that hearing, 11 of my col- 
leagues and I sent a bipartisan, bi- 
cameral letter to the Department of 
Justice and to the inspector general 
community of the various agencies. In 
that letter, the chair and ranking 
member of the committees of jurisdic- 
tion in both the House and Senate 
asked for specific legislative language 
to reaffirm that ‘‘all’’ means all for all 
inspectors general, every one of them. 

It took the Justice Department 3 
months to respond to that letter for 
the very same thing they had testified 
about—that we ought to pass a law to 
do it, and we asked them for their help. 
The language it provided, however, 
fails to address the negative effects the 
Office of Legal Counsel’s opinion is al- 
ready having on the ability of IGs to 
access their agency records all across 
government. However, the inspector 
general community throughout our bu- 
reaucracy responded to our letter with- 
in 2 weeks and provided language that 
is actually responsive to our request. 

In September, a bipartisan group of 
Senators and I incorporated the core of 
this language in S. 579, called the In- 
spector General Empowerment Act of 
2015—a bill we shouldn’t even have to 
pass, if Justice would just withdraw 
this Office of Legal Counsel opinion 
that causes this problem in the first 
place. 

Specifically, I was joined in this ef- 
fort on this bill by 11 other Members, 
including Senators MCCASKILL, CAR- 
PER, BALDWIN, and MIKULSKI. Senator 
MIKULSKI serves as vice chair of both 
the Appropriations Committee and the 
subcommittee which has jurisdiction 
over appropriations for the Justice De- 
partment. She and Chairman SHELBY 
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were the authors of the appropriations 
rider I recently spoke about. 

In July, 1 week after the Office of 
Legal Counsel issued its awful legal 
opinion, Senators MIKULSKI and 
SHELBY sent a letter to the Justice De- 
partment correcting the Office of Legal 
Counsel’s misreading of that appropria- 
tions rider, also known as section 218. I 
will read a few excerpts from that let- 
ter from the two highest people on the 
Appropriations Committee, who are in 
a pretty good position to tell these bu- 
reaucrats where to go and particularly 
where to go when the law is very clear 
and the Appropriations Committee is 
very clear that some opinion by the Of- 
fice of Legal Counsel isn’t even justi- 
fied. Quote: 

We write to inform you that Office of Legal 
Counsel’s interpretation of Section 218—and 
the subsequent conclusion of our Commit- 
tee’s intention—is wrong. 

Surmising that multiple interpretations of 
section 218 created uncertainty, Office of 
Legal Counsel chose one of the three ration- 
ales that most suited its own decision to 
withhold information from the Office of In- 
spector General. 

This conclusion was not consistent with 
the Committee’s intention at all. Rather, the 
Committee had only one goal in drafting sec- 
tion 218. .. . to improve OIG access to De- 
partment documents and information. 

We expect the Department and all of its 
agencies to fully comply with section 218, 
and to provide the Office of Inspector Gen- 
eral with full and immediate access to all 
records, documents, and other material in 
accordance with section 6(a) of the Inspector 
General Act. End Quote. 

So there we have the appropriators 
saying what our bill is trying to do, 
saying that it is wrong for one person 
in the Office of Legal Counsel to over- 
turn 30 years of law that we have had 
in the inspector general’s office. 

I applaud my colleagues on this very 
important Appropriations Committee 
for standing up for inspectors general, 
and I applaud my colleagues who have 
joined me in sponsoring the legislation 
entitled The Inspector General Em- 
powerment Act of 2015. 

I especially thank Senators JOHNSON 
and MCCASKILL for working with me on 
this legislation from the very begin- 
ning and for their work in getting this 
bill through their committee. Appar- 
ently the plain language of the IG Act 
and the 2015 appropriations rider was 
somehow not clear enough for the Of- 
fice of Legal Counsel to understand, so 
the Inspector General Empowerment 
Act includes further clarification that 
Congress intended IGs to access all 
agency records—and these next words 
are very important—notwithstanding 
any other provision of law unless other 
laws specifically state that the IGs are 
not to receive such access. 

This ‘‘notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law” language is what the 
OLC opinion indicates would be nec- 
essary before OLC would believe that 
Congress really means to ensure access 
to all records. But overturning an OLC 
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opinion that was roundly criticized by 
both sides of the aisle is just the begin- 
ning. In addition, the legislation also 
bolsters IG independence by preventing 
agency heads from placing them on ar- 
bitrary and indefinite administrative 
leave. 

The bill would also promote greater 
transparency by requiring IGs to post 
more of their reports online. The bill 
would increase accountability by 
equipping IGs with tools to require tes- 
timony from contractors, grantees, and 
other employees who have retired from 
the Government, often while under in- 
vestigation by an IG. 

In September, we attempted to pass 
this bill via unanimous consent. It has 
been more than a month since the lead- 
ership asked whether any Senator 
would object. Not one Senator has put 
a statement in the RECORD or come to 
the floor to object publicly. At the Au- 
gust Judiciary Committee hearing, 
there was a clear consensus that Con- 
gress needed to act legislatively and 
needed to overturn the Office of Legal 
Counsel opinion as quickly as possible. 

Senator CORNYN noted that the Office 
of Legal Counsel opinion is ‘‘ignoring 
the mandate of Congress”? and under- 
mining the oversight authority that 
Congress has under the Constitution. 

Senator LEAHY said that this access 
problem is ‘‘blocking what was once a 
free flow of information” and called for 
a permanent legislative solution. 

Senator TILLIS stated that the need 
to fix this access problem was ‘‘a blind- 
ing flash of the obvious” and that ‘‘we 
all seem to be in violent agreement 
that we need to correct this.” 

However, some have raised concerns 
about guaranteeing IG access to cer- 
tain national security information. I 
wish to explain why this bill should not 
be held up for that reason. 

First, this bill is cosponsored by a bi- 
partisan group of Senators, including 
Democrats and Republicans on the In- 
telligence Committee. These people 
know something about the protection 
of national security. These Senators 
are Senator MIKULSKI, Senator LANK- 
FORD, and Senator COLLINS. 

Second, the inspector general of the 
intelligence community supports the 
bill. 

Third, the bill would not affect intel- 
ligence agencies under title 50, such as 
the CIA and the Office of the Director 
of National Intelligence. 

Fourth, the Executive orders re- 
stricting and controlling classified in- 
formation are issued under the Presi- 
dent’s constitutional authority. This 
bill does not in any way attempt to 
limit that constitutional authority at 
all. It clarifies that no law can prevent 
an IG from obtaining documents from 
the agency it oversees unless the stat- 
ute explicitly states that IG access 
should be restricted. No one thinks this 
statute could supersede the President’s 
constitutional authority. 
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Fifth, there is already a provision in 
the law that allows the Secretary of 
Defense and the Director of National 
Intelligence to halt an inspector gen- 
eral review to protect vital national se- 
curity interests. 

Nothing in the bill would change that 
already existing carve-out for the in- 
telligence community. All IGs should 
have the same level of access to 
records that their agencies have, and 
all IGs are subject to the same restric- 
tions and penalties for disclosure of 
classified information. No inspector 
general’s office has ever violated those 
restrictions. They have an unblemished 
record of protecting national security 
information. 

If there are changes that can be made 
to the bill so that it can pass by unani- 
mous consent, I am ready to consider 
those. However, any changes or carve- 
outs for the intelligence community 
should not impact other IGs. The point 
of the bill is to overturn the Office of 
Legal Counsel opinion and restore com- 
plete, timely, and independent access 
for IGs to agency records. That goal 
must be preserved. 

We all lose when inspectors general 
are delayed or prevented in doing their 
work. Every day that goes by without 
a fix is another day that watchdogs 
across the Government can be stone- 
walled. I urge my colleagues to support 
this bill. 

Finally, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD letters that 
I mentioned earlier and a letter I re- 
ceived from the inspector general com- 
munity today showing why the Depart- 
ment of Justice’s proposed language is 
insufficient to solve the problem at 
hand. I also ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD an op-ed 
that was recently published in the 
Washington Post in support of this bill. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, DC, July 30, 2015. 
Hon. SALLY QUILLIAN YATES, 
Deputy Attorney General, U.S. Department of 
Justice, Washington, DC. 

DEAR DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL YATES: 
This letter is in response to the Depart- 
ment’s Office of Legal Counsel’s (OLC) 
memorandum dated July 20, 2015, that pro- 
vides a legal opinion on the Office of Inspec- 
tor General’s (OIG) access to sensitive infor- 
mation throughout the Department. On July 
23, 2015, the Department provided our Com- 
mittee with a copy of the memo, which in- 
cludes an opinion on Division B, section 218 
of the Consolidated and Further Continuing 
Appropriations Act of 2015 (Public Law 113- 
235). We write to inform you that OLC’s in- 
terpretation of section 218—and the subse- 
quent conclusion of our Committee’s inten- 
tion—is wrong. 

Specifically, OLC erroneously speculated 
that section 218 held one of three possible in- 
terpretations, one of which included the sup- 
posed conclusion that Congress intended to 
permit the Department to withhold informa- 
tion from the OIG. Surmising that multiple 
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interpretations of section 218 created uncer- 
tainty, OLC chose one of the three rationales 
that most suited its own decision to con- 
tinue to withhold information from the OIG. 

This conclusion was not consistent with 
the Committee’s intentions at all. Rather, 
the Committee had only one goal in drafting 
section 218; therefore, there is only one cor- 
rect conclusion. As the explanatory state- 
ment accompanying the fiscal year 2015 bill 
simply states, ‘The Inspector General shall 
report to the Committees on Appropriations 
not later than 180 days after the date of en- 
actment of this Act on the impact of section 
218 of this Act, which is designed to improve 
OIG access to Department documents and in- 
formation,” 

Throughout this ongoing dispute between 
the Department and the OIG about access to 
information, the Senate Committee on Ap- 
propriations has shown clear concerns about 
the frequency and abundance of material 
that the Department has chosen to withhold 
from the OIG. In addition to the fiscal year 
2015 language, the Committee raised con- 
cerns with the Attorney General during a fis- 
cal year 2016 hearing, which occurred well in 
advance of OLC issuing its recent opinion. 
For OLC to determine our intentions as any- 
thing other than supporting the OIG’s legal 
right to gain full access to timely and com- 
plete information is disconcerting. 

While the issue of the Inspector General’s 
access to information covers many areas of 
the law, and OLC’s memo is equally expan- 
sive on the matter, we feel compelled to set 
the record straight regarding section 218. We 
were not contacted by OLC to solicit our 
feedback in the formulation of their memo 
to you. However, should you or anyone in the 
Department request further information 
about this section or any other areas of our 
fiscal year 2015 spending bill, we, and our 
staff will be glad to assist. 

Regardless, we expect the Department and 
all of its agencies to fully comply with sec- 
tion 218, and to provide the OIG with full and 
immediate access to all records, documents 
and other material in accordance with sec- 
tion 6(a) of the Inspector General Act. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD C. SHELBY, 
Chairman, Senate Sub- 
committee on Com- 
merce, Justice, 
Science and Related 
Agencies. 
BARBARA A. MIKULSKI, 
Vice Chairwoman, 
Senate Subcommittee 
on Commerce, Jus- 
tice, Science and Re- 
lated Agencies. 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, August 13, 2015. 
Hon. SALLY QUILLIAN YATES, 
Deputy Attorney General, U.S. Department of 
Justice, Washington, DC. 
Hon. MICHAEL HOROWITZ, 
Inspector General, U.S. Department of Justice, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL YATES 
AND INSPECTOR GENERAL HOROWITZ: Last 
month, the Department of Justice (DOJ) 
made public an Office of Legal Counsel (OLC) 
opinion that allows DOJ to withhold access 
to certain records sought by DOJ’s Office of 
Inspector General. Under the OLC opinion, 
and subsequent guidance provided by the Of- 
fice of the Deputy Attorney General, the 
DOJ Inspector General must now obtain 
agency permission to access certain docu- 
ments related to grand jury testimony, Title 
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III wiretaps, and the Fair Credit Reporting 
Act. This opinion undermines the long- 
standing presumption that Inspectors Gen- 
eral have access to any and all information 
that they deem necessary for effective over- 
sight, as specified in the Inspector General 
Act of 1978. 


On August 5, 2015, the Senate Judiciary 
Committee convened a hearing entitled, 
“<All Means ‘All’: The Justice Department’s 
Failure to Comply with Its Legal Obligation 
to Ensure Inspector General Access to All 
Records Needed for Independent Oversight.” 
This hearing brought to light serious ques- 
tions about the effect the OLC opinion would 
have on the independence and effectiveness 
of the Office of Inspector General, not just at 
the Department of Justice but also across 
the federal government. The opinion has al- 
ready been relied on by other federal agen- 
cies to prevent their Inspectors General com- 
plete and timely access to documents nec- 
essary to conduct audits and investigations. 
It is apparent that Congress needs to act to 
ensure that Inspectors General have com- 
plete and immediate access to all records in 
the possession of their respective agencies, 
unless a statute restricting access to docu- 
ments expressly states that the provision ap- 
plies to Inspectors General. 


We understand the Office of the Deputy At- 
torney General and the Office of Inspector 
General have been working collaboratively 
on legislative language to address this issue. 
Accordingly, by no later than August 28, 
2015, please provide your recommended legis- 
lative language that would ensure Inspectors 
General have access to all Department 
records, notwithstanding limitations con- 
tained in any of the potentially hundreds of 
provisions of law or any common-law privi- 
lege that might otherwise arguably limit 
such disclosure. 


Thank you for your immediate attention 
to this matter. 
Sincerely, 

Charles E. Grassley, Chairman, U.S. Sen- 
ate Committee on the Judiciary; Pat- 
rick Leahy, Ranking Member, U.S. 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary; 
Ron Johnson, Chairman, U.S. Senate 
Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs; Tom Carper, 
Ranking Member, U.S. Senate Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs; Bob Goodlatte, 
Chairman, U.S. House of Representa- 
tives, Committee on the Judiciary; 
John Conyers, Ranking Member, U.S. 
House of Representatives, Committee 
on the Judiciary; Jason Chaffetz, 
Chairman, U.S. House of Representa- 
tives, Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform; Elijah Cummings, 
Ranking Member, U.S. House of Rep- 
resentatives, Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform; John Cornyn, 
U.S. Senate Committee on the Judici- 
ary; Claire McCaskill, U.S. Senate 
Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs; Thom Tillis, 
U.S. Senate Committee on the Judici- 
ary; Amy Klobuchar, U.S. Senate Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 
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COUNCIL OF THE INSPECTORS GEN- 
ERAL ON INTEGRITY AND EFFI- 
CIENCY, 

November 4, 2015. 

Hon. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, 

Chairman, U.S. Senate Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

Hon. RON JOHNSON, 

Chairman, U.S. Senate Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs. 

Hon. BOB GOODLATTE, 

Chairman, U.S. House of Representatives Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Hon. JASON CHAFFETZ, 

Chairman, U.S. House of Representatives Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

Hon. JOHN CORNYN, 

U.S. Senate Committee on the Judiciary. 

Hon. THOM TILLIS, 

U.S. Senate Committee on the Judiciary. 

Hon. PATRICK LEAHY, 

Ranking Member, U.S. Senate Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Hon. TOM CARPER, 

Ranking Member, U.S. Senate Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs. 

Hon. JOHN CONYERS, 

Ranking Member, U.S. House of Representatives 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Hon. ELIJAH CUMMINGS, 

Ranking Member, U.S. House of Representatives 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

Hon. CLAIRE MCCASKILL, 

U.S. Senate Committee on Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs. 

Hon. AMY KLOBUCHAR, 

U.S. Senate Committee on the Judiciary. 

DEAR CHAIRMEN, RANKING MEMBERS, AND 
DISTINGUISHED SENATORS: On behalf of the 
Council of the Inspectors General on Integ- 
rity and Efficiency (CIGIE), we write to ex- 
press our strong opposition to the proposal 
of the Department of Justice (DOJ), sent to 
you in a letter dated November 3, 2015. The 
DOJ proposal would amend Section 8E of the 
Inspector General Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.) 
in response to the July 2015 opinion of the 
DOJ’s Office of Legal Counsel (OLC). While 
the DOJ agrees with CIGIE that legislation 
is needed and should be passed by Congress 
to reverse the impact of the OLC opinion, 
the DOJ’s proposal only applies to the DOJ 
Inspector General’s access to records and 
fails to ensure that all other federal Inspec- 
tors General have the same independent ac- 
cess at their respective agencies. As such, 
DOJ’s proposed legislative language is not 
acceptable. Effective and independent over- 
sight is the mission of all Inspectors General 
and, therefore, all Inspectors General require 
timely and independent access to agency in- 
formation necessary to carry out that re- 
sponsibility. This is a bedrock principle of 
the IG Act. 

Three months ago, an OLC opinion deter- 
mined that the words ‘‘all records” in Sec- 
tion 6(a) of the IG Act does not mean “‘all 
records’? and therefore the IG Act did not 
give the DOJ IG independent access to all 
records in the DOJ’s possession that are nec- 
essary to perform its oversight work. Sec- 
tion 6(a) is the cornerstone of the IG Act for 
federal Inspectors General, and an opinion 
that undercuts its broad access provision 
places our collective ability to have timely 
and independent access to agency records 
and information at risk. Yet the DOJ’s pro- 
posal would restore access authority to only 
one Office of Inspector General. The DOJ’s 
proposal is clearly inadequate and would 
leave in place a threat to the independence 
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of all other Offices of Inspector General. In- 
deed, we have seen the impact of this threat 
at both the Peace Corps and the Commerce 
Department. Inspectors General at both 
agencies have faced claims by their agency’s 
counsel that they are not entitled to access 
all records in their agency’s possession. 

We urge you and your colleagues to reject 
the DOJ’s proposal and proceed with the bi- 
partisan substitute amendment to Senate 
bill S. 579, the ‘‘Inspector General Empower- 
ment Act of 2015.’’ This bill amends Section 
6 of the IG Act and makes clear that no law 
or provision restricting access to informa- 
tion applies to any applicable IG unless Con- 
gress expressly so states, and that such IG 
access extends to ‘‘all records” available to 
the agency. This is the only way to effec- 
tively restore to all IGs the independence 
that has been the lynchpin to our success for 
more than 35 years, and ensure that we can 
continue to conduct effective oversight on 
behalf of the American people. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL E. HOROWITZ, 
Inspector General, 
U.S. Department of 
Justice; Chair, 
CIGIE. 
KATHY A. BULLER, 
Inspector General, The 
Peace Corps; Chair, 
CIGIE Legislation 
Committee. 


[From the Washington Post, Oct. 31, 2015] 
LET INSPECTORS GENERAL DO THEIR JOBS 
(By Editorial Board) 

A few years ago, the Justice Department’s 
Office of Inspector General was looking into 
how the department had handled people de- 
tained as material witnesses after the 9/11 at- 
tacks. There had been complaints that civil 
liberties were abused in some detentions. 
The inspector general made a request for 
documents from the FBI that included grand 
jury testimony by those detained—and hit a 
roadblock. In 2010, the FBI refused to turn 
over the documents. 

The Justice Department inspector general, 
Michael E. Horowitz, has pointed to this re- 
fusal in appealing to Congress to rectify a 
larger problem: Not only at Justice but in 
other agencies, inspectors general are com- 
ing up against hurdles to their independent 
investigations created by the very depart- 
ments they are supposed to keep an eye on. 
Inspectors general, created by a 1976 law to 
be independent watchdogs over government, 
are finding it increasingly difficult to carry 
out their vital mission. 

The original law said that inspectors gen- 
eral must have access to ‘‘all records, re- 
ports, audits, reviews, documents, papers, 
recommendations or other material avail- 
able” for their work. But the ‘‘all’’ in this 
language has been thrown into doubt by the 
FBI’s actions and by a subsequent opinion by 
the department’s Office of Legal Counsel, 
which suggested that, in certain conditions, 
the inspector general should not get “all.” 
According to Mr. Horowitz, every time he 
was blocked, he turned to the attorney gen- 
eral or deputy attorney general and asked 
for an override, which they provided. But the 
result has been significant delays in the in- 
vestigations, including the probe into the 
use of the material witness statute and an- 
other looking at Operation Fast and Furious, 
the failed weapons sting operation. Mr. Horo- 
witz has pointed out that such objections to 
the release of documents for investigations 
were not raised for many years after the cre- 
ation of his office, only beginning in 2010. 
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The inspector general should not have to 
pester the attorney general for access that is 
already provided in the law. As Mr. Horowitz 
argued recently in these pages, such foot- 
dragging turns statutory language on its 
head, so that the words ‘‘all records” do not 
mean all. This is ‘‘fundamentally incon- 
sistent with the independence that is nec- 
essary for effective and credible oversight,” 
he wrote. In August 2014, 47 inspectors gen- 
eral told Congress that such roadblocks to 
independent probes had cropped up else- 
where, too, including at the Environmental 
Protection Agency and the Peace Corps. 
They said withholding documents ‘risks 
leaving the agencies insulated from scrutiny 
and unacceptably vulnerable to mismanage- 
ment and misconduct.” 

Legislation pending in both chambers of 
Congress would clarify this by making clear 
that all records mean all records—and that 
inspectors general remain an important 
mechanism of accountability and oversight. 
The legislation has bipartisan support and 
deserves to be passed. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I see 
Senator JOHNSON on the floor. I thank 
him very much for his leadership in 
this area. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to urge passage of S. 579, the In- 
spector General Empowerment Act of 
2015. I want to thank my friend, Sen- 
ator GRASSLEY, who just spoke, for his 
work on this bill and for his long- 
standing commitment and dedicated 
promotion of accountability and trans- 
parency for efficient government. 

It is an unfortunate reality that the 
executive branch today is more power- 
ful, more expansive, and less trans- 
parent than it has ever been. Senator 
GRASSLEY and I are privileged to be the 
chairmen of committees that have ex- 
pansive authorities and responsibilities 
to oversee the executive branch and all 
of its programs. But we need help in 
our efforts. 

We are fortunate that Congress in 
1978 created crucial partners for us: 
independent watchdogs embedded in 
each agency, accountable only to Con- 
gress and the American people. They 
are the American people’s eyes and 
ears, and they are our best partner in 
rooting out waste, fraud, and abuse of 
taxpayers’ hard-earned money. 

This bill is about increasing agency 
accountability and transparency. It ex- 
empts IGs from time-consuming and 
independence-threatening require- 
ments such as the computer matching 
and paperwork reduction statutes. 

The bill also allows inspectors gen- 
eral, in limited circumstances, to com- 
pel the testimony of former agency em- 
ployees or Federal contractors whose 
information they need to pursue cases 
of fraud and abuse. But the bill also en- 
sures that inspectors general are made 
accountable to the public and to Con- 
egress. 

Earlier this year, I issued a subpoena 
to the inspector general of the Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs, in part to 
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produce the over 100 reports the inspec- 
tor general had completed but not 
made public. One report that the VA 
inspector general kept from the public 
was a report on dangerous over- 
prescription of opiates at the Tomah 
VA Medical Center in Tomah, WI— 
practices that resulted in the death of 
at least one Wisconsin veteran. 

This is how important transparency 
is. The daughter of the Wisconsin vet- 
eran who died from substandard care at 
that facility told me that had she 
known about the practices at the facil- 
ity—in other words, if the report had 
been made public—she never would 
have taken her father there, and he 
could be alive today. 

I want that to sink in. The bottom 
line is transparency and accountability 
in government can literally be a mat- 
ter of life and death. The VA inspector 
general is not the only offender. In 2013 
the Department of Interior Office of In- 
spector General closed over 400 inves- 
tigations but released only 3 of those 
to the public. This should not happen. 
The public deserves transparency and 
accountability. 

An amendment that I offered in com- 
mittee, and that was accepted unani- 
mously, requires inspectors general to 
publicly post their work on their Web 
site within 3 days of providing the final 
report to the agency. So this bill will 
ensure that findings of misconduct, 
waste, and fraud are exposed to the 
public and to Congress. 

The public also deserves an inspector 
general that is independent. One of the 
greatest threats to inspector general 
independence is when the President 
fails to nominate a permanent inspec- 
tor general and leaves an acting IG in 
place who wants the permanent job. 

In 2014, when I was ranking member 
of the Financial and Contracting Over- 
sight Subcommittee, we found that the 
former acting inspector general for the 
Department of Homeland Security, 
Charles Edwards, was compromised be- 
cause of his desire to curry favor with 
the administration to get the perma- 
nent inspector general’s job. We found 
he changed and delayed findings of re- 
ports to protect senior officials. That 
type of behavior is completely unac- 
ceptable. 

In addition to using our powers as 
Members of Congress to call upon the 
President to nominate permanent in- 
spectors general, as I have done for the 
Veterans Administration, this bill re- 
quires an independent study of prob- 
lems with acting IGs and recommends 
ways to address them. 

We know that many agencies are not 
in the business of transparency, and 
they often try to restrict their inspec- 
tor general’s work. As Senator GRASS- 
LEY already explained so well, we 
shouldn’t have to clarify what was 
meant when we said IGs shall have ac- 
cess to all their agency’s documents so 
they can do their work. Nonetheless, 
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this bill will make it even clearer that 
“all” really does mean all. 

This is a bipartisan cause. We want 
all inspectors general to be able to do 
their jobs well. That is why the sub- 
stitute amendment I filed in Sep- 
tember has 11 bipartisan cosponsors, 
spanning members of my committee, 
the Committee on Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs, the Judici- 
ary Committee, the Armed Services 
Committee, and the Intelligence Com- 
mittee. 

I want to thank my ranking member, 
Senator ToM CARPER, for his support 
and the other cosponsors for their as- 
sistance in getting this bill passed. I 
urge my colleagues to support S. 579 
and to support the work our IG part- 
ners do every day to try to keep our 
Nation safe, our agencies accountable, 
and our taxpayer dollars spent effi- 
ciently. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

JUSTICE FOR FORMER AMERICAN HOSTAGES IN 

IRAN ACT 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, 36 
years ago today, 53 Americans in the 
American Embassy in Tehran were cap- 
tured, beaten, held hostage, and tor- 
tured. As I speak on the floor of the 
Senate today, in the streets of down- 
town Tehran, Iranian people are 
marching in the streets, burning Amer- 
ican flags, yelling ‘‘Death to America” 
and celebrating the capture of our citi- 
zens 36 years ago today. 

From the moment of their release in 
January of 1981, they have been prom- 
ised justice and compensation. But 5 
administrations and 17 Congresses have 
gone by, and there has been no justice 
and there has been no compensation. 
Unfortunately, cynicism has set in, and 
the remaining 38 of the 53 who were 
originally held hostage wonder when 
their justice is coming. 

Many have suffered. One, a former 
CIA agent, committed suicide. Another 
attempted suicide but failed. Many 
families have been torn apart and asun- 
der by PTSD and other ramifications of 
torture and capture. It is a sad chapter 
in the history of our country, at the 
hands of a tyrannical dictatorship in 
the nation of Iran. But don’t just take 
my word for it. Let me read you the 
words of two American citizens who 
were taken hostage in Tehran 36 years 
ago. 

William Daugherty from Savannah, 
GA, said the following: 

I’d like to remind the Congress that the 
corporations and banks have long ago re- 
ceived their ‘‘compensation’’ in whatever 
form it took. I’d like to remind the Congress 
that the Carter administration intended for 
us to be compensated. They told us we would 
be, and today it’s pretty much now or never 
for many of us. 

Their lives are passing. 

Or there is Joe Hall of Lenox, GA, 
who told me: 
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35 years after our release from confine- 
ment, one fourth of our group has passed 
away. Those who remain are aging, ailing, 
and frustrated. Yet, they remain loyal, law- 
abiding, and patriotic; the very characteris- 
tics they took to Iran when they [were cap- 
tured and] stepped forward to serve their 
country, so many years ago. 

Still there is no justice, still no re- 
ward. 

Four years ago I introduced the Ira- 
nian Hostage Compensation Act. To 
this date, it has been supported by 
every Member of the Senate and House 
who I have talked to. Minority Leader 
HARRY REID came to me the other day 
seeking help to make sure we get this 
bill passed. BEN CARDIN, the ranking 
member of the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, BOB CORKER, the chairman of 
the Foreign Relations Committee, the 
members of the House Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee—everyone I have 
talked to has said: Yes, it is right for 
us to do this. The money is in the bank 
in the control of the Department of 
Justice—Iranian money that is avail- 
able to pay the hostages the compensa- 
tion they deserve. The amounts have 
been negotiated—$6,750 per hostage per 
day of captivity. They are the only 
American hostages ever held captured 
and never been recompensed for the 
tragedy they suffered. 

It is time for America to act now. 
While the Iranians celebrate in the 
streets and burn our flag and say 
‘Death to America,” we should say to 
the survivors of the Iranian hostage 
crisis: We are going to see to it that 
you get the compensation and the jus- 
tice you deserve. 

In the weeks ahead before this year 
ends, I will talk to each Member of the 
Senate and to each Member of the 
House to find a way—whatever way we 
can and whatever vehicle is nec- 
essary—to get that authorization out 
of Congress and in the hands of the 
Justice Department and the adminis- 
tration so each and every one of those 
survivors can be compensated because 
they deserve it. They risked their lives 
for the United States of America just 
as every State Department employee 
and every Ambassador does around the 
world. We never need the State Depart- 
ment employees or our Ambassadors to 
think that one day America might look 
the other way if they are ever captured 
or taken hostage. 

I appeal to my colleagues in the Sen- 
ate and the House and to all the people 
in the United States of America to 
come together and see to it that those 
remaining hostages who have survived 
so far are compensated for the horror 
and the terror they endured. While the 
Iranians celebrate the capture and the 
horror they administered to their vic- 
tims in the streets, let’s do what we as 
Congressmen and as Members of the 
Senate came here to do and see to it 
that they get their justice and com- 
pensation and that we do what Amer- 
ica always does: stand by our citizens 
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who went in harm’s way to protect our 
country. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time and suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
SCOTT). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

RELIGIOUS LIBERTY IN AMERICA 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, freedom 
of religion is one of the foundational 
principles of the Republic. It has long 
been central to our identity as a self- 
governing people, and as a cause, it has 
long enjoyed wide support across par- 
tisan and ideological divides for gen- 
erations. 

Recently, however, religious liberty 
has come under coordinated assault by 
those who would hastily discard one of 
our founding principles to serve a nar- 
row, transient political agenda. Given 
how defending religious liberty has 
been one of the animating goals in my 
public life, I feel compelled to speak 
out against this disturbing develop- 
ment. 

Since the end of the August recess, I 
have endeavored to speak regularly on 
the subject to remind my colleagues of 
the need to maintain our historic alle- 
giance to this most American of val- 
ues. So far, I have addressed the first 
principles of why we should protect re- 
ligious freedom, as well as the legal 
and political history of the concept. 
Today I aim to address the role of reli- 
gion in public life and its critical con- 
tribution to the preservation of free- 
dom of religion. 

One particular phrase has come to 
describe the relationship between faith 
and public life in this country: ‘‘the 
separation of church and state.” Over 
the years, the invocation of this phrase 
has become so rote that many consider 
it axiomatic. While the phrase itself is 
quite terse, it has become shorthand 
for a particular narrative about the 
history and status of religion in Amer- 
ican life. This narrative traces back to 
Thomas Jefferson, who famously advo- 
cated for a ‘‘wall of separation between 
church and state.” Under Jefferson’s 
leadership, Virginia passed the Law for 
the Establishment of Religious Free- 
dom in 1786, which aimed to end state 
prescription and proscription of any 
particular religion. 

Anchored in a cursory reference to 
Jefferson, generations of Americans 
have been brought up to believe that 
our founding principles demand that 
faith be driven out of government and 
kept contained to a private sphere with 
no role in public life and no semblance 
of interaction with the state. This nar- 
rative is flatly inconsistent with our 
history and our Constitution. Put 
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plainly, the Jeffersonian model of 
strict separation was a novel experi- 
ment that constituted a decidedly mi- 
nority viewpoint in the early Republic. 

The dominant model at the time was 
embodied by the 1780 Massachusetts 
Constitution drafted by John Adams, 
which largely protected religious lib- 
erty but also instituted a ‘‘mild and eq- 
uitable establishment of religion” that 
enshrined Christian piety and virtue. 
In Adams’ view, as articulated by one 
scholar, ‘‘Every polity must establish 
by law some form of public religion, 
some image and ideal of itself, some 
common values and beliefs to under- 
gird and support the plurality of pro- 
tected private religions. The notion 
that a state could remain neutral and 
purged of any public religion was [nei- 
ther realistic nor desirable].’’ 

Jefferson himself acknowledged that 
the statute he crafted in Virginia was a 
“novel experiment” that broke with 
practice not only in the American colo- 
nies but also in the United Kingdom 
and the wider Western world. 

At the outbreak of the Revolution, 
the Anglican Church enjoyed official 
established status in Georgia, Mary- 
land, North Carolina, South Carolina, 
Virginia, as well as in the New York 
City area. In Connecticut, Massachu- 
setts, and New Hampshire, the system 
of municipal government empowered 
individual towns to choose a church to 
establish, resulting in Congregation- 
alism as the established religion 
throughout most of New England. Only 
Delaware, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, 
and Rhode Island lacked officially es- 
tablished churches. Nevertheless, even 
these states without officially estab- 
lished churches—including famous ha- 
vens for religious dissenters, such as 
Pennsylvania and Rhode Island—main- 
tained significant ties between church 
and state, including in matters of 
church finances, religious tests for pub- 
lic office, and blasphemy laws. 

While the Revolution brought about 
a number of new state constitutions 
that officially disestablished a number 
of state churches—particularly the 
Church of England after the severing of 
political ties to the Crown—the advent 
of the new Republic did not bring about 
universal disestablishment or adher- 
ence to the model of strict separation. 

At the time of the adoption of the 
First Amendment in 1791, about half— 
depending on one’s exact definition—of 
the 14 States then admitted to the 
Union had an established church or al- 
lowed municipal governments to estab- 
lish such a church. Moreover, every 
single state sponsored or supported one 
or more churches at the time. In the 
words of Notre Dame’s Gerard Bradley, 
even “Rhode Island, that polar star of 
religious liberty, maintained? what 
would today constitute ‘‘an establish- 
ment at the time it ratified the First 
Amendment.”’ 

My purpose for bringing up this his- 
tory is not to advocate for states to re- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


turn to the era of officially established 
churches or to advocate for any of the 
restrictive measures of that time. In- 
deed, as a Mormon, I am keenly aware 
both of how the machinery of govern- 
ment can be used to oppress religious 
minorities and of how a faith’s flour- 
ishing comes not from the State’s sanc- 
tion or promotion but rather from the 
dedication and devotion of individuals, 
families, and communities. Instead, my 
purpose is to note the plain incon- 
gruity between the conventional wis- 
dom of rigid separation between church 
and state supposedly commanded since 
the founding by the establishment 
clause and the actual history of reli- 
gion in public life in the days of the 
early Republic. 

This apparent disconnect can be re- 
solved by an examination of the text of 
the Constitution. The text of the First 
Amendment reads: ‘‘Congress_ shall 
make no law respecting an establish- 
ment of religion, or prohibiting the 
free exercise thereof.” Note the exact 
formulation: ‘‘Congress shall make no 
law regarding the establishment of re- 
ligion. .. .’’ On its face, the language 
affects only one actor—Congress—not 
States and local governments and not 
individual citizens. Put another way, 
at the time of its adoption, the First 
Amendment neither created an indi- 
vidual right to be free from religion 
nor limited the power of the States to 
establish religion; it simply created a 
structural limit on Federal power. 

The debates over the ratification of 
the Bill of Rights confirmed this inter- 
pretation. As a general matter, the Es- 
tablishment Clause received relatively 
little attention in the ratification de- 
bates in the state legislatures and 
among the public. Indeed, it hardly 
seems tenable that States would have 
adopted a measure at odds with their 
ongoing practices with little discussion 
or dispute. What attention the estab- 
lishment clause did receive made it 
clear that its language was intended to 
prevent the Federal Government from 
choosing a preferred religious secret—a 
logical move befitting a new nation 
made up of states with a wide variety 
of religious traditions and approaches 
to established religion. 

Furthermore, the ratification de- 
bates clarify that the ratifiers viewed 
official establishment of a particular 
church as direct financial support for a 
preferred sect, wholly distinct from the 
nondiscriminatory support and estab- 
lishment of religion in general, which 
the Establishment Clause was not 
thought to limit. 

For a century and a half, this mis- 
understanding of the Establishment 
Clause endured with little challenge. 
Before the Civil War, the Supreme 
Court decided only three Establish- 
ment Clause cases of any significance. 
Indeed, the major debate on the subject 
during the intervening years revolved 
around a proposed change to the Con- 
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stitution: the 1875 Blaine amendment 
that sought to extend the application 
of the Establishment Clause to the 
states and to ban explicitly any 
church’s access to public funds. This 
legislative effort, borne largely out of 
anti-Catholic prejudice, failed—a fail- 
ure that further underscored the set- 


tled nature of the Establishment 
Clause at that time. 
Unfortunately, religion was not 


spared from the destructive judicial ac- 
tivism of a Supreme Court that spun 
wildly out of control in the mid-20th 
century. A new crop of justices, dis- 
inclined to follow the traditional judi- 
cial role of applying the law as written, 
instead sought to remake the law ac- 
cording to their left-wing worldview. 
From inventing new rights for crimi- 
nals to mandating nearly unlimited ac- 
cess to abortion on demand, the Court 
in this period left few stones unturned 
in its radical rewriting of the Constitu- 
tion. 

The longstanding understanding of 
the Establishment Clause was one of 
the mid-century Court’s first victims. 
Abandoning the understanding of the 
clause I have previously detailed—an 
understanding that was clearly sup- 
ported by text, structure, history, and 
precedent—the Court turned the Estab- 
lishment Clause on its head. 

In the error-filled words of Justice 
Black, the Court said in Everson v. 
Board of Education that ‘“‘the estab- 
lishment of religion clause of the First 
Amendment means at least this: Nei- 
ther a State nor the Federal Govern- 
ment can set up a church. Neither can 
pass laws which aid one religion, aid all 
religions, or prefer one religion over 
another.’’ This pronouncement had no 
basis in text, history, or law. To the 
contrary, it was diametrically opposed 
to the understanding of the relation- 
ship between government and religion 
and between the federal government 
and the states that had endured for 
much of America’s history. Justice 
Black justified the Court’s entirely 
novel, ahistorical view by turning to 
Jefferson: ‘‘In the words of Jefferson, 
the clause against establishment of re- 
ligion by law was intended to erect a 
wall of separation between church and 
state.” Thus was born the now-com- 
monplace view that the establishment 
clause was meant to create a high wall 
separating church and state. 

This decision represents a complete 
inversion of the previously settled, 
proper understanding of the establish- 
ment clause. The command that Con- 
gress should make no law regarding an 
establishment provision is turned from 
a structural protection against federal 
power into an individual right to be 
free from religion. The text protecting 
the states’ power to decide whether and 
what church to establish is, in the 
words of one scholar, paradoxically and 
perversely transformed into a limita- 
tion on states’ authority to make such 
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a decision. The critical distinction be- 
tween official establishment of a par- 
ticular church and general support of 
religion without regard to particular 
sects is casually discarded in favor of a 
blanket prohibition on religious in- 
volvement in public life. In the words 
of two scholars, throughout its deci- 
sion, the Court ‘‘not only ascribed to 
the establishment clause separationist 
content; it imagined a past to confirm 
that interpretation. Both majority and 
dissent treated the history of the 
United States as if it were the history 
of Virginia. Despite dissimilarity of 
language, the justices equated the es- 
tablishment clause with Virginia’s 
statute on religious freedom, thereby 
appropriating for the federal provision 
the separationist message and rhetoric 
of the state enactment.”’ 

As I have explained, the history of 
Virginia on the subject of state estab- 
lishment of religion is not the history 
of the United States. Rather, Virginia 
was, as Jefferson said, a ‘‘novel experi- 
ment’’ on the issue. Other states con- 
tinued to support state-established 
churches. The wall-of-separation doc- 
trine, which the Court created out of 
whole cloth in Everson, was not the 
American tradition. It was an idiosyn- 
crasy of Jefferson’s. 

Upon this fundamentally flawed 
foundation, the federal courts have 
constructed a jurisprudence ' that 
threatens any place for religion in the 
public sphere. Embracing the demon- 
strably false notion that ‘‘the three 
main evils against which the establish- 
ment clause was intended to afford pro- 
tection [were] sponsorship, financial 
support, and active involvement of the 
sovereign and religious activity,” the 
Supreme Court soon adopted the so- 
called Lemon test for any law to with- 
stand: ‘‘First, the statute must have a 
secular legislative purpose; second, its 
principal or primary effect must be one 
that neither advances nor inhibits reli- 
gion... finally, the statute must not 
foster an excessive government entan- 
glement with religion.” 

In announcing this test, the Supreme 
Court sounded the note of modesty, 
noting that the justices could ‘‘only 
dimly perceive the lines of demarca- 
tion in this extraordinarily sensitive 
area of Constitutional law.” This ad- 
mission—though ironic, given the 
Court’s ambition to complete the 
transformation of the establishment 
clause away from its historical and 
textual foundation—was, if anything, 
an understatement. The Court’s efforts 
to draw a line between the permissible 
and the impermissible have completely 
failed. Justice Rehnquist rightly diag- 
nosed the cause of these bizarre re- 
sults: 

These difficulties arise because the 
Lemon test has no more grounding in 
the history of the First Amendment 
than does the wall theory upon which 
it rests. The... test represents a de- 
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termined effort to craft a workable 
rule from a historically faulty doc- 
trine; but the rule can only be as sound 
as the doctrine it attempts to service. 

The Court has responded to these ac- 
knowledged difficulties not by aban- 
doning its flawed establishment clause 
jurisprudence but by inventing new 
tests while never overturning Lemon 
or the flawed understanding that 
undergirds it. By one scholar’s esti- 
mation, the Supreme Court has em- 
ployed 9 alternate tests of impermis- 
sible establishment of religion; another 
scholar identified 16. While the exact 
count understandably varies, the result 
is the same: muddled law that lacks 
any principled means of application. 
This lack of clarity enables judicial ac- 
tivism. By liberating the judiciary 
from the obligation to apply a clear 
rule, this muddied framework invites 
judges and justices to implement their 
own policy views as law. 

While this framework shows confu- 
sion in marginal cases, its overall ef- 
fect is clear: to squeeze religion out of 
government and to deny religious orga- 
nizations the opportunities afforded to 
secular counterparts. While the addi- 
tion of principled jurists to the Court 
has turned momentum against pre- 
vious excesses, the thrust of the 
Court’s misguided establishment clause 
jurisprudence remains dominant. 

The Court’s flawed wall-of-separation 
jurisprudence has kept religion out of 
the public square and fed the idea that 
religion is a private matter to be prac- 
ticed within the confines of one’s 
church or home. Legal and social pres- 
sures have taken their toll, and the re- 
sults are stark: no prayer in school; no 
new Ten Commandments displays—or 
even Christmas or Hanukkah dis- 
plays—unless carefully secularized; a 
widespread prejudice in many quarters 
against public officials talking about 
God or about their beliefs in public; 
and even the crusade every December 
to replace the phrase ‘“‘Merry Christ- 
mas” with ‘‘Happy Holidays.” 

The conventional wisdom peddled by 
advocates for stringent exclusion of re- 
ligion from the public sphere is that 
aggressive enforcement of their vision 
of the establishment clause enhances 
religious freedom. Unfortunately, noth- 
ing could be further from the truth. 
The erroneous wall-of-separation doc- 
trine has narrowed the role of religion 
in public discourse, fueling the view 
that religion is a private matter rather 
than a fundamental precept of Amer- 
ican civil society. Even members of 
this esteemed body have fallen prey to 
the disturbing claim that religious 
freedom does not extend much further 
than the church door. Such an ap- 
proach undermines religious liberty in 
numerous ways. It counsels govern- 
ment to avoid any perceived entangle- 
ment with religion—even accommoda- 
tion of religious practice, at the core of 
the right to free exercise. It tells the 
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religious believer that in order to par- 
ticipate fully in public life, he should 
cabin and hide his religious devotion: 
Just abandon your religious affiliation, 
and the government will partner with 
your school or charity. Just muzzle 
your faith, and you can fully partici- 
pate in representative government and 
lawmaking. Just keep your religion 
private, and you won’t face a swarm of 
litigation. 

Indeed, despite the hard-fought 
progress in recent years both in pro- 
tecting religious liberty and in restor- 
ing sanity to the courts’ approach to 
the establishment clause, this notion 
of strict separation continues to exert 
a pernicious influence, shrinking the 
sphere of acceptable religious exercise. 
In so doing, it undermines religious lib- 
erty and limits the ways in which faith 
enriches our society. Restoring a prop- 
er relationship between faith and pub- 
lic life must continue to be a top pri- 
ority as a key component of our broad 
reference to protect religious liberty 
for future generations. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES RULE 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today as a strong supporter of the reso- 
lution of disapproval we passed today. 
The WOTUS rule is a classic example 
of overreach. Arkansans understand 
that we don’t need DC bureaucracies 
controlling our lands. That is why I 
stand with homeowners, small busi- 
nesses, and family farmers in Arkansas 
in opposition to the WOTUS mandate. 

Passage of this resolution today re- 
flects the American people’s rejection 
of this heavyhanded mandate and 
shows our commitment to a balanced 
and thoughtful approach to water qual- 
ity protection. Congress needs to send 
this resolution to the President. The 
President needs to understand the op- 
position this power grab is facing is 
very real. Not only is there strong bi- 
partisan opposition to this mandate in 
Congress but also in the courts and 
most importantly with the American 
people. 

Last week I got an email from David 
in North Little Rock. David told me 
that he works in construction, and his 
email was clear. He supports protecting 
our Nation’s waters, but David believes 
the Obama administration’s rule will 
create huge problems and uncertainty 
for the construction industry. He said 
costs will increase, the industry will 
lose jobs, and he and others will face 
unnecessary delays as a result of the 
mandate that has nothing to do with 
protecting our waters. 
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Legal experts within the executive 
branch have doubts about this rule too. 
At a recent EPW hearing, we heard 
that many career experts inside the 
agencies, particularly the Corps of En- 
gineers, believe this rule is wrong, but 
each time the Corps expresses concern 
that the rule went too far, the EPA and 
the rest of the administration refuse to 
make changes. 

From puddles to irrigation ditches, 
the EPA wants jurisdiction over every 
body of water in Arkansas, no matter 
the size. These are not scare tactics, 
they are very real truths. In fact, the 
White House and the EPA are the ones 
engaging in scare tactics to defend this 
power grab. They falsely claim that 
this mandate is necessary to protect 
drinking water. 

Those protections are already in 
place with laws like the Safe Drinking 
Water Act. For more than 40 years, the 
Safe Drinking Water Act has fostered 
Federal-State cooperation. It has kept 
our drinking water clean. It is an effec- 
tive law, one I support. It does far more 
to protect distribution water than any- 
thing in the EPA’s power grab. In case 
these false claims don’t scare enough 
people into supporting this unjustified 
power grab, the EPA has invoked rhet- 
oric about rivers catching on fire and 
claim there is rampant toxic pollution 
in our waterways. Again, this is simply 
false. 

Without waters of the United States, 
major rivers will continue to receive 
Federal and State protection just as 
they have for decades. Isolated nonnav- 
igable waters will continue to be pro- 
tected by State and local efforts as 
they have in the past. The courts rec- 
ognized how misguided this mandate is 
and have issued a temporary halt to 
the implementation of WOTUS. That 
injunction now extends to all 50 States. 

I applaud the Arkansas attorney gen- 
eral, Leslie Rutledge, for helping to 
lead that challenge in the courts. Sen- 
ator COTTON and I stand arm in arm 
with our State’s attorney general in 
this fight. We are committed to fight- 
ing this mandate legislatively, while 
supporting efforts to stop it in the 
courts. That is why today’s vote is so 
very important. The resolution of dis- 
approval will nullify the waters of the 
United States mandate. 

Arkansans understand how unneces- 
sary this heavyhanded mandate is. We 
already go to great lengths to protect 
our State’s natural resources. We must 
ensure that States, local communities, 
and private citizens remain a vital part 
of the process instead of giving all of 
the power to Washington. That is what 
this resolution of disapproval aims to 
do. Iam pleased we passed it today. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

(The remarks of Mr. MERKLEY per- 
taining to the introduction of S. 2238 
are printed in today’s RECORD under 
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“Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES RULE 

Mr. TILLIS. Mr. President, I hate to 
sound like a broken record, but unfor- 
tunately that is the scenario the 
Obama administration and the minor- 
ity leader have led me to today. When 
I sought this position as a Senator 
from North Carolina, I promised the 
voters back in my home State that I 
was going to come up here and fix prob- 
lems, fix Washington, and get us back 
to work. 

Yesterday an attempt to rein in the 
President and the EPA failed. It failed 
along party lines. Today we had an- 
other chance to come together and help 
protect Americans from Washington’s 
continual power grab, to ensure they 
are not subject to illegal Executive 
overreach, and to take control of a 
bloated bureaucracy. Today’s effort 
passed but only by a slim margin. We 
must stand up to the President and to 
the Senate minority leader and their 
efforts to continue implementing poli- 
cies that destroy our Nation’s economy 
and in this case harm farmers and 
small businesses in a variety of ways. 

I want the voters to remember this 
day. I want them to remember who 
stood against the illegal expansion of 
Federal control over their land and 
their livelihood and remember those 
who did not. The waters of the United 
States—we have acronyms for every- 
thing, it is called WOTUS—is just an- 
other Washington power grab that has 
more to do with controlling your prop- 
erty than ensuring access to clean 
water. 

Leaders at the EPA claim that those 
who oppose WOTUS oppose clean 
water. That seems like an absurd no- 
tion for anybody who is in this body. 
This is a completely false and elitist 
claim. I firmly believe that Members 
on both sides of the aisle can all agree 
we value clean water. I love nothing 
more than going out on Lake Norman 
back in my home State or spending 
time fly-fishing in the mountains of 
North Carolina or spending time on the 
rivers near our coast, but under this 
rule virtually every nook and cranny of 
the country would be subject to EPA 
control. There is a risk that puddles in 
our backyards and ditches and crop 
fields will be regulated in the same 
manner our States regulate—prop- 
erly—our beautiful lakes and rivers. 

One thing is clear under the waters of 
the United States, WOTUS, there is no 
clarity. There is complete uncertainty 
and layer upon layer of bureaucratic 
redtape. Our landowners, our farmers, 
our ranchers, and business owners 
across the country will be subject to 
compliance costs, new fines, and the 
risk of litigation—all at the discretion 
of the Environmental Protection Agen- 
cy. 
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In March, the Senate agriculture 
committee held a hearing on the 
waters of the United States, inviting 
stakeholders to discuss their concerns. 
We were proud to have the secretary of 
the North Carolina Department of En- 
vironment and Natural Resources, who 
told us in regard to the rule: “It’s not 
absolutely clear what in the world it 
does say, other than providing the EPA 
with a lot of discretion when deter- 
mining navigable waters.” 

Navigable waters—not a ditch, not a 
depression that gets filled up when it 
rains but navigable waters. How on 
Earth are Members of this body, Sen- 
ators, willing to allow such a horrible 
policy to plague our farmers, our busi- 
nesses and, I might add, our cities and 
towns that on a bipartisan basis have 
expressed concern to me in my home 
State. It is clear to me the Obama ad- 
ministration did not consult with our 
State leaders, county leaders, and city 
leaders when choosing to redefine the 
rule. We are at a moment where we 
must prevent this policy, putting our 
landowners and job creators ahead of 
partisan politics. 

It is not my goal to focus simply on 
North Carolina in this speech. I know 
my colleagues from Colorado, Florida, 
Indiana, Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, 
Montana, New Mexico, Nevada, North 
Dakota, a number of States have fam- 
ily and friends who will endure burdens 
if this bad policy stands. 

My State is a great example of just 
how detrimental this rule is to our 
farmers and to families in North Caro- 
lina. North Carolina has over 300 miles 
of coastline, 17 major river basins, and 
roughly 37,000 miles of freshwater 
streams—all places that North Caro- 
lina residents, farmers, and businesses 
call home. Much of the eastern part of 
the State, which runs along the Atlan- 
tic Ocean, is susceptible to flooding, 
even after the lightest rainfall. 

Earlier this week parts of the State 
were again hit hard with heavy rain- 
fall, compounding the effects of last 
month’s historic flooding associated 
with the hurricane. If the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency moves for- 
ward with waters of the United States, 
it will severely restrict the local gov- 
ernment’s ability to quickly react 
when we are recovering from events. 

Imagine this. Imagine a water event 
or a hurricane or a rain like we had in 
South Carolina, which dumps 1 foot or 
2 feet of water on an area that has been 
cropland, cultivated, and harvested by 
farmers—let us say in North Carolina 
or South Carolina. This rule is going to 
make it almost impossible for that 
farmer to begin recovering imme- 
diately because of the uncertainty of 
the regulations that come with waters 
of the United States. Not only will 
they suffer the ravages of the storm, 
they will also suffer the ravages of this 
poorly thought-out policy overreach. 
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The policy raises many questions. 
For example, is a flooded ditch consid- 
ered a navigable water under waters of 
the United States? Many people believe 
it is. What about a crop field that just 
had 2 feet of rain? A standing pothole 
may actually be subject to waters of 
the United States, which puts a farmer 
in the position where they may get pu- 
nitive measures imposed upon them by 
the EPA. 

Don’t get me wrong. I am a firm be- 
liever in ensuring clean water. It is im- 
perative to a flourishing agriculture in- 
dustry and our local State and national 
economies. In North Carolina we have 
a thriving brewery industry out in the 
beautiful mountains of Asheville. They 
need access to abundant, clean water. 

In Eastern North Carolina, we have a 
thriving pharmaceutical industry. 
They need access to abundant, clean 
water. There are a variety of reasons 
why we have to make sure our water 
resources are clean and abundant. 

How can I tell our farmers that in en- 
suring clean water, we may fine them 
for small flood puddles such as the one 
shown here? We need fair practices 
that will help turn our economy 
around, not hinder the hard work of 
our farmers, our ranchers, and small 
businesses across this country. We need 
policies that will help families put food 
on their kitchen tables and not penal- 
ize our land and homeowners. 

Americans need clarity and they 
need fairness, not vague, ambiguous 
rules such as the WOTUS, waters of the 
United States, which undercut State 
authority, undercut local authority, 
and promote what I believe is an illegal 
government overreach. 

The Supreme Court has tried to rein 
in the EPA’s misinterpretation of 
“navigable water” several times. Based 
on the result of our vote earlier today, 
the majority of this Chamber and the 
House believe the EPA has over- 
reached—and the courts agree. Yet the 
President said he will veto the bipar- 
tisan resolution that just passed out of 
this Chamber today. This administra- 
tion continues to disregard the will of 
the Congress, the warnings of the 
courts, and the preferences of the 
American people. How long will we 
continue to let the partisan Obama ad- 
ministration dictate our course of ac- 
tion in the Congress and for the coun- 
try? We must stop this unfunded man- 
date and alleviate the burdens on our 
farmers and business owners, not pun- 
ish them. 

If we do not stop the implementation 
of this egregious rule right now, we are 
setting a dangerous precedent and we 
are betraying the trust of many Ameri- 
cans. I urge my fellow colleagues 
today: Let us stay strong on this bill. 
Let us send a message to the President 
that he should sign this resolution into 
law and get back to healing this econ- 
omy. 

Thank you. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER 
Scott). The Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the cosponsors 
of the resolution I am about to call up 
and I be allowed to engage in a col- 
loquy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


(Mr. 


EE 
COMMENDING AND CONGRATU- 
LATING THE KANSAS CITY 


ROYALS ON THEIR 2015 WORLD 
SERIES VICTORY 


Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of S. Res. 
305, submitted earlier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 305) commending and 
congratulating the Kansas City Royals on 
their 2015 World Series victory. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed 
to, and the motions to reconsider be 
laid upon the table with no intervening 
action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

(The resolution, with its preamble, is 
printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub- 
mitted Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, it may be 
obvious that my colleagues and I, here 
in the back of the room—even during a 
serious debate—are a little happier 
than the Senate usually finds itself. Of 
course, we are very pleased to be able 
to commend our baseball team. 

While Senator MCCASKILL and I wish 
to quickly point out that the team is 
located in Kansas City, MO, certainly 
Kansans and Missourians join together 
to support the Royals, support the 
Royals in the American League, and in 
this case support the Royals in the 
World Series—and what a series it was. 
What a team it has been to watch the 
last couple of years. 

I think maybe my favorite comment 
from the series that didn’t end quite so 
well for us last year was the one game 
the manager of the Giants just said: 
They kept hitting the ball where we 
couldn’t get to it. 

That is very much the kind of base- 
ball the Royals play, that big ball park 
they play in. Home runs aren’t as much 
a part of the game as just hitting the 
ball where the other side can’t get to it 
and then always getting to the ball 
that the other side hits anywhere. 

This is a series that started with a 14- 
inning classic and ended in a 12-inning 
thriller, with 5 Royals’ runs being 
scored in the top of that 12th inning. 
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If this had been a seventh-inning se- 
ries, the Royals wouldn’t have won. 
The Royals outscored the Mets 15 to 1 
from the seventh inning on and won 
three of the four games after they were 
behind in the eighth inning or later in 
the World Series. That just doesn’t 
happen. It is a great record. It has been 
a great team. Every player on that 
team contributed to the wins and con- 
tributed in significant ways. 

Christian Colon became the first 
Major League player in history to get a 
series-clinching hit in his first 
postseason at bat ever. Raul Mondesi 
became the first player in history to 
make his Major League debut in the 
World Series. He never played a World 
Series game before because he had 
never played a Major League game of 
any kind before. Of course, the man- 
ager of the Royals, Ned Yost, had the 
highest winning percentage in Major 
League Baseball postseason history as 
he goes right on to do what he and the 
Royals have been doing. Salvador Perez 
hit 0.364 in the World Series and start- 
ed 16 consecutive postseason games 
after catching 139 games in the regular 
season. It makes my knees hurt just to 
think about it, but he did it. 

Yesterday 800,000 fans turned out in 
Kansas City to welcome the Royals 
home. We are all pleased to be here. I 
certainly wish to congratulate the 
owners, the Glass family; the manager, 
Ned Yost; the general manager, Dayton 
Moore; the players; the coaches; the 
fans; and the families. What a great se- 
ries for the Royals, what a great series 
for Kansas City, but what a great series 
for baseball. What a great season for 
baseball. Certainly, we were all pleased 
to see the Royals bring this victory 
home. 

We will start by going to Senator 
ROBERTS of Kansas and then we will go 
back to either a Missourian or a Kan- 
san as we talk about this great base- 
ball team and this great victory. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank my colleague 
for yielding. 

Mr. President, I have been sitting 
here thinking about Missouri and Kan- 
sas and our past histories—some dif- 
ferences in politics, some differences in 
sports, big time, down through the 
years. What a great thing to happen 
when, yes, there is the Kansas City 
Royals in Missouri. I might be a little 
local here and say primarily filled by 
Kansas fans, but I will not do that, but 
it is a great day for both of our States 
and for people who live in our area. 

We are all proud of our Kansas City 
Royals. It was a hard-fought World Se- 
ries victory, but it was celebrated in 
Kansas from Goodland to Liberal, from 
Parsons to Troy, way up there on High- 
way 36 and everywhere in between. 

Yesterday we saw something amazing 
happen: Kansas fans and Missouri fans 
marching in a sea of blue in downtown 
Kansas City. There were more than 
one-half million people—no shoving, no 
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pushing, no fires, no problems. There 
were young and old people from all 
walks of life, all races, all nationali- 
ties, and all Royals fans. The schools 
were closed. Workers took a break. The 
streets filled. The windows opened, and 
it was a gorgeous Royals blue day. 

Some are celebrating this kind of 
victory for the first time. Others are 
remembering 1985, George Brett and 
that team, and seeing that same ex- 
citement again, this time in their chil- 
dren’s eyes. You see, some of us really 
counted us out—or some counted us 
out. We are, in fact, a small market 
team, a team with young but very tal- 
ented guys. They said we haven’t had 
what it takes to be World Series cham- 
pions. We didn’t have the big name 
home run hitters or the big name 
flamethrower pitchers or a big park 
made smaller for home run hitters. 
What we did have was a team, players 
who kept the line moving. The stats 
made the difference, as indicated from 
my colleague and friend from Missouri, 
who went through a number of stats 
that are rather remarkable. 

In this postseason, the Royals strike- 
out rate was only 16 percent, just 81 
strikeouts in 505 plate appearances. 
The Royals’ regular season average was 
better, just 15 percent. For baseball, 
that is really amazing and it was the 
best in baseball. The league average in 
the regular season was more than 20 
percent—20 percent strikeouts, one out 
of five. That is why people keep yaw- 
ing. They don’t yawn when they watch 
the Royals. 

These Royals had a manager who let 
them play as they were: young, fast, 
and aggressive. That is rather remark- 
able. Ned Yost let them choose whether 
or not to steal—that is amazing. He let 
them swing at the first pitch. Alcides 
Escobar hit that inside-the-park home 
run in the first pitch in the bottom of 
the first inning of the first game of the 
World Series at Kauffman. That is a 
ball park for playing baseball: hitting, 
running, fielding, and a few home runs. 

He let them play the game. They 
were relentless. They kept the lines 
moving, went against unconventional 
baseball wisdom—and oh was it fun to 
watch. 

We won, Kansas City won, and base- 
ball won. Our celebration today is 
about the Royals, the joy of the game 
of baseball, but it is also about our 
identity as a city and a region. 

We were told that a small market 
team from flyover country would not 
be able to beat the New York Mets. We 
won because we kept the line moving— 
just like the Royals fans do in Kansas 
and Missouri every day—through a 
couple of decades of post-season 
drought, proving our team, our fans, 
our kind of game is the best in base- 
ball. 

I know I speak for the fans all over 
our State and the hundreds of thou- 
sands of fans that gathered to enjoy 
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and celebrate a victory for our team 
and, yes, for our region, too—and I 


think for our country. Everybody 
adopted the Royals. Thank you, 
Royals. Thank you for showing the 


world what fun baseball can be if you 
play the game, if you keep the lines 
moving. 

The Kansas City Royals are the 2015 
World Series champions. How about 
them apples? 

I thank my colleague. 

Mr. BLUNT. “Them apples” as in the 
Big Apple? Are those the apples we are 
talking about? 

I start in the spring going to minor 
league games and to major league 
games, but as we go back and forth 
across the border here, there is no big- 
ger, more dedicated baseball fan in the 
Senate than Senator MCCASKILL. If you 
want to know who is playing, what po- 
sition they are playing, what their bat- 
ting average is likely to be, this is al- 
ways a good way to find out, and I look 
forward to hearing what she has to say 
about the Royals. 

Mrs. McCASKILL. Mr. President, lis- 
ten, Iam lucky to be from Missouri be- 
cause I love baseball. I love sports. I 
was raised by a great uncle who was 
like my grandfather and made me go 
out to the backyard every night in the 
summer. I even remember he had a 
small burgundy transistor radio. I 
would lie on a blanket, he would sit in 
a lawn chair, and he would hush me— 
hush me—when important parts of the 
game came on. He was a big Cardinals 
fan. I was raised as a Cardinals fan. I 
spent time in Kansas City early in my 
career. In fact, I was in Kansas City 
during the 1980s, the last time that 
Kansas City won the World Series. 

Some people have the nerve to call 
our part of the world flyover country 
but not when it comes to baseball. For 
4 of the last 5 years, teams who play 
ball in the middle of America with 
lower payrolls and with smaller media 
markets have made it to the World Se- 
ries, and for 2 of those last 5 years, the 
world has seen a different kind of ball 
team. In this day and age when it is all 
about endorsements, and it is all about 
your agent, and it is all about whether 
you are a free agent and how much 
money you are going to make, they 
have seen a team that plays like a 
team. From the fun they have with 
each other to the way they interact 
with the community, this is a different 
kind of professional baseball team. 
Yesterday, when most teams would 
have on swag that talked just about 
their team, T-shirts that would say 
“World Series Champion” or hats that 
would say ‘‘World Series Champion,”’ 
what did this team have on yesterday 
in front of those, some say 800,000 peo- 
ple from Kansas and Missouri who 
flooded into the city in such numbers 
that they abandoned their cars on the 
interstate so they would be part of it? 
What did the team have on? Thank 
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you, KC. It wasn’t about them; it was 
about the community and how closely 
knit the team felt with the commu- 
nity. 

From the fun they had with 1738 to 
the T-shirts that people wore saying 
“Straight Outta Kauffman,” this was a 
team that took baseball seriously but 
didn’t take themselves too seriously. 
They played the game with intensity, 
they played the game with immense 
skill, but always with joy. 

I have to tell you the truth. I never 
thought I would be on the floor of the 
Senate quoting the amazing orator 
Jonny Gomes. Most people in America 
probably don’t know who Jonny Gomes 
is, but the people of Kansas City know. 
Just because you are a backup out- 
fielder doesn’t mean you are not impor- 
tant on this team. Jonny Gomes stole 
the show yesterday. To paraphrase 
him—and I have to be careful, because 
I can’t exactly paraphrase him. I don’t 
think one of the words he used I am al- 
lowed to use on the floor of the Senate. 
But I believe it went something like 
this: Cy Young winner? Not on our 
team. We beat them. Rookie of the 
year? Not on our team. We beat them. 
MVP of the league? No, sorry guys, not 
on our team. We beat them. We kicked 
all of their—something which I can’t 
say on the floor of the United States 
Senate. 

So I am proud to quote Jonny Gomes 
today. I am proud of who he is and 
what he represents. I am proud of this 
team. This is a team that understands 
the essence of being an underdog and 
coming from behind and proving to ev- 
erybody they are wrong. 

There is a famous poem about base- 
ball, and one of the famous lines starts 
with the phrase ‘‘there is no joy.” I 
have to tell you, there is joy; there is 
unbridled joy in Kansas City for this 
team and for all the right reasons. I am 
incredibly proud to represent a State 
and an area of our country that has 
produced this kind of sportsmanship 
and this kind of grit and determina- 
tion. The Royals never say quit. 

Thank you, Mr. President, and I will 
turn it over to my colleague from the 
State of Kansas, who is appropriately 
sporting a very royal blue tie. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Missouri for yielding 
to me, and I appreciate both my col- 
leagues from Missouri and Kansas join- 
ing us on the Senate floor this after- 
noon. 

I wonder if there are folks out in the 
country who might not be baseball fans 
and are wondering, with all the chal- 
lenges our country faces, why these 
four Senators have gathered on the 
Senate floor to talk about baseball. 
But the reality is that this is an exam- 
ple of what can happen when we work 
together. 

We are divided here between Repub- 
licans and Democrats in support of this 
legislation, and that is much easier to 
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overcome than the fact that Missou- 
rians and Kansans are working to- 
gether. There has been a long rivalry 
between our two States, much of it 
done with a smile but some done with 
a little more intensity than just that 
smile of Kansas versus Missouri or Mis- 
souri versus Kansas. The good news is 
the Royals and their championship are 
more evidence that rivalry—when it 
comes to important issues, when it 
comes to the ability to work together 
for the benefit of Kansas City and Mis- 
souri and Kansas, those communities 
come together. 

I guess my colleagues ought to know 
that there is Kansas City, MO, and 
there is Kansas City, KS, and suburbs 
of both those cities on both sides of the 
State line. As I have said, as commu- 
nities they have come together to 
make sure good things happen, and the 
Royals is just one more example. This 
is something that matters to Kansans, 
whether they live close to Missouri or 
they live close to the Royals stadium. 

The first overnight visit I ever made 
to Kansas City and actually spent the 
night in this big city—I grew up about 
350 miles west of the stadium—was to 
watch the Royals play ball in the old 
stadium. All my life I have said, ‘‘Come 
on, Royals.” You can walk through the 
room in our house, the television is on, 
the Royals are playing, and that ex- 
pression out of my mouth is always 
“Come on, Royals.” It is something we 
all grew up with, wherever we lived in 
the State of Kansas. You can find al- 
most no fan of baseball in our State 
who is not a Royals fan. 

There is something also about this 
Royals baseball team. Throughout my 
lifetime, hearing the voice of Denny 
Matthews and Fred White as they 
called the games in Kansas City and 
around the country gave me a sense— 
and still today gives me a sense—of 
peace; that there is something still 
right in the world; that baseball is still 
played and teams come together. 

Most of us grew up in our early days 
being on a softball or a baseball team. 
Baseball brings us together. So while 
my colleagues and I recognize the im- 
portance of the many issues that our 
country faces and that we are dealing 
with in the Senate and in the Congress 
in Washington, DC, there is something 
comforting in knowing that America 
can still come together on a pastime, 
on a sport, on an activity that still 
means so much to so many Americans. 

So we celebrate with this resolution 
and ask our colleagues to join us in ap- 
proving this effort in honoring the 2015 
World Series champions. It was an 
amazing season. This is something that 
hasn’t happened since 1985. So 30 years 
ago, in Kansas City, the Royals played 
in the World Series and won. 

I still envision my wife and her de- 
ceased father—her now deceased father. 
Robba, with her dad, grew up on the 
Missouri side of the State line, in the 
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shadows of Kauffman Stadium. I can 
still envision what it was like for a lit- 
tle girl to grab hold of her dad’s hand 
and go to a Royals game to watch base- 
ball. Again, it brings families together 
on an almost weekly basis over a long 
season in Kansas City, and it has been 
true in our family. 

We are here today to commend the 
great things that happened during this 
season. Since the last time the Royals 
were champions, many Kansans, many 
Missourians, many Americans have 
grown up and gone off to college, 
served in our country’s military, got- 
ten married, and started their own 
families. So there is great pride, and 
we are here to affirm how good it feels 
to have that success once again. 

It is pleasing to be an American 
where baseball is a way that we live 
our lives, and it brings us together. It 
is great to be a Kansan who is so proud 
of the Kansas Royals, and it is great to 
represent many folks in Kansas City 
who know life as something that sur- 
rounds them with the Kansas City 
Royals. 

This was a special year, a special 
team, and they loved playing the game. 
They exuded confidence. They never 
lost focus. Having fallen 90 feet short a 
year ago, the Royals players were re- 
lentless this year in their drive to get 
back to the World Series, and it was a 
joy for all of us to watch them accom- 
plish that and finish that job last 
weekend against the New York Mets. 

So I join my colleagues in congratu- 
lating the Royals team, the Royals 
fans, and Americans who enjoyed this 
sport and saw great sportsmanship on a 
baseball field. We are thankful to Mr. 
Kauffman, and now Mr. Glass, and 
their families who have invested their 
efforts and their time and their com- 
mitment to the Kansas City Royals. 
We appreciate the general manager 
Dayton Moore, and the manager Ned 
Yost, and commend and congratulate 
them on this amazing accomplishment. 
We hope we don’t have to wait another 
30 years for another national cham- 
pionship involving the Royals and their 
crowning again. 

Once again, I would say, ‘‘Come on, 
Royals.” 

Mr. President, I yield back to the 
Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, my good 
friend from Kansas mentioned that dis- 
tance between third base and home 
plate, and in the ninth inning of the 
fifth game of the World Series, Hosmer 
was on third, and I believe there was 
one out. A ball was hit squarely to the 
third baseman, who caught it, ready to 
throw it to first, and then Hosmer did 
something nobody ever does: He de- 
cided he was going to steal home. And 
when you do that kind of thing, people 
respond in certain ways. They are sur- 
prised, you are surprised, and the 
Royals did that over and over again. He 
stole home and the game was tied in 
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the 9th and then went to the 12th, but 
only because somebody did something 
nobody thought they would do. We 
could do a little more of that here, but 
certainly the Royals did that all sea- 
son. 

I want to ask Senator MCCASKILL if 
there is anything she wants to add as 
we close up here. 

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Well, I was lucky 
enough to be a witness to game 5 in 
New York, surrounded by a lot of 
apple-eating fans who were in shocked 
disbelief when it looked like the Mets 
had it under control and the Royals 
pulled a patented move out of their 
back pocket to tie up the game in the 
ninth inning. 

That particular play was one of those 
that you could tell it was almost in- 
stinct on the part of Hoz because he 
saw the throw and just went. Frankly, 
a bad throw to home plate was his sav- 
ior. I am not sure he would have made 
it had it not been for the throw that 
went wild at home plate from the first 
baseman. But that is the thing that is 
fun about this team. We can go 
through—Salvi got the hit. It was a 
sacrifice hit, but nonetheless this is a 
guy who got MVP. And it wasn’t as if 
he hit a bunch of home runs in the 
World Series; he got MVP because he 
consistently performed in almost a 
utilitarian way, getting a hit when it 
was really needed, getting banged up 
consistently behind the plate. At one 
point he got hit so hard in the clavicle 
that I am sure a lot of players would 
have said: I need an inning. I need to 
get out. I need to be replaced. But he 
just kept shaking off every injury. It 
could get dangerous because he could 
go on and on. 

There were so many contributors on 
this team. That is what made it so in- 
credibly special. As Senator ROBERTS 
said, it is not as if there was one hero 
here, like so many teams that have an 
A-Rod or a Robert Griffin. We can 
name the big players who have been 
standouts, Ripkin and the rest. This is 
a team in which everybody is a stand- 
out because it is all about the team. 

Mr. BLUNT. It was a great season. 
We have had a great time here on the 
floor talking about the Royals and the 
Kansas City spirit that drove those 
teams. For us Missourians, maybe we 
will see both of our teams in the World 
Series again next year. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. BLUNT. I will be happy to yield. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Just a note of thanks 
to the Mets for showing up and playing 
the Royals—they are a great team— 
and to give them some encouragement. 
The season starts with the Mets and 
Royals at Kauffman Stadium, so they 
can start all over again. It would be a 
good thing, perhaps, if the Mets made 
it again, and certainly with the Royals, 
and gave it a shot. 
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I am very glad the Senator men- 
tioned the incident where Hosmer de- 
cided to steal home. That was like 
Jackie Robinson back in the day when 
he was seeking to steal home. Who did 
that? And to do that in today’s ball 
game, where people pitch only a cer- 
tain amount of innings and players 
look to the manager to steal and do 
this and do that and everything is sort 
of in a box—the Royals played out of 
the box and they had fun. 

The reason they are all great players 
is because they played as a team, as 
my distinguished colleague from Mis- 
souri just pointed out. It was a lot of 
fun. It is going to be fun next year. 
Don’t worry, Mets, you will have a 
chance again. 

Mr. BLUNT. There are a lot of life 
lessons watching the Royals. There 
might even be some lessons for us Sen- 
ators watching the Royals and the way 
they do what they do. 

I yield the floor. 


EE 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP- 
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2016—MO- 


TION TO PROCEED—Continued 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the Sen- 
ate as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES RULE 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, this 
week has been devoted legislatively to 
discussing and considering legislation 
affecting an EPA regulation called 
waters of the United States. It is one 
more example of executive overreach 
by an increasingly unaccountable Fed- 
eral agency. 

I want to speak about our efforts 
here on the Senate floor this week and 
again encourage my colleagues to con- 
tinue their efforts to make certain this 
overreach is responded to by Congress. 
The courts have spoken, but we want 
to make certain we do our job. 

One of the criticisms I hear regularly 
from people who support this regula- 
tion is this: Don’t you care about water 
quality? Don’t you care about clean 
water? I absolutely think it is impor- 
tant to protect our Nation’s water- 
ways. If you are a Kansan, water is life, 
water is the future of your community. 
Water matters greatly. We are not 
against clean water. 

Agriculture producers—which domi- 
nate in my State—across Kansas are 
strongly opposed to this regulation, 
but they are certainly not opposed to 
the efforts to keep our water supply 
safe and clean. Most Kansas farmers 
and ranchers hope to pass their land 
and their farming operations on to 
their kids and grandkids. It serves 
their interests to preserve the land and 
water to which their family farms are 
tethered. It is not the Washington lob- 
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byists and the environmental radicals 
who are telling Americans ‘“‘If you op- 
pose this regulation, you are opposed 
to clean water.” That is what they say. 
Kansans care greatly and particularly 
farmers and landowners who want their 
children to enjoy their farm or ranch 
in the future care greatly about clean 
water. 

It is EPA’s abusive regulatory path, 
characterized by fines, penalties, and 
potential civil lawsuits against land- 
owners, that gives us major cause for 
concern. The Federal Government 
should not dictate to citizens how they 
manage their private lands. 

I believe there are better ways to 
promote water quality than with 
threats of severe fines, penalties, or 
even jail time. One of the ways we see 
this effort take place is through the 
Department of Agriculture’s Natural 
Resource Conservation Service. NRCS 
promotes soil and water health not by 
mandates and threats from Washington 
but through collaborative, voluntary 
approaches that encourage conserva- 
tion through incentives and on-the- 
ground technical assistance for those 
landowners. 

Unlike the EPA, which seems to view 
agriculture producers as untrust- 
worthy partners who must be forced 
into caring for the land, NRSC and the 
USDA Farm Service Agency efforts are 
successful in large part because they 
operate under the recognition that 
farmers and ranchers are devoted stew- 
ards to their land. 

Policies such as the Grassroots 
Source Water Protection Program and 
the Environmental Quality Incentives 
Program are examples of voluntary ap- 
proaches that incentivize innovation, 
provide technical assistance, and more 
broadly promote clean water through 
localized, cooperative efforts. Compare 
those approaches to what we are debat- 
ing here on the floor today and earlier 
this week—an overly broad, overly 
complex, overly ambitious regulation 
drafted by an agency that has shown a 
complete unwillingness to listen to or 
work with landowners. 

This regulation is pretty straight- 
forward. If it is water, EPA has the au- 
thority to regulate it unless it decides 
it doesn’t want to. Again, what this 
regulation basically says is that if it is 
water, EPA has the authority to regu- 
late it unless EPA decides it doesn’t 
want to do it. 

First, EPA declares that all ‘‘tribu- 
taries’’ are waters of the United States. 
Tributaries are defined as anything 
with a bed, banks, or an ordinary high- 
water mark, regardless of the fre- 
quency or duration of the water flow. 
This kind of definition is so broad and 
all-encompassing that the EPA can as- 
sert jurisdiction over streams and 
ditches that may flow only for a few 
hours following a rainstorm. 

This regulation also controls waters 
that are ‘‘adjacent’’ to any water that 
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is under EPA’s jurisdiction, including 
100-year-old floodplains. And if some- 
how water could still escape the EPA’s 
long shadow, its broad definition, they 
came up with yet one more way to reg- 
ulate it. The regulation states that if 
waters aren’t adjacent or are not tribu- 
taries, they can still regulate if there 
is “significant nexus”? between the 
waters EPA wants to regulate and nav- 
igable or interstate water. What that 
means is that every drop of rain can be 
regulated because every drop of rain al- 
ways ends up in a body of water that is 
navigable. All EPA has to do is estab- 
lish some connection between the two, 
and they have granted themselves the 
authority to regulate the waters. 

With its significant civil fines and 
criminal penalties for those not in 
compliance, we can see why so many 
Americans are concerned. 

Last year, EPA went on a public rela- 
tions campaign of sorts to convince 
stakeholders and to convince people 
across the country that they only 
meant to ‘‘clarify,’’ not expand, the 
regulation. Instead of lecturing, the 
EPA should have listened to the over- 
whelming feedback they received from 
constituents, including many who at- 
tended a meeting in Kansas City. The 
EPA should have scrapped the rule and 
started over. 

Now we have learned that not only 
did the EPA ignore the outcry of the 
American people, but they also dis- 
regarded the technical experts at the 
Army Corps of Engineers who described 
the rule as ‘‘not reflective of the Corps’ 
experience or expertise.” Again, the 
Corps is the agency that the EPA is to 
work with to develop rules. They are 
the experts, and they say this rule is 
not reflective of the Corps’ experience 
or expertise. The Corps says it is not 
accurate. The Corps says it is not sup- 
ported by science or law. The Corps 
says it is inconsistent with the Su- 
preme Court’s decision. And the Corps 
says it is regulatory overreach. 

It is obvious that the regulation ex- 
ceeds the EPA’s legal authority under 
the Clean Water Act. It is equally obvi- 
ous that the EPA intended to run 
roughshod over anyone who disagreed. 

The waters of the United States regu- 
lation is, in short, a breathtaking 
abuse of power, and it is something 
Congress needs to address. 

For too long, Congress has looked the 
other way when this Executive or any 
other occupant of the White House ex- 
ceeds their congressionally mandated 
legal authorities. Republicans perhaps 
look the other way when there is a Re- 
publican President and Democrats look 
the other way when there is a Demo- 
cratic President. The reality is that 
Congress needs to play its constitu- 
tional role in determining what the law 
is and prevent the abuse that comes 
from a White House that exceeds that 
legislative authority day after day. 

The EPA’s regulations ignore two 
Supreme Court opinions. It ignores a 
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time-honored understanding of what 
the law does and does not permit in the 
way of regulation, as evidenced by nu- 
merous legislative attempts rejected 
by Congress to amend the Clean Water 
Act that the Obama administration 
now does by regulatory action. It ig- 
nores the serious repercussions for 
farmers and ranchers, electric coopera- 
tives that provide electricity to my 
State, the oil and gas industry that 
provides jobs across Kansans, the 
homebuilders that provide homes for 
Kansans, and many other small busi- 
ness owners in our State and across the 
country. And it ignores the concerns 
voiced by so many more, including 
State and local officials across Kansas 
and our Nation. 

At the end of the day, if the goal is to 
promote clean water and responsible 
land management, there is a much 
more effective method to do so, as evi- 
denced by the voluntary cooperative ef- 
forts within USDA that respect private 
property rights, incentivize conserva- 
tion rather than criminalize land- 
owners, and don’t threaten to do irrep- 
arable harm to our country and to the 
jobs Kansans so desperately need. 

I urge my colleagues to block this 
regulation and to force the EPA and 
the Army Corps of Engineers to work 
with State and local officials and those 
affected by the regulation in protecting 
real waters of the United States. We 
must protect those waters. We should 
do it much differently than the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency proposes. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

CRUDE OIL EXPORT BAN 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, about a 
month ago the White House announced 
that it has reached a deal with 11 other 
countries along the Pacific Rim— 
known as the Trans-Pacific Partner- 
ship. This is a major trade agreement 
that followed on the approval of trade 
promotion authority by the Congress. 

As we might expect, President 
Obama has been quick to tout his cre- 
dentials as a pro-trade President, and I 
think so far, so good. In fact, though, 
you might say he is so pro-trade that 
he has significantly not only sought to 
open up the U.S. economy but also the 
Iranian economy, releasing billions of 
dollars to a hostile regime by negoti- 
ating a deal to ease sanctions against 
them and potentially releasing as 
much as 1 million barrels of crude oil 
by Iran onto the world markets. I 
think it has been well documented that 
I oppose that deal. 

I do find the President’s position is 
perplexing at minimum or hypocritical 
at worst. It is hypocritical that despite 
his self-proclaimed pro-trade stance, he 
refuses to do something that should be 
a no-brainer when it comes to any pro- 
ponent of free trade: opening up foreign 
markets to the things we make and 
produce here, like lifting the anti- 
quated ban on exporting crude oil. 
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By refusing to revise this outdated 
policy, the President continues to con- 
tribute to the flatline of our economy 
and to deny our potential as an energy 
powerhouse. And, I might add, at the 
same time, by not acting to lift this ex- 
port ban, the President continues to 
deny our allies the energy they need 
for their economic security and to im- 
prove their national security. 

Next month will mark 40 years since 
the United States put into place a ban 
on the export of crude oil. For those 
who might not be familiar with the his- 
tory, let me offer a little bit of back- 
ground. 

The crude oil export ban was put in 
place decades ago as a precaution to 
protect the United States from disrup- 
tions to global supply of oil in the 
1970s, at a time when we were import- 
ing the majority of the oil and gas that 
we consumed here in the United States. 
But, fortunately, the world looks a lot 
different than it did back in the 1970s. 
For example, in 1970, world production 
was roughly 48 million barrels of oil a 
day. In 2015 that number has doubled to 
100 million barrels of oil a day, and the 
United States alone is producing about 
9.4 million barrels of oil a day. 

As recently as 2008, 76 percent of 
Americans believed that the world was 
somehow running out of oil. Thanks to 
the remarkable shale revolution, we 
have come a long way in helping the 
geopolitical energy landscape turn in 
our favor here in the United States and 
have reduced our dependency on im- 
ported energy from other parts of the 
country. 

I should mention that it is because of 
the commonsense policies of States 
such as Texas, Pennsylvania, Ohio, and 
North Dakota that we have been able 
to take advantage of the incredible new 
technology in this field that goes along 
with horizontal drilling and fracking to 
produce a supply of oil and gas that we 
never would have dreamed of a few 
short years ago. These developments 
have been nothing short of revolu- 
tionary. 

We have recently seen an uptick in 
oil imports in the United States, pri- 
marily because overseas energy pro- 
ducers are discounting their crude to 
be able to take advantage of the U.S. 
market. The downward trend for the 
past several years of imports of oil 
showed that the United States is im- 
porting less than it historically has. 
Why? Because we are producing more 
here, so we are less reliant. I think 
most people would think that would be 
a good thing. 

Our country doesn’t need to bar our 
domestically produced energy from 
reaching the global market. We should 
do away with this antiquated policy 
and, in so doing, help kick start the 
U.S. economy in the process. First, let 
me talk about what this would do to 
help our economy. Lifting the ban 
would mean real job creation right 
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here in this country. These are not 
minimum wage jobs. These are well- 
paying jobs. It is easy to think that 
lifting the ban would only provide a 
limited benefit to those who work in 
the domestic energy sector, but that is 
actually not the case. 

Domestic energy production involves 
many different sectors, from construc- 
tion to shipping to technology compa- 
nies. By allowing our country to export 
more crude, the United States has the 
potential to create many, many jobs 
here in the United States at a time 
when we need more jobs—not only in 
the domestic energy sector but deep in 
the supply chain as well. 

One study estimated that for every 
new production job, it translates into 
three additional jobs in the supply 
chain and another six in the broader 
economy. It is estimated that in my 
home State of Texas alone, more than 
40,000 jobs could be created in the com- 
ing years simply by lifting the ban and 
making available to producers the 
global benchmark price known as the 
Brent price. Several studies have sug- 
gested that hundreds of thousands of 
jobs in multiple sectors throughout the 
country could be created in the coming 
years if the crude export ban is lifted. 

By the way, I should mention this— 
because this is probably on everybody’s 
mind: What is this going to do to the 
price of gasoline? Study after study has 
documented that gasoline prices are 
going to remain either where they are 
now or go lower should the ban be lift- 
ed. By the way, the Energy Secretary 
of the Obama administration, Dr. 
Moniz, agrees with that. It is plain old 
supply and demand, if you think about 
it. 

Lifting the crude oil ban export 
would strengthen our economy and 
could actually save Americans money 
at the pump. But doing away with this 
outdated, protectionist policy also 
gives us the opportunity to promote 
stronger relationships with our friends 
and allies around the world. For exam- 
ple, our NATO allies and other nations 
in Europe rightly question why the 
United States doesn’t lift this ban, 
which would help them achieve a 
source of energy that they need, in- 
stead of having to depend on countries 
such as Russia that use it as an instru- 
ment of coercion and intimidation. 

Today, many of our allies in Europe 
rely not only on Russia but on Iran for 
their energy needs. Wouldn’t it be so 
much better if we were able to enter 
into contracts to sell our energy to our 
friends and allies to help prop them up 
and provide them another source of en- 
ergy, rather than leave them dependent 
on countries such as Russia that want 
to use it as an instrument of intimida- 
tion. Because of these countries’ de- 
pendence on our adversaries for their 
basic needs such as heating, elec- 
tricity, and fuel, this represents a real 
vulnerability, not just for them but for 
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us as well because we are part of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 

As our world becomes more inter- 
connected, we need to take a more 
long-term strategic view. That means 
considering the implications of our en- 
ergy policies for our own national secu- 
rity. By lifting this ban, the United 
States can offer to help our friends di- 
versify their energy supplies and en- 
hance their energy security and help 
reduce the revenue that these rogue 
states take in for nefarious purposes— 
such as Iran, the No. 1 sponsor of state 
terrorism. 

Lifting the crude oil ban represents a 
rare opportunity to do two things vital 
for our country: to strengthen our 
economy and to promote a safer, more 
stable world for our allies and partners 
and ultimately for us. 

Last month, in a strong bipartisan 
vote, the House of Representatives 
voted to overturn this ban. Now it is 
time for the Senate to do the same. Un- 
fortunately, the White House has al- 
ready sent a signal that were we to 
pass such a bill to lift the ban, the 
President might decide to veto this 
pro-trade legislation. I wish to point 
out to the White House and to anybody 
else who is listening that time and 
again the President has relied on Re- 
publicans in this Chamber to advance 
his pro-trade agenda. The reason we 
have done it is because we agree that a 
pro-trade agenda is good for our econ- 
omy and good for our security. 

Soon we will have an opportunity to 
read the full text of the Trans-Pacific 
Partnership Agreement that I men- 
tioned earlier. Pro-trade Republicans 
in this Chamber, myself included, have 
voted to equip Congress with a power- 
ful mechanism with which to consider 
trade agreements such as the Trans- 
Pacific Partnership Agreement or 
trade promotion authority. Trade pro- 
motion authority, or TPA, which 
passed with strong Republican support 
and only 18 Democratic votes in the 
Senate, does not guarantee that the 
President’s agreement will pass this 
Senate or this Congress—far from it. I 
am going to use all of the tools that we 
have provided for in the trade pro- 
motion authority legislation to make 
sure this proposed deal, the Trans-Pa- 
cific Partnership, gets the kind of care- 
ful scrutiny it deserves. 

We know the President, with not 
much time left in his administration, 
is looking for a legacy accomplish- 
ment. But this President’s inconsist- 
ency with respect to free trade gives 
me great pause. I have to say that he 
can’t take my support for granted or, I 
believe, the support of others in this 
Chamber for the Trans-Pacific Partner- 
ship, particularly if he acts so incon- 
sistently on other free trade measures 
such as lifting the crude oil export ban. 

Moving forward, I hope the President 
will learn to work with those of us in 
Congress who have traditionally sup- 
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ported free trade in every respect. If he 
were truly the pro-trade President he 
claims to be, his administration would 
prioritize lifting the crude oil export 
ban with the same ferocity with which 
it supports the Trans-Pacific Partner- 
ship. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GARDNER). The Senator from Wyoming. 
WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES RULE 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I applaud 
my colleague for what he just said, and 
I want to also applaud the colleagues 
who today took a stand against the 
regulatory onslaught and overreach 
being waged by the Environmental 
Protection Agency. In promulgating 
the waters of the United States rule, or 
WOTUS, the EPA and the Army Corps 
of Engineers have teamed up to pro- 
mulgate one of the most expansive 
Federal power grabs across the Nation. 

Recently, I spoke to this body about 
the threat that the growth and expan- 
sion of Federal regulations pose to this 
country’s economic well-being. The 
growth of Federal regulation and bu- 
reaucracy is a menacing threat to this 
country’s security and success. What 
America needs now is a smaller, less 
burdensome regulatory framework that 
will permit our Nation’s economy to 
thrive. With the $18 trillion of debt, we 
can only afford policies that will serve 
as a catalyst for economic growth. 

This waters of the United States rule 
is a prime example of a Federal agency 
coming up with regulations that do the 
precisely opposite. In the early 1970s, 
Congress passed the Clean Water Act 
and charged the EPA with protecting 
our Nation’s navigable waters from 
pollutants. It has worked. Since then, 
the EPA and the Corps have been work- 
ing to ever expand the definition and 
scope of “navigable water,” this time 
stretching the meaning all the way to 
the limits of common sense. 

With the waters of the United States 
rule, the administration has once again 
demonstrated a willingness to advance 
its own goal at any cost. Under this ex- 
pansive new rule, the EPA may imple- 
ment substantial additional permitting 
and regulatory requirements under the 
Clean Water Act without any thought 
to the employees who will lose their 
jobs, to the businesses or industries 
this rule will cripple. 

As the U.S. Chamber of Commerce 
said earlier this week in a letter to this 
body, business owners and their em- 
ployees in all sectors of the economy 
would be affected by the regulatory un- 
certainty of this rule, which is ‘‘certain 
to chill the development and expansion 
of large and small projects across the 
country.”’ 

Again, this is not the kind of regula- 
tion America can afford. The waters of 
the United States rule is so expansive 
that it would redefine the jurisdiction 
of bodies of water under Federal con- 
trol all the way down to, for example, 
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all water located within 100 feet of 
other jurisdictional water. This is my 
favorite: The rule further includes all 
waters located within 1,500 feet of any 
other jurisdictional water, if it also is 
in the 100-year flood plain. 

I don’t know about you, Mr. Presi- 
dent, but I won’t stand for giving any 
Federal agency—much less the HPA— 
five football fields worth of leeway to 
enforce any rules or regulations. 

As chairman of the Budget Com- 
mittee, I seldom hear any agency talk- 
ing about having enough resources. 
The EPA is not an exception. They 
can’t take care of what they already 
do, and now they want to bite off every 
body of water in the United States. 
There is a lot of water that can be 
cleaned up. There is a lot of water that 
has been cleaned up. You always start 
with what is worse. I always tell people 
that Jesse James robbed banks because 
that is where the money was. You start 
where the most pollution is, not where 
the least pollution is. 

States already know best what 
makes their waters navigable, and they 
don’t need a Federal rule like waters of 
the United States to constrain them. 
This is particularly true for the West- 
ern States, where water is a rare and 
protected source and is respected ac- 
cordingly. In Idaho, a State which his- 
torically relied on streams to support 
its timber industry, lawmakers con- 
sider a stream navigable if it will float 
timber in excess of 6 inches of diameter 
or if it is capable of being navigated by 
oar. Six inches—that is not a very big 
log. If the State of Idaho protects 
streams small enough to float logs that 
size, they don’t need a rule like 
WOTUS to further constrict what is 
considered navigable. 

At some point, the overregulation by 
the EPA and this administration has to 
be stopped. Today we had an oppor- 
tunity to do just that. By passing the 
resolution of disapproval, we have sent 
a message to the President, his admin- 
istration, and all of its bureaucrats. 
Earlier this week, the body missed a 
keen opportunity to pass my friend 
Senator JOHN BARRASSO’s bill to roll 
back this regulation. His bill would 
have sent the EPA and the Corps back 
to the drawing board to develop a new 
rule. It would have told them how to do 
it. It would have required them to con- 
duct a thorough economic analysis and 
consult with States, consult with local 
governments, and consult with small 
businesses. Congress made a mistake in 
1972 when it passed the Clean Water 
Act and left too much up to the EPA to 
define. We had a chance to fix that 
error with Senator BARRASSO’s bill. 

This rule allows the EPA to regulate 
any body of water that has a signifi- 
cant nexus to navigable water. Unfor- 
tunately, the rule leaves the definition 
of ‘‘significant nexus” open to the 
EPA’s interpretation. 

Here is something that fascinates 
me. If you contest, guess who gets to 
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make the ruling in the case. The EPA 
does. Guess how they are going to rule. 
As anyone from Wyoming would attest, 
never has a Federal bureaucrat missed 
an opportunity to make life a little 
more complicated for the folks out 
West. I can’t possibly think of why I 
would give the EPA an opportunity to 
do so here. 

The Clean Water Act recognizes 
States as having primary responsi- 
bility for land and water resources 
within their boundaries. That is a re- 
sponsibility taken very seriously in 
places like my home State of Wyo- 
ming, where so many farmers, ranch- 
ers, and small business owners rely on 
water for their livelihood. In Wyoming, 
folks know that you have to take care 
of the land or the land will never take 
care of you. You won’t find better 
stewards for land and water anywhere, 
so if the folks in Wyoming tell you a 
rule governing the use of water is no 
good, you can take that to the bank. 

As the State’s Governor Matt Mead 
said, this rule was bad from the start. 
In his words: 

The EPA failed to properly consult with 
states or consider states’ concerns. The rule 
unlawfully seeks to expand federal jurisdic- 
tion over water, undercuts state primacy and 
burdens landowners and water users in the 
West. 

Wyoming has joined 30 other States 
in suing the EPA and the Corps of En- 
gineers to block this rule. If over 60 
percent of the States in this Nation are 
spending time and money to ask the 
courts to block this rule, then this res- 
olution should pass with flying colors. 
In fact, if the 2 Senators from each of 
the 31 States that are suing were to 
vote for either the resolution before or 
this resolution, the previous one would 
have passed cloture. This one didn’t re- 
quire cloture. So in passing this joint 
resolution of disapproval, our actions 
appropriately reflected what our States 
are telling us to do: Stop this rule. 

Two Federal courts have already rec- 
ognized the fallacy of this rule and 
issued stays to prevent it from being 
enforced. Those courts have recognized 
what we should all recognize: the mas- 
sive scope of this rule and the potential 
damage it could cause. 

Wyoming was lucky in that it got 
some relief from a U.S. district court 
judge before the rule could be enforced 
in late August. In that ruling by which 
the court stayed the rule’s enforce- 
ment, the court said: 

The rule asserts jurisdiction over waters 
that are remote and intermittent. No evi- 
dence actually points to how these intermit- 
tent and remote wetlands have any nexus to 
navigable-in-fact water. 

I couldn’t have said it better. 

What the EPA is doing is more out of 
control than protection. It is an over- 
reach, it is power, and they can’t afford 
it. For the sake of farmers, ranchers, 
manufacturers, and small businesses 
and their employees, it is time to stop 
this outrageous regulation. 
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I thank the majority leader, Senator 
BARRASSO, and Senator ERNST for rec- 
ognizing how important it is to fight 
this bad EPA rule and bring legislation 
to the floor to push back. 

I urge my colleagues in the House to 
pass this resolution of disapproval so 
that we can send a clear message to the 
President that this Congress will not 
continue to accept ill-thought-out, 
ever-expansive, unendingly com- 
plicated regulations from this adminis- 
tration, ones that the courts have al- 
ready ruled on three times. 

I thank the Presiding Officer. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to enter into a col- 
loquy with Senators CARPER, WARREN, 
MURPHY, BLUMENTHAL, SCHATZ, and 
BROWN for up to 1 hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

FOR-PROFIT COLLEGES 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, today I 
come to the Senate floor to discuss the 
issue of for-profit colleges. One may 
wonder how a Member of the U.S. Sen- 
ate takes up an issue. This came to my 
attention when a young woman in Chi- 
cago, IL, contacted our office and told 
her story. She was a conscientious 
young woman who wanted a college 
education, and, having graduated high 
school, she shopped around on the 
Internet and found the degree she 
wanted. It was a degree in law enforce- 
ment offered by Westwood College. 
Westwood is a for-profit college based 
in Colorado. 

She enrolled in Westwood, and 5 
years later—5 years of classes later— 
she got her diploma in law enforcement 
from Westwood. She took it to every 
law enforcement agency in the 
Chicagoland area, and they said: Young 
lady, this is not a real college; this is 
one of those for-profit Westwood col- 
leges. We don’t recognize your degree. 

When she went to another place, she 
got the same reaction, and then she re- 
alized she had wasted 5 years of her life 
on a worthless diploma. But that is not 
the worst part. She incurred a student 
loan debt of $80,000 and she couldn’t get 
a job. She moved back into her parents’ 
basement. Her dad came out of retire- 
ment to help her pay off this loan, and 
she is going to take years to do it. She 
has postponed buying a car, getting her 
own apartment, or even considering 
marriage or a family. This was one per- 
sonal tragedy that opened my mind. 

I used to drive out on the Kennedy 
Expressway and see Westwood College 
signs on these large, tall buildings and 
think, wow, this must be some college. 
Well, it turned out that it was part of 
a network of for-profit colleges and 
universities that I have been research- 
ing and speaking about ever since. 

When I started 5 years ago, it was a 
different industry than it is today. Too 
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many people like this young lady ended 
up with empty promises, deep debt, and 
worthless diplomas from for-profit col- 
leges and universities. 

Westwood isn’t the only one. The big- 
gest for-profit college is the University 
of Phoenix. DeVry University, based 
out of Chicago, IL, is the second larg- 
est. Kaplan—which used to own or was 
owned by the Washington Post, depend- 
ing on your point of view—ITT Tech, 
and Le Cordon Bleu are names young 
people know right off the bat because 
they are inundated with advertising 
from for-profit schools. They and their 
parents think these are real schools. 
They think: It is worth my time. It is 
worth the debt to me and my family to 
pursue a degree. 

Five years ago, this industry was in 
its heyday. Enrollment and profits 
were sky high. They were a favorite of 
Wall Street investors. Between 1998 and 
2008, enrollment at for-profit colleges 
exploded by 225 percent. By 2010, total 
enrollment in these for-profit schools 
reached 2.4 million. 

When the former chairman of the 
HELP Committee, Senator Tom Har- 
kin of Iowa, released a report on the in- 
dustry in 2012, they had grown to take 
an incredible share—$32 billion in Fed- 
eral taxpayer dollars, 25 percent of all 
the Federal aid to education. Despite 
the fact that they had 10 percent of the 
students, they were taking 25 percent 
of the Federal aid at that point. Why? 
They are so expensive. The tuition is so 
much higher than public colleges and 
universities or even many private col- 
leges. 

Meanwhile, more than half the stu- 
dents who enrolled in for-profit col- 
leges left without a degree within 4 
months and found themselves in stu- 
dent loan default. Five years ago, 10 
percent of the students accounted for 
47 percent of the student loan defaults. 
How can it be that 47 percent of the 
students who can’t pay back their stu- 
dent loans went to for-profit colleges? 
It costs so much and the degrees are 
worthless. 

John Murphy is a cofounder of the 
University of Phoenix. This was the 
mother ship of them all during the 
great for-profit college movement. 
Here is what he said in the Deseret 
News National: 

They are not educators and they’re looking 
to manipulate this model to make money. 
There is nothing wrong with making money, 
but I think anyone making money in an edu- 
cational activity has a higher standard of ac- 
countability. 

John Murphy, a cofounder of the Uni- 
versity of Phoenix, is right. He ex- 
plained that they started off as a seri- 
ous venture to educate students, but 
they soon became a company listed on 
Wall Street chasing stock prices, tap- 
ping into the open spigot of Federal 
loans, which Mr. Murphy calls the juice 
of the for-profit college industry. He 
went on to say: 
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Phoenix was the one that got it rolling, 
and then all the other for-profits followed 
them in. 

I will yield at this point to my col- 
league from Hawaii. I thank Senator 
SCHATZ for joining me in this colloquy. 

Mr. SCHATZ. Mr. President, I thank 
the assistant Democratic leader for his 
leadership on this issue and for his 
willingness to educate colleagues and 
educate the public and to push the DOE 
to take much needed action in this 
area. 

What is happening with some for- 
profit colleges is truly a national scan- 
dal, and it is a scandal for two reasons: 
First, students are being hurt, and sec- 
ond, we are wasting tens of billions of 
dollars. The numbers speak for them- 
selves. Almost 2 million students are 
enrolled in for-profit colleges, and they 
have collectively taken on $200 billion 
in debt to attend, but they often leave 
with little to show for it. More than 
half drop out within a few months, and 
in some programs less than 5 percent of 
their students ever graduate. For those 
who leave without a degree, repaying 
loans is a struggle. Students at for- 
profit colleges default on student loans 
at double the rate of students at not- 
for-profit colleges. 

People may be surprised to learn that 
these substandard programs are fi- 
nanced almost entirely by the Federal 
Government, and the amount is totally 
staggering. In total, for-profits receive 
over $32 billion a year in Federal finan- 
cial aid—over 20 percent of the total 
aid—yet they serve only 12 percent of 
the students. 

There are several for-profit compa- 
nies that each take in more than $1 bil- 
lion a year in Federal aid and graduate 
less than 10 percent of their students. 
Think about that. They take in more 
than $1 billion in Federal taxpayer 
money and they graduate less than 10 
percent of their students. These compa- 
nies include the Apollo Group, DeVry, 
ITT, Kaplan, and Education Manage- 
ment Corporation. 

Not only are the educational metrics 
awful, but many of these for-profit col- 
leges are also under investigation for 
fraud and deception. Essentially, they 
have been lying to students and to 
State and Federal agencies to cover up 
how bad their record is. Even while 
prosecutors go after these schools for 
fraud, they remain accredited and con- 
tinue to rake in Federal funds. Here 
are a few examples: 

Education Management Corporation, 
EMC, faces charges of fraud and decep- 
tion brought by prosecutors in 13 
States and the Department of Justice 
and faces a lawsuit to recover $11 bil- 
lion in Federal and State funds. Yet 
EMC is still accredited and still re- 
ceives $1.25 billion from the U.S. DOE. 
So the Department of Justice is trying 
to recover $11 billion at the same time 
that the Department of Education 
gives them $1.25 billion. 
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ITT Educational Services is being in- 
vestigated and sued by 19 States, the 
SEC, CFPB, and the DOJ. It is also 
under scrutiny from U.S. DOE for fail- 
ure to meet financial responsibility 
standards. Yet they are still accred- 
ited, and last year they received just 
under $600 million. 

Another 152 schools are under inves- 
tigation by a working group of 37 State 
attorneys general. They too are still 
accredited. Collectively, they received 
$8 billion in Federal financial aid last 
year. 

What do all of these schools have in 
common? They are accredited. Accredi- 
tation is the key to the castle for ac- 
cessing this spigot of Federal financial 
aid. It is supposed to signify that a pro- 
gram provides a quality education for 
its students. Too often, however, the 
accreditation means nearly nothing. 

The GAO released a study on accredi- 
tation last year, and its findings are 
shocking. Over a 4-year period, the 
GAO found that accreditors sanctioned 
only 8 percent of the institutions they 
oversee and revoked accreditation for 
just 1 percent. Even more troubling, 
GAO found there was no correlation be- 
tween accreditor sanctions and edu- 
cational quality. In other words, 
schools with bad student outcomes 
were no more likely to be sanctioned 
by their accreditor than schools with 
good student outcomes. 

Our accreditation system is broken. 
According to the Higher Education 
Act, accreditation agencies are sup- 
posed to be “‘reliable authorities as to 
the quality of education or training of- 
fered? by institutions of higher edu- 
cation. 

That is the reason for making accred- 
itation a core criterion for receiving 
Federal funds. How are we following 
the law when accreditation reviews 
find that 99 percent—hbasically, every- 
body—99 percent of institutions are 
providing an education of value? How 
can we say with a straight face that 
accreditors are acting as reliable au- 
thorities on educational quality? 

The problem here is money. Incen- 
tives are lined up against being critical 
and against setting high standards. 
The problem can be traced to the fund- 
ing and governance of the accrediting 
agencies. First, accrediting agencies 
are funded by the same institutions 
they accredit. Colleges pay an initial 
fee to become accredited and annual 
dues after that. They pay for site visits 
and other services. 

Second, accrediting agencies are run 
and overseen by the institutions they 
accredit. The member institutions 
elect their own academics and adminis- 
trators to serve on the board of the ac- 
creditation agency. 

It is not hard to see how the incen- 
tives are misaligned here. We have cre- 
ated a dysfunctional, if not corrupt, 
ecosystem in which it is far too easy to 
become and remain accredited. This 
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system is eerily similar to the one that 
enabled credit rating agencies to pump 
out inflated asset ratings, which con- 
tributed to the worst financial crisis of 
our time. Like credit rating agencies, 
accreditors have a financial interest to 
churn out accreditations. 

The DOE has the authority to im- 
prove accreditation. There are a lot of 
things that Senator DURBIN and others, 
Senator MURPHY, and I are working on 
in terms of changing the Higher Edu- 
cation Act and working in the appro- 
priations context, but U.S. DOE has au- 
thority that it is beginning to use but 
needs to use more of in the accredita- 
tion space. It can and must do more to 
ensure that accreditors are actually 
looking at academic quality and hold- 
ing schools to high standards. For the 
sake of students and taxpayers, the 
DOE must make this a top priority. 

I thank the assistant Democratic 
leader for his leadership on this issue. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I hope 
the Senator from Hawaii can stay for 
just a moment. 

If a student is about to graduate 
from high school, looking for a college, 
and goes online and types in the word 
“college” or ‘‘university,’’ watch what 
happens. The page is flooded. The Uni- 
versity of Phoenix, DeVry, Kaplan—all 
of these different schools are flooding 
the page saying: Come to our school. 
How does a student know if it is good 
or not? The only yardstick that can be 
used is, well, do they receive Federal 
Pell grants for their students? Do their 
students receive Federal loans? The an- 
swer, when it comes to for-profit 
schools, is yes. 

Senator SCHATZ has put his finger on 
the problem. They accredit themselves. 
They decide among themselves who 
will stay in business. Guess what. They 
all stay in business. 

So the unsuspecting student goes to 
a worthless, for-profit school, gets a 
worthless diploma, goes deep in debt, 
and thinks, I thought this was a good 
school. How can I get a Federal Pell 
grant to this school and get a worthless 
diploma? 

The Department of Education is not 
doing its job. Congress is not doing its 
job. We have to enforce these stand- 
ards. 

Corinthian was one of the giants. Co- 
rinthian went bankrupt. They meas- 
ured how many students came out of 
Corinthian and got a job. The numbers 
were pretty encouraging. The Huff- 
ington Post writer started following 
the students that got the jobs. Do you 
know what Corinthian was doing? They 
were giving $2,000 to employers to hire 
their graduates for 1 month so they 
could report to the Federal Govern- 
ment that their graduates all have 
jobs. When they were caught with it, 
they went bankrupt. 

Do my colleagues know what we 
ended up losing, what the Federal tax- 
payers lost? It could be billions. Who 
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ended up on the hook? The students. 
The students ended up with the debt, 
and the taxpayers ended up as losers. 
Corinthian should never have been ac- 
credited. 

Mr. SCHATZ. Mr. President, there 
are two problems here. Normally, when 
something is a waste of taxpayer 
money, it is not usually also harmful 
to individuals across the country, but 
this is a double whammy. This is harm- 
ing students, causing them to collec- 
tively incur tens of billions of dollars’ 
worth of debt, and it is a waste of 
money, so this really is a double wham- 
my. 

I will make this final point: The 
Obama administration has done the 
right thing in terms of going after mal- 
feasance in this space, but they are 
split among their executive agencies. 
We have the Department of Justice 
who understands the fraud and decep- 
tion. We even have parts of the U.S. 
DOE that understands what is going 
on, yet they have been slow on the up- 
take in terms of using the authority 
under the statute to make the accredi- 
tation process a little more reliable 
when it comes to students. I think that 
is one of the key things that we are 
going to be able to accomplish in the 
next couple of years. The U.S. DOE has 
to understand that there are separate 
accrediting agencies, but under the 
higher education statute, U.S. DOE has 
the authority to make sure that no in- 
stitution that is providing a low-qual- 
ity education and no institution that is 
engaging in fraud and deception ought 
to avail themselves of tens of billions 
of dollars in Federal financing. 

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the 
from Hawaii. 

Last week, the senior Senator from 
Arizona came to the floor and said it 
was DURBIN’s speeches that brought 
down Corinthian. Correction: What 
brought down Corinthian was its own 
malfeasance. They were under inves- 
tigation by 20 different attorneys gen- 
eral for fraud and deception. They were 
also under investigation by the Securi- 
ties and Exchange Commission, the De- 
partment of Education, and the De- 
partment of Justice. It was their mal- 
feasance that brought them down, as 
Senator SCHATZ has indicated. The vic- 
tims: Students and taxpayers. 

For purposes of this colloquy, I wish 
to yield to my colleague from Dela- 
ware, Senator CARPER. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I want 
to thank the Senator for inviting us to 
come to the floor this afternoon and 
have this conversation. It is great to be 
with our colleague from Hawaii as well. 

Senator DURBIN and I came to the 
House of Representatives together in 
1982. I had been a State treasurer and 
before that I was a naval flight officer. 
I was a P-8 aircraft mission com- 
mander. I served three tours in South- 
east Asia. In 1968, the P-3 four-engine 
aircrafts were on 12-hour surveillance 
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flights tracking Soviet nuclear sub- 
marines all over the world. We flew a 
lot of missions off the coast of Vietnam 
and Cambodia, low-level missions 
tracking infiltration. That is what I 
did on three tours over there. 

I came back from overseas after the 
last tour, 5 years, and moved from Cali- 
fornia where my station was home 
ported, where my squad was home 
ported during the war, and I ended up 
moving across the country. I found 
Delaware on the map, drove my Volks- 
wagen across the country, and enrolled 
in business school. 

I signed up with the GI Bill. I remem- 
ber the first check I got was $250. I was 
thrilled. I used that money to help pay 
my expenses, and I signed up with a 
Reserve P-3 aircraft squadron up at the 
naval air station north of Philly and 
started flying the same aircraft and a 
new squadron. I did that for another 18 
years and then retired as a Navy cap- 
tain. 

As Senator and as a Governor for 8 
years and as commander in chief of the 
Delaware National Guard—they have a 
special spot in my heart. A couple of 
months ago, a delegation with the Gov- 
ernor were sending off the 300 men and 
women from the Delaware National 
Guard to eventually end up in Afghani- 
stan. I suspect they are there by this 
time. I said to the men and women and 
their families as they were preparing 
to leave—I told them about my GI Bill 
and how grateful I was to have it for 
my generation. I talked to them about 
their GI Bill. I said: When you come 
home, if you have 3 years of service 
during your time in Afghanistan, here 
is what you are going to get. If you go 
to Delaware State University, Univer- 
sity of Delaware, Delaware Tech Com- 
munity College, you go for free—tui- 
tion, free; books, free; fees, tutoring, 
free. Plus you get a $1,500 a month 
housing allowance. People said: Wow. 
And I said: If the GI doesn’t use it—the 
Delaware National Guardsman—if you 
guys don’t use it when you come home, 
your spouse can use it. If your spouse 
doesn’t use it, your dependent children 
can use it. It is the most incredible GI 
bill benefit ever. My generation, we got 
$250 a month. I am happy for the folks 
today who serve in Afghanistan and in 
Iraq for the benefit they receive. 

It has not only been a great benefit 
for the veterans and their families, it 
puts in the words of—I think it is Polly 
Petraeus who works at the Consumer 
Financial Protection Bureau. Polly 
said that what the GI bill does is it 
also puts a silver bull’s-eye on the vet- 
erans because they come back and 
what happens is a lot of colleges and 
universities and training schools want 
to help those GIs and their spouses and 
maybe their kids go to school. Some of 
them are for-profits and some of them 
are non-profits; some of them are pub- 
lic colleges and universities. Some of 
them do a great job. Some of the for- 
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profits even do a great job. But some of 
them—and the Senator from Illinois 
has mentioned some of them here 
today—do not. They spend more money 
on trying to recruit people to come to 
their schools than they actually spend 
educating them. They are preparing 
them for careers, allegedly, for what 
there are no jobs. Senator DURBIN men- 
tioned what Corinthian has done to 
place people in work opportunities for 
a month or so just so it will look like 
people are being gainfully employed. 

There is a lot of money to be made by 
these for-profit colleges and univer- 
sities, and for the ones that aren’t the 
white hats but the black hats, what is 
happening to the GIs and, frankly, to 
taxpayers is shameful. It is just shame- 
ful. 

I want to say around maybe 1992, 
maybe the early 1990s, maybe on this 
floor, the Senate debated whether or 
not there should be some way to har- 
ness market forces to ensure that— 
whether it is people using Pell grants 
or other Federal aid programs, or 
maybe the GI bill—they could somehow 
harness market forces to ensure that 
taxpayer money going to people going 
to college was being well used. Ini- 
tially, when the Congress adopted 
something called the 85-15 rule, the 
idea was that for at least 15 percent of 
the students in the school, if they were 
receiving Federal assistance, 85 percent 
of those students would have to be 
coming on nonFederal money. That 
seemed to make sense, so for a while, 
that worked pretty well. 

Then the rule was changed to the 90- 
10 rule so that at least 10 percent of the 
revenues had to come from nonFederal 
sources. The idea was to use market 
forces to ensure that the quality of the 
diploma was actually worthwhile at 
the school. 

Then, we had this new GI bill. We 
have spent, I think—and the Senator 
from Illinois probably knows better 
than me, but I think we have spent 
today close to $50 billion on the Iraq- 
Afghanistan GI bill, close to $50 billion. 
It probably dwarfs whatever we spent 
for folks coming back from the Viet- 
nam war. 

Some of the smart for-profit colleges 
figured out a loophole, though, and 
what they figured out is the law, when 
it was first adopted, didn’t really focus 
on the GI bill because it wasn’t all that 
robust, and the 90-10 rule—85-15 and 90- 
10—focused on things that did not in- 
clude the GI bill. So when veterans go 
to college and the GI bill helped to pay 
for their tuition, or for that of their 
spouses or their children, that does not 
count toward the 90 percent. 

So as a result, what we have is a 
loophole that allows a college or uni- 
versity, a private college or university, 
to realize as much as 100 percent of 
their revenues from the Federal Gov- 
ernment—100 percent. There is nothing 
about market forces; 10 percent, 15 per- 
cent of your students have to come by 
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nonFederal means. All of them are 
there on the Federal Government’s 
dole. 

Among the people who pushed for the 
85-15 rule, I think, were Bob Dole and 
Phil Gramm, and they said a long time 
ago that we ought to have something 
like the 90-10 rule. A couple of years 
before that, the guy that Senator DUR- 
BIN will remember named William Ben- 
net—remember him, the Secretary of 
Education—here is what he called for- 
profit trade schools. Here is what he 
called them in 1987. He said: 

Diploma mills, designed to trick the poor 
and to take on Federally-backed debt, milk 
them for their loan money and then wash 
them out or graduate them, ill-prepared to 
enter the job market and pay off their loans. 

That is what he called them. As I 
said earlier, there are some for-profits 
that do a good job, but there are a 
bunch that don’t. That was the case in 
1987 and, unfortunately, it is the case 
today. 

I just want to say we—you have, I 
have, Tom Harkin in past years—have 
continuously drawn this to the atten- 
tion of our colleagues and anybody who 
wants to listen this issue. This needs to 
be fixed. It needs to be fixed. 

I thank Senator DURBIN for working 
so hard and letting me help him a little 
bit on this stuff. I think we are start- 
ing to break through. Some of the folks 
who are the worst actors in this busi- 
ness are starting to fold, and that is a 
good thing. 

Mr. DURBIN. I want to thank Sen- 
ator CARPER. 

Let me show the Senator briefly 
what has happened to the enrollment 
of for-profit colleges and universities 
as people have come to realize they are 
wasting their time, and many times 
their GI bill benefits, debt, and ending 
up with a diploma that doesn’t take 
them anywhere. 

Look at the University of Phoenix— 
this is the mother ship that launched 
this industry—peak enrollment was 
nearly 500,000 in 2010. Now it is 227,000, 
a nearly 50-percent loss. 

ITT, which advertises constantly, 
had enrollment in 2010 of 88,000, and 
now they are down to 53,000. Career 
Education Corporation enrolled 41,000 
students in 2014 compared to 118,000 in 
2010—a 65-percent decrease. Education 
Management Corporation is down 25 
percent. DeVry has declined in enroll- 
ment. What is happening here? 

I talked to some of the people from 
some of these for-profit colleges. Par- 
ents and families are finally realizing 
that this is a waste of time and money. 
It is time for taxpayers to realize the 
same thing. I overhear my colleagues— 
conservative colleagues—preaching to 
me about the miracle of free markets. 
We are talking about the most heavily 
subsidized industry in America, ac- 
counting for over 40 percent of the stu- 
dent loan defaults with 10 percent of 
the students enrolled. 
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I thank the Senator from Delaware 
for coming, and I yield to the Senator 
from Massachusetts, Ms. WARREN. 

Ms. WARREN. I thank the Presiding 
Officer and thank Senator DURBIN for 
calling us together to discuss this im- 
portant issue. 

Our higher education system is bro- 
ken. Right now a student borrows 
money to go to college, and the college 
gets paid in full regardless of whether 
the college provides a decent edu- 
cation. In fact, Federal loan money is 
so easy to come by that a new business 
model of for-profit colleges has sprung 
up, spending more money on adver- 
tising to attract students than actu- 
ally teaching them anything. 

Consider three numbers—10, 20, 40. 
Just over 10 percent of all college stu- 
dents attend a for-profit college. Yet 
they take in about 20 percent of all 
Federal student aid and they account 
for about 40 percent of all student loan 
defaults. Many for-profit colleges tar- 
get young vets and single moms for 
programs that promise the Moon but 
end up delivering nothing more than 
heartache. 

I have met with student veterans at 
terrific public colleges and universities 
across Massachusetts, such as UMass 
Lowell and Bunker Hill Community 
College. These schools are working 
hard to reach vets and to help them get 
a first-rate education through their Of- 
fice of Veterans Service and other re- 
sources. It is an exciting story, but 
time after time the for-profit colleges 
got there first, so young vets show up 
already tens of thousands of dollars in 
debt and without a single credit that 
will transfer to a decent public college. 
This makes me sick. These for-profit 
schools are stealing more than money. 
They are stealing the hard work and 
dreams of some of our finest young 
people. 

There are 347 colleges in the United 
States in which the majority of the 
students have defaulted or failed to 
begin paying down their loans. Of these 
colleges, 85 percent are for-profit. Even 
with those huge default rates keep rak- 
ing in the Federal loan dollars and pay- 
ing out millions of dollars in dividends 
to their shareholders. These 294 for- 
profits are sucking down $2.2 billion in 
Federal assistance and leaving the ma- 
jority of their students unable to repay 
their loans. 

The business model of for-profit col- 
leges challenges the conventional wis- 
dom that a college degree is always a 
smart investment. A recent study 
found that the average salary increase 
of for-profit graduates isn’t even 
enough to cover the costs of attending 
a typical for-profit institution. The re- 
search is clear: attendance at a typical 
for-profit college is simply not worth 
the cost. It is a bad return on invest- 
ment. 

For-profit colleges know this, but too 
often the potential students don’t. In- 
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stead of taking the tough steps nec- 
essary to improve the value of the edu- 
cation they offer, most of these for- 
profit institutions have simply ramped 
up their marketing operations—and 
some just flatout break the law—to 
keep the gravy train going. These col- 
leges have engaged in fraud in order to 
swindle more and more students and 
suck down more and more Federal 
funds. 

Corinthian College is a prime exam- 
ple. At its peak, Corinthian was the 
Nation’s largest for-profit chain, with 
120 campuses enrolling over 100,000 stu- 
dents. It was massive. Corinthian built 
its business model to scoop up Federal 
financial aid by any means necessary— 
including fraud. Corinthian was trying 
to rope students in by using false and 
misleading information and then sad- 
dling them with debt that would be im- 
possible to repay. 

Federal policymakers had concerns 
about Corinthian’s conduct for years 
and had the tools to shut off the Fed- 
eral loan supply, but instead of acting, 
the Department of Education allowed 
Corinthian to keep recruiting more and 
more students and sucking down more 
and more Federal funds. When Corin- 
thian’s dangerous mix of mismanage- 
ment and deception finally blew up, the 
Department of Education even stepped 
in to bail out the college and keep it 
running a little while longer. Now Co- 
rinthian is bankrupt and its students 
are scrambling to start over. 

Last week—due to a lawsuit brought 
by the Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau—a Federal judge ruled Corin- 
thian broke Federal consumer protec- 
tion laws and ordered the company to 
pay $531 million for its illegal behavior, 
but Corinthian is dead broke, and its 
executives are off the hook for the fi- 
nancial liability. Plus students and 
taxpayers are left holding the bag. 

Corinthian got people to sign up for 
student loans by scamming them. If an 
insurance salesman or a car dealer did 
that, the buyer wouldn’t have to pay. 
The law is just as clear here, when a 
school breaks the law, students are en- 
titled to cancel their student loans. 
That is why this week several of my 
Democratic colleagues are sending a 
letter to the Department of Education 
telling them they have dragged their 
feet long enough. These students don’t 
owe the student loans that Corinthian 
tricked them into signing. 

Schools like Corinthian make it 
clear that the Federal Government 
needs to be more aggressive and more 
willing to cut off the money faster 
when schools defraud students. When 
schools such as Corinthian break the 
law, their executives shouldn’t be al- 
lowed to walk away from the mess. 
They should pay real penalties. 

This is about basic fairness. Neither 
students nor taxpayers should be on 
the hook to a for-profit college that 
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makes its money by cheating its stu- 
dents. It is time for the Federal Gov- 
ernment to step up and do its job to 
hold for-profit colleges accountable 
and to ensure that higher education re- 
mains a real pathway to success for all 
hard-working students. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I yield the floor back to Senator 
DURBIN. 

Mr. DURBIN. I thank Senator WAR- 
REN, and before we recognize the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut, I would like to 
make a point about executive com- 
pensation, which is something we 
should not overlook. 

We take a look at the actual amount 
of money that is being paid to execu- 
tives of these for-profit colleges and 
universities. It is dramatically larger 
than what is being paid to presidents of 
public universities. I will put this in- 
formation in the RECORD at a later 
point. 

The average pay for college presi- 
dents is less than $500,000 a year. There 
is an executive at the University of 
Phoenix who was paid over $8 million 
in 1 year. When we wrote to the De- 
partment of Justice recently, we asked 
how many of these people are going to 
be held personally accountable. They 
left the students holding the bag with 
student loans and worthless diplomas 
or dropouts. They left the taxpayers 
holding the bag because the students 
can’t pay back their loans, and now 
they are going to go away scot-free 
after taking billions of Federal dollars? 
If there is any justice, they need to be 
held accountable. 

I yield to my colleague Senator MUR- 
PHY. 

Mr. MURPHY. I thank Senator DUR- 
BIN very much. 

This article is a few years old, but it 
underscores his point. Here is the open- 
ing line of an article from CNBC on 
this question of salaries for the CEOs 
of for-profit universities. The article 
opens by saying: “Forget Wall Street 
and Silicon Valley. If you’re looking to 
rake it in post-graduation, set your 
sights on the executive floor at one of 
the nation’s for-profit colleges.” 

That is an article from CNBC detail- 
ing the fact that in their article—again 
this is a few years old—the salary of 
the head of Phoenix University was $11 
million, and the CEO of Bridgepoint, 
another national for-profit university, 
was making over $20 million a year. 

You can say to yourself: These are 
private, for-profit companies. Why 
should Congress be in the business of 
caring what the CEO of Phoenix Uni- 
versity makes or what the CEO of 
Bridgepoint or ITT or DeVry makes? 

Harry Truman made his name as a 
critic of wartime profiteering. LBJ 
made his name as a young Member of 
Congress doing the same. Their idea 
was that it is all well and good to make 
yourself rich in the most dynamic capi- 
talist economy in the world, but it is 
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another thing to be getting rich off the 
taxpayers. It is another thing to be 
making your fortune almost exclu- 
sively coming from sources of money 
that really is all of our constituents’ 
money in the form of the taxes they 
pay. 

That is what we are talking about 
today. What we are talking about are 
executives who are getting rich off of 
companies that are 90 percent funded 
by the U.S. taxpayer because this 90-10 
rule we talked about is an important 
rule for these companies. They run 
their revenue right up to the limit. So 
for many of these for-profit univer- 
sities, their revenue is 70, 80, 90 percent 
from the taxpayers of the United 
States, and their CEOs are making $11 
million, $12 million, sometimes $20 mil- 
lion a year. 

Listen, I am all for people making a 
million dollars. I have a lot of people in 
Connecticut who are making $20 mil- 
lion, but if we are being good stewards 
of the taxpayers’ dollars, we should be 
wary of those who are making their 
fortune off of the Federal dole. That is 
what is happening today. 

Senator DURBIN, I just wanted to add 
in this conversation a note of account- 
ability. That is one of the things that 
used to unite Republicans and Demo- 
crats. Frankly, the Republicans, I 
admit, cared more about account- 
ability in Federal dollars than some- 
times the Democrats did. It was the 
Republicans in the second Bush admin- 
istration who started attaching strings 
to education dollars that were flowing 
out of Washington to make sure there 
was actually quality attached to the 
money that was coming from U.S. Fed- 
eral taxpayers, but that era seems to 
be over. 

Unfortunately, we don’t have a bipar- 
tisan consensus on accountability. We 
are about to approve a budget that a 
lot of Republicans and a lot of Demo- 
crats will vote for that will send $140 
billion in higher education aid to uni- 
versities all across this country. It will 
come with almost no strings attached. 
It will come with almost no expecta- 
tions that schools give a degree to kids 
that will actually get them a job or at- 
tempt to keep them in school so they 
can get some return on investment for 
the money we are all paying to them. 

Senator, you might have talked 
about it already today, but the num- 
bers of for-profit colleges that just 
came out today are absolutely stun- 
ning. I don’t know if you talked about 
the “Trends in Student Aid’’ report 
that just came out today from the Col- 
lege Board. 

Here is an amazing statistic. What 
this survey says is that borrowers who 
don’t graduate from public and private 
nonprofit 4-year schools default at 
about the same rate as borrowers who 
do graduate from for-profit schools. 
Think about that. You are just as like- 
ly to not be able to pay back your stu- 
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dent loan if you get a degree from a 
for-profit school as if you had dropped 
out of a not-for-profit school. 


Here are the numbers: 14 percent of 
for-profit graduates default; 15 percent 
of not-for-profit 4-year college non- 
graduates default. That is a really 
stunning number. Yet we are just send- 
ing money willy-nilly out to these 
schools that are not putting students 
in degrees. Why are they not putting 
students in degrees? Because they are 
marketing themselves in a way that 
just does not square with the job mar- 
ket today. 


As part of one of these attorney gen- 
eral lawsuits—there is a litany of sto- 
ries about the abusive marketing tech- 
niques of these for-profit universities. 


One of them said: I told the enroll- 
ment representative that I did not 
want to sign the loan unless I was 
guaranteed a job because I knew that I 
would not be able to pay it back. She 
told me that the school placed 99 per- 
cent of the students and they could 
guarantee a job after I finished my 
externship. She told me that I would be 
making between $18 and $20 an hour 
after completing the program. No wor- 
ries about the loan. She told me career 
services could place me in a job and 
that she makes sure everybody who en- 
rolls gets placed. 


These are the claims that are being 
made. So it is frankly not surprising, 
when you have these for-profit univer- 
sities enrolling thousands of kids in 
video game design degrees, that you 
are just as likely to default on a loan 
if you graduate from some of those 
worthless programs as if you don’t 
graduate from a not-for-profit univer- 
sity. 

So last Congress, Senator SCHATZ and 
I, joined by Senator MURRAY and Sen- 
ator SANDERS, introduced a piece of 
legislation that would start to require 
some real outcomes from universities. 
We applied it to for-profit and not-for- 
profit universities. We said: You have 
to show that you are giving kids a 
chance to succeed and get a job, that 
you are keeping your tuition at reason- 
able levels. If you do that, then you 
can continue to get title IV dollars. 


But if they don’t, we are not going to 
continue to send money to these 
schools that simply are not producing 
graduates who are ready to compete or 
that are deceptively drawing students 
in based on claims that just do not 
wash out in the end. 


So, yes, we have to shut down these 
fraudulent institutions like Corin- 
thian. But we could just make a deci- 
sion, Republicans and Democrats, to 
put some additional accountability 
standards on title IV dollars, apply it 
to for-profit and not-for-profit schools, 
and say: If you have a certain number 
of students who are defaulting, you are 
not going to continue to get title IV 
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dollars. If you have a rate of tuition in- 
crease that is way above that of the na- 
tional average, you are not going to 
continue to get title IV dollars. 

We know by statistics that this 
would put a good number of for-profits 
out of business. It might even touch a 
handful of the lower performing not- 
for-profits. But it should be something 
on which both sides can come together, 
just some basic accountability for 
higher education, a basic account- 
ability for the $140 billion we send, be- 
cause this does not make sense. It does 
not make sense to pad the pockets of 
these CEOs who are making $20 million 
a year off of our taxpayers when they 
are not delivering results that are ac- 
tually making our economy better. 

Thank you, Senator DURBIN, for 
bringing us together here. I hope that 
as we debate the Higher Education Re- 
authorization Act in front of the HELP 
Committee—I think Senator ALEX- 
ANDER is very interested in some of 
these debates. So we are going to add 
some accountability standards. We are 
talking about these for-profits, but if 
we really are being good stewards of 
the taxpayer dollars, we should expect 
some results. 

Mr. DURBIN. I thank Senator MUR- 
PHY for his comments. 

I will tell you that it is interesting to 
me that when you take a look at what 
Wall Street thinks about the for-profit 
colleges and universities, they are cer- 
tainly bearish. You would think from 
what Congress is doing—sending bil- 
lions of dollars to this industry and 
propping it up—we are bullish. Take a 
look at the stock prices of the major 
for-profit colleges and universities 
since 2010. The University of Phoenix 
went from a high of $57 a share down to 
$7.50. This was after the Department of 
Defense suspended their activities 
under the GI bill. ITT Tech—a high of 
$92 a share in 2011 and they now trade 
at $3 a share. Career Education was $20 
a share in 2011 and was $3.80 yesterday. 
Education Management Corporation 
withdrew their stock from NASDAQ so 
they would not have to make reports 
to the Securities and Exchange Com- 
mission. In 2014, they lost $684 million. 
This is an industry which is failing as 
a business, but sadly it is dragging 
along students and families and tax- 
payers with it. That is why we have to 
come to grips. 

I endorse your idea. Apply the stand- 
ards across higher education, to for- 
profit and not-for-profit. I can tell you, 
these for-profits cannot live with that 
standard. Thank you, Senator MURPHY. 

I thank Senator BLUMENTHAL from 
Connecticut for joining me. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I 
thank my great colleague from Illinois 
and my friend and partner from Con- 
necticut for their very powerful anal- 
ysis, along with Senator WARREN and 
Senator CARPER, because there really 
is a need for dispassionate, objective, 
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and targeted consideration of this area 
of education. 

The Senator from Connecticut is ab- 
solutely right that we need account- 
ability in both the for-profit and non- 
profit areas. Senator DURBIN has em- 
phasized that fact repeatedly. I am 
here as a former member of the Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pension Com- 
mittee who participated with Senator 
Harkin in announcing a report more 
than 2 years ago that highlighted many 
of the abuses in this area. Still, Corin- 
thian has happened since then. There 
are still abuses in the for-profit area. 
But there is a need for accountability 
in the nonprofit area as well. 

In all of these areas, there is a need 
for facts. There are more facts that 
may be available more recently that 
ought to be considered, indications 
that some of the for-profit colleges are 
doing a better job than others. Kaplan, 
for example, has recently released 
facts. None of us can vouch for them 
independently. The Department of Edu- 
cation has an obligation to do better 
and more to make sure it keeps faith 
with American students and American 
taxpayers in the way dollars are allo- 
cated to those for-profits. 

I am particularly concerned, as the 
ranking member of the Veterans’ Af- 
fairs Committee, with the impact of 
some of these abusive practices on vet- 
erans. One of the really unacceptable 
facts about this industry is the way it 
can sometimes exploit and take advan- 
tage of our veterans. Senator CARPER 
put it very well when he discussed how 
the for-profit schools are prohibited 
from receiving more than 90 percent of 
their total revenue from Federal stu- 
dent aid, but VA educational benefits 
are not counted toward that 90 percent. 
This 90/10 loophole causes the for-prof- 
its to target veterans and to rake in 
billions of dollars in VA educational 
benefits. In fiscal year 2014, the for- 
profit schools received over $2 billion 
in VA educational benefits—that is our 
money, taxpayer funds—including post- 
9/11 GI benefits. 

As ranking member of the Senate 
Veterans’ Affairs Committee, I am 
working to help protect our Nation’s 
veterans and the GI bill benefits they 
have earned. In fact, I have introduced 
legislation—the Career-Ready Student 
Veterans Act—to ensure that GI bill 
funding is not squandered on education 
programs that lack appropriate pro- 
grammatic accreditation. 

Facts are stubborn things, as Ronald 
Reagan famously said. Facts are what 
we need. Accreditation and verification 
and credibility in this area is essential 
rather than painting with a broad 
brush every for-profit, rather than tar- 
ring all of them. Facts are necessary 
here, and there is a need for accredita- 
tion and for facts that show credibility 
and legitimate course work. 

I will be introducing another bill this 
week to provide relief to veteran stu- 
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dents who have been harmed by for- 
profit schools. I want to repeat that 
point. These veterans have been 
harmed directly and tragically by some 
of these practices. We owe them better. 
We need to keep faith with them. That 
is the reason I am going to be intro- 
ducing the Veterans Education Relief 
and Reinstatement Act. That will give 
the VA Secretary authority to rein- 
state GI bill entitlements that a vet- 
eran has used at a school that abruptly 
closed—think Corinthian—where vet- 
erans have lost those benefits and they 
need a remedy, not just a right but a 
remedy. 

I am hopeful that we can advance 
these bills through the Veterans’ Af- 
fairs Committee and stop for-profit col- 
leges like Corinthian from scamming 
our Nation’s veterans. Like my col- 
leagues, I could cite real-life instances 
of nonveterans as well. But the evi- 
dence is overwhelming, and it is ac- 
knowledged by some in the industry 
who say there is a need for corrective 
measures here, and some of the outliers 
need to be treated with the strong dis- 
cipline and discouragement they merit. 

I am proud to join my colleagues in 
this effort. Iam hopeful that the report 
Senator Harkin and the HELP Com- 
mittee produced years ago will finally 
reach fruition and that action will be 
taken by the Department of Education 
and by this Senate to take measures 
that protect taxpayer dollars, protect 
students of America, and protect our 
veterans. 

Mr. DURBIN. I thank my colleague 
from Connecticut, Senator BLUMEN- 
THAL, for joining in this colloquy this 
afternoon. 

What we have tried to do with a num- 
ber of Senators is to lay out the case 
that when we go to higher education 
reauthorization, we owe the taxpayers 
and we owe families across America 
the responsibility to look at this indus- 
try. What is happening here in inexcus- 
able and unacceptable. It is unfair. Ten 
percent of the high school graduates, 20 
percent of the Federal aid education, 40 
percent of all student loan defaults. 

Senator MURPHY pointed to the sta- 
tistics that came out today. You are in 
just as bad shape with a diploma from 
a for-profit school as if you drop out of 
school at a not-for-profit school. That 
is a damning statistic, just like the 40 
percent in student loan defaults. 

We cannot continue to look the other 
way. Wall Street is not looking the 
other way; they are downgrading these 
for-profit colleges and universities be- 
cause they believe this model is flawed. 
They don’t believe it can be sustained. 
Why do we kid ourselves? Let’s apply 
standards across higher education— 
standards that are fair to students, fair 
to families, and fair to the schools— 
and say to them: This is what we ex- 
pect as a minimum if you are going to 
offer higher education to the students 
across America. 
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I ask unanimous consent that this 
transcript from Sharyl Attkisson’s tel- 
evision program ‘‘Full Measure” which 
played last Sunday be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

TRANSCRIPT 
SHARYL ATTKISSON’S “FULL MEASURE” 
(Aired Sunday, November 1, 2015) 


WASHINGTON (Sinclair Broadcast Group).— 
Some for-profit colleges are allegedly prey- 
ing on military troops; veterans with bene- 
fits and a desire to build a new life become 
targets. 

They’ve even been given a name by some 
college recruiters: cash cows. 

About 300 thousand vets get up to $21K a 
year in G.I. Bill money. In all, 1800 colleges— 
many of them for profits—have received 
more than $20 billion G.I. Bill tax dollars. 

With so many billions in the mix, it’s easy 
to see why some colleges use high pressure 
and allegedly dishonest tactics. Now, tax- 
payers are about to be on the hook for al- 
leged misconduct by the schools. 

As a U.S. Marine, Bryan Babcock fought 
on the front lines in Iraq including the Sec- 
ond Battle of Fallujah in 2004. His post-mili- 
tary plan: police work. He used his GI Bill 
money to pursue a criminal justice degree at 
the for-profit college ITT Tech. 

Attkisson: How did you hear about it? 

Babcock: I saw a commercial on TV. That 
kind of got me interested in them. 

Babcock says ITT promised that police 
agencies everywhere would accept the de- 
gree. The cost—$70,000—would far exceed his 
GI Bill grant at the time, but ITT made it 
easy for Babcock to borrow. He says they 
even helped him fill out paperwork for stu- 
dent loans. Then, after his third year, he 
made a startling discovery. 

Babcock: We applied to 22 or 23 police de- 
partments. 

Attkisson: And what did they say? 

Babcock: All of them said that they did 
not recognize ITT’s degrees or their credits. 

Attkisson: And what thoughts went 
through your head when you heard this? 

Babcock: I was angry that I’d spent all this 
money in student loans and it turns out that 
the degree, if I would have finished there, 
would have been pretty much worthless. 

It’s a story told by thousands of vets who 
attended for-profit colleges where students 
are more likely to drop out, default on their 
loans, or graduate in dire debt without a use- 
ful degree. 

Of eight for-profits that get the most GI 
bill funds, seven have been targets of inquir- 
ies for possible violations including decep- 
tive or misleading recruiting. 

Together, they received nearly a billion 
($939,086,610 million) tax dollars over two 
school years. 

One of those companies is DeVry Univer- 
sity where Chris Neiweem was hired as the 
school recruited vets under the new GI Bill. 

A veteran himself, Neiweem was assigned 
to “Team Camo” where he says managers 
urged the sales team to use high-pressure 
tactics on troops who sometimes weren’t 
suited for college. 

“Working in the industry at that time 
truly reminded me of the film ‘Glengarry 
Glen Ross, ” he said. 

“There is this scene where a corporate 
sales manager is brought in to improve the 
performance of the sales floor—played by 
Alec Baldwin.” 
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In the scene, Baldwin says to a salesman 
“they’re sitting out there waiting to give 
you their money, are you gonna take it?” 

“And that was similar at the company,” 
said Neiweem. 

If “Team Camo” dared to let veterans sus- 
pend class while in combat like those in the 
National Guard Neiweem says management 
called them on the carpet. 

Neiweem: The company didn’t care. They 
just wanted to make sure that they stayed in 
their classes and so the university could con- 
tinue to be paid and they would continue to 
be on the enrollments books. 

Attkisson: Even if they were in a combat 
zone that didn’t make sense for them to try 
to go to college on the computer? 

Neiweem: Yes. Management’s guiding wis- 
dom was, to be frank, “get their ass in 
class.” 

Neiweem showed Full Measure today’s 
sales tactics at work. 

In a chat on DeVry’s website, he asks 
about costs and benefits—but can’t get di- 
rect answers. 

“I can have a representative from our mili- 
tary admissions team reach out to you,” he 
said, reading the response of a recruiter. 

“It’s fairly frustrating that I asked these 
questions and I can’t get answers. Rather, 
they’re trying to sort of tie me in and get me 
closer so they can work towards selling the 
school.” 

DeVry officials declined an on camera 
interview but said ‘‘DeVry has a long history 
of serving veterans and military personnel” 
dating back to the 1940’s. And ‘‘[W]e offer 
quality academics and student services with 
flexibility to meet their busy schedules.” 

Former Congressman Steve Gunderson 
leads the main national for-profit college 
trade group called the Association of Private 
Sector Colleges and Universities (APSCU). 

“If anybody has a bad outcome, and cer- 
tainly if a veteran has a bad outcome, that’s 
a problem and we want to solve that,” he 
said. 

He believes for-profits are under assault 
from opponents and competitors. 

Gunderson: I have never before seen a situ- 
ation where a sector is the target of attacks 
for ideological reasons. I mean, there simply 
are good people who do not believe the pri- 
vate sector oughta be involved in the design 
and delivery of education. 

Attkisson: Fair enough, but is there any 
doubt in your mind that some schools have 
used unfair, unethical, or even dishonest tac- 
tics? 

Gunderson: There is no doubt in my mind 
that there are bad schools in every sector of 
higher education who have engaged in inap- 
propriate conduct for various reasons wheth- 
er it be athletics or whether it be admissions 
or it be something else. 

Gunderson said the industry is improving. 

A Government Accountability Office re- 
port found for-profits catering to military 
students actually beat public schools in one 
area: higher graduation rates. 

With billions flowing to for-profits under 
investigation, President Obama dispatched a 
warning at Ft. Stewart army base about any 
for profits that may be preying on the 
troops. 

“It’s not right. They’re trying to swindle 
and hoodwink you. They don’t care about 
you; they care about the cash,” he said. 

But as federal scrutiny surged, the indus- 
try has countered with Washington lobbyists 
and campaign cash. 

Since 2010, for-profit colleges have poured 
nearly $10 million ($9,906,512) into campaign 
contributions and spent $41 ($41,924,452) mil- 
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lion on lobbying, according to the Center for 
Responsive Politics. 

Sen. Dick Durbin (D-Illinois): That’s how 
you really win friends and influence people 
on Capitol Hill. The for-profit colleges and 
universities have friends in high places. 

Attkisson: That implies some members in 
Congress, you think, are bought and paid for 
on this issue. 

Sen. Durbin: I would say this—they are in- 
fluenced by it. 

Senator Durbin has pushed one bill after 
another to fight for-profit college fraud, only 
to see the bills get watered down and voted 
down. 

“Tf these schools that are enticing kids 
into loans for educations that are worthless 
had some ‘skin in the game,’ some responsi- 
bility for default, they’d think twice about 
it. But they don’t. They could care less,” he 
said. 

It turns out taxpayers have the most skin 
in the game. 

In June, the federal government said it 
will forgive loans for students at Corinthian 
College, putting taxpayers on the hook for 
up to $3.5 billion. Corinthian shut down in 
May amid fraud accusations, which the com- 
pany denied. And the feds may wipe out 
loans at other problematic colleges. 

In May, the federal government charged 
Babcock’s alma mater, ITT Tech, with fraud, 
alleging it concealed financial information 
from investors. 

ITT is fighting the charges, but declined 
our interview request. 

Gunderson says he doubts Babcock’s ITT 
degree would have really been useless. 

“T am willing to say, that if he graduated, 
from an accredited criminal justice program, 
there are many police agencies that would 
hire him. Maybe not the one he wanted to go 
to, but there are many that will, and evi- 
dence all across the country shows that,” 
said Gunderson. 

Babcock gave up on the ITT degree and his 
dream of police work. Instead, he’s focused 
on warning other vets, and working to pay 
down his $40 thousand student loan debt. 

“I think it’s a shame that they prey on 
men and women that volunteered to protect 
this country. And that earned a benefit with 
their service, and then ITT and the other for- 
profit schools are just trying to take that,” 
he said. 

The Defense Department recently banned 
the University of Phoenix from recruiting on 
military bases, alleging a pattern of vio- 
lating policies designed to protect military 
students. Senator Durbin says ITT is now 
facing investigations by the Justice Depart- 
ment and 18 Attorneys General. 

Mr. DURBIN. I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES RULE AND THE 
EPA 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, today I 
wish to speak about our vote on the 
waters of the United States and the 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

I noted that the White House has 
lately been advocating for criminal 
justice reform. They say an underlying 
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problem with the justice system today 
is that Congress criminalized too much 
conduct too severely. But it is the 
same White House that is behind the 
new waters of the United States regu- 
lation—an Executive power grab that 
would effectively put every landowner 
in Arkansas and in America at risk of 
Federal criminal charges for making 
adjustments to land on their own pri- 
vate property. 

The waters of the United States regu- 
lation gives the government jurisdic- 
tion—and, in turn, the danger of Fed- 
eral criminal charges—over tribu- 
taries, adjacent waters, and ‘‘other 
waters.” This includes streams that 
only exist after heavy rains or, as some 
of us call them, mud puddles. 

If a landowner in Arkansas has so 
much as a ditch on his or her property, 
he or she could be liable for Federal 
criminal charges for disturbing that 
ditch in any way. If a homeowner 
wants to add an addition to his garage 
and this addition even touches ‘‘land 
that fills with water after rain,’’ also 
known as just “land,” this homeowner 
could be liable for Federal criminal 
charges. 

President Obama and my Democratic 
colleagues argue that we are exag- 
gerating: Come on, they say; the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency would 
never bring charges against a home- 
owner for expanding his garage or try- 
ing to regulate a mud puddle. 

They insist on the benevolence of the 
EPA and ask us to trust them to exer- 
cise good judgment and reasonable dis- 
cretion. Before we trust the EPA’s be- 
nevolence, though, it is prudent to ex- 
amine the EPA’s own track record. 

Let’s consider that in August of this 
year, the EPA directed contractors to 
excavate the Gold King Mine in Colo- 
rado without first testing the water 
pressure or calculating water volume. 
In the worst environmental disaster in 
recent years, the EPA caused more 
than 3 million tons of toxic wastewater 
to pollute the Animas River. 

Since the spill, much of the toxicity 
remains, endangering farmers, land- 
owners, Native Americans, and anyone 
who relies on this river. After the spill, 
the EPA has refused to turn over docu- 
ments, disciplined no one, failed to 
show up to congressional hearings, re- 
fused to take responsibility, and still 
won’t answer the simple question of 
whether the Agency will pay for the 
damages it caused. 

The Navajo Nation in New Mexico re- 
lies on the river polluted by the EPA 
for drinking water and for farming. In 
the days following the spill, the Navajo 
lost their water supply. The EPA of- 
fered to deliver clean water that the 
Navajo could use for drinking and crop 
irrigation but, instead, they used dirty 
oil tankers to deliver contaminated 
water. 

The EPA is not only a threat to citi- 
zens, to landowners, and to businesses, 
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but it is also a threat to the environ- 
ment they purport to protect. Since 
the disaster, the EPA has continued to 
spill toxic wastewater into creeks and 
rivers. There has been zero account- 
ability for this Agency. 

Based on that track record, I don’t 
think we should be giving the EPA any 
more power. That is why I joined my 
colleagues earlier today to vote to roll 
back the waters of the United States 
regulation before the EPA criminalizes 
nearly every landowner in the United 
States. 

But we should also consider the big- 
ger picture. This regulation is a symp- 
tom, not the problem. The problem is 
the EPA itself—its overreach and lack 
of accountability. 

That is why we must pass the EPA 
Accountability Act. This legislation 
would require the EPA to pay—out of 
its own budget—for the damages it 
recklessly caused when spilling 3 mil- 
lion gallons of toxic waste into the 
Animas River. Unless the EPA faces 
consequences for its actions against 
the American people, nothing will 
change. It is our constitutional respon- 
sibility to provide oversight of an agen- 
cy that has caused massive damage to 
both the American people and to the 
environment. 

We must protect Arkansans and 
Americans from EPA overreach and 
lack of accountability. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LEE). 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, what is 
our parliamentary posture? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate is on the motion to proceed to H.R. 
2685. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be given 5 
minutes to speak as in morning busi- 
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

“EL FARO” TRAGEDY 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, on the 
morning of October 1, the El Faro cargo 
ship—a container ship almost 900-feet 
long—was carrying 33 men and women, 
and on that fateful day it sent its final 
communication, reporting that the en- 
gines were disabled. This left the ship 
drifting with no power, with an oncom- 
ing category 3 hurricane. Despite 
search-and-rescue attempts by the 
Coast Guard, the El Faro and her crew 
were not heard from again. 

One month later, the National Trans- 
portation Safety Board, working with 
the U.S. Navy, has found the sunken El 
Faro at the bottom of the ocean in 
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waters that are 15,000 feet deep. At 
nearly the same time, the ship’s owner, 
TOTE Maritime, began its attempt to 
limit the company’s liability for this 
tragedy. 

News reports have indicated that the 
company filed a complaint last week 
stating that the company did every- 
thing in its power to make the ship 
safe and that the company ought to be 
exonerated from any and all claims for 
all damages. 

Well, this is clearly hasty decision- 
making. It clearly is a matter of con- 
cern to me because most of these mari- 
ners were from my State of Florida. 
Their families are grieving and hoping 
for any answers as to what happened to 
their loved ones. 

Well, right now, we don’t have all of 
those answers. The NTSB only just 
found the ship with the help of the U.S. 
Navy, and yet somehow the company is 
able to definitely declare that they 
weren’t at fault and that they bear no 
responsibility for the loss. It seems 
that this is an attempt to limit any li- 
ability of the company. 

So this is a time when we need reflec- 
tion for figuring out what happened to 
the El Faro, for finding the ship’s re- 
corder, which the U.S. Navy is now in 
the process of trying to find, and then 
once you have that black box, for piec- 
ing together the ship’s last minutes be- 
fore the ship sank. 

So instead of being split apart, itisa 
time to come together as a community 
and to support those who have been so 
tragically impacted. 

I have some leadership responsibility 
on the commerce committee, which 
has jurisdiction over maritime mat- 
ters. It is my intention to see that 
there is a thorough and honest inves- 
tigation to try to find answers for the 
families and to find answers so that we 
can prevent a tragedy such as this from 
happening again. That is where we 
should be focused. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PERDUE). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, it is 
hard to think of a time in recent mem- 
ory when the number of threats facing 
our country were more diverse or more 
threatening than they are now—from 
ISIL to Russia, from China to the 
Taliban, from Iran to Al Qaeda. These 
threats are real, these threats are wor- 
rying, and these threats make the po- 
litical games that Democrats continue 
to play with our men and women in 
uniform all the more hard to under- 
stand. 
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Democrats have spent months upon 
months blocking funding for our 
troops. They have tried to hide behind 
a whirling kaleidoscope of excuses, 
moving from one to another as each is 
debunked, but with the setting of a 
top-line budget number last week, the 
final excuse is gone. What is the excuse 
now? 

It is time for the appropriations proc- 
ess to finally be allowed to move for- 
ward. That means it is time for the 
men and women who put everything on 
the line for us to finally receive the 
support they need to be safe. It is time 
for our troops to finally get the cer- 
tainty they need to plan for training 
and operations. 

The Defense appropriations bill is 
half of all discretionary spending. The 
Defense appropriations bill contains no 
controversial policy riders—none. The 
Defense appropriations bill was sup- 
ported in committee 27 to 3. Nearly 
every Democrat voted for it. Demo- 
crats even sent out press releases prais- 
ing the bill. It is obvious why we 
should pass it now. 

President Obama’s own Secretary of 
Defense just wrote an op-ed titled 
“U.S. Military Needs Budget Certainty 
in Uncertain Times” in which he im- 
plored Congress to authorize long-term 
funding for the military. 

He said: 

In this uncertain security environment, 
the U.S. military needs to be agile and dy- 
namic. What it has now is a straitjacket. At 
the Defense Department, we are forced to 
make hasty reductions when choices should 
be considered carefully and strategically. 

He concluded with this: 


I appeal to Congress to act on a long-term 
budget deal that will let American troops 
and their families know we have the com- 
mitment and resources to see them succeed, 
and send a global message that the United 
States will continue to plan and build for the 
finest fighting force the world has ever 
known. 

So look, our colleagues across the 
aisle are just completely out of ex- 
cuses. It is time to move the bill for- 
ward. Once we do, we have every inten- 
tion of then moving on to other appro- 
priations bills as well. 

Remember, our Members worked 
very hard on these bills. Nearly all of 
the appropriations measures passed 
committee with support from both par- 
ties. We obviously want to process all 
of them. 

If Democrats hadn’t wasted literally 
months blocking every last one as part 
of some political game, we could have 
passed all 12 appropriations bills a long 
time ago, but since they did, it has 
forced Congress up against a December 
11 deadline of the Democrats’ own cre- 
ation. We are going to work within 
that deadline to get as much done as 
we possibly can. With bipartisan co- 
operation, we can get a lot more ac- 
complished. With more political games, 
we can get a lot less done. 
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MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate be in a period of morning business, 
with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


EPA CLEAN WATER RULE 


Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I was 
pleased to vote today in support of S.J. 
Res. 22, which would nullify the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency’s re- 
cently finalized clean water rule. Just 
yesterday, I voted in support of a bi- 
partisan bill, S. 1140, authored by my 
colleague, Senator JOHN BARRASSO, 
which would have forced EPA to pull 
the rule. Unfortunately, that bill did 
not receive the 60 votes necessary 
under Senate rules that are needed to 
pass. 

The resolution passed by the Senate 
today is supported by hundreds of na- 
tional and local organizations, includ- 
ing the American Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, 
and the National Homebuilders Asso- 
ciation, to name a few. While I under- 
stand that the White House has threat- 
ened to veto this resolution if it 
reaches the President’s desk, it is still 
important that a majority of Congress 
voice their opposition to the EPA rule 
as Federal courts continue to weigh its 
legality. 

Americans around the Nation are lin- 
ing up against the EPA clean water 
rule because of its economic cost, the 
regulatory impact, and the uncertainty 
it engenders among State and local 
governments, businesses, and consumer 
alike. The rule itself bypassed Congress 
by redefining the types of water bodies 
under the Clean Water Act that EPA 
has the authority to regulate. EPA 
pushed forward without regard for 
State and local environmental protec- 
tion laws, which is partly why about a 
dozen State attorneys general, includ- 
ing from my home State of Arizona, 
have won injunctions in Federal court 
against the EPA rule. 

The EPA claims that the rule only 
allows the Agency to halt activities 
that disturb small, environmentally 
sensitive streams and wetlands. But 
when you dive into the rule’s lengthy 
publication, you will find that EPA is 
proposing to expand its jurisdiction 
over roughly 60 percent of all waters of 
the United States and can also capture 
certain irrigation ditches, stock ponds, 
and even dry desert washes. Farmers, 
housing, construction jobs, and other 
activities will all suddenly find them- 
selves under the thumb of EPA bureau- 
crats. The EPA will claim it has writ- 
ten waivers into the rule for these in- 
dustries, but there is growing con- 
sensus that the waivers are so unclear 
and conflicting that nobody believes 
they hold any water. The EPA’s rule- 
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making process itself was so closed off 
from outside input and peer-reviewed 
science that it is clear to any reason- 
able observer that EPA had misjudged 
the economic damage their rule will in- 
flict on small business, farms, and local 
governments around the country. 

The EPA rule is especially bad news 
for Arizona agriculture and home- 
building sectors which, combined, ac- 
count for most of all economic activity 
in my State. If a farmer wants to build 
or repair a canal, the EPA rule could 
block it. A community that wants to 
build a school or a church near a dry 
wash will have to beg EPA for a per- 
mit. Under the rule, the EPA can even 
fine a private property owners tens of 
thousands of dollars if the Agency 
thinks water historically flowed across 
their land even when there is no visible 
evidence. 

Regardless whether or not the Presi- 
dent vetoes this resolution, I will con- 
tinue to oppose the EPA clean water 
rule. Iam a proud cosponsor of Senator 
JEFF FLAKE’s similar bill, S. 1179, the 
Defending Rivers from Overreaching 
Policies Act, DROP Act, which would 
direct the EPA to pull its rule over its 
poor, nonscientific definition of ‘‘navi- 
gable”? water bodies. We will continue 
to push forward with this and other 
legislative initiatives and will watch 
closely to see how the courts handle 
the EPA rule. 


—— 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE TO ROBERT PARK 


e Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I wish to 
recognize and congratulate Mr. Robert 
Park, director of the Portage County 
Veterans Service Commission, on his 
retirement after more than two dec- 
ades of service to Ohio veterans. 

Mr. Park served 26 years in the naval 
service, retiring in 1997 as a chief avia- 
tion electronics technician, Aircrew. 
He flew more than 2,000 hours in a P-3 
Orion aircraft, predominately as a 
radio operator with Combat Aircrew 6 
in Patrol Squadron 93, where he was se- 
lected as “Gold Wing Sailor of the 
Year.” 

During his time with the Portage 
County Veterans Service Commission, 
VSC, Mr. Park worked directly with 
staff to help maintain a high-quality 
standard of service to veterans. Mr. 
Park advocated to significantly in- 
crease VA benefits for Portage County 
veterans. According to the Ohio De- 
partment of Veterans Services, for 
every dollar Portage County spends re- 
lated to the VSC, veterans in Portage 
County receive $93.20 in benefits 
thanks to the work of Mr. Park. 

Mr. Park’s dedication to veterans 
and military families in Portage Coun- 
ty extends beyond his position at the 
Portage County VSC. Mr. Park also 
served as a board member for the Fam- 
ily and Community Services Freedom 
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House, which is an organization that 
serves homeless veterans. Mr. Park is 
also a member of many veterans orga- 
nizations, including the local Veterans 
of Foreign Wars, American Legion, and 
Disabled American Veterans chapters. 

Mr. Park also served statewide as 
second vice, first vice, and finally as 
president of the Ohio State Association 
of County Veterans Service Officers. He 
also worked for many years as an in- 
structor for the Ohio Department of 
Veterans Services. 

Nationally, Mr. Park advocated for 
veterans as an executive board mem- 
ber, judge advocate, and instructor on 
the National Association of County 
Veterans Service Officers. 

Beyond his dedication to veterans, 
Mr. Park continues to support his com- 
munity through involvement in organi- 
zations that help develop young people 
as future leaders. Mr. Park currently 
serves on the board of Access to Inde- 
pendence and the Rootstown Local 
School District. He also volunteers as 
an assistant coach for both baseball 
and soccer, aS well as Cub Master and 
Scout Master for local Cub and Scout 
Troops. 

Mr. Park and his wife, Rebecca, have 
three children: David, Jonathan, and 
Rachel. 

Bob will be truly missed not only by 
his VSC family, but by the veteran 
community in Portage County and 
throughout the State of Ohio. Bob al- 
ways gave his best to the veterans and 
families he served. I would like to 
thank Mr. Park for all his years of 
service, as a sailor and later as an ad- 
vocate for veterans. I wish him all the 
best in his retirement.e 


—— 


MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 


The following bill was read the sec- 
ond time, and placed on the calendar: 

S. 2232. A bill to require a full audit of the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System and the Federal reserve banks by the 
Comptroller General of the United States, 
and for other purposes. 


-m 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, and were referred as indicated: 


EC-3438. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Diethofencarb; Pesticide Tolerances” 
(FRL No. 9934-05) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 29, 
2015; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry. 

EC-3439. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Metaflumizone; Pesticide Toler- 
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ances” (FRL No. 9934-88) received in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on Octo- 
ber 29, 2015; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-3440. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Nicosulfuron; Pesticide Tolerances” 
(FRL No. 9912-40) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 29, 
2015; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry. 

EC3441. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Rimsulfuron; Pesticide Tolerances” 
(FRL No. 9912-31) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 29, 
2015; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry. 

EC-3442. A communication from the Acting 
Congressional Review Coordinator, Animal 
and Plant Health Inspection Service, Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘User 
Fees for Agricultural Quarantine and Inspec- 
tion Services” ((RIN0579-AD77) (Docket No. 
APHIS-2013-0021)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 29, 
2015; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu- 
trition, and Forestry. 

EC-3443. A communication from the Presi- 
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, a report on the continuation of 
the national emergency with respect to per- 
sons who commit, threaten to commit, or 
support terrorism that was established in 
Executive Order 13224 on September 28, 2001; 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC-3444. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary for Export Administration, 
Bureau of Industry and Security, Depart- 
ment of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend- 
ments to Existing Validated End-User Au- 
thorizations in the People’s Republic of 
China” (RIN0694-AG69) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on October 29, 
2015; to the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs. 

EC-3445. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Air Plan Approval; North Carolina; 
Conflict of Interest Infrastructure Require- 
ments” (FRL No. 9936-85-Region 4) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 29, 2015; to the Committee on En- 
vironment and Public Works. 

EC-3446. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled “Air Plan Approval; WY; Update to 
Materials Incorporated by Reference” (FRL 
No. 9932-61-Region 8) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 29, 
2015; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC-3447. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air 
Quality Implementation Plans; Connecticut; 
Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from 
Large Aboveground Storage Tanks” (FRL 
No. 9933-89-Region 1) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 29, 
2015; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 
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EC-3448. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air 
Quality Implementation Plans; Oklahoma” 
(FRL No. 9936-87-Region 6) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 29, 2015; to the Committee on Environ- 
ment and Public Works. 

EC-3449. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Approval of Air Quality State Imple- 
mentation Plans (SIP); State of Iowa; Infra- 
structure SIP Requirements for the 2008 
Lead National Ambient Air Quality Stand- 
ard (NAAQS).”? (FRL No. 9936-33-Region 7) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 29, 2015; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-3450. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary for Legislation, Department of 
Health and Human Services, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report relative to im- 
ported foods for fiscal year 2014; to the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

EC-3451. A communication from the Prin- 
cipal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Fish 
and Wildlife and Parks, National Park Serv- 
ice, Department of the Interior, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Disposition of Unclaimed Human Re- 
mains, Funerary Objects, Sacred Objects, or 
Objects of Cultural Patrimony” (RIN1024— 
AE00) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 29, 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs. 

EC-3452. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Attorney General, Office of Legislative 
Affairs, Department of Justice, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, a report entitled ‘‘Uni- 
formed Services Employment and Reemploy- 
ment Rights Act of 1994 (USERRA) Quarterly 
Report to Congress; Fourth Quarter of Fiscal 
Year 2015”; to the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

EC-3453. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; Bombardier, Inc. Airplanes” 
((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA~2015-0494)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 28, 2015; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3454. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; The Boeing Company Air- 
planes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA- 
2014-0929)) received in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on October 28, 2015; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-3455. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; The Boeing Company Air- 
planes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA- 
2014-0773)) received in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on October 28, 2015; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-3456. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
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Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; PILATUS AIRCRAFT LTD. 
Airplanes”? ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. 
FAA-2015-2775)) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on October 28, 2015; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC-3457. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Specialist, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; Airbus Helicopters Deutsch- 
land GmbH (formerly Eurocopter Deutsch- 
land GmbH) (Airbus Helicopters) Heli- 
copters’’ ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA- 
2014-0034)) received in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on October 28, 2015; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-3458. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Specialist, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi- 
ness Directives; Piaggio Aero Industries 
S.p,A, Airplanes”? ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket 
No. FAA-2015-2466)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 28, 
2015; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3459. A communication from the Para- 
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; M7 
Aerospace LLC Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) 
(Docket No. FAA-2015-2207)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 28, 2015; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3460. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend- 
ment of Class C Airspace; Portland Inter- 
national Airport, OR” ((RIN2120—-AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA-2015-2905)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 28, 2015; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3461. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend- 
ment of Class E Airspace; Mackall AAF, NC” 
((RIN2120-A A66) (Docket No. FAA~2015-3057)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 28, 2015; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-3462. A communication from the Man- 
agement and Program Analyst, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend- 
ment of Class E Airspace; Poplarville-Pearl 
River County Airport, MS” ((RIN2120-AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA-2012-1210)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc- 
tober 28, 2015; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 


——— 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. BLUNT (for himself, Mr. WAR- 
NER, Mr. BURR, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. 
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WYDEN, Mr. CoTTON, Mr. RISCH, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mr. KING, Mr. RUBIO, Ms. 
COLLINS, Mr. LANKFORD, Mr. HEIN- 
RICH, Ms. HIRONO, and Mr. COATS): 

S. 2234. A bill to award the Congressional 
Gold Medal, collectively, to the members of 
the Office of Strategic Services (OSS) in rec- 
ognition of their superior service and major 
contributions during World War II; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself, Mrs. 
MCCASKILL, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. MENEN- 
DEZ, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. LEAHY, 
Ms. WARREN, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. 
FRANKEN, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, and Ms. 
BALDWIN): 

S. 2235. A bill to repeal debt collection 
amendments made by the Bipartisan Budget 
Act of 2015; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. CRAPO: 

S. 2236. A bill to provide that silencers be 
treated the same as long guns; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. SANDERS: 

S. 2237. A bill to limit the application of 
Federal laws to the distribution and con- 
sumption of marihuana, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MERKLEY (for himself, Mr. 
CARDIN, Mr. SANDERS, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. LEAHY, and Ms. 
WARREN): 

S. 2238. A bill to prohibit drilling in the 
outer Continental Shelf, to prohibit coal 
leases on Federal land, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat- 
ural Resources. 

By Mr. UDALL (for himself, Mr. LEE, 
and Mr. MURPHY): 

S. 2239. A bill to restrict funds related to 
escalating United States military involve- 
ment in Syria; to the Select Committee on 
Intelligence. 

By Mr. BARRASSO (for himself, Mr. 
ENZI, Mr. RISCH, and Mr. CRAPO): 

S. 2240. A bill to improve the control and 
management of invasive species that threat- 
en and harm Federal land under the jurisdic- 
tion of the Secretary of Agriculture and the 
Secretary of the Interior, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat- 
ural Resources. 

By Mrs. SHAHEEN: 

S. 2241. A bill to combat the heroin epi- 
demic and drug sample backlogs; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 


SS 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 
The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 


By Mr. BLUNT (for himself, Mrs. 
MCCASKILL, Mr. ROBERTS, and Mr. 
MORAN): 


S. Res. 305. A resolution commending and 
congratulating the Kansas City Royals on 
their 2015 World Series victory; considered 
and agreed to. 

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, Ms. 
CANTWELL, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. SCOTT, 
Mr. BOOKER, Ms. AYOTTE, Ms. BALD- 
WIN, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. BROWN, 
Mr. Coons, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. 
FRANKEN, Mr. KAINE, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. PETERS, Mrs. SHA- 
HEEN, and Mr. REED): 

S. Res. 306. A resolution designating the 
week beginning November 2, 2015, as ‘‘Na- 
tional Apprenticeship Week”; considered and 
agreed to. 


November 4, 2015 
ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 637 


At the request of Mr. CRAPO, the 
names of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN) and the Senator from Vir- 
ginia (Mr. WARNER) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 637, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend 
and modify the railroad track mainte- 
nance credit. 

S. 681 


At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the name of the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts (Mr. MARKEY) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 681, a bill to amend 
title 38, United States Code, to clarify 
presumptions relating to the exposure 
of certain veterans who served in the 
vicinity of the Republic of Vietnam, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 885 


At the request of Ms. WARREN, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 885, a bill to direct the Archi- 
tect of the Capitol to place in the 
United States Capitol a chair honoring 
American Prisoners of War/Missing in 
Action. 

S. 1491 

At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of 8. 
1491, a bill to provide sensible relief to 
community financial institutions, to 
protect consumers, and for other pur- 
poses. 

S. 1524 


At the request of Mr. BLUNT, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. PETERS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1524, a bill to enable concrete ma- 
sonry products manufacturers to estab- 
lish, finance, and carry out a coordi- 
nated program of research, education, 
and promotion to improve, maintain, 
and develop markets for concrete ma- 
sonry products. 

S. 1562 


At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. UDALL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1562, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to reform tax- 
ation of alcoholic beverages. 

S. 1686 


At the request of Ms. BALDWIN, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. MARKEY) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1686, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro- 
vide for the proper tax treatment of 
personal service income earned in pass- 
thru entities. 

S. 1715 

At the request of Mr. HOEVEN, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. WICKER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1715, a bill to require the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury to mint coins in 
commemoration of the 400th anniver- 
sary of the arrival of the Pilgrims. 
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S. 1719 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. TOOMEY) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1719, a bill to provide for 
the establishment and maintenance of 
a National Family Caregiving Strat- 
egy, and for other purposes. 
S. 1830 
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1830, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
provide for the coverage of marriage 
and family therapist services and men- 
tal health counselor services under 
part B of the Medicare program, and 
for other purposes. 
S. 1834 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mrs. SHAHEEN) was added 
as a cosponsor of S. 1834, a bill to 
amend title 18, United States Code, to 
protect more victims of domestic vio- 
lence by preventing their abusers from 
possessing or receiving firearms, and 
for other purposes. 
S. 1856 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land (Mr. WHITEHOUSE) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1856, a bill to amend 
title 38, United States Code, to provide 
for suspension and removal of employ- 
ees of the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs for performance or misconduct 
that is a threat to public health or 
safety and to improve accountability of 
employees of the Department, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 1890 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
KIRK) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1890, a bill to amend chapter 90 of title 
18, United States Code, to provide Fed- 
eral jurisdiction for the theft of trade 
secrets, and for other purposes. 
S. 1915 
At the request of Ms. AYOTTE, the 
names of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Ms. BALDWIN) and the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. COCHRAN) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1915, a bill to direct 
the Secretary of Homeland Security to 
make anthrax vaccines and antimicro- 
bials available to emergency response 
providers, and for other purposes. 
S. 1945 
At the request of Mr. CASSIDY, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts (Ms. WARREN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1945, a bill to make avail- 
able needed psychiatric, psychological, 
and supportive services for individuals 
with mental illness and families in 
mental health crisis, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 1975 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 
names of the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia (Mrs. CAPITO) and the Senator 
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from Tennessee (Mr. ALEXANDER) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1975, a bill to 
establish the Sewall-Belmont House 
National Historic Site as a unit of the 
National Park System, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 1982 
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1982, a bill to authorize a Wall of 
Remembrance as part of the Korean 
War Veterans Memorial and to allow 
certain private contributions to fund 
the Wall of Remembrance. 
S. 2044 
At the request of Mr. THUNE, the 
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
NELSON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2044, a bill to prohibit the use of cer- 
tain clauses in form contracts that re- 
strict the ability of a consumer to com- 
municate regarding the goods or serv- 
ices offered in interstate commerce 
that were the subject of the contract, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 2052 
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Ms. BALDWIN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 2052, a bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to authorize the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs to waive 
the requirement of certain veterans to 
make copayments for hospital care and 
medical services in the case of an error 
by the Department of Veterans Affairs, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 2123 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
names of the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. PAUL) and the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania (Mr. CASEY) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 2123, a bill to reform sen- 
tencing laws and correctional institu- 
tions, and for other purposes. 
S. 2152 
At the request of Mr. CORKER, the 
names of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) and the Senator 
from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 2152, a bill to estab- 
lish a comprehensive United States 
Government policy to encourage the ef- 
forts of countries in sub-Saharan Afri- 
ca to develop an appropriate mix of 
power solutions, including renewable 
energy, for more broadly distributed 
electricity access in order to support 
poverty reduction, promote develop- 
ment outcomes, and drive economic 
growth, and for other purposes. 
S. 2208 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. PETERS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2208, a bill to promote the eco- 
nomic security and safety of survivors 
of domestic violence, dating violence, 
sexual assault, or stalking, and for 
other purposes. 
S. RES. 148 
At the request of Mr. KIRK, the name 
of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
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PORTMAN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. Res. 148, a resolution condemning 
the Government of Iran’s state-spon- 
sored persecution of its Baha’i minor- 
ity and its continued violation of the 
International Covenants on Human 
Rights. 
S. RES. 282 

At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
DONNELLY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. Res. 282, a resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of American Diabetes 
Month. 

S. RES. 302 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 302, a resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate in support of Israel 
and in condemnation of Palestinian 
terror attacks. 

At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the names of the Senator from Michi- 
gan (Mr. PETERS), the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. MORAN), the Senator from 
Washington (Ms. CANTWELL), the Sen- 
ator from Maine (Ms. COLLINS), the 
Senator from Maryland (Ms. MIKUL- 
SKI), the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAPO), the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
RIScH), the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
COATS), the Senator from Colorado (Mr. 
GARDNER), the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. BLUNT), the Senator from Okla- 
homa (Mr. INHOFE), the Senator from 
Arkansas (Mr. COTTON), the Senator 
from Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN), the Sen- 
ator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN) and 
the Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH) 
were added as cosponsors of S. Res. 302, 
supra. 


ee 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. MERKLEY (for himself, 
Mr. CARDIN, Mr. SANDERS, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. 
LEAHY, and Ms. WARREN): 

S. 2238. A bill to prohibit drilling in 
the outer Continental Shelf, to pro- 
hibit coal leases on Federal land, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
to recognize the damage global warm- 
ing is doing to our beautiful blue-green 
planet and talk about a specific bill, 
the keep it in the ground bill, that can 
be part of the way we successfully ad- 
dress global warming. There is no 
doubt our planet is getting hot: 2014 
was the hottest year ever recorded, and 
2015 is on course to be yet hotter and 
set a new record. 

In fact, the top 10 hottest years have 
all occurred since 1998. We see the evi- 
dence of warming everywhere. The 
Earth is crying out. Maine’s lobsters 
are moving North, Pacific oysters are 
struggling to form shells in a more 
acidic Pacific Ocean, glaciers are dis- 
appearing from Glacier Park, moose 
are dying in Minnesota and New Hamp- 
shire because winters are too warm to 
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kill the ticks that prey on the moose, 
and they are also too warm to kill the 
pine beetles that kill our trees. 

Wildfires are raging in the West, 
towns in Florida are flooding at normal 
high tide, droughts are killing crops, 
and the most powerful storms are 
doing major damage to communities 
across our Nation. Everywhere the im- 
pacts of global warming are substan- 
tial. They are damaging. Our planet is 
in danger. So we need to act to keep 
our planet from being destroyed. It is 
time for our Federal Government to 
show some real leadership on this. Spe- 
cifically, we need to accelerate the 
transition from a fossil fuel energy 
economy to a clean energy economy. 
All the damage I was citing, damage to 
our forestry, damage to our farms, 
damage to our fisheries, all of this is 
caused by a less-than-1l-degree-Celsius 
change. The current estimate is about 
0.9 Celsius degrees. 

Scientists have said the maximum 
the planet can tolerate without cata- 
strophic damage is 2 degrees Celsius or 
about 3.6 degrees Farenheit. So we 
have almost used up half of that global 
warming quotient. How much more 
damage will we see if we get to 2 de- 
grees? The answer is, a whole lot more. 
Scientists say it will be catastrophic 
for our ecosystems, it will be cata- 
strophic for human civilization. 

The simple fact is that carbon diox- 
ide is serving as a blanket on our plan- 
et making it warmer. The simple fact 
is that the major culprit for carbon di- 
oxide is the burning of fossil fuels. To 
limit our planet’s warming to 2 degrees 
Celsius, we must leave, as human civ- 
ilization of this planet, 80 percent of 
the identified proven fossil fuel re- 
serves in the ground—not to extract it, 
not to burn it. 

Part of the answer to this challenge 
is beneath our feet. We, the U.S. citi- 
zens, own fossil fuel reserves that con- 
stitute a substantial percentage of the 
proven reserves on the planet. Various 
estimates are 6 to 10 percent. If we 
must keep it in the ground; that is, 
keep our fossil fuels—80 percent of 
them—in the ground, then isn’t it 
counterproductive to do new leases, 
leases that will extend production not 
10 or 15 years but 20 or 30 years on gas 
and 40 or 50 years on coal, into the fu- 
ture? We lock in extraction and burn- 
ing of fossil fuels far into the future, 
when our planet cannot bear the bur- 
den of the carbon dioxide from burning 
that far into the future. 

Shouldn’t our public reserve, that 
citizen-owned reserve, be managed for 
the public benefit and not for private 
profit? It is said that if you find your- 
self in a hole, quit digging. This is one 
place where literally we must quit 
digging. That is why today I have in- 
troduced, with a number of my col- 
leagues, the keep it in the ground bill. 
A big thank-you to my cosponsors: 
PATRICK LEAHY, KIRSTEN GILLIBRAND, 
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ELIZABETH WARREN, BERNIE SANDERS, 
BEN CARDIN, and BARBARA BOXER. That 
group of Senators are standing up and 
saying we must be responsible stewards 
of our ecosystem and particularly we 
must stop this global warming that is 
doing so much harm to rural America. 

The bill does three things: It stops 
new leases and ends nonproducing 
leases for coal, oil, gas, oil shale, and 
tar sands on all Federal lands. It stops 
new leases and ends nonproducing 
leases for offshore drilling in the Pa- 
cific and the Gulf of Mexico. It pro- 
hibits offshore drilling in the Arctic 
and in the Atlantic. 

This effort is a crucial component of 
good stewardship of our planet—really 
saving our planet. Our First Nations 
talk about thinking about the seventh 
generation. In a single generation, we 
have seen substantial impacts occur- 
ring right in our local communities. 
Every State can cite the impact. None 
of us is expecting that there is going to 
be quick action on Capitol Hill. It is 
grassroots organizing that came to- 
gether and said we should not turn on 
the tap to the tar sands in Canada be- 
cause it is the dirtiest oil on the plan- 
et. It is grassroots organizing that has 
come together and said that drilling in 
the Arctic is the height of irrespon- 
sibility. It is going to be grassroots ef- 
forts across this Nation that come to- 
gether and say to us in the Halls of the 
Senate and the Halls of the House: 
Please act. Please exercise your re- 
sponsibility as stewards of our planet. 
Please stop this egregious attack on 
rural America, on our forests, our 
farming, and our fishing—because on 
Capitol Hill, the voice heard right now 
is not the voice of common sense, it is 
not the voice of stewardship; it is the 
voice of those who own the oil and the 
coal who have invested massive 
amounts in the elections in the House 
and the elections in the Senate. 

They have come up here and said 
they plan to invest nearly $1 billion in 
the 2016 election. The Citizens United 
court case has opened the door wide 
open to this corruption of common 
sense, this corruption of stewardship, 
this corruption of the democratic proc- 
ess. So it is going to be grossroots that 
make a difference, to rally, to keep it 
in the ground. This message is one that 
should be debated in every congres- 
sional campaign. It should be debated 
in every Senate campaign. It should be 
debated in the Presidency. It should be 
debated in December in Paris when na- 
tions comes together. It should be de- 
bated in other nations that have public 
assets, as they ask how are they going 
to be good public stewards, because we 
need the international community 
working together. 

Yes, we can work on the demand 
side—fuel efficiency and better insu- 
lated buildings—but we need to work 
on the supply side of keeping fossil 
fuels in the ground as well. We need to 
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attack this problem from every direc- 
tion. In doing so, as we transition from 
a fossil fuel economy to a clean energy 
economy, we are going to create mil- 
lions of good-paying jobs. In doing so, 
we need to make sure that in that 
transition we don’t leave our workers 
behind. 

Those working in the fossil fuel in- 
dustry have spent their lives providing 
the energy that has fueled tremendous 
growth in our economy, often at the 
expense of their personal family health 
and their families well-being. So this 
must not be a green-versus-blue transi- 
tion from fossil fuels to clean energy, 
but it has to be green and blue to- 
gether, side by side fighting for the en- 
vironment and fighting for our work- 
ers. We will not leave our workers be- 
hind. 

It has been said that we are the first 
generation who feels the impact of 
global warming, and we are the last 
generation who can do something 
about it. So the choice is simple. Let 
us take on the climate challenge as 
policymakers and stewards. Let us 
take on the climate challenge fighting 
for rural America because of the ter- 
rible impact warming is having on our 
forests, our fishing, and our farms. 

Let us make our Federal lands off 
limits. Let us do the smart thing. In 
terms of those Federal citizen-owned 
reserves of fossil fuels, let us keep it in 
the ground. 


ES 


SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION 
MENDING AND CONGRATU- 
LATING THE KANSAS CITY 
ROYALS ON THEIR 2015 WORLD 
SERIES VICTORY 


Mr. BLUNT (for himself, Mrs. McCAs- 
KILL, Mr. ROBERTS, and Mr. MORAN) 
submitted the following resolution; 
which was considered and agreed to: 

S. REs. 305 


Whereas, on November 1, 2015, the Kansas 
City Royals won the 2015 World Series with a 
7-2 victory over the New York Mets; 

Whereas the Kansas City Royals won the 
World Series in Game 5 at Citi Field in New 
York City, New York; 

Whereas the Royals scored 5 runs in the 
12th inning of Game 5 of the World Series to 
take the lead and seal a dramatic win; 

Whereas all 25 players on the playoff roster 
of the Royals should be congratulated, in- 
cluding Johnny Cueto, Wade Davis, Danny 
Duffy, Kelvin Herrera, Luke Hochevar, Ryan 
Madson, Kris Medlen, Franklin Morales, 
Yordano Ventura, Edinson Volquez, Chris 
Young, Drew Butera, Salvador Perez, Chris- 
tian Colon, Alcides Escobar, Eric Hosmer, 
Raul Mondesi, Kendrys Morales, Mike 
Moustakas, Ben Zobrist, Lorenzo Cain, 
Jarrod Dyson, Alex Gordon, Paulo Orlando, 
and Alex Rios; 

Whereas the front office, the clubhouse, 
and all supporting staff and team members 
of the Kansas City Royals should be con- 
gratulated; 
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Whereas the Royals won a remarkable 95 
games during the regular season, which 
earned the team the best record in the Amer- 
ican League; 

Whereas the American League won the 
Major League Baseball All-Star Game, which 
ensured the Royals home field advantage for 
the World Series; 

Whereas the Royals had 7 players selected 
to the 2015 Major League Baseball All-Star 
Game, who should be congratulated, includ- 
ing Alex Gordon, Lorenzo Cain, Alcides 
Escobar, Salvador Perez, Kelvin Herrera, 
Wade Davis, and Mike Moustakas; 

Whereas the Royals earned a postseason 
berth by clinching the American League 
Central Division for the first time in team 
history; 

Whereas the Royals earned a second Amer- 
ican League Championship pennant in 2 
years; 

Whereas Royals catcher Salvador Perez re- 
ceived unanimous support for and won the 
World Series Most Valuable Player Award, 
after— 

(1) hitting .364 in the World Series; 

(2) driving in the tying run in the Royals’ 
comeback in the ninth inning of Game 5 of 
the World Series; and 

(3) sparking the Royals again in the 12th 
inning of Game 5 to seal the eventual win; 

Whereas 8 of the Royals’ 11 playoff wins 
came after trailing in the sixth inning or 
later; 

Whereas 6 of the Royals’ playoff comeback 
wins erased deficits of 2 runs or more, a play- 
off feat which had never been achieved be- 
fore; 

Whereas the Royals narrowly lost the 2014 
World Series in Game 7, fueling a determina- 
tion— 

(1) to return to the World Series in 2015; 
and 

(2) to accomplish what the team came so 
close to accomplishing 1 year earlier; 

Whereas the Royals won their second 
World Series championship title in the 46- 
year history of the team and their first 
World Series championship title in 30 years, 
filling individuals in Kansas City and Royals 
fans everywhere with pride; 

Whereas the Royals showed extraordinary 
steadiness, teamwork, focus, and love of the 
game in proving again to be an organization 
of great character, determination, and heart, 
a reflection of the city of Kansas City and 
the State of Missouri; and 

Whereas the Kansas City Royals are the 
2015 World Series champions: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) commends the Kansas City Royals on 
their— 

(A) 2015 World Series championship title; 
and 

(B) outstanding performance during the 
2015 Major League Baseball season; 

(2) recognizes the achievements of the 
players, coaches, management, and support 
staff of the Kansas City Royals, whose dedi- 
cation and persistence made victory pos- 
sible; 

(3) congratulates— 

(A) the city of Kansas City; 

(B) the entire bi-state Kansas City metro- 
politan area; and 

(C) Kansas City Royals fans everywhere; 
and 

(4) respectfully requests that the Secretary 
of the Senate transmit an enrolled copy of 
this resolution to— 

(A) the city of Kansas City, 
mayor, Hon. Sylvester ‘‘Sly’’ James; 


Missouri 
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(B) Kansas City Royals president Mr. Dan 
Glass and Kansas City Royals general man- 
ager Mr. Dayton Moore; and 

(C) Kansas City Royals manager Mr. Ned 
Yost. 


— 


SENATE RESOLUTION 306—DESIG- 
NATING THE WEEK BEGINNING 
NOVEMBER 2, 2015, AS ‘“NA- 
TIONAL APPRENTICESHIP WEEK” 


Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, Ms. CANT- 
WELL, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. Scott, Mr. 
BOOKER, Ms. AYOTTE, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. BROWN, Mr. COONS, 
Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. FRANKEN, Mr. 
KAINE, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
Mr. PETERS, Mrs. SHAHEEN, and Mr. 
REED) submitted the following resolu- 
tion; which was considered and agreed 
to: 

S. REs. 306 


Whereas a highly skilled workforce is nec- 
essary to compete in the global economy and 
to support economic growth; 

Whereas the national registered appren- 
ticeship system established by the Act of Au- 
gust 16, 1987 (29 U.S.C. 50 et seq.) (commonly 
known as the “National Apprenticeship 
Act’’) (referred to in this preamble as the 
‘national registered apprenticeship sys- 
tem”), which has existed for over 75 years— 

(1) is an important pathway for workers of 
the United States; 

(2) offers a combination of— 

(A) academic and technical instruction; 
and 

(B) paid, on-the-job, training; 

(3) provides workers of the United States 
credentials that are nationally-recognized 
and industry-recognized; 

(4) leads to higher earnings for apprentices; 
and 

(5) develops a highly skilled workforce for 
the United States; 

Whereas registered apprenticeships— 

(1) are becoming increasingly innovative 
and diverse in— 

(A) design; 

(B) partnerships; 

(C) timeframes; and 

(D) use of emerging educational and train- 
ing concepts; and 

(2) will continue to— 

(A) evolve to meet emerging skill essen- 
tials and employer requirements; and 

(B) maintain high standards for appren- 
tices; 

Whereas the national registered appren- 
ticeship system provides education and 
training for apprentices in— 

(1) high-growth sectors, including— 

(A) information technology; 

(B) financial services; 

(C) advanced manufacturing; and 

(D) health care; and 

(2) traditional industries; 

Whereas, according to the Department of 
Labor, the national registered apprentice- 
ship system leverages approximately 
$1,000,000,000 in private investment, which re- 
flects the strong commitment of the spon- 
sors of the national registered apprentice- 
ship system; 

Whereas an evaluation of registered ap- 
prenticeship programs in 10 States conducted 
by Mathematica Policy Research in 2012 
found that— 

(1) individuals who completed registered 
apprenticeship programs earned over $240,000 
more over their careers than individuals who 
did not participate in registered apprentice- 
ship programs; 
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(2) the estimated social benefits of each 
registered apprenticeship program (including 
additional productivity of apprentices and 
the reduction in governmental expenditures 
as a result of reduced use of unemployment 
compensation and public assistance) exceed- 
ed the costs of each registered apprentice- 
ship program by more than $49,000; and 

(3) the tax return on every dollar the Fed- 
eral Government invested in registered ap- 
prenticeship programs was $27; and 

Whereas celebration of National Appren- 
ticeship Week— 

(1) honors industries that use the reg- 
istered apprenticeship model; 

(2) encourages expansion of the registered 
apprenticeship model to prepare highly 
skilled workers of the United States; 

(8) recognizes the role the national reg- 
istered apprenticeship system has played in 
preparing workers of the United States for 
jobs; and 

(4) promotes conversation about ways the 
national registered apprenticeship system 
can continue to respond to workforce chal- 
lenges in the 21st century: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, That the Senate designates the 
week beginning November 2, 2015, as ‘‘Na- 
tional Apprenticeship Week”. 


EEE 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on No- 
vember 4, 2015, at 10 a.m., in room SR- 
253 of the Russell Senate Office Build- 
ing to conduct a hearing entitled ‘‘Zero 
Stars: How Gagging Honest Reviews 
Harms Consumers and the Economy.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on November 4, 2015, at 10 a.m., 
to conduct a hearing entitled “U.S. 
Policy in North Africa.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 

GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on November 4, 2015, at 10 a.m. to con- 
duct a hearing entitled ‘‘The Value of 
Education Choices for Low-Income 
Families: Reauthorizing the D.C. Op- 
portunity Scholarship Program.”’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on November 4, 2015, at 10 a.m., in 
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room SD-226 of the Dirksen Senate Of- 
fice Building, to conduct a hearing en- 
titled “Nominations.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT, AGENCY ACTION, 

FEDERAL RIGHTS, AND FEDERAL COURTS 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, Subcom- 
mittee on Oversight, Agency Action, 
Federal Rights, and Federal Courts be 
authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on November 4, 2015, at 2 
p.m., in room SH-216 of the Hart Sen- 
ate Office Building, to conduct a hear- 
ing entitled ‘“‘Justice Forsaken: How 
the Federal Government Fails the 
American Victims of Iranian and Pal- 
estinian Terrorism.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EEE 
PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 


Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that my intern, 
Peter Narby, be granted the privileges 
of the floor for the balance of the day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. WARREN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Joshua 
Delaney, a staff member in my office, 
be granted floor privileges for the re- 
mainder of this session of Congress. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


NATIONAL APPRENTICESHIP WEEK 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of S. Res. 306, submitted earlier 
today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 306) designating the 
week beginning November 2, 2015, as ‘‘Na- 
tional Apprenticeship Week.” 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the reso- 
lution be agreed to, the preamble be 
agreed to, and the motions to recon- 
sider be considered made and laid upon 
the table with no intervening action or 
debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

(The resolution, with its preamble, is 
printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub- 
mitted Resolutions.’’) 
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ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, 
NOVEMBER 5, 2015 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until 9:30 a.m., Thursday, No- 
vember 5; that following the prayer and 
pledge, the morning hour be deemed 
expired, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, and the time for the 
two leaders be reserved for their use 
later in the day; further, that following 
leader remarks, the Senate resume 
consideration of the motion to proceed 
to H.R. 2685, with the time until 11 a.m. 
equally divided in the usual form; fi- 
nally, that the cloture vote with re- 
spect to the motion to proceed to H.R. 
2685 occur at 11 a.m. tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be- 
fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that it stand adjourned under the 
previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 6:11 p.m., adjourned until Thursday, 
November 5, 2015, at 9:30 a.m. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


The House met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania). 


a 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
November 4, 2015. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable GLENN 
THOMPSON to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

PAUL D. RYAN, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


EE 


MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of Janu- 
ary 6, 2015, the Chair will now recog- 
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 

The Chair will alternate recognition 
between the parties, with each party 
limited to 1 hour and each Member 
other than the majority and minority 
leaders and the minority whip limited 
to 5 minutes, but in no event shall de- 
bate continue beyond 11:50 a.m. 


a 
THIRTY-EIGHT PERCENT OF THE 
COUNTRY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 


Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to congratulate the House 
of Representatives, the Republican 
Conference, and my friend PAUL RYAN 
for his election to be Speaker of the 
House. Those on the other side of the 
aisle are lucky to have him. 

It is sad that he had to promise Mem- 
bers of his Conference in writing to not 
address a national issue on behalf of 
the American people. He had to swear 
that he would not allow a vote on im- 
migration reform as long as President 
Obama, well, is President Obama. The 
new Speaker had to promise to put 
party unity ahead of national public 
policy in order to be elected Speaker. 

One of my colleagues from Alabama, 
who was so vehement in his opposition 
to immigration, came to the floor last 
week to read Speaker RYAN’s pledge 
into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

So the Congress that did nothing on 
immigration reform for the last 2 years 
will do nothing for the remainder of 
the President’s term. It is really stun- 


ning. You must promise to do nothing 
in order to be Speaker of the House of 
Representatives. 

Maybe those on the other side of the 
aisle will come up with a new oath of 
office for leadership positions: Raise 
your right hand and repeat after me, 
they will say. I swear I will not let 
anything happen on my watch. I will 
faithfully uphold and defend the prin- 
ciples of the do-nothing Congress and 
pledge allegiance to the do-nothingness 
for which it stands; that I will ignore 
all cries for help, no matter how loud 
from the American people; that I will 
not let public policy get in the way of 
party politics; and that party unity is 
more important than the United States 
of America, so help me Tea Party. 

Why would one faction within the 
Republican Party demand a promise 
from the new Speaker that he not 
bring up any immigration legislation 
to the floor? Because the opponents of 
immigration and immigration reform 
would lose. They must demand from 
the Speaker that the majority not rule 
in the House of Representatives be- 
cause the opponents of immigration 
know they are actually the minority. 

This is a telling moment for the Re- 
publican Party, and it is not confined 
to immigration. The majority of the 
country supports Planned Parenthood 
continuing to provide basic health 
services and contraception to women. 
But playing to a smaller segment of 
their base, Republicans threaten to 
close down the government in order to 
block its funding. They want the mi- 
nority to rule, and they want the tail 
to wag the dog. 

On the environment, in the wake of 
decades of scientific evidence that 
human beings have helped to cause cli- 
mate change, what is the Republican 
response? Do nothing. It is a liberal 
hoax, they say. We can buy another 
beach house farther inland when the 
beach house is, well, farther inland. 

Members on the other side of the 
aisle celebrate the antics of a county 
clerk who refuses to follow the law and 
do her job, which includes issuing mar- 
riage licenses to two men or two 
women who want to spend their lives 
together. 

Maybe House Republicans think they 
are standing on principle, but the ma- 
jority of the country has been fighting 
against exclusion, second-class treat- 
ment, and bigotry for decades. The rest 
of us have embraced equality. We sup- 
port voting rights, the same pay for 
the same work, and police in commu- 
nities that protect and serve, not just 
stop and frisk. 


This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 


Here in Congress, aS we saw last 
week with the discharge petition to 
preserve the Export-Import Bank, 
sometimes the majority can break the 
gridlock of this minority and actually 
take action. 

AS we saw last week on the bipar- 
tisan budget and debt ceiling vote, 
sometimes Republican leaders take ac- 
tion for the good of the country, de- 
spite the calls from the do-nothing cau- 
cus, well, to do nothing. 

On all these matters, do nothingness 
comes with a cost. It is the cost of de- 
ported immigrants, and businesses that 
cannot hire people legally, of women 
who are denied lifesaving health 
screenings, honoring families as first- 
class citizens no matter who heads 
them, a cleaner planet, and safer neigh- 
borhoods. 

There is a political cost as well. A 
colleague from South Carolina summed 
it up in the documentary ‘‘Immigra- 
tion Battle” on PBS Frontline, which I 
also appeared in. Addressing a group of 
Republican voters in his district, Con- 
gressman MICK MULVANEY said, ‘‘At 
some point, we are going to have to fig- 
ure out that if you take the entire Af- 
rican American community and write 
them off, take the entire Hispanic com- 
munity and write them off, take the 
entire Libertarian community and 
write them off, take the entire gay 
community and write them off, what is 
left? About 38 percent of the country.” 
The Congressman concludes by saying, 
“You cannot win with 38 percent of the 
country.” You want to know some- 
thing? He is right. 

We know from the environment, from 
the fight for marriage equality, the 
fight for civil rights, the fight to mod- 
ernize our immigration system, that 
taking no action is precisely the prob- 
lem. 

I think the new Speaker understands 
this, and someday I hope my colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle agree 
with him and let the majority rule in 
the people’s House. 


EEE 


THE AMERICAN CHESTNUT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Cos- 
TELLO of Pennsylvania). The Chair rec- 
ognizes the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. THOMPSON) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, today I rise to recognize 
the efforts in Pennsylvania and Penn- 
sylvania’s Fifth Congressional District 
to reintroduce the American chestnut 
tree. 

Before the 1900s, the American chest- 
nut was the dominant tree in the east- 
ern United States. In fact, in my home 
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State of Pennsylvania, it comprised 
roughly 25 percent of all hardwoods. 
Blight struck these trees beginning in 
1904, and by 1950, the American chest- 
nut was nearly wiped out of our forests. 

Mr. Speaker, efforts over the past 
several years have focused on reintro- 
ducing this hardwood, the American 
chestnut, by making it more resilient 
to blight. I am proud to say that re- 
introduction efforts are taking place at 
several sites in Pennsylvania’s Fifth 
Congressional District in Centre Coun- 
ty, Clinton County, and Elk County. 

This past week, the Pennsylvania 
State University’s chapter of the 
American Chestnut Foundation held 
its annual meeting, highlighting the 
work of researchers, along with the 
contributions of volunteers, to the re- 
introduction of the American chestnut. 

As chairman of the House Agri- 
culture Subcommittee on Conservation 
and Forestry, I commend those advo- 
cates for their dedication, their re- 
search, their efforts to the reintroduc- 
tion of this species; and I look forward 
to lending my support for bringing the 
American chestnut back. 


EE 


CLIMATE CHANGE AND 
BIODIVERSITY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. QUIGLEY) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Speaker, John 
Muir, a naturalist, author, and envi- 
ronmental philosopher, once said, 
“When we try to pick out anything by 
itself, we find it hitched to everything 
else in the universe.’’ This couldn’t be 
truer when it comes to the effect cli- 
mate change is having on the biodiver- 
sity of our planet. 

We can’t solve the climate change 
crisis without realizing how inter- 
connected its impacts truly are. The 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change has predicted, assuming that 
current trends in burning fossil fuel 
continue, by the year 2100, the surface 
of the Earth will warm on an average 
of 6 degrees Celsius. That kind of po- 
tential for rapid and lasting climate 
warming poses a significant challenge 
for biodiversity conservation. 

It may seem obvious, but the places 
that plants and animals can exist are 
limited by factors such as sunlight, 
precipitation, and temperature. A polar 
bear can’t exist in Brazil, just as a lion 
can’t exist in Antarctica. You won’t 
find palm trees in Greenland, just like 
you won’t find pine trees in Argentina. 

So, as climate changes, the abun- 
dance and distribution of plants and 
animals will also change. Climate 
change alone is expected to threaten 
approximately one-quarter, possibly 
more, of all species on land with ex- 
tinction by the year 2050. That means 
climate change will surpass habitat 
loss as the biggest threat to life on 
land. 
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Because of climate change, birds lay 
eggs earlier in the year, plants bloom 
earlier, and mammals come out of hi- 
bernation sooner. These changes may 
sound insignificant, but they dras- 
tically impact the life cycle of each 
population and, therefore, any species 
that rely on it. We are literally alter- 
ing the timeline of nature. 

The need to protect plant and ani- 
mals species might not be a top pri- 
ority for some of my colleagues, but I 
urge them to consider the other im- 
pacts. Twelve plant species provide ap- 
proximately 75 percent of our total 
food supply. What is not generally ap- 
preciated is that these relatively few 
species depend on hundreds and thou- 
sands of other species for their produc- 
tivity. 

Our food supply is not only based on 
the food we eat, but insects and birds 
that pollinate crop flowers and feed on 
crop pests. For example, more than 80 
percent of the 264 crops grown in the 
European Union depend on insect polli- 
nators. 

A lack of biodiversity can lead to a 
decreased ability to produce medicine, 
as key plants are lost to extinction. 
And without specific plants, such as 
grasses and trees that have evolved to 
resist the spread of wildfires or miti- 
gate the impacts of flooding, we are 
losing a key shield in protecting 
against natural disasters. These are na- 
ture’s defenders, and we are losing 
them. 

In my own backyard, these climate 
changes are expected to impact re- 
gional biodiversity in a variety of di- 
rect and indirect ways. The Chicago 
wilderness, which expands across Illi- 
nois, Indiana, Wisconsin, and Michigan, 
will likely experience changes in the 
timing of natural events, such as 
blooming, migration, and the onset of 
hibernation. It could also cause a loss 
of suitable habitat and a disruption of 
ecological communities due to dif- 
ferent responses to climate change. 

These impacts are not limited to our 
land, plants, and animals. Changes in 
biodiversity will have significant im- 
pacts on our waterways as well. In the 
Great Lakes, native plant and animal 
species will differ wildly in their re- 
sponses to changing stream tempera- 
ture and hydrology. Wetland plant 
communities are continually adapting 
to changing water levels. However, the 
extreme changes we see as a result of 
climate changes, such as droughts and 
flooding, create more unstable environ- 
ments for species. 

Protecting our biodiversity does 
more than save plants and animals. It 
protects agriculture, medicine, and the 
overall safety of our communities. 

From the beginning of time, nature 
has fed us, cured us and protected us. 
Now it is our turn. If we let one piece 
fail, we are putting the entire system 
at risk. We need to protect plant and 
animal species from an ever-changing 
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climate if we want to secure a healthy 
and prosperous future for our children. 

I urge my colleagues to stop ignoring 
the science and support Federal legis- 
lation that acts on climate change and 
addresses these grave biological 
threats. 


et 
PERSONAL FAITH 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. FORBES) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, today as I 
stand on this great floor, a place that 
we call the people’s House, I look 
across and there is a plaque of Moses, 
the great law-giver. While he may not 
be staring me in the eye, he stares at 
every Speaker, who stands where you 
stand today, directly in the eye. Right 
above you, there is our national motto 
that is even above the flag of the 
United States that says, ‘“‘In God we 
trust.” 

I come here this morning because in 
the State of Washington in Bremerton 
School District, they take a different 
interpretation of that motto. You see, 
they believe there that you can trust 
in God as long as you don’t trust too 
much; that you can be grateful to that 
God as long as you are not too grateful. 

Last week, they put on administra- 
tive leave a young football coach, 
Coach Joe Kennedy, not because he 
molested a child, not because he wasn’t 
a winning football coach, not even be- 
cause he didn’t have good service—be- 
cause everyone agreed he had exem- 
plary service for the last 8 years—but 
the reason was simply because he dared 
to offer a personal, private prayer at 
the conclusion of a football game 
thanking God for protecting his play- 
ers and the players on the other foot- 
ball team. 

Now, the Bremerton School District 
is very noble because they say Coach 
Kennedy can exercise his faith even 
while on duty as long as no one else 
can see it. 

Mr. Speaker, as the Bremerton 
School District cites cases, they do 
like so many anti-faith groups do. 
They cite the cases, but it is just that 
those cases don’t apply to the facts in 
this particular situation at all. 

This coach is not asking to pray with 
students at a mandatory pregame 
meeting. He is asking for his freedom 
to quietly and personally offer prayer 
and thanks for his team and the safety 
of his players after the game is over 
and the players are heading to greet 
their families and friends in the stands. 

As a Member of Congress, my faith is 
not some kind of coat that I take off 
when I walk into the Capitol Building 
to perform my legislative duties. And 
as a coach, Coach Kennedy’s faith is 
not something he sheds when he walks 
onto the field. 

The Constitution doesn’t require you 
to be sequestered to a private room out 
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of sight and earshot to offer a prayer. 
It protects the right of an individual to 
visibly express his or her faith, just 
like it protects the right of a Muslim 
teacher to wear her head scarf or a 
Jewish teacher to wear his yarmulke. 
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Mr. Speaker, that is why I rise today, 
because I hope all across this country 
Americans will stand with Coach Ken- 
nedy, as we do today, and, in so doing, 
send a message to the Bremerton 
School District in the State of Wash- 
ington that when they trample on even 
one young football coach’s religious 
liberties and religious freedom, they 
trample on the religious freedom and 
the religious liberty of all of us. 


—— 


HONORING JOHN CUSHING 
ESTY, JR. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut (Ms. Esty) for 5 minutes. 

Ms. ESTY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to celebrate and reflect on the life of a 
great man, John Cushing Esty, Jr., an 
education leader, a reformer, a man of 
intellect, wit, and joy, a devoted family 
man, and my beloved father-in-law of 
31 years. 

John Cushing Esty was the oldest of 
four boys. He was a ham radio operator 
and built radios. He learned languages, 
was a gifted student, a lover of edu- 
cation and words, and he lived a life de- 
voted to excellence in education. He 
was committed to educational oppor- 
tunity, although he attended some of 
the most elite private schools in the 
country. But as a leader of those 
schools, he pushed them into the mod- 
ern era. 

In the Air Force, during the Korean 
war era, he taught flight nurses—hun- 
dreds at a time—not, as he said, ex- 
actly tough duty. 

As a young dean at Amherst College, 
I learned about his commitment to 
equal opportunity for all students from 
none other than my physician in the 
1990s, a man named Marshall Holley, an 
African American scholarship student 
in the 1950s, one of three students in 
his class at Amherst College. He got in 
trouble for having told off a professor, 
a professor who he believed to be rac- 
ist. He risked losing his scholarship 
when he received a failing grade. 

He was sent to see my father-in-law. 
My father-in-law, as a young dean, 
said: You know, Marshall, you weren’t 
wrong to tell him off. He was wrong to 
treat you that way, but you were un- 
wise to tell him off before you got your 
final grade. I will fix your grade, but 
you have to be wiser in the future. 

As headmaster of the Taft School in 
my district, Watertown, Connecticut, 
in the 1960s—a tumultuous time—John 
Esty led as an education leader, but he 
also led in the cause of what at the 
time was quaintly called coeducation. 
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Much over the objection of many alum- 
ni, some of the present students and 
faculty, he pushed for coeducation, and 
successfully so. He did it because he 
knew that educational opportunity and 
excellence could only happen when op- 
portunities were provided for young 
women as well as young men. 

As a trustee of Amherst College, his 
alma mater, he successfully fought for 
that institution to become coeduca- 
tional over the objection of, among 
others, his own father. 

As a reformer, as the head of the Na- 
tional Association of Independent 
Schools, he helped create a program 
called A Better Chance. That took his 
commitment to equal opportunity for 
young men and women of disadvan- 
taged backgrounds to lead to a na- 
tional effort in scholarship programs 
around this country. 

One of those examples of A Better 
Chance scholar is Governor Deval Pat- 
rick of Massachusetts, who credits his 
time as A Better Chance scholar at 
Milton Academy having transformed 
his life from the south side of Chicago 
to become one of this country’s lead- 
ers. Similar scholarships also were 
adopted in other schools around the 
country, including one Punahou School 
in Hawaii, whose scholarship student 
Barack Obama graduated in 1979. 

My father-in-law devoted his life to 
excellence in education, but he lived 
the life as well. Not only did he care 
about excellent education in private 
schools, but he fought for it in public 
schools. He served on the elected board 
of education in his town of Concord, 
Massachusetts, and all four of his sons 
went to public schools. 

He was a man of merriment and wit 
and joy. He loved learning. We first 
met in 1978 and bonded over an argu- 
ment over the correct pronunciation of 
a word. In classic John Esty style, he 
went to the dictionary that was in the 
dining room, and we looked up the 
word. I happened to be right. I don’t re- 
member the word. He doesn’t, either. 
But I pronounced it correctly, and he 
knew that we had bonded for life. 

He loved children, especially his 
grandchildren. He told them amazing 
stories often, getting them so worked 
up they wouldn’t go to bed, but they 
loved his story, especially Jimmy 
Bond, the young James Bond stories, 
which would have them in delights. 

John, you will be loved and missed by 
Katherine Esty, your wife of 60 years, 
and all four of your sons: my husband, 
Dan; my brother-in-law, Paul, and his 
wife, Vanda; my brother-in-law, Ben, 
and his wife, Raquel; my brother-in- 
law, Jed, and his wife, Andrea; the 
many grandchildren: Sarah, Thomas, 
Jonathan, Marc, Julie, Victor, Jonah, 
Maya, Aliya, and Asher. 

You shared your love of life, of 
music, of stories, of education, and of 
making a difference with all of us. You 
lived a full 87 years, a committed serv- 
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ant of this great country, a believer in 
educational opportunity, and a gift for 
joy. You will be greatly missed. Thank 
you, and Godspeed, John Esty. 


Ee 


PEACE OFFICERS ARE A CUT 
ABOVE THE REST 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. POE) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, re- 
cently a Hollywood filmmaker joined 
protesters and marched in an anti- 
police rally in New York City. 

He referred to peace officers as mur- 
derers. His hateful rhetoric called for 
violence against law enforcement, say- 
ing: “I have to call a murderer a mur- 
derer, and I have to call a murder a 
murder,” adding that he is on the side 
of the ones who confront and are con- 
fronted by police. His comments en- 
courage mischief and crimes against 
peace officers. 

For the haters to justify lawlessness 
in response to perceived lawless acts by 
the police is idiotic. Bad cops, like bad 
citizens, should face a judge in a court 
of law. However, communities cannot 
be burned, looted, or destroyed by cop 
haters because some police officer al- 
legedly committed a crime. Nor can 
crimes against police be encouraged, 
tolerated, or justified because some 
other officer is accused of doing some- 
thing improper. Otherwise, there is 
mob rule. 

The filmmaker, whose occupation is 
dedicated to the fake, the false, and to 
fiction, made comments 1 week after 
New York City lost one of its finest. 
Officer Randolph Holder was gunned 
down—really, he was assassinated by a 
ruthless outlaw—and he was recently 
buried. The filmmaker’s self-righteous 
indignation toward law enforcement 
only fuels the fire and the war on po- 
lice. It promotes anarchy, chaos, and 
lawlessness. 

The war on police has resulted in the 
death of 31 police officers killed in the 
line of duty this year, 31 officers who 
gave their life and their blood to pro- 
tect and serve the rest of us. Cop hat- 
ers ought to be ashamed. 

The New York police union has called 
for a boycott of the Hollywood film- 
maker’s films which, interestingly 
enough, are riddled with extreme vio- 
lence, racist remarks, and more hate 
toward police. 

It is ironic, Mr. Speaker, that society 
expects police officers to protect them, 
but they will be the first to criticize of- 
ficers for doing their job. 

Officers defend the thin blue line be- 
tween law and the lawless. Their job is 
dangerous. Every day peace officers 
run toward chaos that everyone else is 
running away from. 

Mr. Speaker, in my past life I was a 
criminal court judge and a prosecutor 
in Houston, Texas. For 30 years I met 
peace officers from all over the coun- 
try. Some of those officers I met were 
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later killed. I know peace officers from 
New York City, and after we get 
through the communication barrier— 
as Churchill said, we are separated by a 
common language—I have found them 
generally to be remarkable people who 
do society’s dirty work. 

Those peace officers in New York are 
constantly on the job, rooting out the 
evil in New York City, while protecting 
and serving New Yorkers. They go into 
the dark dens where crime dwells and 
arrest those who would do harm to oth- 
ers. They have a thankless job that 
most people in America would never 
do. 

Mr. Speaker, this isn’t Hollywood. 
This is real life, where situations can 
turn violent in an instant. There is no 
fake blood, makeup, or actors. These 
lives are real. 

Antipolice comments, like these 
from Hollywood, should be looked at 
for really what they are. It is a com- 
mercial by the Hollywood film crowd 
to make money off of films that preach 
hate and violence by pandering to po- 
lice haters. 

Mr. Speaker, peace officers wear the 
badge or shield or star over their heart. 
It is symbolic by where it is placed. As 
a protector from the evils that are 
committed in our society by protecting 
the rest of us, they stand between us 
and those who would do us harm. 

When I was a kid back in Texas, my 
dad and I went to a parade in a small 
town called Temple. As the parade was 
going by, my dad noticed that I was 
looking at a person who was standing 
on the corner. He wasn’t in the parade. 
He was just watching what was taking 
place. It was a local Temple police offi- 
cer. Back in those days they didn’t 
really have uniforms. They wore a 
white shirt, a star, and a cowboy hat, 
and jeans. 

My dad commented at that time, he 
said: “If you are ever in trouble, if you 
ever need help, go to the man or 
woman who wears the badge because 
they are a cut above the rest of us.”’ 

That statement was true then, and it 
is still true today. Mr. Speaker, peace 
officers are a cut above the rest of us. 

And that is just the way it is. 


— 


WE MUST SERVE OUR VETERANS 
AS THEY HAVE SERVED US 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ) for 5 
minutes. 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor all the men and women who have 
courageously served this country and 
who continue to sacrifice in order to 
preserve the values and the freedoms of 
our great Nation. 

In 1919, President Wilson spoke the 
following words as he commemorated 
Armistice Day, better known to us all 
as Veterans Day, for the very first 
time: 
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“To us in America, the reflections of 
Armistice Day will be filled with sol- 
emn pride in the heroism of those who 
died in the country’s service and with 
gratitude for the victory.” 

Now, of course, that was 1919, and it 
was a day when Americans reflected on 
the lives which were lost during World 
War I, “the war to end all wars.” How- 
ever, then came World War II and 
America’s engagement in Korea. Con- 
gress voted to redesignate November 11 
as Veterans Day in honor of all our 
veterans from all our wars. 

Today, of course, there are over 1.4 
million men and women in Active 
Duty, many of whom have completed 
multiple deployments in areas of the 
world where there is mass chaos, which 
is foreign to many of our young serv- 
icemembers. Unfortunately, these serv- 
icemembers bring this chaos home, 
both physically and mentally. 

Here are some staggering numbers 
from a recent report by the University 
of Southern California: 

Over two-thirds of today’s veterans 
report difficulties adjusting to civilian 
life. 

Nearly 8 in 10 servicemembers leave 
the military without a job lined up. 

In the area I represent, in Orange 
County, nearly a quarter of the vet- 
erans with jobs are earning at or below 
the poverty level. 

These numbers, 
very unacceptable. 

In 2014, an estimate of almost 50,000 
veterans were living in shelters, on the 
streets, or in other places not meant 
for human population. This is 11 per- 
cent of the adult homeless population. 
According to a number of studies, both 
male and female veterans are more 
likely to be homeless than their non- 
veteran counterparts. 

How does that make sense? These 
men and women are brave. They are 
skilled. They are critical thinkers. 
They are dedicated. They are loyal. 
They love their country. 

So what has gone wrong? We must 
not only commit to figuring out how 
we are failing these young men and 
women, but once we do, we have to be 
held responsible for providing the nec- 
essary resources to help them succeed 
outside of the military. 

I understand this is a significant 
commitment at a time of tight budgets 
and the changing nature of war, and 
that there is no one-size-fits-all solu- 
tion. In California, for example, there 
are 1.8 million veterans. We make up 8 
percent of the total U.S. veteran popu- 
lation. 

According to the State of California, 
California anticipates receiving an ad- 
ditional 30,000 discharged members of 
the armed services each year for the 
next several years. We have to be 
ready. We have to be ready for those 
30,000 veterans coming along and also 
with the 1.8 million who already exist 
in California. 


quite frankly, are 
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As these members have served their 
country, so must we serve them. Ac- 
cording to the Veterans Administra- 
tion, there are 22 suicides a day of our 
veterans. 
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We must once again look at the 
causes of that staggering number. We 
have identified post-traumatic stress 
disorder and traumatic brain injury as 
main triggers for suicide, et cetera, but 
we have got to do better. 

Twenty percent of new recruits will 
also be women. Fifteen percent of the 
14 million Active Duty forces are cur- 
rently women. And over 280,000 women 
have served in Iraq and Afghanistan. 
We have to do different things for 
women veterans because it is not the 
same as the needs of male veterans. 

As we all know, the VA must be 
looked at and we must make appro- 
priate changes to deal with the back- 
log, expedite disability claims, and to 
ensure that all veterans receive med- 
ical assistance in a timely manner. 

Lastly, we must protect what we 
fought hard to achieved for them: edu- 
cation when they return back. We must 
ensure that military educational bene- 
fits do not go to waste. 

Next Wednesday, once again, we cele- 
brate Veterans Day, and I urge my col- 
leagues to work with me to ensure that 
we can be proud in the services and the 
help that we give our veterans, just as 
they have been proud to serve all of us. 

God bless. 


ES 


IRAN SINCE THE DEAL—CONGRESS 
MUST STAY ENGAGED 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Kansas (Mr. POMPEO) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Speaker, just a lit- 
tle over 100 days ago, the Obama ad- 
ministration completed an agreement 
with Iran on their nuclear program. I 
strongly opposed the joint plan of ac- 
tion throughout its consideration in 
Congress. And indeed, Congress never 
approved the deal. 

Nothing since those 100 days have 
now passed lead me to have any dif- 
ferent view of the impact of that deal 
on the United States of America. And 
yet the President appears prepared to 
continue to implement the deal on its 
terms, at least as he understands it. 

And while media attention may have 
shifted away to other things, it is in- 
cumbent upon this body, the United 
States Congress, to remain vigilant 
and to ensure that America’s vital na- 
tional security interests are not dam- 
aged beyond repair in the execution of 
the Iran deal. 

Indeed, in those 100 days, it has be- 
come clear that this deal is so badly 
conceived and America’s position so 
muddled and the text so poorly drafted 
that the parties cannot even agree 
what they executed 100 days ago. 
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For example, Secretary Kerry, the 
principal negotiator on behalf of the 
United States and the P5+1, said on 
July 23 in front of the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee, ‘‘We will not vio- 
late the JCPOA if we use our authori- 
ties to impose sanctions on Iran for 
terrorism, human rights, missiles, or 
any other nonnuclear reason.” 

But, on October 21, Iran’s Supreme 
Leader, Ayatollah Khamenei, in a let- 
ter to President Rouhani ostensibly ap- 
proving the JCPOA, said, ‘‘Throughout 
the 8-year period, any imposition of 
sanctions at any level and under any 
pretext, including repetitive and fab- 
ricated pretexts of terrorism and 
human rights, on the part of any of the 
countries involved in the negotiation 
will constitute a violation of the 
JCPOA.” 

Members of Congress and the Amer- 
ican people were promised repeatedly 
that this deal was only about Iran’s nu- 
clear program, and that America’s abil- 
ity to implement sanctions based on 
Iran’s continued terrorist activities, 
ballistic missile ambitions, and other 
nonnuclear issues would not be im- 
peded. But it now appears that the only 
man in Iran whose interpretation mat- 
ters—the Ayatollah Khamenei—be- 
lieves 100 percent the reverse of that. 

This isn’t a small disagreement. This 
isn’t about where you put a semicolon 
or a comma. This isn’t a small tech- 
nical detail. This goes to the very 
heart of the deal between the P5+1 and 
the Iranian Republic. 

Iran’s refusal to abide by the written 
terms of the agreement as it relates to 
sanctions seems, on its face, to be an 
irresolvable conflict on a key issue— 
and Congress must lead. Congress must 
stand ready, willing, and unified in 
combating aggression by a regime who 
continues to view America as the 
“Great Satan,” and has been 
emboldened by this deal. 

Rather than moderate, the regime 
has continued to flout U.N. resolutions, 
kidnapped more Americans, and 
stepped up its efforts to dominate the 
region. Here are several examples. 

On July 24, 10 days after the JCPOA 
was announced, Iran’s chief exporter of 
terrorism, Quds Force Commander 
Qassem Soleimani, traveled to Moscow, 
in direct violation of a U.N. Security 
Council resolution. 

In September, it was reported that, 
in anticipation of sanctions relief, the 
Iranian regime has significantly in- 
creased funding for terrorist groups 
Lebanese Hezbollah and Hamas, two or- 
ganizations that have American blood 
on their hands. There is no doubt that 
these groups have turned their eyes to 
the West and to Israel as they seek to 
grow their deadly and destabilizing 
force in the Middle East, with no mod- 
eration, after they signed to this deal. 

On October 10, Iran successfully test- 
fired a next-generation ballistic mis- 
sile, capable of striking Israel, in an- 
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other clear violation of U.N. Security 
Council resolutions. 

And in just the last weeks, the re- 
gime kidnapped yet another American 
citizen without justification, Siamak 
Namazi, who joins Pastor Saeed 
Abedini, former Marine Amir Hekmati, 
and Washington Post reporter Jason 
Rezaian, in unjust captivity in Iran. 
There is every reason to believe there 
will be more. 

Iran has firmly set itself against 
American interests in Syria as well. A 
ground force of over 2,000 Iranian forces 
continues to fight against American in- 
terests in Syria, supporting dictator 
Bashar al-Assad, who our President has 
said repeatedly must go. 

I came to the floor today because it 
is the 36th anniversary of the Iranian 
hostage crisis back in 1979. Anyone who 
had hoped that the Iran deal with the 
United States would portend a new era 
of openness between Iran and the 
United States has been disappointed 
and jolted beyond all imagination in 
the past 100 days. 

The Iranian regime clearly intends to 
test our willingness in Congress to de- 
fend America’s interest by pushing the 
limits of the JCPOA, and beyond. Iran 
also intends to intensify their conflict 
with the West, imbued with a new le- 
gitimacy. It now has $150 billion. 

We, the Congress, have a duty to not 
let the passage of time, the loss of 
media interest, and the difficulty of 
the task to prevent us from protecting 
America’s interest Iran’s aggression— 
even if we must battle our own Presi- 
dent. 


EE 


CARE FOR ALL VETERANS ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. Ros- 
LEHTINEN). The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
COSTELLO) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania. 
Madam Speaker, as we look forward to 
celebrating Veterans Day on November 
11, let me just thank every man and 
woman serving in our military and 
every veteran for your service to our 
country. You represent and reflect the 
very best in our country’s values and 
ideals. 

This month, we also celebrate Na- 
tional Family Caregiver Month. Care- 
givers play a vital role, providing care 
and a sense of comfort and peace at 
trying times for Americans all over our 
country. 

While we recognize all caregivers, I 
rise today to specifically speak about 
individuals who dedicate their liveli- 
hood, love, and support to improving 
our veterans’ quality of life. 

Caregivers of veterans assist with 
personal care needs and support their 
daily activities, including mental and 
physical therapies, managing of fi- 
nances, transportation, and other es- 
sential duties. 

In 2010, Congress passed the Care- 
givers and Veterans Health Services 
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Act, marking the needed investment in 
supporting the family caregivers of our 
veterans by creating the VA Caregiver 
Support program. This law, while bene- 
ficial, limits eligibility of the program 
to post-9/11 veterans only. 

I believe we should not limit the care 
of a veteran based on their period of 
service, but instead make the program 
accessible to veterans of all service 
areas, particularly our elderly veterans 
and their caregivers who presently do 
not have the benefit. In an effort to 
open the program to all veterans, I 
joined Congresswoman ELIZABETH ESTY 
to introduce the CARE for All Veterans 
Act, H.R. 2894. 

Earlier this year, I attended a town 
hall at the Southeastern Veterans’ 
Center in Spring City, Chester County, 
where a Vietnam war veteran asked me 
why his caregiver could not have ac- 
cess to the support provided by the VA 
Caregiver Support program. 

I want to thank that veteran for rais- 
ing this issue. On behalf of the esti- 
mated 214,000 pre-9/11 veterans in Penn- 
sylvania, including 11,000 in my district 
alone, and veterans all across this 
country, I introduced the CARE for All 
Veterans Act with Congresswoman 
Esty. This legislation is a meaningful 
step to ensure our veterans receive the 
quality of care they need in the com- 
fort of their own home from their loved 
one. 

H.R. 2894 responsibly grows the pro- 
gram to create an equitable system for 
our Nation’s veterans and provide addi- 
tional assistance to primary family 
caregivers of eligible pre-9/11 veterans. 

A coalition of veterans groups sup- 
port the CARE for All Veterans Act, 
including the American Legion, Mili- 
tary Officers Association of America, 
Disabled American Veterans, 
AMVETS, Paralyzed Veterans of Amer- 
ica, Veterans of Foreign Wars, and 
VetsFirst. 

I encourage my colleagues to cospon- 
sor this legislation and, when the time 
comes, support this legislation on the 
House floor. Our focus must obviously 
be on making sure our veterans receive 
the care and services need. That means 
ensuring their loved ones and care- 
givers have the proper training, sup- 
port services, travel expenses, health 
care, and respite care to provide the 
best in-home care for veterans. All 
caregivers, no matter the age of the 
veteran they serve, should have access 
to the VA Caregiver Support program. 

During a month when we recognize 
Veterans Day, we must also take a mo- 
ment to recognize those who play an 
instrumental role in the life of a vet- 
eran: their caregivers. By passing this 
bill, we could make a big difference for 
the veteran and their caregiver. 

I am grateful to my constituents for 
bringing this need to my attention, and 
I call upon my colleagues to join me in 
this effort in supporting H.R. 2894. 
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DEFEATING ISIS AND 
PRESIDENT’S SYRIA STRATEGY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. YOUNG) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG of Indiana. Madam 
Speaker, I rise today on behalf of 
countless Hoosiers who are concerned 
for our troops. Like many Americans, 
we are increasingly dismayed by the 
Obama administration’s incoherent 
strategy to defeat ISIS and protect 
American interests around the world. 

As someone who served this country 
in the United States Marine Corps, and 
now as an elected Representative, I 
take seriously our responsibility here 
in Congress to demand war strategies 
that put American military personnel 
in a position to successfully complete 
their missions. This responsibility to 
our troops—to set them up for vic- 
tory—has contributed to a new level of 
frustration felt by many of us over 
President Obama’s disjointed foreign 
policy decisions in the Middle East. 

Just last Friday, without any input 
from Congress, and absent any form of 
public debate, a White House spokes- 
person announced to the world that 
President Obama was authorizing the 
deployment of U.S. special operators 
directly into the fray in Syria. 

Rather than hear it straight from our 
Commander in Chief, it took President 
Obama 3 full days to appear publicly 
and discuss his decision to escalate 
U.S. involvement and put more Amer- 
ican boots on the ground. 

On the one hand, I applaud the ad- 
ministration for any attempts to de- 
grade the capabilities of ISIS and sta- 
bilize a war-torn Syria. However, it re- 
mains unclear what these brave special 
operators have been asked to accom- 
plish. And, what strategy will enable a 
few dozen U.S. special operators to de- 
cisively drive ISIS from their strong- 
hold in Raqqa? 

To be clear, I know many of these 
valorous special operators personally. I 
am familiar with their remarkable 
ability to accomplish seemingly impos- 
sible missions, even with the odds 
stacked against them. But these war- 
riors are not magicians. They are not a 
magic elixir capable of turning the tide 
of a 4-year, multifaceted civil war. 
They must be empowered to win. 

President Obama tells us the U.S. 
mission is to degrade and defeat ISIS. 
But for that to succeed, he must ar- 
ticulate a broader strategy for the re- 
maining 15 months of his tenure as 
Commander in Chief. 

As it currently stands, limited air- 
strikes and a handful of special forces 
operators will not sufficiently empower 
the United States and our partners to 
initiate change in the region. 

Unfortunately, I fear that this marks 
yet another instance of the President 
dictating U.S. defense policy by pop- 
ular opinion. This is unfair to our men 
and women in uniform, their families, 
and it is unfair to all Americans. 
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My fervent hope is that during the 
close of this administration, a coher- 
ent, longer-term strategy is developed 
that empowers the greatest military in 
the world to protect American inter- 
ests and to bring stability to a region 
desperately in need of peace. 


EE 
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HONORING OUR VETERANS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. YOUNG) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today, aS we approach Veterans 
Day, to honor the brave men and 
women who have served our country in 
uniform. 

Now, earlier this year, I met with a 
group of young Iowans in Greenfield, 
Iowa, belonging to the Junior Opti- 
mists Club. They found a truly unique 
way to pay tribute to our Iowa vet- 
erans. 

The Sidey family owned and pub- 
lished the Free Press in Greenfield, 
Iowa, for over 125 years. The Free Press 
would publish in their newspaper let- 
ters Iowa servicemembers sent home to 
their families over the years. 

The Junior Optimists I met with 
went through the Sideys’ collection of 
letters from World War II from sol- 
diers. They picked out the ones they 
found most interesting or compelling 
and read them aloud at a Flag Day 
celebration that I was fortunate to at- 
tend. 

I want to share one here, and I will 
put some others in the RECORD here 
with my colleagues in the House of 
Representatives, and enshrine them in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD so that we, 
and future generations, may always re- 
member the very real and human 
struggles our men and women face as 
they leave their loved ones and family 
behind to bravely secure and serve our 
country with dignity, honor and dis- 
tinction. 

I would like to read one of these let- 
ters, written by Lieutenant Kenneth 
Eatinger of Adair County, Iowa. 

July 23, 1943. 

Dear Little Brother: 

I hope and trust you will be able to read 
this all by yourself, but if you can’t, mother 
will read it to you and you will be able to 
save it and read it yourself at a later date 
after you have learned to read better. 

Sonny, I know you miss me. I miss you 
too. It is too bad this war could not have 
been delayed a few more years so that I 
could have been with you a while longer and 
do all the things I had planned to do with 
you. But I suppose we must be brave and put 
those things off for now. 

If I could just get home once more to see 
you and all the folks again and have them 
meet my little wife and baby, I wouldn’t ask 
for anything more. 

When you are a little older, you will know 
why your brother had to leave home for so 
long. You know we have a big country and 
we have big ideals as to how people should 
live and enjoy the riches of it and how each 
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is born with equal rights to life, freedom, 
and the pursuit of happiness. 

Unfortunately, there are some countries in 
the world where they do not have these 
ideals, where a boy cannot grow up to be 
what he wants to be, with no limits on his 
opportunity to be a great man such as a 
great statesman or a businessman, a farmer, 
a soldier. 

Because there are many people in other 
countries who want to change our Nation, its 
ideals, its form of government and way of 
life, we must leave our homes and families to 
fight. 

When it is all over, your brother is going 
to bring his little family home to see you 
and Mom and Dad and Inez and all the rest. 
In the meantime, take good care of Mom and 
Dad and grow up to be a good boy and a good 
young man. 

Study hard when you are in school. Be a 
good leader in everything good in life. Be a 
good American, strive to win, but if you 
must lose, lose like a gentleman, and be a 
good sport. Don’t be a quitter, either in 
sports or in your business or profession when 
you grow up. 

Get all the education you can. Stay close 
to Mom and follow her advice. Obey her in 
everything, no matter how you may at times 
disagree. She knows what is best and will 
never let you down or lead you away from 
the right and honorable things of life. 

Little Brother, if I don’t come back, you 
will have to be Mom and Dad’s protectors 
when they get older because you will be the 
only one they have. You must grow up to 
take my place as well as your own in their 
life and heart. 

Last of all, don’t forget your brother. Pray 
for him to come back from this war, and if it 
is God’s will that he does not, be the kind of 
boy and man your brother wants you to be. 

Kiss Mother, Dad, and Inez for me every 
night. Goodbye for now, Little Brother. With 
love to you and all the family, Your Brother. 

Mr. Speaker, these are the words of a 
brave man, and they ring as true today 
as they did over 70 years ago when they 
were written. They embody the ideals 
of this great Nation and the ethos of 
our Armed Forces that have fought, 
sacrificed, and died for our country so 
that we can remain free. 

My friends and colleagues, next 
week, when we recognize these men 
and women on Veterans Day, look 
them in the eye and say, “Thank you.” 
For their bravery and sacrifices, they 
deserve our unwavering gratitude and 
respect. 

May God bless them, and may God 
bless these United States of America. 


r 


HONORING THE SERVICE OF 
WILLIAM “BRIT” KIRWAN 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Cos- 
TELLO of Pennsylvania). The Chair rec- 
ognizes the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. HOYER) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, first, I 
would say I was moved by the remarks 
of the gentleman who just spoke, and I 
know we all join him in his sentiments. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay trib- 
ute to an individual who has made a re- 
markable impact on higher education 
in this country and in my State. He has 
done that for more than a half a cen- 
tury. 
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William English ‘‘Brit’’ Kirwan re- 
tired at the end of the June as chan- 
cellor of the University System of 
Maryland. He served as chancellor for 
the past 12 years, and, during that 
time, he oversaw the period of growth, 
transformation, and achievement, 
which included the integration of on- 
line technology with course instruction 
and a 24 percent increase in enroll- 
ment. 

Dr. Kirwan’s lifetime of service to 
higher education, Mr. Speaker, began 
in his youth, which was spent on or 
around college campuses in Louisville 
and Lexington, Kentucky, and Dur- 
ham, North Carolina. 

His father, Dr. A.D. Kirwan, was an 
accomplished educator and college ad- 
ministrator as well, having written and 
lectured in history at the University of 
Kentucky and later served as dean and 
its president. 

Brit Kirwan followed in his father’s 
footsteps, luckily for all of us, attend- 
ing the University of Kentucky, and 
later pursuing his master’s and doc- 
torate in mathematics from Rutgers 
University in New Jersey. 

Dr. Kirwan came to the University of 
Maryland College Park in 1964, a year 
after I graduated. He came as an assist- 
ant professor of math. After 24 years 
teaching in the department, and having 
been elevated to the department chair, 
and then provost, Dr. Kirwan was se- 
lected as the president of the univer- 
sity in 1988. 

He led the university system of 
Maryland’s flagship campus for a dec- 
ade, before leaving to become president 
of The Ohio State University. 

I think I speak for all Marylanders 
when I say we were very happy when he 
came back to Maryland. I was a mem- 
ber of the Board of Regents at the 
time, and I remember participating in 
a meeting when we were searching for 
a new chancellor. 

I asked my colleagues, “If we could 
get Brit to come back, what would you 
think?” All of them were extraor- 
dinarily enthusiastic. 

So I called his house in Ohio, and his 
wife, Patty, answered, and I asked her 
if she and Brit would be interested in 
returning. Patty immediately replied 
they would both like to be closer to 
their grandchildren. Luckily, they 
were living in Maryland. 

I took that as a good sign and, a 
short time later, Brit was back as 
chancellor of the university system. He 
managed a network that serves over 
165,000 undergraduate and graduate stu- 
dents at 12 universities, two regional 
higher education centers, and one re- 
search center. It is the 12th largest uni- 
versity system in America. Under Dr. 
Kirwan’s leadership, it has become a 
national model for excellence in higher 
education, research, and applied inno- 
vation. 

Dr. Kirwan has been called upon by 
both Democratic and Republican Presi- 
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dents over the years to advise on issues 
relating to higher education access and 
performance. And certainly, he has 
been asked by United States Senators 
and Members of this House for his ad- 
vice and counsel as well. 

He has been committed, throughout 
his years as an administrator, Mr. 
Speaker, to the principle that edu- 
cation ought to be accessible to all, 
and it ought to be seen as a tool to help 
people enrich their lives for learning, 
while advancing their careers. Among 
his major priorities have been making 
the university campuses more diverse 
and making attending college more af- 
fordable. 

Under his leadership, the university 
system built partnerships with the pri- 
vate sector and the State and Federal 
Government in order to further the 
cause of advanced research and innova- 
tion that has practical application for 
economic growth and national defense. 

Last year, Mr. Speaker, I was proud 
to be on hand to inaugurate a new test 
site in southern Maryland for un- 
manned aircraft systems, which will 
help in the development of new aero- 
space technologies and bring business 
development and skilled jobs to that 
region. 

Dr. Kirwan has always understood 
that we need to do more to ensure that 
everyone who wants to pursue higher 
education can do so and that our col- 
leges and universities are helping to 
produce skilled innovators and work- 
ers. He knew that the university sys- 
tem was a partner in economic growth 
in our State and that university and 
academic institutions were partners in 
growing the U.S. economy. 

Mr. Speaker, I have had the pleasure 
of working closely with Dr. Kirwan for 
many years, and I have seen, firsthand, 
his passion for higher education, his re- 
spect for faculty and staff, and his love 
of students. 

Last week, I had the opportunity to 
participate in a ceremony to rededicate 
the University of Maryland mathe- 
matics building in honor of Dr. Brit 
Kirwan. That building, in which he 
taught mathematics, is now named in 
his honor for him. 

All of us, Mr. Speaker, have wit- 
nessed his determination to make the 
university system of Maryland a source 
of pride for our State and for our coun- 
try, and he has done so. 

He has been a man who is deeply de- 
voted to his wife, Patty, a wonderful 
woman, and their wonderful family and 
their community. Patty Kirwan is, her- 
self, an extraordinary partner in the 
success that she and Brit have both 
achieved. 

Mr. Speaker, Chancellor Brit Kirwan 
is a man of extraordinary intellect, vi- 
sion, understanding, compassion, char- 
acter, and principle. He has brought all 
of these traits to bear in all of the im- 
portant roles he performed throughout 
every endeavor in his life. 
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On behalf of all of us who live in our 
State but, indeed, on behalf of all the 
citizens of the United States whom he 
has advantaged in one way or another, 
I thank Dr. Kirwan for his leadership 
on behalf of the higher education for 
our State and for our country. 

Dr. Kirwan has stepped down as chan- 
cellor, but, Mr. Speaker, I know he will 
continue to lend all of his great talents 
to making higher education ever more 
effective and his country ever more 
successful. 

Well done, Doctor. 


EE 
TUBEROUS SCLEROSIS COMPLEX 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. FITZPATRICK) for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, tu- 
berous sclerosis complex, or TSC, is a 
genetic disease which causes tumors to 
form in organs throughout the body, 
impacting the health and abilities of 
those born with it. 

Nearly 50,000 Americans are affected 
by this condition, and many more cases 
remain undiagnosed because of lack of 
awareness or observable symptoms. 
For these individuals and their fami- 
lies, the fight against TSC is constant. 

But in the face of this adversity, 
those with TSC show us strength and 
determination, not only to survive, but 
to thrive; individuals like Evan Moss 
from Virginia. 

Evan was just 2 years old when he 
was diagnosed with TSC and, by age 4, 
was suffering up to 400 seizures a 
month because of his condition. But 
like so many with TSC, Evan’s story is 
not defined by this impact. Now 11 
years old, Evan is an accomplished au- 
thor and a passionate advocate for 
those living with TSC. 

As a member of the Congressional 
Rare Disease Caucus and honorary 
chair of the Tuberous Sclerosis Alli- 
ance, I am focused on shedding light on 
conditions like TSC and highlighting 
exceptional individuals like Evan. 

The fight against TSC extends far be- 
yond this Chamber, but each of us can 
play an important role in under- 
standing and, ultimately, defeating tu- 
berous sclerosis. 


————— 


PASSAGE OF THE 
TRANSPORTATION BILL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. NOLAN) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. NOLAN. Mr. Speaker, Members 
of the House, I would like to begin by 
thanking Chairman SHUSTER, chairman 
of the Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture Committee, and Ranking Member 
DEFAZIO, for bringing forth here to 
floor of the House a long-term trans- 
portation bill. 

It is the product of numerous hear- 
ings that have been held over the last 
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couple of years, and those hearings 
were interesting in that, universally, 
whether we were hearing from the head 
of the national Chamber of Commerce, 
or hearing from the head of the AFL- 
CIO and/or the trade unions that build 
our infrastructure, the message was al- 
ways the same. 


First of all, it was a recognition of 
the obvious: bridges are falling down, 
trains are coming off the track. It is 
tragic and costly in terms of dollars 
and loss of life. 


1100 


Secondly, it was pointed out by ev- 
erybody that this failure is handi- 
capping our economy—our ability to 
expand business, to create jobs, and to 
grow our economy. 


Thirdly, everyone testified that we 
need a long-term surface transpor- 
tation legislation so that States, com- 
munities, and our Federal transpor- 
tation officials can do the kind of plan- 
ning that is necessary to build the kind 
of transportation system that is needed 
for a strong economy. 


Lastly, I want to point out that this 
legislation before us here today is the 
product of what has come to be known 
as regular order; namely, the process 
where important legislation for the 
country is brought before the appro- 
priate committees and the committees 
and all the members of that committee 
have an opportunity to offer any ideas, 
any amendments that they want that 
they think will improve, in this case, 
our surface transportation system. 


The fact of the matter is we have 
hundreds of amendments, and that 
committee, on which I am proud to 
serve, examined and considered every 
single one of those amendments. 


Mr. Speaker, it is important to re- 
mind ourselves here that democracy is 
a long, arduous, and difficult process, 
but when you allow the members of a 
committee who have spent enormous 
amounts of time getting smart and 
knowledgeable about the responsibil- 
ities of that committee to come to- 
gether, to offer their ideas, to have 
them thoroughly examined, and to 
have them thoroughly debated is how 
you find common ground. That is how 
you come together. That is how you 
build and develop respect for one an- 
other, and that is what has happened in 
the development of this surface trans- 
portation bill that we have before us 
here today. 


Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the com- 
mittee, and I congratulate the Con- 
gress for recognizing how important 
and how valuable regular order can be 
to the process of restoring people’s con- 
fidence in the ability of the Congress of 
the United States to fix things, get 
things done, and end the gridlock. 
Thank you, my fellow colleagues. 
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REFORMING OUR CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE SYSTEM 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. DOLD) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DOLD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to talk about an issue that we don’t 
talk about nearly enough. Our coun- 
try’s imperfect criminal justice system 
is affecting not only the people in my 
district but also communities all 
across our Nation. 

Every year the Federal Government 
spends more than a half trillion dollars 
on anti-poverty programs. The num- 
bers show that these initiatives have 
not solved the problem. Today there 
are nearly 50 million Americans living 
in poverty. Over the last decade, the 
number of Americans living in our Na- 
tion’s most impoverished commu- 
nities—where at least 40 percent of the 
families live below the poverty line— 
has nearly doubled to a historic high of 
14 million. 

Meanwhile, the United States prison 
and jail population has reached an all- 
time high, and the number of people on 
probation and parole has literally dou- 
bled. This is not a coincidence, but the 
numbers don’t even begin to tell the 
real story. 

Solving this problem requires mean- 
ingful action and change—two things I 
would argue that Washington does not 
do so well. But rather than sitting idly 
by and waiting for Washington to get 
its act together, I have already begun 
taking action back home in Illinois’ 
10th Congressional District. 

I have worked with community-level 
programs that have helped give people 
the tools that they need to be able to 
lift themselves out of poverty, brought 
in national leaders to tour our social 
service organizations across our dis- 
trict, and learned about the unique 
ways that these organizations are 
fighting poverty and working for crimi- 
nal justice reform on the local level. 

Recently I had the privilege to intro- 
duce Bob Woodson to a few of the in- 
spiring local leaders who are working 
on these issues. The more time that I 
spend talking with various community 
leaders, the more painfully obviously 
the need to implement reforms to this 
system becomes. 

One of the inspiring local groups 
working to fix some of the problems in 
our district is FIST. It stands for 
Former Inmates Striving Together in 
Waukegan. FIST works with the com- 
munity to help individuals that are re- 
entering society get what they need to 
reenter the workforce. It is no secret, 
Mr. Speaker, that most ex-convicts, 
sadly, end up back in prison after serv- 
ing jail time. This organization, as well 
as others, is trying to change that 
trend by sharing positive stories and 
offering a judgment-free zone for indi- 
viduals to get back up on their feet. 

Far too often, Mr. Speaker, the suc- 
cess stories that these organizations 
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have do not get told, and, in fact, are 
kept a secret. Bob Woodson said, ‘‘Peo- 
ple are motivated to change and im- 
prove when they are shown victories 
that are possible, not injuries to be 
avoided.” 

One inspiring young man we had the 
privilege to meet was Darrell McBride 
from Waukegan. He took the time to 
tell us about the journey that he took 
to get to where he is today, and that 
story bears repeating. Darrell spent 8 
years in prison, which left him with 
limited resources and educational op- 
portunities. He knew that he needed a 
job and direction after he was released, 
or the statistics would suggest that he 
would find himself back in prison. He 
turned to YouthBuild Lake County, 
and since graduating from the pro- 
gram, he has earned a construction cer- 
tificate and, most importantly, has 
landed a job. 

Mr. Speaker, it is this kind of help 
that we should be encouraging all to 
begin to promote within our commu- 
nities. Thousands like Darrell would 
benefit greatly from criminal justice 
reform. While I know that this situa- 
tion cannot simply be fixed in Wash- 
ington, I certainly hope that we can 
help. One way in which I am trying to 
help is by cosponsoring and working 
for the passage of the Fair Chance Act 
introduced by my friend from Mary- 
land, Representative ELIJAH CUMMINGS. 
This legislation would ‘‘ban the box” 
for Federal agencies, prohibiting them 
from asking prospective government 
employees about their criminal justice 
histories on job applications. 

Potential employees should not use 
criminal history to screen out appli- 
cants before they have a chance to look 
at their qualifications. This policy 
would enable almost 20 million people 
to have a second chance and the oppor- 
tunity to sell themselves to potential 
employers and make a positive con- 
tribution to our country. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to deal with 
what leads people to end up in prison 
to begin with. We can do this by imple- 
menting positive strategies and inno- 
vations such as the use of body cam- 
eras for police officers to fight crime 
and to improve transparency and ac- 
countability. 

Put simply, we need to end the era of 
mass incarceration, and this means re- 
forming the mandatory minimum sen- 
tencing, among other policies. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that going for- 
ward we can work with groups to pro- 
mote the success stories to help to em- 
power individuals trying to turn their 
lives around and to work with local 
communities to reduce the rate of in- 
carceration. Unfortunately, there is 
still a long way to go until this prob- 
lem is solved, but I would like to thank 
organizations like FIST and 
YouthBuild for the great work that 
they are doing in Illinois’ 10th Congres- 
sional District. 
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RELIGIOUS LIBERTY IN AMERICA 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Mississippi (Mr. PALAZZO) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. PALAZZO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
express my concern over recent events 
taking place in my home State and 
around our Nation that tear at the fab- 
ric of our country’s First Amendment 
right to freedom of religion. 

Time and again we have seen in- 
stances in which an individual’s right 
to practice his or her faith has been 
subordinated to the sensibilities of in- 
dividuals who do not share their faith 
in God. 

In Mississippi, we saw it in August 
when a high school band from Brandon, 
Mississippi, was forbidden from playing 
the hymn “How Great Thou Art” at a 
football game. We saw it in September 
in Lamar County as a teacher was ridi- 
culed and disciplined for posting a vol- 
untary prayer list in her classroom. 

Just last week, I, along with 45 other 
Members, joined Congressman FORBES 
and Senator LANKFORD in support of 
Coach Kennedy of Bremerton High 
School in Washington State. Coach 
Kennedy’s 8-year tradition of walking 
to the 50-yard line after the conclusion 
of football games to say a quiet prayer 
was banned last month due to the 
school district’s concern that his ac- 
tions could be construed as an endorse- 
ment of religion. 

Recently we have even seen a Marine 
Corps base in Hawaii come under fire 
for having a road sign read, ‘‘God bless 
the military, their families, and the 
citizens who work with them.” Wow, 
even our United States Marines are at- 
tacked for exercising their faith. 

Mr. Speaker, opponents of religious 
freedom have been energized by recent 
decisions made by the United States 
Supreme Court as well as lower courts, 
both of which have placed the cultural 
views of a small group ahead of the 
thoughts, feelings, and rights of the 
vast majority of Americans. 

Judicial activism at all levels of the 
Federal judiciary has resulted in the 
systematic rewriting of centuries-old 
societal norms, and this must end. 
Time and again our courts have waded 
into waters which the Constitution 
specifically vests in the legislative 
branch. What is at stake here is noth- 
ing less than the future of our coun- 
try’s religious liberties, the religious 
liberties upon which our very Nation 
was founded. 

Those who have would have God com- 
pletely removed from public dis- 
course—be it marriage, health care, or 
the right of schoolchildren to pray or 
play religious music during football 
game halftimes are pleased with the 
first part of the amendment: ‘‘Congress 
shall make no law respecting the estab- 
lishment of religion.” However, they 
conveniently ignore the second part: 
“or prohibiting the free exercise there- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


of.” This amendment was enacted by 
our framers to protect religion from 
government, not the reverse. 

Mr. Speaker, families are struggling 
to keep it together. Single-parent 
households are at an all-time high. 
Poverty, incarceration, teenage preg- 
nancy, and drug usage are all around 
us. When and where prayer is needed 
the most, it is no longer allowed or is 
forbidden. How can we try to remove 
from the public sphere the one thing 
that holds us together, and that is our 
religion? 

We can no longer simply leave our re- 
ligion at the church doors. It is our re- 
sponsibility to live out our values and 
beliefs in our everyday lives. Edmund 
Burke said it best: “The only thing 
necessary for the triumph of evil is 
that good men do nothing.”’ 

I support the free expression of reli- 
gion in all quarters of our society, and 
I stand with Coach Kennedy, the band 
from Brandon, the teacher in Lamar 
County, and every other American who 
has been stripped of their religious 
freedoms. I am committed to pro- 
tecting our right to express our faith 
without fear of governmental intrusion 
or retaliation, and I encourage my col- 
leagues to do the same. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, God bless 
America. 


Ee 


KRISTALLNACHT 77TH 
ANNIVERSARY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 
Monday, November 9, marks the 77th 
anniversary of Kristallnacht, the event 
that would foreshadow the crimes 
against humanity that the Nazis would 
commit against 6 million Jews and 
other religious and ethnic minorities. 

Inspired by incitement from the Nazi 
Minister of Propaganda, Joseph Goeb- 
bels, regime members, and party loyal- 
ists issued orders to local officials to 
target and attack the Jewish commu- 
nity. Often disguised in plain clothes to 
perpetuate the false narrative that 
these were spontaneous attacks and 
the expression of the public sentiment 
toward the Jews, the pogroms of 
Kristallnacht had an immediate and 
chilling impact. 

Mr. Speaker, mobs roamed the 
streets freely attacking Jews in their 
houses, destroying their businesses, 
and forcing them to perform public 
acts of humiliation. Nearly 300 syna- 
gogues were destroyed while Jewish ar- 
tifacts and archives were confiscated. 

Approximately 17,500 Jewish-owned 
businesses and shops were vandalized 
and looted; and to add to the disgrace 
and punishment of having their liveli- 
hoods taken from them and destroyed, 
the Jews were blamed for the events of 
Kristallnacht, and they were fined for 
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damages—the then equivalent of $400 
million. Over 30,000 Jews were arrested 
and then transferred to some of the 
Nazi’s most gruesome and notorious 
concentration camp sites during the 
events of Kristallnacht. 

Nearly 100 Jews were killed on the 
night of November 9, 1938, and into the 
morning the next day. 

Yet, Mr. Speaker, this was only the 
beginning. Facing little public back- 
lash, the Nazi regime took the events 
of Kristallnacht as a signal of support 
for their cruel treatment of the Jewish 
community and quickly imposed re- 
strictions against the Jews that would 
lead up to the Holocaust. 
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Mr. Speaker, Kristallnacht is a sol- 
emn reminder of what can happen when 
people allow anti-Semitism, incite- 
ment, and hatred to carry on unabated. 
Kristallnacht was the manifestation of 
fear and scapegoating and was not only 
allowed to take place, but was the di- 
rect result of a people’s indifference to 
the hatred of a religious minority. And 
indifference is, indeed, all that is need- 
ed for evil to take root, for evil to ex- 
pand. 

That is precisely why we must com- 
memorate these tragic events that mar 
our collective past and that mark one 
of humanity’s darkest periods, and why 
we must rededicate ourselves to the 
vow of: ‘‘Never again.”’ 

This is particularly important in to- 
day’s environment, as Israel finds itself 
plagued by a new round of terror and 
violence that has been spurred upon by 
incitement and anti-Israel indoctrina- 
tion from the Palestinian authority 
and its so-called leaders. 

In the past month and a half, there 
have been nearly 60 random knife at- 
tacks against Israeli citizens, five 
shootings, and six car rammings. Yet, 
where is the condemnation from the 
international community? Instead of 
speaking out against these attacks, the 
United Nations Human Rights Council 
invited Abu Mazen, and he used his 
platforms to spew out his harmful and 
inciting rhetoric. Responsible nations 
must condemn, not ignore, Abu 
Mazen’s words and his actions. 

Last month, Secretary Kerry 
that leaders need to lead; and, 
week, this body stood up and 
enough is enough. 

The House passed a resolution I of- 
fered, alongside my south Florida col- 
league, Congressman TED DEUTCH, that 
condemned the anti-Israel and anti-Se- 
mitic attacks from within the Pales- 
tinian authority. 

The House also passed a resolution 
that encouraged our government to do 
more in the fight against anti-Semi- 
tism and to work more closely with the 
governments of Europe to step up their 
efforts to battle the alarming rise of 
anti-Semitism across the continent. 

And we need to do more at home, es- 
pecially on our college campuses. Too 


said 
this 
said 
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often, Mr. Speaker, anti-Semitism is 
being disguised as an anti-Israel polit- 
ical attack, manifested primarily 
through the Boycott, Divestment and 
Sanctions movement, the BDS move- 
ment. 

We have a moral obligation to stand 
up against these acts. 


a 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until noon 
today. 

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 18 
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re- 
cess. 


Ee 


1200 
AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker at 
noon. 


EE 
PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick 
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer: 

God, our Creator, we give You thanks 
for giving us another day. You brought 
light from darkness and order from 
chaos. During ongoing contentious de- 
bates, lead our lawmakers, using their 
daily experiences of joy and sorrow, 
pleasure and pain, victory and defeat, 
to strive together for Your glory. May 
the fruits of their labor redound to the 
benefit of our Nation. 

As a community of colleagues, pos- 
sessed of multiple layers of friendships 
unknown to the public eye, this assem- 
bly takes special notice today of the 
passing of Howard Coble, the much- 
loved and respected Member of 30 years 
from North Carolina. A gentleman to 
the core, may we all strive to embody 
his grace, class, and respect for this in- 
stitution and for those among whom 
we engage in the work to be done here. 
May he rest in peace. 

And may everything done this day in 
the people’s House be for Your greater 
honor and glory. 

Amen. 


ES 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentle- 
woman from California (Ms. CHU) come 
forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Ms. JUDY CHU of California led the 
Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 
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I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


Ee 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 


The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter- 
tain up to 15 requests for 1-minute 
speeches on each side of the aisle. 


a 


MOURNING THE LOSS OF 
HOWARD COBLE 


(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, today we 
mourn the loss of Howard Coble, a dedi- 
cated public servant and a champion 
for his constituents in North Carolina’s 
Sixth District for 30 years. He never 
backed down from a challenge to do 
what was right for North Carolina and 
always pushed Washington to work 
better for those he represented. 

Howard was the essence of what it 
means to be a Southern gentleman, 
someone who simply exuded kindness, 
charm, and compassion. He was a man 
of integrity and principle, a Represent- 
ative who stood for what is right and 
who fought on behalf of what makes 
America great. 

He will be missed, but his legacy of 
service and devotion to North Carolina 
will continue to be the standard that 
current and future leaders follow. 

Howard, we miss you. 


— EE 


INTRODUCTION OF THE POWER 
ACT 


(Ms. JUDY CHU of California asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute.) 

Ms. JUDY CHU of California. Mr. 
Speaker, we depend on immigrant 
workers to take some of the toughest 
jobs. They pick our food, clean our 
houses, and wash our cars. As U.S. 
workers, they deserve to freely exercise 
their labor rights; yet when immi- 
grants want to organize for fair pay or 
decent working conditions, they are 
often silenced by unscrupulous employ- 
ers who retaliate through harassment, 
abuse, and threats of immigration en- 
forcement. 

This is unacceptable. When I hear 
about it, I think of Asuncion Valdivia, 
who died after 10 hours of grape pick- 
ing in 105 degree heat. Asuncion did not 
have the opportunity to report a viola- 
tion. We cannot allow any voice to be 
stifled, especially when that voice is 
speaking out against dangerous or un- 
fair practices. 

That is why I am introducing the 
POWER Act this week. This bill ex- 
pands U visa eligibility for victims of 
retaliation, strengthens labor agencies’ 
investigative powers, and allows a stay 
of removal for workers who filed a 
workplace claim. 
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We must protect our workers, no 


matter who they are. 


EE 


CONGRATULATIONS TO MARIAN 


HIGH SCHOOL’S BOYS’ SOCCER 
TEAM 
(Mrs. WALORSKI asked and was 


given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to congratulate the Marian High 
School boys’ soccer team. For the first 
time in the school’s 5l-year history, 
the Knights won a State title. Last 
weekend, the Knights claimed the 
Class 1A State boys’ soccer champion- 
ship with a 3-0 victory. 

The win also earned Head Coach Ben 
Householter his first State champion- 
ship in 18 years as head coach. He was 
also named the Northern Indiana Con- 
ference Coach of the Year. All season 
long, Marian competed against the best 
of the best, finishing with 20 wins and 
only 2 losses. 

Mr. Speaker, I stand before you 
today a very proud Hoosier. Marian 
High School is a great school, and the 
team, the coach, the teachers, and the 
entire student body should be proud 
today. I want to recognize the parents, 
who sacrifice so much for their kids to 
play in sports programs. 

The achievement that this is today is 
something these students will have for 
a lifetime. On behalf of the people of 
the Second Congressional District of 
the State of Indiana, I applaud Coach 
Householter and the entire team for 
their determination and hard work. I 
congratulate them all on an amazing 
season. 


a 


NEW STARTS AND SMALL STARTS 
PROGRAM 


(Ms. KUSTER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. KUSTER. Mr. Speaker, today I 
rise in support of the Federal Transit 
Administration’s New Starts and Small 
Starts program, which provides critical 
grant funding for the creation or exten- 
sion of existing fixed guideway transit 
systems. 

Funding for these projects has facili- 
tated the creation of dozens of new or 
extended public transportation systems 
in rural, suburban, and urban commu- 
nities all across this country. 

By creating good-paying construc- 
tion jobs and connecting job-seeking 
commuters with employers, New Starts 
offers significant benefits to commu- 
nities that are in need of rail expan- 
sion. 

In New Hampshire and across New 
England, we have been working col- 
laboratively with our neighboring 
States to create a unified vision for our 
region’s rail networks. 
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I was pleased to host a rail summit 
just a few weeks ago that brought to- 
gether regional stakeholders and offi- 
cials from the Federal Railroad Admin- 
istration, the FTA, and New England 
States. 

As we continue to work on the high- 
way bill this week, I urge my col- 
leagues to support Congressmen LIPIN- 
SKI, NADLER, and DOLD’s amendment, 
which will restore much-needed local 
flexibility for New Start projects. 


ee 


NORTH CAROLINA HAS LOST A 
FAVORITE SON 


(Mr. WALKER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, last 
night on election day in North Caro- 
lina, we lost one of our favorite sons, 
Howard Coble, a man who served in 
these Halls for three full decades, yet 
his heart always belonged to the con- 
stituents of The Old North State. I am 
honored to stand with my colleagues 
today and others in acknowledging our 
Congressman. 

Howard demonstrated humility and 
grace, and it was evident that he genu- 
inely loved the people he represented. 
Howard taught us many things, but 
most of all, he demonstrated why 
statesmanship still matters. In a rhet- 
oric-driven political arena, Howard un- 
derstood why tone and approach con- 
tinue to make a difference. 

He is often remembered by his attire, 
specifically the madras jacket. No, it 
didn’t match many times, but he was 
confident enough in who he was, and 
evidently the ladies seemed to have no 
problem with it. 

Howard did more than just simply 
make noise in this place; he made a dif- 
ference. It is an honor to follow him. 
May our Lord comfort his brother Ray 
and the entire Coble family. 


EE 
RECOGNIZING DENNIS HORRIGAN 


(Mr. HIGGINS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, Catholic 
Medical Partners is one of western New 
York’s largest physician networks. In 
recent years, it has evolved from a ne- 
gotiating entity to a national model 
for clinical integration. 

In the first year of the Shared Sav- 
ings Program, Catholic was one of the 
best performing accountable care orga- 
nizations in the country, saving Medi- 
care more than $27 million, while deliv- 
ering quality care. 

At the helm has been president and 
CEO, Dennis Horrigan. In a career 
spanning four decades as a mental 
health professional, a physician net- 
work executive, and a managed care 
administrator, Dennis has been focused 
on improving patient experience and 
outcomes. 
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It is my honor to recognize Dennis 
Horrigan for his commitment to using 
information technology, evidence- 
based medicine, and physician coordi- 
nation to improve quality care in west- 
ern New York and throughout the Na- 
tion. 


EE 
NATIONAL APPRENTICESHIP WEEK 


(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, our Nation is recognizing Na- 
tional Apprenticeship Week, which is 
dedicated to highlighting the critical 
role of employers in training and edu- 
cating workers for fulfilling jobs. 

At their plant in Graniteville, South 
Carolina, MTU America, led by Direc- 
tor of Operations Jens Baumeister, has 
built a world-class apprenticeship pro- 
gram, recognized by the Department of 
Labor, by hiring and training high 
school students to work at MTU or 
share their skills with any similar 
manufacturing company. 

The Savannah River Site has a dy- 
namic apprenticeship program, led by 
Carol Johnson, president of Savannah 
River Nuclear Solutions, and Stuart 
MacVean, president of Savannah River 
Remediation, training students at 
Aiken Technical College, with Presi- 
dent Susan Winsor, for the radiation 
protection technology program. 

I am grateful for Apprenticeship 
Carolina, led by Director Brad Neese, a 
program that pairs students in our 
technical college systems with employ- 
ers to train the students for well-pay- 
ing jobs. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and the President by his actions must 
never forget September the 11th in the 
global war on terrorism. 

South Carolina extends its sympathy 
to the family and many friends of our 
beloved former colleague and neighbor, 
Howard Coble, who passed away last 
night. We appreciate Uncle Howard. 


EE 


THE HOUSE NEEDS LESS PAR- 
TISANSHIP AND MORE SOLU- 
TIONS 


(Mr. KILDEE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, during his 
first speech, our new Speaker made a 
commitment to return the U.S. House 
of Representatives to regular order. 
What does that mean? Think ‘‘School- 
house Rock,” an orderly process where 
bills are introduced, debated in a bipar- 
tisan committee process, amendments 
are allowed, and legislation is actually 
brought up for a vote. 

I could not agree with the Speaker 
more. This Congress, this country 
would benefit from a more open debate, 
where voices from both parties are 
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heard, where every Member is empow- 
ered to fully be a part of the legislative 
process, to do the work that they were 
sent here to do on behalf of the people 
they work for. 

I know I have introduced many bills 
that have not been brought up in com- 
mittee, have never seen the light of 
day on the floor, and I know other 
Members share that frustration. That 
needs to end. We need to have a more 
open process. 

Just last week, 313 Members of this 
body voted to reauthorize the Export- 
Import Bank. Almost every Democrat 
and a majority of Republicans came to- 
gether, and the legislative process 
worked. 

Mr. Speaker, I do call on you to con- 
tinue to keep that promise. Keep this 
an open process. This is what the 
Framers imagined, and it is what the 
American people expect. 


EE 


HONORING GARETT LONG AND 
JESSICA CHIARTAS 


(Mr. LAMALFA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, last 
week I had the honor of meeting with 
Garett Long and Jessica Chiartas, two 
very bright graduate students from UC 
Davis in northern California who were 
invited to D.C. to present their work 
on soil science. 

Their research in the area of soils 
and biogeochemistry focuses on under- 
standing the physical, chemical, and 
biological aspects of our soils, as well 
as the processes of mass and energy 
flows that control our agricultural and 
natural ecosystem functions. 

Now, the average layman might not 
find that too exciting, but it is exciting 
for agriculture to advance these tech- 
nologies and get more and better pro- 
duction and quality of crops out of our 
lands. 

In particular, one area of research 
highlighted was their work in the wine 
growing region and the data and re- 
search collected on how soil impacts 
our vineyards and the wine that is en- 
joyed by people all across the world. 
That is something people can relate to 
with California wine. 

I have no doubt that their work will 
improve our agricultural industry for 
the better. I thank them for stopping 
by and sharing more about the work 
they are doing as well as their col- 
leagues at UC Davis, and also con- 
gratulate the pair on their recent rec- 
ognition. 

a 
1215 
VETERAN PAYDAY PREDATORY 
LOANS IN TEXAS 


(Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas asked and was given permission 
to address the House for 1 minute.) 
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Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Speaker, as we prepare to 
honor the service of our men and 
women in uniform this Veterans Day, 
we must come together to stop one of 
the most egregious practices that is 
preying upon them: predator payday 
loan companies are targeting our vet- 
erans at an alarming rate. 


In North Texas alone, a fast cash 
payday advance of $500 that is rolled 
over five or more times could wind up 
costing $1,200 or more. As a result, 
many borrowers are trapped in a cycle 
of debt when these short-term loans 
are not repaid on time, usually within 
a required 2 to 4 weeks. 

Mr. Speaker, these companies have 
targeted our vulnerable veterans with 
limited financial options, digging them 
deeper and deeper into debt. We in Con- 
gress must work to cap these interest 
rates and require all lenders to follow 
the same standards as our local banks, 
mortgage companies, and other for- 
profit lenders. 


As a Nation, we have a long way to 
go to make sure that those who have 
protected and defended our homeland 
are, themselves, protected and de- 
fended when they return home to re- 
build their lives. 


RECOGNIZING MRS. NELL 
MAHONEY 


(Mr. FLEISCHMANN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 


Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to thank Mrs. Nell Mahoney 
for her years of columns in the Chat- 
tanooga Times Free Press, my home- 
town paper. 

Nell has written for the paper for 38 
years. Her column has covered a wide 
array of topics but was largely focused 
on faith and spirituality. Her words 
touched many in the community, in- 
cluding my wife, Brenda, who eagerly 
awaited her column every Sunday. 

Nell moved to Chattanooga with her 
late husband, Reverend Ralph 
Mahoney, in 1965 and immediately in- 
grained herself not only in First Cen- 
tenary United Methodist Church, but 
the entire town. 

While her column may be finished, 
her community involvement is cer- 
tainly not. Mrs. Mahoney plans to con- 
tinue teaching at the church, speaking 
around the community, and is consid- 
ering writing a book. She has already 
written and published 13. 

Nell, thank you for giving so much of 
your time and for touching so many 
people throughout our community. 

I will close with a line from her fa- 
vorite song, a classic from ‘‘The Sound 
of Music’’: So long, farewell. 

And thank you, Nell. 
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AREAWIDE INTEGRATED PEST 
MANAGEMENT ACT OF 2015 


(Ms. GABBARD asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. GABBARD. Mr. Speaker, in my 
home State of Hawaii, invasive species 
like the coffee berry borer, fruit flies, 
macadamia nut felted coccid, and oth- 
ers, have cost our local farmers and ag- 
riculture industry millions in lost rev- 
enue. Across the country, these pests, 
along with other invasive insects, dis- 
eases, and weeds, cause serious and 
harmful damage to our farmlands, agri- 
culture production, food supply, envi- 
ronment, and public health. 

I have introduced the Areawide Inte- 
grated Pest Management Act of 2015 to 
continue supporting long-term and sus- 
tainable solutions to fighting these 
noxious and invasive species. 

In Hawaii, AIPMs have helped in- 
crease the number of commercial farms 
and have helped local farmers increase 
their crop diversity, decrease the use of 
harmful pesticides, and manage the 
pests in a sustainable and cost-effec- 
tive way. 

This legislation will help farmers, 
ranchers, and land managers all across 
the country reduce the impact of these 
harmful invasive species. 


Ee 


STANDING WITH COACH JOE 
KENNEDY 


(Mr. WALBERG asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WALBERG. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in solidarity with Washington 
State High School football coach Joe 
Kennedy. 

For 7 years, Coach Kennedy has 
prayed midfield at the conclusion of 
his team’s games. He didn’t require 
anybody else to be there or listen. He 
simply knelt and quietly prayed to 
thank God for the safety of the kids on 
his team. 

Last month, the school district or- 
dered him to stop. When he didn’t, 
Coach Kennedy was placed on adminis- 
trative leave. Can you believe the 
school district is trying to argue that 
you can pray, just as long as nobody 
sees it? But that is not what the Con- 
stitution says. It protects the free ex- 
ercise of religion. It doesn’t say the 
public square should be a faith-free 
zone. 

Faith must impact life. Mr. Speaker, 
I hope people of every faith background 
and no faith at all will stand together 
in defense of every American’s con- 
stitutional right to religious freedom. 

We stand with you, Coach Kennedy. 


EE 


INFRASTRUCTURE 


(Mrs. LAWRENCE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 
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Mrs. LAWRENCE. Mr. Speaker, for 
the sake of my constituents and the 
many communities with crumbling 
roads and bridges around this Nation, I 
am happy that we finally have a bipar- 
tisan transportation bill to work with. 

For the record, I still believe that we 
need a full, 6-year plan. 

Today, I have an amendment that 
will modify section 3021 of the Surface 
Transportation Reauthorization and 
Reform Act. My amendment will exam- 
ine the ability of seniors and people 
with disabilities to access public trans- 
portation and require the council to re- 
port to Congress on their findings with 
recommendations. 

One-half of Americans 65 and older do 
not have access to public transpor- 
tation. Those in rural areas and small 
towns are particularly affected because 
transportation options are limited. 
Seniors continue to drive as long as 
possible because they are unaware or 
do not believe they have alternative 
means of transportation. Seniors limit 
their driving or stop driving altogether 
because of functional disabilities. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Lawrence amendment when it comes to 
the floor. Seniors and people with dis- 
abilities need to maintain their inde- 
pendence. 


Ee 


NATIONAL ADOPTION AWARENESS 
MONTH 


(Mr. MULLIN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MULLIN. Mr. Speaker, November 
is a special time to remember that love 
makes a family. 

During National Adoption Awareness 
Month, people and organizations from 
across the Nation come together to 
bring awareness to a cause that has be- 
come very important to my family. 

Two years ago, our family grew from 
five to seven when we adopted our twin 
girls, Ivy and Lynette. These girls have 
been such a blessing to our family and 
have inspired my wife, Christie, and me 
to get involved with organizations that 
spread awareness about the importance 
of adoption. There are no unwanted 
kids, just unfound families. 

Although this month is dedicated to 
adoption awareness, we need to talk 
every day about the kids of all ages 
who need a permanent, loving home. 
Let’s commit to creating a brighter fu- 
ture for our Nation by ensuring every 
child has a safe home and a loving fam- 
ily. I believe this is an effort we can all 
support. 


u 


PROTECTING VETERANS AND 
SERVICEMEMBERS 


(Mr. TAKANO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. TAKANO. Mr. Speaker, with Vet- 
erans Day 1 week from today, I rise to 
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call attention to an issue affecting 
military families across the country. 

In 2006, Congress enacted the Mili- 
tary Lending Act to protect service- 
members from predatory lenders, but 
those same protections are not in place 
for veterans and their families. As a re- 
sult, veterans often fall victim to pay- 
day lenders who offer unaffordable 
loans, forcing them even deeper into 
debt. 

In 2013, California payday lenders 
generated three-quarters of their rev- 
enue from borrowers who took out 
seven or more loans. The Consumer Fi- 
nancial Protection Bureau should use 
its authority to crack down on the 
worst abuses in the payday loan mar- 
ket. 

Veterans and their families have 
made tremendous sacrifices to keep us 
safe. The least we can do is protect 
them from unethical lenders who delib- 
erately trap them in a cycle of debt. 


a 


JAMES ZADROGA 9/11 HEALTH AND 
COMPENSATION REAUTHORIZA- 
TION ACT 


(Mr. DONOVAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of the James Zadroga 
9/11 Health and Compensation Reau- 
thorization Act, which permanently re- 
authorizes the World Trade Center 
Health Program and the Victim Com- 
pensation Fund. 

After the attacks against America on 
September 11, 2001, selfless heroes 
rushed toward the death and destruc- 
tion. Many will pay for their heroism 
for the rest of their lives. Many have 
already paid with their lives. More 
than 33,000 Americans have docu- 
mented illnesses directly related to 
their work at Ground Zero. 

Since 9/11, more than 200 firefighters 
and police officers have already passed 
away. In my district, more than 6,700 
heroes will rely on the Zadroga Act for 
medical care not for the next 5 years, 
as is being proposed, but for the rest of 
their lives. 

Time doesn’t erase our moral impera- 
tive to cover their medical expenses. It 
is an extension of the costs of the at- 
tack. America’s heroes deserve a per- 
manent reauthorization of the Zadroga 
Act, and nothing less. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that this House 
permanently reauthorize this program, 
which is essential to our deserving he- 
roes. 


EE 
GUN VIOLENCE 


(Mr. CICILLINE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been 34 days since the murder of nine 
men and women at Umpqua Commu- 
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nity College in Oregon. It has been 140 
days since the murder of nine parish- 
ioners at Mother Emanuel Church in 
Charleston, South Carolina. It has been 
1,055 days since the murder of 20 chil- 
dren and 6 adults at Sandy Hook Ele- 
mentary School in Newtown, Con- 
necticut. 

In the time since then, Congress has 
done nothing to close loopholes in our 
background check system and make it 
easier to identify a dangerous indi- 
vidual before they are able to buy a 
gun. 

There are more mass shootings in the 
United States each year than in any 
other country, and six of the deadliest 
shootings in American history have 
taken place in just the past 8 years. 

It shouldn’t be this way. It doesn’t 
have to be this way. Congress has the 
responsibility to stand up to the power- 
ful special interests and say, ‘‘No 
more.” There is no reason lawmakers 
in this body should continue to cower 
before the National Rifle Association. 
We are the people’s Representatives, 
and it is time to get to work on com- 
monsense reforms that will save the 
lives of thousands of Americans and 
put an end to the epidemic of gun vio- 
lence in our country. 


EE 


HONORING SENATOR FRED 
THOMPSON 


(Mrs. BLACK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor the life of a Tennessee 
giant: Senator Fred Thompson. 

Whether Fred Thompson was speak- 
ing on the Senate floor, canvassing the 
State in his red pickup truck, or enter- 
taining us on the big screen, he always 
did the Volunteer State proud. 

In his lifetime, Fred saw many ac- 
complishments, but he remained the 
same: a proud product of Lawrence- 
burg, Tennessee, the son of a car sales- 
man, and the first person in his family 
to earn a college degree. 

Fred was a statesman who led with 
conviction. He was a visionary who 
helped bring Tennessee from a Demo- 
cratic stronghold to the conservative 
success story that it is today. He was a 
loving husband and father. He was a 
man of faith, who I know has found ul- 
timate healing today from the cancer 
that gripped his earthly body. 

Tennessee shines brighter because of 
Fred Thompson’s service. We will miss 
him deeply, but we know that his leg- 
acy lives on. 

——— 

MANATEE AWARENESS MONTH 

(Ms. GRAHAM asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, did you 
know it is Manatee Awareness Month? 
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Every November, we celebrate these 
beautiful, gentle creatures. How lucky 
we are that Florida is one of the few 
places in the world where you can see 
them. 

To raise awareness, I would like to 
recognize the Save the Manatee Club, 
an international nonprofit which has 
been working to save endangered 
manatees since 1981, when it was co- 
sponsored by Jimmy Buffett and my fa- 
ther, Governor Bob Graham. Their 
commitment to these unique animals 
has made great strides in protecting 
them around the world. 

Human activity presents the greatest 
threat to manatees, but we are also 
their greatest hope. Only our compas- 
sion and action can protect them. 


EE 


FAR-REACHING ENVIRONMENTAL 
REGULATORY MANDATE 


(Mr. STEWART asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. STEWART. Mr. Speaker, yester- 
day, President Obama issued an execu- 
tive memorandum that could turn into 
one of the most far-reaching and dev- 
astating environmental regulations in 
history. This document, which holds 
the same weight as an executive order, 
aims to expand a 26-year-old policy 
that requires agencies to set a no net 
loss of wetlands to all natural re- 
sources. The economic impact of this 
regulation would be devastating to the 
West. 

Why do I live in Utah? I live there be- 
cause I love it. I love to rock climb. I 
love to ski. I love the beauty of the 
place I live. 

All of us want to protect our natural 
resources, but we can’t put human in- 
terests at the bottom of the priority 
pile. This is more than a huge power 
grab. It is going to devastate the trust 
that is essential between the President 
and the American people. 

If the President wants more regula- 
tions and further protections on nat- 
ural resources, such a thing must be 
done in the people’s Congress by those 
who are closest to the people. For that 
reason, I will use every tool at my dis- 
posal in order to ensure that this out- 
rageous Presidential decree is not im- 
plemented. 


EE 


1230 


HONORING THE LIFE AND SERVICE 
OF FORMER CONGRESSMAN HOW- 
ARD COBLE 


(Ms. ADAMS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor former Congressman 
Howard Coble, who passed away last 
night. 

Howard Coble was the epitome of a 
public servant. He served in the U.S. 
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Coast Guard, the North Carolina State 
House, and as the Congressman for 
North Carolina’s Sixth Congressional 
District for more than 30 years. 

Howard Coble dedicated his life to 
serving, and it was exemplified in the 
way he ran his office. As a freshman 
Member of Congress, I looked to him in 
serving my constituents. He was stead- 
fast, attentive, and always put his con- 
stituents first. Some say he offered the 
best constituent services of any Mem- 
ber. 

I will never forget the night Howard 
Coble welcomed me to Congress the 
day I was sworn in. He later wished me 
well on my new journey as a Member. 

My thoughts and prayers are with his 
family, his friends, and his former col- 
leagues during this difficult time. 

He will be missed but never forgot- 
ten. Howard Coble’s legacy will remain 
in the Greensboro community and 
throughout North Carolina as a man 
who served selflessly. 


Ee 


HAPPY BIRTHDAY AND SEMPER FI 


(Mr. PALAZZO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PALAZZO. Mr. Speaker, today, 
in honor of the 240th birthday of the 
United States Marine Corps, I would 
like to offer the official Marine Corps 
Hymn in tribute to the brave men and 
women who serve as Marines at home 
and abroad. 

“From the halls of Montezuma 

To the Shores of Tripoli; 

We fight our country’s battles 

In the air, on land and sea; 

First to fight for right and freedom 
And to Keep our honor clean; 

We are proud to claim the title 

Of United States Marine. 

“Our flag’s unfurled to every breeze 
From dawn to setting sun; 

We have fought in ev’ry clime and place 
Where we could take a gun; 

In the snow of far-off Northern lands 
And in sunny tropic scenes; 

You will find us always on the job— 
The United States Marines. 

“Here’s health to you and to our Corps 
Which we are proud to serve; 

In many a strife we’ve fought for life 
And never lost our nerve; 

If the Army and the Navy 

Ever look on Heaven’s scenes; 

They will find the streets are guarded 
By United States Marines.” 

From one Marine to another, happy 
birthday and Semper Fi. 


EE 


HONORING THE LIFE AND SERVICE 
OF FORMER CONGRESSMAN HOW- 
ARD COBLE 


(Mr. PRICE of North Carolina asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, it was a little less than a year 
ago that a number of us gathered on 
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the House floor to bid farewell to our 
colleague, Howard Coble, as he retired 
from 3 decades of service to the people 
of North Carolina. 

The series of heartfelt tributes that 
day, from Members on both sides of the 
aisle, were a striking reflection of the 
respect and admiration that so many of 
us felt for Howard. And he returned 
that affection. He always made the 
extra effort to get to know those with 
whom he worked, regardless of their 
stature or their party affiliation. 

Howard was also an effective legis- 
lator, a tireless advocate for the Sixth 
District. He took on complicated and 
difficult issues in his leadership roles 
on the Judiciary and Transportation 
Committees. 

I was fortunate to partner with him 
on a number of bipartisan initiatives, 
from textile research, to disaster relief, 
to funding for his beloved Coast Guard. 

In an era where our politics are too 
often fractious and divisive, Howard’s 
camaraderie, good humor, and gen- 
erosity of spirit reflected the best of 
what this institution can be. 

Lisa and I are saddened by his pass- 
ing. We join his many friends and 
former colleagues in extending condo- 
lences to his family and expressing 
gratitude for his life. 


EE 


VETERANS HEALTH AND 
ACCOUNTABILITY ACT 


(Mr. GUINTA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to announce the introduction of 
the Veterans Health and Account- 
ability Act. Yesterday’s Veterans Af- 
fairs Committee hearing showed why 
this bill is so critical. 

An investigation revealed that Vet- 
erans Affairs administrators likely 
gamed the system to enrich themselves 
at taxpayer expense, creating high-pay- 
ing vacancies at desirable locations, 
where they would have less responsi- 
bility. 

At the hearing, they pled the Fifth to 
avoid the truth, and they remain on 
the job. Meanwhile, Granite State vets 
are waiting for care. 

My Veterans Health and Account- 
ability Act strengthens the Veterans 
Choice program, allowing veterans to 
seek private care due to inadequate VA 
facilities. My home State of New 
Hampshire does not even have a full- 
service VA. 

The act also protects whistleblowers 
who expose negligence and mismanage- 
ment. If it were not because of these 
individuals, we may never have discov- 
ered secret waiting lists where thou- 
sands of vets probably died waiting for 
care. 

The bill I introduced clarifies hiring 
and firing rules, so bad actors who 
abuse their positions can be exited 
promptly. 
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We must enforce and expand VA re- 
forms to ensure our military vets re- 
ceive the care we promised them. We 
must restore Americans’ trust in gov- 
ernment. 


Ee 


DISAPPROVAL OF THE 
RADEWAGEN AMENDMENT TO 
THE SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 
BILL 


(Ms. PLASKETT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. PLASKETT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to express my disapproval to the 
Radewagen amendment to the surface 
transportation bill, which was ulti- 
mately defeated last night, 113-310. 

This amendment would have required 
the Secretary to change the allocation 
program funds made available to the 
territories. This amendment would 
have potentially harmed my district, 
the U.S. Virgin Islands, and Guam, by 
possibly taking already minimal funds 
away from these two territories. 

The funding provided in the transpor- 
tation bill is yet another example of 
this Congress’ inability to address the 
real needs of the U.S. territories, whose 
economies have not recovered and re- 
quire additional support. 

And, while I certainly recognize and 
empathize with the frustrations of 
some of my colleagues from the terri- 
tories, it is the limited funding within 
this bill which has created an environ- 
ment where we are literally fighting 
over scraps. 

The proposed funding in the bill bare- 
ly provides any increase of the histori- 
cally low allocation for the territorial 
highway program. 

I would like to thank both the chair 
and ranking member of the Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure Committee, 
Mr. SHUSTER and Mr. DEFAZIO, for not 
supporting the amendment and for rec- 
ognizing that this is not an amendment 
that enjoyed the full support of all the 
four smaller territories. 

I would also like to thank the dean, 
Congresswoman BORDALLO, of the terri- 
tory of Guam, for her efforts and en- 
gagement on this very important issue. 

I look forward to working with 
Transportation and Infrastructure 
leadership and staff and my fellow Del- 
egates from the insular areas and 
working together on resolving our 
problems. 


a 


HONORING THE SERVICE OF 
DANIEL STANDAGE 


(Ms. McSALLY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. McSALLY. Mr. Speaker, next 
week we celebrate Veterans Day, a 
time to honor the men and women who 
served our country in the military. 

Today, I want to recognize a stand- 
out veteran from my district, Daniel 
Standage. 


November 4, 2015 


Daniel served 10 years in the U.S. 
Marine Corps, until a neurological con- 
dition he suffered from eventually ren- 
dered him completely blind. He re- 
ceived a 100 percent service-connected 
disability, but that hasn’t held him 
back. 

Daniel completed a blind rehabilita- 
tion program at the Southern Arizona 
VA. He enrolled at the University of 
Arizona and was instrumental in estab- 
lishing its student veterans center, a 
place that offers assistance to 
transitioning student veterans. The 
center now is a national model for Stu- 
dent Veterans of America. 

Today, Daniel is a staunch advocate 
for veterans across the country. He 
credits his education as being the most 
important factor in helping him over- 
come his disability, and he now helps 
countless other veterans earn their de- 
grees. 

In advance of Veterans Day, I thank 
all the men and women like Daniel who 
serve and served our Nation and con- 
tinue to make a difference today. 


—— 


HONORING THE LIFE AND LEGACY 
OF STEPHEN TALLEY 


(Mr. RUIZ asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. RUIZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to honor the life and great legacy of 
San Jacinto Valley’s artist, Stephen 
Talley, known as Steve, who passed 
away last week after his battle with 
cancer at the age of 62. 

Steve was 11 years old when he began 
his career, creating and selling his art- 
work. That passion is what led him to 
pursue and share his artistic vision 
with the community and the world. 

For more than 30 years, Steve taught 
art at San Jacinto High School, touch- 
ing the life of every student who sat in 
his class. He was known internation- 
ally for his work, winning more than 
100 awards in numerous competitions, 
many of them in first place. 

He never let his success get in the 
way of his commitment to his students 
and, as a result, he has inspired a new 
generation of artists to never give up 
on their dreams. 

Steve was a mentor, a teacher, a 
friend, and, above all, he was a great 
man. His memory will never be forgot- 
ten. 

AS we mourn the passing of Stephen 
Talley and celebrate his life, my 
thoughts and prayers are with his fam- 


ily, friends, students, and the San 
Jacinto Valley community. 
Í 


SUPPORTING THE 2015 SUPER 
HERO STEP FORWARD TO CURE 
TSC 5K WALK 
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was 

given permission to address the House 

for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 
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Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 
today I rise to support the Step For- 
ward to Cure TSC 5K Walk taking 
place at Florida International Univer- 
sity’s main campus, my alma mater, on 
Saturday, November 14. 

Tuberous sclerosis complex, or TSC, 
is a rare genetic disease with no known 
cure that causes uncontrolled tumor 
growth. 

I know of one young man from our 
community, Max Lucca, who was diag- 
nosed with TSC when he was only 2 
weeks old. Because of the love and care 
provided by his parents, doctors, and 
nurses, he has thrived, in spite of con- 
stant health challenges. 

The walk’s theme this year is ‘‘Super 
Heroes,” and Max Lucca is, indeed, a 
super hero. 

I encourage all south Floridians to 
walk to help find a care for TSC, to 
benefit young super heroes across the 
country just like Max Lucca. 


EEE 
TRIBUTE TO DR. DAN ARVIZU 


(Mr. PERLMUTTER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to recognize Dr. Dan Arvizu 
for his exceptional work as director of 
the National Renewable Energy Lab- 
oratory in Golden, Colorado. 

Dr. Arvizu is retiring this year, but 
his legacy of leadership and innovation 
will endure for many, many years to 
come. I want to take this moment to 
say thank you for outstanding steward- 
ship of our Nation’s premier energy ef- 
ficiency and renewable energy labora- 
tory. 

In addition to his role at NREL, Dr. 
Arvizu is chairman of the National 
Science Board, which is the governing 
board of the National Science Founda- 
tion. He will continue his role as chair- 
man of the National Science Board, 
and he will also become a visiting pro- 
fessor at Stanford University. 

On behalf of everyone at NREL, the 
people of the State of Colorado and the 
United States of America, let me say 
thank you for a job well done. We wish 
you all the best on the next steps of 
your journey. 


— 


PROVIDING FOR FURTHER CONSID- 
ERATION OF SENATE AMEND- 
MENTS TO H.R. 22, HIRE MORE 
HEROES ACT OF 2015 


Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 512 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 512 

Resolved, That at any time after adoption 
of this resolution the Speaker may, pursuant 
to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union for 
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further consideration of the Senate amend- 
ment to the text of the bill (H.R. 22) to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
exempt employees with health coverage 
under TRICARE or the Veterans Administra- 
tion from being taken into account for pur- 
poses of determining the employers to which 
the employer mandate applies under the Pa- 
tient Protection and Affordable Care Act. 

SEC. 2. (a) No further amendment to the 
amendment referred to in section 2(a) of 
House Resolution 507 shall be in order except 
those printed in part A of the report of the 
Committee on Rules accompanying this res- 
olution and amendments en bloc described in 
subsection (c). 

(b) Each further amendment printed in 
part A of the report of the Committee on 
Rules shall be considered only in the order 
printed in the report, may be offered only by 
a Member designated in the report, shall be 
considered as read, shall be debatable for the 
time specified in the report equally divided 
and controlled by the proponent and an op- 
ponent, may be withdrawn by the proponent 
at any time before action thereon, shall not 
be subject to amendment, and shall not be 
subject to a demand for division of the ques- 
tion. 

(c) It shall be in order at any time for the 
chair of the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure or his designee to offer 
amendments en bloc consisting of amend- 
ments printed in part A of the report of the 
Committee on Rules not earlier disposed of. 
Amendments en bloc offered pursuant to this 
subsection shall be considered as read, shall 
be debatable for 20 minutes equally divided 
and controlled by the chair and ranking mi- 
nority member of the Committee on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure or their des- 
ignees, shall not be subject to amendment, 
and shall not be subject to a demand for divi- 
sion of the question. 

(d) All points of order against the further 
amendments printed in part A of the report 
of the Committee on Rules or amendments 
en bloc described in subsection (c) are 
waived. 

SEC. 3. No further amendment to the Sen- 
ate amendment, as amended, shall be in 
order except those printed in part B of the 
report of the Committee on Rules accom- 
panying this resolution. Each such further 
amendment shall be considered only in the 
order printed in the report, may be offered 
only by a Member designated in the report, 
shall be considered as read, shall be debat- 
able for the time specified in the report 
equally divided and controlled by the pro- 
ponent and an opponent, may be withdrawn 
by the proponent at any time before action 
thereon, shall not be subject to amendment, 
and shall not be subject to a demand for divi- 
sion of the question in the House or in the 
Committee of the Whole. All points of order 
against such further amendments are 
waived. 

SEC. 4. (a) At the conclusion of consider- 
ation of the Senate amendment for amend- 
ment the Committee of the Whole shall rise 
and report the Senate amendment, as 
amended, to the House with such further 
amendments as may have been adopted. 

(b) If the Committee reports the Senate 
amendment, as amended, back to the House 
with a further amendment or amendments, 
the previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the question of adoption of such 
further amendment or amendments without 
intervening motion. In the case of sundry 
further amendments reported from the Com- 
mittee, the question of their adoption shall 
be put to the House en gros and without divi- 
sion of the question. 
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(c) If the Committee reports the Senate 
amendment, as amended, back to the House 
without further amendment or the question 
of adoption referred to in subsection (b) fails, 
no further consideration of the Senate 
amendments shall be in order except pursu- 
ant to a subsequent order of the House. 

SEC. 5. The Chair may postpone further 
consideration of the Senate amendments in 
the House to such time as may be designated 
by the Speaker. 

SEc. 6. Upon adoption of the further 
amendment or amendments in the House 
pursuant to section 4(b) of this resolution — 

(a) a motion that the House concur in the 
Senate amendment to the text, as amended, 
with such further amendment or amend- 
ments shall be considered as adopted; 

(b) the Clerk shall engross the action of 
the House under subsection (a) as a single 
amendment in the nature of a substitute; 

(c) a motion that the House concur in the 
Senate amendment to the title shall be con- 
sidered as adopted; and 

(d) it shall be in order for the chair of the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure or his designee to move that the 
House insist on its amendment to the Senate 
amendment to H.R. 22 and request a con- 
ference with the Senate thereon. 

SEC. 7. The chair of the Committee on 
Armed Services may insert in the Congres- 
sional Record not later than November 16, 
2015, such material as he may deem explana- 
tory of defense authorization measures for 
the fiscal year 2016. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. POE 
of Texas). The gentleman from Georgia 
is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus- 
tomary 30 minutes to my friend from 
Colorado (Mr. POLIS), pending which I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. During consideration of this res- 
olution, all time yielded is for the pur- 
pose of debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I find 
myself with a big smile on my face. I 
usually do when the Reading Clerk sits 
down. Even if I could dispense with the 
reading of the rule, I wouldn’t do it. I 
wouldn’t do it. Even if there were some 
days where I would be tempted to do it, 
Mr. Speaker, this wouldn’t be that day 
because we are down here with rule 
number two on the transportation bill. 

You will remember we came down 
here yesterday—it was my friend from 
Massachusetts and I at that time—to 
bring a rule to consider the first 6-year 
transportation bill this country has 
had in over a decade. It is a bill that 
the Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee has worked on for not days, 
not weeks, not months, but years to 
get it ready. It is a bill that was not 
pushed by Republicans or pushed by 
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Democrats. It is a bill that was pushed 
by all of us together to do those kinds 
of important things that are necessary 
for infrastructure planning for each 
and every one of our constituents back 
home. 

It is a bill that has been moving in 
the Senate, which is a rarity in and of 
itself. It is a bill that we are moving 
here in the House. It is a bill that can 
go to the President’s desk for his signa- 
ture and make a difference for Ameri- 
cans, make a difference in our econ- 
omy, and make a difference for our 
families. 

Now, I sit on the Transportation and 
Infrastructure Committee, Mr. Speak- 
er, and you would think that my pride 
of authorship and all the good work we 
did on that committee would have said: 
Do you know what? We got it right the 
first time. Let’s just bring that bill to 
the floor, and let’s get it done because 
it is important to America. Let’s finish 


it today. 
I see some of my colleagues from the 
Transportation and Infrastructure 


Committee sitting down here. There 
might be a little temptation to take 
our work product and rush it straight 
to the desk because we did do a pretty 
good job together. But in their wisdom, 
Mr. Speaker, the chairman of the 
Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee, the ranking member of the 
Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee, the chairman of the Rules 
Committee, the ranking member of the 
Rules Committee, and our leadership 
team here in the House said: Do you 
know what? There are a lot of Members 
who don’t sit on the Transportation 
and Infrastructure Committee. There 
are a lot of Members who represent 
some really smart and really talented 
folks back home in America, but their 
Representative doesn’t sit on the 
Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee. We need their ideas in this 
debate, too. 

So we came to the floor yesterday, 
Mr. Speaker, and we brought a rule 
that made more than 20 amendments in 
order. We were debating that rule for 
an hour. We hadn’t even finished debat- 
ing the rule when we brought back 
more amendments and made another 16 
in order, Mr. Speaker. We are back 
here today because that more than 40 
was not enough. We want to make an- 
other 81 amendments in order. Mr. 
Speaker, this is a festival of democracy 
that is happening in this House today. 
Everyone’s voice is included. 

Now, I want to be clear. We had over 
300 amendments submitted to the 
Rules Committee. Here on this floor, 
sometimes we have a very open process 
with appropriations bills, Mr. Speaker, 
where absolutely everyone can offer ab- 
solutely any idea at absolutely any 
time they want to. This process is a lit- 
tle more structured, and I want to stip- 
ulate that that is true. We had a lot of 
duplicative amendments offered, Mr. 
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Speaker. This is important work. We 
didn’t want to waste the body’s time. 
We culled those duplicative amend- 
ments. 

We had a couple amendments offered, 
Mr. Speaker, that were not minor 
changes to the underlying legislation. 
They were major revisions to public 
policy that had not had committee 
hearings and that had not had any pub- 
lic discussions. We culled those as well. 

But over 120 amendments, Mr. Speak- 
er, will now be made in order on a bill, 
again, that was not the product of days 
of effort, not a product of weeks of ef- 
fort, not months, but years of effort of 
our House Transportation and Infra- 
structure Committee to bring together 
a product that this body can be proud 
of—a product, I might add, that Repub- 
licans in the past and Democrats in the 
past have failed to come together and 
succeed on. 

This is a day of celebration, Mr. 
Speaker, as we offer this rule to con- 
sider even more of our colleagues’ 
ideas. I hope that we will get unani- 
mous support for this rule, Mr. Speak- 
er. With the passage of this rule, we 
can get into debate, and we can move 
this bill one step closer to the Presi- 
dent’s desk, and we can move one step 
closer to making a difference for those 
families back home. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume, and I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the customary 30 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, we will get to what is in 
the bill in a minute. With regards to 
process, as an example of a Member of 
this body, I had a number of issues in 
the transportation area I wanted to ad- 
dress in my district. Most notably, I 
wanted to address the sound levels of 
train horns in our busy downtown 
areas, like Fort Collins and Longmont. 
It is one of the biggest issues I hear 
about from our local downtown busi- 
nesses; and, of course, to anybody who, 
including myself, has been downtown 
with the train blaring by in close prox- 
imity, it really is a major detriment to 
the quality of life, and there is no sig- 
nificant evidence that I have seen or 
that has been presented to me that this 
in any way improves safety. So I did 
offer an amendment that would have 
changed that. Unfortunately, it was 
blocked in Rules Committee. 

Now, on that particular issue, we had 
a discussion with the chair and the 
ranking member of the Transportation 
and Infrastructure Committee. I hope 
to work with him in other ways. But to 
say that somehow this is an open proc- 
ess, that I can bring forth and other 
Members can bring forth amendments 
to improve the bill—of course, there 
were a few allowed. Out of 302, there 
were 126 allowed. That means there are 
more disappointed Members that had 
ideas than there are satisfied Members 
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that are at least going to have the op- 
portunity to bring their idea forward. 

Again, it is 126. It is better than 50, 
and it is better than 30, there is no 
question. But it also means there are 
an awful lot of Republicans and Demo- 
crats, including my colleague from 
Wisconsin (Mr. DUFFY) with whom I 
sponsored—he as the Republican; I as 
the lead Democrat—a _ bipartisan 
amendment that would have dealt with 
train stoppages. We are dealing with 
this also in Fort Collins, where we have 
trains that do switching and delay traf- 
fic sometimes for 15, 30, and 45 min- 
utes. We are simply saying that you 
can’t do that in an urban zone; that 
delays traffic. It can impede ambu- 
lances and fire engines from reaching 
their destinations. It is dangerous. We 
simply proposed an amendment to im- 
pose a civil penalty of $10,000 around 
that to deter that kind of action. Un- 
fortunately, Mr. Speaker, that amend- 
ment was blocked under this very rule 
that we are talking about here. 

I have, for instance, an amendment 
that is very important in my district 
for highway 70 designation that is al- 
lowed under this rule, and I am happy 
that it is. Keep in mind, in perspective, 
there are many more ideas—good, bad, 
and other—that Republicans and 
Democrats had on both sides of the 
aisle that they weren’t even allowed to 
talk about and aren’t even allowed to 
talk about under this rule, this restric- 
tive rule, that we have before us today. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish that I could do 
something and that the Rules Com- 
mittee allowed me to do something 
about excess train noise in our down- 
town areas. I wish that the Rules Com- 
mittee had allowed Mr. DUFFY, me, and 
the many others that this affects to do 
something about train stoppages clos- 
ing traffic and endangering the public 
in our downtown areas. But it was not 
allowed under this rule, not allowed at 
all. 

Mr. Speaker, calling this bill a 6-year 
reauthorization is also a bit of a mis- 
nomer. The bill only makes funding 
available for 2 to 3 years. So this is 
not, in fact, a 6-year bill. It is a 2- to 3- 
year bill. It is being touted for some- 
thing that it doesn’t have the power to 
do. Simply calling it a 6-year bill when 
you are only funding it for 2 to 3 years 
doesn’t make it so. 

Mr. Speaker, our economy is still 
fragile. Americans are concerned about 
maintaining and growing their quality 
of life. Affordable housing, quality edu- 
cation, and retirement are sometimes 
out of the grasp of too many Ameri- 
cans. Critical infrastructure on public 
roads and bridges is absolutely impor- 
tant for driving our economy forward. 

My colleagues and I are charged with 
recognizing and offering innovative so- 
lutions to these problems. We are each 
selected by constituencies that have 
particular items that impact them. I 
was sent here to work on train noise, 
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as an example, and train stoppages 
that delay traffic, the designation of 
highway 70, which we hope to be able 
to include in the final bill, and many 
other transportation issues, some of 
which are reflected in the bill. 

I certainly commend my colleagues 
on the House Transportation and Infra- 
structure Committee for working dili- 
gently in trying to bring up a long- 
term, robustly funded, and thoughtful 
bill. 

This bill, unfortunately, is another 
exclusionary bill. Again, you can cer- 
tainly say there could be improvement 
to have more amendments than prior 
bills have allowed, but there are many 
more good ideas that Republicans and 
Democrats have offered that are not al- 
lowed to be debated under this rule. 

I commend the process and its inclu- 
sion of critical provisions regarding the 
Export-Import Bank. This is important 
to many companies in my district to 
ensure that U.S. businesses are com- 
peting on a level playing field. As an 
example, Fiberlok, located in my dis- 
trict in Fort Collins, is a specialty 
printing company. It provides heat 
transfer graphics. It is family owned, 
and about 40 percent of its business is 
export business. 

I also visited Boulder-based Droplet 
Measurement Technologies, which was 
named Export-Import Bank’s Small 
Business Exporter of the Year for its 
work in cloud and aerosol measure- 
ments. 

We simply want a level playing field 
for American businesses. 

Of course, this package has some 
commendable transportation-related 
provisions. For instance, it provides 
$325 billion in Federal contract author- 
ity and allows for the direct deposit of 
any additional revenues Congress is 
able to come up with. It invests in all 
modes of surface transportation, high- 
way, transit, and maintaining funding 
for alternatives like biking and walk- 
ing that should be commended. It cre- 
ates a $4.5-billion competitive grant 
program allowing States to compete 
for geographically expansive projects 
that impact and can now be financed 
by multiple States and regions. 

Unfortunately, however, this is not a 
6-year authorization. From the Infra- 
structure 2.0 Act I recently introduced, 
along with my colleague Mr. DELANEY, 
to the President’s GROW AMERICA 
Act, to Mr. DEFAZIO’s and Representa- 
tive BLUMENAUER’s initiatives to re- 
index the gas tax, many of us have 
been in the forefront of offering ave- 
nues for full funding of this bill. Yet, 
unfortunately, time and time again, 
whether it is the repatriation concept 
or whether it is a re-indexation of the 
gas tax concept, all of the very reason- 
able offers and ideas that we have put 
forward have been repeatedly and 
inexplicably rejected, and we have seen 
a failure from our colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle to bring forward 
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ways to actually pay for what they 
claim is a 6-year bill. 

Look, a long-term, sustainable, fund- 
ed bill is what we want. If that is the 
bill we get, Mr. Speaker, I will person- 
ally whip that bill. But this is not that 
bill. This bill fails to make the com- 
mitment needed to our Nation’s crum- 
bling transportation and infrastruc- 
ture, and it sets the precedent of au- 
thorizing investments without paying 
for them, which has been the whole dif- 
ficult part of putting a bill together, 
which this bill just kicks the can down 
the road on. 
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I oppose this overly restrictive rule 
and the path that we are taking to pre- 
tend that a bill is 6 years when we only 
pay for it for 2 to 3 years. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I remember when I ran for Congress 
4⁄2 years ago, I had this idea that be- 
cause I had really good ideas and had 
the backing of 700,000 folks back home 
in the district who also had really good 
ideas that we were going to be able to 
come up here and share our good ideas; 
435 of my colleagues were going to rec- 
ognize the wisdom that I brought from 
the great State of Georgia, and we were 
just going to be able to make those 
things happen. 

It has been harder than I had antici- 
pated, Mr. Speaker; I will confess that 
to you. It has been harder than I had 
anticipated. It turns out there are 
some folks in other parts of the coun- 
try who have some different ideas. 

My friend from Colorado is abso- 
lutely right. He offered two amend- 
ments yesterday, and he only got one 
of them made in order. That has hap- 
pened to me, too. That has happened to 
me, too. 

We have got to talk about what we 
are going to define as success in this 
place. Are we going to define getting 
half of everything you want as failure, 
or are we going to define getting half of 
everything you want as a huge step in 
the right direction that we can cele- 
brate together? 

There are not that many bills in this 
institution, Mr. Speaker, that are 
worked through in the bipartisan, col- 
laborative way that this one has hap- 
pened. It is not easy. It is tremen- 
dously  difficult—tremendously dif- 
ficult. Why? Because we have legiti- 
mate disagreements about public pol- 
icy—legitimate disagreements about 
public policy. 

Now, I don’t want to tamp down my 
friend’s pessimism about 3-year fund- 
ing instead of 6-year funding. I want 6- 
year funding, too. I have wanted it 
from day one, and I am prepared to 
vote for it today. I haven’t found quite 
as much enthusiasm for that around 
not just this floor, but the floor right 
down the hall in the United States Sen- 
ate. We are going to have to sort that 
out. 
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I tell you, with no small bit of opti- 
mism, that I think we are going to find 
that 6-year funding before we see a con- 
ference report back on this floor. I be- 
lieve it. We need it. We have serious 
people working at it, and we have the 
ability to make it so. 

But, Mr. Speaker, by any measure— 
by any measure—certainty of funding, 
certainty of authorization, bipartisan- 
ship, nonpartisanship, amendments 
made in order, length of time of the au- 
thorization, length of time of the fund- 
ing, by any measure—this is the best 
transportation bill and the best trans- 
portation rule that have come to this 
floor in more than a decade—more than 
a decade. 

Mr. Speaker, I don’t want us to take 
our toys and go home claiming victory 
over all that ails America. That is not 
where we are today. I want us to take 
credit for making a small step in the 
right direction together, a step that so 
many of our colleagues before us have 
failed to succeed at together, and en- 
gage in what is sure to be not another 
hour or 2 or 3 or 4, but dozens of hours 
to continue to improve this work prod- 
uct of the House Transportation and 
Infrastructure Committee. 

This is a moment of opportunity for 
us, Mr. Speaker. We can spend our time 
grousing about what we didn’t get, or 
we can spend our time celebrating 
what we did get, put this bill on the 
President’s desk, create certainty for 
America, and then come right back to- 
gether the day after and begin to make 
improvements once again. That is the 
way this institution has always worked 
when it has worked at its finest, Mr. 
Speaker, and that is the way I expect 
this institution to work today. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. DEFAZIO), the distinguished rank- 
ing member of the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, in terms 
of what the gentleman from Georgia 
just said, I do appreciate the fact that 
we are debating many policy amend- 
ments. That is the way the process 
should work, both sides of the aisle 
contribute. That is great. Some were 
excluded that I think should have been 
included. I don’t know why they 
weren’t allowed. I was willing to stay 
here later last night and stay later to- 
night so everybody who wanted an 
amendment could have a chance. 

But the biggest and most glaring 
omission by the Rules Committee is of 
not allowing any attempt by this 
House to fund the bill. That is pretty 
extraordinary. Actually, we probably 
don’t even have 3 years of pretend 
funding in the bill because some of 
those offsets were spent last week in 
the big budget deal, so I don’t know 
what we have left. But it sure as heck 
isn’t anywhere near 6 years of funding; 
and it is not 6 years of funding at a 
more robust level, which is necessary. 
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Even if we funded this bill for 6 
years, at the end of 6 years, our infra- 
structure will be more deteriorated 
than it is today. It is deteriorating 
more quickly than we are investing. 
That is a problem. 

We need to increase the investment. 
We haven’t raised the Federal gas tax 
since 1993. That is a user fee, a user fee 
created by President Dwight David Ei- 
senhower, raised again by Ronald 
Reagan, and then finally by Bill Clin- 
ton the last time it was increased. A 
bipartisan idea: user fee. Fund infra- 
structure for transportation with a 
user fee. 

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce sup- 
ports an increase in the user fee. The 
American Trucking Association sup- 
ports an increase in the user fee. We 
are virtually being begged by interest 
groups out there representing con- 
sumers and commercial users of the 
system to do something, vote on some- 
thing. 

I offered a really simple little amend- 
ment. Let’s just index the existing gas 
tax so we don’t lose more ground. If we 
did that, gas would go up 1.7 cents a 
gallon next year. I think consumers 
would be outraged. No, they wouldn’t 
be outraged. They would be pleased we 
started filling in the potholes and 
doing away with the detours around 
the bridges that are closed. 

If you indexed and you project that, 
you could borrow money against the 
future income following the budget 
rules of PAYGO. We could borrow $100 
billion and fill in the huge hole in this 
bill and then use some of those so- 
called pay-fors to increase spending 
under this bill. 

Why can’t we have a simple vote on 
revenues, a vote by the House of Rep- 
resentatives? 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume to 
say that I can identify with the gen- 
tleman from Oregon’s frustration. 

The frustration you see is not from a 
gentleman who does not have any 
power over the process. He is the rank- 
ing member of the Transportation and 
Infrastructure Committee. But the 
rules of the House prevent the Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure Com- 
mittee from funding transportation. It 
is an incredibly powerless space to be 
in. 

Your job on the Transportation and 
Infrastructure Committee is to come 
up with good transportation policy. 
You just can’t pull any of the levers 
that fund it. That is the frustration 
you hear from my friend from Oregon, 
and I don’t discount that in the least. 

What I do discount, however, is any 
suggestion that what is happening 
today is in any way unprecedented. My 
friend from Oregon first began serving 
in this House when Ronald Reagan was 
President of the United States, and not 
one Ways and Means major funding bill 
has come to this House floor under an 
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open rule in any day of the gentleman’s 
service—not one. Not one Ways and 
Means bill funding this government has 
come to the House floor under an open 
rule. Not under Republicans, not under 
Democrats, not ever—not ever. 

There are lots of reasons for that. I 
don’t need to get into arcane budget 
policy. But what I do need to say is we 
have an opportunity in conference to 
solve this problem. We are grappling 
with openness in this institution. I am 
excited about it, Mr. Speaker. A lot of 
folks say, oh, we can’t have openness 
on the floor because we will have to 
take tough votes. I say, if you don’t 
want to take tough votes, don’t run for 
Congress. 

We have a serious challenge, how- 
ever, in whether or not we allow a com- 
mittee, like the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee, whose sole purpose, whose sole 
jurisdiction, covers tax matters—no 
one else covers tax matters other than 
the Ways and Means Committee. Do we 
allow them to grapple with funding 
issues, or do we bring an amendment to 
the floor, debate it for 9% minutes, and 
change Federal tax policy together? We 
can do that. 

I am glad we are not doing Federal 
transportation policy in a 9-minute 
stint. Iam glad we worked on it, again, 
not for days, not for weeks, not for 
months, but for years, together, to get 
policy that worked. 

It is very puzzling to me, again, by 
any measure—by any measure. This is 
the best transportation process and the 
best transportation rule that this body 
has seen in a decade. We can choose to 
recognize that and improve upon it, or 
we can choose to continue the self-flag- 
ellation that seems to constitute gov- 
ernment today. I don’t understand it. I 
am very proud to be in this body. I am 
very proud to work with each one of 
you, and I am very proud of the work 
that we have done together. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary- 
land (Mr. HOYER), the Democratic 
whip. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman. 

I need 10 minutes at least to respond 
to that assertion. There is no party 
with whom I have served over the last 
35 years that has been any more into 
self-flagellation of the United States 
Government, the American Govern- 
ment, than his party. I will say with all 
due respect. 

Mr. WOODALL. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. HOYER. No. 

Mr. WOODALL. The gentleman is not 
talking about me. The gentleman is 
talking about my party. 


Mr. HOYER. I talked about your 
party. 

Mr. WOODALL. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 
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Mr. HOYER. But I will tell you that 
I disagree with the gentleman’s basic 
premise. He talks about the rule. The 
rule is not the issue. I am against this 
rule. Its substance, that is what the 
gentleman from Oregon was talking 
about. He was talking about investing 
and making America grow, creating 
jobs. That is what we ought to be de- 
bating, not some rule for you to have a 
lot of amendments. You can have a 
zillion amendments. If they are all 
awful, it won’t be a good rule. 

I rise in opposition to this rule. I rise 
in opposition because it would make in 
order several amendments that under- 
mine the will of a majority of both par- 
ties in this House, that the Export-Im- 
port Bank should be reopened imme- 
diately. 

I said for a year and a half the major- 
ity of this House was for it; and for a 
year and a half, it was bottled up by a 
committee chairman in a closed proc- 
ess. 

Since some Republicans blocked an 
extension of the Export-Import Bank’s 
charter authority and let it shut down 
in July, hundreds of American jobs 
have been shipped overseas, and export- 
ers and their workers have been unable 
to compete on a level playing field in 
foreign markets. 

Last month, in a historic effort, vir- 
tually all Democrats and a majority of 
Republicans came together to end the 
gridlock and take steps to allow the 
House to work its will and hold a vote 
on reopening the Export-Import Bank. 
This rule seeks to reverse that process. 

When that vote was finally held, Mr. 
Speaker, 127 Republicans finally got 
the opportunity to work their will—a 
majority of their Conference—and 
joined with every Democrat, save one, 
to reopen the Bank and create jobs in 
our country. 

The will of this House is clear, un- 
equivocal. The best way to reopen the 
Bank is by keeping, unchanged, in this 
highway bill the Heitkamp-Kirk lan- 
guage, a bipartisan amendment from 
the Senate that 313 Members, other- 
wise known as 75 percent of this body, 
voted for last week on this floor. The 
amendments that this rule would make 
in order are, in effect, a last-ditch at- 
tempt by the Bank’s opponents to undo 
the will of the majority of this House. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
rule; and should it be adopted, as is 
likely the case, I urge every one of my 
colleagues who voted to reopen the Ex- 
port-Import Bank last week to stand 
together in defeating every single 
amendment offered on the Export-Im- 
port Bank so we can stand together to 
defeat all of the amendments that are 
offered on the Export-Import Bank. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. POLIS. I yield the gentleman an 
additional 25 seconds. 

Mr. HOYER. It is a Senate bill and a 
House bill that are exactly the same. If 
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they had been passed alone, they would 
be on the President’s desk right now. 

Once again, we need to help Amer- 
ican exporters; but more importantly 
than that, we need to help American 
workers get and keep jobs. We talk a 
lot about it. This is an opportunity to 
do it. Defeat any and every amend- 
ment, no matter how sugary it may 
sound, to defeat the Export-Import 
Bank. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I don’t fault my friend from Mary- 
land for not yielding. He had very lim- 
ited time. I remember the days of the 
magic minute. Those were better yield- 
ing days. 

Mr. HOYER. But I will yield to him 
on his time. 

Mr. WOODALL. I appreciate that. 
The gentleman is always generous. 

Mr. Speaker, while the minority whip 
was the majority leader of this institu- 
tion, this House did a lot of big 
things—a lot of big things. But what 
they couldn’t do—what they couldn’t 
do—was a bill like the one that Rank- 
ing Member DEFAZIO and Chairman 
BILL SHUSTER have brought to the floor 
today. 
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We can cast this dye and call it any- 
thing we want to; but the fact of the 
matter is it is a success, and it is one 
that we have done together. I don’t 
know where partisanship comes into 
this process, and it will be a shame if it 
comes in today because it sure hasn’t 
been in in the previous days, weeks, 
months, and years that we have been 
working on this process. 

I had some great ideas for this bill, 
Mr. Speaker, and I serve on the Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure Com- 
mittee. Where better for a fellow with 
great ideas on transportation to work 
than on the Transportation and Infra- 
structure Committee. 

So I knocked on my chairman’s door. 
I said, Mr. Chairman, I bring the wis- 
dom of the Seventh District of Georgia. 
I have crafted it all here in legislative 
language for you. Let me just go ahead 
and give it to you so you can include it 
in the base text. 

Do you know what the chairman said 
to me? 

He said, ROB, we are doing this in a 
collaborative manner. If your ideas are 
that good, you are going to find some 
folks on the other side of the aisle who 
believe in your ideas, too. You bring 
me back those ideas. Together, we will 
get it done. 

He was right. That is exactly what I 
did. My ideas were that good. Thank 
you very much. I did go out and find 
some collegiality on the other side of 
the aisle, and we did include those 
ideas in the base text. That is what 
this product is. 

You can’t do that on every piece of 
legislation, Mr. Speaker, as the divi- 
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sions are too great; but the minority 
whip was right—this is about jobs. 
There is not a local mayor in the coun- 
try who doesn’t know that, as one’s 
transportation infrastructure and edu- 
cation infrastructure goes, so goes 
one’s community. 

We need to solve that education 
piece. Today, we are going to solve the 
transportation piece. Not once in more 
than a decade has a bill come to the 
floor of this House with the kind of 
commitment to transportation and in- 
frastructure that this bill has today. 
My hope is, somewhere in these 81 
amendments this rule makes in order, 
we will be able to improve upon that 
bill. If nothing else, if we can’t improve 
upon it, at least we can find out where 
the will of the House is by defeating 
those amendments. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the process I ran 
to be a part of. This is the way I imag- 
ined the House to work. I am very 
proud to be here today, and I hope my 
colleagues will take some of that pride 
as well. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1% 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL), a member of 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, I was 
proud to join my Ways and Means Com- 
mittee colleague, my counterpart—Mr. 
RENACCI of Ohio—along with several 
other Members, in submitting to the 
Rules Committee a modified version of 
our bipartisan bill to provide long- 
term, sustainable funding for our high- 
ways and bridges, which this bill does 
not do. 

Our proposal would have used the 
next 3 paid-for years to set up a task 
force to devise a plan to fund the re- 
maining years of the bill. Continuity 
can ensure that construction projects 
and the jobs they provide don’t come to 
a grinding halt when Congress fails to 
act. 

The fact that our bipartisan amend- 
ment to save the highway trust fund 
was shut out from floor consideration 
but that the devolution crowd gets a 
vote on their plan to dismantle the 
fund speaks volumes about how this 
leadership views the concept of an open 
process and regular order, to say noth- 
ing of the place for compromise and bi- 
partisan solutions. 

Look, we have a diverse coalition of 
colleagues who is cosponsoring our 
plan. We have support from a broad co- 
alition of business, labor, construction, 
engineering, and transit advocates. 

Let’s be frank. Be it under Demo- 
cratic or Republican control, this body 
has been loath to make the tough deci- 
sions needed on the issue of transpor- 
tation funding. It is a disgrace that our 
bipartisan team was not given the 
chance to put the trust back into the 
trust fund. 

I urge my colleagues to send a mes- 
sage by opposing this bill. 
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Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

“Disgrace” is a strong word from my 
friend; but I would say that, if there is 
disappointment in this institution, it is 
that the Ways and Means Committee, 
with the sole jurisdiction over funding 
transportation, has failed under both 
Republican and Democratic leadership 
to provide long-term transportation 
funding. The gentleman serves on that 
committee. I don’t. I welcome his sup- 
port on the steering committee if I try 
to make that move. 

It is not easy, Mr. Speaker, to find 
that transportation funding, and the 
gentleman made a passionate pitch in 
the Rules Committee last night about 
the importance of keeping the user fee 
dynamic at play here. 

Mr. Speaker, there was a time when 
the transportation bill was pushed by 
folks back home, not because they 
needed transportation certainty, as 
they so desperately need today, but be- 
cause the local jurisdiction was only 
getting back about 80 cents out of 
every gas tax dollar they were sending 
in. They wanted to push that number 
up to 81 or to 82. It brought us all to- 
gether around pushing a bill. 

When we decided we didn’t have the 
courage in the United States Con- 
gress—I was not in this institution at 
that time—to actually fund what it 
was that we had paid for, we began tak- 
ing money out of general revenues and 
just stuffing it in the transportation 
trust fund. Now, if you are a road 
builder, if you are in the business of 
getting people to work, if you are in 
the business of getting families out of 
traffic, if you are in the business of 
making America’s economy grow, you 
thought that was a trade worth mak- 
ing. You had no idea that, now that 
every State is getting back more than 
a dollar for every dollar of taxes they 
send in, it is really hard to get people 
back to the table to fix the problem 
that the gentleman is speaking of. 

We are at a nexus here, Mr. Speaker, 
between trying to solve a problem and 
trying to preserve our user fee system. 
I don’t know where the division in the 
road is going to go. If we fail to main- 
tain the user fee system when we find 
the additional year 4, year 5, and year 
6 of transportation funding, we may 
never get it back. 

Mr. Speaker, I represent a very con- 
servative area in the great State of 
Georgia. We don’t much care for taxes 
of any kind. We don’t mind taking care 
of one another, but we feel like we do 
it better ourselves than do folks from 
far, far away. My local jurisdiction re- 
jected Federal gas taxes. It rejected 
State gas taxes. It passed for them- 
selves a $200 million bonding initiative 
to build roads locally because they be- 
lieved they would get it done. Users are 
paying for those roads. 

There is not a conservative in this 
country, I would posit, who is unwill- 
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ing to pay for what it is that he uses. 
It is our job to go sell that to folks— 
that, if you use it, you need to pay for 
it—and there is no shame in that. It is 
a constitutional responsibility that we 
have in this body, and it is one we 
ought to be proud to stand up and sup- 
port. 

Though, I would say to my friends on 
the other side of the aisle that we are 
going to have some EPA discussions in 
this legislation. My folks back home 
don’t believe that, if they send a dollar 
to Washington, they are going to get a 
dollar’s worth of roads back in return. 
They don’t. They believe 10 percent is 
going to come off here and 10 percent is 
going to come off there. It is going to 
be wasted on regulatory compliance 
here, and it is going to be wasted on 
silly Federal mandates there; and they 
are going to get 50 cents of road for a 
dollar’s worth of taxes. I don’t think 
they are all wrong about that, Mr. 
Speaker. I think there is a lot of wis- 
dom in that suspicion. 

Now, this bill does a lot to correct 
that. 

Two days ago, we had the ranking 
member of the Transportation and In- 
frastructure Committee in the Rules 
Committee, who was making that very 
point, which is that this bill is working 
to restore that trust. 

I say to my friends on the other side 
of the aisle, who worry about funding 
as I worry about funding, if we restore 
that trust, we will have access to the 
funding. 

It is a very challenging issue, Mr. 
Speaker. It is our responsibility, in 
having lost that trust, to restore it. 
This bill takes a major step in that di- 
rection. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. BLUMENAUER), a member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. Speaker, my friend from Georgia 
suggests that this is very complex and 
difficult and that we have wrapped our- 
selves around the axle, and we can’t do 
this in the Rules Committee or in the 
Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee. 

That is hogwash. 

I wish that the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee would have accepted the legisla- 
tion that I have had for the last 5 years 
that is supported by the Chamber and 
the truckers and AAA and bicyclists 
and engineers—but, no, they have not 
done it. We could have an opportunity 
with this bill. There are a number of 
my colleagues who have proposals for 
finance, but they wouldn’t even make 
in order a study, for heaven’s sakes. 

This year, seven Republican States, 
including Georgia, have raised the gas 
tax. They have followed the admoni- 
tion of President Ronald Reagan in 
1982, who called on Congress to come 
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back after Thanksgiving recess and 
raise the gas tax. 

The gentleman was not there when I 
testified, but I submitted a list of 18 or- 
ganizations that support raising the 
gas tax, and we are not even allowed an 
opportunity to debate it on the floor. 
That is why we can’t do as good a job 
as we want with this transportation 
bill. 

And what are we given?—a 6-year 
shell with 3 years of, sort of, pay-fors— 
I like this—requiring the Federal Re- 
serve dividend, which is opposed by 
most of my Republican friends. There 
are 150 people who signed a letter, say- 
ing that it is really stupid to sell the 
strategic oil reserve at twice what the 
current price is and—one of my favor- 
ites—having bill collectors hound poor 
people for their taxes. The last two 
times we tried it, it lost money. 

This is a fraud. I urge rejection. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

As a Rules Committee member—and 
it is called the powerful House Rules 
Committee for a reason—I am thrilled 
to see the parade of my Ways and 
Means colleagues on the House floor, 
who are saying that what Ways and 
Means doesn’t get done we should be 
doing in the Rules Committee instead. 
I am excited about that as, I am sure, 
my friend from Colorado is as well. To- 
gether, we can do a lot of good tax pol- 
icy. 

I have a bill called the “FairTax.” I 
haven’t been able to bring it to the 
floor yet. With the endorsement now of 
two of my Ways and Means’ friends 
that we ought to be able to make these 
amendments in order on major funding 
legislation and bring them to the floor, 
I am looking forward to trying to get 
that delegation letter going. I don’t 
have any Democrats on the bill right 
now, but I would welcome anybody. It 
is H.R. 25, the fundamental tax reform 
bill. I would love to bring that to the 
floor. 

Mr. Speaker, we are talking as if it is 
over right now, as if there is no more 
debate left to have. That is what is 
nonsense. We are going to continue im- 
proving this bill throughout the after- 
noon and into the night and into to- 
morrow. We are going to take this bill 
to conference and improve it still. 

I have said it once, but I will say it 
again: the opportunity for 6 years of 
funding is still there. 

This isn’t the time to turn the firing 
squad inward. This is the time to stand 
shoulder to shoulder and get out there 
and do this together. We believe in 
that, Mr. Speaker. We couldn’t reach 
agreement with the Senate last year 
because they wanted 3 years of funding, 
and we wanted 6. We were dreaming the 
big dreams, not as Republicans and 
Democrats, but as the U.S. House of 
Representatives—as the people’s 
House. Those days are still upon us. We 
have an environment in which to win. 
I hope we will seize it. 
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I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Ne- 
vada (Ms. TITUS), a member of the 
Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure. 

Ms. TITUS. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, when the new Speaker 
took the gavel last week, he promised 
us that the House would run differently 
in that Members on both sides of the 
aisle would get a chance to bring forth 
amendments and that the House would 
debate the merits of those. 

Today, I am reminded of the saying, 
“Plus ca change, plus c’est la meme 
chose.” 

Like the gentleman admonished and 
as the chairman said, I worked across 
the aisle and brought a bipartisan 
amendment with my friend, Mr. DAVIS 
from Illinois. It made a small change 
about the local use of transportation 
dollars. Despite overwhelming support, 
we were denied the opportunity to 
bring that amendment to the floor. 

In the middle of the night, in the 
backroom here in the Capitol, the ma- 
jority decided that the will of the peo- 
ple simply didn’t have to be heard on 
this important transportation issue; 
yet they have allowed 10 amendments 
to be heard on the Export-Import 
Bank, which have nothing to do with 
transportation, and the issue of which 
was resolved a week ago. 

Indeed, I say, the more things 
change, the more they stay the same. 
So, despite all the fancy rhetoric you 
are hearing, I would urge you to re- 
member that and to vote ‘‘no”’ on this 
rule. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

With this new order that we have 
here, we are going to have to work 
through it together, and it is not going 
to be easy. For the folks who think it 
is going to be easy, I would go ahead 
and turn your voting card in now and 
let somebody else come up here and do 
the work. It is not going to be easy. It 
is going to be hard. 
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Because what constitutes regular 
order for us? How do we work together? 

My friend from Nevada just talked 
about her amendment that the Rules 
Committee didn’t consider. She is ab- 
solutely right. That said, she offered 
the amendment in committee and 
withdrew it before we had a chance to 
vote on it. 

We had this topic before us in the 
Transportation Committee and didn’t 
do it there. Folks chose to do it on the 
House floor and in the Rules Com- 
mittee instead. Is that the way we 
want this institution to work? Do we 
want to ignore the issues at the com- 
mittees of jurisdiction and bring them 
to the House floor straightaway, or do 
we want to work through the com- 
mittee process? 
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I don’t have all the answers, Mr. 
Speaker. I have one vote in a body of 
435. I generally side on the side of open- 
ness as opposed to being closed. I gen- 
erally side on the side of voting instead 
of not voting. 

Of all the rules I have had a chance 
to handle, Mr. Speaker, in the 4⁄2 years 
the good people of the Seventh District 
have entrusted me with their voting 
card, this bill that we have before us, 
this rule that we have before us makes 
in order more voices than any other 
rule I have ever handled. 

If folks don’t think we have gone far 
enough today, fair enough. Let’s talk 
about it again tomorrow. But I chal- 
lenge you to tell me that we did it bet- 
ter yesterday, not “we” the Repub- 
licans yesterday, not ‘‘we’’ the Demo- 
crats yesterday, but ‘‘we’’ this House 
yesterday. 

I have been watching this institution 
a long time. Not in more than 10 years 
have we even considered a bill of this 
magnitude on the floor of the House, 
and I am pleased that we finally came 
together to do it today. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1% 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary- 
land (Mr. DELANEY). 

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, my 
good friend from Georgia talks about 
the certainty that will be obtained by 
this bill. There will be certainty. There 
will be an absolute certainty that we 
will continue to underinvest in our in- 
frastructure in the United States of 
America for the next 6 years. 

Mr. Speaker, because of recent fund- 
ing levels, we have caused the infra- 
structure in this country to be under- 
invested by a huge number. People es- 
timate we have a $6 trillion shortfall in 
our infrastructure. Well, that is a huge 
challenge. It is also a huge oppor- 
tunity. If we could actually increase 
our investment in infrastructure, we 
would create jobs, we would improve 
the lives of our constituents, and we 
would make our country more competi- 
tive. 

Instead, we are looking at a bill that 
locks in infrastructure spending at cur- 
rent levels for another 6 years. How 
anyone could possibly look at the 
facts, look at the data, and look at the 
situation of the infrastructure in this 
country and conclude that that is the 
right answer is beyond my comprehen- 
sion. 

The only way to stop this chronic 
underinvestment in our infrastructure 
that will cause the infrastructure crisis 
in this country to continue to build is 
to reject this rule and reject the under- 
lying bill so that this Congress can go 
back to the drawing board and figure 
out smart ways to increase our funding 
in infrastructure. 

There are bipartisan solutions. We 
have heard about some of them today. 
One of the ones that I have worked on 
for years is to tie increasing our in- 
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vestment in infrastructure to inter- 
national tax reform, where we have 
trillions of dollars sitting overseas 
trapped. If we can create pathways for 
that money to come back, we can allo- 
cate additional revenue towards infra- 
structure and increase our investment 
in infrastructure so we will not con- 
tinue to have the problem of chronic 
underinvestment in our infrastructure 
and we can rebuild America. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 30 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to say to my 
friend from Maryland he is absolutely 
right. We could do better in terms of 
certainty. 

I would remind the gentleman that 
when Democrats ran this institution 
the cycle before I got here, they passed 
six different transportation extension 
bills in 2 years. That means we are 
averaging 4 months of certainty. 

This bill, even under the most pessi- 
mistic assertions, gives us 3 years of 
certainty, which is more certainty 
than America has seen in a decade. I 
am not trying to stop trying, Mr. 
Speaker. I want us to keep fighting for- 
ward together. I just want us to recog- 
nize that this is the best we have done 
in a long, long time. Let’s take advan- 
tage of having done the best we have 
done in a long, long time, and let’s 
keep trying to do better. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUN- 
CAN), a Senior member of the Transpor- 
tation Committee. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, first, I thank the gentleman 
from Georgia for yielding me this time. 
In my 27 years in this Congress, I can 
think of very few Members who are 
better orators, greater speakers than 
the gentleman from Georgia; and I ap- 
preciate his giving me this time. 

I rise in support of this rule. 

Later today, Congressman PAULSEN 
of Minnesota and I will be offering an 
amendment that, I think, is very tech- 
nical in nature; but it is designed to 
help the smallest businesses in the 
trucking industry. 

I want to thank Chairman SHUSTER 
and Ranking Member DEFAZIO for in- 
cluding some provisions from a bill 
that I introduced in the base text that 
establishes hiring practices that a 
freight broker must follow. 

My and Mr. PAULSEN’s amendment 
clarifies the requirements that a 
freight broker must meet before hiring 
a motor carrier for the delivery of 
goods. This bill will require a broker to 
check to ensure that a motor carrier is 
first registered with, and authorized 
by, the Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Administration to operate as a licensed 
motor carrier; and, secondly, that it 
has the minimum insurance required 
by Federal law; and, third, it has the 
satisfactory safety fitness determina- 
tion by the FMCSA. My amendment in- 
serts “or be unrated” in the third re- 
quirement. 
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Currently, there are thousands of 
small trucking companies which have 
yet to be audited by the FMCSA. By 
adding the words ‘‘or be unrated,” we 
ensure that these very small companies 
will not be precluded from being in the 
pool of eligible motor carriers that can 
be used for shipping goods. 

Without this modest change, thou- 
sands of very small, very safe trucking 
companies will be eliminated from the 
pool of eligible motor carriers just be- 
cause the FMCSA has not had time or 
staff levels enough to rate them. With- 
out this amendment, thousands of 
small companies that have never had a 
wreck or a violation will be hurt. 

So, without this change, we will hurt 
small businesses and drive up the cost 
of shipping goods for everyone. This is 
an amendment for the little guy, the 
mom-and-pop operators. 

There is a second part to this amend- 
ment that address a fourth require- 
ment that must be checked by the bro- 
kers. This fourth condition requires a 
broker to check to make sure that a 
motor carrier has not been issued an 
out-of-service order to prohibit a car- 
rier from conducting operations. 

To conclude, I will just say my and 
Mr. PAULSEN’s amendment ensures 
that we have only safe trucks on the 
road and that thousands of small busi- 
nesses are not hurt in the process. This 
amendment is supported by the Owner 
Operators Independent Drivers Associa- 
tion, the Transportation Inter- 
mediaries Association, various other 
associations, the International Ware- 
house Logistics Association, and on 
and on. 

I would urge my colleagues to look 
into this amendment and hopefully 
support it later today when we bring it 
to the floor. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, many 
American workers don’t have access to 
paid sick days, which means they can’t 
miss work without losing a day’s pay 
or risking their job security, some- 
times even endangering the public 
health by spreading their flu or cold to 
others. 

Mr. Speaker, everyone should be able 
to take care of themselves or their 
loved ones when they are sick and not 
have to worry about losing their job or 
falling behind on their bills. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to insert the text of the amend- 
ment in the RECORD, along with extra- 
neous material, immediately prior to 
the vote on the previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. POLIS. I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Connecticut (Ms. 
DELAURO). 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the previous question. 
Defeating the previous question will 
allow us to amend the rule to provide 
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for consideration of the Healthy Fami- 
lies Act. It is an act that would allow 
workers to earn up to 7 days of job-pro- 
tected sick leave every year. 

Being a working parent should not 
mean choosing between your job and 
taking care of yourself and your fam- 
ily. But at least 43 million private sec- 
tor workers, 39 percent of the work- 
force, must make this decision every 
time illness strikes. Millions more can- 
not earn paid sick time to care for a 
sick child or for a family member. 

Employers ultimately suffer when 
workers have to make this choice. In- 
creased turnover rates amount to 
greater costs. And employers can jeop- 
ardize the health of other employees 
when their policies force employees to 
come to work sick. 

Paid sick days policies have been en- 
acted successfully at the State and 
local levels. Nearly 20 jurisdictions 
across the country have adopted paid 
sick day laws, and there is strong pub- 
lic support for universal access to paid 
sick days. Highty-eight percent of 
Americans support paid sick days legis- 
lation. 

The Healthy Families Act allows 
working families to meet their health 
and financial needs while boosting 
businesses’ productivity and retention 
rates. 

It ultimately strengthens this Na- 
tion’s economy. It is common sense, 
business savvy, and it is the right thing 
to do. Let’s protect the public health, 
boost the economy, help hardworking 
families have access to paid sick days. 
Let’s pass the Healthy Families Act. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
previous question. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts (Mr. NEAL), the ranking mem- 
ber on the Ways and Means Sub- 
committee on Select Revenue Meas- 
ures. 

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, we shouldn’t 
be bragging about this legislation 
today, boasting about this legislation. 
Let me give you the perspective of 27 
years here. 

This used to be the easiest legislation 
to pass in this institution. It created 
greater cost efficiencies. It created 
greater investment and, just as impor- 
tantly, it put people to work imme- 
diately. 

There was no hearing held on the tax 
title portion of this bill. There was no 
operation or opportunity for Members 
to offer amendments in the Ways and 
Means Committee. Now, let me point 
out, for that 4-year period when we 
were in the majority, I held those hear- 
ings; and then after the loss of elec- 
tions, during those 4 years, nothing 
ever came of it again. 

We have repeatedly urged the oppor- 
tunity to talk about a genuine mecha- 
nism for financing the Federal highway 
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system, our airports, our railroads; and 
the opportunity has not availed itself. 

To point something out here that I 
think is noteworthy as well, this fi- 
nancing is held together by bubble 
gum. How many times are we going to 
sell the oil in the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve? Every time I turn around, it 
becomes the pay-for these days. Is 
there any oil left in there? That is how 
we are going to finance the Federal 
highway system? 

A reminder, what I heard earlier that 
in some States people only want to pay 
for services that they use, that was the 
revenue mechanism, the user fee, the 
gas tax that allowed people to pay for 
the services that they used; namely, 
driving along on the Federal highway 
system. Now, how is that for a com- 
plication? 

We are here today because we have 
not adequately addressed the Federal 
highway system’s responsibility and 
that begins in this House of the Con- 
gress where all financing, according to 
our Constitution, is supposed to origi- 
nate. If the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee isn’t taking it up, there is no 
opportunity for the House to take it 
up. 
Don’t brag about this rule today. It is 
a bad rule, and we should vote it down 
and get on with financing the Federal 
highway system the way it is supposed 
to be financed. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 15 seconds. 

I just remind my friend, during the 
Congress before I arrived when he was 
chairman, four different extensions of 
the highway trust fund, not one of 
them was funded with a change in the 
gas tax. 

Mr. NEAL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOODALL. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, we held the 
hearings. We went through it. We had 
the Chamber of Commerce in, the 
American Trucking Association, and 
we had organized labor in. We were set 
to go, and then we lost the institution 
and that was the end of the discussion 
about the Federal highway system. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 14% 
minutes to the gentleman from 
Vermont (Mr. WELCH), a member of the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 
Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, as Mr. 
NEAL said, this transportation highway 
bill used to be a solid, bipartisan bill 
that invested in the future of this 
country. This Congress has set dif- 
ferent expectations. I think if we are 
candid with ourselves and with the 
American people, we have become a 
low-expectations Congress. I guess it 
could be said that this bill meets, but 
certainly doesn’t exceed, the low ex- 
pectations that prevail in this body. 

It is true that it will have a 6-year 
bill authorization with 3 years of bub- 
ble-gum-styled funding. That is going 


November 4, 2015 


to give some certainty to the agency of 
transportation in Vermont, so it is 
true that this is better than when we 
were doing 3-month extensions and 5- 
month extensions on ‘‘pension smooth- 
ing.” 

You know what? America deserves 
better. America needs more, and we 
can provide it. We have jobs to create, 
work to be done, workers ready to put 
shovels in the ground and to get Amer- 
ica moving again. It is within our 
power, both sides, to make that hap- 
pen. But it can’t happen if we are so 
fearful to even discuss revenue meas- 
ures that we don’t have hearings on 
them. 
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We have had good proposals from Mr. 
BLUMENAUER, a bipartisan proposal 
with Mr. RENACCI and Mr. PASCRELL, 
the Delaney proposal. There are solu- 
tions out there that are going to invest 
in this country, generate jobs for this 
economy, increase the gross domestic 
product, and make our economy more 
competitive and our highway system 
safer. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Maryland (Ms. EDWARDS), a member of 
the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure. 

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in opposition to the rule pre- 
cisely because it makes in order var- 
ious Export-Import Bank amendments 
that are actually designed to kill what 
we just did to make sure that we could 
reauthorize the Export-Import Bank. 

Nonetheless, I am grateful to Chair- 
men SHUSTER and GRAVES and Ranking 
Members DEFAZIO and NORTON and 
their committees and their personal 
staffs for their leadership in trying to 
move forward a 6-year reauthorization. 

All of us have acknowledged that this 
is far from perfect, but the fact is, 
America is literally falling apart: by 
asphalt, by rebar, by cement, by steel, 
by rail, pothole by pothole, just falling 
apart. The United States now ranks 
16th in infrastructure according to the 
World Economic Forum. According to 
the American Society of Civil Engi- 
neers, the overall assessment of our in- 
frastructure ranks is, I am sad to say, 
a whopping D plus. 

As some of you remember from The 
Washington Post back in February, a 
constituent of mine was driving on the 
Suitland Parkway, just outside of D.C. 
She was minding her own business, 
running her errands. What happens? A 
chunk of cement falls down and hits 
her car. That is right, a chunk of ce- 
ment falling from the beltway to hit 
her car on the Suitland Parkway. For- 
tunately, no one was injured, but this 
is just one example of a project that 
was on the Federal list and simply 
wasn’t worked on because there was no 
money to do it. 
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I support what we are doing today in 
terms of a bipartisan authorization for 
a long-term authorization, but this is 
nowhere near what we need to do to re- 
pair the couple of trillion dollars in in- 
frastructure deficit that we face in this 
country that is causing us not to be as 
competitive as we need to be and really 
is taking up a bunch of time for people 
who are stuck on roads that are going 
nowhere. 

Let me be clear, this is not the bill 
that I would have written. It is not per- 
fect, but maybe it is the best that we 
can do under the circumstances. Clear- 
ly, though, we shouldn’t have a 6-year 
authorization with only a couple years 
of funding. There have been numerous 
proposals to fund our long-term infra- 
structure. 

I am grateful that I was able to at 
least work on a couple of amendments 
regarding oversight of the Washington 
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority, 
WMATA, and I look forward to con- 
tinuing to work on these efforts. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, a few of my colleagues 
have talked about selling down the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve. I think 
that is a great bipartisan idea to pay 
for something. We actually no longer 
need to have crude oil in the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve. 

Our Nation is a net producer of crude 
oil, so they are actually stockpiling 
the same stuff that we are talking 
about exporting; namely, unprocessed 
crude oil. There is a component of the 
crude oil reserve that is heating oil 
that is processed. That is still nec- 
essary. That is not being sold down. 
Nobody has talked about selling that 
down. I think we can use the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve as an additional 
pay-for for other items until it is suc- 
cessfully phased out over the next few 
years. I think this bill is the first step. 
I applaud my colleagues for including 
it. 

Keep in mind, though, it is an ac- 
counting trick in terms of the dollar 
value of that. They are assuming that 
it will be sold at roughly twice the cur- 
rent price of oil. That may happen; it 
may not. We don’t know. But at least 
it is being sold, and that is a good 
thing. 

A third of our Nation’s roads are 
rated poor or mediocre. We need to do 
better. We have a responsibility to ad- 
dress the transportation and infra- 
structure crisis. 

If you have ever been to Fort Collins, 
the biggest city in my congressional 
district, home to Colorado State Uni- 
versity, you have found a lot of traffic 
along Interstate 25. 

If you have ever traveled Interstate 
70 to our world-class ski resorts, like 
Vail or Breckenridge, you might very 
well have been locked in traffic as you 
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went out there to enjoy the ski season 
or the summer high season. 

Fort Collins, Loveland, Boulder, Vail, 
Frisco, Breckenridge, these are our 
communities that are tourism-and 
recreation-driven, and we need a 21st 
century transportation solution that 
provides consistency in funding levels, 
not a shell game to fund 2 years of a 6- 
year bill. 

We need to open up a future for 
major highway improvements, like we 
need on Interstates 25 and 70. We need 
to put politics aside and not shroud a 2- 
year bill behind a facade of a 6-year 
bill. Our parents and grandparents sac- 
rificed to build a world-class national 
infrastructure system, but we need the 
courage to maintain it and improve it 
for the 21st century. 

I urge my colleagues to consider the 
responsibility of this maneuver. I urge 
defeat of the previous question, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, may I 
inquire how much time remains on my 
side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Georgia has 5% minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I appreciate my friend from Colorado 
working with me on this rule today. I 
appreciate all the folks on the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure who made this possible, and 
the whole body that came in front of 
the Committee on Rules, bringing 
amendments to try to make the bill 
better. 

I don’t want to suggest that the dif- 
ferences that we have between one an- 
other here are in any way going away 
because of this bill. They are not. I 
have heard passionate speech after pas- 
sionate speech about funding of this 
bill. 

I share some of those concerns, but I 
represent a county of 200,000 people 
who just raised $200 million in a bond- 
ing initiative to build their roads. 
Until my colleagues have raised the 
taxes on their constituents by $1,000 on 
every man, woman, and child—$4,000 on 
a family of four—to build roads back 
home in your district, please don’t 
come and ask my constituents to pay 
even more. 

Georgia is one of the States that has 
raised its gas tax, from a 7 cent sales 
tax to a 26 cent excise tax. When your 
State has taken on that same burden of 
responsibility, come back to me and 
tell me how much more Georgia needs 
to put in to help you. 

The devolution of the transportation 
trust fund has long been a conversation 
in this body, but by holding the Fed- 
eral gas tax constant over these years, 
that devolution has been happening 
naturally with the effect of inflation, 
and localities are picking up the tab. 

You know what we are celebrating 
this week back home, Mr. Speaker? 
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This is election week, of course. A year 
ago this week is when Forsyth County 
passed its $200 million bonding initia- 
tive. You know when they broke 
ground on the project, Mr. Speaker? 
This week. This week. You tell me that 
time is money. It is true in transpor- 
tation. 

I challenge you to find that Federal 
project that you are working on back 
home in your district that you are 
going from conception to ground- 
breaking in 12 months. I want to help 
you find the funding to make it hap- 
pen, I do, because, clearly, you are run- 
ning at a heightened level of efficiency, 
and it deserves our support. 

Mr. Speaker, the reason we need this 
bill is because we are not getting a dol- 
lar’s worth of value out of a dollar’s 
worth of Federal taxes. The reason we 
need this bill is to help make some of 
those bipartisan reforms to the infra- 
structure program that just don’t 
make sense. They just don’t make 
sense in the 21st century, and it is no 
wonder. Democratic Congresses failed 
to succeed in this effort. Republican 
Congresses failed to succeed in this ef- 
fort. This Congress is succeeding in 
this effort. 

There are 81 new amendments with 
this rule today, 81 new ideas with this 
amendment today. Mr. Speaker, the 
underlying bill has more certainty and 
more funding than any other proposal 
this body has considered in more than 
a decade. This rule has more openness, 
more voices, and more amendments 
than any other rule of this nature that 
I have been able to handle in 4% years 
here. 

We don’t get it right every day. We 
don’t get it right every day. Votes 
don’t go the way I want them to go 
every day, but we have got a chance, 
Mr. Speaker. We have got a chance 
with this bill, with this process, with 
this new House leadership team to re- 
store the trust that has been lost for 
far too long. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge support for the 
rule and the underlying resolution. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. POLIS is as follows: 

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 512 OFFERED BY 

MR. POLIS OF COLORADO 

At the end of the resolution, add the fol- 
lowing new sections: 

SEC. 8. Immediately upon adoption of this 
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to 
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House 
resolved into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for consider- 
ation of the bill (H.R. 982) to allow Ameri- 
cans to earn paid sick time so that they can 
address their own health needs and the 
health needs of their families. The first read- 
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. All 
points of order against consideration of the 
bill are waived. General debate shall be con- 
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one 
hour equally divided among and controlled 
by the respective chairs and ranking minor- 
ity members of the Committees on Edu- 
cation and the Workforce, House Adminis- 
tration, and Oversight and Government Re- 
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form. After general debate the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the five- 
minute rule. All points of order against pro- 
visions in the bill are waived. At the conclu- 
sion of consideration of the bill for amend- 
ment the Committee shall rise and report 
the bill to the House with such amendments 
as may have been adopted. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in- 
structions. If the Committee of the Whole 
rises and reports that it has come to no reso- 
lution on the bill, then on the next legisla- 
tive day the House shall, immediately after 
the third daily order of business under clause 
1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Committee of 
the Whole for further consideration of the 
bill. 

SEC. 9. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not 
apply to the consideration of H.R. 932. 


THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 
IT REALLY MEANS 

This vote, the vote on whether to order the 
previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or- 
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Republican majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the Democratic minority to 
offer an alternative plan. It is a vote about 
what the House should be debating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives (VI, 308-811), de- 
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.” To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be- 
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de- 
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition” 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of- 
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said: 
“The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz- 
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.” 

The Republican majority may say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution . . [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im- 
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the Repub- 
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative 
Process in the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s 
how the Republicans describe the previous 
question vote in their own manual: ‘‘Al- 
though it is generally not possible to amend 
the rule because the majority Member con- 
trolling the time will not yield for the pur- 
pose of offering an amendment, the same re- 
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre- 
vious question on the rule. ... When the 
motion for the previous question is defeated, 
control of the time passes to the Member 
who led the opposition to ordering the pre- 
vious question. That Member, because he 
then controls the time, may offer an amend- 
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of 
amendment.” 

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House 
of Representatives, the subchapter titled 
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“Amending Special Rules” states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend- 
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec- 
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘‘Upon re- 
jection of the motion for the previous ques- 
tion on a resolution reported from the Com- 
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem- 
ber leading the opposition to the previous 
question, who may offer a proper amendment 
or motion and who controls the time for de- 
bate thereon.”’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli- 
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Republican major- 
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter- 
native views the opportunity to offer an al- 
ternative plan. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res- 
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 


EES 


REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1019 


Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to remove my 
name as a cosponsor on H.R. 1019. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 


a 
HIRE MORE HEROES ACT OF 2015 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 507 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the Senate amend- 
ments to the bill, H.R. 22. 

Will the gentleman from Idaho (Mr. 
SIMPSON) kindly resume the chair. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 


itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
further consideration of the Senate 
amendments to the bill (H.R. 22) to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to exempt employees with health 
coverage under TRICARE or the Vet- 
erans Administration from being taken 
into account for purposes of deter- 
mining the employers to which the em- 
ployer mandate applies under the Pa- 
tient Protection and Affordable Care 
Act, with Mr. SIMPSON in the chair. 
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The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIR. When the Committee of 
the Whole rose on Tuesday, November 
3, 2015, amendment No. 45 printed in 
part B of House Report 114-325 offered 
by the gentlewoman from California 
(Mrs. NAPOLITANO) had been disposed 
of. 

VACATING DEMAND FOR RECORDED VOTE ON 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROTHFUS 

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Chair, I ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw my re- 
quest for a recorded vote on my amend- 
ment to the end that the amendment 
stands disposed of by the voice vote 
thereon. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will redesig- 
nate the amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIR. Without objection, the 
request for a recorded vote is with- 
drawn. Accordingly, the ayes have it 
and the amendment is agreed to. 

There was no objection. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIR 


The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, proceedings will now re- 
sume on those amendments printed in 
part B of House Report 114325 on 
which further proceedings were post- 
poned, in the following order: 

Amendment No. 37, as modified, by 
Mrs. HARTZLER of Missouri. 

Amendment No. 39 by Mr. ROONEY of 
Florida. 

Amendment No. 41 by 
DESAULNIER of California. 

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes 
the minimum time for any electronic 
vote after the first vote in this series. 
AMENDMENT NO. 37, AS MODIFIED, OFFERED BY 

MRS. HARTZLER 

The CHAIR. The unfinished business 
is the demand for a recorded vote on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
woman from Missouri (Mrs. HARTZLER) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre- 
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


Mr. 


redesignate the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 172, noes 255, 
not voting 6, as follows: 

[Roll No. 594] 


AYES—172 
Abraham Brady (TX) Chaffetz 
Aderholt. Brat Clawson (FL) 
Allen Bridenstine Coffman 
Amash Brooks (AL) Collins (GA) 
Babin Brooks (IN) Collins (NY) 
Barr Buchanan Conaway 
Barton Buck Cook 
Benishek Bucshon Cramer 
Bishop (UT) Burgess Crenshaw 
Black Byrne Culberson 
Blackburn Carter (GA) DeSantis 
Blum Carter (TX) DesJarlais 
Bost Chabot Duffy 


Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 

Flores 

Forbes 

Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Garrett 

Gibbs 

Gosar 

Gowdy 

Granger 

Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Griffith 
Guthrie 

Hardy 

Harris 

Hartzler 

Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurt (VA) 

Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 

Kelly (MS) 
King (IA) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 


Adams 
Aguilar 
Amodei 
Ashford 
Barletta 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (MI) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boustany 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Cole 
Comstock 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Courtney 


LaHood 
Lamborn 
Latta 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Marchant 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McClintock 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McSally 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Roby 
Rohrabacher 


NOES—255 


Crawford 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fitzpatrick 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gibson 
Goodlatte 
Graham 
Graves (MO) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
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Rokita 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Russell 
Salmon 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 


Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Yoho 

Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 

Zinke 


Grijalva 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanna 
Harper 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Hil 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 


Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jolly 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 

King (NY) 
Kirkpatrick 
Knight 
Kuster 
LaMalfa 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 

Levin 

Lewis 

Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
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LoBiondo Pascrell Simpson 
Loebsack Payne Sinema 
Lofgren Pelosi Sires 
Lowenthal Perlmutter Slaughter 
Lowey Peters Smith (WA) 
Lujan Grisham Peterson Speier 
i ie Š aie Stefanik 
ujan, Ben Ray ocan 
(NM) Poe (TX) oe (CA) 
A akano 
Lynch Polis Thompson (CA) 
MacArthur Price (NC) 
Maloney, Quigley Thompson (MS) 
Carolyn Rangel Thompson (PA) 
Maloney, Sean Reichert Titus 
Marino Rice (NY) Tonko 
Matsui Richmond Torres 
McCaul Rigell Trott 
McCollum Roe (TN) Tsongas 
McDermott Rogers (AL) Turner 
McGovern Rogers (KY) Upton 
McHenry Rooney (FL) Valadao 
McKinley Ros-Lehtinen Van Hollen 
McNerney Roybal-Allard Vargas 
Meadows Ruiz Veasey 
Meehan Ruppersberger Vela 
Meng Ryan (OH) 2 
Miller (MI) Sanchez, Linda uae 
isclosky 
Moore T. Walden 
Moulton Sanchez, Loretta PIE 
Walters, Mimi 
Murphy (FL) Sanford 
Murphy (PA) Sarbanes Walz 
Nadler Schakowsky Wasserman 
Napolitano Schiff Schultz 
Neal Schrader Waters, Maxine 
Newhouse Scott (VA) Watson Coleman 
Nolan Scott, David Welch 
Norcross Serrano Wilson (FL) 
Nunes Sewell (AL) Womack 
O’Rourke Sherman Yarmuth 
Pallone Shuster Young (AK) 


NOT VOTING—6 


Ellmers (NC) Johnson (GA) Rush 
Gohmert Meeks Takai 
1426 
Messrs. LAMALFA, CRAWFORD, 


SWALWELL of California, LARSON of 
Connecticut, MARINO, and 
GUTIERREZ changed their vote from 
“aye” to ‘no.’ 

Messrs. REED, CARTER of Georgia, 
BARTON, MULLIN, Mrs. NOEM, and 
Mr. STIVERS changed their vote from 
**no”’ to “aye.” 

So the amendment, as modified, was 
rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 39 OFFERED BY MR. ROONEY OF 
FLORIDA 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. CONAWAY). 
The unfinished business is the demand 
for a recorded vote on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. ROONEY) on which further pro- 
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 185, noes 240, 
not voting 8, as follows: 
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Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amodei 
Ashford 
Babin 

Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 

Bos 
Brady (TX) 
Bra 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Brown (FL) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Byrne 

Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Cleaver 
Coffman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 
Costa 

Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Donovan 
Duffy 

Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fleischmann 
Flores 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Garamendi 
Garrett 

Gibbs 

Gosar 

Gowdy 
Granger 


Adams 
Aguilar 
Amash 
Barletta 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (MI) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boustany 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 


[Roll No. 595] 


AYES—185 


Graves (GA) 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hinojosa 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Johnson (OH) 
Jolly 
Jordan 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Lummis 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McSally 
Messer 
Miller (FL) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 


NOES—240 


Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Cohen 

Cole 
Comstock 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costello (PA) 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
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Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Peterson 
Pittenger 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Renacci 
Ribble 

Rice (SC) 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 

Rouzer 
Royce 
Scalise 
Schrader 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sessions 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Valadao 
Vela 
Wagner 
Walden 
Walker 
Walz 

Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Yoho 

Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zinke 


Dent 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Emmer (MN) 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Gibson 
Goodlatte 
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The Acting CHAIR. This 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 169, noes 257, 
not voting 7, as follows: 


is a 2- 


Graham Lowey Ruppersberger 
Graves (LA) Luetkemeyer Russell 
Graves (MO) Lujan Grisham Ryan (OH) 
Grayson (NM) Salmon 
Green, Al Lujan, Ben Ray Sánchez, Linda 
Grijalva (NM) T. 
Guthrie Lynch Sanchez, Loretta 
Gutierrez MacArthur Sanford 
Hahn Maloney, Sarbanes 
Hanna Carolyn Schakowsky 
Hardy Maloney, Sean Schiff 
Harper Matsui Schweikert 
Hastings McCollum Scott (VA) 
Heck (WA) McGovern Seiisonbrovitier 
Higgins McHenry Serrano 
Hill McKinley 
Himes McNerney Sewell (AL) 
Honda Meadows Sherman 
Hoyer Meehan Shimkus 
Huffman Meng Shuster 
Hultgren Mica Sires 
Israel Miller (MI) Slaughter 
Jackson Lee Moore Smith (NJ) 
Jeffries Moulton Smith (WA) 
Jenkins (WV) Murphy (PA) Speier 
Johnson (GA) Nadler Swalwell (CA) 
Johnson, E. B. Napolitano Takano 
Johnson, Sam Neal Thompson (CA) 
Jones Nolan Thompson (MS) 
Joyce Norcross Titus 
Kaptur O’Rourke Tonko 
Katko Palazzo Torres 
Keating Pallone Trott 
Kelly (IL) Pascrell Tsongas 
Kennedy Payne Turner 
Kildee Perlmutter 
Kilmer Peters Tate 
Kind Pingree Vargas 
King (NY) Pitts Vease 
Kinzinger (IL) Pocan Sey 
Kirkpatrick Polis Velazquez 
Kuster Price (NC) Visclosky 
Langevin Quigley Walberg p 
Larsen (WA) Rangel Walorski Ma 
Larson (CT) Reed Walters, Mimi 
Lawrence Reichert Wasserman 
Lee Rice (NY) Schultz 
Levin Richmond Waters, Maxine 
Lewis Rigell Watson Coleman 
Lieu, Ted Rogers (KY) Welch 
Lipinski Rohrabacher Williams 
LoBiondo Roskam Wilson (FL) 
Loebsack Rothfus Wittman 
Lofgren Roybal-Allard Yarmuth 
Lowenthal Ruiz Zeldin 
NOT VOTING—8 
Ellmers (NC) Meeks Takai 
Gohmert Pelosi Whitfield 
McDermott Rush 
1431 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi 


changed his vote from “aye” to ‘‘no.”’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No. 
594, | would have voted “no.” On rollcall 595, 
| would have voted “yes.” 

AMENDMENT NO. 41 OFFERED BY MR. 
DE SAULNIER 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
DESAULNIER) on which further pro- 
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 


[Roll No. 596] 


AYES—169 

Adams Foster Napolitano 
Aguilar Frankel (FL) Neal 
Ashford Fudge Nolan 
Bass Gabbard Norcross 
Beatty Gallego O’Rourke 
Becerra Garamendi Pascrell 
Bera Grayson Payne 
Beyer Green, Gene Pelosi 
Blum Griffith Perlmutter 
Blumenauer Grijalva Perry 
Bonamici Gutierrez Peters 
Boyle, Brendan Hahn Pingree 

F. Hastings Pocan 
Brady (PA) Heck (WA) Polis 
Brownley (CA) Higgins 
Bustos Himes Posey 
Capps Hinojosa Price (NC) 
Capuano Honda Ribble 
Cárdenas Hoyer Richmond 
Carney Huffman Ruiz 
Carson (IN) Issa Ruppersberger 
Cartwright Jackson Lee Ryan (OH) 
Castor (FL) Kaptur Salmon 
Castro (TX) Katko Sánchez, Linda 
Chu, Judy Keating T 
Cicilline Kelly (IL) Sanchez, Loretta 
Clark (MA) Kennedy Sarbanes 
Clarke (NY) Kildee Schakowsky 
Clay Kilmer Schiff 
Cleaver Kind Scott (VA) 
Clyburn Knight Scott, David 
Coffman Kuster Sherman 
Cohen LaMalfa Sinema 
pcr Ta i Slaughter 

onyers angevin ‘ 
Cooper Larsen (WA) Sry R 
Courtney Larson (CT) Speier 
Cuellar Lawrence Swalwell (CA) 
Cummings Lee Takano 
Davis (CA) Levin 
Davis, Danny Lewis Thompson (CA) 

i K Thompson (MS) 

DeGette Lieu, Ted '? 
Delaney Lipinski Titus 
DeLauro Loebsack Tonko 
DelBene Lowenthal Torres 
DeSaulnier Lujan Grisham Tsongas 
Deutch (NM) Van Hollen 
Dingell Luján, Ben Ray Vargas 
Doyle, Michael (NM) Vela 

F. Lummis Visclosky 
Duckworth Lynch Walters, Mimi 
Duncan (TN) Matsui Walz 
Edwards McCollum Wasserman 
Ellison McGovern Schultz 
Engel McNerney Waters, Maxine 
Eshoo Moore Watson Coleman 
Esty Moulton Welch 
Farr Mulvaney Wilson (FL) 
Fattah Murphy (FL) Yarmuth 

NOES—257 

Abraham Buck Davis, Rodney 
Aderholt Bucshon DeFazio 
Allen Burgess Denham 
Amash Butterfield Dent 
Amodei Byrne DeSantis 
Babin Calvert DesJarlais 
Barletta Carter (GA) Diaz-Balart 
Barr Carter (TX) Doggett 
Barton Chabot Dold 
Benishek Chaffetz Donovan 
Bilirakis Clawson (FL) Duffy 
Bishop (GA) Cole Duncan (SC) 
Bishop (MI) Collins (GA) Emmer (MN) 
Bishop (UT) Collins (NY) Farenthold 
Black Comstock Fincher 
Blackburn Conaway Fitzpatrick 
Bost Cook Fleischmann 
Boustany Costa Fleming 
Brady (TX) Costello (PA) Flores 
Brat Cramer Forbes 
Bridenstine Crawford Fortenberry 
Brooks (AL) Crenshaw Foxx 
Brooks (IN) Crowley Franks (AZ) 
Brown (FL) Culberson Frelinghuysen 
Buchanan Curbelo (FL) Garrett 
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Gibbs MacArthur Roskam 
Gibson Maloney, Ross 
Goodlatte Carolyn Rothfus 
Gosar Maloney, Sean Rouzer 
Gowdy Marchant Roybal-Allard 
Graham Marino Royce 
Granger Massie Russell 
Graves (GA) McCarthy Sanford 
Graves (LA) McCaul Scalise 
Graves (MO) McClintock 
Green, Al McHenry a 

: chweikert 
Grothman McKinley Scott. Austin 
Guinta MeMorris g 

A Sensenbrenner 
Guthrie Rodgers Sorang 
Hanna McSally : 
Hardy Meadows Sessions 
Harper Meehan Sewell (AL) 
Harris Meng Shimkus 
Hartzler Messer Shuster 
Heck (NV) Mica Simpson 
Hensarling Miller (FL) Sires 
Herrera Beutler Miller (MI) Smith (MO) 
Hice, Jody B. Moolenaar Smith (NE) 
Hill Mooney (WV) Smith (TX) 
Holding Mullin Stefanik 
Hudson Murphy (PA) Stewart 
Huelskamp Nadler Stivers 
Huizenga (MI) Neugebauer Stutzman 
Hultgren Newhouse Thompson (PA) 
Hunter Noem Thornberry 
Hurd (TX) Nugent Tiberi 
Hurt (VA) Nunes Tipton 
Israel Olson Trott 
Jeffries Palazzo Turner 
Jenkins (KS) Pallone Upton 
Jenkins (WV) Palmer Valadao 
Johnson (OH) Paulsen Veasey 
Johnson, E. B. Pearce Velázquez 
Johnson, Sam Peterson Wagner 
Jolly Pittenger Walberg 
Jones Pitts Walden 
Jordan Poe (TX) Walker 
Joyce Poliquin Walorski 
Kelly (MS) Pompeo k 
Kelly (PA) Price, Tom Weber (PX) 
< 7 Webster (FL) 
King (IA) Quigley 
King (NY) Rangel Wenstrup 
Kinzinger (IL) Ratcliffe Westerman 
Kirkpatrick Reed Westmoreland 
Kline Reichert Whitfield 
Labrador Renacci Williams 
LaHood Rice (NY) Wilson (SC) 
Lamborn Rice (SC) Wittman 
Latta Rigell Womack 
LoBiondo Roby Woodall 
Lofgren Roe (TN) Yoder 
Long Rogers (AL) Yoho 
Loudermilk Rogers (KY) Young (AK) 
Love Rohrabacher Young (IA) 
Lowey Rokita Young (IN) 
Lucas Rooney (FL) Zeldin 
Luetkemeyer Ros-Lehtinen Zinke 
NOT VOTING—7 
Ellmers (NC) McDermott Takai 
Gohmert Meeks 
Johnson (GA) Rush 
1436 
Mrs. NOEM and Mr. GRAVES of 


Georgia changed their vote from “aye” 


to “no.” 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


So the amendment was rejected. 


The result of the vote was announced 


as above recorded. 


The Acting CHAIR (Mr. HULTGREN). 
There being no further amendments, 


under the rule, the Committee rises. 


Accordingly, 


the Committee rose; 


and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. CON- 
AWAY) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
HULTGREN, Acting Chair of the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union, reported that that Com- 
mittee, having had under consideration 
the Senate amendments to the bill 
(H.R. 22) to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to exempt employees 
with health coverage under TRICARE 
or the Veterans Administration from 


being taken into account for purposes 
of determining the employers to which 
the employer mandate applies under 
the Patient Protection and Affordable 
Care Act, had come to no resolution 
thereon. 


a 


PROVIDING FOR FURTHER CONSID- 
ERATION OF SENATE AMEND- 
MENTS TO H.R. 22, HIRE MORE 
HEROES ACT OF 2015 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on order- 
ing the previous question on the reso- 
lution (H. Res. 512) providing for fur- 
ther consideration of the Senate 
amendments to the bill (H.R. 22) to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to exempt employees with health 
coverage under TRICARE or the Vet- 
erans Administration from being taken 
into account for purposes of deter- 
mining the employers to which the em- 
ployer mandate applies under the Pa- 
tient Protection and Affordable Care 
Act, on which the yeas and nays were 
ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu- 
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 241, nays 
183, not voting 9, as follows: 

[Roll No. 597] 


YEAS—241 
Abraham Crenshaw Heck (NV) 
Aderholt Culberson Hensarling 
Allen Curbelo (FL) Herrera Beutler 
Amash Davis, Rodney Hice, Jody B. 
Amodei Denham Hill 
Babin Dent Holding 
Barletta DeSantis Hudson 
Barr DesJarlais Huelskamp 
Barton Diaz-Balart Huizenga (MI) 
Benishek Dold Hultgren 
Bilirakis Donovan Hunter 
Bishop (MI) Duffy Hurd (TX) 
Bishop (UT) Duncan (SC) Issa 
Black Duncan (TN) Jenkins (KS) 
Blackburn Emmer (MN) Jenkins (WV) 
Blum Farenthold Johnson (OH) 
Bost Fincher Johnson, Sam 
Boustany Fitzpatrick Jolly 
Brady (TX) Fleischmann Jones 
Brat Fleming Jordan 
Bridenstine Flores Joyce 
Brooks (AL) Forbes Katko 
Brooks (IN) Fortenberry Kelly (MS) 
Buchanan Foxx Kelly (PA) 
Buck Franks (AZ) King (IA) 
Bucshon Frelinghuysen King (NY) 
Burgess Garrett Kinzinger (IL) 
Byrne Gibbs Kline 
Calvert Gibson Knight 
Carter (GA) Goodlatte Labrador 
Carter (TX) Gosar LaHood 
Chabot Gowdy LaMalfa 
Chaffetz Granger Lamborn 
Clawson (FL) Graves (GA) Lance 
Coffman Graves (LA) Latta 
Cole Graves (MO) LoBiondo 
Collins (GA) Griffith Long 
Collins (NY) Guinta Loudermilk 
Comstock Guthrie Love 
Conaway Hanna Lucas 
Cook Hardy Luetkemeyer 
Costello (PA) Harper Lummis 
Cramer Harris MacArthur 
Crawford Hartzler Marchant 


Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 


Adams 
Aguilar 
Ashford 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 
F; 
Duckworth 


Posey 

Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 

Rice (SC) 
Rigell 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Russell 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 


NAYS—183 


Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Esty 

Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 

Levin 
Lewis 

Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 


17353 


Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 

Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Yoho 

Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 

Zinke 


Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 
Ty 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
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Speier Tsongas Wasserman 
Swalwell (CA) Van Hollen Schultz 
Takano Vargas Waters, Maxine 
Thompson (CA) Veasey Watson Coleman 
Thompson (MS) Vela Welch 
Titus Velazquez Wilson (FL) 
Tonko Visclosky Yarmuth 
Torres Walz 

NOT VOTING—9 
Ellmers (NC) Hurt (VA) Schrader 
Gohmert Meeks Sinema 
Grothman Rush Takai 

1444 


So the previous question was ordered. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated against: 

Ms. SINEMA. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
597 | was unavoidably detained. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “no.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
question is on the resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 
5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 248, noes 183, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 598] 


The 


AYES—243 
Abraham Dent Hunter 
Aderholt. DeSantis Hurd (TX) 
Allen DesJarlais Hurt (VA) 
Amodei Diaz-Balart Issa 
Babin Dold Jenkins (KS) 
Barletta Donovan Jenkins (WV) 
Barr Duffy Johnson (OH) 
Barton Duncan (SC) Johnson, Sam 
Benishek Duncan (TN) Jolly 
Bilirakis Emmer (MN) Jones 
Bishop (MI) Farenthold Jordan 
Bishop (UT) Fincher Joyce 
Black Fitzpatrick Katko 
Blackburn Fleischmann Kelly (MS) 
Blum Fleming Kelly (PA) 
Bos Flores King (IA) 
Boustany Forbes King (NY) 
Brady (TX) Fortenberry Kinzinger (IL) 
Bra Foxx Kline 
Bridenstine Franks (AZ) Knight 
Brooks (AL) Frelinghuysen Labrador 
Brooks (IN) Garrett LaHood 
Buchanan Gibbs LaMalfa 
Buck Gibson Lamborn 
Bucshon Goodlatte Lance 
Burgess Gosar Latta 
Byrne Gowdy LoBiondo 
Calvert Granger Long 
Carter (GA) Graves (GA) Loudermilk 
Carter (TX) Graves (LA) Love 
Chabot Graves (MO) Lucas 
Chaffetz Griffith Luetkemeyer 
Clawson (FL) Guinta Lummis 
Coffman Guthrie MacArthur 
Cole Hanna Marchant 
Collins (GA) Hardy Marino 
Collins (NY) Harper Massie 
Comstock Harris McCarthy 
Conaway Hartzler McCaul 
Cook Heck (NV) McClintock 
Cooper Hensarling McHenry 
Costello (PA) Herrera Beutler McKinley 
Cramer Hice, Jody B. McMorris 
Crawford Hill Rodgers 
Crenshaw Holding McSally 
Culberson Hudson Meadows 
Curbelo (FL) Huelskamp Meehan 
Davis, Rodney Huizenga (MI) Messer 
Denham Hultgren Mica 


Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 

Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 

Perry 
Pittenger 
Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 


Adams 
Aguilar 
Amash 
Ashford 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 


Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 

Ruiz 

Russell 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 


NOES—183 


Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
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Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 

Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoho 

Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 

Zinke 


McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 
T; 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
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Velazquez Wasserman Welch 
Visclosky Schultz Wilson (FL) 
Walz Waters, Maxine Yarmuth 


Watson Coleman 


NOT VOTING—7 


Ellmers (NC) Meeks Yoder 
Gohmert Rush 
Grothman Takai 
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So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


—— 


PERMISSION TO CONSIDER 
AMENDMENT NO. 23 AS THOUGH 
PRINTED IMMEDIATELY FOL- 
LOWING AMENDMENT NO. 9 IN 
PART B OF HOUSE REPORT 114- 
326 


Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that, during fur- 
ther consideration of the Senate 
amendments to H.R. 22 pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, amendment No. 
23 printed in part B of House Report 
114-326 may be considered as though 
printed immediately following amend- 
ment No. 9 in part B of such report. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
LUMMIS). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 


Er 


HIRE MORE HEROES ACT OF 2015 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 512 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the Senate amend- 
ments to the bill, H.R. 22. 

Will the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
CONAWAY) kindly take the chair. 


1453 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 


itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
further consideration of the Senate 
amendments to the bill (H.R. 22) to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to exempt employees with health 
coverage under TRICARE or the Vet- 
erans Administration from being taken 
into account for purposes of deter- 
mining the employers to which the em- 
ployer mandate applies under the Pa- 
tient Protection and Affordable Care 
Act, with Mr. CoNAwAy (Acting Chair) 
in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Acting CHAIR. When the Com- 
mittee of the Whole rose earlier today, 
an amendment consisting of the text of 
Rules Committee Print 114-82 was 
pending. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 512, no 
further amendment to that amendment 
shall be in order except those printed 
in part A of House Report 114-326 and 
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amendments en bloc described in sub- 
section (c) of that resolution. 


Each further amendment printed in 
part A of House Report 114-326 shall be 
considered only in the order printed in 
the report, may be offered only by a 
Member designated in the report, shall 
be considered as read, shall be debat- 
able for the time specified in the report 
equally divided and controlled by the 
proponent and an opponent, may be 
withdrawn by the proponent at any 
time before action thereon, shall not be 
subject to amendment, and shall not be 
subject to a demand for division of the 
question. 


It shall be in order at any time for 
the chair of the Committee on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure or his des- 
ignee to offer amendments en bloc con- 
sisting of amendments printed in part 
A of House Report 114-326 not earlier 
disposed of. Such amendments en bloc 
shall be considered as read, shall be de- 
batable for 20 minutes equally divided 
and controlled by the chair and rank- 
ing member of the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure or 
their designees, shall not be subject to 
amendment, and shall not be subject to 
a demand for division of the question. 


No further amendment to the Senate 
amendment, as amended, shall be in 
order except those printed in part B of 
House Report 114-326. Each such fur- 
ther amendment shall be considered 
only in the order printed in the report, 
except that amendment No. 23 printed 
in part B of the report may be consid- 
ered as though immediately following 
amendment No. 9 in part B of the re- 
port. Each such further amendment 
may be offered only by a Member des- 
ignated in the report, shall be consid- 
ered read, shall be debatable for the 
time specified in the report equally di- 
vided and controlled by the proponent 
and an opponent, may be withdrawn by 
the proponent at any time before ac- 
tion thereon, shall not be subject to 
amendment, and shall not be subject to 
a demand for division of the question. 


Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 


The motion was agreed to. 


Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. HAR- 
RIS) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
CoNnAWAY, Acting Chair of the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union, reported that that Com- 
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 22) to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to exempt em- 
ployees with health coverage under 
TRICARE or the Veterans Administra- 
tion from being taken into account for 
purposes of determining the employers 
to which the employer mandate applies 
under the Patient Protection and Af- 
fordable Care Act, had come to no reso- 
lution thereon. 
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1500 
PERMISSION TO CONSIDER 
AMENDMENT NO. 1 PRINTED IN 


PART A OF HOUSE REPORT 114 
326 OUT OF SEQUENCE 


Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that, during fur- 
ther consideration of the Senate 
amendments to H.R. 22, pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, amendment No. 
1, printed in part A of House Report 
114-326, may be considered out of se- 
quence. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CON- 
AWAY). Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 


EE 


HIRE MORE HEROES ACT OF 2015 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 512 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the Senate amend- 
ments to the bill, H.R. 22. 

Will the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. PALAZZO) kindly take the chair. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 


itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
further consideration of the Senate 
amendments to the bill (H.R. 22) to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to exempt employees with health 
coverage under TRICARE or the Vet- 
erans Administration from being taken 
into account for purposes of deter- 
mining the employers to which the em- 
ployer mandate applies under the Pa- 
tient Protection and Affordable Care 
Act, with Mr. PALAZZO (Acting Chair) 
in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Acting CHAIR. When the Com- 
mittee of the Whole rose earlier today, 
an amendment consisting of the text of 
Rules Committee Print 11432 was 
pending. 

Pursuant to the order of the House of 
today, amendment No. 1, printed in 
part A of House Report 114-326, may be 
considered out of sequence. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. RYAN OF 

OHIO 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 2 printed in 
part A of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 56, line 8, after ‘‘diesel retrofits” in- 
sert ‘‘or alternative fuel vehicles”. 

Page 56, line 9, insert ‘‘or indirect” after 
“direct”. 

Page 56, line 14, insert ‘‘or indirectly” after 
“directly”. 
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The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. RYAN) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment is cosponsored by Con- 
gresswoman NAPOLITANO and is en- 
dorsed by the Natural Gas Vehicles for 
America, the Electric Drive Transpor- 
tation Association, and the National 
Propane Gas Association. 

The amendment addresses one spe- 
cific provision in the bill, section 1109, 
which modifies how Congestion Mitiga- 
tion and Air Quality, CMAQ, funds can 
be used in PM2.5 nonattainment and 
maintenance areas. ‘“‘PM’’ stands for 
“particulate matter.” 

The purpose of the CMAQ Program is 
to fund transportation projects or pro- 
grams that will contribute to the at- 
tainment or maintenance of the Na- 
tional Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
All projects and programs that are eli- 
gible for CMAQ funds must come from 
a conforming Federal or State trans- 
portation plan. The program is de- 
signed to allow States to identify the 
right solution for their air quality 
challenges and utilize CMAQ funds to 
implement them. 

Without the Ryan-Napolitano amend- 
ment, the language in section 1109 may 
restrict States’ discretion in identi- 
fying the most cost-effective emissions 
reduction technologies and effectively 
limit their options to only diesel retro- 
fits. Specifically, the priority consider- 
ation and use of funding provisions for 
the section seemingly restrict local au- 
thorities’ ability to consider other al- 
ternative vehicle technologies that can 
be adopted to meet the goals of this 
section. 

Other technologies, such as natural 
gas, propane, or electric vehicles, also 
reduce PM2.5 and provide other air 
quality benefits. In my State of Ohio 
and the chairman’s State of Pennsyl- 
vania, being two of those States, they 
allow for the use of CMAQ funds for a 
variety of alternative fuel vehicles. 
However, section 1109, as written, may 
limit their and other States’ solutions 
in using CMAQ funds to address the 
nonattainment issue. 

We should not be directing States on 
how to use these funds, and it is impor- 
tant that we keep the utilization of 
CMAQ funding technology neutral. 
Giving States the flexibility in uti- 
lizing these funds allows them to select 
the best vehicle technology to address 
PM2.5 concerns. Modifying the priority 
consideration and the use of funding 
language in this section allows us to 
meet the environmental goals while 
avoiding picking winners and losers. 

I would like to thank Chairman SHU- 
STER for his help and Ranking Member 
DEFAZIO and their staffs for working 
with us on this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from California (Mrs. 
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NAPOLITANO), the amendment’s cospon- 
sor. 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong support as a cosponsor of 
this amendment. I thank my colleague 
from Ohio (Mr. RYAN) for offering it. I 
thank the gentleman for allowing me 
to cosponsor it because this is an im- 
portant issue for my area. 

In section 1109(c), this amendment 
would clarify language in the bill in 
order for local transportation agencies 
to continue to fund not only highway, 
but transit, bicycle, and pedestrian, 
projects with Congestion Mitigation 
and Air Quality Program funds, called 
CMAQ. This amendment would also 
allow for alternative fuel vehicles to be 
eligible for recipient funds along with 
diesel retrofit projects. 

A concern was brought to my atten- 
tion by the metropolitan planning or- 
ganizations in California, including the 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority and the cit- 
ies they represent, which includes my 
district in the San Gabriel Valley, that 
important transportation projects 
would no longer be prioritized for 
CMAQ funding. 

In 2014, southern California transpor- 
tation agencies—mind you, they rep- 
resent over 20 million people—used 
CMAQ funding to provide $51 million in 
traffic flow improvements, $50 million 
in transit, and $22 million in bicycle 
and pedestrian projects. This amend- 
ment would clarify that these projects 
are still prioritized for CMAQ funding. 

I thank Chairman SHUSTER and 
Ranking Member DEFAZIO for working 
with us on this amendment. I look for- 
ward to working with my colleagues in 
conference to further clarify that traf- 
fic flow, transit, and bicycle and pedes- 
trian projects continue to be eligible 
for CMAQ set-aside programs as they 
are now. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
claim the time in opposition, although 
I don’t oppose the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, cur- 
rently under the CMAQ Program, funds 
may be used to purchase publicly 
owned alternative fuel vehicles, includ- 
ing passenger vehicles, service trucks, 
street cleaners, and others. 

This is a good amendment that en- 
sures alternative fuel vehicles are still 
eligible under this bill. I support the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. RYAN). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. HUNTER 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 3 printed in 
part A of House Report 114-326. 
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Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 73, line 24, strike the closed quotation 
mark and the final period. 

Page 73, after line 24, insert the following: 

“(n) FACILITATING COMMERCIAL WATER- 
BORNE TRANSPORTATION.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, or rights granted 
thereunder, and provided that the require- 
ments of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4821 et seq.) are met, a 
property owner may develop, construct, op- 
erate, and maintain pier, wharf, or other 
such load-out structures on that property 
and on or above adjacent beds of the navi- 
gable waters of the United States to facili- 
tate the commercial waterborne transpor- 
tation of domestic aggregate that may sup- 
ply an eligible project under this section, in- 
cluding salt, sand, and gravel, from reserves 
located within ten miles of the property.”’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HUNTER) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, the 
roads, bridges, and other infrastructure 
projects we seek to advance in the leg- 
islation before us today require a 
steady supply of aggregate and gravel. 
Without it, we might as well not even 
be here debating this legislation. 

In fact, a report from the U.S. Geo- 
logical Survey—2011 USGS Report: Ag- 
gregate Resource Availability in the 
United States—found ‘‘a 70 percent in- 
crease in annual aggregate production 
may be required to upgrade our trans- 
portation infrastructure.”’ 

The report went on to say, ‘‘There is 
an indisputable need for an uninter- 
rupted, large supply of aggregate for 
the restoration and rehabilitation of 
the infrastructure.”’ 

It is also important to note that a 
substantial portion of the cost of ag- 
gregate is its transportation costs, and 
lowering those costs will reduce the 
cost of construction projects. 

My State of California is just one ex- 
ample of where the need is great. Ac- 
cording to a recent report, California 
goes through 200 million tons of high- 
grade aggregate every year, which is 
the equivalent of more than 7 million 
trips by large diesel trucks. 

So here is what my amendment does: 

It streamlines access to marine-ac- 
cessible sand and gravel aggregate sup- 
ply points throughout the United 
States, allowing our country to meet 
the future needs of the national infra- 
structure projects which are covered in 
this legislation. 

With this amendment, we have the 
opportunity to strengthen our supply 
of raw building materials for infra- 
structure projects, to reduce road con- 
gestion and transportation costs, and 
to strengthen our maritime commu- 
nity. 
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I urge all Members to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I claim 
the time in opposition to the amend- 
ment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Generally, the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia and I have worked together on a 
number of things, and this is one time 
when I reluctantly rise in opposition to 
his proposal. 

I have spent a good deal of time on 
aggregate issues in my own district 
that relate to those which are located 
in the marine environment, and I un- 
derstand some of the frustrations and 
concerns that go on there. The lan- 
guage in this, though, is so broad that 
we are preempting both the Rivers and 
Harbors Act of 1899 and the Truman- 
Hobbs Act, which relate to impedi- 
ments to navigation. 

At this point, that sort of amend- 
ment would, for instance, overturn an 
easement that has been entered into 
between the joint Naval Base Kitsap 
and the owners of this aggregate. There 
is a concern that, if a dock were built 
in that area, it would interfere with 
the navigation that is a prime route for 
our strategic submarine forces in the 
Pacific Northwest and the Pacific re- 
gion. 
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So we think it has unintended con- 
sequences that go far beyond any idea 
of streamlining access to maritime ag- 
gregate resources. 

So I would have to recommend Mem- 
bers oppose the amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mary- 
land (Mr. HARRIS). 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chair, I rise in sup- 
port of the gentleman from California’s 
amendments. 

With this amendment, we need to 
start the rebirth of our Nation’s ship- 
ping capabilities and begin to build 
U.S.-flagged seagoing vessels to move a 
domestic supply of sand and gravel 
across our Nation. 

This amendment allows access to ag- 
gregate that will be available to re- 
store damaged beaches, enhance fish- 
eries habitats in the estuaries and lit- 
toral regions of the Atlantic Ocean, the 
Gulf of Mexico, and the Pacific Ocean 
by providing clean sand and gravel for 
broad-scale beach replenishment 
projects that are so vital across the 
Nation. 

This amendment will also lead to es- 
tablishment of a reliable U.S. source to 
meet domestic demand for major con- 
struction and public projects. Half of 
all uses for sand and gravel are used for 
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public projects, building and replacing 
vital U.S. highways, bridges, and sea- 
wall infrastructures. 

Utilizing our marine transportation 
will save taxpayer dollars by reducing 
costs on public works projects because, 
simply put, moving containerized 
cargo on the water is cost-competitive, 
economical, and efficient. 

Passage of this amendment puts our 
country on the path to having the po- 
tential to create at least 20,000 more 
shipbuilding manufacturing jobs just 
by building at least 30 to 40 new sea- 
going bulk freighters and container 
carrier ships worth at least $3 billion 
that will result if we pass this amend- 
ment. 

This amendment is good for the 
country. It is good for our infrastruc- 
ture, and it is good for creating Amer- 
ican jobs across this country. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time do I have? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from California has 1 minute remain- 
ing. 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chair, I yield my- 
self the balance of my time. 

Here is what this amendment does. If 
you have a quarry that does gravel or 
aggregate by any waterway, whether it 
is an inland waterway, an inlet, a 
sound, or the ocean, you can then de- 
velop your gravel pits and put that ag- 
gregate on ships—not on trucks, not on 
rail, but on ships—that have a much 
lower emission cost than anything else 
does. You can put them on ships, which 
means it is going to help the maritime 
community. 

We import sand and gravel right now 
from China. We get our aggregate right 
now from Communist China. Instead of 
doing that, let’s strengthen our domes- 
tic supply and allow the aggregate pro- 
ducers around the country the ability 
to export their aggregate to domestic 
suppliers, to the national defense com- 
munity, to our road makers, and to our 
building makers. 

This strengthens America. It 
strengthens our national security. I 
urge all my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chair, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Again, this amendment waives all 
laws for construction of these transpor- 


tation-related facilities, i.e., piers, 
wharfs, and load-out structures. 
Now, the problem is that, if you 


waive all the laws, someone may want 
to build a pier that interferes with ev- 
erybody else who navigates that nar- 
row channel, including the United 
States Navy with their boomer subs. 
That is not really, I think, a very good 
way to go forward; and that was recog- 
nized by Congress as a problem in 1899, 
impediments to commercial naviga- 
tion, in this case, strategic national de- 
fense navigation. 

So I think there may be another way 
to get at more easily utilizing these re- 
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sources. But preempting the Rivers and 
Harbors Act and the Truman-Hobbs 
Act, which means structures could be 
built which would impede others’ navi- 
gation, is really incredibly problem- 
atic. I really think that this should be 
considered in a more deliberate way as 
part of future legislation, perhaps the 
Water Resources Development Act or 
something along those lines. 

Again, I would strongly oppose the 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair under- 
stands that amendment No. 4 will not 
be offered. 


AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. 
DE SAULNIER 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 5 printed in 
part A of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. DESAULNIER. Mr. Chair, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 


Page 110, after line 23, insert the following: 

(C)(i) by redesignating paragraphs (7) and 
(8) as paragraphs (8) and (9); and 

(ii) by inserting after paragraph (6) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(7) PROJECT SELECTION TRANSPARENCY AND 
ACCOUNTABILITY.—Projects included in the 
adopted transportation plan shall be selected 
through a publicly available transparent 
process that includes use of criteria that di- 
rectly support factors in subsection (h), the 
national transportation goals under section 
150(b), and applicable State and regional 
goals. The criteria shall be used to publicly 
evaluate and identify the highest performing 
projects.’’. 

Page 111, after line 3, insert the following: 

(T) in subsection (j)(8)(A), by inserting at 
the end the following: ‘‘Projects included in 
the priority list shall come from the highest 
performing projects identified in the trans- 
portation plan under subsection (i)(7). If a 
lower-performing project is included in the 
priority project list, an explanation shall be 
included to explain why the lower-per- 
forming project was selected, including the 
goals of achieving geographic balance or pro- 
viding benefit to economically distressed 
areas.” after the period. 

Page 114, after line 22, add the following: 

(C) by redesignating paragraph (9) as para- 
graph (10); 

(D) by inserting after paragraph (8) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(9) PROJECT SELECTION TRANSPARENCY AND 
ACCOUNTABILITY.—Projects included in the 
adopted long-range statewide transportation 
plan shall be selected through a publicly 
available transparent process that includes 
use of criteria that directly support factors 
in subsection (d), the national transpor- 
tation goals under section 150(b), and appli- 
cable State and regional goals. The criteria 
shall be used to publicly evaluate and iden- 
tify the highest performing projects.’’; and 

(4) in subsection (g), in paragraph (5)(A), by 
inserting at the end the following: ‘‘Projects 
included in the transportation improvement 
program shall come from the highest per- 
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forming projects identified in the transpor- 
tation plan under subsection (f)(9). If a 
lower-performing project is included in the 
priority project list, an explanation shall be 
included to explain why the lower-per- 
forming project was selected, including the 
goals of achieving geographic balance or pro- 
viding benefit to economically distressed 
areas.” 

Page 244, after line 9, insert the following: 

(C)(i) by redesignating paragraphs (7) and 
(8) as paragraphs (8) and (9); 

(ii) by inserting after paragraph (6) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(7) PROJECT SELECTION TRANSPARENCY AND 
ACCOUNTABILITY.—Projects included in the 
adopted transportation plan shall be selected 
through a publicly available transparent 
process that includes use of criteria that di- 
rectly support factors in subsection (h), the 
national transportation goals under section 
150(b), and applicable State and regional 
goals. The criteria shall be used to publicly 
evaluate and identify the highest performing 
projects.’’. 

(7) in subsection (j)(3)(A), by inserting at 
the end the following: ‘‘Projects included in 
the priority list shall come from the highest 
performing projects identified in the trans- 
portation plan under subsection (i)(7). If a 
lower-performing project is included in the 
priority project list, an explanation shall be 
included to explain why the lower-per- 
forming project was selected, including the 
goals of achieving geographic balance or pro- 
viding benefit to economically distressed 
areas.” after the period 

Page 247, after line 17, insert the following: 

(4) in subsection (f)— 

(A) by redesignating paragraph (9) as para- 
graph (10); 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (8) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(9) PROJECT SELECTION TRANSPARENCY AND 
ACCOUNTABILITY.—Projects included in the 
adopted long-range statewide transportation 
plan shall be selected through a publicly 
available transparent process that includes 
use of criteria that directly support factors 
in subsection (d), the national transpor- 
tation goals under section 150(b), and appli- 
cable State and regional goals. The criteria 
shall be used to publicly evaluate and iden- 
tify the highest performing projects.’’. 

(5) in subsection (g)(5)(A), by inserting at 
the end the following: ‘‘Projects included in 
the statewide transportation improvement 
program shall come from the highest per- 
forming projects identified in the transpor- 
tation plan under subsection (f)(9). If a 
lower-performing project is included in the 
priority project list, an explanation shall be 
included to explain why the _ lower-per- 
forming project was selected, including the 
goals of achieving geographic balance or pro- 
viding benefit to economically distressed 
areas.” after the period. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. DESAULNIER) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. DESAULNIER. Mr. Chairman, 
this amendment is based on the bipar- 
tisan Metropolitan Planning Enhance- 
ment Act that rebuilds public trust by 
promoting evidence-based decision- 
making in the transportation invest- 
ment process. This commonsense 
amendment helps States and metro- 
politan planning organizations offer 
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the highest return for taxpayers and 
commuters through increased trans- 
parency and improved accountability. 

Americans of all types are suspicious 
of government right now. In the con- 
text of transportation funding, many 
Americans believe that highway and 
bridge project decisions are based on 
politics and insider connections rather 
than statewide and regional transpor- 
tation goals. 

In many areas of the country, local 
commuters have little idea how State 
Departments of Transportation and 
MPOs make their project decisions or 
why they choose one project over an- 
other; yet, every year, lawmakers ask 
taxpayers to spend more and more of 
their hard-earned dollars on infrastruc- 
ture projects with minimal trans- 
parency and accountability. 

This amendment requires State and 
regional transportation plans to in- 
clude project descriptions and to score 
projects based on criteria developed by 
the State or the region, not the Fed- 
eral Government. 

Requiring that projects be assessed 
with objective criteria ensures that 
limited transportation resources are 
invested in projects that provide the 
highest return on investment to com- 
muters. Furthermore, requiring trans- 
portation decisionmakers to commu- 
nicate how projects are chosen en- 
hances the public’s understanding of 
and confidence in the project selection 


process. 
Many States and MPOs are incor- 
porating project priority criteria 


today: Virginia, North Carolina, Ten- 
nessee, Louisiana, Texas, Washington 
State, Minnesota, Massachusetts, 
amongst others. There is plenty of 
early evidence that this has increased 
confidence within the commuting pub- 
lic. 

Effective and efficient transportation 
systems are critical to our growing and 
prosperous U.S. economy. We cannot 
allow diminishing resources to be di- 
rected toward bad investments. This 
amendment ensures that the public has 
more complete information to judge 
the merits of projects for themselves. 

Mr. Chairman, much of the debate 
about America’s crumbling infrastruc- 
ture is about how we are going to find 
the necessary money to match the 
need. As responsible legislators, we 
should ask ourselves how we can most 
efficiently invest the resources we al- 
ready have. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
commonsense, good governance amend- 
ment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
claim time in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, the 
proposed amendment would impose 
burdensome new requirements on 
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States and metropolitan planning orga- 
nizations, significantly delaying 
project selection and construction. 

States and MPOs already, under cur- 
rent law, are subject to extensive plan- 
ning requirements and take multiple 
factors into accountant in developing 
their short- and long-range plans. It is 
critical that they have the flexibility 
to weigh tradeoffs in different prior- 
ities without being hamstrung by a 
strict ranking process. 

Transparency and the opportunity 
for participation by stakeholders and 
the public is a hallmark of the plan- 
ning process. States and MPOs are re- 
quired to have a participation plan to 
ensure that any interested party can be 
heard. 

The National Governors Association, 
the National Conference of State Leg- 
islatures, the Association of Metropoli- 
tan Planning Organizations, and the 
American Association of State High- 
way and Transportation Officials all 
oppose this amendment, and they are 
the very people that deal with this. 

I oppose the amendment, and I would 
urge all my colleagues to oppose it, 
also. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. DESAULNIER. Mr. Chairman, 
how much time do I have left? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from California has 2⁄2 minutes re- 
maining. 

Mr. DESAULNIER. Mr. Chair, with 
all due respect to the chairman, I want 
to thank him for his consideration. 

I do believe, having seen this in the 
San Francisco Bay Area, that the in- 
centive and the requirement to do 
more will actually help with the trans- 
parency, as I have stated earlier. 

I would urge my colleagues to sup- 
port the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. 
DESAULNIER). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. DESAULNIER. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. 
CARTWRIGHT 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 6 printed in 
part A of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise as designee of Representative GRI- 
JALVA, and I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Strike sections 1301 through 1318. 
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Page 168, line 12, strike ‘‘this Act,’’. 

Strike sections 1815 through 1817. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. CARTWRIGHT) 
and a Member opposed each will con- 
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, 
this bill uses ‘‘streamlining’”’ the regu- 
latory process, which is a euphemism 
for ‘“‘steamrolling’’ over bedrock envi- 
ronmental laws. In fact, it dedicates 50 
pages of this bill to paving over the Na- 
tional Environmental Policy Act, also 
known as NEPA, as well as the Na- 
tional Historic Preservation Act, 
NHPA. 

I know it is popular in Republican 
circles to blame environmental regula- 
tions for all of our Nation’s ills, but 
that doesn’t make it true. In fact, the 
evidence tells us an entirely different 
story. 

The Federal Highway Administration 
reported several years ago, before all of 
this steamrolling started, that more 
than 90 percent of NEPA reviews for 
highway projects were accomplished 
through a categorical exclusion process 
that takes only a few days. For the 
few—and we are talking about only 4 
percent—highway projects which do re- 
quire an environmental impact state- 
ment, the end result is often savings 
for the taxpayers and better projects 
that cause less harm to the environ- 
ment and to our communities. 

Earlier this year, a plan to improve 
U.S. Route 23 in Michigan was modified 
to avoid the largest loss of wetlands in 
the State’s history and to preserve 
that habitat for migratory waterfowl 
prized by hunters. 

In New Jersey, in 2012, construction 
on the Route 53 causeway to Ocean 
City was completed after NEPA review 
helped them minimize private property 
takings as well as damage to tidal 
marshes. 

In my own home State of Pennsyl- 
vania, construction of the Pennsyl- 
vania Turnpike/I-95 Interchange 
Project is underway after a thorough 
and public NEPA review, which was 
conducted with the input and support 
of local residents and local government 
officials. This process led to the selec- 
tion of a design with the fewest im- 
pacts to homes, businesses, and the 
local environment. 

NEPA does not lead to unnecessary 
delays; it leads to better outcomes. The 
real culprit in delaying highway 
projects is a lack of funding. To ad- 
dress that problem, the House majority 
will need to first look in the mirror. It 
is their draconian budget slashing that 
has left our transportation infrastruc- 
ture in the disrepair that is in exist- 
ence today. 

My amendment is simple, Mr. Chair. 
It would require us to evaluate the im- 
pacts of the last two rounds of regu- 
latory steamrolling passed in the 
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SAFETEA-LU bill and the MAP-21 bill 
before we take any further steps to gut 
environmental protection and historic 
preservation. 

This approach is perfectly reasonable 
because, while there is ample evidence 
that regulatory reform was not needed 
in the first place, there is exactly zero 
evidence that it has had any positive 
impact at all because no information 
has been collected on the matter. 

So the very least we can do, in the 
interest of responsible government, is 
evaluate the effects of the laws we pass 
before we declare the need for more of 
the same. Shirking our responsibility 
to appropriate highway dollars and in- 
stead just scapegoating laws that pro- 
tect the American people from harm is 
simply dishonest. 
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I do believe the sections of this bill 
that this amendment strikes are seri- 
ously flawed, and I do look forward to 
working with my colleagues on the 
Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure, the administration, and 
our friends in the Senate on achieving 
a more reasonable outcome. 

Mr. Chair, as the designee of the gen- 
tleman from Arizona (Mr. GRIJALVA), I 
withdraw this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The amendment 
is withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. HUNTER 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 7 printed in 
part A of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 225, strike lines 4 through 20 and in- 
sert the following: 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish a program to permit the acknowledg- 
ment of roadside maintenance with the use 
of live plant materials. 

(b) TERM.—The Secretary shall carry out 
the program for a 10-year period. Upon the 
request of a State, the Secretary may con- 
tinue to carry out the program for that 
State for an additional 10-year period. 

(c) PARTICIPATING STATES.—The Secretary 
shall select 10 States to participate in the 
program. 

(d) GUIDELINES FOR SELECTION OF STATES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab- 
lish guidelines for selecting States to par- 
ticipate in the program. 

(2) DISCRETION OF STATES.—The guidelines 
shall not limit the discretion under sub- 
section (e) of any State participating in the 
program. Any other guidelines relating to 
the participation of a State in the program 
shall be established by that State, subject to 
subsection (e). 

(3) PRIORITY.—In selecting States to par- 
ticipate in the program, the Secretary shall 
give priority to any State that can provide 
documentation demonstrating that the 
State, or its agents, prior to November 2015, 
actively reviewed, or stated an interest in, 
innovative approaches using live plant mate- 
rials for acknowledging a substantial con- 
tribution to roadside maintenance. 
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(e) INCONSISTENT LAWS, REGULATIONS, OR 
MANUALS.—Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, States participating in the pro- 
gram may permit acknowledgment of road- 
side maintenance through the use of live 
plant materials without being limited by any 
Federal, State, or other law, regulation, or 
manual that limits or regulates procurement 
actions, acknowledgment signs, advertising, 
landscaping, or other uses of, or actions re- 
lating to, highway rights-of-way or areas ad- 
jacent to highway rights-of-way. 

(f) FUNDS EXCLUSIVELY FOR ROADSIDE 
MAINTENANCE.—Any funds paid to a State 
under the program shall be considered to be 
State funds (as defined in section 10l(a) of 
title 28, United States Code), and shall be 
made available for expenditure under the di- 
rect control of the State transportation de- 
partment (as defined in that section) exclu- 
sively for roadside maintenance. 

(g) REPORT.—Before the expiration of the 
first 10-year period referred to in subsection 
(b), the Secretary shall submit to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works of the Senate a report on the results 
of the program. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HUNTER) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, this bi- 
partisan amendment is only a tech- 
nical change to a pilot program that is 
already included in the underlying bill. 
I would like to thank the chairman and 
the ranking member for including the 
base language in the bill. 

This legislative language in our pro- 
posed amendment is a means for State 
Departments of Transportation to in- 
crease their revenues without addi- 
tional burden on the taxpayer. Every- 
body knows that every State is hurting 
for transportation dollars. This helps 
them. 

By acknowledging contributions of 
third parties to a State DOT’s roadside 
maintenance through a corporate logo 
made of live plant materials rather 
than conventional metallic material, 
State Departments of Transportation 
will have innovative new means for 
funding highway maintenance needs. 
This will free up funds for other high- 
way projects. 

I support this program because 
Caltrans, my State DOT, and six other 
State DOT's asked for the authority to 
operate this kind of innovative pro- 
gram. The pilot program does not cost 
the State or Federal Government a 
penny to operate. Estimates are that 
my State of California could conserv- 
atively save millions of dollars annu- 
ally in roadside maintenance costs 
from this program. Other States would 
enjoy other similar tangible benefits. 

The legislative language for the pilot 
program, as it appears in the under- 
lying bill, does not specifically permit 
acknowledgment through live plant 
materials and places no limitations on 
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what guidelines the U.S. Department of 
Transportation would develop for inno- 
vative approaches under the pilot pro- 
gram. 

The legislative language in our pro- 
posed amendment paves the way for 
State DOTs to implement an acknowl- 
edgement program with live plant ma- 
terials by specifying this particular ap- 
proach in the legislative language and 
by providing some specificity on the 
guidelines that the U.S. Department of 
Transportation should develop and 
what matters are best left to the 
States to assure the success of this in- 
novative new approach. 

I urge all Members to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I claim 
the time in opposition to the amend- 
ment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Oregon is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
would allow commercialization within 
the Federal right-of-way, and that 
causes concern as to the potential for 
proliferation. 

We have had many debates over the 
years that I have been on the com- 
mittee over advertising proximate to 
interstates. We have come to a pretty 
good stasis on that issue. This amend- 
ment is not new. It is not widely sup- 
ported. 

We did not hear from California that 
they were in support. We were in touch 
with them numerous times. Perhaps 
they are, but we didn’t hear that. The 
Outdoor Advertising Association of 
America does not support the amend- 
ment. 

I would urge my colleagues to join 
me in opposing the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from California has 34% minutes re- 
maining. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Flor- 
ida (Mr. CURBELO). 

Mr. CURBELO of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I thank the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia for taking the initiative on of- 
fering this amendment, which simply 
modifies the pilot program already cre- 
ated in the manager’s amendment. 

My endorsement of this amendment 
stems from the fact that Florida’s DOT 
currently has a cosponsorship program, 
and a multitude of other State DOT's 
have also offered their support. This 
program permits States to partner 
with private sector organizations, 
which will fund further roadside main- 
tenance. The private sector, not the 
government, will be responsible for the 
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fabrication, installation, and mainte- 
nance of the signs, resulting in zero ex- 
pense to taxpayers. 

This amendment enables State DOT's 
to implement an acknowledgment pro- 
gram with live plant materials. Fur- 
thermore, it provides specifics on the 
guidelines USDOT should develop and 
lets States decide which matters are of 
significance to them. 

I respectfully urge my colleagues to 
support this amendment. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, this is 
one of those things that I kind of 
thought everybody would enjoy. It is 
environmentally friendly, it uses 
plants and flowers, and it doesn’t cost 
anybody anything. I mean, this is one 
of those deals that I am surprised is op- 
posed by any Member. 

At this time, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. 
BROWN). 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, my State of Florida could receive 
$35 million in revenue and $8.7 million 
in maintenance savings annually for 
the program. 

At this time, revenue is flat-funded. 
This is a ‘‘may.’’ The States don’t have 
to participate in it. It is a pilot pro- 
gram. It is flowers, and it is friendly. I 
support it, and I would urge my col- 
leagues to vote for it. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill itself estab- 
lishes this. The gentleman has pro- 
posed an up-to-20-year pilot program. 
That seems pretty permanent in terms 
of most people’s life spans. 

Mr. HUNTER. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. It takes a long time 
for these flowers to grow. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Reclaiming my time, I 
guess we are putting in perennials, not 
annuals. Okay. 

In any case, the bill itself does estab- 
lish a pilot program that would estab- 
lish that five States would be allowed 
not just to do logo flowers, but to do 
other innovative projects that could 
generate revenues for use in the main- 
tenance of the rights-of-way, and this 
would be five States. There would be 
guidelines published by the Secretary. 
They would terminate after 6 years, 
and then we would see if there was wis- 
dom in expanding it. 

One problem that is raised is we have 
gone through, as I said, many con- 
troversies over billboards, particularly 
when they went to billboards that 
would change as you were driving. 

There was heavy regulation of that 
because of the period of the change so 
as not to distract drivers and cause po- 
tential traffic accidents. I can imagine 
you are driving along and you are real- 
ly wanting to read that logo as you are 
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going by, and this could contribute to 
distracted driving. So we must oppose 
the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from California has 144 minutes re- 
maining. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
looking at some of the designs that 
have been already done. One is a Nike 
swoosh. You don’t have to read a 
swoosh. You just know it is a swoosh 
because we all know what Nike 
swooshes look like. 

You have the Pepsi logo. You don’t 
have to read that. By going with the 
gentleman’s argument, you couldn’t 
have any billboards up anywhere. 
There are tons of billboards that you 
have to read. 

These are just logos, and the corpora- 
tions want to pay the State DOT to put 
these logos on the side of the road. 
This is free money for the States, free 
money for States’ transportation. 

I would urge all of my colleagues to 
support this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. DENHAM 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 8 printed in 
part A of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title I of Divi- 
sion A, insert the following: 

SEC. _. FEDERAL AUTHORITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 14501(c) of title 
49, United States Code, is amended — 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘para- 
graphs (2) and (3)” and inserting ‘‘paragraphs 
(3) and (4)’’; 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (2) through 
(5) as paragraphs (3) through (6) respectively; 

(8) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing: 

(2) ADDITIONAL LIMITATIONS.— 

“(A) A State, political subdivision of a 
State, or political authority of 2 or more 
States may not enact or enforce a law, regu- 
lation, or other provision having the force 
and effect of law prohibiting employees 
whose hours of service are subject to regula- 
tion by the Secretary under section 31502 
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from working to the full extent permitted or 
at such times as permitted under such sec- 
tion, or imposing any additional obligations 
on motor carriers if such employees work to 
the full extent or at such times as permitted 
under such section, including any related ac- 
tivities regulated under part 395 of title 49, 
Code of Federal Regulations. 

‘(B) A State, political subdivision of a 
State, or political authority of 2 or more 
States may not enact or enforce a law, regu- 
lation, or other provision having the force 
and effect of law that requires a motor car- 
rier that compensates employees on a piece- 
rate basis to pay those employees separate 
or additional compensation, provided that 
the motor carrier pays the employee a total 
sum that when divided by the total number 
of hours worked during the corresponding 
work period is equal to or greater than the 
applicable hourly minimum wage of the 
State, political subdivision of the State, or 
political authority of 2 or more States. 

‘(C) Nothing in this paragraph shall be 
construed to limit the provisions of para- 
graph (1).’’. 

(4) in paragraph (3) (as redesignated) by 
striking ‘‘Paragraph (1)—’’ and inserting 
‘Paragraphs (1) and (2)—’’; and 

(5) in paragraph (4)(A) (as redesignated) by 
striking ‘‘Paragraph (1)? and inserting 
“Paragraphs (1) and (2)’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall have the force and 
effect as if enacted on the date of enactment 
of the Federal Aviation Administration Au- 
thorization Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-805). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. DENHAM) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Chairman, in 1994, 
Congress enacted the Federal Aviation 
Administration Authorization Act, or 
F4A, to prevent States from under- 
mining Federal deregulation of inter- 
state commerce through a patchwork 
of State regulations. Since 1994, motor 
carriers have been operating under the 
Federal meal and rest break standards 
until a ruling by the California Ninth 
Circuit Court. This amendment would 
remedy that issue. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Oregon is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Unfortunately, the language of this 
amendment is so broad that it would 
basically preempt meal, rest break, 
and other laws that relate to truck 
drivers in 21 States. So I think this is 
an issue of states’ rights. 

It is an issue of an overly broad at- 
tempt to address what is a real con- 
tradiction that was created by the 
ninth circuit, that if you have a truck 
driver who is operating long haul 
through a number of States having to 
comply with new rest or meal break re- 
quirements on the Federal clock, which 
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I can barely understand with the new 
requirements on rest, every time the 
driver crosses a State line, it is con- 
fusing and I think is a potential im- 
pediment to interstate commerce. 

We offered an amendment that would 
have specifically addressed that con- 
cern. Unfortunately, we weren’t able to 
reach agreement on that. Mr. LARSEN 
of Washington State submitted that 
amendment to the Committee on 
Rules. It was not allowed. Unfortu- 
nately, we only have this overly broad 
amendment. 

This would not just affect interstate 
trucking; it would preempt California’s 
wage, hour, and rest break rules for 
intrastate trucking in the State of 
California and 20 other States. In fact, 
the case that was before the ninth cir- 
cuit was intrastate truck drivers who 
were delivering appliances. 

It also would go further. We spent a 
lot of time when I chaired the sub- 
committee on the issue of these, basi- 
cally, pressed labor, who were theoreti- 
cally purchasing their drayage trucks 
to haul cargo out of Long Beach and 
out of Los Angeles, who were really ba- 
sically being enslaved. They were never 
going to pay them off. They were never 
going to own them. In fact, they were 
hot-seated. Other people were also buy- 
ing the same truck at different hours 
of the day. Nobody ever got the trucks. 

This would basically preempt any 
laws in California so that drivers could 
be paid on a piece rate no matter what 
the congestion conditions: Sorry. Gee, 
we paid you for that load. So it took 
you 8 hours. That is the way it is. So 
you only earned 49 cents an hour. 
Sorry. Because wage and hour laws 
don’t apply to you. 


1545 


It is just an overly broad attempt to 
address what has, at its core, a con- 
tradiction under the FAAA Act, the 
ruling about interstate commerce. So I 
would have to oppose the amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Chair, I thank the 
gentleman from Oregon. He was here in 
1994 when Speaker Foley pushed this 
issue through. He understands the 
issue. While his language did not fully 
address the issue, we are going to con- 
tinue to work together to resolve this 
as this amendment moves forward. 

I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Florida (Ms. BROWN). 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair, let 
me just say first to Mr. SHUSTER and 
Mr. DEFAZIO that I want to thank them 
for their leadership in getting this bill 
to the floor. I am just going with the 
new Speaker, who said, ‘‘the will of the 
House.” And I am sure the will of the 
House will pass this amendment. Why? 
Because one thing is that transpor- 
tation is intermodal. 

I was here in 1994, when we said we 
were not going to have a patchwork 
and we were not going to have each 
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State with their own rules and regula- 
tions. I say let’s move forward. In my 
opinion, we need to reinstate the inten- 
tions of the Congress in 1994. 

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I would note that 90 percent of the 
trucking industry is represented—not 
necessarily in terms of volume, but in 
terms of value—by OOIDA, and they 
are opposed to this. 

I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from California (Mrs. NAPOLITANO). 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. I thank Mr. 
DEFAZIO for yielding. 

Mr. Chair, I rise in opposition to this 
amendment, which would overturn a 
Federal court decision that determined 
California meal and rest break laws 
apply to truckers. 

On July 9, 2014, the Ninth U.S. Cir- 
cuit Court of Appeals, aS was men- 
tioned before, ruled that trucking oper- 
ators in California must allow for 30- 
minute breaks after 5 hours of work 
and a 10-minute rest break after each 4 
hours. This meal and rest break stand- 
ard is very reasonable when you con- 
sider the truck drivers can be subject 
to 14 hours of on-duty time. 

The amendment would not only pre- 
empt California’s law with regard to 
trucking operations, but would pre- 
empt laws in 21 other States and terri- 
tories that guarantee a meal break. I 
won’t go into the States’ names. The 
States must be allowed to set meal and 
rest break standards as they see fit for 
the health and safety of their workers. 
One size does not fit all. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask my colleagues to 
oppose the amendment. 

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania (Mr. COSTELLO). 

Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, this amendment is needed 
to keep interstate commerce moving 
and to correct a misguided rule issued 
by the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals. 
Here, we are faced with an overactive 
judiciary legislating from the bench 
with very real and very adverse eco- 
nomic consequences as a result of this 
misinformed decision. 

Mr. Chairman, Congress has taken 
deliberate action in the past to pre- 
empt States from getting in the way of 
a nationally uniform set of rules for 
motor carriers. This amendment makes 
clear the intent of Congress that 
States can’t impose their own require- 
ments on drivers whose working hours 
and breaks are governed under nation- 
ally uniform Federal regulations. 

Mr. Chairman, under current Federal 
safety regulations, drivers who need a 
break are always entitled to take one. 
This amendment does not change that. 
Likewise, current Federal whistle- 
blower laws protect drivers from car- 
riers who stand in the way of that, and 
this amendment does not change that. 
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But as a result of the Ninth Circuit 
Court decision, motor carriers will now 
be forced to plan their routes and serv- 
ices around the obligations of indi- 
vidual State break requirements. This 
will deprive businesses and drivers of 
the flexibility currently afforded under 
Federal law for interstate commerce. 
It will reduce shipping capacity. It will 
increase shipping costs, and it causes 
confusion and cost. 

If not corrected, who will pay the 
price for the decision of the unelected 
judges of the ninth circuit? In my dis- 
trict, it will be the small businesses 
and consumers who face higher prices, 
and it will prove more costly to trans- 
portation professionals whose liveli- 
hoods are directly dependent on an effi- 
cient and streamlined shipping and 
trucking industry. 

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. May I inquire how 
much time is remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Oregon has 45 seconds remaining. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
45 seconds to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. TAKANO). 

Mr. TAKANO. Mr. Chairman, I stand 
in strong opposition to this amend- 
ment. 

My friends across the aisle regularly 
reject legislation because it encroaches 
on states’ rights, yet their commit- 
ment to State sovereignty disappears 
when it comes to protecting workers. 

This amendment does more than just 
clarify the Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration Authorization Act of 1994. It 
changes and expands its application to 
preempt the will of States such as 
mine. 

California’s meal and rest break laws 
ensure a safe working environment for 
truck drivers traveling within the 
State, and the U.S. Court of Appeals 
specifically ruled these laws are not 
preempted by the Federal Aviation Ad- 
ministration Authorization Act. 

This amendment overrules the court 
and State legislatures to weaken labor 
protections at the industry’s request. 

As a member of the Education and 
the Workforce Committee, and as a 
Californian, I stand in strong opposi- 
tion to this amendment and urge my 
colleagues to vote against it. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from California has 2% minutes re- 
maining. 

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Ne- 
braska (Mr. ASHFORD). 

Mr. ASHFORD. Mr. Chairman, I am 
proud today to stand with Representa- 
tive DENHAM as a cosponsor of this 
amendment. 

This amendment reinforces—make no 
mistake—a current law that has been 
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on the books for over two decades. It 
promotes interstate commerce, ensures 
economic growth, and fortifies safety 
requirements. 

This amendment will allow a vital in- 
dustry in my district and a vital indus- 
try to our Nation, the trucking indus- 
try, to operate without a patchwork of 
State regulations. 

In my home State of Nebraska, we 
have several of the Nation’s largest 
motor carriers. These employers haul 
freight throughout the country and 
provide good-paying jobs. Unfortu- 
nately, these employers may now face 
litigation that could cost tens of mil- 
lions of dollars and create regulatory 
uncertainty across this country. 

Far-flung litigation shouldn’t threat- 
en the livelihood of hardworking Ne- 
braskans. It is likely that companies 
like those in my district will simply 
refuse to do business in certain States. 
This result will destroy jobs, hinder 
competition, and hurt taxpayers. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
45 seconds to the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. WALKER). 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, Con- 
gress has been clear that the patch- 
work of laws and rules dictating when 
drivers eat, sleep, and pull over is im- 
practical. Fifty standards create an un- 
reasonable burden on truck drivers and 
companies. 

Furthermore, dismantling the Fed- 
eral standards jeopardizes safety, in- 
creases costs, causes significant ineffi- 
ciencies, reduces competition, inhibits 
innovation and technology, and cur- 
tails the expansion of markets. 

I support the Denham amendment, 
and I encourage my colleagues to do 
the same. 

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gen- 
tleman from Utah (Mr. STEWART). 

Mr. STEWART. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of this amendment. 

In my district, I have some of the 
largest trucking companies in the 
country. I recognize these are hard- 
working, dedicated people who play a 
vital role in the success of our econ- 
omy. The growth of regulations under 
this administration has made their 
jobs much, much more difficult. 

This amendment seeks to relieve 
truck drivers of a patchwork of regula- 
tions that make their jobs very dif- 
ficult, with little positive effect. 

Let me correct a common misunder- 
standing. This amendment does not 
prevent drivers from taking breaks 
when they think it is appropriate. In 
fact, it does the exact opposite. It al- 
lows the drivers to be flexible to take 
breaks when they think it is most ap- 
propriate and most safe and not to 
worry if they are violating the law. 

Arbitrarily predetermined break 
times set by 50 different States simply 
will not work, and that is why I am 
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such a strong supporter of this amend- 
ment. 

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. DENHAM). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. AGUILAR 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 9 printed in 
part A of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. AGUILAR. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title I of divi- 
sion A, add the following: 


SEC. . PROGRAM TO ASSIST VETERANS TO AC- 
QUIRE COMMERCIAL DRIVER’S LI- 
CENSES. 


Not later than 1 year after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the Secretary, in co- 
ordination with the Secretary of Defense, 
shall fully implement the recommendations 
contained in the report submitted under sec- 
tion 32308 of MAP-21 (49 U.S.C. 31301 note). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. AGUILAR) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. AGUILAR. Mr. Chairman, I think 
we can all agree that our veterans de- 
serve the very best we can offer when 
they return home. While we can never 
repay them for their heroism and brav- 
ery, we can reaffirm our appreciation 
by doing everything in our power to 
help them transition back to civilian 
life. My amendment would help us do 
just that. 

This amendment requires the Depart- 
ment of Transportation and the De- 
partment of Defense to work together 
to help veterans transition into civil- 
ian jobs driving commercial trucks. It 
would help them obtain commercial 
driver’s licenses, as outlined in a report 
commissioned by the Federal Motor 
Carrier Safety Administration 2 years 
ago. This report was done at the direc- 
tion of the last surface transportation 
bill, MAP-21, and my amendment re- 
quires DOT and DOD to work together 
to implement the reports rec- 
ommendations. 

Along with improving access to qual- 
ity health care, one of the most impor- 
tant ways we need to help veterans is 
connecting them with job opportuni- 
ties. Encouraging local businesses to 
hire more veterans is one step, but 
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helping our veterans translate those 
skills they used in the military is a 
crucial part of putting our veterans 
back to work. 

Many veterans who drove specialized 
vehicles in the military struggle to put 
these skills to work when they return 
home because of unnecessary and bur- 
densome regulations. My amendment 
makes it easier for veterans to put 
their skills to work by requiring the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Adminis- 
tration’s report recommendations be 
put into effect. 

Please allow me to explain. 

My amendment writes into law the 
recommendations that States can 
waive driving skills tests if a veteran 
certifies that he or she was employed 
in the military in a position operating 
a commercial motor vehicle, or CMV, 
during the last year. This was included 
in the underlying bill, for which I ap- 
plaud the majority and minority for 
their efforts; however, my amendment 
goes a bit further. 

Among other things, my amendment 
helps create an abbreviated commer- 
cial driver’s license skills test for 
States to give military drivers who do 
not have the experience operating vehi- 
cles with air brakes or manual trans- 
missions. 

This amendment also, based on the 
recommendations of the report, directs 
the military services to work with the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Adminis- 
tration and the American Association 
of Motor Vehicle Administrators to 
clarify options available to service- 
members and veterans to obtain exist- 
ing information on military licenses, 
military CMV driver history, and mili- 
tary CMV experience. 

Mr. Chairman, we need to do better 
by our men and women in uniform who 
have risked and sacrificed so much to 
keep us safe and free. AS we focus on 
growing our economy, we need to keep 
our veterans in mind as we seek to ex- 
pand job opportunities. This amend- 
ment will help us do just that. 

The study commissioned by the Fed- 
eral Motor Carrier Safety Administra- 
tion was 2 years ago. It is time to put 
that into action and to get our vet- 
erans back to work. This is about get- 
ting our veterans what they have 
earned and deserve, and I look forward 
to working with my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to see this through. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
claim the time in opposition, although 
I do not oppose the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I appreciate the gen- 
tleman from California bringing this 
amendment forward. 

The STRR Act requires the Secretary 
to issue regulations by the end of this 
year to implement recommendations of 
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a report to Congress on assisting vet- 
erans in acquiring a commercial driv- 
er’s license. However, the bill does not 
address the nonregulatory rec- 
ommendations. This amendment does 
that. It requires the Secretary to im- 
plement those recommendations with- 
in a year. 

This is a good amendment that will 
assist our veterans in making the tran- 
sition to civilian life. I urge all Mem- 
bers to support the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. AGUILAR. I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. AGUILAR). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MS. HAHN 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 10 printed 
in part A of House Report 114-326. 

Ms. HAHN. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title I of divi- 
sion A, add the following: 

SEC. _. STUDY ON BURYING POWER LINES. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the Secretary shall con- 
duct a study and report the findings of such 
study to the appropriate committees of Con- 
gress regarding the feasibility, costs, and 
economic impact of burying power lines un- 
derground. Such study shall include the po- 
tential costs and benefits of burying power 
lines underground when building new roads. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. HAHN) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from California. 

Ms. HAHN. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
offer the Hahn-Cicilline amendment to 
the Surface Transportation Reauthor- 
ization and Reform Act of 2015. Our 
committee has been putting in many 
months, some would say even years, in 
writing this bill. So it is actually a 
great day to see this bill finally come 
on the floor. 

In addition, I would like to thank 
Chairman SHUSTER, Ranking Member 
DEFAZIO, and the entire Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure Committee 
for our hard work in crafting this legis- 
lation. 

If I might just take a moment at this 
point to give a farewell and a rest in 
peace to Howard Coble, who was a good 
member of our Transportation Com- 
mittee, who served in the Coast Guard. 
In fact, we named our Coast Guard and 
Maritime Transportation Act the How- 
ard Coble Coast Guard and Maritime 
Transportation Act of 2014. We will 
miss him. He was a good member of our 
committee. 
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Our amendment today looks to make 
our Nation’s roadways safer and, also, 
more scenic by directing the Secretary 
of Transportation to study the benefits 
and costs of undergrounding power 
lines. 

Forty percent of all power outages 
are due to fallen trees or weather 
events, and an additional 8 percent are 
caused by traffic accidents. 

By placing power lines underground, 
roadways are safer from downed lines 
during storms, service to customers is 
more reliable, and our roadways will 
simply be more beautiful to drive on. 

Every year over 1,000 fatalities occur 
as a result of collisions with utility 
poles. In fact, according to the Insur- 
ance Institute for Highway Safety, 
about 20 percent of all highway deaths 
are due to power line poles and traffic 
barriers. 

This is a preventable tragedy, and 
this amendment asks the Secretary to 
evaluate if this is feasible and to share 
with Congress its findings. 

We should take this highway author- 
ization as an opportunity to make our 
highways safer and more scenic. 

My home State of California has been 
a leader in undergrounding power lines. 
In 1967, California began encouraging 
and directing utility providers to allo- 
cate a portion of their budgets to re- 
place overhead cables with under- 
ground cables. This has been a good 
start, but I think we could do more in 
this country. 

It was President Johnson, urged on 
by Lady Bird, who signed the Highway 
Beautification Act in 1965 to limit un- 
sightly roadside mess. 

Upon the bill’s passage, President 
Johnson said, ‘‘Beauty belongs to all 
the people. And so long as I am Presi- 
dent, what has been divinely given to 
nature will not be taken recklessly 
away by man.” 

By conducting a nationwide study 
through the DOT, we can begin to see 
where these conversions make sense 
across this country. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
claim the time in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I, as always, appre- 
ciate the gentlewoman from California 
and her hard work. She is a valued 
member of the committee. 

I don’t believe this amendment has 
to do with transportation policy. I 
think it is a good thing when you bury 
power lines for a lot of reasons—ap- 
pearance, weather, all those things— 
but I really don’t believe this is a Fed- 
eral issue, nor do I believe the U.S. De- 
partment of Transportation is the ap- 
propriate agency to determine the 
costs and benefits of burying power 
lines. 

I really believe that should be up to 
the companies and their cost-benefit 
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analysis to determine that and not to 
underwrite or subsidize their operation 
by doing this. 

So, again, with great respect to the 
gentlewoman from California, I oppose 
this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. HAHN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr. 
CICILLINE) to speak in support of this 
important amendment. 

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding 
and for her extraordinary leadership on 
this effort. 

I rise in strong support of this 
amendment. This amendment would re- 
quire the Secretary to conduct a study 
of the feasibility, costs, and economic 
impact of burying power lines under- 
ground. 

According to Federal data, the U.S. 
electric grid loses power 285 percent 
more often than it did in 1984, when 
data collection efforts on blackouts 
began. 

According to the Department of En- 
ergy, that costs American businesses 
as much as $150 billion per year, with 
weather-related disruptions costing the 
most per event. 

Underground power lines make up 
just 18 percent of U.S. transmission 
lines, yet nearly all new residential 
and commercial developments opt for 
underground electric service. 

During Hurricane Irene in 2011, more 
than 6.5 million people in the United 
States lost power, including more than 
30 percent of the residents living in my 
home State of Rhode Island, as well as 
Connecticut and Maryland. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
simple, straightforward amendment so 
that we can begin to create a more reli- 
able and resilient electric grid. 

I want to acknowledge the work 
being advanced by Scenic America to 
help restore and modernize the High- 
way Beautification Act that Congress- 
woman HAHN just made reference to. 

A group of us, including this extraor- 
dinary gentlewoman from California, 
have been in a working group trying to 
work on legislation to really restore 
and modernize the Highway Beautifi- 
cation Act, and Scenic America has 
really taken the lead in this work. 

I think the words of Lady Bird John- 
son that the gentlewoman just recited 
are incredibly important. This is an 
important first step to just get infor- 
mation to understand the economic im- 
pact of burying power lines, what a dif- 
ference it will make not only in terms 
of the scenic beauty of our highways, 
but also to businesses, and to prevent 
the economic loss that happens both to 
individuals and businesses. 

It is an excellent amendment. I 
thank the gentlewoman for her great 
leadership. I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port the amendment. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I con- 
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 
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Ms. HAHN. I thank the gentleman 
from Rhode Island (Mr. CICILLINE). This 
was our joint amendment. 

Mr. Chair, as you said, Scenic Amer- 
ica is working on different ways in this 
country to beautify our landscape. I be- 
lieve that this transportation bill was 
the appropriate place to do this, as this 
is about highways and our roads in this 
country. 

But, having the disapproval and op- 
position of my chairman—it wasn’t 
that strong, but it was a disapproval— 
I will agree to withdraw this amend- 
ment, and we will work with Scenic 
America to find another way to bring 
the undergrounding of our utilities for- 
ward. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. CICILLINE. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SHUSTER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Rhode Island, although I 
oppose his amendment. 

Mr. CICILLINE. I would just ask the 
gentleman if he would commit to work- 
ing with Congresswoman HAHN and I 
and a group of others that are really 
interested in restoring and modern- 
izing the Highway Beautification Act 
so that we might work collaboratively 
on restoring some of those important 
provisions. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I appreciate the gen- 
tleman pushing this issue. Again, as I 
said, burying power lines I think is a 
positive thing. It does add to the beau- 
ty of the landscape. But I just don’t be- 
lieve that it is the Federal Govern- 
ment’s role to underwrite, the tax- 
payers to underwrite, these utility 
companies. 

So, again, I appreciate the with- 
drawal. I appreciate your pushing this 
issue. I continue to oppose the amend- 
ment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. HAHN. Mr. Chair, I withdraw my 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The amendment 
is withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. HECK OF 

WASHINGTON 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 11 printed 
in part A of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. HECK of Washington. Mr. Chair- 
man, I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title I of divi- 
sion A, add the following new section: 


SEC. 1431. STORMWATER REDUCTION ASSIST- 
ANCE PROGRAM. 


Chapter 3 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
“§ 330. Stormwater reduction assistance pro- 

gram 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the term 
‘green stormwater infrastructure’ refers to 
stormwater management techniques that ad- 
dress the quality or quantity of stormwater 
related to highway construction or due to 
highway runoff. 
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“(b) FEDERAL HIGHWAY RUNOFF MANAGE- 
MENT PROGRAM.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this sec- 
tion, the Secretary, in consultation with the 
heads of other relevant Federal agencies, 
shall develop and publish best practices and 
guidance for the installation, use and main- 
tenance of green stormwater infrastructure, 
including the adoption of permeable, per- 
vious, or porous paving materials or other 
practices and systems that are designed to 
minimize environmental impacts of 
stormwater runoff and flooding. 

‘(2) CONTENTS.—The guidance shall include 
best practices, guidelines, and technical as- 
sistance for the installation and use of green 
stormwater technologies, including— 

“(A) identification of existing and emerg- 
ing green stormwater infrastructure tech- 
nologies; 

“(B) cost-benefit information relating to 
green stormwater infrastructure approaches; 

“(C) performance analyses of green 
stormwater infrastructure technologies in 
typical use scenarios; and 

‘“(D) guidance and best practices on the de- 
sign, implementation, use, and maintenance 
of green stormwater infrastructure features. 

(3) UPDATES.—Not later than 5 years after 
the date of publication of the guidance under 
this paragraph, and not less frequently than 
once every 5 years thereafter, the Secretary, 
in consultation with the heads of other rel- 
evant Federal agencies, shall update the 
guidance, as applicable.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. HECK) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. HECK of Washington. Mr. Chair- 
man, small towns and cities alike have 
reasons to manage their storm water 
runoff. Our streams, rivers, lakes, and 
estuaries are all at risk of dangerous 
pollution following a downpour. 

Trust me, those of us from western 
Washington know this full well, and 
places like Puyallup, Washington, are 
actually finding ways to adjust their 
neighborhoods to protect surrounding 
waterways from pollution. 

Since 2009, Puyallup has helped resi- 
dents install rain gardens to absorb the 
rainfall. These rain gardens are linked 
by pipes that collect the excess water 
from the roofs and direct it to the gar- 
dens rather than to the streets and 
then into the sewer. 

This is just one innovation of several 
great ideas that are innovated through- 
out this country in places like Puy- 
allup. 

My amendment today builds on the 
success on the ground by simply asking 
the Department of Transportation to 
develop best practices for storm water 
management, to collect the informa- 
tion, and a guide on how to implement, 
install, and maintain green storm 
water infrastructure, and help any 
State that requests help with the de- 
velopment of such a plan—a voluntary 
program, not a requirement, no new 
money. 

Many of these innovative infrastruc- 
ture practices—permeable pavement, 
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natural drainage swales, green roofs— 
are economical and increase property 
values and invest in the people that 
make their careers designing and 
building these inventions. 

These new tools are both flexible and 
yield a strong return on investment. 
The people of Puyallup, Washington, 
get that. 

They know and I know and you know 
that we can’t let water carry oil from 
our cars, pesticide from our lawns, and 
other pollutants into Clarks Creek or 
the Puyallup River or the Puget 
Sound. 

We can’t do that and keep a strong 
economy or a desirable location for 
business and living. We can’t let runoff 
kill, as an example, our cherished Coho 
salmon. 

So I ask you to support the promise 
of these innovative economical ideas to 
manage our storm water and to get 
DOT involved. 

This is the best of federalism. No new 
money, no mandatory program, just a 
way to get the information out, which 
the Federal U.S. DOT is in the perfect 
position to collect and make available. 

Mr. Chair, I yield to the gentleman 
from the Sixth Congressional District 
of Washington (Mr. KILMER). 

Mr. KILMER. I thank the gentleman 
from Washington’s Tenth District. 

In my neck of the woods, we take 
pride in the Puget Sound and we under- 
stand that it is in danger. That is why 
I join my colleague today to talk about 
the treasures the Sound holds: the 
water, the salmon, the oysters, the 
orcas, an entire ecosystem that is cur- 
rently under attack. This is a threat 
that happens every time a thunder- 
storm or a rain strikes cities like Ta- 
coma. 

When heavy rains hit, that water will 
wash toxic mixtures of oil and heavy 
metals off of our city streets and high- 
ways and into waterways like Puget 
Sound. 

The Seattle Times recently wrote 
about a new study that found some 
runoff was so toxic that it killed Coho 
salmon in 21⁄2 hours. 

It is something we don’t often think 
about, but this storm water mix cre- 
ates a pollution that lingers. Folks in 
the region I represent are doing 
groundbreaking work putting in green 
storm water infrastructure to capture 
this runoff before it hits our waters. 

These are projects like rain gardens, 
green roofs, and natural drainage 
swales. Instead of letting storm water 
slide along and collect more dirt and 
grime and end up in our bodies of 
water, it captures it. 

Our amendment would encourage the 
growth of these projects. It would give 
our local governments and places like 
Tacoma and Puyallup and elsewhere a 
clear playbook on the most effective 
ways to implement green storm water 
infrastructure. 

It demonstrates that the Federal 
Government and local stakeholders can 
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be partners in cleaning up our waters. 
This matters. It matters to Tacoma 
and other cities. It matters to bodies of 
water like the Puget Sound. 

Storm water runoff may be hard to 
spot, but it is taking a toll on Puget 
Sound and other bodies of water. That 
is why this amendment is important. 
That is why I encourage my colleagues 
to vote for this amendment. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. FORTEN- 
BERRY). The gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I cer- 
tainly understand what the gentleman 
from Washington is trying to accom- 
plish here. 

The reason I oppose it is not because 
of what he is attempting to do, but the 
Federal Highway Administration cur- 
rently has strongly supported and en- 
couraged the use and implementation 
of green infrastructure in the Federal 
aid transportation projects to mitigate 
highway runoff impacts. 

FHWA recently published a new 
storm water runoff model, and it is en- 
gaged in various storm water research, 
including storm water performance 
measures. 

The Department of Transportation 
also is part of a Federal agency green 
infrastructure collaborative. This ini- 
tiative includes working with States to 
implement integrated ecosystems, in- 
cluding landscape-scale mitigation. So 
I don’t believe we need to legislate fur- 
ther on this. 

I also would make note that just last 
night, we agreed to the amendment of 
Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland on storm 
water mitigation to put the States in 
the metropolitan planning process. 
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Again, I understand what the gen- 
tleman is trying to accomplish. I think 
it is already in the legislation. I think 
it is already in current law, so I would 
oppose the amendment 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HECK of Washington. Mr. Chair- 
man, may I inquire as to how much 
time I have remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Washington has 1 minute remain- 
ing. 

Mr. HECK of Washington. With all 
due respect to the chair of the com- 
mittee, that isn’t included in the cur- 
rent legislation and is clearly not the 
intent of the amendment. The intent of 
the amendment is to ask them to accu- 
mulate best practices. Yes, they have 
programs where they promote and they 
advocate. This is to ask them to go out 
and find these programs like we talked 
about in Puyallup which are unusual 
and innovative and which aren’t yet in 
the manual so that they can share. 
This is information sharing on a scale 
that they don’t currently do. 
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In fact, Mr. Chairman, it would help 
with a serious problem; but given the 
Chair’s opposition to this, I will only 
ask that he consider taking a deeper 
dive into what we are trying to accom- 
plish here because it solves a problem. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I will 
continue to work with the gentleman. 
The gentleman is correct. It is not in 
current law, but the Federal Highway 
Administration is working on these 
things collaboratively with the States, 
and I think that we ought to let them 
continue at that pace. 

Mr. HECK of Washington. Mr. Chair, 
I withdraw my amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The amendment 
is withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. KING OF 

IOWA 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 12 printed 
in part A of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title I of divi- 
sion A, add the following: 


SEC. . PREVAILING RATE OF WAGE REQUIRE- 
MENTS. 


None of the funds made available by this 
Act, including the amendments made by this 
Act, may be used to implement, administer, 
or enforce the prevailing rate of wage re- 
quirements in subchapter IV of chapter 31 of 
title 40, United States Code (commonly re- 
ferred to as the Davis-Bacon Act). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. KING) and a Member op- 
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
this is an amendment that I have of- 
fered in the past, and it will be known 
as the amendment that eliminates the 
effect of the Davis-Bacon Act. The sub- 
stance of it is this: 

None of the funds made available by 
this act may be used to implement, ad- 
minister, or enforce the prevailing rate 
of wage, which is the effect of this 
amendment, and it is effectively the 
Davis-Bacon Act. It seems to get the 
attention of some of my colleagues. 

I would say, Mr. Chairman, that I 
have worked with this issue as long as 
anyone in the United States Congress. 
I have worked back for years, as I 
began about 5 years in the construction 
site as an employee. Multiple times I 
received Davis-Bacon wage scales; 
sometimes I did not. 

As I became a contractor in 1975, we 
began hiring employees. Sometimes we 
paid Davis-Bacon wage scales, and 
sometimes we did not; but I was always 
aggravated by the Federal Govern- 
ment’s deciding that they knew what 
we had to pay our help and what they 
were worth. 

I recall many debates on the floor of 
the House of Representatives when peo- 
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ple from the other side of the aisle 
would say that anytime there is a rela- 
tionship between two or more people 
that are consenting adults, the Federal 
Government has no business sticking 
themselves in the middle of that rela- 
tionship. Yet the Davis-Bacon Act tells 
me what my son, who is now sitting in 
the gallery, has to pay me if I am going 
to climb in the seat of one of his ma- 
chines, say an excavator, a scraper, a 
bulldozer, or a motor grader. 

So we are 40 years in the construc- 
tion business. I have watched the inef- 
ficiencies that are created by the 
Davis-Bacon Act. You might need 
somebody on a shovel, and he decides it 
pays more to get on a motor grade; or 
you might need somebody on a scraper, 
and he decides it pays more to get ona 
bulldozer. This wrecks the efficiency as 
well as puts an extra high price on the 
cost of the products that are being pro- 
duced under the contracting business 
in the United States. 

So I would say this, Mr. Chairman, 
that over our years in the construction 
business, the extra costs for Davis- 
Bacon ranges somewhere between 8 and 
38 percent additional, depending on the 
type of project and the location where 
you are. The average is someplace be- 
tween 20 and 22 percent. 

So to boil this all down, if we want to 
be responsible to the taxpayer, then we 
want to get the best dollar out of that. 

Somebody is going to say that it is 
second-rate work. That would be a di- 
rect insult to me. It would be a direct 
insult to my son, who owns King Con- 
struction today and who is listening to 
this debate. Our quality work stands 
with anyone’s, and it is superior to 
many; and sometimes it is Davis-Bacon 
wage scale, and sometimes it is not. 
But we know what they are worth. The 
government doesn’t know what they 
are worth. We want to hire the best 
help, keep the best help, and keep the 
best help on. That is just here in this 
microcosm of King Construction, but it 
is extrapolated across the Nation. 

So do we want to build 4 miles of 
road under government-mandated 
wages or do we want to build 5? I want 
to build the 5 miles. I want to build 
five bridges, not four. I want the best 
dollar for the taxpayers, and I want the 
highest efficiency that we can get. 
That is the substance of this amend- 
ment, and I urge its adoption. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Oregon is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, there was a time in 
America in 1931 when people were des- 
perate, and unscrupulous contractors 
would move people from place to place, 
put them in work camps, and undercut 
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the wages in communities. The wisdom 
of the Congress back then was this is 
not proper. Communities have different 
wage rates. 

This is not a diktat from Wash- 
ington, D.C., about the wages. It says 
you will pay the wages that prevail in 
your community. For instance, in the 
gentleman’s community, the median 
wage is $49,427. But under Davis-Bacon, 
an electrician—a pretty darned skilled 
person in my opinion—would only get 
$36,500 if they get the minimum Davis- 
Bacon wage. So I don’t see that that is 
outrageous. 

What we are trying to prevent here is 
the abuse of construction workers and 
people, moving them from place to 
place, bringing them from a very low- 
cost State and saying: Hey, when you 
go home, you are going to be doing 
good. We will put you in a little work 
camp and a tent. You come here to this 
State; you undercut all the local work- 
ers; you do the job; and you go home. 
We don’t want to go back to those 
days. Those were not halcyon days in 
America. 

So this is really a way to provide 
people with a living wage, certainly 
not an extravagant wage. I don’t think 
$36,500 for an electrician in Iowa is an 
extravagant wage, and I don’t see why 
we should pull that floor out from un- 
derneath them and say: Oh, hey, well, 
that is a little too high. We want to be 
able to pay our electricians less than 
that. 

This is about trying to create a race 
to the bottom like we have in too 
many other things in this country, our 
trade agreements and a whole host of 
other things that are going on that are 
creating income inequality. This will 
exacerbate income inequality. This 
amendment should be defeated. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT), the ranking member of the 
Education and Workforce Committee. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the King amendment. 

This amendment would prohibit the 
application and payment of prevailing 
wages provided under the Davis-Bacon 
Act for funds expended on construction 
projects in this bill. 

Davis-Bacon sets wage and benefit 
standards for federally assisted con- 
struction projects to ensure that con- 
tractors compete on the quality of 
their work, not by undercutting wage 
levels in local communities. Negating 
the application of wage laws, as the 
King amendment proposes to do, often 
leads to shoddy construction and sub- 
stantial cost overruns. 

This is not said to insult the sponsor 
of the amendment. The fact is that the 
census construction data shows that 
the value added per worker in States 
with prevailing wage laws is 18 to 15 
percent higher than in States without 
prevailing wage laws. 
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Additionally, studies conducted by 
the University of Utah have found that 
repealing the prevailing wage has led 
to the reduction or elimination of ap- 
prenticeship programs. Mr. Chairman, 
this is National Apprenticeship Week. 
We should be promoting the participa- 
tion in apprenticeship programs, not 
taking up measures that would nega- 
tively impact this critical job training 
tool. 

Under prevailing wage laws, contrac- 
tors are forced to compete on the basis 
of who can best train, equip, and man- 
age construction crews, not on the 
basis of who can assemble the cheapest, 
most exploitable workforce either lo- 
cally or by importing labor from some- 
where else. 

Historically, Mr. Chairman, there has 
been bipartisan opposition to repealing 
or suspending the Davis-Bacon Act in 
infrastructure programs. Let’s con- 
tinue that bipartisan tradition on pre- 
vailing wages by voting “no” on this 
amendment. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
how much time do I have remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Iowa has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, I thought I had actu- 
ally made the statement, I thought my 
good friend from Virginia would pick 
this up, that it isn’t about shoddy con- 
struction work that can be laid at the 
feet of merit shop operations. I am 
standing here on my feet in my boots 
having done all kinds of work for lots 
of years, and so has my family, going 
back about five generations. Our work 
has been competing with and superior 
to that of many, and there is nothing 
in the record of our company that any- 
one could point to other than quality 
and efficiency. 

In fact, the reason that he needs an 
apprentice program is because you 
can’t afford to hire somebody and train 
them unless the government is willing 
to let you pay them less than the pre- 
vailing wage. That is what the appren- 
tice program is. I have been one, and I 
have been bounced out of there because 
of the Davis-Bacon Act. 

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, when I 
listen to the gentleman about how we 
are going to prevent people from mov- 
ing people in from a low-wage area to a 
high-wage area to take a higher wage 
or perhaps undercut the existing wage 
that is there, that is what started the 
Davis-Bacon Act. It wasn’t to keep the 
low wages out. It was to keep African 
Americans out of New York City dur- 
ing the Depression when there was a 
large Federal building contract, and a 
contractor successfully bid that job. He 
was from out of town and he brought 
his crews in from Alabama, African 
Americans from Alabama, to do the 
work cheaper than the union scale 
would do in New York. That is what 
brought about this Davis-Bacon Act. 
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When the Federal Government de- 
cides they are going to tell people what 
they have to pay their employees, they 
are the last people that actually know 
what that is worth. When you have to 
compete in this real world where equip- 
ment is expensive and time is priceless 
and we have strict specifications, 
strong engineers, bonds—bid bonds and 
performance bonds—and insurance con- 
tracts, we have to be efficient, and we 
have to be professional. We have to be 
able to not only do this as well as any- 
one, but more efficiently than anyone. 
That is what the merit shop does. 

Mr. Chairman, nobody is dragging 
their feet in our operation. They want 
the company to be successful. When I 
send people out on a Davis-Bacon job, 
they are out there sometimes rolling 
clods because they know that it pays 
them to roll clods rather than get the 
job done. That is our expression, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, may I 
inquire if I have 1 minute remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Oregon has 1⁄2 minutes remain- 
ing. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan (Mr. KILDEE). 

Mr. KILDEE. I thank the ranking 
member. 

Mr. Chairman, this is actually a pret- 
ty simple question, and I know my 
friend from Iowa tends to see this ques- 
tion through the lens of his own per- 
sonal experience and his own company, 
but, frankly, this is a bigger question 
than that. 

I think it is right that the Federal 
Government has a stake in how it 
spends its money and that the Federal 
Government ought to be able to say 
that when we fund construction 
projects, we don’t want contractors to 
simply pick the cheapest labor they 
can. Sure, we may want to build more 
roads, but we want to make sure those 
roads last. It is not just a matter of 
how many miles you build, but whether 
or not they are going to be done in a 
way that makes sure that the quality 
of the work matches the investment 
that this country is making. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I understand the 
gentleman’s point. I can just tell you 
about my own experience having done 
development and construction in one of 
the toughest markets in America, big 
construction and small jobs. I always 
knew when we paid a prevailing wage 
that the work was going to be done on 
time and it was going to be done with 
quality. 

When it comes to the Federal dollar, 
doesn’t it seem to me and all of us here 
that cheap is not always better, and 
that we owe it to the American people 
to deliver to them a product that is 
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consistent with the quality that they 
would like to see in their own home? 
When you go to buy material or when 
you go to hire a contractor yourself for 
your own home, you don’t say to your- 
self, ‘‘Who is the lowest cost provider I 
can get?” You want to make sure the 
job is done right. 

Secondly, the American people need 
a raise. We don’t need the Federal Gov- 
ernment to participate in this race to 
the bottom in undercutting local 
economies by paying people less than 
they are worth. We have lost enough in 
this country. It is time to end this. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. Chair, | 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

For over 75 years, the Davis-Bacon Act has 
been protecting middle class families and tax- 
payers. 

As a son of a union worker in Snohomish 
County, Washington, | know how important 
prevailing wages can be for middle class fami- 
lies. 

A prevailing wage is not necessarily a union 
wage—it’s set by the Department of Labor 
after surveying local labor. 

But it’s a living wage, one that has helped 
build middle class economies in my district in 
places like Everett and Lynnwood. 

Davis-Bacon standards also ensure that tax- 
payers are getting their money’s worth when it 
comes to construction projects. 

By paying a decent wage, Davis-Bacon 
projects are built by more experienced and 
more productive construction workers. 

The result is better built, longer lasting 
projects that save money over their lifetime 
which is especially important because poor 
and crumbling infrastructure hurts everyone. 

We shouldn’t cut corners when it comes to 
our transportation infrastructure, and we 
shouldn’t cut corners when it comes to hiring 
construction workers. 

The amendment before us would do just 
that. 

Workers deserve to be paid fair wages. 

| ask my colleagues to support middle class 
families by voting against this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Iowa (Mr. KING). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Iowa will be post- 
poned. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. LARSEN OF 
WASHINGTON 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 13 printed 
in part A of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 
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The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Add at the end of title II the following: 
SEC. |. STREAMLINED APPLICATION PROCESS. 

Section 603 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“(f) STREAMLINED APPLICATION PROCESS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of the Surface 
Transportation Reauthorization and Reform 
Act of 2015, the Secretary shall make avail- 
able an expedited application process or 
processes available at the request of entities 
seeking secured loans under this chapter 
that use a set or sets of conventional terms 
established pursuant to this section. 

“(2) TERMS.—In establishing the stream- 
lined application process required by this 
subsection, the Secretary shall include terms 
commonly included in prior credit agree- 
ments that are desirable to borrowers and 
allow for an expedited application period, in- 
cluding— 

“(A) the secured loan is in an amount of 
not greater than $100,000,000; 

‘“(B) the secured loan is secured and pay- 
able from pledged revenues not affected by 
project performance, such as a tax-backed 
revenue pledge, tax increment financing, or 
a system-backed pledge of project revenues; 
and 

“(C) repayment of the loan commence not 
later than 2 years after disbursement.’’. 


The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. LARSEN) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED 
BY MR. LARSEN OF WASHINGTON 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that amendment No. 13 printed in part 
A of House Report 114-326 be modified 
in the form I have placed at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Modification to amendment No. 18 of- 
fered by Mr. LARSEN of Washington: 


In lieu of amendment #13 printed in Part A 
of House Report 114-326. 

Add at the end of title II the following: 
SEC. . STREAMLINED APPLICATION PROCESS. 

Section 603 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“(f) STREAMLINED APPLICATION PROCESS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of the Surface 
Transportation Reauthorization and Reform 
Act of 2015, the Secretary shall make avail- 
able an expedited application process or 
processes available at the request of entities 
seeking secured loans under this chapter 
that use a set or sets of conventional terms 
established pursuant to this section. 

“(2) TERMS.—In establishing the stream- 
lined application process required by this 
subsection, the Secretary may include terms 
commonly included in prior credit agree- 
ments and allow for an expedited application 
period, including— 

“(A) the secured loan is in an amount of 
not greater than $100,000,000; 

““(B) the secured loan is secured and pay- 
able from pledged revenues not affected by 
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project performance, such as a tax-backed 
revenue pledge, tax increment financing, or 
a system-backed pledge of project revenues; 
and 

‘(C) repayment of the loan commence not 
later than 5 years after disbursement.’’. 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington (during 
the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to dispense with 
the reading of the modification. 

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the amendment is modified. 

There was no objection. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I have heard from many 
midsize cities in my district that they 
often struggle to compete with larger 
cities for Federal transportation fund- 
ing. 

While the needs of midsize cities are 
just as significant as those of larger 
cities, the administrative burden of ac- 
cessing TIGER grants or TIFIA loans is 
often too great. My amendment ad- 
dresses that difficulty by improving ac- 
cess to TIFIA loans. 

While TIFIA is a great funding 
source for bigger projects, sponsors of 
smaller projects can be discouraged 
from using it because the application 
process is complicated and requires 
more resources than these cities can 
muster. 

My amendment would require the 
Secretary to provide an expedited proc- 
ess for TIFIA applications that are less 
than $100 million and backed by real 
revenue. These are smaller, lower risk 
projects that aren’t happening because 
States and localities might be scared 
off by the long and involved TIFIA loan 
application process. 

By creating an expedited process for 
these smaller, lower risk projects, we 
can open access to Federal resources 
for smaller cities and counties that we 
represent. 

This is a streamlined amendment 
that puts more power in the hands of 
State and local governments, some- 
thing I know that my colleagues can 
support. 

I appreciate that Chairman SHUSTER 
and Ranking Member DEFAZIO have 
made other improvements to the TIFIA 
process in the underlying bill, and my 
amendment complements these im- 
provements in a straightforward way. I 
would appreciate the support of the 
leadership on the committee for this 
amendment. 

I ask support of my amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
claim the time in opposition, even 
though I do not oppose the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I sup- 
port the gentleman’s commonsense 
amendment. As usual, he brings com- 
mon sense to the table. 

This amendment does and will accel- 
erate the approval of TIFIA credit as- 
sistance for certain projects. 

I encourage all Members to support 
the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 


Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask support for this 
amendment. 


I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Washington (Mr. LARSEN), 
as modified. 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR. CULBERSON 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 14 printed 
in part A of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 249, after line 14, insert the following: 

(2) in subsection (c)(1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (B)(ii) by striking 
“and” at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (B)(iii) by striking the 
period and inserting ‘‘; and” ; and 

(D) by adding at the end of subparagraph 
(B) the following: 

‘“(iv) the applicant shall have a current op- 
erating ratio, as such ratio is set forth by 
the Federal Transit Administration using 
the ratio of current assets to current liabil- 
ities, of 1:1.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. CULBERSON) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. Chairman, one 
of our principal responsibilities here is 
to be good stewards of our constitu- 
ents’ hard-earned tax dollars. It is a re- 
sponsibility that I know each one of us 
takes very seriously. 

My amendment today will ensure 
that we apply the same commonsense 
standards to the investment of our con- 
stituents’ hard-earned tax dollars that 
we do in the investment of our own dol- 
lars. 

You in your own life would not loan 
money or invest money in a business 
that was so poorly managed that it 
took on more debt than they could 
manage. You wouldn’t put your money 
in a company that had taken on so 
much debt that their debt exceeded 
their liabilities. And, certainly, if you 
were applying for a bank loan, a bank 
would not loan your business money if 
your business had more debt than it 
had assets. 

That is all this amendment says is 
that the Federal Government will not 
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invest our constituents’ hard-earned 
tax dollars in a transit agency that has 
more debt than they do liabilities. 

My amendment ensures that the min- 
imum asset-to-debt ratio that a transit 
entity can have is 1:1. It is common 
sense. This is sort of a working guide- 
line that I know the Transportation 
Appropriations Subcommittee, on 
which I work, and the Federal Transit 
Administration has for years wanted to 
be sure that the agencies out there— 
transit entities across America—have 
no more debt than they do assets. 

So the amendment says the Federal 
Government will not issue a Federal 
transit grant to an agency that has a 
ratio of current assets to debt that ex- 
ceeds 1:1, very straightforward, very 
simple. 

Let’s protect our constituents’ hard- 
earned tax dollars in the same way we 
would protect our own. In fact, it is ac- 
tually a much higher obligation that 
we have to be good stewards of the 
Treasury, as responsible representa- 
tives. 

I urge adoption of this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I claim 
the time in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Oregon is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

This is an unusual amendment, to 
say the least. There is no measure of 
assets done regularly for our transit 
systems in America. In fact, the only 
measurement that is done is that we 
have an $84 billion—B, billion—backlog 
to bring our existing transit systems 
up to a state of good repair. That 
means, basically, I am sure everybody 
would fail this test. 

So if you want to do away with tran- 
sit in America and get them out of the 
trust fund—something that Ronald 
Reagan made a high priority, and he 
put transit into the trust fund. He was 
the first Republican to support that, 
and they have been in ever since. 

He said: We cannot ignore our urban 
centers. They are the engines of eco- 
nomic growth in this country, and we 
can’t ignore them. We need to be able 
to move people efficiently in those 
urban areas. 

So, since then, we have had a modest 
proportion of the trust fund—about 20 
percent, generally—going into transit. 

That is not adequate, as it is not ade- 
quate for bridges; 140,000 need replace- 
ment or repair. It is not adequate for 
highways; 40 percent of the system is 
failing and it needs total rebuilding. 

But an $84 billion backlog in tran- 
sit—they are killing people right here 
in the Nation’s Capital because of the 
state of disrepair. It is an embarrass- 
ment. 

There is no transit district in the 
United States of America who makes 
money. So what is this about? I don’t 
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get it. We are not lending money for 
them to make a profit and pay off 
loans. They all receive Federal support, 
and they need more Federal support. 

In fact, in my travels, I have only 
been one place where they claim the 
transit district made money, which is 
Hong Kong. I urge you to go ride there 
at rush hour and see if you enjoy that 
experience. It is not very good here ei- 
ther. 

But, in any case, no one else claims 
to make money. And I don’t know if 
they really do. That is a Communist- 
dominated state. So it is probably not 
true. 

I don’t understand the amendment, 
to tell the truth. I would urge my col- 
leagues to oppose it. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. Chairman, my 
colleague from Oregon is confusing the 
issue here. The amendment is very 
straightforward. 

Let me read from the amendment 
itself. The applicant transit agency has 
to have a current operating ratio of 
current assets to current liabilities of 
1:1. They have to have the same cur- 
rent level of debt as they do assets in 
order to be eligible to apply for a Fed- 
eral transit grant. 

This isn’t about making money. This 
is about making sure the taxpayers are 
not going to give another brick to a 
transit agency that has already got too 
much debt and is overloaded and is in 
a position where they may not be able 
to take full advantage of the grant. 
Taxpayers, our constituents, should 
not have to put their hard-earned tax 
dollars into a transit agency that is 
carrying more debt than they have as- 
sets. This is very straightforward. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas for him 
to name a transit agency that has gone 
bankrupt recently. 

Mr. CULBERSON. In fact, I just 
spoke to the chairman of the Houston 
Metropolitan Transit Authority yester- 
day, and he tells me that their asset- 
to-debt ratio—they have got assets. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Reclaiming my time, I 
don’t know what and who is running 
that thing. 

Mr. CULBERSON: They are going to 
go bankrupt. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Sir, it is my time. 
They have not gone bankrupt. They are 
still operating. 

The Federal Government has not 
had, that I am aware of, any major 
TIFIA loans or anything go into de- 
fault. 

This is a bizarre amendment in 
search of a problem that doesn’t exist. 
We have no transit agencies that are 
making money. I don’t anticipate we 
ever will have a transit agency that 
makes money. No one in the world op- 
erates transit agencies that make 
money. 

It is a public service to mitigate con- 
gestion and provide for our major 
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urban areas to move people more effi- 
ciently with a partnership between the 
Federal Government and local authori- 
ties. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. Chairman, 
this is not about making money. The 
Houston Metropolitan Transit Author- 
ity chairman yesterday told me that 
their asset-to-debt ratio is about 2:3:1. 
So they have got 2 to 3 times more as- 
sets than they do debt. 

That is what this amendment says, 
that we will, as good stewards of our 
taxpayers’ hard-earned dollars, only 
send Federal transportation grants to 
transit agencies like Houston Metro 
that have done a good job managing 
their responsibilities and their assets 
are at least on par with their debt. 
That is all it says. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I con- 
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. Chairman, my 
colleague from Oregon is confusing the 
issue. This isn’t about making money. 
This isn’t about repaying the money. 

This is about making sure that our 
constituents’ hard-earned tax dollars 
are going to be wisely and carefully 
and prudently sent only to those tran- 
sit agencies that have proven they can 
do a good job, that they don’t have 
more debt currently than they have 
current assets. 

My amendment, quoting from the 
amendment, is very simple: 

Applicant shall have a current operating 
ratio of current assets to current liabilities 
of 1:1. 

That is at a minimum. Houston 
Metro would qualify for this. There are 
transit agencies all over America that 
would qualify for this. 

Let’s make sure that the transit en- 
tity, before they ask for our constitu- 
ents’ hard-earned tax dollars, have 
demonstrated that they are competent 
and capable of managing the money 
that they already have on hand and 
they don’t have more debt than they 
can carry. 

I urge passage of the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Actually, the amendment is to take 
money from New York City, Wash- 
ington, D.C., probably Baltimore, Bos- 
ton—I don’t know—anyone who has a 
legacy transportation system that ac- 
tually, until Ronald Reagan was Presi- 
dent, pretty much was built without 
Federal dollars and run without Fed- 
eral support and they have huge back- 
logs in terms of bringing them up to a 
state of good repair, 120-, 130-year-old 
tunnels. 

This would just basically say: Let’s 
put the money in the places which have 
the most modern transportation sys- 
tems, built most recently, and prob- 
ably built since Federal support was 
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put in place by Ronald Reagan and 
stick it to the ones who did it on their 
own 130, 140 years ago and have been 
struggling to keep up and only had a 
partnership with the Federal Govern- 
ment since Ronald Reagan was Presi- 
dent of the United States. 

This does not go to the efficiency of 
an operation anytime anybody applies 
for a TIFIA loan or anything else. They 
are evaluated in terms of how they are 
going to be able to repay those loans at 
the fare box, out of the fare box, out of 
operating costs, not what their assets 
to liabilities are. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. CULBERSON). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas will be post- 
poned. 
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The Acting CHAIR. The Chair under- 
stands that amendment No. 15 will not 
be offered. 


AMENDMENT NO. 16 OFFERED BY MS. MENG 


The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 16 printed 
in part A of House Report 114-326. 

Ms. MENG. Mr. Chair, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 


At the end of title I (page 233, after line 8), 
insert the following: 

SEC. 1431. IMPROVEMENT OF DATA COLLECTION 
ON CHILD OCCUPANTS IN VEHICLE 
CRASHES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall revise the crash investiga- 
tion data collection system of the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration to 
include the collection of the following data 
in connection with vehicle crashes whenever 
a child restraint system was in use in a vehi- 
cle involved in a crash: 

(1) The type or types of child restraint sys- 
tems in use during the crash in any vehicle 
involved in the crash, including whether a 
five-point harness or belt-positioning boost- 
er. 

(2) If a five-point harness child restraint 
system was in use during the crash, whether 
the child restraint system was forward-fac- 
ing or rear-facing in the vehicle concerned. 

(b) CONSULTATION.—In implementing sub- 
section (a), the Secretary shall work with 
law enforcement officials, safety advocates, 
the medical community, and research orga- 
nizations to improve the recordation of data 
described in subsection (a) in police and 
other applicable incident reports. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
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retary shall submit to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate and the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce of the House of Representa- 
tives a report on child occupant crash data 
collection in the crash investigation data 
collection system of the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration pursuant to 
the revision required by subsection (a). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentlewoman 
from New York (Ms. MENG) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from New York. 

Ms. MENG. Mr. Chair, this bipartisan 
amendment is simple. It is identical to 
language that appeared in the Senate 
version of the transportation bill that 
required improved data collection on 
the types of child restraint systems in 
use whenever a child is present during 
a car crash. 

I am honored to have Representative 
LOVE as a cosponsor of this amend- 
ment, and I thank her for her support. 

Mr. Chair, I know that we have 81 
amendments to work through today 
and a long evening ahead of us; so, in 
the interest of time, I will keep my re- 
marks brief. 

The amendment I am offering merely 
requires revisions to the crash inves- 
tigation data collection system of the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Ad- 
ministration in an effort to save chil- 
dren’s lives. The more we know about 
the type of child restraint system used, 
how it was used, and the outcome of 
that use, the more we will be able to 
avert future tragedies. 

After 3 years of collection of the data 
required by this amendment, the Sec- 
retary will be required to submit a re- 
port to Congress on the performance of 
various child restraint systems. It is 
my hope that we will join together at 
that time to craft new legislation that 
addresses what we learn. 

Again, this is a bipartisan amend- 
ment, Mr. Chair. I believe it is a good 
amendment, and I think we have an op- 
portunity to save children’s lives. 

I urge support for this amendment. 

Mr. Chair, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
claim the time in opposition, although 
I do not oppose the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is not in our jurisdiction. 
It is in the Energy and Commerce Com- 
mittee’s jurisdiction. I understand the 
Energy and Commerce Committee sup- 
ports the amendment, so we support 
the amendment also. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. MENG. Mr. Chair, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. DEFAZIO). 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I thank the gentle- 
woman for yielding. 
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Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the fact 
that the chairman does not oppose and 
that the committee of jurisdiction does 
not oppose. 

It is very timely. We just had a study 
about child safety seats which raises 
questions about rear-facing seats, and I 
think this comprehensive data would 
be very, very important as we move 
forward, potentially changing the 
guidelines on how we restrain children 
in vehicles to better protect them. 

I congratulate the gentlewoman on 
bringing this amendment forward, and 
I hope that it is accepted. 

Ms. MENG. Mr. Chair, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from New York (Ms. MENG). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 17 OFFERED BY MR. RUSSELL 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 17 printed 
in part A of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of title III of division A, insert 
the following: 

SEC. _. STREETCAR FUNDING PROHIBITION. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, Federal financial assistance may not be 
provided for any project or activity to estab- 
lish, maintain, operate, or otherwise support 
a streetcar service. This section does not 
apply to a contract entered into before the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Oklahoma (Mr. RUSSELL) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. Chairman, street- 
cars, also known as trollies, are mass 
transit vehicles that operate on rail 
lines embedded in normal roadways, 
often drawing electrical power from 
overhead structures. 

From 2009 to 2014, the Department of 
Transportation awarded $432 million 
for streetcar projects in 14 cities 
throughout the country. 

Streetcars are highly impractical 
from a public transit standpoint. Like 
a bus, but unlike a train, a streetcar’s 
speed is constrained by the speed of 
traffic around them. Unlike a bus, how- 
ever, they are bound by their tracks. If 
anything blocks the tracks, such as an 
accident or a construction project, the 
entire line shuts down, making it an 
inefficient form of transportation. 

Streetcars are costly to build and op- 
erate. They require extensive infra- 
structure, including tracks and over- 
head power, that is not required for 
buses. Per passenger, per mile, they are 
also significantly and consistently 
more costly to operate than buses. Ac- 
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cording to a 2013 Journal of Public 
Transportation study, they fail or are 
at the bottom of all efficient forms of 
transportation. 

The Congressional Research Service 
can find no clear evidence that street- 
cars increase transit ridership. Street- 
car corridors that saw economic 
growth often benefited from other sub- 
stantial subsidies. It is unclear if 
streetcars contributed to this growth. 

The main argument for this amend- 
ment, which would prohibit future 
funding, is that it would establish Fed- 
eral prohibitions on any financial as- 
sistance to establish, maintain, oper- 
ate, or otherwise support a streetcar 
service unless there is a current con- 
tract in place that would be entered 
into before the date of the enactment 
of the act. 

The main argument for streetcars is 
often their psychological appeal. While 
this is appreciated, it is also very sub- 
jective, and it depends on the senti- 
ments of tourists or local communities. 
They are more comparable to water 
taxis or Ferris wheels than to buses 
and light rail. The Department of 
Transportation is not in a good posi- 
tion to judge how tourists and locals 
will feel about a streetcar project. The 
agency, therefore, lacks the insight to 
predict the success of a project. 

Most streetcar funding has come 
from the Transportation Investment 
Generating Economic Recovery grant 
program, or TIGER program. TIGER is 
an extremely competitive program 
with 20 times more applicants than 
there is money available. Recent rule 
changes are expected to make it easier 
for streetcars to receive funding from 
the Capital Investment Grant Pro- 
gram, also known as the New Starts 
and Small Starts program. 

The President’s administration has 
requested $3.2 billion for this program 
for FY 2016, including $75 million for 
streetcar projects, and at least six 
more are under development. 

Any further grant awards for street- 
car projects will divert scarce Federal 
funding from other high-priority trans- 
portation projects. While we appreciate 
all forms of transportation, our infra- 
structure, our national defense, and 
the vitality of our commerce on our 
roads beg for more efficient means of 
transportation for our dollars, which 
are limited. 

Bus Rapid Transit projects, or BRT 
projects, for example, attract riders 
with higher quality stations and buses, 
traffic lanes that are fully or partially 
dedicated to buses, and more reliable, 
frequent service. Unlike for streetcars, 
there is objective evidence that the 
BRT tends to increase transit ridership 
and decrease trip time, according to 
the Government Accountability Office. 

Streetcar projects are expensive, un- 
certain gambles that depend on subjec- 
tive local and tourist sentiments more 
than on objective facts. It is for that 
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reason—as we face a $19 trillion deficit 
and as we face foreign policy chal- 
lenges abroad that require contingency 
dollars and as we look at husbanding 
the strength for our transportation— 
that my amendment would make sure 
that these resources are used in their 
proper place. 

Local communities should, therefore, 
risk their own funds, like in my home 
State of Oklahoma. Oklahoma City re- 
cently passed a $129 million downtown 
streetcar project, which its own citi- 
zens approved, without using Federal 
funds. While municipalities may desire 
streetcars, they should not do it with 
other Americans’ money. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Oregon is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

This amendment would dictate to 
communities across America what 
form of transit they could put into 
their urban areas to solve problems of 
congestion and the efficient movement 
of people from place to place. 

The gentleman mentioned tourist 
destinations. Yes, some may relate to 
tourist destinations; others may relate 
to medical facilities, as in Portland, 
Oregon, where the streetcar terminates 
at the Oregon Health & Science Univer- 
sity. It also then utilizes a tram, which 
is at both the bottom and the top of 
the hill. It is used by many patients 
and others who have to get there. So 
these are not just toy things or things 
that are used for tourists. They are 
used to solve congestion problems in 
major urban areas. They are also in- 
credible tools for economic develop- 
ment. 

As for the fixed streetcar line in 
Portland, they revitalized a whole sec- 
tion of the city, which generated $3.5 
billion in private economic develop- 
ment because the line was there. They 
didn’t get any Federal money, but they 
built their projects adjacent to that 
line, which also provided a built-in rid- 
ership. Many people who reside in 
those pretty high-end apartments actu- 
ally don’t own cars, and they utilize 
the streetcar. 

Salt Lake has already attracted $400 
million in investment. Atlanta, Geor- 
gia, has a very successful program. 
Tucson, Arizona, has seen an incredible 
initial ridership, far exceeding projec- 
tions. Cities across America are finding 
great success with streetcars; so to 
deny them this tool on some sort of ar- 
bitrary basis, I think, is unwarranted. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Oklahoma has 30 seconds remain- 
ing. 
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Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. Chairman, no re- 
search supports clear economic growth, 
according to the Congressional Re- 
search Service. While there may be 
other factors—usually with heavy gov- 
ernment subsidies—that also con- 
tribute to this growth, it does not have 
any delineation toward streetcars. 

This amendment does not dictate but 
protects scarce resources. In a nation 
that has an incredible deficit problem, 
we have to get to the point at which we 
can have priorities. This focuses on pri- 
orities. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gen- 
tleman from Oregon (Mr. BLU- 
MENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
could not disagree more with my friend 
from Oklahoma City. 

First of all, the streetcar is a highly 
developed mechanism that 30 commu- 
nities across the country are involved 
with right now, and they all invest 
their own money, including Oklahoma 
City. I find it ironic that somehow 
there is this notion that people are 
picking this out of the air as a toy or 
arts and crafts. That is not the case. 

Look, I have been working on this for 
over 30 years, since I initiated a project 
for Portland’s streetcar. I would be 
happy to introduce the gentleman to 
businesspeople, to local government. 
Actually, my friend from Oregon un- 
derstated it. It is $4.5 billion. It is hap- 
pening in Seattle, in Tacoma. I was in 
New York—in Brooklyn—this Friday, 
where they are looking at a streetcar. 
It is an extraordinarily efficient way to 
concentrate development. It encour- 
ages private investment. It extends the 
pedestrian experience. It is part of the 
toolkit. 

I notice the gentleman has left the 
Chamber. I was going to ask him if he 
knew that, in his Oklahoma City, there 
is a TIGER grant that is going to build 
three blocks of rail line starting in 
2016. It was a choice of Oklahoma City. 
They thought the TIGER grant was so 
important that they are using Federal 
money in a project that is supple- 
menting local money. 

My friend from Oregon is correct, the 
ranking member, in that we shouldn’t 
take this tool away from communities, 
large and small, across the country. 
From Kenosha, Wisconsin, to Los An- 
geles, people are understanding that 
the streetcar has a vital role in revital- 
izing communities, in giving people 
more choices, in focusing economic de- 
velopment; and it is why the tram—the 
streetcar—is ubiquitous across the 
world. It is why we now have 30 cities 
that are doing it. 

I would argue, if you look at the bil- 
lions of dollars we have invested in 
transportation projects, less than a 
half a billion dollars that people com- 
peted for very aggressively, for these 
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TIGER grants, is money well spent. It 
is well spent in my community. Some 
people might warrant Bus Rapid Tran- 
sit, like my colleague from Oregon has 
in Eugene. 
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This is a tool that has proven its 
worth. Communities around the coun- 
try, from Cincinnati to Dallas, Texas, 
are doing it because it works. It would 
be a tragic mistake to approve an 
amendment that would take this tool 
away from communities that decide to 
do it and would like to supplement 
their local resources with Federal 
money, like is happening in Oklahoma 
City next year. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. RUSSELL). 

The amendment was rejected. 

AMENDMENT NO. 18 OFFERED BY MS. EDWARDS 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 18 printed 
in part A of House Report 114-326. 

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of title III of division A, add the 


following: 

SEC. . APPOINTMENT OF DIRECTORS OF THE 
WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA 
TRANSIT AUTHORITY. 


(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

(1) the term ‘“‘Compact’’ means the Wash- 
ington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
Compact (Public Law 89-774; 80 Stat. 1324); 

(2) the term “Federal Director” means— 

(A) a voting member of the Board of Direc- 
tors of the Transit Authority who represents 
the Federal Government; and 

(B) a nonvoting member of the Board of Di- 
rectors of the Transit Authority who serves 
as an alternate for a member described in 
subparagraph (A); and 

(8) the term “Transit Authority” means 
the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority established under Article III of 
the Compact. 

(b) APPOINTMENT BY SECRETARY OF TRANS- 
PORTATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—For any appointment 
made on or after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of Transportation 
shall have sole authority to appoint Federal 
Directors to the Board of Directors of the 
Transit Authority. 

(2) AMENDMENT TO COMPACT.—The signa- 
tory parties to the Compact shall amend the 
Compact as necessary in accordance with 
paragraph (1). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentlewoman 
from Maryland (Ms. EDWARDS) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes 
woman from Maryland. 

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the chairman and the ranking 
member. 

Representative COMSTOCK of Virginia 
and I have an amendment that is at the 
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desk, and I don’t have to tell my col- 
leagues who ride Metro every day to 
and from work of the issues that 
WMATA Metro has had with safety, 
performance, and management. 

Our bipartisan amendment gives the 
Secretary of the United States Depart- 
ment of Transportation the authority 
to appoint the four Federal members to 
the Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Authority Board. Currently, 
the General Services Administration 
has this sole authority and shares over- 
sight responsibilities of the Federal 
board members with the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Transportation. The WMATA 
board determines the agency’s policy 
and provides oversight for the funding, 
operation, and expansion of transit fa- 
cilities. 

We have worked closely with Senator 
MIKULSKI of Maryland on this issue, 
and she has introduced a bill in the 
Senate that is cosponsored by all three 
other local Senators: Senators CARDIN, 
WARNER, and KAINE of Virginia. 

From various conversations we have 
had, the Secretary of Transportation is 
also aware of this issue and is sup- 
portive of the Department of Transpor- 
tation taking over. The General Serv- 
ices Administration has stated that 
“this was never in our wheelhouse.” 
And WMATA does not oppose this 
change. 

I want to thank Chairs CHAFFETZ and 
MEADOWS and Ranking Members CUM- 
MINGS and CONNOLLY for working with 
us since the amendment also falls 
under the jurisdiction of the House 
Oversight and Government Reform 
Committee. They have cleared this 
amendment. 

Before I close, I want to remember 
our late colleague—and former col- 
league on the Transportation Com- 
mittee—Howard Coble, who died last 
night. He represented the Sixth Con- 
gressional District of North Carolina, 
including the town I was born in, 
Yanceyville, North Carolina. He will be 
sorely missed by all of us and his long- 
time constituents and his service with 
us. May he rest in peace. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

| don’t have to tell my colleagues, some of 
who ride Metro each day to and from work, of 
the issues the Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Authority (WMATA) has had with safe- 
ty, performance, and management. 

The Passenger Rail Investment and Im- 
provement Act of 2008 (PRIIA, Public Law 
110-432), included the National Capital Trans- 
portation Amendments Act, a bill authorizing 
$1.5 billion in federal funding for WMATA cap- 
ital improvements. It was because of this fed- 
eral investment and WMATA’s large federal 
employee ridership that the National Capital 
Region Congressional Delegation created the 
federal board members. 

The Delegation expanded the WMATA 
Board from twelve members from Maryland, 
the District of Columbia, and Virginia to in- 
clude sixteen members, establishing the four 
new federal member positions. The Delegation 


17372 


also believed that these federal board mem- 
bers would not be wrapped up in jurisdictional 
politics. Often board members from the juris- 
dictions do not recommend what is needed 
because their jurisdiction does not have the 
money. 

The National Capital Region Congressional 
Delegation gave the appointment authority to 
the General Services Administration (GSA) be- 
cause at the time, it seemed the best federal 
agency to represent the overall federal work- 
force. Approximately forty percent of 
WMATA’s ridership is federal employees. 

Our amendment gives the Secretary of the 
U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) 
the authority to appoint the four federal mem- 
bers to the WMATA Board. Currently, the GSA 
has this sole authority and shares oversight 
responsibilities of the federal board members 
with USDOT. The WMATA Board determines 
the agency’s policy and provides oversight for 
the funding, operation, and expansion of tran- 
sit facilities. 

| have worked with Senator MIKULSKI on this 
issue and she has introduced a bill in the Sen- 
ate that this amendment is based on. S. 2093 
is cosponsored by all 3 other local Senators, 
Senators CARDIN, WARNER, and KAINE. 

From various conversations we have had, 
Secretary Foxx is aware of this issue and is 
supportive of USDOT taking over. GSA has 
stated that “this never was in our wheel- 
house.” And WMATA does not oppose. 

| want to thank Chairs CHAFFETZ & MEAD- 
ows and Ranking Members CUMMINGS & CON- 
NOLLY for working with us since the amend- 
ment falls under the House Oversight and 
Government Reform Committee’s jurisdiction. 
It is my understanding they have cleared this 
amendment. 

Since the creation of the federal board posi- 
tions in 2008, GSA has not played an active 
role in oversight of the federal board mem- 
bers. GSA does not have any expertise about 
what it takes to operate a transit system, nor 
does it have any experience. 

Only USDOT has been committed to the 
oversight of the federal board members and 
trying to correct WMATA’s myriad problems. 
WMATA’s serious safety, operational, and fi- 
nancial issues have all been documented by 
USDOT. The Secretary of USDOT and the 
Federal Transit Administration have been 
working directly with the federal board mem- 
bers and the transit agency to get things fixed. 
The federal board members and USDOT are 
in regular communication. 

In addition, the local delegation led by Sen- 
ator MIKULSKI has been providing the federal 
finding authorized in PRIIA in the annual 
Transportation & HUD (THUD) Appropriations 
Bill. For the last seven years, bill and report 
language has been included requiring strict 
oversight by the USDOT Secretary on how 
these taxpayer dollars are spent. 

Before | close, | would like to remember our 
late colleague, Howard Coble, who died last 
night. He represented the 6th Congressional 
District of North Carolina, including the town 
that | was born in, Yanceyville. Howard will be 
sorely missed by all of us and his long-time 
constituents. May he rest in peace. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, although I don’t oppose the 
amendment, I ask unanimous consent 
to claim the time in opposition. 
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The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, this particular amendment really 
is in the jurisdiction of the Oversight 
and Government Reform Committee. 
They are in favor of the amendment, so 
we are going to urge our colleagues to 
support it. We are not going to oppose 
it. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to say it has been a real 
pleasure to be able to work with Mrs. 
COMSTOCK on this amendment. It is 
very rare that we have opportunities to 
work across the aisle and also across 
the Capitol to make sure that we are 
doing the right thing for our transit 
system here in the metropolitan Wash- 
ington area that serves so many mil- 
lions of both Federal workers and tour- 
ists from all of our different States and 
jurisdictions. 

It is really clear that the General 
Services Administration in this day 
and age is probably not the most ap- 
propriate place for the appointment of 
these members of the board. It is duti- 
fully to be placed with the Department 
of Transportation to which they have 
agreed. I thank our colleagues for all 
agreeing to this as well. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from Maryland (Ms. 
EDWARDS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 19 OFFERED BY MS. FRANKEL 
OF FLORIDA 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 19 printed 
in part A of House Report 114-326. 

Ms. FRANKEL of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Beginning on page 424, strike line 17 and 
all that follows through page 426, line 24. 

Page 428, line 20, strike ‘‘and’’ at the end. 

Page 428, line 23, strike the period and in- 
sert ‘‘; and”. 

Page 428, after line 23, insert the following: 

(4) is not a high-risk carrier, as identified 
by the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Admin- 
istration. 

Beginning on page 449, strike line 5 and all 
that follows through page 451, line 22. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentlewoman 
from Florida (Ms. FRANKEL) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes 
woman from Florida. 

Ms. FRANKEL of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I thank the chair, ranking mem- 
ber, and all the colleagues who worked 
so hard on bringing this legislation to 
the floor. 
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My amendment is really about im- 
proving this bill. It is going to make it 
a better bill, and it is about making 
our Nation’s roads safer and the deliv- 
ery of goods more efficient. 

There are 15.5 million trucks on the 
road each year driving more than 93 
billion miles annually, carrying over a 
billion dollars’ worth of goods. There is 
no question that our Nation’s trucking 
industry is a huge economic driver, 
earning $650 billion annually, 5 percent 
of the United States GDP. 

With all that sunshine comes a little 
bit of rain. The National Highway Traf- 
fic Safety Administration said that in 
2013 almost 4,000 people were killed and 
95,000 people were injured by large 
trucks, costing the public a whopping 
$100 billion annually. So my amend- 
ment does three things to increase 
safety and to reduce those costs. 

First, the amendment brings the re- 
quirement for commercial truck insur- 
ance into the 21st century. It is shock- 
ing, Mr. Chair, that the minimum in- 
surance required for commercial 
trucks has remained the same since the 
1980s at $750,000 per incident regardless 
of the number of victims or their inju- 
ries. The FMCSA, which is the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Administration, 
is currently engaged in rulemaking to 
examine the appropriateness of this 
standard. The base bill requires studies 
that I respectfully submit will slow 
down this process. 

Imagine a large truck hitting a bus 
full of schoolchildren and the insurance 
only being $750,000 to cover all the 
losses. Do you want to be the person 
that tells the parents that Congress 
needs to do more studies before their 
medical bills can be paid? My amend- 
ment strikes these unnecessary studies 
so that the FMCSA can finish their im- 
portant work without delay. 

Second, the base bill creates a na- 
tional hiring standard that brokers and 
shippers must use to hire carriers. One 
of these standards is based on outdated 
information. It is not updated annu- 
ally. So my amendment at the desk 
would strengthen the hiring standard 
by prohibiting the hiring of motor car- 
riers defined as ‘‘high-risk carriers” by 
the FMCSA. 

Finally, just this year, the FMCSA 
did a study that found that compli- 
ance, safety, and accountability scores 
accurately predict safety performance 
by drivers. These scores are currently 
used by brokers and shippers to iden- 
tify unsafe carriers. Studies show that, 
since this system has been used, there 
has been a 14 percent reduction in seri- 
ous violations of the law. I want to re- 
peat that. There has been a 14 percent 
reduction in serious violations of the 
law. 

This base bill requires another study 
that is going to take 18 months. Not 
only that, the base bill now hides im- 
portant safety statistics during this 
time. What my amendment does is very 
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simple. The provision makes these 
safety scores transparent for the public 
to see. 

Together, these measures are going 
to improve the movement of goods 
across the country by increasing safety 
and efficiency. It is a real good amend- 
ment. I think it is going to make this 
bill much better, and I urge its adop- 
tion. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I claim the time in opposition to 
the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, this amendment literally just 
guts some very crucial reforms to this 
bill. What this amendment does is 
strikes a section in the bill that re- 
quires the Federal Motor Carrier Safe- 
ty Administration to remove from its 
Web site those compliance and safety 
accountability program scores. 

What we found is that the CSA is a 
flawed system. It treats safe carriers 
unfairly, and it has done very little to 
improve motor carrier safety records. 

The Government Accountability Of- 
fice and the motor carrier stake- 
holders, they have been very critical of 
the CSA program. They have called for 
the reform. So what this does is make 
sure that those reforms are going to 
happen quickly. It doesn’t hide any- 
thing. Once the reforms are in place, 
the scores are going to go back up on 
the Web site. 

In the meantime, that raw data con- 
cerning accidents, violations, out-of- 
service rates, it will remain publicly 
available; and it is also going to be 
available to law enforcement if they 
need to investigate or prosecute an un- 
safe carrier. So nothing is being hid- 
den, but what this does is require that 
these reforms are going to take place 
and they are going to take place very, 
very quickly. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. FRANKEL of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I would just be repeating myself. 

I do want to repeat one thing which 
I think is important. Since the system 
has been used by FMCSA, there has 
been a 14 percent reduction in serious 
violations of the law, and I think that 
speaks for itself. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Chair, 
again, this guts some very important 
parts of this bill. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. FRANKEL). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT NO. 20 OFFERED BY MR. DUNCAN OF 

TENNESSEE 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 20 printed 
in part A of House Report 114-326. 
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Mr. DUNCAN of ‘Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 428, line 23, before the period, insert 
“or be unrated”. 

Page 428, after line 23, insert the following: 

(4) has not been issued an out-of-service 
order to prohibit a motor carrier from con- 
ducting operations at the motor carrier 
level— 

(A) for failing to pay fines under part 385.14 
of title 49, Code of Federal Regulations; 

(B) for a proposed ‘‘unsatisfactory’’ safety 
rating under part 385.13(d) of title 49, Code of 
Federal Regulations; 

(C) for failing to respond to a new entrant 
audit under part 385.325 of title 49, Code of 
Federal Regulations; and 

(D) and currently is being considered as an 
imminent hazard at the carrier level (not the 
individual driver or equipment level). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 20 OFFERED 
BY MR. DUNCAN OF TENNESSEE 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chair, I ask unanimous consent that 
amendment No. 20, printed in part A of 
House Report 114-326, be modified by 
the form I have placed at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Modification to amendment No. 20 of- 
fered by Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee: 
on line 12 of amendment No. 20, add the word 
“not” after is. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the amendment is modified. 

There was no objection. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, first I want to commend 
Chairman GRAVES. Nobody could have 
done a better job on this bill than he 
has done. I also want to thank Chair- 
man SHUSTER and Ranking Member 
DEFAZIO because they have placed just 
about everything that I have requested 
into this bill, including accepting an 
amendment yesterday. 

I will repeat something that I said 
during general debate yesterday: I am 
so pleased that after we have spent 
hundreds of billions of dollars over the 
last 15 years in a vain attempt to re- 
build the Middle East, now we are fi- 
nally going to pass a major bill to re- 
build this country and provide hun- 
dreds of thousands of jobs all across 
this Nation. 

I rise today, Mr. Chairman, with Mr. 
PAULSEN of Minnesota to offer an 
amendment that is basically very tech- 
nical in nature, but it is one that is 
very, very important to many thou- 
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sands of the smallest companies in the 
trucking industry. 

I want to thank Chairman SHUSTER 
and Ranking Member DEFAZIO for in- 
cluding in the base bill some of the lan- 
guage from a bill that I introduced 
that deals with this situation. This 
amendment expands that by clarifying 
the requirements that a freight broker 
must meet before hiring a motor car- 
rier for the delivery of goods. 
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Currently, the bill requires a broker 
to check to ensure that the motor car- 
rier is first registered with and author- 
ized by the Federal Motor Carrier Safe- 
ty Administration to operate as a li- 
censed motor carrier; secondly, has the 
minimum insurance required by Fed- 
eral law; and, third, has the satisfac- 
tory safety fitness determination by 
the FMCSA. All of these things make 
for a safer trucking industry in this 


country. 
Our amendment inserts ‘‘or be 
unrated? in the third requirement. 


Currently, there are thousands of small 
trucking operations which have yet to 
be audited or rated by the FMCSA. By 
adding the words ‘‘or be unrated,” we 
ensure that these small companies are 
not precluded from being in the pool of 
eligible motor carriers that can be used 
for shipping goods. 

According to the Owner-Operators 
Independent Drivers Association, 
OOIDA, without this amendment, we 
will be creating an incentive not to use 
small carriers, putting hundreds of 
thousands of truck drivers out of busi- 
ness due to no fault of their own. 

Without this change, we will hurt 
small mom-and-pop trucking bþusi- 
nesses and drive up the cost of shipping 
goods for everyone. 

The second part of our amendment 
adds a fourth requirement that must be 
checked by the brokers. This fourth 
condition requires a broker to check to 
make sure that a motor carrier has not 
been issued an out-of-service order to 
prohibit a carrier from conducting op- 
erations. Once again, this makes for a 
safer trucking industry in this coun- 
try. 

If we do not make this amendment 
part of the bill, thousands of small 
companies and mom-and-pop operators 
who have never had a wreck or had a 
violation would lose business just be- 
cause FMCSA does not have the suffi- 
cient time or staff to officially rate 
them. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I will 
just say this amendment ensures that 
we have only safe trucks on the road 
and that thousands of small businesses 
are not hurt in the process. However, I 
have received assurances from both 
Chairman SHUSTER and Ranking Mem- 
ber DEFAZIO that they want to do 
something about this. 

I think everybody on both sides of 
the aisle in this Congress really wants 
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to try to help the smallest businesses 
in almost any industry, and they have 
told me that they will really try to do 
something about this in conference. 

With that assurance and at their re- 
quest, I am withdrawing this amend- 
ment and hope that we can improve the 
bill as it goes on through conference. 

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the 
amendment at this point. 

The Acting CHAIR. The amendment 
is withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 21 OFFERED BY MR. LEWIS 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 21 printed 
in part A of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 441, beginning line 3, strike section 
5404 and insert the following new section: 
SEC. 5404. STUDY ON COMMERCIAL DRIVER’S LI- 

CENSE PROGRAM. 

(a) STUDY.—The Secretary shall conduct a 
study to evaluate the safety effects of the 
laws and regulations of States that allow li- 
censed drivers between the ages of 18 years 
and 21 years to obtain a commercial driver’s 
license to operate a commercial motor vehi- 
cle within the State. 

(b) MATTERS INCLUDED.—The study under 
subsection (a) shall include the following: 

(1) A review of the requirements for li- 
censed drivers between the ages of 18 years 
and 21 years to obtain commercial driver’s li- 
censes described in such subsection. 

(2) A review of collision rates and fatal col- 
lision rates for such drivers while operating 
a commercial motor vehicle. 

(3) A review of any other safety factors and 
metrics determined appropriate by the Sec- 
retary in accordance with subsection (c). 

(c) INPUT.—In conducting the study under 
subsection (a), including with respect to the 
safety factors and metrics reviewed under 
subsection (b)(3), the Secretary shall solicit 
input from representatives of State motor 
vehicle administrators, motor carriers, labor 
organizations, independent truck drivers, 
safety advocates, medical associations and 
medical professionals, and other persons de- 
termined appropriate by the Secretary. 

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall publish a report containing the 
results of the study under subsection (a), in- 
cluding any recommendations for statutory 
changes. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Georgia. 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment is simple. It would strike a 
pilot program that allows teenagers to 
drive trucks across State lines. Right 
now this bill mandates that we allow 
teenagers to become truck drivers. 
But, Mr. Chairman, it does not ask 
whether we should give them the keys. 

The American public has a strong 
opinion on this issue. After 92 percent 
of the comments strongly opposed to 
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this idea, the Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Administration denied a request 
for a similar program in 2003. The vast 
majority thought it was a bad and dan- 
gerous proposal. 

My amendment simply asks the De- 
partment of Transportation to take an- 
other look, a second look, before start- 
ing a national program. We need to ex- 
amine the safety of places where young 
drivers are already allowed to drive 
trucks within their own States. 

Interstate highways are already dan- 
gerous enough. Given the higher and 
higher accident and fatality rates of 
younger drivers, it makes no sense to 
make this change without looking at 
all of the data. 

Mr. Chairman, young drivers may 
not have the experience needed to han- 
dle heavy, dangerous vehicles. Some 
follow too closely. Others go too fast 
and don’t check their mirrors. Young 
drivers can use their brakes too much, 
and that is a real danger when han- 
dling an 80,000-pound truck. 

Ask any parent. They know. Young 
drivers do not always listen, even when 
an experienced driver is in the front 
seat. My amendment does not say no. 
It says just let us do the research first. 
We should study the safety of teen 
truck drivers before any experiment 
that might have dangerous results. 

I urge my colleagues to support my 
commonsense amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I claim the time in opposition to 
the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Missouri is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, this amendment would strike a 
limited pilot program that is author- 
izing drivers over the age of 191% to 
enter into a graduated program to ob- 
tain a commercial driver’s license. The 
program is very limited to a number of 
States and a number of carriers that 
can participate. It also includes a num- 
ber of safety requirements and a GAO 
report to Congress examining its safety 
impacts. 

Mr. Chairman, what is interesting 
about the way present law is is that a 
driver of the age that is being ad- 
dressed here could drive all the way 
across the State of Missouri, for in- 
stance, but they can’t drive 10 miles in 
the city of Kansas City, across town, 
because it is over a State line. 

It doesn’t make a whole lot of sense, 
and it actually hampers a whole lot of 
businesses out there that operate in 
communities like Kansas City, St. 
Louis, and St. Joseph that are actually 
split by a State line. 

The trucking industry is facing a se- 
vere shortage in the number of drivers. 
With freight expected to increase 30 
percent over the next 10 years, the 
driver shortage is only going to wors- 
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en. We need to get more young people 
interested in careers in the transpor- 
tation industry. It is as simple as that. 

This is a limited pilot program. It 
represents a delicate compromise that 
would accomplish a very important 
goal. 

I urge Members to oppose the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Chairman, I appre- 
ciate that there is a driver shortage, 
but it is important, very important, to 
follow the data. We should not put in- 
experienced drivers on the road before 
we have all of the facts. 

In my congressional district, in 
Metro Atlanta, we have three major 
interstate highways running through 
our city: I-75, I-85, and I-20. Even with 
experienced drivers, there is always 
some major accident. We need to follow 
the data. I urge all of my colleagues to 
support my commonsense amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, again, what we are trying to do 
with this program is just allow those 
drivers to be able to cross the State 
line. Again, they are already allowed to 
go an entire State’s length within the 
State. 

I would ask my colleagues to oppose 
the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Georgia will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 22 OFFERED BY MR. JOHNSON 

OF GEORGIA 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 22 printed 
in part A of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 449, beginning line 5, strike section 
5501 relating minimum financial responsi- 
bility rulemaking. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. JOHNSON) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Georgia. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise today to speak in support of 
my amendment to H.R. 22. 
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Minimum insurance requirements for 
trucks have remained the same since 
the 1980s. Currently, it is $750,000. 
Healthcare costs have skyrocketed. 
For example, hospital care for trau- 
matically brain-injured people can av- 
erage $8,000 per day. Minimum insur- 
ance does not realistically account for 
multivehicle accidents where $750,000 
must be divided among all of the in- 
jured parties. 

FMCSA is currently undergoing rule- 
making to evaluate current insurance 
requirements. Congress should not 
delay or derail this effort. Section 5501 
conditions the agency’s rulemaking 
upon its completion of detailed studies 
that must be completed in consultation 
with industry stakeholders. 

This amendment strikes language 
that is designed to delay and ulti- 
mately derail this long-overdue rule- 
making. When a person suffers life- 
threatening injuries due to the neg- 
ligence of a motor carrier, the cost of 
long-term care and the loss of his or 
her livelihood often is pushed to the 
background. For families that undergo 
this ordeal, it often comes as a surprise 
that, despite a congressional mandate 
in the 1980s, minimum insurance re- 
quirements for interstate truckers and 
bus carriers have remained unchanged. 

The Motor Carrier Act of 1980 specifi- 
cally set out to ensure public safety by 
requiring insurance premiums to be up- 
dated regularly. A similar bill, the Bus 
Regulatory Reform Act of 1982, was 
passed for the segment of the industry 
transporting passengers interstate. 

While the minimum insurance levels 
in 1985 for general freight carriers and 
small-bus operators was $750,000 and 
$1.5 million respectively, with higher 
liability limits for carriers of haz- 
ardous materials and large bus car- 
riers, the intent of Congress was to in- 
crease the minimums regularly to keep 
pace with inflation. 

In April of this year, the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Administration 
released a report to Congress that ex- 
amined the adequacy of the current fi- 
nancial responsibility requirements for 
motor carriers. The conclusion was 
clear: Today the cost of injuries and fa- 
talities arising from crashes far exceed 
the minimum insurance levels inter- 
state operators are required to carry. 
As a result, victims are often not ap- 
propriately compensated for their inju- 
ries. 

Language in section 5501 is an at- 
tempt to stop or at the very least delay 
this long-overdue FMCSA rulemaking 
in its tracks by taking away the re- 
sources necessary for the agency to 
evaluate appropriate levels of financial 
responsibility for the motor carrier in- 
dustry. FMCSA rulemaking is nec- 
essary because current insurance lim- 
its do not adequately cover crashes pri- 
marily because of increased medical 
costs. 

To be on par with medical consumer 
price index inflation, the liability limit 
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for general freight carriers today would 
be $4.4 million, calculated from the 1980 
passage date of the Motor Carrier Act, 
and around $6.5 million for small-bus 
operators. 

Moreover, the April FMCSA report 
found that, in real terms, insurance 
premiums have actually decreased for 
the same level of coverage since the 
1980s. The result is that thousands of 
crash victims are left without the fi- 
nancial resources to pay medical bills 
or restore the quality of life that he or 
she enjoyed before the trucking or bus 
accident, that despite the fact that in- 
surance premiums have gone down. 

In many cases, the burden of 
healthcare costs are passed on to tax- 
payers, as Medicare and Medicaid 
shoulder millions of dollars of medical 
care each year due to inadequately in- 
sured carriers. We must keep the 
trucking industry accountable for safe- 
ty by supporting this amendment. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 
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Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I claim the time in opposition to 
the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, what this amendment does is it 
strikes some very commonsense regu- 
latory reforms in the bill. 

The underlying bill requires the De- 
partment of Transportation to study 
whether an increase in minimum insur- 
ance levels for intercity buses is need- 
ed before pursuing a rulemaking to 
change the levels. I don’t understand 
why we would strike language that 
simply tells the Department to deter- 
mine whether a problem exists before 
it regulates. 

The amendment also strikes lan- 
guage in the bill that requires the Sec- 
retary to consider the impact of an on- 
going rulemaking on small trucking 
companies and safety. 

These considerations, Mr. Chairman, 
are not going to delay the rulemaking, 
but it is going to add transparency and 
accountability to the process. 

I would urge my colleagues to oppose 
the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. JOHNSON). 

The amendment was rejected. 

AMENDMENT NO. 23 OFFERED BY MR. RIBBLE 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 23 printed 
in part A of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. RIBBLE. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 
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At the end of title V of division A, add the 
following: 

SEC. _. TRANSPORTATION OF CONSTRUCTION 
MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT. 

Section 229(e)(4) of the Motor Carrier Safe- 
ty Improvement Act of 1999 (49 U.S.C. 31136 
note) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘50 air mile radius” and in- 
serting ‘‘75 air mile radius”; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘the driver.” and inserting 
“the driver, except that a State, upon notice 
to the Secretary, may establish a different 
air mile radius limitation for purposes of 
this paragraph if such limitation is between 
50 and 75 air miles and applies only to move- 
ments that take place entirely within the 
State.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. RIBBLE) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. RIBBLE. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment would increase the air- 
mile radius from 50 air-miles to 75 air- 
miles for the transportation of con- 
struction materials and equipment to 
satisfy the 24-hour reset period under 
the hours of service rule. It would also 
give States the ability to opt out of 
this increase if the movement would 
take place entirely within one State’s 
borders. 

This is a bipartisan amendment co- 
sponsored by Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. HANNA, 
and Mr. CRAMER. 

Commercial motor vehicle drivers in 
the construction industry face some 
unique circumstances. They often haul 
perishable materials like asphalt and 
concrete from a construction com- 
pany’s central shop or dispatch center 
to a specific project site within that 
company’s area of operation. 

These drivers spend long periods of 
time waiting to pick up materials and 
loading or unloading equipment, in- 
stead of driving, but they are consid- 
ered on duty for the entire duration of 
the trip. Current law allows construc- 
tion industry drivers to reset their 
weekly on-duty time after a 24-hour 
consecutive off-duty period; however, 
this exemption is only allowed if those 
drivers work within a 50 air-mile ra- 
dius. 

Because construction companies op- 
erate today in larger areas than they 
did when the exemption was first put 
in place two decades ago, I am offering 
this amendment to increase this air- 
mile radius to 75 air-miles. I urge all 
my colleagues to support this amend- 
ment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to claim the time in opposition, though 
Iam not in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the gentleman from Oregon is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment extends an existing exemp- 
tion established in 1995 by Congress, 
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and I think it is a reasonable and very 
small adjustment to that. I think it 
will improve efficiency and lower costs. 
I have no objection. 

I yield such time as he may consume 
to the gentleman from [Illinois (Mr. 
LIPINSKI), a cosponsor of the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. I thank the ranking 
member for yielding. 

I want to thank Mr. RIBBLE for his 
work on this amendment and other im- 
portant transportation issues. I think 
Mr. RIBBLE and Ranking Member 
DEFAZIO have explained this very well. 

In recognition of the unique nature 
of the construction industry, Congress 
did provide this exemption to certain 
hours of service rules for commercial 
motor vehicle drivers in the industry. 

Increasing this from 50 to 75 miles is 
a small change, but I think it will be 
very helpful because the current ex- 
emption we have seen has come up 
short. It needs to be modernized for 
most efficient goods movement and 
Keep perishable materials from spoil- 
ing, as well as account for the fact that 
many materials suppliers operate in 
areas outside of the current air-mile 
radius. This amendment helps improve 
the exemption by increasing it by 25 
miles. 

It is also important to note that this 
amendment provides an opt-out provi- 
sion for those States that do not wish 
to participate in this increase. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. RIBBLE. Mr. Chairman, I urge 
all Members to support my amend- 
ment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RIBBLE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 24 OFFERED BY MR. 
SCHWEIKERT 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 24 printed 
in part A of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of title VI of division A, add the 
following new section: 

SEC. 6027. PILOT PROGRAM FOR REDUCTION OF 
DEPARTMENT-OWNED VEHICLES 


AND INCREASE IN USE OF RIDE- 
SHARING SERVICES. 

(a) PILOT PROGRAM REQUIREMENT.—The 
Secretary of each covered department shall 
establish a pilot program within the depart- 
ment for the following purposes: 

(1) To reduce the inventory of light vehi- 
cles owned by the department by 10 percent 
for each of the fiscal years described in sub- 
section (b), through the sale or other appro- 
priate disposal of such vehicles. 

(2) At the discretion of the Secretary of the 
department, to increase the use by the de- 
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partment of commercial ride-sharing compa- 
nies. 

(b) FISCAL YEARS DESCRIBED.—The fiscal 
years described in this subsection are the fol- 
lowing: 

(1) The first fiscal year beginning after the 
expiration of the l-year period starting on 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(2) Each of the four fiscal years following 
the fiscal year described in paragraph (1). 

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
60 days after the end of the fiscal year de- 
scribed in subsection (b)(1), and annually 
thereafter for the duration of the pilot pro- 
gram, the Secretary of each covered depart- 
ment shall submit to Congress a report on 
the results of the pilot program in the de- 
partment. The report shall include informa- 
tion about the transportation budget of the 
department and such findings and rec- 
ommendations as the Secretary of the de- 
partment considers appropriate. 

(d) COVERED DEPARTMENT.—In this Act, the 
term ‘‘covered department” means each of 
the following: 

(1) The Department of Agriculture. 

(2) The Department of the Interior. 

(3) The Department of Energy. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. SCHWEIKERT) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chairman, 
these amendment marathons can often 
be a bit exhausting around here with 
all sorts of ideas coming from different 
directions, but now for something com- 
pletely different. 

Our government is heading to having 
about a half a million light-duty vehi- 
cles, so think of this: As of today, I 
think we have about 460,000 light-duty 
vehicles in the fleet of government. 

Our amendment is something very, 
very simple. We all walk around with 
these supercomputers in our pocket— 
our smartphones—and we see the tech- 
nology revolution, the information rev- 
olution, that is happening around us, 
whether it be ride sharing, on-call serv- 
ices, or just the management of data. 
We have people living next to each 
other going to the same workplace. 

Let’s use this information in this 
new world around us and ask three 
agencies to reduce their vehicle fleets 
by engaging in the new world of infor- 
mation, whether it be ride sharing, an 
Uber model, a Zipcar model, or taxicab 
model. Maybe it is a hybrid that we 
have never thought of that gets 
brought forward. 

So the amendment is very, very sim- 
ple. All we are asking is that three 
agencies reduce their vehicle fleets by 
using modern technology, modern 
means of transportation, modern social 
transportation. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Oregon is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 
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Mr. Chair, first, I would ask the gen- 
tleman very quickly the question: Why 
these particular agencies? 

I yield to the gentleman from Ari- 
zona (Mr. SCHWEIKERT). 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chairman, to 
my friend on the other side, there was 
a GAO report—I think it might now 
have been a couple of years ago—and 
these three agencies actually were 
tagged as having the highest number of 
vehicles as a percentage of, I believe, 
employment population that sat idle. 
Agriculture was close to 30,000 vehicles; 
Interior, 18,000. There was an actual 
reason. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Reclaiming my time, I 
thank the gentleman. 

Although the gentleman does reside 
in Arizona, I know he certainly is 
aware that both the BLM and the For- 
est Service must cover huge amounts 
of territory with their employees, in- 
cluding many forested and remote 
areas. 

In my district, just doing my rounds 
on paved roads, I can be out of cell 
service 20 to 25 percent of the time. 
There is no Uber, Lyft, or any alter- 
native available to me, let alone my 
Forest Service and BLM employees 
who are up in the forest. I don’t think 
Uber is lurking around the forest wait- 
ing to pick them up. Plus, they don’t 
have cell service. I guess they could use 
a sat phone, but I don’t think they will 
come. 

The agency choices are peculiar. 
They may have a large fleet, and they 
have a large fleet for a particular rea- 
son. Obviously, you can have one For- 
est Service employee and one vehicle 
going to a very remote work location 
for one work duty. They don’t have an 
opportunity to ride share or do any- 
thing else. I find that to be particu- 
larly problematic. 

I think the intent of having the gov- 
ernment reduce the number of light ve- 
hicles, particularly for agencies that 
are based in urban areas or more urban 
environments, is very intriguing and 
interesting. I would be happy to sup- 
port his next amendment, which would 
have us study this issue. The GAO, 
working with GSA, I think could point 
to appropriate ways to reduce the fleet 
and to more efficiently reduce costs 
and yet still have employees be able to 
use their time very efficiently. 

I would oppose this amendment, but 
in order to save time, I will say now 
that I will support the next amend- 
ment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chairman, to 
my colleague from Oregon, one more 
time, the reference points in the GAO 
study actually said vehicles that lay 
idle, and that is why we chose these. 
There was actually a reason for choos- 
ing these three agencies. 

Mr. Chairman, a couple of data 
points: Agriculture, 29,818 light-duty 
vehicles; Interior, 18,752 light-duty ve- 
hicles; the Department of Energy, 7,315 
light-duty vehicles. 
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We are asking them to do the 10 per- 
cent reduction of those vehicle fleets 
over the 4 years. If technology effi- 
ciencies, the new gig economy, however 
you see it, can’t accomplish that 
through the simplest reforms brought 
to us by the modern era, we are in 
trouble. 


Mr. Chairman, I ask for support of 
this amendment. 


I yield back the balance of my time. 


Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 


I think the gentleman misstated. It 
is 10 percent per year for 5 years. It is 
a 50 percent reduction in fleet. So that 
seems, without much more granular 
data, pretty radical. And I wouldn’t 
want to see that the next time I have 
got a major fire, the Forest Service 
doesn’t have adequate vehicles in the 
Willamette Forest or in any other for- 
est in my State to dispatch all the peo- 
ple they need to command and control 
and to deal with that fire. 

So I think the idea of the study has 
merit. I think it is an arbitrary cut of 
50 percent, particularly with two land 
management agencies that manage 
millions of acres of land. I know of For- 
est Service and BLM employees that, 
on a given day, their duty may require 
them to drive 4 hours to a remote spot 
to do a particular function, spend an 
hour there, and drive back; and there is 
no way around it because they had to 
do something at that particular point. 
So saying, ‘‘Gee, you are going to have 
to ride share or thumb or call Uber and 
see if they will take you out there for 
a couple hundred miles in the moun- 
tains,” it just doesn’t work for me. 

I think a study is a good idea, and we 
may find, indeed, there are efficiencies. 
But to arbitrarily reduce the fleets of 
the two largest land management agen- 
cies in the Federal Government, the 
Forest Service and the BLM, by 50 per- 
cent, I think could cause very unantici- 
pated and potentially disastrous prob- 
lems. 

I urge opposition to the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Arizona (Mr. 
SCHWEIKERT). 

The amendment was rejected. 


AMENDMENT NO. 25 OFFERED BY MR. 
SCHWEIKERT 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 25 printed 
in part A of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 


At the end of title VI of division A, add the 
following new section: 
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SEC. 6027. STUDY AND REPORT ON REDUCING 
THE AMOUNT OF VEHICLES OWNED 
BY CERTAIN FEDERAL DEPART- 
MENTS AND INCREASING THE USE 
OF COMMERCIAL RIDE-SHARING BY 
THOSE DEPARTMENTS. 

(a) STuDY.—The Comptroller General of 
the United States shall conduct a study on 
the feasibility of— 

(1) reducing the amount of vehicles owned 
by a covered department; and 

(2) increasing the use of commercial ride- 
sharing companies by a covered department. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit to Congress a report that con- 
tains the results and conclusions of the 
study conducted under subsection (a). 

(c) COVERED DEPARTMENT DEFINED.—In this 
section, the term ‘‘covered department’’ 
means each of the following: 

(1) The Department of Agriculture. 

(2) The Department of the Interior. 

(3) The Department of Energy. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. SCHWEIKERT) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chairman, 
not to belabor this one, because actu- 
ally, in many ways, our friend from Or- 
egon has spoken to this one. I actually 
believe we may have some misreading 
of what the previous one says, but we 
will adjudicate that again maybe over 
coffee. 

This is basically a similar concept as 
we were just discussing but is actually 
trying to produce some data sets for fu- 
ture policy. 

Mr. Chairman, my understanding is 
the gentleman from Oregon is going to 
accept the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
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The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Arizona (Mr. 
SCHWEIKERT). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 26 OFFERED BY MR. REICHERT 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 26 printed 
in part A of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 580, in the matter following line 20, 
add to the analysis for chapter 702 of title 49, 
United States Code, after the item relating 
to section 70208, the following: 

70204. GAO study on economic impact of 
labor contract negotiations at 
ports on west coast. 

Page 584, line 20, strike the closing 
quotation marks and the period at the end. 

Page 584, after line 20, insert the following: 
“$70204. GAO study on economic impact of 

labor contract negotiations at ports on 

west coast 

“(a) STUDY.—With respect to the slowdown 
that occurred during labor contract negotia- 
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tions at ports on the west coast of the United 
States during the period from May 2014 to 
February 2015, the Comptroller General of 
the United States shall conduct a study to— 

‘“(1) determine the economic impact of 
such slowdown on the United States and on 
each port in the United States, including 
changes in the amount of cargo arriving at 
and leaving from ports on the west coast and 
other changes in cargo patterns, including 
congestion; 

“(2) calculate the cost, including the cost 
to importers, exporters, farmers, manufac- 
turers, and retailers, of contingency plans 
put in place to avoid disruptions from such 
slowdown; 

“(3) review steps taken by the Federal Me- 
diation and Conciliation Service to resolve 
the dispute that caused such slowdown; 

“(4) identify tools such Service or the 
President could have used to facilitate a res- 
olution to such dispute; 

“(5) evaluate what other mechanisms are 
available to the President to avoid disrup- 
tions during future labor negotiations at 
ports in the United States; 

“(6) suggest how such mechanisms could be 
changed to improve the ability to avoid such 
disruptions in order to prevent serious eco- 
nomic harm to importers, exporters, farm- 
ers, manufacturers, and retailers; and 

“(7) suggest any legislation that might en- 
sure better regulation of the operations of 
ports in the United States with respect to 
such labor negotiations. 

‘(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this section, the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit a report to Congress containing 
the findings of the study conducted under 
subsection (a).’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. REICHERT) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, today 
I rise to offer an amendment that will 
allow us to collect the facts and evalu- 
ate the impact of the 2014-2015 West 
Coast ports slowdown and dispute. 

The efficient movement of goods is 
critical to the economic success of this 
country. Our farmers and manufactur- 
ers must be able to export their high- 
quality products to the customers 
around the world that they rely upon. 

Beginning in the summer of 2014, 
these customer relationships and our 
economy were threatened. This was the 
result of a prolonged contract negotia- 
tion between the Pacific Maritime As- 
sociation and the International Long- 
shore and Warehouse Union that ended 
February 2015. 

Just how serious was the impact of 
these prolonged negotiations? One ex- 
ample from my home State provides a 
clear illustration. 

Our apple growers in Washington 
State were faced with an estimated 
$100 million worth of apples that they 
could not sell. Other stories can be told 
about multiple types of produce and 
products, including the hay and the po- 
tato industry, in Washington State. 

In fact, Mr. Chairman, I was in Ma- 
laysia and Singapore during part of the 
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slowdown, and the complaint in those 
two countries was they couldn’t get 
their potatoes. And especially they 
were upset they weren’t getting their 
Washington State french fries. 

So this did have an impact across the 
globe. This wasn’t just a United States 
economy impact. This was a global im- 
pact. 

In fact, the ships coming from those 
countries to the West Coast were 
slowed down to 8 knots, hoping that 
this would be resolved by the time the 
ships reached the West Coast. 

This amendment simply requires the 
Government Accountability Office to 
study the economic impact of this dis- 
pute, review the steps taken to reach 
an agreement, and suggest what other 
tools might be used to prevent future 
slowdowns. 

Like many of you, I have committed 
to my constituents that I will work to 
ensure that this is not repeated for the 
sake of our workers, farmers, and man- 
ufacturers. This amendment moves us 
in that direction. 

I thank my colleagues, Representa- 
tives SCHRADER, NEWHOUSE, 
RADEWAGEN, and COFFMAN for working 
with me on this important issue. I urge 
support of this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chair, I claim the 
time in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Oregon is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield myself 2 min- 
utes. 

Mr. Chairman, we would all like to 
prevent future disruptive shutdowns 
like this. I think a full survey of all the 
causes would be interesting. It would 
be an interesting thing to have the 
GAO conduct. 

Unfortunately, this is directed only 
at one factor, which is the union itself. 
In fact, in here, finding 7 says: Suggest 
any legislation that might ensure bet- 
ter regulation of the operations of the 
ports in the United States with respect 
to such labor negotiations. 

I think that that is very focused just 
on the labor side and not a balanced 
look at what might have gone on on 
the management side of this issue. 

Secondly, there are many other ongo- 
ing, enduring, and very costly port con- 
gestion factors out there that should 
be comprehensively looked at in order 
to more efficiently move freight in and 
out of our ports, absent any sort of 
labor dispute or shutdown or lockout 
or any of those certain things that re- 
late to labor that also merit a com- 
prehensive look and, I think, merit a 
potential action by Congress. But this 
report would not enlighten us in those 
areas either. 

I would like to see the GAO conduct 
an analysis of the myriad of factors 
that point to port congestion, provide 
Congress with a wide range of policy 
recommendations, including options 
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for financing intermodal efficiency to 
enhance the trade of goods in and out 
of the United States. So I urge my col- 
leagues to oppose the amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, just 
as a matter of clarification, this legis- 
lation addresses both the Pacific Mari- 
time Association and union issues. 

How can you be against something 
that would be an investigation that 
would clearly reveal what the problems 
are on both sides? 

So this legislation is not designed to 
point the finger at any one entity. Two 
entities are involved in this issue. We 
need to find out what we can do to pre- 
vent this from happening in the future 
because it costs the United States 
economy money, it costs jobs, and it 
affects the entire global economy. 

Mr. Chair, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from American Samoa 
(Mrs. RADEWAGEN). 

Mrs. RADEWAGEN. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, first, I would like to 
thank Representatives REICHERT, 
SCHRADER, NEWHOUSE, and COFFMAN for 
their work in offering the amendment 
that will simply direct GAO to conduct 
a study on the impact of the recent 
West Coast ports slowdown so that we 
can avoid these costly slowdowns in 
the future. 

As we all know, the Nation’s eco- 
nomic stability and prosperity are di- 
rectly linked to our ability to import 
and export goods. In fact, 30 percent of 
the Nation’s GDP stems from imports 
and exports, 30 percent. That is a large 
portion of the country’s production. 

During the slowdown, many of our 
businesses struggled to maintain the 
flow of capital due to their inability to 
ship goods. Additionally, many of our 
retailers found it difficult to keep their 
shelves stocked due to the lack of in- 
coming goods, causing revenue loss and 
even the shutting of some businesses. 

Now, just imagine if, instead of 30 
percent, that number was 90 percent. 
Could you possibly imagine the devas- 
tation to the economy of even a brief 
slowdown? 

It would have been the biggest story 
of the year. Our constituents would 
have been camped out on our front 
steps demanding action from Congress. 

Well, let me tell you that, in Amer- 
ican Samoa, that number is 90 percent. 
We rely almost solely on imported 
goods for our food and energy needs. 

The main revenue generator on our 
beautiful islands is the tuna canning 
industry, which comprises more than 
85 percent of the island’s GDP. This in- 
dustry relies heavily upon their ability 
to ship their products quickly to the 
mainland and other nations. 

We must ensure that this does not 
happen again. This amendment being 
offered by my colleagues and me will 
take the first step in finding solutions 
to future slowdowns in the operations 
at our Nation’s ports. 
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I ask that my colleagues in the 
House support this bipartisan measure 
to ensure the continued flow of goods 
to and from our ports and the growth 
of our economy. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chair, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. SCHRADER). 

Mr. SCHRADER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
actually pleased here to join my col- 
league, Representative REICHERT from 
Washington, in offering this important 
amendment today. 

I want to assure Members here on the 
floor that this in no way is picking 
sides. You want to talk about labor dis- 
putes? These are labor management 
disputes. 

The problem we have on the West 
Coast is that this particular dispute 
last year actually crippled severely the 
United States economy not just on the 
West Coast, but into the Midwest and 
beyond. 

We can’t have this happen again. We 
cannot have this happen again. We 
have to remain competitive in this 
global economy. We have to figure out 
a different way to resolve these dis- 
putes so that what is a legitimate labor 
management negotiation does not af- 
fect businesses, farmers, workers, and 
thousands of jobs across this country. 

In my State, Terminal 6, the port of 
Portland’s container terminal, is no 
longer operational. Why? Because the 
carriers don’t want to call on this port 
because it is too unreliable. They don’t 
know if they are going to have ships to 
anchor up for weeks on end waiting to 
upload. 

Instead, they will just call on other 
ports north or south of us. This is di- 
rectly an impact for the businesses and 
farmers. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield the gentleman 
an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. SCHRADER. The Reichert 
amendment simply allows us to have a 
GAO study to talk about what possible 
outcomes could be different than what 
we endured last year. The goal here is 
just simply to get some facts, get some 
information, protect American jobs, 
protect American workers. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman from Washington has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I would suggest that, in reading the 
language, I think it could be more bal- 
anced and I think it also should include 
those other factors which are day-to- 
day congestion, which do cost our 
economy hundreds of millions or bil- 
lions of dollars a year. 

So I am opposed to this, as worded. I 
urge people to oppose it, and I would 
hope that we can work through the 
conference committee on something 
that will give us a more comprehensive 
analysis of what we need to do to in- 
crease the viability of all American 
ports. 
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I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
REICHERT). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Washington will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 27 OFFERED BY MR. NEWHOUSE 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 27 printed 
in part A of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of title VIII of Division A of the 
bill, add the following: 

SEC. . FINDINGS ON PORT PERFORMANCE. 

Congress finds the following: 

(1) America’s ports play a critical role in 
the Nation’s transportation supply chain 
network. 

(2) Reliable and efficient movement of 
goods through the Nation’s ports ensures 
that American goods are available to cus- 
tomers throughout the world. 

(3) Breakdowns in the transportation sup- 
ply chain network, particularly at the Na- 
tion’s ports, can result in tremendous eco- 
nomic losses for agriculture, businesses, and 
retailers that rely on timely shipments. 

(4) A clear understanding of terminal and 
port productivity and throughput should 
help— 

(A) to identify freight bottlenecks; 

(B) to indicate performance and trends 
over time; and 

(C) to inform investment decisions. 

SEC. . PORT PERFORMANCE FREIGHT STA- 
TISTICS PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 63 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“56314. Port performance freight statistics 
program 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall es- 
tablish, on behalf of the Secretary, a port 
performance statistics program to provide 
nationally consistent measures of perform- 
ance of, at a minimum— 

“(1) the Nation’s top 25 ports by tonnage; 

‘“(2) the Nation’s top 25 ports by 20-foot 
equivalent unit; and 

“(3) the Nation’s top 25 ports by dry bulk. 

‘“(b) REPORTS.— 

‘(1) PORT CAPACITY AND THROUGHPUT.—Not 
later than January 15 of each year, the Di- 
rector shall submit an annual report to Con- 
gress that includes statistics on capacity and 
throughput at the ports described in sub- 
section (a). 

‘“(2) PORT PERFORMANCE MEASURES.—The 
Director shall collect monthly port perform- 
ance measures for each of the United States 
ports referred to in subsection (a) that re- 
ceives Federal assistance or is subject to 
Federal regulation to submit a quarterly re- 
port to the Bureau of Transportation Statis- 
tics that includes monthly statistics on ca- 
pacity and throughput as applicable to the 
specific configuration of the port. 
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“(A) MONTHLY MEASURES.—The Director 
shall collect monthly measures, including— 

““(i) the average number of lifts per hour of 
containers by crane; 

‘“(ii) the average vessel turn time by vessel 
type; 

‘“(iii) the average cargo or container dwell 
time; 

“(iv) the average truck time at ports; 

“(v) the average rail time at ports; and 

“(vi) any additional metrics, as determined 
by the Director after receiving recommenda- 
tions from the working group established 
under subsection (c). 

“(B) MODIFICATIONS.—The Director may 
consider a modification to a metric under 
subparagraph (A) if the modification meets 
the intent of the section. 

‘*(¢) RECOMMENDATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall ob- 
tain recommendations for— 

“(A) specifications and data measurements 
for the port performance measures listed in 
subsection (b)(2); 

‘“(B) additionally needed data elements for 
measuring port performance; and 

“(C) a process for the Department of 
Transportation to collect timely and con- 
sistent data, including identifying safe- 
guards to protect proprietary information 
described in subsection (b)(2). 

‘“(2) WORKING GROUP.—Not later than 60 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
section, the Director shall commission a 
working group composed of— 

“(A) operating administrations of the De- 
partment of Transportation; 

‘“(B) the Coast Guard; 

““(C) the Federal Maritime Commission; 

“(D) U.S. Customs and Border Protection; 

“(E) the Marine Transportation System 
National Advisory Council; 

“(F) the Army Corps of Engineers; 

“(G) the Saint Lawrence Seaway Develop- 
ment Corporation; 

“(H) the Advisory Committee on Supply 
Chain Competitiveness; 

“(I) 1 representative from the rail indus- 
try; 

“(J) 1 representative from the trucking in- 
dustry; 

“(K) 1 representative from the maritime 
shipping industry; 

“(L) 1 representative from a labor organi- 
zation for each industry described in sub- 
paragraphs (I) through (K); 

‘“(M) 1 representative from a port author- 
ity; 

““(N) 1 representative from a terminal oper- 
ator; 

“(O) representatives of the National 
Freight Advisory Committee of the Depart- 
ment; and 

“(P) representatives of the Transportation 
Research Board of the National Academies. 

‘“(3) RECOMMENDATIONS.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
section, the working group commissioned 
under this subsection shall submit its rec- 
ommendations to the Director. 

“(d) ACCESS TO DATA.—The Director shall 
ensure that the statistics compiled under 
this section are readily accessible to the pub- 
lic, consistent with applicable security con- 
straints and confidentiality interests.’’. 

(b) PROHIBITION ON CERTAIN DISCLOSURES.— 
Section 6307(b)(1) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘or section 
6314(b)”’ after ‘‘section 6302(b)(8)(B)’’? each 
place it appears. 

(c) COPIES OF REPORTS.—Section 
6307(b)(2)(A) of such title is amended by in- 
serting ‘‘or section 6314(b)’’ after ‘‘section 
6302(b)(3)(B)’’. 
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(d) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENT.—The table of contents for chapter 63 
of such title is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘6314. Port performance freight statistics 
program.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. NEWHOUSE) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to thank the chairman of 
the committee, Mr. SHUSTER, as well as 
Ranking Member DEFAZIO and all the 
members of the Transportation and In- 
frastructure Committee for their hard 
work on this large bill, this legislation. 

The amendment I offer today for my- 
self and Mr. SCHRADER of Oregon is vi- 
tally important to the American econ- 
omy. Nearly a year ago, a dispute 
began at 29 of our Nation’s West Coast 
ports that drastically slowed imports 
and exports to a near standstill. 

Agricultural products rotted on the 
docks. Retailers couldn’t get products 
to stores. American manufacturers 
could not get their products to foreign 
customers. By one estimate, there was 
nearly $7 billion in damages to our 
economy. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no interest in 
pointing fingers over who is responsible 
for the dispute. However, I do believe 
that Congress has a great interest in 
preventing future disruptions from 
harming our businesses and consumers 
as well as our economy. 

One thing that became abundantly 
clear during the disruption was that 
there was very little data available to 
gauge how our ports are functioning on 
a day-to-day basis. If something is im- 
peding port performance, be it a dis- 
pute, major congestion, or even a nat- 
ural disaster, we need to know if and 
how our ports are suffering before it 
harms our economy and standing with 
foreign trading partners. 

This amendment is simple. It re- 
quires the Bureau of Transportation 
Statistics to collect and make avail- 
able data on how our Nation’s ports are 
operating. Currently, the Bureau col- 
lects this information for our railroads, 
for our highways, and our airports. We 
also need this information for our ports 
as well. 

The amendment that we are intro- 
ducing is already in the Senate high- 
way bill. It has been approved by the 
Senate Commerce Committee by voice 
vote. This is not and should not be con- 
troversial. 
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I also want to note that there are 
over 150 organizations supporting this 
measure, organizations like the Na- 
tional Retail Federation, the American 
Farm Bureau, the Association of Amer- 
ican Railroads, the National Associa- 
tion of Manufacturers, and the Amer- 
ican Trucking Association. The list 
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goes on and on. It has very broad 

multi-industry and bipartisan support. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is 
about transparency and certainty for 
our Nation’s economy. If something is 
harming our ports, our decisionmakers 
need information to address and miti- 
gate that harm. 

Now, I would have urged my col- 
leagues to adopt this amendment, just 
as a broad, bipartisan group did so in 
the Senate, but I have been in close 
conversation with staff of the Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure Com- 
mittee, as well as the chairman and the 
ranking member. I would ask for con- 
tinued commitment on the part of the 
chairman to keep working on this 
issue. It is very important and vital to 
the economy of the United States. 

With that commitment, Mr. Chair- 
man, I withdraw the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The amendment 
is withdrawn. 

The Chair understands that amend- 
ment No. 28 will not be offered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 29 OFFERED BY MR. DE SANTIS 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 29 printed 
in part A of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. DESANTIS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title I of divi- 
sion A, add the following new section: 

SEC. 1431. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON INSOLVENCY 
OF THE HIGHWAY TRUST FUND AND 
RETURNING POWER TO STATES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the 
lowing: 

(1) The Highway Trust Fund is nearing in- 
solvency. 

(2) It is critical for Congress to phase down 
the Federal gas and diesel taxes and em- 
power the States to tax and regulate their 
highway and infrastructure projects. 

(3) The Federal role and funding of surface 
transportation should be refocused solely on 
Federal activities and empower States with 
control and responsibility over their trans- 
portation funding and spending decisions. 

(4) The objective of the Federal highway 
program has been to facilitate the construc- 
tion of a modern freeway system that pro- 
motes efficient interstate commerce by con- 
necting all States. 

(5) The Interstate System connecting all 
States is near completion. 

(6) Each State has the responsibility of 
providing an efficient transportation net- 
work for the residents of the State. 

(7) Each State has means to build and oper- 
ate a network of transportation systems, in- 
cluding highways, that best serves the needs 
of the State. 

(8) Each State is best capable of deter- 
mining the needs of the State and acting on 
those needs. 

(9) The Federal role in highway transpor- 
tation has, over time, usurped the role of the 
States by taxing motor fuels used in the 
States and then distributing the proceeds to 
the States based on the perceptions of the 
Federal Government on what is best for the 
States. 

(10) The Federal Government has used the 
Federal motor fuel tax revenues to force all 
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States to take actions that are not nec- 
essarily appropriate for individual States. 

(11) The Federal distribution, review, and 
enforcement process wastes billions of dol- 
lars on unproductive activities. 

(12) The Federal mandates that apply uni- 
formly to all 50 States, regardless of the dif- 
ferent circumstances of the States, cause the 
States to waste billions of hard-earned tax 
dollars of projects, programs, and activities 
that the States would not otherwise under- 
take. 

(18) Congress has expressed a strong inter- 
est in reducing the role of the Federal Gov- 
ernment by allowing each State to manage 
its own affairs. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that— 

(1) the Secretary should provide a new pol- 
icy blueprint to govern the Federal role in 
transportation once existing and prior finan- 
cial obligations are met; 

(2) this policy should return to the indi- 
vidual States maximum discretionary au- 
thority and fiscal responsibility for all ele- 
ments of the national surface transportation 
systems that are not within the direct pur- 
view of the Federal Government; 

(8) this policy will preserve the Federal re- 
sponsibility for the Dwight D. Eisenhower 
National System of Interstate and Defense 
Highways and will preserve responsibility of 
the Department of Transportation for design 
construction and preservation of transpor- 
tation facilities on Federal public land, pre- 
serving responsibility of the Department of 
Transportation for national programs of 
transportation research and development 
and transportation safety; and 

(4) this policy will preserve responsibility 
of the Department of Transportation to 
eliminate, to the maximum extent prac- 
ticable, Federal obstacles to the ability of 
each State to apply innovative solutions to 
the financing, design, construction, oper- 
ation, and preservation of Federal and State 
transportation facilities with respect to 
transportation activities carried out by 
States, local governments, and the private 
sector. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. DESANTIS) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. DESANTIS. Mr. Chairman, we 
are here today discussing how to meet 
the country’s important infrastructure 
needs, and I think what my amend- 
ment does is offer a vision for a dif- 
ferent approach in the future. I think 
it is an approach that is more account- 
able to taxpayers, and I think it rests 
on governments closer to the people 
making more of our transportation de- 
cisions. 

I don’t think anyone is going to sit 
here and claim that the transit and 
highway system as it is done up here in 
Washington is being done well. It is 
chronically underfunded. We are using 
all kinds of budget gimmicks in this 
bill. We are doing the Strategic Petro- 
leum Reserve again to, quote, unquote, 
pay for this. Somehow you are taking 
oil at $50 a barrel and you are pro- 
jecting it to be sold for $85 a barrel. So 
we know we have been through this a 
lot here. 
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I think part of the problem is, if you 
look at our infrastructure needs, most 
of them are intrastate, not necessarily 
interstate. And while the interstate 
system is very important and it needs 
to be maintained, expanded where ap- 
propriate, most of the needs that we 
have in a State like Florida can be 
done at the county level or at the 
State level. 

I would note, Mr. Chairman, that 
since we have had the highway trust 
fund since 1956, Florida has paid a lot 
in taxes, and we received about 88 cents 
on the dollar back. So I am trying to 
figure out why we would want to per- 
petuate a system that is not fiscally 
sustainable and that puts more power 
in Washington. 

Think about it. Most of your needs 
are done countywide, citywide, and 
statewide, and yet people in a State 
like Florida will pay their gas taxes. 
That will be shipped up to Washington; 
people will fight over it, politicians, 
lobbyists, and interest groups; and 
then the money that comes back is 88 
cents on the dollar. 

I would like to send the gas tax to 
Washington that is going to fund the 
actual interstate system, but then 
leave a portion of the gas tax for State 
legislatures to spend or for people in 
local governments to spend. I think 
you would be able to do it cheaper. I 
think it would be more accountable to 
the taxpayers, and I think it would be 
better for motorists and people who are 
using our transportation system. 

So all this does, Mr. Chairman, it is 
not binding. I wish we could have done 
something binding, but there are dif- 
ferent budget rules. What it does is lay 
out a vision that we can do this in a 
way that rests on decisions being made 
closer to the American people rather 
than putting everything in Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Oregon is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, we want to go back to 
the good old days; that is, before 
Dwight David Eisenhower was Presi- 
dent. Here we have what we had before 
when we didn’t have a national high- 
way program. This is the brand-new 
Kansas turnpike. Oklahoma said: We 
will build ours. Uh-oh. We have got fi- 
nancial problems. 

They didn’t. 

So for a few years, this brand-new 
ribbon of concrete ended right here. 
Kind of odd. This is Amos Schweitzer’s 
farm field. They put up a big wooden 
barrier. People crashed through it, and 
Amos towed them out of the field. He 
was a nice guy. 

Until we had a national program 
where the Federal Government would 
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partner with the States for something 
that was of national import, it didn’t 
happen. Let’s go back to those good old 
days. 

This is a new idea, came from Grover 
Norquist: We are going to devolve the 
duty to the 50 States assembled and 
the territories, and somehow they will 
magically coordinate this. Oh, by the 
way, if you happen to be a coastal 
State with major ports—I think Flor- 
ida has a few of those—gee, you are 
going to have to pay for all of the costs 
of transshipping the goods that flow 
into your State out to the other 
States. That is your responsibility. 
You are Florida, raise the money to do 
it. 

Oh, how are you going to do that? 

I don’t know. You can’t raise taxes 
on the imports because that would be a 
Federal responsibility, a different cat- 
egory. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an idea whose 
time has not yet come, an idea whose 
time passed a very long time ago. We 
need more investment in the national 
system. Mr. Chairman, 140,000 bridges 
need repair or replacement; 40 percent 
of the highway surface, the roadbeds 
need replacement; $84 billion backlog 
in bringing our transit systems up to a 
state of good repair, and that is not 
even dealing with a growing popu- 
lation, growing mobility, and the need 
for a national freight program. And we 
are just going to send it back to the 
States, and they will magically some- 
how take care of it—poppycock. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DESANTIS. Mr. Chairman, we 
would love for these interstate issues 
to be done at the Federal level. That is 
what the Federal Government is here 
for, and that is the way it should be. 
But when you are talking about purely 
local issues, there is not a reason to 
send the money up to Washington and 
then beg back for pennies on the dollar. 
That is not an efficient way to do it. 

Yes, I think that we do have a re- 
sponsibility to have an efficient inter- 
state system, but we also need to un- 
derstand that Washington shouldn’t be 
dictating what local communities do. 

And, yes, in a State like Florida 
where we have a lot of this is intra- 
state, let’s empower the States and 
let’s empower the local communities. 
Just imagine if they were able to have 
a portion of that gas tax go directly to 
them. I think you would see great deci- 
sions made. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania (Mr. SHUSTER), the chairman 
of the committee. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I share many of the 
same conservative beliefs that my col- 
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league from Florida has. This town is 
littered with agencies that don’t be- 
long here according to the Founding 
Fathers. Over time they have grown 
up, and the Federal Government has 
taken that power. 

But I do disagree with the gentleman 
from Florida on this issue. When it 
comes to transportation, the Constitu- 
tion we have today, the breaking point 
of the Articles of Confederation, one of 
the breaking points, the biggest break- 
ing point, was the transportation sys- 
tem. Maryland and Virginia couldn’t 
come together on a treaty to navigate 
the Potomac River, so they realized 
that if they couldn’t connect this Na- 
tion, then we would never be a nation. 
We would be 18 separate entities, 50 en- 
tities today. But the Founding Fathers 
came and wrote the Constitution we 
know today. 

Article I, section 8 talks about the 
role of the Federal Government, pro- 
viding for the common defense, regu- 
lating interstate commerce, and estab- 
lishing post roads. Those post roads 
today are the highways and the byways 
of this Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, I agree with the gen- 
tleman. Washington shouldn’t be dic- 
tating. This bill does more to send 
back power to the States, to let the 
States drive the issues. But there is a 
Federal role, not to do it all, but to 
partner—to partner—with the States in 
building the infrastructure system that 
we have today. What physically con- 
nects us is our highway system; it is 
our transportation system. 

I would argue also, Mr. Chairman, 
the gentleman pointed out that Flor- 
ida—I agree, I know what the return on 
Florida is, but Florida has benefited 
tremendously by two roads in par- 
ticular: I-95 and I-75. If you go to the 
east coast or the west coast of Florida, 
millions of people are traveling from 
the Northeast and the Midwest down to 
Florida to spend their dollars, and 
many are relocating. If you go to the 
east coast, there are many Pennsylva- 
nians. So Florida has benefited tremen- 
dously by this system that we have 
today. 

Again, I believe with this bill we are 
turning back to the States a lot of re- 
sponsibility. I think this is a conserv- 
ative bill based on that, to let States— 
and also, to remind the gentleman and 
my colleagues, I like to turn back 
things to the States that they actually 
ask for. My phone is not ringing off the 
hook having Governors say, ‘‘Give us 
this back.” 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman an additional 15 sec- 
onds. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Finally, Mr. Chair- 
man, Adam Smith said in “The Wealth 
of Nations” that government should do 
three things for their people: provide 
them with security, preserve justice, 
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and erect and maintain infrastructure 
to promote commerce. 

If you don’t believe BILL SHUSTER, 
get out a copy of ‘‘The Wealth of Na- 
tions” and read what Adam Smith said, 
the father of our economic system. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I urge ev- 
eryone to oppose this amendment. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I would 
point out that under the current for- 
mulas, actually, and current spending 
levels, Florida is getting back $1.15 on 
the dollar. So, actually, under the gen- 
tleman’s proposal, devolving back to 
the States, doing away with the Fed- 
eral revenues, both gas tax and general 
fund revenues, would actually be a net 
loss to Florida; but then I guess they 
would just have to raise their gas taxes 
by the 18.3 cents that is going to the 
Federal Government and a bit more in 
order to make that up. 

Again, we would lose the coordina- 
tion among the States. The priorities 
of States bordering Florida may not 
match the priorities of Florida in 
terms of access and egress to the State 
of Florida. So I think we are well- 
served as a nation by having a coordi- 
nated Federal program and stream- 
lined and efficient reforms. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to op- 
pose this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Florida (Mr. DESANTIS). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. DESANTIS. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Florida will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENTS EN BLOC NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. 

SHUSTER OF PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 512, I offer 
amendments en bloc. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendments en bloc. 

Amendments en bloc No. 1 consisting 
of amendment Nos. 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 
36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 48, 44, 45, 46, 47, 
48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 58, 54, 55, and 56 printed 
in part A of House Report No. 114-326, 
offered by Mr. SHUSTER of Pennsyl- 
vania: 

AMENDMENT NO. 30 OFFERED BY MS. MOORE OF 
WISCONSIN 

Page 17, after line 14, insert the following: 

(8) SENSE OF CONGRESS ON PROMPT PAYMENT 
OF DBE SUBCONTRACTORS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that— 

(A) the Secretary should take additional 
steps to ensure that recipients comply with 
section 26.29 of title 49, Code of Federal Reg- 
ulations (the disadvantaged business enter- 
prises prompt payment rule), or any cor- 
responding regulation, in awarding federally 
funded transportation contracts under laws 
and regulations administered by the Sec- 
retary; and 
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(B) such additional steps should include in- 
creasing the Department’s ability to track 
and keep records of complaints and to make 
that information publicly available. 
AMENDMENT NO. 31 OFFERED BY MR. GRAVES OF 

LOUISIANA 

Page 65, strike lines 16 and 17, and insert 
the following: 

“(5) enhance the resiliency of critical high- 
way infrastructure, including highway infra- 
structure that supports national energy se- 
curity. 

AMENDMENT NO. 32 OFFERED BY MR. POLIS OF 

COLORADO 

Page 198, line 3, strike the closing 
quotation marks and the final period and in- 
sert the following: 

‘(86) Interstate Route 70 from Denver, Col- 
orado, to Salt Lake City, Utah.’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 33 OFFERED BY MS. BONAMICI 
OF OREGON 

Page 198, line 3, strike the 
quotation marks and final period. 

Page 198, after line 3, insert the following: 

(86) The Oregon 99W Newberg-Dundee By- 
pass Route between Newberg, Oregon, and 
Dayton, Oregon.”’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 34 OFFERED BY MR. SCHRADER 
OF OREGON 


Page 198, line 3, striking the closing 
quotation mark and the second period. 

Page 198, insert after line 3 the following: 

‘(86) Interstate Route 205 in Oregon from 
its intersection with Interstate Route 5 to 
the Columbia River.’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 35 OFFERED BY MR. DUFFY OF 
WISCONSIN 

Page 229, line 23, strike the 
quotation marks and final period. 

Page 229, after line 23, insert the following: 

‘(n) CERTAIN LOGGING VEHICLES IN WIS- 
CONSIN.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
waive, with respect to a covered logging ve- 
hicle, the application of any vehicle weight 
limit established under this section. 

‘(2) COVERED LOGGING VEHICLE DEFINED.—In 
this subsection, the term ‘covered logging 
vehicle’ means a vehicle that— 

“(A) is transporting raw or unfinished for- 
est products, including logs, pulpwood, bio- 
mass, or wood chips; 

“(B) has a gross vehicle weight of not more 
than 98,000 pounds; 

“(C) has not less than 6 axles; and 

‘(D) is operating on a segment of Inter- 
state Route 39 in Wisconsin from mile mark- 
er 175.8 to mile marker 189.’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 36 OFFERED BY MR. CRAWFORD 
OF ARKANSAS 

Add at the end of the title I of the bill the 
following: 

SEC. _ . OPERATION OF CERTAIN SPECIALIZED 
VEHICLES ON CERTAIN HIGHWAYS 
IN THE STATE OF ARKANSAS. 

If any segment of United States Route 63 
between the exits for highways 14 and 75 in 
the State of Arkansas is designated as part 
of the Interstate System, the single axle 
weight, tandem axle weight, gross vehicle 
weight, and bridge formula limits under sec- 
tion 127(a) of title 28, United States Code, 
and the width limitation under section 
31113(a) of title 49, United States Code, shall 
not apply to that segment with respect to 
the operation of any vehicle that may have 
legally operated on that segment before the 
date of the designation. 

AMENDMENT NO. 37 OFFERED BY MR. 
FITZPATRICK OF PENNSYLVANIA 

At the end of subtitle D of title I of Divi- 

sion A, insert the following: 


closing 


closing 
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SEC. . PROJECTS FOR PUBLIC SAFETY RE- 
LATING TO IDLING TRAINS. 

Section 130(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘and the relo- 
cation of highways to eliminate grade cross- 
ings” and inserting ‘‘the relocation of high- 
ways to eliminate grade crossings, and 
projects to eliminate hazards posed by 


blocked grade crossings due to idling 

trains’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 38 OFFERED BY MR. LIPINSKI OF 
ILLINOIS 


At the end of subtitle D of title I of divi- 
sion A, add the following: 

SEC. __. EXEMPTIONS FROM REQUIREMENTS 
FOR CERTAIN WELDING TRUCKS 
USED IN PIPELINE INDUSTRY. 

(a) COVERED MOTOR VEHICLE DEFINED.—In 
this section, the term ‘‘covered motor vehi- 
cle” means a motor vehicle that— 

(1) is traveling in the State in which the 
vehicle is registered or another State; 

(2) is owned by a welder; 

(8) is a pick-up style truck; 

(4) is equipped with a welding rig that is 
used in the construction or maintenance of 
pipelines; and 

(5) has a gross vehicle weight and combina- 
tion weight rating and weight of 15,000 
pounds or less. 

(b) FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS.—A_ covered 
motor vehicle, including the individual oper- 
ating such vehicle and the employer of such 
individual, shall be exempt from the fol- 
lowing: 

(1) Any requirement relating to registra- 
tion as a motor carrier, including the re- 
quirement to obtain and display a Depart- 
ment of Transportation number, established 
under chapters 139 and 311 of title 49, United 
States Code. 

(2) Any requirement relating to driver 
qualifications established under chapter 311 
of title 49, United States Code. 

(3) Any requirement relating to driving of 
commercial motor vehicles established under 
chapter 311 of title 49, United States Code. 

(4) Any requirement relating to parts and 
accessories and inspection, repair, and main- 
tenance of commercial motor vehicles estab- 
lished under chapter 311 of title 49, United 
States Code. 

(5) Any requirement relating to hours of 
service of drivers, including maximum driv- 
ing and on duty time, established under 
chapter 315 of title 49, United States Code. 

AMENDMENT NO. 39 OFFERED BY MR. NOLAN OF 
MINNESOTA 

At the end of title I of division A, add the 
following: 

SEC. _. WAIVER. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
waive, for a covered logging vehicle, the ap- 
plication of any vehicle weight limit estab- 
lished under section 127 of title 23, United 
States Code. 

(b) COVERED LOGGING VEHICLE DEFINED.—In 
this section, the term ‘‘covered logging vehi- 
cle” means a vehicle that— 

(1) is transporting raw or unfinished forest 
products, including logs, pulpwood, biomass, 
or wood chips; 

(2) has a gross vehicle weight of not more 
than 99,000 pounds; 

(3) has not less than 6 axles; and 

(4) is operating on a segment of Interstate 
Route 35 in Minnesota from mile marker 
235.4 to mile marker 259.552. 

AMENDMENT NO. 40 OFFERED BY MR. COHEN OF 

TENNESSEE 

Page 241, line 10, strike “and”. 

Page 241, after line 10, insert the following: 

(2) by amending paragraph (3)(I) to read as 
follows: 


November 4, 2015 


“(I) the provision of nonfixed route para- 
transit transportation services in accordance 
with section 223 of the Americans with Dis- 
abilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12143), but only 
for grant recipients that are in compliance 
with applicable requirements of that Act, in- 
cluding both fixed route and demand respon- 
sive service, and only for amounts— 

“(i) not to exceed 10 percent of such recipi- 
ent’s annual formula apportionment under 
sections 5307 and 5311; or 

“(ii) not to exceed 20 percent of such re- 
cipient’s annual formula apportionment 
under sections 5307 and 5311, if consistent 
with guidance issued by the Secretary, the 
recipient demonstrates that the recipient 
meets at least one of the following require- 
ments: 

“(I) Provides an active fixed route travel 
training program that is available for riders 
with disabilities. 

““(IT) Provides that all fixed route and para- 
transit operators participate in a passenger 
safety, disability awareness, and sensitivity 
training class on at least a biennial basis. 

“(III) Has memoranda of understanding in 
place with employers and American Job Cen- 
ters to increase access to employment oppor- 
tunities for people with disabilities.”’. 
AMENDMENT NO. 41 OFFERED BY MR. VEASEY OF 

TEXAS 

Page 248, beginning on line 6, strike ‘‘or 
general public demand response service” and 
insert ‘‘or demand response service, exclud- 
ing ADA complementary paratransit serv- 
ice,’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 42 OFFERED BY MR. LIPINSKI OF 
ILLINOIS 

Page 252, strike lines 14 through 19 and in- 
sert the following: ‘‘exceed 80 percent of the 
net capital project cost. A full funding grant 
agreement for a new fixed guideway project 
shall not include a share of more than 50 per- 
cent from the funds made available under 
this section. Funds made available under 
section 183 of title 23, United States Code, 
may not be used for a grant agreement under 
subsection (d). A grant for a core capacity 
project shall not exceed 80 percent of the net 
capital project cost of the incremental cost 
to increase the capacity in the corridor. A 
grant for a small start project shall not ex- 
ceed 80 percent of the net capital project 
costs.’’; and 

AMENDMENT NO. 43 OFFERED BY MS. ADAMS OF 
NORTH CAROLINA 

Page 263, line 18, strike ‘‘minority, and fe- 
male” and insert the following: ‘‘female, in- 
dividual with a disability, minority (includ- 
ing American Indian or Alaska Native, 
Asian, Black or African American, native 
Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, and His- 
panic)’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 44 OFFERED BY MS. FOXX OF 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Page 268, line 14, strike ‘‘and’’. 

Page 268, line 17, strike the period and in- 
sert a semicolon and after such line insert 
the following: 

“(iv) the percentage of program partici- 
pants who are in unsubsidized employment 
during the second quarter after exit from 
any such program; 

“(v) the percentage of program partici- 
pants who are in unsubsidized employment 
during the fourth quarter after exit from any 
such program; 

“(vi) the median earnings of program par- 
ticipants who are in unsubsidized employ- 
ment during the second quarter after exit 
from any such program; 

‘““(vii) the percentage of program partici- 
pants who obtain a recognized postsecondary 
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credential, or a secondary school diploma or 
its recognized equivalent, during participa- 
tion in or within 1 year after exit from any 
such program; and 

“(viii) the percentage of program partici- 
pants who, during a program year, are in an 
education or training program that leads to 
a recognized postsecondary credential or em- 
ployment and who are achieving measurable 
skill gains toward such a credential or em- 
ployment.”’. 

Page 267, line 25, strike ‘‘and’’. 

Page 268, line 4, strike the period and in- 
sert a semicolon and after such line insert 
the following: 

“(x) address in-demand industry sector or 
occupation, as such term is defined in sec- 
tion 3 of the Workforce Innovation and Op- 
portunity Act (29 U.S.C. 3102).’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 45 OFFERED BY MRS. LAWRENCE 
OF MICHIGAN 


Page 314, after line 15, insert the following 
new subsection: 

(d) REPORT.—The Council shall, concur- 
rently with submission to the President of a 
report containing final recommendations of 
the Council, transmit such report to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate. 

AMENDMENT NO. 46 OFFERED BY MS. MOORE OF 
WISCONSIN 

At the end of title III of division A, add the 
following: 

SEC. . EFFECTIVENESS OF PUBLIC TRANS- 
PORTATION CHANGES AND FUND- 
ING. 

Not later than 18 months after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Comptroller Gen- 
eral shall examine and evaluate the impact 
of the changes that Map-21 had on public 
transportation, including— 

(1) the ability and effectiveness of public 
transportation agencies to provide public 
transportation to low-income workers in ac- 
cessing jobs and being able to use reverse 
commute services; 

(2) whether services to low-income riders 
declined after Map-21 was implemented; and 

(3) if guidance provided by the Federal 
Transit Administration encouraged public 
transportation agencies to maintain and sup- 
port services to low-income riders to allow 
them to access jobs, medical services, and 
other life necessities. 


AMENDMENT NO. 47 OFFERED BY MR. RODNEY 
DAVIS OF ILLINOIS 

Page 466, after line 21, insert the following: 

(a) AUTOMOBILE TRANSPORTER DEFINED.— 
Section 31111(a)(1) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘“‘specifically’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: ‘‘An 
automobile transporter shall not be prohib- 
ited from the transport of cargo or general 
freight on a backhaul, so long as it complies 
with weight limitations for a truck tractor 
and semitrailer combination.’’. 

(b) TRUCK TRACTOR DEFINED.—Section 
31111(a)(8)(B) of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by striking “only”; and 

(2) by inserting before the period at the end 
the following: ‘‘or any other commodity, in- 
cluding cargo or general freight on a 
backhaul”. 

(c) BACKHAUL DEFINED.—Section 31111(a) of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“(5) BACKHAUL.—The term ‘backhaul’ 
means the return trip of a vehicle trans- 
porting cargo or general freight, especially 
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when carrying goods back over all or part of 
the same route.” . 

Page 466, line 22, insert ‘‘(d) STINGER- 
STEERED AUTOMOBILE TRANSPORTERS.—” þe- 
fore “Section”. 

AMENDMENT NO. 48 OFFERED BY MS. MOORE OF 
WISCONSIN 

Page 322, strike line 8 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

‘“(vii) support for school-based driver’s edu- 
cation classes to improve teen knowledge 
about— 

““(I) safe driving practices; and 

“(ID) State’s graduated driving license re- 
quirements, including behind-the-wheel 
training required to meet those require- 
ments; and”. 

AMENDMENT NO. 49 OFFERED BY MR. CRAWFORD 
OF ARKANSAS 

At the end of subtitle E of title V of Divi- 
sion A of the bill, add the following: 

SEC. . COMMERCIAL DELIVERY OF LIGHT- 
AND MEDIUM-DUTY TRAILERS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 31111(a) of title 
49, United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

“(5) TRAILER TRANSPORTER TOWING UNIT.— 
The term ‘trailer transporter towing unit’ 
means a power unit that is not used to carry 
property when operating in a towaway trail- 
er transporter combination. 

“(6) TOWAWAY TRAILER TRANSPORTER COM- 
BINATION.—The term ‘towaway trailer trans- 
porter combination’ means a combination of 
vehicles consisting of a trailer transporter 
towing unit and two trailers or 
semitrailers— 

“(A) with a total weight that does not ex- 
ceed 26,000 pounds; and 

‘“(B) in which the trailers or semitrailers 
carry no property and constitute inventory 
property of a manufacturer, distributor or 
dealer of such trailers or semitrailers.’’. 

(b) GENERAL LIMITATIONS.—Section 
31111(b)(1) of such title is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (E) by striking “or” at 
the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (F) by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(G) has the effect of imposing an overall 
length limitation of less than 82 feet on a 
towaway trailer transporter combination.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) PROPERTY-CARRYING UNIT LIMITATION.— 
Section 31112(a)(1) of such title is amended 
by inserting before the period at the end the 
following: ‘‘, but not including a trailer or a 
semitrailer transported as part of a towaway 
trailer transporter combination, as defined 
in section 3111l(a)’’. 

(2) ACCESS TO INTERSTATE SYSTEM.—Section 
31114(a)(2) of such title is amended by insert- 
ing “any towaway trailer transporter com- 
bination, as defined in section 31111(a),”’ 
after ‘‘passengers,’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 50 OFFERED BY MS. MENG OF 

NEW YORK 

At the end of subtitle E of title V, insert 
the following new section: 

SEC. 5515. GAO REVIEW OF SCHOOL BUS SAFETY. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the Comptroller General 
of the United States shall submit to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate and the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure 
of the House of Representatives a review of 
the following: 

(1) Existing Federal and State rules and 
guidance, as of the date of the review, con- 
cerning school bus transportation of elemen- 
tary school and secondary school students 
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engaging in home-to-school transport or 
other transport determined by the Comp- 
troller General to be a routine part of kin- 
dergarten through grade 12 education, in- 
cluding regulations and guidance regarding 
driver training programs, capacity require- 
ments, programs for special needs students, 
inspection standards, vehicle age require- 
ments, best practices, and public access to 
inspection results and crash records. 

(2) Any correlation between public or pri- 
vate school bus fleet operators whose vehi- 
cles are involved in an accident as defined by 
section 390.5 of title 49, Code of Federal Reg- 
ulations, and each of the following: 

(A) A failure by those same operators of 
State or local safety inspections. 

(B) The average age or odometer readings 
of the school buses in the fleets of such oper- 
ators. 

(C) Violations of Federal laws adminis- 
tered by the Department of Transportation, 
or of State law equivalents of such laws. 

(D) Violations of State or local law relat- 
ing to illegal passing of a school bus. 

(3) A regulatory framework comparison of 
public and private school bus operations. 

(4) Expert recommendations on best prac- 
tices for safe and reliable school bus trans- 
portation, including driver training pro- 
grams, inspection standards, school bus age 
and odometer reading maximums for retire- 
ment, the percentage of buses in a local bus 
fleet needed as spare buses, and capacity lev- 
els per school bus for different age groups. 

AMENDMENT NO. 51 OFFERED BY MS. MENG OF 

NEW YORK 

Page 524, line 12, after ‘‘challenges’’ insert 

‘* including consumer privacy protections”. 
AMENDMENT NO. 52 OFFERED BY MRS. 
NAPOLITANO OF CALIFORNIA 

Page 541, line 15, add at the end the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘In developing such regulations, the 
Secretary shall consult with States to deter- 
mine whether there are safety hazards or 
concerns specific to a State that should be 
taken into account in developing the re- 
quirements for a comprehensive oil spill re- 
sponse plan.” 

AMENDMENT NO. 53 OFFERED BY MR. MOULTON 

OF MASSACHUSETTS 

Page 571, line 3, redesignate section 7015 as 
section 7016. 

Page 571, after line 2, insert after section 
7014 the following new section: 

SEC. 7015. STUDY ON THE EFFICACY AND IMPLE- 
MENTATION OF THE EUROPEAN 
TRAIN CONTROL SYSTEM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General 
of the United States shall, in consultation 
with other heads of Federal agencies as ap- 
propriate, conduct a study on the European 
Train Control System. 

(b) ISSUES.—In conducting the study de- 
scribed in subsection (a), the Comptroller 
General shall examine, at a minimum, the 
following issues: 

(1) The process by which the European 
Train Control System came to replace the 
more than 20 separate national train control 
systems throughout the European continent. 

(2) The costs associated with implementing 
the European Train Control System across 
all affected railroads in Europe. 

(3) The impact of the European Train Con- 
trol System on operating capacity and rail 
passenger safety. 

(4) The efficacy of the European Train Con- 
trol System and the feasibility of imple- 
menting such a system throughout the na- 
tional rail network of the United States. 

(5) A comparison of the costs associated 
with adopting European Train Control Sys- 
tem technology with the costs associated 
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with developing and implementing Positive 
Train Control in the United States. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of the enactment of this section, the 
Comptroller General shall submit to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate a report on 
the results of the study described in sub- 
section (a). 

AMENDMENT NO. 54 OFFERED BY MR. 
NEUGEBAUER OF TEXAS 


At the end of title VII, add the following: 

SEC. . HAZARDOUS MATERIALS ENDORSE- 
MENT EXEMPTION. 

The Secretary shall allow a State, at the 
discretion of the State, to waive the require- 
ment for a holder of a Class A commercial 
driver’s license to obtain a hazardous mate- 
rials endorsement under part 383 of title 49, 
Code of Federal Regulations, if the license 
holder— 

(1) is acting within the scope of the license 
holder’s employment as an employee of a 
custom harvester operation, agrichemical 
business, farm retail outlet and supplier, or 
livestock feeder; and 

(2) is operating a service vehicle that is— 

(A) transporting diesel in a quantity of 
3,785 liters (1,000 gallons) or less; and 

(B) clearly marked with a “flammable” or 
“combustible” placard, as appropriate. 
AMENDMENT NO. 55 OFFERED BY MR. CUMMINGS 

OF MARYLAND 

Page 573, after line 11, add the following: 

SEC. _. TRACK SAFETY: VERTICAL TRACK DE- 
FLECTION. 

(a) REPORT.—Not later than March 31, 2016, 
the Secretary shall transmit a report to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate detailing 
research conducted or procured by the Fed- 
eral Railroad Administration on developing 
a system that measures Vertical Track De- 
flection (in this section referred to as 
“VTD’’) from a moving railroad car, includ- 
ing the ability of such a system to identify 
poor track support from fouled ballast, dete- 
riorated cross ties, or other conditions. 

(b) INCLUSIONS.—This report shall include— 

(1) the findings and results of testing of 
VTD instrumentation during field trials on 
revenue service track; 

(2) the findings and results of subsequent 
testing of VTD instrumentation on a Federal 
Railroad Administration Automated Track 
Inspection Program geometry car; 

(3) if considered appropriate by the Sec- 
retary based on the report and related re- 
search, a plan for developing quantitative in- 
spection criteria for poor track support 
using existing VTD instrumentation on Fed- 
eral Railroad Administration Automated 
Track Inspection Program geometry cars; 
and 

(4) if considered appropriate by the Sec- 
retary based on the report and related re- 
search, a plan for installing VTD instrumen- 
tation on all remaining Federal Railroad Ad- 
ministration Automated Track Inspection 
Program geometry cars within 3 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

AMENDMENT NO. 56 OFFERED BY MR. WALZ OF 

MINNESOTA 
At the end of title VII, add the following: 


SEC. . HAZARDOUS MATERIALS BY RAIL 
LIABILITY STUDY. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall initiate a study on the levels 
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and structure of insurance for a railroad car- 
rier transporting hazardous materials. 

(b) CONTENTS.—ln conducting the study 
under subsection (a), the Secretary shall 
evaluate— 

(1) the level and structure of insurance, in- 
cluding self-insurance, available in the pri- 
vate market against the full liability poten- 
tial for damages arising from an accident or 
incident involving a train transporting haz- 
ardous materials; and 

(2) the level and structure of insurance 
that would be necessary and appropriate— 

(A) to efficiently allocate risk and finan- 
cial responsibility for claims; and 

(B) to ensure that a railroad carrier trans- 
porting hazardous materials can continue to 
operate despite the risk of an accident or in- 
cident. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date the study under subsection (a) is 
initiated, the Secretary shall submit a re- 
port containing the results of the study and 
recommendations for addressing liability 
issues with rail transportation of hazardous 
materials to— 

(1) the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate; and 

(2) the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representa- 
tives. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) HAZARDOUS MATERIAL.—The term ‘‘haz- 
ardous material’? means a substance or ma- 
terial the Secretary designates under section 
5103(a) of title 49, United States Code. 

(2) RAILROAD CARRIER.—The term ‘‘railroad 
carrier” has the meaning given the term in 
section 20102 of title 49, United States Code. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER) and 
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFA- 
ZIO) each will control 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, let me 
start off by first saying we lost a valu- 
able former member of this committee 
just recently. Howard Coble passed 
away. I just want to say that Howard 
was on this committee his entire time 
in Congress. 

He was a very valued member of the 
Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee. He was a champion of the 
Coast Guard, which he served, his be- 
loved Coast Guard, and he was always 
there fighting for them. He was an ex- 
cellent Representative of the people of 
his district in North Carolina, and he 
was a great friend of mine and, I know, 
many, many Members of this Congress. 

Howard Coble will be missed greatly. 
I am just proud to say that on the last 
Coast Guard reauthorization bill we 
were able to name it after Howard 
Coble, someone who deserved that 
honor. 

So, again, it is with a heavy heart I 
say that I salute Howard Coble and say 
farewell, as I said, to a great friend and 
great Member of this institution. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise now to offer 
these amendments en bloc. They re- 
flect priorities from both sides of the 
aisle. I thank all Members for their co- 
operation in putting together this en 
bloc, and I urge all Members to support 
it. 
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I would like, also, to take a moment 
at this time to thank all the Members 
on both sides of the aisle that partici- 
pated in this debate. I want to thank 
the Speaker for putting us first on the 
floor for this new open and trans- 
parent—I know some of my colleagues 
on the other side don’t think it was 
open enough, but I think many of us on 
the committee, I don’t want to speak 
for Mr. DEFAZIO, but it was an open 
process to me, and I think that is im- 
portant. 
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As Mr. POLIS talked about earlier 
today, he had ideas. We were able to in- 
corporate some of those, some of the 
Members on the other side, and some 
we certainly opposed. But it was the 
hard work and willingness to come to- 
gether on this important piece of legis- 
lation. I think this makes it stronger 
when we go to the Senate. 

The STRR Act continues the Federal 
role in providing a strong national 
transportation system, enables our 
country to remain economically com- 
petitive, and helps ensure our quality 
of life. As we just talked about in the 
last amendment, this is a Federal re- 
sponsibility. The Founders would have 
wanted it this way. They certainly 
probably had differences of opinion. 
But this role is something the Federal 
Government needs to be part of. 

The STRR Act is a multiyear bill 
that provides that certainty for States 
and local governments. This bill helps 
to improve our Nation’s infrastructure 
and maintains a strong commitment to 
safety, but it also provides important 
reforms that will help us to continue to 
do the job more effectively. Some of 
those reforms I mentioned earlier were 
pushing back to the States, giving 
them the ability to have the flexi- 
bility, to make sure that they can 
drive this in their States to get these 
projects done more effectively and 
more efficiently, which will save us all 
money. 

I urge all Members to support this 
bill and the amendments en bloc. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Illi- 
nois (Mr. LIPINSKI). 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to thank both the ranking 
member for yielding and for his sup- 
port, and the chairman for his support, 
for two amendments that I have in this 
bloc. 

One is a commonsense amendment 
exempting a narrow class of welders 
from the Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
regulations that I offered with Mr. 
DAVIS of Illinois and a number of other 
Members. The other amendment is a 
bipartisan compromise that I offered 
with Mr. DOLD and Mr. NADLER. It is an 
effort to clarify that transit agencies 
can utilize CMAQ and TIFIA funds to 
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match the 50 percent funding in a New 
Start grant. 

I appreciate the chairman’s willing- 
ness to work with me on this issue and 
restore the Core Capacity and Small 
Starts projects Federal match limit 
back to 80 percent and allow local 
agencies to flex other Federal funds to 
these projects. 

Without these funds, without these 
changes, local flexibility would be 
greatly diminished and many projects 
would be delayed or canceled, including 
Chicago’s red and purple line mod- 
ernization. 

This bill still restricts the use of the 
STP funds for the remainder of the 
match and codifies the New Starts 
grant amount at 50 percent. I strongly 
disagree with these new restrictions 
and hope we can also work on this in 
conference. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I con- 
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Min- 
nesota (Mr. NOLAN), a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. NOLAN. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment and the body of the amend- 
ments in this bloc are really all about 
public safety. Mine, in particular, is a 
bipartisan, commonsense solution to a 
very limited but seriously dangerous 
problem. In short, it will help make 
winter travel safer for truckers, trav- 
elers, and pedestrians who live, work, 
and do business in and around the great 
seaport of Duluth, Minnesota. 

I would like to thank Chairman BILL 
SHUSTER and Ranking Member PETER 
DEFAZIO for working with me on this, 
and the endless hours that you have 
put forth in committee and here on the 
floor yesterday, today, late into the 
night, and tomorrow for opening up 
and democratizing this process, mak- 
ing amendments like mine and others 
possible. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of the 
amendment. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I con- 
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE) to describe her 
amendments which are included. 

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the ranking member. 

I want to thank the chairman and 
the ranking member for accepting my 
amendments on the DBE prompt pay- 
ment issue, and to allow teen driving 
safety grants to be used to help fund 
school-based driver’s education to help 
our young people meet the Graduated 
Driver Licensing requirements. 

I want to talk about the last of my 
amendments, requiring a GAO report 
on the impact of MAP-21 changes on 
the ability of those who previously 
benefited from transportation services 
under the Job Access and Reverse Com- 
mute program to get to work. 
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The report would examine whether 
services to low-income riders declined 
after MAP-21 was implemented, as well 
as efforts by the FTA, after passage of 
MAP-21, to encourage public transpor- 
tation agencies to maintain and sup- 
port these services so that low-income 
riders would allow them access to jobs, 
medical services, and other life neces- 
sities. 

MAP-21 ended the stand-alone JARC 
grant program. Instead, those activi- 
ties were added as eligible uses of funds 
under larger formula grant programs. 
There was no requirement that transit 
agencies use any of their annual tran- 
sit funding to provide services to meet 
the needs of low-income individuals 
trying to get to work—none. 

My amendment would allow us to 
know what the real-world impact of 
these changes are. Congress did not in- 
tend these changes to make it harder 
for low-income and TANF populations 
to use transportation to get to work. 
That just doesn’t make sense. These 
hardships should not occur. 

I hope that adoption of this amend- 
ment sends a message to transit agen- 
cies that they must continue to pro- 
vide innovative services to ensure that 
low-income people and the marginally 
employed are able to reach places of 
employment, educational opportuni- 
ties, job training, child care, medical 
appointments, and other life neces- 
sities. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I con- 
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute the gentlewoman from North 
Carolina (Ms. ADAMS) to discuss her 
amendment. 

Ms. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I rise today in support of this pack- 
age of amendments that includes my 
amendment, which clarifies minority 
groups to be targeted in human re- 
sources outreach efforts by the Depart- 
ment of Transportation. My amend- 
ment would expand the bill’s use of the 
term ‘‘minority’’ and specify the inclu- 
sion of underrepresented minority 
groups. 

Oftentimes, when policies are put in 
place to create diversity, they are not 
implemented with special attention to 
communities that are historically 
underrepresented. This is a special bur- 
den for underrepresented minorities 
who have higher than average unem- 
ployment rates. 

Furthermore, we all know invest- 
ments in infrastructure means jobs for 
our constituents and opportunities for 
our businesses back home. AS we work 
to pass this legislation, I believe we 
must make a concerted effort to diver- 
sify the people who are able to take ad- 
vantage of these opportunities. 

I should note that particular areas of 
the transportation industry, such as 
public transportation service providers 
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see better levels of diversity, but it is 
time to expand these opportunities to 
include engineering, contracting, 
project development, and other compo- 
nents of the process. Our transpor- 
tation industry should reflect the di- 
versity of our country at every level. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Lou- 
isiana (Mr. GRAVES). 

Mr. GRAVES of Louisiana. Mr. 
Chairman, I just want to make note of 
an important provision that is included 
in the en bloc amendment package. 

As you know, the transportation bill 
includes a new program that addresses 
significant roadways. It addresses some 
of the more expensive projects, and it 
establishes a competitive grant pro- 
gram in excess of about $740 million a 
year. 

One of the important things we have 
to do is we have to provide guidance to 
the Department of the Transportation 
in regard to the criteria they use, the 
metrics they use, in this competitive 
process. 

An amendment in this bill includes 
the importance of strategic energy as- 
sets to ensure that roadways like LA 1 
in south Louisiana are included. 

After Hurricane Katrina, gasoline 
prices nationwide spiked about 75 cents 
a gallon. Following Hurricanes Gustav 
and Ike in 2008, gasoline prices spiked 
about $1.40 a gallon, which was the 
largest price spike since the Arab oil 
embargo. So it is important that, as 
they go through and allocate these 
grants, that they are looking at factors 
that are very important and have na- 
tional consequences. 

I want to thank the ranking member 
and the chairman and all the big four 
for helping us on this. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, we are 
not quite at the end of this epic, but I 
would like to take a moment. 

First, I want to reflect on the chair- 
man’s brief eulogy for Howard Coble, 
who was a wonderful member of the 
committee; and Howard’s embarked on 
his last great voyage. We all remember 
him warmly. 

I would like to thank the chairman 
and the chair of the subcommittee for 
the way in which we moved forward. 
This bill was a product of many, many 
months of negotiation between Mem- 
bers and staff. I think we have a good 
policy-based product here, so I want to 
thank the chairman and the chairman 
of the subcommittee. I want to thank 
my ranking member of the sub- 
committee, ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON. 

I want to thank my committee staff 
on my side: Helena Zyblikewycz, Auke 
Mahar-Piersma—we are blessed with 
interesting names on our side—Andrew 
Okuyiga, Ben lLockshin, Jennifer 
Homendy, Ryan Seiger, Alexa Old 
Crow. Of course, my chief of staff 
Kathy Dedrick. We have had much 
mention of the last time we did one of 
these bills. Kathy staffed me when we 
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did the last time long-term bill, which 
was quite a few years ago. Jen 
Gilbreath, Jaime Harrell, and Luke 
Strimer. 

On the Republican side, I particu- 
larly want to thank Chris Bertram and 
Murphie Barrett and all the other Re- 
publican staff for their fabulous work. 

I won’t say all the meetings were 
warm and fuzzy, but we worked stuff 
out in the end. I think we got a good 
product. I think going through this leg- 
islative process was a demonstration 
that House Members can individually 
be relevant, offer their ideas. They 
might be rejected, they might be ac- 
cepted, but I think this was a very 
good process. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. YODER). The 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has 6 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, this 
has been 3 years in the making. When 
I first became chairman just about 3 
years ago to almost the date today, one 
of my top priorities was to pass a 
multiyear surface transportation bill. I 
have had some people who lament and 
say: Oh, you have been on the floor 
long; oh, you have had to go through 
these different fights. But I can tell 
you, it has all been pleasurable. It is 
exciting that we finally are getting 
this thing to send here on the floor and 
get it into conference. 

I couldn’t do it without the help and 
advice of a great staff on the Repub- 
lican side. I also want to thank the 
Democratic staff. I know both staffs 
have spent some long nights and some 
long weekends trying to get this thing 
all worked out, and they have done a 
great job of it. I thank each and every 
one of them on both sides of the aisle 
for their hard work. 

I want to thank all the members on 
the Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee on both sides for their valu- 
able input and, again, their hard work 
in putting this thing together to bring 
it to the floor. I want to thank Rank- 
ing Member DEFAZIO, Ranking Member 
NORTON, and the chair of the Sub- 
committee on Highways and Transit, 
Mr. GRAVES, for their work. 

PETER DEFAZIO has been a good 
friend and able opponent at times. He 
has been here a long time. He is bright; 
he is tough; he is passionate; but at the 
end of the day, we are able to come to- 
gether on a lot of these issues and work 
it out, so I appreciate Mr. DEFAZIO’s ef- 
forts. 

And finally, let me say, for the first 
time in my 15 years of Congress that I 
have participated in a Transportation 
and Infrastructure debate on the floor, 
that my father’s name has not been 
mentioned one time. So let me be the 
first to mention my father, Bud Shu- 
ster. Iam not sure if he is watching at 
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home. If he is, he is taking notes and 
will tell me things I said right and 
things I could have probably said bet- 
ter. But I just want to thank him for 
the guidance he has given me through- 
out my life, for the valuable advice he 
has offered to me at times when I have 
asked and many times when I have not 
asked. And, again, if he is watching to- 
night, I am sure he is writing down 
some things that he is going to give me 
some pointers on. But I want to thank 
my father, Bud Shuster, again, for his 
great support over the years. 

I am looking forward to getting to 
conference and getting this thing done 
because I think it is important to the 
American people that we have a long- 
term highway bill. This has been an 
issue that people say it is great, there 
is a lot of bipartisan support—and 
there is—but these are issues that Re- 
publicans, Democrats, and Americans 
care about, our infrastructure, and 
want to get to work without delays and 
want to get products to market and 
want to get the raw materials to the 
factories that keep us competitive in 
the world. We are in a world market 
that we have to remain competitive, 
and transportation is one of those vital 
links that will keep us there. 

With that, again, I thank everybody 
for their hard work. Staff, again, thank 
you. 

With that, I urge all Members to sup- 
port the final bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Chair, | rise today in 
support of my amendment to add the Newberg 
Dundee Bypass Route as a High Priority Cor- 
ridor and | would like to thank the Chairman 
and Ranking Member for working with me to 
bring it forward. Let me be clear—there is no 
cost to this amendment—it merely raises the 
prominence and importance of the bypass. 
The construction of the bypass is underway 
and has great potential to ease congestion, 
promote freight mobility, and provide important 
multi-modal connections for residents and visi- 
tors in the broader Yamhill County region. The 
success of Oregon’s wine and agricultural in- 
dustries has increased freight traffic in the re- 
gion. The bypass seeks to address the difficul- 
ties associated with transportation of goods 
and services and enhance the recovery of 
Yamhill County's economically distressed 
communities. The development of this corridor 
has wide support in the region, including from 
the state, local and tribal governments, and 
surrounding communities. | include a letter 
from Oregon’s Department of Transportation in 
support of this amendment for the RECORD. 

Further, this project is of significant impor- 
tance because of its location in the Cascadia 
Subduction Zone. We know that the question 
is not if, but when, an earthquake and tsunami 
will hit. Preparing our region is a priority for 
Oregonians and will save countless lives and 
federal funds. This road serves as an evacu- 
ation route for the central coast and is being 
built to withstand a 9.0 earthquake. | thank 
Chairman SHUSTER and Ranking Member 
DEFAZIO for their support of my amendment. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, 
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR, 
Salem, OR, October 30, 2015. 

Re: Support for amendment to designate the 

OR 99W Newberg-Dundee bypass route 

between Newberg, OR, and Dayton, OR as 

a new High Priority Corridor on the Na- 

tional Highway System. 


Hon. BILL SHUSTER, 

Chairman, Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee, Washington, DC. 

Hon. PETER DEFAZIO, 

Ranking Member, Transportation and Infra- 
structure Committee, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN SHUSTER AND RANKING 
MEMBER DEFAZIO: I write today in support of 
an amendment to H.R. 22 offered by Rep- 
resentative Suzanne Bonamici of Oregon. 

Representative Bonamici has filed an 
amendment with the Rules Committee seek- 
ing to amend Section 1405 of the bill by add- 
ing the OR 99W Newberg-Dundee Bypass 
route between Newberg, OR, and Dayton, OR 
as a new High Priority Corridor on the Na- 
tional Highway System. 

The Newberg-Dundee Bypass project is one 
of many key regional transportation cor- 
ridors in Oregon. The Bypass project is im- 
portant to both regional freight movement 
and congestion relief. In addition, the Or- 
egon Department of Transportation’s 
(ODOT) Safety Priority Index System for 
2014 identified six sites on OR 99W that are in 
the top 10 percent of crash sites statewide 
based on frequency and severity of incidents. 
In the event of a major natural disaster such 
as a Cascadia Subduction Zone earthquake 
and tsunami, this corridor would serve as an 
emergency evacuation and relief route for 
the central Oregon Coast. The first phase of 
the project, which is currently under con- 
struction, is being built to withstand a 9.0 
Cascadia subduction zone earthquake to en- 
sure this critical lifeline will remain oper- 
ational in such an event. For these reasons, 
ODOT supports the inclusion of the Newberg- 
Dundee Bypass on the list of High Priority 
Corridors on the National Highway System. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
MATTHEW L. GARRETT, 
Director. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chair, | thank Chair- 
man SHUSTER and Ranking Member DEFAZIO 
for working with me on both of my amend- 
ments. 

The amendment | offer would require the 
Department of Transportation to submit a re- 
port to the House Transportation Committee 
and the Senate Commerce Committee on re- 
search managed by the Federal Railroad Ad- 
ministration (FRA) to develop a system to 
measure vertical track deflection caused by a 
moving railroad car. 

Such a system should be able to identify a 
combination of factors that, individually, may 
not be able to cause a train derailment but 
that, together, could endanger safe train oper- 
ations, such as deteriorated cross ties, fouled 
ballast, and other deficiencies in the structures 
that support rail tracks. 

The amendment authorizes the Department 
of Transportation to develop a plan for using 
quantitative inspection criteria to identify poor 
track support systems if such an approach is 
supported by the FRA’s research. 

The amendment also authorizes the Depart- 
ment to develop a plan to install instruments 
to measure track deflection on its Automated 
Track Inspection Program geometry cars with- 
in 3 years of the date of enactment of this bill, 
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if this approach is supported by the FRA’s re- 
search. 

| developed this amendment in very close 
consultation with the families of Rose Louese 
Mayr and Elizabeth Conway Nass, who were 
tragically killed in a coal train derailment that 
occurred in Ellicott City, Maryland, in my dis- 
trict, in 2012. 

These families have worked tirelessly to un- 
derstand the technical circumstances that led 
to the 2012 train derailment and to identify 
specific steps that can be taken to prevent fu- 
ture tragedies. | am deeply honored to have 
worked with them on this amendment. 

According to the National Transportation 
Safety Board’s (NTSB) report on the Ellicott 
City accident, “the point of derailment was a 
rail fracture several hundred feet” before a 
bridge. After extensive laboratory analysis, the 
NTSB concluded that the broken rail segment, 
“showed evidence of rolling contact fatigue, a 
gradual breakdown of the rail-head surface.” 

The Ellicott City accident is one of several 
recent accidents that have involved rail-head 
wear and drawn attention to the ways in which 
the presence of multiple individual defects can 
eventually lead to a rail break. 

While track conditions are addressed in cur- 
rent Federal Track Safety Standards, there are 
no quantitative inspection criteria. Conse- 
quently, these conditions are rarely cited as 
defects to be remediated. 

| hope that we can build on the research 
foundation that my amendment requires and 
eventually develop rules that will address spe- 
cific track conditions. 
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The Acting CHAIR (Mr. YOUNG of 
Iowa). The question is on the amend- 
ments en bloc offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER). 

The en bloc amendments were agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 57 OFFERED BY MS. HERRERA 
BEUTLER 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 57 printed 
in part A of House Report 114-326. 

Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 289, strike lines 11 through 14 and in- 
sert the following: 

‘‘(i) $352,950,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

““(ii) $462,950,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

““(iii) $468,288,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

““(iv) $473,653,500 for fiscal year 2019; 

““(v) $479,231,500 for fiscal year 2020; and 

““(vi) $484,816,000 for fiscal year 2021;’’. 

Beginning on page 289, strike line 21 and 
all that follows through page 290, line 8, and 
insert the following: 

‘‘(i) $262,950,000 for fiscal year 2016; 

““(ii) $262,950,000 for fiscal year 2017; 

““(iii) $268,288,000 for fiscal year 2018; 

““(iv) $273,653,500 for fiscal year 2019; 

““(v) $279,231,500 for fiscal year 2020; and 

““(vi) $284,816,000 for fiscal year 2021.’’. 

At the end of title III of division A, add the 
following: 

SEC. _ . INCREASE SUPPORT FOR GROWING 
STATES. 

Section 5340 of title 49, United States Code, 

is amended— 
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(1) by striking subsection (b) and inserting 
the following: 

“(b) APPORTIONMENT.—Of the amounts 
made available for each fiscal year under 
section 5338(b)(2)(M), the Secretary shall ap- 
portion 100 percent to States and urbanized 
areas in accordance with subsection (c).’’; 
and 

(2) by striking subsection (d). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentlewoman 
from Washington (Ms. HERRERA 
BEUTLER) and a Member opposed each 
will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes 
woman from Washington. 

Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER. Mr. Chair- 
man, over 50 percent of all transit rid- 
ers in the U.S. travel on buses, but only 
10 percent of our transit funding actu- 
ally goes to buses. I will say that 
again. Over half of the people in this 
country who use public transportation 
take buses to get to work, to the gro- 
cery store, to visit family; yet the Fed- 
eral Government dedicates less than 10 
percent of its transit funds specifically 
to buses and to bus facilities. 

We are selling communities short, 
communities like my home in south- 
west Washington, but we have an op- 
portunity to rectify the situation, Mr. 
Chairman. 

While overall transit funding has 
been steadily increasing, this bill funds 
buses in 2016 at, roughly, half of the 
2012 levels—that is, Mr. Chairman, un- 
less you happen to represent one of 
seven States for which this bill sets 
aside, roughly, an additional $272 mil- 
lion a year. 

While all 50 States can compete for 
funds through the nationwide Competi- 
tive Bus Grant program, which is fund- 
ed at $90 million in 2016 and $200 mil- 
lion each year after, a select few of the 
northeastern States get an additional 
$272 million pot to draw from. That is 
right, Mr. Chairman. 

These high-density States—Mary- 
land, Massachusetts, New York, New 
Jersey, Connecticut, Rhode Island, and 
Delaware—have a special pot of money 
set aside for them that averages $90 
million more a year than the nation- 
wide pot that all 50 States compete for. 
Oh, and those seven States still get to 
compete for the nationwide pot. 

It is an issue of fairness, Mr. Chair- 
man. The idea that seven States have 
available to them more money than all 
50 States combined isn’t fair to the 
communities in my State or in yours 
or in the other 43 States. 

My amendment would simply move 
the funding from the seven-State set- 
aside program into the Competitive 
Bus Grant program and allow all 
States to compete for these much- 
needed resources. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I claim 
the time in opposition. 


the gentle- 
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The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Oregon is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in reluctant opposition to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentlewoman from 
Washington, a former member of the 
committee. 

Let me be clear. I agree we should be 
further increasing the funds available 
for bus procurement. MAP-21 cut bus 
funding in half—a devastating cut to 
many smaller and mid-sized transit 
agencies, including in my district. 

We tried to reverse these cuts as 
much as we could in this bill, but with 
the severely limited funding that was 
mentioned earlier today, there was 
only so much we could do. In total, we 
increased the bus formula and competi- 
tive grant program by 40 percent. 

I would also like to mention the bus 
procurement reforms in the bill that 
are designed to lower the cost of bus 
purchases. We provided several dif- 
ferent mechanisms that provide bulk 
buying power for transit agencies. 
Buses are expensive, and larger pur- 
chases will help them to get lower 
costs. 

This amendment will further in- 
crease the bus procurement programs 
and shift money from the high-density- 
States formula that benefits seven 
northeastern States. The high-density- 
States formula is actually an old Sen- 
ate provision, carefully drafted by the 
esteemed members of the Senate’s 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Committee sometime ago and is of 
great benefit to those seven States. 

I am very sympathetic to the amend- 
ment, but I am obligated, reluctantly 
and tepidly, to oppose it. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. TURNER). 

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to this earmark, as I am a 
cosponsor and am in support of this 
amendment, No. 57, offered by Ms. HER- 
RERA BEUTLER. 

This has been interesting in the de- 
bate because it has been absolutely 
clarified on both sides that we see this 
as an earmark. Basically, seven States 
take from this bill a disproportionate 
amount based on a formula that de- 
clares them high-density States: New 
York, New Jersey, Massachusetts, Con- 
necticut, Maryland, Rhode Island, and 
Delaware. 

If you do not live in one of these 
States and if you are a Member of Con- 
gress, you should vote for this amend- 
ment because declaring them high-den- 
sity States is a meaningless designa- 
tion. For example, Chicago, Los Ange- 
les, and many, many urban areas 
throughout our country are high den- 
sity and deserve to be able to partici- 
pate in this fund, but they cannot be- 
cause they are not located in one of 
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these States that has largely been, as 
the ranking member has indicated, a 
Senate formula set-aside. 

Our Founding Fathers, when they 
came together to create the system of 
the House and the Senate, did so so 
that we would have equality, a balance 
between each of the States and their 
populations. This is not a balance when 
you have a set-aside for seven States. 

Once again, I would call on all of my 
fellow colleagues who do not live in 
New York, New Jersey, Massachusetts, 
Connecticut, Maryland, Rhode Island, 
and Delaware to vote for this amend- 
ment by Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER. She 
has identified that this is an earmark 
for these States and that it robs money 
from other States that need assistance 
with public transportation. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER. I yield the 
gentleman an additional 15 seconds. 

Mr. TURNER. I urge my colleagues 
to vote for this amendment because it 
does correct an injustice. 

Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER. Mr. Chair- 
man, as was well said, 371 Members of 
the House represent people in States 
that will benefit from this amendment. 
By voting “yes” for this amendment, 
371 Members will have an opportunity 
to increase access to important transit 
funds in their districts without raising 
spending levels in the bill. 

Even those Members in these high- 
density States are not losing access to 
the funds. The amendment allows all 50 
States to compete fairly for grant 
funding based on the needs of the area 
and the merits of the project. 

How can anybody be against this? 
What is wrong with this? 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, in clos- 
ing, I would say that a great former 
Speaker of the House, Tip O’Neill, said 
that ‘‘all politics is local.” 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from Washington (Ms. HER- 
RERA BEUTLER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 58 OFFERED BY MR. CHABOT 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 58 printed 
in part A of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title I of divi- 
sion A, add the following new section: 
SECTION 1431. INCREASING CERTAIN PENALTIES 

RELATING TO COMMERCIAL MOTOR 
VEHICLE SAFETY. 

(a) CIVIL PENALTY.—Section 521(b)(2)(A) of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended by 
striking ‘‘$2,500’’ and inserting ‘‘$5,000’’. 
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(b) CRIMINAL PENALTY.—Section 
521(b)(6)(A) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘$2,500’’ and inserting 
“*$5,000’’. 

(c) DISQUALIFICATIONS.— 

(1) FIRST VIOLATION OR COMMITTING FEL- 
ony.—Section 31310(b)(1) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘; or 
and inserting a semicolon; 

(B) in subparagraph (E), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

“(F) determined by the Secretary to have 
operated a commercial motor vehicle that 
the individual knew or reasonably should 
have known had a defect that resulted in a 
fatality.’’. 

(2) SECOND AND MULTIPLE VIOLATIONS.—Sec- 
tion 31310(c)(1) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘‘; or” 
and inserting a semicolon; 

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (F) as 
subparagraph (G); 

(C) in subparagraph (G) (as so redesig- 
nated)— 

(i) by striking “(E)” and inserting ‘“‘(F)’’; 
and 

(ii) by inserting ‘“, operations, 
lations”; and 

(D) by inserting after subparagraph (E) the 
following new subparagraph: 

“(F) determined by the Secretary to have 
more than once operated a commercial 
motor vehicle that the individual knew or 
reasonably should have known had a defect 
that resulted in a fatality; or’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I will be 
brief. 

All of us here have the honor to serve 
in the people’s House, and we are here 
to serve our constituents—the people 
who send us here from all over the 
country—and also to serve in the best 
interests of our great Nation. 

I had a constituent who approached 
me. I happened to be touring the busi- 
ness at which he works, and he told me 
something that affected me greatly. 

His son was just days before his 23rd 
birthday. He was a student at the Uni- 
versity of Cincinnati. He was coming 
down Interstate 75 in a minivan and 
was minding his own business. I don’t 
know what he was thinking about, but 
he had his whole future ahead of him. 

But a completely avoidable accident 
occurred. A wheel that was so rusted 
broke free from a big rig, and it crossed 
the median. It struck the vehicle he 
was in, and it killed him immediately, 
a couple of days before his 23rd birth- 
day. 

It had been a couple of years, but his 
father was still very emotional about 
this, understandably so. 

We looked into this situation. We 
talked with a number of our colleagues 
and did a lot of research on it and 
worked with the American Trucking 
Association and with America’s Inde- 


” 


” 


after ‘‘vio- 


November 4, 2015 


pendent Truckers’ Association as well. 
We came up with an amendment to this 
particular bill that we are discussing 
here this evening, the transportation 
bill. 

What the amendment would do, es- 
sentially, is stiffen the penalties for a 
driver who knowingly operates a com- 
mercial vehicle that has a serious de- 
fect that results in a fatal crash. 

Clearly, what we are trying to do is 
to make the public more safe and to 
deal with a family that has been trag- 
ically changed forever. They lost one of 
the most important members of that 
particular family. We are trying to do 
this in a responsible way. 

The trucking industry in this coun- 
try, for the most part, is very safety 
conscious, and their rate of fatalities 
has come down. I commend them great- 
ly for what they are trying to do, but 
there is a hole in the system right now. 

In this particular situation, there 
was a rusted thing that shouldn’t have 
been on the road. This type of thing 
doesn’t happen all that often, but it 
happened this time, and it killed my 
constituent’s son. 

We have discussed this with the 
chairman and with staff. It is my un- 
derstanding that the chairman is will- 
ing to work with us on addressing this 
issue of trying to make the American 
public safer and is willing to work with 
our distinguished folks on the minority 
side as well. 

With that understanding, I am will- 
ing to withdraw my amendment here 
this evening and continue to work with 
them through the process to hopefully 
address this issue in a way that will re- 
ceive support on both sides of the aisle 
so that we can pass this into law and 
make the public safer. It will allow this 
particular family, who was affected so 
tragically in this instance, to know 
that they have done something to 
honor their son. 

I yield to the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania (Mr. SHUSTER). 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
happy to work with the gentleman on 
the issue. I oppose the amendment, but 
I want to continue talking with the 
gentleman and working with him. 

Mr. CHABOT. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I claim 
the time in opposition, although I am 
not in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the gentleman from Oregon is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I cer- 
tainly want to work with the gen- 
tleman. I mean, this is a story that 
tugs at you. The gentleman brings be- 
fore us an important issue. I think 
there is a way to get at this; so, I 
would love to work with the gentleman 
as we go to conference and see what we 
can do. 
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With the indulgence of the House, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. COHEN). 

Mr. COHEN. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank Mr. SHUSTER 
and Mr. DEFAZIO as well for working 
with me and for working with the en- 
tire committee. The Transportation 
and Infrastructure Committee does 
work together in a bipartisan fashion, 
and the House does work. 

On the other hand and in the same 
vein, I had the pleasure of knowing 
Howard Coble for my entire time I have 
been in Congress. I was his ranking 
member on Judiciary, and he was my 
ranking member on Judiciary. 

We had a great relationship. He was 
one of the finest gentlemen I have ever 
known. He was a scholar. He was a gen- 
tleman. He loved North Carolina. He 
loved this House. He will be missed. He 
was an example of the way people can 
work together to make progress in the 
United States Congress. I was honored 
to know him. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I would 
also like to share in the gentleman’s 
comments about our colleague, Howard 
Coble of North Carolina. 

He was truly a wonderful part of this 
distinguished institution. I served on 
the Judiciary Committee for the better 
part of 20 years with Howard Coble, and 
we all looked up to him. He was kind of 
one of a kind, and I say that in the 
most honorable way. 

He was one we looked to. He had a 
sense of humor that went to your 
heart. He was just a great guy. He will 
be truly missed not only by his con- 
stituents, but by this House that he 
loved for so many years. 

On my amendment, I have heard both 
the chairman and our friends on the 
minority side indicate they are willing 
to work with us on this amendment. 

Mr. CHABOT. With that under- 
standing, I withdraw my amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The amendment 
is withdrawn. 

The Chair understands that amend- 
ment No. 1 printed in part A of House 
Report 114-326 will not be offered. 
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on those amendments 
printed in part A of House Report 114- 
326 on which further proceedings were 
postponed, in the following order: 

Amendment No. 5 by Mr. DESAULNIER 
of California. 

Amendment No. 7 by Mr. HUNTER of 
California. 

Amendment No. 8 by Mr. DENHAM of 
California. 

Amendment No. 12 by Mr. KING of 
Iowa. 

Amendment No. 14 by Mr. CULBERSON 
of Texas. 


Amendment No. 21 by Mr. LEWIS of 
Georgia. 

Amendment No. 26 by Mr. REICHERT 
of Washington. 

Amendment No. 29 by Mr. DESANTIS 
of Florida. 

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes 
the minimum time for any electronic 
vote on these questions after the first 
vote in this series. 

Pursuant to clause 6(f) of rule XVIII, 
the Chair will reduce to 5 minutes the 
minimum time for any electronic vote 
on the amendment consisting of the 
text of Rules Committee Print 114-82, 
as amended. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. 
DE SAULNIER 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
DESAULNIER) on which further pro- 
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 171, noes 252, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 599] 


AYES—171 

Adams DeLauro Kildee 
Aguilar DelBene Kilmer 
Ashford DeSaulnier Kind 
Bass Deutch Kline 
Beatty Dingell Kuster 
Becerra Doggett Langevin 
Bera Doyle, Michael Larson (CT) 
Beyer F. Lawrence 
Bishop (GA) Duckworth Lee 
Blumenauer Edwards Levin 
Bonamici Ellison Lewis 
Boyle, Brendan Emmer (MN) Lieu, Ted 

F, Engel Lipinski 
Brady (PA) Eshoo Loebsack 
Brown (FL) Esty Lofgren 
Brownley (CA) Farr Lowenthal 
Bustos Fattah Lujan Grisham 
Butterfield Foster (NM) 
Capps Frankel (FL) Luján, Ben Ray 
Capuano Fudge (NM) 
Cárdenas Gabbard Lynch 
Carney Gallego Maloney, 
Carson (IN) Garamendi Carolyn 
Cartwright Green, Al Maloney, Sean 
Castor (FL) Green, Gene Matsui 
Castro (TX) Grijalva McCollum 
Chu, Judy Gutiérrez McDermott 
Cicilline Hahn McGovern 
Clark (MA) Hastings McNerney 
Clarke (NY) Heck (WA) Moore 
Clay Higgins Moulton 
Cleaver Himes Murphy (FL) 
Clyburn Hinojosa Napolitano 
Cohen Honda Neal 
Connolly Hoyer Nolan 
Conyers Hudson Norcross 
Cooper Huffman O’Rourke 
Costa Jackson Lee Pallone 
Courtney Jeffries Pascrell 
Crawford Johnson (GA) Paulsen 
Cuellar Johnson, E. B. Pearce 
Cummings Jones Perlmutter 
Davis (CA) Kaptur Peterson 
Davis, Danny Keating Pingree 
DeGette Kelly (IL) Pocan 
Delaney Kennedy Polis 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Sanchez, Linda 
T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 


Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 

Bos 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bra 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 

Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Cole 

Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
Denham 

Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 

Donovan 
Duffy 

Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 

Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 

Gibbs 

Gibson 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 


Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 

Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 

Tonko 

Tsongas 

Van Hollen 


NOES—252 


Graves (MO) 
Grayson 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 
Holding 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Israel 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Katko 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Larsen (WA) 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Meng 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
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Vargas 

Veasey 

Vela 

Visclosky 

Walz 

Wasserman 
Schultz 

Waters, Maxine 

Watson Coleman 

Welch 

Wilson (FL) 

Yarmuth 


Nadler 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 

Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Perry 
Peters 
Pittenger 
Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 

Rice (NY) 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Russell 
Ryan (OH) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 

Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Swalwell (CA) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Velazquez 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 


17390 


Wenstrup Wittman Young (IA) 
Westerman Womack Young (IN) 
Westmoreland Woodall Zeldin 
Whitfield Yoder Zinke 
Williams Yoho 
Wilson (SC) Young (AK) 
NOT VOTING—10 
Calvert Payne Takai 
Ellmers (NC) Pelosi Torres 
Gohmert Sinema 
Meeks Smith (MO) 
1912 
Messrs. FARENTHOLD, CROWLEY, 


LAMBORN, GRAVES of Georgia, Ms. 
VELAZQUEZ, and Mr. MOONEY of 
West Virginia changed their vote from 
“aye” to a t Ca A 

Mr. DANNY DAVIS of Illinois, Ms. 
BROWN of Florida, Mr. LANGEVIN, 
and Ms. CLARKE of New York changed 
their vote from ‘“‘no” to “aye.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated against: 

Ms. SINEMA. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No. 599 
| was unavoidably detained. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “no.” 

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. HUNTER 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. COLLINS of 
Georgia). The unfinished business is 
the demand for a recorded vote on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HUNTER) on which 
further proceedings were postponed and 
on which the noes prevailed by voice 


vote. 
The 


Clerk will 


amendment. 
The Clerk redesignated the amend- 


ment. 


RECORDED VOTE 


redesignate 


the 


The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 


The Acting CHAIR. This 


minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 173, noes 255, 
not voting 5, as follows: 


Abraham 
Allen 
Amodei 
Ashford 
Bass 
Benishek 
Beyer 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blum 
Bonamici 
Bost 

Brady (TX) 
Brooks (IN) 
Brown (FL) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Byrne 
Cardenas 
Carson (IN) 
Carter (TX) 
Cartwright 
Castro (TX) 


[Roll No. 600] 
AYES—173 


Chaffetz 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Coffman 
Cohen 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donovan 
Duckworth 
Duffy 
Emmer (MN) 
Engel 

Eshoo 

Esty 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 


is a 2- 


Fleischmann 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garamendi 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Goodlatte 
Gowdy 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Green, Al 
Griffith 
Guthrie 
Gutiérrez 
Hanna 
Harris 
Hastings 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hill 
Hinojosa 
Hudson 
Huffman 


Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 

Jackson Lee 
Jolly 

Jones 

Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
LaMalfa 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
McCarthy 
McKinley 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Miller (MI) 
Mooney (WV) 
Murphy (FL) 
Nolan 
Nugent 
O’Rourke 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Aguilar 
Amash 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Bishop (MI) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Boustany 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Calvert 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carney 
Carter (GA) 
Castor (FL) 
Chabot 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clawson (FL) 
Cleaver 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cook 
Costello (PA) 
Courtney 
Crawford 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSantis 
DeSaulnier 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 


Paulsen 
Payne 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pittenger 
Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Polis 
Posey 
Price, Tom 
Quigley 
Ratcliffe 
Renacci 
Rigell 
Roe (TN) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 

Rouzer 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 


Ruppersberger 

Russell 

Sanchez, Loretta 

Sanford 

Scott, David 

Serrano 
NOES—255 


Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 

Farr 

Fattah 
Fleming 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garrett 
Gosar 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Grayson 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Grothman 
Guinta 

Hahn 

Hardy 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Heck (WA) 
Hice, Jody B. 
Higgins 
Himes 
Holding 
Honda 

Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Israel 
Jeffries 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 

Joyce 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 

Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Knight 
Kuster 
Labrador 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
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Sessions 
Shimkus 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Thompson (CA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 

Upton 

Vargas 
Veasey 
Wagner 
Walden 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 

Watson Coleman 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 


Latta 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Love 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
MacArthur 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
Matsui 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meng 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Moolenaar 
Moore 
Moulton 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Norcross 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Palmer 
Pascrell 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Perry 
Pingree 


161, Pt. 12 November 4, 2015 
Pocan Schrader Turner 
Pompeo Schweikert Valadao 
Price (NC) Scott (VA) Van Hollen 
Rangel Scott, Austin Vela 
Reed Sensenbrenner Velazquez 
Reichert Sewell (AL) Visclosky 
Ribble Sherman Walberg 
Rice (NY) Shuster Walker 
Rice (SC) Sinema Walorski 
Richmond Sires Wasserman 
Roby Slaughter Schultz 
Rogers (AL) Smith (TX) Waters. Maxine 
Rogers (KY) Speier Weber (TX) 
Roskam Stefanik 
Rothfus Stutzman Webster (FL) 
Ruiz Swalwell (CA) Welch 
Rush Takano Whitfield 
Ryan (OH) Thompson (MS) Wilson (FL) 
Salmon Thompson (PA) Yarmuth 
Sanchez, Linda Tipton Yoho 

T; Titus Young (AK) 
Sarbanes Tonko Young (IA) 
Scalise Torres Young (IN) 
Schakowsky Trott Zeldin 
Schiff Tsongas Zinke 

NOT VOTING—5 
Ellmers (NC) Gohmert Takai 


Foxx Meeks 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 


1918 


Ms. ADAMS changed her vote from 
“aye” to SHOR? 

Mr. BUCHANAN changed his vote 
from “no” to “aye.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated for: 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No. 600, | 
was unavoidably detained. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “yes.” 

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. DENHAM 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
DENHAM) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 248, noes 180, 
not voting 5, as follows: 

[Roll No. 601] 


is a 2- 


AYES—248 
Abraham Black Carter (GA) 
Aderholt Blackburn Carter (TX) 
Allen Blum Chabot 
Amash Bost Chaffetz 
Amodei Boustany Clawson (FL) 
Ashford Brat Clyburn 
Babin Bridenstine Coffman 
Barletta Brooks (IN) Cohen 
Barr Brown (FL) Cole 
Barton Bucshon Collins (GA) 
Benishek Burgess Collins (NY) 
Bilirakis Butterfield Comstock 
Bishop (GA) Byrne Conaway 
Bishop (MI) Calvert Cook 
Bishop (UT) Carson (IN) Cooper 


November 4, 2015 


Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 

Den 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dol 
Donovan 
Duffy 

Duncan (SC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 

Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garamendi 
Garrett 

Gibbs 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 

Hardy 

Harper 

Harris 

Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 

Himes 

Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 

Issa 

Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 

Jones 

Jordan 

Joyce 


Adams 
Aguilar 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks (AL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bustos 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardenas 
Carney 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 


Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price, Tom 
Rangel 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 


NOES—180 


Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
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Ribble 

Rice (SC) 
Rigell 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 

Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 

Rush 

Russell 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schrader 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Veasey 

Vela 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 

Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Yoho 

Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zinke 


Duckworth 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Esty 

Farr 

Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Gibson 
Gowdy 
Graham 
Graves (MO) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 


Hastings Maloney, Sanchez, Loretta 
Heck (WA) Carolyn Sarbanes 
Higgins Maloney, Sean Schakowsky 
Hinojosa Matsui Schiff 
Honda McCollum Schweikert 
Hoyer McDermott Scott (VA) 
Huffman McGovern Serrano 
Israel McNerney Sewell (AL) 
Jackson Lee Meng Sherman 
Jeffries Moore Shuster 
Johnson (GA) Moulton ` 
Kaptur Mulvaney Sires 
Katko Murphy (FL) Slaughter 
Keating Nadler Smith (NJ) 
Kelly (IL) Napolitano Smith (WA) 
Kennedy Neal Speier 
Kildee Nolan Swalwell (CA) 
Kilmer Norcross Takano 
Kirkpatrick O'Rourke Thompson (CA) 
Kuster Pallone Thompson (MS) 
Langevin Pascrell Titus 
Larsen (WA) Payne Tonko 
Larson (CT) Pelosi Torres 
Lawrence Perlmutter Trott 
Lee ; Pingree Tsongas 
Levin Pocan Van Hollen 
Lewis Polis Vareas 
Lieu, Ted Price (NC) Velazquez 
Lipinski Quigley Visclosk 
Loebsack Rice (NY) y 
Lofgren Richmond Wasserman 
Lowenthal Roskam Schultz 
Lowey Roybal-Allard Waters, Maxine 
Lujan Grisham Ruiz Watson Coleman 
(NM) Ruppersberger Welch 
Lujan, Ben Ray Ryan (OH) Wilson (FL) 
(NM) Sanchez, Linda Yarmuth 
Lynch TY Zeldin 
NOT VOTING—5 
Ellmers (NC) Hartzler Takai 
Gohmert Meeks 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 


1922 


Mr. RICHMOND changed his vote 
from “aye” to “no.” 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. KING OF 

IOWA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) on 
which further proceedings were post- 
poned and on which the ayes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


redesignate the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 188, noes 238, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 602] 


AYES—188 
Abraham Benishek Brady (TX) 
Aderholt Bilirakis Brat 
Allen Bishop (MI) Bridenstine 
Amash Bishop (UT) Brooks (AL) 
Amodei Black Brooks (IN) 
Babin Blackburn Buchanan 
Barr Blum Buck 
Barton Boustany Burgess 


Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Cole 

Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 

Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 


Adams 
Aguilar 
Ashford 
Barletta 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bost 
Boyle, Brendan 
F; 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bucshon 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 


Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly (MS) 
King (IA) 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Latta 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 


NOES—238 


Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Duffy 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Emmer (MN) 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fitzpatrick 
Foster 
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Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Ribble 

Rice (SC) 
Rigell 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney (FL) 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Russell 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Stewart 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tipton 

Trott 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Yoho 

Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 


Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gibson 
Graham 
Graves (MO) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 

Hanna 

Hardy 
Hastings 
Heck (NV) 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 

Hoyer 
Huffman 
Hultgren 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jolly 

Joyce 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
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Kelly (IL) Moulton Sewell (AL) 
Kelly (PA) Murphy (FL) Sherman 
Kennedy Murphy (PA) Shimkus 
Kildee Nadler Shuster 
Kilmer Napolitano Sinema 
Kind Neal Sires 
King (NY) Nolan Slaughter 
Kinzinger (IL) Norcross Smith (NJ) 
Kirkpatrick O’Rourke Smith (WA) 
Kuster Pallone Speier 
LaHood Pascrell Stefanik 
Lance ; Payne Stivers 
Langevin Pelosi Swalwell (CA) 
Larsen (WA) Perlmutter Takano 
Larson (CT) Peters Thompson (CA) 
Lawrence Peterson Thompson (MS) 
Lee Pingree Tiberi 
R iberi 
Levin Pocan j 
; 3 Titus 

Lewis Polis Tonko 
Lieu, Ted Price (NC) Torres 
Lipinski Quigley 
LoBiondo Rangel Tsongas 
Loebsack Reed Turner 
Lofgren Reichert Upton 
Lowenthal Renacci Valadao 
Lowey Rice (NY) Van Hollen 
Lujan Grisham Richmond Vargas 

(NM) Ros-Lehtinen Veasey 
Luján, Ben Ray Roskam Vela 

(NM) Roybal-Allard Velazquez 
Lynch Ruiz Visclosky 
MacArthur Ruppersberger Walden 
Maloney, Rush Walz 

Carolyn Ryan (OH) Wasserman 
Maloney, Sean Sanchez, Linda Schultz 
Matsui T. Waters, Maxine 
McCollum Sanchez, Loretta Watson Coleman 
McDermott Sarbanes Welch 
McGovern Schakowsky Whitfield 
McKinley Schiff Wilson (FL) 
McNerney Schrader Yarmuth 
Meehan Scott (VA) Young (AK) 
Meng Scott, David Zeldin 
Moore Serrano Zinke 

NOT VOTING—7 

Cardenas Gohmert Takai 
Ellmers (NC) Meeks 
Engel Rokita 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 


1925 


So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated against: 

Mr. CARDENAS. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No. 
602, had | been present, | would have voted 
“no.” 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No. 602 | 
was inadvertently detained and missed the 
vote. Had | been present, | would have voted 
“no.” 

AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR. CULBERSON 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. CULBERSON) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre- 
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


redesignate the 


RECORDED VOTE 
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This 
minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 116, noes 313, 
not voting 4, as follows: 


is a 2- 


Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Babin 
Barton 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 

Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Buck 
Burgess 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Collins (GA) 
Conaway 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Franks (AZ) 
Garrett 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 


Adams 
Aguilar 
Amodei 
Ashford 
Barletta 
Barr 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (MI) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bost 
Boustany 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brooks (IN) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Cole 
Collins (NY) 


[Roll No. 603] 
AYES—116 


Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Harris 
Hensarling 
Hice, Jody B. 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hurt (VA) 
Jenkins (KS) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 

Jordan 

Kelly (MS) 
King (IA) 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Latta 

Long 
Loudermilk 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Marchant 
Massie 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
Messer 
Miller (FL) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mulvaney 
Neugebauer 


NOES—313 


Comstock 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
Den 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dol 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Emmer (MN) 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fitzpatrick 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frankel (FL) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
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Nugent 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Pearce 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Renacci 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Rouzer 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Shimkus 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Stutzman 
Thornberry 
Weber (TX) 
Westmoreland 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Yoho 

Young (IA) 


Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Graham 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Hastings 
Heck (NV) 
Heck (WA) 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Hill 

Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Israel 

Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jolly 

Joyce 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 

King (NY) 


November 4, 2015 


Kinzinger (IL) Newhouse Shuster 
Kirkpatrick Noem Simpson 
Kline Nolan Sinema 
Knight Norcross Sires 
Kuster Nunes Slaughter 
LaHood O’Rourke Smith (NJ) 
Lance Pallone Smith (WA) 
Langevin Pascrell Speier 
Larsen (WA) Paulsen Stefanik 
Larson (CT) Payne Stewart 
Lawrence Pelosi Stivers 
Lee Perlmutter Swalwell (CA) 
Levin Peters Takano 
Lewis Peterson Thompson (CA) 
Lieu, Ted Pingree Thompson (MS) 
Lipinski Pocan Thompson (PA) 
LoBiondo Poe (TX) Tiberi 
Loebsack Poliquin Tipton 
Lofgren Polis Titus 
Love Price (NC) Tonko 
Lowenthal Quigley Torres 
Lowey Rangel Trott 
Lucas Reed Tsongas 
Lujan Grisham Reichert Turner 

(NM) Ribble Upton 
Lujan, Ben Ray Rice (NY) Valadao 

(NM) Rice (SC) Van Hollen 
Lynch Richmond Vargas 
MacArthur Rigell Veasey 
Maloney, Rogers (AL) Vela 

Carolyn Rogers (KY) Velazquez 
Maloney, Sean Rohrabacher Visclosky 
Marino Ros-Lehtinen Wagner 
Matsui Roskam Walberg 
McCarthy Ross Walden 
McCollum Rothfus Walker 
McDermott Roybal-Allard Walorski 
McGovern Royce Walters, Mimi 
McKinley Ruiz Walz 
McMorris Ruppersberger Wasserman 

Rodgers Rush Schultz 
McNerney Russell Waters, Maxine 
McSally Ryan (OH) Watson Coleman 
Meadows Sanchez, Linda Webster (FL) 
Meehan T. Welch 
Meng Sanchez, Loretta Wenstrup 
Mica Sarbanes Westerman 
Miller (MI) Schakowsky Whitfield 
Moore Schiff Wilson (FL) 
Moulton Schrader Wittman 
Mullin Scott (VA) Womack 
Murphy (FL) Scott, David Yarmuth 
Murphy (PA) Serrano Young (AK) 
Nadler Sessions Young (IN) 
Napolitano Sewell (AL) Zeldin 
Neal Sherman Zinke 

NOT VOTING—4 

Ellmers (NC) Meeks 
Gohmert Takai 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 


1928 


Mr. ROONEY of Florida changed his 
vote from “no” to “aye.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 21 OFFERED BY MR. LEWIS 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS) on 
which further proceedings were post- 
poned and on which the noes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


redesignate the 


RECORDED VOTE 
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This 
minute vote. 


is a 2- 


November 4, 2015 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 181, noes 248, 


not voting 4, as follows: 


Adams 
Aguilar 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 


Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fitzpatrick 
Foster 


Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Ashford 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 

Bost 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 


[Roll No. 604] 


AYES—181 


Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meng 
Moore 


NOES—248 


Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Castor (FL) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Cole 

Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Connolly 
Cook 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
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Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peters 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Price (NC) 
Price, Tom 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 
T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 


Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cummings 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fattah 
Fincher 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 


Franks (AZ) Love Ros-Lehtinen 
Frelinghuysen Lucas Roskam 
Garamendi Luetkemeyer Ross 
Garrett Lummis Rothfus 
Gibbs MacArthur Rouzer 
Gibson Marchant Royce 
Goodlatte Marino Russell 
Gosar Massie Salmon 
Gowdy McCarthy Sanford 
Graham McCaul Scalise 
Granger McClintock Schrader 
Graves (GA) McHenry Schweikert 
Graves (LA) McKinley Scott, Austin 
Graves (MO) McMorris Sessions 
Griffith Rodgers Shimkus 
Grothman McSally Shuster 
Guinta Meadows Simpson 
Guthrie Messer Sinema 
Hanna Mica Sires 
Hardy Miller (FL) Smith (MO) 
Harper Miller (MI) Smith (NE) 
Harris Moolenaar Smith (TX) 
Hartzler Mooney (WV) Stefanik 
Heck (NV) Mullin Stewart 
Heck (WA) Mulvaney Stivers 
Hensarling Murphy (PA) Stutzman 
Hice, Jody B. Neugebauer Takano 
Hill Newhouse Thompson (PA) 
Holding Noem Thornberry 
Hudson Nugent Tiberi 
Huelskamp Nunes Tipton 
Huizenga (MI) Olson Titus 
Hultgren Palazzo Trott 
Hunter Palmer Turner 
Hurd (TX) Paulsen Upton 
Hurt (VA) Pearce Valadao 
Issa Perlmutter Wagner 
Jenkins (KS) Perry Walberg 
Jenkins (WV) Peterson Walden 
Johnson (OH) Pittenger Walker 
Johnson, Sam Pitts Walorski 
Jolly Poe (TX) Walters, Mimi 
Jordan Poliquin Weber (TX) 
Joyce Polis Webster (FL) 
Katko Pompeo Wenstrup 
Kelly (MS) Posey Westerman 
Kelly (PA) Ratcliffe Westmoreland 
King (IA) Reed Whitfield 
Kinzinger (IL) Reichert Williams 
Kirkpatrick Renacci Wilson (SC) 
Kline Ribble Wittman 
Knight Rice (SC) Womack 
Labrador Rigell Woodall 
LaHood Roby Yoder 
LaMalfa Roe (TN) Yoho 
Lamborn Rogers (AL) Young (AK) 
Lance Rogers (KY) Young (IA) 
Latta Rohrabacher Young (IN) 
Long Rokita Zeldin 
Loudermilk Rooney (FL) Zinke 
NOT VOTING—4 
Ellmers (NC) Meeks 
Gohmert Takai 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 


1931 


Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California 
changed her vote from “no” to “aye.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 26 OFFERED BY MR. REICHERT 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
REICHERT) on which further pro- 
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 
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A recorded vote was ordered. 


The Acting CHAIR. This 
minute vote. 


is a 2- 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 200, noes 228, 
not voting 5, as follows: 


Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Ashford 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blum 

Bos 
Boustany 
Bra 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (TX) 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Cole 

Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 
Cook 

Cooper 

Costa 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Dold 

Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 


Adams 
Aguilar 
Amash 
Amodei 
Bass 

Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 

Beyer 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 


[Roll No. 605] 


AYES—200 


Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 
Hinojosa 
Holding 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Latta 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McSally 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pittenger 


NOES—228 


Boyle, Brendan 
E, 
Brady (PA) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter (GA) 


Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney (FL) 
Roskam 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Russell 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zinke 


Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Comstock 
Connolly 
Conyers 
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Costello (PA) 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gibson 
Graham 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hudson 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Joyce 


Brady (TX) 
Ellmers (NC) 


Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
MacArthur 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Massie 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinley 
McNerney 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Perry 
Peters 


NOT VOTING—5 


Gohmert 
Meeks 
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Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rokita 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 
T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Shuster 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stefanik 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Trott 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Williams 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 
Yoho 
Zeldin 


Takai 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 


1935 


So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 29 OFFERED BY MR. DESANTIS 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 


gentleman 
DESANTIS) 


from 


Florida 
on which further 


(Mr. 
pro- 


ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 


The 


Clerk will 
amendment. 


redesignate 


the 


The Clerk redesignated the amend- 


ment. 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 118, noes 310, 
not voting 5, as follows: 

[Roll No. 606] 


AYES—118 
Amash Herrera Beutler Perry 
Babin Hice, Jody B. Pittenger 
Barton Hudson Poe (TX) 
Bishop (UT) Huelskamp Poliquin 
Black Huizenga (MI) Pompeo 
Blackburn Hultgren Posey 
Blum Hurd (TX) Price, Tom 
raeo Hurt (VA) Ratcliffe 
Bridenstine Issa Rice (SC) 
Brooks (AL) Johnson, Sam 
Buck Jolly Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Burgess Jones 
Carter (GA) Jordan Rooney (FL) 
Carter (TX) Kelly (MS) Roskam 
Chabot King (IA) Ross 
Chaffetz Labrador Rothfus 
Clawson (FL) LaMalfa Royce 
Coffman Lamborn Salmon 
Collins (GA) Lance Sanford 
Conaway Latta Scalise 
Culberson Long Schweikert 
DeSantis Loudermilk Scott, Austin 
DesJarlais Love Sensenbrenner 
Duffy Luetkemeyer Sessions 
Duncan (SC) Marchant Smith (MO) 
Farenthold McCarthy Smith (NE) 
Fincher McCaul Smith (TX) 
Fleming McClintock Stewart 
Flores Messer Stutzman 
Franks (AZ) Mica 
Garrett Miller (FL) Thornberry 
Goodlatte Miller (MI) Tipton 
Gosar Moolenaar Wagner 
Gowdy Mooney (WV) Walberg 
Granger Mulvaney Walker 
Graves (GA) Neugebauer Weber (TX) 
Griffith Nugent Wenstrup 
Grothman Olson Williams 
Harris Palazzo Wilson (SC) 
Hensarling Palmer Yoho 
NOES—310 

Abraham Cartwright Deutch 
Adams Castor (FL) Diaz-Balart 
Aderholt Castro (TX) Dingell 
Aguilar Chu, Judy Doggett 
Allen Cicilline Dold 
Amodei Clark (MA) Donovan 
Ashford Clarke (NY) Doyle, Michael 
Barletta Clay F. 
Barr Cleaver Duckworth 
Bass Clyburn Duncan (TN) 
Beatty Cohen Edwards 
Becerra Cole Ellison 
Benishek Collins (NY) Emmer (MN) 
Bera Comstock Engel 
Beyer Connolly Eshoo 
Bilirakis Conyers Esty 
Bishop (GA) Cook Farr 
Bishop (MI) Cooper Fattah 
Blumenauer Costa Fitzpatrick 
Bonamici Costello (PA) Fleischmann 
Bost Courtney Forbes 
Boustany Cramer Fortenberry 
Boyle, Brendan Crawford Foster 

F. Crenshaw Foxx 
Brady (PA) Crowley Frankel (FL) 
Brooks (IN) Cuellar Frelinghuysen 
Brown (FL) Cummings Fudge 
Brownley (CA) Curbelo (FL) Gabbard 
Buchanan Davis (CA) Gallego 
Bucshon Davis, Danny Garamendi 
Bustos Davis, Rodney Gibbs 
Butterfield DeFazio Gibson 
Byrne DeGette Graham 
Calvert Delaney Graves (LA) 
Capps DeLauro Graves (MO) 
Capuano DelBene Grayson 
Cárdenas Denham Green, Al 
Carney Dent Green, Gene 
Carson (IN) DeSaulnier Grijalva 


Guinta 
Guthrie 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Hastings 
Heck (NV) 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Holding 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Hunter 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Knight 
Kuster 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lummis 
Lynch 
MacArthur 


Brady (TX) 
Ellmers (NC) 
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Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Marino 
Massie 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Mullin 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nolan 
Norcross 
Nunes 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pitts 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rouzer 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Russell 
Ryan (OH) 


NOT VOTING—5 


Gohmert 
Meeks 


Sanchez, Linda 
T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stefanik 
Stivers 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Tiberi 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Trott 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Webster (FL) 
Welch 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 


Takai 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 


1938 


Ms. SINEMA changed her vote from 
“aye” to ig o Te Padi 


So the amendment was rejected. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


The 
LEHTINEN). 


amended. 


Acting 


CHAIR 


(Ms. Ros- 


The question is on the 
amendment consisting of the text of 
the Rules Committee Print 114-32, as 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. PERRY 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 1 printed in 
part B of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. PERRY Madam Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 1022, strike lines 5 through 7 and in- 
sert the following: 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2(b)(1)(E)(v) of 
the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945 (12 
U.S.C. 685(b)(1)(E)(v)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘20 percent of such author- 
ity for each fiscal year” and inserting ‘‘25 
percent of such authority for fiscal year 2016, 
30 percent of such authority for fiscal year 
2017, 35 percent of such authority for fiscal 
year 2018, and 40 percent of such authority 
for each fiscal year thereafter’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: ‘‘If 
the Bank fails to comply with the 2nd pre- 
ceding sentence with respect to a fiscal year, 
the Bank may not approve the provision of a 
guarantee, insurance, or credit, or any com- 
bination thereof benefitting a single person, 
in an amount exceeding $100,000,000 until the 
beginning of the 2nd succeeding fiscal year.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PERRY) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. PERRY. Madam Chair, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Madam Chair, the Export-Import 
Bank has a portfolio annually some- 
where to the tune of $120 billion, I 
think under the new proposal; $130 bil- 
lion. Fifty-one percent, Madam Chair- 
man—fully 51 percent—goes to 10 com- 
panies in our country—$120 billion. 
Isn’t that fantastic? 

Whether you support or oppose the 
Ex-Im, everyone can welcome the fact 
that the reauthorization we are consid- 
ering today raises the Bank’s small- 
business target 25 percent. Republicans 
and Democrats in both the House and 
the Senate have called on the Bank to 
focus on small-business needs more ef- 
fectively. 

This amendment keeps that 25 per- 
cent small-business target in the un- 
derlying bill. It doesn’t change that, 
but it would then raise the target by 5 
percent per year through the reauthor- 
ization period. 

Madam Chair, $120 billion a year, $130 
billion a year, 51 percent goes to 10 
companies in the United States. You 
think: Wouldn’t it be great if the town 
that I represent, the towns that Mem- 
bers in this House represent, could be 
one of those 10 companies? It is not to 
disparage any of those 10 companies. 
We are happy that they are in the 
United States, and we are happy that 
they are profitable. 

But these small businesses that are 
trying to get a leg up, that want to em- 
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ploy their neighbors and that want to 
enrich their communities would like a 
shot as well. But they don’t have le- 
gions of lobbyists, and they don’t have 
big staffs to go to the Ex-Im Bank and 
plead their case. 

What that results in is 98 percent of 
small businesses, 98 percent of trade 
across our country, is conducted with- 
out any help at all of the Export-Im- 
port Bank. Wouldn’t it be great if we 
could remedy that? And wouldn’t it be 
easy if we could remedy that? 

Madam Chairman, that is what the 
amendment that I propose does. With 
this amendment, Ex-Im still has the 
flexibility to devote most of its assist- 
ance—now 51 percent to 10 companies 
in the country—to large businesses. 
The big ones will still have the same 
access to Ex-Im. All this does is re- 
quires the Ex-Im to take small busi- 
nesses more seriously. 

Yes, it is a little more work. They 
don’t have the lobbyists and the staff 
that all these big, multinational com- 
panies do. But isn’t it worth it in our 
small towns to help them and to assist 
them? 

We know the Bank is more than ca- 
pable of doing this. In fiscal year 2014, 
25 percent of its authorization went to 
small businesses. So the Bank easily 
met its target. But in the 3 years prior 
to that, Ex-Im ignored—literally ig- 
nored—the small-business target that 
Congress enacted and required of them. 

Under this amendment, Ex-Im has to 
ensure that it meets its small-business 
target. It has to. If we want to help 
small businesses like the one in your 
town, the one in the towns that you 
represent, we have to make sure that it 
does that. We need to keep an ambi- 
tious target that Ex-Im can meet and 
encourage the Bank to reach it. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Madam Chairman, I rise in opposition 
to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Madam Chairman, I rise in opposition 
to this amendment, and I will be oppos- 
ing all amendments to this portion of 
the highway bill. 

Without a doubt, these amendments 
reflect the latest in a string of tactics 
by opponents of the Export-Import 
Bank to delay and block any reauthor- 
ization of the Bank from moving for- 
ward. This amendment and other anti- 
Ex-Im amendments we will soon con- 
sider cannot reasonably be viewed as a 
constructive effort. 

As we know well, small businesses 
unquestionably are central to the 
health of our economy. Fortunately, 
before extremists, ones on the opposite 
side of the aisle, shut down the Ex-Im 
Bank. Many small businesses were al- 
ready directly supported by the pro- 
grams offered by the Export-Import 
Bank. 
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In fact, in fiscal year 2014, out of over 
3,700 authorizations, more than 3,300, or 
nearly 90 percent, directly served U.S. 
small businesses. Of the remaining 10 
percent, many of these authorizations 
served companies that support vast 
U.S. supply chains, including in my 
district. 

The effort to use small businesses as 
a pawn in the fight to kill the Ex-Im 
Bank should be rejected. This amend- 
ment must be rejected. 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. PERRY. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. MULVANEY), my 
good friend. 

Mr. MULVANEY. I thank the gen- 
tleman. I agree with most of what the 
ranking member on Financial Services 
just said with the exception of the con- 
clusion. Everything that the Export- 
Import Bank does for small businesses 
actually is very productive. 

So here is the question: Why isn’t the 
Export-Import Bank meeting its small- 
business requirement? Why hasn’t it 
met it? For the last 3 years, it has not 
met its statutory requirement. 

One of the things we have not talked 
about yet, Madam Chairman, is that 
the amendment also puts a penalty on 
the Bank for not meeting that target. 
Right now it is the law that the Bank 
has to provide a certain level of serv- 
ices to the small-business community. 
It has failed to do that. As is so often 
the case, there is no penalty. This 
amendment would add the penalty. 

It helps small business, it expands 
the Export-Import Bank’s small-busi- 
ness presence, and it actually puts 
some teeth in the law for a change. For 
that reason, I hope that we can support 
this amendment. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Madam Chairman, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
HOYER), the whip. 

Mr. HOYER. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentlewoman. I am sorry I 
don’t have more time. 

Madam Chairman, this is a bill about 
jobs. The amendment is about killing 
jobs, as he wants to kill the Bank, the 
gentleman who sponsored this amend- 
ment. That is all it is. Every one of 
these amendments will undermine the 
Export-Import Bank that got 313 votes 
on this floor. 

The gentleman mentions five busi- 
nesses. What he didn’t mention is the 
thousands and thousands and thou- 
sands and thousands of jobs that they 
create and maintain. That is what we 
are talking about: jobs for average 
Americans. Whether they work for 
large, medium, or small businesses, we 
are talking about jobs for Americans. 

Here you are at the last minute try- 
ing to kill it. You had 2%4 years to offer 
your amendments. You had 214 years to 
bring this bill to the floor. You chose 
not to because the minority was going 
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to kill this bill. I told your majority 
leader over and over and over again it 
had the majority of your party, and 
you refused to bring it to this floor. 

Tonight is the time to say the major- 
ity rules, the 313 will rule. Reject every 
one of these amendments. Let’s create 
jobs with the Export-Import Bank. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair would 
remind Members that their remarks 
are to be directed to the Chair and not 
to other Members. 

Mr. PERRY. Madam Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Madam Chairman, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
HECK) who serves on the Financial 
Services Committee and who has 
worked tirelessly for this reauthoriza- 
tion. 

Mr. HECK of Washington. Madam 
Chair, let’s begin with the facts. The 
facts are this: every single killing 
amendment being offered tonight is, in 
fact, being sponsored by somebody who 
voted against passage of the Ex-Im. 
They don’t want to improve the Ex-Im. 
They want to kill the Ex-Im. 

The fact is the 20 percent target in 
current law, with all due respect to one 
of the previous speakers, is not a re- 
quirement. It is a target. Stop saying 
requirement. Words matter. That is 
misleading, and it is wrong. The fact is 
nearly 90 percent—90 percent—of all 
transactions of the Ex-Im go to small 
businesses. 

I can’t help it that Jenny’s Pickles, a 
jar thereof, sells for infinitely less than 
a Boeing airplane or that Manhasset 
music stands sell for infinitely less. 
The fact of the matter is 90 percent of 
their transactions go to small busi- 
nesses. 

The fact of the matter is Economics 
101. Please hear me sometime: the Boe- 
ing Airplane Company has 14,800 busi- 
nesses in its supply chain and 6- to 8,000 
are small. Reject the amendment. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Madam Chairman, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. 
FINCHER), who has been an absolute 
leader on this issue. 

Mr. FINCHER. Madam Chair, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding. 

Madam Chair, one more time let me 
talk about the facts. The facts are, as 
the gentleman from Washington just 
stated, 90 percent of the Bank’s trans- 
actions go to small businesses, 3,340 
transactions. 

The facts are that section 201 in our 
reform bill that is actually reforming 
the Export-Import Bank takes the tar- 
get—not the requirement, but the tar- 
get—from 20 percent to 25 percent. 

What we need to make sure that we 
are focused on here tonight is not pun- 
ishing people that want to grow their 
businesses or not trying to put a cap on 
people that want to create jobs. 

Again, I am from a little place called 
Frog Jump. This is not about Boeing, 
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and this is not about GE. This is about 
jobs all over this country that don’t 
cost the taxpayer one penny—not one 
penny—Madam Chairman. 

This is just about killing the Export- 
Import Bank and killing jobs. It breaks 
my heart, but we must defeat these 
amendments. I urge my colleagues to 
vote ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. PERRY. Madam Chair, the fact 
is that all the reforms that the kind 
gentleman just spoke of are not going 
to happen. None of that is happening. 
The Senate threw that in the trash. 

So what we have is an Export-Import 
Bank that has refused to comply with 
the law over and over again. The fact 
also remains that nobody here is trying 
to kill the Export-Import Bank. We 
aren’t. This is the process by which we 
make it better. 

Whether or not you sell a jar of pick- 
les or whether you sell an airplane, $120 
billion, 51 percent of it goes to 10 com- 
panies. You figure it out. You figure 
out what that looks like to you. To me, 
it looks like cronyism. That is what it 
looks like to me. 

I come from York, Pennsylvania, and 
instead of creating thousands and 
thousands and thousands of jobs, we 
would like to create tens and hundreds 
of thousands of jobs by requiring the 
Bank that is encumbering the United 
States taxpayer to work with small 
businesses, the businesses in our town, 
instead of just going to the big busi- 
nesses in this country. 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Madam Chairman, I would simply say 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
you figure it out. Evidently, you don’t 
know anything about what Ex-Im does 
and the jobs that it provides. 

Madam Chairman, I yield 15 seconds 
to the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
LUCAS), a leader with courage. 

Mr. LUCAS. Madam Chair, my col- 
leagues, I would urge you to reject this 
amendment and all the amendments. 

This process should have happened 6 
months ago. It should have happened in 
committee. It should have happened in 
regular order. But we weren’t allowed 
to do that. We have been forced into 
this position. 

Reject this amendment, reject these 
amendments, and then let’s begin the 
process of real reform. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Madam Chair, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
PERRY). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Madam Chair, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
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ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania will 
be postponed. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. MULVANEY 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 2 printed in 
part B of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Madam Chair, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 1032, after line 4, insert the following: 
SEC. . RESTRICT BANK LENDING TO SERV- 


ING AS COUNTERVAILING LENDER. 

(a) BAN ON PROVIDING CREDIT ASSISTANCE 
FOR TRANSACTION THAT DOES NOT MEET FOR- 
EIGN COMPETITION.—Section 2(b) of the Ex- 
port-Import Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 
635(b)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘(14) PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE FOR 
TRANSACTION THAT DOES NOT MEET FOREIGN 
COMPETITION.—The Bank shall not guar- 
antee, insure, or extend (or participate in the 
extension of) credit involving any trans- 
action, with respect to which credit assist- 
ance from the Bank is first sought after the 
effective date of this paragraph, that does 
not meet competition from a foreign, offi- 
cially sponsored, export credit agency.’’. 

(b) ANNUAL CERTIFICATION THAT EACH PRO- 
VISION BY THE BANK OF CREDIT ASSISTANCE IS 
MADE TO MEET FOREIGN COMPETITION.—Sec- 
tion 8(h) of such Act (12 U.S.C. 535g(h)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘(h) CERTIFICATION THAT EACH PROVISION 
OF CREDIT ASSISTANCE IS MADE TO MEET FOR- 
EIGN COMPETITION.—The Bank shall include 
in its annual report to the Congress under 
subsection (a) a certification that— 

“(1) each provision by the Bank of a loan, 
guarantee, or insurance, with respect to 
which credit assistance from the Bank was 
first sought after the effective date of this 
subsection, in the period covered by the re- 
port was made to meet competition from a 
foreign, officially sponsored, export credit 
agency; and 

‘“(2) no such provision was made to fill 
market gaps that the private sector is not 
willing or able to meet.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. MULVANEY) 
and a Member opposed each will con- 
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from South Carolina. 
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. MULVANEY. Madam Chair, a 
parliamentary inquiry before you start 
my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from South Carolina will state his par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Madam Chair, you 
state No. 2. Is that Mulvaney No. 2 or 
Mulvaney No. 1? 

The Acting CHAIR. Amendment No. 2 
printed in part B of House Report 114- 
326. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Madam Chair, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

I have heard a couple arguments al- 
ready—I guess we heard them before, 
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Madam Chair—about how the place to 
do this was in committee. Fine. That 
could be. It doesn’t make the amend- 
ments bad. It doesn’t mean the prin- 
ciples contained in here are wrong. We 
didn’t get a chance to do that in com- 
mittee. You can blame whoever you 
want to for that. But the point of the 
matter is, this is where we are going to 
take up the amendments, and the fact 
we didn’t do it 6 months ago does not 
make a good amendment a bad amend- 
ment. The amendments will stand on 
their own merit, as this one will, 
Madam Chair. 

What this one does is fairly simple. 
One of the things we have heard for the 
last several years about the Bank is 
that we need the Bank in order to meet 
foreign competition, that 1,700 other 
countries have export credit facilities, 
and if we don’t have one of our own, we 
will unilaterally disarm and not be 
able to compete in the global market- 
place. 

I happen to disagree with that. I hap- 
pen to have some faith that American 
goods are good enough to compete 
overseas without the government sub- 
sidy. But that is fine. Let’s take that 
for sake of discussion and say, all 
right, we don’t want to unilaterally 
disarm. What this amendment does is 
makes sure that we don’t. 

What this amendment does is simply 
says, look, if you want to use the Ex- 
port-Import Bank, you have to be able 
to establish that you are actually com- 
peting with a foreign export credit fa- 
cility. Fairly simple. It goes to the 
heart of what so many people say is 
why we have the Bank. So why not 
simply say, all right, look, we will have 
this thing until we can convince other 
countries to get out of this business, 
which we should be doing and, by the 
way, are obligated by law to be doing— 
not by target, but by law. 

We have had the responsibility to do 
that, Mr. Chairman, since 2012, yet this 
administration has refused to do that. 
But until we get a chance to enforce 
the law and actually get other coun- 
tries to disarm, let’s go ahead and not 
unilaterally disarm, and let’s make 
sure, in order to use the Export-Import 
Bank, you have to be meeting specific 
and identifiable competition from 
other export credit facilities. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chair, I claim the time in opposi- 
tion. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. JENKINS of 
West Virginia). The gentlewoman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chair, I yield myself 1 minute. 

This amendment, offered by one of 
the leading opponents of the Ex-Im 
Bank, would effectively chop the Ex-Im 
Bank’s mission in half by eliminating 
the Bank’s role in providing finance to 
fill market gaps that the private sector 
is unable to meet. This would over- 
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whelmingly harm the small businesses 
that use the Bank and that often have 
the hardest time securing the financing 
they need through the private sector 
alone. 

For example, when U.S. small busi- 
nesses are seeking to export, commer- 
cial banks often refuse to accept for- 
eign receivables as collateral for a loan 
without an Ex-Im guarantee. Without 
Ex-Im, these small businesses would be 
unable to extend terms to foreign buy- 
ers and would have to ask for cash in 
advance. In these cases, sales would al- 
most always go to a firm from another 
country that can count on the backing 
of its own official export credit agency. 

I urge all Members to oppose this 
amendment, which would undermine 
the Bank’s important role. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chair, how 
much time did each of us consume in 
our opening statements? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from South Carolina consumed 2 min- 
utes. The gentlewoman from California 
consumed 1 minute. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
continue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1% minutes to 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
HECK). 

Mr. HECK of Washington. Mr. Chair- 
man, two quick points. 

First, let’s not quite leave this issue 
of the irregular order and nature of 
what we are doing. Let’s all remember 
one thing. Not only are all the people 
who are advancing amendments here 
today opponents of the Ex-Im and want 
to kill it, but they also, many of them, 
sat in the committee and voted against 
an amendment to the budget views and 
estimates that suggested that reau- 
thorization of the Ex-Im ought to be 
subjected to regular order. They have 
already made their position clear: no 
regular order. They not only don’t 
want regular order, they don’t want 
the Ex-Im. 

No, it is not 700 and however many 
countries that have export credit au- 
thority; it is only 59. It is every other 
developed nation on the face of the 
Earth. The Chinese have not one, but 
four, export credit authorities. In the 
last 2 years, they financed as much as 
our Export-Import Bank has in its 81- 
year history. 

Let me leave you with this one 
thought: I know a lot of you on that 
side of the aisle read The Wall Street 
Journal. I hope you saw the Business 
section 2 days ago. The headline is, 
“China Rolls Out First Large Pas- 
senger Jet’’—The Wall Street Journal. 

I warned here about a year ago they 
were developing the C919. There it is. 
There is the picture. They also indicate 
in here that they have the C929, which 
is a double aisle, wide-body jet airplane 
under development. 
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Do you really want to strike this 
death blow to the heart of America’s 
manufacturing business? Please vote 
“no” on this and all amendments. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
continue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1% minutes to 
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
LUCAS). 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I think it 
is worth once again considering how we 
got to this point. Considering that 
under regular committee order, we 
should have taken this bill up 6 months 
ago. Three months ago, many of us 
went from the point of pleading to de- 
manding, pressing harder and harder to 
try to bring this to the focus. Ulti- 
mately, that was not the option, and 
we were obligated to use a rather old 
but important rule in order to bring 
this legislation to the floor. 

As some of my colleagues have noted, 
a supermajority of the House voted for 
it—313 Members. A majority of the Re- 
publican Conference, a majority of the 
majority voted for it. Yet now we are 
at a point where we are rebattling all 
of these amendments. 

If you can’t win by playing by the 
rules, then how do you win in this 
place? If we defeat all of these amend- 
ments, will things mysteriously happen 
in the next process and we will have to 
fight that off? That is why I tell my 
colleagues: Play by the rules. Remem- 
ber what we accomplished last week? 
Understand the real purpose of these 
amendments. If it was to perfect a bill, 
then the authors would have been 
working with us 6 months ago or 3 
months ago or a few weeks ago, but 
that wasn’t the option provided. So 
now, a second time, we have to fight 
our way all the way through these 
issues. 

Please demonstrate that you care 
about economic competitiveness in 
this country. Please demonstrate that 
you care about workers in this coun- 
try. Reject all of these amendments. 
Let’s move the process over. Let’s fin- 
ish this for real. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. SCHWEIKERT). 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chairman, 
look, I stand behind the microphone 
right now, hopefully helping many of 
you who support the Ex-Im Bank, to 
help you stand behind your previous 
rhetoric. 

If I remember, as you said, the 
older—was it archaic?—process that 
was brought last week, I noticed the 
rule you brought allowed me to bring 
my reform amendment because you 
were reforming the—oh, that is right. 
You didn’t. You did not allow us to 
have that voice on those reforms. It 
was not a process. So now guess what is 
going on? We happen to have regular 
order, an opportunity to walk up and 
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say we have some little ideas that we 
believe make the institution better. 

To my friend over on the left, okay, 
59 credit enhancement, surety enhance- 
ment organizations. All this amend- 
ment does is it says, if you are com- 
peting against someone who is using 
another country’s credit enhancement, 
you get to use ours. Isn’t that what 
you are asking for reform-wise? 

If you want to level the playing field, 
what a great idea. If they are using it, 
we get to use it. If they are not using 
it, we don’t have to. That is reform, 
and that matches up with the rhetoric 
I was hearing around here last week of 
how you were reforming the institu- 
tion. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 


gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. 
FINCHER). 
Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 


thank the ranking member. 

Again, we continue to make these 
great speeches and get all wound up, 
but we don’t talk about the facts. The 
facts are that Bank customers already 
have to certify. The facts are that all 
of the people offering the amendments 
want to kill the Export-Import Bank, 
which creates thousands of jobs. The 
facts are that we could have done this 
in committee a year ago. The facts are 
none of us wanted to be here tonight 
having this debate because we wanted 
to do this in regular order. 

But, Mr. Chairman, the facts are 
that, if we allow these amendments 
that are just aimed at killing the Ex- 
port-Import Bank to pass and thou- 
sands of people are going to lose their 
jobs and our competitors all around the 
world are going to benefit, we must 
vote ‘‘no.’’ We need to defeat this 
amendment. I appreciate my buddy 
from South Carolina offering it, but I 
just think it is in the wrong order, and 
we need to defeat it. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from South Carolina has 1% minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, let’s 
look at the facts. Yes, the Bank is re- 
quired right now to look at this. They 
are not required to actually consider 
it. In fact, there are examples, factual 
examples, of the Bank looking into 
whether or not there were any counter- 
vailing efforts done by foreign credit 
facilities and just ignoring that. Yes, 
the law does require them to, but there 
are no teeth in the law. This amend- 
ment would allow us to do that. 

Another fact: in 2012, this body re- 
quired the Export-Import Bank to start 
getting out of the business of com- 
peting with Export-Import Banks over- 
seas in the airline industry. The law 
signed here, signed by the Senate, 
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signed by the President was completely 
ignored by this administration. This 
amendment would fix that. 

Those are the facts, Mr. Chairman, 
from my friend from Tennessee. The 
facts are the administration is not fol- 
lowing the law. 

We have seen that from time to time, 
haven’t we? 

We have a chance to rectify that here 
this afternoon, Mr. Chairman, by pass- 
ing this amendment and focusing the 
Bank on what everybody seems to 
agree is a very important core duty of 
competing with export credit facilities 
overseas, and I would recommend an 
approval of the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
MULVANEY). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. MULVANEY 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 3 printed in 
part B of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 1032, after line 4, insert the following: 
SEC. 95004. CERTIFICATION THAT BANK ASSIST- 


ANCE DOES NOT COMPETE WITH 
THE PRIVATE SECTOR. 

Section 2 of the Export-Import Bank Act of 
1945 (12 U.S.C. 635), as amended by section 
95001 of this Act, is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘(1) RECIPIENTS OF BANK ASSISTANCE FOR A 
TRANSACTION OF MORE THAN $10,000,000 RE- 
QUIRED TO CERTIFY INABILITY TO OBTAIN 
CREDIT ELSEWHERE.—The Bank shall not 
guarantee, insure, or extend credit, or par- 
ticipate in an extension of credit, in connec- 
tion with a transaction, with respect to 
which credit assistance from the Bank is 
first sought after the effective date of this 
paragraph, of more than $10,000,000, to a per- 
son, unless the person has— 

““(1) certified to the Bank that the person 
has sought, and has been unable to obtain, 
private sector financing for the transaction 
without any Federal Government support; 
and 

“(2) provided the Bank with documenta- 
tion that at least 2 private financial institu- 
tions have declined to provide financing for 
the transaction.”’. 

SEC. 95005. FALSE CLAIMS ACT PROVISIONS. 

(a) APPLICABILITY OF FALSE CLAIMS PROVI- 
SIONS TO EXPORT-IMPORT BANK TRANS- 
ACTIONS.—Section 3729(a) of title 31, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (4); 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 
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“(3) ADDITIONAL VIOLATIONS.—Any person 
who— 

“(A) receives a loan or guarantee from the 
Export Import Bank of the United States for 
the purposes of supporting a project or ven- 
ture, without conducting reasonable dili- 
gence to determine whether private sector fi- 
nancing would have been available to sup- 
port the project or venture, whether or not 
the terms of the private sector financing 
would have been substantially different from 
the terms of the financing provided by the 
Export Import Bank of the United States; or 

“(B) receives a loan or guarantee from the 
Export Import Bank of the United States for 
the purposes of supporting a project or ven- 
ture, knowing that private sector financing 
would have been available to support the 
project or venture, whether or not the terms 
of the private sector financing would have 
been substantially different from financing 
provided by the Export Import Bank of the 
United States, 
is liable to the United States Government 
for the face value or the appraised value of 
the loan or guarantee, whichever amount is 
greater.’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘the 
violation of this subsection” and inserting 
“a violation under paragraph (1)’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to acts 
described in paragraph (8) of section 3729(a) 
of title 31, United States Code, as added by 
subsection (a)(2) of this section, that are 
committed on or after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. 

SEC. 95006. STATUTORY REQUIREMENT FOR EX- 
PORT-IMPORT BANK CONTRACTS. 

Section 2 of the Export-Import Bank Act of 
1945 (12 U.S.C. 635), as amended by sections 
95001 and 95004 of this Act, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘(m) EFFECTS OF FINDING BY INSPECTOR 
GENERAL THAT CONTRACT RECIPIENT MADE 
INACCURATE REPRESENTATION ABOUT AVAIL- 
ABILITY OF COMPETING FOREIGN FINANCING OR 
PRIVATE SECTOR FINANCING.— 

‘(1) RESCISSION OF CONTRACT.—The Bank 
may not enter into a contract under which 
the Bank provides a loan or guarantee, un- 
less the contract provides that, if the Inspec- 
tor General of the Bank determines that a 
representation made by the recipient of the 
loan or guarantee about the availability of 
competing foreign export financing or pri- 
vate sector financing was inaccurate at the 
time the representation was made— 

“(A) the contract shall be considered re- 
scinded; and 

‘(B) the recipient shall immediately repay 
to the Bank an amount equal to— 

“(i) in the case of a loan, the amount of the 
loan; or 

“(ii) in the case of a guarantee, an amount 
equal to the appraised value of the guar- 
antee. 

‘(2) INELIGIBILITY FOR FUTURE FINANCIAL 
SUPPORT.—A person whose contract is re- 
scinded under paragraph (1) shall not be eli- 
gible for any financial support from the 
Bank.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. MULVANEY) 
and a Member opposed each will con- 
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
STUTZMAN). 
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Mr. STUTZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today in support of private lenders 
crowded out by the Export-Import 
Bank. 

I thank my friend from South Caro- 
lina (Mr. MULVANEY) for his work re- 
forming the Export-Import Bank and 
for introducing this particularly im- 
portant reform. 

This amendment is pro-American, 
pro-jobs, and is entirely consistent 
with the policy of Ex-Im’s lapsed au- 
thorization. 

Last year, Mr. Chairman, and earlier 
this year, I worked in good faith to re- 
form the Export-Import Bank. The 
Bank’s authorization lapsed in large 
part because the White House and the 
Bank’s proponents would not take yes 
for an answer. They refused to work 
with us on changes, just like they are 
again tonight, that would prevent any 
single business from dominating the 
Bank’s activity or to prevent the Bank 
from crowding out private lenders. 
That latter point is the one that this 
amendment will address. 

This amendment requires loan appli- 
cants receiving more than $10 million 
to certify that they had originally 
sought out and been denied by two pri- 
vate lenders. This requirement doesn’t 
block anyone from getting a loan. It 
only requires that they go to tradi- 
tional banks first. 
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This provision is similar to one re- 
quired for some Small Business Admin- 
istration financing as well. 

Mr. Chairman, one of my central ob- 
jections to government lending pro- 
grams is their capacity to destroy and 
replace private markets. The govern- 
ment inevitably misallocates resources 
and jobs, ultimately making our indus- 
tries less competitive and reducing 
jobs in the long term. 

Apparently, the authors of the 
Bank’s prior reauthorization also agree 
to that point because, according to the 
Ex-Im’s charter, it is ‘‘the policy of the 
United States that the Bank in the ex- 
ercise of its functions should supple- 
ment and encourage and not compete 
with private capital.” Let me empha- 
size that last part, that the Bank 
should not compete with private cap- 
ital. Unfortunately, I have heard from 
lenders in Indiana who say that, absent 
Ex-Im, they would be financing more 
exports. 

If the Bank is going to exist at all, 
the role of the Bank should only be as 
a lender of last resort. The Bank is 
only intended to fill gaps in the private 
lending market. Any larger role the 
Bank plays is a violation of its own 
charter. Worse, granting the Bank a 
larger role would exacerbate market 
distortions that will, ultimately, fail 
countries and the businesses that rely 
on them. 

This amendment simply ensures that 
the Export-Import Bank stays within 
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its bounds. If the Bank is truly a lender 
of last resort, this amendment will not 
affect its lending. If it is, in fact, com- 
peting with private lenders despite 
clear congressional intent, then this 
amendment will start to correct the 


problem. 
Mr. Chairman, the world is watching. 
Developing countries are deciding 


whether to pursue American-style cap- 
italism or Chinese-style central plan- 
ning. As Speaker RYAN put it last week 
on this House floor, we should be ex- 
porting democratic capitalism, not 
crony capitalism. If this Bank is going 
to be reauthorized, we should at least 
make a real effort to let private lend- 
ers have the first opportunity to fi- 
nance exports. 

I know that many of Ex-Im’s pro- 
ponents agree that the Bank is not a 
long-term solution to foreign competi- 
tion. Even Ex-Im Chair Fred Hochberg 
agrees, telling us earlier this year in 
committee that, in a perfect world, 
there would be no export credit agency 
of the United States. If our priority is 
long-term economic growth and em- 
ployment, then we must not be tempt- 
ed to rely on central planned exports 
the way that China and Europe do. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a commonsense 
amendment, and I ask my colleagues to 
support it. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I claim the time in op- 
position. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 1 minute. 

This amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina is yet an- 
other attempt to undermine the reau- 
thorization of the Ex-Im Bank by re- 
quiring multiple denials of assistance 
from the private sector be provided as 
a precondition of obtaining financing. 
The Ex-Im Bank would not exist if 
they had to go before someone and re- 
quire that they look at their applica- 
tion 10 times, 15 times. 

This would be burdensome. It would 
be time consuming and, more likely, 
unworkable for the potential uses of 
the Ex-Im Bank. The fact is that pri- 
vate sector banks don’t generally issue 
letters of rejection, likely making 
compliance with the amendment im- 
possible. 

I also take issue with the provisions 
included in the amendment that are de- 
signed to intimidate potential users of 
the Bank who would be liable if they 
were found to have not adequately de- 
termined whether private sector fi- 
nancing may have been available to 
them. 

I urge Members to oppose this 
amendment, which would impose new 
restrictions on U.S. businesses alone, 
putting them at a unique disadvantage. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 
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Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
HECK). 

Mr. HECK of Washington. Mr. Chair- 
man, of all of the arguments against 
the Export-Import Bank, this is my fa- 
vorite. Ayn Rand would be thrilled. I 
am appalled. Of all of the arguments, 
private lenders will be crowded out. 
Private lenders will be displaced. Pri- 
vate lenders: ‘‘Woe is me. You are tak- 
ing away our business.” 

Yet no one ever—not once—has an- 
swered the question: Why is it then 
that the American Bankers Associa- 
tion and the Independent Community 
Bankers Association are among the 
strongest supporters of this? It is be- 
cause—and the truth of the matter is— 
markets aren’t perfect, and they don’t 
work in certain circumstances. 

Where don’t they work? They don’t 
work with low-cost items: Miss Jenny’s 
Pickles, Manhasset Music Stands, 
PEXCO’s Traffic Cones. 

Why? It is because a small bank 
doesn’t have the wherewithal to collect 
across an international border, and a 
big bank isn’t going to bother with 
that low volume of a transaction. A big 
bank isn’t going to bother with Miss 
Jenny’s Pickles or with Manhasset 
Music Stands. It is not worth it to 
them. 

That is why they see that markets 
aren’t perfect. There are certain in- 
stances in which they fail, and that is 
why they support the reauthorization 
of the Export-Import Bank. 

We, actually, ought to be very proud 
of them. Sometimes it is used as a 
point of criticism. “You know they 
only finance 1 or 2 percent. Who needs 
them? It is such a small amount.” You 
ought to take that as a point of pride. 
We are laser-focused on exactly where 
the need is—where the market isn’t 
perfect. We are not subsidizing. We are, 
in fact, compensating for an imperfect 
market. 

Perhaps it is China that is sub- 
sidizing with their four export credit 
authorities, which, again, in the aggre- 
gate, have loaned more in the last 2 
years or have financed more than we 
have in our 81-year history. 

We are laser-focused where the mar- 
ket doesn’t exactly work—small cost 
items. Large-lived capital items, that 
is the other issue. Who is going to col- 
lect across an international border? 

I urge you to vote “no” because the 
private sector wants you to vote “no.” 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I in- 
quire as to the time remaining. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from South Carolina has 1 minute re- 
maining. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. ROKITA). 

Mr. ROKITA. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Chairman, as a rank-and-file 
Member—that is, a Member who is not 
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on the Financial Services Committee— 
I want to stand in strong support of 
this amendment. There are a lot of us 
who are looking for a way forward in 
this, and this reform would allow that 
to happen. 

We don’t know whether the private 
sector would work or not, because 
those who are seeking lending aren’t 
forced to ask. I find it laughable that 
some say this would be too onerous on 
a bank or on someone who is seeking 
lending. These are the same people who 
think that Dodd-Frank regulations are 
okay, that they aren’t too onerous. I 
think that is ridiculous. 

Last week, we were afforded the 
choice of an unreformed Ex-Im Bank or 
no Ex-Im Bank. This amendment and 
the ones being brought up tonight that 
are like it offer us a third way: com- 
monsense reforms that would allow the 
private sector to work and then would 
allow the Ex-Im Bank to be a function 
of last resort, preserving the jobs that 
we all care about. No one on this floor, 
Republican or Democrat, wants to kill 
a job. That is ridiculous. 

So, as a rank-and-file Member who is 
off committee, I stand in support of the 
Mulvaney amendment, and I ask for its 
support. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
KINZINGER). 

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. I thank 
the ranking member for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to address 
a statement that was made a little ear- 
lier from my friend from Indiana. 

He quoted the chairman and said 
that, in a perfect world, we would not 
need Ex-Im. I agree. In a perfect world, 
we wouldn’t need nuclear weapons. In a 
perfect world, nobody would have nu- 
clear weapons, but nobody in this 
Chamber is suggesting that we unilat- 
erally disarm our nuclear weapons in 
order to live by the politics of purity. 

I had dinner the other day with a 
friend of mine who has a manufac- 
turing company. It is a small manufac- 
turing company. They export drilling 
components to Third World countries 
to help them drill for their own energy 
resources. He informed me that he has 
actually lost 15 percent of his business 
since this charter has expired. That is 
real money. That is real exporting. 
That is a real situation that affects 
real people’s lives. 

Look, I understand that people want 
to amend this, and I think they have a 
right to desire to amend this. The place 
to amend this would have been in the 
committee, which I am not on by the 
way. It would have been an oppor- 
tunity to have amended it and to have 
had a full debate and to have brought 
the amended bill to the floor of the 
House of Representatives to debate. 
That didn’t happen. 
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I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 


gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
LUCAS). 
Mr. LUCAS. I thank the ranking 


member. 

Mr. Chairman, I will just simply ask 
my colleagues: Why did we get to this 
point? Why should we vote against this 


amendment? Why should we vote 
against all 10 amendments? 
It is because, 100 years ago, our 


friends—our predecessors—set up a sys- 
tem so that, if a Speaker or a chairman 
thwarted the will of the body, there 
would be a way for the membership to 
bring it forward and pass it; but the 
system had to be created so stream- 
lined that that same force or forces 
working to prevent the body from 
working its will could not overcome it. 

Last week, we demonstrated that 
rule worked. Unfortunately, today, we 
are demonstrating they didn’t quite 
think everything through, because we 
are revoting or we are voting on 10 
issues on a subject matter that was 
solved last week. 

My colleagues, if you enjoy being 
here this evening, if you enjoy listen- 
ing to this debate all over again, I am 
sorry. The proponents didn’t do this. 
We thought we had won by playing fair 
and square last week. Furthermore, we 
would have loved this debate 6 months 
ago. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
MULVANEY). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I demand a recorded 
vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. MULVANEY 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 4 printed in 
part B of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 1032, after line 4, insert the following: 
SEC. . PROHIBITION ON SUPPORT TO CER- 

TAIN ENTERPRISES IN COUNTRIES 
WITH SOVEREIGN WEALTH FUNDS 
OVER $100,000,000,000. 

Section 2(b) of the Export-Import Bank 
Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: 

“(14) PROHIBITION ON SUPPORT TO CERTAIN 
ENTERPRISES IN COUNTRIES WITH SOVEREIGN 
WEALTH FUNDS OVER $100,000,000,000.— 
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“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Bank shall not 
guarantee or extend (or participate in an ex- 
tension of) credit in connection with a trans- 
action, with respect to which credit assist- 
ance from the Bank is first sought after the 
effective date of this paragraph, with a for- 
eign company (or joint venture including a 
foreign company) that benefits from support 
from a foreign government if the foreign 
government has 1 or more sovereign wealth 
funds with an aggregate value of at least 
$100,000,000,000. 

“(B) SOVEREIGN WEALTH FUND DEFINED.—In 
clause (i), the term ‘sovereign wealth fund’ 
means, with respect to a government, an in- 
vestment fund owned by the government, ex- 
cluding foreign currency reserve assets, any 
asset held by a central bank for the execu- 
tion of monetary policy, and any govern- 
ment-managed pension fund.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. MULVANEY) 
and a Member opposed each will con- 
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Before I go on to the next amend- 
ment, I want to very briefly put a clos- 
ing point on the last discussion in re- 
sponding to the gentleman from Wash- 
ington (Mr. HECK). 

Of course, the bankers love this. 
What does a banker love any less than 
a guaranteed loan? 

As for Miss Jenny’s Pickles that we 
have heard about many, many times, I 
will point out to everybody that the 
last amendment was limited to loans 
that were greater than $10 million, not 
really, really small businesses. Those 
are exactly the type of private sector 
market loans we are looking for. 

In fact, if I wanted to sum up in one 
sentence as to why you should support 
the last amendment, it would be: Can’t 
we at least, maybe, give the private 
sector a chance first on loans of this 
size? 

There is another opportunity to do 
that now, Mr. Chairman, on this next 
amendment, which would prohibit the 
Export-Import Bank from doing any 
business with companies that are 
owned or have other ties to sovereign 
wealth funds in excess of $100 billion. 

I will give you a classic example of 
how the Export-Import Bank is being 
used right now. 

The Government of Indonesia was 
seeking bids for a power plant. One of 
the American manufacturers was in 
the bidding, and the bid request came 
in as follows and said that the buyer 
shall finance the project by using 30 
percent equity and 70 percent debt. An 
export credit agency shall cover at 
least 50 percent of the debt financing. 
Bidders shall propose a prospective 
lender who will cover the loan without 
guarantee from the Government of In- 
donesia and without collateral. 

What was this, Mr. Chairman? 

This was a foreign government say- 
ing: We would like to buy your stuff, 
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and if we don’t pay you, we would like 
your taxpayers to be on the hook. 

That is exactly what this is, and that 
is why so many of these international 
requests for proposals have exactly 
that requirement in it. These foreign 
governments don’t want to be respon- 
sible if they can’t pay. They want this 
government to be responsible if they 
can’t pay, and that means they want 
our taxpayers to be responsible if they 
can’t pay. 

We figured let’s go ahead and let that 
be, Mr. Chairman, for a little bit; but if 
you have a sovereign wealth fund in ex- 
cess of $100 billion, then maybe you 
should be on the hook. Maybe our tax- 
payers should not be. Maybe you are 
big enough to actually guarantee your 
own debts. It seems like a fairly rea- 
sonable thing that we should be sitting 
here, trying to figure out ways to pro- 
tect the taxpayer. So I encourage folks 
to support this particular amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 
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Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chair, I claim time in opposition to 
the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chair, I yield myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Chair, I rise in opposition to yet 
another poison pill amendment offered 
by the gentleman from South Carolina. 
The amendment seeks to create an odd 
linkage between the world’s sovereign 
wealth funds and the provision of ex- 
port credit financing. 

Given the fact that, even if these 
funds involve themselves a great deal 
in the provision of export financing, 
which I understand they do not, I 
would assume they would be more in- 
terested in financing their own coun- 
try’s exports and not the exports of 
American goods and services. 

In any event, I want to be very clear 
about one thing. The purpose of the 
U.S. Export-Import Bank is to support 
American jobs by boosting U.S. ex- 
ports. The Bank exists to serve Amer- 
ican interests. So when we withhold fi- 
nancing from the potential foreign pur- 
chaser of a U.S. product or service, we 
are only hurting ourselves. 

This is not a serious amendment. I 
urge Members to oppose it. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chair, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chair, I yield 1 minute to the gen- 
tlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE), 
who serves on the Financial Services 
Committee. 

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chair, I, too, oppose 
this amendment. This amendment in- 
correctly presumes that sovereign 
wealth funds have some special linkage 
to export financing. Sovereign wealth 
funds do not have a direct link to ex- 
port credit financing. 
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The gentleman is certainly thinking 
about one of his favorite companies, 
Delta, who complains about the Ex- 
port-Import Bank while ignoring the 
OECD and existing mechanisms estab- 
lished to address this, for example, the 
Open Skies laws. I repeat. Sovereign 
wealth funds do not have a direct link 
to export credit financing. 

I agree with the gentlewoman from 
California that this cannot be taken se- 
riously. I urge Members to oppose it. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chair, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. HECK). 

Mr. HECK of Washington. Mr. Chair, 
let’s remind everybody that it has been 
asserted here that you would pass this 
amendment to protect taxpayers, and 
the exact opposite is the truth. 

The truth is, for a generation, the 
Export-Import Bank has transferred 
money into the U.S. Treasury to re- 
duce the deficit. If you want to reduce 
the deficit, vote ‘‘no’’ on this amend- 
ment. 

It has also been suggested that these 
amendments somehow constitute re- 
form as opposed to the underlying bill. 
It is not true. This is the biggest pack- 
age of reforms ever enacted for Ex-Im. 

It does the following: increases 
small-business target from 20 to 25 per- 
cent, codifies the chief risk officer and 
the risk management committee, pro- 
vides and requires external audits of 
fraud controls, provides for upgrades 
and modernization of IT long overdue, 
expands loss reserves to 5 percent, re- 
duces exposure of the portfolio from 
$140 billion to $135. Lastly, it has a 
pilot program for a reinsurance pro- 
gram shifted to the private sector. 

This is a reform bill without these 
amendments. These amendments are 
designed to kill the bill. Vote “no” on 
the bill. Vote for reform. Vote “no” on 
the amendments. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chair, I inquire 
as to the amount of time remaining. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from South Carolina has 3 minutes re- 
maining. The gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chair, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. ROKITA). 

Mr. ROKITA. Mr. Chair, regarding re- 
forms, looking at the underlying legis- 
lation that we dealt with last week, 
those reforms either already existed, 
have been in place and been ignored by 
the Ex-Im Bank—we have been waiting 
several years since the last time I 
voted against the Ex-Im Bank for these 
reforms, and they don’t do it; they 
have been ignored—or it is ignorance 
or malfeasance regarding traditional or 
standard business or Bank practices. 

I stand in favor of this amendment 
because this proposal would prevent 
the Ex-Im Bank from providing financ- 
ing to any foreign company or joint 
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venture that benefits from government 
support when that joint venture’s 
country also has a sovereign wealth 
fund over $100 billion. Why in the world 
would we want to subsidize a joint ven- 
ture that has or could have state back- 
ing from its own country? 

Now, if we enacted this reform for 
fiscal year 2014, applying this provision 
would have resulted in an estimated re- 
duction of approximately $3.1 billion or 
only 15 percent of the Bank’s total au- 
thorizations, far from killing it, but, 
again, allowing a needed reform that 
isn’t in the underlying legislation we 
dealt with this week. 

I urge support for this amendment. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chair, I yield 1 minute to the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. FINCHER). 

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Chair, again, I 
know great public speeches, but this is 
the biggest package of reforms since 
President Reagan. 

The Bank actually returns on an av- 
erage of $500 million to $1 billion to the 
Treasury every year. It is not costing 
the taxpayer a dime. 

These are a few companies: Abro In- 
dustries, South Bend, Indiana; Auburn 
Leather Company, Auburn, Kentucky; 
Metropolitan Air Technology, Chicago, 
Illinois; Advanced Protection Tech- 
nologies, Clearwater, Florida. Several 
companies, Mr. Chair, that will not be 
in business if we kill the Export-Import 
Bank. All you hear from the opposition 
are excuses, trying to kill the Export- 
Import Bank. 

It is a shame when the facts don’t 
matter, Mr. Chairman, but the facts 
are this doesn’t cost the taxpayers. The 
facts are we are doing more to reform 
the Bank than has been done in 40 
years. This is a Republican reform 
package. Let’s put the politics aside 
here and do what is best for our con- 
stituents, the folks back home. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chair, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chair, I yield 1 minute to the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. LUCAS). 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chair, once again, 
let’s turn this amendment down. Let’s 
turn back all of these amendments. 

If anything, this amendment appears 
to try to fix the problem that one com- 
pany has in one sector in one region of 
the world. Some people might define 
that as crony capitalism. Others might 
even call it an earmark. 

Let’s turn it back. Let’s turn all 
these back. Let’s get on with our busi- 
ness. I’m sorry we have to go through 
this this evening. 

Mr. MULVANEY. I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
SCHWEIKERT). 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chair, to my 
friend from Tennessee, let’s do the 
facts. Simple amendment because, 
without it, you have all decided to sub- 
sidize the uber-wealthy in the world. 

Think about it. You have made a de- 
cision to use our import credit facility, 
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our constituents’ credit, to subsidize 
great wealth around the world. That is 
what you have decided to do here. 

I thought there was a battle here be- 
tween the right and the left and the 
left always said, ‘‘We are for the little 
guy.” Here is your chance. 

If you want just some basic reforms 
that—are you thrilled with the concept 
of a sovereign wealth fund coming out 
of Indonesia? Malaysia? Others? We are 
going to guarantee the loan instru- 
ments on the back of our taxpayers. 

Come on. At some point, the argu- 
ment is absurd saying: Well, you had a 
chance to do this last week. No, we 
didn’t. You chose to do a closed rule. 
You did. You had every opportunity to 
do an open rule and give us the chance 
to put these actual reforms in. 

The Acting CHAIR. Members are re- 
minded to address their remarks to the 
Chair. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chair, I yield 30 seconds to the gen- 
tlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE). 

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chair, obviously, 
they don’t get what a sovereign wealth 
fund is. It just is a balance of payments 
between countries, and I think that it 
is a dilatory argument. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chair, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

I have heard three arguments, Mr. 
Chairman, that somehow this is a con- 
voluted linkage. No, it is not. It is 
pretty straightforward. The Bank shall 
not guarantee or extend credit in con- 
nection with a transaction with a for- 
eign company or joint venture, includ- 
ing a foreign company, that benefits 
from support from a foreign govern- 
ment if the foreign government has a 
sovereign wealth fund with an aggre- 
gate value of at least $100 billion. 

I have no idea how that is con- 
voluted, Mr. Chairman. That is about 
as straightforward as you get. If you 
are involved in a sovereign wealth 
fund, you don’t get taxpayer money. 

The other thing I heard is that this is 
to protect one customer, one client. 
That is absurd. This is designed to pro- 
tect 150 million American taxpayers. 

The last thing I heard was this is not 
serious. Yes, it is. Anytime we have the 
opportunity to put American taxpayers 
in front of foreign taxpayers, I think 
that would be very serious. 

I would encourage the support of this 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman and Members, this des- 
perate attempt by my friends on the 
opposite side of the aisle, this last- 
minute attempt to try and kill Ex-Im, 
is laughable. 

I am asking all of the Members of 
this House to simply see it for what it 
is and vote against it. Vote “no” on 
these amendments and this amend- 
ment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
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tleman from South Carolina 
MULVANEY). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. MULVANEY 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 5 printed in 
part B of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 1032, after line 4, insert the following: 


SEC. . SATISFACTION OF OBLIGATIONS OF 
THE EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF THE 
UNITED STATES. 


(a) ELIMINATION OF AUTHORITY TO ISSUE OB- 
LIGATIONS TO THE SECRETARY OF THE TREAS- 
URY.—Section 5 of the Export-Import Bank 
Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635d) is repealed. 

(b) REQUIREMENT THAT THE EXPORT-IMPORT 
BANK OF THE UNITED STATES COVER ALL ITS 
LOSSES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 2 of Public Law 
90-390 (12 U.S.C. 635k) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘the first $100,000,000 of 
such losses shall be borne by the Bank; the 
second $100,000,000 of such losses shall be 
borne by the Secretary of the Treasury; and 
any losses in excess thereof” and inserting 
“all losses”; and 

(B) by striking the 2nd and 3rd sentences. 

(2) CONFORMING REPEAL.—Section 3 of Pub- 
lic Law 90-390 (12 U.S.C. 6351) is repealed. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. MULVANEY) 
and a Member opposed each will con- 
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. 
yield myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, this one is fairly sim- 
ple. We have heard now for the last 
half-hour or so how much money the 
Treasury gets from the Export-Import 
Bank, how profitable the Export-Im- 
port Bank is for the American tax- 
payer. Okay. That is great. 

Then, let’s get rid of the connection 
between the Export-Import Bank and 
the guarantee that the Treasury gives 
to it. Let’s let the Export-Import Bank 
rise and fall on its own economics and 
its own balance sheet and not put the 
taxpayer on the hook. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I claim the time in op- 
position. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms. 
MOORE). 
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Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strident opposition to this amendment. 
I think that this amendment really 
tells the story that they really are try- 
ing to destroy the Export-Import Bank 
as opposed to reform it. How can you 
deny borrowing authority to a lending 
institution and say you are serious 
about having it stay alive? 

The Bank has done a fantastic job of 
managing risk by keeping its overall 
debt rate below one quarter of 1 per- 
cent, far better than most private 
banks, in fact. 

The Export-Import Bank reauthor- 
ization already includes the creation of 
a permanent chief risk officer role, es- 
tablishing a risk management com- 
mittee, enhancing the Bank’s loan loss 
reserves, among other reforms. 

The underlying bill makes the Bank 
safer and better run than before, mak- 
ing this amendment transparently un- 
necessary. 

Members should oppose this anti-Ex- 
Im amendment. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chair, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. FINCHER). 

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Chair, to the gen- 
tlewoman’s comments, this does show 
an attempt to kill the Bank. 

When we go back home to our dis- 
tricts, a lot of times we are on the tail 
end of jokes, being Congressmen and 
Congresswomen, and sometimes they 
talk about us being a little slow. 

So let me go over the facts one more 
time for the gentleman from South 
Carolina. The Bank doesn’t cost the 
taxpayer a penny. We are doing more 
in the way of reforms than since Presi- 
dent Reagan. It returns $500 million to 
$1 billion a year back to the Treasury. 

Now, I know that they have taken 
the position to kill the Bank, but this 
kills jobs. This is about jobs in Ten- 
nessee, jobs in California, jobs in Okla- 
homa, jobs in Illinois. 

This is not a level playing field. 
China, Russia, and all of these other 
countries are just hoping that we make 
the mistake and we don’t reauthorize 
the charter of the Export-Import Bank. 
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Let’s be responsible adults. Let’s not 
play politics as usual and worry about 
these outside groups and our political 
scores, Mr. Chairman. Isn’t it sad that 
we would worry about some score with 
an outside group more than our dis- 
tricts and more than our constituents 
that have jobs because of the Export- 
Import Bank? We should be ashamed of 
ourselves. 

I again urge my colleagues to vote 
‘no’? on all these amendments, and 
let’s get to the serious business of the 
people’s House. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. DUFFY). 
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Mr. DUFFY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of Mr. MULVANEY’s 
amendment to shield taxpayers from 
bailing out the Export-Import Bank. 

I have been here for this debate over 
the last 45 minutes, and I have heard 
my good friend from Frog Jump, Ten- 
nessee, comment, and I think he said 
the Export-Import Bank doesn’t cost 
taxpayers one penny, okay? That was 
the quote, doesn’t cost one penny. But 
what this amendment does is guar- 
antee that the Export-Import Bank 
won’t cost the taxpayer one penny be- 
cause the taxpayer is not going to be 
on the hook. But then I just heard my 
good friend from Tennessee say, if we 
pass this amendment, it is going to kill 
the Bank. 

You can’t have it both ways. Hither 
it kills the Bank if you don’t have a 
backstop because it costs the taxpayers 
money, or it doesn’t cost the taxpayers 
any money and this amendment won’t 
kill the Bank. But you can’t have it 
both ways. It does not work that way. 

Listen, this makes sense. The Ex- 
port-Import Bank helps the 10 largest 
businesses in America. Why are moms 
and dads and families in Wausau, Wis- 
consin, or Hayward, Wisconsin, Frog 
Jump, Tennessee, the suburbs of Chi- 
cago, or rural Oklahoma, who make 
$50,000, $60,000—maybe a little more in 
the Chicago suburbs—why are they the 
backstop for these biggest corpora- 
tions? 

That shouldn’t be the way it is. So 
let’s take the backstop of that tax- 
payer, those American families, let’s 
take them off the hook. As the author 
of the amendment said, let’s let the 
Bank stand on their own. Let them 
make that guarantee on their own. 

In our communities, our banks make 
loans to small businesses every single 
day. I know the gentlewoman from 
Wisconsin knows that. There is not a 
taxpayer backstop to those loans. If 
they don’t pay those loans back, the 
bank loses. Why are the biggest cor- 
porations getting the backstop of the 
American taxpayer? This one makes 
sense. This one makes sense. 

Let’s all stand together and say the 
American taxpayer, the American fam- 
ily is not going to back up the biggest 
banks. Let’s get away from the crony 
capitalism. It is not going to kill the 
Bank. It is a good amendment. This is 
the place and the time for reform. 
Maybe it should have happened 6 
months ago, but with regular order, it 
gets to happen today. Let’s stand to- 
gether for American families and 
against crony capitalism. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, may I inquire how much 
time I have remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
has 24% minutes remaining. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Tllinois (Mr. 
KINZINGER). 
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Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. Mr. 
Chairman, it is interesting in these 
great conversations, good debate, no- 
body has said that this doesn’t make 
money for the taxpayers. They try to 
make the link and everything else, and 
that is fine. 

My friend from Wisconsin just said, 
well, if this amendment kills the Bank, 
it is because, et cetera, et cetera. This 
amendment is aimed to kill the Bank 
because it is a poison pill amendment 
on Ex-Im. That is what all these 
amendments are. They are attempting 
a last-ditch effort to destroy something 
that has really, frankly, provided a lot 
of jobs in my district and provided a 
lot of exports from my district. 

We talk about protecting taxpayers. 
Protecting taxpayers from what, an 
extra $500 million? Are we protecting 
them from a smaller deficit? It doesn’t 
make sense. I am not sure why certain 
folks have made this the hill to die on. 
There are a lot of better hills to die on, 
to fight, to argue in this. 

I will tell you a quick story. I went 
to Ethiopia 6 months ago or so. I flew 
to Ethiopia on a Boeing Dreamliner. 
Now, I know a lot of people like to call 
out names of big companies, but I 
didn’t go to Ethiopia on Ethiopian Air- 
lines on an Airbus. The fact that I was 
on a Boeing Dreamliner means that the 
parts and components are made in my 
district for that Dreamliner, which 
means there are people who have a job 
because Ethiopian Airlines bought a 
Boeing. 

Let’s kill this amendment and save 
the Bank. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time is remaining on my side? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from South Carolina has 2 minutes re- 
maining. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time to close. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield myself the bal- 
ance of my time. 

I have listened carefully to the argu- 
ments that are being made on the op- 
posite side of the aisle, and I listened 
carefully to Mr. DuFFy. Evidently, he 
does not know or does not understand 
that those big corporations that he 
talked about are hiring small busi- 
nesses in his district. He does not un- 
derstand that these are the suppliers to 
these big companies. These are the 
families who are benefiting from the 
jobs and the contracts that they have 
been able to get. 

Evidently, listening to my friends on 
the opposite side of the aisle, they real- 
ly don’t understand the Ex-Im Bank. 
They really don’t understand its sup- 
port for our ability to export, thus cre- 
ating jobs. 

While on the one hand they talk 
about how great our country is and 
how competitive we are, how competi- 
tive we need to be, they don’t under- 
stand that, just as Mr. FINCHER said, 
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other countries such as China are just 
hoping that we cannot reopen this 
Bank. They are just hoping that we 
will not support our exporters, because 
they are going to support their export- 
ers 100 percent. 

If you care about jobs, if you care 
about contracts, if you care about 
small businesses, you would not be op- 
posing this Bank. As a matter of fact, 
there are those who would say: I am 
surprised that MAXINE WATERS is such 
an advocate for the Ex-Im Bank; we did 
not expect her to be. But I want you to 
know, I have worked with the Chamber 
of Commerce. I have held meetings in 
my district. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, a 
couple different things. I am a little 
surprised, Mr. Chairman, to hear some 
of the advocates here today because 
some of them, including the most re- 
cent speaker, were actually against the 
Bank when there was a different party 
in charge of the White House. 

I hear today that this is supposedly 
about jobs, jobs being created. By the 
way, that is a claim that not even the 
Export-Import Bank makes on its own. 
It has never come into our committee 
and said, ‘‘We create jobs.” It comes 
into our committee and says, ‘‘We sup- 
port jobs.” We are not really sure what 
that means. We have asked them. They 
are not really sure how to count it. In 
fact, there is really good evidence that 
they are counting it wrong. 

Let’s say for the sake of argument, 
Mr. Chairman, that they do create 
jobs. They also destroy jobs. Every 
time the government gets involved in 
the market and creates jobs someplace, 
they destroy it someplace else. It is 
just much harder to see. So it is very 
difficult for us to say: Look, this job 
was destroyed by the Export-Import 
Bank. 

But I will tell you this, my local 
banks in rural South Carolina can’t go 
to the Treasury and borrow money for 
free every time they want to. If they 
could, they might be able to create 
some more jobs as well. 

We have a distortion to the market, 
Mr. Chairman, plain and simple. That 
is all this is. Are there going to be win- 
ners? Absolutely. There is a lot of 
them, as a matter of fact. In fact, you 
can go buy stock in some of them if 
you want to. Are there losers? Abso- 
lutely. You will never see them. You 
will never see them. They are in Union 
County, South Carolina, maybe. I don’t 
know because we will never see the 
jobs that are not created because of the 
distortion created by the Bank. 

We have a tremendous opportunity 
not to kill the Bank. If the Bank really 
is as profitable as you say it is, this 
should be fine. 

By the way, the gentleman from Illi- 
nois (Mr. KINZINGER) has left and said 
that no one is getting up to say the 
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Bank doesn’t make money. Here I am. 
The Bank doesn’t make money. First 
of all, if you made it count right, it 
wouldn’t make any money. But, in my 
lifetime, we have had to bail this insti- 
tution out to the tune of billions of 
dollars. How soon we forget those types 
of things, Mr. Chairman. 

We are going to pass this amend- 
ment. It is not designed to kill the 
Bank. It is designed to get the tax- 
payers off the hook in case the Bank 
makes the same mistakes today that it 
has made in the past. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
MULVANEY). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I demand a recorded 
vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. MULVANEY 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 6 printed in 
part B of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 1032, after line 4, insert the following: 
SEC. . STRENGTHENING PORTFOLIO DI- 

VERSIFICATION AND RISK MANAGE- 
MENT. 

(a) LIMITATIONS ON SECTORAL CREDIT EXPO- 
SURE OF THE BANK.—Section 2 of the Export- 
Import Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635), as 
amended by section 95001 of this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“(1) LIMITATIONS ON SECTORAL CREDIT EX- 
POSURE OF THE BANK.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Bank shall not guar- 
antee, insure, or extend (participate in the 
extension of) credit in connection with a 
transaction in a single industrial sector if 
the provision of the guarantee, insurance, or 
credit would result in the total credit expo- 
sure of the Bank in the sector being more 
than 20 percent of the total credit exposure 
of the Bank. 

‘(2) EFFECT OF EXCESSIVE SECTORAL CREDIT 
EXPOSURE.—If, as of the end of a fiscal year, 
the credit exposure of the Bank in a single 
industrial sector exceeds the limit specified 
in paragraph (1), the Bank may not guar- 
antee, insure, or extend (participate in the 
extension of) credit in connection with a 
transaction in the sector until the President 
of the Bank reports to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the 
Senate and the Committee on Financial 
Services of the House of Representatives 
that, as of the end of the calendar month 
preceding the month in which the report is 
made, the credit exposure of the Bank in the 
sector does not exceed the limit.’’. 

(b) LIMITATIONS ON BANK ASSISTANCE BENE- 
FITTING A SINGLE PERSON.—Section 2 of the 
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Export-Import Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 
635), as amended by section 95001 of this Act 
and subsection (a) of this section, is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

“(m) LIMITATIONS ON BANK ASSISTANCE 
BENEFITTING A SINGLE PERSON.— 

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Bank shall not guar- 
antee, insure, or extend (participate in the 
extension of) credit in a fiscal year if the 
provision of the guarantee, insurance, or 
credit would result in a single person bene- 
fitting from more than 10 percent of the 
total dollar amount of credit assistance pro- 
vided by the Bank in the fiscal year. 

“(2) EFFECT OF EXCESSIVE BENEFIT FOR A 
SINGLE EXPORTER.—If, in a fiscal year, a per- 
son has benefitted from more than 10 percent 
of the total dollar amount of credit assist- 
ance provided by the Bank in the fiscal year, 
the Bank may not guarantee, insure, or ex- 
tend (participate in the extension of) credit 
so as to benefit the person until the begin- 
ning of the 2nd succeeding fiscal year.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 2016. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. MULVANEY) 
and a Member opposed each will con- 
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I was on a working 
group last year under the auspices of 
the chairman of the Committee on Fi- 
nancial Services with, amongst other 
people, the good gentleman from Ten- 
nessee (Mr. FINCHER), who has now left 
us for dinner. No, there he is. One of 
the things that the opponents and pro- 
ponents of the Bank could all agree on 
was the fact that the Bank was poorly 
run when it came to managing its risk. 
Specifically, it has what bankers call 
market concentration. It puts too 
many of its eggs in one basket. In fact, 
one particular industry, aircraft and 
avionics, takes up almost 30 percent of 
the Bank’s portfolio. 

We had a banker on that committee 
who worked with us. He said no self-re- 
specting private sector bank would 
ever allow that to happen. That is sim- 
ply bad management. It is not credible 
management. It is not responsible 
management to the shareholders. The 
bad news here, of course, Mr. Chair- 
man, is the shareholders are the people 
who pay us. 

What does this amendment do? It 
tries to bring some of the private sec- 
tor sanity into the Export-Import 
Bank and say: Look, you are going to 
have to abide by rules that ensure di- 
versification of risk, both within indus- 
tries and across companies. 

If this were really a bank and not 
just a political extension of the current 
administration, they would probably be 
doing this. If the Bank was run by a 
banker and not a political bundler, the 
Bank would probably already be doing 
this. But since it is a political exten- 
sion of this administration, since it is 
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run by a political bundler and not a 
banker, it falls to us to make sure that 
the Bank follows some commonsense 
rules about to whom it lends and how 
much it lends to them. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I claim time in opposi- 
tion to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
I yield myself 1 minute. 

Yet again the gentleman from South 
Carolina is offering an amendment de- 
signed to kill the Ex-Im Bank and com- 
promise its reauthorization in the 
highway bill conference. By imposing 
arbitrary caps on the Bank’s ability to 
meet the needs of American exporters, 
regardless of the sector they represent, 
the amendment would starve certain 
sectors of the financing they need, re- 
sulting in a needless loss of U.S. jobs. 

I am concerned the amendment 
would also create incentives for busi- 
nesses to be the first in line to get the 
limited amount of financing that is 
available for that particular sector or 
industry and would also undermine its 
mandates to serve sub-Saharan Africa, 
small businesses, and renewable energy 
exports. 

Given the Bank’s extremely low de- 
fault rate, it is hard to envision how 
this amendment would help the Bank 
better manage its portfolio. 

I urge Members to reject this poison 
pill amendment so that we can reau- 
thorize the Ex-Im Bank without delay. 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 


gentlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms. 
MOORE). 
Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, these 


amendments are getting more and 
more strange as the evening wears on. 

The favorite indictment of this Bank, 
I think, is that it picks winners and 
losers, and yet here is an amendment 
that does exactly that. It puts these ar- 
tificial caps on sectors. Mr. Chairman, 
this Bank is demand driven, and if the 
world demands shifts, why would we 
create barriers to U.S. firms meeting 
that demand? These caps just mean 
that the U.S. can’t compete for grow- 
ing market trends. 
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This is a poison pill amendment, and 
I urge the Members to reject this so we 
can reauthorize the Bank immediately. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
DENT). 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to my friend Mr. 
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MULVANEY’s amendment. He is a friend. 
I do want to say that this amendment 
puts not only a cap, but statutory 
quotas on industry sectors for the full 
5-year authorization. It ignores market 
forces. 

The amendment would mirror the 
French quota system in their export 
credit agency, which is ineffective. 
Rapidly developing industries like un- 
conventional gas—and I represent a gas 
State, where we do a lot of Marcellus 
shale—and the industrial Internet 
would be disadvantaged under this pol- 
icy. 

It creates incentives for businesses to 
rush to be the first in the door and get 
under the arbitrary cap, resulting in 
missed opportunities and inequitable 
treatment of U.S. exporters and U.S. 
workers. This would make the Bank in- 
effective and unable to fill in the gaps 
in the private sector or to help Amer- 
ican businesses compete on a level 
playing field. 

I also have to note, too, that I sus- 
pect that many of the amendments 
that we are seeing here tonight are not 
designed to make the bill better, but to 
simply take it down. As I said, Mr. 
MULVANEY is my friend, but I suspect if 
his amendment is adopted, he probably 
still wouldn’t be inclined to support 
the legislation, unless he tells me oth- 
erwise. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time is remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from South Carolina has 3 minutes re- 
maining, and the gentlewoman from 
California has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 2 minutes. 

Arbitrary limits, I had to laugh 
about that one, Mr. Chairman, when I 
was making my notes, because I was in 
a committee meeting today with the 
same folks making the argument now, 
saying that Congress does that all the 
time. In fact, I think the person who 
made that argument is sitting across 
the aisle from me today. 

I am just glad that folks making the 
argument now in opposition to this 
amendment aren’t in charge of private 
banks. In fact, if they were, they would 
probably be in jail, because a lot of the 
same restrictions on lending that are 
contained in Dodd-Frank are exactly 
the rules that the Export-Import Bank 
is breaking right now. 

We would never tolerate a private in- 
stitution that allows the type of con- 
centration, both marketwise and geo- 
graphically, that the Export-Import 
Bank has. Dodd-Frank would never 
permit it. Apparently, now it is okay, 
because we don’t have private share- 
holders on the hook. We have tax- 
payers on the hook. So, if things go 
bad, it is really not that big a deal. 

I will remind everyone here, Mr. 
Chairman, that the inspector general’s 
report has suggested exactly the type 
of reforms that are contained in this 
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amendment. Anyone with any banking 
experience or even people from Ten- 
nessee with just a little common sense 
might be able to look at the balance 
sheet of this Bank and say: “Wait a 
second. There is too much concentra- 
tion of various industries. There is too 
much concentration of various geo- 
graphic areas. This is a really, really 
bad way to run a bank.” 

And it would be, of course, if this is 
a bank. But it is not a bank. It is a gov- 
ernment program. It should be run like 
a bank, however. And that is what this 
amendment gives us the opportunity to 
do. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
LUCAS). 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I think it 
is relevant that we think for a moment 
about the Bank. 

Some of my friends here who press 
these amendments—which, I would re- 
mind you, you should vote against all 
of them—say that they are not trying 
to kill the Bank. They are trying to do 
something. 

Well, didn’t the Bank expire in July? 
Isn’t it no longer able to do new busi- 
ness? Isn’t that the definition of dead? 
By their lack of action, which is inac- 
tion, they killed it. Now they say, with 
their actions, they will resurrect it? 
Not likely, my friends. 

Turn all these amendments down. 
Let’s get on with the core business 
here. Let’s fight the fight we fought 
last week again, and one more time 
let’s give American business an oppor- 
tunity to compete with the rest of the 
world. 

Who knows—we might have to do 
this three or four more times, but let’s 
keep doing the right thing for Amer- 
ican workers. Let’s keep doing the 
right thing for American business. 
That is all I am asking: just do the 
right thing and abide by the decision of 
the House and the majority of the ma- 
jority. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
HECK). 

Mr. HECK of Washington. Mr. Chair- 
man, the gentleman from South Caro- 
lina suggested that the Export-Import 
Bank was a political extension of this 
administration. If that is true, let’s be 
real clear: it has been a political exten- 
sion of every single administration 
since it was created in 1934. 

All 13 Presidents have supported the 
Export-Import, all 13—Democrats and 
Republicans, liberals and  conserv- 
atives. Sixteen times it has bean reau- 
thorized in this Chamber. Virtually 
every time, it was done unanimously 
and overwhelmingly. 

In earlier remarks, the other gen- 
tleman suggested that those of us who 
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oppose these amendments are trying to 
have it both ways. They also say that 
we try to pick winners and losers with 
the Export-Import Bank. 

Well, this amendment is exhibit A in 
picking winners and losers. It compels 
diversification. It is not based on need 
and not based on creditworthiness. Di- 
versification for diversification’s sake, 
that is not what a good bank does, and 
that is not what the Export-Import 
Bank does. The Export-Import Bank 
meets a specific need in the market- 
place; and when it does it, it creates 
jobs, jobs for Americans. 

Oppose this amendment. Oppose all 
amendments. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from South Carolina has 1⁄2 minutes 
remaining. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, in 
closing on all of these amendments, I 
want to touch on something we haven’t 
had a chance to talk about here today. 

There are a lot of people in here who 
are apparently very proud of the Bank. 
They are happy with the way the Bank 
is run. They don’t think that, but for 
some token reforms and changes, the 
Bank needs to change very much at all. 

The last 6 years have been 75 years of 
combined prison time because of 
wrongdoing at the Bank. There were 90 
criminal indictments and complaints, 
49 criminal judgments, and more than 
$223 million—a quarter of a billion dol- 
lars—in court-ordered fines and res- 
titution because of wrongdoing at the 
Bank. 

We are proud of that? That is some- 
thing that doesn’t need serious over- 
haul? That is something we can just 
tweak around the edges because we 
have done it for so long? 

Maybe that is part of the problem. 
Maybe it has been a really, really long 
time since we have looked at this Bank 
under the microscope like we should. 
Maybe we should not have rubber- 
stamped it for the past 16 administra- 
tions. Maybe the Bank should have fol- 
lowed the law that we passed in 2012 to 
reform itself. 

What does it say about an institu- 
tion, Mr. Chairman, that ignores the 
law that this Chamber passes, the Sen- 
ate passes, and the President signs? 
You combine that which can only be 
described as bureaucratic arrogance 
with this—prison time, criminal indict- 
ments, judgments, fines and restitu- 
tions—and you have an institution that 
is in sad need of reform, Mr. Chairman, 
and this is it. 

The amendments that you will see 
tonight are your only opportunity to 
do that. We could have done it the 
other day on the motion to discharge, 
but it was finely tuned so that that 
could not happen. This is it. We should 
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pass not only this amendment, Mr. 
Chairman, but all of the amendments. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
MULVANEY). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. ROTHFUS 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 7 printed in 
part B of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 


Page 1032, after line 4, insert the following: 
SEC. . GUARANTEE FROM UNITED STATES 
EXPORTER REQUIRED AS A CONDI- 
TION OF PROVIDING GUARANTEE OR 
EXTENDING CREDIT TO FOREIGN 

PERSON. 

Section 2 of the Export-Import Bank Act of 
1945 (12 U.S.C. 635), as amended by section 
95001 of this Act, is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(1) GUARANTEE FROM UNITED STATES EX- 
PORTER REQUIRED AS A CONDITION OF PRO- 
VIDING GUARANTEE OR EXTENDING CREDIT TO 
FOREIGN PERSON.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Bank may not pro- 
vide a guarantee or extend (or participate in 
the extension of credit) to a foreign person in 
a fiscal year in connection with the export of 
goods or services by a United States com- 
pany, unless— 

“(A) the United States company— 

“(i) guarantees the repayment by the for- 
eign person of the applicable percentage for 
the fiscal year of the amount of the guar- 
antee or credit provided by the Bank; and 

““ii) pledges collateral in an amount suffi- 
cient to cover the applicable percentage for 
the fiscal year of the amount guaranteed by 
the United States company; and 

“(B) the guarantee by the United States 
company is senior to any other obligation of 
the United States company. 

‘(2) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE DEFINED.—In 
paragraph (1), the term ‘applicable percent- 
age’ means— 

“(A) in the case of fiscal year 2016, 10 per- 
cent; 

‘“(B) in the case of fiscal year 2017, 20 per- 
cent; 

‘(C) in the case of fiscal year 2018, 30 per- 
cent; 

‘(D) in the case of fiscal year 2019, 40 per- 
cent; 

‘“(E) in the case of fiscal year 2020, 50 per- 
cent; 

‘“(F) in the case of fiscal year 2021, 60 per- 
cent; 

‘“(G) in the case of fiscal year 2022, 70 per- 
cent; 

‘“(H) in the case of fiscal year 2023, 80 per- 
cent; 

“(D) in the case of fiscal year 2024, 90 per- 
cent; and 

‘“(J) in the case of fiscal year 2025 and each 
succeeding fiscal year, 100 percent. 
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“(3) INAPPLICABILITY TO SMALL BUSINESS 
EXPORTERS.—Paragraph (1) shall not apply 
with respect to the provision of a guarantee 
or credit in connection with an export by a 
small business concern (as defined in section 
3(a) of the Small Business Act).’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. ROTHFUS) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I cannot understate the importance 
of this amendment, Mr. Chairman. The 
House finally has an opportunity to 
begin today what may be a years-long 
process of unwinding the Federal Gov- 
ernment’s massive loan guarantees. We 
need to do this to better protect hard- 
working taxpayer dollars so we can en- 
sure that, when bills come due in 10 
years for Social Security, Medicare, 
and veterans’ benefits, we will be able 
to meet these commitments that 
Americans have earned and deserve. 

My amendment also supports small 
businesses and ensures they can con- 
tinue to export goods and services. In 
short, it is a win-win for taxpayers and 
job creators alike. 

My amendment builds a firewall to 
protect the American taxpayer in the 
event that an overseas purchaser takes 
out a loan from the Export-Import 
Bank and stops paying it back. While 
the loan will still have a taxpayer 
guarantee, the U.S. exporter that di- 
rectly profits on the deal will be re- 
sponsible for a percentage of the loss 
before you go to the taxpayers. 

One need only look at the details sur- 
rounding the deal with NewSat, a trou- 
bled satellite operator in Australia, to 
see why this amendment is necessary. 
The American taxpayer lost $139 mil- 
lion of a direct loan from the Export- 
Import Bank because the deal wasn’t 
properly collateralized. Hardworking 
taxpayers should not be left paying for 
these risky loans. 

This is vitally important, Mr. Chair- 
man. This amendment will allow elect- 
ed Representatives to cast a vote on 
whether it is fair and prudent to facili- 
tate transactions where profits stay in 
the private sector, but losses are 
passed on to taxpayers. This is often 
described as ‘‘privatize the profits, but 
socialize the losses.” 

Here is how the amendment works. 
First, it does not apply if any exporter 
is a small business. According to the 
Export-Import Bank’s own figures, 
nearly 90 percent of the Bank’s trans- 
actions directly serve small businesses. 
This amendment does not touch this 90 
percent and will not impact local mom- 
and-pop businesses. 

For big businesses, though, when a 
foreign government or corporation 
takes out a loan from the Export-Im- 
port Bank to buy their products or 
services, if that foreign purchaser then 
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defaults on the loan, before dipping 
into the Bank’s reserves—which belong 
to the taxpayers—the big businesses 
would have to repay a percentage of 
the loan. 

To minimize any potential disrup- 
tions, this reform is phased in gradu- 
ally over the next decade, starting at a 
mere 10 percent for any lending that 
occurs in fiscal year 2016, 20 percent in 
fiscal year 2017, and so on. Loans will 
still get made, the Bank will still oper- 
ate, but the American taxpayers will 
have a layer of protection that will 
mitigate any chance of the Export-Im- 
port Bank requesting a bailout, as it 
did in 1987 to the tune of $3 billion. 

Why is this so important? Because 
American taxpayers are today the 
guarantor of more than $3 trillion in 
loans backed by numerous agencies, in- 
cluding the Export-Import Bank. This 
level of taxpayer leverage is not sus- 
tainable; and in 10 years, when we look 
into the faces of our seniors and our 
veterans, I want to have the confidence 
that we will have the resources we need 
to uphold the commitments we have 
made to them. 

Mr. Chairman, the modest reforms in 
this amendment are a small step to- 
wards achieving that end. We can—we 
must—start this process today. I urge 
my colleagues to support this amend- 
ment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I claim the time in op- 
position to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
PELOSI), the Democratic leader. 

Ms. PELOSI. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding, and I thank her for her 
tremendous leadership on this issue. I 
join her; Mr. HEcK of Washington; our 
whip, Mr. HOYER; Congresswoman 
Moore of Wisconsin; and so many oth- 
ers on the Republican side of the aisle 
who have been such strong leaders on 
reauthorization of the Ex-Im Bank. 

Mr. Chair, some concerns have been 
raised here that I think are in need of 
response. 

In terms of this amendment, I rise in 
opposition to it and state that the 
Bank’s portfolio is well-collateralized, 
especially in the largest product sec- 
tor, and it maintains a loss rate of less 
than one-quarter of 1 percent. 

The Bank is also self-funded, largely 
through user fees collected from for- 
eign customers, and has generated a 
surplus of close to $7 billion, money 
that has been sent to the U.S. Treasury 
to help reduce the deficit. 

The previous speaker, Mr. MULVANEY, 
talked about some incidences of fraud 
that he said were associated with the 
Bank. I think it is important for our 
colleagues and those who are listening 
to this debate to know that those 
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incidences of fraud were fraud exacted 
upon the Bank, not by the Bank; and so 
the charge that this fraud was within 
the Bank is just simply not true. These 
were people who tried to defraud the 
Bank. 

Now, there was one incidence of fraud 
that the members of the staff of the 
Bank referred to or called out—one in- 
cident. So I just don’t want anyone to 
be misled into thinking that, however 
it was characterized, it is a fact. 
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That is why we have an IG, and that 
is why it is so good that in this bill, in 
terms of fraud and ethics, it creates a 
nonpartisan chief ethics officer and re- 
quires a GAO review at least once 
every 4 years of the Bank’s fraud con- 
trols. 

Legitimate concerns were raised, but 
the fact is the Bank should not be asso- 
ciated with fraud that is being exacted 
against it as if it was committing 
fraud. That is just not so. 

But it is a good evening because we 
are debating an issue that has strong 
bipartisan support, that creates jobs, 
that reduces the deficit, that increases 
our competitiveness overseas, that en- 
ables U.S. companies to have markets 
for our products overseas, not only big 
businesses that are addressed in this 
amendment. That is important as well. 

But for small and moderate-sized 
businesses who would not have the in- 
ternal resources to find markets 
abroad, the Ex-Im Bank is created for 
that purpose. 

I thank Mr. DENT and others who 
have been so much a part of bringing 
this legislation to the floor. I think it 
is a victory for the American people 
that we will have a bill that not only is 
good for our highways and in terms of 
transportation, but also reauthorizes 
the Ex-Im Bank in order to agree with 
the language in the Senate bill. 

So all of these amendments, however 
well intentioned or well thought out, 
have the additional burden of taking 
down the Bank. Maybe you save them 
for another day, but in the here and 
now, we do not need any amendments 
on the Ex-Im Bank in the transpor- 
tation bill just because the Ex-Im Bank 
is authorized in the transportation bill 
in the Senate. 

This House very thoughtfully passed 
our own authorization. I would hope 
that the Senate would agree to our lan- 
guage unamended. 

Again, I commend all of you who 
made this evening possible, and I look 
forward to a celebration of passing a 
highway bill that does not take down 
the Ex-Im Bank. 

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Chairman, I con- 
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
HECK). 
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Mr. HECK of Washington. Mr. Chair, 
I am not as calm as the Leader in her 
remarks because I think enough is 
enough. 

Not directed at the offerer of this 
amendment but to a previous speaker: 
I cannot help but be reminded of Jo- 
seph Welch during the McCarthy hear- 
ings when he said: Have you no sense of 
decency, sir, at long last? 

With one exception, these indict- 
ments were people outside the Bank 
trying to defraud the Bank; yet, it is 
offered here today as a reflection on 
the 300 or 400 employees down there. 

What do they do? Well, they have a 
default rate that is one-tenth the rate 
of transactions in trade by the private 
sector, one-tenth. 

They have a collection rate that is 
the envy of the commercial banking 
sector. They transfer funds to the 
Treasury, $6 billion or $7 billion in the 
last generation. That is what these 
hardworking people do. 

Stop it. Stop making comments that 
reflect on all of these people who are 
hardworking civil servants, who are 
doing the job, and who are reducing the 
deficit. 

Yes, they are supporting and creating 
jobs. What does ‘‘support’’ mean? Cre- 
ate or save. The GAO says that, not 
me, the GAO. So stop it. 

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Chairman, I con- 
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. 
FINCHER). 

Mr. FINCHER. I thank the gentle- 
woman. 

Mr. Chair, again, let’s go over the 
facts. We are getting off base. 

The Bank doesn’t lose taxpayer dol- 
lars. It returns money to the Treasury 
every year, $500 million to $1 billion. 

We are reforming. This is a Repub- 
lican reform bill. We should be happy 
when Democrats want to cross the 
aisle and support Republican ideas. 
This is a Republican reform bill. 

And to the gentleman that makes the 
argument on this amendment, the air- 
craft section of the portfolio is over on 
collateral 1.4 to 1. 

These are bogus arguments. 
are amendments to kill the Bank. 

This is sad when people put their po- 
litical scorecards above their constitu- 
ents. This is about jobs in all of our 
districts. 

They are not using the facts. The 
facts are that this creates lots of jobs 
at no cost, and we are reforming the 
Bank. 

Read the bill. Read the bill, Mr. 
Chairman, and maybe we would have 
more than 313 votes next time we vote 
on this. 

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
heard a number of times tonight that 
the Bank doesn’t cost anything. But if 
you take a look at the Congressional 
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Budget Office analysis and if you use 
fair value accounting, it costs $2 billion 
over 10 years. And there will be an 
amendment later on talking about 
that. 

I think people forget about the $3 bil- 
lion taxpayer bailout that Export-Im- 
port asked for in 1987. 

Finally, Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac 
were fine until they weren’t, and they 
left the taxpayers with a $150 billion 
tab. 

I am looking 10 years down the road, 
Mr. Chairman, looking at the debt that 
this country continues to accrue and 
thinking about the obligations that we 
have to meet in 2025 for our seniors, for 
our veterans. I want to make sure that 
we are not going to have a bailout at 
that time of this institution. 

All this amendment does is says, who 
bears the risk of loss, the taxpayer or 
the entities that made the profit. It is 
phased in over time. Small businesses 
are protected. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 


gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
LUCAS). 
Mr. LUCAS. I thank the ranking 


member, and I thank the chairman. 

Mr. Chair, I would simply note that 
the provision requires U.S. business to 
factor in new costs of a guarantee for 
repayment to the Ex-Im Bank, in addi- 
tion to the fees and interests already 
required. Those additional costs would 
make U.S. business less competitive. 

Now, that said, once again, I urge my 
colleagues to turn back this amend- 
ment, turn back all 10 amendments. 

Remember, the Bank expired in July. 
When my friends say they don’t want 
to kill it, they already have. Now they 
are just trying to keep it from being 
brought back to be able to function as 
a part of our economy. 

Look through the amendment proc- 
ess we are going through here. Look at 
the whole process we are involved in. 
Understand what is really occurring. 

Nothing ever happens by accident in 
politics—right?—or the legislative 
process. Understand the fight we are 
engaged in. 

Turn back this amendment. Turn 
back all these amendments. Let’s get 
on with it. If we could have made 
things better 6 months ago, we would 
have, but we weren’t allowed to. 

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Chairman, I con- 
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, this amendment has 
been offered in an attempt to delay and 
derail the Bank’s reauthorization. 

Despite the implication made by the 
gentleman’s amendment that Ex-Im is 
undertaking and mismanaging exces- 
sive risk, it is important to be clear on 
the fact that the Bank has a portfolio 
that is well diversified regionally and 
by sector, spread across over 170 coun- 
tries and dozens of industries. 
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The Bank’s portfolio is also well 
collateralized, especially in its larger 
product sector, and it maintains the 
loss rate of less than one-quarter of 1 
percent. 

Moreover, Ex-Im Bank’s strong port- 
folio has withstood the test of numer- 
ous market disruptions in the past. 

Finally, the Bank is also self-funded 
largely through user fees collected 
from foreign customers and has gen- 
erated a surplus of close to $7 billion, 
money that has been sent to the U.S. 
Treasury to help lower our deficit. 

So I urge all Members to reject this 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Chairman, again, 
I think people have a short memory of 
what happened with Fannie Mae and 
Freddie Mac and the $150 billion loss 
that those institutions incurred. 

This amendment does not end the 
Bank. It allows loans to continue to be 
made. It simply puts a firewall between 
a potential loss and the taxpayers. Who 
bears the risk of loss? The taxpayers or 
the entity that made the profit? 

I suggest that there should be phased 
in over time 10 percent the first year, 
just 10 percent—that is a miniscule 
ask—that those who make a profit 
from this Bank have a little skin in the 
game. Small businesses are exempted. 

I ask for support of this amendment. 
I urge my colleagues to vote “yes.” 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
ROTHFUS). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania will 
be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. ROYCE 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 8 printed in 
part B of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 1032, after line 4, insert the following: 


SEC. . PROHIBITION ON AID TO STATE- 
SPONSORS OF TERRORISM. 

Section 2(b)(2) of the Export-Import Bank 
Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635(b)(2)) is amended— 

(1) in the paragraph heading, by inserting 
“OR STATE-SPONSORS OF TERRORISM” before 
the period; 

(2) in subparagraph (A)— 

(A) by striking “or” at the end of clause 
G); 

(B) by redesignating clause (ii) as clause 
(iii) and inserting after clause (i) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(ii) in connection with the purchase or 
lease of any product by a country that is des- 
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ignated as a state-sponsor of terrorism, or 
any agency or national thereof; or”; and 

(C) in clause (iii) (as so redesignated), by 
inserting “or a state-sponsor of terrorism” 
before the period; 

(3) by redesignating subparagraphs (C) and 
(D) as subparagraphs (D) and (E), respec- 
tively, and inserting after subparagraph (B) 
the following: 

“(C) STATE-SPONSOR OF TERRORISM DE- 
FINED.—In this paragraph, the term ‘state- 
sponsor of terrorism’ means a country the 
government of which the Secretary of State 
has determined, for purposes of section 
6(j)(1)(A) of the Export Administration Act 
of 1979 (50 U.S.C. App. 2405(j)(1)(A)) (as con- 
tinued in effect pursuant to the Inter- 
national Emergency Economic Powers Act 
(50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), section 620A(a) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 
2371(a)), section 40(d) of the Arms Export 
Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2780(d)), or any other 
provision of law, to be a government that 
has repeatedly provided support for acts of 
international terrorism.’’; 

(4) in subparagraph (D) (as so redesig- 
nated)— 

(A) in the subparagraph heading, by insert- 
ing “OR A STATE-SPONSOR OF TERRORISM” 
after ‘‘MARXIST-LENINIST’’; 

(B) by inserting ‘‘or that any country de- 
scribed in subparagraph (C) has ceased to be 
a state-sponsor of terrorism” after ‘‘(B)(i))”’; 

(C) by inserting ‘‘or a state-sponsor of ter- 
rorism, as the case may be,” before ‘‘for pur- 
poses”; and 

(D) by inserting ‘‘or a state-sponsor of ter- 
rorism, as the case may be” before the period 
at the end; and 

(5) in subparagraph (E) (as so redesig- 
nated)— 

(A) in clause (i)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘Subparagraph”’ and insert- 
ing “Clauses (i) and (iii) (but only to the ex- 
tent applicable with respect to Marxist-Len- 
inist countries) of subparagraph’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘“‘(ii)? and inserting ‘‘(iii) 
(but only to the extent applicable with re- 
spect to Marxist-Leninist countries)’’; and 

(B) in clause (ii), by striking “(ii)” and in- 
serting ‘‘(iii) (but only to the extent applica- 
ble with respect to Marxist-Leninist coun- 
tries)”. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. ROYCE) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Chairman, I would 
explain to my colleagues at the outset 
that I, frankly, think we should voice 
vote this amendment without objec- 
tion. I think it is misguided to oppose 
it because this amendment is not part 
of this fight over Ex-Im. 

What this fight is over, what this 
amendment is over, is my experience in 
terms of the President using waivers. I 
will explain to you my worry if we 
don’t close this loophole, which I 
frankly think it would be very easy to 
close because I think the Senate would 
agree with us. 

But Export-Import Bank loans and 
guarantees obviously would be abso- 
lutely off limits to state sponsors of 
terrorism if we write the law correctly. 
The worst of the worst—Iran, Syria, 
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Sudan—should have the Bank door 
slammed shut, period. 

That is what this amendment does. 
No administration wiggle room, none 
at all. 

One country where the Ex-Im has not 
operated in recent years is Iran. This is 
because of our sanctions. But, of 
course, much of this sanctions regime 
is going to be suspended, misguidedly, 
as part of the President’s nuclear deal. 

So what does that mean? 

For one, the administration is com- 
mitted to making it possible for Iran to 
purchase commercial aircraft. I think 
we can all agree, Ex-Im supporters and 
opponents alike, that Iran should not 
be entitled to American taxpayer-fi- 
nanced aircraft deals. 

Iran has a long history of using its 
commercial airlines to support its ter- 
rorist proxies. Its commercial flights 
are now flying military personnel to 
Syria. When I say ‘“‘now,” I mean right 
now. 

Iran is on a roll in the region under- 
mining our partners and backing the 
murderous Assad regime in Syria. 

Now, some parts of U.S. law, most 
notably in the Foreign Assistance Act, 
do prevent Ex-Im from engaging with 
state sponsors of terrorism. But these 
commonsense prohibitions are subject 
to Presidential waivers, and we have 
seen the President abuse waivers to 
pursue his agenda over and over again 
on Iran, no matter what Congress 
thinks. 

Without consulting Congress, the ad- 
ministration signed us up for an agree- 
ment that will waive sanctions year 
after year until Iran has nuclear break- 
out capability. That is the way I think 
this ends. 

So, Mr. Chairman, the Foreign Af- 
fairs Committee that I chair is con- 
tinuing to examine the Iran agreement 
in great detail. We understand how this 
administration has abused its author- 
ity to force a deal that allows the Aya- 
tollah to keep a path to a nuclear 
weapon, in my view, with little regard 
for the views of the American people or 
their Representatives in Congress. 

This is not just about Iran. The ad- 
ministration is unilaterally bending, 
ignoring, and rewriting law to advance 
his agenda here at home toward Cuba 
and elsewhere. 

So this amendment protects against 
executive overreach. It would strength- 
en existing law by prohibiting any 
bank activities in connection with the 
purchase or lease of any product by a 
country that is designated as a state 
sponsor of terrorism, to include any 
agency or national of that government, 
and it prohibits the waivers that are 
currently exercised by the President. 
2130 

That means that anyone who is a na- 
tional of Iran or an appendage of that 
state sponsor of terrorism cannot ben- 
efit from the Bank. The Iranian Gov- 
ernment and its Revolutionary 
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Guards—which is increasingly involved 
in transportation, in energy, in con- 
struction, and in telecommunications— 
are set to profit from the President’s 
nuclear agreement. Now, that is bad 
enough. But they shouldn’t be getting 
Ex-Im backing on top of that. 

Mr. Chairman, given my experience 
with this President with the waivers he 
has already given, I want that loophole 
closed. I don’t think there is a reason 
for a debate on this. I think it should 
be voice-voted, and I think the Senate 
will concur in that. 

Mr. Chairman, I encourage my col- 
leagues to support this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman and Members, this 
amendment, more than any other, is 
the one most clearly aimed at frac- 
turing the majority coalition that has 
overwhelmingly backed the reauthor- 
ization of the Export-Import Bank. 

For Members who might feel pressure 
to vote for this amendment, I urge you 
to keep in mind that you would also be 
voting to send the Ex-Im provision in 
this bill to conference and directly into 
the hands of Chairman HENSARLING and 
Chairman SHELBY, which will prove 
fatal to the Export-Import Bank. 

Moreover, the Foreign Assistance 
Act as well as the omnibus spending 
bill the House adopted last December 
both prohibit Ex-Im support to state 
sponsors of terrorism, and there is no 
reason to believe that will change. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge Mem- 
bers to appreciate the extraordinary ef- 
forts it has taken Members on both 
sides of the aisle to get us to this 
point, and I call on my colleagues to 
reject this poison pill amendment that 
is designed to upend the reauthoriza- 
tion of the Bank. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my under- 
standing that, with or without passage 
of this amendment, the transportation 
bill with the Ex-Im language is going 
to conference with the Senate. That is 
the next step in this procedure. 

I understand some believe this, and I 
understand some have been told that 
this in some way affects that con- 
ference. I don’t think so. It is going to 
go to conference. I do not understand 
the reason to object to this because I 
think, frankly, whether you are for Ex- 
Im or against Ex-Im, at the end of the 
day, you don’t want the President to 
have this particular waiver. I don’t 
think Members here want that. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 
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Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
LucAS), who has had so much courage. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the ranking member. 

Mr. Chairman, first, before we talk 
about the substance of the amendment, 
let’s look at the lay of the land. I am 
a farmer by trade. That is always 
something you do, you look at the lay 
of the land. 

The six principal authors of the 10 
amendments offered today, all mem- 
bers of Financial Services, none of 
them were proponents 6 months ago 
when we were attempting, pleading to 
bring this bill up for consideration. 

None of these six, as I remember, de- 
manded that we bring the bill up 3 
months ago when frustration caught up 
with us. None of these six signed the 
discharge petition to use a rule of the 
House to allow this body to have its 
say. I don’t believe any of these six au- 
thors actually voted to discharge the 
petition or voted for the final product 
last week when 313 Members of this 
body and a majority of the majority 
voted for it. So understand the lay of 
the land. Understand the nature. 

Now, I have the greatest respect for 
the chairman of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee. I sat next to him for 20 
years on Financial Services. He is ex- 
tremely sincere. My friends, the issues 
he brings up in this amendment are rel- 
evant, but his chairmanship of the 
committee he presides over has pri- 
mary jurisdiction on this. 

This particular amendment would ad- 
dress a small part of one part of the 
things the Federal Government does. 
Maybe we need a bill to address all of 
these kinds of situations. Maybe we 
need—as we should have had on Ex- 
port-Import in Financial Services—a 
thoughtful and considerate process to 
craft a good, solid piece of legislation. 
I know he is capable of it. I know he 
can do it. I want him to do it. 

But let’s do it in that concept of reg- 
ular order in regular process. Let’s not 
take this situation where we have had 
to do extraordinary things to give the 
House a chance to make the decision. 
Let’s not take this situation now and 
in the spirit of the folks who set up the 
discharge process 100-plus years ago 
say: Well, the House decided, but really 
the House’s opinion doesn’t matter. 
Now we are going to redo it. We are 
going to go a different way. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have faith this 
evening that, after my colleagues have 
listened to this debate on 10 amend- 
ments, when they come to the floor 
and vote on all 10 amendments, they 
will turn all 10 down. I am sorry, my 
colleagues, that you have to do this, 
because we shouldn’t be here doing this 
tonight. This was decided last week. 

But I hope if we will send a clear 
message and turn back all 10 amend- 
ments, that this will be over with. 
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Let’s not do this again next week. That 
is contrary to the spirit of the House. 


Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. SHER- 
MAN), another member the Financial 
Services Committee. 


Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
tremendous respect for the author and 
his intention here, but any amendment 
to the Ex-Im title means the Ex-Im 
title is open to the conference, which 
will kill the Ex-Im Bank. So we should 
not adopt an amendment that mostly 
restates existing law. We have, already, 
provisions which prevent the Bank 
from financing state sponsors of ter- 
rorism. 


First, the Bank’s own charter, which 
I helped draft, prohibits them from ex- 
tending loans or any assistance to any 
entity that violates U.S. sanctions. 


Second, as the gentleman points out, 
the Foreign Assistance Act prohibits 
any aid to state sponsors of terrorism 
but allows for a Presidential waiver, 
but that is a national security waiver, 
which is very limited. 


I commend the gentleman for his 
amendment because it has caused the 
Ex-Im Bank to issue, just an hour ago, 
a pledge not to seek any waiver under 
any circumstances that they can con- 
currently conceive of. 


But third, and most importantly, the 
last 10 appropriations bills have an ab- 
solute ban on the Ex-Im Bank helping 
state sponsors of terror, and there is no 
waiver allowed. Now, I would like the 
next omnibus bill, which already has 
this provision in it, to have the gentle- 
man’s language in it as well, and I look 
forward to working on that. 

NOVEMBER 4, 2015. 
Re: Letter Concerning Prohibitions Related 
to State Sponsors of Terrorism. 
Hon. FRED P. HOCHBERG, 
Chairman and President, Export Import Bank of 
the United States, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN HOCHBERG: Thank you for 
your letter outlining the position of the 
Bank in opposition to support for exports to 
countries designated state sponsors of ter- 
rorism. 

As we have discussed, there may be an ef- 
fort to sell or lease civilian aircraft to Iran 
Air or other Iranian airlines, and that there 
may be efforts to secure export credit agency 
support for such sales or leases. I am there- 
fore grateful for your acknowledgement that 
there is no scenario that you currently fore- 
see where a Presidential Waiver would be 
sought to provide loans for export of any 
items to these countries or any person from 
those countries. 

I understand, of course, that unforeseen 
and even bizarre circumstances may arise in 
international affairs; but given the current 
state of our relations with these countries, I 
am pleased to hear that you cannot antici- 
pate any scenario where we would provide 
Ex-Im Bank assistance to state sponsors of 
terrorism. 

Sincerely, 
BRAD SHERMAN, 
Member of Congress. 
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NOVEMBER 4, 2015. 
Hon. BRAD SHERMAN, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN SHERMAN: Pursuant to 
applicable law, the Export-Import Bank of 
the United States does not finance any 
transactions for designated state sponsors of 
terrorism. As you know, transactions involv- 
ing the three existing state sponsors of ter- 
rorism—the Republic of Sudan, the Islamic 
Republic of Iran, and the Syrian Arab Repub- 
lic—are already subject to numerous addi- 
tional restrictions. As Chairman and Presi- 
dent of the Export-Import Bank of the 
United States, I do not anticipate any sce- 
nario in which the Bank would seek a waiver 
from the President of the United States as 
contemplated by (i) section 620A of the For- 
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2371), or 
(ii) the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 
2780(¢)), in connection with a transaction in- 
volving a country designated as a state spon- 
sor of terrorism, or any transaction involv- 
ing any person from any such countries. 

Sincerely, 
FRED P. HOCHBERG, 
Chairman and President. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chair, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. ROYCE). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I demand a recorded 
vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. SCHWEIKERT 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 9 printed in 
part B of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 1032, after line 4, insert the following: 


SEC. . USE OF FAIR VALUE ACCOUNTING 
PRINCIPLES. 
The Export-Import Bank Act of 1945 (12 
U.S.C. 635 et seq.) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 


“SEC. 16. USE OF FAIR VALUE ACCOUNTING PRIN- 
CIPLES. 


“The Bank shall prepare the financial 
statements of the Bank in accordance with 
fair value accounting principles.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. SCHWEIKERT) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, my fellow Members, 
let’s do some basic accounting, some- 
thing we would all remember from our 
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accounting 101 class. How many times 
tonight in the debate have we had the 
discussion: Oh, Ex-Im Bank, its losses 
are absolutely tiny? I have heard num- 
bers tonight of 1.7 percent. But do any 
of you remember the hearing with the 
head of the Export-Import Bank where 
we asked the question: Can you tell me 
your impairment? 

Remember, a charge-off is a loss; an 
impairment is someone who is not pay- 
ing. 

Mr. Chairman, the head of the Ex-Im 
Bank just stared at us with really 
angry eyes. He just stared at us. It 
turns out that the Bank games their 
losses. This is how they report such a 
great number. 

If I turned to you and said, ‘‘Hey, 
your neighborhood bank has a loan on 
the books that has sat there for 55 
years without a payment,” wouldn’t 
you think that would have not been in 
the impairment category that is not 
reported under their current account- 
ing methodology, but would have been 
charged off or forced to be charged off? 
Could you imagine a Dodd-Frank-regu- 
lated bank keeping a loan with no pay- 
ment for 55 years? They still have a $36 
million loan to pre-Castro Cuba on 
their books. We found lots of this sort 
of stuff because of the accounting 
methodology. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is 
very simple. It just basically says to do 
what the rest of the financial world has 
to do and use fair value accounting. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Arizona (Mr. 
SCHWEIKERT), which would do little to 
strengthen or improve the Export-Im- 
port Bank. Rather, the amendment is a 
cynical attempt to inaccurately and 
artificially inflate the cost of the pro- 
grams offered by the Bank. All this 
would achieve is confusion regarding 
the real-world state of the Bank’s fis- 
cal health. 

The fact of the matter is the Export- 
Import Bank has been extraordinarily 
careful in its risk management, which 
has resulted in a dividend to taxpayers 
of close to $7 billion. This is real 
money, and to pretend it isn’t real for 
accounting purposes just isn’t credible. 

Overwhelmingly, majorities in the 
House and Senate have passed identical 
reauthorization measures that delib- 
erately excluded this provision, and 
adding it back now would only serve to 
undermine the Bank’s reauthorization. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to op- 
pose this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
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SHERMAN), who serves on the Financial 
Services Committee. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, this 
Bank is important. That is why Ronald 
Reagan said on January 30, 1984, that 
the Export-Import Bank contributes in 
a significant way to our Nation’s ex- 
port sales. We should not adopt an un- 
necessary amendment, the effect of 
which would be to kill the Bank. 

Now, this amendment deals with ac- 
counting. As co-chair of the CPA Cau- 
cus, I understand the importance of 
solid accounting rules. As a CPA, we 
are the referees that make sure that 
accounting rules are followed. 

The amendment talks about fair 
value accounting, more properly de- 
scribed as fantasy value accounting. 
Don’t confuse fair value accounting 
with anything that is used in private 
enterprise or anywhere else. It is not 
the same as generally accepted ac- 
counting principles. Stick with gen- 
erally accepted accounting principles. 
Stick with the principles consistent 
with the CBO, and those principles 
show you that the Bank makes money 
for the Treasury, which is why it trans- 
fers half a billion to a billion dollars a 
year. 

Under fantasy value accounting, we 
don’t look at whether the Bank is mak- 
ing money. We look at whether they 
would be making money if we lived in 
a fair world. So you would say, for ex- 
ample, in looking at the cost of funds 
and what it takes to borrow money, 
you could look at the accounting state- 
ments of Pizza Hut and say: Don’t look 
at what they actually paid as interest 
costs, but what they would have paid in 
a fair world where they had the same 
interest rate as Jack’s Pizzeria. 
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Well, maybe we don’t live in a fair 
world. But the fact is, generally ac- 
cepted accounting principles are to de- 
termine whether a company or entity 
is making or losing money in the real 
world. Stick with generally accepted 
accounting principles. Stick with the 
CBO. Stick with the CPAs. Stick with 
GAAP. Say ‘‘no’”’ to fantasy value ac- 
counting. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

You would be happy to know and my 
friend from California would be happy 
to know CBO actually supports fair 
value accounting. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. 
FINCHER), a real champion and a leader 
to reauthorize the Bank. 

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Chairman, once 
again, let’s go back to the facts. The 
facts are this is a Republican reform 
bill. The gentleman from South Caro- 
lina is listening. This doesn’t cost the 
taxpayer a dime. 
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The scare tactics from my colleagues 
that are trying to kill the Bank are not 
going to work. This returns $500 mil- 
lion to $1 billion per year to the Treas- 
ury to help pay down the debt. 

My colleagues that are in opposition 
to this talk about us picking winners 
and losers, the supporters of the Ex-Im 
Bank. Well, do you know what? We are 
picking winners: American jobs. Those 
are the winners here. 

This is shameful that we are having 
this debate tonight at 10:00 on an issue 
that could have been handled in our 
committee a year ago. And the gen- 
tleman talks about hearings. Well, we 
haven’t had any hearings in how many 
months? I don’t know if we have had 
any this Congress. We had some last 
Congress. We haven’t had any this Con- 
gress. 

This is how we fix issues. We have 
hearings, we have markups, we debate 
them in committee, and then we move 
items to the floor. But that didn’t hap- 
pen this time. 

So what we have is we have 10 
amendments. As the gentleman from 
Oklahoma said a few minutes ago, the 
Bank is already dead. They succeeded. 
But they want to bury the Bank now. 

Let’s put American jobs first and put 
political scorecards and trying to out- 
conservative each other for some rank- 
ing in some book last. Let’s work for 
our districts and not play political 
games, Mr. Chairman. 

I urge my colleagues, once again, to 
vote “no” on all of these amendments. 
Let’s put people back in charge. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chairman, 
may I request how much time is re- 
maining on both sides? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Arizona has 3 minutes remaining. 
The gentlewoman from California has 
15 seconds remaining. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 90 seconds to the good gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. MULVANEY). 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to encourage my colleagues, if 
they vote for one and only one of these 
Export-Import Bank amendments, they 
should vote for this one. 

In fact, I would bring to their atten- 
tion that they probably have already 
voted for it before because, in the last 
two Congresses, we have voted to put 
the Federal agencies on fair value ac- 
counting and passed that out of the 
House. We have already done it. I don’t 
know where the objections were at that 
time, but we have already done this as 
a House, and we should do it again. 

To the gentleman from California’s 
point regarding GAAP, let’s be honest 
with people. Let’s be honest. The gov- 
ernment doesn’t use GAAP. The gov- 
ernment does not use GAAP the way 
that most ordinary people understand 
it. We use GAAP for government, 
which is entirely different. 

Let’s just settle on this amendment 
so that we can count in a way that peo- 
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ple understand, that if you lent money 
to the Batista regime before Castro and 
it hasn’t been paid yet, maybe it is a 
bad loan; if you lent money to Chiang 
Kai-shek, maybe that is a bad loan. 
Let’s start counting in ways that ordi- 
nary people can understand. This is not 
a poison pill. It is just good govern- 
ance. 

And, most importantly, Mr. Chair- 
man, it would not change the way the 
Bank functions in any way whatsoever. 
All it would do is change the way the 
Bank counts and tells Congress and the 
American people how it is performing. 
I strongly encourage that if you are 
going to vote for one Export-Import 
amendment, this would be the one. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, this is what our ac- 
countant friend, Mr. SHERMAN, called 
fairytale value accounting. But further 
than that, President George W. Bush 
calls this fuzzy math. 

We have heard everything this 
evening. We have had every attempt to 
try to kill the Export-Import Bank, 
and now we are into this fuzzy, fairy- 
tale math that is being presented by 
my friend. 

I urge my friends to vote “no” on 
this amendment. I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chairman, 
all right. So fuzzy math, even though 
we now require the International Mon- 
etary Fund to use fair value account- 
ing, even though many of you, when 
you voted for the Troubled Asset Relief 
Program, demanded fair value account- 
ing. We now demand Fannie Mae and 
Freddie Mac, when they are doing their 
projections, to use fair value account- 
ing. And a whole bunch of us in this 
room have voted for that. 

Let’s actually touch on that. Mr. 
Chairman, forgive me because I am 
going to try to find the most elegant 
way to say this. 

My friend from Tennessee now mul- 
tiple times has referred to a scorecard. 
Okay? So how many people are voting 
for this for donations? Just a theo- 
retical question. I mean, if you are 
going to impugn, be careful. 

Many of us have been working on 
this issue since the day we arrived at 
this body before it was ever a political 
issue bouncing up through the 
blogosphere. This is a problem. 

Our amendment here, a fair value ac- 
counting, has actually been supported 
by the gentlemen sitting across from 
me who opposes this. You have all 
voted. You have all voted to put all of 
government on fair value accounting. 

But now all of a sudden, when it is an 
actual reform to the Ex-Im Bank be- 
cause we might actually understand 
the value of risk and what is really 
going on and actually maybe under- 
stand what belongs in the impairment 
category instead of the charge-off cat- 
egory, we would get some honest infor- 
mation. That is what this amendment 
will do. 
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I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Arizona (Mr. 
SCHWEIKERT). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Arizona will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 23 OFFERED BY MR. 
WESTMORELAND 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 23 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair- 
man, I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 1032, after line 4, insert the following: 
SEC.  . PROCEDURES REQUIRED IN RESPONSE 

TO COMMENT ALLEGING ECONOMIC 
HARM WILL RESULT IF PROPOSED 
BANK TRANSACTION IS APPROVED. 

Section 3(c) of the Export-Import Bank Act 
of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 6385a(c)) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: 

‘(11) PROCEDURES REQUIRED IN RESPONSE TO 
COMMENT ALLEGING ECONOMIC HARM WILL RE- 
SULT IF PROPOSED BANK TRANSACTION IS AP- 
PROVED.—If the Board of Directors receives a 
comment from a representative of a United 
States company, in response to a notice that 
the Board has caused to be published in the 
Federal Register, that alleges that the com- 
pany will suffer economic harm if a proposed 
Bank transaction is approved, then, unless 
the Board unanimously votes to do other- 
wise, the Board shall provide for— 

“(A) a 60-day discussion period that begins 
at the end of the comment period otherwise 
required by law, with respect to all com- 
ments received by the Board in response to 
the notice, which period shall be extended by 
not more than 60 days if at least 1 Board 
member recommends such an extension; and 

‘(B) an opportunity for any such com- 
menter who makes such an allegation to ap- 
pear before the Board and be heard with re- 
spect to the notice if at least 1 Board mem- 
ber recommends that the commenter be in- 
vited to do so.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. WESTMORELAND) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Georgia. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair- 
man, I want to clarify a few things. 
This is not a poison pill. My amend- 
ment is not a poison pill. 

My friend from Oklahoma said that 
he wanted to play by the rules. That is 
what I want to do. I have got an 
amendment that I never had an oppor- 
tunity to submit. Do you know why? 
Because of the discharge position. 

The authors of the discharge petition 
chose to have it brought up under a 
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closed rule. So I never got a chance. 
My 700,000 people never had a chance. 

Now, I don’t know how many people 
in Frog Jump, Tennessee, buy wide- 
bodied planes. I am sure there are prob- 
ably one or two that buy them. But I 
have got 6,000 Delta employees, both 
current and retired, that live in my 
district. 

What this amendment does is it al- 
lows a fair playing field to where you 
can go to the board of directors at Ex- 
Im Bank and give your analysis, not to 
the Ex-Im—that is almost like giving 
your complaint to the opposition’s at- 
torney. We want to go to the board be- 
cause it is not fair. 

Mr. Chairman, I include in the record 
a Wall Street Journal article called 
‘Boeing Helped Craft Own Loan Rule.” 
They have been cooking the books. 

All we want to do is have a chance 
where we can go to the board of direc- 
tors and present our case because, 
when Ex-Im is cooking the books with 
Boeing, that doesn’t leave us much of a 
chance. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, Mar. 12, 2015] 
BOEING HELPED CRAFT OWN LOAN RULE 
(By Brody Mullins) 

WASHINGTON.—When the Export-Import 
Bank sought to respond to critics with tight- 
er rules for aircraft sales, it reached out to 
a company with a vested interest in the out- 
come: Boeing Co., the biggest beneficiary of 
the bank’s assistance. 

For months in 2012, according to about 50 
pages of emails reviewed by The Wall Street 
Journal, the bank worked with Boeing to 
write rules that would satisfy critics in Con- 
gress and the domestic commercial airline 
industry—while leaving most sales of 
Boeing’s airplanes to foreign carriers un- 
scathed. 

Ex-Im Bank, which helps finance the pur- 
chase of U.S. exports through loans and 
guarantees, is the target of Republicans who 
want to kill it, in part because they say it 
mostly provides subsidies to America’s larg- 
est companies. The Boeing emails will add 
fuel to that fight. 

The previously unreported documents, ob- 
tained through an open-records request, 
show how the two sides swapped ideas, drafts 
and data on sales of wide-body airplanes. Ex- 
Im Bank officials pushed their Boeing coun- 
terparts for information. Boeing suggested 
changes to the bank’s draft proposal. 

They reveal an extraordinary level of co- 
ordination between public officials and cor- 
porate executives. In a message one Satur- 
day morning, Bob Morin, then the bank’s 
head of aircraft financing, sent a plea: “If 
Boeing expects Ex-Im Bank to continue sup- 
porting wide-body aircraft, we need to get 
this right.” 

When Congress renewed the bank’s charter 
in 2012, the bank was required to publish its 
methodology for determining which trans- 
actions were significant enough to trigger an 
additional ‘‘economic-impact review” and, 
potentially, rejection. 

The requirement didn’t specifically include 
aircraft purchases, but Delta Air Lines Inc. 
and some lawmakers wanted the bank to in- 
clude them in the rules, too. 

That’s when Boeing and Ex-Im Bank start- 
ed discussing how the rule should be written. 
Many of the emails between the bank and 
Boeing deal with the guidelines the bank was 
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creating to determine which aircraft trans- 
actions would trigger the additional review. 

The collaboration appears to have worked. 
In the nearly two years since the rule went 
into effect, no Boeing sales have been nixed 
as a result. 

Republican presidential hopeful Jeb Bush 
recently joined the chorus of conservatives 
questioning the bank’s purpose. In late Feb- 
ruary, he told a gathering of the Club for 
Growth, a conservative advocacy group, that 
the government should consider whether this 
kind of financing ‘‘should be phased out.” 
The bank’s current authorization expires 
June 30 and the lobbying battle is heating 
up. 

Its usual supporters include lawmakers of 
both parties, including House Speaker John 
Boehner (R., Ohio) and Minority Leader 
Nancy Pelosi (D., Calif.), as well as the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce, major labor unions, 
manufacturers and Wall Street banks. 

Officials at Boeing declined to comment on 
the emails. In general, said Tim Myers, 
president of Boeing Capital Corp., Boeing’s 
aircraft-financing unit, ‘it would be only 
natural” for the bank to ask for input since 
Boeing is the only U.S. maker of wide-body 
commercial aircraft. 

Tim Keating, the company’s top Wash- 
ington lobbyist, called the interaction an ex- 
ample of how government should work: 
“There doesn’t have to be a full hostile rela- 
tionship between the regulator and the regu- 
lated,” he said. 

Matt Bevens, a spokesman for Ex-Im, said 
other countries have their own export-fi- 
nancing agencies, but Ex-Im is the only one 
that assesses the economic impact of its 
transactions. Mr. Bevens, speaking on behalf 
of the individual employees named in the 
emails, said the bank developed the new 
guidelines voluntarily and that it would 
have been ‘‘irresponsible if Ex-Im Bank had 
failed to consult the only American manu- 
facturer of commercial aircraft.” 

Bank supporters say foreign airlines would 
buy planes from European rival Airbus 
Group NV without Ex-Im financing. Boeing 
customers are among the biggest recipients 
of Ex-Im Bank loan guarantees. In the most 
recent fiscal year ended Sept. 30, 2014, the 
bank helped Boeing sell 61 wide-body planes 
to foreign airlines by guaranteeing more 
than $7 billion in loans. 

Overall, in that fiscal year the bank guar- 
anteed $20.5 billion in financing for U.S. ex- 
ports. The bank charges a fee on its loans 
and made $675 million in profit that it sent 
to the U.S. Treasury. 

Yet while the bank helps some American 
exporters, it irks other domestic firms. 

Delta, for one, says the bank’s financing 
gives rivals such as Emirates Airline, Thai 
Airways International PLC and Air India an 
advantage in their aircraft purchases that 
isn’t available to U.S. carriers. For some for- 
eign airlines, Ex-Im Bank’s financing can be 
less expensive than a standard commercial 
loan. 

It’s amid such criticisms that the Ex-Im 
Bank and Boeing collaboration began. In Au- 
gust 2012, a bank official forwarded a draft 
proposal on the economic-impact trigger to 
several senior executives at Boeing and its 
aircraft-financing unit. 

“Please note that this is an internal Ex-Im 
document still in draft form, but we wanted 
to get your input on several aspects of it 
prior to further developing the paper,” wrote 
Claire Avett, an Ex-Im policy analyst on Fri- 
day, Aug. 31. 

“We look forward to working closely with 
you to define concrete next steps to be able 
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to achieve these ends,” she wrote, referring 
to imminent internal deadlines. 

The next morning, Saturday, Sept. 1, a sec- 
ond bank official sent a follow-up email. ‘‘We 
do not have a lot of time,” wrote Mr. Morin, 
the Ex-Im official in charge of aircraft fi- 
nancing. 

The emails suggest Ex-Im Bank officials 
wanted Boeing’s help to write guidelines 
that would limit the number of additional 
reviews on aircraft purchases. 

“Subjecting and applying other trans- 
actions to detailed analysis under economic 
impact procedures has had the effect of kill- 
ing most of those deals,” wrote Mr. Morin, in 
the Sept. 1 email. ‘‘Accordingly, it is very 
important that we establish the correct pro- 
cedures here,” he said. 

Mr. Bevens, the Ex-Im Bank spokesman, 
says those deals were killed by delays and 
uncertainty created by the review process, 
not the review process itself. He said those 
delays are why Boeing and its suppliers op- 
posed subjecting aircraft purchases to poten- 
tially lengthy scrutiny. 

A few hours later on Sept. 1, a senior offi- 
cial at Boeing Capital responded that the 
company was working ‘‘to look at what data 
we can pull together.” The Boeing official, 
Kristi Kim, director of aircraft financial 
services at Boeing Capital, said the company 
was building model impact studies ‘‘to see 
how the data would vary.”’ 

Tim Neale, a spokesman for Boeing, said 
the company’s goal was to ensure that the 
reviews were ‘‘based on reasonable criteria.” 

On Sept. 6, James Cruse, a senior vice 
president at Ex-Im’s policy and planning 
group, wrote to Boeing to thank the com- 
pany for its input. ‘‘We recognize we are 
pushing and pressing you in ways that are 
not in your natural strike zone (and may 
verge toward ridiculous),’’ he wrote. 

The next month, the partners delved into 
nitty-gritty details, including the time 
frame that would be used to assess economic 
impact (shortening the time period to 12 
months might be best, one Boeing official 
suggested). They settled on 12 months. 

They also discussed who would conduct the 
reviews, if they were ever triggered. Boeing 
itself was an option because it had access to 
industry data. Other options were Ex-Im 
Bank or an outside consulting firm. 

In one email where the two sides discussed 
who should conduct the analysis, Ms. Avett, 
the Ex-Im Bank policy analyst, asks for 
input on ‘‘what would be most palatable to 
Boeing.”’ 

In the end, Ex-Im Bank took the job of per- 
forming the reviews. In the two years since 
the new rules went into effect, Ex-Im has 
helped finance roughly 50 aircraft deals. Just 
one of those—a lease deal of Boeing planes 
by Aeroflot Russian Airlines—triggered the 
detailed economic review. Ultimately, that 
transaction was approved. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Emirates 
Airline probably has the money to pay 
for these wide-bodied jets. But I respect 
Mr. HECK from Washington because he 
is fighting for people that work in his 
district. That is what I am trying to 
do. I am trying to work and fight for 
those folks in my district. 

All we want is an opportunity to take 
an analysis, a real analysis, not one 
that the Ex-Im Bank called Boeing and 
said: You know what? You need to re- 
vise this number so we can understand 
or we can make a claim for the anal- 
ysis that you need the money. 
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I claim the time in op- 
position. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi- 
tion to the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. WEST- 
MORELAND), which, with all due respect, 
is a solution in search of a problem 
that, if adopted, will only serve to un- 
dermine the competitiveness of U.S. 
businesses. 

The fact is the Ex-Im Bank already 
has a process in place for providing 
public notice and comment under 
which any member of the public, in- 
cluding companies who believe they 
may have been harmed, may submit 
comments which the board reviews 
prior to approving any transaction. 

Lengthening this approval process by 
an additional 4 months, as the gentle- 
man’s amendment would do, would 
only serve to hurt our exporters by pre- 
venting them from competing in time- 
sensitive deals. Our U.S. exporters need 
and deserve every competitive edge 
they can get. 

I urge my Members to reject this un- 
necessary and burdensome amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair- 
man, I would just like to tell the gen- 
tlewoman that it is not 4 months. It is 
60 days. Is 60 days too much to ask that 
you could go present your case in front 
of the board of directors? I think that 
is just fair. 

To the gentlewoman from California, 
I understand, but you are just reading 
something that your staff has given 
you. It is not 4 months. This is a new 
idea. I never got the chance to offer 
this amendment. 

Mr. FINCHER, with the discharge peti- 
tion, evidently wrote a perfect bill. I 
have been doing this for 25 years. I 
have never seen a perfect bill. We are 
trying to perfect the bill that Mr. 
FINCHER wrote and that the discharge 
petition brought to the floor on a 
closed rule where nobody could have 
any amendments. 

All I am trying to do is get a fair 
shake for my folks, just like Mr. HECK 
of Washington is trying to get a fair 
shake for his. Give me the opportunity. 
Give us an opportunity to do that. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, what the gentleman 
doesn’t realize is we are all trying to 
get a fair chance for our constituents, 
the small businesses and the jobs. 

I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE). 

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
thank the ranking member. 

Here we have another Delta amend- 
ment once again. The Ex-Im Bank al- 
ready, Mr. Chairman, has a process in 
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place for providing public notice and 
comment. Companies can provide feed- 
back, which the board reviews prior to 
approving any transaction. 

I can tell you that this is very dila- 
tory again. All of Delta’s lawsuits have 
all been thrown out. This is only an- 
other attempt to force the Ex-Im Bank 
to delay. The frustrating delay is doing 
its work. 

I urge all my colleagues to vote 
against this dilatory amendment. 
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Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair- 
man, may I ask how much time is re- 
maining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Georgia has 14 minutes remain- 
ing. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair- 
man, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
HECK). 

Mr. HECK of Washington. Mr. Chair- 
man, my favorite literary theme is il- 
lusion reality, where you do not know 
whether you are in an illusion or you 
are in reality. It is greatly used 
throughout our culture and great mov- 
ies, like ‘‘The Stunt Man,” with Peter 
O’Toole, or in classic literature, like 
“Ulysses,” by—who?—James Joyce. 

It is not a good axis on which to 
pivot around an argument regarding 
public policy; so let’s leave the illusion 
behind and go to reality. Here is the re- 
ality: 

The Ex-Im does support jobs—164,000 
last year. GAO, which you keep citing, 
approved its methodology. What is the 
proof? We have already lost nearly 1,000 
jobs since you shuttered the doors of 
the Ex-Im. The reality is this is unilat- 
eral disarmament if we fail to reau- 
thorize it. Every other developed na- 
tion has an export authority. 

The reality is that this reduces def- 
icit. The Ex-Im reduces deficit. Every 
year for 20 years, since the enactment 
of the Credit Reform Act, it has trans- 
ferred cash. The heck with the ac- 
counting system—cash. The reality is a 
lot of these small businesses don’t have 
an alternative. 

Steve Wilburn, who is the CEO of 
FirmGreen, stood before us last year 
and said: If you have got an alternative 
for my pending deal in Korea, tell me 
what it is. He lost the deal because of 
the cloud over Ex-Im. An Indian com- 
pany got the job. This issue is about 
jobs. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair- 
man, I don’t Know what the gentleman 
is talking about with regard to reality 
because the reality is that my con- 
stituents are losing jobs, and that is 
not fair. 

I believe the gentleman is an attor- 
ney. All we want is an opportunity to 
go to the people who can make a deci- 
sion and ask them to make that deci- 
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sion within 60 days. I am not going to 
go to the attorney who is fighting me 
and say: ‘‘Hey, here is my analysis—or 
here is my thing. Take it, and give it 
to somebody else.” That is the fox 
looking after the henhouse, and that is 
not the way we need to operate. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, may I inquire as to how 
much time I have remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
has 2 minutes remaining. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. 
FINCHER). 

Mr. FINCHER. I thank the gentle- 
woman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, this already is allowed 
in the current charter. I know the gen- 
tleman from Georgia wants to play po- 
litical games, but this is already hap- 
pening. Yes, it is. This is just another 
attempt to try to kill the Bank—to 
keep it dead, to bury it. 

It is sad, Mr. Chairman. We worked 
on this reform package—this Repub- 
lican reform package—for a year and a 
half. Where was the gentleman from 
Georgia with his amendment? Mr. 
MULVANEY with his amendments? and 
the other Members in this body with 
their amendments during this year and 
a half? We didn’t get to have a com- 
mittee process, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, where was the process 
by which he could offer his amend- 
ment? No, Mr. Chairman. They wait 
until they could try to bury the Bank 
here tonight and kill thousands of jobs 
and reward China and Russia. 

We have to vote “no” on all of these 
amendments. Kill them all. Let’s re- 
vive American jobs and do what is best 
for our constituents. 


Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair- 
man, to the gentleman from Frog 
Jump, if he would read section 


2(e)(7)(c) to (d), he would understand 
that my amendment tries to amend the 
procedure. Now, I know he wrote the 
perfect bill, but I am trying to help the 
gentleman perfect it. 

Mr. Chairman, the other thing is I 
never saw the gentleman’s bill. I never 
had a chance to amend the gentleman’s 
bill. If the gentleman had allowed the 
open process—the right process—that 
the gentleman from Oklahoma talked 
about, then I would have had a chance 
to have offered my amendment; but, 
unfortunately, they chose to have a 
closed rule. So don’t talk to me about 
process, because the process has not 
been followed here. 

I just want to make it clear that all 
I am trying to do is the same thing as 
everybody here is doing. I am trying to 
represent my constituents. I think I 
deserve a chance to do that, and I 
think we deserve a chance to perfect 
the bill that Mr. FINCHER and the oth- 
ers brought to the floor under a dis- 
charge petition. 
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Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
LUCAS), one of our champions on the 
reauthorization of the Ex-Im Bank. 

Mr. LUCAS. I thank the ranking 
member. 

Mr. Chairman, I will note to my col- 
leagues that I think the world of the 
gentleman from Georgia. He is a won- 
derful fellow as he is trying to help his 
people, but politics is like life—a lack 
of action is an action. When there was 
no action to help move an Export-Im- 
port reauthorization bill this spring or 
this summer, then the opportunity to 
do all of these great things went away. 
We all knew it was going to expire in 
July, and the people in critical posi- 
tions chose to let that happen. Dis- 
charge was just an opportunity to res- 
urrect what has already died. 

Now, I would say this: 

Let’s finish the process. Let’s put it 
back on the books for 4 years. Let’s 
start the hearing process. If there are 
reforms and changes that need to be 
made, then let’s file a new bill, and 
let’s go with it; but let’s not stop the 
opportunities economically that are 
created by this in the intervening pe- 
riod of time. 

Mr. Chairman, I would say respect- 
fully to my friend from Georgia, who 
has out-Southerned me, you are wrong 
on this one, sir. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. WESTMORE- 
LAND). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. 
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Georgia will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. YOUNG OF 
IOWA 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 10 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. YOUNG of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amend the table of contents by inserting 
after the item pertaining to section 62001 the 
following: 

TITLE LXIJI—REQUIREMENTS 
REGARDING RULE MAKINGS 
Sec. 63001. Requirements regarding 
makings. 
Page 988, insert after line 20 the following: 


Chair- 


rule 
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TITLE LXITI—REQUIREMENTS REGARDING 
RULE MAKINGS 


SEC. 63001. REQUIREMENTS REGARDING RULE 
MAKINGS. 


For each publication in the Federal Reg- 
ister required to be made by law and per- 
taining to a rule made to carry out this Act 
or the amendments made by this Act, the 
agency making the rule shall include in such 
publication a list of information on which 
the rule is based, including data, scientific 
and economic studies, and cost-benefit anal- 
yses, and identify how the public can access 
such information online. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. YOUNG) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. YOUNG of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

We talk a lot about transparency and 
accountability around here. We hear 
about transparency and accountability 
needs from our constituents regarding 
the Federal Government. It is time to 
quit just talking the talk and walk the 
talk. 

The question is: How do rulemakers 
get their conclusions? How do they 
come to a decision when they are work- 
ing on rules and regulations? 

They have certain science and data 
and criteria and analyses that they 
look at, but we don’t often get to see 
that. We hear their conclusions, and we 
wonder: How did they get to that con- 
clusion? They used science, data, and 
analyses. 

My amendment simply says that 
those scientific tools, data, and anal- 
yses have to be made public and just 
posted online. It is pretty simple. The 
data they used needs to go online so we 
can see it all as well and have the same 
benchmark and be on the same page. 
Why shouldn’t Americans have access 
to this as well? Why shouldn’t we have 
a more transparent government? Just 
post a link on the Internet. Let’s walk 
the talk on transparency. 

This amendment has been approved 
before as part of the REINS Act that 
passed 249-159. Now, the REINS Act 
looked at the whole Federal Govern- 
ment, but this amendment just per- 
tains to the Department of Transpor- 
tation. I urge my colleagues to support 
this amendment. It is common sense. It 
is what our constituents demand—com- 
mon sense and transparency. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MOORE. Madam Chair, I claim 
the time in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR (Ms. Foxx). The 
gentlewoman from Wisconsin is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. MOORE. Madam Chair, this 
amendment would not only undo all of 
Dodd-Frank but all financial market 
regulations past, present, and future. I 
support the cost-benefit analyses man- 
dates that are already contained in 
Federal securities laws and in Presi- 
dent Obama’s executive orders. 


November 4, 2015 


This particular amendment, of 
course, is dilatory, and it would mean 
that rulemaking would take even 
longer as the SEC has struggled to 
meet the impossibly subjective eco- 
nomic cost-benefit standards to stave 
off upcoming court battles over com- 
peting economic impact projections. 

Not only that, Madam Chair, but the 
most dangerous part about this initia- 
tive is that this would open the door to 
the most powerful industry partici- 
pants. If it were possible to make rules, 
they could challenge the rules in a way 
that achieved their most narrow inter- 
ests, and it would be to the detriment 
of investors or to the less affluent mar- 
ket participants. In this way, the most 
powerful industry interests would not 
only be able to use the courts to undo 
consumer protections, but they would 
also seek competitive advantages over 
competitors. 

Current law already requires the SEC 
to conduct economic analyses, pursu- 
ant to the Paperwork Reduction Act, 
the Congressional Review Act, and the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act, as other 
agencies do. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Iowa. Madam Chair, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

I heard my friend from the other side 
talk about the SEC and Dodd-Frank 
and executive orders. We are just, real- 
ly, talking about any rules and regula- 
tions pertaining to this act—the trans- 
portation bill, primarily the Depart- 
ment of Transportation. 

I believe that it is very important 
that we have more transparency and 
accountability in government. I do not 
see what is wrong with the American 
people being allowed to see the data, 
the cost-benefit analyses, the science, 
and the criteria of those who make 
these rules. What is so wrong with 
that, with being on the same page? 

I simply ask my colleagues to sup- 
port this amendment. Transparency 
and accountability, we talk about it a 
lot, but we don’t do enough of it. I have 
some other great transparency and ac- 
countability amendments, and we will 
worry about those later. Right now, I 
am asking my colleagues to support 
transparency and accountability. Let 
the American people see how we make 
decisions that affect their lives. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. MOORE. Madam Chair, will the 
Chair advise me as to how much time I 
have remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Wisconsin has 3 minutes remain- 
ing. 

Ms. MOORE. Madam Chair, I appre- 
ciate the fact that the gentleman has 
claimed that he is restricting this to 
the highway bill; but, again, it is prob- 
lematic because it would really impose 
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cost-benefit analyses on all rulemaking 
under the highway bill, as amended. 

It would require several rulemakings 
from the SEC that are related to 
emerging growth companies, private 
security transaction exemptions, and 
disclosure reforms. It would require the 
SEC to comply with this additional 
hurdle that is administratively burden- 
some and that opens up the SEC to ad- 
ditional litigation risks. It is not just 
limited to the transportation bill just 
in terms of its multiplier impact. 
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This legislation is just yet another 
veiled attempt to stop the Ex-Im Bank, 
which we have discussed earlier today, 
because it, again, would create a suffi- 
ciently high bar to pass new rule- 
making and open up every SEC rule to 
ongoing litigation. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Iowa. Madam Chair, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Transparency is a good thing. Shin- 
ing sunlight is a good thing. It is the 
best disinfectant out there. 

Why can’t we know, the American 
people, the science and the cost benefit 
behind the rules and regulations that 
are inflicted upon the American people, 
good or bad, whatever they are? 

Madam Chairman, the other side, my 
friend mentioned the Ex-Im Bank. I am 
not in that battle with this amend- 
ment. This is just about general rules 
and regulations, the science behind 
them. Why can’t the American people 
know what it is? We will all be on the 
same playing field, so we know what 
we are talking about. It is a good 
thing. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MOORE. Madam Chair, this has 
been misnamed as a transparency bill. 
It is not a transparency bill. This cost 
benefit bill literally is a race-to-the- 
courthouse bill, and we would just be 
in an endless litigious position. 

We are already late with the trans- 
portation bill. We have already created 
great uncertainty for all of our cities, 
counties, and towns in America. Why 
would we now want to subject our bro- 
ken bridges and our broken transpor- 
tation system to yet another dilatory 
tactic that sort of slows down our abil- 
ity to create good jobs and to fix our 
infrastructure? 

Madam Chair, I would urge all Mem- 
bers to vote against this initiative be- 
cause it is wrong-headed at a time 
when we really need to get our trans- 
portation infrastructure improvements 
back on track. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Iowa. Madam Chair, I 
yield myself the balance of my time to 
close. 

So we can’t find out what the science 
is. At the same time, we don’t even 
know who these nameless, faceless 
folks are in the bureaucracy who are 
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putting out these rules and regula- 
tions. Why are we to be left in the 
dark? What is wrong with trans- 
parency? Sunlight is the best disinfect- 
ant. The American people are tired of 
this, are tired about this veil around 
our government. 

I don’t care what administration it 
is, Republican, Democrat, why should 
it matter. I put my name on a bill and 
amendment. You do, too. These rules 
and regulations that come out, we have 
no idea who these people are. They 
could be very well intended and that is 
fine. We don’t know what their titles 
are either. Are they experts in their 
fields? We don’t know. Where is the 
transparency? 

This amendment passed in a bipar- 
tisan way before. I am asking for my 
colleagues to support it this time. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Iowa (Mr. YOUNG). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Ms. MOORE. Madam Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Iowa will be post- 
poned. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on those amendments 
printed in part B of House Report 114- 
326 on which further proceedings were 
postponed, in the following order: 

Amendment No. 1 by Mr. PERRY of 
Pennsylvania. 

Amendment No. 2 by Mr. 
of South Carolina. 

Amendment No. 3 by Mr. 
of South Carolina. 

Amendment No. 4 by Mr. 
of South Carolina. 

Amendment No. 5 by Mr. 
of South Carolina. 

Amendment No. 6 by Mr. 
of South Carolina. 

Amendment No. 
Pennsylvania. 

Amendment No. 
California. 

Amendment No. 9 by Mr. SCHWEIKERT 
of Arizona. 

Amendment No. 23 by Mr. WESTMORE- 
LAND of Georgia. 

Amendment No. 10 by Mr. YOUNG of 
Iowa. 

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes 
the minimum time for any electronic 
vote after the first vote in this series. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. PERRY 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
PERRY) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 


MULVANEY 


MULVANEY 


MULVANEY 


MULVANEY 


MULVANEY 
7 by Mr. ROTHFUS of 


8 by Mr. ROYCE of 
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The Clerk will the 
amendment. 
The Clerk redesignated the amend- 


ment. 


redesignate 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 121, noes 303, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

[Roll No. 607] 


AYES—121 
Abraham Guthrie Palmer 
Allen Harris Pearce 
Amash Heck (NV) Perry 
Barr Hensarling Pittenger 
Bilirakis Hice, Jody B. Pitts 
Bishop (UT) Holding Pompeo 
Black Hudson Posey 
Blackburn Huelskamp $ 
Blum Huizenga (MI) ee 
Brady (TX) Hurt (VA) 
Brat Jenkins (KS) Roe (TN) 
Rohrabacher 
Buck Johnson, Sam H 
Burgess Jones Rokita 
Carter (TX) Jordan Roskam 
Chabot King (IA) Ross 
Chaffetz Labrador Rothfus 
Clawson (FL) LaMalfa Rouzer 
Coffman Lamborn Salmon 
Collins (GA) Lance Scalise 
Conaway Latta Schweikert 
DeSantis Loudermilk Scott, Austin 
DesJarlais Love Sensenbrenner 
Duffy Lummis Sessions 
Duncan (SC) Marchant Smith (MO) 
poe reed Mae Smith (NE) 
mmer cCarthy ; 
Farenthold McCaul idee 
Fleischmann McClintock 
: Stutzman 
Fleming McHenry K 
k Tipton 
Flores McKinley 
Forbes McSally Walker 
Fortenberry Meadows Webster (FL) 
Foxx Messer Wenstrup 
Franks (AZ) Miller (FL) Westmoreland 
Garrett Mooney (WV) Williams 
Gohmert Mulvaney Wittman 
Goodlatte Neugebauer Woodall 
Gosar Noem Yoder 
Gowdy Nugent Yoho 
Graves (GA) Olson Young (IA) 
Griffith Palazzo Young (IN) 
NOES—3803 
Adams Cardenas Davis, Rodney 
Aderholt Carney DeGette 
Aguilar Carson (IN) Delaney 
Amodei Carter (GA) DeLauro 
Ashford Cartwright DelBene 
Barletta Castor (FL) Denham 
Barton Castro (TX) Dent 
Bass Chu, Judy DeSaulnier 
Beatty Cicilline Deutch 
Becerra Clark (MA) Diaz-Balart 
Benishek Clarke (NY) Dingell 
Bera Clay Doggett 
Beyer Cleaver Dold 
Bishop (GA) Clyburn Donovan 
Bishop (MI) Cohen Doyle, Michael 
Blumenauer Cole F. 
Bonamici Collins (NY) Duckworth 
Bos Comstock Edwards 
Boustany Connolly Ellison 
Boyle, Brendan Conyers Engel 
F. Cook Eshoo 
Brady (PA) Cooper Esty 
Bridenstine Costa Farr 
Brooks (AL) Costello (PA) Fattah 
Brooks (IN) Courtney Fincher 
Brown (FL) Cramer Fitzpatrick 
Brownley (CA) Crawford Foster 
Buchanan Crenshaw Frankel (FL) 
Bucshon Crowley Frelinghuysen 
Bustos Cuellar Fudge 
Butterfield Culberson Gabbard 
Byrne Cummings Gallego 
Calvert Curbelo (FL) Garamendi 
Capps Davis (CA) Gibbs 
Capuano Davis, Danny Gibson 


17416 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


Graham Lowenthal Ruiz 
Granger Lowey Ruppersberger 
Graves (LA) Lucas Rush 
Graves (MO) Luetkemeyer Russell 
Grayson Lujan Grisham Ryan (OH) 
Green, Al (NM) Sanchez, Linda 
Green, Gene Lujan, Ben Ray T. 
Grijalva (NM) Sanchez, Loretta 
Grothman Lynch Sanford 
Guinta MacArthur Sarbanes 
Gutierrez Maloney, Schakowsky 
Hahn Carolyn Schiff 
Hanna Maloney, Sean Schrader 
Hardy Marino Scott (VA) 
Harper Matsui Scott, David 
Hartzler McCollum Serrano 
Hastings McDermott Sewell (AL) 
Heck (WA) McGovern Sherman 
Herrera Beutler McMorris Shimkus 
Higgins Rodgers Shuster 
Hill McNerney Simpson 
Himes Meehan Sires 
Hinojosa Meng Slaughter 
Honda Mica A 
Hoyer Miller (MI) pore SA 
Huffman Moolenaar Speier 
Hultgren Moore Stefanik 
Hunter Moulton Stivers 
Hurd (TX) Mullin S 

walwell (CA) 
Israel Murphy (FL) Takano 
Issa Murphy (PA) Thompson (CA) 
Jackson Lee Nadler Thompson (MS) 
Jeffries Napolitano Thompson (PA) 
Jenkins (WV) Neal Thornberr 
Johnson (GA) Newhouse Tiberi y 
Johnson (OH) Nolan fs em 
Johnson, E. B. Norcross Titus 
Jolly Nunes Tonko 
Joyce O’Rourke ra” 
Kaptur Pallone Trott 
Katko Pascrell Ponpa 
Keating Paulsen urnor 
Kelly (IL) Payne Upton 
Kelly (MS) Pelosi Valadao 
Kelly (PA) Perlmutter Van Hollen 
Kennedy Peters Vargas 
Kildee Peterson Veasey 
Kilmer Pingree Vela 
Kind Pocan Velazquez 
King (NY) Poe (TX) Visclosky 
Kinzinger (IL) Poliquin Walberg 
Kirkpatrick Polis Walden 
Kline Price (NC) Walorski 
Knight Quigley Walters, Mimi 
Kuster Rangel Walz 
LaHood Reed Wasserman 
Langevin Reichert Schultz 
Larsen (WA) Renacci Waters, Maxine 
Larson (CT) Ribble Watson Coleman 
Lawrence Rice (SC) Weber (TX) 
Lee Richmond Welch 
Levin Rigell Westerman 
Lewis Roby Whitfield 
Lieu, Ted Rogers (AL) Wilson (SC) 
Lipinski Rogers (KY) Womack 
LoBiondo Rooney (FL) Yarmuth 
Loebsack Ros-Lehtinen Young (AK) 
Lofgren Roybal-Allard Zeldin 
Long Royce Zinke 

NOT VOTING—9 
Babin Meeks Takai 
DeFazio Rice (NY) Wagner 
Ellmers (NC) Sinema Wilson (FL) 
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Messrs. KILDEE and RUSH changed 
their vote from “aye” to “no.” 

Messrs. WEBSTER, HURT of Vir- 
ginia, and Ms. JENKINS of Kansas 
changed their vote from ‘‘no”’ to “aye.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated for: 

Mr. BABIN. Madam Chair, on rollcall No. 
607, my voting card didn’t register. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “yes.” 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. MULVANEY 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 

business is the demand for a recorded 


vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
MULVANEY) on which further pro- 
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 117, noes 309, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 608] 


AYES—117 
Abraham Griffith Palmer 
Allen Guthrie Pearce 
Amash Harris Perry 
Babin Heck (NV) Pittenger 
Barr Hensarling Pitts 
Bilirakis Hice, Jody B. Pompeo 
Bishop (UT) Holding Posey 
Black Hudson Price, Tom 
Blackburn Huelskamp Ratcliffe 
Blum Huizenga (MI) Roe (TN) 
Brat Hurt (VA) Rohrabacher 
Buck Issa Rokita 
Burgess Jenkins (KS) Roskam 
Carter (TX) Johnson, Sam Ross 
Chabot Jones Rothfus 
Chaffetz Jordan Rouzer 
Clawson (FL) King (IA) Royce 
Coffman Labrador Scalise 
Collins (GA) LaMalfa Schweikert 
Conaway Lamborn Scott, Austin 
DeSantis Lance Sensenbrenner 
DesJarlais Latta Sessions 
Duffy Love Smith (MO) 
Duncan (SC) Lummis Smith (TX) 
Duncan (TN) Massie Stewart 
Farenthold McCarthy Stutzman 
Fleischmann McCaul Tipton 
Fleming McClintock Walker 
Flores McHenry Webster (FL) 
Forbes McKinley Wenstrup 
Foxx Meadows Westerman 
Franks (AZ) Messer Westmoreland 
Garrett Miller (FL) Williams 
Gohmert Mooney (WV) Wittman 
Goodlatte Mulvaney Woodall 
Gosar Neugebauer Yoder 
Graves (GA) Noem Yoho 
Graves (LA) Nugent Young (IA) 
Grayson Olson Young (IN) 

NOES—309 
Adams Buchanan Cook 
Aderholt Bucshon Cooper 
Aguilar Bustos Costa 
Amodei Butterfield Costello (PA) 
Ashford Byrne Courtney 
Barletta Calvert Cramer 
Barton Capps Crawford 
Bass Capuano Crenshaw 
Beatty Cardenas Crowley 
Becerra Carney Cuellar 
Benishek Carson (IN) Culberson 
Bera Carter (GA) Cummings 
Beyer Cartwright Curbelo (FL) 
Bishop (GA) Castor (FL) Davis (CA) 


Bishop (MI) Castro (TX) Davis, Danny 


Blumenauer Chu, Judy Davis, Rodney 
Bonamici Cicilline DeGette 
Bost Clark (MA) Delaney 
Boustany Clarke (NY) DeLauro 
Boyle, Brendan Clay DelBene 

F. Cleaver Denham 
Brady (PA) Clyburn Dent 
Brady (TX) Cohen DeSaulnier 
Bridenstine Cole Deutch 
Brooks (AL) Collins (NY) Diaz-Balart 
Brooks (IN) Comstock Dingell 
Brown (FL) Connolly Doggett 
Brownley (CA) Conyers Dold 
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Donovan Langevin Rigell 
Doyle, Michael Larsen (WA) Roby 
F. Larson (CT) Rogers (AL) 
Duckworth Lawrence Rogers (KY) 
Edwards Lee Rooney (FL) 
Ellison Levin Ros-Lehtinen 
Emmer (MN) Lewis Roybal-Allard 
Engel Lieu, Ted Ruiz 
Eshoo Lipinski Ruppersberger 
Esty LoBiondo Rush 
Farr Loebsack Russell 
Fattah Lofgren Ryan (OH) 
Fincher Long Salmon 
Fitzpatrick Lowenthal Sánchez, Linda 
Fortenberry Lowey T. 
Foster Lucas Sanchez, Loretta 
Frankel (FL) Luetkemeyer Sanford 
Frelinghuysen Lujan Grisham Sarbanes 
Fudge (NM) Schakowsky 
Gabbard Lujan, Ben Ray Schiff 
Gallego i (NM) Schrader 
Garamendi Lynch Scott (VA) 
Gibbs MacArthur Scott, David 
Gibson Maloney, Serrano 
Gowdy Carolyn Sewell (AL) 
e ham SeA Sherman 
ranger archani A 
Graves (MO) Marino eeo 
Green, Al Matsui Simpson 
Green, Gene McCollum Sires 
Grijalva McDermott Slaughter 
Grothman McGovern Smith (NE 
Guinta McMorris a (NE) 
sin mith (NJ) 
Gutierrez Rodgers Smi 
mith (WA) 
Hahn McNerney Speier 
Hanna McSally Stefanik 
Hardy Meehan 
Harper Meng Stivers 
Hartzler Mica ae (CA) 
Hastings Miller (MI) fait 
Heck (WA) Moolenaar Thompson (CA) 
Herrera Beutler Moore eho ae 
Higgins Moulton Fa ompson (PA) 
Hill Mullin Thornberry 
Himes Murphy (FL) Tiberi 
Hinojosa Murphy (PA) Titis 
Honda Nadler Tonko 
Hoyer Napolitano E 
Huffman Neal Trott 
Hultgren Newhouse BDOS 
Hunter Nolan Urner 
Hurd (TX) Norcross Upton 
Israel Nunes Valadao 
Jackson Lee O’Rourke Van Hollen 
Jeffries Palazzo Vargas 
Jenkins (WV) Pallone Veasey 
Johnson (GA) Pascrell Vela 
Johnson (OH) Paulsen Velazquez 
Johnson, E. B. Payne Visclosky 
Jolly Pelosi Wagner 
Joyce Perlmutter Walberg 
Kaptur Peters Walden 
Katko Peterson Walorski 
Keating Pingree Walters, Mimi 
Kelly (IL) Pocan Walz 
Kelly (MS) Poe (TX) Wasserman 
Kelly (PA) Poliquin Schultz 
Kennedy Polis Waters, Maxine 
Kildee Price (NC) Watson Coleman 
Kilmer Quigley Weber (TX) 
Kind Rangel Welch 
King (NY) Reed Whitfield 
Kinzinger (IL) Reichert Wilson (SC) 
Kirkpatrick Renacci Womack 
Kline Ribble Yarmuth 
Knight Rice (NY) Young (AK) 
Kuster Rice (SC) Zeldin 
LaHood Richmond Zinke 
NOT VOTING—7 
DeFazio Meeks Wilson (FL) 
Ellmers (NC) Sinema 
Loudermilk Takai 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 
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So the amendment was rejected. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. MULVANEY 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
MULVANEY) on which further pro- 
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the ayes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 124, noes 302, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 609] 
AYES—124 


Abraham Graves (GA) Nugent 
Allen Graves (LA) Olson 
Amash Grayson Palmer 
Babin Guthrie Perry 
Barr Harris Pittenger 
Bilirakis Heck (NV) Pompeo 
Bishop (UT) Hensarling Posey 
Black Hice, Jody B. an 
Blackburn Holding = rie ie oo, 
Blum Hudson Aas 
Bra: Huelskamp Roe (TN) 
Brooks (AL) Huizenga (MI) Rohrabacher 
Buck Hultgren Rokita 
Burgess Hurt (VA) Roskam 
Carter (TX) Issa Ross 
Chabot Jenkins (KS) Rothfus 
Chaffetz Johnson, Sam Rouzer 
Clawson (FL) Jones Salmon 
Coffman Jordan Scalise 
Collins (GA) King (IA) Schweikert 
Conaway Labrador Scott, Austin 
Culberson LaMalfa Sensenbrenner 
DeSantis Lamborn Sessions 
DesJarlais Lance Smith (MO) 
Duffy Latta Smith (NE) 
At TO TA . Smith (TX) 

uncan ummis 
Emmer (MN) Marchant Bee 
Farenthold Massie Tipton 
Fleischmann McCarthy Walber 
Fleming McCaul 8 
Flores McClintock Walker 
Forbes McHenry Webster (FL) 
Fortenberry McKinley Wenstrup 
Foxx McSally Westmoreland 
Franks (AZ) Meadows Williams 
Garrett Messer Wittman 
Gibbs Miller (FL) Woodall 
Gohmert Mooney (WV) Yoder 
Goodlatte Mulvaney Yoho 
Gosar Neugebauer Young (IA) 
Gowdy Noem Young (IN) 

NOES—302 

Adams Brady (PA) Chu, Judy 
Aderholt Brady (TX) Cicilline 
Aguilar Bridenstine Clark (MA) 
Amodei Brooks (IN) Clarke (NY) 
Ashford Brown (FL) Clay 
Barletta Brownley (CA) Cleaver 
Barton Buchanan Clyburn 
Bass Bucshon Cohen 
Beatty Bustos Cole 
Becerra Butterfield Collins (NY) 
Benishek Byrne Comstock 
Bera Calvert Connolly 
Beyer Capps Conyers 
Bishop (GA) Capuano Cook 
Bishop (MI) Cardenas Cooper 
Blumenauer Carney Costa 
Bonamici Carson (IN) Costello (PA) 
Bost Carter (GA) Courtney 
Boustany Cartwright Cramer 
Boyle, Brendan Castor (FL) Crawford 

F. Castro (TX) Crenshaw 


Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gibson 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Hil 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jolly 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 


DeFazio 
Ellmers (NC) 
Loudermilk 


Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Knight 
Kuster 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
MacArthur 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Marino 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meng 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Moore 
Moulton 
Mullin 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Newhouse 
Nolan 
Norcross 
Nunes 
O’Rourke 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pitts 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reichert 


NOT VOTING—7 


Meeks 
Sinema 
Takai 
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Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (NY) 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Russell 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 
A 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stefanik 
Stivers 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Trott 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Wagner 
Walden 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Watson Coleman 
Weber (TX) 
Welch 
Westerman 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Womack 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 


Waters, Maxine 


Mr. BYRNE changed his vote from 
“aye” to E a o Nda 
So the amendment was rejected. 
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The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. MULVANEY 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
MULVANEY) on which further pro- 
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 116, noes 308, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

[Roll No. 610] 
AYES—116 


Abraham Graves (GA) Nugent 
Allen Graves (LA) Olson 
Amash Grayson Palmer 
Babin Guthrie Pearce 
Barr Harris Perry 
Bilirakis Heck (NV) Pittenger 
Bishop (UT) Hensarling Pompeo 
Black Hice, Jody B. Posey 
Blackburn Holding Price, Tom 
Blum Hudson Ratcliffe 
Bra: Huelskamp Roe (TN) 
Buck Huizenga (MI) Rohrabacher 
Burgess Hurt (VA) Rokita 
Carter (TX) Issa Ross 
Chabot Jenkins (KS) 
Chaffetz Johnson, Sam maras 
Clawson (FL) Jones Scalise 
Coffman Jordan Schweikert 
Collins (GA) King (IA) i 
Scott, Austin 
Conaway Labrador Sansenbronnee 
Culberson LaMalfa Sessions 
DeSantis Lamborn A 
DesJarlais Lance Smith (MO) 
Duffy Latta Smith (NE) 
Duncan (SC) Love Smith (TX) 
Duncan (TN) Lummis Stewart 
Farenthold Marchant Stutzman 
Fleischmann Massie Tipton 
Fleming McCarthy Walker 
Flores McCaul Webster (FL) 
Forbes McClintock Wenstrup 
Foxx McKinley Westmoreland 
Franks (AZ) Meadows Williams 
Frelinghuysen Messer Wittman 
Garrett Miller (FL) Woodall 
Gohmert Mooney (WV) Yoder 
Goodlatte Mulvaney Yoho 
Gosar Neugebauer Young (IA) 
Gowdy Noem Young (IN) 
NOES—3808 

Adams Brady (PA) Castro (TX) 
Aderholt Brady (TX) Chu, Judy 
Aguilar Bridenstine Cicilline 
Amodei Brooks (AL) Clark (MA) 
Ashford Brooks (IN) Clarke (NY) 
Barletta Brown (FL) Clay 
Barton Brownley (CA) Cleaver 
Bass Buchanan Clyburn 
Beatty Bucshon Cohen 
Becerra Bustos Cole 
Benishek Butterfield Collins (NY) 
Bera Byrne Comstock 
Beyer Calvert Connolly 
Bishop (GA) Capps Conyers 
Bishop (MI) Capuano Cook 
Blumenauer Cardenas Cooper 
Bonamici Carney Costa 
Bost Carson (IN) Costello (PA) 
Boustany Carter (GA) Courtney 
Boyle, Brendan Cartwright Cramer 

F. Castor (FL) Crawford 
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Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jolly 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 


DeFazio 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 


Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Knight 
Kuster 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
MacArthur 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Marino 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
McSally 
Meehan 
Meng 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Moore 
Moulton 
Mullin 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Newhouse 
Norcross 
Nunes 
O’Rourke 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pitts 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 


NOT VOTING—9 


Loudermilk 
Meeks 
Nolan 
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Rice (NY) 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Russell 
Ryan (OH) 
Salmon 
Sanchez, Linda 
T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stefanik 
Stivers 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Titus 
lonko 
Torres 
Trott 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Weber (TX) 
Welch 
Westerman 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Womack 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 


5 
A 
A 
fa 
3 
f 
7 
a 
= 
A 
ji 
fi 


Ribble 
Sinema 
Takai 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 


There is 1 minute remaining. 
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So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. MULVANEY 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
MULVANEY) on which further pro- 
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the ayes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 117, noes 308, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 611] 


AYES—117 
Abraham Grayson Nugent 
Allen Guthrie Olson 
Amash Harris Palmer 
Babin Heck (NV) Perry 
Barr Hensarling Pittenger 
Barton Hice, Jody B. Pompeo 
Bilirakis Hill Posey 
Bishop (UT) Holding Price, Tom 
Black Hudson Ratcliffe 
Blackburn Huelskamp Roe (TN) 
Blum Huizenga (MI) Rohrabacher 
Brat Hurt (VA) Rokita 
Buck Jenkins (KS) Roskam 
Burgess Johnson, Sam Ross 
Carter (TX) Jones Rothfus 
Chabot Jordan Rouzer 
Chaffetz King (IA) Scalise 
Clawson (FL) Labrador Schweikert 
Coffman LaHood Scott, Austin 
Collins (GA) LaMalfa Sensenbrenner 
Conaway Lamborn Sessions 
DeSantis Lance Smith (MO) 
DesJarlais Latta Smith (NE) 
Duffy Love Smith (TX) 
Duncan (SC) Lummis Stewart 
Duncan (TN) Marchant Stutzman 
Farenthold Massie Tipton 
Fleischmann McCarthy Walker 
Fleming McCaul Webster (FL) 
Flores McClintock Wenstrup 
Forbes McHenry Westerman 
Foxx McKinley Westmoreland 
Franks (AZ) Meadows Williams 
Garrett Messer Wittman 
Gohmert Miller (FL) Woodall 
Goodlatte Mooney (WV) Yoder 
Gosar Mulvaney Yoho 
Gowdy Neugebauer Young (IA) 
Graves (GA) Noem Young (IN) 

NOES—308 
Adams Boyle, Brendan Carney 
Aderholt F. Carson (IN) 
Aguilar Brady (PA) Carter (GA) 
Amodei Brady (TX) Cartwright 
Ashford Bridenstine Castor (FL) 
Barletta Brooks (AL) Castro (TX) 
Bass Brooks (IN) Chu, Judy 
Beatty Brown (FL) Cicilline 
Becerra Brownley (CA) Clark (MA) 
Benishek Buchanan Clarke (NY) 
Bera Bucshon Clay 
Beyer Bustos Cleaver 
Bishop (GA) Butterfield Clyburn 
Bishop (MI) Byrne Cohen 
Blumenauer Calvert Cole 
Bonamici Capps Collins (NY) 
Bost Capuano Comstock 
Boustany Cardenas Connolly 


Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Emmer (MN) 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 


Conyers 
DeFazio 
Ellmers (NC) 
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Jolly 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Knight 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
MacArthur 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Marino 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
McSally 
Meehan 
Meng 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Moore 
Moulton 
Mullin 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Newhouse 
Nolan 
Norcross 
Nunes 
O’Rourke 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pitts 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Polis 
Price (NC) 


NOT VOTING—8 


Loudermilk 
Meeks 
Rice (NY) 


Quigley 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Russell 
Ryan (OH) 
Salmon 
Sanchez, Linda 
T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stefanik 
Stivers 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
[Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Titus 
lonko 
Torres 
Trott 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Weber (TX) 
Welch 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Womack 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 
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So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. SINEMA. Madam Chair, on rollcall Nos. 
607, 608, 609, 610, 611, | was unavoidably 
detained. Had | been present, | would have 
voted “no” on each of these rollcall votes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. MULVANEY 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
MULVANEY) on which further pro- 
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 114, noes 314, 
not voting 5, as follows: 

[Roll No. 612] 


AYES—114 
Abraham Graves (GA) Olson 
Allen Griffith Palmer 
Amash Guthrie Pearce 
Babin Harris Perry 
Barr Heck (NV) Pittenger 
Bilirakis Hensarling Pompeo 
Bishop (UT) Hice, Jody B. Posey 
Black Holding Price, Tom 
Blackburn Hudson Ratcliffe 
Blum Huelskamp Roe (TN) 
Bra Huizenga (MI) Rohrabacher 
Buck Hurt (VA) Rokita 
Burgess Jenkins (KS) Ross 
Carter (TX) Johnson, Sam Rothfus 
Chabot Jones Rouzer 
Chaffetz Jordan Scalise 
Clawson (FL) King (IA) Schweikert 
Coffman Labrador Scott, Austin 
Collins (GA) LaMalfa Sensenbrenner 
Conaway Lamborn Sessions 
Culberson Lance Smith (MO) 
DeSantis Latta Smith (NE) 
DesJarlais Love Smith (TX) 
Duffy Lummis Stewart 
Duncan (SC) Marchant Stutzman 
Duncan (TN) Massie Tipton 
Farenthold McCarthy Walberg 
Fleischmann McCaul Walker 
Fleming McClintock Webster (FL) 
Flores McKinley Wenstrup 
Forbes Meadows Westmoreland 
Foxx Messer Williams 
Franks (AZ) Miller (FL) Wittman 
Garrett Mooney (WV) Woodall 
Gohmert Mulvaney Yoder 
Goodlatte Neugebauer Yoho 
Gosar Noem Young (IA) 
Gowdy Nugent Young (IN) 

NOES—3814 
Adams Beyer Brooks (AL) 
Aderholt Bishop (GA) Brooks (IN) 
Aguilar Bishop (MI) Brown (FL) 
Amodei Blumenauer Brownley (CA) 
Ashford Bonamici Buchanan 
Barletta Bost Bucshon 
Barton Boustany Bustos 
Bass Boyle, Brendan Butterfield 
Beatty F. Byrne 
Becerra Brady (PA) Calvert 
Benishek Brady (TX) Capps 
Bera Bridenstine Capuano 


Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter (GA) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Cole 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Emmer (MN) 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 


Huffman 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jolly 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Knight 
Kuster 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
MacArthur 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Marino 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
McSally 
Meehan 
Meng 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Moore 
Moulton 
Mullin 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Newhouse 
Nolan 
Norcross 
Nunes 
O’Rourke 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pitts 
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Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (NY) 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Russell 
Ryan (OH) 
Salmon 
Sanchez, Linda 
Ti 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stefanik 
Stivers 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Trott 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wagner 
Walden 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Weber (TX) 
Welch 
Westerman 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Womack 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 
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NOT VOTING—5 


Loudermilk 
Meeks 


DeFazio Takai 


Ellmers (NC) 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 


2303 


So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. ROTHFUS 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
ROTHFUS) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 115, noes 313, 
not voting 5, as follows: 

[Roll No. 613] 


AYES—115 

Abraham Graves (GA) Palmer 
Allen Grayson Pearce 
Amash Griffith Perry 
Babin Guthrie Pittenger 
Barr Harris Pompeo 
Bilirakis Heck (NV) Posey 
PEAP (UT) rasare. Price, Tom 

ac. ice, Jody B. A 
Blackburn Holding ee 
Blum Hudson oe (TN) 
Bra: Huelskamp Rohrabacher 
Buck Huizenga (MI) Rokita 
Burgess Hurt (VA) Rooney (FL) 
Carter (TX) Jenkins (KS) Roskam 
Chabot Johnson, Sam Ross 
Chaffetz Jones Rothfus 
Clawson (FL) Jordan Rouzer 
Coffman King (IA) Scalise 
Collins (GA) Labrador Schweikert 
Conaway LaMalfa Scott, Austin 
Culberson Lamborn Sensenbrenner 
DeSantis Lance Sessions 
DesJarlais Latta Smith (MO) 
Duffy Love : Smith (TX) 
Duncan (SC) Lummis Stewart 
Danean (EN) Marchant piua 
Fleischmann McCarthy sae 
Fleming McCaul Webster (FL) 
Flores McClintock 
Forbes McKinley Wenstrup 
Foxx Meadows Westmoreland 
Franks (AZ) Messer Williams 
Garrett Miller (FL) Wittman 
Gibbs Mooney (WV) Woodall 
Gohmert Mulvaney Yoder 
Goodlatte Neugebauer Yoho 
Gosar Nugent Young (IA) 
Gowdy Olson Young (IN) 

NOES—313 

Adams Becerra Boustany 
Aderholt Benishek Boyle, Brendan 
Aguilar Bera F. 
Amodei Beyer Brady (PA) 
Ashford Bishop (GA) Brady (TX) 
Barletta Bishop (MI) Bridenstine 
Barton Blumenauer Brooks (AL) 
Bass Bonamici Brooks (IN) 
Beatty Bost Brown (FL) 
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Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter (GA) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Cole 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 
E: 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Emmer (MN) 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gibson 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 


Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jolly 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Knight 
Kuster 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
MacArthur 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Marino 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
McSally 
Meehan 
Meng 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Moore 
Moulton 
Mullin 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nolan 
Norcross 
Nunes 
O’Rourke 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
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Paulsen Wilson (SC) Yarmuth Zeldin Smith (NJ) 
Payne Womack Young (AK) Zinke Smith (TX) 
Pelosi Stewart 
Perlmutter NOT VOTING—5 Stutzman 
Peters DeFazio Loudermilk Takai Thornberry 
Peterson Ellmers (NC) Meeks Tiberi 
Pingree Tipton 
Pitts 
Pocan 2307 Tee 
ERORE So the amendment was rejected. Walberg 
Polis The result of the vote was announced 
Price (NC) as above recorded. 

REY AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. ROYCE ee y 
erho 
Reed The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished Agui 
7 f, . guilar 
psa business is the demand for a recorded Amodei 
ROE vote on the amendment offered by the Annta 
Rice (NY) gentleman from California (Mr. ROYCE) S 
Rice (SC) on which further proceedings were Beatty 
ERTI postponed and on which the ayes pre- Becerra 
Roby vailed by voice vote. RNA 
Rogers (AL) The Clerk will redesignate the peyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Rovers") amendment, Blumener 
The Clerk redesignated the amend-  Bonamici 
Roybal-Allard t Bost 
ment. 
marke Boustany 
aie P RECORDED VOTE Boyle, Brendan 
uppersberger à d 
R a The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote F. 
Russell has been demanded. Brady (PA) 
Ry (OH) A recorded vote was ordered. aay er 
almon y i : 

Sanchez, Linda ae Te CHAIR. This will be a 2- Brownley (CA) 
T. minute vote. ucshon 
Sanchez, Loretta The vote was taken by electronic de- ore i 

Santora vice, and there were—ayes 183, noes 244, Gio 
Schakowsky not voting 6, as follows: Capps 
Schiff [Roll No. 614] ee 
Schrader ardenas 
Scott (VA) AYES—183 Carney 
Scott, David Abraham Gosar McMorris Carson (IN) 
Serrano Allen Gowdy Rodgers Carter (GA) 
Sewell (AL) Amash Graham McSally Cartwright 
Sherman Babin Granger Meadows Castor (FL) 
Shimkus Barr Graves (GA) Meehan Castro (TX) 
Shuster Barton Graves (LA) Messer Chu, Judy 
Simpson Bera Graves (MO) Miller (FL) Cicilline 
Sinema Bilirakis Grayson Miller (MI) Clark (MA) 
Sires Bishop (MI) Griffith Moolenaar Clarke (NY) 
Slaughter Bishop (UT) Grothman Mooney (WV) Clay 
Smi h (NE) Black Guinta Mulvaney Cleaver 
Smith (NJ) Blackburn Guthrie Murphy (PA) Clyburn 
Smith (WA) Brady (TX) Hardy Neugebauer Cohen 
Speier Pao A Harris oa Cole 
ay SERTI oe ) Hartzler Wise Collins (NY) 
tivers rooks (IN) Heck (NV) ugent Comstock 
Swalwell (CA) Buchanan Hensarling Nunes Connolly 
TaKano Buck Herrera Beutler Olson Conyers 
Thompson (CA) Burgess Hice, Jody B Palazzo Cook 
a o Cooper 
Thornberry Chabot ae Perry a 
Tiberi Chaffetz aa ae Pittenger ourney 
Titus Clawson (FL) ue skamp Pitts Cramer 
Tonko Coffman Huizenga (MI) Poe (TX) Crawford 
Torres Collins (GA) Hurd (TX) Poliquin Crenshaw 
Trott Conaway Hurt (VA) Pompeo Crowley 
Tsongas Costello (PA) Issa Posey Cuellar 
Turner Culberson Jenkins (KS) Price, Tom Cummings 
Upton Curbelo (FL) Jenkins (WV) Ratcliffe Davis (CA) 
Valadao DeSantis Johnson (OH) Ribble Davis, Danny 
Van Hollen DesJarlais Johnson, Sam Roby Davis, Rodney 
Vargas Diaz-Balart Jones Roe (TN) DeGette 
Veasey Dold Jordan Rohrabacher Delaney 
Vela Donovan King (IA) Rokita DeLauro 
Velazquez Duffy Labrador Rooney (FL) DelBene 
Visclosky Duncan (SC) Ar Ros-Lehtinen Denham 
Wagner Duncan (TN) aMalia Roskam Dent 
Walberg Emmer (MN) Lamborn Ross DeSaulnier 
Walden Farenthold Lance Rothfus Deutch 
Walorski Fitzpatrick Latta Rouzer Dingell 
Walters, Mimi Fleischmann LoBiondo Royce Doggett 
Walz Fleming Love Salmon Doyle, Michael 
Wasserman Flores Lummis Sanford F. 
Schultz Forbes Maloney, Sean Scalise Duckworth 
Waters, Maxine Fortenberry Marchant Schweikert Edwards 
Watson Coleman Foxx Massie Scott, Austin Ellison 
Weber (TX) Franks (AZ) McCarthy Sensenbrenner Engel 
Welch Garrett McCaul Sessions Eshoo 
Westerman Gibbs McClintock Shimkus Esty 
Whitfield Gohmert McHenry Smith (MO) Farr 
Wilson (FL) Goodlatte McKinley Smith (NE) Fattah 


Fincher 
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Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 


NOES—244 


Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gibson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanna 
Harper 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jolly 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Knight 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
MacArthur 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Marino 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meng 
Mica 
Moore 
Moulton 


Wittman 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 


Mullin 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Rice (NY) 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Russell 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 
T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stefanik 
Stivers 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Trott 
Tsongas 
Valadao 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Wagner 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
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Watson Coleman Whitfield Womack 

Welch Wilson (FL) Yarmuth 
NOT VOTING—6 

Blum Ellmers (NC) Meeks 

DeFazio Loudermilk Takai 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 
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So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. SCHWEIKERT 


The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
SCHWEIKERT) on which further pro- 
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 


The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 133, noes 295, 
not voting 5, as follows: 


[Roll No. 615] 


AYES—133 

Abraham Griffith Pearce 
Allen Guthrie Perry 
Amash Harris Pittenger 
Babin Hartzler Pitts 
Barr Heck (NV) Pompeo 
Barton Hensarling Posey 
pane cat) miee, Jody B. Price, Tom 

ishop i A 
Black Holding Sal 
Blackburn Hudson Roby 
Blum Huelskamp 
Brady (TX) Huizenga (MI) Roe (TN) 
Bra Hurt (VA) Rohrabacher 
Brooks (AL) Issa Rokita 
Buck Jenkins (KS) Roskam 
Burgess Jenkins (WV) Ross 
Byrne Johnson, Sam Rothfus 
Carter (TX) Jones Rouzer 
Chabot Jordan Royce 
Chaffetz King (IA) Scalise 
Clawson (FL) Labrador Schweikert 
Coffman LaMalfa Scott, Austin 
Collins (GA) Lamborn Sensenbrenner 
Conaway Lance Sessions 
Culberson Latta Smith (MO) 
DeSantis Love Smith (NE) 
DesJarlais Lummis Smith (NJ) 
Duffy Marchant Smith (TX) 
Acres a Maaie Stewart 

uncan cCarthy 
Farenthold McCaul ae 
Fleischmann McClintock Tipton 
Fleming McHenry Walb 
Flores McKinley a DOrE 
Forbes McSally Walker 
Fortenberry Meadows Webster (FL) 
Foxx Messer Wenstrup 
Franks (AZ) Miller (FL) Westerman 
Garrett Mooney (WV) Westmoreland 
Gohmert Mulvaney Williams 
Goodlatte Neugebauer Wittman 
Gosar Noem Woodall 
Gowdy Nugent Yoho 
Graves (GA) Olson Young (IA) 
Graves (LA) Palmer Young (IN) 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Aguilar 
Amodei 
Ashford 
Barletta 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (MI) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bost 
Boustany 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brady (PA) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (IN) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter (GA) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Cole 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Emmer (MN) 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Foster 


NOES—295 


Frankel (FL) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves (MO) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jolly 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Knight 
Kuster 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
MacArthur 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Marino 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
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Meng 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Moore 
Moulton 
Mullin 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Newhouse 
Nolan 
Norcross 
Nunes 
O’Rourke 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Rice (NY) 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Russell 
Ryan (OH) 
Salmon 
Sanchez, Linda 
Ts 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stefanik 
Stivers 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Tiberi 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Trott 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velazquez 
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Visclosky Waters, Maxine Yarmuth 
Wagner Watson Coleman Yoder 
Walden Weber (TX) Young (AK) 
Walorski Welch Zeldin 
Walters, Mimi Whitfield Zinke 
Walz Wilson (FL) 
Wasserman Wilson (SC) 
Schultz Womack 
NOT VOTING—5 
DeFazio Loudermilk Takai 
Ellmers (NC) Meeks 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 
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So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 23 OFFERED BY MR. 
WESTMORELAND 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. WEST- 
MORELAND) on which further pro- 
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 129, noes 298, 
not voting 6, as follows: 


[Roll No. 616] 


AYES—129 
Abraham Grayson Nugent 
Allen Griffith Nunes 
Amash Guthrie Olson 
Babin Harris Palmer 
Barr Hartzler Pearce 
Benishek Heck (NV) Perry 
Bilirakis Hensarling Pittenger 
Bishop (MI) Hice, Jody B. Pitts 
Bishop (UT) Hill Pompeo 
Black Holding Posey 
Blackburn Hudson Price, Tom 
Blum Huelskamp Ratcliffe 
Bra Huizenga (MI) Ribble 
Buck Hurt (VA) Roe (TN) 
Burgess Issa Rohrabacher 
Carter (TX) Jenkins (KS) Rokita 
Chabot Johnson, Sam Rooney (FL) 
Chaffetz Jones Roskam 
Clawson (FL) Jordan Ross 
Coffman King (IA) Rothfus 
Collins (GA) Labrador Rouzer 
Conaway LaMalfa Royce 
Culberson Lamborn Scalise 
DeSantis Lance Schweikert 
DesJarlais Latta Scott, Austin 
Duffy Love Sensenbrenner 
Duncan (SC) Lummis Sessions 
Duncan (TN) Marchant Smith (MO) 
Farenthold Massie Smith (NE) 
Fleischmann McCarthy Smith (NJ) 
Fleming McCaul Smith (TX) 
Flores McClintock Stewart 
Forbes McHenry Stutzman 
Fortenberry McKinley Tipton 
Foxx Meadows Walker 
Franks (AZ) Messer Webster (FL) 
Garrett Miller (FL) Wenstrup 
Gohmert. Mooney (WV) Westerman 
Goodlatte Mulvaney Westmoreland 
Gosar Neugebauer Williams 
Graves (GA) Noem Wilson (SC) 


17422 


Wittman 
Woodall 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Aguilar 
Amodei 
Ashford 
Barletta 
Barton 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bos 
Boustany 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter (GA) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Cole 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Emmer (MN) 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 


Yoder 
Yoho 


NOES—298 


Farr 
Fattah 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gowdy 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jolly 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Knight 
Kuster 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
MacArthur 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
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Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 


Marino 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
McSally 
Meehan 
Meng 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Moore 
Moulton 
Mullin 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Newhouse 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Rice (NY) 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Russell 
Ryan (OH) 
Salmon 
Sanchez, Linda 
T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stefanik 
Stivers 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 


Titus Vela Waters, Maxine 
Tonko Velazquez Watson Coleman 
Torres Visclosky Weber (TX) 
Trott Wagner Welch 
Tsongas Walberg Whitfield 
Turner Walden Wilson (FL) 
Upton Walorski Womack 
Valadao Walters, Mimi Yarmuth 
Van Hollen Walz Young (AK) 
Vargas Wasserman Zeldin 
Veasey Schultz Zinke 

NOT VOTING—6 
DeFazio Joyce Meeks 
Ellmers (NC) Loudermilk Takai 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 
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So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. YOUNG OF 

IOWA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. YOUNG) on 
which further proceedings were post- 
poned and on which the ayes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 


redesignate the 


ment. 


RECORDED VOTE 
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 


has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 


The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 236, noes 192, 


not voting 5, as follows: 


Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Ashford 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 

Bost 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Comstock 


[Roll No. 617] 
AYES—236 


Conaway 
Cook 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 

Den 
DeSantis 
DeSaulnier 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dol 
Donovan 
Duffy 

Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 

Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 

Gibbs 

Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 


Gowdy 

Granger 

Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 

Guthrie 

Hanna 

Hardy 

Harris 

Hartzler 

Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 

Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 

Jordan 

Joyce 

Katko 

Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 


King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaw. 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 


Adams 
Aguilar 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 
F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brooks (AL) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Collins (NY) 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 


November 4, 2015 


Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 

Ross 

Rothfus 
Rouzer 

Russell 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 


NOES—192 


Doyle, Michael 
F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Harper 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jolly 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 


Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Trott 
Turner 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 


Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 
Lujan, Ben Ray 
(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 
Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Rogers (KY) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruiz 


November 4, 2015 


Ruppersberger Sires Veasey 
Rush Slaughter Vela 
Ryan (OH) Smith (WA) Velazquez 
Sanchez, Linda Speier Visclosky 

E Swalwell (CA) Walberg 
Sanchez, Loretta Takano Walz 
Sarbanes Thompson (CA) Wasserman 
Schakowsky Thompson (MS) 
Schiff Titus ENA : 
Schrader Tonko Sra cette 
Scott (VA) Torres Watson Coleman 
Scott, David Tsongas Welch 
Serrano Upton Wilson (FL) 
Sewell (AL) Van Hollen Yarmuth 
Sherman Vargas 

NOT VOTING—5 

DeFazio Loudermilk Takai 
Ellmers (NC) Meeks 
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So the amendment was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. LOUDERMILK. Madam Chair, on rollcall 
Nos. 608, 609, 610, 611, 612, 613, 614, 615, 
616, 617, | was unavoidably detained. Had | 
been present, | would have voted “yes.” 

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. POMPEO 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 11 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. POMPEO. Madam Chair, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 12, after the item relating to section 
62001, insert the following: 

Sec. 62002. GAO report on refunds to reg- 
istered vendors of kerosene 
used in noncommercial avia- 
tion. 

Page 988, after line 20, insert the following: 
SEC. 62002. GAO REPORT ON REFUNDS TO REG- 

ISTERED VENDORS OF KEROSENE 
USED IN NONCOMMERCIAL AVIA- 
TION. 

Not later than 180 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Comptroller 
General of the United States shall— 

(1) conduct a study regarding payments 
made to vendors of kerosene used in non- 
commercial aviation under section 
6427(1)(4)(C)(ii) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986, and 

(2) submit to the appropriate committees 
of Congress a report describing the results of 
such study, which shall include estimates 
of— 

(A) the number of vendors of kerosene used 
in noncommercial aviation who are reg- 
istered under section 4101 of such Code, 

(B) the number of vendors of kerosene used 
in noncommercial aviation who are not so 
registered, 

(C) the number of vendors described in sub- 
paragraph (A) who receive payments under 
section 6427(1)(4)(C)(ii) of such Code, 

(D) the excess of— 

(i) the amount of payments which would be 
made under section 6427(1)(4)(C)(ii) of such 
Code if all vendors of kerosene used in non- 
commercial aviation were registered and 
filed claims for such payments, over 

(ii) the amount of payments actually made 
under such section, and 

(E) the number of cases of diesel truck op- 
erators fraudulently using kerosene taxed 
for use in aviation. 


The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
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from Kansas (Mr. POMPEO) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kansas. 

Mr. POMPEO. Madam Chair, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in support of 
my amendment to have the GAO study 
an important issue that goes to the 
fairness of our transportation user-fee 
system. For a decade, Congress has 
been diverting millions of dollars in 
tax revenue into the highway trust 
fund at the expense of the general avia- 
tion community. This provision, com- 
monly known as the fuel fraud tax, was 
included in the 2005 highway bill. It 
was originally created to fight a prob- 
lem that didn’t exist and has now di- 
verted hundreds of millions of dollars 
from aviation into the highway trust 
fund. 

This is simply unfair. It has to be 
fixed. The highway trust fund should 
and must be supported by the user-fee 
system, just as the aviation commu- 
nity is supported by a fuel tax. 

Madam Chair, hopefully we can all 
agree that general aviation should not 
be paying for this highway infrastruc- 
ture. At the very least, revenues paid 
by U.S. aviators under the fuel fraud 
provision should be reinvested in mod- 
ernizing our Nation’s airports and their 
navigation system. 

I look forward to working with 
Chairman SHUSTER and the ranking 
member on this important issue, and I 
urge my colleagues to vote for this 
amendment. 

With that, Madam Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Kansas (Mr. POMPEO). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. FOSTER 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 12 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. FOSTER. Madam Chair, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 12, after the item relating to section 
62001, insert the following: 

Sec. 62002. Determination of certain spend- 
ing and tax burdens by State. 

Page 988, after line 20, insert the following: 


SEC. 62002. DETERMINATION OF CERTAIN SPEND- 
ING AND TAX BURDENS BY STATE. 

(a) CALCULATION OF FEDERAL REVENUE CON- 
TRIBUTIONS BY STATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Treas- 
ury, acting through the Commissioner of the 
Internal Revenue Service, shall calculate the 
Federal tax burden of each State for each 
calendar year. 

(2) CALCULATION OF FEDERAL TAX BURDEN.— 
For purposes of calculating the Federal tax 
burden of each State under paragraph (1), the 
Secretary shall— 

(A) treat Federal taxes paid by an indi- 
vidual as a burden on the State in which 
such individual resides; and 
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(B) treat Federal taxes paid by a legal busi- 
ness entity as a burden on each State in 
which economic activity of such entity is 
performed in the same proportion that the 
economic activity of such entity in such 
State bears to the economic activity of such 
entity in all the States. 

(3) REPORT.—Not later than the date that 
is 180 days after the beginning of each cal- 
endar year, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall— 

(A) submit to Congress a report containing 
the results of the calculations described in 
sections 1 and 2 with respect to such cal- 
endar year; and 

(B) publish the report on a publicly acces- 
sible website of the Internal Revenue Serv- 
ice. 

(b) ANNUAL REPORT ON THE FLOW OF TRANS- 
PORTATION FUNDS BY STATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than the first 
Monday in February of each year, the Sec- 
retary of Transportation shall, in consulta- 
tion with the Secretary of the Treasury, sub- 
mit to the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs and the Committee on Ap- 
propriations of the Senate and the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture, and the Committee on Ways and Means 
of the House of Representatives a report that 
includes— 

(A) a description of the total amount of the 
funds authorized by this Act which were ob- 
ligated with respect to each State during the 
last ending fiscal year, 

(B) a description of the total amount of 
revenue contributed from each State to the 
Highway Trust Fund during such fiscal year. 

(2) DETERMINATION OF STATE AMOUNTS.—For 
purposes of this subsection— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—the State with respect to 
which an amount is obligated and the State 
from which revenue is contributed shall be 
determined under principles similar to the 
principles for determining the Federal tax 
burden of each State under subsection (a). 

(B) SPECIAL RULE FOR GENERAL FUND 
TRANSFERS.—For purposes of paragraph 
(1)(B), any transfer from the general fund of 
the Treasury to the Highway Trust Fund 
during any fiscal year shall be taken into ac- 
count as revenue contributed from each 
State in proportion to each State’s Federal 
tax burden (as determined under subsection 
(a)) for the calendar year in which such fiscal 
year began. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. FOSTER) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. FOSTER. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the chairman and ranking mem- 
ber for their hard work on this bill. 

Madam Chairman, my amendment is 
simple. It requires the Department of 
Transportation to send an annual re- 
port to Congress on how much funding 
each State has received from the high- 
way trust fund and how much each 
State has contributed to the highway 
trust fund both directly through the 
gas tax and related fees and taxes and 
indirectly through transfers from the 
general fund. 

To understand why this is important, 
let’s step back and ask how it is that 
we actually decide how much transpor- 
tation money is spent in each State. 
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The bulk of this funding takes the form 
of formula grants to States with over- 
all allocations often set by whatever 
was done in previous years. This may 
tell us a lot about congressional poli- 
tics in years gone by, but it tells us 
very little about good public policy. 

All of this serves as a smokescreen 
which begs the real question: How do 
we actually allocate our highway 
spending? 

Now, I am a scientist, and I look at 
the facts. As far as I can tell, here are 
the facts. 

This is a plot here that shows the an- 
nual per capita spending from the high- 
way trust fund plotted against the 
number of U.S. Senators per 10 million 
people, which I will explain in a mo- 
ment. 

Madam Chair, I include this in the 
RECORD. 


Per Capita 
Apportionment 
from HTF 
($/Year) 


Senators 
Per 10 Million 
People 


State 


Alabama .. a 51 4.12 
Alaska ..... i 657 27.15 
Arizona .... 05 2.97 
Arkansas . 68 6.74 
California 91 0.52 
Colorado .. 96 3.73 
Connecticut 35 5.56 
Delaware . 75 21.38 
Dist. of Col 234 30.35 
Florida ..... 92 1.01 
Georgia 23 1.98 
Hawaii 15 14.09 
Idaho 69 12.24 
Illinois 07 1.55 
Indiana 39 3.03 
lowa ..... 53 6.44 
Kansas 26 6.89 
Kentucky ... 45 4.53 
Louisiana . 46 4.30 
Maine ...... 34 15.04 
Maryland .. 97 3.35 
Massachust 87 2.96 
Michigan .. 03 2.02 
Minnesota 15 3.66 
Mississippi 56 6.68 
Missouri ... 51 3.30 
Montana .. 387 19.54 
Nebraska 48 10.63 
23 7.04 

20 15.07 

New Jersey 08 2.24 
New Mexico P 70 9.59 
New York ...... í 82 1.01 
North Carolina 01 2.01 
North Dakota 324 27.05 
Ohio ..... 12 1.73 
Oklahom 58 5.16 
Oregon 22 5.04 
Pennsylvania 24 1.56 
Rhode Island 200 18.95 
South Carolina ... 34 4.14 
South Dakota 319 23.44 
Tennessee 25 3.05 
Texas .. 24 0.74 
Utah ..… 14 6.80 
Vermont ... 313 31.92 
Virginia ..... 18 2.40 
Washington .. 93 2.83 
West Virginia 228 10.81 
Wisconsin 26 3.47 
Wyoming .. 423 34.24 
Mr. FOSTER. Madam Chair, this plot 


shows the excellent correlation be- 
tween the per capita transportation 
fund spending in each State with the 
number of Senators per person that the 
State has. And that says a lot about 
how broken our transportation trust 
fund allocations are. 

So how do we allocate transportation 
spending? Is it calculated per capita, 
with each American getting roughly 
the same amount of transportation 
spending? If this were the case, then 
transportation money would ulti- 
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mately follow Americans to whatever 
States they chose to live in and could 
be applied to the best use in each 
State: elegant mass transportation sys- 
tems in urban States, highways 
through the wilderness in rural States, 
and well-maintained commuter high- 
ways in suburban States. Spending in 
this way would not be a distortion of 
our economy. 

But, Madam Chairman, that is not 
what we do. In fact, per capita trans- 
portation spending varies by more than 
a factor of seven from State to State 
driven by a mysterious formulae hand- 
ed down from generation to generation 
in Congress. So, in my State of Illinois, 
we get about $107 per person per year in 
transportation spending, and I have a 
hard time explaining to my constitu- 
ents why citizens of other States 
should get $200, $400, $600, or more 
every year in Federal highway spend- 
ing. 


2330 


The States that are getting rooked 
like this generally are the larger 
States, as can be seen on this plot. In 
order to rectify this, I actually filed an 
amendment to replace the complex his- 
torical formulae with a simple per cap- 
ita allotment, which would have bene- 
fited the States which contain 240 
Members of the U.S. Congress. I was 
very disappointed that it was decided 
that this amendment would not be in 
order. 

Or perhaps we should divide the high- 
way trust fund by economic produc- 
tivity and actual highway usage. In 
this case, each State should take out 
from the Federal highway trust fund 
the same amount that it paid in in 
taxes. This approach would have an 
element of basic fairness and eliminate 
the economic distortions from massive 
transfers of wealth between the States. 

But that is not what we do either. 
Many States are getting out of the 
Federal highway trust fund several 
times more money than they paid into 
it, while other States, States like Illi- 
nois, New York, Florida, New Jersey, 
California, Michigan, Colorado, and 
many others are getting rooked. So the 
highway trust fund has simply become 
a vehicle for a massive redistribution 
of wealth from one State to another. 

Getting to the bottom of this is what 
my amendment is about. My amend- 
ment would require the Department of 
Transportation to calculate in each 
year how much each State receives 
from the highway trust fund. The re- 
port would also include an accounting 
of how much revenue each State put 
into the highway trust fund through 
both the gas tax and related contribu- 
tions and contributions that were made 
through funds transferred from general 
revenue. 

While it is relatively easy to figure 
out how much revenue was collected 
from each State via the gas tax or per- 
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sonal income tax, determining the 
same for business tax is less straight- 
forward. A business, for example, may 
file its taxes in Delaware, but most of 
its economic production might occur in 
a factory in Ohio. 

My amendment would require the 
IRS to assist the Department of Trans- 
portation in this analysis by looking 
not just at where a company files its 
taxes, but the State in which those tax 
dollars are generated. This kind of 
analysis has sporadically been done by 
private entities and nonprofits, but 
there has never been a sustained effort 
by the Federal Government to do so. 

I urge my colleagues to join me and 
vote ‘‘yes’’ on this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Illinois (Mr. FOSTER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. WILLIAMS 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 13 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Madam Chair, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 563, line 15, insert ‘‘primarily’’ before 
“engaged”. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. WILLIAMS) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Madam Chair, Iam a 
second-generation auto dealer. I have 
been in the industry for most of my 
life. I know it well. 

As such, my one-word amendment 
will fix Senate language that puts un- 
intentional new burdens on all rental 
car establishments. 

My amendment will clarify the Sen- 
ate language so it only applies to ac- 
tual rental car companies, like it is 
supposed to. 

The definition in the underlying bill, 
which the House never passed, is so 
broad that it sweeps up dealers who 
offer loaner vehicles or rentals as a 
convenience for their customers. My 
amendment leaves the regulations on 
all rental car companies, which com- 
promise 99 percent of the market, in- 
tact. 

The Senate language is flawed be- 
cause it simply is not tailored to small 
business. For example, under the bill, 
vehicles would be grounded for weeks 
or months for such minor compliance 
matters as an airbag warning sticker 
that might peel off the sun visor or an 
incorrect phone number printed in the 
owner’s manual. The regulations in 
this bill are not proportionate. 

Another problem is that this bill fa- 
vors multinational rental car compa- 
nies at the expense of small businesses. 


November 4, 2015 


This bill will regulate a small-business 
dealer with a fleet of five loaner vehi- 
cles the same way it would regulate a 
massive rental car company with hun- 
dreds of thousands of vehicles in their 
fleet. 

The bill even allows large rental car 
companies additional compliance time, 
which further disadvantages small 
businesses. Madam Chair, large busi- 
nesses have regulatory and legal staffs 
available on-hand to help with this 
burden, and they have the capital to 
pay millions of dollars in regulatory 
compliance costs. 

The average small-business owner, 
however, is his or her own legal and 
regulatory staff. Without my amend- 
ment, this bill would impose new gov- 
ernment inspections, additional record- 
keeping requirements, and new pen- 
alties up to $15 million on small busi- 
nesses. 

The Senate bill also gives the Na- 
tional Highway Traffic Safety Admin- 
istration the authority to add more 
regulatory burdens as appropriate, and 
that is too open-ended. 

Without my amendment, this bill 
could make it impractical for small- 
business dealers to provide loaner or 
rental cars to their customers because 
it mandates vehicles be grounded for 
minor compliance matters with a mini- 
mal impact on safety, and that is not 
what Congress’ intent is or should be. 

Madam Chair, in tax law, employ- 
ment law, and other areas, Congress 
has recognized the difference between 
big business and small business. Let’s 
not regulate our Main Street busi- 
nesses like multinational corporations. 
Frankly, Main Street is hurting 
enough as it is. 

Vote “yes” on the Williams amend- 
ment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Chair, I 
claim the time in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Illinois is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Chair, 
Mr. WILLIAMS’ amendment unreason- 
ably limits the application of the 
Raechel and Jacqueline Houck Safe 
Rental Car Act that is included in the 
Senate amendments to H.R. 22. 

I yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California (Mrs. CAPPS), the 
woman who has really been a leader for 
safety in the car rental field. 

Mrs. CAPPS. Madam Chair, I thank 
my colleague for yielding. 

Madam Chair, I rise in strong opposi- 
tion to the Williams amendment. 

This amendment would needlessly ex- 
empt auto dealers from critical vehicle 
safety requirements included in the un- 
derlying bill. 

While Federal law currently pro- 
hibits auto dealers from selling new 
cars subject to a recall, there is no 
similar law prohibiting rental compa- 
nies or auto dealers from renting or 
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loaning out unrepaired recalled vehi- 
cles. 

I introduced the Raechel and Jac- 
queline Houck Safe Rental Car Act to 
close this loophole and prohibit rental 
car companies and auto dealers from 
renting or loaning vehicles under safe- 
ty recall until they are fixed, and I am 
pleased this legislation is in the under- 
lying bill. 

This harmful amendment, however, 
would put lives at risk by exempting 
auto dealers from complying with this 
commonsense safety requirement. 

GM, Honda, Chrysler, and other car 
manufacturers who have issued safety 
recalls, are loaning out tens of thou- 
sands of cars to customers while the re- 
pairs are being made. Consumers ex- 
pect that the loaner cars they receive 
when they take their own cars into a 
dealership for repairs are safe to drive. 
But rather than ensure these loaners 
are safe, the Williams amendment 
would allow car dealers to give out 
loaner cars that have the same exact 
defect as the car that is being repaired. 

The auto dealers are justifying this 
amendment by claiming that some 
safety recalls aren’t actually impor- 
tant enough to require immediate re- 
pairs. This is ridiculous. NHTSA does 
not issue frivolous recalls. All safety 
recalls pose serious safety risks and 
should be fixed as soon as possible. Any 
claim otherwise is simply not true. 

Madam Chair, it only takes one car 
with an unrepaired safety recall to 
tragically end a life. That is what hap- 
pened to Raechel and Jackie Houck 
when their rented PT Cruiser caught 
fire and crashed into a tractor-trailer 
due to an unrepaired recall. And that is 
what happened to Jewel Brangman 
when she was killed by the unrepaired 
Takata airbag in her rented Honda 
Civic. 

Loaned cars from auto dealers should 
be no different. The Williams amend- 
ment would let these auto dealers off 
the hook and allow them to loan out 
defective cars to unsuspecting con- 
sumers. It creates a nonsensical double 
standard for rentals and loaner cars 
not based on how unsafe they are, but 
based on who is renting or loaning 
them to the public. Keeping unrepaired 
recalled cars parked in the lot and out 
of the hands of consumers is common 
sense. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
opposing the Williams amendment to 
ensure all consumers can be confident 
that their rental car or their loaner car 
is safe to drive, regardless of whether 
they get it from a rental company or a 
dealership. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Chair, I 
thank the gentlewoman for her leader- 
ship. 

I understand that everyone has car 
dealerships in their districts and they 
are an important part of our economy, 
but this amendment serves one purpose 
and one purpose only: allowing car 
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dealers and rental car companies to 
evade responsibility. 

Just like rental car companies, car 
dealerships rent and lease vehicles reg- 
ularly. And just like rental car compa- 
nies, car dealerships should not be 
renting or leasing cars that are subject 
to a safety recall without first repair- 
ing the defect. These are safety recalls 
on cars the auto manufacturers them- 
selves have deemed necessary to repair. 

Can you imagine bringing your car to 
a dealer to get a deadly Takata airbag 
replaced and then being given a loaner 
car with the same deadly Takata air- 
bag to drive while your car is being re- 
paired? That is the situation that this 
amendment would allow. 

Of all those subjected to the Safe 
Rental Car Act, car dealerships are in 
the best position to fix these recalled 
cars quickly. 

Instead of this amendment, which 
weakens the Senate provision, the 
Rules Committee should have made in 
order the gentlewoman’s amendment 
expanding the provision to ensure used 
cars are not sold until recalls are fixed. 

Whether or not renting cars is the 
company’s primary business makes no 
business. A defective car is a defective 
car. 

Rental companies and auto dealers 
alike have a responsibility to their cus- 
tomers, and we have a responsibility to 
ensure that consumers’ lives are not 
put at risk. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Madam Chair, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. KELLY), my good 
friend who is an auto dealer. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. I thank 
the gentleman. 

Madam Chair, I am fascinated. I have 
been here for 5 years. And the fact is 
that people who don’t have any idea 
about how a business is run are con- 
stantly telling people how to run their 
business; they are people who don’t 
have the foggiest idea of who auto deal- 
ers are or who our responsibility is to 
and the fact that all recalls are not 
created equal. 

There is not a single person in our 
business that would ever put one of our 
owners in a defective car or a car with 
a recall. But that could happen. That 
could happen. 

So if you are telling me that, because 
the wrong phone number is printed in 
an owner’s manual, that is a recall, we 
have to get that car off the road, my 
God, can you imagine what would hap- 
pen to this owner if they opened up 
that glove box and saw that? What a 
horrible situation to put them in. Now, 
you shake your heads and you say, no, 
that is not what is going on. 

Now, please, this is what I do. This is 
who I am. We are a third-generation 
automobile business, sold thousands of 
cars. And these people are not just cus- 
tomers. They are our part of our ex- 
tended families. 
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But somehow we believe that, if we 
can redefine, if we can tell people: 
“This car has been recalled. You can’t 
possibly get in it” and you say: “Well, 
what is the recall?’’, well, you know 
what? One pound per square inch on 
the tire pressure is not printed cor- 
rectly. That is horrible. How could that 
possibly be? You have got to get that 
car off the road. 

You are subjecting automobile deal- 
ers to the same things that you are 
subjecting rental car companies who 
don’t have to worry about it because, 
by the way, as those cars come off the 
road in a recall, the factories pay them 
for those cars as they sit waiting to be 
repaired. There is no loss of revenue for 
a rental car company. That is why they 
are so happy about it. 

And what will they do with us when 
we take a car off the road? They will 
say: “Send your customer to us and we 
will rent them a car.” 

If you can’t see the difference, if you 
can’t see the unequal balance in it, 
then there is a problem here. If a safety 
recall is a safety recall, that is one 
thing. But if it is something else that 
is cosmetic, that is something alto- 
gether different, to group them all 
under the same umbrella and say: 
“This is a problem. This is a problem 
hunting for some type of an issue and 
there is no issue here. There is none of 
us in our business that would ever put 
any of our owners in an unsafe car. 

But I will tell you what. I wish some 
of these ridiculous amendments would 
expire. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Madam Chair, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Auto dealers, much like us here in 
Washington, D.C., have a reputation to 
uphold. No auto dealer in his right 
mind would loan a vehicle to his cus- 
tomers that is unsafe to drive or oper- 
ate. Auto dealers should not have to 
ground all of their loaner vehicles be- 
cause of minor issues like a sticker 
that might peel off the sun visor be- 
cause something was misspelled in the 
owner’s manual. Auto dealers want to 
provide great service and be able to 
loan their customers vehicles so they 
can go to work, drop their kids off at 
school, go to the grocery store, and 
visit the doctor. These small business 
owners should not be regulated like 
huge, multinational car rental agen- 
cies. 

I urge Members to support my 
amendment and protect small busi- 
nesses. 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. WILLIAMS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR. KINZINGER 
OF ILLINOIS 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 14 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. Madam 
Chair, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 


At the end of subtitle B of title XXXIV of 
division C, add the following: 

SEC. 34216. AVAILABILITY OF CERTAIN INFORMA- 
TION ON MOTOR VEHICLE EQUIP- 
MENT. 

Section 30118 of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“(f) INFORMATION ON DEFECTIVE OR NON- 
COMPLIANT PARTS.— 

“(1) PROVISION OF INFORMATION BY SUP- 
PLIERS.—A supplier of parts that are deter- 
mined to be defective or noncompliant by 
the Secretary under subsection (a) or (b) 
shall identify all parts that are subject to 
the recall and provide to the Secretary and 
each affected manufacturer, not later than 3 
business days after receiving notification of 
the determination, for each affected part— 

“(A) all part names; 

‘“(B) all part numbers; and 

““(C) a description of the part. 

‘(2) PROVISION OF INFORMATION BY MANU- 
FACTURERS.—Upon receipt of notification of 
a determination by the Secretary under sub- 
section (a) or (b) or notification from a sup- 
plier of parts under paragraph (1), a manu- 
facturer of motor vehicles shall— 

“(A) identify the vehicle identification 
number for each affected vehicle; and 

‘“(B) not later than 5 business days after re- 
ceiving such notification, provide to the Sec- 
retary, in a searchable format determined by 
the Secretary— 

“(i) the vehicle identification numbers 
identified under subparagraph (A); and 

“Gi) the specific part names, numbers, and 
descriptions used by the manufacturer for all 
affected parts the sale or lease of which is 
prohibited by section 30120(j). 

‘(3) AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION ON THE 
INTERNET.—In the case of information pro- 
vided by a manufacturer under paragraph 
(2)(B), the Secretary shall make such infor- 
mation available, or require the manufac- 
turer to make such information available, on 
an Internet website that may be accessed by 
any person who sells or leases motor vehicle 
equipment for purposes of assisting such per- 
son in complying with section 30120(j). Such 
information shall be made available in real- 
time or near-real-time as provided under 
paragraph (2)(B) and at no cost to the person 
obtaining access. 

‘“(g) INFORMATION ON ORIGINAL EQUIP- 
MENT.—Not later than July 31, 2016, a manu- 
facturer of motor vehicles shall make avail- 
able on an Internet website information 
about the original equipment contained in 
such vehicles, which shall include— 

“(1) all parts or component numbers for 
such equipment; and 

‘“(2) specific part names and descriptions 
associated with each manufacturer vehicle 
identification number.’’. 


The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. KINZINGER) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. Madam 
Chair, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

I rise today to offer an amendment 
that would improve vehicle safety and 
ensure that businesses have the nec- 
essary information to comply with sec- 
tion 8 of the TREAD Act. 

Every day, professional automotive 
recyclers sell over a half a million 
original equipment manufacturer parts 
which are harvested from total loss or 
end-of-life vehicles and are resold to 
consumers, repair shops, and dealers. 
These parts are designed by auto- 
makers and are manufactured to meet 
their requirements. Even when a vehi- 
cle may reach the end of its useful life, 
many parts have a greater lifespan and 
can be subsequently recycled, resold, 
and reused. This offers consumers with 
additional choice to purchase a quality 
recycled part at a lower cost. 

In 2000, Congress enacted the TREAD 
Act to increase vehicle safety by pro- 
hibiting the resale of recycled auto 
parts that are subject to a recall and 
have not been remedied. Congress 
passed this legislation with the safety 
of the driving public in mind. However, 
the ability of professional automotive 
recyclers to identify and remove re- 
called parts from the supply chain is 
severely limited. 

Earlier this year, Secretary Foxx re- 
sponded to a question for the record on 
this subject following a House Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure Com- 
mittee hearing. He recommended that 
automotive manufacturers provide part 
number information in an efficient and 
easy-to-use format directly to recy- 
clers and others who need the informa- 
tion to support auto safety. My amend- 
ment does just that and will ensure 
these businesses can identify such 
parts and remove them from their in- 
ventory. 

Our friends in the European Union 
have already implemented regulations 
requiring such a system that includes 
the VIN, OE parts numbers, and the OE 
naming of the parts. I know we have 
the technological capabilities to simi- 
larly improve vehicle safety, and I am 
hoping that my colleagues will show 
their commitment to improving the re- 
call process with an ‘‘aye’’ vote. Now is 
the time to pass this measure. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Chair, I 
claim the time in opposition, although 
Iam not opposed to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec- 
tion, the gentlewoman from Illinois is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Chair, 
while I am not going to oppose the 
amendment, I do have some questions 
about it. 

For this reason, it seems to me that 
this amendment is not likely to be all 
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that effective in getting defective parts 
off the market: It only requires parts 
suppliers and automakers to supply in- 
formation when a recall is first ordered 
by the Secretary of Transportation. It 
does not apply in the most common re- 
call scenario when a manufacturer pro- 
vides notice of a recall. 

So NHTSA is going to be asked to ex- 
pend valuable resources to set up a new 
system for auto part information, and 
that system, it seems to me, should at 
least be effective in getting defective 
parts off the market and off the roads 
in all circumstances of recalls. 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. I appre- 
ciate my friend from Illinois’ response. 
I would be happy to work with her in 
the future on this. 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Illinois (Mr. KINZINGER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MS. 
SCHAKOWSKY 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 15 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-326. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Chair, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 574, insert after line 6 the following 
new sections: 

SEC. 34216. IMPROVED VEHICLE SAFETY DATA- 
BASES. 

Not later than 2 years after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the Secretary shall in- 
crease public accessibility to and timeliness 
of information on the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration’s vehicle safe- 
ty databases including by— 

(1) improving organization and func- 
tionality, including modern web design fea- 
tures, and allowing for data to be searched, 
aggregated, and downloaded; 

(2) providing greater consistency in presen- 
tation of vehicle safety issues; 

(3) improving searchability about specific 
vehicles and issues through standardization 
of commonly used search terms and the inte- 
gration of databases to enable all to be si- 
multaneously searched using the same key- 
word search function; and 

(4) improving the publicly accessible early 
warning database, by— 

(A) enabling users to search for incidents 
across multiple reporting periods for a given 
make and model name, model year, or type 
of potential defect; and 

(B) ensuring that search results, in addi- 
tion to being downloadable, are sortable 
within an Internet browser by make, model 
name, model year, State or foreign country 
of the incident, number of deaths, number of 
injuries, date of the incident, and type of po- 
tential defect. 

SEC. 34217. IMPROVED USED CAR BUYERS GUIDE. 

In addition to the information already re- 
quired to be included pursuant to section 
455.2 of title 16, Code of Federal Regulations 
(the Used Motor Vehicle Trade Regulation 
Rule), the Buyers Guide window form shall 
include— 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


(1) a statement of the vehicle’s brand his- 
tory, total loss history, and salvage history 
according to the vehicle’s National Motor 
Vehicle Title Information System (NMVTIS) 
vehicle history report, the date on which the 
dealer obtained the vehicle history report, 
and the website where a consumer can obtain 
a vehicle history report; and 

(2) a statement of the vehicle’s recall re- 
pair history according to the vehicle identi- 
fication number search tool established pur- 
suant to section 31301 of the Moving Ahead 
for Progress in the 21st Century Act (49 
U.S.C. 30166 note), the date on which the used 
vehicle dealer obtained the recall repair his- 
tory, and the website where a consumer may 
obtain this information. 

SEC. 34218. RETENTION OF SAFETY RECORDS BY 
MANUFACTURERS. 

(a) RULE.—Not later than 18 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall issue a final rule pursuant to 
section 30117 of title 49, United States Code, 
requiring each manufacturer of motor vehi- 
cles or motor vehicle equipment to retain all 
motor vehicle safety records, including docu- 
ments, reports, correspondence, or other ma- 
terials that contain information concerning 
malfunctions that may be related to motor 
vehicle safety (including any failure or mal- 
function beyond normal deterioration in use, 
or any failure of performance, or any flaw or 
unintended deviation from design specifica- 
tions, that could in any reasonably foresee- 
able manner be a causative factor in, or ag- 
gravate, an accident or an injury to a per- 
son), for a period of not less than 20 calendar 
years from the date on which they were gen- 
erated or acquired by the manufacturer. 
Such requirement shall also apply to all un- 
derlying records on which information re- 
ported to the Secretary under part 579 of 
title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, is 
based. 

(b) APPLICATION.—The rule required by sub- 
section (a) shall apply with respect to any 
record described in such subsection that is in 
the possession of a manufacturer on the ef- 
fective date of such rule. 

SEC. 34219. ELIMINATION OF REGIONAL RE- 
CALLS. 

Section 30118 of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsections: 

‘“(f) LONG-TERM EXPOSURE TO ENVIRON- 
MENTAL CONDITIONS.—If a manufacturer of a 
motor vehicle or replacement equipment 
learns the vehicle or equipment contains a 
safety problem caused by long-term exposure 
to environmental conditions, the manufac- 
turer shall give notice under subsection (c) 
as if the manufacturer learned the vehicle or 
equipment contains a defect and decides in 
good faith that the defect is related to motor 
vehicle safety. 

‘“(g) NATIONAL ORDERS AND NOTIFICA- 
TIONS.—A1] orders under subsection (b)(2) and 
notifications under subsection (c) shall be 
carried out on a national basis and shall not 
be limited to vehicles or equipment in cer- 
tain States or territories or other geographic 
regions of the United States. This paragraph 
shall not prevent the Secretary from permit- 
ting the prioritization of the shipment of re- 
placement parts by geographic location when 
appropriate.’’. 

SEC. 34220. APPLICATION OF REMEDIES FOR DE- 
FECTS AND NONCOMPLIANCE. 

Section 30120(g)(1) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘the motor ve- 
hicle or replacement equipment was bought 
by the first purchaser more than 10 calendar 
years, or’’. 
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SEC. 34221. PEDESTRIAN SAFETY IMPROVEMENT 
RULE. 

(a) SAFETY RESEARCH  INITIATIVE.—Not 
later than 2 years after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Secretary shall com- 
plete research into the development of safety 
standards or performance requirements to 
reduce the number of injuries and fatalities 
suffered by pedestrians and other non-occu- 
pants who are struck by passenger motor ve- 
hicles. 

(b) SPECIFICATIONS.—In carrying out sub- 
section (a), the Secretary shall consider 
means for protecting especially vulnerable 
pedestrian and non-occupant populations, in- 
cluding children, older adults, and individ- 
uals with disabilities. 

(c) RULEMAKING OR REPORT.— 

(1) RULEMAKING.—Not later than 1 year 
after the completion of each testing and re- 
search initiative required under subsection 
(a), the Secretary shall initiate a rule- 
making proceeding to issue a Federal motor 
vehicle safety standard if the Secretary de- 
termines that such a standard meets the re- 
quirements and considerations set forth in 
subsections (a) and (b) of section 30111 of 
title 49, United States Code. 

(2) REPORT.—If the Secretary determines 
that the standard described in paragraph (1) 
does not meet the requirements and consid- 
erations set forth in subsections (a) and (b) 
of section 30111 of title 49, United States 
Code, the Secretary shall submit a report de- 
scribing the reasons for not prescribing such 
a standard to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate. 

(d) PASSENGER MOTOR VEHICLE DEFINED.— 
In this section, the term ‘‘passenger motor 
vehicle’’— 

(1) means a motor vehicle (as defined in 
section 30102(a) of title 49, United States 
Code) that is rated at less than 10,000 pounds 
gross vehicular weight; and 

(2) does not include— 

(A) a motorcycle; 

(B) a trailer; or 

(C) a low speed vehicle (as defined in sec- 
tion 571.3 of title 49, Code of Federal Regula- 


tions). 
SEC. 34222. RULEMAKING ON REAR SEAT CRASH- 
WORTHINESS. 
(a) SAFETY RESEARCH  INITIATIVE.—Not 


later than 2 years after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Secretary shall com- 
plete research into the development of safety 
standards or performance requirements for 
the crashworthiness and survivability for 
passengers in the rear seats of motor vehi- 
cles. 

(b) SPECIFICATIONS.—In carrying out sub- 
section (a), the Secretary shall consider side- 
and rear-impact collision testing, additional 
airbags, head restraints, seatbelt fit, seatbelt 
airbags, belt anchor location, and any other 
factors the Secretary considers appropriate. 

(c) RULEMAKING OR REPORT.— 

(1) RULEMAKING.—Not later than 1 year 
after the completion of each research and 
testing initiative required under subsection 
(a), the Secretary shall initiate a rule- 
making proceeding to issue a Federal motor 
vehicle safety standard if the Secretary de- 
termines that such a standard meets the re- 
quirements and considerations set forth in 
subsections (a) and (b) of section 30111 of 
title 49, United States Code. 

(2) REPORT.—If the Secretary determines 
that the standard described in paragraph (1) 
does not meet the requirements and consid- 
erations set forth in subsections (a) and (b) 
of section 30111 of title 49, United States 
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Code, the Secretary shall submit a report de- 
scribing the reasons for not prescribing such 
a standard to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentlewoman 
from Illinois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from Illinois. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Chair, in 
the wake of the GM and Takata recalls, 
it became apparent that major changes 
were needed to improve information 
sharing, enhance safety, and strength- 
en accountability measures. This 
amendment addresses some of those 
issues, and I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port it. 

Before I explain the contents of this 
amendment, it is important to explain 
what is not in the amendment. 

There are no new civil penalties for 
companies that fail to adequately pro- 
tect drivers and the public. There is no 
“imminent hazard authority” to en- 
able NHTSA to get the most dangerous 
cars off the road as soon as possible. 
While I believe those changes are sore- 
ly needed, I knew that the Republican 
majority would oppose them. What is 
left are some of the more obvious re- 
forms for auto safety, and there is no 
reasonable excuse to oppose the amend- 
ment. 

This amendment would improve the 
functionality of the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration’s Web 
site to enable better and more detailed 
searches, to standardize terms so that 
consistent problems can be identified 
faster, and to improve the early warn- 
ing database so that consumers can de- 
termine whether a vehicle they drive 
or plan to drive has a history of dan- 
gerous incidents. 

My amendment would also increase 
the amount of information provided to 
consumers who are purchasing or leas- 
ing used vehicles, including specific ve- 
hicle damage history and recall repair 
history. It would include that informa- 
tion in the Used Car Buyers Guide, 
which already must be posted on each 
used vehicle that is offered for sale; 
and it would inform consumers about 
the Web site, which is where they can 
find more information about their spe- 
cific vehicle history. 

The investigations into the GM and 
Takata failures were made more dif- 
ficult by the fact that comprehensive 
safety records were not maintained by 
many manufacturers. This amendment 
would fix that by ensuring that those 
records are preserved for 20 years. 

Auto manufacturers are not cur- 
rently required to remedy recalled ve- 
hicles if those cars were sold more than 
10 years before the recall. That makes 
no sense, especially when the average 
car on the road is more than 11 years 
old. This amendment would require all 
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defects to be remedied at no cost to the 
car owner no matter how long the car 
has been owned. 

With more than 30,000 deaths a year, 
we have a long way to go in reducing 
deaths and serious injuries on our 
roads. There are things we can and 
should do to enhance auto safety, and 
Congress has a long track record of 
doing just that. 

For example, a bill I sponsored, 
which was signed into law by President 
Bush, established a rulemaking to re- 
quire technologies that would enable 
drivers to see behind their vehicles. By 
2018, rear cameras will be standard for 
all cars. That rule will prevent more 
than 100 deaths and many more inju- 
ries each year. 

This amendment would require 
NHTSA to continue that progress by 
requiring research into technologies 
and then developing standards that 
could reduce injuries and deaths for 
rear seat passengers and pedestrians. 

Finally, this amendment eliminates 
the flawed system of regional recalls. 
Regional recalls limit remedies to spe- 
cific States. This prevents vehicles 
which have traveled across the country 
from being recalled. 

Takata issued regional recalls for its 
airbags, but with high humidity being 
a factor in airbag explosions, it makes 
no sense that its regional recall 
missed, for example, Washington, 
D.C.—a swamp, with all due respect. 
While most of Takata’s regional recalls 
were expanded nationally, not all of 
them were, and some drivers can’t le- 
gally get their vehicles remedied free 
of charge. We can’t allow this regional 
recall system to continue. 

Again, these are commonsense, safe- 
ty-focused provisions that would en- 
hance consumer information, vehicle 
safety, and accountability. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Chair, I claim 
the time in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Chair, for 
some time now, the Energy and Com- 
merce Committee, its Subcommittee of 
Oversight and Investigations as well as 
its Subcommittee of Commerce, Manu- 
facturing, and Trade, have been look- 
ing into recalls and automobile safety. 

We have heard about problems within 
the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration and about problems 
within the automobile industry, itself. 
There is a lot to fix, and there are pro- 
visions to get after those issues in 
terms of recommendations from the In- 
spector General’s Office. 

Serious flaws of the basic operation 
of the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration were revealed earlier 
this year in a widely reported inspector 
general’s report. In an unprecedented 


November 4, 2015 


move after the inspector general’s re- 
port was released, the National High- 
way Traffic Safety Administration 
publicly committed to a timeline to 
implement all of the inspector gen- 
eral’s recommendations because of the 
serious and direct impact on NHTSA’s 
ability to fulfill its core mission. 

You do worry that the direction in 
which this amendment purports to now 
go is going to send resources in the 
wrong direction. It is going to be very, 
very friendly to the Plaintiff's Trial 
Bar, but, really, that is not where our 
focus should be. Of course, the Plain- 
tiffs’ Bar wants to be able to download, 
sort, and map all of the incidents at- 
tributable by an automaker so that 
they can file class action lawsuits— 
very, very good for the Plaintiffs’ Bar, 
not necessarily so good for the con- 
sumer. 

The problem is there is a real cost in 
going in this direction. More resources 
are diverted to defending non meri- 
torious lawsuits, and that means less 
can go into safety and quality. Effec- 
tively, this provision starves the con- 
sumer in order to feed the Plaintiffs’ 
Bar. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Chair, 
how much time is remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Illinois has 1 minute remaining. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Chair, I 
would say to my colleague, as the 
chairman of the subcommittee I serve 
on and that deals with auto safety, I 
know, for a very long time, he has cer- 
tainly seen the legislation that I have 
offered in the past, and this is the first 
time that I have heard that argument. 

The idea of this legislation was to 
pair down the bill that I had intro- 
duced into the kinds of safety enhance- 
ments that the gentleman and many of 
the Republicans on the committee also 
had in their legislation. 

The goal is one thing: to make sure 
that we provide more safety, strength- 
en accountability, and that we share 
more information with consumers. The 
amendment addresses those issues. It 
has avoided, studiously, the more con- 
troversial parts of auto safety bills 
that maybe, someday, we can come 
back to, but the goal was to get a good 
start. 

I am disappointed that there is oppo- 
sition to this amendment, but I still 
urge my colleagues to support it. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Chair, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

I would just restate that this amend- 
ment takes us in the wrong direction; 
so I urge my colleagues to vote in op- 
position to the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from [Illinois (Ms. SCHA- 
KOWSKY). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 
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Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Chair, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Illinois will be 
postponed. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 16 OFFERED BY MR. MULLIN 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 16 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. MULLIN. Madam Chair, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title XXXIV in- 
sert the following new part: 
PART IV—ALTERNATIVE FUEL VEHICLES 


SEC. 34441. REGULATION PARITY FOR ELECTRIC 
AND NATURAL GAS VEHICLES. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—In promulgating regula- 
tions, the Administrator of the Environ- 
mental Protection Administration shall en- 
sure that any preference or incentive pro- 
vided to an electric vehicle is also provided 
to a natural gas vehicle. 

(b) REVISION OF EXISTING REGULATIONS.— 
Not later than 180 days after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the Administrator shall 
revise any regulations of the Administrator 
in existence as of that date concerning elec- 
tric vehicles as necessary to ensure that the 
regulations conform to subsection (a). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Oklahoma (Mr. MULLIN) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MULLIN. Madam Chair, the EPA 
currently regulates the tailpipe emis- 
sions of automobiles sold in the United 
States. In order to incentivize the use 
of alternative fuels, the agency pro- 
vides regulatory credits to automakers 
that produce alternative fuel vehicles. 

The EPA has provided greater incen- 
tives for manufacturers to produce 
electric vehicles rather than natural 
gas vehicles, even though natural gas 
is a growing and inexpensive source of 
fuel with a clean emission profile. 

If we are going to incentivize alter- 
native fuel vehicles, we need to make 
sure that natural gas vehicles are on a 
level playing field. My amendment 
does exactly that, encouraging the 
broader adoption of natural gas vehi- 
cles. It instructs EPA to provide the 
same incentives for the production of 
natural gas vehicles that it already 
provides for electric vehicles. 

In States like mine in Oklahoma, 
natural gas is cheap, but filling sta- 
tions for vehicles can be few and far be- 
tween. Consumers are hesitant to buy 
natural gas vehicles because they are 
afraid they won’t have access to filling 
stations. 

The surface transportation bill en- 
courages the build of natural gas re- 
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fueling corridors. My amendment will 
add to the effort by encouraging auto- 
makers to produce the vehicles that 
will actually consume the natural gas 
fuel. 

This is a commonsense amendment, 
pro competition, and a reform the auto 
industry needs. I urge my colleagues to 
support this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Chair, I 
claim the time in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Illinois is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Chair- 
man, I rise in opposition to the gentle- 
man’s amendment, which would under- 
mine the Obama administration’s his- 
toric vehicle fuel economy and tailpipe 
emission standards. 

The EPA and the Department of 
Transportation rules provide huge ben- 
efits. They help consumers save money 
at the pump, reduce reliance on foreign 
oil, and reduce the carbon pollution 
that threatens our climate and our 
health. By 2025, these rules are ex- 
pected to save American families $1.7 
trillion on fuel costs, cut greenhouse 
gas emissions by 6 billion metric tons, 
and reduce America’s dependance on 
oil by more than 2 million barrels per 
day. 

These are rules that have been an 
overwhelming success due in large part 
to the high level of coordination and 
participation of multiple stakeholder 
groups in their development. We are 
talking about groups like automobile 
manufacturers, State and local govern- 
ments, the United Auto Workers, con- 
sumer groups, environmental organiza- 
tions, and the public. In short, these 
rules are good for American consumers, 
manufacturers, and the environment. 

The Mullin amendment would under- 
mine the success of existing and future 
car rules by requiring EPA to extend 
any ‘‘preference or incentive” provided 
to electric vehicles to natural gas vehi- 
cles as well. 

The amendment also requires EPA to 
go back and make retroactive changes 
to the tailpipe rules already on the 
books. Some of these rules were final- 
ized 3 years ago, and reopening these 
carefully coordinated negotiations 
makes no sense. 

The Mullin amendment would effec- 
tively say that natural gas vehicles 
and electric vehicles are exactly the 
same, but they are fundamentally dif- 
ferent in terms of their tailpipe emis- 
sions and the miles per gallon they get 
on the road. 

Natural gas vehicles already receive 
numerous incentives under the tailpipe 
and fuel economy rules, and natural 
gas vehicles are an established and 
functioning technology, so there is lit- 
tle need to incentivize them further for 
reasons of technological innovation. 
This is in contrast with electric vehi- 
cles for whom many of the current in- 
centives are designed. 
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The amendment is also not justified 
from a climate perspective. Electric ve- 
hicles have the potential to be game 
changers, especially with low green- 
house gas electricity. On the other 
hand, natural gas vehicles continue to 
depend on a fossil fuel with no such 
game-changing potential. Also, because 
natural gas is already a very viable 
fuel for heavy-duty vehicles, additional 
incentives would essentially be bonuses 
for using a fuel that would have been 
used anyway. So this would dilute the 
heavy-duty vehicle GHG program. 

The Mullin amendment would give 
windfall incentives to automobile man- 
ufacturers that produce natural gas ve- 
hicles, creating a loophole that will 
allow them to produce other dirty and 
less efficient vehicles and still meet 
their tailpipe emissions and fuel econ- 
omy requirements. This sets a dan- 
gerous precedent that subverts essen- 
tial rules that were developed through 
an open public rulemaking process, in- 
cluding all stakeholders, and under- 
mines critical U.S. energy conservation 
policies. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MULLIN. Madam Chair, I appre- 
ciate what the gentlewoman is stating. 
All we are trying to do is listen to the 
President, too, when he says he has an 
all-the-above approach on energy. 

The gentlewoman states that electric 
vehicles are a clean way to drive 
around, but I must remind the gentle- 
woman that the power that they are 
charged by typically is produced by 
coal and natural gas power plants. So 
the argument that she is saying just 
simply doesn’t make any sense. 

The EPA has already said that their 
emissions fits within their profile. 
What we are saying is let’s truly have 
an all-the-above approach and allow 
natural gas to be on a natural, clean 
playing field. 

If we are going to talk about having 
a real conversation and not playing 
politics, then we shouldn’t be playing 
winners and losers with this adminis- 
tration and the real fight, which is 
against—anti-fossil fuels altogether. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Chair, 
my view is, if it ain’t broke, don’t fix 
it. We have had a good deal of success 
with the current rules, and to change 
the game plan right now, I think, is a 
disservice to consumers, to all the 
other stakeholders, including the auto 
manufacturers, the unions, the con- 
sumer groups, and everybody who has 
weighed in and bought in to these 
rules. 

So I would urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the 
Mullin amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. MULLIN. Madam Chair, I obvi- 
ously encourage a ‘‘yes’’ vote, and I en- 
courage my colleagues to support it. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. MULLIN). 
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The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Chair, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Oklahoma will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 17 OFFERED BY MR. BURGESS 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 17 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 550, strike line 24 and all that follows 
through page 551, line 4, and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

(A) $31,270,000 for fiscal year 2016. 

(B) $36,537,670 for fiscal year 2017. 

(C) $42,296,336 for fiscal year 2018. 

(D) $47,999,728 for fiscal year 2019. 

(E) $54,837,974 for fiscal year 2020. 

(F) $61,656,407 for fiscal year 2021. 

Insert after subtitle D of title XXXIV the 
following new subtitle: 

Subtitle E—Additional Motor Vehicle 
Provisions 
SEC. 34501. REQUIRED REPORTING OF NHTSA 
AGENDA. 

Not later than December 1 of the year be- 
ginning after the date of enactment of this 
Act, and each year thereafter, the Adminis- 
trator of the National Highway Traffic Safe- 
ty Administration shall publish on the pub- 
lic website of the Administration, and file 
with the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate an annual plan 
for the following calendar year detailing the 
Administration’s projected activities, in- 
cluding— 

(1) the Administrator’s policy priorities; 

(2) any rulemakings projected to be com- 
menced; 

(3) any plans to develop guidelines; 

(4) any plans to restructure the Adminis- 
tration or to establish or alter working 
groups; 

(5) any planned projects or initiatives of 
the Administration, including the working 
groups and advisory committees of the Ad- 
ministration; and 

(6) any projected dates or timetables asso- 
ciated with any of the items described in 
paragraphs (1) through (5). 

SEC. 34502. APPLICATION OF REMEDIES FOR DE- 
FECTS AND NONCOMPLIANCE. 

Section 30120(¢)(1) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘10 calendar 
years” and inserting ‘‘15 calendar years”. 
SEC. 34503. RETENTION OF SAFETY RECORDS BY 

MANUFACTURERS. 

(a) RULE.—Not later than 18 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary of Transportation shall issue a final 
rule pursuant to section 30117 of title 49, 
United States Code, requiring each manufac- 
turer of motor vehicles or motor vehicle 
equipment to retain all motor vehicle safety 
records required to be maintained by manu- 
facturers under section 576.6 of title 49, Code 
of Federal Regulations, for a period of not 
less than 10 calendar years from the date on 
which they were generated or acquired by 
the manufacturer. 
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(b) APPLICATION.—The rule required by sub- 
section (a) shall apply with respect to any 
record described in such subsection that is in 
the possession of a manufacturer on the ef- 
fective date of such rule. 

SEC. 34504. NONAPPLICATION OF PROHIBITIONS 
RELATING TO NONCOMPLYING 
MOTOR VEHICLES TO VEHICLES 
USED FOR TESTING OR EVALUA- 
TION. 

Section 30112(b) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘; or” and 
inserting a semicolon; 

(2) in paragraph (9), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

“(10) the introduction of a motor vehicle in 
interstate commerce solely for purposes of 
testing or evaluation by a manufacturer that 
prior to the date of enactment of this para- 
graph— 

“(A) has manufactured and distributed 
motor vehicles into the United States that 
are certified to comply with all applicable 
Federal motor vehicle safety standards; 

““(B) has submitted to the Secretary appro- 
priate manufacturer identification informa- 
tion under part 566 of title 49, Code of Fed- 
eral Regulations; 

“(C) if applicable, has identified an agent 
for service of process in accordance with part 
551 of such title; and 

‘“(D) agrees not to sell or offer for sale the 
motor vehicle at the conclusion of the test- 
ing or evaluation.’’. 

SEC. 34505. TREATMENT OF LOW-VOLUME MANU- 
FACTURERS. 

(a) EXEMPTION FROM VEHICLE SAFETY 
STANDARDS FOR LOW-VOLUME MANUFACTUR- 
ERS.—Section 30114 of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘The’’ and inserting ‘‘(a) 
VEHICLES USED FOR PARTICULAR PURPOSES.— 
The”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘(b) EXEMPTION FOR LOW-VOLUME MANUFAC- 
TURERS.— 

**(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall— 

“(A) exempt from section 30112(a) of this 
title not more than 500 replica motor vehi- 
cles per year that are manufactured or im- 
ported by a low-volume manufacturer; and 

““(B) except as provided in paragraph (4) of 
this subsection, limit any such exemption to 
the Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standards 
applicable to motor vehicles and not motor 
vehicle equipment. 

‘“(2) REGISTRATION REQUIREMENT.—To qual- 
ify for an exemption under paragraph (1), a 
low-volume manufacturer shall register with 
the Secretary at such time, in such manner, 
and under such terms that the Secretary de- 
termines appropriate. The Secretary shall 
establish terms that ensure that no person 
may register as a low-volume manufacturer 
if the person is registered as an importer 
under section 30141 of this title. 

“*(3) PERMANENT LABEL REQUIREMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re- 
quire a low-volume manufacturer to affix a 
permanent label to a motor vehicle exempt- 
ed under paragraph (1) that identifies the 
specified standards and regulations for which 
such vehicle is exempt from section 30112(a) 
and designates the model year such vehicle 
replicates. 

“(B) WRITTEN NOTICE.—The Secretary may 
require a low-volume manufacturer of a 
motor vehicle exempted under paragraph (1) 
to deliver written notice of the exemption 
to— 

‘“(i) the dealer; and 
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“(ii) the first purchaser of the motor vehi- 
cle, if the first purchaser is not an individual 
that purchases the motor vehicle for resale. 

‘(C) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—A low-vol- 
ume manufacturer shall annually submit a 
report to the Secretary including the num- 
ber and description of the motor vehicles ex- 
empted under paragraph (1) and a list of the 
exemptions described on the label affixed 
under subparagraph (A). 

‘(4) EFFECT ON OTHER PROVISIONS.—Any 
motor vehicle exempted under this sub- 
section shall also be exempted from sections 
32304, 32502, and 32902 of this title and from 
section 3 of the Automobile Information Dis- 
closure Act (15 U.S.C. 1282). 

‘(5) LIMITATION AND PUBLIC NOTICE.—The 
Secretary shall have 60 days to review and 
approve a registration submitted under para- 
graph (2). Any registration not approved or 
denied within 60 days after submission shall 
be deemed approved. The Secretary shall 
have the authority to revoke an existing reg- 
istration based on a failure to comply with 
requirements set forth in this subsection. 
The registrant shall be provided a reasonable 
opportunity to correct all deficiencies, if 
such are correctable based on the sole discre- 
tion of the Secretary. An exemption granted 
by the Secretary to a low-volume manufac- 
turer under this subsection may not be 
transferred to any other person, and shall ex- 
pire at the end of the calendar year for which 
it was granted with respect to any volume 
authorized by the exemption that was not 
applied by the low-volume manufacturer to 
vehicles built during that calendar year. The 
Secretary shall maintain an up-to-date list 
of registrants on an annual basis and publish 
such list in the Federal Register or on a 
website operated by the Secretary. 

‘(6) LIMITATION OF LIABILITY FOR ORIGINAL 
MANUFACTURERS, LICENSORS OR OWNERS OF 
PRODUCT CONFIGURATION, TRADE DRESS, OR DE- 
SIGN PATENTS.—The original manufacturer, 
its successor or assignee, or current owner, 
who grants a license or otherwise transfers 
rights to a low-volume manufacturer shall 
incur no liability to any person or entity 
under Federal or State statute, regulation, 
local ordinance, or under any Federal or 
State common law for such license or assign- 
ment to a low-volume manufacturer. 

‘(7) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 

‘(A) LOW-VOLUME MANUFACTURER.—The 
term ‘low-volume manufacturer’ means a 
motor vehicle manufacturer, other than a 
person who is registered as an importer 
under section 30141 of this title, whose an- 
nual worldwide production is not more than 
5,000 motor vehicles. 

‘(B) REPLICA MOTOR VEHICLE.—The term 
‘replica motor vehicle’ means a motor vehi- 
cle produced by a low-volume manufacturer 
and that— 

“(i) is intended to resemble the body of an- 
other motor vehicle that was manufactured 
not less than 25 years before the manufac- 
ture of the replica motor vehicle; and 

“(ii) is manufactured under a license for 
the product configuration, trade dress, trade- 
mark, or patent, for the motor vehicle that 
is intended to be replicated from the original 
manufacturer, its successors or assignees, or 
current owner of such product configuration, 
trade dress, trademark, or patent rights.’’. 

(b) VEHICLE EMISSION COMPLIANCE STAND- 
ARDS FOR LOW-VOLUME MOTOR VEHICLE MAN- 
UFACTURERS.—Part A of title II of the Clean 
Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7521 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) in section 206(a) by adding at the end 
the following new paragraph: 

“(5XA) A motor vehicle engine (including 
all engine emission controls) from a motor 
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vehicle that has been granted a certificate of 
conformity by the Administrator for the 
model year in which the motor vehicle is as- 
sembled, or a motor vehicle engine that has 
been granted an Executive order subject to 
regulations promulgated by the California 
Air Resources Board for the model year in 
which the motor vehicle is assembled, may 
be installed in an exempted specially pro- 
duced motor vehicle, if— 

“(i) the manufacturer of the engine sup- 
plies written instructions explaining how to 
install the engine and maintain func- 
tionality of the engine’s emission control 
system and the on-board diagnostic system 
(commonly known as ‘OBD II’), except with 
respect to evaporative emissions diagnostics; 

“(i) the manufacturer of the exempted 
specially produced motor vehicle installs the 
engine in accordance with such instructions; 
and 

“(iii) the installation instructions include 
emission control warranty information from 
the engine manufacturer in compliance with 
section 207, including where warranty repairs 
can be made, emission control labels to be 
affixed to the vehicle, and the certificate of 
conformity number for the applicable vehicle 
in which the engine was originally intended 
or the applicable Executive order number for 
the engine. 

“(B) A motor vehicle containing an engine 
compliant with the requirements of subpara- 
graph (A) shall be treated as meeting the re- 
quirements of section 202 applicable to new 
vehicles manufactured or imported in the 
model year in which the exempted specially 
produced motor vehicle is assembled. 

‘(C) Engine installations that are not per- 
formed in accordance with installation in- 
structions provided by the manufacturer and 
alterations to the engine not in accordance 
with the installation instructions shall— 

“(i) be treated as prohibited acts by the in- 
staller under section 203; and 

“(ii) subject to civil penalties under the 
first and third sentences of section 205(a), 
civil actions under section 205(b), and admin- 
istrative assessment of penalties under sec- 
tion 205(c). 

“(D) The manufacturer of an exempted spe- 
cially produced motor vehicle that has an 
engine compliant with the requirements of 
subparagraph (A) shall provide to the pur- 
chaser of such vehicle all information re- 
ceived by the manufacturer from the engine 
manufacturer, including information regard- 
ing emissions warranties from the engine 
manufacturer and all emissions-related re- 
calls by the engine manufacturer. 

“(E) To qualify to install an engine under 
this paragraph, a manufacturer of exempted 
specially produced motor vehicles shall reg- 
ister with the Administrator at such time 
and in such manner as the Administrator de- 
termines appropriate. The manufacturer 
shall submit an annual report to the Admin- 
istrator that includes— 

“(i) a description of the exempted specially 
produced motor vehicles and engines in- 
stalled in such vehicles; and 

“(ii) the certificate of conformity number 
issued to the motor vehicle in which the en- 
gine was originally intended or the applica- 
ble Executive order number for the engine. 

‘(F) Exempted specially produced motor 
vehicles compliant with this paragraph shall 
be exempted from— 

“(i) motor vehicle certification testing 
under this section; and 

“(ii) vehicle emission control inspection 
and maintenance programs required under 
section 110. 

‘(G) A person engaged in the manufac- 
turing or assembling of exempted specially 
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produced motor vehicles shall not be treated 

as a manufacturer for purposes of this Act by 

virtue of such manufacturing or assembling, 
so long as such person complies with sub- 
paragraphs (A) through (E).’’; and 

(2) in section 216 by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

(12) EXEMPTED SPECIALLY PRODUCED 
MOTOR VEHICLE.—The term ‘exempted spe- 
cially produced motor vehicle’ means a rep- 
lica motor vehicle that is exempt from speci- 
fied standards pursuant to section 30114(b) of 
title 49, United States Code.’’. 

(c) IMPLEMENTATION.—Not later than 12 
months after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of Transportation and the 
Administrator of the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency shall issue such regulations as 
may be necessary to implement the amend- 
ments made by subsections (a) and (b), re- 
spectively. 

SEC. 34506. NO LIABILITY ON THE BASIS OF 
NHTSA MOTOR VEHICLE SAFETY 
GUIDELINES. 

Section 30111 of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

“(f) No LIABILITY ON THE BASIS OF MOTOR 
VEHICLE SAFETY GUIDELINES ISSUED BY THE 
SECRETARY.—(1) No guidelines issued by the 
Secretary with respect to motor vehicle safe- 
ty shall provide a basis for or evidence of li- 
ability in any action against a defendant 
whose practices are alleged to be incon- 
sistent with such guidelines. A person who is 
subject to any such guidelines may use an al- 
ternative approach to that set forth in such 
guidelines that complies with any require- 
ment in a provision of this subtitle, a motor 
vehicle safety standard issued under this 
subtitle, or another relevant statute or regu- 
lation. 

“(2) No such guidelines shall confer any 
rights on any person nor shall operate to 
bind the Secretary or any person who is sub- 
ject to such guidelines to the approach rec- 
ommended in such guidelines. In any en- 
forcement action with respect to motor vehi- 
cle safety, the Secretary must prove a viola- 
tion of a provision of this subtitle, a motor 
vehicle safety standard issued under this 
subtitle, or another relevant statute or regu- 
lation. The Secretary may not build a case 
against or negotiate a consent order with 
any person based in whole or in part on prac- 
tices of the person that are alleged to be in- 
consistent with any such guidelines. 

(3) A defendant may use compliance with 
any such guidelines as evidence of compli- 
ance with the provision of this subtitle, 
motor vehicle safety standard issued under 
this subtitle, or other statute or regulation 
under which such guidelines were devel- 
oped.”’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. BURGESS) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Chair, the 
thesis of this amendment is to secure 
good government reforms at the Na- 
tional Highway Traffic Safety Admin- 
istration. 

We want to make certain that we are 
able to exercise strong oversight of the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Ad- 
ministration, and we want to make 
certain that NHTSA is staying within 
its authorized jurisdiction. 
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We took some ideas that were raised 
by the minority, amended them to re- 
flect things like the longer life of cars. 
We asked manufacturers to hold onto 
safety information for a longer period 
of time. We extend the time for free re- 
call fix requirements. 

Lastly, we have added the bipartisan 
Low Volume Motor Vehicle Manufac- 
turers Act of 2015 and provided ad- 
justed funding levels to the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
to advance their important safety 
work. 

This is an important amendment, 
and I urge my colleagues to accept it. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Chair, I 
claim the time in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Illinois is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Chair- 
man, by reducing appropriations for ve- 
hicle safety programs, Mr. BURGESS’ 
amendment is making it impossible for 
NHTSA, the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration, to actually 
carry out its critical vehicle safety 
functions. 

At the same time that this amend- 
ment drastically cuts funding for crit- 
ical safety functions, the amendment 
also requires more reporting that di- 
verts necessary resources, both people 
and dollars, from NHTSA’s mission to 
save lives, prevent injuries, and reduce 
economic costs from traffic crashes. 

The average age of cars on the road 
in the United States has hit a record 
high at 11% years. That is just the av- 
erage. Many cars are even older. 

Instead of fully acknowledging this 
reality, this amendment only requires 
manufacturers to keep limited safety 
records for 15 years and only requires 
recall repairs to be free of charge for 10 
years. The recent GM ignition switch 
recall covered vehicles that were more 
than 10 years old. That means that, 
under this amendment, some owners of 
defective GM cars could have to pay to 
have the defect repaired. 

The amendment also exempts from 
motor vehicle safety standards replica 
cars. Brand-new cars would not have to 
meet any safety standards as long as 
they look like a car that was made 25 
years ago. These cars could be exempt 
from seatbelt and airbag requirements, 
basic but crucial safety equipment. We 
have no idea how many replica cars 
will end up on the roads. Although 
each low-volume manufacturer is lim- 
ited to 500 vehicles, there are no limits 
on the number of manufacturers. 

The low-volume provision would also 
exempt manufacturers of replicas, un- 
like all others who manufacture cars in 
small batches, from the EPA’s emis- 
sion standards concerning greenhouse 
gasses. Replica cars also would be ex- 
empt from State inspections and emis- 
sions testing and evaporative emission 
standards. In the wake of the recent 


17432 


VW scandal, it is unthinkable that we 
would make it easier for any manufac- 
turers to bypass emission standards 
and to continue to put public health at 
risk. 

The amendment also allows auto- 
makers and others to use compliance 
with guidelines as evidence of compli- 
ance with motor vehicle safety stand- 
ards. By prohibiting NHTSA from 
using guidelines for enforcement pur- 
poses, the majority obviously recog- 
nizes that nonbinding guidelines are 
not the same as actual safety require- 
ments. But at the same time, this 
amendment allows automakers to 
evade liability by showing that they 
complied with nonbinding guidelines 
instead of having to prove that they 
complied with safety mandates. This 
double standard makes no sense. 

Instead of ensuring that automakers 
are held responsible for safety viola- 
tions they commit, this amendment 
gives them yet another out. This 
amendment will adversely affect the 
public health and safety. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Chairwoman, 
as I advised earlier in speaking to an- 
other amendment, some significant 
flaws in the basic operations of the Na- 
tional Highway Traffic Safety Admin- 
istration were revealed earlier this 
year and reported in an inspector gen- 
eral’s report. 

Again, in an unprecedented move, 
after the IG report was released, the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Ad- 
ministration publicly committed to a 
timeline to implement all of the in- 
spector general’s recommendations be- 
cause of their serious and direct impact 
on NHTSA’s ability to fulfill its core 
mission. I am grateful to NHTSA that 
they had this commitment to these re- 
forms. 

Just like the Senate language, our 
amendment does provide for additional 
funding to the National Highway Traf- 
fic Safety Administration. This amend- 
ment would increase NHTSA’s funding 
by 2312 percent for fiscal year 2016 and 
over 27 percent for fiscal year 2017 from 
the authorized levels in the underlying 
bill. Maybe we don’t go as far as the 
Senate, but these are significant and 
generous increases. 

Again, I will urge my colleagues to 
support the amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
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Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Chair, 
actually there is an increase in my 
chairman’s amendment. It is also a sig- 
nificant decrease from what the Senate 
has added to the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration. Because 
we have so many deaths on the road, 
and NHTSA has been significantly un- 
derfunded, it definitely makes sense to 
as fully fund them as they can to pro- 
vide their mission of auto safety. 
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So, for that reason and all the others 
I listed, I certainly urge my colleagues 
to vote “no” on this legislation. 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Chair, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

This amendment also requires the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Ad- 
ministration to issue an agenda on De- 
cember 1 of every year detailing the 
agency’s policy priorities, their 
planned rulemakings, and any pro- 
jected alterations to the agency struc- 
ture. Actually, that is a good idea. 
Regulated entities, especially, should 
have an idea of what the focus of the 
agency is going to be in the upcoming 
months and years. 

The last time the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration pub- 
lished a planning report was 2011. They 
are asking us for more money. We are 
providing them with more money. All 
we ask is they provide us a glimpse 
into what their strategy is as to how 
that money will be effectively spent. 

This is a good amendment. I urge my 
colleagues to support it. 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. BURGESS). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Chair, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas will be post- 
poned. 

AMENDMENT NO. 18 OFFERED BY MR. 
NEUGEBAUER 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 18 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Madam Chair, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Strike sections 52203 and 52205. 

Insert after section 52202 the following: 
SEC. 52203. ELIMINATION OF SURPLUS FUNDS OF 

FEDERAL RESERVE BANKS. 

(a) ELIMINATION OF SURPLUS FUNDS.—Sec- 
tion 7 of the Federal Reserve Act (12 U.S.C. 
289 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in the heading of such subsection, by 
striking ‘‘AND SURPLUS FUNDS”; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘deposited 
in the surplus fund of the bank” and insert- 
ing ‘‘transferred to the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System for transfer to 
the Secretary of the Treasury for deposit in 
the general fund of the Treasury”; and 

(2) by striking the first subsection (b) (re- 
lating to a transfer for fiscal year 2000). 

(b) TRANSFER TO THE TREASURY.—The Fed- 
eral reserve banks shall transfer all of the 
funds of the surplus funds of such banks to 
the Board of Governors of the Federal Re- 
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serve System for transfer to the Secretary of 
the Treasury for deposit in the general fund 
of the Treasury. 


The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. NEUGEBAUER) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 


The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 


Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Madam Chair, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 


Madam Chair, I rise today to offer 
amendment No. 18 with the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. HUIZENGA), my 
good friend. 

First, let me say I don’t think it is 
good policy that we are trying to fund 
transportation from other sectors of 
the economy. This amendment does 
seek to address two major issues in the 
budget offset sent over from the Sen- 
ate—the Federal Reserve dividend in- 
crease and the g-fee increase. 


Moving forward with the Federal Re- 
serve dividend reduction without 
studying it could have a devastating 
consequence for the supervision of the 
financial sector and the stability of the 
Federal Reserve System. The cost that 
banks, especially community banks, 
could face as a result of the dividend 
reduction would be passed on to hard- 
working consumers. At a time when 
many Americans continue to struggle 
from the unintended consequences of 
Dodd-Frank, it would be dangerous and 
irresponsible to move ahead with the 
Senate version. 


Second, this amendment addresses 
what I see as a further entrenchment of 
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. This is 
particularly timely because just this 
week we learned that Fannie and 
Freddie may need to tap the Treasury 
once again and saddle the taxpayers 
with the bill. This amendment further 
protects the taxpayers. Allowing Con- 
gress to continue to raise g-fees will 
make comprehensive housing finance 
reform impossible. 


Our amendment addresses both prob- 
lems by liquidating and dissolving the 
Federal Reserve capital surplus ac- 
count. The Federal Reserve currently 
has about $29 billion in capital surplus 
account. This account is made up of 
the earnings that the Federal Reserve 
has retained from investing member 
banks’ money. Let me say that again. 
The surplus account is made up of 
earnings that the Federal Reserve has 
made from investing member banks’ 
money. The Federal Reserve continues 
to hold this account in surplus at a 
time when our Nation is over $18.5 tril- 
lion in debt. This is not a perfect pol- 
icy, but it is better than the alter- 
native. 

This preserves the budget neutrality 
of the transportation bill and counters 
irresponsible proposals sent over to us 
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by the Senate. Further, it protects con- 
sumers from potential for cost in- 
creases while reforming the surplus ac- 
count to meet the needs of the current 
fiscal crisis. 

When the surplus account was cre- 
ated, no one could have imagined the 
debt and deficits that we are facing. It 
is appropriate to liquidate this account 
to meet today’s realities. 

Moving forward, I hope that this 
body will ensure that transportation 
funding comes from transportation 
users and not completely unrelated 
sectors of the economy. 

Madam Chair, in closing, I include 
for the RECORD a joint trade letter of 
support from 27 banking and housing 
groups in support of amendment No. 18. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

NOVEMBER 4, 2015. 
Hon. PAUL RYAN, 
Speaker, House of Representatives. 
Hon. NANCY PELOSI, 
Minority Leader, House of Representatives. 

DEAR SPEAKER RYAN AND LEADER PELOSI: 
The undersigned organizations urge the 
House to adopt the Neugebauer-Huizenga 
amendment to H.R. 22, the DRIVE Act, 
which would remove two harmful provisions 
from the Senate version of the bill. 

The Neugebauer-Huizenga amendment 
would remove from H.R. 22 a harmful pro- 
posal to reduce the dividend paid on Federal 
Reserve stock that would have significant 
negative consequences on banks of all sizes 
across the country. Member banks of the 
Federal Reserve are required by law to pur- 
chase stock in regional Federal Reserve 
Banks. This stock may not be sold, trans- 
ferred or even used as collateral, unlike vir- 
tually every other asset a bank holds. These 
funds represent ‘‘dead capital” for the finan- 
cial institution. The dividend that the Sen- 
ate is considering reducing reflects the 
unique structure and constraints of this ar- 
rangement that is required by law, as this is 
money that otherwise would be used by 
banks for lending and to provide other serv- 
ices to customers. 

The Neugebauer-Huizenga amendment 
would also remove from H.R. 22 an extension 
of higher Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac guar- 
antee fees. The purpose of these fees is to 
prospectively guard against credit losses at 
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. G-fees should 
only be used to protect taxpayers from mort- 
gage losses, not to fund unrelated spending. 
Each time g-fees are extended, increased and 
diverted for unrelated spending, homeowners 
are charged more for their mortgages and 
taxpayers are exposed to additional risk for 
the long-term. The g-fee increase was origi- 
nally included in the Senate highway bill as 
a funding offset, but the Congressional Budg- 
et Office has scored the House bill as being 
budget neutral without this provision. It 
should be removed to ensure that potential 
homebuyers are not kept on the sidelines by 
raising the cost to purchase or refinance a 
home. 

To ensure it is fully offset, the Neuge- 
bauer-Huizenga amendment would use the 
Federal Reserve’s ‘‘surplus’’ account of earn- 
ings retained after paying operating ex- 
penses and dividends. As a result of recent 
changes in the way the Federal Reserve oper- 
ates, these retained earnings are no longer 
necessary. This amendment would use funds 
from this account to pay for the extension of 
the Highway Trust Fund. 
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We urge the House to pass the Neugebauer- 
Huizenga amendment to H.R. 22. 

America’s Homeowner Alliance, American 
Escrow Association, American Bankers Asso- 
ciation, American Land Title Association, 
Center for Responsible Lending, The Clear- 
ing House, Community Home Lenders Asso- 
ciation, Consumer Bankers Association, Con- 
sumer Mortgage Coalition, Credit Union Na- 
tional Association. 

The Financial Services Forum, Financial 
Services Roundtable, Habitat for Humanity 
International, Homeownership Preservation 
Foundation, Independent Community Bank- 
ers of America, Leading Builders of America, 
Mid-size Bank Coalition of America, Mort- 
gage Bankers Association, National Associa- 
tion of Hispanic Real Estate Professionals. 

National Association of Home Builders, 
National Association of Real Estate Brokers, 
National Association of REALTORS®, Real 
Estate Services Providers Council, Inc., The 
Realty Alliance, Securities Industry and Fi- 
nancial Markets Association, U.S. Chamber 
of Commerce Center for Capital Markets 
Competitiveness, U.S. Mortgage Insurers. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Madam Chair, I claim the time in oppo- 
sition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Madam Chairwoman, I rise in opposi- 
tion to this amendment. The Neuge- 
bauer amendment represents a poorly 
designed attempt to cover the cost of 
the highway bill. My colleague from 
Texas is concerned that the Senate’s 
underlying provisions would cut the 
largest banks’ guaranteed 6 percent 
dividend payments from the Federal 
Reserve as well as extend a 10 basis 
point fee on new mortgages, although 
not until 2021. 

In place of those provisions, my col- 
league would eliminate the Federal Re- 
serve surplus account without even 
considering whether it could harm 
monetary policy or our economic secu- 
rity in the decades ahead. 

I previously expressed concern about 
using Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac as a 
piggy bank to pay for unrelated gov- 
ernment spending. Instead, Repub- 
licans should finally take up housing 
finance reform. Despite controlling 
this House for almost 5 years and the 
Senate for nearly 2, Republicans have 
entirely failed to reform the housing 
markets, despite claiming that the 
mortgage giants caused the crisis. 

Regarding the other Senate provi- 
sion, I am not sure why the largest 
banks should be entitled to a perma- 
nent dividend payment of 6 percent a 
year. How many of my colleagues or 
their constituents have a safe invest- 
ment that pays this well? In fact, most 
of my constituents are lucky to earn a 
penny a month on their bank account. 
Yet, when the Senate first proposed to 
cut these bank dividends, House Repub- 
licans urged that Congress first study 
what would be the effect before chang- 
ing the law. 

The Federal Reserve surplus account, 
which Mr. NEUGEBAUER proposes to 
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eliminate permanently to protect the 
bank dividends, has promoted global 
confidence in U.S. monetary policy for 
more than 100 years. Federal Reserve 
officials explained to the GAO that 
maintaining capital, including the sur- 
plus account, provides an assurance of 
a central bank’s strength and stability 
to investors and foreign holders of U.S. 
currency. That is why central banks 
around the world—including the Bank 
of England, the European Central 
Bank, and the German Central Bank— 
all make use of surplus accounts. Nev- 
ertheless, my Republican colleagues 
are willing to cut this monetary policy 
tool without knowing what the long- 
term effect would be. 

During the 2008 financial crisis, the 
Federal Reserve took unprecedented 
action to prevent economic collapse by 
purchasing trillions of dollars of assets. 
During the countless hearings with 
Federal Reserve chairs Bernanke and 
Yellen, my colleagues suggested that 
the Federal Reserve is leveraged more 
than Lehman Brothers, pointing out 
that the Fed surplus is inadequate to 
protect losses to the taxpayer. But 
with this amendment, they would 
eliminate for all time all Fed surplus 
which, based on Republican logic, 
would be infinite leverage. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Madam Chair, I 
yield 1% minutes to the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. HUIZENGA). 

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Madam 
Chair, folks that are watching this at 
this late hour are unfortunately seeing 
politics over policy. The ranking mem- 
ber wants to agree but just can’t let 
herself. 

This policy that we have seen, 73 per- 
cent of the Democrats on her com- 
mittee signed a letter saying we need 
to hit the pause button; we need to 
make sure that we understand what 
this policy that got shipped over to us 
from the Senate is going to mean. Un- 
fortunately, it has been plunged ahead, 
and we are moving ahead with this. 

This is less than ideal policy that we 
are looking at, but our choice isn’t 
good choice versus bad choice. Our 
choice is less than ideal versus very 
bad choice. What we are seeing here is 
that we need to examine this further. 
It hasn’t been looked at in over 50 
years from the Committee on Finan- 
cial Services. 

So I hope two things: one, that we 
are going to have a change in the way 
the House operates. I believe that that 
new day has arrived and that we will be 
doing that, but we are not sure exactly 
what this fixed rate is going to be. I 
will point out, though, that with that 6 
percent return, the Fed has been able 
to build up a $29 billion, with a B, sur- 
plus account, which is where we are 
today. 

Chairman HENSARLING of the Com- 
mittee on Financial Services had writ- 
ten the GAO requesting a study of that. 
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I put out this letter, a bipartisan letter 
where we had 150 colleagues, that was 
forwarded. What we are doing is a bet- 
ter offset. We are believing that this is 
a better way to go rather than raiding 
Fannie and Freddie and the g-fees and 
the budget. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Madam Chair, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. SHER- 
MAN). 

Mr. SHERMAN. Madam Chair, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding, 
especially because I rise in favor of this 
amendment; not because it is perfect, 
but because it deals with a funda- 
mental problem in the underlying leg- 
islation. 

How are we going to fund our high- 
way system? Some would argue a tax 
on motorists; some would argue the 
general revenue of the United States. I 
don’t know anyone who can really 
make the argument that we ought to 
have a tax on home buyers to fund 
highways; yet that is what the under- 
lying bill does. It imposes a tax on ev- 
eryone who gets a mortgage or refi- 
nances a mortgage and uses that for 
highways. 

I am confident that if we pass this 
amendment, the conference committee 
will take a look at how to finance this 
bill and will come up with a better way 
than the idea of imposing a tax on ev- 
eryone. That basically means middle 
class homeowners who use Fannie Mae 
or Freddie Mac in order to buy a home 
or refinance a home. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Madam Chair, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Madam Chair, I would like to draw to 
your attention that Mr. NEUGEBAUER’S 
original amendment would have paused 
for 1 year and studied it. He changed it 
to strip the surplus forever and keep 
the dividend. 

My Republican colleagues had every 
opportunity to ask Federal Reserve 
Chair Janet Yellen about this amend- 
ment or, for that matter, her thoughts 
on what cutting the big bank dividend 
payments would be but did not. In- 
stead, they peppered her for 3 hours 
with sundry other questions, failing to 
ask about one proposal, then consid- 
ered late in the day to eliminate a 100- 
year-old monetary policy tool. 

Madam Chair, yesterday my Repub- 
lican colleagues sought to hamstring 
the Federal Reserve. I ask for a “no” 
vote on this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Madam Chair, I 
yield the balance of my time to close 
to the gentleman from Texas (Mr. HEN- 
SARLING), the distinguished chairman 
of the House Committee on Financial 
Services. 


0030 


Mr. HENSARLING. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Transportation ought to be funded 
out of transportation fees. It shouldn’t 
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be funded out of the functional equiva- 
lent of a bank account tax. It should 
not be funded on the backs of home 
buyers, or particularly those taxpayers 
who are forced to backstop Fannie and 
Freddie. 

If we are ever going to have a sus- 
tainable housing finance system in 
America, these guarantee fees cannot 
be diverted. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Texas and the gentleman from Michi- 
gan. No, they didn’t come up with the 
perfect solution, but it is far superior 
than this bank account tax and this 
home-buyer tax. It makes no sense 
whatsoever. 

So I urge the entire House to adopt 
the Neugebauer amendment and get rid 
of this terrible idea from the Senate. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Madam Chair, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. NEUGEBAUER). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Madam Chair- 
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas will be post- 
poned. 

AMENDMENT NO. 19 OFFERED BY MR. GOSAR 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 19 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. GOSAR. Madam Chair, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 942, strike lines 7 and 8 (and redesig- 
nate subsequent clauses accordingly). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. GOSAR) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. GOSAR. Madam Chair, I rise 
today to offer a commonsense amend- 
ment to this transportation bill. 

My amendment is simple. If the in- 
tent of the Federal Permitting Im- 
provement Council section of this bill 
is to actually improve the Federal per- 
mitting process, then the EPA, which 
is not a principal permitting or review- 
ing agency, should not be allowed an 
outsized vote to obstruct the expedited 
process for covered projects created by 
this legislation. 

The bill establishes a new council for 
the purpose of streamlining the Fed- 
eral permitting process for projects of 
national importance. As currently con- 
structed, the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency, or EPA, is given far too 
big a voice in this process—an EPA 
that is known for being the primary 
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obstructionist for every significant in- 
frastructure and economic develop- 
ment project in the United States. 

It is important to note that nothing 
in my amendment prevents the HPA 
from being invited to be a partici- 
pating or cooperating agent and pro- 
viding information throughout this 
process to the council. 

The council established by this bill 
will be composed of a minimum of 16 
members, and it takes a vote by the 
majority of the members of the council 
in order for a covered project to be en- 
titled to an expedited review. 

Currently, the bill allows the EPA 
too much influence in this process. 
This is wrong and will under mine 
goals of the rest of the council. 

In a memo regarding the Federal per- 
mitting process, the EPA itself stated: 
“It is important to recognize the HPA 
is rarely, if ever, the principal permit 
or reviewing agency.” 

It goes on further: ‘“EPA’s role is 
most often one of providing input to 
processes managed by others. ... In 
addition, where projects do require per- 
mits issued under Federal environ- 
mental laws, permitting decisions are 
typically made by States under dele- 
gated or authorized programs. EPA is 
not responsible for the day-to-day ad- 
ministration of delegated or authorized 
permitting programs.” 

By the EPA’s own admission, the 
agency is never the primary reviewing 
entity. It defies common sense that 
EPA would have a vote when other 
agencies and States that actually man- 
age the permitting process don’t. 

Intentional actions and shear incom- 
petence from the EPA continue to im- 
pose Federal permitting delays and kill 
jobs throughout the country. The Wall 
Street Journal recently reported that 
the EPA coordinated with special in- 
terest groups to veto a mine project in 
Alaska. 

Media reports have also documented 
“close coordination between the EPA 
and environmental groups in drafting 
the controversial Clean Power Plan, 
which would mark the demise of coal- 
fired plants in the United States.” 

My amendment is endorsed by Eagle 
Forum, Americans for Limited Govern- 
ment, Concerned Citizens for America, 
the Arizona Department of Transpor- 
tation, the Arizona Small Business As- 
sociation, the Bullhead Chamber of 
Commerce, the Lake Havasu Area 
Chamber of Commerce, the New Mexico 
Cattle Growers’ Association, the New 
Mexico Federal Lands Council, and the 
Town of Fredonia. 

If the intent of this bill is to improve 
the Federal permitting process, then 
the EPA, which is not a principal per- 
mitting or reviewing agency, should 
not be allowed an outsized vote for 
critical projects that already have in- 
vestments of $200 million or more. 

I fully support the intent of the coun- 
cil created by the bill and the commit- 
tee’s work in that regard. I believe the 
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process utilized could create tens of 
thousands of jobs and significantly 
benefit our economy. Let’s not let the 
EPA screw it up. 

I urge my colleagues to stand with 
job creators, ranchers, local chambers 
of commerce, small businesses, trans- 
portation officials, and countless other 
organizations and individuals through- 
out this country that are tired of the 
EPA’s obstructionism, and support my 
amendment. You are either with them 
or you are with the EPA. 

Vote “yes” on my amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Arizona (Mr. GOSAR). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 20 OFFERED BY MR. GOODLATTE 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 20 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman, 
I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 


Page 964, line 6, insert after ‘‘the partici- 
pating agencies’? the following: ‘‘and the 
project sponsor”. 

Page 964, line 7, strike ‘‘and’’. 

Page 964, line 11, strike the period and in- 
sert the following: ‘‘; and’’ 

Page 964, after line 11, insert the following: 

(III) in the case of a modification that 
would necessitate an extension of a final 
completion date under a permitting time- 
table established under subparagraph (A) to 
a date more than 30 days after the final com- 
pletion date originally established under 
subparagraph (A), the facilitating or lead 
agency submits a request to modify the per- 
mitting timetable to the Executive Director, 
who shall consult with the project sponsor 
and make a determination on the record, 
based on consideration of the relevant fac- 
tors described under subparagraph (B), 
whether to grant the facilitating or lead 
agency, as applicable, authority to make 
such modification. 

Page 964, after line 15, insert the following: 

(iii) LIMITATION ON LENGTH OF MODIFICA- 
TIONS.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub- 
clause (II), the total length of all modifica- 
tions to a permitting timetable authorized 
or made under this subparagraph, other than 
for reasons outside the control of Federal, 
State, local, or tribal governments, may not 
extend the permitting timetable for a period 
of time greater than half of the amount of 
time from the establishment of the permit- 
ting timetable under subparagraph (A) to the 
last final completion date originally estab- 
lished under subparagraph (A). 

(II) ADDITIONAL EXTENSIONS.—The Director 
of the Office of Management and Budget, 
after consultation with the project sponsor, 
may permit the Executive Director to au- 
thorize additional extensions of a permitting 
timetable beyond the limit prescribed by 
subclause (I). In such a case, the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget shall 
transmit, not later than 5 days after making 
a determination to permit an authorization 
of extension under this subclause, a report to 
Congress explaining why such modification 
is required. Such report shall explain to Con- 
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gress with specificity why the original per- 
mitting timetable and the modifications au- 
thorized by the Executive Director failed to 
be adequate. The lead or facilitating agency, 
as applicable, shall transmit to Congress, the 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget, and the Executive Director a supple- 
mental report on progress toward the final 
completion date each year thereafter, until 
the permit review is completed or the 
project sponsor withdraws its notice or ap- 
plication or other request to which this title 
applies under section 61010. 

(iv) LIMITATION ON JUDICIAL REVIEW.—The 
following shall not be subject to judicial re- 
view: 

(I) A determination by the Executive Di- 
rector under clause (i)(III). 

(II) A determination under clause (iii)(II) 
by the Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget to permit the Executive Director 
to authorize extensions of a permitting time- 
table. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman, 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

I and Regulatory Reform Sub- 
committee Chairman MARINO offer this 
amendment to bridge the gap between 
two vital pieces of legislation: Chair- 
man MARINO’s RAPID Act, H.R. 348, 
which the House passed on September 
24, 2015, and Senators Portman and 
McCaskill’s Federal Permitting Im- 
provement Act, S. 280. 

These bills have been companions for 
multiple terms in our effort to stream- 
line the process by which Federal agen- 
cies review and decide upon applica- 
tions for federally funded and federally 
permitted construction projects. Per- 
mit streamlining reform is essential to 
create new, high-paying jobs and 
strengthen our economy. It is a pri- 
ority of the House, the Senate, and the 
President. 

S. 280 was incorporated by a floor 
amendment into the Senate amend- 
ments to H.R. 22 and, so, is included in 
the base bill before us. In two of the 
three key respects, it substantially 
achieves the House goals embodied by 
the RAPID Act: to shorten the time it 
takes to conclude litigation over Fed- 
eral permitting decisions, and require 
litigants first to present the substance 
of any claims before permitting agen- 
cies during their administrative re- 
views. 

The Senate text, however, falls short 
in the third key respect: reliably expe- 
diting the time agencies have to con- 
clude their reviews before acting to ap- 
prove or disapprove permits. The Sen- 
ate language includes many important 
steps toward this goal, but multiple 
loopholes in the language open the 
door for deadlines without end and 
without standards. 

The amendment Subcommittee 
Chairman MARINO and I offer fixes this 
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problem by establishing firm checks 
and balances through which the Direc- 
tor of OMB and the Executive Director 
of the Federal Permitting Improve- 
ment Steering Council can prevent 
abusive extensions and assure that per- 
mit applications are reviewed within 
reasonable deadlines. 

The amendment embodies a pre- 
conferenced resolution of the dif- 
ferences between the RAPID Act and S. 
280 as incorporated into H.R. 22 that 
Subcommittee Chairman MARINO, I, 
Senator PORTMAN, and Senator MCCAS- 
KILL all support. 

If the House adopts this amendment, 
it will perfect the bill to assure power- 
ful permit streamlining reform, paving 
the way for good projects to move for- 
ward more quickly, delivering high- 
quality jobs and improvements to 
Americans’ daily lives. I urge my col- 
leagues to support this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Madam 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in opposi- 
tion to the gentleman’s amendment 
and title 61 of the underlying bill, 
which adopts the text of S. 280, the 
Federal Permitting Improvement Act. 

Before addressing my substantive 
concerns, I have serious procedural ob- 
jections to the inclusion of title 61 ina 
transportation funding bill. 

S. 280, the Federal Permitting Im- 
provement Act, was attached to the 
transportation bill on the Senate floor 
through a manager’s amendment of- 
fered by Senate Majority Leader 
MCCONNELL. It was adopted without 
adequate debate in an expedited proc- 
ess just days before the August recess. 
The bill has not been introduced in the 
House. Neither the House nor the Sen- 
ate has had a hearing on the text of 
this bill, which involves a nuanced area 
of the law with broad implications for 
public health and safety. 

Moving to the substance of title 61, 
this bill is a misguided attempt to re- 
strict public input and challenges in 
the permitting process under the Na- 
tional Environmental Policy Act, or 
NEPA. 

Over 40 years, NEPA has saved time, 
money, and protected the environment, 
all while providing a framework for 
wide-ranging input from all affected in- 
terests when a Federal agency con- 
ducts an environmental review of a 
proposed project. 

Title 61 of H.R. 22 discards this com- 
monsense approach by severely cur- 
tailing the public’s right to challenge 
permitting decisions in several ways. 

First, title 61 restricts challenges of 
major Federal projects to only parties 
who file comments within the bill’s 45- 
to 60-day window. The bill requires 
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that these comments must be suffi- 
ciently detailed to put the lead agency 
on notice of the issue on which the 
party seeks judicial review. In other 
words, a party would have to litigate 
the issue in the 45- to 60-day comment 
period—an extremely tall order for the 
public. 

Second, title 61 requires that courts 
consider the potential for significant 
job losses and other economic harms in 
considering whether to enjoin a project 
that has been challenged. 

The bill further requires that courts 
presume that these harms are irrep- 
arable, even if they aren’t, tilting the 
outcome in favor of private interests 
and away from the public’s interest in 
health, safety, and the environment. 

This is a radical departure from our 
laws and would have the practical ef- 
fect of allowing a project to proceed 
even where there is ongoing litigation. 
Indeed, by the time a court determines 
that a project violates the law, a 
project could already be completed. 

Third, under current law, the public 
has 6 years to bring claims arising 
under most Federal laws, which pro- 
vides for citizens to discover latent 
harms of projects. Title 61 only pro- 
vides for 2 years for challenges to the 
Nation’s most complex projects requir- 
ing a Federal permit. 

Madam Chairman, title 61 presents a 
false choice between funding transpor- 
tation projects and accepting bad legis- 
lation without debate or proper consid- 
eration that would potentially have 
disastrous effects on the public’s right 
to challenge Federal permitting deci- 
sions in court. This is yet another pro- 
corporate, anti-safety provision de- 
signed by the donor class to restrict ac- 
cess to the courts by the common peo- 
ple. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman, 
it is my pleasure to yield such time as 
he may consume to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MARINO), who 
joins me in offering this amendment. 

Mr. MARINO. I thank Chairman 
GOODLATTE for yielding. 

For two terms now, enacting legisla- 
tion to streamline the Federal permit- 
ting process has been among my pri- 
mary goals. Three times now, this 
House has passed the RAPID Act, a bill 
that I sponsored in both the 113th and 
114th Congresses. 
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Our goal has been to fix the flaws in 
our Federal permitting process that 
often doom worthy projects that could 
collectively create millions of jobs and 
hundreds of millions of dollars in eco- 
nomic activity. 

In just my home State of Pennsyl- 
vania, one 2011 study found that the 
stalled energy projects alone would 
produce an average of over 56,000 jobs a 
year and over $44 billion in economic 
output. 
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The potential growth in the Amer- 
ican economy is staggering. Worthy 
projects across the country should not 
die on the vine while awaiting Federal 
bureaucratic approval. 

This amendment achieves these 
goals, and I am pleased to offer it with 
the chairman. It builds upon the re- 
forms already encompassed in several 
bills passed by the House Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure Committee 
and signed into law. Perhaps most im- 
portantly we have reached agreement 
on this amendment in a bipartisan 
fashion. 

It has been one of the honors of my 
time in Congress to reach not only 
across the aisle, but across Chambers, 
to work with Senator PORTMAN and 
Senator MCCASKILL on these reforms 
and this amendment. 

I urge all my colleagues and Members 
to join us in supporting this important 
amendment that will put Americans to 
work and help stimulate economic 
growth. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Madam 
Chair, this is a bad amendment that 
hurts the public interest, and for that 
reason I would ask that my colleagues 
vote along with me to disapprove of 
this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chair, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Madam Chair, this is a very good 
amendment that will help create hun- 
dreds of thousands of jobs by getting 
projects that have been delayed all 
across this country moving. It is sup- 
ported by many on both sides of the 
aisle in both Chambers of this institu- 
tion. 

We have worked closely with Demo- 
crats and Republicans, and we have 
worked closely with the White House 
on this language. This is ready for 
prime time. This is ready to go. 

It is very appropriate to include it in 
this legislation because transportation 
projects will be the biggest beneficiary 
of this streamlining of permitting that 
will take place as a result of adoption 
of this legislation. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment and the underlying bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 21 OFFERED BY MR. 
HENSARLING 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 21 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Madam Chair- 
man, I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 


Add at the end the following: 
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DIVISION J—FINANCIAL SERVICES 
SEC. 1. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 
The table of contents for this division is as 
follows: 
Sec. 1. Table of contents. 
TITLE I—IMPROVING ACCESS TO CAP- 
ITAL FOR EMERGING GROWTH COMPA- 
NIES 


Sec. 101. Filing requirement for public filing 

prior to public offering. 

Sec. 102. Grace period for change of status of 

emerging growth companies. 

Sec. 103. Simplified disclosure requirements 

for emerging growth compa- 
nies. 

TITLE II—DISCLOSURE MODERNIZATION 

AND SIMPLIFICATION 

Sec. 201. Summary page for form 10-K. 

Sec. 202. Improvement of regulation S-K. 

Sec. 203. Study on modernization and sim- 

plification of regulation S-K. 

TITLE III—BULLION AND COLLECTIBLE 
COIN PRODUCTION EFFICIENCY AND 
COST SAVINGS 

Sec. 301. Technical corrections. 

Sec. 302. American Eagle Silver Bullion 30th 

Anniversary. 
TITLE IV—SBIC ADVISERS RELIEF 

Sec. 401. Advisers of SBICs and venture cap- 

ital funds. 

Sec. 402. Advisers of SBICs 

funds. 

Sec. 403. Relationship to State law. 

TITLE V—ELIMINATE PRIVACY NOTICE 
CONFUSION 
Sec. 501. Exception to annual privacy notice 
requirement under the Gramm- 
Leach-Bliley Act. 

TITLE VI—REFORMING ACCESS FOR IN- 
VESTMENTS IN STARTUP ENTER- 
PRISES 

Sec. 601. Exempted transactions. 

TITLE VII—PRESERVATION ENHANCE- 
MENT AND SAVINGS OPPORTUNITY 
Sec. 701. Distributions and residual receipts. 

Sec. 702. Future refinancings. 

Sec. 703. Implementation. 

TITLE VIII—TENANT INCOME 
VERIFICATION RELIEF 

Sec. 801. Reviews of family incomes. 

TITLE IX—HOUSING ASSISTANCE 
EFFICIENCY 

Sec. 901. Authority to administer rental as- 

sistance. 

Sec. 902. Reallocation of funds. 

TITLE X—CHILD SUPPORT ASSISTANCE 

Sec. 1001. Requests for consumer reports by 

State or local child support en- 
forcement agencies. 
TITLE XI—PRIVATE INVESTMENT IN 
HOUSING 
Sec. 1101. Budget-neutral demonstration 
program for energy and water 
conservation improvements at 
multifamily residential units. 

TITLE XII—CAPITAL ACCESS FOR SMALL 
COMMUNITY FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 

Sec. 1201. Privately insured credit unions 

authorized to become members 
of a Federal home loan bank. 

Sec. 1202. GAO Report. 

TITLE XITI—SMALL BANK EXAM CYCLE 
REFORM 
Sec. 1301. Smaller institutions qualifying for 
18-month examination cycle. 
TITLE XIV—SMALL COMPANY SIMPLE 
REGISTRATION 
Sec. 1401. Forward incorporation by 
erence for Form S-1. 
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TITLE XV—HOLDING COMPANY REG- 
ISTRATION THRESHOLD EQUALI- 
ZATION 

Sec. 1501. Registration threshold for savings 

and loan holding companies. 

TITLE I—IMPROVING ACCESS TO CAPITAL 
FOR EMERGING GROWTH COMPANIES 

SEC. 101. FILING REQUIREMENT FOR PUBLIC FIL- 

ING PRIOR TO PUBLIC OFFERING. 

Section 6(e)(1) of the Securities Act of 1933 
(15 U.S.C. 77f(e))) is amended by striking 
“21 days” and inserting ‘‘15 days”. 

SEC. 102. GRACE PERIOD FOR CHANGE OF STA- 

TUS OF EMERGING GROWTH COMPA- 
NIES. 

Section 6(e)(1) of the Securities Act of 1933 
(15 U.S.C. 77f(e)(1)) is further amended by 
adding at the end the following: ‘‘An issuer 
that was an emerging growth company at 
the time it submitted a confidential reg- 
istration statement or, in lieu thereof, a pub- 
licly filed registration statement for review 
under this subsection but ceases to be an 
emerging growth company thereafter shall 
continue to be treated as an emerging mar- 
ket growth company for the purposes of this 
subsection through the earlier of the date on 
which the issuer consummates its initial 
public offering pursuant to such registra- 
tions statement or the end of the 1-year pe- 
riod beginning on the date the company 
ceases to be an emerging growth company.’’. 
SEC. 103. SIMPLIFIED DISCLOSURE REQUIRE- 

MENTS FOR EMERGING GROWTH 
COMPANIES. 

Section 102 of the Jumpstart Our Business 
Startups Act (Public Law 112-106) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

‘(d) SIMPLIFIED DISCLOSURE REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—With respect to an emerging growth 
company (as such term is defined under sec- 
tion 2 of the Securities Act of 1933): 

‘(1) REQUIREMENT TO INCLUDE NOTICE ON 
FORMS S-1 AND F-1.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, the Securities and Exchange Com- 
mission shall revise its general instructions 
on Forms S-1 and F-1 to indicate that a reg- 
istration statement filed (or submitted for 
confidential review) by an issuer prior to an 
initial public offering may omit financial in- 
formation for historical periods otherwise 
required by regulation S-X (17 C.F.R. 210.1-01 
et seq.) as of the time of filing (or confiden- 
tial submission) of such registration state- 
ment, provided that— 

“(A) the omitted financial information re- 
lates to a historical period that the issuer 
reasonably believes will not be required to be 
included in the Form S-1 or F-1 at the time 
of the contemplated offering; and 

‘(B) prior to the issuer distributing a pre- 
liminary prospectus to investors, such reg- 
istration statement is amended to include 
all financial information required by such 
regulation S-X at the date of such amend- 
ment. 

‘(2) RELIANCE BY ISSUERS.—Effective 30 
days after the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, an issuer filing a registration state- 
ment (or submitting the statement for con- 
fidential review) on Form S-1 or Form F-1 
may omit financial information for histor- 
ical periods otherwise required by regulation 
S-X (17 C.F.R. 210.1-01 et seq.) as of the time 
of filing (or confidential submission) of such 
registration statement, provided that— 

“(A) the omitted financial information re- 
lates to a historical period that the issuer 
reasonably believes will not be required to be 
included in the Form S-1 or Form F-1 at the 
time of the contemplated offering; and 

‘(B) prior to the issuer distributing a pre- 
liminary prospectus to investors, such reg- 
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istration statement is amended to include 

all financial information required by such 

regulation S-X at the date of such amend- 

ment.’’. 

TITLE II—DISCLOSURE MODERNIZATION 
AND SIMPLIFICATION 

SEC. 201. SUMMARY PAGE FOR FORM 10-K. 

Not later than the end of the 180-day period 
beginning on the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Securities and Exchange Com- 
mission shall issue regulations to permit 
issuers to submit a summary page on form 
10-K (17 C.F.R. 249.310), but only if each item 
on such summary page includes a cross-ref- 
erence (by electronic link or otherwise) to 
the material contained in form 10-K to which 
such item relates. 

SEC. 202. IMPROVEMENT OF REGULATION S-K. 

Not later than the end of the 180-day period 
beginning on the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Securities and Exchange Com- 
mission shall take all such actions to revise 
regulation S-K (17 C.F.R. 229.10 et seq.)— 

(1) to further scale or eliminate require- 
ments of regulation S-K, in order to reduce 
the burden on emerging growth companies, 
accelerated filers, smaller reporting compa- 
nies, and other smaller issuers, while still 
providing all material information to inves- 
tors; 

(2) to eliminate provisions of regulation S- 
K, required for all issuers, that are duplica- 
tive, overlapping, outdated, or unnecessary; 
and 

(3) for which the Commission determines 
that no further study under section 203 is 
necessary to determine the efficacy of such 
revisions to regulation S-K. 

SEC. 203. STUDY ON MODERNIZATION AND SIM- 
PLIFICATION OF REGULATION S-K. 

(a) STUDY.—The Securities and Exchange 
Commission shall carry out a study of the 
requirements contained in regulation S-K (17 
C.F.R. 229.10 et seq.). Such study shall— 

(1) determine how best to modernize and 
simplify such requirements in a manner that 
reduces the costs and burdens on issuers 
while still providing all material informa- 
tion; 

(2) emphasize a company by company ap- 
proach that allows relevant and material in- 
formation to be disseminated to investors 
without boilerplate language or static re- 
quirements while preserving completeness 
and comparability of information across reg- 
istrants; and 

(3) evaluate methods of information deliv- 
ery and presentation and explore methods 
for discouraging repetition and the disclo- 
sure of immaterial information. 

(b) CONSULTATION.—In conducting the 
study required under subsection (a), the 
Commission shall consult with the Investor 
Advisory Committee and the Advisory Com- 
mittee on Small and Emerging Companies. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than the end of the 
360-day period beginning on the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the Commission shall 
issue a report to the Congress containing— 

(1) all findings and determinations made in 
carrying out the study required under sub- 
section (a); 

(2) specific and detailed recommendations 
on modernizing and simplifying the require- 
ments in regulation S-K in a manner that re- 
duces the costs and burdens on companies 
while still providing all material informa- 
tion; and 

(8) specific and detailed recommendations 
on ways to improve the readability and navi- 
gability of disclosure documents and to dis- 
courage repetition and the disclosure of im- 
material information. 
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(d) RULEMAKING.—Not later than the end of 
the 360-day period beginning on the date that 
the report is issued to the Congress under 
subsection (c), the Commission shall issue a 
proposed rule to implement the rec- 
ommendations of the report issued under 
subsection (c). 

(e) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Revisions 
made to regulation S-K by the Commission 
under section 202 shall not be construed as 
satisfying the rulemaking requirements 
under this section. 

TITLE TWI—BULLION AND COLLECTIBLE 
COIN PRODUCTION EFFICIENCY AND 
COST SAVINGS 

SEC. 301. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS. 

Title 31, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in section 5112— 

(A) in subsection (q)— 

(i) by striking paragraphs (3) and (8); and 

(ii) by redesignating paragraphs (4), (5), (6), 
and (7) as paragraphs (8), (4), (5), and (6), re- 
spectively; 

(B) in subsection (t)(6)(B), by striking ‘‘90 
percent silver and 10 percent copper” and in- 
serting ‘‘not less than 90 percent silver’’; and 

(C) in subsection (v)— 

(i) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘Subject 
to”? and all that follows through ‘‘the Sec- 
retary shall” and inserting ‘‘The Secretary 
shall’’; 

(ii) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘The 
Secretary” and inserting ‘‘To the greatest 
extent possible, the Secretary”; 

(iii) in paragraph (5), by inserting after 
“may issue”? the following: ‘‘collectible 
versions of”; and 

(iv) by striking paragraph (8); and 

(2) in section 5132(a)(2)(B)(i), by striking 
‘90 percent silver and 10 percent copper” and 
inserting ‘‘not less than 90 percent silver”. 
SEC. 302. AMERICAN EAGLE SILVER BULLION 

30TH ANNIVERSARY. 

Proof and uncirculated versions of coins 
issued by the Secretary of the Treasury pur- 
suant to subsection (e) of section 5112 of title 
31, United States Code, during calendar year 
2016 shall have a smooth edge incused with a 
designation that notes the 30th anniversary 
of the first issue of coins under such sub- 
section. 

TITLE IV—SBIC ADVISERS RELIEF 

SEC. 401. ADVISERS OF SBICS AND VENTURE CAP- 

ITAL FUNDS. 

Section 203(1) of the Investment Advisers 
Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80b-3(1)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘No investment adviser’’ 
and inserting the following: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—No investment adviser”; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(2) ADVISERS OF SBICS.—For purposes of 
this subsection, a venture capital fund in- 
cludes an entity described in subparagraph 
(A), (B), or (C) of subsection (b)(7) (other 
than an entity that has elected to be regu- 
lated or is regulated as a business develop- 
ment company pursuant to section 54 of the 
Investment Company Act of 1940).’’. 

SEC. 402. ADVISERS OF SBICS AND PRIVATE 

FUNDS. 

Section 203(m) of the Investment Advisers 
Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80b-3(m)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘(3) ADVISERS OF SBICS.—For purposes of 
this subsection, the assets under manage- 
ment of a private fund that is an entity de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A), (B), or (C) of 
subsection (b)(7) (other than an entity that 
has elected to be regulated or is regulated as 
a business development company pursuant to 
section 54 of the Investment Company Act of 
1940) shall be excluded from the limit set 
forth in paragraph (1).’’. 
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SEC. 403. RELATIONSHIP TO STATE LAW. 

Section 203A(b)(1) of the Investment Advis- 
ers Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80b-8a(b)(1)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking “or” at 
the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(C) that is not registered under section 
203 because that person is exempt from reg- 
istration as provided in subsection (b)(7) of 
such section, or is a supervised person of 
such person.”’. 


TITLE V—ELIMINATE PRIVACY NOTICE 
CONFUSION 
SEC. 501. EXCEPTION TO ANNUAL PRIVACY NO- 
TICE REQUIREMENT UNDER THE 
GRAMM-LEACH-BLILEY ACT. 

Section 503 of the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act 
(15 U.S.C. 6803) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

““(f) EXCEPTION TO ANNUAL NOTICE REQUIRE- 
MENT.—A financial institution that— 

“(1) provides nonpublic personal informa- 
tion only in accordance with the provisions 
of subsection (b)(2) or (e) of section 502 or 
regulations prescribed under section 504(b), 
and 

‘“(2) has not changed its policies and prac- 
tices with regard to disclosing nonpublic per- 
sonal information from the policies and 
practices that were disclosed in the most re- 
cent disclosure sent to consumers in accord- 
ance with this section, 


shall not be required to provide an annual 
disclosure under this section until such time 
as the financial institution fails to comply 
with any criteria described in paragraph (1) 
or (2).’’. 

TITLE VI—REFORMING ACCESS FOR 
INVESTMENTS IN STARTUP ENTERPRISES 
SEC. 601. EXEMPTED TRANSACTIONS. 

(a) EXEMPTED TRANSACTIONS.—Section 4 of 
the Securities Act of 1933 (15 U.S.C. 77d) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by adding at the end 
the following new paragraph: 

“(7) transactions meeting the requirements 
of subsection (d).”’; 

(2) by redesignating the second subsection 
(b) (relating to securities offered and sold in 
compliance with Rule 506 of Regulation D) as 
subsection (c); and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(d) CERTAIN ACCREDITED INVESTOR TRANS- 
ACTIONS.—The transactions referred to in 
subsection (a)(7) are transactions meeting 
the following requirements: 

‘(1) ACCREDITED INVESTOR REQUIREMENT.— 
Each purchaser is an accredited investor, as 
that term is defined in section 230.501(a) of 
title 17, Code of Federal Regulations (or any 
successor regulation). 

‘(2) PROHIBITION ON GENERAL SOLICITATION 
OR ADVERTISING.—Neither the seller, nor any 
person acting on the seller’s behalf, offers or 
sells securities by any form of general solici- 
tation or general advertising. 

‘(3) INFORMATION REQUIREMENT.—In the 
case of a transaction involving the securities 
of an issuer that is neither subject to section 
13 or 15(d) of the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934 (15 U.S.C. 78m; 780(d)), nor exempt from 
reporting pursuant to section 240.12¢3-2(b) of 
title 17, Code of Federal Regulations, nor a 
foreign government (as defined in section 
230.405 of title 17, Code of Federal Regula- 
tions) eligible to register securities under 
Schedule B, the seller and a prospective pur- 
chaser designated by the seller obtain from 
the issuer, upon request of the seller, and the 
seller in all cases makes available to a pro- 
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spective purchaser, the following informa- 
tion (which shall be reasonably current in re- 
lation to the date of resale under this sec- 
tion): 

“(A) The exact name of the issuer and the 
issuer’s predecessor (if any). 

“(B) The address of the issuer’s principal 
executive offices. 

“(C) The exact title and class of the secu- 
rity. 

“(D) The par or stated value of the secu- 
rity. 

(E) The number of shares or total amount 
of the securities outstanding as of the end of 
the issuer’s most recent fiscal year. 

“(F) The name and address of the transfer 
agent, corporate secretary, or other person 
responsible for transferring shares and stock 
certificates. 

“(G) A statement of the nature of the busi- 
ness of the issuer and the products and serv- 
ices it offers, which shall be presumed rea- 
sonably current if the statement is as of 12 
months before the transaction date. 

“(H) The names of the officers and direc- 
tors of the issuer. 

“(I) The names of any persons registered as 
a broker, dealer, or agent that shall be paid 
or given, directly or indirectly, any commis- 
sion or remuneration for such person’s par- 
ticipation in the offer or sale of the securi- 
ties. 

““(J) The issuer’s most recent balance sheet 
and profit and loss statement and similar fi- 
nancial statements, which shall— 

““(i) be for such part of the 2 preceding fis- 
cal years as the issuer has been in operation; 

“(i) be prepared in accordance with gen- 
erally accepted accounting principles or, in 
the case of a foreign private issuer, be pre- 
pared in accordance with generally accepted 
accounting principles or the International 
Financial Reporting Standards issued by the 
International Accounting Standards Board; 

“(jii) be presumed reasonably current if— 

“(ID) with respect to the balance sheet, the 
balance sheet is as of a date less than 16 
months before the transaction date; and 

“(II) with respect to the profit and loss 
statement, such statement is for the 12 
months preceding the date of the issuer’s 
balance sheet; and 

‘“(iv) if the balance sheet is not as of a date 
less than 6 months before the transaction 
date, be accompanied by additional state- 
ments of profit and loss for the period from 
the date of such balance sheet to a date less 
than 6 months before the transaction date. 

“(K) To the extent that the seller is a con- 
trol person with respect to the issuer, a brief 
statement regarding the nature of the affili- 
ation, and a statement certified by such sell- 
er that they have no reasonable grounds to 
believe that the issuer is in violation of the 
securities laws or regulations. 

“(4) ISSUERS DISQUALIFIED.—The trans- 
action is not for the sale of a security where 
the seller is an issuer or a subsidiary, either 
directly or indirectly, of the issuer. 

‘“(5) BAD ACTOR PROHIBITION.—Neither the 
seller, nor any person that has been or will 
be paid (directly or indirectly) remuneration 
or a commission for their participation in 
the offer or sale of the securities, including 
solicitation of purchasers for the seller is 
subject to an event that would disqualify an 
issuer or other covered person under Rule 
506(d)(1) of Regulation D (17 C.F.R. 
230.506(d)(1)) or is subject to a statutory dis- 
qualification described under section 3(a)(89) 
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934. 

‘(6) BUSINESS REQUIREMENT.—The issuer is 
engaged in business, is not in the organiza- 
tional stage or in bankruptcy or receiver- 
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ship, and is not a blank check, blind pool, or 
shell company that has no specific business 
plan or purpose or has indicated that the 
issuer’s primary business plan is to engage in 
a merger or combination of the business 
with, or an acquisition of, an unidentified 
person. 

‘(7) UNDERWRITER PROHIBITION.—The trans- 
action is not with respect to a security that 
constitutes the whole or part of an unsold al- 
lotment to, or a subscription or participa- 
tion by, a broker or dealer as an underwriter 
of the security or a redistribution. 

‘(8) OUTSTANDING CLASS REQUIREMENT.— 
The transaction is with respect to a security 
of a class that has been authorized and out- 
standing for at least 90 days prior to the date 
of the transaction. 

“(e) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—With respect to an ex- 
empted transaction described under sub- 
section (a)(7): 

‘(A) Securities acquired in such trans- 
action shall be deemed to have been acquired 
in a transaction not involving any public of- 
fering. 

“(B) Such transaction shall be deemed not 
to be a distribution for purposes of section 
2(a)(11). 

“(C) Securities involved in such trans- 
action shall be deemed to be restricted secu- 
rities within the meaning of Rule 144 (17 
C.F.R. 230.144). 

‘(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—The exemp- 
tion provided by subsection (a)(7) shall not 
be the exclusive means for establishing an 
exemption from the registration require- 
ments of section 5.’’. 

(b) EXEMPTION IN CONNECTION WITH CER- 
TAIN EXEMPT OFFERINGS.—Section 18(b)(4) of 
the Securities Act of 1933 (15 U.S.C. 77r(b)(4)) 
is amended— 

(1) by redesignating the second subpara- 
graph (D) and subparagraph (E) as subpara- 
graphs (E) and (F), respectively; 

(2) in subparagraph (E), as so redesignated, 
by striking ‘‘; or” and inserting a semicolon; 

(3) in subparagraph (F), as so redesignated, 
by striking the period and inserting ‘‘; or”; 
and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

“(G) section 4(a)(7).’’. 

TITLE VII—PRESERVATION ENHANCE- 

MENT AND SAVINGS OPPORTUNITY 
SEC. 701. DISTRIBUTIONS AND RESIDUAL RE- 

CEIPTS. 

Section 222 of the Low-Income Housing 
Preservation and Resident Homeownership 
Act of 1990 (12 U.S.C. 4112) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following new subsection: 

“(e) DISTRIBUTION AND RESIDUAL RE- 
CEIPTS.— 

“(1) AUTHORITY.—After the date of the en- 
actment of this subsection, the owner of a 
property subject to a plan of action or use 
agreement pursuant to this section shall be 
entitled to distribute— 

“(A) annually, all surplus cash generated 
by the property, but only if the owner is in 
material compliance with such use agree- 
ment including compliance with prevailing 
physical condition standards established by 
the Secretary; and 

‘(B) notwithstanding any conflicting pro- 
vision in such use agreement, any funds ac- 
cumulated in a residual receipts account, but 
only if the owner is in material compliance 
with such use agreement and has completed, 
or set aside sufficient funds for completion 
of, any capital repairs identified by the most 
recent third party capital needs assessment. 

‘(2) OPERATION OF PROPERTY.—An owner 
that distributes any amounts pursuant to 
paragraph (1) shall— 
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“(A) continue to operate the property in 
accordance with the affordability provisions 
of the use agreement for the property for the 
remaining useful life of the property; 

‘(B) as required by the plan of action for 
the property, continue to renew or extend 
any project-based rental assistance contract 
for a term of not less than 20 years; and 

“(C) if the owner has an existing multi- 
year project-based rental assistance contract 
for less than 20 years, have the option to ex- 
tend the contract to a 20-year term.’’. 

SEC. 702. FUTURE REFINANCINGS. 

Section 214 of the Low-Income Housing 
Preservation and Resident Homeownership 
Act of 1990 (12 U.S.C. 4104) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following new subsection: 

“(c) FUTURE FINANCING.—Neither this sec- 
tion, nor any plan of action or use agreement 
implementing this section, shall restrict an 
owner from obtaining a new loan or refi- 
nancing an existing loan secured by the 
project, or from distributing the proceeds of 
such a loan; except that, in conjunction with 
such refinancing— 

“(1) the owner shall provide for adequate 
rehabilitation pursuant to a capital needs as- 
sessment to ensure long-term sustainability 
of the property satisfactory to the lender or 
bond issuance agency; 

“(2) any resulting budget-based rent in- 
crease shall include debt service on the new 
financing, commercially reasonable debt 
service coverage, and replacement reserves 
as required by the lender; and 

“(3) for tenants of dwelling units not cov- 
ered by a project- or tenant-based rental sub- 
sidy, any rent increases resulting from the 
refinancing transaction may not exceed 10 
percent per year, except that— 

“(A) any tenant occupying a dwelling unit 
as of time of the refinancing may not be re- 
quired to pay for rent and utilities, for the 
duration of such tenancy, an amount that 
exceeds the greater of— 

“(i) 30 percent of the tenant’s income; or 

“(ii) the amount paid by the tenant for 
rent and utilities immediately before such 
refinancing; and 

‘(B) this paragraph shall not apply to any 
tenant who does not provide the owner with 
proof of income 


Paragraph (3) may not be construed to limit 
any rent increases resulting from increased 
operating costs for a project.’’. 

SEC. 703. IMPLEMENTATION. 

The Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel- 
opment shall issue any guidance that the 
Secretary considers necessary to carry out 
the provisions added by the amendments 
made by this title not later than the expira- 
tion of the 120-day period beginning on the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

TITLE VITII—TENANT INCOME 
VERIFICATION RELIEF 
SEC. 801. REVIEWS OF FAMILY INCOMES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The second sentence of 
paragraph (1) of section 3(a) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1487a(a)(1)) is amended by inserting before 
the period at the end the following: ‘‘; except 
that, in the case of any family with a fixed 
income, as defined by the Secretary, after 
the initial review of the family’s income, the 
public housing agency or owner shall not be 
required to conduct a review of the family’s 
income for any year for which such family 
certifies, in accordance with such require- 
ments as the Secretary shall establish, 
which shall include policies to adjust for in- 
flation-based income changes, that 90 per- 
cent or more of the income of the family 
consists of fixed income, and that the 
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sources of such income have not changed 
since the previous year, except that the pub- 
lic housing agency or owner shall conduct a 
review of each such family’s income not less 
than once every 3 years”. 

(b) HOUSING CHOICE VOUCHER PROGRAM.— 
Subparagraph (A) of section 8(0)(5) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1987 (42 U.S.C. 
1487f(0)(5)(A)) is amended by striking ‘‘not 
less than annually’’ and inserting ‘‘as re- 
quired by section 3(a)(1) of this Act”. 

TITLE IX—HOUSING ASSISTANCE 
EFFICIENCY 
SEC. 901. AUTHORITY TO ADMINISTER RENTAL 
ASSISTANCE. 

Subsection (g) of section 423 of the McKin- 
ney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act (42 
U.S.C. 11883(¢)) is amended by inserting ‘‘pri- 
vate nonprofit organization,” after ‘‘unit of 
general local government,”’. 

SEC. 902. REALLOCATION OF FUNDS. 

Paragraph (1) of section 414(d) of the 
McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act 
(42 U.S.C. 113738(d)(1)) is amended by striking 
“twice” and inserting ‘‘once’’. 

TITLE X—CHILD SUPPORT ASSISTANCE 
SEC. 1001. REQUESTS FOR CONSUMER REPORTS 

BY STATE OR LOCAL CHILD SUP- 
PORT ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES. 

Paragraph (4) of section 604(a) of the Fair 
Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681b(a)(4)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘or de- 
termining the appropriate level of such pay- 
ments” and inserting ‘‘, determining the ap- 
propriate level of such payments, or enforc- 
ing a child support order, award, agreement, 
or judgment”; 

(2) in subparagraph (B)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘paternity’’ and inserting 
“parentage”; and 

(B) by adding ‘‘and”’ at the end; 

(3) by striking subparagraph (C); and 

(4) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as 
subparagraph (C). 

TITLE XI—PRIVATE INVESTMENT IN 
HOUSING 
SEC. 1101. BUDGET-NEUTRAL DEMONSTRATION 
PROGRAM FOR ENERGY AND WATER 
CONSERVATION IMPROVEMENTS AT 
MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL UNITS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development (in this sec- 
tion referred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’) shall 
establish a demonstration program under 
which the Secretary may execute budget- 
neutral, performance-based agreements in 
fiscal years 2016 through 2019 that result in a 
reduction in energy or water costs with such 
entities as the Secretary determines to be 
appropriate under which the entities shall 
carry out projects for energy or water con- 
servation improvements at not more than 
20,000 residential units in multifamily build- 
ings participating in— 

(1) the project-based rental assistance pro- 
gram under section 8 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1987 (42 U.S.C. 1487f), other 
than assistance provided under section 8(0) 
of that Act; 

(2) the supportive housing for the elderly 
program under section 202 of the Housing 
Act of 1959 (12 U.S.C. 1701q); or 

(3) the supportive housing for persons with 
disabilities program under section 811(d)(2) 
of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Afford- 
able Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 8018(d)(2)). 

(b) REQUIREMENTS .— 

(1) PAYMENTS CONTINGENT ON SAVINGS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide to an entity a payment under an agree- 
ment under this section only during applica- 
ble years for which an energy or water cost 
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savings is achieved with respect to the appli- 
cable multifamily portfolio of properties, as 
determined by the Secretary, in accordance 
with subparagraph (B). 

(B) PAYMENT METHODOLOGY .— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Each agreement under 
this section shall include a pay-for-success 
provision that— 

(I) shall serve as a payment threshold for 
the term of the agreement; and 

(II) requires that payments shall be contin- 
gent on realized cost savings associated with 
reduced utility consumption in the partici- 
pating properties. 

(ii) LIMITATIONS.—A payment made by the 
Secretary under an agreement under this 
section— 

(I) shall be contingent on documented util- 
ity savings; and 

(II) shall not exceed the utility savings 
achieved by the date of the payment, and not 
previously paid, as a result of the improve- 
ments made under the agreement. 

(C) THIRD-PARTY VERIFICATION.—Savings 
payments made by the Secretary under this 
section shall be based on a measurement and 
verification protocol that includes at least— 

(i) establishment of a weather-normalized 
and occupancy-normalized utility consump- 
tion baseline established pre-retrofit; 

(ii) annual third-party confirmation of ac- 
tual utility consumption and cost for utili- 
ties; 

(iii) annual third-party validation of the 
tenant utility allowances in effect during the 
applicable year and vacancy rates for each 
unit type; and 

(iv) annual third-party determination of 
savings to the Secretary. 


An agreement under this section with an en- 
tity shall provide that the entity shall cover 
costs associated with third-party verifica- 
tion under this subparagraph. 

(2) TERMS OF PERFORMANCE-BASED AGREE- 
MENTS.—A  performance-based agreement 
under this section shall include— 

(A) the period that the agreement will be 
in effect and during which payments may be 
made, which may not be longer than 12 
years; 

(B) the performance measures that will 
serve as payment thresholds during the term 
of the agreement; 

(C) an audit protocol for the properties 
covered by the agreement; 

(D) a requirement that payments shall be 
contingent on realized cost savings associ- 
ated with reduced utility consumption in the 
participating properties; and 

(E) such other requirements and terms as 
determined to be appropriate by the Sec- 
retary. 

(3) ENTITY ELIGIBILITY.—The 
shall— 

(A) establish a competitive process for en- 
tering into agreements under this section; 
and 

(B) enter into such agreements only with 
entities that, either jointly or individually, 
demonstrate significant experience relating 
to— 

(i) financing or operating properties receiv- 
ing assistance under a program identified in 
subsection (a); 

(ii) oversight of energy or water conserva- 
tion programs, including oversight of con- 
tractors; and 

(iii) raising capital for energy or water 
conservation improvements from charitable 
organizations or private investors. 

(4) GEOGRAPHICAL DIVERSITY.—EHach agree- 
ment entered into under this section shall 
provide for the inclusion of properties with 
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the greatest feasible regional and State vari- 
ance. 

(5) PROPERTIES.—A property may only be 
included in the demonstration under this 
section only if the property is subject to af- 
fordability restrictions for at least 15 years 
after the date of the completion of any con- 
servation improvements made to the prop- 
erty under the demonstration program. Such 
restrictions may be made through an ex- 
tended affordability agreement for the prop- 
erty under a new housing assistance pay- 
ments contract with the Secretary of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development or through an 
enforceable covenant with the owner of the 
property. 

(c) PLAN AND REPORTS.— 

(1) PLAN.—Not later than 90 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall submit to the Committees on Appro- 
priations and Financial Services of the 
House of Representatives and the Commit- 
tees on Appropriations and Banking, Hous- 
ing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate a de- 
tailed plan for the implementation of this 
section. 

(2) REPORTS.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, and annu- 
ally thereafter, the Secretary shall— 

(A) conduct an evaluation of the program 
under this section; and 

(B) submit to Congress a report describing 
each evaluation conducted under subpara- 
graph (A). 

(d) FUNDING.—For each fiscal year during 
which an agreement under this section is in 
effect, the Secretary may use to carry out 
this section any funds appropriated to the 
Secretary for the renewal of contracts under 
a program described in subsection (a). 

TITLE XII—CAPITAL ACCESS FOR SMALL 
COMMUNITY FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 
SEC. 1201. PRIVATELY INSURED CREDIT UNIONS 
AUTHORIZED TO BECOME MEMBERS 

OF A FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 4(a) of the Fed- 
eral Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1424(a)) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

‘(5) CERTAIN PRIVATELY INSURED CREDIT 
UNIONS.— 

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the require- 
ments of subparagraph (B), a credit union 
shall be treated as an insured depository in- 
stitution for purposes of determining the eli- 
gibility of such credit union for membership 
in a Federal home loan bank under para- 
graphs (1), (2), and (8). 

‘*(B) CERTIFICATION BY APPROPRIATE SUPER- 
VISOR.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this 
paragraph and subject to clause (ii), a credit 
union which lacks Federal deposit insurance 
and which has applied for membership in a 
Federal home loan bank may be treated as 
meeting all the eligibility requirements for 
Federal deposit insurance only if the appro- 
priate supervisor of the State in which the 
credit union is chartered has determined 
that the credit union meets all the eligi- 
bility requirements for Federal deposit in- 
surance as of the date of the application for 
membership. 

‘(ii) CERTIFICATION DEEMED VALID.—If, in 
the case of any credit union to which clause 
(i) applies, the appropriate supervisor of the 
State in which such credit union is chartered 
fails to make a determination pursuant to 
such clause by the end of the 6-month period 
beginning on the date of the application, the 
credit union shall be deemed to have met the 
requirements of clause (i). 

‘(C) SECURITY INTERESTS OF FEDERAL HOME 
LOAN BANK NOT AVOIDABLE.—Notwithstanding 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


any provision of State law authorizing a con- 
servator or liquidating agent of a credit 
union to repudiate contracts, no such provi- 
sion shall apply with respect to— 

“(i) any extension of credit from any Fed- 
eral home loan bank to any credit union 
which is a member of any such bank pursu- 
ant to this paragraph; or 

“(ii) any security interest in the assets of 
such credit union securing any such exten- 
sion of credit. 

‘“(D) PROTECTION FOR CERTAIN FEDERAL 
HOME LOAN BANK  ADVANCES.—Notwith- 
standing any State law to the contrary, if a 
Bank makes an advance under section 10 to 
a State-chartered credit union that is not 
federally insured— 

“(i) the Bank’s interest in any collateral 
securing such advance has the same priority 
and is afforded the same standing and rights 
that the security interest would have had if 
the advance had been made to a federally in- 
sured credit union; and 

‘“(ii) the Bank has the same right to access 
such collateral that the Bank would have 
had if the advance had been made to a feder- 
ally insured credit union.’’. 


(b) COPIES OF AUDITS OF PRIVATE INSURERS 
OF CERTAIN DEPOSITORY INSTITUTIONS RE- 
QUIRED TO BE PROVIDED TO SUPERVISORY 
AGENCIES.—Section 48(a)(2)(A) of the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 
1881t(a)(2)(A)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; 

(2) in clause (ii), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(3) by inserting at the end the following 
new clause: 

““(ii) in the case of depository institutions 
described in subsection (e)(2)(A) the deposits 
of which are insured by the private insurer 
which are members of a Federal home loan 
bank, to the Federal Housing Finance Agen- 
cy, not later than 7 days after the audit is 
completed.’’. 


SEC. 1202. GAO REPORT. 


Not later than 18 months after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States shall conduct a 
study and submit a report to Congress— 

(1) on the adequacy of insurance reserves 
held by a private deposit insurer that insures 
deposits in an entity described in section 
43(e)(2)(A) of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Act (12 U.S.C. 1881t(e)(2)(A)); and 

(2) for an entity described in paragraph (1) 
the deposits of which are insured by a pri- 
vate deposit insurer, information on the 
level of compliance with Federal regulations 
relating to the disclosure of a lack of Fed- 
eral deposit insurance. 


TITLE XITI—SMALL BANK EXAM CYCLE 


REFORM 
SEC. 1301. SMALLER INSTITUTIONS QUALIFYING 
FOR 18-MONTH EXAMINATION 
CYCLE. 


Section 10(d) of the Federal Deposit Insur- 
ance Act (12 U.S.C. 1820(d)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (4)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking 
“*$500,000,000’? and inserting ‘‘$1,000,000,000’’; 
and 

(B) in subparagraph (C)(ii), 
“*$100,000,000’ and inserting 
and 

(2) in paragraph (10)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘$100,000,000’’ and inserting 
“*$200,000,000’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘$500,000,000’’ and inserting 
“*$1,000,000,000’. 


by striking 
“*$200,000,000’’; 
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TITLE XIV—SMALL COMPANY SIMPLE 
REGISTRATION 


SEC. 1401. FORWARD INCORPORATION BY REF- 
ERENCE FOR FORM S-1. 

Not later than 45 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Securities and 
Exchange Commission shall revise Form S-1 
so as to permit a smaller reporting company 
(as defined in section 230.405 of title 17, Code 
of Federal Regulations) to incorporate by 
reference in a registration statement filed on 
such form any documents that such company 
files with the Commission after the effective 
date of such registration statement. 

TITLE XV—HOLDING COMPANY REG- 

ISTRATION THRESHOLD EQUALIZATION 


SEC. 1501. REGISTRATION THRESHOLD FOR SAV- 
INGS AND LOAN HOLDING COMPA- 
NIES. 


The Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 
U.S.C. 78a et seq.) is amended— 

(1) in section 12(¢)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(B), by inserting after 
“is a bank” the following: ‘‘, a savings and 
loan holding company (as defined in section 
10 of the Home Owners’ Loan Act),’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (4), by inserting after 
“case of a bank” the following: ‘‘, a savings 
and loan holding company (as defined in sec- 
tion 10 of the Home Owners’ Loan Act),’’; and 

(2) in section 15(d), by striking ‘‘case of 
bank” and inserting the following: ‘‘case of a 
bank, a savings and loan holding company 
(as defined in section 10 of the Home Owners’ 
Loan Act),’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. HENSARLING) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Madam Chair, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

People are still hurting in this econ- 
omy, Madam Chair. We all know that. 
We need to do everything we can, as 
the House, to promote economic 
growth. 

It is very difficult in this Chamber 
and in this institution to come by bi- 
partisan legislation. But I am proud to 
say, in the House Financial Services 
Committee, we have passed numerous 
pieces of bipartisan legislation. They 
are modest because they are bipar- 
tisan. But they are, nonetheless, im- 
portant and can make a difference in 
people’s lives. 

There are 15 bills that have already 
passed the House Financial Services 
Committee either unanimously or near 
unanimously and then have gone to the 
House to be debated and have been 
passed, almost all of them, unani- 
mously by voice vote or near 400-plus 
votes. 

They are bills like H.R. 2064, to help 
with emerging growth company regu- 
latory reforms; H.R. 1525, that sim- 
plifies some of the Security and Ex- 
change Commission disclosures; H.R. 
432, the Small Investment Company 
Regulatory Relief Act; and a number of 
bills like these that have typically 
passed our committee 57-0, for exam- 
ple, 60-0, 53-0, and then have gone on to 
pass the House by voice vote. 
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Again, these are bipartisan bills. 
They are modest bills, but they happen 
to be germane to this transportation 
bill because of the revenue stream, the 
funding source, the pay-for in the 
transportation bill. 

So because they have already been 
debated in committee, passed in the 
committee, debated in the House, 
passed in the House, we are simply 
packaging 15 of these bills together be- 
cause there is an opportunity to have 
these become law and benefit the 
American people. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Madam Chair, I claim the time in oppo- 
sition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Madam Chair, I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Madam Chair, this amendment com- 
bines 15 Financial Services bills that 
have had broad bipartisan support and 
passed through the committee and on 
the House floor. These bills address im- 
portant issues that range from helping 
to preserve affordable rental housing to 
providing regulatory relief to small 
banks and reporting companies, to af- 
fording start-ups, emerging growth 
companies and community financial 
institutions with greater flexibility to 
raise capital. 

Let me be clear. I have supported 
these bills in committee and on the 
floor. But, Madam Chair and Members, 
this Congress is made up of two 
Houses, the House of Representatives 
and the Senate. Just as we were given 
the opportunity to debate and amend 
these bills, taking into account con- 
cerns from our constituents and inter- 
ested stakeholders, the Senate should 
also be given the opportunity. 

I am also concerned with the other 
amendments and their potential nega- 
tive effect on this set of bills. For ex- 
ample, Representative YOUNG has an 
amendment that would require each 
rulemaking in the highway bill, as 
amended, to include a list of informa- 
tion upon which it is based, including 
data, scientific and economic studies, 
and cost-benefit analysis, and identify 
how the public can access such infor- 
mation online. 

What this means is that the Securi- 
ties and Exchange Commission, in con- 
ducting its rulemaking under Chair- 
man HENSARLING’s amendment, would 
face this additional administrative 
hurdle, including the innocent-sound- 
ing cost-benefit analysis. 

However, cost-benefit analysis is a 
tool that has been used by the industry 
and the opposite side of the aisle both 
in agencies and in the courts and in 
Congress to delay, weaken, or kill nec- 
essary reforms. Such analysis encour- 
ages second-guessing, favors easily 
quantifiable costs over less tangible 
benefits, and is extremely resource in- 
tensive. 
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That is why my Democratic col- 
leagues and I have opposed its applica- 
tion to the SEC, an agency that al- 
ready performs economic analysis for 
its rulemaking and has enough on its 
plate with its additional responsibility 
under the JOBS Act and the Dodd- 
Frank Act. 

Requiring the SEC to conduct an on- 
erous cost-benefit analysis is even 
more concerning with the Republicans’ 
refusal to adequately fund the agency. 
So the meager existing funds would 
have to be diverted from other impor- 
tant SEC functions, like enforcement 
and investigations. 

Cost-benefit analysis in Representa- 
tive YOUNG’s amendment is also op- 
posed by consumer advocates like the 
Coalition for Sensible Safeguards. 

While, again, I support the 15 Finan- 
cial Services bills in this amendment, I 
oppose this process of pushing them 
through the House attached to the 
highway bill. 

Madam Chair and Members, again, 
this is about process. I do believe that 
the Senate should have the ability to 
debate these bills. 

Coming out of the Financial Services 
Committee, we are tasked with the re- 
sponsibility to take a very complicated 
subject matter, Financial Services 
matters, and to make sure that we give 
every Member an opportunity to have 
input, to have credible debates. I just 
believe that the Senate should have 
that opportunity. 

So while we have supported these 
bills—and Mr. HENSARLING is abso- 
lutely correct—we had an opportunity 
to do that because we understood them 
very well. We debated them. We had an 
opportunity to have input to ask ques- 
tions, to do everything that you need 
to do to be well informed about legisla- 
tion that you are either supporting or 
opposing. 

Again, this is about process. I just 
simply believe that the Senate should 
have the right to debate. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Madam Chair, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

I was listening carefully to my rank- 
ing member, and I think the trans- 
lation is: I was for the bills before I was 
against the bills. I think she just said 
she supported all of these on the com- 
mittee and the floor, she just doesn’t 
support them tonight. And, apparently, 
the reason has something to do with 
the fact that the Senate, the other 
body, the other Chamber, perhaps 
hasn’t gone through the same process 
that we have. 

I didn’t know it was our business to 
do the Senate’s business. Our business 
is to propose and support what the 
House has done. So I don’t know if the 
ranking member sees the other body as 
a group of shrinking violets who can- 
not take care of themselves, who will 
somehow be overwhelmed by one par- 
ticular amendment. 
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I would remind all Members there is 
this thing called a conference com- 
mittee between the House and the Sen- 
ate to work out differences. They have 
many matters in the Senate bill that 
have not been debated in the House, 
yet those will be taken up in con- 
ference committee. 

So it is late in the evening, Madam 
Chair, aS you well know, and I have 
heard a lot of very, very interesting 
things throughout the hours and hours 
of debate. 

But I simply cannot understand how 
Members will come to the floor and es- 
sentially tell us: ‘‘We were for all of 
these bills, but we are no longer for all 
of these bills. We were for them before 
we were against them because we are 
just afraid the Senate somehow can’t 
take care of themselves.” 

I think we should reject that. These 
are bills that were passed unanimously 
and near unanimously in the House. 
They are bipartisan. They include Re- 
publican bills, Democrat bills. 

As much as I respect the ranking 
member, this argument makes no sense 
to me whatsoever. 

The House has already spoken on 
these matters. Let’s get the people’s 
business done. I urge all Members to 
adopt the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. HENSARLING). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 22 OFFERED BY MR. MULLIN 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 22 printed 
in part B of House Report 114-326. 

Mr. MULLIN. Madam Chair, as the 
designee of the gentleman from Michi- 
gan (Mr. UPTON), I have an amendment 
at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 1032, after line 4, add the following: 

DIVISION J—ENERGY SECURITY 
SEC. 99001. EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS FOR EN- 
ERGY SUPPLY DISRUPTIONS. 

(a) FINDING.—Congress finds that recent 
natural disasters have underscored the im- 
portance of having resilient oil and natural 
gas infrastructure and effective ways for in- 
dustry and government to communicate to 
address energy supply disruptions. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION FOR ACTIVITIES To EN- 
HANCE EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS FOR NAT- 
URAL DISASTERS.—The Secretary of Energy 
shall develop and adopt procedures to— 

(1) improve communication and coordina- 
tion between the Department of Energy’s en- 
ergy response team, Federal partners, and 
industry; 

(2) leverage the Energy Information Ad- 
ministration’s subject matter expertise with- 
in the Department’s energy response team to 
improve supply chain situation assessments; 

(3) establish company liaisons and direct 
communication with the Department’s en- 
ergy response team to improve situation as- 
sessments; 

(4) streamline and enhance processes for 
obtaining temporary regulatory relief to 
speed up emergency response and recovery; 
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(5) facilitate and increase engagement 
among States, the oil and natural gas indus- 
try, and the Department in developing State 
and local energy assurance plans; 

(6) establish routine education and train- 
ing programs for key government emergency 
response positions with the Department and 
States; and 

(7) involve States and the oil and natural 
gas industry in comprehensive drill and exer- 
cise programs. 

(c) COOPERATION.—The activities carried 
out under subsection (b) shall include col- 
laborative efforts with State and local gov- 
ernment officials and the private sector. 

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary of Energy shall submit to Congress a 
report describing the effectiveness of the ac- 
tivities authorized under this section. 

SEC. 99002. RESOLVING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
GRID RELIABILITY CONFLICTS. 

(a) COMPLIANCE WITH OR VIOLATION OF EN- 
VIRONMENTAL LAWS WHILE UNDER EMERGENCY 
ORDER.—Section 202(c) of the Federal Power 
Act (16 U.S.C. 824a(c)) is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)”’ after ‘(c)’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(2) With respect to an order issued under 
this subsection that may result in a conflict 
with a requirement of any Federal, State, or 
local environmental law or regulation, the 
Commission shall ensure that such order re- 
quires generation, delivery, interchange, or 
transmission of electric energy only during 
hours necessary to meet the emergency and 
serve the public interest, and, to the max- 
imum extent practicable, is consistent with 
any applicable Federal, State, or local envi- 
ronmental law or regulation and minimizes 
any adverse environmental impacts. 

“(3) To the extent any omission or action 
taken by a party, that is necessary to com- 
ply with an order issued under this sub- 
section, including any omission or action 
taken to voluntarily comply with such order, 
results in noncompliance with, or causes 
such party to not comply with, any Federal, 
State, or local environmental law or regula- 
tion, such omission or action shall not be 
considered a violation of such environmental 
law or regulation, or subject such party to 
any requirement, civil or criminal liability, 
or a citizen suit under such environmental 
law or regulation. 

‘(4)(A) An order issued under this sub- 
section that may result in a conflict with a 
requirement of any Federal, State, or local 
environmental law or regulation shall expire 
not later than 90 days after it is issued. The 
Commission may renew or reissue such order 
pursuant to paragraphs (1) and (2) for subse- 
quent periods, not to exceed 90 days for each 
period, as the Commission determines nec- 
essary to meet the emergency and serve the 
public interest. 

‘(B) In renewing or reissuing an order 
under subparagraph (A), the Commission 
shall consult with the primary Federal agen- 
cy with expertise in the environmental inter- 
est protected by such law or regulation, and 
shall include in any such renewed or reissued 
order such conditions as such Federal agency 
determines necessary to minimize any ad- 
verse environmental impacts to the extent 
practicable. The conditions, if any, sub- 
mitted by such Federal agency shall be made 
available to the public. The Commission may 
exclude such a condition from the renewed or 
reissued order if it determines that such con- 
dition would prevent the order from ade- 
quately addressing the emergency necessi- 
tating such order and provides in the order, 
or otherwise makes publicly available, an ex- 
planation of such determination. 
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“(5) If an order issued under this sub- 
section is subsequently stayed, modified, or 
set aside by a court pursuant to section 313 
or any other provision of law, any omission 
or action previously taken by a party that 
was necessary to comply with the order 
while the order was in effect, including any 
omission or action taken to voluntarily com- 
ply with the order, shall remain subject to 
paragraph (8).’’. 

(b) TEMPORARY CONNECTION OR CONSTRUC- 
TION BY MUNICIPALITIES.—Section 202(d) of 
the Federal Power Act (16 U.S.C. 824a(d)) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘or municipality” be- 
fore ‘‘engaged in the transmission or sale of 
electric energy”. 

SEC. 99003. CRITICAL ELECTRIC INFRASTRUC- 
TURE SECURITY. 

(a) CRITICAL ELECTRIC INFRASTRUCTURE SE- 
CURITY.—Part II of the Federal Power Act (16 
U.S.C. 824 et seq.) is amended by adding after 
section 215 the following new section: 

“SEC. 215A. CRITICAL ELECTRIC INFRASTRUC- 
TURE SECURITY. 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion: 

“(1) BULK-POWER SYSTEM; ELECTRIC RELI- 
ABILITY ORGANIZATION; REGIONAL ENTITY.— 
The terms ‘bulk-power system’, ‘Electric Re- 
liability Organization’, and ‘regional entity’ 
have the meanings given such terms in para- 
graphs (1), (2), and (7) of section 215(a), re- 
spectively. 

‘(2) CRITICAL ELECTRIC INFRASTRUCTURE.— 
The term ‘critical electric infrastructure’ 
means a system or asset of the bulk-power 
system, whether physical or virtual, the in- 
capacity or destruction of which would nega- 
tively affect national security, economic se- 
curity, public health or safety, or any com- 
bination of such matters. 

‘(3) CRITICAL ELECTRIC INFRASTRUCTURE IN- 
FORMATION.—The term ‘critical electric in- 
frastructure information’ means information 
related to critical electric infrastructure, or 
proposed critical electrical infrastructure, 
generated by or provided to the Commission 
or other Federal agency, other than classi- 
fied national security information, that is 
designated as critical electric infrastructure 
information by the Commission under sub- 
section (d)(2). Such term includes informa- 
tion that qualifies as critical energy infra- 
structure information under the Commis- 
sion’s regulations. 

‘“(4) DEFENSE CRITICAL ELECTRIC INFRA- 
STRUCTURE.—The term ‘defense critical elec- 
tric infrastructure’ means any electric infra- 
structure located in the United States (in- 
cluding the territories) that serves a facility 
designated by the Secretary pursuant to sub- 
section (c), but is not owned or operated by 
the owner or operator of such facility. 

‘“(5) ELECTROMAGNETIC PULSE.—The term 
‘electromagnetic pulse’ means 1 or more 
pulses of electromagnetic energy emitted by 
a device capable of disabling or disrupting 
operation of, or destroying, electronic de- 
vices or communications networks, includ- 
ing hardware, software, and data, by means 
of such a pulse. 

‘“(6) GEOMAGNETIC STORM.—The term ‘geo- 
magnetic storm’ means a temporary disturb- 
ance of the Earth’s magnetic field resulting 
from solar activity. 

‘(7) GRID SECURITY EMERGENCY.—The term 
‘grid security emergency’ means the occur- 
rence or imminent danger of— 

“(A)(Gi) a malicious act using electronic 
communication or an electromagnetic pulse, 
or a geomagnetic storm event, that could 
disrupt the operation of those electronic de- 
vices or communications networks, includ- 
ing hardware, software, and data, that are 
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essential to the reliability of critical electric 
infrastructure or of defense critical electric 
infrastructure; and 

“(ii) disruption of the operation of such de- 
vices or networks, with significant adverse 
effects on the reliability of critical electric 
infrastructure or of defense critical electric 
infrastructure, as a result of such act or 
event; or 

‘“(B)(i) a direct physical attack on critical 
electric infrastructure or on defense critical 
electric infrastructure; and 

“(ii) significant adverse effects on the reli- 
ability of critical electric infrastructure or 
of defense critical electric infrastructure as 
a result of such physical attack. 

‘(8) SECRETARY.—The term 
means the Secretary of Energy. 

‘(b) AUTHORITY TO ADDRESS GRID SECURITY 
EMERGENCY .— 

“(1) AUTHORITY.—Whenever the President 
issues and provides to the Secretary a writ- 
ten directive or determination identifying a 
grid security emergency, the Secretary may, 
with or without notice, hearing, or report, 
issue such orders for emergency measures as 
are necessary in the judgment of the Sec- 
retary to protect or restore the reliability of 
critical electric infrastructure or of defense 
critical electric infrastructure during such 
emergency. As soon as practicable but not 
later than 180 days after the date of enact- 
ment of this section, the Secretary shall, 
after notice and opportunity for comment, 
establish rules of procedure that ensure that 
such authority can be exercised expedi- 
tiously. 

‘(2) NOTIFICATION OF CONGRESS.—Whenever 
the President issues and provides to the Sec- 
retary a written directive or determination 
under paragraph (1), the President shall 
promptly notify congressional committees of 
relevant jurisdiction, including the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources of the Sen- 
ate, of the contents of, and justification for, 
such directive or determination. 

‘(3) CONSULTATION.—Before issuing an 
order for emergency measures under para- 
graph (1), the Secretary shall, to the extent 
practicable in light of the nature of the grid 
security emergency and the urgency of the 
need for action, consult with appropriate 
governmental authorities in Canada and 
Mexico, entities described in paragraph (4), 
the Electricity Sub-sector Coordinating 
Council, the Commission, and other appro- 
priate Federal agencies regarding implemen- 
tation of such emergency measures. 

““(4) APPLICATION.—An order for emergency 
measures under this subsection may apply 
to— 

“(A) the Electric Reliability Organization; 

“(B) a regional entity; or 

“(C) any owner, user, or operator of crit- 
ical electric infrastructure or of defense crit- 
ical electric infrastructure within the United 
States. 

‘(5) EXPIRATION AND REISSUANCE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), an order for emergency 
measures issued under paragraph (1) shall ex- 
pire no later than 15 days after its issuance. 

“(B) EXTENSIONS.—The Secretary may re- 
issue an order for emergency measures 
issued under paragraph (1) for subsequent pe- 
riods, not to exceed 15 days for each such pe- 
riod, provided that the President, for each 
such period, issues and provides to the Sec- 
retary a written directive or determination 
that the grid security emergency identified 
under paragraph (1) continues to exist or 
that the emergency measure continues to be 
required. 
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‘*(6) COST RECOVERY.— 

‘(A) CRITICAL ELECTRIC INFRASTRUCTURE.— 
If the Commission determines that owners, 
operators, or users of critical electric infra- 
structure have incurred substantial costs to 
comply with an order for emergency meas- 
ures issued under this subsection and that 
such costs were prudently incurred and can- 
not reasonably be recovered through regu- 
lated rates or market prices for the electric 
energy or services sold by such owners, oper- 
ators, or users, the Commission shall, con- 
sistent with the requirements of section 205, 
after notice and an opportunity for com- 
ment, establish a mechanism that permits 
such owners, operators, or users to recover 
such costs. 

‘“(B) DEFENSE CRITICAL ELECTRIC INFRA- 
STRUCTURE.—To the extent the owner or op- 
erator of defense critical electric infrastruc- 
ture is required to take emergency measures 
pursuant to an order issued under this sub- 
section, the owners or operators of a critical 
defense facility or facilities designated by 
the Secretary pursuant to subsection (c) that 
rely upon such infrastructure shall bear the 
full incremental costs of the measures. 

‘(7) TEMPORARY ACCESS TO CLASSIFIED IN- 
FORMATION.—The Secretary, and other appro- 
priate Federal agencies, shall, to the extent 
practicable and consistent with their obliga- 
tions to protect classified information, pro- 
vide temporary access to classified informa- 
tion related to a grid security emergency for 
which emergency measures are issued under 
paragraph (1) to key personnel of any entity 
subject to such emergency measures to en- 
able optimum communication between the 
entity and the Secretary and other appro- 
priate Federal agencies regarding the grid 
security emergency. 


‘(¢) DESIGNATION OF CRITICAL DEFENSE FA- 
CILITIES.—Not later than 180 days after the 
date of enactment of this section, the Sec- 
retary, in consultation with other appro- 
priate Federal agencies and appropriate own- 
ers, users, or operators of infrastructure that 
may be defense critical electric infrastruc- 
ture, shall identify and designate facilities 
located in the United States (including the 
territories) that are— 

“(1) critical to the defense of the United 
States; and 

‘“(2) vulnerable to a disruption of the sup- 
ply of electric energy provided to such facil- 
ity by an external provider. 


The Secretary may, in consultation with ap- 
propriate Federal agencies and appropriate 
owners, users, or operators of defense critical 
electric infrastructure, periodically revise 
the list of designated facilities as necessary. 


‘(d) PROTECTION AND SHARING OF CRITICAL 
ELECTRIC INFRASTRUCTURE INFORMATION.— 

‘(1) PROTECTION OF CRITICAL ELECTRIC IN- 
FRASTRUCTURE INFORMATION.—Critical elec- 
tric infrastructure information— 

“(A) shall be exempt from disclosure under 
section 552(b)(8) of title 5, United States 
Code; and 

“(B) shall not be made available by any 
Federal, State, political subdivision or tribal 
authority pursuant to any Federal, State, 
political subdivision or tribal law requiring 
public disclosure of information or records. 

‘(2) DESIGNATION AND SHARING OF CRITICAL 
ELECTRIC INFRASTRUCTURE INFORMATION.—Not 
later than one year after the date of enact- 
ment of this section, the Commission, in 
consultation with the Secretary of Energy, 
shall promulgate such regulations and issue 
such orders as necessary to— 

“(A) designate information as critical elec- 
tric infrastructure information; 
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“(B) prohibit the unauthorized disclosure 
of critical electric infrastructure informa- 
tion; 

““(C) ensure there are appropriate sanctions 
in place for Commissioners, officers, employ- 
ees, or agents of the Commission who know- 
ingly and willfully disclose critical electric 
infrastructure information in a manner that 
is not authorized under this section; and 

“(D) taking into account standards of the 
Electric Reliability Organization, facilitate 
voluntary sharing of critical electric infra- 
structure information with, between, and 
by— 

“(i) Federal, State, political subdivision, 
and tribal authorities; 

“(ii) the Electric Reliability Organization; 

‘“(iii) regional entities; 

‘“(iv) information sharing and analysis cen- 
ters established pursuant to Presidential De- 
cision Directive 63; 

““(v) owners, operators, and users of critical 
electric infrastructure in the United States; 
and 

“(vi) other entities determined appropriate 
by the Commission. 

“8) CONSIDERATIONS.—In promulgating 
regulations and issuing orders under para- 
graph (2), the Commission shall take into 
consideration the role of State commissions 
in reviewing the prudence and cost of invest- 
ments, determining the rates and terms of 
conditions for electric services, and ensuring 
the safety and reliability of the bulk-power 
system and distribution facilities within 
their respective jurisdictions. 

**(4) PROTOCOLS.—The Commission shall, in 
consultation with Canadian and Mexican au- 
thorities, develop protocols for the voluntary 
sharing of critical electric infrastructure in- 
formation with Canadian and Mexican au- 
thorities and owners, operators, and users of 
the bulk-power system outside the United 
States. 

‘“(5) NO REQUIRED SHARING OF INFORMA- 
TION.—Nothing in this section shall require a 
person or entity in possession of critical 
electric infrastructure information to share 
such information with Federal, State, polit- 
ical subdivision, or tribal authorities, or any 
other person or entity. 

“(6) SUBMISSION OF INFORMATION TO CON- 
GRESS.—Nothing in this section shall permit 
or authorize the withholding of information 
from Congress, any committee or sub- 
committee thereof, or the Comptroller Gen- 
eral. 

“(7) DISCLOSURE OF NONPROTECTED INFOR- 
MATION.—In implementing this section, the 
Commission shall segregate critical electric 
infrastructure information or information 
that reasonably could be expected to lead to 
the disclosure of the critical electric infra- 
structure information within documents and 
electronic communications, wherever fea- 
sible, to facilitate disclosure of information 
that is not designated as critical electric in- 
frastructure information. 

‘“(8) DURATION OF DESIGNATION.—Informa- 
tion may not be designated as critical elec- 
tric infrastructure information for longer 
than 5 years, unless specifically re-des- 
ignated by the Commission. 

“(9) REMOVAL OF DESIGNATION.—The Com- 
mission shall remove the designation of crit- 
ical electric infrastructure information, in 
whole or in part, from a document or elec- 
tronic communication if the Commission de- 
termines that the unauthorized disclosure of 
such information could no longer be used to 
impair the security or reliability of the 
bulk-power system or distribution facilities. 

“(10) JUDICIAL REVIEW OF DESIGNATIONS.— 
Notwithstanding section 313(b), any deter- 
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mination by the Commission concerning the 
designation of critical electric infrastructure 
information under this subsection shall be 
subject to review under chapter 7 of title 5, 
United States Code, except that such review 
shall be brought in the district court of the 
United States in the district in which the 
complainant resides, or has his principal 
place of business, or in the District of Co- 
lumbia. In such a case the court shall exam- 
ine in camera the contents of documents or 
electronic communications that are the sub- 
ject of the determination under review to de- 
termine whether such documents or any part 
thereof were improperly designated or not 
designated as critical electric infrastructure 
information. 


“(e) SECURITY CLEARANCES.—The Secretary 
shall facilitate and, to the extent prac- 
ticable, expedite the acquisition of adequate 
security clearances by key personnel of any 
entity subject to the requirements of this 
section, to enable optimum communication 
with Federal agencies regarding threats to 
the security of the critical electric infra- 
structure. The Secretary, the Commission, 
and other appropriate Federal agencies shall, 
to the extent practicable and consistent with 
their obligations to protect classified and 
critical electric infrastructure information, 
share timely actionable information regard- 
ing grid security with appropriate key per- 
sonnel of owners, operators, and users of the 
critical electric infrastructure. 


‘“(f) CLARIFICATIONS OF LIABILITY.— 

‘(1) COMPLIANCE WITH OR VIOLATION OF THIS 
ACT.—Except as provided in paragraph (4), to 
the extent any action or omission taken by 
an entity that is necessary to comply with 
an order for emergency measures issued 
under subsection (b)(1), including any action 
or omission taken to voluntarily comply 
with such order, results in noncompliance 
with, or causes such entity not to comply 
with any rule, order, regulation, or provision 
of this Act, including any reliability stand- 
ard approved by the Commission pursuant to 
section 215, such action or omission shall not 
be considered a violation of such rule, order, 
regulation, or provision. 

‘(2) RELATION TO SECTION 202(c).—Except as 
provided in paragraph (4), an action or omis- 
sion taken by an owner, operator, or user of 
critical electric infrastructure or of defense 
critical electric infrastructure to comply 
with an order for emergency measures issued 
under subsection (b)(1) shall be treated as an 
action or omission taken to comply with an 
order issued under section 202(c) for purposes 
of such section. 

‘*(3) SHARING OR RECEIPT OF INFORMATION.— 
No cause of action shall lie or be maintained 
in any Federal or State court for the sharing 
or receipt of information under, and that is 
conducted in accordance with, subsection 
(d). 

“(4) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this subsection shall be construed to require 
dismissal of a cause of action against an en- 
tity that, in the course of complying with an 
order for emergency measures issued under 
subsection (b)(1) by taking an action or 
omission for which they would be liable but 
for paragraph (1) or (2), takes such action or 
omission in a grossly negligent manner.’’. 


(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) JURISDICTION.—Section 201(b)(2) of the 
Federal Power Act (16 U.S.C. 824(b)(2)) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘215A,’’ after ‘‘215,’’ 
each place it appears. 

(2) PUBLIC UTILITY.—Section 201(e) of the 
Federal Power Act (16 U.S.C. 824(e)) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘215A,’’ after ‘‘215,’’. 
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SEC. 99004. STRATEGIC TRANSFORMER RESERVE. 

(a) FINDING.—Congress finds that the stor- 
age of strategically located spare large 
power transformers and emergency mobile 
substations will reduce the vulnerability of 
the United States to multiple risks facing 
electric grid reliability, including physical 
attack, cyber attack, electromagnetic pulse, 
geomagnetic disturbances, severe weather, 
and seismic events. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) BULK-POWER SYSTEM.—The term ‘‘bulk- 
power system” has the meaning given such 
term in section 215(a) of the Federal Power 
Act (16 U.S.C. 8240(a)). 

(2) CRITICALLY DAMAGED LARGE POWER 
TRANSFORMER.—The term ‘‘critically dam- 
aged large power transformer” means a large 
power transformer that— 

(A) has sustained extensive damage such 
that— 

(i) repair or refurbishment is not economi- 
cally viable; or 

(ii) the extensive time to repair or refur- 
bish the large power transformer would cre- 
ate an extended period of instability in the 
bulk-power system; and 

(B) prior to sustaining such damage, was 
part of the bulk-power system. 

(3) CRITICAL ELECTRIC INFRASTRUCTURE.— 
The term ‘‘critical electric infrastructure” 
has the meaning given that term in section 
215A of the Federal Power Act. 

(4) ELECTRIC RELIABILITY ORGANIZATION.— 
The term ‘Electric Reliability Organiza- 
tion” has the meaning given such term in 
section 215(a) of the Federal Power Act (16 
U.S.C. 8240(a)). 

(5) EMERGENCY MOBILE SUBSTATION.—The 
term ‘‘emergency mobile substation” means 
a mobile substation or mobile transformer 
that is— 

(A) assembled and permanently mounted 
on a trailer that is capable of highway travel 
and meets relevant Department of Transpor- 
tation regulations; and 

(B) intended for express deployment and 
capable of being rapidly placed into service. 

(6) LARGE POWER TRANSFORMER.—The term 
“large power transformer” means a power 
transformer with a maximum nameplate rat- 
ing of 100 megavolt-amperes or higher, in- 
cluding related critical equipment, that is, 
or is intended to be, a part of the bulk-power 
system. 

(7) SECRETARY.—The term 
means the Secretary of Energy. 

(8) SPARE LARGE POWER TRANSFORMER.— 
The term ‘‘spare large power transformer” 
means a large power transformer that is 
stored within the Strategic Transformer Re- 
serve to be available to temporarily replace 
a critically damaged large power trans- 
former. 

(c) STRATEGIC 
PLAN.— 

(1) PLAN.—Not later than one year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary, acting through the Office of Elec- 
tricity Delivery and Energy Reliability, 
shall, in consultation with the Federal En- 
ergy Regulatory Commission, the Electricity 
Sub-sector Coordinating Council, the Elec- 
tric Reliability Organization, and owners 
and operators of critical electric infrastruc- 
ture and defense and military installations, 
prepare and submit to Congress a plan to es- 
tablish a Strategic Transformer Reserve for 
the storage, in strategically located facili- 
ties, of spare large power transformers and 
emergency mobile substations in sufficient 
numbers to temporarily replace critically 
damaged large power transformers and sub- 
stations that are critical electric infrastruc- 
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ture or serve defense and military installa- 
tions. 

(2) INCLUSIONS.. The Strategic Trans- 
former Reserve plan shall include a descrip- 
tion of— 

(A) the appropriate number and type of 
spare large power transformers necessary to 
provide or restore sufficient resiliency to the 
bulk-power system, critical electric infra- 
structure, and defense and military installa- 
tions to mitigate significant impacts to the 
electric grid resulting from— 

(i) physical attack; 

(ii) cyber attack; 

(iii) electromagnetic pulse attack; 

(iv) geomagnetic disturbances; 

(v) severe weather; or 

(vi) seismic events; 

(B) other critical electric grid equipment 
for which an inventory of spare equipment, 
including emergency mobile substations, is 
necessary to provide or restore sufficient re- 
siliency to the bulk-power system, critical 
electric infrastructure, and defense and mili- 
tary installations; 

(C) the degree to which utility sector ac- 
tions or initiatives, including individual 
utility ownership of spare equipment, joint 
ownership of spare equipment inventory, 
sharing agreements, or other spare equip- 
ment reserves or arrangements, satisfy the 
needs identified under subparagraphs (A) and 
(B); 

(D) the potential locations for, and feasi- 
bility and appropriate number of, strategic 
storage locations for reserve equipment, in- 
cluding consideration of— 

(i) the physical security of such locations; 

(ii) the protection of the confidentiality of 
such locations; and 

(iii) the proximity of such locations to 
sites of potentially critically damaged large 
power transformers and substations that are 
critical electric infrastructure or serve de- 
fense and military installations, so as to en- 
able efficient delivery of equipment to such 
sites; 

(E) the necessary degree of flexibility of 
spare large power transformers to be in- 
cluded in the Strategic Transformer Reserve 
to conform to different substation configura- 
tions, including consideration of trans- 
former— 

(i) power and voltage rating for each wind- 
ing; 

(ii) overload requirements; 

(iii) impedance between windings; 

(iv) configuration of windings; and 

(v) tap requirements; 

(F) an estimate of the direct cost of the 
Strategic Transformer Reserve, as proposed, 
including— 

(i) the cost of storage facilities; 

(ii) the cost of the equipment; and 

(iii) management, maintenance, and oper- 
ation costs; 

(G) the funding options available to estab- 
lish, stock, manage, and maintain the Stra- 
tegic Transformer Reserve, including consid- 
eration of fees on owners and operators of 
bulk-power system facilities, critical elec- 
tric infrastructure, and defense and military 
installations relying on the Strategic Trans- 
former Reserve, use of Federal appropria- 
tions, and public-private cost-sharing op- 
tions; 

(H) the ease and speed of transportation, 
installation, and energization of spare large 
power transformers to be included in the 
Strategic Transformer Reserve, including 
consideration of factors such as— 

(i) transformer transportation weight; 

(ii) transformer size; 

(iii) topology of critical substations; 
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(iv) availability of appropriate transformer 
mounting pads; 

(v) flexibility of the spare large power 
transformers as described in subparagraph 
(E); and 

(vi) ability to rapidly transition a spare 
large power transformer from storage to 
energization; 

(I) eligibility criteria for withdrawal of 
equipment from the Strategic Transformer 
Reserve; 

(J) the process by which owners or opera- 
tors of critically damaged large power trans- 
formers or substations that are critical elec- 
tric infrastructure or serve defense and mili- 
tary installations may apply for a with- 
drawal from the Strategic Transformer Re- 
serve; 

(K) the process by which equipment with- 
drawn from the Strategic Transformer Re- 
serve is returned to the Strategic Trans- 
former Reserve or is replaced; 

(L) possible fees to be paid by users of 
equipment withdrawn from the Strategic 
Transformer Reserve; 

(M) possible fees to be paid by owners and 
operators of large power transformers and 
substations that are critical electric infra- 
structure or serve defense and military in- 
stallations to cover operating costs of the 
Strategic Transformer Reserve; 

(N) the domestic and international large 
power transformer supply chain; 

(O) the potential reliability, cost, and oper- 
ational benefits of including emergency mo- 
bile substations in any Strategic Trans- 
former Reserve established under this sec- 
tion; and 

(P) other considerations for designing, con- 
structing, stocking, funding, and managing 
the Strategic Transformer Reserve. 

(d) ESTABLISHMENT.. The Secretary may 
establish a Strategic Transformer Reserve in 
accordance with the plan prepared pursuant 
to subsection (c) after the date that is 6 
months after the date on which such plan is 
submitted to Congress. 

(e) DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION.—Any in- 
formation included in the Strategic Trans- 
former Reserve plan, or shared in the prepa- 
ration and development of such plan, the dis- 
closure of which could cause harm to critical 
electric infrastructure, shall be exempt from 
disclosure under section 552(b)(3) of title 5, 
United States Code, and any State, tribal, or 
local law requiring disclosure of information 
or records. 

SEC. 99005. ENERGY SECURITY VALUATION. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF ENERGY SECURITY 
VALUATION METHODS.—Not later than one 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Energy, in collaboration 
with the Secretary of State, shall develop 
and transmit, after public notice and com- 
ment, to the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce and the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
and the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate a report that develops rec- 
ommended United States energy security 
valuation methods. In developing the report, 
the Secretaries may consider the rec- 
ommendations of the Administration’s Quad- 
rennial Energy Review released on April 21, 
2015. The report shall— 

(1) evaluate and define United States en- 
ergy security to reflect modern domestic and 
global energy markets and the collective 
needs of the United States and its allies and 
partners; 

(2) identify transparent and uniform or co- 
ordinated procedures and criteria to ensure 
that energy-related actions that signifi- 
cantly affect the supply, distribution, or use 


November 4, 2015 


of energy are evaluated with respect to their 
potential impact on energy security, includ- 
ing their impact on— 

(A) consumers and the economy; 

(B) energy supply diversity and resiliency; 

(C) well-functioning and competitive en- 
ergy markets; 

(D) United States trade balance; and 

(E) national security objectives; and 

(3) include a recommended implementation 
strategy that identifies and aims to ensure 
that the procedures and criteria referred to 
in paragraph (2) are— 

(A) evaluated consistently across the Fed- 
eral Government; and 

(B) weighed appropriately and balanced 
with environmental considerations required 
by Federal law. 

(b) PARTICIPATION.—In developing the re- 
port referred to in subsection (a), the Secre- 
taries may consult with relevant Federal, 
State, private sector, and international par- 
ticipants, as appropriate and consistent with 
applicable law. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 512, the gentleman 
from Oklahoma (Mr. MULLIN) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MULLIN. Madam Chair, I am of- 
fering this amendment on behalf of 
Chairman UPTON. I would like to thank 
him for his leadership on the energy 
issues. 

This is a noncontroversial provision 
that had bipartisan support when it 
was reported out of the full committee. 
I would urge my colleagues to support 
it. 
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Madam Chair, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. OLSON) for the purpose of 
supporting the amendment. 

Mr. OLSON. Madam Chair, I thank 
my friend from Oklahoma. 

Madam Chair, a special thanks to the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. UPTON), 
my committee chairman, for having 
this amendment in this important 
highway bill. This amendment is com- 
mon sense. There is a great saying in 
America, ‘‘The third time is a charm.” 

These exact words have passed this 
body three straight times. In the 112th, 
the 118th, and the current 114th Con- 
gress, this exact language has passed 
this body without objection, all “yea” 
votes. It is noncontroversial. 

This amendment does one simple 
thing. It ensures that our power grid 
will be reliable in a power crisis, and 
that crisis won’t become a legal crisis 
as has happened at least two times in 
the last 10 years. 

It is the same scenario: there is a 
power crisis, the entity that controls 
the grid says to keep that grid up and 
running, the operator says we will see 
our permits from EPA, they do that, 
and they are sued. This amendment 
says to stop that practice. If you are 
told to keep the grid up and running, 
you can do that for at least 16 days. 

Madam Chair, I urge my colleagues 
to support this amendment one more 
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time because right now we have the 
chance to have it go to the President 
and become signed into law to make 
our grid safer and more reliable for fu- 
ture Americans. 

Mr. MULLIN. Madam Chair, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. MULLIN). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MULLIN. Madam Chair, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
OLSON) having assumed the chair, Ms. 
Foxx, Acting Chair of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the 
Senate amendments to the bill (H.R. 
22) to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to exempt employees with 
health coverage under TRICARE or the 
Veterans Administration from being 
taken into account for purposes of de- 
termining the employers to which the 
employer mandate applies under the 
Patient Protection and Affordable Care 
Act, had come to no resolution there- 
on. 


EEE 
HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 


Mr. MULLIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 9 a.m. today. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 


a 


APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO 
SELECT INVESTIGATIVE PANEL 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON ENERGY 
AND COMMERCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair announces the Speaker’s ap- 
pointment, pursuant to section 2(a) of 
House Resolution 461, 114th Congress, 
and the order of the House of January 
6, 2015, of the following Members to the 
Select Investigative Panel on the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce: 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Illinois 

Mr. NADLER, New York 

Ms. DEGETTE, Colorado 

Ms. SPEIER, California 

Ms. DELBENE, Washington 

Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, New Jersey 


— 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. DEFAZIO (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today after 10 p.m. and No- 
vember 5 on account of medical emer- 
gency. 


— 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. MULLIN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 
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The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 5 minutes a.m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad- 
journed until today, Thursday, Novem- 
ber 4, 2015, at 9 a.m. 


EE 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


3372. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Securities and Exchange Commission, trans- 
mitting the Commission’s Major final rule — 
Crowdfunding [Release Nos.: 33-9974; 34-76324; 
File No.: S7-09-13] (RIN: 3235-AL37) received 
November 3, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

3373. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislation, Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting the Adminis- 
tration’s FY 2014 Performance Report to 
Congress for the Office of Combination Prod- 
ucts, pursuant to the Medical Device User 
Fee and Modernization Act of 2002, Pub. L. 
107-250, 21 U.S.C. 353(g); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

3374. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislation, Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s annual report to Congress for FY 2014 
regarding imported foods, pursuant to Sec. 
1009 of the Food and Drug Administration 
Amendments Act of 2007, Pub. L. 110-85; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

3375. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Cooperation Agency, Department of 
Defense, transmitting a notice of Proposed 
Issuance of Letter of Offer and Acceptance to 
Turkey, Transmittal No. 14-01, pursuant to 
Sec. 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export Control Act, 
as amended, and certification, pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 2373(d); Foreign Assistance Act, Sec. 
620C(d); (92 Stat. 739); to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

3376. A letter from the Director, Inter- 
national Cooperation, Acquisition, Tech- 
nology and Logistics, Department of De- 
fense, transmitting the Department’s intent 
to sign a Project Arrangement to the Memo- 
randum of Understanding Between the De- 
partment of Defense of the United States of 
America and the Department of Defense of 
Australia, Transmittal No. 08-15, pursuant to 
Executive Order 13637 and, pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 2767(f); to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

3377. A letter from the Chair, Board of Gov- 
ernors of the Federal Reserve System, trans- 
mitting the Board’s Semiannual Report to 
Congress for the six-month period ending 
September 30, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. 
(Insp. Gen. Act) Sec. 5(b); Public Law 95-452, 
Sec. 5(b); to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

3378. A letter from the Chairman, Board of 
Trustees and President, John F. Kennedy 
Center for the Performing Arts, transmitting 
the Center’s report and attachments, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) Sec. 
8G(h)(2); Public Law 100-504, Sec. 104(a); to 
the Committee on Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform. 

3379. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem- 
porary rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Eco- 
nomic Zone Off Alaska; Exchange of Flatfish 
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in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Man- 
agement Area [Docket No.: 141021887-5172-02] 
(RIN: 0648-XE210) received November 3, 2015, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by 
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources. 


EE 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under Clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah: Committee on Nat- 
ural Resources. H.R. 2180. A bill to provide 
legal certainty to property owners along the 
Red River in Texas, and for other purposes; 
with an amendment (Rept. 114-327). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 


EE 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 


By Mr. CHABOT (for himself, Mr. 
GOODLATTE, Mr. HARRIS, and Mr. 
BOUSTANY): 


H.R. 3918. A bill to modify the provisions of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act relat- 
ing to nonimmigrant visas issued under sec- 
tion 101(a)(15)(H)(ii)(b) of such Act, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary, and in addition to the Committee on 
Ways and Means, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 7 

By Mr. CARDENAS (for himself, Mrs. 
RADEWAGEN, Ms. BROWNLEY of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. JOLLY, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, 
Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. BISHOP of 
Georgia, Mr. JONES, Ms. JACKSON 
LEE, Mr. SERRANO, Ms. JUDY CHU of 
California, Mr. HONDA, Mr. 
GARAMENDI, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD, Mr. VEASEY, Mr. 
SABLAN, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. KILMER, 
and Mr. VAN HOLLEN): 

H.R. 3919. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Labor to award special recognition to em- 
ployers for veteran-friendly employment 
practices; to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce, and in addition to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak- 
er, in each case for consideration of such pro- 
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. FITZPATRICK (for himself, 
Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey, and Mr. SABLAN): 

H.R. 3920. A bill to direct the Commis- 
sioner of Food and Drugs to issue an order 
withdrawing approval for Essure System; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Ms. VELAZQUEZ: 

H.R. 3921. A bill to amend the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 to require certain re- 
porting by hedge funds that are the bene- 
ficial owner of more than 1 percent of a class 
of security, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania (for 
himself and Mr. SAM JOHNSON of 
Texas): 

H.R. 3922. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 and the Employee Retire- 
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ment Income and Security Act of 1974 to pro- 
vide for a best interest standard for advice fi- 
duciaries, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce, 
and in addition to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 
By Mr. HUDSON: 

H.R. 3923. A bill to provide for a report that 
develops recommended United States energy 
security valuation methods; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. CASTRO of Texas (for himself 
and Mr. MCCAUL): 

H.R. 3924. A bill to establish in the United 
States Agency for International Develop- 
ment an entity to be known as the United 
States Global Development Lab, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mrs. DAVIS of California: 

H.R. 3925. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Education to carry out a program of can- 
celing certain Federal student loans of prin- 
cipals in high need schools; to the Com- 
mittee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. HONDA (for himself, Ms. NOR- 

TON, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. HASTINGS, 

Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms. MICHELLE 
LUJAN GRISHAM of New Mexico, Mr. 
VAN HOLLEN, Mr. MURPHY of Florida, 
Mr. GALLEGO, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Ms. BROWNLEY of Cali- 
fornia, Mrs. LAWRENCE, Mr. GRI- 
JALVA, Ms. McCoLLuM, Mr. RICH- 
MOND, Mr. CARDENAS, Ms. EDWARDS, 
Ms. MOORE, Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, 
Ms. JACKSON LEE, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, 


Ms. Esty, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. 
FARR, Ms. CASTOR of Florida, Mr. 
LIPINSKI, Mr. RUSH, Mr. SIRES, Mr. 


Norcross, Mr. MEEKS, Ms. PINGREE, 


Mr. COHEN, Mr. CONNOLLY, Ms. 
ADAMS, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, and Mr. 
MOULTON): 


H.R. 3926. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide for better un- 
derstanding of the epidemic of gun violence, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. HUFFMAN (for himself, Ms. 
JUDY CHU of California, Ms. 
BONAMICI, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. 

MCDERMOTT, Mr. TED LIEU of Cali- 
fornia, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Ms. 
EsHoo, Mr. SCHRADER, Ms. LOFGREN, 
Mr. HECK of Washington, Mr. 
DESAULNIER, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. 
SWALWELL of California, Mr. BLU- 
MENAUER, Mr. HONDA, Ms. EDWARDS, 
Ms. SPEIER, Mr. THOMPSON of Cali- 
fornia, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. FARR, 
Ms. LEE, Mr. KILMER, Mr. 
GARAMENDI, Mr. LOWENTHAL, Mr. 
LARSEN of Washington, Ms. MATSUI, 
Mr. SMITH of Washington, Ms. 
DELBENE, Mr. PETERS, and Mrs. 
DAVIS of California): 

H.R. 3927. A bill to amend the Outer Conti- 
nental Shelf Lands Act to permanently pro- 
hibit the conduct of offshore drilling on the 
outer Continental Shelf off the coast of Cali- 
fornia, Oregon, and Washington; to the Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. KING of Iowa (for himself, Mr. 
BARLETTA, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. GOSAR, 
Mr. BROOKS of Alabama, Mr. DUNCAN 
of South Carolina, Mr. SMITH of 
Texas, and Mr. BABIN): 

H.R. 3928. A bill to authorize the Capitol 
Police to enforce the immigration laws, and 
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for other purposes; to the Committee on 
House Administration. 
By Mr. LATTA (for himself, Mr. 
FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. PITTENGER, 
Mr. STEWART, Mr. JONES, Mr. PETERS, 
Mr. McKINLEY, Mr. SCHWEIKERT, Mr. 
HUNTER, Mr. TURNER, Mr. KING of 
New York, Mr. MEEKS, Mr. MILLER of 
Florida, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Mr. 
VAN HOLLEN, Mr. THOMPSON of Penn- 
sylvania, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. RUS- 
SELL, Mr. GIBBS, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
FORBES, Miss RICE of New York, Mr. 
HIGGINS, Mr. JOLLY, Mr. MESSER, Mr. 
WALBERG, Mr. LARSON of Con- 
necticut, Mrs. COMSTOCK, Mr. 
DESANTIS, and Mr. ZINKE): 


H.R. 3929. A bill to award the Congressional 
Gold Medal, collectively, to the members of 
the Office of Strategic Services (OSS) in rec- 
ognition of their superior service and major 
contributions during World War II; to the 
Committee on Financial Services, and in ad- 
dition to the Committee on House Adminis- 
tration, for a period to be subsequently de- 
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Ms. NORTON: 


H.R. 3930. A bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to increase the Federal 
medical assistance percentage for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia under the Medicaid Pro- 
gram to 80 percent; to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce. 

By Mr. WESTERMAN (for himself, Mr. 
CRAWFORD, Mr. HILL, Mr. ZINKE, Mr. 
McDERMOTT, and Mr. WOMACK): 


H.R. 3931. A bill to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
620 Central Avenue Suite 1A in Hot Springs 
National Park, Arkansas, as the ‘Chief 
Petty Officer Adam Brown United States 
Post Office’’; to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

By Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia (for 
himself, Mr. ROGERS of Alabama, Mr. 
MEADOWS, Mr. MOOLENAAR, Mr. DUN- 
CAN of South Carolina, Mr. 
LOUDERMILK, Mr. WEBER of Texas, 
Mr. CRAMER, Mr. HULTGREN, Mr. 
LAMALFA, Mr. JONES, Mr. FRANKS of 
Arizona, Mr. HARPER, Mr. KELLY of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. FLEM- 
ING, and Mr. PALAZZO): 


H. Res. 514. A resolution protecting Reli- 
gious Freedom in America; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROSS (for himself and Ms. GRA- 
HAM): 

H. Res. 515. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives regard- 
ing the importance of civic education and 
civic involvement programs in the elemen- 
tary and secondary schools of the United 
States; to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 

By Mr. WENSTRUP: 


H. Res. 516. A resolution recognizing the 
individuals who have served, or are serving, 
in the Armed Forces and have also served, or 
are serving, as a peace officer or as a first re- 
sponder and expressing support for the des- 
ignation of November 10 as Armed Forces, 
Peace Officer, and First Responder Dual 
Service Recognition Day; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 
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CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. CHABOT: 

H.R. 3918. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 4 

By Mr. CARDENAS: 

H.R. 3919. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8 

By Mr. FITZPATRICK: 

H.R. 3920. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 

By Ms. VELAZQUEZ: 

H.R. 3921. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 

The Congress shall have Power *** To regu- 
late Commerce with foreign Nations, and 
among the several States, and with the In- 
dian Tribes. 

By Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania: 

H.R. 3922. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Congress enacts this bill pursuant to 
Clause 3 of Section 8 of Article I of the 
United States Constitution. he Congress en- 
acts this bill pursuant to Clause 1 of Section 
8 of Article I of the United States Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. HUDSON: 

H.R. 3923. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Mr. CASTRO of Texas: 

H.R. 3924. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Constitutional Authority—Necessary and 
Proper Clause (Art. I, Sec. 8, Clause 18) 

THE U.S. CONSTITUTION ARTICLE I, 
SECTION 8: POWERS OF CONGRESS 
CLAUSE 18 

The Congress shall have power To 
make all laws which shall be necessary and 
proper for carrying into execution the fore- 
going powers, and all other powers vested by 
this Constitution in the government of the 
United States, or in any department or offi- 
cer thereof. 

By Mrs. DAVIS of California: 

H.R. 3925. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1 Section 8 

By Mr. HONDA: 

H.R. 3926. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I Sec. 8 

By Mr. HUFFMAN: 

H.R. 3927. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2: The Con- 
gress shall have Power to dispose of and 
make all needful Rules and Regulations re- 
specting the Territory or other Property be- 
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longing to the United States; and nothing in 
this Constitution shall be so construed as to 
Prejudice any Claims of the United States, 
or of any particular State. 
By Mr. KING of Iowa: 
H.R. 3928. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I Section 8 Clause 4 ‘‘to establish 
an uniform Rule of Naturalization.” 
By Mr. LATTA: 
H.R. 3929. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18 
To make all Laws which shall be necessary 
and proper for carrying into Execution the 
foregoing Powers, and all other Powers vest- 
ed by this Constitution in the Government of 
the United States, or in any Department or 
Officer thereof. 
By Ms. NORTON: 
H.R. 3930. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
clauses 1 and 18 of section 8 of article I of 
the Constitution. 
By Mr. WESTERMAN: 
H.R. 3931. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section VIII, Clause 7 of the 
United State Constitution 


EE 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions, as follows: 


H.R. 27: Mr. MCKINLEY. 

H.R. 242: Ms. KUSTER. 

H.R. 249: Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 317: Mr. LANGEVIN. 

H.R. 379: Ms. CASTOR of Florida and Mr. 
DONOVAN. 

. 430: 
. 467: 
. 592: 
. 594: 
. 624: 
. 670: 
. 816: 
. 833: 
Mr. HONDA. 

H.R. 842: Mr. MEADOWS. 

H.R. 845: Mr. BROOKS of Alabama and Mr. 
MEADOWS. 

H.R. 879: Mr. KELLY of Mississippi, Mr. 
HURD of Texas, Mr. BRIDENSTINE, and Mr. 
HUDSON. 

H.R. 912: Mr. COHEN. 

H.R. 953: Mr. Ross. 

H.R. 969: Mr. RICE of South Carolina. 

H.R. 985: Mrs. WAGNER. 


Mr. TAKANO. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. 

Mr. REICHERT. 

Mrs. LOVE. 

Ms. MCSALLY. 

Mr. ISRAEL. 

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. 

Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. EDWARDS, and 


H.R. 1054: Mr. BROOKS of Alabama, Mr. 
LAMALFA, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. JODY B. 
HIcE of Georgia, Mr. HUELSKAMP, Mr. WILSON 
of South Carolina, Mr. ABRAHAM, and Mr. 
WEBSTER of Florida. 

H.R. 1061: Ms. KAPTUR, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
McDERMOTT, Ms. TSONGAS, Mr. RUSH, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, and Mr. CARSON of Indiana. 

H.R. 1093: Mr. JONES. 

H.R. 1174: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. 


DENHAM, Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, Mr. PAYNE, 
Mr. LOWENTHAL, and Mr. RANGEL. 

H.R. 1192: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. 
KILMER, Mr. GIBSON, and Mrs. DAVIS of Cali- 
fornia. 

H.R. 1194: Ms. DUCKWORTH. 

H.R. 1197: Mr. ZELDIN. 

H.R. 1202: Mr. EMMER of Minnesota. 

H.R. 1211: Ms. SPEIER. 
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H.R. 1277: Mr. TAKAI. 

H.R. 1288: Ms. LEE and Ms. BONAMICI. 

H.R. 14538: Mr. FORTENBERRY and Mr. 
NOLAN. 

H.R. 1552: Mr. HASTINGS, Ms. McCoLLuM, 
Mr. GRAYSON, Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, Ms. 
MATSUI, Mr. QUIGLEY, and Mr. VAN HOLLEN. 

H.R. 1568: Ms. CASTOR of Florida. 

H.R. 1594: Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 1608: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. 

H.R. 1688: Mr. Bost. 

H.R. 1715: Mrs. ELLMERS of North Carolina. 

H.R. 1728: Mr. RUSH, Ms. MENG, and Ms. 
GRAHAM. 

H.R. 1752: Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 1784: Mr. ROUZER. 

H.R. 1821: Mr. LARSEN of Washington. 

H.R. 1877: Mr. JOLLY, Mr. KILDEE, and Mr. 
CARTWRIGHT. 

H.R. 1902: Ms. EDWARDS. 

H.R. 2000: Mr. CICILLINE. 

H.R. 2048: Ms. TSONGAS and Mr. RUPPERS- 
BERGER. 

H.R. 2050: Mr. 
Alabama. 

H.R. 2058: Mr. 

H.R. 2125: Mr. 

H.R. 2142: Mr. 

H.R. 2153: Mr. VAN HOLLEN. 

H.R. 2156: Mr. CONAWAY. 

H.R. 2241: Mr. DONOVAN, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. 
KEATING, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. HIGGINS, Ms. 
MENG, and Mr. SHERMAN. 

H.R. 2278: Mr. CULBERSON. 

H.R. 2285: Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Penn- 
sylvania. 

H.R. 2292: Mr. FOSTER. 

H.R. 2407: Ms. ADAMS. 

H.R. 2434: Mr. EMMER of Minnesota. 

H.R. 2477: Mr. HURD of Texas. 

H.R. 2515: Ms. CASTOR of Florida and Mr. 
SENSENBRENNER, 

. 2520: . HUDSON. 

. 2528: . BISHOP of Georgia. 

. 2533: . DUCKWORTH. 

. 2546: . QUIGLEY. 

. 2590: . KUSTER. 

. 2606: . HUIZENGA of Michigan. 
. 2646: Mr. ROONEY of Florida. 

H. R. 2660: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. JUDY CHU 
of California, Mrs. KIRKPATRICK, and Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ. 
. 2671: 
. 2672: 
. 2673: 
. 2674: 
. 2698: Mr. DOLD. 

. 2715: Ms. MENG and Mr. RUSH. 

H. R. 2841: Mr. FORTENBERRY, Mr. 
WRIGHT, and Ms. KAPTUR. 

H.R. 2858: Mr. GALLEGO. 

H.R. 2903: Mr. HUDSON. 

H.R. 3042: Mr. COURTNEY. 


CUELLAR and Ms. SEWELL of 


HUDSON. 
TAKANO. 
ASHFORD. 


Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 


CARNEY. 
CARNEY. 
CARNEY. 
CARNEY. 


CART- 


H.R. 3061: Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. DEFAZIO, and 
Mr. POCAN. 

H.R. 3067: Mr. COSTA. 

H.R. 3080: Mr. PETERSON and Mr. ASHFORD. 

H.R. 3137: Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 3179: Ms. KUSTER. 

H.R. 3183: Mr. CRAMER and Mr. WEBSTER of 
Florida. 

H.R. 3187: Mr. MCCLINTOCK. 

H.R. 3222: Mr. SESSIONS. 

H.R. 3268: Mr. Ross, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. COURTNEY, and Mr. 
GALLEGO. 


H.R. 3302: Mrs. ELLMERS of North Carolina. 

H.R. 3314: Mr. DESANTIS, Mr. DESJARLAIS, 
Mr. STEWART, Mr. COLLINS of New York, and 
Mr. CRAMER. 

H.R. 3316: Ms. NORTON and Ms. MENG. 

H.R. 3339: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. 

H.R. 3340: Mr. GARRETT and Mr. LUETKE- 
MEYER. 
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H.R. 3381: Mr. RUSH, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
BISHOP of Georgia, Ms. HAHN, and Mr. LAR- 
son of Connecticut. 

H.R. 3395: Mr. SCHIFF. 

H.R. 3423: Mr. LOBIONDO and Mr. LARSEN of 
Washington. 

H.R. 3427: Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. NADLER, Ms. 
EDWARDS, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. ENGEL, and 
Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. 

H.R. 3520: Ms. JUDY CHU of California. 

H.R. 3534: Mr. LAMALFA. 

H.R. 3549: Mr. RIGELL. 

H.R. 3565: Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. LOWENTHAL, 
Ms. SPEIER, and Mr. HONDA. 

H.R. 3632: Mr. HASTINGS and Mr. QUIGLEY. 

H.R. 3684: Mr. BOUSTANY. 

H.R. 3686: Mr. KIND. 

H.R. 3690: Mr. PASCRELL. 

H.R. 3705: Mrs. WAGNER, Mr. TIPTON, Mr. 
Ross, and Mr. POSEY. 

H.R. 8711: Mrs. DAVIS of California. 

H.R. 3739: Mr. ZINKE. 

H.R. 3750: Mr. CONNOLLY, Mr. ZINKE, Mr. 
DEUTCH, Mr. BEYER, Mr. SIRES, Mr. RIBBLE, 
Mr. SWALWELL of California, Mr. SCHIFF, 
Mrs. DINGELL, Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, 
and Mr. CICILLINE. 

H.R. 3760: Ms. McCOLLUM. 

H.R. 3766: Mr. SIRES and Mr. SHERMAN. 

H.R. 3793: Mr. CARDENAS, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
KILMER, Ms. WILSON of Florida, and Mr. 
LOWENTHAL. 

H.R. 3804: Mr. SANFORD. 
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H.R. 3805: Mr. Pocan, Mr. SwWALWELL of 
California, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, and Mr. 
VAN HOLLEN. 

H.R. 3841: Mr. KILMER, Ms. LOFGREN, and 
Mr. CARTWRIGHT. 

H.R. 3859: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina 
and Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. 

H.R. 3865: Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania 
and Mr. LATTA. 

H.R. 3868: Mr. STIVERS, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. 
SCHWEIKERT, Mr. PITTENGER, and Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 3880: Mr. HUDSON, Mr. PosEy, Mr. 
WESTMORELAND, Mr. BISHOP of Michigan, Mr. 
MEADOWS, and Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 

H. J. Res. 47: Mr. FORTENBERRY. 

H. J. Res. 55: Mr. WALKER. 

H. Con. Res. 19: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. 

H. Con. Res. 65: Mrs. KIRKPATRICK, Mr. 
GENE GREEN of Texas, and Ms. ROYBAL- 
ALLARD. 

H. Res. 12: Mr. RENACCI and Mr. GUTIERREZ. 

H. Res. 32: Ms. BROWNLEY of California. 

H. Res. 318: Mr. FARENTHOLD. 

H. Res. 393: Mr. TED LIEU of California and 
Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts. 

H. Res. 500: Mr. DESANTIS. 

H. Res. 502: Mrs. LAWRENCE, Mrs. CAPPS, 
Ms. KUSTER, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. SERRANO, 
Mr. NOLAN, Mr. DOGGETT, and Mr. GRIJALVA. 

H. Res. 505: Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Ms. LINDA T. 
SANCHEZ of California, Ms. Bass, Mrs. DIN- 
GELL, Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia, Mr. 
HONDA, Mrs. LAWRENCE, Mr. BISHOP of Geor- 
gia, Mr. MouLTON, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD, and Mr. VARGAS. 
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H. Res. 510: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. 
FORBES, Mr. PITTENGER, Mr. MOONEY of West 
Virginia, Mrs. WAGNER, Mr. LAMALFA, Mr. 
LAMBORN, Mr. FLORES, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. 
PEARCE, Mr. WALBERG, Mr. SMITH of Mis- 
souri, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mr. GROTHMAN, 
Mr. HULTGREN, and Mr. GIBBS. 

H. Res. 511: Mr. HUELSKAMP and Mr. 
MESSER. 

H. Res. 518: Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. DEUTCH, Mr. 
LIPINSKI, Mrs. BUSTOS, Mr. FRANKS of Ari- 
zona, Ms. GRANGER, Mr. LOWENTHAL, Mrs. 
CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New York, Mr. TED 
LIEU of California, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. RUSH, 
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, Ms. 
KUSTER, Mr. WEBER of Texas, Mr. MCGOVERN, 
Mrs. LAWRENCE, Ms. BONAMICI, Mr. GRAYSON, 
Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr. CICILLINE, Ms. 
JACKSON LEE, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Ms. 
MatTsulI, Ms. MENG, Mr. NADLER, Mr. DoG- 
GETT, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. ISRAEL, Mrs. CAPPS, 
Ms. McCoLuuM, Mr. KEATING, Mr. DOLD, Mr. 
LEVIN, Ms. LEE, and Ms. WILSON of Florida. 


DELETION OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso- 
lutions, as follows: 

H.R. 1019: Mr. CULBERSON. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


HONOR OUR VETERANS 


HON. PETE SESSIONS 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the Men and Women of The Armed 
Forces. We give thanks to them and their fam- 
ilies, who live and die and carry the burdens 
of war for all that we hold dear. Bless them. 
| submit this poem penned in their honor by 
Albert Carey Caswell. 


Honor our Veteran’s 

One day is not enough. 

Somehow one day of the year does not seem 
just. 

Honor our Veteran’s each day of the year 

For they fight and die for all of us here 

For all of those freedom’s that we hold dear 

Honor our Veteran’s not one, 

but every day of the year 

For they are ones, 

who must live with all of those tears 

For all of their Brothers and Sisters In Arms 
they have lost here. 

And who awake in the night with all of those 
nightmares. 

Whose families who must now live in fear 

Not knowing whose going, 

or ever coming back here 

Honor our Veteran’s every day of the year. 

For those are ones, 

who must lay in hospital beds when its all 
said and done 

With all of their families holding their 
daughters and sons. 

And their Husbands and Wives. 

The Greatest Loves of their lives. 

So all in tears. 

Teaching Us. 

Beseeching Us. 

All about honor and duty, 

and courage so clear. 

Who against all odds now cling to life here. 

The ones who have died. 

Who live without arms and legs as they try. 

With scars on their faces 

And all places 

Living in darkness losing their sight. 

Carried with them for the rest of their lives. 

Some how it does not seem right. 

That we only take one day to make honor of 
them who fight the fight. 

America’s most magnificent of all lights. 

Who give the greatest gifts of sacrifice. 

Honor our Veteran’s every day and night 

I bid you to please 

To fall to your knee’s 

And say a prayer of thanks for all of these 

Buy them a drink. 

Buy them a meal. 

Put your arm around them and let them 
know how you feel. 

Go up to them and their families, 

and tell them how much they mean. 

Because all that they ask. 

Are these two words from yours lips to so 
pass. 

Thank you. 

Yea, one day not enough. 

For all of our freedoms of which they 
bought. 


One day just somehow does not seem just. 
For all that they’ve taught. 

Honor our Veteran’s every day of the year. 
Say a prayer of thanks, 

and for them and their families shed a tear. 
Honor our Veteran’s every day of the year. 


EE 
HONDURAN CIVIL SOCIETY DE- 
MANDS INDEPENDENT INTER- 


NATIONAL COMMISSION TO IN- 
VESTIGATE AND END CORRUP- 
TION AND IMPUNITY 


HON. JAMES P. McGOVERN 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, in Sep- 
tember | traveled to Honduras as part of a 
fact-finding delegation organized by the Wash- 
ington Office on Latin America. Everywhere 
we went we heard about people’s concern 
over endemic corruption and impunity. 

An unprecedented citizens’ movement has 
inspired thousands of Hondurans to take to 
the street in peaceful protest marches de- 
manding that Honduras establish an inter- 
national, independent commission with the 
mandate to investigate crimes of corruption 
and impunity and the ability to participate in 
their prosecution. This type of a commission is 
modeled on the successful work over the past 
decade of the “CICIG” in Guatemala. 

This movement is called the “outraged op- 
position,” or “Oposición Indignada.” They are 
led, in large part, by an intelligent, thoughtful 
and politically diverse group of young people 
who organize using social media and who 
have come together because of their shared 
desire to end corruption in their country. They 
now face constant threats for their initiative, 
and | hope that the Honduran government will 
ensure their protection and investigate the 
threats against them so that they may con- 
tinue to exercise their basic rights to freedom 
of speech and association. 

On September 28th, the Organization of 
American States presented to the Honduran 
president a proposal for a commission that 
would help the notoriously weak Honduran ju- 
dicial system to gain capacity to carry out its 
responsibilities. Regrettably, | believe this pro- 
posal falls woefully short of what is required to 
break the culture of corruption and impunity 
that so characterizes the Honduran State. As 
we learned from Guatemala, to successfully 
bring to justice those who benefit from corrup- 
tion and impunity, a commission must be truly 
independent with a mandate to investigate ex- 
emplar cases wherever the evidence warrants 
and participate in the prosecution of those 
cases under national law. 

Last week, on October 28th, a broad coali- 
tion of Honduran civil society, the Coalition 
Against Impunity, issued a statement declaring 
that the mission proposed by the OAS and the 


government is itself an obstacle to creating a 
genuine, independent commission that can 
truly tackle the rampant corruption and impu- 
nity in Honduras. Earlier, on October 4th, the 
“Indignados” issued a similar critique, pointing 
out the weaknesses of the OAS proposal to 
independently investigate crimes of corruption 
and ensure their prosecution. 

Mr. Speaker, | would like to submit a copy 
of the letter addressed to the OAS by the 
Oposición Indignada that outlines their con- 
cerns with that proposal. It is my hope that the 
OAS will listen seriously to this unprecedented 
citizens’ movement and ensure that any com- 
mission that comes into being in Honduras will 
be truly politically and financially independent, 
and have the mandate to undertake inde- 
pendent investigations into crimes of corrup- 
tion and impunity and ensure their prosecu- 
tion. 

(English translation of the letter written in 
Spanish is as follows:) 


TEGUCIGALPA, HONDURAS, 
4 de octubre de 2015. 
Mr. LUIS ALMAGRO, 
Secretary General of the Organization of Amer- 
ican States (OAS), Washington, DC. 

We respectfully write to you to provide an 
official response to the proposal made by the 
Organization of American States (OAS) to 
create a ‘‘Support Mission against Corrup- 
tion and Impunity” or ‘‘MACCIH”’ in Hon- 
duras. We consider the proposal to contain 
many weaknesses and insufficient to combat 
corruption in Honduras. 

The weaknesses we see in the proposal in- 
clude: 

1. It lacks an independent and impartial in- 
vestigative unit capable of carrying out in- 
vestigations of cases of corruption. Such a 
unit needs to be financially and politically 
independent and be comprised of inter- 
national investigators and lawyers who can 
work with national prosecutors in the pros- 
ecution of high-level corruption cases. 

2. The recommendations that will flow 
from the evaluations to be carried out by the 
MACCIH are not binding. It is essential to 
ensure the legal commitment of the Hon- 
duran government to implementing the rec- 
ommendations. Recent history has shown 
that the government of Honduras often fails 
to comply with the recommendations of 
international bodies. An illustrative example 
was the failure to comply with the 47th rec- 
ommendation of the Truth and Reconcili- 
ation Commission which called for the cre- 
ation of an International Commission 
against Impunity in Honduras. 

3. Since 1998, Honduras has participated in 
three of the four rounds of the MESICIC 
(Follow-up mechanism for implementations 
of the Inter-American Convention Against 
Corruption. Despite this participation, the 
country is in a state of deep social crisis 
with endemic levels of the corruption and 
impunity [and so the proposal to develop a 
plan for implementing the MESICIC does not 
seem likely to lead to action.] 

4. The presentation of bi-annual reports by 
the Secretary General of the OAS represents 
an unnecessary delay in addressing the im- 
punity and corruption crisis. 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 


Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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Considering these weaknesses, any pro- 
posal intended to lead to real results in the 
fight against corruption needs to have at 
least two essential components: 

1. A politically and financially independent 
investigative unit able to initiate and help 
prosecute high-level corruption cases. 

2. A mechanism by which recommenda- 
tions have a binding character in order to 
ensure the implementation of reforms to our 
justice system. 

If the OAS proposal fails to include the 
characteristics needed to make a valuable 
contribution to the corruption and impunity 
crisis in Honduras, we will ask the inter- 
national community not to support the pro- 
posal financially or politically. We need a 
proposal that can help bring about changes 
in our society; we want justice and democ- 
racy. 

CITIZEN MOVEMENT 
“OPOSICIÓN INDIGNADA,” 
PAUL EMILIO ZEPEDA, 
GABRIELA LILIANA BLEN, 
MARCELA ALEJANDRA 
ORTEGA, 
ARIEL FABRICIO VARELA. 
TEGUCIGALPA, HONDURAS, 
4 de octubre de 2015. 
Sr. LUIS ALMAGRO, 
Secretario General de la Organización de 
Estados Americanos Su despacho. 

Nos dirigimos respetuosamente a usted a 
fin de señalar nuestras observaciones a la 
propuesta generada por la Organización de 
Estados Americanos (OEA) ante la crisis so- 
cial provocada por las altas tasas de 
corrupción e impunidad que aquejan al 
Estado de Honduras, propuesta denominada 
“MACCIR”, misma que cuenta con una serie 
de debilidades que nos preocupan seriamente 
como herramienta para luchar contra la 
corrupción y la impunidad en Honduras, 
subrayando: 

1. No cuenta con un ente independiente e 
imparcial de investigación de los casos de 
corrupción. Es de vital importancia contar 
con una unidad con independencia 
presupuestaria y jerarquica donde 
investigadores y abogados internacionales 
junto con fiscales hondurenos de reconocida 
capacidad puedan realizar la investigación y 
judicialización de actos de corrupción. 

2. Las recomendaciones producto de los 
diagnósticos a realizarse no tienen carácter 
vinculante. Es necesario que exista 
obligación por parte del Estado de Honduras 
para el cumplimiento de las 
recomendaciones a través del documento 
legal pertinente, la historia reciente ha 
demostrado que el Gobierno de Honduras no 
cumple las recomendaciones de organismos 
internacionales, resaltamos como ejemplo la 
recomendación numero 47 de la Comisión de 
la Verdad y Reconciliación, que expresaba el 
establecimiento de una Comisión 
Internacional Contra la Impunidad en Hon- 
duras, hecha pública en Tegucigalpa, el 7 se 
Julio de 2011, en acto al cual asistieron el 
presidente de dicha comisión, Sr. Eduardo 
Stein, el Secretario General de la OEA en ese 
momento Sr. Jose Miguel Insulza y el 
entonces Presidente de Honduras, Sr. 
Porfirio Lobo Sosa. 7 

3. Los resultados de la participación de 
Honduras desde 1998 en 3 de las 4 rondas del 
MESICIC, es un estado en crisis profunda de 
Impunidad y corrupción consecuencia de lo 
sēnalado anteriormente, por la falta de 
voluntad de los gobernantes en el 
cumplimiento de recomendaciones no 
vinculantes. _ 

4. La creación de informes de manera se- 
mestral al Secretario General de la OEA para 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


señalar obstáculos no resueltos por el enlace 
de gobierno, representa una dilatación 
enorme a la solución de la crisis de 
impunidad y corrupción en Honduras, 
sobretodo porque al carecer de vinculación el 
obstáculo no podrá resolverse aún este se vea 
reflejado en dichos informes. 

En vista de lo anteriormente expuesto, 
consideramos que toda propuesta que busque 
resultados reales en la lucha contra la 
corrupción, debe contar con dos elementos 
esenciales: 

1. Un ente de investigación independiente 
política y económicamente, que se encargue 
de esclarecer y llevar a juicio a los 
implicados en los casos de corrupción que 
sacuden nuestra sociedad. 

2. Carácter de cumplimiento obligatorio a 
las recomendaciones que resulten de los 
diagnósticos al Estado de Honduras, si no 
hay una obligación no hay seguridad que las 
recomendaciones se ejecuten y por 
consiguiente la crisis continuara. 

En caso de que esta iniciativa no logre 
implementar caracteristicas que le permitan 
aportar a resolver la crisis de Impunidad y 
Corrupción que enfrenta Honduras, 
rechazamos formalmente dicha propuesta. 

Finalmente, señalar que la propuesta de 
una Comisión Internacional Contra la 
Impunidad (CICI) se mantiene vigente como 
una herramienta eficiente y como un caso de 
éxito internacionalmente comprobado, ya 
que cuenta con características de 
investigación y fortalecimiento de las 
capacidades nacionales para la lucha contra 
la Impunidad y Corrupción, en contextos 
institucionales similares a los que tenemos 
en Honduras, a diferencia de la denominada 
MACCIH que aun es solo un ensayo no 
comprobado y que carece de las 
características previamente señaladas. 

Sin otro particular y expresando nuestras 
más altas muestras de respeto y estima, nos 
despedimos de usted. 

Atentamente, 
OPOSICIÓN INDIGNADA, 
PAUL EMILIO ZEPEDA, 
GABRIELA LILIANA BLEN, 
MARCELA ALEJANDRA 
ORTEGA, 
ARIEL FABRICIO VARELA. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. ADAM SMITH 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday, on Tuesday, November 3, 2015, | 
recorded an erroneous vote on the amend- 
ment offered by Mr. RIBBLE of Wisconsin. | in- 
tended to vote “no” on roll call vote No. 588, 
on agreeing to the Ribble Amendment to H.R. 
22 


EE 


IN RECOGNITION OF JEAN 
MRASEK 


HON. PETE SESSIONS 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, November 4, 2015 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 


recognize the work of an outstanding Texan, 
Jean M. Mrasek, as she recently concluded 
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her distinguished work as Chairman of the Na- 
tional Panhellenic Conference (NPC). 

This conference represents 26 sororities 
with a member base of more than four million 
women at 655 campuses and 4,500 alumnae 
chapters in the United States and Canada. 
Sororities and fraternities are the largest val- 
ues-based organizations on college campuses 
and among the most successful leadership de- 
velopment programs for college students. Na- 
tional sororities are the largest women’s lead- 
ership organizations on hundreds of campuses 
and they continue to grow because of the 
value they provide in helping collegiate women 
become better scholars, leaders, and citizens. 

As Chairman of NPC, Jean was a leading 
voice on contemporary issues of sorority life 
and for all collegiate women. As a proud Uni- 
versity of Tulsa alumna and past national 
president of her sorority Chi Omega, Jean’s 
unyielding passion for Greek life is reflected in 
her lifetime commitment to serving others. 
Under her leadership, NPC has increased 
their membership, developed a new visual 
identity as part of a new communications plan, 
created new forms of risk-management edu- 
cation, and furthered the organizational effec- 
tiveness of the sorority world, speaking for the 
interests of college women everywhere. Jean’s 
long-term commitment to her Chi Omega 
chapter, its international organization, and the 
entire Greek community make her a role 
model for women who aspire to make a dif- 
ference in the lives of other women. 

| have personally had the opportunity to 
work with Jean over the years as she has 
come to Washington to tirelessly advocate for 
students across the country on issues ranging 
from college affordability, improving student 
housing, preserving the vital role of charitable 
support for higher education, and fighting to 
make campuses safer for all students. Jean 
Mrasek has provided exemplary service in ad- 
vancing the NPC’s ability to positively influ- 
ence the lives of so many collegiate women. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my esteemed colleagues 
to join me in wishing her all the best in her fu- 
ture endeavors. 


SE 


HONORING MARIANO ULIBARRI, 
DIRECTOR OF THE LAS VEGAS 
PARACHUTE FACTORY 


HON. BEN RAY LUJAN 


OF NEW MEXICO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. BEN RAY LUJAN of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, | rise today to recognize Mariano 
Ulibarri, Director of the Parachute Factory of 
Las Vegas, for his outstanding work in youth 
community engagement. 

Mr. Ulibarri is the founder of the Parachute 
Factory, a community makerspace that has 
quickly made itself a staple in the Las Vegas 
community. A makerspace is an area where 
individuals are able to congregate and engage 
in creative, do-it-yourself projects that provide 
beneficial skills and goods for their home com- 
munities. After hearing about “Hacker Scouts,” 
an Oakland, California based organization, Mr. 
Ulibarri was inspired to start a local chapter 
within the Las Vegas community. Guild #005 
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has provided the youth of Las Vegas with the 
opportunity to educate their fellow community 
members by hosting demonstrations with local 
groups such as woodworkers and through cul- 
tural skills workshops and a variety of other 
beneficial events. 

The Parachute Factory works in partnership 
with the Media Arts/Tech Department at New 
Mexico Highlands University and the New 
Mexico State Library. This organization has 
been recognized by esteemed entities, such 
as Harvard University’s Graduate School of 
Education, for its innovative approach and ef- 
fective practices toward progressive commu- 
nity engagement and learning. At a time 
where our country needs to invest in more 
Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math 
(STEM) education and skill building for youth, 
minorities, and women, the Parachute Factory 
stands as a shining example for others to 
emulate. Mr. Ulibarri is currently in Wash- 
ington, D.C. attending the “National Science 
Foundation’s 2015 Maker Summit.” His orga- 
nization is among 30 groups selected from 
across the nation that will have the distinct 
honor of presenting about their charitable 
work. 

| applaud Mr. Ulibarri’s service to the com- 
munity and efforts to provide mentoring and 
learning opportunities for young, tech savvy 
children. | congratulate Mr. Ulibarri and the 
Parachute Factory, and thank the entire orga- 
nization for its exceptional service to our com- 
munity. 


EXPRESSING CONCERN WITH FI- 
NANCIAL TRAPS AIMED AT VET- 
ERANS 


HON. JUDY CHU 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Ms. JUDY CHU of California. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise today to speak for veterans as we ap- 
proach Veterans Day this year. These brave 
men and women risked their lives to protect 
us all. Yet, today we have companies actively 
preying on veterans. This is appalling and 
needs to end. 

Some of the worst offenses come from pay- 
day lenders. Payday loans are high-cost, 
small-dollar loans, averaging $300 per loan. 
What makes these loans so dangerous is that 
they have average interest rates in the triple 
digits—at times as high as 391 percent. If at 
the end of the loan period, which typically 
spans two weeks or the next payday, the bor- 
rower cannot pay it off, he or she will be 
forced to take out another loan to pay off the 
first loan in addition to the exorbitant accumu- 
lated interest. This is the beginning of a cycle 
of debt. 

Veterans are highly susceptible to these 
practices and have become a customer base 
for these loan schemes. In fact, payday lend- 
ers have been known to set up around military 
bases. In 2006, Congress passed the Military 
Lending Act to cap interest rates for military 
loans, but even so, these lenders find ways to 
exploit servicemembers, veterans, and military 
families. One study found that 10 percent of 
veterans leave military service with more than 
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$40,000 in debt. If our men and women heed 
the call to defend our country, they should not 
be led to financial traps that could prevent 
them from transitioning to civilian life success- 
fully. 

This Veterans Day, | stand with veterans 
and urge both the private lending sector and 
Congress to do more to protect our veterans, 
who deserve our utmost respect. 


—u 


HONORING THE ZARZYCKI MANOR 
CHAPELS ON THEIR 100TH ANNI- 
VERSARY 


HON. DANIEL LIPINSKI 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
extend my congratulations to the Zarzycki 
Manor Chapels as they commemorate 100 
years of dedicated service to the people of 
Chicagoland. 

For a century, Zarzycki Manor Chapels has 
stood as a pillar of support for Chicagoland 
families in their times of hardship and grief. 
The Zarzycki Manor Chapels’ motto is “Mod- 
ern Service with Traditional Dignity.” By treat- 
ing every family with care and respect, the 
Zarzycki family has earned the admiration and 
gratitude of the community. 

Zarzycki Funeral Home was founded in 
1915 by Ms. Agnes S. Zarzycki; a Polish im- 
migrant and the first woman funeral director of 
Polish descent in Chicago. Ms. Zarzycki and 
her husband Stanislaw ran the funeral parlor 
out of their home throughout the early years of 
the business. Early on they withstood hard 
times and remained dedicated to helping 
grieving families throughout the influenza epi- 
demic. After Stanislaw’s death in 1927, Agnes 
continued to run the Zarzycki Funeral Home 
through the Great Depression. 

Agnes and Stanislaw had five children. 
Their son Casimir took over the business and 
expanded it, creating the Zarzycki Manor 
Chapels. After many successful years, Casimir 
turned the business over to his son, Richard. 
Richard and his wife Charmaine worked to- 
gether at the Zarzycki Manor Chapels for over 
35 years. 

In 2006, Richard passed away leaving the 
business to Charmaine and their two daugh- 
ters, Claudette and Andrea. As third and 
fourth generation female funeral directors, they 
admirably uphold the founders legacy of 
strength, independence, and hard work. 

Today | ask my colleagues to join me in rec- 
ognizing the 100th anniversary of the Zarzycki 
Manor Chapels and honoring the Zarzycki 
family for the care and comfort they provide to 
so many in the community. 


EE 


THE GOFFSTOWN GRIZZLIES 
FOOTBALL TEAM 


HON. FRANK C. GUINTA 


OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Speaker, | rise to salute 
the Goffstown Grizzlies football team in New 
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Hampshire’s First District. The Grizzlies, rep- 
resenting Goffstown High School with just a 
thousand students, have an amazing story of 
perseverance and achievement. 


Thanks to their coach, the team qualified for 
a Division 3 championship a few years ago 
and advanced to Division 1, the toughest in 
the Granite State. Even their fans thought 
competing at that high level would be a tall 
order. 


The Grizzlies are undefeated this season. 
They enter Saturday’s Division 1 playoff game 
ranked number one. It will be their first home 
playoff game. And they got there with exciting 
defense and special teams play, blocking 
punts and returning kickoffs for touchdowns. 


They have the Granite State’s fiercest line- 
backing crew and the sack leader. Their kicker 
boots 45-yard field goals, helping his team to 
average more than 42 points a game. The 
running back rushed for a thousand yards this 
season and scored over twenty touchdowns. 
The Grizzlies have New Hampshire’s most po- 
tent passing attack. 


Their spirited fans make it easy to be a 
Grizzlies fan, not that you’d need any more 
reason to like this impressive team of under- 
dogs, who take on the Second District’s North 
Nashua Titans this weekend. 


| wish both teams well but the Grizzlies a lit- 
tle better. 


EE 


HONOR VETERANS BY STOPPING 
THE DEBT TRAP 


HON. ZOE LOFGREN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, in honor of 
Veterans Day next week | would like to speak- 
out against predatory lending practices that 
target our nation’s veterans. Earlier this year, 
the Department of Defense finalized its rules 
under the Military Lending Act that would pro- 
tect our service members and their families 
from the endless cycle of debt frequently cre- 
ated by payday loans. 


However, the MLA does not provide these 
same protections to those brave women and 
men who have already served their country. 
There are already many challenges for vet- 
erans reentering civilian life. The threat of 
being taken advantage of by unscrupulous 
lenders does not need to be added to the list. 


It is within the Consumer Financial Protec- 
tion Bureau’s authority to protect our veterans 
from the predatory payday lending industry. 
They must act to end the dangerous payday 
loan debt trap by creating strong consumer 
protections and encouraging innovative alter- 
natives for veterans who need short-term, 
emergency loans to make ends meet. 


It is my hope that the CFPB will make this 
issue a priority and quickly provide the finan- 
cial protections our veterans deserve. 
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RECOGNIZING LANCE CORPORAL 
BRANDON RUMBAUGH FOR RAIS- 
ING AWARENESS FOR OUR NA- 
TION’S HOMELESS VETERANS 


HON. BILL SHUSTER 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Lance Corporal Brandon Rumbaugh 
for his service to our country and his dedica- 
tion to raising awareness for our nation’s 
homeless veterans. 

Following two combat deployments and the 
loss of his legs in the line of service in Af- 
ghanistan, Brandon has begun a remarkable 
campaign to raise awareness about the dif- 
ficulties many veterans face after returning 
home from deployment, namely homeless- 
ness. On November 1, 2015, the anniversary 
of his injury, Brandon started his journey to 
advocate for homeless veterans by living ex- 
clusively on the streets of Uniontown for the 
month. 

Through his efforts, Brandon hopes to raise 
awareness and educate the public about the 
challenges and employment needs veterans 
face when they come home. It is my privilege 
to help Brandon bring awareness to this issue, 
as the plight veterans face continues to go 
unaddressed in many places across the coun- 
try. 
Today | am honored to thank Brandon for 
his service to our nation as well as his dedica- 
tion to his fellow veterans. He is hero and a 
role model for all of us. Furthermore, | am 
hopeful his efforts will help illustrate the ne- 
cessity for continued local, state, and national 
responses to the needs of our veterans. 


IRANIAN HOSTAGE CRISIS 
HON. TED POE 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, November 
4th marks the anniversary of an important 
date in U.S.-lranian relations. 

On this date in 1979, only a few months 
after the Shah was deposed and the radical, 
anti-American, Islamist Ayatollah Khomeini 
was placed in power, a group of young Islamic 
revolutionaries made their anger with the 
United States known to the world. 

The group stormed the U.S. Embassy in 
Tehran and took over 60 American hostages. 
The revolutionaries were angry about Presi- 
dent Carters decision to allow the recently 
ousted Shah into the U.S. for cancer treatment 
and general American interference in their af- 
fairs. 

Hostages were blindfolded, bound, beaten, 
sometimes tortured, subjected to solitary con- 
finement and unsanitary conditions, and even 
underwent mock executions. 

Richard Morefield, the Consul General of 
the U.S. Embassy in Tehran recounted that he 
was subjected to three mock executions, the 
first being on his second night in captivity. 

He was awakened in the middle of the 
night, herded into a van with other hostages, 
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driven somewhere, dragged into a shower 
room, seated on a bench, and made to think 
he would die there and then. 

Al Golacinski, John Limbert, and Rick Kupke 
were also subjected to mock executions. They 
too were awakened in the middle of the night, 
forced to remove their clothing, blindfolded 
and marched into a basement where the cal- 
lous guards made it seem they were about to 
be executed by firing squad. The guards 
pulled their triggers to their unloaded weapons 
and laughed. 

These hostages lived in emotional 
physical turmoil for 444 days. 

Though 13 of the hostages were released 
after a short time, diplomatic means to free 
the rest of the hostages failed. President Car- 
ter tried to build pressure through economic 
sanctions and frozen assets. 

Then, Ronald Reagan was elected presi- 
dent. Minutes after his inauguration, the Ira- 
nians freed the remaining hostages. 

This event left a lasting impression on 
American foreign policy. 

Sanctions that began as a result of the Ira- 
nian hostage crisis increased over 36 years as 
Iran built up its illegal nuclear weapons pro- 
gram, conducted terrorist attacks against inno- 
cent civilians around the world, and violated 
the human rights of its own people. 

That is until President Obama decided to 
ease sanctions on this enemy nation as part 
of a disastrous new “deal.” On this November 
4, 36 years after the start of the hostage cri- 
sis, we have not forgotten. And, we have not 
forgiven. 

And that’s just the way it is. 
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RECOGNIZING KIN ON FOR THEIR 
30 YEARS OF SERVICE 


HON. ADAM SMITH 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise to recognize the Kin On organization and 
its thirty years of service to the senior citizens 
of the Seattle area. 

From the beginning, Kin On has been an 
important part of our community and has been 
integral to serving seniors with respect and 
dignity. Through their provision of health, so- 
cial, and education services, Kin On encour- 
ages Asian adults and seniors to remain men- 
tally, physically, and socially active. Programs 
like these are models for other care facilities, 
as they keep seniors engaged and healthy in 
comprehensive and culturally sensitive ways. 

It is also encouraging to know that Kin On 
will expand its services and facilities in Se- 
attle, expanding their capacity to serve the 
community. | am confident that the addition of 
a community center, assisted living, and adult 
family home—as well as a short-term rehab 
and sun room—will greatly enhance the expe- 
riences of those who benefit from Kin On’s 
wide array of services. 

Once again, | want to thank Kin On for its 
service and congratulate them on thirty years 
of hard work and success in serving our sen- 
ior community. | look forward to hearing about 
their future accomplishments. 


and 
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CONGRATULATING SHERRY 
LEVESQUE ON HER _  40-YEAR 
BOWLING CAREER 


HON. BILLY LONG 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. LONG. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to con- 
gratulate Sherry Levesque of Springfield, Mis- 
souri, on her successful 40-year career of 
dedication to the growth of bowling in our 
community and to wish her a happy retire- 
ment. 

Since 1996, Sherry has worked at Andy B’s 
bowling lanes in Springfield, but has been 
around the sport in many capacities since 
1975. In the early part of her career, she be- 
came the first woman to ever tally a 300 score 
at Hazelwood Bowl and was featured on tele- 
vision in competition at the old Arena Bowl. 
While her career as a competitive bowler is re- 
markable, however, it is Sherry’s dedication to 
bring others into the sport that makes her truly 
unique. 

After moving to Springfield in 1982, she 
began working at Walnut Bowl (now Light- 
house Lanes) building their junior bowling pro- 
gram. At that position, she also became the 
director of the Greater Springfield American 
Bowlers Congress and Greater Springfield 
Women’s International Bowling Congress. 
Then, she started more youth programs upon 
moving to Century Lanes in 1987, which ulti- 
mately earned her a distinguished service in- 
duction into the Springfield Women’s Bowling 
Association in 1994. Around the same time, 
she was named president of the Missouri 
State Youth Bowling Association. 

After being named General Manager of 
Andy B’s in 1997, she continued cultivating 
the area bowling community and was named 
Manager of the Year by the Bowling Propri- 
etors Association of America in 2012. 

Mr. Speaker, | extend my appreciation to 
Sherry for the invaluable positive impact she 
has made on so many young people in my 
district, and wish her a happy—and well- 
earned—retirement. The way in which she 
used her passion of bowling to touch so many 
lives for the better truly serves as an example 
of the human spirit we can all learn from and 
makes me proud to represent her and the rest 
of Missouri's Seventh Congressional District. 


Ee 


OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 


HON. MIKE COFFMAN 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. COFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, on January 
20, 2009, the day President Obama took of- 
fice, the national debt was 
$10,626,877,048,913.08. 

Today, it is $18,492,091,120,833.99. We’ve 
added $7,865,214,071,920.91 to our debt in 6 
years. This is over $7.5 trillion in debt our na- 
tion, our economy, and our children could 
have avoided with a balanced budget amend- 
ment. 
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RECOGNIZING HABITAT FOR HU- 
MANITY OF TACOMA AND 
PIERCE COUNTY FOR THEIR 30 
YEARS OF SERVICE 


HON. ADAM SMITH 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise to honor Habitat for Humanity of Tacoma 
and Pierce County for their thirty years of in- 
valuable housing assistance and support to 
families throughout our region. 

Since 1985, this organization has been 
dedicated to building quality and affordable 
housing for families from all walks of life, offer- 
ing an opportunity for families who are other- 
wise unable to obtain proper financing to 
achieve their dream of homeownership. 

In order to qualify for a home, families must 
contribute five hundred hours on the construc- 
tion of their or someone else’s home, which in 
turn fosters a sense of ownership and a great- 
er sense of unity in the community. In the last 
year alone, the organization built fourteen new 
homes and renovated almost a dozen others, 
providing a better living situation for over 
eighty adults and children. 

This positive impact on the lives of families 
would not have been possible without the vi- 
sion and devotion that Habitat for Humanity of 
Tacoma and Pierce County and its countless 
volunteers have shown. They have played a 
key role in making Pierce County a better 
place to live—both for their clients and the 
community at large. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with great honor that | rec- 
ognize the work of Habitat for Humanity of Ta- 
coma and Pierce County on their thirtieth anni- 
versary as a positive contributor to the com- 
munity. Their commitment to lifting up the lives 
of so many Pierce County families over three 
decades is admirable and | look forward to 
their future positive impacts. 


EE 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE 150TH AN- 
NIVERSARY OF MONTGOMERY 
EMANCIPATION OBSERVANCES 


HON. MIKE ROGERS 


OF ALABAMA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, | 
ask for the House’s attention today to recog- 
nize the 150th anniversary of the Montgomery 
community observing the signing of the Eman- 
cipation Proclamation which started on Janu- 
ary 1, 1866. 

On January 1, 2002, a historic marker was 
placed at One Court Square in downtown 
Montgomery to help highlight Montgomery’s 
first observance. On January 1, 2016, the 
Emancipation Association of Montgomery will 
once again celebrate the signing of the Eman- 
cipation Proclamation. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me in wishing the 
Emancipation Association of Montgomery as 
well as the City of Montgomery a memorable 
150th anniversary celebrating the signing of 
the Emancipation Proclamation. 
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HONORING DRS. AZIZ SANCAR AND 
PAUL MODRICH 


HON. DAVID E. PRICE 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise today to congratulate the University of 
North Carolina School of Medicine’s Dr. Aziz 
Sancar and Duke University School of Medi- 
cine’s Dr. Paul Modrich on receiving the 2015 
Nobel Prize for chemistry. 


This is a remarkable accomplishment for 
Drs. Sancar and Modrich and for the univer- 
sities and researchers who support their work. 
As a UNC graduate and a former Duke pro- 
fessor, | am especially thrilled with the an- 
nouncement. 


Drs. Sancar and Modrich were awarded the 
prize in recognition of their work with Dr. 
Thomas Lindhal of Britain on DNA mismatch 
repair. The consensus of the scientific commu- 
nity is that this is critically important work that 
could pave the way for innovative new treat- 
ments for cancer and other diseases. 


Dr. Aziz Sancar is the Sarah Graham Kenan 
Professor of Biochemistry and Biophysics at 
the University of North Carolina School of 
Medicine. A native of Savur-Mardin, Turkey 
and the first Turkish-American Member of the 
National Academy of Sciences, Dr. Sancar 
runs the Sancar Lab at UNC, directing the uni- 
versity’s biomedical research. He has called 
North Carolina home since 1982, and he and 
his wife Gwen created the Turkish House in 
Chapel Hill and are spearheading efforts to 
create a permanent Turkish Center at UNC. 


Dr. Paul Modrich is the James B. Duke Pro- 
fessor of Biochemistry at Duke University and 
a Member of the Duke Cancer Institute. He 
has been an investigator at the Howard 
Hughes Medical Institute for over 20 years. He 
heads the Modrich Lab, which has been re- 
sponsible for a number of major innovations in 
cancer and biomedical research. He has been 
at Duke since 1976. 


This announcement is another important re- 
minder that Congress must renew its commit- 
ment to research and innovation. Roughly, 
two-thirds of our nation’s basic research is di- 
rectly supported by federal agencies. Federal 
funding from the NIH and CDC provides re- 
searchers with critical financial support, and it 
is one of the most important investments we 
can make both for public health and the econ- 
omy. Biomedical research alone creates mil- 
lions of jobs and adds two dollars to the econ- 
omy for every dollar invested. We must re- 
verse the shortsighted cuts to research fund- 
ing imposed by Congress in recent years and 
once again make robust investments in the 
sort of research conducted by Drs. Modrich 
and Sancar. 


| join with well-wishers from North Carolina 
and around the world to congratulate Dr. 
Modrich and Dr. Sancar on their historic ac- 
complishment, and | am proud that these two 
world-class leaders in biomedical research call 
the Triangle home. 
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HONORING TURLOCK CITY 
MANAGER ROY WASDEN 


HON. JEFF DENHAM 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
acknowledge and honor Turlock City Manager 
Roy Wasden on his retirement; and to person- 
ally thank him for his many years of dedication 
and profound service to the Turlock commu- 
nity. 

Joining the City of Turlock in June of 2009, 
Mr. Wasden took on the chief role of city man- 
ager and became responsible for the efficient 
and effective management of city services. 
Over the course of his career, Mr. Wasden 
has brought large corporations to Turlock and 
paved the way for countless new job positions 
for its residents. His exemplary customer serv- 
ice was vital to landing these new employers 
to the community. 


Mr. Wasden was instrumental in the con- 
struction of projects that immensely benefited 
the City of Turlock including the new Public 
Safety Facility, the Carnegie Arts Center, the 
development of the Regional Transit Facility, 
and the construction of the new affordable 
housing project called Avena Bella, as well as 
the large upgrades to the Regional Water 
Quality Control Facility. These successful 
projects were achievements that have greatly 
and positively impacted the economic develop- 
ment in Turlock. 


Leading the efforts to balance the City of 
Turlock’s budget, Mr. Wasden has executed 
the task with efficient management and good 
planning. The city is fiscally sound and con- 
tinues to provide a high level of service to the 
community. 


Before Mr. Wasden’s leadership role with 
the City of Turlock, he spent many years in a 
variety of public service positions, including 
more than 30 years working in law enforce- 
ment. In 2000, Mr. Wasden was sworn in as 
Chief of Police for the City of Modesto Police 
Department. In 2002, the Modesto Police De- 
partment was involved in the investigation of 
the infamous murder case of Laci Peterson, 
which gained national recognition. It was 
under Mr. Wasden’s leadership that the de- 
partment was credited for successfully han- 
dling this renowned investigation. He was an 
asset to the police department throughout the 
complex case. 


Mr. Wasden’s proudest accomplishment is 
the life he created with his high school sweet- 
heart, Linda Wasden. They have been married 
for 40 years and together have been blessed 
with 7 children and 13 grandchildren. 


Mr. Speaker, please join me in honoring 
Turlock City Manager Roy Wasden on his re- 
tirement and thanking him for his exemplary 
leadership and service to the community of 
Turlock. We wish him continued success in his 
retirement and future endeavors. 
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RECOGNIZING SEED’S 40TH 
ANNIVERSARY 


HON. ADAM SMITH 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise to honor SouthEast Effective Development 
(SEED), a nonprofit from Seattle, Washington, 
on its 40th anniversary. 


SEED was founded in 1975 with the pur- 
pose of revitalizing struggling neighborhoods 
in Southeast Seattle. During that time, many 
community members lacked access to much- 
needed resources and the area was riddled 
with deteriorating infrastructure. As a result, 
SEED made it their mission to improve the 
quality of life in Southeast Seattle through a 
series of economic development, housing, and 
cultural programs. 


SEED is regarded by many as having been 
integral to rejuvenating one of the area’s most 
historic business districts—Columbia City— 
and generating several other thriving commer- 
cial areas. Other projects have included the 
Rainier Valley Cultural Center, Rainier Valley 
Square, Washington Care Center, and The 
Dakota at Rainier Court. SEED’s approach to 
economic development, which includes col- 
laborations with the private sector, govern- 
ment, and non-profits, has proven to be a suc- 
cessful model. The result has been not only 
new commercial development, but also in- 
creased capacity in neighborhoods to lay the 
groundwork for future success. 


The organization’s housing programs have 
also had a tremendous impact, including the 
addition of over 1,000 affordable housing units 
for low-income families. In 2005, one of 
SEED’s housing development projects won 
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
Phoenix Award for its successful restoration of 
a contaminated building into a livable space. 
SEED is also credited for bringing the first 
medical clinic and the first senior living com- 
munity to the area. 


In addition, SEED has worked to cultivate a 
more active arts and cultural scene in South- 
east Seattle. The SEEDarts program has re- 
modeled several structures into art galleries 
and performing arts theaters, and organized 
cultural events that have become staple com- 
munity activities. Through SEEDarts, as well 
as its other programs, SEED continuously 
strives to nurture a stronger sense of commu- 
nity in Southeast Seattle. 


Mr. Speaker, it is with great honor that | rec- 
ognize and congratulate SEED for its four dec- 
ades of service to Southeast Seattle. SEED’s 
enduring commitment to the strength and vital- 
ity of our community is truly admirable, and | 
look forward to hearing about their future suc- 
cesses. 
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IN RECOGNITION OF MR. CARLOS 
LEON-CAMPOS’ RETIREMENT 
FROM THE OFFICE OF THE CAO 


HON. DONALD S. BEYER, JR. 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. BEYER. Mr. Speaker, | ask my col- 
leagues to join me in recognizing Mr. Carlos 
Leon-Campos of Arlington, Virginia, on the oc- 
casion of his retirement on November 13, 
2015 after more than 31 years of service to 
the United States House of Representatives. 

Carlos Leon began his career with the 
House in September 1984 as a File Clerk for 
Congressman Bill Nichols (D-AL). Simulta- 
neously, he held a patronage job operating the 
Member's elevator in the U.S. Capitol. It was 
while working this distinguished position that 
he had the occasion to meet several high-pro- 
file individuals. He greeted Tip O'Neill on ar- 
rival every day with his customary cigar. He 
was lucky enough to meet other notables such 
as Margaret Thatcher, Mikhail Gorbachev, 
Actor Telly Savalas, and former U.S. Presi- 
dent, George H.W. Bush. 

Carlos transitioned to work for the Clerk of 
the House, the esteemed Donnald K. Ander- 
son, in 1991. He truly enjoyed working for Mr. 
Anderson, but when the Republicans won the 
House in 1995, a Chief Administrative Office 
(CAO) was established. Carlos went on to 
work for Scott Faulkner, Acting CAO, and Jeff 
Trandahl, Clerk of the House, and in 1997, 
settled into the job as Inventory Account 
Counselor under CAO Jay Eagen. He re- 
ceived the Distinguished Service Award, the 
highest honor given by the CAO, for his exem- 
plary service to the Office of the CAO. 

He was promoted to Supervisor, Inventory 
under the Asset Management department, and 
quickly rose to Manager, Inventory for Logis- 
tics & Support under CAO Dan Strodel. Most 
of his career has been spent working for the 
Logistics & Support Department under various 
CAOs. After 25 years with one organization, 
he recently received the Employee Length of 
Service Award given by the House Officers. 

Carlos reported to the Assistant CAO, Cam 
Arthur, for many years. However, most re- 
cently he has reported to Rhonda Shaffer, Di- 
rector, and Tom Coyne, Chief Logistics Offi- 
cer, of the newly formed Asset Management 
group. Carlos has always had an encyclopedic 
mind and knows massive amounts of historical 
knowledge of the House and its workings. He 
is beloved by his employees and they respect 
his leadership. His talents were recognized at 
a reception hosted by Ed Cassidy, CAO, on 
October 14, 2015, with a certificate and en- 
graved pen, which acknowledged his contribu- 
tions to supporting the new organization. 

Some of his most memorable experiences 
in his time of working for the CAO include at- 
tending Ronald Reagan’s Inauguration in the 
bitter cold and the Capitol Dome Tour, person- 
ally given by Congressman HARPER of Mis- 
sissippi. He remembers that the view of Wash- 
ington, D.C. from the Capitol Dome is breath- 
taking and unmatched. 

In retirement, Carlos plans to move to At- 
lanta, Georgia, where he will pursue art and 
painting. He also plans to expand his hobby of 
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attending estate sales, and to visit his family 
more often in Lima, Peru. Mr. Speaker, | ask 
my colleagues to join me in thanking Carlos 
Leon-Campos for his service and contributions 
to the U.S. House of Representatives. | want 
to thank Carlos Leon for his commitment to 
public service, and | wish him and his family 
all the best. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. MARK TAKAI 


OF HAWAII 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. TAKAI. Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday, No- 
vember 3, 2015, | was absent from the House 
due to illness. Due to my absence, | am not 
recorded on any legislative measures for the 
day. 

Had | been present, | would have voted 
“no” on Roll Call 583, the Motion on Ordering 
the Previous Question on the Rule providing 
for consideration of House Amendments to 
Senate Amendments to H.R. 22. 

| would have voted “no” on Roll Call 584, 
the Rule providing for consideration of the 
House Amendments to Senate Amendments 
to H.R. 22. 

| would have voted “yea” on Roll Call 585, 
for H. Res. 354, expressing the sense of the 
House of Representatives regarding the safety 
and security of Jewish communities in Europe. 

| would have voted “yea” on Roll Call 586, 
the Swalwell of California Part B Amendment 
No. 2 to Rules Print 114-32. 

| would have voted “no” on Roll Call 587, 
the Gosar of Arizona Part B Amendment No. 
5 to Rules Print 114-32. 

| would have voted “no” on Roll Call 588, 
the Ribble of Wisconsin Part B Amendment 
No. 14 to Rules Print 114-32. 

| would have voted “yea” on Roll Call 589, 
the Brown of Florida Part B Amendment No. 
15 to Rules Print 114-32. 

| would have voted “yea” on Roll Call 590, 
the Lynch of Massachusetts Part B Amend- 
ment No. 29 to Rules Print 114-32. 

| would have voted “yea” on Roll Call 591, 
the Takano of California Part B Amendment 
No. 31 to Rules Print 114-32. 

| would have voted “yea” on Roll Call 592, 
the Brownley of California Part B Amendment 
No. 32 to Rules Print 114-32. 

| would have voted “yea” on Roll Call 593, 
the Radewagen of American Samoa Part B 
Amendment No. 34 to Rules Print 114-32. 


HONORING JEFF SHIELDS 
HON. JEFF DENHAM 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
acknowledge and honor South San Joaquin Ir- 
rigation District General Manager Jeff Shields 
on his retirement; and to personally thank him 
for his many years of profound service to 
South San Joaquin County. 

While attending college at Humboldt State 
University, Jeff studied biological science and 
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natural resources management and graduated 
with his Bachelor's of Science degree. He has 
also invested time serving our great nation in 
the U.S. Air Force. 

Working as the general manager for other 
irrigation companies, such as Emerald Public 
Utility District in Oregon and Trinity Public Util- 
ity District in Northern California, amply pre- 
pared Jeff for his extensive role at South San 
Joaquin Irrigation District. He began with the 
company in June of 2004, and after 3 short 
years was appointed as the general manager. 

During Jeff's tenure with South San Joaquin 
Irrigation District, he was instrumental in im- 
plementing successful advances to the region. 
A solar farm was built to provide power to the 
Nick C. DeGroot Water Treatment Plant which 
supplies the drinking water to Manteca, 
Lathrop and Tracy at a minimum cost. In addi- 
tion, an award winning, state of the art pres- 
surized water delivery system was built called 
the Division 9 Irrigation Enhancement Project. 
This project has received numerous state, na- 
tional, and international awards and recogni- 
tion. 

One of Jeff's most notable contributions was 
successfully getting the approval for South 
San Joaquin Irrigation District to become the 
retail electric provider in its service territory. 
Because of this accomplishment, all current 
PG&E customers in Escalon, Manteca and 
Ripon will see a 15% rate discount. This is a 
great triumph for the citizens of South San 
Joaquin County. 

With California experiencing its fourth con- 
secutive year in a serious drought, Jeff has 
expertly managed the irrigation district through 
its most difficult water delivery year in the dis- 
tricts history. He is implementing a succession 
plan that would assure a smooth transition to 
new management as they continue to work 
through the severe drought. Jeff plans on con- 
tinuing his active involvement in water and en- 
ergy issues. 

Being involved in the community is impor- 
tant to Jeff, as he is a member of the Manteca 
Rotary Club and a director for the Give Every 
Child a Chance organization. He is on the 
board of The Utility Reform Network, as well 
as the board of the Local Energy Aggregation 
Network. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me in honoring and 
commending the outstanding contributions 
made to the South San Joaquin County Irriga- 
tion District by the General Manager Jeff 
Shields. We wish him continued success in his 
retirement and his future endeavors. 
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RECOGNIZING HILARY STERN ON 
HER RETIREMENT 


HON. ADAM SMITH 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise to honor Hilary Stern, Executive Director 
at Casa Latina, on her retirement after twenty- 
one years of hard and dedicated work that has 
built opportunities and provided a voice for 
members of the Latino community in Seattle. 

Prior to starting Casa Latina, a Seattle- 
based non-profit, Hilary sensed tension be- 
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tween the incoming Latino workers and the 
community at large. In response, Hilary found- 
ed Casa Latina in 1994 and began offering 
services on the sidewalks and in borrowed 
space. These services included English class- 
es and educational street theater productions. 

Despite the positive impact of these serv- 
ices, Hilary believed that Casa Latina could do 
more. This drove her to expand the scope of 
Casa Latina’s services to also assist members 
of the Latino community to achieve greater 
economic gains and to participate to higher 
degrees in civic efforts. With this vision, Hilary 
was able to transform Casa Latina into a 
large, nonprofit social organization that fo- 
cused on providing a variety of educational 
and economic opportunities for hundreds of 
Latino men and women living in Seattle. 
These services included its previous, tradi- 
tional programs, along with others, such as 
day labor employment, workplace safety and 
job skill trainings, leadership development and 
dealing with issues of public policy that affect 
immigrant workers. 

After two decades at Casa Latina, Hilary re- 
cently announced that a new Executive Direc- 
tor would take her place in early 2016. Despite 
moving on from the role of Executive Director, 
Hilary plans to continue to be actively involved 
in contributing towards building a better soci- 
ety for everyone both within and outside of 
Seattle. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with great honor that | rec- 
ognize and congratulate Hilary Stern on her 
outstanding work as Executive Director for 
Casa Latina. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING SPRINGFIELD RE- 
MANUFACTURING CORPORATION 
FOR THEIR RECERTIFICATION AS 
A VOLUNTARY PROTECTION PRO- 
GRAMS STAR SITE 


HON. BILLY LONG 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. LONG. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in rec- 
ognition of Springfield ReManufacturing Cor- 
poration’s (SRC) employee owners, who have 
recently earned their workplace’s recertifi- 
cation as a Voluntary Protection Programs 
(VPP) Star Site, making it their 20th consecu- 
tive year to be hailed with that commendation 
by the Occupational Safety and Health Admin- 
istration (OSHA). 

OSHA’s VPP program encourages private 
industry and federal agencies to prevent work- 
place hazards by emphasizing better worker 
and management cooperation and analysis in- 
volvement. The program’s goal is to achieve 
injury and illness rates that are below National 
Bureau of Labor Statistics averages for re- 
spective industries. A “Star” certification is the 
highest level of recognition OSHA offers, and 
denotes that a site has exemplary workplace 
standards and health management programs. 

The employee owners at SRC have worked 
for many years to achieve this goal, and will 
be formally receiving their award this Friday, 
November 6, 2015, at a celebratory ceremony 
and luncheon. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to help rec- 
ognize SRC for this great achievement and 
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wish its workers a joyous and well-earned 
celebration of their success. The corporation’s 
employee ownership, “Open Book Manage- 
ment,” philosophy has clearly payed off. This 
commendation is proof that their employees 
have made Missouris Seventh Congressional 
district a better place to work and, in turn, a 
better place to live. 


Ee 


HONORING THE LEGACY OF PAUL 
JENNINGS 


HON. TOM PRICE 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
today | would like to speak about the unfortu- 
nate passing of a good friend, Paul Jennings. 
Having known Paul for years, including back 
in my time in the Georgia General Assembly, 
| Know personally his hard work ethic and the 
legacy he will leave behind with those he’s in- 
fluenced. 


After a successful marketing career in Man- 
hattan, Paul came to the state of Georgia in 
1970 to work for Decatur Federal Savings and 
Loan. During his two decades with the com- 
pany, Paul helped Decatur Federal become a 
leading mortgage lender in Georgia from his 
position of Senior Vice President of Marketing. 
Paul was a leader of local and national mar- 
keting organizations, where he was able to be 
a mentor and role model to students and 
young professionals alike. From 1998 to 2002, 
| was able to serve alongside my friend, Paul, 
where he served in the Georgia State House 
of Representatives. 


A man of Paul Jennings’ integrity and com- 
passion is hard to come by. In his free time, 
Paul served on the boards of the United Way, 
DeKalb Medical Center, arts groups, and other 
local nonprofits that continue to serve the peo- 
ple of Georgia, just as Paul did. On behalf of 
the Sixth District of Georgia, we extend our 
thoughts and prayers to Paul’s wife Edna, his 
daughter Jan, and his sons Danny, David, and 
Tommy. 


EE 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. BILL HUIZENGA 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today regarding a missed vote on Tues- 
day, November 3, 2015. Had | been present 
for roll call vote number 585, H. Res. 354, Ex- 
pressing the sense of the House of Rep- 
resentatives regarding the safety and security 
of Jewish communities in Europe, | would 
have voted “yea.” 
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RECOGNIZING JILL WAKEFIELD ON 
HER RETIREMENT 


HON. ADAM SMITH 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise to honor Jill Wakefield, Chancellor of Se- 
attle Colleges, on her retirement after her forty 
impactful years working in higher education 
throughout Seattle. 


Prior to becoming Chancellor in 2009, Jill 
was already deeply involved in the Seattle’s 
higher education community, having served in 
various capacities at South Seattle College 
(SSC) for more than thirty years. Jill began 
her tenure at South Seattle College as a pro- 
gram assistant in the Veterans office and her 
hard work resulted in a series of promotions; 
culminating with her tenure as President. 
While leading South Seattle Community Col- 
lege, Jill oversaw the development of leading- 
edge programs and upgrades to campus facili- 
ties. 


Upon being named Chancellor of Seattle 
Colleges, Jill's focus shifted to increasing the 
number of four-year degrees available and 
leading a district-wide initiative to promote 
green and sustainable programs. She also fa- 
cilitated numerous grants and initiatives that 
supported both student success and retention, 
such as the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation’s 
Pathway to Completion and the City of Se- 
attle’s Pathways to Careers grants. Her suc- 
cess as Chancellor was quickly recognized 
throughout the Seattle area when she was 
named a 2010 Woman of Influence by the 
Puget Sound Business Journal, and later as 
one of 2012’s Most Influential People by Se- 
attle Magazine. 


Jill has devoted her time and expertise to 
other higher education organizations as well, 
including service on multiple boards for Seattle 
University and as President of the League for 
Innovation at SSC. Furthermore, she has 
served on the National Advisory Committee of 
Presidents for the Association of Community 
College Trustees and a variety of other boards 
that focused on not only improving higher edu- 
cation, but the general well-being of people 
throughout Washington State. 


After six years of amazing work, Jill an- 
nounced earlier this year that she would retire 
in June. Upon her retirement, Jill leaves be- 
hind a lasting legacy as the district’s first fe- 
male Chancellor. Despite her departure, Jill is 
confident in the foundation that has been cre- 
ated for Seattle Community Colleges in edu- 
cating the workforce of tomorrow. 


Mr. Speaker, it is with great honor that | rec- 
ognize and congratulate Jill Wakefield on her 
retirement and outstanding work as the Chan- 
cellor for Seattle Colleges. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


THE INTRODUCTION OF THE DIS- 
TRICT OF COLUMBIA MEDICAID 
REIMBURSEMENT ACT OF 2015 


HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 


OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, today, | intro- 
duce the District of Columbia Medicaid Reim- 
bursement Act of 2015 as open enrollment be- 
gins this week for the Patient Protection and 
Affordable Care Act. That important legislation, 
among other things, expands eligibility for 
Medicaid to reduce the number of Americans 
without health insurance. My bill increases the 
federal government’s reimbursement for a por- 
tion of the District's Medicaid costs from 70 to 
80 percent. In 2012-2013, New York City, the 
jurisdiction that powers the economy of New 
York State, contributes a 20 percent share for 
Medicaid costs, while the state pays 33 per- 
cent, less than the District's federally man- 
dated 30 percent contribution. 


Medicaid is financed mostly by the federal 
government and the states. However, the Dis- 
trict, a city with no state to contribute to it, 
must alone absorb the state portion of Med- 
icaid. Thus, the District pays for 30 percent of 
Medicaid, more than any U.S. city. Consid- 
ering the difference in the size of its tax base, 
the District should certainly contribute no more 
than the New York City contribution to Med- 
icaid. Therefore, my bill would raise the fed- 
eral contribution to the District's Medicaid pro- 
gram to 80 percent, equal to that of New York 
City. 

Under the National Capital Revitalization 
and Self-Government Improvement Act of 
1997 (Revitalization Act), Congress recog- 
nized that state costs are inappropriate for any 
city to shoulder. To address this unfairness to 
the District, the Revitalization Act transferred 
certain, but not all, state responsibilities from 
the District to the federal government, includ- 
ing the cost of prisons and courts, and in- 
creased the federal Medicaid reimbursement 
to the District from 50 to 70 percent, partially 
relieving this burden. The city continues to 
carry many state costs, however. 


In 1997, a formula error in the Medicaid Dis- 
proportionate Share Hospital allotment re- 
duced the 70 percent Federal Medical Assist- 
ance Percentage share, and, as a result, the 
District received only $23 million instead of the 
$49 million it was due. | was able to secure a 
technical correction in the Balanced Budget 
Act of 1999, partially increasing the annual al- 
lotment to $32 million from fiscal year 2000 
forward. | appreciate that in 2005, Congress 
responded to our effort to get an additional an- 
nual increase of $20 million in the budget rec- 
onciliation bill, bringing DC’s Medicaid reim- 
bursements to $57 million, as intended by the 
Revitalization Act. However, this amount did 
not reimburse the District for the years the 
federal error denied the city part of its rightful 
federal contribution. 


| urge my colleagues to join me in sup- 
porting the bill. 


November 4, 2015 
HONORING MR. TOM BORDEAUX 


HON. EARL L. “BUDDY” CARTER 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize Savannah Alderman Tom 
Bordeaux and his dedicated service to the Sa- 
vannah City Council. 

About seven months away from the end of 
his four-year term, Savannah Alderman Tom 
Bordeaux announced that he will not run for 
re-election. Mr. Bordeaux is serving the final 
year of his first term after defeating two oppo- 
nents in 2012. As an alderman at-large, Post 
2, Mr. Bordeaux’s district covers all of Savan- 
nah. When he announced his candidacy in 
2011, Mr. Bordeaux said his priorities included 
building unity and focusing on sound fiscal 
oversight. 

Mr. Bordeaux grew up in Savannah and 
graduated from Savannah High in 1971. He 
then attended the University of Georgia where 
he received his bachelor’s degree in 1975 and 
his law degree in 1979. Following school, Mr. 
Bordeaux returned to Savannah to practice 
law, and has continued to practice ever since. 
Before joining the council, he served eight 
terms from 1991 to 2007 in the Georgia 
House of Representatives. Mr. Bordeaux was 
also elected dean of the Chatham County leg- 
islative delegation. Although Mr. Bordeaux has 
decided to not seek re-election, he hopes to 
continue serving the community in other ways. 
Mr. Bordeaux says that his ticket to living in 
the Savannah area is to be involved, and that 
is exactly what he intends to do. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege to join Mr. 
Tom Bordeaux’s colleagues, family and friends 
in honoring his many years of hard work and 
dedication to our community. 


m 


ACKNOWLEDGING MARTIN VAN 
BUREN SASSER, JR. 


HON. JEFF DENHAM 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
acknowledge Mr. Martin Van Buren Sasser, Jr. 
of Tracy, for his outstanding military service as 
a World War II Bomber Crewman and his ex- 
ceptional dedication to Southern Pacific Trans- 
portation Company as a longtime employee. 
The beloved husband, father, and community 
member passed away on October 27, 2015. 

In Beatrice, Nebraska on June 9, 1924, 
Martin Sasser, Jr. was born to Martin and 
Leota Sasser. At the age of four, Martin and 
his family moved to Tracy, California, which 
became their lifelong hometown. He attended 
school in Tracy throughout his youth and grad- 
uated from Tracy High School in 1942. After 
his high school graduation, Martin became an 
employee of the Southern Pacific Transpor- 
tation Company, which has played a vast role 
in railroad transportation since 1865. 

After working on behalf of Southern Pacific, 
Martin enlisted in the U.S. Army Air Corps. He 
held numerous personnel positions, including 
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that of tail-gunner and belly-gunner for the 
Boeing B-17 Flying Fortress during its World 
War II deployment. Martin completed thirty-five 
bombing missions out of England, towards tar- 
gets residing in France and Germany and was 
involved in the first United States raid over 
Berlin. Martin also participated in one of the 
most notorious events of World War Il, assist- 
ing in the D-Day bombing missions in support 
of the Normandy Landings. 

At the end of World War II, Mr. Sasser re- 
turned to Tracy after passing through Fox, 
Oklahoma. During this passage through Okla- 
homa, he met his wife, Alice, whom Martin 
would return to Tracy with. 

Once home in Tracy, Mr. Sasser returned to 
Southern Pacific Transportation Company, 
where he resumed working as a crew-dis- 
patcher. After numerous years of diligent work, 
Mr. Martin Sasser retired as a Southern Pa- 
cific agent in 1984. Martin also developed and 
marketed a recreational balance board called 
the “Tilt-O-Bord.” This device was not only 
creative, but highly enjoyable. 

Martin’s dedication to his community and 
fellow brothers and sisters in arms, both 
former and current, was evident through the 
work he did throughout Tracy. Mr. Sasser was 
an avid member of the James McDermott Post 
172, the American Legion, Tracy Post 1537, 
and of the Veterans of Foreign Wars. Martin 
also participated in a vast number of Memorial 
Day and Veterans Day Services. 

For a number of years, Mr. Sasser enjoyed 
his time entertaining hospital and rest home 
patients, as he was a skilled guitar, harmonica 
and mouth-harp player. Mr. Sasser was com- 
mitted to his faith. He served as a charter 
member of the Grace Baptist Church and held 
many positions within its congregation. Martin 
and his wife were able to invest their time 
traveling domestically and across the globe; 
visiting Europe, the Holy Land, Canada, and 
destinations throughout the United States. 

The Sasser family was blessed with four 
children, including a daughter and three sons. 
The family has also been gifted with ten beau- 
tiful grandchildren and twelve great-grand- 
children. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me in honoring the 
life of the late Mr. Martin Van Buren Sasser, 
for his years of service and outstanding con- 
tributions to the community as well as our 
country. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. JOHN B. LARSON 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, 
on November 3, 2015, | was not present for 
roll call votes 583 through 593. If | had been 
present for this vote, | would have voted: Nay 
on roll call vote 583, Nay on roll call vote 584, 
Yea on roll call vote 585, Yea on roll call vote 
586, Nay on roll call vote 587, Nay on roll call 
vote 588, Yea on roll call vote 589, Nay on roll 
call vote 590, Yea on roll call vote 591, Yea 
on roll call vote 592, Nay on roll call vote 593. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS, Vol. 161, Pt. 12 


RECOGNIZING THE TACOMA HOUS- 
ING AUTHORITY FOR 75 YEARS 
OF SERVICE 


HON. ADAM SMITH 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise to honor the Tacoma Housing Authority 
(THA) for its seventy-five years of service and 
stewardship in our community. 

The THA was created in 1940 to respond to 
the overwhelming demand for rental housing 
in the Pacific Northwest. World War II created 
a high demand for citizens to serve their coun- 
try as well as to work in factories and ship- 
yards to assist the war effort. Tacoma faced 
an immediate shortage of housing for new- 
comers and their families, and the THA made 
it a priority to provide affordable housing dur- 
ing these turbulent times. 

The Federal Government commissioned the 
design and speedy construction of large-scale 
housing developments throughout the Tacoma 
region. The THA managed Salishan, one of 
the largest housing developments with over 
2,000 units. In coordinated efforts with the City 
of Tacoma and the U.S. military, the THA pro- 
vided 3,723 housing units to individuals and 
families until the war ended in 1945. Salishan 
aged quickly during the post-war years, and 
by the 1990s, it needed significant renova- 
tions. In 2004, the THA received a $35 million 
HOPE VI grant from the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development for its recon- 
struction. 

Today, the THA continues to provide hous- 
ing assistance to over 12,000 individuals— 
roughly six percent of Tacoma’s overall popu- 
lation. The majority of these persons are low- 
income families, children, seniors, or persons 
living with disabilities. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with great honor that | rec- 
ognize the work the THA has done for the Ta- 
coma community. Their accomplishments and 
contributions to Washington State have helped 
to shape Northwest and | am confident that 
the THA will continue to be a positive contrib- 
utor to the community in the years to come. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. TODD C. YOUNG 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, on roll 
call no. 586 | was unavoidably absent in the 
House chamber on Tuesday, November 3, 
2015. Had | been present, | would have voted 
“No” on Roll Call Vote 586. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. DANIEL WEBSTER 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. WEBSTER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, on 
roll call no. 587 | was unavoidably detained off 
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of the House floor. Therefore, | was unable to 
cast my vote on Part B Amendment No. 5 to 
Rules Print 114-32, which required the federal 
government to track the total number, cost, 
and time required for each environmental re- 
view of transportation projects when reporting 
the status of these projects to the public. Had 
| been present, | would have voted YES. 


EE 


IN TRIBUTE TO FRED DALTON 
THOMPSON “NOTED ATTORNEY 
AND ACTOR, WRITER, CHIEF 
COUNSEL FOR WATERGATE COM- 
MITTEE, AND U.S. SENATOR 
FROM TENNESSEE”’ 


HON. SHEILA JACKSON LEE 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise to 
pay tribute to Fred Dalton Thompson, a great 
American, a man who personified civility; a 
passionate advocate for good governance, fis- 
cal responsibility, and national security; and 
United States Senator from Tennessee, who 
died on Sunday, November 1, 2015, in Hunts- 
ville, Tennessee at the age of 73. 

Born to Ruth Inez and Fletcher Session 
Thompson on August 19, 1942, in Sheffield, 
Alabama, Freddie Dalton Thompson came 
from humble beginnings. After graduating from 
Lawrence County High School, Fred Thomp- 
son then entered the University of North Ala- 
bama, becoming the first member of his family 
to attend college. He later transferred to the 
University of Memphis, where he earned a 
dual degree in philosophy and political science 
in 1964 and won a scholarship to Vanderbilt 
University School of Law from which he grad- 
uated with a J.D. in 1967. 

After his admission to the Tennessee bar 
and from 1969-1972, Fred Thompson worked 
as an Assistant United States Attorney where 
he successfully prosecuted bank robberies 
and other cases. In 1972, Fred Thompson 
managed the successful reelection campaign 
of U.S. Senator Howard Baker who brought 
him to Washington and appointed him Minority 
Counsel to the Senate Watergate Committee. 

Fred Thompson has often been credited for 
formulating the question made famous by 
Senator Baker during the Watergate hearings: 
“What did the President know, and when did 
he know it?” 

In addition to service as a United States 
Senator, Fred Thompson rendered valuable 
service to the public as Special Counsel to the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee (1980-— 
1981), Special Counsel to the Senate Intel- 
ligence Committee (1982), and Member of the 
Appellate Court Nominating Commission for 
the State of Tennessee (1985—1987). 

In 1994, Fred Thompson was elected to the 
U.S. Senate in 1994 to fill the unexpired term 
of Senator Al Gore, who had been elected 
Vice-President and two years later was elect- 
ed in a landslide to a full six-year Senate term. 

During his eight years in the Senate, Fred 
Thompson served on the Committees on Fi- 
nance, Government Affairs, and Intelligence. 
He retired at the end of his term in 2002 and 
resumed his career as film and television 
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actor, starring for many years as Manhattan 
District Attorney Arthur Branch in the ac- 
claimed television series “Law and Order.” 

Notable films in which Fred Thompson 
starred include “In the Line of Fire,” “No Way 
Out,” “Days of Thunder,” “The Hunt for Red 
October,” “Cape Fear,” “Die Hard 2,” “Class 
Action,” and “Fat Man and Little Boy.” 

Mr. Speaker, | hope it is a comfort to Fred 
Thompson’s widow, Jeri Kehn Thompson, and 
his surviving children, Freddie Jr. and Samuel, 
that so many persons are remembering Fred 
Thompson in their prayers and thoughts. 

| ask that the House observe a moment of 
silence in memory of Fred Thompson, the dis- 
tinguished U.S. Senator from Tennessee. 


—— 


RECOGNIZING LORI PROVINCE ON 
HER RETIREMENT 


HON. ADAM SMITH 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise to honor Lori Province on her retirement 
after nineteen years with the Washington 
State Labor Council (WSLC), where she has 
worked tirelessly on behalf of workers in 
Washington State. 

Prior to joining the WSLC, Lori had a strong 
background in the labor community. She 
served as a union representative for the 
Washington State Council of County and City 
Employees and for Service Employees Inter- 
national Union (SEIU) Local 120 in Everett. 

Upon joining the WSLC in 1996, Lori 
worked in a variety of roles including as the 
Field Mobilization Director as a Dislocated 
Worker Labor Liaison where she provided lay- 
off aversion services along with Trade Act and 
NAFTA petition development. Lori also han- 
dled outreach to inform dislocated workers 
about the employment and training services 
available through the Workforce Investment 
Act, along with representing their interests and 
beyond. 

When Lori was appointed Field Mobilization 
Director in 2008, she supported and encour- 
aged the participation of members from a wide 
variety of legislative and community programs. 
Her efforts were aimed at continuing the suc- 
cess of the WSLC’s Labor Neighbor Political 
Program and tackling workforce training and 
apprenticeship issues. Lori has also been ac- 
tive in WSLC’s Washington Industrial Safety 
and Health Act (WISHA) Monitoring Com- 
mittee, as well as with several government 
task forces and councils focused on workforce 
development policies. 

After years of tireless work, Lori announced 
earlier this year that she would retire in No- 
vember. Despite her retirement, Lori plans on 
remaining active in labor causes and will no 
doubt continue to make a positive impact on 
our community. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with great honor that | rec- 
ognize and congratulate Lori Province on her 
retirement and her outstanding work in the 
labor community. 
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IN RECOGNITION OF DOUGLAS 
GILDNER’S SERVICE AS FIRE 
CHIEF OF THE CITY OF 
SOUTHGATE 


HON. DEBBIE DINGELL 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mrs. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the Fire Chief of Southgate, Michigan 
who is retiring this month after 27 years of 
service to the Southgate Fire Department, the 
last six as the City’s Fire Chief. 

Since he first started with the department in 
1988, Doug has been known for being tem- 
perate and hard-working. These traits have 
earned him the credibility to be a consensus 
builder in the community and enabled him to 
navigate the department through good times 
as well as challenging times. Embodying the 
idea that hard work pays off, Doug has 
climbed the ranks in the department all the 
way to the top. Becoming chief in 2009, 
Doug’s ability to build relationships with the 
other area chiefs has had a profound impact 
on strengthening morale and improving safety 
in the Downriver communities. 

Doug has always been a member of the 
community first, and that’s not going to 
change. He will continue to teach young fire- 
fighters at Schoolcraft College, preparing new 
teams of heroes to keep our communities 
safe. Doug serves as an excellent role model 
not only for these students, but in his newest 
and most important position: grandfather. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
today to honor Chief Douglas Gildner for his 
twenty seven years of service and his lasting 
impact on the Downriver communities. | thank 
him for his leadership, and wish him many 
years of happiness. 


ee 


HONORING BRAVE MEN AND 
WOMEN WHO HAVE SERVED OUR 
COUNTRY 


HON. DAVID YOUNG 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. YOUNG of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today as we approach Veterans Day to honor 
the brave men and women who have served 
our country in uniform. Earlier this year | met 
with a group of young lowans belonging to the 
Junior Optimists Club—they found a truly 
unique way to pay tribute to our lowa vet- 
erans. 

The Sidey family owned and published the 
Free Press in Greenfield, lowa, for over 125 
years. The Free Press would publish letters 
lowa servicemen sent home to their families 
over the years. The Junior Optimists | met 
went through the Sidey’s collection of soldiers’ 
letters from World War II. They picked out the 
ones they found most interesting or compelling 
and read them aloud at a Flag Day celebration 
that | was fortunate to attend. 

| want to share them here with my col- 
leagues in the House of Representatives so 
that we and future generations may always re- 
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member the very real and human struggles 
our men and women face as they leave their 
loved ones behind to bravely serve our coun- 
try with dignity, honor, and distinction. 

Corporal Russell Smith, serving with the 
Army in North Africa, wrote the following letter 
dated May 23, 1943, to his sister: 


Will write a few lines tonight to let you 
know I am getting along ok and hope this 
find you the same. We haven’t been doing 
much since the war is over down here. Up to 
now we have been gathering and cleaning up 
all the German equipment that they left. 
There is everything from a rifle up to an air- 
plane. Lots of tanks and big guns. They 
burned about everything though, so it isn’t 
much good for anything except iron. I didn’t 
know they had as much stuff in the whole 
German army as I’ve seen here in the last 
couple of weeks. Right now that is for a 
week. Believe it nor not, we are on a week’s 
vacation on the beach of the Mediterranean. 
We have to do a little fishing in the forenoon 
but in the afternoon we can do anything we 
like, go boating, swimming, play ball or 
drink wine or just lay around and sleep. This 
probably isn’t all as good as it sounds but 
it’s sure a good break for after what we’ve 
been through. I’ve had some pretty good ex- 
periences or I might say not so good. We had 
everything from mortar shells to bombs 
dropped on us and sometimes I thought 
every Hynie in the German army was firing 
machine guns and rifles at us. We were 
pinned down several times, but the longest 
was one day when we were attacking a hill 
and pinned down about 6 in the morning and 
had to lay there all day with only a little 
bunch of grass in front of some of us, and 
some didn’t even have that. Didn’t hardly 
dare wiggle a finger or they would let go ev- 
erything that they had, and I mean we didn’t 
move until it got dark. Didn’t take a drink 
of water or smoke a cigarette, and boy it was 
hot. Les was also in that same battle the day 
before. That’s about all I can tell you about 
it so will call it enough. 


The following are a few extracts from a let- 
ter written by Sgt. Ernest L. “Budd” Jenkins 
dated June 23, 1943 from Camp Shelby, Mis- 
sissippi to his Aunt and Uncle—Mr. and Mrs. 
Charley Gillham. 


I have a good excuse for not answering 
your letter sooner as I have been in the field 
on firing problems and naturally there is no 
way of writing letters while out in the 
woods. That’s some life, setting our big guns 
in position and firing in the heat of the day 
about 102 all day long. Then black-out driv- 
ing at pitch dark into another position to 
make a surprise attack on the enemy. When 
we finally slow up to see if we can get a few 
hours sleep we battle mosquitoes, insects, 
lizards and snakes and finally roll up in stub- 
born sleep, when bang ‘‘Fire Mission” and we 
roll out to produce fire from our guns. We 
like it and we’ll do it until we’re tops, so 
darn good that when we go over there well 
have Nazis and [Japanese] running in every 
direction. Look what the artillery did to the 
Germans over in Africa. I can’t tell you how 
happy I am to do my bit. I’m only one in 
about 10,000 trying to get do my bit. I hope 
all of you are well and happy. I’d like aw- 
fully well to see you. 

Write soon, 
BUDD. 


Private Floyd Stimen, September 11, 1943, 
while serving in Italy: 

I sure will be glad when this war is over 
and everything is back to normal. Am pretty 
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sure I am going out of the Navy for I want a 
normal home and a decent job and few of the 
things they are promising us now. All I have 
to say is that they better make those prom- 
ises good. For these fellows are sure count- 
ing on it, and there will be enough of them 
to make it pretty hot if they don’t make 
good on their promises. I am so damn tired 
of all this fighting when all you have to look 
forward to is going to sea again with duty 16 
and 18 hours a day. 

I guess my stay in the hospital has spoiled 
me. I know it softened me up a lot for I lost 
over 20 pounds but have started to gain it 
back again now. I kinda miss seeing all those 
good looking nurses around but I guess it’s 
just as well for they had me spoiled. They 
are really a swell bunch of people. (1 in par- 
ticular) for she always treated me well. She 
used to get me special food and ice cream, 
anything I wanted and the rest of the pa- 
tients had to take what they got. I can tell 
you now, I am well and out of there but you 
about lost your ‘“‘little boy Floydie” for a 
couple of times I about bled to death and 
they had to give me transfusions but that’s 
all in the past and forgotten. I am going to 
take the nurse that was good to me out to 
dinner and a show Monday night to show my 
appreciation. 

Well folks, I am about run down so will 
close for this time. I hope you are all ok. 
Write me at the new address. Tell everyone 
hello for me. 

All my love, 
FLOYD. 


This letter was received by Mr. and Mrs. 
Charles Beaman of Canby, lowa from Tech- 
nical Sergeant Adam C. Wygonik of Chicago, 
who was brought back to the United States on 
the SS Gripsholm, concerning their son, Sgt. 
Howard Beaman, a prisoner of war in Ger- 
many. 

SEPTEMBER 25, 1948. 

I am a very good friend of your son, How- 
ard. I’ve been in the same squadron with him 
and even flew him in the same ship. We were 
also in the same camp in Germany, and when 
I left the camp in August (to be repatriated) 
Howard was in the best of health and feeling 
like a million. He is getting your mail and 
parcels quite regularly now (even though it 
takes six months to get there) and he sure 
does enjoy them. All last winter Howard was 
my bridge partner and all summer long he 
has been pretty busy managing ‘‘Beaman’s 
Demons” baseball team there in camp. I 
hope to be seeing Howard again, and I hope 
you’ll see Howard at home very soon. 


A letter to Mr. And Mrs. James Kralik of 
Nevinville from their son Corporal Roy Kralik, 
then a German prisoner of war: 


DEAR FOLKS: 

I suppose you are wondering about our 
Christmas here. It was all real nice under the 
circumstances. Had the barracks all deco- 
rated and a tree for each. Really looked nice 
and the spirit was high. The Red Cross put 
out a special Christmas parcel along with 
the regular parcel, so we were able to have 
fruit cake, candy, all kinds of spreads and 
the like, along with our regular meals. Hight 
of us boys cooked up our meal together and 
had a nice time along with a good meal. 
DeWayne and I baked a bunch of cupcakes so 
along with them we had fruit cake, candy 
and coffee, mashed potatoes, fried prem, 
bread, butter, jam, peanut butter and bis- 
cuits. Had special church services, a camp 
show, and all in all, it passed my expecta- 
tions by far. Here’s hoping you all had a nice 
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Christmas and that everyone is well. Had a 
letter from Colleen and some more from you. 
Best wishes, 
Roy. 


The following are a few extracts from a let- 
ter written by PFC Gerald L. Corey while sta- 
tioned at Nashville Tennessee, to his mother, 
Mrs. Fred Heuckendorg. 

It snowed Monday. We were up at 6:00 and 
stood guard until the truck came to take us 
on a truck ride. We waited all day until 5:00 
that afternoon. Couldn’t have any fires and 
it was cold as the dickens. We started out on 
what was supposed to be 100 miles. About 
midnight our truck slid off into a ditch and 
we were there about three hours. Everybody 
was cold, tired, and hungry. We were a sad 
bunch. We reached Carthage, Tennessee, 
about noon. They sure have some hills here. 
The sun was shining and it was warm but 
muddy. Finally had a meal, not much I had 
some candy bars, they come in handy. 
Enemy planes were flying over us all the 
time, had to keep down, it seemed pretty re- 
alistic. We pulled out and started walking 
about 7:30, Tuesday night until 2 o’clock in 
the morning. We were warm while hiking but 
when we laid down it was cold: we rested 
until 5:30. The enemy were about 5 hours 
walk from where we were so we started walk- 
ing again meeting the enemy about eleven 
o’clock Wednesday morning and drove them 
back into the hills. We walked again two 
miles into Hickman, Tennessee. The General 
stopped us there and said the problem was 
over, about four o’clock. We were served 
sandwiches and coffee. We couldn’t get to 
our rest camp until Thursday a.m. We had to 
wait and our bed rolls hadn’t come. It start- 
ed to rain. We headed for farmer’s barns, hog 
sheds, hen houses, etc. Our bed rolls came 
Thursday a.m. at 3:00. It continued to pour 
down. Everybody was soaked. Nobody 
pitched tents but went back to the barns. We 
had breakfast at 6:30. Our trucks didn’t come 
and we stayed in the barns till 6 that night, 
then moved to town and slept in a ware- 
house, it was cold and damp. Our trucks 
didn’t come when it stopped raining Friday 
morning so we moved to the top of a big hill 
and pitched tents for the night, first good 
night’s sleep for nearly a week. We start out 
on another problem Monday morning. The 
colonel said it wouldn’t be as bad as the last 
one. The colonel and the general praised us 
on the way we came through the problem as 
it was 4 times worse than they had expected. 
If you want to send me anything just make 
it anything to eat. A small truck came out 
from town with cakes, candy bars, and ice 
cream. Some scramble to get any of it! This 
is a wonderful life. 

Love, 
GARY. 


Corporal John Gildemiester, Jr., son of Mr. 
and Mrs. J.H. Gildemiester, wrote from Iran. 

Everything is still going swell. I have been 
in a hospital with an attack of appendicitis 
but recovered without an operation. I have 
had the pleasure of meeting an American 
missionary who has been here for twenty 
years. Have also seen several Biblical monu- 
ments which are real interesting. 

In some parts of the country [there] are 
wheat fields, which are cut with a sickle and 
the bundles hauled home on mule’s backs. 
They have a little machine with pointed 
wooden wheels which they run over the pile 
of bundles many times to thrash out the 
grain. 

The bread is flat somewhat similar to rye 
crisp. I ate some fresh gazelle meat the other 
day, which was very good, however we do not 
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have it very often. There is no steak to be 
had here at any price. We are unable to get 
any American station on the radio over here. 


The following letter was received by Miss 
Elnora Smith of Orient concerning her brother, 
Sgt. Russell Smith, who was serving in Italy, 
and whose parents were dead. 

FEB. 1, 1943. 


MR. SMITH, 


I do not know whether this letter will 
reach you or not as I do not know what your 
first name is but will try and see what hap- 
pens. Your son, Sgt. Russell Smith, who is 
now serving with the armed forces in Italy 
and my son, Sgt. Ronald Greiman are very 
good friends so Ronald tells us. Now we have 
had three letters from Ronald today, saying 
he has been wounded in action somewhere 
between Dec. 25 and Jan. 10. He was hit by 
machine gun fire in his leg below the knee, 
and he said it was your son that helped res- 
cue him. He said when he was hit in the leg 
and fell to the ground, he rolled himself 
down the hill or cliff and when your son, Sgt. 
Smith saw what happened, he ran to help 
him and carried him to safety under heavy 
machine gun fire. Then Sgt. Smith and an- 
other sergeant sent for some stretcher bear- 
ers and they carried our son 16 miles down 
the mountains till they came to a road 
where he could be hauled to some hospital. 
Set. Smith also bandaged his wounds as soon 
as he carried him to safety. 

Now I want to tell you how grateful we are 
for what Sgt. Smith has done for our son, 
Set. Greiman, and when you write to your 
son, I wish you would mention this to him 
also. Ronald writes he has had his leg oper- 
ated on and is getting along as well as could 
be expected. He says the doctors tell him 
that it will take 3 or 4 months to heal the 
wounds and 3 or 4 more months before he can 
get around on it. He also said he would be 
moved to Africa to some hospital there. Says 
his big worry now is wondering how his bud- 
dies are getting along that he left behind. 

So we can see how these boys really get at- 
tached to one another. When you write to 
your son, I wish you would tell him how Ron- 
ald is doing and tell him that he was taken 
to Africa, then perhaps they can get in touch 
with each other. May God be with our sons 
and all other boys at the fighting fronts. 

H.A. GRIEMAN. 


Mr. Speaker, these are the words of brave 
men. And they ring as true today as they did 
over seventy years ago when they were writ- 
ten. They embody the ideals of this great na- 
tion and the ethos of our armed forces that 
have fought, sacrificed, and died for our coun- 
try so that we can remain free. 


Next week when we recognize these men 
and women on Veterans Day, look them in the 
eye and say “Thank You.” They know all too 
well what the words in these letters mean. 
And for their bravery and sacrifices, they de- 
serve our unwavering gratitude and respect. 
May God bless them. And may God bless 
these United States of America. 
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IN RECOGNITION OF TIM 
DURAND’S SERVICE AS MAYOR 
OF RIVERVIEW 


HON. DEBBIE DINGELL 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mrs. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Tim Durand for his 20 years of serv- 
ice as mayor of Riverview, Michigan. 

First elected to office in 1987, Tim served a 
total of six years on the city council before 
being elected mayor in 1995. He has faithfully 
and honorably represented the citizens of Riv- 
erview for over 26 years, and his retirement is 
a huge loss to many. He has helped build Riv- 
erview into a thriving community, spear- 
heading many projects, including the River- 
view Municipal Building and the municipal boat 
launch, tennis courts, baseball diamonds, ex- 
tensive senior citizen organized activities and 
12 public parks. Often seen riding his bicycle, 
Tim is well-known for engaging citizens all 
over the city. He inspires participation in com- 
munity efforts and leads by example, regularly 
sponsoring charity and booster events in Riv- 
erview. His commitment to the community is 
only matched by his dedication to his wife and 
two children, who have graciously shared Tim 
with us for more than two decades. 

Tim’s positive impact on the community is 
not limited to the city of Riverview. He has 
been a pivotal member of the Downriver Com- 
munity Conference, serving as a past chair of 
this important regional development organiza- 
tion. The Dean of mayors in downriver com- 
munities of Michigan, he served with over 100 
mayors and supervisors from area commu- 
nities during the time he was mayor. He was 
always supportive, kind, and encouraging. His 
dedication to regional cooperation has made 
our downriver communities safer, more effi- 
cient, and more prepared to deal with the 
challenges of the 21st Century. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
today to honor Tim Durand for his 20 years of 
service as mayor of Riverview. | thank him for 
his leadership, and wish him many years of 
SUCCESS. 
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TRIBUTE TO THE LATE HOWARD 
COBLE 


HON. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, it is with great sorrow that | ac- 
knowledge the passing of Congressman How- 
ard Coble, but with great joy that | recall his 
storied career as a public servant, and with 
even greater joy that | recall our significant 
friendship. 

Mr. Coble represented North Carolina’s 6th 
Congressional District from 1985 until his re- 
tirement in 2015, making him the longest-serv- 
ing Republican House member in the state’s 
history. | remember his leadership on the Judi- 
ciary Internet subcommittee, where he advo- 
cated for protecting online content and worked 
tirelessly to make illegal streaming a felony. 
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Though | disagreed with him often on policy, 
we became great friends, most particularly 
through our official travels. | am now occu- 
pying his former office in the Rayburn House 
Office Building. In public, Congressman Coble 
had a sterling reputation as a man of integrity 
and principle, a representative who stood by 
his commitments. In person, his deep char- 
acter was outweighed only by his affability. 
Perhaps that is one of the reasons he became 
the longest-serving Republican in North Caro- 
lina history. 

Mr. Speaker, tonight Congress has lost the 
presence of one of its most humble and hard- 
working representatives. Congressman 
Coble’s loss will be deeply felt among many, 
but his work will not. His caring nature and 
hard work he possessed will live forever. 


EEE 


CONGRATULATIONS TO TUNISIAN 
NOBEL PEACE PRIZE WINNERS 


HON. DAVID E. PRICE 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. Speaker, 
as Ranking Member of the House Democracy 
Partnership, | rise today to recognize and con- 
gratulate the Tunisian National Dialogue Quar- 
tet for receiving the Nobel Peace Prize. This 
remarkable group of Tunisian leaders and ad- 
vocates has worked tirelessly to transition their 
country into a robust democracy after the Jas- 
mine Revolution of 2011. 

The Arab Spring sparked hope throughout 
the international community at the possibility 
of a new day for democracy and human rights 
in the Middle East. Unfortunately, in many 
countries that underwent revolution, the hope 
of positive change has not come to pass. Tu- 
nisia, however, has made great progress, and 
the Tunisian people have had great success 
developing their own parliamentary democracy 
in the wake of the Arab Spring. Much of this 
progress is thanks to the work of The Tunisian 
National Dialogue Quartet. 

The Tunisian National Dialogue Quartet is 
composed of four different civic groups: the 
Tunisian General Labor Union, the Tunisian 
Confederation of Industry, Trade, and Handi- 
crafts, The Tunisian Human Rights League, 
and the Tunisian Order of Lawyers. These 
four organizations represent a broad coalition 
that has sought to create and sustain a new 
democracy. Throughout the process of adopt- 
ing a new constitution, holding elections, and 
governing responsively, Tunisia has depended 
on the values of toleration and inclusion, and 
a willingness on the part of contending parties 
to forgo extreme or exclusive demands—ex- 
actly what the National Dialogue Quartet has 
espoused. 

As a National Democratic Institute election 
observer, and working through the House De- 
mocracy Partnership, | was privileged to wit- 
ness a product of the Quartet’s work last year 
when Tunisia held its first successful presi- 
dential elections. The Tunisian people went to 
the polls proudly and peacefully, engaging in 
the building of a parliamentary democracy that 
has already achieved a substantial amount 
and shows great promise for the future. 
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To be sure, great challenges remain, and 
the international community, including the 
House Democracy Partnership, must continue 
supporting Tunisia in its first steps as a new 
democracy. As the Tunisian people work to 
ensure effective and open governance and 
functioning democratic institutions, they are 
fortunate to have the leadership of advocates 
like the National Dialogue Quartet. 
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IN RECOGNITION OF THE LIFE OF 
SIR MICHAEL BERRY 


HON. DEBBIE DINGELL 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mrs. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, on November 
8th, | will attend the commemoration services 
for Sir Michael Berry; an icon and leader in 
the Michigan community. Michael Berry was a 
son, a devoted father, a loving husband, and 
a pioneer in the community. 

Sir Michael Berry graduated from Fordson 
Junior College and Wayne College and in 
1949, he became the first Muslim American to 
become a practicing attorney in the State of 
Michigan. He then formed a legal practice 
Berry, Hopson & Francis with his associates. 
In 1967, he won election to the Wayne County 
Road Commission, where he served for six- 
teen years, ten of which, he served as the 
chairman. Sir Michael Berry used his energy 
and enthusiasm to always give back to the 
community. He endowed a scholarship at the 
MSU College of Law, and he gave generously 
to so many of our great local universities, hos- 
pitals, and cultural institutions. Believing that 
education is a key to success, he was pivotal 
in the creation of the Michael Berry Career 
Center at the Dearborn Public schools and 
worked tireless to improve access to edu- 
cation for our children. 

Sir Michael Berry gave so much to the com- 
munity over the years, without ever asking 
anything in return for himself. His hard work 
and continuous involvement with the Detroit 
Metro Airport inspired the Airport Authority to 
name the Berry international terminal in his 
honor. He was awarded the Ellis Island Medal 
of Honor from the National Ethnic Coalition 
Organization and was given the Knight of the 
National Order of the Cedar of Lebanon which 
is considered one of the highest and most 
prestigious awards for his humanitarian aid to 
his homeland, and for which, he came to be 
called Sir Michael Berry. 

Perhaps the most lasting legacy that Sir Mi- 
chael Berry leaves is on the people he 
mentored and people he loved. He was an ac- 
tivist, a mentor, and advisor to many. He 
helped mold several generations of educators, 
elected officials, attorneys, and other profes- 
sionals. In our community, he was considered 
an icon, but to his family he was known as a 
loving husband, father, brother, grandfather 
and great-grandfather. Based on the values of 
hard work, faith, and love, | know that his fam- 
ily will proudly carry on his legacy into the fu- 
ture. 

Mr. Speaker, Sir Michael Berry lived a life 
worth celebrating. No words can ease the loss 
that is felt by his family or this community, but 
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we take solace in the knowledge that his ex- 
ample will live on for many generations. | ask 
my colleagues today to honor Sir Michael 
Berry on his extraordinary life and accomplish- 
ments. 


OUTSTANDING TEACHER IN KATY, 
TEXAS 


HON. PETE OLSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate Rebecca Lacquey of Katy High 
School for receiving the 2015 Outstanding 
Teaching of the Humanities Award. 

Mrs. Lacquey is one of only twelve human- 
ities teachers in all of Texas to receive this 
prestigious award. Her dedication to bringing 
history to life through unique methods such as 
role-playing and virtual field trips makes his- 
tory more fun and relatable to her students. 
Mrs. Lacquey’s methods continually enrich the 
lives of her students. Katy High School is 
lucky to have her. We wish her continued 
teaching success for many more years to 
come. 

On behalf of the Twenty-Second Congres- 
sional District of Texas, congratulations once 
again to Mrs. Rebecca Lacquey for winning 
this Outstanding Teacher award. 


EE 
HONORING RETIRED JUDGE JOHN 
McCANN, 2015 WESTBOROUGH 


GOOD SCOUT HONOREE 


HON. JAMES P. McGOVERN 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to honor retired Judge John S. McCann, who 
will be recognized at the 2015 Westborough 
Good Scout Award Dinner held by the Knox 
Trail Council of the Boy Scouts of America in 
Westborough, Massachusetts. 

At the heart of the Scout Oath that Boy 
Scouts take is the pledge to ‘help other people 
at all times.’ Throughout his career, Judge 
McCann has been a shining example of this 
commitment to always serving others. 

A resident of Westborough, Judge McCann 
is a graduate of the College of the Holy Cross 
in Worcester and the University of Vanderbilt 
School of Law in Tennessee. He and his wife 
Suzanne are active members of St. Luke the 
Evangelist Parish in Westborough, were foster 
parents for five years, and have three children, 
Sean, Gaylen and Aidan. 

Judge McCann knew from an early age that 
he wanted to pursue a career in law. His first 
grammar school composition as a third-grader 
at the Blessed Sacrament School on Pleasant 
Street was titled, “Why | Want to Become a 
Lawyer.” 

Following law school, Judge McCann prac- 
ticed law in California, Massachusetts, Rhode 
Island, and Maine. Judge McCann returned to 
Massachusetts in 1970 and has since resided 
in Westborough. Before he became a judge, 
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he maintained law offices in Westborough and 
Worcester. 

It wasn’t until 1993 that he aspired to be- 
come a judge, when fellow members of the 
Worcester County Bar Association encouraged 
him to apply for the Westborough District 
Court judgeship. He was appointed to the post 
by Gov. William F. Weld, and in 2000 was 
nominated by Gov. A. Paul Cellucci to the Su- 
perior Court bench. He then served as a Re- 
call Judge for four years; and retired again in 
2014. 

Judge McCann has been an active member 
of our community through his work with 
Westborough Community Fund, Chamber of 
Commerce, Capital Expenditures Committee, 
Armstrong Jr. High Parent Association; 
Westborough Human Rights Council, Amnesty 
International, and Lawyers Against Nuclear 
Arms World Jurist Association. He was a 
member and officer of the Worcester Bar As- 
sociation, Worcester Bar Advocates, Worces- 
ter Bar Foundation, and Legal Assistance Cor- 
poration. 

Judge McCann is also an avid fly fisherman 
and has said that in retirement, he aims “to 
find a lot of rivers” and spend quality time with 
his grandchildren, Conor and Mairead 
McCann. 

After a long and illustrious career, dedicated 
to helping others and upholding the law, | can- 
not think of a better way for him to spend his 
second retirement. | am grateful to Judge 
McCann for all that he has done for Massa- 
chusetts families and communities. 


CONNECTING FORT BEND COUNTY 


HON. PETE OLSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate Fort Bend County Public Trans- 
portation for being honored by the Mamie 
George Community Center. 

Each year, the Mamie George Community 
Center honors organizations that demonstrate 
a strong commitment to improving Fort Bend 
County. The Department of Transportation re- 
ceived this award for its work with the Mamie 
George Community Center to develop a new 
system of transportation for seniors in the 
Richmond/Rosenberg area. Through their ef- 
forts, the organizations created new bus 
routes to give seniors the ability to live inde- 
pendently and stay active in their community. 

On behalf of the Twenty-Second Congres- 
sional District of Texas, congratulations again 
to Fort Bend County Public Transportation for 
this honor. Thank you for your commitment to 
seniors and to Fort Bend County. 


ee 


KIDS TEACHING KIDS PROGRAM 


HON. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of the Kids 
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Teaching Kids program within Medical City 
Children’s Hospital which was created in 2010. 
Tonight, Kids Teaching Kids holds its 21 Day 
Challenge kickoff event, where eight Dallas 
area superintendents and community leaders 
will join together to teach kids healthy 
snacking habits. 

During the 21 Day Challenge, culinary high 
school students work with a Medical City Chil- 
dren’s Hospital registered dietician to learn nu- 
trition basics. The students use that knowl- 
edge to make snack recipes for elementary 
school students to prepare for themselves. 
School districts in the Dallas area are getting 
involved in the program and encouraging their 
students to participate in the challenge. 

The Kids Teaching Kids program has seen 
tangible results. Kids in the Dallas community 
are making healthier choices inside and out- 
side of school. In 2014, 4,500 students signed 
up for the 21 Day Challenge and 900 com- 
pleted the challenge. Before the challenge, 
16.8% of kids said that they did not eat 
healthy snacks. After the challenge, 83.6% of 
those 16.8% said that they were eating more 
fruits and vegetables after the challenge. 

The impact of this program in our commu- 
nity is visible. The Texas Restaurant Associa- 
tion and the Greater Dallas Restaurant Asso- 
ciation actively support the program. School 
districts of Dallas, Richardson, Plano, Desoto, 
Rockwall, Irving, Carrollton, Lewisville, Frisco, 
Prosper, Allen, and Wylie currently participate 
in the program 

Thank you to Medical City Children’s Hos- 
pital for supporting this program and for allow- 
ing it to flourish. We need more innovative 
ideas of this nature in every metropolitan area 
in this country. With the support of our peers, 
we can work to change our habits to become 
a healthier community. 


EE 


HONORING THE ACHIEVEMENTS OF 
JAMES B. ANGELL ELEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 


HON. DEBBIE DINGELL 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mrs. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the achievements of James B. 
Angell Elementary School. For over eight dec- 
ades, Angell Elementary school has benefited 
our community through its dedication to the 
education and development of Ann Arbors 
youth. The U.S. Department of Education rec- 
ognized this commitment by naming the 
school a 2015 National Blue Ribbon Award re- 
cipient 

Founded in 1923, Angell Elementary is one 
of Ann Arbor’s oldest elementary schools. The 
school’s prominence in core curriculum class- 
es such as Mathematics, English, and Science 
led students to perform in the top fifteen per- 
cent of all Michigan students on state adminis- 
tered assessments. This earned the school 
the title of “Exemplary High Performing 
School”, and led the Michigan Department of 
Education to nominate the school for the Na- 
tional Blue Ribbon Award. 

The school’s mission is, “To provide an un- 
common education to the common man.” Al- 
though Angell Elementary’s core curriculum 
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classes are exceptional, it is the enrichment 
programs offered by the school that allow it to 
thrive. The programs provide students with the 
unique opportunity to engage in their commu- 
nity. The school partners with the University of 
Michigan and takes students through the Uni- 
versity’s various history museums and sci- 
entific laboratories. The school takes great ef- 
forts to promote the arts as well, providing stu- 
dents with trips to art museums in Toledo and 
Detroit, as well locally in Ann Arbor. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
today to honor the teachers, students and par- 
ents of James B. Angell Elementary school for 
their commitment to maintaining a standard of 
excellence that best prepares the leaders of 
our future. 


Ee 


ST. NICKS ALLIANCE ANNUAL 
AWARDS BENEFIT AND 40TH AN- 
NIVERSARY CELEBRATION 


HON. NYDIA M. VELAZQUEZ 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to recognize St. Nicks Alliance, a community 
based non-profit organization created in North 
Brooklyn during the fiscal crisis of New York 
City in the 1970s. This year it celebrates its 
40th Anniversary on November 9, 2015. 

St. Nicks Alliance, formerly known as the St. 
Nicholas Neighborhood Preservation Corp., 
emerged in 1975 at the height of a nationwide 
grassroots movement to preserve and improve 
urban neighborhoods in decline. In Williams- 
burg, Brooklyn, a group of concerned and de- 
termined residents and business owners, and 
Msgr. Walter J. Vetro, pastor of St. Nicholas 
R. C. Church, came together and initiated 
neighborhood-based efforts to improve the 
community’s physical and economic condi- 
tions. This led to the incorporation of the orga- 
nization. 

As we know, some groups are formed to 
address an issue on their block; Msgr. Vetro 
and the volunteers mobilized to address the 
issues of the greater neighborhood. The orga- 
nization launched an action plan that aimed to 
address a range of issues and concerns that 
included public safety, crime, and drugs; ten- 
ants’ rights, abandoned housing, and housing 
discrimination; environmental and public health 
issues, such as toxic waste dumping, lead 
paint, and pollution; community reinvestment, 
redlining, and related matters; economic de- 
velopment, job training, and manufacturing 
closings; youth, education, and recreation; and 
municipal services delivery. 

Today, forty years later, St. Nicks Alliance 
has created 1,700 units of affordable housing 
for low income families, seniors and persons 
with disabilities and manages more than 1,000 
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units of housing in North Brooklyn. It has 
helped residents secure federal assistance 
ranging from Section 8 housing assistance, 
weatherization programs, to new market tax 
credits, which serve as resources to fuel job 
creation and development. It has collaborated 
with the public and private sector to deliver 
comprehensive programming to the commu- 
nity. This includes summer and after-school 
enrichment services to 2,500 young people; 
elder care and adult health and fitness pro- 
grams, onsite service coordination; homeown- 
ership training, small business development 
and business retention assistance. Its work- 
force development program, like the federally 
funded Environmental Response & Remedi- 
ation Technician Program successfully trained, 
certified and placed local residents to work the 
field of environmental response and remedi- 
ation services. It is recognized for the com- 
prehensive ready to work service it delivers. 

St. Nicks Alliance is a part of the fabric of 
the Williamsburg and Greenpoint community. 
My district is enriched and indebted to them 
for their service to advance the betterment of 
the North Brooklyn community. 

The outstanding accomplishments made by 
St. Nicks Alliance during its proud, 40-year 
history are a testament to the excellent work 
of so many dedicated professional employees 
and partners and leadership of Michael 
Rochford, Executive Director and Board Mem- 
bers, past and present. 

Mr. Speaker, | would like to congratulate the 
St. Nicks Alliance in Brooklyn, New York for its 
commendable and exemplary work and wish it 
many years of continued success. 


—_— — 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE SERVICE 
OF MS. KAY VARTANIAN 


HON. DEBBIE DINGELL 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, November 4, 2015 


Mrs. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate Ms. Kay Vartanian for her distin- 
guished military career and service to the City 
of Dearborn. 

Born on January 15th, 1914, Ms. Vartanian 
has been a lifelong resident of Dearborn. At 
the peak of World War Il, she enlisted in the 
United States Army to actively support the war 
effort. She was stationed at Fort Ogelthorpe, 
Georgia until her honorable discharge on Jan- 
uary 11, 1946. For her sacrifice and hard work 
for our country, Ms. Vartanian was awarded 
the Victory Medal, the American Theater 
WAAC Service Ribbon, and the Good Conduct 
Medal. After serving her country, she returned 
to Dearborn. 

As Ms. Vartanian reaches the age of 101, 
she has become the oldest female veteran 
in our area. Throughout her life, especially 
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through her faith community, Ms. Vartanian 
has dedicated her life to the service of others. 
Kay has been an important member of her 
church and is loved by all of her friends and 
neighbors. To many, she is considered part of 
their family. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
today to honor Ms. Kay Vartanian on her dis- 
tinguished military service and to celebrate her 
extraordinary work for the Dearborn commu- 
nity and the nation. 


—— 


SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate of February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, No- 
vember 5, 2015 may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD. 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 
NOVEMBER 10 
9:30 a.m. 
Committee on Armed Services 
To hold hearings to examine 30 years of 
Goldwater-Nichols reform. 


SD-G50 
NOVEMBER 17 
10 a.m. 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources 


To hold hearings to examine past wild- 
fire seasons to inform and improve fu- 
ture Federal wildland fire management 


strategies. 
SD-366 
NOVEMBER 19 
10 a.m. 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources 


To hold an oversight hearing to examine 
the Well Control Rule and other regu- 
lations related to offshore oil and gas 
production. 

SD-366 


